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Abstract

An informed seller designs a dynamic mechanism to sell an experience good. The
seller has partial information about the product match, which affects the buyer’s pri-
vate consumption experience. We characterize equilibrium mechanisms of this dynamic
informed principal problem. The belief gap between the informed seller and the unin-
formed buyer, coupled with the buyer’s learning, gives rise to mechanisms that provide
the skeptical buyer with limited access to the product and an option to upgrade if the
buyer is swayed by a good experience. Depending on the seller’s screening technology,
this takes the form of free/discounted trials or tiered pricing, which are prevalent in
digital markets. In contrast to static environments, having consumer data can reduce
sellers’ revenue in equilibrium, as they fine-tune the dynamic design with their data

forecasting the buyer’s learning process.
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1 Introduction

In the digital marketplace, a prominent feature distinguishing software products and digital
services from traditional retail goods is the implementation of dynamic pricing mechanisms
that are fine-tuned by consumer preference data. To fix ideas, consider a streaming service
provider offering access to a library of entertainment content. Buyers derive a base value
from generic content, yet occasionally encounter content that resonates with their tastes,
delivering heightened utility. On one hand, with the pervasive collection of consumer data,
the streaming service is better informed about whether its library contains movies or TV
shows tailored to a consumer’s preferences. On the other hand, consumers are initially
uninformed but can become convinced of the service’s value by finding content they enjoy.
How can the seller leverage data on consumer preferences and the buyer’s ability to learn,
and what are the welfare implications in equilibrium?

We address this question by studying a dynamic mechanism design problem of an in-
formed principal. As firms rarely disclose their data or algorithms yet often publicly adopt
dynamic pricing such as trials and tiered pricing, we believe the informed principal approach,
where the seller can commit to tangible pricing mechanisms but can not credibly communi-
cate the information obtained from unpublished data, plays an important role in deepening
our understanding of digital markets.

In our baseline model, a seller is privately informed about a binary match value between
the service and the buyer. The informed seller then commits to a dynamic mechanism that
determines the service access provided and prices charged over time. If the match value is
high, the buyer stochastically and privately receives positive utility shocks from the service
via a Poisson process with an arrival rate depending on the service access; if the match value
is low, the buyer experiences no utility shocks. The size of the utility shocks is initially
unknown to both parties but is learned perfectly by the buyer once he receives a shock. In
addition to the payoff shocks, the service may give a type-independent flow payoff to the
buyer In the streaming example, we interpret the payoffs as consumers getting a common
flow utility from generic content, and experiencing an instantaneous positive payoff shock
from finding a TV series or movie they enjoy.

To the best of our knowledge, this paper pioneers the study of dynamic mechanism design
within an informed principal framework. Central to our findings is the interplay between
pricing against buyer learning and the belief gap regarding the buyer’s experience between

the informed seller and the uninformed buyer. In our framework, the ex-ante revenue-

'For the purpose of exposition, we first focus on the payoff shocks in this paper, and discuss type-
independent flow payoff later in extensions.



maximizing mechanism is to always provide full access to the service and charge a price at
the beginning. This deters the buyer from leveraging his private consumption experience to
gain information rents. Such a mechanism can be supported in equilibrium if either of our
two key model components - the dynamic pricing and the belief gap regarding the dynamic
learning - is removed. However, in our dynamic informed principal model, once the seller
is privately informed, the seller with high match quality anticipates a greater likelihood of
the buyer receiving a utility shock relative to the buyer’s own expectation. When the belief
gap is large enough to offset the rent loss of price discrimination on the buyer’s value (the
size of the utility shock), it becomes profitable for the high-type seller to deviate from the
ex-ante revenue-maximizing mechanism. She can offer a free trial of a certain length tr to
“prove” herself and sell the post-trial service at a Myersonian price vp(T — tr). Faced with
this deviation, the buyer uses the free trial regardless of his belief about the match quality,
and purchases the post-trial service if he is swayed by the good experience during the trial.

Having shown that the ex-ante revenue-maximizing mechanism might not be supported
in equilibrium, we proceed to establish a more precise characterization of equilibrium pay-
offs. To this end, we first characterize the payoffs that are attainable by incentive-compatible
dynamic mechanisms, which is a necessary condition for the payoffs to be achieved in equi-
librium. Theorem [I] shows that payoffs on the boundary of the mechanism payoff set can
be uniquely achieved by trial mechanisms. In such mechanisms, sellers of both types sell
full service access up to some intermediate time ¢y, after which they set a premium price for
the remaining service. Consequently, all buyers purchase the initial trial and only those who
have experienced a sufficiently large positive utility shock during the trial opt to purchase
the post-trial service.

Technically, the mechanism design problem arising is a multi-dimensional screening prob-
lem, since the buyer has private information about the arrival time of payoff shocks (if they
arrive) and their size. Solving multi-dimensional screening problems is in general hard.
However, the structure of our setting enables us to circumvent this by considering a relaxed
problemq The two most important relaxed constraints are as follows. First, we retain the
standard local incentive constraints on reports of the lump-sum reward assuming the report
about arrival time is truthful. Second, we retain a global inter-temporal constraint, which
requires that upon receiving a payoff shock, the buyer finds it sub-optimal to stay silent
about its arrival forever.

Returning to equilibrium payoffs, we show that all reasonable equilibrium payoffs are

achievable in equilibria where sellers of both types propose the same trial mechanisms. In

2Qur relaxation is distinct from the impulse-response approach in the literature of dynamic mechanism
design.



these pooling equilibria, the sellers’ strategic choice of the mechanism and its dynamic al-
location rule do not disclose any information, and the buyer only updates his belief based
on private signals from the consumption experience. Nonetheless, the signaling incentives of
sellers have sharp implications on the trial mechanisms selected, once equilibrium refinements
are considered. Applying the D1 criterion, we show that all equilibrium trial mechanisms
surviving the refinement have the same trial length tr and price threshold vy as the free
triall Compared to other trial mechanisms, the surviving trial mechanisms have the shortest
trial length, and the highest price threshold, resulting in minimum ex-ante revenue/efficiency.
Intuitively, the high-type seller has the incentive to signal her type by proposing dynamic
mechanisms that generate higher profit from selling post-trial services, which the low type
can not profit from. Consequently, the surviving trial mechanisms maximize the revenue
from post-trial services and minimize the trial length.

The distortion of signaling incentives can be so large that sellers of both types benefit
from not possessing private information regarding match quality. This, in conjunction with
the previous impossibility result of supporting the ex-ante revenue-maximizing mechanism
in equilibrium highlights that having consumer preference data may actually decrease sell-
ers’ revenue, as they fine-tune their dynamic mechanism with consumer data forecasting the
buyer’s learning process. These findings contrast with the literature on the informed prin-
cipal problem in the static environment (Koessler & Skreta [2016), where the ex-ante profit
maximizing mechanism can be supported in equilibrium and survive equilibrium refinements,
hence additional data about consumer preferences is always helpful.

Trial mechanisms, which are prevalent in digital markets, arise endogenously in our base-
line model, because we restrict sellers to controlling only service access. This setting is
relevant when the seller’s ability to customize the service is constrained, for example, when
the seller can only offer either full service or no service at all. In a more general setting, we
allow the seller to also alter service quality so that the buyer’s learning rate and his expected
utility flows are not necessarily co-linear. In this case, Theorem [2 shows that the relevant
equilibrium mechanisms take the form of other commonly seen selling practices such as tiered
pricing. Streaming platforms offering ad-supported free access exemplify this. Frequent ad
interjections decrease the consumption value of the content, reducing the information rent to
premium service users while providing skeptical users an avenue to evaluate the platform’s
content. Once the buyer becomes convinced of the value of the service, he immediately

chooses to upgrade to the ad-free premium tier. In contrast to intuition in standard mech-

3The only difference of these trial mechanisms is the ex-ante price of the trial. The free trial here refers
to the deviation mechanism that we discussed before.
4The previous result has weaker predictions but it does not require the stronger D1 equilibrium refinement.



anism design, when the seller is privately informed, enriching her screening technology may
reduce both revenue and social efficiency in equilibrium.

The paper is structured as follows. The next section surveys the relevant literature. We
present the formal model in Section 2l We first outline the first-best in Section [3, and show
that the first-best is attainable without either the informed seller property or the dynamic
nature of the problem. Section Ml characterizes the outcomes of dynamic mechanisms, and
shows that trial mechanisms are the weighted-revenue-maximizing mechanisms. Section
characterizes the equilibrium payoff set and equilibrium refinements. Section [0 generalizes
the screening technology and shows that other common pricing schemes such as tiered pric-
ing are the weighted-revenue-maximizing mechanisms. Section [7] considers extensions and

robustness, and Section [§] concludes.

1.1 Literature

This paper contributes to the literature on the informed principal stemming from Rothschild & Stiglitz
(1976) and Myerson (1983). Perhaps due to its growing relevance in the era of big data,
there seems to be recent resurging interests in the framework: Koessler & Skreta (2016,
2019, 2023), Dosis (2022), Nishimura (2022), IClark (2023a/l), Brunnermeier et all (2023).
The most related paper is [Koessler & Skreta (2016). They consider a general framework of
static informed principal problem, where a seller with a single indivisible good faces a buyer
whose willingness to pay depends on his privately-known taste and on product characteristics
privately known by the seller. They prove that the ex-ante revenue-maximizing mechanism
can always be implemented in the equilibrium. Thus, more data about consumer preference
helps the seller, in a static trading environment where the informed seller can flexibly design
mechanisms. This result no longer holds in our dynamic market for experience goods.

Our paper contributes to this literature by pioneering the exploration of the implication
of the informed principal on the design of dynamic mechanisms. As we illustrate in the paper,
the key to understanding the equilibrium mechanism is how the mechanism is shaped by the
belief gap between the informed designer and the uninformed agent regarding the dynamic
information arrival process at the stage when the mechanism is designed and accepted. In the
classical dynamic mechanism design setting, there is also a belief gap between the uninformed
principal and the informed agent. These two directions are not symmetric because the
mechanism designer has commitment power in the dynamic decision rules while the agent
does not.

The paper also relates to studies on experience goods in a dynamic environment. There

are two lines of literature that are most related, and we will use two benchmarks in Section



3 to further illustrate the difference and our distinct contribution. First, there is an early ex-
ploration of how informed sellers use prices as a signal of quality such as Milgrom & Roberts
(1986), Bagwell (1987), Bagwell & Riordan (1991), lJudd & Riordan (1994). Those papers
consider two-period models where the informed seller has no commitment power and sequen-
tially sets prices in both periods. By the nature of the model, all feasible pricing behaviors
in these models take the form of trials. They focus on how the signaling incentive shapes
the first-period price in the separating equilibrium, and whether the price path is increasing
or decreasing

In our model, the informed seller has the full flexibility to design a dynamic mechanism.
In particular, the seller can sell everything ex-ante to avoid buyers gaining information rent
from their private experience. We prove that trial mechanisms endogenously appear as
equilibrium mechanisms when the mechanism can only determine whether to provide the
buyer with access to the service. When the screening technology is richer, a more sophis-
ticated mechanism, tiered pricing, appears instead as the equilibrium mechanism. Also, in
our model, the payoff boundary is achieved by pooling equilibria where sellers of both types
propose the same mechanism with the same allocation rule. Thus, our analysis focuses on
understanding the structure of the pooling mechanism.

The second related literature on experience goods in a dynamic environment is the liter-
ature on experimentation in markets such as|Crémer (1984), Bergemann & Valiméaki (2000,
20006), Yu et al! (2016), Hagiu & Wright (2020), |Chen et al. (2023), where the seller is unin-
formed and needs to set post prices period by period or set the flow rate in continuous time
model. Recent papers in this literature focus more on the competition between multiple
firms. The key component of our paper, the informed seller is not discussed in this litera-
ture. Also, we allow the seller to flexibly commit to any dynamic mechanism. If the seller
in our model is uninformed, she will commit to selling the entire service ex-ante to prevent
the buyer from gaining information about rent. Lastly, our discussion allows within-period
price discrimination, and tiered pricing mechanisms do feature actively within-period price

discrimination.

2 Model

General Setting A seller dynamically sells a service to a buyer. The service is only
available for a fixed time interval, so time is given by t € 7 = [0, T]. The value of the service

depends on the match quality between the service and the buyer: § € © = {H, L}.

5The trial mechanism in our framework does not specifically refer to an increasing (average) rate path.
In some equilibrium, it might feature a decreasing rate if the size of the shock is sufficiently dispersed.



The seller can control the buyer’s access to the service I € [0, 1] at any time, where we
interpret I = 0 as no access to the service, and I = 1 as full accessé Access determines the
rate at which a buyer privately receives instantaneous rewards from using a good service;
namely, if § = H, a buyer receives instantaneous lump sum rewards according to a Poisson
process with flow rate A\I, where \ is an exogenous parameter. If # = L, no instantaneous
rewards ever arrive. We can allow the service to deliver a type-independent flow payoff u/
to the buyer and to incur a flow cost of ¢l to the seller, which we relegate to extensions
for the purpose of exposition. In the streaming service example, we interpret the payoffs
as consumers receiving a common flow utility, and experiencing an instantaneous positive

payoff shock when they encounter a TV series or movie that matches their preferences.

Outcomes and Payoffs We assume both parties are risk-neutral and there is no discount-
ingl] Instantaneous rewards give a lump sum utility v to the buyer, which is persistent over
time. Thus, if by time 7', the buyer has cumulatively received N instantaneous rewards, and

paid a total price of p, her utility is Nv — p, while the seller’s payoff is simply p.

Beliefs and Information The common prior of # = H is yy € (0,1), and the common
prior of v has a Myerson-regular distribution F' which admits a density f with nonnegative
support V' = [v,7]. We normalize the expected value of v to 1.

The seller does not observe v but privately observes 6: from consumer data the seller gets
partial information about whether the buyer would like the service. If the match quality is
low, 6 = L, we say the seller is of low type; otherwise, the seller is of high type.

The buyer does not observe 6 and v at the beginning but privately observes the outcome
of the Poisson process as he uses the service provided by the seller. That is, he privately
observes the arrival of instantaneous rewards and their value. Due to the nature of the
Poisson process, he learns both 6 and v perfectly at the arrival of the first instantaneous

reward.

Timing The timing of the game is as follows:
1. Nature draws 6 and v.

2. The seller publicly proposes a dynamic mechanism (which we specify later).

6In Section 6 we extend our analysis to the case where the seller has access to a richer screening technology,
where she can control both the service access and service quality.

"No discounting merely simplifies the algebraic expressions. Our results extend to infinite time with
discounting as discussed in Section [.3]



3. The buyer either accepts or rejects the mechanism. Rejecting leads to an outside option
of 0.

4. The mechanism starts and both parties start reporting messages. The game ends when

the buyer exits or time expires at 7.

Mechanism To deal with measure-theoretic issues, we restrict the space of mechanisms
that the seller could propose in the informed principal game to be the following set of direct
mechanisms M.

A direct mechanism asks the seller to report 6 € {H, L} only at the beginning. It also asks
the buyer to report the payoff-relevant information of the Poisson learning process. At time
t, the buyer reports m; € M;, where the message space M;({ms}s<;) is history dependent.
Because of the conclusive Poisson learning structure, the mechanism asks whether the buyer
has received an instantaneous reward and what the size of that lump sum is. Thus, we assume
My = {U}, which means that the buyer has not received any instantaneous reward at the
beginning. Next, M;({ms}s<t) = {U} xV if mg = U for any s < t. The interpretation is that
if the buyer has not reported the arrival of the first instantaneous reward, she can continue
reporting U or report the arrival and its value by sending v € V. Lastly, M,({ms}s<;) = {v}
if m, = v for some s < t: having elicited the payoff-relevant information, the mechanism
stops eliciting information from the buyer.

A time-t history h, = {0, {m,}s;} consists of an initial type report from the seller 6 and
a path of messages {ms}s<;. Let H; be the set of all time-¢ histories. A mechanism is a
tuple (1,p). The first term I consists of a collection of measurable functions I; : Hy — [0, 1]
that map history to an access. The second term p is a collection of measurable functions
pt » Hy — R, that map history to a nonnegative cumulative price. We further require that
(I,p) € M has sample paths of (I, p;)L, that are measurable with respect to ¢t under any
hr € Hy.

Remark 1. We restrict the mechanism so that the only information the buyer can transmit to
the seller is the time and size of the first reward; however, even if the seller could elicit more
information from the buyer, these messages are sufficient to design an optimal mechanism.
The restriction on the message space is purely measure-theoretic: it ensures that the sample
path of the buyer’s reports is always measurable with respect to time t, regardless of what
message the buyer chooses to report at any point in time. The restriction is without loss in

any finite approximation to the continuous time model.

Strategies and Equilibrium The seller’s strategy is o5 = (0, 0%), where the proposing

strategy of : © — M maps her type into a mechanism proposal; and the reporting strategy
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off 1 © x M — © maps her type and the accepted mechanism into an initial report to the
mechanism.

The buyer’s strategy is o5 = (04, 0%), where the accepting strategy o4 : M — {accept, reject }
maps the proposed mechanism to acceptance/rejection; the reporting strategy o maps each
triple of accepted mechanism M € M, realized mechanism history {mg, I5, ps}s<s, and re-
alized lump-sum arrival process N; into a valid message M;({ms}s<;) or an exit decision.
Formally, op : (M, {ms, I, ps}ts<i, N¢) — My({ms}s<) U {exit}. A buyer belief system
w(H|-) specifies the buyer’s belief of § = H. In the accept/reject phase, it conditions
on the proposed mechanism M; Once the mechanism starts, it conditions on each triple
(M, {msa [s>ps}s<ta Nt)-

We consider weak perfect Bayesian equilibria with one additional off-path restriction. A

strategy profile (og,0p) together with a buyer belief SystemH i is an equilibrium if
1. The seller’s strategy og is sequentially optimal given op.
2. The buyer’s strategy op is sequentially optimal given the belief system p and og.

3. The buyer’s belief system p is consistent with the seller’s strategy ogs and Bayes’ rule

whenever possible.
4. The buyer belief u(H|(M, {ms, Is, ps}s<t, N)) = 1if N > 0.

The first three conditions are standard for a weak perfect Bayesian equilibrium. The
fourth condition imposes a very mild restriction, which states that if a lump sum has ever
arrived (i.e. the stochastic counting process has realized a positive value) then the buyer must
believe that 8 = H with probability 1. This restriction is naturally satisfied in sequential

equilibria, in any discrete approximation of the model

3 First-Best Benchmark

The two key components of our model are (1) dynamic price discrimination on dynamic
buyer learning and (2) a seller who knows . In this section, we demonstrate that both
components are vital: in the absence of either, the seller can achieve the first-best outcome.
We deliberately establish the baseline model within an extreme scenario, which helps to

isolate the joint effect of the two features.

8We do not specify the seller’s belief because, at the time when the seller proposes a mechanism or reports
a message, the buyer does not have a private type. Also, we do not explicitly specify the buyer’s belief about
v: he holds the prior F when N = 0 and perfectly learns v if N > 1.

90ne might want to impose other reasonable belief refinements, such as the no-signaling-what-you-don’t-
know assumption. Adding these further refinements does not change our results.



Note that the total surplus generated by the service is AvT" when 6 = H, and 0 otherwise.
Hence, the seller’s maximum expected revenue (expectation over both types) is bounded
above by the ex-ante total surplus created, which is pgATE[v] = AT, since we normalized
E[v] = 1. Thus, the first-best revenue is exactly the total surplus Apy7', which can be
achieved by selling the entire service at the beginning at the price of A\ugT. The following
result shows that by removing either of the two key components of our model, selling the

entire service at the beginning at the price of AT can be implemented in equilibrium.
Proposition 1. Suppose at least one of the following is true:

1. The seller can only sell the service at time 0: that is, the seller is restricted to proposing

mechanisms such that the price only has a 0-dependent jump at time 0, p(hy) = p(0).
2. The seller does not observe 6.
Then the ex-ante revenue-mazrimizing mechanism can be implemented in equilibrium.

The first point of Proposition [[limplies having more data does not hurt the seller if trades
can only happen in a static manner. This result is proved by [Koessler & Skreta (2016) in
a general environment. One can also easily check that the first best equilibrium survives
standard equilibrium refinements of the signaling games. The second point of Proposition [I]
says the seller would optimally choose to sell the entire service at an ex-ante price if the seller
is uninformed. This highlights how the seller’s ability to commit to any dynamic mechanism
design distinguishes our model from the literature of market experimentation stemming from
Crémer (1984) and Bergemann & Véliméki (2006), where the uninformed seller must sell the

service period by period, leaving information rent to the buyer.

4 Dynamic Mechanisms

In contrast to the previous section, we first show that in the dynamic informed principal
game, the ex-ante revenue-maximizing mechanism may not be supported in any equilibrium.
To this end, we demonstrate a deviating mechanism that a high-type seller can propose and
show that this deviation is profitable under some parameter regimes. Motivated by this
observation, we devote the rest of the section to characterizing the payoff boundary of IC-IR
dynamic mechanisms, which is the main result we use to characterize equilibrium payoffs in
the next section.

Throughout this section, we use some additional notation. Due to the conclusive good

news feature of the buyer’s learning process, the mechanism only needs to elicit the first
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arrival of a reward from the buyer. Thus, we split the histories into histories where no
signals have arrived, and histories where a lump sum of value v arrived at time t. We can
express the mechanism’s access I as (If,{I{,};), where I, : [0,T] — [0, 1], denotes access
after history hy = {0, {U}s<}, and IY, : [t, T] — [0, 1] denotes access after the history where
the first reward is communicated at time ¢ with value v. We notate (p?}, {pit}t) similarly

for the cumulative prices.

4.1 High-type Seller Deviation

Suppose that on-path, both types of seller propose to sell the entire service ex-ante at a price

M1 Let vp denote the Myerson price
vp = argmax {v(l — F(v))},
where F'is the distribution of buyer values. Define tr as
— N
tp = argmfux{(l eMNT —-1)}.

It is straightforward to check that tp is the maximizer of a strictly concave function and
hence is unique. Consider the following off-path deviation, where the seller proposes the

following dynamic mechanism:

1 t<tp,
Ig(t) = Iff (t) =

0 t>tp,

1 v > Up,
5 () = I =7

[U(t) v < VUf.
L MNp(T —tp) v > op,
pvt( pvt

0 v < VR,
po(t) = =0.

To understand this off-path mechanism proposal, note that the first statement indicates that
the offered mechanism provides full access to an uninformed buyer before time ¢z, and no
access to the uninformed buyer after time tz. A buyer who receives a signal of size v at time
t is given full access if v is greater than vg, but is treated as an uninformed buyer otherwise.
The seller never charges a payment from an uninformed buyer, but charges a payment of

Mp(T — tp) from an informed buyer with value above vp.

11



Intuitively, the seller makes the following offer:

Instead of selling the service for the entire time interval T for the total price
AT, T will instead give you the service up to time tp for free. After tp, I will

give you the option to buy the remaining 7' — ¢tz at price Avp(T — tr).

We will call this mechanism the free trial mechanism. It turns out that whether the first-best
can be attained in an equilibrium exactly depends on whether the free trial is more profitable

than selling the service ex-ante.

Proposition 2. The first-best cannot be implemented in any equilibrium if and only if
(1 —e )1 — Fvp) \vp(T — tg) > A\uoT. (1)

The if side of the proposition comes from a straightforward comparison of profits. The
proof of the only if direction requires a characterization of the payoffs attainable by all
incentive compatible, individually rational (IC-IR) mechanisms, which we discuss in the

next subsection.

Corollary 1. A necessary condition for the failure of supporting revenue-maximizing mech-

anism in the equilibrium is
1-— UF(l — F(’UF)) <1l-— Lo-

This corollary highlights the high-type seller’s trade-off between the benefit of self-proving
and the loss of giving the buyer information rent. A larger belief gap 1 — uo between the
high-type seller and the uninformed buyer creates a larger incentive for the high-type seller
to use a free trial to convince the buyer. However, the free trial also allows the buyer to learn
the value v, so via the post-trial price discrimination the seller can only get the Myersonian
profit instead of the ex-ante surplus 1. One can also show that once the necessary condition
is satisfied, the ex-ante revenue-maximizing mechanism cannot be achieved in equilibrium if
the learning rate A\ is sufficiently large or if the time horizon T is sufficiently large.

It will be useful for our later discussion to note the profit a high-type seller receives from

offering this free trial mechanism. That is, define

Tp \— (1 — 6_)\tF)(1 — F(UF)))\’UF(T — tF).

12



4.2 IC-IR Mechanisms

We now focus on characterizing the payoff that could result from an IC-IR mechanism, which
is a necessary condition for the payoff to be an equilibrium payoff. An IC-IR mechanism
ensures that it is incentive-compatible for the seller to report # and for the buyer to report
the private learning process truthfully. It also requires that sellers of both types and the

buyer with an initial belief py receive a non-negative ex-ante payoff. Formally, we define
Iicr = {(ﬂ'L, WH)‘ d an IC-IR mechanism s.t. the ex ante payoff for a seller of type 0 is 7T9}.

In order to understand the incentives of the high-type seller, we will focus on characteriz-
ing the upper boundary of Iljc.1g. To do so, we will consider the points of II that maximize
a weighted sum of seller payoffs, normalizing the weight for the high-type seller to 1 and
allowing the weight on the low-type seller to vary, up to the weights that match the prior:

1 — i
Ho

8H4.: {(WL,WH)

Jwy, € {—1, } , (mp,mg) € argmax (wpmp +7TH)} )

(rr,mr)€Ellicr

Note that the element of OII, when wy = 0 corresponds to the mechanism that maximizes
the payoff of the high-type seller, when w; = (1 — pg)/po, the mechanism that maximizes
the prior-weighted revenue across both seller types, and when w; = —1, the mechanism that

maximizes the difference in revenue of both types. As we show in the next section, focusing

on wy, € [—1, =] is sufficient to characterize the equilibrium payoff.

1—po
I
Let 7 denote the stochastic arrival time of the first lump-sum reward, with 7 realized to
be oo if no reward ever arrives. Since the low type never generates a positive arrival rate,
the payoff of the low-type seller is always just p% (7). Hence, we can rewrite the boundary
point condition in Ol as the following maximization:
max {wiph (T) + E [pll, (T)1r < 7] + pf{ (1)1} > T) | 6 = H]} 2)

subject to IC and IR.

To solve this maximization problem, we first define the notion of trial mechanisms. In-
formally, a trial mechanism consists of two phases; an initial trial where the seller provides
access to everyone at a certain price, and a second phase where the seller sells the remaining
service at a high price so that only buyers who have received a high utility shock purchases.

More formally:

Definition 1. A dynamic mechanism (I,p) is a trial mechanism if and only if there exists

13



Vo, to such that

1t <t
() = IH(t) = ; t—:
>0>

1 v > Vg,

Ly(t) = Iy (1) =
IU(t) v < 9.

It is clear that the free trial we introduced in the previous section satisfies the definition
of a trial mechanism. In addition, we note that in the special degenerate case where t, =T,
I = Ig,t = 1. We are now ready to present our first main result. In words, the main result

states that the boundary Ol is uniquely attained by trial mechanisms.

Theorem 1. For any payoff pair (rp,my) € Ol , there exists a trial mechanism with param-
eter (vo,to) that outcome-uniquely attains it Denote the weight associated with (7p, 7 )

as wr,, then vy satisfies the implicit equation
1 — F(v) } (3)

Vg = max {l}a (1= po(wr + 1) f(vo)

and ty satisfies one of the following:

0 = \e— Mo (T i to) N (1 o e—Ato) + po(l+wr) if1— e AT~ po(l+wr)
o o 4
to=T if1— e < o (1+wr) )

™0

where my = fvz (v — (1 = po(wg + 1))1}5()7’)) f(v)dv is the expected virtual surplus.

The content of Theorem [Il says that the boundary elements of the IC-IR payoff set, JIl,
which maximize wy-weighted revenue across seller types, are outcome-uniquely implemented
by trial mechanisms with parameter (vg,to) that depends on wy,.

To deliver some intuition about the basic trade off in the mechanism design problem,
consider point H, as illustrated in Figure[Il where w; = 0 and the mechanism designer aims
to maximize the high-type seller’s revenue. According to Equation Bl the threshold type to

purchase the post-trial service is

v = v5(0) = max {v, (1— m)i(”f)} |

f(vm)

10A]] players’ induced interim payoffs at any time are unique. I is also unique.
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Equivalently, vy maximizes the expected virtual surplus:

vy = arg max / (v . MO)%Z)@)) F(v)do.

To understand why the coefficient in front of the rent term is (1 — o) instead of 1, consider
the optimal design of the post-trial rate in the trial mechanism. It is true that in the second
phase, the buyer who receives a signal enjoys information rents. However, the buyer knows
ex-ante the probability of gaining rents if he encounters a high-type seller. Therefore, the
mechanism designer can extract the surplus from the ex-ante payment. The problem is that
the mechanism designer only aims to maximize the high-type seller’s revenue, or equivalently,
the designer believes that the seller is high type with probability 1. In contrast, the buyer
only believes the seller to be high type with probability po. Thus, from the designer’s point
of view, the real loss of information rent comes from the belief gap 1 — py.

Denote the maximized virtual surplus obtained by vy as 7wy, the optimal trial length ¢y

solves

tIEIan:)Tﬂ Mig -t + A1 — ey - (T —t).

To understand this expression, consider the dual aspects of providing uniform service
access to all buyers during the trial phase and enabling learning-based price discrimination
after the trial. The former yields a flow profit of Auy due to buyer’s ex-ante skepticism,
while the latter yields a flow profit of A\(1 — e™*#)my, which depends on the probability
that a buyer received a signal in the trial. Striking an optimal balance in the design of the
trial length encompasses a trade-off: extending the trial length cultivates a larger number of
buyers convinced of § = H, albeit at the expense of reducing the remaining service available

“Mry, even following a trial of length T,

for price discrimination. When py > A(1 — e
the expected number of convinced buyers fails to make learning-based price discrimination
profitable so ty = T'. Conversely, ty is interior. This differs from the discussion in Corollary
[, since here the inequality gy > j always holds, regardless of the distribution f. Therefore,
as long as AT is sufficiently large, the optimal ¢ty is always interior.

After characterizing the point H we turn to an overview of all boundary payoffs, starting
by illustrating two important mechanisms that arise. First, from w;, = (1 — po)/po, the

result implies the following corollary

Corollary 2. Selling ex ante is the mazimal element of lljcr in the direction (1 — o, po):

max  [(1 — po)mr + promu] = Aol

(rr,mH)€lcar
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(a) mp > ApoT

L

L

(b) Tr < /\,U(]T

Figure 1: The boundary of the IC-IR mechanism payoff set Iljc.jgr. Point F' denotes the
payoffs from the free-trial mechanism, point H denotes the best mechanism for the § = H
type seller, and point B denotes the payoff outcome from selling ex-ante. Figure (a) shows
an example where the first-best cannot be attained, and Figure (b) shows an example where
the first-best can be attained.

and (AT, \poT') is the unique maximizer.

The mechanism here is equivalent to selling the entire service ex ante and attains the first-
best. The second important mechanism we highlight follows from the analysis in direction

wr, = —1.

Corollary 3. The free trial is a mazimal element of lljcir in the direction (—1,1):

max [ry — 7] = 7R
(rp,mr)€llicar

and (0,7F) is a mazximizer.

Figure [ illustrates points F' and B. In the figure, H denotes the best mechanism for
the high type. As we analyzed earlier, H does not always have an interior trial length;
it may coincide with B, but H never coincides with F. This follows intuitively because
F' corresponds to the free trial, and both types can be better off by charging an ex-ante
payment for the duration of the trial, Augtp.

Finally, we can establish the following comparative static result

Proposition 3. The trial length ty s weakly increasing in wy and py. The post-trial price

vg 15 weakly decreasing in wy and pyg.
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Proposition B concerns the comparative static about the degree of learning-based price
discrimination. In the extensive margin, a shorter trial length leads to fewer buyers learning
0 = H; in the intensive margin, a higher post-trial price drives out more buyers with low val-
ues. In this sense, Proposition Bl shows that as the market belief 1+ becomes more optimistic,
optimal learning-based price discrimination becomes less aggressive in both extensive and
intensive margins. Furthermore, as we reduce wy and move from point B to point F' along
the boundary, the degree of learning-based price discrimination increases in both margins,
with point F featuring the maximum price discrimination. We will return to this observation

in equilibrium refinements.

4.3 Proof of Theorem [

This subsection sketches the proof of Theorem [Il Readers less interested in proofs may
jump to the next section. First, we outline the overall steps in the proof of Theorem [Il To
start, we consider a problem relaxation, in which we drop most of the IC and IR constraints.
We show that for any wp, the only solutions to the relaxed problems are trial mechanisms
with the same g, vy (same trial length and second-period cutoff). Furthermore, we explicitly
construct a price function for a trial mechanism that maximizes the relaxed problem and
show that the construction is feasible under the original IC-IR constraints.

We begin by providing an intuitive interpretation of the relaxed problem. We consider
the problem of designing a mechanism that satisfies a subset of IC-IR constraints, namely

only the following four constraints:

1. A buyer who receives a lump sum v at time ¢ does not want to misreport being unin-

formed forever.
2. A buyer who receives a lump sum v at time ¢ does not want to misreport v" at time ¢.
3. Participation is individually rational for the buyer at time zero.
4. The low seller type is willing to participate and report truthfully.

That is, we drop constraints that prevent an uninformed buyer from reporting as informed,
and constraints where a buyer who sees a lump sum v at time t jointly deviates to reporting
v’ at time t'. It turns out that in any optimal solution to this relaxation, one of the first
two constraints binds, and whether the last two bind depends on the weight wy in the
objective; further, once we extend any solution to the general problem, it turns out that

these constraints are the key constraints that pin down the mechanism.
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To formulate the relaxed problem mathematically, we first introduce some additional

notation. Let .
I(w,t) = / I7,(s) ds
t
be the cumulative access of the remainder of the service after the buyer reports w, t, and let

I(U,t) .= /Tlg(s) ds

be the analog for an uninformed buyer. We start by considering the problem relaxation we

discussed:
mas {wiph(T) + E (D1 < T+ (DA > 1] 0= H]}  (5)
subject to  AvI(v,t) — pl(T) > MWI(U,t) — pi(T) V(v,t) (IC-U)
Avl(v,t) = pfy(T) > MWI(W',t) — pli (T) V(v, ', t) (IC-V)
poE [Nrv —pil (T) | 0 = H] — (1 — po)pir(T) > 0 (IR-0)
pi(T) > max(p; (T),0) (IC-S)

where we slightly abuse notation in writing the ex-ante IR for the buyer in the third con-
straint; that is, if 7 = oo (no lump sum reward arrives) we denote p (T) = pf,(T). As is

standard, we will define the interim utility of the buyer
u(v,t) := Ml (v,t) — pUH,t(T)

at the time of first arrival, when the buyer has learned value v at time ¢. Note that since
the arrival of v is conclusive good news, the belief of the buyer in this interim utility is that
0 = H with probability 1.

Among the two IC constraints remained in the relaxed problem, (IC-V) is rather stan-
dard and admits an envelope representation. The main question is how to deal with the
inter-temporal global constraint (IC-U). The key observation is that by rewriting vI(U,t) as
fvv I(U,t)ds + vI(U,t), we can combine both IC constraints into a local envelope represen-

tation.

Lemma 1. The (IC-U) and (IC-V) constraints hold only if

u(v,t) > /v Mr(w, t)dw + I (U, t) — pi(t),

where r(w,t) == max {[(U,t), [(w,t)}.
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Proof. Note that (IC-V) impleis that

u(v,t) = max Ml (v',t) — piro(T).

The standard envelope theorem then immediately implies that

u(v,t) = u(v, t) + /U M (w, t)dw

v

v

/ M (w, t)dw + (U, £) — pl(T),

where the inequality comes from (IC-U). We can also rewrite (IC-U) as:

u(v,t) > I(U,t) — pi(T)

= )\/U I(U, t)ds + \I(U,t) — pi (T).

v

These two inequalities imply
u(v,t) > )\/ max([(U,t), I(w,t))ds + \vI(U,t) — pi(T)

as desired. ]

To simplify notation further, we introduce the price variable A9, := pf ,(T) — p{;(T); that
is, Ag,t is the additional total price incurred by the buyer reporting (v,t). With the help
of Lemma [Il we consider a further relaxation of the problem, where we replace the two IC
constraints with a single IC constraint.

Next, we rearrange the (IR-0) constraint. Intuitively, the (IR-0) constraint equivalently
states that the expected payment that occurs with no arrivals cannot be more than the
expected value of the service for the uninformed buyer plus the expected additional value a

buyer gains after learning v:

po (AI(U, 0) + E [Xo(I(v,7) = I(U, 7)) = AJ(T) | 0 = H]) > popyy (T) + (1 — o) (T)
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Using this, the problem becomes
max {weph(T) + pfl(T) + E[AL(T)1[r <T) | 6 = H]}

subject to Aft(T) < \vl(v,t) — / Ar(w, t)dw — Al (U, t) V(v,t) (IC)

po (A(U,0) + E [)\U(](;J, )= I(U,7)) = A (T) | 6 = H])
> popyr (T) + (1 = po)pp(T) (IR-0)
pi(T) = max(pf; (T), 0) (IC-S)

Having condensed the IC constraints, we turn to the rest of the problem. First, we

eliminate p5 from the problem with the following lemma:

Lemma 2. The cumulative payment by an uninformed buyer is equal for both types:

pi(T) = pi (7).
If wy, > —1, (IR-0) must bind at optimum.

We can then prove the unique optimality of trial mechanisms in the relaxed problem
(where we replace (IC-V) and (IC-U) with (IC)).

Lemma 3. Any optimal mechanism of the relazed problem must be a trial mechanism, with

1—F(’Uo)

vo = (1 — po(wg, + 1)) o)

The trial length to is T if %ﬁw” >1—e 7T else ty solves

)\e—)\to(T —to) — (1 — 6—>\t0) + po(1 4+ wy) —0

o

where my = fvz (v — (1 — po(wg + 1))1}2(;’)) f(v)dv is the expected virtual surplus.

Proof. By Lemma 2 if wy, > —1, (IR-0) binds, so we can plug in for p#(T') to get

o (w4 Do (M(U,0) + E [M(I(v,7) = I(U, 7)) — A (T) | 6 = H])
MeM +E [AF (T)1[r <T]|6=H]

subject to AUH,t(T) < \l(v,t) — / Ar(w, t)dw — AvI(U,t) V(v,t). (IC)

v
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Note that this optimization is still valid if wy, = —1, since the first term in the maximization
just becomes zero. A quick check confirms that wy, < (1—pg)/po implies that (wp+1)u < 1,
and hence the coefficient of A{){,t

— o)/ o 1t 18 W.L.O.G. to do so). Plugging into the objective for , We ge
1 — o)/ o it is W.L.O.G. to d Plugging into the objective for A, t

must be positive, and so (IC) must bind (when w;, =
- { (wr, 4+ 1) o M(U,0) + E[Nv(I(v,7) — I(U,7)))1[r < T]| 6= HJ) }
MeM | 4+(1 — po(wy + 1))E K)\UI(U,T) — f; Ar(w, T)dw — Avl (U, 7')) Lr<T]|0= H]

Using linearity of expectation and integrating by parts to eliminate the integral on the r
term, we get

1) oAl E
max {(wL+ )1oAL(U,0) +

< MI(0,7) — (1~ o, + 1) 75 ar(r, ) ) W <7
—Apo(wr + 1)oI(U,7) — (1 = po(wr + 1)) I (U, 7) -

Notice that the random arrival time 7 only depends on I(U,t). Thus, the only term
affected by I(v,t) is

E |:>\U[(U,T) — (1 — po(wg + 1)) (v) Ar(v,7T)|0 = H] :

f)
Recall that r(v,7) = max{[(U,7),I(v,7)}. When I(v,7) < I(U, 1), reducing I(v, ) does
not decrease the rent term as it is in the standard approach. Thus, the coefficient of I(v,7)
is always positive when I (v, 7) < I(U, 7).

Now, we fix I(U,t) and optimize over I(v, 7). If v > (1 — po(wg + 1)) 1}5)()”)

to increase I(v,7) as much as possible, otherwise, it is optimal to set I(v,7) = I(U, 7). By

, it is optimal

the Myerson regularity assumption, there exists a unique vy such that

1-— F(’Uo)
f(vo)

Then, it follows that the unique point-wise maximization solution is

vo = (1 — po(wr, + 1)) (6)

T—t v>uw,
I(v,t) =
I(U,t) v <.

The remaining step is to solve for the optimal I(U,t). We plug the optimal I(v,t) into the

unconstrained optimization problem.
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Lemma 4. Plugging in the optimal solution of I(v,t) leads to the following problem:

max {(wr + DA (U,0) + A\moE[(T — 7 — I(U, 7))1[r < T]|6 = H]}

where

v

7o := po(wy, + 1)/ vf(v) dv 4 vo(1 — F(vg))(1 — po(wr, + 1)).

Vo
The proof is purely algebraic and we relegate it to the appendix. Lastly, we change

variables to convert the maximization problem in Lemma Mlinto a control problem, using the

fact that the density of 7 is given by A(—I(U,t))exp (A1 (U,t) — I(U,0))). Define the state
variable as X (t) = [J I} (), and the measurable control variable as U(t) = Iff(t). Then the

problem is equivalent to:
max {WO /OT ()\ (T —t — (X(T) — X(1))) exp (—AX (1)) + “O(lﬁit““)) AU(t)dt}

subject to X (t) = U(t) € [0,1], X(0) =0, X(T) free.
We solve this control problem in Lemma [8, and the unique optimal policy is bang-bang;:

1 t<t
I (t) = =
0 t>ty

where t, satisfies one of the following:

0 = \e—Mo (T . to) . (1 N e—Ato) + po(1+wr) f1—e M~ po(1+wr)

™ 0
tO =T if1— e—)\T < po(1+wr.) ’
> 0

O

To complete the proof of Theorem [Il one just needs to construct the corresponding price
for the optimal solution that we obtain from the relaxed problem and verify all IC constraints

we neglect actually hold. We relegate the proof to the appendix.

5 Equilibrium Analysis

Having discussed the set of payoff outcomes of IC-IR mechanisms, we can now move on to
discuss equilibria. We first characterize the equilibrium payoff set and then discuss the subset

of equilibria that survive stronger equilibrium refinements commonly studied in signaling
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games.

5.1 Equilibrium Payoffs
In this section, we characterize the equilibrium payoff set.

Proposition 4. A payoff pair (7, 7g) is an equilibrium payoff if and only if it is the outcome
of a feasible IC-IR mechanism (7w, 7y) € icar and the high-type seller gets at least the

free-trial revenue: gy > Tp.

TH

1 L - L

(a) TEF > )\,UQT (b) T < )\,UQT

Figure 2: The equilibrium payoff sets. Point F' denotes the payoffs from the free-trial
mechanism, point H denotes the best mechanism for the # = H type seller, and point B
denotes the payoff outcome from selling ex-ante.

Proposition 4] and Theorem [I] provide a complete characterization of all reasonable equi-
librium payoffs. More specifically, we define an equilibrium payoff (7, 7y ) to be a reasonable
equilibrium payoff if and only if 7y > 7. When 7 > AugT', all equilibrium payoffs are
reasonable as illustrated in Figure Bal When mr < AT, as illustrated in Figure D] there
are some payoff pairs (7, 7y ) induced by IC-IR mechanisms where the high-type seller gets
strictly less revenue: my < mp,.

We argue that any equilibrium payoff (7, 7y) with 7y < 77, shall never appear in any
reasonable equilibrium, since it does not survive a very weak refinement of off-path beliefs.
To see this, consider an equilibrium payoff (7, 7y) such that 7, > my. From the ex-ante

IR constraint of the buyer, we know
p = oy + (1 — po)mr < poAT.
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Moreover, m;, > p > wy. Now suppose that the high-type seller deviates and sells the entire

service to the buyer at a price of p. The high-type seller makes the following informal speech:

If T were a low-type seller, this deviation would not benefit me in any way.
Whether you purchase or not, the maximum I could receive is p, which is strictly
lower than what I could have received in the equilibrium. Therefore, when con-
fronted with this deviation, you should not be more concerned about me being
a low-type seller than you would be in the equilibrium. Specifically, when facing

this deviation, your belief should be at least u > py.

As long as the buyer holds a belief ;1 > o when facing this deviation, it is strictly optimal
to purchase the service. Thus, the high-type seller has a profitable deviation, and the payoft
cannot be supported in equilibrium.

We separate this refinement from the subsection of equilibrium refinement and embed
it in the analysis of the equilibrium payoff set, because we think the assumption that the
buyer is convinced by the above informal speech is fundamentally weaker than any standard
signaling game refinement concepts

In addition to providing a complete characterization of all reasonable equilibrium pay-
offs, Proposition 4l and Theorem [I] also show that all reasonable equilibrium payoffs can be
implemented in equilibrium by trial mechanisms To achieve the interior payoff, one can
pick a trial mechanism on the boundary and reduce the ex-ante payoff so that the payoff

pair moves inside along a 45-degree line.
Corollary 4. All reasonable equilibrium payoffs can be implemented by trial mechanisms.

Note that trial mechanisms feature complete pooling, in which the allocation rule of
the mechanism does not depend on the seller’s report. The buyer receives no information
from the mechanism itself and only updates his belief according to observed signals. If we
consider an alternative model where all feasible mechanisms cannot elicit information from
the seller, the equilibrium payoff set will not change and all payoffs can be achieved in pooling

equilibria.

HFor example, it is even weaker than the Intuitive Criterion in two ways. First, the Intuitive Criterion
requires that the low-type seller is strictly worse off if the buyer behaves rationally, whereas here the low-type
seller is strictly worse off for any behavior of the buyer. Second, the Intuitive Criterion requires the buyer
to have an extreme belief ; = 1 facing this deviation, whereas here the buyer can have any belief © > pyp.

12Tn contrast to Theorem [0 which shows that any boundary payoff can be uniquely implemented by a
trial mechanism, the implementation of interior payoffs is not outcome-unique.
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5.2 Refinements

In the equilibrium payoff set that we just characterized, there are multiple payoffs and mul-
tiple trials with different parameters achieving those payoffs. We now use standard concepts
in signaling games to discuss equilibrium refinement. As our model features binary types
and dynamic interaction, we follow the signaling literature and focus on the D1 criterion. In-
tuitively, the refinement requires that when observing an unexpected deviating mechanism,
the buyer believes that the seller is of the type that can benefit most from the deviation. To
save readers’ energy we leave its formal definition in the appendix. We also discuss how our
results hold under other concepts that may be relevant in the appendix.

For any 7, € [0, \uoT], denote II(7;) as the upper bound of the high type seller’s
equilibrium payoft:

(7)) = max{my|(7p, 7y) € I1}.

The boundary set that we charaterize in Theorem [Ilcan be expressed as Ol = {(7p, [I(7y) |7 €
[0, AwoT']}. Define

v

7P = Muotp + po(1 — e MONT — tp) / (v —vp)dv.

v

7P is the maximum price that the buyer is willing to pay ex-ante for the trial mechanism

with the same trial length tz and post-trial price v as the free trial characterized by point
F. We can show

Lemma 5. There exists a segment of Oll containing F that extends along the 45-degree

line:
(ry) = 7 +11(0) Vrp €[0,77].
Further, let py := {mp,[(7y)| 7z, € [0,7P]} be exactly this segment. Then

I[Ipy = argmax 7wy — 7.
(m, ) Ellicar
Lemma [0 shows that all payoff points that are maximal in the direction (—1,1) are
exactly payoffs of trial mechanisms with the same length and the same post-trial price as
the free trial. The proof intuition is relatively straightforward; a mechanism can increase
the payoffs of both seller types relative to the free-trial mechanism by charging a price for

the trial period, up to the price w2.
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Figure 3: The payoff set surviving D1, [1py, is the segment from D to F.

Points in IIp; form a 45-degree line on the boundary of the equilibrium payoff set. The
trial mechanisms that achieve these points share the same trial length ¢z and the same post-
trial rate vp, differing only in the entry price to the trial. It turns out that the set I1p; is

exactly the payoff set that survives the D1 criterion.

Proposition 5. The payoff set of equilibrium that survives the D1 Criterion is Ilp,. All
payoffs in Il p, are Pareto dominated by point H for any prior uy. They are Pareto dominated
by point B if ug is small.

Among all possible trial mechanisms that achieve different boundary payoffs in OIl,,
the only equilibrium trial mechanisms that survive equilibrium selection have the shortest
trial length ¢r and the highest post-trial rate vp. They feature the maximum degree of
learning-based discrimination in both the extensive margin and the intensive margin, and
lead to the minimum social surplus. As illustrated in Figure 3] all points between D and
F' are Pareto dominated by point H. Furthermore, they can be Pareto dominated by the
ex-ante profit maximizing mechanism at point B if the market belief p is sufficiently small.
Therefore, sellers of both types may be strictly worse off when the seller can predict the
buyer’s experience but cannot credibly communicate the information.

Compared to Proposition 2 the negative result in Proposition [l requires a stronger
assumption (equilibrium refinements) and leads to a stronger negative prediction. In Propo-
sition 2l ex-ante revenue maximization is not possible under some parameters, and only the
low-type seller suffers revenue reduction. In Proposition [l the worst trial design is always
the unique equilibrium trial mechanism that survives equilibrium refinements, and sellers of

both types may suffer revenue reduction. This channel of signaling incentives does not exist
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in the static environment either: selling everything ex-ante at price ApyT survives the D1
criterion in the benchmark environment as defined in Proposition [Il

The basic intuition of Proposition [l is as follows. The high-type seller always has an
incentive to deviate to a dynamic mechanism that features a larger degree of learning-based
price discrimination, which only benefits the seller who can generate good experiences, to
signal the high match quality. Consequently, only the mechanism with maximum learning-

based price discrimination can be in equilibrium.

Intuition To further deliver the intuition behind Proposition [, we show why the equilib-
rium that achieves point H does not survive the equilibrium refinement. Denote (7w i)
as the payoff pair at point H, (ty,vy) as the trial length and the post-trial rate of the
trial mechanism that achieves point H. To simplify the exposition, we assume vy > 1 and

ty < T. By definition, the following equation holds:
o =78 + (1 — e M) (1 — Flog)) g (T —tg).

To understand the equation, note that 7 is the ex-ante payment for the trial service. When
the match quality is high, with probability (1 —e~*#) the buyer receives a conclusive signal
of 6. Conditioned on that, with probability 1 — F'(vg) the buyer has a value v > vy and
purchases the post-trial service at a price Aoy (T — tg).

Now suppose that for some £ > 0 sufficiently small, the high-type seller makes the
following deviating offer. Instead of proposing the equilibrium trial mechanism, the seller
sells a trial of length ¢y at a price of 7 — g2, After the trial, the buyer has the option to
buy the remaining T — ty at the price of AN(vy +€)(T — ty). Coped with the deviation, the

seller makes the following informal speech to the buyer:

You should believe that I am not a low-type seller. To see this, note that the
low type cannot generate positive signals. As long as you behave rationally, you
would never purchase the post-trial service without signals. This means the low
type only gets the ex-ante payment 7# — &2 which is strictly smaller than her
equilibrium payoff. Thus, if I were low type, I would never make such a deviation.
In contrast, I would be strictly better off if I were high-type and you believed in

me.

The high-type is strictly better off because if the buyer believes # = H, he is willing to

purchase the trial and then purchase the post-trial service if the value v > vy 4+ €. Thus,
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under the deviation mechanism, the high-type seller gets
H 2 — Aty
mp —e -+ (1 —e )1 = Flvg +¢))Nog +e)(T —ty).

Because vy is strictly lower than the Myerson price vg, a small increase in vy moves it closer
to the Myerson price and leads to a larger discriminating revenue in the post-trial service.
This increases the overall payoff of the high type: the high-type seller has a profitable
deviation.

One might wonder if increasing vy increases discriminatory revenue, why does the optimal
mechanism at point H not set a higher vg? The key observation is that the high-type seller
can profit from the constructed deviation only if he alters the buyer’s belief and relaxes
the ex-ante IR constraint. In the original dynamic design problem, the designer optimally
balances the revenue from the ex-ante payment and the post-trial price. Although increasing
the post-trial rate to vy + € increases the discriminating revenue, it makes the buyer less
willing to try the trial. If the buyer’s belief remains at pg, the ex-ante payment for the trial
must be decreased significantly which reduces the ex-ante profit. This argument also explains
which trial mechanisms can survive the criterion: where the ex-ante IR is not binding in the

original design problem, namely when w;, = —1.

6 General Screening Technology

In the baseline model, the seller’s choice of access I simultaneously determines the buyer’s
learning rate AI and the expected payoff flow Alv, conditioned on # = H. This perfect
co-linearity is particularly relevant when the seller’s capability to customize the service is
constrained, such as when the seller can only offer either full service or no service at all.
Nonetheless, within the context of digital products and online services, sellers often pos-
sess more sophisticated screening technology. For instance, software vendors may offer ver-
sions with limited or outdated functionality along with a premium version. Such functional
limitations may diminish the service’s value, yet they can still highlight the potential ad-
vantages of the premium service to users. Similarly, streaming platforms may permit free
viewing interspersed with numerous advertisements, along with an uninterrupted premium
experience. Although frequent ad interruptions are a source of displeasure for viewers, users’
ability to use the service facilitates their assessment of the platform’s content offerings.
Formally, in the general setup, we assume that the seller can control (I,q) € D C [0, 1]°.
The Poisson instantaneous reward arrives at a rate AI if and only if the § = H, and its arrival

gives an instantaneous reward of vq/I. When the service (I, q) is provided at some time, the
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learning rate is Al and the expected flow payoff is Avg, conditioned on # = H. In general
notations, the baseline we just analyzed is a special case where D = {(q,q)|q € [0,1]}. We
allow D to be any arbitrary closed set that contains (0,0) and (1,1). The interpretation is
that the seller can always choose to provide the best service or no service.

To better distinguish between the two, we label ¢ as the service quality and I as the
learning rate. A mechanism is a tuple (I, q,p). The first term ¢ consists of a collection of
measurable functions ¢; : Hy — [0, 1] that map history to service quality. The second term
I is a collection of measurable functions I; : H; — [0, 1] that map history to learning rate.
For any hy, (I(h:),q(hi)) € D.

All results in the baseline model can be generalized under the general specification. For
the purpose of exposition, we only present the formal generalization of the optimal dynamic

mechanism that maximizes the linear Pareto weight (1,w;) where wy, € [—1, (1 — o)/ o]

max {wrpp(T) +E [pl (T)1[r < T+ p{(T)1[r > T] | 0 = H]}

Lq,p

subject to IC and IR.

We will discuss the welfare implications of enriching the seller’s screening technology after
characterizing the equilibrium mechanisms. To present our results, we first introduce several
notations. The general closed set D might seem difficult to handle at first glance, but it
turns out that the relevant points are the extreme points on one side of the convex envelope.

Denote the (lower) convex envelope of the set D as
0" Conv(D) = {(1,q) € Conv(D)|q < ¢, Y(I,q") € Conv(D)}.

Because D is not necessarily convex, points in 9*Conv(D) is not necessarily in D. However,

extreme points of 0T Conv(D) are indeed in D. Formally, denote

D, = {the extreme points of 9" Conv(D)},
['={y(:) - [0,T] = D.| 7(s) = »(t) Vs < t}.

The set I' contains all the service allocation rule 7(t) that determines a service for any
t € [0, 7], where the service quality and learning rate are decreasing over time. As illustrated
in Figure [ as time passes, v(t) moves along the convex envelop 0" Conv(D). With the

introduction of ~(t), we can define tiered pricing mechanisms as follows.

Definition 2. A dynamic mechanism (I,q,p) is a tiered pricing mechanism if and only if
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(a) I only. (b) More Options (c¢) Smooth Boundary

Figure 4: Dynamic mechanisms with a generalized screening technology.

there exists vy and vo(t) € I' such that

(1,1) v > w,

’ IH(t) v <.

Trial mechanisms are a special case of tiered pricing mechanisms when D = {(q,q)|q €
[0, 1]} as in our baseline model. To see this, note that in the baseline model D, = {(0,0), (1,1)}
and any y(t) € I' takes the form v(t) = (14<, li<t,). The uninformed buyer enjoys the pre-
mium service (1, 1) before time ¢y and leaves the market completely after ¢y. Thus, the seller
never offers different versions of the service at the same time, and the information about the
buyer’s learning only needs to be communicated at the end of the trial phase.

In general tiered pricing mechanisms, the seller first provides a low-tier service to the
buyer and offers an upgrade option to the premium service at an additional price. As
illustrated in Figure bl the introductory phase of the basic service may include a temporary
trial of premium service, which subsequently transitions to a reduced quality of service.
Notably, immediate communication between buyer and seller is necessary, as the service
shall be upgraded immediately after the buyer receives a high-value utility shock. In reality,
many software vendors provide a very short trial of the premium version and then offer a
free budget version of the software, which not only has limited functionality but also might
not be updated like the premium version. Many streaming services also provide a limited

trial of the premium service (ad-free etc.) and then offer a budget version after it ends.
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Theorem 2. With general screening technology, a tiered pricing mechanism with parameters
v(wy) and y(wg,t) € T solves the dynamic mechanism design problem with linear weight wy,.

Moreover, as wy decreases, v(wy) increases and ~y(wy,t) decreases.

Theorem [2 characterizes the boundary of the payoff set of IC-IR mechanisms. The
entire boundary can be achieved by sellers of both types proposing the same tiered pricing
mechanism. The comparative analysis result echos the predictions in Proposition Bl As
the weight w;, decreases, the low-tier service has a slower learning rate so fewer buyers get
the chance to learn the match quality and use premium services: an increase of learning-
based discrimination in the extensive margin. In addition, v(wy), the threshold value of the
informed buyer who uses the premium service also increases as the weight w; decreases: an

increase of learning-based discrimination in the intensive margin.

Intuition To obtain intuition about why the lower-tier service I{(t) = ~(¢) is always at
D, and moves clockwise in t, it is helpful to consider the marginal profit of learning rate
A(t) and the marginal profit of expected flow payoff A,(t) at each time ¢. For intuition, let
us consider the dynamic mechanism that maximizes the high-type seller’s profit. On the one
hand, a higher learning rate at any time t is always beneficial as it convinces more buyers
from whom the seller can charge a higher price. However, the marginal benefit of learning
diminishes over time as the value of the remaining service decreases: learning has no value
at t = T. Thus, A;(t) is strictly decreasing and A;(T) = 0.

On the other hand, the marginal profit of the expected flow payoffs can be either positive
or negative. When t = 0, all buyers are uninformed. Increasing the expected flow payoff of
the low-tier service increases all buyers’ payoff and the seller can extract the surplus via the
ex-ante payment. Over time, however, more and more buyers experience utility shocks and
upgrade to the premium service. Now, increasing the expected flow payoff of the low-tier
service only increases the payoff of these uninformed buyers. Worse, it also gives information
rents to users of the premium service. Therefore, A,(t) strictly decreases with A,(0) > 0
and potentially A,(T") < 0.

At any time ¢, the mechanism optimally chooses (Iy(t), qu(t)) € D to maximize
Ar()1y(t) + Aq(t)qu(t).

Before A,(t) turns negative, the optimal solution is to choose (1,1). After A,(¢) becomes
negative, the slope of the indifferent curve becomes positive as illustrated in Figure Bl Be-
cause both A(t) and A,(t) are strictly decreasing, the indifferent curve becomes flatter over

time and converges to 0 as t goes to T'. This explains why the optimal solution ~(¢) moves
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(a) Initial time (b) Intermediate time (c) Later time

Figure 5: Indifference curves over (I, q) as time progresses.

clockwise over time. Also, since A;(t) is always positive and the objective is linear, the

solution always stays at the extreme point of the lower convex envelope.

Welfare Implications We are interested in the welfare implications of expanding the
seller’s screening technology D. When the seller is uninformed or has perfect commitment
power over data usage, increasing the seller’s screening ability always increases her revenue
and typically increases social welfare. However, this is not the case if the seller is privately
informed. To make this argument precise, we briefly sketch the equilibrium payoff set, which
is fully parallel to our analysis in Section 5.

As in Lemma Bl when wy = —1, the mechanism designer does not care about the ex-ante
payment. Thus, multiple pairs of payoffs forming a 45-degree line from D to F as illustrated
in Figure [0, solve the dynamic design problem. All these points Pareto dominate the point
F', where the mechanism takes the form of freemium-premium pricing (a special case of tiered
pricing where the low-tier version is free) and the low-type seller gets 0. The payoff pair
(0, 7E) at the point F also serves as a lower bound on equilibrium payoffs as in Proposition [l
Any payoff of IC-IR mechanism that is weakly higher than (0, 7}) is an equilibrium payoff.
Finally, as in Proposition [l one can also show that the segment between point F' and point
D, illustrated in Figure [0l are equilibrium payoff pairs that survive the D1 criterion.

To discuss welfare implications, we again separately discuss equilibrium payoffs with and
without refinements. Without refinements, the ex-ante revenue maximization mechanism
can be implemented in equilibrium if and only if AT > 7k (D) as in Proposition Bl It is

immediate to see

Corollary 5. As D expands, 7k (D) increases and it is harder to support the ex-ante revenue-

mazimizing mechanism in equilibrium.

As screening technology expands, it becomes easier for the high-type seller to reduce

buyers’ information rents and profit from deviating to freemium-premium pricing. Thus, it
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Figure 6: Graph Revisited: The payoff set surviving D1, is the segment from D to F.

is more difficult to implement the ex-ante revenue-maximizing mechanism in equilibrium.
In this sense, expanding the seller’s screening technology may reduce revenue and social
efficiency.

Next, let us consider refinements and focus on the segment between point D and point F'.
Because the mechanism achieving point D and point F' differs only in the ex-ante payment,

the social efficiency is the same in all surviving equilibria. We find that
Proposition 6. The social welfare in DI1-surviving equilibria may decrease when D expands.

This part is still under construction. For now we just find examples under the extreme
case D = [0, 1]%, where the seller has the strongest ability of screening. In this case, y(t) =
(1,0) for any t: the low-tier service has the maximum learning rate but leads to 0 value.

The social efficiency is

T ® T
/ {Ae_)‘t(T - t)/ )\vdv] dt = / e M(T — t)spdt.
0 ol 0

In contrast, the social efficiency in the baseline model is
)\tF + (1 — e_AtF)(T — tF)SF.

Compared to the free trial, which only enables learning before time tp, the freemium-
premium pricing enables learning at any time. However, the former provides the best con-
sumption value to uninformed buyers before time ¢t while the latter provides zero value.
Numerical calculations suggest the former leads to lower social efficiency when T is small

and A is large.
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7 Extensions and Robustness

We now consider some extensions of our model. To simplify the exposition, we focus on the
baseline model where the seller only chooses access I € [0,1]. All results generalize with
general D. However, we do impose a restriction that is with loss of generality. In particular,
instead of assuming the seller can propose a mechanism that elicits information from both
the seller and the buyer, we assume the proposed mechanism only elicits information from
the buyer.

The purpose of setting the baseline model with a general mechanism that elicits infor-
mation from both sides is two-fold. First, it connects our model to the informed principal
approach of Myerson (1983). Second, it helps to contrast our setting with the results of
Koessler & Skreta (2016), who show that the ex-ante revenue-maximizing mechanism can
be supported as an equilibrium in the static setting. The inefficiency can arise even if general
mechanisms are allowed. In the baseline model, the restriction to mechanisms that only elicit
information from the buyer is without loss, because the boundary is achieved by a complete
pooling mechanism, where the allocation does not depend on the seller’s type. This is not the
case in our extensions and the optimal mechanisms share some features of Cremer Mclean
mechanisms, even if our model implicitly requires ex-post budget balance.

From an application point of view, we actually think the model assumption, that mecha-
nisms can only elicit information from the buyer, is more reasonable. Firms never publicize
their data or their algorithm so a mechanism that depends on the seller’s private information

is hard to monitor. Thus, we proceed with this assumption in this section.

7.1 Imperfectly Informed, Cost and Known Utility Flow

In this subsection, we introduce three additional features each governed by one parameter.
By evaluating the parameter at the corner value, each additional feature can be shut down.
The main purpose of this subsection is to show the robustness of the relevant mechanisms
up to a slight modification.

First, the seller is only partially informed about the match quality. We use S = H, L
to denote the seller’s type. The high-type seller receives a more positive signal about 6 and
believes § = 1 with a higher probability ug. In contrast, the low-type seller believes # = 1
with a lower probability p;. The seller receives a high signal with probability py and a
low signal with probability py. Bayesian consistency requires pg = pgpug + prpr. Second,
regardless of the match quality, the service now always gives the buyer a constant utility flow
of ul if the seller provides I access to the service. Third, regardless of the match quality,

the service leads to a flow cost of cI.
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We focus on the analysis of the pooling equilibria and show that the relevant mechanism

takes the form of cancellable trials.

Definition 3. A dynamic mechanism (I,p) is a cancellable trial if and only if there exists

Ve, Vo, to such that

1 t< t07
[U(t -
0 t>to,
1 v € [vo, V),
Iv,t(t) = IU(T,> v E [UC,U()),
0 v E v,

The word “cancellable” comes from the fact that I,;(¢f) might equal 0 even before the
trial ends at ty. This option gives the seller a chance to immediately stop the service once
the buyer finds out that providing the service is not socially efficient during the trial. In
contrast to the choice of vy and ¢, which varies across equilibria, the choice of v. in any
“good” equilibrium mechanism is rather mechanical: v + Av} = ¢. When v} < v, as in our
baseline model, introducing early cancellation is not necessary.

Denote 79 as the low type’s maximum profit when separating from the high type. The
lower type achieves this payoftf by using a degenerate cancellable trial, where v. = v} and
to = T'. Essentially, the low type’s optimal separating mechanism is a two-part tariff where
the low-type seller charges an upfront payment and a flow price of ¢ for future usage. Denote

7% as the high type’s maximum profit when the buyer believes him to be a low type. The

9 is a cancellable trial with a similar spirit to the free trial

optimal mechanism to achieve 7
at point F' in the baseline model [’ However, the trial is not necessarily free when the seller
only gets an imperfect signal or the constant flow utility w is larger than the cost, as the
buyer understands even the low-type seller can create value.

Similar to Proposition @ any (7p,7y) is a pooling equilibrium payoff pair if it Pareto
dominates (79, 7% ) and can be achieved by a (pooling) dynamic mechanism that is IC-IR to
the buyer. The remaining question is to characterize the payoff boundary of IC-IR dynamic

mechanisms.

oIl = {(ﬂ'L,ﬂ'H)‘ Jwy, € R, (mp,my) € argmax (wpmy +7TH)}.

(rp,mr)€licar

13The proof of Proposition [7 illustrates how to solve 7%.
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Proposition 7. In the extended model of Section 7.1, there exists a cancellable trial with
payoffs (rwp,my) for any (wp,my) € Oll.. Further, in any dynamic mechanism with payoffs

in OlL, the seller must offer a cancellable trial.

7.2 Other Learning Processes

In this paper, we focus on the good news model. To have a sense of the robustness of the
result, this subsection explores the implication of other Poisson learning models such as the
bad news model and the mixed new model. We show that the relevant mechanisms are still

in the realm of cancellable trials as introduced in Definition [Blin the previous subsection 7.1.

Bad News Model The service delivers a type-independent flow utility of «/ to the buyer.
However, if the match quality is low # = L, the buyer receives an instantaneous loss [
according to a Poisson process with flow rate \I. If # = H, no instantaneous losses ever
arrive. The buyer believes § = H with probability p. To illustrate the new force introduced
by the bad news learning, we focus on parameters such that Al > u > (1 — pg)Al, which
means low match quality hurts the buyer yet in expectation the service still has a positive
value.

We use I;;(t) to denote the access for the uninformed buyer who reports no signal up to
time ¢, and denote I(t) to denote the access for the informed buyer who reports to receive
a bad signal. Again, we directly look at the IC-IR mechanism that maximizes the linear-

weighted-revenue of sellers:

maxyre m wLﬂ'L(M)—i‘?TH(M),

s.t. M is IC-IR.

Proposition 8. In the bad news model, for any wy € [—1,(1 — uo)/tol, the (degenerate)

cancellable trial
Iy(t)y=1, I(t)=0, WVt,

is optimal. It is uniquely optimal for wy € (—1,(1 — uo)/po)-

The optimal mechanism is a cancellable trial in a degenerate form because the trial length
is T. This is intuitive as there is no good news and the uninformed buyer is the one who
has the highest willingness to pay. As we show in the proof, when the buyer reports the

arrival of the bad signal, he quits the service and get a maximum refund subject to the IC
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constraint:

[ (w— AL — )T (s)ds.

1s denotes the posterior of @ if there is yet no signal arrived by time s. The refund is
maximized as any further increase in refund makes it strictly profitable for an uninformed

buyer to falsify a bad signal.

Mixed News Model The service delivers an instantaneous lump sum reward at rate Al
for both types 8 = H, L. If the match quality is high, the lump sum reward is v and if the
match quality is low, the lump sum reward is v. To illustrate the new force introduced by
the bad signal, we focus on cases where v > 0 > v and normalize the expectation to be 1 so
oV + (1 — po)v = 1. This means that low match quality hurts the buyer, yet in expectation,
the service still has a positive value.

We use Ij;(t) to denote the access for the uninformed buyer who reports no signal up to
time ¢, and use 1°(t), I*(t) to denote the access for the informed buyer who reports receiving
a good/bad signal. Again, we directly look at the IC-IR mechanism that maximizes the

linear-weighted-revenue of sellers:

mazyem  wimr(M) 4+ wg(M),

s.t. M is IC-IR.

Proposition 9. In the mized news model, for any wy € [—1,(1 — po)/ 1], the cancellable

trial

IU(t) — ]‘tStO(wL)? [v(t) — ]., Il)(t) — 0 Vt,

is optimal, where to(wy) is the trial length.

Dealing with bad news, or a mixed news model with greater generality creates more
challenges in tractability because the uninformed buyer’s downward deviation is now binding
as the designer tries to maximize refund. This means the designer has to track the posterior
of the buyer, as well as his future option value, which is affected by future allocation and by

the future refund recursively. We leave it for future research.
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7.3 Infinite Horizon with Discounting

We can extend the main insights to a model where there is an infinite horizon, but both the

buyer and seller discount payoffs at rate 7.

Proposition 10. Suppose that instead of a finite horizon with no discounting, both buyer
and seller discount future payoffs at a rate r and experimentation takes place over an infinite
horizon. Define my, vy as in Theorem. Then any mechanism mazximizing weighted revenue
with weight (wr, 1) is once again a trial mechanism, with length:

241

1
- In (m) po(1 +wr) < 7o
o0 po(1 +wr) > o

Further, there exist prices to support this trial mechanism.

That is, there is nothing particularly special about the finite-time horizon with no dis-
counting. We only prove how the main results extend to the infinite horizon case with

discounting, the rest follows straightforwardly.

8 Discussion and Future Work

Vertical Quality Throughout the paper, we have interpreted 6 as a horizontal match
quality parameter that the seller knows. This parameter 6 could also be interpreted as a
vertical component of product quality in the traditional adverse-selection sense in lemons
markets. This suggests that trial-like mechanisms should also arise in other adverse selection
settings. Indeed, trial mechanisms do predate the digital economy. In more conventional
lemon-type markets such as used cars, there are rent-to-own contracts and other trial-like
mechanisms. Our analysis provides a theoretical foundation for understanding why these

mechanisms arise and what forms they take in more complex environments.

Moral Hazard Our model of informed principal assumes the distribution of 6 is exoge-
nously given, and the equilibrium mechanisms such as trials/tiered pricing lead to social
inefficiency. However, the welfare judgment on these dynamic pricing mechanisms can be
flipped if one considers a moral hazard problem where the distribution of ¢ is endogenous.
For example, suppose the seller needs to make a private investment before entering the mar-
ket. If the seller incurs a cost of ¢, the probability that the service has high match quality
f = H increases. Our dynamic mechanism design analysis can be easily applied to study

how to provide proper incentives in such a setting.
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Informed Data Seller The informed principal framework emphasizes the limited com-
mitment power of the market participants by assuming they can commit to tangible pricing
mechanisms but cannot credibly communicate information obtained from unpublished data.
This paper highlights that further development of the informed principal framework might
deepen the understanding of the impact of data on market behaviors. For example, consider
a setting where big tech companies want to purchase data from Quora to train their chat-
bots. The data owner Quora is essentially an informed seller of its data, who faces a similar
trade-off to the seller in our model. At the ex-ante stage, the data can only be sold at a
low price as the market is skeptical. Giving out data can prove its quality yet it reduces the

value of the remaining data.
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A Formal Treatment of Refinements in Section 5

In this section of the appendix, we give the formal definition of the D1 criterion and discuss
other refinement concepts. This appendix is more than proof techniques so we put the proof
of the statement jointly with the proof for section 5 into the later appendix.

To formally introduce the notion of the D1 criterion, we define the continuation game.
For any off-path mechanism m = (I, p), and any market belief 1 € [0, 1], the continuation
game is a game where the buyer first decides whether he accepts the mechanism, and then
both parties report messages. An equilibrium of the continuation game consists of both
parties’ strategies and the belief of the buyer, which is obtained by Bayes rule given the
initial belief p. Denote X (m, p) as the set of continuation equilibrium. For any o € X(m, u)

denote 7, (o) as the ex-ante payoff of the seller of type x. Denote

YX(m,H,my) = {o|ru(o) >y, o € X(m, un) for some p € [0, 1]},
X(m, L,mp) ={o|rp(c) > 7w, 0 € X(m, p) for some p € [0, 1]}.

Y(m, H,my) denotes the set of continuation equilibria that strictly increases the high-type
seller’s payoff, relative to the equilibrium payoff 7y. ¥(m, L, 7)) denotes the set of continu-
ation equilibria that weakly increases the low-type seller’s payoff, relative to the equilibrium

payoff 7.

Definition 4. An equilibrium with equilibrium payoff (7, 7y) does not survive D1 Criterion

if and only if there exists a deviating mechanism m = (I, p) such that
o E(ma H7 7TH) 2 E(mv L7 7TL)'
e For any o € X(m,1), mg(c) > my.

Essentially, D1 criterion restricts the off-path belief of the buyer when the deviating
mechanism satisfies X(m, H, 7y) 2 X(m, L, 7). If under the deviating mechanism m, the
low-type seller weakly benefiting from a particular continuation equilibrium implies the high-
type seller strictly benefiting from the same continuation equilibrium, then the buyer should
believe that it is the high-type seller who initiates the deviation. Here the definition is an
adapted version of Banks & Sobel (1987) (See!Cho & Kreps (1987) for a easier understanding
of how it compares with other refinement concepts). In the standard signaling game, the
sender (seller) does not need to take subsequent action (report message) after the initial
action (the mechanism m) is chosen, so one just need to talk about the best response of the

receiver (buyer). In the adapted version, we have to talk about continuation equilibria.
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To prove Proposition B, we proceed in two steps. First, we consider the equilibrium

payoffs that do not survive the D1 Criterion.

Lemma 6. An equilibrium with payoff (nr, 7y) does not survive D1 Criterion if (nr,7y) &
lp

L
To prove this lemma, we can restrict the possible deviation of the seller to a smaller
class of mechanisms: the trial mechanisms. It is worth noting that once a trial mechanism
is proposed off-path, the seller can no longer impact the outcome in the continuation game.
This means to eliminate equilibrium payoffs outside of I, we only need the standard D1
criterion which concentrates on the buyer’s individual response.

Our second step is to prove any equilibrium payoff (7, 7g) € Ilp, survives the D1

criterion. In fact, we can prove a stronger result:

Lemma 7. Any equilibrium with payoff (rp,my) € Ilp, survives the D1 criterion. In fact,
there does not exist a deviating mechanism m, a belief i and a continuation equilibrium
o € X(m, u) such that

7TH(O')>7TH, 7TL(O')<7TL.

Combining Lemma [0 and [7 we reach the conclusion of Proposition Bl In fact, Lemma
[0 also ensures any equilibrium payoff (7p,7g) € Ilp, survives the refinement of NWBR
(never-a-weak-best-response) test, which is stronger than the D1 criterion. Thus, Lemma

and [7] also implies
Corollary 6. The payoff set of equilibrium that survives the NWBR test is Ilp, .

NWBR is quite strong among canonical signaling refinement concepts in signaling games.
Now we turn to concepts that are weaker than the D1 criterion. In particular, we consider

the intuitive criterion:

Definition 5. An equilibrium with equilibrium payoff (7, 7y) does not survive Intuitive

Criterion if and only if there ezists a deviating mechanism (I,p) such that
e For any pu € [0,1] and any o € S(m, ), np(0) < 7.
e For any o € X(m,1), mg(o) > my.

In English, an equilibrium does not survive the Intuitive Criterion if in all continuation
games consistent with some initial belief of the buyer, the low-type seller gets strictly worse
off, and the high-type is strictly better off in all continuation games in which the buyer
believes § = H.
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Proposition 11. The payoff set of equilibrium that survives the Intuitive Criterion is llp,,
if vy > 1, or equivalently, (1) — (1 — uo)(1 — F(1)) <O0.

Because the intuitive criterion is too conservative, it is not surprising that we need ad-
ditional restrictions on parameters. We view the fact that the result is exactly the same
with some restrictions as a reassuring robustness result. All proofs are relegated to the later

subsection.

B Omitted Proofs

B.1 Omitted Proofs for Section 3 and 4

Proof of Proposition[2. We first prove the if direction. Suppose () holds. The probability
a buyer experiences a lump-sum reward during the trail is (1 — e=*#), and the probability
that the buyer has a value larger than vg is 1 — F(vp). The expected ex-ante profit of a
high-type seller is then

(1 —e M) (1 = F(vp))\vp(T — tp).

By (), this is larger than ApyT". From Corollary @l we know any equilibrium that maximizes
the ex-ante revenue leads to equilibrium payoff (AuT’, ApoT’) and so the free trial is always
a profitable deviation.

We next prove the only if direction. Suppose (II) does not hold. It suffices to show
that there is an equilibrium with the first-best revenue. Selling full-service access at the
beginning at price AT is an IC-IR mechanism with payoffs (AuoT’, ApoT"). Since () does
not hold, the payoff pair (AuoT’, ApoT') satisfies the conditions of Proposition @ and hence is
an equilibrium. Thus, there is an equilibrium that attains the first-best.

U

Proof of Lemma[2. We consider casework on wy. If wy = —1, then p%(T) must be chosen
equal to pf (T, else we could decrease p&(T) and do better on the objective without affecting
the other constraints and maintaining p5(T) > pH(T). So p&(T) = pf(T) in this case.

If wy, € (—1,(1 — po)/po] then note that (IR-0) is a linear constraint on pf(T) and
p5(T), and the objective is linear in both. Since wy, < (1 — pg)/ o, the objective assigns a
higher relative weight to pfl(T'), and hence if p5(T) > pH(T), the objective would increase
by decreasing pf(T) by poe and increasing pff by (1 — pg)e, while maintaining (IR-0); thus,
at optimum, p5(T) = pH(T). Tt is then clear to see that it is optimal to increase pff(T) as

much as possible since w;, > —1, and so (IR-0) must bind. O
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Denote the set of measurable controls as
Ug ={U(t)| U(t) € [0,1] Vt, U(t) is measurable w.r.t. t}.

Lemma 8. The optimal control function for the control problem:

max {/0 AMNT —t—(X(T)— X(t)) exp (—AX(t)) + K) )\U(t)dt}

Uel,q

subject to X () = U(t) € [0,1], X(0) =0, X(T) free
where K is some constant, U(t) is a measurable control, is

1 t<1
U(t) =
0 t>t

where ty solves
Ae™M(T —t) — (1—e M)+ K =0

if K <1—e T, andty =T otherwise.
Proof of Lemmal8. First, rearrange the objective:

/T (MT =t = (X(T) = X(#))) e ™ + K) AU (t)dt

' (AT —t+ X(t) e M0 + K) AU (t)dt — XX (T) / ' AU (t)e ™)

N

(MT —t+X () e + K) ANU#)dt — AX(T) (1 — e D)

(AT —t+ X (1) e + K) \U(t)dt — / : (1= e XX (H)e XD AU ()de

T
(AT =) e — (1 — e MO + K) AU()dt

o\o\ﬂo\o\

Now, we invoke the Pontryagin maximum principle. For a more specific reference, we apply
Theorem 4.2.4 in |IAhmed & Wang (2021) which proves there exists an optimal control, and
apply Theorem 5.2.3 in|Ahmed & Wang (2021) to prove for any optimal measurable control
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U, X, there exists a costate variable p such that

=1 J(t) >0
Ut)selo,1] JEt) =0 (8)
=0 J(t) <0
JA) =X AT —t) e — (1 —eO) 4 K) — p(t) (9)
p(t) = — (N(T —t) + 1) e MXONU (1) (10)
p(T) =0 (11)

where (I0) is the costate evolution, and (III) is the upper boundary constraint, (8) and (9]
follow from Hamiltonian maximization Note that by differentiating (Q]) wherever differen-
tiable, we get

J(t) = =X (A0 _XUGNT — ) e MO — £\T()e D) — p(2)

_)\26—)\X(t)

since ([I0)) cancels the other terms. Note that this implies that J is always decreasing; since
X is continuous, J is continuous.

First, if K > 1 — e then J(T) = A\(K — (1 —e*T) > 0, so J is nonnegative. Hence,
the unique solution to the Pontryagin conditions is U(t) = 1 everywhere; since Pontryagin
is necessary, this must be the only solution to the control problem.

Now, consider the case where K < 1 — e *”. First, we show there exists a unique ¢,
such that J(ty) = 0. Consider J(0) = M(AT + K) — p(0). If this is positive, the fact that
J(T) = MK — (1 —eT) < 0 and J is strictly decreasing, implies that such a t, exists
and unique by the intermediate value theorem. If J(0) < 0, then (&) implies that U(t) =0
always, and so p(t) = 0 by (I0). But this implies that J(0) = A(A\T+K) > 0, a contradiction.

Given there exists a unique ty such that J(¢y) = 0, note that since J is decreasing, U ()
is zero for t > ty. This implies that p = 0 for ¢t > ¢, and combined with (II), this implies
that p(tg) = 0. Additionally, U(t) must be 1 for ¢ < ¢y, and so X (t) =t for ¢t < t¢, and

14The maximization technically should hold for a.e. t, but for any optimal control and the corresponding
costate, we can always find essentially the same control such that the optimality condition holds for any ¢
instead of a.e. t. Thus, without loss, we assume the optimality condition holds for any ¢.
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X(t) =t for t > t5. Hence, to must satisfy:

J(to) = X (A (T — tg) e X0 — (1 — X)) 1 ) — p(ty)
ANT —tg)e ™M — (1 —e ) + K)
MT —to)e ™M — (1—e )+ K

0
0
0

Hence, the Pontryagin conditions once again admit a unique solution, and so this is the

optimal control. O

Proof of Proposition[l. Consider the candidate equilibrium where the seller proposes the
mechanism with I(h;) = 1 and p(h;) = AuoT. The buyer’s beliefs in this equilibrium are
that # = H with probability po on-path prior to any message history (with beliefs updated
according to Bayes’ rule during the game), and that off-path § = H with probability zero
(unless a lump-sum reward arrives in some history)

We first argue that if the seller can only propose mechanisms where p(h;) = p(f), then
this is an equilibrium. Since the buyer gets ex-ante a surplus of Ay from the service,
the buyer’s participation condition is satisfied, and the buyer’s strategy is a best-response.
Additionally, the buyer’s belief system is consistent, so it suffices to check that the seller’s
proposal of such a mechanism is a best-response to the buyer’s strategy and belief system.
Note that on-path, the seller (of either type) gets A\upT. Suppose the seller has a profitable
deviation. Since p is constant over time, the deviating mechanism proposed by the buyer
must charge some p > AT, else the seller could not benefit. But the buyer’s belief system
dictates p(H|-) for such a mechanism proposal is zero, and hence the buyer is unwilling to
participate and buy the service because the buyer believes that § = L almost surely. This
implies that the seller could only get zero by proposing this mechanism, a contradiction.

Now, suppose the seller does not observe # or can commit to not observe €. Once
again, we can confirm that the buyer’s strategy is a best-response and the belief system is
consistent with the candidate seller’s strategy. We confirm that the seller’s strategy is also
a best-response. Since the seller does not observe 6 (or commits to not observing 6), the
seller’s strategy must be independent of . Note that the candidate equilibrium would grant

the seller a payoff of A\ugT, regardless of type. Suppose the seller could do better. That

15We did not specify the buyer’s mechanism participation strategy off-path, but we suppose the buyer
takes some arbitrary best-response on any off-the-equilibrium history given the belief system. This turns
out to be sufficient for our argument.
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implies some mechanism, that would be accepted, has some price function such that

E[Eny [p(h7)]] > Ao,

where the expectation is taken with respect to the lump-sum arrival process and the buyer’s

strategy. But the buyer’s expected payoff at the terminal time is

Ep ny [Nev — p(hr)]] = Eg,ny [Niv] — Eg g [p(hr)]]
< woEW|E[N; | 0 = H] — AuoT

T
= /L(]E[ |:/ >\IS d8:| — )\MoT
0

S )\,U()T — )\,u()T =0

where we used the fact that v is drawn independently and with expectation 1, and the fact
that [ is always bounded above by 1. But this implies the buyer has a negative ex-ante payoft

from participating, and so this contradicts the buyer’s initial participation constraint. O

Proof of Lemmal[f When v < vy, I(v,t) = I(U,t), so the expectation term is

(1 — po(wy + 1)) ()\U[(U,T) — /v Ar(w, 7)dw — Al (U, 7'))

v

= (1 — po(wg + 1)) ()\’U[(U, T) — /v M (U, 7)dw — Ml (U, 7‘)) =0

When v > vy, the expectation term is
po(wr+1)Av (I(v,7) — I(U, 7))+ (1 — po(wr+1)) ()\UI(U, T) — / Ar(w, 7)dw — Avl (U, T))

= po(wy + DA (T —7 = I(U, 7)) + (1 — po(wr + 1)) Avo(T — 7) — Mgl (U, 7))
Hence, taking the expectation over v, the term becomes

,uo(wL—l—l))\/v vf(v)dv (T — 17— I(U, 7))+ Avg(1— F(vg)) (1 — po(wp+ 1)) (T — 7 — I(U, 1))

V0

=\ (,uo(wL +1) /v vf(v) dv +ve(1 — F(vg))(1 — po(wy + 1))) (T —7—1(U,71)

V0

49



For notational convenience, denote

mo = po(wg + 1) /v vf(v) dv+ve(l — F(vg))(1 — po(wy + 1))

vo

With some algebra, we can rearrange my into an interpretable quantity:

v

7o = po(wr + 1)/ vf(v) dv 4+ ve(1 — F(vg))(1 — po(wr + 1))

vo

= [Cory @ = (=t + 1) [ 00 0= w0 - Pl

V0 Vo

- / vf(v) dv — (1 — po(wy, + 1)) (/ﬁ(l ~ F(v)) dv)

V0 vo

_ / (U — (1 — ol + 1))1;(71;)(“)) f(v)dv

where we utilized the integration-by-parts identity in the third step. The final line shows

that 7y is the desired virtual surplus. Using this definition of 7y, the objective becomes

max {(wr, + D)poAI(U,0) + AmoE[(T — 7 — I(U, 7))1[r < T)|6 = H]}

Proof of Theorem [1. We first prove the optimality of trial mechanisms and then prove the
uniqueness result. Lemma[3]showed that the maximal payoffs of the relazed problem are only
attained by trial mechanisms, with vy given by (B]) and tq given by (). Thus, to finish the
proof, it remains to show that for any w;, we can construct a trial mechanism in the original
problem that is feasible, and attains the maximal payoffs in the relaxed problem. Specifically,
we need to construct an appropriate price function. We will construct the feasible mechanism

as follows. Take I* = I p = pf_ and define the price functions:

pu(t) = Moto + A(mo — vo(1 — F(v)))(T — to)(1 — e ") (12)
pu_(t) _ pU(t) + )\UO(T — t()) v Z Vo (13)
pu(t) v < g

One can check that the implied A = \vo(T — tp), which exactly makes the relaxed IC bind,

and that when py is positive, it makes (IR-0) bind. Hence, this price function obtains the
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maximum value of the relaxed problem. We now argue that this price function, together
with the trial mechanism, is feasible in the original problem.

First, note that the mechanism is invariant to the seller’s report and both sellers get a
nonnegative revenue, so this is IC-IR for the seller.

Additionally, the payment scheme (in absence of any rewards arriving) frontloads pay-
ment: py is constant and has no dependence on t. This means the buyer pays a lump-sum
up front at time 0, and then nothing more if no lump sums occur. If a lump sum is reported,
the payment scheme implies the buyer pays another lump-sum at the time of the report, and
no more payments thereafter. Hence, in the absence of any actions, continuing to participate
is free (costs no additional continuation payments from the buyer), and hence we only have
to check IC and IR at the initial time and at the reported lump sum arrival time.

Recall that py was constructed to make (IR-0) bind, and hence IR is satisfied initially.
To see that the mechanism is IC-IR at the time of reported lump-sum, note that the report
of a lump sum changes the continuation access to I, to 1 for times ¢, to 7T". Since the buyer
knows the seller is good, this increase in future access is worth A\(T" — () to the buyer, and
this is exactly the additional lump sum he is asked to pay upon report. Hence participation
and truthful reporting are weakly optimal (in particular, the buyer is indifferent between
reporting at any time after the initial arrival, so reporting truthfully is an optimal strategy).

Thus, the constructed mechanism is IC-IR for the original problem, and since it attains
the maximal value of the relaxed problem, it must be optimal.

Finally, we prove the uniqueness. Lemma [ showed that the maximal payoffs of the
relazed problem are only attained by trial mechanisms, with vy given by (B]) and ¢, given
by @). Thus, in any optimal mechanism I/f(t) and I (t) must be the same as the trial
mechanism that we just solved. In fact, by revisiting all binding constraints in the proof
optimality, one can see that p%(T") and p{ft(T) are uniquely pinned down. What remains
flexible are I%(t), pf,t(t), and pk(t) for t < T. I%(t) does not affect any player’s payoff and
also does not affect the arrival of signals; pf,t(t) is completely off-path as low-type seller
does not generate signal; p5(t) for t < T does not affect on-path payoff as what alternately
matters is the final payment.

Thus, interim payoffs of all parties are unique at any time t. More specifically, in any

optimal mechanism, the interim payoffs are uniquely pinned down as follows.

e The low-type seller always gets p5(T') in the end.

Amin{to,

e At any time ¢, with probability 1 — e t. the buyer has received the signal. The
high-type seller gets py(t) + Avg(T — to) and the buyer enjoys full service and pays

pu(t) + Avg(T —to).
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e At any time ¢, with probability e* ™™} the buyer has not received the signal. In this
case, with probability (1 —e*max{to=t0}) the high-type seller gets py(t) + Avo(T —t) and
the buyer enjoys full service and pays py (t)+Avg (T —1). With probability e max{to=t.0}
the high-type seller gets py(t) and the buyer enjoys service of length t, and pays py ().

O

Proof of Proposition[3. The fact that v, is decreasing in 9 and wy, follows from the regularity

assumption. For ty, note that we can rewrite 7 as follows:
7(po, wr) = HLEIIX/ vf(v) — (1 = po(l +wp))(1 — F(v))dw.
From the envelope theorem we know

on v
8—,% = (1+wp) /UO (1= F(v))do,

o [ (1= F@)a.

8’UJL vo

Thus,

() - @ = = ([ a1+ w01 = F0) = 050+ 0= 1+ )1 = ) )
=L ([ 1 rw = o) - 20D g

It

So /o is decreasing in pg, and therefore /7 is increasing in po. Similarly, for wy,

) < 7 ) (1 +wg) =7

owr, \ 1+ wg, (1+wp,)?
1 v
= (T 1wy )? / po(1+wp)(1 = F(v)) —vf(v) + (1 = po(l +wp))(1 — F(v))dv)
_ 1 ’ (1 = F(w))
_m (/UO 1—F(v)—vf(v)dv) __W <0

So m/(1 + wy) is decreasing in wy, and therefore (1 4 wy)/7 is increasing in wy. Since tg

solves
pro(1 +wr)

e MO(T — o) — (1 — e ™0) +
U]

=0
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or equivalently
I[L()(]. + 'lUL) —1— e—)\to

)\e_MO (T - to) +
To
The right-hand side is increasing in ¢y, and the left-hand side is decreasing in t,. Since

to(1 +wp)/m is increasing in o and wy, to is also increasing in both. O

B.2 Omitted Proof for Section 5 & Appendix [Al

Proof of Proposition[j]. For the if direction, suppose (7p,7y) € Iicar with 7 > 7p. We
construct an equilibrium that attains these payoffs. Since (7, 7g) € Iljcr, there exists some
IC-IR mechanism M with these payoffs. Consider the strategy profile where the seller always
proposes M and reports truthfully, the buyer always accepts M and reports truthfully, and
the buyer belief system is given by p(H | M, {my, I, ps}s<t, Ny = 0) = 0 for any mechanism
M’ # MY Since M is IC-IR, it is weakly optimal for all players to report truthfully. Thus,
to show this is an equilibrium, it suffices to show that no seller cannot gain from proposing
any M’ # M.

At the node where the deviating mechanism M’ is proposed, sellers of both types have
their reporting strategy 0 if the buyer accepts the mechanism. The reporting strategy
should be optimal given the buyer’s subsequent reporting strategy which is rational un-
der the belief system. Note that we are considering a specific belief system where p(H |
M’ A{Amg, I, psts<i; Ny = 0) = 0 and p(H | M',{mg, Is,ps}s<i, Ny = 0) = 1. This belief
system is consistent with Bayes updating with initial belief p = 0, so it is without loss to
consider direct mechanisms to discuss the feasible payoff of sellers. Consider the same set of

necessary conditions of IC-IR constraints as in Theorem [I]

AM(T) < No(u,1) — / (s )dw — MI(U8) V(1) (1C)
0> pp(T) _ (IR-0)
pi(T') = max(py; (T), 0) (IC-S)

This immediately implies the low-type gets at most p5(T) < 0 < 7, so low type seller does
not have strictly profitable deviation.

Now, consider the high-type seller. Denote M’ grants ex-ante payoff 77, to the high-type

16 As before, we did not specify the buyer’s mechanism participation strategy off-path, but we suppose the
buyer takes some arbitrary best-response on any off-the-equilibrium history given the belief system.
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seller. Because in any IC-IR direct mechanism pf (T) < p5(T) < 0, we must have:
my < max E[Al (T)1[r <T]|6=H]

subject to Aft(T) < \vl(v,t) — /v Ar(w, t)dw — Al (U, t) V(v,t) (IC)
One can check this is exactly the same optimization problem in Theorem [I] for the case where
wp, = —1. Thus, 7y < 7p.

For the only-if direction, by the inscrutability principle Myerson (1983), any equilibrium
can be reconstructed as a direct IC-IR mechanism where both types propose the same mech-
anism but report their type differently. It then follows that an equilibrium payoff pair must
also be the payoff pair of some IC-IR mechanism. To see that the high-type seller must get
at least the free-trial revenue, consider the free-trial described earlier in Section [4.1l For the
second condition, if some equilibrium had 7y < 7p, then it follows that the free-trial is a

profitable deviation for the high-type seller, a contradiction. O

Proof of Lemmald. We start by proving the last part of the lemma. In Theorem [, we
show that when w; = —1, any IC-IR mechanism that maximizes wg — 7, must be a trial
mechanism with trial length ¢z and post-trial price vp. From a ex-ante payoff (wp,7y)
point of view, what remains undetermined is py (1) = P%(T) = PH(T), because the ex-ante
constraint is not necessarily binding when wy = —1. Clearly, py(T") > 0 otherwise it violates
the IR constraint of the low type. Also, py(T) < 72 otherwise it violates the buyer’s ex-ante

IR constraint. This proves

I[Ipy = argmax 7y — 7.
(ry, ) €llicar

The trial with length ¢z, post trial vr and ex-ante price 7 for the trial also gives a lower
bound of II(7p):

H(’]TL) Z Ty, ‘l‘H(O) \V/T‘-L € [O>7T£)]

Because these trials maximize the difference 7y — 7, among all IC-IR mechanisms, this
bound has to be tight. O

Proof of Lemmalfl. To prove Lemma [0l it is sufficient to focus on a restricted class of de-
viating mechanisms: the trial mechanisms. Because in trial mechanism, the seller’s report
does not matter, the continuation equilibria of the mechanism reduces to rational responses

of the buyer. Furthermore, the buyer’s rational response upon receiving a Poisson signal in
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the trial is essentially unique: procuring the post-trial service if and only if the price is less
than the value. Thus, the choices for the buyer revolve around 1) whether to engage in the
trial and 2) whether to acquire the post-trial service when no signal is received during the
trial.

Consequently, we denote the strategy space as a finite set X2 = (B, B), (B, N), N, where
(B, B) implies purchasing the trial and the post-trial service even in the absence of signals,
(B, N) implies purchasing the trial but not the post-trial service in the absence of signals,

and N implies purchasing nothing. We define

i (m, 1) = {o € X0 | o is optimal with belief ;1 when the trial mechanism m is proposed},
Etr(mu H7 7TH) = {U|7TH(J) > TH, O € Etr(mnu) for some He [07 1]}7
S (m, L) = {olms(0) > 71 0 € Sy(m ) for some i € [0,1]}.

Y- (m, H,my) denotes the set of the buyer’s rational response which strictly increases the
high-type seller’s payoff (relative to the equilibrium payoff). ¥;.(m, L, 7)) denotes the set of
the buyer’s rational response which weakly increases the low-type seller’s payoff.

We discuss two cases. First, for any equilibrium with equilibrium payoff (7, 7y) such
that 7, > 7P, Recall there is a trial mechanism that achieves (77, (7)), which sells the
trial with length ¢y at a price 77, and sells the post-trial service at a price vo(T — ty). We
know from the comparative analysis that t, > tp. Now consider the deviation to a trial
mechanism m’ that is very close to this mechanism. The deviation sells the trial with length
to — € at a price 7y, — €2 and sells the post-trial service at a price vo(T — to + €) for some ¢
sufficiently small.

Under the deviating trial mechanism, if the buyer’s responce is N, then seller of both
types get 0 < m;, < 7g, so both types get worse off and N & (X.(m, H, mg)U%.(m, L, 7).
If the buyer’s responce is (B, B), then seller of both types get m; +vo(T —to+¢) > 7y > 71,
so both types get better off and (B, B) € (3. (m, H,7g) N 3y.(m, L,m)). Lastly, if the
buyer’s response is (B, N), then low type seller gets 7, —e? < 7, while the high type seller
gets

7 — 24+ (1 — e M=) (T — ¢y + &)P(v > vg)vo.
In contrast,
(ry) =7y + (1 — e M) (T — to)P(v > vg)(vo)-
Because the function (T — t)(1 — exp(—A\t)) is a strictly concave function maximized at
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tr and ty > tp, the high-type seller gets better off. Thus, (B,N) € X;.(m, H,my) but
(B,N) & %4.(m, L, 7). Because for any pu = po, (B, N) € 3y.(m, po) so we have proved

Ztr(ma H> 7TH) 2 Ztr(m> L> 7TL)~

In addition, note that ¥;.(m, 1) C {(B, N), (B, B)} so mg(c) > my for any o € 3;.(m, 1).
These two points prove that (7, 7g) obviously does not survive D1 Criterion.

Second, for any equilibrium with equilibrium payoff (7w, 7y) such that 7z < Il(mg).
Recall there is a trial mechanism that achieves (7, II(7)), which sells the trial with length
trp at a price m, and sells the post-trial service at a price vp(T — tr). Now consider the
deviation to a trial mechanism m that is very close to this mechanism. The deviation sells
the trial with length ¢z at a price m;, — e and sells the post-trial service at a price vp(T — to)
for some ¢ sufficiently small.

We can use the same argument as above to show Xy.(m, H, 7g) 2 Xy.(m, L, 7r). There
is one little difference at the corner case where mp = 0: N & 3;,.(m, p) for any u. It is also
clear that ¥,.(m,1) C {(B,N),(B,B)} so my(0) > my for any o € ¥;.(m,1). These two

points prove that (7, 7g) does not survive D1 Criterion. O

Proof of Lemma[]. We prove by contradiction, suppose there exists a 7, € [0,7P] such
that (7p,II(7y)) does not “obviously survive D1 criterion”. Then there exists a deviating

mechanism m, a belief © and a continuation equilibrium o € ¥(m, ) such that

m(m,p) > (7)), wp(m,p) < 7w
This implies E(7r) > (7y) where E(my) is the solution of the following problem
E(ry)= max pl(M+E[AE |o=H
(re) = sy, 20D +E [ Ao | }

st AR < ol(0,1) - / r(w, t)dw — oI(U,1) ¥t v

pupf (T) + (1 — p)pi(T) < pI(U,0) + pE v (I (v,7) — (U, 7)) —=A,-| 6 = H],
pi(T) < pp(T) < 7.

In this problem, we solve for the relaxed IC-IR mechanism that maximizes the high-quality
seller subject to the additional constraint that the buyer believes the seller is of high quality
with probability u, and we require the payoff to the lower-quality seller to be bounded by
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7. Denote the solution to the above problem as m*. Clearly,

m* = E*(WL>m* - pg(T)

E[AY |6=H] me > () — 7p. (14)

On the other hand, from our previous analysis in Lemma [B we know there is a trial

mechanism that achieves (7, II(7z)) and solves

max —pi(T) +pll(T)+E[AY | 6= H]

-
q,p ’

subject to IC, IR

Moreover, our analysis in () has shown that when w;, = —1, the ex-ante IR constraint can
be neglected and pff(T) = p&(T). Thus,

II(7) — 7, =  max E[AT 10=H
(m) = 4l (T A0} [0 }

st. All(t) <vl(v,t) —/ r(w,t)dw —vI(U,t) Vt,o.

Note that m* is a feasible solution to this relaxed problem so

E[Al |0 =H] |p < (7)) — 7.
This contradicts the inequality [[4l Thus, we proved that any equilibrium payoff (7, 7g) €

IIp, obviously survives D1 Criterion. O

Proof of Proposition[I1. Recall that the payoff at point H is (7, 7H). First, we prove that
for any equilibrium with payoff (77, 7y) € II such that 7, > 7 the equilibrium does not
survive Intuitive Criterion. To see this, recall the trial mechanism corresponding to point H
leads to a payoff pair (7 7H). Now consider the deviation to a trial mechanism m” that
is very close to point H trial mechanism. It sells the trial with length ¢z at a price 7 and
sells the remaining service at a price (vg +¢)(T — ty). Under the deviation mechanism m”,
because the post-trial rate vg + ¢ > 1 the buyer who never receives the signal would not
purchase the post-trial service regardless of the belief of . Thus, the low type seller gets
at most 78 < 7p. In contrast, if the buyer believes § = 1 then for sufficiently small ¢, the
buyer would be willing to purchase the trial and purchase the post-trial service if v > vy +e.
Thus, the high type gets a payoff that is close to 7 > TI(7w) > 7y (this comes from the
uniqueness of the payoff as in ). In conclusion, the payoff (7, 7g) does not survive Intuitive

Criterion.
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Second, we prove that for any equilibrium with payoff (7, 7y) € II such that mp €
(7P 78], the equilibrium does not survive Intuitive Criterion. To see this, recall there is a
trial mechanism that achieves (mwp,II(7y)), which sells the trial with length ¢y at a price mp,
and sells the post-trial service at a price vo(T —ty). We know from the comparative analysis
that tqg > tp and vy > vy. Now consider the deviation to a trial mechanism m’ that is very
close to this mechanism. The deviation sells the trial with length ¢, —e at a price 7, —e? and
sells the post-trial service at a price (vy+&2)(T —ty) for some ¢ sufficiently small. Under the
deviation mechanism m’, because the post-trial rate vy +&? > 1 the buyer who never receives
the signal would not purchase the post-trial service regardless of the belief of #. Thus, the
low type seller gets at most 7, — 2 < 7. However, if the buyer believes § = 1, the high

type gets
1 — 24+ (1 — e MmN —to + e)P(v > vp + €2) (v + €2).
In contrast,
(r) =7 + (1 — ™M) (T — to)P(v > vg)(vp).

Because the function (7" — t)(1 — exp(—At)) is a strictly concave function maximized at tp,
the deviation leads to an increase of the high type’s payoft.

Now for 77, € [0,7P], one can easily show any equilibrium payoff (7z,7g) such that
7, < II(7r) does not survive Intuitive Criterion by using a deviation that modifies the trial
mechanism that achieves (7, II(7y)).

To complete the proof, we finally argue any equilibrium payoff (7, 7y) € Ilp, survives
Intuitive Criterion. We prove by contradiction, suppose not, then there exists a deviation

mechanism m = (I, p) such that
e For any p € [0,1] and any o € X(m, u), 7(0) < 7r.
e For any 0 € ¥(m, 1), my(0) > 7gy.

In particular, there exists o € ¥(m, 1) such that 7. (c) < 7, and 7y (o) > 7. This means

E*(mr) > I(wg), where E*(7p) is defined as the solution of the following optimization
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problem:

E*(m) = max  py(T)+E[A] |6 =H]

\T
a.p%(T){AY ,}

st AL < ol(0,1) - / r(w, t)dw — oI(U,1) Vv

pe(T) < I(U,0) + E[v (I (v,7) — I(U,7)) —A,.|0 = H],

In this problem, we solve for the relaxed IC-IR mechanism that maximizes the high-quality
seller subject to the additional constraint that the buyer believes the seller is of high quality,
and we require the payoff to the lower-quality seller to be bounded by 7.

Denote the solution to the above problem as m*. Clearly,

E[AY |0 = H] |y = E*(m)m — pp) (T)

mr > H(?TL) — L. (15)

On the other hand, from our previous analysis in Lemma [B we know there is a trial

mechanism that achieves (7, II(7z)) and solves

\T

max — pi(T) +py (T) + E[A) [0 = H]

subject to IC, IR

Moreover, our analysis in () has shown that when w;, = —1, the ex-ante IR constraint can
be neglected and pff(T) = p&(T). Thus,

II(7) — 7, =  max E[AY 10=H
(m) = 4l (T) A2} [ }

s.t. Agt(t)gvf(v,t)—/ r(w,t)dw —vI(U,t) Vt,v.

Note that m* is a feasible solution to this relaxed problem so

E[A |6=H]

me < (7)) — 7.

This contradicts the inequality [[5. Thus, we proved that any equilibrium payoff (7, 7g) €

IIp, survives Intuitive Criterion. O
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B.3 Omitted Proof for Section 6

Proof of Theorem[4. Even in the general framework, we can still apply the exact same ar-

guement as in the proof of Theorem [ to consider the following relaxed problem.

max {wpy(T) +py (T) + B [A(T)I[r <T] |6 = H]}

subject to  AY,(T) < Avg(v,t) —

v

Ar(w, t)dw — Avq(U, t) V(v,t)

—

1o (Aq(U,0) + E [Mv(q(v, 7) — q(U, 7)) — A (T) | 6 = H])
> pop( (T) + (1 — po)pi (T)
pi(T) > max(pff (T),0)

where ¢(w,t) and ¢(U,t) and r(w,t) are defined as

T
afw.t) = [ all(s) ds,
t
T
q(U, t) ::/ qti (s) ds,
t
r(w, £) := max{q(w, £), q(U,1)}.
Then, following the same trick as in Theorem [I] we reduce the problem to:

max  {(wr + 1uoAq(U, 0) + AmE[(T' — 7 —q(U, 7))1[r < T|0 = H]}

Me

Denote puy = (wy + 1)po/m. The above problem is equivalent to

max {rq(U,0) + E(T — 7 —q(U,7))Lr <T]|0 = H]}

Now, we use the fact that T given Iy is distributed according to density A} (t)e~ Jo Mg ()ds

Plugging this in, the problem is

T .
max/ prgi (t)dt + / </ 1-— qg(s)ds) A (t)e Jo A (s)ds gy
0 0 ]

I,q

To simplify the notation we neglect the subscript H and simply use I;(t) and gy (t). We
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change the variable to reformulate the problem as an optimal control. Define

I(t) = /Ot Ty (s)ds
a0 = [ aisias

We rewrite the objective function in its equivalent form:

AT@—t+mw—Qawé“@”ﬂW”+“Q@
:/T (T —t+ Q) e MU ()dt + (e M) — 1+ ) Q(T)

Denote Conv(D) as the convex hull of the choice set D. We first consider a relaxed
control problem where (I, q) can be chosen within Conv(D). Denote the set of measurable

controls as
Ua = {(Tu (1), qu())| Ly (t),qu(t)) € Conv(D) Vt, Iy(t),qu(t) are measurable w.r.t. t}.

The control problem is

T
max / (T —t+ Q(t))e"\l(t))\IU(t)dt + (eMT) 1 4 1)Q(T)
(IU(')7QU('))EZ’{(Ld 0

Define the contingent set X (I, Q,t) as follow:
XLt ={((,n) eRX R > (T —t+Q)e MAy, n= Iy, qu) for some (Iy, q) € D}
Note that the function
(T —t+ Qe My

is linear in (I, gr) and has bounded derivatives with respect to (I, Q). As a correspondence,

X(1,Q,t) is closed convex valued, and it is upper and lower hemicontinuous in (I, @), so
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X(I,Q,t) has the weak Cesari property. One can apply Theorem 4.2.4 in |Ahmed & Wang
(2021)) to show that there exists an optimal control.

Further, for any optimal control (I} (%).¢;(t)) and the corresponding state functions
(I*(t), Q*(t)), Theorem 5.2.3 in Ahmed & Wang (2021) ensures there exists absolute contin-
uous functions pr(t) and pg(t) such that

pa(t) = —e M ONL (1)
pilt) = ( —t+@<t>)e—” ON L (¢
(T

(I5(1), g5 (1)) € argmax ( —t+Q(t ) ”“’+pz(t))l+m(t>q, a.e.
(I,q)eConv(D)

p1(T) = =A@ (T)e™" ),
po(T) = e — 14y,

Define
Art) = (T =t +Q () Ae ™ W 4+ py(1).

For any optimal control (I}5(t), ¢;;(t)) and the corresponding (I*(t), Q*(¢)) and p;(t), po(t),
we can always find an essentially the same control (I} (t), ¢ (t)) such that the optimality
condition holds for any t instead of a.e. t. Thus, without loss, we assume the optimality
condition holds for any ¢.

Now we try to derive some properties of the optimal solution from this set of necessary
conditions. Note that

P21 = (ap(t) — )20 <0
A((T)=0,

pQ(t) = U — 14 €_>\I(t).

Therefore, A(t) is weakly decreasing in ¢ and is weakly positive. pg is decreasing and

po(0) = puy, > 0. We discuss two scenarios.

When pp > 1 —e . In this case we know pg(t) > po(T) > 0. In fact, for any ¢t < T
po(t) > 0. Because (1,1) € D, for any t < T" we must have

(1,1) if A;(t) >0,

(IU(t)aqU(t)) - ([’1) c COTL'U(D) if AI(t) -
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Because ¢;;(t) = 1 for any ¢ < T', the objective value is simply p.7T.

When pp < 1 —e . We already know A;(t) is weakly decreasing and weakly positive.
Now we claim A;(0) > 0 for any system associated with optimal control.

Suppose not, then A;(t) = 0 for any ¢, so ¢;;(t) = 1 for almost all ¢. This leads to an
objective value of u;T. However, by simply using a trial mechanism the objective can be
higher than ;7 when p;, < 1—e *. This is a contradiction. Thus, for any optimal control,
we know the associated A;(¢) must have A;(0) > 0.

Denote ty = min{t € [0, T]|A;(t) = 0} > 0. We argue ¢, = T". Suppose ty < T, then there
exists 0 > 0 such that ¢, (t) < 1, A;(t) > 0 for a.e. t € (ty — d,t0); and ¢;;(t) = 1, A;(t) =0
for a.e. t € (tp,T]. From ¢j;(t) = 1, A;(t) = 0 for a.e. t € (tp, 1] we know pg(t) > 0 for
a.e. t € (to,T]. From monotonicity of pg(t) we know pg(t) > 0 for any t € (¢t — d,7]. On
the other hand, from ¢};(t) < 1, A;(t) > 0 for a.e. t € (ty — d, %) we know pg(t) <0 for a.e.
t € (ty — 9, to) otherwise ¢;(t) would be 1. These two inequalities imply pg(t) = 0 for any
t € (ty — 6, to], which further implies [}5(t) = 1 for a.e. t € (to — d,to]. However, this means
po(t) is strictly decreasing in ¢ € (ty — 0, tp], a contradiction.

We have proved A;(t) > 0 for any t < T. Now denote t; = max{t € [0,7]| ¢j;(s) =
1, a.e. s € [0,t]} < T. First, we first prove pg(t) < 0 for any ¢ > ;. Suppose it is
not true, then combing with the definition of ¢; we know there exists § > 0 such that
q;(t) <1, po(t) >0, a.e. t € [t1,t1 + d]. However, this implies [};(t) = 1 a.e. t € [t1,t1 + ]
and so pg(t) is strictly decreasing in [¢1,¢; + 6], a contradiction. Second, we prove ¢;;(t) < 1
a.e. Yt > t;. Suppose not, then there exists ¢, and ¢ such that ¢, (t) = 1 a.e. t € [ta — §,ta].
Because Af(t) > 0 we know [}5(t) = 1 a.e. t € [ty — §,t2]. Thus we know for a t5 € [t1,t; + 9],
the following holds:

However, both pg(t) and A;(U) is decreasing and ¢;; is strictly decreasing over [ty — §,to].
This leads to a contradiction.

In summary, we have proved the following facts.
e When t <ty, I};(t) =q/(t) =1 ae..
e When t > t, ¢j;(t) < 1 a.e. so As(t) is strictly decreasing in ¢.

e When t > t;, Ar(t) > 0 and pg(t) < 0.
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Because the indifference curve of the linear optimization problem

max (T =+ Q (1) " 4 (1) )1 + palt)a

is A7(t)/po(t). When t > ¢, we know
o As(t)/pg(t) is negative and continuous,
e The absolute value |A;(t)/pg(t)| is strictly decreasing,

o A/(T)/po(T) = 0.

Thus, we know as t ranges from t; to 7', the optimal control (I};(¢),¢;;(t)) moves along the
boundary of Conv(D):

0" Conv(D) = {(I,q) € Conv(D)|I > I, Y(I',q) € Conv(D)}.

Because the slope of the indifference curve |A;(t)/po(t)| is strictly decreasing, for almost all

t, the control is at the extrme point:
(I5(), q5(t)) € 0" Conv(D)ND a.e. t €[0,T].

Thus, any optimal control of the relaxed control problem (with the control set Conv(D)) is
also feasible with the control set D.

For the comparative result, first notice that v(wy) has the same expression as in theorem
0 (the same proof). To prove the comparative analysis for v(wy,t), we point out that
wy, only affects the system of Pontryagin equations via the end-point value of the costate
po(T) = e M) 1 4 iz, and pp is increasing in wy. Thus, as wy, increases, the coefficient

on the quality pg(t) is also smaller. O
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B.4 Omitted Proof for Section 7

Proof of Proposition[7. We consider a similar relaxed problem as follows

max (1+wp)(py(T) = cI(V,0) + wrE [Ay + (U, 7) = cl(v,7) | § = L

+E[A, +cl(U,T)—cl(v,7)| S = H]
s.t.

Ay < (w4 A0) (0,1) — )\/ r(w, O)dw — (u+ M) I(U,1) Vit

pU(T) < IUL(U + )‘)](U> 0) + :uLE [(u + )"U) ([ ('Ua 7_) - I(Ua 7_)) _Av,'r| 0= H] :

where

r(w,t) = max{I(U,t), I(w,t)}.
Note that the objective function can be rewritten as

(1+w)(pu(T) = cl(U,0)) + (wrpr + pa)E Ay + el (U, 7) — cl(v,7) | 6 = H]

It is without loss of generality to assume the ex-ante IR constraint binds. Plugging it in, the

objective becomes:

(1 +wr)(po(u+ NI(U,0) + poE [(u+ M) (I (v,7) = (U, 7)) =A,-|0 = H] — cI(U,0))
+ (wppr + pe)E[Ay - +cl(U,7) —cl(v,7) | § = H]
=(1+wy)(po(u+ N)I(U,0) + poE [(u+ M) (I (v,7) — I(U,7)) |6 = H|] — cI(U,0))
+E{(ne — po —wrpo — pe))Avr + (wrpp + pe) (U, 7) — 1(v, 7))cl0 = H]

Because we focus on wy, < pg/pg we have
pe — po — wrlpo — pr) = 0
Thus, we plug in the IC constraint and get

(1 +wz) (po(u + N I(U,0) + poE [(u+ Av) (I (v,7) — I(U,7)) | § = H] — I (U,0))
+E[(wrpr + pe)I(U,7) = I(v,7))c | 0 = H| + (pe — pto — wr(ko — pz))

E

(1 + AoV (v, 7) — )\/vr(w,T)dw (A N)I(U,7) | 6= H
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Rearranging terms we get

E[(ue +wrpr)(u+ Av — )l (v, 7) — (ug +wrprn)(u — ) [(U,7) | 0 = 1]
—E [(Mue — po — wr(po — pr))v + Mio(1 +wp)) (U, 7) | 6 = 1]

/ r(w,7)dw |0 = H

— Mpe — po — wr(po — p1z))E

+ (1 +wp)(po(u+ ) —c)I(U,0).

Now we fix the design of I(U,t) and do point-wise maximization with respect to I(v,t).

To do so, denote

bi = g — po — wr(fo — pr),  ba = pg +wrpr

Now note that

E (u+)\v—c)l(v,7‘)—%/vr(w,f)dw|9:1]
K [(UHU—C)J(U,T)—%1;£§U)T(0)\e: }

Denote v, such that u + Av. = ¢ and define the virtual value as

)\bl 1 —F(’U)

¢(v):u+)\v—c—b—2 70)

Denote vy such that ¢(vg) = 0. The point-wise maximization leads to

T —t if v € [vg, V]
I(v,t) = I(U,1t) if v € [ve,v9) > 0,

0 if v e fv,v.) <O0.

Denote the virtual surplus w, and m,, as

Ty = [ ¢(v)f(v)do,

vo

T — /(u + v — o) f(v)dv,
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Note that

Ty + /UO o(v)f(v)dv = /v(u + v —c)f(v) — &(1 — F(v))dv

:uﬂ—c—%(/ (1—F(v))dv>
2 v
:u+)\—c—&(1—y)
by

Plugging in the point-wise maximization, the objective function becomes

IE[bgﬁv(T—T)ijg(—ﬂw—l—(u+)\—c—%(1—1})—%)—@—0))[(@7‘)|9:1}

—E [(Abyw + Apo(L +wp)) (U, 7) | 0 = 1] + (1 + wr)(o(u + A) — ¢)I(U,0)
=E [bom,(T — 7) — bo(m, + 7o) L(U, ) | 0 = 1] + (1 + wy) (po(u + A) — ) I(U, 0)
Denote

b — (1 4+ wg)(po(u+ ) —c) _ (14 wp)(po(u+ A) —c)
3 bo(my + ) (my + mw) (g + wrpir)

Ty

b4:

Ty + T

The remaining work is essentially adopting the proof of Lemma [§l We neglect some of

the detailed explanations and only list the main calculation. When b4 < 0, then the optimal

solution is clearly to set Iy (t) = 1 always (a degenerate trial length). Otherwise, denote
U(t) = Iy(t) and X(t) = fot Iy (s)ds. We have the following optimal control problem:

T
max { / (by (T —t) — (X(T) — X(t)))e—AX“)AU(t)dHb3X(T)}
€ ad 0
subject to X(t) = U(t) € [0,1], X(0) =0, X(T) free
First, rearrange the objective:

/ T(b4 (T —t) — (X(T) — X(1))e M ONU(t)dt + bs X (T)

= / T(b4 (T — 1)+ X (#)e M™ONU(#)dt — X(T) (1 — e M) + b X(T)
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For any optimal measurable control U, X, there exists a costate variable p such that

=1 J(t) >0
U(t)q€0,1] Jt)=0
= J(t) <0
J(t) = Mba (T —t) + X (£))e MO — p(t)

(
plt) = — (A (ba(T — 1) + X (1)) — 1) Ae MO0 (1)
p(T) =1 — by + (AX(T) — 1)e XD

Taking derivatives we get
J(t) = =Abge O

since ([I0)) cancels the other terms. Note that this implies that J is always strictly decreasing;
since X is continuous, .J is continuous. Therefore, the optimal control U(t) features bang-
bang control. Namely, there exists a time t such that U(t) = 1 for ¢ < t, and U(t) = 0
for t > ty. Given this optimal mechanism for the relaxed problem. It is straightforward to
verify it satisfies all the omitted IC constraints so it is indeed the optimal IC-IR mechanism.

]

Proof of Proposition[8. For any IC-IR mechanism (I, p) denote p; as the buyer’s of § = H

at time ¢ if no bad news ever arrived. By definition

_ o
Ht = fo + (1 — MO)Q—A(I(U,T)—I(U,t))

T
: where I(U,t) :/ Iy (s)ds.
t

Denote I(t) = ftT I;(s)ds. The relaxed design problem with linear Pareto weight is

max 1+w T)+wE[A]6 =0
I,pU(T),{At}( £)pu(T) LE[A] ]

s.t.
(u—A)I(t) — Ay >0 Vi,
ul (U, t) + (1 = p) BE[=NI(U, t) + (u — N)(I(1) = I(U, 7)) = Ay |6 = 0,7 > {]
> (u— N1 — p))I(t) — Ay, Vi,
pu(T) < ul(U,0) + (1 — po)E[-NI(U,0) + (u — AX)(I(7) — (U, 7)) — A, | = 0.

The first constraint requires the agent who receives the signal at time ¢ does not want to
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quit. The second constraint requires that the uninformed buyer does not want to pretend to
receive a signal at time ¢. The third constraint is the ex-ante IR constraint.

Because wy > —1, the ex-ante IR constraint should bind so
IH{liX} u(1+wp)I(U,0) + (1 — po)(1 + wp)E[-NI(U,0) + (v — N)(I(7) — I[(U,7)) | 6 = 0]
—(1 = po(1 +wp))E[A; | 6 = 0]
s.t.
(u—AN)I(t) — Ay > 0V,
ul (U t) + (1 — p) E[-NI (U, t) + (uw — N)(I(1) = I(U, 7)) = Ay |0 =0,7 > 1]

Because A\l > u > (1 — po) A, and py > po for any ¢, it is clearly optimal to set I(t) = 0 for
any t, as it increases the objective and relaxes the constraint. Now the design problem can

be simplified as
Irr{lix} u(l+wr)I(U,0) + (1 — po)(1 + wp)E[-NI(U,0) — (u— N)I(U,T) | 0 =0
—(1 = po(1 4+ wr))E[A; | 6 = 0]
s.t. At S 0 Vt,
ul(U,t) + (1 — p)E[-NI(U, t) — (u — NX)I(U,7) — A, |0 =0,7 > t] > —A,, Vt.

We discuss two cases. First, if wy, > (1—pg)/ o, the coefficient of A, is negative. Clearly,
it is optimal to set A, = 0 and set I(U,t) = T — t. The optimal mechanism is just to sell
everything ex-ante.

Second, if wy, < (1 — po)/1o,the coefficient of A, is positive. Note that from the two
constraint, we get Ar = 0. We keep Ar = 0 and neglect all constraints such that A; < 0.
For any fixed measurable control Iy (t), the fixed function I(U,t) is absolute continuous in
t. Note Ar = 0 and denote

D(=A) = ul(U,t) + (1 — ) E[-NI(U, 1) — (u — \)I(U,7) — A, | 0= 0,7 > 1].

' is clearly increasing in —Ay, so according to Gronwall’s inequality, the point-wise minimum

feasible A; is the one such that equality always holds:

E%ﬂu—ﬂu—@ﬂﬂmu—AJT>ﬂ:—Auw.
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The above integration equation has a unique solution. One can easily verify that the solution

is
T
—A; = / (u— N(1 — ps)) Iy (s)ds.
t
To see this, plugging in the candidate solution to the equation we get
CA —E[-A, | 7> 1] = IE[/ (= N(1 — p ) Ip(t)ds | 7> 1]
tT
_ IE[/ Loer (= (1= ) Iy (O)ds | 7> 1]
tT
_ IE[/ Lor (= N(1— O)) Iy (t)ds | 7 > 1]
t

- E[/tT(u (L — ) Iy(t)ds | T > 1]

Thus, we prove the candidate solution is indeed the unique solution. Plug this into the

objective we have an unconstrained maximization problem

max (14 w,)E] /O (= N = ) o (s)ds] + (1 — pio(1 + wi))E] / (1= N(1 = )Ty (s)ds].

Clearly, it is optimal to set Iy (t) = 1 for any ¢. Given this optimal mechanism for the
relaxed problem. It is straightforward to verify it satisfies all the omitted IC constraints so
it is indeed the optimal IC-IR mechanism.

]

Proof of Proposition[d. We consider a relaxed design problem as follows

max 1+w T) + E[A? + wpAY
I’pU(T)’{At}( L)pU( ) [ T L T]

s.t.
Nl (v,t) — A} > MI(U,t), Vi,
NoI(v,t) — A} — MI(U, t) > Mol (v,s) — AU — MI(U,s), Vt<s,
AU, ) + E[MpovI (v, 7) + (1 = po)ol (v, 7) = I(U, 7)) — A7 — (1 = o) A7 | 7 > 1]
> M (v, t) — A}, Vi,
pu(T) < AU, 0) + E[A(uovI (v, 7) + (1 = po)vl (v, 7) = I(U, 7)) — oA — (1 — 1) A7].
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The second constraint is the new constraint which ensures the buyer who receives the high
signal at time ¢ does not want to delay the report to a later time s > ¢. The third constraint
is the old one which requires the uninformed buyer does not want to deviate to report the
arrival of a low signal. We can plug in the second line into the third line and get a relaxed

expression

EA(uov(1(v,t) = I(U,)) + (1 = po)v(I(v,7) = I(U, 7)) — oAy — (1 — o) AZ | 7 > ¢]
(U, t) > M (v,t) — A}, Vi,

We use this new relaxed constraint to replace the second and third constraints. It is also

clear the ex-ante IR constraint must bind so the objective becomes:

A1+ wy) (I(U, 0) + Efuot I (5,7) + (1 — po)ul (v, 7) — I(U, T)])
+E[(1 — po(1 +wp)) (A7 — AY)]

As we focus on the case where wy, < (1 — pg)/po, the coefficient for A} is positive while
coefficient for A} is negative. Because increasing I(,t) strictly increases the objective and
relaxes all constraints (recall the second constraint is replaced by the new constraint), it is
optimal to set I(v,t) = T —t. Also, because decreasing I (v, t) strictly increases the objective
and relaxes all constraints, it is optimal to set I(v,t) = 0.

In conclusion, the design problem reduces to

max AL+ ) (1(U.0) + Eluon(T —7) = I(U.7)]) + (L = po(1 +wy)) (A7 — A2)]

s.t.
XNo(T —t) — A} > Xol(U,t), Vt,
po(M(T —t = I(Ut)) = A7) = E[AL = po)oI (U, 7) + (1 — puo) AZ | 7 > 1]
(U, t) > —A;, Vt,

Note A%} = 0 and denote
D(=A7) = po(Ao(T —t = I(U,t)) = A7) = (1 = po)EMI(U, 7) + A2 | 7 > t] + X(U, t)

I is clearly increasing in —A}, so according to Gronwall’s inequality, the point-wise minimum
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feasible A} is the one such that equality always holds:
. T
—A; = MU ) + po(Ao(T — t = I(U, 1)) = AY) — (1 = po) / (MI(U, )+ A7) f(r[t)dr
t

where f(s|t) = My(s)e M WUD=IU9) ig the conditional density of the arrival time. Take

derivative on both sides give us

—A7 = =My (t) + po(M(Iy(t) — 1) — A}) + MU(t)(l - uo)(AvI(U, )+ A7)
— My () (A + M (U, t) + po(ANo(T — t — I( —A)))
Ay —)\IU 1‘|‘)\,UOU )_,UOA?“‘,UOAZ) - ( ( ( ) 1)_Af)

()(
Ay = / (My(s) (1 + Maod(T = 5)) — Aot (Iy(s) — 1)) e #oAT GO g
+ /T to (M (s)AY — AE))e_”‘)A(I(U’t)_I(U’S))dS
¢
= poA] — /T ()\[U(s)(l + Ao (T — s)) — AMov(Iy(s) — 1))e‘“OA(I(U’t)_I(U’S))ds
t
Plug this equation back to the objective and focus on the parameter of AY we have
(1= p(l+wr)) (1 — po)E [A7]

Thus, the objective is strictly increasing in A; so the only remaining constraint is also

binding:
MNo(T —t) — A} = \oI(U,t), Vt.
With this equation, we know

A} = MU, t) — (1 — po)E[MI(U,7) + A2 | 7 > ¢
—A] = =My (t) + My (£)(1 = po) ML (U, 1) + A)) = My (£) (A + M (U, 1))
A} = My () (1 + po I (U, t) + A7)

T
AV = / My (5)(1 + poMDI(U, 5))e—roNIT0-T0) g
t
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Plug in this expression in the objective we get
max A1+ wp) (I(U, 0) + Elpov(T — 1) — I(U, 7')]) + (1 — po(1 +wp)ENo(T — 7 — I(U, 7))]

T
+(1 — po(1 +wy))E[ / My (s)(1 + po Aol (U, s))e P U=1U9) 4]

& max A1+ wp)I(U,0) + XE[o(T — 7 — (1 + (1 — po)(1 + wp))I(U,7))]

eM1=po)(I(U,0)=1(U;T)) _q

+(1 = po(1 4 wi))E[(1 + poAvI(U, 7)) ]

1 — 1o
The second line can be expressed as

eA(l_HO)(I(lLO)_I(Uﬂ—)) — ]_

T
(1— pio(1 + wp)) / (1+ poI(U, 7)) - Ay (7)e MU= g7
0 — Ho
AM1—po)(I(U,0)=I(U,T)) _
et 1 )\e—)\(I(U,O)—I(U,T)dI(U’ 7)

1(U,0)
(- un)) [ (1 ool (U7) :
0 — Mo
Thus, the second line is just a function of I(U,0) and does not depend on any other I(U,t)
for ¢ > 0. Similarly, the only term in the first line that does depend on I(U, ) is

T
AD / (T = 7) Ay (7)e MU g7,
0

For any fixed I(U, 0) it is optimal to minimizes I (U, t) so it is optimal to frontload access Iy (t)
as much as possible so that a trial I;;(f) = 1<, is optimal. Given this optimal mechanism for
the relaxed problem. It is straightforward to verify it satisfies all the omitted IC constraints
so it is indeed the optimal IC-IR mechanism.

U

Proof of Proposition[10l. Once again, focus first on the relaxed problem. Since there is dis-
counting now, we let py, p,+ functions denote the time-zero discounted cumulative flow pay-
ments. We consider the same problem relaxation, and the same logic as Theorem [ implies
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that pk(oo) = p(c0), so the problem is
max wrpy(00) + E [pr(v,00)1[7 < T) + py(co)1[r > T| | 6 = H] (16)
s.t. / e @\ T, 4 (2)dx — e (pyr(c0) — pu(t)) > / e @ NIy (2)da — e (py(o0) — pu(t)) Vi,
t t
(17)

/ e_’"(x_t))\fu[v,t(x)dx — e’"t(pv,t(oo) —pu(t)) > / e_’"(x_t))\fu[v/,t(x)dx — e’"t(pvfi(oo) —pu(t))
t t
(18)

uo/ e " My(s)ds + pE [/ e "X (Ix(s) — Iy(s))ds — A, ~
0 T

6 = H} —pu(0)>0. (19)

The only difference is we now have discounting here, and the horizon is taken to be
infinite. Once again, define A, = p,(00) — py(c0), and set A. o, = 0, so that A, is well-
defined for any realization ¢ of 7. We change the problem into these price variables as before.

The objective can be rewritten:

wrpy(00) + E[p-(00)1[r < o0] 4 py(o0)l[r > o] | 6 = H]
= (wr, + D)pu(00) + E|(pr(00) — py(00))1[r < o] | § = H]

+E
= (wr + 1)py(c0) + E[A, ;| 0 = H]

Define -
u(v,t) = / e "Xl (x)dx — py(00)
t

and the discounted cumulative intensitis

I(v,t) = / e "1, (x)de,
t
I(U,t) = / e "ly(x)dx
t
We can apply the envelope theorem to (I8]), and we get

u(v,t) = u(v, t) + /U M(w, t) dw

Zt/wklumt)dw—+AvIaLt)—-pU@m)
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Again, (I7) gives
u(v,t) > / M (U, t) dw + Ml (U, t) — py(oo)

Combining,

u(v,t) > /v Amax(I(U,t), I(w,t))dw + AI(U,t) — py(o0)

which can be rewritten

Ay < Ml(v,t) — / Amax(I(U,t), I(w,t))dw — I (U,t)

Once again, it is straightforward to see that the IR constraint must bind; otherwise,
we could increase py(oco) and do better on the objective. So we can plug py(co) into the

objective, and the objective becomes

Mo(wr + 1) I(U,0) + po(wr + DE [Mv (I(v,7) = I(U, 7)) — A, |0 = H +E[A, | 0 = H]
= Ao(wr + 1)1(U,0) 4+ po(wr + DE [Mv (L (v, 7) — I(U,7))|0 = H + (1 — po(wr + 1))E[A, - | 0 = H]

Note that only the last term depends on A, and it is strictly increasing, so it is optimal to
raise A; to make the combined IC bind. So we can again reduce the optimization problem
to

Mo(wr, + D I(U,0) + po(wy, + DE [Mv (I(v,7) — I(U,7))| 0 = H|
max v )
Y (1 = polws +1)E [M(v, £) — [" Amax(I(U,t), I(w, t))dw — oI (U, 1) | 0 = H]

Or equivalently,

DA (U,0) + E
Inax, {MO(wL“‘ JAL(U,0) +

< Ml (v,7) — (1 — po(wrp + 1)) 1}5}(;)) Ar(v,T) ) 1r < 7]
—Apo(wr, + DoIl(U, 1) — (1 — po(wr, + 1)) \I(U, T) N

=

As before, pointwise maximization of I(v, 7) dictates that

1 v > U
[U’t(S) =
Iy(s) v <y
where -
vo = (1 — po(wy, + 1)) ;(UO()“O)
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Plugging in, we find that the expectation term becomes
E {)\ (,uo(wL + 1)/ vf(v) dv+ve(1 — F(vg))(1 — po(wyg + 1))) (T —7—1(U,T)
vo

Defining )
o = polwg + 1)/ vf(v) dv+ve(l — F(vg))(1 — po(wy + 1))

vo

as before, we have that 7 is still the expected virtual surplus. So the problem becomes

max  {po(wy, + AU, 0) + E [Amo(T — 7 — I(U, 7)[}

MeM
Equivalently,
1) [~ =
max {M/ e "AMy(s)ds + E l/ e A1 = Iy(s))ds| 0 = H] }
Iy o 0 T

Now, we use the fact that 7 given [y is distributed according to density Ay (t)e” Jo Mu(s)ds

Plugging this in, the problem is

© 1 00 00 ,
max/ e_rtMMU(t)dt +/ (/ e A1 - Iu(S))dS) My (t)e Jo Mudsqy
0 0 t

o

We change the variable to reformulate the problem as an optimal control. Define the cumu-

lative access

I(t) = /Ot My (s)ds
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Note that I(t) = A (t). We rewrite the objective function in its equivalent form:

[o¢] 1 o o ¢
/ AU / ( / eI — IU(S))dS) My (t)e Jo Mo (s)ds gy
0 0 t

o

— /OOO e—"twj(t)dt + /OOO (/tw e A1 — IU(S))dS) I(t)e 1®dt

o

o 1 . [o¢] (o @] .
= / e"’tiuo(wL + )I(t)dt +/ (%e_” — )\/ e‘”[ﬂs)ds) I(t)e 1O dt
0 0 t

—e_I(t)> dt — )\/ (/ e_T’SIU(s)ds> I(t)e 1®dt
0 t

Ho(wr +1) A

r
= / e—rt['(t) (w + ée—f(t)) dt — )\/ (/ e—rs[U(S)j(t)e—I(t)dt) ds
0 o r 0 0
' (7 + é6_1(“) dt —i—/ e "y (s) (6_1(8) —1)ds

r 0
A
r

St ) dt + / e (t) (e'® —1) dt
0

= / e (t) <7MO(W b _ 1+ (é + 1) e‘f(“) dt
0 o r

where in the fourth step, we changed the order of integration. All together, we have the

control problem

max / et ((3 + 1) o1 4 HolwL 1) 1) Ay (t) dt (20)
IU(t) 0 T o

subject to  I(t) = My(t)
Iy(t) € 10,1], 1(0)=0, I(T) free.

Again for convenience, define u = Ay, as the control variable. According to the Pontryagin

maximum principle, for any optimal solution (7(t),u(t)), there exists a piece-wise differen-
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tiable costate p(t) such that the following holds:

lim p(t) =0, (21)
p(t) = — (% + 1) e Tqy(t), (22)
=\ if J(t) > 0
[(t)y=ut)4e(0,A]  ifJ@t)=0 (23)
=0 if J(t) <0
J(t) = (% + 1) e 1O 4 ’m(w%;rl) —1—p(t). (24)

The difference is now we have a transversality condition, instead of a free end-time fixed

point. By differentiating equation (24]) (at wherever J is differentiable) and plugging in
equation (22)), we get

Because p is piece-wise differentiable and so is J, for any ¢ the right (left) derivative of J

always exists and equals the right (left) limit of derivatives. Formally:

JH(t) = 131{1% J(s), J(t) = lsl}r% J(s).

From the continuity of I(t), we know .J is always differentiable and J(t) = —Xe™'® < 0. If

%ﬁﬂ) > 1, it follows that in the limit ¢ — oo, the limit of J is positive, and hence .J is

positive everywhere, so the mechanism sells the entire service ex ante.

po(wr+1)
)

then either J(t) is either always positive or always negative. If J(t) is always positive, then
according to equation (23)), u(t) = A and I(t) = At. This implies

Suppose < 1. We now argue there exists ¢, such that J(¢y) = 0. Suppose not;

lim J(oo) = Pt

t—o0 7T0

This is a contradiction. Suppose J(t) is always negative, then according to equation (23]),
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p(t) = p(t) =0,
A 1
T 0
This is a contradiction.
Now because .J(ty) = 0 and J(t) < 0, we know
> 0, if t < to, >\, if t < to,
J(t) = u(t) =
<0, ift>ty. 0, ift>t,.

This implies I(t) = Amin{¢,t,}. We also know p(t) = 0 for any ¢ > t, and so p(ty) = 0 from
the continuity. Then we can check equation (24) at to:

J(to) = (% +1) I C ) B

o

This equation has a unique solution. In fact, we can analytically solve for ¢y in this case:

1
<é+1)€—/\to+M_1:0
,

o
A1) edo — g _ Holwr 1)
T )
_ po(wrp+1)
e—)\to — 1 o
2+1

1 — Ho(wr+l)
Mo=In| ————T0
0 ( » 1 )

_ L 2+1
to_x n 1_HO(U)L+1)

0

To finish characterizing the optimal solution to our original design problem, we now

construct the appropriate payment scheme. Consider
)\ —rt )\ —rt — At
p(t) = o= (1= ™) + 2o — w1 = F(wo)))e ™ (1 — )

rto

A
Put(s) = pu(t) + ;voe_

Once again, the payment scheme frontloads payment, so the IR needs to be checked only at
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the initial time and the time of report. By the same arguments as before, IR and IC holds.
Since the Iy (t), I, +(s) constructed maximizes the value of the relaxed problem, and we have
just constructed a mechanism that is feasible in the original problem with all of the IC and

IR constraints, it follows that this mechanism must be optimal. O
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