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Abstract

Innovators with shared interests face a dynamic collective-action problem with
two special features: uncertainty about the returns to (research) effort, and an
exploration-exploitation trade-off in which exploitation becomes more attractive as
discoveries accumulate. I study this problem in a general model with long-lived
firms that exert effort to obtain improvements of random size in a technology they
share. The firms’ flow payoffs grow as the technology improves, but so does the
marginal cost of effort. In (the unique symmetric Markov) equilibrium, small discov-
eries may hurt all firms simultaneously as they drastically reduce effort. Allowing
each firm to discard the innovations it obtains (after observing their size) yields
uniformly higher effort and welfare in equilibrium. If firms may instead conceal
innovations from the others for a period of time, under linear payoffs, there exists
an equilibrium in which improvements are kept secret until they reach a cutoff, and
effort stops after disclosure. Although concealment is inefficient due to forgone ben-
efits and the risk of redundancy, firms may be better off compared to the baseline

equilibrium 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,
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1. This occurs within R&D partnerships as well as, less formally, among 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: Harhoff and Lakhani (2016) is a recent analysis.
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2 This occurs in the

progress eventually decreases the incentive to contribute further.
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 difficult to predict. 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 increments in the stock of a
public good. Increments have random size (their frequency being increasing with effort).
Moreover, 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 current 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, marketing, or product development). The
latter induce a private flow of profits that grows as the technology improves.

I characterise the social-welfare benchmark (Theorem 1) and the unique symmetric
Markov perfect equilibrium with the stock as the state variable (Theorem 2). In equilib-
rium, continuation payoffs may fall after an innovation (i.e. an increment in the stock),
even though they necessarily increase in the welfare benchmark. This is because oppo-
nents exert less effort as the stock grows, delaying future innovations, and this may offset
the benefit of a moderately larger stock. I derive a sufficient condition for innovations to
be detrimental in this way with strictly positive probability (Proposition 1). Essentially,
it suffices that the payoff function take a multiplicative form, and that innovations be
sufficiently rare relative to the curvature-to-slope ratio of the cost of effort. In particular,

if the condition is met, raising the value of innovations (either by altering how the stock

2. According to Powell and Giannella (2010): ‘Once knowledge accumulates to the stage that tangible
outcomes are possible, private interests may take hold and commercialise particular streams of technology
that emerge from collective invention [...] as technological uncertainty recedes, firms develop private R&D
and focus on their own specific applications. Reliance on collective invention [...] 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) (see Section 1.1 for a review).

3. See e.g. Powell, Koput, and Smith-Doerr (1996) for biotechnologies, and Chesbrough (2003) and
Lim (2009) for the semiconductor industry. Von Hippel (1987) finds evidence of this phenomenon among
steel producers. See the citations in footnote 1 for further evidence, and Bessen and Nuvolari (2016) for
historical examples.

4. 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-off between
investing in innovation and other costly activities, such as production or marketing. Moreover, R&D
resources must be split between the improvement of public technologies (which benefits all firms using
them) and e.g. product development (which only benefits the firm engaging in it). A similar resource
trade-off is omnipresent in games of strategic experimentation, a prominent way to model firms’ R&D
activities (see Section 1.1 for a review).



enters the payoff function, or improving the distribution of their size) cannot restore
monotonicity.

Because innovations have adverse incentive effects, 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
symmetric Markov perfect equilibrium in which, at any given stock, both effort and con-
tinuation payoffs are higher than in the equilibrium of the baseline game with forced
disclosure (Theorem 3). Moreover, if innovations are guaranteed to be beneficial when
disclosure is compulsory, disposal does not occur even if allowed, and the equilibria coin-
cide. Otherwise, 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 any agent who obtains an innovation to conceal it from other agents, forgoing
the larger payoff flow. At any later time, possibly after having obtained and concealed
further innovations, the 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 symmetric Markov perfect equilibrium with full disclosure
exists in this environment (Lemma 3). Given the richness of the setting, this raises the
question of whether a tractable equilibrium exists. I show that this is the case. Namely,
if payoffs have the aforementioned structure, 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 4). Although the
agents’ payoff flow increases only after the disclosure, and all innovations except one are
effectively redundant, ex-ante payoffs may exceed those of the equilibrium with forced
disclosure. More specifically, this occurs as long as the number of agents is sufficiently
large, and either the initial stock is sufficiently low, or innovations are sufficiently rare.
Thus, even though concealing innovations is clearly inefficient, doing so is incentive-
compatible and may improve equilibrium welfare.

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

5. 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.



the unique symmetric Markov perfect equilibrium. In Section 5, I analyse the game with

disposal. In Section 6, I analyse the game with concealment.

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 gradu-
ally add to the stock of the public good, and the returns to production decrease as the
stock grows.® I contribute to this literature in two ways. First, I impose weaker restric-
tions on the payoff function and, in particular, allow the production cost to depend on the
current stock. An important insight is that, although a higher initial stock is increases
(ex-ante) payoffs in the social-welfare benchmark, it may lead to lower equilibrium pay-
offs, due to its averse effect on incentives. Second, 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
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). Namely, agents are rewarded as soon as the total
increment obtained by one of them reaches a common threshold, and each agent exerts
more effort as the size of her increment grows. 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

6. In Bliss and Nalebuff (1984) and Gradstein (1992), a single unit of the good is valuable, and long-
lived agents have private information about their heterogeneous costs of production. In Lockwood and
Thomas (2002) and Matthews (2013), agents adjust the extent of their co-operation over time, and
cannot ever reduce it.

7. To the best of my knowledge, studies on games of experimentation (which I 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 mecessary to obtain the adverse effects just described, as I show
in Appendix I.

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

9. 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 effort. Discarding or concealing
innovations in my model is beneficial for the same reason. However, successes obtained by different
agents in Campbell, Ederer, and Spinnewijn (2014) are perfect complements, whether or not they are
concealed. As I show in Appendix I, 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.

10. Important contributions to this literature include Bolton and Harris (1999), Keller, Rady, and



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. An important feature distinguishing games of
experimentation from the model I analyse (as well as from the rest of the literature on
public-good games) is that payoffs and incentives to produce move jointly: ‘good news’
simultaneously makes agents better off and the risky arm more attractive.!'! This feature
implies that equilibrium continuation payoffs are increasing in the probability that the
risky arm is ‘good’. That is, the aforementioned phenomena that I analyse do not arise.!

Finally, the main interpretation of the model links it to the large theoretical literature
on innovation. Reinganum (1983), part of the strand concerning industrial organisation,
argued that industry leaders are likely to be overtaken by new entrants in the innovation
race.!® An overtaking phenomenon also features in Jovanovic and Nyarko (1996) and
Redding (2002), which belong to the literature on endogenous growth. Overtaking occurs
in my model as well, and for similar reasons (Section 4.1). However, it is more severe than
in previous analyses 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 introduce a specific example which will be useful
to illustrate the results. The section ends with a discussion of the assumptions.

Time is continuous and indexed by ¢t € R,. Each of n > 2 identical agents, indexed

Cripps (2005), Keller and Rady (2010), Bonatti and Hérner (2011), Klein and Rady (2011), Heidhues,
Rady, and Strack (2015), and Keller and Rady (2015, 2020). Moreover, experimentation features in
several papers on the economics of innovation, including Garfagnini and Strulovici (2016) and those
cited in footnote 12.

11. In contrast, in standard public-good games as well as in my model, an increase in the stock is
beneficial but discourages further production.

12. Nevertheless, concealing information plays an important role in models involving strategic experi-
mentation. See e.g. Akcigit and Liu (2015), Halac, Kartik, and Liu (2017), and Bimpikis, Ehsani, and
Mostagir (2019).

13. 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).

14. In detail, consider two groups of agents (e.g. two distinct R&D partnerships) playing the equilibrium
of the baseline game (Theorem 2). If the first innovation obtained across groups makes the group who
obtained it (the ‘leaders’) worse-off, the 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 (symmetric)
continuation payoffs of the followers are higher, even though their flow payoffs are lower as long as their
stock lies below that of the leaders.



by i € {1,...,n}, exerts costly effort to produce a public good. Let x; > 0 denote the
stock of the good at time ¢ > 0. At any time ¢ > 0, agent i exerts effort al € [0,1] and
receives a flow payoff u(al, z;), for some u : [0,1] x R, — R. The payoff is discounted at
rate r > 0.

The stock z; takes some initial value xq > 0 and, for ¢t > 0, is determined as follows.
Agent i produces an increment in x; with hazard rate Aa!, where A > 0. Each increment

has random size z, drawn from a CDF F with mean p < oo and such that F'(0) = 0 and
F(z) >0 forall z>0. (1)

In words, 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 » = 1. Write Z; for the random variable describing the stock at
time ¢t > 0, and x; for its realisation.

Assume that u is twice continuously differentiable, and increasing and concave in .
That is, keeping the effort fixed, payoffs increase as the stock grows, but at a decreasing

rate. Note that payoffs u may be expressed as
u(a,x) = b(zx) — c(a, x)

where b(z) := u(0, x) are gross benefits, and c(a, z) := 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 > 0. Suppose also that ¢1(a, x) and ¢11(a, x) are increasing in z; that is, the cost

of effort becomes steeper and more convex as the stock grows.!6 Suppose also that

lim Aund/(z) — ¢1(a,z) <0 forall 0 <a<1. (2)

T—00

This means that exerting any fixed amount of positive effort becomes inefficient as the
stock diverges. In particular, Aunb'(z) approximates the marginal social benefit of effort
when the stock z is large, whereas c;(a, r) is its marginal cost.!”

I restrict agents to play Markov strategies, so that effort is pinned down by the
current stock. Formally, a Markov strategy (for Agent i) is a Lebesgue measurable map
a: Ry — [0,1] such that a! = a(x;) for all ¢ > 0.'® If agents play a Markov profile

a = (a’)™,, the time-t continuation payoff to agent 7 is a function of the current stock

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

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

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

18. Measurability ensures that the process (Z;);>0 is well-defined for any Markov profile (a®)?_;.



x¢, given by .
v'(z;) = E [/t re " [b(3,)) — c(0'(7,), )] ds (3)

where the dependence on « is implicit.’

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. Below is a parametrised example which will help illustrate the results.

Example. Suppose that, in each period, agents face a binary decision between using
and improving the technology. Improving the technology (a! = 1) yields no payoff, and
using it (a! = 0) yields payoff z;, where z; is the current quality of the technology. We
may interpret 0 < ai < 1 as improving the technology with probability a; and using it
with probability 1 —a!. Assuming that agents are expected utility maximisers, their flow
payoff is

u(ai,xt) = (1 — ai)xt.

Finally, suppose that the distribution of the size of innovations is exponential; that is,
F(z) :=1— e */* for some p > 0.

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

u(aj, z;) = b(zy) — c(ay). (4)

This model is a generalisation. Namely, the cost of effort becomes steeper and more
convex as the stock grows.?’ Another standard assumption in the literature is that the
marginal benefit of increasing the stock vanishes as the stock grows (formally, lim, . ¢/ (x)
0). Condition (2) is weaker. The added generality encompasses linear payoffs, such as
those of the example introduced above. Condition (2) ensures that the symmetric Markov
equilibrium is unique, both in the baseline model (Theorem 2) as well as in the game
with disposal (Theorem 3).

This model also deviates from a large part of the literature as it features stochastic

production. However, condition (1) is only used to obtain a simple characterisation of the

19. The process (Z+)i>0 is piecewise constant, and is thus described by (i, Zm : 1 < m < m), where
m > 0 is the number of jumps and, for any 1 < m < r, the m*™ jump occurs at time 7,, and has
size Z,. The law of (T, Zm : 1 < m < m) may be described as follows. For each m € {0,1,...},
conditional on m > m and on g, = 2o + Y,y Z1 (Where go := z¢), m = m a.s. if a*(§y,) = 0 for all 7.
Otherwise, m > m a.s., Tyy+1 and Z,,4+1 are independent, 7,,+1 is exponentially distributed with mean
ATy 0 ()] L, and Zpgr ~ F.

20. I show in Appendix I that the assumption is necessary to guarantee that the efficient effort decreases
as the stock grows, a central feature in the literature on dynamic public-good games.



fact that innovations are detrimental (Lemma 2, Section 4.1), of the inefficiency of the
equilibria (Corollary 2), and of the incentive to conceal innovations in the equilibrium
of the baseline game (Lemma 3). All other results go through whether (1) holds or
not. In particular, they continue to hold if production is deterministic (formally, if F' is
degenerate).

The distribution F' of the random size of increments is independent of the effort a of
the agent producing them. This is a substantial assumption. However, it is without loss
of generality if effort is binary; that is, if picking 0 < a < 1 is viewed as a randomisation
between a = 0 and a = 1.2

Finally, all results continue to hold if agents may choose (pure) non-Markov strate-

gies.??

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.

Note that, fixing a profile a = ()™, for all x > 0,
v'(z) = b(z) — c(a’( +)\Zoﬂ HEr[v'(z+ 2)] —0v'(z)}.2 (5)

In words, agent i’s continuation payoff is the sum of the current payoff flow b(z) —
c¢(a'(z),z), and the net expected future benefit. This is given by the rate A >y o (x)
at which innovations occur, times their expected social value; that is, the difference
between the continuation payoff v'(z + z) after an innovation of size z > 0, and the

current payoff v'(x), weighted by the distribution F of z.

21. Note also that allowing for unbounded effort while keeping the rest of the assumptions unchanged
necessarily leads to separable payoffs. Indeed, unless (4) holds, ¢(a, &) > ¢(a,z) for some a and & > z.
Moreover, for any @ > a, b(Z) — b(x) > c(a, &) — c(a, ) > (a — a)[c(a, &) — c¢(a, z)], so that effort must be
bounded.

22. Assuming that effort is hidden, the game is well-defined under minimal measurability conditions on
strategies, analogous to those imposed in the extension with concealment (Appendix A). Moreover, beliefs
play no role since past effort is sunk and agents do not mix. Then, by standard dynamic-programming
arguments, welfare is maximised by a profile of Markov strategies (so that Theorem 1 holds), and there
exists a Markov best response to any Markov profile (so that Theorem 2 holds).

23. To derive (5) note that, for a small time interval dt, vi(z) = [b(x) — c(a(z),z)]dt +

e Y E[v “(Ttrat)lT: = ] and, up to a first-order approximation, E[v'(Z;yar)|Z: = ] =
A & (@)dtEp [ (z + 2)] 4+ (1 — AT, o (x)dt)v’(x). Neglecting terms in dt* (and dropping the
subscnpt t) yields (5).



Welfare is the average of agents’ payoffs, given by
1
w(z) == - Zv (x).
i=1

Since agents are identical, the cost of effort ¢(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 (5), the Bellman equation for the maximal welfare

achievable in the game with initial stock x > 0 is

w(z) = m{zg;lc} {b(z) — c(a,z) + an{Ep[w(z + 2)] — w(z)}}. (6)
ac|0,
Standard dynamic-programming arguments imply that, if (6) admits a (well-behaved)
solution w, then, for all xy > 0, w,(zo) is the maximal welfare achievable in the game
with initial stock xo. Moreover, any profile o of Markov strategies solving (for all i and
x >0)

o' (r) € arg ;2[%,)1(] {an{Ep[w.(z + 2)] — w.(2)} — c(a,2)} (7)

induces welfare w,(x) for any initial stock xzy > 0.
The following result shows that, in order to maximise welfare, agents should exert
symmetric effort, and diminish it as the stock grows. Moreover, any increment in x;

makes agents better off. The proof is in Appendix C.**

Theorem 1. There exists a Markov profile o, mazimising welfare for all initial stocks
zg > 0. Effort o' (z;) is symmetric and decreasing in the stock x;, and o’ (z;) — 0 a.s. as

t — oo. Mazimal welfare w.(xq) is increasing in xo, and w.(zo) — b(zo) is decreasing.”

The fact that effort ol is 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 z; grows (formally, ¢;(a,x)
and cy1(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 the symmetric equilibrium.

Maximal welfare w, is increasing in the initial stock xy because higher z( yields a

larger payoff flow (b(x) — c¢(a, ) is increasing in x) without altering the productivity of

24. To prove Theorem 1, I construct the map w, as a fixed point of a functional P, defined as follows.
For an arbitrary welfare function w, Pw(xg) is the maximal welfare achievable in the game with initial
stock xg, given that continuation welfare after the first innovation is given by w(zg + z), where z is the
size of the innovation. I restrict attention to absolutely continuous w’s that lie above b (and below a
given linear map ¥), and are increasing, but at a rate lower than that of b. Existence of w, follows from
Tarski’s fixed-point theorem. The fact that w, — b is decreasing in z is used to show that a, is also
decreasing in .

25. Unless c¢ is strictly convex, (7) may admit more than one solution . «, is the pointwise smallest.



effort (the frequency and size of innovations does not depend on x). Moreover, since each
agent’s time-t continuation payoff when a, is played equals w,(z;), any increment in the
stock (that is, any innovation) is beneficial. We shall see that, despite this, welfare need
not increase with xy in equilibrium, so that innovations may be detrimental.

The fact that w, — b is decreasing in xy, where b(xy) is the ‘myopic’ payoff from
exerting no effort in the game with initial stock zg, is also standard in dynamic public-
good games. It follows from the fact that, as the stock grows, the flow of (gross) benefits
increases more slowly. We shall see in the next section that this property also holds
in equilibrium, and we will use it to derive a sufficient condition for innovations to be
detrimental (Section 4.1).

The next result gives a necessary and sufficient condition for effort to cease in finite

time. It is proved in Appendix C.

Corollary 1. If
A{Ep[b(z + 2)] — b(x)} < ¢1(0,x) (8)

admits a solution then it admits a smallest solution x,. In this case, no effort is exerted
if xo > x, and, if xg < ., effort a.(T;) ceases a.s. in finite time, when %, reaches x,. If

(8) holds with *>" for all x > 0, then effort never ceases and T — oo a.s. ast — oo.

If (8) holds with equality at some = then, when the stock equals z, 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 (8) 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(z + z) — b(z)].

Oéi(l’t)

0 2 4 0 2 4
Tt Tt
Figure 1: Effort (left) and welfare (right) in the social-welfare benchmark of

the example, as functions of the stock z;. Parameter values are n = 4 and
A=pu=1.
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Example. Figure 1 depicts effort and welfare in the social-welfare benchmark of the
example introduced in Section 2. Effort ol ceases at z = A\un. Moreover, since the cost
of effort is linear, ol is ‘bang-bang’: ai(x) =1 for x < Aun, and o' (z) = 0 for x > Aun.

Welfare w, is given by

w,(x) =
x if x > A\un.26

4 Equilibrium

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

If the opponents of agent i play strategies a™" := (a?);;, the largest continuation
payoff that agent ¢ can achieve, across all strategies, is a (value) function ¢ of the current
i

stock z; (where the dependence on o™ is implicit). From (5), ©* solves the Bellman

equation

V(1) = arg{zgzc}{b(x) —cla,z) + A |a+ 32, oﬂ(az)] {Ep[v'(z + 2)] - vz(x)}} (10)
Moreover, a strategy o' is a best response for agent i against o~ (for any initial stock

xg) if and only if it solves, for all z > x,

o'(z) € arg m[ax}{a)\{EF [0'(x 4+ 2)] = 0'(z)} — cla, z)}. (11)

a€l0,1
A profile o of Markov strategies is a Markov Perfect Equilibrium (MPE) if each o is
a best response to a~?, for any initial stock xy. The following result characterises the

unique symmetric MPE of the game. The proof is in Appendix D and it is outlined below.

Theorem 2. There exists a unique symmetric MPE «.. Effort o(x;) is continuous and
decreasing in the stock z;, and lies below the benchmark o' (x;). Moreover, v.(x;) — b(x;)

is decreasing in xy, where ve(x;) is the equilibrium continuation payoff given x;.

Equilibrium effort o’ (x;) decreases as the stock z; increases and, moreover, it is inef-
ficiently low in general. This is caused by intertemporal free riding (Marx and Matthews
2000): since a. is decreasing, agents are reluctant to exert effort as this causes their
opponents to exert less effort in the future. Thus «. is inefficient, except for the trivial

case in which no effort is optimal. This is the next result, proved in Appendix D.

26. Note that w, is not differentiable 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).
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Corollary 2. v.(x) < w.(xo) if and only if o’ (xg) > 0.%

The following result parallels Corollary 1, and describes the long-run behaviour of
the equilibrium effort schedule. I omit its proof as it is essentially the same as that of

Corollary 1.

Corollary 3. If
MEgp[b(z+ 2)] — b(2)} < ¢1(0,x) (12)

admits a solution then it admits a smallest solution x.. In this case, no effort is exerted
if 1o > xe and, if ¥y < z., then effort a'(T;) ceases a.s. in finite time, when ¥; reaches
Te. If (12) holds with ‘>’ for all x > 0, then effort never ceases and &y — oo a.s. as
t — 00.

The ‘encouragement effect’ (Bolton and Harris 1999) does not arise in «,. That
is, effort ceases in «, precisely when it would cease in the single-agent problem. More
specifically, in either setting, effort ceases eventually if and only if (12) admits a solution.
If this is the case, effort ceases as the stock reaches the smallest solution to (12) both in
a. and in the single-agent problem.?

The argument for the existence and uniqueness of «, is similar to the proof in Bolton

and Harris (1999) for the analogous result.?

In particular, the argument shows the
existence of (symmetric, Markov perfect) equilibria o, and a., inducing payoffs v, and

v such that, for any equilibrium «, inducing payoffs v,
(1) < () < ae(r) & v.(r) < velx) < Ve(2)

for all # > 0. That is, a, (resp. @.) is the equilibrium in which least (resp. most)
effort is exerted, and payoffs are lowest (highest), regardless of the value of the stock.
This structure arises since, although the effort choices o’(x) and o’ (z) of distinct agents
at the same stock z are strategic substitutes, their choices o(z) and o’(2’) at distinct
stocks #' # x are strategic ‘complements’. That is, if 2’ > z, the best response o(z) is

increasing in o (2/).%

27. Corollary 2 relies on (1). Indeed, «. is efficient if the incentive to exert effort is strong initially
and is guaranteed to drop suddenly, so that a.(z:) and a.(x:) drop from 1 to 0 at the same time. Since
a! is continuous (Theorem 2), this can only occur if innovations are guaranteed to be sufficiently large,
a phenomenon ruled out by (1).

28. In Curello (2021), I show that this does not hinge on the restriction to symmetric equilibria, nor to
Markov strategies. Indeed, no (pure-strategy) perfect Bayesian equilibrium features the encouragement
effect.

29. Given the difference in the settings, and the generality of Theorem 2, the proof of Theorem 2 is not
a straightforward adaptation of that in Bolton and Harris (1999).

30. This can be seen by rephrasing (10) as

vi(r) = m
a€l

ax b(z) — c(a, ) Na+ 32,0 (z)] s
0,1]{ 14+ Ma+ Zj# ad ()] 1+ Aa+ Zj# o ()] EF[ ( + )} }
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Equilibrium uniqueness follows from the fact that, in the efficient benchmark, effort
vanishes in the long run. To see why, note that a.(z) > a (x) for all x > 0. Then, (11)
implies that

Epfve(z + 2)] = ve(x) = Epfo.(z + 2)] — v (2).

That is, the expected value of an innovation is higher when &, is played than when o, is

played. Rearranging yields:
Ep[ve(z + 2) —ve(z + 2)] 2 0e(2) — v.(2).

Hence, roughly speaking, the distance between the continuation payoffs increases as the
stock rises. But, since v, and v, lie between the myopic payoff b and maximal welfare w,,
and w, approximates b as the stock diverges (because efficient effort vanishes, as shown in

Theorem 1), so do v, and v,. Hence v, = v,, which implies that the equilibrium is unique.

2 5
1,

1.5
ag(w) ve(a) 1|
0.5 |

0 : 0

0 05 1 15 2 o 05 1 15 2
Ty Tt

Figure 2: Effort (left) and payoffs (right) in the symmetric MPE of the example,
as functions of the stock x;. Parameter values are n =4 and A = p = 1.

Example. Figure 2 depicts effort and welfare in the symmetric MPE of the example

introduced in Section 2. Effort ceases at Ay and is given by

1 if v <y,
ala) = L[+ E3+1) -1 -1] g <o <
0 if &> A\

Clearly, the maximand a is decreasing in o/ (z) for each j # i, and increasing in Ep [vi (x + 2)] If some
o’ increases pointwise on (z,00), then so does v’. Hence the best response a(x) also increases.
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where v, is such that o is continuous at y..>! Payoffs are given by

T—Ye

nyeeu(1+>\n) if < Ye
@) =9%(2-1)+n3+1) iy << (13)
x if x > Ap.

Note that v, is not monotone, so that an innovation may cause payoffs to drop.??> For
instance, the first innovation lowers payoffs if it has size 1 and xy = 0. We shall see that

this phenomenon arises under general conditions.

4.1 Detrimental innovations

In this section, I give a sufficient condition for the time-¢ continuation payoff v.(x;) in the
symmetric MPE to drop, with strictly positive probability, over the course of the game.
Essentially, it is sufficient that the payoff function b(z) — c(a,x) take a multiplicative
form, and that innovations be sufficiently rare (A be small) relative to the curvature-to-
slope ratio of the cost of effort. In particular, if the condition is met, raising the value
of innovations (either by altering how the stock enters the payoff function, or improving
the distribution F' of their size) cannot restore monotonicity.

Note first that, in equilibrium, innovations are beneficial on average.
Lemma 1. For all x > 0, Ep[ve(z + 2)] > ve(x).

Proof. Fix x > 0. Suppose first that a,.(z) > 0. Then, from (11),
MEfp[ve(z + 2)] — ve(z)} > c1(ae(x), ) > 0.

It remains to consider the case a.(z) = 0. In this case, since a. is decreasing (Theorem 2),
a.(y) =0 for all y > z. Then

Epfve(x + 2)] = Ep[b(x + 2)] = b(z) = ve(x)

where the inequality holds since b is increasing. O

Lemma 1 states that, no matter the value of the current stock, each innovation in-
creases the equilibrium continuation payoff in expectation; that is, when averaging across
its possible sizes. Yet, as Proposition 1 below shows, innovations may be detrimental ex
post. The next definition formalises this notion. Given a Markov profile o and xg, write
(¢ 1 t > 0) for the stochastic process describing the evolution of the stock when « is

played in the game with initial stock x;.

31. That is, ye = p(1 4+ An — /(n? = 1)A2 + 2(n — 1)A + 1). In Figure 2, y. ~ 0.31.
32. Equivalently, decreasing the intial stock g may be beneficial.
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Definition 1. Innovations are detrimental if Pr(t — v (Z{°) is increasing|zq) < 1.

In words, innovations are detrimental whenever, when a, is played in the game with
initial stock xy, with some (strictly positive) probability, we can find periods ¢t < T
such that z; < zr and ve(z;) > ve(xr). That is, with some probability, the time-¢
continuation payoff v.(x;) is not an increasing function of time. If this occurs, then the
payoff ve(x;) must drop after an innovation (that is, an increment in z;). The following

result characterises when this occurs. It is proved in Appendix E.
Lemma 2. Innovations are detrimental if and only if v. is not increasing on [xg, 00).

Note that the ‘only if’ part is immediate, since the stock x; increases over time. The
‘if” part relies on the possibility that arbitrarily small innovations may arise (condition
(1), Section 2). Essentially, for any z” > 2’ > z,, with some probability, the stock will
be close to z’ at some ¢t > 0 and close to 2" at some T > t. Thus, if v.(z") > v.(2"), the
payoff will not always increase over time.?
In order to derive a sufficient condition for innovations to be detrimental, I restrict

attention to payoff functions that take a particular multiplicative form.

Definition 2. The payoff function u (introduced in Section 2) is multiplicative if it may

be expressed as

u(a,z) = g(1 — a)h(x) (14)
for some ¢ : [0,1] = R, and h: R, — R, such that g(1) = 1.3

Note that the example introduced in Section 2 satisfies (14) with linear g and h.
Assuming that g and h are twice continuously differentiable, the restrictions on u set
out in Section 2 are equivalent to g being strictly increasing and concave and h being
increasing, not constant, and concave.

Multiplicative payoffs may be interpreted as follows. Agent ¢ is endowed with a unit
of resources in each interval of time [¢,¢ + dt), and devotes a fraction ai € [0,1] to the
production of the good (or, more concretely, the improvement of a shared technology),
and 1 — a! to its use. Agent i’s payoff increases if she devotes more resources to the use
of the technology (g increasing), or if the technology improves (h increasing), but both
marginal returns are decreasing (¢ and h concave).

The following result gives a sufficient condition for innovations to be detrimental.
Proposition 1. Suppose that payoffs are multiplicative and, for some a € (0, 1),
/
1—

g'(1— a) g”(l ) ’
g (1 = a)h(zo) < MEr[h(zo + 2)] — [9(1 — @) + nag'(1 — a)|A(zo) }. (16)

A<

33. This occurs as long as effort is bounded away from zero on [zg, 2”]. The proof of Lemma 2 shows
that, if v, is not increasing, we may pick ' and z” such that this is the case.
34. The assumption that g(1) = 1 is without loss of generality and is used to simplify Proposition 1.
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Then, innovations are detrimental. More precisely, there is x > xy such that a.(x) = a

and v, is not (weakly) increasing in a neighbourhood of x.

Roughly speaking, condition (15) states that innovations are sufficiently rare (that is,
their rate of arrival A is sufficiently low), compared to the ‘slope-to-curvature’ ratio of g

at 1 — a. Indeed, the right-hand side is strictly positive if and only if the map

Vg y = g(y)g'(y)

is strictly increasing at y = 1 — a.?® Essentially, this means that g grows faster than ¢’
shrinks near 1 — a.?® Equation (15) guarantees that, if effort takes value a at some stock
x > x¢, the payoff v, is not increasing near x.

The purpose of (16) is to ensure that agents exert effort a at some stock = > .
More specifically, (16) implies that effort at zp must exceed a (which is sufficient as «, is
continuous and vanishes as the stock diverges). Condition (16) states that, if the effort
exerted at zy did not exceed a, the marginal cost of effort would be strictly lower than
its marginal benefit (as the latter exceeds the right-hand side).

Note that, if the hypotheses of Proposition 1 are satisfied, then innovations continue
to be detrimental after an increase in (the distribution of) their size, or their value.
Formally, improving F' in the FOSD sense, or increasing h on (xg,o0), does not affect
(15), and increases the term Ep[h(zo + Z)] in (16), ‘weakening’ the constraint imposed
by the latter inequality.

Note also that Proposition 1 yields a sufficient condition for innovations to be detri-
mental as long as some effort is exerted in equilibrium (formally, a.(z9) > 0). The
condition is that (15) hold for @ > 0 sufficiently small. This is the case for A > 0 suf-
ficiently small as long as [¢/(1)]> + ¢”(1) > 0.3 From (12), some effort is exerted in

equilibrium as long as
ME[(zo + 2)] = h(x0)} > ¢'(0)h(x0). (17)

Then, innovations are detrimental if (17) holds and (15) holds for a > 0 sufficiently small.
Finally, Proposition 1 yields sufficient conditions for innovations to be detrimental

regardless of the number of agents. For example, the conditions described in the last

35. To see why, note that the numerator of the right-hand side of (15) is precisely ¢y (1 — a), whereas
the denominator is strictly positive since g is concave and strictly increasing.
36. Moreover, if (15) holds then making g steeper or less concave at 1 — a preserves (15). Formally,

2 1— 11 1— / 1— 2 1—
g Y —l-ag’-a) . [f0-a] —g(-ay
y —2ag"(1 - a) g'(1—a)—2ay
are increasing on (0,00) and (—o0, 0], respectively.

37. For example, if g(y) = 3% with 3 € (1/2,1], (15) becomes \ < ?igé in the limit as a tends to 0.
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paragraph are sufficient, as they do not depend on n.®

To gain an insight into why the equilibrium payoff v.(x) may drop as the stock z
increases, totally differentiate the Bellman equation (10) with respect to z to obtain
(assuming that (14) holds)

vi(z) = g(1 — () ' (x) + An — Dag (2){Ep[ve(z + 2)] — ve(2)}

J/

A B
+ Mnae(2){Epv.(x + 2)] — vé(x)]:
C

An increase in the stock increases the flow payoff (A), and alters the net expected future
benefits. In particular, the rate of arrival of innovations drops (B) since effort does (The-
orem 2), and the benefit of innovations, averaged over their size, changes (C'). Under the
hypotheses of Proposition 1, B dominates at some z, so that v/.(z) < 0. In words, inno-
vations can be detrimental because, although they increase the payoff flow and provide
the basis for future improvements, they raise the value of using the technology, which
lowers the incentive to improve it further. Therefore, due to a strategic effect, the posi-
tive externality arising from opponents’ efforts shrinks. Further innovations are delayed,
hampering the growth of the payoff flow.

I show in Appendix I that, for innovations to be detrimental, production must be
stochastic and payoffs must not be separable. In other words, 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 (13) increas-
ing? Note that v, is increasing on [0, y.] and convex on [y.,00), and argming, ) ve =

max{ye, }. Then, v, is increasing if and only if y. < p or, equivalently,

1 1
<1l+-=(A—=]. 18
n<l1l+ 2( )\) (18)
In particular, if A\ < 14+/2, v, is non-monotone regardless of the number of agents n > 2.
This is the case in Figure 2, as A = 1.4

38. Another sufficient condition is that h(xg) = 0 (which requires g = 0) and (15) hold for a < 1
sufficiently large. The latter is satisfied if A > 0 is small enough, lim, 0 ¢'(y) < oo and g(0) = 0. The
requirement that h(zg) = 0 means that the technology has no value initially, so that effort has no cost.
The condition g(0) = 0 means that devoting no resources to the use of the technology yields no benefit,
no matter its value.

39. Specifically, I show that v, is increasing if the payoff function « may be expressed as in (4) (Propo-
sition 6), and that innovations are not detrimental if the distribution F is degenerate (Corollary 5). In
particular, Lemma 2, which relies on (1), fails if F' is degenerate.

40. How likely is payoff to drop with the first innovation? Given the parameters of Figure 2, if xg = 0,
the probability that this occurs is approximately 0.34. (13) implies that, across all parameters, the
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5 Disposal of innovations

In this section, I analyse the impact of allowing each agent to freely dispose of the
innovations that she induces, after observing their size. Among other things, I show that
this raises equilibrium effort and improves payoffs relative to the equilibrium with forced

revelation.

5.1 Model

Enrich the model as follows. Whenever agent i obtains an increment of size z > 0 at time
t > 0, she (immediately) decides whether or not to reduce z to 0, after observing z. In
other words, agent i may either ‘reveal’ (d. = 1) or ‘dispose’ of the increment (d! = 0).

In this setting, a Markov strategy is a pair o := (a, d) of (Lebesgue measurable) maps
a: Ry —[0,1] and § : R, x (0,00) — {0,1} such that ai = a(x;) for all ¢ > 0 and,
if agent ¢ obtains an innovation of size z > 0 at time ¢, then d! = 6(zy, z). If agents
play a profile 0 := (0%),, assuming that no agent obtains an innovation at time ¢, the
time-t continuation payoff to agent 4 is a function v’ of the current stock z; given by (3),
where the law of the process (7;)¢>¢ is different than in the baseline model of Section 2.*!
Moreover, if agent j obtains an innovation of size z > 0 at time ¢, the time-t payoff to
agent i is v'(x; + 2) if agent j reveals the innovation (i.e. if 07(xs, 2) = 1), and v'(x;) if
agent j discards it.

We recover the baseline model by restricting the agents’ strategies. Namely, by im-
posing that agents may never dispose of any innovation (so that d = 0 always). I refer
to the baseline model (Section 2) as the game with forced disclosure, and to this model
as the game with disposal.

The game with disposal may be viewed as a reduced form of the following richer
environment. Each agent possesses a set of concealed increments Z; C (0, 00), initially
empty. Whenever agent i obtains an increment of size z > 0, agent i chooses di &
Z1U{z,0}. If & = 0, the value z is added to the set Z; (and the stock z; does not grow).
If instead di # 0, the stock z; increases by di and Z}, ..., Z" are emptied.?> Say that agent

probability of this event is maximised if xg = 0 and n is large. In the limit as n diverges, the first
innovation is detrimental if and only if it has size less than 2. This occurs with probability 1—e~2 ~ 0.86.

41. The process (¢);>0 is piecewise constant, and is thus described by (Fm,Zm : 1 < m < m)™_,,
where m > 0 is the number of jumps and, for any 1 < m < m, the m*™ jump occurs at time 7,, and
has size Z,,. The law of (7, Z;m : 1 < m < m) may be described as follows. For each m € {0,1,...},
conditional on m > m and on §, := xg + Y=, Z (Where g := x¢), m = m a.s. if either a’(g,,) = 0 or
8 (Gm, -) = 0 F-a.s. Otherwise, given independent (7;;,w;; : i = 1,...,n,l € N) such that, for each i and
I, ;1 is exponentially-distributed with mean [Aa? ()]~} (with 7 := oo if @' (§,) = 0), and w;; ~ F,
T = 91y 77y and Z, = Wz, where the pair (7,0) minimises Y, , 7;; across all ¢ € {1,...,n} and
o € N such that § (G, Wi ) = 1.

42. More formally, if di = 0, then x4+ = x¢, Z}, = Z; U {z}, and th+ = 7] for all j # i. If instead
di #0, 1+ = 24 +di, and Ztl+ = =74 = (). The event that two or more agents obtain an increment
in the same period occurs with zero probability and may therefore be neglected.
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i discloses an innovation (of size di at time t) if di > 0, and conceals otherwise.*> Assume
that the arrival and size of increments as well as the sets Z! are private information,
and the concealment of innovations is unobserved. In contrast, agents are immediately
informed of any innovation that is disclosed, including its size and the identity of the
agent revealing it.

This richer enviroment may be interpreted as follows. At any point in time, firms
collectively seek solutions to a given problem. The arrival of an increment corresponds
to the discovery of a solution, and the size of the increment is the quality of the solu-
tion. Disclosing an increment corresponds to (revealing 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 other solutions may be neglected. As will be clear from
the analysis in this section, all results continue to hold (with no changes) in this richer

model.*

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.

The argument used to derive (5) in Section 3 implies that, fixing a profile (o', §)",,
for all x > 0,

viz) = b(z) — e(a’(z), z) + )\EF{ [2?21 o () (x, z)} [vi(z + 2) — vi(z)] } (19)

In contrast to (5), the rate of arrival of (disclosed) innovations » 7, od (x)d? (x, ) varies
with their size z.

The social-welfare benchmark (Theorem 1) is unaffected by the introduction of dis-

43. 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 any strategy of the game with forced disclosure is a strategy in this game. As will
be clear from the analysis in this section, allowing the agents to disclose more frequently does not alter
the results.

44. In particular, agents may not search for solutions to a future problem before a solution for the
current one is adopted. This may be due to contractual restrictions if agents are firms engaged in a
formal partnership. This is also the case if firms cannot predict what the future problem will be unless
they know which solution will be implemented for the current one, or unless they reveal the solutions
they found.

45. More specifically, Theorem 3 continues to hold under the following notion of ‘Markov’ strategy:
a pair o' := (a',6%) of (Lebesgue measurable) maps o’ : Ry — [0,1] and §° : Ry x (0,00) — {0,1}
such that a} = af(x;) for all ¢ > 0 and, if agent ¢ obtains an innovation of size z > 0 at time ¢, then
d = 20%(z4,2). In particular, innovations that are not immediately disclosed are never adopted. In
principle, allowing the choice of di to depend on Z} would enable the opponents of agent i to alter their
beliefs about Z; as time passes without a disclosure, and may prompt them to alter their effort over
time. This suggests that a stationary equilibrium in which agent ¢’s disclosures explicitly condition on
Z} is unlikely to exist.
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posal. 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) — ¢(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, disposal of any innovation is inefficient.

5.3 Equilibrium

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

If the opponents of agent ¢ play strategies 0% := (a7, 87),4;, assuming that no agent
obtains an innovation at time ¢, the largest continuation payoff that agent ¢ can achieve,
across all strategies, is a (value) function 9° of z; (where the dependence on o~* is implicit).
If agent i obtains an innovation of size z at time ¢, her value is max{0*(z;), 0*(z; + 2)}.1

Moreover, from (5), ¢ solves the Bellman equation

vi(x) = arél[%?f] {b(x) — c(a, ) + a Er [max{v'(z + Z) — v'(x),0}]

+AER | (32,4 09(@)09(2,2) ) [v/(w 4+ 2) = v'(@)] ] }. (20)

and a strategy o := (o, d") is a best response for agent i against o~ (for any inital stock

xg) if and only if, for all z > 0 and z > 0,

a'(r) € arg(lrél[%?f]{aAEF [max{%'(z + 2) — 0"(z),0}] — c(a, )}, (21)
Oz +2) > (<) d'(x) = (z,2)=1(0). (22)

As before, a strategy profile o is a Markov perfect equilibrium (MPE) if each o is a best
response against o ¢, for every initial stock z.

The following result characterises the unique symmetric MPE of the game. The proof
is in Appendix D. The (unique symmetric Markov perfect) equilibrium «, of the game
with forced disclosure is described in Theorem 2. The notion of detrimental innovations,

which applies to the equilibrium «., is defined in Section 4.1.

Theorem 3. The game with disposal admits an (essentially) unique symmetric MPE
oq. In the absence of innovations at time t, and for any stock x;, effort oi(z;) and

continuation payoffs va(x;) are no lower than their analogues o' (x;) and v.(z;) in the

46. If, at time ¢, agent i does not obtain an innovation one of her opponents reveals (discards) an
innovation of size z, the value to agent i is 9% (z¢ + 2) (9%(z¢)).
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equilibrium with forced disclosure. Moreover, ex-ante payoffs vq(xo) strictly exceed ve(zo)
if innovations are detrimental in c.. Otherwise, no disposal occurs in o4 and the equilibria

coincide.*”

Allowing agents to dispose of 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 (22), private and public incentives for the
disposal of innovations are aligned since o, is symmetric. In other words, whenever an
agent discards an innovation in equilibrium, her opponents benefit from it. Moreover, the
fact that detrimental innovations will be disposed of at any time in the future 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 (formally of(z) > «i(x) for all > 0). This strengthens the positive externality
arising from the public nature of the good, increasing the payoff further.*®

The properties of a, described in Theorem 2, Corollary 2 and Corollary 3 are inher-
ited by 4. Namely, effort of(z;) is continuous and decreasing in the stock x;, and below
the benchmark o’ (z;). The equilibrium o, is inefficient unless the initial stock is so large
that exerting no effort is efficient (i.e. unless o’ (zy) = 0). Assuming that (12) admits a
smallest solution y., no effort is exerted if o > y. and, if zy < y., effort Ozfi(a?t) ceases
a.s. in finite time, when ; reaches y.. If (12) admits no solution, effort never ceases and

Ty — o0 a.s. as t — oco. Finally, vg(z;) — b(x;) is decreasing in the current stock z;.

Example. Figure 3 depicts effort and payoffs in the equilibrium with disposal of the

example introduced in Section 2. Assuming that A < 1, equilibrium effort o} is given by

1 if v <y
AL
i M10g7 .
0 if © > A\

where g, is such that o is continuous at y4.*° On [y, 00), the equilibrium disposal policy

47. Although there may exist multiple equilibria, effort o, and the payoff function vy are uniquely
pinned down. Moreover, for any disclosure policy §°, the strategy (a4, d°) induces a symmetric MPE if
and only if (22) holds with 9 = vy (for all z > 0 and z > 0). In words, multiplicity arises whenever
agents are indifferent about the disposal of some innovations, and any way of breaking the indifferences
yields an equilibrium.

48. Moreover, because detrimental innovations are discarded, equilibrium continuation payoffs are guar-
anteed to increase over time. However, as can be seen from the example below, the ex-ante equilibrium
payoff v4(zo) need not be increasing in the initial stock zg. That is, reducing the initial stock may still
be beneficial.

49. That is, it is the unique solution x € (0, Au) to (n — 1)z = plog );E—“ In Figure 3, yq =~ 0.35.
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Figure 3: Effort (left) and payoffs (right) in the symmetric MPE o4 of the
example, as functions of the stock z;. The dotted lines are effort ai (left) and
payoffs v, (right) in the symmetric MPE of the game with forced disclosure.
Parameter values are n =4 and A = = 1.

64 and payoffs vy are given by

Ap

. 1 fy;<ax< A z+plog— ify; <z <A

53(l‘, 2) _ zZMlog)‘x—“ Yd H & Ud(l‘) _ Hiog . Ya M
1 if © > Ap, >0 T if x> M.

Note that y,; is decreasing in n with lim,, .., y4 = 0. Moreover, although there is no

closed-form solution for vy on [0, yq4], we know that x +— v4(z) — z is decreasing, so that

va(0) > v4(yq) — ya = log[(Ap) /ya]. Then, since lim,, o, yq = 0,

Tim v4(0) = o0.

In words, if the initial stock is small and the population is large, the ex-ante payoff in
the equilibrium with disposal is arbitrarily large. This is because, since the cost of effort
is small, agents exert maximal effort, so that aggregate effort is large. Then, agents
produce innovations arbitrarily fast, until one is disclosure. Because of this, the cutoff
for the disposal of innovations is high: only large increments are kept. We shall see in
Section 6 that a similar phenomenon occurs in the game with concealment.

In contrast, in the equilibrium with forced disclosure, the ex-ante payoff is bounded for
small stocks and large populations.®® This is because, even though the first innovation
is produced arbitrarily fast, its size is finite (as it is drawn from F'), and effort drops

drastically after it occurs.

50. From (22), 6/ is uniquely pinned down on [y, 00) X (0, 00) except at (z, plog(Ap/x)) for x € [ya, Aw).
51. To see why, note that the cutoff y. (defined in footnote 31) tends to 0 as n diverges. Then, from
(13), ve(0) = p(A/2+ 1) as n — oo.
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6 Concealment of innovations

In this section, I extend the baseline model by allowing agents to conceal the innovations
that they induce 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 some
conditions, improves on the equilibrium a, with forced disclosure. Throughout, I restrict

attention to the payoff function of the example introduced in Section 2.

6.1 Model

As before, x; denotes the (public) stock of the good and, in any interval of time [t, ¢+ dt),
agent i exerts hidden effort a} € [0, 1] and obtains payoff (1 — ai)xtdt.

For any t > 0 and i € {1,...,n}, let k > =z, denote agent i’s private stock of the
good. At t = 0, ki = z, for each i. In any interval of time [t,t + dt), agent i obtains
an increment in k! (instead of x;) with probability Aaldt. The distribution F' of the size
of increments inherits the properties described in Section 2. Moreover, given T C [0, 00)
such that 7 N [0, 7] is finite for all T > 0, each agent i picks a disclosure di € [z, ki]
at any time ¢ such that either ¢t € T, or x; = xy, or at which agent ¢ obtains a private

t.2 If a (non-empty) set of agents I C {1,...,n} pick disclosures (d});c; at

incremen
some time t, the public stock x;, as well as the private stocks kf of all agents, jump
up to max{d: : i € I} if they laid strictly below it, and are unchanged otherwise.® In
particular, neither z; nor any k:i increase if di = z; for all 7 € I. Whenever agent 4 picks
di at time t, say that she conceals fully if di = x;, discloses fully if di = k! > x;, and
discloses partially if z; < di < k.

Note that, in any period ¢ at which agent ¢ does not obtain a private increment, and
such that x; > xg and t ¢ T, agent 7 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 occurrs, she
can only disclose at one of the times in 7, or immediately after having obtained a private
increment. This and other assumptions are discussed in the next section.

Assume that agents’ effort, private stocks, as well as the arrival and size of innovations
are private information, and that the full concealment of innovations is not observed. In
other words, if agent ¢ obtains an innovation at time ¢ and conceals it fully, her opponents
will not be able to distinguish this event from the event that agent ¢ does not obtain an
innovation at time ¢. In contrast, if d! > x;, the opponents of agent i are immediately
informed of the value of di, as well as of the identity of agent i. However, as they do not
observe k!, they cannot tell whether d! = k!; that is, they cannot distinguish between
partial and full disclosures. I restrict each agent i to play pure strategies that do not

condition on the past trajectory (k% : 0 < s < t) of her own private stock, but merely

52. If agent ¢ obtains a private increment at time ¢, k:}E denotes her private stock after the increment.
53. Formally, z,+ = max{d} : i € I} and k], = max{kj} U{d; :i €I} for all j € {1,...,n}.
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on its current value k{.>* Unlike in previous sections, I also allow agents to condition
their behaviour on calendar time and on past disclosures. Formal definitions of histories,
strategies, and payoffs are in Appendix A.

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.

Recall that, in the game with disposal (Section 5), whenever an agent obtains an inno-
vation, she decides whether to discard or disclosure it, after observing its size. Concealing
innovations is more profitable than discarding them, as it allows the agent to ‘build’ on
the hidden increment. To see this, consider an agent who obtains innovations of sizes
2z >0and 2” > 0 at times 0 < ¢’ < t”. If, in the game with disposal, the agent discards
the first increment and discloses the second, the stock x; takes value z until time t”,
then jumps up to zo + z”. In contrast, if the agent conceals the first increment fully,
and discloses fully upon obtaining the second increment, the public stock x; jumps to
o + 2/ + 2" at time t”. In other words, in the latter case, the agent merely delays the

disclosure of the first increment until the second occurs.

6.2 Discussion of the assumptions

Concealment of innovations leads to a stark form of redundancy. To see why, suppose
that agent 1 obtains a private increment at time ¢’ raising her private stock to k), and
conceals it fully, and agent 2 obtains a private increment at time ¢’ > t', raising her
private stock to some value k2, > &/, and discloses it fully. In this case, the private stock
of agent 1 rises to k7, at time ¢”, but no further. That is, the innovations obtained by
agents 1 and 2 at times ¢ and t”, respectively, are perfect substitutes. Since agent 2’s
innovation is superior, agent 1’s innovation is lost at time ¢”, when agent 2 discloses — it is
as if the increment had not occurred. A more realistic model would feature some degree
of complementarity between innovations. In the example above, the disclosure by agent
2 at time ¢” would raise k}, to a value above k2,, at least with some probability. However,
despite this extreme form of redundancy, concealment may be beneficial in equilibrium
(Proposition 4).

Whereas the time of the first disclosure is unrestricted, after the first disclosure,
agents can only disclose at specific times, or whenever they obtain a private increment.
This restriction is imposed entirely for tractability. It ensures that only finitely many
disclosures occur a.s. in any finite period of time. Without it, the game would not be
well-defined, as time is continuous. Moreover, imposing no restriction on the time of the

first disclosure ensures that the choice of T does not affect (on path) the equilibrium that

54. Results continue to hold if strategies may condition on (k! : 0 < s < t). This is ruled out to simplify
the definition of beliefs.
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I analyse. Finally, allowing agents to disclose whenever they obtain an increment ensures
that the equilibrium «. of the game with forced disclosure is a well-defined strategy profile
in this environment.

A simpler model would constrain the agents to either full disclosure or full conceal-
ment. Formally, it would require that di € {z;, k!}. In that case, an agent may have an
incentive to disclose fully as evidence to her opponents that she is not concealing more
substantial innovations. Doing so would raise the opponents’ incentives to exert effort,
and benefit the agent. 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, delayed disclosure hinders the growth of the payoff
flow, and may lead to redundant innovations. 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 identical
to that of the game with forced disclosure. In particular, it is efficient to disclose all

imnovations immediately.

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 some conditions, ex-ante payoffs
in this equilibrium exceed those of the equilibrium a, with forced disclosure.

A perfect Bayesian equilibrium (PBE) is composed of a profile of strategies p, and
a profile of beliefs 3.°6 The equilibrium «, with forced disclosure (Theorem 2), 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 o’ (z;) is decreasing in
the current stock x;, no effort is exerted in equilibrium if and only if a.(z9) = 0. From

Corollary 3, ae(xg) = 0 if and only if o > Au, where p is the average size of innovations.

55. Requiring instead that di € {k% : 0 < s <t} N [2¢,00) would have no effect on the results.

56. Definitions of strategies, beliefs, and PBE are in Appendix A. The standard notion of PBE, defined
for discrete-time games, applies to this setting. Indeed, since effort is hidden and I restrict attention
to pure strategies, agents reach a new information set precisely whenever they either obtain a private
increment, or one of their opponents discloses (partially or fully). Given the restrictions on the arrival of
private increments, as well as on the periods in which disclosure is possible, agents reach finitely many
different information sets within any bounded interval of time. This implies that PBE are well-defined.
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Lemma 3. The effort policy o, coupled with the ‘full-disclosure’ policy, forms a sym-
metric PBE of the game with concealment (for some profile of beliefs) if and only if

Lemma 3 is proved in Appendix G. 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, if F(z) = 1 — e */#, innovations are detrimental if and only
if (18) fails. Yet, full disclosure is incentive-compatible if and only if o > Ap. This is
because, as noted in Section 5, innovations are detrimental if and only if agents have an
incentive to discard them whereas, as argued at the end of Section 6.1, 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 G and is outlined below.

Theorem 4. There exists a symmetric PBE (p., B.) such that, in any period t prior to
which no disclosure occurred, agent i exerts effort of (ké) and conceals (resp. discloses)
fully if ki < (>) q(t), where af(k) is increasing in k and q(t) € [Au, \un]. On the

equilibrium path, no effort is exerted after a disclosure occurs.”®

The equilibrium (p,, 5.) is such that, if 29 > Ay, then no effort is exerted and the
equilibrium coincides with «, (Lemma 3). The rest of the discussion focuses on the case
1o < M. In this case, agents conceal innovations as long as their private stocks k! lie
below the common, time-varying cutoff ¢(¢). As soon as the private stock of some agent i
reaches ¢(t), agent i discloses fully. Moreover, at the time of disclosure, k! > q(t) > ki for
all j # i, so that each k rises to ki. In other words, the first innovation disclosed (on the
equilibrium path) is the best available at the time of disclosure. After the first disclosure,
the opponents of the agent who disclosed exert no effort.>® On the equilibrium path, the
agent who disclosed does not exert any effort either; from Lemma 3, this is incentive-
compatible since the public stock z; must now lie above Ay, as ¢ is bounded below by
ALL.

At any time ¢ prior to the first disclosure, each agent believes that the private stocks
of her opponents are i.i.d. with the same distribution (call it G;). As time passes without
disclosure, agents need not become more optimistic about their opponents’ private stocks.
Formally, G; need not grow in the FOSD-sense over time. For this reason, the cutoff ¢(t)

need not increase over time either. In particular, the first disclosure need not happen

57. I show in Appendix I that, if either payoffs are separable (that is, they satisfy (4)) or the size of
innovations is fixed, then the effort policy at, coupled with the full-disclosure policy, forms an equilibrium
of the game with concealment. In other words, both of the main features distinguishing this model from
the literature on public-good games (namely, a trade-off between ‘production’ and ‘use’ of the good, and
stochastic production) are necessary to induce agents to not only discard, but also conceal innovations.

58. The cutoff ¢(t) is lower-semicontinuous, so that the (random) time of disclosure is well-defined.

59. If more than one agent disclose simultaneously, all agents except one among those who disclosed
exert no effort. At the end of this section, I describe the off-path beliefs that sustain this drop in effort.
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due to an innovation, but can also occur after a drop in ¢(t), due to growing pessimism
about opponents’ progress.

Since agent i exerts effort af(ki) at any time ¢ prior to the first disclosure, her (pre-
disclosure) continuation payoff may be expressed as v (k;;) for some function v¢: R, X
[9,00) — R. One can show that, for all ¢ > 0 and k& > x,

(k) € arg max {a(\Er[ei(k+ 2)] ~ vi(B)} — mu)}. (23)
This condition is analogous to (11). Increasing effort by a small amount da > 0 at
time t increases the probability of obtaining a private increment within the time period
[t,t+dt) by approximately Adtda, and decreases the payoff within this period by zdtda.
Moreover, the net expected benefit of obtaining a private increment (averaged across the
size z of the increment) is Ep [vf (k] + 2)] — vf(ki).

Effort of (kl%) is increasing in k¢. Intuitively, 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 the public stock x;, which is constant at xy until the disclosure.

The payoft vf(ki) is increasing in the private stock k! since a higher k! 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 7 discloses at time ¢, then she discloses ki > ¢(t), so that the payoff
to any other agent j rises from vf(ki) to ki = vi(ki), as k< q(t).

The equilibrium (p,, 3.) involves punishments for any agent ¢ disclosing a value di <
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 exert no effort and disclose nothing for the
remainder of the game, no matter how agent ¢ behaves after time ¢.%°

To prove Theorem 4, I obtain a Bellman equation for the payoff function v¢ and derive
a ‘principle of optimality’ guaranteeing that candidates o and ¢ induce a Bayes’ Nash
equilibrium. I then construct a sequence of triplets (af, ¢, v°) satisfying the conditions
of the principle of optimality for an increasingly precise approximation of the Bellman

equation. I argue that the sequence lies in a suitably compact space and, using Berge’s

60. To see why this punishment is sustainable, note that the opponents of agent ¢ expect her to disclose
fully as soon as she obtains an innovation, or at the earliest time ¢’ € T after ¢, if one such time exists.
If agent ¢ discloses a lower value (at any time after t), or does not disclose at time #', 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 ki were indeed large, agent i would be strictly
better off if she disclosed ki at time ¢ than a value di < g(t). An equilibrium that is both symmetric
on path and satisfies the Intuitive Criterion is unlikely to exist. As argued in footnote 62, symmetry
is likely to require the ‘cutoff’ disclosure pattern of (p.,3.). Moreover, off-path beliefs satisfying the
Intuitive Criterion cannot discourage an agent 4 from disclosing at time ¢ if g(¢) is large and ki > zg is
small compared to ¢(t).
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maximum theorem, I construct a triplet (a°, ¢, v°) that induces a Bayes-Nash equilibrium.

Finally, I specify off-path behaviour and beliefs inducing a PBE.

6.5 Concealment can be beneficial

In this section, I derive a sufficient condition for the ex-ante payoffs in the equilibrium
(pe, Be) of the game with concealment to exceed those of the equilibrium «, of the game
with forced disclosure. Essentially, assuming that the population is sufficiently large, it
is sufficient that either A < 1 (that is, the frequency of innovations be low), or that the
initial stock xy be sufficiently small.

I described the equilibrium (p., 5.) in Theorem 4, and characterised the equilibrium c,

in Theorem 2. The ex-ante payoffs in (p., 5.) and a. are v§(z) and ve(xo), respectively.

Proposition 4. If n is sufficiently large given xo, A and F and, moreover, F(Au) < 1
and
zo < AEp[max{0, Z + zo — A}, (24)

then v§(zo) > ve(zo).

Proposition 4 is proved in Appendix H. It shows that, even though redundant innova-
tions are likely to be produced in (p,, .), and no benefit can be derived from innovations
until a sufficiently large one is obtained, the latter feature can strengthen the effort in-
centives so much as to improve efficiency over the equilibrium «, with forced disclosure.

We have seen in Section 6.4 that, if xo > Ay, then no effort is exerted in either a,
or (pe, Be), and the equilibria coincide. Proposition 4 states that, apart from this case,
(pe, Be) improves over «, in large populations, provided (24) holds.

Note that (24) holds as long as A < 1 and 2o < Ay and, assuming that A > 1,
(24) holds if and only if the initial stock zo is sufficiently small.’! Condition (24) is
essentially equivalent to precisely one innovation being disclosed (almost surely) in the
equilibrium o, of the game with disposal (characterised in Theorem 3). More specifically,
the equivalence holds as long as 0 < zy < Ap and n is sufficiently large. In other words,
(24) rules out the possibility that agents build on each others’ innovations in o,. Because
this never occurs in (p, f.), (24) allows to compare (ex-ante) payoffs in (p., 5.) and o,.
This comparison is useful since (24) also implies that innovations are detrimental in c.,
so that payoffs in o, exceed those in . (Theorem 3).

If either (24) fails, or the number of agents is small, agents may in principle be worse-
off in the equilibrium with concealment than in the equilibrium with forced disclosure.

Among other things, this is because agents cannot build on each others’ innovations

61. In detail, (24) is equivalent to ¥ (o) > 0, where ¥ (zo) := AEp[max{0, Z+z¢—Au}]—xo. Moreover, 3
is absolutely continuous on R with ¢»(Au) = 0 and a.e. derivative ¢'(z9) = A[1—F(max{\u—xzq,0})]—1.
Then, if A <1, 9 is decreasing and hence positive on [0, \u]. If A > 1 then ¢(0) > 0 and v is convex, so
that it crosses 0 from above on [0, Ap).
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in (pe, Be). This suggests that the game with concealment admits another, potentially
superior PBE with a richer disclosure pattern. However, an equilibrium of this kind is
unlikely to be symmetric on path and, as a consequence, could not be compared to a, in

a straightforward manner.%?
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Appendices

A 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 event is a triplet
e:= (t,z,9)

where t € Ry, s := (s)7; € R" and z := (2")%, € R’} are such that one of the following
holds (i) if 2% > 0 then ¢ ¢ T and 27 = s7 = 0 for each j # i, and (ii) t € T if 2 = s° =0
for all i. The event e states that, at time ¢, for each 7, obtained an increment of size 2*
if 22 > 0, and did not obtain an increment otherwise, and that she disclosed the value
di = z; + s' if s > 0, and did not disclose otherwise. Condition (i) follows from the fact
that increments occur at unpredictable times and (almost surely) only finitely many of
them occur within any given interval of time. Condition (ii) states that the event that
no agent obtained a private increment or disclosed is recorded only at times within 7.
Let E be the set of all events, viewed as a subset of R*"*!, and let £ be the Lebesgue
o-algebra on R¥" 1. Let E, := [J2_, R@+D*™ and let &, be the o-algebra on E, such
that (Eu, Ex) is the disjoint union of the spaces (R(Z+)xm gmyco

An omniscient history is a finite set w C E such that, if w # (), then
w:=A{(tm, 2m,dm) :m=1,..., M} (25)

for some M € N such that

(i) (t,)M_, is strictly increasing and T N[0, %] C (tm)M

m=0 m=0
(i) if s’, > 0 then, either t,, € T, or s{ =0 for all j and [ < m, or 2, > 0.

A (non-empty) omniscient history w records the events occurred up to time ¢,,. Condition
(i) states that at most one event occurs at each given time, and that an event always
occurs at times in 7. Condition (ii) reflects the restriction on disclosures: if agent i
discloses at time t,, then either t,, € T, or x;, = 0 (that is, no agent disclosed in the
past), or agent i obtained an increment (of size z’ ) at time t,,. Let Q be the set of all
omniscient histories, viewed as a subset of E.,, and let O be the sub-o-algebra derived
from &,. Also let T, X : Q2 — R, be given by

T(w) :=max{0} U{t:3z,s,(t,2,5) ew} & X(w):=mzo+ Z max s’

(t,2,8) Ew
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and K : ) — R} be given by

Kifw):=4 " ifw=10
< max{X (w), K(w\ {(tar, 2z, 5m)}) + 2'}  if w # 0 is expressed as (25).

The maps T, X, and K keep track of the curren time ¢, the public stock z;, and the
private stocks (k})™,, respectively.
For each i € {1,...,n}, let ¢; : E — R** "1 U {0} be given by

0 if 27 > 0= d’ for some j # i.
(t,(0,...,0,2%,0,...,0),s) otherwise.

The map 1; describes the information obtained by agent ¢ after an event occurs. Each
agent observes disclosures, as well as the increments that she obtains, but does not observe
the increments obtained by her opponents. Let E* :=;(E) \ {0}.

A private history for agent i is a h C E* such that h = 1;(w)\ {0} for some omniscient
history w € 2. That is, a subsets of events observable to agent i that are derived from
an omniscient history. Let H? be the set of all private histories for agent i, viewed as a
subset of E., and let H’ be the sub-o-algebra derived from &...

Let ¢ : EU (UL, E') — R* 1 U {0} be given by

0 if 22 > 0= d* for some i.
1/}0<t7 Z, S) =

(¢,0,s) otherwise.

The map 1y describes the information obtained by all agent after an event occurs. Let
E° := o(E) \ {0}. A public history is a h C E° such that h = () \ {0} for some
v e QU (Ui, H"). Let H° be the set of all public histories, and extend the definitions of
T, X and K to |J;_, H" in the natural way.

Strategies. Let A be the quotient space of Lebesgue measurable maps a : R, — [0, 1]
by the equivalence relation ~ 4 such that a ~ a if and only if fot asds = fg asds forallt > 0,
endowed with the topology of pointwise convergence of the function ¢ — fot asds. Let A
be the Borel o-algebra of A. Let D be the space of Lebesgue measurable d : R2 — [0, 1]
by the ‘¢ x Fy-a.e. equal’ relation, where ¢ denotes the Lebesgue measure, and Fj is
the average between F' and the degenerate probability measure that puts all mass at 0.
Endow D with the topology of ¢ x Fy-a.e. convergence, and let D be the Borel o-algebra
of D.

A (pure) strategy for agent i is a pair p' := (€%, ") such that

(i) &: (H,H") — (A, A) and x*: (H',H") — (D, D) are measurable,
(ii) forall h € H' and t > 0 such that [x*(h)](¢,0) > 0, either X (h) = xzq or T(h)+t € T,
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(iii) &'(h) =t [§'(W)I(T(h)=T(W)+t) and X' (h) = (£, 2) = [X'(W)|(T'(h)=T' (W) +t, )
for any h,h’ € H' such that T'(h) > T(I/), K'(h) = K'(I/) and vo(h) \ {0} =
o(h)\ {0}

Refer to £ and ' as effort and disclosure policies.

Given h € H*, p' pins down agent i’s behaviour between T'(h) and the earliest time
t > T'(h) at which either agent 7 obtains an innovation, or one of her opponents discloses,
or [x(h)](t—T(h),0) > 0, where ¢t = oo if none of these events occur. For all T'(h) < s < t,
agent i exerts effort [¢¢(h)](s — T'(h)) at time s. Moreover, if ¢ < oo and agent i obtains

an innovation of size z > 0 at time ¢, agent 7 picks the disclosure
dy = X(h) + [K'(h) + 2z — X(R)] [X'(R)] (t = T(R), 2).

Finally, if ¢ < oo and agent ¢ obtains no innovation at time ¢ then agent ¢ discloses
X (h) + [Ki(h) — X(B)][x"(h)](t — T(h),0) > X (h) at time ¢ (where the inequality holds
by definition of t).

Condition (ii) states that, if agent ¢ dicloses in the absence of an increment at time
T(h) +t, then either no disclosure occurred in the past, or this time lies in 7. Condition
(iii) states that the strategy p’ does not condition on the full trajectory, of agent i’s
private stock, but only on its current value. Let R’ be the set of all strategies for agent
i, and R:=[[_, R".

Beliefs and information sets. A belief for agent i is a probability measure b :=
H#i b; over R’}r_l. Let B? be the set of all beliefs for agent i. Given h € H*, say that
b =[], € B is admissible at h if the support of b; lies above X (h) for all j # i.
In words, we require that the belief of agent i is consistent with the fact that k! > x;
for each j and t. Given h, b; refers to the distribution of k!, where t = T'(1o(h)) is the
time of the last ‘public’ event in h. Let B’(h) be the set of beliefs for agent 7 that are
admissible at h. An information set for agent i is a pair y = (h,b) such that h € H*
and b € B'(h). Let Y be the set of all information sets for agent i. A system of beliefs
for agent i is a map ' : H* — B such that (h, 3'(h)) € Y for any h € H'. Given [3°,
he H', and j # i, let Bj(h) := b; where §'(h) = [],,; 0. Let B’ be the set of systems of
beliefs for agent 7, for each i < n, and B =[], B".

Payoffs. Fix a strategy profile p € R, i, and an information set y := (h,b) € Y.
Playing p after agent i reaches y induces a random path of play involving a (random)
total number m € {0,1,...,00} of events. Moreover, the path of play may be expressed
as a random sequence (@y,)"_, C © where ¥;(@o) = h, (¢;(@0))j2 ~ band, for all m € N,

conditional on m > m, @, = @y,—1 U {é,,} for some é,, € E. The (continuation) payoff
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to agent 7 at information set y := (h,b), when the strategy profile p is played, is

(Om+1)

Z /T re MOy ([¢1(0i(@n)] (E = T(Ws(@m))), X (@) dt

(@m)

where T'(@g,41) == 00 if m < 0.
Equilibrium. Given p:= (p')’, € Rand i, let p* := (p?); 2. Giveny € Y, p' is a

best response for agent i against p~* at y if

€ arg max vl .
P gp &% Vot~ )(?/)

For each i, let b* € B*(()) be the belief assigning probability 1 to (zo,...,z). Given a
pair (p, ) where p := (p')"_, € R is a profile of strategies and 3 := (5")"_, € B is a profile
of systems of beliefs, is a (weak) perfect Bayesian equilibrium if, for all i, 5*(()) = b’ and,
for all h € H?, all of the following hold:

(a) p'is a best response for agent i against p=* at (h, 8'(h))

(b) for all j and k' € H’ such that T'(h) = T'(h') and ¢o(h) = 1o(h), and any [ ¢ {i,j},
Bi(h) = B ().

(c) for j # i and e,é € E such that hU {e},hU{e} € H', Bi(h U {e}) = Bi(h U {é}) if

s/ = &/, where e = (t,2,s) and é = (i, 2, 3).

(d) forall B’ € H* such that Pr (7 # 0) > 0 where ¥ =: {m € {0,...,m} : (@) = W'}
and (&,,)™_, is the random path of play (defined above) arising when p is played
at (h, 8'(h)), (V3 (@min3) |7 # )i ~ B'(H).

Condition (b) states that the beliefs of agents i and j about agent [’s private information
are identical at private histories that contain the same public information. Condition (c)
states that, agent i’s beliefs about agent j’s private information are identical at any two
private histories that differ only in their latest event, as long as agent j’s role is identical
across these two events. Finally, Condition (d) states that, for any private history A’ that
is reached with strictly positive probability from agent 4’s information set (h, 3'(h)) when
p is played, the belief 5¢(h’) of agent i at A’ is derived from her belief 3¢(h) at h using

Bayes’ rule.

B Preliminary results

This section contains some preliminary results used in various proofs. Note that, since b
is concave, there are k, k" > 0 such that b(zx) < k+ K’z for all x > 0. Let v : R, — R be

36



given by
o(z) =k + K (x+ A\un) (26)

and let V be the set of Lebesgue-measurable v : Ry — R such that b(z) < v(x) < o(x).
Given x > 0 and v € V, let

Lv(z) :=Ep[v(z + 2)] & L%(z)=Epmax{v(z),v(z + 2)}]. (27)

Claim 1. Let v € V be such that v — b is decreasing. Then L*v — b is decreasing for
ke {d,e}.

Proof. Fix 0 < x; < x5 and note that

Lv(xy) — Lv(x1) = Epfv(xe + 2) —v(x1 + 2)] < Epl[b(xs + 2) — b(x1 + 2)]
S b(.TQ) — b(ﬂfl)

where the first inequality holds since v—b is decreasing, and the second since b is concave.%
Moreover,
L(xy) — L%(x1) = Ep[max{v(xs + 2),v(x3)} — max{v(z, + %), v(21)}]
< Ep[max{v(xs + 2) — v(x1 + 2),v(x2) — v(z1) }]
< Ep[max{b(xs + Z) — b(x1 + Z),b(x2) — b(z1)}]
where the second inequality holds since v — b is decreasing. O

Let T:[0,1] x [0,n] x Ry x R — R be given by

b(x) — c(a,x) + all

T(a,a,x,l) = & an

(28)

and T :[0,1] x Ry x R — R be given by T(a, z,1) := T(a,na, z,1).
Claim 2. T(a,a,x,Lkv(:c)) < o(z) for all a, a, x, v € V and k € {d, e}.

Proof. Fix x,v and k and note that L*v(z) < L*o(z), since v < ©. Then, fixing a and o/,

63. In detail, Ep[b(zs + 2) — b(z1 + 2)] = Uwz b (z + z)dx} <Epr Uz? v (x dx} = b(z2) — b(x1).
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we have

b(x) — c(a,z) + a' \LFv(x)
1+ aA
< k+ Kz +n\LFo(z)
- 1+ nA
kA Er A naME+ Kz 4+ p(l+ )]}
B 1+ nA

T(a, a',:p,Lkv(x)) =

= v(x).

where the first inequality holds since L¥v(x) < L*9(x) and b(x) < k+ Kz < L*o(z). O

C Proofs of Theorem 1 and Corollary 1

The proof of Theorem 1 is based on the following ‘principle of optimality’, which I state

without proof.

Lemma 4. If (6) admits a solution w € V, then w, = w. Moreover, a strategqy profile o

induces welfare w, for any xo > 0 if and only if (7) holds.

Proof of Theorem 1. The proof has several steps.

Step 1. w, is the unique solution w € V to (6), w. is absolutely continuous and
increasing, and w, — b is decreasing. From Lemma 4, it suffices to exhibit an absolutely
continuous and increasing solution w € V to (6) such that w — b is decreasing.

Given w € V, x > 0, and a € [0, 1], let

Pw(z) := ;g[%,}f]f(a,x,Lew(x)) (29)
where T is defined below (28). Let V, be the subset of increasing w € V such that w — b
is decreasing. Note that w € V solves (6) if (and only if) it is a fixed-point of P.%
Moreover, elements of V, are increasing and absolutely continuous, since b is concave.
Then, it suffices to show that P has a fixed point in V,. Note that (V,,>) is a complete
lattice,%> where > is the point-wise order, and P is increasing. Then, from Tarski’s

fixed-point theorem, it suffices to show that Pw € V, for all w € V,.

64. Indeed, w = Pw if and only if

b(z) — c(a,x) — Léw(x)
e — e — — 1
0= alél[%ﬁ] Léw(x)+ T an w(z) <0 arél[%ﬁ] ainLw(z)+b(z)—c(a, z)—w(z)(1+arn)

and the second equation is clearly equivalent to (6).

65. It suffices to show that, for an arbitrary V' C V., the maps @ : & — sup,,cy w(z) and ¥ : z —
inf,, ey w(x) belong to V.. For the former, note that w is Lebesgue-measurable since each w € V is and,
given z > 0, b(z) < w(z) < w(zx) since b(z) < w(z) < w(zx) for all w € V. Then, w € V. Now fix y > x
and note that, for eachw € V, 0 < w(y)—w(z) < w(y)—w(z) and w(y)—w(z) < w(y)—w(z) < b(y)—b(z).
As w € V is arbitrary, 0 < w(y) — w(z) < b(y) — b(x). As z and y are arbitrary, w is increasing and
w — b is decreasing, so that w € V,. The argument for o is similar.
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Fix w € V,. Clearly, Pw is Lebesgue-measurable. Moreover, Pw(x) > T(0,z, L°w(z))
b(x) and, from Claim 2, Pw < v. Also, since w is absolutely continuous and u is con-
tinuously differentiable, Lw and therefore Pw are absolutely continuous. Finally, since
w’ > 0 then (L°w)" > 0 and, since u is increasing in z, (Pw)" > 0.

It remains to show that (Pw)" < /. Note that, for all x > 0 such that L°w is

differentiable at x, and for a € argmax,cjo1 7(a’, z, L°w(x)),

b (z) — co(a, ) + adn(Lw) (x) < b (z) — co(a, ) + aAnb/ (z) <¥(2)

Pw) =
(Pw)(z) 1+ ain 1+ ain -

where the equality holds by the eveloppe theorem, the first inequality follows from
Claim 1, and the second holds since ¢y > 0.

Step 2. w, is induced by some symmetric, decreasing Markov profile a, € A™. Let
a, € A" given by

ol (r) := min arg m[ax} an{Ep[w,(x + 2)] — wi(x)} — c(a, x). (30)
ac(0,1

Since w, € V solves (6), Lemma 4 implies that w, is induced by a,. Moreover, «, is
symmetric, so that it remains to show that ai(zr) is decreasing. From the argument in
footnote 64,

ai(x) € min arg m[ax] T(a,z, Lw,(z))
ac0,1

for all z > 0. Note that U* : a +— T(a,z, L°w,(x)) is differentiable on (0, 1) for all z > 0,

and its derivative has the same sign as

V¥ (a,z) = Lw.(z) — [b(z) — c(a,x)] — (L + a) c(a, x). (31)

nA
Hence, it suffices to show that ¢* is decreasing in a for all x > 0 (so that ¥* is quasi-
concave) and decreasing in x for all a € [0, 1]. To this end note that, since w, € V, (from
Step 1) and u is twice continuously differentiable, ¢)* is absolutely continuous and, for

almost every (a, x),

Yi(a,x) = — (% + a) ci1(a, x)

U3(a,2) = (Lw.) (@) — (@) — eala, 2)] — (i " ) ra(a,2)

nA
Since ¥* is absolutely continuous and c¢;; > 0, then ¢* is decreasing in a for all x > 0. It
remains to prove that ¢¥; < 0. Note that, since c;o is increasing in a, v¥; is decreasing in
a. Then
P3(a, @) < 93(0,2) < (Lw.)'(x) = b'(z) <0



where the second inequality holds since ¢3(0,2) = 0 and ¢12 > 0, and the last follows
from Claim 1, since w, € V..

Step 3. ai(¥;) — 0 ast — oo, and lim, .o ai(x) = 0. Note that lim; ,,, 7; exists
(a.s.) since 7, is increasing in t. Since o' is decreasing, it is clear that lim, .. 7y > =
a.s. for any z > 0 such that o’(z) > 0. Then, o’(%;) — 0 as t — oo as long as
lim, o o (z) = 0.5°

To prove that lim,_ .., o’ (z) = 0, note that
Epfuwn (x4 2) — w.(2)] < Exlb(z + 2) — b(z)] < ¥()u

where the first inequality holds since w, — b is decreasing, and the second follows from

the mean-value theorem, since ' is decreasing. Then, for all a € (0, 1], (2) implies that

lim AM{Ep[w.(z + 2)] —w.(z)} —c1(a,x) <0

r—r00
so that, by definition of of, lim, , o’ (z) < a. As a is arbitrary, lim, ;o ai(z) =0. O

Proof of Corollary 1. Suppose first that (8) admits a solution x > 0. By continuity, it
admits a smallest solution # > 0, and (8) holds with equality at . Since ai(%;) — 0
a.s. as t — oo (Theorem 1), it suffices to show that ai(2) = 0 and o’(z) > 0 for all
0<z<z.

For the former, note that the left-hand side of (8) is decreasing in z, since b is concave,
whereas the right-hand side is increasing. Then, (8) holds with ‘<’ for all x > . Hence,
b solves (6) at all x > &. Therefore, w.(x) = b(z) for all z > Z, as w, is the unique
solution to (6) in V (Step 1 of the proof of Theorem 1). Then, from (30), o (Z) = 0.

For the latter, suppose that ai(%) = 0 for some 0 < # < &, and seek a contradiction.
Wy, wy(z) = b(x) for all > Z. Since & < Z, (8) holds with ‘>’. But this contradicts the
fact that o’ solves (7) at Z.

Suppose now that (8) holds with ‘<’ for all z > 0. Then, from the argument in the

Then, since o’ is decreasing (Theorem 1), o' (z) = 0 for all z > % and, since o induces

previous paragraph, ol is strictly positive, so that effort never ceases. Finally, 7, — oo

a.s. as t — oo since o’ (7;) — 0 a.s. as t — oo (Theorem 1). O

D Proof of Theorem 2

I derive a general result (Theorem 5), state a ‘principle of optimality’ (Lemma 5), and

then prove Theorem 2. Theorem 5 is used to prove Theorem 3, too.

66. Indeed, if ai(z) > 0 for all # > 0 then limy oo = oo a.s., so that lim; ,. ok(F) =

lim, 00 ol (z) = 0. If instead o' (x) = 0 for some z > 0, let & = inf{z > 0 : ai(z) = 0}. By defi-
nition of o, ai (%) = 0. Then Pr(lim;_ o ol (%) = 0) = Pr(limy_oo 7t > &) = limy, 00 Pr(limy_ o0 7 >
Z—1/m)=1.
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Let V' be the set of v € V such that v < w,. The set A was defined in Appendix A.
For k € {e,d}, let V}; be the set of pairs (a},vy) € A x V' that solve the system of

functional equations

() = alg[éol,}f] [b(x) — c(a,z)] + )\[a + (n— l)ozz(x)} [Lkvk(x) — vk(:p)} (32)

aj(z) € arg m[ax] aA[LFvp(z) — vp(2)] — c(a, z), (33)
ac|0,1
where LF was defined in (27). The next general result is used to prove Theorem 2 (as

well as Theorem 3). It is proved at the end of this section. The efficient schedule o was

defined in (30).

Theorem 5. Given k € {e,d}, Vi = {(al,vx)}. Moreover, i is continuous and de-

creasing, and below ol. vy is continuous and vy — b is decreasing.

The following ‘principle of optimality’, stated without proof, is used to prove Theo-

rem 2.

Lemma 5. A Markov strateqy o € A induces a symmetric Markov perfect equilibrium
if and only if there is v € V' such that v solves (10) with o = o' for all j, and o' solves

(11) with v* = v. Moreover, in this case, the time-t continuation payoff of each agent is

v(xy).

Proof of Theorem 2. Let o’ and v, satisfy the conditions of Theorem 5, and let a, be the
symmetric profile associated with . To prove existence, note that v, solves (10) with
ol = a! for all j, and o' solves (11) with v* = v.. Then, from Lemma 5, o’ forms a
symmetric Markov perfect equilibrium, and v, is the equilibrium payoff function.

To prove that the equilibrium is unique, fix strategy o’ € A inducing a symmetric
Markov perfect equilibrium, and let v be the associated payoff function. Then, from
Lemma 5, v € V', v solves (10) with o/ = o' for all j, and o’ solves (11) with v" = v.
Then, (af,v) € V.. Hence, from Theorem 5, o' = o’ and v = v,.

The other parts of Theorem 2 follow immediately from Theorem 5. O

Proof of Theorem 5. Fix k € {e,d}. The proof has several steps.

Step 1. There are (o}, v,), (ak,v) € Vi, such that o}, < af < al < a' and v, < v <
oy, for all (at,v) € Vy.

Note that, for any > 0 and [ > b(x), there is a unique Q(z,[) € [0, 1] such that

L= [b(z) — c(Qx,1), )]
Q) € arg max a1 D)

—c(a,x). (34)

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

41



has the same sign as ¢(Q(z, )|z, ) where

Y(alx,l) :=1—[b(x) — c(a,x)] — <§ + na) c1(a, x)

is decreasing in a, since ¢(a, x) is convex in a. Given v € V', and x > 0, let

Po(z) = T(Q(:E,Lkv(x)),x,Lkv(x))

where T is defined below (28).
Claim 3. T(a,z, L*v(x)) < Pyv(x) for x > 0, v € V', and 0 < a < Q(x, L*v(x)).
Claim 3 is proved at the end of this proof. I prove that P, maps V' to itself. Note

that
LFv < LPw, = Lfw, forallv eV (35)

where the inequality holds since v < w,, and the equality since w, is increasing (Theo-
rem 1). Fix v € V'. Note that @) and, therefore, P,v are measurable. Fix x > 0. Since
Q(z, L*v(x)) > 0, from Claim 3, Pyv(z) > T(0, x, L*v(z)) = b(x). Then,

Po(z) < T(Q(z, LFv(z)), z, L°w*(z)) < Pw.(z) = w.(z)

where the first inequality follows from (35) since T'(a,z,1) is increasing in [, the second
follows from (29), and the equality from the proof of Step 1 of the proof of Theorem 1.
Since x > 0 is arbitrary, Pyv € V' as desired.

[ show that P is increasing (in the pointwise order). Fix v,w € V' such that w < v,
and z > 0. Then L*w(z) < L*v(z). Then Paw(z) < T(Q(z, L*w(x)),z, L*v(z)) as
T(a,z,1) is increasing in [, and Q(x, L*w(x)) < Q(z, L*v(x)) as Q(x,1) is increasing in
(since 1 (al|, 1) is). Together with Claim 3, the latter implies that T(Q(z, L*w(x)), z, LFv(z)) <
Pyv(x). Hence, Pyw(x) < Pyv(z) and, since > 0 is arbitrary, Py is increasing.

Note that (V',>) is a complete lattice. Since P is increasing and maps V' to it-
self, Tarski’s fixed-point theorem implies that P, has smallest and largest fixed points
v, U € V. Let ai(x) == Q(x, LFu,(x)) and a = Q(x, LFuy(z)). Note that, for any
(ab,vp) € AXV and x > 0, ‘(32) and (33)’ is equivalent to ‘vg(z) = Pyui(z) and
ai(z) = Q(z, LFui(2)).5" Then (ai,v,), (ak, ) € Vi. Moreover, for any (o, v) € Vg,
vy, is a fixed point of By, and o (z) = Q(z, L*vy(x)) for all z > 0. Then, v, < v; < 7 S0
that L*v, < L*v, < LFoy,. Since Q(w, 1) is increasing in [ (as noted above), at < of < ai.

It remains to prove that ai(z) < a’(z) for all z > 0. Fix z > 0 and assume without

67. Indeed, given (33), (32) is equivalent to ‘vg(z) = b(x) — c(ak( ), ) + nad (z)[LFvk(z) — ve(z)],
ie. ‘vp(x) = T(z,al(x), LFvg(z)). Given ‘viy(z) = T(z,al(z), L*v(x))’, (33) is equivalent to ‘(34)
with of (z) = Q(z,1) and | = L*v;(x)’, which is equivalent to ‘ol (z) = Q(z, LFvy(z))’. Finally, given
‘b (z) = Q(x, L (2)), ‘vi(z) = T(x, ol (x), Lok (x)) is equivalent to ‘vg(z) = Pyvg(x) .
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loss of generality that ai(z) > 0 and o’(z) < 1. Then, from Step 2 of the proof of
Theorem 1, it suffices to show that *(a}(z), ) > 0 where ¢* was defined in (31). Note
that

(U} (542(37)71’) > w(@,i(:c)}x,Lkﬁk(:c)) >0

where the first inequality follows from (35) (as vy € V') and the fact that ¢;(ad(z),z) > 0
(as @i (z) > 0), and the second holds since ai(x) > 0.
Step 2: Vy, is a singleton. From Step 1, it suffices to show that (o}, v,) = (at, vx). By

definition of o and &, it suffices to show that v, = v. I claim that, for all z > 0,
k() = vy, (2) < LFog(a) — Lruy (@), (36)

Fix = and consider three cases. Suppose first that ax(z) = 0. Then, a,(x) = 0 since
a > ap. Then, vx(x) = b(z) = vi(x), so that (36) holds since v > v,. Suppose now
that o, () = 1. Then, ai(x) = 1 so that, from (32),

k() — vy ()

> (.
An 20

[Lron(x) = on(2)] = [Lhuy(x) = w(@)] =

Then, (36) follows by rearranging. Finally, assume that a(z) > 0 and o, (z) < 1. Then,
from (33),

1 1
Lrog(w) = or(w) = ve(an(z), 2) = Te(ap(@), 2) = Liuy(w) — vy (x)
where the first inequality holds since ay(z) > 0, the second since ay(x) > a,(x), and the
third since a4 (z) < 1. Then, (36) follows by rearranging. This proves the claim.
Claim 4. and lim,_,o w.(z) — b(x) =0

Claim 4 is proved at the end of this proof. Suppose that vg(z) — v, (z) > € for some

€ > 0 and x > 0, and seek a contradiction. Let

T = inf{xZO: sup U — U <e}
(2,00)
and note that £ < oo from Claim 4, since b < v, < v < w,. Consider a sequence
(Zm)men C (0, 2] with lim,, z,,, = & and such that lim,, vx(x,,) — v.(zm) > €. From, (36),

it suffices to show that

lim sup LFog(z,) — LFu,(2,) < e (37)

m—0o0

By definition of Z, vy(z) — v, (x) < € for all x > 2. Then, if k = e, (37) holds since
F(0) = 0. Hence, assume that k = d. Given Z ~ F, let FE,, be the event ‘Ug4(x,, +

Z) > Ug(x,,)’ for all m € N. If there were a subsequence (xs(m))meN C (#m)men along
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which lim,, Pr(Es(m)) = 0 then, from (32), lim,, ﬁd(xs(m)) = b(z). Then, since v, >
b, lim,, T)d(:ps(m)) — yd(:ps(m)) = 0, contradicting the definition of (z,,)men. Hence, by
considering an appropriate subsequence, we may assume without loss of generality that
Pr(E,,) > 0 for all m € N, and lim,, Pr(£,,) > 0.

Fix m € N and note that

L%g(2) — Ly (2,,) = Ep[max{04(xy, + 2), 0g(2m)} — max{vy(zm, + 2), v,(2m)}]
< Pr(E,)E[04(xm + 2) — vg(xm + 2)| B
+ [1 = Pr(En)|[va(zm) — va(zm)]
= L%q(wm) — Ly(am) < Elva(@m) — v4(@m + 2)| B

where the last step follows from (36) since Pr(£,,) > 0. Then, taking the limit m — oo
yields (37) since lim,, Pr(E,,) > 0, F'(0) = 0 and, by definition of &, sup, ..y va — 14 < €
for all x > 2.

Step 3: vy — b and o, are decreasing. Let V" be the set of v € V' such that v — b is
decreasing. From Steps 1 and 2, it suffices to find a fixed point v of P, in V" such that
Q(x, Lkv(x)) is decreasing in z.

I claim that Q(z, L*v(z)) is decreasing in z for any v € V". To see why, fix v € V",
From Claim 1, LFv(x) — b(x) is decreasing. Then, 9 (a|z, L¥v(x)) is decreasing in x, since
c1,c12 > 0. Hence Q(z, L*v(z)) is decreasing in z.

In light of the claim, it suffices to show that P, has a fixed point in V". I claim that
P, maps V" to itself. Fix v € V. From Step 1, Pyv € V. Then, it suffices to show
that Pyv(ze) — Pyv(zy) < b(za) — b(xy) for all 0 < 27 < x9. Fix x7 and 9, and let
¢ = Q(x;, L*v;(x;)) for i = 1,2, so that ¢, > ¢o. Hence

Pyo(x2) — Pyo(x1) < T(go, 22, L¥0(22)) — T (go, 21, LFv(21)) (38)
b(xg) — b(x1) + Ango [Lkv(:pQ) — Lkv(xl)}

= 14 Angs (39)

< b(wg) — b(xq) (40)

where (38) follows Claim 3 since ¢2 < g1, (39) holds since ¢ is increasing in z, and (40)
follows from Claim 1. Hence Pyv € V", as desired.
Note that V" is a complete lattice®® and (from Step 1), P, is increasing on V. Then,

from Tarski’s fixed-point theorem, P admits a fixed point in V", as desired. O

Proof of Claim 3. Fix x, v, and a, and let a := Q(z, L*v(x)). Let ¢ : [0,1] — R be such
that
¢(e) :=T(e,e+ (n—1)a, L*v(z))

68. The argument is similar to that of footnote 65.
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where T was defined in (28). Note that ¢ is differentiable with

LEv(z) — [b(z) — c(e,x)] — [ + e+ (n— 1)a]ci (e, ZL‘)

"le) = \
#1e) L+ Ae+ (n— Dy’

(41)
Note that ¢ is quasi-concave, and ¢'(a) has the same sign as ¥ (a|z, L*v(x)). Then, ¢ is
maximised at e = a. Moreover, ¢(a) = Pyv(x) so that Pyv(z) > ¢(a).

Then, it suffices to show that ¢(a) > T(a,x, L*v(x)). Since ¢ is maximised at e = a
and it is quasi-concave, and a < a, ¢'(a) > 0. Then, (41) implies that b(z) — c(a,z) <
LFv(x), so that

b(x) — c(a, z) 1 %
= 1— L
) = T arm—na ' et monag L@
b(z) — c(a, x) 1 k 7 k
> 7 77 1— L =T L
— 14+ Mna + 1+ Ana v(@) (a, © v(x))
where the inequality holds since a < a. O

Proof of Claim 4. From Step 1 of the proof of Theorem 2, w, — b is decreasing. Hence,
for any x > 1, w.(z) < w.(1) — b(1) + b(x), so that

Low,(z) < w,(1) —b(1) + Lb(z) < wi(1) —b(1) + b(z) + V' (1)p

where the second inequality holds since b is concave. Hence

b(z) — c(al(z),z) + ol (z)AnLow,(z)
I+ au(@)n
< b(a) 1 —c(al(z),z) + a;(i)i?([;t);)(\i) —b(1) +b'(1)ul

wy(x) =

Therefore, since lim, ., a’(x) = 0 (Step 3 of the proof of Theorem 2),

lim w,(z) — b(z) < — lim ¢(al(z),z) < 0.

T—r00 T—00

Then lim, o wi(x) — b(z) = 0 since, clearly, w, > b. O

E Proofs of Lemma 2 and Proposition 1

Proof of Lemma 2. The ‘only if’ part is immediate, since Z; increases over time. For the
‘if” part, suppose that v, is not increasing on [xg,c0). Then, there are zo < 2’ < 2” such
that ve(2') > ve(2”).

We claim that we may choose 2/ and z” such that a.(z”) > 0. Without loss of

generality, we may assume that a.(x) = 0 for some z > 0. Since a, is continuous, we
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may define
Te :=min{z > 0 : a.(x) = 0}.

Since «. is decreasing, . is zero on [z, 00). Then v, matches b on [z, c0). In particular,
v, 18 increasing on [z, 00). Then 2’ < x, and we may assume without loss of generality
that 2" > x.. Then v.(z.) < ve(2”). Since v, is continuous and ve(z') > ve(z"), ve(x') >
ve(2") for " € (2/, x.) sufficiently close to x.. Then, 2’ and z” satisfy the requirements.
This proves the claim.

Since v, and «, are continuous, there are neighbourhoods U’ and U” of ' and z” such
that ve(y") > ve(y”) and a.(y") > 0 for all ¥ € U" and y” € U". Since «, is decreasing,
. is strictly positive on [xg,sup U’). Then, from (1), Pr(3t > 0,z € U'|z) > 0, and
Pr(3IT >tz € U"|3t > 0,27 € U') > 0. O

Proof of Proposition 1. First, I show that ai(xg) > a. Rearranging (16) yields

Ep[h(zo + 2)] — g(1 — a)h(zo)
1/X+ na

< Erfve(zo + 2)] = g(1 = a)h(z0)

- 1/A+ na

g (1 —a)h(xy) <

= E[ve(zo + 2)] — ve(p)

where the second inequality holds since v, > b and b = h (as g(1) = 1), and the equality

follows from (5). Then, a’(x) > a follows from (11), since ¢ (a, o) = ¢'(1 — a)h(xy).
From Theorem 2, o is continuous and lim, ., o’ (x) < lim, o o’(z) = 0 < a, where

the equality follows from Step 3 of the proof of Theorem 1. Then, by the intermediate

value theorem, there is z, € (0, 00) such that o (x,) = a. It remains to show that v, is not

increasing in a neighbourhood of x,. Suppose that v, s increasing in an neighbourhoo

of z,, and seek a contradiction. Then, v, is differentiable a.e. on this neighbourhood.
Since ! (x,) € (0,1), (11) yields the first-order condition

MErp[ve(z + 2)] — ve(2)} = ¢'(1 — ag(2)) h(w) (42)

in a neighbourhood of x,. Note that, since v, — h is decreasing (Theorem 2), Claim 1
implies that
Epv,(z+2)] < H(z) (43)

in a neighbourhood of x,. Moreover
h'(xz) >0

in a neighbourhood of z,. Indeed, as A’ continuous and decreasing, h'(z,) = 0 would
imply that h is constant on [z,,00). But then exerting effort at x, has no benefit, and a

strictly positive cost (since h(x,) > 0 as x, > 0, and g is strictly increasing), contradicting
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al(x,) > 0. We consider two cases.
Case 1. g is linear in a neighbourhood of 1 — a. In this case, since o' is continuous,

totally differentiating (42) with respect to = in a neighbourhood of z, yields

90— al)h(e) _ (140 ai(x) )

v (z) = Epfog(z + 2)] — \ )

where the inequality follows from (43). Then, v.(z) < 0 near x, since h'(x) > 0 and,
from (15), A < ¢'(1 — a).

Case 2. g is not linear in a neighbourhood of 1 — a. Since a! is decreasing, it is
differentiable a.e. Then, since o is continuous, there exists an x arbitrarily close to x,
such that ¢”(1 —a’(x)) < 0, and o’ and v, are differentiable at z. Totally differentiating
(42) with respect to this x yields

i) - MErtL(e + 9] = ()} = (1= (@)W )
: ~g7(1 — ai(@) h(z)
A~ (1=l (@)
==yl a)h(e) )

where we the inequality follows from (43) and the fact that, by hypothesis, v.(z) > 0.

Then, by the envelope theorem, differentiating (10) with respect to x yields

ve(w) = g(1 = ag()) 1 (2) + Anag (@){Ep[ve (v + 2)] — ve(2)}
+A(n — Dog (2){Er[ve(z + 2)] — ve(2)}
< [9(1 = al(z)) + Ml (z)] W () + A(n — 1)a () {Eplve(z + Z)] — ve(x)}
= [9(1 — al(z)) + Mncl(z)| I (z) + (n — 1)af (z)g' (1 — o (z)) h(z)

< {g(l —al(2)) - (n - 1)[(91(1 _ (i():;:))]
(

+ )\[n&i(ﬂi) L _gl)(l (_1 O;?f);c))} } ()

where the first inequality follows from (43) and the fact that v (z) > 0, the second equality
from (42), and the second inequality from (44). Then (15) implies that v/(x) < 0, since
n > 2 and h'(x) > 0. O

F Proof of Theorem 3

I state a ‘principle of optimality’, then prove Theorem 3, relying on Theorem 5.

Lemma 6. A Markov strategy o := (o', ") € 3 induces a Markov perfect equilibrium of
the game with disposal if and only if there is v € V' such that v solves (20) with 07 = o'
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for all j, o' solves (21) with v' = v, and §" solves (22) with v* = v. Moreover, in this
case, the time-t continuation payoff of each agent is v(x;), assuming no agent obtains an

mnovation at time t.

Proof of Theorem 3. Let ay and v, satisfy the conditions of Theorem 5. To prove exis-
tence, let ) € D satisfy (22) with v = vy, and let o4 € 3" be the symmetric profile
induced by ¢ := (%, d}). Note that vy solves (20) with ¢/ = ¢* for all j, and a’ solves
(21) with v* = v.. Then, by definition of ¢}, Lemma 6 implies that o4 forms a symmetric
Markov perfect equilibrium, and vg4(z;) is the time-t continuation payoff of each agent,
assuming no agent obtains an innovation at time .

To prove that effort o, and payoffs vy are pinned down in equilibrium, fix a Markov
strategy o' := (o', §%) inducing a symmetric Markov perfect equilibrium, and let v be the
associated payoff function. Then, from Lemma 6, v € V', v solves (20) with ¢/ = ¢* for
all j, ' solves (21) with v* = v, and ¢* solves (22) with v* = v. Then, (a’,v) € V,;. Then,
from Theorem 5, o' = o} and v = vy.

It remains to prove that ay > a. and vgy > v.. We begin with vy > v.. From Steps 1
and 2 of the proof of Theorem 5, it suffices to show that the map (P., P;) admits a fixed
point in the set W of pairs (v,w) € V' x V' such that v < w. From Step 1, (W, >) is
a complete lattice and (P,, P;) is increasing. Then, from Tarski’s fixed-point theorem, it
suffices to show that (P,, P;) maps W to itself.

Fix (v,w) € W. From Step 1, (P, Paw) € V' x V'. Moreover, L°v < Léw since
v < w. Then, Q(z, L°v(z)) < Q(z, L%w(z)), since Q(x,!) is increasing in | (Step 1 of the
proof of Theorem 5). Hence, for all z > 0,

Po(z) = T(Q(z, Lv(x)), z, Lv(z)) < T(Q(z, Lv(x)), z, L'w(z))
< T(Q(z, L'w(x)), z, L'w(z)) = Pyw(z)

where the first inequality holds since T'(a,x,1) is increasing in [, and the second follows
from Claim 3, since Q(z, L°v(7)) < Q(z, L4w(x)). Then, (P, Pyw) € W, as desired.

It remains to prove that o/, > a’. Note that L4y, > Lev, since vy > v.. Then, result
follows since ay,(z) = Q(x, LFui(z)) for all z > 0 and k € {e,d}, and Q(z,) is increasing
in [. ]

G Proofs of Lemma 3 and Theorem 4

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 ¢ < Ap. It remains to
show that (ce,wp) is not a an equilibrium. From (1), there exists z < Ay — zo in the

support of F.
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Suppose that (c,wp) is played at initial stock A —z and the first innovation, obtained
by some agent ¢ at some time ¢, has size z. Then, agent ¢ discloses fully at time ¢, and no
agent exerts any effort thereafter. This raises the public stock to Au, so that the time-t
continuation payoff (to each agent) is Au. Because Au solves (12), after time ¢, agent ¢
would also earn Ay 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 ¢ in which she does precisely this, but conceals fully at time ¢. Conditional on the
opponents of agent ¢ obtaining no innovation after time ¢, agent i’s continuation payoff
is again Ap. This is because exerting full effort yields no flow of payoff (i.e. u(0,z;) = 0),
so the fact that the public stock x; equals Ay — 2z instead of Ay after time ¢ has no effect.
Because z > 0, Corollary 3 implies that a’(Ay — 2) > 0. Then, the above deviation is
(strictly) profitable, as the opponents of agent ¢ will obtain an innovation before her with
strictly positive probability.

By continuity, there are open neighbourhoods X of Ay — z and Z of z such that, if
(cve,wp) is played at zp, and an agent obtains an innovation of size within Z at some time
t such that x; € X, agent ¢ has a profitable deviation at time ¢. From (1), this occurs

with strictly positive probability, so that (a.,wp) is not an equilibrium. O

It remains to prove Theorem 4. I begin with several definitions. Let Q be the set of
q: Ry — Ry such that ¢(t) < liminf,; q(s) for all ¢, Qo := [Au, Aun], and Qy be the set
of lower-semicontinuous ¢ € Q with image in @)y, such that ¢(0) = liminf, o ().

Let A be the quotient space of Lebesgue measurable « : Ri — [0,1] such that
a; : Ry — [0,1] is increasing for all ¢ > 0, with respect to the equivalence relation ~ 4,
defined by o ~ 4 ' if and only if fot as(k)ds = fot al(k)ds for each t,k > 0. Given a € A
and ¢ € Q, let R(«,q) be the set of symmetric strategy profiles p such that, on path,
no effort is exerted after a disclosure occurs and, for all 7, in any period ¢ prior to which
no disclosure occurred, agent i exerts effort a;(kf), conceals fully if either k] = zo or
ki < q(t), and discloses fully otherwise.

To prove Theorem 4, it suffices to exhibit & € A and ¢ € Qg such that some p € R(a, q)

forms a PBE. This section is devoted to the following intermediary result.

Proposition 5. There are « € A and q € Qg such that any p € R(«, q) is a Bayes-Nash

equilibrium.

I complete the proof of Theorem 4 in Curello (2021), by constructing a specific p €
R(a, q), as well as a system of beliefs, and showing that they form a PBE. The proof of
Proposition 5 is in Appendix G.2. It relies on a principle of optimality (Lemma 7 below),
and on an ‘approximate’ solution to the Bellman equation underlying this principle, which
I construct in Appendix G.1.

I begin with several definitions. For all x > 0, let v(z) be the value of the single-agent
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game with initial stock 2.9 Let V be the space of 1-Lipschitz continuous, increasing
and convex maps v : R,y — R, and let Vj be the set of v € V such that v — v is
decreasing and v = v on [Aun,o0). Let Vy be the set of maps v : R, — V4 that are
continuous in the supremum metric. Let E be the quotient space of Lebesgue measurable
a: Ry — [0,1] with respect to the equivalence relation ~g, defined by a; ~g as if and
only if fot a, = fot ay for all ¢t > 0.

Given ¢ € [0,00] and a € E, let H(a,0) be the distribution of the random time 7 of
the first increment obtained by an agent who exerts effort a, at any s < J, and no effort
after 0 (with ‘T = oo’ if no increment arises).”™ Given a € A and ¢ € Q, suppose that
the opponents of agent ¢ play some p € R(a,q). Note that, if no disclosure occurred by
some time ¢, assuming that agent ¢ does not disclose after time ¢, the joint distribution of
(7, k), where t + 7 is the time of the first disclosure by any opponent of agent i after time
t, and « is the value disclosed (with ‘7 = oo’ and £ = 0 if no opponent ever discloses), is

pinned down by ¢, o, and ¢. Label it J(¢t, «, q).

Lemma 7. Let o € A, q € Qq, and v € V, satisfy, for each t > 0 and k > xq,

T
v (k) := sup E SL’O/ e (1 —ay)ds
4€[0,00] 0
ack
e T (ot g (k4 2) + 1y (k) (45)

where (2, (%, /?;),7?) ~ F x J(t,a,q) x H(a,0) and T := # N7 AJ. Suppose that the

objective in (45) is maximised by
§:=min{s>0:k>q(t+s)}U{oo} & as:=ask). (46)

Then, any p € R(«, q) is a Bayes-Nash equilibrium and, if p is played, at any time t prior

to the first disclosure, agent i’s continuation payoff is vy(k?).

The Bellman equation (45) may be understood as follows. At any time ¢ prior to the
first disclosure, an agent 7 with private stock k! = k picks a delay § after which, if she
obtained no increment and none of her opponents disclosed, she discloses fully (where
d = oo if agent ¢ 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 + ¢ is
reached.” Agent i’s value after she discloses fully is v(k) as, following such a disclosure,

her opponents do not disclose. Moreover, given a realisation (7, k) of (7,K), agent i’s

69. That is, v(x) satisfies (9) with n = 1.
70. That is, [H(a,d)](7) :==1— e~ 5" asds for all 7 € Ry
71. In (45), we neglect the constraint that agent 4 cannot disclose prior to obtaining the first increment.

This is without loss of generality as any g € Qy is bounded below by Ap > xg so that, from (46), 6 = oo
if k= Zo.
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value after an opponent discloses r is precisely x."

[ end this section with a restatement of Proposition 5 (Remark 1 below), in a language
that allows to formulate a discrete-time approximation of (45) for any time length A > 0.
[ require several definitions. Given A > 0, let T := {0,A,2A,...}, TA = Ta U {00},
and Ea be the set of a € E that are constant over [(m — 1)A, mA) for all m € N. Also
let V be the set of Lebesgue measurable v : R — R such that v, € V for all ¢ > 0, and

YV i=[0,0]x E & ©y:=R3xAxQOxV

with typical elements y := (d,a) and 6 := (A, t, k, «, q,v), respectively. Let I : Y/ x ©y —
R be given by

T ~
[(y, 9) = E{JZ‘O /(; 673(1 — CLs)dS + eiT []171>7~T§5vt+j:<k + 5)

(A[7o/A], AlTo/A]) ifA>0

(7.7) = {(%0, ) if A =0, 47)

and (2, (%0, /%),7?0) ~ Fx J(t,a,q) x H(a,d). Define the correspondence C' : ©g — Y’ by

T, x Ex ifA>0
C(At k,a,q,v) =
Y’ if A =0,

and let I* : ©9g — R be given by

I*(6) :== sup I(y,0).
yeC(0)

Remark 1. In light of Lemma 7, Proposition 5 is equivalent to: ‘There are a € A, ¢ € Qy,
and v € V such that, for all £ > 0 and k£ > x,

v (k) =17(0) = 1((d,a),0) where ¢ and a are given by (46), (48)

holds with 6 := (0,¢, k, a, q,v).

72. To see why, note that k£ > ¢(7) > Ap where the first inequality holds since p € R(«,q) is played
and the second as ¢ € Q. Then, the result holds as long as k < k. Thus it suffices to show that it is
optimal for agent ¢ to disclose (fully) after obtaining an increment (at time ¢, say) that raises her private
stock to a value k > ¢(t). To this end, we may assume without loss that & = ¢(¢). Then result follows
since, from (46), the objective in (45) is maximised by ¢ = 0.
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G.1 Approximate Bellman equation

In this section, I define a discrete-time, finite-horizon approximation of the Bellman
equation (45) and show that it admits a solution for any time length A > 0 and horizon
M € N (Lemma 9 below). As part of the analysis, I establish bounds for the disclosure
cutoff ¢ that is part of the solution, and show that they converge to the desired values as
the approximation becomes more accurate (Lemma 8 below).

I begin with several definitions. Let A be the set of increasing o : Ry — [0, 1]. Given
m € N let

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

with typical elements y := (J,a) and 6 := (k, a, ¢, v), respectively. Given a € [0,1] and
A > 0, define the CDF FA“ with support within R, by

FA%w) o= (1 — e M F(w) + e for allw € R,.
Let vy : Ry — R be the unique element of V' solving the Bellman equation

va(z) = max z(1—e?)(1—a)+e *Epaafva(z+@)].7 (49)
ac|0,

Let Inm 1Y X ©,, — R be given by

va (k) if6=0
Iam(y,0) = xo(l — e*A)(l —a)
+ e AE[Licava (R V (k+ @) + Lisav(k +©)] ifd=1
where y := (4,a), 0 := (k,a,q,v), (@, (7, &) ~ F&* x J((m —1)A, &, 4§), and & € A and

G € Q are such that & = oy and ¢ = ¢ for all I € {1,...,m} and t € [(I — 1)A,lA).
Also let I} ,,, : ©,, — R be given by

IA,(0) = max Inm(y,0).

Next, I define bounds ¢f and ¢, for the disclosure cutoff q for each A > 0, and show

that they converge to the desired values as A vanishes (Lemma 8 below). Given A > 0,

73. We may view v, as a discrete-time approximation of the map v for time length A. In particular,
va — v uniformly as A — 0.
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let g5 be the largest > 0 such that the objective in (49) is maximised by a = 1,"* and

gk == sup {k: e R, :arg m[ax} Inm((1,a), (k,o,q,v)) > k > maxq for some m € N,
ac(0,1

ac A" q e RT and v € V, such that v(l) = [ for all [ > k}
Lemma 8. For all A > 0, g5 < gk < co. Moreover

lim inf gy > A & lim sup gf < nAu.
A—0 A—0

Lemma 8 is proved in Curello (2021). Given A > 0, let Qa = [qg,qﬂ, and VA be
the set of v € V such that v — v, is decreasing and v(k) = v, (k) for k > g{. 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 Ax (Va) be the set of & € A (v € V) such that, for all & > 0,
t — ay(k) (t — v(k)) is constant over [(m — 1)A, mA) for all m € N.

Remark 2. Let A > 0 and (@, @m, Um)men € A X Qa X VA be such that, for all m € N
and k > xq,

U (k) = Iz,m(ka Om) = IA,m((]lk<qm> Um)s Om) (50)

where 0, == (k, (a0)]%1, (@1)%1, Um+1). Define (&, q,0) € Aa x Qa X Va by
(&, G, 01) = (Qmy @, V) for allm € N and t € [(m — 1)A, mA). (51)

Then v, satisfies (48) with 6 := (A, t,k, &, ,0) for any t € Ta and k > .

Remark 2 is proved in Curello (2021). Given m € N, a € A™, ¢ € R, let

BAJ”(O‘) q) = BmA(dv Cj) (52)

where & € A and ¢ € Q are given by & = o and ¢, = ¢ for all [ € {1,...,m} and
tel(l—1)A1A).?

Lemma 9. There are Ay > 0 and 7y : (0,00) — (0, 00) such that, for any A € (0, ) and
M €N, there are o € AM, g € QX, and v € VAMJrl such that, given any m =1,..., M,
(50) holds for all k > xy and, moreover,

SUp|vms1 — Um| V|G — Gro1| < y(mA)A, (53)

where G, == B2™((ag)™y, (@)7,) for eachm =1,..., M, and Gy is degenerate at x,.

74. The objective in (49) is maximised by a = 1 for = 0, so that g, is well-defined. Moreover, it is
easy to show that a = 0 is the unique maximiser of (49) for z > Au/(e® — 1), so that gj is finite.

75. The map 2™ is well-defined since B(a, q) = B(a’,¢') for all t > 0, o,/ € A, and ¢,¢' € Q such
that o« = o’ and ¢ = ¢’ on [0,1).
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Lemma 9 is proved in Appendix G.3.

G.2 Proof of Proposition 5

In this section, I show that the approximate solution to the Bellman equation constructed
in Lemma 9 lies in a suitably compact space (Remarks 3 to 5), 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 5.

Endow A with the topology such that o™ — « if and only if fot al(k)ds — fot as(k)ds
for all ¢ and k.

Remark 3. A is sequentially compact.”™

Endow Q with the topology such that ¢™ — ¢ if and only if infy yy) ¢™ — infyy ) q
for all but countably many 0 < t’ <" < co.

Remark 4. For any (A™)men — 0 and (¢™)men € [ [,y Qam, there is ¢ € Qp such that

q™ — q along a subsequence.

Remark 4 is proved in Curello (2021).
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, 7] for all T' > 0.

Remark 5. Let (A™)men — 0 and (v")men € [],,eny Yam be such that, for all T > 0,
there is 4 > 0 such that, for all m € N, v™ is y-Lipschitz on Ta= N[0, T] in the supremum

metric for all m € N, there is v € Vy such that v™ — v along a subsequence.””

Let

O = <U{A}><TA><R+><AA><QA><VA>U({O}xRixAxQoxVO).

A>0

and note that © C ©y. Endow ©( with the product topology and © with the topology
such that ™ := (A™ t™ k™ o™, ¢q™ v™) converges to 0 := (A, t,k,a,q,v) if and only if
either 6,, = 0 for m large enough, or A = 0, 6, — 0 in O, and inf, ) ¢™ — infj ) q
for all but countably many ¢’ > ¢t. Endow Y’ with the product topology, and F with the
topology such that a — o’ if and only if fot a— fot a’ for all ¢ > 0.

Lemma 10. Let (0,,)men C © converge to some 0 € ©. Suppose that, for all T > 0,
there is v > 0 such that t — Bi(a™,q™) and v™ are y-Lipschitz on [0,T] N Ta in the
supremum metric, where 0,, == (A™ t" ky, o™, q™,v™). Then I*(0,,) — I*(0) and, for

any (Ym)men C Y’ converging to some y € Y', I(Ym,0m) — 1(y,0).

76. This follows from (a multi-dimensional version of) Helly’s selection theorem (for example, Theorem
2 in Brunk, Ewing, and Utz (1956)), together with a diagonalisation argument. This is because, for any

a € A, the map (¢, k) — fot as(k)ds is increasing and bounded by T on [0,7T] x Ry, for each T' > 0.
77. This is immediate for Helly’s selection theorem for arbitrary metric spaces.
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Lemma 10 is proved in Curello (2021).

Proof of Proposition 5. To construct «, ¢ and v, fix v and A satisfying the conditions

of Lemma 9.

Claim 5. For all A € (0,4), there are & € Aa, ¢ € Qa, and © € Va such that
(a) (48) holds with 0 := (A, t,k, &, q,0) for all t € Ta and k > g, and

(b) s+ Bs(a, q) and v are (T)-Lipschitz on [0,¢] NTx in the supremum metric, for all
T > 0.

Proof. Fix A. For all M € N, let o™ € AM ¢ ¢ QX, and v € VM satisfy
the conditions of Lemma 9, and label pM = (o™, ¢™,v™). Note that A, Qa, and Va

t.” Then, there are strictly increasing sequences N D (s¢;)ieny 2 (S11)ien 2

are compac
(521)ien, - - . such that (pi™, ..., pimt), . converges in (A x Qa x Vo)™ for all m € N. In
particular, (p;m),cy converges in A x Qa x V for all m € N.

Let (), @m, Um)men C A X Qa X Va be given by

(s Gy V) = li%npf;;” for all m € N,

and note that, for all m € N, (50) holds since I3 ,, and Ian, are continuous,” and (53)
holds since 5 and 5., are continuous.

Let & € Aa, § € Qa and 0 € VA be given by (51). It remains to show (a) and
(b). The former is immediate from Remark 2, while the latter holds as (53) holds for all
m € N. O

Fix a sequence (A™)en C (0, Ag) that converges to 0. For all m € N, let a™ € Aam,
q" € Qam and v™ € Vam satisfy the conditions of Claim 5 with A := A™. From
Remark 3, by considering a subsequence of (A™),,cn, we may assume without loss of
generality that o™ — « in A for some o € A. Moreover, from Remark 4, by considering
a further subsequence we may also assume that, ¢™ — ¢ in Q for some ¢ € Qy. Finally,
for all m € N and T' > 0, the variation of v™ on [0,7] is bounded by (T + Ay), as
v™ is (T)-Lipschitz on [0,7] N Tam (from (b)). Then, from Remark 5, by considering

78. This follows from Helly’s selection theorem for A, and from the Arzela-Ascoli theorem for V.

79. In particular, writing & == ()12, 77 = (g%, &} := (o), and g := (¢} )12,

Lo (Lics ), (6,37 0" 1)) = lim Ia (Lo 0l ), (ka7 051
even if (]lk<qum )ien does not converge to Ly«g,,, since in this case k = ¢y, and
IA,W((]le]m s Qm ), (ka ™, g, Um-i-l)) = }Cl,rf}c IA,W((]lk’Q]m ) O‘m)a (k/a am, q", vmy1)) = Iz,m(ka ™, q", vm+1)

BT * —m =m _ S(m+1l\ __ 1 Sm —m =m  S(m+1)l
*h%nIA,m(kval 41 5 Umt1 ) *h}nIAam<<]lk<qf,{"L’aml)7 (k’al VR | ))
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a further subsequence, we may assume without loss of generality that v — v in V for
some v € V.
From Remark 1, it remains to prove that (48) holds with 6 := (0,¢, k, v, ¢, v) for all
t > 0and k > zp. Fix t and k and, let a and § be given by (46). We consider two cases.
Case 1. infyyyq™ — infy ) q for all but countably t' > t. In this case, there exist
sequences (t™)men C Ry and (k)men C |20, 00) such that t™ — ¢, k,, — k, t™ € Tam
for all m € N, and 6,, — ¢, where

O :=min{s > 0: k,, > ¢™({t"™ +s)} U{oo} for all m € N.*°

Let a™ : s — o, (kn) and 0, == (A™, " Ky, 0™, g™, v"™) for all m € N. Then, from
Claim 5,
Vg (k) = I (0) = I((0n,a™), 0,,) for all m € N. (54)

Note that vl (k) — v;(k). Moreover, a™ — a in E % so that ((a™,d,,),0m) — ((a,9),0)
in Y’ x O, by the hypothesis of this case. Then, v,(k) = I*(0) = I((6,a),0) from (b) and
Lemma 10.

Case 2. General case. We claim that there is a sequence (t™),,eny — t such that the
hypothesis Case 1 is satisfied for any ¢ in the sequence, and such that infjm ;¢ — infy ;) ¢
for all t > t. Since ¢™ — ¢ in Q, the hypothesis of Case 1 is satisfied for all but countably
many t. Moreover, if t = 0 then infym 1y ¢ — infy 4y ¢ for all ¢’ > t for any (£™)men — ¢
since ¢(0) = liminf,yo ¢(s), and if ¢ > 0 then infym p) ¢ — infp ») g for all ¢’ > ¢ as long as
(t™)men is bounded above by ¢, as ¢ is lower-semicontinuous (since ¢ € Q). The claim

follows.
In light of Case 1, vim(k) = I*(0n) = I((0m,a™),b,,) for all m € N, where 6,

80. If § = 0, take t™ := A™[t/A™]. Note that infju 1115/, ¢" < infpyi41/m) ¢ for any I,m € N such
that A! < % Moreover, inf; ;1 1/m)q < k as § = 0. Then infy 414 9/m) ¢ <k+ # for [ sufficiently
large, as lim;inf(; ¢4 1/m) ¢' = inft 451/m) . Choose (Ly)men € N to be strictly increasing and such that
Alm < # and infjin g1m42/m) g < k+ # for all m € N. Define (k;);en by ki := k + % for all m € N
and | =l,,—1 +1,..., L, (where lp := 0). Then, lim; k; = k and lim; §; = § as §;,, < % for all m € N.

If § > 0, take t™ := A™[t/A™]. If § = oo, use ky,,, := k. Since t™ — t, for all & € (0,00),
lim,, infpm gm g5y ¢™ > limy, infpy 4405 ¢ = infp 4405y ¢ > k where the strict inequality holds as § > 247,
so that liminf,, §,, > ¢’. Then, lim,, §,, = 6 as &' € (0,00) is arbitrary.

If § € (0,00) then k > z¢ as inf ¢ > Ay > x0. Let m/ := [min{$, k—z¢}~*]. Forany m > m/ andl € N
such that Al < § A #, nf iy 5-2/m) q > infpy i15-1/m) q' and inf(sys54641/m) q > infip p4541/m) q.
Moreover, infy ;1 5-1/myq > k > infi5:4541/m)q as 6 € (0,00). Then, for [ sufficiently large, there
is k' e (k- #,k + %) such that infiu 4 5_9/m) ¢ >k > infy gty 541 /m) q¢', as lim; infp 145-1/m) ¢ =
inf[t,t-‘,—é—l/m) q and limy inf[t+6,t+6+1/m) ql = inf[t+6,t+6+1/m) q. Choose (lm)ﬁ:m/ C N to be strictly
increasing and such that, for all m > m/, there is k/,, € (k— %, k+ %) such that inf, 41m 45-2/m) qtm >
k> Inf i pim 4541/m) q'. Define (k;)ien by ki := k!, forallm >m/ and | = l,,_1 + 1,..., 1y, (Where
lm/—1:=0). Then lim; ky = k and lim; §; =0 as | — J;,, | < % + Alm for all m > m/'.

81. It suffices to show that [ mdr — [y andr for all s > 0. Fix s and note that [;amdr =
Jo oy (k)dr = t am( dr—fo a(k)dr. Slmllarly, fo apdr = HS k)dr—fot a,(k)dr. Then,

a™ — a since fo (k ydr — f”s (k)dr and fo
take values in [0, 1], and a™ — .

(k)dr — fo a,(k)dr, as t™ — t, @™ and «

T
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(0,t™ k,a, q,v), and 6, and a™ are given by (46) with ¢ replaced by t". Letting m — oo
yields v (k) = I*(0) = 1((6,a),0) since infym yyq — infypyq for all ¢ > ¢, and v is

continuous (as v € V). O

G.3 Proof of Lemma 9

Endow A with the topology of pointwise convergence. I begin with two remarks, proved
in Curello (2021).

Remark 6. Given A > 0 and m € N,

(@) = (I arg s Lan(1.0). (s ,0.0)
ac|0,

is a well-defined and continuous map A™ x QR x Va — A.

Remark 7. Given A > 0 and m € N,
(o, q,v) = (k —> Iz’m(k, a, q, v))

is a well-defined and continuous map A™ X QR X Va — Va.

Proof of Lemma 9. From Lemma 8, we can choose Ag > 0 such that supe (o a,) gL < oo.
To define 7, note that there exists R > 0 such that, for all m € N, A € (0, Ag), a € [0, 1],
k<ql,a€e A™ qe Q% and v € VA,

/OO 1AG" (1) + G Hgm)v(k) — Inm((1,a), (k, o, q,v))| < RA

qm

where G is degenerate with value z¢ if m = 1, and G = B2 1((a)™]", (q@)"))
otherwise. Moreover, as F' is Lipschitz, there is an increasing map 7o : Ry — (0, 00)
such that S;(a, q) is vo(t)-Lipschitz on [z, 00) for all « € A, ¢ € Q, and ¢t > 0. Define
v :(0,00) = (0,00) by

Y(t) := (RV )+ 2R(n — 1)7(t) sup{qf : A € (0,A¢) } U {1}.

Now fix A € (0,Ap) and M € N. To construct o € AM ¢ € Q¥ and v € VAI* let

w: AM x QM — VM be given by wysy1(, q) = v,, and

[wim (0, DI(k) =I5 (K, @™, ¢ w1 (e, q))

for each m € {1,..., M}, where o™ = (o)}, and ¢™ := (q;);”,. Note that wys4; is well-

defined and continuous. Then Remark 7 implies that w is well-defined and continuous.
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Define the map v : AM x QA x VIHT — AM x QN x VM*! by

U(a,q,v) = ((k: — arg max Ia ,,((1,a), (@™, ¢", wpnti1(a,q))) :m=1,..., M),

a€l0,1]

(e, )](gm) : 1 = L,. ..,M>,w<a,q>).

Since w is continuous and V' is endowed with the topology of uniform convergence,
is well-defined and continuous by Remark 6. Then 1 admits a fixed point («,q,v) by
Brower’s fixed-point theorem.

Fix m € {1,..., M}. To prove (50) note that, by definition of %, it suffices to prove
that v, (k) < (>) va(k) for all £ > (<) ¢,. This holds since v,,(¢m) = ¢m < VA(¢m), and
Um — U 18 positive and decreasing (as v, € Va).

It remains to prove (53). Let G = Gt

Claim 6. 1 — G(gn) < 2RA(n — 1)yo(mA).
Proof. Assume without loss of generality that G,,_1(¢,) < 1. By definition of 7o, G,,_1
is 7o ((m—1)A)-Lipschitz on [xg, 00). Then, as 7y is increasing, G,,,_1 is yo(mA)-Lipschitz
on [xg,00), so that G is (n —1)y0(mA)-Lipschitz on [zg, 00). Then, G conditioned on the
event (¢, 00) FOSD-dominates Ulgm, ¢m + 1/{(n — 1)7(mA)}]. Hence

! G 1= Glgn) < 2(n — 1ol A)/Ool e
m + < T & — m) < 2(n — m — ¢,,dG.
I o = re(mA) = 1= Glgn) E i o

Then, result follows as

/ [ — de@ S / [ — de@ + @(Qm>[vm+1<Qm> - Qm]

qm qm

B / 4G + G(gm)m+1(dm) = Iam((1, ), (s @, 4" 0i)) < RA
qm

where the first inequality holds since v,,11(¢m) > ¢m (as vme1 € Va), and the equality

holds because ¢, = Ia m((1, ), (Gm, ™, ¢, Vms1))- O

Since v, 11 — v, 18 positive and decreasing and v,, (k) = vA (k) for k& > ¢, Ume1 — Um
is positive and decreasing on [g,,,00). Hence, we may restrict attention to k < ¢, so
that

a1 = 00080 = ([ a0 = 1960 + ([ 1060 + Gl (1) = (1))

qm qm
<2R(n — 1)y(mA)A sup g + RA <~(mA)A
A’€(0,A0)

where the inequality follows from Claim 6.
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Finally note that, for any j # i, if agent j plays a strategy p € R(&, ), where & € A
and ¢ € Q are such that &; = oy and ¢y = ¢ for all t € [(I — 1)A,IA) and [ = 1,...,m,
then the probability that k{m_
e G, (gm). Then

na < 4m and that k7 is constant over [(m — 1)A, mA) is

|Gm - Gm—1| S 1-— e_amAAGm—l(Qm)
<1—(1=AN[1=2R(n—1)y(mA)A] < ~y(mA)A

where the second inequality follows from Claim 6. O

H Proof of Proposition 4

The argument relies on the following result, proved in Curello (2021).

Lemma 11. For all t' > 0 and k > xy, (23) holds for almost all t > t' such that
k< inf[t/,t) q.

Lemma 12. Suppose that (24) holds. Then vq(xg) > A, and there are N € N and € > 0
such that vy(xg) > ve(xo) + € for any n > N.

Proof. 1 prove that vg(xo) > Ap. Note that vy(z) > x for all z > 0, hence assume without
loss of generality that xy < A, so that ag(zg) > 0. Then vy(zo) > Ay, for otherwise

xo > AEp[max{0, vg(xg + 2) — va(xg)} > AEp[max{0,xzy + Z — Au} > o,

where the frst inequality follows from (21) as a4(xo) > 0, the second holds since F'(Au) <
1, and the last is (24).
For the last part, note that there is a unique continuous o, : (0,00) — R such that

Ue(r) = x on [Ap, 00) and
MEp[ve(z 4+ 2)] — Ve(x)} = (55)

on (0, A\u]. Similarly, there is a unique continuous 7, : (0,00) — R such that v4(z) = «
on [Ap, 00) and
AEp[max{0,v4(z + 2) — v4(2)}] = = (56)

on (0, Au]. I claim that, for any & € (0, Au), there is N € N such that v, = v, and vy = U4
on [#,00) for n > N. To prove the claim, fix & and note that a;*(0) = a;*(0) = Ay, ).
In particular, v.(x) = vy4(x) = = for £ > Ap. Then, there is N € N such that a.(z) < 1
and ag4(z) < 1 for n > N, since effort is costly (as & > 0) and the benefit of exerting

effort vanishes as the aggregate effort exerted by opponents grows. Since o, and a4 are
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decreasing, 0 < a, < 1 and 0 < oy < 1 on [z, Ap) so that v, satisfies (55) and v, satisfies
(56) on [&, Ap). Then, v, = ¥, and vg = 94 on [Z,0), as v, and vy are continuous.

Case 1. xo > 0. In light of the claim, it suffices to show that v4(z) > v.(z0). Fix n
such that v, = v, and vg = U4 on [z, 00). Then, v4(xg) > Ue(x) unless ve(xg) > Ay, since
ve(To) > Au. Moroever, if ve(zg) > A\u then v, is non-monotone on [xg, 00), as ve(x) < Ap
for some z € (z, Aw), by (55). Then, v4(z) > v.(zo) by Theorem 3, as desired.

Case 2. xo = 0. Note that, as z | 0, v.(z) and v4(x) converge to some v.(0) € R, and
04(0) € [0, 00], respectively. Moreover v4(x) > 0.(z) for all z > 0, where the inequality is
strict for > 0 sufficiently small, by Case 1. Hence, 74(0) > ©.(0). Then, result follows
since, clearly, v.(0) — ©.(0) and v4(0) — v4(0) as n grows. O

Proof of Proposition 4. The case xqg > Au is clear, hence suppose that zo < Ap. From
Lemma 12, there are N; € N, T'> 0 and € € (0,1) such that

(1 —e)e Twg(wg) > ve(wo)

for all n > N;. Fix 7" € [0,T) and & > v.(xg)e’ /e and note that there are N, € N and

@ € R, such that
ve(mo)el
€
if n > Ny, and ¢q(t) > @Q and af(xo) = 1 for all 7" < ¢ < T. Intuitively, if no disclosure

occurs by time 7', any agent ¢ assigns high probability to the event that kJT > 1 for some

vp(2) —vp(eo) < 7 —

J # 1, since her numerous opponents exerted maximal effort within the interval [T”, T,
and the disclosure cutoff ¢ was high within this time interval. Hence, the net benefit to
agent i of having k% = 7 instead of k% = x is low.

Given t € [0,7] and n € N, let p;,, the probability that a disclosure occurs prior to
time ¢ when p° is played. Note that there is N3 € N such that, for any n > N3, ¢ > Q
over [T",T] if prr, <1—¢€and af(zg) =1forall t <T.

Let N := max{Nj, No, N3}. It remains to show that v§(zg) > ve(xo) for any n > N.
Fix n and note that, if a value d is disclosed at time ¢ when p° is played, then d > ¢(t) >
va(o), and the continuation payoff after the disclosure is d. If no disclosure occurs within
[0, ¢], the continuation payoff to agent i is v¢(k!) > v¢(z), where the inequality holds since

v¢ is increasing and k! > x. Then

vi(wo) = e [prava(o) + (1 = pra)vi (zo)]- (57)

Since vy(xg) > 0, v§(zo) > ve(xo) if prn, > 1 — €. Hence, assume that pr, <1 —e.

Suppose that af(xg) = 1 for a.e. ¢ <T. Then, from above,

vh(wo) > ee™ v (x0) = e {& — [v7(2) — vT(x0)]} = ve(wo)
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where the first inequality follows from (57), and the second holds since v$.(z) > .
Finally, suppose that of(xy) < 1 for a non-nul set of times t < 7T'. Then, by (23), for
some t < T
Lo

vi(ao) = Exlvg(eo + 2)] = 5 2 Erlmax{eo + 2, vf(e0)}] - 3

where the second inequality holds since vf is increasing and, clearly, vi(k) > k for all

k > xy. Moreover, ay(zg) < 1 as o < A, so that

va(1o) < Ep[max{zg + 2, v4(z0)}] — %

by (21), since vy(z) = z for x > Au and vg(xg) > Ap (Lemma 12). Then, vf(z) >
va(z0) > ve(o). O

Supplemental appendices

I Necessity of assumptions

In this appendix, I argue that various substantial assumptions of the model are necessary
to obtain important results. In Appendix I.1 I show that, if payoffs are separable, then
innovations are not detrimental in the equilibrium with forced disclosure, and concealing
innovations is unprofitable. In Appendix [.2, I show that the same is true for arbitrary
payoffs if innovations have fixed size. In Appendix [.3, I show via an example that, if the
cost of effort does not become more convex as the stock grows, then it may be efficient

to raise effort after an increment in the stock.

I.1 Payoffs are not necessarily separable

Recall that continuation payoffs in the symmetric equilibrium with forced disclosure (The-

orem 2) are v.(x;), where x; is the current stock.

Proposition 6. If the cost of effort does not increase with the stock, i.e. c¢(a,x) = c(a),

then v, s increasing.

Proof. Recall from the proofs of Theorem 5 and Theorem 2 that v, is the unique fixed
point of P, in V", that P, maps V" to itself and is increasing, and that V" is a complete
lattice. Let V" be 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 P, is increasing on
V", by Tarski’s fixed point theorem, it suffices to show that P, maps V" to itself. Fix
v € V"”. Note that P,v € V', so that it remains to show that P,v is increasing.
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Since v is increasing and v — b is decreasing, Lv is continuous. Then, Q(Lv(z), x)
and, therefore, P,v, are continuous. Moreover, from Step 3 of the proof of Theorem 5,
Q(z, L°v(x)) is decreasing in z. Let I, := {z > 0: Q(z, L°v(z)) = a} for a € {0,1} and
I'=R,\([oUl). If Q(x,L(x)) = 0 for some = > 0, then Ij is an interval, and P,v = b
over Iy, so that it is increasing on Iy. If Q(z, L°v(z)) € (0,1) for some x > 0, then [ is
also an interval. Moreover, for any x € I,

Lov(x) — [b(x) — c(a, )]

ALv(z) — Po(z)] = A T+ o = d(a)

where a = Q(z, L°v(x)), the first equality follows by definition of P., and the second from
(34). Since v is increasing and Q(x, L°v(x)) is decreasing, P.v is then increasing on I.

Finally, if Q(x, L°v(z)) = 1 for some = > 0, then [; is an interval, and

b(x) — (1, x) + AnLv(x)

P.(z) = o

over I. Then, P.v is increasing on I; since b(x) — ¢(1,x) and v are increasing. Therefore,

P.v is decreasing since Iy, I; and I partition R, and P,v is continuous. O

Given Lemma 2, Proposition 6 implies that, if payoffs are separable, then innovations
are not detrimental.

In the remainder of this section, I show that agents have no incentive to conceal
innovations in equilibrium if payoffs are separable. Remember that «. is the effort policy
in the equilibrium with forced disclosure (Theorem 2), and that wy is the ‘full-disclosure’
policy in the game with concealment. The next result describes when (ae,wp) is an
equilibrium in the game with concealment. I omit the proof as it follows from standard

dynamic-programming arguments.
Lemma 13. Given xq > 0, the following are equivalent:
1. The strategy profile (a.,wy) forms a PBE of the game with concealment.

2. Forallk > x> xo, A(k,x) <0 where

A(k,z) = max b(z) — ¢(a, x) + aN{Ep[ve(k + 2)] — ve(k)}

a€l0,1]

+ ac(@)A(n — DEp{loizon[ve(r + 2) — ve(K)]} —ve(k).  (58)

Assuming that, when (ae,wp) is played, some agent i obtains an innovation at time ¢
raising her stock to ki > x;, A(k}, z;) 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
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disclose fully and revert to (a.,wp)’.®® The first three terms are the continuation payoffs
from delaying the disclosure, whereas v, (k) is the payoff from disclosing immediately.
The next result shows that, if the cost of effort does not increase with the stock, then

concealment is not profitable in equilibrium.

Corollary 4. If the cost of effort does not increase with the stock, i.e. c(a,x) = c(a),

then the strategy profile (ae,wq) forms a PBE of the game with concealment.

Proof. Fix o > 0. From Proposition 13, it suffices to show that A(k,z) < 0 for all
k > x > xy. Note that A(zg,z9) = 0 since v, satisfies (10). Hence, it suffices to show
that A(k,xzg) is decreasing in k on [zg, 00). From Proposition 6, v, is increasing. Then,
the second expectation in (58) is decreasing in k. Hence, it suffices to show that the map
Yk Epfve(k + 2)] — ve(k) is decreasing.

Let

L={2>0:a.(x)=1}, I={x>0:a.(x) € (0,1)}, Iy ={x >0: a.(z) = 0}.

From Theorem 2, . is continuous and decreasing, so that I, I and [, are (possibly
empty) intervals. Since v is clearly continuous, it suffices to show that it is decreasing
on each of I, I and Iy. On Iy, v, = b, so 1) is decreasing since b is concave. On I, (11)

implies that ¥(k) = ¢(ae(k)). Then 1 is decreasing since a, is. On Iy,

Er[ve(k + 2)] — b(k)
14 \n )

(k) =

Then, 1 is decreasing on I; from Claim 1, since v, — b is decreasing (see Theorem 2). [

1.2 Innovations have random size

Note that Lemma 1 continues to hold if innovations have fixed size. Then, it is imme-
diate that, in this case, innovations are not detrimental in the equilibrium with forced

disclosure.
Corollary 5. If innovations have fized size, then innovations are not detrimental.

The next result shows that, if innovations have fixed size, then concealment is not

profitable in equilibrium.

82. Assuming that agent i is indifferent between this and no deviation, her continuation payoff if
deviating is the sum of all but the last term —v.(k), and v.(k) is her payoff from not deviating. More
specifically, if she deviates and exerts optimal effor a, she obtains flow payoff b(x) — ¢(a,x) until a
disclosure and, if she obtains an innovation of size z before her opponents disclose, her continuation
payoff increases by wv.(k + z) — ve(k); if instead one of her opponents discloses an innovation of size z,
agent ¢ discloses k immediately afterwards if and only if x + 2z < k.
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Corollary 6. If innovations have fized size, then the strategy profile (ce,wo) forms a

PBE of the game with concealment.

Proof. Fix g > 0. From Lemma 13, it suffices to show that A(k,z) < Oforall k >z > x
such that k — x = [u for some | € N. From Lemma 1, v(k) > v(z + p). Then, as F is

degenerate with value p,

Az, k) = m[zonlcl b(x) — c(a,z) + aMEp[ve(k + 2)] — ve(k)} — ve (k).
ac|0,
Then, A(k,z) < 0 since v, satisfies (10), Er[ve(k + 2)] — ve(k) > 0 (Lemma 1), and

b(x) — c(a, x) is increasing in z. O

I.3 The cost becomes more convex as the stock grows

I exhibit a parametrised example satisfying all the assumptions of Section 2 except the
requirement that cj;(a,x) be increasing in x, and show that the efficient effort schedule
a, (described in Theorem 1) is non-monotone in the stock.

Counsider
a2

u(a,z) = (1+2)(1—a)— 5671. (59)
It is easy to see that u satisfies all the assumptions of the model except the requirement
that up;p > 0.5 Let F(z) =1 — e * and fix An > 1. Note that b(x) solves (6) precisely
over [z,,00), where x, = An — 1. Then, efficient effort «, ceases at z..

Note also that there exists z € [0, x,) such that the differential equation

o(z) = Ko‘iéx) + f—n) ol(w) = (1- %)e] <o/(x) + %) R (60)

admits a solution o' on (z, z,] satisyfing o'(z.) = 0. Moreover, it is clear that we may

choose o' and z such that o is strictly positive over (z,r,) and either o’(z) = 0 or z = 0.
Then, by the Picard-Lindelof theorem, of is uniquely determined on [z, x,]. Simulations
imply that, for An = 2.55, z = 0, and o' is non-monotone and within (0,1) over [0, z,)
(see Figure 4). Then, simple algebra implies that o’ matches o’ on [0, z,].3* In particular,

efficient effort is non-monotone.

83. The other assumptions are that w is twice continuously differentiable, increasing and concave in x,
convex and strictly decreasing in a, and that uis < 0.

84. To see why, extend o’ to R, by setting ai(x) = 0 for x > w,, and let w : R — R be given by w(z) :=
u(a(z),r) + a(z)c1 (ol (x), ) for & < x4, and w(z) = 1+ z for x > .. Then, it suffices to show that w
and o' solve (6) and (7). Note that (60) can be rearranged into Anw'(z) = c1(af(z),z) — fc1 (o' (2), z).
Integrating and using the fact that x, = An — 1 yields

o) = [ e, @

1-X
An An + "

n—1
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Figure 4: Efficient effort given payoff function (59), F(z) =1 —e %, and An =
2.6.

over [0, A\n — 1]. Then w solves the Volterra equation of the second kind

w(zx) + /\w " Vw(y)dy = (An + 1)e*T1An — 701@;(5), 2)

n—1

over [0, An — 1] (see e.g. Polyanin and Manzhirov (2008), page 144). Equivalently, An{Ep[w(z + 2)] —
w(z)} = e1(a’(z), z) over [0, z.]. Then, (7) holds and w(z) = u(a(z), )+ (2) \n{Ep[w(x+2)] —w(x)}
for all > 0. Hence, (6) holds as well.
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