Chapter 1

The Hi-Lo Paradox

1. The Game of Hi-Lo

You and another person have to choose whether to click on A or B. If
you both click on A you will both receive £100, if you both click on
B you will both receive £1, and if you click on different letters you will
receive nothing. What should you do?

It is obvious that the only rational choice is to click on A. Yet oddly,
game theory has no explanation of what makes A-choices rational.

This is an example of the game of Hi-Lo. In the general case of Hi-Lo,
each of n players chooses one item from the same finite set of alterna-
tives without consultation. With each alternative goes a prize, and one
alternative’s prize is greater than all the others. If all choose the same
alternative all get the prize that goes with it, and if not everyone
chooses the same alternative none gets anything. Figure 1.1 shows the
payoff matrix of a Hi-Lo in which there are two players, 1 and 2, and
two alternatives, A and B, with associated prizes of 5 and 1.

You are to play Hi-Lo, and it is common knowledge that you and
your coplayer are intelligent people. It seems quite obvious that you
should choose A. However, the question why it seems obvious, and the
related question of why people almost always do choose A, have
turned out to be anything but easy to answer. This chapter explores
these questions. The answer I shall offer has far-reaching implications
for game theory and, I shall argue, for our conception of ourselves as
social beings.

Player 2
A B
A 5,5 0,0
Player 1
0,0 1,1

Figure 1.1. Hi-Lo
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It may be thought that such situations are artificial and rare, that ‘we
should be so lucky!” But Hi-Los are very prevalent in our lives. It is just
that the Hi-Lo structure of the payoffs is often not transparent. I first
give examples of Hi-Los, of varying transparency, in varied human
activities. Next I describe what is known about the choices people
make. As we might expect, the evidence is that in cases in which the
structure is transparent, people are overwhelmingly successful in coor-
dinating on (A,A), and that we have great facility in Hi-Lo. It appears,
too, that there is a strong intuition that choosing A is the only rational
thing to do.

Example 1. Running a single. In the game of cricket two batsmen—
the striker and nonstriker—stand at two ‘wickets’, one at each end of
a twenty-two-yard strip. The striker tries to hit a ball projected
towards his end of the pitch far enough that each batsman can get to
the wicket at the other end before the other side retrieves the ball
and strikes one of the wickets with it, in which case one of the bats-
men is said to be ‘run out’, a serious setback for his side. If the bats-
men succeed their side’s score goes up by one ‘run’. If they don't
run, both sides’ scores are unaltered. If one runs and the other doesn’t,
it’s likely that the runner will find himself run out. If the striker hits
the ball only a short distance, then even if both run, one of them is
likely to be run out, but if he makes a good hit and they both run,
they are likely to add one run to their side’s score. Suppose the hit is
good enough. Each batsman may either run or stay; so the payoff
matrix has the form of figure 1.2.

Example 2. Focal coordination. As we have seen, Schelling games in
option form are typically Hi-Lo. [MB is referring to material that would
have been in the unwritten chapter III. The material is discussed by the
editors in section 4 of the introduction.]

Example 3. Who fetches which? Lizzie and I fail to talk in the morning
about who is going to fetch Julian from his school and who will fetch
Emily from hers; and it’s now too late to get in touch. It is common
knowledge between us that I have a meeting near Emily’s school, that
she will be near Julian’s, and that we share the objectives of fetching

Nonstriker
run stay
run 1,1 -20, 20
Striker
stay -20, -20 0,0

Figure 1.2. Running a single
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Me
fetch Emily  fetch Julian
fetch Julian 2,2 -2, -2
Lizzie
fetch Emily -2,-2 1,1

Figure 1.3. Who fetches which?

Player 2
wide stay
pass 55 0,0
Player 1
shoot 0,0 1,1

Figure 1.4. Vision

both children on time and minimizing total time spent fetching. So we
face the problem in figure 1.3.

Example 4. Vision. At a certain moment in a football match, Player 1
has the ball, and the obvious move is to shoot, but defenders are
blocking his path. The chances of finding the net are therefore only
slight, but if Player 2 stays where he is he may well keep possession
if the ball rebounds. There is also another option. If Player 2 runs
wide, a pass from Player 1 to Player 2 would allow Player 1 to find
space in front of goal, Player 2 to make a return pass and Player 1 to
have a good sight of goal. Player 1 and Player 2 face the problem of
figure 1.4.

In Example 1 the options are obvious—run or stay. But here they are
not. It takes what footballers call ‘vision’ for Player 1 to be aware of the
pass-wide option for his side, and either ‘vision” or ‘telepathy’ for
Player 2 to see his part in the move, if there is no chance for Player 1 to
attract his attention. Decision problems are often, as here, not given
exogenously in their entirety but are in part made—by the creative per-
ception of possible options by the decision-maker.

Example 5. Telling the truth. An act utilitarian is someone who in each
choice situation in which she finds herself chooses with the aim of maxi-
mizing U, the sum of the utilities of all individuals in some reference
group. If the outcome of her choice depends on the choices of certain
others, the decision situation is a game, and if she and these others
are all act utilitarians, and there is complete information, it is a pure
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Player 2
B D

T 2,2 -2, 2

Player 1
-2, -2 2,2

Figure 1.5a. Truth telling: With strong disbelief

Player 2
B D
T 2,2 0,0
Player 1
-2,-2 0,0

Figure 1.5b. Truth telling: With weak disbelief

coordination game. Hodgson (1967) argues that in deciding whether to
tell the truth, act utilitarians confront a coordination game of the form of
a simple Schelling game. The speaker Player 1 can tell the truth (T) or a
falsehood (F); the hearer Player 2 can believe (B) or disbelieve (D). It is
assumed that U is high (2, say) if the truth is believed and low (-2, say)
if a falsehood is believed. In some cases believing the truth and disbe-
lieving the falsehood have exactly the same effects (they do if the truth is
a proposition P, the falsehood is =P, and disbelieving means believing
the negation), and so do believing the falsehood and disbelieving the
truth, so the payoffs are those of figure 1.5a. Hodgson argues that act
utilitarians are left not knowing whether or not to tell the truth, and
rejects this form of utilitarianism because of this indeterminacy. Gauthier
(1975) notes, however, that if a disbeliever merely fails to form a belief at
all, rather than believing the opposite of what is asserted, then the out-
come of (FD) is worse than that of (T,B). In this case the matrix is that of
figure 1.5b, a (weak) Hi-Lo. On Gauthier’s interpretation of disbelief, if
A is the unique rational solution of Hi-Lo then act utilitarianism gives
clear advice about truth telling. As to whether A is the unique rational
solution, that is the topic of this chapter.

Example 6. Calling a catch. A second Hi-Lo drawn from cricket illus-
trates a fundamental form of organization. One basic function of
organization is to amplify the information on which individual
actions are based. This allows a profile of actions that is better geared
to the state of the world than any of those attainable by the players
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without organization. If the procedural cost of the organization is not
too great, the enlarged game in which players have the option of con-
forming to this profile is a Hi-Lo in which conforming to it is A.

When a batsman hits the ball in the air, if a fielder catches it before it
touches the ground the batsman is ‘caught out’, which gives a signifi-
cant boost to the fielding side (a payoff of 20). If the ball is ‘skied’,
catching it means tracking its flight while running towards it. This is a
difficult task which absorbs all the fielder’s attention. If two fielders
(F1 and F2) are near and both go for the catch there may be a collision,
and the likely upshot of this is that the batsmen score two runs or so,
and a fielder may be injured (a payoff of —5). If neither goes for the ball
the likely upshot is two runs or so (a payoff of —2).

Typically each of the fielders will have some idea of whether he or the
other is better placed to make the catch, but can be wrong. We model
this by supposing that there are two equiprobable states of the world,
w; and w,. In w;, F1 is better placed and will make the catch with high
probability (1.0) if he is unhindered, and F2 would make it with a lower
probability (0.75). In w, the players’ positions are reversed. Whatever
the state, each player gets right which state it is with probability 2/3
and gets it wrong with probability 1/3.

To begin with, I suppose that each fielder has two options: catch if
you think yourself better-placed (B), and catch if you think yourself
worse-placed (W). This is a simple Hi-Lo, in which each of these is in
Nash equilibrium with itself (figure 1.6a). (The mathematical deriva-
tion of the payoffs is given in the appendix to this chapter.)

Some cricketing teams use the following calling routine. The cap-
tain calls the name of the fielder he thinks has the better chance, and
the captain is always right about this. A fielder therefore has a third
option: obey the call (C). But C carries a procedural cost: attending to
the call takes precious seconds and reduces the chance of success if
you do end up going for the catch—if unhindered the better-placed
has probability of 0.5 and the worse-placed 0.375. The upshot is

F2
B w
B 9,9 5.8,5.8
F1
w 5.8,5.8 73,73

Figure 1.6a. Calling a catch: Without organization
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Player 2
C B w
C 10, 10 8.8,8.8 27,27
Player1 B 8.8,8.8 9,9 5.8,5.8
w 27,27 5.8,5.8 73,73

Figure 1.6b. Calling a catch: With organization

shown in figure 1.6b. (Again, the mathematical derivation of the
payoffs is given in the appendix to this chapter.)

The situation is a Hi-Lo in which (B,B) and (W,W) are still equilibria,
but better even than (B,B) is (C,C): the extra information more than
compensates for the procedural cost of (C,C).

Example 7. Deciding together. Suppose that two people have exactly
the same aims, and have the opportunity to decide together what to
do. Suppose these common aims are all the aims either has that could
be affected by their decision. Suppose the problem they jointly face is
a matching game with options A, B and C. For example, a colleague
and I might have the opportunity to decide together whether to take a
visiting speaker to lunch at restaurant A, B or C, and are concerned
only to eat well, within budget and in time for the seminar. Deciding
together is exchanging information, weighing considerations, agree-
ing on the judgement that a certain alternative is best and deciding to
adopt that alternative. If the two people decide together, then at the
stage of this process at which they reach agreement on a judgement
they face a Hi-Lo.

Example 8. Calling a run. Example 1 was about the situation in cricket
in which it is clear to both batsmen that a single run is ‘on’. But in other
cases this may require judgement, and the two batsmen may not be
equally well placed to make it. Some cricketers use the following prac-
tice for deciding whether to run. If the striker hits the ball ‘forward of
square’, so that it subtends an angle less than 90 degrees with the line of
the pitch, he calls Yes or No; if he hits the ball backward of square, the
nonstriker calls. Both run if and only if the call is Yes. Call this the
Variable Caller practice. It puts the decision in the hands of the batsman
better placed to make a good judgement quickly. To conform with
the Variable Caller practice, a batsman implements the following
strategy (V): if you hit the ball forward of square, or your partner hits it
backward of square, call Yes if you think a run is on, otherwise No; if
you hit it backward, or your partner hits it forward, do not call; obey
your partner’s call; if he fails to call, stay. Suppose, simplifying, that
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to their common knowledge the two options each batsman considers are
Run if you think there’s time, and Variable Caller (V). Then the
situation is a Hi-Lo in which (V,V) is the efficient pair. This example
resembles Example 6 except that the judgement controlling the basic
action each player should take—taking a catch or staying in Example 6,
here running or staying—was there made by a third party and here
made by one of the players themselves. It is an example of a self-
organizing team, and an archetype of a very large class of organizations.

Example 9. Unlocking. Figure 1.7 shows a situation of a type that was
common in the town in which I live during the ‘manhole years’ that
followed the privatization of public utilities and the laying of cable. I
myself was in car 3. In the figure the diagonal arrows represent the
direction signals cars 1, 2 and 4 were making; the horizontal arrows
mean that cars 3 and 5 were making no direction signals. The five cars
all came to a halt, everyone in view of everyone. A few seconds later
we started to move: first, car 2 turned right into Abingdon Road, car 1
remaining stationary; next, car 4 turned right into Whitehouse Road

Whitehouse Road

=D

manhole
6D

Abingdon Road

Figure 1.7. Unlocking
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and threaded between the skip (dumpster) and car 1; next, car 3, my
own, went straight on down Abingdon Road; next, car 5 went straight
on up it; finally, car 1 passed the skip and turned left. Assuming that
everyone wanted to be on his or her way in as little time as possible,
this traffic unlocking problem is a Hi-Lo. The unlocking process that
took place took perhaps 45 seconds. There were other possible combi-
nations of movements, one involving car 4 forcing cars 1 and 2 to
reverse. All were likely to take longer for each of the drivers. The five
of us solved the Hi-Lo in a matter of seconds.

These examples begin to show the importance of situations of Hi-Lo
form in our lives. They arise whenever there is a common purpose and
a best method of furthering it, and mixing methods is worst of all.
Game theory has made us subtly sensitive to conflicts of private
motive, not least when people subscribe publicly to a common aim;
but this should not blind us to the huge domain of decisions we make
in which aims are exactly or approximately the same. This does not
require that they be stably so, only that there are occurrent frames in
which they are. And this is normally the case when we carry out the
normal activities of members of teams and other organizations to
which we belong. Within the big game in which we may contemplate
our department or firm or family as an entity outside ourselves, with
whose goals our own purposes may conflict, we daily play subgames
in which we frame ourselves as functioning members of some such
system. When we do we are usually playing Hi-Lo.

2. The Data

There are these two broad empirical facts about Hi-Lo games: people
almost always choose A, and people with common knowledge of each
other’s rationality think it obviously rational to play A. Call these the
behavioural fact and the judgemental fact about Hi-Lo.

In cricket, when it is clear that there is a safe run to be taken, and the
payoffs are therefore as in figure 1.2,' it is unheard of not to take
the run. In Schelling games, the only formal explanation we have of
the coordination success we observe—variable frame theory—depends
on the assumption that people play A in the induced Hi-Lo. In these
examples, people appear to be disposed to make A-choices even
though the Hi-Lo element in their problem may not be transparent.
Their problem is not displayed to them as a Hi-Lo, but we can still
explain their behaviour as resulting from A-choices in an implicit
Hi-Lo; moreover, if they do implicitly confront Hi-Los, their behaviour
entails that they make A-choices in them. In the Hi-Los which emerge
when we decide together which alternative is best, as in Example 7, to
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agree, genuinely, that restaurant A is best and yet not to decide to go
there seems cockeyed. It seems as absurd as concluding by yourself
that a certain alternative would be best for all the aims that weigh with
you, and then not choosing that alternative.

When it comes to laboratory tasks or text-book examples in which the
form is transparent, the evidence that people are inclined to choose A is
extremely commanding. Consider a Hi-Lo game 1, presented to two
players for money prizes of £10 and £1. It seems so obvious that every-
one will choose A that there were apparently no experimental tests
before 2001 of the hypothesis that people choose A in overt Hi-Lo
games. Then, in the course of an experimental programme to which I
shall return, Gerardo Guerra and I asked each subject in a pair to choose
one of the cards in a display (figure 1.8), in which the prize for matching
on each of the items is shown below it. Although the differences among
prizes were here quite small, fifty-eight subjects out of sixty-four, or
91 per cent, chose the £6 card.?

Most of us appear to have an overwhelming intuition that it is rational
to play A, and moreover that this is obvious. The conviction seems to
be independent of how rational we think our coplayer: in particular, it

A
¢
¢
¢
. )
£5
A A
¢ ¢
¢ ¢
© &
o V - V

£6 £4
Figure 1.8. Choose a card
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applies just as much when we think our coplayer highly rational as
when we think he is simple-minded. Moreover, it applies just as much
when there is common knowledge of the rationality of us both. This
is what I have dubbed the judgemental fact about Hi-Lo. The judgemen-
tal fact is illustrated by the widespread endorsement of the intuition by
theorists considering play between symmetrically rational players.
Several assert or imply that A is obviously rational (Lewis 1969; Gauthier
1975; Farrell 1988; Harsanyi and Selten 1988; Anderlini 1999; Crawford
and Haller 1990; Bacharach 1991; Sugden 1995; Janssen 2001a).}

One might expect the explanation of these two facts about Hi-Lo, the
behavioural and the judgemental fact, to be straightforward. But these
facts prove to be mysterious, and their explanation anything but that.

3. The Hi-Lo Paradox
3.1 What Game Theory Predicts

The basic solution concept of standard game theory, Nash equilibrium,
delivers two solutions to Hi-Lo: (A,A) and (B,B). (B,B) is just as good a
solution as (A,A), for it satisfies just as well the logic of Nash equilib-
rium, namely that beliefs plus instrumental rationality yield facts
which match the beliefs. If I think you will choose B then the act it’s
best for me to choose is B, and if you think I will choose B then it’s best
for you to choose B, so both our hypothesized expectations are correct.
(B,B) expectations get confirmed by best-replying agents.

Because (A,A) and (B,B) are both Nash equilibria, the Nash equilib-
rium solution concept predicts little or nothing. Whether little or
nothing depends on how we interpret the claim that these equilibria
are solutions. The strong form of the claim is that there is some equi-
librium that all rational players (who are commonly known to be
rational) will play. The weak form is that every such player will play
her component in some equilibrium. The strong form predicts little,
and the weak form nothing. In either form, game theory fails to
explain why everyone chooses A.

3.2 The Paradox

The predictive failure is bad news for game theory in two different
ways. First, because game theory aspires to explain actual behaviour,
and here fails to explain a particularly strong regularity of behaviour.
But second, because game theory is a theory of rational choice and so
should deliver solutions which accord with, not actual behaviour, but
another sort of empirical data, namely our intuitions about what is
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rational. To be sure, our intuitions are both partial and unreliable
evidence about the rationality of an action. We should not expect peo-
ple to be able to identify the reasoning principles that govern their con-
clusions, even when these principles are sound: for example, most
people easily and reliably reason in accordance with modus ponens, but
almost no-one can tell you that it is modus ponens that sanctions their
conclusions. We know something makes sense (playing A, par excel-
lence); but we do not know what sense it makes. And our intuitions
may not be reliable: we may be deceived in finding some theoretical or
practical proposition persuasive; one sort of evidence for this is that on
reflection it loses its initial aura of obvious rightness. But the more sta-
ble under reflection our intuitions are, the stronger they are, and the
more they are shared by serious thinkers about the subject matter, the
greater is the challenge to theory to encompass them.

A paradox is a mismatch between such high-quality intuitions and
the deliverances of an accepted theory. The clash between the obvious
rationality of the choice A and the inability of game theory to single out
A is a paradox. It is a weak paradox, because game theory does not
predict that A will not be chosen. It is a paradox nonetheless, a failure
of theory to agree with intuition.

3.3 Refining Equilibrium

Such paradoxes are not uncommon in game theory. Some have been
dealt with in the past by ‘refinement’ of the Nash equilibrium solution
concept. The broad object of the equilibrium refinement programme of
the 1970s and 1980s was to eliminate equilibria which were intuitively
suspect, by adding to the Nash solution principle further rationality con-
ditions on players’ choices of a decision-theoretic character. To eliminate
in this way a suspect Nash equilibrium (A,X), we seek a decision-
theoretic argument that A is not, on closer examination, or on a more
careful specification of the game, a rational choice against the choice X.
A simple example is the elimination of Nash equilibria in which
one act is weakly dominated. Suppose the payoffs are as in figure 1.9.

Player 2
X Y
A 1,6 1,3
Player 1
B 1,4 2,5

Figure 1.9. A game with a weakly dominated Nash equilibrium



46 CHAPTER 1

(A,X) is a Nash equilibrium (A is a best reply to X), but A is weakly
dominated by B since B is at least as good as A against all feasible
acts of Player 2, and better against one, Y. Now it is argued (Selten
1975) that even rational players, having made a choice, may with
nonzero probability do something else by accident. In the present
case, consider a state in which Player 1 is certain that Player 2 will
choose X and Player 2 is certain that Player 1 will choose A. Then
Player 2 will indeed choose X, but there is some probability ¢ that
her ‘hand will tremble’ and she will play Y. This means that the
expected utility of A for Player 1 is lower than that of B, so it is not
rational for Player 1 to choose A. The weak-dominance pattern in A’s
payoffs means that this is true even for infinitesimal €. Selten con-
cludes that to be a rational solution, a Nash equilibrium must not
include a weakly-dominated act.

Neither this requirement nor any other refinement which has
commanded general acceptance has the effect of eliminating (B,B) in
Hi-Lo. Two refinements proposed by Harsanyi and Selten (1988),
called risk dominance and payoff dominance, do eliminate (B,B). As we
shall see in a minute, however, risk dominance is suited to describe
the choices of players whose rationality is bounded in a certain way,
but not to players with common knowledge of full rationality. Payoff
dominance is another matter. Its logic is closely related to the main
thesis of this book. I shall argue that in some circumstances the out-
comes it selects will tend to be generated by the deliberations of fully
rational agents. But the rational considerations that generate it are
quite different from the decision-theoretic ones that the equilibrium
refinement school was searching for. The conclusion: the Nash solu-
tion principle implemented using the most stringent version of stand-
ard rationality fails to deliver A. (B,B) is not only an equilibrium; it is a
perfectly good equilibrium. But A is obviously the unique rational
choice: this is the paradox.

It may be protested that there is no real paradox here because the
game-theoretic argument for B is flawed. It first supposes that each
player expects B, then proceeds to show that these expectations are
part of a consistent constellation of beliefs and acts. But it does nothing
to show where the expectation might come from in the first place.
Indeed, such an expectation is intrinsically implausible, so it postulates
the intrinsically implausible. How could anyone expect a rational player
to play B?

Indeed it seems that no-one could. But the problem is to show
why—why rationality excludes B.

It must be understood that game theory does not predict B; it merely
fails to exclude B. There is nothing fallacious about that, only



THE HI-LO PARADOX 47

something incomplete. The programme game theory sets itself is to
plot all outcomes consistent with all its postulates about the players’
reasoning and knowledge. Ultimately, the reason why (B,B) is a solu-
tion is that it is consistent with all the facts about rationality that game
theory can muster. (B,B) is a solution because game theory has mus-
tered no fact about rationality that excludes B. Given this absence, the
rigorous project of game theory obliges it to allow belief in B, and then
B as a response to this belief. Given the absence, so far from criticizing
game theory for allowing B and the equilibrium (B,B), we should
praise it for its clear-headed acknowledgement of the consequences of
its own limits. We should only regret that our current formal theory of
interactive behaviour has a serious gap, no response to the question
‘What’s wrong with B?’ or, equivalently, ‘What’s right with A?’

4. The Response

Since game theory fails to explain why people would choose A in
Hi-Lo, any explanation of A-choices must say they are not the result of
game-theoretic reasoning in Hi-Lo, or at least not of this alone. Game
theorists, philosophers, psychologists and others have sought to
explain A-choices. The theories advanced have fallen into the same
two broad categories as theories that have tried to explain C-choices in
the Prisoner’s Dilemma: respecification theories and bounded rational-
ity theories. [Throughout the text MB uses the standard notation of ‘C’
and ‘D’ for the strategies “Cooperate” and “Defect” in the Prisoner’s
Dilemma.] Respecification theories explain behaviour usually thought
of as an A-choice in a Hi-Lo by saying that the chooser is not in fact
playing Hi-Lo but some related game G in which game theory does
predict A. Bounded rationality theories explain A-choices in terms of
limits on or lapses in rationality. In the Prisoner’s Dilemma literature
we find respecification theories in which G is, for example, an indefi-
nite repetition of the Prisoner’s Dilemma, or a Prisoner’s Dilemma
with transformed payoffs, and bounded rationality theories in which
players have limited depth or use magical reasoning.

There is a third sort of theory, which may be called revisionary; revi-
sionary theories aspire to explain the target behaviour (here, A) as
rational, but rewrite accepted doctrines of what is rational. Revisionary
theories may add new principles of rational choice, like equilibrium
selection theories, or extend the framework by adding new prim-
itives, like variable frame theory, or challenge previously accepted
canons, as some evidentialists deny the instrumentalist canons. The
boundary between revisionary theories and bounded theories may be



48 CHAPTER 1

contentious even in the first two cases, for the extension championed
by the revisionist may be seen by others as involving invalid reason-
ing. The theory advanced in this book is a revisionary theory which is
not immune from the possibility of such a reaction.

5. Respecification Theories

Farrell (1988) and Anderlini (1999) remodel the game in which A is
chosen as a game in which players can communicate with each other
before choosing between A and B. Anderlini suggests that our intuition
that it’s rational to play A is due to an implicit assumption that players
will manage to communicate their intentions. Farrell introduces a new
rationality postulate (a refinement, called ‘neologism-proofness’) which
applies in such games. The key idea is that some claims are ‘self-
signalling’—the speaker would like them to be believed if and only
if they’re true; Farrell postulates that it’s rational to believe a self-
signalling claim. Clearly both T1l play A’ and ‘T'll play B’ are self-
signalling. Intuitively, in Hi-Lo this makes it rational for the sender to
send the message ‘A’.

Aumann and Sorin’s (1989) respecification theory is actually not
for Hi-Lo but for a broader class of games, common-interest games,
which includes Hi-Lo games as a subclass. A common-interest game
is any in which there is a profile that is Pareto-superior to all others.
A common-interest game need not be a coordination game. An exam-
ple is Rousseau’s Stag Hunt, shown in figure 1.10. [The story behind
the game is that the two players are individuals living in a presocial
‘state of nature’. Each chooses independently whether to hunt for
rabbits (R) or deer (S, for ‘stag’). Deer hunting requires concerted
action by both individuals, while either can hunt rabbits on his own.
Both individuals do better by hunting deer together than by hunting
rabbits separately, but hunting deer alone is the least productive
activity of all.]

Player 2
S R

S 2,2 -1,1

Player 1
R 1, -1 1,1

Figure 1.10. The Stag Hunt































































