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Abstract

We provide a characterization of the set of equilibria of two-person cheap-talk
games with incomplete information on both sides. Each equilibrium generates a
martingale with certain properties and one can obtain an equilibrium from each
such martingale. Moreover, the characterization depends on the number of possi-
ble messages. It is shown that for every natural number n, there exist equilibrium
payoffs that can be obtained only when the number of possible messages is at
least n.
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1 Introd uction

Cheap- Talk is a communication that costs nothing and occurs before the players choose their
actions. The payoffs to the players depend only on their actions and not on the messages that
were sent during the Cheap-Talk phase. Cheap-Talk with Incomplete Information is a three phase
game. In the first phase the players receive their private information, in the second phase they
talk (communicate) and in the last phase they choose actions and get payoffs. Again, the payoffs
depend only on the actions. The players can use the Cheap-Talk to transfer information and to
choose an equilibrium from a possible set of equilibria. The players can also ignore the Cheap-Talk
and in this case the set of equilibria is the same as in the Incomplete Information game without
Cheap- Talk. The Cheap-Talk enlarges the equilibrium set, and a question that rises in this setup
is the structure of the new set.

A full characterization in the Two-Player One-Sided Information case was given by Aumann and
Hart (1996). In that work they show that the concept of a bi-martingale, first used to characterize
the equilibrium set of Repeated Games with Incomplete Information on One Side (Hart 1985,
Aumann and Hart 1986), is applicable also in the Cheap-Talk games. They also show that the
set of possible messages does not affect the equilibrium set, provided that it includes at least two
different messages.

In this work we study the general (finite) two player case. In the Two-Sided Information case
we show that bi-martingales are replaced by an appropriate class of "admissible martingales".
However, these do not have all the nice properties of bi-martingales. In particular, the size of the
set of possible messages does affect the equilibrium set, and in a very strong sense, as an example
will show.

In section 2 we discuss some general properties of games with incomplete information and in
section 3 we define the notion of admissible martingales and state the main results. In section 4 an
example is analyzed. The three sections are independent and can be read in any order.

2 Games with Incomplete Information

2.1 The model

We define two games - G and r( M). G is a (finite) game of incomplete information, and r( iVJ) is its
cheap-talk extension. In r(M) the cheap-talk occurs after the players have received their private
information.

. G = (N, (Cn)nEN, (Kn)nEN, (Pn)nEN,(Un)nEN) is defined by the following:

1. N is a finite set of players. Without loss of generality (and some abuse of notation) we
assume that N = {1, 2, 3, ..., N}.

2. Cn is a finite set of actions for player n E N. Let C .- TInEN Cn and C-n :=
TImEN\{n} Cm-

3. K n is a finite set of types of player n EN. Each player n E N knows his own type

kn E Kn. Let K := TInEN Kn and fCn := TImEN\{n} Km.
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4. Pn : Kn ---+6.(ICn) for 1 all n EN. The belief of type kn of player n is Pn( kn). We will
denote Pn(kn) by Pkn, hence Pkn(Ln) is the probability assigned by type kn of player n
to the combination of types k-n E lCn.

5. Un : C X K ---+~ is the payoff function of player n. That is, un( c, k) is the payoff of
player n for the profile of actions c E C and profile of types k E K.

6. The game is played as follows: each player n E N chooses (simultaneously) an action

Cn E Cn. Let c := (Cn)nEN. The subjective expected payoff of type kn E Kn of player
n E N is:

Ekn(C) := L Un(C, (kn, k-n))Pkn(Ln)
k-n EK-n

7. 1,2,3,4,5 and 6 are common knowledge.

. The game f(M) = ((N, (Cn)nEN,(Kn)nEN, (Pn)nEN,(Un)nEN,M) is defined by 1,2,3,4,5 and
in addition:

8. A finite set M, the set of possible messages in the talk phase. We assume that 1M! 2: 2.

9. The game f(M) has two phases:

The Talk Phase: This phase is divided into periods t=1,2,3... . For each t and n EN,
player n chooses a message mf EM. The choices are made simultaneously.

The Action Phase: Each player n E N chooses (simultaneously) an action Cn E Cn-
Let C := (cn)nEN. The subjective expected payoff of type kn E Kn of player n E N
is (see item 6 above): Ekn(C):= LLnEK-n un(c,(kn,k-n))PkJk_n).

10. All players have perfect recall.

11. 1,2,3,4,5,8,9,10 are common knowledge.

Definition 2.1: The beliefs (Pn)nEN are said to be (H arsanyi) consistent if there exists a
common prior distribution on K, P E 6.(K), such that

( ) P(kn,k-n).
Pkn Ln = P(kn)

for all (kn, Ln) E A and n E N

(Note that P(kn) := LLnEICn P(kn,l-n) ). In addition we say that the information is independent
if P = TInEN pn for pn E 6.(Kn).
Note: For the results in this paper we do not assume consistency nor independence. These special
cases will be useful in our proofs.

The players have perfect recall, hence mf are functions of the history of messages of length t - 1,
ht-l := ((mLmL...,mf),(m~,m~,...,m!i),...,(mLl,mLu...,m~l))' The actions, chosen by the
players in the action phase, are functions of the infinite sequence defined in the talk phase, hoo :=

((mLmi,...,mn,(m~,m~,...,m!i),...,(mLm;,...,mf)...). Let Ht = (MN)t be the set of histories

of length t. Define Ho = {<p}. Let Hoo = TI~l(MN) be the set of infinite histories. On Hoo,
we define, for every t, a finite field Ht as the field generated by the first t coordinates. That is,

lfor a finite set X, D.(X) is the IXI- 1 dimensional simplex of probability vectors on X.
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h~ , h~ E H 00 are in the same atom of Ht if and only if for every 1 ::; u ::; t there
2 exists

h~(u) = h~(u). Let Hoo be the a-field generated by {Hd~l . Our basic measure space is (D,A)

= (K X Hoo xC, 2K 0Hoo 020). A point in D is a triple (k,hoo,c), where k E K is a profile
of types, hoo E Hoo is an history of the game (the communication that took place) and c E C is a
profile of actions.

Since riM) is a game with perfect recall, we can restrict ourselves to behaviour strategies (see
Aumann 1964). To shorten the writing, whenever we write 'strategy' we will mean a behaviour
strategy.

Definition 2.2: A strategy an of player n E N in G is a function an : Kn -+ ~(Cn).

Let \}In be the set of strategies of player n EN. Denote \}I := TInEN \}In and \}I-n := TImEN\{n} \}1m.

Definition 2.3: The subjective payoff of type kn of player n EN, given a profile of strategies
( 1 2 N ) .

a = a ,a ,..., a IS

EfJa):= L Pkn(k-n) L un(c,(kn,k-n)) II a~(cm)
k-nEK-n C=(Q,c2,...,CN)EO mEN

Definition 2.4:
A strategy an of player n E N in r(M) is an = ({af}tEI\I, a~) such that:

3

1. af : Kn X Ht-1 -+ ~(M) for all t E 1\1.

2. a~ : Kn X Hoo -+ 6.(Cn).

3. a~ is 2K 0 Hoo-measurable.

Note that in r(M) the strategy has a talk component, {af}tEI\I, and an action component, a~.

Let ~n be the set of strategies of player n for n EN. Let ~ := TInEN ~n.

Every pair (a, k) E ~ X K defines a probability measure 1ra,k on (Hoo, Hoo), i.e, let ht :=
((mL mi, ..., ml),(m~, m~, ..., m~), ...,(m}, m;, ..., mf)), then 1ra,k(ht) is the probability that the first
message sent by player 1 is m~, the first message sent by player 2 is mi, the second message sent
by player 1 is m~, and so on, given that k = (k1' k2, ..., kn) is the profile of types and player n plays
according to an (a = (aI, a2, ..., aN)) for all n EN.

Definition 2.5: The subjective expected payoff of type kn in r(M), given a profile of strategies
a = (a1,a2,...,aN), is:

l(M)
'" '" r II m

Ekn (a):= L Pkn(k-n) L..- ,Un(C, (kn, Ln))
JH=

aoo(km, hoo)(cm)d1ra,k(ho:,)
k-nEI\.-n C=(Q,c2,...,CN)EC mEN

Definition 2.6: a E TInEN ~Kn = ~UnENKn is an equilibrium payoff vector in G if there exists
a, a profile of strategies, such that

1. akn = Ef" (a) for all n E Nand kn E K.

2
h= (u) is the vector of N messages sent by the players at period u, according to the infinite history h=.

31\1 denotes the set of natural numbers {1,2,3,...}.
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2. akn
2': Et (o/n, a-n) for all n EN, kn E J( and a'n E wn.

Let [G := {a E IRUnENKns.t. a is an equilibrium payoff vector in G}.

Definition 2.7: a E IRUnENKnis an equilibrium payoff vector in r(M) if there exists a E E (a

profile of strategies) such that

1. akn = E[~M)(O') for all n E Nand kn E J(.

2. akn 2': E[~M)(O'ln,O'-n) for all n E N, kn E J( and O"n E En.

Let [I'(M) := {a E IRUnENKns.t a is an equilibrium vector payoff in r(M)}.

2.2 On some properties of games with incomplete information

Definition 2.8: The games GI = (Nl, (e~)nENl, (J(~)nENl, (P~)nENl, (u~)nENl) and G2 -

(N2, (e~)nEN2, (J(~)nEN2, (p;JnEN2, (u;JnEN2) are equivalent if the following holds:

1. N1 = N2 = N.

2. e~ = e~ = en for all n E N.

3. J(~ = J(~ = J(n for all n E N.

4. Et1(a) = Ef(a) for all n EN, kn E J(n and a E W (note that 1,2 and 3 implies wI = w2 =
w) .

Remark: Instead of the last condition we could use:

5. For every n E Nand kn E J(n there exists an> 0 and bn such that Et1(a) = anEf:(a) + bn
for all a E w.

Definition 2.9: The games rl(M) = (Nl, (e~)nENl, (J(~)nENl, (P~)nENl,(u~)nENl, M) and
r2( M) = (N2, (e~)nEN2, (J(~)nEN2, (P~)nEN2, (u~)nEN2, M) are equivalent if the following holds:

1. NI = N2 = N.

2. e~ = e~ = en for all n EN.

3. J(~ = f(~ = J( n for all n EN.

rl(M) r2(M)
4. Ekn (a) = Ekn (a) for all n E N, kn E f(n and a E E.

remark: similar definition can be defined for repeated games.

Following Myerson (1991) we can state the following theorem:

Theorem 2.10: Every finite game with incomplete information is equivalent to a game with con-
sistent and independent incomplete information.
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Proof:
Fix a game G = (N, (Cn)nEN, (Kn)nEN, (Pn)nEN,(Un)nEN). We define a game, equivalent to G,
G=(N, (Cn)nEN, (Kn)nEN, (Pn)nEN, (Un)nEN) by:

1
PkJk_n) :=

IICn!
for all n EN, kn E Kn and Ln E ICn-

and

un(c,k):= IICnIPkn(Ln)un(c,k) for all n E N, kn E Kn and Ln E K-n.

EfJa):= L Pkn(k-n) L un(c,(kn,k-n)) n ak:,,(cm)
k-nEK-n C=(q,c2,...,CN)EC mEN

1
- L. IICn! L IK-nIPkn(k-n)un(c,(kn,k-n)) n akm(Cm)

k-nEI'I.-n C=(q,c2,...,CN)EC mEN

L Pkn(k-n) L un(c,(kn,k-n)) n akm(Cm) = E~(a)
k-nEK-n C=(Q,c2,...,CN)EC mEN

- -Hence G and G are equivalent and G is a game with independent incomplete information. I
In general theorem 2.10 is not correct for specific families of games with incomplete information.

For example, zero-sum games with incomplete information are not always equivalent to zero-sum
games with independent incomplete information (and indeed the characterization of zero-sum games
with independent incomplete information is in general simpler than the characterization of the
general (even the consistent) zero-sum games with incomplete information). The transformation
in the proof of theorem 2.10 changes zero-sum games with incomplete information into games
with independent incomplete information that are not necessarily zero-sum. On the other hand
theorem 2.10 is still correct for cheap-talk games and for repeated games as the following theorem
shows.

Theorem 2.11: Every cheap-talk game with incomplete information is equivalent to a cheap-talk
game with consistent and independent incomplete information.

Proof:
Fix a game f(M) = (N, (Cn)nEN, (Kn)nEN, (Pn)nEN, (Un)nEN, M). We define a game, f(M)

= (N,(Cn)nEN, (Kn)nEN, (Pn)nEN, (Un)nEN,M), equivalent to f(M), by Pkn(Ln) := IK~nl and

un(c,k) := IICnIPkn(k-n)un(c,k) for all n E N, kn E Kn and Ln E ICn (this is the same
transformation used in the proof of theorem 2.10).

Et~~) = L. Pkn(k-n) L un(c,(kn,Ln))
Loo n a':,(km,hoo)(cm)d7r(J,k(hoo)

k-nEI'I.-n C=(Q,c2,...,CN)EC mEN

= L. IK~nl L IICnIPkn(k-n)un(C,(kn,k_n)) Loo n a':,(km, hoo)(cm)d7r(J,k(hoo)
k-nEI'I.-n c=(Q ,C2"",CN )EC mEN

" " f n m r(M)
= ~. Pkn(k-n) ~ Un(C, (kn, Ln))

JHoo
aoo(km, hoo)(cm)d7r(J,k(hoo) = Ekn (a)

k-nEI'I.-n C=(Cl,C2,...,CN)EC mEN
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Hence f(M) and f(M) are equivalent and f(M) is a game with independent incomplete informa-
tion. I
Remark: The analogous theorem is correct for repeated games (with and without discounting).

The transformation used in the proof of theorems 2.10 and 2.11 may fail to preserve a known-
own-payoffs property (private value assumption, Le un( c, k) = un( c, kn) for all n EN, c E C and
k = (kl,k2,...,kN) E K). This problem can be solved using the next definition and theorem.

Definition 2.12: Gl and G2 are semi - equivalent if
[Gl = [G2. r1(M) and r2(M) are

semi - equivalent if [['I (M) = [12 (M).

Theorem 2.13: every game with incomplete information is semi-equivalent to a game with known
own payoffs and with the same information structur'e (i.e, N, (Kn)nEN and (Pn)nEN are not
changed).

Proof: Fix a game G = (N, (Cn)nEN,(Kn)nEN, (Pn)nEN,(Un)nEN). Let Z be the upper bound of
the absolute value of the possible payoffs, that is Z := maxnEN,cEC,kEldlun(c, k)I}. We define a
game, semi-equivalent to G, G=(N,(Cn)nEN, (I(n)nEN,(Pn)nEN, (Un)nEN) by:

1. For all n E N define Cn := UknEKn Ckn, where Ckn is a set isomorphic to Cn with the

isomorphism Skn : Ckn ---+Cn. Denote Sn = UknEKnSkn (i.e, Sn : Cn ---+Cn). Define a function
kn : Cn ---+Kn by kn(cn) = kn if cn E Ckn.

2. For all n EN, C = (Cl,C2,...,CN) E TImENCm and k = (kl,k2,...,kN) E K define:

- (- k)'-
{

Un((Sl(Cl),...,SN(CN)),(kl(Cl),...,kn-l(cn-l),kn,kn+l(cn+l),...,kN(CN)))
1tn C, .-

-( Z + 1)
Cn E Ckn

otherwise

G is a game with known own payoff property. We will prove now that G and G are semi-equivalent.
Fix a E [G. We will show that a E [G. There exists a E \!1satisfying items 1 and 2 of definition 2.6.
Define a E ~ by:

-n ( - ) '-
{

akJSkn(Cn))
akn Cn .- 0

Cn E Ckn

otherwise

for all n EN, kn E Kn and cn E Cn. Despite the abuse of notation we will denote by Cn the
strategy that assigns probability 1 to the action cn. Now E~ (a) = akn for all n E Nand kn E Kn
and Ef: (a-n, c~) ::; EfJ a-n, sn( c~)) ::; akn for all n EN, kn E Kn and c~ E Cn, hence a E [G.

Thus we proved that [G C [G. to prove that [G :J [G fix a E [G. There exists a such that

1. E~(a) = akn for all n E Nand kn E Kn.

2. Ef:(a-n,c~)::; akn for all n E N, kn E Kn and c~ E Cn.

The second condition implies that akn (cn) = 0 for all cn rt Ckn (Le, akn (Ckn) = 1). Define a E \!1
by akn(CkJ:= a(skn(Ckn)). EfJa) = EfJa) = a and EfJa-n,c~) = Ef:(a-n,Sk';(C~))::; akn for

all n EN, kn E Kn and c~ E Cn. Hence a E [G. I
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Remarks:

1. Theorem 2.13 is also correct for cheap-talk games. One can prove it using the same transfor-
mation defined in the proof of theorem 2.13.

2. Theorem 2.13 is correct for repeated Aames with discounting. Here the transformation should
be slightly changed, putting -(2f+1 in the definition of Un instead of -(Z + 1), for A-

discounted games.

3. This will not work in the case ofrepeated games (where the payoff is defined to be the limit of
means), as the expected payoff of a player is not affected by the payoff from a finite number
of periods. And indeed the theorem is not true for repeated garnes, as every equilibrium in
repeated games with known own payoffs can be achieved by complete revelation of all the
information in the first period of the game (Shalev (1994), Koren (1988)). This is not true in
general for repeated games.

4. Theorem 2.13 is correct for stochastic garnes, and for repeated games with absorbing states.
Here the -( Z + 1) should be replaced by an absorption with probability 1 and payoff -( Z + 1).

(in discounted games -(2f+l)).

5. The finiteness condition is not essential. We only need Un to be bounded for every n EN.

3 Characterization of the set of equilibria

We characterize the set of equilibria for two player cheap-talk games. Using theorem 2.11 we
can assume that the game is of independent incomplete information (using theorem 2.13 we can
even assume that the game is with known own payoffs, but this assumption does not make the
characterization simpler). In section 3.1 we define the model and in section 3.2 we introduce
the concept of admissible-martingales. The geometrical properties of admissible-martingales are
discussed in section 3.3 and in section 3.4 we give the main result.

3.1 The model

We repeat the definitions, given in the previous section, because here we deal with two-player games
with consistent and independent information, which enable us to simplify the notations. In addition
we insert the information structure (p, q) explicitly into the notations of the games. We define two
games - G(p, q) and f(p, q, M). G(p, q) is a game of incomplete information on both sides. and
f(p, q, M) is its cheap-talk extension. In f(p, q, M) the cheap-talk occurs after the players have

received their private information.

. G(p, q) is defined by the following:

1. Two players: player 1 and player 2.

2. A finite set of actions I for player 1, and a finite set of actions J for player 2.

3. Two finite sets, K and L, such that to each pair (k E K, l E L) there corresponds a pair
of I X J matrices (Ak,l , Bk,l). Ak,l = (Ak,l(i,j))iEI,jEJ , Bk,l = (Bk,l(i,j))iEl,jEJ.
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4. Two probability vectors: p E t1(K), p = (p(k))kEK and q E t1(L), q = (q(l))IEL.
5. The game G(p, q) has two phases: 4

The Information Phase: Nature chooses k E K according to p and I E L according
to q. The choices are made independently, i.e, Prob(k = k and I = I) = p(k)q(l). k
is told to player 1 and I is told to player 2.

The Action Phase: Player 1 chooses i E I and player 2 chooses j E J. The choices
are made simultaneously. The payoff to player 1 is Ak,l( i, j) and the payoff to player

2 is Bk,l (i, j).

6. 1,2,3,4,5 are common knowledge to both players.

. The game r(p, q, M), a cheap-talk extension of G(p, q), is defined by 1,2,3,4 and:

7. A finite set M, the set of possible messages in the Talk phase. We assume that IMI 2: 2.

8. The game r(p, q, M) has three phases:

The Information Phase is the same as in G(p, q).

The Talk Phase: This phase is divided into periods t=1,2,3oo. . For each t, player 1
chooses a message m} E M and player 2 chooses a message m; EM. The choices
are made simultaneously.

The Action Phase: Player 1 chooses an action i E I and player 2 chooses an action
j E J. The choices are made simultaneously. The payoff to player 1 is Ak,l(i,j) and
the payoff to player 2 is Bk,l( i, j).

9. The players have perfect recall.

10. 1,2,3,4,7,8,9 are common knowledge to both players.

The players have perfect recall, so m} and m; are functions of the history of length t - 1, ht-1

:= ((mLmD,(m~,mD,oo.,(mL1,mL1))' The actions, chosen by the players in the action phase,
are functions of 11,00:= ((mLmD,(m~,mD,.oo,(mLmn,...), the infinite sequence defined in the
talk phase. Let Ht = (M X M)t be the set of histories of length t. Define Ho = {4>}. Let Hoo

= TI~l(M X M) be the set of infinite histories. On Hex, , we define for every t, a finite field Ht.
h~ , h~ E H00 are in the same atom of Ht if and only if for every 1 ::; u ::; t there 5 exists
h~(u) = h~(u). Let Hoo be the a-field generated by {Hd~l . Our basic probability space is
(n, A) = (Ii X L X Hoo X I X J , 2K @2L @Hoo @2f @2J). A point in n is a five-tuple (k, I, 11,00'i, j),

where (k, I) is a possible state of nature, 11,00E Hoo is an history of the game (the communication
that took place), i is an action of player 1 and j is an action of player 2. Defining sequences of
random variables, we will use the following notation: at, bt, Ct,... will usually be random variables
measurable with respect to (Ht,Ht), and aht,bhpCht,oo. will denote at(ht),bt(hd,Ct(hd,oo.. For
x E t1(I) and y E t1(J) we will write Ak,l(x,y) instead of LiEf,jEJx(i)y(j)Ak,l(i,j) and Bk,l(x,y)

instead of LiEf,jO x(i)y(j)Bk,l( i, j).

Since r(p, q, M) is a game with perfect recall, we can restrict ourselves to behaviour strategies
(see Aumann 1964). To shorten the writing, whenever we write 'strategy' we will mean a behaviour
strategy.

4This is an equivalent model to the model described in chapter 2. k and 1 are the types of the players.
5

h= (u) is the two messages sent by the players at period u, according to the infinite history h=.
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Definition 3.1:
A strategy a of player 1 in r(p,q,M) is a = ({atLEN, 0'00) such that:

6

1. at: J( X Ht-l ~ ~(M) for all tEN.

2. 0'00 : J( X Hoo ~ ~(I).

3. 0'00 is 2K (2)Hoo-measurable.

A strategy T of player 2 in r(p, q, M) is T = ({ Td tEN, Too) such that:

1. Tt : L X Ht-l ~ ~(M) for all tEN.

2.Too:LxHoo~~(J).

3. Too is 2L (2)Hoo-measurable.

Let ~' be the set of strategies for player i for i = 1,2. Denote:

Z := ,max. {IAk,l(i,j)l, IBk,l(i,j)I}.
kEK,IEL,'EI,)EJ

That is, Z is the upper bound of the absolute value of the possible payoffs.
Now we define the equilibrium in the game G(p, q). Later, we will use the equilibrium in G(p, q)

in the characterization of the equilibrium in the cheap-talk extension r(p, q, M).

Definition 3.2:

a E [O,Z]K and b E [O,Z]L are equilibrium vector payoffs in G(p,q) if there exist 0' E (~(I))K
and (3 E (~( J))L such that:

3.2.1 ak = LIELq(l)Ak,l(O'k,(3I) for all k E J( such that p(k) > O.

3.2.2 bl = LkEK p(k)Bk,I(O'k,(3I) for all I E L such that q(l) > O.

3.2.3 ak::;::LIELq(l)Ak,l(r,(3I) for all k E J( and, E ~(I).

3.2.4 bl::;::LkEKP(k)Bk,I(O'k,15) for all I ELand 8 E ~(J).

Note the difference between definition 3.2 and definition 2.6. In definition 3.2 we allow ak to be
greater then the payoff of type k when p( k) = O.

Going back to the Cheap-Talk extension, we need a few definitions. Every 4-tuple (a,T,k,l) E
~l X ~2 X J( x L defines a probability measure 7r<T,T,k,1on (Hoo, Hoo), i.e, for an history ht :=
(( mL mi),( m§, mD, ..., (m}, mD), 7r<T,T,k,t(hi) is the probability that the first message sent by player
1 is mi, the first message sent by player 2 is mi, the second message sent by player 1 is m§, and
so on, given that k = k, 1 = I, player 1 plays according to a and player 2 plays according to To We
derive from 7r<T,T,k,l another probability measure on (Hoo X J( xL, Hoo (2)2K (2)2L)

P<T,T,p,q(ht,k, I) := p(k)q(l)7r<T,T,k,l(ht)

Note that P<T,T,p,q(k= k,l = I) = LhtEHt P<T,T,p,q(ht,k,l) = p(k)q(l). Denote by E<T,T,p,qthe expec-

tation with respect to P<T,T,p,q.We will denote P<T,T,p,q(.1k = k), E<T,T,p,q(-I k = k), P<T,T,p,q(.ll = 1)

and E<T,T,p,q(.ll = I) by pk'(.), Ek.(.), yl(-) and £'1(.) respectively and P<T,T,p,qby P. Denote by
a and b the (random) payoff of player 1 and player 2 respectively.

6N denotes the set of natural numbers {1,2,3,...}.
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Definition 3.3:
a E [_Z,Z]K and bE [-Z,Z]L are equilibrium payoffs in r(p,q,M) if there exist a E ~I and

T E ~2 such that:

El : ak = Ea,T,p,q(aI k = k) for all k E K such that p(k) > 0.

E2 : bl = Ea,T,p,q(b 11 = I) for alII E L such that q(l) > 0.

E3: ak~Ea"T,p,q(alk=k)forallkEKanda'E~I.

E4 : bl ~ Ea,T',p,q(b11= I) for alII ELand T' E ~2.

We need some notations. Let Q := [-Z, Z]K X [-Z, Z]L X t!.(K) X t!.(L). That is, a point in
Q is a 4-tuple (a, b,p, q) such that a is a vector payoff of player 1, b is a vector payoff of player 2,
p E t!.(K) and q E t!.(L).

Let
EQ := {(a, b,p, q) E Q s.t. (a, b) are equilibrium vector payoffs in G(p, q) }

3.2 Basic Definitions

In this section we introduce three definitions, based upon the concept of admissible split. We will
try to explain the motivation for these definitions. Assume that r(p, q, M) is a Cheap-Talk game
with independent incomplete information. Let (a, b) E IRK X IRL be equilibrium payoff vectors in
r(p, q, M), and let a and T be strategies (of player 1 and player 2 respectively) that implement
the equilibrium. Let am1,m2 and bm1,m2be the expected payoff vectors after the first period (i.e,
after each player sent one message), when player 1 sent mI and player 2 sent m2. For k E K let

Pm1.m2(k) be the a posteriori probability that player 2 assigns to the event of k being the k chosen
by nature, given a and mI. For I E L let qm1,m2(I) be the a posteriori probability that player 1
assigns to the event of I being the 1 chosen by nature, given T and m2. Clearly Pm1.m2= Pm1,m'2
for all m,2 and qm!,m2 = qmll ,m2 for all mil. Let /L(mI) be the probability of player 1 sending the
message mI in the first period, given a and let A(m2) be the probability of player 2 sending the
message m2 in the first period, given T. am1 := Lm2EM A(m2)am1 ,m2 is the expected payoff vectors
of player 1 after sending mI. Note that am1 ~ a (i.e, a~1 ~ ak for all k E K) for all mI E M,
otherwise player 1 will gain more than a by sending mI with probability one, in contradiction to
the assumption that a and T are equilibrium strategies. On the other hand Lm1 EM /L(m 1)am1 = a,
therefore am! = a when /L(mI) > 0. Similarly bm2:= Lm1EM/L(mI)bm1,m2 ~ band bm2= b when
A(m2) > 0.

Denote by [n] the set {I, 2, 3, ..., n}. A split is a convex combination of a scalar or a vector, i.e,
if a E IRI then (aI,a2,...,an;/L) E (1R1)nX t!.([n]) is a split of a if Li=I/L(i)ai = a. For example
3 = ~ .

° + ~
.2+ ~ .5, thus we say that the scalar 3 can be split into 0,2 and 5 with probabilities

~,~ and ~ respectively. Or in shorter writing, (0,2,5;(~,~,~)) is a split of 3. We are going to
define two types of splits. We start with an example.

(3,2) is split into

l
5

t

(

0,o

4" 2,o

~ 5,o

l 15 5
0,3 0,4

)
2,3 2,4
5,3 5,4
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