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Abstract. We use a uniform framework to give Camerer, Ho, and Chong’s
[9] cognitive hierarchy (CH) solution and its dynamic extension a decision-
theoretical foundation by the epistemic game theoretical solution concept A-
rationalizability (Battigalli and Siniscalchi [§]). We interpret level-k strategic
sophistication as an information type and define restriction A* on information
types; based on it, we show that in the behavioral consequence of rationality,
common belief in rationality and transparency, called A”-rationalizability, the
levels of reasoning is endogenously determined. We show that in static games,
CH solution generically coincides with A*-rationalizability; based on this, we
connect CH with Bayesian equilibrium. By adapting A" into dynamic games,
we show that Lin and Palfrey’s [2I] DCH solution generically coincides with
the behavioral consequence of rationality, common strong belief in rationality,
and transparency of (dynamic) A*. The same framework could also be used
to analyze many variations of CH in the literature.

1 Introduction

Cognitive hierarchy (CH) theory, introduced in the seminal work by Camerer, Ho, and
Chong [9], offers a solution based on the intuitive idea of level-k reasoning. Since then, CH
has been widely studied and applied in behavioral economics. However, since CH solution
is non-equilibrium, it needs a foundation to explain why people behave as it predicts and
in what sense the outcome is stable. Researches devoted to this topic can be categorized
into two groups. One groups seeks to modify the concept to build an equilibrium (for
example, Strzalecki [30], Koriyama and Ozkes [19], Levin and Zhang [20]); the other aims
to study how a player’ strategic sophistication is endogenously determined (for example,
Alaoui and Penta [I], Friedenberg, Kets, and Kneeland [12]).

In this paper, we provide a decision theoretical foundation to both CH and its dynamic
extension Dynamic CH (DCH, Lin and Palfrey [2I]) by the epistemic game theoretical
solution concept A-rationalizability introduced in Battigalli and Siniscalchi [8]. At first
sight, one might doubt the methodological compatibility between behavioral economic
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concepts such as CH and analytical tools in epistemic game theory (EGT). Indeed, CH is
regarded as based on bounded rationality and henceforth incompatible with the infinite
cognitive hierarchy, while EGT is established upon two canonical assumptions: ratio-
nality and infinite hierarchies of belief (that is, I believe that you believe that I believe
that...) of rationality.E] However, the incompatibility can be dissolved by distinguishing
two interpretations of level-k reasoning. In one interpretation, a player reasons with a
shallow depth because she has some exogenous constraints such as cognitive or time limits
(for example, Kaneko and Suzuki [16], Rubinstein [25]); in the other, strategic sophistica-
tion is endogenously determined (for example, Alaoui and Penta [I], Friedenberg, Kets,
and Kneeland [12]). The latter interpretation allows a player to have a belief structure
with (at least potentially) infinite hierarchies; what makes a level-k player reasons only
k levels is that (a) she believes that the opponents are of some level-t with ¢ < k, and (b)
she believes that “a level-n (n € N) player does not reason more than n levels” (called
Fact k). Note that here, “level-k” is just the name of an information type, as suggested
in Stahl and Wilson [29], without any restriction on how deep a player is able to reason; a
player with an information type called “level-£” reasons k levels because of the contextual
restriction on her belief and her conviction that Fact  is transparent.

Based on this argument, one can see that it is suitable to use the framework de-
veloped in Battigalli and Siniscalchi [§] to provide a decision-theoretical foundation for
CH. By extending Pearce’s [24] rationalizability concept, Battigalli and Siniscalchi [§]
studies explicit and general epistemic conditions of agents’ knowledge and beliefs (for
example, rationality, common belief in rationality); further, their solution concept, called
A-rationalizability, accommodates also restrictions on beliefs imposed by the context (de-
noted by A). Here, by formulating the two points above, (a) and (b), as a restriction
(denoted by A") exogenously given by the context on players’ beliefs, we define a solu-
tion concept called A"-rationalizability, which characterizes the behavioral consequence
of rationality, common belief of rationality, and that Fact x is commonly believed to be
true by all players (called “transparent” in the literature of EGT). Proposition (1| verifies
our intuition above and shows that our model faithfully captures the intuition of level-k
reasoning: even though there is no restriction on how deep each player should reason, a
level-k player reasons at most k levels. Theorem (1| shows that A”-rationalizability and
CH solution coincide generically; therefore, we have provided CH solution a substantial
decision theoretical foundation. As an implication, in Proposition [2| we use a result in
Battigalli and Siniscalchi [§] to connect CH solution with Bayesian equilibrium. Further,
by adapting restriction A* into dynamic games, in Theorem [2| we show that the solution
concept also provides a foundation for DCH.

Returning to the two groups in the literature concerning the foundation of CH, our work
is relevant to both. First, many CH-style equilibria in the literature (for example, Levin
and Zhang’s [20] A-NLK) can be understood in our framework. Second, in our model,
the strategic sophistication is endogenously determined. In this manner, we provide
an intuitive explanation on how the strategic sophistications are formed and how the
corresponding behavior is generated. Further, this paper also belongs to the literature
aiming to bridging behavioral economics and epistemic game theory (for example, Liu and
Maccheroni [22]), which aims to provide a decision-theoretical foundation for behavioral
game theoretical solution concepts from “black box” and to facilitate experimental test of
epistemic assumptions. Especially, along with recent researches (for example, Jin [15]),

'As a matter of fact, the pioneering researches of level-k reasoning started from questioning the as-
sumptions of rationality and common belief of rationality. See, for example, Stahl [2§].



our results show that testing level-k reasoning might be tricky and might need more subtle
theoretical and experimental research. Indeed, the equivalence results (Theorems (1| and
2) imply that having infinite hierarchy of belief (our framework) or not (the classical
assumption) cannot be distinguished by the observable behavior; further, our epistemic
analysis shows that even though level-k reasoning itself involves only a finite hierarchy of
reasoning, to make the reasoning run, the role of Fact x (and the common belief of it as
a “common sense”) is critical, which seems to have been overlooked in researches.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. In Section [2| we define A®-rationalizability
in static games and study its relationship with CH; in Section 211 we connect CH solu-
tion with Bayesian equilibrium. In Section 3] we study A*-rationalizability in dynamic
situation (multistage games) and establish its relationship with DCH.

2 Af-rationalizability in static games and CH
solution

We start from static games. We could follow Battigalli and Siniscalchi [§] and define A*-
rationalizability in dynamic game at first and take static game as a special case. Here, we
choose to define them separately because in behavioral game theory, CH and DCH are
developed separately, and we want to preserve this structure to make the comparisons
more comprehensive.

To simplify the symbols, without loss of generality, we focus on 2-person games, which
is also most wildly used in the experimental research. Fix a finite static game G =
(I,(A;,v;)ier), where I = {1,2}, and for each i € I, A; is the set of player i’s actions and
v; + A(:= Ay X Ag) — R is her payoff function. Define a game with payoff uncertainty
G =(I,(4;,0;,u; : © x A — R);e;) as follows:

o For each i =1,2,let ©; = {0;0,0;1,...} = {0ix : k € No}. Each 0y, is called level-k
type of player 1.

e« Foreachiel,0=(0;,,0_;) €O (:=0; xOy),and a € A (:= Ay X Ay),

if 0, = 0;
ui(97a) = {0 b 10

vi(a) otherwise

We define u; in such a manner to handle level-0 players. Here, a level-0 player randomizes
her choice not due to her lack of strategic reasoning ability but to the constancy of her
payoff (u;(6i0,a) = 0 for all a € A); in this manner, we can assume rationality also for
level-0 players. This is not essential; but it makes the model simple and uniform.

At the beginning, each player i has a belief u* € A(©_; x A_;) about her opponent’s
types and actions. For simplicity, with a slight abuse of notation, for each 6_; € ©_;,
we use p'(6_;) to denote the marginal distribution of #_; on ©_;, that is, p‘(6_;) =
Saiea, 1(0-i,a_;). When p'(0_;) > 0, we use p'(-|0—;) to denote the distribution
generated from p* on A_; conditional on 6_;.

Consider restriction A = (A, A?) where for each i = 1,2, A? = (A%),, <o, and A% C
A(O_; x A_;) for each 6; € ©;. For each k > 1 and p' € A( x A_y), pt € A% if and
only if the following two conditions are satisfied:

K1. suppmargg  p' € {050,601, ..., 051},



K2. If p*(0_;0) > 0, u'(a—i|0_i0) = ﬁ for each a_; € A_i

Note that there is no restriction for level-O players’ belief. Given level-0 player’s payoff
function, whatever she believes, her behavior would not be affected. Also, note that A%
is a singleton. Indeed, K1 implies that for each p/ € A% suppmargg  p' = {0_;0}, and
it follows from K2 that u* is the distribution in A(©_; x A_;) satisfying p*((0_;0,a_;)) =
IA%' Yet, for level-k players with k > 1, these conditions do not put any restriction on
their belief about players with non-zero level.

In the literature, some additional restrictions could be applied. A classical one is to
assume that the for each level-k, its belief on the distribution of the her opponent’s types
is a normalization of some f € A°(Ny). Since the seminal paper Camerer et al. [9], f is
often the Poisson distribution. To comply with the literature, we add:

K3. p'(0_iy) = % foreacht =0,....k —1
=0

In the following, for each ¢,k with ¢ < k, we denote #;(@ by f(t). We call the
£=0

restriction satisfying K1 - K3 A”, which formalizes the intuitive “Fact " in Section [I}
Those restrictions are on exogenous beliefs; they are imposed on the first-order belief of
players. Further, we assume that A" is transparent, that is, A® holds and it is commonly
believed to hold.

In the literature of EGT, there are two canonical assumptions, rationality and common
belief of rationality. Rationality means that a player maximizes her payoff to her belief;
here, a pair (0;,a;) is consistent to rationality iff a; is a best response under 6; to some
belief ' € ©; iff for all a; € A;, that is, for all a, € A;

Z #i((g—i, a—i))ui(9i> 0_;,a;, Cl—i) > Z #i((g—i, a—i))ui(9i> 0_s, a;, Cl—i)

0_;,a_;€0_;xA_; 0_;,a_;€0_;xA_;

Common belief of an event means that everyone believes it, everyone believes that ev-
eryone believes it, and so on. Intuitively, one needs an iterative procedure to describe
and analyze it. For instance, “everyone believes rationality” means that each i’s belief
p' only deems possible the type-action pairs consistent with rationality; a pair (6;, a;) is
consistent with rationality and belief in rationality iff a; is a best response to 6; for a such
belief 1;. We can continue this procedure and see which type-action pairs survive. E|

In addition to the two canonical assumptions which do not put any exogenous restric-
tions on beliefs, Battigalli and Siniscalchi [§] examined exogenous (contextual) constraints
on beliefs and studied their behavioral consequences. Here, by applying their argument,
the behavioral consequences of rationality (R), common belief in rationality (CBR), and
transparency of A® (TCK) are characterized by the iterative procedure defined as follows.

Definition 1. Consider the following procedure, called A*-rationalization procedure:
Step 0. For each i € I, ¥j \w = ©; X A;,
Step n+ 1. For each i € I and each (0;,a;) € ©; X A; with (0;,a;) € X ax, (0i,a;) €
EZZlﬁ iff there is some p' € A% such that

2For n-person games, following the tradition of behavioral economics, we also have to assume indepen-
dence, i.e., u* = 1. .

3Here, since our focus is characterizing behavioral implications of epistemic conditions (solution con-
cept), we only gave an informal and intuitive description of how event satisfying some epistemic
conditions. For a formal representation of the latter with rigorous and explicit language and detailed
discussions, see, for example, Battigalli and Bonanno [4] and Dekel and Siniscalchi [IT].



1. a; is a best response to ' under 6;, and
2. M(E’iivm) = 1.
Let X0k = Mp>0Xf ax fori € I. The elements in X5« are said to be A"-rationalizable.

For each n € Ny and 0; € ©;, we let X§ . = {0} x {a; : (0;,a;) € E}as}, that is,
the set of type-action pairs (6;, a;) which survives until the n-the step of the procedure.
In other words, each a; € projy, X A« is a best response for a level-k player to a belief
consistent with n rounds of strategic reasoning (that is, “I believe that others have lower
levels than mine and they are rational, and that they believe that others have lower levels
than them and...” for n rounds).

First, we have the following result.

Proposition 1. For each k € No, 3 A« = 5§, ax for each t > k.

Proof. First, since under 6y, player i’s payoff is constant, every action is optimal to 6,y
and ¥j A« = X§ A~ for each t > 0. For k = 1, as we noted above, at step 1, only
a unique belief is allowed which only deems possible that the opponent is level-0 and
chooses each action with equal likelihood. Hence, after step 1, A”-rationalizable actions
for 0;; for each i is fixed, that is, ¥j A~ = X, ax for each t > 1. For 6; player, though
at step 1 she might have more freedom in beliefs, as 6_; ; players’ choices are fixed after
step 1, her choices will also be fixed after step 2. In general, since A" requires that each
0;;. only deems possible that her opponent has a type lower than hers, it follows that in
1’s support there are only pairs of lower types and actions that survived the previous
step. Therefore, by induction, the statement is proved. O

Proposition [1| shows that each 6;, player reasons at most k steps. Note that the depth
of strategic reasoning in our epistemic model is endogenously determined. K1- K3 say
nothing about how deep a player should reason; a 6;; player reasons k or less steps
because she believes that her opponents are not quite strategically sophisticated, and
consequently it unnecessary to reason more deeply.

Example 1. Beauty contest game. Consider the Beauty Contest game G =
(I, (Aji, vi)ier) such that for each i € I, A; = {0,1,...,100}. For each a € A(= ;e 4;),
ZjEI a;j

x_ 2
let a =3 X =

. The payoff function is defined as

1 if |a; — a*| < |a; — a*| for all j #i
vi(a) = )
0 otherwise

Consider the game with payoff uncertainty G based on it. Assume f to be any distribution
in A°({0,1,...,100}). Let |I| = 2. One can see that for each i = 1,2, 32§ A« = {(0i,0)}
for each n,k > 1. Indeed, for each k > 1, for each u’ € A% and each a;,a; € A; with
a; < a,

/ —_— .
Eﬂiui(aiy ) — E“iui(a;7 ) > fk(()) (ailolaz> <0

That is, every positive choice is strictly dominated by ()E| Therefore, Proposition |1|implies
>0,.an = 1(0ix, 0)} for each n, k > 1.

4Since for k > 1, 6;; player’s payoff does not rely upon 6, we omit it from w; for simplicity.



Example [1| shows that a 6;; player with & > 2 does not have to reason for fully £
steps. In general, Proposition[I]implies that & is only an upper bound, not necessarily the
maximum. As mentioned before, type 60, only indicates that the player deems impossible
all but 6_;, players as her opponent with ¢ < k; this restriction itself does not contain
any information about how deep a player’s strategic reasoning should be. By looking at
A"-rationalization procedure carefully, one might notice that everyone reasons at every
step, that is, for example, at step 1, not only ;1 players reason (about 8,y players); also,
0; with k > 1 reasons (about 6, players). This might lead a 6;; player to terminate her
reasoning before reaching step k. Hence, A"-rationalization procedure is different from
the algorithm to calculate the CH solution, which is defined as follows. Here, we rephrase
the classic definition (Camerer et al. [9]) in a way that will facilitate the comparison with
A"-procedure.

Definition 2. Consider the following procedure, called the CH-procedure:

Step 0. For each i € I and 0; € ©;, ¥y . = {0;} x A;,

Step n+ 1. For each i € I, \I/ZI}M = Wy Ax sz #n+ 1; for each (€i7n+1,qi) with
a; € Ai, (Oint1,0:) € \I/g;il,A" iff there is some p® satisfying K1 - K3 (that is, u* € A% )
such that

1. a; is a best response to u* under i nt1,

2. ut satisfies the following conditions:
2.1. supp ' = U g U - ax,
2.2. Foreach 0_;; (t <n)anda_;,a’; € Ay, if (0_51,a),(0_54,a";) € Vg . ax,
p(0_ip,as) = p'(0_ip,a’ ;).

We let U, nw = Up_co_, Vg  ax and Yine = NpoWiax for each 1 € I. WX =
XierWiax is called the CH-solution.

In the sequence (V7 ax, U ax)nen,, @ i player adjusts her belief and choice only if
all players with shallower levels have finished adjusting theirs: her type-action pairs stay
unaltered before all pairs of players with lower levels finished elimination. In other words,
here, each 6, player’s reasoning and choices are faithfully built on the reasoning of her
opponent with lower strategic sophistications, and henceforth she can be literally called a
level-k player. For instance, in Example [T at step 1, level-1 player reasons and concludes
that her best response is 0; then, at step 2, a level-2 player reasons based on the choices
of level-0 and level-1 players and concludes that her choice should be 0, etc. Even though
the procedure provides only an algorithm and has no epistemic foundation, one might
informally imagine it as that a level-k player first puts herself into the shoes of the others
and simulates the behavior of her (imagined) opponents, and, based on the simulation,
she determines her own choice.

The significant difference between CH- and A*-procedure is at condition 2.2 in Defini-
tion [2] There, it is required that if under one type 6_;,;, two actions are deemed possible,
then one should believe that the two actions are played with equal chance under G_Z-JH
This is not assumed in A"-procedure. Since the support of the acceptable beliefs at
each step in A”-procedure is endogenously determined, it is impossible to ex ante specify

°In the literature behavioral economics (Camerer et al. [9]), the uniform distribution is not regarded
as essential. Yet p'(-|0_; ) is always required to follow a specified numerical form.



which distribution such a belief should follow on the support. Hence, compared to CH-
procedure, beliefs of a 6, player (k > 1) in A"-procedure could be more flexible, causing
the two procedures generate different outcomes in some cases.

Example 2. Consider the game in Table [ Let f € A°(Ny). One can see that for
both CH- and A”-procedures, at step 1, a and b survives under 6;; and A5 and ¢ and
d survives under fy; and 5. The problem is at step 2. In the CH-procedure, since it

1\2 ¢ d e
a 1,1 2,2 81
b 42 31 0,-1

Table 1: Example

requires that the allowable belief of 6,5 assigns % to ¢ and d, only a survives. In contrast,
since the A”-procedure does not have this restriction, both a and b could survive since b
is optimal to a belief u' with u!(d|fy) = 1.

From Example [2| one can see that the problem is caused by the tie: once at some step
there are several best responses, the distribution on those actions might lead to differences
between the results of the CH- and the A*-procedure. Nevertheless, the following result
states that this happens only on a null set.

Theorem 1. 1. For each i € I and k € Ny, \Iflgikjm - Z'gik,m; consequently, Wi, C

00
i, AR

2. For generic games, for each i € I and k € Ny, fo’gmM = E’gihm; consequently,

Proof. 1. First, it is easy to see that \Iﬂgikm = Z’;ik,m forn = 0 and 1. For k£ > 2,
we show that W§ A« € X§ ax. Let (0i2,a;) € U3 A« By definition, it means that
there is a belief i € A%? with 7i'(¥2, o«) = 1 such that a; is a best response to i’ for
Oia. Since Wy w = B A« for k= 0,1, we first can see that (6;2,a;) € X} A« Indeed,
because ¥, \x = U2, A, it holds that 7*(X?; o») = 1, and consequently it follows from
Deﬁnitionthat (0i2, a;) € X} ox. Second, based on this, we can see that (02, a;) € X7 Ax.
Indeed, because Wy Ao = X5 A« for k=0,1 and suppi* = {0_;0,0_;1}, it implies that
(X1, Ax) = 1, and consequently (6;2,a;) € X5, A«. This argument can be generalized:
for each (0, a;) € Up A« we can show by induction that (0, a;) € Bf) A« fort =0,...k
because for the belief it € A% to which a; is a best response for 0, (X8, Ax) = 1 for
t=0,....,k — 1. Here we have shown that ¥} . C X§ A« for each k € Ny.

2. It is straightforward to see that in generic case, for each k£ > 1, \E’gik’ ax| = L. This
is straightforward to see. Let € > 0. Suppose that at step k (k > 1) there are multiple
best responses for 65, we can slightly adjust the game by adding an m to some payoff
of one action among them; then we select the unique action. Finally we obtain a game
whose distance with the original game with respect to payoff (i.e., > caes |ui(a) —uj(a))
is less than € and at each step %k only one action for 6;;. By 1, it is easy to see that for

each ¢ € I and k € Ny, \If’gikym = Z’gikym. ]

Theorem [1| shows that, if we take the CH-procedure as an algorithm to compute a
solution concept based on an intuitive assumption about human reasoning instead of
a formal description of the reasoning process, we could say that we have provided an



epistemic foundation for CH solutions in generic games. If we do not satisfy with only
the coincidences of the outcomes, bu,t by taking both procedures as a literal description
of how the players carry out their reasoning, we want to know which is “correct”, we
might have to appeal to some experimental test; also, in that case, we might need a
substantial epistemic foundation for the W-procedure.

Remark 1. The same structure could be used to study other solution concepts in the
CH family. For example, the A-NLK equilibrium developed in Levin and Zhang [20].
There, we can modify K1 by including 6_; ;. into the support of each u* € A% and add
another condition requiring that u'(6_; ) = A. However, in that case, as it is common
in the literature, even in generic games, the equilibria form only a proper subset of A*-
rationalizable outcomes.

2.1 A"-Rationalizability and Bayesian equilibrium

As already pointed out in Camerer et al. [9], CH model is non-equilibrium. Since then,
researchers tried to connect it with some equilibrium (for example, Strzalecki [30], Ko-
riyama and Ozkes [19], Levin and Zhang [20]). All need some modification or compromise
to satisfy fixed-point property, for example, to assume that each level-k player could be-
lieve that there are other level-k players. Here, based on the previous results, we connect
CH solution directly with Bayesian equilibrium.

A Bayesian game is a structure BG = (1,9, (0,,T}, A;, 7;, 9}, pj, Uj)j€]>,|ﬂ where

e (1,(0;, A;,u;)ier) is a game with payoff uncertainty.

e () is a set of states of the world.

For each ¢ € I, Tj is the set of types of ¢ a la Harsanyi, 7; : Q — T}, and v, : T; — ©;.
« Foreach i € I, p; € A(Q) is player i’s prior (subjective) probability measure.

A Bayesian equilibrium is a profile of decision rules (o; : T; — A;j);er such that for
eacht € I, t; €T;,

oi(t;) € marg max > plwlt)ui(V:(t), 9—i(75(w)), ai, i (T—i(w)))

@€l en
Battigalli and Siniscalchi [8] proved the following result.

Lemma 1. Fiz a profile A = (A, )icro,co, of restrictions on exogenous beliefs. A
profile (6;,a;)ier is A-rationalizable in the game with payoff uncertainty G if and only if
there is a Bayesian game BG based on G that yields the restrictions on exogenous beliefs
A, an equilibrium o of BG, and a state of the world w in BG such that (0;,a;)ic; =

(Wi(mi(w)), oi(Ti(w)) ier-

Following Propositions [l Lemma [} and Theorem [I} we already can see that in generic
games (i.e., where for each level only one action is optimal), each type-action profile
in CH solution is yielded by a Bayesian equilibrium of a Bayesian game satisfying the
restriction A”®. Actually, if we consider mixed-action Bayesian equilibrium, the statement

6To our best knowledge, in the CH literature, residual uncertainty has never been considered. Hence
we do not assume it here.



could hold both for if and for only if. A mized-action Bayesian equilibrium is a profile of
decision rules (o, : T; — A(A;));jer such that for each i € I, t; € T,

supp 0;(+) € margmax 3 p(wlt;)u; (Vi(t:), V—i(7-i(w)), ai, 0i(7-i(w)))

@i€4i LeQ

Note that here, o_;(7_;(w)) is a probability distribution over A_;. We abused the symbols
a little bit here and use u; to denote the expected utility with respect to o_;(7—;(w). We
have the following result.
Proposition 2. A profile (0;,c;)ier with oy € A; (i € 1) satisfies a; = W§° A« for each
1 € I if and only if there is a Bayesian game BG based on G that yields the restrictions
on exogenous beliefs A*, a (mized-action) equilibrium o of BG, and a state of the world w
in BG such that (6;,0;)icr = (9;(13(w)), 0:(73(w)) )icr, where @; is the uniform distribution
over a;.
Proof. We show how to construct such a Bayesian game and the corresponding Bayesian
equilibrium. For simplicity, we consider only 2-person games. Fix G' = ({1, 2}, (4;, ©;, u; :
© x A — R);_12) and a probability measure f on Ny. We construct a Bayesian game
BG by defining

o Q={wmn:m,n € Ny}

e Foreachi e {1, 2}, T, = {tio,til, }, ﬁz(tlk) = Hik, and for each w,,, € Q, 7'1(wmn) =
tlm and Tg(wmn) = th.

o For each w,,, € €,

0 itm<n,mmn>0
P1(Wmn) = { € ifm=n=20
(I —=¢€)f(m)f™(n) otherwise

0 ifn<m,m,n>0
pQ(wmn) = 3N € ifm=n=0
(I —=¢)f(n)f™"(m) otherwise

The information structure of the Bayesian game is shown in Figure (1|, where each point
is an element in  (for example, the point having 3 with respect to tj-axis and 4 to
to-axis represents wsy) and the vertical (horizontal) slots indicate 7 (73). One can see
that a profile (01, a1; 0o, ) satisfies oy = U3, A« and ap = g2\« if and only if it is
generated from a mixed-action Bayesian equilibrium (o7, 03) of the above Bayesian game;
especially, when |o;| > 1, 0; is a uniform distribution over «;. ]

For example, in Example , the state of the world could be ws7, which means that
player 1 is level-5 and player 2 is level-7 and both chooses 0, which forms an equilibrium,
even the real level of player 2 is not in the support of player 1’s beliefﬂ

"One can see that this model cannot be derived from an Aumann model [2] of asymmetric information,
that is, each p;(i € I) cannot be derived from a common prior p € A(2) and an information partition
(see Chapter 8 of Battigalli, Catonini, and De Vito [5] and Chapter 9 of Maschler, Solan, and Zamir
[23]). Indeed, for a Bayesian game derived from an Aumann model, for each w € Q, if p;(w|7;(w)) > 0
for some ¢ € I then p;(w|7;(w)) > 0 for all j € I. However, here, for example py(wa1lt2) > 0 but
p2(wo1lt1) = 0.
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Figure 1: The information structure of the Bayesian game

3 Af-rationalizability in dynamic games and DCH
solution

To extend our discussion into the dynamic situation, we study multistage games with
perfect information, which is mostly used in the experimental literature. Still, we focus
on 2-person games. A multistage game is a tuple I' = (I, (A;, A;, v;) er), where,

o A; is the set of potentially feasible actions for each i € I,

o Let A = XjesA; and A<No = Ugen, A* be the set of finite sequences of action
profiles; for each i € I, A; : A<No = A, is a feasibility correspondence that assigns
each sequence of action profiles (i.e., history) h = (a')’_, actions available to each

player; the game terminates when A;(h) = () for each i,
o For each terminal history h (i.e, A;(h) = () for each i), v;(h) is the payoff of i.

We use H to denote the set of all feasible histories, Z the set of terminal histories, and
H the set of all non-terminal histories. H is naturally endowed with the prefix orderf]
The symbol () is used to denote the initial history (i.e., the beginning) of the game.
At each non-terminal history h, a player ¢ is called active iff she has multiple available
actions, i.e., |A4;(h)| > 1. T' is a game with perfect information iff at each h € H only
one player is active. A strategy for player ¢ is a function s; : H — A; such that for each
h € H, si(h) € Az(h)ﬂ We let S; be the set of player i’s strategies and S = S; x Ss.
We define ¢ : S — Z to be the path function associating each strategy profile with the
terminal history it generates; based on this, we can define the payoff for each player given
a strategy profile by letting V;(s) = v;({(s)) for each i € [ and s € S. For each h € H,

8That is, for h = (a', ...,a%), W' = (b', ..., bé/) € H, h is a proper prefiz of ', denoted by h < b/, iff £ < ¢/
and a; = b, for t =1,...,£. We call h a prefiz of I/, denoted by h < h/, iff either h < h' or h = K.

9To simplify symbols, we assume that at each h € H, each player has some action, that is, even for an
inactive player, we stipulate that she has one unique action, namely “WAIT”. Therefore, if A;(h) = 0
for one player i, it holds for every player.
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we define S(h) to be the set of strategy profiles that leads to h, S;(h) := proj, S(h), and
S_i(h) :=proj_; S (h)m One can see that when there is only one stage (and consequently
everyone moves simultaneously at the beginning), a strategy degenerates into an action,
and [ is equivalent to a static game.

As in Section [2| given I', we can define a multistage game with payoff uncertainty
[ = (I,(04,A;, A;,uj)jer), where for each i € I, ©; = {0, : k € Ny} is the set of
information types, and for each 6 = (6;,0_;) and h € Z, w;(0,h) = 0 if §; = 0, and
u; (0, h) = v;(h) otherwise; in addition, for each s € S, we define U;(0, s) = u;(6,{(s)).

To describe players’ beliefs in a dynamic situation, we need a more sophisticated tool,
because, as the game unfolds, players have to update and revise their beliefs based on
their observations. A conditional probability system (CPS) for player i is a collection
who= (1 CIh) ) hen € Thenw AO_; x S_;(h)) such that for all 6 ; € ©_;, 5, € S,
W, W' e H with b’ < h”,

(0, 5-|0') = p'(0_;,5_5]h") ( > (0, S—i|h')) (1)

0_,-69_1-,s_i65_1-(h”)

In words, a CPS of a player assigns to each non-terminal history a belief about her
opponent’s types and strategies, which satisfies the chain rule in ([1). The set of CPSs for
player i is denoted by A™(©_; x S_;). A strategy s; € S; is sequentially rational for type
0; with respect to CPS pf € AM(O_; x S_;) iff for all h € H with s; € S;(h),

Eﬂi(‘|h)Ui<0i7 Siy ) > EM(.WU,-(H“ S;, ) for all S; S SZUL)

That is, s; is a best response for 6; at each history that consistent with it. We use 7;(6;, u%)
to denote the set of all strategies sequentially rational for 6; for p'.

We extend K1-K3 in Section [2] to define the restriction A” here. One intuitive way is
as follows: for each i € I, §; € ©;, and p' € A%,

DK1. At each h € H, suppmargg . p'(-|h) € {0_i0,0-i1,....0-i %1},

DK2. At each h € H, if u*(6_;0lh) > 0, u'(s_ilh,0_;0) = ISTI(h)I for each s_; € S_;(h).

DK3. For each t = 0,....k — 1, u'(6_;,|0) = f*().

We still preserve the name A" since in the degenerate case (that is, I' is in fact a
static game), condition DKn coincides with Kn for each n = 1,2, 3; in this sense, as
we mentioned before, K1-K3 are DK1 — DK3 in special cases. Note that DK2 can be
equivalently rephrased in a behavioral way: at each history h € H, if 0_;( is deemed
possible (i.e., with positive probability), then under 6_; o each action in A_;(h) is deemed
to appear with equal probabilities (see Battigalli [3] for a detailed discussion). However,
as pointed out in Battigalli [3], even though it is frequently used in the experimental
literature, in general, K2 is not equivalent to uniform distribution of reduced strategies
conditional on 0_; o at each h. One might want to modify DK2 into RDK2, where strategy
is replaced by reduced strategy; yet that might be characterized by different behavioral
consequences|]

0For complete definitions of the symbols, refer to Battigalli et al. [5], Chapter 9.
1See Battigalli [3] for the conditions for the coincidence of their behavioral consequences.
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Note that as long as f(0) > 0, DK2 and DK3 imply that a player will never be surprised,
that is, there is no history that she deems impossible at the beginning, because she always
deems 6_; o possible and under 6_,; ¢, at each history, every action (of her opponent’s) is
possible. Therefore, only the chain rule in matters; it does not matter which notion
of belief system is adopted (forward consistent, standard, or complete consistent; see
Battigalli, Catonini, and Manili [6]).

Now we go to the epistemic foundation. In dynamic situations, rationality means
sequential rationality. There are several ways to extend the concept of belief in some
event (e.g., rationality), all of which agree on belief in that event at the beginning of the
game; the problem is how to revise one’s initial belief when it is rejected by observation.
By incorporating a forward-induction criterion, i.e., maintaining the belief of the event at
all history that is consistent with the event, Battigalli and Siniscalchi’s [7] formulate the
cornerstone concept called strong belief which is later incorporated into the framework
of Battigalli and Siniscalchi’s [8] A-rationalizability. Here, by applying Battigalli and
Siniscalchi’s [§] argument, the behavioral consequences of rationality (R), common strong
belief in rationality (CSBR), and transparency of A" (TCK)™| are characterized by the
iterative procedure defined as follows.

Definition 3. Consider the following procedure, called A*-rationalization procedure:
Step 0. For eachi € I, X\ = ©; X S;,
Step n + 1 For each i = 1,2 and each (0i,5:) € ©; x S; with (0;,8:) € X ax,
(0;,s:) € Z" » iff the there is some CPS u' € A% such that

1. s; € ri(0s,1);
2. for each h € H, if ¥ Ae N[O x S_i(h)] # 0, then p' (X" ax |h) = 1.

Finally, let Y50 = Np>oXiax for i = 1,2, The elements in X5 are said to be A"-
rationalizable.

One can see that when I' is degenerate, Definitions [3| and [2] coincide.

Example 3.  Consider the game in Figure [2| (Lin and Palfrey [21]). Suppose that
f = Poisson(1.5).

Starting from step 1. Consider 6y, i.e., a level-1 player 1. Note that u! € A% and
pt (39 Ax0) = 1 if and only if 1" (620, 52)|0) = 5 for each sy € Sy. Only two strategies of
player 1, b.g.i and b.h.i, are optimal to the initial belief. To see which one is sequentially
rational, we only need to check the choice at history (ac), where one can see easily that
g is dominated by h. Hence ¥j o«(611) = {b.h.i}. In a similar manner we can see that,
for a level-1 player 2, X A« (#21) = {c.e.m}.

Note that some strategies could also be deleted under ;5 (or types with higher sophis-
tication) at step 1. For example, it is easy to see that for each s; € S with si(ac) = g,
(612, 51) & X7 ax-

For step 2, we consider 5. Now for each ' € A%2, at the beginning of the game it has
to satisfy supp u'(:|0) = ({020} X S2) U {(021,c.ecm)}, ut(020]0) = 0.4, pu'(021|0) = 0.6,
and p'((s2)]0,090) = & for each s, € S>. The best responses to such a belief are a.g.i
and a.h.j. Note that the difference for the two strategies is at the history (bf). Note
that c.e.m & S>(bf), the belief of player 1 in A% with p!(3°5 A« |(bf)) = 1 must be

12Here, the term transparency is also adapted into the dynamic situation and means that A” holds and
it is commonly strongly believed to hold.
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Figure 2: Palfrey and Line’s Example 4.2.1, p.15

(020, s2)|(bf)) = § for each s, € Sa(bf), which implies that by choosing @ player 1 gets
expected payoff 6.5, and by j 6. Therefore, for a level-2 player 1, ¥} A« (612) = {a.h.i}. In
a similar manner one can see that X3 1. (f2) = {c.em} = X5 7« (021).

One can continue this procedure, and the outcome is summarized in Figure 2]

It can be easily seen that Proposition (1] still holds here. Further, we show that A"-
rationalizability generically coincides with Lin and Palfrey’s [21] DCH solution, a recent
dynamic extension of CH. In this manner, we provide an epistemic foundation for DCH.

Definition 4. Consider the following procedure, called the DCH-procedure:

Step 0. For each i € I and 0; € ©;, A§ . = {0} x S;,

Step n+ 1. For each i € 1, Agtlm = A, A% if k #n+1; for each (0;,41, ;) with
si € Si, (Oin1,0;) € A"Jrl . iff there is some ut satisfying DK1 - DK3 such that

1. S; € Ti(ei,nJrl; qu)’
2. 1t satisfies the following conditions:
2.1. supp p'(-|0) = Ur_ Ay AR

2.2. For each 0_;; (t <n)and s_;,s; € S_y, if (0—i1,5-3), (0-ir,s;) € NG, axs
(G—Z,tv —z|®) - (e—z,tv —z|®)

We let A v := Up_,co_;Af . ax and AS\e = NyxoA7 ax for each i € 1. ARe := Xier A«
is called the DCH-solution.

The following lemma shows that Definition [4] coincides with the original definition of
Lin and Palfrey [21] (Section 3.2).

Lemma 2. For eachi € I, n € Ny, and h € H, define ©" 1 (h) = {0_;; : t < n, and there
is 5_i € S_j with (6_i4,5_;) € Ay A« and s_; € S_;(h)}. Then the belief i* satisfies the
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conditions (i.e., KD1-KDS3, conditions 1, 2.1, and 2.2) at step n + 1 if and only if for
each h € H, 0_;; € ©™F'(h)

(a) 1 (O-iulh) = L0

o_secontion O

(b) 1 (s=ilh) = g, ,comtr(n) % for each s_; € S_i(h), where Ay ax(h) =
—its

{(0-i0,5-0) € |NG, avt 50 € S_i(h)}.

Proof. The if part is straightforward. The only-if part follows from the chain rule (1)) and
condition 2.2. O

Using Lemma [2| we can show the following statement in a manner similar to Theorem

.

Theorem 2. 1. For each i € I and k € No, Aj, Ax C 5§ an; consequently, NS, C
NS

2. For generic multistage games, for each i € I and k € Ny, A’gik,M = E’gﬁ_kw; conse-
quently, A;?,OM = E‘;OM.
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