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1 Introduction

Consumers actively navigate markets to make informed purchase decisions. However, the infor-
mation they encounter about products is rarely exogenous. Rather, it is strategically curated by
firms through channels such as advertisements, product reviews, and free trials. By controlling
information content, firms shape consumers’ perceptions and influence their decisions, ultimately
aiming to maximize their chances of being chosen over competitors.

In many markets, consumers inherently differ in their ability or willingness to search due to fac-
tors such as technological proficiency, market experience, time constraints, or cognitive capacity.'
These differences critically affect consumers’ willingness to explore available options. Since firms
cannot observe individual consumers’ search costs, they must design their information disclosure
strategies in response to the overall distribution of search costs while accounting for competitive
pressures. These observations raise key questions: To what extent does competition encourage
information disclosure in the presence of heterogeneous search frictions? How is equilibrium in-
formativeness tied to the distribution of search costs, and how do firms’ incentives change as this
distribution varies?

To address these questions, we study a model of competitive information disclosure in an
oligopoly search market with n horizontally differentiated firms. Consumers differ in their search
costs, represented by a continuous distribution H. They are initially uninformed of their match
values for firms’ products, which are independently drawn from a common distribution F. Firms
strategically commit to signal structures that convey information about these match values. Impor-
tantly, consumers must incur a search cost to randomly explore an unvisited firm, after which they
observe both the firm’s signal structure and the realized signal. Search is with perfect recall.

As in traditional search models, consumers follow reservation value strategies: stopping their
search when the posterior mean of the firm-specific match value exceeds their reservation value
and continuing otherwise. If consumers have explored all firms, they purchase from the firm with
the highest posterior mean. This behavior creates two opposing incentives for firms. On one
hand, competition drives firms to disclose more information to increase the likelihood of being
revisited after consumers explore all firms. On the other hand, search frictions provide firms with

local monopoly power, incentivizing them to pool information just above the reservation value

'The heterogeneity of consumer search costs is well-documented across various markets, including mu-
tual funds markets (Hortagcsu & Syverson, 2004), e-commerce (De los Santos, 2018) local gasoline markets
(Nishida & Remer, 2018), mortgage market (Allen et al., 2014; 2019), or the trade-waste market (Salz, 2022).



to deter further search. In the absence of search frictions, competitive pressure dominates, lead-
ing firms to fully disclose information as the market becomes more competitive—resembling the
classical Bertrand outcome (Hwang et al., 2023). By contrast, if search costs are identical for
all consumers, the hold-up problem prevails, yielding no disclosure as the unique equilibrium
(Au & Whitmeyer, 2024), reminiscent of the Diamond paradox (Diamond, 1971).

Our first main result demonstrates that heterogeneous search costs yield equilibrium with par-
tial information disclosure. Specifically, firms use an “upper-censorship” strategy U,: all match
values above the censorship threshold a are pooled into a single atom, while values below a are
fully revealed. Notably, these upper-censorship strategies persist as an equilibrium even in the limit
of intense competition (i.e., n — o).

This equilibrium structure arises from firms’ attempts to balance competitive pressure with
search frictions. Firms exploit their local monopoly power by concealing information at the top,
while yielding to competitive forces at the bottom. In this equilibrium, consumers’ reservation
values are dispersed over an interval [r,7]. Given this, firms strategically choose the censorship
threshold so that the pooled signal precisely matches the highest reservation value, prompting
immediate purchase by all consumer types. Typically, the censorship threshold a falls below the
lowest reservation value r, prompting all consumer types to continue searching. As the market
becomes essentially frictionless for signals below r, competitive forces dominate, leading to full
disclosure.

We establish that a continuum of upper-censorship equilibria exists—always including equilib-
rium with no disclosure—and it constitutes the unique class of equilibria in the intense-competition
limit. All equilibria are ranked by (Blackwell) informativeness, i.e., those with higher censorship
thresholds are more informative. We focus on the equilibrium with the highest censorship thresh-
old, which we call the maximally informative equilibrium.” This equilibrium not only maximizes
information disclosure, but is also socially efficient and consumer-optimal.

To characterize the maximally informative equilibrium, we introduce a simple measure based
on the distribution of search costs H: maximal informativeness strictly increases with the mini-
mum average density of H, defined as min.(H(c)/c). Roughly speaking, this measure is high when
search costs are evenly distributed. To understand intuition, suppose that H is uneven and concen-

trated at a specific point. Then firms can profitably deviate by targeting only high-cost consumers

2While this is the maximally informative upper-censorship equilibrium, it becomes the maximally informative
equilibrium overall in the limit of intense competition.



(those at or above the concentrated point), since losing low-cost consumers has minimal impact
due to the distribution’s imbalance.

Using this insight, we establish our second main result, which examines how changes in H
affect equilibrium informativeness. We analyze two dimensions: (1) shifts in the overall level of
search costs (first-order stochastically dominating shifts) and (2) changes in search cost hetero-
geneity (second-order shifts). Not surprisingly, maximal equilibrium informativeness decreases
with first-order shifts, as higher search costs increase firms’ incentives to exploit local monopoly
power.

More intriguingly, we find that equilibrium informativeness is non-monotonic with respect
to mean-preserving spreads (MPS). This result stems from the observation that informativeness
increases with the “evenness” of the distribution. Clearly, the impact of an MPS shift on the
evenness is non-monotonic. For instance, if H is concentrated around midpoints (i.e. has a quasi-
concave density), a mean-preserving spread makes the distribution more even. However, if H
is already polarized (i.e. has a quasi-convex density), a mean-preserving spread leads to a more
uneven distribution.

Lastly, we establish convergence results to the benchmark cases and discuss extensions. As H
approaches the frictionless case, the maximally informative equilibrium converges to full disclo-
sure. Conversely, when H approaches the homogeneous search friction case, no disclosure emerges
s the unique equilibrium. Additionally, we show that our main results remain qualitatively robust
for small markets (n finite) under mild assumptions about the match value distribution F* and the

search cost distribution H.

1.1 Related Literature

We contribute to the growing body of literature on competitive information design. Incorporat-
ing heterogeneous search costs, we bridge the two well-studied extremes—markets with no search
friction (Ivanov, 2013; Au and Kawai, 2020; Hwang et al., 2023) and homogeneous search fric-
tion (Au & Whitmeyer, 2023; He & Li, 2023). Our work is among the first to explore the role of

heterogeneous search costs in firms’ information disclosure incentives.> We offer a complete char-

3 An independent concurrent work of Boleslavsky and Krasteva (2023) considers a model where firms compete in
both information and prices, adopting the binary search cost framework of Stahl (1989) and focusing on the duopoly
case (n = 2) with uniformly distributed match values. In contrast, we study an information disclosure game with a
fixed price, allow for arbitrary distributions for match values and search costs, and primarily focus on the case of a
large number of firms. In Section C, we provide a partial generalization of their result beyond the uniform prior and



acterization of equilibrium in the limit of intense competition, which entails partial information
disclosure balancing competitive forces and search frictions.* Moreover, we establish a continu-
ity result, demonstrating that the maximally informative equilibrium converges to full information
(resp. no information) as the cost distribution H approaches the no-friction case (resp. the homo-
geneous friction case).’

Au and Whitmeyer (2023) consider a setting with homogeneous search costs where consumers
can observe information structures before searching and direct their search accordingly. They
show that firms commit to some level of information disclosure to improve their ranking in the
search order. This ‘attraction motive’ disappears when information structures are not observable
prior to searching (Au & Whitmeyer, 2024) or when search is random (He & Li, 2023). Our find-
ings complement this literature by demonstrating that search cost heterogeneity alone can induce
equilibrium information disclosure—even in the absence of attraction motives.

Our study also connects to the classical consumer search literature, highlighting how differ-
ences in the nature of competition—pricing versus disclosure—affect firms’ strategies. When con-
sumers cannot direct their search based on prices, then market prices increases with higher search
costs (Anderson & Renault, 1999; Moraga-Gonzilez et al., 2017).° While a similar intuition ap-
plies to information disclosure in increases of the search cost distribution, the relationship diverges
when considering increased dispersion—in the sense of MPS—of the search cost distribution. An
MPS in search costs generally decreases market prices, yet its effect on information disclosure
is non-monotonic. The key distinction lies in the nature of competition. Information disclosure
is inherently stochastic, allowing firms to differentiate purchase probability over consumer types,
whereas a single uniform price is offered to all consumers.

Our comparative statics result relates to several recent papers that establish prior-independent
comparative statics in information design (Curello & Sinander, 2024; Gitmez & Molavi, 2022; Kolotilin et al., 20:

extending this literature to settings where interim payoffs arise endogenously from strategic inter-

discuss how the two papers complement each other.

“In many single-sender information design problems, upper censorship distributions arise as the optimal infor-
mation structure (e.g., Kolotilin et al. (2022) and Arieli et al. (2023)). Ours is the first to establish such a rule as an
equilibrium with multiple senders.

SPartial convergence result to full information have also been established in Au and Whitmeyer (2023) as search
cost vanishes. In the context of pricing, the seminal work of Stahl (1989) shows similar convergence to the Diamond
paradox and Bertrand pricing.

®0n the other hand, Choi et al. (2019) shows that when search can be directed based on observed prices, prices
decrease with respect to search costs. In this case, the ‘attraction motive’ to be visited early becomes more prominent
as consumers search less.



actions.” While maximal informativeness of our equilibrium depends on the prior distribution, its
response to shifts in the search cost distribution H remains prior-independent. We also introduce a
simple graphical method to analyze these shifts.

Finally, we situate our work within the broader literature on information design (Dworczak & Martini, 2019;
Kamenica & Gentzkow, 2011) in various search markets. Recent papers have explored related
themes, such as the joint design of information and pricing by a platform (Dogan & Hu, 2022) or
competing firms (Au & Whitmeyer, 2024; Boleslavsky & Krasteva, 2023), in Pandora’s problem
to maximize inspections (Sato & Shirakawa, 2023), optimal disclosure for search goods (Choi et al., 2019;
Lyu, 2023), information disclosure regarding common values under coordination (Board & Lu, 2018),
and when information structure itself constitutes the product being sold (Mekonnen et al., 2023).

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows. Section 2 introduces the model. Section 3
provides preliminary analysis and establishes two benchmark cases. Section 4 characterizes the
set of equilibria. Section 5 provides comparative static analyses of the maximally informative
equilibrium under various shifts in H, along with convergence results to the benchmark cases.
Section 6 discusses several extensions of the model. Section 7 concludes. The Appendix contains

omitted proofs and detailed analysis of the model extensions.

2 Model

We consider a search market with n horizontally differentiated firms and a continuum of risk-
neutral consumers with unit demand. Firms, indexed by i, are ex-ante identical. Each consumer’s
match value v; for firm i is independently and identically distributed across consumers and firms
according to a distribution F on [0,1]. We assume that F is twice continuously differentiable,
admits a positive density f, and that f and f” are bounded. Each firm earns a unit payoff if a
consumer purchases its product and zero otherwise.

Consumers differ in their search cost ¢, which is independently and identically distributed
according to a distribution H on [c,c], where ¢ > ¢ > 0. By the exact law of large numbers
(Sun, 2006), the distribution function H(c) also represents the exact fraction of consumers whose

search cost is no greater than c.® We refer to a consumer with search cost ¢ as a c-consumer here-

"Existing studies have primarily focused on identifying conditions under which, for arbitrary prior distributions,
specific shifts in exogenously given interim payoff functions lead to a more (or not less) informative optimal signal
structure.

8The exact law of large numbers ensures that aggregate consumer behavior corresponds to the distribution H,



after. As is standard in the literature, we focus on the case where ¢ < u := Eg[v;], which ensures
that all consumers search at least once. We assume H is twice continuously differentiable and
admits a strictly positive density 4, with at most finite many local extrema.’

Each firm i strategically provides information about the match value v;. In doing so, they have
full flexibility in choosing their information structure x; : [0,1] — A(S;). Consumers do not
observe the match value v; directly, but receive an informative signal s; € S; about v;. Hence, the
risk-neutral consumer’s purchasing decision depends solely on the posterior mean of the consumer,
x; = Efuvils;].

Each information structure (r;,S;) induces a distribution of posterior means G;, which is a
mean-preserving contraction (MPC) of the prior distribution F.'° It is well known that a distribu-
tion G; of posterior means can be induced by some information structure if and only if G; is an
MPC of F. This result allows us to work directly with the distribution G;, rather than considering
the full set of feasible information structures. Formally, let MPC(F) denote the set of all mean-
preserving contractions of F'; we say that G; is feasible it G; € MPC(F). We refer to G; as an
information structure, and to the induced posterior mean x; = E[v;|s;] as a signal. Note that full
disclosure of the match value corresponds to G = F, while no disclosure corresponds to G = ¢, a
degenerate distribution on the prior mean pu.

The game proceeds as follows. Before the search process begins, each firm i simultaneously
commits to an information structure G; € MPC(F), and each consumer’s search cost c is privately
realized. The chosen information structures (G;)_, are not observable to consumers at the outset
of the search process. At each stage of the search process, a consumer decides whether to continue
searching or to stop. If they choose to search, they incur the search cost and randomly (with equal
probability) visit one of the remaining unvisited firms. Upon visiting firm i, the consumer observes
both the information structure G; and their privately realized signal x;. If they choose to stop, they

may purchase from any of the previously visited firms with perfect recall.!!

Remark. While our model assumes that information structure is unobservable before visit and that

search is random, all our results remain valid under two alternative scenarios: (1) when information

despite the stochastic nature of individual behavior.

9Forma11y, there exists a finite partition 0 = xp < --- < xg = 1 such that 4 is monotone in each [x;_;, x] for all
i=1,...,K. Our results extend to the case where the continuity assumption is relaxed, allowing H to have at most
finitely many one-sided interior jumps, while being twice continuously differentiable elsewhere.

G is a MPC of F if and only if [ 1dF(1) = [ tdG(r) and [} G(ndt < [ F(t)dt for all x € [0, 1].

""We assume consumers with ¢ = 0 use the weakly dominant strategy of visiting all firms.



structures are publicly observable before search, but search remains random, or (2) when search is

directed, but information structures remain unobservable until visit.'?

Given the ex-ante symmetry of the environment, we focus on symmetric equilibria.'*> Denote
(Gi,...,G,) as the consumers’ conjecture about the firms’ strategies prior to visiting them. A
profile of feasible distributions (G, ..., G") is a (symmetric) equilibrium if: (i) each firm’s strategy
G; = G" is optimal given the behavior of the other firms and consumers; (ii) the consumers’ search
rule is optimal given their conjectures (6} e 6;); and (iii) the consumers’ conjectures are correct
on-path, i.e., 5, = G* for all i. We refer to G* as the equilibrium distribution.

We denote D;(x;; G) as the interim demand of firm i, defined as the probability that a consumer
purchases from firm i when all competing firms choose G, the consumer holds the conjecture
(7,- = G for all i, and observes a posterior mean of x; for firm i’s product. Given this, firm i’s

ex-ante payoff from an unobservable deviation to some alternative information strategy G; # G is

1
Eg [Di(xi; G)] = f Di(x: G)dG (x).
0

It follows that G* is an equilibrium distribution if and only if

1
G" € arg maxf Di(x;;G)dG{(x;)) Yi=1,...,n.
0

G;eMPC(F)

3 Preliminary Analysis

In this section, we first characterize each consumer’s optimal search rule and derive each firm’s

interim demand D;(x;; G) based on that rule. We then briefly study the benchmark results.

3.1 Consumers

Given any symmetric conjectures, each consumer’s optimal search rule can be characterized by
their reservation value (McCall, 1970; Weitzman, 1979; Wolinsky, 1986). For any ¢ > 0, the

reservation value r = r(c; G) under conjecture G,...,G) is uniquely defined by the following

12This is equivalent to the attraction motive in Au and Whitmeyer (2023) being absent.

13Charaterizing the set of asymmetric equilibria in the competitive information disclosure game is challanging, even
in the absence of search costs. In a model without search costs, a partial result is provided in Du et al. (2024), who
show that no asymmetric equilibria exists when there are two firms.



indifference condition:

1 1
c= f max(x — r, 0)dG(x) = f (1 - G@))dt. (1)
0 r

At this reservation value, the c-consumer is indifferent between stopping and continuing to
search. The left-hand side of the first equality is the cost of one additional search, while the right-
hand side represents the expected incremental surplus from searching once more, given a ‘outside
option’ of value r. The second equality is from integration by parts. In equilibrium, conjectures
must be correct (G = G*). Thus, we simplify notation by omitting explicit dependence on G*, and
write r(c) = r(c; G*) when clear from context.

The optimal search rule follows a simple cutoff rule: the consumer stops and purchases imme-
diately from firm i if x; > r(c). If x; < r(c) for all firms i, the consumer purchases from the firm

with highest x;, breaking ties uniformly in case of multiplicity.

For convenience, we define the inverse of the reservation value function cg(-) = r~'(-; G):

1
cg(x) = f (1 -G(2))dt. 2)

The function cs(x) represents the search cost of the consumer whose reservation value is x (un-
der conjecture G). Equivalently, it measures the expected incremental surplus from an additional
search when the current match is x.!* Since reservation values are strictly decreasing in search
costs, a consumer’s reservation value exceeds x (i.e., r(c) > x) if and only if their search costs is
below cg(x). Thus, H(cg(x)) represents the fraction of consumers who continue searching upon
receiving signal x.

Heterogeneity of search costs naturally generates heterogeneity in consumers’ reservation val-
ues, distributed continuously across an interval [r, 7], where we denote r := r(c) and 7 := r(c) as
the lowest and the highest reservation values of the consumers, respectively.!> Observe that for any
consumer with ¢ > 0, their reservation value satisfies r(c) < max(supp(G)), since no additional sur-

plus can be obtained from searching after receiving the highest possible signal x = max(supp(G)).

14For this reason, Dogan and Hu (2022) refers to ¢ as the incremental-benefit function.
5If ¢ = 0, we define 7 := max(supp(G)). This is a notational simplification, as 0-consumers do not follow the
reservation value strategy, but follows the weakly dominant strategy of visiting all firms.



3.2 Firms

We first derive the type-specific interim demand D(x; G) for each consumer type ¢ € [c, c], given
the optimal search rule. If x; > r(c), the consumer purchases immediately upon visiting firm i. A
visit to firm 7 is made, if, and only if, all the previously visited firms have provided signals strictly

below the reservation value r(c). Given the random search order, the probability firm i is visited in

k-th order is :G(r(c)-)*"" and summing over k = 1,...,n yields'®
1 _ 1 -G(r(c)-)"
D(x;G) = » —=G(r(0)-)"" = :
(5:G) = ) GO~ = o s

k=1

If x; < r(c), the consumer continues searching and eventually returns to firm i only if firm i
provided the highest signal. It can be easily shown by standard argument that equilibrium distri-
bution G must not have interior atoms. In case of a tie, any firm can profitably deviate by splitting
the mass to a slightly higher signal, thereby securing a discrete increase in payoff.!” Therefore, for
x; < r(c), we have D°(x;; G) = G(x;)" .

Hence, the type-specific interim demand D¢(x; G) is summarized as:

(;(_)C)n_l if x < r(c) 1 - G(x-)

C [ e _ . _ n—1
D'x:G) =9 1-G(r(c)-) . Jo(x) := n( =GO G ()
n(l = G(r(c)-)) -

D¢(x; G) always exhibits a discrete jump of size J;(r(c)) > 0 at x = r(c). Upon visit, a c-
consumer will purchase from firm i with certainty if x > r(c), whereas only a fraction will return
and purchase from firm i if x < r(c).

Integrating D(x; G) over all search costs gives the interim demand D(x; G) = fc ¢ D¢(x; G)dH(c):

G(x)"! x<r
DGy =Y G 'Hlcox) + f C GO ey sy “)
° oo (1= G(r(©))) -
Consumers who continue search Consumers who stop search

For signals below r, the market is essentially frictionless as all consumers continue searching.

Above r, firms gain local monopoly power, since a positive fraction 1 — H(cs(x)) of consumers

16The left limit G(x—) := lim,_,.— G(?) always exists since G is monotone increasing.
7One can deviate by splitting the mass at a into {a — ne, a + €} for some € > 0 (Lemma 9).
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stops immediately. This fraction increases in x, eventually retaining all consumers to stop at x =

max(supp(G)).'8

3.3 Two Benchmark Cases

To analyze the effect of heterogeneous search costs on competitive information disclosure, we first
highlight two opposing forces: competition and search frictions. We introduce two benchmark
cases: (1) the no search friction case and (2) the homogeneous search friction case. Our model
nests both extremes: as ¢ — 0, our model converges to the frictionless case; as ¢ — ¢, we
approach the case with homogeneous search costs. Convergence results of our equilibrium to

these benchmarks are presented in Section 6.

Proposition 1 (Hwang et al. (2023)). Assume there is no search friction (i.e., H(c) = dy). In
the unique symmetric Nash equilibrium, each firm discloses full information (G = F) when n is

sufficiently large.

In Bertrand competition, firms undercut prices down to marginal cost. Analogously, in infor-
mation competition without search frictions, firms seek to "overcut" rivals by providing higher sig-
nals. With no search friction, demand simplifies to D(x; G) = G(x)""!. As competition intensifies
(n increases), each firms’ probability of being the highest signal provider decreases, strengthening
the incentive to overcut competitors. To this end, firms truthfully reveals the match value at the
the top—any garbling of information necessarily results in a lower posterior mean. This process

cascades to the bottom, unraveling to full disclosure of match values, i.e., G = F.

Proposition 2 (Informational Diamond Paradox (Au & Whitmeyer, 2024)). Assume all consumers
share a common search cost ¢ > 0 (i.e., H(c) = 0.). There exists an essentially unique perfect
Bayesian equilibrium, in which no firm discloses any information (G = ¢,), and all consumers

stop at their first visit."

The standard Diamond paradox (Diamond, 1971) exemplifies a hold-up problem: a consumer
who anticipates a price py will, after incurring the search cost ¢, accept any price below py + c.
This inelasticity grants firms local monopoly power, enabling them to incrementally raise prices

until it reaches the monopoly price. A similar unraveling occurs in information competition.

18To be precise, ¢ = 0 consumers continue their search but are of measure zero.
G = 0, 1s essentially unique in the sense that any equilibrium distribution is outcome-equivalent to ¢,: the same
reservation value is induced, no useful information is learned and all consumers stop at the first visited firm.

11



If a consumer expects to receive some ‘useful’ information—specifically, learning that the
match quality is low with a strictly positive probability G(r(c)—) > 0 and continue searching—
firms can always profitably deviate. Since the purchase probability jumps at the reservation value
r(c), a firm can secure a discrete payoff increase by pooling information just above r(c) in a mean-
preserving way. This deviation continues to unravel until all information is pooled above the
reservation value, i.e. G(r(c)—) = 0. Consumers are held up by information pooled above their
stopping thresholds, receiving no ‘useful’ information and stopping their search at the first visited
firm—the ‘Informational Diamond Paradox’.

This intuition extends to the case where consumers have different, but positive, search costs.
When ¢ > 0, if a consumer with search cost ¢ stops upon receiving signal x, then any consumer
with a higher search cost ¢ > ¢ will also stop at x. Therefore, heterogeneity becomes irrelevant

firms effectively treat all consumers as if they have the lowest search cost, ¢ > 0.

Proposition 3 (Persistence of Informational Diamond Paradox). Assume ¢ > 0. Then, no informa-

tion G(x) = 0,(x) is the essentially unique equilibrium distribution.

In light of Proposition 3, we restrict attention to the case where ¢ = 0 hereafter.

4 Equilibrium

In this section, we examine the equilibrium in markets with heterogeneous search costs. We
demonstrate that a simple class of equilibrium always exists and that it is the unique class of
equilibria when the number of firms is sufficiently large.

For each a > 0, define an upper censorship distribution (UCD) U, as follows:

F(x) x €1[0,a)
Ux)={F(a) x €la,ky), ki=E[vlv>a]l>p. (5)
1 x € [ky, 1]

We call an equilibrium where firms play U, an upper censorship equilibrium (UCE). U, has a
simple structure supported on [0, a] U {k,}: all match values v below the censorship threshold a
are truthfully revealed, while all values v > a are pooled to an atom at k,, through a signal that
only reveals that the value exceeds a. Note that U, is feasible by construction, with Uy = 9,

(no disclosure) and U; = F (full disclosure). Importantly, all UCDs can be ordered in terms of

12



Blackwell informativeness by their censorship thresholds: U, Blackwell dominates U, if and only
if b > a.
The following theorem characterizes the set of upper censorship equilibria of the game, and

show that this is the only class of equilibrium when number of firms is sufficiently large.
Theorem 1. Let E, be the set of all equilibria when there are n firms in the market.

(a) For any n, there exists an upper censorship equilibrium.

(b) If U, € E,, then{U, :a < b} CE,.

(c) There exists N > 0 and a € [0, 1) such that {U, : a < a™} C E, for any n > N, and

lim,e E, = {U, : a < a"}.

Theorem 1 establishes that a continuum of upper censorship equilibria exists for any number
of firms. If U, is an equilibrium distribution, then any less informative UCD also constitutes an
equilibrium. Furthermore, in the limit of intense competition (n — ©0), all equilibria must be upper
censorship, and there exists an upper bound a™ on the equilibrium censorship threshold.?’ We
refer to a as the maximally informative threshold, since U, is the most informative equilibrium
distribution in the limit of intense competition.

Two key implications follow from Theorem 1. First, the maximally informative threshold a
is strictly less than 1, implying that full disclosure does not occur even in the limit of intense
competition—firms retain an incentive to pool information, as the local monopoly power granted
by search frictions persists. Second, whenever a > 0, informative equilibria emerge despite the
presence of search frictions, random search, and the unobservability of deviations. These findings
stands in stark contrast with the two benchmark cases in Section 3.3, highlighting the role of
consumer heterogeneity in information provision.?!

For ease of exposition, we focus for the remainder of the paper on the case where the censorship
threshold a lies below the lowest reservation value, that is, a < r = r(c; U,). While the case of
a > r follows a similar intuition, it introduces additional analytical complexities; Appendix B

provides a comprehensive analysis for the case of a > r.

20Under Assumption 1, introduced on page 17, a stronger conclusion holds: E, = {U, : a < a™} for finite but large
enough n.
21 A direct corollary of Theorem 1 is that the informational Diamond paradox G = 6, = Uy remains an equilibrium.

13



For any a < r, upper censorship distribution U, consists of two segments: the search signals
x € [0, a] and the purchase signal x = k, = 7.* Anticipating U,, the consumers’ reservation values
are continuously distributed over [r,7] = [r, k,]. Hence, search signals encourages all consumers
to continue searching, regardless of their search costs, while the purchase signal x = 7 induces all
consumers to cease their search and purchase immediately.

We first express the interim demand D(x; U,) each firm faces. The right panel of Figure 1

depicts D(x; U,) when consumers’ search costs are distributed according to H on the left panel.

F(x)"! x €[0,a)
F(a)™! x € la,r)
. — n-1 _ = o 1 - F(a)" n—1
D(x;U,) =3 F(a)"" + Je(a)|1 = H(cy,(x)) x€lr,r), Jr(a) := m - F(a) .

~—_— ———
Fraction of consumers
stopping their search

F(@)" + Jp(a) xe[r1]

For signals below the lowest reservation value r, firms essentially face a frictionless market U,(x)"'.
Notably, while competing firms provide no information in the region (a,7), the demand remains
constant over (a, r) but increases strictly over (r, 7).

This increase occurs because, upon receiving a partial-purchase signal x € (r,r), high-cost
consumers with ¢ > ¢y, (x) halts their search immediately. As a result, the term Jx(a)(1-H(cy,(x)))
quantifies the additional profit of capturing high-cost consumers through a partial-purchase signal.

Over the interval (7, 7) of partial-purchase signals, the demand D(x; U,) is areflected and scaled
version of the cost distribution H. Mathematically, this arises from the linearity of ¢y, (x) = (F(a)—
1)(x — k,) in this interval. Intuitively, because no information is provided under U, in this interval,
the probability of receiving a higher signal remains constant.

An UCE essentially represents an all-or-nothing gamble: each signal either prompts all con-
sumers to continue their search or all to stop immediately. In contrast, providing partial-purchase
signals serves a safer gamble by differentiating purchase probability across consumer types.

For U, to constitute an equilibrium, deviations to partial-purchase signals must be unprofitable.
Graphically, this condition is satisfied if the secant line connecting (a, D(a; U,)) and (r, D(r; U,))

remains above D(x; U,) for all x € [r, 7], as indicated by the blue dotted line in Figure 1.

22Hereafter, to emphasize that the search signal is precisely located at the highest reservation value 7, we will use
x = r instead of x = k,, unless the dependency on the censorship threshold a needs to be explicitly highlighted.
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Figure 1: The cost distribution H(c) (left panel) and the payoft D(x;U,) (right panel). The
blue/black/red dots in the right panel corresponds to the reservation values of the consumers with
different search costs (blue/black/red dots) in the left panel.

For each censorship threshold a, define the auxiliary function ¢, : [0, 1] — R:

D(x,U,), x<a,

¢a(-x) = 7 - ’ (6)
D(l", Ua) D(a, Ua)(x _ Cl) + F(a)n—l’ x>a

r—a

On supp(U,) = [0, a] U {r}, the function ¢,(-) matches the interim demand D(-; U, ), while over the
interval [a, 1], it represents the secant line of D(-; U,) connecting points a and 7.

The function ¢, provides a straightforward equilibrium verification: U, is an equilibrium if and
only if (1) ¢, is convex, and (2) ¢,(x) > D(x; U,) for all x.?> Convexity ensures that redistribut-
ing mass within supp(U,) is unprofitable. The second condition, a key to subsequent analysis,
guarantees any deviation outside of supp(U,)—a partial-purchase signal—is unprofitable.

When the number of firms n grows large, the convexity of ¢, naturally emerges.”* Over [0, a],
¢, = F" ! reflects the distribution of the consumer’s best alternative. Increased competition makes
consumers more likely to encounter better alternatives, implying the convexity of F"~!. More-
over, heightened competition decreases the likelihood of consumers returning after leaving a firm,

intensifying the incentive to pool at signal 7, which manifests as an upward kink of ¢, at x = a.”®

23The function ¢, is the price function in Dworczak and Martini (2019). They show that G € MPC(F) is an equi-
librium if and only if there exists some ¢ : [0, 1] — R such that (a) ¢(x) is convex, and ¢(x) > D(x,G) for all x,

(b) supp(G) € (A¢(x) = D(x,G)}, and (©) [ pIAF(x) = [ $(x)dG(x). Our function ¢, satisfies (b) and (c) by
construction. See Lemma 3.

24See Lemma 5 and Lemma 6 in Appendix B.
ZThis intuition is analogous to that of Stahl (1989), where as n — oo, the increased incentive to secure consumers
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The function ¢, carries a deeper economic interpretation—it represents the virtual interim de-
mand faced by a firm choosing the information structure U,.?° The gap between the virtual interim
demand ¢,(x) and the interim demand D(x; U,) quantifies the virtual interim gain of following U,,,
rather than deviating to a different distribution G # U, with the signal x in its support.

To illustrate, fix some consumer type ¢ € (0,¢).%’

Consider a deviation from U, to a partial-
purchase signal x = r(c), collapsing some mass from a and 7. Such deviation entails both a cost
and a gain. Shifting mass downward from the purchase signal 7 to r(c) forgoes low-cost consumers
in [0, c], who would otherwise stop searching immediately upon receiving signal 7. On the other
hand, shifting mass upward from the search signal a to r(c) captures high-cost consumers in [c, c],

who would otherwise continue searching upon receiving signal a. As deviations must occur in a

mean-preserving way, inducing an atom of size dm at x = r(c) requires moving exactly C:(a) dm

< )dm mass from 7. The net gain from the

cr(a)

mass from signal a and the complementary (1 —

deviation is proportional to the difference between D(:; U,) and ¢,:

c c
cr(a) cr(a)

Gain of Capturing high-cost  Cost of Losing low-cost

Net Gain = Jr(a)

(1 — H(c)) —(1— )H(c) dm (7

= —¢.(r(c)) — D(r(c); Ua))dm. (®)

The first term in (7) represents the jump in purchase probability from capturing high-cost con-
sumers [c, c], whereas the second term represents the loss in purchase probability from forgoing
low-cost consumers [0, c]. Hence, from (8), any deviation to a partial-purchase signal is unprof-
itable if and only if ¢,(x) > D(x; U,) for all x.

Equation (7) clarifies why multiple UCEs exist. As the censorship threshold a increases, the

C

cr(a)
quently, the constraint ¢,(x) > D(x; U,) tightens uniformly as a increases. If U, is an equilibrium,

weight associated with the gain grows, making deviations increasingly attractive. Conse-

lowering the threshold to any b < a relaxes the constraint, implying U, is an equilibrium.

results as the price converging to the monopoly price.

2Tn analogy to the virtual value in Myerson (1981), where it represents the Lagrange multiplier of the agent’s local
incentive compatibility constraint, Kim et al. (2023) adopts this terminology in the context of information design.
Here, the curvature ¢!/ serves as the Lagrange multiplier associated with the MPC constraint G € MPC(F).

2"Each partial-purchase signal in [r,7] can be identified with each consumer type in [c,¢] by cs(*) (and 7(-; G)
vice-versa).
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Maximally Informative Equilibrium Given the above analysis, we can characterize the maxi-
mally informative threshold a”—the highest threshold a at which no profitable deviations exists.
Rearranging (7), we derive a simple condition. Deviations to partial-purchase signals are unprof-
itable if and only if

1 . H(c)

< min
cr(a) ¢ c

€))

The left-hand side of (9) strictly increases in a. Thus, in the maximally informative equilibrium a*,
(9) binds with equality, implying that any further increase in a would trigger profitable deviations.

The simplicity of this condition allows us to pinpoint the optimal partial-purchase signal as

targeting precisely the consumer type ¢¥ € arg min, @ Intuitively, firms face a trade-off when

selecting partial-purchase signals. Targeting lower ¢ reduces the fraction of low-cost consumers

C
cr(a)

balances these forces optimally.

lost (H(c)), but it also increases the weight (1 —
H(c)

c

) associated with the loss. Minimizing the
average density

To provide a clear characterization of the maximally informative threshold, we impose an as-
sumption on the search cost distribution H. While relaxing this assumption introduces some tech-
nical complexity, a key qualitative feature of our analysis remains unchanged. We discuss the

general case at the end of this section and present the full analysis in Appendix B.

H©) s
C

Assumption 1. The global minimum of in [0,¢] is attained at some c™ < ¢.?

In Appendix B, we show that Assumption 1 implies a < r, so the preceiding analysis applies
in this case. Moreover, the right-hand side of (9) simplifies to min, %C) = % = h(cM). The term
h(c™) serves a sufficient statistic for our analysis and has a straightforward economic interpretation:
it measures the evenness of the distribution H. As H approaches the uniform distribution—the most
even distribution—Ah(c") increases. A higher slope h(c™) indicates a distribution closer to unifor-
mity (the diagonal), representing a more evenly spread distribution of search costs. Consequently,
the uniform distribution, being the most even, attains the highest h(c¥).

Assuming the solution that binds (9) with equality exists, a¥ is characterized as:

1
= h(cM), a¥ = ¢3! 10
cr@n - MY P \h(c™) (10
BAt ¢ = 0, we define @ := h(0). A necessary and sufficient condition for the assumption is that there exists
some c such that @ < % Graphically, this is equivalent to H lying weakly below the uniform distribution on some

interval. This condition holds for any distribution H with a symmetric density, distributions that are MPS or MPC of
the uniform distribution, or whenever either 4(0) < % or h(c) > %
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Equation (10) highlights that, in the maximally informative equilibrium, firms are indifferent to
deviating to the optimal partial-purchase signal. The signal x = r(c") maximizes the net gain from
deviation but results in zero gain under U,v». Graphically, this corresponds to the virtual interim

demand ¢,u(-) being tangent to the interim demand (Figure 2).

N Gun()
» H(c)
| L
! n(1=F(a'))
‘Slope=h(c")
1 1D(x, Uy)
3 F@y ™ pommmmmee ! 3 r(cY, U”i”)
0 : ‘ i ; 1‘/ .
Moe € aM r k, 1F
(a) Cost distribution H(c) and the point of tangency (b) Firm’s interim demand D(x, U,») and the cor-

from the origin (c*) responding virtual interim demand ¢ (x)

Figure 2: Construction of the maximally informative upper censorship equilibrium

Since cp(a) < u for all a, a solution a to (10) exists if and only if A(c¥) > ,% If this condition
fails (h(c¥) < ,%)’ inequality (9) cannot hold for any threshold a > 0, and thus the only equilibrium

is no information: U, = ¢,. The following proposition characterizes the set of all UCEs under

Assumption 1, summarizing the preceding discussion.?’

Proposition 4. Assume H satisfies Assumption 1, and let M the global minimum of the average
H(c)

¢

density of the cost distribution

(a) If h(c™) € (0, ﬁ], then

(b) Ifh(c™) € (L, 1, then

1
w’

The shape of the average density @—speeiﬁcally, the evenness h(c")—is central to deter-
mining equilibrium informativeness. When H is uniform (constant average density and the high-

est h(cM)), all partial-purchase signals are equally profitable or unprofitable. In contrast, uneven

2The general characterization without the assumption is characterized in Theorem 2 in Appendix B.
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distributions—with mass concentrated at specific regions and lower h(c¥)—lead to varying prof-
itability of partial-purchase signals. Firms exploit this unevenness by targeting signals that mini-
mize lost low-cost consumers. Consequently, maximal informativeness a* increases in h(c"), the

evenness of the distribution.

Corollary 1. The maximally informative threshold a™ is increasing in h(c™). Among the class of

distributions satisfying Assumption 1, a™ is highest in the uniform distribution.

Importantly, the monotonic relationship between the maximal informativeness and h(c¥) is
independent of the prior match value distribution F'. When comparing two cost distributions H; and
H,, the relative informativeness of equilibrium is determined solely by their intrinsic properties and
remains unaffected by F. Similarly, the optimal segmentation ¢ of low- and high-cost consumers
depends solely on the distribution H. A detailed comparative static analysis regarding the role of
cost distributions is provided in Section 5.

Practically, h(c¥) is easily identifiable through a graphical approach (see Figure 2a): it corre-
sponds exactly to the slope of the lowest tangent line passing through the origin and supporting
the distribution H. This intuitive graphical interpretation provides a simple and effective method

to determine and compare maximal informativeness across different cost distributions.

Uniqueness We briefly outline why upper censorship distributions uniquely emerge as equilibria
under intense competition. The necessity of complete information disclosure at lower signals (x <
r) mirrors the frictionless benchmark (Proposition 1): as the market is essentially frictionless for
low signals, any disclosed information unravels toward full disclosure as competition intensifies.
Moreover, for any number of firms, equilibrium distributions must contain an atom at the high-

est reservation value 7 = max(supp(G)). Consider the marginal change in interim demand at x > r:

D'(x,G) = (1-Ghce)lo(x) + (G Hico)

N—
Extensive Margin of Stopping  Intensive Margin of Stopping

The extensive margin represents the increase in purchase probability from consumers whose reser-

vation value equals the signal x, causing them to stop immediately. The density of these critical

consumers, (1 — G(x))h(cg(x)), multiplies with their discrete jump in purchase probability J;(x).*

30Recall that 1 — H(cg(x)) is the fraction of stoppers. Its density is hence (1 — H(cg(x))) = (1 — G(x))h(cs(x)).
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The intensive margin captures the increased likelihood of winning over the the H(cs(x)) fraction
of consumers who still continue searching after receiving x.

If G were continuous at 7, both margins would vanish as x — 7, resulting in a strictly concave
interim demand locally. Such concavity incentivizes firms to deviate by further pooling informa-
tion. Specifically, for high enough signals x — 7, the intensive margin vanishes because most
consumers stop searching (H(cs(x)) — 0). Simultaneously, the extensive margin disappears as
firms become almost certain to capture those continuing to search (G"~! — 1 implies J;(x) — 0).
This need for an atom persists regardless of the number of competing firms, highlighting firms’
persistent incentive to leverage local monopoly power at high signals.

When competition becomes sufficiently intense, the convexity of D(-; G) for x € [r,7] is de-
termined by the slope of h(cs(x)). As competition grows, the extensive margin exponentially

dominates the intensive margin.*!

Capturing consumers upon their initial visit becomes crucial
since their return probability diminishes sharply. Thus, if 4’(cg(x)) < 0, the density of critical
types increases in x, raising the extensive margin and encouraging firms to provide more informa-
tion. Conversely, if h’'(cg(x)) > 0, firms prefer to pool information. This insight implies that if
G # F locally, then any firm would strictly prefer to either provide strictly more or strictly less
information locally. Therefore, any partial-purchase signals must either be fully revealed or fully

concealed.

General search cost distributions We now clarify the role of Assumption 1 by describing the
results under a general search cost distribution H. Recall that U, is an equilibrium if and only if (1)
¢, is convex and (2) ¢,(x) > D(x; U,) for all x. Assumption 1 implies that equilibrium thresholds
a are always below the lowest reservation value r, ensuring that ¢, is convex for large n. However,

when the assumption is relaxed, the possibility of a > r must be considered. In such cases, the

equilibrium conditions can be restated as:

Her@) . H©)

W <0 forall x € [r, d S
(cr(x) orallxe(r,al an cr(@) ~ celer@l ¢

(11

The first condition ensures convexity of ¢, over [r,a] in the limit of intense competition, which
depending critically on the curvature of H. The second condition mirrors the earlier condition (9).

Without Assumption 1, we must care both about the local and global shape of H. Full characteri-

310 see this, note lim,_,e % = oo for any x such that G(x) < 1.
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zation of equilibrium under general distribution H is provided in Theorem 2 in Appendix B.
The graphical method of characterizing a™ naturally extends to cost distributions failing As-
sumption 1, including those with interior atoms.** In these cases, the equilibrium condition re-

places the minimum with an infimum, requiring continuity of H over the interval [cz(a), ¢].*

5 Comparative Statics

In this section, we explore how the maximally informative equilibrium responds to shifts in the
cost distribution H. Specifically, we consider compositional shifts that increase search costs (first-
order shifts), and that increase heterogeneity (second-order shifts). For each cost distribution Hy,
we denote ¢}’ as the global minimizer of @ and Ay, their densities.

We begin by briefly discussing how increased informativeness (higher censorship threshold a)
affects welfare. Greater informativeness increases consumers’ likelihood of being matched with

their best alternatives, but it also encourages more active search. Increased probability of searching,

l—F(a)” I—F(ll)" c
1-F(a) 1-F(a) =~

F(a), result in longer expected search lengths, and higher cumulative search costs,
Nonetheless, the benefits of improved matching always outweigh these additional costs. Conse-
quently, consumers always prefer more information, and the maximally informative equilibrium is

both consumer-optimal and socially optimal.**

Proposition 5. Let CS (a; H) be the expected consumer surplus under U, with search cost distri-

bution H.
(a) CS(a; H) is strictly positive and strictly increasing in a.

(b) Consider two distributions H, + H, with the same mean. If all” < ag’l and akM < r(c; Uazkw) for

k=1,2, then CS(a¥; Hy) < CS (a; H,).

Part (a) establishes welfare rankings of censorship thresholds for a fixed cost distributions:
higher censorship thresholds always improve welfare. Part (b) extends this comparison across
different distributions, demonstrating that under mild conditions, welfare rankings depend solely

on comparing censorship thresholds. Thus, by Corollary 1, comparing /(c}') suffices to rank

32Boundary atoms are separately discussed in Section 6 and Online Appendix C.

3Even if H is discontinuous at the point ¢¥ = arginf, @, equilibrium identification remains straightforward: it
amounts to finding the largest linear function below H passing through the origin.

34Firm profits remain constant at % across all equilibria.
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welfare across distributions that satisfy Assumption 1. Practically, this comparison can be easily

conducted graphically.

5.1 Effect of Higher Search Costs

We begin by analyzing how first-order shifts in the search cost distribution H affect the maximally
informative threshold . We consider two classes of such shifts. First, we examine a-scale
stretches, where the shape of the density is preserved but the support is proportionally expanded.
Second, we consider shifts that preserve the support alter the distribution in the sense of first-order
stochastic dominance (FOSD), skewing it toward higher search costs.

Formally, H, is an a-scale stretch of H; if H; (¢) = H»(ac) for all ¢ € [0, ¢]. This transformation
uniformly scales all consumers’ search costs upward, stretching the support to [0, ¢] to [0, ac]
while preserving the density shape. Consequently, the key sufficient statistics scale proportionally:

M = acl and hy(c)) = Lhi(c¥) < hy(c}). From Corollary 1, it immediately follows:

Proposition 6. Let 1 < « < & and H, be an a-scale stretch of Hy. Then, al! < all. Furthermore,

M M M
ifa >0, thenay <ay.

This result indicates that uniformly scaling up consumer search costs leads to weakly less infor-
mation disclosure. If there was positive disclosure initially, informativeness strictly decreases after
scaling. Aligned with the standard intuition, increased search friction weakens competition, grant-
ing firms greater local monopoly power and exacerbating hold-up incentives, thus discouraging
information disclosure.

Another interpretation focuses on partial-purchase signals becoming more profitable under H,.

Specifically, the net gain from deviating to any x = r(c) (equation (7)) is greater under H, than H:

Jr(a) (L - H2<c>) > (2) Jr(a) (L - H1<c)) Ve € [0,¢] (12)
cr(a) cr(a)

Under the stretched distribution H,, fewer low-cost consumers are forgone, and each partial-
purchase signal captures a larger range of high-cost consumers. Thus, deviations become uni-
formly more attractive, reducing the equilibrium’s maximal informativeness.

A further observation arises directly from expression (12). Deviating to partial-purchase sig-
nals becomes weakly more profitable under H, compared to H; precisely when H, first-order

stochastically dominates H.
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Proposition 7. Assume H, and H, satisfies Assumption 1, and H, first order stochastically domi-

nates H,. Then,

Moreover, if Hy(c) < Hi(c) for all c € (0,¢) and a’l"l > 0, then a’z"l < a’l"l.

Proposition 7 can also be directly derived from Corollary 1: Hy(c)/c < Hi(c)/c for all ¢ implies
ho () < hy(elh).

Both notions of increased search costs (the a-scale stretch or FOSD) thus lead firms to disclose
less information. In either case, deviations to partial-purchase signals become more profitable,
since under H,, fewer low-cost consumers are lost and more high-cost consumers can be captured.
An a-scale stretch disperses consumers more widely, while FOSD shifts the distribution toward
higher costs, enhancing profitability of deviations.

Next, we establish a convergence results toward the benchmarks studied in Section 3.3. Con-
sider an initial distribution H, and define a sequence {H;} obtained by repeatedly applying an
é—scale stretch (shrinking) k times. As k increases, the support shrinks toward the degenerate dis-

tribution ¢y, corresponding to the frictionless scenario. Because hk(ckM ) = o/‘ho(coM ) diverges, the

1
()

informative equilibrium converges in distribution to full information. This generalizes to arbitrary

maximally informative threshold akM = c;l( ) converges to c;l (0) = 1. Hence, the maximally

sequence of distributions with shrinking support.

Corollary 2 (Convergence to the no-friction case). Assume a sequence of cost distributions {H;};” |
_ _ d )
converging to Oy in distribution, with supp(H;) = [0, cy] and ¢, ~\, 0. Then UakM — F, or equiva-

lently, a' — 1.%

Similarly, we establish a convergence result toward the homogeneous friction scenario. As
the lower bound ¢ approaches the upper bound ¢, the distribution approaches a degenerate point
mass at ¢, a scenario already analyzed in Proposition 3. Even when the support remains fixed as
[0, c], convergence to homogeneous friction can still be established: equilibrium informativeness

ultimately collapses, resulting in no information disclosure.

Corollary 3 (Convergence to the homogeneous friction case). Assume a sequence of cost distribu-

tions {Hy}” | with supp(Hy) = [0, c] converges to 0z in distribution. There exists some K > 0 such

that Uy = 6, for all k > K, or equivalently, a)! =0 forall k > K. °

33This convergence is only in distribution since a,i” < 1 for all .
M1 =rosp Hj for all k is an example that satisfies the assumption. Moreover, while Proposition 2 states ¢, is
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5.2 Effect of Greater Cost Heterogeneity

A more nuanced issue concerns the effect of second-order shifts in the search costs on equilibrium
information provision. Greater heterogeneity can manifest either as a more evenly dispersed dis-
tribution of search costs or, alternatively, as a more polarized distribution with costs concentrated
at the extremes.

Our main finding is that the equilibrium informativeness is increasing in the evenness of the
distribution—specifically, how closely it resembles the uniform distribution—rather than with dis-
persion alone. In fact, informativeness responds non-monotonically with respect to MPS shifts,

precisely because their impact on evenness is non-monotonic.

- ¢ - c
0 ¢ =

Figure 3: Hy # H, = U[0, ¢] and the interpolation H, = AU|[0,c] + (1 — 1)H,.

Consider an arbitrary cost distribution Hy. For each A € [0, 1], define a new distribution H, as
a convex combination of H, and the uniform distribution, given by: H, := AU[0,c] + (1 — V)H,.
This family of distributions continuously interpolates between H, and the uniform distribution
UJ0, ¢], becoming increasingly even as A rises. Importantly, this representation provides a natural
interpretation of our measure of evenness, hl(cf ) = /1% + (1 = Dhy(co)M, which strictly increases

in A if H satisfies Assumption 1. The following proposition directly follows from Corollary 1.
Proposition 8. Consider Hy # U|0, ¢, and define H, := AU[0,c] + (1 — A)H, for each A € [0, 1].
(a) a¥ is weakly increasing in A € [0, 1).

(b) If Hy satisfies Assumption 1, then a}' is strictly increasing in A € [0, 1].

the essentially unique equilibrium in the output-equivalence sense, Corollary 3 states it is the unigue equilibrium.
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The intuition is clear: firms exploit the unevenness of H by providing partial-purchase signals
that minimize the loss from forgoing low-cost consumers. Increased evenness hiders the profitabil-
ity of such deviations, resulting in higher equilibrium informativeness.

This finding also suggests why equilibrium informativeness is generally non-monotone with
respect to MPS shifts. The minimum average density h(c™) is highly sensitive to the global struc-
ture of H. Since MPS shifts can either spread mass locally or globally, their impact on A(c™) is
unclear a priori. The following proposition illustrates this ambiguity by examining commonly used

class of distributions, and where dispersion is introduced at a broader scale.
Proposition 9. Suppose that H, is a mean-preserving spread of H,.

(a) If both H, and H, admit strictly quasi-convex densities with interior dips, then the maximal

informativeness decreases, i.e., a}! > a3

(b) If both H, and H, admit strictly quasi-concave densities with interior peaks, then the maxi-

mal informativeness increases, i.e., all"l < ag” .

(a) Quasi-convex H and H» (b) Quasi-concave H and H,

Figure 4: Non-monotonicity of MPS on h(c¥)

Proposition 9 highlights how dispersion of distribution can either enhance or reduce equilib-
rium informativeness depending on its effect on evenness. If the initial density is quasi-convex, an
MPS shift further polarizes the distribution, making it less even (hz(cy ) < hl(c’lw ), see Figure 4a)
and consequently decreasing informativeness. Conversely, if the initial density is quasi-concave,
an MPS shift redistributes mass more evenly (hz(cgl )>h l(c’lw ), see Figure 4b), thereby enhancing

informativeness.
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6 Extensions and Discussions

In this section, we briefly discuss two extensions of our main model and show that our equilib-
rium characterization remains qualitatively robust under alternative assumptions. A comprehen-
sive treatment is deferred to Online Appendix C. Our equilibrium structure remains qualitatively
unchanged when considering discrete cost distributions (Online Appendix C.1) or relaxing the
large market assumption (Online Appendix C.2). The core intuition behind the upper-censorship
equilibrium—pooling at the highest reservation value to exploit the local monopoly power, and
competing at lower signals to maximize revisits—persists across these alternative settings.

First, we consider a discrete cost counterpart of our model. One example is the shopper model
(Stahl, 1989) featuring two types of consumers: a fraction p € (0, 1) of shoppers with zero search
costs, and non-shoppers with homogeneous strictly positive search cost. Unlike our continuous
cost setting, equilibrium does not feature an atom at the highest reservation value, as it results in a
tie involving a positive mass of shoppers.

In equilibrium, when competition is intense, firms still fully disclose low signals below r and
pool information just above the highest reservation value 7. The key difference lies on how infor-
mation is pooled: rather than placing an atom, firms pool signal continuously so that G"~! remains
linear above 7. The linearity of G"™! arises as a balance between competition and local monopoly.
Even at high signals, shoppers continue searching, maintaining competitive pressure among firms
for revisits, while non-shoppers have already stopped searching. The linearity ensures firms remain
indifferent to further pooling or spreading information.

Second, we relax the large market assumption to study equilibria in small markets (small n).
While the large-market assumption significantly simplifies the analysis and allows us to directly
compare our results to the literature, one can still characterize equilibria in small markets un-
der additional assumptions on the cost distribution H (Proposition 13) or the prior distribution F
(Proposition 14). In equilibrium, firms still place an atom at the highest reservation value 7 to retain
consumers, while competing below the lowest reservation value r. However, weaker competitive
pressure reduces the incentive for complete unraveling. Instead, equilibrium information provi-
sion for low signals displays an alternating structure: intervals of full disclosure (G = F) alternate
with intervals where information is garbled to ensure G"~'-linearity. Unlike large markets, where
competitive pressure forces full disclosure at lower signals, small markets permit more localized

pooling, reflecting the reduced intensity of competition.
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To summarize, under these variations, the central equilibrium forces we identify—the bal-
ance between pooling incentives driven by search frictions and competitive pressures for more
disclosure—remain robust. The differences mainly arise in local equilibrium details, specifically
in how pooling is achieved and the extent of competitive unraveling at lower signals. By concen-
trating on large markets, we deliver clear, prior-independent comparative statics, as equilibrium
structure in smaller markets becomes more sensitive to the underlying distributions. Moreover, our
continuous search cost framework clearly distinguishes between the effects of increased average
costs and increased cost heterogeneity, although the key insights extend naturally to any distribu-

tions with finite discontinuities.

7 Conclusion

This paper analyzes how competition and heterogeneous search costs jointly shape firms’ incen-
tives for information disclosure in search market. Firms balance the opposing incentives of com-
petition and the local monopoly power granted by search frictions by adopting a two-faced strat-
egy: aggressively providing information for low match values, while pooling information for high
match values to induce consumers to stop searching, regardless of their search costs. This balance
results in partial disclosure rather than complete transparency or full concealment. We highlight
that the evenness of the search cost distribution H is the critical determinant of equilibrium infor-
mativeness. Firms can strategically induce different purchase probability across different consumer
groups by providing partial-purchase signals. Greater evenness of the distribution weakens firms’

ability to exploit consumer heterogeneity, resulting in more informative equilibria.
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A  Omitted Proofs

In Appendix A, all proofs of the results are provided, except the equilibrium characterization of

Theorem 1 and Proposition 4, which are deferred to Appendix B.

Proof of Proposition 1 See Corollary 1 and Theorem 1 of Hwang et al. (2023) for existence and

uniqueness, respectively. m|

Proof of Proposition 2 and Proposition 3 We first prove that if G € MPC(F) is an equilibrium,
then G(r—) = 0 where r = r(c;G). Let M = max(supp(G)). Assume G is an equilibrium but
G(r—) > 0, and choose intervals [a, b] C [0, r) and [M -6, M] C (r, M] with positive mass under G.
We construct a profitable deviation G, which collapses an € € (0, 1) fraction of mass of [a, b] and
total the mass of [M — o, M] to its barycenter u.. Formally, for € > 0, define G, := (1 - p.)G + p.6,,
where p, := €G([a, b)) + G(IM — 6, M]) and i := <D [ xdG(x) + LD [ xdG(x).

Since lim¢_,g y = f[M_& M

He > 1. Such G, is indeed a profitable deviation:

xdG(x) > r and y. is continuous in €, there exist some €, > 0 such that

b
Eg, [D(x,G)] — Eg[D(x,G)] = & G(la. b (D(r, G) - f D(x, G)dG(x)) > 0.

€1

The inequality holds because D(x; G) weakly increases and exhibits a discrete jump at x = r.
Now assume G(r—) = 0. Then, r = u — c and D(x; G) = %]I(x > u — c). Any best response to G
must put all the probability measure above u — ¢. Hence G is a best response to itself. This proves

Proposition 2. Replacing ¢ with ¢ and r with r(c; G) proves Proposition 3. O
Proof of Theorem 1 and Proposition 4 See Appendix B. O

Proof of Proposition 5 We first start by showing for all ¢ > 0, there exists an unique censorship
threshold a. such that the reservation value of a c-consumer under U, matches the censorship

threshold itself.

Lemma 1. For each ¢ > 0, define a. := c;l(c). Then, a. = r(c; U,,). Furthermore, a < r(c; U,) if

and only if a < a..

Proof. Note for any feasible G, co(x) = . " = Gydt = u - (1 = Gyt Since U,,, = F over

[0, a.], we have ¢ = cp(a.) = cy, (a.). Taking the inverse, this shows a. = r(c; U,,). For the second
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part, observe that a < r(c; U,) if and only if ¢y, (a) > c. Since U, = F over [0, a], cy,(a) = cp(a).

Hence, a < r(c; U,) if and only if cr(a) > ¢, which is equivalent to a < c;l (c) = a.. O

We first prove (a). For each c-consumer with ¢ > 0, let a. as in Lemma 1. Define the expected

value of the purchased product as B.(a) and the expected accumulated search cost as C.(a):

f xd(F(x)") + k(1 — F(@") ifa<a,
B.(a):=1{"",
f xd(F(x)") + k(1 = F(a.)") ifa> a,

0

(1 - F(a)) - (c +2cF@) + -+ (n- 1)cF(a)"—2) +ncF(a)™" = T_Llf(cglc ifa <a,

C.(a) = B .
(1 - F(a,)) - (c +2cF(a)+ -+ (n-— l)cF(ac)"_2) +ncF(a)"™" = 1-F@) s a,

1 -F(a.)

Define the consumer surplus of the c-consumer CS .(a) := B.(a) — C.(a), and the total consumer
surplus CS (a) := foz CS .(a)dH(c). We show that CS .(a) is strictly positive and strictly increasing
in a, which implies the same for CS (a). Since CS .(0) = u — ¢ > 0, it suffices to show CS.(a) > 0.

Since %ka > 0, CS .(a) is strictly increasing for a > a.. For a < a,, direct calculation yields:

1 - F(a)

n—1 c _ . 3
- F(a) —nk(a) )X (ka - 1——F(a) - a) = f(a) X nJp(a) X (r(c, U, a)

CS(a) = f(a) X (
The last bracket is strictly positive from Lemma 1.

To prove (b), observe ;" < r(c; Uy) for each k = 1,2 and a}’ < aj' both holding is equivalent

toa¥ < a¥ < a;. Defining B(a) := f(f B.(a)dH(c), we have CS(a;H) = B(a) - =£9YLE,[c]

1—F(a)
for a < az. Since Ey,[c] = Ep,[c] by assumption, CS(al; H)) = CS(al; Hy) < CS(a)'; Hy)

follows. ]

Proof of Proposition 6 We prove the result maintaining Assumption 1. (The general case with-
out the assumption is deferred to Online Appendix D.1.) Fix H, satisfying Assumption 1 and
@ € (1,£). Note an a-scale shift H, of H, also satisfies the assumption. By Corollary 1, it suffices

to show ha(c) < i (c¥). Define Sy(c) := 242 for ¢ > 0 and S4(0) := hy(0). Then,

1
hy(cd') = min S,(c) = — min S(c) < min S(c) = hy(c)).
ce[0,ac] @ c€[0,c] cel0,c]
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If 1(c}’) > -, they by Proposition 4, a;, > 0. By Corollary 1, @)’ < a}'. If hi(c}') < -, we obtain
a’l"l = a’z"l =0. a
Proof of Proposition 7 Assume H;, H, both satisfy Assumption 1 and H, first order stochasti-
cally dominates H,. Since H,(c) < H,(c) for all ¢, we have S,(c) < S(c), implying hz(cgl ) =
Mingejoz S2(¢) < mingepz S1(c) = hi(c}!). By Corollary 1, a)f < a}!. If Hy(c) < H,(c) for all c,

. . . . . . M M M
then the inequality is strict, hence implying a;' < a}" whenever a;” > 0. O

Proof of Corollary 2 Assume each H, satisfies Assumption 1. (The general case without the

assumption is deferred to Online Appendix D.1.) Suppose H, — ¢y weakly and supp(H;) ~\, {0}.

We claim that A (c}') — oo, which, by continuity of ¢x(-), implies a}' = ¢! ( m (ikM)) — ¢;'(0) = 1.
Assume to the contrary that {hk(ckM )}, is bounded above by some constant M. Then, Hk(ckM ) <
Mc! for all k. Since supp(Hy) \, {0}, we have ¢} — 0, and thus Hy(c}") — 0. Define the indicator
functions f; = I[c < ¢}'], so that ffdek = Hi(c)!) — 0. Also, since supp(Hy) \, {0}, we
have liminf; .« ¢ fi(c") = I[c < 0]. Applying Fatou’s lemma for weakly converging measures

(Theorem 1.1, Feinberg et al. (2014)) yields:

1= fl[[c < 0]doy = fklim inf fi(c")doo < liin infffdek = liin inf H(c}") = 0,
which is a contradiction. Hence h(c}') — oo. i

(o)

Proof of Corollary 3  Assume the sequence {H,};”, converges to 6; weakly and supp(H;) = [0, ]
for all k. We show that for large enough k, each H; satisfies Assumption 1 and /(c})) < ﬁ, which
by Proposition 4 implies ¢} = 0. Fix € > 0. Since H; — 6 weakly and the point of discontinuity

of I[¢ < ¢ — €] is measure zero under oz,

1 1
f I[c < ¢ - €ldHi(c) = Hi(c — €) — f I[c < ¢ - €]doz(c) = 0.
0 0

c—€

Hence, there exists some K > 0 such thatforall k > K, Hi(c—¢€) < (c—¢€) ;lz which implies A9

%, < 1. This inequality guarantees that Assumption 1 holds for Hy, and moreover, h(c’) < ;lz
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Proof of Proposition 8 We show part (a). Part (b) is deferred to Appendix D.1. Assume H,
satisfies Assumption 1. By Corollary 1, it suffices to show hA(c/lM > ho(coM ) and that hl(c’}” ) is
strictly increasing in A. Note the average density associated with H, is given by S ,(c) = % +
(1 = )So(c), so Hy(c) also satisfies the assumption. Because Hy # U[0, c], Assumption 1 implies

min, So(c) = ho(cg”) < % Hence, for all A € (0, 1],
1
ho(cdh) < A= + (1 = Dho(c)) = min S y(c) = ha(ch).
C c

Finally, differentiating with respect to A gives %h NGO

oll—

— hp(cM) > 0.

Proof of Proposition 9 Assume H; and H, both satisfy Assumption 1 and H, is an MPS of
H,. The general case without the assumption is proved in Online Appendix D.1. Under Assump-
tion 1, the global minimum c,i” € [0, ¢) of S(c) must satisfy the first- and second-order conditions:
Si(ch) = h(c}") and hi(c)!) > 0, respectively.

To prove (a), assume H; and H, both admit strictly quasi-convex densities. Note H, single
crosses H; from above at some s € (0,¢), i.e. Hy(c) > H;(c) for ¢ € (0, s) and H,(c) < H(c) for
¢ € (s,¢). Note each ¢} must both lie above s. Hence, we have S,(c}) < Sa(c)) < Si(c}h), ie.
ho(c) < hy(c}"). By Corollary 1, a)' < all.

To prove (b), assume both H; and H, have strictly quasi-concave densities. We show ci” =0
for k = 1,2, which proves the desired result: since H, is a MPS of H,, it follows that /,(0) > h,(0),
and thus a) > a by Corollary 1. Because H; admits a strictly quasi-concave density with some
interior peak p; € (0, ¢), the density Ay is strictly increasing over [0, p,] and strictly decreasing over
[pk,c]. By the mean value theorem, for every ¢ € (0, py), there exists some m,. € (0, c) such that
HkT(C) = Si(c) = hy(m,). It follows that S (c) = % (hi(c) = Sk(c)) = % (hi(c) — hi(m,)) > 0, where the
last inequality holds because #; is increasing over [0, pi]. Hence, S(c) is strictly increasing over
(0, pr) and m. < c. Since h,’((c,i‘” ) > 0 by the second order condition, we must have ckM € [0, pl.
But S is strictly increasing over this interval, so the global minimum is attained only at the left

endpoint. Therefore, ¢! = 0. O
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B Existence and Uniqueness of the Upper Censorship Equilib-
ria

This appendix aims to prove the existence and uniqueness of upper censorship equilibria. Sec-
tion B.1 provides preliminary analysis essential for the subsequent results. Section B.2 proves
Theorem 1-(b), showing that if an upper censorship equilibrium exists, there must be a continuum
of them. Section B.3 proves the existence (Theorem 1-(a)) by explicitly constructing the maximally
informative upper censorship equilibrium, without relying on Assumption 1 and thus extending the
results to arbitrary cost distributions H (Theorem 2 generalizes Proposition 4). Finally, Section B.4
establishes that upper censorship equilibria are the only limit equilibria.

First, we begin with Lemma 2, which restates relevant results in Dworczak and Martini (2019).

Lemma 2 (Dworczak and Martini (2019)). Assume u : [0, 1] — R is continuous and has bounded

slope. Then,
1
G" € arg max f u(x)dG(x)
0

GeMPC(F)

if and only if there exists some convex function ¢ : [0, 1] — R such that (a) fol ¢dF = fol ¢dG*, (b)
d(x) > u(x), and (c) supp(G*) C {x|¢(x) = u(x)}. Moreover, for any [a,b] C [0, 1]:

1. if ¢ is strictly convex in [a, b], then ¢(x) = u(x) and G*(x) = F(x) for all x € [a, b], or

2. if ¢ is affine in [a, b] and |a, b] is the maximal interval on which ¢ is affine, then

b b
G(a) = F(a), G(b) = F(b), f tG(t) = f tF(t), ¢(c) = u(c) for some c € [a,b] (B.1)

We introduce multiple definitions:

e When the distribution G satisfies the conditions in (B.1), we say G is a strict MPC of F over

[a, b], or just strict MPC when the context is clear.

h©) ifc=0
e Define the average slope of H(:) in [0, c] as S(c¢) := H(c)
— ifc>0
c
e Define c.,, € [0, ] as
Cean := inf{c : W'(r) < Oforall z € (c,c]}. (B.2)
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If the set in (B.2) is empty, we define c.,, := ¢. If the set in (B.2) is nonempty, [Ccqp, C]

characterizes the maximal interval including ¢ where H is concave.

e Define @ := ¢;;'(¢). By Lemma 1, a < rif and only if a < @.

B.1 Preliminary Analysis

In this section, we prove the following proposition, which serves a key role in characterizing and
verifying whether an upper censorship distribution U, is an equilibrium. It states that when the

competition is sufficiently intense, it suffices to check conditions related to the cost distribution H.

Proposition 10. There exists some N > 0 such that U, is an equilibrium for n > N if and only if

(a) a <aandS(c) > —— forall c €[0,cl.

cr(a)
(b) a > a and the following conditions all hold:
(i) S(c) = S(cr(a)) > h(cp(a)) for all c € [0, cr(a)]

(”) CF(a) 2 Ceav

Proof of Proposition 10 We prove the proposition in multiple steps. First, we show that veri-
fying whether U, is an equilibrium reduces to analyzing the virtual interim demand ¢,. Then, we

establish lemmas connecting the properties of ¢, to those of the cost distribution H.
Lemma 3. For any a > 0, define the auxiliary function ¢, as follows:
D(x; U,) x<a

Pa(x) 1= D(,; U, — D(a; U,) _
k,—a

(x—a)+D(a;U,) x>a

then, U, is an equilibrium if and only if (i) ¢, is convex and (ii) ¢,(x) = D(x; U,).

Proof. The if direction is trivial by construction and Lemma 2. To prove the only if part, assume
U, is an equilibrium. Then, there exists some function ¢ satisfying conditions of Lemma 2. We
prove ¢ = ¢,. Clearly, ¢(x) = D(x;U,) = ¢,(x) over [0,a]. Since U, is a strict MPC of F over
[a, 1], ¢ must be linear over [a, 1]. Furthermore, {a, k,} C {x|¢(x) = D(x; U,)} implies ¢ = ¢, at
x = a and x = k,. Since both ¢, ¢, are both linear over [a, 1] and coincide in two points of the

interval, they must be equal over [a, 1]. Hence, ¢ = ¢,. O
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We can restate the conditions of ¢, from Lemma 3 in terms of H. Since ¢, is linear over [a, 1],
establishing the convexity of ¢, over [0, 1] reduces to verifying whether ¢, is (i) convex over [0, a],
and (ii) has an increasing kink at x = a. Each of these conditions are established in Lemma 5 and
Lemma 6. Additionally, Lemma 7 establishes conditions ensuring ¢, > D.

If a > r, then the convexity of ¢,(x) = D(x; U,) over x € [r,a] is directly tied to the curvature of
the search cost distribution H, specifically the sign of the second derivative 4’(c). This relationship

is formalized in the lemma below.

Lemma 4. Let G € MPC(F) and fix some x > r = r(c; G) such that (x — €, x + €) C supp(G) for
some € > 0. Assume D(x; G) is twice differentiable at x for some n = m. Then, there exists some

N:c > O such that ifn > N, ¢,
(a) if W(cg(x)) >0, then D”(x;G) < O.
(b) if W (cg(x)) <0, then D" (x;G) >0

Furthermore, if h'(c) < 0 for all ¢ € [cp(x),c], then there exists some N > 0 such that D" (t; F) > 0

forallt e [r, x].
Proof. See Online Appendix D. m|
Lemma 5 (Convexity of ¢,(x) over [0,al). Fix a and let r = r(c; U,).

(a) There exists some N > 0 such that if n > N, ¢,(x) is convex over [0, min(a, r)].

(b) Assume a € (a, 1). There exists some N > 0 such that if n > N, ¢, is convex over [0, a] if and

only if h'(cp(x)) < 0 forall x € [r,al.

Proof. Since ¢,(x) = F"~'(x) over the interval [0, min(a, r)], we prove the convexity of F"~! for

large enough n. Direct calculation gives
(F™Y = (n= DF"|(n=2)f* + f'F| 2 (n = DF""'[(n = 2ym} - M|,

where my := minyeo, 1) f(x) and My := max,epo,17 f'(x), which are guaranteed to exist because f, f”
is continuous over a compact interval [0, 1]. Strictly positive density f implies m; > 0, ensuring
the term inside the square bracket is strictly positive for large enough n. This proves part (a) of the
lemma. To prove (b), it suffices to prove the convexity of ¢, over [r,a]. Since D(x; U,) = D(x; F)

over [r, a], the result follows from Lemma 4. O

36



Part (a) and (b) of the following lemma links the kink of ¢, at x = a to the cost distribution H.

Part (c) proves that if ¢, is convex over [0, 1], so is ¢, for all b < a.

Lemma 6 (Convexity of ¢,(x) at x = a). There exists some N > 0 such that lim,_,,, ¢/(x) >

lim,,,- ¢/ (x) for all n > N if and only if either
(a) a <aor
(b) a>aandS (cr(a)) > h(cp(a)).
Moreover,
(c) Assume lim,_,,, ¢/ (x) > lim,_,,_ ¢/ (x) and D(x; F) is convex over [0, al, then

(i) lim,_p, ¢ (x) 2 lim,_,;,_ ¢, (x) holds for all b < a.

42 (ce)

(ii) The right derivative lim,_,;,, ¢,(x) is a increasing function in b € [0, a] an o 1sa
increasing function in b € [a, a).
Proof. We first prove the case of a < a. Observe that for any a > 0,
J
lim w() (B.3)

woe (11— DF@"2f(a)

since the denominator vanishes exponentially faster than the numerator Jz(a) = nif ;‘&)) — F(a)"".
Jr

Calculation gives lim,_,,4 ¢/ (x) = k—f"a) and lim,_,,_ ¢/(x) = (n—1)F(a)""%f(a). Hence, lim,_,,, ¢/ (x) >

WM > k, — a, which holds for large enough n from (B.3).

Now assume a > a and S (cr(a)) = HELF;(ESD > h(cr(a)). We need to show

lim,_,,- ¢/(x) if and only if

Jr(a)

lim ¢ (x) = g er@) 2 lim ¢, () = (1 = F@)h(cr(@)Jp(a) + (n = DF (@) f(a)H(cF(a))

The inequality holds if and only if —ZE%rm(1 — F(a)) (% - h(cF(a))) > H(cp(a)). The
term inside the bracket is strictly positive by assumption. Hence from (B.3), the inequality holds
for large enough n.

The proof of (c) is deferred to the Online Appendix D; we only sketch the argument here.
Define R(a) and L(a) as the right and left derivatives of ¢,(x) at x = a, respectively. The kink size

A(a) := R(a) — L(a) can be explicitly characterized by solving a first-order ordinary differential
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equation A’(a) = ka%aA(a) — L'(a). Using the boundary condition A(a) > 0 and the monotonicity
of L(t), we show A(b) > 0 for all b < a, which proves part (i). A straightforward calculation then

establishes part (ii) as a corollary. m|

Lemma 7 (Conditions for ¢, > D). (a) If a < a, then ¢,(x) > D(x;U,) for all x if and only if

S(c) = Cpl(a) forall c € [0,c].

(b) If a > a, then ¢,(x) > D(x; U,) for all x if and only if S (c) > S (cr(a)) for all c € [0, cp(a)].

Proof. We only need to check over the interval [a, 1], where ¢,(x) = M(x a)+ D(a; U,).

First, consider a < a. This implies H(cy, (a)) = 1. Thus, ¢,(x) > D(x; U,) for all x € [a, 1] if and

only if
J
kF(a) (x—a) = Jp(a)(1 — H(cy,(x))) Vxe€la,k,]. (B.4)
a—a
Using ¢y, (x) = (F(a) — 1)(x — k,) for x € [a, k,], we rewrite the left-hand side as L(x —a) =
Cug (%) : s H(ey, (0) 1 _
1+ Fa-Dia" Therefore, (B.4) holds if and only if % (x) 2 Foher = (a) for all x.
Therefore, the inequality holds if and only if S (c) = £ (C) > —— for all c.

c (a)
If a > a, then H(cy, (a)) < 1. The condition ¢,(x) > D(x, U,) becomes

Jr(a)
kF H(cy,(a))(x —a) = Jp(a)(H(cy, (@) — H(cy,(x))). (B.5)
Using the same substitution as in (a), this simplifies to Hi;”“(g)) > HEZU‘E;’)) = H(CF(“)) for all x € [a, 7).
Under cy, (+), this range corresponds to ¢ € [0, cr(a)]. The lemma is proved. O
Now, Proposition 10 follows from Lemmas 3, 5, 6 and 7. O

B.2 Proof of Theorem 1-(b)

Assume U, is an equilibrium. Let b < a. Since ¢,(x) is convex, ¢,(x) = ¢,(x) is convex over
[0, ] € [0, a]. Furthermore, by Lemma 6-(c), ¢, exhibits an increasing kink at x = . By Lemma 3,

it remains to show ¢,(x) > D(x' U,) for all x to prove U, is an equilibrium. If a < @, then by

Lemma 7-(a), we have S(c) > for all ¢ € [0, c]. Since cg(+) is a strictly decreasing function,

c (a)
for any b < a, we have S(c) > % ps) for all c. Hence, ¢,(x) > D(x; U,) by Lemma 7-(a).
If @ > a, then by Lemma 7-(b), S(c) > S (cr(a)) for all ¢ € [0,cp(a)]. Lemma 6-(c) implies
S(cp(a)) > S(cp(b)) fora < b < a. Plugging b = a, this implies S(c) > S(¢) = % for all ¢. Hence,

S z2z>—5 (b) if b < a. This prove ¢,(x) > D(x; U,) for all x by Lemma 7-(b). O
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B.3 Existence and Characterization of Upper Censorship Equilibria (Theo-

rem 1-(a) and Proposition 4)

We now construct the maximally informative upper-censorship equilibrium U, establishing ex-
istence as stated in Theorem 1-(a). Theorem 2 generalizes Proposition 4 by characterizing the
maximally informative upper-censorship equilibria without relying on Assumption 1. According
to Proposition 10, identifying an equilibrium U, reduces to characterizing the set of feasible values
cr(a) that satisfy the conditions of Proposition 10.

Define m(H) as the set of critical points ¢y € [0,c] where S’(cy) = 0 and S(cp) is global

minimum of S over the interval [0, ¢y], and define ¢, as follows:

m(H) = {co : S'(cp) = 0and S(c) > S(cp) for all ¢ < ¢y} (B.6)

Ceav if m(H) = 0 or m(H) = {c}
(B.7)

¢ =\ max ( afzegmr(r;i)nS(c)) if m(H) # 0 and m(H) # {c}
Since S’ is continuous, m(H) is closed and ¢y, is well-defined. If m(H) is nonempty, then ¢, is
the point at which S attains the smallest local minimum. If there are multiple points where the
smallest local minimum is attained, we define ¢, be the largest minimizer. If m(H) = 0 or if it is
the boundary case of m(H) = {c}, we set ¢ := Ceqp- Note m(H) = @ or m(H) = {c} if and only if
H is convex over [0, ¢] and strictly convex over some subinterval. We first establish the properties

of Cloc-
Lemma 8. Assume m(H) # 0 and ¢;,. < c.

(a) Then, the equation
S(c) = S (Cloc) (B.8)

admits either one or no solution in ¢ € (¢jye, CJ.

(b) The solution cy, € (Cioe, C) to (B.8) exists if and only if S (cjpc) >
OI’lly ifS(Cloc) = %

. Moreover, ¢y, = c if and

oll—

(c) S'(csor) < 0 (equivalently, S (cgo1) > h(cyor)). Moreover, S'(c) < 0 for all ¢ € (cgy, C).

(d) S(c) = S(cgy) forall c € [0, c,] with the equality holding only at ¢ € {cjyc, Cs01}. Moreover,
if S(croe) < % then S (c) = S (cie) for all ¢ € [0, ¢, with S (c) > S (cioc) for all ¢ € (cipe, C].
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Proof. See Appendix D. O

Note if S(cjpe) > %, choosing a such that cr(a) = max(cy,, ceqy) Satisfies the conditions in
Proposition (10)-(b). The condition S (c) > S(cr(a)) > h(cp(a)) follows from directly Lemma 8-
(c,d), while cp(a) > c.4 follows by construction. If S (cj,.) < % and m(H) # 0, {c}, this is equivalent

to Assumption 1 in the text, implying that Proposition 4 corresponds to Theorem 2-(a,b).

Theorem 2. Fix N large enough that Lemma 5 and Lemma 6 holds. Then, the maximally informa-

tive upper censorship equilibrium threshold a™ is characterized as follows.

(a) If m(H) # 0 and S (cioc) < 3,

a’ =0

(b) If m(H) # 0,{c} and -, < S(cioe) < %,

1
ool
F S(Cl()c)

(c) If m(H) # 0 and S (cjc) > % then

M -1
a =cCyp (max(ccau’ Csol))

(d) If m(H) = 0 or m(H) = {c}

M -1
a =cCp (ccav)

B.3.1 (a): m(H) # 0 and S (cy,.) <

1

;

Equilibrium Check: ¢ = 0 is identical to G = 0y Let ¢(x) := %, then, ¢(x) > D(x,G),
supp(G) = (u} C (Mp(x) = D(x;G)) = [, 1], and [ $(x)dG(x) = [ p(x)dF(x). By Lemma 2,
G,» is an equilibrium.

Maximallity: By Lemma 8-(d), S(c) > S(c,.) holds for all ¢ € [0,¢]. For any a > 0, we

1
cr(a)

have cy(a) < u by definition. Since S(cj) < /ll whereas > /ll, there exists some ¢ such

that S(c) < #@ Hence, U, with a € (0, a] cannot be an equilibrium by Proposition 10. This
implies that any U, with a € (a, 1] also cannot be an equilibrium by Theorem 1-(b). Hence a® is

maximal. m]
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B.3.2  (b): m(H) # 0,{c) and -, < S(ci) < £

Equilibrium Check: Observe that ¥ = ¢} ( 5 CIM)) < a = ¢;;'(C) since cr(*) is decreasing. Hence,

S(c) = S(cpe) = —45 forall ¢ € [0,¢] by Lemma 8-(d). By Proposition 10, U,x is an equilibrium.

cp(at)

Maximallity: Assume first that a” < @, and fix some a € (a”,a]. Then, cz(a) < cp(a) = ﬁ,
H(c) < 1 By

c cr(a)’

which implies S (¢j,.) < Tl(a) By the continuity of §, there exists some ¢ such that

Proposition 10, such U, cannot be an equilibrium. Furthermore, by Theorem 1-(b), no a > a can

be an equilibrium.

Now suppose a¥ = @, which is equivalent to S (cj.) = % We consider 2 cases depending on
whether ¢;,. = cor ¢, < ¢. If ¢jp = ¢, let A := arg min,.,,, g S (€). Since m(H) # {c}, we have
|A| > 1. Consider two subcases depending on whether ¢ is an isolated point of A or not. Consider
the first case where ¢ is isolated point in A. For small enough € > 0, AN (c — €,¢) = 0. Then
there exists some ¢; < ¢ — € such that ¢; € A. Moreover, S(c) > S(c) for ¢ € (¢ — €,¢), implying
S(c1) < S(c) on this interval. Hence, for such ¢, any U, with a = ¢;'(¢) > a™ cannot be an
equilibrium by Lemma 7-(b). Thus, U, is maximal. The case of ¢;,. < ¢ follows exactly the same
reasoning.

Now consider the second case where ¢ is not an isolated point of A. Then there exists some
0 > 0 such that (¢ — 6,¢) C A, implying that S (c) is constant over (¢ — 6, ¢). Thus, S(c) = h(c) over
(¢ — 6,7). By Lemma 6-(b), for all such ¢, a = ¢;'(¢) > a™ cannot be an equilibrium. Again, U,

is maximal. O

B.3.3 (¢): m(H) # 0 and S (cjc) > % and (d): m(H) = 0 or m(H) = {c}.

Equilibrium Check: Let ¢ = max(c,q, Cs). Note & < ¢ implies a > a.

We first show (c). Assume first that m(H) # O and S(cj.) > % First consider the case
C = Csol = Ceqn- We have S(c) > S(cyp) > h(cyy) for all ¢ € [0, ¢cyy], where the first and second
inequalities follow from Lemma 8-(d) and (c), respectively. Thus, S(c) > S(¢) > h(¢) for all
c €[0,¢],and ¢ > c.4. It follows from Proposition 10 that U~ is an equilibrium. Now consider the
Case € = Ceap > Cyp- SINCE Ceyy > €401, Lemma 8-(c) implies S’ (ceqy) < 0,50 S(¢) = S (Cean) > h(Cear)
for all ¢ € [0, c.q]. Again, U, v is an equilibrium by Proposition 10-(b).

Now we show (d). Assume m(H) = (. Then, S'(c..,) < 0, since otherwise c.,, € m(H).

The function S (-) is monotonically decreasing on [0, ¢], so in particular S(c¢) > S(ccw) > h(Cear)

for all ¢ € [0, c.qy]. Hence, U, i1s an equilibrium by Proposition 10. If m(H) = {c}, then again
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S’(cear) < 0, as otherwise c.,, € m(H). The same argument shows U, is an equilibrium.

Maximality: Fix a > a™. If ¢ = ¢4, then cp(a) < c.q, violating the requirement cz(a) > Ceq
from Proposition 10-(b). Hence, U, is not an equilibrium. If ¢ = ¢y, then cp(a) < c¢yy, but
S(cr(a)) > S(csor) = S(ce), which violates the equilibrium condition from Proposition 10 that

S(c) = S(cr(a)) for all ¢ € [0, cr(a)]. Again, U, is not an equilibrium. O

B.4 Upper censorship equilibria as the unique class of equilibrium (Theo-

rem 1-(c))

In this section, we prove the following Proposition, which encompasses Theorem 1-(c) as a corol-
lary. The result shows that only upper censorship distributions U, can be limit equilibrium when

competition becomes sufficiently intense.

Proposition 11. If G ¢ {U, : a < a}, then there exist some Ng > 0 such that G ¢ E, for all
n > Ng. Moreover, if there exists some N > 0 such that G is an equilibrium for all n > N, then

GelU,:ac]0,1]}

Proof of Theorem 1-(c) By Theorem 2, there exists some N > O such thatifn > N, {U, : a <
a”} C E,. This implies {U, : a < a"} C liminf,_ E,,limsup, ,  E,. Assume G ¢ {U, : a €
[0, 1]}. Proposition 11 implies G ¢ limsup,_, E, as well as G ¢ liminf,_ E,. Furthermore,
M)

since U, is maximal, {U, : a > a”} N E,, = 0 for all n. Hence, liminf, _, , E, = limsup, , E, =

(U, :a <ady. m]

Proof of Proposition 11 We prove necessary lemmas. Lemma 9 establishes that equilibrium
G must have an atom at the maximum of its support, and continuous elsewhere. Lemma 10 and
Lemma 11 addresses characterizes equilibrium properties over [0, r] and [r, 1], respectively. Com-

bining these lemmas proves Proposition 11, which is presented at the end of this section.
Lemma 9 (Necessity of continuity and atom). Assume G is an equilibrium and kg := max(supp(G)).
(a) G is continuous at [0, kg).

(b) G has an atom at kg.
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Proof. The proof of (a) is deferred to Online Appendix D; we sketch the proof here. Suppose to
the contrary that G has an atom at some x, € (0, kg) with size @ = G({x¢}). For small enough € > 0,
consider a deviation G, that splits the mass « at x; into mass ﬁaf at xo — ne€ and mass -« at

Xo + €. We show this constitutes a profitable deviation:

aH(cg(x0))

n—1 n—1
w1 (G(x0)"" — G(x—)") > 0.

1 1
lin(} ( f D(x;G)dG(x) - f D(x; G)dG(x)) >
«=0\Jo 0

To prove (b), assume, to the contrary, that G is an equilibrium but is continuous in k;. We show
this implies D(x; G) to be strictly concave locally around kg, which contradicts the convexity of
D(x; G) (Lemma 2). Let € > 0 be small enough such that (kg — €, ks) C supp(G). Since G is an
equilibrium, Lemma 2 implies that ¢(x) = D(x; G) is convex over (kg — €, k). Therefore, D(x; G)

is almost everywhere differentiable over this interval, with the derivative
D'(x;G) = (1 = G(x)h(cg(0))J(x) + (n — DG(x)"*g(x)H(cs(x)) = 0.

The first term is strictly positive for x < ks and the second term is weakly positive. This implies
D'(x; G) > 0 for all x < K. Moreover, lim,_;,- G(x) = 1 implies lim,_;,- D'(x; G) = 0.

Now, fix some y € (kg — €, k), and choose 6 € (0, D'(y; G)). By the assumption of continuity,
lim,_,;,_ D’(x; G) = 0. Therefore, there exists some €5 such that D’'(x; G) < ¢ for all x € (k — €, k).
But this implies that D’(y; G) > D’(x; G) for all max(y, k — €5) < x < k, which contradicts the weak

convexity of D(x; G) over (kg — €, k). Therefore, G must have an atom at k. O

Lemma 10 (Equilibrium properties of G over [0, r]). There exists some N > 0 such that for any

n > N, any equilibrium G must either
(a) G =0over|0,r], or
(b) G = F over [0, a] and constant over (a, r] for some a < r.

Furthermore, if G does not satisfy either (a) or (b), then there exists some Ng such that G is not an

equilibrium if n > Ng.

Proof. The detailed proof of the steps are deferred to Online Appendix D. Here, we outline the
main steps of the proof. Assume G is an equilibrium. We first show that m := min(supp(G)) must

be either 0 or r. If m = r, then the statement (a) of the lemma holds. So, we focus on the case m = 0.
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We then establish that supp(G) N [0, r] is connected, meaning that for some a < r, G is increasing
over [0, a] and flat over [a, r]. Next, we prove that G = F over [0, €] for some € > 0. If this were
not true, then the linearity of G*! over some interval of 0 (Lemma 2) implies lim,_,o, g(x) = oo,
contradicting the assumption that G is an MPC of F. We then show the full information region
{x|G(x) = F(x)} N [0, r] must be connected. To see why, suppose G = F over some [0, x;] and
again over [x,, x3] with G"™! being linear over [x,, x,]. If N is sufficiently large, F"~! is convex,
implying G*! > F"! over [x;, x;]. Since G = F over [0, x;], this implies fox G(dt > fox F(t)dt
over x € [xy, x;], contradicting that G is an MPC of F. Finally, we rule out the possibility that
G = F over some [0, a] and G"! is linear over [a, r]. Let [a, b] be the maximal interval where G
is a strict MPC of F. If b = r, then by the same reasoning above, G cannot be an MPC of F. If
b > r, then D(x; G) always exhibits a strictly increasing kink at x = r, contradicting the linearity

of D(x; G) over [a, b]. m]

Lemma 11 (Equilibrium properties of G over [r, 1]). If there exists some N such that G is an

equilibrium for all n > N, then either
(a) supp(G) N (r,kg) =0, or
(b) supp(G) N (r,kg) = (r,a] U {kg} where G = F over [r, al.

Furthermore, if G does not satisfy either (a) or (b), then there exists some Ng such that G is not an

equilibrium if n > Ng.

Proof. Let A := supp(G) N (r,kg). We focus on the case where A # (0. By Lemma 2, D(x; G)
must be a convex function over supp(G) and a necessary condition for the convexity (Lemma 4)
is that /' (cg(x)) < 0 for all x € A. Since D(x; G) is strictly convex over A, Lemma 2 implies that
A C {x|G(x) = F(x)}. Since G has an atom at kg, G is a strict MPC of F over (kg — €, kg + €).
Therefore, max A # kg. This implies that G is constant over [max A, k) and jumps to 1 at k. Let
B := inf A. Suppose that § > r. From Lemma 10, G = F over some [0, a] and is constant over
[a,r]. Since B > r, G is also constant over [r,3] and hence over [a,]. This is a contradiction
because F(a) = G(a) = G(B) = F(B) > F(a). Hence, we must have = r, implying that G = F
over [r, maxA).

The last part follows from the Lemma 4: if G is a strict MPC of F over some (x — €, x + €) C
supp(G) N (r, kg), either D(-; G) is strictly concave or strictly convex over (x — €, x + €) for large

enough n > Ng, contradicting Lemma 2. O
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Proposition 11 directly follows from Lemmas 9, 10 and 11. Assume there exists some N > 0
such that G is an equilibrium for all » > N. By Lemma 9, G must have an atom at ks and continuous
over [0, kg]. Lemma 10 shows that either G = 0 over [0, r] or G = F over some [0, a,] and remains
constant over [ay, r]. We consider three cases:

First, if G = 0 over [0, ], then by Lemma 11, supp(G) N (r, kg) = 0. Therefore, G must be a
point mass G = 6y, = 6,. Second, if G = F over [0, a,] with a; < r, then Lemma 11 again implies
that supp(G) N (r, kg) = 0. Therefore, G = U,,. Finally, assume G = F over [0, r]. If Lemma 11
applies, we have G = U,,. Otherwise, if supp(G) N (r,kg) # 0, then G = F over some interval
[r,a;]. Therefore, G = U,,. For all three cases, G € {U, : a € [0, 1]}. This completes the proof of
Proposition 11.

Assume G ¢ {U, : a € [0,1]}. If the conditions of Lemma 9-(a,b) fail, then G is not an
equilibrium for any n. If they hold, then G must violate at least one of the necessary conditions
stated in Lemma 10-(a,b) or Lemma 11-(a,b). Hence, there exists some N > 0 such that G is not

an equilibrium for any n > N. O
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Supplemental Materials for Online Publication

C Extensions of the Model

This Online Appendix provides detailed analyses of the model extensions discussed briefly in

Section 6 of the main text.

C.1 Discrete cost distributions

Our main analysis considers continuous search cost distributions H with support [0,c]. A com-
mon alternative in the literature is the binary "shopper model" introduced by Stahl (1989), where
consumers fall into two categories: a fraction p € (0, 1) are shoppers with zero search costs, and
the remaining fraction (1 — p) of searchers have a positive, homogeneous search cost ¢ > 0. Since
all searchers share a homogeneous search cost ¢ > 0, firms need only consider single reservation
value r instead of the range [r, 7]. Furthermore, the demand D(x; G) now exhibits a discrete jump
at r, with the jump size given by (1 — p)Jg(7).

In this binary setting, an upper-censorship distribution is no longer an equilibrium. With a con-
tinuous search cost distribution, the tie at the purchase signal k, was immaterial—it only affected
a measure-zero set of consumers with ¢ = 0. However, under the binary search cost framework,
any tie at an atom affects a strictly positive mass p of consumers. As a result, firms can profitably
deviate by splitting the atom to enjoy a discrete increase in profit.

Instead, equilibria take the form of pseudo-upper censorship distributions, preserving core char-
acteristics of UCE. Firms pool information just above the reservation value to secure non-shoppers
while still providing competitive signals at lower levels to attract revisits by shoppers. However,
pooling no longer occurs at a single atom; rather, it is spread continuously above r, ensuring that
the payoff function (1 — p)Js(r) + pG(x)"~! remains linear. This linearity balances competing in-
centives: although non-shoppers have stopped searching, firms must still compete for shoppers
who continue searching even at high signal values.

This result generalizes naturally to any discrete cost distribution, as formally stated below.

Proposition 12. Let supp(H) = {0 < ¢; < -+- < ¢4} and for each i = 1,...,d, denote r; the

reservation value for each c;-consumer. If G is an equilibrium, then

(a) (Pooling above the highest reservation value) G™" is linear over (r1, r, + €) for some € > 0.
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(b) (Full disclosure below the lowest reservation value) There exist some N > 0 such that if

n > N and G(ry) > 0, then for some a € (0, ry], G = F over [0,a] and G is flat over [a, r,].

The above proposition generalizes the result of Boleslavsky and Krasteva (2023). In their pa-
per, they adopt the shopper model, focusing on the duopoly case with a uniform prior F = U[O0, 1].
They showed that the equilibrium information structure is linear above the reservation value r, and
any information disclosed below r must be fully disclosed. Proposition 12 extends their equilib-
rium characterization partially to general priors F and discrete cost distributions H. However, full
disclosure below the lowest reservation value requires sufficiently intense competition (large n).
This dependence on n arises to guarantee the convexity of F"~!. If the prior F is already convex-as
in the uniform case analyzed by Boleslavsky and Krasteva (2023)-a duopoly (n = 2) suffices to
guarantee full disclosure below r.

While our paper exclusively analyzes information provision, Boleslavsky and Krasteva (2023)
integrates pricing into their model, uncovering non-monotonic effects of search costs on equilib-
rium prices and informativeness. Thus, our studies complement each other: we focus deeper into
the dimension of information competition, especially emphasizing the role of consumer hetero-
geneity, while they highlight the interplay between pricing and information provision.

Our modeling approach, using a continuum of search costs, centers on delivering clear com-
parative static results. In the binary shopper model, changes in parameters (such as p or ¢) simul-
taneously affect both the level and heterogeneity of search costs, making it difficult to disentangle
these two effects. A continuous framework permits a clearer distinction between "increased costs"
and "increased heterogeneity," without imposing parametric assumptions. Nonetheless, our core
results and intuitions naturally extend to discrete distributions that include positive-mass atoms at

arbitrary cost levels.

C.2 Small market equilibria

Throughout the paper, we have focused on large markets (large but finite n) and its limit (n — o).
In real-world settings, the large market assumption—together with the random search process—is
justified in context such as online marketplaces, digital platforms, and large-scale service indus-
tries. In these environments, consumers often face a vast number of options and engage in search

without a predetermined order, making random search a reasonable approximation.



We adopt the large market assumption for two key reasons. First, from a theoretical standpoint,
our objective is to explore the extent competition can promote (or deter) information disclosure
under search cost heterogeneity. Since established results in the literature rely on sufficiently com-
petitive settings, adopting this assumption directly compare our findings with those in the existing
literature.

Second, the large market assumption helps mitigate the technical complexities associated with
small markets. As noted in Dworczak and Martini (2019), the objective function D(x; G) must be
convex in the region of full-disclosure (G = F) and linear in every subinterval of supp(G) where
G is a strict MPC of F.>” The inherent non-linearity and complexity of the objective function (see
Equation (4)), makes the small market characterization exceedingly difficult. ¥

Nevertheless, if we relax some generality of our framework by imposing additional structure
on either the cost distribution H (Proposition 13) or the prior distribution ' (Proposition 14), we

can still characterize equilibria in small markets.
Proposition 13. Assume G is an equilibrium. For any n > 0,
(a) (Atom at the top) G must have an atom at max(supp(G)) = r.

(b) (Disclosure at the bottom) If G(r) > 0, there exist some partition0 = xo < -+ < X)) < X =71
that for eachi = 0, ...,k — 2, on the interval [x;, xi.1], either G = F or G"™! is linear. These

intervals alternate, and G is constant for the final interval [x;—,, r].
Furthermore, if H is strictly convex, strictly concave or linear,

(c) (No partial-purchase signals) if xy_; < r, then supp(G) N (r,r) =0

The general intuition behind the upper-censorship distribution remains unchanged. Firms place
an atom at 7 to retain all consumer types, and they compete below r to maximize their chances of
being revisited. The only difference lies in how firms compete in low signals below r. For small n,
the competition is not intense enough to promote full disclosure. The alternating equilibrium struc-

ture below r is exactly that of Hwang et al. (2023). Locally, firms either fully disclose information

3"We say G € MPC(F) is a strict MPC of F over [a, b] if G(a) = F(a), G(b) = F(b), fab xdF = fab xdG and there
doesn’t exist any € > 0 where G = F over (x — €, x + €) for any x € (a, b).

38For instance, while Au and Whitmeyer (2023) mainly focus on discrete priors, they also resolve the continuous
prior case only under the assumption of sufficiently large markets.



(G = F), or garble information in such a way that G"~! is linear, ensuring indifference. Note this
pooling structure was already observed in Section C.1.
If instead, we relax the generality of the prior distribution by considering binary match values,

we obtain a similar pooling structure:

Proposition 14. Assume the match values are binary {0, 1}, i.e. F € A({0, 1}) and that H is strictly
convex, strictly concave, or linear. For any n, if G is an informative equilibrium, there exist some

a < r such that
(a) G"is linear over [0, a]

(b) The complementary mass is placed at max(supp(G)).

D Other Omitted Proofs

D.1 Omitted Proofs of Appendix A without Assumption 1

In Appendix A, all distributions H; were assumed to satisfy Assumption 1, corresponding to cases
(a) and (b) of Theorem 2. In this section, we address the remaining cases (c¢) and (d), where

Assumption 1 fail.

Proof of Proposition 6 Since H,(c) is an a-scale shift of H;, all relevant quantities scale accord-
ingly: €2 = @C1caps Coloe = QCY joe, aS WEll @S € 501 = @ 401 1f €1 50 €Xists. Note H; and H, both
must fall into the same case of Theorem 2. Consider case (c). By definition, m(H,) = m(H,)
and S(c1i) > % implies S»(c200) = éS 1(C1i0e) > % Moreover, since max(ca caps C2.cav) =

a max(Cy cqp» C1.cav)s WE conclude:

M -1 -1 M
a2 = CF (maX(CZ,cavs CZ,sol)) < CF (maX(cl,cav, cl,s()l)) = al .

Case (d) also follows from this inequality.

Proof of Corollary 2 Assume all H; satisfies Assumption (d). As supp(Hg) \, {0}, Crcaw \ 0.
Hence, a}' = ¢;'(ckew) = ¢;'(0) = 1. Now assume all H; satisfies Assumption (c). Similarly,

Chcavs Chjoc ANd €y 5o; all vanishes to zero. Hence, max(cy cav» Cr.sor) \ 0, implying aﬁl - 1.



Now consider an arbitrary sequence of {H,}. For any subsequence of {H},};, we can find sub-
subsequence {Hk,-j }; where all the elements fall into the same case in Theorem 2. We already proved

that @' — 1 if all elements fall into the same case. Hence, a — 1. O
ij

Proof of Proposition 8 Note that S (c) = /l%+(1 —A)S o(c), soits derivatives satisfy S/, = (1-1)S,
and §7 = (1 — DS It follows that S (c) > S(cp) if and only if § (c) > § i(co), implying that the
sets m(H,) = m(H,) coincide for all 4 € (0, 1), and in particular, ¢y .. = Cacq for all 4 € (0, 1).
Additionally, if m(Hy) # 0, then cg .. = ca40. for all 4 € (0, 1). Hence, we suppress the subscript A
and write simply ¢4, ¢joc throughout.

Case (c): Assume m(Hy) # 0 and So(cie) > % Fix 2 € (0,1). Then, S (cjc) = /1% +
(1 = DSolcie) > % By Lemma 8-(b), the equation Sy(c) = hy(c,.) admits a unique solution

Co.s01 € (Cloc> €) and S 1(¢) = hy(cj,) admits a unique solution in ¢, 5 € (Cloe, €). Observe
1 1
S a(Casor) = halCroc) = /1% + (1 = Dho(cioe) = /1% + (1 = DS o(co,s01) = S a(Co,500)-

By the uniqueness of solutions, we must have c, s,; = co . Therefore,

M -1 -1 M
a,l = CF (max(ccav, C/onl)) = CF (max(ccav, CO,xol)) = a()

Case (d): Follows directly since ¢, remains constant for all 1 € [0, 1), implying a¥ =

i (Cear) = all. O

Proof of Proposition 9 Assume H, and H, both admits strictly quasi-convex densities. Note H;

single crosses H, from below. Note ¢, = ¢ for both k = 1,2. Either only H,; fails Assumption
1

1 or both does. First consider the case only H; fails Assumption 1. Since hz(ci” ) < =, we have

all = c;!( h(ciloc)) < ¢;'(¢) = a by Theorem 2. a}! = ¢;!(c) = a. Hence, a}! > a. If both H; and

H, fails Assumption 1, a) = ¢;'(¢kcq) = @ by Theorem 2. Hence, a)f = a),

For (b), assume H; and H, both admit strictly quasi-concave densities with interior peaks.
Denote the peaks p; as in Appendix A. Since H, single crosses H, from below, either only H;
satisfies Assumption 1 or both doesn’t. Note that ¢, ,. = 0 for both k = 1,2 and ¢ o, = pi, Where
pi 1s the peak of A, for both k = 1, 2.

Assume only H; satisfies Assumption 1. By Theorem 2, a}! = c;l(m) < ¢;'(¢) =a. On the

other hand, a)' = ¢} (k) > ¢;'(¢) = a. Hence, a)' < a)'.



If both H, and H, fails Assumption 1, m(H) # 0 as ¢y, = 0 for k = 1,2. Since the solution
cr.sor must lie in the concave region of H, akM = c;l (max(C.sor> Ckcav)) = c;l (Crsor)- It is enough
We PIove €y 4 > Ca.50- NOte both solutions must lie in the region where H,(c) > H,(c) since H,
single crosses H, from below. Let ¢ be the solution to S (¢) = h,(0). The solution ¢ exists from
Lemma 8-(b) since /,(0) > % By replicating the proof of Lemma 8-(c), we can show S1(¢) < 0,
with §(c) < 0 for all ¢ > ¢.

We first show ¢, 5, < ¢, and ¢ < ¢} 0. Observe

Si(ca,501) > Sa(c2,501) = h2(0)

where the strict inequality follows from single-crossing. Since S(c) = % < hy(0), a solution to
S 1(c) = hy(0) must exist between (c;50;, €). Since this solution is unique, it must be ¢, 5,y < ¢. Now,
¢ < ¢y.50 follows from

S1(¢) = hy(0) > hy(0) = S 1(c1 500)-

D.2 Omitted Proofs of Appendix B

Proof of Lemma 4 Since D(x; G) is twice differentiable, we have:

D’ (x;G) = (n—- 1)G"-3[(n — 1)¢*H(cg) + gGH - 2(1 — G)Ggh(cG)] — (1 =G)*Jgh' (cg) (D.1)
(1-G)Js

(- 1)Gn—3[(n — 1)g*H(cg) + g'GH - 2(1 — G)Ggh(cg) — n-DG

h’(cG)]. (D.2)

Let M, and my, be the global minimum and maximum of & over [0, c]. Likewise, define My, Mz
and my, mp analogously for f and |f”].
First consider the case /'(cg(x)) < 0. Since x < kg, there exist some € > 0 such that H(cg(x)) >
€. From (D.1),
D'(x:G) = (n = DG"|(n = Dg’e ~lg'| - 2gM, ]

The term inside the bracket is strictly positive for large enough n. This proves (a).

Now assume /’(cp(x)) > 0. We show the term inside the square bracket in (D.2) is negative for



large enough n. The term inside the square bracket in (D.2) is strictly less than

(1= GW)()
(n - 1DG(x)"3

a,:=(n-2)g° +¢’ H (cG(x)).

(1-GYJg
s (n—l)G"’3

Therefore, D (x; G) < (n — 1)G"3a, < 0 for large enough n.

As n increases

diverges exponentially faster than (n — 2)g?, implying lim,_ a, = —co.
Now consider D(x; F') and that 4’(c) < O for all ¢ € [cp(x),c]. For any ¢ € [r, x],
D"(t;F) = (n — DF(r)">[(n — D)m}H(cg(x)) — My — 2M s M)
Hence there exists some N > 0 such thatif n > N, then D" (¢; F) > 0 for all ¢ € [r, x]. O

Proof of Lemma 6 To prove (c), we distinguish cases depending on whether @ < @ or a > a.
First, consider a < a. For t < a, define R(¢) := Z—f’t) and L(t) := (n — 1)F(@®)"2f(¢) the right and
left derivative of ¢,(x) at x = t, respectively, and A(¢) := R(¢) — L(¢) the kink size. By assumption,
A(a) > 0 and L'(t) = 0 for t € [0,a]. We wish to show A(b) > O for all b < a. Note that
R(0) = # > 0 = L(0). Direct differentiation yields:

1
kt_t

(R(1) — L(1))

d 1 (Je(2)
ER(I) kt—t(

_ _ _ n—2 _
k1 (n—1DF(@) f(t))—

sothat A’(t) = C(t)A(t)— L' (t) where C(¢) := ﬁ This is a first-order ordinary differential equation.

Let E(t) := exp (— fol C(s)ds) > (), which allows us to express the solution:

E()A(t) — E(0)A(0) = — f L'(s)E(s)ds orequivalently A(¢) = % (A(O) - f L’(s)E(s)ds)
0 0

Since L'(t) > 0 and E(¢) > 0, the integrand is non-negative and increasing in ¢. Hence, the
expression in brackets is decreasing. Hence A(a) > 0 implies A(¢) > 0 for all ¢ < a.

If @ > @, define similarly for ¢ € [@,al, R(t) := #EEED (1) = (n = F (1) f()H (cr (1)) +
(1 — F())h(cp(1)Jp(r) and A(r) := R(t) — L(¢). Calculation again yields R'(r) = C(t)(R(r) — L(7)).
Defining £(1) := [0 C(s)ds, we obtain the solution A(r) = = (E@A@) - [ L'(5)E(s)). Again,
since the term in the bracket is decreasing in ¢, A(a) > 0 implies A(b) > O for all b € [a,a]. The
result over [0, a] follows from the preceding paragraph.

For the second part of (c), note R@) = C(I)A(t) > 0 for t < a implies that R(?) and R(?) is



H(cp(a) _ R(a)

cr@ = T Fayi-@- Calculation shows

increasing in ¢. Furthermore,

0 H(cr(b)) _ R(@)1 = F(@)Jr(@) + R(b)n = DF(bYf(b)(1 = F(b)) S 0.

ob cp(b) (1= F())*Jr(b)
The inequality follows since R’(a) > 0.Hence, Hi%’)’)) is increasing in b for b € [a, a].

Proof of Lemma 8 We first prove (a). Let A = {c | S(c) = S(ci.) and ¢ € (¢}, €] } be the set of
solutions to (B.8). Assume to the contrary |A| > 2.Let ¢; < ¢, be distinct elements of A. We must
have S (¢) > S(cy,) for all ¢ € (cj, c1). Otherwise, there exists some local minima ¢ € (cjye, ¢1)
of S(-). However, this implies ¢ € m(H) while S(¢) < S(cj.), contradicting minimality of ¢,..
Applying the same logic to the interval (cy, ¢;), we have S (¢) > S (cj.) for all ¢ € (cy, c;). However,
since S(c) > S(cye) for all [0, c;] and ¢; is a local minimum, this contradicts the maximality of
Cloc- Thus, A must be either empty of singleton.

We now prove (b). Since ¢y, is a local minimum, there exists some € > 0 such that S(c) >
S (Cloe) > % over ¢ € (Cjpe» Cioe + €). Since S(c) = %, a solution to (B.8) exists in (cj, + €, c] by the
intermediate value theorem (IVT). This proves the "if" part.

The proof of the "only if" part is a direct and repeated application of the IVT. Suppose the
solution c¢,,; exists and S (¢j,) < % We consider 3 cases, where S’(cy,;) is strictly greater, strictly
smaller, and equal to 0. If S"(cy,) > 0, then S (¢) < S (cy01) = S (cie) locally over ¢ € (¢ — €, Cso1)s
implying the existence of another solution of (B.8) over ¢ € (¢, C5or). Similarly, if S'(¢) < 0, then
S(c) < S(cgr) = S(cppe) < % = S(c) over ¢ € (cyy, Cso1 + €), implying the existence of another
solution of (B.8) over ¢ € (cy + €,¢). If S'(cs) = 0, we consider three subcases based on the
sign of S (cyp). If S”(c50r) > 0 then ¢y, 1s a local maximum, implying another solution of (B.8)
over ¢ € (Clpe, Csor)- If S (c501) > 0, then ¢ < 5 € m(H) with S (cy01) = S (c1c), contradicting the
maximality of ¢j.. If S”(cy0) = 0, define ¢ := inf {S"(c) < 0,¢ > cyp}. If S”(¢) > 0, ¢ is again a
local minimum of S(-) and S (¢) = S (¢j.), contradicting the maximality of ¢,.. If $”(¢) < 0, then
IVT implies another solution exists of (B.8) in (¢, ¢).

To prove (c), assume S'(cy) > 0. Then S(c) > S(cipe) > % locally at (¢, €501 + €). By IVT,
there exists another solution to (B.8), contradiction. If S'(c,,) = 0, this implies c,,; is a local
minimum with value equal to S (¢j,.), and global minimum of S over [0, c,,;]. This contradicts the
maximality of ¢;,.. Hence, S'(cy;) < 0 or equivalently, S (c,) > h(cs). To prove the second

part, assume to the contrary that S’(c) > 0 for some ¢ € (¢4, c]. Let ¢ = inf... {c[S'(c) > 0}.



If ¢ > ¢, continuity of S'(-) implies S’(¢) = 0. Since S’(c) < 0 for all ¢ € (¢, C), € is a local
minimum of § with S(¢) < S(cy) = S (cie), contradicting the minimality of cj,.. If ¢ = ¢y, this
again implies that ¢y, is a local minimum of S with S (¢y,;) = S (cha), contradicting the maximality
of ¢;,.. Hence, S’ < 0 for all ¢ > cy,,.
We now prove (d). S (c) = S(cy.) for all ¢ € [0, ¢;,.] holds by definition, and over ¢ € [cjyc, Csol]
was proved in part (a) of this lemma. This proves the first part. To prove the second part, assume
1

S(cie) < z. If S(c) < S(cie) for some ¢ > ¢, IVT implies the existence of solution to (B.8),

c

contradicting Lemma 8-(a). Hence, S (c) > S (cj.) for all ¢ € [0, c].

Proof of Lemma 9-(a) Fix ¢ > 0. We first derive the payoff D.(x; G) in Section 2 including the
case of atoms. If x < r(c), firm i is chosen if and only if i € arg max; x;, with fair tie-breaking in
case of multiplicity. The probability i is chosen is iG(x—)”‘l‘kG({x})m where m is the number of
firms in tie with i. Summing over all (”"_11) combinations for each m,

Gx)" - G(x-)"

n=l, if x < r(c)and G({x}) #0
D.(x:G)= Y. (" - 1)%G<x—>"‘l‘mc<{x})k =¢ ol
m=0 G()(j)n_1 if x < r(c) and G({X}) =0

Assume G has an atom at some xy € (0, k;). Denote the size of the atom a := G({xy}). We
construct a profitable deviation G, that spreads the atom at x; to xy — ne and xy + € in a mean-
preserving way. Formally, G, := G| + G,, where G{(A) = (1 — @)G(A) for all A C [0, 1]\{xo} and
G, = ﬁaém_ng + #af&mg. We consider 3 subcases depending on the position of the atom x.

Case 1 (xy < r): Fix some € small enough such that xy + € < r. Then,

G(xp)" — G(xo—)"
na

1
B, [D(x; G)] - BolD(x: §)] = aH (co(xo)| ——Glxo —ney'™ + #G(Xo +ert -

Taking € — 0, we have

(G(x0)"'=G(xo—)"") > 0.
(D.3)

Case 2 (xo > r): Fix some € small enough such that x) — ne > r. Note fL i i %dH (c)is still

continuous in x while G is discontinuous. Since H(cg(xo — ne)) and H(cg(xo + €)) both converges

to H(cg(xp)) as € — 0. the deviation payoff lim._,o, E¢_[D(x; G)] — Eg[D(x; G)] is exactly (D.3).

QH(CG(XO)) (ﬁG(xO_)n—l + nnﬁG(xO)n_l _ G(XO)” — G(-x()_)n) > Q’H(CG(.X()))

na nn+1)



Case 3 (xp = 1)1 As € > 0+, cg(xo + €) - Cand lim,,, [ JCIIjpi(c) = 0. Hence,

calculation gives exactly (D.3). O

Proof of Lemma 10 Assume G is an equilibrium and ¢ as in Lemma 2. We prove in multiple

steps.
Step 1: m := min(supp(G)) ¢ (0, r).

Assume to the contrary that m € (0, r). For some € > 0, G is a strict MPC of F over [0,m + €].
D(x; G) is zero over [0, m] and is positive for (m, m + €). However, Lemma 2 implies that ¢ is linear
over (0,m + €) while ¢(0) = ¢(m) = 0 and ¢(m + €) > 0, which is a contradiction. Therefore, it
must be either m = 0 or m > r. The latter proves (a). To prove (b), we assume m = 0 for the

remainder of proof.
Step 2: supp(G) N [0, r] is connected.

Assume not. Then, there exist x;, x, € supp(G)N[0, r] with x; < x; such that (x1, x,) Nsupp(G) = 0
and G(x;) > 0. For some € > 0, D(x; G) = ¢(x) is strictly increasing over (x; —€, x1) and (x,, x, +€),
while constant over (xj, x,). But no convex function can be strictly increasing, then flat, and then

strictly increasing again. Contradiction.
Step 3: There exists some € > 0 such that G(x) = F(x) for x € [0, €].

Assume not. Then, G is a strict MPC of F over some [0, €] and ¢ = D = G"~! is linear over [0, €].

There exists some a,, > 0 such that G(x)"~! = a,x over [0, €], or equivalently, G(x) = (anx)ﬁ over

[0, €]. Then G admits a density g(x) = n“_”l (a,,x)ﬁ‘1 in (0, €) which satisfies lim,_,o, g(x) = 0.
Since f is bounded, there exists some € < € where g(x) > f(x) for all x € (0,€), implying
G(x) > F(x) over the interval. This leads to fox G@dt > fox F(t)dt over the interval, contradicting

that G € MPC(F).
Step 4: {x | G(x) = F(x)} N [0, r] is connected for large enough n > N.

Assume not. Then we can find some 0 < x; < x; < x3 < r where G = F over [0,x;], G is a
strict MPC of F over [x, x»], and again G = F over [x, x3]. Fix n large enough so that F"! is
strictly convex in [0, 1]. By definition, G(x;)"! = F(x;)"! and G(x,)"! = F(x,)""!. Moreover,
G(x)"! is linear over [x;, x,] by Lemma 2, while F(x)""! is strictly convex over the same interval.
Hence, G"' > F" ' and G > F over (x, x»). This contradicts that G is an MPC of F because

[ Gwdr > [ Fod for x € (x1, x2).

10



Step 5: G(x) = F(x) for all x € supp(G) N [0, r)

From Step 4, we must have G(x) = F(x) for some x € [0, a]. If a = r, there is nothing be proven.
Assume a < r so that G is a strict MPC of F over [a, b] for some b. By the same logic of Step 4,
it must be the case b > r. Since supp(G) N [0, r] is connected, either G is constant over [a, r] or
(a,a+¢€) C supp(G) for some € > 0. For the first case, from Lemma 4, for N large enough, D(x; G)
is either strictly convex or strictly concave over (b — €, b), contradicting the linearity in Lemma 2.

For the latter, let @ = max(supp(G)N [0, r]) and 8 = min(supp(G) N [r, kg]). By Lemma 2, there
exists some ¢ such that ¢ is linear over [a, b]. Note [a,8] C [a,b]. Over [a,a], ¢(x) = G(x)""".
Since ¢ is convex, the kink must be increasing at x = a, i.e. ¢'(a+) = (n — )F(a)"%g(a+) >
¢ (a=) = (n — )F(a)"2f(a). By the MPC constraint, we also obtain g(a+) < f(a). Hence,

g(a+) = f(a). Moreover, since ¢ is linear, the slope over [, 8] must coincide with ¢’(a+), i.e.

Jr(@)(1 — H(cc(B)) _ DB;G) — D(@; G)

, _ _ n—2 —
¢'(a+) = (n— DF(a)""f(a) = B—a B-a

Rearranging, @ @
a _ Fla
1 -H(c(B) (n-DF(ay*

The right hand side diverges as n — oco. Such G cannot be a limit equilibrium.

D.3 Omitted Proofs of Appendix C

Proof of Proposition 12 'We prove for the case where H is binary. The case where H is discrete
is analogous. Let N. > 0 be large enough so that F"~! is convex for all n > N. (Lemma 5). If
G(r) > 0, following Step 1 to 4 of proof in Lemma 10, there exists a € (0, r) such thatif n > N,
then G = F over [0, a].

Since D(x; G) exhibits a discrete jump of pJs(r) at x = r, there exists some € > 0 such that G
is constant over (r — €, r). If not, i.e., (r — €, r) C supp(G) for some € > 0, there cannot exist any
convex function ¢ such that ¢(r) = lim,_,,_ ¢(x) + pJs(r), since convex functions are continuous.
Moreover, it must be the case r € supp(G). Assume not, and let 8 := min(supp(G) N [r, 1]) > r.
Then, D(x; G) is constant over [r,5]. There exists no convex ¢ that is strictly increasing in [0, a]
but constant over [r, 8] since a < r.

For later use, fix some 6 > 0. Then, there exists some Ns > O such that if n > Nj, then the

—x"

: 1
function D

x"~! is strictly increasing over x € [0, 1 — 8]. Hence, if n > Nj, Jp(x) is strictly

11



increasing for x € [0, F~!(1 - 9)].

It remains to show that G is flat over [a, r]. If not, since supp(G) N [0, r] is connected, it must
be the case where G"! is linear over [a, b] and flat over [b, r]. Let ¢ be as in Lemma 2. Since ¢ is
convex, ¢ must have an increasing kink at x = a. However, since G is an MPC of F, g(a+) < f(a).
Hence, the slope of ¢ at x = a is (n — 1)G(a)" *g(a+) = (n — 1)F(a)"2f(a). Since ¢ is linear over
[a, ], the slope ¢’ (a) must satisfy ¢'(a) = 2ED=LED 1f 5 > max(N,, N),

r—a

(n—1)F(a@)"*f(a) =

pJr(D) S pJr(a) S pJr(a)

r—a — r—a clo)-a

The first inequality follows from the fact that J is increasing, and the second follows from
the fact that r = cg;l (c) < c;l (c) because reservation values are increasing in the MPS order
(Kohn & Shavell, 1974). Rearranging,

pJr(a)

= DE@ S @ @ -a < M

must hold. However, the left hand side of the inequality diverges to infinity as n — oo. Hence,

pJr(a)

there exists some N, > O such that if n > N,, then G-DFar=

> My, contradicting that g is an
equilibrium. Furthermore, N, is increasing in a. We can choose ¢ > 0 such that F (cl‘,1 (c))<1-6.
Finally, if n > N := max(N,, Ns, MaX ef0.0=1 (o)) N,), then G = F over [0, a] and flat over [a, r] for

somea <r. O

Proof of Proposition 13 By Lemma 9-(b), G must have an atom at max(supp(G)) and be contin-
uous over [0, max(supp(G))), proving (a). Assume G(r) > 0. Then, by Steps 1 and 2 of the proof
of Lemma 10, we have min(supp(G)) = 0 and supp(G) N [0, r] is connected. Over this convex in-
terval supp(G) N [0, r], D(x; G) = ¢(x) is convex by Lemma 2. We can partition [0, r] into intervals
0=xy<--- < x; = max(supp(G)) N [0, r], such that on each interval [x;, x; . ] i =1,...,k—2),
either D(x; G) is strictly convex, or linear. By Lemma 2, in the former case where D(x; G) is strictly
convex, it must be G = F, whereas the latter case implies D(x; G) = G" ! is linear. This establishes
part (b). Now we prove (c).

Case 1: Strictly Convex H.

Assume supp(G) N [r, max(supp(G)) # 0 and let M := sup(supp(G) N [r, max(supp(G)))). We
first show that M < kg. If this is the case, G is flat over [M, k), implying D(x; G) = D(M; G) +

Jo(M)(H(cg(M)) — H(cg(x))) is strictly concave over this interval. However, it is impossible to

12



have any convex ¢(x) such that ¢(x) = D(x; G) for all x € supp(G), especially at x = M and x = k.
Hence, supp(G) N [r, max(supp(G)) # 0.

Suppose instead M = kg, i.e. G(x) is continuous at x = k. Note G must be a strict MPC of
F over some (kg — €, kg). But under the strict convexity of H (i.e. A’ > 0), the second derivative

satisfies:

D"(x;G) = (n - 1)G">|(n - Dg*H(cg) + g'GH — 2(1 - G)Ggh(c)| - (1 - G2 JaH (cc)
< (n = 1)G"3|(n - Dg’H(c) + g’ GH - (1 - G)Ggh(co)]

As x — kg—, H(cg(x)) — 0, so the first two terms in the bracket vanishes to zero, whereas the last
term remains weakly positive. Thus, lim,_;,- D”(x; G) < 0, implying D(x; G) is strictly concave
over some interval (kg — €,ks). This again contradicts that ¢ = D(x; G) must be convex over
(kg — €, ki) by Lemma 2.
Case 2, 3: Strictly Concave H or Linear H
Assume supp(G) N [r, max(supp(G)) # 0 and define m := min(supp(G) N [r, max(supp(G)))).
Since x;_; < r, we must have m > r. Otherwise, m = r implies D(x; G) is flat over [x;_;, r], which
contradicts the existence of convex ¢ in Lemma 2.

We consider 2 cases, 0,.G(m) > 0 and d,G(m) = 0. First, assume 0,.G(m) > 0. In this case,

D(x; G) has a strictly increasing kink at x = m.

D'(m+;G) = (n = NG"2(m)d, Gm)H(cg(m)) + Jo(m)(1 — G(m))h(cc(m))

D' (m—G) >0

Since G is a strict MPC of F over some interval (m — e, m + €), Lemma 2 implies that the associated
¢ must be linear and satisfy ¢(x) > D(x; G). But this is impossible, as ¢ would lie strictly below
D(x; G) just to the left of m due to the kink. Contradiction.

Now suppose d,G(m) = 0. Then, D’'(m; G) = Jg(m)(1 — G(m))h(cg(m)). To be consistent
with ¢(x) > D(x; G) and ¢ linear near m, we must have D”(m—; G) < 0. However, if H is strictly
concave, then /’(c) < 0 implies D" (m—) = —(1 — G(m))*Js(m)h'(cg(m)) > 0, a contradiction.

Assume H is linear. From the linearity of ¢ over [x;_;, m], we must have:

D(m; G) — D(x;-1;G)
m— X -

D’ (m; G)

13



Substituting expressions and simplifying:

Jo(m)(1 — H(cg(m)))
m — Xp-1

= Jo(m)(1 = G(m))h(cg(m))

Using H(c) = £ and h(c) =

Slb—=

1
=(c —cg(m)) = =(m — x,_1)(1 — G(x-1))
c c

= g(CG(.Xk_l) - CG(m)))

The last equality follows from the fact that cs(x) is decreasing and linear with slope (1 — G(x;_;))
over [x;_i,m]. This implies cs(x;-1) = ¢, which contradicts x;_; < r (since cs(x) is decreasing).
Contradiction.

Thus, in all cases, we reach a contradiction. Therefore, supp(G) N [r, max(supp(G)) = 0.

Proof of Proposition 14 Note since F is a binary distribution supported at {0, 1} with mean
U, choosing a distribution of posterior means G € A([0, 1]) is equivalent to choosing a Bayes-
plausible distribution over posteriors,u = Eg[x], as in Kamenica and Gentzkow (2011). By their
result, any equilibrium must satisfy cav(D(x; G)) = D(x;G) for all x € supp(G), where cav(D)
denotes the concave closure of D. Furthermore, by Lemma 2, ¢(x) = D(x; G) must be convex for
all x € supp(G). These two conditions together imply that ¢(x) = D(x; G) must be linear over all
x € supp(G).

By Lemma 9, G must have an atom at max(supp(G)) and continuous over [0, max(supp(G))).
Moreover, if G(r) > 0, then by Steps 1 and 2 of the proof in Lemma 10, min(supp(G)) = 0 and
supp(G) N [0, r] must be connected. Hence G"! must be linear over supp(G) N [0, r].

Let a := max(supp(G) N [0, r]). Suppose a = r. Then,

D'(a+;G) = (n = 1)G(@)"g(a) +(1 = G(a)h(cg(@)s(a),

=D’'(a—;G)

implying D(x; G) exhibits an upward kink at x = r. Therefore, r ¢ {x : cav(D(x; G)) = D(x; G)},
implying a < r. This proves part (a). Proof of part (b) follows directly from the argument in

Proposition 13.

14



15



	Introduction
	Related Literature

	Model
	Preliminary Analysis
	Consumers
	Firms
	Two Benchmark Cases

	Equilibrium
	Comparative Statics
	Effect of Higher Search Costs
	Effect of Greater Cost Heterogeneity

	Extensions and Discussions
	Conclusion
	Omitted Proofs
	Existence and Uniqueness of the Upper Censorship Equilibria
	Preliminary Analysis
	Proof of Theorem 1-(b)
	Existence and Characterization of Upper Censorship Equilibria (Theorem 1-(a) and Proposition 4)
	(a): m(H) and S(cloc)1
	(b): m(H),{c} and 1<S(cloc)1c
	(c): m(H) and S(cloc)> 1c and (d): m(H)= or m(H)={c}.

	Upper censorship equilibria as the unique class of equilibrium (Theorem 1-(c))

	Extensions of the Model
	Discrete cost distributions
	Small market equilibria

	Other Omitted Proofs
	Omitted Proofs of Appendix A without Assumption 1
	Omitted Proofs of Appendix B
	Omitted Proofs of Appendix C


