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Abstract

We study the design of contracts that incentivize a researcher to conduct a
costly experiment, extending the work of from binary states to a
general state space. The cost is private information of the researcher. When
the experiment is observable, we find the optimal contract and show that higher
types choose more costly experiments, but not necessarily more Blackwell infor-
mative ones. When only the experiment result is observable, the principal can
still achieve the same optimal outcome if and only if a certain monotonicity condi-
tion with respect to types holds. Our analysis demonstrates that the general case
is qualitatively different than the binary one, but that the contracting problem

remains tractable.
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1 Introduction

Acquiring information through contracting is a prevalent practice when facing significant
decisions. Governments may engage experts to evaluate vaccine efficacy, while business
owners may consult with economists to design investment plans. The principal relies on
the agent to gather information in the hopes of making more informed decisions. For
instance, in vaccine testing, the agent has a significant degree of flexibility in selecting
experimental designs but must comply with legal requirements, such as pre-registering
trials and publicly disclosing their results. Despite having hard information from the
researcher’s experiment, two major concerns remain regarding the agent’s incentives:
Firstly, the agent may have more information about the cost of acquiring information
than the principal. Secondly, the principal may lack the ability to observe or validate
the research method based solely on the observed result.

We study a principal-agent model of information acquisition, motivated by the ex-
ample of vaccine testing. The principal seeks to hire a researcher to gather information
about the state of the world. Although the researcher has no intrinsic preferences over
the decision being made, the principal can incentivize the researcher to design an ex-
periment by offering payments before the true state is revealed. We assume that the
researcher can choose any experiment at a private cost. The timing of the model is as
follows: the principal offers a contract, and the researcher decides whether to accept or
reject the offer. If the offer is accepted, the researcher commits to a stochastic infor-
mation structure, which will generate a public signal. Finally, the principal chooses an
action based on the information revealed by the signal.

This paper builds on the work of [Yoder| (2022), who analyzed the optimal contract
with a stylized structure of two states and binary signals. We broaden this work by
allowing for more states, which is necessary for many real-world decision problems. Our
analysis shows that including more states can significantly affect the results, but the
contracting problem remains tractable. Our findings are particularly relevant in many

applications, as numerous decision problems involve more than two states. For example,



in vaccine testing, the goal is often to determine the possible side effects, which can
involve multiple states. Similarly, companies purchasing consumer data from a platform
may need to segment the population based on demographics, location, and browsing
history. Each segment can represent a different state in such cases, which can significantly
impact the optimal contract.

This paper assumes that research results are observable and contractible. We dis-
tinguish between two environments based on the observability of research methods: the
methods-based contracting environment, where research methods are observable to the
principal, and the results-based contracting environment, where research methods are
not observable. This distinction helps address the hidden-action problem and facilitates
effective comparison. We will consider the optimal contract within the most general
class under methods-based contracting and explore whether the induced outcome can be
achieved using the more restricted class of results-based contracts.

Under methods-based contracting, our goal is to determine the specific experiment
choice function that the principal wants to implement. When there are only two states,
Yoder| (2022) establishes a condition for the optimal experiment choice function, called
“Blackwell monotonicity”. This means that higher types choose more informative ex-
periments in the Blackwell order, thus simplifying the principal’s contracting problem.
However, in scenarios involving more than two states, we present an example that shows
the optimal experiment choice function may not exhibit Blackwell monotonicity. The
intuition is that lower costs make it better to choose more extreme posteriors. With
two states, posteriors move in one dimension, but with more than two states, posteriors
can ‘rotate” towards the simplex’s corner in a way that potentially violates Blackwell
monotonicity. Nevertheless, we establish a weaker monotonicity condition, asserting that
higher types opt for more costly experiments, which can still streamline the principal’s
contracting problem.

In the context of results-based contracting, we first explore results-based contracts

that incorporate type revelation, departing from [Yoder (2022))’s emphasis on payments



that depend solely on research results. The principal gains greater flexibility in design-
ing incentives by permitting payments to be conditional on the reported type. This
provides an explanation for budget proposals in grant applications. Our finding con-
nects [Yoder’s work with |Rappoport and Somma| (2017) and demonstrates that we can
construct an outcome-equivalent direct contract with results-based payments for any
incentive-compatible methods-based contract.

We then study results-based contracts without type revelation. Analyzing this spe-
cific class of contracts is relevant for many applications as real-world contracts may lack
a screening mechanism. When there are only two states, Yoder| (2022) shows that any
binary, Blackwell-monotone experiment choice function could be implemented through
results-based contracts and hence that the outcome of the optimal methods-based con-
tract can be achieved. Blackwell monotonicity is also necessary for implementation.

To accommodate more than two states, we define a novel monotonicity concept, which
depends on the cost function. We show that this concept characterizes the existence of
a results-based contract outcome-equivalent to the optimal methods-based contract. As
a result, we can identify when the principal can focus on results-based contracts without
any loss, which is helpful in many applications that involve multiple states. An intriguing
example arises when the principal wants to implement a “symmetric” experiment, that
is, one where the cost of generating each piece of evidence is the same. Moreover,
we highlight the connections between different notions of monotonicity and illustrate
the construction of such contract for scenarios involving two types. Our construction
remains applicable even when the optimal experiment choice function does not exhibit
Blackwell monotonicity. Overall, our work extends the literature on learning incentives
and offers insights for devising effective and flexible contracts in various settings.

Related Literature. — This paper belongs to the literature on contracting for
acquiring information, which has been extensively studied in various settings. Early
work includes |Osband (1989)), where the agent incurs a cost for each observation he

draws while the principal is unaware of this cost and the number of observations made.



Yoder| (2022)) builds upon this setting by modeling the agent as an information designer
and examining the principal’s contracting problem with adverse selection and moral
hazard. In a related setting with only adverse selection, Min (2021)) examines cases
where the agent has private information about the set of feasible experiments, and the
principal cannot make payments. |[Rappoport and Somma/ (2017)) and Whitmeyer and
Zhang| (2022) study a model with only moral hazard, where the principal cannot observe
the agent’s choice of information structure. Both of them address the impacts of risk
aversion and limited liability.

Our paper shares the assumption with Rappoport and Somma| (2017) and Yoder
(2022) that research results are observable and contractible. These two papers provide
valuable insights into how to incentivize the researcher in this setting. Nevertheless,
incentivizing information acquisition can be challenging when research results are not
verifiable. Several papers have proposed solutions to this problem. One approach is to
provide incentives based on the ex-post evaluation of the researcher’s advice, such as
the realized state or the ex-post payoff of the principal. Examples of such work include
Zermeno (2011)), Hafner and Taylor| (2018)), Carroll (2019), |Clark and Reggiani| (2021)),
and Whitmeyer and Zhang| (2022)). Another approach is to consider peer monitoring
with multiple experts. For instance, Azrieli (2021, 2022)) examine this case by letting
payments contingent on the entire vector of reports.

In our model, it is the decision maker who designs contracts for procuring information.
Recent research has also explored situations where a data broker offers contracts in
order to sell information, as surveyed by Bergemann and Bonatti (2019). For example,
Bergemann et al.| (2018) examines a model in which a data broker sells experiments
to a decision-maker who has private information about the prior belief. |Yoder| (2022)
investigates a setting where a data broker sells market segmentations to a firm with
private cost. |Li (2021) explores the data broker’s optimal selling mechanism when the
decision maker has the option to conduct an experiment at an additional cost.

Methodologically, this paper is related to mechanism design and information de-



sign. See, for instance, Myerson| (1981} [1982), Maskin and Riley| (1984)), Kamenica and
Gentzkow (2011)), Bergemann and Morris| (2019) and, [Kamenical (2019)). Our model
differs from Bayesian persuasion in assuming the agent has no stake in the principal’s
decision problem. As a result, the agent designs the information to maximize the pay-
ment net cost rather than persuades the decision-maker to choose a preferred action.
Furthermore, specifying experiments for different types of the researcher can be viewed

as a comparative statics question within the literature of rational inattention, as exam-

ined by Matéjka and McKay| (2015)) and |Caplin et al. (2017, 2019).

2 Model Setting

2.1 Notations

We write R, for the set of non-negative real numbers and R, for the set of positive
real numbers. The notation conv(S) for a set S C R* denotes the convex hull of S.

Let the space of probability distributions over a finite set S be A(S) = {p € Rf' :
Y scsP(s) = 1}, where |S] is the cardinality of S. For a distribution p € A(S), we write
supp(p) = {s € S : p(s) > 0}. A full support distribution p has p(s) > 0 for all s € S.

2.2 Setup

We extend the principal-agent model of information acquisition presented in Yoder|(2022)
to accommodate more than two states.

The principal (she) is faced with a Bayesian decision problem and can hire a researcher
(he) to learn about the uncertain state of the world. Suppose that the state of the
world w can take values in a finite set €2. The principal’s Bayesian decision problem
is a triplet D = (A,u,pp), including a finite set of actions A, a utility function wu :
2 x A — R and a full support prior belief over the states py € A(€2). We let v(p) :=

maxXsea [Y,cqPW) - u(w,a)] be the maximal achievable expected utility at belief p €



A(Q).

The researcher has the same prior belief pg. Once hired, he can choose any experiment
to learn about the state. After observing the signal realization, everyone updates the
belief according to Bayes rule. Under the common prior assumption, it is convenient to
represent signal structures as distributions over posteriors that they induce. Given pg, for
any distribution over posteriors 7, there exists a signal structure inducing it if and only if
7 satisfies E,-, [p] = po (Aumann and Maschler} 1995} Kamenica and Gentzkow, [2011)).
The requirement that the expectation over posteriors equals the prior is known as Bayes
plausibility. We denote by X(py) € A (A (€2)) the set of distributions over posteriors
that have finite support and satisfy Bayes plausibility. We will write X instead of X (py)
to simplify the notation. Let an experiment be 7 € X. We also call an experiment a
research method and refer to the realized posterior as its result.

The researcher is better informed about the cost of acquiring information. He has
a private type § € ©, and the cost of experiment 7 is 6 - C(7). Consider © :=
{61,05,...,0n} C Ry, where 6; > 65 > ... > Oy. A larger subscript is associated
with a more efficient type that has a lower cost of running experiments. Type 6 is drawn
from a commonly known distribution with full support. Let F' denote the cumulative
distribution function and f denote the corresponding probability mass function. We as-
sume the cost C(7) is posterior-separable (Caplin et al [2017)), i.e., there is a continuous
and strictly convex function ¢ : A(Q) — Ry with ¢(pg) = 0 such that C(7) = E,, [¢(p)].
In this paper, we will take ¢ as a primitive of the model, while conveniently representing
Eper [e(p)] a5 C(7).

This paper considers a setting with quasi-linear expected-utility preferences. An
outcome is a pair (7,¢) € X x R that specifies an experiment and a transfer. The
principal’s payoff is E,. [v (p)] — ¢, where E,., [v (p)] is the expected utility from decision
problem D under experiment 7. The researcher runs an experiment at some cost. A type-
0 researcher’s payoff is given by ¢ — 6 - C(7). We assume that the researcher has no stake

in the decision problem D; he only cares about the payment from the principal and the



experiment’s cost.

The principal maximizes her expected payoff by making a take-it-or-leave-it offer to
the researcher. We take the principal’s perspective and study the design of optimal
contracts. In line with Yoder| (2022)), we assume the experiment’s results are observable
and contractible. We consider two distinct environments: methods-based contracting,
where the principal is capable of observing the choice of experiments, and results-based

contracting, where such observation is not feasible.

3 Methods-based Contracting

In this section, we study a benchmark model assuming that research methods are ob-
servable and contractible. By the revelation principle, we can restrict attention to the
class of direct revelation contracts, namely “methods-based contracts”. We focus on how
to design incentives for the researcher to report his type truthfully. We generalize the
analysis in [Yoder| (2022)) to accommodate more complicated D, particularly when the
world has more than two states.

We define a methods-based contract as a pair of functions (X, 7)), where X : © — X
is an experiment choice function and 7" : © — R is a payment function. If the researcher

reports truthfully, the principal’s payoff is
Up(X,T) = Egur [EpNX(9) [v(p)] — T(H)] .
The payoff of a type-0 researcher reporting ¢’ is
Ug(0'| X, T)=T(0')—6-C(X(9)).

We say that a methods-based contract (X,T) is incentive-compatible (IC) if every
type of researcher prefers truthful reporting, i.e., V8 € O, 6§ € argmaxy g Ug(0'| X, T).
We say that (X,T) is individually rational (IR) if every type of researcher prefers to



accept the contract upon truthful reporting, i.e., V0 € ©, Up(0|X,T) > 0.
The principal searches over the set of IC and IR methods-based contracts to maximize

her ex-ante payoff. The methods-based contracting problem is defined as follows.

max Up(X,T)
X,T

)

s.t. (X,T)is IC and IR (Methods)

Before the analysis, let us introduce two definitions of monotone choice functions.
Definition 1. Consider an experiment choice function X' : © — X.
1. X is c-monotone, it C(X(0;)) > C(X(0;)), Vi, with j > i.

2. X is Blackwell-monotone, if it is c-monotone for every convex and continuous

function ¢ : A(©2) — R. (Blackwell, |1951} [1953)

These two monotonicity concepts rely on different orderings of experiments. It is
known that the definition of Blackwell monotonicity is equivalent to saying that X'(6;)
is more informative than X(6;) for all i,5 with 7 > . Note that c-monotonicity is a
weakening of Blackwell monotonicity. While c-monotonicity depends on the function c,
Blackwell monotonicity does not.

As shown in |Yoder| (2022)), any incentive-compatible contract leads to c-monotonicity
and the principal’s methods-based contracting problem has much in common with the
classic adverse selection problem (Maskin and Riley|, [1984)). Define a virtual type function
g(0) by g (Ox) = Oy and g (6) = 0 + £ (9, — 6,.1) for k < N — 1. We can rewrite

f(Ox)
the principal’s methods-based contracting problem as follows.

Lemma 1 (Yoder, 2022).
(X*,T*) solves the principal’s problem (Methods) if and only if the following condi-



tions hold:

X* € argmax By [Epxo) [v(p) — 9(0)c(p)]] (1)
s.t. X is c-monotone

T* (61) = 6.C (X" (61)) (2)
k—1
T (01) = OuC (X" (0)) + D _ (6: — 0;41) C (X* (8;))  for k > 2 (3)
i=1
Moreover, if T* is derived from X™* according to and , then among all IC and
IR methods-based contracts (X*,T), T*(0) < T(0), V0 € O.

Proof of Lemma[ll See Lemma 4 in [Yoder| (2022)). O

Lemma [1| provides a tractable way of finding an optimal methods-based contract.
We can solve X* from the constrained problem and derive the corresponding 7™ by
applying and to X*. Notably, T™ is the cheapest way to implement X'*.

The constrained problem features an additively separable objective in 8, while the
c-monotonicity constraint imposes requirements on experiments across different types.
Our approach begins with considering a relaxed program that omits the c-monotonicity
constraint, making it easier to solve. Subsequently, we will verify that the solution
derived from the relaxed program satisfies the c-monotonicity constraint.

We define the relaxed problem as follows. It can be written as a set of type-specific

problems; i.e., choosing an experiment for each 6.

X* e argmax Eo [Epexo) [v(p) — 9(0)c(p)]]

= X"(0) € argmax Eper[v(p) — 9(0)c(p)] V6 €O (4)

The following proposition shows that we can often safely ignore the c-monotonicity
constraint. Any solution to the relaxed program must satisfy c-monotonicity, then it also

solves the constrained problem .
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Proposition 1. If the virtual type g(f) is strictly increasing in 6, then any experiment

choice function that solves the relaxed program must be c-monotone.

Proof of Proposition [l Consider #,0" € © such that 6 < #'. If virtual type g is strictly
increasing, then g(f) < g(¢'). Recall that we interpret 6 as the more efficient type in
{6,0'}. To show that X'* is c-monotone, we need C'(X*(6)) > C(X*(¢')). Suppose that
C(X*(0)) < C(xX*(0)).

By the optimality of X*, experiment X* (6') solves the type-specific problem for ¢’.
This implies that E, x-(g) [v(p) — 9(0")c(p)] = Eper=o) [v(p) — 9(6")c(p)].

Rearranging terms and using g(#) < g(6'), we get

Ep+0) [0()] = Epor- o) [v(p)] Z9(0) [C(X7(0')) — C(X7(6))]
>g(0) [C(X7(0') — C(X™(0))]

This can be written as E,.x+ [v(p) — g(0)c(p)] > Epux=9) [v(p) — 9(0)c(p)], mean-
ing that X™(0) does not solve the type-specific problem at #. This contradicts the
optimality of X'*. m

Proposition[I] verifies that the candidate experiment choice function is indeed optimal.
It is based on the intuition that people will demand more information, as the marginal
cost goes down. The proof of this proposition holds for any finite state space. It is
worth noting the connection to [Yoder| (2022): With [©2] = 2, [Yoder| (2022)) proves a
stronger statement, namely, any choice function that solves the relaxed program must
be Blackwell-monotone. However, this statement does not hold in the case of || > 2E|
Here is an example with three states, where the experiment choice function that solves

the relaxed program is not Blackwell-monotone.

1For state spaces with |Q] > 2, the impact of the marginal cost parameter on the choice of experiments
has been examined by Denti| (2022) and [Yoder] (2022). According to their results, a more efficient type
will choose more extreme posteriors. This result is stated formally in Proposition 3 of |Denti| (2022]) and
Proposition 4 of [Yoder| (2022)). We will discuss how our results relate to theirs in the Appendix

11



Example 1. Suppose that there are three states, 2 = {w;, ws,ws}. Let the action space
be A = {ay, as,az} and the prior belief be py = (%, %, %) The utility function u(a,w) is
described using the following table.

Wi | wy | ws
ar| 51 4] 2
a | 0 | 5] 3
as | 5| 11]5H

The researcher has two possible types, © = {61,602}, where 6; = %, fy = 2, and
f(61) = f(62) = 5. We can calculate the virtual type g(6): g(61) = 3 and g(65) = 2. Let
the information cost be the reduction in Shannon entropy c¢(p) = H(py) — H(p), where
H(p) = = X ucap (w)log(p (w)).

We solve the optimal choice function using the characterization in Matéjka and
McKay| (2015) and (Caplin et al| (2019). See Figure [1] for a representation in the be-
lief simplex. We defer the numerical results to the Appendix [Al

Note that for any finite €2, given two distributions over posteriors 7, 7" € X, 7
is more informative than 7’ in the Blackwell order, only if supp(7’) C conv(supp(7)).
From Figure[T] for X* to be Blackwell-monotone, every vertex of the thick-lined triangle
should be inside the dashed-lined triangle. However, we find two vertices of the thick-
lined triangle that are not (i.e., pj and p{). Therefore, X* does not satisfy Blackwell
monotonicity.

With a higher virtual type, every posterior will move towards a corner of the simplex.
The simplex is a one-dimensional line segment when there are two states, limiting pos-
teriors to move in only one dimension. However, with more than two states, the simplex

becomes more complex and enables movement in multiple dimensions.
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Figure 1: The optimal experiment choice function is not Blackwell-monotone.
4 Results-based Contracting

In Section 3, we assumed that the principal could observe and design contracts based
on the researcher’s research method. However, due to the research method’s stochastic
nature, only one posterior can be realized from an experiment. One may wonder what
happens if the principal has no way to verify the choice made by the researcher. We will
assume that research methods are not observable. The realized posterior is observable

and contractible, so payments can be made contingent on it.

4.1 Results-based payments with screening

We start by analyzing direct contracts in a setting similar to Myerson| (1982)), where
the agent has both private information and private decisions. In a direct contract, the
principal suggests the choice of experiment based on the reported type and pays as a

function of both the reported type and the realized posterior. As before, an experiment
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choice function is a map & : © — X. A contingent payment function is a map ¢ :
© x A(Q2) — R. If the researcher reports his type to be § € © and the realized posterior
is p € A(f); then the researcher will get payment ¢(6,p) € R.

We say that (X, t) is incentive-compatible if

E,-x[t(0,p)] — 0C(X(0)) > E,.[t(¢,p)] — 6C(r) V0.0/ €O, ¥re X.  (5)

Incentive compatibility involves two constraints: obedience and honesty. Obedience
means that the researcher follows the suggested experiment choice function, and honesty
requires that the researcher reports truthfully. When research methods are not observable
to the principal, the researcher may choose outside the set of suggested experiments, i.e.,
{X(0) : 6 € ©}. The incentive compatibility condition ensures that it should not be a
profitable deviation for the researcher to choose any 7 € X.

We will show that given certain regularity conditions, achieving the outcome of any
incentive-compatible methods-based contract is possible by using results-based payments
with screening. Additionally, We will show that an optimal methods-based contract must
satisfy this regularity condition. Therefore, the principal can attain the same expected

payoff as under methods-based contracting.

Definition 2. Experiment choice function X is non-redundant if supp(X'(0)) € A(Q) is
affinely independent, V0 € ©.

Theorem 1. Suppose that X is non-redundant. For any methods-based contract (X', T)
that is incentive-compatible, there is a contingent payment rule ¢ : © x A(Q2) — R, such

that (X, ) is incentive-compatible and E,.x)[t(6,p)] = T(6).

Proof of Theorem[1. By affine independence, |supp(X(0))| < ||, VO € ©. It follows
that for given 6, there exists a hyperplane that contains all points in {(p,c(p)) : p €
supp(X'(0))}F] We can identify this hyperplane by an affine function Hp : A(Q) — R.

2We can select one arbitrarily if there are multiple hyperplanes that contain all these points. In
addition to affine independence, if | supp(X'(6))| = ||, then such hyperplane is uniquely pinned down

by {(p,c(p)) : p € supp(X(0))}.
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Set T' = mingco [minpeA(Q) [T(0) — HHg(p)H.

We can define a contingent payment rule as

H0.p) T(0) if p € supp(X(0)) oo,

T if p & supp(X(0))

Immediately, E,_x)[t(0,p)] = T(0) holds from the definition.
We need to show that (X, t) is incentive-compatible.
Obedience Upon reporting 6, the researcher’s payoff of choosing any experiment

7 € X is bounded by that of choosing X (0):

E,. [t(6,p) — 6c(p)]
<E,. [T(0) — 0Hy(p))
=T(0) — 0Hy(Eypr [p])
=T(0) — 0Hp(Epr(s) [P])
=E,x @) [t(0,p) — Oc(p)],

where by construction we have ¢(6,p) — fc(p) < T(0) — 0Hy(p), Vp € A(Q), the first

equality holds by Hy being affine, the second equality holds by 7 and X' (6) both being

Bayes-plausible, and the last equality holds because Hy(p) = c¢(p), Vp € supp(X(0)).
Honesty Truthful reporting is guaranteed by the incentive compatibility of (X, 7).

Conditional on obedience, the inequality in reduces to one of the incentive-compatible

constraint for (X,7), i.e., T'(0) — 6 -C(X(0)) > T(0') — 0 -C(X(0")).

Remark 1. Non-redundancy is required for this contingent payment function to work.
If X(0) has affinely dependent support, the researcher reporting 6 can deviate to an
experiment whose support is a proper subset supp(X'(#)). Doing so will preserve the

same payment but strictly lower the cost. Thus, it is profitable for the researcher.
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Our analysis complements |Yoder| (2022) by showing that it is possible to induce any
desired experiment-payment pair using contingent payments on both the reported type
and the realized posterior. Because type revelation gives more flexibility in designing
incentives, Theorem (1| speaks not just to the optimal methods-based contract but to
all incentive-compatible methods-based contracts. The intuition is closely related to
Proposition 1 in [Rappoport and Somma; (2017): when the researcher has unlimited
liability, a “forcing” contract can solve the hidden-action problem.

The following lemma allows us to apply Theorem [I| to an optimal methods-based
contract. Therefore, results-based contracting can achieve the same expected payoff for

the principal as methods-based contracting.

Lemma 2. There always exists an optimal methods-based contract (X*,T*) such that

X* is non-redundant.
Proof of Lemma[3 See the Appendix [A] O

In concluding this section, we will discuss the applications of results-based payments
with screening. The main takeaway is that screening helps provide learning incentives.
A type report can be interpreted as a cost estimate. To put this in context, consider the
process of applying for a grant. Applicants are typically required to submit not just a
proposal that outlines their projects but also a budget proposal that breaks down all the
anticipated expenses. The practice of screening, particularly in terms of cost assessment,
has been gaining increasing traction within the field of medical research. While there
is a recognized shortfall in transparency concerning the cost reporting of clinical trials,
ongoing efforts are being made to enhance this practice. A notable example of these
initiatives is led by Doctors Without Borders, also known as Médecins Sans Frontieres

(Barel et al., [2020)).
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4.2 Results-based payments without screening

In this subsection, the principal is restricted to using payments that can only depend on
the realized posterior. Following the terminology in [Yoder| (2022)), we define a results-
based contract as a contingent payment function ¢ : A (2) — R. We say that (X,t) is

incentive-compatible if
Epoxo[t(p)] — 0C(X(0)) > Epor[t(p)] — 0C(T) V0 € O©,Vr € X. (6)

Because the principal cannot price discriminate according to different reports, a
results-based contract must provide incentives for all researcher types.

We aim to investigate whether (X*,7*) can be implemented using a results-based
contract. In the case of two states, [Yoder (2022)) demonstrates that the optimal choice
function X* must be Blackwell-monotone. In such a case, a binary, Blackwell-monotone
choice function is implementable by a results-based contract that induces the payment
rule 7*. However, as shown in Example[I] this may not be the case when there are more
than two states, as the optimal choice function need not be Blackwell-monotone. Thus,
it is important to understand how Blackwell monotonicity relates to implementability in
a broader context.

We will introduce an additional assumption on X™* going forward to simplify the
analysis. This assumption requires that every experiment has the same number of pos-
teriors as |2|. While this assumption is restrictive, it allows for a clear characterization

of implementable experiment choice functions.rf]

Definition 3. Experiment choice function X has full dimension, if it is non-redundant

and satisfies | supp(X(0))| = |9|, VO € ©.

In particular, the optimal experiment choice function in Example[Ihas full dimension.

The number of posteriors included in the support generally depends on the function

3Tt rules out cases where the number of posteriors in the support of the desired experiment is strictly
less than the number of states. Without this assumption, comprehending the outcome-equivalence result
becomes challenging due to freedom in separating the adjacent types.
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v(p) — g(0)c(p) and the prior. With Shannon entropy cost, Caplin et al.| (2019) provides
a test for whether an action should be chosen at optimum, which can help determine the
number of posteriors. While this assumption may not be applicable in all cases, it can be
innocuous in some applications, such as when the principal faces a ”matching-the-state”
decision problem with a uniform prior.

Before the main results, it will be convenient to introduce the following notations.
We denote the support of X*(#) by Sp. Slightly abusing notations, we will write Sp, as
Sk when we refer to an indexed type space.

Under full dimensionality, S is a basis for the affine subspace that contains A(€).
For any posterior in the simplex, there is a unique way to represent it as an affine
combination of the elements in Sy. Write S, = {p},ph, ... ,pf‘“'Ql}. Formally, Vp € A(f),
3 unique o*(p) = (of,ak, ... ’O‘Ikﬂ\) € R such that p = ZLQ‘I afph and Zgl af = 1.

Define Hy(p) = ZQI ol (p)c(pf). This function Hy, is affine over A(€2) by definition and
will play an important role in the following analysis.

We introduce a new property of choice functions named strong c-monotonicity. The
definition involves an average of affine functions Hj weighted by the relative distances
between types. It requires that certain inequalities hold when we compare the cost

function to this affine function over a particular set of posteriors.

Definition 4. An experiment choice function X is strongly c-monotone if the following

inequalities hold for all 7,5 € {1,2,..., N} such that i < j.

j—1 Jj—1
0, — 0 0, — 0
e(p) <D=y Hilp), Vp € Siand e(p) > Y = — S Hi(p), W€ S (7)
k=i ¢ J k=i ? J

The theorem below establishes an outcome equivalence between results-based con-
tracting and methods-based contracting. If the principal wants to implement an ex-
periment choice function with full dimension, the equivalence between two contracting

regimes requires exactly strong c-monotonicity.

4The definition here is identical to that of Hy in the proof of Theorem |1} To simplify notation, we
write Hy, instead of Hy, .
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Theorem 2. Let (X*,T*) be an optimal methods-based contract and suppose that X™*
is fully dimensional. There exists a contingent payment rule ¢ : A(Q2) — R such that
(X*,t) is incentive-compatible and E, x+@[t(p)] = T%(0), if and only if X* is strongly

c-monotone.
Proof of Theorem[9 See the Appendix [A]l O

With two states, it is known that the outcome-equivalence result relies on Blackwell
monotonicity, a notion independent of the specific cost function. Theorem [2| generalizes
Yoder|s (2022) insights to encompass settings with more than two states, pointing out
that this result does depend on the cost function in general settings. Furthermore, we
demonstrate that payments based solely on the realized posterior can be applied more
broadly. In Example [T, we can establish that the optimal choice function is strongly
c-monotone, even though it is not Blackwell-monotone. As per Theorem [2| results-
based contracting attains the same optimal value for the principal as methods-based
contracting. Later we will explain how to construct the optimal results-based contract.

To help readers understand strong c-monotonicity, we have a detailed discussion in
Section [£.2.1] In particular, symmetric settings often guarantee strong c-monotonicity,

which carries significant implications for designing incentives.

4.2.1 More on strong c-monotonicity

We first introduce two conditions that are closely related to strong c-monotonicity. These
conditions can be useful in determining whether an experiment choice function is strongly

c-monotone.
Proposition 2.

1. A sufficient condition for strong c-monotonicity is for all k € {1,2,..., N — 1},

c(p) < Hi(p), if p € UickSi; and c(p) > Hy(p), if p € Ui Si. (8)
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2. A necessary condition for strong c-monotonicity is for all k € {1,2,..., N — 1},

c(p) < Hi(p), if p € Sp_1; and c(p) > Hi(p), if p € Spr1. (Put Sy =0.)  (9)

Proof of Proposition[d. See the Appendix [A] O

To interpret, the idea behind these two conditions is that X has a nested structure
with respect to ¢. Namely, for k € {1,2,...,N — 1}, we can identify two sets in the
simplex: Uy = {p € A(Q)|c(p) > Hi(p)} and Dy, = {p € A(Q)|c(p) < Hi(p)}. Geomet-
rically, D;. is a convex set that inscribes the convex hull of Si and Uy is the closure of
D,’s complement. As shown in Figure [2] it is easy to visualize these sets for the case

with three states.

Figure 2: U, and Dy in the simplex

Condition means for any fixed k, if © < k, then S; C D, and if ¢« > k, then
S; C Ug. Condition @[) only has the nested requirement for adjacent types, meaning
Sk—1 C Dy, and Sii1 C Ug. Note that we only need N — 1 affine hyperplanes Hy, hereﬂ

The sufficient condition consists of (N — 1)? inequalities, while the necessary condition

5We may define a partial order on X and rewrite condition and @ in terms of the order. But
we have to treat the most efficient type 0y separately because we don’t need ¢(p) < Hy(p) for p € S;
such that ¢ < N.
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only has 2(N — 1) — 1. In the special case with two types (N = 2), they have the same

content, so both are equivalent to strong c-monotonicity.
Corollary 1. With N = 2, conditions , and @ are equivalent.

Next, we compare strong c-monotonicity to the previously mentioned concepts: c-

monotonicity and Blackwell monotonicity.
Proposition 3. The following statements hold:
1. Strong c-monotonicity implies c-monotonicity; the converse is not true.
2. With || = 2, strong c-monotonicity is equivalent to Blackwell monotonicity.

3. With || > 2, Blackwell monotonicity does not imply strong c-monotonicity; strong

c-monotonicity does not imply Blackwell monotonicity.
Proof of Proposition[3. See the Appendix [A] ]

The first statement in Proposition [2] motivates us to use the name of strong c-
monotonicity. The relationship between strong c-monotonicity and Blackwell mono-
tonicity crucially depends on the dimension of state space. The reason is that with
|2| = 2, the convex hull of Sy conincides with Dy, but with |©2| > 2, the convex hull of
Sk is generally a proper subset of Dy.

The next Proposition (4] strengthens c-monotonicity to strong c-monotonicity.

Definition 5. An experiment 7 is symmetric if there exists h € R such that for every
p € supp(7), ¢(p) = h. We say that an experiment choice function X is symmetric if for

every 0 € O, X(0) is symmetric.

Proposition 4. If an experiment choice function X" is c-monotone and symmetric, then

it is strongly c-monotone.

Proof of Proposition[4). If X is symmetric, then for every k, Hy is a constant function,

i.e., Jhy € R: Vp € A(Q), Hr(p) = hy. Thus, Dy, is the sublevel set of function ¢ where
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it takes on the constant value of hy. Fix k € {1,2,..., N — 1}. First, suppose i < k. By
c-monotonicity, we have h; < hg. For any p € S;, ¢(p) = h; < hy, which means p € Dj.
Next, suppose i > k. c-monotonicity implies h; > hy. For any p € S;, ¢(p) = h; > hy,

which means p € Uy. Condition holds and so does strong c-monotonicity. O]

Recall that the optimal experiment choice function is always c-monotone. If it is
symmetric, then the optimal methods-based contract can be replicated by a results-
based contract. We also know that the challenge with providing learning incentives must
come from “asymmetry”. In a pure moral hazard model, Rappoport and Somma/ (2017)
shows that an experiment is implementable if and only if it is symmetric. One may ask
whether symmetry is necessary for strong c-monotonicity in our setting. The answer is
no. We can refer back to the optimal experiment choice function in Example [I] which
satisfies strong c-monotonicity but not symmetry. Therefore, it is possible to obtain
the equivalence result even when the principal seeks to implement an experiment choice

function that forgoes symmetry.

4.2.2 An illustration of our results with Example

We will illustrate an application of Theorem [2] to Example [I] by showing that the optimal
experiment choice function is strongly c-monotone and then discussing how to construct

an outcome-equivalent results-based contract.

Example 1. (Continued.)

With two types, strong c-monotonicity reduces to a simple condition Sy C U;. As
shown in the Figure [3| the vertices of the thick-lined triangle represent posteriors in
S1 = {p1,p),p{} for the less efficient type 6;; the vertices of the dashed-lined triangle
are posteriors in Sy = {po, ph, py} for the more efficient type 6. The light grey area
represents set Dq; the dark grey area represents set U;. We find Sy C U;.
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Figure 3: The optimal experiment choice function is strongly c-monotone

We can pick a sufficiently small ¢ € R and construct a results-based contract:

(
Oic(p), if p e Sy

t(p) = 9 Os¢(p) + (01 — 02)Hi(p), if p € S,

t, otherwise
(

It is easy to check that (X*,t) is incentive-compatible and E,.x-@)[t(p)] = T%(0).
For each type of researcher, we can draw his payoff as a function of the realized poste-
rior. Under strong c-monotonicity, it follows that there is a hyperplane weakly above
all the points. We can identify this hyperplane by an affine function s, : A(2) —
R. The type-0) researcher’s highest expected payoff is si:(po), achieved by choos-
ing X*(6x). Moreover, according to and , simple calculation can confirm that
skt(po) = T*(0r) — 0C(X*(6)).

Strong c-monotonicity is important for the type-6; researcher not to mimic type-6,.
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Suppose that it is violated. The contract ¢t we constructed won’t be incentive-compatible.
For example, if ¢(py) < Hi(p2), then under contract ¢, the type-6; researcher’s payoff at p,
will be above s1(p2). The researcher can get a strictly higher expected payoff by choosing
an experiment with support {ps, p1,p},p{} than that of choosing X*(6;). Interestingly,
we can strengthen this result, as the failure of strong c-monotonicity will prevent us from
getting any incentive-compatible results-based contract that induces (X*,7*). In other
words, strong c-monotonicity is necessary for implementing the optimal methods-based

contract.
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A  Proofs Omitted from Main Text

Proof of violation of Blackwell monotonicity in Example [1]

Define six posterior beliefs as follows.

0.3626, 0.4899, 0.1475
0.0491, 0.7308, 0.2201

0.3626,0.1475, 0.4899

p1=( )
P = ( )
Py = ( )
p2 = (0.4141,0.4790, 0.1069)
p, = (0.0340, 0.7898, 0.1762)
Py = ( )

0.4141,0.1069, 0.4790

We solved the optimal experiment choice function following Proposition 2 of |(Caplin
et al.| (2019)). X*(#,) is a distribution over posteriors such that p; occurs with probability
0.3838, p} occurs with probability 0.0933 and p{ occurs with probability 0.5229. X™*(6)
is a distribution over posteriors such that p, occurs with probability 0.2186, p,, occurs
with probability 0.2125 and pf occurs with probability 0.5689.

Note that p} € supp (X* (#1)) and p| & conv(supp (X* (63))), which means X*(0y) is

not Blackwell more informative than X™*(6;). O

Proof of Lemma[3 We will show that for every 6, there exists an experiment X*(0) € X
that solves the problem and has affinely independent support.

Notice that each type-specific problem in has the same structure as the sender’s
problem in a Bayesian persuasion model. It is known that solutions exist and can be
found using the concavification approach (Kamenica and Gentzkow, 2011).

Suppose that a solution to problem has affinely dependent support. We can
form a new experiment by dropping some redundant posterior that still preserves the

optimality. The proof follows directly from Aybas and Turkel (2022). O
Characterizing incentive-compatible results-based contracts
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Before the proof of Theorem [, we want to introduce a necessary and sufficient secant
hyperplane condition for a results-based contract to be incentive-compatible. This is a
generalization of Proposition 2 in [Yoder| (2022).

Suppose that X'* is fully dimensional. Recall that we denote the barycentric coordi-
nates of p over Sy as af(p). Let ug4(p) = t(p) — Orc(p) be the type-0j, researcher’s payoff
when holding belief p. For the following proofs, define sy .(p) = Zgl af(p) [ukt(p,’f)}
By definition, s represents the affine hyperplane uniquely determined by || points
from {(p,ur: (p)) : p € Sk} and s+ equals uy; at every p € Si.

Lemma 3. Suppose that X* has full dimension. A results-based contract (X*,t) is

incentive-compatible if and only if the secant hyperplane condition holds:
set(p) > upt(p) Vp € A(R) and VK € {1,2,...,N} (10)

Proof of Lemma[3

( = ) We will prove this direction by contradiction. Suppose that the secant
hyperplane condition (10)) is not true. There must exist ¢ € A(Q) such that s;.(¢) <
ug+(q) for some k. Let [Q2] = n. Under full dimensionality, write Sy = {p*,p? ..., p"}.
We want to show that replacing a posterior in Sy by ¢ can form a Bayes-plausible
information structure 7, then 7 is a profitable deviation for the type-6 researcher.

By Bayes plausibility of X*(6x), we can find A = (Aq,...,\,) € RT, with > A\ =1
such that pg = >0 | Aip'.

Because Sy, is affinely independent, we can find po = (g1, ..., pn) € R* with Y " | p1; =
1 such that ¢ = >°7", wip'.

Note that there is p; > 0 for some 4, otherwise we cannot have Y ' | p; = 1.

Denote j € argmin{% : p; > 0}. Because p; > 0, we can write p/ as an affine

combination using ¢ and other elements in S. Thus, p’ = Hi (q > £ /Lipi>.
J
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Substituting p’, we write pg = >, \ip’ as

po = ;\L—jq + ; (Az’ - 5—;%') P
We will verify that py is written as a convex combination of points in {g}U(Sk \ {p’}).
Recall that A; > 0, Vi and p; > 0. It is trivial that 2—; > 0. For all ¢ with p; < 0,
i — l’:—;’_)\j > 0; for all 7 # j with pu; > 0, \; — Z—;)\j >\ — %)\1 = 0. Next, summing them
up, we have 2—; + D i ()\,- — ﬁ_;)‘j) =N+ N =1
Define a distribution over posteriors 7 such that ¢ occurs with probability 2—; and for
every i # j, p* occurs with probability \; — Z_j)‘j'

We show that the type-6 researcher gets strictly higher expected payoff by choosing
7 instead of X*(0y):

=Epor [51.4(p)]
= Skt(Epr [p])
= Skt (Ep~a-(oy) [p])
= Epex-(0) [s54(P)]

= Epa+(o,) [ure(p)]

where the strict inequality holds by assumption that si+(q) < ug:(q); the first and last
equalities follow from the definition of s, which satisfies sy ;(p) = uy,(p) for all p € Sy;
the third equality is true because sg:(p) is an affine function; and the fourth equality
follows from Bayes plausibility, which means E,, [p] = E,.x+,) [p] = po-

This contradicts with incentive compatibility for the type-6 researcher.

( < ) Fix 0 and take any experiment 7. The researcher’s payoff of choosing 7 is
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bounded from the above by sy :(po), because

Epr [unt(p)] < Eper [81t(P)] = k,(Ep~r [P]) = sk.:(p0),

where the inequality follows from condition , the first equality holds due to s, being
affine and the second equality uses Bayes plausibility.
Notice that X*(0;) attains the payoff sj.(po), so it is optimal for the type-6 re-

searcher. This proves condition (6], so (X*,t) is incentive-compatible. O

Proof of Theorem 3
( < ) Fix a sufficiently small £ € R. We can define a contingent payment rule

t*: A(Q2) — R as follows.

(

61c(p) for p € Sy
t"(p) = § Oic(p) + Y1y (O — Oks1) Hi(p) forp € S;and i € {2,3,..., N}

t otherwise

\

For every k € {1,2,..., N}, we solve the affine function s (p) associated with ¢*:

s14+(p) =0
j—1

Sja-(p) = > (0 — Orsr)Hi(p) Vj €{2,3,...,N}
k=1

Notice that by definition, every s, is continuous and does not depend on . Set
t = mingea(o) Mingen1<k<n {5k (¢) +0rc(q)}. t is well-defined, because the minimum of
a finite number of continuous functions is continuous and A(£2) is compact.

Suppose that X* is strongly c-monotone. We need to verify two statements: (i) the
results-based contract (X™*,t*) is incentive-compatible, and (ii) ¢* induces T™.

(i) In order to show that (X*,t*) is incentive-compatible, we will prove that (X*, t*)
satisfies the secant hyperplane condition in Lemma

31



We will verify that at every belief p € A(Q), sg4+(p) > ug(p) for all k.

e Suppose p & UN_Si. In this case, t*(p) = t. By definition, t < s;.4+(p) + Orc(p)
holds for all k. We have sj 4« (p) > t*(p) — Oxc(p) = wi+ (), Vk.

e Suppose p € UL, S;. We first calculate the difference:

51,4+ (P) — U= (p)
0 for p € Sy

(61— 0;) c(p) — ch;ll(@k — Opr1)Hi(p) forpe S;and j > 2

which is non-negative because by strong c-monotonicity, ¢(p) > S7-1 %H k(p) holds
for any p € S; and j > 2. Thus, we have sy 4+ (p) > u14+(p).

For 7 > 2, we also find the difference is non-negative:

8- (P) — uje= (p)
( B

Z;;;(Hk — Op+1)Hy(p) — (6; — ;) c(p) forpe S;andallist. 1<i<j—1
0 for p € Sj_l

0 forpe S;

\(Gj —0;) c(p) — ZZ_:IJ.(@k — Okr1)Hi(p) forpe S;and all i > j

By strong c-monotonicity, Y71 (0 — Ox11) Hi(p) — (6; — 6;) c(p), Vp € S; and Vi s.t.
1<i<j—1;(0; —6;)c(p) — 22;1](91@ — Or+1)Hi(p) and Vi s.t. ¢ > j — 1. Therefore, we
have s;4-(p) = ujs=(p), Vi = 2.

(ii) Next, we want to show that ¢* induces the payment function 7.

For ¢ = 1:
Epx=1) [t* (p)] = Epes(ay) [01¢(p)] = T7(01)
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For ¢ > 2:

i—1

Epv o) [t* (9)] = Epmee() | 05c(p) + Y (06 = Ops1) Hi(p)
k=1
i—1

= 0:Bpox0)) [c(P)] + D (O — Ors1)Epo=(0,) [Hi(p)]
k=1
i—1

= 0:Epx-(9,) [c(p)] + Z(Qk — Ori1) Epx=(0,) [Hi(p)]
k=1
1—1

= 00, [c(D)] + D (O — Ox1) Epo- ) [c(p)]

k=1

=T"(6;)

( = ) Suppose that a results-based contract (X*,t) is incentive-compatible and ¢
induces T*. We need to show that X* must be strongly c-monotone.
We claim that such results-based contract must satisfy certain conditions. Next,

using the claim, we rewrite the secant hyperplane condition ([10).

Claim 1.
Sk+1.4(P) — Skt(p) = (O — Opr1)Hi(p),Vp € A(Q) and Vk € {1,2,...,N —1}  (11)

Firstly, let us consider the type-; researcher does not have incentive to choose pos-

teriors from S;:

8j.¢(p) > wje(p) := t(p) — O;¢c(p),Vp € S;

By definition, s;:(p) = t(p) —6ic(p), Vp € S;. We can substitute ¢(p) = s;+(p) +6;c(p)
into the above inequality and get s;+(p) — si+(p) > (6; —0;) c(p), Vp € S;. Then we
express s;:(p) — Sit(p) = f;ﬁ [Sk+1.6(p) — sk+(p)] as the sum of differences between

adjacent types and use to rewrite each term. Because 6; — 6; > 0, dividing it on
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both sides does not change the sign of the inequality.

7—1

0, —
B ) 2 cfp), Y €

k=i
Secondly, consider the type-0; researcher does not have incentive to choose posteriors
from Sj:

s;1(p) > t(p) — O;c(p),Vp € S;

We can plug in ¢(p) = s;.(p) + 0;c(p) and write it as (6; — 0;) c(p) > s;.+(p) — si+(p),

Vp € S;. Similarly, we get

7j—1
O — 9k+1

0 0, (p),Vp € S

k=i

Proof of Claim[1]

Step 1. We want to show that achieving the lowest payment implies

Ex+0,) [Sk4+1,6(P) = 8kt (P)] = (O — Ok11) Ex (o) [c(p)]-

By assumption that ¢ attains the payment rule 7™, we have Ex-[t(p)] = T*(),
VO € ©. Because T™ is given by and (3)), we have for k € {1,2,...,N — 1},

B 0400) [H(P)] = Okt 1B 0,0 [¢(P)] = Ba- (0 [E(P)] = Ory1Box- s, [c(p)]

By the way s;; is defined, sj:(p) = t(p) — Orc(p) at p € Sy, Vk € {1,2,...,N}.
Therefore, we can write Ey-,, )[t(p)] = Ex«@,.,)[Sk+1t(P)] + Orr1Ex-(0,, ) [c(p)] and
Ex«0,)[t(0)] = Ex+@,)[5k:t(0)] + 0cEx+(6,)[c(p)]. Plugging these back and simplifying, we
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get
Exe 0, ) [8k11,(0)] = Ex+0,) [58,(0)] + OEx(9,) [c(P)] — Oks1Ex (9, [c(p)]

By sp11, being affine and Ex«(g, ) [p] = Ex-(9,)[P] = Po; Ex+0, 1) [Sk+1,:(P)] = Ex=(6,)[Sk+1,¢(D)]-

Therefore, we can write

EX*(Gk)[Sk—I—l,t(p) - Sk,t(P)] E - (k) [(9ks - 9k+1) (p)]

Step 2. Next, we will show that the following condition holds:

Skt1,4(P) — Skt (P) = (O — Oy1) c(p), Vp € Sy,

We prove this by contradiction. Suppose that it is not true. There exists some
q € Sy such that s;1.(q) — sk(q) < (Ok — k+1) c(q). Because si+(p) = t(p) — Orc(p),
Vp € Sk, we can write the inequality sgy1+(q) — [t(¢) — 0kc(q)] < (Ox — Ok11) ¢(q) equiva-
lently as sg11.+(q) < uk+1.+(q), which contradicts incentive compatibility for the type-6x 1
researcher in ({10)).

Step 3. Following Step 2, the affine function sj1+(p) is also determined by |€2| points
in {(p,ur+1:(p)) : p € Sk}, 80 skr14(p) = Zgl of [upi14(pF)]. By definition, si.(p) =
S af [uke(ph)]. Moreover, uri14(p) — uke(p) = [t(p) — Orsrc(p)] — [t(p) — Oke(p)] =

(Ox — Oxs1) c(p). We can rewrite the difference as

12

Se41,(P) = Skt (D) = (O — Ors1) ZO‘ = (0 — Ok11) Hi(p),

which holds for all p € A().

Proof of Proposition [3,

Statement 1. A sufficient condition for strong c-monotonicity
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Consider i,j € {1,2,... N} and i@ < j. Because 6; > 0y > ... > 0y > 0, for

ked{ii+1,...,5—1}, 9’“ 9’““ is positive and satisfies Y 7_ % = 1.

Fix p € 5;. By deﬁnltlon of H;, we have c¢(p) = H;(p). By condition (§), for
ke{i+1,i+2,...,5— 1}, we have ¢(p) < Hy(p). Notice that multiplying M on
both sides will not change the direction of the inequality. Summing up over k, we obtain
the inequality ¢(p) < 37— 9‘“9 92“]—] (p).

Similarly, fix p € S;. By condition (§), for k € {i + 1,4+ 2,...,j — 1}, we have
¢(p) > Hy(p). Summing up over k, we obtain c(p) > S7_ 1 & _9"“H (p )

Statement 2. A necessary condition for strong c-monotonicity

Fix k € {1,2,..., N — 1}. Setting ¢ = k and j = k + 1 in the definition of strong
c-monotonicity, we have ¢(p) > Hg(p), Vp € Sky1. Next, we will show that ¢(p) < Hg(p),

\le S Sk—l.
o [fk>1 weleti=k—1and j=Fk-+ 1. Strong c-monotonicity yields

0,1 — 0O O — Ok+1

c(p) < ;———F—Hy1(p) + Hy(p),Vp € Sk
Ok—1 — Opa

Or—1 — Or1
By definition, Hy_1(p) = c(p), Vp € Sk—1. Replacing Hy_1(p) with ¢(p) on the
right-hand side and simplifying, we get ¢(p) < H(p), Vp € Sk_1.

o If k=1, ¢(p) < Hi(p), Vp € Sk_1 holds vacuously, because we put Sy = 0.

Proof of Proposition[3.
We will restrict our attention to experiment choice functions that have full dimension
for our comparison, as strong c-monotonicity is only defined for this class of functions.
Statement 1.

Firstly, we want to show that strong c-monotonicity implies c-monotonicity.
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By Proposition [3| Strong c-monotonicity implies condition (9)). It follows that for all
ke{l,2,...,N —1}, c(p) > Hy(p), Vp € Sky1. For every k, we have

Epn+ 00 €(D)] ZEpien(,41) [Hi(D)]
=Hy(Epx-0,,)[P])
=Hy(Epx+(0,)[p])
=Epx+0,)[H1r(P)]

:EpNX* (6r) [C<p)] ’

where the first and third equalities follow from Hj being affine, the second equality holds
because Ep.x+,, olpl = Epex+@,)p] = po and the last equality is true by definition
Hy(p) = c(p), Vp € Sk.

Recall that we write E,_x«,)[c(p)] succinctly as C'(X*(6y)). Combining all inequali-
ties, we get C(X*(Oy)) > C(X*(On-1)) --- > C(X*(0;)), meaning that X* is c-monotone.

Next, we want to show that c-monotonicity does not imply strong c-monotonicity.
An example will suffice.

In the following, we discuss the cases of [Q] =2 and || > 2.

e For || = 2, we claim that strong c-monotonicity is equivalent to Blackwell mono-
tonicity (See the proof of statement 2 below). Any experiment choice function that is
c-monotone but involves Blackwell incomparable experiments would work.

e For |Q)] > 2, we provide a specific example where the experiment choice function

that is c-monotone but not strong c-monotone.
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Example 2. Define six posterior beliefs as follows.

0.5770,0.0000, 0.4230

0.0001, 0.9998, 0.0001

0.0005, 0.9993, 0.0002

o = (
¢ = (
q; = (0.0002,0.0008,0.9990
g = (
% = (
q5 = (0.0004,0.0170,0.9827

)
)
)
= (0.6799,0.0001, 0.3200)
)
)

X (6y) is a distribution over posteriors such that ¢; occurs with probability 0.58, ¢}
occurs with probability 0.33 and ¢f occurs with probability 0.09. X' (6,) is a distribution
over posteriors such that g occurs with probability 0.49, ¢, occurs with probability 0.33
and ¢4 occurs with probability 0.18. X has full dimension.

Consider a quadratic cost function

o) = (plen) - §)+ (e - §)+ (pen) - %)

Firstly, X is c-monotone, because C(X(6;)) = 0.3832 < 0.44678 = C(X(0,)). Sec-
ondly, X is not strongly c-monotone. With two types, strong c-monotonicity is equivalent
to c¢(p) = Hi(p), Vp € supp(X'(02)). We find ¢; € supp(X(62)) but c(¢3) > Hi(gy), so X

is not strongly c-monotone.

As preparation for proving statements 2 and 3, we state a geometric version of Black-

well’s theorem in [Wu (2018) that holds for any finite state space.

Lemma 4. (Wu| (2018)) For 7, 7/ € X and 7’ has affinely independent support, 7’ is a

mean-preserving spread of 7 if and only if supp(7) C conv(supp(7’)).

Statement 2.
For |©2] = 2: We will first show D, = conv(Sy) and then use Proposition 3| and
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Lemma [4] to connect strong c-monotonicity with Blackwell monotonicity.

Note that by strict convexity of ¢, conv(Sy) C Dy. We will prove Dy, C conv(Sk)
by contradiction. Suppose there is ¢ € A(QQ) such that ¢ € Dy and ¢ & conv(S).
Specifically, write S, = {px,p)}. By affine independence of S, there exists A € R such
that ¢ = Apr, + (1 — A\)pj,.. Because ¢ & conv(Sk), A € [0,1].

e [f A <0, then1—X\>0.

q=Apr + (1= M\)pj,

= (1=Np, =q— i

= p=—tgt 2
Pe= Xt

< ), € conv({q,px})

We reach a contradiction, since

1 - 1 -
/ c
clpr) < T—5ela) + 7o) < 7 Hila) + 7—clpr)
1 — / /

where the strict inequality follows from the strict convexity of ¢, the weak inequality
is due to g € Dy, the first and third equalities hold by Hy(p) = ¢(p) at every p € Sy

and the second equality holds because Hj, is affine.

e [f A\ >1 thenl—\<O.

q=pr + (1= A)pj,

<~ Mpp=q—(1=\p}

e gt =N
Pk = )\q \ Py,

< pi € conv({g,p,})
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Similarly, we reach a contradiction because

() < ~ela) + Nty < Lo + “ENerh) = el

Next, we will verify that (i) Blackwell monotonicity is implied by the necessary con-
dition for strong c-monotonicity and (ii) Blackwell monotonicity implies the sufficient
condition for strong c-monotonicity. Thus, all of these are equivalent.

(i) By condition (9) and Dy, = conv(S), Sk—1 C conv(Sy), Vk € {1,2,...,N —1}. It
implies Blackwell monotonicity, because the Blackwell order is transitive.

(ii) By Blackwell monotonicity, S; C conv(S;), Vi,j € {1,2,...,N} and j < 1.
Because Dy = conv(Sk), we immediately have S; C Dy, Vi < k.

The rest of the proof is to show S; C Uy, Vi > k. We will prove this by contradiction.
Write S; = {p;,p.}. Suppose that p; & Ug. It follows that p; € Dy = conv(Sy) and
pi & Sk. Thus, there is A € (0,1) such that p; = Apx + (1 — \)p}.. By affine independence
of S, there is p € R and p # X such that p, = up, + (1 — p)pl.. We can write py and pj,

as affine combinations of p; and p/:

—

=
T
A

Di A T=A)\ [pk Pk —
= — —
/ / u

P poL—p) \p, D -

Di

>
T
=

=

!

>
=
d
=

By affine independence of S;, the representation of an affine combination is unique.
Because A(A — 1) < 0, we can never have both p; and pj. belong to conv(S;). However,
this contradicts the fact that Sy C conv(S;), for i > k.

Statement 3.

For |©2| > 2: Example [I| shows that for a fixed ¢, strong c-monotonicity does not
guarantee Blackwell monotononicity. Towards the other direction, it is possible to find
a Blackwell-monotone choice function that violates strong c-monotonicity with some
properly chosen function ¢. (The idea is to draw a convex set D; that includes one of

the posteriors in Ss.) O
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B Relation to a general result in Yoder (2022)

Proposition 4 in [Yoder| (2022)) contains a result that holds for any finite state space.
Firstly, it provides a necessary condition for incentive compatibility in @ Secondly, it
can be applied to strengthen our Proposition [1}

Recall that the optimal experiment choice function can be obtained from solving a
set of type-specific problems . The objective associated with a more efficient type is
more convex than the one associated with a less efficient type, in the sense that their

difference is strictly convex. It follows from |Yoder| (2022) that
Vi< j: S;Nconv(S;) C ext(conv (S;)) (12)

where ext (conv (5;)) represents the set of extreme points of conv (S;). To interpret, all
of the results produced by a more efficient researcher (with type ;) must be at least as
extreme as any result produced by a less efficient researcher (with type 6;). Also, it is
known that this ordering is equivalent to the Blackwell ordering when [Q2| = 2, but in
general is neither stronger nor weaker.

Under the full dimension assumption, we have a result showing that strong c-monotonicity

is strictly stronger than condition (12).

Proposition 5. Suppose that |0 = 2. Strong c-monotonicity implies (12); while the

converse 1s not true.

Proof. Assuming that strong c-monotonicity holds, i.e., So C U;, we have
(Sa Nconv(Sy)) € (Uy Nconv(Sy)) = 51 = ext (conv (S7)) .

Conversely, Example [2] shows that given the quadratic function ¢, the experiment
choice function is not strongly c-monotone. However, it satisfies condition , because

Sy N conv(Sy) = 0. 0
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To emphasize, strong c-monotonicity depends on the cost function ¢ while the ordering
of experiments in does not. Typically, if an experiment choice function satisfies
condition , it is not necessary to have the outcome equivalence between results-based

contracting and methods-based contracting.
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