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Abstract

This paper proposes a theory of identity protection and studies its implications
for information acquisition. Identity prescribes behaviors, and violating the pre-
scriptions in favor of actions with higher material value is cognitively costly. Infor-
mation has an ambiguous value because it can reduce or exacerbate the trade-off
between material benefits and identity protection. The theory rationalizes infor-
mation avoidance observed in various domains, including willful ignorance in social
dilemmas. The cost of information, however, is not necessarily monotone in the
quality of information, so that inferior information can threaten the identity more–
hence it is more likely to be avoided–than better information. Although beliefs do
not have hedonic value, the theory is consistent with a demand for beliefs that leads
to acquire or reject non-instrumental information. A key prediction of the theory,
a potential desire to have fewer options, provides an identity-based explanation for
excess entry in competitive environments, under-use of flexible work arrangements,
and ethnic-specific differences in human capital accumulation. The preference for
commitment is also consistent with a form of destructive behavior, in which the
individual commits to payoff-inferior actions.
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1 Introduction

The desire to protect identity, a person’s sense of self, is a major driver of human behavior

(Akerlof and Kranton, 2000; Bénabou and Tirole, 2011). When deciding, identity-caring

individuals value the material consequence of an action as well as how the action stands
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in relation to “who they are". The simplest way to protect identity is to follow the pre-

scriptions: appropriate behaviors given the identity.1 However, prescriptions are often

different from payoff-maximizing choices so that an individual who cares about her iden-

tity faces a trade-off between material benefits and identity protection. A crucial aspect

of such a trade-off is its interaction with uncertainty and with information reducing part

or all of the uncertainty. Large evidence suggests that information is not always valuable

for identity-concerned individuals. In the now-classic moral wiggle room experiment, in-

dividuals avoid information about the effects of their choice on the welfare of others, so as

to maintain their self-image of being fair while acting selfishly (Dana, Weber, and Kuang,

2007; Grossman and van der Weele, 2016). This is because information that resolves the

uncertainty forces the individual to face the trade-off between identity protection (fairly

splitting the endowment) and own payoff-maximization, while under ignorance such a

trade-off is eschewed. At the same time, not all information is costly for an identity-

concerned individual: learning that the only available meal is meat-free makes a starving

vegetarian better off.

Existing approaches to model the interaction between information and identity are

mostly focused on moral behavior and assume that individuals are unsure about their

“deep values”, such as being altruist, and take costly actions to self-signal identity (Bén-

abou and Tirole, 2011; Grossman and van der Weele, 2016). However, identity-driven

information preferences are also observed when there is little to no uncertainty about iden-

tity (e.g. gender or political identity). For example, to protect the image of being “strong,

robust and tough”, males are less likely to get routine medical tests (Courtenay, 2000),

but most males are sure about their gender identity, hence making the self-signalling

interpretation of behavior problematic. A second critical aspect of identity-uncertainty

concerns the cost of signalling identity. In these approaches, following the prescrip-
1According to Akerlof and Kranton (2000) “Prescriptions indicate the behavior appropriate for people

in different social categories in different situations. The prescriptions may also describe an ideal for each
category in terms of physical characteristics and other attributes....agents follow prescriptions, for the
most part, to maintain their self-concepts..." and according to Stets and Burke (2000) “In identity theory,
the core of an identity is the categorization of the self as an occupant of a role, and the incorporation, into
the self, of the meanings and expectations associated with that role... These expectations and meanings
form a set of standards that guide behavior.”
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tions to self-signal identity, for example by taking a prosocial action, is always (directly)

costly. However, not all prescriptions are costly, as often prescriptions coincide with the

payoff-maximizing actions. For a vegetarian, eating vegetables may simultaneously be the

prescription and the payoff-maximizing action. Instead, eating meat is the (cognitively

and probably physically) costly behavior. In fact, the theory of identity2 is based on the

assumption that violating rather than obeying a prescription is costly.

In this paper, I develop a new theory of identity protection in which the individual is

sure about her identity and bears a cognitive cost when she violates the prescriptions. I

then apply the theory to study information acquisition. The theory is “rational”, since the

individual processes information in a Bayesian way, and evaluates all actions according

to their material value.3 It is driven by behavior, in that identity protection and the

value of information are determined by actual behavior rather than beliefs. However,

the theory is consistent with the avoidance of instrumental information, commitment to

(payoff) destructive behaviors, and a “demand for beliefs” that leads to acquire or reject

non-instrumental information.

I consider a two-period choice problem where an individual selects her future opportu-

nities (a menu of actions whose payoffs depend on an unknown state of nature), acquires

information or remains ignorant, and lastly selects an action from the menu. Informed

by the theory of (social) identity (e.g. Tajfel and Turner, 1979; Stets and Burke, 2000;

Akerlof and Kranton, 2000), the model has a unique substantive assumption: acting

against the prescriptions is costly. For example, due to the “cognitive dissonance”4 or

the anxiety evoked by violating a norm. The cost of violating the prescription depends

directly on the divergence between the material value of obeying the prescriptions and

the material value of the payoff-maximizing behavior. The choice to acquire information
2For example, in Akerlof and Kranton (2000) pp. 716, “violating the prescriptions evokes anxiety and

discomfort in oneself”.
3Empirical evidence that partly supports the rationality assumption can be found in Kahan (2013).

In his experiment subjects with a higher ability to protect their identity scored higher in a cognitive
reflection test, suggesting that identity-protection requires cognitive abilities.

4Festinger (1962) “if a person knows various things that are not psychologically consistent with one
another, he will, in a variety of ways, try to make them more consistent....The items of information may
be about behavior, feelings, opinions, things in the environment and so on....A person can change his
opinion; he can change his behavior, thereby changing the information he has about it.”
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balances contrasting forces: on one hand, information has a positive value, as it helps

finding the payoff-maximizing action. Information can also change the prescription, po-

tentially aligning the “informed” prescription to the payoff-maximizing behavior. For the

starving vegetarian, the prescription under ignorance would be to refrain from eating the

only available meal. Learning that it is actually meat-free is valuable because now the

prescriptive behavior (consume the meal) and the payoff-maximizing behavior coincide.

On the other hand, information may be “costly" because it can generate or exacerbate

the trade-off between payoff-maximization and identity protection, as in the moral wiggle

room example.5

The first prediction of the model is that the cost of information can be too high

compared to its value, so that information avoidance is optimal. The result applies to

willful ignorance in social dilemmas (Dana et al., 2007; Grossman and van der Weele,

2016), ignorance concerning the effects of harmful consumption (Viscusi, 1990), avoid-

ance of routine health screenings (Courtenay, 2000) and pluralistic ignorance (Bursztyn,

González, and Yanagizawa-Drott, 2020). Avoidance of information arises in the model in

absence of cognitive constraints, motivated beliefs, or any other nonstandard assumption

on the evaluation of actions (see Section 7). Thus, the present theory provides a rational

explanation for identity-driven information avoidance.

Second, the cost and value of information are not necessarily monotone in the quality

of information. Better information (in the sense of Blackwell) may be less threatening

to identity, so that it can be avoided more often than “poorer” information. Since the

cost of information depends on the discrepancy between the payoff-maximizing action

and the prescription, when the information reduces or even aligns the payoff-maximizing

and the prescriptive actions, its cost diminishes or vanishes. Consider a male worker

whose masculine identity prescribes to go to work despite having mild symptoms of a

disease (Glick, Berdahl, and Alonso, 2018). There is a costly discrepancy between the

payoff-maximizing action (staying home) and the prescription. If, however, he receives a
5Konow (2000) proposed a model of fairness based on the idea that individuals seek to reduce cognitive

dissonance, either by changing behavior or by adjusting beliefs. In the approach of the present paper,
acquiring (avoiding) information, when it reduces (exacerbates) the identity trade-off, makes information
an instrument to reduce cognitive dissonance, in the same spirit of Konow (2000).
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precise signal about his health status, such as a diagnosis of a dangerous disease, staying

home represents a less costly violation of the prescription. In this case, more information

reduces if not eliminates the cost of violating the prescription.

Third, the model is consistent with a demand for “beliefs” that leads to reject or seek

non-instrumental information. This is because prescriptions vary with beliefs through the

acquired information. So, even information that does not affect actual behavior (non-

instrumental), may be still valuable or costly because it modifies the beliefs, hence the

associated prescriptions. A religious person may prefer not knowing if a life-saving drug

contains prohibited substances (e.g. alcohol or parts of pigs or bovines). Information

is non-instrumental in the sense that the optimal behavior is to take the drug in any

case, but learning that the drug contains prohibited substances is extremely costly, hence

ignorance is optimal.

A last prediction of the theory is that an identity-caring individual can display a

strict preference for having fewer options. In larger menus, the discrepancy between the

prescribed behavior and the payoff-maximizing action is more likely to occur, hence the

option value of a larger menu can be outweighed by the larger cost of violating the pre-

scriptions. A preference for commitment can arise both in the absence or in the presence

of information arrival (see Section 5). In the latter case, if the information does not

add prescriptive value in a larger menu, commitment before information acquisition is

optimal. For instance, the protection of an altruistic identity is consistent with escaping

a situation where it is possible to act prosocially (e.g. Dana, Cain, and Dawes, 2006;

DellaVigna, List, and Malmendier, 2012; Andreoni, Rao, and Trachtman, 2017). Enter-

ing a social dilemma forces the individual to face the trade-off between material benefits

and identity protection. Anticipating the cost of potentially violating the prescription,

the individual may prefer to shy away from the dilemma. If opting in also entails in-

formation acquisition, the effect can be stronger. For instance, if meeting the fundraiser

implies costly information arrival, for example learning that the charity has low quality,

it could be optimal to eschew the meeting (see Corollary 1). Lastly, commitment to

payoff-inferior actions becomes optimal when committing to superior action is unfeasi-
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ble, hence generating an identity-driven form of “destructive” behavior. A preference

for having fewer options also provides an identity-based rationalization for why some

entrepreneurs overinvest in certain markets before information arrives. An entrepreneur

who sees himself as bold, for example, can rationally decide to overinvest in a market as

a means to protect his identity, even if he knows that the ex ante optimal behavior is

to not enter the market. This prediction does not require overconfidence (Camerer and

Lovallo, 1999), time-inconsistency (Brocas and Carrillo, 2004) or strategic considerations

(e.g. Spence, 1977), and contradicts the classical result linking delayed information arrival

to underinvestment (Arrow and Fisher, 1974). A similar argument can rationalize why

males select into competitive environments more often than females, but only in patri-

archal societies (Niederle and Vesterlund, 2007; Gneezy, Leonard, and List, 2009), why

fathers under-use flexible work arrangements (Williams, Blair-Loy, and Berdahl, 2013)

and, why different ethnic groups make specific choices concerning human capital accumu-

lation (Austen-Smith and Fryer Jr, 2005). In the last case, the choice to underinvest in

human capital can occur even without an explicit role for signalling to the reference group

(e.g. to avoid “acting white”). The potential cognitive dissonance of choosing a “white”

job–a violation of the prescription–represents a sufficient condition for underinvesting in

human capital.

I also study welfare-maximizing information disclosure to an identity-caring individ-

ual. The optimal information satisfies an intuitive “marginal cost equal marginal gain”

condition. The latter result has an additional interpretation; it characterizes the opti-

mal “attention strategy” of an identity-caring individual when information acquisition is

flexible (as in the rational inattention models).

The theory also sheds new light on the relationship between information processing

and preference for flexibility. The works of Arrow and Fisher (1974), Jones and Ostroy

(1984) and Demers (1991) argue that a Bayesian individual anticipating the arrival of

information will value flexibility. This is because the information will be used to optimize

choices from the menu. A preference for larger menus also holds if the acquisition of

information is Bayesian but cognitively costly, as in rational inattention models (Sims,
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2003; Caplin and Dean, 2015; Pennesi, 2015; Oliveira, Denti, Mihm, and Ozbek, 2017). On

the contrary, a sophisticated individual may prefer smaller menus when she anticipates a

non-Bayesian reaction to information (Epstein, 2006). It seems that the value of flexibility

and Bayesianism are intertwined. The present work breaks the duality and uncovers a

novel mechanism leading a Bayesian individual to possibly value commitment, the desire

to preserve identity.

The paper is structured as follows. Section 2 introduces the framework and motivates

the approach through an example. Section 3 introduces the model. Section 4 contains

its application to information acquisition and Section 5 to preference for commitment.

Section 6 studies optimal disclosure to an identity-caring individual. Appendix A contain

additional material and Appendix B all the proofs.

2 Background and examples

In this section, I introduce the framework in which I will develop the model. There is a

finite set of states of the world Ω representing uncertainty. An action is a function from

states to consequences f : Ω → X, where X is a compact, convex subset of a normed

vector space. The set of all actions is denoted by F . Constant actions, f(ω) = x for all

ω ∈ Ω, are identified with the element of X they deliver. In the model, the individual

evaluates menus: nonempty and compact subsets of F , and I denote by A the set of

all menus. To simplify notation, I will write f for the singletons {f} and f ∪ g for the

doubletons {f, g}. As customary in menu choice models, the implicit dynamics of the

decision process is the following (see Fig. 1): the individual selects a menu, acquires

information (if any), forms a posterior, and then selects an action from the menu before

uncertainty resolves. Lastly, uncertainty resolves and the payoff materializes.

Uncertainty
resolves

Choice
of an action

Information
arrival

Choice
of a menu

Figure 1: Dynamic of the choice process
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Information. I model information as a “Bayesian experiment”, a distribution over

posteriors that is consistent with the prior. Formally, given a topological space M , I

denote by ∆M the set of probabilities defined on the Borel σ-algebra of M . For a prior

p̂ ∈ ∆Ω, an experiment µ is a probability µ ∈ ∆∆Ω satisfying the martingale property

of Bayesian updating p̂ =
∫

∆Ω qdµ(q) (see, for example, Gollier, 2004). The experiment

µ specifies the probability of deriving each posterior q by Bayesian updating the prior

p̂.6 The family of all experiments µ consistent with a prior p̂ is denoted by Γ(p̂). The

next definition introduces the well-known Blackwell’s informativeness order on Γ(p̂) (see

Blackwell, 1953):

Definition 1. Given µ, ν ∈ Γ(p̂) for some p̂ ∈ ∆Ω, ν is Blackwell more informative than

µ, written ν D µ, if ∫
∆Ω

φ(q)dν(q) ≥
∫

∆Ω
φ(q)dµ(q)

for all convex and continuous functions φ : ∆Ω→ R.

An experiment ν is Blackwell more informative than µ, if any experimenter (associated

to a payoff function φ) will prefer ν to µ. Lastly, I denote by µ0 the uninformative

experiment, i.e. µ0 = δp̂ and by µ̄ the fully informative experiment, i.e. µ̄(δω) = p̂(ω)

and µ̄(q) = 0 if q ∈ ∆Ω and q 6= δω.

2.1 A motivating example: Moral wiggle room

Growing empirical evidence shows that some individuals exploit uncertainty in social

dilemmas to maximize their payoff without compromising their self-image of being al-

truist (e.g. Dana et al., 2007; Grossman and van der Weele, 2016). Since uncertainty

is functional to payoff maximization, the individual can reject information resolving the

uncertainty, so as to exploit a “moral wiggle room”. Theoretical explanations based on

identity or self-image preservation require a combination of imperfect memory and self-

control (Bénabou and Tirole, 2011) or an explicit role for self-signalling (Grossman and
6An equivalent approach that is more common in the game-theoretic literature is to assume the

existence of a set of signals S correlated with the true state of the world and a function mapping signals
to distributions (posteriors) over the states.
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van der Weele, 2016). In both cases, the substantive assumption is that individuals are

unsure of their deep values, such as being altruist, and take costly actions to remind

themselves who they are. In this paper, I argue that an altruistic individual who is sure

about her identity, but pays a cost when deviating from the prescription, can rationally

decide to avoid information in a social dilemma. This is because information creates a

trade-off, absent under ignorance, between the payoff-maximizing action and the protec-

tion of identity. Regardless of how it will be resolved, the trade-off is costly: taking the

payoff-maximizing action implies a costly deviation from the prescription; by choosing the

prescription, the cognitive cost disappears, but the material payoff is lower with respect

to ignorance (details below).

Consider the choice that subjects face in the “moral wiggle room” experiment of Dana

et al. (2007) and Grossman and van der Weele (2016). There are two actions f, g, two

equally probable states of the world Ω = {ω1, ω2} and two individuals. The payoff of

an action f represents an allocation of monetary amounts f(ω) = (x, y), where x is the

amount for the decision-maker (the dictator) and y for the other individual: In their

ω1 ω2

a (6, 5) (6, 1)

b (5, 1) (5, 5)

Table 1: Actions and payoffs in Dana et al. (2007)

experiment, Dana et al. (2007) observed that b was selected by 74% of the subjects,7

when they knew that the state of the world was ω2. In their main treatment, however,

the subjects did not know the state of the world but can learn it at no cost. In this

case, only 56% of their subjects decide to learn the state of the world. Among those who

preferred to remain ignorant, nobody selected action b. The results support the intuition

that uncertainty is exploited as a moral wiggle room. The present theory rationalizes

willful ignorance in the following way: under ignorance, the prescriptive behavior and

the (selfish) payoff-maximizing action coincide and are both equal to a. Clearly, a is the
7A similar proportion is found in Grossman and van der Weele (2016).
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choice that maximizes the selfish payoff of the dictator. Moreover, a is prescriptively as

good as b, since the payoffs for the other individual are, ex ante, the same under a and b.

Therefore, choosing a under ignorance does not threaten the dictator’s image of being fair

(at least ex ante fair). Consider what happens when information arrives: if the state is

ω1, then a is again the optimal choice from both the payoff-maximizing and prescriptive

points of view. However, in state ω2 the prescription for an altruistic identity is b and

it is different from the own payoff-maximizing action a. Hence, in state ω2, the trade-off

between payoff maximization a and the prescriptive behavior b materializes. Once in

state ω2, choosing a implies a costly deviation from the prescription b. By choosing b, the

cost disappears, but the payoff is lower than under ignorance (since (5, 5) is prescriptively

superior but has a lower material value than (6, 1)). In both cases (selecting a or b in

state ω2) ignorance can be preferred to information acquisition (See Fact 1), which is

consistent with the modal choice in Dana et al. (2007). An important aspect of the

previous example is that the prescriptions vary with information. The prescription under

ignorance (e.g. a) may be different from the prescriptions after information arrives (e.g.

a or b).

A second and less intuitive consequence of a desire to protect identity is a potential

preference for having fewer options. In models of costly (Sims, 2003; Oliveira et al., 2017;

Pennesi, 2015) or non-costly information acquisition (Arrow and Fisher, 1974; Dillen-

berger, Lleras, Sadowski, and Takeoka, 2014), larger menus are always weakly better.

Indeed, an individual expecting to receive information prefers larger menus because she

will exploit the information to optimize her choice from the menu,8 and because the cost

of information is independent of the menu. Suppose the individual could commit to a,

hence eliminating b. In this case, facing a can be strictly more valuable than acquiring

information and select an action from a∪b. This is because by eliminating b, information

acquisition does not create a trade-off.
8Preference for flexibility posits that if F ⊆ G, then G is weakly preferred to F .
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3 The model

Material preferences. The material preference of the individual is represented by an

expected utility with respect to a prior p̂ ∈ ∆Ω and utility u : X → R. The value

of an action f ∈ F is Ep̂[u(f)] and the action f ∈ argmaxg∈F Ep̂[u(g)] is (one of) the

payoff-maximizing action in a menu F .

Identity and prescriptions. Individuals self-categorize or identify themselves as

members of a social category or occupant of a role.9 Once established, identity determines

prescriptions or norms: appropriate behaviors given the identity. Using the words of

Akerlof and Kranton (2000):

“We often say that people have notions–norms–of how they and others should

behave. Should could imply ethical or moral views. However, we apply a more

expansive meaning of should. How people should behave can refer to a social

code, which can be largely internalized and even largely unconscious...The

tastes derive from norms, which we define as the social rules regarding how

people should behave in different situations. These rules are sometimes ex-

plicit, sometimes implicit, largely internalized, and often deeply held.”

Prescriptions are internalized (see Akerlof and Kranton, 2000, p. 728) and they determine

a ranking of actions.10 In a menu F , the prescribed action is

fF,p = argmax
g∈F

U(g|p, F )

where U : F × ∆Ω × A → R represents the prescriptive ranking.11 The function U

9As in Bénabou and Tirole (2011), I do not distinguish between (personal) identity and social identity.
The former is based on the concept of “role” that an individual (believes) occupies in a society (Stets
and Burke, 2000), while the latter focuses on “belonging” to a social category or a group (Tajfel and
Turner, 1979; Abrams and Hogg, 2006). Though distinct, the two notions differ more in the terminology
than in the substance, as argued by Stets and Burke (2000).

10In social identity, this assumption is referred to as depersonalization, “or seeing the self as an embod-
iment of the in-group prototype”. In personal identity, the process is called self-verification, or “seeing
the self in terms of the role as embodied in the identity standard” (Stets and Burke, 2000).

11Allowing for a unique prescription is a rather weak requirement. If there are multiple prescriptions, I
consider a simple tie-breaking rule: for example, the individual considers the prescription that maximizes
her material preference. That is, let denote by P (F, p) = argmaxf∈F U(f |p, F ), then the unique (up to
indifference) prescription is f = argmaxf∈P (F,p) Ep[u(f)]. For example, in the moral wiggle room, it is
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depends on:

Beliefs. I consider the prescription to be (potentially) a function of the beliefs. As il-

lustrated in the motivating example, the prescription could vary with information. In

particular, if the dictator learns that the true state of the world is ω2, the prescription

becomes b. The same conclusion can be drawn if the dictator does not receive full infor-

mation, but the realized posterior places a (very) high probability on state ω2. Therefore,

I consider prescriptions that are functions of the belief held by the individual at the mo-

ment of choice, and I call fF,p the p-belief prescription in a menu F . I call an action f ∈ F

an “absolute prescription for F” if it does not depend on the beliefs, and I denote it by fF .

Absolute prescriptions derive from extreme forms of identification, for instance, political

or religious extremeness. The prescriptions of a committed climate change denier facing

a choice between buying or not a hybrid car will hardly adapt to new beliefs.

Situation. Identity is multidimensional and different identities of the same individual

may be more or less relevant in a given situation. Situational factors activate one iden-

tity and, once activated, “the person behaves so as to maintain consistency with the

identity standard” (Stets and Burke, 2000). Here, a situation coincides with the menu F .

More broadly, identity “salience” depends on personal factors, for example, the accessi-

bility of an identity: the readiness of a role or category to become activated (see, Akerlof

and Kranton, 2000; Gennaioli and Tabellini, 2019).12

Information, prescriptions and material preferences. I assume that the indi-

vidual is of type γ ∈ [0, 1], where γ represents the probability that the choice from the

menu coincides with the payoff-maximizing action and 1 − γ is the probability that the

choice coincides with the prescription. Uncertainty may reflect personal characteristics

and can be correlated with situational factors, such as the observability of the second-

period choice. An interpretation of γ comes from the Self-Discrepancy theory of Higgins

possible that f and g are prescriptively equivalent under uncertainty, i.e. f, g ∈ argmaxh∈f∪g U(h|p̂, f∪g).
In this case, the individual breaks the tie by considering, as the prescription, the materially superior
action f .

12Other factors affects identity salience, for example, the perceived social distance from a reference-
group as well as the status of the group. In strategic situations, the behavior and payoffs of the other
players also modify identity salience. However, to discipline the model and given the focus of the model
on information acquisition, I limit identity to vary with beliefs and the situation.
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(1989), where the individual conceives multiple selves: the actual self and the ideal/ought

selves. In this interpretation, γ represents the probability that the “actual self” will de-

cide in the second period, and 1 − γ the probability that the “ideal/ought” selves will

decide. Privately or publicly choosing an action can also affect γ. For example, Bursztyn,

Callen, Ferman, Gulzar, Hasanain, and Yuchtman (2019) found that costly avoiding an

identity-threatening action for Pakistani men (expressing gratitude to the US govern-

ment) was more likely when the action was private, rather than public. This means that

the propensity to follow the prescription (1 − γ) decreased when the choice was public.

An equivalent assumption is the existence of an identity, activated with probability γ,

for which the prescription always coincides with the payoff-maximizing action. For the

Pakistani men, expressing an anti-American sentiment signals belonging to a minority, so

that two competing identities coexist. When the choice was private, the anti-American

identity prevailed, whereas the “conformist” identity is activated when the choice is pub-

lic. For the latter identity, the prescription coincides with payoff-maximization.

For an individual of type γ, I assume that the ex ante material value of learning µ

when facing a menu F is:

Wγ(µ, F ) = γ
∫

∆Ω
max
f∈F

Eq[u(f)]dµ(q) + (1− γ)
∫

∆Ω
Eq[u(fF,q)]dµ(q)

With probability γ, she will select the payoff-maximizing action from the menu given

her posterior. The expression
∫
∆Ω maxf∈F Eq[u(f)]dµ(q) represents the ex ante average

expected value that can be obtained from F after acquiring µ (see, for example, Arrow

and Fisher, 1974; Gollier, 2004; Dillenberger et al., 2014). With probability 1 − γ, she

will follow the q-belief prescription conditional on a posterior q. The second expression,∫
∆Ω Eq[u(fF,q)]dµ(q), therefore represents the (average) expected utility of following the

prescriptions in F . In the Example 2.1, b is the δω2-belief prescription and a is the

δω1-belief prescription. Therefore,
∫
∆Ω Eq[u(fa∪b,q)]dµ̄(q) = 1

2u(a) + 1
2u(b). If there is an

absolute prescription fF for F , it follows from the martingale property of Bayesian updat-

ing that
∫

∆Ω Eq[u(fF,q)]dµ(q) =
∫

∆Ω Eq[u(fF )]dµ(q) = Ep̂[u(fF )]. Therefore, information

does not affect the ex ante value of following the prescription in the presence of an abso-
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lute prescription. Note also that if F = f then Wγ(µ, f) = Ep̂[u(f)], for all γ ∈ [0, 1]. In

a singleton, there is no second-period choice, hence information and identity play no role.

In the absence of information arrival Wγ(µ0, F ) = γmaxf∈F Ep̂[u(f)]+(1−γ)Ep̂[u(fF,p̂)].

If γ = 1 information is fully exploited to tailor the second-period choice from the

menu. It follows that W1(µ, F ) ≥ W1(µ0, F ) for all F ∈ A, thus information always

increases the material value of a menu.13 If γ < 1, the situation is different. In-

deed, information can also modify the prescriptions in a way that the overall variation

of material value is negative. This occurs if the “loss” due to the average variation

of the prescriptions
∫
∆Ω Eq[u(fF,q)]dµ(q) − Ep̂[u(fF,p̂)], overcomes the gain from learn-

ing
∫

∆Ω maxf∈F Eq[u(f)]dµ(q)−maxf∈F Ep̂[u(f)]. For instance, consider the actions a, b

with the payoffs given in Table 1. If u(x, y) = x, p̂(ω) = 1
2 , a = fa∪b,δω1

, b = fa∪b,δω2

and µ = µ̄ the perfectly revealing information, the material value of µ̄ when facing

F = a ∪ b is Wγ(µ, a ∪ b) = γ
∫

Ω maxf∈a∪b f(ω)dp̂(ω) + (1 − γ)
∫

Ω fa∪b,δω(ω)dp̂(ω) =

γ
(

1
2 · a(ω1) + 1

2 · a(ω2)
)

+ (1 − γ)
(

1
2 · a(ω1) + 1

2 · b(ω2)
)

= γ6 + (1 − γ)11
2 . Depending

on γ, the material value of perfect information for a ∪ b is between 6 and 11
2 . Under

ignorance, µ0 = δp̂, Wγ(µ0, a ∪ b) = Ep̂[u(a)] = 6. Since the ex ante payoff-maximizing

action f is also the prescription, information changing the prescription (in state ω2) has a

negative material value. A negative material value of information is excluded when there

is an absolute prescription fF . In that case, Wγ(µ, F ) ≥ Wγ(µ0, F ) for all γ ∈ [0, 1].

Indeed,
∫

∆Ω maxf∈F Eq[u(f)]dµ(q) ≥ maxf∈F Ep̂[u(f)] and the ex ante value of following

the prescription is the independent of information
∫

∆Ω Eq[u(fF )]dµ(q) = Ep̂[u(fF )].

The dual role of information. The main assumption of the present model is that

the potential discrepancy between the second-period choice (the actual behavior) and the

prescription generates a cognitive cost. Indeed, “violating the prescriptions evokes anxiety

and discomfort in oneself” (Akerlof and Kranton, 2000). For the personal interpretation

of identity, both cognitive dissonance (Festinger, 1962) and the Self-Discrepancy theory

of Higgins (1989) rationalize costly deviations from the identity norms.14 For the social
13This is a standard result and follows from the convexity of q 7→ maxf∈F Eq[u(f)] that implies

W1(µ, F ) =
∫

∆Ω maxf∈F Eq[u(f)]dµ(q) ≥ maxf∈F
∫

∆Ω Eq[u(f)]dµ(q), and from the martingale property
of Bayesian updating that implies maxf∈F

∫
∆Ω Eq[u(f)]dµ(q) = maxf∈F Ep̂[u(f)] = W1(µ0, F ).

14Indeed, discrepancy between the selves cause negative emotions (see Stets and Serpe, 2016, p. 301).
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interpretation of identity, deviations from group norms are costly also because of the

fear of group rejection or retaliation (Akerlof and Kranton, 2000). I model the cost of

an identity threat as an increasing function of the average cost of deviating from the

prescriptions in F as measured by expected utility. Conditional on a posterior q, the

material cost of following the q-belief prescription is maxf∈F Eq[u(f)]−Eq[u(fF,q)]. Since

information affects both the payoff-maximizing choice and the prescription, the average

cost of deviating from the prescriptions in F when learning µ is

I(µ, F ) =
∫

∆Ω
max
f∈F

Eq[u(f)]− Eq[u(fF,q)]dµ(q)

and I assume that the overall cost of information µ is φ(I(µ, F )), for some increasing,

proper and convex function φ with φ(0) = 0. Examples of φ are φ(x) = κx2 for some

κ ≥ 0, or φ(x) = 0 for x ≤ x∗ and φ(x) = θx for x ≥ x∗ and θ ≥ 0. This functional

form for the cost of information is motivated by the fact that a menu is evaluated before

information arrives. However, costly deviations from the prescriptions occur only with

probability γ, namely if the second-period choice coincides with the payoff-maximizing

action. To conclude, in the present model the value of a menu F when information is

acquired and given γ ∈ [0, 1] is

Vγ(F |µ) =
∫

∆Ω
γmax

f∈F
Eq[u(f)] + (1− γ)Ep[u(fF,q)]dµ(q)− γφ (I(µ, F )) . (I)

The model balances the material value of information and its cognitive cost. Under

ignorance the value of a menu F is given by:

Vγ(F |µ0) = γmax
f∈F

Ep̂[u(f)] + (1− γ)Ep̂[u(fF,p̂)]− γφ (I(µ0, F )) (U)

where

I(µ0, F ) = max
f∈F

Ep̂[u(f)]− Ep̂[u(fF,p̂)].

Since information is costless for singletons, by the Bayesian consistency condition, it

follows that Vγ(f |µ) = Vγ(f |µ0) = Ep̂[u(f)] for all γ ∈ [0, 1] and I denote this common
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value by Vγ(f) = Ep̂[u(f)], for all f ∈ F .

Properties of φ(I(·, F )). Note that I(µ, F ) is always greater or equal than zero and

that information is costless if the second-period choice is trivial,15 φ(I(µ, f)) = 0 for all

f ∈ F . In my interpretation, information cannot create a trade-off in a singleton. The

function φ(I(·, F )) has the following properties:

Proposition 1.

1. For all F ∈ A, φ(I(·, F )) : Γ(p̂) → (−∞,∞] is positive, convex, and there exists

kF ≥ 0 such that φ(I(·, F )) − kF is normalized. Moreover, if q 7→ Ep[u(fF,q)] is

concave φ(I(·, F )) is (Blackwell’s) monotone.

2. If there is an absolute prescription for F , φ(I(·, F )) is positive, convex and (Black-

well’s) monotone. Moreover, there is ηF ≥ 0 such that φ(I(·, F ))−ηF is normalized.

Normalization means that the uninformative experiment is costless (i.e. φ(I(µ0, F )) =

0). Monotonicity means that more informative experiments, in the sense of Blackwell

(Def. 1) are more costly (i.e. φ(I(ν, F )) ≥ φ(I(µ, F )) if ν D µ), and convexity means

that the marginal cost of information is increasing (see Appendix A). An important

property of φ(I(·, F )) is its potential non-monotonicity with respect to the Blackwell’s

informativeness order.16 This means that more information is not necessarily more threat-

ening to the identity (unless there is an absolute prescription), as the following example

illustrates:

Example 1 (Non-monotone cost of information). Consider the actions and payoffs of Table

1. Assume again that u(x, y) = x and µ = µ̄, the perfectly revealing information. Suppose

now that the prescription under ignorance is b, i.e. fa∪b,p̂ = b. The posterior-conditional

prescriptions are, as before, fa∪b,δω1
= a and fa∪b,δω2

= b. Then I(µ̄, a ∪ b) = 1
2 , whereas

15Indeed, φ(I(µ, f)) = φ
(∫

∆Ω Eq[u(f)]− Eq[u(f)]dµ(q)
)

= φ(0) = 0, where the last equality from the
property of φ.

16While the general cost of information φ(I(·, F )) is not necessarily Blackwell’s monotone, under special
conditions it is related to a well-known information costs. As shown in Fact 1 in Appendix A, under spe-
cial conditions I(µ, F ) =

∫
∆ΩH(p̂)−H(q)dµ(q) =

∫
∆ΩD(q‖p̂)dµ(q) where H(q) = −

∑
ω∈Ω q(ω) ln q(ω)

is the entropy of q ∈ ∆Ω and D(q‖p̂) =
∑
ω∈Ω q(ω) ln

(
q(ω)
p̂(ω)

)
is the Kullback-Leibler divergence between

q and p̂. This corresponds to the typical cost of information used in the rational inattention theory
(Sims, 2003; Matĕjka and McKay, 2014).
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I(µ0, a∪ b) = maxh∈a∪b Ep̂[u(h)]−Ep̂[u(fa∪b,p̂)] = Ep̂[u(a)]−Ep̂[u(b)] = 6− 5 = 1. Hence,

I(µ̄, a ∪ b) < I(µ0, a ∪ b). Non-monotonicity arises from the fact that the information µ̄

affects, through the posteriors, the prescriptions.

In Example 1, information increases the material value of the prescription
∫

∆Ω Eq[u(fF,q)]dµ(q)

and hence it compensates the cost of deviating from the prescription. It is also clear that,

in the Example 1, the function q 7→ Eq[u(fa∪b,q)] is not concave.17 Non-monotonicity of

the cost of information has important consequences. For example, for a masculine worker

whose identity prescribes to “put work first” (see for example, Glick et al., 2018), leaving

work because of a mild sign of disease is more identity damaging than leaving because

of a precise diagnosis of a serious illness (see Section 4.3). This result can be used to

inform the design of incentive compatible health screenings, for example, in the pres-

ence of identity-concerned individuals. Information that aligns the prescriptions with

payoff-maximizing actions is valuable even in the presence of identity concerns.

A more extreme case of non-monotonicity occurs when the q-belief prescription is

equal to the payoff-maximizing action for all the possible posteriors (up to µ measure

zero) i.e. maxf∈F Eq[u(f)] = Eq[u(fF,q)] µ-a.s. In this case, information completely

eliminates the cost of deviating from the prescription, implying I(µ, F ) = 0. It turns out

that this is the unique case in which I(µ, F ) = 0, as the next result shows:

Proposition 2.

1. I(µ, F ) = 0 if and only if there exist actions fF,q ∈ F such that fF,q ∈ argmaxg∈F Eq[u(g)],

µ-a.s.

2. If Ep̂[u(h)] ≥
∫

∆Ω Eq[u(fF,q)]dµ(q) for some h ∈ F and I(µ, F ) = 0, there exists

f ∈ argmaxg∈F Ep̂[u(g)] such that f ∈ argmaxg∈F Eq[u(g)], µ-a.s.

Notice that the condition Ep̂[u(h)] ≥
∫

∆Ω Eq[u(fF,q)]dµ(q) in point 2 always holds if

there is an absolute prescription for F . In that case, I(µ, F ) = 0 implies that the absolute

prescription is also the payoff-maximizing action for all the posteriors.
17Indeed, Ep̂[u(fa∪b,p̂)] = E 1

2 δω1 + 1
2 δω2

[u(b)] = 5 < 1
2Eδω1

[u(fa∪b,δω1
)] + 1

2Eδω2
[u(fa∪b,δω2

)] =
1
2Eδω1

[u(a)] + 1
2Eδω2

[u(b)] = 1
26 + 1

25 = 5.5.
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4 Information choice, beliefs and applications

4.1 Information avoidance

The choice to acquire or avoid information balances the material value and the cost of

information. Information avoidance is formally defined as:

Definition 2. There is information avoidance for F ∈ A if Vγ(F |µ0) > Vγ(F |µ).

The strict inequality represents the fact that avoidance must be an “active” choice,

hence subjects to a small but strictly positive cost (see e.g. Golman, Hagmann, and

Loewenstein, 2017). Let define the benefit-cost ratio of information for F :

λF = Wγ(µ, F )−Wγ(µ0, F )
I(µ, F )− I(µ0, F )

and λF = 0 if I(µ, F ) − I(µ0, F ) = 0. Notice that λF = γ if there is an absolute

prescription in F and I(µ, F )−I(µ0, F ) 6= 0. Next, we recall the notion of subdifferential

of a convex function. The subdifferential of φ is at x ∈ R is defined as:18

∂φ(x) = {λ ∈ R : φ(y)− φ(x) ≥ λ(y − x), ∀y ∈ R} .

The next result provides a condition to observe information avoidance:

Theorem 1. For all F ∈ A, there is information avoidance for F if I(µ, F ) > I(µ0, F )

and γλ > λF for some λ ∈ ∂φ(I(µ0, F )). If there is an absolute prescription fF ∈ F ,

information avoidance for F occurs if I(µ, F ) > I(µ0, F ) and λ > 1.

Information avoidance occurs if the marginal cost of information γλ is larger than its

(net) marginal value λF . When γ = 0, the conditions γλ = 0 > λF and I(µ, F ) > I(µ0, F )

imply that Ep̂[u(fF,p̂)] >
∫

∆Ω Eq[u(fF,q)]dµ(q), which represents information avoidance for

an individual that surely follows the prescriptions in the second period. If there is an

absolute prescription in F , information avoidance occurs if γλ > γ, that is possible only if
18The set ∂φ(x) is convex, closed and non-empty on relint(domf), the relative interior of the domain

of f .
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γ > 0. In this case, the sufficient condition becomes λ > 1. Intuitively, with an absolute

prescription, the marginal value of information is equal to γ while the marginal cost is

equal to γλ. Clearly, if γ = 0, in the presence of an absolute prescription information is

irrelevant, since the second period choice under information acquisition or avoidance is

the same and coincides with the absolute prescription.

Remark 1. Theorem 1 rationalizes willful ignorance in moral dilemmas (e.g. Dana et al.,

2007; Grossman and van der Weele, 2016). Consider the two actions a, b with payoffs

in Table 1 with the usual p̂(ω) = 1
2 , u(x, y) = x and µ = µ̄. The results above shows

that, if fa∪b,p̂ = a, fa∪b,δω2
= b and fa∪b,δω1

= a, Vγ(a ∪ b|µ0) = Ep̂[u(a)] = 6 and

Vγ(a ∪ b|µ̄) = γ6 + (1 − γ)11
2 − γφ(1

2). Hence, Vγ(a ∪ b|µ0) ≥ Vγ(a ∪ b|µ), for any

γ ∈ [0, 1]. The situation changes if the prescription under ignorance is fa∪b,p̂ = b and the

prescription in state ω2 is fa∪b,δω2
= a, and u is such that u(5, 5) > u(6, 1). Assuming

that Ep̂[u(a)] ≥ Ep̂[u(b)], then

Vγ(a ∪ b|µ0) = γ

2 (u(6, 1) + u(6, 5)) + (1− γ)
2 (u(5, 1) + u(5, 5))−

− γφ
(1

2 (u(6, 1) + u(6, 5)− u(5, 1)− u(5, 5))
)

and

Vγ(a ∪ b|µ̄) = γ
(1

2u(6, 5) + 1
2u(5, 5)

)
+ (1− γ)

(1
2u(6, 5) + u(6, 1)

)
− φ

(1
2(u(5, 5)− u(6, 1))

)

which is consistent with Vγ(a ∪ b|µ0) ≥ Vγ(a ∪ b|µ̄), a preference for ignorance and a

contextual choice of b (0% of the subjects in Dana et al. (2007) and 17% of the subjects

in Grossman and van der Weele (2016) selected b under ignorance).

The last result of this section illustrates a single-crossing property of the I model:

Proposition 3. If there is information avoidance for F at γ′ < 1 and at γ = 1, then

there is information avoidance for F at all γ′′ ∈ [γ′, 1].

If information is too costly, decreasing the probability of behaving according to the
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prescription does not make information more valuable.

4.2 Demand for “beliefs”

Differently from alternative models of identity protection (e.g. Bénabou and Tirole, 2011;

Grossman and van der Weele, 2016), in the present model the beliefs do not enter the

utility directly, hence have no hedonic value. However, the I model accommodates a “de-

mand for beliefs” that implies avoidance or acquisition of non-instrumental information.

I consider information to be non-instrumental in the following sense: suppose that there

is a “payoff-dominant action” in F , i.e. an f ∗ ∈ F such that Ep[u(f ∗)] ≥ Ep[u(g)] for all

p ∈ p̂ ∪ supp µ. For example, if u(f ∗(ω)) ≥ u(g(ω)) for all ω ∈ Ω and all g ∈ F , f ∗ is

a payoff-dominant action in F . When γ = 1, so that the second-period choice coincides

with the payoff-maximizing action, the individual will select f ∗ from F for any posterior

as well as for the prior. Therefore, the material value of µ for F is equal to the one of

µ0, since W1(µ, F ) = W1(µ0, F ) = Ep̂[u(f ∗)]. However,

V1(F |µ) > V1(F |µ0) ⇐⇒ Ep̂[u(fF,p̂)] <
∫

∆Ω
Eq[u(fF,q)]dµ(q)

Indeed, V1(F |µ) = Ep̂[u(f ∗)]−φ (Ep̂[u(f ∗)]−
∫

∆Ω Eq[u(fF,q)]dµ(q)) and V1(F |µ0) = Ep̂[u(f ∗)]−

φ (Ep̂[u(f ∗)]− Ep̂[u(fF,p̂)]). The opposite inequality will determine avoidance of “non-

instrumental” information. A religious person may prefer not knowing if a life-saving

drug contains “forbidden” ingredients, if she expects to learn that it is probably the

case. Non-instrumental information is valuable (or costly) because it changes the pre-

scription although the choice from the menu is unchanged. This property is consistent

with self-serving information acquisition or rejection, which is often rationalized by mo-

tivated beliefs (Bénabou, 2015). Beliefs are costly or valuable because of the actions

and prescriptions they induce, but they can be changed only indirectly through informa-

tion acquisition. Thus, acquiring non-instrumental information represents a demand for

beliefs that is functional to reduce the cost of deviating from the prescriptions.
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4.3 Applications: information avoidance

Blind altruism. Consider three actions, a large donation d, an average donation m or

no donation n to a charity of unknown quality (either high ωh, average ωm or low ωl).

The payoffs (in utils) are reported in Table 2. A large (average) donation is optimal if

ωh ωm ωl

d 9 0 0
m 4 4 0
n 2 2 2

Table 2: Actions and payoffs

the charity is of high (average) quality and no-donation is optimal if the charity is of

low quality. Perfect information µ = µ̄ can be acquired, for example, by browsing the

charity website or by meeting a fundraiser. Suppose the individual sees herself as an

altruist, hence her identity absolutely prescribes to make a large donation d, fd∪m∪n = d.

A large donation d also maximizes the ex ante individual’s material preference, a form

of “warm-glow” giving (Andreoni, 1990). However, information may reveal that the

charity is of low quality, so that the optimal action given information is to not donate

n, a violation of the prescription. Given γ, the value of d ∪ m ∪ n under ignorance is

Vγ(d∪m∪ n|µ0) = γ 9
3 + (1− γ)9

3 − γφ(9
3 −

9
3) = 3. The value of d∪m∪ n if information

is acquired is Vγ(d ∪m ∪ n|µ) = γ
(

15
3

)
+ (1 − γ)3 − γφ (2) equal to Vγ(d ∪m ∪ n|µ) =

γ5 + (1 − γ)3 − γφ(2), and information avoidance is optimal if 2 < φ(2), whenever

γ > 0. If γ = 0, the individual is indifferent between acquiring information or not since

there is an absolute prescription. For example, Niehaus (2014) found that only 3 percent

of donors acquire information prior to making a donation (see also Kandul and Ritov,

2017, for laboratory evidence). Differently from the moral wiggle room example, here the

avoidance of information is not motivated by a desire to maintain an altruistic self-image

while acting selfishly. The individual is truly altruistic, but information can be costly if

there is a chance that the prescription will be violated.

Masculinity and preventive health care. Gender is a strong predictor of life-

expectancy: men die earlier than women, independently of other socio-economic factors,

21



such as income, ethnicity, etc. Among the causes of this disparity, it is well-established

that men are less likely than women to get routine medical tests and engage in preventive

health care (Courtenay, 2000). This form of information avoidance appears different from

alternative instances of health-related information avoidance. For example, Oster, Shoul-

son, and Dorsey (2013) find that individuals at-risk of developing the Huntington disease

eschew a perfectly revealing genetic test. A suitable rationalization of the behavior in

Oster et al. (2013) is optimism maintenance (Brunnermeier and Parker, 2005). However,

the same rationalization seems less appropriate to explain why men avoid routine medi-

cal tests. At-risk individuals in the study of Oster et al. (2013) are likely to know their

condition, while it is less plausible to assume a similar awareness for the average man.

An alternative explanation relies on gender identity. Getting a medical test threatens the

image that real men are “independent, self-reliant, strong, robust and tough" (Courtenay,

2000). The I model offers a precise description of the mechanism linking a (stereotypical)

masculine identity to the avoidance of health-related information. According to the I

model, it is not the mere act of getting tested to threaten masculinity, but the impact

that health-related information will have on identity. After a diagnosis of high blood

pressure, the recommendation (payoff-maximizing behavior) will be to consume less red

meat or take a leave from work, behaviors that threaten the (stereotypical) masculine

identity. As discussed after Example 1, however, non-monotonicity in the value and cost

of information has important implications. If information aligns the prescription and the

payoff-maximizing action, information becomes valuable. Therefore, the appeal of rou-

tine health screenings can be increased, for example, by making their ability to diagnose

dangerous diseases salient.

Information avoidance and “self-control". Information avoidance is also ob-

served in individuals experiencing self-control problems. For example, Viscusi (1990)

found that smokers overestimated the risk of developing lung cancer even if the available

information is virtually free and abundant. A potential explanation derives from sophisti-

cation (Carrillo and Mariotti, 2000), who model information avoidance as a commitment

device in an intra-personal game. When multiple sequential selves have conflicting pref-
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erences, the current self may prefer to remain ignorant so that future selves will not

exploit public information when deciding.19 This model can elegantly rationalize wilfull

ignorance for a smoker, but not for someone who decides whether to start smoking and

can acquire information before deciding. For example, adolescents underestimating the

risk associated with smoking “light” cigarettes may prefer to avoid learning the actual

risk (Kropp and Halpern-Felsher, 2004). The I model offers an alternative rationaliza-

tion of information avoidance about the effect of harmful consumption. As argued in

Akerlof and Kranton (2010, pp. 19-20), smoking is a defining behavior within certain

social categories, for example, men in the first decades of the last century or women after

the 1970s.20 If the identity prescribes smoking, the I model can rationalize the choice

to start smoking and the contextual information avoidance concerning its adverse effect.

Learning that the probability of developing smoke-related diseases is larger than expected

can suggest that not smoking is superior to the prescriptive behavior of start smoking,

hence threatening the identity. If the material value of learning the true probability of

developing smoking-related diseases is lower than the cost of violating the prescription,

the individual will prefer to remain ignorant.

Pluralistic ignorance. Individuals often privately reject a norm, but publicly accept

it because they incorrectly believe that most other people accept it (Prentice and Miller,

1993). Pluralistic ignorance can arise from social identity protection: conforming to the

prescriptions represents a signal of belonging to the reference group. This is also a case of

information avoidance, since learning the actual support of a norm in the reference group

is reasonably simple. The I model provides the following rationalization of pluralistic

ignorance: learning that the prescription is less supported than thought may lead the

individual to modify his behavior. For example, learning that most other husbands

(in Saudi Arabia) support women working outside the home (call it w), will make the

prescription to restrict women working outside the home (call it n) suboptimal, hence
19For example, a smoker may avoid information on the probability to develop lung cancer because

knowing that the latter is smaller than expected can lead her future selves to smoke more.
20Smoking became an acceptable behavior for women and a symbol of empowerment and “the change

in gender norms was the single most important reason for the increase in women’s smoking in the United
States” (Akerlof and Kranton, 2010).
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generating a threat to the identity (Bursztyn et al., 2020). As a consequence, information

avoidance occurs at the individual level, and it collectively generates pluralistic ignorance.

Learning that there is less support for the prescription than previously thought, will

shift the prescription itself and potentially change behavior. That is, under ignorance

fw∪n,p̂ = n, while fw∪n,p = w for some posterior p when information is acquired.

5 Commitment with and without information arrival

In the previous section, I show that information avoidance arises as a means to reduce the

cost of deviating from the prescriptions. This section considers an alternative strategy:

strategic commitment. The individual may decide to eliminate actions that threaten the

identity even if these are payoff-maximizing. This happens if an action determines a

cost to the identity that is higher than its material value. Commitment to a state-by-

state dominated action can also be optimal, thus generating an identity-driven form of

“destructive” behavior (e.g. self-mutilation).

5.1 Violating the prescriptions and commitment

The next preliminary result establishes conditions to observe a preference for a prescrip-

tively suboptimal menu. I define the benefit-cost ratio between F and G for a given

ν ∈ {µ, µ0}:

λνF,G = Wγ(ν, F )−Wγ(ν,G)
I(ν, F )− I(ν,G)

if I(ν, F ) 6= I(ν,G) and λνF,G = 0 otherwise. Note that λνF,G = γ if
∫

∆Ω Eq[u(fF,q)]dν(q) =∫
∆Ω Eq[u(fG,q)]dν(q) and I(ν, F ) 6= I(ν,G).

Theorem 2. For all F,G ∈ A such that
∫

∆Ω Eq[u(fF,q)]dν(q) ≥
∫

∆Ω Eq[u(fG,q)]dν(q):

1. If γ > 0, I(ν, F ) > I(ν,G) and γλ ≥ λνF,G for some λ ∈ ∂φ(I(ν,G)) then Vγ(G|ν) ≥

Vγ(F |ν).

2. If Wγ(ν,G) > Wγ(ν, F ) and γλ ≤ λνF,G for some λ ∈ ∂φ(I(ν,G)) then Vγ(G|ν) ≥

Vγ(F |ν) and γ > 0.
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Consider first the case ν = µ0. The initial condition becomes Ep̂[u(fF,p̂)] ≥ Ep̂[u(fG,p̂)],

so that F is prescriptively superior to G. In case 1., the cost of violating the prescrip-

tions in F is higher than that in G, I(µ0, F ) > I(µ0, G). By the initial assumption, it

follows that maxf∈F Ep̂[u(f)] > maxf∈G Ep̂[u(f)]. Hence F is superior to G from both

the prescriptive and the material viewpoint. However, if the marginal cost of deviating

from the prescription at G is high enough, the larger cost of violating the prescriptions in

F may overcome its higher material value. So, it is optimal to choose G. In point 2., F is

prescriptively superior to G, but G has a strictly greater material value. Therefore, G has

a higher cost of identity threats than F , I(µ0, G) > I(µ0, F ). However, if the marginal

cost of ν at G is “small enough”, G is preferred to F .

For the case ν = µ, the initial condition tells that F is, on average, prescriptively

superior to G. In point 1., the average cost of information in F is higher than that in G,

I(µ, F ) > I(µ,G). By the initial assumption, it follows that
∫

∆Ω maxf∈F Eq[u(f)]dµ(q) >∫
∆Ω maxf∈G Eq[u(f)]dµ(q). Hence F is superior to G from both the prescriptive and the

material viewpoint. However, if the marginal cost of information at G is high enough,

the larger cost of information in F may overcome its higher material value. So, it is

optimal to choose G. In point 2., F is prescriptively superior to G, but G has a strictly

greater material value. Therefore, G has a higher average cost of information than F ,

I(µ,G) > I(µ, F ). However, if the marginal cost of information at G is “small enough”,

G is preferred to F .

Theorem 2 provides sufficient conditions to observe a preference for commitment. For

example, suppose that F = f ∪ g and G = g and f , then the condition of Theorem 2

becomes
∫

∆Ω Eq[u(ff∪g,q)]dν(q) ≥ Ep̂[u(g)] and it is possible that Vγ(g) ≥ Vγ(f ∪ g|ν), so

that commitment to g is superior to having the flexibility of f ∪ g.

Commitment to payoff-inferior actions. The next result is derived from Theo-

rem 2 and concerns a preference for commitment to a payoff-inferior action. For example,

a purely altruistic individual deciding to eschew a situation where she can behave altruis-

tically (e.g. meeting a fundraiser). Suppose that an action g is state-by-state dominated

by an action f . It follows that Vγ(f) ≥ Vγ(g), since Vγ(f) = Ep̂[u(f)]. However, if com-
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mitment to f is not feasible, an identity-caring individual may prefer commitment to g

to the flexibility of f ∪ g.

Corollary 1. Suppose that u(f(ω)) ≥ u(g(ω)) for all ω ∈ Ω. If γ > 0, I(f ∪ g|ν) > 0

and γλ ≥ λνf∪g,g for some λ ∈ φ(0), the I model is consistent with Vγ(g) ≥ Vγ(f ∪ g|ν).

Indeed, the condition
∫
∆Ω Eq[u(ff∪g,q)]dν(q) ≥ Ep̂[u(g)] is always satisfied if f(ω) <

g(ω) for all ω ∈ Ω. Then, if I(ν, f ∪ g) > I(ν, g) = 0 and γλ ≥ λνf∪g,g for some

λ ∈ φ(I(ν,G)) = φ(0), point 1 of Theorem 2 implies that Vγ(g) ≥ Vγ(f ∪ g|ν). Ideally,

the individual would commit to f , but if this is unfeasible, committing to the suboptimal g

can be strictly preferred to having the flexibility of f ∪g. As a consequence, providing the

possibility to commit to the prescriptive optimal actions f potentially improves welfare for

an identity-concerned individual. Corollary 1 has applications to excess entry and gender-

specific sorting into competitive environments that is often rationalized by overconfidence

(see Section 5.2). Corollary 1 also rationalizes the findings of DellaVigna et al. (2012)

and Andreoni et al. (2017), in which individuals intentionally avoid meeting a fundraiser,

hence eschewing social dilemmas even if they are purely altruistic. Consider the choice

faced by the individual: meeting the fundraiser and then decide to make a donation d or

not n (e.g. with the payoffs of Table 2). Although the prescription is to donate d, entering

the social dilemma creates a trade-off and the cost of deviating from the prescription can

be so high that avoiding the fundraiser becomes optimal, leading the individual to commit

to not donate. This is true under ignorance ν = µ0 and under information arrival ν = µ.

With the payoffs of Table 2 and assuming that d is the absolute prescription, Vγ(n) = 2

and Vγ(d ∪ n|µ̄) = γ 13
3 + (1 − γ)3 − γφ

(
4
3

)
. Ideally, the individual would commit to d,

but in case the unique choice is between d ∪ n and n, commitment to n may be optimal.

The presence of n makes information costly because it is superior to d in states ωm, ωl. If

such a cost is too high compared to the additional material value of d∪ n, the individual

will commit to n.

Commitment to prescriptions and information acquisition. In the previous

sections, I provided conditions to observe commitment to menus that are not prescrip-

tively optimal. Indeed, in Theorem 2, G is weakly prescriptively inferior to F and in
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Corollary 1, g is also weakly prescriptively inferior to f . Here, I focus on the conditions

under which commitment to the prescriptively optimal menu occurs (either under igno-

rance and under information acquisition). Consider the actions and payoffs of Table 2.

Suppose that d is again the absolute prescription in d ∪ m ∪ n and in d ∪ m. Then,

Vγ(d ∪m|µ̄) = γ 13
3 + (1− γ)3− γφ

(
4
3

)
and Vγ(d ∪m ∪ n|µ̄) = γ5 + (1− γ)3− γφ(2). If

13
3 − 5 ≥ φ

(
4
3

)
− φ(2), commitment to d ∪m is preferred to d ∪m ∪ n. Intuitively, the

additional material value of having more options is offsets by a larger cost of information.

By eliminating the “costly” action n, the individual is better off. The next proposition

provides condition to observe a preference for commitment for ν ∈ {µ0, µ}:

Proposition 4. If
∫

∆Ω Eq[u(fF,q)]dν(q) ≥
∫

∆Ω Eq[u(fF∪G,q)]dν(q) and λ ≥ 1 for some

λ ∈ ∂φ(I(ν, F )) then, for any γ ∈ [0, 1], Vγ(F |ν) ≥ Vγ(F ∪G|ν).

When G does not add prescriptive value to F and the cost of deviating from the

prescription is steep enough at F , it is optimal to commit to F rather than having the

flexibility of F ∪G. If ν = µ0, the initial condition becomes Ep̂[u(fF,p̂)] ≥ Ep̂[u(fF∪G,p̂)],

meaning that G does not add an ex ante prescriptive value to F .

The next result provides simpler conditions to observe commitment to the prescrip-

tively optimal action when it is also the payoff-maximizing action.

Corollary 2. If ff∪g,p̂ = f and Ep̂[u(f)] ≥ Ep̂[u(g)] then there is information avoidance

for f ∪ g if and only if Vγ(f) > Vγ(f ∪ g|µ), for all γ ∈ (0, 1].

If information is not valuable for f∪g, commitment to f is strictly preferred to having

f ∪ g because g can only increase the cost of receiving information. The results in Propo-

sition 4 and Corollary 2 provide a unified rationalization to behaviors observed across

choice domains in which identity matters (see Section 5.2). Moreover, Proposition 4 and

Corollary 2 establish that commitment can be optimal when information is not physically

avoidable, for example, under mandatory disclosure laws. In that case, commitment may

be the unique way to reduce the cost of information.
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5.2 Applications: commitment

Masculinity and the flexibility stigma. Consider the following decision problem:

a worker is about to become a father and has to decide whether to ask for a flexible

work arrangement (a menu F ) or to maintain the current work schedule (a menu G).21

In case of a flexible work arrangement e.g. flex-time, he will face two actions: to look

after his newborn c or to delegate d (e.g. to the mother or a nanny). Hence, the menu

corresponding to the flexible work arrangement is F = c ∪ d. In case he maintains the

current work schedule, he can only delegate, hence G = d. Uncertain is about how

stressful is to look after his newborn, it can be either high ωh or low ωl.22 In this

case, information about the true state of the world will arrive (inexorably) after the

delivery. Empirical evidence consistent with a dislike for flexible work arrangements in

males is large (e.g. Williams et al., 2013). Among the various reasons for the so-called

flexibility stigma for men, the role of masculinity protection is well-established. Asking for

flexibility, especially for family caregiving, is seen as an impermissible lack of commitment,

if not a feminine behavior23 (Rudman and Mescher, 2013; Vandello, Hettinger, Bosson,

and Siddiqi, 2013). The present model provides a simple explanation. Suppose that

the worker wants to preserve a (traditional) masculine and breadwinner identity that

absolutely prescribes to delegate d (see, for example, Williams et al., 2013; Rudman and

Mescher, 2013; Vandello et al., 2013). Learning that childcare is actually superior to

delegating represents a threat to the identity. If the cost of information for c ∪ d is

higher than its value, the worker will prefer to maintain his current working schedule so

committing to d (by Proposition 4 or Corollary 2).

Married women and labor market participation. Married women tend to par-
21To abstract from monetary considerations, I assume that the two work arrangements are economically

equivalent.
22To avoid trivialities, I assume that child care c is superior to delegate d if the state is ωl and d is

superior to c in state ωh.
23The following anecdotal evidence comes from Williams (2006) and concerns a union arbitration of

“Tractor Supply Co. (2001), in which an employer posted notice of 2 hours of mandatory overtime....[the
worker] refused to stay at work past his regular shift because he had to get home to care for his grandchild.
When his supervisor asked why he would not stay, he replied that it was none of his business. The
supervisor said that accommodations could be made for reasonable excuses and then asked again why he
could not stay. The worker again said it was none of his business. The supervisor ordered him to stay,
and he was fired for insubordination"
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ticipate to the labor market less than unmarried women. The explanation provided

in Bertrand, Kamenica, and Pan (2015) relies on (traditional) gender identity, which

prescribes that wives should earn less than their husbands. Indeed, they find that the

likelihood that a wife participates in the labor force is inversely proportional to the prob-

ability that she will earn more than her husband. The I model can accommodate the

empirical evidence in Bertrand et al. (2015) and provides a precise channel through which

gender identity affects women’s participation in the labor force. Suppose that a married

woman has to decide between a high-profile job h and a low-profile job l. Uncertainty

pertains, for example, to monthly (relative) income. By selecting the low-profile job l, her

earnings are inferior to those of the husband, while the high-profile job h could generate

earnings higher than those of the husband. Participating in the labor force allows her to

decide between the high-profile job h and the low-profile job l, E = h ∪ l. Stay at home

is represented by the occupation m (e.g. homemaker). A wife unwilling to violate the

prescription of earning less than her husband can strictly prefer staying at home m rather

than joining the labor force, Vγ(m) > Vγ(h∪ l|µ) if, for example, Vγ(m) = Vγ(l) ≥ Vγ(h).

The mechanism predicted by the I model is the following: if the absolute prescription is

to earn less than her husband (hence the prescribed action is to stay home fm∪l∪h = m),

accepting a high-profile job (e.g. if γ = 1) and reverse the breadwinner role within the

household, is costly. Therefore, she may strictly prefer to commit. The empirical fact

in Bertrand et al. (2015) that a higher probability of earning more than their husbands

implies lower participation in the labor force for wives supports the assumption that

information is processed rationally. Wives respond to the information provided by the

labor market and act consequentially, some of them by committing.

Excess entry without overconfidence. Consider the following decision problem:

an entrepreneur has to decide whether to enter e a new market or not n. Uncertainty

concerns the level of future demand that can be either high ωh or low ωl. Before deciding,

she can either make an irreversible investment H or not N . By making an irreversible

investment H, she commits to enter the market in the second period H = e. By making

no initial investment N , the entrepreneur maintains flexibility N = e∪n. Models of costly
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information acquisition predict that the entrepreneur will never strictly prefer to make

an irreversible investment prior to acquire information about future demand. This is the

classical result linking under-investment and delayed information arrival due to Arrow

and Fisher (1974) (see also Gollier, 2004). However, suppose that the entrepreneur sees

herself as a bold (for example, Brocas and Carrillo, 2004) and wants to preserve her self-

image. The latter absolutely prescribes to enter the market. The I model is consistent

with Vγ(e) > Vγ(e ∪ n|µ), if the conditions of Proposition 4 or Corollary 2 are satisfied.

Having n available makes information too costly with respect to its material value, hence

making a high initial investment H = e becomes optimal. Note that this rationalization

of excess entry/overinvestment does not require overconfidence (Camerer and Lovallo,

1999), time-inconsistency (Brocas and Carrillo, 2004) or strategic aspects à la Spence

(1977). A fully rational entrepreneur can strictly prefer entering a new market because of

a desire to protect her identity of being bold. Moreover, the model predicts a preference

for committing to e even if the entrepreneur knows ex ante that n would be a superior

choice. Indeed, by Corollary 1, when commitment to n is not feasible, it may be optimal

to commit to an inferior action (in this case e).

On the other side, if boldness does not absolutely prescribe to enter the market, but

only conditionally on good news about future demand, information is less costly. Suppose

that the ex ante optimal action is n and e is the prescription for p̂. Suppose that e becomes

the optimal action when a posterior places a sufficiently high probability to state ωh. In

this case, information acquisition becomes valuable as it aligns the prescription and the

payoff-maximizing action.

Gender competitiveness. Women are more likely than men to shy away from com-

petition, even if there are no gender differences in performance (Niederle and Vesterlund,

2007). Interestingly, the opposite result holds in matrilineal societies (Gneezy et al.,

2009), indicating that cultural aspects play a key role in shaping sorting into competitive

environments. The I model provides an identity-based explanation. Suppose that a male

faces a real effort task where he can choose to exert either high effort h or low effort

l. Uncertainty pertains to his ability (relative to his competitors). Information about
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ability is often acquired through trial sessions before the task starts. Entering the com-

petitive environment (e.g. a tournament) implies competing with others, hence exerting

high effort, F = h. Entering the non-competitive environment (e.g. a flat-rate payment

scheme) leaves the flexibility to compete or not (e.g. exert either high effort or low effort),

G = h ∪ l. Suppose his self-image prescribes to compete. Therefore, Proposition 4 or

Corollary 2 are consistent with Vγ(h) > Vγ(h∪ l|µ). If information about his relative abil-

ity recommends to shy away from competition (exert low effort l), competition h becomes

suboptimal, hence identity is threatened. When the cost is higher than the instrumental

value of information, entering the competitive environment can be strictly optimal. An

equivalent argument holds for women willing to protect their identity in a matrilineal

society. Sorting into competitive environment is often ascribed to overconfidence of men

(Niederle and Vesterlund, 2007), but information processing is rational in the I model.

Even if the man knows ex ante that l is superior to h, but commitment to l is not feasible,

Corollary 1 implies that he can strictly prefer to enter the competitive environment as a

way to avoid the cost of identity threats.

Identity and human capital accumulation. The potential preference for commit-

ment predicted by the I model can also rationalize ethnic-specific human capital invest-

ment decisions. Suppose that a student belonging to a minority (e.g. a black student) has

to decide how much human capital she wants to accumulate, for simplicity, either high or

low. A low accumulation of human capital corresponds to a menu F of potential future

occupations, while a high level of human capital corresponds to a menu G = F ∪w (where

w represents a high-wage occupation e.g. becoming a lawyer). Uncertainty pertains to

the features of the labor market. Suppose that the identity prescribes an occupation

b ∈ F , for example, the high-wage occupation w is perceived as a “white job".24 The

result of Proposition 4 is consistent with Vγ(F |µ) > Vγ(F ∪w|µ). Identity protection im-

plies that the cost of w, in terms of identity threats, overwhelms the value of w in terms

of ex post optimality. Hence, the student may strictly prefer commitment to a low level

of human capital G (e.g. Austen-Smith and Fryer Jr, 2005). Note that this conclusion
24In their two audience signalling dilemma, Austen-Smith and Fryer Jr (2005) argue that “signals that

induce high wages can be signals that induce peer group rejection".
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does not require a public signalling role of behavior. Even if γ = 1, so that choices in

the second period coincide with the payoff-maximizing actions, the cognitive dissonance

of possibly choosing a white job can be too costly.

Commitment without information acquisition: costly exit in dictator games

The articular case of Theorem 2 in which ν = µ0 provides sufficient conditions to

observe a preference for commitment under ignorance. For example, suppose that F = f∪

g and G = g and f , then the condition of Theorem 2 with ν = µ0 becomes Ep̂[u(ff∪g,p̂)] ≥

Ep̂[u(g)] and it is possible that Vγ(g) ≥ Vγ(f ∪ g|µ0), so that commitment to g is superior

to having the flexibility of f ∪ g.

Such a preference can rationalize the experimental evidence of Dana et al. (2006).

In a laboratory experiment, they modified the classical dictator game by allowing the

dictators to exit the game before it is played, and without informing the recipient. In

case she opts out, the dictator receives $9 and the recipient receives $0. A third of

the experimental subjects opted out. Such behavior is inconsistent with both purely

altruistic and purely selfish preferences. In the former case, the available allocation

(9, 1) should be strictly preferred. It the latter case the allocation (10, 0) should be

preferred to opting out. Rather, people seem to have a preference for avoiding a moral

trade-off. The U model rationalizes the preference for opting out. Suppose that F =

{(x, 10− x), x ∈ {0, . . . , 10}} and the prescription is (x, y)F = (5, 5). Then, Vγ(F |µ0) =

γmax(x,y)∈F u(x, y) + (1 − γ)u(5, 5) − γφ
(
max(x,y)∈F u(x, y)− u(5, 5)

)
. If the payoff-

maximizing choice is (10, 0), then Vγ(F |µ0) = γu(10, 0) + (1 − γ)u(5, 5) − γφ(u(10, 0) −

u(5, 5)). Opting out implies commitment to Vγ((9, 0)) = u(9, 0). In the extreme case

of u(x, y) = x, Vγ(F |µ0) = γ10 + (1 − γ)5 − γφ(10 − 5) and u(9, 0) = 9. Therefore,

Vγ((9, 0)) ≥ Vγ(F |µ0) whenever 9 ≥ γ10 + (1 − γ)5 − γφ(10 − 5). This is true if 4 ≥

γ(5 − φ(5)) which is always satisfied if 5 ≤ φ(5). If 5 > φ(5), the inequality is satisfied

if γ ≤ 4
5−φ(5) . Consider the extreme case of γ = 1, commitment to u(9, 0) is preferred

to F if 10 − φ(10 − 5) ≤ 9, equivalently if 1 ≤ φ(5). If the individual surely follows the

prescription, opting out is valuable since the final payoff 9 is larger than the payoff 5 of
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opting in and following the prescription. If she surely takes the payoff-maximizing action

with payoff 10, opting out is valuable if the cost of deviating from the prescription φ(5) is

sufficiently high. Differently from Dillenberger and Sadowski (2012), where resisting the

temptation to behave selfishly is costly and leads to opts out, here it is either the costly

deviation from the prescriptions or the lower payoff deriving from the prescription that

drives a desire for commitment.

6 Optimal disclosure to an identity-caring individual

In this section, I investigate the welfare-maximizing provision of information to an identity-

caring individual. I consider a sender, a receiver and an experiment µ ∈ Γ(p̂) called in-

formation policy. The sender, who decides the information policy, could be, for example,

a regulator imposing information disclosure to sellers in a given market: in this case, the

receiver is the consumer. Alternatively, the sender could be a charity that has to decide

how much information to deliver about its efficiency. In this section, I assume that there

is an absolute prescription. Therefore, the cost of information is increasing in the Black-

well’s order (see Proposition 1). A more informative experiment has a dual effect on the

receiver’s welfare: it has a higher material value, but it is more costly in terms of identity

threats. Formally:

Proposition 5. For all µ, ν ∈ Γ(p̂):

(a). For all F ∈ A and all γ ∈ [0, 1]: If ν D µ and if λ ≥ 1 for some λ ∈ ∂φ(I(µ, F )),

then Vγ(F |µ) ≥ Vγ(F |ν).

(b). If ν D µ and information µ is avoided for F , then ν is avoided for F .

By point (a), if the cost of information at I(µ, F ) is “steep” enough, a more informative

ν is welfare-reducing. By point (b), given a menu F , the set of experiments Γ(p̂) can

be partitioned in two subsets: a set containing the information µ that is acquired and

a set containing the information ν that is avoided. Therefore, the I model predicts that

information is not always acquired (Th. 1) and that more information can be welfare

decreasing (Prop. 5).
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I will consider the following problem faced by the sender: to find the information

policy that maximizes the welfare of the receiver. For fixed25 γ ∈ (0, 1] and fixed F ∈ A:

µF ∈ argmax
µ∈Γ(p̂)

Vγ(F |µ) (P)

The following result characterizes the solutions to Problem P:

Theorem 3. For any γ > 0, if µ∗F ∈ argminµ1,µ̄ {I(µ1, F ), I(µ̄, F )} where µ1 is such that

1 ∈ ∂φ(I(µ1, F )) and µ̄ is the fully informative experiment, then the information policy

µ∗F ∈ Γ(p̂) solves Problem P.

The welfare maximizing solution is either the fully informative policy µ̄, or the policy

for which the marginal value and the marginal cost of information are equal. Theorem 3

shows that full information may not be optimal for an identity-caring receiver.

Remark 2. The solution to Problem P has an alternative interpretation. Consider an

I model where information acquisition is flexible: the individual optimally selects her

“attention strategy” µ ∈ Γ(p̂) as to maximize Vγ(F |µ):

max
µ∈Γ(p̂)

γ
∫

∆Ω
max
f∈F

Eq[u(f)]dµ(q) + (1− γ)Ep̂[u(fF )]− γφ(I(µ, F )) (1)

The optimal attention strategy when γ > 0 and there is an absolute prescription fF ∈ F

is the solution to Problem P and it is characterized in Theorem 3.

7 Related literature

Akerlof and Kranton (2000, 2005, 2010) introduced identity consideration in economics

with the objective of integrating results in social psychology with the traditional analysis

of individual behavior based only on material incentives. The original work of Akerlof and

Kranton (2000) describes a general model of behavior where the utility of an individual

is a function of her actions, the action of others and her identity. Differently from the

approach of Akerlof and Kranton, I assume that the value of an action only depends on its
25For γ = 0 the problem is trivial due to the existence of an absolute prescription in F .
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material payoffs, and it is not a function of non-standard elements. Identity here enters

the utility of an individual only through the prescriptions. Given the focus of the paper on

information acquisition given identity, I do not consider how identity is chosen. After all,

information acquisition has consequences in the short-term while choosing an identity is

more of a long-term process. A recent empirical approach that examines identity choice

is Atkin, Colson-Sihra, and Shayo (2021). The paper that is most closely related, in

spirit, to the current work is Bénabou and Tirole (2011). In their work, the individual

has imperfect memory and uses past actions to costly self-signal her identity. Combined

with temptation in the form of quasi-hyperbolic discounting their model accommodates

a variety of empirical facts including a form of information avoidance. The present work

complements Bénabou and Tirole (2011), in that there is no identity uncertainty. As

argued above, imperfect memory of certain “identities” such as gender, appears hard to

justify. Moreover, to the best of my knowledge empirical evidence of the relation between

the present bias and the desire to protect one’s identity is lacking. The individual in

the I model values actions according to their expected utility and does not suffer from

temptation. A related model is that of Konow (2000), where the individual experiences

cognitive dissonance by holding beliefs and taking actions different from the ideal. The

cognitive dissonance is reduced by directly modifying beliefs and actions. In the present

model, beliefs and behavior can be modified only through information acquisition.

The rationality assumptions that characterize the present models also differentiate it

from the numerous alternative rationalizations of information aversion or avoidance (see

Hertwig and Engel, 2016; Golman et al., 2017; Sunstein, 2020, for recent treatments).

The proposed “behavioral” rationalizations of information avoidance or aversion include:

cognitive constraints (Sims, 2003), motivated beliefs (Bénabou, 2015; Köszegi, 2006), an-

ticipatory feelings (Caplin and Leahy, 2001) and (Brunnermeier and Parker, 2005), dis-

appointment aversion (Andries and Haddad, 2019), and sophisticated time-inconsistency

(Carrillo and Mariotti, 2000). In their review, Golman et al. (2017) list 13 non-strategic

motivations for information avoidance. The theory of rational inattention developed in

Sims (2003) posits that cognitive limitations forces the individual to optimally acquire
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information subject to a cost. In this model and its generalizations (Oliveira et al., 2017;

Pennesi, 2015), the cost of information depends on the informativeness of the acquired

signal, hence independent of the menu faced by the individual. Therefore, flexibility

is weakly valuable, an assumption that seems unable to capture identity-protective be-

haviors. An interesting rationalization of information avoidance comes from motivated

beliefs. When beliefs have a hedonic value, individuals actively manage them, selecting

and distorting information or memories in a self-serving manner (Bénabou, 2015; Köszegi,

2006). The I model assumes rationality in information processing and no role for mo-

tivated beliefs. Therefore, the current model provides an alternative rationalization of

information avoidance with Bayesian information processing and belief-independent util-

ity. This means that further empirical analysis might be required to better understand

the source of information avoidance. Non-standard preferences are also able to rationalize

information aversion: for example, Andries and Haddad (2019) assume a dynamic exten-

sion of the disappointment aversion model of Gul (1991) and Pagel (2018) the stochastic

reference-dependent model of Köszegi and Rabin (2006, 2007). A related approach is

Piermont (2019), who develops a model of image-conscious choice. In his work, the indi-

vidual cares about the signal that a choice provides in term of its possible rationalizations.

Piermont (2019), however, does not consider information acquisition.

The paper contributes to the literature studying unobservable information acquisition.

There are two main modeling approaches: ex ante (choices among menus) or ex post

(choices from menus). Models focusing on ex ante choices are Epstein (2006), Ergin

and Sarver (2010), Dillenberger et al. (2014), Pennesi (2015) and Oliveira et al. (2017).

Models focusing on ex post choices are Caplin and Dean (2015), Lu (2016) and Ellis

(2018). Lu (2016) studied private information when the available data are stochastic

choices from menus. Oliveira et al. (2017) and Pennesi (2015) axiomatize a model of

costly information acquisition, in the spirit of the rational inattention of Sims (2003),

where the individual decides what information to pay attention to subject to a cognitive

cost. Both Oliveira et al. (2017) and Pennesi (2015) assume a preference for flexibility,

because the cost of information is menu-independent. The present model belongs to the
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ex ante approach since the objects of choice are menus of actions.

Concerning the relation between commitment and information processing, few mod-

els allow for a preference for commitment in the presence of objective uncertainty and

learning. Epstein (2006) develops a model of non-Bayesian updating that leads to a de-

sire for commitment when the individual anticipates her biased information processing.

His setting considers three periods and the signal observed by the decision maker also

changes the menu of options. So, the last period choice is made from signal-contingent

menus. A similar setting is used in Epstein, Noor, and Sandroni (2008). In my model,

the second-period choice is made from the menu selected initially. This makes the com-

parability with the present model difficult. In any case, both models (Epstein, 2006;

Epstein et al., 2008) assume Set-Betweenness, but the present model can violate it. Most

importantly, in the present model information processing is Bayesian, and the preference

for commitment derives from a desire to protect identity. In a setting with menus of lot-

teries, Alauoi (2016) proved that the preservation of self-image may lead to a preference

for smaller menus. In his approach, lotteries in the menu convey information about the

unobservable ability of the decision-maker, and an individual who wants to preserve her

self-image may restrict her future options so as to remain “ignorant".

8 Conclusion and future research

In this paper, I propose a theory of choice for identity concerned individuals, and I applied

it to information acquisition. Three main results are predicted by the theory: information

avoidance can be optimal, the cost and value of information is not necessarily monotone

in the quality of information, the individual can display a demand for beliefs. Lastly, a

potential preference for commitment predicted by the theory, has applications in various

domains.

Given the focus of the present approach, some aspects are left for future research:

first, I do not model how the individual selects her identity (see, e.g. Atkin et al., 2021,

for an empirical approach). By endogenizing the possibility to manipulate “identity-
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salience” or the prior p̂, the model can describe self-serving choices of “identity”. First,

if there are two competing identities with different prescriptions, the individual can in-

voke the most convenient identity. As argued in Atkin et al. (2021), identity salience

responds to group status and group salience, as well as to the material cost of adopting

an identity. If salience can be manipulated, the “optimal” identity minimizes the cost

of deviating from the prescriptions and contextually maximizes the material value of the

prescriptions. Suppose that U(·|q, F, s), where s is the salience of an identity. If identity-

salience can be manipulated after information arrives and the realized posterior is q,

the individual can invoke the most convenient identity associated with the prescription

fF,q = argmaxg∈F maxs∈S U(g|q, F, s). If identity-salience can only be manipulated before

information arrives, the “optimal” identity is selected to maximize
∫

∆Ω Eq[u(fF,q)]dµ(q).

Similarly, by managing the prior p̂, the prescription also changes so that conveniently

“selecting” a prior results in a higher utility (see, for example, Di Tella, Perez-Truglia,

Babino, and Sigman, 2015).

Second, I do not (explicitly) consider strategic interactions. In the original model of

Akerlof and Kranton (2000), the actions of others enter the utility through their material

consequences and identity considerations. The model developed in the present work can

be applied to strategic interactions, keeping in mind that the choice of an action depends

on its expected utility. In particular, the analysis developed in Section 6, can be extended

to model strategic information provision (e.g. persuasion).
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A Supplementary material

A.1 Canonical cost of information

In this appendix, I introduce canonical costs of information (Oliveira et al., 2017) and
prove Proposition 1. Moreover, I prove that a common specification of the cost of infor-
mation such as average entropy reduction is a particular case of φ(I).

Definition 3. A cost function c : Γ(p̂)→ [0,∞] is called canonical if it satisfies:

(Normalization). c(δp̂) = 0.

(Blackwell Monotonicity). If ν, µ ∈ Γ(p̂) and ν D µ imply c(ν) ≥ c(µ).

(Convexity). For all experiments ν, µ ∈ Γ(p̂) and α ∈ (0, 1), c(αν + (1 − α)µ) ≤
αc(ν) + (1− α)c(µ).

The first condition says that the uninformative experiment has no cost. The sec-
ond says that more informative experiments are more costly. Convexity is a regularity
condition.

Proof of Proposition 1. For a given F ∈ A, φ(I(·, F )) is always greater than zero. To see
this, take any F , then maxg∈F Eq[u(g)]−Eq[u(fF,q)] ≥ 0 for any q ∈ ∆Ω. Integrating with
respect to µ preserves non-negativity, and the monotonicity of φ imply φ(I(µ, F )) ≥ 0.
By convexity of φ:

φ(I(αν + (1− α)µ, F )) = φ
[∫

∆Ω
max
g∈F

Eq[u(g)]− Eq[u(fF,q)]d(αν + (1− α)µ)(q)
]

=φ
[
α
∫

∆Ω
max
g∈F

Eq[u(g)]− Eq[u(fF,q)]dν(q) + (1− α)
∫

∆Ω
max
g∈F

Eq[u(g)]− Eq[u(fF,q)]dµ(q)
]

≤αφ(I(ν, F )) + (1− α)φ(I(µ, F ))

proving Convexity. If Eq[u(fF,q)] is concave in q, −Eq[u(fF,q)] is convex in q. Hence,
q 7→ maxf∈F Eq[u(f)]− Eq[u(fF,q)] is convex in q. If ν D µ,

φ(I(ν, F )) =φ
[∫

∆Ω
max
g∈F

Eq[u(g)]− Eq[u(fF,q)]dν(q)
]

≥φ
[∫

∆Ω
max
g∈F

Eq[u(g)]− Eq[u(fF,q)]dµ(q)
]

= φ(I(µ, F ))

proving Blackwell’s Monotonicity.
Let define kF = φ (maxf∈F Ep̂[u(f)]− Ep̂[u(fF,p̂)]) ≥ 0, then

φ(I(µ0, F ))− kF = φ
(

max
g∈F

Ep̂[u(g)]− Ep̂[u(fF,p̂)]
)
− kF = 0
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showing that φ(I(·, F ))− kF is normalized. If there exists an absolute prescription in F ,
and ν D µ,

φ(I(ν, F )) =φ
[∫

∆Ω
max
f∈F

Eq[u(f)]dν(q)− Ep̂[u(fF )]
]

≥φ
[∫

∆Ω
max
f∈F

Eq[u(f)]dµ(q)− Ep̂[u(fF )]
]

= φ(I(µ, F ))

where the first equality follows from p̂ =
∫

∆Ω qdµ(q), hence proving Blackwell’s Mono-
tonicity. By convexity of φ:

φ(I(αν + (1− α)µ, F )) = φ
[∫

∆Ω
max
f∈F

Eq[u(f)]d(αν + (1− α)µ)(q)− Ep̂[u(fF )]
]

=φ
[
α
∫

∆Ω
max
f∈F

Eq[u(f)]dν(q) + (1− α)
∫

∆Ω
max
f∈F

Eq[u(f)]dµ(q)− Ep̂[u(fF )]
]

≤αφ(I(ν, F )) + (1− α)φ(I(µ, F ))

proving Convexity. Let define ηF = φ (maxf∈F Ep̂[u(f)]− Ep̂[u(fF )]) ≥ 0. Then

φ(I(µ0, F ))− ηF =φ
[∫

∆Ω
max
f∈F

Eq[u(f)]dδp̂ − Ep̂[u(fF )]
]
− ηF

=φ
[
max
f∈F

Ep̂[u(f)]− Ep̂[u(fF )]
]
− ηF = 0

proving Normalization.

As argued in Section 3, the entropic costs of information arises in the model under
special conditions on the decision problem and the utility u.

Relative entropy. Suppose that the space X ⊆ R++, p̂(ω) > 0 for all ω ∈ Ω and
consider the menu:

F =

c ∈ XΩ : c > 0,
∑
ω∈Ω

πωcω = W

 , for some W > 0 (2)

These are state-contingent consumption bundles, πω is the “state price” and W is the
total wealth. I have the following result:

Fact 1. If F in Eq. (2), u(x) = ln(x) and there is an absolute prescription cF such that
cF = p̂(ω)

πω
then

I(µ, F ) =
∫

∆Ω
H(p̂)−H(q)dµ(q) =

∫
∆Ω

D(q‖p̂)dµ(q)

whereH(q) = −∑ω∈Ω q(ω) ln q(ω) is the entropy of q ∈ ∆Ω andD(q‖p̂) = ∑
ω∈Ω q(ω) ln

(
q(ω)
p̂(ω)

)
is the Kullback-Leibler divergence between q and p̂.
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Proof of Fact 1. For each q ∈ ∆Ω, the individual solves maxc∈F
∑
ω∈Ω q(ω) ln(cω)−λ (∑ω∈Ω πωcω −W ).

The first order conditions are q(ω) 1
cω

= λπω, or q(ω) = πωλcω. Summing over Ω,
1 = ∑

ω∈Ω q(ω) = λ
∑
ω∈Ω πωcω = λW . Then, λ = W−1. By the FOC, c∗ω = W q(ω)

πω
.

Substituting gives ∑ω∈Ω q(ω) ln
(
q(ω)
πω

)
+ ln(W ). By the assumption that cF = W q̂(ω)

πω
:

I(µ, F ) =
∫

∆Ω

∑
ω∈Ω

q(ω) ln
(
q(ω)
πω

)
+ ln(W )−

∑
ω∈Ω

p̂(ω) ln
(
p̂(ω)
πω

)
− ln(W )

 dµ(q)

=
∫

∆Ω

∑
ω∈Ω

q(ω) ln(q(ω))−
∑
ω∈Ω

q(ω) ln(πω)
 dµ(q)−

∑
ω∈Ω

p̂(ω) ln(p̂(ω)) +
∑
ω∈Ω

p̂(ω) ln(πω)

=H(p̂)−
∫

∆Ω
H(q)dµ(q)

where the last equality follows from p̂ =
∫

∆Ω qdµ(q). Lastly,

∫
∆Ω

D(q‖p̂)dµ(q) =
∫

∆Ω

∑
ω∈Ω

q(ω) ln
(
q(ω)
p̂(ω)

)
dµ(q)

=
∫

∆Ω

∑
ω∈Ω

q(ω) ln(q(ω))−
∑
ω∈Ω

q(ω) ln(p̂(ω))
 dµ(q)

=
∫

∆Ω

∑
ω∈Ω

q(ω) ln(q(ω))
 dµ(q)−

∑
ω∈Ω

[∫
∆Ω

q(ω)dµ(q) ln(p̂(ω))
]

=
∫

∆Ω

∑
ω∈Ω

q(ω) ln(q(ω))
 dµ(q)−

∑
ω∈Ω

p̂(ω) ln(p̂(ω))

=
∫

∆Ω
H(p̂)−H(q)dµ(q)

B Proofs

I will occasionally use the following notation σF (q) , maxf∈F Eq[u(f)].

Proof of Proposition 2. For point 1, the “only if” direction straightforward. For the “if”
direction, suppose that for an F ∈ A, I(µ, F ) = 0. Since maxf∈F Eq[u(f)]−Eq[u(fF,q)] ≥
0 for all q ∈ ∆Ω, the equality I(µ, F ) =

∫
∆Ω maxf∈F Eq[u(f)] − Eq[u(fF,q)]dµ(q) = 0

implies maxf∈F Eq[u(f)]− Eq[u(fF,q)] = 0 µ-a.s. Therefore, there is fF,q such that fF,q ∈
argmaxg∈F Eq[u(g)] µ-a.s..

For point 2, if Ep̂[u(f)] ≥
∫

∆Ω Eq[u(fF,q)]dµ(q) for some f ∈ F and I(µ, F ) = 0, then
∫

∆Ω
max
f∈F

Eq[u(f)]dµ(q) =
∫

∆Ω
Eq[u(fF,q)]dµ(q) ≤ max

f∈F
Eq̂[u(f)]
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But, in general, maxf∈F Ep̂[u(f)] ≤
∫

∆Ω maxf∈F Eq[u(f)]dµ(q), hence

max
f∈F

Ep̂[u(f)] =
∫

∆Ω
max
f∈F

Eq[u(f)]dµ(q)

The last equality allows to use the same argument of De Lara and Gossner (2020), there-
fore, there is f ∈ F such that f ∈ argmaxg∈F Ep̂[u(g)] and f ∈ argmaxg∈F Eq[u(g)]
µ-a.s.

Proof of Theorem 1. Suppose that γ = 0, then the second condition implies 0 > λF .
That is 0 >

∫
∆Ω Eq [u(fF,q)]dµ(q)−Ep̂[u(fF,p̂)]

I(µ,F )−I(µ0,F ) . Since the denominator is strictly positive, the
inequality holds only if the numerator is strictly negative, hence V0(F |µ0) = Ep̂[u(fF,p̂)] >∫

∆Ω Eq[u(fF,q)]dµ(q) = V0(F |µ), that is information avoidance for F . Consider γ > 0, for
some λ ∈ ∂φ(I(µ0, F )), γλ > λF . Then:

φ(I(µ, F ))− φ(I(µ0, F )) ≥λ(I(µ, F )− I(µ0, F ))

>
λF
γ

(I(µ, F )− I(µ0, F ))

= 1
γ

(Wγ(F, µ)−Wγ(F, µ0))

where the first inequality follows from the definition of subdifferential. The second in-
equality from the fact that γλ > λF and I(µ, F ) > I(µ, F ). The equality from the
definition of λF . Rearranging, implies information avoidance for F .

Proof of Proposition 3. If there is information avoidance for F at γ′ < 1, it means that the
function T (γ) = γI(µ, F ) +

∫
∆Ω Eq[u(fF,q)]dµ(q) − γφ (I(µ, F )) − γ(maxf∈F Ep̂[u(f)] −

Ep̂[u(fF,p̂)]) + Ep̂[u(fF,p̂)] + γφ(maxf∈F Ep̂[u(f)] − Ep̂[u(fF,p̂)]) is such that T (γ′) < 0.
Deriving T with respect to γ′ implies I(µ, F )−φ (I(µ, F ))−maxf∈F Ep̂[u(f)]+Ep̂[u(fF,p̂)]+
φ(maxf∈F Ep̂[u(f)] − Ep̂[u(fF,p̂)]) which is strictly smaller than zero by the fact that
information is avoided for F at γ = 1. Therefore, the function T is strictly negative
at γ′ and it is strictly decreasing, therefore, it remains strictly negative as γ′′ varies in
[γ′, 1].

Proof of Theorem 2. For point 1., by the second assumption, F and G cannot be single-
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tons. Consider λνF,G = Wγ(ν,F )−Wγ(ν,G)
I(ν,F )−I(ν,G) . Since γ > 0, note that

0 < I(ν, F )− I(ν,G) =

γ
(∫

∆Ω
σF (q)dν(q)−

∫
∆Ω

Eq[u(fF,q)]dν(q)
)
− γ

(∫
∆Ω

σG(q)dν(q) +
∫

∆Ω
Ep[u(fG,q)]dν(q)

)
≤γ

(∫
∆Ω

σF (q)dν(q)−
∫

∆Ω
Eq[u(fG,q)]dν(q)

)
− γ

(∫
∆Ω

σG(q)dν(q) +
∫

∆Ω
Eq[u(fG,q)]dν(q)

)
=γ

(∫
∆Ω

σF (q)dν(q)−
∫

∆Ω
σG(q)dν(q)

)

Therefore,
∫

∆Ω σF (q)dν(q) >
∫

∆Ω σG(q)dν(q), that implies λνF,G > 0. If λ ≥ λνF,G/γ for
some λ ∈ ∂φ(I(ν,G)), then

φ(I(ν, F ))− φ(I(ν,G)) ≥λ (I(ν, F )− I(ν,G))

≥
λνF,G
γ

(I(ν, F )− I(ν,G))

= 1
γ

(Wγ(ν, F )−Wγ(ν,G))

where the first inequality follows from the definition of subdifferential, the second inequal-
ity from the fact that γλ ≥ λνF,G and the strict positivity of the term in the parenthesis
and the last equality by definition of λνF,G. Rearranging gives V (G|ν) ≥ V (F |ν).

For point 2., by the two initial assumptions F and G cannot both singletons. More-
over, Wγ(ν,G) − Wγ(ν, F ) > 0 and

∫
∆Ω Eq[u(fF,q)]dν(q) ≥

∫
∆Ω Eq[u(fG,q)]dν(q) imply

γ > 0. Notice that 0 < Wγ(ν,G)−Wγ(ν, F ) = I(ν,G) +
∫

∆Ω Eq[u(fG,q)]dν(q)− I(ν, F )−∫
∆Ω Eq[u(fF,q)]dν(p) ≤ I(ν,G) − I(ν, F ), hence I(ν,G) > I(ν, F ). Hence λνF,G > 0 If
γλ ≤ λνF,G for some λ ∈ ∂φ(I(ν,G)), then

φ(I(ν, F ))− φ(I(ν,G)) ≥λ (I(ν, F )− I(ν,G))

≥
λνF,G
γ

(I(ν, F )− I(ν,G))

= 1
γ

(Wγ(ν, F )−Wγ(ν,G))

where the first inequality follows from the definition of subdifferential, the second from
the condition I(ν, F ) < I(ν,G) and the fact that γλ ≤ λνF,G and the strict negativity of
the term in parenthesis. The equality follows from the definition of λF,G. Rearranging
gives Vγ(G|ν) ≥ Vγ(F |ν).

Proof of Proposition 4. If γ = 0, the initial condition V0(F |ν) =
∫

∆Ω Eq[u(fF,q)]dν(q) ≥∫
∆Ω Eq[u(fF∪G,q)]dν(q) = V0(F ∪ G|ν) implies the result. Consider γ > 0. If λ ≥ 1 for
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some λ ∈ ∂φ(I(ν, F )), then

φ(I(ν, F ∪G))− φ(I(ν, F )) ≥ λ(I(ν, F ∪G)− I(ν, F ))

=λ
(∫

∆Ω
σF∪G(q)dν(q)−

∫
∆Ω

Eq[u(fF∪G,q)]dν(q)−
∫

∆Ω
σF (q)dν(q) +

∫
∆Ω

Eq[u(fF,q)]dν(q)
)

≥λ
(∫

∆Ω
σF∪G(q)dν(q)−

∫
∆Ω

σF (q)dν(q)
)

≥
∫

∆Ω
max
f∈F∪G

Eq[u(f)]dν(q)−
∫

∆Ω
max
f∈F

Eq[u(f)]dν(q)

where the first inequality follows from the definition of subgradient, the second equality
by the condition

∫
∆Ω Eq[u(fF∪G,q)]dν(q) ≤

∫
∆Ω Eq[u(fF,q)]dν(q), and the last inequality

from the fact that λ ≥ 1 and the term in the parenthesis is positive. Rearranging
and multiplying both sides by γ > 0 gives γ

∫
∆Ω maxf∈F Eq[u(f)]dν(q) − γφ(I(ν, F )) ≥

γ
∫

∆Ω maxf∈F∪G Eq[u(f)]dν(q)−γφ(I(ν, F∪G)). Lastly, adding (1−γ)
∫

∆Ω Eq[u(fF∪G,q)]dν(q)
to the right-hand side and (1− γ)

∫
∆Ω Eq[u(fF,q)]dν(q) to the left-hand side preserves the

inequality and gives Vγ(F |ν) ≥ Vγ(F ∪G|ν).

Proof of Corollary 2. If information is not acquired a f∪g, then Vγ(f∪g|µ) < Vγ(f∪g|µ0),
meaning Vγ(f ∪ g|µ) = γ

∫
∆Ω maxh∈f∪g Eq[u(h)] + (1− γ)Eq[u(ff∪g,q)]dµ(q)− γφ(I(µ, f ∪

g)) < γmaxh∈f∪g Ep̂[u(h)]+(1−γ)Ep̂[u(ff∪g,p̂)]−γφ(maxh∈f∪g Ep̂[u(h)]−Ep̂[u(ff∪g,p̂)]) =
Ep̂[u(f)] = Vγ(f), where the last equality follows from the assumptions that ff∪g,p̂ = f

and Ep̂[u(f)] ≥ Ep̂[u(g)]. Being strict, the inequality forces γ ∈ (0, 1]. For the op-
posite implication, the conditions imply that Vγ(f ∪ g|µ0) = γmaxh∈f∪g Ep̂[u(h)] + (1 −
γ)Ep̂[u(ff∪g,p̂)]−γφ(maxh∈f∪g Ep̂[u(h)]−Ep̂[u(ff∪g,p̂)]) = Vγ(f) = Ep̂[u(f)] > Vγ(f ∪g|µ),
hence, information is not acquired at f ∪ g for all γ ∈ (0, 1].

Proof of Proposition 5. For a., since ν D µ either
∫

∆Ω maxf∈F Eq[u(f)]dν(q) =
∫

∆Ω maxf∈F Eq[u(f)]dµ(q)
or
∫

∆Ω maxf∈F Eq[u(f)]dν(q) >
∫

∆Ω maxf∈F Eq[u(f)]dµ(q). In the first case, Vγ(F |ν) =
Vγ(F |µ) for all γ ∈ [0, 1]. Consider the strict inequality. If γ = 0, then again V0(F |ν) =
V0(F |µ) and the result follows. Take γ > 0, if λ ∈ ∂φ(I(µ, F )) and λ ≥ 1,

φ(I(ν, F ))− φ(I(µ, F )) ≥λ (I(ν, F )− I(µ, F ))

≥
(∫

∆Ω
max
f∈F

Eq[u(f)]dν(q)−
∫

∆Ω
max
f∈F

Eq[u(f)]dµ(q)
)

where the first inequality follows from the definition of subgradient and the second from
the definition of I(µ, F ) and the fact that λ ≥ 1. Rearranging, multiplying by γ both
sides and adding (1− γ)Ep̂[u(fF )] to both sides gives Vγ(F |ν) ≥ Vγ(F |µ).

For b., since φ is convex, the ratio φ(x)−φ(y)
x−y is weakly increasing in x for fixed y. By

the condition ν D µ, it follows that I(ν, F ) ≥ I(µ, F ). If information µ is not acquired
for F , Wγ(µ, F ) − γφ(I(F |µ)) < Wγ(µ0, F ) − γφ(I(µ0, F )) (which implies γ > 0 and
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∫
∆Ω σF (q)dµ(q) > σF (p̂)), that is

γ
∫

∆Ω
σF (q)dµ(q) + (1− γ)Ep̂[u(fF )]− γφ

(∫
∆Ω

σF (q)dµ(q)− Ep̂[u(fF )]
)
<

<γσF (p̂) + (1− γ)Ep̂[u(fF )]− γφ (σF (p̂)− Ep̂[u(fF )])
(3)

that is equivalent to

1 <φ (
∫
∆Ω σF (q)dµ(q)− Ep̂[u(fF )])− φ (σF (p̂)− Ep̂[u(fF )])∫
∆Ω σF (q)dµ(q)− Ep̂[u(fF )]− σF (p̂) + Ep̂[u(fF )]

≤φ (
∫
∆Ω σF (q)dν(q)− Ep̂[u(fF )])− φ (σF (p̂)− Ep̂[u(fF )])∫
∆Ω σF (q)dν(q)− Ep̂[u(fF )]− σF (p̂) + Ep̂[u(fF )]

hence Vγ(F |ν) < Vγ(F |µ0), so information ν is not acquired for F as well.

Proof of Theorem 3. Consider an arbitrary µ ∈ Γ(p̂), and a µ1 ∈ Γ(p̂) such that 1 ∈
φ(I(µ1, F )). Then:

Vγ(µ1, F )− Vγ(µ, F ) =Wγ(µ1, F )− γφ(I(µ1, F ))−Wγ(µ, F ) + γφ(I(µ, F ))

≥Wγ(µ1, F )−Wγ(µ, F ) + γ(I(µ, F )− I(µ1, F )) = 0

Hence, µ1 is optimal, otherwise the solution is µ̄. For the existence of µ1, note that:

Fact 2. For each t ∈ [I(µ0, F ), I(µ̄, F )], there is µt ∈ Γ(p̂) such that I(µt, F ) = t.

Proof of Fact 2. Let µt = t−I(µ0,F )
I(µ̄,F )−I(µ0,F ) µ̄+(1− t−I(µ0,F )

I(µ̄,F )−I(µ0,F ))µ0. Then I(µt, F ) =
∫

∆Ω σF (q)dµt(q)−
Ep̂[u(fF )] = t.

Hence, if 1 ∈ ∂φ(t), µ1 defined above is µ1.
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