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Abstract

A decision maker (DM) determines a set of reactions that receivers can

choose before senders and receivers move in a generalized competitive signaling

model with two-sided matching. The DM’s optimal design of the unique

stronger monotone signaling equilibrium (unique D1 equilibrium) is equivalent

to the choice problem of two threshold sender types, one for market entry and

the other for pooling on the top. Our analysis sheds light on the impacts

of a trade-off between matching efficiency and signaling costs, the relative

heterogeneity of receiver types to sender types, and the productivity of the

sender’s action on optimal equilibrium designing.

1 Introduction

We study an equilibrium design problem1 faced by the decision maker (DM) (e.g.,

a government or a policy maker) who can choose the set of feasible reactions be-

fore senders and receivers move in a generalized Spencian competitive signaling
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1We use the term, “equilibrium design” because the DM’s choice of the set of feasible reactions

affects the endogenous formation of the belief on the sender’s type.
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(Spence (1973)) with two-sided matching. In our model, there is a continuum of

heterogeneous senders and receivers (e.g., sellers and buyers, workers and firms, and

entrepreneurs and investors) in terms of their types. The DM is interested in max-

imizing the aggregate net surplus. She moves first by publicly announcing the set

of feasible reactions that receivers can take. After that, senders take actions, fol-

lowed by receivers’ reaction choices as they are matched with senders. For example,

the policy maker may announce the set of feasible transfers that firms can make to

their employees. After that but prior to entering the job matching market, workers

(senders) make investments in observable characteristics such as education. Once

firms and workers enter the market, they form one-to-one matches as a firm offers its

employee a wage (reaction). In a competitive signaling equilibrium, the market wage

function that specifies a worker’s wage conditional on her observable characteristics

clears the matching market.

Signaling creates a trade-off in matching markets. It increases matching efficiency

because separating induces assortative matching. It can also increase the sender’s

productivity to a certain extent unless signaling is a pure waste of resources. On

the other hand, it is costly in that senders need to choose inefficiently high levels of

equilibrium actions in order to separate themselves. Depending on which effect is

dominant, a non-separating equilibrium can be more efficient.

Given the multiplicity of signaling equilibrium, we can apply Criterion D1 for

restricting the receiver’s off-path beliefs (Cho and Kreps (1987), Banks and Sobel

(1987)). Cho and Sobel monotonicity of beliefs2 (Cho and Sobel (1990)), a partial

implication of Criterion D1, is instrumental for the selection of a separating equi-

librium as a unique D1 equilibrium: Among those who chose the same action, the

highest sender type always has a profitable upward deviation given Cho and Sobel

monotonicity, so a pooled action cannot be sustained in a D1 equilibrium.

However, this argument only works when a receiver can reward such an upward

deviation with a higher level of a reaction given his belief. One of difficulties the

DM faces in optimal D1 equilibrium design is that if the upper bound of feasible

reactions that he chooses is so low that there is no separating equilibrium, then

Cho and Sobel monotonicity is not enough to derive D1 equilibria. Therefore, it

2Suppose that an action s is chosen by some sender type t on the equilibrium path. Cho and
Sobel monotonicity means that a receiver should believe that s′ > s is not chosen by a lower sender
type than t.
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is not clear if there exists a unique D1 equilibrium in the absence of a separating

equilibrium.

We first uncover the monotonicity of beliefs that is equivalent to Criterion D1

in terms of the stronger set order (Shannon (1995)). We establish the Stronger

Monotone Signaling Equilibrium Theorem: Given monotonicity and single cross-

ing properties of utility functions, any competitive signaling equilibrium is stronger

monotone (i.e., equilibrium actions, reactions, beliefs and matching are monotone in

the stronger set order if and only if it passes Criterion D1). In contrast to Cho and

Sobel monotonicity, the stronger monotonicity of beliefs pins down a unique belief

on the sender type conditional on any off-path action. Therefore, we can derive all

stronger monotone equilibria (i.e., all possible D1 equilibria) as we vary the set of

feasible reactions.

If utility functions are quasilinear and receivers can randomize their reactions, it

reduces the DM’s choice set significantly. She can only focus on intervals as the set of

feasible reactions that she chooses without loss of generality.3 We introduce a well-

behaved stronger monotone equilibrium given an interval of feasible reactions that

the DM chooses. A well-behaved equilibrium is characterized by the two threshold

sender types. The lower threshold sender type specifies the lowest sender type who

enters the market, whereas any sender above the upper threshold sender type pools

their actions. Any sender between the two threshold types separates themselves.

If the two threshold types are the same, it becomes a pooling equilibrium. If the

upper threshold type is the supremum of the sender types and greater than the lower

threshold type, it becomes a separating equilibrium. If the upper threshold type is

less than the supremum of the sender types but greater than the lower threshold type,

it is a (strictly) well-behaved equilibrium, where separating and pooling coexist.

Given an interval of feasible reactions, we show that a stronger monotone equilib-

rium is unique and well-behaved. Therefore, the aggregate net surplus is a function

of the two threshold sender types in a unique stronger monotone equilibrium. We

show that in terms of the DM’s point of view, choosing the two threshold types is

equivalent to choosing the lower and upper bounds of the interval of feasible reac-

tions. This makes the DM’s unconstrained design problem for an optimal stronger

monotone equilibrium equivalent to the design problem for an optimal stronger

3We allow the lower and upper bounds of the interval the DM chooses to be the same. In this
case, the interval shrinks to a singleton.
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monotone equilibrium where the DM chooses the two threshold sender types. Once

she finds them out, she can retrieve the corresponding upper and lower bounds of

feasible reactions that uniquely induce them.

For the optimal equilibrium design, we propose an approach that approximates

the distribution of receiver types with “shift” and “relative spacing” parameters

given an arbitrary distribution of sender types. We conduct substantive numerical

analyses by applying various beta distributions on sender types and changing the

productivity of sender action and relative spacing parameters. Note that it is op-

timal to set the lower threshold sender type equal to the lowest sender type in a

separating equilibrium. However, it is not certain if the same argument holds in a

non-separating well-behaved equilibrium because raising the lower threshold sender

type also raises the pooled action chosen by sender types above the higher thresh-

old: If the initial pooled action is lower than the (interim) efficient action for some

senders who choose the pooled action, raising the lower threshold sender type may

increase the efficiency for those senders’ action choice. The numerical analyses show

that this is not the case and the DM always choose the lower threshold sender type

equal to the lowest sender type in a non-separating well-behaved equilibrium.

The numerical analyses also show that the upper threshold sender type in the

optimal equilibrium design increases in the productivity of sender action and the

relative heterogeneity of receiver types. Matching efficiency increases as higher type

senders separate themselves with higher action choices. However, this incurs inef-

ficiently high costs. When the productivity of sender action and the relative het-

erogeneity of receivers are low, the cost of signaling outweighs matching efficiency.

Thus, it is optimal to impose a binding upper bound of feasible transfers, leading to

a pooled action by sender types above the upper threshold sender type.

As the productivity of sender action and the relative heterogeneity of receiver

types increase, the matching efficiency becomes more important and it increases

the upper threshold sender type in the DM’s optimal equilibrium design. As a

result, the optimal well-behaved equilibrium eventually converges to the separating

equilibrium. However, the convergence speed is quite slow and we observe a non-

separating well-behaved equilibrium (i.e., the upper threshold sender type less than

the highest sender type) as the optimal equilibrium in a wide range of values for the

productivity of sender action and the relative heterogeneity of receivers.4

4The productivity of sender action is captured by its power a ∈ (0, 1) in the surplus function.
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For all beta distributions considered, the gain in the aggregate net surplus in the

optimal well-behaved equilibrium relative to that in the separating equilibrium with

no restrictions on feasible reactions increases monotonically as the productivity of

sender action is lower and the relative heterogeneity of receivers is lower. Further,

we find that the relative surplus gains by the first-order stochastically dominating

distribution are uniformly larger than that by the dominated one.

Regardless of the type distribution (beta or not), a non-separating stronger

monotone equilibrium is always more efficient than the stronger monotone sepa-

rating equilibrium when the relative heterogeneity of receiver types to sender types

and the productivity of sender action are not too large. It implies that a separating

equilibrium is not optimal in the classical Spencian model of pure signaling with no

heterogeneity of receivers (Spence 1973).

Related literature Our paper opens a new research direction to the stronger

monotone equilibrium design and contributes to the literature on several fronts.

While the literature has studied monotone equilibrium, exploring complementarities

between actions and types, they mostly focus on games with simultaneous moves

and no signaling (Athey (2001), McAdams (2003), Reny and Zamir (2004), Reny

(2011), Van Zandt and Vives (2007)). Our Stronger Monotone Signaling Equilibrium

Theorem is the first fully-fledged monotone equilibrium theorem in a model with

sequential moves and signaling.

Recently, Liu and Pei (2020) derive the monotonicity of a sender’s equilibrium

strategy in a two-period signaling game between one sender and one receiver with an

assumption similar to our assumption on the sender’s utility function. However, our

paper differs from theirs because ours shows (i) the equivalence between Criterion

D1 and stronger monotone beliefs and its implication and (ii) the monotonicity

of equilibrium matching given a monotonicity and a single crossing assumption on

the receiver’s utility. Mensch (2020) shows the existence of an equilibrium where

players’ strategies and beliefs are both monotone in a multi-period signaling game

with multiple players and totally ordered signal spaces. However, he does not show

the relation between monotone beliefs and equilibrium refinement and its implication

Even when (i) a = 0.99 and (ii) the heterogeneity of receiver types is ten times higher than that
of sender types, the upper threshold sender type in the optimal well-behaved equilibrium in each
of all shape parameter pairs for the beta distribution ranges from 0.981 to 0.988, so it is not the
separating equilibrium.
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on deriving all stronger monotone equilibria. It is the most important that we let

the DM choose a set of feasible reactions before senders and receivers move while

Liu and Pei (2020) and Mensch (2020) do not. We propose a general method that

the DM can use for designing an optimal unique stronger monotone equilibrium.

Pre-match investment competition studies whether pre-match competition to

match with a better partner can solve the hold-up problem of non-contractible

pre-match investment that prevails when a match is considered in isolation (e.g.

Grossman and Hart (1986) and Williamson (1986)). Cole, Mailath, and Postlewaite

(1995), Rege (2008), and Hoppe, Moldovanu, and Sela (2009) consider pre-match

investment with incomplete information and non-transferable utility without mone-

tary transfers (i.e., no reaction choice by a receiver). Therefore, the sender-receiver

framework does not apply. Pre-match investment with incomplete information in

Hopkins (2012) includes the transferable-utility case but with no restrictions on

transfers. A separating equilibrium is their focus.

2 Preliminaries

For any x and y in a partially ordered set Y with a transitive, reflexive, and anti-

symmetric order relation ≥, let x ∨ y denote the least upper bound, or join, of x

and y in Y if it exists and let x ∧ y denote the greatest lower bound, or meet, of x

and y in Y if it exists. The set Y is a lattice if for any x, y ∈ Y, the join x ∨ y and

meet x ∧ y exist as elements of Y. A partially ordered set Y is a chain if it does not

contain an unordered pair of elements.

There are two distinct sets of senders and receivers. They can be interpreted

as sellers and buyers, workers and firms, or entrepreneurs and investors. Receivers

and senders are all heterogeneous in terms of types. A receiver’s type is denoted

by x ∈ X and a sender’s type by z ∈ Z. An agent’s type is his or her own private

information. For example, a worker’s type is her ability that affects her productivity,

whereas a firm’s type is his production technology. For all X ′ ⊂ X, let H(X ′) be

the measure of receivers whose type is in X ′. For all Z ′ ⊂ Z, let G(Z ′) be the

measure of senders whose type is in Z ′. The total measures of senders and receivers

are normalized as one.

Each sender can take an (observable) action s from a set S prior to matching.
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As a sender and a receiver form a match, the receiver takes reaction t from a set T

given his partner’s action. For example, workers (senders) choose education s before

entering market. A worker and a firm are matched as the worker accepts the firm’s

wage offer t.

Let u(t, s, z) be the utility for a sender of type z when she chooses action s and

her partner takes reaction t. The utility for a receiver of type x is g(t, s, z, x) when

he takes reaction t and is matched with the type z sender with action s.

In the example with workers and firms, the utilities for a sender (worker) of type z

and a receiver (firm) of type x are u(t, s, z) = t−c(s, z) and g(t, s, z, x) = v(x, s, z)−t,
respectively. Note that t is the monetary transfer from a firm to his worker, c(s, z)

is the cost of choosing education s ∈ S for a worker of type z, and v(x, s, z) is the

monetary value of the output produced by the worker in a match.

The reservation utility for every agent corresponds to staying out of the market

and it is equal to zero. We assume that a sender takes the null action η ∈ S to stay

out of the market such that η < s for all s 6= η (e.g., η = 0 if S = R+). Each of

S, T,X, and Z is a chain.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. We define the notion of a com-

petitive signaling equilibrium and analyze a monotone signaling equilibrium with

general forms of utility function u(t, s, z) and g(t, s, z, x) in Sections 3 and 4. Note

that we do not impose any specific interpretation on actions, reactions, and types.

In Section 5, we characterize the unique stronger monotone equilibrium given each

possible set of reactions that the DM may choose. In Section 6, we conduct nu-

merical anlyses for the optimal design of the unique stronger monotone equilibrium.

Section 7 concludes. Unless specified, all proofs not in the paper can be found in

the Online Appendix.

3 Competitive signaling equilibrium

After the DM publicly announces the set of feasible reactions T , senders and receivers

make decisions over two periods. In the first period, senders choose actions given a

reaction function τ. In the application of workers and firms, the reaction function τ

is a market wage function that specifies a wage for a worker (sender) conditional on

her choice of an action (e.g., education) that is observed in equilibrium.
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Let σ(z) be the optimal action chosen by a sender of type z. Given σ : Z → S,

let S∗ denote the set of actions chosen by senders who enter the market for matching.

The solution concept of a competitive signaling equilibrium is based on the reaction

function τ : S∗ → T , which specifies a receiver’s reaction conditional on a sender’s

equilibrium action s. In the second period, senders and receivers who enter the

market form one-to-one matches given the senders’ action choices, and receivers

take reactions upon forming a match with a sender.

We assume that all senders and receivers share a common belief, denoted by

µ(s) ∈ ∆(Z), on a sender’s type conditional on her action s ∈ S. Fix a reaction

function τ : S∗ → T . Throughout the paper, Eµ(s) [·] is the expectation operator

over Z given the probability distribution µ(s).

Consider a sender’s action choice problem. Let σ(z) ∈ S∗ be the optimal action

for a sender of type z if (i) it solves the following problem,

max
s∈S∗

u(τ(s), s, z) s.t. u(τ(s), s, z) ≥ 0, (1)

and (ii) there is no profitable sender deviation to an off-path action s′ /∈ range σ. We

define the notion of a profitable sender deviation in Definition 1 below. Note that

σ(z) = η becomes the optimal action for a sender of type z if there is no solution for

(1) and there is no profitable sender deviation to an off-path action s′ /∈ range σ.

We now formulate the profitable sender deviation. Let X∗ ⊂ X be the set of

receivers who enter the market. For all s ∈ S∗, let m(s) ∈ P (X∗) be the set of

receiver types who are matched with a sender with s, where P (X∗) is the power

set of X∗. Therefore, m : S∗ → P (X∗) is a set-valued matching function. For all

x ∈ X∗, m−1(x) ∈ S∗ denotes the action chosen by a sender with whom a receiver

of type x is matched, i.e., x ∈ m (m−1(x)).

Definition 1 Given {σ, µ, τ,m}, there is a profitable sender deviation to an off-path

action if there exists z for which there are an action s′ /∈ range σ and a reaction

t′ ∈ T such that, for some x′,

(a) Eµ(s′) [g(t′, s′, z′, x′)] > Eµ(m−1(x′))

[
g
(
τ
(
m−1(x′)

)
,m−1(x′), z′, x′

)]
and (2)

(b)
u(t′, s′, z) > u(τ(σ(z)), σ(z), z) if σ(z) ∈ S∗,

u(t′, s′, z) > 0, otherwise.
(3)
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Note that z′ on each side of (2) is the random variable governed by µ(s′) and

µ(m−1(x′)) respectively.

A receiver’s matching problem can be formulated as follows:

max
s∈S∗

Eµ(s) [g(τ(s), s, z, x)] s.t. Eµ(s) [g(τ(s), s, z, x)] ≥ 0. (4)

We use the notation ξ(x) as the action of the sender whom the receiver of type x

optimally chooses as his match partner. If (4) has a solution for x ∈ X, ξ(x) is the

solution. Otherwise, ξ(x) = η. Note that X∗ be the set of receiver types such that

ξ(x) is a solution for (4).

Definition 2 Given (σ, µ), {τ,m} is a stable matching outcome if (i) τ clears

the markets, i.e., for all A ∈ P (S∗) such that H ({x|x ∈ m(ξ(x)), ξ(x) ∈ A}) =

G ({z|σ (z) ∈ A}), (ii) m is stable, i.e., there is no pair of a sender with action s and

a receiver of type x /∈ m (s) such that, for some t′ ∈ T , some z with σ(z) = s ∈ S∗,

(a) Eµ(s) [g(t′, s, z′, x)] > Eµ(m−1(x))

[
g
(
τ
(
m−1(x)

)
,m−1(x), z′, x

)]
, (5)

(b) u(t′, s, z) > u(τ(s), s, z). (6)

Note that z′ on each side of (5) is the random variable governed by µ(s) and

µ(m−1(x)) respectively. Condition (i) implies that the market-clearing reaction func-

tion τ induces a measure preserving matching function m. Condition (ii) implies

that the induced m is stable where no two agents would like to block the outcome

after every sender has chosen her action.

Definition 3 {σ, µ, τ,m} constitutes a competitive signaling equilibrium (hence-

forth simply an equilibrium) with incomplete information if

1. for all z ∈ Z, σ(z) is optimal

2. µ is consistent:

(a) if s ∈ range σ satisfies G({z|σ(z) = s}) > 0, then µ(s) is determined

from G and σ, using Bayes’ rule.

(b) if s ∈ range σ but G({z|σ(z) = s}) = 0, then µ(s) is any probability

distribution with supp µ(s) = cl {z|σ(z) = s}
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(c) if s /∈ range σ, then µ(s) is unrestricted.

3. given (σ, µ), {τ,m} is a stable matching outcome.

Because the sender’s type is not observable, Condition 2 imposes the consistency

of the belief in equilibrium but it leaves the indeterminacy on the belief conditional

on any off-path action (Condition 2(c)).

4 Criterion D1 and stronger monotone equilib-

rium

Given the indeterminacy of the off-equilibrium-path beliefs, an equilibrium refine-

ment called Criterion D1 was developed by Cho and Kreps (1987) and Banks and

Sobel (1987). It restricts the off-equilibrium-path beliefs. Following Ramey (1996),

we define Criterion D1 as follows. Given an equilibrium {σ, µ, τ,m}, we define type

z’s equilibrium utility U(z). If σ (z) ∈ S∗, then U(z) := u(τ (σ (z)) , σ (z) , z); other-

wise, U(z) = 0.

Definition 4 (Criterion D1) Fix any s /∈ range σ and any t ∈ T . Suppose that

there is a non-empty set Z ′ ⊂ Z such that the following is true: for each z /∈ Z ′,
there exists z′ such that

u(t, s, z) ≥ U(z) =⇒ u(t, s, z′) > U(z′). (7)

Then, the equilibrium is said to violate Criterion D1 unless it is the case that supp

µ(s) ⊂ Z ′.

Intuitively, following the observation for an off-equilibrium-path action s, zero

posterior weight is placed on a type z whenever there is another type z′ that has a

stronger incentive to deviate from the equilibrium in the sense that type z′ would

strictly prefer to deviate for any given t that would give type z a weak incentive to

deviate.

We can equivalently define Criterion D1 by the contrapositive of (7), that is

u(t, s, z′) ≤ U(z′) =⇒ u(t, s, z) < U(z). (8)
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Upon observing an off-equilibrium action s, zero posterior weight is placed on a type

z whenever a type z is strictly worse off by deviating for any t that would make type

z′ weakly worse with the same deviation.

For the monotonicity of the belief, we employ the notion of the stronger set order

(Shannon (1995)), which is stronger than the strong set order (Veinnott (1989)).

Definition 5 (Stronger set order) Consider two sets A and B in the power set

P (Y ) for Y a lattice with the given relation ≥. We say that A ≤c B, read “A is

completely lower than B” if for every a ∈ A and b ∈ B, a ≤ b. Given a partially

ordered set K with the given relation ≥, a set-valued function M : K → P (Y ) is

monotone non-decreasing in the stronger set order if k′ ≤ k implies that M(k′) ≤c
M(k).

If a set-valued function is non-decreasing with respect to the stronger set order,

then it is also non-decreasing with respect to the strong set order. For a single-

valued function, the two set orders are identical. Importantly, if M is monotone

non-decreasing in the stronger set order, M(k) and M(k′) have at most one element

in common: for any ordered pair of (k, k′), M(k) ∩M(k′) is ∅ or a singleton.

Consider a belief function µ : S → ∆(Z). The monotonicity of a belief function

is defined by the stronger set order on the supports of the probability distributions.

A belief function is non-decreasing in the stronger set order if s′ ≤ s implies supp

µ(s′) ≤c supp µ(s). We also use the stronger set order for the monotonicity of a

matching function m : S∗ → P (X∗). A matching function is non-decreasing in the

stronger set order if s′ ≤ s implies m(s′) ≤c m(s). Now we define the stronger

monotone equilibrium as follows.

Definition 6 (Stronger Monotone Equilibrium) An equilibrium {σ, µ, τ,m} is

stronger monotone if σ, µ, τ, and m are non-decreasing in the stronger set order.

We impose the following assumptions for u.

Assumption A u(t, s, z) is (i) decreasing in s, increasing in t and z, and satisfies

(ii) the strict single crossing property in ((t, s); z).5

5Let A be a lattice, Θ be a partially ordered set and f : A×Θ→ R. Then, f satisfies the single
crossing property in (a; θ) if for a′ > a′′ and θ′ > θ′′, (i) f(a′, θ′′) ≥ f(a′′, θ′′) implies f(a′, θ′) ≥
f(a′′, θ′) and (ii) f(a′, θ′′) > f(a′′, θ′′) implies f(a′, θ′) > f(a′′, θ′). If f(a′, θ′′) ≥ f(a′′, θ′′) implies
f(a′, θ′) > f(a′′, θ′) for every θ′ > θ′′, then f satisfies the strict single crossing property in (a; θ).
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Given Assumption A, the stronger monotonicity of σ and τ comes from Lemma

10 in the Online Appendix. The stronger monotonicity of µ is equivalent to Criterion

D1.

Corollary 1 Let σ and µ be a sender action function and a belief function in equi-

librium, respectively. If Assumption A is satisfied, µ passes Criterion D1 if and only

if it is non-decreasing in the stronger set order.

The stronger monotonicity of µ implies that for any s in the interval of off-path

sender actions induced by the discontinuity of σ at an interior sender type z, the

support of µ(s) is a singleton and it is {z}. This implication is satisfied if and only if

µ satisfies Criterion D1 given Assumption A. Cho and Sobel monotonicity of µ does

not lead to this implication although any belief function µ that passes Criterion

D1 satisfies Cho and Sobel monotonicity.6 This implication plays a crucial role

in deriving a non-separating stronger monotone equilibrium in the DM’s optimal

stronger monotone equilibrium design.

To establish the stronger monotonicity of an equilibrium, {σ, µ, τ,m}, we still

need to identify sufficient conditions under which m is non-decreasing in the stronger

set order. We impose Assumption B for g and apply the Milgrom-Shannon Monotone

Selection Theorem (Milgrom and Shannon (1994)).

Assumption B (i) g(t, s, z, x) is supermodular7 in (t, s, z) and satisfies the single

crossing property in ((t, s, z) ;x) and the strict single crossing property in (z;x)

at each (s, t). (ii) g(t, s, z, x) is increasing in x.

Theorem 1 (Milgrom-Shannon Monotone Selection Theorem) Let f : A×
Θ → R, where A is a lattice and Θ is a partially ordered set. If f is quasisuper-

modular8 in a and satisfies the strict single crossing property in (a; θ), then every

selection a∗(θ) from arg maxa∈A f(a, θ) is non-decreasing.

6Suppose that an action s is chosen by some sender type z on the equilibrium path. Cho and
Sobel monotonicity means that a receiver should believe that s′ > s is not chosen by a lower sender
type than z.

7Given a lattice A, f : A→ R is supermodular if f(a∧ b) + f(a∨ b) ≥ f(a) + f(b) for all a and
b in A. f : A→ R is strictly supermodular if f(a ∧ b) + f(a ∨ b) > f(a) + f(b) for all unordered a
and b in A.

8Given a lattice A, a function f : A → R is quasisupermodular if (i) f(a) ≥ f(a ∧ b) implies
f(a ∨ b) ≥ f(b) and (ii) f(a) > f(a ∧ b) implies f(a ∨ b) > f(b). If f is supermodular, then it is
quasisupermodular.
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Theorem 2 (Stronger Monotone Signaling Equilibrium Theorem) Suppose

that Assumptions A and B are satisfied. Then, an equilibrium {σ, µ, τ,m} is stronger

monotone if and only if it passes Criterion D1.

Proof. Given Assumption A, the stronger monotonicity of σ, µ, and τ comes from

Lemma 10 and Corollary 1, in the Online Appendix. Given the stronger monotonic-

ity of σ, µ, and τ , consider a receiver’s matching problem that is maxs∈S∗ V (s, x),

where V (s, x) := Eµ(s) [g(τ(s), s, z, x)] . For any s, s′ ∈ S∗ such that s > s′, we have

that τ(s) > τ(s′) and z ≥ z′ for any z ∈ supp µ(s) and z′ ∈ µ(s′). Therefore,

the first three arguments in g are linearly ordered with respect to s. Given As-

sumption B(i), this implies that V (s, x) satisfies the strict single crossing property.

Choose an arbitrary selection ξ◦(x) ∈ arg maxs∈S∗ V (s, x). Then, by Milgrom and

Shannon’s Monotone Selection Theorem, ξ◦(x) is non-decreasing in x. Note that

maxs∈S∗ V (s, x) is a maximization problem with no individual rationality. For all

x ∈ X, let

ξ(x) =

{
ξ◦(x) if V (ξ◦(x), x) ≥ 0,

η otherwise.

V (s, x) is increasing in x because of Assumption B(ii) and hence we have that x < x′

for any x with ξ(x) = η and any x′ with ξ(x′) 6= η. This property and the non-

decreasing property of ξ◦(x) make ξ(x) non-decreasing in x.

For any s ∈ S∗, the set of receiver types who are matched with senders with s

can be expressed as m(s) = ξ−1(s) := {x|ξ(x) = s}. Because ξ(x) is non-decreasing

in x, m is non-decreasing with respect to the stronger set order.

Without loss of generality, we can focus on stronger monotone equilibria to derive

all D1 equilibria given Assumptions A and B.

5 Unique Stronger Monotone Equilibrium

The sender’s type set is Z = [z, z] ⊂ R and the receiver’s type set is X = [x, x] ⊂ R.

X and Z do not have to be bounded. The equilibrium analysis with non-negative

unbounded type sets can be analogously done. We assume that S = R+. Let 0 ∈ S
be the null action.

The DM can choose any subset of R+ as the set of feasible reactions T . Thus,

P(R+), the power set of R+, is his choice set. In the example of workers and

13



firms, T is the set of feasible transfers that a firm (receiver) can make to his worker

(sender). Utilities are transferable through a receiver’s reaction t. A receiver’s utility

is g(t, s, z, x) = v(x, s, z)− t and a sender’s utility is u(t, s, z) = t− c(s, z). v can be

interpreted as match surplus and c is the cost of taking an action for senders. Let

us start with assumptions.

Assumption 1. (i) c(s, z) is increasing in s but decreasing in z and (ii) −c(s, z) is

strictly supermodular in (s, z).

It is easy to see that Assumption 1 implies Assumption A given the form of the

utility function, u(t, s, z) = t− c(s, z).9

Assumption 2. (i) v(x, s, z) is supermodular in (x, s, z) and strictly supermodular

in (z, x), (ii) v is increasing in x.

Lemma 1 If Assumption 2 holds, then g satisfies Assumptions B.

Because Assumptions A and B are implied by Assumptions 1 and 2, Theorem

2 goes through in this section. Focusing on stronger monotone equilibria, the DM

maximizes the aggregate net surplus.

We impose Assumptions 3, 4, 5, and 6 below for the differentiability of the

separating part of a stronger monotone equilibrium and the existence of a stronger

monotone equilibrium.

Assumption 3 (i) v is non-negative, increasing in z, and non-decreasing in action

s. (ii) v is differentiable and vs and vz are continuous.

Assumption 4 c is differentiable with c(0, z) = 0, lims→∞ c(s, z) = ∞ for all z ∈
[z, z], and cs is continuous.

With slight abuse of notation, let G(z) and H(x) denote CDFs for sender types

and receiver types respectively.

Assumption 5 If v(x, s, z) is increasing in s, it is concave in s with lims→0 vs(x, s, z) =

∞ and lims→∞ vs(x, s, z) = 0 and c(s, z) is strictly convex in s with lims→0 cs(s, z) =

0 and lims→∞ cs(s, z) =∞.

9If the domain A of a real-valued function f is a subset of RN , then the (strict) supermodularity
of f is equivalent to non-decreasing (increasing) differences (Theorem 2.6.1 and Corollary 2.6.1 in
Topkis (1998)), which in turn guarantees the (strict) single crossing property.
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With slight abuse of notation, let G(z) and H(x) denote CDFs for sender types

and receiver types respectively.

Assumption 6 0 < G′(z) < ∞ for all z ∈ [z, z] and 0 < H ′(x) < ∞ for all

x ∈ [x, x].

We define the function n as n ≡ H−1◦G so that H(n(z)) = G(z) for all z ∈ [z, z].

A bilaterally efficient action ζ(x, z) for type z given x maximizes v(x, s, z)− c(s, z)
and

v(x, ζ(x, z), z)− c(ζ(x, z), z) ≥ 0. (9)

We normalize ζ(x, z) to 0. The reservation utility for each agent is zero. We assume

that every agent enters the market if she can get at least her reservation utility by

entering the market in equilibrium

We assume that receivers can randomize their reactions on T . Given the quasi-

linearity of utility functions of both receivers and senders, this implies that for the

DM’s point of view, choosing T is equivalent to choosing its convex hull.

This reduces the DM’s choice set without loss of generality. For simplicity of

notation, we expand the whole set of feasible reactions to R+ ∪ {∞}. The DM

only needs to consider an interval, [t`, th] as the set of feasible reactions, where

0 ≤ t` ≤ th ≤ ∞ given that receivers can randomize their reactions. If t` = 0 and

th = ∞, then there is no restrictions on feasible reactions. If t` = th, then [t`, th] is

a singleton that allows only one feasible reaction.

We introduce a well-behaved stronger monotone equilibrium, a type of stronger

monotone equilibrium, that encompasses a separating equilibrium and a pooling

equilibrium as well. A stronger monotone equilibrium is called well-behaved if it is

characterized by two threshold sender types, z` and zh such that every sender of type

below z` stays out of the market, every sender in [z`, zh) differentiates themselves

with their unique action choice, and every sender in [zh, z] pools themselves with

the same action. If z` < zh = z̄, then a well-behaved equilibrium is separating.

If z` = zh, then a well-behaved equilibrium is pooling. If z` < zh < z̄, then it is

(strictly) well-behaved with both separating and pooling parts in the equilibrium.

We shall show that any stronger monotone equilibrium (i.e., any D1 equilibrium) is

unique as well as well-behaved.

We first start with a stronger monotone separating equilibrium. Once we char-

acterize it, the characterization of any stronger monotone well-behaved equilibrium
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comes naturally. For now, let us assume that the lower bound t` of the interval T

that the DM chooses for feasible reactions is less than the maximal value of v − c
that can be created by the highest types z and x. Otherwise all agents would stay

out of the market. Let z` be the lowest sender type who is matched in equilibrium

and s` her action. The following two inequalities must be satisfied at (s`, z`):

v (n (z) , s, z)− t` ≥ 0, (10)

t` − c (s, z) ≥ 0. (11)

The two cases must be distinguished. If z` = z, then all types are matched in

equilibrium. This is the first case. In this case, if we have a separating part in

equilibrium, there is no information rent in the lowest match between type z and type

x. Therefore, the equilibrium action s` in the lowest match is bilaterally efficient,

i.e., s` = ζ(x, z) = 0. In this case, we assume that the DM sets t` to c (ζ(x, z), z) = 0.

If t` is so high that type x cannot achieve a non-negative value of v − t` in a

match with type z who takes an action that costs her t`, then the lowest match

must be between types z` and x` := n(z`) in the interior of both type distributions.

(10) and (11) must be also satisfied with equality at (s`, z`). This is the second case.

If either one of them, e.g., (10), is positive, then a receiver whose type is below

but arbitrarily close to x` finds it profitable to be matched with type z` instead of

staying out of the market.

Lemma 2 If there is a solution (s`, z`) that solves (10) and (11), it is unique.

Now consider the upper bound th of the interval T that the DM chooses for

feasible reactions. What happens if it is equal to ∞? In any stronger monotone

equilibrium with th =∞, the first-order necessary condition for the sender’s equilib-

rium action choice that solves her problem in (1) would satisfy that for all z ∈ (z`, z̄)

τ ′(σ (z))− cs(σ (z) , z) = 0. (12)

On the other hand, the equilibrium reaction choice τ(s) by the receiver who is

matched with a sender with action s solves his problem in (4) and its first-order

necessary condition must satisfy that for all s ∈ IntS∗

τ ′(s) = vs(m(s), s, µ (s)) + vz(m(s), s, µ (s))µ′ (s) , (13)
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where m(s) = n(µ (s)) is the type of the receiver who is matched with a sender

with action s. Note that the equilibrium matching function m is stronger monotone

due to Theorem 2. Because all senders on the market differentiate themselves with

unique action choices in a stronger monotone separating equilibrium, m is strictly

increasing over S∗ and the matching is assortative in terms of the receiver’s type

and the sender’s action (and the receiver’s type and the sender’ type as well).

In our two-sided matching model, the market clearing conditions must be em-

bedded into senders’ action choices and the belief on sender types. In Theorem 3,

the differentiability of τ comes from senders’ optimal action choices and the differ-

entiability of µ comes from receivers’ optimal choice of a sender, given the market-

clearing condition and both the continuity of σ and the differentiability of τ that

we can derive from sender’s optimal action choices. Theorem 3 is the consequence

of Assumptions 1 - 5. The proof of Theorem 3 is rather long but its differentiability

results contribute to the literature.10

Theorem 3 In any well-behaved stronger monotone equilibrium with th =∞, (i) S∗

is a compact real interval, [σ(z), σ (z̄)], (ii) τ : S∗ → T is increasing and continuous

on S∗ and has continuous derivative τ̃ ′ on Int S∗, and (iii) µ : S → ∆(Z) is

increasing and continuous on S∗ and has continuous derivative µ′ on Int S∗.

Because µ is the inverse of σ, the differentiability of σ is immediate from Theorem

3.(iii). Combining (12) and (13) yields a function φ(s, z) defined below:

φ(s, z) :=
− [vs (n(z), s, z)− cs (s, z)]

vz (n(z), s, z)
. (14)

This is the first-order ordinary differential equation, µ′ = φ(s, µ (s)) with the initial

condition (s`, z`).

Lemma 3 If v and c are such that φ defined in (14) is uniformly Lipshitz continu-

ous, then the solution exists and it is unique.

10To apply the differentiability results in a model with one sender and one receiver (Mailath
(1987)) to a two-sided matching model, Hopkins (2012) imposes the restriction that there is no
complementary between receiver type x and sender action s. This restriction gets rid of a match-
ing effect on the marginal productivity of a sender’s action. This restriction is not needed for
establishing our differentiability result in Theorem 3 above.
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Lemma 3 is the simple application of the Picard-Lindelof Theorem (See Teschl

(2012)). Let µ̃ be the unique solution for the differential equation.

Given z` induced by t` and t` < th =∞, {σ̃, µ̃, τ̃ , m̃} denotes a stronger monotone

separating equilibrium.11

Once we drive µ̃, we can construct the functions σ̃, τ̃ , and m̃ implied by µ̃.

σ̃(z) for all z ∈ [z`, z] is determined by σ̃(z) = µ̃−1(z) for all z ∈ [z`, z], where

µ̃−1(z) is the type of a sender that satisfies z = µ̃ (µ̃−1(z)) for all z ∈ [z`, z]. For

s ∈ [s`, σ̃(z)], we can derive the matching function m̃ according to m̃(s) = n (µ̃(s)).

Because µ̃ is continuous everywhere and differentiable at all s ∈ Int S∗, integrating

the right-hand-side of (13) with the initial condition with τ̃(s`) = t` induces

τ̃(s) =

∫ s

s`

[vs(m̃(y), y, µ̃ (y)) + vz(m̃(y), y, µ̃ (y))µ̃′ (y)] dy + t`. (15)

However, if th < τ̃(σ̃(z̄)), then we have no separating equilibrium. In this case, let

Z(s) denote the set of the types of senders who choose the same action s.

Lemma 4 If Z(s) has a positive measure in a stronger monotone equilibrium, then

it is an interval with maxZ(s) = z.

Lemma 5 below shows that if there is pooling on the top of the sender side, the

reaction to those senders pooled at the top must be the upper bound of feasible

reaction th.

Lemma 5 If Z(s) has a positive measure in a stronger monotone equilibrium, then

th is the reaction to the senders of types in Z(s).

We can establish Lemmas 4 and 5 using only Cho and Sobel monotonicity of µ

without relying on the stronger monotonicity of µ. However, we cannot derive a D1

equilibrium with Cho and Sobel monotonicity as explained after Theorem 6.

Using Lemmas 4 and 5, we can establish that the stronger monotone separating

equilibrium {σ̃, µ̃, τ̃ , m̃} is a unique stronger monotone equilibrium if τ̃(σ̃(z̄)) ≤ th.

Theorem 4 Suppose that the DM chooses T = [t`, th] such that 0 ≤ t` < τ̃(σ̃(z̄)) ≤
th, a unique stronger monotone equilibrium is the well-behaved stronger monotone

equilibrium and it is separating.

11The characterization of the stronger monotone separating equilibrium can be found in Theorem
11 in the Online Appendix.
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Proof. Lemma 3 leads to the existence of the unique stronger monotone separating

equilibrium. The remaining question is whether there are other stronger monotone

equilibria. Lemma 4 is still valid. Therefore, if there is bunching in sender action s,

it must be among senders in a type interval Z(s) with z as its maximum. However,

such bunching is not sustained because if we follow the logic in the proof of Lemma

5, we can show that there is a profitable small upward deviation from s for the

sender of type-z. Therefore, there is no additional stronger monotone equilibrium.

Theorem 4 extends the uniqueness result in Cho and Sobel (1990) and Ramey

(1996) to a two-sided matching model. If th < τ̃(σ̃(z̄)), there are only two types of

non-separating stronger monotone equilibria as shown in Lemma 6. The reason is

that pooling can happen only among senders in an interval with z̄ being its maximum

due to Lemma 4,

Lemma 6 If there is an upper bound of reactions th < τ̃(σ̃(z̄)), then, there are two

possible stronger monotone equilibria: (i) a strictly well-behaved stronger monotone

equilibrium and (ii) a stronger monotone pooling equilibrium.

Lemma 6 follows Theorem 2 (Stronger Monotone Equilibrium Theorem) and

Lemmas 4 and 5. For the uniqueness of a stronger monotone equilibrium when

th < τ̃(σ̃(z̄)), we impose an additional assumption as follows.

Assumption 7 limz→z c(s, z) =∞ for all s > 0 and either (i) or (ii) is satisfied:

(i) v(x, s, z) = v(x, s′, z) for all s, s′ ∈ R+, v(x, s, z) = 0 for all s, z, and

v(x, s, z) > 0 for all x > x, all z > z, and all s ∈ R+.

(ii) v(x, 0, z) = 0 and v(x, s, z) is increasing in s for all x and z, and v(x, 0, z)−
c(0, z) ≥ 0 for all x > x, all z > z.

We first consider a stronger monotone pooling equilibrium. This is a type of

stronger monotone equilibrium when t` = th = t∗. Every seller of type above z` =

zh = z∗ enters the market with the pooled action s∗.

t∗ − c(s∗, z∗) ≥ 0, (16)

E [v (n (z∗) , s∗, z′) |z′ ≥ z∗]− t∗ ≥ 0, (17)

where each condition holds with equality if z∗ > z.
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Theorem 5 For only a single feasible reaction t∗ > 0, the only possible stronger

monotone pooling equilibrium is a stronger monotone pooling equilibrium with z∗ > z

and s∗ > 0 that satisfy (16) and (17), each with equality. For only a single feasible

reaction, t∗ = 0, the only possible stronger monotone pooling equilibrium is a stronger

monotone pooling equilibrium with z∗ = z and s∗ = 0.

Proof. Fix t∗ > 0. We first show that z∗ > z. On the contrary, suppose that

z∗ = z. Then, s∗ = 0. Otherwise (i.e., s∗ > 0), (16) is not satisfied because

limz→z c(s, z) = ∞ for all s > 0 in Assumption 7. If Assumption 7.(i) is satisfied,

E [v (n (z∗) , s∗, z′) |z′ ≥ z∗] = 0 because n (z∗) = x. Therefore, (17) is not satisfied.

If Assumption 7.(ii) is satisfied, s∗ = 0 implies that E [v (n (z∗) , s∗, z′) |z′ ≥ z∗] = 0.

Therefore, (17) is not satisfied. It means that if t∗ > 0, then z∗ > z.

Given t∗ > 0, let z∗ > z be the threshold sender type in a pooling equilibrium

and hence (16) and (17), each with equality. It means that s∗ > 0. If a sender

reduced her action below s∗, the stronger monotone belief implies that her type is

believed to be z∗ and no receiver is willing to match with her at t∗. Any sender wants

to choose her action above s∗ because the reaction is fixed to t∗. Given binding (16)

and (17), no agent who stays out of the market wants to enter it and vice versa no

agent who enters the market stays out of the market.

If t∗ = 0, then we must have s∗ = 0. Otherwise the sender with s∗ will have utility

less than her reservation utility. Suppose that Assumption 7.(i) is satisfied. Because

every sender on the market has s∗ = 0, every receiver of type above x gets positive

(expected) utility by matching with a sender. Therefore, every receiver wants to

enter the market. Then, every sender must enter the market as well. Therefore,

z∗ = z. Suppose that Assumption 7.(ii) is satisfied. Because s∗ = 0, any receiver

who is matched with a sender with s∗ = 0 gets the same utility as his reservation

utility. All receivers and sender receive zero utility regardless of their decisions on

market entry (So, the aggregate net surplus is always zero). Because agents enter

the market whenever they are indifferent between entering the market and staying

out, agents enter the market, z∗ = z. It is clear to see that no agent want to leave

the market.

Now consider a (strictly) well-behaved equilibrium with both separating and

pooling parts when t` < th < τ̃(σ̃(z̄)). The system of equations represented in (18)

and (19) is the key to understand jumping and pooling in the upper tail of the match
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distribution with th < τ̃(σ̃(z̄)):

th − c (s, z) = τ̃ (σ̃ (z))− c (σ̃ (z) , z) , (18)

E[v(n (z) , s, z′)|z′ ≥ z]− th = v (n (z) , σ̃ (z) , z)− τ̃ (σ̃ (z)) . (19)

Let (sh, zh) denote a solution of (18) and (19). Note that (18) makes the type zh

sender indifferent between choosing sh for th and σ̃ (zh) for τ̃ (σ̃ (zh)) . The expression

on the left hand side of (18) is the equilibrium utility for the type zh receiver. The

expression on the left hand side of (19) is the utility for the type n (zh) receiver

who chooses a sender with action sh as his partner by choosing th for her. This is

the equilibrium utility for type n(zh). The expression on the right-hand side is his

utility if he chooses a sender of type zh with action σ̃ (zh) as his partner by choosing

the reaction τ̃ (σ̃ (zh)).

Lemma 7 If there is a solution (sh, zh) of (18) and (19), it is unique.

Lemma 8 below shows that there is jumping in reactions and actions at the

threshold sender type.

Lemma 8 If there exists a solution (sh, zh) of (18) and (19) with z` < zh < z̄, then

τ̃ (σ̃ (zh)) < th < τ̃ (σ̃ (z̄)) and σ̃ (zh) < sh < σ̃ (z̄).

We exploit Assumptions 1 and 2(i) for the proof of Lemma 8. Theorem 6 estab-

lishes the existence of a unique well-behaved stronger monotone equilibrium given

T = [t`, th] with 0 ≤ t` < τ̃(σ̃(z̄)) < th. Let xh := n(zh). Note that Theorem 6

allows for the possibility of separating or pooling as well as strictly well-behaved.

Theorem 6 Suppose that the DM chooses a set of feasible reactions T = [t`, th]

with 0 ≤ t` < τ̃(σ̃(z̄)) < th under which (z`, s`) is the lower threshold sender type

and her equilibrium action and (zh, sh) is the upper threshold sender type and her

equilibrium action. Then, there exists a unique well-behaved stronger monotone

equilibrium {σ̂, µ̂, τ̂ , m̂}. It is characterized as follows.

1. σ̂ follows (i) σ̂(z) = 0 if z ∈ [z, z`); (ii) σ̂(z) = s` if z = z`; (iii) σ̂(z) satisfies

that τ̂ ′(σ̂ (z)) − cs(σ̂ (z) , z) = 0 if z ∈ (z`, zh); (iv) σ̂(z) = sh if z ∈ [zh, z].

Further, σ̂ (zh) < sh.
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Figure 1: Senders’ equilibrium actions

2. µ̂ follows (i) µ̂(s) = G(z|z ≤ z < z`) if s = 0; (ii) µ̂(s) = z` if s ∈ (0, σ̂(z`));

(iii) µ̂(s) = σ̂−1(s) if s ∈ [σ̂(z`), σ̂(zh)); (iv) µ̂(s) = zh if s ∈ [limz↗zh σ̂(z), sh);

(v) µ̂(s) = G(z|zh ≤ z ≤ z) if s = sh; (vi) µ̂(s) = z if s > sh.

3. τ̂(s) with τ̂(s`) = t` satisfies (i) vs (x, s, µ̂(s)) + vz (x, s, µ̂(s)) µ̂′(s) − τ̂ ′(s) =

0 at s = ξ(x) for all x ∈ (x`, xh) and (ii) τ̂(s) = th if s ≥ sh. Further,

τ̂ (σ̂ (zh)) < th

4. m̂ follows that (i) m̂(s) = n(µ̂(s)) if s ∈ [σ̂(z`), σ̂(zh)), (ii) m̂(s) = [xh, x] if

s = sh.

If a well-behaved equilibrium has both separating and pooling, it follows the

separating equilibrium with the same z` before z hits zh according to Conditions

1(i)–(iii), 2(i)–(iii), 3(i), and 4(i) in Theorem 6 above. As Condition 1 in Theorem 6

and Lemma 8 show, in a (strictly) well-behaved stronger monotone equilibrium, we

have jumping in equilibrium sender actions at the threshold sender type zh, followed

by pooling. In Figure 1, the equilibrium sender actions consist of the three different

blue parts.12

Because zh is in the interior of the sender’s type interval in a strictly well-behaved

stronger monotone equilibrium, Cho and Sobel monotonicity does not pin down

the belief µ̂(s) conditional on an off-path action s ∈ [limz↗zh σ̂(z), sh), whereas the

stronger monotonicity of the belief (see Corollary 1 in the Online Appendix) uniquely

12Note that limz↗zh σ̂(z) = σ̃(zh) in Figure 1
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pins it down as one that puts all the probability weights on zh as specified in Con-

dition 2(iv). Further, because the stronger monotonicity of the belief is equivalent

to Criterion D1, we only need to show that the sender type zh has no incentive to

deviate to an off-path action in [limz↗zh σ̂(z), sh) in order to show that no sender

has an incentive to deviate to such an off-path action.

Theorem 7 below shows that {σ̂, µ̂, τ̂ , m̂} is a unique stronger monotone equilib-

rium if 0 ≤ t` < th < τ̃(σ̃ (z)).

Theorem 7 Suppose that the DM fixes a set of feasible reactions to T = [t`, th] with

0 ≤ t` < th < τ̃(σ̃ (z)). A unique stronger monotone equilibrium is {σ̂, µ̂, τ̂ , m̂}.

Proof. Since there is no separating equilibrium with T = [t`, th] with t` < th <

τ̃ (σ̃ (z)) . Because of Lemma 6, it is sufficient to show that there is no pooling equi-

librium. On contrary, suppose that there exists a pooling equilibrium. Because of

Lemma 5, th is the equilibrium reaction for senders with pooled action s∗. Therefore,

x∗ = n(z∗) and the following system of equations is satisfied in a pooling equilibrium:

th − c(s∗, z∗) ≥ 0, (20)

E [v (n (z∗) , s∗, z′) |z′ ≥ z∗]− th ≥ 0, (21)

where both inequalities hold with equality if z∗ > z.

Suppose that z∗ > z. Then, (20) and (21) hold with equality. Further, because

both th and z∗ are positive, s∗ must be positive from (20) with equality. On the

other hand, there should be no profitable downward deviation for senders, that is,

v(n(z∗), s, z∗)− c(s, z∗) ≤ E [v (n (z∗) , s∗, z′) |z′ ≥ z∗]− c(s∗, z∗) for all s < s∗

Because (20) and (21) hold with equality, this becomes

v(n(z∗), s, z∗)− c(s, z∗) ≤ 0 for all s < s∗. (22)

If v(x, s, z) satisfies Assumption 7(i), then, v(n(z∗), 0, z∗)−c(0, z∗) = v(n(z∗), 0, z∗) >

0. Therefore, (22) is violated. If v and c are satisfies Assumption 7(ii), then there

exists s < s∗ such that v(n(z∗), s, z∗)− c(s, z∗) > 0. Therefore, (22) is violated.

Therefore, if there is a stronger monotone pooling equilibrium, it must be the

case where z∗ = z. In this case, s∗ = 0. Otherwise, the sender type z arbitrarily
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close to 0 will get negative utility because th < ∞ and limz→z c(s, z) = ∞ for all

s > 0 (Assumption 7).

Given z∗ = z and s∗ = 0, every sender will get positive utility upon being

matched. We distinguish the two cases. If Assumption 7(ii) is satisfied, then s∗ = 0

makes the surplus equal to zero upon being matched, so no receiver is willing to

pay th > 0. Therefore there is no pooling equilibrium If Assumption 7(i) is satisfied,

then the threshold receiver type x∗ is determined by E [v(x∗, 0, z)|z ≥ z] − th = 0.

Because v(x, 0, z) = 0 for all z, we must have x∗ > x. Therefore, there are more

senders than receivers, and hence the market clearing condition is not satisfied.

Theorems 4, 5, and 7 establish the unique stronger monotone equilibrium given

each type of the feasible reaction sets.

6 Optimal equilibrium design

Lemma 9 shows that the DM only needs to consider a well-behaved stronger mono-

tone equilibrium because it also covers a stronger monotone separating equilibrium

and a stronger monotone pooling equilibrium. Combining with Lemma 9, the next

two propositions reduce the DM’s the design problem of an optimal stronger mono-

tone equilibrium to the choice of z` and zh subject to z` ∈ Z and zh ≥ z` given that

a unique well-behaved stronger monotone equilibrium is the only stronger monotone

equilibrium. In other words, for the DM’s optimal equilibrium design, choosing the

lower and upper bounds of the feasible reaction interval is equivalent to choosing

the two threshold sender types z` and zh, one for market entry and the other for

pooling on the top.

Proposition 1 (i) For any given z` ∈ [z, z), there exists a unique solution (s`, t`)

of (10) and (11). (ii) Suppose that the DM chooses t` in (i) above Then, (z`, s`)

solves (10) and (11) given t` and it is unique.

Note that s` = ζ(x, z) = 0 given z` = z. s` is also determined uniquely by z`

when z` > z because it solves

v(n(z`), s, z`)− c(s, z`) = 0, (23)

which is the sum of (10) and (11) with equality. Therefore, Proposition 1 implies
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that we can retrieve t` that induces (s`, z`) from (10) with equality when z` = z or

either (10) or (11), each with equality when z` > z. Therefore, the DM’s point of

view, choosing z` is equivalent to choosing t`.

Proposition 2 (i) For any given zh ∈ (z`, z), there exists a unique (sh, th) of (18)

and (19). (ii) Suppose that the DM chooses th in (i) above. Then, (zh, sh) solves

(18) and (19) given th and it is unique.

Note that sh is determined solely by zh because it solves

E[v(n (zh) , s, z
′)|z′ ≥ zh]− c (s, zh) = v (n (zh) , σ̃ (zh) , zh)− c (σ̃ (zh) , zh) , (24)

which is the sum of (18) and (19) at zh. Therefore, Proposition 2 implies that we can

retrieve th that induces (sh, zh) from either (18) or (19). The DM can first choose

the threshold sender type zh and retrieve the upper bound of feasible reactions th

that induces zh in a well-behaved equilibrium.

Lemma 9 As zh → z̄, {σ̂, µ̂, τ̂ , m̂} converges to the stronger monotone separating

equilibrium with the same lower threshold sender type z`. As zh → z`, {σ̂, µ̂, τ̂ , m̂}
converges to the stronger monotone pooling equilibrium in which t` is a single feasible

reaction, z` is the threshold sender type for market entry, and s` is the pooled action

for senders in the market.13

Given Propositions 1–2 and Lemma 9, we can say that for the DM’s point of

view, choosing an interval of feasible reactions T = [t`, th] is equivalent to choosing

the corresponding z` and zh.

Because a unique stronger monotone equilibrium is always well-behaved, this

implies that the solution for the DM’s unconstrained design problem of the optimal

stronger monotone equilibrium is the same as the solution for the DM’s design

problem of the optimal stronger monotone equilibrium where the DM chooses the

lower and upper threshold sender types, z` and zh, for a well-behaved stronger

monotone equilibrium.

13As zh → z`, (18) and (19) become (16) and (17), each with equality if z∗ >z. From (16)
and (17), we can also directly derive (t∗, s∗) given each z∗ or (z∗, s∗) given each t∗ for a pooling
equilibrium.
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Given a well-behaved stronger monotone equilibrium {σ̂, µ̂, τ̂ , m̂} with the lower

and upper threshold sender types, z` and zh, the aggregate net surplus is

Π(z`, zh) :=

∫ zh

z`

v(n(z), σ̂(z), z)dG (z)−
∫ zh

z`

c(σ̂(z), z)dG (z)

+

∫ z̄

zh

E [v(n(z), sh(zh), z
′)|z′ ≥ zh] dG (z)−

∫ z̄

zh

c(sh(zh), z)dG (z) ,

where sh(zh) is the pooled action chosen by all sender types above zh and it is unique

given any zh ∈ [z`, z̄] because of Proposition 2(i).

Theorem 8 The solution for the DM’s unconstrained design problem of the opti-

mal stronger monotone equilibrium is the same as the solution for the DM’s design

following problem of the optimal stronger monotone equilibrium:

max
z>z`≥z,zh≥z`

Π(z`, zh)

If z` < zh < z̄, then the stronger monotone equilibrium is strictly well-behaved.

If z` < zh = z̄, it is separating. If z` = zh < z̄, it is pooling.

Generally, the aggregate equilibrium surplus depends on v, c, G, and H. For the

optimal equilibrium design, we propose an approach that approximates the distri-

bution of receiver types with the “shift” and “relative spacing” parameters given

an arbitrary distribution of sender types. Consider a match surplus function that

follows the form of v(x, s, z) = Asaxz with 0 ≤ a < 1. The cost of choosing an action

s is c(s, z) = β s
2

z
for the sender of type z, where β > 0. The lowest sender type is

z = 0. Note that v, c, and z = 0 satisfy Assumption 7.

A sender’s type follows a probability distribution G, whereas a receiver’s type

follows H. Recall that n is defined as H−1 ◦G so that H(n(z)) = G(z) for all z. We

assume that n takes the following form:

n(z) = kzq, (25)

where k > 0 and q ≥ 0. Note that k is the “shift” parameter and q is the “relative

spacing” parameter. The relative spacing parameter q shows the relative hetero-

geneity of receiver types to sender types. Recall that n(z) denotes the type of a

receiver who is matched with the sender of type z in the stronger monotone sepa-
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rating equilibrium. This approach is general in the sense that it approximates the

distribution of receiver types with the “shift” and “relative spacing” parameters for

any arbitrary distribution of sender types.

To derive a well-behaved stronger monotone equilibrium, we first need to solve

the first-order differential equilibrium µ̃′(s) = φ(s, µ̃(s)) in (14) with the initial

condition (z`, s`). The value of s` only depends on z`. If z` = 0, then s`(z`) = ζ(0, 0) =

0. If z` > 0, then s`(z`) is determined by (23) and it is s`(z`) =
(
Ak
β
zq+2
`

) 1
2−a

. Note

that s`(z`) is continuous everywhere including at z` = 0.

Proposition 3 Given any initial condition (z`, s` (z`)), the solution for first-order

differential equation µ′(s) = φ(s, µ(s)) is

µ̃(s) =


(

2β(2 + q)

Ak

)
s2−a

2 + a+ aq

+

(
s`(z`)

s

)a(2+q)
[
Ak(2 + a+ aq)z2+q

` − 2β(2 + q)s`(z`)
(2−a)

]
Ak(2 + a+ aq)


1

2 + q

.

Note that σ̃(z) is the inverse of µ̃(s), which is derived numerically as µ̃(s) does

not allow for a closed-form solution for its inverse. Given zh, sh(zh) is unique and it

solves (24), which is

Aksahz
q
hE[z′|z′ ≥ zh]− β

s2
h

zh
= Akσ̃ (zh)

a z1+q
h − β σ̃ (zh)

2

zh
. (26)

We need to numerically derive sh(zh) as it does not allow for a closed form solution.

Given a choice of z` and zh, the aggregate net surplus is

Πw(z`, zh, q, a,G) =

∫ zh

z`

[v(n(z), σ̂(z), z)− c(σ̂(z), z)] g(z)dz

+

∫ z̄

zh

[E[v(n (z) , sh (zh) , z
′)|z′ ≥ zh]− c(sh (zh) , z)] g(z)dz

=

∫ zh

z`

(
Akzq+1σ̂(z)a − β σ̂(z)2

z

)
g(z)dz

+ Aksh(zh)
aE[z′|z′ ≥ zh]

∫ z̄

zh

zqg(z)dz − βsh(zh)2

∫ z̄

zh

1

z
g(z)dz,

where σ̂(z) = σ̃ (z) for z ∈ [z`, zh].
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Given (a, q,G), we can find the best well-behaved equilibrium through the fol-

lowing maximization problem:

max
(z`,zh)

Πw(z`, zh, q, a,G)

subject to 0 ≤ z` ≤ zh ≤ z̄.

We turn our attention to numerical illustrations by considering a specific dis-

tribution of G with various combinations of q and a. The space of sender types

is normalized as [0, 1] and G follows the beta distribution with the following eight

pairs of shape parameters:

{(1, 5), (2, 5), (3, 5), (5, 5), (5, 3), (5, 2), (5, 1), (1, 1)}.

Figure 2 shows the probability density functions with different shape parameter

values. Note that the shape parameter pair (1, 1) corresponds to the uniform dis-

tribution and (5, 5) to a symmetric bell-shaped distribution. If the former shape

parameter is smaller than the latter, the density is right-skewed (see, e.g. Beta(1,5),

Beta(2,5), and Beta(3,5)). It is left-skewed in the opposite situation (e.g. Beta(5,3),

Beta(5,2), and Beta(5,1)). The model parameters q and a vary over {0, 0.1, . . . , 2}
and {0, 0.1, . . . , 0.9}, respectively. Therefore, we compute the optimal well-behaved

equilibrium (i.e., optimal stronger monotone equilibrium) for 1680 (= 10× 21× 8)

different specifications in total for shape parameters in the beta distribution, q, and

a. Finally, we set the effective zero as 10−6.

Figures 3–4 show the optimal solution paths and the relative surplus gains of the

well-behaved equilibrium, respectively. It turns out that z` = 0 in all specifications.

Thus, in Figure 3, we only report zh that solves the optimization problem in each

design. In the graph, the horizontal axis denotes the parameter value of q. To make

the graph readable, we report the solution paths of zh for four different values of

a = 0, 0.3, 0.6, and 0.9.

We illustrate the well-behaved equilibrium with two examples. When G follows

Beta(1,1) and (q, a) = (1.5, 0.9), the optimal well-behaved equilibrium is achieved at

(z`, zh) = (0, 0.8251) as denoted by a circle point on the vertical line in the bottom-

right graph of Figure 3. This implies that every sender enters the market and that

the senders with 0 ≤ z < 0.8251 differentiate themselves with unique action choices.
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Figure 2: Probability Density Functions of the Beta Distribution
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Furthermore, we can compute from (26) that those senders with z ≥ 0.8251 choose

a pooled action sh = 0.8211. The upper threshold sender type zh = 0.8251 is

induced when the DM sets the upper bound of feasible reactions th = 0.4218 (We

can derive the value of th from (18) or (19) given zh and sh). From Theorem 8,

we can conclude that this is a unique optimal stronger monotone equilibrium that

maximizes the aggregate net surplus and that it is reached when the DM sets the set

of feasible reactions as [t`, th] = [0, 0.4218].14 The second example is in case that G

follows Beta(1,1) and (q, a) = (0.2, 0.2). Then, the optimal well-behaved equilibrium

is achieved at (z`, zh) = (0, 0.0921). Those senders with z ≥ 0.0921 choose a pooled

action sh = 0.0047. This equilibrium is reached when the DM sets the set of feasible

reactions as [t`, th] = [0, 0.0001].15

We have some remarks on these numerical results. First, as we have discussed

14With no restrictions on the set of feasible reactions, the action chosen by the highest sender type
z̄ = 1 is σ̃(1) = 1.193 and the receiver’s feasible reaction for her is τ̃(σ̃(1)) = 0.628 > th = 0.4218.
The aggregate net surplus in the separating equilibrium is 0.072, whereas the aggregate net surplus
in the optimal well-behaved equilibrium is 0.073. Therefore, the optimal well-behaved equilibrium
increases the aggregate net surplus by 1%.

15The aggregate net surplus in the optimal well-behaved equilibrium is 0.263, whereas the ag-
gregate net surplus in the separating equilibrium is 0.201. Therefore, the optimal well-behaved
equilibrium increases the aggregate net surplus by 31%.
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Figure 3: Solutions zh for Different Parameter Specifications
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Notes. We show only solutions zh since zl = 0 for all designs. Each line represents solutions
over q ∈ [0, 2] for each a value. For example, when G follows Beta(1,1) and (q, a) = (1.5, 0.9),
the best well-behaved equilibrium is achieved at (zl, zh) = (0, 0.8251) as denoted by a circle
point on the vertical line at the figure of Beta(1,1).
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above, z` is equal to zero for all specifications. In the case of the separating equi-

librium, it is clear that z` = 0 is optimal since any positive z` does not improve

efficiency. With z` > 0, we lose some positive surplus that could have been created

by lower matches. At the same time, it further increases the inefficiently high equi-

librium action of every sender of type z > z`. However, this is not certain in the

well-behaved equilibrium with zh < 1. In this case, raising z` leads to an increase in

the pooled action sh chosen by sender types above zh. Because sh is lower than the

equilibrium action choice for the highest sender type in a separating equilibrium,

it is possible that sh may be even lower than the efficient level of action for some

senders on the top end of the type distribution. In this case, raising sh through

raising z` increases efficiency for those senders while decreasing efficiency for the

other senders. Our numerical analysis shows that, when z` > 0, the efficiency loss

by lower types dominates any possible efficiency gains by higher types across all

designed considered.

Second, zh is strictly increasing in a for any given q. Also, zh is strictly increasing

in q for any given a besides a = 0. When a = 0, (i.e., the sender action is not

productive at all), we observe zh = 0 in a range of q values. This result implies that

the optimal equilibrium becomes the pooling equilibrium. To make the well-behaved

equilibrium deviate from the pooling equilibrium, the relative spacing parameter q

has to be larger than a threshold that depends on the distribution of z. Otherwise,

the inefficiency associated with high costs of separating themselves among lower

sender types dominates matching efficiency created by separating themselves and it

is the optimal equilibrium design to force every sender not to take any action by

setting zh = 0.

Third, the optimal well-behaved equilibrium converges to the separating equilib-

rium as a converges to 1 and q increases. However, the convergence speed over q is

quite slow as we can conjecture from the solution path curvature for large q values

in Figure 3. For example, when we compute zh for a = 0.99 and q = 10, the solution

is zh = 0.986 for Beta(1,1). When we compute it for other shape parameters, the

solution zh has the value between 0.981 to 0.988. Based on this slow convergence

rate, we can conclude that the (strictly) well-behaved equilibrium is the optimal

design in a wide range of (q, a) for various beta distributions.

Fourth, the different shapes of the probability density function affect the curva-

ture of the zh paths for all a and the threshold of q that makes the well-behaved
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Figure 4: Relative Surplus Gains of the Well-Behave Equilibrium
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Beta(1,1) Beta(5,5)

Notes. We compute the aggregate net surplus gains of the optimal well-behaved equilibrium
compared to the separating equilibrium by 100×(Πw−Πs)/Πs, where Πw and Πs are aggregate
net surplus of the well-behaved and separating equilibria.
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equilibrium the optimal equilibrium for a = 0.

Finally, we show the relative surplus gains from the optimal well-behaved equi-

librium in Figure 4. For each design, we compute the aggregate net surpluses for the

optimal well-behaved and separating equilibria. Then, we compute the relative gain

of the well-behaved equilibrium by 100 × (Πw − Πs)/Πs. For all beta distributions

considered, we confirm that the gains increase monotonically as the role of the signal

is lower in production (smaller a) and the relative spacing is lower (smaller q). For

example, under Beta(1,1), the relative gains are 52.8% and 0.69% when (a, q) are

(0.1,0.1) and (0.9, 2.0), respectively. We also find that the surplus gains become

larger as there are relatively more high types, i.e., more density weights on higher z

values (see, for example, Beat(1,5) and Beta(5,1) in Figure 4).

Figure 5: Cumulative Distribution Functions
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To elaborate the final point in detail, we ordered the Beta distributions according

to the first-order stochastic dominance and check whether the efficiency gains are

larger in the case of a stochastically dominating distribution. In Figure 5 we draw

the cumulative distribution functions (cdf) of the beta distributions. First, consider

two outside cdfs, Beta(1,5) and Beta(5,1), along with Beta(1,1) that is the straight

line in the middle. They show a clear relationship of stochastic dominance. Beta(5,1)

dominates Beta(1,1), which again dominates Beta(1,5). In Figure 6, we show the

differences of relative surplus gains between the paired beta distributions. For exam-

ple, in the figure of “Beta(5,1) vs. Beta(1,1)”, we subtract the heat map of Beta(1,1)

from Beta(5,1). More specifically, let R(βi) := 100 × (Πw(βi) − Πs(βi)/Πs(βi) be
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Figure 6: Differences of Relative Surplus Gains

Beta(5,1) vs. Beta(1,1) Beta(1,1) vs. Beta(1,5)

Notes. Each cell in the graph shows the difference of efficiency gains in the corresponding
cell of beta distributions. Specifically, let R(β1) := 100 × (Πw(β1) − Πs(β1)/Πs(β1) be the
ratio of the net surplus gains given a beta distribution denoted by β1. Then, the difference
of ratios (ratio diff) is defined as R(β1)−R(β2) for two beta distributions β1 and β2, where
β1 first-order stochastically dominates β2.

the ratio of the net surplus gains given a beta distribution denoted by βi. Then,

R(β1) − R(β2) is the difference of ratios (ratio diff) for two beta distributions β1

and β2, where β1 first-order stochastically dominates β2. The results show that

the differences are positive across all (a, q). This implies that the efficiency gains

by the stochastically dominating distribution are uniformly larger than that by the

dominated one.

We now consider a larger set of beta distributions with the stochastic dominance

relationship. From the cdfs in Figure 5, we confirm that all beta distributions

therein except beta(1,1) show the stochastic dominance relationship. In Figure 7,

we conduct the same exercise above across all sequential pairs. We again find that

all the differences are positive in each (a, q) cell. Therefore, this numerical evidence

supports that the relative efficiency gains could be larger uniformly over (a, q) as

one beta distribution stochastically dominates the other.

More efficient non-separating equilibria Suppose that the DM fixes the lower

bound of feasible reactions such that z` = 0 and hence s`(z`) = 0 (no sender stays

out of the market). In this case, the belief function µ̃(s) allows for the closed-form

expression of its inverse, which is the sender’s equilibrium action function in the

separating equilibrium:

σ̃(z) =

(
Ak

2β

aq + a+ 2

q + 2

) 1
2−a

z
q+2
2−a for z < zh.
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Figure 7: Differences of Relative Surplus Gains

Beta(2,5) vs. Beta(1,5) Beta(3,5) vs. Beta(2,5)

Beta(5,5) vs. Beta(3,5) Beta(5,3) vs. Beta(5,5)

Beta(5,2) vs. Beta(5,3) Beta(5,1) vs. Beta(5,2)

Notes. Each cell in the graph shows the difference of efficiency gains in the corresponding
cell of beta distributions. Specifically, let R(β1) := 100 × (Πw(β1) − Πs(β1)/Πs(β1) be the
ratio of the net surplus gains given a beta distribution denoted by β1. Then, the difference
of ratio (ratio diff) is defined as R(β1)−R(β2) for two beta distributions β1 vs β2 such that
β1 first-order stochastically dominates β2.
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The aggregate net surplus in the well-behaved stronger monotone separating equi-

librium is

Πw(0, zh, q, a,G) =(
(Ak)

2
2−a

(
aq + a+ 2

2β (q + 2)

) a
2−a

− β
(
Ak

2β

aq + a+ 2

q + 2

) 2
2−a

)∫ zh

0

z
2q+2+a

2−a dG(z)

+ Aks(zh)
aE[z|z ≥ zh]

∫ z̄

zh

zqg(z)dz − βsh(zh)2

∫ z̄

zh

1

z
g(z)dz.

As zh approaches the supremum of the support of G, Πw(0, zh, q, a,G) becomes the

aggregate net surplus Π∗(a, q,G) without any restrictions on feasible reactions. We

show that, when the relative heterogeneity of receiver types (q) and the productivity

of the sender action (a) are not too large, there is a strictly well-behaved equilibrium

only with the binding upper bound of feasible reactions that is more efficient than the

separating equilibrium without any restrictions on the feasible reactions regardless

of G.

Theorem 9 There are q̂, â > 0 such that for any given (q, a) ∈ [0, q̂]×[0, â], the DM

can set up the interval of feasible reactions [0, t̂] that induces a unique strictly well-

behaved stronger monotone equilibrium, which is more efficient than the stronger

monotone separating equilibrium with no restrictions on feasible reactions. Given

[0, t̂], it is a unique stronger monotone equilibrium.

Proof. First, we construct a (unique) strictly well-behaved stronger monotone equi-

librium with 0 = z` < zh < supremum of the support of G. Let sh(zh, a, q) be the

value of sh that solves (26) at every a and q. Because functions in (26) are continuous

in a and q, sh(zh, a, q) is continuous in a and q. Given (26), we have

lim
q,a→0

(
Ash(zh, q, a)akzh

qE [z|z ≥ zh]− β
sh(zh, q, a)2

zh

)
= lim

q,a→0

(
Akσ̃ (zh)

a zh
q+1 − β σ̃ (zh)

2

zh

)
.

Therefore, we have that limq,a→0 sh(zh, q, a) =
√
zh2Ak (E [z|z ≥ zh]− 1) /β. This
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implies that

lim
q,a→0

Πw(0, zh, q, a,G) =

∫ zh

0

Akz

2
dG(z) +

∫ z̄

zh

AkE [z|z ≥ zh] dG(z)

− zh2Ak (E [z|z ≥ zh]− 1)

∫ z̄

zh

1

z
dG(z).

Taking the limit of limq,a→0 Πw(0, zh, q, a,G) with respect to zh yields

lim
zh→0

[
lim
q,a→0

Πw(0, zh, q, a,G)

]
=

∫ z̄

0

AkzdG(z) = Akµz,

where µz is the unconditional mean of the sender type z.

On the other hand, the limit of the aggregate net surplus in the stronger mono-

tone separating equilibrium is

lim
q,a→0

Π∗(q, a,G) =

∫ z̄

0

AkzdG(z)−
∫ z̄

0

Akz

2
dG(z) =

Akµz
2

.

Therefore, we have that

lim
zh→0

[
lim
q,a→0

Πw(0, zh, q, a,G)

]
− lim

q,a→0
Π∗(q, a,G) =

Akµz
2

> 0. (27)

Because Πw(0, zh, q, a,G) and Π∗(q, a,G) are continuous, there exists q̂ > 0,

and â > 0 and ẑh(q̂, â) ∈ Int Z such that for every (q, a) ∈ [0, q̂] × [0, â] and

every zh ∈ (0, ẑh(q̂, â)], Πw(0, zh, q, a,G) > Π∗(q, a,G). We can retrieve th given

zh ∈ (0, ẑh(q̂, â)]. �

In the well-behaved stronger monotone equilibrium constructed above, a small

fraction of senders and receivers on the low end of the type distribution follow their

equilibrium sender actions, reactions, and assortative matching that would have

occurred in the stronger monotone separating equilibrium. The rest of senders and

receivers are matched randomly because the rest of senders all choose the same

action. We can also establish the same result for a stronger monotone pooling

equilibrium as represented in Theorem 10 below.

Theorem 10 There are q̃, ã > 0 such that, for any given (q, a) ∈ [0, q̃]× [0, ã], the

DM can induce a unique stronger monotone pooling equilibrium that is more efficient
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than the stronger monotone separating equilibrium without restrictions on feasible

reactions.

The intuition behind Theorem 10 is the same as that behind Theorem 9. A

major difference is that a pooling equilibrium forces a small fraction of senders and

receivers on the low end of type distribution to stay out of the market even though

they can produce positive net surplus, whereas everyone is matched in the strictly

well-behaved equilibrium identified in 9. Theorems 9 and 10 in fact show that a

separating equilibrium is not optimal in the classical Spencian model (Spence 1973)

of pure signaling with no heterogeneity of receivers (i.e., a = q = 0).

7 Concluding remarks

In this paper we generalize Spencian competitive signaling (Spence (1973)) with

two-sided matching. A decision maker can choose a set of feasible reactions before

senders and receivers move. We characterize a unique stronger monotone equilib-

rium (unique D1 equilibrium) given each set of feasible reactions. We propose a

general method that the DM can use for the design of an optimal unique stronger

monotone equilibrium and study the optimal equilibrium design in various settings.

Our analysis sheds light on the effects of a trade-off between matching efficiency

and signaling costs, the relative heterogeneity of receiver types to sender types and

the productivity of the sender’s action in the design of optimal stronger monotone

signaling equilibrium.
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Online Appendix

A Lemma 10

Lemma 10 Consider an equilibrium {σ, µ, τ,m}. If Assumptions A is satisfied,

the equilibrium satisfies the following properties: (i) σ is non-decreasing in z, (ii)

µ is non-decreasing in the subset of domain, range σ, with respect to the stronger

set order: for s, s′ ∈ range σ, s ≥ s′ implies supp µ(s′) ≤c supp µ(s), (iii) τ is

increasing.

Proof. For any s and s′ in S∗ such that s > s′, consider a sender who chooses s in

equilibrium. Then, her utility must satisfy

u(τ(s), s, z) ≥ u(τ(s′), s′, z) (S1)

Because s > s′ and u is decreasing in s and increasing in t, (S1) implies τ(s) > τ(s′)

and hence τ is monotone increasing.

Now we prove the monotonicity of σ by contradiction. Suppose that for z > z′,

type z chooses s′ ∈ S∗ and type z′ chooses s ∈ S∗ such that s > s′ in equilibrium.

This implies u(τ(s), s, z′) ≥ u(τ(s′), s′, z′). Because (τ(s), s) > (τ(s′), s′), the strict

single crossing property of u in ((t, s); z) implies that u(τ(s), s, z) > u(τ(s′), s′, z)

for any z > z′. This contradicts that z chooses s′. Therefore, σ is non-decreasing

over types that choose actions in S∗.

For the non-decreasing property of σ, we only need to show that any z′ with

η is no higher than z with s ∈ S∗ in equilibrium. By contradiction, suppose that

there exist z′ with η and z with s ∈ S∗ such that z′ > z. Then, we have that

0 ≤ u(τ(s), s, z) < u(τ(s), s, z′),where the weak inequality holds because s is the

optimal choice for type z and the strict inequality holds due to the monotonicity of

u in type. This contradicts that taking no action (i.e., null action η) is optimal for

type z′. This completes the proof of the non-decreasing property of σ.

We prove the monotonicity of supp µ(s) in the subset of domain, range σ, in

the stronger set order by contradiction. Suppose that for s > s′, there exist z ∈
supp µ(s) and z′ ∈ supp µ(s′) such that z′ > z. Because z ∈ cl {z̃|σ (z̃) = s} and
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z′ ∈ cl {z̃|σ (z̃) = s′}, it contradicts that σ is non-decreasing. Therefore, µ is non-

decreasing in the subset of domain, range σ, with respect to the stronger set order.

B Lemma 11

Lemma 11 Let σ and µ be a sender action function and a belief function in equi-

librium respectively. If Assumption A is satisfied, the belief µ(s) conditional on s /∈
range σ that passes Criterion D1 is unique and it is characterized as follows:

1. If s belongs to the interval of off-path sender actions induced by the disconti-

nuity of σ at z, then supp µ(s) = {z}.

2. Let z be the least upper bound of Z if it exists. If s > σ(z), then supp µ(s) =

{z}.

3. Let z be the greatest lower bound of Z if it exists. If s < σ(z), then supp

µ(s) = {z}.

Proof. According to the proof of Lemma 10, σ is non-decreasing if Assump-

tion A is satisfied. If there are types who choose η and stay out of the market,

those types are lower than the types who choose actions in S because of the non-

decreasing property of σ. If this happens, let zη := min {z ∈ Z|σ(z) ∈ S∗} (or

zη := inf {z ∈ Z|σ(z) ∈ S∗} if min {z ∈ Z|σ(z) ∈ S∗} does not exist).

At any discontinuity point z, let σ(z+) := limk↘z σ(k) and σ(z−) := limk↗z σ(k).

For the proof of item 1, we first consider the case where a discontinuity occurs

at z > zη and σ is only right continuous at z, then, σ(z+) = σ(z). In this case,

[σ(z−), σ(z)) is the interval of off-path sender actions due to the discontinuity at z.

We show that Criterion D1 places zero posterior weight on z′ 6= z.

Case 1 : We show that z′ cannot be in the support of µ(s) for any s ∈ [σ(z−), σ(z))

if z′ > z. On the contrary, suppose that z′ ∈ supp µ(s) for some s ∈ [σ(z−), σ(z))

when z < z′. If z < z′, then we have z′′ such that z < z′′ < z′. For the proof, it is

sufficient that if type z′′ is weakly worse off by deviating to s ∈ [σ(z−), σ(z)), then

type z′ is strictly worse off with the same deviation. For a reaction t chosen by the
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receiver after observing such s, let

u(t, s, z′′) ≤ u(τ(σ(z′′)), σ(z′′), z′′). (S2)

Because s ∈ [σ(z−), σ(z)), we have that s < σ(z). Because σ is non-decreasing, we

have that σ(z) ≤ σ(z′′). These two inequality relations yield s < σ(z′′). Because the

first part of Assumption A says that u is decreasing in s and increasing in t, we must

have that t < τ(σ(z′′)) in order to satisfy (S2). Because s < σ(z′′) and t < τ(σ(z′′)),

we can use the strict single crossing property of u in Assumption A to show that

(S2) implies that for z′ > z′′

u(t, s, z′) < u(τ(σ(z′′)), σ(z′′), z′). (S3)

On the other hand, we have that

u(τ(σ(z′′)), σ(z′′), z′) ≤ u(τ(σ(z′)), σ(z′), z′) (S4)

in equilibrium. Combining (S3) and (S4) yields that for z′ > z′′,

u(t, s, z′) < u(τ(σ(z′)), σ(z′), z′),

which shows that type z′ is strictly worse off with the same deviation. (8), the

contrapositive of (7) in the definition of Criterion D1 implies that any z′ > z cannot

be in the support of µ(s) for any s ∈ [σ(z−), σ(z)).

Case 2 : We now show that z′ cannot be in the support of µ(s) for any s ∈
[σ(z−), σ(z)) if z′ < z. On the contrary, suppose that z′ ∈ supp µ(s) for some

s ∈ [σ(z−), σ(z)) when z′ < z. We work with the original condition (7). If z′ < z,

then we have z′′ such that z′ < z′′ < z. For a reaction t chosen by the receiver after

observing such s, let

u(t, s, z′) ≥ u(τ(σ(z′)), σ(z′), z′), (S5)

that is, type z′ is weakly better off by deviating to some s ∈ [σ(z−), σ(z)). On the

other hand, we have that

u(τ(σ(z′)), σ(z′), z′) ≥ u(τ(σ(z′′)), σ(z′′), z′) (S6)
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in equilibrium. Combining (S5) and (S6) yields

u(t, s, z′) ≥ u(τ(σ(z′′)), σ(z′′), z′) (S7)

Because s > σ(z′′), the monotonicity of u in Assumption A implies that t > τ(σ(z′′))

in order to satisfy (S7). Then, applying the strict single crossing property of u in

Assumption A to (S7), we have that for z′′ > z′,

u(t, s, z′′) > u(τ(σ(z′′)), σ(z′′), z′′),

which shows that the sender of type z′′ is strictly better off with the same deviation.

Criterion D1 implies that any z′ < z cannot be in the support of µ(s) for any

s ∈ [σ(z−), σ(z)). Therefore, the only µ(s) conditional on s ∈ [σ(z−), σ(z)) that

passes Criterion D1 puts all the posterior weights on z and hence supp µ(s) = {z}.
Item 1 can be proved similarly in the cases where σ is only left continuous at z

or σ(z−) < σ(z) < σ(z+), or in the case where σ is discontinuous at zη. The only

thing we need to be careful about is the case where σ is discontinuous at zη. If σ

is only right continuous at zh, the discontinuity at zh creates off-path actions s ∈ S
such that s < minS∗ (or s ≤ inf S∗ if minS∗ does not exist). We can show that any

z′ > zh cannot be in the support of µ(s) for any s < minS∗ following the logic of

Case 1 above. Consider z′ < zη. If z′ < z, then we have z′′ such that z′ < z′′ < zh.

Note that σ(z′) = σ(z′′) = η and hence, equilibrium utilities for both types are zero.

For a reaction t chosen by the receiver after observing s ∈ S\S∗, let u(t, s, z′) ≥ 0.

By the increasing property of u in type in Assumption A.(i), u(t, s, z′) ≥ 0 implies

that u(t, s, z′′) > 0. This shows that any z′ < zη cannot be in the support of µ(s)

given Criterion D1. Therefore, the only µ(s) conditional on any s ∈ S\S∗ that passes

Criterion D1 puts all the posterior weights on z and hence supp µ(s) = {zh}. Item

1 can be proved similarly if only left continuous at zh or σ−(zh) < σ(zh) < σ+(zh).

For the proof of item 2, we can following the proof of Case 2 to show that the

only µ(s) conditional on s > σ(z) that passes Criterion D1 puts all the posterior

weights on z and hence supp µ(s) = {z} for s > σ(z). Similarly, for the proof of

item 3, we can follow the proof of Case 1 above to show that only µ(s) conditional

on s < σ(z) that passes Criterion D1 puts all the posterior weights on z and hence

supp µ(s) = {z} for s < σ(z).

4



C Corollary 1

According to the proof of Lemma 10, µ is non-decreasing in the subset of domain,

range σ, with respect to the stronger set order if Assumption A is satisfied.

We first show that a non-decreasing µ in the stronger set order passes Criterion

D1. Consider s /∈ range σ. If s > σ(z), a non-decreasing µ in the stronger set

order must have {z} as supp µ(s). On the contrary, suppose that z ∈ supp µ(s) for

s > σ(z) and z < z̄. This implies that z < z for z ∈ supp µ(s) and z ∈ supp µ(σ(z))

but s > σ(z): supp µ(s) �c supp µ(σ(z)). This contradicts the monotonicity of µ in

the stronger set order and hence supp µ(s) = {z} for s > σ(z). This passes Criterion

D1, which requires it as in item 2 in Lemma 11. We can analogously show that if

s < σ(z), a monotone non-decreasing µ in the stronger set order must have {z} as

supp µ(s) and that it passes Criterion D1, which requires it as in item 3 in Lemma

11.

Consider the case where s belongs to the interval of off-path sender actions

induced by the discontinuity of σ at some z. Consider the case where σ is only

right-continuous at z. Given the monotonicity of σ, we have that

lim
k↗z

sup supp µ(σ(k)) = min supp µ(σ(z)) = z. (S8)

If µ is monotone non-decreasing in the stronger set order, supp µ(s′) and supp

µ(s′′) for two different s′ and s′′ have at most one element in common. Therefore,

(S8) implies that a non-decreasing µ in the stronger set order must have {z} as supp

µ(s) for any s ∈ [σ(z−), σ(z)). This passes Criterion D1, which requires it as in item

1 in Lemma 11. We can analogously prove that a non-decreasing µ in the stronger

set order satisfies item 1 in Lemma 11 in the cases where σ is only left continuous

at z or σ(z−) < σ(z) < σ(z+). It is straightforward to show that an equilibrium µ

that passes Criterion D1 is non-decreasing in the stronger set order.

Corollary 2 According to Lemma 11, the support of the belief µ(s) conditional on

s /∈ range σ is a singleton if it passes Criterion D1. This implies that if the unique

type in the support of the belief µ(s) is weakly worse off by deviating to s /∈ range σ,

any other type is strictly worse off with the same deviation.

The proof of Corollary 2 is straightforward, so it is omitted.
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D Proof of Lemma 1

If Assumption 2 is satisfied, then g(t, s, z, x) = v(x, s, z) − t is supermodular in all

arguments (t, s, z, x). Because each of T, S, Z, and X is a lattice in R, we can invoke

Theorem 2.6.1 in Topkis (1998) to show that the supermodularity of g(t, s, z, x) in

all arguments implies non-decreasing differences in ((t, s, z), x), which in turn im-

plies the single crossing property in ((t, s, z);x). Because Assumptions 2.(i) implies

that g(t, s, z, x) has increasing differences in (z, x). Therefore, Assumption B.(i) is

satisfied. Assumption B.(ii) is satisfied by Assumption 2.(ii).

E Proof of Lemma 2

If t` ≤ v (x, ζ(x, z), z) , then z` = z and s` = ζ(x, z). For the case with t` >

v (x, ζ(x, z), z). Let Λ(s, z) := v (n (z) , s, z) , so that (10) becomes Λ(s, z) − t` =

0. Consider the receiver’s indifference curve {(s, z) ∈ R+ × [z, z] : Λ(s, z)− t` = 0}.
The slope of this indifference curve is

dz

ds
= −Λs

Λz

= − vs
vxn′ + vz

≤ 0. (S9)

Given vs ≥ 0, vx > 0, vz > 0 (Assumptions 2.(ii), 3.(i), and 5), the sign above holds

because of n′ > 0. Note that n′ > 0 holds because of Assumption 6 (G′(z) > 0 for all

z and H ′(x) > 0 for all x). On the other hand, {(s, z) ∈ R+ × [z, z] : t` − c(s, z) = 0}
is the sender’s indifference curve based on (11) and its slope is

dz

ds
= −cs

cz
> 0 (S10)

where the sign holds due to Assumption 1.(i). (S9) and (S10) imply that the two

indifference curves intersect at most once and the intersection becomes a unique

solution for the system of equations, (10) and (11).

F Proof of Theorem 3

We first show that σ is continuous on [z`, z̄]. To prove that, we start by showing

that σ(z) ≥ ζ(x, z), the bilaterally efficient level of type z’s action, where x is the
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type of the receiver who is matched with the sender of type z in equilibrium.

Lemma 12 For all z ∈ [z`, z̄], σ(z) ≥ ζ(x, z) in any stronger monotone separating

equilibrium, where x is the type of the receiver who matches with type z.

Proof. We prove by contradiction. Suppose that there exists z ∈ [z`, z̄] such that

σ(z) < ζ(x, z). There are two possible cases. The first case is when σ(z) < ζ(x, z)

and ζ(x, z) /∈ S∗. Then, it is a profitable sender deviation by type z to an off-path

action ζ(x, z) if

Eµ(ζ(x,z)) [v (x, ζ(x, z), z′)]− c (ζ(x, z), z) > v (x, σ(z), z)− c (σ(z), z) . (S11)

Because of the constrained efficiency of ζ(x, z) given the strict concavity of v − c in

s (Assumption 3), we have that

v (x, ζ(x, z), z)− c (ζ(x, z), z) > v (x, σ(z), z)− c (σ(z), z) . (S12)

Further, because σ(z) < ζ(x, z), we have z′ ≥ z for all z′ ∈ supp µ (ζ(x, z)) due to

the stronger monotonicity of µ. Therefore, we have

Eµ(ζ(x,z)) [v (x, ζ(x, z), z′)] ≥ v (x, ζ(x, z), z) . (S13)

Because of (S12) and (S13), (S11) holds.

Therefore, if there exists z ∈ [z`, z̄] such that σ(z) < ζ(x, z), then it must be

the second case where ζ(x, z) ∈ S∗. This implies that there exists z′ > z such

that σ(z′) = ζ(x, z) < ζ(x′, z′), where x′ is the type of the receiver who matches

with type z′, given the increasing property of σ in a stronger monotone separating

equilibrium (implication of Lemma 10.(i)). Because we have σ(z) < ζ(x, z) and

σ(z′) < ζ(x′, z′), there exists an interval (z1, z2) ⊂ (z, z′) such that for all z′′ ∈
(z1, z2), σ(z′′) < ζ(x′′, z′′), where x′′ is the type of the receiver who matches with

type z′′ in equilibrium.

σ is increasing on (z1, z2) in any stronger monotone separating equilibrium. Fur-

ther, σ is finite on (z1, z2) because σ(z′′) ≤ ζ(x2, z2), where x2 is the type of the

receiver who matches with type z2 in equilibrium. One can invoke Theorem 7.21 in

Wheeden and Zygmund (1977) to show that σ is differentiable with non-negative

derivative σ′ almost everywhere on (z1, z2). Because σ is strictly increasing in s ∈ S∗
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in a stronger monotone separating equilibrium, σ′ must be in fact positive almost

everywhere on (z1, z2) .

Because σ is differentiable with positive σ′ almost everywhere on (z1, z2), we

can find an interval (z′1, z
′
2) ⊂ (z1, z2) such that σ is differentiable with positive σ′

everywhere on (z′1, z
′
2) . Because σ is differentiable with positive σ′ everywhere on

(z′1, z
′
2) , {σ(z′′) : z′′ ∈ (z′1, z

′
2)} is an interval (σ (z′1) , σ (z′2)) and µ is differentiable

with positive µ′ = 1/σ′ everywhere on (σ (z′1) , σ (z′2)). On the other hand, τ : S∗ →
[t`, th] is increasing according to Lemma 10.(iii). Invoking Theorem 7.21 in Wheeden

and Zygmund (1977), we can show that τ is differentiable with non-negative τ ′

almost everywhere on (σ (z′1) , σ (z′2)).

Finally, we can pick an interval (z◦1 , z
◦
2) ⊂ (z′1, z

′
2) such that (i) σ is differentiable

with positive σ′ everywhere on (z◦1 , z
◦
2), (ii) µ is differentiable with positive µ′ = 1/σ′

everywhere on (σ (z′1) , σ (z′2)) and (iii) τ is differentiable with non-negative derivative

everywhere on (σ (z◦1) , σ (z◦2)) . It implies that for all z′′ ∈ (z◦1 , z
◦
2), the following first-

order condition must be satisfied:

τ ′(σ(z′′))− cs (σ(z′′), z′′) = 0. (S14)

Because (1) µ(s) is differentiable everywhere in (σ (z◦1) , σ (z◦2)) and (2) τ is differen-

tiable everywhere on (σ (z◦1) , σ (z◦2)), π is differentiable everywhere on (σ (z◦1) , σ (z◦2)).

If type x′′ chooses a sender with s ∈ (σ (z◦1) , σ (z◦2)), the following first-order condi-

tion must be satisfied:

πs(s, x
′′) = vs (x′′, s, µ(s)) + vz (x, s, µ(s))µ′(s′′)− τ ′ (s′′) = 0 (S15)

Let type z′′ choose s = σ(z′′) ∈ (σ (z◦1) , σ (z◦2)) , which type x′′ chooses. Combining

(S14) and (S15) yields that vs (x, s, µ(s))− cs (σ(z′′), z′′) + vz (x′′, s, µ(s))µ′(s) = 0,

which cannot hold. The reason is that (a) vs−cs > 0 because v−c is strictly concave

(Assumption 3) and σ(z′′) < ζ(x′′, z′′), (b) µ′ ≥ 0 and (c) vz > 0 (Assumption 5).

Therefore, we cannot have the case where σ(z) < ζ(x, z), and ζ(x, z) ∈ S∗. This

concludes the proof.

Lemma 13 σ is continuous on [z`, z̄] and hence S∗ = [s`, σ (z̄)] in any stronger

monotone separating equilibrium

Proof. We prove by contradiction. Suppose that σ is discontinuous at some z ∈
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[z`, z̄]. We consider the case where σ is only right continuous at z, so that σ (z+) =

σ (z) > σ (z−) . Because σ(z) ≥ ζ(x, z) for all z ∈ [z`, z̄] by Lemma 12, it implies

that σ (z) > ζ(x, z), where x is the type of a receiver who matches with type z.

This discontinuity creates an off-path action interval [σ (z−) , σ (z)). The stronger

monotone belief µ implies that µ(s) puts all the weights on z conditional on s ∈
[σ (z−) , σ (z)) because of Lemma 11.1. Because σ (z) is inefficiently high (i.e., σ (z) >

ζ(x, z)), there exists s ∈ [σ (z−) , σ (z)) such that

v(x, s, z)− c(s, z) > v(x, σ (z) , z)− c(σ (z) , z), (S16)

due to the strict concavity of v − c in s (Assumption 3). (S16) shows the existence

of a profitable sender deviation by type z to an off path action s ∈ [σ− (z) , σ (z)).

One can analogously show the existence of a profitable sender deviation by type z in

the case where σ is only left continuous at z or σ (z−) < σ (z) < σ (z+) . Therefore,

σ is continuous at all z ∈ [z`, z̄].

Because σ is increasing over [z`, z̄] in any stronger monotone separating equi-

librium, the continuity of σ at all z ∈ [z`, z̄] implies a compact real interval S∗ =

[s`, σ (z̄)]

Lemma 14 τ : S∗ → T is increasing and continuous on S∗ and has continuous

derivative τ ′ on Int S∗ in any stronger monotone separating equilibrium.

Proof. The increasing property of τ is from Lemma 10.(iii). We prove the continuity

of τ by contradiction. Suppose that τ is discontinuous at s ∈ S∗. Consider the

case where τ is only right continuous at s. Let z be the type of a sender who

chooses s in equilibrium, i.e., σ(z) = s. Because τ(σ (z−)) < τ(σ (z)) and c and

σ are continuous (Assumption 5.(i) and Lemma 13), there exists z′ < z such that

τ(σ (z′))− c (σ (z′) , z′) < τ(σ (z))− c (σ (z) , z′) , which contradicts the optimality of

σ (z′) for type z′. We can analogously prove that the discontinuity of τ contradicts

the optimality of the sender’s action choice in the case where τ is left right continuous

at s or τ(s−) < τ(s) < τ(s+). Therefore, τ : S∗ → T is continuous everywhere on

S∗.

We prove the differentiability by contradiction as well. Suppose that τ is not

differentiable at some ŝ ∈ Int S∗ = (s`, σ (z̄)).
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τ : S∗ → T is increasing and hence it is not differentiable only at finitely many

points in Int S∗ = (s`, σ (z̄)) due to Theorem 7.21 in Wheeden and Zygmund (1977).

This implies that if τ is not differentiable at ŝ, there exists two intervals (s1, ŝ),

(ŝ, s2) ⊂ Int S∗ where τ is differentiable. Because τ is differentiable at any point

in (s1, ŝ) ∪ (ŝ, s2) and c is differentiable everywhere (Assumption 4), the optimality

of s = σ(z) implies that that the first-order condition τ ′(s) = cs (s, µ(s)) for all

s = σ(z) ∈ (s1, ŝ)∪ (ŝ, s2). Because cs is continuous (Assumption 4) and µ = σ−1 is

continuous on S∗, this implies that

τ ′(ŝ−) = cs (ŝ, µ(ŝ)) = τ ′(ŝ+). (S17)

Because τ is continuous, (S17) implies that τ is differentiable at ŝ, which contradicts

the non-differentiability of τ at ŝ. Therefore, τ must be differentiable everywhere on

Int S∗.

Because τ is differentiable everywhere on Int S∗, the first-order condition τ ′ (s) =

cs (s, µ(s)) must be satisfied for all s ∈ Int S∗ in equilibrium. µ is continuous on S∗

because it is the inverse of σ over S∗ and σ is continuous (Lemma 13). Further cs is

continuous (Assumption 5.(i)). Therefore, τ ′ (s) = cs (s, µ(s)) is continuous on Int

S∗.

Lemma 15 µ : S → ∆(Z) is increasing and continuous on S∗ and has continuous

derivative µ′ on Int S∗.

Proof. σ is continuous on Z and S∗ is a compact real interval [σ(z`), σ (z̄)] (Lemma

13 in Online Appendix). Given Lemma 10.(i), σ is increasing over Z in a stronger

monotone separating equilibrium. Therefore, Lemma 13 implies that µ (s) (the

support of µ (s) to be precise) for all s ∈ S∗ is the inverse of σ(z) so that µ is

increasing and continuous on S∗.

Because µ is increasing on S∗and µ(s) ∈ Z for s ∈ S∗, we can apply Theorem 7.21

in Wheeden and Zygmund (1977) to show that µ is differentiable almost everywhere

on Int S∗. Let us prove that µ is differentiable everywhere on Int S∗. Suppose that

µ is not differentiable at š ∈ Int S∗. Because µ is not differentiable at only finitely

many points, there exists s1, s2 ∈ Int S∗ such that µ is differentiable everywhere on

(s1, š) and (š, s2).

10



Because (1) v is differentiable with respect to s and z (Assumptions 3.(ii)), (2) µ is

differentiable everywhere on (s1, š) and (š, s2), and (3) τ is differentiable everywhere

on Int S∗ (Lemma 14 in Online Appendix), π(s, x) := v (x, s, µ(s)) − τ (s) , x is

differentiable everywhere on (s1, š) ∪ (š, s2).

Let x be the type of a receiver who matches with a sender with s = ξ(x). For

the receiver’s matching problem, the following first-order condition is satisfied: for

all s = ξ(x) ∈ (s1, š) ∪ (š, s2):

πs(s, x) = vs (x, s, µ(s)) + vz (x, s, µ(s))µ′(s)− τ ′(s) = 0 (S18)

Suppose that ξ(x) = ξ(x′) = s for some s ∈ S∗ with x > x′. It implies that

ξ(x′′) = s for all x′′ ∈ [x, x′] because ξ is non-decreasing in a stronger monotone

equilibrium (Theorem 2) given Assumptions 1 and 2. Then, the market clearing

condition is not satisfied because H ([x, x′]) > G({s}) = 0. Therefore, ξ is increasing

on X.

Then, the market-clearing condition implies that ξ = σ ◦ n−1. Because σ is

continuous on Z (Lemma 13) and n−1 is continuous on X (implication of Assumption

6), ξ is continuous on [z`, z̄]. Because ξ is increasing and continuous on Z, ξ−1 = n◦µ
is increasing and continuous on S∗.

Given vz > 0 (Assumption 3.(i)), replacing x with ξ−1(s) in (S18) yields that

µ′(s) =
− [vs (ξ−1(s), s, µ(s))− τ ′(s)]

vz (ξ−1(s), s, µ(s))
, ∀s ∈ (s1, š) ∪ (š, s2). (S19)

In addition to the continuity of ξ−1 on S∗, vs, vz, τ
′, and µ are continuous (Assump-

tion 3.(ii) and Lemmas 13 and 14 in Online Appendix). Therefore, from (S19), we

have that

µ′(š−) =
− [vs (ξ−1(š), š, µ(š))− τ ′(š)]

vz (ξ−1(š), š, µ(š))
= µ′(š+) (S20)

Because µ is continuous on S∗, (S20) implies that µ is differentiable at š, which

contradicts the non-differentiability of µ at š. Therefore, µ must be differentiable

everywhere on Int S∗ in any stronger monotone separating equilibrium. Further,

the continuity of vs, vz, τ
′, ξ−1, and µ implies that µ′ is continuous on Int S∗.
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G Stronger monotone separating equilibrium

Here we present the stronger monotone separating equilibrium {σ̃, µ̃, τ̃ , m̃} given

z` induced by t` and t` < th = ∞. Once we establish the stronger monotone

equilibrium, it is convenient to establish the (strictly) well-behaved equilibrium with

the same z` but th < τ̃ (σ̃ (z)).

Theorem 11 The necessary and sufficient conditions for a stronger monotone sep-

arating equilibrium {σ̃, µ̃, τ̃ , m̃} are

1. σ̃ (z) = ζ(x, z), and σ̃ (z) satisfies that τ̃ ′(σ̃ (z)) − cs(σ̃ (z) , z) = 0 for all z ∈
Int Z.

2. For s ∈ [0, σ̃ (z)), µ̃(s) = z; for all s ∈ S∗, µ̃(s) = σ̃−1(s), where σ̃−1(s)

satisfies σ̃(σ̃−1(s)) = s for all s ∈ S∗; for all s > σ̃ (z) , µ̃(s) = z.

3. ξ(x) satisfies

vs (x, s, µ̃(s)) + vz (x, s, µ̃(s)) µ̃′(s)− τ̃ ′(s) = 0 (S21)

at s = ξ(x) for all x ∈ Int X.

4. τ̃ with τ̃(σ̃ (z)) = t` clears the market given m̃ such that m̃(s) = ξ−1(s) =

n (µ̃(s)) for all s ∈ S∗.

The proof is below.

Proof of Condition 1 If there are types who stay out of the market, they must

be below z` given that c is decreasing in z (Assumption 1.(i)). Note that type z`

is indifferent between staying out of the market and taking action s` because they

satisfy 11. Since c is decreasing in z (Assumption 1.(i)), it means that any type in

[z, z`) is strictly better off by staying out of the market instead of taking action s`.

Given that τ is continuous on S∗ and differentiable on Int S∗ (Theorem 3.(ii))

and c is differentiable (Assumption 5.(i)), it is clear that τ̃ ′(σ̃ (z))− cs(σ̃ (z) , z) = 0

for all z ∈ (z`, z̄) is a necessary condition for σ̃ (z) to be an optimal action for type

z ∈ [z`, z̄] among all actions in S∗ = [σ̃ (z`) , σ̃ (z̄)]. We show that it is also a sufficient

condition for σ̃ (z) to be an optimal action for type z ∈ [z`, z̄] among all actions in
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S∗ = [σ̃ (z`) , σ̃ (z̄)]. We need to be careful about the boundary condition. A part of

Condition 1 in Theorem 1 is that σ̃ (z) satisfies that

τ̃ ′(σ̃ (z))− cs(σ̃ (z) , z) = 0 for all z ∈ (z`, z̄). (S22)

Applying the strict supermodularity of −c (Assumption 1.(ii)) to (S22) yields that

τ̃ ′(σ̃ (z′))− cs(σ̃ (z′) , z) ≷ 0 if z′ ≶ z, ∀z, z′ ∈ (z`, z) (S23)

τ̃(σ̃ (z))− c(σ̃ (z) , z) > τ̃(σ̃ (z′))− c(σ̃ (z′) , z) ∀z, z′ ∈ (z`, z̄) s.t. z 6= z′.(S24)

(S23) implies that σ̃ is increasing in z ∈ (z`, z). Because σ̃ is continuous on S∗

(Lemmas 13), it implies that σ̃ is increasing over [z`, z] . Because σ̃ is increasing

over [z`, z] and τ̃ and c are continuous (Theorem 3.(ii) and Assumption 5.(i)), (S24)

implies that

τ̃(σ̃ (z))− c(σ̃ (z) , z) > τ̃(σ̃ (z′))− c(σ̃ (z′) , z) ∀z, z′ ∈ [z`, z̄] s.t. z 6= z′. (S25)

(S25) shows that σ̃ (z) is be an optimal action for type z ∈ [z`, z̄] among all actions

in S∗ = [σ̃ (z`) , σ̃ (z̄)], ignoring the individual rationality.

To show the individual rationality, let Ũ(z) := τ̃(σ̃ (z)) − c(σ̃ (z) , z). Because

of 11, we have that Ũ(z`) = τ̃(σ̃ (z`)) − c(σ̃ (z`) , z`) = 0. It is clear that Ũ(z) >

τ̃(σ̃ (z`)) − c(σ̃ (z`) , z) > Ũ(z`) = 0 for all z ∈ (z`, z̄], where the first inequality

holds because of (S25) and the second inequality holds because c is decreasing in z

(Assumption 1.(i)).

We need to show that type z has no incentive to deviate to s /∈ range σ to

complete the proof that σ̃ (z) is an optimal action for type z among all actions in S.

We defer it to the end. First we start with the stronger monotone belief µ̃

Proof of Condition 2 Note that range σ = {0} ∪ [s`, σ̃ (z)]. Therefore, we can

derive the belief on the equilibrium path as follows: (i) for s = 0, µ̃(s) = G(z|z < z`)

and (ii) for all s ∈ [s`, σ̃ (z)], µ̃(s) = σ̃−1(s), where σ̃−1(s) satisfies σ̃(σ̃−1(s)) = s.

This is part of Condition 2 in Theorem 11 so that consistency is satisfied. There are

two intervals of off path sender actions: (0, s`) and (σ̃ (z) ,∞). The monotonicity of

the belief in the stronger set order uniquely determines the belief conditional on s /∈
range σ: (iii) for s ∈ (0, s`), µ̃(s) = z` and (iv) for s ∈ (σ̃ (z) ,∞), µ̃(s) = z.
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The belief function µ̃ satisfying (i) -(iv), which is Condition 2 in Theorem 11, is

the unique equilibrium monotone in the stronger set order given σ in Condition 1

Proof of Conditions 3 If there are types who stay out of the market, they must

be below x` given that v is increasing in x (Assumption 2.(ii)). Note that type x` is

indifferent between staying out of the market and matching with the sender of type

z` because they satisfy (10). Since v is increasing in x (Assumption 2.(ii)), it means

that any type in [x, x`) is strictly better off by staying out of the market.

Consider the matching problem for type x ∈ [x`, x]. Note that v, c, γ, τ̃ and

µ̃ are continuous and differentiable (Assumptions 4.(ii) and 5.(i) and Theorem 3).

Therefore, it is clear that for all x ∈ (x`, x),

πs(ξ(x), x) = vs (x, ξ(x), µ̃ (ξ(x))) + vz (x, ξ(x), µ̃ (ξ(x))) µ̃′ (ξ(x))− τ̃ ′ (ξ(x)) = 0

(S26)

is a necessary condition for ξ(x) to be an optimal choice of a matching partner (in

terms of her action) for type x ∈ [x`, x] among all actions in S∗.

We show that (S26) is also a sufficient condition for ξ(x) to be an optimal action

of a matching partner for type x ∈ [x`, x] among all actions in S∗. Applying the

supermodularity of v (Assumptions 2.(i)) to (S26) yields that

πs(ξ(x
′), x) ≷ 0 if x′ ≶ x ∀x, x′ ∈ (x`, x) , (S27)

π(ξ(x), x) > π(ξ(x′), x) ∀x, x′ ∈ (x`, x̄) s.t. x 6= x′ (S28)

(S27) implies that ξ(x) is increasing on (x`, x). Given the increasing property of ξ

on (x`, x), ξ must be continuous on [x`, x]. Otherwise, senders in the interval created

by a discontinuity of ξ are not matched in equilibrium and it violates the market

clearing condition.

The continuity of ξ on [x`, x] makes it increasing on [x`, x] because ξ is increasing

on x ∈ (x`, x). Together with the continuity of ξ over [x`, x], the continuity of v

and τ̃ (Assumptions 3.(ii) and 14) makes π(ξ(x′), x) continuous in x′ ∈ [x`, x] and

x ∈ [x`, x]. Therefore, (S28) implies that

π(ξ(x), x) > π(ξ(x′), x) ∀x, x′ ∈ [x`, x̄] s.t. x 6= x′. (S29)
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(S29) shows that ξ(x) is be an optimal choice of a matching partner for type x ∈
[z`, z̄] among all actions in S∗ = [σ̃ (z`) , σ̃ (z̄)], ignoring the individual rationality.

To show the individual rationality, let π̃(x) := π(ξ(x), x). Because of (10), we

have that π(ξ(x`), x`) = 0. It is clear that π(ξ(x), x) > π(ξ(x`), x) > π(ξ(x`), x`) = 0

for all x ∈ (x`, x̄], where the first inequality holds because of (S29) and the second

inequality holds because v is increasing in x (Assumption 2.(ii)).

Proof of Condition 4 It is straightforward that m̃ in in Condition 4 is a unique

measure-preserving matching function given that ξ and σ̃ are both increasing.

Proof of no profitable sender deviation to an off-path action Applying

Lemma 11 and Corollary 1, the monotone belief in the stronger set order is the

unique belief that pass Criterion D1. Because µ̃(s) for s /∈ range σ is a degenerate

probability distribution with a singleton as its support, as suggested in Corollary 2,

we only need to check if the type of the sender in that support has an incentive to

deviate in order to check if any sender has an incentive to deviate to such s.

Now let us prove no profitable sender deviation to an off-path action. Conditional

on s ∈ (0, s`), it is believed that the sender who chose s is µ̃(s) = z`. According to

Corollary 1, if the sender of type z` has no profitable deviation to s ∈ (0, s`), then

no one else does. Therefore, we only need to check if the sender of type z` has an

profitable deviation to s ∈ (0, s`). If she reduces her action down to s ∈ (0, s`), no

receiver wants her because he has to transfer at least t` but he can be matched with

a sender with s` at t`. Therefore, there is no sender profitable deviation to s.

Now, let us examine if there is a profitable sender deviation to s ∈ (σ̃ (z) ,∞).

First, agents at the action choice stage expect m̃ is increasing and the equilibrium

transfer τ̃ : S∗ → T satisfies

τ̃ ′ (s) = vs(m̃(s), s, µ̃ (s)) + vz(m̃(s), s, µ̃ (s))µ̃′ (s) . (S30)

Because the support of µ̃(s) for s > σ̃(z) is a singleton, z, we only need to check

if the sender of type z has an incentive to choose s > σ̃(z). Because there is a

continuum of receivers with different actions and types, we need to check which

receiver is willing to transfer the largest amount to the sender with s > σ̃(z). The
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type x receiver’s maximum willingness to transfer is

t(s, x) = v(x, s, z)−
[
v(x, σ̃(n−1(x))), n−1(x))− τ̃

(
σ̃(n−1(x))

)]
.

Because s > σ̃(z) and z ≥ n−1(x), we have that t(s, x) > τ̃ (σ̃(n−1(x))).

Given τ̃ ′ in (S30), taking the derivative of t(s, x) with respect to x yields

tx(s, x) = vx(x, s, z)− vx(x, σ̃(n−1(x))), n−1(x)) > 0. (S31)

Note that vx(x, s, z) is non-decreasing in s and increasing in z, given Assumption

2.(i) - v(b, x, s, z) is supermodular in (b, x, s, z) and strictly supermodular in (z, x).

Because s > σ̃(n−1(x))) and z ≥ n−1(x) for all x ≥ x`, this implies that tx(s, x) is

positive for any s > σ̃(z), as in (S31). It in turn implies that the maximum amount

of transfer that the the receiver of type x is willing to make is the largest. Then,

given Criterion D1, we only need to check if the sender of type z has a profitable

deviation to s > σ̃ (z) while keeping her current match partner, the receiver of type

x.

There is a profitable sender deviation to s > σ̃(z) for z if and only if for some

s > σ̃(z)

v(x, s, z)− c(s, z) > v(x, σ̃(z))− c(σ̃(z), z). (S32)

However, the inequality above is not satisfied for any s > σ̃(z). The reason is that

the information rent, the last term in (S30), makes σ̃(z) larger than the constrained

efficient action level for the sender of type z. Therefore, if s > σ̃(z), then v − c is

even smaller given the strict concavity of v − c in s (Assumption 3).

H Proof of Lemma 4

Let Z(s) be the set of the types of senders who choose the same action s and it

has a positive measure. We start with the case where there exists maxZ(s). Let

z◦ := maxZ(s). We first show that z◦ = z. Let x◦ := maxX(s), where X(s) be the

set of types of receivers who are matched with a sender with s in equilibrium. We

prove by contradiction. Suppose that bunching does not happen on the top, i.e.,
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z◦ < z. Then we have that

s = σ(z◦) ≤ lim
z↘z◦

σ(z) (S33)

This is due to the monotonicity of σ in Lemma 10.(i). We like to show that (S33)

holds with strict inequality, i.e., s < limz↘z◦ σ(z). In equilibrium, we have that for

any z > z◦,

τ(s)− c(s, z◦) ≥ lim
z↘z◦

[τ(σ(z))− c(σ(z), z◦)] (S34)

E[v(x◦, s, z′|z′ ∈ Z(s)]− τ(s) ≥ lim
z↘z◦

(E[v(x◦, σ(z), z′′|z′′ ∈ Z(σ(z))]− τ(σ(z)))

(S35)

For any σ(z) ≥ s, we have that z′′ ≥ z◦ = maxZ(s) for any z′′ ∈ Z(σ(z)) because

of the monotonicity of σ (Lemma 10.(i)). Further Z(s) has a positive measure.

Therefore, the monotonicity of v in Assumption 3.(i) implies that, for any z > z◦

E[v(x◦, s, z′|z′ ∈ Z(s)] < E[v(x◦, σ(z), z′′|z′′ ∈ Z(σ(z))]. (S36)

(S35) and (S36) imply that

τ(s) < lim
z↘z◦

τ(σ(z)) (S37)

Because c is decreasing in s (Assumption 1.(i)), (S34) and (S37) induces that

s = σ(z◦) < lim
z↘z◦

σ(z). (S38)

Therefore, any s′ ∈ (s, limz↘z◦ σ(z)) is not chosen in equilibrium given that the

monotonicity of σ.

The support of µ(s) is Z(s). On the other hand, we have that limz↘z◦ inf

supp(µ(σ(z))) = z◦. This implies that there is the unique stronger monotone be-

lief on the sender’s type conditional on any s′ ∈ (s, limz↘z◦ σ(z)) and it is equal to

µ(s′) = z◦.

Suppose that the sender of type z◦ deviates to action s + ε ∈ (s, limz↘z◦ σ(z)).

A receiver of type x who is currently matched with a sender with s receives the

matching utility of E[v(x, s, z|z ∈ Z(s)] − τ(s). Note that τ(s) < th given (S37).
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Therefore, there is a profitable deviation for the sender of type z◦ if

v(x, s+ ε, z◦)− c(s+ ε, z◦) > E[v(x, s, z|z ∈ Z(s)]− c(s, z◦). (S39)

Because v and c are continuous in the sender’s action, v is increasing in z, and Z(s)

has a positive measure, we have that

lim
ε↘0

(v(x, s+ ε, z◦)− c(s+ ε, z◦)) > E[v(x, s, z|z ∈ Z(s)]− c(s, z◦) (S40)

Because v and c are continuous in the sender’s action, (S40) implies that there exists

ε such that (S39) is satisfied. This contradicts that s is an equilibrium chosen by all

senders whose types are in Z(s).

We can analogously prove that there exists a profitable sender deviation if z◦ < z

when z◦ is defined as supZ(s) rather than maxZ(s).

Assumption 6 implies that there is no atom in the sender type distribution.

Therefore, Z(s) is an interval with maxZ(s) = z due to the monotonicity of σ

(Lemma 10.(i)).

I Proof of Lemma 5

Let z∗ be the minimum of Z(s) (We can analogously prove the lemma for the case

where z∗ is infimum of Z(s)). If Z(s) has a positive measure, we have that z∗ < z

given Assumption 6 on G. Let t∗ be the reaction to action s chosen by the positive

measure of senders. We prove by contradiction.

On the contrary, suppose that t∗ < th in a stronger monotone equilibrium. Be-

cause type z is one of senders who choose s and z is the maximum of sender types,

the stronger monotonicity of µ implies that µ(s′) = z for any s′ > s. Suppose that

the sender of type z deviates to s + ε for small ε > 0. The type of this sender is

believed to be z. Suppose that the receiver of type x is matched with the sender

with s+ ε. A profitable upward deviation for a sender is equivalent to the existence

of t ∈ [t`, th] and ε > 0 such that

v (x, s+ ε, z)− t > E [v (x, s, z′) |z∗ ≤ z′ < z]− t∗, (S41)

t− c(s+ ε, z) > τ(s)− t∗, (S42)
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which yield

v (x, s+ ε, z)− c(s+ ε, z) > E [v (x, s, z′) |z∗ ≤ z′ < z]− c(s, z). (S43)

Given G′(z) > 0 for all z ∈ Z (Assumption 6), the monotonicity of v in z

(Assumption 3.(i)) implies that

v (x, s, z)− c(s, z) > E [v (x, s, z′) |z∗ ≤ z′ < z]− c(s, z). (S44)

Because v and c are continuous in the sender action, (S44) ensures the existence of

ε > 0 that satisfies (S43). Because t∗ < th, (S43) implies that there exists t such

that t∗ < t < th and it satisfies (S41) and (S42). Therefore, the only way to prevent

such an upward deviation by the sender is t∗ = th.

J Proof of Lemma 8

When all senders of type zh or above choose the same action sh in equilibrium, we

have that for all z > zh

th − c (sh, z) ≥ τ̃ (σ̃ (zh))− c (σ̃ (zh) , z) . (S45)

Since (18) holds at (sh, zh), (18) and (S45) imply that for all z > zh,

−c (sh, z) + c (σ̃ (zh) , z) ≥ −c (sh, zh) + c (σ̃ (zh) , zh) ,

which implies that sh ≥ σ̃ (zh) by the strict supermodularity of −c (Assumption

1.(ii)). Because sh ≥ σ̃ (zh) , both (18) and (S45) imply that th ≥ τ̃ (σ̃ (zh)) .

Because sh ≥ σ̃ (zh) , we have that E[v(n (zh) , sh, z
′)|z′ ≥ zh] > v(n (zh) , σ̃ (zh) , zh).

(19) at (s, z) = (sh, zh) is written as E[v(n (zh) , sh, z
′)|z′ ≥ zh]−th = v(n (zh) , σ̃ (zh) , zh)−

τ̃ (σ̃ (zh)), which implies th > τ̃ (σ̃ (zh)) given E[v(n (zh) , sh, z
′)|z′ ≥ zh] > v(n (zh) , σ̃ (zh) , zh).

If th > τ̃ (σ̃ (zh)) , (18) at (sh, zh) implies that sh > σ̃ (zh) .

For all z, let ssh(z) be the value of s that satisfies th − c (ssh(z), z) = τ̃ (σ̃ (z)) −
c (σ̃ (z) , z) .Because th < τ̃ (σ̃ (z̄)) , ssh(z̄) < σ̃ (z̄) . On the other hand, sh = ssh(zh) <

ssh(z̄) because zh < z̄ and ssh is increasing in z. Therefore, we have that sh < σ̃ (z̄) .
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K Proof of Lemma 7

Consider the following set for senders:

{(s, z) ∈ R++ × Z : th − c (s, z) = τ̃ (σ̃ (z))− c (σ̃ (z) , z) , s > σ̃ (z)} (S46)

Because (sh, zh) must satisfy (18) and sh > σ̃ (zh) (Lemma 8), (sh, zh) must belong

to the set in (S46). Applying the envelope theorem for σ̃, to the total differential of

th − c (s, z) = τ̃ (σ̃ (z))− c (σ̃ (z) , z) yields the slope of the equation as

dz

ds
= − cs(s, z)

cz(s, z)− cz (σ̃ (z) , z)
> 0 for all s > σ̃ (z) , (S47)

where the sign holds because cs > 0 and cz(s, z)−cz (σ̃ (z) , z) < 0 due to Assumption

1.(ii).

Consider the following set for receivers:{
(s, z) ∈ R++ × Z :

E[v(n (z) , s, z′)|z′ ≥ z]− th = v (n (z) , σ̃ (z) , z)− τ̃ (σ̃ (z)) ,

s > σ̃ (z)

}
.

(S48)

Because (sh, zh) must satisfy (19) and sh > σ̃ (zh) (Lemma 8), (sh, zh) must belong

to the set in (S48).

Applying the envelope theorem for σ̃, and τ̃ to the total differential of E[v(n (z) , s, z′)|z′ ≥
z]− th = v (n (z) , σ̃ (z) , z)− τ̃ (σ̃ (z)), we can express the slope of the equation as

dz

ds
= − Evs

Evxn′ + ∂E[v|z′>z]
∂z

− (vxn′ + vz)
≤ 0 for all s > σ̃ (z) , (S49)

where the sign holds because −Evs ≤ 0 (vs ≥ 0 according to Assumption 3.(i)) and

the denominator is positive due to Assumptions 2, 3.(i), and 3.(iv) given n′ > 0.

(S47) and (S49) imply that the two sets in (S46) and (S48) have at most one

element in common. This implies that if there is a solution (sh, zh) that solves (S47)

and (S49), it must be unique.
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L Proof of Theorem 6

Note that when th < τ̃ (σ̃ (z)) , {σ̂, µ̂, τ̂ , m̂} follows the separating equilibrium {σ̃, µ̃, τ̃ , m̃}
with the same z` before z hits zh. Therefore, we will use some of the proof of Theo-

rem 11. Because there is a jump to sh and every sender of type zh or higher chooses

the same action sh, limz↗zh σ̂ (z) = σ̃(zh). Therefore, we will use σ̃(zh) instead of

limz↗zh σ̂ (z) for simplicity of notation.

It is straightforward to show that the beliefs in Condition 2 of Theorem 6 satisfies

the consistency and the stronger monotonicity. There are three off-path sender

action intervals, (0, s`), [σ̃(zh), sh) and (sh,∞). The stronger monotonicity of beliefs

(Lemma 11 and Corollary 1) uniquely pins down the singleton support of a belief

µ̂(s) conditional on s in each off-path sender action interval. Further, we only need to

check the type-µ̂(s) sender’s incentive to deviate to s in any off-path action interval,

thanks to Corollary 2.

L.1 Sender’s optimal action choice

In subsection (a) below, we first show that there is no profitable deviation to an

off-path action for every sender if they choose actions according to σ̂.

In the remaining subsections, we show that σ̂(z) solves Problem 1 if Problem

1 admits a solution; σ̂(z) = 0 otherwise. Note that σ̂(z) solves Problem 1 for z ∈
S∗[s`, σ̃(zh)) ∪ sh. When it does, the sender’s equilibrium utility Û(z) is increasing

and positive for z > z` starting from Û(z`) = 0 due to the envelope theorem.

Therefore, the constraint in Problem 1 is satisfied.

(a) No profitable sender deviation to an off-path action There are three

intervals of actions that are not observed in equilibrium: (0, s`), [σ̃(zh), sh), and

(sh,∞). First, consider a deviation to s > sh. Since the belief µ̂(s) = z for s > sh

passes Criterion D1, we only need to check if the sender of type z has an incentive

to deviate to such s in order to establish that there is no profitable sender deviation

to such s. Suppose that the sender of type z increases her action above sh. The

maximum transfer she can receive is t = th. Because σ̂(z) < s and τ̂(σ̂(z)) = th, we

have that τ̂(σ̂(z))− c(σ̂(z), z) > th − c(s, z). Therefore, the sender of type z cannot

gain by changing her action to s > sh.
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Second, consider a deviation to s ∈ (0, s`). In this case, the belief is µ̂(s) = z`.

Note that µ̂(s`) = z`. Since a receiver can be matched with a sender with z` whose

type is believed to be z`, transferring the lower bound of transfers, t` to her, no

receiver wants a sender with s < s` whose type is believed to be z`, transferring t`

to her. Therefore, there is no profitable deviation to s ∈ (0, s`).

Third, consider a deviation to s ∈ [σ̃(zh)), sh). In this case, the belief is µ̂(s) = zh.

Suppose that the sender of type zh decreases her action from sh to s ∈ (σ̃(zh)), sh).

She can be matched with a receiver of type x ∈ [x`, xh) or a receiver of type x ∈
[xh, x].

We first show that there is no profitable sender deviation to s ∈ [σ̃(zh)), sh),

being matched with any receiver of type x ∈ [x`, xh). Let t(s, x) be the maximum

amount of transfer that a receiver of type x ∈ [x`, xh) is willing to make to a sender

with s ∈ (σ̃(zh)), sh). Following the proof of no profitable sender deviation in the

stronger monotone separating equilibrium, we can show that the receiver’s maximum

willingness increases as x approaches xh from the left. Therefore, the supremum of

the amount of transfers to the sender with s is

t(s, xh) = v (xh, s, zh)− (v (xh, σ̃(zh), zh)− τ̃(σ̃(zh))) . (S50)

Because s > σ̃(zh), we have that t(s, xh) > τ̃(σ̃(zh)). Given the upper bound of

transfers th, the receiver of type xh cannot transfer t(s, xh) if t(s, xh) > th. Suppose

that the receiver can always transfer t(s, xh) as if there is no upper bound of transfers.

If a sender of type zh has no incentive to deviate to s when there is no upper bound

of transfers, then she also has no incentive to deviate to s when there is the upper

bound of transfers.

Therefore, the sender of type zh has an incentive to deviate to s ∈ (σ̃(zh)), sh) if

and only if

t(s, xh)− c(s, zh) > th − c(sh, zh) = τ̃(σ̃(zh))− c(σ̃(zh), zh), (S51)

where the equality comes from (18). (S50) and (S51) together implies that the

sender of type zh has an incentive to deviate to s ∈ (σ̃(zh)), sh) if and only if

v (xh, s, zh)− c(s, zh) > v (xh, σ̃(zh), zh)− c(σ̃(zh), zh). (S52)
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σ̃(zh) is the action chosen by type zh in the stronger monotone separating equi-

librium. The first-order conditions for action choices by type zh and type xh in

Conditions 1 and 4 in Theorem 11 imply that

vs (xh, σ̃(zh), zh) + vz (xh, σ̃(zh), zh) µ̃
′ (σ̃(zh))− cs(σ̃(zh), zh) = 0.

Because µ̃′ > 0 for all s ∈ Int S∗ (implication of Theorem 3.(iii)), the equality above

means that

vs (xh, σ̃(zh), zh)− cs(σ̃(zh), zh) < 0 (S53)

Because s > σ̃(zh) and v − c is strictly concave in s (Assumption 3), (S53) implies

that (S52) is not satisfied. Therefore, there is no profitable sender deviation to

s ∈ [σ̃(zh)), sh), being matched with any receiver of type x ∈ [x`, xh).

Finally, we show that there is no profitable sender deviation to any off-path

action s in [σ̃(zh), sh), followed by matching with a receiver in [xh, x]. [xh, x] is the

interval of receiver types who are matched with senders on the top. The maximum

amount of the reaction that the receiver of type x ∈ [xh, x] is willing to choose is

T (s, x) = v (x, s, zh)− (E[v(x, sh, z
′)|z′ ≥ zh]− th) (S54)

Because zh ≤ z′ and s < sh, we have that T (s, x) < th and we can also apply

Assumption 2.(i) to show that T (s, x) decreases in x. Therefore, if and only if

v (xh, s, zh)− c(s, zh) ≤ E[v(xh, sh, z
′)|z′ ≥ zh]− c(sh, zh) for all s ∈ [σ̃(zh), sh)

(S55)

is satisfied, the sender of type zh has no profitable deviation to any s ∈ [σ̃(zh)), sh),

followed by matching with a receiver in [xh, x]. Consequently, Corollary 2 implies

that no sender has an incentive to deviate to any off-path action s in [σ̃(zh), sh)

if and only if (S55) is satisfied for all s ∈ [σ̃(zh), sh). Because (18) and (19) are

satisfied in equilibrium, we have that

E[v(xh, sh, z
′)|z′ ≥ zh]− c(sh, zh) = v (xh, σ̃(zh), zh)− c(σ̃(zh), zh). (S56)

Applying (S56) to (S55) yields that for s ∈ [σ̃(zh), sh),

v (xh, s, zh)− c(s, zh) ≤ v (xh, σ̃(zh), zh)− c(σ̃(zh), zh), (S57)
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which is always satisfied given Assumption 5 (strict concavity of v− c in s) because

σ̃(zh) is greater than the bilaterally efficient action ζ(xh, zh). Therefore, there is

no profitable sender deviation to any off-path action s in [σ̃(zh), sh), followed by

matching with a receiver in [xh, x].

(a) Action choice in S∗ by the sender of type zh The sender’s equilibrium

action is sh. Note that S∗ = [s`, σ̃(zh))∪ sh. Because of (18), her utility is the same

as τ̃ (σ̃ (zh))−c (σ̃ (zh) , zh) , which is her utility in the stronger monotone separating

equilibrium. Suppose that she chooses s ∈ [s`, σ̃(zh)). Because the transfer schedule

τ̂ is the same as τ̃ in the stronger monotone separating equilibrium, we can apply

Theorem 11 to show that the sender of type zh has no incentive to decrease her

action to s ∈ [s`, σ̃(zh)). Therefore, sh solves Problem 1.

(b) Action choice in S∗ by the sender of type z ∈ (zh, z] The sender’s

equilibrium action is sh. From (a) above, we know that that for all s ∈ [s`, σ̃(zh)),

th − c(sh, zh) ≥ τ̂ (s)− c(s, zh). (S58)

Applying Assumption 1.(ii) to (S58) yields that th − c(sh, zh) > τ̂ (s) − c(s, zh) for

all z > zh and all s ∈ [s`, σ̃(zh)), which shows that the sender of type z > zh has

no incentive to change her action to any other action in S∗. Therefore, sh solves

Problem 1.

(c) Action choice in S∗ by the sender of type z ∈ [z`, zh) Because z < zh,

the sender’s action is lower than σ̃ (zh) . Because (i) the transfer schedule τ̂ for the

action in [s`, σ̃ (zh)) is the same as the one in the equilibrium with only the lower

bound of transfers and (ii) the sender’s action σ̂ (z) is the same σ̃ (z) that she would

have chosen in the stronger monotone separating equilibrium, we apply the proof of

Condition 1 in Theorem 11 to show that for any s ∈ [s`, σ̃ (zh)) and s 6= σ̂ (z)

τ̂ (σ̂ (z))− c (σ̂ (z) , z) > τ̂ (s)− c (s, z) . (S59)

Therefore, the sender has no incentive to change her action to another action in

[s`, σ̃ (zh)).
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Now suppose that the sender changes her action to sh. We know that for the

sender of type zh,

th − c(sh, zh) = τ̂ (σ̃ (zh))− c (σ̃ (zh) , zh) .

Because sh > σ̃ (zh) by Lemma 8 and zh > z, applying Assumption 1.(ii) to the

equation above yields that

th − c(sh, z) < τ̂ (σ̃ (zh))− c (σ̃ (zh) , z) . (S60)

Combining (S59) at s = σ̃ (zh) and (S60) yields that τ̂ (s) − c (s, z) > th − c(sh, z),
which shows that the sender of type z ∈ [z`, zh) has no incentive to increase her

action to sh. Therefore, sh solves Problem 1.

(d) No action choice by the sender of type z ∈ [z, z`) The sender chooses

no action in the equilibrium: σ̂ (z) = 0. Consider a change to s`. We know that for

the sender of type z`, t` − c(s`, z`) = 0. Because z < z`, applying Assumption 1.(ii)

yields that

t` − c(s`, z) < 0, (S61)

which implies that the sender’s utility is lower than zero, so the sender cannot gain

by increasing her action to s`.

Consider a change to s ∈ S∗ with s > s`. From the previous section, we know

that for all s ∈ S∗ with s > s`

t` − c(s`, z`) > τ̂ (s)− c(s, z`).

Because z < z`, applying Assumption 1.(ii) to the inequality relation above yields

that for all s ∈ S∗ with s > s`

t` − c(s`, z) > τ̂ (s)− c(s, z). (S62)

Combining (S61) and (S62) yields that 0 > τ̂ (s) − c(s, z) for s ∈ S∗ with s > s`,

which shows that a change to any s ∈ S∗ with s > s` lowers the sender’s utility.

Therefore, for the sender of type z ∈ [z, z`), there is no solution for Problem 1.
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L.2 Receiver’s optimal matching choice

Applying the envelope theorem to the receiver’s equilibrium utility Π̂(x), we can

show that Π̂(x) is increasing and positive for x > x` starting from Π̂(x`) = 0. The

receiver’s matching problem can be seen as: which sender with an action in S∗ does

he want to match with as formulated in (4)?

(a) Optimal matching choice by the receiver of type xh The equilibrium

partner is a sender with sh as his partner. Suppose that the receiver wants to

choose a sender with s ∈ [s`, σ̃(zh)) as his partner. According to (19), the receiver’s

equilibrium utility with a sender with sh satisfies

E [v (xh, sh, z)| z ≥ zh]− th = v (xh, σ̃ (zh) , zh)− τ̃ (σ̃ (zh)) . (S63)

The proof of Condition 3 of Theorem 11 shows that in the stronger monotone sep-

arating equilibrium, we have that for any s ∈ [s`, σ̃(zh)),

v (xh, σ̃ (zh) , zh)− τ̃ (σ̃ (zh)) > v (xh, s, µ̃ (s))− τ̃ (s) . (S64)

Because µ̂(s) = µ̃ (s) and τ̂(s) = τ̃ (s) for any s ∈ [s`, σ̃(zh)), (S63) and (S64)

together show that for any s ∈ [s`, σ̃(zh))

E [v (xh, sh, z)| z ≥ zh]− th > v (xh, s, µ̂ (s))− τ̂ (s) , (S65)

which shows that the receiver has no incentive to change his action to be matched

with a sender with s ∈ [s`, σ̃(zh)).

(b) Optimal matching choice by the receiver of type x > xh The equi-

librium utility for the receiver of type x with a sender with sh as his partner is

E [v(x, sh, z)| z ≥ zh]− th. Suppose that the receiver changes his partner to a sender

with s ∈ [s`, σ̃ (zh)).Given s ∈ [s`, σ̃ (zh)), the belief on the sender’s type is µ̂ (s) < zh

and his utility is v(x, s, µ̂ (s))− τ̂ (s). Therefore, we need to examine the sign of the

utility difference:

E [v(x, sh, z)| z ≥ zh]− th − [v(x, s, µ̂ (s))− τ̂ (s)] (S66)
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Applying the envelope theorem for be(x, sh) and γ(x, s, µ̂ (s)), we can express the

partial derivative of (S66) with respect to x

E [vx(x, sh, z)| z ≥ zh]− vx(x, s, µ̂ (s)) > 0. (S67)

To show the positive sign in (S67), note that sh > s. Therefore, Assumption 2.(i)

implies that vx(x, sh, z) > vx(x, s, µ̂ (s)) for any z ≥ zh > µ̂ (s) , which leads to

E [vx(x, sh, z)| z ≥ zh] > vx(x, s, µ̂ (s)).

Because the utility difference in (S66) is zero at x = xh and s = σ̃ (zh) , (S67)

implies that (S66) is positive for x > xh, which means that the receiver of type

x > xh has no incentive to change his partner to a sender with s ∈ [s`, σ̃ (zh)).

(c) Optimal matching choice by the receiver of type x ∈ [x`, xh) The

equilibrium outcomes for receivers of type x ∈ [x`, xh) and senders of types in [z`, zh)

are the same as the outcomes in the stronger monotone separating equilibrium,

including actions, transfers and matching. Therefore, from the proof of Conditions

3 in Theorem 11, we know that the utility for the receiver will be lower by changing

his partner to any sender with s ∈ [s`, σ̃ (zh)).

Suppose that the receiver changes his partner to a sender with sh. To see if the

receiver prefers such a change, first note that

E [v(xh, sh, z)| z ≥ zh]− th = v(xh, σ̃ (zh) , zh)− τ̃ (σ̃ (zh)) (S68)

Given sh > σ̃ (zh) and z ≥ zh, we can apply Assumption 2.(i) to show that for

x < xh

E [v(x, sh, z)| z ≥ zh]− th < v(x, σ̃ (zh) , zh)− τ̃ (σ̃ (zh)) . (S69)

From the proof of Conditions 3 in Theorem 11, we also know that for x < xh

v(x, σ̃ (zh) , zh)− τ̃ (σ̃ (zh)) < v
(
x, σ̃

(
n−1(x)

)
, n−1(x)

)
− τ̃

(
σ̃
(
n−1(x)

))
(S70)

Combining (S69) and (S70) yields

E [v(x, sh, z)| z ≥ zh]− th < v
(
n−1(x), x, σ̃

(
n−1(x)

)
, n−1(x)

)
− τ̃

(
σ̃
(
n−1(x)

))
(S71)

The expression on the right-hand side of (S71) is indeed the same as the equi-
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librium utility for the receiver of type x < xh in the well-behaved equilibrium.

Therefore, a receiver of type x ∈ [x`, xh) strictly prefers a sender with σ̂ (n−1(x)) =

σ̃ (n−1(x)) as his partner.

(d) Optimal action choice by the receiver of type x ∈ [x, x`) The receiver

of type x ∈ [x, x`) is unmatched in equilibrium. Suppose that the receiver decides

to choose a sender with s` as his partner. We know that v (x`, s`, µ̂ (s`)) − t` = 0.

This implies that for x ∈ [x, x`),

v (x, s`, µ̂ (s`))− t` < 0. (S72)

Therefore, the receiver of type x ∈ [x, x`) has no incentive to choose a sender with

s` as his partner.

Suppose that the receiver of type x ∈ [x, x`) chooses a sender with s ∈ (s`, σ̃ (zh))

as his partner. According to Subsection (c) above, we know that for any s ∈
(s`, σ̃ (zh)),

v (x`, s, µ̂ (s))− τ(s) < v (x`, s`, µ̂ (s`))− t` (S73)

Applying Assumption 2.(i) to (S52) yields that for any s ∈ (s`, σ̃ (zh)) and any

x ∈ [x, x`)

v (x, s, µ̂ (s))− τ(s) < v (x, s`, µ̂ (s`))− t`. (S74)

Because the expression on the right hand side of (S53) is the same as the expression

on the left hand side of (S51), we can conclude that v (x, s, µ̂ (s)) − τ(s) < 0 for

x < x` and s ∈ (s`, σ̃ (zh)) , which show that the receiver’s utility becomes negative

to choose a sender with s ∈ (s`, σ̃ (zh)) as his partner.

Finally, suppose that the receiver of type x ∈ [x, x`) chooses a sender with sh as

his partner. According to Subsection (c) above, we know that

E [v(x`, sh, z)| z ≥ zh]− th < v (x`, s`, µ̂ (s`))− t` (S75)

Given sh > s`, zh > µ̂ (s`) , applying Assumption 2.(i) implies that for x < x`

E [v(x, sh, z)| z ≥ zh]− th < v (x, s`, µ̂ (s`))− t` (S76)

Because the expression on the right hand side of (S55) is the same as the expression
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on the left hand side of (S51), we can conclude that E [v(x, sh, z)| z ≥ zh] − th < 0

for x < x`. This shows that the receiver’s utility is negative with a sender a sender

with sh as his partner. This concludes that no receiver of type x ∈ [x, x`) wants to

choose any sender in the market as his partner.

M Proof of Proposition 1

When z` = z, s` = ζ(x, z) = 0 and t` = c (ζ(x, z), z) = 0. When t` = 0, z` = z and

s` = ζ(x, z) = 0.

Now consider the case with z` ∈ (z, z). First consider case (i) in Assumption 7.

For any given z` ∈ (z, z], (10) and (11) induce the equation:

v (n (z`) , s, z`)− c (s, z`) = 0. (S77)

If s = 0, then the left-hand side of (S77) is positive. As s→∞, the left-hand side

approaches −∞ because of Assumption 4. Given Assumption 7.(i), v (n (z`) , s, z`)

is positive and it is independent of s. Because c is continuous in s (Assumption 4), it

means that there exists a unique s` satisfying ((S77). Then, a unique t` is detemined

by either (10) or (11) given s` and z`.

Now consider case (ii) in Assumption 7. For any given z` ∈ (z, z), the left hand

side of (S77) is zero at s = 0. However, we cannot have s` = 0. If s` = 0, then t`

must be zero. Then every seller’s utility is zero by entering the market. This implies

that every sender will enter the market so z` cannot be greater than z given our

assumption that everyone enters the market if she is indifferent between entering

the market and staying out of it.

Because of Assumptions 4 and 5, v − c is strictly concave and the left hand side

of (S77) approaches −∞ as s → ∞. Since the left hand side of (S77) is zero at

s = 0, this implies that there exists a unique positive s` satisfying (S77). Then, a

unique t` is detemined by either (10) or (11) given s` and z`.

Suppose that the DM chooses t`, a part of the unique solution (t`, s`) that solves

(10) and (11) given z`. Then, (z`, s`) is a unique solution that solves (10) and (11)

because of Lemma 2.
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N Proof of Proposition 2

First consider case (i) in Assumption 7. For any given zh ∈ (z`, z), (18) and (19)

induces the equation:

c (s, zh)− c (σ̃ (zh) , zh) = E[v(n (zh) , s, z
′)|z′ ≥ zh]− v (n (zh) , σ̃ (zh) , zh) . (S78)

The right hand side of (S78) is positive because it is independent of s and

σ̃ (zh) and z′ ≥ zh for zh < z. The left-hand side is continuous and increasing

in s. Because of Assumptions 1.(i) and 4, the left hand side is increasing in s

with lims↘0 [c (s, zh)− c (σ̃ (zh) , zh)] < 0 and lims↗∞ [c (s, zh)− c (σ̃ (zh) , zh)] =∞.
Therefore, we have a unique solution for sh that solves (S78). Then, th can be

uniquely derived from either (18) and (19). Therefore, for any given zh ∈ (z`, z) ,

there exists a unique (th, sh) that satisfies (18) and (19).

Now consider case (ii) in Assumption 7. For any given zh ∈ (z`, z) , (18) and (19)

induce the equation:

E[v(n (zh) , s, z
′)|z′ ≥ zh]− c (s, zh) = v (n (zh) , σ̃ (zh) , zh)− c (σ̃ (zh) , zh) . (S79)

The right hand side of (S79) is positive because it is the sum of the equilibrium

utilities for the sender type zh and the receiver type n (zh) for zh ∈ (z`, z) in the

stronger monotone separating equilibrium and both equilibrium utilities for senders

and receivers are increasing in types in the separating equilibrium. Because of

Assumption 4 (c (0, z) = 0 for all z) and case (ii) in Assumption 7 (v(x, 0, z) = 0 for

all x and z), we have that

0 = E[v(n (zh) , 0, z
′)|z′ ≥ zh]−c (0, zh) < v (n (zh) , σ̃ (zh) , zh)−c (σ̃ (zh) , zh) (S80)

Because of Assumption 5 (lims→∞ vs(x, s, z) = 0 given any x and z and lims→∞

cs(s, z) =∞ given any z), we have that

−∞ = lim
s→∞

[E[v(n (zh) , s, z
′)|z′ ≥ zh]− c (s, zh)] < v (n (zh) , σ̃ (zh) , zh)−c (σ̃ (zh) , zh)

(S81)
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When s = σ̃ (zh), we have that

E[v(n (zh) , σ̃ (zh) , z
′)|z′ ≥ zh]− c (σ̃ (zh) , zh) > v (n (zh) , σ̃ (zh) , zh)− c (σ̃ (zh) , zh) .

(S82)

because E[v(n (zh) , σ̃ (zh) , z
′)|z′ ≥ zh] > v (n (zh) , σ̃ (zh) , zh) .

Because E[v(n (zh) , s, z
′)|z′ ≥ zh] − c (s, zh) is strictly concave in s due to As-

sumption 5, (S80), (S81), and (S82) imply that there are two values, s0 and s1 that

satisfy (S79) with s0 < σ̃ (zh) < s1. Because σ̃ (zh) < sh from Lemma 8, sh is equal

to s1. Because th can be uniquely derived from either (18) and (19), there exists a

unique (th, sh) that satisfies (18) and (19) for any given zh ∈ (z`, z) . Therefore, in

both cases in Assumption 7, there exists a unique th and a unique sh that satisfies

(18) and (19) for any given zh ∈ (z`, z). Suppose that the DM chooses th, a part

of the unique solution (th, sh) that solves (18) and (19) given zh ∈ (z`, z). Then,

(zh, sh) is a unique solution that solves (18) and (19) because of Lemma 7.

Because all functions in (18) and (19) are continuous (Assumptions 3.(ii), 4.(i),

6.(ii) and Theorem 3), it is clear that the solution (th, sh) is continuous in zh and that

zh, the part of the solution (zh, sh) is also continuous in th. Finally, limzh→z` th = t`

and limzh→z` sh = σ̃ (z`) because (18) and (19) are satisfied only when (th, s) =

(t`, σ̃ (z`)) as zh → z.

O Proof of Lemma 9

It is clear that if zh → z̄, {σ̂, µ̂, τ̂ , m̂} converges to the stronger monotone separating

equilibrium with the same lower threshold sender type z` as the pooling part van-

ishes. Note that as zh → z`, limzh→z` th = t` and limzh→z` sh = σ̃(z`) = s` because

(18) and (19) are satisfied only when (th, sh) = (t`, σ̃(z`)). Therefore, combining

(10) and (11) with (18) and (19) yields that

lim
zh→z`

[th − c (sh, zh)] = t` − c (s`, z`) = 0,

lim
zh→z`

[E[v(n (zh) , sh, z
′)|z′ ≥ zh]− th] = E[v(n (z`) , s`, z

′)|z′ ≥ z`]− t` ≥ 0,

where the inequality holds with equality if z` > z. The second equality of the first

line and the inequality of the second line are a consequence of Theorem 5. These
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imply that {σ̂, µ̂, τ̂ , m̂} converges the stronger monotone pooling equilibrium where

t` is the single feasible reaction, z` is the threshold sender type for market entry and

s` is the pooled action for senders in the market. Note that when z` = z, we have

s` = 0 and t` = 0 in {σ̂, µ̂, τ̂ , m̂} due to Theorem 5.

P Proof of Proposition 3

Consider the initial value problem:{
vs(n(µ(s)), s, µ(s)) + vz(n(µ(s)), s, µ(s))µ′(s)− cs(s, µ(s)) = 0

µ(s`) = z`
.

Given v(x, s, z) = Asaxz, c(s, z) = β
s2

z
, and n(z) = kzq, we have that

vz(x, s, z) = Asax, vs(x, s, z) = aAsa−1xz, and cs(s, z) = 2β
s

z
. Therefore, the

above IVP becomes

aAsa−1kµ(s)qµ(s) + Asakµ(s)qµ′(s)− 2βs

µ(s)
= 0. (S83)

Rewriting (S83) gives

Ak

2β
µ(s)1+qµ′(s) +

aAk

2βs
µ(s)2+q = s1−a. (S84)

Let D =:
Ak

2β
. Thus, (S84) becomes

Dµ1+qµ′ +
aD

s
µ2+q = s1−a (S85)

where we denote µ =: µ(s) for simplicity.

Let v = µ2+q. Then v′ = (2 + q)µ1+qµ′ and (S85) becomes

v′ +
a(2 + q)

s
v =

(
2 + q

D

)
s1−a (S86)

which is a first order linear differential equation with integrating factor I(s) =
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sa(2+q). Therefore, (S86) is equivalent to

d

ds

{
vsa(2+q)

}
=

(
2 + q

D

)
s1+a+aq,

which implies

vsa(2+q) =

(
2 + q

D

)∫
s1+a+aqds+ κ, (S87)

where κ is some integration constant. Equation (S87) implies

v =

(
2 + q

D

)(
s2−a

2 + a+ aq

)
+

κ

sa(2+q)
. (S88)

Recall that v = µ2+q. Therefore, (S88) becomes

µ(s)2+q =

(
2 + q

D

)(
s2−a

2 + a+ aq

)
+

κ

sa(2+q)
. (S89)

By using the initial condition µ(s`) = z`, we compute κ as follows:

z2+q
` =

(
2 + q

D

)(
s2−a
`

2 + a+ aq

)
+

κ

s
a(2+q)
`

(S90)

which gives

κ =
D[2 + a+ aq]s

a(2+q)
` z2+q

` − (2 + q)s
a(2+q)
` s

(2−a)
`

D(2 + a+ aq)
(S91)

or

κ =
s
a(2+q)
`

[
D(2 + a+ aq)z2+q

` − (2 + q)s
(2−a)
`

]
D(2 + a+ aq)

. (S92)

Plugging (S92) into (S89) gives

µ̃(s)2+q =

(
2 + q

D

)(
s2−a

2 + a+ aq

)
+
(s`
s

)a(2+q) s
a(2+q)
`

[
D(2 + a+ aq)z2+q

` − (2 + q)s
(2−a)
`

]
D(2 + a+ aq)

.

(S93)

with D =
Ak

2β
gives
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µ̃(s) =

(2β(2 + q)

Ak

)
s2−a

2 + a+ aq
+
(s`
s

)a(2+q)

[
Ak(2 + a+ aq)z2+q

` − 2β(2 + q)s
(2−a)
`

]
Ak(2 + a+ aq)


1

2 + q
,

(S94)

where s` is determined by (23) and it is s`(z`) =
(
Ak
β
zq+2
`

) 1
2−a

.

Q Proof of Theorem 10

First, we construct a (unique) stronger monotone pooling equilibrium with a positive

single feasible reaction t∗ > 0. Because (16) and (17) must hold with equality by

Theorem 5 with z∗ > z, the pooled action s∗(z∗, q, a) solves

As∗akz∗qE [z|z ≥ z∗]− β s
∗2

z∗
= 0

and hence we have that

s∗(z∗, q, a) =

(
z∗q+1AkE [z|z ≥ z∗]

β

) 1
2−a

Therefore, we have that limq,a→0 s
∗(t, q, a) =

√
z∗AkE [z|z ≥ z∗] /β.

The aggregate net surplus in the stronger monotone pooling equilibrium is

Πp(z
∗, q, a,G) :=

∫ z̄

z∗
As∗(z∗, q, a)akz∗qE [z|z ≥ z∗] dG(z)−βs∗(z∗, q, a)2

∫ z̄

z∗

1

z
dG(z).

This implies that

lim
q,a→0

Πp(z
∗, q, a,G) =

∫ z̄

z∗
AkE [z|z ≥ z∗] dG(z)− z∗AkE [z|z ≥ z∗]

∫ z̄

z∗

1

z
dG(z),

lim
z∗→0

[
lim
q,a→0

Πp(z
∗, q, a,G)

]
=

∫ z̄

0

AkµzdG(z) = Akµz

where µz is the unconditional mean of the sender type z.

34



Because limq,a→0 Π∗(q, a,G) = Akµz
2

, we have that

lim
z∗→0

[
lim
q,a→0

Πp(z
∗, q, a,G)

]
− lim

q,a→0
Π∗(q, a,G) =

Akµz
2

> 0. (S95)

Because Πp(z
∗, q, a,G) and Π∗(q, a,G) are continuous, there exists q̃ > 0, and

ã > 0 and z∗(q̃, ã) ∈ Int Z such that for every (q, a) ∈ [0, q̃] × [0, ã] and every z∗ ∈
(0, z∗(q̃, ã)], Πp(z

∗, q, a,G) > Π∗(q, a,G). We can retrieve t∗ given z∗ ∈ (0, z∗(q̃, ã)].
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