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Abstract

Identical agents exert hidden elant to produce randomly-sized improvements
in a technology they share. Their payo[flow grows as the technology develops,
but so does the opportunity cost of e [ant, due to a resource trade-o [Chletween using
and improving the technology. In the unique strongly symmetric equilibrium, small
innovations may hurt all agents as they severely reduce e [ant. Allowing each agent
to discard the innovations she produces (after observing their size) increases equi-
librium e [ort and welfare. If agents can instead conceal innovations for a period of
time, under linear payo [S,1there exists an equilibrium in which improvements are
refined in secret until they are su [ciehtly large, and progress stops after disclosure.
Although concealment is ine [cieht due to forgone benefits and the risk of redun-
dancy, under natural conditions, this equilibrium induces higher welfare than the
one with forced disclosure.

1 Introduction

Technological innovation frequently has the features of a dynamic collective-action prob-
lem. Firms in the same ‘network’ gradually expand a stock of shared knowledge, concern-
ing e.g. a production process, or a technology to be sold as part of a product.! Moreover,

progress eventually decreases the incentive to contribute further.? This ‘collective’ form

fPthank Péter Es6, John Quah, Sven Rady, Meg Meyer, Martin Cripps, Francesc Dilmé, George Geor-
giadis, Johannes Horner, Ludvig Sinander, Matteo Escudé, Mathijs Jannsen, Claudia Herresthal, Alessio
Piccolo, and the seminar participants at Oxford, Bonn, and Aalto universities for helpful comments.

TInstitute for Microeconomics, University of Bonn. E-mail: gcurello@uni-bonn.de.

1. This occurs not only within R&D partnerships, but also among larger groups of firms with shared
interests. See Powell and Giannella (2010) for a survey on networks of innovators and their ‘collective’
output, and Pénin (2007) for one on the free revealing of innovations. Recent empirical studies of
knowledge spillovers among innovators include Akcigit et al. (2018) and Kerr (2008). Free revealing is
characteristic of ‘user’ innovation as well: Harho [Cahd Lakhani (2016) is a recent analysis.

2. According to Meyer (2003): ‘With the establishment of a profitable industry, technological uncer-
tainty is reduced and the collective invention process evaporates. Surviving firms run private research
and development.” Similarly, Powell and Giannella (2010) argue that: ‘as technological uncertainty re-
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of innovation drove progress in the biotechnology, semiconductor, and software industries,
among others.?

However, collective innovation differs from traditional ‘games’ of public-good provision
in at least two respects. First, the magnitude of discoveries is uncertain, as the value
of new technologies is often hard to predict. As a consequence, it is difficult for firms
to monitor the research effort exerted by their partners.* Second, firms face a resource
trade-off between exploiting an existent technology and exploring new possibilities.®> In
particular, as a technology improves, the opportunity cost of refining it rises.

In this paper, I study this problem in a general model that captures these key features.
Long-lived identical agents exert hidden effort to induce randomly-sized increments in the
stock of a public good. Agents’ flow payoffs are a general function of their effort and of
the current stock, and the marginal cost of effort increases (weakly) with the stock. In
the main interpretation of the model, agents are firms and the public good is a technology
that they share. The stock of the good corresponds to the quality of the technology, and
an increment in the stock is an innovation. Firms invest in R&D to obtain innovations,
as well as in other activities (e.g. production, or marketing). The latter induce a private
flow of profits that grows as the technology improves. In another interpretation, agents
are nonprofit organisations that allocate resources between activities with guaranteed
returns and the search for more effective interventions, and share their findings.®

I characterise the social-welfare benchmark (Proposition 1) and show that the game
admits a unique strongly symmetric equilibrium (Theorem 1). Equilibrium effort is
pinned down by the current stock; that is to say, no form of punishment is sustain-
able in equilibrium, even though the trajectory of the stock may be an arbitrarily precise
(but imperfect) signal of aggregate effort. Moreover, continuation payoffs may fall af-
ter an innovation (i.e. an increment in the stock), even though a higher stock would be
beneficial absent its incentive effects.” This is because opponents exert less effort as the
stock grows, delaying future innovations, and this may offset the benefit of a moderately

larger stock. I obtain a necessary and sufficient condition for the risk of ‘detrimental’

cedes, firms develop private R&D and focus on their own specific applications. Reliance on collective
invention accordingly wanes.” Decreasing returns are ubiquitous in the literature on dynamic games of
public-good provision, from Fershtman and Nitzan (1991) to Battaglini, Nunnari, and Palfrey (2014).

3. See e.g. Powell, Koput, and Smith-Doerr (1996) for biotechnologies, and Chesbrough (2003) and Lim
(2009) for the semiconductor industry. See also VVon Hippel (1987) for evidence of collective innovation
from the steel industry, and Bessen and Nuvolari (2016) for historical examples.

4. For example, Geroski (1995) notes that ‘co-operative R&D ventures may be unable to overcome
moral hazard problems that lead participants to invest less than promised in the joint venture, divert
the energies of people nominally assigned to [it, and] assign less talented researchers to [it...]’

5. There is empirical evidence that financial constraints hold back innovation activities (e.g. Hottenrott
and Peters 2012), and that the latter often rely on internal funds. Thus, firms face a trade-o [Detween
financing innovation and other costly activities, such as production or marketing.

6. See e.g. Grant and Crutchfield (2007) and Dover and Lawrence (2012) for the importance of
information-sharing and of innovation, respectively, in the nonprofit sector.

7. That is to say, agents would be better o [provided they behaved as if the innovation did not occur.



innovations to persist as long as effort is exerted in equilibrium (Corollary 5) and show
that, under natural assumptions, all but the last innovation produced are harmful.

Because innovations have adverse effects on incentives, agents who obtain them may
wish to delay their disclosure and adoption. To explore this idea, I first enrich the model
by allowing agents to discard innovations, after observing their size. While this is a
strong assumption, it leads to sharp results.® Namely, the ensuing game admits a unique
strongly symmetric equilibrium in which, after any history, both effort and continuation
payoffs are higher than in the equilibrium of the baseline game with forced disclosure
(Theorem 2). Moreover, if innovations are beneficial with certainty when disclosure is
compulsory, disposal does not occur even if allowed, and the equilibria coincide. Other-
wise, the ex-ante payoffs in the equilibrium with disposal are strictly higher. Thus, in
spite of the fact that discarding innovations is clearly inefficient, allowing the agents to
do so enhances equilibrium welfare.

In reality, a firm that does not wish to disclose an innovation is more likely to conceal it
than to discard it, and may disclose a refined version at a more profitable time. To check
the robustness of the social benefits of selective disclosure, I enrich the baseline game by
allowing agents who obtain innovations to conceal them from their opponents, forgoing
the larger payoff flow. At any later time, possibly after having obtained and concealed
further innovations, each agent may disclose any portion of the total increment, increasing
her payoffs and the public stock. Moreover, undisclosed increments obtained by different
agents are ‘perfect substitutes’, so that concealment leads to redundant innovations.

If payoffs are linear, no strongly symmetric equilibrium with full disclosure exists in
this environment (Lemma 3). In spite of this fact and of the richness of the setting,
a tractable equilibrium exists. Namely, under linear payoffs, there exists a symmetric
perfect Bayesian equilibrium in which a single innovation is disclosed (the first to exceed
a common, time-varying cutoff) and, after this occurs, no effort is exerted (Theorem 3). If
the number of agents is sufficiently large and the size of innovations sufficiently uncertain,
ex-ante payoffs exceed those of the equilibrium with forced disclosure (Proposition 4).
Thus, even though concealing innovations is clearly inefficient, doing so is incentive-
compatible and may improve equilibrium welfare.

This model predicts that minor innovations within a technological field are not un-
ambiguously beneficial, as they may discourage further progress, and innovators may fail
to internalise the social benefit of their research efforts. Thus, an investor may favour a
promising technology in its early days over one which already became profitable, as she
may expect the former to develop faster and ‘overtake’ the latter. As a consequence of

this ‘discouragement effect’, firms within a network of innovators may wish to hide their

8. Nothing would change if agents could instead conceal innovations, provided they cannot covertly
refine the improvements that they hide. This is justified if innovations are aimed at solving a given
problem (so that any two are perfect substitutes), and a new problem is tackled after a solution is
adopted. See Section 5.1 for details.



advances from their partners, even if this is reputationally costly and has no direct ben-
efit.° Doing so may be socially beneficial, especially within large networks of innovators
and in fields where the magnitude of innovations is heavy-tailed.

The baseline model with forced disclosure may prove a useful building block for richer
models, for three reasons. First, it admits a unique equilibrium in a large class. Second,
it admits simple closed-form solutions for broad classes of parameters (e.g. as long as
payoffs are linear). Third, the two extensions considered in this paper are tractable in
spite of their richness. Moroever, the techniques used to establish the uniqueness of
equilibria, and to construct the equilibrium of the game with concealment, are new. I
expect them to be useful in a broader class of dynamic games, capturing fundamentally
different strategic interactions.

The rest of the paper is organised as follows. I summarise the relevant literature in
Section 1.1. Section 2 contains a description of the model and a discussion of the assump-
tions. In Section 3, I present the social-welfare benchmark. In Section 4, I characterise
the unique strongly symmetric equilibrium. I analyse the game with disposal in Section 5,

and the game with concealment in Section 6.

1.1 Literature review

This paper belongs to the literature on dynamic games of public-good provision. The
baseline model is closely related to Fershtman and Nitzan (1991), Marx and Matthews
(2000), and Battaglini, Nunnari, and Palfrey (2014), as agents are long-lived and grad-
ually add to the stock of a public good, and the returns to production decrease as the
stock grows.'' I contribute to this literature in three ways. First, by making the trajec-
tory of the stock an imperfect signal of agents’ investments, I show that the symmetric
equilibrium in Markov strategies is unique in the class of strongly symmetric equilibria.
Second, I impose weaker restrictions on the payoff function and, in particular, allow the
production cost to depend on the current stock. I show that, although a higher initial
stock is beneficial absent its incentive effects, it may lead to lower equilibrium payoffs.
Third, by allowing the stock to make discrete, randomly-sized jumps, I show that agents
may have an incentive to discard or conceal increments in the stock,'? and I analyse the
impact of allowing the agents to do so.

Another strand of the literature on dynamic public-good games assumes that agents

9. If innovations must be shared in order to be implemented due to contractual arrangements, or if
they are to be sold as part of a product, concealing them has no direct benefit.

10. See Azevedo et al. (2020) and the references therein for the importance of large and rare innovations.

11. See also Bliss and Nalebu [[(1984), Gradstein (1992), and Lockwood and Thomas (2002).

12. To the best of my knowledge, studies on games of experimentation (which | discuss below) are the
only ones within the literature on dynamic provision of public goods to feature either a production cost
that varies with the stock, or production involving randomly-sized lumps. The (joint) study of these
two features is justified since they are necessary to obtain the adverse e [edts just described, as | show
in Appendix L.



are rewarded only once aggregate effort reaches a given threshold.® Thus, even though
free-riding remains a central concern, the incentive to exert effort grows with the total
amount exerted to date. While this is not the case in the baseline model that I analyse,
I show that a similar structure arises in equilibrium if agents are allowed to conceal
the innovations that they obtain (Section 6). However, in contrast to the literature,
increments obtained by different agents are perfect substitutes.*

This paper is also related to the literature on strategic experimentation, even though
it does not itself feature experimentation.'® Indeed, games of experimentation may be
viewed as a class of dynamic public-good games, where the ‘stock’ is the public belief
about the quality of the risky arm, and ‘producing’ the good amounts to pulling this
arm. Moreover, in these games as in my model, production is stochastic and the (net)
production cost varies with the stock. Horner, Klein, and Rady (Forthcoming) show that
strongly symmetric equilibria improve upon Markov-perfect ones in games of experimen-
tation, and are sometimes efficient. However, the unique strongly symmetric equilibrium
involves Markov strategies in my model. This is because (unlike in games of experimen-
tation) effort is hidden.'® Another distinguishing feature of games of experimentation is
the fact that payoffs and incentives to produce move jointly: ‘good news’ simultaneously
makes agents better off and the risky arm more attractive.!’ This implies that agents have
no incentive to conceal goods news in equilibrium, and continuation payoffs are increas-
ing in the probability that the risky arm is ‘good’.'® That is to say, the aforementioned
phenomena that I analyse do not arise.

Finally, this paper is related to the large theoretical literature on innovation. Rein-
ganum (1983), part of the strand concerning industrial organisation, argues that industry

leaders are likely to be overtaken by new entrants in the innovation race.’® Even though

13. Major contributions include Radner, Myerson, and Maskin (1986), Admati and Perry (1991),
Strausz (1999), Compte and Jehiel (2004), Yildirim (2006), and Georgiadis (2015).

14. In Campbell, Ederer, and Spinnewijn (2014), agents obtain ‘successes’ at random times, and may
conceal them in order to preserve their partners’ incentive to exert el[ofdt. Discarding or concealing
innovations in my model is beneficial for the same reason. However, successes obtained by dilerknt
agents in Campbell, Ederer, and Spinnewijn (2014) are perfect complements, whether or not they are
concealed. As | show in Appendix L, if innovations have a fixed value in my model (as successes do in
theirs), agents do not conceal them in equilibrium, as concealed increments are perfect substitutes.

15. Important contributions to this literature include Bolton and Harris (1999), Keller, Rady, and
Cripps (2005), Keller and Rady (2010), Bonatti and Horner (2011), Klein and Rady (2011), Heidhues,
Rady, and Strack (2015), and Keller and Rady (2015, 2020).

16. I show in Supplement A that, under some regularity assumptions, there exists an e [Cieht strongly
symmetric equilibrium if e [ant is observable.

17. In standard public-good games as well as in my model, an increase in the stock is beneficial absent
its incentive e [edts, but discourages further production in equilibrium.

18. Nevertheless, concealing information plays an important role in models involving strategic experi-
mentation. See e.g. Akcigit and Liu (2015) and Halac, Kartik, and Liu (2017).

19. Important contributions to this literature include Brander and Spencer (1983), Spence (1984), Katz
(1986), d’Aspremont and Jacquemin (1988), Kamien, Muller, and Zang (1992), Suzumura (1992), and
Leahy and Neary (1997). An overtaking phenomenon also features in Jovanovic and Nyarko (1996) and
Redding (2002), which belong to the literature on endogenous growth.



firms do not compete in my model, overtaking occurs as well. However, it is more severe in
that the ‘leader’ may be ex-ante worse off than the ‘follower’.?° In the endogenous-growth
models of Lucas and Moll (2014) and Perla and Tonetti (2014), agents face a resource
trade-off between using an existing technology and improving it, exactly as in my model.
However, innovations are always beneficial in their models, as aggregate technological

progress is deterministic.?

2 Model and assumptions

In this section, I describe the model and discuss the assumptions underlying it.

Time is continuous and indexed by t R.. There are n = 2 identical agents, indexed
by i {1,...,n}, and a public good. Its time-t stock is denoted X; = 0. At any
time t = 0, agent i exerts effort i [0, 1] and receives a flow payoff u(ai, x;), where
u:[0,1] xRy — R. The payoff is discounted at rate r > 0.

The stock X; takes some initial value Xg = 0 and, for t > 0, is determined as follows.
Agent i produces an increment in X; at rate Aal, where A > 0. Each increment has
(possibly) random size z, drawn from a CDF F with mean g < oo and such that F (0) = 0.

For some of the results, we shall assume that
F(z)>0 forallz>0. (1)

This means that increments of arbitrarily small (but strictly positive) size are possible.
The production and the size of increments are independent across agents, time, and from
each other. By rescaling the rate A of arrival of increments by 1/r, we may assume
without loss of generality that r = 1. The arrival of increments, their size, as well as the
identity of the agents inducing them, are public. Agents’ effort is private, and agents are
constrained to play pure strategies.??

Assume that u(a, X) is twice continuously differentiable, and increasing and concave

in X.?® That is, keeping the effort fixed, the payoff increases as the stock grows, but at a

20. In detail, consider two groups of agents (e.g. two distinct R&D partnerships) playing the equilibrium
of the baseline game (Theorem 1). If the first innovation obtained across groups makes the group who
obtained it (the ‘leaders’) worse o [ ilhe group of ‘followers’ (which therefore has a lower stock at the time
of the innovation) is likely to have a higher stock in the near future. This is because the continuation
payo [Sbf the followers are higher, even though their flow payo [S_hre lower as long as their stock lies
below that of the leaders.

21. In Hopenhayn and Squintani (2011), firms refine their technologies in secret (as in the extension of
Section 6), but compete in a patent race.

22. The restriction to pure strategies is without loss of generality if the cost of e [ant is linear. That is,
if there is a map ¢: R+ — R such that c(a,x) := ac(x) for all ¢ [0,1] and = 0. See Remark 1 in
Appendix A for details.

23. Notions such as ‘increasing’ and ‘concave’ are always meant in the weak sense.



decreasing rate. Note that
u(a, x) = b(x) —c(a, x)

where b(X) := u(0, X) are gross benefits, and c(a, X) := u(0, X) —u(a, X) is the opportunity
cost of effort. Suppose that c(a, X) is increasing and convex in a, and strictly increasing
in a if X > 0. Suppose also that ¢;(a, X) and €y;(a, X) are increasing in X; that is, the cost

of effort becomes steeper and more convex as the stock grows.?* Suppose also that

lim Apnb{x) —ci(a,x) <0 forall0 <a< 1. (2)

xr — 0o

This means that any fixed amount of positive effort is inefficiently large if the stock is
large enough. In particular, AUNbYX) approximates the marginal social benefit of effort
when the stock X is large, whereas ¢1(a, X) is its marginal cost.?® For some results, we

shall further assume that payoffs take the following linear multiplicative form:
b(x) =x & c(a,x)=ax. (3)

In the main interpretation of the model, the stock X; denotes the (quality of a shared)
technology, and increments in X; are innovations. These terms are used throughout the
discussion. Given this interpretation, linear multiplicative payoffs may be understood as
follows. In each period, agents face a binary decision between using and improving the
technology. Improving the technology (ai = 1) yields no payoff, and using it (ai = 0)
yields a payoff equal to its current quality, X;. We may interpret 0 < a! < 1 as improving
the technology with probability a! and using it with probability 1 —ai. Assuming that
agents are expected-utility maximisers, their payoff function is (3).

We shall illustrate the results using linear multiplicative payoffs and the distribution

L] , L]
F(z)=plac+(1—p) 1—e" 5, (4)

where p [0,1) and { > [ 0. Thus, with probability p, the innovation is ‘substan-
tial” and it has size {; otherwise, it is a small improvement, with size drawn from the
exponential distribution with mean [

Below is a brief description of histories, strategies and continuation payoffs. Formal

24. The conditions on ¢ are equivalent to the following conditions on «: u is decreasing and concave in
a, and strictly decreasing in « if > 0; u1 and u1; are decreasing in x.

25. The (individual) benefit of obtaining one innovation, Eg [b(z + 2)] — b(x), is approximately pbYx)
when z is large. This is because b is increasing and concave, hence approximately linear for large z.

26. The mean of F'is u = p¢ + (1 — p)e. Solutions are simpler if the size of the small improvement
is exponentially-distributed than if it is fixed, whereas they do not change if the size of the substantial
innovation is stochastic, provided it is guaranteed to be su [ciehtly large. The special case p = 0 a[onds
the simplest non-trivial solutions. We will also consider the limit case in which moderate improvements
become arbitrarily small and frequent, while their aggregate size remains fixed (formally, we let A\ grow
and p and e vanish while keeping Ap and Ae(1 — p) fixed).



definitions are in Appendix A. Note that (almost surely) only finitely many innovations

are produced within any bounded period of time. A history is a finite sequence

hm = (Xo,(tl,zl, il),...,(tm,zm, Im)) (5)

such that agent i, obtains an innovations of size z; at time t;, agent I, one of size z, at

time t, > t;, and so on. In particular, the stock after the m™ innovation is

T 1
X(hm) = Xo + Z.
=1

Agents simultaneously reach a new (public) history whenever an innovation is produced.
A strategy o° specifies, for each history h,, (including hy := Xq), an effort schedule
oi(h,,) : (t,, o) - [0,1] (where to := 0). Agent i exerts effort [g%(h,,)](t) at any
time t > t,,, such that no innovation was produced within the time interval [t,,,t). Note
that it is not necessary for histories to keep track of past exerted effort, since past effort
has no direct payoff relevance and agents do not randomise. For the same reason, beliefs
about opponents’ past effort play no role, and subgames beginning at any given history
are well-defined.?’ If agents play a strategy profile 0 := (0%)L,, agent i’s continuation

payoff at a history h,, may be expressed as

L1
V! (hm) =K em~tp X hl —c ¢ hl (t),X hl dt (6)

where M {m,m + 1,..., 00} is the total number of innovations produced, ﬁl is the

|th

history reached upon the I innovation (at time t;), Ay := D, £ := t,,, and, if M < oo,

U541 := 00,

2.1 Discussion of the assumptions
The literature on dynamic public-good games assumes that payoffs are separable. For-
mally, they may be expressed as
(I I (.
ua,x =b(x)—ca;. (7)

This model is a generalisation. Namely, the cost of effort becomes steeper and more

convex as the stock grows.?® Another standard assumption is that the marginal benefit

27. The game may be viewed as a discrete-time, simultaneous-move stochastic game, with stochastic
discounting and horizon. As | show in Appendix A, action spaces are compact and per-period payo [s]
continuous, so that best responses against any (suitably measurable) strategies exist after every history.

28. Requiring that the cost become more convex as well as steeper as the stock grows is necessary to
guarantee that the e [cieht level of e [ant decreases, a central feature in the literature.



of increasing the stock vanishes as the stock grows (i.e., lim, .« b{X) = 0). Condition (2)
is weaker. The added generality encompasses linear payoffs, such as (3).2°

Another typical assumption in the literature is that the production technology is
deterministic. In this model, production is stochastic because innovations arise at random
times. Coupled with the continuous-time assumption, this feature affords simple closed-
form solutions and a neater analysis. Note that the size of innovations may, but need not,
be random (formally, F may be degenerate). Condition (1), which requires innovations
to have random size, is used to obtain simple characterisations of the inefficiency of
equilibria (Corollary 2), of the possibility of detrimental innovations (Section 4.1), of the
incentive to conceal innovations in equilibrium (Lemma 3), and a sufficient condition for
concealment to be socially beneficial (Proposition 4). The other results hold whether the
size of innovations is random or fixed.

For simplicity, I require the distribution of the size of increments to be independent of
the effort of the agent producing them. In Appendix K, I show via an example that the
main insights of the analysis carry over to a model where exerting more effort improves

the distribution of the size of innovations (and alters their frequency).

3 Social-welfare benchmark

In this section, I describe how non-strategic agents should behave in order to maximise
aggregate payoffs. The main features of this benchmark are common in dynamic public-
good games. In particular, any innovation is beneficial.

A strategy is Markov if effort is pinned down by the current stock. Formally, a Markov
strategy (for agent i) is a Borel measurable map o : Ry — [0, 1] such that al = a(x;) for
all t = 0.3! If agents play a Markov profile a := (0f)™,, the time-t continuation payoff
of each agent i is a function V! (x;) of the current stock X;. Moreover, for all X = 0,

] I M N L] L]

VE(X) =b(x) —c a'(X),x +A  o/(X) Ep V (Xx+2Z) —V.(X) . (8)

That is to say, agent i’s continuation payoff is the sum of the current payoff flow b(x) —

29. Condition (2) ensures that the strongly symmetric equilibrium is unique (Theorem 1).

30. Note also that | require e [ant to be bounded, as allowing for unbounded e [ant while keeping the
rest of the assumptions unchanged necessarily leads to separable payol[s Indeed, unless (7) holds,
c(a,z) > c(a,z) for some a and Z > z. Moreover, for any a = «a, b(Z) — b(z) = c(a,z) — c(a,r) =
(@ — a)[c(a, Z) — c(a, x)], where the first inequality holds since b(x) — (@, z) is increasing in x, and the
second since c1(a,z) — c1(a, z) is positive and increasing in a. Then, e [ant must be bounded.

31. Measurability ensures that the process (zt)t=o is well-defined for any Markov profile (a')iL;.

32. To derive (8) note that, for a small time interval dt, vl (z) = [b(z) — c(a'(x),x)ldt +
e MR/ (Feaq)|Te = 2] and, up o4 first-order approximation, E[vl(Firat)|Te = ] =
A =1 o (2)dEe[vg(z +2)]+ (A — A i=1 o (x)dt)vl (). Neglecting terms in d¢? (and dropping the
subscript t) yields (8).



c(a’(x), X), and the net expected future benefit. This is given by the rate A L;EIGJ (X) at
which innovations occur, times their expected social value; that is, the difference between
the continuation payoff V (X +2) after an innovation of size z > 0, and the current payoff
V¢ (X), weighted by the distribution F of z.

Welfare is the average of ex-ante payoffs across agents. Since agents are identical, the
cost of effort c(a, X) is convex in a [0, 1], and the rate of arrival of innovations Aa is
linear in effort, it is efficient for all agents to exert the same amount of effort. Then, from

(8), the Bellman equation for the maximal welfare achievable in the game is

] 1
V(X) = max b(x) —c(a,Xx) + aAn{Er[v(X+2)] —v(X)} . (9)
Standard dynamic-programming arguments imply that, if (9) admits a (well-behaved)
solution Vi—then, for any initial stock Xg = 0, V{Xp) is the maximal achievable welfare,
across all (Markov and non-Markov) strategy profiles.3® Moreover, any Markov strategy

a solving, for all X = 0,
(I 1
a(x) arg max BANEVi(x+2)] ~vi(} ~ o(a,X) (10)

induces welfare vV{¥Xo).
The following result shows that, in order to maximise welfare, agents should exert less
effort as the stock grows. Moreover, any increment in X, makes agents better off. The

proof is in Appendix E.

Proposition 1. There exists a Markov strategy athat, if played by all agents, maximises
welfare for all initial stocks X, = 0. E[ant a{x;) is decreasing in the stock x;, and
o{X:) —» 0a.s.ast — oo. Maximal welfare vi{Xo) is increasing in Xo, and v{Xo) —b(Xo)
is decreasing and vanishes as Xy — ©0.%*

The fact that effort a—js decreasing is standard in dynamic public-good games, and
is generally due to concave payoffs. In this model, not only are payoffs concave in X,
but the cost of effort becomes steeper and more convex as X; grows (formally, ¢1(a, X)
and C11(a, X) are increasing in X). The latter force adds to the former and does not alter
the qualitative features of the social-welfare benchmark. However, as shown in the next
section, it plays an important role in equilibrium.

Maximal welfare Vs increasing in the initial stock Xo because higher Xq yields a
larger payoff flow (b(X) — c(a, X) is increasing in X) without altering the productivity of
effort (the frequency and size of innovations does not depend on X). Moreover, since each

agent’s time-t continuation payoff when as played equals V{X;), any increment in the

33. See e.g. Theorem 3.1.2 of Piunovskiy and Zhang (2020). It is su [cieht that (9) admits a solution
v R4+ - R that is Borel measurable and such that b(z) < v(x) < b(x) + nA[b(r) — b(0)] for all z = 0.
34. Unless c is strictly convex, (10) may admit more than one solution «. «ais the pointwise smallest.

10



stock (that is, any innovation) is beneficial. We shall see that, despite this, welfare need
not increase with Xq in equilibrium, so that innovations may be detrimental.
The next result gives a necessary and sufficient condition for effort to cease in finite

time. It is proved in Appendix E.

Corollary 1. If
A{Erb(X +2)] —b(X)} < ¢1(0,X) (11)

admits a solution then it admits a smallest solution X In this case, no e [ant is exerted
if Xo = xand, if Xo < xpelaft a{X;) ceases a.s. in finite time, when X, reaches X If
(11) holds with <>’ for all x = 0, then e [ant never ceases and X; — oo a.s. as t - oo.

When the stock X is such that equality holds in (11), the cost and benefit of exerting
a small amount of effort until an innovation occurs, and no effort thereafter, even out.
The right-hand side of (11) is the marginal cost of effort when no effort is exerted. The
left-hand side is the marginal social value of effort when the size of the stock is X, given
that no effort is exerted after an innovation occurs. In particular, the net welfare benefit

of an innovation of size z is n[b(X + z) — b(x)].

arfX;) veEX:) 2 |

Figure 1: Elont (left) and welfare (right) in the social-welfare benchmark, as
functions of the stock x¢. Parameter values are b(x) = z, c(a,x) = az, F(z) =
pl=z + (L —p)L—e#H, A=10, p=¢=0.01, and ( =n =5.

Example. Figure 1 depicts effort and welfare in the social-welfare benchmark of the
example introduced in Section 2: b(X) = X, ¢(a,X) = ax, and F(z) = pl,>c+ (1 —p)(1 —
e~%/¢). Effort ogeases as the stock reaches the cutoff X 3= An[p{ + (1 — p) [J Moreover,
since the cost of effort is linear, ajs ‘bang-bang’: a{X) = 1 for X < Xmand a{x) =0

for X > X3 Assuming that it is efficient to exert no effort after a substantial innovation
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(i.e. assuming that { = X}y welfare is given by

1 1 o, O
[ Aw R -1 e (T Ly (14 Anp)X + L if X < X

V@() _ (1+xnp)?
e if x = x35°

(12)

4 Equilibrium

This section is devoted to the unique strongly symmetric equilibrium of the game. Among
other things, I show that continuation payoffs may drop after an innovation.

Given a history h featuring m {0, 1,...} innovations, write h [{fJz,i) for the
history that features m + 1 innovations and extends h, and in which the last innovation
is produced by agent i at time t, and has size z. Recall that, if agents play a strategy
profile 0 := (0"),, V’ (h) is the payoff to agent i in the subgame after history h. Given
h leading to some time t, = 0, for all t > t,, let V;h(t) be agent I’s payoff at time t, given
that no innovation was produced within the interval [t;, t) (and define Vv, (t,) := Vi (h)).
Then, the map fovh : [th, o) — R is Lipschitz and, labelling X = 0 the value of the stock
that h leads to, for almost all t > t;, 3¢

| ave , o O [
Via(t) = =2 () +b(x) — ¢ a'(h) (T),x

=
+A d/(h) () Er vo(h CIEE,§)) — v, ,(0) - (13)

Compared to (8), effort depends on the current time. As a consequence, agent i’s payoff
evolves at rate dv}, ,/dt even in the absence of innovations.

Suppose now that the opponents of agent i all play a given strategy g, and let V’ (h)
be the largest payoff that agent i can achieve, across all strategies, in the subgame after
history h. Assuming h leads to time t, = 0, for all t > t;,, let \727h(t) be the largest payoff
achievable by agent i at time t, given that no innovation was produced within the interval
[ty, 1) (and define V., (t,) := V. (h)). Then, the map V., : [t,,0) — R is Lipschitz and,
for almost all t > t,,,

| ave 101 O O ]
0(0) = A0 +b00 + max Ak By T,(h CIEED) —Vh,() —c(ax)
11 O 1
FNO(I®)  Er Uy(h CIER§) — 2,0 - (14)

35. The maps vand a;as well as all closed-form solutions described in later sections, may be obtained
using e.g. the methods in Section 2.2 of Polyanin and Manzhirov (2008). Note that vis not di [erkntiable
at z = Aun. In particular, the smooth-pasting property does not hold in this setting, as the stopping
boundary is not regular. See Peskir and Shiryaev (2006) for details.

36. See Appendix A for details on how to obtain (13), and Appendix A.1 for (14) and (15).
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The strategy 0 is a best response for agent i at all histories only if, given any history h

leading to any time t;, for almost all t > t,

. [ Y I L 1 1
O'(NI() arg max @A B G (h CIEED) V(0 —c@x) . (1)
A strategy 0 induces a strongly symmetric equilibrium (SSE) if, after any history, it is a
best response for any agent against her opponents playing the same strategy.
Recall the definition of Markov strategies from Section 3. If the opponents of any
given agent play a Markov strategy a, the largest continuation payoff that this agent
can achieve, across all strategies, is a (value) function V,, of the current stock X; (and is

symmetric across agents). From (8), V, is the unique (well-behaved) solution to

L]
V(X) = H&%ﬁ] b(x) —c(a,x) + Ajla+ (n —1)a(X)[{Ep[v(x + Z)] —v(X)} I__?’ (16)
Then, a is a best response, after any history, against opponents playing the same strategy

if and only if

] 1
a(x)  arg max &MEr [V (X +2)] = %200} ~ c(a.%) (17)
for all X = Xq. The following result characterises the unique SSE of the game. The proof

is in Appendix F.

Theorem 1. There exists a unique SSE, and it is induced by a Markov strategy o;.%
E [ort a(x,) is continuous and decreasing in the stock x,, and lies below the benchmark
orfx;). Moreover, v¢(x;) — b(x;) is decreasing in x;, where v(x,) is the equilibrium
continuation payo [given Xx;.

Equilibrium effort ay(x;) decreases as the stock X, grows and, moreover, it is ineffi-
ciently low in general. This is caused by intertemporal free riding (Marx and Matthews
2000): since Oy is decreasing, agents are reluctant to exert effort as this causes their
opponents to exert less effort in the future. Thus o is inefficient, except for the trivial

case in which no effort is optimal. This is the next result, proved in Appendix F.
Corollary 2. Suppose that (1) holds. Then, v;(Xo) < VvXo) if and only if or{xg) > 0.3

The following result parallels Corollary 1, and describes the long-run behaviour in ay.

I omit its proof as it is essentially the same as that of Corollary 1.

37. This equation and (17) follow from e.g. Theorem 3.1.2 of Piunovskiy and Zhang (2020). In particu-
lar, Uq is the unique solution to (16) among Borel measurable v : R+ — R such that b(z) < v(x) < vx)
for all z =0, where v—was defined in Section 3.

38. The same Markov strategy af induces the equilibrium for all initial stocks 2o = 0.

39. Corollary 2 relies on (1). Indeed, «f is e [cieht if the incentive to exert e [ont is strong initially
and is guaranteed to drop suddenly, so that af(z¢) and a{gx¢) drop from 1 to 0 at the same time. Since
af is continuous, this can only occur if innovations are guaranteed to be su [ciehtly large, a phenomenon
ruled out by (2).
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Corollary 3. If
MEr[b(x +2)] —b(X)} < ¢1(0,%) (18)

admits a solution then it admits a smallest solution x;. In this case, no e Lot is exerted
if Xo = Xy and, if Xo < Xy, then e[ardt a(X;) ceases a.s. in finite time, as X; reaches X;.
If (18) holds with ‘>’ for all x = 0, then e [adt never ceases and X, — oo a.s. ast — oo.

The ‘encouragement effect’ (Bolton and Harris 1999) does not arise in o. That is,
effort ceases in oy precisely when it would cease if there were only one agent. More
specifically, in either setting, effort ceases eventually if and only if (18) admits a solution
and, if so, effort stops as the stock reaches X;.*

The uniqueness of the SSE relies on the assumption that agents’ effort is hidden.
However, it is immediate that, if effort were observable in real time, oy would be the
unique Markov perfect equilibrium of the game.** The game (with hidden effort) admits
many equilibria. As in most dynamic public-good games, some of these equilibria yield
efficiency gains over the strongly symmetric one, due to the agents’ ability to coordi-
nate. However, the gains are limited: as I show in Supplement B, no (subgame-perfect)

equilibrium features the encouragement effect.*?

Linear payo[S.] Recall from Section 2 that payoffs are linear and multiplicative if
b(x) = x and c(a,x) = ax. In this case, effort ceases when the stock reaches the cutoff
Xy := A, by Corollary 3. Then, if Xo < A, the expected number of innovations produced

in equilibrium is

1 1
1
M(Xo) :=E min m N:X,+ Z; = A\
=1
where 73,2,,... are i.i.d. draws from F. Note that there is a unique y; (0, AM) such
that
a gﬂ M
yrin—1)= - (19)
yr

The following result describes equilibrium payoffs under the hypothesis that the payoff

function is linear and multiplicative. The proof is in Appendix F.

40. In the knife-edge case that (18) admits multiple solutions, a single agent is equally well-o it she
stops exerting e [ant as the stock reaches any given solution.

41. The game in which e [onit is observable in real time would be well-defined if e.g. agents were restricted
to play Markov strategies. Moreover, if (1) holds and payo [Sare linear and multiplicative (Section 2),
a richer strategy set analogous to the one in Horner, Klein, and Rady (Forthcoming) produces e [cieht
strongly symmetric equilibria. See Supplement A for details.

42. The logic is similar to that explaining the absence of this e [edt in the Markov equilibria with ‘finite
switching’ of Keller, Rady, and Cripps (2005). E [art cannot be sustained after the stock exceeds some
cuto [l If the stock is below but close to Z, with high probability, no e [aft is exerted after an innovation.
Then, the incentive to exert e [ont is no higher in equilibrium than in the single-agent setting.
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Corollary 4. Suppose that payo [sare linear and multiplicative. Then, equilibrium e [ant
oy is maximal over [0,y,] and interior over (y;, Ap). Moreover, for all y; < X < Ay,

Y
v =x+

1 I:A]“M
(n=Dx , A .

ap(x) =

and v; is increasing globally if and only if it is increasing over [y, Ap].*3

Corollary 4 implies that any given mean-preserving spread of F increases equilibrium
effort oy pointwise and, if Xo > 0 and the number of agents is sufficiently large, it
increases ex-ante payoffs V¢ (Xo) as well.* Corollary 4 also implies that v, is independent
of the number of agents n over the interval [ys, 00). Moreover, V; is convex over [ys, AH]
and is increasing (is decreasing) over this interval if M(y;) < A (if A < 1). Otherwise,
assuming that (1) holds and that F is atomless, v is minimised over [y;, AH| at the unique
X (Y, AW) such that M(x) = A%

1
11
Oy (%) vy (X)
0.5 |
0 1 1 ‘ 0 == 1 1 1
0 0.2 0.4 0.6 0 0.2 0.4 0.6
) & Xt

Figure 2: E [ant (left) and payo [S{right) in the SSE, as functions of the stock .
Parameter values are b(z) = z, c(a, r) = az, F(2) = ply=z + (1 —p)(L—e Y,
A=10, p=€¢=0.01,and ( =n =5.

Example. Figure 2 depicts effort and welfare in the unique SSE of the example intro-
duced in Section 2. Effort ceases at Xy := A(p{ + (1 — p) ] Assuming that a substantial

43. See Supplement C for a characterisation of maximal welfare v —ynder linear multiplicative payo [5.]
An argument similar to that used to obtain v~yields an expression for v¢ over [0, yf].

44, E [ant increasq_s;-';i_nlce mean-preserving spreads of £ increase M pointwise, as the map (z));2, -
min{m N:xzo+ |Z;2z = Au} is convex. Ex-ante payo [Sincrease provided yr < xq after the spread.
This is the case for large enough n since, clearly, limp_ oo yn = 0.

45. Condition (1) and the continuity of F' ensure that M is strictly decreasing, and continuous, respec-
tively, so that the equation M (x) = A has a unique solution over [y, Au] (provided 1 < A < M(y¢)).
In general, M is decreasing and v has a.e. derivative 1 — M/, so that it is minimised at the point(s)
where M ‘crosses’ A, assuming 1 < A < M (y¢).
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innovation raises the stock above this cutoff (i.e. that { = Xy), effort is given by

L1
: if X<
CIT1 [ o O S
(X)) = sy ; L —1 e —1 $x; —1 ify, =x<x;
0 if X = Xy

where Y is such that o is continuous at y;.*® Above this threshold,*” payoffs satisfy

L1177 )| ] (I
Ell—l et — 1 — (1= Ap)X + X; ify; = X=Xy
Vi) = = 7 (20)

Ly if X = Xy.

Note that v; is not monotone given the parameters of Figure 2, so that an innovation
may cause payoffs to drop.*® For instance, the first innovation lowers payoffs if it has size

1 and Xo = 0. The next section is devoted to the analysis of this phenomenon.

4.1 Detrimental innovations

In this section, I argue that detrimental innovations (that is, increments that cause equi-
librium continuation payoffs to drop) are a prevalent phenomenon in this model. The risk
of detrimental innovations may persist in the long run (Corollary 5) and it is often exac-
erbated in large teams, or if innovations are expected to be large and rare. Under natural
conditions, all but the last innovation produced in equilibrium are harmful (Corollary 6).

Note first that, no matter the value of the current stock, each innovation increases the
equilibrium continuation payoff in expectation; that is, when averaging across its possible
sizes. This is Lemma 1 below. Its (easy) proof is in Appendix G, along with the proofs

of the other results in this section.
Lemma 1. For all x =0, Ep[vs(X + Z)] = v¢(X).

We shall see that innovations may be detrimental ex post. The next definition for-

malises this notion.

Definition 1. Innovations are detrimental if Pr(t - v;(X,) is increasing) < 1, where

(X¢)i>0 describes the evolution of the stock in the equilibrium a; of Theorem 1.

Equivalently, innovations are detrimental whenever, when o is played, with some
(strictly positive) probability, we can find periods t < t"such that X, < X, and v;(X;) >
V¢(Xy). Clearly, innovations are detrimental only if V; is not increasing over [Xo, o). If

arbitrarily small innovations may arise, the converse holds as well:

16 1 p=0 yr=c T+ - (2= DN+ 20 =D +1 In Figure 2, y¢ = 0.19.

47. The expression for ve over [0,y¢] is cumbersome in general. However, if p = 0, then ve(z) =
nyfe(x—yf)/[f(l+>\n)] over [(')7 yf]-

48. Equivalently, decreasing the initial stock o may be beneficial.
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Lemma 2. Suppose that (1) holds. Then, innovations are detrimental if and only if v,
is not increasing on [Xp, ©o).

The next result states a sufficient and essentially necessary condition for the risk of
detrimental innovations to persist as long as effort is exerted. Recall from Corollary 3

that, in equilibrium, effort is exerted until the stock reaches the threshold X;.

Corollary 5. Suppose that (1) holds and (18) admits a least solution 0 < Xx; < oo.
Then, innovations are detrimental for any initial stock Xo < X; if (and only if)

bX;)c11(0,Xs) + (N = 1)ca (0, X ){AER[b{X; + 2)] — €12(0, X))} < (<) 0.%° (21)

Condition (21) describes the impact of a small-sized increment when the stock is close
to, but below the cutoff X;. Roughly speaking, the innovation increases the current payoff
flow (first term), as well as future gross payoffs (first term inside braces), but increases
the marginal cost of effort (second term inside braces). If the last force dominates, the
drop in effort following the innovation is large enough to counter the aforementioned
payoff increase. In short, even though innovations increase the payoff flow, they reduce
its growth rate as further increments are delayed, and may be harmful overall.

From the perspective of Corollary 5, increasing the size of the population exacerbates
the risk of detrimental innovations. Formally, if the conditions of the corollary are sat-
isfied, they continue to be satisfied after an increase in the number of agents n. This is
immediate since Xy does not depend on n (Corollary 3).

Under natural regularity conditions, detrimental innovations will persist in the long
run, provided innovations are sufficiently large and rare, and the population is large.
Specifically, suppose that b is unbounded above and b{x) vanishes as X diverges, and
that ¢1(0,0) = 0 and ¢y is strictly positive. Then, 0 < X; < oo and, for any A< A and
n“= n, there is an FOSD-shift F“of F such that replacing A, F and n by AY F"and n"
respectively, leaves X; unchanged. Moreover, given sufficiently small Aand large n" for
any such F5 (21) holds after the substitution.>

The next result characterises detrimental innovations under linear multiplicative pay-

offs. Recall the definitions of M and y; from Section 4.

49. Corollary 5 does not speak to the case in which e [ant is exerted perpetually. In this case, for some
pathological payo [fuinctions, innovations can be dentrimental for all zo = 0. However, under the natural
assumption that b(x) — c(a, ) may be expressed as g(a)h(z) — k(a)+1(z) for some maps g,k : [0,1] - R+
and h,l: R4+ — Ry, innovations are not detrimental for large enough xzo.

50. In detail, since b is unbounded above, given \® (0, )), there exists an FOSD shift FZof F
such that e db(zf + 2)] = AEg[b(zs + Z)]. This guarantees that z¢ is unchanged by the substi-
tution. For the last part, note that c12(0,2¢) > 0 and c1(0,z¢) > 0 since ci» is strictly positive,
and Eg[bY{x¢ + Z)] > O since b is unbounded above. Take A\™ < ¢12(0, z¢) /{2Er [b{xs + 2)]} and
n9> 1+ 2b%z¢)c11(0, 2¢)/[c1(0, 2¢)c12(0, z¢)]. Note that Erdfblzs + 2)] < Er[b'lxe + 2)] for any
FOSD-shift F™of F, since b is concave. Then, (21) holds with A = \J F = FMand n = »' since both
terms in the left-hand side are lower than c12(0, z¢)/2.
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Corollary 6. Suppose that (1) holds and that payo [S_are linear and multiplicative. Then,
innovations are detrimental if and only if Xo < Apand M (X, y¢) > A. In particular,
payo [stirop with innovations raising the stock from any x =y, to any X (X, Ap) such
that M (X) > A.

Corollary 6 implies that, if innovations are sufficiently rare (that is, if A < 1) and,
given Xo  (0,AH), the population is sufficiently large so that y; < Xo,°! all but the
last innovation produced in equilibrium are harmful. It also implies that innovations are
detrimental if, given any frequency A of innovations and any distribution F of their size,
the initial technology is sufficiently unproductive (i.e. Xg is small enough), and the pop-
ulation is large enough.%? However, as the example below illustrates, the expected share
of innovations produced in equilibrium that are harmful may be arbitrarily large even
if the number of agents is fixed and small increments are arbitrarily frequent, provided
large ones are rare. Finally, Corollary 6 yields that innovations never cease to be detri-
mental after F undergoes a mean-preserving spread, provided Xo = 0 and the population
is sufficiently large.>3

I show in Appendix L that, for innovations to be detrimental, production must be
stochastic and payoffs must not be separable. That is to say, the co-existence of the
two main features distinguishing this model from the literature on public good-games are

necessary for payoffs to drop after an increase in the stock.

Example. Under what conditions is the equilibrium payoff v; given in (20) increasing?
We know from above that this requires innovations to be sufficiently frequent (formally,
A > 1) and, ceteris paribus, the number n of agents to be sufficiently small. If A > 1 and
p >0, argming, ,,1Vf =Ys Xy, where

1 1

Xy = A+ (1 —p) — qug P

1_
1—Ap

and the inequality holds since, by hypothesis, Ap < 1 and (1 — Ap){ = [A(1 — p). Thus,

V; is increasing if and only if X, <y, or, equivalently,>
[1+Ap(n—1)]xy < [ — Ap) + ApC. (22)

Hence, ceteris paribus, innovations are detrimental (i.e. V; is non-monotone) if substantial
innovations are sufficiently beneficial (i.e. { is large enough), or small improvements have
sufficiently little value (i.e. (s small enough). Moreover, if y; < Xo < Xy, equilibrium

continuation payoffs decrease with each innovation until the stock reaches Xy. Then, if

51. Note that, from (19), y¢ is decreasing in n with limpn_ - yf = 0.

52. This is because M > X in a neighbourhood of 0, by (the multivariate) Jensens’ inequality.

53. This is because, given xg > 0, yf < xo before and after the spread for large enough n, and M
increases pointwise. Thus, if M(xo yf) > X before the spread, this holds after the spread as well.

54. To obtain (22), note that Z; < y¢ if and only if ae(Z¢) = 1, which is equivalent to nZ¢ < v(Zf).
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[is small, with high probability, a large fraction of the small improvements produced in
equilibrium (i.e., of innovations with size less than {) cause payoffs to drop, since X;—X; is
small in this case and effort ceases once the stock reaches X;. These conclusions continue

to hold in the limit as small improvements become arbitrarily small and frequent.>

5 Disposal

In this section, I extend the model by allowing each agent to freely dispose of the innova-
tions that she produces, after observing their size. Among other things, I show that this

raises equilibrium effort and improves payoffs relative to the baseline setting.

5.1 Model

Enrich the model as follows. Whenever agent i obtains an innovation of size z > 0 at
time t = 0, she (immediately) decides whether or not to reduce z to 0, after observing z.
That is to say, agent i may either disclose the innovation (which results in its immediate
adoption by all agents), or discard it. Assume that the arrival and size of innovations is
private information, and that the disposal of innovations is unobserved. In particular, if
an agent obtains and discards an innovation at some time t, her opponents will not be
able to distinguish this event from the event that the agent does not obtain an innovation
at time t. However, agents are immediately informed of any innovation that is disclosed,
including its size and the identity of the agent disclosing it. For simplicity, I rule out
strategies that condition on innovations discarded in the past.®®

We recover the baseline model (Section 2) by restricting the agents’ strategies so that
all innovations produced are disclosed. I refer to the baseline model as the game with
forced disclosure, and to this model as the game with disposal.

Below is a brief description of histories, strategies and continuation payoffs, which
are defined in Appendix B. Each agent reaches a private history set whenever she either
produces or discards an innovation, or any agent discloses. Thus (almost surely), agents
reach finitely many private histories within any bounded interval of time. Public histories
are formally unchanged (see (5) in Section 2), but they now only record disclosed inno-
vations. A strategy & := (0%, X') specifies, for each public history h,,, an effort schedule
o'(h,,) : (tm, ) - [0,1] and a disclosure policy X*(h,,) : (t,,, 00) % (0,00) - {0,1}. As

55. Formally, in the limit as A grows and e and p vanish while \™:= \p < 1 and ¢":= ¢(1/p—1) remain
fixed, Z¢ — A{e™ ) + ¢Hog(1 — \Y and (22) becomes: [1 + A\Yn — 1)]Z¢ < A%. Thus, innovations are
detrimental for large n, large ¢, or small e. Simple computations yield that innovations are detrimental
for small enough \~as well. If instead substantial innovations are infeasible (i.e. if p = 0), then Z¢f = ¢
and (22) simplifieston <1+ %(A —1/)), so that the size ¢ of innovations no longer plays a role.

56. Admitting these strategies would complicate the definition of the game without a [edting the results.
Welfare would be maximised by the same profile, and the unique strongly symmetric equilibrium (in
which, by definition, strategies cannot condition on discarded innovations), would continue to exist.
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before, agent i exerts effort [0?(h,,)](t) at any time t > t,, such that no innovation was
disclosed within the time interval [t,,,t). Moreover, if agent i produces an innovation
of size z at such a time t, she discloses it if [X(h,,)](t,z) = 1, and discards it other-
wise. Note that it is not necessary to keep track of discarded innovations, due to the
restriction to public strategies. For the same reason, beliefs play no role, and subgames
beginning at any given private history are well-defined. If agents play a strategy profile
€ := (0", X")i=y, the continuation payoff v{(h,,) to agent i at a public history h,, may be
expressed as the right-hand side of (6), with the random path (h;)™ = obviously having
a different distribution.

For the purposes of our analysis, the game with disposal is equivalent to the following
richer environment. In any period t = 0, each agent possesses a set of concealed incre-
ments Z; (0, 00), initially empty. Whenever agent i obtains an innovation of size z > 0,
she chooses di  Z! {z,0}. If di = 0, the value z is added to the set Z! (and the stock
X; does not grow). Otherwise, the stock X; increases by d¢ and Z},...,Z! are emptied.

Say that agent i discloses an innovation (of size d; at time t) if di > 0, and conceals

" Assume that the arrival and size of innovations as well as the sets Z; are

otherwise.
private information, and the concealment of innovations is unobserved. However, agents
are immediately informed of any innovation that is disclosed, including its size and the
identity of the agent disclosing it.

This richer environment may be interpreted as follows. At any point in time, agents
collectively seek solutions to a given problem. Each agent discovers a solution whenever
she produces an innovation, and the size of the innovation describes its quality. Disclosing
an innovation means (disclosing and) implementing a particular solution. When this
occurs, a new problem is chosen and the search for solutions begins anew.%® Solutions
geared towards the same problem are perfect substitutes; in particular, when one is
implemented, the rest may be neglected.

As will be clear from the analysis, all results continue to hold in this richer model.>®

57. Since time is continuous, the times at which agents can disclose innovations must be restricted in
order for the game to be well-defined. Allowing agents to immediately disclose any innovation that they
obtain ensures that the strategies of the game with forced disclosure are admissible in this game. Results
are una [edted if agents may also disclose at times 7,27, ... for some exogenous 7' > 0.

58. In particular, agents may not tackle future problems before a solution to the current one is adopted.
This may be due to contractual restrictions if agents are firms engaged in a formal partnership. Alterna-
tively, firms may be unable to predict future problems until a solution to the current one is implemented.

59. In particular, generically, in the unique strongly symmetric equilibrium, no increment that was
previously concealed is ever disclosed, as this would require that agents reach (with some probability)
heterogeneous information sets over the course of the game and, as a consequence, exert heterogeneous
elaont. This richer model also admits symmetric perfect Bayesian equilibria that are not strongly sym-
metric, and are closer in spirit to the equilibrium analysed in Section 6.
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5.2 Welfare benchmark

In this section, I argue that the social-welfare benchmark is unaffected by the introduction
of disposal. In particular, disposal of any innovation is inefficient.

A Markov strategy is a pair T := (d,d) of (Borel measurable) maps o : Ry — [0, 1]
and d : Ry % (0,00) - {0, 1} such that al = a(x;) for all t = 0 and, if agent i obtains an
innovation of size z > 0 at time t, she discloses it if (X, z) = 1 and discards it otherwise.
The reasoning used to derive (8) in Section 3 implies that, fixing a profile m := (o, §%)",

of Markov strategies, for all X = 0,

Vi(X) = b(x) — c%(x), xDJr AE D:?aj(x)éj(x, 2) @vjlr(x +2)—Vvi(x) . (23)
In contrast to (8), the rate of arrival of (disclosed) innovations %‘Gj (X)d7(x, z) varies
with their size z.

The social-welfare benchmark (characterised in Proposition 1) is unaffected by the
introduction of disposal. This is because, in the non-strategic setting, the effects of
disposal on incentives can be ignored. Moreover, disposal of innovations hinders the

growth of the payoff flow, since b(X) — c(a, X) is increasing in X. I state the result for

completeness, and omit the proof as it is straightforward.

Proposition 2. The social-welfare benchmark in the game with disposal is identical to the
baseline one. In particular, discarding any innovation produced under o s ine [Cieht.

5.3 Equilibrium

In this section, I show that the game with disposal admits a unique strongly symmetric
equilibrium. Moreover, equilibrium effort and payoffs are higher than in the equilibrium
of the game with forced disclosure.

Given a public history h featuring m {0, 1,...} (disclosed) innovations, write h 1
(t,z,1) for the public history that features m+ 1 innovations and extends h, and in which
the last innovation is disclosed by agent I at time t, and has size z. Suppose that the
opponents of agent i play a strategy & := (0,X), and let Vé(h) be the largest payoff that
agent I can achieve, across all strategies, in the subgame after public history h. Given h
leading to time t;, = 0, for all t > t;,, let \727}1(’[) be the largest payoff achievable by agent I
at time t, assuming that no innovation was disclosed within the interval [t;,, t), and that

agent i does not produce an innovation at time t (and define V{ , (t,) := V{(h)). Then,
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the map V{ , : [ty, 00) - R is Lipschitz and, for almost all t > t;,,*

N d\7§h L] [ . ¥ 1 [ 1]
Ve u(t) = dt7 (t) + b(x) +amt[%>1<] aAEr Vi(h CILE, Q) — Ve, (1) 0 —c(a x)
E__ M ] . ,..mm
+Ao(h](t)  Ep X(t.2) Ve(h TIEE, ) — Ve (D) . (24)
V=D
The strategy & is a best response for agent i at every private history only if,®! given any

public history h leading to any time t;, both of the following conditions hold: for almost
all t > th,

1 [Tl . . 1 ]
[o(h)](t) arg HEl[%J}f] aAEp Vg¢(h CILE, 1)) =V, (1) 0 —c(aXx) (25)
and, furthermore, for all t > t;, and z > 0,
LI . y (111
X(W)(62)  arg o @ G0 CTER, ) = Ve, (0) (26)

A strategy & := (0, X) induces a strongly symmetric equilibrium (SSE) if, given that the
opponents play the same strategy, it is a best response at every private history.

Recall the definition of Markov strategies from Section 5.2. If the opponents of any
given agent play a Markov strategy T := (0, d), the largest continuation payoff that this
agent can achieve, across all strategies, is a (value) function V, s of the current stock X,

solving

L] L1
V(X) = b(x) + max aAEr[(V(X +2Z) — V(X)) 0] —c(a,x)

F AN = DA)EB(X, 2)(Vn (X + 2) =V (X))]. (27)

for all X = 0.2 Then, T is a best response, after any private history, against opponents

60. See Appendix B for details on how to derive (24), and Appendix B.1 for (25) and (26).

61. Recall that beliefs play no role, so that information sets may be identified with private histories,
and that agents reach a new private history whenever a disclosure occurs, or if they either produce or
discard an innovation. Condition (25) (resp. (26)) is necessary for £ to be a best response at any private
history reached either after a disclosure, or after the agent discards an innovation (resp. reached after
the agent produces an innovation).

62. This expression is valid as long as neither the agent nor one of her opponents produced an innovation
at time t. Assuming that the agent obtains an innovation of size z at time ¢, the expression becomes
Un(x + 2)  Un(x) (where 7y is pinned down by (27)). Assuming that one of her opponents obtains the
innovation instead, the expression is valid if x(¢,z) = 0, and becomes v (z + 2) if x(¢,z) = 1. Equation
(27) and conditions (28) and (29) follow from e.g. Theorem 3.1.2 of Piunovskiy and Zhang (2020).
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playing the same strategy if and only if, for all X = 0, both of the following hold:

1 1
a(x) arg ;nt[fan}f] aAEr[(V.(X+2) —V,(X)) 0]—c(a,Xx) , (28)
L1 1
d(X,z) arg dr&z&?} d(V,(X+2) —V,(x)) forallz>0. (29)

The following result characterises the unique SSE of the game. The proof is in Ap-
pendix F. The (unique strongly symmetric) equilibrium oy of the game with forced dis-
closure is described in Theorem 1. The notion of detrimental innovations, which applies

to the equilibrium oy, is defined in Section 4.1.

Theorem 2. The game with disposal admits an (essentially) unique SSE, and it is in-
duced by a Markov strategy (ag,d4). In the absence of innovations at time t, and for any
stock x;, e [ant a,(Xx;) and continuation payo [SV,(x;) are no lower than their analogues
or(x;) and vs(x,) in the equilibrium with forced disclosure. Moreover, ex-ante payo [S]
Vq(Xo) strictly exceed v,(Xo) if innovations are detrimental in a;. Otherwise, no disposal
occurs in (0g4,d4) and the equilibria coincide.%?

Allowing agents to discard innovations increases equilibrium payoffs, and strictly so
unless all innovations are guaranteed to be beneficial in the equilibrium with forced
disclosure. This is because, as can be seen from (29), individual and social incentives
for the disposal of innovations are aligned, since the equilibrium is symmetric. That is to
say, whenever an agent discloses or discards an innovation in equilibrium, her opponents
benefit from it. Moreover, the fact that future detrimental innovations will be discarded
increases continuation payoffs at all stock values exceeding the current one and, therefore,
the current incentive to exert effort. As a result, equilibrium effort is higher in the game
with disposal. This strengthens the positive externality arising from the public nature of
the good, increasing payoffs further.54

The properties of dy described in Theorem 1, Corollary 2 and Corollary 3 are inherited
by (ag,84). Namely, effort 0y(X;) is continuous and decreasing in the stock X;, and below
the benchmark o{¥X;). Assuming that (1) holds, the equilibrium (0, d,) is inefficient
unless the initial stock is so large that exerting no effort is efficient (i.e. unless a{Xq) = 0).
If (18) admits a solution then, labelling X; the smallest one, no effort is exerted if Xo = Xy
and, if Xo < Xy, effort 04(X;) ceases a.s. in finite time, when X; reaches X;. If (18) admits
no solution, effort never ceases and X; — o0 a.s. as t —» oo. Finally, v4(X;) — b(X;) is

decreasing in X;.

63. Although there may exist multiple equilibria, elonit «y and the payo [function vq are uniquely
pinned down. Moreover, for any disclosure policy 4, the strategy (ag,d) induces a SSE if and only if
(29) holds with vy = vq for all z = 0. That is to say, multiplicity arises whenever agents are indi [erknt
about the disposal of some innovations, and any way of breaking the indi [erkences yields an equilibrium.

64. Moreover, because harmful innovations are discarded, continuation payo [S_hre guaranteed to in-
crease over time. However, as can be seen from the example below, the ex-ante payo [S1q(zo) need not
be increasing in the initial stock zo. That is, reducing the initial stock may still be beneficial.
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Figure 3: E[ont (left) and payo [S{right) in the SSE of the game with disposal,
as functions of the stock z¢. The dotted lines are e [ant a¢ (left) and payo [S¢
(right) in the equilibrium of the game with forced disclosure. Parameter values

are b(z) = =z, c(a,z) = ax, n =5, F(z) = ply=z + (L — p)(L — e #H, ¢ =5,
A=0.1/p, and e = p/(1 — p), where p > 0 is arbitrarily small.

Example. Figure 3 depicts effort and payoffs in the equilibrium of the game with disposal
with b(X) = X, c(a,X) = ax, and F (z) = pLl.>¢+ (1 —p)(1—e~*/), in the limit as A grows
and p and [(Fanish while AY:= Ap and [Et= (1/p — 1)[Femain fixed. In this case, effort
ceases at X; = A{{ + [. Assuming that a substantial innovation raises the stock above
this cutoff (i.e. that { = Xy), and that innovations are detrimental in the equilibrium

with forced disclosure (Section 4.1),%° effort is given by

1
1 iftx<yy
n—iL_gI_i,l:l ifdeXSXf
au(x) = e N |

L~ He @ —1 +Xx—X ifX <X=X;

0 if X = Xy,

h
whnere - }\lz
Yi= T A —1)

The disposal policy is such that substantial innovations are always adopted, whereas

& Xf = Xf —+ |__E|0g(1 — )\3.66

infinitesimal increments are discarded if and only if the current stock lies within [y4, Xf).

65. That is, assuming that [1 + A¥n — 1)][\{e™+ ¢) + eHog(1 — \D] > A%. See footnote 55 for details.
66. Since innovations are detrimental, yq4 < Zf < z¢. In the picture, yq = 0.36 and Z¢ = 0.49.
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Ex-ante payoffs, as a function of the initial stock, are given by

L1
+A'n L] L] N\ [LT] ] I\ @
=_ e @) y — AR+ 2 LA X+ 222 ifxsy,
L] L]
= 1-+ x if yg < X < Xy
Vy(X) = : [ ]
—Je™™ —1 —(1—-A)x+Xy if Xy S X< X;
X if X = X;.

6 Concealment

In this section, I extend the baseline model by allowing agents to conceal the innovations
that they obtain for a period of time, after observing their size. Among other things, I
show that the resulting game admits a relatively simple equilibrium which, under rea-
sonable conditions, improves on the equilibrium o with forced disclosure. Throughout,

I restrict attention to linear multiplicative payoffs, introduced in Section 2.

6.1 Model

As before, X; denotes the (public) stock of the golg_;? and]:ait any time t = 0, agent i exerts
hidden effort @i [0, 1] and obtains payoff flow 1—a} X;.

Each agent i possesses a private stock ki of the good, initially equal to Xo. Agent
i produces increments in ki (instead of X;) at rate Aaj. The distribution F of the size
of increments (i.e., of innovations) inherits the properties described in Section 2 and,
for simplicity, is assumed to be Lipschitz continuous. Moreover, each agent i picks a
disclosure d¢  [x;, k{] whenever she obtains an innovation,®” and at any time t such that
ki > X; and either X, = Xp ort T, where T [0, ©0) is exogenous and T n [0, T] is
finite for all T > 0. If a (non-empty) set of agents I ~ {1,...,n} pick disclosures (d¢);
at time t, the public stock X, rises (weakly) to max{d: : i 1}, and the private stocks k?
that laid below this value rise to it, while the rest are unchanged. In particular, neither
x; nor any k! increase if di = x; for all i 1. Whenever agent i picks d! at time t,
say that she conceals if di = x,, discloses fully if di = ki > x;, and discloses partially if
X, < di < ki.

Note that, in any period t at which agent I does not obtain an increment, and such
that X, > Xo and t / T, agent i does not pick di. Thus, each agent is free to disclose
at any point in time as long as no disclosure occurred but, after a disclosure occurs,
she can only disclose at one of the times in T, or immediately after having obtained an
innovation. This and other assumptions are discussed in the next section.

Assume that agents’ effort, private stocks, as well as the production and size of inno-

vations are private information, and that the concealment of innovations is not observed.

67. If agent i obtains an innovation at time ¢, k! denotes her private stock after the innovation.
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In particular, if agent I produces an innovation at time t and conceals it, her opponents
will not be able to distinguish this event from the event that agent I does not produce
an increment at time t. If instead agent i chooses di > x;, the opponents of agent i are
immediately informed of her identity and of the value of di. However, as they do not
observe ki, they cannot distinguish partial from full disclosures.

I restrict attention to pure strategies. We recover the game with forced disclosure
(Section 2) by restricting the agents’ strategies, namely, by imposing that agents always
disclose fully. I refer to this model as the game with concealment.

Below is a brief description of histories, strategies, and continuation payoffs, which
are defined in Appendix C. Each agent i reaches a new information set whenever one
of the following events occurs: agent I produces an innovation, or one or more agents
(including i) disclose, either partially or fully. The constraint on disclosures ensures that
agents reach only finitely many information sets within any bounded period of time. A

private history for agent i is a finite sequence

h:= (Xo, (t]_, e]_), Ceey (tm1 em))

where 0 < t; < -+ < t;, and each e; describes one of the two aforementioned events,
occurring at time t;. Private histories pin down the current time t,, = T (h), the public
stock X;,, = X (h), as well as agent i’s private stock k; = K’(h). A strategy &' = (07, X")
specifies, for each h, an effort schedule a?(h) : (T (h),e0) - [0,1] and a disclosure policy
X'(h) : [T(h),e0) x [0,00) - [0,1]. Agent i exerts effort [0°(h)](t) at any time t > T (h)
such that she produced no innovation within [T (h), t), and no agent disclosed within this
interval. Moreover, whenever agent i picks a disclosure di at any time t = T (h) with the
aforementioned property, di = X (h)+[K?(h)+z—=X(h)][x"(t)](t, z) if agent i produced an
innovation of size z > 0 at time t, and d = X (h) + [K?(h) =X (h)][x!(t)](t, 0) otherwise.®
An information set for agent i is a pair (h,b), where h is a private history and b is a
belief ; that is, a distribution over the most recent private histories (h7);s; reached by the
opponents of agent i. If agents play a strategy profile & := (0%, X*)’~;, the continuation
payoff Vg(h, b) to agent i at information set (h,b) may be expressed as

= =l —

‘ m+1) o

ve(h,b) :=E } ™™=t 1— o' h; (t) X h; dt
m=0 T(hm)

where m {0, 1,..., 00} is the total number of information sets reached by agent i after
time T (h), h, is the private history associated with the I information set, hy := h and,

if m < oo, then T (Ng41) := oo.

68. The constraint on disclosures translates into the following restriction on the map x'(h): for any
t > T'(h) such that [x'(h)](¢,0) > 0, K'(h) > X(h) and either ¢ T or X(h) = xo.
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6.2 Discussion of the assumptions

Recall that, in the game with disposal (Section 5), agents may either discard or disclose the
innovations that they produce. Concealing innovations is more profitable than discarding
them, as it enables agents to ‘build’ on the hidden increment.®®

However, concealing innovations leads to a stark form of redundancy. To see why,
suppose that agent I obtains an innovation of size z at time t, and conceals it, while
agent j obtains an innovation of size zP> z at time t”> t, and discloses fully. Then,
agent i’s private stock rises from Xg+2Z to Xo-+2z"at time tY but no further: the innovations
are perfect substitutes and, since agent J’s innovation is superior, agent i’s innovation is
discarded at time t- A more realistic model would feature some degree of complementarity
between innovations. In this example, agent j’s disclosure at time t“would raise i’s stock
to a value above Xq + z" However, despite this extreme form of redundancy, concealment
may be beneficial in equilibrium (Proposition 4).

After the first disclosure, agents can only disclose at times in the set T, or whenever
they obtain an innovation. This constraint is imposed entirely for tractability.”® Because
the time of the first disclosure is unrestricted, the choice of T does not affect (on path)
the equilibrium that I analyse.

A simpler model would constrain the agents to either fully disclose or conceal their
innovations. Formally, it would require that d!  {x;, ki}. With this restriction, agents
may have an incentive to disclose fully as evidence to their opponents that they are not
concealing more substantial innovations. Doing so would be beneficial, as it would raise
the opponents’ incentives to exert effort. Hence, this is likely to play an important role

in equilibrium. I do not analyse this setting as it seems economically less relevant.’*

6.3 Welfare benchmark

The social-welfare benchmark (Theorem 1) is unaffected by the introduction of conceal-
ment. This is because, in the non-strategic setting, the effects of delayed disclosure on
incentives can be ignored. Moreover, concealing innovations hinders the growth of the
payoff flow, and may lead to redundancy. I state the result for completeness, and omit

the proof as it is straightforward.

Proposition 3. The social-welfare benchmark in the game with concealment is identi-
cal to that of the game with forced disclosure. In particular, e [ciehcy requires that all

69. To see why, consider an agent who obtains innovations of sizes z and z"at times ¢ < ¢t If, in the
game with disposal, she discards the first increment and discloses the second, the stock z; takes value zg
until time ¢4 then jumps up to zo + 2" However, if the agent conceals the first increment and discloses
fully upon obtaining the second, z¢ jumps to xo + z + z"at time ¢"

70. Without it, the game would not be well-defined, as time is continuous. Allowing agents to disclose
whenever they produce an innovation ensures that the equilibrium ¢ of the game with forced disclosure
is a well-defined strategy profile in this environment.

71. Requiring instead that d  {kl:0 < s <t} n [z, o0) would not al&dt the analysis.
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innovations produced under o—be disclosed fully.

6.4 Equilibrium

In this section, I construct a symmetric perfect Bayesian equilibrium of the game with
concealment. We shall see in the next section that, under reasonable conditions, ex-ante
payoffs in this equilibrium exceed those of the equilibrium oy with forced disclosure.

A perfect Bayesian equilibrium (PBE) is composed of a profile of strategies & and a
profile of beliefs B.”? The equilibrium a; with forced disclosure (Theorem 1), coupled
with the ‘full-disclosure’ policy, is a natural candidate equilibrium in the game with
concealment. I begin by showing that it is a PBE (for some belief profile) if and only if
the initial stock is so large that no effort is exerted. Since effort ay(X;) is decreasing in
the current stock X;, no effort is exerted in equilibrium if and only if a;(Xe) = 0. From

Corollary 3, 0f(Xo) = 0 if and only if Xo = AY, where [ is the average size of innovations.

Lemma 3. Suppose that (1) holds. Then, the e [art schedule a, coupled with the “full-
disclosure’ policy, forms a symmetric PBE of the game with concealment (for some profile
of beliefs) if and only if Xo = ApL.

Lemma 3 is proved in Appendix [. It shows that agents may have an incentive to
conceal innovations even if they are not detrimental in equilibrium (in the sense defined
in Section 4.1). For instance, in the example introduced in Section 2, innovations are
detrimental if and only if (22) fails. Yet, full disclosure is incentive-compatible if and
only if Xo = AM. This is because innovations are detrimental if and only if agents have
an incentive to discard them (see Section 5), and concealment is more profitable than
disposal as it allows agents to ‘build’ on the concealed increments.”®

The next result describes a symmetric PBE of the game with concealment. The proof

is in Appendix I.

Theorem 3. There exists a symmetric PBE (&, f3.) ﬁlﬁhat, in any period t prior to
which no disclosure occurred, agent i exerts elant o k; and conceals (resp. discloses
fully) if ki < (=) q(t), where a¢(k) is increasing in k and Ap < q(t) < Aun. Moreover,
agent i’s continuation payo [ any such period t may be expressed as ve(k?), where vé(k)
is increasing in k. On the equilibrium path, no e [aft is exerted after a disclosure occurs.’

72. Definitions of strategies, beliefs, and PBE are in Appendix C. Since agents reach finitely many
information sets within any bounded interval of time, the standard notion of PBE (for discrete-time
games) applies to this setting.

73. See footnote 69 for an illustration of the benefits of concealment over disposal. | show in Appendix L
that, if either payo[S_hre separable (that is, if they satisfy (7)) or the size of innovations is fixed, then
the elont schedule af, coupled with the full-disclosure policy, forms an equilibrium of the game with
concealment. That is to say, the two main features distinguishing this model from the public-good games
literature are necessary to induce agents to not only discard, but also conceal innovations.

74. To prove Theorem 3, | obtain a Bellman equation for the map v° and derive a condition guaranteeing
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The equilibrium (&, B.) is chosen so that no effort is exerted if X = AM. The rest of
the discussion focuses on the case Xg < AWM. In this case, agents conceal innovations as long
as their respective stocks ki lie below the common, time-varying cutoff q(t). As soon as
ki reaches q(t) for some i, agent i discloses fully. Moreover, at the time of the disclosure,
ki = q(t) = k/ for all j = i, so that each k! rises to ki. That is to say, the first innovation
disclosed (on the equilibrium path) is the best available at the time of disclosure. No
effort is exerted past this time. From Lemma 3, this is incentive-compatible since the
disclosure raises the public stock above Ap.

At any time t before the disclosure, agents believe that the private stocks of their
opponents are i.i.d. with the same distribution (call it G;). As time passes without a
disclosure, agents need not become more optimistic about their opponents’ progress.
Formally, G; need not grow in the FOSD-sense over time and, therefore, the cutoff q(t)
need not be increasing in t. Hence, the disclosure may be due to a drop in q(t) as well as
to an innovation. 10 |

Equilibrium effort af k; isincreasing in k. This is because effort is beneficial ex-post
if and only if it leads to a disclosure. The smaller the distance between k! and the cutoff
q(t), the larger the impact of effort on the time to a disclosure, and thus, the higher the
benefit of exerting effort. Moreover, the cost of effort does not grow as k! grows, since it
is determined by ?__IDIUth stock X;, which is constant at Xy until the disclosure.

The payoff v§ ki is increasing in the private stock k} since a higher ki brings agent i
closer to a disclosure, but does not weaken her opponents’ incentives for effort, as they
do not observe ki. As a consequence, when the disclosure occurs, all agents are better
off. Indeed, if agent 1 discloses ?Hfﬂe t, then e[-ﬂisclqses ki = q(t), so that the payoff
to any opponent j rises from v§ ki to ki =v¢ k! | as k! < q(t).

The equilibrium (&, B..) involves ‘punishments’ for any agent i disclosing a value d! <
q(t) at any time t before which no disclosure occurred. If agent i does so, her opponents
believe her private stock to be large and, as a consequence, exert no effort and never

disclose after time t, no matter how agent i behaves.”

that candidates o and ¢ induce a Bayes Nash equilibrium. 1 then construct a sequence of triplets
(a®, q,v°) satisfying this condition for an increasingly precise approximation of the Bellman equation,
and argue that it converges to a triplet inducing a Bayes Nash equilibrium. 1 end by specifying o [=path
behaviour and beliefs inducing a PBE.

75. To see why this punishment is sustainable, note that the opponents of agent i expect her to disclose
fully as soon as she obtains an innovation and, in some cases, no later than some given time t~ T.
If agent i discloses a value lower than expected (at any time after ¢), or does not disclose at time ¢5
her opponents will detect another deviation, and continue to believe her private stock to be large. This
equilibrium does not satisfy the Intuitive Criterion (Cho and Kreps 1987) as, if k! were indeed large,
agent 7 would be strictly better o [l she disclosed %} at time ¢ than a value d} < ¢(t). An equilibrium
that satisfies the Intuitive Criterion and features the ‘cuto C_tisclosure pattern of (&, 5c) is unlikely to
exist, as no sustainable punishments could discourage agent i from disclosing at time ¢t if ¢(¢) is large
and k! > 20 is small compared to ¢(t).
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6.5 The benefits of concealment

In this section, I derive a sufficient condition for the ex-ante payoffs in the equilibrium
(&, Bc) of the game with concealment to exceed those of the equilibrium oy of the game
with forced disclosure. This is the case if e.g. there are sufficiently many agents, and the
size of innovations is sufficiently ‘uncertain’.

Recall that, (&.,B.) and Oy coincide if Xg = A, as no effort is exerted in either
equilibrium. Outside of this trivial case, the impact of concealment on equilibrium payoffs
is less obvious than that of disposal, analysed in Theorem 2. This is because private and
social incentives for the disposal of innovations are aligned in equilibrium (i.e. agents
discard innovations whenever this benefits their opponents), whereas incentives for their
concealment are misaligned. Indeed, in (&.,B.), an agent with private stock ki < q(t)
prefers to conceal than to disclose fully, even though full disclosure would benefit any
opponent with a given stock ki < q(t), provided ki is sufficiently close to q(t).”

Despite the misaligned incentives, concealment is beneficial under general conditions,
as the following result shows. Recall that the ex-ante payoffs in (&, B.) and o are v§(Xo)
and Vy(Xo), respectively.

Proposition 4. Suppose that X, < A, (1) holds and
Xo < AEp[(Z 4+ Xo —AM) 0] (30)

Then, if the number of agents n is su Lciehtly large, v§(Xo) > v¢(Xo) for any PBE (&, B.)
satisfying the conditions of Theorem 3.

Proposition 4 is proved in Appendix J. Condition (30) holds as long as A < 1, or
if F(AM) < 1 and X is sufficiently small,”” or if the size of innovations is sufficiently
‘uncertain’. For instance, in the example introduced in Section 2, (30) holds as long
as the size { of substantial innovations is sufficiently large, even in the limit as small
increments become arbitrarily small and frequent.’®
Condition (30) is essentially equivalent to a single innovation being disclosed in the

equilibrium (0, 84) of the game with disposal. This ensures that v§(Xo) exceeds ex-ante

76. Since full disclosure results in the payo [af each agent j to jump from v¢(k!) to ki, it su [ced to
show that & < vi(k) < ¢(t) for any k < ¢(t). The first inequality holds since ¢ is lower-semicontinuous
(Proposition 6 in Appendix I). For the second, note that vf (k) < vf(g(t)) = ¢(t) where the first inequality
holds since vg(k) is increasing in k and, clearly, non-constant over [k, ¢(t)], and the second follows from
Proposition 6 and Lemma 5.

77. In detail, (30) is equivalent to v (xo) = 0, where ¥ (zo) := AEg[(Z+ 20 — M) 0] —xo. Moreover, v
is absolutely continuous on R4 with 1»(\x) = 0 and a.e. derivative ¢zo) = \[1 — F((0p—z0) 0)]—1.
Then, if A <1, ¢ is decreasing and hence positive on [0, Ax]. If A > 1 then ¥(0) > 0 and « is convex, so
that it crosses 0 from above on [0, Au). . IZI Q

78. Indeed, if F' is given by (4), (30) becomes: 20 < A p ¢ — Aej—i % e ToAp® ~{APCH+(1=p) 0}/
Moreover, in the limit as \ diverges and p and e vanish while A\¥:= \p < 1 and €= (1/p — 1)e remain
fixed, (30) becomes: zo < AP¢ — AR (1 — A9
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payoffs in (04, 84) (and, therefore, exceeds V¢(Xp)), unless maximal effort is exerted at the
outset in (&, B.). In the latter case, v§(Xo) > V¢(Xo) as the number of agents is large.

If the conditions of Proposition 4 are not met, agents may in principle be worse o [ih
the equilibrium with concealment than in the equilibrium with forced disclosure. Among
other things, this is because agents cannot build on each others’ innovations in (&, B.).
This suggests that the game with concealment admits other, potentially superior PBE

with a richer disclosure pattern.”
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Appendices

A The baseline game with forced disclosure

This appendix is devoted to the formal description of the baseline model, introduced

informally in Section 2.

Histories. Given m {0, 1,...}, a history featuring m innovations is a

—1
L] if m=0
h,, := (31)
Lo (t, 20, 00), -y (b Zins 1)) HEM =1
where Xg = 0 is given, 0 < t; < --- < t,, and z; > 0 and |, {1,...,n} for all
I =1,...,m. Let H,, be the set of histories featuring m innovations, and define H :=
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L]

m=0

H,, with typical element h. Let X, T : H - R4 be given by

- -
Lo itm =0 Lyl ifm=0

T(h,,) = & X(hy,) = C_1
Lok Tz iftm=1

Le 1ifm=>1 32)

for all m= 0 and h,, H,, given by (31). Given m =0, h,, H,, given by (31), and
e:=(t,z,i), let
1

0 €) ifm=0

h Cet
Liscd (t, 20, i1), - .oy (b, Ziny 1), €) i M= 1.

Strategies. Throughout, ‘measurable’ means ‘Borel measurable’. Let P ([0, 1]) be the
set of probability measures over [0, 1], endowed with the topology of weak convergence,
and let A be the quotient space of measurable maps a : R+ — P([0, 1]) by the equivalence
relation ‘a.e. equal’, endowed with the topology such that 8™ - a if and only if

L L
v(t,a)day"(a)dt - v(t,a)da,(a)dt
0 0
for all maps v : Ry % [0,1] » R that are measurable in the first argument, continuous in

the second, and such that ]

max |v(t,a)|dt < oco.
a [J0]1]

For all t = 0, let A; be the quotient space of measurable a : (t,c0) — [0,1] by the
equivalence relation ‘a.e. equal’. Identify each a Ao with the a A such that a(t) is
degenerate with value a(t) for a.e. t > 0, and A; with the subset of a A taking value
0 over [0,t]. Note that H is a Borel space, and that A is compact.®

A strategy is a measurable map 0 : H — Ag such that a(h) Agpg forallh  H. Let
Y. be the set of all these strategies. A strategy 0 3 is Markov if there is a (necessarily
measurable) map o : Ry — [0,1] such that [o(h)](t) = a(X(h)) for any h H and

t > T(h). We shall often express Markov strategies as a’s.

Remark 1. If the cost of effort is linear (that is, if c(a, X) = a¢(x) for some € : Ry - R4),

restricting attention to pure strategies is without loss of generality.

Proof. A mixed strategy is a distribution p over ¥ with (for tractability) finite support.8!
Informally, a (perfect Bayesian) equilibrium in mixed strategies is a pair (p, ), where
p := (p"), is a profile of mixed strategies, and B := (B*)’, is a profile of beliefs. That
is, for any (public) history h  H, Bi(h) is a distribution over Supp(p’), describing the

80. For the latter claim, see e.g. Proposition 43.3 of Davis (2018).
81. That is, playing a mixed strategy p means drawing (at the outset) a pure strategy according to the
distribution p, and playing it at every history.
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beliefs of the opponents of agent i about which pure strategy she is playing. Givenh H,
let Tt be the distribution over Az derived from p* and B%.%2 Then, from the perspective
of any of the opponents of agent i, at any history h  H, agent i randomises over A
according to Ti. Moreover, assuming that the beliefs B satisfy the usual consistency
condition, the ex-ante payoff to agent i from playing p’ is the same as her payoff if, at
every history h, she randomises over Az, according to T,.

Define the pure strategy 6 X by

O
. A Ty “q i
[a*(h)](t) := %i\ = WAG) forallh H and t>T(h).

e " Tmdmi (a)

Note that nothing changes for the opponents of agent i if agent i plays ¢ instead of p'.
Indeed, from their prespective, after any history h, the distribution of the time at which
an agent i produces the first innovation is the same whether she plays 6 or randomises
according to ). Formally,

_ _/\@ al(h) _ _ —,\I;| aDi
l—e T = 1—e " ™™" dm(a) forallt>T(h).

I show that agent i is ex-ante indifferent between playing 6 and p’. This implies that
we may view (P, ) as an equilibrium in pure strategies. To this end, fix h  H and note
that, for any t > T (h),

0 = L~ N s NS |
oi(h)y=—<log e Tmnmi(a) <—=log e Tm@mh@ _ adr (a).
T(h) A A T(h)
Then, given t > T (h),
S oo o T e
e~* a'(h) (s)ds =¢e™" a'(h) + e’ a'(h) ds
T(h) h) T(k)
i [ s i B s K e B e 0 |
<e’! adm; (a) + e’ adm; (a) ds = e *a,dsdm} (a)
T(h) T(h) T(h) T(h)
so that
Y 0 m oo m B |
e’ b(x)—c a'(h) (s),x ds< e °[b(x) — c(as, X)|dsdm; (a),
T(h) T(h)

as ¢(a, X) = ac(x). Thus, the payoff obtained by agent i between time T (h) and the time
t at which the next history is reached (with t = oo if no history is reached), is at least
as high if agent i plays g?(h) than if she randomises according to T". Because this holds

at all histories and (p, ) is an equilibrium, equality must hold almost surely on path.

82. Formally, «}, assigns to C' Aty the probability that 3'(h) assigns to {o = :0(h) C}.
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Therefore, at the outset, agent i is indifferent between playing p’ and o’ O

Payo [S1Throughout, given a Borel space E, B(E) is the Borel 0-algebra of E. Let E :=
(Ry><{1,...,n}) {(o0,0)}, and define the stochastic kernel v : B(E) < A" xR, — [0, 1]
b

v([0,s] x {i}, (a,1)) := v,([0,s] x {i},a) := alNe™ ¢ 1=r,

t
Assuming that agents exert effort after time r = 0 according to the profilea A}, v(-,a)
is the distribution of the time S =1t r of the first innovation, and of the identity i of the
agent producing it, given that that no innovation occurs within the time interval [r,r t],
(with s = oo and i = 0 if no innovation occurs). Note that v is strongly continuous.®®
Define 4 : A - Ag by [ma(a)](t) := ada,(a) for all t > 0, and note that v extends
to a stochastic kernel B(E) x A" x R, - [0, 1] through 14. Moreover, this extension is
strongly continuous since T4 is continuous.

Given h  H,, for some m = 0 and 0 := (0°)}=; X", define the family (vy,);2,,
where V7 is the measure over H,, X E such that Vi (C % C := I re¥o(CYa(hy,)) for
all C  B(H,,) and C” B(E) and, for all | = m, v7,,, is the measure over H;s3 X E
such that

]

Vi1 (C x C = Vo(CLa(hy LISz, i)Vy (d(hy, (s,2,1)))

hy1—~(s,z,i) LC1

for all C  B(Hj41) and CY B(E). Let U : A X R% % [0, 0] - R be given by
]

U(a,x,t,s) .= €7 "[b(x) —c(a,, x)|dr.
t
Note that U extends to a map A X RZ x [0, c0] - R through T4, and that both U and
its extension are continuous.
The (continuation) payo [fo agent i after history h  H,, when 0 := (o)L, ¥"is
played is:

| o - .
Vo (h) == e’ =TIy g'(h,), X(hy), T (hy),s vy, (d(h;, (s,2,])))

l=m

83. Indeed, for any C'  B(F), the following map A" x R, - [0, 1] is continuous:
(- L1 (Y —

i
e

N =TT NG
(a,t) - n(Ca) = =) |+ Leiprcpire™ ¢+ =1%ds +Leooyrce ¢ =
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By standard arguments, V¢ : H - R is measurable, and thus

B - .
Vo(h) = U a’(h),X(h),T(h),s vo(d(s,z ]),a(h))
1]
+ e’ ™™Vl (h 18]z, j))vo(d(s, 2, j),a(h)).
h—~(s,z,7) LH1

Welfare after history h  H when 0 X" is played is

Best responses. Value functions and best responses are defined in the usual way. Given
050 ¥ and i, let 06 be the strategy profile with it" entry equal to cPand all other
entries equal to 0. The value to agent i at history h  H against all opponents playing
a strategy 0 X is

Va(h) S= sup VJ{J(h)'
o' X1

A strategy o© X is a best response for agent i at h against opponents playing o if
Ve, () = Vg (h).

A.1l Recursive formulations and optimality criteria

In this section, I derive (13), (14) and (15). Let w : R+ — R be given by
W(X) = b(x) + NAb(1) — b(0)] (33)

and Vy be the set of all measurable v: H - R that are bounded below by b(0) and such
that v(h) <= w(X(h)) for all h  H. Note that vi Vp foralliand g X.

To obtain (13) note that, given t > T (h), the payoff to agent i at time t, given that
no innovation was produced within the interval [T (h),t)), is

| o O _
v, ,(t) = U a’(h),X(h),t;s v(d(s,z,j),o(h))
L]
+ v, (h LISz, j))ve(d(s, z,j). o(h)). (34)

h—~(s,z,7) CHI

Then, setting V., (T (h)) := V. (h) yields that v, is absolutely continuous over [T (h), oo),
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and differentiating (34) yields

. dvi , oo O O
Vo0 = SE (1) +b(x) —c o'(h) ()X

=
+A d/(h) () Er vo(h CIEE,j)) — v, ,(0) - (35)

This yields (13) for symmetric ¢ ¥. Then the fact that V;h is Lipschitz follows from
(13) since V! V.

To derive (14) let, for any a,a” A and i, a/a be the element of A} with i'" entry
equal to a”and all other entries equal to a. Standard dynamic-programming results yield

that,® given ¢ ¥ and i, V! is the unique v Vy solving, for allh H,

[ [ 1]
v(h) = a%&x U(a, X(h), T (h),s)vo(d(s,z,j), (a;a(h)))
@ ] 1
+ e"™™v(h 15z, j))vo(d(s, z,]), (a;,0(h)))
h—~(s,z,7) LH1

Then, the value of agent i against 0 X at time t > T (h) after history h  H, given

that no innovation occurred within [T (h), t), is

M
Vi,h(t) = max U(a, X (h),t,s)v,(d(s, z,j), (a;a(h)))
= -
+ - ‘)Eﬂjet—svf,(h C(s)z,j))vi(d(s,z,j), (a;0(h))) . (36)

Setting V., (T (h)) := V. (h) yields that V., is absolutely continuous over [T (h), oo), by
Theorem 2 of Milgrom and Segal (2002). Then, differentiating (36) with respect to t
yields (14). The fact that V., is Lipschitz follows from (14), by the reasoning used to
derive Lipschitz continuity of v , from (13).

It remains to derive (15). Let X,t =0, W, W : [t,00) - R be measurable and bounded,
and G be a CDF over Ry such that G(t) < 1. For all s = t with G(s) < 1, define
W, : A; - R by

L0 2
w,(a) :=E e " [b(x) — c(a,, X)]dr + e Flz W (t) 4 TzzW(T)]

S

0]
where T and Tt are independent, T G and Pr(t <r)=1—e"* 0% for all r = 0. The

following result is proved in Supplement D.

84. In particular, the maximum is attained in Ay, on the right-hand side. Indeed, the objective is
defined for any ¢ A, and the maximum is attained in A (by some a, say) since A is compact, U is
continuous, and o is strongly continuous. Then, the maxiqum is attained in Aty as the objective
takes the same value at ¢ and at a At (ny given by a¢ ;= ada(a) for all ¢t > T'(h).
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Lemma 4. Givena"” A;, w;(a5 = supw; only if, for almost all s = t such that G(s) < 1,

0 N
a; arg C{ﬂﬁ)ﬁ{a)\(w(s) —supWw;) —c(a, x)}.

The fact that (15) is necessary for 0 to be a best response for agent i at history h
(that is, to ensure that V.. (h) = V. (h)) follows from Lemma 4 with t = T (h), x := X(h),
W(S) = Eglip(h T2 1)), w(s) = 7y L Evi(h CEZ), and G(s) =
1—e A= D oo Indeed, under these conditions, Vi (h) = w,(a(h)) and, for all s = T (h),
V., (8) = supw,.

B The game with disposal

This appendix contains the definition of the game with disposal, which I described infor-

mally in Section 5.1. The discussion relies on the concepts introduced in Appendix A.

Histories. Recall the definition of histories h  H of the game with forced adoption
(Appendix A). We shall rename them public histories. A history leading to an innovation
is a triplet (h,t,z) where h  H, t>T(h), and z > 0. Agent i reaches (h, t,z) whenever,
after h, no innovation is disclosed within the time interval [T (h), t), and she produces an
increment of size z at time t. Label H the set of all such triplets. A private history for
agent i is either an h  H HY or a pair (h,t) where h  H and t > T(h). Agent i
reaches the history (h,t) if, after h, no innovation is disclosed within the time interval
[T(h),t), and she produces and discards an increment at time t.# TLet H' be the set
of all private histories, and extend the definition of T to H' by setting T (h,t) = t and
T(h,t,z)=tforallh H,t>T(h), and z>0.

Strategies. For all t = 0, let D; be the set of measurable d : (t,00) % (0,00) - {0, 1}.
We shall write d : (s,z) - ds(z), and view ds as a map (0,00) - {0,1} for all s > t.
Identify each D; with the subset of d Dy taking value 0 over [0, t] % (0, o).

Recall the definition of strategies o Y of the game with forced adoption (Ap-
pendix A), and note that H%s a Borel space. A strategy is a pair & := (0, X whereg %
and X": HY 5 {0, 1} is measurable. Equivalently, it is a measurable map & : H — Ag>xDq
such that §(h)  Appy X Dpgy for all h - H. It may also be expressed as a pair (0, X)
where 0 X and X : H - Dy is measurable and such that X(h) Dz, for allh  H.8®
Let = be the set of all strategies. A strategy (0,X) Z is Markov if there is a pair (a,d)
of (necessarily measurable) maps o : Ry — [0,1] and & : R2 — {0, 1} such that, for any

85. As noted in Section 5.1, since we restrict attention to public strategies, it is not necessary for private
histories to keep track of innovations discarded in the past.

86. The correspondence between x™and y is: [x(R)](t, 2) = xXh,t,2z) forallh H,t>T(h)and z >0
(equivalently, for all (h,t,z) HY.
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h H,t>T(h), and z >0,

€] =a(X(h)) & [x(h)](t,z) =8(X(h),2).

We shall often express Markov strategies as pairs (a,d).

Payo [S1Throughout, given a Borel space E, B(E) is the Borel g-algebra of E. Recall
the definitions of the stochastic kernel v and of the map T, from Appendix A. Let
EY= (RZ < {1,...,n}) {(o0,0,0)}, and define the stochastic kernel v/: B(EY x (Ag x
Do)" x R4+ - [0,1] by

DI:I _ =) [ [1T1] I:I _ |;| L1
v [0,s] x [0,z] < {i}, a,d PR :=v7[0,s] % [0,2] x{i}, aﬂ dJ
L L1 O -
=v, [0,s] x{i}, s - & 0, ]dng s »al didF g

Assuming that, after any given time r = 0, each agent j exerts effort @ A, and discloses
innovations according to &/ D,., v/is the distribution of the time s =1t r of the first
disclosed innovation, of its size z and of the identity i of the agent producing it, given that
no innovation is disclosed within [r,r t], (with s = oo and z =i = 0 if no innovation is
disclosed). Note that, endowing Do with the topology of [k F-a.e. convergence, where

87 Moreover, vPextends to a

(s the Lebesgue measure, makes v strongly continuous.
strongly continuous kernel B(EY x (A x Dg)" x R+ — [0, 1] through the map T 4.
Given h  H,, for some m =0 and & := (0%, X")"2; Z", define the family (Viil)lo;m
where V,im is the measure over H,, < E such that V}im(C x CY := T,y (CHE(h,,)) for
allC  B(H,,) and C® B(EY and, for all | = m, Vf;,Hl is the measure over H;4y X E

such that
1

Vis1(C % C = Vo(CTE(hy LISX, 1))V}, (d(hs, (5, 2,1)))

hy—~(s,z,i) LC1

for all C  B(Hj+1) and CY B(ES.
Recall the definition of U from Appendix A. The (continuation) payo[ flo agent i
after a public history h  H,, when & := (0%, X)=; =" is played is:

ve(h) == el =Ty %(hl), X(hy), T(hy),s I%,%J(d(hl, (s,2,§)))-

l=m

87. Indeed, for any C B(EY, the following map (Ao % Do)"™ x R — [0, 1] is continuous:
B & li@ N=l==M=! (-
.le U0 a a AT Q = o al d' L) s ziyreF (d2)e™ ¢ =@ FdFg

S e
+Hwooyrce ¢ Y T

a,d
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By standard arguments, vg :H - R is measurable, and thus

| i ] .
vi(h) = U a'(h),X(h), T (h),s vo(d(s,Z,]), &(h))
1]
bt v LSk B)vo(d(s.2.§). 8 ()

The payoff to agent i after a history (h,t) HT when & is played is
i D e o
vi(h,t) :=vi, (1) == U a'(h), X(h), t,s v(d(s,2,]), &(h))
1

+ v (h LIs)z, j))vi(d(s,2,§),&(h)).  (37)

h—~(s,z,7) LH1

The payoff to agent i after a history (h,t,z) HYwhen £ is played is:

L1 ]

Veu(t if x(h) 2) =0

Vi(h CIER.0) it X(h) (L2) =1
—

Welfare after a public history h  H when § =" is played is ve(h) = £ 7_ vi(h).

vi(h,t,2) == v, (t,2) ==

Best responses. Value functions and best responses are defined in the usual way. Given
€& Zandi, let &€ be the strategy profile with i*" entry equal to &”and all other entries
equal to &. The value to agent i at history h  HT against all opponents playing a strategy
& =is

Ve(h) := sup v (),

and &Y Z is a best response for agent i against opponents playing & if Véfg(h) = Vé(h).

B.1 Recursive formulations and optimality criteria

In this section, I derive (24), (25), and (26). Define the stochastic kernel v: B(EY x
Ay X (Ao x Do)n_l X Ry - [0 1] by

o - g ] (11 (010
,a, a dz?l,t =v¥. a a, dZ _th:,IIIEJ , ahdt adf

where d/ Dy is constant with value 1. Assuming that, after any given time r = 0, each
opponent of agent n exerts effort @ A, and discloses innovations according to d/ D,
and agent N exerts effort according to a, viis the distribution of the time s =t r of the
first innovation that is either produced by agent n or disclosed by one of her opponents,
of its size z and of the identity 1 of the agent producing or disclosing it, given that agent
N produces no innovation within [r,r t] and that none of her opponents discloses any

within this time interval, (with s = eo and z = i = 0 if no innovation is either produced
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by agent n or disclosed by one of her opponents). Then, for all € := (0%, X)L, =", i,
h Handt=T(h),

| = B i B a1
Vi, ()= U(a'(h), X (h), t sV d(s,z.j), o'(h),E(h)
1

[ ‘ . L1 [
+ €7 L=V (8,2) + L Ve (h TIS)z,§)) v d(s,2,§), a'(h), &7 (h)

where V¢ ,,(T (h)) := vi(h).

Given any map vV : H' » R and any h  H, define v, (T (h)) := v(h), and v,(t) :=
v(h,t) and v,(t,z) := v(h,t,z) for all t > T(h) and z > 0. Let Vi be the set of
measurable v : HT - R that are bounded below by b(0) and such that v, (t) vj(t,z) <
W(X(h)) for allh  H, t=T(h) and z > 0. Note that v{ Vi when viewed as a map
H' -~ R. Then, by standard dynamic-programming results, given & = and i, \72 is the
unique V. Vit satisfying the following two conditions. For allh  H and t=T (h),%®

(T . O] an
Va() =max  U(a X(h),t,s)v,"d(s,z,}), a (§(h))"

[N

nige
¢ Tn(5,2) + Ly rmgvih CT8T2,)) W2 d(s,2,§), & (B (39)

and, furthermore, for all t > T (h) and z > 0,

Va(t,z) = vi(t) v(h CILE, 1)) (39)

By Theorem 2 of Milgrom and Segal (2002), V{ , is absolutely continuous over [T (h), oo).
Then, (24) follows by differentiating (38) with respect to t, and implies that Vg, is
Lipschitz.

By (39), it is clear that V{,(t,z) = V{,(t,z) only if (26) holds. Moreover, (25) is

equivalent to

| N - -
[o(h)](t) argamq:z[inx] aA Ep Vg, (t,Z) —Vg,(1) —c(ax) .

Then, (25) follows from Lemma 4 with t = T(h), X := X(h), W(s) = Ep[V{,(s,2)],

W(s) = L o e{ui(h Csk))x(h)](s.2)

J 1
G(s) i= 1 — e =D SloMIE) W) F(@=)er

X
1}, a

Indeed, under these conditions, v¢(h) =w,(§(h)) and, for all s = t, V{ ,(s) = supWw.

88. The maximum is attained in (38) by the reasoning in footnote 84.
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C The game with concealment

This appendix is devoted to the rigorous definition of the game with concealment, de-
scribed informally in Section 6.1.

Histories. An innovation event is a pair (z,i) E, := (0,00)>{1,...,n}. A disclosure
eventisay = (y), E,:=R%\{(0,...,0)} The set of all events is E.:=E, E,.
The event (z,i) E, states that agent i produced an innovation of size z, whereas the
event Y states that each agent i disclosed d! = X; +y* if y* > 0, and did not disclose

Let E.=R+ ( —;(R+ (R4 xE.)™), with typical element h = X or

otherwise.

h = (X, (t1,€1),..., (t,,emn)) (40)

for some m  N. Define T, X : E. » Ry by T(Xg) = 0, X(Xo) = Xo, and

L1
T(h):=t, & X(h):=X+ maxe,,

l:e EEg

for h E, given by (40). Let K : E. -» R% be given by

L1
X8 lf m = O
Ki(h) Xth) K(h\{(t,, )}) ifm=1ande, E,
Kh\ {(t,..e.)}) + ifm=1ande, =(z,i) E,,
Kth\{(t,.,en)}) otherwise,

for any i and h  H kiven by (40). An omniscient history featuring m events is an
h  E. such that either h = Xo, or h is given by (40), t; < -+ < t,, and, for each
I=1,...,mandi {1,...,n}such thate, E, and €] >0, both of the following hold:

( ) | >1 and K? hq X hq = el, where hU:= (Xo, (tl,el) (tl_l,el_l))

(i) either t; T, or -y = t; and € = (z,1i) for some z > 0, or &/ = 0 for all j and
r <lIsuch that e, E,.

An omniscient history h featuring m = 1 events records the events occurred up to time t,,.
Condition (i) states that, if agent i discloses a value X; + Y} at time t := t;, then k! > Xx;.
Condition (ii) further requires that either t; T, or agent i produced an innovation at
time t;, or X;, = 0 (that is, no agent disclosed in the past). Let H™be the set of all
omniscient histories. The maps T, X, and K keep track of the current time t, the public
stock Xy, and the private stocks (ki)™,, respectively. Given h  HYnd (t,e) Ry xE,,
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let 1

0» e) if h = Xo
h C(Tk) = o
Lixd (t,e1),..., (tm, &), (t,€)) if h is given by (40).
For each i  {1,...,n} and h  HY'let n’(h) be the subsequence of all entries
of h which cannot be expressed as (t,(z,J)) R4+ x E, for some j = i. The map

N® describes the events of omniscient histories that are observed by agent i. Each agent
observes all disclosures, as well as the innovations that she produces, but does not observe
the innovations produced by her opponents. The set of agent I’s private histories is
H := n{(H5) For each h  H™ ( 7_ H), let n°(h) be the subsequence of h with
all entries that lie in R+ X E, removed. The map n° describes the events of either
omniscient or private histories that are observed by all agents. The set of public histories
is HO .= n°(HY!

Strategies. Recall the definition of A; for t = 0 from Appendix A. For all t = 0, let Dy
be the quotient space of measurable d : [t,00) X R, - [0, 1] such that d(s,0) > 0 for at
most one S = t, by the equivalence relation identifying any d and d"if and only if both of
the following hold: d(s,0) = d{s,0) for all s =t, and d = d”([ F )-almost everywhere,
where [ Idenotes the Lebesgue measure over (t,00). For each t > 0, identify Df with the
subset of d  D§ such that d(s,z) =0 for alls  (0,t), and endow Dg with the topology
such that d™ — d if and only if both of the following hold: d™(:,0) - d(-,0) pointwise
and d” - d ([gI* F)-almost everywhere.

A (pure) strategy for agent i is a measurable & : HY - (Ag % D§) such that &'(h)
Ar(py % Di,y for all h H? and, writing & := (0%, X') where 0 : H® - Ag and X’ : H® -
D§, for all h  H® and t = T (h) such that [x'(h)](t,0) > 0, K(h) > X(h) and either
t T or X(h) =Xo. Label Z¢ the set of agent i’s strategies, and let 2. := T_ =L
Beliefs and information sets. A belief for agent i is a family b := (I/);=; where IV is
a probability measure over H/ for each j = i and, for some probability measure b=bver
H S the pushforward of b™by (n/);z; equals 5, b/.% Let B’ be the set of all beliefs for
agent i. Given h  H? say that b is admissible at h if there exists (a necessarily unique)

bSSatisfying the above property and such that the pushforward of b~by n? is degenerate
with value h.% Define n™*(b) := b%’and let B’(h) be the set of beliefs for agent i that
are admissible at h. An information set for agent i is a pair 8 = (h,b) such that h H®
and b B'(h). Let ©° be the set of all information sets for agent i. A system of beliefs
for agent i is a map B’ : H* - B’ such that (h,Bi(h)) ©° for any h H?. Given B,
h  H’ and j =i, let Bi(h) := b’ where B’(h) := (b7);g;. The probability measure B}(h)
describes agent 1’s belief about the private history reached by agent J, given that agent

i reached h. Let B be the set of systems of beliefs for each agent i, and B := _ B".

89. Note that the pushforward of b by 7} is well-defined SincelffjHD" HJ is measurable.

90. The measure b™fs unique since the map (!)j=, : H=L [ HI is invertible.
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Payo [s1 Fix a strategy profile & =, i, and an information set 8 := (h,b)  ©". If
agents play §, a random path of play arises after agent I reaches 6, involving a total
number M {0, 1,...,00} of events. Moreover, the path of play may be expressed as a
sequence (h,)m_, H5where hy  n71(b) and, for all m N, conditional on M = m,
h,, = h,,—1 C&1for some €,, E.. The (continuation) payo b agent i at information
set B := (h,b), when the strategy profile § is played, is

- 1]
| S R 110 00 000 O £ O
ve(8) :=E 3 e™™=tph X h,, —c o n h, (t),Xh, dt
m=0 T(hm)
where T (hj41) := 00 if M < oo.
Equilibrium. Given & := (&), Z.andi,let £ :=(&);e;. Given 8 O, & is a best
response for agent i against € at 0 if

€ arg?%v(g,g—i)<e)'

For each i, let b*  B(Xo) be the belief (b/);g,; such that b’ is degenerate with value
Xp for each j = i. A pair (§,B) where & := (&), Z.andp := (BY)~; B,isa
(weak) perfect Bayesian equilibrium if, for all i, B?(Xo) = b’ and, for all h  H?, all of the
following hold:

(I) & is a best response for agent i against £~ at (h, B*(h))

(IT) for all j = i and h® HY such that T(h) = T(hY and n°(h) = n°hY, and any
7 4i.i}, Bi(h) = B ()

(ITT) for j =i, t=T(h) and e;,e; E. such that h [(tle),h C (kY H? and, if
e, E,and ei > () for some k  {1,2}, then e;,6, E, and e{ = eé, it is the case

that Bi(h &)k Bi(h CeJl

(IV) for alt?D H® such that Pr(C= )>0whereC=: m {0,...,m}:n" h,, =h
and h, . is t}Elrﬁjldo ath I% play (defined above) arising after (h,B¢(h))
when & is played, N’ hpming €= B;(h% for each J = 1.

Condition (II) states that the beliefs of agents i and j about agent I’s private information
are identical at private histories that contain the same public information. Condition
(ITT) states that, agent i’s beliefs about agent j’s private information are identical at
any two private histories that differ only in their last events, as long as agent J’s role
is identical across these two events. Finally, Condition (IV) states that, for any private
history hMthat is reached with strictly positive probability from agent i’s information set
(h,B%(h)) when & is played, the belief B*(hY of agent i at hYis derived from her belief
Bi(h) at h using Bayes’ rule.
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D Preliminary definitions and results

This section contains definitions and preliminary results used in various proofs. Recall
from Appendix A that we abbreviate ‘Borel measurable’ to ‘measurable’. Given maps
v,w : Ry - R, write ‘v < w’ for ‘v(x) < w(x) for all x = 0’. Given a measurable
v: R, - R that is bounded below, define the maps L;v,Lsv: Ry — R {oo} by

Lv(X) :=Ep[v(Xx+2)] & Lgv(X):=Ep[v(X) Vv(X+ 2)]. (41)
Claim 1. Let v : R4+ - R be measurable, bounded below by b(0), and such that v —b is
decreasing. Then L,v — b is decreasing for k  {f,d}.
Proof. To prove that L;v — b is decreasing, fix 0 < X; =< X, and note that

Lv(X2) —Lpv(X1) =Ep[Vv(Xe +Z) = V(X1 + 2)] < Ep[b(X2 + Z) — b(X1 + Z)]
< b(X2) — b(X1)

where the first inequality holds since v—"0 is decreasing, and the second since b is concave.

To prove that Lyv is decreasing, fix 0 < X; < X, and note that

Lav(X2) = Lgv(X1) = Ep[v(X2 +2Z)  V(X2) =V(X1 +2Z) V(X1)]
+2)=V(x1+2)  (V(X2) = V(x1))]
b(X2 +2) —=b(x1 +2)) (b(xz2) = b(X1))]

where the second inequality holds since v — b is decreasing. O

Recall the definition of W from Appendix A.1. Given a map W : Ry — R that is
bounded below by b(0), let B,, be the set of measurable v : Ry — R that are bounded
below by b(0) and such that v<w. Let I'[0,1] % [0,n] *x R, X R — R be given by

P ax 1) = 2 _ff’a’;\) +aAl (42)

and T': [0,1] *x Ry X R - R be given by I'(a, X, 1) := T't{a, na, x, I).

Claim 2. I'(a, a, X, Lyv(x)) < w(x) for alla [0,1], & [0,n], x =0,v By and
k {f d}.

Proof. Fix X,v and k and note that

Liv(X) < LgW(X) < b(X + M) + nA[b(p) — b(0)]
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where the first inequality holds since v < W, and the second since b is increasing and
concave. Then, fixing a and &, we have

b an{b NAb(K) — b

P 0, Luv(x) 200 M) ARG —0))

~ bOX) + nMb(x + 1) + nAb(W) — b(0)}
B 14 nA

< wW(X)

where the second inequality holds as b is increasing and & < n, and the last since b(p +
X) —b(X) < b(pn) —b(0), as b is concave. O

E Proofs of Proposition 1 and Corollary 1

Recall the definition of W from Appendix A.1, and of Ly, Bi and I' from Appendix D.

Proof of Proposition 1. The proof has several steps.
Step 1. (9) admits a solution in v~ Bg, vis increasing, and v b is decreasing.
Given v By, let Ppvi: Ry - R be given by

P(X) := ;nt[%ﬁ]l“(a, X, LsVv(X)). (43)
Let V—be the set of increasing v By such that v — b is decreasing. Note that v By
solves (9) if (and only if) it is a fixed point of P=§* Then, it suffices to show that P
has a fixed point in V3 Note that Vjendowed with the point-wise order, is a complete
lattice,”?, and P s increasing. Then, from Tarski’s fixed-point theorem, it suffices to
show that Ppyy ViHfor allv V4
Fix v Vand note that Ppy(x) = I'(0, X, Lyv(X)) = b(X) and, from Claim 2, Pv <
W. Moreover, V is continuous and bY{x)-Lipschitz over [X, eo) for any x > 0, since b is
increasing and concave. Then, so is Lyv.% In particular, LV is absolutely continuous.

Then, given any a [0,1], Y : X - I'(a,X, LyVv(X)) is absolutely continuous on Ry and,

91. Indeed, v = Py if and only if

b(z) — c(a,x) — Lev(z)
1+aln

= + = 0= + — — +
0 ane[?n)i] Lev(z) v(z) = 0 ane[?n)i] ainLgv(x)+b(x)—c(a, z)—v(z)(1+aln)

and the second equation is clearly equivalent to (9).

92. It su [ced to show that, for any V' Vigqthe maps 0 :  — sup, wv(z) and ¥ : z — infy yw(z)
belong to Vi For the former, note that b < o < w since b < v < w for all v V. Moreover, given
y=x =0, foreachv V,0=<uov(y) —v(x)<9(y)—v(x)and v(y) — (z) < v(y) — v(z) < b(y) — b(x).
As v Vs arbitrary, 0 < v(y) — 9(z) < b(y) — b(z). As x and y are arbitrary, v is increasing and ¥ — b
is decreasing, so that ¥ is continuous and, therefore, measurable. Hence ¥ By and, thus, ¥ Vi The
argument for v is similar.

93. Continuity at 0 follows easily from the dominated convergence theorem.
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for any x > 0 at which L;v is differentiable, y is differentiable as well and

bx) — ca(a, x) + aAn(Lv)¥x) - bx) — c2(a, x) + aAnb"{x)

y%x) - 14+ aAn - 14+ aAn = bQX)

where the second inequality follows from Claim 1, and the third holds since ¢; = 0. Note

also that L,V is increasing since V is, so that y{x) = 0, as U is increasing in X. Then,

Theorem 2 and Theorem 1 of Milgrom and Segal (2002) imply that P is absolutely

continuous, and that 0 < (Ppw){X) < b{x) for any X > 0 at which Ppy is differentiable,

respectively. Thus Prvy  Bg, Pvis increasing and Pv—b is decreasing, so that Py Vi
Step 2. vis induced by a decreasing Markov strategy O Let a—given by

O{X) := min arg max aA{Ep[v(X + 2)] —v(X)} — c(a, X). (44)
Since V.5 By solves (9), Vs induced by a3 Moreover, s symmetric, so that it

remains to show that ajs decreasing. From the argument in footnote 91,
o{X) minarg max ['(a,X, Lsv{X))
o [JOJ1]

for all x = 0. Let y='[0,1] * R+ - R be given by
|:1| L1
yHa, X) == Lyvx) — [b(x) —c(a, X)] — - +a ci(a, x). (45)

Note that a — I'(a, X, Lyv(X)) is differentiable on (0, 1) for all X = 0, and its derivative
has the same sign as y8, X). Then, it suffices to show that y™s decreasing in a (so that
I'(a, X, Lyv(X)) is quasi-concave in @) as well as in X. To this end note that, since V(5 Vi
(from Step 1) and U is twice continuously differentiable, y™s absolutely continuous and,
for almost every (a, X),

L1 [

1
yifa, x) = — ~ +a cy(a,x)
1 1

Vi, %) = (LX) = [b1X) — co(a, X)) = -+ cialax)

As yHs absolutely continuous and €11 = 0, y s decreasing in a. It remains to prove that
Y48, X) < 0 whenever it exists. Note that, since ¢y, is increasing in a, y;1is decreasing in
a. Then

Yaa, X) < y5{0, %) = (Lpvohi(x) —bi{x) < 0

where the second inequality holds since €,(0,X) = 0 and €3, = 0, and the last follows

from Claim 1, since Vi V5

94. This follows from e.g. Theorem 3.1.2 of Piunovskiy and Zhang (2020).
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Step 3. a{X;) —» 0ast - oo, and lim, .. 0{X) = 0. Note that lim;_ . X; exists
since X; is increasing in t. Since O s decreasing, it is clear that lim;_ o X; > X a.s. for any
X = 0 such that a{x) > 0. Then, 0{K;) - 0 ast —» oo as long as lim, _ e 0fX) = 0.%°

To prove that lim, _ . 0{X) = 0 note that, for X > 0,

Er[VifX 4+ Z) = v{x)] < Ep[b(X + Z) — b(x)] < b{x)p

where the first inequality holds since v b is decreasing, and the second follows from the
mean-value theorem, since b is concave. Then, for alla (0, 1], (2) implies that

lim An{Ep[veX + Z)] —v{X)} — c1(a,X) <0

T — 0o

so that, by definition of alim, _ . 0{X) < a. As a is arbitrary, lim, _, o O{X) = 0.
Step 4. lim, .o V{X) —b(X) = 0. Fix X = 1. As v b is decreasing, vi(X) <
V(i) — b(1) + b(x) so that

Lyvie(X) < vefl) —b(1) + Lsb(X) < ve{l) —b(1) + b(x) + bX1)u
where the second inequality holds since b is concave. Hence
_ b(X) — c(arfx), X) + acx)AnL ;v{x)

Vetk) = 1+ afx)An

- ac()An(ve(l) — b(1) + b1)H] — c(a{x), X)
=bx) + 1+ a{X)An

Therefore, since lim, _, « 0{X) = 0 by Step 3,

lim vefx) — b(X) < — lim c(ap{x), X) < 0.

xr — 00 xTr — 00

Then lim, _ e V{X) —b(X) = 0 since v b. O

Proof of Corollary 1. Suppose first that (11) admits a solution X = 0. By continuity, it
admits a smallest solution X = 0, and (11) holds with equality at X. Since 0 {&;) — 0
a.s. as t —» oo (Proposition 1), it suffices to show that aX) = 0 and ax) > 0 for all
0 < X < X. For the former, note that the left-hand side of (11) is decreasing in X, since
b is concave, whereas the right-hand side is increasing. Then, (11) holds with ‘<’ for all
X = X. Hence, b solves (9) at all X = X. Therefore, vi{X) = b(X) for all X = X, as Vs
the unique solution to (9) in B (Step 1 of the proof of Proposition 1). Then, from (44),
aX) = 0.

95. Indeed, if afg) > 0 for all = = 0 then lim{_ o @ = oo as., so that lim_. e o) =
limg_ oo afx) = 0. If instead afg) = 0 for some z = 0, let z := inf{x = 0 : afx) = 0}. By def-
inition of aa{F) = 0. Then Pr(lim¢_ o a{#t) = 0) = Pr(lim¢_ oo Tt = 7) = liMm _ oo Pr{lime_, oo Tt >
Z—1/m)=1.
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For the latter, suppose that a{X) = 0 for some 0 < X < X, and seek a contradiction.
Then, since s decreasing (Proposition 1), a{X) = 0 for all X = X and, since o -induces
VvX) = b(x) for all X = X. Moreover, (11) holds with ‘>’ at X = X as X < X. But this
contradicts the fact that asolves (10) at X = X.

Suppose now that (11) holds with ‘<’ for all X = 0. Then, from the argument in the
previous paragraph, ajs strictly positive, so that effort never ceases. Finally, X, —» oo

a.s. as t - oo since O{X;) —» 0 a.s. ast » oo (Proposition 1). O

F Proofs of Theorem 1 and of Corollaries 2 and 4

The proofs of Theorem 1 and of Corollaries 2 and 4 are based on two results (Theorem 4
and Proposition 5 below), proved at the end of this section. The proof of Theorem 2
relies on these results as well.

Recall the definitions of L;, L; and B, from Appendix D, and of vi—and ofrom
Appendix E. Let V; (V) be the set of pairs (a, V), where o is a Markov strategy of the
game with forced disclosure and v B,,, such that (16) holds and (17) holds with v, = v
(such that (27) holds for some d satisfying (29) with v, = v and (28) holds with V, = V),
for all Xx = 0.

Theorem 4. Given k {f,d}, V., = {(ay, Vvy)}. Moreover, a is continuous and decreas-
ing, and lies below o Finally, v, and Lv, are continuous, and v, — b is decreasing.

Recall from Appendices A and B that H is the set of histories in the baseline game

with forced disclosure, as well as the set of public histories in the game with disposal.

Proposition 5. No strategy of the game with disposal other than a; induces a SSE.
Moreover, a strategy & := (o, X) of the game with disposal induces a SSE only if 0 =y
and

X(h)](t,z) arg dIEl{%,}f}{d[vd(x +2z)—vy(x)]} forallt>0andz=>0. (46)

Proof of Theorem 1. Immediate from Theorem 4 and Proposition 5. O

Proof of Corollary 2. Note first that, if oXo) = 0 then a;(Xo) = 0 by Proposition 1, so
that Vi{Xo) = b(Xo) = Vf(Xo). Suppose now that a{Xo) > 0, and let X = max{Xo} {x=
Xo : Of(X) = 1}. By Proposition 1 and theorem 1, X < oo. Then, (10) and (17) imply
that oy < apver (X, X) for some X > 0. Hence, vy < vipver (X, X), from (9) and (16).
Therefore, V¢(Xg) < V{Xo) by (1). O
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Proof of Corollary 4. Let a: R+ — [0, 1] be given by

1
] ifx=<yy
1 I:’\]“M
a(x) := =T D N ify; < xX<Au
0 if X = AW

It suffices to show that there exists a continuous v : Ry — R such that

1
X if X = Au
Y ‘
V(X) = X+ ~ ifyy =x=Au (47)
1+)\nIEf,F[v(erz)] if X <yy,

that v solves (16) and o solves (17) with V, = v, and that v is globally increasing if it is
increasing over [ys, AH].
To this end, let vo : [yf,00) - R satisfy (47) for all X =y;. Note that vo solves (16)

for X = Al. Moreover, Vg is absolutely continuous and
MEr[Vo(x +2)] —vp(x)} =1
for all X [ys, AM). Since
MEp[Vo(X +Z)] = Vo(x)} = x (48)

holds at X = A, it follows that it holds at all y; < X < Ap. Then, substituting (48) into
(16) yields that vq solves (16) for all X =y, and that o solves (17) with v, = vq for all
X=Yr. At X =Yy, (16) yields

AN

= 1+ﬁIEﬁF[vo(x +2)].

Vo(X)

Then, by the contraction-mapping theorem, there exists a continuous v : R+ — R satis-
fying (47) and such that X — v(X) —X is decreasing, and V is increasing if Vp is increasing.
Since X — V(X) — X is decreasing, V solves (16) and o solves (17) with v, = v. This
completes the proof. O

The following claim is used in the proofs of Theorem 4 and Proposition 5. It is proved

at the end of this section.

Claim 3. Let v,v : Ry - R be measurable, bounded below, and such that v = v and
lim, _, 0 V(X) — V(X) = 0. Then V = Vv if one of the following holds:
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b V—!SLJE\_/—LJC!, or

e V=V < L,v—L,Vv and lim,, V(X,,) —V(X,,) = 0 for any bounded sequence (X, ).,
R+ such that lim,, Prp(V(X,, +2) < V(X,,)) = 1.

Recall the definition of I' from Appendix D.

Proof of Theorem 4. Step 1. There are (a,,V,), (Qx, Vi) Vj such that a, < arand, for
all (a,v) Vi, o, <a=s0,<oarandy, <V <V.
Note that, for any X = (>) 0 and | > (=) b(X), there is a unique p(x,1) [0, 1] such

that
I = [b(x) = c(p(x, 1), X)]
p(x,l) arg ;11&)1(] aA L ANpOK T

—c(a, x). (49)

Indeed, the objective is continuously differentiable and concave in a, and its derivative

has the same sign as y(p(X, 1), X, ) where

1 L1
v(@x 1) =1 — [b(x) — c(a,x)] — %+ na cu(ax) (50)

is decreasing in a, as ¢(a, X) is convex in a.%¢ Moreover, p is continuous (when viewed as
amap ({0} x (b(0),0)) {(x,1) (0,00)xR:1=hb(x)} - [0,1]).9 Givenv B,,, let
P.v : R+ - R be given by

Prv(X) := T'(p(X, Lyv(X)), X, Lgv(X)).

Claim 4. I'(a, X, LyVv(X)) < Pgv(X) for all x=0,v B,,, and 0 < a < p(X, Lyv(X)).
Claim 4 is proved at the end of this proof. 1 prove that P, maps B,, to itself. Note

that
Lyv=Lyvr= Ly forallv B, (51)

where the inequality holds since V < Vpjand the equality since Vs increasing (Proposi-
tion 1). Fix v B,,. Note that L;v,% p and, therefore, P,v are measurable. Fix X = 0.
Since p(X, LxV(X)) = 0, from Claim 4, Pxv(X) = I'(0, X, LxV(X)) = b(X). Moreover,

PLv(x) < T(p(X, Liv(x)), X, Lvefx) < PVitx) = vex)

96. In particular, p(z,1) =0 for I < a(z) := b(x) —c1(0, 2)/\, p(x,l) = 1for I > a(z) := b(x) — (L, z) —
(% + n)cy1(1, z) and, for a(z) <1 < a(x), p(z,l) is the unique root of v(-, z,!) in [0,1]. To see why the
root is unique, note that ~(:, z, 1) is strictly increasing for > 0 and, for x = 0, there isa [0, 1] such
that c(a,x) = 0 for a < @, and c(-, ) is strictly increasing over [a,1]. Then, v(a,0) =b(0) <l fora<a
so that, since | < a(0), a < 1 and ~(:,0,!) has a unique root over [a, 1].

97. This is because, when viewed as a correspondence, p is clearly upper-hemicontinuous, since the
correspondence (z,7) — argmaxa rojy ay — c(a, z) is as well.

98. This follows from e.g. Theorem 18.3 of Billingsley (2012) since (z,z) — v(x + z) is measurable and
bounded below by b(0).
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where the first inequality follows from (51) since I'(a, X, 1) is increasing in |, the second
follows from (43), and the equality from Step 1 of the proof of Proposition 1. Since X = 0
is arbitrary, Prv B, as desired.
I show that Py is increasing (in the pointwise order). Fix v,w B, such that w < v,
and X = 0. Then Lyw(X) < LgVv(X). Then Pyw(Xx) < I'(p(X, Lyw(X)), X, LxVv(X)) as
['(a, x,1) is increasing in I, and p(X, Lyw(X)) < p(X, LxVv(X)) as p(X, 1) is increasing in |
(since y(a, X, 1) is). Together with Claim 4, the latter implies that

L(p(X, Lygw(X)), X, LxV(X)) < Pgv(X).

Hence, PW(X) < P,Vv(X) and, since X = 0 is arbitrary, Py is increasing.

Note that any countable set in B,, admits a supremum and an infimum (in the point-
wise order) in B,,. Moreover, Py (lim,, Vv,,) = lim,, P¢(V,,) for any monotone sequence
(Vi)mmn B, since lim,, LyV,, = Li(lim,, V,;,) by monotone convergence, and p and I'
are continuous. Then, P, has smallest and largest fixed points v,, Vi B...% Define the
Markov strategies 0, and Qj by a,(X) := p(X, LgV,(X)) and Q. := p(X, LxVi(X)). Note
that, for any Markov strategy a and any v B,,, (a,Vv) Vg if and only if v = Pyv and
a(x) = p(X, Lyv(x)) for all x = 0.2 Then (q,V,), (Ox,Vx) Vi and, for any (a,v) Vi,
V, <V < Vi so that Lpv, < Lpv < LV, and therefore 0, < o < 0y, as p(x, 1) is
increasing in |.

It remains to prove that 0(X) < a{x) for all x = 0. Fix x = 0 and assume without
loss of generality that Oi(X) > 0 and a{X) < 1. Then, from Step 2 of the proof of
Proposition 1, it suffices to show that y b, (x) > (0 where y*was defined in (45).
Note that

vy 0 (X), X) > Y (@, (X), X, LpVi(X)) =0

where the first inequality follows from (51) (asV,  B,,) and the fact that ¢, (0x(X), X) > 0
(as Ok(X) > 0), and the second holds since Qj(X) > 0.

Step 2: Vj is a singleton. From Step 1, it suffices to show that (a,,V,) = (O, V). By
definition of a, and Oy, it is enough to show that v, = V. Note that v,z v, =v, =b
since Vi,V,  B,,, so that lim,_ e Vx(X) — V,(X) = 0 by Proposition 1. Moreover, if
k = d, lim,, V4(X;,) — b(X,,) = 0 for any bounded sequence (X,)mm R+ such that
lim,, Prp(Va(Xm +2Z) < V4(X,)) = 1, by (27). Then, in light of Claim 3, it suffices to show
that

Vi(X) = Vi (X) = LiVi(X) = LV, (X) (52)

99. See e.g. Theorem 2 of Kolodner (1968).

100. Indeed, for &k = f, given (a,v) V§ and x = 0, (16) is equivalent to v(z) = b(x) — c(a(x), z) +
na(z)[Lev(x) — v(x)], i.e. v(x) = I(a(x), x, Lev(x)). Given v(z) = IN'(a(z), z, Lxv(x)), (17) with g = v
is equivalent to ‘(49) with [ = Lyv(x) and p(x,1) = a(z)’, which is equivalent to a(x) = p(z, Lxv(z)).
Finally, given a(x) = p(x, Lxv(z)), v(x) = N'(a(z),z, Lxv(x)) is equivalent to v(x) = Pcv(x). The
argument for k = d is similar.
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for all x = 0. Fix X and consider three cases. Suppose first that a;(X) = 0. Then
a,(X) = 0 as O, = q,, so that Vi(X) = b(X) = v,(X) and, therefore, (52) holds since
Vi = V,.. Suppose now that o, (X) = 1. Then, 0x(X) = 1 so that, from (16) if k = f and
(27) if k =d,

V(X)) — V. (X
LV (X) = V(X)) = [Lrvy () = v, (X)] = % =0
and thus (52) holds. Finally, assume that 0x(X) > 0 and a,(X) < 1. Then, from (17) if

k=*f and (28) if k =d,

c(Ax(X),X) _ €@y (X), X

L.V, (X) - \_/k(X) = X X

= LV (X) = Vi (X)
where the first inequality holds since 0 (X) > 0, the second since Q;(X) = a,(X), and the
third since o, (X) < 1. Then, (52) holds.

Step 3: v, —b and oy, are decreasing. Let FBe the set of v B, such that v —b is
decreasing. From Steps 1 and 2, it suffices to show that p(X, Lgv(X)) is decreasing in X
for any v B,,, and to find a fixed point v of P in VFor the former, fix v \VIFrom
Claim 1, Lyv(X) — b(X) is decreasing. Then, y(a, X, LxV(X)) is decreasing in X, as ¢; and
C11 are increasing in X.%* Hence p(X, Lyv(X)) is decreasing in X.

To show that P, admits a fixed point in V—hote that b a complete lattice!®? and,
from Step 1, Py is increasing on VVThen, from Tarski’s fixed-point theorem, it suffices
to show that Pj, maps b itself. To this end, fix v VeTFrom Step 1, P,v  B,.. Then,
it suffices to show that Pyv(Xz) —PrVv(X1) < b(Xz) —b(Xy) for all 0 < X; < X,. Fix X; and
Xo, and let p; = p(X;, LyV;(X;)) for i = 1,2, so that p; = p, from the previous paragraph.
Then

PrV(X2) — Prv(X1) < T'(p2, X2, LpV(X2)) — T'(p2, X1, LeV(X1))
— b(x2) =b(X1) + Anp,[LiV(Xz) = LeV(X1)]
- 1 4+ Anp,

< b(Xz) —b(x1)

where the first inequality follows from Claim 4 since p, < p;, the second holds since € is
increasing in X, and the third follows from Claim 1. Hence Ppv \Ehs desired.
Step 5. vi, LV, and QO are continuous. Given a map @ : Ry - R, define
1

_ %‘) ifx=0
)= lim & =
O(x7) =lime(y) & @(x7) Cind . oly) x>0,

101. In detail, y(a, z, Lxv(x)) = [Lxv(x) — b(z)] — [% + (n — Dalei(a, z) — ? ?Lpll(am,]x)damaam, and
the first term is increasing, whereas the other two are decreasing.

102. The argument is similar to that of footnote 92. Measurability follows from the fact that, clearly,
the variation of any map v : R+ — R such that b < v < vand v — b is decreasing, is bounded by
|lvc€e) — b(0)] + 2|b(x) — b(0)] over [0, x] for any = = 0.
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Let v,v : Ry — R be given by V(X) := vi(X™) and V(X) := Vg(X"), and note that v
and Vv are well-defined and lie in B, , since v, — b is decreasing and b is concave. Since
Oy is decreasing, a,a : Ry — [0,1] given by G(X) := 0x(X") and a(X) := 0x(X") are
well-defined Markov strategies.

Note that, for all X = 0, LyVi(X™) = LV(X) and LzVvi(X~) = Lv(X) by dominated

convergence. Then
&
&

since p and I' are continuous, so that (a, V), (a,Vv) Vi by the argument in footnote 100.
Then, (a,V) = (a,V) from Step 2, and thus vy, LV, and 0y are continuous. O

Proof of Proposition 5. The argument relies on the notation introduced in Appendices A
and B. To show that oy induces a strongly symmetric equilibrium of the game with forced
disclosure, it suffices to show that vy solves (16) with a = ay, and o solves (17) with
Vo = Vy. This holds since (ay,vy) Vy. Moreover, it is clear that v/,_(h) = v;(X(h)) for
any i and h  H.

Similarly, to show that a strategy & := (g4, X) of the game with disposal such that
(46) holds induces a strongly symmetric equilibrium, it suffices to show that v, solves
(27) with a = a; and (any) 9 such that (29) holds, and that o solves (28) with V, = v,.
This holds since (g, Vg) V4. Moreover, it is clear that vi(h) = v4(X(h)) for any i and
public history h  H.

It remains to show that a strategy 0 of the game with forced disclosure induces a
strongly symmetric equilibrium only if 0 = ay, and that a strategy (0, X) of the game
with disposal induces a strongly symmetric equilibrium only if 0 = a,; and (46) holds. To
this end, note that the games with forced disclosure and disposal are parametrised by the
initial stock Xo. To make this explicit, express the sets H, ¥ and = as H(Xg), X(Xo) and
Z(Xo), respectively. For any x = 0, Let Zx{X) (3(X)) be the set of 0 X(x) (§ Z(x))
inducing strongly symmetric equilibria in the game with forced disclosure (with disposal)
and initial stock X. Fix Xg and k  {f, d}.

I claim that it suffices to show that Vg, is constant with value v (X(h)) for all h
H(Xo) and § Z;{Xg). To see why note first that, given X = 0, LVg(X) = vi,(X) where
the inequality is strict unless X > 0. Indeed, if LV (X) < Vi (X) then vi(X) = b(X) by (16)
for k = f and (27) for k = d, so that LyV(X) = b(X) and b must be constant over [X, oo)
since it is increasing and Vi = b, and thus X > 0.

Now suppose that V¢, is constant with value vi(X(h)) for all h  H(Xo) and §
EHXo). Fix & := (0,X) Z=rXo) and a history h  H(Xo). Note that (46) follows from
(26) if k = d, so that it is enough to show that a(h) = ay(X(h)) a.e. If Lyvi(X(h)) >
V(X (h)), then a(h) = a,(X(h)) a.e. by (14) and (16) for k = f, and (24) and (27) for
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k = d. If instead Lyvix(X(h)) = vi(X(h)) then X (h) > 0, and thus a(h) = 0 = q,
by (15) and (17) for k = d, and (25) and (28) for kK = f. Hence a(h) = a;(X(h)) a.e. as
desired.

To prove that Ve, is constant with value v (X(h)) for all h  H(Xo) and & Z/tXo),
define Vi, Vv, : Ry - R by

Vi(X) := inf sup{ve(y) : (X = 01 0=y =<x+ L% Yy}
v, (X) ;= supinf{ve(y): (x— 0 0<sy=x+LE Sy}

>0
Note that Vv, = v, and Vg, takes values in [v, (X (h)), V(X (h))] for all § ZjtXo) and
h  H(X).1® Then, it suffices to show that v, = v = v,.

I show that vy = Vg, relying on Claim 3. A similar reasoning yields that v, = v,. Note
first that v}, is upper-semicontinuous and, hence, measurable. Moreover, b < v, <V, < Vv
where the last inequality holds since Vs continuous and V¢(X) < v{X) for all X = 0 and
& Z=HX), so that lim, _ c Vz — Vv, = 0 by Proposition 1.

[ show that, if K = d, then lim,, V4(Xx™) — b(X"™) = 0 for any bounded sequence
(X™)mmn  Rs such that lim,, Prp(Ve(X™ + 2) < v4(x™)) = 1. Fix (X"),m R+ and
note that lim,, Ep[0  (Vg(X™ + Z) —V4(X™))] = 0 and that, for allm N,y - Eg[0
(Va(y + Z) — V4(X;,))] is upper-semicontinuous at X,,, since V, is upper-semicontinuous.
T% it is clear that there exist sequences (Yy,)mm R+ and (€)= (0”7, X"™)mm

e Yim) such that (Yi,)mmnis bounded and b(y™) — b(X™), V4(X™) — Vem(y™), and
Erp[0  (Va(y™ + Z) — Vem(y™))] all vanish as m — oo. Hence, it suffices to show that
lim,,, Vem (y™) —b(y™) = 0. Since (Y, )m muis bounded, (Vem ym )., mois uniformly I-Lipschitz
for some | > 0, as argued in Appendix A.1. Also, for all [3> 0 and m N, as Vem ym is
bounded, there is t,, = [Such that Vem ,m is increasing over [0, t,, — [[Jand differentiable

at t,, with derivative lower than [1Then

Vem (ym) = Vgm ym (O) = Vem om (tm - IIIS (JEES Vem ym (tm)
<

(I+ DEFb(y™) = c([o™ (h)](tm), y™)
1
+ A" (N)](tn)  Epl0 (Vem(y™ LLELZ,1))] — Vem ym (tn))]

=1

= [I(1+ An) + 1JIF-b(y™) + AnE£[0  (Va(y™ +2Z) = Vem(y™))]

103. This is because v, (z) < vg(x) < wk(z) for any z = 0 and E =€) and, given &, h and any
=0, there is £  =H(X(h)) such that ve,n(t) = ve(X(h)). To construct ¢, define ¢ : Z(X(h)) - =(xo)
by ¢((X(R), (t1,21,1), - - -, (bm, 2m,im)) 1= h —~ ((¢ + t1, 21,41), ..., (¢ + tm, 2m,im))) for all m =0 and
(X(h), (t1, 21,71), - -, (tm, 2m,im))  H(X(R)), and let [E(AT](s) = [E(@(h N + s) for all A7 H(X (h))
and s = T'(hY. Note that £ must be a strongly symmetric equilibrium. In particular, ' is a best response
for agent i at any history h™  H(X(h)), as &' is a best response for agent i at history ¢(hD.
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where the third inequality follows from (26) and (35), and the last inequality holds since
Vem (Y™ (L), Z,0)) < Vg(y™ + z) for all i. Result follows since taking the limit m - oo
yields that lim,, Vem (y™) —b(y™) < [I(1 + An) + 1]CJand 3 0 is arbitrary.

In light of Claim 3, it remains to show that v, — vy < LV, — LyVg. Since V, is

continuous, it is enough to show that, for all X =0 and & =),
Ve(X) = Vi(X) < LgVi(X) — Lgvi(x).104 (53)

I show that LV, = V,. Suppose that LV, (X) < Vi(X) for some X = 0 and seek a contra-
diction. If so, then k = f and, since LV, is upper-semicontinuous (as Vy is), there exists
[ 0 such that L;V; < V¢(X) over | := [(X— 0] 0,X+ [0 Then, there is X | and
0 Zj{X) such that v,(X) > L;V,(X). Let t := sup{s = 0 : V,, > LV(x) over [0,s]}
and note that t > 0 since V,, is continuous and V,,(0) = V,(X). But then Ep[v,(x [
(S,Z,1)) = V,u(s)] < 0 for all i and s [0,t), since v,(x [{Slz,i)) < vy(X + z) for
all z > 0, and thus o(X) = 0 a.e. over (0,t) by (15). Hence v,(X) = b(X) if t = oo and
Vo (X) = (1—e7H)b(X)+e7V, . (t) = (1—e~")b(X)+e "L ;V;(X) otherwise (as V, , is continu-
ous at t). This contradicts the fact that v, (X) > LV(X), since LyV;(X) = Lb(x) = b(X).

To prove (53), fix X and § := (0,X) and assume without loss of generality that
Ve(X) > Vi (X). Let

t:=sup{0} {s>0:0(X)<0g(X) a.e. on (0,5)}

and define
1 1
ois Lpd (6) = Lavi(X) + vi(x) if t < oo ¢ o Lyedit) ift<eo
Lo ift= oo Lo ift= co.

I claim that @ < @ Indeed, if t < oo then 0;(X) < 1 and, for a.e. S = t such that
[0(X)](S) > a(x), and each i,

LiVi(X) = Ve (S) 2 Ep{[X(X)](s, Z)(ve(x LILS)Z, 1)) — Ve (8))}

S,
_ cu(l0(x))(8), %) _ ca(o(x). %)
o A _ A

= LpVi(X) — Vi(X)

where the first inequality holds since X(X) is constant with value 1 if K = f, LV, (X) =
Vi(X) = Vei(S) if k = d, and Vi (X +2z) = ve(x [(S)z,i)) for all z = 0, the second
follows from (15) if K = f, and from (25) and (26) if k = d, since [0(X)](S) > 0, the

104. Indeed, given z = 0, there are (zm)mma R+ and (€™)mmo %Ek'%cm) such that z, - =
and vgm (xm) - vk(z). We obtain vem (zm) — vk(zm) < Lkvk(zm) — Lkvk(zm) for al m N and letting
m - oo yields vk(z) — vk (z) = Lyvk(x) — Lxvk(x), since Lxvk is upperOsemicontinuous (as vk is), and
vk and Lywvg are continuous.
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third holds since [0(X)](S) = 0k (X), and the last follows from (17) if K = f and from
(28) if kK = d, since a(X) < 1. Then, since V¢, is continuous at t, ¢ = V¢, (t) <
LiVi(X) — LgVe(X) + Vi (X) = 0
Define @ : Af x R xR - R by
L]

u'd

] )
d(a,v,w) = X, 0,8t +e v 4 Lo W)vg(d(s, i), @),

where Ag, U and V were defined in Appendix A, and let

. [ _, 0 ]
V= ml%ccb a, 0, (X)" 7, LeVi(X),

Note that, writing a" := (a,...,a) g for any a Ao,

%I(X)"1% i=1 B [Ve (X Qﬂf,i)]ﬂpm I:Iifk:f
L RpVel(s) ve(x CI(sk,i)],@ ifk=d

where the equality follows from (26) for k = d, the first inequality holds since V¢ ,(S) <

Vi(X) and V(X [CIS]z,1)) < V(X +2z) for all s,z =0 and i, and ¢ < @jand the second

since 0(X) < 0 (X) over [0,t), LyVix(X) = b(X), and LV, (X) = @{since LV = vy).
Therefore, it suffices to show that V — vi(X) < LgVg(X) — LiVi(X). To this end, let

a Ap achieve V, and note that

[LT] L] L1 [ L ]
Vi(X) = max @ a, o (X)L Levi(X), Vie(X) =@ &, o (x)"
so that
A ! Sy on S e S s &3
V—Vi(X) < [LpVi(X) — Lpvi(X)] €755y d(s, i), &, 05(x)" < L4V (X) — Lpvi(X).

Thus (53) holds, and therefore vV, = v, by Claim 3. A similar argument yields that
Vi = V. Ol

Recall the definition of I' from Appendix D.
Proof of Claim 3. Suppose that v(X) — v(X) = [or some [ 0 and X = 0, and seek a

contradiction. Let 1 1

X:=inf X=0:supv—v<ILl]

(2,90)

and note that X < oo since lim, _ .V —V = 0. Consider a sequence (X,;),mm [0, X] with

lim,, X,, = X and such that lim,, V(X,,) — V(X,,) = [OBy hypothesis, V—v < L,V — L;v
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for some k  {d,e}. Then, it suffices to show that

lim sup LiV(X,,) — LpVv(X,,) < [ (54)
By definition of X, V(X) —v(X) < [for all x > X. Then, if k = e, (54) holds since
F(0) = 0. Hence, assume that k = d. Let Z F and, for all m N, let E,, be the
event ‘V(X,, +Z) > V(X,,)". By considering an appropriate subsequence, we may assume
without loss of generality that Pr(E,,) >0 for all m N, and lim,, Pr(E,,) > 0.
Fix m N and note that

< Pr(E,)ENV(Xm +Z) = V(X + 2)|E,)]
+ [1 = Pr(En)]V(Xm) = v(Xm)]
LaV(Xm) — Lav(Xm) < E[V(Xp, + Z) — V(X + 2)|Ep)

where the last step holds since V—v < LV — LV and Pr(E,,) > 0. Then, taking the
limit m - oo yields (54) since lim,, Pr(E,,) > 0, F(0) = 0 and, by definition of X,
SUP(4,00) V — V. < [dor all X > X. O

Proof of Claim 4. Fix X, v, and a, and let & := p(X, Lyv(X)) and @ : [0, 1] - R be given
by
o(e) :=T'{e, e+ (n—1)a, Lyv(x)).

Note that @ is differentiable with

Ld g
Liv(X) — [b(x) —c(e,x)]— s +e+(n—1)ac

{1+Ae+(n—1)a}

(%)

¢e) = A (55)
Then, @ is quasi-concave since ¢(e,X) is convex in €, and @{a) has the same sign as
Y (&, X, LgVv(X)), where y was defined in (50). Hence, @ is maximised at e = &. Moreover,
0(&) = Ppv(X) so that Pxv(X) = ¢(a).

Then, it suffices to show that @(a) = I'(a, X, Lxv(X)). Since @ is quasi-concave and
maximised at € = &, and a < &, @'{a) = 0. Then, (55) implies that b(X)—c(a, X) < Lyv(X),
so that
L]

b(X) — c(a, X) . 1 Liv(X)

TTiNar -, T T aa T (-0

> % ~ s L0 = Dax Lev(x)

0(a)

where the inequality holds since a < a. O
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G Proofs for Section 4.1

Proof of Lemma 1. Fix x = 0. If a;(x) > 0 then, from (17),
MEp[Ve(X+2)] = ve(X)} = ci(ag(x), X) = 0.

If instead a;(X) =0, ay(y) =0 for all y = X, as o is decreasing (Theorem 1). Then
Eplvi(x+2)] = Ep[b(x +2)] 2 b(X) = v/(X)

where the inequality holds since b is increasing. O

Proof of Lemma 2. The ‘only if’ part is immediate, since X; increases over time. For the
‘if” part, suppose that V; is not increasing on [Xg, ©0). Then, there are Xo < x”< x™such
that v, (x5 > v, (x8.

We claim that we may choose X™'such that oy (X > 0. Without loss of generality,

we may assume that oy(X) = 0 for some X = 0. Since 0O is continuous, we may define
X7 = min{X =0 : ay(x) = 0}.

As oy is decreasing, 0y = 0 over [Xg, 00), so that V; matches b on [Xf, 00). In particular,
V; is increasing on [X;, ©0) and thus X”< X;. Moreover, we may assume without loss of
generality that X™'= X;, so that vf(X;) < v;(xT. Since v, is continuous and v(xj >
V(XD v (XY > v (XY for X (xYx;) sufficiently close to X;. Then, Xx"and XPsatisfy
the requirements of the claim.

Since V; and 0 are continuous, there are neighbourhoods U"and U™of x"“and x™such
that v, (yY > v, (y"D and o;(y"T > 0 for all y" UDand y'jljj:I U™ Since O(fmg (Iiixfreasing,
(]er_slstrlctly posmv n [Xo, Sup U%ﬁhen from (1), Pr t=0,%X;" o >0, and
Pr T>tx" U t>0xt O

Proof of Corollary 5. We may assume without loss of generality that ¢1(0,X;) > 0, for
otherwise b{X) = 0 by Corollary 3, so that (21) holds with equality and there is nothing
to prove. By Corollary 3, a;(X) = (=) 0 for all X = (<) X;. Then v¢(X) = X for all
X = Xy, and so innovations are detrimental for any initial stock Xo < Xy if and only if vy
is non-monotone on (X, Xs) for all X < Xy, by Lemma 2. Hence, it suffices to show that,
for any X < X; sufficiently large and any X (X, Xs), V¢(X) < (=) v¢(X) if (21) holds with
‘<’ (with *>7).

Since 0y is continuous (Theorem 1), yy := max{X = 0 : a;(X) = 1} < X;. Then, as

V¢ is also continuous, for any X [y, Xy,

MEr[v(x +2)] = vy (X)} = ca(0y(x), X)
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by (17). Hence, given y; > X > X > Xy, writing AV := V;(X) — V¢(X),
A(AE — Av) = ci(as(X), X) — c1(ap(X), X) = Acy + ¢y (0s(X), X) —c1(af(X),X)  (56)

where AE :=Eg[Vf(X+2Z) —b(X +Z)] and Acy := c1(as(X),X) — c1(as(X), X). Note that
V¢(X) — b(X) 4 c(as(X), X) = nay(X)ci(0f(X), X) for any X  [yf, X¢], by (8). Then, given
y; < X < X < Xy such that ¢;(0(X), X) > c1(as(X), X), there are a,a  [a;(X), 0f(X)] such
that o{cty(x), X) = c{cty (), %) = o7 () = ot (80]ca(a, %) and cx(a(x),%) = (07 (), X) =
[0 (X) — ag(X)]c11(&, X). Hence, setting Ac := c(a(X), X) — c(as(X), X),

AV —b(X) + b(X) + Ac = nag(X)[cy (0 (X), X) — Cc1(af(X), X)]
+ [nca(ay (%), X) — ca (@, X))o (x) — 0 (X)]
AAE — Av) — Acy
Cll(él, )A()

= na;(X)A(AE — Av) + [nci(af(X), X) — c1(a, X)]
where the second equality follows by (56). Then Av has the sign of
{b(x) — b(X) — Ac + na;(X)AAE}ci1 (&, X) + [nci(ay(X), X) — ca(a, X)|(AAE — Acy).

Note that, as X 1 Xy,

Ac AE ~ Acq
-0 & m - EF[b%Xf+Z)] & X —% - Clz(O,Xf)

A

b(x) —b(X)

>

uniformly for all X (X, Xy), since ay(X) — 0. Thus, for X < X; sufficiently large,
Vi(X) — Vg(X) > (<) 0 if (21) holds with ‘<’ (‘>7).

Finally, suppose that, for all X < Xy, there exists X (X, Xy) such that ¢;(0(X),X) =
C1(af(X),X). Then ¢11(0,Xs) = 0 and, by (56), for X < X; sufficiently large and any
X (X, Xg) such that ci(af(X),X) = ci(as(X),X), V¢(X) > (<) vg(X) if (21) holds with
‘<’ (with *>"), as desired. O

Proof of Corollary 6. For the first part, note that innovations are detrimental if and
only if vy is not increasing on [Xg, o), by Lemma 2. Since V;(X) = X over_[AH, oo) by
Corollary 3, innovations are detrimental if and only if Xo < A and X - X+ % is not
increasing over [Xo, A[), by Corollary 4. Then, innovations are detrimental if and only if
Xo < Ap and M(ys Xg) > A, since M is decreasing. The last part holds since, for any

such X and X, Vy is strictly decreasing over [X, X], by Corollary 4. O

H Proof of Theorem 2

For the first part note that, by Theorem 4 and Proposition 5 (Appendix F), SSE are
precisely the profiles induced by strategies (0y, X) such that X solves (46), and that oy
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and Vg inherit the properties of oy and vy described in Theorem 1.

I show that vq = V. From Steps 1 and 2 of the proof of Theorem 4, it suffices to show
that the map (P, P4) admits a fixed point in the set \-df pairs (v,w) > \shich that
v <w. From Step 1, 5k a complete lattice and (P, Pg) is increasing on VThen, from
Tarski’s fixed-point theorem, it suffices to show that (P, P;) maps Vb itself.

Fix (v,w) V=TIFrom Step 1, (Ppv,Paw)  \d\-Moreover, Lyv < Low since v < w.
Then, p(X, Lyv(X)) < p(X, Law(X)), since p(X, 1) is increasing in | (Step 1 of the proof of
Theorem 4). Hence, for all X = 0,

Prv(x) = I'(p(x, Lpv(X)), X, Lyv(X)) < T'(p(X, Lpv(X)), X, Law(X))
< I'(p(x, Lgw(X)), X, Law(X)) = Paw(X) (57)

where the first inequality holds since I'(a, X, 1) is increasing in |, and the second follows
from Claim 4, since p(X, Lsv(X)) < p(X, Lqw(X)). Then, (P;v,Paw) \hs desired.

To show that oy = dy, note that Lyvg = Lyvy since Vg = vy. Then, a; = oy as
0k (X) = p(X, Livi(X)) for all x =0 and kK {e, d}, and p(x, 1) is increasing in .

For the last part, suppose first that innovations are not detrimental. Then, it is clear
that the game with disposal admits a strongly symmetric equilibrium that coincides on
path with ay. Then, (0g4,8,) coincides with o since it is the unique strongly symmetric
equilibrium of the game. Suppose now that innovations are detrimental. Let Xg = {X =
Xo : Of(X) = 0 and Prp(ve(X + Z) < v¢(X)) > 0} and define (X,,)r—; recursively by
X i={X=Xo : 0p(X) >0 and Prp(X+2Z X,,—1) > 0} for all m = 1. By hypothesis,
Xo X, for some m = 0. Then, it suffices to show that v4 > vy over X,, for all m = 0.
I proceed by backward induction on m. For the base case m = 0, fix X Xy and note
that Lavg(X) = Lavs(X) > Lgvs(X), where the first inequality holds since v4 = vy. Then,
V4(X) > v¢(X) by the argument used to derive (57), as ay(X) > 0. For the induction
step, fix m = 0 and suppose that vq4 > vy over X,,. Fix X  X,,+1 and note that
Lava = Lpvg > Lyvy. Then, vy4(X) > vy(X) by the argument used to derive (57), as
ag(x)=>0.

| Proofs of Lemma 3 and Theorem 3

Proof of Lemma 3. The ‘if’ part is immediate, since concealment has no value if oppo-
nents exert no effort. For the ‘only if’ part, fix an initial stock Xo < AWM. It remains to
show that oy, coupled with the full-disclosure policy, does not form a PBE. Label this
strategy profile &;. From (1), there exists z < AP — Xg in the support of F.

Suppose that &; is played at initial stock A —z and the first innovation, obtained by
some agent I at some time t, has size z. Then, agent i discloses fully at time t, and no

agent exerts any effort thereafter. This raises the public stock to AM, so that the time-t
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continuation payoff (to each agent) is AQ. Because AU solves (18), after time t, agent i
would also earn AU if she exerted maximal effort until she obtained a further innovation,
disclosed it fully, and exerted no effort thereafter. Consider the time-t deviation for
agent I in which she does precisely this, but conceals fully at time t. Conditional on the
opponents of agent I obtaining no innovation after time t, agent i’s continuation payoff
is again AY. This is because exerting full effort yields no flow of payoff (i.e. u(1,x;) =0),
so the fact that the public stock X; equals Al — Z instead of Al after time t has no effect.
Because z > 0, Corollary 3 implies that ay(Ap—z) > 0. Then, the above deviation is
profitable, as the opponents of agent i will obtain an innovation before her with strictly
positive probability.

By continuity, there are open neighbourhoods X of AU — z and Z of z such that, if
&; is played at Xg, and an agent obtains an innovation of size within Z at some time t
such that X, X, agent i has a profitable deviation at time t. From (1), this occurs with
strictly positive probability, so that §; does not form a PBE. O

The proof of Theorem 3 has two parts. In this appendix, I show that there exist an
effort schedule af(k) that is increasing in K, and a disclosure cutoff q(t) taking values in
[AM, Aun], such that a family of strategy profiles matching on path the one described by
Theorem 3 constitute Bayes-Nash equilibria. The formal statement of this intermediary
result is Proposition 6 below. I complete the proof of Theorem 3 in Supplement F,
by choosing a particular profile from the aforementioned family, and specifying off-path
beliefs inducing a PBE.

The rest of the argument is structured as follows. I begin with several definitions,
and state Proposition 6. I then state a dynamic-programming result (Lemma 5 below),
and show that Proposition 6 holds as long as a given Bellman equation admits a solution
(Lemma 6 below). In Appendix I.1, I define a discrete-time, finite-horizon approximation
of this Bellman equation and show that it admits a solution for any time length and
horizon (Lemma 8). I then prove Proposition 6 in Appendix 1.2, relying on continuity
and compactness arguments.

As noted in Section 6.4, Theorem 3 is immediate from Lemma 3 if Xo = A, so that
we may assume without loss of generality that X < AM. Let S be the quotient space
of Borel measurable o : RZ - [0,1] such that o : R+ - [0,1] is increasing for all
E,T 0, with rﬁﬁect to the equivalence relation g, defined by a s aif and only if

a,(k)ds = ,al{k)ds for each t,k = 0. Let Q be the set of q : R+ — R4 such that
q(t) < liminf, ltq( ) for all t = 0, and Qg be the set of lower-semicontinuous q  Q
with image in [AM, Apn], such that q(0) = liminf;,oq(t). Recall from Appendix C the
formal definition of the game with concealment. Givenq Q, let H é be the set of private

histories histories h  H? for agent i featuring at least one disclosure and such that either

(i) Ki(h) = X(h) = Ay, or (ii) Ki(h) < Aun, agent i did not disclose, and the first
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disclosure occurred at some time t < T (h) and raised the stock to some value X < q(t).
Given a S, let =, , be the set of symmetric strategy profiles & su &at, (i) in any
period t prior to which no disclosure occurred, agent i exerts effort a; k! , conceals fully
if either ki = Xq or ki < q(t), and discloses fully otherwise and (ii) agent i exerts no effort
and does not disclose after any history in Hé. Suppose that the opponents of agent i
play some & Z=,,. Note that, given t > 0, if no disclosure occurs within [0, t), agent i
believes that the private stocks (ki) jei of her opponents are i.i.d. with some CDF pinned
down by t, o and q. Label it G;(q, q), and let Go(0, q) be the degl(%_ate CDF with value
Xo. Given t =0, let By, ,(t) be the set of agent i’s beliefs b := 5B’ such that, for all

j =i, the pushforward of b/ by K7 is G;(a,q).

Proposition 6. If X, <Ay, therearea S andq Qg such that, for any i, & is a best
response against £~ any information set (h,b) such that X (h) =xo andb B!, (T (h)).

Several definitions are needed to state the next result. For all X = 0, let v(X) be the
value of the single-agent game with initial stock X.1%®° Given t = 0 and k = X = Ay,
let V;(X, k) be the time-t value of an agent i with k! = k, assuming that she does not
disclose at time t, that X, = X > Xg, and that her opponents do not disclose for the
remainder of the game. Let V be the space of 1-Lipschitz continuous, increasing and
convex maps V : Ry - R, let Vg be the set of vV such that v =V on [Apn, o) and
vV —V is decreasing, and let Vg be the set of maps v : Ry — Vj that are continuous in the
supremum metric.

Let A be the quotient space of Borel I:I;L[_)Ieasuraubllle’]a : R+ - [0,1] by the equivalence
relation identifying a and & if and only if ja,ds = a.ds forallt>0. Givend [0, oo]
anda A° let N(a,d) be the CDF of the random time T of the first increment obtained
by an agent who exerts effort a5 at any time s <9, and no effort after § (with ‘m = oo’
if no increment arises).’®® Given @ S and q Q, suppose that the opponents of agent
I play some § Z,,. Note that, if no disclosure occurred by some time t, assuming that
agent i does not disclose after time t, the joint distribution of (T, K), where t + T is the
time of the first disclosure by any opponent of agent 1 after time t, and K is the value
disclosed (with ‘T = o0’ and K = 0 if no opponent ever discloses), is pinned down by t,
a, and g. Label it J(t, a,q).

Lemma 5. Suppose that xo < Al. Given a S, q Qp, and v Vg, the following are
equivalent:

(@) Forany § Z=,,, i, and information set (h,b) for agent i such that X(h) = X
and b B (T(h)), & is a best response against £~* at (h,b) and yields agent i
continuation payo [\ (k}).

105. That is, assuming that n = 1, Ql'ﬁ the unique solution to (9) in the set By, defined Appendix D.
106. That is, [N(a,8)](r) :=1—e > ¢ "2Us forall 7 R,.
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(b) For each t =0 and k = X,
o
Vi(K) ;== sup E X e °(1—a,)ds
o
e X n=y
+ e R K R) + Lo ik +2) + Limv(K) (58)

L]
where 7, T,k ,Z N(ad) xJ(t,a,q)xF and === ® T 3. Moreover, the
objective in (58) is maximised by 8 [0,00] and a Ac given by

L] L]
d:=min s=0:k=q(t+s) {oo} & a:s - Ous(k). (59)

I omit the proof of Lemma 5. The Bellman equation (58) may be understood as
follows. At any time t prior to the first disclosure, an agent i with private stock ki =
picks a delay 0 after which, if she obtained no increment and none of her opponents
disclosed, she discloses fully (where = oo if agent i does not disclose in this situation),
and a schedule a describing her effort until either she obtains an increment, or an opponent
discloses, or time t + 3 is reached.’®” Agent i’s value after she discloses fully is v(K) as,
following such a disclosure, her opponents do not disclose for the remainder of the game.
Moreover, given a realisation (T, K) of (T,K), agent i’s value after an opponent discloses
K at time t+ T is Viur (K, K K).

In light of Lemma 5, to prove Proposition 6, it suffices to exhibit a S, g  Qq,
and V. Vg such that (b) holds. I end this section by deriving a strengthening of (b)
(Lemma 6), expressed in a language that allows to formulate a discrete-time approxima-
tion of (58) for any time length A > 0. Several definitions are necessary. Given A > 0,
for alla [0, 1], define the CDF F# with support within R4 by

L] L]
FAUz) = 1—e ™ F(z) +e " forallz=0.

Let Vo : R4+ — R be the unique element of V solving the Bellman equation
] ]

VA(X) = max X I—e™® (1—a)+e ®EpaalVa(X + 2)], (60)

and let Vo := v.1% Also let V be the set of Borel measurable v : R2 - R such that v, V

107. In (58), we neglect the constraint that agent : cannot disclose prior to obtaining the first increment.
This is without loss as any ¢ Qg is bounded below by Ay > xo so that, from (59), § = oo if k = xo.

108. We may view v, as a discrete-time approximation of the map v for time length A > 0. In
particular, vo — v uniformly as A - 0. To see why note that, given any z = 0, v(x) is the value of the
single-agent problem with initial stock x = 0. By standard dynamic-programming arguments, v, is the
value of the single-agent problem with three di [erknces: (a) the time discount factor ¢t — ¢t is replaced
by t — e AMALI(p) e[@ft is constrained to be constant within the time interval [(m —1)A, mA) for any
m N, and (c) for any ¢t = 0, increments occuring at time ¢ are ‘delayed’ to time A ¢/A . Clearly, the
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for all t =0, and
YH=1[0,00] x A° & ©p:=R3 xS xQxV

with typical elements y := (§,a) and 0 := (A, t,k, a,q,V), respectively. Let | : Y "< 0q -
R be given by

E%

I(y,e) =E X e_s(l _as)d5+e_ ;>;55Vt+1{d<+z~)

0
[ O
+ (1= Leors)Va K+ Loyt Loy
where y := (§,a), 8 := (A, t,k,a,q,v), ==Lt 7 3,
1
(A To/A A Ti/A ) i A>0
(T,7) := (61)

(To, Tlo) it A =0,

I I R I Y I
and Tio, To,K ,Z N(a,6) xJ(t,a,q) x F. Given A > 0, let Ta := {0,A,2A,...},

Ta:=Ta {0}, A4 be the set of @ A° that are constant over [(m — 1)A, mA) for all
m N. Also let Tg := R4, Tg := [0, e0], and A§ := A. Define 12 60y - R by

156) := sup 1(-,0)

TAXACA
for any 6 := (A, t,k,a,q,V).

Lemma 6. Leta S, q Qp, andv Vg be such that, for all t =0 and k = X,
v, (k) = 1B) = 1((3,a),8) where & and a are given by (59), (62)

holds with 6 := (0, t,k,a,q,v). Then, any & =, is a Bayes-Nash equilibrium.

Proof. In light of Lemma 5, it suffices to show that (b) holds. Fix t = 0 and k = Xo,
let 8 := (0,t,k,a,q,V), and label 1y(3, a) the objective on the right-hand side of (58) for
any 0 [0,0] and a  A°. Then, it suffices to show that ly(6,a) < 1((3,a),0) for any
d [0,d] and a A where equality holds for & and a given by (59). Fix d and a and
suppose without loss that & > 0. It suffices to show that, given (K,T) J(t,a,Q), a.s.,
Vier (K, K K) = Vv(k K), and that equality holds if 6 and a are given by (59). For the
former note that, a.s., K= q(T) = AW so that V.7(K, k K) <k K=v(k K). For the
latter, note that K =K a.s. if > 0 is given by (59), so that V.4z(K, k K) =k K. O

value of the latter problem approximates that of the former as A vanishes, and thus v — v pointwise.
Uniform convergence follows since, clearly, there exists £ > 0 such that ya(z) = v(z) = x forall z =
and A > 0 su Cciehtly small. By standard dynamic-programming arguments, to prove that v, liesin V,
it su [ced to show that (60) admits a solution in V. This follows easily from Tarki’s fixed-point theorem,
since V' is a complete lattice with respect to the point-wise order. Because vp —» v, vV as well.
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1.1 Approximate Bellman equation

In this section, I define a discrete-time, finite-horizon approximation of the Bellman
equation ‘vi(k) = I''B)’ (Lemma 6), and show that it admits a solution with the desired
property (59) for any time length A > 0 and horizon M N (Lemma 8 below). As part
of the analysis, I establish bounds for the disclosure cutoff q that is part of the solution,
and show that they converge to the desired values as the approximation becomes more
accurate (Lemma 7 below).

I begin with several definitions. Recall from Appendix I the definitions of S, Q, V,
J, F&% and v,. Let S be the set of increasing o : Ry — [0, 1] and, given m N, let

Y :={0,1}x[0,1] & O, =Ry xS" xR} xV

with typical elements y := (§,a) and 8 := (k, a, q, V), respectively. Let la,, : Y X0, - R
be given by

L]
Iam(y,0) = Xg 1 —e™® (1—a)
€ 2E[Lz<aVa(R  (K+2)) +1zoav(k+2)] ifd=1

where y := (§,a), 0 := (k,a,q,V), (Z,(T,K)) F&*xJ(m—1)A,&,4),and @ S and
§ Q aresuch that &, = oy and G, = q for alll {1,...,m}and t [(I—1)A,IA).
Also let 1), : ©,, — R be given by

|Em(e) = max Iam(0).

I define bounds g and g, for the disclosure cutoff q for each A > 0, and show that
they converge to the desired values as A vanishes (Lemma 7 below). Given A > 0, let

gx be the largest X = 0 such that the objective in (60) is maximised by a = 1,% and

L1
ga :=sup k Ry :arg max Ian,((1,a), (k,a,q,v)) =k = maxq for some m N,
« o ]
a S™q RPandv V, suchthatv(l)=1foralll=k .

Lemma 7. g, < g, < oo for all A >0, liminfa_og, = A and limsupp _ o Ga < NALL

Lemma 7 is proved in Supplement E. Next, I restate (62) in a language that allows
to formulate a finite-horizon appr%imat'ﬂ for any given time length A > 0 (Remark 2
below). Given A > 0, let Qa := (a,qa , and Va be the set of vV such that v —v,

109. The objective in (60) is maximised by a = 1 for = 0, so that ¢, is well-defined. Moreover, it is
easy to show that a« = 0 is the unique maximiser of (60) for = > A\u/(e® — 1), so that ¢ is finite.
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is decreasing and V(k) = VA (k) for k = qx. Let Qa be the set of ¢ Q that have image
in Qa and are constant on [(m — 1)A, mA) for all m  N. Similarly, let Sa (Va) be the
set of @ S (v V) such that, for all k = 0, t - a,(k) (t - v;(k)) is constant over
[(M—1)A,mA) for allm N.
Remark 2. Let A > 0 and (0, Oy Vi) S X Qa X Va be such that, forallm N
and K = Xg,

Vm(k) = IAl:,Im(k’ em) = IA,m((1k<qm’ am)’ em) (63)

where Gm = (k, (al)?;]_’ (ql)?;l, Vm+l)- Define (d, q, \7) SA X QA X Va by
(G, G:, V) = (O, Oy Vi) forallm  Nandt [(m—1)A, mA). (64)

Then (62) holds with v =V and 8 := (A, t,K, &, G, V) for any t Ta and Kk = X,.

Remark 2 is proved in Supplement E. I end this section by showing that there are
(well-behaved) sequences of arbitrary length in S X Qa % Va that satisfy (63) (Lemma 8
below). Recall the definition of G;(a,q) from Appendix I. Note that G;(a, q) = G,(4, §)
forany @& S, and § Q such that a = & and q = ¢ on [0,t). Given A >0, m N,
a S™ andq R7Y, define

G2 (a,q) :== Gpa(a,§) (65)
where @ S and § Q are given by &; = o and G, = q; for all I~ {1,...,m} and
t [(I—1A,1A).

Lemma 8. There are Ap >0andy : (0,00) — (0,00) such that, forany A (0, Ap) and
M N, therearea S, q QN,andv V2™ such that, given any m=1,..., M,
(63) holds for all k = x, and, moreover,

Sup|Vm+1 - le |gm - gm—ll = y(mA)A’ (66)

where g, := GA™((oy),, (q),) for each m =1,...,M, and gy is degenerate at Xo.

Lemma 8 is proved in Appendix 1.3.

1.2 Proof of Proposition 6

In this section, I show that the approximate solution to the Bellman equation constructed
in Lemma 8 lies in a suitably compact space (Remarks 3 and 4 and Lemma 9), and
that the functional underlying the Bellman equation is continuous in the limit as the
approximation becomes more accurate (Lemma 10). I end with the proof of Proposition 6.

Recall the definitions of S, Q, Qp, V, Vg, and Ta from Appendix I, and of Qa and
Va from Appendix [.1. Endow S with the topology such that a™ - o if and only if
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I?JO(;”(k)dS - I?_chs(k)ds for all t,k = 0.

Remark 3. S is sequentially compact.'*?

Endow Q with the topology such that ™ — ¢ if and only if infy 4y ™ — infpy ) Q

for all but countably many t7< t™ The next result is proved in Supplement E.

Lemma 9. Let (A™),,m1 (0, 00) converge to 0, and (9™),;, QAm. There
exists ¢ Qg such that g - g in Q along a subsequence. Moreover, for any t = 0,
k = Xo and g Qo such that g™ - q in Q, there are (t"),,m o lam and
(Km)mm  [Xo, @) such that t™ - t, k,, - Kk, and 3,, — & where & is given by (59) and

dp :=min{s=0:k,, =q"(t" +s)} {oo} foreachm N. (67)

Endow V with the the supremum metric, and V with the topology such that v’ - v

if and only if v converges uniformly to v on [0, t] for all t > 0.

Remark 4. Let (0,00)  (A™),mo— 0 and (V™) mo Vam be such that, for all
t > 0, there is y > 0 such that, for all m N, v™ is y-Lipschitz on Tam n [0,t] in the

supremum metric. Then, there is v Vg such that v - v along a subsequence.'?

Recall the definitions of Y Yand ©q from Appendix I, and of Sao and G,(a,q) from
Appendix [.1. Let

1 1
L1
O = {A}xTao xRy xSpAxQaxVa ({0} xRZ xS xQpx V).
A>0

and note that ©  ©y. Endow ©¢ with the product topology and © with the topology
such that 8™ := (A™, t", K™, a™,q™,v™) converges to 8 := (A, t,k,a,q,V) if and only if
either 8,, = 0 for m large enough, or A = 0 and 8,, — 08 in ©y. Endow Y “with the
productl:ffl)pology, Eﬂd recall that A is endowed with the topology such that a - a if and

only if ,a,ds » a,ds for all t > 0."*? The next result is proved in Supplement E.

0

Lemma 10. Let (6,,),,rm © converge to some 8  ©. Suppose that, for all s > 0, there
isy > 0 such that, forallm N, r -~ G,(a™,q™) and v are y-Lipschitz on [0,s] n Tam
in the supremum metric, where 8, := (A™,t™,k,,, a™,q™,v™). Then 18,,) - 1)
and, for any (Y,.)mm Y Pconvergingtoy Y5 1(y,.,6,,) - 1(y,0).

110. This follows from (a multi-dimensional version of) Helly’s selection theorem (for example, Theorem
2 in Brunk, Ewing, and L{_{éz] (1956)), together with a diagonalisation argument. This is because, for any
a S, the map (s, k) -  ar(k)dr is increasing and bounded by ¢ on [0, ¢] x R+, for each ¢ > 0.

111. To see why, define for each m N, ¢™ : R+ - Tam by ¢™(t) (=A™ ¢/A™ ,and 2™ : R4+ - V by
o' = L=t + M (O]vgm (ry + [E = " (D]vgn (gy+am- Given t > 0, let  satisfy the hypothesis of Remark 4
and note that, for all m N, ™ is «-Lipschitz on [0, ¢]. Then, since V is compact, by the Arzela-Ascoli
theorem, (0™)m moadmits a subsequence that converges uniformly on [0, ¢] to some v : R+ - V. Clearly,
v can be chosen to lie in Vo. Moreover, for all m N, supg gy [v™ — 0™ < vA™ since v™  Vam,
and thus ™ - v uniformly on [0,¢] by the triangle inequality, since A™ - 0. By a diagonalisation
argument, we may choose v Vg such that convergence is uniform over [0, ¢] for all ¢ > 0.

112. The set A was defined in Appendix C, and its definition is repeated in Appendix I.
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Proof of Proposition 6. From Lemma 6 (Appendix I), it suffices to construct a S,
g Qoandv Vpsuch that, for all t = 0 and k = Xo, (62) holds with 8 := (0, t,k, a,q, V).
To construct a, q and v, fix y and Ag satisfying the conditions of Lemma 8 (Appendix I.1).

Claim 5. For all A (0,Ag), there are & Sa, § Qa, and V VA such that
(a) (62) holds with v =V and 6 = (A, t,k,a,q,V) for allt Ta and k = X, and

(b) s - G4(@,q) and V are y(t)-Lipschitz on [0,t] n Ta in the supremum metric, for all
t>0.

Proof. Fix A and, for all M N, let a¥ SM g™ QX and vM V2™ satisfy the

t,11% a diagonalisation argument

conditions of Lemma 8. Since S, Qa, and VA are compac
yields a sequence (O, G, Vin )1 S X Qa X Va and a map r : N2 - N such that, given

anym N, r(m,l)=mforalll Nand
L] L]
(Ot Gy Vi) = lim 700, g, w0

Moreover it is clear that, for each m N, | Em and la,, are continuous, and that G2

and G%,, are continuous in the supremum metric. Then, (63) and (66) hold for each

m+1
m N Let @& Sa, § QaandV Va be given by (64). Then (a) is immediate
from Remark 2 (Appendix I.1), and (b) holds since (66) holds for all m  N. O

Fix a sequence (A™),, a1 (0, Ag) that converges to 0. For allm N, let a™ Sam,
q"  Qam and V"  Vam satisfy the conditions of Claim 5 with A := A™. From
Remark 3, by considering a subsequence of (A™),, 3 we may assume without loss of
generality that d™ — o in S for some & S. Moreover, from Lemma 9, by considering a
further subsequence we may also assume that, ™ - ¢ in Q for some q Qq. Finally, for
allm N and t > 0, the variation of v on [0, t] is bounded by (t+ Ag)y(t+ Ay) as, from
(b), v™ is y(t+ Ap)-Lipschitz on [0, t+ Ag] n Tam. Then, from Remark 4, by considering
a further subsequence, we may assume without loss of generality that v - v in V for

some V. Vj.

113. This follows from Helly’s selection theorem for S, and from the_ Arzela-Ascoli theorer_n for Va.
114. In particular, writing a™ := (a;)™,, 7™ == (g)™y, & := ("), and g := (f"P)m,,

[T
— —m . — -m 1,1
IA,m((ﬂk<qm ) Oém), (ka amv q , Um"'l)) = Illl’n IAvm Ilk<q2f”*” ) a{ém,l) 9 ka O‘Pv q U:n(—Tl_'_ )

even if (1, __ron.n)imndoes not converge to 1y<q,,, since in this case k = ¢, and

k<0,

IA,m((]lk<qm ,am), (k, a™ qm, Um-+1)) = lim IA,m((]lkL‘tqmvam)a (kl?am, qam, Um+1))
kHk 1
= lim I (0™, 4", vmas) = I (k. @™ @ omes) = M ISH kol " oy
111
r(m,l)

T r(m-+1,1)
= I|Im Inm ]1k<q:‘r$WL,l)7am

-m —m
) kaal » 41 > Um+1
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It remains to prove that (62) holds with 8 := (0,t,k,a,q,v) for all t = 0 and
k = Xo. Fix t and k, and let a and & be given by (59). By Lemma 9, there exists
sequences (t"),, m motam and (Ky,)mmn (X, ©0) such that t™ - t, k,, - K,
and 9,, —» 9, where (3,,),,mis given by (67). Let a™ : s - dim,(K,) and 8, =
(A™ ", Ky, ™, q™,v™) for all m  N. Then, from Claim 5,

Vit (Kn) = 198,,) = 1((3,,,2™),6,,) forallm N,

Note that vih(k) — vi(k). Moreover, 8,, - 6 in © and a™ - a in A°M® so that
(@™,8,,) - (a,0) in Y Then, (62) follows from (b) and Lemma 10. O

1.3 Proof of Lemma 8
Endow S with the topology of pointwise convergence. I begin with a remark, proved in
Supplement E.

Remark 5. Given A>0and m N,

1 L1
(a,q,v) - Kk - maxargamtﬁa];‘}l(] Ian((1,a), (k,a,q,v))

is a well-defined and continuous map S™ < QR X VA - S, and

L] 1]
(a,q,v) - Kk - IEm(k,a,q,v)

is a well-defined and continuous map S™ X QR X Va — Va.
Proof of Lemma 8. From Lemma 7, we can choose Ag > 0 such that

Do L1
q::e A L XsupquA:A (0,A¢)  {1,A\u} < oo.
0

To define y, note that there exists [3> A such that, forallm N, A (0,A),a [0,1],
k<gx,a S™q QR andVv Va,

El ldgy =3 (1) + 97,23 (0 )V(K) = lam((1,2), (K, o, q’V))H( (A

qam

where, recall, g is degenerate with value Xo, and g,,,—1 := G&™1((04)2t, (q)751)) for
m > 1. Moreover, as F is Lipschitz, there is an increasing map Yo : R+ — [1, 00) such
Ta&gr L for all s > 0. Fix s and note that J'ap'dr =
lgla%+r(k)dr= . awéﬁedr— o am(k)dr, Similarly, aﬂ= o ar(k)dr— Jar(k)dr. Then,
samdr - Jardrsince ; Cal(k)dr -, ar(k)dr and aM(k)dr » Jar(k)dr, as t™ - ¢,
a™ and « take values in [0,1], and ¢™ - «a in S.

115. It su Cced to show that

0
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that G,(a,q) is Yo(t)-Lipschitz on [Xg,00) for all @ S, g Q, and t = 0. Define
Y : (0,00) — (0,00) by
y(t) := 300y (t).

Fix A (0,A) and M N. To construct  S™, q QN andv VLA™ let
w: SMx QM _ VA be given by Wye1(0t, Q) := Vp, and

(Wi (1, Q)] (K) := 14,0, (K, O™, 0™, W1 (01, Q)

for each m  {1,...,M}, where a™ = (o)/%; and 9" := (q;);%,. Note that wys4+1 has
image in Va, and it is constant. Then Remark 5, coupled with an induction argument,
implies that W is well-defined and continuous. Define the map @ : S™ x QX x V2™
SM > QA X Va" by
LEh Lol
9(a,q,v) := K - maxarg max la,.((1,a), (@™, 9™, W,,+1(0,Q))) ,
a [IOJ1] m=1
1
(Wi (00, )} (@) ) =g W(OX, G)

Since W is continuous and V is endowed with the topology of uniform convergence, @
is well-defined and continuous by Remark 5. Then @ admits a fixed point (a,q,V) by
Brower’s fixed-point theorem, as S is compact by Helly’s selection theorem, and Va is
compact by the Arzela-Ascoli theorem.

Fixm {1,...,M}. To prove (63) note that, by definition of @, it suffices to prove
that v,,(K) < (=) va(K) for all k = (<) q,,. This holds since V,,(4,n) = G < V(G ), and
V,, — VA is positive and decreasing (as V,, Va).

It remains to prove (66). Let g™= g"73.

Claim 6. 1—g'(Y,,) < 2AMmMyy(mMA).

Proof. Assume without loss of generality that ¢,,—1(q,,) < 1. Note that g,,—1 is Yo((m —
1)A)-Lipschitz and, therefore, yo(mA)-Lipschitz on [Xo, o), as Yo is increasing. Then
gHs nyo(mA)-Lipschitz on [Xg, ) so that g=tonditioned on the event ((,,, o) FOSD-
dominates the uniform distribution over [q,,, ., + 1/(nyo(MA))]. Hence

Ll = |
o+ < _Im = 1—g,,) < 2nyo(mA | —q,,dg"’
Tt Srva(mA) = 1= gt 9'(m) < 2nyo(MA) 1= ndg
Then, 1 —g'Y,,) < 2AMyy(MA) since
1 1
= 0ndg"= 1= 0,dg" = g5 m) Vi1 (Gm) — O]
gm chL qm
= Idg I:I+ g%m)vm+l(qm) - IA,m((li (]m), (qmi a™, qm1Vm+1)) VA

qm
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where the first inequality holds since V,+1(0) = G (a8 Vier  Va), and the second
since G = Vi (Gm) = LA (G @™, 0™, Virr1) = D n (1, O ),y (G O, G, Vigr1) ). O

To prove that sup |V,,+1—V| < Y(MA)A, let Ko := min{k =0 : v,,, = V5 over [K, o)}
and note that kg < @,,. Since V,,+1 — V, is positive and decreasing, V,,+1 — V,,, is positive
and decreasing on [Kg, ©0). Hence, we may assume without loss of generality that kg > 0
and restrict attention to k  [0,Kp), so that

Vi1 (K) = Vi (K)| =< El Vi1 (k) — 1dg (1) E

+ ﬁl Idg I%l) + Q%M)Vnﬁl(k) - IA,m((L GM)’ (k’ a™, qm1 Vm+l))H

qm

< 2Myo(MA)A x g+ [A =y(mA)A

where the second inequality follows from Claim 6 since |V,,+1(k) —1] < q for all | =g, in
the support of g5las gH) = 1 and k < v,,41(K) < V1 (q) = VA(T) = 0.

It remains to prove sup |G, — Om—1] < Y(MA)A. To this end note that, for k > q,,,
Om (k) =1 so that

10 (K) = gm-1(K)| =1 = g"(,) = 2AMYo(MA) < y(MA)A

where the second inequality follows from Claim 6. Now fix K [Xo, 0,,]. If agent i plays
& for some & Z;; where @ S and § Q are such that & = o; and G, = q; for all

t [(I=1DA,IA)and | =1,...,m, and her opponents never disclose then, for any | = Xy,
1 1 1 1
Pr k(m pa = & X@p—1a = X0 =Pr k? A< 1&Xa = Xo
= [ 1
=Pr k( N < U &X(m—l)A = Xp e_AA.

Suppose that @,,(K) = gm_l(k). Note that

Om (k) Pr kZ k@mA = Xo
L1

- PI‘I_kE -A <Kk &X(m—l)A = Xo

e — Om-1(K) _Ax

e
Pr kz “na S On & Xn-na = Xo 9rm—1(0m)

so that, since kK < (,,,
gm(k) - gm—l(k> e — gm—1<qm) seM™—1+2A Iﬁlyo(mA) = y(mA)A

where the second inequality follows from Claim 6. Finally, suppose that g,,(K) < g,,—1(K).
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Note that, since k < q,,,

- -
Pr ki =k 0,&Xm-1a = X
o) = I Kop—1a q (m—1)A 0 e g (k)
m Pl"()~((m_1)A = Xo) mn

so that g,—1(K) = gn(k) =1 —e™ <= AA=y(mA)A. O

J Proof of Proposition 4

The argument relies on several intermediary results, proved at the end of this section.

Claim 7. Suppose that v4(Xg) = AL > X, and let o and v¢ satisfy the conditions of
Theorem 3. Then, given t = 0 such that {s [t,t+ 0J: a¢(Xg) < 1} is non-null for all
3 0, vi(Xo) = Va(Xo).

For any n N, write vV} and vy for the values of vy and V4 in the n-agent case. Let
0= EF[XO + ZlXo +7Z= }\H]

Lemma 11. Suppose that (1) and (30) hold, and that X, < AQ. Then there are [3> 0
and N N such that, for all n =N Vv/(Xo) = A and

eV (Xo) = Vi (Xo) . (68)

Fix Xg < AM. Given &, satisfying the conditions of Theorem 3 for X, and some a¢ and
g, for any (3> 0 and t > 0, let "¢(&.) be the probability that, conditional on no disclosure
within [0,t) when &, is played, a disclosure occurs within [t,t + OJ Similarly, let m%<(&,)
be the probability that a disclosure occurs within [0, Ddwhen &, is played. Define

r€) =sup{0} {t=>0:05(%y) =1forae s [0t}
S(&) :=sup{0} {t=>0:m*()=1—oralls [0,t]} forall 0.

Remark 6. For all w R and [ 0, there is N N such that Vg y(Xo) = w for

any N = N and ., v satisfying the conditions of Theorem 3 for n agents as well as
r(&) > s°(&) < oo

Claim 8. For all > 0, there exists [ 0 such that, for any n N and &, satisfying the
conditions of Theorem 3 for n agents and such that 0 < r(§.) < [londitional on the first

disclosure occurring within [0, r(&.)] when &. is played, its expected value is at least 6 —39.

Proof of Proposition 4. If Xo = AU then V}(Xp) = Xo = V¢(Xo) for any n N and v¢ that
satisfies the conditions of Theorem 3 for n agents, where the inequality holds since any

agent can obtain an ex-ante payoff of at least Xg by exerting no effort. Hence, suppose
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that Xo < A{. From Lemma 11, there are N” N and T3 0 such that, for all n = NV
V?(Xo) = AW and (68) holds with [3= T Fix 8" (0,8(1 —e™)) and choose [1 (0, 1
sufficiently small to ensure that Claim 8 holds with [3= [Cdnd & = 35 and

e (1 — 46 — 35 = 0. (69)

Finally, let N = N satisfy the conditions of Remark 6 with w = 0 and (3= [

Fix n = N, and &, v satisfying the conditions of Theorem 3 for n agents. It remains
to show that V§(Xo) = V}(Xo). Let t :=r(&.) s(&.). Suppose first that t < [ Then
Vi(Xo) =V} (Xo) if r(&.) = t by Claim 7, and V{(Xo) = 0 otherwise, by Remark 6. Thus,
Vi(Xo) =V (Xo) 0 so that

L]
=

Vo(Xo) = e_t%’t(ic)(e =85+ [1 =™ (E)]Vvi (x0) Ze (8 =18 vi(xo)] = Vi (Xo)

where the first inequality follows from Claim 8 (since, clearly, m%%(€,) = 0), and the last
from (69) as well as (68) with [3= Ckince [ TISuppose finally that t > [And note that

V5(Xo) = €7 (1— 046 — 8" = e76 = v} (xo)

where the first inequality follows from Claim 8, the second from (69), and the last from
(68) with &= T O

Proof of Claim 7. Since S - V¢(Xp) is continuous, it suffices to show that, for all [3> 0,
thereis s [t, t+4 Odsuch that v¢(Xg) = V4(Xo). Fix [JRecall from the proof of Theorem 3
that vi(Xo) satisfies (58), and that q and a¢ satisfy (59). Then (58) is maximised by
d = oo, since Xg < AU < (. Then,

L] L1
0S(Xg) arg H&%)l(] aMER[VE(Xo +2)] —Vi(Xo)} —axe  for almost all s > t,

by Lemma 4 with b(X) = X, c(a, X) = ax, W(S) := Ep[Vi(Xo + Z)], W(s) := E[K|T —t = g],
and G being the CDF of t + T, where (T,K) J(t,a¢q). Hence, for some s [t,t+ OJ

VE(Xo) = EplVi(Xo +2)] = 20 = Erl(xo +2)  Vi(xo)] = 2

where the second inequality holds since, clearly, k — v¢(k) is increasing and vé(k) = k

for all k = Xg. Moreover, 0y(Xg) > 0 as Xg < AY, so that

_ X
Va(%o) < Erl(Xo +2)  Va(Xo)] = 3
by (28), since V4(X) = X for X = A and Vg(Xo) = AP Then vE(Xo) = V4i(Xo). O

Proof of Lemma 11. Note that F(ALL—Xo) < 1 by (30). For any n N, write o}, y} and

77



ol for the VaEfLS of dy, Y, and 0y in the n-agent case. Let V; : Ry — R be given by
Vi(X) =X+ e A where M was defined in Section 4. By Corollary 3, V3 (X) = V¢(X)
forany n° N and x =y}, and 0}(x) (0,1) for any X (Y7, Al). Then (17) yields

Vi(X) =Ep[Vi(x+2)] — (70)

X
A
for any x  (y%, AW). Since lim,_ Yy} = 0 and V; is continuous, (70) holds for all
0= X< AU

I claim that lim sup,, V}(Xo) = V(Xo). From above, this is immediate for Xo > 0, hence
suppose that Xo = 0. Note that, for each n N, a} =1 over [O,y?] and V}§ = V; over

[y%, o0) so that
f R U =
T+An 7 s
—

where (Z;)2,; "'E and m = min{m N: 2,7z =y}}. Since lim, Yy} = 0, taking the

Vi(0)=E

=1

limit as N - oo yields limsup,, v}(0) < Ex[v;(Z)] = v¢(0).

I show that V¢(Xo) < 8. To this end, note that M is strictly decreasing by (1), so
that V¢ is strictly convex over over [0,AM]. Then, there exists X  [Xo, AH| such that
Vs is strictly decreasing over [Xo,X| and strictly increasing over [X,o0). Let ¢ :y -
Ep[Vi(Xo + Z)|Xo + Z = y] and note that, by (1), @ is strictly increasing over [0, X] since
®(Xo) = Vf(Xo) by (70). Moreover, @ is strictly increasing over [X, AY] by (1), since V; is.
Then Vy(Xo) < @(Xo) < @(AM) = B, as desired.

Since limsup,, V}(Xo) = Vy(Xo), it suffices to show that Vi(Xo) = AL V¢(Xo) for n
sufficiently large, and that liminf,, Vj(Xo) — V¢(Xo) = 0.

By (28), for large enough n, either v} (Xo) = (V¢(Xo) AM)+ 1, or alj(Xo) < 1. Hence,
we may focus on the case afj(Xg) < 1. Then v4(Xo) = A, for otherwise

Xo = AER[(V](Xo +Z) =V} (Xo)) 0] > AEp[(Xo+Z—AM) 0] = Xo,

where the first inequality follows from (28), the second holds since F (Ap — Xo) < 1 and
Vg(X) = X for all X, and the third is (30).

It remains to prove that v} (Xo) — Vs(Xo) is positive and bounded away from 0. Since
V] (Xo) = AM, we may assume that V;(Xo) = AM. Then

Er[Vi(Xo +2)] <Ep[Vy(Xo +2) Vy(Xo)]

by (1), since Xo < Ap and Vy is strictly convex over [Xo, AH]. Moreover V7 (Xo) = Ep[V] (Xo+
Z) V] (Xo)]+Xo/A by (28), since aj(Xo) < 1. Then V}(Xo)—V¢(Xo) is positive and bounded
away from 0 by (70). O

Proof of Remark 6. Note that, for all K = Xy and & > 0, there exists NY N and w-= 0
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such that v&(Xg) = vf(k) — & for any n = N"and &, g, v¢ satisfying the conditions of
Theorem 3 for n agents, and any t = 0 such that t < r(&;) and infy 44 q = wt Intuitively,
if, conditional on no disclosure prior to time t, numerous agents exert full effort over the
time interval [t, t + [Jas long as no disclosure occurs, and the disclosure cutoff is large,
the difference v{(k) — vi(Xo) is negligible because an agent whose private stock is K or
less at time t believes that she will never disclose with high probability. Moreover, for
any WI R, there exists N™ N such that infj+qq = wfor any n = N™and &, g
satisfying the conditions of Theorem 3 for n agents, and t = 0 such that r(§.) <t <s¢(&,).
Intuitively, if, conditional on no disclosure up to time t, a large number n of agents exert
full effort over the time interval [t,t + [Jas long as no disclosure occurs, disclosure is
likely to occur unless the disclosure cutoff is sufficiently high. Fix w and [JLet N"and
wUsatisfy the aforementioned conditions with K = w + 1 and 8 = 1, and let N ™satisfy
the aforementioned conditions with W= w" Let N := N” N@¥and fix n = N and &,
v¢ satisfying the conditions of Theorem 3 for n agents as well as r(&.) > s¢(§.) < oo.
Since t - V{(Xo) is continuous, it suffices to show that v{(Xe) = w for all t = 0 such that
r(¢)>t>s&.). Fix t and note that v{(Xo) = Vvi(w + 1) — 1 = w, as desired. O

Proof of Claim 8. Suppose that n agents exert full effort perpetually and let T" :=
min{t = 0 : max; k! = A} {oo}, %= min{t = 0 : max; ki = q(t)} {eo},

I, := argmax; ki, and K" := k4 (with 1, arbitrary and K* := 0 if T = 00),}® and
K= max; Kin (with K= 0 if Tf-= oo). Note that, for all t>0and i {1,...,n},
k - Pr Ki>00k! :j=i ,kj =k
is increasing a.s. over Supp(K™) \ {0} so that, for any t > 0,
E R0, Kin:i=1, ,ih<t =E K" 1, kin:i=1, ,i"<t<tl,

and thus E[R"|T=< t]| = E[K"|T" <t < T4} Since K- K" a.s. conditional on ;< oo, it
follows that
ERYIL=t| = EK"[TL=t]| = EK"|T" < 1]. (71)

Given t >0 and i {1,...,n}, let D}, be the event that agent i either obtained no
increment within [0, t), or obtained a single increment of size strictly less than Ap — Xo.
Let E]* be the event that some agent i obtains her second increment at some times (0, t]
such that D7 holds for each j = i. Let G} be the event that some agent i obtains her first
increment at some time s (0, t] such that D} holds for each j =i, and the increment

has size AL — Xo or more. Note that E}* and G} are disjoint and that the event ‘T <t

116. Note that ¢ is well-defined since F' is atomless.
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lies between G} and E* G}, so that

PGy PR(ED

Pr(GHT" < t) = =
nGT =1 Pr(E}) + Pr(G!)  Pr(G})

Moreover Pr(D7,) = @(t) := (1 + F (M1 — Xo)At)e™ for each i and t and

= -
Pr(E') =n (P(S)"_l)\zse_)‘sds & Pr(GY) =n[l — F (AR — Xo)] (p(s)n—l)\e—,\sds_
0 0

Note that the map -
0, 2(8)" T TASNe TN ds

n
T(p(s)”—l)\e—ASds
is decreasing, so that
1= F (M1 = %0)] Pr(E}") _ I?rl,_}\lzse‘“ds _1—e M1+ At 0ast - 0
TR Gy T T heas | 1—ew TR

Therefore, labelling H;* the event ‘1" < t’,
ER*[tT" <t =Pr(G}|T" <t)6 + [1 — Pr(G}|T" < t)|[E[K"|H;*\ G}| - 8

as t » 0 uniformly for all n N since, clearly, sup{E[K"|H*\G,] :n N,s <t} <oo
given any t > 0. Then, given & > 0, there exists [ 0 such that, for all n N
and &. satisfying the conditions of Theorem 3 for n agents as well as 0 < r(§.) < [J
E[R"|T" < r(&.)] =0 — 8. Result follows from (71). O

K Endogenous size of innovations

Suppose that each agent i obtains innovations at rate A > 0 and that, if she obtains an
innovation at some time t, then its size is drawn from the distribution F,; where

L] , L]
Fo(z) :==pal,>c+(1—pa) 1—e & foralla [0,1],

for some p  (0,1] and { > [ 0. That is, with probability pal, the innovation is
substantial and has size (; otherwise, it is a small improvement, with size drawn from the
exponential distribution with mean [1Thus, exerting higher effort increases the expected
size of innovations, but does not alter their frequency. The fact that exerting no effort

produces small improvements is justified if the cost of producing them is negligible.*!’

117. This is because agents would always produce innovations even if they could choose to produce
no innovation at no cost, both in the welfare benchmark and in equilibrium. Formally, e [Ccieht and
equilibrium e [ont take values in [0, 1] even after expanding the domain of e [ant from [0, 1] to [—1, 1] and
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In this setting, if agents play a profile of Markov strategies o := (a’)’2;, the payoff to

agent i is a function V*(X) of the current stock and satisfies

_ O o g g 0
Vi(X) =X 1—a‘(x) +A Ergo, VI(X+2Z) =VI(X) . (85

7j=1

Therefore, the Bellman equation for maximal achievable welfare V{X) is

] 1
V(X) = max X(1—a) + An{Eg, [W(X + Z)] —w(x)} . (95
and a strategy o induces welfare V{X) (when played by all agents) if and only if, for all
X 2 Xp,

a(x) arg aHEl%}f]{)\nEFa VX + Z)] — ax}. (109

One can verify that it is efficient to cease exerting effort when the stock reaches X —=

NAP(C — OJ Moreover, assuming that effort ceases after a substantial innovation (i.e. that

{=Xrh 1 OO O, -
= [ — 1 em@aan @)
< P, P ]
VefK) = 41+ Anp)(x + (Bn) + ¢ + AN + X if X < Xy (12
X+ [An if X =X

and efficient effort ajs ‘bang-bang’. That is, a(X) = 1 for X < Xpand a{x) = 0 for
X => X In particular, Proposition 1 holds in this setting.
To compute symmetric equilibria in Markov strategies note that, from (89, if the

opponents of a given agent all play a strategy a, the agent’s value function Vv, solves

V(X) = ma>l({x(1 —a)+AEg V(X +2)]}
@t 1 1
FAN=1) B, V(x +2)] —v(x) . (169
Moreover, O is a best response for the agent (at any history) if and only if, for all X = Xo,

a(x) arg arrtllfglc]{)\IEEFE1 Vo (X + 2Z)] — ax}. (179

It is easy to show that, in any symmetric equilibrium in Markov strategies, effort ceases

at Xy := Ap({ — O] Assuming that effort ceases after a substantial innovation (i.e. that

defining, for all «  [—1,0), c¢(a,z) := 0 and Fa(z) := 1 — e~ #/I0@*D] (with F, degenerate at 0).
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{ = Xy), the strategy

C 1
B m + )\n) + X=X .. _
as(X) = fy,=x<x
7(X) o — D) if yy 1
0 if x > Xy,
where
—— m + )\n) + Xf
= T apn—1)°
forms a symmetric equilibrium. Above Y, equilibrium payoffs are given by

L1 1 L1
- I@mﬂ+ 1_)\%) (X_m ifoSXSXf

= o x> 3, 20

As illustrated in Figure 4, effort decreases as the stock grows, and continuation payoffs
need not always increase. That is, innovations may be detrimental, as in the equilibrium
oy of the baseline model (Section 4). More specifically, V; is monotone on [0, X;] if and
only if Ap <1 and Yy < Xy, which is equivalent to

( 1+ An

i Ap2(n—1)°

Moreover, unless [ 0, both 0y and V; jump down at X = x;.'?

L Necessity

In this appendix, I argue that the main phenomena analysed in this paper do not arise if
either payoffs are separable, or the size of innovations is fixed. Specifically, if either payoffs
are separable or innovations have fixed size then, in the equilibrium with forced disclosure,
innovations are guaranteed to be beneficial and concealing them is not profitable.
Recall that continuation payoffs in the equilibrium with forced disclosure are vg(X;),

where X; is the current stock (Theorem 1).

Proposition 7. If the cost of e [ardt does not increase with the stock, i.e. c(a, x) = c(a),
then vy is increasing.

Proof. Recall from the proofs of Theorems 1 and 4 that vy is the unique fixed point of Py
in that P # maps Vb itself and is increasing, and that Vb a complete lattice (with

118. One can show via backward-induction arguments that no other pair of absolutely continuous v, and
« satisfies both (16" and (179, so that o is the only ‘well-behaved’ symmetric equilibrium in Markov
strategies.

119. In the picture, the jumps in af and vg have approximate size 0.102 and 0.02, respectively.
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Xy X¢

Figure 4: E [ant (left) and payo [s{right) in the ‘well-behaved’ symmetric equi-
librium in Markov strategies of the game with endogenous innovation sizes, as
functions of the stock z¢. Parameter values are n = { =5, A = 10, p = 0.05,
and ¢ = 0.01.

respect to the pointwise order). Let V Ube the set of v V—that are increasing. It suffices
to show that P; admits a fixed point in V" Note that V"is a complete lattice. Then,
since Py is increasing on V—by Tarski’s fixed-point theorem, it suffices to show that P f
maps V Pto itself. Fix v VT Note that P;v  V5-bo that it remains to show that P v
is increasing.

Since V is increasing and v — b is decreasing, v and, thus, LV are continuous. Then,
p(Lsv(x),X) and, therefore, Psv, are continuous. Moreover, from Step 3 of the proof
of Theorem 4, p(X, Lv(X)) is decreasing in X. Let I, := {Xx=0:p(X, Lyv(x)) = a} for
a {0,1}and I := R+ \(lg 7). If p(X,Lsv(X)) = 0O for some X = 0, then Iy is an
interval, and Pyv = b over lg, so that it is increasing on lo. If p(X,Lsv(x)) (0,1) for

some X = 0, then | is also an interval. Moreover, for any X |,

Lsv(x) — [b(x) — c(a, x)]
ALpv(x) — Pyv(x)] = AL =cfa
[Lpv(X) = Ppv(x)] T+ na {a)
where a := p(X, L;Vv(X)), the first equality follows by definition of Py, and the second from
(49). Then Pyv is then increasing on I, as Vv is increasing and p(X, L;Vv(X)) is decreasing
in X. Finally, if p(X, Lyv(X)) = 1 for some X = 0, then I; is an interval, and

b(x) —c(1,x) + AnLsv(X)
14+ An

Prv(x) =

over |. Then, Pyv is increasing on I; since b(X) — (1, X) and Vv are increasing. Therefore,

P,V is decreasing since lg, I; and | partition R+, and PV is continuous. O

Given Lemma 2, Proposition 7 implies that, if payoffs are separable, then innovations
are not detrimental.

I show that agents have no incentive to conceal innovations in equilibrium if payoffs
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are separable.!?® The following dynamic-programming result, which I state without proof,
gives a sufficient condition for concealment to be unprofitable. Recall that oy is the effort
policy in the equilibrium with forced disclosure (Theorem 1). Let

L1 L1
T 1

F = z,:m N, (z)%, Supp(F) {0}
=1
Lemma 12. Suppose that A(k,x) < 0 for any k,x = 0 such that {k — x,x — X%} F,
where

L1 1
Afk,x) = max D) = c(a, x) + aME vy (k +2)] = vy ()}
0 ONN = DEr{LpamaiVr (X +2) =V, (K} = vy (k). (72)

Then, the e Lart schedule o, coupled with the “full-disclosure’ policy, induces a symmetric
PBE of the game with concealment (for some profile of beliefs).

Assuming that agents exert effort according to a; and disclose fully, and that some
agent i obtains an innovation at time t raising her stock to k! > x;, A(k?, X;) has the same
sign as the net benefit of the deviation: ‘conceal fully, and exert optimal effort until the
next innovation (by any agent), then disclose fully and revert to o and full disclosure’.*#
The next result shows that, if the cost of effort does not increase with the stock, then

concealment is not profitable in equilibrium.

Corollary 7. If the cost of e[art does not increase with the stock, i.e. c(a,x) = c(a),
then the e [ant schedule o, coupled with the *full-disclosure’ policy, induces a symmetric
PBE of the game with concealment.

Proof. Fix Xo = 0. From Lemma 12, it suffices to show that A(k,x) < 0 for all k =
X = Xg. Note that A(Xo,Xo) = 0 since V¢ satisfies (16). Hence, it suffices to show that
A(Kk, Xo) is decreasing in K on [Xg, ©0). From Proposition 7, vV is increasing. Then, the
second expectation in (72) is decreasing in K. Hence, it suffices to show that the map
@:k - Ep[ve(k+2)] — vg(K) is decreasing. Define

L ={x=0:0;x)=1}, I :={x=0:04x) (0,1)}, lo:={x=0:0as(x)=0}.

120. It is immediate that agents have no incentive to discard innovations in equilibrium, given that they
are not detrimental. However, as noted at the end of Section 6.1, concealment is generally more beneficial
than disposal. Therefore, it is a priori unclear that it is unprofitable in equilibrium.

121. Due to the restriction on the agent’s disclosures imposed in Section 6.1, this deviation is not
feasible. However, its (well-defined) payo [provides an upper-bound on the payo [Sof feasible deviations.
To gain an insight on the expression for A(k}, 2¢), suppose that agent i is indi [efent between this and no
deviation. Then, the payo [flom deviating would equal the sum of the first two terms in (72). Namely, if
agent 7 deviates and exerts optimal e [aft a, she obtains flow payo [b{x) — ¢(a, z) until a disclosure and,
if she obtains an innovation of size =z before her opponents disclosure, her continuation payo [Cihcreases
by ve(k + 2) — ve(k); if instead one of her opponents discloses an innovation of size z, agent i discloses
k immediately after if and only if z + z < k.
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From Theorem 1, Oy is continuous and decreasing, so that I, 1 and lp are (possibly
empty) intervals. Since @ is continuous, it suffices to show that it is decreasing on each
of I, I and lg. On lg, vy = b, so @ is decreasing since b is concave. On I, (17) implies

that @(k) = c(ay(k)). Then @ is decreasing since oy is. On Iy,

Then, @ is decreasing on I, from Claim 1, since vy — b is decreasing (see Theorem 1). O

In the remainder of this appendix, I show that innovations are always beneficial in
the equilibrium of the game with forced disclosure, and concealing them is unprofitable,
provided their size is fixed. The former follows immediately from Lemma 1, as innovations

have fixed size precisely if F is degenerate.
Corollary 8. If innovations have fixed size, then innovations are not detrimental.

The next result shows that, if the size of innovations is deterministic, then concealment

is not profitable in equilibrium.

Corollary 9. If innovations have fixed size, then the e [ant schedule a, coupled with the
‘full-disclosure’ policy, induces a symmetric PBE of the game with concealment.

Proof. Fix Xo = 0. From Lemma 12, it suffices to show that A(k,X) < 0 forall k = X = X,
such that K := X +mp for some m  N. From Lemma 1, v(k) = Vv(X + M). Then, as F is
degenerate with value W,

A, X) = s B(X) = (3, X) + AAE vy (K + 2)] = vy (K]} = vy (K).

Hence, A(k,X) < 0 since V¢ satisfies (16), Ep[v¢(k 4+ 2Z)] — vf(k) = 0 (Lemma 1), and
b(x) — c(a, X) is increasing in X. O

Supplemental Material

A Observable e [ont

In this supplement, I argue that there exists an efficient strongly symmetric equilibrium
provided that effort is observable, (1) holds, and payoffs are linear and multiplicative.
Following Horner, Klein, and Rady (Forthcoming), consider a discrete approximation
of the game in which, given A > 0, agents are constrained to exert constant effort within
the time intervals [0, A), [A, 2A), ..., and suppose that effort is observable. Refer to this
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setting as the ‘discrete game’. I construct a family of strongly symmetric equilibria (SSE)
(02)aso and argue that the welfare they induce converges to the benchmark v{Xo) as A
vanishes.

Note that the discrete game is a (standard) discrete-time stochastic game with state
X;. A Markov strategy (for agent i) is a map o : R+ — [0, 1] such that agent i exerts effort
O(Xma) within the time interval [mA, (m+1)A), forany m  {0,1,...}. Given a family
(X®)aso  Ru, let (a®)aso and (V2&)aso be such that, for any A > 0, a®(x) := 1,_,a
and V& (X) is the welfare induced in subgames with initial state X = 0 if all agents play the
strategy a®. The highest welfare achievable in the discrete game is no higher than v{Xo),
since any behaviour can be reproduced in the baseline game. As I argue in Supplement C,
under linear multiplicative payoffs, the efficient effort schedule is a{X) = L1,<xu,. Then
it is clear that, if X® — Aun as A - 0, v® - vyniformly. Hence, it suffices to exhibit
a family (X2)aso such that X — Aun as A - 0 and, for any A > 0, the discrete game
admits a SSE 0® in which, on path, agents exert effort according to a®.

Since the Markov strategy X — 1,.), is optimal for a single agent in the baseline
setting, exerting no effort induces an equilibrium in the discrete subgames with any
initial stock X = X;. Standard arguments imply that there exists a Markov strategy o®
inducing a symmetric Markov perfect equilibrium, such that a®(x) = 0 for x = A%
Let V& : Ry — R be the payoff function induced by &®. I claim that there exists
(X*)as0 [0, Aun) such that X& — Apn as A - 0, and

. . v
Ao & )

The claim is proved below. Fix (X2)aso satisfying this condition and, for each A >0,
let 02 be the strategy ‘play o® as long as all agents exerted effort according to a® in
the past, and play a® otherwise.” It remains to show that a® is an equilibrium. Fix a
history leading to some time t {0, A, 2A, ...} and stock X; = Xq. If either X = Aun,
or some agent deviated from a® in the past, 02 coincides with a® at this history, and
is therefore an equilibrium. Hence, suppose that X < Aun, and that all agents exerted
effort according to a® in the past. Consider an agent i and suppose that her opponents
play a?. If agent i plays a® as well, she obtains payoff v&(X). If she deviates at time
t only, her continuation payoff at time t + A is V&(X;+a). For small A, the probability
that X;+a > X; is O(A) uniformly across X; < X2, and the (time-t) payoff from deviating
is VA(X;) + O(A) uniformly across X; < x2. Then, by (73), for A sufficiently small, the
deviation is unprofitable at any such history. Hence, by the one-shot deviation principle,
02 is a SSE for A sufficiently small, as desired.

To prove the claim, for all X = 0, let V(X) be the highest welfare achievable in the

122. The existence of such an equilibrium is easily shown by ‘backward induction’ on the state x:.
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baseline game with initial stock X, conditional on agents exerting to effort whenever the
stock lies above AWM. Clearly, VA(X) < V(X) < vi{X) for all X = 0, where the second
inequaity is strict for all X < Apn, by (1). Since, clearly, Vv and V—are continuous,
inf, oy VeEX) — V(X) > 0 for any 0 <y < Apn. Since v& — vqmiformly, it follows that
lima _ o inf, oy VA (X) — V(X) > 0 for any 0 <y < Apn. Then, we may pick
L1 v_ L1
x2:={0} sup y (0,Aun): xi%gy] VA(X) — VA (x) > A

for all A > 0.

B NoO encouragement e [edt

In this supplement, I show that no subgame-perfect equilibrium of either the game with
forced disclosure, or the game with disposal, features the encouragement effect. As will
be clear from the analysis, if the game with disposal is modified in the natural way to
accommodate strategies that are not public, the argument extends to all perfect bayesian
equilibria.

Recall from Appendices A and B the formal descriptions of the game with forced
disclosure and with disposal, respectively. Subgame-perfect equilibria are defined in the
usual way. A straightforward variation of the arguments in Appendices A.1 and B.1
used to derive (15) and (25), respectively, implies that a profile § := (0,X) Zis a
subgame-perfect equilibrium (of either the game with forced disclosure or of the game
with disposal) only if, for all h  H, i, and almost all t > T (h)'#

[ R I R N R . A (111
0'(n) (U arg max aAEx X'() (6.2) Ve(h CIEELD) =4, (0) — c(a, X (). (74)

Note that, if (18) holds with ‘=’ for all X = Xp, then a single agent is willing to exert
effort perpetually. Otherwise, (18) admits a largest solution X;, and a single agent is
willing to exert effort until the stock exceeds X;. Then, assuming (18) admits a largest
solution Xy, the encouragement effect arises whenever, in equilibrium, effort continues to

be exerted after the stock exceeds X;. The encouragement effect does not arise:

Proposition 8. Suppose that (18) admits a largest solution X;. Then, in any subgame-
perfect equilibrium of either the game with forced disclosure, or of the game with disposal,
no e [art is exerted at any history h  H such that X(h) > x;.

Proof. By Proposition 1, lim, _ e Ep[VHX + Z)] — Ep[b(X + Z)] = 0. By hypothesis, (18)

123. Recall that the strategies of the game with forced disclosure are precisely the pairs (o, x) = such
that y is constant with value 1.
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holds with ‘<’ for X > X;. Then, there exists X > X; such that

MEr[viX +2)] —b(x)} < ¢1(0, X)

for all X = X. Then, in any subgame-perfect equilibrium & := (0,X) Z (of either the
game with forced disclosure or of the game with disposal), no effort is exerted at any
history h~ H such that X(h) = X. This follows from (74) since, for any such § and h,
and any i and s =T (h),

AE{[X()](s, 2)(Ve(h TIS)Z, 1)) = Ven(s))} = MEp[v(X (D) +2)] —b(X(h))}
< ¢1(0, X(h))

where the first inequality holds since V¢ ,(S) = b(X(h)) and, for all z > 0, v¢(h [
(s,z,1)) = v{X(h) + z). Fix a subgame-perfect equilibrium § := (0,X) Z, and let

L] A
Xe :=sup X =Xg :0'(h) >0 is non-null for some i and h  H with X(h) =x .

Then, it suffices to show that X < X;. From above, Xe = X < oo. Fix [ 0and h H
such that x; — [ X(h) < X¢, and i such that ¢°(h) is non-null. Then, there exists
t = T (h) such that [g%(h)](t) > 0 and (74) holds, and thus

L1 1
c1(0,X(h)) = ¢ [0 (h)](t), X (h)
< AE{[X()](s,Z)(Ve(h [IS)Z,i)) — Ven(s))}
< MEp[Lz=viX (h) + 2) + 1z.b(X () 4+ 2))] —b(X (h))}

where the second inequality follows from (74) since [0%(h)](t) > 0, and the last since
Ven(s) = b(X(h)) and, for all z > 0, v¢(h CISlz,i) < v{(X(h) + z), and ve(h 1
(s,z,i) =b(X(h) +z) for z = x, — X(h). Since (18) holds with ‘<’ for X > X;, letting [J
tend to 0 yields X (h) < X;, so that X < Xy, as desired. O

C Welfare benchmark under linear payo [s ]

In this supplement, I derive expressions for maximal welfare Vi—and the efficient effort
schedule a{Proposition 1), under the assumption that payoffs are linear and multiplica-
tive.

Under this hypothesis, by Corollary 1, a5 0 over [0, Apn) and o+ 0 over [Apn, oo).
Therefore, given Xo [0, ApN), the random number of innovations induced by ais

L1 L1
T 1

Mm:=min m N:X;+ Z; = AN
=1
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where 73,25, ... are are i.i.d. draws from F. Let M{Xo) be the distribution of m.
Since ¢(a, X) is linear in a, o —fakes values in {0, 1} by construction, and thus o+ 1
over [0, Aun). Then, by (9),

L1
[y 1 if X = Aun
)
V et
I%HEF[V@ +2)] if Xx < Aupn.

Since Wis absolutely continuous (as Wis increasing and W b is decreasing), differen-

tiating yields that, for a.e. X =0,

v%x): Ly if X > Aun

1+M FIVEX +2)] if X < Apn.

Therefore, for X [0, Apn),

= %k@

vi(X) = Aun — B

T

1+ An

D Proof of Lemma 4

Define, for alla [0, 1] and s =t such that G(s) <1,
0(a,s) := aA[Ww(s) — supw,| — c(a, X).

Fix a” A, such that G(s) < 1 and a / arg max, o 9(a,s) for all S in some non-null
set B [t, 00). It remains to show that w,(a5d;) < w;(a5y) forgsjome a! A

Given a Ay, let K, be the CDF given by K,(s) :=1—¢"* ¢4 for all s = t. Note
that, for any s >t with G(s) <landa A,

E@EEIEI
w;(a) = E e b(x) — c(a,, x)|dr

t s iHs<7r Eﬂvs _'_ I[7~-<s [?i_\N( ) + H7r<slﬂv }a 1> t (75)

where (T,7t) G x K,. Then, if w,(a) < supw,, choosing a® A, such that w,(a >
w,(a) yields that w,(a5' > w;(a) where @~ A, equals a over (t,s] and aover (s, o0).
Then, we may assume without loss of generality that wy(a = supw, for all s =t such
that G(s) < 1. Let a- A, satisfy

L1
- I%llarg max, oy P(a,s) ifs B
a, —
La ifs/ B

S
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so that @(al;s) = @(al)s) for all s =t, and the inequality is strict over B.

Assume without loss of generality that B [t, T] for some T >t with G(T) < 1, and
let v : [t,T] - R be given by v(s) := w,(ah'— w,(a", so that it suffices to show that
v(t) > 0. Note that, defining (T, A7t G x K, % K, and setting 7t := tY i ields,
fors [t,T],

L3 ey
v(s) =E e*"[c(a,, X) = c(ay, X)]dr

s

+ Loz {215 <x — DW(R) —wz(@h] + 1%*<%’V(ﬁ)}% > SD

C“Ji;eﬁi(f)e‘“* @ 0]p(aly) — p(als) + AaV(s)lds.

S

This implies that Vv is positive, and thus v(0) > 0 since @(al;s) > @(al s) for alls B,

since B is not null.1?4

E Additional proofs for Proposition 6

Proof of Lemma 7. Fix A > 0. To prove that g < g note that v, V and, for any
a S,

- N -
arg max Ia1((1,2), (s, @, a,Va)) = €T Epas Valla +2) = Valla) = a

a

where the first inequality holds since vV, is increasing, and the equality by definition of
a.

To prove that g < oo note that, Vo (k) = k for any k = AAp/(e® —1). Moreover, for
anym N, a S™ and(q R7 such that m < k, the CDF of 1z-aK is first-order
stochastically dominated by z — 1—e 0D F(z—k)+e D1 __, Then gx < oo
since, for any vV such that v(I) =1 for all | =k,

In((1,8), (K D=x T—e2l—a)
Am ), (K, O,0,V)) = Xp e a
El (11 ]
e—A k u 1— e—)\A(n—l) e—a)\A e—)\A(n—l) 1 e—a)\A

] nnN 1]
+2u 1T —e AT T gmaAA (76)

[T

To prove that liminfa o0, = AM fix X < AL I show that g, = X for A > 0 sufficiently

124. E‘ prove that v is positive, note that it lies in the space V of measurable w_[t, 7] - R such
that < oo, which is complete under the metric d(w, w9 := MaXs e e‘“(S)DS |w — w', where
W(s) = ¢ sUPg e Tk(a, ) AalFdr and k(r, s) == ([G(r) — G(s))/[L — G(s)e™ ™ 7@+ Moreover,
[PW)](s) == ¢ k(r,9)[p(aF) — ¢(al r) + Aafwd(r)]dr defines a contraction (with constant 1 — e~%(T))
which maps V to itself, and preserves positivity. Then, by the contraction-mapping theorem, v is the
unique fixed-point of ¢ in V, and it is positive.
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small. Note that the derivative with respect to a at a = 1 of the objective in (60) is
ANTBEIIE v (X +2)] = Va(X)} = X(1 — 7).

By definition of g, it suffices to show that this is strictly positive for small enough A > 0.
This is the case since Vo — Va uniformly as A - 0,'% and M{Ez[v(X + Z)] —Vv(X)} > X.

Finally, to prove that limsupp _ o x < DAY, fix k > Apn. Note that k = AA/(e®—1)
for A > 0 sufficiently small. Then, subtracting k from both sides of (76) and letting
A - 0 yields that, for A > 0 sufficiently small, 1a,,((1,a),(k,a,q,v)) < Kk for any
a [0,1],m N a S™ q R7Ysuchthat maxq<Kk,andv V such that v(l) =1 for
all | = k.*?® Then, qx < k. Result follows. O

Proof of Remark 2. Fixt Ta and k = Xp, andlet m N be such that t = (m—1)A.
Then, from (63),

vy (k) = IAE,]m(k' (0%, (W), Vern)
I&I@

= sup E X e_s(l - as)ds + e 7":>ﬁ55Vt+7|ﬂ( + Z)

5%} 0

o O
+ Liza<ciiViea(K) + [1 — (Lroz<s + Liza<zmlVa K+ 1z 1_

o

where T= £ f 3, (T,f) = (A T/A ,A /A ), and T, To,K ,Z  N(a,d) x
J(t,&,4) xF. Ast Ta is arbitrary, iterating yields
:Illl
Vi (k) = sup E X e *(1—a,)ds+ e lrzrzsV, 4tk + 2)
SHOA, ... mA} 0

an O mm
+ Lizmaci mViema(K) + [1 — (Lrszzs + Lizma<zmlVa K+ 1oz 14K

for al m N. Since V. Va, taking the limit m - oo yields V;(k) = 1B) where
0 := (A, t,k,&,G,V). A similar argument yields that v,(k) = 1((3,a),0) where d and a
are given by (59). Therefore, v, satisfies (62). O

Proof of Lemma 9. I begin by showing that, along some subsequence, inf ;™ con-
verges for all t“< t¥ From Lemma 7, there is { R4 such that maxQam < C for all
m N. Given M,m N, the map @y, : [0,M]*> > [0,{] given by @y, (t7sT =
inf{C} {q(s) : tP< s < M — s} is increasing. Then, by Helly’s selection theorem

(P ps.m)mmconverges pointwise along some subsequence. Then, along this subsequence,

125. See footnote 108.
126. In detail, (76) yields lima_o[Iam((1,a), (k, @, q,v)) = k]/A < zo(l—a) + Au(n —1+a)—k <0
where the strict inequality holds since xo < A\ and k& > Aun.
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infe pry @™ = Pz, (tTM — t converges for all t"< t™< M. Result follows by a diago-
nalisation argument, since M N is arbitrary.

Consider a subsequence along which inf 41y q™ converges for all t”< tand define
(D := lim,, inf 4n ™ for all t"< t™ Let q : R+ — R be given by q(t) := sup,.o ®(t—
L1 + Odfor all t > 0, and q(0) = lim inf;,o q(t).

I show that ¢ Qq. Note that q has image in Qp by Lemma 7, so that it remains to
show that q(t) < liminf,_,q(s) for all t > 0. Fix t and note that

o(tTtY < @(s5s" for all t'< sP< s< T (77)

Then, given any [ 0 ands (t— L1+ 0J o(t— L1+ DI< @(s — [Is + O for [F> 0
sufficiently small. Then, @(t — L1 + 0J< q(S) and, since s (t — L1 + [lis arbitrary,
o(t— Lt + OI< liminf,_;q(t). Then, q(t) < liminf,_,q(t) as [3> 0 is arbitrary. Hence,
g Qo

I show that ™ - ¢ in Q. To this end, let D”(D) be the set of t“> 0 such that
@(,tY (inf[. 4 q) is discontinuous at t”for some t™> t7 and D™be the set of t™'> 0
such that @(t5+) is discontinuous at t™for some t¥ (0,t5. Note that DY D, and D™are
countable.’?’ Then, it suffices to show that lim,, infy ) q™ = infy 4y q for any t2/ DV
and t™/ D%such that 0 < tY< t™ Fix tYand t™and note that

o(t*— ™+ O < (}flt,f,)q < o(t"+ it 5.1
for 31 (0,tY and (0, 3(t"=1t9). Letting (Chnd Mconverge to 0 (one by one) yields
o(ttY = inf(y 4nyq. Moreover, as DYand D are countable, there is (t™),,mm (0,5 \
(DY D) converging to t so that lim,, @(t™, tT) = @(t5t" and lim,, infym 4 g = inf @ Q.
Since @(t™, tY < lim,, infy ¢y q™ < @(t5tY and infym 4y q < infy pnyq < infy nq for
each m N, lim,, infy 4y g™ = @5t = inf(y 4y q = infpy 4n) q. Therefore, ™ - @ in Q
as desired.
Finally, fix t =0, K = Xo, and ¢ Qp such that ¢ — @ in Q. I construct (t"),, mno
wmlam and (K, ), [Xo, ©0) such that t™ - t, k,, — K, and §,, - 6. Consider
three cases.
Case 1. 6 =0. Set t™ :=A™[0 ( t/A™ —1)] forallm N. Note that, for each m,

127. In detail, for any t¥ R such that ¢(-,tD) is discontinuous at t“for some t™'> ¢ ¢(-,t) is
discontinuous at t“for any t  (t5t™). Then D%is countable as t may be chosen to be rational and ¢(, )
has countably many discontinuities on [0, t), as it is increasing. The reasoning for D and D™is similar.
128. The first inequality holds as, given any ¢t  (t5t1), ¢(t"— eJt™ ) < ¢(t — ¢,t + ¢€) for € > 0
su [ciehtly small, so that ¢(t™-€t™ Y < ¢(t). For the second inequality, let (tm)mmn [t €™t T
converge to some ¢ [t™H ¢™¢t™M— T and be such that limy ¢™(tm) = o(t™ eDtT— . Given any
e (0,1), |tm — t| < € for m su [ciehtly large, so that ¢(t — e,t + €) < o(t"+ eDtT— . Then,
infoyy g < g(t) < H(t MM Ty,
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infr e <k foranyr [0 (t—A™),tfands [, 2]asd=0,and

inf ¢ < inf ¢

[t",t'+3/m) [r,t+s)
for any | N such that Al < % Moreover, lim;infj, 14 q° = infp, 1+ for some r
0 (t—A™),fands [X,2] so that
. ! 1
inf ' <k+4+ — (78)
[t",t'+3/m) m

for | sufficiently large.'?® Choose (I)mmn N to be strictly increasing and such that,
forallm N, Alm < % and (78) holds for all | = 1,,,. Define (k;),;mby k; := K + % for
alm Noand |l =1,,..., I+ —1, (where Ky, ...,k;,—; are arbitrary if I; > 1). Then,
lim k; = k and lim; 9; = d as §; < % forallm Nandl=1,,..., |+ — 1, from (78).

Case 2. 0 = oo. Take t" := A™ t/A™ and K, := Kk for each m N. It suffices to
show that liminf,, 8,, = d"for all 8" (0, o0). Fix d"and note that

liminf inf ™ =lim inf q™
m [tMtM+s) m  [rt+2s)

forallr <tands [05o0) such that the right-hand side limit exists, as t™ =t for all
m Nand t™ - t. Moreover, q(t) > K since & > 0 so that infy—c s q > Kk for some
[3> 0, as q is lower-semicontinuous. Then infy, 1425 q > Kk for all r  [(t— 0 0,t] and
s [05e0), as & > 2s. Finally, lim,, inf[, j+25 9™ = inf[. 1425 q for some r  [(t— 01 0,
and s [87e0), so that lim inf,, infym ;mig ™ > Kk and thus liminf,, §,, = s = 8"

Case 3. & (0,00). Set t" := A™ t/A™ for all m N and note that, in this case,
k > Xo as ming = At > Xo. Let mP:= (& (k—Xo))™* . Since & > 0, q(t) > k and
thus infjg—g oz q > K for some [ 0, as q is lower-semicontinuous. For any m = m"

ro [(t—=03 0,t],s [%, 2], andl Nsuchthat Al<d 2L

inf '= inf ¢ & inf q' = inf q.
[t",t'+6—3/m) [r,t+d—s) [t+5—s,t+5+s) [t",t'+5+2/m)
Moreover,
inf g>k= inf
[rt+6—s) [t+5—s,t+5+s)

asd (0, 00). Then, for | sufficiently large, there exists k" (k— X,k + 1) such that

inf g >k"> inf ¢, (79)
[t"t'+6—3/m) [t",t'+5+2/m)
129. If t = 0 then limy infp t+s) ¢' = infjg rrs) ¢ for some s [, 2] since ¢(0) = liminf,,o q(r).

93



as

lim inf ¢'= inf q & lim inf ql = inf
I [rt+d—s) [rt+d6—s) I [t+—s,t+5+s) [t+5—s,t+5+s)
forsomer [(t—0J 0,t]ands [, 2] Choose (I,)e>_,, N to be strictly increasing
and such that, for all m = m there is k') (k — L,k + 1) such that (79) holds with
k= kI for all | = I,,,. Define (k;);mmby k; := kI for all m=mand | = 1,,,, ..., l41 — 1,
(where Kk, ..., Kk, —1 are arbitrary if I; > 0). Then lim; k; = Kk and lim; 9§, = as |6 —§;| <
24 Am forall m=mYand | =1,,,..., Lye1 — 1, from (79). O

m

Proof of Lemma 10. Note that the correspondence C : Oy — [0, 00] x A¢ given by
C(8) := Ta x AL for any 8 := (A, t,k,a,q,V) is continuous. Then, it suffices to show
that 1 (Y, 0,,) — 1(y,0) for any (Y,n)mm Y Jconverging toy Y530 Fix (y,,)mmi=
(O, @) Y Bconverging to y := (§,a) Y It remains to show that I(Y,,,0,,) —
I(y,0). Forallm N, let (7ig%, (T§", K™)) N(@™,9,,) xJ(t",a™,q™),

L1
(A™ T /A™ AT g /AT ) i AT >0
(T, ) =
(Tg", 1) if A™ =0,

and Tl:= t @™ §,,. Also let 8 := (A, t,k,a,q,V), (fio, (T0,K),Z)  N(a,d) x
J(t,a,q) x F, define T and t by (61), and let =% & 3. Consider two cases.

Case 1. d < oo. Suppose first that A > 0. Then, for m large enough, 68,, = 8 and (as
d < o0)39,, =0. Then I(y,,,0,,) - 1(y,0) asa - 1((,a),8) is continuous on A°.

Suppose now that A = 0. Note that G,(a™,q™) - G,(a,q) pointwise for each s = 0,
as @™ - o in S and g™ - @ in Q. In particular, G;(a™,q™) - G,(q,q) pointwise.
Moreover, for all m,I N, s - G4(a™,q™) is A-Lipschitz over [(I — 1)A™,IA™) in the
supremum metric.'® Then s - G,(a,q) is continuous, since A™ - 0 and, for all s > 0,
there is y > 0 such that, for alm N, r - G,(a™,q™) is Lipschitz on Tam n 0, in

the supremum metric.'¥ Similarly, G;m(a™,q™) - G;(q,q) since t™ - t.13

130. To see why I(b,,) — I(®) follows, suppose that I(ym,0m) — I(y,0) for any (ym)mma— y- Since
C is lower-hemicontinuous, for any y  C(0), there is (ym)mmo Y "such that yn,  C(6m) for all
m  Nand ym - y. Then, liminfy, I%0m) = limy I(ym,0m) = I(y,0). Asy C(9) is arbitrary,
liminfm I5m) = IH). Moreover, as C' is upper-hemicontinuous, for any (ym)mmn Y “converging to
somey Y and such that yy C(@Om) forallm N,y C(0). Therefore, limm I(ym,0m) = I(y,0) <
IY®). As (ym)mmna Y Uis arbitrary, limsup,, I5(m) < I5®). Hence, limp, I50m) = I50).

131. This is because, if some ¢ =Zgm o is played, given (I —1)A™ < ¢ < s < [A™, each agent discloses
within the time interval [t, s] only if she obtains an increment, as ¢™ is constant over [t, s]. Moreover,
she obtains an increment with probability at most 1 — e < \(t — s).

132. It sulced to show that » - Gr(o,q) is ~-Lipschitz on [0, s]. Fix 0 = <
r> < s and note that sup, [[Gyi(@™,¢d™I(k) — [Gammzande™, ¢™Ik)] < MA™ for i =
1,2, and sup, [[Garm/an ™, ¢™MIK) = [Gamwrsan o™ ¢™MIE)] < A2 — rt + A™). Then,
?upk I[Grzz(oz, DI(k) — [Graa, IR < 7(r? — 1*) since limm supy [[Gr (@™, ¢™](k) — [Gri(a, 9)I(k)| = 0
ori=1,2.

133. This follows from the triangle inequality as supy |[Gm (@™, ¢™)](k) — [Gam maan ™, ¢™)](k)| <
(It =t + AT, sup [[Garman ™, dIK)  — [Ge(@M ¢™IE)] = AT, and
limm supy [[Ge(a™, ¢™)](k) — [Gi(a, 9)I(K)| = 0.
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Note that, since " - ¢ in Q,

limsup Inf 9" = infq & infq<liminf inf 9"
for all but countably many t> t, where the second inequality holds since q is lower-
semicontinuous (as ¢ Q). Moreover, [G,(a,q)](q(t)) = [G(a, q)](liminfy,; q(S)) since
S - G(0a,q) is continuous at t from above. Therefore (T§",K™) — (T, K) weakly, since
o™ - din S and g™ -  in Q. Moreover, TJ® — T weakly as (3,,,a™) - (§,a) in
R, < A°. Then, T™ - T and ™ — 7 weakly as A,, - 0.23* Therefore, T-1- Tdeakly
as 0,, — 0,3 so that
Ceh 1 gy ]
E e ’(l—ay;)ds - E e °(l—a,)ds .
0 0

Moreover, , e *(1—al")ds - , e *(1—as)dsforallT R, by dominated convergence,

0 0
as (I (I I e g 1) 1
e*(l—a,)ds=e? T— ads + e* s— adr ds
0 0 0 0
and 8™ — a in A°. By continuity, convergence is uniform over T [0,9], as § < oo.
Therefore IE;;I 1 IE#*EI 1
E e*(1—a")ds - E e *(1—a,)ds .16
0 0

Note that T is atomless since t - G4(a, q) is continuous in the supremum metric. Let D

be the set of discontinuity points of the map
0 (Z! LK, T, 6) - e_T{lT>7rS(5Vt+T(k + Z) + (1 - 1T>7TS(S)M((k + 17r=TZ) 1T=TK)}

where T :=1T 1 3. Then, as vV and v are continuous, (z,T,K,T,d) D only if at least
two among T, T and 0 are equal and finite. Then, since T and Tt have no atoms on R4 and
are independent, Pr((Z,T,K,m,8) D) =0, so that ¢(z,T™, K™, 1", 8,,) - 0(Z,T,K,T,9)
weakly. Hence, E[@(Z,T™, K™, ", 0,,)] - E[@(Z,T,K,T,d)].

Moreover, the map (z,K) — Vam((Ky,, +2) K) converges uniformly to (z,K) — v((k+
Z) K)on R34, since Vaom — V uniformly.®®" Similarly, the map (T,z) - Vi, (K + 2)

134. Indeed, 7™ - T weakly since, for any | > 0 and bounded [-Lipschitz function ¢ : R+ - R,
[E[oGG™) — o(D)]| < |E[oGEM] — Elo(D)]| + LE[|T™ — 75" |], where the first term vanishes as m grows since
70" — T weakly, and the last value is bounded above by A™. A similar argument yields that 7™ - 7
weakly.

135. Note that 7™ 7™M § _ Tvleakly and that 7™ 7™ §— <|6m—4| for all m N. Then,
Tl o Fdeakly b)f the argument in the previous footnote. o o

136. In detail, [E[ ;™ e (1 —ad)ds — ; e °(1 — as)ds]| < supy gy | o € °(L—ag)ds— e °(1—
as)ds| + [E[ ;™ e™3(1 —as)ds — ; e 5(1 —as)ds]| - O.

137. See footnote 108.
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converges uniformly to (T,z) — Viep(K+2) on [0, 8] X R4, since V™ — v in V. Therefore,
L (Yo 0n) - 1(y,0).1%

Case 2. § = oo. Since 8,, - 8, either A,, = A for m large enough, or A = 0. Then,
q:=sup{QR:m N} {Aun(1—e?)/Ag} < oo from Lemma 7, where Ag := max,, A™.
Moreover, for all m N, V,m is increasing with Vam(k) = Kk for K = @ and, for all
t = 0, v{" is increasing with vj*(k) = k for K = . Similarly, v is increasing with
v(k) = k for kK = ¢ and, for all t = 0, v; is increasing with v;(k) = Kk for K = . Then,
since Q™ and ¢ are bounded above by (, for any [ 0, there is a { > 0 such that
11((Z,a),0) = 1(y,8)] < § and [1((8,, T,an),0,) = 1(Ym,8,)] < & for any m  N.
Moreover, from Case 1, 1((3,, {,an),6,) — 1((¢,a),0) so that there is M N such
that [1((8,, ¢, am),0,n) —1((¢,a),08)] < § for all m = M. Hence, for all m=M,

“ (ym'em) - I(y'e)l = || (ym'em) - I((ém Ziam)'em)l
1 (Gm G am),0m) —1((¢,a),0)] +[1((¢,a),8) — I(y,8)] = L]

Since [3 0 is arbitrary, 1(Yy,, 8,,) - 1(y,0). O

Proof of Remark 5. For the first part, fix a S™,q QR,andV Va, and define
a maxarg max am((1,2), (k,a,q,v))

To prove that a; S bote that, for any k = X,

[ N B L]
lam((1,a), (k,a,0,V)) =X 1—e™® (1—a)+e™® g1(k) —e “ga(k) — @o(K)] (80)

where
9o(K) = E[Lreava(R K)+10av(K)] & 01(k) i= EllreaVa(R (k+2))+1nav(k+2)]

and Z F is independent of (T,K). Then, there exists an increasing, Lipschitz map
¢ : R+ - [0,1] such that

al(k) = (I)((pl(k) — (po(k)) for all k = X0.139

Then, a; is increasing as @; — @p is increasing, since V5 and V are convex. Thus a; S.
Moreover, the map (1, q,V) — a; is continuous since ¢ is and, given K = Xo, (a1, q,V) -

(@o(K), @1(K)) defines a continuous map S™ % QR X Va — R? as Va is endowed with the
138.In  detail, |I(ym,0m) — I(y,0) <= |E[%'e—5(1 — aMds — %—3(1 — ag)ds]| +
SUPT rqoge),z g, [Vtm+T (Bm + 2) — vt (B + 2)| + SUP, kg [uam ((Bm + 2)  K) —o((k + 2)  w)| +
[E[p(Z, 7™, K™, 7™, 6m)] — E[¢(Z, 7, %, 7, 0)]| - O.

139. Take ¢ := 1 20 =0, and () :=[0 ((log(y) + log(A\) — log(zo(1l — e=2))/A—1)/A] 1 if 2o > 0.
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supremum metric and F is atomless.

For the second part, fix a  S™, g QR,andV Va, and define
Pk Iy (k o,0,v).

I prove that & Va; that is, ® is 1-Lipschitz continuous, increasing and convex, ® — VvV,
is decreasing, and ®(K) = va(K) for k= gu. Since Vo Va, by definition of 15, and gz,

it suffices to show that the map

91k - max lan((1,a), (k,0,q,v))

is 1-Lipschitz continuous, increasing and convex, and that @1 — V. is decreasing.

To this end note that, since Vv and V, are Lipschitz, then so is @; with a.e. derivative

[ 1
0 = 6B 1= e k) 1 e gl (s1)

by the results of Milgrom and Segal (2002). Moreover, @; and @ are increasing and
1-Lipschitz since v and V are. Then, 0 < @7’< 1, so that @, is increasing and 1-Lipschitz
as well.

To prove that @i is convex, note that @; and @y are convex, since Vo and V are.

Moreover, the right-hand side of the expression for @i{k) is increasing in a; (k) since
01(k) = 95(k) = E[L1r=a(lrcrrzVa(k +2) = LrapVa (k) + Lroa(vik +2) = vi{K))]

is positive, as Vo and Vv are convex. Then @f is increasing since a; is, and thus @; is
CONvex.

To prove that @1 — V, is decreasing, write a for the (unique) maximand of (60) and
note that, for all k = x — 0,

EVa(k +2)] = Va(k) = @1(k) = @o(k),
since V — V, is decreasing. Then a(k) = a; (k) so that

ol = T e D8 Blyf(k +2)] + e OO
~ BNk + 2)] — e OM BN (k + 2)] ~ V3 ()}
< BR(k-+ 2)] — e SO ENZ k + 2)] ~ 3}

where the first inequality holds since Vv — V, is decreasing, and the second since V, is

convex. Therefore @T{k) < VA (k) from (60), so that @; — Vv, is decreasing, as desired.

Finally, to prove that (a,q,v) — @ is continuous, note that ® = v, over [qx, ©°).
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Then, it suffices to show that (a,q,V) — @rmis continuous in the supremum metric,
where @is the restriction of @; to the interval [0, qx]. Since, as noted above, (a,q,V) —

(@o(K), @1(k)) is continuous for all k = Xg, and @9 and @; are continuous, (a,q,V) - @

is continuous in the supremum metric for i {0, 1}, where @;+ is the restrictions of @;
to [0,qa]. Then, (a,q,V) - @rmis continuous by (80), since ¢ is Lipschitz and @;(k) =
Iam((1,a1(k)), (k,a,q,v)) for all k = Xo. 0

F Perfect Bayesian equilibrium with concealment

In this supplement, I complete the proof of Theorem 3. In Appendix I, I constructed an
effort schedule a and a disclosure cutoff q such that, essentially, any strategy profile that
is consistent with o and g on path, (formally, any § =,,) is a Bayes-Nash equilibrium in
the game with initial stock Xo < A (Proposition 6). To obtain Theorem 3, I construct a
specific §  Z,,4, and a system of beliefs 3., and show that (&., B.) is a perfect-Bayesian
equilibrium (PBE).* T begin with a preliminary result (Claim 9 below), then define
(&, B) and show that it is a PBE.

Say that a strategy & =i for agent i is memoryless if &(h) = &'(hY for any two
h,h”Y H? such that T(h) = T(hY, X(h) = X(hY, and Ki(h) = K?(hY. That is, &
induces the same behaviour at any two time-t private histories featuring the same pair
(Xs, ki). Say that a strategy for agent i involves maximal disclosure if agent i discloses
fully whenever possible.!** Let r be the symmetric profile of strategies ‘exert no effort
and never disclose’. Given a belief b’ B?(h) (for some h  H?) and j = i, let KZb'
be the pushfoward of b* by K/. In words, KZLb' is the distribution of agent j’s current

private stock ki according to agent i’s (time-t) belief b.

Claim 9. There are symmetric profiles F and (ry)g>o of memoryless strategies, and a
family (Y*)rso of decreasing y* : (0,k] — [k, o0) such that, for each i, I involves maximal

disclosure and is a best response at any information set against r~* and, given any k > 0,

(a) for any j = i and information set (h,b)  ©7 such that Kb is degenerate with value
k, playing ri until a disclosure by agent i after h, and then r’, is a best response
for agent i at (h,b), against any agent | / {i, j} playing r’, and agent j playing r’

until a disclosure by agent i after time T (h), and r’ thereafter
(b) ri{k(X(h))(h> = ri(h) for any private history h  H? such that K’(h) <k
(c) ri(h) =rigy(h) for any h  H* such that X(h) > k.

(d) rkgy(h) =r'(h) for any h  H* such that K’(h) = X(h) = Ap.

140. See Appendix C for definitions of strategies, systems of beliefs, and perfect Bayesian equilibria.
141. Formally, (¢',x') =t involves maximal disclosure if [x'(R)](t,z) =1 forall . H', ¢t =T(h) and
z = 0 such that K'(h) > X (h) and either (i) t T, or (ii) X(h) = xo, or (iii) z > 0.
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The proof of Claim 9 is at the end of this section. To define &. and B, let L :
HO\ {xo} - {1,...,n} be given by

L(Xo, (t1,¥1)s -+ (tm, Yim)) := min arg mlaxyfn.

That is, for any h  H°\ {Xo}, L(h) is the agent responsible for the last disclosure in h
and, if several agents disclosed simultaneously, L(h) is the agent with the lowest index
among those having disclosed the largest value. Fix o and ( satisfying the conditions
of Proposition 6, and ¥, (ry)g=o0 and (Y*)rso satisyfing the conditions of Claim 9. Given
i,h  HO\{X}, t = T(h) and k = X(h), let X,(t,k) {0} [k, o) be the set of
possible disclosures by agent i := L(h) at time t (with 0 X, (t, K) signifying the lack of
disclosure) that are consistent with her playing F?, her opponents playing r~*, the public
history h having been reached at time T (h), and agent i’s time-T (h) private stock being
equal to k. Note that there is a unique K : HO\ {Xo} - Ry such that

1
) if either h = (X, (t,y)) and max; y* = q(t),
or h = h" (L) where h"= X,
K(h) := yi =0 for all i = L(hJ and yv®) X, (t, K(h5)
=7 (X (h)) it h = (X0, (t,y)) and max; y* < q(t)

W’) CXAh) (X(h)) otherwise.

Recall the definitions of H é and G from Appendix I. Let & be the (unique) element of
Ea,q such that, for any i and h / H} such that X(h) >0,

-
Leith) if L(h°)
Leid (h) if L(hO)

K(hO)

&(h) =

where h0 := r]o(h). Define the family (G;(h) :h  Ho\{Xo},i=1,...,n) by142

1
nC a, q) if h= Xo
Gi(h) — Kth) if h = Xo and i = L(h)
64a,q) X(h) if h=(Xo,(ty)) and i = L(h)
G;thy X (h) if h := hY [Cedhere hP= Xg, and i = L(h).

Let B, be the set of all systems of beliefs B B such that, for any i = j and h* H?,
KZBi(h) = Grgy(a,q) if X(h) = Xo, and KZBi(h) = G;(n°(h)) if X(h) > Xo. Say that,

given a profile & =, and a system of beliefs B B, an omniscient history h™~ H5s

142. Given a distribution L over R and a constant & R, L  k is the pushforward of L by =z - = k.
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reachable from a private history h ~ H?, if Pr(h™ {h,,}7'_;) > 0 where (h,,)7_, is the
random path of play arising from (h, B%(h)) when & is played. Say that, given & and B,
at h, agent i believes that agent j plays a strategy & =7 if, for any h= H™teachable
from h, &(n/(h) = & (n7(h).

Claim 10. Let B B, and h  H? be such that X(h) > Xg, and label j := L(n%(h)).
Given &. and B, at h, agent i believes that any agent | / {i, j} plays r’ and, if j = i, that

agent j plays 1/ until a disclosure by agent i, and r’ thereafter.

The proof of Claim 10 is at the end of this section. Ishow that (&., ) is a PBE for some
B B.. FixiandB B,, and note that B*(Xo) = Go(a,q) = b’. Moreover, & (h) = & (hY
for each h,h” H? such that T(h) = T (hY, n°(h) = n°(hY, and K¢(h) = K¢(hY. Then,
since B B, is arbitrary, it suffices to show that all of the following hold for each h  H?:

(I') & is a best response for agent i against §.¢ at (h,B’(h))

(IT") for all j and h® HY such that T (h) = T (hY and n°(h) = n°hY, and any | / {i,j},
K:Bi (h) = K5B{ (h).

(II) for j = i and e := (t,y,s) and e":= (tJy"sY in E. such that t =t y/ = y¥ and
h Ceh CeS1 HY, KLBi(h Cel= Kypi(h CeF
4 1 I R
(IV") for all (Y H? such that Pr(C= ) >0 where¢=: m {0,...,m}:n°h,, =h

%d %:0 i&@@__fandom path of play arising from (hFB%(hY) when &. is played,
K’ 1n? hminz = KLBJZ(h) for each j = i.

Clearly, (IT') and (IIT’) hold for each h ~ H®. T prove that (IV’) and (I’) hold. For the
former, fix j =i and h,h” H? and assume without loss of generality that h = h" &1
for some e E.. If X(h) = Xq then K;B;(h) = Grpy(a,q) and K;B;(hq = Gren(a,q),
so that Kj,B:(h") is derived using Bayes’ rule from Kj,Bi(h), since &  Z.,. Hence,
suppose that X(h) > X and write h® := n°(h). Assume first that X(hY = X, so that
e = (t,y) and KBi(h = Gy (0, q). Then, since &  Z,,, Bayes’ rule may be used if
and only if either (i) y/ = 0 or (ii) y/ = q(t). Moreover, Bayes’ rule requires K7,!(h) =
Gi(a,q) X(h%) if (i) holds, and Kj,Bi(h) = X(h%) (ii) holds. Both requirements are
satisfied since, if (i) holds, then j = L(h°) so that G;(h°) = G,(a,q) X(h°) and, if (ii)
holds and j = L(h?), then G;(h%) = K(h®) = X (h?) and, if (ii) holds and j = L(h°), then
G;(h%) = G,(a,q) X(h°%) = X(h%) where the last equality holds since X (h®) = y7 = q(t).
It remains to consider the case X (hY = Xg. Let h°“:= n°hY and suppose first that
j = L(h%). In this case, agent i believes that agent j played r’ over [T (hY,T(h)), by
Claim 10. Then, Bayes’ rule may be used if and only if agent j did not disclose at time
T(h) and, in this case, it requires that KLB;(h) = [KLB;(hg] X (h?). The requirement
is satisfied as G;(h®) = G;(h°y  X(h?) if h®"= h°, and the support of G;(h°) is bounded
below by X (h%). Suppose now that j = L(h°) so that agent i believes that agent j played
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7 over [T(hY,T(h)), by Claim 10. Then, Bayes’ rule may be used only if either (i)
hoB=ho and 0 X0 (T K(h%), or (ii) e = (t,y) and ¥y X0 (t, K(h®Y). Moreover,
since I/ involves max1mal dlsclosure (Claim 9), assuming Bayes’ rule may be used, it
requires that K%Bi(h) = KZBi(hT if (i) holds and that KZBi(h) = X(h°) if (ii) holds.
This holds in both cases. In particular, G;(h®) = K(h®) = X (h°) if (ii) holds.

It remains to show that (I') holds for all h  H®.

Remark 7. & (h) = ri(h) for any h  H? such that X (h) > Xg and i = L(n%(h)).

Proof. This follows by definition of & if h / H}, hence suppose that h  H/. In this case
&(h) =ri(h) as & =,, Moreover, Ki(h) = X(h) = Apn since i = L(n°(h)), so that

ri(h) =r‘(h), as r’ is a best response against r~* at every information set. O

Fixh H® If X(h) = X, (") follows from Proposition 6, as § =, and (IV’) holds.
Hence, suppose that X (h) > Xo. Let h® := n°(h), and suppose first that i = L(h°). Then,
at h, agent i believes that her opponents play r=* after T (h), by Claim 10. Then, from
Claim 9, it suffices to show that agent i plays I’ after h. By Remark 7, agent i plays r?
until the next event (e, say). Moreover, as her opponents play r™*, e is not a disclosure
by one of them. Thus, h [—e shtisfies all conditions imposed on h, so that agent I plays
r‘ until the following event. Iterating yields that agent i plays ?, as desired.

Suppose now that i = L(h%), and label j := L(h®). Then, at h, agent i believes that
any agent | / {i, j} plays r!, and that agent j plays r? until a disclosure by agent i, and
then 7, by Claim 10. Moreover, K #Bi(h) = K(h®). Then, from (a), it suffices to show
that agent i plays rK(ho) as long as she does not disclose, and then r’.

I claim that &’(h) = K(ho)(h). This follows by definition of & if h / H], hence suppose
that h  H!. In this case, we have to show that rf«ho)(h) =r'(h)as§ ZE,, Suppose
first that Ki(h) = X(h) > Aun, so that it is not the case that h® = (X, (t,y)) with
max; Y’ < (t). Then, either K(h%) = X(h), or K(h®) = y*¥(X(h)) for some k = X(h).
Then rK(hO)(h) = ri(h): by (d) in the former case, and by (b) in the latter. It remains
to consider the case in which Ki(h) < Aun, agent i did not disclose in h, and h® =
(Xo, (t1,Y1)s -+ -, (t, Yom)) for some t; = 0 and y;  R7 such that max;y] < q(t;). Let
h; := (Xo, (t1, Y1), ..., (t,y;)) for all I = 1,...,m, and note that K(hy) = y**(X(hy)).
Let I9be the largest | {1,...,m} such that, if m > 1, K(h;) = yK®-D V) (X (b)) for
all | =2,...,17 If I"= m, then rK(ho)(h) ri(h) by (b) since, clearly, K(h,,—1) = Aun,
hence suppose that 1< m and seek a contradiction. Then, K(hy) = X(hy), and thus
y, " X, (te, K(hy—1)). But then K(hy—1) > Aun, so that X (h) = X (hy) > Aun,
contradicting the hypothesis. This proves the claim.

As any agent | / {i,j} plays r', if agent i reaches a new private history h [e dfter
h, e is either a disclosure by agent I or agent J, or an innovation that agent I produces
and conceals fully. Let h":= h [Cednd h®:=n°(hY. If e is a disclosure by agent i, then

= L(h%), so that agent i plays r® after T (hY, from the previous case, as desired. If e is a
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disclosure by agent j, then K(h®Y = X (h%). Moreover, h satisfies all conditions imposed
on h, so that agent 1 plays rX(ho,) until the following event. As r/ involves maximal
disclosure and KZBi(h) = K(h®), X (h%) = K(h°). Then, by (c), agent i plays M)
until the following event. Finally, 1f e is an innovation that agent i produces and conceals
fully, then hUsatisfies all conditions imposed on h, so that agent i plays rf«ho) until the
following event. Iterating yields that agent i plays Fk(n0) until she discloses, and then r*,
as desired. Hence (I') holds, and thus (&, ) is a PBE for some B B..

Proof of Claim 9. For each i, let r*  Z! be the strategy (0%, X‘) involving maximal
disclosure and such that, for any h  H? the following holds. If X(h) < Ap, o‘(h) is
constant with value 1. If X (h) = Ap then [0°(h)](t) = 1,4 for all t > T (h), where
L A L L] L] L1 L
t—==min s=T¢(h): T Ki(h)+u = X(h) 1—e +Ki(h)e* {0}
and 0, ;= min{t—s:t T n([s,00)} {oo}. Clearly, F is memoryless and is a best
response at any information set against r—.

I claim that there are memoryless (ry)r~o such that (a) and (c) hold (for all k > 0).
Clearly, there are memoryless (f;)x~o satisfying (a). Let (ry)io be given by ri(h) :=
Ficxp (D) forany i, h - H* and k > 0. Clearly, ()0 satisfies (). Moreover, (Iy)so are
memoryless as (Fy)r=o are. Finally, (ry)r~o satisfies (a) since (fy)r=o does and k = X(h)
for any i and (h,b)  © such that KZLb is degenerate with value k. Hence (ry)iso has
the desired properties and the claim is proved.

It remains to construct (Y¥)iso. Given j = i and k > 0, let ©%(k) be the set of
(h,b)  © such that Kb is degenerate with value k. Given (h,b)  ©!(k), let w'(h,b)
be the value of agent i at (h,b), assuming that any agent | / {i, j} plays r and agent j
plays F until a disclosure by agent i after time T (h), and then plays r. Note that there
is a map W : R3 - R such that w(8) = w(X(h), Ki(h),k) for all j =i and k > 0, and
8 ©(k). Given 0 <k = k' let

W(k, kY := sup {Ep[w(x,k™+ 2z k5] —w(x, kT k5}

r<k’'<k

and, for each X (0, k], let
v (x) := inf{k"= k : 2Ap(k, kY < x}.

Note that, given any K, for kMsufficiently large, disclosing any value less than K is subop-
timal for agent i at any (h,b) ~ ©%(k). Then, given k, Y(k,k") - 0 as k"~ oo, so that
y* is well-defined (and, clearly, decreasing). Moreover (b) holds since, given k > 0 and
(h,b)  © such that (h,b) ©i(y*(X(h))) and K’(h) <k, the marginal cost of effort to
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agent i at (h,b) is X(h), and the marginal benefit of effort to her is

C 1000 _ . oo Ll : . LT 1]
N Erw X (), K () £ 2,y"OK () = w X (), K (), y (X ()
=M Ky (X(h) < X(h)
so that exerting effort is suboptimal. O

In order to prove Claim 10, I rely on the following result.

Claim 11. Let h  HO\{xo} and i = L(h). If h = (Xo, (t,¥)), G;(h) is bounded above by
q(t) X(h). If h := h"” [CeTdbr some h"= Xo, G;(h) is bounded above by K(hY  X(h).

Proof of Claim 11. The first part holds since the support of G;(a, q) lies within [Xo, q(t)].
I show the second part by induction on the number of disclosures that h"features. For
the base case, suppose that hP= (X, (t,y)). Then X(hY = max;y’, G;(hY is bounded
above by q(t) X(hY from the first part, and K(hY = X(hY if X(h§ = q(t), and
K(hY = y*(X(hY) if X(hY < g(t). Moreover, y**(X(hY) = Aun = q(t) X (hY if
X(hY < q(t), as q is bounded above by Apn. Therefore, G;(hY is bounded above by
K(hY. Then, G;(h) = G;(hY  X(h) is bounded above by K(hY X(h), as desired.

For the induction step, suppose that h®:= h™ [{tly) for some h™= Xq, and that G,;(h5
is bounded above by K(h™ X (hY. If y* = 0 for all i = L(h™} and y~®* X (t, K(hD),
then K(h = X (hY = K(h. Otherwise, K(htj = yK®I ) (X (hF) = K(hT X (hY.
Therefore, K(hY = K(hY X (hY. Then, since G;(hY is bounded above by K(hD
X (hY and X (h) = X (hY, G;(h) := G;(hY X(h) is bounded above by K(hY X(h), as
desired. O

Proof of Claim 10. Let h® := n%h), j := L(h%), and fix | / {i,j}. Note that agent
| reaches a new information set at time T (h°), and write h! for the associated private
history. I claim that agent | plays r' from T (h?) until she reaches a new information set.
This is the case if h! Hé as §  Za,4, hence suppose not. Then, agent | plays rf<(ho)
from T (h%) until she reaches a new information set. Moreover, if h® = (Xo, (t,y)) and
max; y' = q(t), then K(h%) = X(h%) = q(t) = Ai Moroever, G;(h°) is bounded above by
q(t) X (h% by Claim 11, so that result follows by (d). If instead max;y® < q(t) then
K(h%) = y*n(X(h%)) and X (h%) < q(t). Then, by Claim 11, G;(h°) is bounded above
by q(t) < Aun, and result follows by (b). Suppose now that h® = h®® [C{tly) for some
hoO= xo, and suppose first that y* = 0 for all i = L(h%Y, and y~®*) X (t, K(h°9).
In this case, X(h%) = K(h%J. Moreover, G;(h°) is bounded above by K(h%5 X (h®) by
Claim 11, so that result follows by (d). Finally, if either y* > 0 for some i = L(h%, or
yEE) 7 X (1, K(h%Y), then K(h®) = yKEYEXTR) (X (h0)). Moreover, G;(h®) is bounded
above by K(h®Y  X(h°) from Claim 11, so that result follows by (b).

In light of the claim, writing h' [C&fbr the information set reached by agent | after h,

e does not involve a disclosure by agent |, so that h; [eshtisfies the conditions imposed
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on h!. Thus, agent | plays r’ until the following information set. Iterating yields that
agent | plays r! after T (h?).

Note that agent j also reaches a new information set a time T (h°), and write h? for
the associated private history. By Remark 7, agent j plays I/ until she reaches a new
information set, involving a private history h/ [efor some € E. Note that e is
either a disclosure by agent j or agent i. In the former case, Y [Ce datisfies the same
conditions as h?, so that agent j plays I’ until the next information set. In the latter
case, from above, agent j plays r’ after h [Cedlterating yields that agent j plays r’

until a disclosure by agent i, and r’ thereafter. O
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