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Abstract

We derive robust predictions in games involving flexible information acquisition,
also known as rational inattention (Sims, 2003). These predictions remain accurate
regardless of the specific methods players employ to gather information. Compared to
scenarios where information is predetermined, rational inattention reduces welfare and
introduces additional constraints on behavior. We show these constraints generically
do not bind; the two knowledge regimes are behaviorally indistinguishable in most
environments. Yet, we demonstrate the welfare difference they generate is substantial:
optimal policy depends on whether one assumes information is given or acquired. We

provide the necessary tools for policy analysis in this context.

1. Introduction

The economics discipline has long recognized that information matters for incentives. Many
studies have also noted the reverse, namely, that incentives shape information. The theory
of rational inattention, initiated by Sims (2003), is a case in point. Motivated by people’s
limited cognition, this theory postulates that agents pay attention as if they flexibly acquire
information in an optimal fashion, trading off costs and benefits. This approach has been
very successful, seeing a wide range of applications all across economics.” There is, however,
a caveat: rational inattention models often require one to commit to difficult-to-test details

of the information acquisition environment. This paper addresses this concern by developing
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a framework for making predictions under rational inattention that are robust to the exact
structure of agents’ learning technologies.

For concreteness, consider the following example.

Example 1. Two investors, Ann and Bob, are choosing whether or not to invest in a new
project, and if so, which. There are two new projects: project A and project B. Each
investor can either invest in one of these projects, or put their funds in the market. There
are also two equally likely payoff states, 84 and 0 pg, that describe which project is better. If
both investors fund project ¢ € {A, B}, they both get a payoff of 2 if ¢ is the better project
(i.e., if the state is 6;), and payoff of 1 in the alternative state. If the two investors fund
different projects, or one of the investors chooses to put their funds in the market, they
both receive a payoff of 0 regardless of the state. In this scenario, the only impediment for

Ann and Bob to outperform the market is miscoordination.

The above is an example of (what is commonly called) a base game. A base game
describes an economic environment of interest: the state of fundamentals and its prior
distribution, agents in the role of players, actions, and preferences. Given a base game, we
aim to make predictions about behavior and welfare.

Standard rational inattention models obtain predictions by combining a base game with
what we term an information technology, which specifies players’ learning capabilities re-
garding the true payoff state. In early studies, this technology assumes that information
costs are proportional to entropy reduction (e.g., Matéjka and McKay, 2015), and that
players can flexibly gather information, provided that it is independent of the other agents’
information (e.g., Mac¢kowiak and Wiederholt, 2009; Yang, 2015). Recent papers consider
more general information technologies, allowing for different cost functions and potentially
correlated signals.’

Together, a base game and an information technology define an information acquisition
game. This game begins with the players covertly choosing what costly information to
acquire. Subsequently, each player privately uses the acquired knowledge to take an action.
Predictions are derived by solving for Nash equilibrium.

We depart from the standard approach, and do not pair the base game with a fixed
information technology. Instead, we simultaneously find all the predictions one can obtain
with a technology that is consistent with rational inattention. Specifically, we consider the
information technologies that satisfy three properties. First, no information comes at zero
cost. Second, (strictly) more informative signals (in the sense of Blackwell 1951, 1953) cost

(strictly) more. And third, information choice is flexible. These properties are satisfied

2See, e.g., Morris and Yang (2022); Ravid, Roesler, and Szentes (2022); Denti (forthcoming);
Hebert and La’O (forthcoming)



by virtually all applications of rational inattention. We are agnostic whether signals are
independent or correlated across players.

Theorem 1 characterizes all behavioral and welfare implications of rational inattention
in a given base game. Behavior is summarized by the joint distribution of the actions taken
by the players and the payoff state drawn by nature; we call such distribution the outcome
of the game. Welfare is given by the value each player obtains from the game, that is, each
player’s payoff, net any costs they pay for information.

We show rational inattention can generate any outcome that satisfies two constraints.
To describe these constraints, consider the classical metaphor that views outcomes as be-
ing generated by a mediator who provides players with private but potentially correlated
action recommendations after viewing the state. The first constraint rational inattention
generates is obedience, which means no player can benefit by deviating from the mediator’s
recommendations. This constraint represents optimal behavior given a fixed signal struc-
ture. We follow the literature (Bergemann and Morris, 2013, 2016), and use the term Bayes
correlated equilibrium (BCE) to refer to obedient outcomes.?

The second constraint is separation: recommendations that result in different poste-
rior beliefs about others’ behavior and the state cannot share an optimal reply. In other
words, distinct beliefs have separate best responses. The separation constraint originates
from Denti (2021), and stems from players’ information acquisition incentives. Intuitively,
outcomes that violate separation involve the acquisition of non-instrumental information,
a sub-optimal choice: by not learning this information, players can save on costs without
impacting their gross payoffs from the base game. Thus, Theorem 1 says an outcome can
be generated by rational inattention if and only if it is a separated BCE (sBCE).

Theorem 1 also provides tight bounds on the net payoff each player can get from a given
equilibrium outcome. One bound is the utility the player expects from the outcome; that
is, the gross payoff the player obtains by always following the mediator’s recommendation.
We refer to this quantity as the outcome’s gross value. The second bound is the outcome’s
uninformed value, which is given by the highest payoff the player can get by unilaterally
deviating from all of the mediator’s recommendation to a fixed, deterministic action. Note
that for obedient outcomes, this deviation must be unprofitable, meaning the uninformed
value is lower than the gross value. Theorem 1 shows that, fixing a separated BCE, each
player can attain any payoff that is above her uninformed value, and below her gross value.

Using Theorem 1 we study the impact information costs have on welfare, and whether
rationally inattentive agents naturally seek special kinds of information. For this pur-
pose, we compare the predictions made by rational inattention to those generated by mod-

els where information is an exogenous variable. Under exogenous information, players

SForges (1993) refers to such outcomes as universal Bayesian solutions.



do not choose what they know; instead, they are endowed with a fixed signal structure.
Bergemann and Morris (2013, 2016) show that an outcome can be induced by some signal
structure if and only if the outcome is a BCE (i.e., it is obedient). Welfare is given by the
outcome’s gross payoff, since no learning costs are paid when information is predetermined.
Thus, Theorem 1 implies that, compared to exogenous information, rational inattention
generates fewer outcomes, and lower payoffs per outcome.

In some cases, the separation constraint can dramatically shrink the BCE set. For a

demonstration, consider Example 1.

Example 1 (Continued). Any outcome in which the two investors perfectly coordinate
their decision is obedient: each investor is always happy to take the same action as the
other investor. However, among these outcomes, the only ones that are consistent with
rational inattention and satisfy the separation constraint are those that assign a probability
of either zero or one to the event where both investors put their money in the market.

For an explanation, note that for perfectly-coordinated outcomes, a “market” recom-
mendation and a “project t” recommendation yield different posterior beliefs regarding the
other agent’s choice: the former recommendation implies the other investor is not going
to fund any project, whereas the latter recommendation means they will fund project t.
Notice though, that funding ¢ is a best reply for both beliefs, because funding some project
weakly dominates investing in the market. Hence, the two recommendations share a best
response, but lead to different beliefs. It follows that any perfect-coordination outcome
where sometimes neither investor funds any project and sometimes both investors choose
the same project violates separation, and so is inconsistent with rational inattention.

In fact, one can show a stronger result: the only SBCE in which some investor forgoes
funding any project with positive probability is the BCE in which both investors always
keep their money in the market. Thus, the sSBCE set is nowhere dense in the BCE set.

Turns out, however, that situations like Example 1, where the separation constraint
binds, are rare. Specifically, we show in Theorem 2 that, for generic preferences, one can
approximate every obedient outcome with outcomes that are both obedient and separated.
In other words, perturbing the payoffs of any base game with a large set of non-separated
BCEs turns it into a game where essentially all BCEs are separated. Thus, unless one com-
mits to a highly structured economic setting or makes specialized assumptions on agents’
information technologies, rational inattention is behaviorally indistinguishable from exoge-
nous information.

Nevertheless, even when rational inattention and exogenous information yield the same
behavioral predictions, they may have very different welfare implications. Intuitively, when

information is exogenous, the value of information must go to the players. By contrast,



in the worst case under rational inattention, players must pay this value to purchase their
information. Theorem 3 shows information has positive value in the worst-case outcome
under rational inattention for a generic set of base games. Thus, there is a robust class of
environments where players’ worst-case welfare under rational inattention is significantly
lower than their minimal payoffs under exogenous information.

For a heuristic treatment of our results on genericity, consider again Example 1.

Example 1 (Continued). Suppose we perturb the economy so that the market’s returns are
reduced by € > 0. Such a perturbation makes investing in the market strictly dominated.
As a result, the game has no BCE in which the investors keep their money in the market.
Thus, consistent with Theorem 2, the perturbation pushes all of the non-separated BCEs
we described above out of the BCE set.*

Next, we explain that for all e > 0, the worst-case welfare for the investors is lower
under rational inattention than under exogenous information. To find the worst case under
rational inattention, one needs to find the sSBCE that minimizes the uninformed value. The
unique minimizer turns out to be the outcome where the two investors always coordinate
on the inferior project. Whereas the gross payoff of this BCE is 1, its uninformed value is
0.5: the best an investor can do without seeing the mediator’s recommendation is to blindly
invest in one of the projects (e.g., project A), and so match the other investor’s decision
only when that project is the inferior one. By contrast, if the gross value were to determine

players’ payoffs, the worst BCE for the investors gives them a payoff of 0.6.°

The above-mentioned differences in welfare can impact optimal policy. We give a proof of
concept in Section 5. We consider a utilitarian social planner who understands the economic
environment (i.e., the base game), but does not know the source of players’ information
(i.e., the information technology). The planner takes a worst-cast approach, as is common
in the robust mechanism and contract design literature.® We characterize the set of binary-
action symmetric games in which this planner’s welfare evaluations depend on whether she
assumes players’ information is given or acquired. We then apply this characterization
to a regime change game, in which several investors choose whether or not to attack a
distressed financial institution. The institution fails if the number of attackers surpasses a
threshold, which represents the institution’s fundamentals. We show that the distribution

of the fundamentals impacts the worst-case welfare under exogenous information, but has

4The reader should not infer from Example 1 that the fragility of weakly dominated actions is the driving
force behind Theorem 2; see Online Appendix F.

5The BCE that minimizes the gross value in the perturbed example is the one where, conditional on the
state, both investors fund the inferior project with probability 0.6. In the complementary event, the two
investors miscoordinate in a symmetric fashion: both the event in which Ann invests in project A and Bob
invests in project B, and the event with the opposite investment pattern occur with probability 0.2.

6See, e.g., Carroll (2019c) for a recent survey of this literature.



no effect under rational inattention. Thus, whereas the planner may choose to bolster the
institution’s fundamentals if she thinks information is exogenous, she never does so if she
believes players are rationally inattentive.

We conclude the paper with two additional inquiries. The first is the study of the non-
generic environments for which the separation constraint is binding. We obtain a tight
characterization of these base games (Proposition 2), and show that separation is an all-
or-nothing refinement of BCE: the sBCE set is either dense or nowhere dense in the set of
BCEs (Theorem 4). The second line of inquiry characterizes the outcomes attainable under
rational inattention as learning costs vanish. Such cheap-learning limits have been suggested
in the literature as an equilibrium selection device for games with a commonly known
state.” We provide a general answer that ranges across all cheap learning environments:
a full-information Nash equilibrium is attainable as a limit equilibrium outcome for some
sequence of information technologies if and only if it is in the closure of the sBCE set.

In sum, our paper makes three main contributions. First, we show that in generic set-
tings, the economic environment imposes no restrictions on the kinds of information that
rationally inattentive agents may acquire. Consequently, studies that use rational inatten-
tion to investigate the nature of agents’ information must either take a stand on agents’
information technologies, or rely on non-generic aspects of the economic setting. Second,
our work emphasizes the importance of recognizing the active acquisition of information
when evaluating players’ welfare. In particular, erroneously assuming information is given
in situations where it is actually acquired may result in overstating the benefits players
get from their information, and so can result in misleading welfare conclusions. Finally,
we make a methodological contribution by developing a framework for obtaining robust

predictions in games with rational inattention.

Related literature. By opening the door to robust analysis under rational inattention,
our paper contributes to the literature on robustness in game-theoretic predictions, mecha-
nism design, information design, and contracting. Our paper is especially pertinent to the
work that uses Bergemann and Morris’ (2013; 2016) BCE solution concept to obtain reliable
predictions in games with incomplete information (e.g., Bergemann, Brooks, and Morris,
2017; Du, 2018; Brooks and Du, 2021).® In particular, we show one can extend the ro-

"See, e.g., Yang (2015); Hoshino (2018); Denti (2021); Morris and Yang (2022); Denti (forthcoming).

8Other related studies regarding robustness that lie outside the BCE framework are Carroll (2019a) and
Carroll (2019b). Carroll (2019a) studies the design of a socially efficient bilateral trade mechanism that is
robust to agents’ abilities to influence the information structure at a cost. His analysis deviates from the
rational inattention framework by assuming agents already know their own valuation, and by allowing for
actions that give information to other players. Carroll (2019b) considers a principal who contracts with
an expert who can acquire information via a Blackwell experiment. The principal is uncertain about the
expert’s information technology, knowing only that it contains some fixed set of experiments. Carroll’s
(2019Db) analysis differs from ours in several ways, the most substantive of which being that he only derives



bustness criterion of any such study to include endogenously determined information a la
rational inattention, as long as the focus is only on the moments of the action-state distribu-
tion (e.g., the seller’s revenue in an auction), and the separation constraint is not binding.
Even when separation binds, our genericity result means such constraint should be taken
seriously only if the analyst is confident about non-generic features of the economic envi-
ronment. For studies that focus on welfare (e.g., Bergemann, Brooks, and Morris, 2015),
our framework provides a road-map for understanding whether their conclusions continue
to hold once one accounts for the cost of information.’

We also contribute to the literature on rational inattention in games (e.g., Yang, 2015;
Ravid, 2020; Denti, 2021; Morris and Yang, 2022; Denti, forthcoming; Hebert and La’O,
forthcoming). Within this literature, the closely related work of Denti (2021) is the first
to consider the question of robustness. Denti (2021) studies a two-player signaling game
where the receiver needs to pay a cost to monitor the sender’s actions. He shows that,
when costs are strictly monotone, off-path beliefs play no role in equilibrium. He then
characterizes the set of behavioral predictions consistent with some strictly monotone cost
function. As part of this characterization, he obtains what is essentially the single-player
version of our Theorem 1: when the sender takes every action with positive probability, the
receiver’s behavior is consistent with some strictly monotone cost function if and only if it
satisfies obedience and separation. Theorem 1 expands on Denti’s (2021) result by allowing
for multiple players, and by considering players’ welfare from a given outcome (Denti, 2021,
does not discuss payoffs). In addition, our analysis of generic games and the comparison to
exogenous information have no parallel in Denti (2021).

One can interpret some of our results as providing a test for rational inattention in a
strategic, multi-agent setting: simply check whether the observed outcome satisfies obe-
dience and separation. Moreover, our genericity result suggests that testing separation
requires a highly structured and controlled environment. Thus, our paper can be seen as
adding to the growing literature on the testable implications of rational inattention (e.g.,
Caplin and Dean, 2015; Caplin, Dean, and Leahy, 2022; Denti, 2022; Lipnowski and Ravid,
2022). Within this literature, the most closely related paper is Caplin and Dean (2015).'"

the optimal contract under a worst-case objective, and does not span the set of attainable payoffs and
outcomes from a fixed contract.

9The worst-case policy analysis of Section 5 is also related to the literature on robust Bayesian
persuasion (e.g., Dworczak and Pavan, 2022; Kosterina, 2022; Lipnowski, Ravid, and Shishkin, 2023).
Particularly relevant are studies who take a worst-case approach to study optimal information pro-
vision in a binary action games (Inostroza and Pavan, 2022; Halac, Lipnowski, and Rappoport, 2022;
Morris, Oyama, and Takahashi, 2022). We do not consider information provision, whereas these studies
do not consider information acquisition.

10 Another related paper is de Clippel and Rozen (2022). They consider a two-staged game where the first
stage player chooses how much to obfuscate the state, and the second stage player chooses what to learn
about that state whenever it is obfuscated. In their setting, the second player essentially faces a single agent



They develop a test for whether a single agent’s choices in multiple menus are consistent
with costly information acquisition, but do not require costs to be strictly monotone in
information. Their characterization includes obedience, as well as another condition called
no improving attention cycles (NIAC), which restricts the agent’s behavior across decision
problems. Since we consider a fixed base game, the NIAC restriction does not apply in our
setting. By contrast, Caplin and Dean’s (2015) characterization does not require separation,
because they allow for costs that are not strictly monotone. Hence, their characterization
differs from ours in that it only considers a single agent, does not require costs to be strictly
monotone, and accounts for multiple decision problems.

Our work also expands on the uses of correlated equilibrium and its cousins for spanning
the set of predictions attainable across various ways of extending a base game (e.g., Aumann,
1974, 1987; Myerson, 1982; Forges, 1993; Bergemann and Morris, 2016; Doval and Ely,
2020). An early and closely related paper within this literature is Lipman and Srivastava
(1990). They consider base games without payoff uncertainty, and ask which obedient out-
comes (i.e., correlated equilibria) can be attained by extending the game to allow players
to acquire costly information about a common payoff irrelevant state space. They maintain
two assumptions on players’ information technology: costs are (ordinally) symmetric across
players, and players must use partitional information. They show an obedient outcome can
be generated from an information technology satisfying their assumptions if and only if it
satisfies a cyclical monotonicity condition across players that is similar to Caplin and Dean’s
(2015) NIAC. Our work differs from theirs in that we allow for payoff uncertainty, asymmet-
ric costs, and non-partitional information, and that we require costs to be strictly increasing
in informativeness. In addition, Lipman and Srivastava (1990) have no analog of our payoff

bounds, which play a central role in our paper.

2. Setup

A finite number of players have to engage in a game with uncertain payoffs; we call such a
game the base game. Before playing the base game, the players can covertly acquire costly
information to reduce the uncertainty they face. We call information technology the de-
scription of learning resources. Together, a base game and an information technology define
an information acquisition game, our main object of study. We focus on two predictions:
the equilibrium outcome, which details the distribution of the players’ actions in the base
game, and the equilibrium value, which is the players’ expected payoffs net of information

costs. We are interested in the outcomes and values that can be generated as we range

decision problem. Using this fact, de Clippel and Rozen (2022) apply Caplin and Dean’s (2015) results to
obtain testable prediction that are valid across all cost functions. They then test these predictions in a lab
experiment.



over all information technologies that represent rational inattention, i.e., when information
choice is flexible and more information is more costly. In this section, we precisely define

all these objects and provide the associated notation.

Base Game. Let I be a finite set of players, with typical element 7. Each player ¢ has to
choose an action a; from a finite set A;. As usual, we define A_; = [z Ajand A = A;xA_;.
Accordingly, we use a_; = (a;j)j# to denote the action profile of all players other than i,
and a = (a;,a_;) to denote the entire action profile. Throughout the paper we adopt the
same notational conventions for all Cartesian products indexed by I\ {i} and I.

Players are expected utility maximizers who care about each other’s actions as well as
an exogenous variable 6, which is drawn from a finite set © according to a full-support
probability measure 7 € A(O). We denote by u; : A x © — R player ¢’s von Neumann-
Morgenstern utility function.

We call a tuple G = (1,0, 7, (A;,u;)icr) a base game.

Information Technologies. Before taking an action in the base game, each player has
the opportunity to acquire information about 6 as well as other exogenous quantities of
potential interests (e.g., sunspots, noisy public information). We succinctly represent them
by a single variable z taking values in a finite set Z; a Markov kernel ¢ : © — A(Z) details
the conditional distribution of z given 6.

Following Blackwell (1951), we model the acquisition of information using experiments.
An experiment for player i is a Markov kernel §; : Z x © — A(X;), where X; is a finite
space of signal realizations privately observable by player i. The functions &; details how
the distribution of i’s signal z; depends on 6 and z. To simplify the exposition, we assume
the signal space is rich; specifically, we assume X; has more elements than A4; and Z x ©.

By construction, the players’ signals are conditionally independent given ¢ and z. How-
ever, they may be correlated given 6 only. Thus, our framework incorporates a form
of correlated information acquisition, as in, among others, Hellwig and Veldkamp (2009),
Myatt and Wallace (2012), Hebert and La’O (forthcoming), and Denti (forthcoming). In-
deed, one can simply view z as a modeling device for situations in which players have
access to information sources with correlated noise (e.g., newspapers with similar slants,
consultants from the same firm).

The acquisition of information faces two kinds of frictions. First, each player is con-
strained in the kind of experiments she can use: player i can only choose experiments that
lie in a given set &;. Second, experiments come at a cost, where C; : & — Ry denotes i’s
cost function. As a normalization, we assume the existence of an experiment that costs
zero; that is, C;(&;) = 0 for some &; € &;.



We call a tuple T = (Z,(, (X, &, Cy)icr) an information technology.

Information Acquisition Games. Together, a base game G and an information tech-
nology 7 define an information acquisition game. The game begins with the realization
of the state of the world w = (z,6). Without observing the state, the players simultaneously
and covertly choose experiments, and pay their costs. Then, each player privately observes
the outcome of their own experiment and takes an action. We use o; : X; — A(4;) to
denote player ¢’s action plan in this game, and let ; be the set of i’s action plans.

The solution concept we adopt is Nash equilibrium. A strategy for player ¢ consists

of an experiment & € & and an action plan o; € X. A strategy profile (£, 07)er is an

*

equilibrium if for all players i, (£,

o) maximizes

> wila, 0)oi(ailzi)&i(ilz, 0) [ | o5 (aj]m5)€ (5]2,0)C(210)m(0) | — Ci(&).

a,z,z,0 J#

over all § € &; and o; € X;. The objective function consists of two terms: the value of
information (in square brackets) and the cost of information. As common in applications,

value and cost are additively separable.

Equilibrium Predictions. We summarize the equilibria of information acquisition games
using two statistics of the players’ behavior: the outcome and the value.

The outcome is the joint distribution p € A(A x O) of the players’ actions and the
payoff-relevant state. Note that the marginal distribution of 6§ must be the prior m; we
denote by A (A x ©) the set of probability measures over A x © whose marginal on O is 7.

The value is the vector v = (v;);er € R’ assigning each player the expected payoff in
the game. Observe that this payoff includes players’ information acquisition costs and so v;

may differ from the expectation of u; under p.

Blackwell order. To give a precise definition of “more information,” we build on the
classic ranking of experiments due to Blackwell (1951, 1953). Given a pair of experiments
& and &, we say & Blackwell dominates & (denoted & 7 &) if there exists a Markov
kernel ¢ : X; — A(X;) such that for every x; € X;, 0 € ©, and z € Z with ((z]6) > 0,

()2, 0) Z g(z;|2h) (x| 2, 0).

! EXl

Intuitively, & Blackwell dominates £ if one can generate & by “garbling” the output of &;.
As shown by Blackwell, & 7 & if and only if player ¢ is better off observing the output of

10



& rather than the output of & (holding fixed other players’ behavior). In this sense, &; is

more informative than &,. We write & = & whenever & 7 & and & % &.

Rational Inattention. Our aim is to study the outcomes and values can be generated
in equilibrium as we fix the base game and range over all information technologies that rep-
resent rational inattention. Consistent with the literature, we interpret rational inattention
as information technologies where the set of feasible experiments is flexible, and where it is
costly to acquire more information.

We say a set of feasible experiments &; is flexible if, whenever a given amount of
information is feasible, a lower amount of information is feasible as well: whenever &; € &;
and & 7 &, then & € &. We say a cost function C; is monotone if less informative
experiments are cheaper to acquire: for all &;, &) € &; such that & 7= & (resp., & = &), we
have C;(&) > Ci(&)) (vesp., Ci(&) > Ci(&l)). We say a technology 7 represents rational
inattention if for every player, the set of feasible experiments is flexible and the cost
function is monotone.

Many authors regard flexibility as the key difference between rational inattention and
traditional information-acquisition models (see, e.g., Mackowiak, Matéjka, and Wiederholt,
2023, Section 2). Applications of rational inattention often assume all experiments are
feasible: in the language of this paper, & = A(X;)?*®. Our results are unchanged if we
adopt this more extreme definition of flexibility. The reason is that there are no observable
differences between experiments that are unfeasible and experiments that are excessively
costly.

By pairing flexibility with monotonicity, we postulate that players can save on costs by
only acquiring the information they actually use in making decisions. Matéjka and McKay
(2015) provide a standard example of monotone cost function: C;(§;) equals the expected
reduction in uncertainty about 6 and z, as measured by Shannon entropy, from observing the
output of &. More broadly, one could substitute Shannon’s entropy with any other strictly
concave measure of uncertainty (Caplin, Dean, and Leahy, 2022). One could also consider
increasing transformations of these costs (Denti, 2022; Zhong, 2022), or any differentiable

cost function whose derivative is strictly convex (Lipnowski and Ravid, 2022).!!

3. A Characterization of Rational Inattention

In this section we characterize the outcomes and values that can be generated via rational

inattention. To provide a benchmark, we first review the case of exogenous information.

"In each information acquisition game, prior beliefs are exogenously determined by 7 and ¢. Thus,
the issue of experiment-based vs. posterior-based information costs that sometimes arise in applications of
rational inattention (see, e.g., Ravid, 2020; Denti, Marinacci, and Rustichini, 2022) is irrelevant here.
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The class of information acquisition games includes situations in which players’ infor-
mation is predetermined. One can obtain them by considering technologies in which each
player has only one feasible experiment (whose cost is zero by our normalization). Such
technologies are identified by a tuple S = (Z, , (X;, &;)icr) that we call information struc-
ture. Of course, an information acquisition game (G,S) is simply a conventional game of
incomplete information a la Harsanyi.

Among other results, Bergemann and Morris (2016) characterize the equilibrium out-
comes that can arise in a game of incomplete information as we fix the base game and range
over all information structures: they call them Bayes correlated equilibria. A Bayes cor-
related equilibrium (BCE) of a base game G is an outcome p € A;(A x ©) that satisfies

the following constraint: for all i € I and a;,b; € A;,

Z (ui(ai,a_,-,H) — ui(bi,a_,-,ﬂ))p(ai,a_,-,ﬂ) 2 O (1)

CL,,L',G

Following standard terminology, we name (1) the obedience constraint. The standard
way of viewing this constraint is through the lens of a mediator who generates p by ob-
serving the state and stochastically sending an action recommendation to each player. The
players are willing to follow these recommendations if and only if the obedience constraint
is satisfied.'?

Calculating players’ values under exogenous information is straightforward. If outcome

p arises under exogenous information in base game G, player i’s expected payoff is
Z72‘(]9) = Z ui(av e)p(av 0)
a,l

We call v;(p) the gross value for player i, since it ignores information costs. Let v(p) :=
(vi(p))icr be the vector of gross values.

What changes when information is endogenous? Our analysis highlights two main dif-
ferences between rational inattention and exogenous information.

The first difference is that outcomes generated by costly information acquisition must
satisfy an additional “separation constraint.” To present this constraint, we require a few
definitions. Given an outcome p € A (A x O), a player i € I, and an action a; € A;, let

pla;) == da ;b p(a;, a—;, 0) be the probability of player i taking action a; under p, and let

supp;(p) = {a; € 4; : p(a;) > 0}

20ur definition of BCE corresponds to the specialization of Bergemann and Morris’s (2016) definition to
the case in which players’ original type spaces are degenerate.
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be the set of i’s actions that have positive probability. For each a; € supp;(p), let p,, €
A(A_; x ©) be the conditional distribution of the actions of the players other than ¢ and
the payoff-relevant state: for all a_; € A_; and 0 € O,

plai,a_;,0)

oo 0= )

Finally, denote the set of player i’s best responses to p,, via

BR(p,,) = argmax Z wi(bi,a—i, 0)pa, (a—;,0).

b1‘€Ai a,i,e

Then an outcome p € A (A x O) satisfies the separation constraint if for all ¢ € I and

ai, b; € supp;(p),
Pa; # Db, implies BR(p,,) N BR(py,) = 2. (2)

In other terms, an outcome satisfies the separation constraint if distinct beliefs have separate
best responses. We refer to a BCE that satisfies the separation constraint as a separated
BCE (sBCE).

The second difference between rational inattention and exogenous information is in the
set of payoffs players obtain from a given outcome. When information is given, each player
1’s value is completely determined by the outcome p. By contrast, under rational inattention
the same outcome can arise under multiple cost functions, and so is consistent with a set of
values. As we demonstrate next, this set of values is convex, with an upper bound given by
the gross value v;(p). The lower bound is given by (what we call) the outcome’s “uninformed
value,” which is ¢’s maximal value if she receives no information, and others’ actions and 6
are distributed according to that outcome. Formally, the uninformed value of an outcome

p in a base game G for player 7 is given by

vi(p) := max > ui(bi, ai, 0)p(a, 0).
7 i a0

Let v(p) := (v;(p))icr be the vector of uninformed values.'

The next result summarizes our characterization of rational inattention in games:

BThe uninformed value is related to the notion of coarse correlated equilibrium (see, e.g., Roughgarden,
2016, Definition 13.5). Coarse correlated equilibrium relaxes the obedience constraint, requiring instead that
no player can benefit from deviating to a single action from all of the mediator’s recommendation; that is,
0i(p) > v, (p) for every .
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Theorem 1. Fiz a base game G. A rational-inattention technology T exists that induces

the outcome-value pair (p,v) in an equilibrium of (G,T) if and only if
(i) the outcome p is a separated BCE, and

(ii) for everyi € I, v; = v;(p) = v;(p) or v; € [v;(p),v;i(p)).

Thus, an outcome-value pair is consistent with rational inattention if and only if two
conditions hold. First, the outcome satisfies both the obedience constraint and the separa-
tion constraint. And second, each player’s value is weakly above her uninformed value, but
strictly below her gross value.

We now explain why the theorem’s conditions are necessary. That every outcome gen-
erated by rational inattention must be obedient follows from the necessity of the obedience
constraint under exogenous information. The reason is that any outcome one can attain
when players choose their information must also be attainable if players where exogenously
endowed with their chosen experiment. To understand why the separation constraint is
necessary, consider a player ¢ who takes with positive probability a pair of actions a; and
b; such that p,, # pp,. As in BCE, we can interpret a; and b; as signals. With rational
inattention, informative signals are costly. To save on information costs, the player could
substitute a; and b; with a single action recommendation ¢;. For this not to be profitable,
it must be that either ¢; ¢ BR(pq,) or ¢; ¢ BR(pp,). Since the choice of ¢; is arbitrary, it
must be that BR(p,,) N BR(py,) = @.

To conclude our discussion of necessity, we now describe the origin of the theorem’s
payoff bounds. To see why v;(p) is a lower bound on player i’s payoff, suppose we have an
information technology and an equilibrium that induces the outcome p. By assumption,
player ¢ always has the option of remaining uninformed at no cost. Therefore, i’s optimal
payoff must be higher than v;(p). That v;(p) is the maximal payoff player i can attain
in an equilibrium that induces the outcome p follows from information acquisition costs
being non-negative. Moreover, these costs must be strictly positive whenever v;(p) # v;(p):
to generate p in this case player i must acquire some information. Therefore, player i
can actually attain her gross value from an outcome only if that value coincides with the
outcome’s uninformed value.

We now briefly review our proof that conditions (i) and (ii) of Theorem 1 are sufficient.
The proof is constructive, and is based on a result by Denti (2021). Denti (2021) studies a
signaling game where the receiver has to pay a cost to monitor the sender’s action. Among
other results, Denti (2021) shows that, when the sender takes every action with positive
probability, any receiver behavior satisfying (what we call in this paper) the obedience

constraint and the separation constraint can be justified via rational inattention.
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To prove the “if” direction of Theorem 1, we first modify Denti’s (2021) single-agent
construction so that it generates any payoff between the uninformed and the gross value.
We emphasize Denti (2021) focuses on equilibrium outcomes and does not discuss achievable
payoffs. Then, we use our modification of Denti’s (2021) single-agent result to construct
a flexible and monotone technology that enables players to simultaneously acquire infor-
mation about the same state space (in Denti, 2021, only one player endogenously acquires
information).

Theorem 1 shows that any BCE that arises from rational inattention must satisfy the
separation constraint. Next, we record that the separation constraint never eliminates all

of a game’s Bayes correlated equilibria; that is, the set of separated BCEs is non-empty.
Corollary 1. Every base game G admits a separated BCE.

The proof is straightforward (details omitted): A technology where all feasible experi-
ments are free and uninformative is flexible and monotone. The corresponding game with
information acquisition admits an equilibrium by standard arguments (information is de
facto exogenous). It follows from Theorem 1 that the outcome of such an equilibrium is a
separated BCE.'

We conclude the section with a brief discussion of what happens if we allow for non-
flexible and non-monotone technologies. To accommodate such technologies, we need to
adjust Theorem 1’s statement in two ways. First, the separation constraint is no longer
necessary. And second, players can attain their gross value even when it differs from their

uninformed value. We refer the reader to Online Appendix G for the precise details.

4. Generic Environments

Theorem 1 shows rational inattention differs from exogenous information in two ways. First,
it reduces the set of equilibrium outcomes: an additional separation constraint must be
satisfied. Second, it expands the set of achievable payoffs for any given equilibrium outcome.
In this section, we prove only the second difference is meaningful in generic environments.

We adopt the following notion of genericity: We fix a finite set of players I, a finite set of
payoff states O, a full-support prior 7 € A(0), and a finite set of actions A; for each player
i € I. To obtain a base game, it remains to specify a profile of utility function u = (u;)c;.

We identify v with an element of the Euclidean space R/*Ax©

, and say a statement is true
for generic u if the closure of the subset in R7*4%® for which it is false has Lebesgue
measure zero. We denote by BCE(u) and sBCE(u) the sets of BCEs and separated BCEs

for the base game corresponding to u.

14 Another immediate consequence of this argument is that in the special case in which © is a singleton,
all (pure or mixed) Nash equilibria of the base game are separated BCEs.
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Theorem 2. For generic u, the set sBCE(u) is dense in the set BCE(u).

Thus, the environments in which rational inattention predict different outcomes than
incomplete information are knife edge.'® An important caveat to this result is the notion of
genericity we use: it is the most common for the static games we study in this paper, but also
the most permissive. For example, according to this notion of genericity, many important
economic applications—such as auctions or oligopolies—are non-generic. The notion of
genericity is also not appropriate if the base game is not actually static but represents the
strategic form of a primitive dynamic game. We discuss sSBCE in non-generic environments
in Section 6.1.

One might be tempted to think that Theorem 2 follows from indifferences being “fragile.”
This intuition works, but only for the single agent case. When I has one element, the set
of strict BCEs—i.e., the set of outcomes p such that BR(p,,) = {a;} for every player i and
a; € supp;(p)—is generically dense in the BCE set. Theorem 2 then follows from noting
that every strict BCE is separated.'®

The situation radically changes when there are at least two players. The reason is that,
with two or more players, indifferences emerge in equilibrium in generic fashion: when [
has more than one element, there exists an open set of games where no BCE is strict. For
example, consider the games in a neighborhood of Matching Pennies: such games have a
unique correlated equilibrium (the fully-mixed Nash equilibrium) is which both players are
indifferent between both actions. Hence, to prove Theorem 2 beyond the single-agent case,
one cannot hope to show that indifferences are somewhat fragile.

Our proof of Theorem 2 combines two independent lemmas. The first lemma shows that
for any BCE p and utility profile u, there exists a perturbation of u that makes p separated.
In other words, every BCE of a given game is the limit of separated BCEs of nearby games.

The second lemma shows that for generic games, any BCE that is a limit of separated
BCE in nearby games is also a separated BCE when the game is held fixed. Specifically,
the second lemma shows that the correspondence u +— cl(sBCE(u)), which takes utilities
to the closure of the sBCE set, generically is upper hemicontinuous (in fact, continuous).

To prove this second lemma, we employ ideas from Blume and Zame (1994), who study
the algebraic geometry of Nash, perfect, and sequential equilibria. In particular, we use
the Tarsky-Siedenberg Theorem to show that u +— cl(sBC'E(u)) has semi-algebraic graph,
and so must be continuous for all utility profiles outside a closed low-dimensional manifold.
Combined, these two lemmas imply that the set of games where the sSBCE set is not dense

in the BCE set is contained in a closed low-dimensional manifold. The theorem follows.

151t is easy to construct generic examples where the set of separated BCEs is not close. In particular, the
statement “sBCE(u) = BCE(u) for generic u” is false. It is also not true that “cl(sBCE(u)) = BCE(u)
for all w.”

16See Online Appendix H for a detailed argument.
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Theorem 2 implies that, in generic games, rational inattention and exogenous informa-
tion are outcome equivalent. Next, we show this equivalence does not extend to players’
welfare. In other words, even though the two knowledge regimes generically yield the same
behavioral predictions, they can have very different welfare implications.

For u € RI*4X® et Vi (u) be the closure of set of attainable value vectors under rational
inattention. By Theorem 1, these are given by the set of value vectors that lie between the

uninformed value and the gross value of some limit of separated BCEs:!”
Vi(u) = {v € [u(p,u), v(p,u)] : p € cl(sBCE(u))}, 3)

where v(p,u) and v(p,u) make explicit the dependence of uninformed and gross values on
the players’ utility functions.

We also denote by V7(u) the set of attainable value vectors under exogenous information.
Bergemann and Morris’s (2016) analysis implies this is given by the set of gross value vectors

attainable in some BCE,
Vi(u) = {v(p,u) : p € BCE(u)}. (4)

For an arbitrary u, there is no simple relationship between Vg(u) and Vi(u): sBCE(u)
is a subset of BCE(u), but v(p,u) is an element of [v(p,u),v(p,u)], so one cannot easily
conclude that Vz(u) contains or is contained by V(u), or neither.

In generic environments, the comparison is simpler:

Theorem 3. For generic u, Vi(u) C Vgr(u). In addition, if |I| > 2, |©| > 2, and |A;| > 2
for all players i, then the set of u for which Vi(u) C Vr(u) has non-empty interior.

Thus, in generic environments, rational inattention expands the set of achievable payoffs,
and it does so in a non-trivial way (i.e., with strict inclusion) for a class of environments of
positive measure. The result suggests that rational inattention and exogenous information
may have different welfare implications even when they are outcome equivalent. In the next
section, we make this idea concrete in an application to robust policy analysis.

We conclude this section by sketching the proof of Theorem 3. The first part of the
theorem immediately follows from Theorem 2, together with (3) and (4): for generic wu,
cl(sBCE(u)) = BCE(u), and therefore

Vi(u) € {v € [u(p,u),0(p,u)] : p € BCE(u)} = Vi(u).

To show the strict inclusion, the key step involves finding a utility profile u* and a BCE

"For two vector of real numbers A,v € R¥ such that A <+, we use the box, or ordered interval notation
A\ A] = {n € RF : X < <~} to denote the set of all vectors between A and 7.
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p* of the corresponding base game with two properties. First, each player has exactly two
positive probability actions, both of which are strict best responses; thus, in particular, p*
is separated. And second, for every player i, p* is the unique minimizer of i’s uniformed
value across all BCEs of u*. The first property implies that v, (p*,u*) < v;(p*,u*) for all
players i—the equality v,;(p*,u*) = v;(p*, u*) holds if and only if ¢ has a single action that
is a best response to all action recommendations. With the aid of the second property, then
we show that
inf v;(p,u™) =) wv;(p",u") < min vi(p, u™).
pesBOE(u*) % vi(p,w) zi:_l(p ) peBCE(u¥) XZ: i(p,)
This allows us to deduce that V;(u*) C Vr(u*). Finally, we use a continuity argument to

show that V7(u) C Vg(u) for all games u in a neighborhood of u*.

5. Application: Robust Welfare Analysis

In this section we demonstrate how one can use our results to conduct robust welfare analysis
in an economy where agents exhibit rational inattention.

We consider an economy that consists of a fixed set of agents, I, who play an information
acquisition game, (G, 7). The structure of the game depends on the policy enacted by a
utilitarian social planner. The planner has a good understanding of the policy’s material
implications, i.e., she knows a given policy leads to a given G. However, the planner is
unsure about the accompanying information technology 7.

We focus on two cases regarding the source of the agents’ information. The planner
either postulates that information is exogenously given, or that it is generated by rational
inattention. In both cases, the planner identifies a policy with the corresponding base game
G and employs a robust criterion that evaluates it according to the worst-case utilitarian
welfare across all relevant information technologies 7 and ensuing equilibria.

For the exogenous information case, Bergemann and Morris’s (2016) results imply one
can find the social value of a policy G by minimizing the sum of the agents’ gross payoffs
across all BCEs. Specifically, let w(p) be the utilitarian welfare of an outcome p assuming

the players’ payoffs are given by their gross value,
w(p) ==Y vi(p)-
i
Then the planner’s value of a base game G under exogenous information is

W= pggng(p),
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where BCFE is the set of Bayes correlated equilibria of G. Since the BCE set is defined by
linear inequalities, and w(p) is linear in p, one can compute w via linear programming.
What about a planner who postulates that agents are rationally inattentive? Theorem 1
provides the answer: such a planner evaluates each base game according to the lowest sum of
uninformed values that is attainable in some separated BCE. More precisely, for an outcome
p, let w(p) be the utilitarian welfare implied by p in the base game G if players’ payoffs are

given by their uninformed value,
w(p) = 3 v;(p).

Then Theorem 1 suggests that a planner who assumes information is endogenous would

evaluate each game according to the minimum of w(p) across all separated BCEs p,

perop )

Recall, however, that Theorem 2 says that the separation constraint does not bind for
generic games. As such, imposing the separation constraint is only appropriate if the planner
is absolutely certain of the structure of the base game. Whereas such certainty might be
justifiable in certain cases, here we take the perspective of a cautious planner who, in an
economy where agents are rationally inattentive, evaluates G according to the worst-case
value of w(p) across all BCE,

w = pglglng(p).

Since the BCE set is defined by linear inequalities, and w(p) is convex in p, one can compute
w using convex programming.

Clearly, the planner’s decisions under rational inattention and exogenous information
can differ only if the two generate different values, that is, if w # w. Because each players’
uninformed value is always lower than her gross value, we have w < w; that is, welfare
under rational inattention is always lower than the welfare under exogenous information.
Below we characterize when the inequality is strict in symmetric binary-action games.

A base game G = (1,0, m,(A;,u;);cr) has binary actions if for every player i, A;
contains two elements. It is symmetric if A; = A; for all 4,5 € I, and if for every

permutation ¢ : I — I, player i, action profile a, and payoff state 6,

ui(a¢7 0) = Up(q) (a> 9)7

where ay := (ag(;))jer is the action profile such that each player j takes action ay(;). Given

a symmetric base game, an outcome p € A(A x 0) is symmetric if for every permutation
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¢, action profile a, and payoff state 0,

p(a, 9) = p(a¢, 0)

We denote the set of symmetric outcomes by A%Y(A x ©). As one might hope, focusing on

symmetric outcomes is without loss for welfare analysis in symmetric games:

Lemma 1. If G is symmetric, then both min,cpcr w(p) and min,epcop w(p) admit sym-

metric optimal solutions.

The next result characterizes the binary-action symmetric games for which rational

inattention yields strictly lower worst-case welfare than exogenous information.

Proposition 1. Let G be a symmetric, binary-action base game. Then, w < w if and only

if all p* € argmin,cnsv(axo) w(p) satisfy the following condition:
a; € supp;(p*) and BR(p,,) = {a;} foralli e I and a; € A;. (5)

Moreover, in this case,

argmin  w(p) C argmin w(p).
pEAY(AXO) peEBCE

Thus, one can check whether w < w by examining the minimizers of w(p) among all
symmetric outcomes p, ignoring the players’ obedience constraints. In particular, one needs
to check whether all these minimizers recommend both actions to every player, and only
send recommendations that induce unique best responses. An immediate implication of the

above proposition is that, in a symmetric binary-action game, if w < w, then

2= Bl )

We now briefly explain the proposition’s proof. The key observation is that in a binary
action game, a BCE p satisfies (5) if and only if v;(p) > w;(p) holds for every player i.
To get intuition for the “if” direction, note that having two recommendations that lead
to strict best responses means players get a strictly positive benefit from following them.
This benefit creates a wedge between the gross value v;(p), which accounts for the value of
information, and the uninformed value v,(p), which does not. For the converse direction,
note that a violation of (5) means some player i has an action that is optimal across all of
the mediator’s recommendations. As such, player 4 loses nothing by ignoring the mediator’s
recommendations and taking that action. In other words, player i’s gross value equals her
uninformed value.

Armed with the above observation, we prove the proposition in two steps. The first step

shows w < w holds if and only if all optimal solutions of min,e popsy w(p) satisty (5). This
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step follows from applying the above-mentioned observation to symmetric outcomes. The
second step shows that all optimal solutions of min,cpcpsy w(p) satisfy (5) if and only if
all optimal solutions of min,cxsv(4xe) w(p) satisfy (5). Loosely speaking, the reason is as
follows: if the obedience constraint does not bind at the optimum—as (5) dictates—then it
can be relaxed, and therefore minimizing over p € BC'E®Y is the same as minimizing over
peEAVY(AxO).

Proposition 1 enables us to find circumstances where the planner’s optimal policy de-
pends on whether she believes players’ information is exogenously given, or generated by

rational inattention. We demonstrate this fact below in a regime change game.

Example 2. We consider a regime change game whereby a status quo is abandoned if a
sufficiently large number of players take an action against it. Such games are well-studied
and have been used to model a variety of social phenomena, including currency crises, bank
runs, debt crises, and political revolts.'®

In our application, there are n identical investors, i € I = {1,...,n}, each of which
decides whether to speculate against (i.e., attack) a distressed financial institution (a; = 1)
or not (a; = 0). Speculating costs k& € (0,1). If enough investors speculate, the institution
fails (i.e., the attack succeeds), generating a profit of 1 to the speculators, and an externality
of —x to all passive investors, where x € (0,00). The payoff state § € © C {1,...,n},
determines the number of speculators required for the attack to succeed. We assume that
min © > 1, and max ©® < n — 1, meaning no single investor can go against the will of all the

others.'” We summarize these payoffs below:

ui(l,a_i,ﬁ) 1—k —k
u;(0,a_;,0) -z 0

We focus on finding conditions under which there is a difference between the worst-
case welfare under rational inattention and exogenous information.”’ By Proposition 1,
answering this question requires us to minimize the sum of the uninformed values across all
symmetric outcomes, ignoring obedience constraints. The following claim characterizes the

solutions to this problem.

8See, e.g., Obstfeld (1996); Morris and Shin (1998); Goldstein and Pauzner (2005); Morris and Shadmehr
(forthcoming).

19A fortiori, n > 3 because 2 < min® < max© < n — 1.

20Tt is easy to verify that, in this example, rational inattention and exogenous information are outcome
equivalent, that is, the sBCE set is dense in the BCE set. Indeed, the regime change game admits a strict
BCE p where all players take both actions with positive probability (e.g., a convex combinations of the pure
Nash equilibria in which everyone speculates or no-one speculates). Thus, any BCE ¢ can be approximated
by a separated BCE (1 — €)g + ep as € — 0.
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Claim 1. In the regime change game, a symmetric p* minimizes w(p) across all outcomes
p € A%Y(A x ©) if and only if the following conditions hold: for all payoff state 6,

ﬁ({mﬁy9—1§§:m§9}>:a (6)
» <{(a,9):2ai>9}>:1fx. (7)

The two optimality conditions have simple interpretations. First, no investor is ever
pivotal. And second, the attack succeeds with probability k£/(1 + x). To obtain these

conditions, we show that p* minimizes w(p) across all p € ASY(A x ©) only if each individ-

ual investor i is indifferent between never speculating and always speculating when other
investors play according to p*. Minimizing across all symmetric outcomes satisfying this
condition then delivers the result.

Finding a symmetric p* that satisfies the obedience constraints in addition to the claim’s
conditions is easy: have all investors attack together with probability k/(1 4+ =) regardless
of the state, and no one speculates otherwise. Calculating the sum of the uninformed values

from p* immediately give the worst-case welfare under rational inattention,

_n:rk‘
142

(8)

w=w(p*) =

Hence, under rational inattention, the planner’s value decreases in the size of the externality
x and the cost of betting on the financial institution’s demise k, but does not depend on ;
that is, the planner’s value does not depend on the institution’s fundamentals.

Next we argue a planner who views information as exogenously given may adopt different
policies than a planner who thinks investors are rationally inattentive. Towards this goal,

we first specialize Proposition 1 to the current setting.

Claim 2. In a regime change game G one has w(G) < w(G) if and only if every symmetric

p that satisfies (6) and (7) must also satisfy

k
- P> .
pal—l{;a]_9}> 1+z (9)

For intuition, we first explain why the claim’s conditions are sufficient; that is, why (9)
holding for all symmetric outcomes satisfying (6) and (7) implies that w < w. Note that an
investor that is never pivotal is indifferent between not speculating and speculating if and
only if she believes the institution is going to fail with a probability of exactly k/(1 + x).
Therefore, whenever (6), (7), and (9) all hold, investors are ex-ante indifferent between

speculating and not, but strictly prefer to speculate conditional on getting a ”speculate”
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recommendation. Moreover, by Bayes rule, the probability the institution fails conditional
on the mediator telling an investor not to speculate is strictly below k/(1 + z). So, (6),
(7) and (9) together imply that both the ”speculate” and the ”do not speculate” recom-
mendations lead investors to have a strict best response. Since (6) and (7) are equivalent
to minimizing w over AY(A x ©), we obtain that the claim’s condition implies Proposi-
tion 1-(??7), which in turn delivers w < w. For the converse direction, suppose one can find
a symmetric outcome p that satisfies (6) and (7), but violates (9). Since (9) fails for p,
not speculating must be a best response following a ”speculate” recommendation; that is,
p violates condition (??). Proposition 1 then implies w(G) = w(G).

Next we argue a planner who views information as exogenous may adopt different poli-
cies than a planner who thinks investors are rationally inattentive. To do so, we characterize
when these two knowledge environments attain the same worst-case welfare. The appendix
provides a general characterization (see Claim 15); the claim below specializes this charac-

terization to the case where © is binary.

Claim 3. Suppose © = {6, 0}, where § > 6. Then w = w if and only if § — > 3 and

L2 (- 0)m0) < 1o < 2 (7-0) (1)) (10)

In other terms, with binary 6, worst-case welfare under rational inattention is the same
as under exogenous information if and only if the state is sufficiently uncertain in the sense
that # — @ > 3, and the probability of f is not too extreme compared to k/(1 + z)—e.g.,
(10) fails if 7(#) goes to zero or one. In particular, the worst-case welfare under rational
inattention is always strictly below the welfare under exogenous information when there’s
certainty about the institution’s fundamentals (i.e., when 6 is deterministic).

The proof of Claim 3 is rather detailed; here we provide only a rough intuition. Com-
bining Proposition 1 and Claim 1, one can show the worst-case welfare under exogenous
information coincides with the worst-case welfare under rational inattention only if a sym-
metric outcome exists that satisfies two conditions. First, an investor who does not see
the mediator’s recommendation is indifferent between attacking and not attacking. And
second, for an investor who does see the mediator’s recommendation, either not speculating
is a best response to a “speculate” recommendation, or vice versa. Appealing to Bayes rule,
one can show that an outcome satisfies these conditions if and only if there is limited overlap
between the event where many investors are attacking and the event in which the attack
succeeds. Claim 3 follows from showing a sufficient disconnect between these two events
is attainable if and only if there is enough uncertainty about 6. Intuitively, disconnecting
the two events is easy when 6 obtains both high and low values with large probability:

one can have the number of speculators just come short of a successful attack when 6 is

23



high, and come just above the threshold when 6 is low. The same cannot be done when @ is
deterministic. In that case, successful attacks necessarily involve more speculating investors
than failed ones.

A takeaway is that, unlike under rational inattention, a planner who views information
as exogenous may adopt policies that change the institution’s fundamentals. For a concrete
illustration, consider two policies G and G’ that differ only in the institution’s fundamentals,
that is, in the set of states © and their distribution 7 € A(©). Suppose G satisfies the
conditions of Claim 3, but G’ does not. Worst-case welfare under rational inattention is the
same for G and G": w = w’ by (8). By contrast, G generates lower welfare under exogenous
information: w < @’ by (8) and Claim 3. Consequently, a planner who views information

as being exogenous would pay some amount to change the institution’s fundamentals.

6. Further Results

In this section, we discuss additional results regarding non-generic environments and equi-

libria with almost-free information. All related proofs are in the Online Appendix.

6.1. Non-generic Environments

Theorem 2 shows the separation constraint has no bite for generic games. However, many
economic environments, such as auctions, are non-generic. In this section we characterize
the (non-generic) environments where the separation constraint has substantive impact. We
also show that the impact of separation has an all-or-nothing flavor: if the sBCE set is not
dense in the BCE set, it is in fact nowhere dense.

Fix a base game G. For the separation constraint to bite, players must have weak
incentives to follow the mediator’s action recommendations. A special case is one where,
whenever the mediator recommends player i action b; in a BCE of the game, the player would
be equally happy to take action a;. Myerson (1997) calls this scenario “jeopardization”:
action a; jeopardizes action b; if, for every BCE p such that b; € supp;(p), a; € BR(pp,).*!
We denote by J(b;) the set of actions that jeopardizes b;.

Every action jeopardizes itself by the obedience constraint; hence, J(b;) is not empty. A
sufficient condition for jeopardization is weak domination: if u;(a;, a—;,0) > u;(b;,a—;,0) for
alla_; € A_; and 0 € O, then q; jeopardizes b;. But the concept of jeopardization is broader
than weak domination. For example, in Matching Pennies, Heads and Tails jeopardize each

other, even if neither action is weakly dominant.

2! Myerson defines jeopardization for games without payoff uncertainty; here we give the obvious extension
to games where O is not a singleton.
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Weak incentives are necessary but not sufficient for the separation constraint to be
binding: it must also be that different action recommendations induce distinct posterior
beliefs. Next we introduce a class of BCE in which such separation is most pronounced.
Say a BCE p is maximally supported if the support of every other BCE is contained by
the support of p. A maximally-supported BCE p is minimally mixed if

Ja; # qp;, 1mplies  pq, # py,

for every BCE ¢, i € I, and a;,b; € supp;(q).

For an interpretation of minimal mixing, take the perspective of a mediator who wants to
implement a BCE p. When p,;, = py,, the mediator can replace the distinct recommendations
of playing a; and b; with a single recommendation of mixing between the two actions with
probabilities p(a;)/(p(a;) + p(b;)) and p(b;)/(p(a;) + p(b;)). A BCE p is minimally mixed
if a mediator has the least amount of opportunities to implement p recommending mixed
actions. Whereas minimally mixed BCEs seem esoteric at first, they are in fact, ubiquitous:
the set of minimally mixed BCEs is open and dense in the BCE set (see Lemma 20 in the
Online Appendix).

Our next result uses the concepts of jeopardization and minimally mixed BCEs to char-
acterize when the BCE set and the closure of the sBCE set coincide.

Proposition 2. The following statements are equivalent:
(i) The sBCE set is dense in the BCE set.

(i1) A minimally mized sBCE exists.

(iii) For every BCE p, i € I, a;,b; € supp;(p),

Pa; # b, implies  J(a;) N J(b;) = 2.

The result shows how jeopardization and minimal mixing can be used in applications to
study sBCE. To verify that the sBCE set is dense in the BCE set, it is enough to produce
a minimally mixed sBCE. To verify that the sBCE set is not dense in the BCE set, it is
enough to produce a BCE in which two actions induce distinct beliefs and share a common
jeopardizing action. As shown by Myerson (1997), the jeopardizing actions can be easily
computed from the dual of the system of linear inequalities that defines BCE. In Online
Appendix [.2, we simplify the analysis of minimally mixed BCE by describing how to find
the actions that induce different beliefs for some BCE.

Next, we build on Proposition 2 and obtain that sSBCE is an all-or-nothing refinement
of BCE.
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Theorem 4. The sBCE set is either dense or nowhere dense in the BCE set.

For a rough explanation, consider first the case in which a minimally mixed sBCE exists.
Then, by Proposition 2, the sBCE set is dense in the BCE set. Consider now the case in
which a minimally sSBCE does not exist. By Proposition 2, the sSBCE set is not dense in the
BCE set. To reach the stronger conclusion that the sBCE set is nowhere dense in the BCE
set, we use the fact that the set of minimally mixed BCE is open and dense in the BCE set.

Thus, whereas the separation constraint does not bind in most circumstances, whenever

it does bind, it significantly restricts the set of attainable outcomes.

6.2. Vanishing Cost Equilibrium

The case in which the cost of information is very small can be interpreted as a perturbation
of complete information. As such, it can serve as a device for selecting equilibria of games
where the state of the environment is commonly known.?? Existing works study this limit
scenario under various restrictions on the information technology; next we obtain a robust
characterization by leveraging the connection between rational inattention and separated
BCE.

Fix a base game G. An outcome p € A, (A x ©) is a complete-information Nash

equilibrium if for every 6 € O there is a mixed action profile oy = (g ;)icr such that

p(a,0)
= || api(as), for all a € A,
() E
Qg € argﬁ_ren&agz) Zui(a, 0)B;(a;) Ha97j(aj), forallieI.
¢ Yoa J#i

Notice that every complete-information Nash equilibrium is a BCE. Such BCE is gener-
ated by an information structure in which the payoff state 6 is commonly known and the
correlation state z is degenerate.

Under what conditions a complete-information Nash equilibrium is the result of almost-
frictionless information acquisition? To answer this question, we first make precise what we
mean by “almost frictionless” information acquisition.

A technology T represents unconstrained rational inattention if for every player i,

Zx9) " and the cost function C; is monotone.

all experiments are feasible (i.e., & = A(X;)
An outcome p € A;(A x O) is a vanishing cost equilibrium if for every € > 0, there

exist an unconstrained rational-inattention technology 7 and an equilibrium (£, o) of the

22Gee, e.g., Yang (2015); Hoshino (2018); Denti (2021, forthcoming); Morris and Yang (2022). Ravid et al.
(2022) conduct a similar exercise in which only one player can acquire information.
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information-acquisition game (G, 7) such that, denoting by ¢ the outcome of (§,0),
max C;(&) <e and [|p(a,0)—q(a,0)] <e

foralliel,a€e A, and 0 € ©.
The next theorem characterizes what complete-information Nash equilibria are vanishing

cost equilibria.

Theorem 5. A complete-information Nash equilibrium p is a vanishing cost equilibrium if

and only if it belongs to the closure of the sBCFE set.

The “only if” side of Theorem 5 is an immediate consequence of Theorem 1: since
outcomes of rational inattention games are separated BCEs, any vanishing cost equilibrium
p must be the limit of a sequence of separated BCEs. The “if” side of Theorem 5 requires
more work. Theorem 1 only guarantees the existence of a sequence of rational-inattention
games whose outcomes converge to p: it does not give that information costs go to zero
along the sequence. To prove this additional property, we use the fact that p is a complete-
information Nash equilibrium.

Recall that, by Theorem 2, the SBCE set generically is dense in the BCE set. Thus,
a corollary of Theorem 5 is that, generically, all complete-information Nash equilibria are

vanishing cost equilibria.

Corollary 2. For generic u, every complete-information Nash equilibrium is a vanishing

cost equilibrium.

As a consequence, if one intends to use rational inattention to select equilibria of com-
plete information games, one needs either to focus on specialized economic environments or
take a stance on the nature of the information acquisition technology.

Finally, we remark that not all vanishing cost equilibria are complete-information Nash
equilibria. We provide a complete characterization of vanishing cost equilibria in Online
Appendix J.2. In particular, we show that conver combinations of complete-information

Nash equilibria can also be the result of almost-frictionless information acquisition.

7. Conclusion

Since its introduction by Sims (2003), rational inattention has emerged as a powerful the-
ory, with a wide range of applications throughout economics. This theory serves both as
a portable model of limited cognition, and as a way of anchoring information to incen-

tives. But for all its merits, the theory’s current formalization has a significant drawback:
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researchers must make hard-to-verify assumptions on players’ information acquisition capa-
bilities. The current paper addresses this concern by developing a framework for spanning
all predictions consistent with rational inattention in a given economic setting.

We also use our framework to make two conceptual contributions. First, we show that
in generic settings, the economic environment imposes no restrictions on the types of in-
formation that may emerge under rational inattention. Hence, studies employing rational
inattention to understand the shape of agents’ information must either make specialized as-
sumptions about the underlying information technology, or rely on highly-structured char-
acteristics of the economic environment. Second, our work underscores the significance of
considering the costs of information acquisition when assessing players’ welfare. Specifi-
cally, mistakenly assuming that information is given when it is actually acquired can lead
one to overestimate the benefits players derive from their information, and so may result in

misleading welfare conclusions.
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Appendix

A. Preliminary results

The next sections introduce lemmas we will use to prove the results from the main text.

The lemmas may be of independent interest, so we collect them here, in individual sections.

A.1. Single-agent lemmas on rational inattention

This section presents single-agent results on costly information acquisition. We take the
perspective of an individual i who has to choose an action a; € A; whose utility w;(a;,w)
depends on an uncertain state of nature w € 2. Both A; and 2 are finite. Let p € A(Q) be
the prior distribution of the state; p may not have full support.

Before choosing an action, the decision maker can run an experiment &; : Q — A(Xj;) at
a cost C;(&) € Ry. Let & C A(X;)® be the set of feasible experiments. The signal space
X; is finite and contains more elements than the sets 2 and A;.

Overall, the decision maker faces the following information-acquisition problem:

¢ ehax > wilai,w)oi(ailz)&(ilw)p(w) | — Ci(&) (11)
% 1,04 i W, T5,04
where ¥; is the set of all action plans o; : X; — A(A4;).

In accordance with the terminology used in the main text, we write & - & if there is a
Markov kernel g : X; — A(X;) such that for every z; € X; and w € Q with p(w) > 0,

Grilw) = Y glwilz))é(a|w). (12)
zieX;
We say that &; is flexible if, whenever & 7 & and & € &;, then & € &;. We also say that
C; : & — R, is monotone if, whenever &;,& € &; are such that & 7 & (resp., & = &),
then C;(&;) = Ci(&]) (vesp., Ci(&i) > Ci(&)))-
Next we characterize the pairs (&, 0;) that are optimal solutions of (11) for some flexible
& and monotone C;. We will use the following notation. Given a pair (&;,0;), we denote

by ;i € A(A; x X; x Q) the induced probability measure over actions, signals, and states:

pilas, zi,w) = oi(agz) & (xi|w)p(w).
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We also denote by p;(x;) the unconditional probability of signal z;:

(i) = > nlai,w

For all x; such that p;(x;) > 0, let py, € A(Q2) be the conditional distribution of the state:

Da, Milai, Ti, W)
(i) '

fha; (w) =

Let BR (pg,) be the corresponding set of best responses:

BR (p15,) = argmax lz (@i, w) g, (W )] .

a;EA;

Lemma 2. A flexible & C A(X;) and a monotone C; : & — Ry exist such that (&, 0;) is
an optimal solution of (11) if and only if the following conditions hold:

(i) For all signals xz; such that p;(x;) > 0,
0i (BR (pia,) |7:) = 1
(ii) For all signals x; and ) such that p;(x;) > 0 and u;(z;) >0,

Mo, # g implies  BR(pa,) NV BR(p,) =

In addition, for every \; € (0, 1], one can choose C; so that

Ci(&) = A < > wilag, w)pilai, i, w) — max sz (ai,w ) :

CL»LG i
A4, Tg,W

Lemma 2 extends a result in Denti (2021). Denti (2021) uses a stronger version of
Blackwell’s informativeness: & =* £ if there is a Markov kernel ¢ : X; — A(X;) such that
for every x; € X; and w € €,

E(zi|w) = Z g(z;]2})E () |w). (13)
! EXl

The difference between 7~ and 7Z* is that (12) holds on the support of p while (13) on Q.

We say that & is flexible* if, whenever & 7=* & and & € &, then & € &. We also
say that C; : & — R, is monotone* if, whenever &;, &) € &; are such that & =* & (resp.,
& =" &), then Ci(&) = Ci(&)) (resp., Ci(&) > Ci(&))-
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Lemma 3 (Denti, 2021). A flezible* & C A(X;) and a monotone* C; : & — R ewist
such that (&;,04) is an optimal solution of (11) if and only if the following conditions hold:

(i) For all signals xz; such that p;(x;) > 0,

01 (BR () 1) = 1.
(ii) For all signals x; and x; such that p;(x;) > 0 and p;(z;) >0,

Lo, # figr  implies BR(pg;) N BR(/L%) =d.

(iii) For all signals x; and states w, if & (zilw) > 0 then p;(x;) > 0.
In addition, one can choose C; so that

Ci(&) = Z wj(a;,w)pi(a;, r;j,w) — max Zwi(ai,w)p(w).

a; €A;
W, T ,05 P w

Proof of Lemma 2. To use Lemma 3, we define Q* = supp(p). Let p* be the restriction of
p to €, and let w; be the restriction of w; to A; x X; x Q*. By construction, p* has full
support on *; thus, for experiments defined on 2*, the rankings > and >* coincide.

“If” Suppose (&;,0;) satisfy Lemma 2-(i) and Lemma 2-(ii). Let & be the restriction of
& to %, and let pf be the restriction of p; to A; x X; x Q*.

Lemma 2-(i) implies that for all signals z; such that p}(z;) > 0,

o (BR (,u;) |x2) = 1.
Lemma 2-(ii) implies that for all signals z; and z such that p}(z;) > 0 and pf(x}) > 0,
Pz, # ppr implies  BR(pz,) N BR(py) = 2.

Since p* has full support, if & (x;|w*) > 0 for z; € X; and w* € Q*, then pf(z;) > 0.
Thus, by Lemma 3, there exist a flexible* £ C A(X;)?" and monotone* C* : £* — R,

such that (£, 0;) is an optimal solution of

> wilag,w)oi(ailz)E (wilw)p" (W) | — CF(€)- (14)

, max
£rell o€y W T

In addition, we can choose the cost function so that

CHE) = w?(auw*)uf(an%w)—glggzwi‘(anw*)/)*(w*)-
w*,Ti,a; T W

31



Fix A; € (0,1]. Let & be the set of all £ : Q© — A(X;) such that & > &' For & € &,
define C;(&) = \iCF (&) where £ is the restriction of & to Q*. Note that C; is well defined
because, if & = & and & is the restriction of £ to Q*, then & »=* &, which in turn implies

& € & (given that & is flexible®). Note that

Ci(&) = Ni < > wilai,w)pi(as, i, w) — max Zwi(anw)ﬂ(w)) :

a; €A
;, ;W W

Clearly, &; is flexible. Since C} is monotone*, C; is monotone. Moreover, since (£, 0;)

is an optimal solution of (14), then (&;,0;) is an optimal solution of

max [ ) ’wi(auW)Uz'(ai\xi)d(wi!w)p(wl - )%Ci(é‘)-

IeE: giEN:
§i€€i0,€%; T

By construction of &, (&, 0;) is also optimal solution of

max l >, wz’(aiaW)Ui(ai|$i)§§($i|w)ﬂ(w)]-

1€ oS
§ie&i,oi€x; wiTra

Combining these two facts, we obtain that (&, 0;) is an optimal solution of

!/ !/
g;eglg(ezi L;ﬂ wi(aiaw)ai(ai’xi)gi(xi’w)p(w)] - Ci(&)-
This concludes the proof of the “if” part of Lemma 2.

“Only if” Let (&,0;) be an optimal solution of (11) for some flexible & and some
monotone C;. Let {* be the restrictions of £ to 2%, and let p} be the restriction of j; to
A; x X; x QF.

We denote by £ the set of all £ : @ — A(X;) for which there exists &, € & such that
& (Hw*) = &l(+|w*) for all w* € Q*. For £ € &£F, let CF(&F) be the infimum of C;(&) over
all & € & such that £ is the restriction of & to Q*. Notice that, since C' is monotone,
Cr(&) = Cy(&) for all £F € £F and & € & such that & is the restriction of & to Q*.

Since &; is flexible, &' is flexible*. Since C' is monotone, C* is monotone*. Moreover,
since (&;,0;) is a optimal solution of (11) for & and Cj, then (&, 0;) is an optimal solution
of

ey | X wilanwt)arlade)é @) @) | - CHE).
Then, Lemma 3-(i) implies Lemma 2-(i), and Lemma 3-(ii) implies Lemma 2-(ii). i

Next we refine Lemma 2 by showing that one can put a bound on the cost of all exper-

32



iments. For short, we define

w;(pi) = max w; (b, w)pi(aq, i, w) = max > wibi,w)p(w),
T 1 T 1 w

A, Tg,W

wi(:ui): Z wi(ahw)ui(ahxi?w)v

Aj,2q,W
Wi (i) = max Z w; (b, w)pi(a;, z;,w Z max w; (bi,w)p(w).
w bZEAl Qg ,Tq b e g

Lemma 4. If (&;,0;) satisfies Lemma 2-(i) and Lemma 2-(ii), then there exists a monotone
Ci : A(X)® — Ry such that (&,0;) is an optimal solution of (11), with & = A(X;).

Moreover, for every A; € (0,1], one can choose C; so that

Ci(&) = Ni (@i(pi) — w;(pi)) s

e o G (&) < Ai +ipa) = [(1 = N)wi(pa) + Avwy ()] -

Proof. By Lemma 2, there are flexible £ C A(X;)%* and monotone C/ : £/ — R such that

(&, 04) is an optimal solution of (11). In addition, we can assume that
Ci(&) = Ni (Wi(pa) — w; (i) -
Note that the upper bound on information costs we wish to obtain can be re-written as

Ci(&) < Ni + Ci(&) + i) — @i(1)-
e (&) < Xi + Ci(&) + wi(p) — Wike)

Let CF : A(X;)® — R, be any finite monotone cost function defined over the set of all
experiments (e.g., the entropy cost of Matéjka and McKay, 2015). Let K; > 0 be a positive
constant such that for all &/ € A(X;)%,

K;CF (&) < \i.

We define C; : A(X;)® — Ry as follows. For & = &, we set C;(¢&!) = CI(&]), and for
& &, we sl
Ci(&) = KiC7 (&) + Cil&) + i) — Wipi)-

Notice that for all & € A(X;),
Ci(&) < N+ Ci(&) + Wi(pi) — Wipa)-

Thus, C; has the desired bound. It remains to check that C; is monotone, and that (&;, o)
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is an optimal solution of (11) when all experiments are feasible and costs are given by C;.
To verify that C; is monotone, let & and & a pair of experiments. If £ ~ &, then either

both experiments are dominated by &;, in which case
Ci(&5) = Cil&) = Ci(&) = Ci(&])
because C/ is monotone, or neither experiment are dominated by &;, in which case
Ci(&) — Cil&)) = Ki(CF (&) — CF (&) =0

because C} is monotone. In any case, if £ ~ &', then C;(&)) = Ci(&)).

Suppose now that & = & If & = &, then C;(&) > C;(&) because C/ is monotone. If
&i i 7. then Cy(&}) > Ci (&) because CF is monotone. Finally, consider the case in which
& & and & = &, We have that

Ci(&) = KiC7 (&) + Ci(&) + i) — i (s)
> Ci(&i) + i) — Wi (i)
> Ci(&]) = Ci(&).

where the strict inequality follows from C} being monotone and & % &, and the weak
inequality from C! being monotone and &; > £. Overall, we conclude that C; is monotone.

Next we check that (&, 0;) is an optimal solution of (11) when all experiments are
feasible and the cost of information is C;. Let & € A(Xi)Q and o, € ¥; be an alternative
solution of (11). If & = &, then &, € &/ because §; € £/ and &/ is flexible. Thus, since (&;, 0;)
is an optimal solution of (11) when the set of feasible of experiments is £/ and the cost of
/ /

i» 0

information is C/, then ( ) cannot be strictly better than (&;,0;) when the costs of &;

and & are given by C;, given that C; coincide with C/ on &.

/

Consider now the case in which & % &;. The net payoff from (&, 0}) is at most

IR

ZH};_LXW(%W)P(W) —Ci(&) =~ <Ki0i*(€§) +CiE) - wz’(amw)m(amﬂi,w))

Wy,

< Y wilai,w)pilai, v, w) = Cl(&)

W,Tq,A

= Z wi(ag, w)pi(ai, x;,w) — Ci(&).

Wy,

Overall, we conclude that (§;,0;) is an optimal solution of (11) when all experiments are

feasible and the cost of information is C;. m|
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A.2. Equilibrium information structures

In this section we characterize the information structures that can arise in an equilibrium
of a rational inattention game for a fixed base game G.

We adopt the following notation. Given an information structure S = (Z, (, (X;, & )icr)
and a profile of action plans o = (0;)er, we denote by v € A(A x X x Z x O) the induced

probability measure over actions, signals, and states:
v(a,x,2,0) =[] oilas|e:) (a2, 0) | C(210)7(6). (15)
el

Let v(z;) be the probability that player i observes signal x;:

I/(.Z'Z) - Z V(a,xi,x_i,zﬁ).

a,x_;,z,0

For all x; such that v(z;) > 0, we denote by v, € A(A_; x X_; x Z x ©) the conditional

distribution of the others’ actions, the others’ signals, and the state:

Zai I/(CLi, Ay Ljy X —j, 2, 9)
v(wi)

Vg, (a—ia T—i, 2, 9) =

Let BR (vy,) be the corresponding set of best responses:

BR (v,,) = argmax Z wi(aj,a_i, Oy, (a—i,v—i, 2,0)| .

G€AL g o 20

With a slight abuse of of notation, we also define

] = ibi7 _7;,0 s Ly >97
v;(v) = max a’w’z’eu (bi,a—i, O)v(a,x, z,0)
272‘(’/) = Z ui(a>9)y(av$aza9)7

a,x,z,0
Ui(y) = ;H%?X;ul(bla A—ij, Q)T/(CL,QZ‘, 2,9)-

Lemma 5. Let G be a base game, S = (Z,(,(Xi,&)icr) an information structure, and
o = (0i)ier a profile of action plans. For every player i, there exist a flexible & and a
monotone C; such that (§,0) is an equilibrium of (G,T), with T = (Z,(,(X;, &, Cy)icr), if
and only if for every player i, the following conditions hold:

35



(i) For all signals x; such that v(x;) > 0,

(it) For all signals x; and x, such that v(x;) > 0 and v(z}) > 0,

Vg, # Vg implies BR(vy;) N BR (1/1,;) =0.

In addition, for every player i and scalar \; € (0,1], one can choose & = A(X;)?*® and
Ci : A(X;)?*® = Ry such that

Ci(&) = Ni (vi(v) —v;(v))
Ci(&) < N+ 0i(v) — [(1 = X)v; Aiv; (V)]
o CHE) € X (w) — (= )5 (0) + A ()
Proof. The proof of Lemma 5 builds on Lemmas 2 and 4. Paralleling the notation in Section
A1, for every player i we define an auxiliary decision problem. Given ) := Z x ©, we take
p€A(Q) and w; : A; x Q — R as follows:

p(z,0) = ((210)7 (), (16)
wi(ai, z,0) = > uia,0) [H%(%@j)&j(ﬁjlz,@)l- (17)
a_i,T_; J#E

In the single-agent problem, €2 is the set of possible states, p is the prior distribution of the
state, and w; is the utility function (A; remains the set of feasible actions). Like in Section
A1, given a signal z; generated by §; with positive probability, we denote by p,, € A(Q)
the conditional distribution of w, and we write BR(j,,) for the best response set.

We will use the following claims, which relate the single-agent problem to the primitive

many-player environment.

Claim 4. For all signals z; such that v(x;) > 0,
BR (ug;) = BR (vy,) .
Proof of the claim. For all actions a;, we have

§i(wi|z,0)((2|0)m(0)

v(w;)

> wian,w)pa, (W) = D uia,0) [Hffj(aﬂiﬂj)ﬁj(iﬂﬂz,@)]

a_;,x_;,z,0 VE

= Z wi(a, vy, (a—i, v_i, 2,0).

a—;,x—i,z,0
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We conclude that BR(uy,) = BR(vy,). o

Claim 5. For all signals z; and 2 such that v(z;) > 0 and v(x}) > 0,

75

7

= Uy if and only if p,, = fha! -
Proof of the claim. Notice first that for all w,

/L%(W) = Z in(a—iyx—bw)v

a—i,T—

Mo’ (w) = E Vx;(a—i’ x—i’w)'
a—3,T—4
Thus, v,, = V! implies p,;, = P! - For the converse direction, suppose p,;, = fhos! - Then one

obtains the following equality chain for all a_;, x_;, z, and 0:
§i(wi]2,0)C(210)m(0) [ 14 0 (ajlz;)Es(w5]2,0)

(i)
_ &i(zilz,0)p(z,0) | EACTEDISCARND)

V() j#i
= p; (2,0) [ [ o (ajlz)&5 (512, 0)
j#i

=ty (2,0) [T oy (aslay)&(wjlz, 0) = vy (ai, w4, 2,6).

J#i

Vg, (a—i7 T—i, 2, 9) =

We deduce that v,, = v,. O

We are now ready to complete the proof of Lemma 5. For the “only if” part, notice
that if (£, 0) is an equilibrium of (G,7T), then for every player i, (&, 0;) solve (11) for the
setting defined above. Lemma 2 then delivers two facts. First, for all signals x; such that
v(z;) >0,

0i(BR(vg,)|x;) = 0i( BR(g,;)|xi) = 1,

where the first equality follows from Claim 4, and the second from Lemma 2-(i). We conclude
Lemma 5-(i) holds. Second, for all signals z; and  such that v(z;) > 0 and v(z}) > 0, if
Vo, # Vg then pig, # fiz (by Claim 5), which implies

@ = BR(pa,) N BR(py) = BR(vs,) N BR(vy),

where the first equality follows from Lemma 2-(ii), and the second from Claim 4. Thus,
Lemma 5-(ii) also holds.

For the “if” part, suppose that Lemma 5-(i) and Lemma 5-(ii) hold. Reasoning as above,
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one can use Claims 4 and 5 to obtain that Lemma 2-(i) and Lemma 2-(ii) are satisfied. It
follows that for every player i, we can find a flexible & and a monotone C; such that (&, ;)
solves (11) for the setting defined above. In addition, using Lemma 4, we can assume that
E = A(X)® and, given \; € (0,1], that C; : A(X;)® — Ry is such that

Ci(&) = Ai (Wi(pa) — wipi)) = Ai (0 (v) — vi(va)) s
and for all ¢/ € A(X;)%,

Ci(&)) < Ni + i) — [(1 = No)wi(pas) + Niw; ()]
=N+ @Z(V) — [(1 — )\Z')@i(V) + )\Z’Qi(l/)] .

Going back to the many-player environment, we construct the desired technology 7 by
combining the information structure S with (&;, C;)ier: T := (Z,¢, (X;, &, Ci)icr)- m|

A.3. Representing outcomes with information structures

Fix a base game G. An information structure S = (Z, (, (X;,&;)icr) and a profile of action

plans o = (0;);er represent an outcome p € A(A x O) if for all a € A and 0 € O,

pla,0) = [H Ji(ai|$i)£i(xi|zve)1 ¢(2[0)m(6).
zx Liel

Each outcome admits multiple representations. For example, as is well known, one can

represent p as follows. Set Z = A, and for every ¢ € I, take X; so that X; D A;. For every

z € Aand 0 € O, set ((z|0) = p(z,0)/m(0). For every i € I, x; € X;, z € A, and 0 € O,

take

1 ifx; =z,

fi(l’i’Z, 9) = {

0 otherwise.

And finally, for every i € I and z; € A;,

1 if a; = Tj,
al(a,]a:,) =
0 otherwise.

This outcome representation has been used, among others, by Aumann (1987) and
Bergemann and Morris (2016) to study games of incomplete information. Next, we intro-

duce outcome representations that are useful to analyze information acquisition games.
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Let A” be the partition of A; with the following properties: for a; € supp;(p),
Af(a;) = {bi € supp;(p) : Pa; = P, },

and for a; ¢ supp;(p),
A7 (a;) = A; \ supp;(p).

In the formulas above, A% (a;) is the cell of the partition that contains a;.

A representation (S, o) of an outcome p is canonical if the following conditions hold:
o 7 CIlier A(AY):;

o for every i €I,
AL C X (18)

o foreveryicl, x; € X;, z€ Z,and 0 € O,

Zz(l‘l) if x; € .A;f,
{i(:ni|z, 9) = (19)
0 otherwise;
o foreveryicl, z; €AY, and a; € A,
p(ai) T . . .
S o, P00 if a; € x; and a; € supp;(p),
oi(ailz:) = m if a; € x; and a; € supp;(p), (20)

0 otherwise.

Observe that canonical representations of the same outcome (essentially) differ only in the

specification of Z and (, the correlation state.
Lemma 6. Every outcome p € A(A x ©) admits a canonical representation.

To prove the existence of a canonical representation, we use the following decomposition

of p in terms of the partitions A?, i € I:

Lemma 7. Fix an outcome p € A (A x ©). For alla € A and 0 € O,

p(a79) = [H UZ(aZ’Af(az))] Z p(b7 9)7 (21)

icl be AP (a)

where o;(a;| AL (a;)) defined by (20), and AP(a) = [T;c; AY(a;).
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Proof. 1t suffices to show that for alla € A, 0 € ©, and i € I,

pla,b) = o (a;i| A (a;)) Z p(bi,a—;,0). (22)
bie AP (a;)

The desired result then follows from reasoning by induction on the number of players.
If p(a;) = 0, then

p(CL, 9) =0= Z p(b27 a—g, 0) = 05 (aZ’Af(aZ)) Z p(b27 a—g, 0)
b €AP (a;) bicA? (a;)

Thus, if p(a;) = 0, then (22) holds.
Suppose now p(a;) > 0. By Bayes rule,

p(a, 9) = p(ai)pai (a—i’ 9)

Recall that b; € A”(a;) if and only if py, = pq,; in addition, ZbieA’.’(ai) o; (bi| A% (a;)) = 1.
Therefore,
p(aia b—i7 9) = p(ai)pai (b—i7 9)
=pla;) Y. oi(bi|lA(a;)) pa,(a—i,0)

b AP (a;)
=pla;) > oi(bi A (a;))pe, (a—s,0).
b AP (a;)
Substituting in the definition of o;, one obtains (22). o
Proof of Lemma 6. Take
Z =]]{6s, : Bi € A}, (23)
el

where dp, € A(A?) is the Dirac measure concentrated on B;. For z = (0p,)ic; and B =
[I;cr Bi, define

c(ele) = 32 M55, (24)

aeB
For i € I, define X;, &;, and o; as in (18)-(20). Let S := (Z,(, (X, &)icr) and o := (04)icr-
We need to show that for all a € A and 6 € O,

p(a,0) = |T] oilailz)&(xilz,0) | C(2]6) (). (25)

z,x Liel
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Using Lemma 7 we get that

pla,0) = [H Uz'(ai\«‘lf(az’))] > [H Zi(Af(ai))] ¢(210)m(0)

icl z Liel

=2 [H oi(ai| A7 (ai))&(Ai’(ai)!z,e)] C(20)m ()

z  Lliel

=> [H Ui(az'!ﬂfz')&(xi!%@)] C(2]0)m(0),
za Liel

where the first equality combines (21) with (23) and (24), the second equality follows from
(19), and the last equality from (20). We conclude (25) holds. o

The next lemma concerns canonical representations of separated BCE. With a slight

abuse of notation, we define

0:(S,0) = > ¢(2|0)m(0) [H}gx > uilai,a—i,0) [T oj(alz))€;(a;2,0) | -
2,0 T j#i
Lemma 8. Let S = (Z,(,(X;,&)icr) and o be a canonical representation of an outcome
p. If p is a separated BCE, then for every player i there exist a flexible & and a monotone
C; such that (§,0) is an equilibrium of (G, T) with T = (Z,(, (X, &, C)icr). Moreover, for
every player i, one can set & = A(X;)?*® and, given \; € (0,1], choose C; : A(X;)%*® —
R4 such that

Ci&) = Xi(vi(p) — vi(p));
gea(X,)2xe Ci(&) < A+ 0i(S,0) = [(1 = A)wi(p) + Aiwi(p)].

Proof. We need to show that the conditions of Lemma 5 hold; like in Section A.2, we denote
by v € A(A x X x Z x ©) the probability measure over actions, signals, and states induced
by S = (Z> Ca (le 5i)iel) and o.

We will use the following claim:

Claim 6. For all i € I, z; € X; such that v(x;) > 0, and a; € z;, BR(vy;) = BR(pq, )-

Proof of the claim. Fix i € I, x; € X; such that v(x;) > 0, and a; € x;. Observe first that
for all b; € xz;,

p(bi) = > oi(bilz)&i(ai]z, 0)C(210)m(0) = Y oi(bilws) &z, 0)¢(2]0)m(6),

!
x},2,0 2,0
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where the first equality holds because (S, o) represents p, and the second equality because

oi(bilz;) > 0 if and only if b; € 2. Thus,

> p(bi) = v(zy). (26)

bi€x;

Reasoning as above, we have that for all a_; € A_; and 6 € ©,

p(a>9) = Z I/((I,ZE;,ZE_i,Z,Q) = Z V(CL»xiaw—iyZ)e)‘

xhr g,z T—i,2

Then, we obtain that

p(a,0) = ai(a;lz;) Y vibiai,z,2,0)

bi,x i,z
p(ai)
== v(bj,a_i, x,2,0) = p(a;) Vg, (a—i, x4, 2,0),
Zbiexip(bi) bi,xzi,z ' ' ' x;z ’ ' '

where the first equality follows from a; being conditionally independent of the other variable

given x;, and the second equality from (26). In sum, we deduce that

pai(a—ive) = Z in(a—iax—iyz79)'

It follows that BR(v,,) = BR(pq,)- o

We now complete the proof by verifying the conditions of Lemma 5. For Lemma 5-(i),
take z; € X; and a; € A; such that v(z;) > 0 and oy(a;|z;) > 0. By the construction of
the action plan, a; € x;. By the obedience constraint for p, a; € BR(p,,). From Claim 6,
BR(p,;) = BR(vy,). Therefore, a; € BR(v,,). We deduce that Lemma 5-(i) holds.

To verify Lemma 5-(ii), take z;, 7 € X; such that v(z;) > 0, v(z}) > 0, and vy, # v,
Let a; € z; and b; € x}. Since v,, # Vyr, We must have z; # x, and, therefore, p,, # py,. By
the separation constraint for p, BR(p,,) N BR(pp,) = @. From Claim 6, BR(p,,) = BR(vy,)
and BR(py,) = BR(vy). We deduce BR(vy,) = BR(v,s) = @: Lemma 5-(ii) holds. o

B. Proof of Theorem 1

The “if” statement of Theorem 1 follows immediately from Lemma 8—to apply the lemma,
one needs a canonical representation for p, whose existence is guaranteed by Lemma 6.
Next we prove the “only if” statement of Theorem 1. Let (p,v) be the outcome-value

pair induced by an equilibrium (£, 0) of a rational inattention game (G,7T), with 7 =

42



(Z,¢,(Xi,&,Ch)ier). Tt follows the conditions of Lemma 5 must hold for the information
structure § = (Z,(, (X;,& )icr) and the profile of action plans 0. We now use this fact
to prove a connection between the best responses in the information acquisition game and
optimal behavior given the mediator’s recommendation. Like in Section A.2, we denote by
v e A(A X X x Z x ©) the measure over actions, signals, and states induced by (S, o). For
i € I and a; € supp,(p), we denote by X, the set of positive-probability signals that makes

player i take action a;:
X, = {z; :v(z;) > 0 and o;(a;|z;) > 0}.

Lemma 9. For every i € I and a; € supp;(p),

BR(ps,) = ﬂ BR(v,).
SCiEXai

Proof. First we show that

BR(pa) S () BR(va).
SCiEXai

Take b; € BR(pq,;). By Lemma 5-(i), a; € BR(v,) for all z; € X,,, which implies

Z ui(ai,a_i,ﬁ)yxi(a_i,x_i,2,9) 2 Z ’U,i(bi,a_i,H)in(a_i,x_i,z,e). (27)

a—;,x—;,z,0 a—;,T—i,z,0
Letting
oi(ai|zi)v(z;)

1/(:17@-|a2-) = p(ai)

simple algebra shows that
pai(a—i70) = Z V(xi|ai) |:Z Vmi(a—i7x—iazve):| : (28)
zi:v(z;)>0 Z—i,Z
Therefore,

> V(%’\%)( > Ui(az’,a—i,Q)in(a—i,l’—i,Zﬁ)) = > wi(ai,a—;,0)pa,(ai, ),
)>0

i (w; a_;,x_;,z,0 a_;,0

> V(xi!ai)( > Ui(bz’,a—i,9)%(@—1’,33—2',2,9)) = > uilbi,ai, 0)pa, (ai, ).
)>0

i (z; a_;,x_q,2,0 a_;,0
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As a consequence, since b; € BR(p,,), we have that

ziw(z; a—i,T—;,2,0

Z V(mi|ai)< Z ui(ai,a_i,H)l/mi(a_i,:E_i,z,H))

)>0

< > V($i|ai)< > Ui(bi,a—iye)yxi(a—i,x—i,Z,9)>'
)>0

ziv(x; a—i,T—4,2,0

It follows (27) holds with equality for all z; € X,,. Since a; € BR(vy,), b; € BR(vs,).
Now we show that

BR(pa,) 2 ﬂ BR(vy,).
(EiGXai

Let b; € A; such that b; € BR(v,,) for all z; € X,,, that is,

S wileiai, g, (aci i 2,0) < Y b, a, 0)ve (a—s w4, 2,6).

a_;,x_i,2,0 i T—i,2,0

for all ¢; € A;. Averaging across inequalities, we obtain that

S vwila) Y wilenai O (a i,z 2,0)

x;€Xa,; A, X —,2,0
S Z I/(.Z'i‘ai) Z Ui(bi,a_i,H)in(a_i,x_j,z,e).
x;€Xa,; A, X —i,2,0

Using (28), we obtain that

> wi(ci,a—i, 0)pa, (a—i,0) < Y uilbs, ai, 0)pa, (a;, ).

a—_;,0 a_;,0
We deduce that b; € BR(pa,)- i

Next, we use the above to show the equilibrium outcome must satisfy the obedience

constraint and the separation constraint.
Lemma 10. The equilibrium outcome p is a sBCE.

Proof. To check the obedience constraint, take ¢ € I and a; € supp;(p). By Lemma 5-(i),
a; € BR(vy,) for all z; € X,,. By Lemma 9, a; € BR(p,, ).

To verify the separation constraint, let ¢ € I and a;,b; € supp;(p) such that p,, # pp,.
Since p,; # pp,, there must be a pair of signals z,, € X,, and 3, € X}, such that Pg, F My, -
By Lemma 5-(ii),

BR(iz,,) N BR(z,) = 2.
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By Lemma 9, BR(p,,) N BR(py,) = @. o
The next lemma concludes the proof of the “only if” statement of Theorem 1.

Lemma 11. For every player 1,

v; =v;(p) = vi(p) or wi € [v;(p), vi(p)).

Proof. For every player i, C;(§;) > 0, which implies that v; < v;(p). In addition, uninfor-
mative experiments have zero cost by hypothesis. Thus, since (&;,0;) is a best response to

(€—i,0_;), we have that for any uninformative experiment &/,

i oa,r,z,0 J#i

vi > max Y ui(a,0) [02(%|€Ez’)€i($i|z,9)Hffj(aj@j)ﬁj(xﬂz,@)] C(z[0)w(0) = v;(p).

Overall, we conclude that v; € [v;(p), v;(p)]

If v;(p) = vi(p), then v; € [v;(p), v;(p)] implies v; = v;(p) = vi(p). Suppose instead that
v;(p) < vi(p). I

> ui(a,0) [H Jj(ajlmj)ij(iﬂﬂ»%@)] ((2]0)m(0) < vi(p),

a,r,z,0 jel

then obviously v; < v;(p) because C;(&;) > 0. If, on the other hand,

> uia,0) [H Jj(aj|xj)£j($j|z79)] ((2[0)m(6) = vi(p),

a,r,z,0 jel

then & cannot be uninformative because v;(p) < v;(p). By monotonicity, C;(&;) > 0, which
implies that v; < v;(p). In sum, if v;(p) < v;(p), then v; € [v;(p), vi(p))- o

C. Proof of Theorem 2

Throughout this section, we fix the set of players I, the set of payoff states ©, the prior
7 (with full support), and an action set A; for every player i. Given these, specifying the
players’ utilities is all that is left for defining a base game. As such, we use the profile
of utility functions u = (u;);e; as a shorthand for the base game it defines, writing for
example BCE(u) for the set of BCEs. We also denote by sBCE(u) the set of sSBCEs, by
cl(sBCE(u)) the closure of sBCE(u), and by ||u| the Euclidean norm.

Lemma 12. For every u € RI*4%® p ¢ BCE(u), and € > 0, there exists u/ € RI*A%®
such that |lu — /|| < € and p € sBCE(W).
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Proof. For each player i € I, we consider a set P; C A(A_; x ©) given by

P; = {pq, : a; € supp;(p)} .

Let n; be the cardinality of P; (of course, it could be that n; is smaller than the cardinality

of supp;(p)). Reasoning inductively, we can find an enumeration py, ..., pp, of the elements
of P; such that, for every m; € {1,...,n;}, pm, is an extreme point of the convex hull of
{pb cee apml}

By an hyperplane separation theorem (e.g., Rockafellar, 1970, Corollary 11.4.2) for every
m; € {2,...,n;} we can find a function f,,, : A_; x © — R such that

Z fmi(a—iye)pmi(a—ive) >0z I 6{1 o 1} Z fml a—i, )pl (CL_Z,H). (29)

a_;,0 —is

For m; = 1, we define fi(a_;,0) =1foralla_; € A_; and 0 € O.
For every I; € {1,...,n; — 1}, we choose t;, € (0,1] such that for every m; € {l; +
1,...,n:},
Z fmi(a—i, 0)pm, (a—;, 0) > 1, Zfl i)Pm; (a—;). (30)

CL,,L',G

We can choose such a t;, because the left-hand side of (30) is positive—see (29). For l; = n,,
we simply define ¢,,, = 1.
For every I; € {1,...,n;}, we define

n;
= I[ tm.-

Using (30), simple algebra shows that for every I; € {1,...,n;—1} and m; € {l;+1,...,n;},

Smy; Z fml (a—iye)pmi (a—iye) > Si; Z fli (a—i79)pmi(a—i79)' (31)

a—i,0 a_;,0

For a; € supp;(p), we define the function g,, : A_; x © — R by
Ya; (a—i’ 9) = Sm; - fmz (a—iv 9)

where m; is such that p,, = pp,. For a; ¢ supp;(p), we define g,, = 0.
We claim that for all a; € supp;(p) and b; € {¢; € supp;(p) : Pe; = Pa, }»

> Ga;(a—i,0)pa;(a—i,0) > > gy, (ai,0)pa,(a_s,0). (32)

a—;,0 a—i,0
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To verify the claim, pick m; € {1,...,n;} such that p,, = p,,. From the left-hand side
of (29) and the fact that s,,, > 0, we obtain that

Z Ya; (a—iv O)pai(a_i, 9) = Sm; Z fmi(a—ia e)pmi(a—iv 9) > 0. (33)

a—;,0 a—i,0

Hence, for b; ¢ supp;(p), we have

Z YGa; ((1_7;, e)pai (a—i7 9) >0= Z gbi (a—iv e)pai (a—i7 9)

a—i,0 a—i,0

where the equality follows from gy, = 0.
Assume now that b; € supp;(p). Choose [; such that py, = p;,. Since po, # pp,, M # l;.
Suppose that I; > m,. It follows from the right-hand side of (29)—in (29) the roles of [;

and m,; are inverted—that

0> Z fli(a_i7e)pmi(a_i76)'

a_;,0

Thus, given that s;;, > 0, we deduce that

0 > Z 9b; (a—i79)pai (a—ia 0) = Sy Z fli (a—be)pmi (a—ia 0)

a_;,0 a_;,0

We obtain that

Z Ya; ((1_7;, e)pai(a—iye) >0 > Z gbi(a—iv e)pai(a—be)

a—i,0 a—i,0

where we use again (33). For the case [; < m;, the condition

> Gai(a—i, 0)pa,(a—i,0) > Y gy, (a—i,0)pa,(a—i,0)

a—i,0 a—i,0

is equivalent to (31). We conclude that (32) holds.

To complete the proof of the lemma, for every 6 > 0 we define u' = (u});er by
ui(a,0) = u;(a,0) + 8gq, (a—;,0).

By choosing § sufficiently small, we can be make sure that ||u—u'|| < e. Since p € BCE(u),
it follows from (32) that for all 4 € I and a; € supp;(p),

ai € BR'(pa,) C {b; € supp;(p) : pa, = pb, }
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where BR'(p,,) is the set of i’s best response to a belief p,, given utility function u}. Thus,
p € sBCE(W). o

A subset of a FEuclidean space is semi-algebraic if it is defined by finite systems of
polynomial inequalities. A correspondence between Euclidean spaces is semi-algebraic if its
graph is semi-algebraic. The background knowledge on semi-algebraic sets that we use in

this proof can be gathered from Blume and Zame (1994, Section 2).

Lemma 13. The correspondences u — BCE(u), u — sBCE(u), and u — cl(sBCE(u))

are semi-algebraic.

Proof. The BCE correspondence is semi-algebraic: for all u € R/*4%® and p € RA*X©,
p € BCE(u) if and only if the pair (u,p) is a solution to the following finite system of

polynomial inequalities:

p(a,0) >0 foralla € Aand 6 € O,
Zp(a, 0) = 7(0) for all 0 € O,
Z (u(a,0) —u(bj,a—;,0))p(a,0) >0 for all ¢ € I and a;,b; € A;.

a—;,0

The sBCE correspondence is also semi-algebraic. To prove it, for every u € R! XAX@,
p € RAX® i c I, and a;,b;, ¢; € Ay, we denote by F(u,p, a;, b, ¢;) the quantity

Z (U(ai, a—i79) - U(Ci, a—jq, 0))])(@7,, a—i79) + (u(bi7a—i70) - U(Ci, a—i79))p(bi7 a—i79)'
a_;,0
We observe that p € sBCE(u) if and only if p € BCE(u) and for every i € I there
is T; € A; x A; such that the pair (u,p) is a solution of the following finite system of

polynomial inequalities:

Z (p(ai,a—;,0)p(b;) — p(b;,a—;, 0)10(a,~))2 =0 for all (a;,b;) € T;

a_;,0

F(u,p,a;,bi,¢;) >0 for all (a;,b;) ¢ T; and ¢; € A;.

Thus, p € sBCE(u) if and only if it the solution of one of finitely many systems of polyno-
mial inequalities; we conclude that the sSBCE correspondence is semi-algebraic.

The correspondence u — cl(sBCE(u)) is also semi-algebraic. Indeed, p € cl(sBCE(u))
if and only if for every € > 0 there exists ¢ € R4*® such that |[p—¢|| < € and ¢ € sBCE(u).

Thus, since the sBCE correspondence is semi-algebraic, the graph of the correspondence
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u + cl(sBCE(u)) is defined by a first-order formula and therefore semi-algebraic by the
Tarski-Seidenberg theorem (Blume and Zame, 1994, page 787). i

We are ready to complete the proof of the theorem. By Lemma 13, the correspondence

RIXAX@ such

u — cl(sBCE(u)) is semi-algebraic. Hence, there is an open subsets U of
that the complement of U has Lebesgue measure zero, and u +— cl(sBCE(u)) is continuous
on U (Blume and Zame, 1994, page 786).

We claim that for all u € U, BCE(u) = cl(sBCE(u)). To prove the claim, take any
u € U. Since BCE(u) is closed and sBCE(u) C BCE(u), cl(sBCE(u)) € BCE(u). To
verify the other inclusion, we use Lemma 12 to find a sequence of games (u")>2; such that
u"™ — w and, for every n, p € sSBCE(u") C cl(sBCE(u")). Since cl(sBCE(u)) is continuous
at u, we have p € cl(sBCE(u)); see Aliprantis and Border (2006, Theorem 17.16). Hence,
BCE(u) C cl(sBCE(u)). We deduce that BCE(u) = cl(sBCE(u)), as desired.

We conclude that for generic u, the sBCE set is dense in the BCE set.

D. Proof of Theorem 3

Throughout this section, we fix the set of players I, the set of payoff states ©, the prior
7 (with full support), and an action set A; for every player i. Given these, specifying the
players’ utilities is all that is left for defining a base game. As such, we use the profile of
utility functions u = (u;);es as a shorthand for the base game it defines, writing for example
BCE(u) for the set of BCEs.

The first part of the theorem immediately follows from Theorem 2, together with (3)
and (4). Next, we assume that |I| > 2, |©] > 2, and |4;| > 2 for all players 4, and show
there is an open set U C RI*4X© guch that Vi(u) C Vi(u) for all v € U.

To prove Vi(u) C Vg(u), we will determine that
min ZZ: v < Uen‘l/}r(lu) ZZ: ;. (34)
Consistently with the notation of Section 5, we write w(p,u) = Y, v;(p,u) and w(p,u) =
> vi(p,uw). We also denote by w(u) the minimum of w(p,u) over all p € BCE(u), and by
w(u) the minimum of w(p, u) over all p € BCE(u). Note that

min Vi = min w(p,u) > w(u), and min v; = w(u).
UEVR(U«); pecl(sBCE(u)) (p ) ( ) veV](u); ( )

The next lemma gives a sufficient condition for the existence of an open set U C RI*Ax©

such that (34) holds for all u € U.
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Lemma 14. Suppose u* € RI*4X® and p* € A (A x ©) satisfy the following properties:
(i) Each player i takes at least two actions at p*: |supp;(p*)| > 2.
(it) p* is a strict BCE: BR(pa,) = {ai} for alli € I and a; € supp;(p).

(iii) p* is the unique minimizer of w(p,u*) over all p € BCE(u®").

Then there is a neighborhood U of u* such that, for all u € U,

pEClé%lCnE(u)) w(p7 U) < u)(u)

Proof. Take u* and p* that satisfy (i)-(iii). First, we verify that
w(p®, u”) < w(u”). (35)

Take p € BCE(u*) such that w(u*) = w(p,u*). If p # p*, then w(p,u*) > w(p,u*) >
w(p*,u*), where the strict inequality holds by (iii); thus, w(u*) > w(p*,u*). If instead
p = p*, then w(p*,u*) > w(p*,u*) by (i) and (ii); thus w(u*) > w(p*,u*). Overall, we
conclude that (35) holds, as desired.

The rest of the proof proceed by contradiction. To attain this contradiction, suppose

there is a sequence (u")>2; converging to u* such that

pECl(S%lé’nE(un))w(p’ un) = w(un) fOI' all n. (36)

By (ii), p* € sBCE(u") for all n sufficiently large. Thus,

') > i ,u) for all nl h. 37
w(p*,u )_pecl(sré%%(un))w(p u") for all n large enoug (37)

Combining (36) and (37), we obtain that
w(p*,u™) > w(u"™) for all n large enough. (38)

By standard arguments, w(p*, u) is continuous in u. In addition, since the correspondence
u + BCE(u) is upper hemicontinuous, w(u) = min,ec pop ) w(p, u) is lower semicontinuous
in u (e.g., Aliprantis and Border, 2006, Lemma 17.3). It follows from (38) that

w(p®,u”) = liminfw(p®, v") = lim inf w(u") > w(u).

Hence, w(p*,u*) > w(u*), which contradicts (35). i
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To complete the proof of the theorem, we construct a utility profile u* and and outcome
p* that satisfy the conditions of Lemma 14. This lemma then delivers a neighborhood U
of u* such that (34) holds for all v € U, which in turn means that the set of u such that
Vi(u) C Vr(u) has non-empty interior.

We now construct u* and p*. Let n be cardinality of I; by hypothesis, n > 2. For every
player i, we order the set of actions from 0 to m; (where m; + 1 is the cardinality of A;):
A; ={0,...,m;}. By hypothesis, A; contains at least two distinct elements, thus m; > 1.
We also consider a partition © = ©; U ©, of the set of payoff states such that both ©; and
Oj, are nonempty; this is feasible because, by hypothesis, © contains at least two elements.

For player ¢, we define v as follows:

)

if a; = 0,
u;(a,0) = ”((191) (_1 + ﬁ Zj;&i aj) ifa; =1and 0 € O,
&7 (2- 75 Sma) ifa=landfcoy,

-1 if a; > 1.

Thus, action 0 is a safe action. Action 1 has a payoff that depends both on the state and on
the average action of the opponents. For states in ©;, action 1 generates a negative baseline
payoff of —1, but there is also a positive externality from the actions of others; these payoffs
are scaled by 1/7(0;). For states in ©p, action 1 generates a positive baseline payoff of 2,
but there is also a negative externality from the actions of others; these payoffs are scaled
by 1/7(04). Any action outside {0, 1} is strictly dominated by 0.

Let p* be the outcome such that all players take action 0 when 6 € ©;, and all players
take action 1 when 6 € ©y,. It is clear that conditions (i) and (ii) of Lemma 14 are satisfied.

All that remains is to verify (iii). To do so, note first that p* is the unique minimizer of
> 2ap i (L,a—i,0)p(a,0) over all p € Ar({0, 1} x ©). Since any action outside {0,1} is
strictly dominated, we deduce that px is the unique minimizer of 3=, 3=, g u7 (1, a—;,0)p(a, 0)
over all p € BOE(u*). Moreover, simple algebra shows that for all players i,

H%)E.%X Z u;k(bu A—ij, e)p* (a> 9) = ; u;k(lv a—qg, G)p*(a, 0)

T
a,l

In turn, this implies that

w(p,u’) = Z Z u;(1,a—;,0)p*(a,0).

i a,l
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Therefore, every p € BOE(u*) \ {p*} has
ZmaxZu (bi,a—;,0)p(a,0)
> ZZu 1,a—;,0)p(a, )
> Zz;uf(l,a_i,ﬂ)p*(a,ﬁ) =w(p*,u¥).

we conclude that w(u*) = w(p*, v*) if and only if p = p*, that is, (iii) of Lemma 14 holds.

The proof is now complete.

E. Proofs of the results in Section 5

E.1. Proof of Lemma 1

We prove a slightly stronger result:

Claim 7. For every BCE p, there is a symmetric BCE ¢ such that

w(g) =w(p) and w(g) < w(p).

Proof. Fix a BCE p. Let ® be the set of permutations of I. For every permutation ¢ € &,
we define the outcome py by

pela,0) = play,0).

Note that player i in pg behaves as player j = ¢~ 1(4) in p. One can verify that pg because

p is a BCE and the game is symmetric.

q= ’@‘ > v,

pcd

We define the outcome g by

where |®| is the cardinality of ®. As noted above, each py is a BCE. Since the BCE set is
convex, q is a BCE.

The outcome ¢ is symmetric. Indeed, for every permutation ¢ € @,

o={yptop:pcal.
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Thus, we deduce that

1 1
q(ay,9) @] > polay,0) @] > Py-top)(ay, 0)

ped pED

1 1

= @ Z p(a¢7 0) @ Z p¢(a> 9) Q(a> 9)
ped ped
We conclude ¢ is symmetric.
To conclude the proof, we observe that
1 _ _
w(q) |(I)| > w( = al > w(p) = w(p),
peP Ped

where the first equality holds because w(py) is affine in py, and the second equality because

the game is symmetric. Finally, we note that

|(I)| > w( |(I)| > w(p) = w(p),

pcd

where the first inequality holds because w(pg) is convex in py, and the second equality

because the game is symmetric. O

E.2. Proof of Proposition 1

By Lemma 1, w is the value of the optimization problem

peglé%sy w(p), (39)

and w is the value of the following optimization

peBOEs w(p)- (40)

We consider also the following optimization problem:

i 41
Lealin w(p), (41)

We proceed by successive claims.

Claim 8. The following conditions are equivalent:
(i) w<w

(i) v;(p) < vi(p) for all players i and optimal solutions p of (40).
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Proof. We first prove that (i) implies (ii). Suppose w < w and let p be an optimal solution of
(40). Then, w(p) = w < w < w(p). The inequality w(p) < w(p) implies that v,(p) < v;(p)
for some player i. Since the game is symmetric and p is symmetric, v;(p) < v;(p) for all
players 1.

We now prove that (ii) implies (i). Suppose v;(p) < v;(p) for all players i and optimal
solutions p of (40). Let p € BCE be an optimal solution of (39). If p is also an optimal
solution of (40), then w(p) = >, v;(p) < >2; vi(p) = w(p) by hypothesis; thus, w < w. If
instead p is not an optimal solution of (40), then w < w(p) < w(p) = w; thus, w <w. O

Claim 9. For every p € BCFE and ¢ € I, the following conditions are equivalent:
(i) vi(p) < vi(p).
(ii) a; € supp;(p) and BR(p,,) = {a;} for all a; € A;.

Proof. Condition (i) holds if and only if player ¢ is strictly better by following the action
recommendation of the mediator rather then best responding ex ante. In other terms, player
i has no action a; such that for all b; € supp;(p), a; € BR(py,). Given that A; has two

elements, this is equivalent to condition (ii). i
Claim 10. The following conditions are equivalent:

(i) All optimal solutions of (40) satisty (5).

(ii) All optimal solutions of (41) satisfy (5).

In either case,

argmin w(p) = argmin w(p).
pEBCESY peALY (AXO)

Proof. First we show that (i) implies (ii). Let p be an optimal solution of (40) and let ¢ be
an optimal solution of (41). For every t € [0,1], define p' = (1 — t)p + tq. Furthermore, set

s = max{t : p' € BOE®}.

Note that s is well defined: the set BCE*Y is closed and p’ = p € BCE*Y.

We observe that p® is an optimal solution of (40): since w(p') is convex in ¢,

w(p®) < (1 —s)w(p) + sw(q) < w(p) = w.

Thus, p® must satisfy (5). But this implies that s = 1; otherwise, one could find € > 0
sufficiently small so that p*t¢ € BCE®Y, contradicting the definition of p*. This implies
that ¢ = p® satisfies (5).
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Now we show that (ii) implies (i). Let p be an optimal solution of (40) and let ¢ be an
optimal solution of (41). Since ¢ satisfies (5), ¢ is a BCE. Thus, ¢ is an optimal solution of
(40). This implies that p is an optimal solution of (41), and therefore satisfies (5). o

By combining the three claims above, we obtain Proposition 1.

E.3. Proof of Claim 1

We begin with a result that establishes a necessary condition for an outcome to solve the
relaxed program from Proposition 1. To state the result, let U;(a;, p) be player i’s payoff if

she always takes action a; while (a_;,#) is distributed according to p:

Uiai,p) := Y ui(as,a_,0)p(bi,a_;,0).
bi,a,i,e

Note that for all p € AJ¥(A x ©) and i € I,

w(p) = nmaX{Ui(Oap)v Uz(lvp)}

Thus,

argmin  w(p) = argmin max{U;(0,p),U;(1,p)}.
peAY (AXO) pEATY (AXO)

Claim 11. Every p* € argming,casv(axe) w(p) has U;(0,p*) = U;(1,p*) for all players i.

Proof. We prove the contrapositive: if p* € AY(A x ©) has U;(0,p*) # U;(1, p*), then

p* ¢ argmin w(p).
peAY(AXO)

We first consider the case in which U;(0,p*) > U;(1,p*). Let g be the outcome where
all investors attack with probability one. Observe that ¢ € argmin,c ASY(AxO) U;(0,p),
and that every r € argminpcasv(axe)Ui(0,p) has the speculative attack succeeding with
probability one. Hence, every such r has U;(0,r7) < U;(1,r), which implies that p* ¢
argming, e asv(axe) Ui(0,p). We deduce that U;(0,q) < U;(0,p*).

For every € € (0,1), we define ¢° := eq + (1 — €)p* € A%Y(A x O). Using the inequality
Ui(0,q) < U;(0,p*), we obtain that for all e > 0 small enough,

w(q) = nU;(0,p) = n (eU;(0,q) + (1 — €)U;(0,p")) < nU;(0,p") = w(p”).

We conclude that p* ¢ argming,c nsv(4xe) w(p)-
The argument for the case U;(0,p*) < U;(1,p*) is similar, but with ¢ being replaced by

the outcome where no one ever speculates. O
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Thanks to Claim 11, to determine argmin,casv(4xg)w(p), we can study the following

“simpler” optimization problem:

i U; (0, . U;(0,p) = Ui(1,p). 42
N7 (0,p) s (0,p) (1,p) (42)

Claim 12. An outcome p € A%Y(A x ©) is an optimal solution of (42) if and only if

k
p(Zaj=9—1> =0 and p(Zaj29) =11z

J#i NE

Proof. Writing the constraint U;(1,p) = U;(0, p) in terms of p gives

p(chE@—l) —k::—xp(Zajzﬁ),

J#i J#i

which is equivalent to

p(ZagZ@) - k_p(zmaj:e_l).

v 1+

It follows that every p that satisfies U;(1,p) = U;(0,p) must yield

U:(0,p) = —ap (zaj > 9) S ["" (S =0-1)

v 1+

Hence, we get that (42) is the same as

min p(ZajZH—l)

peEALY (AxO)

j#i

k—p(zj#ajze—Q

s.t. P a; >0 | = .
(; J ) 1+2

Hence, to complete the proof, we only need to be sure that there is p € ASY(A x 0) such
that

J#i NE

k
p(Zaj=9—1> =0 and p(Zaj29) =11z

Such an outcome is easy to construct: with probability k/1 + z, all players attack; with the

remaining probability, no player attacks. O
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The following result connects what we have just found with the conditions in the state-

ment of Claim 1.

Claim 13. For an outcome p € A (A x O), the following conditions are equivalent:

(i) For all players i and payoff states 6,

p(Zajzﬁ—l)zo, (43)

J#i

J#i

k
;> . 44
p(Zag_e) T (44)
(ii) For all payoff states 6,

p(@—lﬁZai§9>:0, (45)

k

p(Zai>9>:1+m' (46)

Proof. First we show that (i) implies (ii). Since max© < n,

p<2ai:0—1> :p<2ai:0—1, andaizoforsomei>.
Thus,

p<2ai:0—1>§2p(2aj:0—1, andai:0> =0,

J#i

where the last equality follows from (43). Moreover, since min © > 0,

D <Zai = 9) =p <Zai =6, and a; = 1 for some z) .
Thus,

p(Zai:9> §Zp<2aj:9—1, andaizl) =0,

j#i
where the last equality follows from (43). We conclude that (45) holds.
To prove (46), notice that

(o) =r(5=e)
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because we have just verified that p (3", a; = ) = 0. Then, fixing some player i*,

p(Zai29> :p<2ai29, and a;+ :O> +p<Zai29—l, and a,-*:1>

1#1* 1#1*

:p<zai29, and a; =0> —|—p<2ai29, and a;« :1>

VES i#i*

k

iE

where the second equality holds by (43), and the last equality by (44). We deduce (46).
This completes the proof that (i) implies (ii).
Now we show that (ii) implies (i). Observe that

p<zaj:0_1> :p(zajze_lv andai:0> +p(zaj:9, andai=1>.
j .

J#i J

By (45), the right-hand side is equal to zero: we deduce (43). We obtain (44) from the

following chain of equalitites:
p(Z@ZH)zp Zajzﬁ, andai:0> +p(2aj>9, andai:1>
J#i J J

=p Zaj>9, andai:0> +p(2aj>9, andai:1>

J J

k
P zj: % = ) 1+
where the second equality follows from (45), and the last equality from (46). This completes
the proof that (ii) implies (i). o

Combining the three results above, we obtain Claim 1.

E.4. Proof of Claim 3

First, we obtain necessary and sufficient conditions for w < w in the regime change game

for an arbitrary number of states.

Claim 14. The inequality w < w holds if and only if all symmetric outcomes p that satisfy
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(6) and (7), also satisfy

k
o - >
Pa;=1 (;a] = 9) > 1—|—Z’7 (47)

where p,,—1 is the conditional probability of (a_;, ) given a; = 1.

Proof. By Proposition 1, w < w if and only if all optimal solutions of min,easv(4xe) w(p)
satisfy (5). By Claim 1, the latter condition is equivalent to the following statement: all
symmetric outcomes p that satisfy (6) and (7), also satisfy (5). Next we verify that, for all
symmetric outcomes p that satisfy (6) and (7), the conditions (5) and (47) are equivalent.
Let p be a symmetric outcome that satisfy (6) and (7). First, note (7) implies the attack
succeeds with a probability strictly between 0 and 1, and so players must both attack and
and not attack with positive probability due to symmetry. Hence supp;(p) = {0,1} = A;.

Given supp;(p) = {0, 1}, ’s obedience constraints are strict when

J#i J#i

Da;=1 (Z a; >0 — 1) —k > —xpg;—1 (Z aj > 9) ) (48)
Da,;=0 (Z a; > 60— 1) —k < —xpg,—0 (Z a; > 9) . (49)

J#i J#i

By (6)—see also Claim 13—

J#i J#i NE J#e

Pa;=1 (Z a; >0 — 1) = Pa;=1 (Z aj > 9) and  pa;=o (Z a; >0 — 1) = Pa;=0 (Z aj > 9) :

Thus, (48) and (49) hold if and only if

k
Pa;=1 (Z a; > 9) > 1+—117 > Pa;=0 (Z aj 2 0) :

J#i NE

By (6) and (7)—see also Claim 13—

k
>0 = .
p(Foer) -tz

Thus, by the law of total probability, (48) and (49) hold if and only if

k
Pai=1 (Zaj 29) = Pa,—1 (Zaj 29—1) = Pa,—1 (Zaj 29) >
i

J#i VE
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Overall, we conclude that, for all symmetric outcomes p that satisfy (6) and (7), the condi-

tions (5) and (47) are equivalent. i

Next we refine the characterization w < w obtained in Claim 14. To state this refine-
ment, denote the CDF of 6 by F'(6) := 3 5 <y 7(6). Define also the cutoff state 6 by

9*::min{9€@:F(9)2 F }
1+

Claim 15. The inequality w > w holds if and only if

F(O) 0"~ B0l < 0) < - (3- s +0°  E0). (50)

Proof. By Claim 14, w < w is equivalent to

k
< min _ a; >0—1
14 peAfry(Ax(a)pC” ! (; = ) (51)

s.t. (6) and (7).

Hence, showing (50) and (51) are equivalent is sufficient. To show this equivalence, we
first characterize the unique solution to the program on the right hand side of (51). This
solution gives the value of the program, which we then compare to k/(1 + x).

We begin with an alternative way of representing symmetric outcomes. This representa-
tion is based on the observation that an outcome p € A;(A x ©) is symmetric if and only if,
conditional on the state, all action profiles with the same number of attackers have the same
probability. Consequently, p € A%Y(A x O) if and only if there is @ : © — A ({0,...,n})

such that
pla, ) = (zj aj)@ (Z aj\e) (),

where (E" ,.) is the binomial coefficient. Thus, one can write
i7

plac=1) = Y 7(6) 3 " Qmlp).

0 m=1

Moreover, condition (6) is equivalent to Q(6 — 1/60) = Q(0]60) = 0. Therefore,

P (Z aj >0 —1and a; = 1) = ZW(G) Z %Q(m|€),

J#i 0 m>60+1
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and
p (Z aj > 9) => 7(0) > Q(mlf).
J 0 m>0-+1

H , letti
e e 29 T(0) Xzp41 mQ(m]0)
2o m(0) Xomm=1 mQ(m|0) ’

we can write the program on the right hand side of (50) as

Q)=

Q:@%?(l{%,...,n})f(Q)
k
«U. 2
st Yorl0) X Qo) = . (52)

0 m>0+1
Q6 —110) = Q(A|9) = 0 for all 6.

Since the constraint set is compact and the objective continuous, the above program admits
a solution, Q*. We now use perturbation-based arguments to show Q* must satisfy a few

properties:

1. @*(m|0#) = 0 whenever m ¢ {0 — 2,0 + 1}: if Q*(m|f) > 0 for m > 6 + 1 (resp.,
m < 6 —2), one can reduce the objective without violating the constraints by moving
€ > 0 mass from Q*(ml|0) to Q*(6 + 1|0) (resp., Q*(6 — 2|0)).

2. If Q*(6 + 1|0) > 0, then Q*(0" + 1]0") = 1 for all #" < 6: For a contradiction, suppose
Q*(0 +1|0) > 0, but Q*(¢' + 1|¢') < 1 for some 0" < 6. For every e > 0, define the
following perturbation Q€ of Q:

Q*(0+110) — e if m=0+1,0=0,
Q*(6 —2|0) + e ifm=0-20=0,

Q(mld) =3 Q0 +110) + 0L ifm=0+1,0=0,
Q0" —200") — 25 ifm=0-2,0=0,
Q*(m|0) otherwise.

The contradiction assumption means Q€ is feasible for all sufficiently small ¢ > 0.
Direct computation shows
1 m(0)(6" — 0)

lim — ‘) — ) = =
E\Oe(f(Q) (@) 5, 7(0) S0y mQ (mld)

<0,

contradicting the optimality of Q.
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3. If Q*(6 —2]0) > 0, then Q*(¢' —2|¢') = 1 for all #” > 0: For a contradiction, suppose
Q*(0 — 2|0) > 0, but Q*(6' — 2|#") < 1 for some #" > 6. For every e > 0, define the
following perturbation Q€ of Q:

(0 —2|0) — € ifm=0-20=0,
“(0+1|0) + € ifm=0+1,0=6,

(
(
(O —200) + 25 ifm=0—20=0
(
Q*(

(0 + 1]0') — ”(<§,)) ifm=04+1,0=0,

Q*(m|f) otherwise.

Q
Q
Q
Q

The contradiction assumption means Q€ is feasible for all sufficiently small ¢ > 0.
Direct computation shows
1 w(0)(0 —¢)

lim ~ ‘) — M) = = A

<0,

contradicting the optimality of Q*.
The above conditions imply the optimal Q* admits a cutoff 8 such that Q*(0+1]0) =1 for
all 6 < 6, Q*(# —2/0) =1 for all > 6, and Q*({# + 1,0 — 2}|§) = 1. Then, the constraint

Zg; Y. Qmlo) =

m>6+1

pins down the optimum: we must have § = 6*, and

Q* (0" + 1)0%) = 71'(19*) (1 fz — F(0" - 1)) .

Therefore, the inequality (51) becomes

k Q") = 2om(0) X041 mQ*(m|0)
1+z 2o m(0) 3=y mQ*(m|0)
FO7)EW +1(0 < 0] — (F(0") - &) (0" + 1)

E[9]+1+iw—2(1—1+%)
Rearranging the above equation gives (50). m|
Finally, we prove Claim 3 by specializing Claim 15 to two states.

Proof of Claim 3. We begin the proof by explicitly stating the implication of (50) for the
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binary case. In particular, we show w < w if and only if one of the following two conditions
hold:

(i) Lx > (@) and HLI > 2m(0)(0 —0).

(ii) = < m(f) and 1+Lm <1-—1r(6)(6 - 0).

To prove the above, we consider two cases, depending on the value of 6*:

o Case 1: k/(1 +x) > m(f). Then 6* = 6, and the inequality (50) specializes to

] K sk
—E — —E .
g [9]<1+$<3 L [9])

Substituting 6 — E[#] = 7(0)(0 — §) and rearranging gives

(g w0 st ()

which is equivalent to

1 — k
3700 -0 <

Thus, we have established (i) is sufficient for w < w, and necessary if 7(6) > H_ix

o Case 2: Suppose now k/(1+ z) < w(@). Then 6* = §. Thus, the inequality (50) is

now

k 3k

Note § — E[f] = —m(#)(6 — 8). Therefore, the above inequality is equivalent to

k 1
s <1 3m@)@ ).

Hence, (ii) is sufficient for w < w, and necessary if 7(f) < H_ix

Next, we argue that a violation of one of the claim’s conditions implies that either (i)

or (ii) above hold. Suppose first § — 6 < 3. In this case, 27(0)(6 — §) < m(0), and so (i)
holds whenever Hix > (). If HLI < (@), then (ii) holds, because

- éw(é)(é—g) 1 — () = 7(0) > 1fx.

Suppose now # — § > 3, but (10) fails. Then one of the following inequality chains must
hold: either

k 1 - ~ 1
C > 5 (0= 01— 7(0) = 50— 0)m(6) = 7(0).
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or § . ) )
= <130 —8)m(6) <1—7(8) =n(6).

Either way, w < w holds: the first inequality chain implies (i), whereas the second inequality
chain implies (ii).
To conclude the proof, we show that the claim’s condition must hold if neither (i) nor

(ii) hold. Suppose first that Him > 7(6), but (i) fails. Then

1, - _ 1
50 - 0)(1—(8) = 5(6 - O)m(6) >

14z > (),

meaning 6 — § > 3, and the right inequality in (10) holds. For the left inequality, note that

1,- - ~ k
1—-(0— <1- = :
20— 0)m(8) < 1-7(6) =m(0) < 1
Suppose now Him < m(8), but (ii) fails. Then,
(@) > —— >1- Lg_ o))
e = 3 2

The right inequality above delivers the left inequality in (10). Moreover, the implied in-

equality between the left most expression and the right most expression implies

30~ 0)m(6) 2 7(0),

and so § — > 3. Finally, to get the right inequality in (10), notice that

k - 1 - -
<1-— < (0 — -
<1 w(8) < 56 - )1 - (6)),
where the last inequality holds because 6 — 6 > 3. O
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Online Appendix

F. An Example Where Separation Binds

Next we present a base game where (i) the set of separated BCEs is nowhere dense in the
set of BCEs, (ii) for every player 4, the utility function u; : A — R is one-to-one (i.e., no

ties in the matrix below), and (iii) no action is weakly dominated.

az by o
ar | 8,8 13,7 2,6
by | 7,3 15,110,5
e 16,211,440

The game (O is a sigleton) has one pure Nash equilibrium and one mixed Nash equilib-
rium:
1

1 1 1
(a1,a2) and (§b1 + 5L 552 + §Cz> .

The set of BCE is the set of convex combinations of the two Nash equilibria: for ¢ € [0, 1],

1 1 1 1
t_ J— p— p— p— p—
p' =t(ar,a2) + (1 —t) (2b1+261,2bg+202>.

The game has only two separated BCE, namely, the two Nash equilibria. Indeed, for
every t € (0,1) and every player i, the action recommendations a; and b; (or ¢;) induce
distinct posterior beliefs about the action of the opponent:

t . 1t t 1
Pg,(a;) =1 while py (b;) = py,(c)) = 2

Yet, a; is best response to the belief induced by b;:

1 1 5 1 1
gui(ai,bj) + gui(ai,cj) = 5 = §u,(b,,b]) + §ui(b,~,cj).

Thus, p’ is not separated: player i does not have an incentive to acquire information about

the correlation device; they could just play a; without acquiring any information.

G. Arbitrary Information Technologies

In this section, we characterize the predictions attainable as one ranges across all informa-
tion technologies. In particular, we do not require the information technology to be flexible

or monotone. We also show it is without loss to require the technology to be flexible, and



costs to be weakly monotone. Formally, a cost function C; is weakly monotone if less
informative experiment are weakly cheaper to acquire: if &, &) € &; are such that & 7= &

then Cy(&) > Ci(&)). N

Proposition 3. Fiz a base game G. An information technology T exists that induces the

outcome-value pair (p,v) in an equilibrium of (G, T) if and only if
(i) p is a BCE, and
(it) for everyi € I, v; € [v;(p),vi(p)].
In addition, for every player i, one can choose &; flexible and C; weakly monotone.

Proof. “If” Let (p,v) be an outcome-value pair such that p is a BCE and, for every i €
I, v; € [v;(p),v;(p)]. Since p is a BCE, by Bergemann and Morris (2016) there exist an
information structure S = (Z, ¢, (X;,&)icr) and a profile of action plans o = (0;);er such

that p is the outcome of (§, o), and for every player i, o; maximizes

avxvzve J#i

> uila, ) (UQ(az'!wz')fi(fci!%@)H%(%\%)&(%\Zﬁ)) C(2]0)m(0) (53)

over all o} € ¥;.
For every player i, let & = {&, : & = &!}. In addition, take \; € [0, 1] such that

v; = A (p) + (1 = X)vi(p)-
For every & € &;, set C;(&)) equal to
Ai [mf}x > uila,0) (02(%\%)5(%\279)H%(%\%)@(%!Zﬁ)) ((2|0)m(0) —Qi(P)} :
i a,r,2,0 J#i

Notice that &; is flexible and C; is weakly monotone.
It follows from (53) that C;(&;) = \i (v;(p) — v;(p)) , which in turn implies that

> uifa,0) (Hffj(aﬂxj)éj(fﬂﬂ%@)) C(z|0)w(0) — Ci(&i) = vi.

aiwizie .]



We also see that for every &/ € &;

Z ui(a, 0) (H oj(ajlz;)&;(xslz, 9)) C(20)m(0) — Ci(&)

a7‘r7z70 -7

= max Y ui(a,0) (Ué(ai!wz')fi(wi!%@)H%(%\%)&(%!Zﬁ)) C(z]0)m(0) — Ci(&

i oa,r,2,0 J#i

= (p) + (1= N\) max Z u;(a,0) ( Hailx:) (2|2, 0) HUJ (ajlz;)€(xj|z,0) ) C(z|0)m(0)

it a,r,2,0 J#i

> Aivi(p) + (1 — Ai) max Z u;(a, ) ( Hailmi) €l (]2, 0) HUJ (aj|z;)€(xj|z,0) ) C(z|0)m(0)

i a,r,2,0 J#i

= max Y ui(a,0) (Ué(ai!wz')fé(wi!%@)H%(%\%)&(%!Zﬁ)) C(z]0)m(0) — Ci(&)

o’ -
ioa,r,z,0 J#i

where the first equality follows from (53) and the weak inequality from &; > £/. We conclude
(&,0) is an equilibrium of (G, 7T) with T := (Z,(, (X;,&;, Ci)icr); in addition, (p,v) is the
outcome-value pair corresponding to (§,0).

“Only if” Let (p,v) be the outcome-value pair of an equilibrium (&, o) of an information
acquisition game (G, T), with T = (Z,(,(X;,&;, Ci)ier). Define the information structure
S =(Z,(,(X;,&)ier)- Since (&, 0) is an equilibrium of (G, 7)), o is an equilibrium of (G, S).
It follows from Bergemann and Morris (2016) that p is a BCE.

For every player i, C;(&;) > 0, which implies that v; < v;(p). In addition, by hypothesis
there exists an experiment &/ such that C;(&}) = 0. Thus, since (&;, 0;) is a best response to
(é—;,0—;), we have that

v; > max > wila, 0)o)(ailwi)&i (w2, 0) [ [ 05 (ajlz;)&; ()2, 0)¢(210)m(60) > vi(p).

i a,r,z,0 j#i

We conclude that v; € [v;(p),v;(p)].

H. Strict BCE: Single-Agent Settings

A BCE p is strict if all i € I, a; € supp;(p), and b; € A; with b; # a;,

> (uilai, a—i, 0) — ui(bi, a—;, 0)) plag, a_;, 0) > 0.

a_;,0

In the main text, discussing Theorem 2, we mentioned the following result:



Proposition 4. Let I = {i} be a singleton. For generic u;, the set of strict BCE is dense
in the BCE set.

We expect the result to be known in the literature. However, we could not find a good
reference. Thus, next we provide a self-contained proof. The proof relies on two lemmas on
dominated actions. A mixed action a; € A(A;) weakly dominates a pure action a; € A;
ifforalla_; € A_; and 0 € O,

Z ui(bi, a—;, 9)&2(1)2) 2 ui(ai, a—;, 9)
b;

Lemma 15. The following statements are equivalent:
(i) There is no belief jq,, € A(A_; X ©) for which a; is the unique best response.
(i) There is a mized action a; € A(A; \ {a;}) that weakly dominates a;.

Proof. Condition (i) can be rewritten as

Z (wi(ai, a—i,0) —ui(b;,a_;,0))pi(a—;, 6) < 0.

a_;,0

max min
MiEA(A,i X@) bzeAl\{az}

Equivalently,

max min (7% ai,a_i,H — Uy; bi,a_i,H i a_i,H (67 bz § 0.
NiEA(AiXQ)aieA(Ai\{ai})aZiﬂ( ( ) ( Dl Joi(b)

By the minimax theorem (e.g., Rockafellar, 1970, Corollary 37.3.2), the above inequality
holds if and only if

; (i 0) — wi(bs (a_: a: (b)) < 0.
B . > (uilai, a—s,0) — ui(bi, a—;, 0))pi(a—i, 0) (b)) < 0

a,iﬂ
Equivalently,
min max wia;,a_;, 0) —u;i(b;,a_;,0))a;(b;) <O0.
o €A(AN as}) a0 a;g( z( i i ) z( 4 7 )) z( z) >~
which is another way of expressing condition (ii). ]

A mixed action «; € A(4;) strictly dominates a pure action a; € A; ifforalla_; € A_;
and 0 € O,
Z ui(bi, a_;, 9)&2(1)2) > ui(ai, a—g, 9)
b;



Lemma 16. Let I = {i} be a singleton. For generic u;, if an action a; is weakly dominated
by some mized action a; € A(A;\{a;}), then it is strictly dominated by some mized action

Bi € A(4;).

Proof. Let a; be an action that is weakly dominated by a mixed action o; € A(4; \ {ai}).
Let A’ be the support of a;, and let ©' be set of states 6 for which

ui(ai,G) = Zul(bl,ﬁ)al(bl) (54)
b;
Let m be the cardinality of A}, and let n be the cardinality of ®'. We consider the m x n
matrix M € R4*9" given by
M(b,, 9) = ui(a,-, 9) — ul(bl, 9)

For generic u;, the matrix M has full rank. By (54), the rows of M are linearly dependent.
Thus, the rank of M must be n, the number of columns. We obtain that the row space of
M has dimension n. Hence, we can find 8; € R4 such that for every € ©’

b;

For every t > 0, we define a! € R4 by

. ai(bi)—Ft/Bi(bi)
a'(bl) - Zci ai(ci) + t/Bi(ci) '

For t sufficiently small, a! is a mixed action that strictly dominates a;. O
We are now ready to prove the proposition on strict BCE.

Proof of Proposition /. Let A} be the set of actions that are not strictly dominated. Since
u; is generic, it follows from Lemma 16 that each a; € A is not weakly dominated by a
mixed action a; € A(A4; \ {a;}). By Lemma 15, there is a belief p1,, € A(O) for which a; is
the unique best response.

Since 7 has full support, we can find v € A(O) and for every a; € A}, t,, € (0,1)—with
Yae A: ta; < 1—such that

= Z ta; ta; + (1— Z tai) v.

a; €AY a; €AY

Let af be a best response to v; necessarily, af € AY. Define the outcome p € A(A4; x O)



as follows:

taiuai (9) if a; € A;'k \ {a;'k}7
p(a;,0) = tartar (0) + (1 — Dasear tai) v(0) if a; = af,
0 otherwise.

The outcome p is a strict BCE. Moreover, if ¢ is a BCE, then
supp;(q) € A7 = supp;(p).
Thus, the set of outcomes
{s¢q+ (1 —s)p:s€(0,1) and ¢ € BCE}

is a subset of the set of strict BCE, and it is dense in the BCE set. We conclude that (for
generic u;) the set of strict BCE is dense in the BCE set. O

I. Non-generic Environments

1.1. Proofs of Proposition 2 and Theorem 4

In this section we prove generalizations of Proposition 2 and Theorem 4 that apply locally
to a closed convex set of BCEs.

Fix a base game G; denote by BC'FE the set of all BCEs, and by sBCFE the set of all
sBCEs. Let P C BCFE be a non-empty closed convex set. For a player i, an action a;
P-jeopardizes an action b; if, for every p € P with b € supp;(p), a; € BR(pp,). We denote
by Jp(b;) the set of actions that P-jeopardizes b;. Just like the standard jeopardization
concept, one has b; € Jp(b;) for all b;.

An outcome p € P has P-maximal support if the support of every other ¢ € P
is contained by the support of p. An outcome p € P is P-minimally mixed if it has

P-maximal support and

Qa; # Qv; 1mplies  pg; # pp,.

if for every ¢ € P, i € I, and a;,b; € supp;(p),
We are now ready to state the local versions of Proposition 2 and Theorem 4 that we

prove in this section.
Proposition 5. The following statements are equivalent:

(i) The set sSBCEN P is dense in P.



(ii) A P-minimally mized sBCE exists.

(iii) For allp € P, i € I, a;,b; € supp;(p),

Pa; Db, implies  Jp(a;) N Jp(b;) = @.

Theorem 6. The set sBCE N P is either dense or nowhere dense in P.

As a first step, we prove a basic lemma about best responses. In what follows, for
p € A(A x O), a; € supp;(p), and b; € A;, take u; (b;, pa;) € R to be

Ug (bla pai) = Z uz(bw G, e)pai (a—iv 9)

a0
Lemma 17. For every t € (0,1), p,q € BCE, i € I, and a; € supp;(p),
BR((tp+ (1~ 1)a),,) € BR(ps,)
Proof. Take b; € BR ((tp +(1— t)q)ai). If a; ¢ supp;(q), then

(tp+ (1 = t)q),, = P

which immediately implies the desired result.

Suppose now that a; € supp;(q). Since p,q € BCE, we have
ui(@i, Pa;) = wi(bispa;)  and  wi(ai, qa;) > ui(bi, qa,)-
Simple algebra shows that there exists s € (0,1) such that

(tp+ (1 = t)q),, = spa; + (1 — 5)qa,-

i

Since b; € BR ((tp +(1—-1)q), ), we obtain that

Su’i(b’iapai) + (1 - S)UZ(waal) - ul(bla Spai + (1 - S)Qai)
> ui(ai7 $Pa; + (1 - S)qai)
= Sui(aiypai) + (1 - S)Ui(aiv qai)'

We conclude that u;(a;,pa;) = wi(bi,pa,) and wi(ai, qa;) = wi(bi, qa,;). It follows from p €
BCE that b; € BR (pa,) - o

Next, we show that taking convex combinations of BCEs usually preserve the set of



action recommendations that lead to different beliefs.

Lemma 18. For every p,q € A(A x ©), i € I, and a;,b; € supp;(p) with pa, # ps,, there
are at most two t € (0,1) such that

(tp+ (1 =t)q)a; = (tp + (1L = t)q)p,- (55)

Proof. Note that ¢ € (0,1) is a solution of (55) if and only if for every a_; € A_; and § € ©,

(tp(ai,a—;, 0) + (1 — t)q(ai, a—;, 0)) (tp(b;) + (1 — t)q(bs))
=(tp(bi,a—,0) + (1 — t)q(bi, a—;, 0)) (tp(as) + (1 —t)q(as)) . (56)

Each equation (56) is polynomial in ¢, with degree at most two. Since p,, # pp,, at least
one such polynomial equation does not have degree zero and, therefore, has at most two

solutions. We deduce that (55) has at most two solutions for ¢ € (0,1). m]

Our next goal is to show that P-minimally mixed BCEs are the norm rather than the
exception. As an intermediate step, we first show the set of P-minimally mixed BCEs is

non-empty.
Lemma 19. A P-minimally mized BCE exists.

Proof. For every p € P, define the set
X(p) = J{(ai, b) : as, bi € supp;(p) and pa, # pe, } -

Note that p € P is P-minimally mixed if and only if it has P-maximal support and for
every ¢ € P, X(q) € X(p).

Since the set A x © is finite and the set P is convex, we can find a P-maximal support
p € P such that for every P-maximal-support ¢ € P, the cardinality of X (p) is larger than
the cardinality of X (q).

We now show that p is P-minimally mixed. Fix an arbitrary ¢ € P. For every t € (0, 1),
define p' = tp + (1 — t)q, which belongs to P because P is convex. Since p has P-maximal
support, the same is true for p'. Thus, the cardinality of X (p) is larger than the cardinality
of X(p'). By Lemma 18, we can find ¢ € (0,1) such that X (p) C X(p') and X(q) C X(p').
This shows that X (q) C X (p); otherwise, the cardinality of X (p') would be strictly larger
than the cardinality of X (p). We conclude that p is P-minimally mixed. i

We now show that the P-minimally mixed BCEs includes most of the BCEs in P in a

precise sense.



Lemma 20. The set of P-minimally mized BCFEs is open and dense in P.

Proof. Let Py denote the set of P-minimally mixed BCEs. We first argue that Py is open

in P. Towards this goal, note the following sets are open in P for every ¢ € I and a;,b; € A;:

{peP:pla;) >0}, and {pe€ P:p(a;)p(b;) >0 and p,, # pp, }-

Since A is finite, we obtain that P; equals the intersection of a finite number of open
subsets of Py;. It follows Py is open in P.

To see Py is dense in P, fix some ¢ € P. Take p to be a P-minimally mixed BCE,
which exists by Lemma 19. For every t € (0,1), define p! = tp + (1 — t)q. Because p has
P-maximal support, the same is true for p’ for all ¢ € (0,1). Moreover, by Lemma 18, a
finite set T C (0, 1) exists such that for all ¢ € (0,1)\ 7', i € I, and a;,b; € supp;(p),

Da; # Dy, implies pzi # pii.

Thus, p' is a P-minimally mixed BCE for all t € (0,1) \ 7. Thus, ¢ is a limit point of
{pt:t € (0,1)\ T}, which implies it is a limit point of Py;. o

We are now ready to prove Proposition 5 and Theorem 6.

Proof of Proposition 5. That (i) implies (ii) follows from Lemma 20.

We now show (ii) implies (iii). Let ¢ be a P-minimally mixed sBCE. Fix any p € P,i €
and a;,b; € supp;(p) such that p,, # pp,. Since ¢ is P-minimally mixed, a;,b; € supp;(q)
(because g has P-maximal support) and q,; # ¢, Thus,

@ = BR(qa,) N BR(qy,) 2 Jp(a;) N Jp(b;),

where first we use the separation constraint, and then the fact that Jp(c;) = NyepBR(Pe;)
for all ¢; € A;. We conclude (ii) implies (iii).
Finally, we argue (iii) implies (i). Fix any p € P. Because A is finite and P is convex,

it follows from Lemma 17 that we can find ¢ € P such that ¢ has P-maximal support and

BR(QCH) = JP(Qai) (57)

for all i € I and a; € supp;(q).

For t € (0,1), let p' = tp+ (1 —t)q. We claim that p' € sBCEN P. That p' € P follows
from P being convex. To see p' is a sSBCE, take any i € I and a;,b; € supp;(p') such that
pfh_ * pii. Since ¢ has maximal support, a;,b; € supp;(q). Then,

BR(pa,) N BR(ph,) € BR(¢a,) N BR(ay,) = Jp(ai) N Jp(bi) = 2,

9



where first we use Lemma 17, then (57), and finally Proposition 5-(iii). We conclude
pt € sSBOCENP for all t € (0,1). Proposition 5-(i) then follows from p = lim;_,1 p. m]

Proof of Theorem 6. 1t is enough to prove that if sBCE N P is not nowhere dense in P,
then it is dense in P. Suppose sBC'E N P is dense in some non-empty set P C P that is
open in P. Let Py; the set of p € P that are P-minimally mixed. Note P N Py is open
(in P) and non-empty by Lemma 20. Because sBCE N P is dense in P, we obtain that
(sBCE N P)N (PN Pyyy) is non-empty. Thus, we have found a P-minimally mixed sBCE.
That sBCE N P is dense in P then follows from Proposition 5. O

1.2. Checking for Equal Beliefs

To check the conditions of Proposition 2, knowing which actions induce different beliefs for
some BCE is useful. In this section, we prove a result that shows how to find actions that
lead to different beliefs in a closed convex set of outcomes P C A(A4 x ©).%

For a player i, say an action a; is P-coherent if a p € P exists with p(a;) > 0.2* Let 0
be the all-zeros vector in R4-i*®; in what follows, we use the convention that Pa; = 0 for
every p € A(A x O) and a; € A; such that p(a;) = 0. As in the previous section, we say
that an outcome p € P has P-maximal support if the support of every other g € P is

contained by the support of p.

Proposition 6. Fiz a player i and two P-coherent actions a;,b; € A;. Then everyp € P

with a;,b; € supp;(p) has pa, = ps, if and only if one of the following two conditions hold:
(i) A pe A(A_; x ©) exists such that for all p € ext(P), {pa,;,ps; } < {u, 0}.
(i) A constant X\ > 0 exists such that for all p € ext(P), p(a;)pa, = A\p(bi)ps, -

Thus, to know whether a pair of actions leads to the same beliefs in all outcomes in
P, it is enough to check the extreme points of P for one of two properties. The first
property states these actions induce the same beliefs in all of the set’s extreme points. The
second property requires the likelihood ratio for these actions to be constant across all these
extreme points.

To prove the proposition, we need the following lemma.

Lemma 21. Fiz a player i and two actions a;,b; € A;. Let p,q € A(A x ©) such that
{ai,bi} C supp;(p) Usupp;(q). Suppose rq, =1, for all v € {p,q} with {a;,b;} C supp,(r).
If (tp + (1 —t)q)a, = (tp + (1 — t)q)s, for some t € (0,1), then one of the following two

conditions hold:

28Neither the obedience nor the separation constraint play any role in this section.
240ur notion of P-coherent is inspired by the notion of coherence in Nau and McCardle (1990).
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(i) A pe A(A_; x ©) exists such that for all r € {p,q}, {ra;,m;} C {u, 0}.
(i) A constant X\ > 0 exists such that for all r € {p,q}, r(a;) = Ar(b;).

Proof. Let p' :=tp+ (1 —t)q. We proceed by contradiction: we assume that Lemma 21-(i)
and Lemma 21-(ii) both fail and show that ptal. # pii.

We begin by noting that one can rewrite the condition that r,, = ry, for all r € {p, ¢}
with {a;, b;} C supp;(r) as

r(a;)r(bi)ra;, = r(ai)r(b;)ry, for all r € {p, ¢}. (58)

Because supp; (p') = supp; (p)Usupp; (¢) and {a;, b;} C supp; (p)Usupp;(q), we have {a;, b} C
supp;(p'). Thus, applying Bayes rule, we obtain that pfli = p’gi if and only if for every
a_; € A_; and 6 € O, one has

p'(a;)p' (bi,a—;,0) — p'(b)p*(ai, a—;, 0) = 0.

Expanding the left hand side of the above equation by substituting in the definition of p’,
rearranging terms as a polynomial in ¢, and using (58), delivers that the above display

equation is equivalent to
(t—1?) [p(ai)q(bi, a—i,0) + qa;)p(bi,a—;, 0) — q(bs)p(a;,a—;,0) — p(b;)q(a;, a—;, 9)} = 0.
Since t € (0, 1), we get that pfli = p’gi if and only if for every a_; € A_; and 0 € O, one has
p(ai)q(bi,a—;,0) + q(ai)p(bi,a—;, 0) — q(bi)p(ai, a—i, 0) — p(bi)g(ai, a—i, 0) = 0.
Writing the above in vector notation delivers that ptal_ = p}‘;i is equivalent to
p(ai)q(bi)gs; + q(ai)p(bi)ps, — q(bi)p(ai)pa; — p(bi)q(ai)qa, = 0. (59)

We now divide the proof into cases. Consider first the case in which {a;, b;} C supp;(p)N
supp;(¢). In this case, (58) implies p,;, = pp, and qq; = qp,, and so we get that

p(ai)a(bi)ay, + a(ai)p(bi)py, — a(bi)p(ai)pa, — p(bi)e(ai)da, =
= (p(ai)q(bi) — p(bi)q(ai))(ga; = Pa;) # O,
where the inequality follows from failure of Lemma 21-(i) and Lemma 21-(ii). We conclude
(59) fails.
Consider now the case in which {a;,b;} ¢ supp;(p) Nsupp;(¢). Because Lemma 21-(ii)

fails, we can assume p(a;) = 0 < p(b;) without loss of generality. Since the lemma assume
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a; € supp;(p) Usupp;(q), it follows g(a;) > 0. Therefore, we can use failure of Lemma 21-(ii)
to deduce that p,, # qq;. Using these facts, we obtain that

p(ai)q(bi)as, + q(ai)p(bi)py, — q(bi)p(ai)pa;, — p(bi)q(ai)qa;, = q(ai)p(bi)(py, — qa;) # 0.

It follows that (59) fails. o

We are now ready to prove Proposition 6. The “if” portion is straightforward; the “only

if” portion uses Lemma 21.

Proof of Proposition 6. We first prove the “if” portion. Let p € P and a;,b; € supp;(p).
Let t',...,t" > 0 and p',...,p" € ext(P) such that
n
p= Z t"p™.

m=1

Simple algebra shows that for all ¢; € supp;(p)
- mpm(ci) m
pcz — n pci *
mZ:1 Zl:l tlpl(ci)
If Proposition 6-(i) holds, then

Z Z Zl— tl )'u
=

(b))
Z Dy 1tl Z Dy 1’51 )p — e

Suppose now that Proposition 6-(ii) holds. For every m, p™(a;)py = )\pm(bi)pg’j implies
p™(a;) = Ap™(b;) and py; = py!. Thus,

n n
=3 sl = 5 et = > e = .
Pl = 2 thph(bi)
This concludes the proof of the proposition’s “if” portion.

We now show the proposition’s “only if” portion. We proceed by contradiction: we
assume that Proposition 6-(i) and Proposition 6-(ii) both fail and show that there exists
p € P such that a;,b; € supp;(p) and p,, # pp,. As we are done if p,, # pp, for some
p € ext(P) with a;,b; € supp;(p), assume p,, = pp, holds for all such p.

Since Proposition 6-(i) fails, and a; and b; are P-coherent, there exist p, g € ext(P) such
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that p(a;) > 0, ¢(b;) > 0, and p,, # qp,- As we are done if (0.5p + 0.5¢9)q, # (0.5p + 0.5¢)s,
assume (0.5p+0.5¢)q, = (0.5p+0.5q)p,. Since p,, # qp;, Lemma 21-(i) fails. Thus, Lemma 21-
(ii) must hold: there exist A > 0 such that p(a;) = Ap(b;) and ¢(a;) = Ag(b;); in particular,
p(b;) > 0 and ¢(a;) > 0.

Since Proposition 6-(ii) fails, there must exist r € ext(P) such that r(a;) # Ar(b;); in
particular, 7(a;) > 0 or 7(b;) > 0. Let ¢; € {a;, b;} such that r(¢;) > 0. Since po, # gp,, either
Te; # Dayy OF Te; # Pp,, or both. Thus, by Lemma 21, either (0.5p 4 0.57)4, # (0.5p + 0.57),,
or (0.5g + 0.5r), # (0.5¢ + 0.57),, or both. In any case, we have found p € P such that
ai, b € supp;(p) and pq, # py,- O

J. Vanishing Cost Equilibria

J.1. Proof of Theorem 5

The “only if” side of the theorem follows from Theorem 1. Next we prove the “if” side.
Let p be a complete-information Nash equilibrium. Following the notation in the main
text, let ap; € A(A;) be the distribution of i’s action given 6.
Let (p™)nen be a sequence of sBCE that converges to p. For every player i and every
n € N, define A? " as in Section A.2. Thus, A? " is the partition of A; such that a; and b; are
in the same cell if and only if either a;,b; € supp;(p") and py, = py, or a;,b; ¢ supp;(p").
Without loss of generality, we assume that A” "= AP " for all i € I and m,n € N (pass to a

'
subsequence if necessary). To ease the exposition, we write A; instead of A ; we also write

A_; = {HBj:BjEAj fOl“aHjii},

J#i
A= {Bl x B_;:Bj€ A; and B_; € A_Z}
Next, we construct one canonical representation (S™,c™) for each p™ (see Section A.2

for the general definition of canonical representation). The information structure S" =
(Z,¢™, (X, &)ier) is specified as follows:

o To construct Z C [[;c; A(A;), let 6, € A(A;) be the Dirac measure concentrated on
B; € A;. Moreover, let ay; be the measure on A; induced by oy ;: for B; € A;,

agi(Bi) = Y agila).

a; €B;
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We set Z =[], Z; where for every player 1,
Z; ={6p, : B; € Ai}U{de,i :0e€0}.

o To construct (" : © — A(Z), first we take a sequence (t"),ecn in (0, 1) such that (i)
t" — 1, and (ii) for every n, t"p < p™ (such a sequence exists because p" — p). For

every n, we define the outcome ™ € A(A x ©) by

pn(a’ 9) — t"p(a, 9)

Tn(a79) = 1_¢n )

and the Markov kernel (""" : © — A(Z) by

r"(a,0 . o
(16 = {Z“EB e it B e Aand 2= (68);e

otherwise.

We also denote by (7 : © — A(Z) the Markov kernel given by

U N

0 otherwise.

Finally, we construct " : © — A(Z) as follows:
¢"(210) = (1 —t")¢""(210) + t"¢P(10).

e For every player i, we take X; sufficiently rich so that A; C Xj;.
e Foreveryiel,z; € X;, z€ Z, and 0 € ©, we define the experiment & by

zi(xz;) if z; € A,

0 otherwise.

§i(a;,-\z, 9) = {

The profile of action plans 0™ = (o7");er is given by, for all i € I, a; € A;, and z; € A;,

pn(ai)

(b)) if a; € ; and z; C supp; (p"),

b;€x;
n . . P .
g (CLZ"TZ) - Wlpm(p”ﬂ if a; € xr; and T; = AZ \Suppz(p"),

0 otherwise.

Lemma 22. The pair (S™,0™) is a canonical representation of p".
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Proof. We need to verify that p™ is the measure induced by (S™,0™) on A x ©. We will use

the following claim:

Claim 16. For all B € Aand 0 € O,

> p"(a,0) = Z [H zi(Bi 1 )| ¢"(210)7(6) (60)

aeB

Proof of the claim. By definition of (", the right-hand side of (60) is equal to

1—t”Z[HzZ Z]CT”zW t”Z[Hzl Z]gpzw ©(0). (61)

We observe that, by definition of (™",
> [H % (B, ] )| ¢ ) = 3 " (a,0). (62)
acB
Moreover, by definition of (P,
Z [H 22 ] [H Qp z B; ‘| = Z p(a, 9) (63)
aceB

Combining (61)-(63), we deduce that the right-hand side of (60) is equal to

(1—1t") Z r*(a,0) +t" Z p(a,0) = Z [(1—=t")r"(a,0)+t"p(a,0)].

a€B acB acEB
Since p" = (1 — t")r"™ + t"p, we conclude that (60) holds. o

By Lemma 7, for all a € A and 6 € ©, we can decompose p"(a, ) as

[HJ (ai]Ai(as))

> b0, (64)

beA(a)

where Aj;(a;) is the cell of the partition that contains a;, and A(a) = T[], A;i(a;). Putting
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together (60) and (64), we obtain that

p"(a, [HJ (@il Ai(as) ]Z [sz ]C"(ZIH) (©)

=2 Ha?(airAxaz-))zi(Ai(ai»] ¢ (20)7(6)

L ¢

=2 HU?(ai!wi)zi(a:i)] ¢"(2|0)m(0)

7:B _Z‘

=3 HU?(%I%)&(%I%@)] ¢"(2]0)m(0)
where the first equality follows from (60) and (64), the second equality is just algebra, the
third equality holds because o™ (a;|x;) > 0 if and only if a; € x;, and the last equality by
definition of &. We conclude that p™ is the measure induced by (S™,0™) on A x O. O

Since p" is a separated BCE and (S",0"™) is a canonical representation of p", it follows
from Lemma 8 that for every player i, there exists a monotone C : A(X;)?*® — R,
such that (&,0™) is an equilibrium of (G, 7™) with 7" = (Z,¢", (Xi, A(X;)%*®,CM)ier).

)

Moreover, we can choose C}* such that

1
Cn < i S , ny __
L CRED < (87 07) [

") + )]

As n — oo, the upper bound on i’s costs converges to

— v (p) ’ (65)

m max U\ a;, a] a@] )
Z (9) a; €A; Z Z Z( nime H Zb EBJ ( )

% ¢ B_,€A_;a_,EB_; VE)

where we adopt the convention that % = 0. Hence, if we show that (65) is equal to zero, we
can conclude that p is a vanishing cost equilibrium, as desired.

To prove that (65) is equal to zero, we need the following intermediate result:
Lemma 23. ForallOc€6,icl, B; € A;, and a; € B;,

p(ai)ag,i(B;)
ZbieBi p(bi)

Proof. We divide the proof in three cases. Case (i): Assume >, p p(b;) = 0. Then
ag,i(B;) = 0 (because >, 5. p(bi) = >y m(0)ay,:(B;)) and ag i(a;) = 0 (because a; € By).

= ag(a;).
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Thus,
plai)agi(Bi) 0
ZbieBip(bi) S0
Case (ii): Assume 3, 5. p(b;) > 0 and p(a
29 m(0)ag,i(a;)). Thus,

i) = 0. Then oy i(a;) = 0 (because p(a;) =

plai)ag,i(B;)

2 b, P(bi)

Case (iii): Assume Y, . p(b;) > 0 and p(a;) > 0. Take any b; € B; such that p(b;) > 0.
Since p" — p, p"(a;) > 0 and p™(b;) > 0 for all n sufficiently large. Thus, by definition of

=0 = ap,i(a;).

Ai, py, = py, for all sufficiently large n (in fact, for all n). We deduce that p,, = pp,: for all
a_;€A_;and 6 € O,
p(ai7 a—g, 9) o p(bw a—g, 9)
p(a;) p(b;)

Since p is a complete-information Nash equilibrium, players’ actions are conditionally inde-

(66)

pendent given the payoff state. Thus, (66) becomes

agi(ai) _ agi(b;)
p(a;) p(bi)

which is the same as
agi(a;)

p(a;)
Clearly, the equality also holds for b; € B; such that p(b;) = 0. Thus, summing over all

b; € B;, we obtain that
a0 ! al Z p - 049 Z(Bl)
p al) b,E€B;

p(bi) = i (b;).

Rearranging the equality, we conclude that

pla;)agi(B;)
ZbieBi p(bi)

= a97i(ai).

It follows from Lemma 23 that (65) is equal to

Zw(e) nr%lz}XZul iy ;0 HO@J a]) —v; (p),

0 a—; VE
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which, in turn, is equal to zero since p is complete-information Nash equilibrium:

J#i

v; (p) = Z () Z ui(a, 0)og i(a;) H ag j(aj)

=Y n(h) I%?qui(ai,a—iae)Ha97j(aj) ,
0

a_; J#i

where the second equality holds because, given 6, ag; is a best response to (ag ;)jzi. We

conclude that p is a vanishing cost equilibrium.

J.2. Full Characterization

In this section we provide a characterization of all vanishing cost equilibria. When infor-
mation costs are negligible, both the payoff state and the correlation state become freely
learnable. Thus, every vanishing cost equilibrium must be (i) a convex combination of
complete-information Nash equilibria, and (ii) the limit of a sequence of separated BCEs
(from Theorem 1). It turns out that vanishing cost equilibria satisfy not only (i) and (ii),
but also additional “measurability” conditions that we present next.

Fix a base game G. For every player i, let A; be a partition of A;. We denote by B; a

generic element of A;. Define

Ay =<[]Bj:Bj€Ajforalj#i,,
J#i

A= {Bz xB_;:B;€ A; and B_; € .A_Z}

We refer to A_; and A as product partitions of A_; and A, respectively.
Given a product partition A of A, we say an outcome p is A-measurable if for every
i €1, B; € A;, and a;,b; € B; Nsupp,;(p),

pai = pbz .

For an intuition, take the perspective of a mediator who wants to implement an outcome p. If
p is A-measurable, then the mediator can implement it as follows: draw a payoff state 6 and
an element B of A with probability > ,c5p(6,a); communicate to each player i the realized
B;, and let them privately draw an action a; € B; with probability p(a;)/ >y cp. p(b;).

As in Section A.2, let AP be the product partition of A such that, for every player i,
actions a; and b; are in the same cell if and only if either a;, b; € supp;(p) and p,, = ps,, or

a;, b; ¢ supp;(p). Note that p is measurable with respect to A,; except for zero-probability

18



actions, A, is the coarsest product partition for which p is measurable.
Given an outcome p and a product partition A of A, we say an outcome ¢ is (A, p)-

decomposable if ¢ is A-measurable, and for every i € I, B; € A;, and a;,b; € B,

q(a;)p(bi) = p(ai)q(b;). (67)

For an intuition, take the perspective of a mediator who wants to implement an outcome
q. If q is (A, p)-decomposable, then the mediator can implement it as follows: draw a
payoff state 6 and an element B of A with probability >°,cp ¢(f, a); communicate to each
player i the realized B;, and let them privately draw an action a; € B; with probability
p(ai)/ Yen, P(bi) = q(ai)/ Xy, en, a(bi)-

Next we use A-measurability and (A, p)-decomposability to characterize vanishing cost

equilibrium:

Theorem 7. An outcome p is a vanishing cost equilibrium if and only if there exists a
product partition A of A such that

(i) p is a convex combination of finitely many (A, p)-decomposable complete-information

Nash equilibria, and
(ii) p is the limit of a sequence (p")°; of separated BCEs, with AP" = A for all n.

Theorem 7 generalizes Theorem 5. To see the relationship between the two results,
let p be a complete-information Nash equilibrium that is the limit of a sequence (p™)>2; of
separated BCEs, as in Theorem 5. Passing to a subsequence, we can assume that A" = AP
for all n. Since p" — p, p is A'-measurable. Because (67) trivially holds for ¢ = p, p is
(A, p)-decomposable. Thus, p satisfies the hypotheses of Theorem 7 with A := A!. In
particular, one can obtain Theorem 5 as a corollary of Theorem 7.

We divide the proof of the theorem 7 in two parts.

J.3. Proof of the “if” side of Theorem 7

Let A be a product partition of A, and let {q", ..., ¢*} be a finite set of complete-information
Nash equilibria. For every [ = 1,..., L, we denote by 0/9’2- € A(4;) the conditional distri-

bution of i’s action given 6. Let p be an outcome in the convex hull of {¢,...,¢"}:
L
p= Z slq.
=1

Without loss of generality, suppose that s' > 0 forall { =1,..., L.
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Assume that foralll =1,...,L, ¢" is (A, p)-decomposable. Furthermore, assume that p
is the limit of a sequence (p™)°2; of separated BCEs such that AP" = A for all n. We want
to prove that p is a vanishing cost equilibrium.

We begin with constructing one canonical representation (S™, c™) for each p™ (see Section
A2 for the general definition of canonical representation). The information structure 8" =
(Z,¢™, (X, &)ier) is specified as follows:

o To construct Z C [];cr A(A;), let 6, € A(A;) be the Dirac measure concentrated on
B; € A;. Moreover, let dl(,ﬂ- be the measure on A; induced by al(,ﬂ-: for B; € A;,

@le,i(Bi) = Z al97i(ai).

a; €B;

We set Z =[], Z; where for every player 1,
_ . ~l
Zi = {0n,: B € A} J{ahi: 0 €0}

o To construct (" : © — A(Z), first we take a sequence (¢")5°; in (0, 1) such that

— t" — 1, and

— t"p < p" for all n.

Such a sequence exists because p" — p. For each n, we define the outcome r" €
A(A x ©) by
a,d) —t"p(a,d)

1—tn ’

(a,0) = 24

and the Markov kernel (™" : © — A(Z) by

r"(a,l .
o (al) = {Z“GB S ifBeAand = (05,
0

otherwise.

We also denote by (P : © — A(Z) the Markov kernel given by

st iflzl,...,Landz:(&lgi)' ,
CP(z]0) = ) iel

0 otherwise.

Finally, we construct (" : © — A(Z) as follows:
¢"(2[0) = (1 —t")¢""(2]0) + t"¢P(=16).
e For every player i, we take X; sufficiently rich so that A; C Xj;.
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e Foreveryiel, z; € X;, z€ Z,and 0 € ©, we define the experiment & by

ZZ(LZ'Z) if x; € Ai,
gl(‘rl‘z79) = {

0 otherwise.

The profile of action plans 0™ = (o7");er is given by, for all i € I, a; € A;, and z; € A;,

pn(‘”)L if a; € z; and x; C supp,;(p"),
b;€x; P’ (bl)
n . . — .
i (ailzi) = Wlppi(p")l if a; € z; and x; = A; \ supp;(p"),

0 otherwise.

Lemma 24. The pair (S™,0™) is a canonical representation of p".

Proof. We need to verify that p™ is the measure induced by (S™,0™) on A x ©. We will use

the following claim:

Claim 17. For all B € A and 6 € ©,

> p(a,0) =3 [H zi<Bi>] ¢"(=10)m(6)

aeB

Proof of the claim. By definition of (", the right-hand side of (68) is equal to

(1—t") Z[Hzl ]("” 2|0)7( +t”Z[HzZ ]CP z|0)m(6).

We observe that, by definition of ™",

Z lH zi(B ] ¢ (z|0)m(0) = Z r"(a, ).

aeB

Moreover, by definition of (P,
Zlﬂzz ] ZS [Haez ]
Z [ il ] 7(0) =Y p(a,0).
acB

a€eB

Combining (69)-(71), we deduce that the right-hand side of (68) is equal to

(1—1t") Z r"(a,0) +t" Z p(a,0) = Z [(1—t")r"(a,0)+t"p(a,0)].

aeB aceB aeB
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Since p" = (1 — t")r"™ + t"p, we conclude that (68) holds. o

By Lemma 7, for all a € A and 6 € ©, we can decompose p"(a, ) as

> p(b,9), (72)

beA(a)

0) = [H o' (a;|Ai(a;))

where A;(a;) is the cell of the partition that contains a;, and A(a) = []; Ai(a;). Putting
together (68) and (72), we obtain that

0) = [H 0’?(@@'|Ai(ai))] > [H Zi(Ai(ai))] (" (210)w(0)

- Z H0?(Qi|v4i(ai))zi(-’4i(ai))] ¢"(2]0)m(6)

L ¢

=>. Ho?(aiisv»zi(:vi)] ¢"(2|0)m(9)

7:B —i

=2 Haf(ailwz’)&(ﬂci\&@)l ¢"(2|0)m(0)

where the first equality follows from (68) and (72), the second equality is just algebra, the
third equality holds because o™ (a;|x;) > 0 if and only if a; € z;, and the last equality by
definition of &. We conclude that p™ is the measure induced by (8™,0™) on A x ©. O

Since p" is a separated BCE and (8",0") is a canonical representation of p", it follows
from Lemma 8 that for every player i, there exists a monotone C? : A(X;)? R
such that (&,0") is an equilibrium of (G, 7™) with 7" = (Z,¢", (Xi, A(X;)?*9,CM)ier).

Moreover, we can choose C}* such that

n (¢! 1 o~ n o .n
g;eAn(n)?j)(Zx@ G (&) < o T (8" 0") -

As n — oo, the upper bound on #’s costs converges to

— U (p) ) (73)

Sl max u;(a;, a a] 049] )
;7‘((9); a; €A, Z Z z( 1y U—1, H Zb B, p( )

B_,eA_;a_;€EB_; J#E

where we adopt the convention that g = 0. Hence, if we show that (73) is equal to zero, we
can conclude that p is a vanishing cost equilibrium, as desired.

To prove that (73) is equal to zero, we need the following intermediate results:
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Lemma 25. Forall0€6,le{1,...,L},i€l, B;€ A;, and a; € B;,

p(ai)ay ;(Bi) _ ¢'(a;)ay ,(B;)
ZbieBi p(bi) EbieBi ql(bi)

where on both sides of the equation we adopt the convention that g =0.

Proof. 1f dl&i(Bi) =0, then (trivially)

plai)ay ,(B;) C0- ¢'(ai)ay ,(B;)
EbieBi p(bi) ZbieBi q'(bi)

Suppose now that 6/971-(3@-) > 0. Then, we have

> dbi) =D w(0)ap,(B:) > 0,

b,eB; [%

which in turn implies that >-, 5 p(b;) > 0 (since ¢' is absolutely continuous with respect
to p). Since ¢! is (A, p)-decomposable, It follows from (67) that

p(a;) _ ql(ai)
Sopien, P0))  Ypen d'(bi)

Multiplying both sides of the equation by &lgﬂ-(Bi), we obtain the desired result. O
Lemma 26. Forall@ € 0,1 {1,...,L},i€l, B; € A;, and a; € B;,

q'(ai)ap,;(B;)

—ZbieBi ¢ (;) = agi(ai).
Proof. We divide the proof in three cases. Case (i): Assume Y, . p ¢'(b;) = 0. Then

dle,i(Bi) =0 and alg’i(ai) = 0. Thus,

! ~l
q (ai)ae Z(BZ) 0 l
2 bieB; gl(bi) 0 ap i(as)

Case (ii): Assume >, cp. ¢'(b;) > 0 and ¢'(a;) = 0. Then ozlgﬂ-(ai) = 0. Thus,

1\~
q (ai)og ;(Bi) .
————— =0=ap,(a).
Shen, ¢ (b)) 0.(a1)

Case (iii): Assume Y, cp ¢'(b;) > 0 and ¢'(a;) > 0. Take any b; € B; such that
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¢'(b;) > 0. Since ¢ is A-measurable, qﬁh_ = qéi: foralla_; € A_; and 0 € O,

¢'(ai,a_;,0)  ¢'(bi,a_;,0)
da) a0 )

Since ¢! is a complete-information Nash equilibrium, players’ actions are conditionally in-

dependent given the payoff state. Thus, (74) becomes

api(ai)  ap(bi)

_ %l
¢'(ai) (i)

which is the same as ) (@)
@pi\Gi) !
- q(b;) =« i b;).
ql(ai) ( ) 0, ( )

Clearly, the equality also holds for b; € B; such that ¢!(b;) = 0. Thus, summing over all
b; € B;, we obtain that

O‘le,i(ai) ! _
Z q (bi) | = (Bi).

ql (al) b;€B;

Rearranging the equality, we conclude that

q'(ai)afy;(Bi) o (a)
Soep dbi) O

It follows from Lemmas 25 and 26 that (73) is equal to

Z m(0) Z st H}f}XZui(% a_i,0) Haé,j(aj):| - i (p),
1 a—;

) j#i

which, in turn, is equal to zero since each ¢' is complete-information Nash equilibrium:

i (p) =Y m(0) > s[> uila,0)ap (a;) [[ o ;(ay)
1 | a

) j#i

= Zﬂ'(e)z,sl Hze}xZui(ai,a_i,H)Halgd-(aj)} s
0 l

a_; NE

where the second equality holds because, given 6, al(,’i is a best response to (ale7j)j¢i. We

conclude that p is a vanishing cost equilibrium.
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J.4. Proof of the “only if” side of Theorem 7

Let p be a vanishing cost equilibrium: we want to show that there exists a product partition
A of A such that Theorem 7-(i) and Theorem 7-(ii) hold.

By the definition of vanishing cost equilibrium, for every n € {1,2,...}, we can find
an unconstrained rational-inattention technology 7" = (Z",¢", (X[, &, CM)icr) and an

equilibrium (£",0™) of (G, T™) such that, denoting by p™ the outcome of (¢",0"),

CMED <+ and [p(a,0) ~p(a0)] <

SRS

max
gleA(X )2 %O
foralli € I, a € A, and 6 € ©. Possibly passing to a subsequence, we can assume that

n+1

AP" = AP

for all n. Let A := AP" be this fixed product partition. Since each p" is a sBCE by
Theorem 1, we obtain that Theorem 7-(ii) holds.

In the rest of the proof, we show that Theorem 7-(i) is satisfied. We begin with intro-
ducing some notation. Let M, be the set of player i’s mixed actions: M; = A(A;); we
define the Cartesian products M_; = [[;,; M; and M = M_; x M;. For n € N, z € Z",
and 6 € O, we denote by a™*? € M the induced mixed-action profile: for all i and a;,

o ai) = 3 o (aili) (il 6).
In addition, we define the transition kernel © > 0 — xj € A (M) by
xg (M) =¢" ({z eZ": a0 e M} |0)
for all Borel sets M C M. Direct computation shows that
p(a.0) ==(0) [ T]eue dxi(e) (75)
for all @ and 6. By weak* compactness of A (M) (Aliprantis and Border, 2006, Theorem

15.11), it is without loss (potentially by passing to a subsequence) to assume that, for every

6, xp converges in the weak™ topology to some limit y4. Since p" — p, we obtain that
pla,0) = m(0) /M H a;(a;) dxe(a) (76)

for all ¢ and 6.
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The next lemma relates the support of xj (which is finite) to p™:

Lemma 27. Foralln €N, § € ©, a € supp(xy), ¢ € I, B; € A;, and a;,b; € B;,
ai(ai)p" (bi) = oi(bi)p" (ai). (77)

Proof. Since o € supp(xy), « is absolutely continuous with respect to p"—see (75). Thus,
(77) trivially holds if p™(a;) = 0 or p™(b;) = 0.

Suppose now that p™(a;) > 0 and p"(b;) > 0. Paralleling the notation in Section A.2,
we denote by 1™ € A(A x X™ x Z" x O) the probability measure over actions, signals, and
states induced by the information structure (Z",¢", (X", £")icr) and the profile of action
plans ¢". Let X' and X' be the set of positive-probability signals that make player i take

actions a; and b;:

Xo = Az - v"(2;) > 0 and o7 (a;]x;) > 0},
Xy = {x; : v"(2;) > 0 and o} (bs|z;) > 0}.

By Lemma 9, for all z; € X7 and z; € X},
BR(pa;) € BR(vy,) and  BR(py,) € BR(v})),

where v]. € A(A_; x X", x Z" x ©) and v}, € A(A_; x X", x Z" x ©) are the posterior
beliefs generated by z; and z}. Since a;,b; é B;, we have p,, = py,, which in turn implies
BR(pa,) = BR(py,). Thus,

BR(v;,) N BR(uj;;) + 0.

It follows from Lemma 5-(ii) that v} =v7,.
Since oy € supp(xj), there must be z € Z" and § € © such that ¢"(z|¢) > 0 and

n,z,0

a; = a;"". Then, given a fixed z; € X7,

o;(a; a;|x; xi|z, 0 ailr; x|z, 0
():Z(I)é(l)zz(l)(i(l)

p"(ai) T, EXT "(ai) zEX], )
_ o (ai|zi)&;' (|2, 0)v"™ (x:) _ o (ailzi)&; (7|2, 0)v" (xi) _ & (272, 0)
‘ZX ()0 () ‘ZX P @) )

where the fourth inequality follows from v = v, for all z; € X7 . A similar argument

delivers that, given a fixed z; € X',

ai(bi) & (xilz,0)
p"(b;) vi(x;)
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We conclude that ,
ai(ai) & (xilz,0)  &'(zilz,0)  ai(bi)

pra) ovn(@) o vMa) o pi(b)

where the third equality again follows from v, = v . ]

The next lemma relates the support of xg (which may not be finite) to p:

Lemma 28. Let 6 € © and « € supp(xg). Then, for alli € I, B; € A;, and a;,b; € B;,

i(ai)p(bi) = a;(bi)p(aq). (78)

Proof. Since the support correspondence is lower hemicontinuous (Aliprantis and Border,

2006, Theorem 17.14), there exists a sequence (o] )22, such that o — «a;, and af €

supp(xy) for all n. By Lemma 27,
aj'(aq)p" (bi) = o (bi)p" (a:)
for all n. Taking the limit as n — oo, we obtain (78). o

For every state 0, let NEg be the set of Nash equilibria of the complete-information

game corresponding to 6:
NEy = ﬂ a € M:q; €arg max Zui(a,ﬁ)ﬁi(ai) Haj(aj) .
iel BieMi =g j#i
Note that the set NEy is closed.
Lemma 29. For all 0 € ©, supp(xg) C NEy.

Proof. For a € M, let u;(c,0) be i’s expected utility in state 6:

ui(a, 0) = Z u;i(a,0) H aj(aj).

acA jel

For ao_; € M_;, let ul(a_;,0) be i’s expected utility by best responding to a_; in state 6:

u; (o, 0) = max Z ui(ai,a_i,H)Haj(aj).
a_;EA_; VE)
Note that o € NEg if and only if u}(a—;,0) = u;(c, 0) for all i € I.
Consider now the information acquisition game (G, 7™), and take player i’s perspective.
Let £ be a fully-revealing experiment that tells the exact value of (2", ). Since information

acquisition is unconstrained, the experiment £ is feasible. Since (£, 0"™) is an equilibrium,
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player i’s payoff from playing her equilibrium strategy should be larger than the payoff she
obtains from deviating to EZ" and taking the optimal action given each state. Tedious but

straightforward computation shows this inequality is equivalent to

> (o) /M [} (-, 0) — ui(r, 0)] dx (@) < C (&) = CT(€D).

0

Since information costs are bounded by 1/n, we have CP(l) — CP(ER) < 1/n, and so we
obtain that

S w0) [ fui(0-i0) — uia,0)] dxofe)

9 M

~ lm 26:77(9) /M [t (i, ) — ui(a, 6)] dyl(a) < 0.

Because u) (a—;, 0) > u;(a, 0) for all @« € M, we obtain that u;(a, §) = u}(«, 0) for xg-almost
all @ € M. Since this is true for every player i, we obtain that yg(NEg) = 1. Since NEy is
closed, we conclude that supp(xs) C NEy. m|

We are ready to show that Theorem 7-(ii) holds. Fix a state 6, and denote by py € A(A)

the conditional distribution of a:

~ pla,0)
Pl =)

Let My be the set of all & € NEy that satisfy (78). Note that the set Mpy is compact. Denote
by co(My) € A(A) the convex hull of My, that is, the set of all convex combinations of
(finitely many) elements of My (here we identify a with the product measure induced on A).
Since My is compact, co(Mpy) is compact. By Lemmas 28 and 29, the probability measure
Xo puts probability one on My. Since py is the barycenter of xy—see (76)—we obtain that
po € co(My) (Phelps, 2001, Proposition 1.2).

Overall, for every state 0, there are 0/9 € My, with [ =1,..., Ly, such that

Ly
po(a) = Zsle [H Oéle,i(ai)]
=1 icl

with s, > 0 for all I € Ly, and ZlL:al sh = 1. Tt follows from a standard cake-cutting
argument that, without loss of generality, we can assume that sle and Ly are independent
of 6. Given s' := s} and L := Ly, we define ¢; € A(A) by

a(a,0) = w(0) | T agi(ai),

iel
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and we notice that

L
p(a,d) Z slqi(a, 6).
=1

Each ¢ is a (A, p)-decomposable complete-information Nash equilibrium. We conclude that
Theorem 7-(ii) holds.
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