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Abstract

Emergent technologies such as solar power, electric vehicles, and artificial

intelligence (AI) often exhibit exponential or power function price declines

and various “S-curves” of adoption. We show that under CES and VES utility,

such price and adoption curves are functionally linked. When price declines

follow Moore’s, Wright’s and AI scaling “Laws,” the S-curve of adoption is

Logistic or Log-Logistic whose slope depends on the interaction between an

experience parameter and the elasticity of substitution between the incum-

bent and emergent good. These functional relations can serve as a building

block for more complex models and guide empirical specifications of tech-

nology adoption.
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1. Introduction

Emergent technologies such as solar power, batteries, electric

vehicles, and artificial intelligence (AI) display two empirical reg-

ularities. First, they exhibit exponential or power function price

declines or quality improvements over time. Second, the adop-

tion of these technologies typically follows an S-curve pattern.

This raises the question: what governs the relationship between

the price decline curve and the adoption curve?

We show using a constant elasticity of substitution (CES) and

a variable elasticity of substitution (VES) utility function (Arrow

et al., 1961; Dixit et al., 1977), if price declines follow Wright’s

Law, then the adoption follows a log-logistic curve; if they follow

Moore’s Law, the adoption follows a logistic curve. The slope of

these adoption S-curves depends on an experience or learning

parameter, and the elasticity of substitution between the incum-

bent and emergent good (or service).

The experience or learning parameter in the price functions

governs the potential rate prices could fall as a function of cu-

mulative production (Wright’s Law) or over time (Moore’s Law).

These reductions come from experience or from learning with

more production or time spent with the technology. The param-

eters can vary across technologies. For example, although solar

prices have fallen over time per panel watt/hour, the price of

secondary storage per gigabyte has declined even faster.
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The elasticity of substitution parameter represents the sensi-

tivity of consumer choice to the relative prices of products in

the CES utility function (the most common specification in con-

sumer choice) as well as the VES utility function. If consumers

(who might be individuals, businesses, governments, or other or-

ganizations) are extremely sensitive to relative prices (high elas-

ticity of substitution), price declines from technological progress

might quickly lead to adoption of emergent goods or services.

Alternatively, if they are insensitive to relative prices (low elas-

ticity of substitution), price declines from technological progress

may lead to slow growth in the emergent good or service. Differ-

ences in the elasticity of substitution could arise in several ways.

First, frictions (i.e., existing contracts, established relationships,

information costs) can lead to a low elasticity of substitution in

the short run, but this can rise over time. Second, differences

between the incumbent and emergent good may reduce the elas-

ticity of substitution (e.g., electric and gas cars are transporta-

tion, but drive differently). Third, standards, regulation, and

infrastructure could further affect the elasticity (e.g., concrete

substitutes may require additional testing and certification).

Currently, many works support empirical models of price de-

clines such as Moore’s or Wright’s Laws (Arrow, 1962; Nagy et

al., 2013; Magee et al., 2016; Lafond et al., 2018; Triulzi et al.,

2020; Singh et al., 2021; Way et al., 2022). Moore’s Law refers to
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an exponential decrease in price over time (log-linear in time)

while Wright’s Law refers to price declining as a power function

of total production over time (log-linear in total production-to-

date). Both of these “scaling laws” seem to empirically outper-

form the alternative economic construct of economies-of-scale.

Similarly, AI scaling laws (Kaplan et al., 2020; Hoffmann et

al. 2022) show accuracy improvements (reductions in quality-

adjusted price) as a power function of computation.1 “The con-

sistent and predictable improvements from scaling have led AI

labs to aggressively expand the scale of training, with train-

ing compute expanding at a rate of approximately 4x per year”

(Sevilla et al., 2024). As an indication of the importance of the

scaling laws motivating investment in AI, the CEO of Google

DeepMind, Demis Hassabis (winner of the 2024 Nobel Prize in

Chemistry) indicated that Google would be spending $100 Bil-

lion or more on AI (Seal, 2024).

Also, many works have explored the adoption of emerging

goods relative to incumbent goods.2 Empirical studies show an

“S-curve” of adoption where the emerging good begins with a

higher price and lower market share, but through price declines

or quality improvements gains product share from an incumbent

1As an indication of the influence of these works as of November 2024 both of these
papers have over 2,000 Google Scholar citations with over 1,000 each in 2024 alone.

2Griliches (1957) examined uptake of hybrid versus open-pollinated seeds, Grübler et al.,
(1999) discuss cars versus horses, Way et al. (2022) forecast batteries as well as wind, and
Li et al. (2023) study residential solar adoption.
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good based on a mature technology. This S-curve has often been

modeled with a logistic function (Griliches, 1957; Way et al.,

2022; Creutzig et al., 2023).

The scaling law curves and the adoption S-curves have been

studied separately, although the connection between these two

has been acknowledged and used in either informal or compli-

cated ways (Grübler et al., 1999; Odenweller, 2022; Nijsse et

al., 2023). Many of these works come from areas other than

economics (Bass et al., 1994; Haegel and Kurtz, 2023; Li et al.,

2023). Using economic constructs such as utility and elasticity of

substitution to link price trajectories and S-curves may offer ad-

ditional insights and may help predict future prices and adoption

that can inform investment decisions, the design of innovation

policy in areas such as AI, renewable energy or other emerging

fields (Agrawal et al., 2019) and the trade-off between human

and AI labor.

In this paper, we examine the link between these empirical

regularities in a constant elasticity of substitution (CES) utility

framework. Specifically, we show that choices made based on

CES utility with a budget constraint given Moore’s, Wright’s,

and AI scaling laws lead to logistic (Moore’s Law) or log-logistic

(Wright’s Law, AI scaling laws) S-curves. We show that these

relations can also hold in a VES framework.

We provide an example involving AI scaling laws to demon-
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strate the usefulness of these functional relations in understand-

ing AI-human labor trade-offs. More generally, these findings

have implications for transitions between incumbent and emer-

gent goods and services as well as the associated customers, reg-

ulation, and infrastructure. In particular, the reduction of em-

ployees at incumbent firms and the gain of employees at emer-

gent firms may lead to issues with the transition.

2. CES Utility and Shares

We begin with a CES utility function for two goods x and y in

(1) where U specifies the relative preference for good x , (1 − U)

specifies the relative preference of good y , M is income, and d

is a function of the elasticity of substitution f in (2). Special

cases for d include Cobb-Douglas (d = 0 which implies f = 1),

perfect substitutes (d → 1 or f → ∞), and perfect complements

(d → −∞ or f → 0).

U (x , y ) =
[

U · x d + (1 − U) · y d
]1/d

, U ∈ (0,1), d ∈ (−∞,1) (1)

s.t. px · x + py · y = M , f = (1 − d)−1 (2)

The demand equations associated with the CES utility function

above (Silberberg and Suen, 2017, p. 359–360) appear in (3)–

(5).
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x = D · Uf · p−fx (3)

y = D · (1 − U)f · p−fy (4)

D = (Uf · p1−fx + (1 − U)f · p1−fy )−1 ·M (5)

Our focus is on the relative fraction Sx in the market as shown

in the product share equation for good x in (6).

Sx =
x

x + y
=

1

1 + y/x
=

1

1 +
[

1−U
U

]f
·
(

px
py

)f (6)

Because the incumbent good has a stable technology and be-

cause the focus is upon relative prices, we set the price of the

incumbent good py to 1 which leads to (7).

Sx =
1

1 +
[

1−U
U

]f
· pfx

(7)

3. Moore’s Law and Wright’s Law Imply Logistic and Log-Logistic S-

Curves

In examining price curves over time for a number of different

products, the literature (Arrow, 1962; Nagy et al., 2013; Magee

et al., 2016; Lafond et al., 2018; Triulzi et al., 2020; Singh et

al., 2021; Way et al., 2022) often finds greater empirical sup-
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port for Moore’s Law and Wright’s Law functional forms than

alternatives such as economies-of-scale which depend only upon

current production levels. Moore’s Law in (8) models price px (t)

as falling exponentially over time at rate m while Wright’s Law in

(9) models price as falling with cumulative production of good x

denoted as X (t) as a function of a parameter s . The parameter

B is the first unit’s price.

px (t) = B · exp(−m · t) (8)

px (t) = B · X (t)−s (9)

B , s ,m > 0, t ≥ 0 (10)

Specifically, we examine Sx (t)M for Moore’s Law in (11) and

Sx (t)W for Wright’s Law in (12).

Sx (t)M =
1

1 + K f · exp(−f · m · t)
(11)

Sx (t)W =
1

1 + K f · X (t)−f·s
(12)

K =

[

1 − U

U

]

· B (13)

By construction Sx (t) lies in [0, 1] and even though the model

does not involve random variables, this suggests that Sx (t) might

have the forms associated with a cumulative density function
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(cdf). In fact, Moore’s Law suggests a logistic cdf model as

shown in (15) with mean parameter ` and scale parameter _

in (16).

Sx (t)M =
1

1 + exp(−f · m · t + f · ln(K ))
(14)

F (t)M =
1

1 + exp(−(t − `)/_ )
(15)

` =
ln(K )

m
, _ =

1

f · m
(16)

The logistic form for Moore’s Law suggests rewriting the share

of the emergent good usingWright’s Law as an exponential Moore’s

Law in (17) where the logarithm of cumulative production ln(X (t))

follows a logistic distribution.

Sx (t)W =
1

1 + exp(−f · s · ln(X (t)) + f · ln(K ))
(17)

Therefore, the log-logistic provides the relevant distribution for

Wright’s Law (aka, Fisk distribution in economics).3 Beginning

with the Wright’s Law share Sx (t)W in (18) this leads to the log-

logistic cdf for X (t) in (19) where the definitions for V and _

appear in (20). Note, the distinction between Moore’s Law and

Wright’s Law collapses when X (t) grows exponentially (Sahal,

3Fisk (1961, eq. 7a) with division of numerator and denominator by (t/t0)
U.
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1979).

Sx (t)W =
1

1 + [K −(1/s ) · X (t)]−f·s
(18)

F (t)W =
1

1 + (X (t)/_ )−V
(19)

V = f · s , _ = K (1/s ) (20)

4. An AI Scaling Law Example

Suppose a purely human created product exists at pH with

an associated level of quality that does not vary over time. For

convenience, let the quality-adjusted price pH equal 1. We as-

sume that the pecuniary price of the AI-created product equals

a constant B and at t = 0 has lower quality than the human

product.

However, AI-created products may show quality-adjusted price

declines over time. Based on the Kaplan et al. (2020) and Hoff-

mann et al. (2022) scaling laws, the loss or inaccuracy from

using AI, as measured in this case by the negative log-likelihood

per character, −L(C (t))/n, declines with the amount of compute

C available via a power law as shown in (21) which involves a

proportional constant ^ and an exponent X governing the rate of

decline. The term −L(C (∞))/n represents the irreducible mini-

mum loss per character that even an infinite amount of compu-
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tation would not lower.4 We simplify (21) slightly in (22).

−L(C (t))/n ≈ −L(C (∞))/n + ^ ·C (t)−X, C (t), X, ^,t > 0 (21)

ΔAI(C (t)) ≈ ^ ·C (t)−X (22)

As the excess AI Loss ΔAI(C (t)) in (21) declines (accuracy in-

creases), the quality-adjusted price pAI(t) should also decline.

However, the quality-adjusted price may not decline at the

same rate as the excess AI Loss ΔAI(C (t)). Using AI bench-

marks as a surrogate for individual AI products, shows that as

excess loss declines with increases in computation, benchmark

performance may rise at different rates (Ott et al., 2022, Figure 3,

p. 3; Maslej et al., 2024, Chapter 2, p. 9) relative to the rate of

excess loss ΔAI(C (t)) over time.

For additional context, Meta (2024) recently introduced Llama

3.1 with 405 billion parameters (Llama 3.1 405B) and discuss

scaling laws as part of model development. Their Figure 4 (Meta,

2024, p. 9) shows both the calculated loss as well as the perfor-

mance on the ARC Challenge benchmark (AI2 ARC) as a func-

tion of computation. We transferred the points on the graphs

4Recently scaling has extended to “test time” compute in addition to the pretraining
compute. Chollet (2024) shows a graph that indicates that the performance on the Open
AI o3 model seems to increase log-linearly with compute (power law) and this continues for
approximately three orders of magnitude relative to the current best public model, o1. Thus,
scaling “laws” seem to hold when going to test time compute.
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into data (16 observations) and ran a linear regression on the

loss (as measured by negative log-likelihood per character) as

well as a logit regression on the benchmark (relative accuracy

from 0 to 1). The single non-constant regressor for both regres-

sions was the log10(C ). The estimated coefficient for the linear

regression on loss was −0.049 or X̂ = 0.049. This closely agrees

with the result in Kaplan (2020) of 0.05 for X̂. The estimated

coefficient for the logit regression on the benchmark accuracy

was 0.511. All the coefficients on log10(C ) were highly signifi-

cant with t statistics of −35.1 for OLS and 14.8 for logit with

an R2 of 0.988 for OLS and a McFadden pseudo-R2 of 0.966

for logit.5 With regard to the logit regression, the important

quantities are the marginal effects, the derivatives of estimated

benchmark accuracy with respect to the explanatory variable

log10(C ) for different levels of log10(C ). The marginal effects at

the 10, 25, 50, 75, 90 percentiles were 0.069, 0.086, 0.106, 0.122,

and 0.127. The average marginal effect was 0.102. Based on the

marginal effect estimates, an order of magnitude increase in C

results in loss declining by approximately five percent and the

benchmark accuracy increasing by approximately 10 percent.

Given this background, we assume that the quality-adjusted

5Estimates came from Matlab routine ‘glmfit’ with logit link and normal errors. A probit
link gave similar marginal effects. We measured marginal effects at 0.01 intervals from 18.778
(minimum) to 25.580 (maximum) of log10(C ) as given by the data which gave 681 points.
These 681 marginal effect estimates formed the basis for the marginal effects percentiles and
mean.
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price pAI(t) in (23) will also follow a power law of excess loss

from (22) governed by a decline at some strictly positive rate

W with a strictly positive proportionality constant ^, as we only

wish to claim a qualitative relation between AI loss and quality.

This power law modification for AI specific task performance

was chosen for simplicity and other forms could exist.

pAI(t) ≈ B · (ΔAI(C (t)))W = B · ^W ·C (t)−X·W, B , W > 0 (23)

To give some idea of possible magnitudes, based on the results

above, the regression on the loss estimates −X while the marginal

effects from the logit regression on the benchmark estimate −X·W.

If we approximate and say that X ∼ 0.05 and that X · W ∼ 0.10,

then W ∼ 2. That is, the general scaling reduces the loss at a

rate of 0.05 while the benchmark accuracy, a proxy for quality,

improves at twice that rate for a total rate of quality-adjusted

price decline of 10% for each factor of 10 increase in C .

To provide more perspective to these results, based on Fig-

ure 2.1.16 from Maslej et al. (2024, Chapter 2, p. 9), some

benchmarks such as competition level mathematics (MATH) in-

creased rapidly from approximately 8% at the beginning of 2021

to around 96% at the end of 2022. The MMLU benchmark went

from around 38% at the beginning of 2019 to around 100% by the

end of 2023. In contrast, ImageNet Top-5 made slower progress
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as it went from a relatively high 90% in 2012 to 105% in 2023.

These percentages are relative to a human level performance of

100%. The ARC-AGI benchmark currently serves as an exam-

ple of a benchmark that shows slower progress. In summary, W,

the parameter governing task-specific performance, could be less

than or greater than 1. Tasks where W > 1 will be more likely to

show greater drops in quality-adjusted prices.

As compute C (t) rises over time t , the quality-adjusted price

pAI(t) in (23) falls. This power law relation between compute

C (t) and quality-adjusted price pAI(t) represents a form ofWright’s

Law based on computational capacity C (t) rather than histori-

cal production. If C (t) grows at an exponential rate then this

reduces to a form of Moore’s Law.

In an industry with an incumbent producer (humans) selling a

product at a quality-adjusted price of 1 (pH = 1) and an emergent

producer (AI) selling a product at a quality-adjusted price of

pAI(t), what will happen to the market share of humans versus

AI? Following the earlier development of the share equation (7)

and substituting pAI(t) for px yields (24) and (25) that results in

a log-logistic S-curve of adoption in (26).
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SAI(t) =
1

1 +
[

1−U
U

]f
· pAI(t)f

(24)

K =

[

1 − U

U

]

· B (25)

SAI(t) =
1

1 + K f · ^f·W ·C (t)−f·X·W
(26)

This simple example highlights key factors that could increase

the share of AI. Artificial intelligence will more easily disrupt

highly substitutable human products or tasks (high f) when

using models that learn quicker (high X) for tasks or products

where a given decrease in AI loss results in a larger decrease

in the quality-adjusted price (high W). Of particular interest are

products or tasks where the product of these parameters f · X · W

have higher (lower) values leading to rapid (slow) adoption.

To provide a current context, consider the progress of lan-

guage translation by AI. A recent survey by the Society of Au-

thors in 2024 shows that one-third of translators are losing work

to AI. Also, Aslanyan (2024) reports that the Swedish publisher

Lind & Co “only uses machine translation for genres such as

crime and romance.” At the moment, AI is still not thought

to have sufficient quality to handle more complicated literary

works. If AI compute C continues to rise over time, through

expansion of investment (nearly octupled in 2023, Maslej et al.,
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2024, p. 5) or by secular technological increases in coding effi-

ciency and algorithmic innovations, other genres may fall to AI

and AI translation will follow a log-logistic S-curve of adoption.

5. A Variable Elasticity Approach

The constant elasticity of substitution (CES) approach fol-

lowed above provides one way of viewing the trade-off between

AI and human conducted or products. This approach com-

bines prices and quality changes into a quality-adjusted price.

However, we now examine a variable elasticity of substitution

(VES) approach which separately specifies price and allows the

quality to affect the elasticity of substitution. Separating these

two important features (price, quality) may aid in understanding

and interpreting the trade-off between AI and human conducted

tasks. Interestingly, the CES and the VES approaches can both

arrive at a log-logistic form for the AI adoption curve.

To motivate the VES approach, more computation increases

the abilities of AI and therefore allows AI work to more easily

substitute for human work. In other words, the elasticity of sub-

stitution varies with computation and to capture this notion we

adopt a variable of elasticity (VES) approach. Rather than ex-

amine a quality-adjusted price as done previously, we now treat

pAI as a constant. Specifically, we assume pAI < pH = 1, K > 1,

and allow the elasticity of substitution f to become a function

of the benchmark sensitivity parameter W, the learning param-
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eter X, and the level of computation C (t) scaled by C (0). We

also assume that computation grows monotonically over time so

that C (t) ≥ C (0). Specifically, we assume that the elasticity of

substitution rises with the log of computation as modified by the

benchmark sensitivity W and the learning parameter X as shown

in (27).

f(W,X, C (t)) = W · X · ln(C (t)/C (0)) (27)

We assume that the product of W · X ∈ (0, 1). If C (t) = C (0),

f(W,X, C (t)) = 0, but rises with more computation. Therefore,

the share equation takes the form

SAI (t) =
1

1 + K · p
f(W,X,C (t )/C (0))
AI

. (28)

Substitution of (27) into (28) leads to (29).

SAI (t) =
1

1 + K · p
W·X·ln(C (t )/C (0))
AI

. (29)

We now manipulate the term involving pAI to arrive at (30).
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(pAI )
W·X·ln(C (t )/C (0))

= exp
(

ln
(

(pAI )
W·X·ln(C (t )/C (0))

))

= exp(W · X · ln(C (t)/C (0)) · ln(pAI ))

=

(

C (t)

C (0)

)W·X·ln(pAI )

. (30)

Substitution of (30) back into the share equation (29) yields (31),

SAI (t) =
1

1 + K ·

(

C (t)

C (0)

)W·X·ln(pAI )
. (31)

where (31) represents a log-logistic form. At level of computation

C (0), SAI = 1/(1 + K ). For pAI < 1, as previously assumed,

ln(pAI) < 0, and the exponent of C (t)/C (0) is negative since

W · X > 0, as previously assumed. The AI share SAI can grow if

either C (t)/C (0) becomes large or pAI becomes small.

6. VES Extensions

The share equation (31) derived in Section 5 conditions on

pAI and C (t). In this section we explore specifying the trajectory

of marginal costs of AI which leads to a trajectory of the price of

AI and we specify a relation between AI computation and price

of AI to arrive at a trajectory for C (t). These assumptions allow

for further exploration into AI adoption (SAI (t)).

First, we specify the profits from AI on an industry-wide basis

18



in (32) where we assume a constant addressable market A and

\ (t) represents the marginal cost of buying an additional unit of

C .

cAI(t) = A · SAI (t) − \ (t) ·C (t) (32)

Therefore, \ (t) represents the marginal cost. For many years the

cost of computation has fallen and we model this as an negative

exponential type of relation in (33) where g is a decline parame-

ter and a allows the marginal cost to fall following a super (a>1),

exponential (t = 1), or sub exponential (t < 1) trajectory.

\ (t) = exp(−g · ta) (33)

We assume that in the long-run the price of AI will match the

marginal cost as in (34).

pAI(t) = \ (t) = exp(−g · ta) (34)

We now introduce an endogenous relationship between com-

putationC (t) and price pAI(t). We do not wish to specify whether

the computation responds to price or vice-versa. Therefore, we

model this as an implicit equation in (35) where f and g are

19



positive constants. Note, the inverse relation between price of

AI and computation.

0 = ln

(

C (t)

C (0)

)

− f + g · ln(pAI(t)) (35)

Given (35) and (34), we express computation C (t) as (36).

C (t) = C (0) · exp
(

f + g · g · ta
)

. (36)

Substituting (36) into (27), the elasticity of substitution appears

in (37).

f(W,X,C (t)) = W · X · ln

(

C (t)

C (0)

)

= W · X ·
(

f + g · g · ta
)

. (37)

Now, substituting (37) into the share equation (29), we obtain

(38).
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SAI (t) =
1

1 + K · p
W·X·( f +g ·g·ta)

AI

=
1

1 + K ·
(

exp(−g · ta)
)W·X·( f +g ·g·ta)

=
1

1 + K · exp
(

−W · X · g · ( f · ta + g · g · t2a)
) . (38)

This can be further simplified to (39).

SAI (t) =
1

1 + K · exp
(

−W · X · g · f · ta − W · X · g2 · g · t2a
) . (39)

Taking the log-odds ratio (logit) of SAI (t), we have (40).

ln

(

1 − SAI (t)

SAI (t)

)

= ln(K ) − W · X · g · f · ta − W · X · g2 · g · t2a

(40)

We reorganize (40) in (41) to improve interpretability.

ln

(

1 − SAI (t)

SAI (t)

)

= ln(K ) − (g · ta) · (W · X) · ( f + g · g · ta) (41)

= ln(K ) − (g · ta) · f(W,X,C (t)) (42)

In (41) the term (g · ta) governs the rate at which AI becomes
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cheaper over time, the term (W · X) represents learning rates on

a task, and the term ( f + g · g · ta) represents the growth in

computation. So the overall term ((W · X) · (g · ta) · ( f + g · g · ta))

represents the compound effect of learning rates (W · X), price

decline rates (g · ta), and growth in computation (f + g · g · ta).

Increases in any of these terms increase the rate of adoption.

Equation (42) provides an even simpler decomposition involv-

ing the compounding of the term (g · ta) that governs the rate at

which AI becomes cheaper over time with the variable elasticity

of substitution f(W,X,C (t)).

Using the half-life to characterize a monotonic function often

makes it easier to visualize. In the present case, a half-life of AI

adoption occurs when SAI = 0.5. In (42) this would lead to (43).

0 = ln(K ) − (g · ta) · f(W,X,C (t)) (43)

A number of speculations center on the time-lines of AI adop-

tion. Solving (43) for t gives thalf in (44).

t1/2 =

[

ln(K )

g · f(W,X,C (t))

]1/a

(44)

We present some values for t1/2 in Table 1. This gives the half-

life of adoption t1/2 as a function of how bad the initial answer
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is K , the elasticity of substitution f, and the speed of price de-

clines g. These parameters could differ across tasks or products.

For example, for a complicated query the initial answer could be

quite poor (high K ), there could be different AI products varying

in price and the trajectory of price. If more involved AI products

involve higher marginal costs, these could decline at a different

rate than a small open source product. Finally, the elasticity of

substitution will vary across AI tasks or products. For example,

it may prove difficult by virtue of frictions to substitute AI for hu-

man products or tasks, especially if humans have been selected

or matched to tasks that use their talents. We provide a range

of estimates in Table 1 across two orders of magnitude variation

in K and factor of four variation in f, g. We see estimates of

the half-life of adoption t1/2 from 43.28 years to 1.55 years. The

mean, median t1/2 is 11.59, 8.52 years. Note, even if it takes a

decade for AI for a particular task to obtain a 50% market share,

this is the equivalent to human labor for a particular task or

product falling by 6.9% per year (continuous compounding), a

large change.

Although some researchers predict AGI has already arrived

in 2024, based on the ARC-AGI scores of the o3 model (Chollet,

2024), these AI adoption figures argue for a somewhat slower

rate of adoption, much of which may come from a lower rate
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of substitution.6 For example, despite the long-standing avail-

ability of effective image recognition technologies as well as the

immense savings from employing these, the IRS will not be able

to digitally process all paper documents until the 2026 filing sea-

son (IRS, 2023). We do not advocate for any of these particular

scenarios, as stated earlier specific tasks or products in differ-

ent settings may follow some of these scenarios, and we give the

scenarios to allow readers to use their own priors.

6The ARC-AGI grand prize of one-million dollars will be awarded to a score of 85% or
better (given some other constraints such as computational cost). The Open AI o3 model
scored above 85%, but dramatically violated the computational constraints. Chollet (2024)
considered this an impressive performance, but did not view it as AGI.
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Case K f g t1/2

1 500.00 0.50 0.50 24.86
2 500.00 0.50 1.00 12.43
3 500.00 0.50 2.00 6.21
4 500.00 1.00 0.50 12.43
5 500.00 1.00 1.00 6.21
6 500.00 1.00 2.00 3.11
7 500.00 2.00 0.50 6.21
8 500.00 2.00 1.00 3.11
9 500.00 2.00 2.00 1.55
10 5,000.00 0.50 0.50 34.07
11 5,000.00 0.50 1.00 17.03
12 5,000.00 0.50 2.00 8.52
13 5,000.00 1.00 0.50 17.03
14 5,000.00 1.00 1.00 8.52
15 5,000.00 1.00 2.00 4.26
16 5,000.00 2.00 0.50 8.52
17 5,000.00 2.00 1.00 4.26
18 5,000.00 2.00 2.00 2.13
19 50,000.00 0.50 0.50 43.28
20 50,000.00 0.50 1.00 21.64
21 50,000.00 0.50 2.00 10.82
22 50,000.00 1.00 0.50 21.64
23 50,000.00 1.00 1.00 10.82
24 50,000.00 1.00 2.00 5.41
25 50,000.00 2.00 0.50 10.82
26 50,000.00 2.00 1.00 5.41
27 50,000.00 2.00 2.00 2.70

Table 1: Half Life of AI Adoption as function of K , f, and g
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7. Conclusion

In an industry with an incumbent good with a stable price

competing with an emergent good with a falling price, choices

based on CES utility lead to the emergent good following ei-

ther a logistic or a log-logistic S-curve of adoption. The slope of

the adoption S-curves depends on the interaction between the

experience and elasticity of substitution parameters. The same

relation holds when the prices between the emergent and incum-

bent goods remain the same, but the emergent good increases

in quality which increases the elasticity of substitution in a VES

setting.

These functional relations between price and adoption curves

can provide building blocks for more complex models. The link

between the price and adoption curves serves as a form of prior

information that may allow for joint estimation of both series.

Because most of the interest in these series occurs in the early

stages of adoption, such prior information may aid in forecast-

ing future prices and adoption. More accurate forecasts crucially

affect investment decisions, the design of innovation policies in

areas such as renewable energy, artificial intelligence, and other

emerging fields (Agrawal et al., 2019) as well as the trade-off be-

tween human and AI labor (Acemoglu et al., 2022). Deviations

between the series may help identify non-price factors impeding

or accelerating adoption such as regulation.
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