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Abstract

A profit-maximizing monopolist curates a database for users seek-
ing to learn a parameter. There are two user types: “Nowcasters”
wish to learn the parameter’s current value, while “forecasters” target
its long-run value. Data storage involves a constant marginal cost.
The monopolist designs a menu of contracts described by fees and
data-access levels. The profit-maximizing menu offers full access to
historical data, while current data is fully provided to nowcasters but
may be withheld from forecasters. Compared to the social optimum,
the monopolist keeps too much historical data, too little current data,

and may store too much data overall.
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1 Introduction

Production of digital data has exploded in recent years, primarily because
data usage has expanded to include consumption of both textual and audio-
visual content, individual-specific information that facilitates targeted adver-
tising, training predictive Al models, etc. Indeed, the current pace of data
production may overtake our capacity to store it. According to a recent

report by the IT firm Lightedge,

“The International Data Corporation (IDC) predicts that the
world’s data will surpass 175 zettabytes by 2025 — more than
tripling the volume of stored data in 2020. That’s a lot of data
— 1 zettabyte alone would consume enough data center space to
fill roughly 20% of Manhattan.”*

This tremendous increase in data usage has a substantial impact on busi-
nesses’ storage costs. A recent report by the online magazine Tech Moni-
tor quotes a survey of UK tech managers that “more than half of UK IT
decision-makers say data storage costs are unsustainable.”? This is partic-
ularly true for firms that collect and store data for the purpose of selling
data access to users. The costs associated with keeping data include power
and cooling (storage hardware must be kept powered, cooled, and available
24/7, even if the demand for data access is not continuous), hardware refresh
and depreciation (storage needs replacement just to hold data safely), repli-
cation, redundancy and reliability (to store data safely, one needs multiple
copies and backups), and maintenance and operations (the overhead of mak-
ing sure stored data remains accessible, safe and compliant). In 2024, the

average annual cost to operate a large data center ranged from $10 million

'https://lightedge.com/the-data-explosion-and-hidden-data-storage-costs-in-the-
cloud-could-object-storage-be-the-answer /
Zhttps://www.techmonitor.ai/technology/data/data-storage-costs-uk-it



to $25 million.?

If data storage and maintenance is a scarce and costly resource, then its
allocation becomes an economic problem. How much data should society
keep, and which kinds of data should it dump? How should this decision
reflect the preferences of data users? Are there incentive issues that might
distort the decision? How would a profit-maximizing owner of proprietary
data price and allocate access to the stored data? This paper offers a simple
theoretical model that addresses these questions.

A model of data-storage management should articulate its scope by defin-
ing three aspects: what the data is used for, what the data consists of, who
curates the data and controls its access, and what their motivation is. Re-
garding aspect (1), demand for data in our model originates from users’ in-
terest in training statistical models. Our data users do not seek information
about individuals; rather, they wish to learn parameters of some population-
level statistical model. Demand is differentiated because different user types
are interested in different parameters. In particular, users differ in the speci-
ficity of what they are trying to learn. For example, an Al language model
may be trained to “understand” general text corpora, or texts in a specific
professional domain such as math or medicine. Such models correspond to
users who try to learn statistical parameters of broad and narrow domains,
respectively.

For concreteness, we adopt the following specification. There are two
user types: “nowcasters” and “forecasters”. The former want to learn the
current value of a parameter, whereas the latter want to learn its underlying
long-run value. We primarily think of this dichotomy as a metaphor for the
general distinction between users who try to learn parameters of narrow vs.
broad domains. However, it also has concrete economic interpretations. For

example, a business may be interested in consumer data for the purposes of

3See  https://www.concretelogicpodcast.com/blog/the-economics-of-data-centers-a-
deep-dive-into-costs-and-revenues/ and https://www.hivenet.com/post/a-comprehensive-
guide-to-datacenter-cost-management.



pricing an existing product or for designing a new product; the former re-
quires short-term diagnosis, while the latter requires long-term predictions.
Likewise, academic researchers demand data for policy-oriented or basic re-
search; the former is concerned with precise short-term predictions, while the
latter aims at learning long-term fundamentals.

Regarding aspect (2), a database in our model consists of two random
samples from two time periods: the present and the past. Each data point has
both time-specific and idiosyncratic noise components. Thus, all observations
from some time period share the same time-specific noise realization, while
having independent idiosyncratic noise realizations. The parameter and noise
terms are independent Gaussians. Each user type aims to minimize the mean
squared error of the prediction he is interested in. This objective function
induces a value that each user type attaches to a sample defined by the
number of historical and current observations.

As to aspect (3), data in our model is curated by a monopolistic, profit-
maximizing firm, which controls users’ access to the data. This has real-
life analogues. Companies such as NielsenlQ provide access to exclusive
consumer data, partly for the purpose of general consumer research. A more
recent example is the collaboration between Getty Images and Defined.Al,
which involves creating exclusive datasets and providing access to them for
training visual Al models.* Such exclusive ownership of data for Al training
seems to be an emerging trend in the information landscape.’

In our model, storing a data point has a constant marginal cost. This cap-
tures the physical costs of data storage and maintenance. The firm chooses
the total size of its database and its composition, i.e. the fraction of current
and historical data. If the firm were perfectly informed of users’ type, it

would offer all users full access to the data and charge each user his ex-ante

4See https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/NielsenlQ and https://finance.yahoo.com /news,/defined-
ai-announces-strategic-engagement-183000929.html.

°See, e.g., https://www.forbes.com/sites/kolawolesamueladebayo/2025/02/25 /why-
proprietary-data-is-the-new-gold-for-ai-companies/



valuation of the information inherent in a sample of the given size and com-
position. Since users’ type is their private information, the firm offers a menu
of data~access plans. Each plan consists of a fee as well as a level of access
to the database’s two components.

Our main results characterize the monopolist’s optimal menu. We first
establish that nowcasters are like “high” types in a standard second-degree
price discrimination model: Their willingness to pay for any sample always
exceeds the forecasters’. However, our user typology does not satisfy a single-
crossing property: The difference between the two types’ willingness to pay
increases with the size of the current sub-sample, but decreases with the size
of the historical sub-sample.

Using this characterization, we show that the optimal menu gives univer-
sal access to historical data. Nowcasters get full access to current data as
well. When forecasters’ fraction in the population is above some threshold,
the menu offers both types the same full-access plan. However, if forecasters’
fraction is below the threshold, they get no access to current data, in return
for a lower fee. These features are reminiscent of some real-life payment plans
for financial data.’

We complete this analysis by studying the distortions of the database
size and composition that arise from second-degree price discrimination. The
historical sub-sample is too large and the current sub-sample is too small,
relative to the social optimum. Indeed, we may end up having more historical
than current data, unlike the social optimum. As to the total size of the
database, there is no clear-cut comparison. We show numerically that the

database may be too large relative to the social optimum. Thus, relying

SFor financial data from the Gulf Mercantile Exchange, the CME group charges
a premium fee for real-time data and a lower fee for historical data. A sub-
scription for real-time data includes access to delayed and historical informa-
tion. See https://www.cmegroup.com/market-data/files/january-2025-market-data-fee-
list.pdf.  Similarly, at Interactive Brokers, an account comes with delayed market
data free of charge, but a paid subscription is required for real-time data. See
https://www.interactivebrokers.com/campus/trading-lessons/market-data-for-advisors/.



on users’ incentives to manage data access can give rise to insufficient data
dumping.

Finally, we further explore the theme of “narrow” and “broad” data users
as high- and low-valuation types, using an alternative state space. In this
variant, each type wishes to learn a specific convex combination of two inde-
pendently distributed parameters. A database consists of two independent
samples, one for each parameter. User types whose convexification parame-
ter is closer to % are “broad” in the sense that they display similar interest
in the two parameters. In contrast, types whose convexification parameter is
close to 1 or 0 are “narrow” in the sense of being more single-minded. Nar-
row types have a higher valuation of symmetric databases than broad types.
We characterize the optimal menu when there are four user types, symmet-
rically distributed around % The narrow types get full data access, whereas
the broad types either get full access or no access at all. The second-best
database is symmetric and smaller than the social optimum. This variant
demonstrates that our narrow/broad typology of data users may have broad

relevance (no pun intended).

2 The Model

A monopolistic firm designs a dataset and controls its access to users. The
population of users has measure one. There are two types of users: “now-
casters” (denoted S) interested in short-term prediction, and “forecasters”
(denoted L) interested in long-term prediction. Let A € [0,1] denote the
fraction of type-S users in the population.

Let 1 ~ N(0,07) be a fixed parameter of interest. There are two time
periods, denoted 1 (“the present”) and 0 (“the past”). A database is de-
scribed by a pair (ng,n;), where n; indicates the size of a sample consisting

of observations from period ¢t. Each observation ¢ = 1, ..., n; from the period-t



sample is a realization

Yj =M+ Ty + €

where 2y ~ N(0,1) and &;; ~ N(0,02). The variance of z; is a normalization
that entails no loss of generality. The value of z; is drawn independently for
each period ¢, but its value is the same for all observations that belong to
the period-t sample. The value of €;; is drawn independently for every ¢,i.
Each data point in the database carries a storage cost of ¢ > 0.

In the analysis, we will normalize 02 = 1. Although we have already nor-
malized Var(z,), this additional normalization is without loss of generality,
in the sense that we can regard it as a redefinition of the unit of measurement
of database size: n; is effectively measured in terms of multiples of o2.

The two user types differ in what they try to learn. After learning from
whatever sample he gets access to, each type chooses an action a € R. The

two types’ payoff functions are:

ug(a,p, 1) = —(a —p — $1)2

ur(a, p) = —(a —p)°

The interpretation is that u + x, is the true current value of a variable of
interest. Nowcasters, with their short-term prediction horizon, try to learn
this value. In comparison, p is the variable’s true long-run value. Forecasters,
with their long-term prediction horizon, try to learn this value.

The nowcaster /forecaster dichotomy captures the general distinction be-
tween user types who differ in the specificity of their learning objective. Now-
casters narrowly focus on learning the parameter p+ z; that governs current
data. Forecasters have a broader objective of learning the underlying param-
eter y that governs both present and historical data.

Users are Bayesian expected-utility maximizers. Type k’s willingness
to pay for access to a sample (ng,n;), denoted Vi(ng,ny), is equal to the

expected-utility gain that the information in the database generates. We



derive exact expressions for Vj in Section 3. For analytical convenience, we
shall henceforth allow n; to take any non-negative real value.

A perfect monopolist can identify user types and extract their willingness
to pay. It is clear that users will receive full access, because their willingness
to pay is increasing in the amount of information provided. Therefore, the
perfect monopolist will choose the database (ng,n;) to solve the following

maximization problem:

max {)\Vs(no, nl) + (1 — )\)VL(TL(), nl) - C(no + nl)} (1)

no,n1

We refer to a solution to this problem as the first-best solution.

The main problem we analyze is based on the assumption that users’
types are their private information. Consequently, applying the revelation
principle, the monopolist offers a menu M of access plans m* = (q&, ¢k, p*),
where ¢F € [0,n;] represents the level of access that user type k gets to
the period-t sample, and p¥ > 0 is the fixed access fee he pays. The usual
participation and incentive-compatibility constraints must hold.

Thus, our monopolist’s second-best maximization problem is

max S+ (1= A)p” — c(ng+n1)} (2)

no,n1,(a,q¥ ,p* k=5,

subject to the constraints

ng > qy >0
Vi(gh, qf) —p" >0
Vilgs, at) — p* > Vilgo ™ a7®) —p7*

for every t = 0,1 and every k = S, L (—k denotes the other user type).
The first constraint means that users get potentially partial access to the
database that the monopolist chooses to curate. The second constraint is

user type k’s participation (IR) constraint, and the third constraint is type



k’s incentive-compatibility (IC) constraint. We refer to a solution to (2) as
a second-best solution.

The monopolist in our model chooses the size and composition of a
database, as well as how to price user access to the database. We regard
the first component as a “data dumping” decision. Our interpretation is
that the monopolist controls an extremely large set of data points from both
time periods. The data is costly to store, and so the monopolist has to
decide how much data from each time period to keep, while deleting the
rest. It should be emphasized that storage costs are fixed and depend on the

database (ng,n1), rather than on the access granted to users as described by

q.

3 Preliminary Analysis: Value of Data

In this section we derive formulas for users’ willingness to pay for data access,
and highlight their key properties.

Let 6% denote user type k’s “target” — i.e., 0% = p+x, and #* = p. Each
type’s prior belief over his target is Gaussian. Since signals are Gaussian
as well, so is each type’s posterior belief. By standard arguments, since a
user’s loss function is the squared error of his target prediction, the user’s
willingness to pay for (ng,n1) is equal to the reduction in the variance of his
belief over his target. The prior variances over §° and 6" are ai + 1 and ai,
respectively. Let us now calculate the variance of types’ posterior beliefs.

From type L’s point of view, a period-t sample generates a signal i, =

0F + x, + &, where
€t

Uz

gt:

is the average observational noise in the period-t sample. The variance of
the period-t signal conditional on 6% is 1 + 02/n;. From type S’s point
of view, the two periods’ samples generate the signals 7, = 6° + &, and

Jo = 0° + 2y — o1 + &y, where & is defined as before. Note that unlike the



case of type L, the error term in g is not independent of #° because both
include z;.
Applying the standard Gaussian signal extraction formula to the signals

provided by the two periods’ samples, we obtain the following result.

Remark 1 The user types’ willingness to pay for (ng,ny) is

(N1 + no + 2neny )

Vi(ng,ny) =
£, 1) 02(ny + 1o + 2nony) + (1 +10) (1 + ny)

(3)

SUinonl + 203711 + n1 + ngny

Vs(n ,n =Vi(n y TV +
s(10,n1) = Vi(no, 1) o2(ny +no + 2nen1) + (14 n0) (1 +ny)

(4)

These formulas have simple, interpretable and useful properties, which

the following result collects.

Remark 2 The functions Vi, and Vs satisfy the following properties:

(i) Vi, and Vs are strictly increasing in both arguments.

(ii) Vi and Vs are strictly concave. In particular, 0*Vi(ng,n1)/0n? and
0*Vi(ng,n1)/Ongdny are strictly negative for every type k and period t.

(111) Vi, is symmetric. In contrast, for every (ng,n1), Vs(x,y) > Vs(y,z) if

y >z, and
aVS<n07 nl) aVS(n(h nl)
>
on, dng

(ZU} VS(07 0) = VL(Oa O) = O; VS(”Oa O) = VL(nOa O): and VS(”O;”l) > VL(”O? nl)
for every ng > 0 and ny; > 0.

(v) For every (ng,ny),

8V5(n0, n1) > aVL(’flo, n1)

8711 8n1
Vi (ng,m) _ Vs(ng,mi)
>
5’n0 8n0

10



The remarks’ proofs are relegated to Appendix II. However, the intuition
behind the properties in Remark 2 is important for the subsequent analy-
sis. Parts (i) and (i7) are simple consequences of Vi, and Vg being value-
of-information functions. First, they are strictly increasing in sample size
because information always has positive marginal value in this environment.
Second, the functions are strictly concave because information has dimin-
ishing marginal value in this environment: The marginal variance reduction
that an additional sample point from any period generates gets smaller as
we increase any period’s sample size.

Part (i4i) articulates a difference in how the two types regard sample
points from each period. For type L, the two periods are symmetric: If
we permute ng and ng, the sample is equally informative for this type. In
contrast, for type S, a present sample point is always more informative than a
historical sample point, because the latter has another layer of independent
noise (given by zy — x1) relative to the former. This is unsurprising: A
nowcaster, who is trying to learn something about the present, will intuitively
prefer a current observation to a historical one.

Part (iv) means that type S is a “high” type relative to type L: His
willingness to pay for non-null samples is always strictly higher. For an intu-
ition behind this result, imagine that there is no observation-specific noise,
such that the only sources of noise are the time-specific random variables
xo and x1. For type L, the two samples provide two independent signals of
variance 1 regarding his target. In contrast, for type S, the current sample
offers a perfect signal of his target, while the historical sample offers a signal
of variance 2. Clearly, the database is more informative for type S than for
type L. This ranking continues to hold when we reintroduce the indepen-
dent, observation-specific noise. It reflects a general convexity property: In

the Gaussian context, having two independent signals of variance A and B is

11



more informative than having two independent signals of variance %(A + B)
each.

As part (v) articulates, the classification of the two types as “high” and
“low” does not translate to a standard single-crossing property w.r.t the
natural partial ordering of pairs (ng,n;). On one hand, both V; and Vg
increase in this order (by part (7) of the remark). However, while an increase
in ny leads to an increase in the difference Vg(ng,n1) — Vi(ng,n1) — as a
standard single-crossing property would prescribe — an increase in ng leads
to a decrease in Vg(ng,n1) — Vi (ng, ny), which goes against the single-crossing
property.

The fact that nowcasters value statistical data more than forecasters,
coupled with the two types’ radically different marginal attitude to the two

kinds of statistical data, will drive our results in the next section.

4 Main Results

This section characterizes the monopolist’s optimal policy, including the size
and composition of the database, the level of access offered to each user type,
and the structure of access fees.

As a benchmark, let us present the solution to the first-best problem
(1). Since Vi, and Vg are strictly concave, the optimal database (n§,n}) is

uniquely given by first-order conditions:

8VL(n0, nl) 8Vg(n0, nl) .

T (5)
OV (ng, 1) OVs(ng,n1) .

(1—=2X) e + A e =c

whenever n§,n; > 0. Moreover, it is optimal for the firm to offer users
full access to the database, and charge each type k his willingness to pay
Vi.(ng, n}) as an access fee. The following result characterizes the composition

of the optimal database.

12



Remark 3 The optimal database (nj,n}) satisfies ny > nf. Moreover, the

inequality is strict when ng > 0.

Thus, the first-best database contains more current data points than his-
torical ones.
We now turn to the second-best problem. Our first result characterizes

the optimal menu for a given database (ng,n;). Denote

Observe that

0'2 2 0'2 2
H < )\ < K
(1—1—202) < A(no) < <1+02> (7)

for every ng. That is, A*(ng) is interior and bounded away from 0 and 1.

Proposition 1 For fized (ng,ny), the second-best solution has the following
properties:

(i) 45 = a5 = no-

(i) ¢7 = ny; and qF = ny if X < X*(ng), while gF =0 if X > X\*(no).

(iii) The access fees paid by each user type are

pL - vL(”O)Qf)
p° = Vis(ng,m1) — Vs(no, qF) + Vi(no, q)

Thus, optimal second-degree discrimination exhibits a “bang-bang” prop-
erty. When the fraction of nowcasters in the user population is below some
threshold, there is no discrimination: Both types are offered full access to
the data for a uniform fee that extracts the forecasters’ entire surplus. When

the fraction of nowcasters exceeds the threshold, forecasters pay a relatively

13



low fee and in return forego their access to current data, while nowcasters
pay a premium to get full access to all data.”

The structure of the second-best menu stems from the fact that V; and
Vs are value-of-information functions. By Remark 2, nowcasters and fore-
casters are effectively “high” and “low” types. Therefore, the former’s IC
constraint and the latter’s IR constraint are the relevant ones and both bind.
The systematic violation of the single-crossing property explains the struc-
ture of discriminatory data access. The difference between the high and low
types’ valuations of data access (qo, q1) increases with ¢; but decreases with
qo- As a result, there is no discrimination in historical data access, whereas
discriminatory access to current data can arise. The latter’s bang-bang struc-
ture (as described in part (ii) of Proposition 1) arises from the fact that the
ratio between the two types’ marginal valuation of current-data access is
independent of its size.

We now turn to an analysis of an optimal second-best database (ng, n}).
We begin by addressing the relation between between nj and n} and its

dependence on the type distribution.

Proposition 2 Suppose that ¢ is not too large, such that in optimum (ng,ny) #
(0,0). (i) If X is sufficiently close to 1, then ny > n{y =0 and ¢~ # ¢°. (i) If
A <oy /(14202)2, then ny = n} and ¢~ = ¢°. (iii) When (nf, n}) is interior

and g # ¢°, n{, decreases in X and n} increases in .

Thus, when the type distribution consists mostly of nowcasters, the cur-
rent sample is larger than the historical sample in optimum, because now-
casters find the former more informative. In contrast, when the fraction of
nowcasters is sufficiently low, there is no discrimination and the database is

symmetric. The reason is that in this case, access is priced according to the

7“Our characterizations of the first-best and second-best extend to a cost function that
is increasing and convex in ng + n;.

14



willingness-to-pay of the forecasters, for whom historical and current data
are equally informative. In between, if the second-best solution is interior
and with discrimination, increasing the fraction of nowcasters results in a
smaller historical sample and a larger current sample.

While this collection of observations might give an impression that n} is
always weakly above nj (as in the first-best), this turns out not to be the case.
For some parameter values — e.g., when ¢ = 0.3, 0, = 1.2 and A € (0.25,0.3)
— we have nj > nf, i.e., there are more historical data points than current
ones. The underlying reason is that the following result demonstrates, the
second-best database distorts the data composition in favor of historical data.

For brevity, we focus on the case in which the latter is interior.

Proposition 3 Let (nj,n}) and (ny,n}) be the first-best and second-best
databases, respectively. Suppose ny > 0 for both t = 0,1. Then, ny > ng

and ny < nj.

Thus, relative to the social optimum, a profit-maximizing monopolist
dumps too much current data and too little historical data. For an intuition
behind this result, consider the first-best database (ng,n}). Under the first-
best, both types get full data access. Now suppose that forecasters are denied
access to current data — as they are under the second-best when the fraction
of nowcasters is sufficiently high. As a result, the marginal aggregate value
of current data goes down, while that of historical data goes up. As a result,
the second-best values of n; and ng will be adjusted downward and upward,
respectively.

As to the total second-best database size ng + n}, one might expect that
the cost of screening user types will lead to an efficiency loss in the form of
under-storage of data. It turns out that this is not the case: The comparison
between the first-best and second-best total database size is not clear-cut.

For instance, ng +n} > nf + n} when ¢ = 0.1, 07, = 2, and A > 04. A

15



supplementary appendix provides numerical simulations that demonstrate
this effect for a range of parameter values.

The reason over-storage of data may arise in the second-best problem
is that to compensate for type L’s lack of access to current data, the firm
inflates the historical database. This increase may be so big that it outweighs
the reduction in the size of the current database. Thus, although incentive
constraints dissipate the value of available data for some users (specifically,
the forecasters who are interested in long-run predictions), the monopolist’s
reaction to this effect can result in too little data dumping relative to the

social optimum.

Comment on the model’s temporal interpretation
We have interpreted ng and n, as “old” and “current” data. If we think
of the interaction between the monopolist and users as a one-off event, this
interpretation is airtight. Alternatively, suppose that the monopolist is a
long-run player interacting with a sequence of short-lived users. At every
period t, there is an arbitrarily large inflow of new datapoints, and the mo-
nopolist decides how many of them to curate in the “current” database as
well as how many of the previously stored datapoints to dump. Datapoints
that are more than two-periods old are eliminated automatically. The pair
(ng, 1) represents a stationary data policy: At every ¢, ng [ ny) represents
the amount of data from period ¢ — 1 (¢) that is kept in the database.

Under this “Markovian” interpretation, “current” data at period ¢t become
“old” data at period t+1, hence nyg < ny. While this property holds anyway in
our model under the first-best solution, the second-best solution can violate
it. Therefore, if we want our model to be consistent with the Markovian
interpretation, we should add the constraint ny < n; to the second-best
problem.

As already noted, our model also has non-temporal interpretations, by
which n; and ng represent databases that belong to narrow and broad do-

mains, respectively. Such interpretations do not pose the problem discussed
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here.

5 An Alternative Typology of Data Users

In this section, we consider an environment with a different typology of “nar-
row” and “broad” users. We present it to demonstrate the broader relevance
of this distinction beyond the main model’s specification, as well as to fur-
ther explore the incentive-compatibility constraints that arise when users
with different interests seek access to a common database.

For each i € {0,1}, 6; is an unknown constant that users wish to learn.
The prior distribution of 6; is N (0, 1), independently across i. A user type is
defined by 8 € [0, 1]. As in the main model, a user chooses an action a after

observing a sample. His objective is to minimize the quadratic loss function

[a = (86 + (1 — B8)61)]”

One interpretation is that 6y and 6; are parameters that characterize two
different demographics (young vs. old, liberals vs. conservatives, etc.). A
user is interested in learning about a particular group (a target audience
for some product, an electoral district, etc.), which is composed of different
proportions of the two demographics. Thus, if 8 > ' > % or < f < %, we
can classify types § and ' as “narrow” and “broad”, respectively, because
type [ is relatively single-minded whereas type (3’ has relatively balanced
interests.

As in our main model, the monopolist commits to a pair (ng,n;) > (0,0)
such that ng + n; = n, where n; is the size of a sample of independent
observations of y; = 6; + €, where € ~ N(0,0?) is independently distributed
noise. Let g; denote the sample average for i (given the sample size n;).
Then, g; ~ N(0;, 2—2) A user evaluates a database (ng,n;) by the expected-

loss reduction it generates.
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Remark 4 User 3’s willingness to pay for the database (ng,ny) is

ny

Us(ng,n1) = 5° 1o + (1 - B)?

ng + o2

(8)

ny + o2

A key property of (8) is that when n; = ng, it attains a minimum at
b= % In this sense, “narrow” and “broad” types are “high valuation” and
“low valuation” types, respectively.

From now on, we assume that the set of user typesis B = {r, s, 1—s, 1—7},
where 0 < r < s < % The type distribution p is symmetric: p(8) =
p(1— ) for every 5 € B. As in the main model, this type space violates the
single-crossing property. Although there are four types, this specification is
simpler than the one in the main model, for two reasons. First, the value
of data access is separable in the two data components because they offer
independent information about the two independently distributed constants.
Second, the symmetry of the type distribution simplifies the characterization
of binding constraints in the monopolist’s problem.

Let us begin with the first-best. As usual, all types get full data access.

The database (ng,n1) is chosen to maximize

2 o 2 M
+ (1 — —c(ngp+n
o9 P (= P el )
The objective function is strictly concave, as well as separable and symmetric
in ng and n;. Therefore, the optimal solution is symmetric, nj = nj = N¥,
and given by first-order conditions as long as ¢ is not too large.

We now turn to the second-best problem. The monopolist commits to a
database (19,71) and a menu of access bundles and fees {(q0(83), 1(5),t(8)} se

to maximize

> p(B)H(B) = c(ng +m)

BeB

subject to the feasibility constraints, 0 < ¢;(5) < n; for all 8 € B, as well as
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all participation and incentive-compatibility constraints.

Proposition 4 The monopolist’s second-best solution is characterized as fol-
lows:

(i) n§* =ni* = N* < N*.

(i) ¢*(r) = ¢*(1 —r) = N** for every i =0, 1.

(i) For every type B € {s,1 — s} and everyi = 0,1,

(8 - { N2 <
0  otherwise

This characterization is consistent with the main model’s theme that
narrow types have high willingness to pay and therefore receive full data
access, while broad types have low willingness to pay and may therefore get
restricted data access. Here, broad types either get full or no access, whereas
in the main model the broad type was given full access to one dataset and
potentially no access to the other. This difference arises from the symmetries
of the present specification. It also leads to the clear-cut conclusion that the
size of both components of the second-best database is unambiguously below
their first-best level.

6 Related Literature

Computer scientists have begun addressing the data-storage challenge in the
age of big data (e.g., Milo (2019), and Davidson et al. (2023)), by attempting
to develop effective and computationally efficient algorithms for determining
which pieces of data to delete. For examples of recent attempts to quantify
the cost of training Al models (which is partly a function of training-set size),
see Guerra et al. (2023) and Cottier et al. (2024).

Within economic theory and IO, our paper is closest to the growing lit-

erature on markets for data and computing services. To our knowledge, our
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focus on the data-dumping problem is new to this literature. Bergemann,
Bonatti and Smolin (2018) analyze a monopolist who designs a menu of
Blackwell experiments for buyers with the same state-dependent utility, but
whose private type is their prior belief over the states. Bergemann, Bonatti
and Smolin (2025) consider a monopolist who offers LLM models, which are
used to compute a set of tasks. An LLM model is characterized by three
quantities that are costly to supply: the number of input and output tokens
to be allocated between the tasks, and the number of “fine tuning” tokens
that can improve the model’s overall performance. The paper analyzes the
design of the optimal menu of LLM models for a population of consumers
whose private types are the weights they assign to each of the tasks. A
similar typology of consumers appears in Bergemann and Deb (2025), who
consider monopolistic screening of consumers who use a cloud service for a
set of tasks.

A feature that is common to these papers and ours is the idea that buyers
require data to perform certain tasks. One crucial difference is the public-
good aspect of our model: Our monopolist first needs to determine the size
and composition of the data to hold, and screening is then done by offering
different degrees of access to this data for different fees. A second major
distinction is the buyer typology: Buyers differ in the parameters they seek
to infer from the dataset. This implies a difference in their willingness-to-pay
for data.

One strand of the literature on information markets focuses on buying
and selling of personal data, mainly for personalized advertising and price
discrimination. A notable paper that belongs to this strand is Bergemann and
Bonatti (2015), who study a market in which firms face uncertainty about
the match value with different consumer types. If a firm knew its match
value with a particular consumer type, it could optimally choose a market-
ing campaign targeting that type. Firms can purchase this information from

a single data provider who charges a price per “match-value query”, which
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provides a firm with the set of consumer types who generate the requested
match value. The authors characterize firms’ query demand and the data
provider’s price-setting decision. Unlike our setting, data buyers in Berge-
mann and Bonatti (2015) have no private information, hence the monopolist
does not face a screening problem. See Bergemann and Bonatti (2019) for
an extensive review of related works.

Another strand in this literature studies intermediaries who can provide
hard evidence on the quality of a product, whose provider can then decide
whether to disclose the evidence (see Ali et al. (2022) and the references
therein). By contrast, our focus is on the use of statistical data for general
(i.e., not individual-specific) predictions. Such usage of data was recently
studied in a different context by Gans (2024): He asked whether users who
freely contribute training data for generative Al may have an incentive to
stop doing so once they start relying on the Al

Our model is an example of monopolistic pricing of excludable public
goods (Brito and Oakland (1980), Norman (2004)). What is new here is
that the public good in our model is statistical data. It has two dimensions
(historical and current data), and users’ demand for it originates from the
informational value of statistical data, which generates a structured violation
of the single-crossing property.

As an example of a two-type monopolistic screening problem without sin-
gle crossing, our paper is also related to Haghpanah and Siegel (2025), who
characterize the optimal menu for this case. A key lemma in that paper
concerns the notion of an “uncontested type”, whose willingness-to-pay for
his efficient option is higher than the other type’s willingness-to-pay for that
same option. In an optimal menu, an uncontested type is allocated his effi-
cient outcome, while the other type’s IR constraint binds. In our framework,
the monopolist first needs to decide on the size and composition of the entire
database. Given this database, all costs are sunk and it is efficient to give

everyone full data access.
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Thus, one implication of Haghpanah and Siegel (2025) for our model is
that if there is a high type, then given a database, that type will get full
access and the low type will have no surplus. Their model is silent on the
question of the optimal size and composition of the database. However, once
we fix a database and have identified that the nowcaster is the high type,
Haghpanah and Siegel (2025) provide a characterization of the alternatives
that are assigned to each type, in terms of new notions that they define. Map-
ping these notions to our framework is more involved and less transparent
than giving a direct characterization of the optimal menu, as we did here. Fi-
nally, since the Haghpanah-Siegel methods apply to two-type environments,
they are inapplicable to the model of Section 5.

7 Conclusion

This paper analyzed the management of anonymous statistical data as a
mechanism-design problem of allocating access to a non-rival public good,
taking into account fixed data management costs. Our focus here was on
data storage costs, but in general one could study variants on our model that
involve other data-management activities (such as data processing, which
would imply variable rather than fixed costs). By treating the allocation of
access to statistical data as a non-rival public good provision problem, our
paper naturally opens the door for follow-up questions: How would a benev-
olent social planner price data access?” How would the data-management
industry operate under different market structures? What would be the
implications for the regulation of this industry? Finally, the data storage
dilemma is also relevant when data users have other motivations, such as
retrieving their personal memories. In future work, we plan to develop an

economic approach to the data dumping problem for such environments.
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Appendix I: Proofs

Remark 3

Suppose ng > nj. Suppose the firm deviates to (ng, n}) such that nj, = n} and
n} = n§. By Remark 2(iii), Vi(ngy,n}) = Vi(ng,n}), whereas Vg(ng, n}) >
Vs(ng,nt). Obviously, c(ny + n}) = c(n§ + n}). Therefore, the deviation
increases the value of the objective function given by (1).

Now suppose n§ = ni > 0. Then, the optimum is given by (5). By
Remark 2(iii),

oVi(ng,ny)  OVi(ng,ni)

anl B 6n0
OVs(ng, ny) - OVs(ng, ny)
anl 6710

contradicting (5). W

Proposition 1

Fix (ng,n1). We first solve the relaxed problem in which we impose only

three constraints: IRy, ICs and the feasibility constraint n; > qf > 0 for
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t=0,1and k = L,S. In the relaxed problem, [ R; and ICs must bind: If
IR, has slack, the monopolist can increase p* and p° by the same amount
without violating ICs; and if ICs has slack, the monopolist can increase p°
without violating I Ry.

Define the function

A (QO: Ch) = Vs (QO, C]l) -V (C]m Ch)

This is the difference between the two types’ willingness to pay. Substituting
the binding constraints into the monopolist’s objective function reduces the

relaxed problem to the following optimization problem:

A [Vs(ag. a7) = A (g a1)] + (1= 2) Valag', ar) 9)
subject ton; > qF > 0fort =0,1and k = L, S. Since Vg increases in both its
arguments, (g5, q7) = (ng,n1) in optimum. Since A (qé, qlL) decreases in gf
and Vj, increases in ¢f', we must have ¢f = ng in optimum. For IRy, and ICg
to bind, p* = Vi(ng, ¢F) and p° = Vs(ng,n1) — A(ng, ¢F). It is now easy to
verify that these prices, together with the allocation identified above, satisty
the remaining constraints: [ Rg and IC. Therefore, it is also a solution to
(2) for the fixed (ng,nq).

From (3) and (4), it follows that

OVi(gy, a1)/0ar _ .4 ( g +1
IVs(qs,at)/0aqt " \af +1+02(2¢5 +1

>)2 = X (qp)

where \* is as defined given by (6). We have seen that ¢f = ng. Note that
M\ (ng) is independent of ¢F. Tt follows that the derivative of the objective
function in the relaxed problem is positive for A < A*(ng) and negative for
A > \*(ng). This means that the optimal solution for ¢ is extreme: ¢ = n,
for X < A*(ng), and ¢F = 0 for A > \*(n,). A
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Proposition 2

(¢) By Proposition 1 and (6)-(7), for X > 07,/(1407)?, the second-best values
of ¢ are ¢& = (ng,0) and ¢° = (ng,n1). Plugging these values in (9), and
using the fact that Vg(ng,0) = V1(ng,0), the monopolist’s second-best payoff

for given (ng,ny) is
AVs(ng,n1) + (1 — ANV (ng, 0) — c¢(ng + nq) (10)

Property (ii7) in Remark 2 states that dVs(ng,n1)/0ny > 0Vs(ng, n1)/0ng.
Moreover, the derivatives of Vg and V;, w.r.t ng and n; are all continuous.
Therefore, for A\ sufficiently close to one, ng = 0 in optimum, whereas n; > 0

is ¢ is not too large.

(#1) By Proposition 1, for A < o7,/(1 + 207)%, ¢ = ¢° = (no,m1). The

monopolist’s second-best payoff thus becomes
Vi (no, nq) — ¢(ng + nq)

Since V7, is symmetric and strictly concave, the optimal solution satisfies

Mg = nNq.

(77i) When the second-best solution is interior and exhibits discrimination
between the two types, the optimal (ng,n;) is derived by applying first-order

conditions to the strictly concave function (10):

/\GVS(no,nl) —
8n1
oV, (ng,0) OVs(ng,n1)
1— —
( A) O, + A e c
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which by (3) and (4) are given by

A (no + 0%+ 2no07 + 1)2

2 =€ (11)
(no +ny + TloO'Z + 7110'3 + nony + 2n0n102 + 1)
and
Ao, N (1=Xo, .
2 2 2 2 2 2
(Tlo +n1 + TloO’u + nlau + nony + 271071,10'“ + 1) (noO"u +ng + 1)
(12)

From these equations it follows that

h\ no + neo? + 1
nl_\/j_ ot (13)
c n0+0#—|—2ngaﬂ+1

Differentiating the R.H.S. w.r.t ng, we can see that as ng decreases, ny in-

creases. Thus, if ng decreases when \ increases, then whenever n; > nq for
some (A, 0,,c), this continues to be true for A’ > .
We now show that indeed, ny decreases in A. Plugging equation (13) into

equation (12) and rearranging yields

ol ot

(I1—=2X) E 5 +c E 5 =C
(noo? +no + 1) (n0 + 02 4 2ng0? + 1)

Note that the L.H.S. of this equation decreases in A and also decreases in ny.
Hence, if X increases, ng decreases and so n; increases. ll
Proposition 3

Throughout this proof, we take it as given that the first-best and second-best
databases are strictly positive.

Let fi (no;x) be a function that maps each value of ng to a value of ng
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that solves the equation,

GVL(RO,TM) + )\aVs(no,nl) — (14>

(1 B /\) 8n1 8%1

Likewise, let fo (ng;y) be a function that maps each value of ng to a value of

ny that solves the equation,

OV (ng,n1) OVs(no,n1) -
+ A =
3n0 8n0

(1=2)

(15)

The L.H.S. of equations (14) and (15) are the derivatives of the first-best
objective function (1) w.r.t n; and nyg, respectively.

We can regard fy (ng; z) and fi (no;y) as downward-sloping “iso-marginal
value” curves in the space Ri, where the horizontal and vertical axes repre-
sent ng and nq, respectively, as in Figure 1.

We first establish that the curve that represents f; (ng;c) intersects the
curve that represents fo(no;c) from below at a single point (n§,nj). By
part (ii) of Remark 2, fy(no;x) and fi (ng;y) are both decreasing in ny
for every x and y, and there is a unique pair (n§,n}) (the unique solution
to the first-best problem, which is interior by assumption) satisfying n} =
fi(ng;c) = fo(ng; ). We claim that fi (no;c) < fo (no;c) for ng < nf and
fi(no;c) > fo(ne;c) for ng > nf. To see why, recall that ni > n} for all
A > 0. By part (iii) of Remark 2, for ny = n; = a satisfying a = f; (a;¢)
we have a = fy(a;¢) for some ¢ < c. Hence, by part (ii) of Remark 2,
fo(a;¢) < a. Since there is a unique solution to fi (nf;c) = fo(ng;c), it
follows that fi (no;c) > fo (no;c) for ng > n§ while fi (no;c) < fo (ng;c) for
ng < ng.

We now argue that the second-best database (n(,n]) satisfies ny > nj
and n} < n} when the second-best solution satisfies ¢gi = 0. To see this,

let g1(no; ) and go(no; y) be the functions that map each value of ny to the
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values of ny that solve the equations

OVs(ng,m1)
Aa—nl =z (16)

and

0VL(ne,0) +)\8V5(n0,n1) _
6”0 8n0

respectively. The L.H.S. of equations (16) and (17) are the derivatives of

(1=2) (17)

the relaxed second-best objective function (10) w.r.t n; and ng, respectively.
By part (i) of Remark 2, both g(ne;z) and go(no;y) are decreasing in nq.
Thus, both are represented by downward-sloping “iso-marginal value” curves
in the same R? | space we used to represent fy (no;x) and fi (no;y). As we
saw in the proof of Proposition 1, there exists a unique (ng,n}) satisfying
n} = g1(ny; ¢) = go(ng; ¢). We will now show that ny > nj and n} < n} when
g = 0.

For any (ng,n1), the L.H.S. of (16) is lower than the L.H.S. of (14). By
part (i7) of Remark 2, aimVS (no, n1) is decreasing in ny. Therefore, the curve
that represents g;(no; ) lies below the curve that represents fi(ng;x). In a
similar vein, part (i7) of Remark 2 implies that aimVL(no, ny) < a%VL(no, 0),
such that the L.H.S. of (17) is higher than the L.H.S. of (15). Since aimvg(no, ny)
is decreasing in ny, it follows that the iso-marginal value curve that represents
go(no; z) lies above the curve that represents fy(no; ). Figure 1 illustrates

these curve shifts.

Insert Figure 1

As a result of the directions in which the curves that represent g (ng;x)
and go(no;y) are shifted relative to the curves that represent fi(ng;«) and
fo(no; y), the unique intersection (ng, n}) of the curves that represent g; (no; ¢)
and go(no; ¢) satisfies nf, > n§ and nj > n}.

We next show that nj > nj and n} < n} also when ¢i = n;. Recall

that in this case, the monopolist offers a single contract (ng,n/,p), where
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p = V5 (ng,n}) . Therefore, since V7, is strictly concave, (ng,n]) solve

N, . Vi,
a_no(nmnl) - anl (n07n1) =C (18>

By the symmetry of Vi, nj = n} = b. We claim that n§ < b < nj. To see
why, assume first that b > n} (which implies that b > nf since nj > n}).
Then,

oV (ng, ny) +)\8V5(n3,n{) - VL (ng, ny) - oVr(b,b)

e={1-X ony on, on, on,

where the first and second inequalities follow from parts (v) and (i7), re-
spectively, of Remark 2. But the above inequality violates equation (18), a
contradiction.

Next, assume b < nf (and hence, b < nj). Then again by Remark 2,

oVL(ng, ny) +/\8V5(n3,n{) _ oVL(ng, ny) _ oV (b,b)

€= (1 B >\) 8n0 8n0 8710 8710

violating equation (18). W

Remark 4

In the absence of any sample data, type §’s optimal action is a = E(36 +
(1 — 3)6,) = 0. His prior expected loss is 32 + (1 — 8)?. To derive the user’s
expected loss given the posterior belief induced by (ng,n;), note that his

action given the sample outcome is

a=BE® | 7o)+ (1—B)Eb | )

This follows immediately from the quadratic loss function. Under the Gaus-

sian specification,
1
E 990 Yr) = Uz
(0 [ 92) = 1729

Ny

30



The user’s ex-ante expected loss is

E[B(E(f | 7o) — 00) + (1 = B)(E(61 | 71) — 1))

where the ex-ante expectation is taken w.r.t. both the distributions over the
parameters 0y, #; and the sampling error €. Using the fact that these dis-
tributions are mutually independent, all have mean zero, and implementing

some algebra, we obtain that the expected loss is given by

2 2
+(1- 82—

52
ng + o? ny + o2

Hence, the expected loss reduction from (ng,n) is given by (8). B

Proposition 4

For our purposes, we can consider a relaxed problem that only examines a
selection of the IR and IC constraints. The heuristic is to treat s and 1 —s (r
and 1—r) as “low” (“high”) types, such that the IR constraints of s and 1—s,
and the IC constraints of » and 1 — r, should be considered. Two additional
IC constraints prevent types s and 1 — s from mimicking each other. We will
later verify that the other IR and IC constraints can be ignored.

The following notation will be convenient:

%(5)

zi(B) = wlB) + 07

Note that x;(f) is strictly increasing and strictly concave in ¢;(/5). We have

the following six constraints in addition to the feasibility constraints:
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s2xo(1 — s
s°xy(s) —
rwo(s) + (1 —r)’x ( ) —
(1—r)%zo(1 =) +

_l’_
ng
—
|
N
|
~
—
|
N
VvV IV IV IV IV IV

)
(1~ 5)’wo(s)

(1-—

(1-—

Constraints (1)-(2) are the IR constraints of types s and 1 — s. Constraints
(3)-(4) are the IC constraints that prevent them from mimicking one another.
Finally, constraints (5)-(6) are the IC constraints that prevent types r and
1 — r from mimicking types s and 1 — s, respectively.

We first establish that the optimal solution is symmetric in the sense that
for every i, 8, ny = no, ¢;(8) = q1—i(1 — B), and t(B) = t(1 — 5). To see why,
assume the contrary. Note that if the profile (n;, ¢ (5),t(58)):s is optimal
(and therefore satisfies all the constraints), then the permutation n; = n;_,,
¢(B) = q—i(1 — B), and /() = t(1 — (), is feasible and induces the same
profit for the monopolist. Now define ¢/'(5) such that

2(B) = £ (@:(8) +2(3))

for every i, 5. Since x;(/3) is a one-to-one function of ¢;((), this defines ¢”

unambiguously. Likewise, define

t; (8) = 5 (t(B) + ti(B))

n; = =(n; +n)

N =N =

Note that constraints (1)-(6) above are all linear in « and ¢. Therefore, since

(x,t) and (2, t') satisfy the constraints, so does (z”,t"”). Since z;(f) is strictly
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concave in ¢;(3),

wiay L % (5) q—i(1—p) %q@'(ﬁ) + %Qki(l )
=i (F) = 2 |qi(B) +o? * q1-i(1 — ) + o2 = %%‘(5) + %Ch—i(l —f3) + o2
Therefore,
" 1 1
q; (B) < 5%‘(5) + §Q1—i(1 - 0)
1 1
5%(5) + 5%(5)
PR
=n

This means that (¢”,t") replicates the monopolist’s revenue from (g, t), but
it can be attained with a strictly lower total database than ng + n; — con-
tradicting the optimality of (n,q,t) and (n’,¢’,t'). From now on, we use N
to denote the value of ng = ny.

Now observe that by the symmetry, constraints (3)-(4) together imply
x1(s) > z1(1 — s) and (equivalently) zo(1 — s) > zo(s). Also by symme-
try, constraints (1), (3) and (5) are equivalent to constraints (2), (4) and
(6), respectively. Therefore, we can retain only the former. By standard
arguments, constraints (1) and (5) are binding, and type r’s data access is

efficient:
N

:N+02

Plugging these in the objective function, and the constraint x;(s) > z1(1—3s),

xo(r) = x1(r)

we can restate the monopolist’s problem as finding N, z1(s), z1(1 — s), to

maximize
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1

5= 97 1= (o) + [ 352 = 19 ()

+p[r? + (1 =) —2cN

N + o2

subject to the constraint that z;(s) > z1(1 — s). This constraint must bind

1
29
x1(1 — ). Tt follows that ¢1(s) = qo(s) = ¢1(1 — s) = qo(1 — s) = Q.

The problem is thus to find N and @) < N to maximize

Q
Q + o2

in optimum: Since s > r and p(r) < 3, expression (19) strictly increases in

1

L@ s -2+ (- r>2>}

5 —2cN

+p(r)[r*+(1-7)?]

N
N + o2

Therefore, the solution for @) is

. s2+(1—5)2
MR
0 otherwise
This solution trivially satisfies the IR and IC constraints omitted from the
relaxed problem.
When Q = N, this means that all types get full access and pay an amount

equal to the “low” types’ willingness to pay:

N

HB) = (*+ (1= 9) 53—

for all 5. When ) = 0, this means that the “low” types s and 1 — s are
entirely excluded (and therefore pay nothing), while the “high” types get full

access and pay their willingness to pay:

N
N + o2

tir)y=t(1—r)=(*+(1-7r)?
In either case, the optimal value of N will be sub-optimally below the first-
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best level, as can be easily verified by taking first-order conditions in the

first-best and the reduced second-best problems. H

Appendix II: Other Derivations
Derivation of Posterior Variances in Section 3

Recall the following independent Gaussian variables: p ~ N (O,ai), Ty ~
N(0,1) and g¢; ~ N(0,02), where t = 0,1 and i € {1, ...,n;}. Also recall that
an observation ¢ from the period-t sample is a realization y;; = p + 2, + €44,
and that types S and L are interested in forecasting #° = j + z; and 6 =
u, respectively. The prior variances over 6° and 6~ are ai + 1 and 03,
respectively.

From type L’s point of view, a period-t sample generates a conditionally
independent signal 4, = 0% + x, + &, where & is the average observational
noise in the period-t sample. The variance of the period-t signal conditional
on 0 is 1+ 02 /n;. From S’s point of view, the two periods’ samples generate
the signals 7, = 0° + &, and 7y = 0° + o — 1 + &. We now calculate the
variance of the types’ posterior beliefs.

For ¢ € {0,1}, we have the following joint normal distribution (where
¢ = 0 gives us the joint distribution with p as the first variable and ¢ = 1

gives us the joint distribution with p + x; as the first variable).

p+ cry 0 o+ o or+c
_ 0.2
Yo ~ N 01, 03 02+1+n—; 05 ]
— 2 2 2 e
U1 0 o, tc o, o, + 1+
Denote
241+ 2
A: O-I»L no O-,Uf 9
o O'i—i-l—i-%

Then,
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2 Ocy2 O¢ 4
det(A) = (o, + 1+ n_0)<0“ +1+ n—l) -0, (20)
and
2,149 2
A= (T T T | e @1
T out 1458
Therefore,

2
o, (e —1 T
Var(p+cxy | §o, ) = 0, + ¢ <0M Uﬂ+c> A (O’i—i—C)

Plugging (21) and 02 = 1 into this expression, and then simplifying, yields
the desired expressions for each type’s variance reduction. For ¢ = 0, we

have

(1 + no + 2neny )
o2(ny +no + 2ngny) + (1 +ng)(1 +ny)

Var(p) = Var(u| go,91) =

For ¢ =1, we have

o, (n1 4 no + 2nony) + 3o5neny + 20;n1 + 1 + neny

Var(p+z)=Var(p+zy | 9o, 1) =

o2(ny +no + 2ngn1) + (1 +no)(1 + n1)
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Proof of Remark 2

Proof of (i). This follows from noting that

0 ot (ny +1)°
—VL(TL(),nl) = r 5 >0
dng (no +n1 + nony + o2ng + o2ng + 202ngny + 1)
(22)
0 ot (ng +1)°
a—VL(’I’Lo,nl) = ’ 3 >0
ny (no +n1 + nony + o2ng + o2ng + 20Zngny + 1)
(23)
) o
8—V5<n0,n1) = = 5 >0
no (no +n1 +nony + 02ng + oiny + 205 neny + 1)
(24)
2
0 no + 02 + 20%ny + 1
5, Vs(no,m1) = ( — ) 7 >0
ny (no +n1 + nony + o2ng + o2ny + 207 neny + 1)
(25)

Proof of (ii). We begin by verifying that V1, (ng, n;) is strictly concave. Its

Hessian matrix is given by

82

2
#VL(RO,M) Fname Vi (1o, n1)

2 2
(971?8110 Vi(no, 1) #VL(HO, ni)
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The expressions for the terms in each cell are as follows:

2
92 Va(ro,ny) = —20;, (n1 + 1) (n1+ o+ 20m; + 1)
2 s
d (no) (no +ny +nony + o2ng + o2ny + 202n0n, + 1)3
0 —20% (ng+ 1) (ny + 1
Vy(no.m) = w(no+1) (n1+ 1) 3
Ingdny (ng +ny +nony + aino + aﬁnl + 202”0”1 + 1)
2
52 Vil ) = —20% (no +1)° (no + 0 + 2072n + 1)
0 (n1)2 (ng + ny +ngny + aﬁno + UZ?’Ll + 205710711 + 1)3

The function Vi (ng,ny) is strictly concave if its Hessian matrix is negative

definite. To confirm this, note first that the first principal minor is negative:

#Z)QVL(H(), n1) < 0. Second, note that the determinant of the Hessian matrix

is positive:

02 o2 o2 2
WVL(”OWH) : WVL(TLO,“O — (anlanoVL(no,nl))

4o (no + 1)? (1 + 1)* ((n1 + 02 + 20201 + 1) (ng + 02 + 2020y + 1) — o)

(no +n1 + nony + o2ng + oang + 20 neny + 1)6

>0

We next turn to verifying that Vg(ng, ny) is strictly concave. Its Hessian

matrix is i 2
a<io)2 Vs(no,m)  gr5m; Vs(no, m)

2 2
dn1dng Vs(no,n1) #Vs(no, ni)

The expressions for the terms in each cell are as follows:
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0?2 20, (n1+ o+ 200m; + 1)

——Vs(no,m1) = 3
d (no) (no +ny + nony + agno + oﬁnl + 2aZn0n1 + 1)
0 —20% (ng + 02 4+ 20%ng + 1
Vs(ng,ni) = (ot o im0 1) 3
Ongony (no +ny + nony + O'ino + Uﬁnl + 2aﬁn0n1 + 1)
0? -2 (no + 02 + ZUanO + 1)3
——Vs(ng,m) =
d(ny)

(no +n1 + nony + o2ng + o2ny + 202neny + 1)3

Vs(ng,ny) is strictly concave since 6—2V5(n0, ny) < 0 — i.e., the first prin-

d(no)”
cipal minor is negative — and the determinant of the Hessian matrix is
positive:
02 52 92 2
——Vs(no, - —— Vs (ny, — Vs(no,
B (g2 o) e Vsl m) <8n18n0 s(no ”1))

4% (ng + 02 + 20209 + 1) [(n1 + 0% + 20201 + 1) (ng + 02 + 2020 + 1) —

4
I

g

]

(TLQ +n; +ngny + O'?Ln(] + O'inl + 20'3710”1 + 1)6

>0

Proof of (iii). From inspection of (3) it is easy to see that Vi (x,y)
Vi(y,x). To see that Vs(z,y) > Vs(y, z) for y > x, note that

—x) (202 +1
VS(‘TJy)_VS(y7x>: 2 <y )( - ) >0
o2(y+z+2xy) + (1+2)(1+y)
The observation that ngx’m) > avsézg’"l) follows from comparing equation

(24) to equation (25).
Proof of (iv). Follows immediately from equations (3) and (4).

Proof of (v). Follows immediately from equations (22)-(25).
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