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Abstract

A principal hires an agent to work on a long-term project that culminates
in a breakthrough or a breakdown. At each time, the agent privately chooses to
work or shirk. Working increases the arrival rate of breakthroughs and decreases
the arrival rate of breakdowns. To motivate the agent to work, the principal
conducts costly inspections. She fires the agent if shirking is detected. We
characterize the principal’s optimal inspection policy. Predictable inspections
are optimal if work primarily generates breakthroughs. Random inspections are
optimal if work primarily prevents breakdowns. Crucially, the agent’s actions

determine his risk attitude over the timing of punishments.

Keywords: inspections, audits, dynamic contracting, moral hazard

JEL: D82, D86, M42

*We thank Yifan Dai for excellent research assistance. For comments, we thank Nageeb Ali,
Dirk Bergemann, Olivier Compte, Brett Green, Deniz Kattwinkel, Nicolas Lambert, Lucas Maestri,
Stephen Morris, Teemu Pekkarinen, Jacopo Perego, Joao Ramos, Ron Siegel, Ludvig Sinander,
Curtis Taylor, and Alex Wolitzky. For helpful feedback, we thank audiences at VSET, Stanford,
SMYE Orleans, ESEM, Aalto, ESSET Gerzensee, UT Austin, Georgetown, BFI Economic Theory
Conference, Penn State, Columbia Economic Theory Conference, Emory, Boston University, City
University of Hong Kong, Carnegie-Mellon/Pittsburgh, UCL, USC, Essex, Paris, LSE, Oxford,
Queen Mary, EC, SAET, Warwick, Boston College, Tel Aviv, Ben Gurion, Hebrew University, and
Bonn. Knoepfle acknowledges financial support for the Academy of Finland (Project 325218).

tDepartment of Economics, MIT, ianball@mit.edu.

School of Economics and Finance, Queen Mary University of London, j.knoepfle@qmul.ac.uk.


http://arxiv.org/abs/2304.01385v4

1 Introduction

Inspections are widely used to reveal information about agents’ otherwise unob-
served actions.! Venture capital investors conduct financial audits to ensure that
entrepreneurs do not divert funds for private gain. Research grants are extended
only after researchers pass intermediate reviews. Firms and workers are inspected to
ensure their compliance with health, safety, and environmental regulations.

Some inspections occur at pre-announced times; others are surprises. In this
paper, we study the optimal timing of costly inspections in a dynamic moral hazard
setting. We show how the nature of the task induced by the inspections determines
whether predictable or random inspections are optimal. If the agent’s main task is
innovation—think of an entrepreneur in a start-up working towards a technological
breakthrough—then predictable inspections are optimal. If the agent’s main task is
maintenance—think of a worker following safety guidelines to prevent an accident
(breakdown)—then random inspections are optimal. While “maintenance lacks the
glamour of innovation,” economies tend to spend more on “fighting decay” than on
research and development (The Economist, 2018a).

We analyze the following continuous-time model. A principal hires an agent to
work on a long-term project that culminates in a breakthrough or a breakdown.
The principal commits to the timing of costly inspections. At each time, the agent
privately works or shirks.”? Work increases the arrival rate of breakthroughs and
decreases the arrival rate of breakdowns. In the absence of inspections, the agent
strictly prefers shirking to working. Each inspection yields a binary result—pass or
fail—that (partially) reveals the agent’s past actions, as described in detail below. If
the agent fails an inspection, the principal terminates the project. We solve for the
cheapest inspection policy that induces the agent to work continuously.

If the principal inspects more often, then the agent has stronger incentives to
work: shirking will be detected sooner, and the project will be terminated before
the agent can enjoy shirking for very long. Of course, inspecting more often is more
costly for the principal, so it is optimal for the principal to inspect just often enough

so that the agent is willing to work. The question remains whether the timing of

'In 2017, the four accounting firms Deloitte, EY, KPMG, and PwC earned over 47 billion dollars
from auditing alone (The Economist, 2018Db).

%In some applications, shirking represents an unproductive (or even fraudulent) activity, such as
diverting funds.



these inspections should be predictable or random.

The form of the optimal inspection policy is driven by the agent’s endogenous risk
attitude over the timing of punishments. The agent’s actions affect the probability
that the project ends (in a breakthrough or breakdown) before a planned inspection
is carried out. If the agent expects the project to end sooner, then he is effectively
more impatient, making his discount factor more convex as a function of time.

First, we derive the optimal policy in the case that the inspection technology is
perfect. That is, each inspection perfectly reveals whether the agent has previously
shirked.

If the agent’s main task is innovation—work speeds up breakthroughs by more
than it delays breakdowns—then it is optimal for the principal to inspect periodically.
That is, the time between consecutive inspections is constant (Theorem 1). Consistent
with this result, venture capital financing of start-ups is generally conducted in stages,
with each stage contingent on passing a predictable audit.? In the innovation regime,
shirking prolongs the project by delaying breakthroughs. If the agent plans to shirk,
then he is effectively more patient, making his discount factor less conver as a function
of time. In this case, conducting each inspection at a nonrandom time is the most
cost-effective way for the principal to punish the agent for shirking.

Conversely, if the agent’s main task is maintenance—work delays breakdowns
by more than it speeds up breakthroughs—then it is optimal for the principal to
conduct inspections randomly. Under the optimal policy, inspections are conducted
with a constant hazard rate (Theorem 2). Consistent with this result, workplace safety
inspections, which aim to prevent accidents, are generally conducted without advance

notice.*

In the maintenance regime, shirking shortens the project by generating
breakdowns. If the agent plans to shirk, then he is effectively more impatient, making
his discount factor more conver as a function of time. In this case, conducting
inspections at random times is the most cost-effective way for the principal to punish
the agent for shirking.

Next, we derive the optimal inspection policy in the case that the inspection
technology is imperfect. That is, shirking by the agent does not always leave a paper
trail. The longer the agent has shirked, the more likely he is to fail an inspection. If

the agent passes one inspection, then he is likely to pass another inspection conducted

3For further discussion of periodic inspections in practice, see Section 5.1, p. 14.
4For further discussion of random inspections in practice, see Section 5.2, p. 17.



soon after, even if he shirks in between. As a result, it is wasteful for the principal
to conduct imperfect inspections in short succession. Thus, the imperfect inspection
technology creates a new motive for the principal to space apart inspections.

If the agent’s main task is innovation, then it is optimal for the principal to inspect
periodically (Theorem 3.i), as was the case with the perfect inspection technology.
Indeed, periodic inspections are already spaced apart, so the imperfect inspection
technology creates an additional force toward periodicity. If the agent’s main task is
maintenance but the rate at which work delays breakdowns is not too large, then this
spacing-apart motive dominates and periodic inspections are still optimal.

Conversely, if the agent’s main task is maintenance and the rate at which work
delays breakdowns is sufficiently large, then randomization is optimal (Theorem 3.ii).
The optimal policy leverages the benefits of randomization while also spacing apart
inspections. After each inspection, there is a fixed period during which inspections
are not conducted. The next inspection is conducted with positive probability at
the end of this period. If the agent is not inspected at that time, then the next
inspection is conducted with a constant hazard rate thereafter. Once the inspection is
conducted, the cycle repeats, beginning with an inspection-free period. An inspection
policy of this form is used in an anti-corruption program in Brazil. Municipalities
are randomly chosen for audit, but only after a fixed time has passed since their last
audit (Avis, Ferraz, and Finan, 2018).

Finally, we consider an alternative inspection technology that allows the agent to
recover from past shirking by working before an inspection. If the recovery rate is
small, then the optimal inspection policy is unchanged from the main specification.
If the recovery rate is sufficiently large, then it is optimal for the principal to conduct
inspections randomly in order to deter window-dressing by the agent (Theorem 4).

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. Section 1.1 discusses related liter-
ature. Section 2 presents the model. Section 3 studies the agent’s behavior without
inspections. Section 4 formulates the principal’s problem recursively. Next, we solve
for the optimal inspection policy with perfect inspections (Section 5) and imperfect
inspections (Section 6). In Section 7, we consider the alternative inspection technol-
ogy that allows for recovery. The conclusion is in Section 8. The main proofs are in

Appendix A. Additional results and proofs are in Appendix B.



1.1 Related literature

Previous work on the optimal allocation of monitoring resources has observed that
randomization can provide uniform incentives over time. Lazear (2006) studies a
model in which monitoring reveals the agent’s current (binary) action.” The agent is
punished if he is shirking at the moment in which he is monitored. At each time, the
agent works if and only if the likelihood of monitoring at that moment is sufficiently
high. Therefore, the cheapest way for the principal to motivate the agent to follow
a given action path is to uniformly randomize monitoring over the times at which
working is induced.®

Varas, Marinovic, and Skrzypacz (2020) and Achim and Knoepfle (2024a,b) study
regulatory inspections in a model of firm reputation. The underlying technology
is of the form introduced by Board and Meyer-ter-Vehn (2013). In these papers,
inspections reveal information about the agent’s past actions, but under this special
technology, the agent’s incentives are separable across time. At each instant, the
agent works if and only if the expected discounted time until the next inspection is
sufficiently low.” Therefore, the cheapest way for the principal to motivate full effort
is to conduct inspections with a constant hazard rate.® Under this policy, the agent

has identical work incentives at each time, just as in the corresponding optimal policy

SMost subsequent work on dynamic contracts analyzes monitoring of current actions;
see Antinolfi and Carli (2015), Piskorski and Westerfield (2016), Chen, Sun, and Xiao (2020),
Li and Yang (2020), Dai, Wang, and Yang (2022), Rodivilov (2022), and Wong (2022). In
Halac and Prat (2016) and Dilmé and Garrett (2019), the principal’s investment has a persistent
effect on her monitoring capabilities, but monitoring still reveals information about current actions
only. In dynamic adverse selection problems, the monitored state is distributed independently across
periods in Chang (1990), Monnet and Quintin (2005), Wang (2005), Popov (2016), Malenko (2019),
and Li and Libgober (2023); the state is serially correlated in Ravikumar and Zhang (2012) and Kim
(2015).

SEeckhout, Persico, and Todd (2010) extend this insight to a setting with unobservable hetero-
geneity in agent payoffs. They test the theory using data on police crackdowns.

"The discount factor reflects standard exponential discounting and also the Poisson transitions
of the binary state. In Section 7, we consider a more general inspection technology that nests the
technology in Varas et al. (2020) and Achim and Knoepfle (2024a,b). There, we compare our results
with Varas et al.’s (2020).

8While random inspections are optimal for incentives, these papers find that predictable inspec-
tions can have other benefits. Varas et al. (2020) show that periodic inspections can be optimal
if the principal directly values the information revealed by each inspection. Achim and Knoepfle
(2024a) show that a principal without commitment power cannot benefit from randomization, but
the best deterministic inspection schedule can be implemented through coordinated continuation
play. Achim and Knoepfle (2024b) rule out coordinated continuation play. They show that in
Markov perfect equilibria, inspections are random (deterministic) at beliefs at which the agent’s
effort decreases (increases) uncertainty.



in Lazear (2006).

We depart from previous work on inspections by considering breakthroughs and
breakdowns, and by analyzing a different inspection technology. Together, these
modeling choices allow us to show how the optimal timing of inspections depends on
whether the inspections are intended to motivate innovation or maintenance.

Our results show that the inspection technology can fundamentally change the op-
timal inspection policy. Under the technology in Varas et al. (2020) and Achim and Knoepfle
(2024a,b), local incentives are sufficient and exponentially distributed inspection times
are optimal. By contrast, our perfect inspection technology is neutral in the sense
that both deterministic and exponential inspections are optimal when there are no
breakthroughs or breakdowns. Under our inspection technology, the agent’s optimal
action at each time depends on his actions at other times (and hence on the entire
distribution of time until the next inspection). As a result, we must consider global
deviations. In many applications, deterring extended deviations is important. An
employee who expects to fail his next review because he has shirked in the past may
find it optimal to shirk continuously until the review. The practical importance of

9 Analyzing

such deviations is highlighted by the recent trend of “quiet quitting.”
these extended deviations allows us to uncover a new economic force. When there are
breakthroughs and breakdowns, the curvature of the agent’s discount factor changes
when the agent plans to shirk for positive duration. This change in curvature drives
the form of the optimal policy.
We contribute to the dynamic contracting literature by identifying which kinds of
tasks are best incentivized through predictable inspections and which are best incen-
tivized through random inspections.!” A number of papers study the dynamic incen-
tives of agents working toward breakthroughs, without inspections: Bergemann and Hege
(1998, 2005), Horner and Samuelson (2013), Green and Taylor (2016), and Halac, Kartik, and Liu
(2016, 2017).1* A consistent finding in these papers is that the principal should com-

9A 2022 Gallup poll found that half of US workers are “quiet quitters” (Harter, 2022). A partner
at McKinsey describes the mindset of a quiet quitter as follows: “My boss doesn’t check in on me.
HR takes six months to do a write-up. I bet I can stay in this gig for two years and not do much.”
(McKinsey, 2022).

Eilat, Neeman, and Solan (2023) consider predictable and random inspections in a different
context. They study a game between two agents who choose when to pay a cost to check whether an
opportunity has arrived. Depending on the payoff parameters, equilibrium may feature predictable
or random inspections.

UIn Manso (2011) and Klein (2016), the agent chooses between an unknown technology and a
safe technology, which generates successes at a lower but certain rate. To encourage use of the



mit to a deterministic deadline.’> The deadline punishes the agent for not achieving a
breakthrough soon enough, thus motivating the agent to work. We show that inspec-
tions should be deterministic if the agent’s task is innovation. Despite the similarity
of these conclusions, the reasons are quite different. The agent’s continuation value
upon reaching an inspection depends on his action history; the agent’s value upon
reaching a deadline does not. For a detailed comparison of deadlines and inspections,
see Appendix B.1. In particular, a deadline does not help to motivate maintenance.

Finally, an important force in our paper is the relationship between time- and
risk-preferences. Ortoleva, Safonov, and Yariv (2022) exploit this relationship in an
adverse selection problem. In their model, the agent’s discount rate is his private
information. They show how the agent’s induced risk preferences can be used to
screen the agent in an allocation problem. In our moral hazard setting, the agent’s

hidden actions determine his effective risk preferences.”

2 Model

2.1 Setting

Environment Time is continuous and the horizon is infinite. There are two players:
a principal (she) and an agent (he). The principal hires the agent to work on a project.
During the project, the agent privately chooses at each time ¢ in [0, 00) whether to
work (a; = 1) or shirk (a; = 0). The principal commits to the timing of costly
inspections. Each inspection reveals information about the agent’s past actions, as
described below.

The project culminates in a public breakthrough or a public breakdown, which

unknown technology, it is optimal to reward later success and, potentially, early failures. For an
analysis of incentives in the presence of breakdowns, without inspections, see Keller and Rady (2015),
Bonatti and Horner (2017), Horner, Klein, and Rady (2021), and Wagner and Klein (2022).

12Tn Green and Taylor (2016), the agent has to complete two breakthroughs, and the deadline
for the second breakthrough is deterministic. The deadline for the first breakthrough, however, is
random. This randomness encourages the agent to immediately report a breakthrough, which is
privately observed by the agent. In our model, breakthroughs and breakdowns are public.

13See DeJarnette, Dillenberger, Gottlieb, and Ortoleva (2020) for an axiomatic analysis of the
connection between impatience and risk-preferences over time-lotteries. To be sure, our results are
not driven by primitive time preferences, but by effective time preferences determined endogenously
by the agent’s actions.



arrive independently at Poisson rates
arg and (1 —a;)Ap,

where A\¢ and Ap are nonnegative parameters. The subscripts abbreviate good (for a
breakthrough) and bad (for a breakdown). A breakthrough can arrive only when the
agent is working, and a breakdown can arrive only when the agent is shirking.'* The
principal can terminate the project at any time prior to a breakthrough or a break-
down. The game ends when the project ends—in a breakthrough, in a breakdown,

or by termination.

Inspection technology There is an evolving detectability state 6, € {0, 1} that is
hidden to both players. The current state is publicly revealed whenever the principal
conducts an inspection. Initially, 8o = 0. While in state 0, transitions to state 1 occur
at Poisson rate §(1 — a;), independently of breakthroughs and breakdowns. State 1 is
absorbing. One interpretation is that the state 6, indicates whether the agent’s past
shirking has left behind evidence. This evidence is uncovered only at an inspection.
Since state 1 is absorbing, evidence does not disappear.’” The detectability parameter
0 measures the rate at which evidence is left behind when the agent shirks.

Each inspection has two possible results. Say that the agent passes (respectively,
fails) an inspection if the state is revealed to be 0 (respectively, 1). If the agent follows
an action path a = (as)s>0, then it is straightforward to compute the probability p;(a)

that the agent passes an inspection conducted at time ¢:

pi(a) = exp {—5/;(1 —ay) ds} |

The passage probability p; is a decreasing, convex function of the duration of shirking
prior to time t. If the agent fails one inspection, then he will fail all subsequent

inspections. Therefore, the agent’s conditional probability of passing an inspection

14This assumption can be relaxed. If the breakthrough and breakdown rates were instead Ag+Agay
and Ag + Ap(1 — at), then we could incorporate the baseline arrival rates into the discount rate by
defining v’ =r + Ag + AB.

15In Section 7 we allow for transitions from state 1 to state 0.



at time t, given that he passed an inspection at an earlier time ¢, is

t
pila) = exp {—5/ (1 —as) ds} :
p(a) t
This conditional probability depends only on the duration of shirking between times
t' and t.

Payoffs The principal and the agent both discount future payoffs using the expo-

rt

nential discount factor e™*, where r > 0. While the project continues, the agent’s

flow utility, as a function of his action a; in {0,1}, is given by
u(a) = apuy + (1 — ag)uo,

where uy,u9 > 0. When the project ends, the agent gets his outside option payoft,
which is normalized to 0. In particular, the agent does not receive a lump sum benefit
or cost from a breakthrough or a breakdown. In some applications, it is natural for
the agent to receive a lump sum reward from a breakthrough or a lump sum cost
from a breakdown. We can accommodate this in our framework by annuitizing these
lump sums into the agent’s flow payoff. Our results go through; see Appendix A.7
for the details.

Each time the principal inspects the agent, she pays a lump sum cost, normalized
to 1. The setting is described by six parameters: Ag, Ag, 0,7, uy, ug. We study the
principal’s cost-minimization problem: What is the cheapest inspection policy that
induces the agent to work on the project at all times until achieving a breakthrough?

This stylized model admits various interpretations. In an employment setting,
the principal is a manager and the agent is a worker. During the project, the worker
receives a flow wage and experiences a flow effort cost from working. In an investment
setting, the principal is an investor and the agent is an entrepreneur running a start-
up. While the relationship is ongoing, the investor funds the start-up at a constant
flow rate and pays the entrepreneur a flow wage. At each time ¢, the entrepreneur
chooses whether to invest the current flow of funds (a; = 1) or divert the current flow

of funds (a; = 0) for his own private benefit.



2.2 Principal’s problem

The principal commits to a dynamic, stochastic inspection policy. Formally, an in-
spection policy is a sequence T = (7,,)2, of random variables satisfying 0 < 7} <
T < ---. The n-th inspection is conducted at (random) time 7, if and only if the
project has not already ended by time 7;,.

The principal also commits to the timing of project termination, but the optimal
termination policy is clear. In order to induce work until a breakthrough, the principal
cannot terminate the project on path. In the off-path event that the agent fails an
inspection, it is optimal for the principal to immediately terminate the project, thus
imposing the maximal punishment on the agent. Hereafter, we refer to the inspection
policy only, with the understanding that each inspection policy is combined with this
optimal termination policy.

Given an inspection policy T, the agent chooses an action process A = (A;)i>0

16 At time t, the agent takes action A,

adapted to T with right-continuous paths.
provided that the project has not yet ended. The principal chooses an inspection
policy T to minimize the expected inspection cost, subject to the constraint that it
is a best response for the agent to work until a breakthrough, i.e., to choose A; = 1
for all ¢. Denote this action process by A = 1.

To state the problem formally, define the effective discount factor

t t
Dy(a) :exp{—rt—)\g/ asds—)\B/ (1—as)ds}. (1)

0 0
This discount factor is the product of the standard exponential discount factor e="*
and the conditional probability that the project has not yet ended in a breakthrough
or a breakdown by time ¢, given action path (as)o<s<:- To simplify notation, set
To = 0 and py(a) = 1 for all action paths a. Given an inspection policy T, the agent’s

expected payoff from an action process A adapted to T is given by

Tn

S pn i (A) [ DiA)u(A) dt

Th-1

UAT)=E : (2)

The expectation is over the inspection policy T and the action process A. For each

6 Formally, A is adapted to the natural filtration generated by the counting process N; = |{n :
T, < t}| associated with T.



realization of (A, T), the expression inside brackets sums the agent’s conditional ex-
pected utility over each inter-inspection interval.!” The term pr, ,(A) appears be-
cause the agent passes the (n —1)-th inspection if and only if he passes all inspections
up to and including the (n — 1)-th.

The principal chooses an inspection policy T to minimize the expected discounted

inspection cost

ZPTn ,(1)Dr,, (1 Ze (etn ]7

subject to the constraint that U(1,T) > U(A,T) for all right-continuous actions
processes A adapted to T.

3  Warm-up: No inspections

If the principal does not conduct inspections, then the agent’s expected payoff from

[ / D,(A)u(A,) dt} (3)

Working until the project ends (A = 1) and shirking until the project ends (A = 0)

an action process A is

respectively yield expected payoffs

Uy Ug
and Uy =

U, = )
! )\G—FT )\B—FT

In each expression, the denominator reflects the rate at which the project ends under
the specified action path. Without inspections, the agent’s problem is stationary. We
show that the agent has a stationary best response—either always working or always

shirking is optimal.

Lemma 1 (No inspections)

Without inspections, working until the project ends is a best response for the agent if
and only if Uy > U,.

Myopically, the agent weakly prefers working to shirking if u; > ug. Dynamically,
the agent also considers the effect of his actions on the probability that the project

1TWe use the conditional independence of inspection results and breakthroughs and breakdowns to
factor the expectation into the product of the passage probability and the effective discount factor.

10



continues. He weakly prefers always working to always shirking if U; > Uy. If A\ =
Ap, then the agent’s actions do not affect the length of the project, so the dynamic and
myopic conditions coincide. In the innovation regime (Ag > Ap), working shortens
the project, so the dynamic condition for working is more demanding than the myopic
condition. Conversely, in the maintenance regime (A > Ag), working lengthens the
project, so the dynamic condition for working is less demanding than the myopic
condition.

We make the following standing assumption.
Assumption 1. Uy > U;.

By Lemma 1, the inequality U, > U; means that inspections are needed to induce

the agent to work; otherwise, it is optimal for the principal to never inspect the agent.

4 Recursive formulation

We analyze the principal’s problem recursively. Consider the principal’s continuation
problem after the agent passes an inspection at time ¢. In this case, 6, = 0, so the
time-t continuation problem is identical to the time-0 problem, as we argue below.'®
In the off-path event that the agent fails an inspection, terminating the project is
optimal, as discussed in Section 2.2.

In the recursive formulation, after each passed inspection, the principal chooses
the random time 7" until the next inspection, and the agent chooses the action path
a = (a;)>0 that he will follow until the next inspection.'” Let A denote the set of
right-continuous action paths. The principal’s infimal cost, denoted K*, satisfies the

Bellman equation
K* = infE [ePetT(1 + K], (4)

where the infimum is taken over all random times 7" satisfying

1 € argmax E [/ Dy(a)u(ay) dt + pr(a)Dr(a)Uy | (5)
acA 0

80ne implication is that the principal would use the same dynamic policy if she could commit
only to the timing of the next inspection and the associated termination decision.

9Time is measured relative to the last inspection. The agent plans to take action a; at time t,
provided that the principal does not inspect first. The planned action a; is executed only if T > ¢.

11



First consider the recursive obedience constraint (5). If the agent passes the next
inspection, then his optimal value in the continuation problem is U; since this is his
payoff from always working (no matter the inspection policy), and always working
must be optimal in the continuation problem. If the agent fails the next inspection,
then the project is terminated. The associated term (1 — pr(a))Dr(a)0 vanishes.
Condition (5) requires that if the agent behaves optimally after the next inspection,
then until the next inspection the agent weakly prefers working to any other action
path.

In the principal’s Bellman equation (4), the expected cost is computed assuming
that the agent chooses the action path a = 1. The next inspection is conducted at
time T, provided that the project has not already ended. Thus, the principal uses
the discount factor Dp(1) = e~A¢+T  The principal pays cost 1 to conduct the
inspection. On path, the agent passes the inspection, so the principal’s cost in the
continuation problem is K*.

The principal’s problem in (4)—(5) can be expressed in the following more conve-

nient form. The principal chooses a positive random time 7" to solve

minimize Ee~(Aet)T

T (6)
subject to E [/ Di(a)u(a;)dt + pr(a)Dr(a)Uy| < Uy, a€ A
0

The constraint here is equivalent to (5) since putting a = 1 into the right side of
(5) gives U;. We have divided the objective in (4) by 1+ K*, so the value of (6) is
K*/(1+ K*). An inspection policy T is optimal if and only if, conditional on almost
every inspection history (71, ...,7,_1), the increment T,, — T;,_; follows a distribution
that solves (6).

In (6), the principal minimizes the expected cost of the next inspection subject to
the constraint that the agent cannot profit by deviating before the next inspection.
This problem is still complex because the set A of action paths is large. For a given
random time 7', the agent’s best deviation could involve many alternating periods
of working and shirking. To solve (6), we set up various relaxed problems, each of
which imposes the inequality only for action paths a in some subset A" of A. The
suitable set A’ of binding deviations depends on the parameter values. We solve
each relaxed problem by constructing Lagrange multipliers. Then we check that

our relaxed solution is feasible in the original problem (6). To do so, we consider

12



the dynamic optimization problem for the agent that is induced by the candidate
inspection policy. We solve the associated HJB equation to confirm that always

working is a best response for the agent.

5 Optimal timing of perfect inspections

To highlight the main force in the model, we first solve the principal’s problem in the

special case of perfect inspections. The passage probability is given by

1 if [j(1-ay)ds=0,

pi(a) =
0 if [3(1—as)ds> 0.

That is, the agent passes the time-t inspection if and only if he has not shirked for a
positive duration before time ¢. This passage probability is the limit of the passage
probability in the main model as the detectability parameter ¢ tends to co.

We separate the analysis into two regimes—innovation and maintenance—according

to the relative sensitivities of breakthroughs and breakdowns to the agent’s action.

5.1 Innovation: \g > A\p

If A\¢ > Ap, then working increases the arrival rate of breakthroughs by more than it
decreases the arrival rate of breakdowns. Consequently, working shortens the project.

In particular, this case obtains if there are breakthroughs but no breakdowns (Ag = 0).

Theorem 1 (Periodic perfect inspections)
Suppose that inspections are perfect and A\g > Ag. Then it is optimal to inspect
periodically with some period 7, i.e., T, = nt* for all n. If uy > wuy, then this policy

15 uniquely optimal and the period T is given by

Uy U,

—(Ap+r)T*
e
U

(7)

If the agent’s primary task is innovation—think of a start-up entrepreneur or a
researcher working toward a new discovery—then it is optimal to conduct inspections
at regular intervals. If the agent plans to shirk, then he expects the project to

last longer, making him effectively more patient. Thus, shirking makes the agent’s

13



discount factor less convex (i.e., more concave). As a result, conducting the next
inspection at a deterministic time is the most cost-effective way to punish shirking.
Consistent with Theorem 1, periodic inspections are standard in venture capital
financing and research funding. Gompers and Lerner (2004) observe that “venture
capitalists use staged investment to periodically evaluate” firms they invest in, and
they “discontinue funding the project if they learn negative information” (p. 141-142).
In a sample of 794 firms backed by venture capital, Gompers and Lerner (2004) find
that firms subject to greater agency costs (as proxied by the industry ratio of tangi-
ble to non-tangible assets or R&D intensity) have shorter financing rounds and thus
greater monitoring frequency. For research grants, the European Research Council
(ERC) periodically reviews recipients’ spending, according to a pre-announced sched-
ule.?’
We illustrate the proof of Theorem 1 in the case ug > w;. That is, shirking
yields a weakly higher flow payoff than working, which is natural in our motivating
applications. In this case, the binding deviation is for the agent to shirk immediately
and continue shirking until the next inspection, as we check below. We consider the
relaxation of (6) that requires this particular deviation (a = 0) to be unprofitable for
the agent. After some algebra, this relaxed problem can be expressed as follows. The

principal chooses a positive random time 7' to solve

minimize Ee (Aetn)T

subject to E Upe A7 > U, — Uy.

(8)

The original constraint in (6) requires that the payoff from any deviation is less than
the payoff from working forever. Here, we have restated the inequality for the shirk-
always deviation in terms of losses relative to Up: the agent’s loss (relative to Up) from
the shirking deviation is weakly greater than his loss (relative to Up) from working
forever.

Crucially, Ap appears in the exponent in the constraint but Ag appears in the
exponent in the objective. Under the shirking deviation, the agent’s effective discount
factor is Dp(0) = e~ B+ because breakdowns arrive at Poisson rate Ap while the
agent is shirking. On the other hand, the principal considers the cost of the next

inspection on path. When the agent works, breakthroughs arrive at Poisson rate A\g,

20See https://erc.europa.eu/manage-your-project/financial-reporting.
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Figure 1. Shirking agent’s loss (orange) from a perfect inspection with A\g > Ap. In this
example, A\¢g +r=2; A\g +r =1; Uy = 1.25; and Uy = 2.

so the principal’s objective uses the effective discount factor Dp(1) = =P+,

The solution of (8) becomes clear once we change variables. Instead of choosing
the random time T" of the next inspection, the principal can equivalently choose the
random variable X = e~(¢*77T which is the on-path cost of conducting an inspection

at time 7". In terms of X, (8) becomes

minimize EX

(9)
subject to EUOX(’\B”)/(’\G”) > Uy — Uj.

Figure 1 depicts the principal’s problem before (left) and after (right) the change
of variables, in an example with A > Ag. The left panel plots, as a function of the
inspection time ¢, the principal’s on-path inspection cost (black) and the agent’s loss
from the inspection under the shirking deviation (orange). The principal chooses a
distribution over the horizontal axis to minimize her expected on-path inspection cost,
subject to the constraint that the agent’s expected loss from the inspection under the
shirking deviation is at least Uy —U;. As a function of the inspection time, the agent’s
shirking loss is less convexr than the principal’s on-path cost because Ag < Ag.

The right panel of Figure 1 puts the principal’s on-path inspection cost X on the
horizontal axis [0, 1], which is reversed so that time still moves from left to right. The
principal chooses a distribution whose expectation is minimal (i.e., furthest right),
subject to the constraint that the agent’s expected loss from the inspection under
the shirking deviation is at least Uy — U;. This loss is a concave function of X,

so replacing any random variable X with the constant E X slackens the constraint,
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without changing the principal’s objective. Therefore, the unique solution is the
constant z* = e~(A¢+)7™" for which the constraint holds with equality. The point z*
is labeled on the right panel of Figure 1. The associated time 7* is given by (7).

We have argued that conducting the next inspection at the nonrandom time 7*
is the cheapest way to deter the agent from shirking immediately and continuing to
shirk until the next inspection. It remains to check that if the next inspection is
conducted at time 7%, then no other deviations are profitable for the agent. If the
agent shirks at all before time 7%, then he is certain to fail the inspection. Given
that he will fail the inspection, the agent’s payoff is highest if he shirks continuously
over the interval [0, 7*]—shirking prolongs the project (because A > Ap) and yields
a weakly higher flow payoff (because ug > uy).

The argument above assumes that ug > wu;. Suppose instead that uy < u;. In
this case, periodic inspections are still optimal, but the argument is more subtle. If
the agent has already shirked, then he knows that he will fail the next inspection.
As the next inspection (and hence the end of the game) nears, the agent becomes
increasingly myopic. Since ug < wuq, the agent will find it optimal to work once
the next inspection is sufficiently close. In the proof, we identify the binding shirk-
before-work deviation and we give an explicit formula for the optimal period 7*.%!
We analyze such shirk-before-work deviations in more detail in the case of imperfect

inspections (Section 6.1).

5.2 Maintenance: \g > \g

If A\p > Ag, then working decreases the arrival rate of breakdowns by more than
it increases the arrival rate of breakthroughs. Consequently, working lengthens the
project. In particular, this case obtains if there are breakdowns but no breakthroughs
(Ag =0).

Theorem 2 (Random perfect inspections)
Suppose that inspections are perfect and \g > Ag. Then the following policy is
uniquely optimal. The gaps (T,, — Ty,—1)n>1 are independently and identically dis-

21Tf ug < w1, then the periodic policy is not the unique solution. There are other optimal policies
in which the time between consecutive inspections follows a distribution that concentrates near 7.
In the proof, we identify a time ¢ > 0 such that in every optimal policy, the time between any
consecutive inspections is at least t.
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Figure 2. Shirking agent’s loss (orange) from a perfect inspection with A\g > Ag. In this
example, A\g +r =1; Ap +r =2; Uy = 1.25; and Uy = 2.

tributed according to an exponential distribution with hazard rate v*, where

’7* :UO_Ul
)\B—l—’f’ U1 )

(10)

If the agent’s primary task is maintenance—think of a worker following safety
protocols to prevent an accident—then it is optimal to conduct inspections at random
times. If the agent plans to shirk, then he expects the project to end sooner, making
him effectively more impatient. Thus, shirking makes the agent’s discount factor
more convex. As a result, conducting the next inspection at a random time is the
most cost-effective way to deter shirking.

Consistent with Theorem 2, safety inspections are generally conducted randomly.
In fact, the US Occupational Safety and Health Act (OSHA) explicitly prohibits
advance notice of workplace inspections, outside of certain special circumstances
(OSHA, 1971).%* Johnson, Levine, and Toffel (2023) suggest an improved targeting
approach for OSHA inspections. They acknowledge, however, that such targeting
would make inspections more predictable, potentially reducing their general deter-
rence effect (Johnson et al.; 2023, p. 33). In politics, elected representatives under-
stand that shirking (e.g., engaging in corruption) tends to shorten their time in office,
by increasing their chances of being ousted. Brazil has a federal anti-corruption ini-

tiative that randomly audits the finances of municipal governments. Municipalities

22For example, advance notice is allowed if workplaces must make special preparations for an
inspection.
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are selected for audit by public lotteries (Avis et al., 2018).%

To build intuition for Theorem 2, first consider the same relaxed problem (8)
as in the innovation regime. This problem requires only that it is unprofitable for
the agent to shirk immediately and continue shirking until the next inspection. As
before, we can change variables to get (9). Figure 2 plots the same functions as
Figure 1, before and after the change of variables, in an example with A\g > \g. As a
function of the inspection time, the agent’s loss from the inspection under the shirking
deviation is more conver than the principal’s on-path inspection cost. In the right
panel, we express this loss as a convex function of the principal’s on-path inspection
cost X = e~ et In the relaxed problem, the principal would like to spread out
the distribution of time until the next inspection by inspecting either very early or
very late. But such a policy is infeasible in the original problem. If the agent is not
inspected early on, then he can infer that he will not be inspected for a very long
time. Instead of working continuously, the agent strictly prefers to work briefly and
then, once the risk of an early inspection has passed, shirk until the next inspection.
Deviations of this form will indeed bind.

In the maintenance regime, the binding deviations take the following form: work
until time s, and then shirk until the next inspection, for each time s > 0. We
consider the relaxation of (6) requiring that none of these work-before-shirk deviations
is profitable. After some algebra, this relaxed problem can be expressed as follows.

Let E, = E[-|T > s]. The principal chooses a positive random time 7 to solve*!

minimize [Ee (Aetn)T

subject to By Upe P8I =%) > 1y — U, s> 0.

(11)

For each fixed s, suppose that time s has passed since the last inspection. The
inequality requires that if the agent has worked continuously since the last inspection,
then it is unprofitable for the agent to begin shirking now and continue shirking until
the next inspection.

Since Ag > Ag, the loss function in the constraint is more convex than the objec-

tive, as illustrated in Figure 2. Therefore, the solution of the relaxed problem (11) is to

23The details of the randomization resemble our solution with the imperfect inspection technology,
as we discuss in Section 6.

241f P(T > s) = 0, then the agent does not actually shirk under the specified deviation, so we
consider the inequality to be satisfied, even though the conditional expectation is not well-defined.
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conduct the next inspection at a constant hazard rate; see Lemma 2 (Appendix A.1).
This policy is memoryless—the conditional distribution of time until the next inspec-
tion is the same, no matter how much time has passed since the last inspection. With
the hazard rate v* in (10), each constraint in (11) holds with equality.

We have argued that inspecting with the constant hazard rate v* is the cheapest
way to deter all work-before-shirk deviations. It remains to check that if the next
inspection is conducted with hazard rate v*, then no other deviations are profitable
for the agent. In the proof, we show that under this policy, once the agent begins
shirking, he finds it optimal to continue shirking until the next inspection. At any
time, if the agent has not previously shirked, then he is indifferent between working
continuously and shirking continuously until the next inspection. If the agent has
previously shirked, then he is certain to fail the next inspection, so his incentives to

work are weaker. Hence, he strictly prefers to shirk until the next inspection.

6 Optimal timing of imperfect inspections

In this section, we consider the imperfect inspection technology (with finite detectabil-
ity parameter §) from the main model (p. 7). To ensure that the principal’s problem is
feasible, we impose the additional standing assumption that the inspection technology

is sufficiently precise.
Assumption 2. 0 > (A\g +7)(Uy — Uy)/U;.

There exists an inspection policy that motivates the agent to work continuously
if and only if Assumption 2 holds.

The imperfect inspection technology creates a new motive for the principal to space
apart inspections. If two inspections are conducted in quick succession, then the agent
is unlikely to leave behind new evidence of shirking in between the inspections, even
if he shirks continuously. The optimal policy reflects this new motive to space apart
inspections. Periodic inspections are still optimal in the innovation regime (Ag¢ > Ap),
but they are also optimal for some other parameters, provided that Ag is not much
larger than Ag.

On the other hand, if A\p is sufficiently larger than Ag, then the optimal policy
leverages the benefits of randomization while also spacing apart inspections. After

each inspection, there is an inspection-free period. The next inspection is conducted
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at the end of this period with positive probability. With complementary probability,
the next inspection is conducted with constant hazard rate thereafter. Once the
inspection is conducted, the cycle repeats, beginning with an inspection-free period.
This inspection format is observed in practice. Under the Brazilian anti-corruption
initiative discussed in Section 5.2, municipalities are selected for audit in regular
lotteries, but “once audited, the municipality can be audited again only after several
lotteries have elapsed” (Avis et al., 2018, p. 1920). This rule is a convenient way
to (approximately) implement an inspection-free period followed by inspections at a
constant hazard rate.

To formally state the optimal inspection policy, let Exp(«y) denote an (indepen-

dent) exponentially distributed random variable with hazard rate ~.

Theorem 3 (Imperfect inspections)
Assume § > 2 g — Ap + 1. There exists a threshold A\g = Ag(\g, 6,7, ug, u1), with
A > Ag, such that the following hold.

(i) If A\g < Ap, then it is optimal to inspect periodically with some period T*, i.e.,
T,, = nt* for all n. Moreover, there exists a time t = t(Ap, Ag, 0,7, ug, ug) > 0

such that under every optimal policy, T,, — T,_y >t for each n.

(ii) If A\g > Ap, then the following policy is uniquely optimal. The gaps (T, —
Th-1)n>1 are independently and identically distributed. For each n, the gap
T, — T,,—1 equals T with some probability = in (0,1). With probability 1 — 7*,
the gap T,, — T,,_1 has the distribution of 7 + Exp(y*), where
_5% )\B_>\G % (Uo—Ul)()\B+T)()\B+T+5)

>\B—Ag—|—(5’ 7 Ul()\B+T+5)—U0(>\B+T) ( )

e

We separately discuss the two cases of Theorem 3 below. Here we make two

remarks.?’

Remark 1 (Threshold Ap). If Ap > A, then the condition Az > Ap holds if and
only if conducting deterministic inspections with period 7 strictly induces the agent

to work. The condition A\ > A can be expressed as

A+ 0 Ug
> 1 —
Ag+r _'_g()\G—FT’ul)’

2>These remarks are verified within the main proof of Theorem 3 (Appendix A.5).
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for some strictly positive function g that is strictly decreasing in its first argument
and strictly increasing in its second argument. Note that this condition is invariant
to rescaling the units of time and of flow utility. For any fixed ratio ug/u; > 1, we

have g(d,uo/u1) | 0 as d 1T oo, which is in line with the perfect-inspection limit.

Remark 2 (Relaxing the condition on the precision §). Theorem 3 assumes that
d > 2\¢ — A + r. Under this condition, the passage rate is sufficiently convex (as
a function of the duration of shirking) that the binding deviations are not local.?®
Some of the conclusions still hold if this condition is relaxed. A weaker version of
part i holds without additional assumptions on 6. If A\g < Ap, then it is optimal to
inspect periodically, but not every optimal policy satisfies the lower bound ¢ on the
time between consecutive inspections. Part ii holds under a strictly weaker (but more
complicated) condition on ¢, which is stated in the proof. Numerical calculations
suggest that the weaker condition is violated only for a narrow range of parameter

values.

6.1 Periodic imperfect inspections

Within the case Ag < Ap, different deviations can bind, depending on the parameter
values. First consider the relaxation of (6) requiring that it is unprofitable for the
agent to shirk immediately and continue shirking until the next inspection. This
relaxed problem can be expressed as follows. The principal chooses a positive random
time 7' to solve

minimize Ee~Getn)T

(13)
subject to E Lg(T) > Uy — U,

where Lg(t) = e~ AUy — Uye™).

The function Lg is plotted in the left panel of Figure 3. As a function of the time ¢
until the next inspection, Lg represents the agent’s loss (relative to Uy) from shirking
immediately and continuing to shirk until the next inspection. Naturally, this loss
is smaller than in the case of perfect inspections. Here, the agent passes the time-¢
inspection with probability e, in which case he gets his continuation payoff U;. As

t tends to 0, this passage probability converges to 1, so the loss Lg(t) converges to
Uy — Uy.

26Tn Section 7, we analyze a setting in which local deviations bind.
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Figure 3. Agent’s loss from an imperfect inspection (orange for shirk-always deviation,
green for shirk-work deviation) with Ap < Ap. In this example, A\g +7 = 2; A\p +r = 1;
Uy =1.25; Uy = 2; and 6 = 3.5. Here, Lg is globally concave because § + Ag > A\g > Ap.

As before, we change variables. In terms of the principal’s on-path inspection cost

X = e~ ¢*T problem (13) becomes

minimize EX

_ (14)
subject to E Lg(X) > Uy — Uy,

where Lg(z) = xPs+/Qatn)() — U 20/(Pa+7)),

The right panel of Figure 3 plots the loss Lg as a function of the principal’s on-path
inspection cost, in an example with Az < Ag. For some parameter values, shirking
all the way until the next inspection is the binding deviation. In this case, we show
that the loss function Lg is suitably concave (Claim 1 in Appendix A.5). Therefore,
the unique solution of this relaxed problem is the constant at which Lg intersects the
horizontal line Uy — U;. In the proof, we verify that this solution is feasible in the
original problem.

For other parameter values, the binding deviation takes the following form: shirk
until time ¢ and then work until the next inspection, for some fixed time ¢ > 0.%7
In this case, we consider a variant of (14) requiring that the loss from this deviation
(relative to Up) is at least Uy — Uy. This loss, as a function of the principal’s on-path

inspection cost, is denoted by L and is plotted in the right panel of Figure 3. We label

2"In the proof, we must consider a third case. For Ap sufficiently close to (but below) Ap, the
binding deviations are the same as in the case A\g > Ap discussed below. We show that inspecting
periodically is then the unique solution.
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the point & = e~ A+t If the next inspection is conducted before time £, then the
agent does not begin working before the inspection. So, to the left of Z, the agent’s
loss L coincides with Lg. At time ¢, the agent begins working, and thereafter the
project ends at the same rate as it does on path. So, to the right of z, the agent’s
loss L is affine in the principal’s on-path inspection cost.

Let 2* = e~ (A¢+7)7™" he the point at which the function L intersects the horizontal
line Uy — Uy, as shown on the plot. We show that L is suitably concave (Claim 2
in Appendix A.5). Therefore, the solutions of this relaxed problem are precisely the
distributions with expectation z* that concentrate on [0, Z], the affine segment of L.
It follows that every optimal inspection policy has a no-inspection period of length at
least . Not all of the relaxed solutions are feasible in the original problem, however.
In the proof, we show that inspecting with period 7* is one solution. There is also a
range of almost-periodic policies that are optimal. Under each of these policies, the

time between consecutive inspections follows a distribution that concentrates near 7*.

6.2 Random imperfect inspections

Suppose A\ > Ag. To build intuition for part ii of Theorem 3, first consider the same
relaxed problem (13) as in the case Ap < Ap. Figure 4 plots the same loss functions as
in Figure 3 in an example with Az > Ag. In particular, Az > A¢, so the loss function
Lg, as a function of the on-path inspection cost, is first concave and then convex. In
the relaxed problem (13), the principal would like to approximate the concavification
of Lg by inspecting either at an intermediate time or else very far into the future.
But in response to such a policy, the agent could profitably deviate by working until
the intermediate time and then, if he is not inspected, shirking thereafter. Thus,
additional deviations must bind.

The binding deviations are of the same form as in the maintenance regime with
perfect inspections: work until time s, then shirk until the next inspection. But now
these constraints bind only for s = 0 and for s > 7, where 7 is given in (12). The
point & = e~(Aa+7)7 is shown in the right panel of Figure 4.>® The optimal inspection
policy proceeds as follows. First, there is an inspection-free period of length 7. With
positive probability, the agent is inspected exactly at time 7. If the agent is not

inspected at time 7, then the next inspection is conducted with a constant hazard

28It can be checked that Z lies before (left of) the point of inflection of Lg, but after (right of)
the point where the concavification of Lg becomes affine.
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Figure 4. Shirking agent’s loss (orange) from an imperfect inspection with Ag > Ag. In
this example, A\g¢ + 7 =1; Ap +r =2; Uy = 2; U; = 1.25; and § = 5.

rate thereafter. Once the inspection is conducted, the cycle repeats, beginning with
a fresh period without inspections.?”

As the ratio (Ag+71)/(Ag+1) increases, there is a stronger force towards random-
ization due to the relative convexity of the shirking agent’s discount factor e~As+7)7T"
We show in the proof (Claim 4 in Appendix A.5) that the normalized inspection-free
period (Ag + )7 is decreasing in the ratio (Ag + 7)/(A¢ + r) and in the normalized
inspection precision 0/(Ag + 7). As § tends to oo, the optimal policy in Theorem 3.ii
converges to the exponential policy from Theorem 2. In particular, the inspection-
free period 7 and the probability 7* of inspecting at time 7 both tend to 0, and the

threshold Az converges to A¢.

7 Inspection technology with recovery

In the main model, we assume that once the agent’s shirking leaves behind evidence,
the agent fails the next inspection with certainty. We now consider an alternative

inspection technology that allows the agent to recover from past shirking. Formally,

29The structure of this policy is similar to the optimal policy in Varas et al. (2020) in the case in
which the principal directly values the information revealed by an inspection. There, the principal’s
flow payoff is convex in her belief about the state, and there is uncertainty about the state even
when the agent works continuously. In our model, the detectability state is not payoff-relevant, and
on path there is no uncertainty about the detectability state. Moreover, the binding deviations are
quite different. In Varas et al. (2020), the most profitable deviations are always local, even when the
principal directly values information. Under our main inspection technology, the binding deviations
are always non-local.
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the detectability state 6, evolves as follows. Transitions from state 0 to state 1 occur
at Poisson rate 6(1 — a;), as before. Now transitions from state 1 to state 0 occur
at Poisson rate pa;.*’ We call p the recovery rate. The main model corresponds to
p=0.

In the leading case ug > uq, the policies in Theorem 3 remain optimal if p is locally
perturbed above 0, as long as the detectability parameter J is large enough; for a
formal statement, see Theorem 5 in Appendix B.2. Perturbing p affects the agent’s
passage probability only when he works after having previously shirked. Under certain
conditions, the constraints involving shirk-before-work deviations are slack.

If the recovery rate p is sufficiently large, then the form of the optimal policy can
fundamentally change. To illustrate why, we first show that different periods of work
contribute to the passage probability as complements if p < § and as substitutes if
p > 0. If p is sufficiently large, then the binding deviations are local and the optimal
inspection policy is exponential (see Theorem 4 below). Varas et al. (2020) consider
an inspection technology with the special recovery rate p = 6. At the end of this

section, we contrast our results with theirs.

7.1 Role of the inspection technology

Consider the inspection technology with recovery rate p > 0. Fix ¢t > s > 0. In state
0 (which is hidden), the marginal effect of action a, on the probability of passing an

inspection at time ¢ (i.e. #; = 0) can be shown to equal

51— 6,) + pby] exp{—é/:(l—aT) dT—p/staTdT}. (15)

The expression in (15) is the product of two terms. The first term, in brackets,
captures the effect of action as on time-s state transitions. In state 0, working prevents
transitions to state 1 at rate §. In state 1, working generates transitions to state 0
at rate p. The exponential term in (15) captures the effect of 05 on 6,. Formally, this
term is the difference in conditional probabilities, P(¢; = 0|0; = 0) —P(6; = 0|6, = 1),

for a given action path (a;)s<,<¢-

30Let Py (a) denote the conditional probability of passing an inspection at time ¢, given that the
agent passed an inspection at time t'. If p = 0, then py v (a) = pi(a)/py(a). If p > 0, this equality
no longer holds. In this case, the term pr, ,(A) in (2) must be replaced with the full expression

H?gll Pry|T; 4 (A)
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From (15), we see that the relative values of p and ¢ determine whether the
passage probability p; is a supermodular or submodular function of the action history
(as)o<s<t- If p < 0, then the marginal effect of action as in (15) is greatest if the
agent works before time s (making 6, = 0 most likely) and after time s (making the
exponential term largest). Thus, the passage probability is a supermodular function
of the action path—different periods of work are complements. Therefore, working
today has the smallest effect on the agent’s probability of passing the next inspection
if the agent shirks at all other times. Intuitively, the agent does not expect working
today to make up for other periods of shirking. This creates a force toward global
incentive constraints binding.

If p > 9, then the marginal effect of action a in (15) is greatest if the agent shirks
before time s (making 6, = 1 most likely) and after time s (making the exponential
term largest). Thus, the passage probability is a submodular function of the action
path—different periods of work are substitutes. Therefore, working today has the
smallest effect on the agent’s probability of passing the next inspection if the agent
works at all other times. Intuitively, the agent expects other periods of work to make
up for shirking today. This creates a force toward local incentive constraints binding.

In the special case p = 4§, the expression in (15) simplifies to de=°*=%). The
marginal effect of action ay on the passage probability is independent of all other

action choices; this is the case studied in Varas et al. (2020).

7.2 Optimal inspection policy with high recovery rate

Under the inspection technology without recovery, the binding deviations are global.
By contrast, with a sufficiently high recovery rate, the binding deviations are local,
as we now show. Consider the relaxed problem requiring only that locally shirking
at each time s is unprofitable. The relaxed problem can be expressed as follows. As

above, let E, = E[-|T" > s]. The principal chooses a positive random time 7T to solve

minimize Ee GetnT

(16)
subject to B, de~PatrAT=s)rr > (ug —u1) — (Ap — A\g)Up, s>0.

The right side of the inequality captures the marginal benefit, in the absence of
inspections, from locally shirking at time s. This benefit reflects the effect of shirking

on the flow payoff and on the rate at which the project ends (in a breakthrough or a
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breakdown). The left side captures the marginal loss, due to the upcoming inspection,
from locally shirking at time s. From (15), the marginal effect of locally shirking at
time s on the probability of passing a time-T' inspection is de ”(T=%). This effect
decays in the time 7' — s until the inspection. At time s, the state transitions from 0
to 1 at rate 9, and working thereafter generates transitions back to state 0 at rate p.
The term de”"=*) is multiplied by the discounted utility e~Aa+")T=){J; . Here, \g
appears in the exponent because the agent works after locally deviating.

Whenever p > 0, the loss function in the local constraint is more convex, as
a function of T, than the objective. Therefore, the unique solution of the relaxed
problem (16) is to conduct the next inspection at a constant hazard rate; see Lemma 2
(Appendix A.1). For p > 0, inspecting with a constant hazard rate is the cheapest
way to deter local deviations, regardless of the values of §, A\g, and Ag. These other
parameters determine whether deterring local deviations is sufficient. If p is small
enough, then local incentives are not sufficient. Indeed, in our main model (p = 0),
the binding deviations are global, and the form of the solution depends on the relative
values of A\¢ and Ag.

We next identify a range of parameter values for which local incentives are suffi-

cient. In this case, it is optimal to inspect with a constant hazard rate.

Theorem 4 (Random inspections with recovery)

Consider the inspection technology with recovery rate p > 0. If p+ A g > 6 + Ag, then

the following policy is uniquely optimal. The gaps (T,, — T,—1)n>1 are independently

and identically distributed according to an exponential distribution with hazard rate
" (U()—Ul)()\B—F’I“)()\G—FT"FP)

T T U s+ 10) - Uhg +7) (17)

The condition p + A\g > 6 + Ap ensures that the binding constraints are local. If
Ag = Ap, then this inequality reduces to p > ¢. This is precisely the condition under
which the passage probability is submodular in the action path.*! If p+Xg > § + A,

*

then the hazard rate «* in Theorem 4 is strictly higher than the hazard rate in

Theorem 3.ii.*> Recovery makes local deviations strictly more attractive to the agent,

3Uf Mg # Ap, then there is an additional effect. When the agent shirks, his continuation value
decreases. If shirking lengthens the project (Ag > Ap), then a lower continuation value makes work-
ing more attractive, which encourages local deviations. If shirking shortens the project (Ag < Ap),
then a lower continuation value makes shirking more attractive, which encourages global deviations.
32Tn the limit as p tends to 0, the condition p + Ag > § + A reduces to § < Ag — Ap, which
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so when these local deviations bind, more frequent inspections are required.

7.3 Comparison with Varas et al. (2020)

In a setting without breakthroughs or breakdowns, Varas et al. (2020) consider an
inspection technology which corresponds to the special recovery rate p = J in our
setup. They show that conducting inspections with a constant hazard rate is the
cheapest way to induce full effort (Proposition 4, p. 2913). This result is essentially
a special case of Theorem 4 with \¢ = A\g = 0 and p = §.%

Varas et al. (2020, p. 2894) explain that randomly inspecting the agent (firm) is

optimal because:

deterministic inspections may induce “window dressing” by the firm: the
firm has strong incentives to put in effort toward the inspection date,
merely to pass the test, and weak incentives right after the inspection,

since the firm knows that it will not be inspected in the near future.

Our paper shows that this conclusion depends on the inspection technology. Without
breakthroughs or breakdowns (A¢ = A = 0), our Theorem 4 implies that random
inspections are optimal if p > 4, i.e., if the passage probability is submodular. In this
case, surprise inspections are effective at deterring window-dressing.** With a low
recovery rate, however, periodic inspections are optimal (by Theorem 3.i and Theo-
rem 5 in Appendix B.2). In this case, the agent is tempted to shirk for an extended
period, so there is no reason to surprise the agent. Since the failure probability 1 — p;
is concave in the duration of shirking, periodic inspections are a more cost-effective
way to catch prolonged shirking.

Relative to Varas et al. (2020), our paper identifies a new economic force that
arises when (a) shirking affects the arrival rate of breakthroughs or breakdowns, and
(b) the agent’s binding deviations involve shirking for an extended period, rather than

an instant. In many applications, such extended deviations are a primary concern, as

can be satisfied only in the innovation regime (Ag > Ap). If § < Ag — Ap, then we conclude from
Theorem 4 and Remark 2 that periodic and exponential inspections are both optimal. Note that the
inequality 6 < Ag — Ap is inconsistent with the condition § > 2Ag — Ap + r imposed in Theorem 3.

33Their result is not exactly a special case of ours because their payoff structure is different and
they restrict the agent’s (continuous) action to an interval [0, @], where @ < 1. So even under maximal
effort, there are random state transitions.

34In an education setting, window-dressing corresponds to “cramming” for a test. Surprise “pop
quizzes” are often used to motivate students to work continuously.
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evidenced by the recent trend of “quiet quitting” (see Footnote 9). By (a), the agent’s
effective discount factor changes when he plans to shirk for positive duration. By (b),
such extended shirking deviations are relevant. The optimal inspection policy exploits

the relative curvature of the agent’s effective discount factor under such deviations.

8 Conclusion

We study the design of inspection policies in a dynamic moral hazard setting. We
show that different forms of inspection are optimal for encouraging different kinds of
tasks. Predictable inspections are better for motivating an agent to work towards a
breakthrough, such as a technological innovation. Random inspections are better for
motivating an agent to work to prevent a breakdown, such as a workplace accident.
This dichotomy is driven by the agent’s effective risk attitude over time lotteries,
which is determined endogenously by the agent’s actions.

Our paper highlights the important role of the inspection technology in deter-
mining the optimal inspection policy. For tractability, previous work has focused on
particular inspection technologies which ensure that local incentives are sufficient.
By contrast, we work in a setting in which global deviations bind. This allows us to

uncover important differences between motivating innovation and maintenance.
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A Main proofs

A.1 Preliminaries

Notation Throughout the proofs we use the notation A\g := Ag+r and A\ := Ag+7.
With this notation, U; = wu;/\; for i = 0,1. We express the solutions in terms of the
five (strictly positive) parameters Ao, A1, §, Uy, U;. To be sure, we only independently

vary the primitive parameters A\g, \g, 0, 7, ug, Uj.

Constrained optimization In the proofs below, we solve two constrained opti-
mization problems of the following general form. Given parameters A, «, and S,

choose a distribution F' over (0, c0) to solve

minimize / e PLAF (1)
(0e<) (18)

subject to / (e7@t=9) — A)dF(t) >0, s> 0.
(5,00)

The next lemma states the solution for a range of parameter values.

Lemma 2 (Exponential solution)
Given 0 < A < 1 and a > 8 > 0, the unique solution of (18) is the exponential
distribution with hazard rate v = aA/(1 — A).

The proof of Lemma 2 is in Appendix A.8.

Deviations We introduce notation for the agent’s utility from deviations. For a €
Aand 7 >0, let

Ula; ) = / " Dy(ayu(ar) dt + pr(a) D, (a)Us. (19)

With this notation, the constraints in (6) take the form EU(a;T) < Uy, for each
a € A. We consider a few special action paths: always shirk, shirk-before-work, and
work-before-shirk. For s,7 > 0, let

Us(T) =U(0;7), Usw(s:7) = U(1is,00); T), Uws(s;7) = U(lj,: 7). (20)
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For s < 7, evaluating these integrals and simplifying gives

Us(7) = Up(1 — e 207 4 Upe= 0207,
Usw(s;7) = Up(1 — e720%) 4 Uye~ 208 11— e M9 — 6_68)} , (21)
Uws(s;7) = Uy + e [Uo(1 — e M= (1 — e_(“)“))(T_s))] :

For s > 7, we have Usw(s;7) = Usw(7;7) and Uws(s;7) = Uws(7;7) = U;. Note
that Ug(7) = Usw(7; 7) = Uws(0; 7).

We often work with losses rather than gains. Setting L(a;7) = Uy — U(a;7), the
constraints in (6) can be expressed as E L(a; T) > Uy — Uy, for a in A.

Bounding number of zeros In the proofs below, we use the following bound on

the number of zeros of certain sums of exponentials.

Lemma 3 (Zeros)
Define g: R — R by g(t) = > Aje=*", for some integer n > 1, distinct real
exponents au, . ..,a,, and nonzero coefficients Aq, ..., A,. The function g has at

most n — 1 zeros.

! we can equivalently bound the number of

Through a change of variables x = e~
zeros of the function g(x) = > | A;2* on the domain (0,00). This bound can be
proven by induction, using the following observations. If «; # 0, then the function
h(z) = x~%g(x) has the same strictly positive zeros as g. The function h has a
constant term, so its derivative A’ has only n — 1 terms. The function »’ has a zero

between any two zeros of h, so h has at most one more strictly positive zero than A’

A.2 Proof of Lemma 1

We discretize the agent’s problem. Fix A > 0. In the A-discretized problem, the
agent can change his action only at times kA for £ = 0,1,.... Let VA denote the

agent’s supremal utility in the A-discretized problem. The Bellman equation reads

_ 1 SNA “NA
VA_:Z(I:1%7>1<{UZ(1 e )+e Va}.
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The unique solution is VA = max{Uy, U;}. By a limiting argument,* it follows that
the agent’s value in the continuous-time problem is also max{Uy, U;}. Thus, working

forever is optimal if and only if U; > U,.

A.3 Proof of Theorem 1

We separate into two cases.

Case 1 Suppose ug > uy. The period 7* in (7) is well-defined because 0 < (Uy —
U)/Uy < 1.

First we check that the constant 2* := e ™7 is the unique solution of the relaxed
problem (9). Define Lg: [0,1] = R by Lg(z) = Upz*/*. Since \; > Ay, the function
Lg is strictly concave and strictly increasing. From (7), we have Lg(z*) = Uy — Uj.
If a (0, 1)-valued random variable X satisfies E X < z*, then

ELs(X) S Es(EX) S [_/5’(113'*) = U() — Ul,

and equality holds in both inequalities if and only if X is the constant z*. Thus,
the constant z* is the unique solution of (9). In terms of the original variables, the
constant 7* is the unique solution of (8).

It remains to check that 7* is feasible in the original problem (6). Recall the
notation in (19). From the definition of 7* in (7), we have U(0;7*) = U;. Consider
an arbitrary action path a in A. If fOT* a; = 7", then U(a;7*) = Up. If fOT* a; < T,
then p,«(a) =0, so

Ula;7) = /OT Dy(a)u(ay) dt < /OT Dy(0)updt = U(0;77),

where the inequality holds because for each time ¢, we have D;(a) < D;(0) (because

A¢ > Ap) and u(a;) < ug (because uy < uyg).

35 Any right-continuous function a: [0,00) — {0,1} can be expressed as the pointwise limit of a
sequence of step functions a,,: [0,00) — {0,1} defined by a,(t) = a(k/2™) if (k—1)/2" <t < k/2",
for k =1,2,.... By dominated convergence, as n tends to oo, the agent’s expected utility from a,,
converges to the agent’s expected utility from a.

32



Case 2 Suppose u; > ug. In this case, we consider shirk-before-work deviations.

Recall the notation from (20). With perfect inspections, for 0 < s < ¢t we have

USW(S; t) = Uo(l _ e—Aos) + Ule—Aos(l _ e—Al(t—s)>’

(22)
Usw (s;t) = €72 [(Ug — Up) Ao — Ur (A — Ag)e 7]

where Ugy, denotes the derivative of Usw with respect to its first argument. By
assumption, A\g > Ag, so A\; > A\g. Therefore, for each fixed ¢t > 0, the derivative
Ugw (-5 1) is strictly single-crossing from above over (0, ).

We identify the binding shirk-before-work deviation. Define s and 7* by

6—)\05 —

M=o o—ort _ AL~ Ao ((Uo - Ul)AO)AO/Al . (23)

A A Ur(A1 — o)

Since A\ > A\g and \{U; = u; > ug = AUy, these values § and 7 are well-defined and
satisfy 0 < 5 < 7*. It can be checked that Uy (5;7*) = 0 and Usw(S; 7*) = Uy.

Consider the relaxed problem of choosing a (0, co)-valued random variable T" to
solve

minimize Ee M7

(24)
subject to Usw(5;T) < Uy.

A

We change variables. Let Z = e~*% and 2* = e~*7 . Note that > z*. Upon setting

X = e MT | we obtain the equivalent problem of choosing a (0,1)-valued random

variable X to solve
minimize EX

_ (25)
subject to E L(X) > Uy — Uy,

where L: [0,1] — R is defined by

Uz /M if v >z,

Uoi,)\o/)q _ Uli’)‘o/)\l(l — :L’/ZZ’) if z < z.

Since A; > \g, the function L is concave and strictly increasing.*® Moreover, L is

36To see that the kink preserves concavity, note that the derivative of L jumps at z by
()\O/AI)UOE(AO*AI)/AI — UyzPro— /M = j(AO*Al)/)\l(UO)\O —Ui\1)/ A1,

which is strictly negative because u; > ug.
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strictly concave over [Z, 1]. From the definition of 7* in (23), we have L(z*) = Uy —Uj.
If a (0, 1)-valued random variable X satisfies E X < z*, then

EL(X) < LEX) < L(z*) = Uy - Uy,

and equality holds in both inequalities if and only if EX = 2* and X concentrates
on (0,z], the affine segment of L. Therefore, the constant x* solves (25), and all
solutions of (25) must concentrate on (0,Zz]. In terms of the original variables, the
constant 7* solves (24), and all solutions of (24) must concentrate on [S, 00).

It remains to check that 7* is feasible in the original problem (6). We claim that
over any inspection-free interval, the agent strictly prefers shirking for length s and

then working for length w to working for length w and then shirking for length s:
Up(1 —e™9%) 470U (1 — &™) > U (1 — eM%) + e MU (1 — e %), (26)

To see that this inequality holds, note that each side is a weighted average of U, and
U, with total weight 1 — e~?0s=M1% but the left side puts strictly more weight on U,
and we have Uy > Uj.

We conclude that for any a in A,

Ula;7) < sup Usw(s;7") = Usw(5;7") = U;.
0<s<7*

A.4 Proof of Theorem 2

The relaxed problem (11), expressed in terms of the distribution F over (0, co) of the

random variable T', takes the form
minimize / e~ At R ()
(0,00)

subject to / [Upe= Ao 0= (U — U,)] dF(t) > 0, s> 0.
(5,00)

This problem can be expressed in the form of (18) with A = (Uy — Uy)/Up; o« = Ao;
and = A;. Since 0 < (Uy — U;)/Uy < 1 and A\g > A1 > 0, we can apply Lemma 2 to
conclude that the unique solution of (11) is the exponential distribution with hazard
rate v* = \o(Uy — Uy) /Uy
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It remains to check that this exponential distribution is feasible in the original
problem (6). Suppose that the time until the next inspection is exponentially dis-

*

tributed with hazard rate 4*. By construction, no work-before-shirk deviation is
profitable. To show that no other deviations are profitable, it suffices to show that
once the agent has shirked (for positive duration), he finds it optimal to shirk until the
next inspection. Once the agent has shirked, he is certain to fail the next inspection,
so his continuation problem is equivalent to the no-inspection problem with discount

rate r + v*. By the proof of Lemma 1 (Appendix A.2), shirking is optimal if

Ul)\l < UO)\O
)\1—|—’7* - )\0“—7*7

which holds (strictly) because U; < Uy and A < A.

A.5 Proof of Theorem 3

We separate into cases and solve a different relaxed problem in each case. Then we
use these relaxed solutions to prove the result. Recall the expressions in (21) for
the agent’s payoffs from the shirk-before-work and work-before-shirk deviations. In

particular, for s < 7, we have
Usw(s;7) = Up(1 — e720%) 4 Upe~ 08 [1- e M=) (] — 6_55)] :
Define the period 7* to be the largest time ¢ such that

max Usw(s;t) < Uj. (27)

s€[0,t]

It can be checked that 7* is well-defined and strictly positive; moreover, (27) holds

with equality at ¢t = 7*.%7 For all s in [0, 7*], we have
Usw(s; 7°) < Uy = Usw(0;77),

so Udw(0;7%) < 0. Here and below, we add a prime to denote the derivative of a

3TFor 0 < s < t, as (s,t) tends to (0,0), the derivative Ul (s;7) tends to A\o(Uy — Uy) — 8Uq,
which is strictly negative by Assumption 2. So, for ¢ sufficiently small, the maximum on the left side
of (27) is achieved at ¢ = 0 and hence (27) holds. On the other hand, Usw (t;t) — Uy as t — oo, so
(27) is violated for ¢ sufficiently large. By Berge’s theorem, the left side of (27) is continuous in ¢,
so equality must hold at ¢ = 7*.
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function with respect to its first argument.

We separate into cases according to the condition
U1(5 + )\0 - )\1)6_67* 2 UO()\O — )\1) (28)

If A\; > Ao, then (28) holds.”

The rest of the proof proceeds as follows. We consider three different relaxed
problems. We use the solutions of these relaxed problems to establish the two forms
of the optimal inspection policy. Then we characterize the threshold Ap, as discussed
in Remark 1. Next we prove four claims used in the proof. Lastly, we relax the

assumption on 9, as discussed in Remark 2.

Relaxed problem: shirk Suppose that (28) holds and Ug(7*) = U;. We check

- 7"

that the constant z* = e is the unique solution of the relaxed problem (14).

Recall the loss function Lg: [0,1] — R given by

Lg(z) = 22/ (Uy — U™,

If A\g > Ay, define x. by Uy (6 + Ao — Al)xg//\l = Up(Ao — A1). In the case Ay > Ay, the
condition (28) holds if and only if 2* > z.

Claim 1. The function Lg is strictly quasiconcave and has an interior maximizer,
denoted xgs. If Ay > Xg, then Lg is strictly concave over [0,zs]. If Ay < Ao, then
over the interval [z., 1], the function Lg is strictly concave and coincides with its

concavification cav Lg.

Using Claim 1, we show that the constant x* is the unique solution of (14). By
assumption, Ug(7*) = Uy, so Lg(x*) = Uy — U,. Since Lg(1) = Uy — Uy, it follows

that 2* < xyg. There are two cases.

1. Ay > Xo. Suppose that a (0,1)-valued random variable X satisfies E X < z*.
Let X’ = min{X, 2 s}. By Claim 1,

EES(X) S EES(X/) S Es(EX/) S Es(l’*) = Uo — Ul,

38Suppose A1 > Ag. If 6 + A\g > A1, then (28) is immediate by checking signs. If \g +J < A1, then
(28) holds because 0 < Ure " < Uyand 0> 6+ Xg — A1 > Ao — M.
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with equality only if X equals the constant z*.

2. A1 < Ao. Suppose that a (0, 1)-valued random variable X satisfies EX < z*.

By the definition of concavification and Claim 1,

ELS(X) < cav ES(EX) < cav Es(l’*) = Es(l’*) = UO - Ul, (29)

where the second inequality holds because cav Lg is strictly increasing® over
0, 205] and EX < a2* < x¢¢; the first equality holds because z* > x. by (28).
Moreover, since x* > x., both inequalities in (29) hold with equality only if X

equals the constant z*.

Relaxed problem: shirk-before-work Suppose that (28) holds and Ug(7*) < U;.
Suppose further that Uy (0;7%) < 0.7 Let 5 be the largest maximizer of Ugw (+; 7*)
over [0,7*]. Since Us(7*) < Uy, we have § < 7*. Since Uy (0;7%) < 0, it can be
checked that 5 > 0.4

Consider the relaxed problem of choosing a (0, co)-valued random variable 7" to
solve

minimize Ee M7

(30)
subject to EUsw(s;T) < Uj.

M5 and ¥ = e M7, Note that # > z*. Define

We change variables. Let * = e
L:1[0,1] — R by*

L(z) = Uy — Usw(5; —A; Hlog z).

Consider the equivalent relaxed problem of choosing a (0, 1)-valued random variable
X = e M7 to solve
minimize EX

_ (31)
subject to E L(X) > Uy — Uy.

Claim 2. The function L is strictly quasiconcave, and its unique maximizer, xg,

satisfies 7y > Z. The function L is concave over [0, 7] and affine over [0,z]. If

39This holds because cav Lg is concave and is uniquely maximized at the point z¢ g.

40Recall that the definition of 7* implies only the weak inequality Uly, (0;7*) < 0.

41 Suppose for a contradiction that § = 0. Then Usw(s;7*) < U for all s in (0,7*]. Since
Ugw(0;7%) < 0, it follows that (27) holds for some ¢ strictly greater than 7%, contrary to the
definition of 7*. (We must consider the derivative because Ugw(+; 7*) is not bounded away from U
over (0,7*].)

42We extend the function L to the point 0 by continuity.
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T > 7, then L is strictly concave over [z, 7).

Using Claim 2, we show that the constant z* solves (31). From the definition of
7 in (27), we have L(z*) = Uy — U;. Suppose that a (0,1)-valued random variable
X satisfies EX < z*. Let X’ = min{X, zo}. We have

EL(X) <EL(X) < LEX') < L(z") = Uy — U, (32)

where the first inequality uses the definition of X’; the second inequality holds because
L is concave over [0, zo]; and the third inequality holds because L is strictly increasing
over [0,z¢], and EX' < EX < z* <& < zg9. Moreover, equality holds in all three
inequalities in (32) if and only if E X = 2* and X concentrates on (0, z]. Therefore,
the constant x* solves (31), and all solutions of (31) must concentrate on (0,z]. In
terms of the original variables, the constant 7* solves (30), and all solutions of (30)

must concentrate on [s, 00).

Relaxed problem: work-before-shirk Suppose that (28) is violated. It follows
that Ao > A;. Consider the relaxed problem of choosing a (0, c0)-valued random

variable T" to solve

minimize Ee M7

(33)
subject to EUws(s;T) < Uy, se€{0}U]r, 00),

where the value of 7 will be specified below. From (21), we have
Uws(s;T) = Uy + e MDD p(s AT T,
where the function A is defined by

h(s;t) = Up(1 — e—AO(t—S)) —Uy(1— e—(5+>\o)(t—8))'
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Therefore, problem (33) is equivalent to the problem of choosing a distribution F' on

(0, 00) to solve

minimize / e MUAF(t)
(052) (34)

subject to / h(s;t)dF(t) <0, se{0}U][r,00).
(5,00)

To solve (34), we construct Lagrange multipliers. The constraints are indexed by
s in {0} U [1,00). Attach a nonnegative mass multiplier 7y to the s = 0 constraint
and a nonnegative, integrable density multiplier 7(s) to the time-s constraint, for all

s > 1. The Lagrangian becomes

L(Fino,n) = /( ) £ / h(0;1) dF(2)

(0,00)
i /TOO [/(s,oo) h(s:t) dF(t)] n(s)ds.

Change the order of integration in the double integral to get

L(F;n0,n) = / I(t)dF(t),

(0,00)

where .

I(t) = e 4+ noh(0;t) + / n(s)h(s;t)ds. (35)

TAL

—A1s

Now we define the multipliers. For some 77 > 0, let n(s) = ne for all s > 7.

Plug in this expression, integrate, and group like terms. For ¢ > 7, we get

ooty 1 Uodo Ui(8+ Ao)
I(t)=e [1 >\1<>\0—>\1 5+ ho— A

+ e—)\otUO |:_770 + /)7 e()\o—)\l)T:|

Ao — A
’ 17 (36)
—(5+>\0)tU _ (6+Xo—A1)T
te 1[’70 St o — N }
+ (U() — Ul) |:77() + ie_)‘”] .
A1

By assumption, (28) is violated, so Ag > A;. Therefore, 7 is well-defined by (12):
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e~ = (Mo — A1)/(6+ Ao — A1). Let 7= 7" A 7. Define 77 and 7y by

( Uho  Ui(6+ M) )‘1 ApePo=)T
=\ ) Mo

Ao — A1 a 04+ X — A1 - Upho — e 7UL(0 + No) (37)

n

The multiplier 77 is well-defined and positive because Uy > U; and A\g(d + A\g — A1) >
(0 4+ Xo)(Ao — A1). The multiplier 7y is well-defined and positive because

o < UO()\O - )\1) < UO)\O - Ul)\l < UO)\O
U1(5+)\0—)\1) U1(5+)\0—)\1) U1(5+)\0)’

(38)

as we now check. The first inequality can be checked by cases: if 7 = 7, use the
inequality Uy > Uy; if 7 = 7%, use the fact that (28) is violated. The second inequality
uses Uy > Uy, and the third inequality uses Assumption 2.

Hereafter, we consider the function /: (0,00) — R defined in (35), with the
multipliers defined in (37).

Claim 3. If 7* < 7, then argmin, I (¢) = {7*}. If 7 > 7, then argmin, ,I(t) =

[7,00).

We apply Claim 3 to solve (34). There are two cases.

First suppose 7 < 7. Assume that Ul (0;7%) < 0. Thus, s > 0. We claim
that a point mass on 7* is the unique solution of (34). First we check that the
point mass 0, is a solution of (34). By Claim 3, the point mass d,~ minimizes the
Lagrangian. We check that J,- satisfies all the constraints in (34) with equality.
Clearly, Uws(s; 7*) = Uy for all s > 7% = 7. It remains to check that Uws(0; 7%) = Uy,
or equivalently, Usw(7*;7*) = Uy. Let Uy (7*;7") denote the left derivative of the

function Ugw(-;7*) at 7*. Since (28) is violated, we have

Ugw (75 77) = e 7 [U0>\0 — U — e UL (04 Mo — )\1)}
> e M\ (Ug — Un) (39)
> 0.

Over (0,7%), the function s — Uly (s;7%) is a sum of at most three exponentials, so
it has at most two zeros by Lemma 3. Since Uy (0;7%) < 0 and Uly (7% 7%) > 0, it
follows that Uy (+; 7%) cannot cross zero from above over (0, 7*), and hence Ugw (+; 7%)

cannot have an interior maximizer over [0,7*]. Since § > 0, we must have § = 7*.

Thus, Usw (7%, 7%) = U;.
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Now we check that there is no other solution of (34). If 7% < 7, then by Claim 3,
the point mass d,« is the unique minimizer of the Lagrangian. If 7* = 7, then
by Claim 3 all minimizers of the Lagrangian concentrate on [7*,00). For any such
distribution other than d,«, the constraint with s = 0 is violated.

Next, suppose 7" > 7. By Claim 3, the Lagrangian is minimized by any distri-
bution concentrating on [7,00). We claim that there is a unique distribution F' on

[7,00) that satisfies the complementary slackness condition
/ [Up(1 — e ™) — U (1 — e”CFE=N] dF(2) = 0, (40)
(s,00)

for all s in {0} U [7,00).* By Assumption 2, we have U;(§ + \g) > UpAg, so we can
apply Lemma 5 in Appendix B.4 to conclude that the distributions on [7,00) that
satisfy (40) for every s > 7 are precisely the distributions F, for 7 in [0, 1], given by

Et)=m+(1-m)(1 -7, t>7 (41)

where ~* is defined in (12). Plug this distribution Fj into condition (40) with s = 0.
This equation is linear in 7. Solving gives
« (U(] - Ul) (6>\0%((5 + >\0 - )\1) - ((5 + 2)\0 - >\1))

p— . 42
i U1(3 + M) — Uoho (42)

It can be shown that 7* is in (0,1)." We conclude that F- is the unique solution of
(34).

Periodic solution Suppose that (a) A\; > Ag or (b) A\; < A\¢g and 7* < 7. Suppose
further that Ugy (0;7*) < 0. We have shown that the constant 7* solves some re-
laxation of (6) and, furthermore, that all solutions of the relaxation concentrate on

[t,00) for some t = (A, A\g, 0,7, ug,uy) > 0.*° Use the inequality (26) to conclude,

43Technically, complementary slackness only implies equality for s = 0 and for almost every s > 7,
but it can be shown that this implies equality for every s > 7.

44Consider (40) at s = 0 with the distribution F,. We claim that the left side is strictly negative
if # = 1 and strictly positive if 7 = 0. For a proof, see Appendix B.3.

45Recall the three different relaxations: shirk; shirk-before-work; and work-before-shirk. None of
these cases is ruled out by the assumption that (a) or (b) holds.
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as above, that 7* is feasible in the original problem (6)."° Finally, we prove that
Usw(0;7%) < 0 if 6 > 201 — Ag. We have

Uéw(o; ) = (Uy — Ur) Ao — e_A”*Ulé,
Ugw (0;7) = —(Up — Un)A§ + e T U18(0 + 29 — 2)1).

Recall that Uy (0; 7%) < 0, by the definition of 7*. Suppose for a contradiction that
Ugw(0; 7%) = 0. Then

Ugw (0;7%) = Ugw (0; 7°) 4 Ugw (0; 7°) (0 4 200 — 2A1)
= (Up — Up)Xo(d + Xo — 2\1) (43)

> 0.

Thus, Usw(s; 7*) > Usw (0; 7*) = U for s sufficiently small, contrary to the definition
of 7.
Periodic—exponential solution Suppose that \g > A; and 7* > 7. It follows
that (28) is violated,”” so we consider the work-before-shirk relaxed problem. We
have shown that the distribution F« from (41) is the unique solution of the relaxed
problem (34). Here we give a necessary and sufficient condition for Fy« to be feasible in
the original problem (6). Then we check that our condition is satisfied if & > 2A; — Ag.
Suppose that the time T until next inspection follows the distribution Fy. First
we check that the agent finds it weakly optimal to shirk over [7, c0), no matter his
action history. Over (7,00), the distribution of 7' is memoryless, so the only state
variable is the agent’s belief ¢, that 6; = 0. The agent’s belief evolves according to

the differential equation ¢; = —¢;0(1 — a;). Therefore, the HJB equation reads

0 = max {au; + (1 — a)up — ¢5(1 = a)V'(q) = AV (a) +7"(al1 = V(9))}-

46With imperfect inspections, the argument is unchanged because the agent’s passage probability
depends only on the total duration of shirking, not its allocation over time.
47Tf A\g > A1 and 7* > 7, then

o7 < o0 _ _M =N Uo(Ao — A1)
+Xx—AN  Ui(6+X—N\)’
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We verify that this HJB equation is solved by the value function
Vi(g) = Ui+ (¢—1)(Up — Ur)Ao/6. (44)

Plug in this value function, write A, = A\ja+\g(1—a), and substitute in the expression

for v* from (12). Simplify to get
0= (rlri%}% a(q — 1)(U0 — Ul))\0(5 + >\0 — >\1)/5

Since § + \g > Ag > A1, this equation is satisfied. At every belief ¢, the agent weakly
prefers shirking to working (strictly so if ¢ < 1).
Now we consider the remaining deviations. In particular, we must consider shirk-

work-shirk deviations. For s < 7, let
USWS(3§F7r*) = / U(l[s,f);t) dFﬂ*(t).
0

Define U (a; F,+) analogously for each a € A. Use the inequality (26), as in previous

cases, and the HJB argument above to conclude that

max Ula; Fre) = max Usws (85 Frs). (45)

In terms of the value function V' from (44), we have

USWS(S; Fﬂ*) — U()(l _ 6_)\03) + e—)\osUl(l . 6_)\1(7:_5)>
e [ e 4 (1 — 7))V (e ™).

As a function of s, this expression is a sum of a constant and three exponential terms.
Differentiate Usws with respect to s and evaluate at s = 7.*® The definition of 7

makes some terms vanish, and we obtain
Ubws (75 Fre) = (Ug — Up)Xge ™ > 0. (46)

We claim that the right side of (45) is at most U if and only if Ufyg(0; Frr) < 0.
If U§ws(0; Frs) > 0, then the right side of (45) is strictly greater than U;: for s

48Technically we are considering the left derivative at s = 7.
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sufficiently small, we have
Usws(8; Frr) > Usws (0; Fire) = U,

where the equality holds because over [7, 00), the agent is indifferent between work-
ing and shirking if ¢ = 1. Conversely, suppose Ugys(0; Fr+) < 0. By (46), we have
Ubws (75 Fre) > 0, so it follows from Lemma 3 that over the domain (0, 7), the deriva-
tive Ulws(s; Frr) cannot cross zero from above, hence Usws(s; Fr+) cannot have an

interior maximizer. The definition of F,« ensures that
Usws (05 Fr-) = Usws(7; Fre) = Us.

Therefore, the right side of (45) is U;.
We now show that Ulyg(0; Frr) < 0if 6 > 20 — Ag. We have

Ubws(0; ) = (Ug — U Ao — e M7 [1°UL6 + (1 — 1) (U — Up) o),
Uls(0; Fre) = —(Up — UDA2 4 e M7 [1* U1 + (1 — 1) (Uy — Ur) Ao (6 4+ 220 — 2X1).

Apply the argument in (43), with 7*U;0 + (1 — 7*)(Uy — Uy) Ao in place of U, 4.

Threshold A\g We check that there exists a threshold Ag = Ag(Ag, 6, 7, ug, uy ), with
Ag > A¢, such that the inequality Ag > Ap holds if and only if Ay > A\ and 7* > 7.

In order to state the next claim, define the following domains:
D* = {(ly,d,yo) € (0,00)% :d >yo— Ly >0}, D ={(ly,d) e (0,00)%: ¢y > 1}.
Claim 4 (Thresholds).
1. There exists a continuous function g*: D* — (0, 00) such that
M7= g"(Ao/A1, 0/ A1, up/u),

whenever (Ag/A1, /A1, up/uq) is in D*. Moreover, g* is strictly increasing in
its first two arguments and strictly decreasing in its third argument. For
fixed d,yo > 0, we have limy 4, g*(lo,d,yo) = oo and, if yo > d, we have
hmfoi(yo—d) g*(ﬁo, d, yo) = 0.
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2. There exists a continuous function g: D — (0, 00) such that
MT = G(Ao/A1, 6/ M),

whenever (Ag/A1,9/A1) is in D. Moreover, § is strictly decreasing in both argu-
ments. For any fixed d > 0, we have limy,; §(¢o, d) = co. For any fixed ¢y > 1,
we have limgyo, §(€o, d) = 0.

For fixed (d, o) with d > 0 and yo > 1, Claim 4 implies that over the interval
(max{1,yo — d}, yo), the map o — ¢*({o,d,yo) — §(fo,d) is strictly increasing and
crosses 0 exactly once. Denote the unique zero by £y = fy(d,y,). By Claim 4, the
function f, is strictly decreasing in d and strictly increasing in 1. Moreover, for
each yp > 1, we have limgoo lo(d, o) = 1. Thus, we have proven Remark 1 (where
g=1{y—1).

Now we return to the original variables. For fixed (Ag, 7, 0, ug, u1) with ug/u; > 1,
define A\g = Ap(\a, 7,9, ug, uy) by

5\B+T_l7 1) @
)\G—FT_O >\G—|—7“’u1 )

By construction, Az > A¢.

Proof of Claim 1 Differentiating Lg gives

Lig(z) = Ay taPo— /M [UO)\O —Ui(0 4+ )\0):56/)‘1} ,

: (a7)
Lg(:)j) — )\1—211()\0—2>\1)/>\1 [UO)\O()\O — )\1) — U1(5 + )\0)(5 + X — )\1)l'6/>\1} .

Over [0, 1], the derivative L is strictly single-crossing from above.?” Therefore, Lg is

strictly quasiconcave. Its unique maximizer, g g, is given by

zO,S - U1(5+ )\0)

By Assumption 2, we have 0 < z9 s < 1. We separate into two cases.
First suppose A1 > Ag. If A < & + g, then by (47), the function Lg is strictly
concave over [0,1]. If A\; > d+ Ao, then 0 < Ay — Ao — 0 < Ay — Ag. For z <z g, we

491n the main text, we reversed the direction of the horizontal axis [0, 1] when plotting Lg and L.
In the proofs, we assume that the interval [0, 1] has its standard orientation.
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have Uy (6 + Ag)z%/* < Upg, so it follows from (47) that L%(x) < 0.
Next suppose A; < Ag. From (47), the second derivative LY is single-crossing from

above. For z > x., we have
Ul((s + )\0 — )\1)1’6/)\1 > U()()\() — )\1) > 0,

so (47) implies that L%(x) < 0. From (47), it is straightforward to show that

v.Ls(x.) = Ls(x.) = Ls(x.) — Ls(0).
Therefore, cav Lg is affine over [0, x.] and agrees with Lg over [z, 1].

Proof of Claim 2 We have

LS(LL’) if x > z,
Lg(z) — Uy 2"/ (1 — 2/3)(1 — 2™ ifz < 7.

By Claim 1, the function Lg is strictly quasiconcave and has interior maximizer zg g.
There are two cases.

First suppose > . In this case, Claim 2 holds with zy = Z since L is affine
and strictly increasing over [0, 7], and Lg is strictly decreasing over [z, 1].

Next suppose T < zgs. In this case, Claim 2 holds with zy = z¢g. Clearly, L
is affine over [0,7]. Over the interval [z*, zo], the function Lg is strictly concave by
Claim 1.°° Over [, 2], the function L coincides with Lg, so if Z < xg, then Lg
is strictly concave over [Z,ro]. Finally, to show that L is concave over [0, zq], we
check that concavity is preserved at the kink. Suppose not. Then the left and right
derivatives of L at 7 satisfy L'(Z—) < L'(7+) = Ls(). Over [z*,Z], the function L
is affine and Lg is strictly concave, so L(z*) > Lg(z*), hence Usw(5;7*) < Us(7%),

contrary to the definitions of 5 and 7*.

Proof of Claim 3 The definition of 77 eliminates the first line in (36). If 7% > 7,
then 7 = 7, so the second and third lines of (36) vanish as well. If 7% < 7, then

7 = 7%, In this case, it can be checked that the derivative of (36) is zero at t = 7

50In particular, if A\g > Ay, then 2* > z. by (28).

46



and is strictly positive over (7,00).°" In both cases, it can be shown that I is strictly
decreasing over [0, 7]. Since h(t;t) = 0 for all ¢, the integrand I is differentiable at
t = 7, and we have I'(1) = 0. To prove that I'(t) < 0 for t < 7, we equivalently
show that e*!I'(t) < 0 for t < 7. Since I'(7) = 0, it suffices to prove that eM'I’(t) is

strictly increasing over [0, 7]. For ¢ < 7 we have
(eMtI'(1))" = e=Com Ml T (6 4 Xo)e (8 + Ao — M) — UpAo(Ao — M1)] > 0,

where the inequality holds because Uy (6+ \g) > U)o (by Assumption 2) and e~ (5 +
>\0—>\1) > >\0—>\1 (SiIlCGt<T§7A').

Proof of Claim 4 Define new variables: ¢y = \g/A1; d = 0/A1; and yo = ug/u;.
In terms of these variables, Assumptions 1-2 are jointly equivalent to the inequality
d > yo — o > 0. This inequality defines the domain D*.
First consider 7*. In (27), set s’ = A;s and ¢ = A\jt. Then \;7* is the largest time
t' such that
max Usw(s'/A1;t' /M) < Us. (48)

s'e[0,t']

After some algebra, the inequality (48) can equivalently be expressed in terms of
(607 d7 yO) as

max {@(1 _ 6—505’) + 6—(05’ <1 - 6—(t/_5/)(1 N e—ds/))} S 1
s'€[0,t'] 0

For fixed ¢ > 0 and s in (0, %] the term in brackets is strictly decreasing in ¢y and d
and strictly increasing in yo.”> Moreover, the derivative of the term in brackets in s,

¥ which is also strictly decreasing in ¢, and d and

evaluated at s = 0, is yg — {p — de™
strictly increasing in yy. We conclude that A;7* is strictly increasing in ¢, and d, and

strictly decreasing in .”*

5Tn (36), since 7 < 7, the coefficient on e~ ! is negative and the coefficient on e~ (02t ig

positive. After differentiating, these signs flip, so the derivative becomes positive for t > 7.

52For the dependence on {y, observe that (1 — e0%)//, is the slope of the secant line to the
convex function exp over the interval [—£ps’, 0].

53We must analyze the derivative in order to establish that these comparative statics are strict;
see the argument in Footnote 41.
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Now consider 7. For ¢y > 1, the definition of 7 in (12) can be expressed as

log (1 + goci 1) . (49)

The right side is strictly decreasing in ¢, and d, and satisfies the claimed limits.”*

1
d

)\17: -

Condition on 6 The theorem statement assumes that 6 > 2\ — A\g. Here we
analyze how this assumption can be relaxed, as discussed in Remark 1.

If A\g < Ap, then the periodic policy is still optimal even without the assumption
§ > 2\ — Xo.”” In the proof, we use the assumption § > 2\; — )¢ only to show
that Uy (0;7%) < 0. If Uy (0;7*) = 0, then the constant 7* solves the local relaxed

problem of choosing a (0, co)-valued random variable 7" to solve

minimize Ee M7

subject to E Uy (0;7) < 0.

Indeed, since

U (0;8) = (Up — Ur) Ao — Urde™™,

the solution set consists of all random variables 7" with E Ugy (0; T) = 0 = Uy (0; 77).
In particular, the constant 7 is feasible in the original problem (6), as shown in the
proof.

If \g > A, then the condition on ¢ can be relaxed. The assumption 6 > 2\, — \g
is used in the proof only to show that Ugys(0; Fr+) < 0. We can instead compute

this derivative directly. Substituting the expression for 7* from (42), we obtain
Udws (05 Fre) = (Up — Uyp)e ™7 [‘3/\1%)\0 — (M =1)(6+ Ao — )\1)} 5
where 7 is defined by (12). Thus, the condition Ulyg(0; Fr+) < 0 holds if and only if
Mg — (e —1)(6+ Xg— M) 0. (50)

Numerical simulations (available upon request) suggest that there is a very narrow

5For the dependence on d, observe that (¢p — 1)A;7 is the slope of the secant line to the log
function over the interval [1,1+ d/(¢y — 1)].
55We no longer have the bound on the support for all optimal solutions, however.
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range of parameter values for which Ag > Ap holds but (50) is violated.

A.6 Proof of Theorem 4

We solve the relaxed problem that requires that all local deviations are unprofitable.
Then we verify that the solution of this relaxed problem is feasible in the original

problem.

Local deviations For s, h,t > 0, let Uy(h;t) denote the agent’s expected payoff if
the principal inspects at time ¢ and the agent plans to shirk over [s, s+ h) and work
otherwise. Using the notation from (19), we have Uy(h;t) = U(1jg s)uls+h,00);t). For
s+ h < t, the agent’s probability of failing the inspection is (1 — e™%")e=P(t=5=") 5o

Us(hit) = Up(1 — e 1%) 4 e M50, (1 — e M) 4 e o720 (1 — e Mlimomh)y
+ 6—)\1(t—h)—)\ohU1 |:1 _ (1 _ 6—6h)e—p(t—8—h)] )
For s < t, differentiate with respect to h and evaluate at h = 0. After simplifying, we

have
UL(0;t) = e ™% [(Uy — U)o — e =957 (51)

For s > t, we have Us(h;t) = U, for all h > 0, so U.(0;t) = 0.

Relaxed problem: local deviations Consider the relaxed problem of choosing a

positive random variable T" to solve

minimize Ee M7

subject to EUL(0;T) <0, s>0.

To see that this constraint is necessary, recall that for all times s, h > 0, we must
have EU(h; T) < Uy = EU,(0;T'). Now differentiate under the integral sign, using
the dominated convergence theorem.

After substituting in the expression for U] above, we see that this problem is
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equivalent to choosing a distribution F' on (0, 00) to solve

minimize / e M dF(t)
(o) (52)

subject to / [Ulée_(’\””)(t_s) — Uy = U)Xo] dF(t) > 0, s> 0.
(5,00)

Note that this is an alternative formulation of problem (16) in the main text. This
problem (52) takes the form of (18) with

(UO - Ul))\O

A=
Uid ’

05:)\1+p7 B:>\1

By Assumptions 1-2, we have 0 < A < 1. We have assumed p > 0, so a > >
0. Therefore, we can apply Lemma 2 to conclude that the unique solution is the
exponential distribution with hazard rate v* = aA/(1 — A), which reduces to the

expression in the theorem statement.

Remaining deviations It remains to check that if the principal uses the expo-
nential policy with hazard rate v*, then it is optimal for the agent to work until the
inspection. Since the distribution of time until the next inspection is memoryless,
the only state variable is the agent’s belief ¢; that ; = 0. The agent’s belief evolves

according to the differential equation
G = (1 —q)pas — q:0(1 — ay).
The HJB equation reads

Oznmx{mn+ﬂ—anHﬂ—@W&—®ﬂ—aﬂVW)

—AV(g) + 7 (a0 = Vi) ). (53)

We verify that this HJB equation is solved by the function

V(g) = Uy + (¢ — 1)(Uy — Up) Ao/
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Plug in this value function, write A, = Aja+\g(1—a), and substitute in the expression

for v* from Theorem 4. Simplify to get

0 = max (a — 1)((] — 1)(U() — Ul))\()(5 + )\0 — )\1 — p)/5

a=0,1

If Ay + p > 6 + Ao, then this equation is satisfied. In this case, at every belief ¢, the
agent weakly prefers working to shirking (strictly so if ¢ < 1).

A.7 Annuitizing lump sum payoffs

Suppose that the agent gets a reward R > 0 from a breakthrough and a cost C' > 0

from a breakdown. In this case, we redefine the flow payoffs as
121 =u + >\0R, 110 = UuUg — )\BC, (54)

where w1, 79 > 0. For any right-continuous action path a and time 7, the agent’s
expected utility over [0, 7| from following a can be expressed as the sum of the agent’s

expected accumulated flow payoffs and expected lump sum payofts:

/OT Dy(a)u(ay) dt + /OT [at AR — (1 — a;)ApC] Dy(a) dt.

Rearranging, we get
/ Di(a)ii(ay) dt, where ii(ay) = agiiy + (1 — ar)io.
0

Therefore, annuitizing the lump sum payoffs into the flow payoffs preserves the agent’s
expected utility from any action path over any time interval. This transformation does
not preserve the agent’s ex post utility, for a given breakthrough or breakdown time
realization, but this difference does not affect incentives.

We check that a modified version of Theorem 3 goes through, under a more general
flow payoff specification. Suppose that for some payoff parameter u, the flow payoffs
can be expressed as U;(Ag, Ag; p) for i = 0,1, where 1; is continuous in (Ag, Ag). In

view of Remark 1, the condition

>\B > S\B (>\G7 57 T, /a(]()‘Ga )‘Ba ,LL), ﬂl()\Ga )‘Bv :U’))
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in Theorem 3 can be expressed as

Ap+r o ﬂo(AG,AB;M))
> 1 55
Ag + 1 +g()\G+T’al()\Ga)\B§N) ’ (55)

for some (0, 00)-valued function ¢ that is strictly increasing in its second argument.
As long as the ratio uo(Ag, Ag; i) /U1 (Ag, Ag; i) is weakly decreasing in Ag for each

fixed A\g and p, we can equivalently express condition (55) as
>\B > 5‘B()\G7 67 r :u)v

for some function A\g with A\g > Ag.
We can apply this result to the specification in (54). With u = (ug, u1, R, C), we
have .
to(Ag, Ap; ) ug — AgC

111()\(;,)\3;/1) U1+AgR.

This ratio is decreasing in Ag.

A.8 Proof of Lemma 2

Attach a nonnegative multiplier 79 to the time-0 constraint and a nonnegative, in-
tegrable density multiplier 7(s) to the time-s constraint, for s > 0. The Lagrangian

becomes

L(F;no,n)Z/

(0,00)

P AR() — o / (e=t — AYdF(1)

(0,00)

- /ooo l/<m><€‘“<t—s> — A)dF(t)]| n(s) ds.

Change the order of integration in the double integral to get
LFsmn) = [ I6)aF(),
(0,00)

where
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Let n(s) = fje?* for some nonnegative coefficient 7 to be determined below. Substi-

tute in this expression, integrate, and group like terms to get

I(t)=e"" {1 — 1) <%+a—i5)} +e [—ﬁ0+ %} + <no+%> A.

To make the bracketed terms vanish, take

/A 1 N\ 1 /A 1\
”‘<E+a—ﬁ) | ”"_a—ﬁ<5+a—ﬁ) |

These multipliers are nonnegative since a > 5 > 0 and A > 0. With these multipliers,

the Lagrangian reduces to a constant. Therefore, a distribution F' over (0, 00) solves
(18) if and only F satisfies every inequality constraint in (18) with equality.”® Since
0 < A <1, we can apply Lemma 4 from Appendix B.4 to conclude that the unique
solution is the exponential distribution with hazard rate v* = aA/(1 — A).

56Technically, complementary slackness implies equality only for almost every s > 0, but it can
be shown that this implies equality at every s > 0.
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B Online appendix

B.1 Deadlines versus inspections

In innovation environments (Ag > Ap) with monetary incentives (and no inspections),
a general finding is that deterministic deadlines are optimal; see the literature review
(Section 1.1). In this section, we compare this finding with our results, and we discuss
the differences between deadlines and inspections.

When an inspection is conducted, the agent’s continuation value depends on the
probability that he passes the inspection. This probability depends on the agent’s past
actions. By contrast, when the deadline is reached, the project ends with certainty
and the agent’s continuation value is zero, independent of the agent’s past actions.
Mathematically, a deadline can be thought of as an inspection with a degenerate
passage probability: p;(a) = 0 for all times ¢ and action paths a.

To highlight the differences between deadlines and inspections, we solve for the
optimal timing of a deadline in an environment that is otherwise as close as possible
to our main model. The agent’s flow payoffs ug and u;, the common discount rate
r, and the breakthrough and breakdown rates A\g and Ag are as in the main model.
Suppose that the principal gets a lump sum payoff of 1 from a breakthrough. The
principal designs the time of the deadline to maximize her expected payoff. At the
deadline, the project is terminated (if it has not already ended in a breakthrough
or breakdown). To make the problem nontrivial, assume Ag > Ap; u; > up; and
Uy > U,.”"

It can be shown that it is optimal for the principal to induce the agent to work con-
tinuously until the deadline. Thus, the principal chooses a positive random deadline

T to solve

T

maximize E [/ e "t Age et dt}
0

T T (56)

subject to [E [/ Dy(a)u(ay) dt] <E [/ e~ Patn)ty, dt] ., a€ A
0 0

The objective reduces to (1 — Ee~AetT)\q/(A\g + 1), so the principal equivalently

57A deadline encourages work only if Ag¢ > Ap. The condition u; > ug is reasonable if the agent
gets a lump sum reward from a breakthrough, which has been annuitized into the flow payoff as
described in Appendix A.7.
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minimizes Ee~6+7 as in (6) in the main text. The key difference here is that the
agent’s continuation value at time 7' is zero, independent of his previous actions.
In (56), the binding constraints are local. Let E; = E[-|T > s]. For each time s,

the local constraint takes a form similar to (16):
T
0> (ug—u1) — (A — A\g) Eq [/ e~ Aatmlt=)y, dt| | s> 0. (57)

Recall that u; > ug and Ag > Ap. This local constraint requires that the flow
benefit from working outweighs the loss from shortening the project. Compare (57)
with (16). There are two important differences. First, the agent’s action at time
s has no effect on his continuation value at the deadline 7', so the left side of (57)
vanishes. In (16), the left side reflects the marginal effect of the agent’s time-s action
on the passage probability pr. Second, the agent’s expected payoff, at time s, from
working until the end of the project depends on the time until the deadline. In
(16), this time-s continuation payoff from working is U, no matter the timing of the
subsequent inspections.

Consider the relaxed problem that imposes only the time-0 local constraint. The

solution set of this relaxed problem consists of all random variables T satisfying

Uy — Ug

Ee Gt =1 __ 2 0
(A¢ — Ag)Us

There is a range of relaxed solutions because the agent’s effective discount factor is
the same under a local deviation as on path. It can be checked that the deterministic
and exponential solutions of this relaxed problem are feasible in (56), and hence are
optimal.

By contrast, in our main inspection problem, global constraints bind because the
passage probability p; is strictly supermodular in the action path. In the innovation
regime (Ag > Ap), the agent’s discount factor becomes less convex when he plans to
shirk for positive duration. This creates a strict force toward periodic inspections. By
Theorem 3.1, an exponential policy is strictly suboptimal because it does not maintain
a gap between consecutive inspections.

Green and Taylor (2016) consider a problem similar to (56) in their single-stage
benchmark. There are breakthroughs, but no breakdowns or discounting. The princi-

pal also designs time-varying bonuses. Mathematically, we can think of the principal
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as designing the flow payoffs u;(t), but paying an associated cost to increase them.
Green and Taylor (2016) find that a deterministic deadline is uniquely optimal. To
get intuition for this result, consider the deterministic and exponential solutions of
(56). Under the exponential solution, all the local constraints hold with equality. Un-
der the deterministic solution, only the local constraint at s = 0 holds with equality.
When the principal designs bonus payments, she can take advantage of the slack in
the subsequent local constraints in order to reduce subsequent bonus payments. This
force is specific to the innovation setting (Ag > Ap). Indeed, a deadline discourages

work in the maintenance regime (Ag > A\¢g).

B.2 Robustness to small recovery rate

Here we formalize the claimed robustness to perturbing p. Recall that if uy > wuy,
then with the perfect inspection technology with no recovery, the agent never works
after having shirked in any binding deviation. We check that the binding deviations

remain unchanged as long as ¢ is sufficiently large and p is sufficiently small.

Theorem 5 (Robustness to recovery)

Assume ug > ui. There exist thresholds § = §(Ag, A, 7, up, u1) > 2Ag — Ag + 7
and p(Ag, A, T, ug,u1) > 0 such that under the inspection technology with recovery,
if § > 8 and p < p, then parts i and ii of Theorem 3 hold, with the same threshold

functions Ag and t, and the same period T*.

Proof. We follow the proof of Theorem 3 (Appendix A.5), indicating the appropriate
modifications to accommodate a positive recovery rate p. In particular, with a positive
recovery rate p, the agent’s payoffs from shirk-before-work deviations take a different
form. For s < 7, the agent’s probability of failing the inspection is (1 —e=9%)e=P(7=%),

SO
Usw(s; 7‘)
_ U(](l . e—)\os) + 6—)\03U1(1 . e—)\l(T—s)) + e—)\os—)\l(T—s)Ul [1 . (1 . e—5s>€—p(7——s)]
= Uy — (Uy — Uy)e 0% — Upe o5 M =9) (] — 708)e=r(7=9),

Define 7* as in the proof of Theorem 3, with this new expression for Usw. As before

(see footnote 37), it can be shown that 7* is well-defined. Also define the period 74
to be the largest time ¢ such that Ug(t) = U;. The period 7§ does not depend on
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p because the function Ug does not depend on p. By construction, 7* < 7. In the

argument below, we will reference the following conditions:

0+ X — 2\ —2p >0, (58)
pUy + e (0+ X — A —p)Ur < ug —uy, (59)
pUy < (Up — Uy)Xo. (60)

Period 75 We claim that if (58) and (59) both hold, then 7* = 75. It suffices to
show that Ugy (0;7°) < 0 and Ugy (7%;7%) > 0, for then the conclusion follows from

Lemma 3.°® We have

Ul (0;7) = (Up — Up)hg — e M1 6,
Ul (0;7%) = —=(Up — Un) A + e M7 TL6(5 + 200 — 201 — 2p).

Recall that Uy (0; 7%) < 0, by the definition of 7*. Suppose for a contradiction that
U4w(0;7) = 0. Then

Ugw (0; 7°) = Ugw (0; 7°) + Ugyy (03 77) (6 + 2X0 — 2X1 — 2p)
= (Uo — Up)A\o(0 + Ao — 2A1 — 2p) (61)
>0,
by (58). Thus, Usw(s; 7*) > Usw(0; 7*) = U, for s sufficiently small, contrary to the

definition of 7*.

Second, we have
Ul (775 7%) = N7 (Uoho — (M + p)Us — e (04N — A\ — p)Uh),
which is strictly positive by (59).

Periodic solution Assume (58) and (59) both hold. As argued above, we have

7" = 75. Suppose that (a) Ay > Ag or (b) A\; < A\ and 7 < 7. Use the inequality

(26) to conclude, as above, that 7* is feasible in the original problem (6).

58Here about below, derivatives evaluated at s = 0 are right derivatives and derivatives evaluated
at s = 7* (or 7) are left derivatives.

59In fact, with recovery, frontloading shirking has the additional benefit of increasing the agent’s
passage probability. If the state is 0 with probability ¢, then after shirking for duration A and then
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Periodic—exponential solution Assume (58)—(60) hold. In particular, we have
7% = 15. Suppose that \g > A\; and 7 > 7. As in the proof of Theorem 3, the
distribution Fy+ from (41) is the unique solution of the relaxed problem (34). Note
that the definition of 7* does not depend on p. Here we give a sufficient condition for
F« to be feasible in the original problem, now with recovery rate p.

Suppose that the time 7' until the next inspection follows the distribution Fj«.
First we check that the agent finds it weakly optimal to shirk over [7, 00), no matter
his action history. As before, over (7,00), the distribution of 7" is memoryless, so
the only state variable is the agent’s belief ¢; that 6, = 0. With recovery rate p, the

agent’s belief evolves according to the differential equation

G = (1 - Qt)Pat - Qt5(1 - at)'

The HJB equation reads

0 = max {(1 —a)ug + auy + [(1 — q)pa — qd(1 — a)] V'(q)

= AV (g) + 7' (alh = Via) .

We verify that this HJB equation is solved by the value function
V(q) = U1 —+ (q — 1)(U0 — Ul))\0/5

Note this expression is the same as in (44). Plug in this value function, write A\, =
A1a + Ag(1 — a), and substitute in the expression for v* from Theorem 3. Simplify to
get

0= max a(g —1)(Uo — U1)Ao(d + o = A1 — p) /6.

By (58), this equation is satisfied. At every belief ¢, the agent weakly prefers shirking
to working (strictly so if ¢ < 1).
Now we consider the remaining deviations. In particular, we must consider shirk-

work-shirk deviations. With a positive recovery rate p, the agent’s shirk-work-shirk

working for duration A, the state is 0 with probability gsw = 1 — (1 — ge7%2)e™?2. If instead the
agent works for duration A and then shirking for duration A, then the state is 0 with probability
qws = (1—(1—q)e™P?)e~%. With § and p both strictly positive, it can be checked that gsw > qws,
no matter the value of q.
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payoff now takes a different form. We have

Usws (85 Fre) = Up(1 — e72%) 4+ e 2°U; (1 — e_’\l(%_s)
eI () + (1= )V (g(s)]

where q(s) =1 — (1 — e7%%)e=?(7=9),
To complete the proof, it suffices to check that with this new expression for Usws,
we still have Ulyg(7; Frr) > 0 and Udyg(0; F¥) < 0. Directly computing the deriva-

tive gives

p(m* U6 + (m* — 1)(Ug — Up)Ao)
d+Xo— N\
pU16
Y

UéWS(%; Fw*) = €_>\0€— [(U@ - U1)>\0 -
> 6_>\0€— [(UO — Ul))\()

by Assumption 2. Since A\g > A, this expression is strictly positive by (60).
To prove the inequality Ulyg(0; Fr+) < 0, note that

UéWS(O; Fw*) = (UO — Ul))\O — 6_(>\1+p)% [7T*U15 + (1 — W*)(UQ — Ul))\O] s
dws(0; Fre) = —(Uo — U1)A]
+ e NI [ U5+ (1 — 1) (U — Up)Ao) (6 4 200 — 2X1 — 2p).

If (58) holds, then we can apply the same argument following (61), with 7*U;6 + (1 —
™) (Up — U)o in place of U6, to conclude that Ufyg(0; Frr) < 0.

Solving for the thresholds Now we find threshold functions § and p such that
(58)—(60) hold if § > § and p < p. We choose thresholds that are parameterized by
e>0.

Write 7 = 7%(Ao, A1, ug, u1; 9, p). Since 7* is weakly increasing in § and weakly
decreasing in p, for uy < u; there exists a threshold 5 (Mo, A1, ug, up; p) that is weakly in-
creasing in p such that e~ (5+Mg— A\ ) Uy < (ug—u1)/2 whenever § > 6(Xo, A1, o, us; p).
Let

§(Xo, A1, ug, up) = max {5()\0, AL, U, Ut;€/2), 201 — Ao + 5/2} ,

and

) e (Uy—U)rg ug—1u
p()\()))\17u0au1):m1n{§’( - Ul 1) 0’ 02U1 1}.
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It can be checked that (58)—(60) hold if § > 6 and p < p. The thresholds § and p are
increasing in €. So as ¢ increases, the constraint on ¢ becomes more restrictive and

the constraint on p becomes more permissive. O

B.3 Verification for the point mass in Theorem 3

Consider (40) at s = 0. Plug in the distribution F, from (41) and rearrange to get

wh(7) + (1 —m) / h(t)y e " =T dt = 0, (62)

(7,00)

where the function h is defined by h(t) = Up(1 — e ?0t) — U (1 — e~ (0+20)t),
First, we claim that the left side of (62) is strictly negative at m = 1. At 7 = 1,
the left side equals h(7). Note that

h,(t) = 6_)\0t [UO)\() — U1(5 + )\0)6_&} .

By (38), we have h/(t) > 0 for ¢ > 7. By assumption, 7 < 7%, so h(7) < h(7*) <0,
where the last inequality holds because 7* is feasible in (34).
Next, we claim that the left side of (62) is strictly positive at 7 = 0. Take 7 =0

and substitute in the expressions for 7 and v*. After some algebra, the left side of

(62) becomes

J4+ X — M Xo—M

0+2X — N\ 0+ X — M1 '
Since \g > Ay, it suffices to prove that the expression in brackets is strictly positive.
Let a = A\g/d and b = (A\g — A\1)/0. With this substitution, the expression in brackets

reduces to
1+b b \“
l+a+b 14+b6) °

To show that this expression is strictly positive, we prove that

Uy — U1)(6 + 2X0 — A1)
50+ Mo — A1)

(14+ b))% > (1 +a+ b7,
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which is equivalent to
1+b>(14+a+ b)l/(1+a)ba/(1+a)'

This inequality follows from the weighted AM-GM inequality (strictness is guaranteed
because 1 +a+ b #b).

B.4 Uniqueness

The proofs of uniqueness rely on the following lemmas.

Lemma 4 (Unique fixed point—single exponential)
Fiz A>1 and a > 0. For each 7 in [0,1), there exists exactly one distribution F' on
0, 00) with F(0) =7 satisfying

/ Ae=2=9) dF(#) = 1 — F(s), (63)
(s8,00)

foralls > 0. Namely, F(t) = m+(1—m)(1—e™), for allt > 0, wherey = a/(A—1).
Moreover, this distribution function F satisfies (63) for every t > 0.
Proof. Let F be a cumulative distribution function on [0, co) that satisfies this system.

Put t =0 in (63) to get

/ Ae ™ dF(s)=1—-F(0)=1—m.
(0,00)

For each t > 0, we have

/ Ae 2D qF (5) = e [1 -7 — / Ae™ ¢ dF(s)} :
(t,00) (0,¢]

Use the layer-cake representation and then change variables to get

1
/ Ae=* dF(s) = Ae ™ [F(t) — F(0)] + A/ [F(—a 'logx) — F(0)]dx
(0.]

e—at

t
= Ae ™ F(t) + / Aae™*F(s)ds — Am.
0
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Substitute these equalities into (63) to get
t
(1—m)et — AF(t) — / Aae D E(s)ds + Ame® =1 — F(2).
0

Solve for F(t) to get

1

t
F(t) = me™ + [eat —1- / Aae GV E(s)ds| .
A—-1 0

That is, F' is a fixed point of an operator defined by the expression on the right
side. Define this operator on the space of bounded functions on an interval [0, ;]
with the supremum norm. For t; < Aa/(A — 1), this operator is a contraction, and
hence has a unique fixed point, denoted F;. For some ¢, larger than ¢;, define the
operator on the space of bounded functions on [0, 5], by replacing F'(t) with F(¢) on
the right side for ¢t < t;. If to < t; + @ A/(A — 1), then this operator is a contraction
and hence has a unique fixed point I, on [0, t5] that extends F;. Continuing in this
way, each operator is a contraction provided that ;1 —t; < Aa/(A — 1). Construct
a sequence (t;) satisfying these inequalities with ¢; 1 co. We get a sequence of fixed
points F; over [0,t;]. For each fixed ¢, we must have F(t) = F;(t) for all i such that
t; > t. Therefore, F' is unique.

It remains to check that this F' is actually a cumulative distribution function.
Guess that F(t) =7+ (1 —m)(1 — e ) for t > 0. We have F'(0) = 7, and (63) is
satisfied for all t if Aa/(a+7) = 1, hence v = a/(A—1). This cumulative distribution

function is therefore the unique solution. O

Lemma 5 (Unique fixed point—sum of exponentials)
Fix positive numbers A, B, a, 8 with A— B =1 and B > aA.®" For each m in [0,1],

there ezists exactly one distribution F' on [0,00) with F(0) = 7 that satisfies
/ [A(1 — e7@=9)) — B(1 — e PN ] dF(t) =0, (64)
(s,00)

for all s > 0. Namely, F(t) = 7+ (1 —7)(1 —e™), for all t > 0, where v =
af /(BB — aA). Moreover, this distribution function F' satisfies (64) for everyt > 0.

60Provided that A > B, the condition A — B = 1 is a normalization. This normalization simplifies
the expression for +.
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Proof. Let F' be a cumulative distribution function on [0, co) that satisfies this system.
The integrand is continuous in (s,t) and vanishes when s = ¢. Therefore, we can
calculate the total derivative of the left side with respect to ¢ by differentiating under
the integral (by dominated convergence) and ignoring the change in the left endpoint.
Thus,
/ [—aAe 57D 4 BB PE] dF(s) = 0, (65)
(t,00)

for all ¢ > 0. Multiply (64) by 8 and subtract (65). Simplify using the equality
A — B =1 to conclude that

B

forall £ > 0. Since A = B+ 1 and 8B > aA, it follows that SA > a A+ . Therefore,
(6 —a)A/B > 1, so we can apply Lemma 4 to complete the proof, noting that

/ B =)Ao qp(s) =1 - F(1),
(t,00)

_ o _ af _ap
7_(ﬂ—oz)A/ﬁ—l_@4—%1—5_519—@,4'
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