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Summary. We consider a simple model of incomplete information in location theory. Two firms com-
pete in a two stage framework: a sequential location stage and a price competition stage. Firm 1 knows
both its own constant marginal cost technology and that of Firm 2, whereas the latter has incomplete
information about firm 1’s technology. The location stage turns out to be a monotonic signaling game
and the unique D1 equilibrium is a pure strategy separating equilibrium if firm 1’s cost advantage is below
some bound, and otherwise a pooling equilibrium if the prior probability that Firm 1 is of the low cost
type is high, or a semi-pooling equilibrium if it is low. This surprising result is due to the fact that the
location gap between the two types of Firm 1 is bounded because of natural economic reasons, which may
prevent the separation of the two types. Hence, incomplete information matters: the equilibrium locations

differ quite significantly from the full information equilibrium locations.

Résumé. Nous proposons ici un modele simple d’information incomplete en théorie de la localisation.
Deux entreprises s’affrontent dans un contexte a deux étapes: une étape de localisation séquentielle et
une étape de concurrence en prix. La firme 1 connait sa technologie a cotit marginal constant et celle
de la firme 2 mais cette derniére n’a qu'une information imparfaite de la technologie de sa concurrente.
La concurrence de premiere étape s’avere étre un jeu de signal monotone et ’équilibre D1 unique est un
équilibre séparateur en stratégies pures si 'avantage de cotit de la firme 1 est relativement faible et sinon,
un équilibre mélangeant, si la probabilité a priori que la firme 1 soit de type cotit faible est élevée, ou un
équilibre semi-mélangeant, si cette probabilité est faible. Ce résultat surprenant est di au fait que ’écart
de localisation entre les firmes est naturellement borné, ce qui peut empécher la séparation des types. Ainsi,
les localisations d’équilibre d’information incomplete different significativement des localisations d’équilibre

d’information complete.



1. INTRODUCTION

One important aspect of spatial competition has been neglected so far by location theorists, namely the
incompleteness of the information structures. It is our objective in this paper, developing an analysis only
sketched in [1], to fully characterize the set of perfect Bayesian equilibria when the source of incomplete
information pertains to one entrepreneur’s production conditions, namely cost, which are unobserved by

the competitor.

We consider a spatial competition model fairly simple and standard but capable of addressing such a
complex issue as incomplete information in location theory. Two firms compete in a two stage framework:
a long run first stage of sequential location choices and a short run second stage of simultaneous choices
of delivered price schedules made once the locations chosen are observed. Firm 1 is assumed to have a
superior information structure in the following sense. It knows both its own technology and that of Firm
2, whereas the latter knows its own technology and has incomplete information about what the first mover
firm’s technology is. The location space is represented by an interval over which there is a continuum of
consumers uniformly distributed. This way of modeling spatial competition under incomplete information
may be justified as follows. First, location choices are typically long run decisions, while pricing decisions
are typically short run decisions. It is therefore reasonable to model competition over both locations and
prices as a two stage competition, the second stage or short run stage coming into play once the long run
decisions have been made and observed by both firms. Modeling the space of locations as a linear segment
stems from the fact that in the alternative basic space used in location theory, that is, a circular market with
a uniform density of identical consumers and transportation costs depending only on the distance between
the consumer and the firm, the choice of location by the informed firm cannot provide useful information
to the uninformed firm, since any location is a perfect replication of any other one (see [5], [9], and [10]
for recent surveys). To make the circular model amenable to signaling possibilities, one could make the
distribution of consumers non-uniform. But for analytical purposes, it would then become isomorphic to
the line segment. Hence, the segment with a uniform density of identical consumers is the simplest spatial
structure allowing signaling. We model the short run pricing competition as a Bertrand competition on
delivered price schedules for two reasons. First, it allows us to avoid the problem of existence of equilibrium
encountered in the case of mill pricing (see [4]) and to concentrate our efforts on the incomplete information
in the long run stage and second, it is a non-negligible aspect of many empirical situations. Lederer and
Hurter [11] refer to such price schedules as discriminatory pricing through the absorption of transportation
costs; they claim it is typical, in oligopolistic markets, of goods with low value relative to the transportation
costs and low price elasticity of demand such as cement, plywood, fertilizer, sugar, etc. On competition in
delivered price schedules, see also [2], [6], [7], and [13].



The one-sided information structure we consider, namely a better informed first mover who may or
may not have a cost advantage on the second mover, represents one of many possible incomplete infor-
mation structures, other possibilities being, for instance, a better informed second mover and a two-sided
incomplete information. Making the second mover better informed would rule out the possibility of sig-
naling. The information structure we consider here has the advantage of simplicity, a desirable property
for an introduction of incomplete information in location theory, and corresponds also to many practical

situations.

The main results of this paper are as follows. The first stage location game turns out to be a monotonic
signaling game as defined by Cho and Sobel [3] for which equilibrium refinement D1 selects a unique perfect
Bayesian equilibrium. We will be able to characterize the type of D1 equilibrium arising under all possible
values of the parameters of the model, namely the cost advantage of the first mover and the priors. We
will show that when the cost differential is below some bound, the only D1 equilibrium is a pure strategy
separating equilibrium. But for values of the cost discrepancy above this bound, the D1 equilibrium will
not be a separating equilibrium. This might seem surprising at first sight because one might have expected
that for large cost differences, it would be easier for the low cost first mover to differentiate itself from its
high cost twin. But in a spatial context such as the present one, the location gap between the two types
of Firm 1 is bounded because of natural economic reasons, preventing the separation of the two types.
Hence, the equilibria robust to D1 may be either pooling equilibria or semi-pooling equilibria according
to whether the prior probability, that Firm 1 is of the low cost type, is high or low. Hence, incomplete
information matters: the equilibrium locations so predicted may be quite different from the full information
equilibrium locations. In [1], we examined, using the same model, the case in which the firms plays only
pure strategies, thus excluding those equilibria which are intrinsically mixed strategy equilibria such as
the semi-separating equilibria. We worked with Cho and Kreps’ intuitive criterion in order to discriminate
among the equilibria. This criterion, weaker than D1, fails to eliminate all the pooling equilibria but one.

It can be shown also that it is not very efficient in the selection of semi-separating equilibria.

The paper is organized as follows. Section 2 introduces the model. In Section 3, we give the definitions
of the perfect Bayesian equilibrium (PBE). Section 4 presents the D1 equilibrium refinement concept,
the limit posterior probability function and the review of the basic results of Cho and Sobel on strategic
stability in monotonic signaling games. We characterize in section 5 the whole set of PBE and identify

those which are robust to refinement D1. We briefly conclude in section 6.
2. THE MODEL

Let us denote by ¢« = 1,2 the two competing firms: Firm 1 being the first mover and Firm 2, the



follower. Each firm can produce at some constant average (hence marginal) cost the same basic product,
whatever its location. The average production cost of Firm 1 is commonly known to be either ¢ — a with
probability = or ¢ with the complementary probability 1 — x, where ¢ > /5 and a € (0,1/2). As for Firm 2
its constant average cost is ¢. Firm 1 knows before choosing its own location which production cost (which
type) 6 € {c — «, ¢} it will have at the production stage. The transportation costs are the same for both
firms: each firm must support a cost dq to deliver ¢ units to customers located at a distance d from its

own plant. Both firms compete in delivered prices.

Consumers are spread evenly on the interval [0, 1] with a density of 1. Each consumer demands inelasti-
cally one unit of the basic good produced by any one of the two firms, provided that its delivered price not
be higher than some reservation value r, which is the same for all the consumers on the segment line. We
will assume that r > 14 ¢ so that each firm could get some part of the market, whatever the locations and
the type 6 of Firm 1, when both are charging delivered prices equal to their full unit costs, production plus
transportation costs. We will also assume as in [11] that if a consumer is charged the same price by both
firms, he will then buy from the supplier who makes the highest profit on his demand. Remember that at
the production or market stage of the game the true cost of Firm 1 is known. If both firms are making the
same profit on its purchase, then a consumer will buy from either one with an arbitrary probability, say

v € (0,1) from Firm 1. The exact value of v does not play any role in the determination of the equilibrium.

At the first stage of the game, Firm 1 knowing its proper cost # chooses some location on the segment
line [0, 1], which will be denoted by zy, the distance between the 0-end of the segment and the plant
location. Observing the location of Firm 1 but unaware of the true cost of its competitor, Firm 2 then
chooses its own location x5, again the distance between the 0-end of the segment and its plant. After that,
the true cost of Firm 1 is unveiled, a fairly standard modeling feature since Milgrom and Roberts [12] and

a short cut for a whole revelation process of the true type of Firm 1.

At the second stage of the game, the two firms move simultaneously, competing in delivered prices.
This second stage is a complete information game. The strategy of Firm 7 in this game is denoted by
i(+;-, -, ), meaning that for locations z; and z2 and for Firm 1’s type 6, Firm ¢ will charge a delivered
price p;(#; 1, 22,0) to a consumer located at . Under the above assumptions, it is shown in Hurter and

Lederer [11] that the equilibrium of this game is given by:
pi(x;xlvw%e) = p($;$17$2,0) = maX{O—I— |$ - $1|7 ¢+ |$ - $2|}7i: 1,2, (1)

that is, the equilibrium strategies are the same for the two firms. Without loss of generality, we can suppose
that Firm 1 is located on [0, /2] and Firm 2 on [z, 1]. Hence at equilibrium the market is split into two

areas: Firm 1 sells to those customers located in [0, 12 (21 + ¢ — 6 + x32)), Firm 2 to the consumers located



in (Y2 (214 c—0+22),1], the consumers located precisely at 1/ (214 c— 60+ 23) being distributed between

the two firms, the percentage that each one gets having no impact on its own profits.

Let 1I; (21, z2,0), ¢ = 1,2, be the profit of Firm ¢ at the equilibrium of the second stage subgame:

Iy (21, 22,0) = VYa(ze —21)(B321 4+ 22) + 5(0) (Yoa(zy + 22) + Yaa?) (2)
Ma(er,22,0) = (v2— @) (1= Ve +322)) + 8(0)(aa(zr + 22) — a + Via?) (3)

where

500) :{(1) if =c 4)

if 0=c—«

From (2) and (3), we may determine the complete information subgame perfect equilibrium of the whole
game. From Ily(2y, 22,0) we get z3(21,0), the best reply location function of Firm 2, if at the first stage,

the proper cost of Firm 1 is common knowledge:

zo(@1,0) = 15(2+ 21 4 6(0)a) (5)

Substituting zo(x1,6) for a2 in I4(-) gives Il; as a concave function of z1, and maximizing II; on the
interval [0, 1/2] gives the complete information equilibrium location of Firm 1 as a function of the cost
discrepancy « :

27 =21(0) = min{%s + 0(0) (Y5 ), /2 }; (6)

hence, after substitution in z3(z1,0) :

v = va(e}, 0) = min{Ys + 5(6) (Y50), o + 5(6)(Yaa) . (7)

As the cost advantage of Firm 1 increases, it moves nearer to the center of the market where it stays for

a > 1/z. Also as « increases, Firm 2 moves to the right, being pushed at the extreme 1-end of the market

when « approaches 4. Should a be greater than 1/, then Firm 2 would be driven out of the market.

Note, however, that the distance between the two firms first decreases when a < 1/3 and then increases

when v > 1/3. But the market area of Firm 1 is always increasing. The border delimiting the two areas is
given by:

vh(a) = max{% (1 + 2a), 25(1 + o)) 3)

The equilibrium profits are:



(27, 23,0) = (1-46(6))(*s)

+8(0)[n(e) (Vs (14 20)*) + (1 = n(a)) (Vas (T + 320 + 1607))] (9)
Ha(a7,23,0) = (1-6(6))(%5)

+ 8(8)[n(e) (%25 (1 = 30)%) + (1 = () (Yr2(1 = 20)*)] (10)

where n(«) is defined as:

0 otherwise.

n(0) = { Lif a< s (1)

3. THE PERFECT BAYESIAN EQUILIBRIA: DEFINITIONS

Since at the end of the first stage the true cost of Firm 1 is unveiled and the second stage subgame is
solved according to (1), we may consider the sole first stage which appears as a signaling game. The signal
here is the location choice of Firm 1 from which Firm 2 will try to infer the type of Firm 1 in order to locate
itself optimally. We are therefore looking for a perfect Bayesian equilibrium (PBE) of the location choice
game. Depending upon the parameters of the problem, that is, the prior # and the cost discrepancy «, there
may be separating equilibria in which Firm 1’s location reveals its type, pooling equilibria in which the
location of Firm 1 is the same for both types and therefore reveals nothing regarding its production cost,
and finally, semi-separating equilibria in which at least one type of Firm 1 chooses its location at random,
sometimes revealing its type and sometimes choosing the same location as the other type. However, in
this last case, contrary to the pooling case, Firm 2 gets additional information from observing the location

common to both types.

A mixed strategy of Firm 1 is a mapping ¥y(-) : © — My, where © = {c¢ — o, ¢} is the set of types of
Firm 1 and M the set of probability measures defined on [0, 1/2]. We will denote by M;(-) a cumulative
distribution for the location z; of Firm 1 and by M;(-;8) the cumulative selected by Wy(-) for 6. In the
case of pure strategies, we simply denote the location decision function of Firm 1 by z1(+) : © — X1, where
X1 = [0,14]. We proceed similarly for Firm 2. From (5) we know that with complete information the
most distant location from the 1-end of the segment, which would be chosen by Firm 2, is 25 = 2/5. The
incomplete information will not alter this bound, as shown by equation (12) below. Hence, we may restrict
the support of My to the subsegment [2/3, 1] without loss of generality. A mixed strategy of Firm 2 is a
mapping Wy(-) : X1 — My, where My is the set of probability measures defined on Xy = [2/3,1]. We will

denote by M;(-) a cumulative distribution for the location 3 of Firm 2 and by M (-; 1) the cumulative



distribution selected by Wy (-) for z1. In the case of pure strategies, we simply denote the location decision
function of Firm 2 by 22(-) : X1 — X3. Finally, we need conditional distributions giving for each location
in Xy the posterior probability on © that Firm 2 will use in deciding its location. Let p(-|z1) be the
posterior probability on ©, given that z; has been observed. For any probability measure M, we denote

by Supp M the support of M, and for any function f, we denote by Rf the range of f.
A PBE is a triplet {U5(-), U5(-), *(:|-) } such that:
(i) voeo : ¥i(0) € arg m max / / Iy (x4, 29, 0) dM; (xe;x1)dM;(2y);
X1 X2

(i) VYo € Xy @ Ui(ay) € argmax/ >t (Oan) Uy (ar, w2, 0)dMa (a5 21);
6co

(i) Va; € UgeoSupp ¥3(0), p*(- |z1) is obtained by applying Bayes’ rule to the prior distribution
(7,1 —7), given that z; has been observed, otherwise p*(- |21) is arbitrary.

For pure strategy equilibria {z7(-), 23(-), #*(:]-)}, we have:
(") V8eO :27(0) € arg max Iy (x4, 25(21), 0);
T 1

(ii') Ve € Xy @ a3(xy) € argxr;leaé Z (s x1) (21, w2, 0);
H€©

(iii") Vazq, € Rai(-), p*(-|z1) is obtained by applying Bayes’ rule, otherwise p*(-|z;) is arbitrary.

Any function p*(-|-) satisfying (iii) or equivalently (iii’) will be referred to as a Bayesian posterior belief
function. In order to simplify the notation, we will often simply denote by p the probability with which
Firm 2 believes that Firm 1 is of the low cost type.

Now, maximizing Fllz(z1,22,0) = plla(21,22,¢ — a) + (1 — p)la(21, 22, ¢), we obtain &3(z1, i), the

best reply of Firm 2 to the location zy of Firm 1 under the posterior u taken here as a parameter:
Ey(x1, p) = 15(24 21 + pa). (12)

Since the best reply is unique given z; and p, Firm 2 always uses only pure strategies in equilibrium. Note

that Z2(-,-) is an increasing function of 1, u, and a.

Let ﬁl(wl,,u,H) = Iy (21, @2(x1, 1), 8) be the profit function of Firm 1 of type 6 located at x;, given
that Firm 2 chooses its location optimally, believing with probability g that Firm 1 if of the low cost type.
ﬂl(acl,,u, 6) is a strictly concave function of z; and an increasing function of p for both values of 6, as

shown in Appendix A. Denoting as x1(u, 8) the optimal location of Firm 1 of type 6 if it is believed by



Firm 2 to be of the low cost type with probability p, we obtain by maximizing ﬁl(xl, i, 8) in the interval

0, 1]
v1(j1,0) = (1= 8(0)) (15 (2 + p)) + 5(6) min{ 15 (2 + por + 3a), 12} (13)

We may rephrase the definition of a PBE in terms of W,(-), IT;(-), and u(-|-) functions. The pair
{U5(-), *(-|")} is a mixed strategy PBE if:

(a) V0 € © : Va7t € Supp Ui(6): 2} € arg max Il (21, 1% (c — alzy),8);

z1€X1

(b) p*(+|-) is a Bayesian posterior belief function.
Similarly, {z7(:), #*(:|-)} is a pure strategy PBE if:

(') V0 € © :25(f) € arg max Iy (21, (¢ — afz1), 0);

r1EA]

and (b)

It is rather self-evident from the proofs of Propositions 3, 4, and 5 that even if the use of mixed strategies
with a continuous support were allowed, in equilibrium only mixed strategies with finite supports would
be used. Hence, although the set of pure strategies is a continuum in the present model, we will limit
ourselves to mixed strategies whose support is finite, and we will denote by X34 the set of locations over

which Firm 1 of type § randomizes and by vy (z1|f), 8 € O, the probability with which it chooses ;.

As usual in the incomplete information context, for a given situation (7, «), there exists a continuum of
equilibria, and sometimes simultaneously a whole range of separating, pooling, and semi-pooling equilibria,

hence the need for a selection device.
4. THE D1 EQUILIBRIUM REFINEMENT IN MONOTONIC GAMES

Among the numerous refinements that have been proposed, the D1 criterion is quite powerful for a
special class of signaling games, namely the monotonic signaling games. For such games one and only one
equilibrium is robust to the D1 criterion. In this section, we rephrase the definition of the D1 refinement
in terms of our location model, and we introduce the notion of the limit posterior belief function that will
be used repeatedly in our study of the different kinds of equilibria. Last, we show that the present game

is monotonic.

4.1 Tae D1 EQUILIBRIUM REFINEMENT



Let X7 = Ugeo Ajy be the set of equilibrium locations or signals and X = [0, L4]\A;* the set of off-
the-equilibrium signals, the latter locations being chosen with probability 0 in equilibrium. As we saw in
the definition of a PBE, the posterior p(6|z1) is arbitrary for such locations z; € Xy. Refinements serve

as reasonable restrictions on p(@|z;). Criterion D1 is a way to define reasonable beliefs.

Consider a given PBE, {U5(-), U5(-), *(-]-)}, and let II7(#) be the profit of Firm 1 of type 6 in that
equilibrium. Recall that in the case of mixed strategies, all the locations in A7, give the same profits to
type 6, that is: for 23, and 27} in A7y, II5(0) = Iy (a7, Z2(a7,, %), 0) = Iy (a7, T2(a7), 1), 8), where
W= (e — alay,) and p* = p*(c — alziy). Also recall that for any location 2y and any posterior belief
i, there is a unique location #3(x1, ) which is the best response to x1, given u. Let us define BR(xq, 1)
as {x2]|22 = Ta(21, )} and BR(zy) as Upefo,1] BR(z1,p) = {@2|3p : 22 = T2(x1, 1) }. The set BR(z1, 1)
contains only one element, namely the best response location of Firm 2 to z; given p. As for BR(z1), it
is the set containing all the “possible” best response locations to x1, that is, each location x5 which is a

best response to x; for some posterior probability u € [0, 1]. Let us now define:

D(0lz1) = {22 € BR(21)[I7(0) <ILi(21,22,0)},
D°(0|zy) = {x3 € BR(x1)|I15(8) = 1Ty (x1, 22, 0)}.

The set D(8|zy) is the subset of BR(z) containing those locations xz9 which, if chosen by Firm 2, would
justify a switch by Firm 1 of type 8 from either one of its equilibrium locations to the off-the-equilibrium
location zq. Its profits are higher at (21, z2), 22 € D(0|z1), than at (27,, Z2(27,, 1)), p* = p*(c — alz7,),
whatever 2%, € A7,. Similarly, the set D°(f|zy) is the set of #3 € BR(xz1) which make a switch to z; a

no gain / no loss proposition.

Since Zz(x1,p) and therefore BR(xq, p) increase in pu, and since Ily(21, 22, 0) increases in 3, we can
express the sets D(-) and D°(-) in terms of y rather than x5, a substitution simplifying the use of criterion

D1, as follows:

D(6ler) = {ull15(0) < Iy (1,p1,6)}, (14)
D(6ler) = {ull15(0) = [y (1,1, 6)}. (15)
Clearly, since f[l(wl,,u,H) increases in pu, the set D(f|zq), if nonempty, will include all the values of
above some critical value for which IT%(#) = IIy (1, s, 8), value which is indeed the only element of the set

D°(@]z1) if nonempty. Before characterizing this critical probability value, let us state criterion D1. Again,

consider a given PBE, {U7(-), ¥3(-), p*(:|-)}, and an off-the-equilibrium signal ;. Then:

{36,6/, 0460 : D()zy)UD°0zy) C D |21)} = p*(flzy) = 0. (16)



In other words, if Firm 1 of type 6’ has an incentive to deviate when Firm 1 of type # has a weak incentive
to deviate, then Firm 2 should not assign a positive probability that z; has been chosen by Firm 1 of
type . Phrased differently, criterion D1 stipulates that it is reasonable to suppose with probability 1 that
the off-the-equilibrium location z; has been chosen by the type which has the most to gain from it, in the

precise sense of (16).
4.2 THE LiMIT POSTERIOR PROBABILITY FUNCTION

The critical posterior probability value is the key to the characterization of the sets of the different
kinds of equilibria and to the application of refinement D1. Let us consider the set of locations of Firm 1
of type 6 not strictly dominated by some given (i1, t), that is, the set of locations x; such that there exist
beliefs p with Iy (21, g, 8) > IIy (&1, 1, 8). As TI(-) is strictly concave in 21 and increasing in y, this set is
an interval [, (21, 4, 0), Tmax(E1, 1, 0)] where 2,,;,(-) is the smallest root of the second order equation
ﬂl(xl, 1,0) = ﬂl(abl,,u, ), which is always positive, and Z,,q,(-) is the largest root if less than 1/ and

equal to /5 otherwise.

Consider a location 1 € [Zmin (%1, 1, 0), Trmax(E1, 1, 0)]. Let p(zq, 21,4, 6) be either the solution of
Iy (21, 1, 8) = Ty (dq, 1, 0) if such a solution exists, or 0 if not. For example, suppose 21(0,0) < 1/
and consider @ = #1(0,0)+€ < 14, € > 0, and 1 = 0; since I1;(2,(0,6),0,68) > IT;(z1(0,8)+¢,0,6) and
T1(-, j1,0) is increasing in y, the equation IT;(z1(0,8), 1, 8) = IT;(21(0,8)+¢,0,8) has no solution. As far
as p(xy, &1, /1,0) > 0, it is the highest value of p for which Firm 1 of type 6 will prefer to stay at @,
and face a Firm 2 with posterior ¢ rather than to switch to z; and face a Firm 2 with posterior u. For
21 € [0, Zpmin (1, 1, 0)) U (Tman(®1, 1, 0), 1], let p(z1, &1, 1, 8) be equal to 1; then for any z; € [0, 14], a
switch from (&1, 1) to (1, i) is undesirable for Firm 1 of type 0 if p < p(zy1, &1, 11, 0).

Note that if (2, /) and (27, ") give the same profits to Firm 1 of type 6, that is, if II; (2, 1/, 8) =
Iy (2%, 4", 8), then for any 2y : p(xy, 2h, 1 0) = p(ay, 2, 1, 0). Since in equilibrium f[l(xfe,,u*ﬂ) =
I (235, 1, 8) whenever {a%,, 271} C Xy, @ = p*(c — alaty) and p* = p*(c — alz}), using the limit
probability function, we may redefine criterion D1 as follows: it is reasonable for Firm 2, observing z1, to
assign probability 0 to type 6 and probability 1 to the other type 8 if p(xy, 27y, 1%, 0) > p(xq, 25y, p™, 0'),

where p1* = p*(c — alz7,) and p* = p*(c — afz}y). Indeed, we can rewrite (14) and (15) as follows:

V0 €O, Vai, € AT,

D(0|$1) = {H|H>H($17$T€7H*70)}7 (17)
D°(Bl2r) = {plp = pler, 2, 17, 0)}. (18)



What makes the use of the limit posterior probability functions an easy and efficient device to determine
the locations robust to D1 in the present location model are the following single crossing properties of the

p(xy, &, i1, 8) functions.

Proposition 1: Let two pairs of locations and posterior beliefs (21, ') and (27, ¢”’) be such that:

€ [min(21(0,¢),0,¢), Tmar(21(0,¢), 0, c)], (19)
W e (0,6),0,0), (20)
2" € [zmin(x1(0,c— @),0,¢— @), mpar(21(0,¢ — @),0,c — )], (21)
W' > (el 21(0, 0 — @), 0,c— a). (22)

If there exists a third pair (&1, i) such that:
p<l and M(ilv xllmu/v C) =p= M(ilv xlllv ,ullv c— 04)7
then this last pair is unique. ||

Proof: See Appendix B.

Proposition 2: Let (@1, /i) be such that:

o cither 1 < 1, and p(iq, 2,4/, ¢) = o = p(dq, 2!, 1", ¢ — o) for some pairs (24, /) and (27, p”)

satisfying respectively (19), (20), and (21), (22) (23)
e or i =1,81 = Tpmin(d1,1,0),0 € O, and &1 > @i (21(0, ¢ — @), 0, ¢ — @) (24)
e or =1, &1 = Tpax(d1,0,0),0 € O, and &1 < Tpas(21(0,¢),0,0) (25)

then:

o for any xrj € (wmin(ilvﬂvc)vil):
(e, &1, fi,0) < p(@, &, 1y ¢ — @) (26)
e for any xrj € (i17$max(il7ﬂ70_ Oé))l

,u(wlvilm[hc) >,u($17i17ﬂ70—04). H (27)
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Proof: See Appendix B.

The working of propositions 1 and 2 is illustrated on Figure 2 (Appendix C) and Figures 3 and 4
(Appendix E). The fundamental property underlying these propositions is that, for any given (z1, &1, f),
such that p(z1,41,40,0) < 1, 8 € O, we have:

Ou(xy, &y, fr,c) B 8f[1(x1,,u,c)/8x1 o _ 8f[1(961,,u,c— a)/0xy  Ou(xy, i1, 1, ¢ — @)
d4 Oy (21, 1, €)/Ou Oy (21, ¢ — o) /O d4
In other terms, the absolute value of the ratio of marginal profits with respect to location and posterior
beliefs (to be identified as a low cost type) is always higher for the high cost type than for the low cost
type. Since at z1 = & we have u(xq, &1, 1, ¢) = o = p(x1, 1, 1, ¢ — ), then the above inequality implies

both proposition 1 and proposition 2.
4.3 MoNOTONIC (GAMES AND THE UNIQUENESS OF D1 EQUILIBRIUM

The sequential spatial model we consider in this paper is a monotonic signaling game, as defined by Cho
and Sobel [3]. They show that in such games, the equilibrium refinement criteria D1, universal divinity
(UD), and never a weak best response (NWBR) are all equivalent, hence lending additional support for
using D1 in the present context. Cho and Sobel’s definition of a monotonic signaling game, expressed in
terms of our model, is as follows: the location game is monotonic if Ya; € [0, 1/2], Yoz and 2y € BR(21),
whenever one type of Firm 1 prefers (1, 22) to (21, %), the other type of Firm 1 does so as well. Since
Ol (21, 23,¢)/dx9 > 0 and Oy (21, 22, ¢ — ) /dzy > 0, we have for all locations z3 and 2}, € [/, 1], and
a fortiori for those in BR(z4):

{Ty (21, 29,¢) > My (21,25, ¢)} iff {Ij (21,22, —a) >y (ayg,2h,c—a)}.
Each inequality implies z9 > 2/, which, in turn, implies the other inequality.

Let us redefine the types of Firm 1 from 8 € © = {c — a, ¢} to 7 € {0,a} so that the high cost type
appears as the lower type, which is the one trying to imitate the higher type. This will be useful in [A6]
below. Cho and Sobel’s sufficient conditions to obtain the existence and uniqueness of a D1-equilibrium are
the following: [A1] the set of signals, that is, the set of possible locations of Firm 1, is a compact interval,
and the set of actions by the receiver, that is the set of possible locations of Firm 2, is also a compact
interval; [A2] Il (21, 22, 7) is continuous in (x1, z2) for all 7 € {0, a}; [A3] monotonicity as defined above;
[A4] y(21, 2, 7) is a continuous function of (z1,x32) for all 7 and a strictly quasi-concave differentiable
function of xq; [AB] Olly (w1, 29, 7)/dxs is a strictly increasing function of 7; [A6] if 7 < 7/ and 2y < 2,
then {Ilj (2, 2o, 7) < Iy (2), 25, 7)} = {Uy (21, 2o, 7") < Iy (2, 2%, 7') }s [AT] V7, 1L (21, 22(21,7),7) is a

strictly quasi-concave function of zy.
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It is clear that A1l and A2 hold in the present game and we just showed that A3 is also satisfied. It
is straightforward to verify that A4 holds, and noting that 7 increases from 0, for the high cost type, to
«, for the low cost type, it is easy to check that A5 is satisfied too. Condition A6 states that if the high
cost Firm 1 makes at least as much profit in situation (2, z}) as in situation (21, z3) with z{ > 21, then
the low cost Firm 1 does strictly better in (2}, 2%) than in (21, 22). This condition is indeed implied by
a single crossing property: —(01l;/9z1)/(011z/0x2) is decreasing with 7. This expression is equal here to
(Bzy — a9 —7)/(x1 + 22+ 7), T € {0,a}. Hence, condition A6 is satisfied. Finally, I1(zq,22(21,7),7)
is strictly concave in @1 for both values of 7. Hence, Al to AT are verified. For each situation in the

(7, av)-space, there exists a unique D1 equilibrium in the present location model.
5. THE PERFECT BAYESIAN D1 EQUILIBRIA

For each type of equilibrium, we describe the set of equilibria and identify those which are robust to
D1. This will allow us to draw a map in the (7, a)-space, giving the unique equilibrium predicted in each

possible situation defined by (7, @) for # € (0,1) and a € (0, 1/2).
5.1 THE SEPARATING EQUILIBRIA

When they exist, such equilibria are pure strategy equilibria, the high cost Firm 1 locating at 21(0, ¢) and
the low cost type locating within [@,,..(21(0,¢),0,¢), Zmaez(21(0,c—a),0,c—a)], provided that this interval
not be degenerate. This will be the case if the cost discrepancy is not too high, at most equal to some limit
we will denote by @.. Asshown in Appendix C, for o < .t Tpar(21(0,¢),0,¢) < Zpman(21(0,c—a), 0, c—a);
for a > Get @pap(21(0,¢),0,¢) = Zr(21(0,¢ — @),0,¢ — ) = 1 and p(l4,21(0,¢),0,¢) < 1, with the
equality if o« = &, and the strict inequality if o > &.. The value of &, is 9/\/5 —4 < 1/, For a < &, there
exists a whole continuum of pure strategy equilibria, whose measure first increases from 0 at = 0 and
then decreases and goes back to 0 at & = é&.. For o« = é,, there exists a unique separating equilibrium,
and for o > é,, no separating equilibrium exists. When there exists a continuum of equilibria, the only D1
equilibrium is the least distorting equilibrium, as measured with respect to the full information equilibrium.

More precisely, we have:

Proposition 3: All the separating equilibria are pure strategy equilibria. Such equilibria exist if the
cost discrepancy is not too high, namely if o € [0, &.], whatever the priors. If @ € (0, &), there exists a

continuum of separating equilibria: 27, = 1(0,¢) and z7._, € [#maz(21(0,¢),0,¢), Tpar(z1(0,c—a),0,c —
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«)], each one supported by any posterior beliefs function p*(c — v|z1) such that:

—_ M — E3
=0 it =27,
* _ : X
w(e — alzy) =1 if ay=af._,,

< min {p(xy, 23,0, ¢), u(z1, 25,y 1,c— @)} otherwise.
If & = @, there exists only one separating equilibrium: 27, = z1(0,¢) and 27._, = /2, supported by the
same kind of posterior beliefs. For a € (0, &.], the unique D1 equilibrium among the separating equilibria

is the following: 7, = 21(0,¢) and 27._, = Zyae(21(0,¢),0,¢). ||
Proof: See Appendix C.

Since from (13), Zp02(21(0,¢),0,¢) > 21 (1, c—a) when a < @, then the D1 separating equilibria involve
a distortion in the location of Firm 1. Although Firm 1 of the high cost type locates at its full information
location, Firm 1 of the low cost type generally locates to the right of its full information location, closer
to the center of the market. But the distortion is the smallest possible, given the incomplete information

structure, compatible with a separating equilibrium.
5.2 THE PooOLING EQUILIBRIA

As for the case of separating equilibria, pooling equilibria are always pure strategy equilibria. Now, we
must distinguish both according to the values of & and the value of the prior belief 7. For any cost advantage
«, there is a whole range of pooling equilibria, whose measure increases with «, generally sustained by a
continuum of prior beliefs and Bayesian posterior belief functions. However, the unique pooling equilibria
surviving the application of criterion D1 is the one in which both types of Firm 1 locate at the center of
the market, provided that the prior probability that Firm 1 is of the low cost type is higher than a strictly

positive bound. We have:

Proposition 4: All the pooling equilibria are pure strategy equilibria. For any cost discrepancy « €
(0,1/2), each location 27 € (2pin(21(0,¢c — @),0, ¢ — @), Zyax(21(0,¢),0,¢)) may be a pooling equilibrium

location, provided that:

— the prior 7 be sufficiently high:
7 > max {u(27,21(0,0),0,6), 6§ € O};

— the posterior belief function p*(c — a|xy) satisfy:

(e — aly) {

— 3 — *
=, if v =27

< min{p(zq, 27, 7,0), 0 € O}, otherwise.
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D1 pooling equilibria exist iff # > u(ls,21(0,¢),0,¢) and o € (G, Y4), in which case the surviving

equilibrium is the center of the market: z7 = 1/ ||
Proof: See Appendix D.

The incomplete information pooling equilibrium, given «, selected by criterion D1 is always quite
different from the full information equilibrium for the high cost Firm 1, now locating at the center of
the market instead of 21(0,¢) < /. For the low cost type, we must distinguish according to the values
of @. Remember that under full information, the low cost type locates at z1(1,c — a) < 14 if a < 14
and z;(1,c —«) = 14 for @ > /5. Since &. = (9/v/5) — 4 < 1/, the location will be distorted only if
a € (G, 1z). Note, however, that even when the location of the low cost type is not distorted, the doubt
subsisting about its true type is prejudicial: Firm 2 will locate nearer the market center than under full

information. On the contrary, the high cost Firm 1 will always be better off at the D1 pooling equilibrium.
5.3 THE SEMI-SEPARATING EQUILIBRIA

In all the semi-separating equilibria, each type of Firm 1 plays at most two different locations and there
may be only one location common to the both types, so that we have only two kinds of such equilibria:
those in which each type 6 randomizes over two locations, a location z7, specific to its type and a location
27 common to both types, and those in which one of the types, say 0, randomizes over {z7,, 27} and the

other type, 6’ # 6, plays z7, a pure strategy.

The only kind of semi-separating equilibria existing for all the values of the cost discrepancy « is the one
in which only the high cost type randomizes, provided that the prior 7= be sufficiently low. For the other
kinds, in which either the two types randomize or only the low cost type plays a mixed strategy, the cost
advantage of the low cost type must not be too high, whatever the prior 7 in the first case, for sufficiently
high values of = only in the second case. In all the equilibria where the high cost type plays a specific
location z7,, it is then perfectly identified; hence, this location must be x(0, ¢), the location maximizing
its profits when clearly perceived as the high cost type. The other locations are less constrained and there

generally exists a whole range of possible equilibrium positions.

The equilibrium selected by D1 is for the low cost Firm 1 to locate at the center of the market and
for the high cost Firm 1 to randomize over its full information location #1(0,¢) and the center of the
market, if @ € (&.,14) and 7 < p(4,21(0,¢),0,c). Hence, the low cost Firm 1 locates to the right of its
full information location, while the high cost Firm 1 locates with some probability at its full information

location and with the complementary probability at the market center.
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In order to characterize the whole set of semi-separating equilibria, we introduce the following notewor-
thy locations. We denote by #; the location for which u(zy,21(0,¢),0,¢) = p(z1,21(0,c— @),0,c—a) < 1,

that is:
. s (a? 4 6a + 4)1/2, if a € [0, Ys]
T = 2 1/2 .
(79200 — 240+ 1)'/2/180cv, otherwise.

Clearly, 21(0,¢) < &1 < 21(0,¢ — ). For a € (0, &) and @ € (2max(21(0,¢),0,¢), Zpmax(21(0,¢ — a),0,c —
a)), we define z1(z}) as the location for which p(1,21(0,¢),0,¢) = p(a1, 27,1, ¢ — ) < 1. This location
is also depending on « and 21(0,¢) < Zi(2]) < z1(1,c — «). Finally, let us denote by é._, the upper
bound of the values of « for which 2,4, (21(0,¢ — @),0,¢ — @) < Yor dey = 26 — 15v/3 < .. For any
a € (Goeq, @), we define #; as the location at which f[l(xl,,u(xl, z,(0,¢),0,¢),c—a) = f[l(l/z, 1,c— a),

a location depending on . We have:

Proposition 5: In all the semi-separating equilibria, there exists one and only one location chosen in

equilibrium by both types of Firm 1, and each type chooses two different locations at most.

(i) There exists a continuum of equilibria in which both types of Firm 1 randomize iff a € (0, &.],

whatever w. The equilibrium locations are the following:

x»{C = $1(0,C)7
{ € [ilv $max($1(070)7070)) if € (Ovdc—a]v

6 I:j17 $mal’($1(07 6)7070)) ifa 6 (dc—omé‘cL

%
Ly

xylﬂc—oz = xmaw(xi ,U*(C — Oé|$f), [ Oé).

These equilibrium locations are supported by the posterior beliefs:

=0, if 1 = 27,

= p(zt,21(0,¢),0,0), if 21 = a7,
(e — aley)

=1, if 1 = a7,._,,

< minf{u(zy, af, p*(c — alz7),0),0 € O}, otherwise,

and, given (7, «) and z7, by a whole range of randomizations {v(z7|c), v1(27|c — a)}.

(ii) For any a € (0,1/2), there exists a continuum of equilibria in which only the high cost Firm 1

randomizes provided that = be sufficiently low, in which case the equilibrium locations are as follows:

x5, = x1(0,¢),
{ € [#1, Tmax(21(0,¢),0,¢)), if a € (0, &,

Ty
€ [ilv 1/2]7 if o € (dm 1/2)7
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each one supported by:
=0, it 2y = 27,
pc—alzy) ¢ = plzr,21(0,¢),0,¢), if 21 = 27,
< min{u(xy, a7, 1 (c — alzy),0), 6 € ©}, otherwise,

and, given (7, ) and 27, by only one mixed strategy vy (27|c) of the high cost type; the condition on

mist < (e — alz}).

(iii) There exists a continuum of equilibria in which only the low cost type of Firm 1 randomizes iff

a € (0, 1), provided that = be sufficiently high. The equilibrium locations are as follows:
T oo € (x1(l,c— @), Tpmax(21(0,c— @),0,c— o],
€ (@min(2iemp, Le—a),27._,),
if, for any a € (0, 1&), 25._, € (z1(1,c— @), Zma(21(0,¢),0,c)],

€ (xmin(xylﬂc—ou 17 ¢ — Oé), jl(xylﬂc—oz)L

if @€ (0,é] and 25._, € (Tmaz(21(0,¢),0,¢), Tpmax(21(0,c— a),0,c— a)].
These equilibrium locations are supported by:

=1, if 1 = a7,._,,
w(e — alzl) = plzt, z5._,, 1,c— a), if 21 = a7,

< min{u(zy,af, p*(c — alzy),0},0 € O}, otherwise,

and, given (7, ) and 27, by only one mixed strategy vy (z7|c — «) of the low cost type; the condition

on wis: ™ > p(ay, i, . 1, c—a).

(iv) D1 semi-separating equilibria exist if 7 < p(14,21(0,¢),0,¢) and a € (é., 14). If (7, ) is in this
region, then the unique semi-separating equilibrium robust to D1 is this equilibrium in which only

the high cost Firm 1 randomizes over the locations: 27, = z1(0,¢) and z7 = /. ||

Proof: See Appendix E.
5.4 THE MuTUALLY EXCLUSIVE DOMAINS

Recapitulating from the previous subsections, we have that:
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* for o € (0, é&.], ™ € (0, 1), that is, for region I on Figure 1, the unique D1 equilibrium is the separating

equilibrium which involves the least cost of separation;

* for o € (G, o), ™ € (Y, 21(0,¢),0,¢),1), that is, region Il on Figure 1, the unique D1 equilibrium

is the pooling equilibrium at the market center;

* fora € (é., 1), # € (0, u(Y2,21(0,¢),0,c)),that is, region 11l on Figure 1, the unique D1 equilibrium
is the semi-separating equilibrium where only the high cost Firm 1 randomizes over its full information

equilibrium and the market center, and the low cost firm 1 plays a pure strategy at the market center.
Figure 1 about here

What fundamentally happens is that for low cost discrepancies we get the classical result: the two types
choose different locations in equilibrium, the most efficient one incurring a separating cost, the less efficient
one staying at its complete information location. For the efficient type, the separation cost comes from the
fact that it must locate nearer the market center than it would have chosen under complete information. As
the cost discrepancy increases, the most efficient type would have to go beyond 1/, say 14+, with § > 0,
in order to separate from its less efficient twin. All this would work smoothly if Firm 2 were constrained
to stay within (14 + 4, 1]. The problem is that Firm 2 is free to choose the most convenient location for
itself and switches within [0, 1/ + J) once Firm 1 goes beyond /2. Hence, the separating power of 1/ +§
is not greater than the separating power of 1/, — § and the efficient type stays at 1/2. Doing so creates an
incentive for the less efficient type to imitate the more efficient one. But imitation may really succeed only
if the prior probability # that Firm 1 is of the low cost type is sufficiently high, because Firm 2’s reaction
depends on this probability for a given location of Firm 1. If this probability is too low, the pooling process
is blurred: the high cost Firm 1 will imitate its low cost twin only with a probability less than 1, hence

generating a mixed strategy equilibrium.
6. CONCLUSION

This paper has made use of Cho and Sobel [3] to exhibit the outcome of spatial competition, as pre-
dicted by the recent developments of the theory of incomplete information games. It provides an exhaustive
description and prediction of the variety of distortions in locations which can arise because of incomplete
information. Clearly, incomplete information appears to have a major influence on location choices. Al-
though the less efficient type of Firm 1 chooses its complete information location in separating and, with
some probability, in semi-separating equilibria, it will locate nearer to the center of the market, otherwise;
as for the most efficient type, for all the values of the cost advantage for which the full information location

is not at the market center, the incomplete information location is nearer to the market center than the
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complete information one. Hence, the incomplete information always results in a more aggressive price

competition.

From the point of view of signaling models, our model provides an economically meaningful example
of the usefulness of the D1 refinement to narrow down successfully and dramatically the set of equilibria.

There are not so many examples of such applications.
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APPENDIX A: PROPERTIES OF THE ﬂl(acl,,u,O) FUNCTIONS

Substituting Zo(z1, 1) = 13(x1 + px + 2) for x5 in the Firm 1’s profit function (2): Il (2q,29,6) =
Vg (zy — 21)(3x1 + 22) + 8(0)[Voa(my + 22) + 1/aa?], where §(f) = 0if § = c and §(8) = 1if 0 = ¢ — a, we
get:

(21, 1,0) = Y6 [-2022 482+ pa+350)a)z; + (24 pa +35(0)a)?] (A1)
with 8f[1 1 82f[1 1 2
W = lkg [8ax; +2a(2 4+ pa+356(0)a)] > 0, e = lsa (A.2)
o1l 9%
—L = g[—1021 4 2(2 + pa + 38(0)a)] ——b = 10/ < 0 (A.3)
8$1 8$1
0211,
= 2
920 foxy > 0. (A4)

The I1;(.) functions are strictly concave in z; so that the location z(u,#) maximizing II; (zy, s, 8) is

unique and equal to:
o1(1,8) = (1= SO 2+ )] + 5(6) min{ s (2 + e + 3a), V). (A.5)
Note that for a given «, the two intervals [21(0,6),z1(1,0)], # € O, do not intersect. Substituting
zy(p, 0) for zy in 11y (21, u, 0), we get:
11y (o1 (1,6), 1, ) = min{ /o (1, 8)2, Yoo [3+ 41+ B)a + (2 + e+ 3007, (A.6)
Hence, since the two intervals [21(0,6), z1(1,0)], 8 € ©, do not intersect:

I (21(1,¢),1,¢) < 1 (21(0, ¢ — @),0,c — ), a € (0, 1/2). (A7)

APPENDIX B: THE LIMIT POSTERIOR PROBABILITY FUNCTION

In this appendix, we give all the relevant characteristics of the limit probability functions

H($17i17ﬂ7 0)7 NSHCE
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(B.1)

(B.2)

(B.3)

For the high cost Firm 1 correctly identified as such and located at its profit maximizing location,
that is, for 0 = ¢, 1 =0, &1 = 21(0,¢) (= 255 < 1/2), we have:

Tmin(@1(0,¢),0,¢) = 1s(2+a— A, (B.1)
s (24 o+ AV/?), if o < .= (9/V5) — 4,

Tmaz(21(0,¢),0,¢) = (B.2)
1, otherwise,

where A = 9(1/40? + ). The limit probability function p(zq,21(0,c),0,c) is continuous and equal
to 1 on [0, 2min(21(0,¢),0,¢)], decreasing from 1 to 0 on (2, (21(0,¢),0,¢), 21(0, )], increasing
from 0 to 1 on (21(0,¢), Zmaz(21(0,¢),0,c)] if the upper bound of this interval is lower than 1/,
and remaining equal to 1 on (2,,4x(21(0,¢),0,¢), 1], increasing from 0 to a value less than 1 on
(21(0,¢), Timaz(21(0,¢),0,0)] if pax(21(0,¢),0,¢) = 1.

For the low cost Firm 1 wrongly identified as a high cost one and optimally located given this
misperception, that is, for § = ¢ — «a, =0, &1 = 21(0,¢ — «) (either equal to /5 (24 3a) if @ < /s

or to 1/ if a > /), we have:

s (24 4a — QY?),  ifa < s,
Tmin(21(0,c— a),0,c—a) = (B.3)
Vio(44 8a —, 1/2)7 otherwise,
s (24 4a — QY2), ifa < @y = 26 — 154/3,
Tpar(1(0,c— @),0,c—a) = (B.4)
1, otherwise,
where Q = 9(740? + «) and , = 99a? 4+ 24 + 1. The limit probability function u(z1,21(0,c —

«),0,c— «) is continuous and equal to 1 on [0, 2,4, (21(0, c — @), 0, ¢ — )], decreasing from 1 to 0 on
(Zmin(21(0,c—a),0,c—a), 21(0, c—a)], increasing from 0 to 1 on (z1(0, c— ), Zymqeu(21(0,c—a), 0, c—
a)] if 21(0,¢ — @) < Zpar(21(0,6— @),0,¢ — a) < 1/ (note that the second inequality implies the
first) and remaining equal to 1 on (2,45(21(0, ¢ — @), 0,¢— ), 1/2], increasing from 0 to a value less

than 1 on (21(0,c— @), pap(21(0,c— @), 0,c— )] if 21(0,c— @) < Tpae(21(0,c— @), 0,c— a) = 1/5.

There are important relationships between the limit posterior probability functions u(zy, &1, ft, ¢) and

p(xy, &1, i1, ¢ — a), defined for a given (&1, 1). By definition:
— the two functions have the same value ;1 at 1 = @y:
(@, &1, 1, 0) = pldn, &1, 1, € — @) = 13 (B.5)
— each function assumes a value less than 1 within the interval (@, (21, i1, 0), Tmaz (21, 2, 0)):

Ty € (xmin(i17ﬂ7 0)7$max(i17ﬂ70)) = ,u($17i170) < 17 (B6)
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— defining Ay as the following interval:

(Zmin(21(0,0),0,0), 200(21(0,0),0,0)), if either o < &, and 6 = ¢

Ay = or @ < &._, and 0 = ¢ — «,

(%min(21(0,80),0,8), 2max(21(0,6),0,0)], otherwise,

then:

1 €Ay = p(z1,21(0,0),0,6) < 1,
$1¢A6’ = M($17$1(0,0),0,0):

(B.4) Proofs of Propositions 1 and 2. Let (21, 1), (z{, ") and (&1, 1) be such that:

2y € [pmin(21(0,¢),0,¢), Tpmar(21(0,¢),0,¢)], 1 > p(z,z1(0,¢),0,¢),

2 € [wmin(z1(0,c— @),0,c— @), Tpar(1(0,¢—),0,¢— )], p” > p(@y,21(0,¢— @),0,c—

o< 1 and M(ilvxllvulvc):ﬂzu(ilvxlllvunvc_a)‘

Note that: :u(xlv xllmulv C) = :u(xlv L1, 1, C) and ,u($17 xlllmullv c— Oé) = ,u($17 L1, ft, ¢ — Oé).
For any 21 € [Zmin(Z1, [t,0), Timax (1, 11, 0)], 0 € O, let p(xy, &1, f1,0) be the relevant root of:

H1($17,u,0) = Hl(ilvﬂv 0)

Differentiating this equation we get:

Op(er, &1, 1, 0) Oy (w1, 1, 6) /0y
0xy oLy (1, 11, 0)/Op
that is, from (A.2) and (A.3):
Ou(zy, 21, f,¢)  —4021 4+ 8(2 4+ pa)
0z  Sax; +2a(2 4 pa)’
Ou(zy, 21, f,c—a) =402 + 8(2 + pa 4 3a)
0z © Sax; +2a(2 4 pa+ 3a)”
Hence:
op(zy, @1, f1, €) _ op(zy, &1, ft,c — @) L+ 22332,
0z 0z (4z1 + 2 + pa)(dz1 + 2+ pa + 3a)
Since
8M($17i17ﬂ70) 8M($1,i1,ﬂ70—04)
> ;
Oy dzq
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then (&1, ft) is the unique pair satisfying the two conditions it < 1 and p(xy, &1, 1, ¢) = o = p(x1, &1, ft, c— )
for = #;. (B.10) and the continuity of the functions p(zq,...,0), 8 € ©, imply Proposition 2.

APPENDIX C: PROOF OF PROPOSITION 3

The logic underlying the construction of a separating equilibrium is illustrated on Figure 2, where the
profit functions f[l(xl, i, 8) are represented as functions of z;.

Figure 2 about here

The curves (1), (2), and (3) correspond respectively to ﬂl(xl, l,c—a), to ﬂl(acl,,u, c—a)for0<pu<l,
and to f[l(xl, 0,c — a), that is, respectively, to the profits of the low cost Firm 1 when rightly identified
by Firm 2 (g = 1), when some doubt subsists about its type (0 < p < 1) and when wrongly identified as
the high cost type (1 = 0). Curves (1), (2'), and (3') correspond respectively to Iy (x1, 1, ¢), Iy (z1, t, ¢)
for 0 < u < 1, and to f[l(xl, 0, c), that is, respectively, to the profits of the high cost type Firm 1 when
wrongly identified as the low cost type, when not clearly distinguished from its low cost twin and when
rightly identified as of the high cost type. Curve (4) is the locus of maxima of the functions f[l(xl, w,0),
f € ©. Remember that in a separating equilibrium the two types of Firm 1 choose different locations, that
is

Xy NAT =0,0+#86". Hence V0 € O, Vai, € XY, p(c — alay,) = §(0).

Consider first the high cost type and suppose that 21 # 21(0,¢) and z; € A7, Trivially, ﬂ1($1, 0,c) <
ﬂl(acl(O,c),Om) < f[l(xl(O,c),,u,c) if p > 0. Since at z; € A}, Firm 1 of the high cost type must be
rightly identified as such, the above inequality implies that deviating from 21 to 21(0, ¢) would be profitable,
whatever the posteriors of Firm 2 observing the deviation. Hence, the only possible equilibrium location
of the high cost type of Firm 1 is z1(0, ¢), which implies that for this type mixed strategies are forbidden.
In order that x1(0,¢) be the equilibrium location of the high cost type, the posteriors induced by any
off-the-equilibrium location z1 # x1(0,¢), p*(c — a|@1), must be at most equal to u(z1,21(0,¢),0,c), that
is, strictly less than 1 on the interval A, (see (B.7) and (B.8)).

Consider the low cost type. Its equilibrium location may not be within [0, ., (21(0, ¢ — @),0,c— a)) U
(Zmax(21(0, c—a), 0, c—a), 12], since in this interval ITy (21, 1, c—a) < T (21 (0, c—a), 0, c—a) < Ty (21 (0, c—
a), p,c—a),0 < p. A deviation from any given z; in the above interval to (0, ¢ — &) would be profitable,
whatever the posteriors of Firm 2 observing the deviation. Note also that its equilibrium location may not
be within the interval A,, since for any alleged equilibrium location z; in this interval, we would have: (1)

p*(c—alzy) < 1 (in order that the high cost type stays at 21(0, ¢)) and (2) p*(¢ —alz;) =1 (in order that
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the low cost type be rightly identified as such). Because i, (21(0,¢),0,¢) < @pin(21(0,¢ — «),0,c — @)
and .0, (21(0,¢),0,¢) < 2p00(21(0, c— @), 0, ¢ — @), the whole interval [0, 2,,4,(21(0, ¢), 0, ¢)) is excluded.
Hence, we are left with the sole interval [2,,q4:(21(0,¢),0,¢), Zmaz(21(0, ¢ — «),0, ¢ — «)]. This interval is
nonempty, provided that p(z,q.(21(0,¢),0,¢),21(0,¢),0,¢) = 1, which is the case if a < &.. In this case,
ﬂl(xl, 1,¢ — ) is decreasing on this interval so that the low cost type may not randomize over several
locations, that is to say, mixed strategies are also forbidden for the low cost type. Any location within this
last interval may be the equilibrium location of the low cost type, provided that for any off-the-equilibrium

location z1, pu*(c — aofz1) < p(xy, 25,y 1, ¢ — ).

Let us now turn to the working of D1. We first show that any equilibrium 23._, > Zmax(21(0,c—a),0,c—
«) is destroyed by D1. For such a location, consider any alternative location z7 € (Zq2(21(0,¢),0,¢),
23._,). First, we have u(a},21(0,¢),0,¢) = p(2f, 27,,0,¢) = 1. Second, since ﬂl(xl, 1,¢— a) is decreasing
on (Zpar(21(0,¢),0,¢),25._,), then p(2f,25._,,1,c —a) < 1. Therefore, observing 27, Firm 2 should
conclude, according to D1, that it is facing the low cost type. But ﬂl(x’l, l,e—a) > f[l(wfc_a, l,ce—a) =
II5 (¢ — @) implies that the deviation is profitable for the low cost type. Let us now show that zj._, =
Tmaz(21(0,¢),0,¢) is robust to D1. For this equilibrium location, the above kind of deviation is no more
allowed. Consider first deviations either in [0, ., (21(0,¢),0,¢)] or in (23,_,, }2]: no type would gain,
whatever the posterior beliefs of Firm 2. Consider now deviations 2} within (z,,:,(21(0,¢),0,¢), 25._,):
from Proposition 2 (substitute 27._, = Zpas(21(0,¢),0,¢) for &1 in (25), note that u(27,_,,2,(0,¢),0,¢) =
p(c —alzt._) = 1 = g and apply (26)), we get p(z],25,,0,¢) < p(a),25._,,1,¢ — «), so that, ac-
cording to D1, Firm 2 should conclude that it is facing the high cost Firm 1. Since f[l(wfc_a, l,e—a) >
M (25, (250 21(0,c =), 0, c— ), c—a) = I (21 (0, c— ), 0, c—a) > Ty (24,0, c—a), such a deviation
would imply a loss for the low cost type. As for the high cost type we have f[l(x’l, 0,c) < f[l(xl(O, ¢),0,¢),
with the strict inequality if 2§ # 21(0, ¢), so that the deviation is worthless.

APPENDIX D: PROOF OF PROPOSITION 4

In a pooling equilibrium, the equilibrium locations chosen by the two types of Firm 1 are the same,
7o = AT, 8 € O, and if mixed strategies are used, the probabilities with which the two types randomize
over A} are the same so that observing any z7 € A7, the posterior beliefs of Firm 2 must be equal to the
priors: p* (¢ — «|2}) = 7. Thus, the equilibrium profits of the high and low cost types amount respectively

to I1y (2%, 7, ¢) and Il (2%, 7, c — ).

For each type 6, the equilibrium profits must be at least equal to f[l(xl(O, 6),0,0) that type 6 would

obtain by choosing the location maximizing its profit when perceived, right or wrong, as the high cost type.
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If not, the type € in question would be sure to obtain higher profits by deviating from the alleged equilibrium
to 1(0,6) (the argument is the same as for separating equilibria, but as we shall see, the consequences
differ because we are looking for a different kind of equilibrium). Hence, for any prior # € (0,1), any

equilibrium location must be within the following interval A:

A= ()4 (D.1)
0c©
that is:
A= ($min($1(0,c—04)7070—Oé),$ma$($1(070)7070))7 if a S OA‘cv (D 2)
| @min(21(0,¢ = @),0,¢— a), 4], otherwise. '

In order that a location 27 € A be an equilibrium location, it is necessary that # be at least equal
to max{u(z7,21(0,0),0,6),0 € O} and that for any off-the-equilibrium location 2}, the posterior beliefs
@ (c — alz}) not be too high, namely p*(c — a|2}) < min{u(z},27,7,0),6 € ©}. If either one of these
conditions were to fail for some type 6, this type would deviate profitably from z7 to either z1(0, 8) or 21,
according to whether it is the first or the second condition which is not met. It is important to note that
max{u(z1,21(0,0),0,0), 8 € ©} is strictly positive for any 21 € A, so that the lower bound of the range of
values of 7 for which pooling equilibria exist, is strictly positive. On the other hand, there is no restriction
on the range of values of the cost discrepancy «. If the play is in pure strategies, the above conditions are

also sufficient.

Let us remark that if both types of Firm 1 were playing mixed strategies, that is, randomizing over

locations z1’, 27", ..., the profits of each type would have to be the same at each one of these locations:
(2}, 7,6) = (23", 7,0)=..., 0 €O, (D.3)
given that 23’ 27", ... are all within the interval A and that 7 satisfies the condition laid down in the

last paragraph for each one of these locations. Let us also remark that since f[l(xl, 7, 8) is concave in 7,

then equation (D3) can be verified for a type by at most two different locations. But if two locations

verify (D3) for some type 6, then the same locations do not verify (D3) for the other type ¢ # 6. Tt

is an immediate consequence from Proposition 2. Substitute in (23) 23 for @y, 7 for g, 27 for 2, 2f

and 7 for g/ and p”. Then it follows from (26) and (27) that if 27" # 27 and {27, 27"} C A, then
*1! */

play’ ay' mc) # plat”, 2y, 7, ¢ — a), so that 27" cannot be another equilibrium location. Hence, pooling

equilibria must be pure strategy equilibria.

Let us now show how the D1 refinement may be used in order to eliminate either all the pooling
equilibria, or all the pooling equilibria but one, depending on the values of 7 and a. From Cho and So-

bel’s results, we know that in the present model there is for each situation (7,«) a unique PBE robust
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to D1. Hence, since we have already identified for each a € (0,é.] and each # € (0,1) a separating
equilibrium robust to D1, no pooling equilibrium survives D1 in this region. So let us concentrate on
the region where o > é.. In this region, we have 2,,4.(21(0,¢),0,¢) = Zpae(21(c — a),0,c — a) = /.
Let us first show that if a location &7 < 1/ is an equilibrium location, implying that the prior 7 sat-
isfy # > max{pu(z7,21(0,0),0,0),6 € O}, this equilibrium does not survive D1. Consider any alterna-
tive location z{ € (&7, pas(27, 7, ¢)). From Proposition 2 we know that for such a deviation we have
p(ah, &5, 7 ¢ —a) < p(a], &5, 7,¢). Hence observing ], Firm 2 should conclude, according to D1, that
it is facing the low cost type of Firm 1. Then from 2] < @par (25,7, ¢) < @mar(E], 7, ¢ — @), we have
I, (], 1,c—a) > I (7,7, c—a), so that Firm 1 of the low cost type will deviate. Last, let us show that any
equilibrium 27 = 14, with priors # > max{u(%2,21(0,8),0,6)8 € O}, is robust to D1. For any deviation
2] €0, min(21(0, ¢),0,¢)], we have 11y (2, u, ) < I, (12,7, 8),0 € ©, u € [0,1], hence no type will deviate.
For deviation @} € (2,in(0,¢),0,¢),14), we get from Proposition 2: p(af, Yo, 7, ¢) < p(2y, Yo, 7, c— o).
Therefore according to D1, Firm 2 should conclude that it is facing the high cost type of Firm 1. Then
I, (24,0, 0) <ITy(21(0,¢),0,0) <IT; (1, 7, 6), 8 € O, so that no type will deviate.

APPENDIX E: PROOF OF PROPOSITION 5

In a semi-separating equilibrium, the supports of the strategies chosen by the two types intersect and

for one type at least, the support is larger than the intersection.

(E1) Characterization of the set of semi-separating equilibria.
As for separating and pooling equilibria, any location z; played at equilibrium by the type 8, 8 € O,
must be such that Ty (21, " (¢ — a|z1), ) is at least equal to IT;(z1(0,8),0,6). Hence, any one of
these locations must be within Ay the closure of Ay defined in (B.7):

Ap = [Tmin(21(0,0),0,0), 2az(21(0,6), 0, 0)]. (E.1)

However, if 27 is a location chosen by both types, then z] must be within Ay since the Bayesian

posterior belief (¢ — ar|z7) is strictly less than 1:

vy (zile — a)

rvi(xfle — a) + (1 — m)vi(at]c)

prc—alzl) = < 1. (E.2)

Suppose now that there exist two locations 23" and z3” both played by the two types of Firm 1 at

equilibrium. For these two locations we must have:
I (27, 1™ (e — a|z}), 0) = T (27", w* (¢ — alz}"),8), 6€O. (E.3)
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But from Proposition 1, it is clearly impossible that this equality be verified for both types. Hence,

in any semi-separating equilibria one and only one location is played by both types.

(Ela) Let us first examine the case where the high cost type is randomizing and the low cost type plays in

pure strategy the location 7 also played by the other type.

Consider first the high cost type. Since for any location zj, specific to this type at equilibrium the
high cost Firm 1 is perfectly identified, only one such location exists, the location maximizing the

high cost type profit when rightly identified:
z7, = 21(0,¢). (E.4)

The Bayesian posterior belief of Firm 2 observing z7 is equal to:

ple=alet) = _’;)Vl(xﬂc) <1 (E.5)

Whatever u*(¢ — aja) < 1, there exists a probability vy (z5|c) € (0,1) satisfying (E.5) if 7 <
(e — a)]zy). The high cost type must be indifferent between z7 and z7:

Hl(xl(O,c),O,c):ﬂl(acf,,u*(c—oauf),c); (E.6)

hence:
a} € Ao and p*(c — afay) = p(27,21(0,¢),0,c). (E.7)

Last, in order that the high cost type does not deviate to any off-the-equilibrium location z; ¢

{x%., 27}, the posteriors must verify:
w(c—alz) < p(zr,21(0,¢),0,¢). (E.8)
Consider now the low cost type. In order that it does not deviate from 27 to z1(0, ¢), we must have:
1 (e — alzy) > p(ay,21(0,c — @),0,c—a) and 27 € A._,. (E.9)

Any deviation to an off-the-equilibrium location x; # 27 is prevented by posteriors satisfying:
u(e - alar) < pler, 25, 17 (c — alel), e ). (5.10)
From Proposition 2 and the definition of #; as the location z; satisfying p(z1,z,(0,¢),0,¢) =
p(z1,21(0, c—a), 0, c—a), the two conditions (E.7) and (E.9) can be met iff 27 € [&1, 24z (21(0, ¢),0,¢)).
,€).

In this case all other conditions are satisfied, provided that # < p*(c — alz}) = p(z7, 21(0,¢),0
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(E1b) Let us examine now the equilibria where the low cost type randomizes and the high cost type plays
a pure strategy z7.

Consider first the low cost type. The common location x5 and all its specific locations a3._,, 277 _,, ...

must be within A._,:

*/!

iy e € Ay, (E.11)
The posterior of Firm 2 observing 7 now takes the following form:

vy (xflc — a)
vy (afle —a) 4+ (1 —7)

pre—alzl) = < 1. (E.12)

For any given p*(c — alz}) < 1, there exists a randomization vy (2i]c — «) satisfying (E.12) iff

7 > p*(c — alat). Since all the locations give to the type ¢ — « the same profit, then:

(25, w1 (c — alz)),c—a) =T (27, 1,e—a) =T (27", 1l,c—a) = ... (E.13)

le—a

Hence, there may be at most two specific locations, the first one being 27/__, < min{a7, 21(1,c—a)}.
Note that if @ > 18, Zmer(21(0,¢— @),0,¢ — ) = 21(1, ¢ — ), so that for those values of a there

exists only one specific location zj._, < min{z7,21(1,¢— «)}. (E.11) and (E.13) imply that:

1 (e — alai) = plad, x»{/C_O” Lc—a) = p(ag, x»{/C/_O” Lc—a) (E.14)
w»{ € [xmin(xylﬂc—ow 17 c— 04)7 xmal’(wylﬂc—ou 17 €= Oé)] (E15)

where 27 ._ is either the unique specific location or any one of them if two such locations exist. Last,

for any off-the-equilibrium location zy, the following condition must hold:

W (e = aler) < plar, 23" (c = alat), e — a) (E.16)

For the high cost type, we must first have:
a} € A, and p*(c — al2}) > p(z7, z,(0,¢),0,c). (E.17)

If not, the high cost type would deviate from z7 to 21(0,¢). For any off-the-equilibrium z; the

posteriors must be such that:
(e — alar) < (5, 17 (e — ale}), e a). (E.18)

Finally, additional conditions must be satisfied in order that the high cost type does not mimic the

low cost type:

Mi(ef o) < (el (e - alad), o) (E.19)
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MG te) < Mhip(e-ale).o). (1.20)

Therefore, the specific location #7._, < 21(1, ¢ — «) must satisfy:
Tlemo < Tmin (27, 17 (¢ — ala), ¢) (E.21)
implying that:

min (&, 1 (=al23), 0, 25, 1 (e=al}), €= ) < i(min(2], 1*(c—ala?), ¢), o5, " (e—ale), ) = 1.

(E.22)
But from Proposition 2 (with &y = 2] = 2{ = 2*, and g = ¢/ = " = p*(c — alz}) < 1in (23) and
zq = 27, in (26)) the inequality (E.20) would have to be in the opposite sense. Hence, there may
exist only one specific location which we will denote by z7,_, and such that 27._, > 21(1,¢— ),
implying that o must be less than 1/s. Now, let 27._, € (21(1,c— @), 205(21(0, ¢), 0, ¢)]. Then from
Proposition 2 (with g =1 = p*(c — alz]._,) and &y = 27,_, in (25) and z; = 2] in (26)), we get for

any &7 € (Tpmin(25._os 1,€),27._,):
B P 1,€) < (2, 2o 1, = @), (1.23)
Hence, if v1(27|c — &) and 7 are such that:
u*(c— ofsl) = p(et 2o oo 1, 0= ), (B.21)
then:

— the high cost type does not mimic the low cost type (by (E.23)), and,

— since 7., < Tmax(21(0,¢),0,¢), then p(a3,_,,21(0,¢),0,¢) < plai,_,, 25—, 1,¢) =1,
implying that p(z7, 21(0,¢),0,¢) < p(a], 27._o, 1, ¢) < pla], aic_y, 1, e — @) = p* (e — afa]),
so that (E.17) is also satisfied.

Last, suppose that o € (0, &.], so that 2,,4.(21(0,¢),0,¢) < Zpas(21(0, c— ), 0,c— ) (with the strict
inequality if z < ) and consider a location z3,_, € (Zpmaz(21(0,¢),0,¢), Zpmar(21(0,c — @), 0,c —
a). In (23), let &1 = 21(2._,), ) = 21(0,¢), ¥ = 21(0,¢ — a) and g = p(2f, 21(0,¢),0,¢) =
pley, 2.y, Le—a),p/ =0, p” = 0. From Proposition 2, we get for any 27 satisfying (E.11) and
(E.18):

:u(xylﬂvil(xylﬂc—a)vﬂvc) < (>)H($’lﬂvi1($’1ﬂc—a)vﬂvc_ 04) = :u(xylﬂvxylﬂc—ow 170_ 04) iff x»{ < (>)j1($’1ﬂc—oz)'
(E.25)
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(Elc)

Hence, if 27 < z1(2%._,) and © > pu(z7, Z1(25._,), ft, ¢ — @), then vy (z7|c — @) may be chosen so that:
i (@5l — @) = (2T, 8o 1, — @), (1.26)

Thus, recapitulating:

*

p (e —alel) = plal, T1(ai_y), 1 e — a = p(a7, 25, 1, ca) > p(a7, ¢, (0,¢),0,¢). (E.27)

Hence (E.17) is satisfied. Since zi,._, > Znae(21(0,¢),0,¢), the high cost type does not mimic the
low cost type. Clearly, we may not choose zj in the interval (Z1(27._,), Zmaz(21(0,¢),0,¢)), since
by (E.25) we would have p(zf,21(0,¢),0,¢) > p(7, 25._,1,¢ — @), so that both (E.14) and (E.17)
would not be satisfied.

Last, consider the equilibria when both types randomize.

For the high cost type there may only be one specific location:
z7, = 21(0,¢) (E.28)
and the common location must satisfy:

x} € A, and p*(c — alz}) = p(a7, 21(0,¢),0,¢). (E.29)

For the low cost type, there may be at most two specific locations, because at each location including

the common one, the profit must be the same:

Tlema = Tmin (2], 17 (¢ = ala]), e — @) and 270, = Tmazs (2], 17 (c — af2]),c = @) (E.30)

with:

*1!
le—a

€ Aoy (E.31)

T WTemar
Note that in the present case pu*(c — afa7) is given by:

o ma(le=a)
e 1) v (ztle — a) + (1 — m)vi(a5]e) (E.32)

so that whatever w, there exists a whole range of randomizations {v (zf|c — @), v1(27|c)} satisfying
(E.32).

Let us now examine the self-selection constraint for the high cost type. In order that the high cost

*/ */!

type does not deviate from either z4(0,¢) or z} to either 23.__ or zi”_, these last two locations

must be: — outside (2,0 (21(0,¢),0,¢), Zpax(21(0,¢),0,¢)) if @ < &, since for such values of «a,
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Tmaz(21(0,¢),0,¢) < hos — outside (2in(21(0,¢),0,¢),4] if o > @, since for such values of «a,
Tmaz(21(0,¢),0,¢) = 1/

and p(ta,21(0,¢),0,¢) < 1 (the strict inequality if o > &.). Hence, from 23’_, > @min(21(0,¢ —
a),0,¢c — a) > Zpin(21(0,¢),0,¢) (the first inequality form (E.31)), we conclude that the candi-

date specific location 23’_, cannot meet the constraints, whatever a. We are thus left with only
one candidate specific location 27,_, = #pmar (2], u*(c — a|2]),c — ). However, if o > é&._, then
Tar(21(0,¢ — @),0,c — ) = 1o = 250:(21(0,¢),0,¢), so that the only remaining candidate is
also eliminated. Hence: — if a > &, there exists no semi-separating equilibrium where both types

randomize; — if o < &,, the low cost type randomizes over two and only two locations:
7 and 27._, = Tpee(2], 1 (c — al2]), c— a). (E.33)

Now, let us suppose that o < é._, implying that @,,..(21(0,¢),0,¢) < Tpar(21(0, c—a), 0, c—ar) < 1/
(the inequality strict if v < do—p) (see Figure 3). From Proposition 2, we deduce that in order that
(E.7) and (E.33) be satisfied, it is necessary that:

7 € [Z1, Tmaz(21(0,¢),0,0)). (E.34)

Figure 3 about here
Again, applying Proposition 2 (with &7 = 27 = 2] = 2{ and g = p(27,21(0,¢),0,¢) = ¢/ = p”’
in (23)), we know that for 1 € (27, Zmas (2], 1" (c — a|2]), c — @)) then p(zq, 27, p*(c — alz}), ¢) >
plxy, a5, p*(c—alzy), c—a). Hence, by continuity p(,qz (27, p*(c—alz}), c—a), a5, p* (c—alz}), ¢) >
(@ mae (27, (¢ — afzt), c — @), %, p*(c — alaT),c — «), so that the high cost type is not incited
to switch to the low cost specific location 27._, = Tmas (2], p*(c — a|27),c — a). Also, since 2z} €
(21, Tmax(21(0,¢),0,¢)) then 25, , = pmax(2], p*(c—al2]), c—a) € [2maz(21(0,¢),0,¢), pan(21(0, c—
«),0,c— «a)]. Last, suppose that o € (G—q, G] s0 that 2,,4.(21(0,¢),0,¢) < Zpee(21(0,c— @), 0,c—
«) = 1/ (the first inequality strict if @ < @.). See Figure 4.

Figure 4 about here

For any z7 € [#1, Zmas(21(0,¢),0,¢)) we have:
Tnaz (27, (27, 21(0,¢),0,¢), ¢ — @) € [Tmaz(21(0,¢),0,¢),1/2]

and
(@ (27, (27, 21(0,¢),0,¢), 27, (27, 21(0,¢),0,¢),c— a) = 1
and for any 7 € [21,%4):

xmax(wylﬂv :u(xylﬂv $1(07 C)7 07 C)7 c— Oé) < 1/2
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(E2)

and

H(1/27$T7H($T7$1(07C)707C)7C_ Oé) < 1.

Hence in this last case, the high cost type would mimic the low cost type. We conclude that the

common location 2} must be within [#;, 2,,4,(21(0,¢),0,¢)).

The working of the D1 criterion.

We know from Cho and Sobel’s results that no semi-separating equilibrium survives D1 in regions
where we have already shown that either a separating equilibrium or a pooling equilibrium sur-
vives D1. Therefore, we may restrict the analysis to the region defined by @ > é&. and 7 <
(142, 21(0,¢),0,¢). Consider in this region the equilibria in which only the high cost Firm 1 ran-
domizes over the two locations 2}, = 21(0,¢) and a7 = /5. For any i, € (2min(21(0,¢),0,¢), 1),

we get from Proposition 2:

:u(xllv 1/27,11*(0— O‘|1/2)7C) < ,u(xll, 1/27,11*(0— O‘|1/2)7C_ O‘)'

Hence observing 2/, Firm 2 should conclude, according to D1, that it is facing the high cost type
of Firm 1. Therefore, neither the high cost type nor the low cost type would gain more than
its equilibrium profit. For deviations ] € [0, 2, (21(0,¢),0,¢)], no type would benefit from the
deviation, whatever the posteriors of Firm 2 observing the deviation. We conclude that for the

region under consideration, we have identified the unique D1 equilibrium.
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