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Abstract

Artificial currencies have grown in popularity in many real-world resource allocation settings.
In particular, they have gained traction in government benefits programs, e.g., food assistance or
transit benefits programs, that provide support to eligible users in the population, e.g., through
subsidized food or public transit. However, such programs are susceptible to several fraud
mechanisms, with a notable concern being misreporting fraud, wherein users can misreport their
private attributes to gain access to more artificial currency (credits) than they are entitled to.

To address the problem of misreporting fraud in artificial currency based benefits programs,
we introduce an audit mechanism that induces a two-stage game between an administrator and
users. In our proposed mechanism, the administrator running the benefits program can audit
users at some cost and levy fines against them for misreporting their information. For this audit
game, we study the natural solution concept of a signaling game equilibrium and investigate
conditions on the administrator’s budget to establish the existence of equilibria. In the regime
when existence is guaranteed, we show that the least favorable signaling game equilibria for the
administrator (in terms of misreporting fraud) are precisely the sender-preferred subgame perfect
equilibria studied in the Bayesian persuasion literature. The computation of sender-preferred
subgame perfect equilibria can be done via linear programming in our problem setting through
an appropriate design of the audit rules. Our analysis also provides upper bounds that hold
in any signaling game equilibrium on the expected excess payments made by the administrator
and the probability that users misreport their information.

We further show that the decrease in misreporting fraud corresponding to our audit mecha-
nism far outweighs the administrator’s spending to run it by establishing that its total costs are
lower than that of the status quo with no audits. Finally, to highlight the practical viability of
our audit mechanism in mitigating misreporting fraud, we present a case study based on Wash-
ington D.C.’s federal transit benefits program. In this case study, the proposed audit mechanism
achieves several orders of magnitude improvement in total cost compared to a no-audit strategy
for some parameter ranges.

∗Equal Contribution
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1 Introduction

In many settings, the sole use of monetary pricing to mediate the allocation of scarce resources is
often unacceptable, e.g., in the allocation of food to food banks [Pre17], students to courses [Bud11],
and computing resources in a university [GBI21]. In each of these contexts, the use of money is
often perceived as unfair as it biases the resulting allocations towards users with higher incomes.
Thus, to level the playing field, there has been a growing interest in artificial currency (or “fake”
money) mechanisms, wherein the allocated credits (currency) have no external value beyond the
market for which these credits have been issued [HZ79].

Amongst the many applications of artificial currencies in practice, they have, in particular,
gained traction in government benefits programs, i.e., welfare programs designed to provide ben-
efits to certain users. Examples of such programs include food assistance programs [Jen02] that
enable low-income households to purchase food and federal transit benefits programs [KR07] that
provide federal employees with a transit benefit to cover their commuting costs to work. More
recent instantiations of such programs include California’s Community Transport Benefits Pro-
gram [Edi22], which provides low-income users with mobility credits to use tolled highway express
lanes.

While benefits programs are typically well-intentioned, they often fall short of their intended
goals due to fraud [Lan79]. Of particular interest in this work is the concern of misreporting fraud,
wherein users misreport their attributes to gain more credits than they are entitled to. Misreporting
fraud arises as the eligibility criteria for benefits programs, specified by an administrator running
the program, typically depend on private user characteristics, which may not be directly observ-
able to the administrator. As a result, such information asymmetry naturally creates incentives
for users to game the system and strategically manipulate their private information to maximize
their chances of obtaining additional credits. For instance, millions of ineligible users in India have
ration cards [Tiw20] to obtain subsidized food, as ration card eligibility depends on easily con-
cealable information, such as whether a user owns a motorized vehicle. Further, in federal transit
benefits programs, users often misreport their commuting costs to obtain additional credits, e.g.,
one employee claimed “the maximum benefit of $105 per month while her commute cost was only
$50” [KR07]. In fact, in Washington D.C.’s federal transit benefits program in 2006, at least $17
million of potentially fraudulent transit benefits were claimed, which constituted about 25% of the
total claims [KR07].

Given that misreporting fraud can result in millions of dollars of losses for an administrator,
there is a need to design mechanisms to deter users’ gaming and manipulation of private information.
One such mechanism that has gained traction and achieved great success across many related
applications, including income tax audits [BEC+22], strategic resource allocation [LWF+19], and
strategic algorithmic classification [EDV21, ECD+23], is that of conducting user audits, wherein
audits reveal the true type of each user. The efficacy of audit mechanisms stems from the fact that
it compels users to hedge between misreporting private information to receive additional credits
and the risk of the potential consequences of being audited, including the associated penalties for
misreporting.

While an audit mechanism offers a natural solution to deter users from misreporting private
information, solving for equilibria in audit games and computing optimal audit strategies typically
boils down to solving an NP-hard problem [EDV21] or a sequence of multiple large-scale optimiza-
tion problems [BCD+13]. Moreover, conducting audits is often costly, and an administrator may
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only be able to audit a few users. To this end, in this work, we study a natural model for an audit
game capturing the application of benefits programs (and other related applications) and leverage
our problem’s structure to transform the original bi-level equilibrium computation problem into a
linear program that can be solved in polynomial time in the problem parameters. Moreover, we
establish bounds on the probability of user misreports and excess payments as a function of the
audit costs, and our results demonstrate that a small audit budget is enough to significantly reduce
misreporting fraud, thereby highlighting the efficacy of our proposed audit mechanism in reducing
misreporting fraud in benefits programs applications.

1.1 Our Contributions

In this work, we introduce an audit mechanism to address the concern of misreporting fraud in
artificial currency based government benefits programs. Within this audit mechanism, the admin-
istrator running the program can audit users at some cost and levy a fine against a user if the audit
reveals that the user misreported their information (or type) (Section 3). The primary goal of this
audit mechanism is to reduce the probability that users misreport, thereby decreasing the excess
payments to users beyond the predefined credit allocation specified by eligibility criteria set by the
administrator, all while keeping audit costs low.

To achieve this goal, we consider a profit-maximizing administrator and study the resulting
signaling game equilibria in an audit game between the administrator and utility-maximizing users.
In this game, users signal their type to the administrator, who decides whether to audit each user.
Depending on whether an audit was conducted, the administrator allocates artificial currency to
users based on their reported or actual eligibility.

For this audit game, in Section 4, we first study the setting when the administrator is not budget-
constrained, i.e., the administrator’s audit budget is enough to audit all users. In this setting, we
establish the existence of signaling game equilibria and show that the least favorable signaling game
equilibria for the administrator are precisely the sender-preferred subgame perfect equilibria of the
corresponding Bayesian persuasion game, where instead of knowing their types, users only know
the distribution of their type. Furthermore, by appropriately designing the audit rules and, conse-
quently, the induced player payoffs, we show that these sender-preferred subgame perfect equilibria
can be computed via linear programming. We emphasize that while the problem of computing
equilibria in multi-stage games, e.g., Stackelberg equilibria, is generally NP-hard [KCP10] and of-
ten involves solving a non-convex optimization problem, we leverage our problem’s structure to
transform the equilibrium computation problem to a polynomial-time solvable linear program.

For the equilibria of this audit game, we further develop upper bounds on the probability
with which users will misreport their type (Corollary 1) and the excess payments made by the
administrator to users (Corollary 2) as a function of the audit parameters, i.e., the cost of conducting
an audit and the fine levied on users for misreporting. These results are prescriptive in the sense that
for any given tolerance level on the probability of misreporting and excess payments, Corollaries 1
and 2 respectively give sufficient conditions on the audit cost and the fine under which the tolerances
will not be violated in the resulting equilibrium.

Next, in Section 5, we consider the setting when the administrator is budget-constrained, lim-
iting the amount it can spend on audits. While signaling game equilibria may, in general, not exist
(Proposition 1), we show that if the administrator’s budget scales with the size of the largest user
coalition, signaling game equilibria exist and can be computed using an analogous linear program-
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ming method as in the unconstrained budget setting (Theorems 3 and 4). Since user coalitions
are typically small in real world social networks [Ro19], our results imply that with a small audit
budget, the administrator can significantly reduce misreporting fraud and the excess payments it
makes to users.

Finally, we investigate whether the decrease in misreporting fraud due to our audit mechanism
outweighs the administrator’s spending to run it in Section 6. To this end, we show that the total
cost of our audit mechanism is no more than that of the setting without audits (i) for all parameter
ranges when the number of user types is two and (ii) under a mild condition on the audit fine when
the number of user types is more than two. Here, the total cost of a mechanism is composed of the
budget required to run the audit mechanism and the excess payments made to users relative to the
setting when all users report their type truthfully. Furthermore, we present numerical experiments
based on an application case of a federal transit benefits program in Washington D.C., which
demonstrates the practical efficacy of our proposed audit mechanism in mitigating misreporting
fraud at a low cost in a real-world context.

In the appendix, we provide omitted proofs, present additional theoretical details to emphasize
certain concepts, provide additional numerical results, and introduce a mechanism leveraging cryp-
tography to address another common fraud mechanism in benefits programs, that of black market
fraud, wherein users sell some of their credits in exchange for real money.

We note that while we present our model and analysis in the language of benefits programs,
our results may apply to other settings where misreporting fraud may be a concern, e.g., tax
evasion [AS72].

2 Related Literature

Informational asymmetries are present in many markets with strategic agents [MW82, MR87],
including job markets [Spe73], automobile markets [Ake70], and financial markets [LP77]. As in
these settings, we also study a context where one group of agents, i.e., users receiving artificial
currencies, has an informational advantage that it can use to improve its payoff [Hol79]. However,
unlike prior treatments of signaling, our model does not include signaling costs. In this regard, our
proposed audit game is akin to “cheap talk” signaling [Gne05, CS82]. However, compared to the
equilibrium characterization results in Crawford and Sobel [CS82], we develop linear programs to
compute equilibria and investigate a budget-constrained setting where equilibria may not exist.

Since this work studies a law enforcement application, it is closely related to the literature on
security games [Tam11], where a law enforcement agency seeks to protect resources, e.g., airport
checkpoints, from an adversary. In typical security game applications [PJM+08, KJT+09], a law
enforcement agency decides on a (potentially) randomized allocation of security resources to dif-
ferent locations to mitigate damage by an adversary that best responds by maximizing its utility.
While we also study a law-enforcement application, in contrast to typical security games, where the
law enforcement agency first commits to a randomized allocation strategy to which the adversaries
best respond, in our setting, the role of the players is reversed as users first commit to a signal
based on which the administrator (i.e., the law enforcement agency) decides whether to audit.

The problem of misreporting or manipulating private information to game the system is com-
monplace across many settings [PRS23], necessitating mechanisms that mitigate such manipula-
tions. For instance, parents often fake their addresses to admit their children to better public
schools in Denmark [BNCGS23] while French firms often under-report the size of their workforce
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to avoid certain legal obligations [ABMP22]. Furthermore, in healthcare settings, doctors often
manipulate the priority of their patients in organ transplantation waiting lists [McM22]. However,
unlike these works that primarily focus on developing empirical or mechanism design approaches
to address the issue of manipulating private information, we study an audit game, wherein a law
enforcement agency deploys resources to verify (or audit) information reported by an individual
and imposes a punishment, e.g., a fine, on users that misreport.

In this regard, our work contributes to the auditing theory (or audit games) literature [BCD+13,
HCA+23]. In the context of audit games, Blocki et al. [BCD+13] develop a model akin to a Stackel-
berg security game where a defender seeks to dis-incentivize manipulations by an attacker that seeks
to avoid detection while maximizing its utility. More recently, several works [LWF+19, EDV21,
ECD+23] have studied auditing in the context of manipulating a classification or allocation system
to get access to a desired resource. However, unlike the Stackelberg security games approach to
auditing [BCD+13] that develops multiple optimization problems to characterize the equilibrium
audit strategy, in our setting, equilibria can be computed using a single linear program that can
be solved efficiently. Moreover, unlike the strategic classification setting [EDV21], we study audit
games in the context of artificial currency based government benefits programs, which induces a dif-
ferent payoff structure for the law enforcement agency and users. Consequently, the structure of the
equilibria in our studied audit game is considerably different and requires different methodological
tools than prior works on audit games.

This work is also related to Becker’s seminal work [Bec68], as we investigate whether the decrease
in the misreporting fraud of our audit mechanism outweighs the spending to run it. However, unlike
Becker [Bec68], the interactions in our audit mechanism are strategic.

Our work is closely connected to the literature on Bayesian persuasion [BM19, Kam19, ACP13,
RS10]. While we also investigate equilibrium formation under the Bayesian persuasion model
(see Section 4), unlike the seminal work of Kamenica and Gentzkow [KG11] that re-expressed the
problem of choosing an optimal signal as a search over a distribution of posteriors, we leverage
our problem structure to directly compute the optimal signal using linear programming. Further,
unlike the Bayesian persuasion literature, we also study a setting when the administrator is budget-
constrained.

3 Model and Preliminaries

In this section, we present a model of misreporting fraud and introduce an audit mechanism that
induces an audit game between the administrator and users. To this end, we first introduce some
notation (Section 3.1), the payoffs of the administrator and users (Section 3.2), and the notion of
misreporting fraud we study (Section 3.3). We then present the equilibrium notion we study in
Section 3.4 and discuss our modeling assumptions in Section 3.5.

3.1 Audit Game Parameters

We model the problem of misreporting fraud and the corresponding audit mechanism to address it
as an audit game between the administrator and users. In our audit game, at a high level, a user will
signal their eligibility (type) for credits to an administrator. The administrator can either accept
the signal at face value or conduct an audit to learn the user’s true type. Credits are allocated to
the user based on their true type or their signaled type, depending on whether an audit did or did
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not occur, respectively. In this and the following subsections, we formalize this description of our
audit mechanism.

To further elucidate this audit game, we first introduce some notation. In particular, we let S
denote the set of all possible user types. In line with existing literature, we assume that all players
have a shared prior belief on the distribution of user types [CS82, KG11], given by the probability
vector q = (qm)m∈S , where q ≥ 0 and

∑
m∈S qm = 1. The function f : S → R≥0 denotes the

mapping from a user type m ∈ S to a credit allocation f(m), which corresponds to the number of
credits to be issued to each user based on particular eligibility criteria set by the administrator. To
make our model more concrete, at the end of this section, we elucidate examples of the function f
and state space S in two benefits programs.

The administrator’s primary tool to combat the possibility of users lying about their type,
e.g., to get access to additional credits than they are entitled to, is through audits, a commonly
used mechanism to prevent users lying about their private characteristics [EDV21, ECD+23]. In
particular, the administrator can learn a user’s type by auditing them. A cost of c is required to
conduct an audit, and the administrator can levy a fine k on a user if an audit revealed that they
misreported their type. Here, we assume 0 ≤ c ≤ k. Moreover, we assume the administrator has a
budget B > 0, which denotes the cap on the amount the administrator can spend on audits.

Given the complexity introduced by budget constraints, we first study the setting without
budgets (Section 4), following which we investigate the more challenging budget-constrained setting
(Section 5). In the remainder of this section, for ease of exposition, we introduce the notation and
payoffs for the budget unconstrained setting and generalize our notation to the budget constrained
setting in Section 5.

We now provide examples of the function f and state space S in the context of two government
benefits programs.

Example 1 (Federal Transit Benefits Program). In a federal transit benefits program, federal
employees are given a monthly transit benefit equal to their commuting costs to work. In other
words, each element s in a state space S represents a tuple s = (b1, b2), where b1 denotes whether
an individual is a federal employee and b2 represents the user’s monthly commuting costs. In
this context, the function f is zero if a user is not a federal employee and b2 otherwise, i.e.,
federal employees receive credits based on commuting costs, while all other users receive no credits.
Further, the prior belief qi of each user can correspond to the knowledge of whether a user is a
federal employee, which can be determined through employee records data, and information on
where the employee stays, which influences commuting costs.

Example 2 (Food Assistance Program). In food assistance programs, such as those in California,
credits (i.e., food stamps) are distributed to users based on many factors, such as a user’s income
and the number of people in their household. That is, the state space S corresponds to a set
of tuples, each specifying a user’s monthly income and household size. For such programs, the
function f can be computed using income qualification tables, as in [foo].

3.2 Player strategies and Payoffs

In the budget unconstrained setting, we consider a game with two players: one administrator and
one user. The user has a type m that is drawn from the distribution q, which is private information
in the sense that only the user knows m. The setting with one administrator without a budget

8



Combatting Fraud in Benefits Programs Jalota, Tsao, and Pavone

constraint and n non-colluding users is a straightforward generalization, as the absence of collusion
means that the n user setting is simply n single user games happening in parallel. We note that
we also consider the setting with user collusion in Section 5.3. In the following, we introduce the
strategies of both the users and administrator and elucidate their payoffs in our audit game.

User strategies: Because the user needs to demonstrate its eligibility to the administrator in
order to receive credits, the user sends a signal s ∈ S to the administrator. The user’s strategy is
thus a signaling strategy which specifies the conditional distribution of s given m for every possible
value of m. Namely, the user’s strategy has the form π := {π(·|m)}m∈S , and the strategy set for
the user is given by Π:

Π =

{
{π(·|m)}m∈S : π(·|m) ≥ 0 and

∑
s∈S

π(s|m) = 1 for all m ∈ S

}
. (1)

Administrator Strategies: Upon seeing the signal s, the administrator can choose to audit
the user to learn its type m. This may be necessary if the user is misreporting its eligibility, i.e.,
s ̸= m. We use a(s) to denote the administrator’s audit decision given the signal s. a(s) = 1
represents the outcome that an audit occurred, and a(s) = 0 represents the outcome that no
audit occurred. To allow for randomization, an administrator strategy is given by a function
σ : S → [0, 1], where σ(s) is understood as P(a(s) = 1).

Player payoffs and player utility functions: To model the payoffs of both the users and
the administrator, in this work, we study a profit-maximizing administrator (A) and a utility-
maximizing user (R), whose payoffs are given as follows:

UA(a(s),m) =


−f(s) if a(s) = 0

−c− f(m) if a(s) = 1, s = m

k − c−min(f(m), f(s)) if a(s) = 1, s ̸= m

(2)

UR(a(s),m) =


f(s) if a(s) = 0

f(m) if a(s) = 1, s = m

min(f(m), f(s))− k if a(s) = 1, s ̸= m.

(3)

The rationale for these payoffs is as follows. If the administrator does not conduct an audit given a
signal s, it issues credits worth f(s) to the user. On the other hand, if the administrator conducts
an audit with a cost c and the user truthfully reports its type, the administrator pays f(m) to
the user. Conversely, if the user misreports, the administrator additionally levies a fine k against
the user. The payout min(f(s), f(m)) ensures that the administrator never pays more than its
intended credit allotment f(m) when it conducts an audit, while if the user asks for too little, i.e.,
f(s) < f(m), then the administrator only pays out f(s), thereby discouraging under-reporting.
This discouragement of under-reporting is for mathematical completeness to ensure that utility-
maximizing users will never under-report (see Lemma 3), which is a close representation of reality.

The utility functions for the administrator and recipient are the expected payoffs as a function of
the strategy profile (π,σ), where the averaging is done over the player’s belief and the randomness
of the player strategies. In particular, the utility functions of the administrator and the user are
given by:

UA(π,σ) := Em∼qEs∼π(·|m),a∼Bern(σ(s))

[
UA(a(s),m)

]
9
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=
∑
m∈S

∑
s∈S

qmπ(s|m)
[
−f(s) + σ(s)

(
−c+ I[s ̸=m]

(
[f(s)− f(m)]+ − k

))]
. (4)

UR
m(π,σ) := Es∼π(·|m),a∼Bern(σ(s))

[
UR(a(s),m)

]
=
∑
s∈S

π(s|m)
[
f(s)− σ(s)I[s ̸=m]

(
[f(s)− f(m)]+ + k

)]
. (5)

Note the asymmetry between the utility functions. UA averages over m because the adminis-
trator does not know the user’s type m. On the other hand, UR

m does not average over m because
the user knows its own type. For more detailed explanations and derivations of the above expected
payoff functions, we refer to Appendix B.

3.3 Misreporting Fraud as Excess Payments

The main objective of the audit mechanism is to deter misreporting fraud whereby users receive
more credits than they are entitled to. We thus formally define misreporting fraud as the excess
payments that the administrator pays out, as is elucidated through the following definition.

Definition 1 (Misreporting Fraud). Given a strategy profile (π,σ), the level of misreporting fraud
is defined as the total excess payments, denoted E(π,σ), which is given by:

E(π,σ) := Em∼qEs∼π(·|m),a∼Bern(σ(s))

[
max

(
UR(a(s),m)− f(m), 0

)]
.

Despite our central goal of deterring misreporting fraud, we note that we do not explicitly
model the administrator as one that minimizes the level of excess payments and instead model
the administrator as a profit-maximizer. We do so, as solely minimizing the administrator’s excess
payments would involve the trivial solution where the administrator audits all users, which would
come at a potentially exorbitant cost to the administrator, resulting in an outcome that is unlikely
to be practically viable. Thus, we incorporate the cost the administrator incurs when performing
audits through a profit-maximization objective of the administrator, which, as noted in Section 3.5,
also achieves a low level of misreporting fraud.

3.4 Equilibrium Notions

In this work, the solution concept of interest is that of a signaling game equilibrium, where each
user knows the realization of their type m drawn from a prior q, and the administrator only
knows the distribution q. Such a model of the informational assumptions of the administrator
and users is most appropriate for the benefits program applications we study, as it assumes users
know their type. We also study the solution concept of a sender-preferred subgame perfect (i.e.,
Bayesian persuasion) equilibrium, wherein users do not know their type, and instead, only know a
prior distribution for their type. While less practical for benefits program applications, the latter
solution concept will be useful in bounding the misreporting fraud in signaling game equilibria.

Signaling Game Equilibirum: A strategy profile (π′,σ′) is a signaling game equilibrium [Sob09]
of the audit game if and only if (a) the administrator cannot improve its utility via unilateral de-
viation, and (b) no single user of type m can improve its utility provided that the administrator
responds to the user action so as to maximize UA.

10
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Definition 2 (Signaling Game Equilibria). A strategy profile (π′,σ′) is a signaling game equilib-
rium of the audit game if and only if:

σ′ ∈ argmax
σ:σ(s)∈[0,1],∀s∈S

UA(π′,σ)

and furthermore for every m ∈ S, we have:

π′ ∈ argmax
π∈Π

UR
m(π, σ)

s.t. π(·|m′) = π′(·|m′) ∀ m′ ̸= m

σ ∈ argmax
σ0:σ0(s)∈[0,1],∀s∈S

UA(π,σ0).

Sender-Preferred Subgame Perfect (Bayesian Persuasion) Equilibrium: The notion of
Sender-Preferred Subgame Perfect equilibrium [KG11], which we will henceforth refer to as Bayesian
persuasion equilibrium, will be useful in our analysis of signaling game equilibria in the audit game.
In a Bayesian persuasion equilibrium, it is assumed that users do not know their true type and thus
choose their signaling strategy to maximize expected utility where the expectation now includes
averaging over m. To this end consider the following average user utility:

UR(π,σ) := Em∼q

[
UR
m(π,σ)

]
=
∑
m∈S

∑
s∈S

qmπ(s|m)
[
f(s)− σ(s)I[s ̸=m]

(
[f(s)− f(m)]+ + k

)]
. (6)

A strategy profile (π∗,σ∗) is a Bayesian persuasion equilibrium of the audit game if and only if
(a) the administrator responds optimally based on its posterior distribution given the signal s (i.e.,
subgame perfection), and (b) the user chooses their strategy to maximize their utility.

Definition 3 (Bayesian Persuasion Equilibria). A strategy profile (π∗,σ∗) is a Bayesian persuasion
equilibrium of the audit game if and only if

σ∗ ∈ argmax
σ:σ(s)∈[0,1],∀s∈S

UA(π∗,σ),

and

π∗ ∈ argmax
π∈Π

UR(π,σ)

s.t. σ ∈ argmax
σ0:σ0(s)∈[0,1],∀s∈S

UA(π,σ0).

Note that the signaling game and Bayesian persuasion solution concepts are not equivalent.
While every Bayesian persuasion equilibrium is a signaling game equilibrium in our setting, the
converse is not true. In Appendix C, we construct an example game and show that there are
signaling game equilibria that are not Bayesian persuasion equilibria.

11



Combatting Fraud in Benefits Programs Jalota, Tsao, and Pavone

3.5 Discussion

In this section, we discuss our modeling assumptions and the equilibrium notions we study.
First, in modeling the payoffs in Equations (2) and (3) of the administrator and the users, we

assume users are utility maximizers, as is standard in the literature on security games [YJJ+12], and
that the administrator is a profit maximizer. We model a profit-maximizing administrator, as under
this objective, the administrator minimizes the sum of its excess payments to users and the cost
to conduct audits. Moreover, as we discuss in Remark 2 in Section 4.3, subject to an equilibrium
condition we derive, the administrator, under a profit maximization objective, minimizes excess
payments at equilibrium. In addition, under a profit-maximization objective of the administrator,
not only is users’ misreporting probability kept low (see Corollary 1) but also the overall budget
required to run the audit mechanism is small (Section 5). In other words, our results and analysis
reveal that a profit maximization objective captures the administrator’s goal of minimizing the sum
of its excess payments to users and the cost of conducting audits in running a benefits program.
While we focus on a profit-maximizing administrator, considering alternative models with other
valid administrator objectives is an exciting direction for future research.

Next, even though we focus on the payoff functions in Equations (2) and (3), our results and
analysis can be extended naturally to a broader class of payoff functions, e.g., to the more user-
punishing setting where users pay a fine k without receiving any credits when an audit successfully
detects a misreport (i.e., when a(si) = 1 and si ̸= mi). We emphasize that Equations (2) and (3)
ensure that the administrator will pay out f(mi) credits to all users i under truthful reporting,
thus capturing the intended outcome of the benefits program that seeks to deliver the appropriate
quantity of benefits to eligible users. Moreover, in this work, we also assume that the audit fine
is at least the audit cost, i.e., k ≥ c, as only then is conducting audits economically viable for the
administrator.

Furthermore, in line with real-world contexts, we consider a budget constraint for the admin-
istrator, which models the setting when it may not be possible for the administrator to audit all
users, e.g., due to labor limitations. In this work, we also consider the possibility of fractional
budgets, wherein the administrator may only be able to allocate a fraction of the audit cost c to
audit some users or may not have enough budget to audit even one user (see Proposition 1). We
interpret a fractional budget as the probability that an audit is conducted and assume that an
audit, if conducted, will correctly determine whether a user is truthful.

Finally, in this work, we study the notion of an signaling game equilibria, where each user knows
the realization of their type m drawn from a prior q while the administrator only has knowledge
of the distribution q. Such a model of the informational assumptions of the administrator and
the users is natural for benefits programs, as users typically know their types, i.e., their eligibility
level for the benefits program. In studying signaling game equilibria, we also develop a linear
programming characterization of Bayesian persuasion equilibria, which corresponds to the setting
when users only know their distribution q over types (rather than the exact realization of their
types) and thus maximize expected utilities.

4 Budget Unconstrained Setting

We begin the study of the audit game in the setting where there is no limitation on how often the
administrator can conduct audits, henceforth referred to as the unbudgeted case. In this setting, we
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establish the existence of a signaling game equilibrium in our audit game and show that the least
favorable signaling game equilibria with respect to the administrator can be efficiently computed
using linear programming. The key insight in establishing this result involves showing that the least
favorable signaling game equilibria for the administrator are precisely the sender-preferred subgame
perfect equilibria of the corresponding Bayesian persuasion game, where instead of knowing their
types, users only know the distribution of their type. Our analysis of the equilibria of this audit
game also provides upper bounds that hold in any signaling game equilibrium on the expected
excess payments made by the administrator and the probability that users misreport their type as
a function of the audit parameters c and k.

In this section, we present our equilibrium characterization results (Section 4.1), elucidate the
main ingredients in establishing the existence of equilibria (Section 4.2), and interpret and discuss
several implications of our equilibrium characterization results (Section 4.3).

4.1 Main Results

This section summarizes our results on the characterization of signaling game (and Bayesian per-
suasion) equilibria (Section 4.1.1) and the corresponding bound on the level of misreporting fraud
at any signaling game equilibrium in our audit game (Section 4.1.2).

4.1.1 Equilibrium Existence

We begin by presenting the main result of this section, which establishes the existence of a signaling
game equilibrium.

Theorem 1 (Signaling Game Equilibrium Existence). For any audit cost c > 0 and fine k ≥ c,
there exists a linear program Lc,k (defined in Equations (8)-(9)) that is always feasible and whose
solutions correspond to signaling game equilibria of the audit game. Furthermore, the signaling
game equilibria corresponding to the solutions of Lc,k have the maximum excess payments among
all signaling game equilibria. In particular, the optimal value of Lc,k implies a tight upper bound
on the excess payments in any signaling game equilibrium.

The proof of Theorem 1 has two main ingredients. First, we establish Lemma 1 which states
that the set of Bayesian persuasion equilibria is a subset of signaling game equilibria, and also that
among all signaling game equilibria, Bayesian persuasion equilibria are the least favorable for the
administrator in the sense that they have the highest excess payments (i.e., misreporting fraud).
Second, we show that the linear program Lc,k precisely characterizes all of the Bayesian persuasion
equilibria.

Theorem 2 (Bayesian Persuasion Equilibrium Characterization). For any audit cost c > 0 and fine
k ≥ c, there exists a linear program Lc,k (defined in Equations (8)-(9)) that is always feasible and
whose solutions characterize all Bayesian persuasion equilibria of the audit game. More specifically,
the administrator’s strategy in all Bayesian persuasion equilibria is to not audit, i.e., (π∗,σ∗) is a
Bayesian persuasion equilibria if and only if σ∗(s) = 0 for all s ∈ S, and π∗ is a solution to Lc,k.

Lemma 1. Every strategy profile (π∗,σ∗) that is a Bayesian persuasion equilibrium is also a
signaling game equilibrium. Furthermore, the signaling game equilibria with the largest expected
excess payments (i.e., misreporting fraud) are precisely the Bayesian persuasion equilibria.
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See Appendix A.1 for a proof of Theorem 2 and Appendix A.5 for a proof of Lemma 1. These
two results are used to prove Theorem 1 in Appendix A.4.

The remainder of this section will present bounds on the misreporting fraud and excess payments
at any Bayesian persuasion equilibrium (and, by Lemma 1, at any signaling game equilibrium),
describe the ideas used to establish Theorem 2, and discuss its implications.

4.1.2 Misreporting Probability and Excess Payment Bounds

One of the purposes of the audit mechanism is to deter misreporting fraud, i.e., keep excess payments
low. The following corollaries give bounds on excess payments and misreporting probabilities that
hold in both signaling game equilibria and Bayesian persuasion equilibria.

Corollary 1 (Misreporting Probability Bound). Let (π∗,σ∗) be a signaling game equilibrium
for the audit game. For any signal s and type m where s ̸= m, it follows that π∗(s|m) ≤
min{ qsc

qm(k−c+f(s)−f(m)) , 1}. Because every Bayesian persuasion equilibrium is also a signaling game
equilibrium, these inequalities apply to Bayesian persuasion equilibria as well.

Corollary 2 (Excess Payments Bound). At any Bayesian persuasion equilibrium (π∗,σ∗), we have
E(π∗,σ∗) ≤ c∆fmax

k+∆fmax
. By Lemma 1, this bound applies to all signaling game equilibria as well.

See Appendix A.6 for a proof of Corollary 1 and Appendix A.7 for a proof of Corollary 2.
Both corollaries provide insights into the influence of an administrator’s choice of fine k and

audit cost c on users’ misreporting probability and excess payments, which decrease as c reduces
or as k increases. Furthermore, note that the bounds on both misreporting probability and excess
payments converge to zero as c → 0 or as k → ∞. Such behavior makes sense as a low audit
cost will make it easier for the administrator to audit, and a high fine k will deter users from
misreporting. While choosing an exceedingly large fine k can almost completely deter misreporting,
in most practical settings, the fine for violations can typically not be arbitrarily high, e.g., traffic
light violations cost about $100 in California. Thus, Corollaries 1 and 2 provide insights regarding
the choice of a reasonable fine k, appropriate for the specific application, while ensuring that the
misreporting probability and excess payments are within desirable limits. Further, Corollaries 1
and 2 suggest that while the administrator may have several goals when running a benefits program,
the profit-maximizing objective in Equation (2) has merits. In particular, it helps keep misreporting
fraud and excess payments to users under check and ensures that the administrator approximately
delivers the appropriate benefits to the right groups of users for any credit allocation function f .

4.2 Key Ideas for Establishing Theorem 2

Theorem 2 is based on two key ingredients. First, we show that the best response of the adminis-
trator to a user strategy is always a linear threshold rule. Second, we show that the user’s strategy
must avoid administrator audits for it to be optimal: any user strategy π for which the admin-
istrator’s best response σπ is not identically zero (meaning there exists some signal s for which
σπ(s) > 0) cannot be optimal. The suboptimality of π means that (π,σπ) is not an equilibrium
because the user can deviate to achieve a better utility.

Using the second ingredient, when searching for Bayesian persuasion equilibria it is sufficient to
limit the search of user strategies to those for which the administrator’s best response is identically
zero. Due to the first ingredient, the administrator’s audit decisions are based on a collection of
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linear thresholds, i.e., the administrator’s best response is identically zero if and only if the user
strategy satisfies a collection of linear inequalities. Thus the user strategies of Bayesian persuasion
equilibria are precisely the solutions of a linear program Lc,k whose objective is UR and whose
constraints are the linear inequalities that ensure that the administrator’s best response will be
identically zero. Furthermore, the optimal objective value of the linear program Lc,k is the expected
payment that the administrator gives in equilibrium, which is equivalent, up to an additive constant,
to the excess payments that occur at equilibrium (see Observation 2 for more details).

We now present the above-mentioned key ingredients to establish Theorem 2.

Ingredient (i): To see why the administrator’s best response is a linear threshold rule, note that
UA is affine in σ(s) for every s ∈ S, where the coefficient of σ(s) is the expected utility gain from
conducting an audit when observing the signal s. This administrator’s expected utility gain is

−c+
∑
m̸=s

P(m|s)
(
max [f(s)− f(m)]+ + k

)
.

Indeed, the first term is the cost required to conduct an audit, and the second term is the increase
in payoff that is expected from conducting an audit, where the expectation is taken over the
administrator’s posterior distribution of m given that it received signal s. By re-writing the above
expression using Bayes’ Rule, the administrator’s best response to a user strategy π, which we
denote σπ, is given by:

σπ(s) =

{
0 if

∑
m̸=s π(s|m)qm(max(f(s)− f(m), 0) + k) ≤ c

∑
m π(s|m)qm

1 otherwise.
(7)

Notice that when the inequality in Equation (7) is met with equality, any σπ(s) ∈ [0, 1] is a
best-response for the administrator, i.e., the administrator is indifferent between auditing and not
auditing. However, as we demonstrate through Figure 3 in Appendix D.4, the user’s utility UR is
maximized if and only if σπ(s) = 0 when the inequality in Equation (7) is met with equality. In
other words, our audit game has an equilibrium if and only if the administrator plays σπ(s) = 0
when the inequality in Equation (7) is met with equality.

Ingredient (ii): Given Equation (7), we show that if a Bayesian persuasion equilibrium exists,
it must correspond to a no audit strategy of the administrator.

Lemma 2 (Sub-Optimality of Auditing). Suppose that the best-response σπ of the administrator
to a strategy π of the user is such that there exists a signal s̃ with σπ(s̃) = 1. Then, (π,σπ) is not
a Bayesian persuasion equilibrium.

The proof of Lemma 2 relies on showing the following result, which establishes that users will
never under-report their type (i.e., choose s so that f(s) < f(m)).

Lemma 3. For any user strategy π, if there exists s,m for which f(s) < f(m) and π(s|m) > 0,
then there exists another strategy π̃ with utility larger than π.

Given Lemma 3, the key idea in the proof of Lemma 2 is a procedure that takes any such π,
where there exists a signal s̃ with σπ(s̃) = 1, and produces another feasible π̃ with strictly greater
utility. This key idea is enabled by our payoff structure, and, in particular, the choice of a profit
maximizing administrator.

15



Combatting Fraud in Benefits Programs Jalota, Tsao, and Pavone

Linear Programming Characterization of Bayesian Persuasion Equilibria: Leveraging
Lemma 2, the user strategies in Bayesian persuasion equilibria are strategies whose utility is max-
imum among all strategies for which the administrator’s best response is identically zero. In other
words, user strategies at Bayesian persuasion equilibria can be computed by the following linear
program Lc,k

maximize
π∈Π

∑
m∈S

qm
∑
s∈S

π(s|m)f(s) (8)

subject to
∑

m∈S\{s}

π(s|m)qm
(
k + [f(s)− f(m)]+

)
≤ c

∑
m∈S

π(s|m)qm,∀s ∈ S, (9)

where Objective (8) is the user’s utility UR when the administrator plays a no-audit strategy, and
Constraint (9) represents the condition in Equation (7) required for the administrator to not audit.

Observation 1 (Linear Program and Best-Response in Bayesian Persuasion Equilibrium). An
optimal solution π∗ to the linear Program (8)-(9) is a best response to the strategy σ∗ = 0.

Note that jointly Lemmas 2, 3 and Observation 1 establish Theorem 2.

4.3 Discussion

This section interprets and discusses some key implications of our equilibrium existence results.
First, the absence of audits in Bayesian persuasion equilibria provides a simple relationship

between user utility and excess payments that is used to establish upper bounds on excess payments
that occur in both signaling game and Bayesian persuasion equilibria, as described in the following
observation.

Observation 2 (Excess Payments and User Utility in the absence of audits). When σ(s) = 0
for all s ∈ S, UR(π,σ) =

∑
m qm

∑
s π(s|m)f(s). Because

∑
m qmf(m) is a constant that does

not depend on the user strategy π, maximizing
∑

m qm
∑

s π(s|m)f(s) is equivalent to maximizing∑
m qm

∑
s π(s|m) (f(s)− f(m)), which is precisely the expression for excess payments E(π,σ)

once we use Lemma 3 to rule out any cases where f(s) < f(m).

Second, a few remarks about our equilibrium existence results are in order.

Remark 1 (Interpretation of No-Audit Equilibria). While not conducting audits is an equilibrium
strategy for the administrator, it does not imply that users can arbitrarily misreport their type, as
the administrator only does not audit when the users’ mixed-strategy satisfies Equation (9), which
consequently limits the probability of user misreports (see Corollary 1).

Remark 2 (Interpreting Administrator Utility in Equilibrium). Note from Equations (2) and (3),
this game is almost but not quite a zero sum game due to the audit costs that the administrator
incurs, which do not appear in the user’s utility UR. However, because σ ≡ 0 at any signaling
game equilibria, in such settings the player utilities have a zero sum relationship. Thus, as the
user maximizes excess payments (see Observation 2) subject to σ ≡ 0, the administrator, under its
profit maximizing objective, minimizes excess payments in equilibrium.
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Remark 3 (Equilibrium Computation Using Linear Programming). Our proof of the existence
of Bayesian persuasion equilibria is constructive, and, in particular, the linear Program (8)-(9)
provides a polynomial time equilibrium computation method (in the cardinality of the set S). We
obtain a linear program to compute equilibria in our audit game, due to our choice of a profit
maximizing administrator and the way that the audit fine and costs are incorporated into the
user payoffs, wherein being caught misreporting leads to a lower payoff than telling the truth.
We emphasize that this result is in contrast to the NP-hardness of computing equilibria in two-
stage games, e.g., Stackelberg equilibria [KCP10], in general, which typically involves solving a
mixed-integer and non-convex optimization problem. In particular, we leverage the structure of
our problem setting to reduce the space of possible equilibria to those that satisfy the inequality in
Equation (7), which enables us to compute equilibria using the linear Program (8)-(9). Theorem 2
also contributes to the literature on developing linear programming approaches in Bayesian persua-
sion contexts [Kol18]; however, in contrast to [Kol18], where equilibria are guaranteed to exist, we
also consider a budget-constrained setting in Section 5 where equilibria may, in general, not exist.

5 Budget Constrained Setting

We now investigate the setting when the administrator is budget-constrained, i.e., it does not
have enough budget to audit all n users (B < nc), in line with real-world applications where
budget constraints may arise for several reasons, e.g., labor limitations or caps on government
spending to run a benefits program. The presence of a budget constraint introduces a coupling of
the administrator’s decisions across different users and thus requires a more nuanced equilibrium
analysis. Moreover, since the administrator’s decisions are coupled across users in the presence of
budget-constraints, we can no longer model this setting as n parallel single-user games. As a result,
in this section and in the analysis of the associated results, we introduce a superscript or a subscript
i, corresponding to each user i ∈ [n], in the notation for the signal s, type m, and strategies π,σ.

To this end, we first show that signaling game equilibria may, in general, not exist with a budget
constraint (Section 5.1). Despite this result, we establish that signaling game equilibria exist if the
administrator has enough budget to audit even one user (Section 5.2). Further, we extend the notion
of a signaling game equilibrium to the setting where users can collude and show that equilibria exist
if the budget scales with the size of the largest user coalition (Section 5.3). Since equilibria are
guaranteed to exist under a small audit budget, from our bounds on the misreporting probability
and excess payments to users in Section 4, we have that the administrator can effectively mitigate
misreporting fraud at a low overall cost.

5.1 Equilibrium Non-Existence

While signaling game equilibria always exist in the absence of a budget constraint (Theorem 1),
in this section, we present an example demonstrating that signaling game equilibria may not exist
when the administrator is budget-constrained. To this end, we first note that the notion of a
signaling game equilibrium in Definition 2 can be readily generalized to the budget-constrained
setting by adding a budget constraint to the administrator’s profit maximization problem. We now
present Proposition 1, which establishes a counterexample where no signaling game equilibria exist
when the budget of the administrator is below a specified threshold.
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Proposition 1 (Non-Existence of Signaling Game Equilibria). Suppose |S| = 2 with S = {smin, smax}

and q = (qmin, qmax), and 0 < B < c
∆fmax

(
1−min{ qmaxc

qmin(k−c+∆fmax)
,1}

)
k+∆fmax

. Then, even when n = 2 users
have the same prior q, no signaling game equilibria ({π∗

i }ni=1,σ
∗) exist.

Proof (Sketch). We prove this claim by contradiction. In particular, we begin by noting that any
equilibrium strategy for a setting with two users must be one of two types: (i) both users play the
same strategy, i.e., π∗

1 = π∗
2, or (ii) there is some type m such that π∗

1(·|m) ̸= π∗
2(·|m). In both

cases, we derive contradictions by showing that one of the two users has a profitable deviation,
which follows as the budget of the administrator is below a specified threshold.

For a complete proof of Proposition 1, see Appendix A.9. Proposition 1 indicates that if the
administrator’s budget is too small, where it does not have enough budget to audit even one user, it
may not be possible to achieve an equilibrium outcome. Similar counterexamples can be constructed
for the |S| > 2 and n > 2 settings.

Further, the example in Proposition 1 is the smallest instance where equilibria do not exist
and we refer to Appendix D.2 for a proof of equilibrium existence in the setting with one user
when |S| = 2 irrespective of the budget. Finally, we reiterate that this non-existence result in
the budget-constrained setting is in contrast to general equilibrium existence results in signaling
games [CS82].

5.2 Equilibria Exist: Sufficient Budget Case

We now show that if the administrator has enough budget to audit at least one user, signaling game
equilibria exist. We first establish the general equilibrium existence result for any |S|, following
which we present a stronger result when |S| = 2.

Theorem 3 (Existence of Equilibria with Sufficient Budget). Suppose that the budget B ≥
cmaxsk,so∈S{

f(sk)−f(so)
k+f(sk)−f(so)

} = c ∆fmax

k+∆fmax
. Then, a signaling game equilibrium ({π∗

i }ni=1,σ
∗) ex-

ists and can be computed via the linear program Lc,k (defined in Equations (8)-(9)) for each user
i ∈ [n].

For a proof of Theorem 3, see Appendix A.10. In addition to equilibium existence, we note that
the corresponding equilibrium properties reduce to that in the setting without budget constraints
and that equilibria can be computed using the linear programming approach in Section 4. Con-
sequently, given our obtained upper bounds on the probability of user misreports and excess user
payments in the budget-unconstrained setting (see Section 4), Theorem 3 implies that our proposed
audit mechanism can effectively mitigate misreporting fraud at a low cost.

While signaling game equilibria may, in general, not exist if B < cmaxsk,sl∈S{
f(sk)−f(sl)

k+f(sk)−f(sl)
},

we show that when |S| = 2 and users have the same prior q, signaling game equilibria exist under
a weaker condition on the budget.

Proposition 2 (Equilibrium Existence with |S| = 2). Suppose |S| = 2 and all users have the same

prior q. Then, a signaling game equilibrium ({π∗
i }ni=1,σ

∗) exists ifB ≥ c
∆fmax

(
1−min{ qmaxc

qmin(k−c+∆fmax)
,1}
)

k+∆fmax
.

For a proof of Proposition 2, see Appendix A.11. We reiterate that Proposition 2 is stronger than
Theorem 3 due to its lower budget requirement. Further, the budget threshold in Proposition 2 is
when the inequality in Proposition 1 is met with equality, highlighting the tightness of this budget
requirement for equilibria to exist when |S| = 2 and users have the same prior q.
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5.3 Extension to User Coalitions

We now allow for the possibility of user collusion, as may happen in real-world social networks, and
show that equilibria exist if the administrator’s budget scales with the size of the largest coalition.

To elucidate our result, we first extend the signaling game equilibrium notion in Definition 2 to
the setting with user coalitions of size at most l, a stronger requirement than the setting without
coalitions as users can collude with other users to increase payoffs. We define ({π∗

i }ni=1,σ
∗) to be

a signaling game equilibrium under l-coalitions if there is no coalition of size at most l, such that
users in the coalition can deviate in a way where all users weakly improve their payoffs, with at
least one user strictly increasing its payoff.

We show that signaling game equilibria under l-coalitions exist if the administrator’s budget
scales with the largest coalition size.1

Theorem 4 (Equilibrium Existence with User Coalitions). Suppose the largest user coalition size

is l, all users have the same prior q, and B ≥ lcmaxsk,so∈S{
f(sk)−f(so)

k+f(sk)−f(so)
}. Then, a signaling game

equilibrium ({π∗
i }ni=1,σ

∗) under l-coalitions exists and is such that a no audit strategy is the best-
response for the administrator and the best-response for all users can be computed via the linear
program Lc,k (defined in Equations (8)-(9)) for all users i ∈ [n].

The proof of Theorem 4 follows similar ideas to Theorem 3 and we refer to Appendix A.12 for
its proof. While signaling game equilibria may, in general, not exist (see Section 5.1), Theorem 4
implies that if the administrator has enough budget to audit all users in the largest coalition,
equilibria exist and the corresponding equilibrium strategies reduce to that in the setting without
user coalitions and a budget constraint.

Since the coalition size l ≪ n in real-world social networks [Ro19], our audit mechanism helps
mitigate misreporting fraud (see Section 4) at a low cost even with user coalitions.

6 Comparison of Audit Mechanism to Status Quo without Audits

In this section, we investigate whether the decrease in misreporting fraud resulting from our audit
mechanism outweighs the budget spent to run it. To this end, we compare the total cost of our
audit mechanism to the status quo without audits, where the total cost is composed of: (i) the
budget required to run the audit mechanism and (ii) the excess payments made to users relative to
when all users report their types truthfully. We show that the total cost of our audit mechanism is
no more than that of the setting without audits (i) for all parameter ranges when |S| = 2 and (ii)
under a mild condition on the audit fine k when |S| > 2.

For ease of exposition, we first focus on the single-user setting in Section 6.1 and present the
extension of these results (for |S| = 2 and |S| > 2) to the multiple-user setting in Section 6.2. Then,
in Section 6.3, we present numerical experiments to compare the costs of our audit mechanism to
the status quo without audits based on an application case of a federal transit benefits program.

1As with Theorem 4, which is an analog of Theorem 3, a corresponding analog of Proposition 2 can also be
developed for the setting with user coalitions.
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6.1 Single-User Setting

We first establish conditions under which the total cost of our audit mechanism (CAudit) is lower
than that of the status quo without audits (CNo Audit) in the single-user setting. To compare the
costs of these mechanisms, we consider the cases when |S| = 2 and |S| > 2 separately, as signaling
game equilibria are unique only when |S| = 2 (see Appendices C and D.1), which enables a stronger
guarantee in this setting.2

We begin by considering the setting when |S| = 2, in which case we establish that the total cost
of our audit mechanism is at most that of the status quo with no audits for all values of qmin ∈ [0, 1].

Theorem 5 (Cost Comparison (|S| = 2)). Let |S| = 2, where q = (qmin, qmax), the number of
users n = 1, and suppose that B = c

k+∆fmax
(∆fmax)

(
1 −min{ qmaxc

qmin(k−c+∆fmax)
, 1}
)
. Then, for any

qmin ∈ [0, 1], CAudit ≤ CNo Audit.

Proof (Sketch). To prove this claim, we first note that the total cost of the status quo without
audits is CNo Audit = qmin∆fmax, as all users of the low type will misreport their type. Next,
to analyse the total cost of our audit mechanism, we consider two cases: (i) qmin ≤ c

k+∆fmax

and (ii) qmin ≥ c
k+∆fmax

. In the first case, we show that our audit mechanism reduces to the no
audit setting, as the administrator sets aside no budget to conduct audits when qmin is below this
specified threshold. On the other hand, in case (ii), since the administrator sets aside a budget
to audit the user, we leverage the properties of the equilibria in our audit game derived in the
proof of Proposition 2 to establish that CAudit ≤ CNo Audit in this setting as well, establishing our
claim.

For a complete proof of Theorem 5, see Appendix A.13. We reiterate that this result is uncondi-
tional as it does not impose any restriction on the range of different problem parameters to establish
that CAudit ≤ CNo Audit. The key to establishing this unconditional guarantee is the uniqueness of
equilibria when |S| = 2.

However, the unconditional guarantee of Theorem 5 does not directly extend to the regime
where |S| > 2, as in this case the equilibria of our audit game may not be unique (Appendix C).
Yet, we show that if the fine k is sufficiently large, the cost of our audit mechanism is no more than
that of the status quo with no audits.

Theorem 6 (Cost Comparison (|S| > 2)). Let |S| > 2 and k ≥ ∆fmax

(
c

maxs′ f(s
′)−E(s,m)∼π [f(s)]−1

)
.

Then CAudit ≤ CNo Audit.

Proof (Sketch). First, note that CAudit = B + Eπ[f(s)− f(m)]. Next, since B = c∆fmax

k+fmax
, we have

k ≥ ∆fmax

(
c

maxs′ f(s′)− Es∼π[f(s)]
− 1

)
=⇒ B ≤ max

s′
f(s′)− Eπ[f(s)],

and hence CAudit ≤ maxs′ f(s
′)− Eπ[f(s)] + Eπ[f(s)− f(m)] = maxs′ f(s

′)− Eπ[f(m)].
On the other hand, in an absence of an audit, users will always signal s′ := argmaxs∈S f(s),

leading to CNo Audit = maxs′ f(s
′)− Eπ[f(m)], and hence CAudit ≤ CNo Audit.

2Note that when |S| = 1, there is no scope to misreport; hence we consider |S| ≥ 2.
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For a complete proof of Theorem 6, see Appendix A.15. A few comments about the bound
on the fine k in Theorem 6 are in order. First, this bound scales linearly with the maximum
difference in the credit allocation ∆fmax and the audit cost c. Such a result is intuitive as the fine
k should be at least c for it to be economically viable for the administrator to audit users, and
the fine should scale proportionally to ∆fmax to deter the lowest type users from misreporting.
Further, the bound on the fine is inversely proportional to the term maxs′ f(s

′)− Eπ[f(s)]. Thus,
while the fine k must be high when the term maxs′ f(s

′) − Eπ[f(s)] is small, this term is small
only when qmax is very close to one. Hence, for most distributions q likely to occur in practice,
the term maxs′ f(s

′)− Eπ[f(s)] is comparable in order of magnitude to ∆fmax. Consequently, the
condition on the fine k in Theorem 6 is mild. Yet, we note that developing an unconditional bound,
independent of k, in the setting when |S| > 2 is an important direction for future research.

Together, Theorems 5 and 6 imply that the total cost of our audit mechanism is no more than
that of the setting without audits for most parameter ranges. Such a result establishes that the
decrease in misreporting fraud resulting from our audit mechanism outweighs the spending to run
it, suggesting its practical viability.

6.2 Multiple-User Setting

In this section, we extend the results in the single-user setting to that with multiple users. Here,
we denote the cost of not conducting audits with n users as CNo Audit

n and the total cost of the
audit mechanism with a maximum coalition of size l as CAudit

(n,l) .

We now extend Theorem 5 (when |S| = 2) to the multiple-user setting by showing that our
audit mechanism achieves a lower total cost than the no audit setting for all qmin ∈ [0, 1].

Corollary 3 (Cost Comparison Multiple Users). Let |S| = 2, the size of the largest coalition

among n users be l, and let B = lc
(∆fmax)

(
1−min{ qmaxc

qmin(k−c+∆fmax)
,1}
)

k+∆fmax
. Further, suppose all users have

the same prior q. Then, for any qmin ∈ [0, 1], CAudit
(n,l) ≤ CNo Audit

n .

For a proof of Corollary 3, see Appendix A.14. Corollary 3 also extends to the setting where
users have different priors by taking a maximum of the budget bound across all priors q, which we
note reduces to the relation on the budget in Theorem 4. We also note that a corresponding gen-
eralization of Theorem 6 holds when |S| > 2 (see Appendix D.3). Thus, irrespective of the number
of users or the size of the largest user coalition, Corollary 3 and its corresponding generalization
for |S| > 2 suggest that a small audit budget can help alleviate misreporting fraud, highlighting
our audit mechanism’s practical viability.

6.3 Case Study of Misreporting Fraud

To evaluate our audit mechanism, we conduct numerical experiments based on an application case of
Washington D.C.’s federal transit benefits program (FTBP) designed to provide federal employees
with transit passes equal to their monthly commuting costs to work. However, many federal
employees provide inaccurate commuting cost information on their transit benefits applications
and the “amount of potentially fraudulent transit benefits claimed during 2006 was at least $17
million,” which constituted about 25% of the total claims [KR07]. These numbers were based on
an extrapolation of the fraudulent claims of 4000 employees, where it was found that of the $4
million claimed, $1 million was fraudulent. In the following, we present our model calibration and
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results comparing the total cost of our audit mechanism to the misreporting fraud in this benefits
program (and to that of the setting without audits).

Model Calibration: To design a numerical experiment that reflects Washington D.C.’s federal
transit benefits program, we focus on the fraudulent claims of the 4000 employees at the headquar-
ters of the federal agencies in the National Capital Region. Furthermore, since transit benefits are
distributed every month, with a maximum of $105 a month per person, we focus on a monthly
time horizon, which corresponds to approximately $83, 333 of fraudulent claims for these n = 4000
employees. For ease of exposition, we assume that users have two possible types, i.e., |S| = 2,
where fmin = 50 and fmax = 1053.

Finally, we calibrate the parameters c and k of our proposed audit mechanism. To calibrate
the fine k, we assume that k varies in the range {$100, $300, $500}, where we note that k = $300
corresponds to the fine for the first time offense of not declaring items at airport customs in the
United States [cus23] and is on the same order of magnitude as the fines corresponding to traffic
violations, e.g., speeding tickets or skipping red lights, in the United States. For the cost c of
conducting an audit, we assume this to be equivalent to the cost of hiring an individual to look
through the data records or visit an employee’s home to validate their approximate commuting
costs for a month. Given that the average hourly wage in Washington D.C. is around $23.99
as of 2024 [Zip24] and that looking through data records or auditing an individual will at most
take a couple of hours, we allow the cost c to vary in the following range: c ∈ {$25, $75, $125},
corresponding the approximate average wage for one hour, three hours, and five hours.

Results: Figures 1 and 2 depict the total costs of our audit mechanism and that of the setting
without audits (termed “No Audit”) as a function of the probability of the low type qmin for three
different audit costs c ∈ {$25, $75, $125} and audit fines k ∈ {$100, $300, $500}, respectively. Here,
we depict the total costs of our audit mechanism when users do not collude, i.e., the coalition size is
one, and when users form coalitions with a maximum size of 150 [Ro19]. Further, we depict a line
corresponding to the $83, 333 of monthly fraudulent claims in Washington D.C.’s FTBP (termed
“Fraud FTBP”). We note here that the total cost of the no audit setting analysed in Sections 6.1
and 6.2 is likely to differ from the $83, 333 of misreporting fraud in Washington D.C.’s FTBP, as
our analysis for the no audit setting assumes that all users are rational and thus any user of a low
type will misreport. However, in practice, many users may be risk averse; hence, the $83, 333 of
misreporting fraud will likely be lower than that predicted by theory. Thus, since the total cost of
the no audit setting under rational user behavior intersects the line corresponding to the $83, 333
of monthly fraudulent claims at qmin = 0.4 in Figure 1, it suggests that qmin ≥ 0.4 in practice.

From Figures 1 and 2, we first note that our obtained results validate Theorem 5 and Corol-
lary 3, as the total costs of our audit mechanisms (irrespective of coalition size) are no more than
that of the no audit setting. Note that the total cost of our audit mechanisms and that of the “No
Audit” setting are identical up to a certain threshold of qmin, following which our audit mecha-
nism has a strictly smaller total cost, where the gap in the total costs of the two mechanisms is
monotonically non-decreasing in qmin (see Theorem 5). Above this qmin threshold, it is profitable
for the administrator to set aside an audit budget, resulting in a lower overall cost of the audit

3We note that fmax = $105 corresponds to the maximum allowable monthly benefit that a user could claim in
2006 and fmin = $50 is obtained by adjusting the minimum monthly pass for the Washington D.C. metro in 2024 to
2006 prices. In particular, as the minimum monthly pass is $64 and the minimum daily pass is $13 in 2024 prices,
while the minimum daily pass in 2004 was around $9, the estimate of $50 serves as a ball-park for the minimum
monthly commuting prices in the National Capital Region in 2006.
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mechanism as the reduction in the excess user payments outweighs the budget required to run the
audit mechanism.

Next, we observe from Figure 1 that as the audit cost c increases, the total cost of our audit
mechanisms increase, which aligns with the properties of the equilibria in our two-stage game
(see Section 4). Despite this observation, for each value of c in Figure 1, the total cost of our
audit mechanisms, under both coalition sizes and all values of qmin, are lower than the $83, 333 of
fraudulent claims. While an audit cost c that is much larger than $125 would result in the total
cost of our audit mechanism exceeding $83, 333 for particular ranges of qmin, an audit cost greater
than $125 implies that it would take more than five hours to audit a user to determine if they
misreported their commuting costs, which is unlikely in practice. Thus, for all practical ranges of
the audit cost c, our audit mechanism reduces the total cost compared to the $83, 333 of fraudulent
claims.

Analogously, the results depicted in Figure 2 show that as the audit fine is increased, the total
cost of our proposed audit mechanism is reduced. Such a result holds as users will misreport with
a lower probability at a higher audit fine (see Corollary 1), and thus the total excess payments
corresponding to our proposed audit mechanism will consequently be lower (see Corollary 2). Yet,
we note from Figure 2 that for all the tested fines, the cost of our audit mechanism is lower than
that of the setting without audits, and also the $83, 333 of monthly fraudulent claims for all values
of qmin. Akin to our observations with the variation in the audit costs, we note that while an
audit fine k that is much smaller than $100 would result in the total cost of our audit mechanism
exceeding $83, 333 for particular ranges of qmin, a fine that is significantly smaller than $100 is
unlikely in practice for a city like Washington D.C..

Finally, the total cost of our audit mechanism without coalitions is smaller than that with a
coalition size of 150, as the administrator’s budget scales with the size of the largest coalition
(Theorem 4). However, from Figures 1 and 2, for most values of qmin, we note that the gap in the
total costs of the two audit mechanisms is small, suggesting that the excess payments far outweigh
the budget required for audits.

Overall, our results demonstrate the promise of our audit mechanism in alleviating misreporting
fraud, which can improve upon the costs of the status quo of not conducting audits by several orders
of magnitude for certain parameter ranges, e.g., higher values of qmin.
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Figure 1: Comparison of the total costs of the no audit mechanism to our audit mechanism with a coalition size

l = 1 and l = 150 for a fine k = 300 and for audit costs c = 25 (left), c = 75 (center), and c = 125 (right) as

qmin varies. Each plot also depicts the $83, 333 of monthly fraud in Washington D.C.’s FTBP.
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Figure 2: Comparison of the total costs of the no audit mechanism to our audit mechanism with a coalition size

l = 1 and l = 150 for a cost c = 75 and for audit fines k = 100 (left), k = 300 (center), and k = 500 (right) as

qmin varies. Each plot also depicts the $83, 333 of monthly fraud in Washington D.C.’s FTBP.

7 Conclusion and Future Work

In this work, we developed an audit mechanism to address misreporting fraud in artificial currency
based government benefits programs at a low overall cost to the administrator.

There are several future research directions. First, there is scope to generalize our model to a
broader range of audit mechanisms, e.g., where the fine k depends on the extent of user misreports.
Further, it would be valuable to investigate settings when the prior distribution q is unknown to the
administrator and analyse the influence of other administrator objectives in mitigating misreporting
fraud beyond the profit-maximization objective studied in this work.
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A Proofs

A.1 Proof of Theorem 2

By Definition 3, a strategy profile (π∗,σ∗) is a Bayesian persuasion equilibrium for the audit game
if and only if

σ∗ ∈ argmax
σ

UA(π∗,σ),

and

π∗ ∈ argmax
π∈Π

UR(π,σ)

s.t. σ ∈ argmax
σ0

UA(π,σ0).

Lemma 2 shows, however, that any π for which σ∗ ̸≡ 0 cannot be optimal. Therefore, the addition
of constraints (9) for every s ∈ S does not change the solution set or objective value of the
optimization problem. Hence the Bayesian persuasion equilibria conditions are equivalent to

π∗ ∈ argmax
π∈Π

UR(π, 0)

s.t. 0 ∈ argmax
σ0

UA(π,σ0).

Substituting the definition for UR and the best response rule of the administrator defined in (7),
the Bayesian persuasion equilibria conditions are equivalent to:

π∗ ∈ argmax
π∈Π

∑
m∈S

qm
∑
s∈S

π(s|m)f(s)

subject to
∑

m∈S\{s}

π(s|m)qm
(
k + [f(s)− f(m)]+

)
≤ c

∑
m∈S

π(s|m)qm,∀s ∈ S.

and σ∗ ≡ 0. Thus the Bayesian persuasion equilibrium user strategies can be computed from the
linear program Lc,k defined in (8)-(9), establishing the desired result.

A.2 Proof of Lemma 2

Consider π := {π(·|m)}m∈S for which there exists s′ so that σ∗(s′) = 1. Throughout this proof,
we will use π(s,m) to denote the probability that the true type is m and the reported type is s,
as shorthand for π(s|m)qm. Additionally, due to Lemma 3, we can assume that π(s,m) > 0 only
if f(s) ≥ f(m).

The proof has 3 main steps:

1. First, we show how to construct a new action π̃ from π (which we will show has a better
expected utility for the user than π does).

2. Next, we show that the probability that the administrator audits when responding to π is
always at least as large as the probability of the administrator auditing when responding to
π̃.

3. Finally, we use the first two ingredients to show that π̃ has a higher expected utility for the
user than π.
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A.2.1 Step 1

To construct another policy with better utility than π, first define the following sets:

E1 = {(s,m) : m = s′, s ̸= m},
E2 = {(s,m) : m ̸= s′, s = m},
E3 = (S × S) \ (E1 ∪ E2).

We define π̃ from π by moving the probability mass from E1 to E2. Namely,

π̃(s,m) :=


0 if (s,m) ∈ E1,

π(s,m) + π(s′,m) if (s,m) ∈ E2,
π(s,m) if (s,m) ∈ E3.

By construction, π̃ is a valid strategy (i.e., the marginal distribution of m is equal to q) since for
any m ∈ S, we have∑

s∈S
π̃(s,m) = π̃(m,m) + π̃(s′,m) +

∑
s ̸∈{m,s′}

π̃(s,m)

=
(
π(m,m) + π(s′,m)

)
+ 0 +

∑
s ̸∈{m,s′}

π(s,m)

=
∑
s∈S

π(s,m) = qm.

A.2.2 Step 2

We use σ̃∗ to denote the administrator’s best response to π̃ as defined in (7). There are two cases
to consider: s = s′ and s ̸= s′.

Case 1: When s = s′, we note that by construction
∑

m ̸=s′ π̃(s
′,m) = 0 and hence σ̃∗(s′) = 0 ≤

σ∗(s′).

Case 2: When s ̸= s′, we have

• π(s,m) = π̃(s,m) whenever s ̸= m (since in this case (s,m) ∈ E3).

• π(s,m) ≤ π̃(s,m) whenever s = m (since in this case (s,m) ∈ E2).

Thus in case 2 we have

k
∑
m ̸=s

π(s,m) = k
∑
m ̸=s

π̃(s,m)

and∑
m∈S

π(s,m)(c+ f(m)− f(s)) ≤
∑
m∈S

π̃(s,m)(c+ f(m)− f(s)).

Thus according to (7), σ̃∗(s) = 1 only if σ∗(s) = 1, and hence σ̃∗(s) ≤ σ∗(s). To conclude, we have
shown that σ̃∗(s) ≤ σ∗(s) for every s ∈ S.
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A.2.3 Step 3

Recall that U i(σ∗(s),m) represents the utility obtained by user i when its true type is m and it
sends signal s. User i’s expected utility when playing according to π̃ is thus:

E(s,m)∼π̃

[
U i(σ̃∗(s),m)

]
=

∑
(s,m)∈S×S

π̃(s,m)
(
f(s) + σ̃∗(s)I[s ̸=m](f(m)− f(s)− k)

)
(a)
=

∑
(s,m)∈E2

π̃(s,m)
(
f(s) + σ̃∗(s)I[s ̸=m](f(m)− f(s)− k)

)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

Term 1

+
∑

(s,m)∈E3

π̃(s′,m)
(
f(s′) + σ̃∗(s′)I[s′ ̸=m](f(m)− f(s′)− k)

)
︸ ︷︷ ︸

Term 2

Equality (a) is because S ×S = E1∪E2∪E3, and π̃(s,m) = 0 for every (s,m) ∈ E1. We can lower
bound Term 1 as follows:

Term 1 =
∑

(s,m)∈E2

π̃(s,m)
(
f(s) + σ̃∗(s)I[s̸=m](f(m)− f(s)− k)

)
(b)
=
∑
m ̸=s′

π̃(m,m)f(m)

(c)
=
∑
m ̸=s′

(
π(m,m) + π(s′,m)

)
f(m)

=
∑
m̸=s′

π(s′,m)f(m) +
∑
m̸=s′

π(m,m)f(m)

(d)
=
∑
m̸=s′

π(s′,m)f(m) +
∑

(s,m)∈E2

π(m,m)
(
f(m) + σ∗(s)I[s ̸=m](f(m)− f(s)− k)

)
(e)

≥
∑
m̸=s′

π(s′,m)
(
f(s′) + σ∗(s′)(f(m)− f(s′)− k)

)
+

∑
(s,m)∈E2

π(m,m)
(
f(m) + σ∗(s)I[s ̸=m](f(m)− f(s)− k)

)
=

∑
(s,m)∈E1∪E2

π(s,m)
(
f(s) + σ∗(s)I[s ̸=m](f(m)− f(s)− k)

)
.

Equalities (b), (d) are because by construction s = m for every (s,m) ∈ E2, and as a con-
sequence, I[s ̸=m] = 0. Equality (c) is by the definition of π̃. Inequality (e) holds whenever

σ∗(s′) ≥ f(s′)−f(m)
k+f(s′)−f(m) , which is true since we know σ∗(s′) = 1.

Next, we can lower bound Term 2 as follows:

Term 2 =
∑

(s,m)∈E3

π̃(s′,m)
(
f(s′) + σ̃∗(s′)I[s′ ̸=m](f(m)− f(s′)− k)

)
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(f)
=

∑
(s,m)∈E3

π(s′,m)
(
f(s′) + σ̃∗(s′)I[s′ ̸=m](f(m)− f(s′)− k)

)
(g)

≥
∑

(s,m)∈E3

π(s′,m)
(
f(s′) + σ∗(s′)I[s′ ̸=m](f(m)− f(s′)− k)

)
.

Equation (f) is because π is equal to π̃ on E3. Inequality (g) is because σ∗(s) ≥ σ̃∗(s) for all s
(shown in step 2), and f(m)− f(s)− k is always non-positive (see Lemma 3).

Putting everything together,

E(s,m)∼π̃

[
U i(σ̃∗(s),m)

]
= Term 1 + Term 2

>
∑

(s,m)∈E1∪E2∪E3

π(s′,m)
(
f(s′) + σ∗(s′)I[s′ ̸=m](f(m)− f(s′)− k)

)
= E(s,m)∼π

[
U i(σ∗(s),m)

]
,

which establishes the desired result.

A.3 Proof of Lemma 3

Consider any π for which there exists m′, s′ ∈ S such that π(s′|m′) > 0 and f(s′) < f(m′). We
will show that there exists another user strategy π̃ which leads to a higher expected utility for the
user.

Throughout this proof, we will use π(s,m) to denote the probability that the true type is m
and the reported type is s, as shorthand for π(s|m)qm.

Consider the following policy π̃:

π̃(s,m) =


π(s,m) if (s,m) ̸= (s′,m′)

π(s′,m′) + π(m′,m′) if s = m = m′

0 otherwise.

In other words, π̃ is identical to π except in one situation: any time when m = m′ and π would
signal s = s′, π̃ would instead signal m′.

Let σ∗ be the best response to π and let σ̃∗ be the best response to π̃. Next we will show that
σ̃∗(s) ≤ σ∗(s) for any s ∈ S. This will be useful because the user’s expected utility is a decreasing
function of σ. To this end, recall that the administrator’s best response to a user strategy is given
by (7), which, by using the law of total probability, we can re-write as

σ∗(s) =

{
0

∑
m̸=s

π(s,m)∑
m′′ π(s,m′′)(max(f(s)− f(m), 0) + k) ≤ c

1 otherwise.

There are three cases to consider:

Case 1: s ̸∈ {s′,m′}. Since π̃(s,m) = π(s,m) whenever m ̸= m′, we have σ̃∗(s) = σ∗(s) whenever
s ̸∈ {s′,m′}.

31



Combatting Fraud in Benefits Programs Jalota, Tsao, and Pavone

Case 2: s = m′. By definition of π̃, π̃(s′,m′) = 0 < π(s′,m′) and π̃(s′,m) = π(s′,m) for any m ̸= m′.
Using this information, we see that

c
∑
m∈S

π̃(s′,m)−
∑
m ̸=s′

π̃(s′,m)(max(f(s′)− f(m), 0) + k)

=

(
c
∑
m∈S

π(s′,m)

)
−

∑
m ̸=s′

π(s′,m)(max(f(s′)− f(m), 0) + k)


− cπ(s′,m′) + (max(f(s′)− f(m′), 0) + k))π(s′,m′)

(a)

≥

(
c
∑
m∈S

π(s′,m)

)
−

∑
m̸=s′

π(s′,m)(max(f(s′)− f(m), 0) + k)

 .

Here (a) is because max(f(s′) − f(m), 0) + k = k ≥ c. Hence σ̃∗(s′) = 1 only if σ∗(s′) = 1,
i.e., σ̃∗(s′) ≤ σ∗(s′).

Case 3: s = m′. By definition of π̃, π̃(m′,m′) > π(m′,m′) and π̃(m′,m) = π(m′,m) for any m ̸= m′.

Therefore π̃(m′,m)∑
m′′ π̃(m′,m′′) <

π(m′,m)∑
m′′ π(m′,m′′) for any m ̸= m′. We can then conclude that

∑
m̸=m′

π̃(m′,m)∑
m′′ π̃(m′,m′′)

max(f(m′)− f(m) + k, 0) ≤
∑

m̸=m′

π(m′,m)∑
m′′ π(m′,m′′)

max(f(m′)− f(m) + k, 0).

Hence σ̃∗(m′) = 1 only if σ∗(m′) = 1. This implies σ̃∗(m′) ≤ σ∗(m′).

So we see that σ̃∗(s′) ≤ σ∗(s′) for any s ∈ S. Putting everything together, the expected utility
for the user under π is:

∑
(s,m)∈S×S

π(s,m)
(
f(s) + σ(s)I[s ̸=m](min(f(m)− f(s), 0)− k)

)
(b)

≤
∑

(s,m)∈S×S

π(s,m)
(
f(s) + σ̃(s)I[s ̸=m](min(f(m)− f(s), 0)− k)

)
=

∑
(s,m)̸∈{(s′,m′),(m′,m′)}

π(s,m)
(
f(s) + σ̃(s)I[s ̸=m](min(f(m)− f(s), 0)− k)

)
+ π(s′,m′)

(
f(s′) + σ̃(s)I[s ̸=m](min(f(m)− f(s), 0)− k)

)
+ π(m′,m′)f(m′)

(c)

≤
∑

(s,m)̸∈{(s′,m′),(m′,m′)}

π(s,m)
(
f(s) + σ̃(s)I[s ̸=m](min(f(m)− f(s), 0)− k)

)
+ π(s′,m′)f(m′) + π(m′,m′)f(m′)

(d)
=

∑
(s,m)̸∈{(s′,m′),(m′,m′)}

π̃(s,m)
(
f(s) + σ̃(s)I[s ̸=m](min(f(m)− f(s), 0)− k)

)
+ π̃(m′,m′)f(m′)

=
∑

(s,m)̸∈{(s′,m′)}

π̃(s,m)
(
f(s) + σ̃(s)I[s̸=m](min(f(m)− f(s), 0)− k)

)
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(e)
=

∑
(s,m)∈S×S

π̃(s,m)
(
f(s) + σ̃(s)I[s ̸=m](min(f(m)− f(s), 0)− k)

)
.

Since the first term in this chain of inequalities is the user’s expected utility under π, and the last
term in this chain of inequalities is the user’s expected utility under π̃, we have shown that π̃ gives
more expected utility to the user than π, establishing the desired result.

Inequality (b) is because σ̃∗(s′) ≤ σ∗(s′) for any s ∈ S, and because the expected user utility is
a decreasing function of σ∗. Inequality (c) is because f(s′)+ σ̃(s)I[s ̸=m](min(f(m)− f(s), 0)−k) ≤
f(s′) ≤ f(m′). Equality (d) is by definition of π̃, indeed by construction we have π̃(m′,m′) =
π(s′,m′) + π(m′,m′). Finally, equality (e) is because π̃(s′,m′) = 0 by construction.

A.4 Proof of Theorem 1

Theorem 2 tells us that the user strategies corresponding to Bayesian persuasion equilibria are
precisely those which maximize excess payments subject to satisfying (7) for every s ∈ S (See Ob-
servation 2 for the equivalence between user utility and excess payments in any Bayesian persuasion
equilibrium). Hence, for any Bayesian persuasion equilibrium (π∗,σπ∗), we have

E (π∗,σπ∗) = max
π∈Π

E (π,σπ)1 [π satisfies (7) for all s ∈ S] .

From Observation 3, for every signaling game equilibrium (π′,σπ′), π′ satisfies (7) for every
s ∈ S. In other words, π′ is feasible for the linear program Lc,k defined in equations (8)-(9). Hence
we can deduce

E (π∗,σπ∗) = max
π∈Π

E (π,σπ)1 [π satisfies (7) for all s ∈ S]

≥ max
π∈Π

E (π,σπ)1 [(π,σπ) is a signaling game equilibrium] .

Hence E(π∗,σπ∗), which is also the optimal objective value for Lc,k is an upper bound on the
excess payments that occur in any signaling game equilibrium.

Conversely, this bound is tight, because Lemma 1 shows that every Bayesian persuasion equi-
librium is also a signaling game equilibrium.

A.5 Proof of Lemma 1

Let (π∗,σπ∗) be any Bayesian Persuasion equilibrium. We will show that (π∗,σπ∗) is also a
signaling game equilibrium. To this end, we will need the following observation.

Observation 3 (No-Audit Optimality in Signaling Games). Consider any strategy profile (π,σπ)
where σπ denotes the administrator’s best response to the user strategy π as described in (7). If
σπ is not identically zero, i.e., there exists s ∈ S for which σπ(s) = 1, then (π,σπ) cannot be a
signaling game equilibria.

Proof of Observation 3. Suppose there exists s for which σπ(s) = 1. According to (7), there must
exist some m ̸= s for which π(s|m) > 0. Consider π′(·|m) defined as follows:

π′(s′|m) =


π(s′|m) if s′ ̸∈ {s,m}

0 if s′ = s
π(m|m) + π(s|m) if s′ = m.
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For every s′ ̸∈ {s,m}, π(s′|m) = π′(s′|m), so by (7), σπ(s
′) = σπ′(s). For s′ = m, when

replacing π with π′, the right hand side of (7) increases while the left hand side stays the same,
implying σπ(m) ≥ σπ′(m). Using these observations, we note that

UR
m(π,σπ) =

∑
s′∈S

π(s′|m)
[
f(s′)− σπ(s

′)I[s′ ̸=m]

([
f(s′)− f(m)

]
+
+ k
)]

=
∑

s′ ̸∈{s,m}

π(s′|m)
[
f(s′)− σπ(s

′)I[s′ ̸=m]

([
f(s′)− f(m)

]
+
+ k
)]

+ π(s|m)
[
f(s)− σπ(s)I[s̸=m]

(
[f(s)− f(m)]+ + k

)]
+ π(m|m)f(m)

≤
∑

s′ ̸∈{s,m}

π′(s′|m)
[
f(s′)− σπ′(s′)I[s′ ̸=m]

([
f(s′)− f(m)

]
+
+ k
)]

+ π(s|m) [f(m)− k] + π(m|m)f(m)

= −kπ(s|m) +
∑
s′∈S

π′(s′|m)
[
f(s′)− σπ′(s′)I[s′ ̸=m]

([
f(s′)− f(m)

]
+
+ k
)]

= −kπ(s|m) + UR
m(π′,σπ′).

Since π(s|m) > 0, we see that under the strategy profile (π,σπ), type m can improve its utility by
changing its signaling strategy, hence (π,σπ) cannot be a signaling game equilibrium.

Because (π∗,σπ∗) is a Bayesian persuasion equilibrium, from Theorem 2 we can deduce that
σπ∗ ≡ 0, and π∗ satisfies inequality (7) for every s ∈ S.

Now pick any m ∈ S. We will show that there does not exist π′(·|m) which can replace π∗(·|m)
to increase UR

m given the signaling strategies of the other user types: {π∗(·|m′)}m′ ̸=m. For notational
convenience, let π̃ denote the user strategy obtained from π∗ by replacing π∗(·|m) with π′(·|m).

Using the reasoning from Observation 3, we can limit the search of π′(·|m) to those for which
π̃ satisfies (7) for all s ∈ S. To see why this is true, note that if σπ̃(s

′) = 1 for some s′ ∈ S, then it
must be the case that π′(s′|m) > 0 (otherwise σπ∗ would not have been identically zero in the first
place). Then, as shown in the proof of Observation 3, we can construct π′′(·|m) from π′(·|m) which
(a) gives strictly greater utility for type m players and (b) the set {s ∈ S : σπ̃(s) = 1} has strictly
smaller cardinality when replacing π∗(·|m) with π′′(·|m), as compared to replacing π∗(·|m) with
π′(·|m). Hence, if the administrator audits multiple signals under π′(·|m), applying the technique
from Observation 3 recursively will eventually produce a signaling strategy π′′(·|m) for which π̃
satisfies (7) for all s ∈ S, and provides a larger value of UR

m than π′(·|m).
Hence the optimal deviation for type m users can be computed from the following linear pro-

gram:

maximize
π̃∈Π

UR
m(π̃, 0)

s.t. π̃(·|m′) = π∗(·|m′) for all m′ ̸= m,

π̃ satisfies (7) for all s ∈ S.

Next, we note that when σ(s) = 0 for all s ∈ S, UR is separable, meaning that UR
m′ depends
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only on π(·|m) and not one any of the signaling strategies of the other types. Hence, if we write

UR(π̃,σπ̃) = qm︸︷︷︸
a

UR
m(π̃,σπ̃) +

∑
m′ ̸=m

qm′UR
m′(π̃,σπ̃)︸ ︷︷ ︸
b

,

then when σπ̃ ≡ 0, a, b are positive constants that do not depend on π′(·|m), meaning maximizing
UR
m(π̃,σπ̃) under constraints (7) is equivalent to maximizing UR(π̃,σπ̃) under constraints (7). From

this, the optimal deviation for type m can be computed from the following linear program:

maximize
π̃∈Π

UR(π̃, 0)

s.t. π̃(·|m′) = π∗(·|m′) for all m′ ̸= m,

π̃ satisfies (7) for all s ∈ S.

However, by construction of (π∗,σπ∗), π∗(·|m) is a solution to this optimization problem because
(π∗,σπ∗) is a Bayesian persuasion equilibrium. Hence there does not exist a π′(·|m) that can
replace π∗(·|m) to increase UR

m given the other signaling strategies {π∗(·|m′)}m′ ̸=m, meaning that
(π∗,σπ∗) is also a signaling game equilibrium.

To show that the excess payments in a Bayesian persuasion equilibria are an upper bound
on the excess payments in any signaling game equilibria, let (π1,σ1) be a Bayesian persuasion
equilibrium and (π2,σ2) be a signaling game equilibrium. By Observation 3, π2 satisfies (7) for
all s ∈ S and hence it is feasible for the linear program (8)-(9). Because (π1,σ1) is a Bayesian
persuasion equilibrium, π1 is an optimal solution to this linear program, meaning that UR (π1,σ1) ≥
UR (π2,σ2). Finally, from Observation 2 we have:

E (π1,σ1) = UR (π1,σ1)−
∑
m

qmf(m) ≥ UR (π2,σ2)−
∑
m

qmf(m) = E (π2,σ2) .

A.6 Proof of Corollary 1

Let (π∗,σ∗) be a signaling game equilibrium. We can deduce from Observation 3 that π∗ satisfies
(7) for every s ∈ S. Thus we have

k
∑

m∈S\{s}

qmπ(s|m) ≤
∑
m∈S

qmπ(s|m)(c+ f(m)− f(s))

⇐⇒
∑

m∈S\{s}

qmπ(s|m)(k − c+ f(s)− f(m)) ≤ qsπ(s|m = s)c

=⇒
∑

m∈S\{s}

qmπ(s|m)(k − c+ f(s)− f(m)) ≤ qsc

Thus for any m ̸= s, the above inequality implies

qmπ(s|m)(k − c+ f(s)− f(m)) ≤ qsc,

implying that π(s|m) ≤ qsc
qm(k−c+f(s)−f(m)) , which implies the desired result, since π(s|m) ≤ 1 is

always true.
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A.7 Proof of Corollary 2

Let (π,σ) be a Bayesian persuasion equilibrium in the audit game. To prove the desired result, we
first establish the following two inequalities:

E(s,m)∼π[f(s)]− Em∼q[f(m)] ≤ ∆fmaxPπ(s ̸= m), (10)

E(s,m)∼π[f(s)]− Em∼q[f(m)] ≤ c− kPπ(s ̸= m). (11)

Once we establish these two inequalities, the desired result follows directly, since

E(s,m)∼π[f(s)]− Em∼q[f(m)] ≤ max
Pπ(s ̸=m)

min (∆fmaxPπ(s ̸= m), c− kPπ(s ̸= m))

=
c∆fmax

k +∆fmax
,

which is achieved when Pπ(s ̸= m) = c
k+∆fmax

. Thus all that remains is to establish (10) and (11).
Establishing (10): By Hölder’s inequality,

E(s,m)∼π[f(s)]− Em∼q[f(m)] = E
[
(f(s)− f(m))I[s ̸=m]

]
≤ E

[
∆fmaxI[s ̸=m]

]
= ∆fmaxE

[
I[s ̸=m]

]
= ∆fmaxPπ(s ̸= m),

where the inequality is because f(s)− f(m) ≤ maxs,s′ f(s)− f(m) = ∆fmax with probability 1.
Establishing (11): Recall from (7) that the administrator will conduct an audit upon seeing

a signal s if and only if
∑

m ̸=s π(m|s)(k + f(s) − f(m)) > c. For an equilibrium (π,σ), the
administrator will never audit, which means that

∑
m̸=s π(m|s)(k + f(s) − f(m)) ≤ c for every

s ∈ S. Taking expectation over s, we see that

c ≥ Es∼π

∑
m̸=s

π(m|s)(k + f(s)− f(m))


∑
s

π(s)
∑
m ̸=s

π(m|s)(k + f(s)− f(m))

=
∑
s,m

π(s,m)(f(s)− f(m)) + k
∑

s,m ̸=s

π(s,m)

= E(s,m)∼π[f(s)]− Em∼q[f(m)] + kPπ(s ̸= m),

which establishes (11).

A.8 Properties of the |S| = 2 case

In this section we derive some results that will be helpful for proofs that pertain to the |S| = 2
setting.

Let S = {L,H} where L,H represent the low and high types respectively with f(H) > f(L)
and ∆fmax = f(H) − f(L). Let qL, qH denote the probabilities that a recipient has type L,H
respectively. In this simplified setting, we make the following observations:
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1. If m = H, choosing s = H is a dominant strategy for the user. Indeed, if m = H, s = H then
the user receives utility f(H) regardless of whether or not the administrator audits. On the
other hand, if m = H, s = L, then the user receives f(L) if the administrator does not audit,
and f(H)− k if the administrator audits.

2. If s = L, then not auditing is a dominant strategy for the administrator. Indeed, by the first
observation, s = L only if m = L. Therefore the administrator’s utility is f(L) if no audit is
conducted, and f(L)− c if an audit is conducted.

From the first observation, an action π has optimal utility only if π(s = H|m = H) = 1. From
the second observation, we can conclude that σ′(L) = 0.

We now prove the following lemmas which will be helpful in the proofs of Proposition 1, Propo-
sition 2, Theorem 4, and Theorem 5.

Lemma 4. Let π be an action for which π(s = H|m = H) = 1. Then the expected utility of π is
given by

Em∼q,s∼π(·|m)

[
U i(σ(s),m)

]
= qLf(L) + qHf(H) + qLπ(s = H|m = L)(∆fmax − σ(H)(k +∆fmax))

Proof of Lemma 4. We show the result by direct calculation. By definition, we have

Em∼q,s∼π(·|m)

[
U i(σ(s),m)

]
= qLπ(s = L|m = L)f(L) + qLπ(s = H|m = L) (f(H) + σ(H)(f(L)− f(H)− k)) + qHf(H)

= qLf(L) + qHf(H) + qLπ(s = H|m = L)(∆fmax − σ(H)(k +∆fmax)).

We used the equality π(s = L|m = L) = 1 − π(s = H|m = L) to go from the second line to the
third line.

Lemma 5. We characterize the administrator’s best response σ. First, from the second observa-
tion, we have σ(L) = 0. Furthermore,

σ(H) =

{
0 if π(s = H|m = L) ≤ qHc

qL(k−c+∆fmax)

min(1, Bc ) otherwise.

Proof of Lemma 5. From (7), note that the administrator’s utility is an affine function of σ(H).
The coefficient of σ(H) is non-positive (i.e., σ(H) = 0) if and only if

kqLπ(s = H|m = L) ≤ qLπ(s = H|m = L)(c−∆fmax) + qHπ(s = H|m = H)c

⇐⇒ qLπ(s = H|m = L)(k − c+∆fmax) ≤ qHc

⇐⇒ π(s = H|m = L) ≤ qHc

qL(k − c+∆fmax)
.

If this condition is not satisfied, then the administrator will make σ(H) as large as possible.
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Lemma 6. Let Π be the set of all user strategies for which the administrator’s best response is to
never audit, i.e., σ(H) = σ(L) = 0. The optimal user utility obtainable by a strategy in Π is

max
π∈Π

Em∼q,s∼π(·|m)

[
U i(σ(s),m)

]
= qLf(L) + qHf(H) + qLmin

(
1,

qHc

qL(k − c+∆fmax)

)
∆fmax.

Furthermore, the unique strategy π′ ∈ Π which attains this optimal utility is given by

π′(s = H|m = L) := min

(
1,

qHc

qL(k − c+∆fmax)

)
,

π′(s = H|m = H) := 1.

Proof of Lemma 6. Let π′ be any optimal user utility strategy in Π, and let σ′ be the administra-
tor’s best response to π′. From the first observation, we can conclude that π′(s = H|m = H) = 1
and π′(s = L|m = H) = 0.

From Lemma 5, π ∈ Π if and only if σ(H = 0), which gives

π(s = H|m = L) ≤ qHc

qL(k − c+∆fmax)
.

From Lemma 4, the expected utility of a strategy π ∈ Π is given by

Em∼q,s∼π(·|m)

[
f(s) + σ(s)I[s ̸=m](f(m)− f(s)− k)

]
= qL (π(s = L|m = L)f(L) + π(s = H|m = L)f(H)) + qHf(H)

= qLf(L) + qHf(H) + qLπ(s = H|m = L)∆fmax.

This reveals that the expected utility is an affine function of π(s = H|m = L). To max-
imize expected utility, π(s = H|m = L) should be maximized subject to the constraints im-
posed by Π, which also means that the optimal policy is unique. Hence, π′(s = H|m = L) =
min(1, qHc

qL(k−c+∆fmax)
).

A.9 Proof of Proposition 1

Let B < c
∆fmax

(
1−min{ qmaxc

qmin(k−c+∆fmax)
,1}
)

k+∆fmax
. Consider a setting with two users, i.e., n = 2. Let S =

{L,H} where L,H represent the low and high types respectively with f(H) > f(L) and ∆fmax =
f(H)− f(L). Let qL, qH denote the probabilities that a recipient has type L,H respectively.

The proof has three main steps:

1. First, we show that the best response of the administrator is to audit the user i′ which most
frequently misreports their type, i.e., i′ = argmaxi∈{1,2} πi(s = H|m = L).

2. Second, we show that because the administrator’s budget is very small, the audit penalty
is not sufficient to deter users from misreporting their preferences. In other words, π(s =
H|m = L) > qHc

qL(k−c+∆fmax)
gives users more utility than π(s = H|m = L) = qHc

qL(k−c+∆fmax)
.

38



Combatting Fraud in Benefits Programs Jalota, Tsao, and Pavone

3. Third, we show that the first two steps leads to a race-to-the-bottom behavior. By the second
step, both users want to misreport their preferences to increase their utility. However, the first
step establishes that the administrator will audit the user which misreports most frequently.
Thus both users want a misreporting probability that is positive but also smaller than the
other user’s misreporting probability. Such settings are a classical example where equilibria
do not exist.

Step 1: We show in the beginning of Appendix A.8 that choosing s = H is a dominant strategy
for the user whenever m = H. As a consequence, the administrator should never audit if s = L.
With this in mind, when π(s = H|m = H) = 1 and σ(L) = 0, the expected utility of the
administrator when interacting with user i ∈ {1, 2} is given by:

qLπi(s = L|m = L)f(L)

+ qLπi(s = H|m = L)
(
f(H) + σi(H)

(
−c+ I[s ̸=m](k + f(H)− f(L))

))
+ qHπi(s = H|m = H)

(
f(H) + σi(H)

(
−c+ I[s ̸=m](k + f(H)− f(L))

))
= qLπi(s = L|m = L)f(L) + qLπi(s = H|m = L)f(H) + qHf(H)

+ σi(H) (qLπi(s = H|m = L)(k + f(H)− f(L))− [qH + qLπi(s = H|m = L)] c) .

Let ρi := qLπi(s = H|m = L)(k+f(H)−f(L))− [qH + qLπi(s = H|m = L)] c. The important
observation here is that the administrator’s utility when interacting with user i is affine in σi(H).
Furthermore, the administrator will prioritize auditing the user whose coefficient of σi(H) is largest
and positive. In other words, the administrator will audit user i′ where

i′ = arg max
i∈{1,2}

ρi

and if ρi′ > 0.
Equivalently, the administrator will audit user i′ if

i′ ∈ arg max
i∈{1,2}

ρi and πi(s = H|m = L) >
qHc

qL(k − c+∆fmax)
.

Step 2: Using Lemma 4 from Appendix A.8, the expected utility received by user i from action
π is given by

Em∼q,s∼πi(·|m)

[
U i(σ(s),m)

]
= qLf(L) + qHf(H) + qLπ(s = H|m = L)(∆fmax − σi(H)(k +∆fmax))

Note that for a fixed value of σ∗
i (H), the expected utility is an affine function of πi(s = H|m =

L). Furthermore, according to Lemma 5,

σi(H) =

{
0 if πi(s = H|m = L) ≤ qHc

qL(k−c+∆fmax)
B
c otherwise.

Hence the optimal value of Em∼q,s∼π(·|m)

[
U i(σ(s),m)

]
must be attained at πi(s = H|m = L) ∈

{0, qHc
qL(k−c+∆fmax)

, 1}. From Lemma 6, we know that 0 cannot be the optimum. For πi(s = H|m =

L) = 1, we note that

39



Combatting Fraud in Benefits Programs Jalota, Tsao, and Pavone

Em∼q,s∼π(·|m)

[
U i(σ(s),m)

]
= qLf(L) + qHf(H) + qL

(
∆fmax −

B

c
(k +∆fmax)

)
> qLf(L) + qHf(H) + qL

(
∆fmax −

∆fmax

(
1−min{ qHc

qL(k−c+∆fmax)
, 1}
)
(k +∆fmax)

k +∆fmax

)

= qLf(L) + qHf(H) + qL

(
∆fmax −∆fmax

(
1−min{ qHc

qL(k − c+∆fmax)
, 1}
))

= qLf(L) + qHf(H) + qL

(
∆fmaxmin{ qHc

qL(k − c+∆fmax)
, 1}
)

which shows that πi(s = H|m = L) = 1 has greater utility than πi(s = H|m = L) = qHc
qL(k−c+∆fmax)

,

since the final line is the expected utility obtained by the user when πi(s = H|m = L) =
qHc

qL(k−c+∆fmax)
(established by Lemma 6).

Step 3: For notational convenience, let pi := πi(s = H|m = L). Consider any action profile
(p1, p2) for the players. We will show that no equilibrium exists by showing that there is always at
least one player that can improve its utility by changing its probability of misreporting. There are
three cases to consider:

1. There exists i for which pi <
qHc

qL(k−c+∆fmax)
. By Lemma 6, user i can improve its utility by

increasing pi to
qHc

qL(k−c+∆fmax)
. By step 2 of this proof, user i can further increase its utility

by increasing pi from
qHc

qL(k−c+∆fmax)
to 1. Hence user i can improve its utility by unilaterally

changing its action.

2. p1, p2 > qHc
qL(k−c+∆fmax)

and p1 ̸= p2. Assume without loss of generality that p1 < p2. Due to

step 1, we know that user 1 will not be audited (i.e., σ1(H) = 0) provided that p1 ∈ [0, p2).
From Lemma 4, when σ1(H) = 0, the expected utility of user 1 is an increasing and affine
function of p1. Therefore user 1 can unilaterally improve its utility by changing p1 to any
value in the open interval (p1, p2).

3. p1, p2 > qHc
qL(k−c+∆fmax)

and p1 = p2. In this case, it is possible that both σ1(H) and σ2(H)

are positive. Due to the budget constraint, we have σ1(H) + σ2(H) = B
c . Without loss of

generality suppose σ1(H) > σ2(H), implying that σ1(H) ≥ B
2c . From Lemma 4, the expected

utility for user 1 is:

qLf(L) + qHf(H) + qLp1 (∆fmax − σ1(H)(k +∆fmax))

≤ qLf(L) + qHf(H) + qLp1

(
∆fmax −

B

2c
(k +∆fmax)

)
.

By the reasoning of step 1, if user 1 chooses a misreporting probability π1(s = H|m = L) < p1,
then they will no longer be audited. Thus user 1 can reduce p1 by an infintisimal amount so
that it is no longer tied for having the highest misreporting probability, thereby eliminating
its audit penalty. In particular, changing p1 to p′1 < p2 changes user 1’s audit probability
from σ1(H) to σ′

1(H) = 0. User 1’s new utility after this change is thus

qLf(L) + qHf(H) + qLp
′
1∆fmax.
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This change leads to a utility improvement if

qLp
′
1∆fmax > qLp1

(
∆fmax −

B

2c
(k +∆fmax)

)
⇐⇒ p′1 > p1

∆fmax − B
2c(k +∆fmax)

∆fmax
.

Thus user 1 can unilaterally improve its utility by changing p1 to any value in the open

interval

(
p2

∆fmax− B
2c

(k+∆fmax)

∆fmax
, p2

)
.

A.10 Proof of Theorem 3

The proof is nearly identical to that of Lemma 2. The only difference is regarding inequality (e).
In the original proof we used the fact that σ∗(s′) = 1 to justify inequality (e). However, in the
budgeted setting, if B < c, then σ∗(s) ∈ [0, Bc ] for all s ∈ S, and hence σ∗(s) can never be 1.
Thus the budgeted setting requires slightly more careful analysis, which will leverage the fact that

inequality (e) hold whenever σ∗(s′) ≥ f(s′)−f(m)
k+f(s′)−f(m) .

To begin, first note that whenever B < c, the administrator’s best response is given by the
following modification of (7):

σ∗(s;B) =

{
0 if k

∑
m∈S\{s} π(s|m)qm ≤

∑
m∈S qmπ(s|m)(c+ f(m)− f(s))

B
c otherwise.

Next, note that whenever B ≥ c∆fmax

k+∆fmax
, for any s,m ∈ S with f(s) ≥ f(m) we have:

B

c
≥ ∆fmax

k +∆fmax

= 1− k

k +∆fmax

≥ 1− k

k + f(s)− f(m)

=
f(s)− f(m)

k + f(s)− f(m)
.

Thus σ∗(s;B) ≥ f(s)−f(m)
k+f(s)−f(m) for all s. In particular, it holds for s′, and therefore inequality (e)

holds even in the budgeted setting provided B ≥ c∆fmax

k+∆fmax
. The remainder of the proof follows

identically to the proof of Lemma 2.

A.11 Proof of Proposition 2

We will show that under the condition B ≥ c
∆fmax

(
1−min{ qmaxc

qmin(k−c+∆fmax)
,1}
)

k+∆fmax
, an equilibrium exists

where the administrator does not audit, and all users’s strategies satisfy constraints (7). Throughout
the proof we will use some results from Appendix A.8.
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Let S = {L,H} where L,H represent the low and high types respectively with f(H) > f(L)
and ∆fmax = f(H) − f(L). Let qL, qH denote the probabilities that a recipient has type L,H
respectively.

First note that the budgeted setting is equivalent to the unlimited budget setting if B ≥ c, in
which case Theorem 2 establishes existence and computability of equilibria. Thus in the rest of the
proof we consider the B < c case.

We show in the beginning of Appendix A.8 that choosing s = H is a dominant strategy for
the user whenever m = H. Therefore all that remains is to determine the optimal value for
π(s = H|m = L).

Using Lemma 4 from Appendix A.8, the expected utility of any user action π is given by

Em∼q,s∼π(·|m)

[
U i(σ(s),m)

]
= qLf(L) + qHf(H) + qLπ(s = H|m = L)(∆fmax − σ(H)(k +∆fmax))

Note that for a fixed value of σ(H), the expected utility is an affine function of π(s = H|m = L).
Furthermore, according to Lemma 5,

σ(H) =

{
0 if π(s = H|m = L) ≤ qHc

qL(k−c+∆fmax)
B
c otherwise.

Hence the optimal value of Em∼q,s∼π(·|m)

[
U i(σ(s),m)

]
must be attained at π(s = H|m = L) ∈

{0, qHc
qL(k−c+∆fmax)

, 1}. From Lemma 6, we know that 0 cannot be the optimum. For π(s = H|m =

L) = 1, we note that

Em∼q,s∼π(·|m)

[
U i(σ(s),m)

]
= qLf(L) + qHf(H) + qL

(
∆fmax −

B

c
(k +∆fmax)

)
≤ qLf(L) + qHf(H) + qL

(
∆fmax −

∆fmax

(
1−min{ qmaxc

qmin(k−c+∆fmax)
, 1}
)
(k +∆fmax)

k +∆fmax

)

= qLf(L) + qHf(H) + qL

(
∆fmax −∆fmax

(
1−min{ qmaxc

qmin(k − c+∆fmax)
, 1}
))

= qLf(L) + qHf(H) + qL

(
∆fmaxmin{ qmaxc

qmin(k − c+∆fmax)
, 1}
)

The final line is the expected utility obtained when π(s = H|m = L) = qHc
qL(k−c+∆fmax)

, due to
Lemma 6. The inequality is due to the lower bound on B in the condition of Proposition 2.

Hence the optimal user action is given by

π(s = H|m = L) =
qHc

qL(k − c+∆fmax)
,

π(s = H|m = H) = 1

and by Lemma 6, the administrator’s best response is to never audit.
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A.12 Proof of Theorem 4

Let S = {L,H} where L,H represent the low and high types respectively with f(H) > f(L)
and ∆fmax = f(H) − f(L). Let qL, qH denote the probabilities that a recipient has type L,H
respectively.

Consider the strategy profile π∗ := {π∗
i }i∈[n] where users play the following strategy:

π∗
i (s = H|m = L) =

qHc

qL(k − c+∆fmax)
,

π∗
i (s = H|m = H) = 1.

By Lemma 5, the administrator’s best response is to never audit.
We will show that the strategy profile π∗ is an equilibrium under l-coalitions by showing that

no coalition of size at most l can unilaterally deviate and receive pareto-improvements to their
utilities. Let C be any coalition of size at most l, and consider any action profile p = {pi}i∈C where
pi := πi(s = H|m = L). There are two cases to consider.

Case 1: If maxi∈C pi ≤ qHc
qL(k−c+∆fmax)

, then by Lemma 5, the administrator will not audit any
of the users in C, but by Lemma 6, none of the users in C have better utility than they would have
if they play according to π∗. Hence p does not lead to pareto-improvement for all members of the
coalition.

Case 2: If maxi∈C pi >
qHc

qL(k−c+∆fmax)
, then define the set C′ := argmaxi∈C pi. We showed in

step 1 of the proof of Proposition 1 that by maximizing its utility, it prioritizes auditing users with
the largest value of πi(s = H|m = L). Since non-coalition users are playing according to π∗ and
are therefore never audited by the administrator, the administrator prioritize its budget to audit
the users in C′. Depending on how large the administrator’s budget is, there are two things that
can happen:

• If B > c|C′|, then σi(H) = 1 for all i ∈ C′, i.e., the administrator can fully audit every member
of C′.

• If B ≤ c|C′|, then
∑

i∈C′ σi(H) = B
c , i.e., the administrator does not have enough budget to

fully audit all members of C′, but nevertheless it will spend its entire budget to audit C′. In
particular, there must exist some j ∈ C′ for which σj(H) ≥ B

c|C′| .

Regardless of whether B is bigger than c|C′|, there exists some j ∈ C′ for which pj = πj(s = H|m =
L) > qHc

qL(k−c+∆fmax)
and σj(H) ≥ B

c|C′| .

If B ≥ lc ∆fmax

k+∆fmax
as specified by the conditions of Theorem 4, then

σj(H) ≥ B

c|C′|
≥ l

|C′|
∆fmax

k +∆fmax
≥ ∆fmax

k +∆fmax
.

In other words, user j is violating constraint 7, and the administrator has allocated a budget of at
least c ∆fmax

k+∆fmax
to audit user j. Theorem 3 thus implies that user j has a lower utility under p than

it would have if it followed π∗. Therefore p does not provide a pareto-improvement in utility for
all members of C.

Since we showed that no coalition of at most l users can unilaterally deviate from π∗ to obtain
a pareto-improvement to their utilities, π∗ is an equilibrium under l-coalitions, which establishes
the desired result.
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A.13 Proof of Theorem 5

Let S = {L,H} where L,H represent the low and high types respectively with f(H) > f(L)
and ∆fmax = f(H) − f(L). Let qL, qH denote the probabilities that a recipient has type L,H
respectively.

Recall that the cost of a mechanism is comprised of (i) its budget required to run the mechanism
and (ii) the excess payments made to the users relative to the setting when all users report their
types truthfully.

First, note that if there is no audit, then a user’s optimal action is to always signal the high
type, i.e. π(s = H|m = L) = 1,π(s = H|m = H) = 1. Therefore,

CNo Audit = f(H)− (qLf(L) + qHf(H)) = qL(f(H)− f(L)) = qL∆fmax.

For the audit mechanism, note that its budget is

B =
c∆fmax

k +∆fmax

(
1−min

(
qHc

qL(k − c+∆fmax)
, 1

))
and by Lemma 6, its excess payments is

qLf(L) + qHf(H) + qLmin

(
1,

qHc

qL(k − c+∆fmax)

)
∆fmax − (qLf(L) + qHf(H))

= qLmin

(
1,

qHc

qL(k − c+∆fmax)

)
∆fmax.

Therefore the audit mechanism’s cost is

CAudit =
c∆fmax

k +∆fmax

(
1−min

(
qHc

qL(k − c+∆fmax)
, 1

))
+ qLmin

(
1,

qHc

qL(k − c+∆fmax)

)
∆fmax.

When comparing CAudit to CNo Audit, there are two cases to consider.

Case 1: If qL < c
k+∆fmax

, then min
(
1, qHc

qL(k−c+∆fmax)

)
= 1, and therefore

CAudit = qL∆fmax = CNo Audit.

Case 2: If qL ≥ c
k+∆fmax

, then min
(
1, qHc

qL(k−c+∆fmax)

)
= qHc

qL(k−c+∆fmax)
, and therefore

CAudit =
c∆fmax

k +∆fmax

(
1− qHc

qL(k − c+∆fmax)

)
+ qL

qHc

qL(k − c+∆fmax)
∆fmax

≤ qL∆fmax

(
1− qHc

qL(k − c+∆fmax)

)
+ qL

qHc

qL(k − c+∆fmax)
∆fmax

= qL∆fmax.

Hence in either case we have shown that CAudit ≤ CNo Audit, which establishes the desired result.
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A.14 Proof of Corollary 3

To prove this claim, we first note that the total cost of not performing an audit is CNo Audit
n =

nqmin∆fmax = nCNo Audit. Next, we consider two cases (as in the proof of Theorem 5): (i) qmin ≤
c

k+∆fmax
and (ii) qmin ≥ c

k+∆fmax
. In the regime when qmin ≤ c

k+∆fmax
, no budget is set aside for

the audit and thus the audit mechanism reduces to the no audit setting as the budget B = 0 in
this case. Hence, the total expected cost when qmin is below the above specified threshold is is
CAudit
(n,m) = nqmin∆fmax = CNo Audit

n . On the other hand, in the regime when qL ≥ c
k+∆fmax

, the
administrator sets aside a budget scaling with the size of the largest coalition m to conduct audits
and thus the total expected cost is given by

CAudit
(n,m)

(a)
= mc

(∆fmax)
(
1− (1−qmin)c

qmin(k−c+∆fmax)

)
k +∆fmax

+ nπ∗(smax|smin),

(b)
= mc

(∆fmax)
(
1− qmaxc

qmin(k−c+∆fmax)

)
k +∆fmax

+ n
qmaxc

k − c+∆fmax
,

where (a) follows from the definition of CAudit
(n,m) , which is a sum of the budget threshold corre-

sponding to Proposition 2 for the setting when the size of the largest user coalition is m and
the associated excess payments that are made to the low type users, and (b) follows from the
fact that π∗(smax|smin) = qmaxc

qmin(k−c+∆fmax)
at the equilibrium. Finally, noting that CAudit =

c
(∆fmax)

(
1− (1−qmin)c

qmin(k−c+∆fmax)

)
k+∆fmax

+ qmaxc
k−c+∆fmax

in the proof of Theorem 5, CAudit ≤ CNo Audit, and m ≤ n,
it follows that

CAudit
(n,m) ≤ nCAudit ≤ nCNo Audit = CNo Audit

n ,

which establishes our claim.

A.15 Proof of Theorem 6

First, note that CAudit = B + Eπ[f(s)− f(m)]. Since B = c∆fmax

k+fmax
, we have

k ≥ ∆fmax

(
c

maxs′ f(s′)− Es∼π[f(s)]
− 1

)
=⇒ B ≤ c∆fmax

∆fmax

(
c

maxs′ f(s
′)−Es∼π [f(s)] − 1

)
+∆fmax

= max
s′

f(s′)− Eπ[f(s)],

and hence CAudit ≤ maxs′ f(s
′)− Eπ[f(s)] + Eπ[f(s)− f(m)] = maxs′ f(s

′)− Eπ[f(m)].
On the other hand, in an absence of an audit, recipients will always signal s′ := argmaxs∈S f(s),

leading to CNo Audit = maxs′ f(s
′)− Eπ[f(m)], and hence CAudit ≤ CNo Audit.
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B Derivation of Utility Functions from Payoffs

B.1 Deriving the Administrator’s Utility function

The administrator’s utility is intended to represent its expected payoffs. Thus in this section we will
show that E[UA(a(s),m)] = UA(π,σ), where the randomness is taken over the recipient’s signaling
strategy, their type and the administrator’s audit strategy. To this end, it is sufficient to show that

UA(a(s),m) = −f(s) + a(s)
(
−c+max(f(s)− f(m), 0) + I[s ̸=m]k

)
, (12)

since taking expectation on both sides gives the desired result (since the expectation of a(s) is
σ(s)). We proceed by considering 3 different cases.

Case 1: If the administrator does not audit, then a(s) = 0. Hence,

−f(s) + a(s)
(
−c+max(f(s)− f(m), 0) + I[s ̸=m]k

)
= −f(s).

Case 2: If the administrator conducts an audit, and the recipient is signalling truthfully, then
a(s) = 1 and s = m. Hence,

−f(s) + a(s)
(
−c+max(f(s)− f(m), 0) + I[s ̸=m]k

)
= −c− f(s) = −c− f(m).

Case 3: If the administrator conducts an audit, and the recipient is signalling untruthfully, then
a(s) = 1 and s ̸= m. If f(s) > f(m), we have:

−f(s) + a(s)
(
−c+max(f(s)− f(m), 0) + I[s ̸=m]k

)
= −f(s) + (−c+ f(s)− f(m) + k)

= k − c− f(m).

If instead f(s) < f(m), we have

−f(s) + a(s)
(
−c+max(f(s)− f(m), 0) + I[s ̸=m]k

)
= −f(s) + (−c+ k)

= k − c− f(s).

Hence in either situation we have −f(s) + a(s)
(
−c+max(f(s)− f(m), 0) + I[s ̸=m]k

)
= k − c −

min(f(s), f(m)).

Comparing the outcomes of the three cases with the definition of UA(a(s),m) from (2), we see that
(12) holds, and thus E[UA(a(s),m)] = UA(π,σ).

B.2 Deriving the Recipient’s Utility function

The recipient’s utility is intended to represent its expected payoffs. Thus in this section we will
show that E[U(a(s),m)] = UR(π,σ), where the randomness is taken over the recipient’s signaling
strategy, their type and the administrator’s audit strategy. This derivation follows very similarly
to that of Section B.1. To this end, it is sufficient to show that

U(a(s),m) = f(s) + a(s)
(
min(f(m)− f(s), 0)− I[s̸=m]k

)
, (13)
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since taking expectation on both sides gives the desired result (since the expectation of a(s) is
σ(s)). We proceed by considering 3 different cases.

Case 1: If the administrator does not audit, then a(s) = 0. Hence,

f(s) + a(s)
(
min(f(m)− f(s), 0)− I[s ̸=m]k

)
= f(s).

Case 2: If the administrator conducts an audit, and the recipient is signalling truthfully, then
a(s) = 1 and s = m. Hence,

f(s) + a(s)
(
min(f(m)− f(s), 0)− I[s ̸=m]k

)
= f(s) = f(m).

Case 3: If the administrator conducts an audit, and the recipient is signalling untruthfully, then
a(s) = 1 and s ̸= m. If f(s) > f(m), we have:

f(s) + a(s)
(
min(f(m)− f(s), 0)− I[s ̸=m]k

)
= f(s) + (f(m)− f(s)− k)

= f(m)− k.

If instead f(s) < f(m), we have

f(s) + a(s)
(
min(f(m)− f(s), 0)− I[s̸=m]k

)
= f(s)− k.

Hence in either situation we have f(s)+a(s)
(
min(f(m)− f(s), 0)− I[s ̸=m]k

)
= min(f(s), f(m))−k.

Comparing the outcomes of the three cases with the definition of U(a(s),m) from (3), we see that
(13) holds, and thus E[U(a(s),m)] = UR(π,σ).

C Non-equivalence of Signaling Game and Bayesian Persuasion
Equilibria

In this section we will show that there are some signaling game equilibria that are not Bayesian
persuasion equilibria for the audit game.

Consider a setting with three user types S = {x, y, z} with f(z) = f(y)+∆f, f(y) = f(x)+∆f
for some positive value ∆f . Furthermore, qx = qy = qz = 1/3. There are 4 players in this game:
the administrator, type x users, type y users, and type z users. We will also require that ∆f ≥ 2c.
As a reminder, we consider the setting where k ≥ c.

Consider the following signaling strategy profile4 (πx,πy,πz,σπ) defined by

πx(x) =
∆f + k − 2c

∆f + k − c
, πx(y) =

c

∆f + k − c
, πx(z) = 0.

πy(x) = 0, πy(y) =
∆f + k − 2c

∆f + k − c
, πy(z) =

c

∆f + k − c
.

πz(x) = 0, πz(y) = 0, πz(z) = 1.

4where πu(v) := P(m = v|s = u)
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As a reminder, σπ is the administrator’s best response to the users’ signaling strategies as defined
in (7). We will first show that (πx,πy,πz,σπ) is a signaling game equilibrium for the audit game.
Let σ0 denote the administrator strategy that does not audit any of the signals.

By Bayes Rule, we have

P(m = x|s = z) = 0, P(m = y|s = z) =
c

∆f + k
, P(m = z|s = z) =

∆f + k − c

∆f + k
,

P(m = x|s = y) =
c

∆f + k
, P(m = y|s = y) =

∆f + k − c

∆f + k
, P(m = z|s = y) = 0,

Hence ∑
m ̸=z

P(m|s = z)
(
(f(z)− f(m))+ + k

)
= P(m = y|s = z)(∆f + k) = c,

∑
m ̸=y

P(m|s = y)
(
(f(y)− f(m))+ + k

)
= P(m = x|s = y)(∆f + k) = c.

Thus according to (7), the administrator’s best response to (πx,πy,πz) is to not audit any of the
signals.

For users of type z, signalling anything other than z will result in the same or smaller payoff, so
πz is optimal given the strategies of other players (πx,πy,σπ).

For users of type y, increasing πy(x) leads to lower payoff (you are better off giving this probability
to πy(y) instead, as reporting y gives both higher payoff and cannot be punished by an audit as it is
a truthful signal). Thus we will focus on the setting where πy(x) = 0. Given that the administrator
is not auditing any signals, a user of type y has an expected payoff of (1−πy(z))f(y)+πy(z)f(z) =
f(y) + πy(z)∆f . Hence choosing πy(z) < c

∆f+k−c decreases the expected utility. On the other
hand, for any πy(z) >

c
∆f+k−c we have∑

m̸=z

P(m|s = z)
(
(f(z)− f(m))+ + k

)
> c,

meaning that the administrator will now audit whenever receiving the signal z. Hence, in this
case the expected utility is (1− πy(z))f(y) + πy(z)(f(y)− k) = f(y)− πy(z)k, which is less than
what the user gets for choosing πy(z) =

c
∆f+k−c . Hence πy is optimal given the strategies of other

players (πx,πz,σπ).

For users of type x, given that the administrator does not audit any signals, the expected payoff is
πx(x)f(x) +πx(y)f(y) +πx(z)f(z) = f(x) +πx(y)∆f +πx(z)2∆f . By construction, πx(y),πx(z)
are the largest possible values, given the strategies of the other user types, so that the administrator
will not audit any of the signals. Hence πx has better utility than any other strategy for which the
administrator’s best response conducts no audits.

To address the remaining strategies, consider (px, py, pz) for which the administrator audits
signal y but not z. The expected utility of this strategy is then pxf(x) + py(f(x) − k) + pzf(z).
This strategy is inferior to the strategy (px + py, 0, pz) which has an expected utility of (px +
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py)f(x) + pzf(z). Note that when the user plays (px + py, 0, pz), the administrator does not audit
any of the signals, meaning (px + py, 0, pz) is inferior to πx. Hence (px, py, pz) is inferior to πx. An
analogous argument shows that all strategies for which the administrator audits signal z and/or
y must also be inferior to πx. Hence πx is optimal given the strategies of other players (πy,πz,σπ).

We have shown that (πx,πy,πz,σ0) is a signaling game equilibrium in the audit game. However,
this is not a Bayesian persuasion equilibrium because the following signaling strategy has higher
excess payments (i.e., a coordinated deviation by all user types can increase the average utility of
players):

π′
x(x) = 1− c

∆f + k − c
− c

2∆f + k − c
, π′

x(y) =
c

∆f + k − c
, π′

x(z) =
c

2∆f + k − c
,

π′
y(x) = 0, π′

y(y) = 1, π′
y(z) = 0,

π′
z(x) = 0, π′

z(y) = 0, π′
z(z) = 1.

The excess payments under (πx,πy,πz) is:

qxP(s = y|m = x)∆f + qyP(s = z|m = y)∆f =
2c∆f

3(∆f + k − c)
.

However, the excess payments under (π′
x,π

′
y,π

′
z) is larger:

qxP(s = y|m = x)∆f + qxP(s = z|m = x)2∆f =
c∆f

3(∆f + k − c)
+

c2∆f

3(2∆f + k − c)
.

D Additional Theoretical Analyses and Results

D.1 Uniqueness of Equilibria for |S| = 2

Let S = {L,H} where L,H represent the low and high types respectively with f(H) > f(L)
and ∆fmax = f(H) − f(L). Let qL, qH denote the probabilities that a recipient has type L,H
respectively.

We prove this result by using Lemma 4 and Lemma 6. Consider the user strategy defined in
Lemma 6:

π′(s = H|m = L) := min

(
1,

qHc

qL(k − c+∆fmax)

)
,

π′(s = H|m = H) := 1.

Let Π be the set of no-audit strategies for the user, i.e., user strategies for which the adminis-
trator’s best response is to never audit, meaning σ(H) = σ(L) = 0

By construction of π′, the administrator’s best response to π′ is σ(H) = σ(L) = 0, and the
administrator cannot improve its utility by unilaterally changing its strategy.

On the other hand, choosing any other strategy will lead to a strictly lower utility for the user.

If π(s = H|m = L) < min
(
1, qHc

qL(k−c+∆fmax)

)
, then by Lemma 6, a unilateral switch from π to π′
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strictly increases the user’s utility. On the other hand if π(s = H|m = L) > min
(
1, qHc

qL(k−c+∆fmax)

)
,

then σ(H) = 1, and by Lemma 4, changing π(s = H|m = L) to 0 strictly increases the user’s utility.
For the strategy profile (π′,σ ≡ 0), neither player can improve their utility via unilateral

deviation, thus this strategy profile is an equilibrium. Furthermore, for any other user strategy
π, the user can improve its utility via unilateral deviation. Therefore (π′,σ ≡ 0) is the unique
equilibrium.

D.2 Existence of Equilibria when |S| = 2 Regardless of Budget B

Let S = {L,H} where L,H represent the low and high types respectively with f(H) > f(L)
and ∆fmax = f(H) − f(L). Let qL, qH denote the probabilities that a recipient has type L,H
respectively.

Using Lemma 4 from Appendix A.8, the expected utility of any user action π is given by

Em∼q,s∼π(·|m)

[
U i(σ(s),m)

]
= qLf(L) + qHf(H) + qLπ(s = H|m = L)(∆fmax − σ(H)(k +∆fmax))

Note that for a fixed value of σ∗(H), the expected utility is an affine function of π(s = H|m =
L). Furthermore, according to Lemma 5,

σ(H) =

{
0 if π(s = H|m = L) ≤ qHc

qL(k−c+∆fmax)
B
c otherwise.

Hence the optimal value of Em∼q,s∼π(·|m)

[
U i(σ(s),m)

]
must be attained at π(s = H|m = L) ∈

{0, qHc
qL(k−c+∆fmax)

, 1}.
We discuss at the beginning of Appendix A.8 why π(s = H|m = H) = 1 is a dominant

strategy for the user. As a consequence, σ(L) = 0 will always hold at an equilibrium. As for
π(s = H|m = L) and σ(H), there are two cases to consider:

If B ≤ c
∆fmax

(
1−min{ qHc

qL(k−c+∆fmax)
,1}
)

k+∆fmax
, then π(s = H|m = L) = 1 is optimal, and thus it and

its best response σ(H) = B/c is an equilibrium.

If B > c
∆fmax

(
1−min{ qHc

qL(k−c+∆fmax)
,1}
)

k+∆fmax
, then π(s = H|m = L) = qHc

qL(k−c+∆fmax)
is optimal, and

thus it and its best response σ(H) = 0 is an equilibrium.

D.3 Generalization of Theorem 6 to Multiple-User Setting

Let q1, q2, ..., qn be the marginal distribution of the n users’ types, and let π1, ...,πn denote equi-
librium actions of the n players, i.e., the solutions to (8)-(9). We use (si,mi) ∼ πi to represent
sampling si,mi from their joint distribution by first sampling mi from qi, and then sampling si
from πi(·|mi).

In such a setting, if

k ≥ ∆fmax

(
c∑n

i=1maxs′ f(s′)− E(s,m)∼πi
[f(s)]

− 1

)
,
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then by the same reasoning as Theorem 6, we have

B ≤
n∑

i=1

max
s′

f(s′)− E(s,m)∼πi
[f(s)],

meaning that

CAudit := Budget + Excess Payments

≤
n∑

i=1

max
s′

f(s′)− E(s,m)∼πi
[f(s)] +

n∑
i=1

E(s,m)∼πi
[f(s)]− Em∼qi [f(m)]

=

n∑
i=1

max
s′

f(s′)− Em∼qi [f(m)]

= CNo Audit.
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D.4 User utility in the unbudgeted two type audit game

Figure 3: User utility UR in a two type setting S = {L,H} with f(H)− f(L) = ∆f ≥ 0. The plot
is made assuming that (a) users of type H will always signal truthfully, since this is a dominant
strategy and (b) the administrator is always playing a best response according to (7). Under these
assumptions, the user strategy is entirely determined by the misreporting probability π(s = H|m =
L). We analyze the plot by looking at three different regimes: regime 1 is [0, qHqL

c
∆f+k−c), regime

2 is (qHqL
c

∆f+k−c , 1] and regime 3 is when π(s = H|m = L) = qH
qL

c
∆f+k−c . Regime 1 corresponds

to the case where σ(H) = 0 is the administrator’s unique best response. In the absence of an
audit, UR is an increasing function of the misreporting probability. Regime 2 corresponds to the
case where σ(H) = 1 is the administrator’s unique best response. In this regime, UR is decreasing,
since a higher misreporting probability increases the probability of getting caught and paying the
fine. In regime 3 the administrator is indifferent between auditing and not auditing, and hence any
σ(H) ∈ [0, 1] is a best response. In terms of the user utility, UR interpolates from the blue point
to the red point along the dashed line as σ(H) varies from 0 to 1. Importantly, this figure shows
that UR has a maximum if and only if σ(H) is chosen to be 0 in regime 3. As a consequence, this
says that the game has an equilibrium if and only if the administrator plays σ(H) = 0 in regime 3.
Fortunately, despite equilibria not existing when σ(H) > 0 in regime 3, we still have ϵ-equilibria
for any ϵ ≥ 0 by choosing π(s = H|m = L) ∈ [qHqL

c
∆f+k−c −

ϵ
qL∆f ,

qH
qL

c
∆f+k−c).
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E Additional Numerical Results

In this section, we depict the variation in the maximum misreporting probability of users for
different ranges of the audit fine k and audit cost c for the model parameters presented in Section 6.3
for three different values of qmin ∈ {0.25, 0.5, 0.75} in Figure 4. In particular, we let the audit
fine k vary in $100 increments between $100 to $1000 and the audit cost c vary between $25 to
$50 and observe from Figure 4 that as the audit fine increases and the audit cost reduces, the
maximum misreporting probability also reduces (see Corollary 1). Furthermore, we observe that
the misreporting probability of users increases as qmin decreases, which follows as the administrator
is less likely to conduct audits when a larger proportion of the population are of the high type,
which enables lower type users to misreport more when qmin is small.
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Figure 4: Variation in the maximum misreporting probability of users for a range of audit fines k and audit costs

c for three different values of qmin.

F Black Market Fraud

In this section, we describe how digital signature schemes can be used in artificial currency systems
to prevent the exchange of artificial currency for money, thereby preventing black market fraud.
To this end, we first describe the mathematical properties of digital signatures and refer the read-
ers to chapter 13 of [BS20] for additional details. Then, we show how digital signatures can be
used to create artificial currency systems where users cannot purchase others’ credits with money.
The digital signatures also provide a principled defense against double-spending and counterfeit at-
tempts, which are important challenges facing existing credit systems [Whi23, Gre23] for tracking
greenhouse emissions.

As a reminder, artificial currency systems often give rise to black markets which facilitate the
following two types of exchange: (a) artificial currency can be directly exchanged for money, or (b)
artificial currency is first exchanged for goods, which are then exchanged for money. The existence
of such markets will bias the allocation of goods toward high income individuals, thus undermining
the desired equity properties of the artificial currency system.

We focus our discussion on preventing type (a) exchanges since this is sufficient to prevent
formation of black markets if the artificial currency is only exchangeable for transient goods. By
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transient, we mean that the goods that must be either immediately consumed or discarded forever
(e.g., food banks serving thanksgiving dinner, and federal transit benefits under sufficient super-
vision. See Appendix G for more details). In particular, transient goods cannot be re-sold once
they are obtained, preventing type (b) exchange. However, if the goods are non-transient, there is
nothing preventing a recipient from exchanging their artificial currency for goods, and then selling
the goods for money, and we defer a deeper exploration of this setting to future research.

F.1 Digital Signature Schemes

A digital signature scheme is a mathematical object that allows users to endorse (i.e., sign) messages
in an unforgable way. In a digital signature scheme, each participant has two keys: a secret key
and a public key. As the names suggest, the value of the secret key should only be known by its
owner, and the value of the public key is known to all participants. The secret key serves as the
participant’s digital identity that it can use to sign messages. The public key serves as a mailbox
or address that can be used to verify the validity of signatures.

Mathematically, a digital signature scheme is a tuple (gen, sign, verify). gen is a randomized
function which outputs valid a secret key and public key pair (sk,pk) that satisfy certain mathe-
matical relationships. Users obtain their credentials by running this gen function. The probability
that gen produces any key pair is very low, which is important to ensure that no two users have
the same secret keys. sign is a randomized function used to sign messages. Given a message θ,
a user with keys (sk, pk) can sign θ by evaluating σ := sign(sk, θ). The verify function is used to
verify the legitimacy of signatures. Namely, given a message m and a signature σ, verify(pk, θ, σ)
will evaluate to 1 if σ is a possible output to the randomized function sign(sk, θ), where sk is the
secret key corresponding to pk. Otherwise verify(pk, θ, σ) = 0.

Digital signature schemes that are used in practice have two additional properties:
Correctness: For a key pair (sk,pk) produced by gen, signatures produced by sk will be accepted
by the verify(pk, ·) function with high probability. Namely, for any m and any valid key pair
(sk, pk), P [verify(pk, θ, sign(sk, θ))] ≈ 1.
Security: It is hard to forge a valid signature for a public key pk without knowledge of the
corresponding secret key sk. Namely, for any valid key pair (sk, pk) and any message m that has
never been signed by sk, it is computationally infeasible to find σ′ satisfying P[verify(pk, θ, σ′) =
1] > 0.01 without knowledge of sk.

We refer the readers to Appendix G and [BS20] for more details on secure digital signature
schemes.

F.2 An artificial currency system with digital signatures

We now present an artificial currency which uses a secure digital signature scheme during the
minting and spending of currency to prevent the exchange of the currency for money. First, we
introduce an assumption on the value of identity which we will need for our scheme. We then sketch
the key ideas, after which we describe the cryptographic setup, minting, and spending procedures.

Assumption 1. No person would willingly give away their identity (including ownership rights to
all of their possessions and credentials) regardless of what is being offered in return.

Assumption 1 is reasonable, as people do not often share their passwords or social security
numbers with others, and identity theft can be charged as a felony in the United States.
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Key Ideas: At a high level, each unit of artificial currency (e.g., coin) contains (a) a signature
from the administrator and (b) a public key. The former ensures that any user can check the
validity of the coin, i.e., that it was minted by the administrator and is not a counterfeit coin. The
latter ensures that the only person who can spend the coin is the one who owns the secret key
corresponding to the public key specified in the coin. Since a person’s secret key is their digtial
identity, no one is willing to reveal their secret key to anyone else under Assumption 1. Thus, in
order to use someone else’s coin, one must know that person’s secret key. However, because no
one is willing to reveal their secret key, there is no incentive for one person to try buying another
person’s coins, thereby eliminating black markets for the artificial currency.

Cryptographic Setup: Let (gen, sign, verify) be a digital signature scheme that satisfies the
correctness and security properties. The administrator has a key pair (sk∗, pk∗) and each of the n
users have a key pair {(ski,pki)}ni=1. ski is the digital representation of user i’s identity, and under
Assumption 1, user i is not willing to share this with anyone else for any reason. Each person
knows everyone else’s public key. Only the administrator knows sk∗ and only the i’th user knows
ski. All key pairs are obtained by running the gen function.

Minting Artificial Currency: To issue one unit of artificial currency (i.e., a coin) to the
i’th user, the administrator first constructs the coin’s metadata θ. θ is a tuple that must contain
a unique coin number to distinguish it from other coins issued to user i. It can also include
other information, like the timeframe for which the coin is valid. The full coin is then the tuple
(pki, θ, τ

∗(pki, θ)), where τ∗(pki, θ) = sign(sk∗, (pki, θ)) is a signature on (pki, θ) created by the
administrator’s secret key. Any user can thus check the validity of the coin by checking whether
verify(pk∗, (pki, θ), τ

∗(pki, θ)) evaluates to 1 or not. Because the signature scheme is secure, only
the administrator can create coins that pass the validity check, and therefore creating counterfeit
coins is not computationally feasible in this system.

Spending Artificial Currency: When user i wants to spend its artificial currency to receive
goods from the administrator, user i and the administrator first construct a raw receipt r0. This raw
receipt contains a description of the goods being purchased, the price (in artificial currency) and
a list of coins to be spent for the purchase. The administrator then sends a large random number
Z to the user. User i will sign the tuple (r0, Z), i.e., compute τi := sign(ski, (r0, Z)) and give the
full receipt, r := (r0, Z, τi) to the administrator. The administrator approves the transaction if and
only if (a) the public key listed on each of the coins in r0 match the public key of user i, (b) none of
the coins listed in r0 appear in any previously approved receipt, and (c) verify(pki, (r0, Z), τi) = 1.
If r is approved, it is added to the administrator’s database of approved receipts, thus preventing
any of the coins listed in r0 from ever being spent a second time. By design, a receipt r will be
approved only if all coins listed in r0 have the same public key pki, and τi is a valid signature on
(r0, Z) with respect to pki. Because the digital signature scheme is secure, only user i can use a
coin which contains pki, and any coin can be used only once.

G Additional Details on Black Markets for Artificial Currency

G.1 Discussion on transient goods

Transient goods are goods which, upon purchase, must be either immediately consumed or discarded
forever. In particular, the goods cannot be traded or sold in an after-market. In practice, transience
is often enforced by supervision or surveillance, as is the case for Thanksgiving food banks and
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federal transit benefits, which we will elaborate on in the following paragraphs.
During Thanksgiving, many food banks offer free meals for those in need. In pre-pandemic

settings, these meals are typically consumed at the food bank. The volunteers at the food banks
verify the identities of those who enter, and act as supervisors preventing entry of ineligible users
and preventing anyone from taking large volumes of food out of the food bank. These properties
make such Thanksgiving dinners transient. Because ineligible users are now allowed entry, and the
food must be consumed at the food bank, it cannot be taken out and sold in an after-market.

Federal transit benefits programs provide affordable transit to eligible users. Such goods are
transient provided (a) the screening process is sufficiently thorough so that ineligible users do not
gain access to benefits, and (b) there is sufficient supervision at public transit centers (workers who
monitor the ticket machines and the turnstiles) to prevent an eligible user’s benefits from being
used by an ineligible user.

G.2 Additional Details on Signature Schemes

Mathematically, a digital signature scheme is a tuple (λ, gen,M,A,B,Σ, sign, verify) where

1. λ ∈ Z+ is a security parameter, where larger values correspond to stronger security.

2. M,A,B,Σ are the domains of messages, secret keys, public keys and signatures respectively.

3. gen is a randomized function which outputs valid a secret key and public key pair (sk,pk).
The runtime of gen must be polynomial in λ. For any valid key pair (sk,pk), the probability
that gen outputs (sk,pk) must be upper bounded by 2−λ.

4. sign : A × M → Σ is a function that uses a secret key to create a signature on a message.
The runtime of sign must be polynomial in λ.

5. verify : B × M × Σ → {0, 1} is a function that uses a public key to determine whether a
signature on a message is valid. The runtime of verify must be polynomial in λ.

If a user whose secret and public key pair is (sk, pk) wants to sign a message θ (to show
endorsement of the data contained within θ), they evaluate the sign function with their secret key
sk and the message θ as input to produce a signature τ ∼ sign(pk, θ), which means we sample τ
from the distribution specified by sign(pk, θ). Then, any observer can check the validity of τ by
evaluating the verify function, i.e., compute verify(pk, θ, τ) and check if the result is 1.

Digital signature schemes that are used in practice have two additional properties:

Correctness: For a key pair (sk,pk) produced by gen, signatures produced by sk will be accepted
by the verify(pk, ·) function with high probability. Mathematically, this means that for every
message θ ∈ M,

P (verify(pk, θ, sign(sk, θ)) = 1) ≥ 1− 2−λ.

Security: It is hard to forge a valid signature for a public key pk without knowledge of the
corresponding secret key sk. Concretely, consider the following game between Alice and Bob:

1. Alice uses gen to create a key pair (sk,pk). She reveals pk to Bob.
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2. Bob picks k messages {θi}ki=1 and sends them to Alice, where k ≤ c0λ
c1 for some constants

c0, c1. Alice responds with signatures {τi}ki=1 where τi ∼ sign(sk, θi).

3. Given the signatures received from Alice, Bob picks a new message θ ̸∈ {mi}τi=1 and tries to
forge a signature τ for θ.

Bob wins the game if verify(pk, θ, τ) = 1. A signature scheme is secure if the probability of Bob
winning the game is sufficiently low:

P (verify(pk, θ, τ) = 1) ≤ ε(λ)

where ε is a non-negative decreasing function (which depends on c0, c1) where limλ→∞ λcε(λ) = 0
for all c > 0, i.e., it is a function decaying faster than any polynomial.
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