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Abstract 
A set of coalition structures P is farsightedly stable (i) if all possible deviations from any coalition 
structure p belonging to P to a coalition structure outside P are deterred by the threat of ending worse off 
or equally well off, (ii) if there exists a farsighted improving path from any coalition structure outside the 
set leading to some coalition structure in the set, and (iii) if there is no proper subset of P satisfying the 
first two conditions. A non-empty farsightedly stable set always exists. We provide a characterization of 
unique farsightedly stable sets of coalition structures and we study the relationship between farsighted 
stability and other concepts such as the largest consistent set and the von Neumann-Morgenstern 
farsightedly stable set. Finally, we illustrate our results by means of coalition formation games with 
positive spillovers. 
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1 Introduction

Many social, economic and political activities are conducted by groups or coalitions

of individuals. For example, consumption takes place within households or families;

production is carried out by �rms which are large coalitions of owners of di¤erent

factors of production; workers are organized in trade unions or professional associ-

ations; public goods are produced within a complex coalition structure of federal,

state, and local jurisdictions; political life is conducted through political parties and

interest groups; and individuals belong to networks of formal and informal social

clubs.

The formation of coalitions has been studied adopting either the cooperative

game-theoretic approach or the noncooperative one. The cooperative approach has

�rst proposed myopic notions of stability such as core-stability, �-stability or �-

stability (see Hart and Kurz [6]). These concepts assume that deviations cannot be

countered by subsequent deviations. Then, farsighted notions of stability such as

the von Neumann-Morgenstern farsightedly stable set or the largest consistent set

have been proposed (see Chwe [4]). Farsightedness of the coalitions means that a

coalition considers the possibility that, once it acts, another coalition might react,

a third coalition might in turn react, and so on without limit.1

The noncooperative approach has proposed simultaneous or sequential games of

coalition formation which are usually solved using the Nash equilibrium concept or

one of its re�nements.2 Bloch [2] has proposed a sequential coalition formation game

which relies on the commitment assumption. Once some players have agreed to form

a coalition, they are committed to remain in that coalition. They can neither leave

the coalition nor propose to change it later on. Ray and Vohra [12] have generalized

Bloch�s game by allowing for an endogenous distribution of coalitional gains. How-

1Xue [14] has proposed the solution concepts of optimistic or conservative stable standards

of behavior. It strengthens the farsightedness notion of the largest consistent set. A farsighted

individual considers only the �nal outcomes that might result when making choices. But, an

individual with perfect foresight considers also how �nal outcomes can be reached. That is, possible

deviations along the way to the �nal outcomes should be considered. Barbera and Gerber [1]

have proposed a solution concept for hedonic coalition formation games: durability. This concept

assumes some form of maxmin behavior on the part of farsighted players.
2For the coalitional contingent threat situation, Mariotti [10] has de�ned an equilibrium concept:

the coalitional equilibrium. Central to his concept is the notion of coalitional strategies and the

similarity with subgame perfection (except that coalitions are formally treated as players).

1



ever, sequential coalition formation games are quite sensitive to the exact coalition

formation process.3 In order to remedy the shortcomings of existing solution con-

cepts and to identify the consequences of common knowledge of rationality, Herings,

Mauleon and Vannetelbosch [7] have proposed to apply extensive-form rationaliz-

ability to the framework of social environments. A social environment constitutes

a framework in which it is possible to study how groups of players interact in a

society. On this social environment is de�ned a multi-stage game. An outcome of

the social environment is socially rationalizable if and only if it is rationalizable in

the multi-stage game. The set of socially rationalizable outcomes is shown to be

non-empty for all social environments and it can be computed by an iterative reduc-

tion procedure. This noncooperative approach is very appealing but it can be hard

to compute socially rationalizable outcomes. However, the cooperative notions of

farsighted stability take into account the long run and farsightedly stable outcomes

are less demanding in terms of computations.

The objective of this paper is to provide a new stability concept to predict which

coalition structures are likely to emerge in the long run when coalition members are

farsighted. A set of coalition structures P is farsightedly stable (i) if all possible

deviations from any coalition structure p belonging to P to a coalition structure

outside P are deterred by the threat of ending worse o¤ or equally well o¤, (ii) if

there exists a farsighted improving path from any coalition structure outside the set

leading to some coalition structure in the set, and (iii) if there is no proper subset

of P satisfying the �rst two conditions. In contrast to other concepts incorporating

farsightedness, we do not only request that all possible deviations out of the set are

deterred by the threat of ending worse o¤, but also that there exists a farsighted

improving path from any coalition structure outside the set leading to some coalition

structure in the set. This property is equivalent to the requirement that coalition

structures within the set are robust to perturbations. This new stability concept was

originally de�ned by Herings, Mauleon and Vannetelbosch [8] for network formation

models. In Herings, Mauleon and Vannetelbosch [8] the set of states was the set

of networks and the possible moves from one network were restricted to pairwise

deviations. Here, the set of states is the set of coalition structures and the possible

moves from one coalition structure allow for coalitional deviations.
3Konishi and Ray [9] have studied a model of dynamic coalition formation where players evaluate

the desirability of a move in terms of its consequences on the entire discounted stream of payo¤s.
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A non-empty farsightedly stable set always exists. We provide a characteriza-

tion of unique farsightedly stable sets of coalition structures. We have that any

von Neumann-Morgenstern farsightedly stable set is also a farsightedly stable set.

By means of examples, we show that farsightedly stable sets have no relationship

to largest consistent sets. Finally, we apply our new concept to coalition forma-

tion games satisfying the properties of positive spillovers, negative association and

e¢ ciency of the grand coalition. We obtain that, contrary to myopic notions of

stability, the set consisting of the grand coalition is always a farsightedly stable set.

The paper is organized as follows. In Section 2 we introduce some notations and

basic notions of farsightedness. In Section 3 we de�ne the notion of farsightedly

stable sets of coalition structures. In Section 4 we illustrate our results by means of

coalition formation games with positive spillovers. In Section 5 we conclude.

2 Coalition formation

The players are forming coalitions and inside each coalition formed the members

share the coalitional gains from cooperation. Let P be the �nite set of coalition
structures. A coalition structure p = fS1; S2; : : : ; Smg is a partition of the player
set N = f1; 2; : : : ; ng, so Si 6= ? for i = 1; : : : ;m; Si \ Sj = ? for i 6= j; andSm
i=1 Si = N . Let #Si be the cardinality of coalition Si. Gains from cooperation

are described by a valuation V; a mapping from the set of coalition structures P into
vectors of payo¤s in Rn. The component Vi(p) denotes the payo¤ obtained by player
i if the coalition structure p is formed.

How does the formation of coalitions proceed? A coalition structure p0 is obtain-

able from p via T , T � N , if (i) fS 0 2 p0 : S 0 � N nTg = fS nT : S 2 p; S nT 6= ;g,
and (ii) 9fS 01; S 02; : : : ; S 0mg � p0 such that [mi=1S 0i = T . Condition (i) means that if
the players in T leave their respective coalition(s) in p, the non-deviating players do

not move. Condition (ii) allows the deviating players in T to form one or several

coalitions in the new status-quo p0. Non-deviating players do not belong to those

new coalitions.

The notion of farsighted improving path captures the fact that farsighted coali-

tions consider the end coalition structure that their move(s) may lead to. That is,

a farsighted improving path is a sequence of coalition structures that can emerge

when players form coalitions based on the improvement the end coalition structure
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o¤ers relative to the current coalition structure.

De�nition 1. A farsighted improving path from a coalition structure p to a coalition

structure p0 6= p is a �nite sequence of coalition structures p1; : : : ; pK with p1 = p

and pK = p0 such that for any k 2 f1; : : : ; K � 1g, pk+1 is obtainable from pk via

some coalition Sk, Vi(pK) � Vi(pk) for all i 2 Sk and Vi(pK) > Vi(pk) for some

i 2 Sk.

For a given coalition structure p, let F (p) be the set of coalition structures that

can be reached by a farsighted improving path from p. Two solution concepts are

commonly used to predict which coalition structure will emerge when players are

farsighted: the von Neumann-Morgenstern farsightedly stable set and the largest

consistent set.

The von Neumann-Morgenstern stable set (von Neumann and Morgenstern [13])

imposes internal and external stability. Incorporating the notion of farsighted im-

proving paths into the original de�nition of the von Neumann-Morgenstern stable

set, we obtain the von Neumann-Morgenstern farsightedly stable set.

De�nition 2. The set P � P is a von Neumann-Morgenstern farsightedly stable set
if (i) 8p 2 P; F (p) \ P = ? and (ii) 8p0 2 P n P; F (p0) \ P 6= ?.

However, a von Neumann-Morgenstern farsightedly stable set does not always

exist as is shown in Example 1.

Example 1. Consider a coalition formation game among three players taken from

Diamantoudi and Xue [5].

Partitions Payo¤s

Player 1 Player 2 Player 3

f123g 0 0 0

f12; 3g 3 2 1

f13; 2g 2 1 3

f23; 1g 1 3 2

f1; 2; 3g 1 1 1

In this example, f12; 3g should be interpreted as the coalition structure where players

4



1 and 2 are together and player 3 is alone. It can be veri�ed that

F (f123g) = ff12; 3g; f13; 2g; f23; 1g; f1; 2; 3gg;
F (f12; 3g) = ff23; 1gg;
F (f13; 2g) = ff12; 3gg;
F (f23; 1g) = ff13; 2gg;
F (f1; 2; 3g) = ff12; 3g; f13; 2g; f23; 1gg:

To satisfy external stability a set should include at least two coalition structures

(for instance, f12; 3g and f13; 2g), but then internal stability would be violated. It
follows that there is no von Neumann-Morgenstern farsightedly stable set. �

The largest consistent set is a concept that has been de�ned in Chwe [4].

De�nition 3. The set P � P is a consistent set if for all p 2 P , for all S � N , and
for all p0 2 P n fpg; where p0 is obtainable from p via S, there exists p00 2 P , where
p00 = p0 or p00 2 F (p0) such that we do not have Vi(p) � Vi(p

00) for all i 2 S and
Vi(p) < Vi(p

00) for some i 2 S. The largest consistent set is the consistent set that
contains any consistent set.

Chwe [4] has shown that there uniquely exists a largest consistent set and has

provided the following iterative procedure to �nd the largest consistent set. Let

Z0 � P. Then Zk (k = 1; 2; : : :) is inductively de�ned as follows: p 2 Zk�1 belongs
to Zk if and only if 8 p0 2 P n fpg; 8S � N such that p0 is obtainable from p via S,

9 p00 2 Zk�1, where p0 = p00 or p00 2 F (p0); such that we do not have Vi(p) � Vi(p00)
for all i 2 S and Vi(p) < Vi(p00) for some i 2 S. The largest consistent set is given
by
T
k�1 Z

k.

Example 2. Consider a coalition formation game among four players where payo¤s

are obtained from a model of pure public goods coalitions with congestion (see

Mauleon and Vannetelbosch [11]). Later on we will consider a model of pure public

goods without congestion in more detail.
Partitions Payo¤s

Player 1 Player 2 Player 3 Player 4

f1234g 6 6 6 6

f123; 4g 4 4 4 8

f12; 34g 5 5 5 5

f12; 3; 4g 3 3 5:5 5:5

f1; 2; 3; 4g 3:5 3:5 3:5 3:5
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The payo¤s for other coalition structures follow by symmetry. It can be veri�ed that

F (f1234g) = ff123; 4g; f124; 3g; f134; 2g; f234; 1gg ;

F (f123; 4g) =

(
f1234g; f124; 3g; f134; 2g; f234; 1g; f12; 34g; f13; 24g;
f14; 23g; f12; 3; 4g; f13; 2; 4g; f23; 1; 4g

)
;

F (f124; 3g) =

(
f1234g; f123; 4g; f134; 2g; f234; 1g; f12; 34g; f13; 24g;
f14; 23g; f12; 3; 4g; f14; 2; 3g; f24; 1; 3g

)
;

F (f134; 2g) =

(
f1234g; f124; 3g; f123; 4g; f234; 1g; f12; 34g; f13; 24g;
f14; 23g; f13; 2; 4g; f14; 2; 3g; f34; 1; 2g

)
;

F (f234; 1g) =

(
f1234g; f124; 3g; f134; 2g; f123; 4g; f12; 34g; f13; 24g;
f14; 23g; f23; 1; 4g; f24; 1; 3g; f34; 1; 2g

)
;

F (f12; 34g) = ff1234g; f123; 4g; f124; 3g; f134; 2g; f234; 1g; f12; 3; 4g; f34; 1; 2gg;
F (f13; 24g) = ff1234g; f123; 4g; f124; 3g; f134; 2g; f234; 1g; f13; 2; 4g; f24; 1; 3gg;
F (f14; 23g) = ff1234g; f123; 4g; f124; 3g; f134; 2g; f234; 1g; f14; 2; 3g; f23; 1; 4gg;

F (f12; 3; 4g) =

(
f1234g; f123; 4g; f124; 3g; f134; 2g; f234; 1g; f12; 34g;
f13; 24g; f14; 23g; f1; 2; 3; 4g

)
= F (f13; 2; 4g) = F (f14; 2; 3g) = F (f23; 2; 4g) = F (f24; 1; 3g)
= F (f34; 1; 2g);

F (f1; 2; 3; 4g) =

(
f1234g; f123; 4g; f124; 3g; f134; 2g; f234; 1g; f12; 34g;
f13; 24g; f14; 23g

)
:

In the �rst round of the iterative procedure to compute the largest consistent

set, we eliminate the coalition structures f1; 2; 3; 4g, f12; 3; 4g, f13; 2; 4g, f14; 2; 3g,
f23; 1; 4g, f24; 1; 3g, and f34; 1; 2g. Indeed, the deviations from f1; 2; 3; 4g to f1234g
and from f12; 3; 4g (or f13; 2; 4g or f14; 2; 3g or f23; 1; 4g or f24; 1; 3g or f34; 1; 2g)
to f1; 2; 3; 4g are not deterred. We cannot eliminate other coalition structures

since any possible deviations from f1234g or f123; 4g or f124; 3g or f134; 2g or
f234; 1g or f12; 34g or f13; 24g or f14; 23g are deterred. For example, the devi-
ations from either f123; 4g or f12; 34g to f12; 3; 4g by player 3 are deterred since
f123; 4g 2 F (f12; 3; 4g) with the original deviating player obtaining again 4 as pay-
o¤. In the second round, we cannot eliminate other coalition structures since any

possible deviations from f1234g or f123; 4g or f124; 3g or f134; 2g or f234; 1g or
f12; 34g or f13; 24g or f14; 23g are still deterred. Therefore, the largest consistent
set is ff1234g, f123; 4g, f124; 3g, f134; 2g, f234; 1g, f12; 34g, f13; 24g, f14; 23gg.
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So f12; 34g, f13; 24g and f14; 23g belong to the largest consistent set even though
they are Pareto dominated by f1234g. �

3 Farsightedly stable sets of coalition structures

We now give the de�nition of a farsightedly stable set of coalition structures. This

concept was originally de�ned by Herings, Mauleon and Vannetelbosch [8] for net-

work formation models with pairwise deviations.

De�nition 4. The set P � P is a farsightedly stable set if

(i) 8 p 2 P , 8 p0 =2 P such that p0 is obtainable from p via S � N , 9 p00 2 F (p0)\P
such that we do not have Vi(p) � Vi(p

00) for all i 2 S and Vi(p) < Vi(p00) for
some i 2 S.

(ii) 8p0 2 P n P; F (p0) \ P 6= ?:

(iii) @ P 0  P such that P 0 satis�es Conditions (i) and (ii).

Condition (i) in De�nition 4 requires the deterrence of external deviations. It

captures that any deviation to a coalition structure outside of P , is deterred by the

threat of ending in p00. Here p00 is such that there is a farsighted improving path from

p0 to p00. Moreover, p00 belongs to P , which makes p00 a credible threat. Condition (ii)

in De�nition 4 requires external stability and implies that the coalition structures

within the set are robust to perturbations. From any coalition structure outside

of P there is a farsighted improving path leading to some coalition structure in P .

Condition (ii) implies that if a set of coalition structures is farsightedly stable, it

is non-empty. Notice that the set P (trivially) satis�es Conditions (i) and (ii) in
De�nition 4. This motivates the requirement of a minimality condition, namely

Condition (iii).

Proposition 1. A farsightedly stable set of coalition structures exists.

All the proofs not in the main text are directly obtained from those in Herings,

Mauleon and Vannetelbosch [8]. Replacing the internal stability condition in the von

Neumann-Morgenstern farsightedly stable set by deterrence of external deviations

and minimality, leads to a stability concept that is always non-empty. We now

provide an easy to verify condition for a set P to be farsightedly stable.
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Proposition 2. If for every p0 2 P nP we have F (p0)\P 6= ? and for every p 2 P;
F (p) \ P = ?, then P is a farsightedly stable set.

A coalition structure p is core-stable if for any S � N , p0 2 P that is obtainable
from p via S and i 2 S such that Vi(p0) > Vi(p), there exists j 2 S such that

Vj(p
0) < Vj(p). Proposition 2 implies that if P is the unique farsightedly stable set

and the coalition structure p belongs to P , then F (p) = ?, which implies that p is
core-stable. Thus, farsighted stability is a re�nement of core-stability when there

is a unique farsightedly stable set. From Proposition 2 it is immediate that if P is

a von Neumann-Morgenstern farsightedly stable set, then P is a farsightedly stable

set.

Proposition 3. The set fpg is a farsightedly stable set if and only if for every
p0 2 P n fpg we have p 2 F (p0).

This proposition tells us that fpg is a farsightedly stable set if and only if there
exists a farsighted improving path from any coalition structure leading to p. Con-

dition (iii) implies that if fpg is a farsightedly stable set, then p does not belong
to any other farsightedly stable set. But there may be farsightedly stable sets not

containing p.

Since internal stability is automatically satis�ed when a set of coalition struc-

tures contains only one element, we have from Proposition 3 that the set fpg is a
farsightedly stable set if and only if it is a von Neumann-Morgenstern farsightedly

stable set.

Proposition 4. The set P is the unique farsightedly stable set if and only if P =

fp 2 P j F (p) = ?g and for every p0 2 P n P , F (p0) \ P 6= ?.

From Proposition 4 we immediately get the next result: if P is the unique

farsightedly stable set, then P is the unique von Neumann-Morgenstern farsightedly

stable set.

Corollary 1. The set fpg is the unique farsightedly stable set if and only if for
every p0 2 P n fpg we have p 2 F (p0) and F (p) = ?.

If for every p0 2 P n fpg we have p 2 F (p0), then fpg is a farsightedly stable set.
If, moreover, F (p) = ?, then fpg is the unique farsightedly stable set. If, on the
other hand, F (p) 6= ?, then there is another farsightedly stable set.

8



Example 3. Consider a coalition formation game among four players where payo¤s

are obtained from a cartel formation game (see Mauleon and Vannetelbosch [11]).

Partitions Payo¤s

Player 1 Player 2 Player 3

f123g 12 12 12

f12; 3g 8 8 16

f13; 2g 8 16 8

f23; 1g 16 8 8

f1; 2; 3g 9 9 9
We have

F (f123g) = ff12; 3g; f13; 2g; f23; 1gg;
F (f12; 3g) = F (f13; 2g) = F (f23; 1g) = ff123g; f1; 2; 3gg;
F (f1; 2; 3g) = ff123gg:

The set ff123gg is a farsightedly stable set, though not the unique one since
F (f123g) 6= ?. The set P = ff12; 3g, f13; 2g, f23; 1g, f1; 2; 3gg also constitutes a
farsightedly stable set. Thus, any deviation to a coalition structure outside P is de-

terred and from any coalition structure outside of P there is a farsighted improving

path going into P . It is easy to verify that a subset of P would not satisfy Condition

(ii) of the de�nition of a farsightedly stable set. �

In Example 1 there is no von Neumann-Morgenstern farsightedly stable set.

Moreover, there is no p such that F (p) = ?. Hence, there is more than one farsight-
edly stable set. In fact, ff12; 3g; f13; 2gg, ff13; 2g; f23; 1gg; and ff12; 3g; f23; 1gg
are the farsightedly stable sets. In Example 2 we have more than one farsightedly

stable set since there is no p such that F (p) = ?. It can be veri�ed that ff1234gg,
ff123; 4gg, ff124; 3gg, ff134; 2gg; and ff234; 1gg are the farsightedly stable sets of
coalition structures.

The next proposition tells us that if a coalition structure does not belong to the

largest consistent set, it cannot be a farsightedly stable set of coalition structures.

Proposition 5. If fpg is a farsightedly stable set, then p belongs to the largest
consistent set.

There is no general relationship between the largest consistent set and farsight-

edly stable sets. Example 2 shows that the largest consistent set may contain other
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coalition structures. The coalition structures f12; 34g, f13; 24g and f14; 23g be-
long to the largest consistent set but do not belong to any farsightedly stable set.

However, Example 3 shows that farsightedly stable sets may contain other coalition

structures too. Indeed, the set P = ff12; 3g ; f13; 2g; f23; 1g; f1; 2; 3gg is a farsight-
edly stable set, but none of the coalition structures belonging to P do belong to

the largest consistent set. Indeed, the largest consistent set singles out the grand

coalition fNg.

4 Coalition formation with positive spillovers

Gains are assumed to be positive, Vi (p) > 0 for all i 2 N , for all p 2 P. We
consider n � 3. We assume symmetric or identical players and equal sharing of the
coalitional gains among coalition members.4 That is, in any coalition Si belonging

to p, Vj (p) = Vl (p) for all j; l 2 Si, i = 1; : : : ;m. So, let V (Si; p) denote the payo¤
obtained by any player belonging to Si in the coalition structure p. We focus on

coalition formation games satisfying the following conditions on the per-member

payo¤s.

(P.1) Positive Spillovers. V (Si; (pnfS1; S2g) [ fS1 [ S2g) > V (Si; p) for all players
belonging to Si, Si 6= S1; S2.

Condition (P.1) restricts our analysis to games with positive spillovers, where the

formation of a coalition by other players increases the payo¤ of a player.

(P.2) Negative Association. V (Si; p) < V (Sj; p) if and only if jSij > jSjj.

Condition (P.2) imposes that, in any coalition structure, small coalitions have higher

per-member payo¤s than big coalitions.

(P.3) E¢ ciency. 8 p = fS1; S2; : : : ; Smg 2 P n fNg it holds that
mP
i=1

#SiV (Si; p) <

nV (N; fNg) :
4Ray and Vohra [12] have provided a justi�cation for the assumption of an equal sharing rule.

In an in�nite-horizon model of coalition formation among symmetric players with endogenous

bargaining, they have shown that in any equilibrium without delay there is equal sharing.
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Finally, condition (P.3) assumes that the grand coalition is the only e¢ cient coalition

structure with respect to payo¤s.

A �rst economic situation satisfying the three conditions is a cartel formation

game with Cournot competition as in Bloch [3] and Yi [15]. Let � (q) = a � q be
the inverse demand (q is the industry output). The industry consists of n identical

�rms. Inside each cartel, we assume equal sharing of the bene�ts obtained from the

cartel�s production. Once stable agreements on cartel formation have been reached,

we observe a Cournot competition among the cartels. The payo¤ for each �rm in

each possible coalition structure is well de�ned. Firm i�s cost function is given by

cqi, where qi is �rm i�s output and c (a > c) is the common constant marginal cost.

As a result, the per-member payo¤ in a cartel of size #S is

V (S; p) =
(a� c)2

#S (#p+ 1)2
,

where #p is the number of cartels within p. Output cartels in a Cournot oligopoly

with the inverse demand function �(q) = a � q and the cost function c(qi) = cqi

satisfy (P.1)-(P.3). Yi [15] has shown that conditions (P.1) and (P.2) are satis�ed.

It is straightforward to show that (P.3) is also satis�ed.

A second economic situation satisfying the three conditions are economies with

pure public goods. The economy consists of n agents. At cost ci(qi), agent i can

provide qi units of the public good. Let q =
P

i qi be the total amount of public

good. The utility each agent obtains from the public good depends positively on

the total amount of public good provided: Ui(q) = q for all i 2 N . Each agent owns
a technology to produce the public good, and the cost of producing the amount qi
of the public good is given by ci(qi) = 1

2
(qi)

2. Since individual cost functions are

convex and exhibit decreasing returns to scale, it is cheaper to produce an amount q

of public goods using all technologies than by using a single technology. In stage one

the coalition formation takes place. Inside each coalition, we assume equal sharing

of the production. Once a coalition structure has been formed, each coalition of

agents acts noncooperatively. On the contrary, inside every coalition, agents act

cooperatively and the level of public good is chosen to maximize the sum of utilities

of the coalition members. That is, for any coalition structure p = fS1; S2; : : : ; Smg,
the level of public good qSi chosen by the coalition Si solves

max
qSi

#Si

 
qSi +

X
j 6=i

qSj �
1

2

�
qSi
#Si

�2!
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yielding a total level of public good provision for the coalition Si equal to qSi =

(#Si)
2, i = 1; : : : ;m. The per-member payo¤ in a coalition of size #Si is given by

V (Si; p) =

mX
j=1

(#Sj)
2 � 1

2
(#Si)

2 ,

for all agents belonging to Si, i = 1; : : : ;m. Yi [15] has shown that conditions (P.1)

and (P.2) are again satis�ed. It is straightforward to show that (P.3) is also satis�ed.

A set consisting of the grand coalition structure fNg only, the e¢ cient coalition
structure, is a farsightedly stable set.

Proposition 6. Under (P.1)-(P.3), ffNgg is a farsightedly stable set.

Proof. To prove that ffNgg is a farsightedly stable set, we have to show that for
all p 6= fNg we have fNg 2 F (p). The proof is done in two steps.
Step A. Since the per-member payo¤s satisfy negative association and e¢ ciency of

the grand coalition, the players belonging to the coalition with the highest number

of members in any p di¤erent from fNg are worse o¤ than in fNg. Also, all players
prefer fNg to p = fS1; : : : ; Sng with #Si = 1 for all Si 2 p. Step B. Take the
sequence of moves where at each move one player belonging to the biggest coalition

in the current coalition structure deviates to form a singleton, until the coalition

structure p is reached. From p the grand coalition deviates to fNg: By (A)-(B) we
have that fNg 2 F (p) for all p 6= fNg.

However, it may be that ffNgg is not the unique farsightedly stable set of coali-
tion structures. In the cartel formation game, ffNgg is not the unique farsightedly
stable set for n � 3. Mauleon and Vannetelbosch [11] have shown that the grand

coalition structure fNg always belongs to the largest consistent set, and is possibly
stable by itself. For instance, the largest consistent set singles out the grand coali-

tion fNg for n � 4: But as #N grows, many coalition structures may belong to the

largest consistent set. In the public good game, the set ffNgg is not the unique
farsightedly stable set when n � 4. Finally, notice that the set ffNgg is also a von
Neumann-Morgenstern farsightedly stable set. Hence, under (P.1)-(P.3), the grand

coalition is a farsightedly stable set, a von Neumann-Morgenstern farsightedly stable

set, and belongs to the largest consistent set.

Finally, notice that in both the cartel formation game and in the public good

game, core-stability, �-stability, �-stability and Bloch�s sequential game do not se-

lect the grand coalition (see Bloch [2]). For instance, any symmetric stationary

12



perfect equilibria of Bloch�s sequential game of cartel formation only support cartel

structures p = fS�1 ; S�2 ; :::; S�mg where #S�1 is the �rst integer following (2n + 3 �p
4n+ 5)=2 and #S�j = 1 for j = 2; :::;m.

5 Conclusion

We have proposed a concept, farsighted stable set of coalition structures, to predict

which coalition structures may be formed among farsighted players. A set of coali-

tion structures P is farsightedly stable (i) if all possible deviations from any coalition

structure p belonging to P to a coalition structure outside P are deterred by the

threat of ending worse o¤or equally well o¤, (ii) if there exists a farsighted improving

path from any coalition structure outside the set leading to some coalition structure

in the set, and (iii) if there is no proper subset of P satisfying Conditions (i) and (ii).

A non-empty farsightedly stable set always exists. We have provided a characteri-

zation of unique farsightedly stable sets of coalition structures and we have studied

the relationship between farsighted stability and other concepts such as the largest

consistent set and the von Neumann-Morgenstern farsightedly stable set. Any von

Neumann-Morgenstern farsightedly stable set belongs to the largest consistent set

and is a farsightedly stable set. By means of examples we have shown that there

is no general relationship between farsightedly stable sets and the largest consistent

set. Finally, we have illustrated our results by analyzing coalition formation games

with positive spillovers.

Acknowledgments
Vincent Vannetelbosch and AnaMauleon are Research Associates of the National

Fund for Scienti�c Research (FNRS). Financial support from Spanish Ministry of

Sciences and Innovation under the project ECO 2009-09120, support from the Bel-

gian French Community�s program Action de Recherches Concertée 05/10-331, and

support of a SSTC grant from the Belgian Federal government under the IAP con-

tract P6/09 are gratefully acknowledged.

References

[1] Barbera, S.; Gerber, A. On Coalition Formation: Durable Coalition Structures.

Math. Soc. Sciences 2003, 45, 185-203.

13



[2] Bloch, F. Sequential Formation of Coalitions in Games with Externalities and

Fixed Payo¤ Division. Games Econ. Behav. 1996, 14, 90-123.

[3] Bloch, F.. Non-Cooperative Models of Coalition Formation in Games with

Spillovers, in New Directions in the Economic Theory of the Environment

(C. Carraro and D. Siniscalco, Eds.), pp.311-352, Cambridge University Press:

Cambridge, UK, 1997.

[4] Chwe, M.S. 1994. Farsighted Coalitional Stability. J. Econ. Theory 1994, 63,

299-325.

[5] Diamantoudi, E.; Xue, L. Farsighted Stability in Hedonic Games. Soc. Choice

Welfare 2003, 21, 39-61.

[6] Hart, S.; Kurz, M. Endogenous Formation of Coalitions. Econometrica 1983,

51, 1047-1064.

[7] Herings, P.J.J.; Mauleon, A.; Vannetelbosch, V. Rationalizability for Social

Environments. Games Econ. Behav. 2004, 49, 135-156.

[8] Herings, P.J.J.; Mauleon, A.; Vannetelbosch, V. Farsightedly Stable Networks.

Games Econ. Behav. 2009, 67, 526-541.

[9] Konishi, H.; Ray, D. Coalition Formation as a Dynamic Process. J. Econ. The-

ory 2003, 110, 1-41.

[10] Mariotti, M. A Model of Agreements in Strategic Form Games. J. Econ. Theory

1997, 74, 196-217.

[11] Mauleon, A.; Vannetelbosch, V. Farsightedness and Cautiousness in Coalition

Formation Games with Positive Spillovers. Theory and Decis. 2004, 56, 291-

324.

[12] Ray, D.; Vohra, R. A Theory of Endogenous Coalition Structures. Games Econ.

Behav. 1999, 26, 286-336.

[13] von Neumann, J.; Morgenstern, O. Theory of Games and Economic Behavior.

Princeton University Press: Princeton, NJ, USA, 1944.

[14] Xue, L. Coalitional Stability under Perfect Foresight. Econ. Theory 1998, 11,

603-627.

14



[15] Yi, S.S. Stable Coalition Structures with Externalities. Games Econ. Behav.

1997, 20, 201-237.

15



Recent titles 
CORE Discussion Papers 

 
2009/68. Marco MARINUCCI and Wouter VERGOTE. Endogenous network formation in patent 

contests and its role as a barrier to entry. 
2009/69. Andréas HEINEN and Alfonso VALDESOGO. Asymmetric CAPM dependence for large 

dimensions: the Canonical Vine Autoregressive Model. 
2009/70. Skerdilajda ZANAJ. Product differentiation and vertical integration in presence of double 

marginalization. 
2009/71. Marie-Louise LEROUX and Grégory PONTHIERE. Wives, husbands and wheelchairs: 

Optimal tax policy under gender-specific health. 
2009/72. Yu. NESTEROV and Levent TUNCEL. Local quadratic convergence of polynomial-time 

interior-point methods for conic optimization problems. 
2009/73. Grégory VANDENBULCKE, Claire DUJARDIN, Isabelle THOMAS, Bas DE GEUS, Bart 

DEGRAEUWE, Romain MEEUSEN and Luc INT PANIS. Cycle commuting in Belgium: 
Spatial determinants and 're-cycling' strategies. 

2009/74. Noël BONNEUIL and Raouf BOUCEKKINE. Sustainability, optimality, and viability in the 
Ramsey model. 

2009/75. Eric TOULEMONDE. The principle of mutual recognition – A source of divergence? 
2009/76. David DE LA CROIX, Pierre PESTIEAU and Grégory PONTHIÈRE. How powerful is 

demography? The Serendipity Theorem revisited. 
2009/77. Nicola ACOCELLA, Giovanni DI BARTOLOMEO, Andrew HUGUES HALLETT and Paolo 

G. PIACQUADIO. Announcement wars as an equilibrium selection device. 
2009/78. Julio DÁVILA. The taxation of savings in overlapping generations economies with unbacked 

risky assets. 
2009/79. Elena DEL REY and Miguel Angel LOPEZ-GARCIA. Optimal education and pensions in an 

endogenous growth model. 
2009/80. Hiroshi UNO. Strategic complementarities and nested potential games. 
2009/81. Xavier WAUTHY. Market coverage and the nature of product differentiation: a note. 
2009/82. Filippo L.  CALCIANO. Nash equilibria of games with increasing best replies. 
2009/83. Jacques H. DRÈZE, Oussama LACHIRI and Enrico MINELLI. Stock prices, anticipations and 

investment in general equilibrium. 
2009/84. Claire DUJARDIN and Florence GOFFETTE-NAGOT. Neighborhood effect on 

unemployment? A test à la Altonji. 
2009/85. Erwin OOGHE and Erik SCHOKKAERT. School accountability: (how) can we reward schools 

and avoid cream-skimming. 
2009/86. Ilke VAN BEVEREN and Hylke VANDENBUSSCHE. Product and process innovation and the 

decision to export: firm-level evidence for Belgium. 
2010/1. Giorgia OGGIONI and Yves SMEERS. Degree of coordination in market-coupling and 

counter-trading. 
2010/2. Yu. NESTEROV. Efficiency of coordinate descent methods on huge-scale optimization 

problems. 
2010/3. Geert DHAENE an Koen JOCHMANS. Split-panel jackknife estimation of fixed-effect models. 
2010/4. Parkash CHANDER. Cores of games with positive externalities. 
2010/5. Gauthier DE MAERE D'AERTRYCKE and Yves SMEERS. Liquidity risks on power 

exchanges. 
2010/6. Marc FLEURBAEY, Stéphane LUCHINI, Christophe MULLER and Erik SCHOKKAERT. 

Equivalent income and the economic evaluation of health care. 
2010/7. Elena IÑARRA, Conchi LARREA and Elena MOLIS. The stability of the roommate problem 

revisited. 
2010/8. Philippe CHEVALIER, Isabelle THOMAS and David GERAETS, Els GOETGHEBEUR, 

Olivier JANSSENS, Dominique PEETERS and Frank PLASTRIA. Locating fire-stations: an 
integrated approach for Belgium. 

2010/9. Jean-Charles LANGE and Pierre SEMAL. Design of a network of reusable logistic containers. 



Recent titles 
CORE Discussion Papers - continued 

 
2010/10. Hiroshi UNO. Nested potentials and robust equilibria. 
2010/11. Elena MOLIS and Róbert F. VESZTEG. Experimental results on the roommate problem. 
2010/12. Koen DECANCQ. Copula-based orderings of multivariate dependence. 
2010/13. Tom TRUYTS. Signaling and indirect taxation. 
2010/14. Asel ISAKOVA. Currency substitution in the economies of Central Asia: How much does it 

cost? 
2010/15. Emanuele FORLANI. Irish firms' productivity and imported inputs. 
2010/16. Thierry BRECHET, Carmen CAMACHO and Vladimir M. VELIOV. Model predictive control, 

the economy, and the issue of global warming. 
2010/17. Thierry BRECHET, Tsvetomir TSACHEV and Vladimir M. VELIOV. Markets for emission 

permits with free endowment: a vintage capital analysis. 
2010/18. Pierre M. PICARD and Patrice PIERETTI. Bank secrecy, illicit money and offshore financial 

centers. 
2010/19. Tanguy ISAAC. When frictions favour information revelation. 
2010/20. Jeroen V.K. ROMBOUTS and Lars STENTOFT. Multivariate option pricing with time varying 

volatility and correlations. 
2010/21. Yassine LEFOUILI and Catherine ROUX. Leniency programs for multimarket firms: The 

effect of Amnesty Plus on cartel formation. 
2010/22. P. Jean-Jacques HERINGS, Ana MAULEON and Vincent VANNETELBOSCH. Coalition 

formation among farsighted agents. 
 

Books 
 
J. GABSZEWICZ (ed.) (2006), La différenciation des produits. Paris, La découverte. 
L. BAUWENS, W. POHLMEIER and D. VEREDAS (eds.) (2008), High frequency financial econometrics: 

recent developments. Heidelberg, Physica-Verlag. 
P. VAN HENTENRYCKE and L. WOLSEY (eds.) (2007), Integration of AI and OR techniques in constraint 

programming for combinatorial optimization problems. Berlin, Springer. 
P-P. COMBES, Th. MAYER and J-F. THISSE (eds.) (2008), Economic geography: the integration of 

regions and nations. Princeton, Princeton University Press. 
J. HINDRIKS (ed.) (2008), Au-delà de Copernic: de la confusion au consensus ? Brussels, Academic and 

Scientific Publishers. 
J-M. HURIOT and J-F. THISSE (eds) (2009), Economics of cities. Cambridge, Cambridge University Press. 
P. BELLEFLAMME and M. PEITZ (eds) (2010), Industrial organization: markets and strategies. Cambridge 

University Press. 
M. JUNGER, Th. LIEBLING, D. NADDEF, G. NEMHAUSER, W. PULLEYBLANK, G. REINELT, G. 

RINALDI and L. WOLSEY (eds) (2010), 50 years of integer programming, 1958-2008: from 
the early years to the state-of-the-art. Berlin Springer. 

 
CORE Lecture Series 

 
C. GOURIÉROUX and A. MONFORT (1995), Simulation Based Econometric Methods. 
A. RUBINSTEIN (1996), Lectures on Modeling Bounded Rationality. 
J. RENEGAR (1999), A Mathematical View of Interior-Point Methods in Convex Optimization. 
B.D. BERNHEIM and M.D. WHINSTON (1999), Anticompetitive Exclusion and Foreclosure Through 

Vertical Agreements. 
D. BIENSTOCK (2001), Potential function methods for approximately solving linear programming 

problems: theory and practice. 
R. AMIR (2002), Supermodularity and complementarity in economics. 
R. WEISMANTEL (2006), Lectures on mixed nonlinear programming. 




