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Abstract

Agents receive private signals about an unknown state. The resulting joint belief distri-
butions are complex and lack a simple characterization. Our key insight is that, when condi-
tioned on the state, the structure of belief distributions simplifies: feasibility constrains only
the marginal distributions of individual agents across states, with no joint constraints within a
state. We apply this insight to multi-receiver persuasion, identifying new tractable cases and

introducing optimal transportation and duality tools.

Keywords: feasible belief distributions, private Bayesian persuasion, optimal transporta-

tion theory, duality, concavification, information design

1 Introduction

Bayesian persuasion is one of the major successes of information economics, which has reshaped
how we model strategic information transmission. In the classical model of Kamenica and Gentzkow
(2011), a sender observes a realization of a random state and aims to influence a receiver’s beliefs
by selectively disclosing information through noisy signals. A vast body of literature aims to
understand which insights of the basic model extend to more general settings.

Our paper examines the case of multiple receivers. In practical scenarios such as recommendation
systems in electronic marketplaces or political campaigns targeting different voter groups, a sender
interacts with multiple receivers individually, sending them private signals. However, extending

the persuasion model to multiple receivers presents significant challenges. In the single-receiver
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case, tractability arises from the simple structure of the set of feasible belief distributions—that
is, the distributions of beliefs about the state that can be induced by some noisy signal. Optimal
persuasion reduces to choosing an optimal feasible distribution, and the simplicity of this set leads
to explicit solutions that can be obtained via the classical concavification technique of Aumann and
Maschler (1995). In contrast, with multiple receivers, the set of feasible joint belief distributions
has a complex structure (Dawid, DeGroot, and Mortera, 1995; Arieli, Babichenko, Sandomirskiy,
and Tamuz, 2021a; Morris, 2020; Ziegler, 2020; Lang, 2022; Cichomski and Osekowski, 2025), which

greatly limits tractability and makes classical techniques inapplicable.

Our paper augments the above negative message with a positive one. We provide a new perspec-
tive on private multi-receiver persuasion by focusing on the characterization of feasible joint belief
distributions conditional on the state. Our central result (Theorem 1) shows that, when conditioned

on the realized state, the set of feasible belief distributions admits a simple characterization:

A collection of conditional joint belief distributions—one per each realized state—is fea-

sible if and only if the corresponding one-receiver marginals are feasible.

In other words, feasibility only restricts one-receiver marginals across states and does not restrict
correlation within a state. As a result, checking feasibility in a multi-receiver problem reduces to
checking feasibility in auxiliary single-receiver problems, one per agent. This contrasts sharply with

the complexity of the unconditional joint belief distributions, which the literature has focused on.

We apply this insight to a class of multi-receiver persuasion problems, where the sender’s ob-
jective depends on the induced receivers’ beliefs and the state, as in the single-receiver model of
Kamenica and Gentzkow (2011). This framework is termed first-order persuasion because higher-
order beliefs do not affect receivers’ actions. It serves as a benchmark for determining which insights
extend to multi-receiver problems. However, even this seemingly simple setting proves largely in-

tractable.

To tackle this intractability, we represent persuasion as the selection of optimal conditional
belief distributions, leveraging their structure to formulate two linear programs—a primal and a
dual. Each program highlights different aspects of the challenges in multi-receiver persuasion and

suggests classes of problems where these challenges can be overcome.

The primal problem models persuasion as a two-stage optimization process. In the first stage,
the sender selects a feasible belief distribution for each receiver, analogous to the single-receiver
setting. In the second stage, the sender optimizes over all possible ways to correlate these marginal
distributions. This optimization over correlations captures the essence and difficulty of multi-
receiver persuasion. Finding the optimal correlation takes the form of a Monge-Kantorovich optimal

transportation problem—a well-studied class of optimization problems for determining optimal joint



distributions given marginals. A formal connection between persuasion and optimal transport was
conjectured by Dworczak and Martini (2019).

The dual problem represents the sender’s optimal value for a given utility function as the enve-
lope of all utility functions that are pointwise above and where revealing no information is optimal.
This result provides a multi-receiver generalization of the price-function duality approach devel-
oped by Dworczak and Kolotilin (2019), now a standard tool in single-receiver persuasion. Our
duality can be interpreted as a multi-receiver extension of the concavification formula by Kamenica
and Gentzkow (2011) and is closely related to the Kantorovich duality in optimal transportation

literature.

We demonstrate how the primal and dual perspectives can be utilized to construct explicit
solutions for new classes of first-order persuasion problems.

Using the primal approach, we show how to construct explicit solutions for problems where
the sender’s objective is non-trivial in only one state, as well as for problems with supermodular
objectives. We discuss examples where a manager aims to support the morale of a group by ensuring
that some agents remain optimistic even in bad states, a regulator selectively discourages production
in a Cournot oligopoly with unknown costs, and a producer selectively discloses information about
product quality to market segments to maximize an objective that depends on the adoption level
in each segment.

The dual formulation offers a general guess-and-verify approach to first-order persuasion. We
illustrate its application to polarization objectives and profit maximization by an informed retailer.
In the appendix, we present a general methodology for “guessing” the solution to the dual problem
guided by complementary slackness conditions. While we focus on examples with relatively simple
optimal information structures, a follow-up paper by Kravchenko (2024) demonstrates that a version
of our duality approach also allows for solving problems where the optimal information structures

are highly non-trivial.

Prior to this work, explicit solutions to first-order persuasion problems were available only
for specific settings—such as quadratic objectives (e.g., belief-covariance minimization), threshold
objectives, or binary-actions (Arieli and Babichenko, 2019; Ziegler, 2020; Burdzy and Pitman,
2020; Burdzy and Pal, 2021; Arieli, Babichenko, Sandomirskiy, and Tamuz, 2021b; Cichomski and
Osekowski, 2021; Cichomski and Osekowski, 2022a,b; Smolin and Yamashita, 2022; Cichomski and
Petrov, 2023). Moreover, each of these tractable cases required an approach tailored to its particular
context. In contrast, our paper provides more flexible methods that are applicable beyond quadratic

and threshold objectives.



Structure of the paper. The paper is organized as follows: Section 2 characterizes feasible
conditional belief distributions. Section 3 applies this characterization to persuasion. In Section 4,
we explore several applications of our general results to particular classes of persuasion problems.
Finally, Section 5 concludes with directions for future research. Proofs and additional technical

discussions are provided in the appendices.

Related literature. Optimal ways to persuade multiple receivers via private signals are known
only for particular objectives and/or strong restrictions on receivers’ action sets. The main obstacle
is the complex structure of the set of feasible belief distributions (those joint distributions of beliefs
that the sender can induce) as indicated by Dawid, DeGroot, and Mortera (1995); Mathevet, Perego,
and Taneva (2020); Arieli, Babichenko, Sandomirskiy, and Tamuz (2021a,b); He, Sandomirskiy, and
Tamuz (2021); Lang (2022). Related feasibility questions were studied by Gutmann, Kemperman,
Reeds, and Shepp (1991); Herings, Karos, and Kerman (2020); Ziegler (2020); Levy, Barreda, and
Razin (2022); Morris (2020); Brooks, Frankel, and Kamenica (2022); Arieli and Babichenko (2022).
Mathematical literature refers to feasible distributions as coherent distributions and provides some
tight bounds, which can be converted into solutions to particular first-order persuasion problems
(Burdzy and Pitman, 2020; Burdzy and Pal, 2021; Cichomski, 2020; Cichomski and Osekowski, 2021;
Cichomski and Osekowski, 2022a,b; Cichomski and Petrov, 2023). First-order persuasion simplifies
dramatically if receivers have only a few actions; e.g., see Arieli and Babichenko (2019) for binary
actions and sub/supermodular objectives. In general, for a few actions, one can identify signals
with action recommendations satisfying incentive-compatibility constraints and obtain the optimal
information structure as a solution to a linear program capturing Bayesian correlated equilibria
as in Bergemann and Morris (2016, 2019); Taneva (2019). Our results are not sensitive to the
cardinality of action sets and are applicable in the case of a continuum of actions.

The concavification technique of Kamenica and Gentzkow (2011) extends to multiple receivers if
the sender is constrained to using public signals. Indeed, such problems reduce to persuading a sin-
gle “aggregate” receiver as noted by, e.g., Laclau and Renou (2017). Mathevet, Perego, and Taneva
(2020) demonstrated the relevance of this insight even without any constraint on signals. They
showed that a general persuasion problem can be decomposed into its “private” and “public” com-
ponents, and the public one can be tackled via concavification. Our multi-receiver concavification
approach is of a different nature and captures both private and public components.

A connection to optimal transportation is known in a variety of economic settings, e.g., monopoly
pricing and multi-dimensional screening (Daskalakis, Deckelbaum, and Tzamos, 2017; Figalli, Kim,
and McCann, 2011), auctions (Kolesnikov, Sandomirskiy, Tsyvinski, and Zimin, 2022), matching
and labor market sorting (Chiappori, McCann, and Nesheim, 2010; Boerma, Tsyvinski, and Zimin,

2021), optimal taxation (Steinerberger and Tsyvinski, 2019), econometrics (Galichon, 2021), and



many others surveyed by (Ekeland, 2010; Carlier, 2012; Galichon, 2016). This connection is fruitful
as it always brings new tools — such as the Kantorovich duality — from the mathematical theory
of transportation to the problem of interest. The modern mathematical theory is surveyed by
(Bogachev and Kolesnikov, 2012; Guillen and McCann, 2013) and comprehensively presented in
books (Santambrogio, 2015; Villani, 2009).

In parallel to our work! connecting multi-receiver persuasion and transportation, several recent
papers describe another connection for single-receiver problems (Kolotilin, Corrao, and Wolitzky,
2022; Cieslak, Malamud, Schrimpf, et al., 2021; Malamud and Schrimpf, 2021; Lin and Liu, 2022).
In these papers, transportation problems arise as the optimal way to correlate the state and a
recommendation to a single receiver, a perspective especially useful for continuous state spaces. By
contrast, in our approach, the transportation problem captures the optimal correlation across the
beliefs of multiple receivers, and we focus on finite sets of states.

The duality that we find in the multi-receiver setting can be seen as an extension of the general
single-receiver duality by Dworczak and Kolotilin (2019); see Section 3 for a detailed comparison.
Earlier duality results of Kolotilin (2018), Dworczak and Martini (2019), and Dizdar and Kovaé
(2020) addressed the case of the sender’s objective depending on the induced posterior mean. The
action-recommendation approach of Bergemann and Morris (2016) also leads to a linear program,
and its dual is studied by Galperti and Perego (2018) and Galperti, Levkun, and Perego (2023) for
finite sets of actions. Smolin and Yamashita (2022) show that this dual problem gains tractability

for a continuum of actions under extra convexity assumptions.

2 Feasible Belief Distributions

A random state w is drawn from a finite set of states Q according to a prior distribution p € A(Q)
with full support. There are n agents N = {1, 2, ...,n} who receive private signals about w according
to an information structure; we will often refer to them as receivers.

An information structure I = ((S;)ien,m(+ | w)) is composed of sets of signals S; for each
receiver ¢ € N and a joint distribution of signals 7(- | w) € A(Sy x -+ x S,,) conditional on each
possible realization of the state w. The sets of signals can be arbitrary measurable spaces, i.e., sets
equipped with sigma fields.

Combined with the prior p € A(Q), an information structure I induces the joint distribution
P = P; of the state and signals (w, s1,...,s,). Each receiver i is aware of the prior p and the
information structure I. Hence, having received her signal s;, the receiver i can compute her

posterior belief x; € A(Q2) about the state, i.e., z;(w) = Pr(w | ;). The posterior belief is defined

1 An extended abstract of this paper appeared in proceedings ACM EC2022 (Arieli, Babichenko, and Sandomirskiy,
2022).



for almost all realizations of signals. For finite sets of signals, it can be computed by the Bayes

formula:
m(si | w)

weaPW') - m(si o)

Since the belief x; depends on a random signal s;, it is a random variable itself with values in A(€Q).

zi(w) = p(w) - 5

Let py be the joint distribution of (z1,...,zy,) and p¥ be the joint distribution conditional on the

state w, i.e.,
ui(A) =P; ((3:1, s xp) EA| w) for any measurable A = A(Q)V,

and pur = Y, p(w) - uy. We focus on the question of what distributions can be obtained this way,
i.e., induced by some I. We refer to such distributions as feasible. Feasibility captures all belief

distributions that are compatible with Bayesian updating under common prior.

Definition 1. Given prior p, distributions (u“).eq are feasible conditional distributions of beliefs
if p = pf for all w e Q and some information structure I. Similarly, ;1 is a feasible unconditional

distribution of beliefs if u = uy for some I.

For the case of n = 1 receiver, conditional and unconditional distributions admit equally simple
characterizations. As we will see, the simplicity of conditional distributions persists for n > 2
receivers, while the set of unconditional distributions becomes effectively intractable.

We first discuss the case of a single receiver. By the classical splitting lemma (Aumann and
Maschler, 1995; Blackwell, 1951; Kamenica and Gentzkow, 2011), an unconditional distribution
A€ A(Q) of a single agent is feasible if and only if it satisfies the martingale property: the average
belief is equal to the prior p, i.e., SA(Q)x(w)d)\(x) = p(w) for all w € Q. The set of all such
distributions is denoted by A,(A(£)).

In the single-agent case, the conditional belief distributions are uniquely determined by uncon-
ditional ones (e.g., Alonso and Camara, 2016; Doval and Smolin, 2024). Let A\; € A(f2) be the
unconditional belief induced by I. Then the conditional distribution of beliefs given w is obtained
by weighing A; with the likelihood ratio of this state?
zW)

p(w)

Here and below, we write v(z) = f(x) - 7(z) to indicate that a distribution v is obtained from

AT (2) = Ar(z). (1)

7 by weighing with a weight given by a function f. This identity can be understood literally for
distributions with density or finite support; more generally, it means that the Radon-Nikodym

derivative % (z) = f(z).

2This property follows from the fact that Pr(w | £) = x(w)—i.e., belief x is the best prediction of the actual

distribution given the available information—and the Bayes formula P;(z | w) = P; ((“:}‘)x) - Pr(z).



Identity (1), combined with the splitting lemma, results in a characterization of conditional

feasibility for a single receiver.

Observation 1 (conditional feasibility for a single receiver). Distributions (A)yeq over A(2) are

feasible conditional distributions for a single receiver if and only if
A(x) = —= A=) for some X e A,(A(Q)). (2)

This observation provides a convenient parametrization of feasible conditional distributions for
one receiver by A € A,(A(£2)). We note that knowing A* for one w pins down A and thus ¢ for all
z(w)

other states by (2), resulting in an alternative criterion for feasibility: ek A (x) = % A ()

for all w,w’ € Q.

For n > 2 receivers, unconditional feasible distributions do not admit a simple characterization
even for two receivers and a binary state (Dawid, DeGroot, and Mortera, 1995). In addition to the
martingale property, there is a new constraint coming from the impossibility of Bayesian-rational
agents agreeing to disagree (Aumann, 1976). As a result Pr(z;(w) = 1 and z;(w’) = 1) must be zero
for i # j and w # w’. There is, in fact, a continuum of hard-to-work-with constraints, indicating
that even a partial disagreement cannot happen too often (Arieli, Babichenko, Sandomirskiy, and
Tamuz, 2021a).

Our main result shows that conditioning on the realized state disentangles the feasibility of
individual belief distributions and the way these individual belief distributions are correlated. Con-
sequently, the question of feasibility for conditional distributions retains simplicity: all the feasibility

constraints originate from single-receiver problems.

Theorem 1 (conditional feasibility for n receivers). Distributions (u*).eq are feasible conditional
distributions if and only if the one-receiver marginals (1s),eq are feasible in a one-receiver problem

for each receiver i.
We refer to this result as a theorem to highlight its importance despite its elementary proof.

Proof. One direction is immediate. If conditional distributions (u*),cq are feasible in an n-receiver
problem, then each receiver’s marginal distributions (4%),eq are necessarily feasible in a single-
receiver problem.

For the opposite direction, we show that, conditional on the state, an information structure
can correlate individual beliefs arbitrarily by correlating the corresponding signals. Suppose that
(1*)weq is such that (u¥)weq are feasible in single-receiver problems for each 7. This means that,
for each receiver, there is an information structure (S;,m;) inducing (4% )weq. By the revelation

principle, we can assume that signals are equal to induced beliefs, i.e., S; = A(Q) and z; = s;.



Now consider an n-agent information structure I with a set of signals T; = A() for receiver i and
the joint distribution of signals (- | w) = pu*. Let t1,...,t, be the realized signals and yi,...,yn
be the induced beliefs. By the construction, the distributions of (s;,w) and (¢;,w) are the same.
Consequently, the belief induced by the signal ¢; equals the signal, i.e., y; = ¢;. Since the conditional
joint distribution of signals is pu* and signals coincide with beliefs, we conclude that the conditional

belief distribution uy = p* and thus (u“)weq are feasible. O

To illustrate why the agreeing-to-disagree constraint disappears for conditional distributions—
thus reconciling their simplicity with the complexity of unconditional distributions—we present the

following example in the binary-state case.

Ezample 1 (conditional vs. unconditional feasibility). Consider a binary state w € Q = {¢,h} and
represent each belief z € A(Q2) by the weight assigned to state ¢, i.e., x(¢) € [0,1]. Assume that
%, and the two agents receive symmetric binary signals that match the state with
probability r > % Thus, the possible pairs (21, x2) of induced beliefs are (r,r), (r, 1 —1r), (1 —

the prior is

r, 1), and (1—r, 1—r). As the correlation between signals is not fixed—e.g., signals can be identical
or conditionally independent—there is a range of joint belief distributions they can induce.

For simplicity, we focus on symmetric distributions, where the weights of the off-diagonal beliefs
(r, 1—r) and (1—7, r) are equal to & = 0. Therefore, unconditional belief distributions u € A([0, 1]?)

satisfying the martingale constraint are of the form

= (1 - Oé) (6(r,r) + 6(177“,177")) +o (5(7",177“) + 6(177“.,7")) )

where ¢, denotes a point mass at a point z. Such p is feasible if the weight on each of the “disagree-
ment outcomes” a < 1 — r (Arieli, Babichenko, Sandomirskiy, and Tamuz, 2021a, Proposition 1).
In particular, the correlation between posteriors becomes almost perfect as signals precision r ap-
proaches 1. This phenomenon is a repercussion of the general constraints on disagreement for
unconditional feasible distributions.

We now consider the conditional distributions x‘ and p” on [0,1]2. By Theorem 1, they are
feasible if and only if the marginal probabilities of posteriors 1—r and r are uf ({r}) = r, pt({1—r}) =
1—rand pl({r}) = 1 —r, u?({1 —r}) = . Notably, no constraints on the joint distribution within
each state—such as constraints on the correlation of beliefs—are needed.

The constraint o < 1 — r for unconditional feasibility follows immediately from the constraints
on marginals of ¢ and p". Indeed, the weights put by u on each of the disagreement outcomes
(1 —7r,7)and (r, 1 — r) cannot exceed the one-agent marginal probability of the belief 1 — r, and
thus does not exceed 1 — r. Similarly, for u”, the weights on disagreement outcomes cannot exceed

1 —r. As a result, the total weight o placed by the unconditional distribution p = %uf + % p" on
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Figure 1: Conditional and unconditional belief distributions for Example 1 placing as much weight
on disagreement outcomes as permitted by feasibility. For accuracy r close to 1, the marginals force
p* to put almost all weight on (r,7) and p”, on (1 —r,1 — 7). As a result, beliefs become almost

perfectly correlated under p. Red/blue colors correspond to w = ¢ and w = h.

disagreement outcomes cannot exceed 1 — r as well. See Figure 1 illustrating the construction of u
placing as much weight on disagreement outcomes as permitted by feasibility.

For accuracy r close to 1, the marginals of ;¢ put almost all weight on z; = 7, and thus p’ is
concentrated on (r,7), placing little weight on other combinations of posteriors. Similarly, u" is
concentrated on (1—7r,1—r). As a result, the unconditional distribution p = % ut+ % u" places most
of the weight on the diagonal, i.e., the constraint on the correlation in the unconditional distribution
originates from averaging distributions that tend to concentrate at a single diagonal point due to
the concentration of marginals.

We conclude that the joint constraint on receivers’ unconditional belief distribution originates

from much simpler individual constraints on single-receiver marginals conditional on the state.

3 Implications for Persuasion

A first-order Bayesian persuasion problem is specified by the collection

N

B= (Q peAQ), N, v: Qx (AQ)) HR),

where ) is the set of states, p is the prior distribution, N is the set of receivers, and v is the sender’s
utility function, which depends on the state and the receivers’ beliefs. We assume that v* is upper
semicontinuous in beliefs (z1,...,x,) for each state w. The sender observes the realized state w

and can selectively reveal information about w to the receivers, who do not observe the realization



of w but are aware of the prior. The sender’s goal is to maximize the expected utility
maximize Ej[v¥(z1,...,2,)]

over all information structures I.

In first-order persuasion, the sender’s objective does not depend on the receivers’ higher-order
beliefs. Such utility functions arise as indirect utilities if each receiver ¢ has an action set A; and
the receiver’s belief x; is a sufficient statistic for her action a; = a;(x;). For example, this is the
case if there are no strategic externalities across receivers, i.e., each receiver’s utility depends solely
on their own action and the state. We will discuss examples where the sender is a manager aiming
to sustain workers’ morale by ensuring some remain optimistic even in a bad state or a producer
selectively disclosing information about product quality to different market segments to maximize
an objective that depends on the adoption level in each submarket.

First-order persuasion also arises in settings with externalities when considering the bounded
rationality of receivers. Receivers may be agnostic about opponents’ beliefs, as in Ziegler (2020),
or they may update on their own signals without anticipating that opponents’ actions also reflect
updated information, as in the cursed equilibrium of Eyster and Rabin (2005). We will explore
such examples in the contexts of selective production discouragement in a Cournot oligopoly with

unknown costs and informed retailer profit maximization.

The optimal value of the sender’s objective is called the value of the persuasion problem B:
Val[B] = max E; [v“’(:z:l, Ta... ,xn)] (3)

We write max instead of sup as the existence of an optimal information structure I is guaranteed
thanks to the upper semicontinuity of v; see Appendix B.

We derive primal and dual representations for the sender’s optimal value as corollaries of Theo-
rem 1. In Section 4, we will show how these representations can be used to find closed-form solutions
in various examples.

Maximization over information structures is equivalent to maximizing over joint distributions of
the state w and posterior beliefs x4, ..., x, that can be induced by some information structure I,
i.e., over feasible conditional belief distributions. We conclude that the value of the persuasion

problem admits the following representation

Val[B] = max Z p(w) J vdp . (4)
feasible we A(Q2)x...xA(R)
(:U'w)weﬂ

Combining this representation with the characterization of feasible conditional distributions estab-

lished in Theorem 1, we obtain the following corollary.

10



Corollary 1 (primal value representation). The value of a persuasion problem can be expressed as:

Val[B] = max Z p(w) - max f vdm |. (5)
1-agent feasible weQ all distributions JA(Q)x...xA(Q)
(A )wens 1€ N 7 with marginals

7Ti=)\f, ieN

This formula represents multi-receiver persuasion as a two-stage optimization. In the first stage,
the sender selects individual belief distributions A’ for each receiver 4, as in a single-receiver problem.
In the second stage, the sender finds the optimal way to correlate these individual distributions by
choosing a joint distribution with marginals A\y’. Conditioning on the state w ensures that the choices
made in the first stage do not restrict possible correlations in the second, allowing maximization

over all joint distributions consistent with the marginals.

The problem of finding the optimal way to correlate given marginal distributions is known as the
Monge-Kantorovich optimal transportation problem. It is given by a measurable utility function v
on X; x ... x X, and a collection of probability measure A\; € A(X;) for each i € N = {1,...,n}.

The goal is to find the joint distribution 7 with marginals A\; that maximizes the integral of v:

ME,[(Ai)ien] = max J vdr
mEeA(X1 X...x Xp) JYXiX..xXy

with marginals m; = A;

The term transportation originates from the two-marginal interpretation, where Ay € A(X;) rep-
resents a spacial distribution of production of a certain commodity, As € A(X3) captures the
distribution of consumption, ¢ = —v captures the cost of transporting a unit amount of the com-
modity from one location to the other, and the goal is to find the least costly transportation plan m

such that supply meets demand.

We conclude that the internal maximization in (5) is a transportation problem M K. [()\;")le N]
with X7 = ... = X, = A(Q), utility v, and marginals A¢,...,A\%. In other words, a persuasion

problem is equivalent to a family of transportation problems with a joint constraint on marginals.
An essential tool in optimal transportation theory is the dual representation of the optimal
value, known as the Kantorovich duality. Drawing inspiration from this classical result, we derive a
dual representation for the sender’s optimal value. This new representation not only generalizes the
single-receiver duality established by Dworczak and Kolotilin (2019) but also extends the celebrated

concavification formula to the multi-receiver context.

11



Proposition 1 (dual value representation). The value of a persuasion problem can be expressed

as:

Val[B] = inf p(w) - V¥, (6)
V¢ e R, continuous ¢¢ on A(Q) such that weQ
v (T1,. ., Tn) S VY 4 ZieN 59‘{)(502)
and ) oz (W)Y (x;) =0

If v is continuous, the optimum is attained, i.e., inf can be replaced with min.

The proposition is proved in Appendix C, where we also show that functions ¢¢ inherit the
regularity of v, e.g., if v is Lipshitz, so are the dual variables. We prove the duality by starting
with the persuasion problem expressed as maximization over feasible conditional distributions and
derive its dual along the lines of the duality proof in the optimal transport literature. We define
an auxiliary zero-sum game with a sup-inf value equal to the value of the persuasion problem, use
Sion’s minimax theorem to exchange sup and inf, and show that the inf-sup value coincides with
the right-hand side of (6).

Comparison to the single-receiver duality. Consider a persuasion problem with one receiver
and the utility function v* = v independent of the state. Dworczak and Kolotilin (2019) established?

a dual representation for the value, which, in our notation, can be written as follows:

Val[B] = inf D p(w) - Ve (7)
V“ € R such that we
v(x) < X eqx(w) - V¥

The crucial difference between (7) and Proposition 1 is that functions % are absent in the single-
receiver case. Consequently, the problem with one receiver is finite-dimensional, while that from
Proposition 1 is infinite-dimensional.

One may wonder if we can assume that ¢4 = 0 in Proposition 1. The answer is negative for more
than one receiver, even if the utility function is state-independent and satisfies all the symmetries.
In Section 4.3, we will see an example with two receivers, where the optimum is attained at non-
linear functions ¢%¥. We believe that, as in the theory of optimal transportation, the minimization
cannot be restricted to functions ¢¢ having a simple parametric form. This can be seen as another

justification for the difficulty of multi-receiver persuasion.

3For a finite dimension (|]Q| < o), the result is intuitive. The value is known to be equal to the concavification
cav[v](p), and the concavification of a function is the envelope of affine functions that lie above it. Dworczak
and Kolotilin (2019) demonstrated that this remains true in the far less intuitive infinite-dimensional case, e.g., for

continuous §2.

12



Proposition 1 as an analog of the concavification formula. Consider a single-receiver per-
suasion problem B with a continuous state-independent utility v. The value of this problem is
equal to the concavification cav[v](p) (Kamenica and Gentzkow, 2011). Notice that u = cav[v]
is a concave continuous function and, in particular, revealing no information would be optimal if
the utility function were equal to u instead of v. Hence, the classical concavification result can be

restated as follows. For a single receiver,

Val[B] = min u(p). (8)
continuous u such that
v < uw and

non-revealing is optimal under w for any prior

Moreover, one can restrict minimization to linear w.
In this form, the result remains valid for any number of receivers and state-dependent utilities.
For an n-receiver persuasion problem B with continuous and possibly state-dependent utility v,

and prior p,

Val[B] = min > p(w) u(p,p,....p). (9)
continuous u such that we)
v (21,...,2n) < u¥(x1,...,2n) and

non-revealing is optimal under u for any prior

This formula provides an alternative form of Proposition 1. It is straightforward to see that the
right-hand side of (9) is an upper bound on the left-hand side. For the reverse inequality, consider

utilities u* of the form:

u? (1, .., o) = VY + Z 0¥ (x;)  with Z xi(w)p? (z;) =0 for all i € N. (10)
iEN we
By Proposition 1, the value of a persuasion problem with such a utility function u under any
prior ¢ cannot exceed Y o ¢q(w) - V¥. The constraints imposed on ¢{ allow us to rewrite this
sum as », ., q(w)-u“(q,...,q). This upper bound is achieved by non-revealing, which is therefore
optimal under any prior g. Taking V* and ¢¥ to be the optimal variables from the dual value
representation for the original problem B implies the equality in (9).

As a result, minimization in (9) can be restricted to separable utilities u* of the form (10),
which serve as multi-receiver analogs of linear objectives in the single-receiver case of (8). It is
important to note, however, that in the multi-receiver case, the condition that non-revealing is
optimal cannot simply be replaced by concavity: taking v = cav[v] in (9) generally leads to a strict
upper bound on Val[B]. For an extreme but illustrative example, consider a binary-state problem
with prior p = 1/2 and a utility v equal to one only at the pairs (0,1) and (1,0), and zero elsewhere.

The concavification cav|v] evaluated at (p,p) is one, but the actual value Val[B] is zero because
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assigning positive mass to (0,1) and (1,0) violates Aumann’s impossibility of agreeing to disagree.

Smoothing v around the discontinuities would not alter the conclusion.

Comparison to the Kantorovich duality. Kantorovich found the dual to the transportation

problem in the case of two marginals. The multi-marginal version of the result is as follows:*

ME,[(X)ien] = inf V, (11)
V € R, continuous ¢; : X; - R
such that v(z1,...,2n) <V + 3,y wi(2:)
and SXi pi(zi)dri(zs) =0

where X;, i € N, are compact metric spaces and v is an upper semicontinuous function on their
Cartesian product; the optimum exist provided that v is continuous (Rachev and Riischendorf,
1998).

The similarity between Proposition 1 and the Kantorovich duality is not surprising, thanks to the
connection between primal persuasion and transportation problems (Corollary 1). The differences
are caused by the fact that the marginals in Corollary lare not fixed but are free parameters that
satisfy the one-receiver feasibility constraints. Hence, in contrast to (11), the marginals do not
enter (6) and the functions ¢¥ are required to satisfy the pointwise orthogonality requirement

> en Ti(w)g¥ (x;) = 0 instead of functional orthogonality to measures A; as in (11).

4 Applications

We rely on the primal and dual approaches to multi-receiver persuasion discussed in the previous
section (Corollary 1 and Proposition 1) to construct explicit solutions to several new classes of

persuasion problems.

4.1 One-state persuasion

A problem B is a one-state persuasion problem if the sender’s utility function v* has the following

form

V\T1y...,T W = W
’Uw(fﬂl,...,l'n)={ ( 1 . ) n)7 0
)

w # Wo

where wy € Q is fixed and v is a function A(2)Y — R. For one-state problems, only the state

wo contributes to the formula for the value from Corollary 1. Accordingly, only the component

4In the transportation literature, the dual is commonly expressed in an equivalent form that incorporates constants
V'« within the functions ¢; (Rachev and Riischendorf, 1998). We single out V' to highlight the resemblance to the

persuasion dual.
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of one-agent marginals corresponding to this state plays a role. We say that a distribution A“°
on A(Q) is a feasible one-agent marginal at a state wy if there is a way to complete it to a collection

of feasible one-agent marginals (A“),eq-

Lemma 1. A distribution A*° is a feasible one-agent marginal at a state wo if and only if

M wo T p(w) or a w w
L(m x(wO)dA (z) < o) for all we N\ {wp}. (12)

The lemma is proved in Appendix D. The necessity of conditions (12) is easy to see. By Obser-

vation 1, the feasibility of (A“),eq implies that %A“O () = %/\“ (2). Integrating this identity

over x € A(Q) with z(wp) # 0, we get the equality of the form (12) with an extra multiplicative
factor A“({z: z(wg) # 0}) on the right-hand side. By dropping this factor, we obtain the inequality.

By combining Corollary 1 and Lemma 1, we conclude that the value of a one-state persuasion

problem can be represented as

p(wo) - max vdm,

™ L(Q)x..,xA(sz)
where the maximization is over distributions 7 € A(A(Q) x --- x A(Q)) whose marginals (7;)ien
satisfy the inequalities (12). Since we maximize a linear functional over a convex set, we can, by
Bauer’s principle, restrict attention to the extreme points of this set. These extreme points have a
simple structure: they are convex combinations of at most |N|-(]©2] —1)+1 point masses, because the
feasible set is defined by |[N|- (| — 1) linear inequalities intersecting the simplex of all probability

measures. The following lemma formalizes this observation.

Lemma 2. The value of a one-state persuasion problem B can be expressed as maximization over

distributions ™ supported on at most |[N|- (|2 — 1) + 1 points:

Val[B] = p(wo) - max f
meA(A(Q) x ... x A(Q)) A(Q)x...xA(R)
such that the marginals satisfy (12) and
[supp [7]| < [N|- (2] = 1) +1

vdm. (13)

Note that for 7 from the lemma, the integral in (13) as well as the integrals in (12) are, in fact,
finite sums with at most |[N|(]©?] — 1) + 1 summands. In Appendix D, we prove a strengthening
of Lemma 2 with the bound on the number of atoms depending on the number of “active” con-
straints (12); we also demonstrate that the sender can achieve the utility level corresponding to a
distribution 7 by using an information structure with at most |N|- (|€2| — 1) signals per receiver.

The possibility of reducing one-state persuasion to a finite-dimensional problem reflects a pecu-

liar geometric property of the set of feasible conditional belief distributions (f,)weq. Denote this
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set by F. The set of distributions with marginals satisfying (12) can be seen as the projection of
F under the map (u*)weq — p*°. The fact that this image has extreme points with finite sup-
port and a simple structure is to be contrasted with the complicated structure of extreme points
of the set F itself. Indeed, extreme feasible unconditional distributions (i.e., the image of F un-
der (1“)weq = X eqP(w) - 1) can have infinite support (Arieli, Babichenko, Sandomirskiy, and
Tamuz, 2021a; Zhu, 2022) and even be non-atomic (Cichomski and Osekowski, 2025). Since an
extreme point of the image under a linear map is the image of an extreme point, this implies the

existence of infinitely-supported extreme points in F itself.

We now illustrate the application of Lemma 2 to particular persuasion problems.

Ezample 2 (supporting group morale in bad states). Consider a principal who wants to support the
morale of a group of two agents by revealing information about a binary state, which can be good
(w = h) or bad (w = ¢). In the bad state, the principal needs at least one of the agents to believe
that the state is likely to be good to maintain group morale. For example, the state can indicate
how promising a project is in its current condition. Workers’ effort is increasing in their belief about
the good state, and it is particularly important to ensure that at least one worker invests high effort

in the bad state. For simplicity, we assume that the two states w € {¢, h} are equally likely. We

&

1

1 1

_ D 1
N °

1 x1(0)

3

Figure 2: The joint distribution of beliefs for Example 2. Prior is 1/2. The numbers inside the
square indicate the probabilities of each outcome, and red/blue colors correspond to w = ¢ and

w = h, respectively.

denote the belief of agent ¢ about the low state by x; € [0,1]. Agent i exerts effort proportional to
her belief 1 — z; about the good state. Principal’s utility is proportional to the maximal effort in
the bad state and is constant in the high state: v*(z1,z2) = max{l — 21,1 — x5} = 1 — min{z, 2o}
and v"(x1,z2) = C with some C' in the good state. As the constant does not affect the optimum,
we can set C' = 0, to obtain a one-state persuasion problem.

For two receivers, it is enough to consider distributions 7 in (13) with at most three points
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in the support. If we restrict the maximization to one-point distributions, then the optimum of
1-— % ~ 0.29 is achieved at the point mass at a pair of beliefs (z1, 23) = (1 — \%, %) and also at
1

3
which is achieved at the distribution that places equal weight on (1, %) and (%, 1). Allowing for

(%, 1-— %) For m supported on two points, we can improve the principal’s expected utility to

the third point in the support does not improve the objective.

The optimal information structure I has two signals L and H for both receivers. If w = £, the
principal picks an agent uniformly at random and sends the signal H. In all other cases (state w = ¢
and the receiver not picked or state w = h), the sender sends the signal L. The corresponding belief
distribution is depicted in Figure 2. In both states, there is an agent who attributes belief 2/3 to
the good state, i.e., the optimal structure equalizes the maximum level of optimism in good and
bad states. However, in the good state, both players are at this level, and in the bad state, just
one.

The notion of which state is good and which state is bad can be subjective. For example,
one team of agents ¢ € {1,2} may consider w = ¢ as bad, while another team i € {3,4} regards
w = h as bad. Supporting morale in both teams in their subjective bad states corresponds to
v = 1w = {] - max{l — x1,1 — 22} + 1[w = h] - max{xs, x4}. As the correlation of beliefs across
teams is irrelevant to the objective, the problem reduces to solving separate one-state persuasion
problems for each team. More generally, if at each state w, the sender derives utility from disjoint
groups N, € N, the persuasion problem reduces to || one-state persuasion problems, each indexed
by wo € 2 and involving receivers in N,,, only. Therefore, supporting morale in the teams {1, 2}

and {3,4} can be addressed separately using the previously solved one-state problem.

Ezample 3. (selective production discouragement in an oligopoly with unknown costs) McKelvey
and Page (1986) consider a Cournot oligopoly, where firms use the same technology. The technology
can be toxic (w = £) or not (w = h) with prior p € (0,1) for the low state. Toxic production leads
to liability ~y; - g; where ¢; is the amount firm 4 produced, and «; > 0 is a constant. Effectively,
this means that the firms face common uncertainty about production costs. Each firm conducts
a private experiment about toxicity, resulting in belief z; € [0, 1] for the state £. The inverse
demand D~'(q) = a — b - q is linear in total production ¢ and the production costs of firm i are
quadratic C;(q) = ¢;¢?/2 + diq + e;.

McKelvey and Page (1986) assume that firms are naive, use their private information only, and
do not learn from contemporaneous prices or the production level of the competitor.® Under this
assumption, each firm maximizes D~ (q1 + ¢2) - ¢ — Ci(gi) — Yiwiq; over g;, and the first-order

conditions lead to a linear system (2b + ¢;)q; + bg—; = a — d; — v;x; resulting in linear ¢;(x;, z_;),

5In other words, firm i sticks to her belief z; even if it realizes that the competitor’s choices indicate a belief that

differs from w;, as in the cursed equilibrium of Eyster and Rabin (2005).
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decreasing in x; and increasing in x_;.

We consider a variation of this duopoly model where, instead of private experiments conducted
by firms, the government learns w by hiring an expert and can then reveal some information to the
producers. The product remains valuable for consumers regardless of the technology. However, the
firms’ production facilities are located differently: firm 1 is situated near a residential area, while

firm 2 is not. The government aims to maximize social welfare given by

¥ = (ql + q2) — 1[w = ﬂ] : C(Ql)u

which consists of the total production from both firms minus the pollution cost C(¢1) in the state £,
increasing in firm 1’s production. Since the quantities ¢; are linear in beliefs (21, x2), and the average
belief equals the prior, the expected value of ¢; is the same across feasible belief distributions.
Therefore, the government’s problem is equivalent to a one-state persuasion with v¢ = —1[w =
{]-C(q1) and v = 0.

For convex costs C, the objective v’

is concave in (x1,z3) and thus the optimum in the op-
timization problem (13) from Lemma 2 is attained at a single point mass. Taking into account
the constraints in (13) and the fact that ¢; is decreasing in x; and increasing in x, the optimal
point mass is §(; ). This conditional belief distribution is induced by an information structure that
reveals the state to firm 1 while keeping firm 2 uninformed. Although the optimality of such a
structure may seem intuitive, we are unaware of an argument that does not rely on an analog of

Lemma 2.

0.36 @) )

Figure 3: The joint distribution of beliefs for Example 3 with pollution cost C(¢1) = 1 —exp(—2q1).
The numbers inside the square indicate the probabilities of each outcome, and red/blue colors

correspond to w = £ and w = h, respectively.

For concave cost functions C, the optimal information structure may be less intuitive. When
firm 2 assigns a relatively high probability to w = ¢, it reduces its production, which encourages

increased production by firm 1. This strategic consideration may affect the optimal information
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structure: in addition to informing firm 1 about the low state (x; = 1), the government may find
it optimal to induce 2o < 1/2 in some scenarios.

For example, consider a cost function C(q1) = 1 — exp(—2¢1) and assume the prior p = 1/2.
Suppose the duopoly has parameters a = 21, b =2, ¢y =c2 =0,d;y =9, dy = 3, 71 = 3, and
~2 = 12, which results in the production function ¢ (21, z2) = 1—2x; +222. The optimal distribution
in Lemma 2 is then supported on two points (1,1) and (1,¢) with some ¢ < 1/2. The constraint (12)
binds for firm 2, resulting in weights % and ﬁ, respectively. The government’s objective reduces
to maximizing & (exp [4(1 — ¢)] — 1), which leads to the optimal t* ~ 0.3608. The resulting belief
distribution is depicted in Figure 3. This distribution is induced by an information structure that
reveals the state to firm 1 and sends a noisy signal sy € {L, H} to firm 2; sy = L is sent with
certainty in the low state, and in the high state, s, = L and s, = H are sent with probabilities

approximately 0.564 and 0.436.

4.2 Supermodular Persuasion

Supermodular objectives are omnipresent in economics, arising in contexts where agents’ actions are
complements. In this section, we demonstrate that symmetric multi-receiver persuasion problems
with supermodular objectives can be reduced to single-receiver problems, regardless of the number
of agents and states.

Recall that a function G: R™ — R is supermodular if, for all z, 2’ € R™,
G(zv )+ Gz nrz2)=G(2) +G(Z),

where z v 2’ and z A 2’ denote the component-wise maximum and minimum of z and z’, respectively.
Informally, increasing one variable makes increasing another variable more beneficial. For twice
continuously differentiable functions, this condition is equivalent to the requirement that all mixed
partial derivatives 0.,0.,G are non-negative for all i # j.

For arbitrary finite sets of agents N = {1,2,...,n} and states 2, we call a persuasion problem

supermodular® if
v wa) = G0 (@1), (), (14)

where G¥: R™ — R is supermodular, and a¢: A(Q2) — R. As usual, we assume that v* is upper

semicontinuous.

60ur setting should not be confused with that of papers on information design in supermodular games—e.g., Halac,
Lipnowski, and Rappoport (2022) and Morris, Oyama, and Takahashi (2024)—which consider receivers with binary
actions and model externalities among them through supermodular utilities, emphasizing strategic interactions. In
contrast, our first-order persuasion setting allows for arbitrarily rich actions but rules out strategic externalities; here,

supermodularity refers to the sender’s objective function instead.
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We say that a supermodular problem is agent-symmetric if the functions a$’ do not depend on i

(thus af = a“) and G¥(z1,...,2n) = G*(26(1)s - - - » Z0(n)) fOr any permutation o of {1,...,n}.
Lemma 3. An agent-symmetric supermodular persuasion problem B with utility (14) is equivalent
to a single-receiver problem B that has the same prior p and a state-independent utility

(z) = Z z(w) - G (a”(z),...,a%(x)), zeA(Q).

we

Namely,
Val[B] = Val[ B| = cav|[v](p),

where cav[ﬁ] denotes the concavification of T over A(Q). This value in the original problem can be

achieved by an information structure with || public signals.

The proof of Lemma 3 is presented in Appendix E. The key idea is leveraging the connection
between persuasion and optimal transport (Corollary 1) and the fact that optimal transportation
problems with supermodular objectives have particularly simple solutions, given by assortative
matching. Indeed, let ; € A(R) be probability distributions with bounded support. Denote
by f; the quantile function (inverse cumulative distribution function) of 7;, i.e., fi(t) = inf{x €
R | 7((—o0,z]) = t}, t € (0,1]. Then, the optimal value for a transportation problem with a
supermodular objective G is given by

1

MKG[Tl,...,Tn]=L G(f1(),- ., fult)) .

It is attained at the distribution of the vector (fi(t),..., fn(t)) for ¢ uniformly distributed on
[0, 1], the so-called assortative matching of T1,...,7,. Particular 2-marginal versions of this result
have appeared in economics since Becker (1973), but the result holds in great generality for any
n, requiring only the measurability of G and no additional regularity assumptions (Burchard and
Hajaiej, 2006).

To prove Lemma 3, we note that in an agent-symmetric problem, it suffices to consider marginal
distributions A¥ that are the same for all agents. Due to the supermodularity of G*, assortative
matching of a¥(x1),...,a“(x,) maximizes the sender’s utility in each state w. Since the marginal
distributions are identical, assortative matching leads to 1 = ... = x,,. Consequently, providing
the same information to all agents via public signals achieves the optimal outcome. This effec-
tively reduces the multi-receiver persuasion problem to a single-receiver problem, completing the

argument.

Ezample 4 (effort in teams). Suppose each receiver i chooses an action a;(x;) based on their be-
lief z;—e.g., a worker selects the effort level depending on the belief about the project’s character-

istics. Suppose the production function G(ay, ..., a,) is supermodular—meaning that the marginal
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value of each worker’s effort increases with the effort of others. Assume that workers are sim-
ilar in how their beliefs affect their actions; that is, the functions a;(x) are identical across all
workers. Then, Lemma 3 implies that the informed team leader can achieve the best outcome by

communicating with the team publicly.

The persuasion literature often deals with finite state spaces—mostly binary—or continuous
states where only posterior means matter. While our approach focuses on small state spaces,

Lemma 3 also applies when the sender’s utility depends on receivers’ posterior means.

Ezample 5 (one-dimensional state and mean-measurable objectives). Consider the state space ) =
{wi,...,wr} < R. Let a;(x;) be receiver i’s posterior mean, i.e., a;(z;) = Er[w | 2;]. Suppose the
sender’s utility is
V(X1 ) = G“’(El[w | ], ..., Erfw] :zrn]),

where G“ is supermodular and symmetric.

For a concrete illustration, consider a firm (the sender) selling a product of uncertain quality
w € R to multiple markets (the receivers). In each market, the total amount purchased is a function
of the consumers’ posterior mean E;[w | z;]. The firm’s profit depends supermodularly on the entire
demand profile—due to factors like economies of scale. By Lemma 3, optimal persuasion reduces
to using public signals. The same conclusion holds if a; are based on other statistics of posterior

beliefs, such as posterior medians or specific quantiles as in Yang and Zentefis (2024).

The following example demonstrates that, despite the apparent simplicity, supermodular objec-

tives can lead to rich information transmission patterns even in binary-state two-receiver problems.

Ezample 6 (revenue maximization by a public option provider). Consider a government agency or
nonprofit organization that provides a public option, such as affordable housing or public trans-
portation, to two distinct markets. The quality of the service is uncertain—it can be either high
(w=h) or low (w = £)—with a prior probability p € [0, 1] of being low. Consumers in each market
are uncertain about the service’s quality and decide whether to use it based on their beliefs. The
provider charges a regulated, exogenously fixed price « for the service in both markets and must
meet the total demand. Consequently, the provider cannot rely on price mechanisms to influence
demand for the service and instead relies on informational tools, affecting each market’s beliefs
about quality through private signals.

Let F;(x;) be a decreasing function that denotes the demand from market ¢ when consumers
have a belief x; € [0,1] that the quality is low. The provider’s cost of supplying the service is
given by a cost function ¢¥(q1, ¢2), where ¢; is the quantity demanded in market i. The cost ¢* is
submodular in quantities, i.e., the marginal cost of supplying one market decreases when supplying

both markets together. The provider’s total profit

v“’(xl,xg) =« - (Fl(xl) + FQ(IQ)) — Cw(Fl(Il),FQ(xQ))
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is supermodular in beliefs (z1,22). Lemma 3 reduces the two-receiver private persuasion to per-
suading the receivers via public signals. In particular, the provider does not need to worry about
information leakage between markets.

As a concrete example, consider Fj(z;) = 1 — z;, c"(qi,q2) = /g1 + q2, and c¢*(q1,q2) =
%\/m Hence, the indifference points between buying and not buying are distributed uni-
formly in each of the markets, and providing low-quality service is thrice less costly than providing

high-quality service. The auxiliary state-independent utility function becomes
2
v(x) = 2a(l —x) — <1 — gx) V2 —2x.

Applying concavification to T, we find that for p € [O, %]—that is, when high quality is more likely—
it is optimal to reveal no information. For p € [%, 1], it is optimal to mix between revealing low
quality (z = 1) and inducing the maximally uncertain belief (z = 3) thus avoiding costly situations

with small but positive demand and ensuring that demand is either zero or substantial.

4.3 Constructing Solutions via Duality

In this section, we use the dual representation (Proposition 1) to solve persuasion problems. The
dual approach is particularly convenient when we guess a specific information structure I is optimal.
To verify this guess, we construct—guided by the complementary slackness conditions—a feasible
solution to the dual problem that yields the same value as I. The existence of such a dual solution
confirms the optimality of I since any feasible solution to the dual gives an upper bound on the
value.

We demonstrate this general technique in Appendix F, where we derive a condition for the
optimality of information structures revealing no information to one receiver and partial information
to the other in two-receiver problems. While our duality approach is especially useful for problems
where we anticipate a simple optimal information structure, it can also be applied to problems
where the optimal structure is highly nontrivial (Kravchenko, 2024).

Here, we focus on two illustrative examples. As a first step, we show that the dual from
Proposition 1 simplifies in the case of two receivers and a binary state. Identifying each belief
x € A(Q) with z(¢) € [0,1], we exploit a unique feature of the binary-state case: the last condition
in (6) uniquely determines ¢! given ¢f. This reduces the number of functions from four to two.

o5 (x)

"% Therefore, ¢! (z) = —a - a;(z) and so ; is not singular at z = 1 and

Let us denote a;(z) =
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thus continuous. We conclude that (6) reduces to

Val[B] = inf p- Vit (1—p)Vh (15)
V¥ eR, continuous a; on [0,1] such that
V@1, e2) < VO (1—a)ar(zn) + (1 - 22)az(22)

<
v (z1,m2) < VP —21 - 0q(21) — 22 az(x2)

We demonstrate how this simplified dual can be applied in the following examples.

Ezample 7 (B-polarization). Consider a pair of agents with beliefs z1, 25 € [0,1] about a binary
state induced by some information structure I. Polarization of beliefs can be quantified using
various measures. One such measure is Er[|z; — x2|%], which we refer to as the B-polarization.
Larger values of 8 place more emphasis on significant differences in beliefs, making the measure
less sensitive to small discrepancies.

Assuming a prior p = 1/2, we aim to determine the maximal possible -polarization. We show
that for every S in the interval (0, Bmax], where Bmax ~ 2.25751, the maximal S-polarization is
achieved by an information structure that reveals the state fully to one receiver while keeping the
other receiver completely uninformed. This information structure yields a tight upper bound of 2=
on [-polarization.

To see this, consider the persuasion problem B with the objective v*(z1,22) = |71 — 22|® and
utilize the dual (15). We choose V¥ = V* = 277 and define the functions a;(z) as

U=z <12
ar(z) = ax(x) =
2=B_ B

An elementary computation shows that, with these choices, the constraints in (15) are satisfied.”

Therefore, for every information structure I, we have

1 1
Er[|z1 — 22|°] < Val[B] < pV*  + (1 —p)V" = 5 278 ¢ 5 278 =278,

As mentioned, this bound is attained by revealing the state fully to one of the agents and keeping
the other agent completely uninformed. This tight bound on the S-polarization generalizes previous
results obtained by Burdzy and Pitman (2020) for 8 = 1 and Arieli, Babichenko, Sandomirskiy,
and Tamuz (2021a) for 8 € (0, 2].

One may wonder how we arrived at the specific form of o. In Appendix F, we provide the intu-
ition behind this choice and present Proposition 2, which describes a class of persuasion problems—

including the maximal S-polarization problem—for which a similar construction applies.

"This can be verified numerically; see Appendix G for the Mathematica code.
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It is important to note that while the full-information/no-information policy induces a belief
difference of |z1 — 23| = 1/2 with probability one, the sender could, in principle, induce larger belief
differences. However, there is a trade-off between the magnitude of the belief differences and the
probability of their occurrence. For 8 < [Bnax, the sender’s relative benefit from inducing larger
belief discrepancies does not outweigh the loss in probability. For higher values of [, alternative
information structures yield higher S-polarization than the full-information/no-information policy,
e.g., the information structure from Example 2 results in a higher value for 8 > 2.41. The asymptotic
behavior as 8 — +00 has been recently studied by Cichomski and Osekowski (2023), and the
complete solution for 8 > fnax has been obtained by Kravchenko (2024) using a variant of our

duality approach.

Ezample 8 (profit maximization by an informed retailer). Consider a retailer who is informed of
the actual value of a good—e.g., an antiquarian or a two-sided platform—and aims to convince
the owner that the value is low while convincing a potential buyer that it is high. For simplicity,
suppose the value of the good is 1 if w = h and 0 if w = £. In contrast to Example 7, we allow for
arbitrary prior probability p € (0,1) of w = £.

Agent 1 is the owner of the good and is willing to sell it for a price equal to her expected value
Ej[w | 1] = 1 — 1. Similarly, the buyer is willing to pay Er[w | z2] = 1 — 2. The retailer can
profit from the transaction if x; > x3, collecting an expected profit of E;[(z1 — x2) - 1[x1 = z2]].
This objective is equivalent to the 1-polarization objective from Example 7 because

I e S

(LL'l — LL‘Q) . 1[1!1 = ,TQ] 5 B)

and Er[z; — x2] = 0 for any information structure by the martingale property. Therefore, max-
imizing the retailer’s profit is equivalent to maximizing E;[|z1 — z2]], i.e., 1-polarization. The
1-polarization problem has been solved by Burdzy and Pitman (2020) for any prior. Here, we
provide a simple alternative solution via duality.

We argue that the maximal 1-polarization is achieved by an information structure that reveals
the state to one receiver while keeping the other uninformed, yielding a tight upper bound on 1-
polarization of 2p(1 — p). To see this, consider the dual problem (15) with V¢ = 2(1 — p)? and

V" = 2p? and define®
1— 2(1—p)®

O[l(I)ZOéQ(.I):{ ﬁ—lj ’ ”

x

A straightforward computation shows that the constraints in (15) are satisfied. Thus

Val[B] < pV* + (1 —p)V" = 2p(1 — p),

8The heuristics behind the choice function « is explained in Proposition 3 from Appendix F.
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confirming the optimality of the full-information/no-information policy.

Returning to the retailer’s problem, we conclude that it is optimal for the retailer to reveal
the state to one side of the market while keeping the other uninformed. Note that, similarly to
Example 3, the buyer and seller are naive in the sense of Eyster and Rabin (2005) as they do not
account for the information revealed by the occurrence of the transaction itself. This allows the

retailer to obtain positive profit despite the no-trade theorem.

5 Conclusion

There is potential for generalizing our approach—some extensions are straightforward, while others

are not. We outline several directions that we find particularly interesting.

Infinite state spaces and uncommon priors. For simplicity, we have assumed a finite number
of states and that all receivers share a common prior. Extending our results to countably infinite
or uncountable state spaces—such as 2 = [0,1] or a compact metric space—poses no conceptual
difficulties but requires additional technical considerations, like ensuring that the conditional belief
distributions p“ are measurable in w. Similarly, our results can be extended to settings with
uncommon priors among receivers. Indeed, if the true state is distributed according to p, but
receiver i believes the distribution is p’ # p, then any belief 2’ induced by an information structure
can be obtained by a simple likelihood re-weighting of the belief « that would be held if the receiver’s
prior were p. Therefore, feasibility and persuasion problems with uncommon priors can be reduced

to the common prior case.

Posterior means. Extending to infinite state spaces is straightforward if we consider the entire
beliefs z; € A(Q2). However, it is common to focus on posterior means m; = E;[w | z;] when the
state w is real-valued. While our approach offers some insights for such settings (see Example 5),
we are not aware of any simple characterization of feasible distributions of (my, ..., my,), whether
conditional or unconditional. Although a version of Theorem 1 applies to (my, ..., m,)—correlation
of feasible marginal distributions m,; conditional on the realized state can be arbitrary—to our
knowledge, there is no characterization of feasible one-agent marginals analogous to Observation 1.

This missing ingredient is crucial for making an analog of Theorem 1 useful in this context.

Algorithmic implications. Representing the persuasion problem as a maximization over feasi-
ble conditional belief distributions leads to primal and dual linear programming formulations. While
we have not explored this direction in detail, both formulations appear promising from a numerical

perspective. Although the optimal distributions may have uncountable support (Cichomski and
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Osekowski, 2025), there always exists an approximately optimal feasible conditional distribution
supported on a sufficiently fine grid. On this grid, both the primal and dual problems become
finite-dimensional and can be solved using standard LP solvers. Furthermore, we anticipate that
the dual problem may offer computational advantages. Indeed, in the primal problem, we max-
imize a linear objective over feasible distributions. By focusing on conditional distributions, we
increase the dimension by a factor of || (since we have || distributions instead of one), result-
ing in a linear increase with the number of states. However, the dimension of the unconditional
problem can already be prohibitive unless the number of receivers |N| is small. Indeed, when each
receiver’s belief space is discretized into D points, the set of all unconditional distributions lies in an
DINI_dimensional space, which grows exponentially with the number of receivers. In contrast, the
dual problem involves approximately || - D - |N| variables, making it potentially computationally

tractable even for large numbers of receivers.

Sets of belief distributions with a simple structure of extreme points. Certain classes of
persuasion problems are tractable because the relevant sets of belief distributions have simple ex-
treme points—for example, in the single-receiver model, mean-measurable, and quantile-measurable
persuasion problems (Kamenica and Gentzkow, 2011; Kleiner, Moldovanu, and Strack, 2021; Arieli,
Babichenko, Smorodinsky, and Yamashita, 2023; Yang and Zentefis, 2024). Our analysis of one-
state persuasion (Section 4.1) adds to this list by identifying a projection of the set of all feasible
conditional distributions that has simple extreme points. This projection is particularly intrigu-
ing because, prior to projection, the set can have complex extreme distributions with uncountable
support. Finding other economically relevant projections with simple extreme points can bring

tractability to new classes of multi-receiver problems.
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A Convexity and Closedness of the Set of Feasible Condi-

tional Distributions

Lemma 4. The set of all feasible conditional distributions (u*),eq s a convex subset of (A (A(Q)N))Q

closed in the topology of weak convergence.

Proof. By Theorem 1, (u*),eq are feasible conditional distributions if and only if the marginals

(u$)wen are feasible for each receiver i. According to Observation 1, (14)weq are feasible if there is

A; with mean p such that duy = f}gi;d)\i. Multiplying this identity by p(w) and summing over all
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states, we conclude that ); can be expressed as 3, p(w')us". We conclude that (4%),eq is feasible
if and only if
p(w) dp’ = 2(w) d ( > p(w’)u:“>
w'eQ

or, equivalently, in the integrated form:

A(Q)XXA(Q) A(Q) w'eN
(16)
for all continuous functions ¢ : A(2) — R. Since this condition is linear in (u“)yeq, a convex
combination of feasible distributions is also feasible. Since the integrands are continuous functions,
the weak limit of a sequence of distributions satisfying the conditions also satisfies them. We get

closedness. O

B The Existence of an Optimal Information Structure

Lemma 5. In a first-order persuasion problem B = (Q,p, N,v) with upper semicontinuous v* in
each state w, the senders’s objective Er[v¥ (x1,...,xy,)] attains its mazimum at some information

structure 1.

Proof. Maximization over information structures can be replaced with maximization over feasible

conditional belief distributions. The sender’s problem becomes to maximize

> o) | v dp® (1)
A(Q)x...xA(2)

we

over feasible conditional distributions (u“).ecq. Since every such feasible (u*),eq is induced by
some I, it is enough to show the existence of the optimal (u*)ueq.

The integral of an upper semicontinuous function over a compact set is an upper semicontinuous
function of the distribution in the weak topology (Villani, 2009, Lemma 4.3). Hence, the objective
in (17) is upper semicontinuous. An upper semicontinuous function on a compact set attains its
maximum. By Lemma 4, the set of all feasible conditional belief distributions is a closed subset of
(A (A(Q)N ))Q and, hence, is compact since the set of all probability distributions over a compact
set is compact in the weak topology. We conclude that the maximum in (17) is attained. Thus
both the optimal information structure and the optimal conditional distributions exist.

O
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C Proof of Proposition 1

To prove the dual representation for the value (6) of the persuasion problem B, we introduce an
auxiliary zero-sum game G such that the max inf-value of G coincides with the value of B and then
exchange max and inf via Sion’s minimax theorem.

By Corollary 1, to get the value of B, it is enough to maximize

Z p(w) - f v (x, .o mn)du (21, .. 2) (18)

we A(Q)X...XA(Q)

over a family of measures (u“)weq € (A (AN ))Q with feasible one-agent marginals. The fea-
sibility of marginals requires that the Radon-Nikodym derivatives of the marginals ¢ of p“ with
respect to some \; € A(A()) satisfy i&f (x;) = %. As in the proof of Lemma 4, from this
equation, we conclude that \; = 3} ,.op(w’) - 1¢" and, hence, the feasibility of the marginals is

equivalent to the identity

0 = p(w) dpf (z:) — wi(w) - Y p(w') dps’ (2:),

w'e)

which can be rewritten in the integrated form as follows:

0= f G (@) dp (o, ) (19)
A(Q)x...xA(2)

2 (w) - Y () ( Z p(w’)d,u“’/ (x1,... ,:cn)>

w'eQd

- JA(Q)X...XA(Q)

for all continuous functions ¢ : A(Q) — R.

We now define the game G. In this game, the maximizer aims to maximize (18), and we allow
her to pick an arbitrary collection of probability measures (u*),eq, which may have non-feasible
marginals. However, the minimizer can penalize her for violation of the identity (19) by selecting a

w

family of continuous functions ()}

“)ieN weq. The payoff function is defined as follows

G[(Mw)wem (wf)ieN,we(l] = Z (p(w) ’ fA(Q)x...xA(Q) Uw(xlv s xn)dﬂw(‘rlv s 7xn)

we

- Z (p(w) : fA(Q)x...xA(Q) w;u(xl) de(xlv s 7xn)

iEN
2i(w) - (1) ( 3 p()du (a1, .. )))
w'e)

If the maximizer selects (u*),eq with feasible marginals, then each of the N terms in the sum over

B JA(Q)X...XA(Q)

1 € N equals zero. On the other hand, if the feasibility constraint on marginals is violated, the
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minimizer can arbitrarily lower the payoff by choosing (¢¢)ien weq. Therefore,

Val[B] = sup inf G[(uw)weﬂ’ (1/};d)ieN,weQ]'

(1*)wea (¥§)ieN,wen

The assumptions of Sion’s minimax theorem® are satisfied by G [(u“’)weg, (1/1;" )l.e N,wesz] and we

can exchange sup,. ., and inf(d,:g)iE v.weo- Indeed, the set of probability measures on a compact
metric space is compact in the weak topology, G is an affine function of strategies of each of the
players (and thus both convex and concave), it is an upper semicontinuous function of (u*),en
in the weak topology (see Lemma 4.3 in Section 4 of Villani (2009)) and a continuous function of

(¥¥)ieN,wen in the topology induced by the sup-norm on continuous functions. We obtain

Val[B) = inf s Gl (5) e (98 icnen |
4 JiEN,we w weQ

For a compact metric space X, we have max,en(x) § h(z)dv(z) = max,ex h(z) for any upper

semicontinuous function h on X; in particular, both maxima are attained. Hence the internal

unconstrained maximization over (u),ecq leads to the pointwise maxima of the corresponding

integrands, and we get

VallB] = <w;-“>iinf 2, () (@) eneA@)N (vw(xl""’x") -2 (wf(xi) - 2 mlw) (xi))) '

ENWED e ieN w'e

w

For a family of functions (¢%

“)ieN weq define a new family (¢%)ien wen by the formula.

0f (23) = () — Y. wi(W) - (@), @€ A(Q). (20)

w’eN
The new family satisfies an additional condition
Z x;(w)p¥ (z;) =0, x; € A(Q), (21)
we
and gives the same value to the objective as the original one. We obtain the following:

Val[B] = inf Z p(w) - (mi)imaX(Q)N (v“’(ajl, N Z gaf(a:ﬂ) . (22)

continuous weQ eNEA =
(¢%)ie N,wen such that
Dwen Ti(w)ey () =0

9Sion’s theorem claims that sup,cy infyey G(z,y) = infyey sup,ex G(z,y) if X and Y are convex subsets of
linear topological spaces, at least one of them is compact, and G is an upper semicontinuous quasiconcave function
of the first argument and lower semicontinuous quasiconvex of the second. See Mertens, Sorin, and Zamir (2015),
Chapter I.1.
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Finally, we pick arbitrary V¥ > max(,,),.vea@)~ (09(21, .-+, Tn) — 2iey 97 (7)) and obtain

Val[B] = inf p(w)V¥. (23)
V« € R, continuous ¢ on A(Q) such that e
vw(xlv s 750”) SVe+ ZieN 907(502)
and ¥, oo 24(@)e¥ (@) = 0

which coincides with the desired formula from the statement of Proposition 1.

The existence of optima. Here we demonstrate that for continuous utility functions v* the
infimum in (23) is attained, i.e., optimal (V¥, ¢¥)ien weq exist.

The idea is to show that we can restrict the minimization to some compact set and then extract
a subsequence converging to an optimum. The restrictions that we can impose on (V¢),eq and ¢¥
are presented in the following lemma. To formulate it, we define the norm of the utility function
by

— w
lvleo oo o v (21, )|

and its modulus of continuity, by

w w /
DU(€)= max ”U (wl,...,xi_l,x,xi+1,...,xn)—U (,Tl,...,l'i_l,l',$i+1,...,$n),
we,ieN
Tl ey Tim1, Titl,-- -, Tn € A(R)

z,z' € A(Q) : [z —2'| <e
where |z — 2’| = ) |#(w) — x(w')| is the total variation distance between x and z’ € A(Q).

Lemma 6. Restricting the minimization in (23) to (V¥, ¢¥)ien weq such that

ol _ 2—pWw)
— < < .
lollo < V| < = 25 < ello (24)
2n 2
——  |V]eo € ¢ (2)] < —— + |V]|c0, x e A(Q), 25
oy Tl < [ @)] < oo Tl () (25)
# @) @) <2 Dy (o= 1) + ol - a2 €A®),  (26)
1 1 minw/eQ p(w/) ) ) )

does not affect the optimal value.

We first check that this lemma implies the existence of the optimal (V¥, ¢¥);en weq and then
prove the lemma. Consider a sequence (V%1 (P;-U7t)i€]\[7w€(2 indexed by a parameter t = 1,2,...
and such that the objective in (23) converges to its optimum along this sequence, as t goes to
infinity. By Lemma 6, we can additionally require that (V! cp;”’t)ie N.weq satisfy conditions (24),
(25) and (26) for each t. The set of numbers defined by (24) is compact as a closed bounded

subset of R2. Functions satisfying (25) and (26) are uniformly bounded and uniformly continuous
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and thus, by the Arzela—Ascoli theorem (see Rudin (1964)), this class of functions compact in the
topology of the space of continuous functions (induced by the sup-norm). The product of compact
sets is compact and, hence, the sequence (V% gpf’t)ieNMEQ belongs to a compact set. Let us
extract a converging subsequence and denote its limit by (V*, ¢%)ien weq- The objective in (23) is
continuous, and the constraints are closed. Hence, the collection (V¥, ¢¥)ien weq gives the optimal

value to the objective, satisfies the constraints, and thus is optimal.

To complete the proof of Proposition 1, it remains to prove the lemma.

Proof of Lemma 6. For a given family (¢%)enweq of continuous functions satisfying (21), let
Vol [(w?’)ieN,weg] be the minimal value of V* such that (V¥ ¢¥) satisfy the constraints of (23):

Vw[((p;u)ieN,weQ] = (mi)iﬁgi(gw) (UW(:U, cey Tp) — Z cpf(:vﬁ) ) (27)

iEN
Without loss of generality, we can assume that V' in (23) is given by V¥ [(gpf)ze Nﬂweg] and, hence,
V¥ is determined by functions (¢%)ien,weq, which remain the only free parameter in the mini-
mization. In particular, to prove the bounds (24) on V¥ it is enough to show that we can restrict

minimization to (¢¥)en weq such that

“lolle < VT e o] < =L oo (28)

Recall that 6, € A(Q) is the point mass at the state w. Plugging z; = 4, for each i into (27), we

obtain the following lower bound:
Ve )ienwea]| = 0¥ (6w, .-, 00) = =[]

Hence, the lower bound in (28) holds.
The optimal value of (23) cannot exceed the best value of the objective attained at the zero

functions ¢%¥. Hence, minimization can be restricted to (¢¥)ien weq such that
Z p(w) % [(SDZJ)iEN,wEQ] < Z p(w) -V [(O)ieN,weQ]'
we) wef)
Since the right-hand side does not exceed ||v], we get
D W) - V(@) ien wea] < [0]o- (29)
weN

Changing all summands on the left-hand side of (29) except one to their lower bounds and trans-

ferring them to the right-hand side, we get

Ve(9F)ien wea] < 2Ti()w) Nvloo- (30)
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We obtain the upper bound in (28). Moreover, this inequality implies an upper bound on ¢Y.
Indeed, let us plug x; = 4, for all receivers j except j = i into the objective of (27). The value of
the objective on this input cannot exceed the optimal value and, taking into account that ¢% (0,)=0

thanks to (21), we deduce
Uw(éwu e 76w7 T, 6w7 ey 50.)) + SD(;)(‘TZ) < Vw[(spz‘u)ieN,weQ]-

Consequently,

() < Z% Noleos (31)

i.e, the upper bound in (25) holds.

To summarize: without loss of generality, the minimization in (23) can be restricted to families
of continuous functions (¢¥)ien wen satisfying (21) and (29); the upper bound (31) is satisfied for
all such families automatically, as well as the bounds (28). Now, we consider such a family, fix a
receiver k € N and show that we can replace the functions (¢%)wen by (é‘]g)weg keeping the rest
of the family unchanged so that the new family satisfies the same requirements, the value of the

objective remains the same or improves, and most importantly, the functions (5‘,;’)%9 additionally
satisfy bounds (25) and (26). Define &% by

&P (x) = max VX1, ey B 1y @y Tt 1y -« - ) — Z oY (x;) |-V« [(¢f)ieN7wEgz].
ieN\{k}

From the definition, we see that

Ve [((@f)weﬂa (‘P;d)ieN\{k},weQ)] =V [(@?)ieN,weQ]

and, moreover, the functions @ are pointwise minimal among all the functions with this property.
Hence, ¢ = &¢.

The functions (@} ).,en may violate the requirement (21). To enforce this requirement, we set

Fi(x) = Pr(a) — Y. aw) - 3¢ ().

w'eQ)

The functions 575 satisfy (21). Since ¢¢ > @Y,

D, W) Bie) < D) aw) - pi(e) =0,

w'eQ) w’e?

and we see that g%z’ = ¢%. Therefore,
Ve (B)ens ()iemay oen ) | < V[ (B)wen (07)iew 00 |-
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and so replacing ¢¢ by g%f can only improve the objective in (22).

We conclude that the constructed family satisfies the conditions (21) and (29) (hence, the upper
bound (31) also holds) and the value of the objective remains the same or improves. Now let us
check that 5k satisfies the lower bound in (25) and the bound (26).

From the definition of @¢ the bounds (30) and (31), we obtain
2n ~
——— - |v]leo < &% ().
p(W) H HOO k( )

Since é‘lj = ¢%, the same lower bound holds for é‘lj Thus, é‘lj satisfies both bounds of (25).
To prove (26), we estimate the difference ‘@‘,j (x) — & (x’)’ first. By the definition of D,/(¢),

vw(xl,.,.,xi_l,x,xi+1,...,xn) +DU(|x—x/|> > ’U“’(«le--7xi—1,$/7$i+17'-'7xn)

for any z,2" € A(Q) and all 1,..., 251, Tk+1,...,Tn € A(Q). Subtracting ;o nn 1y #5 (i) +
v [(QO;u)ieN)weQ] from both sides and taking maximum over 1, ...,2Zg—1,Tk4+1,---,Tn € A(Q), we
get

(@) + Dy (jo —2'l) = (@),

Combining this inequality with the one where the roles of x and 2’ are exchanged, we obtain

3¢ @) - 32| < Dy (jo = 1) (32)

From the definition of 5;*; ,
S = B = (Fr@) - #1@)) = X 2@ (# @ -3 @) = Y (o) - /@) 3 @),
w'eN w’'e)

Estimating the first two terms on the right-hand side using (32) and bounding the absolute value

of the last term by |z — 2/| - max, , |$¥ ()|, we see that 5‘,‘; satisfies (26).

Sequentially replacing ¢% in (¢%)ien,wea by 57; for all receivers k € N, we obtain a collection
of functions that satisfies (25) and (26), while the value of the objective in (23) remains the same
or improves. Thus restricting the minimization in (23) to families that satisfy (25) and (26) does

not affect the optimal value. O

D Proofs for one-state persuasion

Proof of Lemma 1. Let us demonstrate the necessity of the condition (12). In other words, we need

to show that if (A“),eq are feasible in one-agent problem, then

U CO x M w w
L(Q) w(wo)d/\ (=) < p(wo)’ € Mo}
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By Observation 1, there exists A such that the Radon-Nikodym derivative

dav x(w)
-~ = 33
) - 2 53)
for all w. Let € > 0 be the small parameter. Hence, %(z) < % or, equivalently,
L4 (r) € ——dA(x) (34)
SR z) < x).
max{z(wo), e} p(wo)

By (33), 20 dA(z) = dA“(z). Applying this identity to (34), we get

2@) gyeng) < 29 gy,
(wo)

max{x(wo), e}

S|

Integrating this inequality over A(2), we obtain

x(w) wo (g p(w)
JA(Q) maX{I(wo)vf}d)\ () < '

Letting e go to zero gives (12).

Now we check the sufficiency. For given A\“° satisfying (12) we need to construct A\* with
w € Q\{wo} such that the collection (A“),eq is feasible. The idea is to use formula (33) to define A
first. Set

d\(z) = %d)\“"’ (2).

The measure \ may not be a probability measure, and its mean may not equal p. To make a

probability measure with the desired mean out of X, we define A by

A=+ Y (p(w) - J ﬂ@di(@) b, (35)

weD\{wo} AQ)
where 4, denotes the point mass at w. By (12), the coefficients in (35) are non-negative and,
hence, A is a non-negative measure. By the construction {z(w)dA = p(w) and so the mean of A
is p. Summing up these equalities, we see that A is a probability measure. For w # wq, define A\*
by (33); A\ is a probability measure since the mean of A is p. To show that (A*),cq are feasible, it
remains to check that the condition (33) is satisfied at wp. Since x(wg)dd,, = 0 for w # wy, we get
2(wo)dA(z) = z(wo)dA(z). By the definition of X,

A () = 20 43 () = T0) 4y
p(wo) plwo
From this identity, we conclude that dS:O () = ZE Z;, which completes the proof of the Lemma 1.

O
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Proof of Lemma 2: Combining Corollary 1 and Lemma 1, we obtain that the value of a one-state

persuasion problem B can be represented as follows:

Val[B] = p(wo) - sup J
meA(A(Q) x ... x AQ)) A(@)x... xA(Q)
such that the marginals satisfy (12)

v(x1, ..y xn)dr(Te, . Ty).

Our goal is to check that, in this formula, it is enough to maximize over atomic 7 with a certain
bound on the number of atoms in the support.

Let F2°(p) be the set of all distributions 7 satisfying the inequalities (12). Since these inequal-
ities are linear, F~°(p) is a convex set. The objective linearly depends on 7 € F2°(p) and, hence,
by the Bauer principle, it is enough to restrict the maximization to the extreme points of the set
Fio(p)-

To describe the extreme points of F~°(p), we discuss how the set of extreme points changes
when we intersect a convex set with half-spaces; see (Winkler, 1988, Theorem 2.1) for details. Let
X be a convex set with extreme points X* < X and any H be a half-space. The set of extreme
points of X n H consists of the union of X* n H and extreme points of (0H n X)* that are convex
combinations az + (1 — a)a’ of x,2’ € X* satisfying the condition az + (1 — )z’ € dH, where
0H denotes the boundary of H. Similarly, for the intersection X n ﬂqul H, with the family of
half-spaces, any extreme point x* is given by a convex combination of at most k + 1 extreme points
of X, where k is the number of H, such that z* € 0H,.

Applying this general statement to our case, we put X = A(A(Q) x ... x A(Q2)) and define the
half-spaces H; ., i € N, w € Q\{wo} as the set of signed measures satisfying inequalities (12) with
given ¢ and w. Since the extreme points of X are the point masses, we conclude that any extreme
point of F¥0(p) is an atomic measure with at most |[N|(|©2] — 1) + 1 atoms. Hence, one can restrict
the maximization to such measures.

This statement can be strengthened. Let n;(w) be the number of “active” inequalities for the
receiver i, i.e., n;(m) is the number of those inequalities from (12) with the given 4 that hold as
equalities; denote n(m) = >, 5 ni(7). Hence, the extreme 7 have at most n(m) + 1 points in the

support. We conclude that

Val[B] = p(wo) - sup

J v(x1, . xp)dr(z1, .. T).
me A(A(Q) x ... x A(Q)) A(Q)x...xA(Q)

such that the marginals satisfy (12) and
|supp [7]| < n(r) +1

Let us now discuss how many signals we need to generate an extreme m € F2°(p). Using the
construction from the proof of Lemma 1, we obtain feasible one-agent marginals (A\¥).eq, ¢ € N,

such that A\;° = m;. Note that the union of supports of ¢ over w € Q may be larger than the
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support of m; since we add |Q] — 1 — n;(7w) point masses in (35). Let (u“)weq be a feasible family
of distributions with p“° = 7 and marginals (A );en weq; for example, one can take p“ to be the
product of its marginals for w # wy. By the revelation principle, any feasible family (4“)weq can
be induced by an information structure with |S;| = |supp [u]|, where p; = Yo P(W)ps'; see the

proof of Theorem 1. Thus there exists an information structure inducing 7 that uses
[supp [mi]| + Q] =1 —ny(m) < [N|(|2 - 1)

signals per receiver. O

E Proofs for Supermodular Persuasion

Proof of Lemma 3. Consider an agent-symmetric supermodular persuasion problem B with sender’s
utility
(X1, .., Tp) = G“’(a“’(xl), ce a“’(xn)).

Here, each G* is supermodular in its n arguments, symmetric with respect to permutations of these
arguments, and a* : A(2) — R are arbitrary functions. Recall that v* is also assumed to be upper
semicontinuous throughout the paper to ensure the existence of an optimal solution.

By (4), the value of B can be written as maximization over feasible conditional distributions

Val[B] = max Zp(w)-fv“(xl,...,xn)du“(acl,...,:vn).
feasible (u“)wen e
Since B is agent-symmetric, permuting the coordinates x1,...,x, does not change v“. For any

feasible collection (u“)weq and any permutation o of N, applying o to coordinates yields another
feasible collection (u* o 0),eq with the same value. Averaging over all permutations, we obtain a
feasible collection (1*),cq where each receiver has identical marginal distributions and that achieves
the same value. Therefore, we can focus on feasible conditional distributions (¢*),eq for which all
receivers share the same marginal distributions (A“),eq. Combining this insight with Corollary 1,

we obtain the following representation

Val[B] = D) ME[X2,. . N,

max
l-agent feasible (A“)ueq e

The transportation problems on the right-hand side admit a closed-form solution. Let 7 be the

distribution of a*(z) when z is drawn from A“. Hence,

ME [N, .. ] = MKgo[r°, ..., 7]. (36)
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From (Burchard and Hajaiej, 2006, Theorem 1) for supermodular objectives, the optimal distri-
bution in the right-hand side of (36) is assortative matching, which, due to identical marginals, is

supported on the diagonal. Hence,
MEg[r*, ... 7] =f G¥ (2. 2) dr(2).
R
Since x — a*(z) transforms belief distributions A\ into 7%,

MEW[N, . 3] = L(Q) G*(a® (@), .., a" (z)) AN (a).

Given that each A\“ represents a feasible conditional distribution, we have A\“(x) = M/\(:10), where

A is an unconditional distribution on A(§2). Thus,

MEW[N, . 3] = L(Q) G (a®(2), .., a% ()

Combining these results, we obtain:

Val[B] = e L(m lz 2(w) - G¥(a®(x),...,a*(x)) | d\(z) = Val[B],

we

where B is a single-receiver persuasion problem with a state-independent utility function

() = Z z(w) G (¥ (), ...,a%(2)).

The value Val[B] is equal to the concavification of T evaluated at the prior p, completing the

proof. O

F Solving the Dual Problem

Proposition 1 establishes the dual to a multi-receiver persuasion problem. In this section, we present
a heuristic approach to constructing explicit solutions to this dual. We illustrate the approach
by finding an easy-to-check sufficient condition for the optimality of a full-information/partial-
information policy.

A full-information /partial-information policy is an information structure revealing the state to
one receiver and partially informing the other. Such information structures can be implemented in
the model of sequential persuasion by Khantadze, Kremer, and Skrzypacz (2021), where information
is revealed to agents sequentially so that each next agent observes all predecessors’ signals. Hence, a
sufficient condition for the optimality of full-information/partial-information policy is also sufficient

for the optimality of sequential persuasion.
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The heuristic that we rely on is that, in problems where it is optimal to fully inform one
receiver, the solution to the dual problem is determined by the values of the utility function on
the boundary of [0, 1]%. Relying on this intuition, we construct candidates for optimal a; and V¥.
The requirement that this candidate solution is indeed a solution gives a sufficient condition for the
optimality of full-information/partial-information policy. We first illustrate the ideas for a family
of sender’s objectives depending on the difference of induced beliefs and formulate the condition
of optimality for a full-information/no-information policy. We then extend the result to general

objectives and general full-information/partial-information policies.

Consider a persuasion problem with two receivers, binary state, symmetric prior p = 1/2, and
v (z1, 20) = v (z1, 22) = h(|z1 — 22|)

with some non-decreasing continuous function A. We aim to find a condition on A so that revealing
the state to one of the agents and giving no information to the other one is optimal.
This full-information /no-information policy guarantees a payoff of h(1/2) in both states. By (15),

this payoff is optimal if and only if there exists a function a such that

h(ler —a2f) < h(1/2) + (1 — 21)a(z1) + (1 — 22)a(z2), (37)
h(lzy —x2|) < h(1/2) —x1 - a(z1) — 22 - o) (38)

To gain an intuition about the existence of a, we plug x2 = 1 into the first inequality and xo = 0

into the second and get

hi—w) —h(/2) _ oy L/2) = b)) (39)

1—$1 X1

Hence, for « to exist, the left-hand side of (39) has to be upper-bounded by the right-hand side.

Equivalently,
z1h(l —21) + (1 —z1)h(z1) < h(1/2) (40)
is necessary for the optimality of a full-information/no-information policy. This condition becomes

intuitive if we rewrite it as

cav[h](1/2) < h(1/2), where h(x1) = z1h(1 — 1) + (1 — z1)h(x1). (41)

Indeed, it means that in the single-receiver persuasion problem obtained from B by revealing the
state to the second agent, revealing no information to the first is optimal.

Assuming that (41) is satisfied, we find a sufficient condition for optimality of full-information /no-
information policy. By (41), we know that there are functions « satisfying (39) and we select a
particular one:

/2
/2

lfxl
h(1/2)—h(z1)
Xy ?

1
() = : (42)

VoA

Mi—z)-h(/2)
T
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The idea is that we want « to be given the most demanding constraint, e.g., for small x;, the upper
bound is unlikely to be active thanks to 27 in the denominator. Plugging in this « into (37-38), we
obtain the following result.

h(1/2)—h(=z1)

Tl

h(1—=z1))—h(1/2)

1—xq

Figure 4: The construction of a from (42) for v(x1,72) = |21 — 22|®; see Example 7.

Proposition 2. Consider a persuasion problem with two receivers, binary state, prior p = 1/2,
and utility function v (x1,z2) = v!(21,22) = h(Jx1 — z2|). If h is non-decreasing and satisfies the

following conditions

h,(.IQ — .Il) < h,(l — .Il) + 1;%(h,(l/2) - h(IQ)), r] < 1/2 < ZTo (43)
haz —x1) < h(1/2) = Yoy o (R(1— @) = h(1/2)), a1 <32 <1/2 (44)

then the full-information/no-information policy is optimal.

Proof. A payoff of h(1/2) is guaranteed by revealing the state to the second receiver and keeping
the first one uninformed. To show the optimality of this full-information/no-information policy, we
need to demonstrate that the value of the persuasion problem is at most h(1/2). For this purpose, it
is enough to demonstrate that (37-38) have a solution o. We will show that, under the assumptions
of the proposition, « given by (42) solves (37-38).

We need to check each of the two inequalities (37-38) in each of the four regions determined
by whether z; in [0,1/2] or [1/2,1], ¢ = 1,2. Thanks to the symmetry of the problem, all these
eight cases reduce to three. In [0,1/2] x [1/2,1] u [1/2,1] x [0,1/2], both inequalities (37-38) are
equivalent to (43) and thus hold. In [1/2,1]? inequalities (37-38) follow from those in [0,1/2]>.
Hence, it remains to verify (37-38) in [0,1/2]%. There, (38) holds since it reduces to (44). Finally,
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(37) in [0, 1/2]? reduces to
h/(x27$1) <h(17$1)+h(17172)7h(1/2), 1 < T2 < 1/2,

which holds trivially by the monotonicity of h since x5 — x1 and 1/2 are smaller than 1 — z; and
1 — x5. We conclude that (37-38) hold in [0,1]?, thus full-information /no-information policy is
optimal. O

Note that the conditions of Proposition 2 are formulated in terms of primitives of the model
and so can be checked by an elementary (but sometimes tedious) computation.

Proposition 2 provides a useful tool for determining the optimality of the full-information/no-
information policy. We develop below an alternative tool that might prove the optimality of the
full-information /partial-information policies. The tool below is applicable to every prior p € (0, 1).
For simplicity, we will keep the assumption that the problem is agent-symmetric, which allows us
to focus on one function « instead of a pair, but this assumption could also be easily dropped.

Consider a two-receiver persuasion problem, a binary state with prior p € (0, 1), and a continuous
state-dependent utility v*(z1, z2) = v¥ (22, 21).

Suppose the sender uses a full-information/partial-information policy revealing the state to the
second agent. Deciding what information to reveal to the first one reduces to solving a single-receiver

persuasion problem with the sender’s utility function
T(x1) = 21 -8 (21, 1) + (1 — 21)0" (21,0).

Thus, full-information/partial-information policy is optimal if and only the value of the persuasion
problem does not exceed cav[v](p). By (15), the value does not exceed cav[v](p) if and only if there

exists a function « such that

vi(ry,m0) < Vpe + (1 —z1)a(zr) + (1 — z2)a(xs), (45)
My, me) < V- a(z) — a2 ) 7
where Vpé and Vph are such that
x7 Vpe +(1— xl)Vph is the tangent line to the graph of cav[v] at z; =p. (46)

Note that if cav[v] is differentiable at zy = p, then V! = cav[v](p) + (1 — p)d;;lcav[ﬂ] (p) and
Vi = cav[v](p) — pgi-cav[v](p).

To find a sufficient condition for the optimality of the full-information/partial-information policy,
we select a particular function « using a heuristic similar to the one used for the full-information/no-
information policy. Plugging xo = 1 into the first inequality of (45) and 2 = 0 to the second, we
see that

vt (z1,1) = V! VI —oh(xq,0)

< <27 47
T2 <o) — (47)
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The condition (46) guarantees that the graph of the function on the left-hand side in (47) lies below
that of the right-hand side. Moreover, the two graphs touch each other at x; where the linear
function z; - Vpe +(1— azl)Vph touches by v. Let b, and ¢, be the leftmost and the rightmost such
points, respectively.

We define ay, as follows:

v[(ml,l)fvpe

1—2x1 ’ ./L'l < bp
ap(r1) = v¥(21,1) — Vpe + Vph —v"(21,0), w1 € [by,cp] - (48)
Vph—vh(wl,O)
S, T1 = Cp

In other words, for small values of z1, the function ¢, is given by the lower bound in (47), for high
values 1 it is given by the upper bound, and, between the points b, and ¢, (at these points the
two bounds coincide), «,, equals the convex combination of the two bounds with weights (1 — z1)

and z;. The intuition is again that o, must equal the most demanding of the bounds.

vVl —oh(21,0)

Figure 5:  Construction of «, from (48). Left: wv(x1,22) = |x1 — 22| with p = 1/3; full-
information/no-information is optimal and thus b, = ¢, = p (Example 8) Right: v(z1,22) =
|1 — x2| « |z1 — 1/2] - |22 — 1/2| with p = 1/2; full-information/partial information with beliefs
b, = (3—1+/3)/6 and ¢, = 1 — b, of the partially-informed receiver is optimal (Example 9).

Proposition 3. If oy, V;f, and Vph defined by (48) and (46) satisfy the inequalities (45), then the
value of the persuasion problem equals cav[T|(p) and a full-information/partial-information policy

revealing the state to receiver 2 and inducing the beliefs b, or c, of the first receiver is optimal.

Proof. The sender guarantees a payoff of cav[t](p) by the information structure from the statement

of the lemma. It remains to show that the sender cannot improve upon this utility level. Substituting
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Qyp, V;f, and Vph into the dual representation for the value (15), we see that the value is bounded
from above by p - Vpe +(1- p)V;)h = cav[?](p). Thus the full-information/partial-information policy
is optimal. O

Checking the conditions of Proposition 3 for given sender’s utility v reduces to verifying in-
equalities between explicitly given functions on the unit square. In addition to Example 8 from
Section 4.3, we provide an example where the solution is a full-information/partial information

policy with non-trivial partial information.

Ezample 9 (discord with informative signals). Consider a persuasion problem with

v(ry,22) = |T1 — @2| - |1 — 2

2

Xro — —

2

|

:

and prior p = 1/2. Here the sender is incentivized to push induced beliefs further away from each
other and also from 1/2, i.e., the sender aims to induce discord while keeping both agents’ signals
informative. In particular, revealing no information to one of the agents is definitely suboptimal.
Indeed, the persuasion problem satisfies the conditions of Proposition 3 with b, = (3 — V3)/6 =
0.211... and ¢, = 1 — by; see Figure 5:right and Mathematica code in Appendix H. Thus full-
information/partial information policy inducing beliefs b, and ¢, of the less informed receiver is

optimal.

G Code for Example 7

The following Mathematica code finds the maximal £ such that the inequalities from Proposition 2
are satisfied for h(|t|) = |[t|®. The algorithm implements a binary search with respect to 8 and
outputs 8 = 2.25751...

ClearAll;
h[t_, beta_] := Abs[t] beta; (*define function hx*)
(*define the difference between the LHS and the RHS side of the inequalities to be checkedx)
ineql[x_, y_, beta_] := hlx - y, beta] - (h[l - x, betal
+ (1 - y)/y *(h[0.5, betal - hly, betal));
ineq2[x_, y_, beta_] := hlx - y, betal - (h[0.5, beta]
- x/(1 - x) *(h[1l - x, beta] - h[0.5, betal) - y/(1 - y) *(hll - y, betal - h[0.5, betal));
(*define the precision and the range for betax)
betaPrecision = 10°-6;
betaMin = O;

betaMax 100;

1]
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(*binary search for the maximal betax*)
While[betaMax - betaMin > betaPrecision,
beta = (betaMin + betaMax)/2;
If[
NMaximize [{ineql[x, y, betal, 0 <= x <= 0.5, 0.5 <=y <= 1}, {x, y}]1[[1]] <= $MachineEpsilon
&& (*if both inequalities hold within machine precision for all x and y*)
NMaximize [{ineq2[x, y, betal, 0 <= x <= 0.5, 0 <= y <= 0.5}, {x, y}][[1]] <= $MachineEpsilon,
betaMin

1]

beta, (*then increase betaMinx)
betaMax = beta (*else decrease betaMaxx*)
]

1

beta (*print betax*)

H Code for Example 9

Consider any utility function v(x1, z2) such that v(z1, x2) = v(xe,x1) and v(xy, z2) = v(l — 21,1 —

x2). The following Mathematica code checks that v satisfies the conditions of Proposition 3.

ClearAll;

vix_, y_1 := Max[0, Abs[x - y] Abs[x - 1/2] Abs[y - 1/2]]; (*define the utility functionx)
vBar[x_] := =x*v[x, 1] + (1 - x)*v[x, 0]; (*define the auxiliary function \bar{vl}x*)

(*by the symmetry of v, the global maximum of \bar{v} equals

the maximum of its concavification at the prior 1/2%)

maxPoint = Maximize[{vBar[x], 0 <= x <= 1}, x];

V = maxPoint[[1]] (*#V is the maximumx*)

(*b and c are optimal posteriors of the partially informed receiver*)

b = Min[x /. maxPoint[[2]], 1 - x /. maxPoint[[2]]];

c =1 - b;

(*define function alphax)

alphal[x_] := Piecewisel{
{vlx, 11 - /1 - %), 0 <= x < b},
{vlx, 1] - vI[x, 0], b <= x < c},
{(v - v[x, 01)/x, c <= x <= 1}

5

(*by symmetry, it is enough to check only one inequality from the proposition;

define ineq as the difference between the LHS and the RHS*)
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ineq[x_, y_]1 := v[x, y] - (V + (1 - x)*alphalx] + (1 - y)=*alphalyl);

(*if the difference is non-positive within precision,

the conditions of the proposition are satisfiedx)

If [NMaximize[{ineq[x, y], 0 <= x <= 1, 0 <=y <= 1}, {x, y}]1[[1]] <= $MachineEpsilon,
Print["Full-info/partial-info is optimal"],
Print["Full-info/partial-info may not be optimal"]

1;
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