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Abstract
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‘Screening for breakthroughs’ (Curello & Sinander, 2024); specifically,
the February 2024 version of the paper (version 8 on arXiv).

Section 7.1 (p. 25)
The two utility possibility frontiers may be written as
Fou) =u =2~ (u)
and Fl(u) =u+ )\Iilg%({w[/ — ¢ (u+ K(L))}

Proof of Lemma 1. Clearly FO, F! are well-defined and continuous on [0, 00).
It remains to show that they are strictly concave with peaks u”, u' satisfying
u' <1, and that the gap F' — FO is strictly decreasing.

Claim. For each u > 0, the maximisation problem in the expression for
F!(u) has a unique solution L*(u) € (0, 00). Furthermore, lim,_,o, L*(u) = 0.

Proof. Fix u > 0, and write f : R1 — R for the objective. Its (right-hand)
derivative is

K'(L)
¢ (¢~ (u+ k(L))
Clearly f’ is strictly decreasing, so there is at most one maximiser. We have
f/(0) = w > 0, whereas f'(L) < 0 for any large enough L > 0 since

(L) =w

o R
A ) s w = fim S @)

= —00,
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where the equality holds since the numerator is bounded away from zero as
L — oo while the denominator vanishes. Thus the unique maximiser L*(u) of
f is interior, and therefore satisfies the first-order condition f’(L*(u)) = 0. As
u — 00 in the first-order condition, the denominator in the fraction vanishes
since lime_, o0 ¢'(C) = 0, requiring the numerator also to vanish, which since
k' >0 on (0,00) demands that L*(u) — 0. O

FY is strictly concave since ¢ is. Its (right-hand) derivative

A

¢ (¢~ (u))

is strictly positive at u = 0 since lima_,0 ¢'(C) = 0o, and is strictly negative
for u large enough since ¢~ (u) — oo as u — oo and limg o ¢'(C) = 0.
Thus F° is uniquely maximised at u® € (0,00) satisfying the first-order

condition
S () =

F! is also strictly concave: for u # u’ in [0,00) and 1 € (0, 1), we have

FY%u) =1 -

Finpu+ (1 — )
=+ (1=’ + Amax{wl — 6! (u+ (1= nju' + (L))}
> nu+ (1 —n)u
+ )‘rfg%({WL —n¢ " Hu+r(L) — (1 —n)¢ (' + /@(L))}

> [u + /\rilgg)({wL — ¢ (u+t H(L))}}

oot
= nF(u) + (1 —n)F (),

where the strict inequality holds since —¢~! is strictly concave. By the
envelope theorem, we have

A
¢ (¢~ (u+ K(L*(u))))
This expression is strictly negative for u large enough because the denominator

in the fraction vanishes as u — oo since L*(u) — 0 by the claim. Thus F!
has a unique maximiser u' € [0, c0), which satisfies the first-order condition

FY(u) =1

¢ ((b_l (ul + H(L* (u1)>)> < ), with equality if u! > 0.
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To show that u® > !, consider two cases. If u! = 0, then v® > 0 = u!. If
instead «' > 0, then the first-order conditions for u® and u' together yield

o (67 (u)) = 2= (67! (ul (L (u)))):

u? = ol + K(L*(ul» > ot

since L*(u!) > 0 by the claim and & > 0 on (0, c0).

It remains only to show that F'! — FY is strictly decreasing, so that u* = 0.
It suffices to show that F¥ < F” on (0, 00). So fix any u > 0. Since L*(u) > 0
by the claim, and x > 0 on (0, 00), we have

Thus

07 () = _# _ A = FY(y
P =1 Gy > v wrnr@y L W ™

Supplemental appendix 1.1 (p. 53)

To formalise and prove the trichotomy asserted in footnote 81 (p. 53),
consider frontiers F°, F! satisfying all of our model assumptions, except for
the requirement that u* be a strict local maximum of F! — FO.

Definition 1. @ € (0, 00) is a saddle point of a continuous function v defined
on [0, c0) iff both

(a) for all £ > 0, there are u,u’ € (0,00) witht —e<u<u<u <u+e
such that [ (u') — ¥(u)|/ (v —u) < e,! and

(b) @ is neither a local maximum nor a local minimum of .

Claim. If u* > 0, then either (i) u* is a local maximum of F* — FO (ii) u*
is a saddle point of F! — FO or (iii) both F* and F! are kinked at u*.

Assuming that u* is a strict local maximum of F' — F? thus amounts to
ruling out the saddle-point case (ii), the (pathological) mutual-kink case (iii),
and the case in which F' — FY is constant on a left-neighbourhood of u*.

n case ) is differentiable at %, condition (a) reduces to the requirement that v’ (@) = 0.
Our definition thus extends the usual definition of a saddle point, which applies only to
differentiable functions.



Proof. Assume that «* > 0 and that neither (i) nor (ii) holds; we shall deduce
(iii). By its definition, u* cannot be a local minimum of F! — F°. Then by
definition of ‘saddle point’, there must be an € > 0 such that

(F = F) ) = (F' = F)(u)| _ _

u —u

for all u,u’ € (0,00) satisfying u* — e < u < v* < v < u* + e. Since
F' — FY is strictly decreasing on [u*,u°], the expression in the numerator
must be strictly negative for u sufficiently close to u*, and thus F1*(u*) <
FO* (u*) — e < FO*(u*) and (similarly) F'~(u*) < F~(u*). By definition
of w*, the frontiers F?, F! share a supergradient € R at u*, so that
Fit(u*) <n < FJ~(u*) for both j € {0,1}. Then

FH_(U*) < FO—I—(U*) < n < Fl—(u*) < FO_(U*),

implying that both FO and F' are kinked at u*. [ |

Supplemental appendix 1.5 (p. 56)

For u € [OLoo), write M, for the space of all maps X : F — [0,00) that
satisfy E(X (F)) = .

Proof of Lemma 8. For concavity, take u,ul € [0,00) and A € (0,1). Let
X e M, and XT € M+ be maximisers:

E(F(X(F)))=F'(v) and E(F(X'(F)))=F"(ul).
Then AX + (1 — A\)XT belongs to My, ,(;_ry,1, so that
F'(hu+ (1 - 2)uf)
> E(F(AX(F) + (1- VXT(F)))
> E(AF(X(F)) + (1-)F(X'(F) )) since F is concave a.s.
= A (u) + (1= N F (uf).

To see that F! attains a maximum at u', observe that F! is bounded
above by E(F(U'(F))), and that it attains this value at u!. The peak is



unique because for u # u', any X € M, must have X £ U' on a non-null
set, and thus

F()?(F)) <(<) F(Ul(F)) a.s. (with positive probability).

For upper semi-continuity, observe that since F'! is concave, it is continu-
ous on the interior of its effective domain, which is a convex set that contains
ul. F1is trivially continuous off the closure of its effective domain, where it
is constant and equal to —oo. It remains only to establish that

lim sup F1(u') < F'(u)

u'—u
for u on the boundary of the effective domain (there are at most two such
us). It suffices to show for an arbitrary decreasing sequence (u,)neN in the
interior of the effective domain converging to some u € [0, ul] that

- 1 1
<

nh_{rgoF (up) < F(u)
(where the limit exists since (F'(uy)), . is eventually monotone), and
similarly for increasing sequences converging to u > u'. We show the former,

omitting the analogous argument for the latter.
For each n € N, let X,, € M, be a maximiser at u,:

E(F(X,(F))) = F' (un).

Since Uyrejo,u1] Muw is compact (because bounded), the sequence ()A(n)n N

admits a convergent subsequence (X'nk) whose limit we denote by X.

We have

keN?

F'(u) > B(F(X(F))) since X € M,
> E( lim F()A(nk(F)>> since F' is upper semi-continuous a.s.
k—o0

= lim E(F ()A(nk(F)» by bounded convergence

k—o0

= lim F!
e (tny)

_1; 1 . 1 .
= lim F (un) since (F (u"))neN is convergent. W



Supplemental appendix M (p. 65)

To prove Lemma 14 and the Gateaux lemma, we shall use the following
standard integration-by-parts result:?

IBP lemma. Let v be a finite measure on R, and let L be a v-integrable
function Ry — R satisfying L(t) = L(0)+ f(f [ for some (Lebesgue-)integrable
l:R4+ — R. Then

Ldv = L(T)v([0,T]) — /T v([0,t]))I(t)dt for every T € Ry.
[0,T] 0

1 Proof of Lemma 14 (p. 66)
Define @ : Ry — [0, 00| by

O(t) = r/()t e " ¢%(s)ds.

We first show that Eq(®(7)) < oo, so that ® is G-integrable. Note that

T e—rt ) s e—rt
Eq¢ (T/o 1—G(t)dt> = 1}1_1)1010 o (r/o 1—G(t)dt> G(ds)
T 4G -G

= lim r —rt

di=r [ ertdi=1
T—o0 0 1-— G(t) ’I“/O ¢ ’

where the first and third equalities hold by monotone convergence, and the
second follows from the IBP lemma with v the measure associated with G
and

it G(T) <1

I(t) = {Te_rt/[l —G(t)] fort<T

0 fort>1T

and [(t) == re” " if G(T) = 1. Thus since (z, X) satisfies the Euler equation
with ¢¥, ¢!, (E) yields

T — Jio.n ¢'dG
Eq(®(7)) = Eg (T/O 6‘”%&)

. 1
< Eq <r/0 e—”Wdt> - EG(’qbl(T)() < o0,

where the final inequality holds since ¢! is G-integrable.

2See e.g. Theorem 18.4 in Billingsley (1995, p. 236).



To show that z belongs to X, fix a u € (0,u°); we shall prove that the
maps wg,u and ¢}(7u (defined on p. 66) are G-integrable. For the former, let
T be the set of ¢t € R, at which 2; > u. The map t — F(z,u) is bounded
on T (by zero below and by F°F(u) above) since # < u® and FY is increasing
and concave, so it suffices to show that

t
o(t) = 7'/ e_TSFO'(xS,u)lRJr\T(s)ds
0

is G-integrable. Since (x, X) satisfies the Euler equation, ¢°(t) is a super-
gradient of F¥ at x; for a.e. t € Ry such that G(¢) < 1. Thus since x < u on
Ry \ 7 and FY is concave, we have

#°(t) > FOM(z) = F¥(x4,u) for ae. t € Ry \ T with G(t) < 1

so that
t
o(t) < r/ e_rs¢0(s)1R+\7—(s)ds < ®(t) forallt € Ry with G(t) <1
0

Since ¢ and ® are continuous and the former is non-negative, it follows that
0 < ¢ < ® on the support of G, so that ¢ is G-integrable since @ is.
It remains to show that w}(,u is G-integrable. Choose ¢ € (0,u A [u® — u])
so that e < ul A (u® —wu!) if u! > 0, and let
;. {t€R+ZXt<U+€} 1fu1:0
C{teRy: (uAut) —e< Xy < (uVul) Feb iful >0.
We will show that ¢ +— w}(,u(t) = ¢ " FY(X,,u) is bounded on 7’ and
G-integrable on Ry \ 7. The former follows from the fact that
0, if ul =0
F' is Lipschitz continuous on 0, + f] 1 1 ul
[(uAu') —e, (uVul)+e] iful >0,

so that ¢ — FY(Xy,u) is bounded on T’. For the latter, note that (by

definition of 77,) every t € R, \ 7" has either X; < u,u' or X; > u, u!. Since

(x, X) satisfies the Euler equation, ¢!(t) is a supergradient of F! at X, for
G-a.e. t € Ry. Thus for G-a.e. t € Ry \ 7', we have

either FY(X;,u) = F'(X;) and 0 < F'7(X;)

or FY(X;u)=F'""(X;) and 0> F'"(X;)

< ¢'(t)
> ¢'(t)
by the concavity of F°, so that

k.0 < ’F“(Xt,u)‘ <|e'(t)| for Gae teRy\T,

which implies that ¢}<,u is G-integrable on R, \ 7" since ¢! is. [ |



2 Proof of the claim in the proof of Lemma 15 (p. 68)
For o € (0,1), define h2, hl : Ry — (—o00, ] by

(o2 (e}
e_TtFO(mt +afu — xy)) — FO(ay)
o

1 _ ol
and h:‘l(t) = eiTtF (X + afu aXt]) F (Xt).

hg (t)=r

Clearly both are measurable for each a € (0,1). By definition, we have

Drg(z,a! —2) = lim|Ba( [ "#8) + Ea k(7))

al0

we must show that the limit exists and satisfies the asserted inequality.
As a | 0, hY and hl converge pointwise to h® : Ry — (—o0, 0] and
h' : R, — [—o0, 00], respectively, given by

RO(t) == re " FY (x4, u)(u — x) and  RhY(t) = e Y ( Xy, u)(u — Xy).
We shall show that
(a) t > [y h%17 and h'17 are G-integrable,
(b) Eq(fy h°) and E¢(h'(7)) exist and are > —occ, and
(¢) Eq(fg 1Y) = Eq(Jg h°) and Eq (Rl (7)) = Eq(h'(7)) as a | 0.
This suffices since then C' := E¢([q h°17) + E¢(h!(7)17(7)) is finite,
Drg(z, 2t — 2) = Eg (/OT h“) + Eg(h'(7))
— Eo ( I h01R+\T) + Eo (B ()1r, (1) + C.
and moreover any t € Ry \ 7 has (by definition of 7)
u—mzy>¢e and thus hO(t) > re " FY (2, u)e = re”"!

FOl(xt,u) €,

while any ¢ € R4 \ 77 has

either u— X;>¢ and X;<u' (hence FY(X3,u) > 0)
or (ifut >0) u—X, <& and X;>u' (hence FV (X, u) <0)

by definition of 77, so that h'(t) > e " |FV (X, u)|e'.
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To obtain (a)—(c) for hY, observe that F is K-Lipschitz on [u — &, u"]
for some K > 0 since it is concave and increasing on [0, u°]. Thus

’hg(t)‘ <re"Klz; —u| <re ""Ku® forall « € (0,1) and t € T,

which implies that
t t t
'/ hng’ S/ ‘hg‘lT < Kuor/ e "1 < Ku® forall a € (0,1).
0 0 0

Thus applying the dominated convergence theorem twice yields

nmEG(/ h317> = EG<lim/ h31T) = EG(/ h01¢> €R,
al0 0 al0 Jo 0

giving us property (a).

Meanwhile, hQ1g, \7 is (pointwise) decreasing in o since F? is concave,
and is non-negative since F° is increasing on [O,uo} and z < u < v’ on
R, \ 7. Clearly the same is true of ¢ — f(f RO1g 7> Thus applying the
monotone convergence theorem twice yields

A R 1 S B )

where the rightmost term is well-defined. Thus h° satisfies (b) and (c).
To derive (a)—(c) for h!, observe that

O + ¢ f 1 0
F' is Lipschitz continuous on [0,u +€7] 1 ur =
uAu')—¢e,(uVu')+¢e] ifu
[( N 1) /7 ( \ 1) /] ful >0

since it is concave and maximised at u’. Hence the family (h} is

Oc)aE(O,l)
uniformly bounded on 77, so that
lim B (hl(1)17/(r)) = Ba (k! (1)17:(r)) € R (1)
al0

by bounded convergence. Thus h! satisfies property (a).

Define @ = &'/(¢' + |u' —u|). For any t € Ry \ T’ we have either
Xi < (unu')—€ <wor (if u! >0) Xt > (uVu')+¢& > u Thus for any
a € (0,a@), either

Xt<(1—a)Xt+au§(1—a)<u/\u1)—(1—a)€'+au<u1



(where the last inequality holds by « < @) or (similarly)
Xi>1-a)Xi+au>(1 —a)(u\/ul) +(1— )’ +au>u'.

In short, (1 — a)X; + au lies between X; and u! for any t € R, \ 77 and
a € (0,a@), which since F! is concave and maximised at u! implies that
0,@) > a— h}leJr\T/ is (pointwise) decreasing and non-negative. Hence

0 < limEg (P (1R \7(7) = Bo (k' (1)1R. 7 (7)

by the monotone convergence theorem, where the right-hand side is well-
defined. This together with (1) implies that h' satisfies (b) and (c). O
3 Proof of the Gateaux lemma (p. 66)

For a € (0,1), define kY, hl : Ry — (—o00, ]:

)

tFO (xt + a[arz = xt]) — FO(zy)

hO(4) = re™"
0(0) = re .

Fl <Xt + a[Xj - XtD — FY(X,)

«

and hlL(t)=e"

Clearly both are measurable for each o € (0,1). We have

Drg(z, 2" — x) = lim [EG (/OT h‘,i) + EG(hi(T))}

al0

by definition; we must show that the limit exists and has the asserted value.
As a | 0, hY and hl converge pointwise to h° : Ry — (—00, 0] and
h': R, — [—o0, 00], respectively, given by
RO(t) == re " FY <xt, xz) (mi — a;t)
and  h'(t) = e FY (X0, X[ ) (X] - X3).

Claim A. Drg (7,27 —x) exists and is finite, equal to E¢ ([7 h°) +Eg(h!(7)).
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By claim A, we have

DTrg(l',HfT — a:) = EG(/O ho) +EG<h1( ))
=Bo(r [0t - Jas) + a0t X1 - X))
+ E¢ <’I“ /OT e "t {FO’ (mt, xI) - gbo(t)} [mt - xt}dt)

+Eq (e [FY (X, XT) - o' (0] [X] - X7 ]),

where the last equality holds since ¢ +— r fg e "5¢%(s)ds and ¢! are G-
integrable and z, z", X, X1 are bounded. The proof is completed by invoking
the following claims to rewrite the first two terms in the desired form:

Claim B. It holds that

Eo (r /O e 60(s)[] — ] ds) —r /0 e - G)6°(1) (] — ) at.

Claim C. It holds that

Eq (e_TTQﬁl(T) [Xj_ - XTD —r /0 Tt ( /M ¢>1dG> (x,l - xt)dt.

Proof of claim A. We must show that ¢ — f(f hY and h! are G-integrable and

Ec </OT hg> — Eg </OT ho) and  Eg(hi(r)) - Bg(h'(r)) asalo.

Fix a u € (0,u°).
For h°, define ¢ : Ry — [0, 0] by

o(t) =re " [FO/(a:t, u) + FY (mi, u)}

Recall the definition of 49, 9%, u (p. 66). Since z and 2T belong to Xg, the
map

M/w W0, (1) + 00 (1)

is G-integrable, and thus ¢ (being non-negative) is Lebesgue-integrable on
(0,t) for any t € R, with G(t) < 1.3 Since F? is concave, we have

‘hg(t)‘ < <p(t)‘xt - x” < o(t)yu® for all « € (0,1) and t € R,

®If ¢ were not integrable on (0, ¢), then ¥3 ,,(s) + 1&21’“ (s) = fos p > fot ¢ = oo for every
s > t, which if G(¢) < 1 implies Eq (¥ ,(7) + wg]»,u(T ) = o0, a contradiction.
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and thus

t
e
0 «

Thus applying the dominated convergence theorem twice yields

limE /Thg>:E <1im/Th3>:E (/Tho)eR.
al0 G(o ¢ al0 Jo “ 0

Similarly, since F'! is concave and X, XT take values in [0,u"], we have

<[00, () + ¢ ()] foralla € (0,1) and t € Ry

LAY

[he 0] < ([eka®] + ok, 0] X - X3
< ([eka®] + [k, @) ) for all o € (0,1) and ¢ € Ry

The right-hand side is G-integrable by since  and z! belong to Xz, so
. 1 _ 1
lim Eq(hi(r)) = Ea(h'(1)) € R
by dominated convergence. O

Proof of claim B. Fix a T € Ry such that limyr G(t) < 1, and note that
Il : Ry — R given by

Ip(t) =re "¢’ (t) {1’1 - xt] 1j0,1)(t)

is (Lebesgue-)integrable since t — r [ e "*¢°(s)ds is G-integrable and =,
are bounded. We may therefore apply IBP lemma (p. 6) to lp and the
measure associated with G to obtain

/M] (r /Ot 7560 (s) [ggi, - x} d3> G(dt)
=7 /OT[G(T) — GWle (1) o] - ai]at.

Define T := sup{t € R} : G(t) < 1}. If T < oo and G has an atom at
T, then we obtain the desired equation by setting 7" := T. Suppose for the
remainder that this is not the case. It suffices to show that x : Ry — [0, o0]
given by

— re "tV or T
() = {[1 G(t)re ¢O(t) fort <T

0 fort>T

12



satisfies [;° x < oo (so that it is Lebesgue-integrable), for then letting 7'+ T
above yields the desired result by the dominated convergence theorem since
te 7 [3e 5 ¢0(s)ds is G-integrable and z, z! are bounded.

To show that [ x is finite, note that applying the IBP lemma as above
to x and &' := x + k (where k € R is a constant) yields

/[O,T] (r /Ot e_rsﬁbo(s)ds)(;(dt) =r /OT[G(T) —G(t)]e 0 (t)dt

for any T € Ry with G(T) < 1. Letting T 1+ T and using the dominated
(monotone) convergence theorem on the left-hand (right-hand) side yields

/[O’T) (r /Ot e”qSO(s)ds) G(dt) = /OTx,

which since G has no atom at T implies that

T T [e.e]
Ec <r/ e_rtqbo(t)dt) = / X = / X-
0 0 0
Thus [5° x < oo since ¢+ 1[5 e "5¢%(s)ds is G-integrable. O
Proof of claim C. Define a measure v on Ry by

vi(A) = /A max{d)l, O}dG for any measurable A C R,.

Since ¢! is G-integrable, vy is absolutely continuous with respect to (the
measure associated with) G, with Radon—Nikodym derivative max{¢',0}.
Furthermore, the function L : Ry — R defined by

L(t) :=e " (Xg - Xt) for each t € R4
is v, -integrable since X' and X are bounded. Thus for any 7' € R, we have

Lmax{¢1,o}dG:/ Ldv,.
[0,T] [0,7]

Furthermore, L satisfies L(t) = L(0) + [{ 1, where I(t) == —e " (2] — ).
Thus for every T' € R, the IBP lemma yields

/[O,T] e (X] - X v (at)

=T X}—XT ve([0,T]) +r TI/+([O,t])e_” al — zy)dt.
0

13



Applying the same argument to v_(A) := — [, min{¢!, 0}dG and subtracting
yields, for each T' € R,

/ e (X] - X;)o! (1)G(at)
[0.7]
T
- T 1 1 —rt( T
—e (XT XT) qu dG +r /0 ( qu dG)e (xt xt)dt.

Letting T — oo yields the desired equation by boundedness of z, 2z, X, X1
and dominated convergence. O

With all three claims established, the proof is complete. |

Supplemental appendix N.3 (p. 72)

Here’s an example of a sequence of technologies satisfying properties (a)—
(d). Choose an N € N such that 1/N < (u — u')/3. Given n > N, let
L, = [1/n,u’ — 2/n]. Fix v" € (0,1/u’n) and 6" € (0,1/n). For j € {0,1},
define fJ : I, — R by fi(u) = (%nf;ﬁ(sn FIT — 4™y, Given (" € (0,2/n),
define FO, F! : I,, = R by

o) = F (w4 )+ [*

n *+1/n
1 u

and Fl(u) = F1<u*+) —l—/ e
n u*+1/n

FY F! are strictly concave and differentiable, with (continuous) derivatives
19, f} such that

Fim(u+1/n) —1< fi(u) < F'(u) forje{0,1} anduc I, ()

As n — oo, fI — FI* pointwise for both j € {0,1} since F’7T is right-
continuous, so that F — FY and F! — (" — F! pointwise by the bounded
convergence theorem. In fact, the convergence is uniform (Rockafellar, 1970,
Theorem 10.8, p. 90). Thus for any €™ € (0,1/n), provided 0" and " are
sufficiently small, we have that F — FO and F! — (" — F' are bounded by
g™, so that choosing (" > 2¢™ ensures F} > F\ (as F'! > F9).

Since F}(1/n) > F2(1/n), we may extend F?, F! to [0,u® — 2/n] while
preserving strict concavity, (continuous) differentiability and F! > F? and
ensuring that F! — FY is strictly increasing on a neighbourhood of 0 (which
guarantees that u* > 0) and that F, F!" are bounded above on (0,1/n]

14



by max;ego 13 F/*(1/n) 4+ 1. (The latter is possible because FJ'(1/n) <
Fi*+(1/n) by (1).) Further extend F}! to all of [0, 0o) by making it differentiable
and strictly concave on [uo —2/n,00), with derivative bounded below by
FY(u®—2/n)—1/n. Since E}(u®—2/n) > F2(u® —2/n), we may also extend
FY to [0, 00) while preserving strict concavity, (continuous) differentiability
and F! > F? and ensuring that u! < u° and that F” is bounded below by
F1=(u’ — 1/n) — 2. (The latter is possible since F!" is bounded below by
FYw® —2/n) —1/n > F'=(u® — 1/n) — 2 by (§).) If u} is not a strict local
maximum of F} — F,?, then we may make it so by decreasing F} pointwise
on [0,u}) by a small amount.

Claim. The sequence (F., F!)° \ satisfies the model assumptions and
properties (a)—(d) provided " € (0,1/n) is chosen sufficiently small.

Proof. It is clear that (F, F,})°° \ satisfies property (a), and that for each
n € N, FV F! satisfy the all of the model assumptions except for u} < uQ
(the conflict of interest).

For (b) and the conflict of interest, since and u’, u! and u* are strict
local maxima of (respectively) FO, F! and F! — F°, we have

1
0 and |uy —u*] < —

W= <) <l ful -] <

S\H
SRS
3

for €™ > 0 sufficiently small, as FO F% and F}! — (F! + (") are bounded
by €™ on I,,. In particular, ul < u2 (the conflict of interest) since n > N.
Letting n — oo yields (b).

For the first part of (c), fix a u € (0,u"] at which F'~ is finite. If u = ",
then for each n > N, FY F! are bounded below by F!'~(u® — 1/n) — 2
(by construction for F, and by () for FY'). Suppose instead that u < u°.
Choose a u' € (u,u’), and let N’ > N satisfy 1/N' < u < u® — 2/N’ and
1/N’ < 4’ — u. Then u belongs to I, for every n > N’ so that FJ'(u) >
Fi=(u+1/n) —1> Fi=(u') — 1 by (§) for both j € {0,1}. The set

U {F/w:ne... v

je{0,1}

is bounded since it is finite. Thus (F)nen and (FY)nen are uniformly
bounded below on [0, u].

The argument for the second part of (c) is analogous: fix a u € [0,u")
at which FOF F'T are finite. If u = 0, then FY', F are bounded above by
max;e(o,1} F]QJr(l/n) + 1 for all n > N by construction. If instead u > 0,
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then FJ'(u) < F7*(u) for all n > N such that 1/n < u < u® —2/n by (4),
and the set

U {F'@:ne{t,.. 11/uv]2/(u®—u)|}}

Jje{0,1}

is finite and thus bounded; so (FY),en and (F),en are uniformly bounded
above on [u, u].

For (d), fix j € {0,1} and a convergent sequence (u,);> n with limit
u € [0,00) such that 0 < u, < uY for each n > N and lim,,_,o0 F?'(uy,) exists.
Since u?L < 40 for each n > N, we have u < u". From above,

< FVF(uy) if up, >1/n
> I~ (up +1/n) — Y up  if uy, < ul —2/n.

Letting n — oo yields

i, B (un)

<Fi~(u) ifu>0
> Fit(u) if u < uf.

If u € (0,u%), then both cases are satisfied, so

Fj+(u) < lim Fﬂ/(un) < Fj+(u).

T n—oo

If u = 0, then the second case applies, so that F/+(0) < limy, oo F¥' (uy),
which suffices. If « = u", then the first case holds, so it remains only to
show that F/*(u®) < lim, o0 F?'(uy,). For j = 0, we have FO*(u?) <0 <
lim,, 00 FY'(uy,) since u, < u for each n > N. For j = 1, (f) implies
F1= (min{un + 1/n,u’ — l/n}) —Y"uy, —1/n
< Fﬁ’(min{un,uo — 2/n}) —1/n < FY(u,) foreach n> N,

where the second inequality holds since F!’ is bounded below by FY(u" —
2/n) — 1/n. Letting n — oo yields F'*(u®) < limy, 00 FY (). |
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Supplemental appendix O.2 (p. 78)

Proof of Observation 10. It suffices to show that 7 is strictly concave. For
distinct x, 2" € X (i.e. z # 2T on a non-null set) and any X € (0,1), we have

me (A + (1 - N)af)
— Eg (r /O i e*’”fFO(Axt +(1- )\)a:I)dt t e TTF! ()\XT +(1- A)Xj_))
> E¢ <7’ /OT e INFO(z) + (1= N F°(af) | at
+ e TP (XS) 4+ (1= AP (Xi)])
= Mg(z) + (1 — N7g (mT)

where the inequality holds since F'!' is concave, FY is strictly concave, G has
unbounded support and = # 2! on a non-null set. ]
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