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Abstract

Information asymmetry often leads to adverse selection and moral
hazard in economic markets, causing inefficiencies and welfare
losses. Traditional methods to address these issues, such as sig-
naling and screening, are frequently insufficient. This research
investigates how Generative Artificial Intelligence (Al) can create
detailed informational signals that help principals better understand
agents’ types and monitor their actions. By incorporating these
Al-generated signals into a principal-agent model, the study aims to
reduce inefficiencies and improve contract designs. Through theo-
retical analysis and simulations, we demonstrate that Generative Al
can effectively mitigate adverse selection and moral hazard, result-
ing in more efficient market outcomes and increased social welfare.
Additionally, the findings offer practical insights for policymakers
and industry stakeholders on the responsible implementation of
Generative Al solutions to enhance market performance.

0.1 Background and Motivation

Information asymmetry is a common challenge in economic trans-
actions such as finance, insurance, and labor markets. When one
party holds private information about its type or effort, adverse
selection and moral hazard may occur. Traditional solutions—such
as signaling, screening, or third-party verification—often fall short
due to high costs, coarse granularity, and vulnerability to strategic
manipulation. Recent breakthroughs in generative artificial intelli-
gence, including large-scale language models , enable the dynamic
extraction of high-precision signals from heterogeneous data. This
advancement provides principals with enhanced tools to infer la-
tent attributes and has the potential to fundamentally reshape the
contractual landscape.

0.2 Contributions

This paper makes key contributions to mechanism design under
information asymmetry. First, we propose a novel principal-agent
model integrating generative Al signals to monitor agents’ latent
types and effort levels, extending traditional frameworks with real-
time, high-precision data. Second, our theoretical analysis shows
that improved signal accuracy mitigates adverse selection and moral
hazard, reducing information rents and improving contractual out-
comes. Third, simulation experiments validate our findings across
different market structures.

0.3 Organization

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows: Section 2 re-
views the literature on information asymmetry, mechanism design,
and recent Al applications in economics; Section 3 introduces the
theoretical model and details the incorporation of generative Al
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signals into the principal-agent framework; Section 4 presents the
theoretical results; Section 5 discusses dynamic extensions and
multi-agent settings; Section 6 examines the implications of our
findings across different market structures; Section 7 validates our
approach with simulation experiments and addresses practical chal-
lenges.

1 Literature Review

1.1 Frameworks Review for Information
Asymmetry: Adverse Selection and Moral
Hazard

The economic literature on information asymmetry has long fo-
cused on two central problems: adverse selection and moral hazard.
In the case of adverse selection, as first discussed by Akerlof [3],
markets fail to achieve efficient outcomes because uninformed par-
ties cannot distinguish between high- and low-quality (or high-
and low-risk) agents. Moral hazard, on the other hand, arises when
an agent’s actions are unobservable by the principal, leading to
distortions in incentive structures [12, 14]. To address these issues,
economists have developed various mechanism design solutions
based on signaling, screening, monitoring, and reputation systems
(e.g., 15-17).

With the advent of big data and artificial intelligence, new ap-
proaches have emerged that enhance the efficiency of information
collection and analysis. For example, Athey and Imbens [5] explores
the application of machine learning in mechanism design, while
Einav and Levin [8] and Agrawal et al. [2] demonstrate that big
data can lead to more accurate market signal identification. Addi-
tional work by Fuster et al. [9], Varian [19], Einav and Levin [7]
and Gatteschi et al. [10] further supports the view that these tech-
nologies are reshaping how adverse selection and moral hazard are
addressed in financial and insurance markets.

Despite these advances, several challenges remain. Signal noise,
high regulatory costs, and incomplete contracts [13] continue to
limit the effectiveness of traditional mechanisms. Moreover, con-
cerns over transparency, privacy protection [1], data quality and
the inherent "black box" nature of many Al models hinder the full
realization of these technological benefits.

1.2 Emerging Applications of Generative Al in
Economic Research

Recent advancements in generative Al including models such as

Generative Adversarial Networks [11] and large language mod-

els [6], mark a shift from static prediction toward active informa-

tion synthesis. Early studies have applied these models to simulate



counterfactual scenarios in macroeconomic analysis and to gener-
ate synthetic populations that maintain key statistical properties
while preserving privacy [4]. In the realms of risk assessment and
insurance, synthetic data generation has been used to test policy
robustness and analyze agent heterogeneity [21].

These emerging applications demonstrate generative AI's po-
tential to produce richer and more adaptable signals than those
available through traditional machine learning techniques. How-
ever, the integration of Al-generated signals into mechanism design
frameworks remains underdeveloped. Although these techniques
can enhance data granularity, they are often constrained by static
data dependencies and limited model transparency [5, 18, 20]. A
key gap in the literature is the systematic embedding of generative
Al signals into contracts and incentive schemes—a gap this paper
aims to bridge.

Overall, the literature suggests that traditional methods and
emerging Al-based techniques are complementary; yet, the transi-
tion from static, conventional approaches to dynamic, Al-enhanced
mechanisms is not fully realized.Building on the comprehensive
review above, our study addresses these gaps by proposing a dy-
namic mechanism design framework that incorporates generative
AT signals. Our model not only captures the temporal evolution
and feedback of information signals but also extends the analysis
to multiple market structures. This work contributes both a novel
theoretical framework and empirical evidence, laying the founda-
tion for future research and policy interventions in Al-enhanced
contract design.

2 Single-period Model Analysis
2.1 Model Setup and Assumptions

We consider a single-period principal-agent setting in which a
principal hires an agent to perform an action e € [e, €] (e.g., exerting
effort or making an investment). The agent possesses a private type
0 € O that determines productivity, effort cost, or risk profile,
and the principal only knows the prior distribution f(6) without
directly observing e. The agent’s utility is defined as

Usg =w—c(e,0), (1)

where w is the compensation paid by the principal and c(e, 0) is a
strictly increasing and convex cost function (a common specifica-
tionisc(e, 0) = @ e?, with y(6) > 0 representing type-dependent

cost sensitivity). The principal’s utility is given by
Up =V(e,0) —w, 2)

where V (e, 0) is strictly increasing and concave in e, and higher
values of § yield greater marginal productivity.

To improve the observation of the agent’s private information,
we incorporate two generative Al signals. The type signal is mod-
eled as

sg =0+ ¢ep, 3)

2

where ¢p is a zero-mean noise term with variance o7; as O'S — 0,

sg closely approximates 6. Similarly, the effort signal is defined as
Se = €+ée, 4)

with ¢, being zero-mean noise with variance o2. By observing the
joint signal (sg, s¢), the principal updates beliefs about (0, e) using
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Bayes’ rule:

f(0.¢s9,s¢) < f(sg,5e | 0,€) £(0) f(e), ®)
where the proportionality indicates that a normalizing constant is
omitted for clarity. This enhanced information environment reduces
adverse selection and moral hazard.

We make several key assumptions to ensure tractability and
highlight the core economic insights. Both the principal and the
agent are assumed to be risk-neutral, which focuses the analysis
on expected payoffs (although risk aversion might alter contract
structures in practice). The noise terms ¢y and ¢ are assumed to be
independent with known distributions, ensuring that improvements
in the precision of one signal do not affect the other. Moreover, we
assume that the agent cannot manipulate sg or s, (for instance, due
to data aggregation or detection costs) and that the parameters
crg and o2 are common knowledge. Although these assumptions
facilitate a tractable baseline model, future work may relax them to
incorporate risk aversion, correlated noise, or endogenous manipu-
lation.

The principal designs a payment function w(sy, se) to maximize
expected utility subject to individual rationality (IR) and incentive
compatibility (IC) constraints. The principal’s optimization problem
is formulated as

max  Ege, e, [V(e, 0) — w(se,se)]. (6)
w(-)
The IR constraint requires that

Bepee [ W(s0.50) = (e.0)| > U, )

where U is the agent’s reservation utility. The IC constraint is
given by

e" = argmax By, [w(se, se) —c(e, 0)]. (8)
e

This formulation demonstrates how incorporating generative Al
signals—each characterized by its noise variance—enhances the
principal’s ability to design contracts that reduce information rents
and move outcomes closer to the first-best.

2.2 Theoretical Analysis

In this subsection, we formally analyze how generative Al signals
improve contract design by mitigating adverse selection and moral
hazard and by enhancing social welfare. Our analysis proceeds in
three parts.

First, improved type signals enable the principal to better distin-
guish among agents, thereby mitigating adverse selection. Consider
the type signal defined as

sp = 0+ &g, 9)

where eg ~ N(0, oﬁ) (here, 0'5 denotes the noise variance, with
lower values implying higher precision). As ag — 0, sg converges
in distribution to the true type 0, allowing the principal to tailor
contracts to the inferred type 6(sg) and achieve a fully separating
equilibrium. This result is formalized in the following proposition.

PRrOPOSITION 2.1 (REDUCTION IN ADVERSE SELECTION). As a;
decreases, the principal can design contracts that fully separate agents
by type. In the limit as 0; — 0, pooling is eliminated and information
rents for low-quality agents are minimized.
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Thus, enhancing the precision of the type signal reduces screen-
ing costs and aligns contract terms with true agent quality.

Next, we examine the impact of effort signals on curbing moral
hazard. The effort signal is given by

Se = €+ &g, (10)

where e, ~ N(0, 62) and o2 represents the noise in observing effort.
As g2 — 0, s accurately reflects the agent’s true effort, enabling
the principal to design a payment function that precisely rewards
effort. This effect is captured in the following proposition.

PROPOSITION 2.2 (REDUCTION IN MORAL HAZARD). As 62 de-
creases, the principal can reward actual effort more accurately, thereby
reducing the uncertainty faced by the agent and approaching nearly
first-best outcomes.

More precise effort signals thus mitigate moral hazard by align-
ing incentives and reducing the need for distortionary risk-sharing.

Finally, we assess the combined effects on social welfare and
information rents. Define social welfare W as the sum of the prin-
cipal’s and agent’s expected utilities:

W =E[Up +Uy4]
=E|V(e,0) —c(e, 0)|, (11)

where under perfect information (i.e., as O'g — 0 and 62 — 0), the
chosen effort e*(0) maximizes V (e, 8) —c(e, ) for each type, and W
approaches the first-best benchmark. Additionally, improved signal
precision reduces equilibrium information rents R(a?2, 52), which
are the excess payoffs the agent earns due to private information.

PROPOSITION 2.3 (RENT EXTRACTION AND WELFARE GAINS). As
oé and o2 simultaneously approach zero, equilibrium information
rents decrease, allowing the principal to capture a larger share of the
surplus and pushing social welfare W toward the first-best outcome.

In summary, the synergistic improvement in both type and effort
signals not only mitigates adverse selection and moral hazard but
also enhances overall market efficiency and social welfare. These
theoretical findings form the foundation for our subsequent empir-
ical validation and policy recommendations.

3 Multi-period Analysis

In this section, we extend our single-period model to dynamic set-
tings by considering repeated interactions, multiple agents, and
potential signal manipulation. Our analysis focuses on three key ex-
tensions: (1) multi-period contracting and dynamic contract design,
(2) multi-agent environments and information externalities, and (3)
robustness against signal manipulation. All notation is consistent
with the single-period model.

3.1 Multi-Period Model and Dynamic Contract
Design

Assume the principal-agent relationship extends over T periods

(witht =0,1,...,T—1) and that both parties discount future payoffs

with a factor § € (0,1) (where § denotes the discount factor). Over

time, the principal observes a sequence of signals {(sg, se,t)}f:_ol.

The agent’s type 6 remains constant, while the effort sequence

{e:} may vary across periods. The principal updates her beliefs via
Bayesian inference:

f(0,e0.7—1 | 56,0.7—1>e,0:T—-1)
T-1

FO [ ] fGose 10.e0), (12)
t=0

where a normalizing constant is omitted for clarity.

Dynamic Contracts and Long-Term Incentives. The principal of-
fers a dynamic contract specifying a contingent compensation
schedule {wt(sé, sé)}tT:’ol, where sé and s denote the history of
signals up to period t. Improved signal quality over time yields two
key effects:

(1) Reputation Effects: As the principal learns more about 6,
high-type agents build reputations, reducing initial screen-
ing costs. Over time, uncertainty about 6 diminishes and
information rents decline.

(2) Intertemporal Incentive Provision: Observing past effort sig-
nals se ; for 7 < t allows the principal to reward consistent
effort or penalize shirking, sustaining high effort at a lower
cost.

PROPOSITION 3.1 (LONG-RUN WELFARE IMPROVEMENTS). AsT —
oo and 05, o§ — 0, a dynamic contract that conditions future com-
pensation on past signals approaches a dynamic first-best equilibrium.
In the long run, the principal fully learns the agent’s type, stabilizes
effort incentives, and drives information rents toward zero, leading

social welfare to converge to the efficient frontier.

While these results highlight the benefits of dynamic contracting,
assumptions such as a constant discount factor, independent noise
over periods, and risk neutrality may not hold in practice. Future
research could relax these assumptions to better capture realistic
intertemporal preferences and signal correlations. Moreover, prac-
tical applications (e.g., long-term employment contracts or supply
chain agreements) can further illustrate how dynamic incentives
improve contract design.

3.2 Multi-Agent Environments and Information
Externalities

Consider a market with N agents (indexed by i = 1,..., N). Each
agent i has a type 0; and effort e;, and the principal observes signals
sg,; and s ; for each agent. When agents’ types or efforts are corre-
lated (for example, if agents belong to a similar cohort), signals from
one agent can inform the principal’s beliefs about others. Formally,

f(01,...,0N | 3.1:N>Se,1:N)
N
FO1,- 08 [ | £ 0056 1 05e0). (13)
i=1

This cross-agent inference allows the principal to design team-
based or comparative contracts that better differentiate agents and
reduce cross-subsidization of low-type or low-effort agents.

PROPOSITION 3.2 (EFFICIENCY GAINS IN MULTI-AGENT SETTINGS).
As the signal quality improves for each agent, the principal can im-
plement a multi-agent mechanism that aligns incentives collectively,



reallocating information rents more efficiently and enhancing aggre-
gate welfare.

Although multi-agent settings amplify the benefits of enhanced
signals, the assumption of independent noise across agents may
be unrealistic when agents’ behaviors are correlated. Future exten-
sions should consider correlated noise structures and alternative
screening mechanisms to further improve incentive design.

3.3 Signal Manipulation and Robustness Checks

Thus far, we have assumed that agents cannot manipulate signals.
In practice, agents might attempt to alter sy or s.. Suppose the
agent can manipulate signals at a cost. Let Ag and A, denote the
manipulation intensities for the type and effort signals, respectively,
andlet k(Ag, Ae) represent the strictly increasing manipulation cost.
The agent’s expected utility then becomes

Uy = E[w(se + Ag,se + Ae)
—c(e,0) —k(Ag, Ae).

(14)

To deter manipulation, the principal may introduce detection
mechanisms or penalties. For example, if manipulation is detected
with probability p and incurs a fine F, the net benefit of manipula-
tion is reduced:

U;\nanip = Uzofmanip + (marginal gains) — pF. (15)
By choosing an appropriate w(-) and fine F, the principal can

ensure that in equilibrium, Ay = Ag = 0.

PROPOSITION 3.3 (ROBUSTNESS AGAINST MANIPULATION). If ma-
nipulation costs or penalties are sufficiently high, the principal can
design contracts that deter manipulation. As 62,52 — 0, the mar-
ginal benefit of manipulation declines, and simple penalty schemes

suffice to maintain a stable, non-manipulated equilibrium.

Incorporating manipulation costs adds realism to the model, yet
the assumption that manipulation is completely deterred may be
strong. In practice, imperfect detection and partial manipulation are
possible. Future work should explore more sophisticated monitoring
and penalty mechanisms, as well as the impact of endogenous
manipulation on contract performance.

3.4 Summary

In summary, our multi-period analysis demonstrates that incorpo-
rating generative Al signals in dynamic and multi-agent settings
not only mitigate information asymmetry but also foster reputa-
tional equilibria and robust contract designs, paving the way for
more efficient and adaptive market mechanisms.

4 Implications Across Different Market
Structures

This section examines how generative Al-enhanced signals affect
welfare, strategic behavior, and policy considerations in different
market structures, namely monopoly, oligopoly, and perfect com-
petition. These extensions illustrate how improvements in infor-
mation interact with market power, competitive dynamics, and
innovation incentives.
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4.1 Monopoly Markets: Price Discrimination
and Contract Differentiation

In a monopoly, a single principal (such as a dominant platform or
firm) interacts with multiple agents who differ in type 6. Without
competition, the monopolist faces risks of inefficient screening
and pooling equilibria. However, with high-precision Al signals
(i.e., as az — 0), the monopolist can closely infer each agent’s
type, enabling precise contract differentiation. In this scenario, the

payment function can be approximated as
wi (g i» Se,i) = w(b;, i),

tailoring each contract to the agent’s exact type and effort. Although
this improves allocative efficiency, the monopolist can extract most
informational rents, leaving agents at their reservation utility and
raising equity concerns. Regulatory interventions—such as trans-
parency requirements, data sharing mandates, and limits on price
discrimination—may be necessary to ensure fair surplus distribu-
tion.

PROPOSITION 4.1 (MoNoPOLY WELFARE EFFECTS). In a monop-
oly with improved Al signals, the monopolist achieves near-perfect
screening and approaches the first-best allocation in technical terms;
however, surplus extraction remains highly uneven, necessitating reg-
ulatory frameworks to promote fair rent distribution.

In summary, while enhanced signals allow a monopolist to op-
timize contract differentiation, they also amplify the risk of in-
equitable surplus allocation. These challenges motivate further
analysis in more competitive environments.

4.2 Oligopoly Markets: Information Sharing
and Competitive Dynamics

In an oligopoly, several principals compete for agents. When one
firm possesses highly accurate Al signals (with low o2 and ¢2)
and its competitors have coarser information, the leading firm can
offer more attractive contracts to high-type agents and capture a
larger market share. This situation may trigger an "information
arms race" as firms invest in advanced Al technologies to maintain
their competitive edge. To mitigate such disparities, policymakers
could promote data portability, offer incentives for smaller firms,
and enforce measures to prevent collusion.

PROPOSITION 4.2 (OLIGOPOLY EFFICIENCY AND INFORMATION Dis-
TRIBUTION). In oligopoly settings, improved Al signals enable firms
to design better-targeted contracts and enhance overall efficiency;
however, disparities in signal precision may introduce additional lay-
ers of information asymmetry between firms, potentially distorting
competition and requiring policies that promote balanced information
access.

Thus, while competitive pressures drive innovation in informa-
tion extraction, regulatory measures are essential to ensure a level
playing field and maintain competitive fairness.
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4.3 Perfect Competition: Welfare Maximization
and Innovation Incentives

In perfectly competitive markets, numerous principals compete
for agents, and no single firm wields market power. When Al sig-
nals approach perfect precision (ie., 62,62 — 0), contracts can
closely approximate the first-best scenario where agents’ types and
efforts are perfectly matched. In such cases, information rents are

negligible and social welfare is maximized:
wPC€ ~ wFfB and RFC xo.

However, if all firms possess identical Al capabilities, the incentive
for continuous innovation may diminish, as private returns on fur-
ther signal improvements become limited. To counteract this, policy
measures such as R&D subsidies, intellectual property protections,
and support for public data infrastructures are needed to sustain
innovation.

PROPOSITION 4.3 (PERFECT COMPETITION AND INNOVATION IN-
CENTIVES). Under perfect competition, improved Al signals yield
near-first-best allocations and maximize social welfare; however, with-
out targeted policy interventions, the dynamic incentives for further
innovation may weaken.

Overall, while perfect competition ensures efficient resource
allocation and minimal information rents, maintaining a balance
between static efficiency and dynamic innovation requires careful
policy design.

Overall Summary. In conclusion, the impact of generative Al
signals varies across market structures. In monopolistic markets,
enhanced signals enable precise price discrimination but can lead to
inequitable surplus extraction. In oligopolistic settings, competitive
dynamics drive firms to invest in information extraction, yet dispar-
ities may distort competition. Finally, in perfectly competitive mar-
kets, efficiency is maximized, though innovation incentives must
be safeguarded. These findings underscore the need for market-
specific regulatory frameworks to balance efficiency, fairness, and
innovation.

5 Experiment and Results

This section presents our agent-based simulation to assess the im-
pact of generative Al signals on reducing information asymmetry,
adverse selection, and moral hazard in online labor platforms. We
designed two experimental models: a single-period, single-agent
experiment under controlled conditions, and a multi-period, multi-
agent experiment that simulates competitive, oligopolistic, and
monopolistic market structures. Our results provide evidence that
Al-generated signals can improve contract design and overall mar-
ket efficiency. More details about the experiment design and results
are shown in the Appendix.

5.1 Results in Single-period, Single-agent
Experiment

The experiment shows that effort levels significantly increase when

Al signals are used. High-ability agents raise their average effort

from 0.7525 to 0.9990 (an improvement of approximately 0.2465),

while medium- and low-ability agents also show modest gains
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Figure 1: The figure above summarizes the results of the
Single-period, Single-agent Experiment.

(0.0293 and 0.0244, respectively). The T-tests yield p-values of 0.0000
across all groups, confirming that these differences are statistically
significant. These findings support the theory that more precise sig-
nals enable employers to design better-targeted incentive contracts,
particularly benefiting high-ability agents.

In addition, the improvements analysis indicates that adverse
selection is reduced, with the proportion of low-ability agents de-
clining by 2.2% (despite a 0.8% drop in high-ability agent participa-
tion). This overall decrease in lower-quality candidates suggests
that generative Al can effectively screen agents, though some mis-
classification or bias may exist.

Moreover, social welfare increases notably with Al support. Fig-
ures show that effort distributions become higher and more con-
centrated, especially for high-ability agents, leading to an upward
shift in overall social welfare. Both agent utility and principal profit
also improve, indicating mutual benefits rather than a zero-sum
redistribution. Finally, a strong correlation between contract pa-
rameters and signal quality suggests that higher signal accuracy
prompts employers to offer more aggressive performance-based
incentives, maximizing the contributions of high-ability agents.

Overall, these results confirm that generative Al signals can
effectively enhance effort levels and social welfare, while mitigating
adverse selection and moral hazard in a single-period, single-agent
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Group Agent Type Effort Principal Profit
Mean  Std Mean Std
With Al High 0.9990 0.0062 2.7665 0.2452
Low 0.1446  0.0294 -0.1972  0.0552
Medium 0.4793 0.0329 0.2039  0.0354
Without AI High 0.7525 0.0064 29719  0.2460
Low 0.1203 0.0191 -0.2512  0.0523
Medium 0.4500 0.0000 0.6760  0.1080

Table 1: Basic Statistics of Effort and Principal Profit by Group
and Agent Type.

Metric Value Metric Value
High_Selection -0.0080 Medium_Selection 0.0300
Low_Selection -0.0220 High_Effort 0.2465
Medium_Effort 0.0293 Low_Effort 0.0244
Welfare 1.5126

Table 2: Improvements Analysis of Selection, Effort, and Wel-
fare.

setting. Some observed deviations, such as a slight reduction in
principal profit for high-ability agents, indicate potential shifts in
surplus allocation that merit further investigation.

5.2 Results in Multi-Period, Multi-Agent

Experiment
Metric Competitive Oligopoly Monopoly
High_Ability 0.0269™* 0.0093** -0.0073
Medium_Ability 0.0289** 0.0081 -0.0071
Low_Ability 0.0110™* 0.0075* -0.0036

Table 3: Improvements in adverse selection by agent type
under different market structures. Note: * p < 0.1, ** p < 0.05,
***p < 0.01.

Metric Competitive Oligopoly Monopoly
High_Effort 7.15%"* 2.35%"* -1.44%"
Medium_Effort 10.21%** 3.60%"* -0.72%"*
Low_Effort 7.66% 4.15%** 0.68%**

Table 4: Changes in effort levels (moral hazard improvement)
by agent type under different market structures. Note: * p <
0.1, " p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01.

We extend our analysis to a multi-agent, multi-period simulation
under three market structures: competitive, oligopolistic, and mo-
nopolistic. Our findings reveal significant structural heterogeneity.

Metric Competitive Oligopoly Monopoly
High_Ability 1.8578** 0.5224™* -0.5461**
Medium_Ability 0.6558"* 0.2305™* 0.0933*
Low_Ability 0.2224™* 0.1259** 0.0182

Table 5: Impact of Al signals on social welfare by agent type
under different market structures. Note: * p < 0.1, ** p < 0.05,
***p < 0.01.

In competitive markets, efficiency gains are nearly optimal and wel-
fare improvements are substantial across all agent types, whereas
oligopolistic markets yield moderate gains and monopolistic mar-
kets exhibit limited or even negative efficiency improvements.

Adverse selection improvements (Table 3) show that in com-
petitive markets, the identification of high-ability agents increases
by 2.69% and that of low-ability agents by 1.10%. In oligopolistic
markets, the gains are milder, while in monopolistic markets the
improvements are the least significant, indicating that the effective-
ness of Al signals in reducing adverse selection depends strongly
on market structure.

The impact on moral hazard also varies with market structure
(Table 4). In competitive markets, effort levels increase by 7.15%,
10.21%, and 7.66% for high-, medium-, and low-ability agents re-
spectively. In contrast, in monopolistic markets, effort levels for
high- and medium-ability agents decrease, reflecting the limited
effectiveness of Al signals in highly asymmetric environments.

Social welfare outcomes (Table 5) further reinforce these trends.
In competitive markets, welfare increases by 1.86, 0.66, and 0.22
units for high-, medium-, and low-ability agents, respectively.
Oligopolistic markets exhibit smaller improvements, while monop-
olistic markets show decreases in welfare for high- and medium-
ability agents with only a slight increase for low-ability agents,
suggesting potential welfare distortions.

Overall, our results largely support the theoretical prediction
that Al signals are most effective in competitive markets and par-
ticularly benefit high-ability agents. However, the negative effects
observed in monopolistic markets and the smaller-than-expected
improvements for low-ability agents suggest issues such as signal
misclassification or challenges in incentive design that warrant
further investigation. For additional details, please refer to the ap-
pendix.

5.3 Conclusion

Our experiments show that generative Al signals enhance agent
effort and social welfare while reducing adverse selection and moral
hazard in online labor platforms. In the single-period, single-agent
setting, Al signals boost effort, particularly for high-ability agents,
and limit low-ability agents’ entry. Multi-period simulations re-
veal that these benefits are strongest in competitive markets, with
some limitations in monopolies. These findings support our theo-
retical predictions and suggest that better signal accuracy improves
contract design and market outcomes.
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6 Discussion

Our framework demonstrates that generative Al signals can signifi-
cantly reduce adverse selection and moral hazard by improving the
precision of type and effort measurements. This indicates a need
for regulatory measures to ensure transparency and fairness. Addi-
tionally, the use of generative Al raises important issues regarding
data privacy and ethics, which must be addressed through robust
safeguards.

Limitations

Our framework shows that generative Al signals can significantly
reduce adverse selection and moral hazard by improving the pre-
cision of type and effort measurements. However, several issues
limit the direct applicability of the model. First, both principals and
agents are assumed to be risk neutral, while in practice, risk aver-
sion may significantly affect contract outcomes. Second, we assume
that the noise in type and effort signals is independent and normally
distributed, even though noise in the real world may be correlated
or non-Gaussian. Third, while we incorporate a basic treatment
of signal manipulation and the associated costs and penalties, a
more detailed analysis of strategic manipulation over time would
enhance the model. These limitations highlight the gap between
theoretical assumptions and complex realities, which need to be
further refined through more detailed dynamic modeling, diverse
experimental scenarios, and interdisciplinary ethical research.
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A Experimental Details

This appendix summarizes the experiments used to validate our
framework. The experiments comprise a single-period, single-agent
setting and a multi-period, multi-agent setting.

A.1 Overall Summary

Both experiments demonstrate the role of generative Al in miti-
gating information asymmetry and improving contract design. By
providing higher-quality signals on agent type and effort, genera-
tive Al reduces adverse selection (fewer low-ability agents accepted)
and moral hazard (agents exert more effort), thereby enhancing
market efficiency and social welfare.

A.2 Experiment Design

In the single-period, single-agent experiment, we generate synthetic
agent data with three ability types (high, medium and low) and
corresponding Al signals derived from historical performance, task
quality, and work logs. In the control condition, employers select
agents based on traditional information (e.g., resumes and past
evaluations) and use fixed or basic performance-based contracts.
In the experimental condition, employers leverage Al signals to
assess agent types and effort levels, leading to optimized incentive
contracts. The procedure consists of: (1) data generation and signal
synthesis; (2) contract selection based on the respective schemes;
(3) simulation of task execution with performance linked to agent
ability and effort; and (4) computation of key indicators such as
market efficiency, adverse selection, and moral hazard.

For the multi-period, multi-agent experiment, we simulate in-
teractions among agents over multiple periods under three market
structures: Perfect Competition, Oligopolistic, and Monopolistic. In
each period, agent data and Al signals are updated, contracts are
selected, and tasks are executed. Contract designs and agent behav-
iors are adjusted on the basis of previous outcomes, allowing us to
evaluate long-term trends in market efficiency and social welfare.



A.3 Evaluation Metrics

Market efficiency is quantified as overall market welfare, defined as
the total compensation received by labor providers relative to total
payments made by employers. Improvements in adverse selection
are measured by comparing the ratio of high-ability to low-ability
agents (e.g., high_type_selection) between conditions, while re-
ductions in moral hazard are assessed by tracking changes in agent
effort levels. Social welfare and contract effectiveness are evalu-
ated by analyzing the distribution of welfare among agents and
employers. Statistical significance is determined using t-tests at
a =0.05.

A.4 Single-Period, Single-Agent Experiment

We simulate an employment contract on an online labor platform
(e.g., Uber, Freelancer) with significant information asymmetry
between employers and labor providers. Employers face adverse
selection (inability to distinguish high- from low-ability workers)
and moral hazard (workers might not exert sufficient effort). Gener-
ative Al signals—drawn from historical performance, work quality,
and time records—help address these problems.

Key Elements: Agent type (e.g., high vs. low ability) influences
performance. Effort level (continuous in [0, 1]) reflects work input,
with high-ability agents more likely to choose higher effort. Contract
design compares a traditional approach (based on resumes and
evaluations) against an Al-supported one (using Al signals).

Procedure:

(1) Data Generation: Simulate agent type and effort; generate
Al signals with some noise (e.g., 80% accuracy).

(2) Contract Selection: Employers select between a traditional
contract and one leveraging Al signals.

(3) Task Execution: Agents perform tasks, with outputs deter-
mined by their ability and effort.

(4) Result Evaluation: We evaluate changes in market efficiency,
adverse selection, moral hazard, and overall contract effec-
tiveness.

A.5 Multi-Period, Multi-Agent Experiment

We extend the analysis to a dynamic, multi-agent environment
under three market structures: competitive (numerous agents and
employers), oligopoly (a few dominant platforms), and monopoly
(few employers with greater control).

Agent Types: High-ability (= 30%), low-ability (~ 50%), and
medium-ability (~ 20%). Contract Approaches: Traditional (re-
sumes and evaluations) versus Al-supported (tailored incentives
from Al signals).

Procedure:

(1) Group Division: Control (no Al signals) vs. experimental
(with Al signals).

(2) Data Generation & Contract Selection: Simulate agent types
and generate Al signals; employers design wage structures.

(3) Task Execution: Agents perform tasks, reflecting their ability
and effort.

(4) Result Evaluation: Assess market efficiency, agent earnings,
and social welfare across multiple cycles.

(5) Cycle Iteration: The experiment spans 5-10 cycles, tracking
evolving behaviors and contract updates.
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Implementation: Simulations are carried out in Python using
NumPy, Pandas, and SciPy for data handling and a large language
model for Al signal generation. A multi-agent market model repli-
cates an online labor platform, and results are analyzed by compar-
ing agent effort, welfare outcomes, and the effectiveness of different
contract approaches.

A.6 Detailed Results in Multi-Period,
Multi-Agent Experiment

Time Series Analysis
Efor Lovel Over Time Social Weltrs Over Time

(a) Cycle dynamics of effort, welfare, network quality, and learning
progress with and without generative AL

‘Social Wefar by Markel Stucture Qualty.Prics Relatonstip

(b) Impact on social welfare and quality-price matching.

Figure 2: Results for the perfectly competitive market: The
figure above summarizes the results of the perfectly compet-
itive market in the Multi-Period, Multi-Agent Experiment.
The results show that in a perfectly competitive market, gen-
erative Al can not only improve immediate efficiency, but
also continuously enhance social welfare through learning
optimization. However, the inclusiveness of generative Al in
complex markets still needs to be considered.
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Effor Loval Over Tme

(a) Cycle dynamics of effort, welfare, network quality, and learning
progress in an oligopoly.

Social Welfare by Market Structure

- ) e
f - el

(b) Quality-price relationship and overall welfare impact.

Quaity-Prce Relationship

Figure 3: Results for the oligopoly market: The figure above
summarizes the results of the oligopoly market in the Multi-
Period, Multi-Agent Experiment. The results show that in
the oligopoly market, the improvement of social welfare
and other indicators by generative Al is positive but limited.
This improvement is heterogeneous, and the stratification
between different types of agents is more obvious. In addi-
tion, the inclusiveness and fairness of generative Al in the
oligopoly market require more attention.

Efor Lovel Over Tima Social Waltrs Over Time

(a) Cycle dynamics of effort, welfare, and learning progress in a
monopoly.

Quaiy.Price Rolatonstip

(b) Social welfare and quality-price relationship impact.

Figure 4: Results for the monopoly market: The figure above
summarizes the results of the monopoly market in the Multi-
Period, Multi-Agent Experiment. The results show that in the
monopoly market, the improvement of various indicators
such as social welfare by generative Al is limited, especially
for low- and medium-skilled people. The stratification of
this improvement between different types of agents is more
blurred. In addition, generative Al suggests introducing a
regulatory framework to balance efficiency and competition
in the monopoly market.

B Mathematical Proofs and Derivations
This appendix provides detailed mathematical proofs and deriva-

tions for the main propositions presented in the theoretical analysis,
ensuring rigor and completeness.

B.1 Impact of Signal Precision on Posterior
Variance

B.1.1  Proposition 1: Statement: As the variance of the type sig-

nal error, 0'5, decreases, the posterior variance of the principal’s

estimate of the agent’s type, Var(6|sg), also decreases.
Proof:



1. Prior Distribution: The agent’s type 0 follows a normal prior
distribution:

0 ~ N(u0,03). (8.1)
2. Observation Model: Generative Al produces a type signal:
so=0+¢ey, €9~ N(O, 05). (B.2)

3. Posterior Variance: Using Bayes’ theorem, the posterior
variance af = Var(0|sy) is derived as:

1 1)
(712 = — + —2) . (B3)
oy oy
Simplify: )
Iree
2 070
o= 3- (B.4)
oy +0p

4. Effect of Signal Precision: To analyze how 0'12 changes with
respect to o2, compute the derivative:

st o [ ooy
oy oy \ 0 + 0
Using the quotient rule:
ai-lz ~ 0'3(0'3+0;) —0'305 ®6)
8062) (og + O'z)z
Simplify the numerator:
dc? o3
1 0
— = . (B.7)
2 2, -2)2
oy, (o + 0'9)
Since 0'3 > 0 and (0'3 + 05)2 > 0, it follows that:
aaf 0 (B.8)
— > 0. .
805

. e . . do? .
5. Conclusion: The positive derivative r‘; indicates that 0'12
0
increases as ag increases. Thus, as crg decreases (i.e., the signal
becomes more precise), O'f decreases. Therefore, the posterior vari-
ance of becomes smaller, improving the precision of the principal’s
estimate of 0.

QE.D.

B.2 Signal Precision and Type Separation

B.2.1 Proposition 2: Statement: When the error variance of the
type signal ag is sufficiently small, the principal can achieve com-
plete separation of agent types, allowing high-type and low-type
agents to select different contracts.

Proof:

1. Signal Model: The generative Al produces a type signal:

so=0+e9, 9~ N(0,03), (B.9)

where ¢y represents independent noise. As cr; — 0, the signal sy

approaches 0, providing an increasingly accurate estimate of the
agent’s type.
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2. Posterior Distribution: Using Bayes’ theorem, the posterior
distribution of 8 given sy is:

s9l0)f(0)
Jo f(s010")£(6")d6
where the likelihood f(sg]0) is:
1 (sp — 6)?
f(sql0) = exp (——9 2) ) (B.11)
A [27105 209
The posterior variance is:
o2o?
Var(0]s) = ——0. (B.12)
o5 + 0,

As 0'(3 — 0, Var(f|sg) — 0, implying that the principal’s estimate
of 6 becomes highly precise.

3. Contract Design: For 0; — 0, sgp — 0, allowing the principal
to offer type-specific contracts w(68) without requiring incentive
compatibility constraints. For small crg > 0, the principal partitions

the type space © into intervals:
O = [0 — A O +A], Ao op, (B.13)

and designs a menu of contracts {wy} tailored to each interval.

4. Self-Selection: Agents select contracts from the menu {wy}
based on their observed signal sy. The incentive compatibility con-
dition ensures that agents self-select into the appropriate contract:

Ua(wg, 0) 2 Ua(wj, 0), Vj#k, (B.14)

where Ug (wg, 0) = wi — c(e, 6) is the agent’s utility from select-
ing contract wg. As crg — 0, overlap between type preferences
diminishes, enabling precise type separation.

5. Conclusion: When 05 — 0, the posterior variance
Var(0|sg) — 0, allowing the principal to achieve complete type
separation. For small o2, sufficiently precise signals still ensure
effective self-selection among agents, achieving type-specific con-
tracts.

QE.D.

B.3 Effect of Effort Signal Precision on
Incentive Payment Volatility

B.3.1 Proposition 3: Statement: As the variance of the effort sig-
nal error o2 decreases, the principal can reduce the volatility of
incentive payments while maintaining the agent’s motivation.
Proof:
1. Agent’s Utility and Principal’s Objective: Define the
agent’s utility U4 and the principal’s utility Up:

Us=w—c(e), Up=V(e)—w, (B.13)
where w is the payment, c(e) is the agent’s effort cost, and V (e) is
the principal’s benefit from effort e.

2. Payment Scheme: The principal designs a payment scheme
based on the observed effort signal s,:
w(se) = ase + B, (B.14)

where « is the incentive intensity and f is a fixed payment. The
effort signal is modeled as:

Se =€+¢&, €~ N(O0, ag). (B.15)
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3. Incentive Compatibility: The agent maximizes expected
utility:
max {E[w(se)|e] —c(e)}, (B.16)
e

leading to the first-order condition:
a—c'(e)=0. (B.17)

4. Variance of Payments: The variance of payments is derived
as:

Var(w(se)) = Var(ase)
= a®Var(s,)
= oczrfg. (B.18)

5. Impact of Signal Precision: As 2 — 0, the variance of
payments reduces:

Ifo2 — 0, Var(w(se)) — 0. (B.19)

The reduced volatility does not affect the incentive intensity a, as
the incentive compatibility condition « = ¢’ (e*) remains satisfied.
6. Conclusion: Improved signal precision (smaller ¢2) allows
the principal to minimize payment volatility while maintaining
effective incentives. This results in contracts that are both efficient
and stable.
QE.D.

B.4 Impact of Signal Precision on Social Welfare

B.4.1  Proposition 4: Statement: As the precision of the generative
Al signal improves (ie., ‘75 and o? decrease), social welfare (the
sum of the principal’s and agent’s utilities) increases.

Proof:

1. Social Welfare Definition: Social welfare is the total ex-

pected utility of the principal and the agent:
W =E[Up + Uy |
=E[V(e,0) —w+w—c(e,0)]
=E[V(e,0) —c(e,0)], (B.20)
where V (e, 0) is the principal’s benefit from the agent’s effort e and
type 6, and c(e, 6) is the agent’s cost of effort.

2. Optimal Effort under Symmetric Information: Under
perfect information (i.e., o =0, ag = 0), the agent chooses the

0
welfare-maximizing effort e*, which satisfies:
Ve(e*,0) = ce(e",0), (B.21)

where V, and ¢, are the partial derivatives of V (e, 0) and c(e, )
with respect to e, respectively.

3. Welfare Loss Due to Asymmetry: Under information asym-
metry, the agent chooses effort e to maximize their utility Uy =
w —c(e, 0), which may not align with e*. This misalignment results
in welfare loss:

AW =W(e") — W(e), (B.22)
where W(e*) and W(e) represent welfare under symmetric and
asymmetric information, respectively.

4. Role of Signal Precision: When the variances 0'; and o2
decrease: - The principal’s estimates of 6 and e improve. - Contracts
can be designed to induce e closer to e*, reducing AW.

5. Welfare Analysis: - Principal’s Utility: As e — e*, the
principal’s utility Up = V(e, §) — w increases due to improved

effort e. - Agent’s Utility: The agent’s utility Uy = w — c(e, 6)
may decrease slightly due to reduced information rent. However,
improved participation and better incentives offset this loss.

6. Derivative Analysis of Social Welfare: Let W = W (o2, 62).
Differentiating W with respect to the signal variances gives:

oW _ B[V (e 0) —c(e,0)] <0

, (B.23)
2 2

609 809

W  JE[V(e,0) — 0

oW _E[V(ed) —cle] (B.24)

80’3 80'3

These results show that as oé and o2 decrease, W increases.

7. Conclusion: As the precision of generative Al signals im-
proves (ie., og and o2 decrease), the principal can design more
effective contracts that reduce welfare loss due to information asym-
metry. Consequently, social welfare W increases.

QE.D.

C Other Derivations

C.1 Derivation of Posterior Distribution
Setup: - Prior distribution: Assume 6 ~ N (o, Ug). - Observation
model: sy = 6 + ¢y, where ¢g ~ N(0, az).

Derivation Steps: 1. Joint Distribution: The joint distribution of 8
and sy is given by:

J(0,59) = f(s010)£(6). (C.1)
2. Posterior Distribution: Using Bayes’ theorem, the posterior
distribution is: Flsol0)£(0)
s
f(Blsg) = =027 (C.2)
f(so)

3. Simplifying the Numerator: The likelihood and prior are
both Gaussian:

(C3)

F(Blsg) < exp (_ (0-p0)® (5= 9>2) .

2 2
20 20,

4. Completing the Square: Combine terms into a single qua-
dratic form:

)2 _p)2 2
—(9 Ho) - (s9 = 0) = —é (9— g) + constant, (C.9)

20'5 205 2
where:
A= iz + iz B= ”—g + 5—92
o o o0 o

5. Posterior Distribution: The posterior distribution is Gauss-
ian:

Olsg ~ N(ju1, o2), (C5)
where:
B 5 1
=—, of=-—.
M=% 173

C.2 Derivation of Incentive Compatibility
Constraint

Setup: The agent chooses effort e to maximize utility based on the
payment function.



Agent’s Optimization Problem: 1. Maximization Objective:
mé}x {Ese|e [w(se)] - c(e)} > (C.6)

where s, = e + ¢, and &, ~ N(0, ag).
2. Payment Function: Assume a linear payment scheme:

w(se) = ase + f. (o%))]
3. Expected Payment: The expected payment given effort e is:
Eg, le[w(se)] = ae + . (C.8)
4. First-Order Condition: Differentiate the utility function:

d
— (ae+ f—c(e)) =0. (C.9)

de

Simplify:

a=c'(e), (C.10)

where e* is the agent’s optimal effort level.
5. Incentive Compatibility: To incentivize the agent to choose
e*, the contract must satisfy:

a=c(e). (C.11)

C.3 Calculation of Information Rent
Setup: Information rent arises from the agent’s private knowledge

of their type 6.

Key Derivations: 1. Participation Constraint: The agent’s utility
must meet their reservation utility Up:
By, e[w(se)] —c(e, 0) = Up. (C.12)
2. Information Rent Definition: Information rent R(6) is the
surplus the agent gains due to their private information:
R(0) = Es,|e[w(se)] — c(e, 0) — Up. (C.13)

3. Effect of Signal Precision: As signal precision improves (i.e.,
0; and o decrease), the principal can more accurately estimate 6,
reducing the need for excess compensation. Thus:

JR(0) <0 JR(0) <o.
80'5 ool

X (C.14)

Summary: The derivations show how generative Al signals
impact posterior estimation, incentive compatibility, and informa-
tion rent. Improved signal precision enables the principal to design
contracts that minimize welfare loss and reduce excess payments
due to information asymmetry.

C.4 Summary

Through these detailed mathematical proofs, we validate the key
propositions introduced in the theoretical analysis. These deriva-
tions further support the effectiveness of generative Al signals in re-
ducing information asymmetry, optimizing incentive mechanisms,
and enhancing social welfare. The above proofs provide a solid
mathematical foundation for the model’s rigor and the reliability
of its conclusions.
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D Mathematical Proofs and Derivations for the
Extended Dynamic and Multi-Agent Models

This appendix provides detailed mathematical proofs and deriva-
tions for the extended dynamic and multi-agent models presented in
the main text, including proofs of key theorems and supplementary
formula derivations.

D.1 Proof for Dynamic Multi-Period Model

D.1.1  Proof of Theorem 5. Theorem 5: In a dynamic environment,
if the accuracy of generative Al signals is sufficiently high and the
agent’s discount factor ¢ is close to 1, then there exists a dynamic
contract such that the agent sustains an optimal effort level over
time, maximizing social welfare.

Proof:

1. Social Welfare Definition: The principal aims to maximize
the discounted expected social welfare:

W=E|> 6" (V(er,0) - cler, 0)) |- (D.1)
t=0 |
The principal’s utility is:
Up=E Z 8" (V(er,6) —wi(sH) |, (D.2)
t=0 |

and the agent’s utility is:

Z 8t (we(s') = c(er, 0)) | . (D.3)

t=0

Uy =E

2. Generative Al Signals: In each period ¢, generative Al pro-
duces signals for the agent’s type 6 and effort e;:

sor=0+eps 9r ~N(0,05), (D.4)

Se,t =€t téEets  Eet ~ N(o, O'g), (D.5)

where £g; and ¢¢ ¢ are independent Gaussian noise.
3. Agent’s Optimization Problem: The agent chooses an effort
sequence {e;};- to maximize their discounted utility:

max E
{er}32,

Z 8 (we(sh) = c(er, 9))] . (D.6)

t=0
4. Principal’s Optimization Problem: The principal designs a
contract sequence {wy(s? )}i2, to maximize:

i 5t (V(ets 9) - Wt(st))] > (D7)

max E
{we(sDY2, 13

subject to: - Incentive compatibility:

e; = arg max {E[wi(s")les] = c(er, 0)} . (D.8)

- Individual rationality:

E > Up. (D.9)

8" (we(sh) = cler, 0))
t=0

5. Dynamic Contract Construction: The principal constructs
a contract:
wi(s) = V(er, 0r) = Ar, (D.10)
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where §; is the posterior estimate of & based on sg 4, and A; is a
fixed transfer term ensuring participation.

6. Signal Precision and Incentive Compatibility: When
0'5 — 0and 02 — 0, the signals sy ; and s s are sufficiently precise,
enabling accurate posterior updates:

FOIs") = 80— 6r),  flerls) = 8(er — &),

where ét and é; are the posterior means. The agent chooses e; such
that:
e; = arg max {V(et, 0r) — c(ey, 9)} . (D.11)
€r

7. High Discount Factor and Sustained Effort: When § — 1,
future payments have a strong influence over the agent’s current
effort. The agent sustains the optimal effort sequence {ej }32, en-
suring maximum social welfare.

8. Conclusion: With sufficiently precise signals and a high
discount factor, the principal can design a dynamic contract
{we (st )}i2, to incentivize sustained optimal effort levels, maxi-
mizing social welfare.

QE.D.

D.2 Mathematical Derivation for Multi-Agent
Model

D.2.1 Incentive Compatibility in Multi-Agent Systems with Exter-
nalities. Theorem: In a multi-agent environment, if generative
Al signals are sufficiently accurate, there exists a contract mech-
anism that achieves incentive compatibility for all agents while
maximizing the principal’s utility.

Proof:

1. Model Setup Each agent i has a private type 6; and effort
level e;. Generative Al provides the following signals:

sg, = 0; + &9, €9, ~ N(o, O'g_), (D.12)
Se; = €i+ €, Ee; ~ N(O, ogi). (D.13)

The principal’s total utility is expressed as:

N N
Up = ; V(e 0;) — Z; wi(s). (D.14)

2. Agent’s Optimization Problem The utility function of agent
iis:
Uga; = wi(s) — c(es, 0;), (D.15)
where c(e;, 6;) represents the cost of exerting effort ;. The agent
chooses an effort level e; that maximizes their utility:

ef = arg max {Esei le; [Wi(5)] = c(e, Gi)} . (D.16)

3. Principal’s Contract Design The principal designs a pay-
ment function:
wi(s) = aise; + Piso, (D.17)
where @; and f; determine the sensitivity of payments to effort and
type signals, respectively. Substituting w;(s) into Uy,, the agent’s
utility becomes:

Ua; = ®iSe; + ﬁ,’S@i —c(ej, 0;). (D.13)

4. Optimal Effort Level Taking the expectation over s, and dif-
ferentiating with respect to e;, the first-order condition for optimal
effort is:

a;i = ce(ei, 0;), (D.19)
ensuring that the agent’s effort aligns with the principal’s incentive
mechanism.

5. Inter-Agent Influence If V(e;, 6;) depends on the efforts of
other agents e_;, the principal’s utility becomes:

N N
Up = le V(e e, 0;) — Z; wi(s). (D.20)

To internalize externalities, the principal adjusts «; and f; to ac-
count for inter-agent dependencies, ensuring incentive compatibil-
ity across all agents.

6. Conclusion With sufficiently precise signals (62 , 0'31_ — 0),
the principal can estimate agents’ types and efforts acculrately. The
designed contract ensures that each agent’s optimal effort e aligns
with the principal’s objectives, achieving incentive compatibility
across all agents.

QE.D.

D.2.2 Proof of Theorem 6: Signal Manipulation Prevention. Theo-
rem 6: If the cost of signal manipulation k(Ag, A,) is sufficiently
high and the principal designs an effective penalty mechanism, the
agent’s optimal choice is to refrain from manipulating signals, i.e.,
Ap=0andAg =0.
Proof:
1. Agent’s Utility with Manipulation The agent chooses effort
e and manipulation levels (Ag, A¢) to maximize:
U =E[w(s)] —c(e,0) — k(Ag, Ae) — p(Ag, Ae)P, (D.21)
where manipulated signals are:
sg =0 +¢eg+Ag, (D.22)
Se =e+ee+ A, (D.23)
2. Cost Function Properties Assume the manipulation cost
k(Ag, Ae) satisfies:
ok ok
k(0,0)=0, — >0, — >0. (D.24)
LAY A,
3. Penalty Mechanism A penalty function p(Ag, Ae) with de-
tection probability ensures:

o o
_p > 0) p
dNg e

4. Optimal Manipulation Levels The agent’s optimal manipu-
lation levels are determined by first-order conditions:

2 IE[w(s)] ok op

p(0,0) =0, > 0. (D.25)

- - - — - = P=0, D.26
AV LAY dNg Ig ( )
aU, JE ok 9,
_AZM____ppzo‘ (D.27)
I, I\, INe A,

5. Analysis of Marginal Costs and Benefits As the penalty
P increases, the marginal costs dominate the marginal benefits,
making manipulation suboptimal:

Ay=0, Ag=0. (D.28)
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6. Conclusion With sufficiently high manipulation costs and
penalties, the agent refrains from signal manipulation. The principal
ensures reliable signals and preserves contract integrity. Q.E.D.
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