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1. Introduction

Motivation. A salient feature of lobbying organizations is the widespread development

of niche strategies. Many interest groups concentrate their activity on narrowly defined

policy issues or develop highly specialized expertise. This pattern has been extensively doc-

umented and is commonly interpreted as the outcome of deliberate organizational choices.

In environments where political attention, financial resources, or memberships are scarce,

groups are argued to differentiate so as to secure a protected niche and reduce direct com-

petition with rival organizations (Clark and Wilson, 1961; Wilson, 1995; Gray and Lowery,

1996, 1997; Lowery, 2007). As Wilson (1995, p. 263) puts it, for groups and associations

“seeking to maintain themselves (...) [t]he easiest and most prudent strategy is to develop
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autonomy – that is, a distinctive area of competence (...) and undisputed juridiction over

a function, service, goal, or cause.”

These explanations emphasize the supply side of lobbying. Niche strategies are por-

trayed as the outcome of groups’ incentives to soften competition, preserve autonomy, and

secure organizational survival. In this paper, we propose a complementary and fundamen-

tally different explanation. We show that niche lobbying can arise as a robust equilibrium

outcome of the informational environment, even though it is not the outcome that interest

groups themselves would choose if they could coordinate or commit to an organization of

lobbying.

Mechanism. The key mechanism is driven by the demand side, i.e., the beliefs and reac-

tions of the decision-maker (thereafter DM ) when no information is transmitted. When

information acquisition is endogenous, privately chosen by groups, and unobservable to the

DM , the absence of disclosure is itself informative. In particular, when a group is expected

to specialize in a given dimension of information, silence may be interpreted as evidence

that unfavorable information has been deliberately withheld. This inference strengthens

the group’s incentive to acquire information in order to avoid inducing unfavorable beliefs.

The pressure to gather information is therefore especially strong when a group is perceived

as a monopolist over a given dimension.

By contrast, when several groups with conflicting objectives compete over the same

informational dimension, the absence of disclosure becomes ambiguous. Suspicion that it

reflects the strategic withholding of unfavorable information now applies to both groups,

thereby mitigating the DM ’s reaction to the lack of information. As a result, the infor-

mational cost of remaining silent is reduced, weakening incentives to invest in informa-

tion acquisition. Paradoxically, competition over the same informational dimension relaxes

pressure on interest groups, while specialization into distinct niches intensifies it.

This logic leads to a striking reversal of the usual interpretation of niche strategies. In

our model, niche lobbying does not provide groups with a “quiet life” (ła Bertrand and

Mullainathan, 2003). On the contrary, specialization amplifies informational pressure and

forces groups to invest more heavily in costly information acquisition. If groups could jointly

decide how lobbying should be organized, they would prefer to avoid such differentiation.

Instead, niche strategies emerge endogenously because they are self-enforcing equilibrium

outcomes.
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This insight is part of a broader paradox. In our environment, interest groups would

strictly prefer to commit ex ante to remaining inactive in the lobbying process. Because

the DM ’s payoff is linear in beliefs, groups derive no informational rents from persuasion:

on average, information acquisition does not improve outcomes from their perspective.

Consequently, groups favor any arrangement that minimizes the need to gather information.

Yet such commitments are not credible. Once a group is expected to be inactive, it has a

strict incentive to deviate and acquire information in order to influence the DM ’s action.

The lobbying process thus traps groups in equilibria that are, from the groups’ viewpoint,

collectively undesirable but individually unavoidable.

The model we develop formalizes these forces in a multidimensional framework with en-

dogenous information acquisition, verifiable disclosure, and limited commitment. We show

that specialization on single dimensions of information arises generically, that differentia-

tion across groups is robust, and that these outcomes persist with many groups and many

dimensions. Our analysis highlights how the informational environment faced by the DM

can shape the organization of lobbying in ways that run counter to the preferences of

interest groups themselves.

Organization. Section 2 reviews the related literature, and Section 3 presents the model.

Section 4 analyzes the case of two interest groups, whose objectives may be either conflicting

(Section 4.1) or congruent (Section 4.2). Section 5 extends the analysis to the case of

K groups with heterogeneous objectives. Section 6 highlights an important commitment

problem faced by groups, namely their ex ante incentive to remain inactive. Section 7

derives implications for the types of information groups acquire and for lobbying strategies

at the sectoral level. Section 8 illustrates the model’s predictions in the context of climate

and biodiversity policies. Proofs omitted from the main text are relegated to an Appendix.

2. Literature Review

This paper contributes to several strands of the literature on information transmission,

strategic disclosure, and lobbying. Its main contribution is to show how endogenous infor-

mation acquisition and belief formation by aDM jointly shape the equilibrium organization

of lobbying activity.

Verifiable information and strategic disclosure. A large literature studies envi-

ronments in which informed parties strategically disclose verifiable information. Starting
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with Milgrom (1981), Matthews and Postlewaite (1985), and Milgrom and Roberts (1986),

this work emphasizes that the absence of disclosure can itself be informative. Our analysis

builds on this insight but departs from much of the literature by endogenizing information

acquisition and allowing multiple parties to choose privately and strategically whether to

become informed in the first place.

Bhattacharya and Mukherjee (2013) study disclosure by experts with exogenously given

probabilities of being informed and show that DM s may benefit from interacting with

experts holding extreme or conflicting preferences. In contrast, information acquisition is

endogenous in our framework, and incentives to acquire information depend critically on

how silence is interpreted by the DM .

Endogenous information acquisition and persuasion. Several recent contributions

emphasize that information acquisition may be driven less by the prospect of persuasion

than by the desire to avoid unfavorable decisions when no information is provided. Kartik,

Lee, and Wu (2017) show that when experts can acquire information at a cost, adding

more experts may reduce incentives to become informed and may harm the DM . Related

insights appear in Henry (2009) and Wong and Yang (2018).

Our model generalizes this logic to a multidimensional environment with multiple in-

terest groups. A central mechanism is that information acquisition is privately chosen and

unobservable ex ante. As a result, silence is interpreted as potentially strategic, which cre-

ates endogenous pressure to acquire information even when persuasion yields no expected

rents. This mechanism plays a key role in shaping equilibrium specialization patterns.

Specialization, selective investigation, and expert panels. A growing literature

studies how experts or interest groups specialize across informational dimensions. Benned-

sen and Friedman (2002) analyze specialization in the provision of verifiable information to

legislators, with an emphasis on institutional features of legislatures. More recently, Gong

and Yang (2022) introduce the notion of selective investigation, where experts are assumed

to focus on a single dimension of information. In contrast to this work, specialization is

not imposed in our model. Instead, it emerges endogenously as an equilibrium outcome of

resource constraints, belief updating, and strategic interaction among groups. Moreover,

while much of the literature focuses on how a DM should optimally select or design a panel

of experts, we study how the organization of lobbying arises from the incentives faced by

interest groups themselves.
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Bayesian Persuasion and Commitment. This paper is also related to the literature

on Bayesian persuasion following Kamenica and Gentzkow (2011). A key distinction is

that we assume substantially weaker commitment power. Interest groups cannot commit

to disclosure strategies or to the type or precision of signals they acquire. Recent work has

explored persuasion with endogenous information acquisition and partial commitment, but

typically assumes that information structures are observable or controlled by the sender

(e.g. Gentzkow and Kamenica, 2016, 2017a, 2017b; Wu, 2020), or abstracts from compe-

tition and specialization across informational dimensions (Kartik et al. 2017; Wong and

Yang, 2018).

Our framework instead focuses on privately chosen, unobservable search effort by mul-

tiple groups, which fundamentally alters incentives and drives the emergence of niche lob-

bying. By contrast, limited commitment is central to our results. Because groups cannot

commit to remain uninformed or silent, they become trapped in equilibria that require

costly information acquisition, even though such activity yields no expected rents. This

mechanism distinguishes our analysis from standard persuasion models.1

Lobbying and competition. Finally, our paper relates to the broader literature on

lobbying and political influence. Classic contributions emphasize how groups differentiate to

reduce competition and secure autonomy (Clark and Wilson, 1961; Wilson, 1995; Gray and

Lowery, 1996, 1997; Lowery, 2007). More recent theoretical and empirical work continues

to investigate how access, competition, and information shape political influence.

On the theoretical side, recent models analyze how competition among lobbyists or

experts affects incentives to acquire and disclose information (Kartik et al. 2017; Bhat-

tacharya et al. 2018; Ekmekci and Kos, 2023). Related contributions emphasize the role of

strategic silence and limited commitment. Henry (2009) and Wong and Yang (2018) show

that information acquisition may be driven by defensive motives, namely the desire to

avoid unfavorable decisions when no information is provided. More recently, Kartik, Squin-

tani, and Tinn (2024) study information revelation in political environments and highlight

how silence and disclosure interact with voters’ or DM s’ inferences. On the empirical side,

Lowery (2007) documents how competition among interest groups affects lobbying activity,
1Given the linearity of groups’ payoffs in the DM’s beliefs, groups’ ability to commit to a message

strategy would not lead to more favorable decisions by the DM. The only benefit groups could obtain from
commitment would be a commitment either to refrain from communication or to transmit uninformative
messages, thereby saving on information-gathering costs; such a commitment would be equivalent to
remaining inactive.
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while more recent work such as Awad (2025) studies how access and network position shape

the effectiveness of persuasive lobbying.

From a technical viewpoint, our model builds on Kartik et al. (2017). As in their model,

linearity of the DM ’s payoff in beliefs rules out concavification and eliminates any scope

for Bayesian persuasion (Kamenica and Gentzkow, 2011). On average, groups derive no

informational rents from persuasion. This conclusion is robust to richer message spaces

and to allowing groups to commit to communication strategies. However, we extend their

framework to a multidimensional environment in which uncertainty stems from incomplete

coverage of policy-relevant dimensions rather than from noisy signals.2 This extension

allows us to analyze how the multidimensional structure, combined with a hard resource

constraint, creates incentives for specialization and differentiation, despite the fact that

groups collectively would favor concentration in information acquisition.3

More broadly, our contribution differs from the previously cited literature by highlight-

ing a demand-side mechanism. In our model, niche strategies arise not because they soften

competition among groups, but because they intensify the informational pressure generated

by theDM ’s inference from silence. When multiple groups with conflicting preferences com-

pete over the same informational dimension, non-disclosure becomes ambiguous and atten-

uates adverse inference, thereby reducing incentives to acquire information. Similarly, when

congruent groups cooperate on the same dimension, free-riding emerges and more than off-

sets the DM ’s inference from silence, again weakening incentives to acquire information.

In both cases, it is the intensification of informational effort under differentiation-driven

by the DM ’s belief formation-that makes differentiation an equilibrium outcome.

This reversal of the usual logic offers a new perspective on the organization of lobbying

activity and complements recent work on strategic information acquisition and disclosure

by showing how belief formation alone can sustain specialization as an equilibrium outcome,

even when it is not preferred by interest groups themselves.

2Whereas Kartik et al. (2017) consider signals that are imperfectly correlated with the state of the
world, we assume that whenever a group acquires information about a given dimension of the decision
problem, that signal is fully informative about that dimension. Because signals concern only a subset of
dimensions, they remain imperfectly informative about the aggregate state.

3This result echoes Ward (2004)’s insight that competition between groups may generate excessive
dissipation of effort from the groupsâĂŹ own perspective. The underlying mechanism, however, is funda-
mentally different. Our model hinges on the endogenous acquisition of information, whereas WardâĂŹs
result arises from the aggregation of the direction of group efforts.
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3. The Model

Decision and state of the world. DM chooses an action x ∈R+ as a function of the

state of the world θ. This state of the world aggregates multiple independent dimensions,

with cardinality N , and we write

θ =
N∑
i=1

αiθi.

Each component θi is independently distributed on {0,1}, with P(θi = 1) = p. Dimensions

differ in their relevance for the final decision, with weights ordered as 1 = αN ≤ · · · ≤ α1 ≡ α.

DM ’s payoff is

UDM (x, θ) = θx− x2

2 .

Conditional on beliefs, the optimal decision is therefore x= E(θ).

The interpretation is that policy choices depend on several distinct aspects, each re-

quiring targeted investigation. Examples include economic versus environmental impacts

of regulation, revenue versus expenditure effects of fiscal policy, or heterogeneous effects

across population groups. The weights αi capture the relative policy importance of each

dimension.

Interest groups and information acquisition. There is a finite set K of K inter-

est groups that may influence DM by providing information. Groups are of two types.

Progressive groups (P ) prefer higher actions, while Conservative groups (C) prefer lower

actions, independently of the true state of the world. This assumption abstracts from any

alignment of objectives between the groups and DM regarding accurate decision-making.

We assume K ≤N .

Let KP denote the set of Progressive groups, with cardinality KP , and KC the set of

Conservative groups, with KC =K −KP .

Information acquisition is constrained by a limited informational resource. Each group

k is endowed with a fixed information-acquisition capacity Ek ∈ (0,1) that is specific to

that group.4 Groups allocate this capacity across dimensions. Specifically, group k chooses

4Assuming Ek < 1 simplifies the analysis by ruling out situations where a group would get a fully
informative message about one dimension (ek

i = 1) before investing effort in another information. But
the main intuitions would not be modified if this constraint were removed, provided Ek remains small
enough compared to the number of groups and dimensions of search.



8 P. Lefebvre, D. Martimort

effort levels

eki ∈ [0,1], i= 1, . . . ,N,

subject to the resource constraint
N∑
i=1

eki ≤Ek. (3.1)

Effort eki represents the probability with which group k becomes informed about dimension

i. If informed, the group observes a perfectly informative signal σki = θi; otherwise, it

observes no information (σki = ∅). Let ek = (ek1 , . . . , ekN ) denote group k’s effort allocation.

Search across dimensions is thus fully substitutable: allocating more effort to one dimen-

sion necessarily crowds out effort on others. This captures limited attention, investigative

capacity, or organizational resources.

Resources devoted to information gathering are distracted from other potential uses.

Group k thus derives a gain U(Ek −
∑N
i=1 e

k
i ) from resources non-invested in this process.

The gain function U is twice-differentiable on x ∈R+, non-decreasing and concave with the

Inada condition U ′(0) = +∞ being satisfied.5 For simplicity, we assume an extreme form

of decreasing marginal returns for the groups’ gain function U ; namely there exists x̄ > 0

such that U ′(x) = 0 for x≥ x̄. On top, groups have enough initial resources so that

Ek > x̄ ∀k ∈K. (3.2)

Together those conditions ensure that, whatever the equilibrium, no group remains inactive.

Our results hold for a broader set of utility functions if we assume a sufficiently small

marginal utility at Ek. Yet, imposing this condition would make the exposition of proofs

with multiple active congruent groups excessively cumbersome, without any insight gain.

Groups’ preferences depend only on the induced policy outcome. Progressive and Con-

servative groups have utilities

V kP (x, ek) = x+U(Ek −
N∑
i=1

eki ), V kC (x) =−x+U(Ek −
N∑
i=1

eki ).

Information transmission. Following Milgrom (1981) and Kartik et al. (2017), infor-

mation is verifiable. Groups cannot misreport signals but may choose whether or not to
5The analysis would remain valid under heterogeneous utility functions across groups. However, such

heterogeneity is already captured by variation in resource endowments Ek, rendering the introduction
of group-specific utility functions redundant.
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disclose them. The message space of group k is

Mk =
N∏
i=1

mk
i ,

where mk
i ∈ {∅, θi} if group k is informed about dimension i, and mk

i = ∅ otherwise.

Whenever a group observes σki = θi, it has a dominant disclosure strategy. Progressive

groups reveal the signal if and only if θi = 1, while Conservative groups reveal it if and only

if θi = 0.

DM ’s Beliefs. If at least one group transmits an informative message mi = θi, DM

perfectly infers the value of θi. If no informative message is sent about dimension i, DM

updates beliefs using Bayes’ rule, given the anticipated effort allocations of the groups:

θ∗i = E
(
θi | ∀k ∈K, mk

i = ∅
)
.

Off-path beliefs matter only if a group unexpectedly reveals information when DM

does not anticipate disclosure. We impose passive beliefs: upon such a deviation, DM does

not revise her beliefs about the group’s effort allocation across other dimensions.6

After information transmission occurred, DM updates her beliefs and takes the decision

x= β, with

β ≡

 ∑
i:∃k∈K:mk

i =θi

αiθi

+

 ∑
i:∀k∈K:mk

i =∅

αiθ
∗
i

 . (3.3)

Timing and Observability. The game unfolds as follows:

1. Groups simultaneously choose effort allocations ek subject to the resource constraint∑
i e
k
i ≤Ek. Effort choices and research outcomes are unobserved by DM .

2. Each group privately observes its signals σk = (σk1 , . . . , σkN ).

3. Groups simultaneously send messages mk to DM .

4. DM updates beliefs and chooses her action taking conditional expectations on the

state of nature.
6Passive beliefs play the same equilibrium selection role as in Kartik et al. (2017) and ensure stability

under sequential information revelation.
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4. The Case of Two Groups

Before turning to the general case with K active groups, it is useful to analyze simpler

benchmark environments. We begin with two interest groups: one being Progressive (P )

while the other is Conservative (C) (Section 4.1) before addressing the scenario of congruent

and Progressive groups (Section 4.2).

4.1 Conflicting Interests

Throughout this section, each group g ∈ {P,C} chooses an effort vector eg = (eg1, . . . , e
g
N )

with egi ∈ [0,1], subject to the hard resource constraint (3.1). Since U ′(0) = +∞, this con-

straint will never be binding. An interest group always finds optimal to save some resource

away from information gathering.

Beliefs when no information is transmitted. Fix a dimension i. If at least one

group transmits mi = θi, DM learns θi. If no group transmits information about i, then

DM updates her beliefs using the effort levels she expects.

With two competing groups and verifiable disclosure, P reveals only if informed and

θi = 1, whereas C reveals only if informed and θi = 0. Hence, conditional on (ePi , eCi ),

Pr(no message on i | θi = 1) = 1− ePi , Pr(no message on i | θi = 0) = 1− eCi .

Bayes’ rule implies that DM ’s posterior belief in the absence of disclosure is:

θ∗i = E
(
θi

∣∣∣mP
i =mC

i = ∅
)

= p(1− ePi )
p(1− ePi ) + (1− p)(1− eCi )

. (4.1)

Search incentives. Thanks to our quadratic specification, DM ’s decision is equal to her

posterior mean, as defined in (3.3). Since the groups’ payoffs only depend on this chosen

action, each group chooses eg to shift β in its preferred direction, subject to (3.1).

Fix an equilibrium candidate and the corresponding beliefs (θ∗i )Ni=1. Holding fixed the

opponent’s effort and the induced belief θ∗i , the marginal (direct) gain for P from increasing

ePi is proportional to the probability that θi = 1 and that disclosure changes DM ’s belief

from θ∗i to 1. This yields the marginal benefit index

vPi ≡ αi p (1− θ∗i ). (4.2)
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Similarly, for C, increasing eCi raises the probability of learning θi = 0 and disclosing it,

which shifts beliefs from θ∗i to 0. The corresponding marginal benefit index is

vCi ≡ αi (1− p)θ∗i . (4.3)

If group g ∈ {C,P} invests in information gathering about dimension i, the equilibrium

condition thus writes

vgi = U ′(Eg −
N∑
j=1

egj ). (4.4)

Groups increase their search effort as long as the marginal benefit of information acquisition

exceeds the marginal opportunity cost of allocating resources to alternative uses.

Existence. Equipped with those conditions, we are ready to provide a first important

Lemma.

Lemma 1 (Existence of an equilibrium). There exists a pure-strategy equilibrium of the

game with two competing groups.

Specialization. The hard resource constraint (3.1) makes search substitutable across

dimensions. Generically (i.e. except for knife-edge ties in the indices vgi ), each group strictly

prefer to put all its budget on a single dimension; an otherwise, putting all budget on one

dimension remains an optimum.

Lemma 2. For each group g ∈ {P,C}, there exists k ∈ {1, . . . ,N} such that egj = 0 for all

j 6= k.

This specialization result holds independently of whether groups have aligned or oppos-

ing objectives as we will confirm below. While competition between groups affects DM ’s

beliefs and thus the marginal value of information on a given dimension, it does not create

complementarities across dimensions within a group’s information acquisition problem. It

follows that the marginal benefit of effort must be equalized across all dimensions receiv-

ing positive effort. As a result, any interior allocation across multiple dimensions leaves

the group indifferent between reallocations of effort, and full concentration on a single

dimension is optimal.

It is important to note that Lemma 2 concerns the allocation of effort within a group,

rather than the interaction between groups. Competition shapes the beliefs formed by the
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DM when no information is disclosed, and thus affects which dimension a group chooses

to specialize in. However, once the target dimension is fixed, competition does not affect

the incentive to concentrate effort, which follows solely from the hard resource constraint

and the substitutability of effort across dimensions.

Differentiation. Using (4.2)–(4.3), note that for a given dimension i, a higher αi in-

creases both groups’ incentives to target that dimension, but in opposite informational

directions. When α is close enough to 1, the endogenous belief terms θ∗i imply that a

configuration in which P targets the most relevant dimension and C targets the second-

most relevant dimension remains stable to unilateral deviations, while joint concentration

is generically fragile. Generically, equilibria entail differentiation.

Proposition 1. There exists ᾱ > 1 such that for α ∈ [1, ᾱ], the following properties hold.

1. There exists an equilibrium in which the two groups specialize in different dimensions.

2. There exists η > 0 such that a necessary condition for an equilibrium in which both

groups specialize on θ1 is θ∗1 ∈ [θ∗k − η, θ∗k + η] for all k 6= 1, and limᾱ→1 η = 0.

3. There exists no equilibrium in which both groups specialize on a dimension θk with

k 6= 1.

Proposition 1 characterizes how competition and belief formation jointly determine

equilibrium specialization patterns.

While Lemma 2 on specialization establishes that each group concentrates its effort on

a single dimension, this proposition explains how dimensions are allocated across groups.

The key force is DM ’s inference from silence: when a group is the (expected) sole provider

of a given type of information, this inference generates a high marginal benefit of search,

generically driving equilibria toward outcomes in which groups differentiate across dimen-

sions.

Item 1. shows that for policy weights α close enough to one, there always exists an

equilibrium in which competing groups specialize in different dimensions. Intuitively, when

dimensions have comparable policy relevance, specialization on distinct dimensions in-

creases the informational pressure faced by each group. If each group is expected to be the

sole source of information on its own dimension, silence is highly informative. Conversely,
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adverse inference is weaker on dimensions outside a group’s domain. Consequently, the

marginal benefit of information acquisition is greater for dimensions for which the group

is expected to be the sole provider, thereby making differentiation self-enforcing.

Item 2. shows that equilibria in which both groups specialize on the same dimension are

fragile. Such equilibria requireDM ’s beliefs across dimensions to be nearly identical, so that

no group has a strict incentive to deviate toward another dimension. The condition θ∗1 ∈

[θ∗k−η, θ∗k+η] captures this requirement. As α approaches one, even small belief differences

across dimensions are sufficient to trigger profitable deviations, and the admissible range

η shrinks to zero. This illustrates that concentration equilibria are non-generic.

Item 3. shows that the same logic prevents both groups from specializing in a dimension

other than the politically most relevant one. If they were to do so, at least one group would

obtain a higher marginal benefit by diverting its search effort toward the more relevant

dimension.

Remark. This result on differentiation is robust when the priors pi on each dimension

are sufficiently close to each other. When priors differ widely, equilibria with concentration

may arise because the belief terms θ∗i can overturn the ranking induced by αi.7

4.2 Congruent Interests

We now consider two congruent (progressive) groups, indexed by g ∈ {1,2}, with utilities

increasing in β. Each group k chooses eg = (ek1 , . . . , ekN ) where Eki ∈ [0,1] subject to the

resource condition (3.1).

Beliefs when no information is transmitted. Fix a dimension i. If at least one group

is informed and θi = 1, at least one group reveals. Let π(e1
i , e

2
i ) = e1

i + e2
i − e1

i e
2
i denote the

probability that at least one group becomes informed about θi. If no disclosure occurs,

then either θi = 0, or θi = 1 but no group became informed. Thus,

Pr(no message on i | θi = 1) = 1− π(e1
i , e

2
i ), Pr(no message on i | θi = 0) = 1.

Bayes’ rule yields

θ∗i (e1
i , e

2
i ) = (1− π(e1

i , e
2
i ))p

1− π(e1
i , e

2
i )p

. (4.5)

7Unfortunately, there is no clear-cut relationship between the value of pi and a group’s incentives to
acquire information about dimension i. For the sake of simplifying the analysis, we thus focus on the
symmetric case in which probabilities are equal across dimensions.
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Search incentives and strategic substitutability. Holding fixed the opponent’s

effort and the induced posterior threshold θ∗k, the marginal gain for group k from increasing

eki is proportional to the probability that θi = 1, that group k becomes the (marginal)

provider of verifiable evidence, and that disclosure moves beliefs from θ∗i to 1. This delivers

the marginal benefit index

vki ≡ αi p (1− e−ki )
(
1− θ∗i (eki , e−ki )

)
, (4.6)

where −k denotes the other group.

If group k invests in information gathering about dimension i, the equilibrium condition

writes like in (4.4):

vki = U ′(Ek −
N∑
i=j

ekj ).

Equation (4.6) makes explicit the free-riding force: for a fixed threshold, increasing e−ki
reduces the factor (1− e−ki ) and thus lowers the marginal return to eki . Equilibrium statics

are slightly more complex, for an increase in e−ki also leads to a decrease in θ∗i , which in

turn increases group k’s marginal benefit of information gathering. However, it is easy to

show that
∂

∂e−ki

(
(1− e−ki )(1− θ∗i (eki , e−ki ))

)
< 0. (4.7)

The strategic-substitute effect dominates once the endogenous response of θ∗i is accounted

for.

Existence and specialization. Next Lemma mirrors Lemma 1 in this context with

congruent groups and proves the existence of an equilibrium

Lemma 3. There exists a pure-strategy equilibrium of the game with two congruent groups.

We can now state our next Lemma, which shows that groups generically specialize in

one dimension.

Lemma 4. For each group k ∈ {1,2}, there exists ` ∈ {1, . . . ,N} such that eki = 0 for all

i 6= `.

Lemma 4 shows that each group generically concentrates its information-gathering

effort on a single dimension. Under an interior allocation, the group is marginally indifferent
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across dimensions, so concentrating effort on one dimension leaves informational benefits

unchanged. When marginal values differ across dimensions, however, the optimal response

is to reallocate all search effort toward the dimension with the highest marginal benefit.

Hence, multi-dimensional allocation is weakly dominated by full specialization.

The lemma provides a microfoundation for selective investigation. Rather than being

imposed exogenously, concentration on a single dimension emerges endogenously from op-

timal behavior under resource constraints. This distinguishes our approach from Gong and

Yang (2022) who instead assume specialization as a primitive and highlights how informa-

tional structure alone can generate focused investigation.

Differentiation and concentration. Group specialization can yield either differen-

tiation across dimensions or concentration on a common dimension. The two propositions

that follow characterize these possibilities.

Proposition 2. There exists ᾱ > 1 such that for α ∈ [1, ᾱ], for any two distinct dimensions

k 6= `, there exists an equilibrium in which group 1 specializes in θk and group 2 specializes

in θ`.

The next proposition highlights conditions for a symmetric equilibrium with concen-

tration.

Proposition 3. Assume that the two groups are identical (same total resource Ē = Ē1 =

Ē2). For all α≥ 1, there exists a cutoff p(α) ∈ (0,1) such that a symmetric equilibrium in

which both groups concentrate on the same dimension exists if and only if p≥ p(α).

Proposition 2 shows that horizontal differentiation arises even when groups’ objectives

are perfectly aligned. The driving force behind this result is not, as one might expect, col-

lective optimization of search effort by the groups. Instead, as equation (4.7) suggests and

as Proposition 6 below will make explicit, groups would collectively prefer an outcome in

which concentration prevails. In such a case, they share the informational pressure gener-

ated by DM’s interpretation of silence, which allows each group to free ride on the other’s

information-gathering effort. By contrast, when a group is expected to be the sole source

of information on a given dimension, it alone bears the associated informational pressure.

By increasing the marginal benefit of information acquisition along that dimension, this

pressure renders any deviation unprofitable, thereby making specialization self-enforcing.
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For both groups to concentrate on the same dimension, the informational pressure

associated with that dimension must be sufficiently strong that, even when shared across

groups, the pressure borne by each group exceeds the value of gathering information about

a new dimension. This occurs when there is sufficient scope for the absence of information

about the dimension groups inquire about to substantially tilt DM ’s beliefs in a manner

unfavorable to the groups’ position (i.e., for a sufficiently high value of p).

The contrast between the generality of Proposition 2 and the specific conditions of

Proposition 3 highlights that horizontal differentiation is robust to the nature of preferences

and constitutes the most generic equilibrium outcome.

5. The Situation with K Groups and N Dimensions

We now turn to the general environment with K interest groups and N dimensions of

search. Each group k ∈K chooses an effort vector ek = (ek1 , . . . , ekN ) with eki ∈ [0,1] subject

to the hard resource constraint (3.1).

As before, Progressive groups seek to maximize DM ’s posterior mean β, while Conser-

vative groups seek to minimize it. Beliefs θ∗i are defined as the posterior probability that

θi = 1 conditional on no group transmitting information about dimension i.

The analysis of the two-group cases established two general features: (i) equilibrium

search is concentrated on a single dimension for each group, and (ii) search incentives are

summarized by a dimension-specific marginal benefit index that depends on αi and θ∗i .

These insights extend directly to the general case.

For a Progressive group k, the marginal benefit of increasing effort on dimension i when

this group is the sole provider of information about θi is

vk,Pi = αi p (1− θ∗i ),

while for a Conservative group h it is

vh,Ci = αi (1− p)θ∗i .

In such an equilibrium, the condition for group k to exert positive effort on dimension i

writes

vk,gi = U ′(Ek −
N∑
j=1

eki ),
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where g ∈ {P,C} denotes the type of group k.

The next proposition generalizes the differentiation results obtained in the two-group

cases to a scenario with K groups.

Proposition 4. There exists ᾱ > 1 such that for all α ∈ [1, ᾱ), there exists an equilibrium

in which each group specializes in a distinct dimension.

Proposition 4 shows that the differentiation forces identified in the two-group case

extend naturally to environments with many interest groups and multiple informational

dimensions. Specialization within groups is driven by resource constraints and the oppor-

tunity cost of allocating effort, and the same belief-driven and free-riding mechanisms that

sustain differentiation with two groups continue to operate in larger populations. As a re-

sult, the equilibrium organization of lobbying exhibits a stable one-to-one mapping between

groups and informational dimensions. When policy weights are sufficiently balanced, it is

self-enforcing for each group to occupy a distinct informational niche. This result highlights

that differentiation is not a peculiarity of small-group interactions.

The restriction that α be close to one ensures that no single dimension strictly domi-

nates DM ’s objective. When dimensions have comparable policy relevance, no group has

a strict incentive to deviate toward another group’s dimension. If policy weights were

sufficiently asymmetric, multiple groups would instead concentrate on the most relevant

dimension. Thus, the condition on α isolates the informational forces driving differentiation

from trivial dominance effects.

Finally, the differentiation equilibrium does not rely on coordination or communica-

tion among groups. Each group’s specialization decision is individually optimal given the

behavior of others. This reinforces the interpretation of niche lobbying as an equilibrium

outcome rather than the product of explicit collusion or institutional design.

6. Interest Groups’ Preferred Situations

While differentiation emerges as the most robust equilibrium outcome of the lobbying game,

it is not the one preferred by interest groups. This section highlights a paradox: groups are

collectively trapped in equilibria that require high informational effort, even though each

group would strictly prefer to reduce or eliminate its own search activity.



18 P. Lefebvre, D. Martimort

The first observation, which follows directly from the linearity of groups’ payoffs in the

DM’s beliefs, encapsulates the main intuition of this section:

Lemma 5. The equilibrium payoff of an interest group depends only on the equilibrium level

of its own total search effort, and is decreasing in that effort.

A direct implication is that groups would prefer to commit ex ante to remaining inac-

tive.

Proposition 5. Each group would strictly prefer to commit to zero information acquisi-

tion, independently of the behavior of other groups.

Proposition 5 highlights a central paradox of informational lobbying. Although interest

groups actively invest in information acquisition in equilibrium, each group would strictly

prefer to commit ex ante to zero information acquisition. Because DM ’s action is linear in

beliefs, groups at equilibrium extract no informational rents from acquiring and disclosing

information. Information acquisition therefore only serves to avoid unfavorable inferences

drawn from silence, making it a purely defensive activity. If groups could credibly commit

to remaining uninformed, they would strictly reduce their costs without affecting DM ’s

expected action – and hence the groups’ expected policy payoff.

The preference for inactivity holds regardless of the number of groups, their objectives,

or their equilibrium specialization patterns. Even if other groups continue to acquire in-

formation, a group would strictly benefit from committing to zero search, as this removes

the cost of acquisition without worsening its influence on DM ’s beliefs. This shows that

lobbying activity is driven by strategic necessity rather than strategic advantage.

Proposition 5 implies that interest groups are trapped in the lobbying process. They

incur positive information-acquisition costs in equilibrium despite strictly preferring an

outcome in which no group is active. This highlights a tension between individual optimality

and collective inefficiency, and helps explain why lobbying activity may persist even when

it yields no net benefits to groups.

The ex ante commitment of groups to stay inactive is typically infeasible as soon as

condition (3.2) is satisfied. Once a group is expected to participate, it has a strict incentive

to use its available resources, as marginal effort always has a first-order effect on beliefs.
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When commitment to inactivity is impossible, groups turn to what can be viewed as a

second-best outcome.

Proposition 6. Compared to differentiation,

• each group always prefers the situation where other groups (either competing or con-

gruent) gather information about the same dimension as itself, and

• all the groups prefer the situation in which they all concentrate on the same dimension

N .

Proposition 6 shows that, conditional on being active, each group prefers to share its

informational domain with other groups rather than to be the sole provider of information

on a given dimension. This outcome arises from the combination of two effects. First,

when a group shares the investigation of a dimension with one or more competing groups,

the absence of disclosure becomes less informative. This weakens the adverse inference

drawn by DM from silence and reduces the informational pressure faced by any individual

group. Second, when a group is in the presence of other congruent groups, the free-riding

that occurs within shared information acquisition softens the intensity of each group’s

information gathering. In both cases, overlap in information acquisition strictly lowers

equilibrium search costs. Moreover, if groups could jointly commit to specializing in the

least relevant dimension, each would benefit from the ensuing softening of information

acquisition relative to any differentiated configuration.

These results clarify why differentiation, although robust, is not favored by interest

groups. Groups would ideally prefer to avoid information acquisition altogether; failing that,

they prefer to pool on the same dimensions in order to soften competition in persuasion.

This feature, and it contrasts with the typical emergence of differentiation at equi-

librium, highlights the demand-side-driven development of niche specialization by groups,

and how it departs from explanations that attribute it to a softening of competition among

groups.
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7. The Structuration of Lobbying

The analysis conducted so far shows how differentiation arises endogenously in equilibrium,

but it is silent on which informational dimensions different groups choose to investigate.

While a complete characterization of these choices lies beyond the scope of this article, we

provide two results that shed light on this issue. Their relevance will become apparent in

the illustrative examples presented in the next section.

Group specialization in strong domains. Proposition 4 does not rely on any assump-

tions about group types: in equilibrium, each group may specialize in any informational

dimension. This indeterminacy stems from the symmetry of the model, in which all dimen-

sions are associated with the same probability p. In practice, however, different types of

information are likely to be associated with different prior probabilities. For example, in-

formation about climate change may be less favorable to the oil industry than information

about the economic costs of ecological transition. This raises the question of whether in-

dustrial groups should concentrate on dimensions that are a priori more favorable to their

position, or instead invest in information acquisition that mitigates unfavorable aspects of

their activities.

To address this question, we allow the probabilities pi = P(θi = 1) to vary across dimen-

sions. Specifically, consider two dimensions, indexed by 1 and 2, and let δ ∈ (0,min{p,1−p})

such that p1 = p+ δ and p2 = p− δ. For a Progressive group, dimension 1 is more likely to

generate information that supports its position. We refer to this dimension as the group’s

strong domain. Analogous terminology applies to a Conservative group.

Since the equilibrium characterizations derived above are robust to small perturbations

in the probabilities associated with each dimension, the set of equilibrium specialization

patterns remains unchanged for sufficiently small δ. However, when the DM is able to influ-

ence equilibrium selection, introducing asymmetries in prior probabilities has substantive

implications. The following proposition illustrates this point in a symmetric setting when

p= 1
2 :

Proposition 7. Consider a symmetric situation where p1,2 = 1
2 ± δ, and two groups P

and C, with EC =EP . There exists ᾱ > 1 and δ̄ > 0 such that, for α ∈ [1, ᾱ] and δ ∈ (0, δ̄],

DM prefers equilibria where each group specializes in its strong domain.
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Note that, once again, the result that groups-ceteris paribus-specialize in informational

dimensions that are more likely to support their position is driven by the demand side of the

equilibrium. Specialization in a group’s strong domain induces higher information-gathering

effort than specialization in its weak domain, holding all else constant.8

Sector concentration in lobbying. Thus far, we have assumed that K ≤N , so that

each group can, in principle, be the sole provider of a distinct type of information. In many

environments, however, this assumption may fail. Continuing with the example above, a

large number of groups may engage in information acquisition along only two dimensions-

or, more generally, along two sets of signals, with signals within each set being highly

correlated.

Consider a setting with two relevant informational dimensions,

θ = αθ1 + θ2,

with P(θ1 = 1) = P(θ2 = 1) = p. The following proposition characterizes an equilibrium that

arises when the environment exhibits a sufficiently strong symmetry.

Proposition 8. Assume N = 2, KC = KP , p = 1
2 , and there exists Ē such that for all

k ∈ K, Ek = Ē. There exists ᾱ > 1 such that for α ∈ [1, ᾱ], there exists an equilibrium in

which all groups in KP specialize in one dimension, and all groups in KC specialize in the

other dimension.

The equilibrium characterized in Proposition 8 exhibits sectoral concentration. Inter-

est groups belonging to the same sector and sharing aligned objectives concentrate their

information-gathering efforts on a single dimension, while the opposing sector concentrates

on the alternative dimension. Although free riding occurs within sectors, each sector can

therefore be treated as a cohesive coalition for the purpose of information acquisition.

Combining the insights from Propositions 7 and 8, we expect such concentration to arise

predominantly on informational dimensions corresponding to a sector’s strong domain. This

pattern is commonly observed in practice, as illustrated in the next section.

8In some cases, the nature of a group’s activity may affect the cost of acquiring information along
certain dimensions. For instance, economic forecasts may be less costly for industries that already con-
duct similar analyses for their own purposes. However, this need not always be the case: for example,
evaluating ecological damages may not be less costly for environmental groups than for industrial ones.
Our analysis abstracts from such cost asymmetries.
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8. An Illustrative Example: Climate Policy and Biodiversity

We conclude this article with a section that illustrates the model’s logic in the context of

climate policy and biodiversity protection. These policy areas are particularly well-suited

to our framework, as decisions typically depend on multiple dimensions of information and

involve repeated interactions with specialized interest groups holding opposing objectives.

For instance, climate policy decisions routinely hinge on assessments of physical and eco-

logical damages (e.g. temperature trajectories, tipping points, or biodiversity loss) as well

as on evaluations of economic and distributional costs (e.g. impacts on energy prices, em-

ployment, or competitiveness). A large body of literature emphasizes this multidimensional

nature of climate policy evaluation (e.g. Stern, 2007; Nordhaus, 2017; IPCC, 2022).

In practice, these dimensions are investigated by distinct and recurring actors. Envi-

ronmental NGOs, scientific coalitions, and research institutes primarily document climate

and ecological risks, while industry associations, trade unions, and sectoral lobbies focus on

transition costs and economic adjustment.9 This division closely mirrors the structure of

expertise emphasized in the political economy literature on environmental regulation (see,

e.g., Aghion et al. 2016; Grossman and Krueger, 1995).

A similar structure arises in biodiversity policy. Decisions regarding protected areas,

land-use regulation, or species conservation depend both on ecological assessments of irre-

versibility and ecosystem services and on evaluations of local economic impacts on agricul-

ture, forestry, or development (e.g. Dasgupta, 2021).10

Finally, climate and biodiversity policies are characterized by repeated regulatory

episodes and institutionalized consultation procedures, which reinforce expectations about

which actors are responsible for providing information on each dimension.11 Such repetition

strengthens the inference drawn from silence: when a specialized group does not disclose

9For example, the assessment of climate risks is largely structured around scientific and advocacy
organizations contributing to reports such as those of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change
(IPCC), whereas the economic consequences of climate regulation are frequently documented by industry
associations and sector-specific studies submitted in regulatory impact assessments or parliamentary
hearings.

10For instance, debates surrounding the expansion of protected areas under the Convention on Bi-
ological Diversity or national conservation laws typically rely on ecological assessments produced by
conservation organizations and scientific bodies, alongside economic impact analyses produced by agri-
cultural unions, landowners, and local governments.

11 Examples include repeated Conference of the Parties (COP) negotiations under the UNFCCC, peri-
odic revisions of nationally determined contributions, environmental impact assessment procedures, and
standing expert panels or parliamentary hearings dedicated separately to environmental and economic
impacts.
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information on the dimension it is expected to cover, this absence naturally affects DM ’s

beliefs. This feature makes climate and biodiversity policy a natural application of our

belief-driven mechanism.

DM ’s problem. DM must choose the stringency x of a climate or biodiversity policy,

such as the level of a carbon tax, the scope of protected natural areas, or restrictions on

land use. The relevant state of the world is given by

θ = α1θ1 + α2θ2,

where:

• θ1 ∈ {0,1} captures the severity of climate or biodiversity damages (e.g. irreversible

ecosystem loss, long-run climate risks, or tipping points), with θ1 = 1 corresponding

to severe damages;

• θ2 ∈ {0,1} captures the magnitude of economic and social adjustment costs (e.g. im-

pacts on employment, energy prices, or agricultural output), with θ2 = 1 correspond-

ing to lower adjustment costs.

DM chooses a decision equal to the conditional expectation of the state, given information

revealed by groups. Note that higher expected damages or lower expected costs lead to

more stringent environmental policies.

Environmental organizations prefer higher policy stringency, while industry groups (e.g.

energy producers, agriculture, or land developers) prefer lower stringency. Both types of

groups can acquire information about either environmental damages or economic costs, but

their information acquisition efforts are private and unobservable to the DM .

Niche lobbying in climate and biodiversity debates. In practice, environmental

NGOs and scientific advocacy groups tend to specialize in producing evidence on climate

risks and biodiversity loss, such as reports on species extinction, ecosystem services, or cli-

mate tipping points. By contrast, industry groups typically specialize in studies of economic

costs, including competitiveness effects, job losses, or short-run adjustment burdens.

This pattern corresponds to a differentiated equilibrium in our model. Each group

becomes the primary source of information on a specific dimension, effectively holding

a monopoly over that type of evidence. Such specialization may occur at the individual
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group level or, more broadly, at the sectoral level. Moreover, groups typically specialize in

their strong domain, focusing on informational dimensions that are ex ante more likely to

support their position.12

The model clarifies why such specialization is self-enforcing. If an environmental NGO

is expected to be the main source of information on ecological damages, the absence of

disclosure may be interpreted by the DM as evidence that damages are limited or un-

certain. To avoid inducing such unfavorable beliefs, the NGO faces strong incentives to

invest in information acquisition. More generally, the stronger the domain in which a group

specializes, the greater the associated informational pressure. A symmetric logic applies to

industry groups specializing in information about economic costs.

As a result, niche lobbying generates high informational pressure: each group must

invest substantial resources simply to avoid being perceived as withholding unfavorable

information. Specialization therefore increases, rather than decreases, equilibrium effort in

information acquisition.

Why groups would prefer overlap. Now consider a counterfactual organization of

lobbying in which both environmental and industry groups invest in information about the

same dimension, for instance climate damages. In this case, silence becomes ambiguous. The

absence of disclosure may reflect either weak evidence of severe damages or the strategic

withholding of information by the opposing group.

In the model, this ambiguity weakens the DM ’s inference from silence and reduces

the marginal benefit of information acquisition. Each group can partially free-ride on

the possibility that the other group is withholding information. Consequently, equilibrium

information-gathering effort is lower.

Importantly, both environmental and industry groups would strictly prefer such overlap

to niche specialization. Competition over the same informational dimension relaxes infor-

mational pressure and leads to lower equilibrium costs of participation. Yet, because overlap

is not generically self-enforcing, groups end up trapped in a differentiated equilibrium that

they do not favor.

Policy implications. The analysis has several implications for the design of institutions

governing climate and biodiversity policy.
12This feature is not trivial: revealing that dimensions that are a priori less favorable do not support

the opposing position may carry greater informational value.



A Demand-Side Driven Explanation of Niche Lobbying 25

First, policies that encourage or impose specialization of expert input (e.g. assigning

environmental NGOs exclusively to damage assessment and industry groups exclusively

to cost assessment) may unintentionally intensify informational arms races. Such institu-

tional designs strengthen the inference drawn from silence and increase incentives for costly

information acquisition.

Second, encouraging overlap in information provision – for instance by commissioning

independent assessments of both environmental damages and economic costs from multiple

sources, or by structuring hearings so that competing groups address the same questions—

may reduce informational pressure and lower total lobbying effort. While overlap is often

viewed as redundant, the model suggests that it can mitigate defensive information acqui-

sition driven by fear of adverse inference.13

Third, the results highlight the importance of transparency about information acqui-

sition. When the DM can better distinguish between the absence of evidence and the

absence of search, the incentive to engage in excessive information gathering is reduced.

This suggests a potential role for disclosure requirements regarding research activity itself,

not only regarding research outcomes.14

Overall, the climate and biodiversity context illustrates the central message of the

paper: observed specialization of interest groups does not necessarily reflect efficient or

preferred organizational choices. Instead, it may arise from belief-driven incentives and

limited commitment, leading to lobbying structures that are costly for groups. However,

the impact on society is ambiguous, since specialization combined with niche strategies may

also increase the amount of information acquired by policy makers.15 Further investigation

is needed both to investigate the determinants of groups’ organization and unveil how this

organization affects society.

13This insight can be viewed as a generalization of the observation in Corollary 1 of Kartik et al. (2017)
that the introduction of a competing expert can reduce the DM ’s incentives to acquire information.
The result that such a softening of information-acquisition effort can be detrimental to the DM extends
to our framework as well. However, as in Kartik et al. (2017), his effect does not hold uniformly across
environments.

14This is in the line of the seminal paper by Henry (2009). It contrasts with Gentzkow and Kamenica
(2017b), in which imposing disclosure of the signals does not affect the equilibrium outcomes. The main
difference lies in the fact that in their model, experts publicly acquire private information.

15Beyond the symmetric environment considered in Proposition 7, we are unable to derive a general
result regarding the structure preferred by the DM. For example, differentiation between two competing
groups increases the likelihood that some information is acquired, whereas concentration by both groups
on the same dimension provides a stronger guarantee that at least some information will be disclosed.
Which of these effects dominates depends in a complex way on parameters of the model.
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Appendix A: Proofs

Proof of Lemma 1. The strategy sets {eg ∈ [0,1]N :
∑

i e
g
i ≤E

g} are nonempty, compact, and
convex. Given verifiable disclosure, expected payoffs are continuous in (eP , eC). A standard fixed-
point argument (e.g. Brouwer) applied to the best-response correspondence yields existence.

Proof of Lemma 2. Fix the opponent’s strategy and the implied belief vector (θ∗i )N
i=1. By

(4.4), any dimension with positive effort must satisfy vP
i = U ′(EP −

∑
j e

P
i ). Hence, if eP

j > 0
and Ek

P > 0 for j 6= k, we must have vP
j = vP

k . Except for knife-edge parameter values yielding a
tie, there is a unique maximizer of vP

i , so P concentrates all effort on that dimension. The same
argument applies to C.

Proof of Proposition 1. The proof proceeds with several steps;
Step 1. By Lemma 2, each group concentrates on a single dimension. Consider the candidate

profile where P targets θ1 and C targets θ2. Given (4.1), this implies θ∗1 < p < θ∗2 , while θ∗k = p

for k /∈ {1,2}. For α > 1 sufficiently close to 1, the induced indices (4.2)–(4.3) satisfy that θ1
uniquely maximizes vP

i and θ2 uniquely maximizes vC
i , establishing stability.

Step 2. If both groups target θ1, then for any k 6= 1 the no-deviation conditions require that
both vP

1 ≥ vP
k and vC

1 ≥ vC
k , which jointly force θ∗1 to lie in a shrinking neighborhood of θ∗k as

α→ 1.
Step 3. If both groups target θk for k 6= 1, then αk < α1 implies that at least one group

strictly prefers switching to θ1, contradicting optimality under (4.4).

Proof of Lemma 3. As in Lemma 1, the feasible sets are nonempty, compact, and convex, and
expected payoffs are continuous. A fixed-point argument yields existence.

Proof of Lemma 4. Fix the other group’s strategy. By (4.7), any two dimensions receiving
positive effort must satisfy vi

k = vi
`. Except for knife-edge ties, there is a unique maximizer of vi

k,
so group i concentrates all effort on that dimension.

Proof of Proposition 2. When α = 1, dimensions are symmetric. Consider a profile where
group 1 targets k and group 2 targets ` 6= k. Then θ∗k < p and θ∗` < p, while θ∗j = p for untouched
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dimensions. Using (4.6) and (4.7), it is the case that for group 1, v1
k > v1

j for all j 6= k. Identically
for group 2, v2

` > v2
j for all j 6= `. It follows that each group strictly prefers its targeted dimension

to any other. Since the relevant inequalities are strict at α= 1, the argument extends to α > 1
sufficiently close to 1.

Proof of Proposition 3. We look for an equilibrium in which both groups concentrate on the
same dimension (wlog, dimension 1). If such an equilibrium exists, the symmetry of the game
also implies that there exists a symmetric equilibrium. We then should have e1

1 = e2
1 = ē and

ek
i = 0 for i 6= 1.

Assumption (3.2) guarantees that whatever p ∈ (0,1), the condition for ē > 0 will not be
binding.

A (strict) deviation exists for group k if for some i 6= 1, vk
1 < vk

i = αip(1− p). A sufficient
condition is that no deviation exists on dimension 2. This condition writes

p≥ 1− α

α2
(1− e)(1− θ∗1(e, e))≡ p(α).

In case different equilibria exist, let us denote E the set of the equilibrium levels of search.
We define p(α) as the lowest bound of the set {p(α, e)|e ∈E}. Then, p≥ p(α) is a necessary and
sufficient condition for a symmetric equilibrium to exist.

Proof of Proposition 4. We first consider the benchmark case α= 1, so that all dimensions
are symmetric from the DM’s perspective. Suppose that each group k specializes in a unique
dimension dk, with no two groups targeting the same dimension.

Consider a deviation by group k, assumed without loss of generality to be Progressive. There
are two possible types of deviations.

Deviation to an occupied dimension. Suppose group k reallocates effort toward a dimension
j already targeted by another group `. Restricting attention to the subgame involving only
groups k and `, this deviation would contradict the existence of an equilibrium in which group
k concentrates in dk and group ` in d`. But given the symmetry of the settings when α= 1, the
existence of this equilibrium is guaranteed by Proposition 1 or Proposition 2, depending on the
types of groups involved.

Deviation to an unoccupied dimension. Suppose instead that group k deviates to a dimension
j that is not targeted by any group. Then the absence of disclosure on dimension j implies θ∗j = p.
By contrast, on the equilibrium dimension dk, the absence of disclosure has an informational
adverse effect for group k, implying θ∗dk

< p. Since α = 1 and the marginal benefit index is
strictly higher on dk than on j, such a deviation cannot be profitable.

Thus, no group has a profitable deviation, and the fully differentiated profile constitutes an
equilibrium. Because the relevant inequalities are strict at α = 1, continuity implies that the
result extends to all α ∈ [1, ᾱ) for some ᾱ > 1.

Proof of Lemma 5. At any equilibrium, the law of iterated expectations implies in our case
that E(x) =

∑N
i=1αiE(θi). A group’s ex ante utility is thus, depending on its type, ±β+U(Ek−∑N

i=1 e
k
i ). This payoff only depends on, and is weakly decreasing with, the total effort

∑N
i=1 e

k
i .
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Proof of Proposition 5. This Proposition unfolds from Lemma 5. If a group commits to
ek = 0, it never acquires information and never affects beliefs. Since the DM’s decision is linear
in payoff in beliefs, as well as the policy part of the group’s payoff, the group does not lose
any informational rents from being inactive, but saves on the opportunity cost associated with
U(Ek −

∑N
i=1 e

k
i ). Thus, inactivity strictly dominates participation.

Proof of Proposition 6. Consider dimension i, i ∈ {1, . . . ,N}, and group g. Wlog, g ∈ KP .
Assume there are in totalKP ≥ 1 groups of type P andKC ≥ 0 groups of type C that specialize in

θi. In case no information is transmitted, θ∗i =
p
∏

k∈KP
(1−ek

i )

p
∏

k∈KP
(1−ek

i
)+(1−p)

∏
h∈KC

(1−eh
i

)
. The marginal

benefit from being informed, for group g, is

vg
i (ei)
αip

=
∏

k∈KP \{g}

(1− ek
i )
(
1− θ∗i (e)

)
=

∏
k∈KP \{g}

(1− ek
i )

(1− p)
∏

h∈KC

(1− eh
i )

p
∏

k∈KP

(1− ek
i ) + (1− p)

∏
h∈KC

(1− eh
i )
.

If KP ≥ 2, we can compute, for k∗ ∈ KP \ {g},
∂vg

i
(e)

∂ek∗
i

. The sign of this expression is given by

−(1− p)
∏

h∈KC
(1− eh

i )< 0.

Similarly, if KC ≥ 1, we can compute for h ∈KC , ∂vg
i

(e)
∂eh

i

. The sign of this expression is given

by −p
∏

k∈KP
(1− ek

i )< 0.
It follows that starting with a situation where group g is the sole provider of information

about θi, adding other groups reduces this group’s level of search at equilibrium. This proves
Item 1.

Since each group also prefers to be the sole provider on dimension N than on dimension i < N ,
the second Item directly follows: all groups are better off in the situation where all concentrate
on dimension N .

Proof of Proposition 7. Consider dimension 1, and assume that ᾱ= 1. Given the symmetry
of the problem, DM ’s payoff only depends, and positively so, on the effort of each group.

This effort is characterized by equation (4.4), where vP
1 (e, p) = p(1−p)

1−pe . When a group is
alone on its dimension, vP

1 (0, p) = (1 − p)p > U ′(EP − 0), where the second inequality comes
from assumption (3.2). With p = 1

2 , we have ∂vP
1

∂p (e, p) = e
(2−e)2 > 0. Moreover, vP

1 (EP , p) <
vP

1 (1, p) = p < U ′(EP −EP ).
Let us denote e∗ the highest value of e ∈ (0,EP ) such that (4.4) is satisfied. This effort

corresponds to the equilibrium that DM favors. Necessarily, for η small enough vP
1 (e∗ − η, p)>

U ′
(
EP − (e∗ − η)

)
while vP

1 (e∗ + η, p)<U ′
(
EP − (e∗ + η)

)
.

Finally, ∂vP
1

∂e (e, p) = p2(1−p)
(1−pe)2 > 0 for all p ∈ (0,1). Denoting e(p) the highest equilibrium effort

exerted by group P , we thus find e′( 1
2 ) > 0. DM will thus optimally affect each group on its

strong domain.
Given that inequalities are strict, they can be extented to ᾱ > 1 and δ̄ small enough.

Proof of Proposition 8. Assume first ᾱ= 1. We denote K̃ ≡KC =KP . Consider a situation
in which all groups in KP specialize in dimension 1 and all groups in KC specialize in dimension
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2. Given the symmetry of the problem, there exists on each dimension an equilibrium in which
for all k, ` ∈KP , ek

1 = e`
1 ≡ e, and for all k′, `′ ∈KP , ek′

2 = e`′
2 = e.

The condition for a group k ∈KP not to deviate writes

(1− e)K̃−1 (1− θ∗1(e)
)
>
(
1− θ∗2(e)

)
, (A.1)

with θ∗1(e) = (1−e)K̃

(1−e)K̃ +1
, and θ∗2(e) = 1

(1−e)K̃ +1
. Using the values in (A.1), a direct substitution

and simplification yields

(1− e)K̃−1 > (1− e)K̃ .

This condition is always satisfied for e ∈ (0,1). By symmetry, the same reasoning holds for k ∈KC .
Finally, since the inequality is a strict one, the result extends to some ᾱ > 1.
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