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Abstract
I explore the implications of informational robustness under the assumptions
of common belief in rationality. That is, predictions for incomplete-information
games which are valid across all possible information structures. First, I address
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1

Introduction

For Bayesian games Dekel et al. (2007) introduce the solution concept of interimcorrelated rationalizability (ICR) and show that it captures the behavioral implications of common belief in rationality within the Bayesian game.1 A crucial ingredient
of a Bayesian game is the Harsanyi type space, which models player’s information
about the exogenous uncertainty and in addition implicitly determines the players’
hierarchy of beliefs about this uncertainty. Changing the Harsanyi type space will
change the predictions of ICR usually and therefore this solution concept is not informationally robust. In this note, I explore the robust behavioral implications when the
analyst does not want to make the strong assumption about the exact information
(and higher-order beliefs) players have about the exogenous uncertainty.
Early pioneers in the area of informational robustness include Aumann (1987),
Brandenburger and Dekel (1987), and Forges (1993, 2006). Bergemann and Morris
(2013, 2016) recently exploited the full power of informational robustness to provide
robust predictions in economic environments with uncertainty.2 The main analysis
here is closest to that of Bergemann and Morris (2017). However, there is major
conceptual difference: their starting point is that play in a Bayesian game is governed
by Bayes Nash equilibrium, while here I start from the primitive assumptions of
common belief in rationality. I will discuss a natural connection between these two
approaches along the way of the analysis.

2

Main Analysis

In this section, I will first introduce the relevant notation and definitions in Subsection 2.1.
Subsection 2.2 establishes the main robustness result. A more general informational
robustness question is addressed in Subsection 2.3.
1

To be precise, it should be called common correct belief in rationality, but I will use the shorter
wording throughout.
2
Some of these ideas are fruitfully applied to the theory of robust mechanism design as initiated by
Bergemann and Morris (2005, 2009, 2011). Other papers dealing with related ideas about robustness
include Battigalli (1999, 2003), Battigalli and Siniscalchi (2003), Dekel et al. (2007), Liu (2015),
Tang (2015), and Germano and Zuazo-Garin (2017).
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An economic environment consists of a tuple E = hI, Θ0, (Ai , Θi , ui )i∈I i where I =
{1, 2} is set of players 3 and Θ0 is a finite set of states of nature. Moreover, for each
player i there is (i) a finite set of (pure) actions Ai , (ii) a finite set of payoff types,4
Q
Q
and (iii) a utility function ui : A × Θ → R, where A := i∈I Ai and Θ := i∈I∪{0} Θi

denote the set of action profiles and payoff states, respectively. For each player i a
randomization of own strategies αi ∈ ∆(Ai ) is referred to as a mixed strategy,5 and a
probability measure µi ∈ ∆ (Θ0 × Θ−i × A−i ), where Θ−i := Θ3−i and A−i := A3−i ,6
as a conjecture. When necessary, with some abuse of notation, ai refers to the degenerate mixed strategy that assigns probability one to pure action ai . For each payoff
type θi , each conjecture µi and possibly mixed action αi naturally induce expected
utility Ui (µi ; αi , θi ) and based on this, each player i’s best-reply correspondence for
payoff type θi is defined by assigning to each conjecture µi the subset of pure actions
BRi (µi ; θi ) that maximize its corresponding expected utility.7 For the rest of this
note, I consider the economic environment E to be fixed and therefore drop most
explicit mentions to it.
Belief-free rationalizability (BFR) is a solution concept due to Battigalli (1999,
2003) that requires only the specification of an economic environment.8 Action ai is
belief-free rationalizable for payoff type θi if it is iteratively a best-reply to a belief
3
To simplify notation, I will consider two players throughout. All results can be extended to any
finite number of players
4
Magistris (2021) extends Proposition 1 to allow for more general action and type spaces.
5
Throughout this chapter, for any topological space X, as usual, ∆ (X) denotes the set of probability measures on the Borel σ-algebra of X.
6
Similar notation will be used for indexing throughout.
7
That is, given conjecture µi and payoff type θi the expected utility is
X
X
µi [θ0 , θ−i , a−i ] · αi [ai ] · ui (ai , a−i , θ0 , θi , θ−i )
Ui (µi ; αi , θi ) :=
(ai ,a−i )∈A (θ0 ,θ−i )∈Θ0 ×Θ−i

for each possibly mixed action αi , and the set of best-replies is BRi (µi ; θi ) :=
arg maxai ∈Ai Ui (µi ; ai , θi ).
8
For a more recent discussion of the relationship of BFR to other solution concepts see
Battigalli et al. (2011). Bergemann and Morris (2017) call this solution concept ex-post rationalizability because it is equivalent to the iterative deletion of ex-post dominated actions.
Bergemann and Morris also define a slightly stronger solution concept which they call belief-free
rationalizability. In their version there is a belief restriction in place constraining the supports of
the beliefs. After Corollary 2, I discuss their solution concept in more detail.

3
that assigns positive probability only to actions of the other player that survived the
previous round. Formally, action ai is belief-free rationalizable for payoff type θi if
T
ai ∈ BF Ri∞ (θi ) := n≥0 BF Rin (θi ), where BF Ri0 (θi ) := Ai and inductively for any

n ∈ N,






n
BF Ri (θi ) := ai ∈ BF Rin−1 (θi )






There exists µi ∈ ∆(Θ0 × Θ−i × A−i ) s.t.: 




n−1
.
(i) supp µi ⊆ Θ0 × graph BF R−i ,




(ii) ai ∈ BRi (µi ; θi )

(BF Rn )

Battigalli and Siniscalchi (1999, 2002) show that BFR corresponds to the behavioral implications of common belief in rationality.9 Usual arguments can be used to
give a fixed-point definition of rationalizability:10 for every player i and every payoff
type θi consider a set of actions Fi (θi ) with the following fixed-point property

Fi (θi ) :=











ai ∈ Ai


There exists µi ∈ ∆(Θ0 × Θ−i × A−i ) s.t.: 



.
(i) supp µi ⊆ Θ0 × graph (F−i ),




(ii) ai ∈ BRi (µi ; θi )

(BF RF P )

Then the pair (BF Ri∞ )i∈I understood as correspondences is equal to the pair of
correspondences (Fi )i∈I satisfying the fixed-point property and are largest by set
inclusion.
Harsanyi’s (1967) approach differs from the previous approach by appending a
type structure to the economic environment. For the purpose of this chapter, we will
call such a type structure an information structure.11 An information structure is a
tuple Y = h(Yi , πi )i∈I i, where for each player i Yi is a finite set of signal realizations
and thus Xi := Θi × Yi is the set of information types describing the private information of player i. Moreover, πi : Xi → ∆(Θ0 × X−i ) specifies the beliefs about the
9

Their result is actually more general; see Battigalli et al. (2011).
Battigalli (2003, Proposition 8.1) establishes this equivalence in a more general setting.
11
Formally, there is no difference, but the interpretation changes. In this chapter we want to model
hard information, whereas Harsanyi’s type structures are only a modeling device to represent hierarchies of beliefs about (θ0 , θ1 , θ2 ). Dekel and Siniscalchi (2015, Section 1.1) discuss the conceptual
difference.
10
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opponent’s information and state of nature.12 An economic environment E together
with an information structure Y constitutes a Bayesian game B = hE, Yi.
Dekel et al. (2007) show that common belief in rationality within a Bayesian game
is behaviorally characterized by interim correlated rationalizability. Action ai is interim correlated rationalizable for information type xi = (θi , yi ) if it survives an iterated elimination procedure similar to above, but where the beliefs about opponent’s
information and state of nature have to coincide with the information prescribed by
πi (θi , yi ). Formally, action ai is interim correlated rationalizable for information type
T
xi = (θi , yi ) if ai ∈ ICRi∞,Y (θi , yi ) := n≥0 ICRin,Y (θi , yi ), where ICRi0,Y (θi , yi ) := Ai

and inductively for any n ∈ N,

ICRin,Y (θi , yi ) :=











ai ∈ ICRin−1,Y (θi , yi )












There exists µi ∈ ∆(Θ0 × Θ−i × Y−i × A−i ) s.t.: 







n−1,Y

(i) supp µi ⊆ Θ0 × graph ICR−i
,
(ii)

(iii)

ai ∈ BRi (margΘ0 ×Θ−i ×A−i µi ; θi ),
margΘ0 ×Θ−i ×Y−i µi = π(θi , yi )

.

(ICRn )










Again, this can be equivalently stated as fixed-point. Dekel et al. (2007, Claim 3)
establish this characterization:13 for every player i and every information type (θi , yi )
consider a set of actions Fi (θi , yi ) with the following fixed-point property

Fi (θi , yi ) :=

















ai ∈ Ai


There exists µi ∈ ∆(Θ0 × Θ−i × Y−i × A−i ) s.t.: 






(i) supp µi ⊆ Θ0 × graph (F−i ),
(ii)

(iii)



∞,Y
Then the pair ICRi

i∈I

ai ∈ BRi (margΘ0 ×Θ−i ×A−i µi ; θi ),

margΘ0 ×Θ−i ×Y−i µi = π(θi , yi )

.

(ICRF P )









understood as correspondences is equal to the pair of

correspondences (Fi )i∈I satisfying the fixed-point property and are largest by set
inclusion.
Remark 1. The notation might suggest that interim correlated rationalizability depends on the information structure Y, but not on the economic environment E. Obvi12

This definition of information structure is stated from an interim perspective. Up to measurezero events, there is an equivalent formalization from an ex-ante perspective.
13
Their setting slightly differs from the setting here, but their argument can easily be adapted.

5
ously this is not case, but since E will be fixed throughout this notation simplifies the
exposition.
Although most of this note will focus on the behavioral implications of common
belief in rationality, it will be useful to define the appropriate version of Bayes-Nash
equilibrium for a Bayesian game as introduced by Harsanyi (1967).14 For a given
Bayesian game B, define a strategy of player i by si : Θi × Yi → Ai .15 Then a strategy
profile s = (s1 , s2 ) constitutes a Bayes-Nash equilibrium if for every player i and every
(θi , yi ) ∈ Θi × Yi
si (θi , yi ) ∈ BRi (s−i ◦ πi (θi , yi ); θi ),
where s−i ◦ πi (θi , yi )[θ0 , θ−i , a−i ] :=

P

y−i ∈Y−i : s−i (θ−i ,y−i )=a−i

(BNE)
πi (θi , yi )[θ0 , θ−i , y−i ]. Let

BNE Y = (BNEiY )i∈I denote the set of Bayes-Nash equilibrium strategy profiles for
information structure Y.16
2.2

Informational Robustness

Bergemann and Morris (2013, 2016, 2017) study the question of informational robust
predictions in Bayesian games if the analyst (or any outside observer) does not know
the information structure of the Bayesian game. Their starting point is Bayes-Nash
equilibrium, whereas I take common belief in rationality as the starting point. Thus,
the outside observer wants to characterize the set of all actions that are interimcorrelated rationalizability for any information structure. The following proposition
formally relates this information robustness question to belief-free rationalizability.
Proposition 1. Let E be an economic environment. For every player i and every
payoff type θi , ai ∈ BF Ri∞ (θi ) if and only if there exists an information structure Y
14

The epistemic foundation of Bayes-Nash equilibrium is still an open question.
Dekel and Siniscalchi (2015, Theorem 15) provide demanding sufficient conditions (beyond
common belief in rationality) if there are two players.
15
I consider only pure strategies here in this note for simplicity and ease of notation. The analysis
extends to mixed strategies.
16
Remark 1 applies here as well.
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and a signal yi such that ai ∈ ICRi∞,Y (θi , yi ). That is,
BF Ri∞ (θi ) =

[ [

ICRi∞,Y (θi , yi ).

Y yi ∈Yi

Proof. Follows as a direct application of Proposition 2 with informational restrictions
∆i,θi = ∆(Θ0 × Θ−i ).



Brandenburger and Dekel (1987) establish an informational robustness interpretation similar to above for (complete information) rationalizability starting from Nash
equilibrium. Battigalli and Siniscalchi (2003, Propositions 4.2 and 4.3) extend this
robustness interpretation to Bayes-Nash equilibrium allowing for belief restrictions,17
whereas Bergemann and Morris (2017, Section 4.5) mention a similar interpretation
for belief-free rationalizability, in particular. The following corollary establishes the
formal result as conjectured in Bergemann and Morris (2017)—it follows directly as
a corollary from Proposition 1 and Dekel et al. (2007, Remark 2):
Corollary 1. Let E be an economic environment. For every player i and every payoff
type θi , ai ∈ BF Ri∞ (θi ) if and only if there exists an information structure Y and a
Bayes-Nash equilibrium strategy profile s such that for every player i and every payoff
type θi there exists some signal yi∗ ∈ Yi such that ai = si (θi , yi∗ ). That is,
BF Ri∞ (θi ) =

[

[

[

s(θi , yi ).

Y si ∈BN E Y yi ∈Yi
i

2.3

Localized Informational Robustness

The previous section captured in a sense the robustest prediction to informational
assumptions: the analyst does not want to make any assumptions about information
(and higher-order beliefs about this assumption). Therefore, the previous results can
be seen as global informational robustness. However, in some instances this might be
a too demanding robustness questions; maybe the analyst is willing to make some informational assumptions. For example, that every player assigns positive probability
to all of the opponent’s payoff types and this itself is commonly believed among the
players. In such a case taking the union across all information structures (and all
17

See Corollary 2 below.
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signal realizations) is too permissive: the analyst wants to consider all information
structures which are consistent with the baseline informational assumptions.
Following Battigalli (1999, 2003) and Battigalli and Siniscalchi (2003), I formalize
the baseline informational assumptions via belief restrictions for each player.18 Informally, the analyst is willing to make the assumption that player’s beliefs about the
payoff state lies within a pre-specified set of beliefs. Formally, an informational re
striction is a pair ∆ := (∆1 , ∆2 ) := (∆1,θ1 )θ1 ∈Θ1 , (∆2,θ2 )θ2 ∈Θ2 , where for each player
i and each payoff type θi , ∆i,θi ⊆ ∆(Θ0 × Θ−i ) is a set of beliefs about the unknown

parts of the the payoff state, i.e. Θ0 × Θ−i . The interpretation is that players (and
payoff types) received some information about the overall payoff state, but the analyst
is only willing to assume the resulting beliefs are within ∆i . If ∆i,θi = ∆(Θ0 × Θ−i )
for every θi and every player i then there are no restrictions, which corresponds to
the case analyzed in the previous part.
If the analyst is not concerned about robustness, she would—as before—model
the strategic situation with a Bayesian game, but now she would make sure that the
information structure is consistent with the hypothesized informational restrictions.
Definition 1. For a given economic environment E and an informational restriction
∆, an information structure Y is consistent with ∆ when margΘ0 ×Θ−i πi (θi , yi ) ∈ ∆i,θi
for every information type (θi , yi ) ∈ Θi × Yi and every player i. Let Y(∆) denote the
collection of all information structures consistent with ∆.
The localized informational robustness question for a given informational restriction ∆ is to characterize the set of all interim-correlated actions across all information structures consistent with ∆. Unless ∆ does not impose any restrictions it is
obvious that the resulting set of actions will be a refinement of belief-free rationalizability. Indeed, as shown below the relevant robust solution concept is given by ∆rationalizability as introduced by Battigalli (1999, 2003) and Battigalli and Siniscalchi
(2003). As before the definition is given inductively: action ai is ∆-rationalizable for
payoff type θi if it is iteratively a best-reply to a belief that (i) is inside the allowed
18

Battigalli (1999, 2003) and Battigalli and Siniscalchi (2003) consider more general belief restrictions; potentially also restricting beliefs about opponent’s actions. To highlight the difference, I will refer to the belief restrictions in this informational setting as informational restrictions.
Artemov et al. (2013) and Ollár and Penta (2017) study robust mechanism design with belief restrictions via informational restrictions as considered here.
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beliefs ∆i,θi and (ii) assigns positive probability to actions of the other player that
survived the previous round. Formally, action ai is ∆-rationalizable for payoff type
T
θi if ai ∈ ∆Ri∞ (θi ) := n≥0 ∆Rin (θi ), where ∆Ri0 (θi ) := Ai and inductively for any

n ∈ N,

∆Rin (θi ) :=










ai ∈ ∆Rin−1 (θi )










There exists µi ∈ ∆(Θ0 × Θ−i × A−i ) s.t.: 






(i) margΘ0 ×Θ−i µi ∈ ∆i,θi ,
.

n−1


(ii) supp µi ⊆ Θ0 × graph ∆R−i
,





(iii) ai ∈ BRi (µi ; θi )

(∆Rn )

As before a fixed-point definition of ∆-rationalizability comes in handy: for every
player i and every payoff type θi consider a set of actions Fi (θi ) with the following
fixed-point property:








Fi (θi ) := ai ∈ Ai










There exists some µi ∈ ∆(Θ0 × Θ−i × A−i ) such that: 





(i) margΘ0 ×Θ−i µi ∈ ∆i,θi ,
(ii)

(iii)

supp µi ⊆ Θ0 × graph (F−i ),

ai ∈ BRi (µi ; θi )

. (∆RF P )









Then the pair (∆Ri∞ )i∈I understood as correspondences is equal to the pair of correspondences (Fi )i∈I satisfying the fixed-point property and are largest by set inclusion.
With this definition in hand, the main result can be stated formally:
Proposition 2. Let E be an economic environment and fix belief restrictions ∆. For
every player i and every payoff type θi , ai ∈ ∆Ri∞ (θi ) if and only if there exists an
information structure Y consistent with ∆ such that for every player i and every
payoff type θi there exists some signal yi∗ ∈ Yi such that ai ∈ ICRi∞,Y (θi , yi∗). That is,
∆Ri∞ (θi ) =

[

[

ICRi∞,Y (θi , yi∗).

Y∈Y(∆) yi∗ ∈Yi

Proof. For a given information structure Y such that margΘ0 ×Θ−i πi (θi , θi ) ∈ ∆i,θi
for every player i and every payoff type θi , consider a signal yi such that ai ∈
ICRi∞,Y (θi , yi ). I show that ai ∈ ∆Ri∞ (θi ) by induction, i.e. ai ∈ ∆Rin (θi ) for
every n. The statement is trivial for n = 0. So assume the statement is true

9
for n ≥ 0. Since ai ∈ ICRi∞,Y (θi , yi ) and using Equation ICRF P there is a belief
µi ∈ ∆(Θ0 × Θ−i × Y−i × A−i ) such that
n
o
∞,Y
(1) supp µi ⊆ Θ0 × (θ−i , y−i , a−i ) ∈ Θ−i × Y−i × A−i a−i ∈ ICR−i
(θ−i , y−i )
!

(2) BRi

marg

µi ; θi

Θ0 ×Θ−i ×A−i

(3)

marg

µi = π(θi , yi )

Θ0 ×Θ−i ×Y−i

Let µ̂i = margΘ0 ×Θ−i ×A−i µi then (3) implies margΘ0 ×Θ−i µ̂i ∈ ∆i,θi . Furthermore,
for any (θ0 , θ−i , a−i ) with µ̂i [θ0 , θ−i , a−i ] > 0, we know that µi [θ0 , θ−i , y−i , a−i ] >
∞,Y
0 for some y−i . Thus, by (1) a−i ∈ ICR−i
(θ−i , y−i ) and using the induction hypothen
sis a−i ∈ ∆R−i
(θ−i ). Now, by (2) ai is also a maximizer for µ̂i , so that ai ∈ ∆Rin+1 (θi ).

Conversely, if ∆Ri∞ (θi ) = ∅ the statement is trivial. If not, then for every ai ∈
∆Ri∞ (θi ), there is a justifying belief µai i ,θi ∈ ∆(Θ0 × Θ−i × A−i ) satisfying (i)–(iii)
from Equation ∆RF P . Consider the following information structure: For every player
i set Yi = Ai and assign πi (θi , ai ) = µai i ,θi for every information type (θi , ai ). For every
payoff type θi , note that margΘ0 ×Θ−i πi (θi , yi ) ∈ ∆i,θi for every yi ∈ Yi by (i). Now, fix
ai ∈ ∆Ri∞ (θi ) and I will prove by induction that ai ∈ ICR∞,Y (θi , ai ). The statement
is trivial for n = 0, so assume the statement is true for n ≥ 0. To see it holds for
n + 1, define µi ∈ ∆(Θ0 × Θ−i × Y−i × A−i ) by
µi [θ0 , θ−i , y−i , a−i ] = µai i ,θi [θ0 , θ−i , a−i ]
if y−i = a−i and zero otherwise. By construction (ii) and (iii) of Equation ICRn are
satisfied. For (i), consider (θ0 , θ−i , y−i , a−i ) such that µi [θ0 , θ−i , y−i , a−i ] > 0, then by
construction y−i = a−i and µai i ,θi [θ0 , θ−i , a−i ] > 0. Thus, by (ii) of Equation ∆RF P
n,Y
∞
we have a−i ∈ ∆R−i
(θ−i ) ⊆ ICR−i
(θ−i , a−i ), where the inclusion holds due to the

induction hypothesis. Thus, we conclude that ai ∈ ICRin+1,Y (θi , ai ).



As before, exploiting the relationship of ICR with Bayes-Nash equilibrium gives
local informational robustness with equilibrium as baseline assumption as a corollary.
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Corollary 2 (Battigalli, 2003; Battigalli and Siniscalchi, 2003). Let E be an economic
environment and fix belief restrictions ∆. For every player i and every payoff type θi ,
ai ∈ ∆Ri∞ (θi ) if and only if there exists an information structure Y consistent with
∆ and a Bayes-Nash equilibrium strategy profile s such that for every player i and
every payoff type θi there exists some signal yi∗ ∈ Yi such that ai = si (θi , yi∗ ). That is,
∆Ri∞ (θi ) =

[

[

[

si (θi , yi∗).

Y∈Y(∆) si ∈BN E Y yi∗ ∈Yi
i

The main result about informational robustness of Bergemann and Morris (2017,
Proposition 8) can be seen as a special case of Corollary 2. In their model, there are
no private payoff types. In my setting this corresponds to assuming that the utility
functions ui depend only on θ0 (and on the action profile). With this assumption,
θi is directly payoff irrelevant, but could potentially serve as a payoff-relevant signal
(i.e. about θ0 ). Indeed, Bergemann and Morris (2017) start with a baseline information structure with beliefs given by ϕi : Θi → ∆(Θ0 × Θ−i ). Defining corresponding
informational restrictions as ∆i,θi = {µ ∈ ∆(Θ0 × Θ−i ) : supp µ ⊆ supp ϕi (θi )} then
yields Bergemann and Morris’s solution concept as ∆-rationalizability using the definition in this note. Bergemann and Morris are interested in when players might have
more information than the baseline information embodied in ϕs. More information
might render some states irrelevant by Bayesian updating, but it cannot make states
probably when they were impossible according to the baseline information. With this
consideration in mind, an analyst is only willing to make the informational assumptions given by the support of ϕ. Whereas Corollary 2 reduces to Proposition 8 of
Bergemann and Morris (2017), Proposition 2 shows that their informational robustness question has the same answer when the starting point of the analysis is common
belief rationality instead of Bayes-Nash equilibrium.
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