
Interacting Information Cascades:
On the Movement of Fads, Customs, and Other

Conventions of Behavior Between Groups

James Fisher and John Wooders∗

This Draft: 4.2012

Preliminary: Please Do Not Distribute

Abstract

We model the interaction of fads, customs, and other conventions of behavior as
the interaction of information cascades in a simple, two-group game. We characterize
this interaction and find, for instance, that a cascade may move from one group to
another. This occurs because cascades represent information about the payoff-relevant,
but unknown state. Additionally, we find that interaction is often welfare enhancing
and should occur earlier in the game.
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1 Introduction

The Burmese popular music scene is thriving. Not with traditional sounds of a Saung, but
with those of an electric guitar strummed to the beats of Collective Soul, an American rock
band (NPR [?]). Rock music has been popular in Burma since the early 1970s, when it in-
teracted with and subsequently displaced traditional Burmese music. Was this displacement
inevitable, or was it only one possible outcome of their interaction? For that matter, what
happens in general when conventions of behavior (like musical genres) interact?

To develop answers to these questions, we draw on the observational learning literature
and take a convention (of behavior) to be an information cascade since both are events
where many players pool on a common action. Our interest lies in determining how cascades
interact. To these ends, we consider a game where two finite groups of players interact
via a common player, which we call the interacting cascade (game). In this game, a finite
number of Bayesian players move sequentially in an exogenously specified order. When a
player moves, she attempts to match her (binary) action to the (binary) unknown state. She
does this after observing an informative private signal and the behavior of previous players
in her group, or both groups if she is the common player. While simple, this game allows
both groups to have different cascades and, thus, is an ideal environment for studying their
interaction.

Our solution concept is refinement of a Perfect Bayesian Equilibrium. We show that an
equilibrium exists and is unique up to out-of-equilibrium beliefs; see Proposition 1. Sub-
sequently, we characterize the equilibrium strategies of the players; see Propositions 2 to
4.

We find that, in equilibrium, a cascade emerges in a group when a sufficient number of
players receive private signals indicating the same state. Thus, cascades embody information
about the state. If cascades form then interaction has three core effects depending on the
nature of the cascades; see Proposition 5.

First, if cascades on the same action emerge in both groups, then interaction does not
change either group’s cascade. This is due to the fact that both groups have similar infor-
mation about the state.

Second, if a cascade emerges in group A, but not group B, then interaction results in B
adopting A’s cascade. Intuitively, the players in B have not formed a cascade because they
do not know enough about the state. When they learn of A’s cascade, they also infer the
private information that lead to the cascade. This new information is enough to convince
the (remaining) players in B to mimic A’s cascade. In essence, the cascade is transmitted
because it is an expression of information about the state.
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Third, if cascades on different actions emerge in both groups, then one group’s cascade
ends. Basically, interaction results in players in one group, say B, learning that players in
A received contradictory information from their signals. Thus, players in B who have yet to
move doubt their group’s information, so B’s cascade ends. Meanwhile, players in A do not
learn anything from interaction, so their cascade continues. (This asymmetry reflects the
indirect way in which player communicate.)

Additionally, we find that there is usually a welfare benefit to having a common player; see
Proposition 6. Intuitively, her aggregation of information increases the (ex-ante) chance that
subsequent players will correctly match their actions to the state. We also show that it is often
better to have the common player move earlier, though not too early; see Propositions 7 and
8. If the common player is placed too late, then fewer players benefit from her aggregation.
Conversely, if the common player is placed too early, there is not much information for her
to aggregate. This increases the chance that she and later players make a mistake.

Our work is partially an extension of the observational learning literature. As its name
implies, this literature is concerned with how players learn from the behavior of others. A
typical model assumes that players move sequentially and face payoffs that depend on the
unknown state. When a player moves, she makes a one-time decision after observing a some
common statistic, which is often the complete history of decisions, and a private signal. She
uses this information to make inferences about the state and pick a payoff-maximizing action.

In their seminal paper, Bikhchandani et al. [?] found that, asymptotically, players form a
cascade with certainty and this cascade may be incorrect for the realized state. Subsequently,
much of the literature has concerned itself with developing conditions under which (i) players
form cascades and (ii) players asymptotically learn the true state and make the correct
decision (e.g., Smith and Sorensen [?]). See Bikhchandani et al. [?] for an overview.1 Our
work differs in that our focus is on the interaction of group’s cascades, not asymptotic
learning.

Our work is also related to the research of Bala and Goyal [?] and Gale and Kariv
[?], which examine Bayesian learning in social networks when players move repeatedly. In
these models, players face payoffs that depend on the unknown state and pick an action to
maximize their per-round payoff. They do this after observing the history of their social
network (and an initial private signal). Asymptotically, both papers find that all players,
regardless of which groups they belong to, converge to a single, best action, so long as
networks are connected. While these models allow for a greater variety of social networks

1Experimental and empirical studies have found support for cascades (in smaller groups) and, in general,
observational learning. See Anderson and Holt [?] and Cai et al. [?], among others. Goeree et al. [?]
experimentally demonstrate the fragility of cascades in larger groups (e.g., 20+ participants).
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than ours, neither focuses on how different conventions interact.
The research of Banerjeea and Fudenberg [?], Smith and Sorensen [?], and Acemoglu et al.

[?], represents a hybrid of these two literatures. In these models, players move sequentially
and make a one-time decision. They make these decisions after observing the history of
their social network, which is a “stochastically-generated neighborhood of [past] individuals
(Acemoglu et al. [?]).” These papers find conditions under which players asymptotically
discover the optimal action.

More broadly, our work is related to a literature which studies how factors aside from
information drive the emergence of conventions. For instance, Bernheim points out that
conventions may be explained by a desire for conformity. In his static model, players get
utility from social status and consumption. In equilibrium, non-conformity in consumption
is punished by a loss of status, so players have an equilibrium desire to conform. Bernheim
characterizes when this desire is strong enough to cause a convention to develop. Other
authors have also used a desire for conformity to explain the emergence of conventions –
e.g., Akerlof [?] and Becker [?].

Young [?] takes a different approach. He examines evolutionary coordination games where
agents have limited memories and shows that conventions may emerge as a ways of solving
the coordination problem. He characterizes the nature of these conventions and examines
how they migrate between groups. Our findings are complementary as we approach the issue
of interaction from (very) different perspectives – information versus coordination.

Our interaction results (Proposition 5) finds support in the sociological and economic
literatures. Lindstorm and Munoz-Franco’s [?] study of contraceptive use in Guatemala
provides an example of our second result. The authors find that urban migrants (the common
players) transmit the urban convention of contraceptive use back to their (rural) villages.
Levitt’s [?] study of Dominican migrant workers in the US provides an example of our third
result. She finds that migrant women (the common players) adopt (some) US fashions
(e.g., wearing long sleeves). This adoption (i) causes non-migrant woman in the Dominican
Republic to discontinue their traditional fashions and (ii) does not cause the non-migrant
women to adopt US fashions.

Closer to home, Javorcik’s [?] study of spillovers from foreign direct investment in Lithua-
nia also provides an example of our second result. He finds that ventures by foreign firms
(from developed countries) are able to transmit productivity-enhancing practices to their
up-stream Lithuanian suppliers and those suppliers’ competitors.

Our game is simple. It does not capture the full complexity of many larger, real-world
social networks. For instance, we omit multiple common players, i.e., multiple connections
between groups. Hence, we view our results as an approximation of the interaction of con-
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ventions in small groups – e.g., in two teams connected by a common manager or two trade
associations connected by a common firm.2 In spite of this, our results are novel and com-
pelling.

Section 2 provides a description of our game. Section 3 provides an example that il-
lustrates the equilibrium. Section 4 formally presents our major results and examines the
optimal placement of the common player. All proofs are in the Appendix.

2 The Game

This section describes the environment, the equilibrium concept, and proves that an equi-
librium exists and is essentially unique.

Basic Cascades

In a (basic) cascade, N identical players move sequentially in a commonly known and
exogenous order. Let i denote the i-th player to move, where i ∈ {1, 2, . . . , N}. When it’s
her move, a player decides whether to adopt (a) or reject (r) a behavior. A player’s payoff
depend only on her own decision and the true, but unknown state, which may be either
high (H) and low (L). The payoff of player i when she takes decision di ∈ {a, r} in state
s ∈ {H,L} is

u(di, s) =


1 if di = a and s = H
−1 if di = a and s = L

0 if di = r.

Each state is equally likely, i.e., P (H) = P (L) = 1/2. Each player i observes the decisions of
the prior players d̄i−1 := (d1, . . . , di−1) and an informative private signal xi ∈ {H,L}, prior
to making her own decision. The probability of signal x, conditional on the true state being
s, is

P (x|s) =

{
p if x = s

1− p if x 6= s,

where p ∈ (1/2, 1). Given s, the signals xi and xj are independent when i 6= j. We write x̄i
for (x1, . . . , xi), where x̄0 = ∅.

A belief for player i is a function φi : {a, r}i−1×{H,L} → [0, 1] which gives the probability
player i assigns to the state being H given the decisions of the prior players and her own
signal. A (pure) strategy for player i is a function σi : {a, r}i−1 × {H,L} → {a, r}, which
maps the profile of decisions of prior players and her own private signal into a decision.

Interacting Cascades
2Alternatively, our results may be viewed as a “local” approximation of the interaction in larger groups.
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Group A

Group B

1A k-1A

1B

NAk+1A

NBk+1B

2A

2B k-1B

k

Blue is d̄A and yellow is d̄B.

Figure 2.1: Interacting Cascade Environment, Groups A and B

We study interacting cascades in which there are two groups – A and B – each with N
players. In each group, the players move sequentially in a commonly known and exogenous
order. We write ig for the i-th player to move in group g ∈ {A,B}. The groups interact via
a common player who is a member of both groups and who is the k-th player to move in
each group. For simplicity, we take k to be odd and 1 < k < N .3 The arrangement of the
players is illustrated in Figure 2.1. Each player observes the decisions of the prior players
in her own group and an informative private signal prior to making her own decision. The
common player observes the decisions of the prior players in both groups.

For each player other than the common player, strategies and beliefs are as defined for a
basic cascade. For the common player k a belief is a function φk : {a, r}2(k−1)×{H,L} → [0, 1]

which gives the probability player k assigns to the true state being H given the decision of
the 2(k− 1) prior players and her private signal. A (pure) strategy for player k is a function
σk : {a, r}2(k−1) × {H,L} → {a, r}, which maps the decisions of the prior players and her
own private signal into a decision.

We write xgi for the signal of the i-th player in group g, we write φgi for her belief, d
g
i for

her decision, and σgi for her strategy. Since player k is a member of both groups, we denote
her decision by either dAk , dBk , or simply dk. We write d̄gi for (dg1, . . . , d

g
i ) for the decisions of

players 1 through i in group g.
A strategy profile σ is a list

(σA1 , σ
B
1 , . . . , σ

A
k−1, σ

B
k−1, σk, σ

A
k+1, σ

B
k+1, . . . , σ

A
N , σ

B
N),

3Proofs when k is even are available on request.
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and a belief profile φ is a list

(φA1 , φ
B
1 , . . . , φ

A
k−1, φ

B
k−1, φk, φ

A
k+1, φ

B
k+1, . . . , φ

A
N , φ

B
N).

Given a strategy profile σ, the probability that the decision profile of the first i players
in group g is d̄i = (d̄i−1, di) ∈ {a, r}i−1 when the true state is s is denoted by P g

σ (d̄i|s) and
is defined recursively: For g ∈ {A,B} and i = 1 we have

P g
σ (d̄1|s) =

∑
{x|σg1(x)=d1}

P (x|s).

For g ∈ {A,B} and i ∈ {2, . . . , N}\{k} we have

P g
σ (d̄i−1, di|s) = P g

σ (d̄i−1|s)
∑

{x|σgi (d̄i−1,x)=di}

P (x|s).

For g = A and i = k we have

PA
σ (d̄k−1, dk|s) =

∑
d̄Bk−1∈{a,r}k−1

PB
σ (d̄Bk−1|s)

∑
{x|σk(d̄k−1,d̄

B
k−1,x)=dk}

PA
σ (d̄k−1|s)P (x|s),

whereas for g = B and i = k we have

PB
σ (d̄k−1, dk|s) =

∑
d̄Ak−1∈{a,r}k−1

PA
σ (d̄Bk−1|s)

∑
{x|σk(d̄Ak−1,d̄k−1,x)=dk}

PB
σ (d̄k−1|s)P (x|s).

Definition. An equilibrium is a profile of (pure) strategies and beliefs (σ?, φ?) such that σ?

is sequentially rational and φ? satisfies Baye’s Rule:

(i) Sequential Rationality
For g ∈ {A,B}, and i ∈ {2, . . . , N}\{k}, and d̄i−1 ∈ {a, r}i−1, and x ∈ {H,L} we have:

σg
?

i (d̄i−1, x) =

a if φg
∗

i (d̄i−1, x) > 1
2

r if φg
∗

i (d̄i−1, x) < 1
2
,

and

σg
∗

i (d̄i−1, x) =

a if φg
∗

i (d̄i−1, x) = 1
2
and x = H

r if φg
∗

i (d̄i−1, x) = 1
2
and x = L.
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Further, for (d̄k−1A , d̄k−1B) ∈ {a, r}2(k−1) and x ∈ {H,L} we have:

σ∗k(d̄
A
k−1, d̄

B
k−1, x) =

a if φg
∗

k (d̄Ak−1, d̄
A
k−1, x) > 1

2

r if φg
∗

k (d̄Ak−1, d̄
B
k−1, x) < 1

2
,

and

σ∗k(d̄i−1, x) =

a if φg
∗

k (d̄Ak−1, d̄
B
k−1, x) = 1

2
and x = H

r if φg
∗

k (d̄Ak−1, d̄
B
k−1, x) = 1

2
and x = L.

(ii) Bayes’ Rule
For g ∈ {A,B}, and i ∈ {2, . . . , N}\{k}, and d̄i−1 ∈ {a, r}i−1, and x ∈ {H,L} we have

that

φg
∗

i (d̄i−1, x) =
P g
σ?(d̄i−1|H)P (x|H)P (H)∑

s∈{H,L} P
g
σ?(d̄i−1|s)P (x|s)P (s)

,

if P g
σ?(d̄i−1|s) > 0 for some s. Further, for (d̄Ak−1, d̄

B
k−1) ∈ {a, r}2(k−1) and x ∈ {H,L} we have

that

φ?k(d̄
A
k−1, d̄

B
k−1, x) =

PA
σ?(d̄

A
k−1|H)PB

σ?(d̄
B
k−1|H)P (x|H)P (H)∑

s∈{H,L} P
A
σ?(d̄

A
k−1|s)PB

σ?(d̄
B
k−1|s)P (x|s)P (s)

,

if PA
σ?(d̄

A
k−1|s)PB

σ?(d̄
B
k−1|s) > 0 for some s.

Sequential rationality requires that each player’s decision be optimal given her belief. If
φg

∗

i (d̄i−1, x) > 1/2, then player i’s (expected) payoff to choosing a is

u(a,H)φg
∗

i (d̄i−1, x) + u(a,L)(1− φg
∗

i (d̄i−1, x)) = φg
∗

i (d̄i−1, x)− (1− φg
∗

i (d̄i−1, x)) > 0,

whereas her payoff to choosing r is zero. Hence a is optimal. If φg
∗

i (d̄i−1, x) < 1/2, then
r is optimal. If φg

∗

i (d̄i−1, x) = 1/2, then a and r both yield a payoff of zero and both are
optimal. In this case, our definition requires (as is common in the literature) that player i
follows her own signal, choosing a if she observes H and r if she observes L. Condition (ii)
requires that, on the equilibrium path, beliefs are given by Bayes’ rule.

Proposition 1. Existence and Uniqueness of Equilibrium.
A (pure) strategy equilibrium exists. Equilibrium is unique up to off-equilibrium-path be-
liefs, i.e., fix a profile of private signals (xA1 , x

B
1 , . . . , x

A
k−1, x

B
k−1, xk, x

A
k+1, x

A
k+1, . . . , x

A
N , x

B
N),

then the equilibrium outcome (dA1 , d
B
1 , . . . , d

A
k−1, d

B
k−1, dk, d

A
k+1, d

B
k+1, . . . , d

A
N , d

B
N) is the same

in every equilibrium.

The players moving prior to the common player face the same game in an interacting
cascade and in a basic cascade. For these players, equilibrium play coincides with the equi-
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librium play for the basic cascade given in Bikhchandani et al. [?].
We need one definition before discussing the example given in the next section.

Definition: Player i is in a cascade given (pure) strategy σi and history d̄i−1 if her action
does not depend on her private signal, i.e., if σi(d̄i−1, H) = σi(d̄i−1, L).

Observe that if player i in group g is not in a cascade, then subsequent players in group g
can infer her signal from her decision.

.

3 Illustration of Equilibrium

To illustrate the model and give intuition to our core results, we look at an example of
regulatory compliance. Scholz [?] finds that Democratic presidential administrations (state
H) enforce regulations more strongly than Republican administrations (state L).

Suppose that regulated firms, to minimize compliance costs, would like to “adopt” com-
pliance (i.e., choose a) if there will be a Democratic administration and “reject” compliance
(i.e., choose r) if there will be a Republican administration. However, firms are uncertain
about whether there will be a Democratic or Republican administration at the time they
make their compliance decision. After conducting their own research, i.e., observing their
private signals about the political alignment of the next administration, members of the
East Coast trade association B(eltway), D(owning), and W(hittier) make their decisions.
Meanwhile, members of the West Coast trade association A(ccent), E(ssex), and S(un) also
observe their signals and make their decisions. Additionally, M(adison), with operations on
the East and West coasts and a member of both trade associations, observes its signal and
makes its decision. In this example (i) firms move in alphabetical order; (ii) firms believe
that both types of administrations are equally likely; (iii) p = 2/3; and (iv) complying in a
Democratic administration gives a payoff of one, while complying in a Republican adminis-
tration gives a payout of negative one. The arrangement of the player is illustrated in Figure
3.1.

Basic cascades

To see how a cascade forms, we focus on the East Coast firms and suppose, for the
moment, that West Coast firms do not exist. Suppose that Beltway’s (private) signal is L,
i.e., its research indicates the next administration is likely Republican. Then, its belief is

φ∗B(L) =
P (H)P (L|H)∑

s∈{H,L} P (s)P (L|s)
=

1
2
(1− p)

1
2
(1− p) + 1

2
p

=
1

3
,
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Figure 3.1: Regulatory Compliance Example

and it optimally chooses non-compliance, i.e., σ∗B(L) = r. If B’s signal had been H, then
σ∗B(H) = 1/3 and B would have chosen a. B’s decision thus reveals his signal to Downing,
Madison, and Whittier. Note that in state H the probability B chooses r is Pσ∗(r|H) =

1− p = 1/3, while in state L we have Pσ∗(r|L) = p = 2/3.
Downing sees Beltway choose r and infers that B received a signal of L. If D’s signal is

also L (i.e., d̄B = r and xD = L in the notation of the model) then its belief is

φ∗D(r, L) =
P (H)P (L|H)Pσ∗(r|H)∑
s∈{H,L} P (s)P (L|s)Pσ∗(r|s)

=
1
2
(1− p)2

1
2
(1− p)2 + 1

2
p2

=
1

5
.

Thus, D also chooses r. If D’s signal had been H, then φ∗D(r,H) = 1/2 and D would have
chosen a, following its signal. D’s action therefore also reveals its signal.

Madison, after observing Beltway and Downing choose non-compliance, i.e., d̄D = (r, r),
infers that they both received signals of L. Thus,

φ?M(r, r, xM) =

3/7 if xM = H

1/9 if xM = L,

which is less than 1/2 for both realizations of xM . Hence, M optimally follows the decisions
of B and D and also chooses r. Consequently, d̄M = (r, r, r). As M’s decision does not
depend on its signal, M’s decision is uninformative to Whittier. Therefore, W has the same
belief as M, i.e., φ?W (d̄M , x) = φ?M(d̄D, x) for x ∈ {L,H}, and also chooses r.

When Downing and Beltway both choose r, then Madison and Whittier are in a cascade.
Madison chooses compliance because the information revealed by B and D’s decisions is
strong enough to “outweigh” Madison’s own signal. Since Madison’s decision is uninforma-
tive, then Whittier is in the same situation as Madison and makes the same decision. This
leads to our first observation.
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Observation 1: In a basic cascade, if the private signals of the first two players (e.g.,
Beltway and Downing) are the same, then a cascade emerges, i.e., the third player and all
subsequent players make the same decision as the first two players.

If the signals of the first two players are not the same, then Madison is not in a cascade.
If D’s signal had been H rather than L, it would have chosen a. In this case, Madison infers
x̄D = (L,H) and has a belief

φ?M(r, a, xM) =

2/3 if xM = H

1/3 if xM = L.

M’s decision would depend on its signal.

Interacting Cascades

To see how cascades interact, we return to our initial setting with both East and West
Coast firms. In light of Observation 1, we say that group g is in a cascade if the decisions
of the first two players in g are the same. We illustrate equilibrium play for the common
player and the subsequent players when: (i) one group is in a cascade and the other is not,
and (ii) both groups are in cascades on different actions.

To examine (i), suppose that the East Coast firms are in a cascade on non-compliance,
i.e., both Beltway and Downing choose r, and that the West Coast firms are not in a cascade,
e.g., Accent chooses a and Essex chooses r. Thus, d̄ECD = (r, r) and d̄WC

E = (a, r). Since
these firms follow their private signals, Madison infers that x̄ECD = (L,L) and d̄WC

E = (H,L).
Madison’s belief given signal xM is

φ?M(d̄ECD , d̄WC
E , xM) =


1
2
p2(1−p)3

1
2
p2(1−p)3+ 1

2
p3(1−p)3 = 1

3
if xM = H

1
2
p(1−p)4

1
2
p(1−p)4+ 1

2
p4(1−p) = 1

9
if xM = L.

Thus M decides r, regardless of its signal, following the action of the group that’s in a
cascade.

Table 3.1 summarizes how Madison’s decision depends on its signal and the private signals
of Beltway, Downing, Accent, and Essex. Madison will choose a if at least three of these five
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signals are H and it will choose r otherwise.

xM = H xM = L

East Coast (xB, xD) West Coast (xA, xE) West Coast (xA, xE)

HH HL LH LL HH HL LH LL

HH a a a a a a a r

HL a a a r a r r r

LH a a a r a r r r

LL a r r r r r r r

Table 3.1: Madison’s Optimal Decisions

Continuing the example, suppose that Madison indeed chooses r. Whittier, an East
Coast firm, observes d̄ECM = (r, r, r), from which it infers that xB = xD = L. It cannot infer
(xA, xE, xM). However, W knows that the only signal profiles, (xB, xD, xA, xE, xM), which
are consistent with d̄ECM are those in the last row of Table 1 except for the left-most cell
(L,L,H,H,H). Whittier calculates that

PEC
σ∗ (d̄ECM |H) = 3p2(1− p)3 + 3p(1− p)4 + (1− p)5 =

19

243
,

and
PEC
σ∗ (d̄ECM |L) = 3p3(1− p)2 + 3p4(1− p) + p5 =

104

243
.

Whittier’s belief, given signal xW , is4

φ?W (d̄ECM , xW ) =

19
71

if xW = H

19
227

if xW = L.
(3.1)

Thus, W chooses r, regardless of its signal. This leads to our second observation.

Observation 2a: If group g is in a cascade and the other group is not, then the decision of
the common player follows the cascade and the cascade in g continues.

Sun, a West Coast firm, observes d̄WC
M = (a, r, r) and infers x̄WC

E = (H,L). Since Madison
decided r, S knows that there were at least three L signals among (xB, xD, xA, xE, xM). Since
xA = H and xE = L, then S knows that Beltway, Downing, and Madision collectively received

4For instance,

φ?W (d̄ECM , H) =
1
2pP

EC
σ∗ (d̄ECM |H)

1
2pP

EC
σ∗ (d̄ECM |H) + 1

2 (1− p)PECσ∗ (d̄ECM |L)
=

19

71
.
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at least two L signals. The probability of this is 3p(1− p)2 + (1− p)3 if the state is H.5 Sun
calculates that

PWC
σ∗ (d̄WC

M |H) = p(1− p)[3p(1− p)2 + (1− p)3] =
14

243

and, in an analogous manner, that

PWC
σ? (d̄WC

M |L) = p(1− p)[3p2(1− p) + p3] =
40

243
.

Sun’s belief, given signal xS, is

φ?S(d̄WC
M , xS) =

{
7
17

if xS = H
7
47

if xS = L.

Thus, S chooses r regardless of its signal. Intuitively, M’s action conveys enough information
about the state to outweigh S’s private signal and the information revealed by A and E’s
decisions. The cascade on r is transmitted from the East Coast firms to the West Coast
firms. This leads to our third observation.

Observation 2b: If group g is in a cascade and the other group is not, then the decision
of the common player and all subsequent players in both groups follows the cascade. The
cascade is transmitted from one group to the other.

We now consider the case in which both groups are in cascades on different actions.
Suppose that the East Coast firms are in a cascade on non-compliance, i.e., both Beltway
and Downing choose r, and that the West Coast firms are in a cascade on compliance, i.e.,
both Accent and Essex choose a. Then Madison infers x̄ECD = (L,L) and x̄WC

E = (H,H).
Table 3.1 shows that M resolves its decision in favor of its signal.

Suppose that xM = L and thus dM = r. Then d̄ECM = (r, r, r) and Whittier’s belief is
given by (3.1), so it optimally chooses r and the cascade in East Coast continues. Sun,
however, observes d̄WC

M = (a, a, r) and infers x̄WC
E = (H,H). Table 3.1 shows that when

xA = xE = H, then Madison only chooses r if (xB, xD, xM) = (L,L, L). Hence S’s history
effectively contains three L signals and two H signals. Sun’s belief, given signal xS, is

φ?S(d̄WC
M , xS) =

1
2

if xS = H

1
5

if xS = L.

5There are three ways that two of the players could receive an L signal, and one way all three players
could receive an L signal.
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Hence, S chooses a if xS = H and r if xS = L, and so S is not in a cascade. Intuitively,
M’s decision to not comply conveys enough information to S for it to doubt its own group’s
cascade on compliance, but not enough to give rise to a new cascade. This leads to our next
observation.

Observation 3: If both groups are in cascades on different actions, then the cascade that
agrees with the common player’s action continues, while the cascade that disagrees with the
common player’s action ends.

Observations 2a, 2b, and 3 allow us to write Table 3.2, a description of how cascades
interact when East Coast is in a cascade on a. In the table, “a” denotes a cascade on a, “r” a
cascade on r, and “n/a” denotes no cascade. For instance, the second row of the table shows
that if East Coast is in a cascade on a (before M moves) and West Coast is not in a cascade,
then M chooses A, East Coast remains in a cascade on a, and the cascade is transmitted to
West Coast.

Existing Cascade in Subsequent Cascade in
East Coast West Coast dM East Coast West Coast

a a a a

a n/a a a a

r a a n/a

r n/a r

Table 3.2 Madison’s Effects on Cascades in East and West Coast

Table 3.2 shows our two findings for this example: (i) if one group is in a cascade and the
other is not, then the cascade is transmitted through the common player to the second group,
and (ii) when two cascades on opposite actions meet, one ends. It also shows that when both
groups cascade on the same action, then interaction has no effect.

Welfare

When is interaction via a common player welfare improving? Table 3.2 indicates that
the common player Madison sometimes generates a benefit. For instance, if the state is H,
East Coast is in cascade on a (the correct action), and West Coast is in a cascade on r (the
incorrect action), then when M chooses r it ends West Coast’s incorrect cascade and raises
Sun’s payoff. This comes with the risk, however, that M may choose a and end East Coast’s
correct cascade, thereby decreasing Whittier’s payoff. To get a handle on this we need to
compare the (ex-ante) equilibrium payoffs of Whittier and Sun with and without a common
player.

14



In a basic cascade, where Madison is a regular player, Whittier’s (and Sun’s) equilibrium
payoff is wbW = 13/54. In an interacting cascade, where Madison is a common player,
Whittier’s equilibrium payoff is wIW = 47/162. As wIW − wbW = 4/81 > 0, Whittier and Sun
are better off when groups interact than when they do not.6

The presence of a common player raises payoffs by increasing the chance that players who
follow it choose the correct action. It accomplishes this by (i) ending incorrect cascades more
often than correct cascades, and (ii) by transmitting correct cascades (to a group not in a
cascade) more often than incorrect cascades. For this example, we can show that interaction
always raises welfare. We will establish the following result in general:

Observation 4: Ex-ante payoffs in the interacting cascade equilibrium are (strictly) higher
than ex-ante payoffs in the basic cascade equilibrium if p is sufficiently high or k is sufficiently
large.

4 Results

In this section, we present our formal results regarding the strategies of the players, the
equilibrium interaction of cascades, the welfare properties of our equilibrium, and we discuss
the problem of optimally placing the common player. All proofs are given in the Appendix.

Equilibrium Strategies

This subsection presents three propositions concerning the equilibrium strategies of (i)
players moving before the common player, (ii) the common player, and (iii) players moving
after the common player.

The next definition is useful.

Definition: A history d̄i = (d1, . . . , di) is balanced if, for every odd integer j < i, we have
that dj 6= dj+1, and is unbalanced otherwise.

We take any singleton or null history to be trivially balanced. The histories (a, r, a) and
(a, r, r, a) are balanced, whereas (a, a, r) and (r, a, r, r, a) are unbalanced. In a balanced
history, the cumulative total of actions of one type never exceeds one plus the cumulative
total of actions of the other type at any point in the sequence.

Let Db
i be the set of all balanced i length histories. Let Da

i be the set of all i length histo-
ries that become unbalanced on a and where all subsequent actions are a, i.e., Da

i = {d̄i|d̄i =

(d̄j, a, a, . . . , a), with d̄j ∈ Db
j and j even}.Also, letDr

i = {d̄i|d̄i = (d̄j, r, r, . . . , r), with d̄j ∈
6Ex-ante equilibrium payoffs, when groups interact and when they do not, are computed in lemmas 1 and

2, respectively.
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σ?ig(d̄i−1g , xig)

d̄i−1g H L

Da
i−1 a a

Db
i−1 a r

Dr
i−1 r r

(a) Player ig < k

σ?k(d̄k−1A , d̄k−1B , xk)

d̄k−1A d̄k−1B H L

Da
k−1 a a

Da
k−1 Db

k−1 a a

Dr
k−1 a r

Da
k−1 a a

Db
k−1 Db

k−1 a r

Dr
k−1 r r

Da
k−1 a r

Dr
k−1 Db

k−1 r r

Dr
k−1 r r

(b) Player k

Bold indicates a cascade.

Table 4.1: Equilibrium Strategies of Players Through k

Db
j and j even}. For instance, (a, a) ∈ Da

2 since (a, a) = (∅, a, a) and ∅ ∈ Db
0, (a, r, a) ∈ Db

3

since (r, a) ∈ Db
2, and (a, r, a, a) ∈ Da

4 since (a, r) ∈ Db
2.

The next proposition, due to Bikhchandani et al. [?], gives the behavior of players before
the common player. The intuition underlying this result is the same as for Beltway and
Downing’s behavior in the Illustration.

Proposition 2. Equilibrium Before the Common Player.
Let i < k and g ∈ {A,B}. If d̄i−1g belongs to a row in Table 4.1(a), then player ig’s
equilibrium strategy σ?ig(d̄i−1g , xig) is given by the last two columns. Otherwise, σ?ig(d̄i−1g , H)

and σ?ig(d̄i−1g , L) are arbitrary.

For instance, if d̄ig ∈ Da
i−1, then Table 4.1(a) shows that σ?ig(d̄ig , H) = σ?ig(d̄ig , L) = a,

i.e., that player ig is in a cascade on a. If d̄ig ∈ Db
i−1, then Table 4.1(a) shows that player

ig follows her signal. Intuitively, when a history is balanced, it is less informative about the
state, so players follow their own signals. Whereas a history in Da

i−1 or Dr
i−1 contains more

information about the state, causing players to cascade.
The next proposition gives the behavior of the common player. The intuition underlying

this result is the same as for Madison’s behavior in the Illustration.

Proposition 3. Equilibrium for the Common Player.
If (d̄k−1A , d̄k−1B) belongs to a row in Table 4.1(b), then the common player’s equilibrium
strategy σ?k(d̄k−1A , d̄k−1B , xk) is given by the last two columns. Otherwise, σ?k(d̄k−1A , d̄k−1B , H)
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and σ?k(d̄k−1A , d̄k−1B , L) are arbitrary.

The next proposition gives the behavior of players moving after the common player.

Proposition 4. Equilibrium After the Common Player.
Let g ∈ {A,B}.

P4.1 : (Player k + 1g.) If d̄kg = (d̄k−1g , dk) belongs to a row in Table 4.2(a), then player
k + 1g’s equilibrium strategy σ?k+1g

(d̄kg , xk+1g) is given by the last two columns. Otherwise,
σ?k+1g

(d̄kg , H) and σ?k+1g
(d̄kg , L) are arbitrary.

P4.2 : (Player k + 2g.) If d̄k+1g = (d̄k−1g , dk, dk+1g) belongs to a row in Table 4.2(b), then
player k + 2g’s equilibrium strategy σ?k+2g

(d̄k+1g , xk+2g) is given by the last two columns.
Otherwise, σ?k+2g

(d̄k+1g , H) and σ?k+2g
(d̄k+1g , L) are arbitrary.

P4.3 : (Subsequent players.) Let i > k + 2. If d̄i−1g = (d̄k−1g , dk, dk+1g , dk+2g , . . . , di−1g)

belongs to a row in Table 4.2(c), then player ig’s equilibrium strategy σ?ig(d̄i−1g , xig) is given
by the last two columns. Otherwise, σ?ig(d̄i−1g , H) and σ?ig(d̄i−1g , L) are arbitrary.

For instance, if d̄k−1g ∈ Da
k−1 and dk = a, then the top row of Table 4.2(a) shows that

player k+1g is in a cascade on a. The intuition underlying of P4.1 is the same as for Sun and
Whittier’s behavior in the Illustration. While P4.2 and P4.3 are more complicated, similar
intuition underlies them.

Remark: Let (x̄A, x̄B) be a signal profile, then successive application of Propositions 2 to 4
give the unique history (d̄A, d̄B) that results from equilibrium play.

We need to say more about histories and cascades before k. To these ends, we give the
next corollary. The intuition is the same as for Observation 1 in the Illustration.

Corollary 1. Histories and Cascades.
Let g ∈ {A,B}.

C1.1 : For i ≤ k, if d̄i−1g is a history that results from equilibrium play, then d̄i−1g ∈
Da
i−1 ∪Db

i−1 ∪Dr
i−1.

C1.2 : In equilibrium, player ig < k is in a cascade on a (on r) when two prior players jg
and jg + 1 (with j odd) both receive H signals (L signals).

C1.3 : In equilibrium, if player ig < k is in a cascade on a (on r), then so too are players
i+ 1g, . . ., k − 1g.

The first result, C1.1, shows that the equilibrium path histories for players before k
are precisely those enumerated in Table 4.1(a). Corollary C1.2 gives the conditions under
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σ?k+1g
(d̄kg , xk+1g)

d̄k−1g dk H L

Da
k−1

a a a

r a r

Db
k−1

a a a

r r r

Dr
k−1

a a r

r r r

(a) Player k + 1g

σ?k+2g
(d̄k+1g , xk+2g)

d̄k−1g dk dk+1g H L

a a a a

Da
k−1 r a a r

r r r r

Db
k−1

a a a a

r r r r

a a a a

Dr
k−1 a r a r

r r r r

(b) Player k + 2g

σ?ig(d̄i−1g , xig)

d̄k−1g dk dk+1g (dk+2g , . . . , di−1g) H L

a a (a, . . . , a) a a

Da
i−k−2 a a

Da
k−1 r a Db

i−k−2 a r

Dr
i−k−2 r r

r r (r, . . . , r) r r

Db
k−1

a a (a, . . . , a) a a

r r (r, . . . , r) r r

a a (a, . . . , a) a a

Da
i−k−2 a a

Dr
k−1 a r Db

i−k−2 a r

Dr
i−k−2 r r

r r (r, . . . , r) r r

(c) Player ig > k + 2g

Bold indicates a cascade.

Table 4.2: Equilibrium Strategies of Players After k
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Subsequent
Cascade in

d̄k−1A d̄k−1B dk A B

1. (P5.1) Da
k−1 a a a

2. (P5.2)
Da
k−1

Db
k−1 a a a

3. (P5.3)
Dr
k−1

a a n/a

4. (P5.3) r n/a r

5. (P5.2) Da
k−1 a a a

6. (P5.4)
Db
k−1 Db

k−1

a a a

7. (P5.4) r r r

8. (P5.2) Dr
k−1 r r r

9. (P5.3)
Da
k−1

a n/a a

10. (P5.3)
Dr
k−1

r r n/a

11. (P5.2) Db
k−1 r r r

12. (P5.1) Dr
k−1 r r r

Table 4.3: Histories and Subsequent Cascades

which a player before k is in a cascade. Corollary C1.3 shows that once a cascade begins, it
continues until player k.

Corollary C1.1 gives that, in equilibrium, the common player observes a history d̄k−1g ∈
Da
k−1 ∪Db

k−1 ∪Dr
k−1. If d̄k−1g ∈ Da

k−1, then we know from Proposition 2 that (i) some player
before k is in a cascade on a or that (ii) no player before k is in a cascade, but player k
would be in a cascade if she were a regular player. For the purposes of interaction, (ii) turns
out to be equivalent to (i) (see the Standard Method in the Appendix). Thus, we there is
cascade on a in group g before k when d̄k−1g ∈ Da

k−1, likewise for r. And we say there
is no cascade in group g before k when d̄k−1g ∈ Db

k−1.

Equilibrium Interaction of Cascades

In this section, we characterize the equilibrium interaction of cascades. The next propo-
sition is our principle result.

Proposition 5: Equilibrium Interaction of Cascades.
If (d̄k−1A , d̄k−1B , dk) belongs to a row in Table 4.3, then, in equilibrium, the cascade (if appli-
cable) of group g is given by the last two columns. Otherwise, the behavior of players moving
after k is arbitrary. The table gives:

P5.1 : If both groups are in cascades on the same action (before k), then each cascade
continues (see rows 1 and 12).
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P5.2 : If one group is in a cascade and the other group is not, then the cascade spills over
(see rows 2, 5, 8, and 11).

P5.3 : If the groups are in cascades on different actions, then (i) the cascade that agrees with
the common player’s action continues, while (ii) the cascade that disagrees with the common
player’s action ends (see rows 3, 4, 9, and 10).

P5.4 : If neither group is in a cascade, then a cascade forms in each group on the common
player’s action dk (see rows 6 and 7).

Table 4.3 is read like Table 3.2 – a indicates a cascade on a, r indicates a cascade on r,
and n/a indicates that player k + 1g (and possibly other players after k) follow their own
signals. For instance, if neither group is in a cascade and the common player chooses a, i.e.,
d̄k−1A , d̄k−1B ∈ DB

k−1 and dk = a, then Table 4.3 shows that subsequent players (i.e., players
k + 1g, . . ., Ng) in both groups are in cascades on a. The intuition for P5.1 to P5.4 is the
same as for Observations 2 through 4 in the Illustration.

Welfare

Is a common player welfare improving? We show the answer often yes, i.e., that all
players obtain a (weakly) higher (ex-ante) payoff in a interacting cascade than in a basic
cascade. The common player’s aggregation of information gives players a greater chance of
taking the correct action (given the true state).

We write wBig(p) for player ig’s equilibrium payoff in a basic cascade, where p is the signal
accuracy. We write wIig(p, k) for ig’s equilibrium payoff in an interacting cascade, where k is
the position of the common player. The next two lemmas give expressions for both functions.

Lemma 1. Basic Cascade Equilibrium Payoffs.
In a basic cascade, the equilibrium payoff of player i in group g ∈ {A,B} is

wBig(p) =
(2p− 1)(1− (λp)

γi)

2(1− λp)
,

where λp = 2p(1− p), γi = i
2
if i is even, and γi = i+1

2
if i is odd.

The lemma gives that, when i is even, player i+1 has a greater payoff than player i. This
reflects the fact that later players have more information as they observe more decisions by
prior players. However, the lemma also shows that players i and i+ 1 have the same payoff
when i is odd. This stems from the fact that players i and i + 1 either follow their own
signals or are both in the same cascade. The next lemma establishes the analogous result
for an interacting cascade.

Lemma 2. Interacting Cascade Equilibrium Payoffs.
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In an interacting cascade, the equilibrium payoff of player i in group g ∈ {A,B} is

wIig(p, k) =



(2p−1)(1−(λp)γi )

2(1−λp)
if i < k

(2p−1)(1−(λp)k)

2(1−λp)
+ (Λpk p(1− p))2(2p− 1)

if i = k or

i = k + 1

(2p−1)(1−(λp)k)

2(1−λp)
+ (Λpk p(1− p))2(2p− 1)[1 + p(1−p)

1−λp (1− (λp)
δik+1)] if i ≥ k + 2,

where Λpk = (1−(λp)
k−1
2 )

1−λp and δik = γi − k+3
2
.

The next proposition establishes conditions under which players are better off in an
interacting cascade. The intuition is the same as for Observation 5 in the illustration.

Proposition 6. Ranking of Equilibrium Payoffs.
If (i) p > 3+

√
3

6
or (ii) k ≥ 5, then the presence of a common player raises payoffs, i.e.,

wIig(p, k) > wBig(p) for all i ≥ k and g ∈ {A,B}.

Since wIig(p) = wBig(p, k) for i < k by Lemmas 1 and 2 then, under the assumptions of
Proposition 6, each player’s payoff is weakly higher when cascades interact. However, if
k = 3, then there are values of p for which the payoff ranking is reversed. For instance, if
p = 3/5 and N ≥ 13, then wB13A

(3/5) ≈ 0.191 > wI13A
(3/5, 3) ≈ 0.188. In this example, the

payoff ranking is reversed because there is a greater chance that players who move after the
common player make an incorrect decision due to the common player’s early position and
the low signal accuracy.

Placement of the Common Player

Where is it best to place the common player? That is, should information be aggregated
earlier or later? We show that it is best to place her early, but not too early. Our analysis
is partially computational due the complexity of the problem.

WriteW (N, p, k) for the sum of the players’ equilibrium payoffs in an interacting cascade,
i.e.,

W (N, p, k) = wIk(p, k) +
∑

i∈{1,...,N}\{k}

(wIiA(p, k) + wIiB(p, k)).

The problem, taking N and p as given, is to choose a k, where 1 < k < N and k is odd,7 to
maximize W (N, p, k). Let k?(N, p) = arg maxkW (N, p, k).

A useful way to proceed is to think about moving the common player. Fix an order of
the players and name the players by their positions. Suppose we move the common player

7Results are similar when k is even; these are available on request.
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Group A

Group B

Group A

Group B

1A k-3A NAk+1A

NBk+1B

k-2A k-1A

1B k-3B k-2B k-1B

k

1A k-3A NAk+1A

NBk+1B

k-2A k-1A

1B k-3B k-2B k-1B

k

PositionPosition  1 ... k-3 k-2 k-1 k k+1 ... N

The top pane gives the original game and the bottom pane gives the new game.

Figure 4.1: Changing the Common Player’s Position

from position k to position k− 2. We do this by picking up the common player, pushing the
players occupying positions k − 2 and k − 1 up by one position to fill in the gap, and then
inserting the common player into the now empty k− 2 position. Figure 4.1 illustrates this –
the top depicts the original game and the bottom depicts the new game. The figure shows,
for instance, that player k − 2A moves from position k − 2 in group A to position k − 1 in
group A.

The payoffs of players 1g to k − 3g are the same in both games since they don’t change
position and their payoffs don’t depend on the common player’s position (see Lemma 2).
However, the payoffs of (i) players k − 2g, k − 1g, (ii) the common player, and (iii) players
k + 1g, . . ., Ng change when going from the original game to the new game because they
depend on the common player’s position. We refer to these changes as the “regime switching”
effect, the “own” effect, and the “information” effect respectively. We consider each in turn.

The regime switching effect is positive under the assumptions of Proposition 6. By moving
the common player to a position before players k−2g and k−1g, we improve the information
these players have about the state and, thus, increase their payoffs. To see this for player
k − 2A, recall that in the original game her payoff is wIk−2A

(p, k), while in the new game her
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payoff is wIk−1A
(p, k − 2). We have,

wIk−2A
(p, k) = wBk−2A

(p) ≤ wBk−1A
(p) < wIk−1A

(p, k − 2),

where the equality follows from Lemmas 1 and 2, the weak inequality follows from Lemma
1, and the strict inequality follows from Proposition 6.

The own effect is negative. The common player’s payoff wIk(p, k) is decreasing in k as
she observes fewer decisions and, thus, less information; see Lemma 2. Thus, the move from
position k to k − 2 makes the common player worse off.

The information effect is ambiguous. This ambiguity stems from the fact that wIiA(p, k)

is not monotone in k for all players moving after the common player. For instance, if p = 6/10

and N ≥ 29, then wI29A
(6/10, 27) − wI29A

(6/10, 25) ≈ 0.05, while wI29A
(6/10, 5) − wI29A

(6/10, 3) ≈
−0.04. The lack of monotonicity is driven by two factors. First, the common player aggre-
gates less information – this decreases surplus. Second, if the common player ends a group’s
cascade, there are now more players after the common player to reveal information – this
increases surplus.

It follows that the overall effect of moving the common player is usually ambiguous.
However, the next proposition shows that when p is close to 1, the move is surplus improving.
The intuition is that the regime switching effect dominates.

Proposition 7. Earlier Optimal Placement.
For every odd k > 3, there exists a pk such that moving the common player from position k to
k− 2 (as in Figure 4.1) is surplus improving when p ≥ pk, i.e., W (N, p, k− 2) > W (N, p, k)

for all p ∈ [pk, 1).

The next corollary shows that the optimal placement is arbitrarily early for p sufficiently
close to 1.

Corollary 2.
For every odd m, where 1 < m < N , there is a pm such that k?(N, p) ≤ m for all p ∈ [pm, 1).

Table 4.4 illustrates how W (N, p, k) changes with k and p when N = 15 (i.e., there are
14 players in each group and one common player). For example, when p = 0.55 it is best to
put the common player in position 7. This example illustrates that as signals become more
informative, it tends to be optimal to place the common player earlier.

The next proposition is a converse to the last two results. It shows shows that k?(N, p)
does not contain early positions when p is close to 1/2 and N is large.

Proposition 8. Later Optimal Placement.
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p k = 3 k = 5 k = 7 k = 9 k = 11 k = 13

0.55 2.583 2.900 2.928 2.851 2.737 2.617

0.65 7.342 8.033 8.054 7.865 7.611 7.351

0.75 11.016 11.566 11.511 11.321 11.102 10.883

0.85 13.275 13.440 13.371 13.278 13.183 13.089

0.95 14.273 14.266 14.255 14.245 14.234 14.223

Bold indicates a maximum.

Table 4.4: W (15, p, k)

For every odd m, where m > 1, there is a pm and a Nm such that k?(Nm, p) > m for all
p ∈ (1/2, pm].

Table 4.5 gives k?(N, p) for a several values of N and p. In the table, k?(N, p) does not
occupy early positions when N is large and p is close to 1/2. However, it moves towards an
early position as p increases to 1.

p N = 100 N = 1,000 N = 10,000 N = 100,000 N = 1,000,000

0.55 13 19 27 33 39

0.65 11 17 23 29 35

0.75 11 15 19 25 29

0.85 9 11 15 19 21

0.95 5 7 9 11 13

Table 4.5: k?(N, p)
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A Appendix

This appendix gives the proofs of our propositions. We first give the proof of Proposition 1.
Subsequently we develop a several lemmas concerning the equilibrium strategies of players
and the probabilities of various outcomes before proving Propositions 2 through 8. Since p
and k are fixed, we suppress the dependence of λp, Λpk and δik on them, and write λ, Λ, and
δi respectively. (We reintroduce the dependence when needed.)

Existence and Uniqueness

We say strategy profile σ̄i and signals (x̄iA , x̄iB) = (x1A , . . . , xiA , x1B , . . . , xiB) generate
decisions (d̄iA , d̄iB) = (d1A , . . . , d1A , d1B , . . . , diB) if, for all j ≤ i and g ∈ {A,B}, we have

(i) σjg(d1g , . . . , dj−1g , xjg) = djg if j 6= k, and

(ii) σj(d1A , . . . , dj−1A , d1B , . . . , dj−1B , xj) = dj if j = k.

That is, (d̄iA , d̄iB) is the history if players follow σ̄i when they receive signals (x̄iA , x̄iB).
Let Ei(σ̄i) be the set of all histories generated through player i, i.e.,

Ei(σ̄i) = {(d̄iA , d̄iB)|σ̄i generates (d̄iA , d̄iB) for some (x̄iA , x̄iB)}.

Let EO
ig(σ̄i) be the set of histories generated through player i in group g, i.e.,

EO
ig(σ̄i) = {d̄ig |(d̄ig , d̄i−g) ∈ Ei(σ̄i) for some d̄i−g}.

Note that player ig observes a history in EO
i−1g , while the common player observes a history

in Ek−1.

Proof of Proposition 1: The proof is by induction. Without loss of generality, we focus
on group A. Consider player 1A. If x1A = H then, by Bayes’ rule, we have 1A’s belief is

φ∗1A(d̄0A , H) =
P (H)P (H|H)P (d̄0A|H)∑
s∈{H,L} P (s)P (H|s)P (d̄0A|s)

=
1
2
p

1
2
p+ 1

2
(1− p)

= p,

where for the null history d̄0A it is trivial that P (d̄0A|s) = 1 for each s. Since p > 1
2
,

sequential rationality implies σ∗1A(d̄0A , H) = a. Analogously, φ∗1A(d̄0A , L) = 1 − p and
σ∗1A(d̄0A , L) = r. Since no other beliefs and strategies satisfy Bayes’ rule and sequential
rationality, σ?1A(d̄0A , x1A) defines a unique map from signal profiles {H,L} to decisions {a, r}.

Assume that we have constructed pure strategies σ̄?l and beliefs φ̄?l satisfying sequen-
tial rationality and Bayes’ rule for players 1, . . . , l and g ∈ {A,B}. Additionally, assume
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these strategies define a unique mapping from signal profiles (x̄lA , x̄lB) to decision histories
(d̄lA , d̄lB). We now construct a strategy and beliefs for player l+ 1A which satisfy sequential
rationality and Bayes’ rule.

For each (d̄lA , d̄lB) ∈ EO
lA

(σ̄?l ), there is some (x̄lA , x̄lB) that generates it. Thus, Pσ̄?(d̄lA|s)
is positive. Hence, player l + 1A’s belief φ?l+1A

(d̄lA , xl+1A) is given by Bayes’ rule for each
d̄lA ∈ EO

lA
(σ̄?l ) and xl+1A ∈ {H,L}. Let σ∗l+1A

(d̄lA , xi+1A) be the sequentially rational de-
cision for player l + 1A given her belief φ∗l+1A

(d̄lA , xi+1A). Thus, for each signal profile
(x̄lA , xl+1A , x̄lB , xl+1B), there is a unique profile of decisions (d̄lA , dl+1A , d̄lB , dl+1B).

For off-path histories, i.e., for d̄lA /∈ EO
lA

(σ̄?l ), we are free to construct beliefs as we choose.
Let φ∗l+1A

(d̄lA , xl+1A) = 1/2 for each d̄lA /∈ EO
lA

(σ̄?l ) and xl+1A ∈ {H,L}. Let φ∗l+1A
(d̄lA , xl+1A)

be l+ 1A’s sequentially rational decision. As constructed, σ?l+1A
and φ?l+1A

satisfy sequential
rationality and Bayes’ rule. 2

Characterization of Equilibrium

It is useful to keep track of where a signal profile becomes unbalanced. Let x̄i be a signal
profile.

Definition: Let θ(x̄i) be the largest integer less than or equal to i such that x̄θ−1 is balanced,
where x̄i = (x̄θ−1, xθ, xθ+1, ..., xi).

Such a θ exists. If x̄i = (x̄i−1, xi) is balanced, then x̄i−1 is balanced, so θ = i. If x̄i is
unbalanced, then there is an odd j < i such that xj = xj+1. Then, θ = j + 1 for the
smallest such j, implying that (i) θ is even and (ii) dθ−1 = dθ. For instance, θ(H,H) = 2

and θ(H,L,H,L, L, L,H) = 6. For a history d̄i, we define θ(d̄i) in the same way.
LetXi = {H,L}i be the set of signal profiles of length i. LetXb

i = {x̄i ∈ Xi|x̄i is balanced}
be the set of balanced signal profiles. Then Xi\Xb

i is the set of unbalanced profiles. Define
XH
i = {x̄i ∈ Xi\Xb

i |x̄i = (x̄j, H,H, xj+3 . . . , xi), with x̄j ∈ Xb
j and j even} as the set of

unbalanced signal profiles that become unbalanced on H. Analogously, define XL
i = {x̄i ∈

Xi\Xb
i |x̄i = (x̄j, L, L, xj+3 . . . , xi), with x̄j ∈ Xb

j and j even}. Thus, (x1, . . . , xi) ∈ XH
i

if and only if xθ(x1,...,xi)−1 = xθ(x1,...,xi) = H. Likewise, (x1, . . . , xi) ∈ XL
i if and only if

xθ(x1,...,xi)−1 = xθ(x1,...,xi) = L.
For T ⊂ Xi, we define Prob(T |s) = ΣTP (x1|s) · · ·P (xi|s), since the signals are condi-

tionally independent.

Lemma A1.
For i ≥ 2, let x̄i be a signal profile. Then, for s ∈ {H,L},
LA1.1 : Prob(Xb

i |s) = ληi

LA1.2 : Prob(XH
i |s) = P (H|s)2

1−λ (1− ληi)
LA1.3 : Prob(XL

i |s) = P (L|s)2
1−λ (1− ληi),
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where λ = 2p(1− p) and ηi = i
2
if i is even or ηi = i−1

2
if i is odd.

Proof. We prove the claims when i is even. The arguments are analogous when i is odd.
To establish LA1.1, note Prob(Xb

i ) = Prob({x̄i|x1 6= x2, x3 6= x4, . . . , xi−1 6= xi}|s). Let
x̄′i ∈ {x̄i|x1 6= x2, x3 6= x4, . . . , xi−1 6= xi}. Then x̄′i consists of i/2 pairs signals – either (H,L)

or (L,H). Thus, the (conditional) probability of x̄′i is (p(1 − p)) i2 . There are 2
i
2 orders of

(H,L) and (L,H). Hence,

Prob({x̄i|x1 6= x2, x3 6= x4, . . . , xi−1 6= xi}|s) = (2p(1− p))
i
2 = λ

i
2 .

To establish LA1.2, we partition XH
i by the values of θ where the profiles first become

unbalanced. Let XH
i (m) = {x̄i ∈ XH

i |θ(x̄i) = m} be the set of signal profiles that become
unbalanced on the m-th signal. Note that for x̄i ∈ XH

i we have θ(x̄i) ∈ {2, 4, . . . , i}. Thus,
XH
i = ∪m∈{2,...,i}XH

i (m). Observe that the XH
i (m) are disjoint. The probability of XH

i (m)

is the probability of a balanced (x1, . . . , xm−2) and xm−1 = xm = H, that is P (H|s)2λ
m−2

2 .
Hence,

Prob(XH
i |s) = P (H|s)2

∑
m∈{2,...,i}

λ
m−2

2 = P (H|s)2 1− λ i
2

1− λ
.

An analogous argument shows LA1.3. �

Let (x1, x2, . . . , xi) be an arbitrary signal profile and let P (H|x1, . . . , xi) denote the pos-
terior probability that the state is H after observing (x1, x2, . . . , xi), i.e.,

P (H|x1, x2, . . . , xi) =
P (H)P (x1|H)P (x2|H) · · ·P (xi|H)∑
s∈{H,L} P (s)P (x1|s)P (x2|s) · · ·P (xi|s)

,

as the signals are conditionally independent.

Lemma A2:
If i is even and (x1, . . . , xi) is balanced, then

∏i
l=1 P (xl|H) =

∏i
l=1 P (xl|L) = (p(1− p)) i2 .

Proof: The result follows from the symmetry of the signal distribution and the fact (x1, . . . , xi)

contains i/2 H and i/2 L signals. 2

Let (σ̄?, φ̄?) be an equilibrium. Since the groups are symmetric and all equilibria yield
the same histories (by Proposition 1), we write EO

i for EO
ig(σ̄

?
i ). We partition this set by

whether the history is balanced, unbalanced on a, or unbalanced on r. Define Eb
i = {d̄i ∈

EO
i |d̄i is balanced} as the set of balanced histories. Then EO

i \Eb
i is the set of unbalanced

histories. Let Ea
i = {d̄i ∈ EO

i \Eb
i |d̄i = (d̄j, a, a, dj+3 . . . , di), with d̄j ∈ Eb

j and j even} as
the set of unbalanced histories that become unbalanced on a. Also, define Er

i = {d̄i ∈
EO
i \Eb

i |d̄i = (d̄j, r, r, dj+3 . . . , di), with d̄j ∈ Eb
j and j even}. Thus, (d1, . . . , di) ∈ Ea

i if and

27



only if dθ(d1,...,di)−1 = dθ(d1,...,di) = a. Likewise, (d1, . . . , di) ∈ Er
i if and only if dθ(d1,...,di)−1 =

dθ(d1,...,di) = r.

Play Before The Common Player

Since players who move before k make no inferences about the other group, we dispense
with the g subscript. In this subsection, we take i < k.

Lemma A3.
If x̄i−1 = (x1, . . . , xi−1) is a balanced signal profile, then x̄i = (x̄i, xi) generates d̄i =

(d1, . . . , di) where, for j ≤ i,

dj =

a if xj = H

r if xj = L
(A.1)

Furthermore, (d1, . . . , di−1) is balanced.

Proof. Let (σ̄?, φ̄?) be an equilibrium. Let (x1, . . . , xi−1, xi) be a signal profile such that
(x1, . . . , xi−1) is balanced and (d1, . . . , di) be the history it generates. Our goal is to show
that (d1, . . . , di) is (also) given by (A.1).

Let l ≤ i. We show dj is given by (A.1) for all j ∈ {1, 2, . . . , l}. We do this by induction
on l. First we show the claim when l = 1. Subsequently, we assume the claim is true at an
arbitrary l < i and show that it’s true at l + 1.

Let l = 1. Since player one observes only x1, sequential rationality gives σ∗1(H) = a and
σ∗1(L) = r. Thus, player 1’s equilibrium decision d1 is given by (A.1).

Assume that the claim holds for l < i. To prove the claim is true at l + 1, it suffices to
show that l + 1’s equilibrium decision dl+1 is given by (A.1).

Since (x1, . . . , xl) is balanced, the induction hypothesis implies (d1, . . . , dl) is given by
(A.1). Since (A.1) defines a one-to-one mapping, no other private signals may generate
(d1, . . . , dl). Thus, on observing (d1, . . . , dl), player l + 1 may apply (A.1) to infer that the
first l private signals are (x1, . . . , xl). Hence,

Pσ̄?(d1, . . . , dl|s) = P (x1, . . . , xl|s) = Πj≤lP (xj|s).

If l is even, Lemma A2 gives Πj≤lP (xj|H) = Πj≤lP (xj|L), while if l is odd, Lemma A2
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gives Πj≤l−1P (xj|H) = Πj≤l−1P (xj|L). Hence, player l + 1’s belief is

φ∗l+1(d1, . . . , dl, xl+1) =
P (H)P (xl+1|H)Pσ̄?(d1, . . . , dl|H)∑
s∈{H,L} P (s)P (xl+1|s)Pσ̄?(d1, . . . , dl|s)

=
P (H)P (xl+1|H)Πj≤lP (xj|H)∑

s∈{H,L} P (s)P (xl+1|H)Πj≤lP (xj|s)

=

P (H|xl, xl+1) if l + 1 is even

P (H|xl+1) if l + 1 is odd.

Since (i) P (H|xl, H) ≥ 1/2, (ii) P (H|xl, L) ≤ 1/2, (iii) P (H|H) > 1/2, and (iv) P (H|L) < 1/2,
the sequential rationality of player l+1 implies σ∗l+1(d1, . . . , dl, H) = a and σ∗l+1(d1, . . . , dl, L) =

r. Thus, l + 1’s equilibrium decision dl+1 is given by (A.1). �

Corollary A3.1.
If d̄i−1 = (d1, . . . , di−1) is a balanced history, then d̄i = (d̄i−1, di) is generated by x̄i =

(x1, . . . , xi) where, for j ≤ i,

xj =

H if dj = a

L if dj = r
(A.2)

Furthermore, (x1, . . . , xi−1) is balanced.

Proof. Inverting (A.1) gives (A.2). 2

While Lemma A3 describes play for a signal profile (x1, . . . , xi−1, xi) that becomes un-
balanced at i, i.e., where on where θ(·) = i, it does not describe play for all unbalanced
profiles.

Lemma A4.
If x̄i = (x1, . . . , xi) is an unbalanced signal profile, then it generates d̄i = (d1, . . . , di) where
dj is given by (A.1) for players j ≤ θ(x̄i) and,

dθ(x̄i)+1 = · · · = di =

a if x̄i ∈ XH
i

r if x̄i ∈ XL
i .

(A.3)

Proof. Let (σ̄?, φ̄?) be an equilibrium. Let x̄i = (x1, . . . , xi) ∈ Xi\Xb
i and d̄i = (d1, . . . , di)

be the history it generates. Let θ denote θ(x̄i) and, for j ≤ i, let d̄j denote the first j
components of d̄i, i.e., d̄j = (d1, . . . , dj).

Lemma A3 gives players 1, . . . , θ make decisions given by (A.1).
Let l ≤ i. We show that dj is given by (A.3) for all j ∈ {θ + 1, . . . , l}. We do this by

induction on l.
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Let l = θ + 1. Recall θ is even and d̄θ−1 is balanced. Since d̄θ−1 is balanced, Corollary
A3.1 allows subsequent players to use (d̄θ−1, dθ) to infer the first θ private signals (x̄θ−1, xθ).
Hence,

Pσ̄?(d̄θ|s) = P (xθ−1|s)P (xθ|s)Πj≤θ−2P (xj|s). (A.4)

By hypothesis, (x1, . . . , xθ−2) is balanced and, as θ is even, Lemma A2 gives,

Πj≤θ−2P (xj|H) = Πj≤θ−2P (xj|L). (A.5)

Thus, θ + 1’s belief is

φ∗θ+1(d̄θ, xl+1) =
P (H)P (xθ+1|H)Pσ̄?(d̄θ|H)∑
s∈{H,L} P (s)P (xθ+1|s)Pσ̄?(d̄θ|s)

=
P (H)P (xθ−1|H)P (xθ|H)P (xθ+1|H)∑
s∈{H,L} P (s)P (xθ−1|s)P (xθ|s)P (xθ+1|s)

= P (H|xθ−1, xθ, xθ+1),

where the second line follows from (A.4) and (A.5). If x̄i ∈ XH
i , then xθ−1 = xθ = H.

Thus, φ∗θ+1(d̄θ, xθ+1) = P (H|H,H, xθ+1) > 1/2 for xθ+1 ∈ {H,L}. The sequential rationality
of player θ + 1 implies σ?θ+1(d̄θ+1, xθ+1) = a. Likewise, if x̄i ∈ XL

i , then xθ−1 = xθ = L.
Thus, φ∗θ+1(d̄θ, xθ+1) = P (H|L,L, xθ+1) < 1/2 for xθ+1 ∈ {H,L}, and so σ?θ+1(d̄θ+1, xθ+1) = r.
Hence, player θ + 1’s equilibrium decision dθ+1 is given by (A.3).

Assume the claim holds for some l < i. To show the claim is true at l + 1, it suffices to
show dl+1 is given by (A.3). By successive application of the induction hypothesis (starting
with player θ + 1), we have that players j ∈ {θ + 1, . . . , l} take the same action, label it d?,
for all values of their private signals, so Pσ̄?(d?|s, d̄j−1) = 1. Thus,

Pσ̄?(d̄l|s) = Pσ̄?(d̄θ|s) Πl
j=θ+1Pσ̄?(d

?|s, d̄j−1)

= P (xθ−1|s)P (xθ|s) Πm<l−1P (xm|s).

Hence, we have that l + 1’s belief is

φ∗l+1(d̄l, xl+1) =
P (H)P (xl+1|H)Pσ̄?(d̄l|H)∑
s∈{H,L} P (s)P (xl+1|s)Pσ̄?(d̄l|s)

= P (H|xθ−1, xθ, xl+1).

If x̄i ∈ XH
i , then xθ−1 = xθ = H and φ∗l+1(d̄l, xl+1) > 1/2 for xl+1 ∈ {H,L}. Sequential
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rationality implies σ?l+1(d̄l+1, xl+1) = a. Likewise, if x̄i ∈ XL
i , then xθ−1 = xθ = L and

σ?l+1(d̄l, xl+1) = r for all xl+1. Thus, dl+1 is given by (A.3). �

Corollary A4.1.
Let x̄i be a signal profile and d̄i the history it generates. Then,
CA4.1.1 : x̄i ∈ Xb

i ⇐⇒ d̄i ∈ Eb
i = Db

i

CA4.1.2 : x̄i ∈ XH
i ⇐⇒ d̄i ∈ Ea

i = Da
i

CA4.1.3 : x̄i ∈ XL
i ⇐⇒ d̄i ∈ Er

i = Dr
i .

Proof. Let x̄i be a signal profile and d̄i the history it generates. Let j ≤ i and let d̄j and x̄j
denote the first j elements of d̄i and x̄i respectively.

Since Lemma A3 gives x̄i ∈ Xb
i ⇐⇒ d̄i ∈ Eb

i and Corollary A3.1 gives Eb
i = Db

i , we
have CA4.1.1.

To establish CA4.1.2, we first show x̄i ∈ XH
i ⇐⇒ d̄i ∈ Ea

i . If x̄i ∈ XH
i then d̄i ∈ Ea

i by
Lemma 4. Conversely, let d̄i ∈ Ea

i and let θ denote θ(d̄i). Corollary A3.1 pins down the first
θ components of x̄i and gives that (i) (x1, . . . , xθ−2) is balanced and xθ−1 = xθ = H since
dθ−1 = dθ = a. Thus, x̄i ∈ XH

i .
Now we show Ea

i = Da
i . First, Ea

i ⊂ Da
i . Let d̄i ∈ Ea

i and θ denote d̄i. Since θ − 1 is
odd and d̄θ−1 is balanced (by definition of θ(·)), we have d̄i ∈ Da

i . To show the converse, let
d̄′i = (d′1, . . . , d

′
i) ∈ Da

i . Define x̄′i = (x′1, . . . , x
′
i) where x′j = H if d′j = a and x′j = L if d′j = r

for 1 ≤ j ≤ i. Then Lemma A4 gives x̄′i generates d̄′i; thus, d̄′i ∈ Ea
i .

An analogous argument establishes CA4.1.3. �

Remark: Consequently Db
i , Da

i , and Dr
i also partition EO

i .

The next corollary gives the probability that a player is in a cascade. For a set T ⊂ EO
i ,

let Prob(T |s) = ΣTPσ̄?(d̄i|s). As players 1 is never in a cascade, we take i ≥ 2.

Corollary A4.2.
In equilibrium, for i ≥ 2 and s ∈ {H,L},
CA4.3.1 : Prob(Db

i |s) = Prob(Xb
i |s)

CA4.3.2 : Prob(Da
i |s) = Prob(XH

i |s)
CA4.3.3 : Prob(Dr

i |s) = Prob(XL
i |s).

Proof. All three are direct consequences of Corollary A4.1. �

Proof of Proposition 2. Let (σ̄?, φ̄?) be an equilibrium.
Let d̄i−1 ∈ Db

i−1 = Eb
i−1 (by Corollary A4.1). Then Corollary A3.1 gives x̄i−1 is balanced.

Lemma 3 implies that di = a if xi = H and di = r if xi = L. Thus, we have σ?i (d̄i−1, H) = a

and σ?i (d̄i−1, L) = r.
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Let d̄i−1 ∈ Da
i−1 = Ea

i−1. Then, Corollary A4.1 implies x̄i−1 ∈ XH
i−1. Thus, x̄i =

(x̄i−1, xi) ∈ XH
i for xi ∈ {H,L}, so Lemma A4 gives di = a. Hence, we have σ?i (d̄i, H) =

σ?i (d̄i, L) = a.
Analogous logic shows σ?i (d̄i, H) = σ?i (d̄i, L) = r when d̄i−1 ∈ Dr

i−1 = Er
i−1.

If d̄i−1 /∈ EO
i−1 = Da

i−1 ∪Db
i−1 ∪Dr

i−1, then player i has arbitrary strategy σ?i (d̄i−1, x) for
x ∈ {H,L}, as for any strategy we may construct beliefs so that the strategy is sequentially
rational. �

Let (σ̄?, φ̄?) be an equilibrium. For any d̄i = (d1, . . . , di) ∈ EO
i , we develop a Standard

Method to calculate Pσ̄?(d̄i|s). Let θ denote θ(d̄i) and, for j ≤ i, let d̄j = (d1, . . . , dj), i.e.,
the first j components of d̄i. Write

Pσ̄?(d̄i|s) = Pσ̄?(d̄θ|s)Πj>θPσ̄?(dj|s, d̄j−1).

Corollary A3.1 implies Pσ̄?(d̄θ|s) = P (xθ−1|s)P (xθ|s)Πj≤θ−2P (xj|s), where xj = H if dj = a

and xj = L if dj = r for 1 ≤ j ≤ θ per equation (A.2). Since d̄j−1 ∈ EO
j−1\Eb

j−1 for j > θ,
Proposition 2 implies Pσ̄?(dj|s, d̄j−1) = 1. Hence,

Pσ̄?(d̄i|s) = P (xθ−1|s)P (xθ|s)Πj≤θ−2P (xjg |s).

Recall that θ is even unless i is odd and d̄i ∈ Db
i . If θ is even, Lemma A2 gives Πj≤θ−2P (xjg |s) =

(p(1 − p))
θ−2
2 since (x1, . . . , xθ−2) is balanced. If i is odd and d̄i ∈ Db

i , Lemma A2 gives
Πj≤θ−1P (xjg |s) = (p(1− p)) θ−1

2 since (x1, . . . , xθ−1) is balanced. Thus,

Pσ̄?(d̄i|s) =

P (xθ|s)(p(1− p))
θ−1
2 if i is odd and d̄i ∈ Db

i

P (xθ−1|s)P (xθ|s)(p(1− p))
θ−2
2 otherwise.

Common Player

Proof of Proposition 3. Let (σ̄?, φ̄?) an equilibrium. Let (d̄k−1A , d̄k−1B) ∈ Ek−1(σ̄?). Let
θg denote θ(d̄k−1g) for g ∈ {A,B}. Write d̄k−1g = (d̄θ−1g , dθg , . . . , dk−1g) and, for j ≤ k, let
d̄jg denote the first j components of d̄kg .

We proceed by deriving player k’s beliefs given (d̄k−1A , d̄k−1B). For g ∈ {A,B}, by the
Standard Method, we have

Pσ̄?(d̄k−1g |s) = P (xθg−1|s)P (xθg |s)(p(1− p))
θg−2

2 .
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d̄k−1A d̄k−1B xk = H xk = L

Da
k−1

Da
k−1 φk > 1/2 φk > 1/2

Db
k−1 φk > 1/2 φk > 1/2

Dr
k−1 φk > 1/2 φk < 1/2

Db
k−1

Da
k−1 φk > 1/2 φk > 1/2

Db
k−1 φk > 1/2 φk < 1/2

Dr
k−1 φk < 1/2 φk < 1/2

Dr
k−1

Da
k−1 φk > 1/2 φk < 1/2

Db
k−1 φk < 1/2 φk < 1/2

Dr
k−1 φk < 1/2 φk < 1/2

Table A.1: φ?k(d̄k−1A , d̄k−1B , xk)

Thus, k’s belief is

φ?k(d̄k−1A , d̄k−1B , xk) =
P (H)P (xk|H)Pσ̄?(d̄k−1A|H)Pσ̄?(d̄k−1B |H)∑
s∈{H,L} P (s)P (xk|s)P (d̄k−1A|H)P (d̄k−1B |H)

=
P (H)P (xθA−1|H)P (xθA|H)P (xθB−1|H)P (xθB |H)P (xk|H)∑
s∈{H,L} P (s)P (xθA−1|s)P (xθA|s)P (xθB−1|s)P (xθB |s)P (xk|s)

= P (H|xθA−1, xθA , xθB−1, xθB , xk).

Using this expression, Corollary A3.1, and a bit of algebra, we get Table A.1, a description
of when φ?k(d̄k−1A , d̄k−1B , xk) is greater than, less than, or equal to 1/2. We illustrate the
calculation of the second row of Table A.1, i.e., when (d̄k−1A , d̄k−1B) ∈ Da

k−1 ×Db
k−1. Then,

d̄k−1A ∈ Da
k−1. As (d̄θA−1, dθA) satisfies Corollary 3.1 and dθA−1 = dθA = a, Corollary A3.1

gives xθA−1 = xθA = H. Since d̄k−1B ∈ Db
k−1, we have xθB−1 6= xθB . Thus,

φ?k(d̄k−1A , d̄k−1B , xk) =
P (H)P (H|H)P (H|H)P (xθB−1|H)P (xθB |H)P (xk|H)∑
s∈{H,L} P (s)P (H|s)P (H|s)P (xθB−1|s)P (xθB |s)P (xk|s)

=
P (H)P (H|H)2P (xk|H)∑

s∈{H,L} P (s)P (H|H)2P (xk|s)

= P (H|H,H, xk).

As P (H|H,H, xk) > 1/2 for xk ∈ {H,L}, sequential rationality implies σ?k(d̄k−1A , d̄k−1B , xk) =

a. Hence, we record σ?k(d̄k−1A , d̄k−1B , H) = a and σ?k(d̄k−1A , d̄k−1B , L) = a in the second row
of Table 4.1(b). The other cases are analogous.

If (d̄k−1A , d̄k−1B) is not described by Table 4.1(b), then (d̄k−1A , d̄k−1B) /∈ Ek−1(σ̄?). Hence,
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player k has an arbitrary strategy. �

After the Common Player

Since it is more useful to characterize behavior based on histories (rather than player
positions), we split the proof of Proposition 4 across three lemmas and two corollaries.
However, we first need to derive Pσ̄?(dk|s, d̄k−1g).

Lemma A5.
Let g ∈ {A,B}, i > k, and d̄ig = (d̄k−1g , dk, . . . , dig) ∈ EO

i . Then Pσ̄?(dk|s, d̄k−1g) is given by

Table A.2, where λ = 2p(1− p), Λ = (1−λ
k−1
2 )

1−λ , and s ∈ {H,L}.

Pσ̄?(dk|s, d̄k−1g)

d̄k−1g dk = a dk = r

Da
k−1 1− P (L|s)3Λ P (L|s)3Λ

Db
k−1 P (H|s)λ k−1

2 + P (H|s)2Λ P (L|s)λ k−1
2 + P (L|s)2Λ

Dr
k−1 P (H|s)3Λ 1− P (H|s)3Λ

Table A.2: Posterior Probability of dk

Proof. Let (σ̄?, φ̄?) be an equilibrium. Without loss let g = A. Let d̄iA = (d̄k−1A , dk, . . . , diA) ∈
EO
i . Given (d̄k−1A , dk), Proposition 3 gives the possible pairings (d̄k−1B , xk) for which player k

chooses dk. Given these, we apply Corollary A4.2 and Lemma A1 to calculate Pσ̄?(dk|s, d̄kA).
We illustrate the calculation of the top-right cell of Table A.2, i.e., when d̄k−1A ∈ Da

k−1

and dk = r. Player k chooses r when d̄k−1B ∈ Dr
k−1 and xk = L. Hence,

Pσ̄?(r|s, d̄k−1A) = P (L|s)Prob(d̄k−1B ∈ Dr
k−1|s) = P (L|s)3Λ,

where the second equality follows from Corollary A4.2 and Lemma A1. The other cases are
analogous. 2

The next lemma gives the equilibrium behavior of player k + 1g.

Lemma A6.
Let g ∈ {A,B} and d̄kg = (d̄k−1g , dk) ∈ EO

k . In equilibrium:

LA6.1 : If (i) d̄k−1g ∈ Da
k−1 and dk = r or (ii) d̄k−1g ∈ Dr

k−1 and dk = a, then σ?k+1g
(d̄kg , H) =

a and σ?k+1g
(d̄kg , L) = r.

LA6.2 : If (iii) d̄k−1g ∈ Db
k−1, (iv) d̄k−1g ∈ Da

k−1 and dk = a, or (v) d̄k−1g ∈ Dr
k−1 and dk = r,

then σ?k+1g
(d̄kg , H) = σ?k+1g

(d̄kg , L) = dk.
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Proof. Let (σ̄?, φ̄?) be an equilibrium and, without loss, let g = A. Let d̄kA = (d̄k−1A , dk) ∈
EO
k . Let θA denote θ(d̄k−1A) and, for j ≤ k+ 1, let d̄jA denote the first j components of d̄kA .
We proceed by deriving player k + 1A’s belief. Write

Pσ̄?(d̄kA|s) = Pσ̄?(dk|s, d̄k−1A)Pσ̄?(d̄k−1A|s)

= Pσ̄?(dk|s, d̄k−1A)P (xθg−1|s)P (xθg |s)(p(1− p))
θA−2

2 ,

where the second line follows by the Standard Method. Thus,

φ?k+1A
(d̄kA , xk+1A) =

P (H)P (xk+1A|H)Pσ̄?(d̄kA|H)∑
s∈{H,L} P (s)P (xk+1A|s)Pσ̄?(d̄kA|s)

.

=
P (H)P (xk+1A|H)P (xθA−1|H)P (xθA|H)Pσ̄?(dk|H, d̄k−1A)∑
s∈{H,L} P (s)P (xk+1A|s)P (xθA−1|s)P (xθA|s)Pσ̄?(dk|s, d̄k−1

A
)
.

Using this expression, Lemma A5, and a bit of algebra, we get Table A.3, a description of
when φ?k+1A

(d̄kA , xk+1A) is greater than, less than, or equal to 1/2. We illustrate the calculation
of the top-left cell of Table A.3, i.e., when that d̄k−1A ∈ Da

k−1, dk = a, and xk+1A = H. Then,
xθA−1 = xθA = H by Corollary A3.1 and Pσ̄?(a|H, d̄k−1A) = 1 − P (L|H)3Λ by Lemma A5.
Hence,

φ?k+1A
(d̄kA , H) =

p3(1− (1− p)3Λ)

p3(1− (1− p)3Λ) + (1− p)3(1− p3Λ)
.

Note p > 1/2 implies p3 > (1−p)3 and 1−(1−p)3Λ > 1−p3Λ. Thus, φ?k+1A
(d̄kA , H) > 1/2. By

sequential rationality, σ?k+1g
(d̄kg , H) = a. If, instead, xk+1A = L, Table A.3 gives φ?k+1A

> 1/2,
so σ?k+1g

(d̄kg , L) = a. Thus, LA6.2(iv) is true. Analogous arguments establish the remaining
cases. 2

xk+1A = H xk+1A = L

d̄k−1A dk = a dk = r dk = a dk = r

Da
k−1 φk+1A > 1/2 φk+1A = 1/2 φk+1A > 1/2 φk+1A < 1/2

Db
k−1 φk+1A > 1/2 φk+1A < 1/2 φk+1A > 1/2 φk+1A < 1/2

Dr
k−1 φk+1A > 1/2 φk+1A < 1/2 φk+1A = 1/2 φk+1A < 1/2

Table A.3: φ?k+1A
(d̄kA , xk+1A)

The next corollary shows that if player k + 1g is in a cascade, then so too is every
subsequent player.

Corollary A6.1.
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Let g ∈ {A,B}, i ≥ k + 1, and d̄i−1g = (d̄k−1g , dk, . . . , di−1g) ∈ EO
i−1. In equilibrium, if

(i) d̄k−1g ∈ Db
k−1, (ii) d̄k−1g ∈ Da

k−1 and dk = a, or (iii) d̄k−1g ∈ Dr
k−1 and dk = r, then

dk+1g = . . . = di−1g = dk and σ?ig(d̄i−1g , H) = σ?ig(d̄i−1g , L) = dk.

Proof. Let (σ̄?, φ̄?) be an equilibrium and let g = A. Let i ≥ k + 1, let d̄i−1A ∈ EO
i−1 and,

for j ≤ i, let d̄jA denote the first j components of d̄i−1A .
Let l ≤ i. We claim that if (i), (ii), or (iii), then σ?jA(d̄j−1A , H) = σ?jA(d̄j−1A , L) = dk for

all j ∈ {k + 1, . . . , l}.
Let l = k + 1, then Lemma A6 gives the claim is true.
We show that if the claim is true at l, then it is true at l + 1. Since the claim is true at

l, we have all players j ∈ {k + 1, . . . , l} take action dk for all values of their private signals,
so Pσ̄?(dk|s, d̄j−1A) = 1. Thus,

Pσ̄?(d̄lA|s) = Pσ̄?(d̄kA|s)Πl
j=k+1Pσ̄?(dk|s, d̄j−1A) = Pσ̄?(d̄kA|s).

Hence,

φ?l+1A
(d̄lA , xl+1A) =

P (H)P (xl+1A|H)Pσ̄?(d̄lA|H)∑
s∈{H,L} P (s)P (xl+1A|s)Pσ̄?(d̄lA|s)

=
P (H)P (xl+1A|H)Pσ̄?(d̄kA|H)∑
s∈{H,L} P (s)P (xl+1A|s)Pσ̄?(d̄kA|s)

= φ?k+1A
(d̄kA , xl+1A),

for xl+1A ∈ {H,L}. Consequently, sequential rationality gives σ?l+1A
(d̄lA , xl+1A) = σ?k+1A

(d̄kA , xl+1A).
Thus, Lemma A6.2 describes player l + 1A’s behavior; so the claim is true. 2

The next lemma gives player k + 2g’s equilibrium strategy if player k + 1g is not in a
cascade, i.e., when (i) d̄k−1g ∈ Da

k−1 and dk = r or (ii) d̄k−1g ∈ Dr
k−1 and dk = a.

Lemma A7.
Let g ∈ {A,B} and d̄k+1g = (d̄k−1g , dk, dk+1g) ∈ EO

k+1. In equilibrium:

LA7.1 : If (i) d̄k−1g ∈ Da
k−1, dk = r, and dk+1g = a or (ii) d̄k−1g ∈ Dr

k−1, dk = a, and
dk+1g = r, then σ?k+2g

(d̄k+1g , H) = a and σ?k+2g
(d̄k+1g , L) = r.

LA7.2 : If (iii) d̄k−1g ∈ Da
k−1 and dk = dk+1g = r or (iv) d̄k−1g ∈ Dr

k−1 and dk = dk+1g = a,
then σ?k+2g

(d̄k+1g , H) = σ?k+2g
(d̄k+1g , L) = dk.

Proof. Let (σ̄?, φ̄?) be an equilibrium and let g = A. Let d̄k+1A = (d̄k−1A , dk, dk+1A) ∈ EO
k+1

such that (i), (ii), (iii), or (iv). Let θA denote θ(d̄k−1A) and, for j ≤ k+ 2, let d̄jA denote the
first j components of d̄k+1A .
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We proceed by deriving player k + 2A’s beliefs. If (i), (ii), (iii), or (iv), then Lemma A6
gives dk+1A = a ⇐⇒ xk+1A = H and dk+1A = r ⇐⇒ xk+1A = L. Hence,

Pσ̄?(d̄k+1A|s) = Pσ̄?(dk|s, d̄k−1A)Pσ̄?(dk+1A|s, d̄kA)Pσ̄?(d̄k−1A|s)

= Pσ̄?(dk|s, d̄k−1A)P (xk+1A|s)P (xθg−1|s)P (xθg |s)(p(1− p))
θA−2

2 ,

where the second line follows by the Standard Method. Consequently,

φ?k+2A
(d̄k+1A , xk+2A) =

P (H)P (xk+2A|H)Pσ̄?(d̄k+1A|H)∑
s∈{H,L} P (s)P (xk+1A|s)Pσ̄?(d̄kA|s)

=
P (H)P (xk+2A|H)P (xθA−1|H)P (xθA|H)Pσ̄?(dk|H, d̄k−1A)P (xk+1A|H)∑
s∈{H,L} P (s)P (xk+2A|s)P (xθA−1|s)P (xθA|s)Pσ̄?(dk|s, d̄k−1g)P (xk+1A|s)

.

Using this expression, we write Table A.4, a description of when φ?k+2A
(d̄k+1A , xk+2A) is

greater than, less than, or equal to 1/2. We illustrate the calculation of the top-left cell
of Table A.4, i.e., when d̄k−1A ∈ Da

k−1, dk = r, dk+1A = a, and xk+1A = H. Then: (i)
xθA−1 = xθA = H by Corollary A4.1, (ii) Pσ̄?(a|s, d̄k−1A) = P (L|s)3Λ by Lemma A5, and (iii)
xk+2A = H by Lemma A6. Thus,

φ?k+2A
(d̄k+1A , H) =

p4(1− p)3Λ

p4(1− p)3Λ + p3(1− p)4Λ
= p.

Since p > 1/2, we have φ?k+2A
(d̄k+1A , H) > 1/2. By sequential rationality, σ?k+2g

(d̄k+1g , H) = a.
If, instead, xk+2A = L, then σ?k+2g

(d̄k+1g , L) = r. Thus, L7.1(i) is true. The other cases are
analogous. 2

xk+2A = H xk+2A = L

d̄k−1A dk dk+1A = a dk+1A = r dk+1A = a dk+1A = r

Da
k−1 r φk+2A > 1/2 φk+2A < 1/2 φk+2A < 1/2 φk+2A < 1/2

Dr
k−1 a φk+2A > 1/2 φk+2A > 1/2 φk+2A > 1/2 φk+2A < 1/2

Table A.4: φ?k+2A
(d̄k+1A , xk+2A)

The next corollary shows that if player k + 2g is in a cascade, then so too is every
subsequent player.

Corollary A7.1.
Let g ∈ {A,B}, let i ≥ k + 2, and d̄i−1g = (d̄k−1g , dk, . . . , di−1g) ∈ EO

i−1. In equilibrium, if
(i) d̄k−1g ∈ Da

k−1, dk = r, and dk+1g = r or (ii) d̄k−1g ∈ Dr
k−1, dk = a, and dk+1g = a, then

dk+1g = . . . = di−1g = dk and σ?ig(d̄i−1g , H) = σ?ig(d̄i−1g , L) = dk.

37



Proof. The proof is analogous to the proof of Corollary A6.1 and is omitted. 2

The next lemma describes the equilibrium strategies of players moving after k+2g, when
player k + 2g is not in a cascade.

Lemma A8.
Let g ∈ {A,B}, i > k + 2, and d̄i−1g = (d̄k−1g , dk, dk+1g , dk+2g , . . . , di−1g) ∈ EO

i−1. Assume
that (i) d̄k−1g ∈ Da

k−1, dk = r, and dk+1g = a or (ii) d̄k−1g ∈ Dr
k−1, dk = a, and dk+1g = r.

Then, in equilibrium, (dk+2g , . . . , di−1g) ∈ Da
i−k−2 ∪Db

i−k−2 ∪Dr
i−k−2 and:

LA8.1 : If (dk+2g , . . . , di−1g) ∈ Db
i−k−2, then σ?ig(d̄i−1g , H) = a and σ?ig(d̄i−1g , L) = r.

LA8.2 : If (dk+2g , . . . , di−1g) ∈ Da
i−k−2 ∪Dr

i−k−2, then

σ?ig(d̄i−1g , H) = σ?ig(d̄i−1g , L) =

a if (dk+2g , . . . , di−1g) ∈ Da
i−k−2

r if (dk+2g , . . . , di−1g) ∈ Dr
i−k−2.

Proof. Let (σ̄?, φ̄?) be an equilibrium and let g = A. Let i ≥ k + 2 and d̄i−1A =

(d̄kA , dk, dk+1A , dk+2A , . . . , di−1A) ∈ EO
i−1. Assume case (i) or (ii). For j ≤ i, let d̄jA de-

note the first j components of d̄iA . We proceed in two steps. First, we show that LA8.1

holds for player k + 3A, since player k + 3A always observes a balanced history. Second, we
use induction to show that if LA8.1 and LA8.2 hold for all players jA ∈ {k + 4A, . . . , lA},
then they also hold for player l + 1A.

Consider player k + 3A. Since (dk+2A) is trivially balanced and since (i) or (ii) hold,
Lemma A7 gives player k + 2A follows her signal xk+2A , where xk+2A = H if dk+2A = a and
xk+2A = L if dk+2A = r, we write

Pσ̄?(d̄k+2A|s) = Pσ̄?(d̄k+1A|s)P (xk+2A|s).

Next, we establish Pσ̄?(d̄k+1A|H) = Pσ̄?(d̄k+1A|L). For case (i) let θA = θ(d̄k−1A) and
write

Pσ̄?(d̄k+1A|s) = Pσ̄?(r|s, d̄k−1A)Pσ̄?(a|s, d̄kA)Pσ̄?(d̄k−1A|s)

= Pσ̄?(r|s, d̄k−1A)Pσ̄?(a|s, d̄kA)P (H|s)2(p(1− p))
θA−2

2 ,

where the second line follows by the Standard Method and the fact xθA−1 = xθA = H. Since
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Pσ̄?(r|s, d̄kA) = P (L|s)3Λ by Lemma A5 and Pσ̄?(a|s, d̄kA) = P (H|s) by Lemma A6, we have

Pσ̄?(d̄k+1A|s) = P (H|s)3P (L|s)3Λ(p(1− p))
θA−2

2

= Λ(p(1− p))
θA+4

2 .

A similar argument applies for case (ii).
Hence,

φ?k+3A
(d̄k+2A , xk+3A) =

P (H)P (xk+3A|H)Pσ̄?(d̄k+2A|H)∑
s∈{H,L} P (s)P (xk+3A|s)Pσ̄?(d̄k+2A|s)

=
P (H)P (xk+3A|H)P (xk+2A|H)

Σs∈{H,L}P (s)P (xk+3A|s)P (xk+2A|s)
.

= P (H|xk+2A , xk+3A).

Sequential rationality gives player k + 3A follows her signal. Thus, LA8.1 holds for player
k + 3A.

Now we begin the induction. Consider player l = k + 4A. The history (dk+2A , dk+3A) is
trivially in Da

2 , Db
2, or Dr

2. If (dk+2A , dk+3A) is balanced, a similar argument establishes that
player k + 4A follows her signal. If (dk+2A , dk+3A) is unbalanced on a, then we may write
Pσ̄?(d̄k+4A|s) = Pσ̄?(d̄k+1A|s)P (H|s)2. Since Pσ̄?(d̄k+1A|H) = Pσ̄?(d̄k+1A|L), we have

φ?k+4A
(d̄k+3A , xk+4A) =

P (H)P (xk+4A|H)Pσ̄?(d̄k+3A|H)∑
s∈{H,L} P (s)P (xk+3A|s)Pσ̄?(d̄k+3A|s)

=
P (H)P (xk+4A|H)P (H|H)2

Σs∈{H,L}P (s)P (xk+4A|s)P (H|s)2
.

= P (H|H,H, xk+4A).

Sequential rationality gives player k+ 4A chooses a. Likewise if (dk+2A , dk+3A) is unbalanced
on r, then player k + 4A chooses r. Thus, LA8.1 and LA8.2 hold for player k + 4A.

Let l < i and assume that that LA8.1 and LA8.2 hold for all player jA, k+4 ≤ j ≤ l. We
need to show and that LA8.1 and LA8.2 hold for player l + 1A and that (dk+2A , . . . , dlA) ∈
Da
l−k−2 ∪Db

l−k−2 ∪Dr
l−k−2.

To establish LA8.1, suppose (dk+2A , . . . , dlA) is balanced. Successive application of LA8.1

(starting with player k+ 4A) gives that players k+ 4A, . . ., lA follow their own signals. Thus,
xj = H if dj = a and xj = L if dj = r for k + 2 ≤ j ≤ l. Hence, (xk+2A , . . . , xlA) is balanced
and

Pσ̄?(d̄lA|s) = Pσ̄?(d̄k+1A|s)Πl
j=k+2P (xjA|s).

39



Thus,

φ?l+1A
(d̄lA , xl+1A) =

P (H)P (xl+1A|H)Pσ̄?(d̄lA|H)∑
s∈{H,L} P (s)P (xl+1A|s)Pσ̄?(d̄lA|s)

=
P (H)P (xl+1A|H)Πl

j=k+2P (xjA|H)

Σs∈{H,L}P (s)P (xl+1A|s)Πl
j=k+2P (xjA|s)

.

=

P (H|xlA , xl+1A) if l is odd

P (H|xl+1A) if l is even,

where the third line follows from Lemma 2 when l is even and an analogous argument with
l is odd. Sequential rationality gives player l + 1A follows her signal. Thus, LA8.1 holds for
player l + 1A.

To establish LA8.2, let θ denote θ(dk+2A , . . . , dlA). Suppose (dk+2A , . . . , dlA) is unbalanced
on a, i.e., dθ−1 = dθ = a. Successive application of LA8.1 and LA8.2 (starting with player
k+4A) gives that players k+2A, . . . , θ follow their signals, while players θ+1A, . . ., lA always
take action a. Hence,

Pσ̄?(d̄lA|s) = Pσ̄?(d̄k+1g |s)Πθ
j=k+2P (xjA|s),

where xj = H if dj = a and xj = L if dj = r for k + 2 ≤ j ≤ l, and xθ−1 = xθ = H. Since
Pσ̄?(d̄k+1A|H) = Pσ̄?(d̄k+1A|L) and (xk+2g , . . . , xθ−2) is balanced, with an even number of H
and L signals, we have

φ?l+1A
(d̄lA , xl+1A) =

P (H)P (xl+1A|H)Pσ̄?(d̄lA|H)∑
s∈{H,L} P (s)P (xl+1A|s)Pσ̄?(d̄lA|s)

=
P (H)P (xl+1A|H)P (H|H)2

Σs∈{H,L}P (s)P (xl+1A|s)P (H|s)2

= P (H|H,H, xl+1A).

Sequential rationality gives σ?l+1A
(d̄lA , xl+1A) = a. Likewise, if (dk+2A , . . . , dlA) is unbalanced

on r, the induction hypothesis and sequential rationality imply σ?l+1A
(d̄lA , xl+1A) = r. Thus,

LA8.2 holds for player l + 1A.
If (dk+2A , . . . , dlA) is unbalanced, it is either unbalanced on a or on r. Thus, successive

application of the induction hypothesis gives (dk+2A , . . . , dlA) ∈ Da
l−k−1 ∪ Dr

l−k−1. Since
(dk+2A , . . . , dlA) is either balanced or not, we have (dk+2A , . . . , dlA) ∈ Da

l−k−1∪Db
l−k−1∪Dr

l−k−1.
2

Corollary A8.1.
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Let the antecedents of Lemma A8 hold, let (xk+2g , . . . , xig) be the signal profile for players
k + 2g, . . ., ig, and let (dk+2g , . . . , dig) be their equilibrium decisions. Then,
CA8.1.1 : (dk+2g , . . . , dig) ∈ Db

i−k−1 ⇐⇒ (xk+2g , . . . , xig) ∈ Xb
i−k−1

CA8.1.2 : (dk+2g , . . . , dig) ∈ Da
i−k−1 ⇐⇒ (xk+2g , . . . , xig) ∈ Xa

i−k−1

CA8.1.3 : (dk+2g , . . . , dig) ∈ Dr
i−k−1 ⇐⇒ (xk+2g , . . . , xig) ∈ Xr

i−k−1.

Proof. The first part of the induction in Lemma A8 showed that a balanced history
(dk+2A , . . . , dlA) implies that (xk+2A , . . . , xlA) is balanced, i.e., (dk+2A , . . . , dlA) ∈ Db

l−k−1 =⇒
(xk+2A , . . . , xlA) ∈ Xb

i−k−1. In the second part of the induction we saw that (dk+2A , . . . , dlA) ∈
Da
l−k−1 =⇒ (xk+2A , . . . , xlA) ∈ XH

i−k−1. A similar argument gives (dk+2A , . . . , dlA) ∈
Dr
l−k−1 =⇒ (xk+2A , . . . , xlA) ∈ XL

i−k−1. The necessity follows from: (i) Xb
l−k−1, XH

l−k−1,
and XL

l−k−1 partition Xl−k−1, and (ii) Db
l−k−1, Da

l−k−1, and Dr
l−k−1 partition the space of

equilibrium histories (dk+2A , . . . , dlA). Letting l = i gives the claim. 2

Proof of Proposition 4. Let (σ̄?, φ̄?) be an equilibrium. Without loss, let g = A.
To establish P4.1, note that the histories in EO

k are those enumerated in Table 4.2(a).
Thus, for each case we apply Lemma A6 to obtain player k + 1A’s equilibrium strategy.

To establish P4.2, note that the histories in EO
k+1 are those enumerated in Table 4.2(b).

Thus, for each case we may apply Corollary A6.1 or Lemma A7 to obtain player k + 2A’s
strategy.

To establish P4.3, let i > k+ 2 and note that the histories in EO
i−1 are those enumerated

in Table 4.2(c). Thus, for each case we apply Corollary A6.1, Corollary A7.1, or Lemma 8
to obtain player iA’s strategy.

In all three cases, the enumerations are established successively. To illustrate, let (d̄k−1A , dk) ∈
EO
k . Then Corollary A4.1 gives d̄k−1A ∈ Da

k−1 ∪ Db
k−1 ∪ Dr

k−1. Since d̄k−1A ∈ Da
k−1 ∪

Db
k−1 ∪ Dr

k−1, Proposition 3 gives, in equilibrium, dk ∈ {a, r} as there are (equilibrium)
histories from B and private signals xk such that player k chooses either a or r. Thus,
EO
k = Da

k−1 ∪Db
k−1 ∪Dr

k−1×{a, r}, which is what Table 4.2(a) enumerates. The other cases
are analogous.

If a history d̄i−1g is not described by Table 4.2, then d̄i−1g /∈ EO
i−1. Hence, player ig has

an arbitrary strategy. 2

Proof of Corollary 1. Apply Corollary A4.1. �

Equilibrium Interaction of Cascades

Proof of Proposition 5. It is sufficient to prove Table 4.3 as P5.1 to P5.4 follow. Let
(σ̄?, φ̄?) be an equilibrium. Let (d̄A, d̄B) ∈ EN(σ̄?) and write d̄Ng = (d̄k−1g , dk, dk+1g . . . , dNg)

for g ∈ {A,B}. By symmetry, it suffices to consider six cases: (i) (d̄k−1A , d̄k−1B) ∈ Db
k−1 ×
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Db
k−1, (ii) (d̄k−1A , d̄k−1B) ∈ Da

k−1×Db
k−1, (iii) (d̄k−1A , d̄k−1B) ∈ Dr

k−1×Db
k−1, (iv) (d̄k−1A , d̄k−1B) ∈

Da
k−1 ×Dr

k−1, (v) (d̄k−1A , d̄k−1B) ∈ Da
k−1 ×Da

k−1, and (vi) (d̄k−1A , d̄k−1B) ∈ Dr
k−1 ×Dr

k−1.
Suppose case (i). Then Proposition 3 gives player k follows her signal. By Corollary

A6.1, all subsequent players in both groups are in a cascade on dk. Hence, we record a in
row (6) and r in row (7).

Suppose case (ii). Then Proposition 3 gives player k is in a cascade on a, so dk = a.
By Corollary A6.1, cascades on a form in both groups. Likewise, if case (iii), an analogous
argument establishes both groups are in cascades on r.

Suppose case (iv). Then Proposition 3 gives k follows her signal: (i) If xk = H, then
dk = a. By Corollary A6.1, a cascade on a occurs in group A. However, Lemma A7 gives
player k + 1B follows her signal; so, no cascade occurs in group B. If xk = L, then dk = r.
Similar logic shows a cascade on r occurs in group B and no cascade occurs in group A.

Suppose case (v). Then Proposition 3 gives player k is in a cascade on a, so dk = a. By
Corollary A6.1, both groups are in cascades on a. Likewise, if case (vi), then both groups
are in cascades on r.

If (d̄k−1A , d̄k−1B , dk) is not in a row of Table 4.3, then it is a history which does not occur
in equilibrium, so Proposition 4 gives that the behavior of players after k is arbitrary. 2

Welfare

Recall that the equilibrium beliefs and strategies of players 1g, . . ., k− 1g in both groups
(σ̄?k−1, φ̄

?
k−1) constitute a basic cascade equilibrium. Thus, Lemmas A3 and A4, their corol-

laries, and Proposition 2 describe play in a basic cascade equilibrium.

We write λp = 2p(1− p), γi = i
2
if i is even or γi = i+1

2
if i is odd, Λpk = (1−(λp)

k−1
2 )

1−λp , and
δik = γi − k+3

2
.

Proof of Lemma 1. Without loss, let g = A. We suppress λp’s dependence on p and write
λ.

Proposition 2 gives player iA chooses a if (i) d̄i−1A is balanced and xiA = H or (ii)
d̄i−1A ∈ Ea

i−1A
. Suppose i is odd, then as d̄i−1A contains an even number of entries, Corollary

A4.2 and Lemma A1 give the probability of (i) is (P (H|s))2
1−λ (1 − λ

i−1
2 ). Corollary A4.2 and

Lemma A1 also show that the probability of a balanced d̄i−1A is λ
i−1
2 , implying the probability

of (ii) is λ
i−1
2 P (H|s). Repeating a similar argument for even i gives

Prob(iA chooses a|s) =


(P (H|s))2

1−λ (1− λ i−2
2 ) + λ

i−2
2 P (H|s) if i is even

(P (H|s))2
1−λ (1− λ i−1

2 ) + λ
i−1
2 P (H|s) if i is odd.

Since iA gets 1 if she chooses a and the state is H, −1 if she chooses a and the state is
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L, and 0 if she chooses r, we have

wBiA(p) = Prob(iA chooses a|H)P (H)− Prob(iA chooses a|L)P (L),

which gives the desired result after a bit of algebra. 2

Proof of Lemma 2. Without loss, let g = A. We suppress the dependence of λp, Λpk, and
δik on p and k, and write λ, Λ, and δi instead.

If i < k, we have that player ig uses a strategy which is a basic cascade equilibrium
strategy; thus, wIiA = wbiA .

Let i ≥ k. We proceed by conditioning on the state and the type of cascades in both
groups before k, as then Propositions 3 and 5 give the actions of all subsequent players.
The exception is when both groups are in cascades on different actions. In these cases, we
(successively) apply Propositions 3 and 4 to find the probability that a player chooses a. It
is useful to differentiate these cases. Let g ∈ {A,B} and let cg ∈ {a, n, r} denote the type
of cascade in group g before k. Let C2 = {(a, r), (r, a)} be the set of cascades on different
actions and C1 = {a, n, r}2\C2 be the set of all other cascades.

Since the signals are conditionally independent, we have that cA and cB are also condi-
tionally independent. This, C1, and C2 allow us to write

wIiA(p, k) = g1
i (p, k) + g2

i (p, k),

where

g1
i (p, k) =

∑
s∈{H,L}

(cA,cB)∈C1

Ei(u|s, cA, cB)Prob(cA|s)Prob(cB|s)P (s)

g2
i (p, k) =

∑
s∈{H,L}

(cA,cB)∈C2

Ei(u|s, cA, cB)Prob(cA|s)Prob(cB|s)P (s).

Here Prob(cg|s) is given by Corollary A4.2 and Lemma A1, andEi(u|s, cA, cB) = u(a, s)Prob(iA

chooses a|s, ca, cb) with u(a, s) the payout of choosing a in state s and Prob(iA chooses a|s, ca, cb)
is the conditional probability iA chooses a (in equilibrium). (Since u(r, s) = 0, we omit it
from the conditional expectation.)

First, we calculate g1
i . Proposition 3 (for i = k) or Proposition 5 (for i > k) give

that if (cA, cB) ∈ {(a, a), (a, n), (n, a)}, then player iA chooses a with certainty, implying
Ei(u|H, cA, cB) = 1 and Ei(u|L, cA, cB) = −1. If (cA, cB) ∈ {(r, r), (r, n), (n, r)}, then player
iA chooses r with certainty, so Ei(u|s, cA, cB) = 0 for all s.
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Prob(iA chooses a|s, ha, hb)
Player Position (cA, cB) = (a, r) (cA, cB) = (r, a)

k P (H|s) P (H|s)

k + 1A P (H|s) + P (L|s)P (H|s) P (H|s)2

k + 2A P (H|s) + P (L|s)P (H|s)2 P (H|s)2 + P (L|s)P (H|s)2

iA > k + 2 P (H|s) + P (L|s)P (H|s)2λδi

+P (L|s)P (H|s)3(1− λδi) 1
1−λ

P (H|s)2 + P (L|s)P (H|s)2λδi

+P (L|s)P (H|s)3(1− λδi) 1
1−λ

Table A.5: Probability Player iA Chooses a

If (cA, cB) = (n, n), then all players after k choose dk with certainty. Since Proposition
3 gives dk = a if and only if xk = H, we have dk = a with probability P (H|s). Hence,
Ei(u|H, n, n) = p and Ei(u|L, n, n) = −(1− p).

Plugging these conditional expectations into g1
i and simplifying gives

g1
i (p, k) =

(2p− 1)(1− λk)
2(1− λ)

.

Now we calculate g2
i . Given cascades in C2, we successively employ Propositions 3 and

4 to calculate the probability that a given player chooses a. Table A.5 gives the results of
these computations.

We illustrate the construction of the bottom-left cell. Suppose (cA, cB) = (a, r) and
i > k + 2. Then, per Proposition 4.3, player i chooses a if (i) dk = dk+1A = . . . = di−1A = a,
(ii) dk = r, dk+1A = a, (dk+2A , . . . , di−1A) ∈ Db

i−k−2 (i.e., no cascade), and xiA = H, or (iii)
dk = r, dk+1A = a, and (dk+2A , . . . , di−1A) ∈ Da

i−k−2 (i.e., a cascade on a).
Since Proposition 3 gives dk = a ⇐⇒ xk = H and Corollary A6.1 gives all subsequent

players are in a cascade on dk, the (conditional) probability of (i) is P (H|s). Since (ii) if
and only if: xk = L (by Proposition 3), xk+1A = H (by Proposition 4.1), (xk+2A , . . . , xi−1A)

is balanced (by Corollary A8.1), and xiA = H (by Proposition 4.3); the probability of (ii) is
P (L|s)P (H|s)2λδi (by Lemma A1). Since (iii) if and only if: xk = L, that xk+1 = H, and
that (xk+2A , . . . , xi−1A) is unbalanced on H, the probability of (iii) is P (L|s)P (H|s)3 1−λδi

1−λ .
Summing gives the cell. The other cases are analogous.

Using Table A.5, it is straightforward to construct Ei(u|s, cA, cB) for C2. Plugging these
into g2

i and simplifying gives

g2
i (p, k) = (Λp(1− p))2

(2p− 1) if i = k or i = k + 1

(2p− 1)[1 + p(1−p)
1−λ (1− λδi+1)] if i ≥ k + 2.
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Thus, the claim is true. 2

Proof of Proposition 6. We suppress the dependence of λp and Λpk on p and k, and write
λ and Λ instead. From Lemmas 1 and 2, when i ≥ k, we have that

wBig(p) ≤
(2p− 1)

2(1− λ)

wIig(p, k) ≥ (2p− 1)(1− λk)
2(1− λ)

+ (Λp(1− p))2(2p− 1),

Hence, wIig(p, k)− wBig(p) ≥ LB(p, k) for all i ≥ k and g ∈ {A,B}, where

LB(p, k) =
(2p− 1)(1− λk)

2(1− λ)
+ (Λp(1− p))2(2p− 1)− (2p− 1)

2(1− λ)
.

We establish that LB(p, k) is (weakly) increasing in k. Observe,

∂LB

∂k
(p, k) =

−λ k+1
2 ln(λ)

2(1− λ)2
[p(1− p) + λ

k−1
2 (1− 3

2
λ)].

Since p ∈ (1/2, 1), we have λ ∈ (0, 1/2), so ln(λ) is negative and (1 − 3
2
λ) is positive. Thus,

the partial derivative is the sum of positive terms and is (weakly) positive.
To establish (i), let k = 3 and note

LB(p, 3) =
(1− p)2p2(2p− 1)

1− λ
(1− 6p+ 6p2),

which is positive if p ∈ (3+
√

3
6
, 1). Hence, we have LB(p, k) ≥ LB(p, 3) > 0 for all k if

p ∈ (3+
√

3
6
, 1).

To establish (ii), let k = 5, and note

LB(p, 5) =
(1− p)2p2(2p− 1)

1− λ
(1 + 2p− 6p2 − 16p3 + 68p4 − 72p5 + 24p6),

which is positive if p ∈ (1/2, 1). Hence, we have LB(p, k) ≥ LB(p, 5) > 0 for all p if k ≥ 5. 2

Proof of Proposition 7. We suppress the dependence of λp and Λpk on p, and write λ and
Λk instead. Let k be odd and 3 < k < N .

We prove the claim by establishing that the gain from moving the common player (from
position k to position k − 2) exceeds the loss. Since players players 1g, . . ., k − 3g in both
groups are unaffected by the move, we need only consider (i) the minimum gain for players
k − 2A, k − 1A, k − 2B, and k − 1B and (ii) the maximum loss for the common player and
players k + 1A, k + 1B, . . ., NA, and NB. With this in mind, we proceed by construction
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Player Gain

k − 2A
2p−1

2(1−λ)
λ
k−1
2 (1− λ k−3

2 ) + (Λk−2p(1− p))2(2p− 1)

k − 1A
2p−1

2(1−λ)
λ
k−1
2 (1− λ k−3

2 ) + (Λk−2p(1− p))2(2p− 1)(1 + p(1− p))

Table A.6: Gain to Players k − 2A and k − 1A

Player Loss

Common Player 2p−1
2(1−λ)

λk−2(1− λ2) + (2p− 1)(p(1− p))2(Λ2
k − Λ2

k−2)

k + 1A
2p−1

2(1−λ)
λk−2(1− λ2) + (2p− 1)(p(1− p))2(Λ2

k − Λ2
k−2(1 + p(1− p)))

iA ≥ k + 2 2p−1
2(1−λ)

λk−2(1− λ2) + (2p− 1)(p(1− p))2[Λ2
k(1 + p(1−p)

1−λ (1−
λδik+1))− Λ2

k−2(1 + p(1−p)
1−λ (1− λδik−2+1))]

Table A.7: Loss to Common Player and Subsequent Players

a (i’) lower bound on the gain and (ii’) an upper bound on the loss for these players. We
establish that (i’) is greater than (ii’) when p is close to 1. This gives the desired result.

First, we drive a lower bound on the gain GBound(p) to players k−2A, k−1A, k−2B, and
k− 1B. Table A.6 gives the gain of players k− 2A and k− 1A. To illustrate the construction
of the table, consider player k− 2A. Since player k− 2A moves from position k− 2 to k− 1,
her gain is wIk−1A

(p, k− 2)−wIk−2A
(p, k). The other case is analogous. A bit of algebra gives

the first row of the table. The table implies that all four players gain at least

GBound(p) = 2
2p− 1

(1− λ)
λ
k−1
2 (1− λ

k−3
2 ).

Second, we derive an upper bound on the loss LBound(p) of the common player and players
k+1g to Ng in both groups. Table A.7 gives the loss of the common player and players k+1A

to NA. To illustrate the construction of the table, consider player iA, when i ≥ k + 2. Since
player iA does not change position, her gain is wIiA(p, k)−wIiA(p, k−2). A bit of algebra gives
the last row of the table. The other cases are analogous. (Note that the common player’s
loss is wIk(p, k)− wIk−2(p, k − 2).)

We establish that every row of Table A.7 is less than or equal to T (p), where

T (p) =
2p− 1

2(1− λ)
λk−2(1− λ2) + 2(2p− 1)(p(1− p))2(Λ2

k − Λ2
k−2).

This is obviously the case for the first row. For the second row, observe that (Λ2
k−Λ2

k−2(1 +
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p(1− p))) ≤ (Λ2
k − Λ2

k−2), so T (p) is an upper bound. For the third row, write

[Λ2
k(1 +

p(1− p)
1− λ

(1− λδlk+1)− Λ2
k−2(1 +

p(1− p)
1− λ

(1− λδlk−2+1))] =

(Λ2
k − Λ2

k−2) +
p(1− p)

1− λ
(Λ2

k − Λ2
k−2)− p(1− p)

1− λ
λγl−

k−1
2 (Λ2

k − Λ2
k−2λ).

Since p(1−p)
1−λ ≤ 1/2 and Λk > Λk−2, three terms on the right-hand-side are no more than

3
2
(Λ2

k − Λ2
k−2). Thus, T (p) is an upper bound. Consequently, the common player and all

2(N − k) players after k loose at most

LBound(p) = 2(N − k + 1/2)T (p).

Moving the common player from position k to k − 2 is surplus improving if GBound(p) >

LBound(p), i.e.,

2
2p− 1

(1− λ)
λ
k−1
2 (1− λ

k−3
2 ) ≥ 2(N − k + 1/2)[

2p− 1

2(1− λ)
λk−2(1− λ2)

+ 2(2p− 1)(p(1− p))2(Λ2
k − Λ2

k−2)].

Since λ = 2p(1− p), this inequality simplifies to

2(1− λ
k−3
2 )︸ ︷︷ ︸

LHS(p)

≥ (N − k + 1/2)λ
k−3
2 (1− λ2)︸ ︷︷ ︸

RHS1(p)

+ (N − k + 1/2)(1− λ)λ
5
2 (

Λ2
k

λk/2
−

Λ2
k−2

λk/2
)︸ ︷︷ ︸

RHS2(p)

. (A.6)

We establish (i) LHS(1) = 2, (ii) RHS1(1) = 0, and (iii) RHS2(p) = 0. The first
and second equalities follow from the fact λ = 0 when p = 1. To establish (iii), write
Λ2
k

λk/2
= 1

λk/2
+ λk/2−1 − 2λ1/2 and Λ2

k−2

λk/2
= 1

λk/2
+ λk/2−3 − 2λ3/2. Thus, λ

5
2 (

Λ2
k

λk/2
− Λ2

k−2

λk/2
) =

λ
k+3
2 − λ k−1

2 + 2λ2 − 2λ, which equals 0 when p = 1. Thus, (iii) is true.
It follows that (A.6) is true with strict inequality when p = 1. Since both sides of (A.6)

are continuous in p, there is a pk, with 1/2 < pk < 1, such that (A.6) is true for all p ≥ pk. At
every p ∈ [pk, 1), we have that 2p−1

1−λ λ
k−1
2 > 0. Multiplying both sides of (A.6) by 2p−1

1−λ λ
k−1
2

establishes that GBound(p) > LBound(p). �

Proof of Corollary 2. Let m be odd and 1 < m < N and let the common player move
in position k = N − 1. First, we apply Proposition 7 to conclude it’s surplus improving to
move the common player to position N − 3 if p ≥ p†N−1, where p

†
N−1 comes from Proposition

7. Applying Proposition 7 again shows it’s surplus improving to move the common player to
position N−5 if p ≥ max{p†N−3, p

†
N−1}. Successive application of Proposition 7 (keeping p at
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Player Loss

k + 1A
2p−1

2(1−λ)
λ
k+1
2 (1− λ k−1

2 ) + (Λkp(1− p))2(2p− 1)

k + 2A
2p−1

2(1−λ)
λ
k+1
2 (1− λ k−1

2 ) + (Λkp(1− p))2(2p− 1)(1 + p(1− p))

Table A.8: Loss to Players k − 1A and k − 2A

the j-th step at or above the p†N−1, p
†
N−3, . . ., and p

†
N−2j+1) leads to the conclusion that k? ≤

m when p ≥ max{p†N−1, p
†
N−3, . . . , p

†
m+2}. Thus, we set pm = max{p†N−1, p

†
N−3, . . . , p

†
m+2}, so

the claim is true. 2

Proof of Proposition 8. We suppress the dependence of λp and Λpk on p, and write λ and
Λk instead. Let k be odd and 1 < k < N − 2.

We prove the claim in two steps. First, we establish the that the gain from moving the
common player from position k to position k+2 exceeds the loss. Since the payoffs of players
1g, . . ., k−1g in both groups are unaffected by the move, we need only consider (i) the loss for
players k+ 1A, k+ 2A, k+ 1B, and k+ 2B and (ii) the maximum gain for the common player
and players k + 3g, . . ., Ng in both groups. With this in mind, we proceed by (i’) deriving
the loss and (ii’) constructing a lower bound for the gain, which are both continuous in p.
Subsequently, we establish that (i’) is less than (ii’) when p is close to 1/2 and N = N(k),
where N(k) = 1 + dk + 1/6(5 + 2

k+1
2 (3 · 2 k+1

2 − 4))e and dxe is the ceiling function. Second,
we successively apply the first argument to establish the proposition.

First, we derive the loss L(p) to players k + 1A, k + 1B, k + 2A, and k + 2B. Table
A.8 gives the loss of players k + 1A and k + 2A. To illustrate the construction of the table,
consider player k + 1A. Player k + 1A moves from position k + 1 to position k, so her loss is
wIk+1A

(p, k)−wIkA(p, k + 2). A bit of algebra gives the first row of the table. The other case
is analogous. The table implies that the loss of these four players is

L(p) =
2(2p− 1)

1− λ
[λ

k+1
2 (1− λ

k−1
2 ) + (Λk p(1− p))2(1− λ)(2 + p(1− p))].

Next, we derive an upper bound on the gain GBound of the common player and players
k + 1g to Ng in both groups. Table A.9 gives the minimum gain for the common player
and players k + 3A, . . ., NA. We illustrate the construction of the table for player iA, where
i ≥ k + 4. Since player iA does not change position, her gain is wIiA(p, k + 2) − wIiA(p, k).
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Since Λk+2 ≥ Λk, we have that

wIiA(p, k + 2)− wIiA(p, k) ≥
2p− 1

2(1− λ)
(1− λk+2) + (Λkp(1− p))2(2p− 1)[1 +

p(1− p)
1− λ

(1− λδik+2+1)]− wIiA(p, k),

the right hand side of which simplifies to the third line of the table. The other cases are
analogous. (Note that the common player’s gain is wIk+2(p, k + 2)− wIk(p, k).)

A minimum gain G′Bound for the common player, k+3g, . . ., Ng in both groups is the sum
of the lower bounds in Table A.9, i.e.,

G′Bound =
2p− 1

1− λ
[(N − k − 3

2
)λk(1− λ2)− 2(Λk)

2(p(1− p))3(1− λ)

+ 2(Λk)
2(p(1− p))3(1− 1

λ
)
2λ2(1− λN−k−3

2 )

1− λ
].

Since (1− 1/λ) ≤ 0 and (1− λN−k−3
2 ) ≤ 1, we have that

G′Bound ≥ GBound =
2p− 1

1− λ
[(N − k − 3

2
)λk(1− λ2)− 2(Λk)

2(p(1− p))3(1− λ).

+ 2(Λk)
2(p(1− p))3(1− 1

λ
)

2λ2

1− λ
].

Moving the common player from position k to k − 2 is surplus improving if GBound(p) >

L(p). This inequality simplifies to

(N − k − 3

2
)λk(1− λ2)− 2(Λk)

2(p(1− p))3(1− λ) + 2(Λk)
2(p(1− p))3(1− 1

λ
)

2λ2

1− λ
> 2[λ

k+1
2 (1− λ

k−1
2 ) + (Λk p(1− p))2(1− λ)(2 + p(1− p))]. (A.7)

Let p = 1/2 and N = N(k), simplifying shows that this inequality is true if and only if

Player Minimum Gain

Common Player 2p−1
2(1−λ)

λk(1− λ2)

k + 3A
2p−1

2(1−λ)
λk(1− λ2)− (Λk)

2(p(1− p))3(2p− 1)

iA > k + 3 2p−1
2(1−λ)

λk(1− λ2) + (Λk)
2(p(1− p))3 (2p−1)

1−λ (1− 1
λ
)λ1+δik

Table A.9: Minimum Gain to Common Player and Players k + 3A to NA
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(1
2
)k+3(6(N − k) + 2

k+5
2 − 3 · 2k+1 − 5) > 0, equivalently if

N > k + 1/6(5 + 2
k+1
2 (3 · 2

k+1
2 − 4)).

Since this is true by hypothesis, the continuity of the left and right hand sides in p implies
the existence of a p†k >

1/2 such that the equation (A.7) is true for all p ∈ (1/2, p†k]. At
such a p, we have that (2p − 1)/(1 − λp) is positive. Multiplying both sides of (A.7) by
(2p− 1)/(1− λp) shows that GBound(p) > L(p), i.e., the move is surplus improving.

Now we establish the proposition. Let m such that 1 < m and m odd. Set N = N(m)

and note that N > k + 1/6(5 + 2
k+1
2 (3 · 2 k+1

2 − 4)) for all integers k ≤ m since the right hand
side of the inequality is strictly increasing in k. Thus, we may apply the above argument to
any odd integer k ≤ m.

Let k = 3. We apply the above argument to conclude that it’s surplus improving to
move the common player to position 5 if p ≤ p3. Applying the above argument again shows
that it’s surplus improving to move the common player to position 7 if p ≤ min{p†3, p

†
5}.

Successive application of the above argument (keeping p at the j-th step at or below p†3, p
†
5,

. . ., and p†2j+1) leads to the conclusion that k? > m when p ≤ min{p†3, . . . , p†m}. Thus, we set
pm = min{p†1, . . . , p†m}. Hence, the proposition is true. 2
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