CHAPTER 2

Dynamic Interaction and the
Extensive Form Game

The Extensive Form Game and Backwards Induction

In the last chapter we focused on the normal form game, which con-
tains three elements—the players, the strategy space for each player,
and the payoffs of each player for each combination of strategies. In
this chapter, we examine the extensive form game, which models explic-
itly the actions that the players take, the sequence in which they take
them, and the information they have when they take these actions. Be-
cause of its emphasis on actions, the sequence in which those actions
are taken, and the information available to the players at each move,
the extensive form game is often the appropriate way to model interac-
tions between parties that take place over time.

We begin by using the extensive form game to model a simple debt
contract. We go on to examine the problem of market preemption and
strategic commitment in antitrust and then the problem of breach of
warranty and mitigation in contract law. We use these examples once
again to show how problems of strategic behavior can be captured in
formal models and to introduce two new solution concepts—backwards
induction and subgame perfection—that are central to the solution of
games in which each player takes actions based on what the other
player does. The incentives of the lender and the borrower in a straight-
forward debt contract illustrate the kind of problem we face.

Lender and Debtor consider the following bargain. Lender gives $10
to Debtor and Debtor promises to pay Lender back in a year’s time.
The trade is mutually beneficial. Lender has tHe capital and Debtor has
the ability to use it productively. If all goes as planned, Debtor will
use the loan to generate additional wealth and will be able to repay
Lender in full, with interest. In Chapter 7, we shall examine the class
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choose an action. Branches leading away from this node once again
identify the different actions that are available to a player.

For the kinds of problems that are of interest to us, extensive form
games are typically the best vehicles for examining interactions that
take place over time, and normal form games are the best for problems
of simultaneous decisionmaking. We should note, however, that any
problem of strategic behavior can be set out in either form. For exam-
ple, problems of simultaneous decisionmaking can be captured as
extensive form games. The extensive game shows players moving in
sequence. We can, however, treat a case in which players move si-
multaneously in the same way we treat problems in which one player
moves after another, but moves without knowledge of what the other
player has done.

Figure 2.1 is an extensive form representation of the normal form
game that we saw in Figure 1.1. This is the game between the motorist
and the pedestrian in which the pedestrian has no right to recover dam-
ages from the motorist in the event of an accident. In the extensive form
of this game, the players are again the motorist and the pedestrian. The
motorist makes the first move, choosing between two actions—either
exercising no care or exercising due care. The pedestrian moves second,
again deciding whether to take due care or not. The pedestrian is at
either of two nodes, the node that arises after the motorist takes no
care, or the one after the motorist takes due care. The pedestrian, how-
ever, does not know the course of the game up until this point.

We show that the pedestrian cannot distinguish between these two
nodes by connecting them with a dotted line. By seeing which nodes
are connected in this way, we can determine what each player knows
about the actions of the other player at the time that player must move.

Motorist

No Care Due Care

—————— Pedestrian
No Care Due Care No Care Due Care
L ] @ ® < ®
(0, -100) (0,-110)  (-10, -100) (-10, -20)

Figure 2.1 Regime of no liability (extensive form).
Payoffs: Motorist, Pedestrian.
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time. In this game, Lender and Debtor are the players. Lender and
Debtor must each choose between one of two actions. (For Lender, the
strategies are “Lend’” and “Don’t lend.” For Debtor, the two strategies
are “Pay back if Lender lends”” and “Don’t pay back if Lender lends.”)
The problems in this game arise because the parties move in sequence.

The extensive form represented in Figure 2.2a models the game be-
tween Lender and Debtor when Lender has no ability to sue Debtor
or to use any other mechanism to control Debtor’s postborrowing in-
centives. In this game, Debtor asks to borrow $100, promising to pay
Lender $105 in a year’s time. Lender moves first and decides whether
to make the loan. If Lender does not make the loan, both parties receive
a payoff of $0. If Lender does make the loan, the money can be used
in Debtor’s business and Debtor can earn $110 over the course of the
year. At this point, Debtor must decide whether to pay Lender back.
If Debtor repays Lender, both will enjoy a payoff of $5. (Lender will
enjoy $5 in interest on the loan and Debtor will enjoy the profits that
remain.) If Lender makes the loan and Debtor defaults, however,
Lender loses $100 and Debtor gains $110.

It is in the joint interest of the parties that the loan be made, because
when the loan is made, the parties enjoy a joint payoff of $10 rather
than $0. We can see that, however, if each party acts out of self-interest,
the loan will not be made and a mutually beneficial trade will not take

place. This conclusion is immediately self-evident in a case such as this, °

but the process that we use here, backwards induction, can be used in
more complicated cases as well.

We start by focusing on the reasoning process of Lender, the player
who makes the first move. Lender will determine what Debtor will
do when given the move and then reason backwards before deciding

Lender does not Lender makes loan

make loan

®
(0,0) Debtor Debtor repays
defaults

® ®
(-100, 110) G,5)

Figure 2.2a Lending without legal enforcement of debt contracts.
Payoffs: Lender, Debtor.

Figure 2.2b
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Lender does not Lender makes loan
make loan

@
(,0) Debtor Debtor repays
defaults

® @
(57 —5) (Sy 5)

Figure 2.3 Lending with legal enforcement of debt contracts.
Payoffs: Lender, Debtor.

making the loan in the first instance. By changing the payoff to Debtor
in the event of default from a gain of $110 to a loss of $5, the game
becomes one in which Debtor is led by self-interest to repay the loan,
and, more important, Lender is led by self-interest to make the loan in
the first place.

This example illustrates why it might be in the interests of both par-
ties to allow one to call upon the state to enforce a promise that the
other made. It does not, however, tell us that contract law should apply
to all agreements; nor does it say anything about the content of contract
law. Indeed, it suggests that contract law should be largely an empty
vessel. Parties need to be able to ensure that a person who is the victim
of a breach has the right to obtain a legally enforceable order that re-
quires the other to pay damages. This ability gives the parties the
power at the start of their interaction to alter payoffs arising from par-
ticular strategy combinations and to ensure that both parties adopt
those strategies that work to their mutual benefit. ‘

Every trade is different, and the constraints that work on parties out-
side the law are different as well. As long as the agreement between
two parties imposes no costs on anyone else, contract law may work
best if it simply gives the players the license to perturb the payoffs in
a way that advances their mutual interest. Any other method of enforc-
ing contracts may not change the payoffs in a way that guarantees that
each party looks out for the interest of the other.

A law that gives Lender the ability to.call upon the state to enforce
its claim provides parties with a way of transforming a game with a
suboptimal equilibrium into another game with an optimal equilib-
rium. It is important, of course, not to overstate the point, and there
are many qualifications that we should make. Most obviously, to say
that legally enforceable contracts facilitate mutually beneficial trade is
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panding capacity itself could be an ““unfair method of competition.”
Instead of looking at DuPont and the worldwide market for titanium
dioxide, we shall look at a problem involving a firm with market power
in a small region. Assume that in a small town there is only one cement
plant, which we shall call “Incumbent.” Trucking in cement from a
more distant town is not practicable. For this reason, Incumbent can
charge higher prices than cement plants in towns that face competition.
Incumbent is very successful and earns profits of $25 per month. In-
cumbent has the option of expanding its plant by purchasing land adja-
cent to it.

Another firm, which we shall call “Entrant,” owns land in the town.
It must decide between building a competing cement plant or a com-
pletely unrelated manufacturing plant that will have no effect on the
market for cement. We want to know whether Incumbent will expand
its cement plant and whether Entrant will build a second cement plant
or a manufacturing plant. The benefits each enjoys from either course
of action, of course, depend on what the other does.

We shall attach payoffs to the four possible combinations of deci-
sions by Entrant and Incumbent respectively: (manufacturing, ex-
pand); (manufacturing, maintain current size); (cement, expand); and
(cement, maintain current size). Entrant earns $10 if it opens the manu-
facturing plant. This amount remains constant no matter what Incum-
bent does. The amount that Entrant earns from opening a second
cement plant in town, however, does turn on whether Incumbent ex-
pands. Entrant earns $15 if Incumbent maintains its old size, but it
earns only $5 if Incumbent expands. The profits are much smaller
if Incumbent expands because Entrant will have to cut its prices to
compete.

Incumbent’s payoffs depend on Entrant’s decision. If Entrant does
not build a competing plant, Incumbent earns only $25 if it maintains
its current size, but $30 if it expands. If Entrant opens a cement busi-
ness, Incumbent is better off at its current size, where it earns $10,
rather than expanding, in which case it earns only $5. In the latter case,
not only does Incumbent have a smaller share of the market, but it also
incurs the costs of maintaining a larger plant.

So far we have said nothing about the timing of the decisions. As-
sume that Incumbent cannot make its chdice until after Entrant,
perhaps because it will take several months to acquire the necessary
permits. We can now represent the game by the extensive form in
Figure 2.4. '

It is easy to use backwards induction to solve this game. When In-
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Incumbent Incumbent
expands maintains

Entrant opens Mfg. Entrant enters
manufacturing S\ Gement cement business
®

® ([ ] @
(30, 10) (5,5) (25, 10) (10, 15)

Figure 2.5 Incumbent moves first. Payoffs: Incumbent, Entrant.

this game. Incumbent would be better off moving first and therefore
will be willing to spend resources to do so.

We shall soon explore how Incumbent might accelerate its decision,
but for now let us just assume that Incumbent moves before Entrant.
The extensive form of this game is depicted in Figure 2.5. By conven-
tion, the payoffs are written in the order in which the players move.
Hence, in this game, the payoffs to Incumbent are set out first.

We can use backwards induction to solve this game. If Incumbent
chooses to expand its plant, Entrant will enter the manufacturing
business (10 > 5), whereas if Incumbent chooses to keep its cement
plant at its current size, Entrant will open a competing cement plant
(15 > 10). Incumbent will therefore choose to expand because it pre-
dicts that Entrant will open a manufacturing plant in response. This
course gives Incumbent $30. By contrast, if Incumbent decided to main-
tain its plant at its current size, it would induce Entrant to open a new
cement plant, and it would then enjoy profits of only $10.

As the contrast between these two games suggests, a game’s likely
course of play is often determined by which party moves first. (In these
models, the player who moves first enjoys the advantage, although in
some strategic settings moving last is advantageous.) Incumbent there-
fore wants to commit itself to expanding before Entrant decides
whether to enter the cement business.

There are many ways of making such a commitment. Although the
adjacent land may not become available until much later, Incumbent
can contract to buy it now. It can sign conftacts for equipment for the
new plant, advertise the expansion to customers, and begin to hire and
train more employees. These strategies create commitment in two
ways. First, some of the policies move the timing forward so that In-
cumbent’s decision precedes Entrant’s. Expansion prior to when the
capacity is needed is known as market preemption. Second, some of these
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merely signed a contract to lease the space, for example, its costs would
be sunk, but someone else can use the space before Incumbent’s lease
begins to run. On the other hand, if Incumbent bought equipment for
the larger plant and kept it idle in storage for a time, resources would

. be wasted. In principle, everyone would be better off if somehow In-

" cumbent did not make such expenditures. To be sure, the money that

is being spent belongs to Incumbent, but the private gain to Incumbent

léxceeds the social gain from this investment. Incumbent is willing to
" make investments that bring a deadweight social loss as long as the

loss is less than the private benefit Incumbent enjoys from keeping En-

trant out of the market.
In the model, Incumbent and Entrant are both better off if one ex-
pands and the other enters a different business. The model, however,

" does not show us how this course of action affects consumers. It is

possible, for example, that people in the town are better served by one
large cement plant than by two smaller ones. The profits might be
larger with the expanded plant because of economies of scale, not be-

\icause of monopoly power. The prices may not be higher if there is only

one cement plant rather than two, given the amount of cement that
people in the town buy. Even if Incumbent expends resources ensuring

 this outcome, consumers as a group may not be worse off.

This model shows why DuPont had reason to commit itself to build-
ing capacity beyond its current needs. Once it had built the facilities

“needed to meet projected increases in demand for titanium dioxide, its

costs were sunk. If DuPont had not expanded early, other producers
might have entered the market. After they entered, it might not have

_then made sense for DuPont to expand. The company’s decision to

expand did not affect the strategies available to the other players. They
could build new plants if they wished, just as Entrant could still open
a second cement plant. By making its investments early, however, Du-
Pont changed the equilibrium strategies of the other players.

We can posit any number of steps that an incumbent might take—

v from signing a contract to buying equipment—for strategic advantage.

The extensive form game we have set out here shows how many kinds
of decisions can have strategic consequences. Even an act as simple as
buying new equipment may represent a waste of resources, decrease
consumer welfare, or both. Because merely changing the order of
moves in an extensive form game can lead to a different course of play,
any action that affects the sequence in which parties act can, in princi-
ple, have anticompetitive implications.

None of this, however, suggests that the scope of antitrust liability
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Assume that Lender must engage in extremely costly litigation in
the event that Debtor defaults on the loan. Lender will prevail in the
end, but the litigation will impose costs on Lender and Debtor of $125.
Hence, instead of both enjoying a $5 profit from the transaction, each
suffers a $120 loss in the event that Lender makes the loan, Debtor
defaults, and Lender sues. (The assumption that litigation costs can
exceed the stakes is not implausible, even with loans of substantial size.
Litigation is like a contest because the chances of success turn in some
measure on which party spends the most. Once one party spends
money on litigation, the other party has an incentive to respond by
spending a little bit more.) We illustrate this game in Figure 2.7.

We can solve the game in Figure 2.7 using backwards induction.
Lender decides whether to lend money by asking what course can be
taken after Debtor defaults. At this point, Lender does nothing. Lender
prefers a payoff of —$100toa payoff of —$120. Lender therefore infers
that Debtor defaults when the loan has been made because Debtor
knows that Lender will not sue after a default. Lender, believing that
Debtor will default when a loan is made, refuses to make the loan in
the first place.

We can also use the Nash equilibrium concept to solve this game. We
do this by again looking at possible strategy combinations and asking
whether each player is playing a best response given the strategy of
the other. Recall that a strategy for a player spells out what that player
does at each information set, even when it is an information set that
will not be reached because of an action which that player has taken
previously. In other words, even if Lender does not make the loan in

Lender does not Lender makes loan

make loan

[ ]
(0,0 Debtor

Debtor repays
defaults i
([ ]
L6559
Lender sues Lender does nothing

® ®
(-120,-120)  (-100, 110)

Figure 2.7 Debt contract with costly enforcement. Payoffs: Lender, Debtor.
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only if, at the time Lender decides whether to sue, suing brings greater
benefits to Lender than doing nothing. Any solution is suspect if it
rests, directly or indirectly, on the assumption that Lender would bring
a suit even though its costs would exceed the amount of the recovery.

We need a way to incorporate this idea into the Nash equilibrium
concept. To put our ambition in game-theoretic language, we need a
refinement of the Nash equilibrium solution concept so that we can
exclude strategy combinations that, even though they are Nash, make
implausible assumptions about the actions that the players would take,
but do not in fact take under the proposed equilibrium. These are ac-
tions that are off the equilibrium path. This refinement of the Nash solu-
tion concept is known as subgame perfection.

A Nash equilibrium is subgame perfect if the players’ strategies con-
stitute a Nash equilibrium in every subgame of a game. A subgame is
a move or a set of moves of an extensive form game that can be viewed
in isolation. More formally, a subgame of a game in the extensive form
is any part of a game that meets the following three conditions:

1. It begins at a decision node that is in an information set by
itself.

2. Tt includes all the decision nodes and terminal nodes that fol-
low it in the game and no others.

3. No nodes belong to an information set that includes nodes that
do not also follow the decision node that begins the subgame.

The game in Figure 2.7 has two subgames. The first begins with Debt-
or’s choice, the second with Lender’s decision to sue or not to sue. The
first subgame has two Nash equilibria. In the first, Debtor chooses to
repay the loan and Lender sues when Debtor defaults; in the second,
Debtor defaults and Lender does not sue. Focusing on this subgame
does not allow us to eliminate any of the Nash equilibria in the whole
game. But subgame perfection requires that the candidate solution be
Nash in every subgame, so consider the subgame that begins when
Lender chooses whether to sue. This subgame has only one Nash equi-
librium: Lender does not sue.

To be “subgame perfect,” a solution to the entire game set out in
Figure 2.7 must be one in which Lender never adopts a strategy in
which Lender would sue were Debtor to default. The proposed solu-
tion in which Lender makes the loan and Debtor repays it depends on
Lender’s suing if Debtor were to default. Hence, it cannot be a subgame
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it makes us confront the question of whether a threat is credible and,
if it is, why.

In the rest of this section, we show how subgame perfection illumi-
nates a problem in contract law that often arises when goods are sold
and then fail to work as expected. The buyer asserts that the seller
failed to deliver the goods that the seller promised. The seller, by con-
trast, will argue that the goods were as promised, but that the buyer
did not use them properly. Disputes arise because much depends on
both the seller and the buyer exercising care in making or using the
goods that may not be visible to the other unless there is expensive
litigation.

We can illustrate the problem by examining several variations on
General Foods v. Valley Lea Dairy, a commercial law dispute typical of
many that arise every year. In 1978, General Foods bought 40,000
pounds of dry milk from a dairy cooperative. The dairy delivered the
milk in 9 separate lots. Although it had no explicit contractual obliga-
tion to do so, General Foods tested each lot and found that 1 was con-
taminated with salmonella. This discovery led General Foods to retest
the 8 other lots. When no further evidence of salmonella was found,
it used them in its milk chocolate.

At this point, General Foods ran a third round of tests. Because the
milk was once again in liquid form, the test was more accurate than
the earlier ones. Before the results of this test were available, however,
General Foods sold the chocolate to several candy makers. The third
round of tests eventually revealed that the 8 lots were tainted. All the
candy made from the chocolate had to be destroyed. General Foods
reimbursed the buyers of the chocolate for the losses they suffered and
in turn demanded that the dairy make it whole. General Foods, how-
ever, was unsuccessful in its efforts to recover civil damages from the
dairy that had sold it the contaminated milk.2 Much in this case turned
on its peculiar facts. Our interest is in the general way in which this
problem should be approached.

When food products such as milk are sold, there is always the risk
that they are contaminated. The parties, however, want to confront the
danger that salmonella presents in a sensible way. The problem is simi-
Jar to the ones we examined in the last chapter. Each party should use
due care in manufacturing and processing the milk. The contract they
write should ensure that both parties have the incentive to test in a
way that is cost effective, and, when they do not reach an explicit agree-
ment, the gap-filling rules of contract law should try to give them the
right incentive. If the laws do not do this job, we run a risk analogous
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Processor decides on its tests. Even when there is no enforceable con-
tract between it and Processor, Dairy incurs some added costs from
using the cheaper test because of the loss to its reputation and potential
lawsuits from third parties. Whether these costs are worth incurring
turns on what kinds of tests Processor runs. As in the game in Fig-
ure 2.1, we draw a dashed line between the two possible decision nodes
of Processor because they are both in the same information set. At the
time when it must make its decision, Processor does not know whether
Dairy has used the high or the low test and hence does not know
~ whether it is at the decision node on the left or the right.

We cannot reason backwards move by move as we could in the
games involving Lender and Debtor. If Processor knew that it was at
the decision node that arises after Dairy decides to test high, it would
test medium. If Processor finds itself at the right node, however, the
outcome is different. If Dairy tests low, Processor is better off testing
high. We cannot reason backwards from Processor’s last move because
it depends on what Dairy did in its previous move.

We can, however, solve this game by a different kind of backwards
reasoning. We can isolate one part of the game—the subgame that be-
gins after Processor decides to have Dairy process the milk—and solve
it before solving the game as a whole. If we ignore Processor’s initial
move (the decision of whether to process its own milk or buy it from
the dairy), we have a game that can stand independently. The single
node at which Dairy must decide on the kind of test it wants to use
could be an initial node of a free-standing game. We can solve the
larger game by solving this subgame and, with that solution in hand,
use backwards induction to solve the game as a whole.

The subgame that begins with Dairy’s first move is one that we can
easily capture in the normal form, because, after that point, each player
must make its move without knowing what the other has done. We
can illustrate the normal form of this game with a three-by-two bi-
matrix, shown in Figure 2.8b.

There are two solution concepts that we can use to find the likely
course of play in this subgame. First, we can note that this subgame
has only one Nash equilibrium, the strategy combination in which
Dairy tests low and Processor tests high. If Dairy is going to test low,
Processor is better off testing high and enjoying a return of $2, rather
than testing medium or low and receiving a return of $0 or —$5. If
Processor is going to test high, Dairy, of course, has no incentive to
deviate either. It prefers receiving $5 from testing low to $4 from testing
high. This subgame has no other Nash equilibria.
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Dairy’s Level of Care
High Low

High| 6,4 5,2

Processor's Medium 218 |
are

Low 5,~2 ~2,-8

Figure 2.8c Sale with warranty (subgame; with contract).
Payoffs: Processor, Dairy.

the payoffs is to provide a schedule of damages that Dairy owes Proces-
sor when the milk proves to be tainted. Contract damages do not
change the joint payoffs, but they change the way they are distributed
between the parties. Contract damages work in the same way as tort
damages.

As we showed in the last chapter, there are many schedules of dam-
ages in a simultaneous move game that induce both parties to adopt
the course that is most mutually beneficial. One such schedule gives
us the subgame that begins after Processor decides to buy the milk,
under which Dairy must pay damages of $3 any time it tests low. The
payoff transformations brought about by this damages schedule are
shown in Figure 2.8c.

The unique Nash equilibrium of this subgame is one in which Pro-
cessor moves medium and Dairy moves high. When Dairy moves high,
Processor’s best response is to play medium and enjoy a payoff of $10,
rather than play either high or low and receive a payoff of $6 and $5
respectively. Dairy will test high if Processor tests medium, preferring
a payoff of $2 to a payoff of $1. Hence, this strategy combination is
Nash.

We can also check that no other combination is Nash. As noted, Pro-
cessor’s best response to Dairy’s strategy of high is medium. Any other
combination in which Dairy tests high cannot be a Nash equilibrium
because Processor’s strategy would not be a best response. If Dairy
plays low, Processor’s best response is high. The strategy combination
of high on the part of Processor and low on the part of Dairy is not
Nash because Dairy’s best response to Processor’s strategy of high is
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Nash equilibria in which the players behave rationally both on and off
the equilibrium path.

In this example, the parties wrote a contract that changed the payoffs
in three cells of the payoff bimatrix. Most contracts do not have elabo-
rate schedules of damages. Moreover, it is not possible for the back-
ground legal rule to provide such details for every possible commercial
transaction. As we saw in the last chapter, however, it is possible to
state in general terms obligations to pay damages that give everyone
the right incentives. For this reason, the parties may be able to write
a contract in which they adopt a general rule that transforms the payoff
structure in a way that ensures that both parties act with the interests
of the other in mind.

A crucial question—and one upon which we focus in the next two
chapters—is how to formulate a general rule that can work even in a
world in which information is hard to come by, both for the parties
and for the courts called upon to enforce the rule. In the game involving
Dairy and Processor, for example, we would want to explore whether
we could induce optimal behavior with a schedule of damages that
was tied to whether the milk was tainted, not to the kind of test that
Dairy ran. It is much easier for a court to determine the former than
the latter.

The problem that parties face when they enter into their initial con-
tract is similar to the one facing a lawmaker who is devising tort rules
and trying to minimize the social costs of accidents. If we make strong
assumptions about the rationality of the players and the information
available to both the players and the courts, many different rules are
possible that transform the payoff structure from what it would be if
the buyer had no cause of action against the seller and that also give
each party the right set of incentives. A lawmaker, however, needs to
design rules that handle those cases in which the parties do not explic-
itly take a particular contingency into account.

The Uniform Commercial Code governs a contract for the sale of
goods and applies to cases such as Valley Lea. Two of its provisions
(both of which the parties can waive if they choose) are relevant for
us. The first provision is the implied warranty of merchantability. A
merchant seller such as Dairy promises that its goods pass without
objection in the trade under the contract description. If they do not,
the seller must make the buyer whole. The second is the provision that
requires the buyer to mitigate losses. A seller is liable only for those
losses that ““could not reasonably be prevented.”> Under this rule,
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by the same amount that another player’s falls. Once again, legal rules
often ensured that the likely solution to the game was one that was in
the joint interests of the players by changing payoffs that were off the
equilibrium path. The dynamic character of these games, however, in-
troduced a new problem.

In the tort problems that we examined in the last chapter, what mat-
tered was that players internalize the cost of the decisions they make.
When the other player makes decisions at the same time, little else
matters. When players interact over time, however, what matters is not
so much that a player internalizes all the costs of a decision as that a
player always has an incentive to make decisions that keep the game
on the path leading to the socially desirable outcome. The structure
that the extensive form game imposes on problems in contract law and
other problems involving long-term relationships between parties pro-
vides an opportunity to look at such doctrines as the parol evidence
rule, conditions, and the Statute of Frauds, all of which have the effect
of attaching consequences to actions that take place off the equilibrium
path of the game.

The structure of the extensive form game and the idea of subgame
perfection give us a way to distinguish credible threats from ones that
are not. As we saw in the game involving Incumbent and Entrant, regu-
latory regimes such as antitrust must be sensitive to the frequently sub-
tle ways in which parties can act so as to change the incentives they
and others will have at subsequent points in time—and thus convert
noncredible threats into credible ones. In addition, this structure pro-
vides a way of looking at regulatory regimes in general, and it focuses
on the dynamic consequences of imposing a new regulatory regime.

We can illustrate this problem of dynamic consistency by consider-
ing a weakness in a one-time tax amnesty law that is coupled with the
promise that another such law will never be passed. The ambition of
the law is to force tax evaders to come forward, but also to convince
people that tax evaders in the future will not be treated so generously.
Such a law may not work because the promise never to institute an-
other amnesty (essential to deterring people from future tax evasion)
may not be credible. A regulatory regime, like the structure of a con-
tract between private parties, must be dynamically consistent over
time. ?

A policy in which one offers amnesty on only a single occasion can
make sense only if one can explain why offering amnesty again at some
later time would not appear at least as attractive. One must look not

only at the play of the game as a whole, but at the play of the subgame

that arises after

faxes, and the |
provide anothe
Sie only if it wil
2% a later point |
promise never |
The same pro
11 reorganizatic
of the period in
plan of reorgan
an extension, b
additional exter
czuse of the im
mothing may chi
5= period expit
position when
petiod. In such ¢
other extensi(
clusivity peric
o account.

e b

Sibliographic N

The extensive forn
subgame perfec
Kzeps (1990b) p

form game.

T%e extensive forn
confracts and de
%0 cooperate wit
example. Kreps
plores the poten
serfection as sol

Market preemption
°f commitment s
s=tions to entry
and Spence (197,
mawat (1984).




"(¥861) Jemeu
-5Y) Ut PassNOSIp st AUSNpur SpIXorp winpuely 3y ‘(££61) oueds pue
(6£61) FIXI(] UI Paurejuod are suorswap Ajpeded pue Anus o3 suoned
-iddy *(0961) SuIEYs Aq 00q JISSE Y3 YIIM S1IR)S JUSWITUILIOD JO
aN[BA 3} UO SINJRINI[ YL, JUIUIIULI0D 91821V41S puv uoldiaaid jayiuiA

's3deou0d uonnjos se uonodyrad
awe3qns pue uonINpUI SpIEMDE] JO Sassaueam Tenuajod oy sarofd
-X2 (e1661) A0 pue raquapng se [[om se (qo66]) sdony -adurexsa
Ppo08 € SI (Gg6T) UBUWIUOIY "UMOWY [[oM ST ISYJ0 3} YIIM djeradood 03
SATJUDUI J[} SEY YOr3 Jel]} dINSUD 0} SWSIULDIUL STAIP PUB SPPBIFU0D
ayum sanyred Jey3 eapI Ay,  JOVAUO0D JQaP YY) PUY IS ULL0f 201SUIIX2 A ],

dured wroy
QATSUS)X® 3} 0} UOHONpOnuI Teurioj pood e sapraoid (qoe6l) sdony
‘A109y} dwrel uIpow JO SJUSWIDD dIseq JY} aie uondayrad suredqns
pue sureS urioj SAISUSIXa ayj Jo sydeduod S\, ‘awins wiiof 01SUajxa Y]

sajoN drydesdorqrg

*JUNOdde OJul
Aouaystsuod srureudp jo wapqoid a3 axe) 3snur am ‘porrad AJTATISNOX
9y} JO SUOISURIXd [9POUI OJ, ‘PIASI] dq JoU Aeuw UOISUIIXD JIayjoue
3B JOU [[IM J1 JeU} JUSUIS}e)S [BIIIUL §,1AN0D S} ‘9sed & ons uj "porad
AJIATSN[OXS 313 JO UOISUXD Jayjoue sysanbar 101gap a3 uaym uonsod
awues a3 A[3oexa ur J[osy puy Aewr 3noo ay ], “ureSe saxdxa poruad ay
21059q uodn paaide st uonezueSioar jo uerd ou 1 a3ueyd Aew Zunyjou
‘suury jo a3essed a3 10y 3dedxs nq ‘Asuour Jo anfeA S} Y} JO ISNED
-3q sun jo a8essed ayy Aq PNy dIe SIOHPIID) ‘SUOISUIIXS [EUOHTPPE
Aue jueid jou [[Im JT Jey) W} SWES JY} je S}ISSe JNg ‘UOISU)Xe Ue
10§ 3sanbaz s,103gop a3 syuerd usljo 3N0d Y [, “uoneziuedioar jo uerd
e asodoxd 03 Y3 aAISNOXS Y3 SeY I03gaP Y Yorym ul porrad ayj jo
UOISua)xa ue sjsanbar usyjo 103gap a3 ‘ordurexs 105 ‘UonezIIL3I0aI 1]
133dey)) e uf “uoryeSnI[ JO IXJU0D Y} Ul IsLIe uwed wd[qoid sures ay [,
"9[qIPaId 9 JOU [[IM A}SoULIe ISYJOUE SARY 0} J9AU asTuroxd
3y} ‘spuey s3I 913 03 S[qe JOU ST a1njersi3a] ayy J1 dwur ur Jurod Iajey € je
aA0sa1 yeyy doay] 03 21n3e[sI3a] Ay} JO 1SAIDIUT Y} UT aq [[IM I JT AJu0 3[q
-IpaId ST 2INJe[SI39] Y} JO SA[OSI [eIUL AT, *A1sauune Jayjoue apraoxd
03 jou astwoxd syt deay 03 ISUIPYM SIPIP IMJB[SI3I] Y} pue ‘Soxe]
apeaa ure3e souo ofdoad 09550 saxe} A}souwre xej Y} I9)je SISLIE Jel]]

L/ | dUIES) ULIO SAISUIJXY Y} pue UoHdEIdNU] dTumreudq

aure3qn
jou Yoo]
awos je’
ued uors

I9A0 Jue
-uod € JC
(uorsess
-ue a1
‘A[snoian
SOUIAUO:
jo uoniq
Y} yIIm
-I9pISUO!

aw3dax
S3SNDOJ §
-oxd aan:
JI2AUOD ¢
Aayy san
-qns Apju
-ngarqu
Je) sauc
awre3qns

WL
10932 By
30USPIAS
-oxd samp
pue mey:
2InjoNIs
awred ay:
e jey] se
10U SI S19
9S[o 3N
‘axewr 43
-yeur jey

-UT “J9A3/
9y} Jjo a1
ul sem je
sanI Tes:



78 /| GAME THEORY AND THE LAw

Backwards induction and subgame perfection. Selten (1975) pioneered the
concept of subgame perfection and other refinements of the Nash equi-
librium solution concept. Kreps (1990a) also has a good introduction
to subgame perfection. Fudenberg and Tirole (1991a) explores the basic
principles at work in the extensive form game. Dynamic consistency
is discussed in Kydland and Prescott (1977).
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