
LOCAL FARSIGHTEDNESS IN
NETWORK FORMATION

Pierre de Callataÿ, Ana Mauleon, Vincent
Vannetelbosch

REPRINT | 3285



CORE
Voie du Roman Pays 34, L1.03.01

B-1348 Louvain-la-Neuve

Tel (32 10) 47 43 04

Email:lidam-library@uclouvain.be 

https://uclouvain.be/en/research-institutes/lidam/core/core-reprints.html

https://uclouvain.be/en/research-institutes/lidam/core/core-reprints.html


Received: 25 April 2023 | Revised: 12 January 2024 | Accepted: 21 January 2024

DOI: 10.1111/ijet.12396

OR IG INAL ART I C L E

Local farsightedness in network formation

Pierre de Callataÿ1 | Ana Mauleon1 | Vincent Vannetelbosch2

1CORE/LIDAM and CEREC,
UCLouvain, Louvain‐la‐Neuve, Belgium
2CORE/LIDAM, UCLouvain, Louvain‐la‐
Neuve, Belgium

Correspondence
Ana Mauleon, CORE/LIDAM,
UCLouvain, 1348 Louvain‐la‐Neuve,
Belgium.
Email: ana.mauleon@uclouvain.be

Funding information
Fonds De La Recherche Scientifique—
FNRS, Grant/Award Number: T.0143.18

Abstract

We propose the concept of local‐k farsighted consistent

network for analyzing network formation games where

players only consider a limited number of feasible

networks. A network g is said to be local‐k farsightedly

consistent if, for any network g′ within the distance‐k
neighborhood of g, either g is not defeated by g′, or g

defeats g′. We show that if the utility function is

(componentwise) egalitarian or satisfies reversibility or

excludes externalities across components, then local‐k
farsightedness is more likely to be a good proxy for

what would happen when players have full knowledge

of all feasible networks.
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1 | INTRODUCTION

Many social and economic networks do not emerge randomly but are rather the outcome of decisions
or choices made by individuals or agents (e.g., R&D networks, trade networks, criminal networks,
etc.). Alternative solution concepts for predicting which network structures are likely to emerge in the
long run have been proposed in the literature depending on whether and how far agents anticipate
that their action may also induce others to change the network relations they maintain.1 On the one
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1See Goyal (2007) and Jackson (2008) for an introduction to social and economic networks. Mauleon and
Vannetelbosch (2016) provide a comprehensive overview of the solution concepts for solving network formation games.
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hand, pairwise stability (Jackson & Wolinsky, 1996) involves fully myopic players in the sense that
they do not anticipate that others might react to their actions. Players are able to modify the network
one link at a time, and choose to change the network if the resulting network implies higher payoffs
for the deviating agents. On the other hand, farsighted pairwise stability (Jackson, 2008) involves
perfectly farsighted players. Players fully anticipate the complete sequence of reactions that results
from their own actions in the network.2

But, there are many network formation games where a farsightedly pairwise stable network fails
to exist. In fact, requiring a network to be immune to any profitable farsighted deviation is very
demanding. One solution is to adopt set‐valued concepts like the vNM farsighted stable set (Herings
et al., 2009; Mauleon et al., 2011; Ray & Vohra, 2015), the largest consistent set (Chwe, 1994; Page
et al., 2005), the DEM farsighted stable set (Herings et al., 2009) or the farsighted absorbing set (de
Callataÿ et al., 2023). Another solution is to compare networks by comparing their sets of farsighted
defeating networks (de Callataÿ et al., 2024). A network is minimally farsighted unstable if there is no
other network which is more farsightedly stable.3 However, both approaches are quite demanding in
terms of computational complexity since they require that players have full knowledge of all feasible
networks and their associated payoffs.

In this paper, we consider network formation games where players only consider a limited
number of feasible networks. A network is locally farsighted stable if it is not farsightedly defeated by
some network in its neighborhood. Precisely, a network g is said to be local‐k farsightedly stable if
there is no network within the distance‐k neighborhood of g that farsightedly defeats g. A network
farsightedly defeats another network if there is a farsighted outgoing improving path from the latter to
the former network. A farsighted outgoing improving path from g to g′ is a sequence of networks
within the distance‐k neighborhood of g that can emerge when players form or cut links based on the
improvement the end network offers relative to the current network. The distance‐k neighborhood of
g consists of all networks that are at most at a distance k of g. The distance between g and g′ is
simply the number of links that g does have while g′ does not, plus the number of links that g does
not have while g′ does. Similarly to farsighted pairwise stability (Jackson, 2008), a local‐k farsightedly
stable network often fails to exist.4

Hence, we propose the notion of local‐k farsightedly consistent network. Local farsighted
consistency requires that if a network g is farsightedly defeated by some network g′ in its
neighborhood then g′ is itself farsightedly defeated by g. Precisely, a network g is local‐k
farsightedly consistent if any farsighted deviation is deterred: either because the deviating
players are worse off at the end network g′ or because there is a farsighted ingoing improving
path to g from the end network g′. In other words, the threat of a farsighted deviation to g′ is
consistently deterred by a subsequent farsighted deviation leading back to g. Local‐k farsighted
consistency is a coarsening of local‐k farsighted stability.

Our next objective is to question the robustness of the predictions made under local
farsightedness. In general, some networks that could emerge in the long run when all players
are farsighted may not be locally farsighted stable or consistent, and vice versa. Under which

2Kirchsteiger et al. (2016) provide experimental evidence suggesting that subjects are consistent with (limited)
farsightedness. Most of the players anticipate a number of reactions by the other players to the actions they take
themselves. See also Teteryatnikova and Tremewan (2020).
3A network is more farsightedly stable than another network if the set of farsighted defeating networks in the former is
a proper subset of the set of farsighted defeating networks in the latter network.
4Another approach for overcoming the lack of farsighted stability is to require the consent of component members for
adding or deleting links. See Diamantoudi and Xue (2003), Caulier et al. (2013a), and Caulier et al. (2013b).
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circumstances is looking at local farsightedness a good proxy for what would happen when
players have full knowledge of all feasible networks? On the contrary, when restricting the
analysis to local farsightedness could lead to false predictions?

First, we show that, under the egalitarian utility function, the set of local‐k farsightedly consistent
networks is equal to the set of local‐k farsightedly stable networks. In addition, strongly efficient
networks are always local‐k farsightedly consistent. A public good investment model illustrates this
property. Second, in the case the utility function is componentwise egalitarian, we characterize a set
of networks that are local‐k farsightedly consistent independently of k. Under a componentwise
egalitarian utility function, players belonging to the same component get the same utility and there
are no externalities across components. Third, if any profitable farsighted deviation from a network g
within its distance‐k neighborhood is reversible, then g is local‐k farsightedly consistent. We show
that, the distance‐based utility model of Bloch and Jackson (2007) satisfies this property, and a star
network ⋆g is local‐k farsightedly consistent if k is greater than the number of links in ⋆g , even tough
⋆g is not local‐k farsightedly stable. Fourth, we show that, if the utility function allows for

externalities across components, then the size of the neighborhood matters much more for
determining the farsighted stability of a network. To sum up, if the utility function is
(componentwise) egalitarian, or satisfies reversibility, or excludes externalities across components,
then local‐k farsighted stability or consistency is more likely to be a good predictor for farsightedness.

Beside situations where players have limited knowledge about feasible networks, there are also
situations where players typically have incomplete information about others' connections.
Expectations about these connections might then influence players' decisions with whom to connect.
Recently, Foerster et al. (2021) propose a solution concept for network formation games where
individuals can form two types of links: public links observed by everyone and shadow links generally
not observed by others.5 An alternative approach to local farsightedness is limited farsightedness
where players only consider farsighted improving paths that consist of a limited/bounded number of
pairwise/groupwise deviations (see Herings et al., 2019; Mauleon et al., 2023). Under local
farsightedness the neighborhood reflects the information players have when taking their decisions
and this neighborhood is invariant to pairwise or groupwise deviations. However, under limited
farsightedness the horizon reflects the limited capacity of anticipating players have when considering
chains of deviations and this horizon is not invariant to pairwise or groupwise deviations.

The paper is organized as follows. In Section 2 we introduce some notation and basic
properties of networks. In Section 3 we define the concepts of local farsightedness. In Section 4
we look at general properties for identifying locally farsighted consistent networks. In Section 5
we consider farsighted group deviations and externalities. In Section 6 we conclude. Finally, in
the appendix we investigate the relationships between our concepts of local farsightedness and
set‐valued concepts of farsightedness.

2 | NETWORKS

The set of players is denoted by N n= {1, 2, …, }, where n is the total number of players. A
network g is a list of which pairs of players are linked to each other and ∈ij g indicates that i
and j are linked under g. The complete network on the set of players ⊆S N is denoted by gS

5Once players can have shadow links, some players may overestimate others' connections and hence under‐connect (relative to
stable networks under correct beliefs), while others may underestimate connections and hence over‐connect.

de CALLATAŸ ET AL. | 3
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and is equal to the set of all subsets of S of size 2. It follows in particular that the empty network
is denoted by ∅g . The set of all possible networks on N is denoted by  and consists of all
subsets of gN . The network obtained by adding link ij to an existing network g is denoted g ij+
and the network that results from deleting link ij from an existing network g is denoted g ij− .
Let ∈N g i j ij g( ) = { there is such that } be the set of players who have at least one link in the
network g. Let ∈ ∈N g j N ij g( ) = { }i be the set of neighbors of player i in g. A star network,
denoted by ⋆g

i
, is a network such that there exists some player i (the center) who is linked to

every other player ≠j i (the peripherals) and that contains no other links (i.e., g is such that
⧹N g N i( ) = { }i and N g i( ) = { }j for all ∈ ⧹j N i{ }). A path in a network g between i and j is a

sequence of players i i, …, K1 such that ∈i i gk k+1 for each ∈k K{1, …, − 1} with i i=1 and i j=K .
A network g is connected if for all ∈i N and ∈ ⧹j N i{ }, there exists a path in g connecting i
and j. A nonempty network ⊆h g is a component of g, if for all ∈i N h( ) and ∈ ⧹j N h i( ) { },
there exists a path in h connecting i and j, and for any ∈i N h( ) and ∈ ∈j N g ij g( ), implies
∈ij h. The set of components of g is denoted by H g( ). A component h of g is minimally

connected if h has N h# ( ) − 1 links (i.e., every pair of players in the component are connected
by exactly one path). The partition of N induced by g is denoted by gΠ( ), where ∈S gΠ( ) if and
only if either there exists ∈h H g( ) such that S N h= ( ) or there exists ∉i N g( ) such that
S i= { }.6 We denote by S i( ) the coalition ∈S gΠ( ) such that ∈i S.

A network utility function is a mapping  →u : ℝN that assigns to each network g a utility
u g( )i for each player ∈i N . A network ∈g is strongly efficient relative to u if it maximizes

∈ u g( )i N i ; that is, if ≥∈ ∈ u g u g( ) ( ′)i N i i N i for all ∈g′ . Let E be the set of strongly efficient
networks. A network ∈g Pareto dominates a network ∈g′ relative to u if ≥u g u g( ) ( ′)i i

for all ∈i N , with strict inequality for at least one ∈i N . A network ∈g is Pareto efficient
relative to u if it is not Pareto dominated, and a network ∈g is Pareto dominant if it Pareto
dominates any other network. A simple way to determine which networks are stable is Jackson
and Wolinsky (1996) myopic notion of pairwise stability: a network g is pairwise stable with
respect to u if and only if (i) for all ∈ ≥ij g u g u g ij, ( ) ( − )i i and ≥u g u g ij( ) ( − )j j , and (ii) for
all ∉ij g, if u g u g ij( ) < ( + )i i then u g u g ij( ) > ( + )j j .7

Let us define a notion of distance between two networks which will be crucial for defining
local farsightedness. For ⊆ ≠g g g g g, ′ , ′N we denote by

≡ ∈ ∈ ∉ ∉ ∈   d g g ij g ij g ij g ij g ij g( , ′) #{ ( ′) ( ′)},N

the distance between g and g′.8 That is, d g g( , ′) is the number of links that g does have while g′
does not, plus the number of links that g does not have while g′ does. Hence,

≤ ≤d g g
n n

1 ( , ′)
( − 1)

2
.

For a given network g, let ⊆g kΔ( , ) be the distance‐k neighborhood of g. It is the set of
networks which are at a distance of at most k from g. Formally,

6Throughout the paper we use the notation ⊆ for weak inclusion and ⊊ for strict inclusion. Finally, # will refer to the
notion of cardinality.
7Tercieux and Vannetelbosch (2006) provide a refinement of pairwise stability, p‐pairwise stability, which allows them
to characterize the stochastically stable networks.
8 is the mathematical symbol for logical conjunction and  is the mathematical symbol for logical disjunction.
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≡ ∈ ≤ ≠g k g d g g k g gΔ( , ) { ′ ( , ′) , ′ }.

3 | LOCAL FARSIGHTEDNESS

3.1 | Locally farsighted stable networks

We first define the notion of local‐k farsightedly stable networks. A local‐k farsightedly stable
network is a network g such that farsighted players do not have incentives to deviate from it
looking forward towards some network within the neighborhood of g. Precisely, a network is a
local‐k farsightedly stable network if there is no farsighted outgoing improving path emanating
out of it within its distance‐k neighborhood.

A farsighted outgoing improving path from g to g′ is a sequence of networks that can
emerge when farsighted players form or delete links based on the improvement the end
network offers relative to the current network.9 All networks along the sequence belong to the
distance‐k neighborhood of g. Since we only allow for pairwise deviations, each network in the
sequence differs from the previous one in that either a new link is formed between two players
or an existing link is deleted. If a link ij is deleted, then it must be that either player i or player j
prefers the end network to the current network. If a link is added between player i and player j,
then both player i and player j must prefer the end network to the current network.

Definition 1. A farsighted outgoing improving path g g( , …, )L1 from a network g to a
network ∈g g k′ Δ( , ) within the distance‐k neighborhood of g is a finite sequence of networks
g g, …, L1 with g g=1 and g g= ′L such that for any ∈ ∈l L g g k{1, …, − 1}, Δ( , )l+1 and
either

(i) g g ij= −l l+1 for some ij such that u g u g( ) > ( )i L i l or u g u g( ) > ( )j L j l ; or
(ii) g g ij= +l l+1 for some ij such that u g u g( ) > ( )i L i l and ≥u g u g( ) ( )j L j l .

If there exists a farsighted outgoing improving path from a network g to a network g′within
the distance‐k neighborhood of g, then we write →g g′k . For a given network ∈g , let

⊆ϕ g g k( ) Δ( , )k
out be the set of all networks within the distance‐k neighborhood of g that can be

reached from g by a farsighted improving path. That is,

∈ →ϕ g g g k g g( ) = { ′ Δ( , ) ′}.k k
out

In other words, ϕ g( )k
out is the set of networks within the distance‐k neighborhood of g that

farsightedly defeat g.

Definition 2. A network ∈g is local‐k farsightedly stable if ∅ϕ g( ) =k
out .

9See Jackson (2008) or Herings et al. (2009) for the original definition of a farsighted improving path. Jackson and Watts
(2002) define the notion of improving path in the case that all players are myopic. Herings et al. (2020) and Luo et al.
(2021) extend this notion to a mixed population composed of both myopic and farsighted players.
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Notice that ⊆ϕ g ϕ g( ) ( )k k−1
out out for k > 1 and if ∅ϕ g( ) =k

out then ∅ϕ g( ) =k−1
out . For

≥ ∕k n n g k( − 1) 2, Δ( , ) is simply ⧹ g{ } and ∞ϕ g ϕ g ϕ g( ) = ( ) = ( )k k
out

+1
out out , where

∞ϕ g( )out gives
us the set of all networks that farsightedly defeat g.

Let P k( ) be the set of local‐k farsightedly stable networks. Notice that ⊆P k P k( ) ( − 1).
Unfortunately, P k( ) might turn to be empty. Since  is finite, there exists k′ such that

∞P k P k P( ) = ( + 1) = ( ) for k k> ′. Obviously, P (1) is the set of pairwise stable networks
(Jackson & Wolinsky, 1996) and ∞P ( ) is the set of farsightedly pairwise stable networks
(Jackson, 2008). There is no guarantee that P (1) is nonempty.

Remark 1. ⊇ ⊇ ⊇ ∞P P k P k P(1) ( ) ( + 1) ( ).

Remark 1 tells us that P k( + 1) refines P k( ). Hence, emptiness of P k( ) (or instability) is
more likely to become a problem when k increases. We now provide an example that illustrates
this fact: some networks are pairwise stable while none of them remains farsightedly stable
once the distance‐k neighborhood increases.

Example 1. Consider a situation where three players can form links. The payoffs they
obtain from the different network configurations are given in Figure 1. For k = 1 we
have:

∅

ϕ g g g g

ϕ g g g

ϕ g g g

ϕ g g g

ϕ g ϕ g ϕ g

ϕ g g g g

( ) = { , , },

( ) = { , },

( ) = { , },

( ) = { , },

( ) = ( ) = ( ) = ,

( ) = { , , }.

1
out

0 1 2 3

1
out

1 4 5

1
out

2 4 6

1
out

3 5 6

1
out

4 1
out

5 1
out

6

1
out

7 4 5 6

FIGURE 1 An example with three players.

6 | de CALLATAŸ ET AL.
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Hence, P g g g(1) = { , , }4 5 6 . For ≥k 2 we have:

ϕ g g g g g g g

ϕ g ϕ g ϕ g ϕ g g g g

ϕ g g g

ϕ g g g

ϕ g g g

( ) = { , , , , , },

( ) = ( ) = ( ) = ( ) = { , , },

( ) = { , },

( ) = { , },

( ) = { , }.

k

k k k k

k

k

k

out
0 1 2 3 4 5 6

out
1

out
2

out
3

out
7 4 5 6

out
4 5 6

out
5 4 6

out
6 4 5

So, there is no local‐k farsightedly stable network for ≥k 2, that is, ∅P k( ) = for
≥k 2.

3.2 | Locally farsighted absorbing networks

We now define the notion of local‐k farsightedly absorbing networks. A network g is a local‐k
farsightedly absorbing network if from any network within its distance‐k neighborhood there is
a farsighted ingoing improving path leading to g.

Definition 3. A farsighted ingoing improving path g g( , …, )L1 to a network g from a
network ∈g g k′ Δ( , ) within the distance‐k neighborhood of g is a finite sequence of
networks g g, …, L1 with g g= ′1 and g g=L such that for any
∈ ∈l L g g k{1, …, − 1}, Δ( , )l+1 and either

(i) g g ij= −l l+1 for some ij such that u g u g( ) > ( )i L i l or u g u g( ) > ( )j L j l ; or
(ii) g g ij= +l l+1 for some ij such that u g u g( ) > ( )i L i l and ≥u g u g( ) ( )j L j l .

If there exists a farsighted ingoing improving path from a network g′ to a network g within
the distance‐k neighborhood of g, then we write ←g g′k . For a given network ∈g , let

⊆ϕ g g k( ) Δ( , )k
in be the set of all networks within the distance‐k neighborhood of g from which

there is a farsighted ingoing improving path leading to g. That is,

∈ ←ϕ g g g k g g( ) = { ′ Δ( , ) ′}.k k
in

In other words, ϕ g( )k
in is the set of networks within the distance‐k neighborhood of g that

are farsightedly defeated by g.

Definition 4. A network ∈g is local‐k farsightedly absorbing if ϕ g g k( ) = Δ( , )k
in .

For ≥ ∕k n n g k( − 1) 2, Δ( , ) is simply ⧹ g{ } and ∞ϕ g ϕ g ϕ g( ) = ( ) = ( )k k
in

+1
in in , where ∞ϕ g( )in

gives us the set of all networks that are farsightedly defeated by g.

Let A k( ) be the set of local‐k farsightedly absorbing networks. Obviously, ⊆A P(1) (1)

since a local‐1 farsightedly absorbing network is pairwise stable. Suppose now that k becomes
very large. If g is local‐∞ farsightedly absorbing then any other network ≠g g′ cannot be

de CALLATAŸ ET AL. | 7
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local‐∞ farsightedly stable since ≠ ∅∞ϕ g( ′)out for any ≠g g′ . Hence, (i) if ∞A g( ) = { } then
∞ ⊆ ∞P A g( ) ( ) = { } and (ii) if ∞ ≥A# ( ) 2 then ∞ ∅P ( ) = .

Example 1 (Continued). We reconsider the situation where three players can form links
of Figure 1. For k = 1 we have:

∅ϕ g ϕ g

ϕ g ϕ g ϕ g g

ϕ g g g g g

ϕ g g g g g

ϕ g g g g g

( ) = ( ) = ,

( ) = ( ) = ( ) = { },

( ) = { , , } = Δ( , 1),

( ) = { , , } = Δ( , 1),

( ) = { , , } = Δ( , 1).

1
in

0 1
in

7

1
in

1 1
in

2 1
in

3 0

1
in

4 1 2 7 4

1
in

5 1 3 7 5

1
in

6 2 3 7 6

Hence, we get A g g g(1) = { , , }4 5 6 . For k = 2 we have:

∅ϕ g ϕ g

ϕ g ϕ g ϕ g g

ϕ g g g g g g g g

ϕ g g g g g g g g

ϕ g g g g g g g g

( ) = ( ) = ,

( ) = ( ) = ( ) = { },

( ) = { , , , , , } = Δ( , 2),

( ) = { , , , , , } = Δ( , 2),

( ) = { , , , , , } = Δ( , 2).

2
in

0 2
in

7

2
in

1 2
in

2 2
in

3 0

2
in

4 0 1 2 5 6 7 4

2
in

5 0 1 3 4 6 7 5

2
in

6 0 2 3 4 5 7 6

Hence, we get A g g g(2) = { , , }4 5 6 . For ≥k 3 we have:







∅

⧹

⧹

⧹

ϕ g ϕ g

ϕ g ϕ g ϕ g g

ϕ g g g g g g g g g k g

ϕ g g g g g g g g g k g

ϕ g g g g g g g g g k g

( ) = ( ) = ,

( ) = ( ) = ( ) = { },

( ) = { , , , , , , } = Δ( , ) = { },

( ) = { , , , , , , } = Δ( , ) = { },

( ) = { , , , , , , } = Δ( , ) = { }.

k k

k k k

k

k

k

in
0

in
7

in
1

in
2

in
3 0

in
4 0 1 2 3 5 6 7 4 4

in
5 0 1 2 3 4 6 7 5 5

in
6 0 1 2 3 4 5 7 6 6

Hence, the set of local‐k farsightedly absorbing networks is given by A k g g g( ) = { , , }4 5 6

for ≥k 1.

We now provide an example that illustrates the nonmonotonicity of the set of local‐k
farsightedly absorbing networks with respect to k.

Example 2. Consider another situation where three players can form links. The
payoffs they obtain from the different network configurations are given in Figure 2. For
k = 1 we have:

8 | de CALLATAŸ ET AL.
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∅

⊊

⊊

ϕ g

ϕ g ϕ g ϕ g g

ϕ g g g g g

ϕ g g g g g

ϕ g g g g

ϕ g g g

( ) = ,

( ) = ( ) = ( ) = { },

( ) = { , , } = Δ( , 1),

( ) = { , , } = Δ( , 1),

( ) = { , } Δ( , 1),

( ) = { } Δ( , 1).

1
in

0

1
in

1 1
in

2 1
in

3 0

1
in

4 1 2 7 4

1
in

5 1 3 7 5

1
in

6 2 3 6

1
in

7 6 7

Hence, we get A g g(1) = { , }4 5 . For k = 2 we have:

∅

⊊

⊊

ϕ g

ϕ g ϕ g ϕ g g

ϕ g g g g g g g

ϕ g g g g g g g g

ϕ g g g g g

ϕ g g g g g g g g

( ) = ,

( ) = ( ) = ( ) = { },

( ) = { , , , , } Δ( , 2),

( ) = { , , , , , } = Δ( , 2),

( ) = { , , } Δ( , 2),

( ) = { , , , , , } = Δ( , 2).

2
in

0

2
in

1 2
in

2 2
in

3 0

2
in

4 0 1 2 6 7 4

2
in

5 0 1 3 4 6 7 5

2
in

6 0 2 3 6

2
in

7 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

Hence, we obtain A g g(2) = { , }5 7 . For ≥k 3 we have:

FIGURE 2 Another example with three players.









∅

⧹

⧹

⧹

⧹

ϕ g

ϕ g ϕ g ϕ g g

ϕ g g g g g g g g g k g

ϕ g g g g g g g g g k g

ϕ g g g g g g g g g k g

ϕ g g g g g g g g g k g

( ) = ,

( ) = ( ) = ( ) = { },

( ) = { , , , , , , } = Δ( , ) = { },

( ) = { , , , , , , } = Δ( , ) = { },

( ) = { , , , , , , } = Δ( , ) = { },

( ) = { , , , , , , } = Δ( , ) = { }.

k

k k k

k

k

k

k

in
0

in
1

in
2

in
3 0

in
4 0 1 2 3 5 6 7 4 4

in
5 0 1 2 3 4 6 7 5 5

in
6 0 1 2 3 4 5 7 6 6

in
7 0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 7
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Hence, we get A k g g g g( ) = { , , , }4 5 6 7 for ≥k 3. Thus, ⊈ ⊆A A A k(1) (2) ( ) for ≥k 3. So,
the set of local‐k farsightedly absorbing networks may depend in a nonmonotonic way on the
distance k.

3.3 | Locally farsighted consistent networks

We now define the notion of local‐k farsightedly consistent networks. A local‐k farsightedly
consistent network is a network g such that any farsighted deviation from g within its
distance‐k neighborhood is deterred. Either because the deviating players are worse off at the
end network g′ or because there is a farsighted ingoing improving path to g from the end
network g′. In other words, the threat of a farsighted deviation to g′ is consistently deterred by a
subsequent farsighted deviation leading back to g.

Definition 5. A network ∈g is local‐k farsightedly consistent if for any ∈g g k′ Δ( , )

either ∉g ϕ g′ ( )k
out or ∈g ϕ g′ ( )k

in .

Let F k( ) be the set of local‐k farsightedly consistent networks. The next remark tells us that
the set of local‐k farsightedly consistent networks is a coarsening of both the set of local‐k
farsightedly stable networks and the set of local‐k farsightedly absorbing networks.

Remark 2. ⊆P k F k( ) ( ) and ⊆A k F k( ) ( ) for all ≥k 1.

We now provide an example that illustrates the notion and shows the nonmonotonicity of
the set of local‐k farsightedly consistent networks with respect to k.

Example 2 (Continued). We reconsider the situation where three players can form links
of Figure 2. For k = 1 we have:

∅

ϕ g g g g

ϕ g ϕ g g g

ϕ g g g

ϕ g g g

ϕ g ϕ g

ϕ g g

( ) = { , , },

( ) = ( ) = { , },

( ) = { , },

( ) = { , },

( ) = ( ) = ,

( ) = { }.

1
out

0 1 2 3

1
out

1 1
out

7 4 5

1
out

2 4 6

1
out

3 5 6

1
out

4 1
out

5

1
out

6 7

Hence, we get P g g(1) = { , }4 5 and F g g(1) = { , }4 5 . For k = 2 we have:

ϕ g g g g g g g

ϕ g ϕ g g g

ϕ g ϕ g g g g

ϕ g ϕ g g g g

ϕ g g g g

( ) = { , , , , , },

( ) = ( ) = { , },

( ) = ( ) = { , , },

( ) = ( ) = { , , },

( ) = { , , }.

2
out

0 1 2 3 4 5 6

2
out

1 2
out

7 4 5

2
out

2 2
out

5 4 6 7

2
out

3 2
out

4 5 6 7

2
out

6 4 5 7

10 | de CALLATAŸ ET AL.
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Hence, we obtain ∅P (2) = and F g g(2) = { , }5 7 . For instance, g5 is local‐2 farsightedly
consistent since farsighted deviations to g g,4 6 and g7 are deterred by the threat of
subsequent farsighted deviations leading back to g5. Indeed, ϕ g g g g( ) = { , , }2

out
5 4 6 7 while

∈ ∈g ϕ g g ϕ g( ), ( )5 2
out

4 5 2
out

6 and ∈g ϕ g( )5 2
out

7 . For ≥k 3 we have:

ϕ g g g g g g g g

ϕ g ϕ g ϕ g g g g g

ϕ g g g g

ϕ g g g g

ϕ g g g g

ϕ g g g g

( ) = { , , , , , , },

( ) = ( ) = ( ) = { , , , },

( ) = { , , },

( ) = { , , },

( ) = { , , },

( ) = { , , }.

k

k k k

k

k

k

k

out
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

out
1

out
2

out
3 4 5 6 7

out
4 5 6 7

out
5 4 6 7

out
6 4 5 7

out
7 4 5 6

Hence, ∅P k( ) = and F k g g g g( ) = { , , , }4 5 6 7 for ≥k 3. Thus, the set of local‐k
farsightedly consistent networks may depend in a nonmonotonic way on the distance k.

We now provide an example that illustrates the property that the set of locally farsighted
consistent networks is a coarsening of the set of locally farsighted stable networks and the set of
locally farsighted absorbing networks. In Figure 3 we depict the relationship between the three
notions of local farsightedness.

Example 3. Consider the situation where three players can form links and where the
payoffs are given in Figure 4. For ≥k 3 we have:

⊆

⊈ ∅

⊆

⊈ ∅

ϕ g ϕ g g g ϕ g ϕ g g g g g g g

ϕ g ϕ g g g g g ϕ g ϕ g

ϕ g ϕ g g g ϕ g ϕ g g g g g g g

ϕ g ϕ g g g g g ϕ g ϕ g

( ) = ( ) = { , } ( ) = ( ) = { , , , , , },

( ) = ( ) = { , , , } ( ) = ( ) = ,

( ) = ( ) = { , } ( ) = ( ) = { , , , , , },

( ) = ( ) = { , , , } ( ) = ( ) = .

k k k k

k k k k

k k k k

k k k k

out
0

out
3 4 7

in
0

in
3 1 2 4 5 6 7

out
1

out
2 0 3 4 7

in
1

in
2

out
4

out
7 0 3

in
4

in
7 0 1 2 3 5 6

out
5

out
6 0 3 4 7

in
5

in
6

FIGURE 3 Relationship between the alternative concepts of local farsightedness. [Color figure can be
viewed at wileyonlinelibrary.com]
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Hence, we get ∅P k( ) = and ∅A k( ) = for ≥k 3. However, F k g g g g( ) = { , , , }0 3 4 7 for
≥k 3. Thus, F k( ) is a strict coarsening of P k( ) and A k( ) in this example.

Proposition 1. A network ∈g is local‐k farsightedly consistent if and only if
⊆ϕ g ϕ g( ) ( )k k

out in .

Proof. (⇐) Suppose that ⊈ϕ g ϕ g( ) ( )k k
out in . Then, there exists ∈g g k′ Δ( , ) such that

∈g ϕ g′ ( )k
out and ∉g ϕ g′ ( )k

in , and so it follows that g is not a local‐k farsightedly
consistent network, a contradiction. (⇒) Suppose that g is not a local‐k farsightedly
consistent network. Then, there exists ∈g g k′ Δ( , ) such that ∈g ϕ g′ ( )k

out and
∉g ϕ g′ ( )k

in , and so it follows that ⊈ϕ g ϕ g( ) ( )k k
out in , a contradiction. □

Proposition 1 tells us that a network g is local‐k farsightedly consistent if and only if the set
of networks within the distance‐k neighborhood of g that farsightedly defeat g is included in
the set of networks within the distance‐k neighborhood of g that are farsightedly defeated by g.
We now provide an example that illustrates Proposition 1.

Example 4. Consider the situation where three players can form links and where the
payoffs are given in Figure 5. For k = 1 we have:

∅

ϕ g g ϕ g g g

ϕ g ϕ g g g g

( ) = { } ( ) = { , },

( ) = ( ) = { , , }.

1
out

0 3 1
in

0 1 2

1
out

3 1
in

3 0 5 6

From Proposition 1, since ⊈ϕ g g g g ϕ g( ) = { } { , } = ( )1
out

0 3 1 2 1
in

0 and ∅ϕ g( ) =1
out

3 , we have
that g3 is a local‐1 farsightedly consistent network while g0 is not. For k = 2 we have:

FIGURE 4 F k( ) is a strict coarsening of P k( ) and A k( ).
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ϕ g g ϕ g g g g g g g

ϕ g g g ϕ g g g g g g

( ) = { } ( ) = { , , , , , },

( ) = { , } ( ) = { , , , , }.

2
out

0 3 2
in

0 1 2 3 4 5 6

2
out

3 0 1 2
in

3 0 2 5 6 7

For ≥k 3 we have:

ϕ g g ϕ g g g g g g g g

ϕ g g g ϕ g g g g g g

( ) = { } ( ) = { , , , , , , },

( ) = { , } ( ) = { , , , , }.

k k

k k

out
0 3

in
0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

out
3 0 1

in
3 0 2 5 6 7

From Proposition 1, since ⊆ϕ g ϕ g( ) ( )k k
out

0
in

0 and ⊈ϕ g ϕ g( ) ( )k k
out

3
in

3 for ≥k 2, we have
that g0 is a local‐k farsightedly consistent network for ≥k 2 while g3 is not. Hence,
F g(1) = { }3 while F k g( ) = { }0 for ≥k 2.

Chwe (1994) and Page et al. (2005) introduce the notions of farsighted consistent set
and largest farsighted consistent set. Similarly to our notion of locally farsighted
consistent network, the notion of farsighted consistent set questions the credibility of any
profitable deviation. However, the farsighted consistent set is a set‐valued concept. Hence,
a farsighted consistent set G requires that profitable deviations from any network ∈g G to
some network g′ are deterred by the farsighted threat of ending at some network
∈ ∩∞g ϕ g G″ ( ( ′) )

out (g″ may differ from g) where players who deviate first are worse off or
equally well off. In addition, the farsighted consistent set only contemplates one‐shot
deviations while our notion of locally farsighted consistent network considers farsighted
deviations.10 Finally, the farsighted consistent set allows for groupwise deviations while

FIGURE 5 Another example with three players.

10In the same spirit, Haghpanah and Siegel (2023) propose a notion of stability for market segmentations where a
segmentation i is stable if and only if i blocks any other segmentation j that blocks i. One major difference with respect
to our notion of locally farsighted consistent network is that we allow for farsighted blocking.

de CALLATAŸ ET AL. | 13
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our notion of locally farsighted consistent network focuses on pairwise deviations. In
Section 5 we extend our definition to groupwise deviations.11

In the appendix, we study the relationship between local farsightedness and set‐valued
concepts such as the largest pairwise consistent set, the vNM pairwise farsightedly stable set,
the pairwise farsightedly stable and the farsightedly absorbing set.12

4 | GENERAL PROPERTIES

We next investigate general properties that could help us for identifying locally farsighted
consistent networks.

4.1 | Reversibility

Definition 6. A farsighted outgoing improving path g g g g( , , …, , )L L1 2 −1 from a network
g g=1 to a network ∈g g g k= ′ Δ( , )L within the distance‐k neighborhood of g is
reversible if the finite sequence of networks g g g g( , , …, , )L L−1 2 1 is a farsighted ingoing
improving path to g from g′.

Let gΦ ( )k be the set of all networks within the distance‐k neighborhood of g that can be
reached from g by a farsighted outgoing improving path that is reversible.

Proposition 2. If for any ∈g g k′ Δ( , ), either ∉g ϕ g′ ( )k
out or ∈g g′ Φ ( )k , then g is a

local‐k farsightedly consistent network.

Proof. Suppose that g is not a local‐k farsightedly consistent network. Then, there exists
∈g g k′ Δ( , ) such that ∈g ϕ g′ ( )k

out and ∉g ϕ g′ ( )k
in and so ∉g g′ Φ ( )k , a contradiction. □

Proposition 2 tells us that, if for any network g′ within the distance‐k neighborhood of g,
either g′ does not farsightedly defeat g or there exists a reversible farsighted outgoing improving
path from g to g′, then g is a local‐k farsightedly consistent network. The next corollary simply
says that if no network can be reached from g by a farsighted outgoing improving that is not
reversible, then g is a local‐k farsightedly consistent network.

Corollary 1. If ϕ g g( ) = Φ ( )k k
out then g is a local‐k farsightedly consistent network.

Example 1 (Continued). We reconsider the situation where three players can form links of
Figure 1. Take for instance the network g4. We had ϕ g g g g( ) = { , , } =1

in
4 1 2 7 g ϕΔ( , 1),4 2

in

g g g g g g g g ϕ g g g g g g g g( ) = { , , , , , } = Δ( , 2), ( ) = { , , , , , , } =k4 0 1 2 5 6 7 4
in

4 0 1 2 3 5 6 7 ⧹g k gΔ( , ) = { }4 4

11Obviously, if g is local‐∞ groupwise farsightedly consistent then g{ } is a farsighted consistent set and belongs to the
largest consistent set. However, the converse may not be true.
12Other approaches to farsightedness can be found in Xue (1998), Herings et al. (2004, 2019, 2023), Mauleon and
Vannetelbosch (2004), Dutta et al. (2005), Page and Wooders (2009), Dutta and Vohra (2017), Ray and Vohra (2019),
Kimya (2020), Bloch and van den Nouweland (2020).

14 | de CALLATAŸ ET AL.
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for ≥k 3. In addition, ∅ϕ g ϕ g g g( ) = , ( ) = { , }k1
out

4
out

4 5 6 for ≥k 2. There is a unique farsighted
outgoing improving path from g4 to g5 consisting of the sequence g g g( , , )4 1 5 . There is also a
unique farsighted outgoing improving path from g4 to g6 consisting of the sequence g g g( , , )4 2 6 .
Both farsighted outgoing improving paths are reversible. Indeed, the sequence g g g( , , )5 1 4 is a
farsighted ingoing improving path to g4 from g5 within g kΔ( , )4 and the sequence g g g( , , )6 2 4 is a
farsighted ingoing improving path to g4 from g6 within g kΔ( , )4 . Hence, ϕ g g( ) = Φ ( )k k

out
4 4 for

≥k 2. Similarly for g5 and g6. So, ϕ g g( ) = Φ ( )k k
out

5 5 and ϕ g g( ) = Φ ( )k k
out

6 6 for ≥k 2.

Example 5 Distance‐based utility model (Bloch & Jackson, 2007). Example 1 is a three‐
player version of the distance‐based model. In general, if player i is connected to player j
by a path of t links, then player i receives a benefit of b t( ) from her indirect connection
with player j. It is assumed that ≥b t b t( ) ( + 1) > 0 for any t . Each direct link ∈ij g

results in a benefit b (1) and a cost c to both i and j. This cost can be interpreted as the
time a player must spend with another player in order to maintain a direct link. Player i's
distance‐based payoff from a network g is given by

⋅
≠

u g b t ij N g c( ) = ( ( )) − # ( ) ,i

j i

i

where t ij( ) is the number of links in the shortest path between i and j (setting ∞t ij( ) =

if there is no path between i and j), ≥c 0 is a cost per link, and b is a nonincreasing
function. The symmetric connections model (b t δ( ) = t) of Jackson and Wolinsky (1996)
is a special case of distance‐based payoffs. Remember that a star network ⋆g

i
is a network

such that there exists some player i (the center) who is linked to every other player ≠j i

(the peripherals) and that contains no other links (i.e., g is such that ⧹N g N i( ) = { }i and
N g i( ) = { }j for all ∈ ⧹j N i{ }). For intermediate costs, b b c b(1) − (2) < < (1), all star
networks are the strongly efficient networks. In Figure 1, the three‐player case for
b b(1) = 3, (2) = 1.5, and c = 2 is depicted.

Proposition 3. Consider the distance‐based utility model in the case
b b c b(1) − (2) < < (1). If g is a star network then g is local‐k farsightedly consistent for
≥k n − 1.

Proof. Take any network ≠ ⋆g g
i
such that ∈ ⋆g g kΔ( , )i and ≥k n − 1. We show that

∋⋆ϕ g g( )k i
in . (i) Suppose ≠ ⋆g g

j
( ≠j i). From g, looking forward to ⋆g

i
(where they obtain

their highest possible payoff), players (≠i) delete all their links successively (deleting first
the links that are not in ⋆g

i
) to reach the empty network ∅g . Since ≥k n − 1 and ⋆g

i
has

exactly n − 1 links, ∈∅ ⋆g g kΔ( , )i . Hence, along any sequence ∅g g g g g( = , , …, = )L1 2

with g g jk= −l l−1 such that ∈jk gl−1, we have that ∈ ⋆g g kΔ( , )l i for l L= 1, …, . From
∅g , players have incentives (since b c(1) > ) to add links successively to build the star

network ⋆g
i
with player i in the center. (ii) Suppose ⋆g g=

j
( ≠j i)). From g, looking

forward to ⋆g
i
, player j deletes all her links successively (deleting first the links that are

not in ⋆g
i
) to reach the empty network. From ∅g , players have incentives (since b c(1) > )

de CALLATAŸ ET AL. | 15
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to add links successively to build the star network ⋆g
i
with player i in the center. Hence,

∈ ⊆⋆g A k F k( ) ( )
i

. □

The following corollary follows from the proof of Proposition 3. It shows that farsighted
outgoing improving paths from a star network to another star network are reversible.

Corollary 2. Consider the distance‐based utility model in the case b b c b(1) − (2) < < (1). If

≥k n2( − 2) then ∈⋆ ⋆( )g gΦ
i k j for ≠ ∈j i i j N, , .

Notice that, in the case the cost for maintaining a link is low enough and the strongly
efficient network is the complete one, the complete network is local‐k farsightedly consistent
for ≥k 1. Similarly, in the case the cost is large enough and the strongly efficient network is the
empty one, the empty network is local‐k farsightedly consistent for ≥k 1.

4.2 | Egalitarian utility function

Suppose that the utility function u is such that, for any given network, all players get the same
payoff: u g u g( ) = ( )i j for all ∈i j N, . With the egalitarian utility function u, each player's payoff
depends on the network but not on the specific role she plays within the network. The next
proposition shows that, under the egalitarian utility function, (i) the set of local‐k farsightedly
consistent networks is equal to the set of local‐k farsightedly stable networks, (ii) increasing the
size of the neighborhood refines the set of locally farsighted consistent networks, and (iii) only
the strongly efficient networks remain locally farsighted consistent for k large enough.

Proposition 4. Take any u such that u g u g( ) = ( )i j for all ∈i j N, . We have

(i) G∈ ∅ ≡F k g ϕ g P k( ) = { ( ) = } ( ).k
out

(ii) ⊇F k F k( ) ( + 1).
(iii) F k E( ) = for ≥ ∕k n n( − 1) 2.

Proof.

(i) Given the egalitarian utility function u, we have that u g u g( ) < ( )i l i L for all
∈i N l L, = 1, …, − 1, along any farsighted (outgoing or ingoing) improving path
g g( , …, )L1 . Hence, if ∈g ϕ g( ′)k

out then u g u g( ′) < ( )i i for all ∈i N and ∉g ϕ g( ′)k
in . So,

any profitable farsighted deviation from g′ to g cannot be deterred by the threat of
going back to the original network g′. Thus, a network g is a local‐k farsightedly
consistent network if and only if ∅ϕ g( ) =k

out . So, F k P k( ) = ( ).

(ii) Since ⊆P k P k( + 1) ( ) and F k P k( ) = ( ) for ≥k 1, it follows that ⊇F k F k( ) ( + 1).
(iii) Take ≥ ∕k n n( − 1) 2. Hence, ⧹g k gΔ( , ) = { } for every ∈g . Given the egalitarian

utility function u, any strongly efficient network ∈g E Pareto dominates any

16 | de CALLATAŸ ET AL.
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network ∉g E′ . That is, u g u g( ) > ( ′)i i for all ∈ ∉g E g E, ′ , for all ∈i N . Hence, we
have that ∅ϕ g( ) =k

out for all ∈g E and ∩ ≠ ∅ϕ g E( ′)k
out for all ∈ ⧹g E′ . So,

F k E( ) = for ≥ ∕k n n( − 1) 2. □

Example 6 Public good investment model. We consider a public good investment model
to illustrate the above proposition. Each player or city decides about the links she wants
to form with other players. Every player shares equally the total cost for the provision of
the public good and every player can only benefit from the public good if the whole
community is connected. Let c be the cost of forming a link between two players;

c0 < < 1. Thus, player i's payoff is simply given by

⋅ ⋅

⋅ ≠





u g
a n c g g N

c g g N
( ) =

( − 1) − # , if Π( ) = { },

− # , if Π( ) { },
i

where g# denotes the number of links in the network g and ≥a 1. In Figure 6, we have
depicted the 3‐player case.

Proposition 5 shows that, for k n< − 1, the local‐k farsightedly consistent networks in the
public good investment model are the empty network and all minimally connected networks
connecting all players. Once ≥k n − 1, the empty network is no more local‐k farsightedly
consistent.

Proposition 5. The set of local‐k farsightedly consistent networks in the public good
investment model is

(i) ∪ ∈∅ F k g g g n g N( ) = { } { # = − 1 and Π( ) = { }} if k n< − 1, and
(ii) ∈ F k g g n g N( ) = { # = − 1 and Π( ) = { }} if ≥k n − 1.

FIGURE 6 The public good investment game with three players.

de CALLATAŸ ET AL. | 17
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Proof. In the public good investment model, the utility function is an egalitarian
utility function. Thus, any strongly efficient network ∈g E Pareto dominates any
network ∉g E′ . That is, u g u g( ) > ( ′)i i for all ∈ ∉g E g E, ′ , for all ∈i N . We get
that g is strongly efficient if and only g is a minimally connected network;
that is, ∈ E g g n g N= { # = − 1 and Π( ) = { }}. For any ∉ ∪ ∅g E g{ } we have
u g kl u g( − ) > ( )i i for all ∈i N , for any ∈kl g. From Proposition 4 we have that

∅ϕ g( ) =k
out for all ∈g E and ∉g F k( ) if ≠ ∅ϕ g( )k

out . Hence, ∉g F k( ) if ∉ ∪ ∅g E g{ }.

(i) Take k n< − 1. We have that ∅∅ϕ g( ) =k
out and ∅ ∅ϕ g g k( ) = Δ( , )k

in since ∅g kΔ( , )

∩ ∅E = . Hence, ∪ ∈∅ F k g g g n g( ) = { } { # = − 1 and Π( ) = ∪∅N g E{ }} = { } .
(ii) Take ≥k n − 1. Since ∅u g u g( ) < ( )i i for al ∈i N , for all ∈g E , and

∩ ≠ ∅∅g k EΔ( , ) , we have that ∩ ≠ ∅∅ϕ g E( )k
out and ⧹∅ ∅ϕ g g k E( ) = Δ( , )k

in .
Hence, ∉∅g F k( ), and so ∈ F k g g n g N E( ) = { # = − 1 and Π( ) = { }} = . □

5 | GROUP DEVIATIONS AND EXTERNALITIES

5.1 | Local farsightedness with group deviations

The notion of local‐k farsightedly consistent network only considers deviations by at most a
pair of players at a time. It might be that some group of players could all be made better off by
some complicated reorganization of their links, which is not accounted for under local‐k
farsighted consistency. A network ∈g′ is obtainable from ∈g via deviations by group
⊆S N if (i) ∈ij g′ and ∉ij g implies ⊆i j S{ , } , and (ii) ∈ij g and ∉ij g′ implies
∩ ≠ ∅i j S{ , } .13

Definition 7. A groupwise farsighted outgoing improving path g g( , …, )L1 from a
network g to a network ∈g g k′ Δ( , ) within the distance‐k neighborhood of g is a finite
sequence of networks g g, …, L1 with g g=1 and g g= ′L such that for any
∈ ∈l L g g k{1, …, − 1}, Δ( , )l+1 is obtainable from gl via deviations by
⊆ ≥S N u g u g, ( ) ( )l i L i l for all ∈i Sl and u g u g( ) > ( )i L i l for some ∈i Sl.

For a given network ∈g , let ϕ g( )k

out
be the set of networks within the distance‐k neighborhood

of g that can be reached from g by a groupwise farsighted outgoing improving path.

Definition 8. A groupwise farsighted ingoing improving path g g( , …, )L1 to a
network g from a network ∈g g k′ Δ( , ) within the distance‐k neighborhood of g is
a finite sequence of networks g g, …, L1 with g g= ′1 and g g=L such that for any
∈ ∈l L g g k{1, …, − 1}, Δ( , )l+1 is obtainable from gl via deviations by
⊆ ≥S N u g u g, ( ) ( )l i L i l for all ∈i Sl and u g u g( ) > ( )i L i l for some ∈i Sl.

13Dutta and Mutuswami (1997), Jackson and van den Nouweland (2005) extend the notion of pairwise stability to group
deviations, while Luo et al. (2022) propose the notion of coalition‐proof stability for predicting the networks that could
emerge when group deviations are allowed. A network g is strongly stable if for any ⊆S N g, ′ that is obtainable from g

via deviations by S, and ∈i S such that u g u g( ′) > ( )i i , there exists ∈j S such that u g u g( ′) < ( )j j .

18 | de CALLATAŸ ET AL.
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For a given network ∈g , let ϕ g( )k

in
be the set of networks within the distance‐k neighborhood

of g from which there is a groupwise farsighted outgoing improving path leading to g.

Definition 9. A network ∈g is local‐k groupwise farsightedly consistent if for any

∈g g k′ Δ( , ) either ∉g ϕ g′ ( )k

out
or ∈g ϕ g′ ( )k

in
.

Let F k( ) be the set of local‐k groupwise farsightedly consistent networks.

5.2 | Componentwise egalitarian utility function

Let

⊆ ≥ ∀ ⊆ ≠ ∅
∈ ∈





  



g S g g
u g

N g

u g

N g
g g g( ) =

( )

# ( )

( ′)

# ( ′)
′ , ′S i N g i i N g i

S( ) ( ′)

be the set of networks with the highest average payoff out of those that can be formed by
players in ⊆S N .

Suppose that the utility function u is componentwise egalitarian. That is, u is such that (i)
u g u g( ) = ( )i j for all ∈ ∈i j S g, Π( ) and (ii) u g u h( ) = ( )i i with ∈h H g( ) and ∈i N h( ). With a
componentwise egalitarian utility function u, (i) players belonging to the same component get
the same utility and (ii) there are no externalities across components (i.e., payoffs of players
belonging to a component in a given network do not depend on the structure of other
components). Given the componentwise egalitarian utility function u, we find a network g
through the following algorithm due to Banerjee (1999). Pick some ∈h g N( )1 . Next, pick some
∈ ⧹h g N N h( ( ))2 1 . At stage l pick some ∈ ⧹ ∪ ≤h g N N h( ( ))l m l m−1 . Since N is finite this process

stops after a finite number L of stages. The union of the components picked in this way defines
a network g . We denote by G the set of all networks that can be found through this algorithm.14

The next proposition shows that if (i) players belonging to the same component get the
same utility, (ii) there are no externalities across components, (iii) players prefer to be more
connected inside their component, and (iv) players are not indifferent between components of
different sizes, then every network obtained through the above algorithm is locally groupwise
farsightedly consistent whatever the size of the neighborhood.

Proposition 6. Take any u such that

(i) u g u g( ) = ( )i j for all ∈ ∈i j S g, Π( ),
(ii) u g u h( ) = ( )i i with ∈h H g( ) and ∈i N h( ),

(iii) u h u h( ) > ( ′)i i if h h# > # ′ and N h N h( ) = ( ′) with ∈ ∈h H g h H g( ), ′ ( ′) and
∈i N h( ),

14More than one network may be picked up through this algorithm since players may be permuted or even be
indifferent between components of different sizes.

de CALLATAŸ ET AL. | 19
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(iv) ≠u g u g( ) ( ′)i i if ≠S i S i# ( ) # ′( ) with ∈ ∈S i g S i g( ) Π( ), ′( ) Π( ′).

Every ∈g G is a local‐k groupwise farsightedly consistent network for ≥k 1.

All the proofs not in the main text can be found in the appendix. Except if the algorithm
delivers only single component networks, any network ∈g G is not strongly stable. Indeed,
from any network ∈g G there exists an obtainable deviation to some network g′ by some
coalition ∪S S S= 1 2 composed of players belonging to the best component of g, namely
⊊S N h( )1 1 , and others who are worse off than in h1 with ⧹S N h S# = #( ( ) )2 1 1 . In g′ players

belonging to S form a component h′1 that has the same architecture as h1, and players belonging
to S2 are strictly better off while players in S1 are equally well off. However, Proposition 6 tells
us that, once players become farsighted, such deviations are no more credible.15

5.3 | Local public good networks with externalities

We consider now a local public good network model with externalities across components.
Each municipality or player decides about the links she wants to form with other players. Every
player shares common facilities with other players they are connected to. There is a fixed
amount A for the whole provision of the public good financed by the government. Costs for the
provision of the public good are shared equally among the connected players. Let c be the cost
of forming a link between two players; c0 < < 1 and ⋅c n n A( + 1) < . Thus, player i's payoff is
simply given by

⋅
⋅u g

A

S i g
c

g

S i
( ) =

[# ( )] [#Π( ) + 1]
−

# + 1

# ( )
.i 2

where S i( ) is the coalition ∈S gΠ( ) such that ∈i S.16 In Figure 7 we have depicted the
3‐player case for A = 144. This utility function satisfies some general properties (P1–P5) that
are useful for characterizing the networks that are locally groupwise farsighted consistent. P1
(Positive spillovers) states that, in any network, linking two components increases the payoffs of
the players that do not belong to those components. P2 (Negative association) states that, in any
network, players belonging to smaller components obtain greater payoffs than players
belonging to larger components. P3 (No redundant links) states that, in any network, players
belonging to any component increase their payoffs by deleting links without modifying the
groups of connected players. P4 (Free‐riding) states that if a player leaves her component to
become isolated, then she is better off. P5 (Efficiency) states that every minimally connected

15Notice that if a coalition only deviates when all members of the coalition are strictly better off at the end network,
then every network ∈g G is strongly stable and would already be locally groupwise farsightedly consistent under only
conditions (i) and (ii) of Proposition 6.
16The utility function reflects the fact that having disconnected municipalities may lead to managing inefficiencies like
the duplication of tasks or facilities. The formulation of the cost is chosen so that each player in a minimally connected
component simply bears a cost equal to c.
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network is strongly efficient. Formally, the utility function satisfies the following five
properties.

P1 In any network g, we have that u g jk u g( + ) > ( )i i if ≠ ≠S i S j S k( ) ( ) ( ) and
∈S i S j S k g( ), ( ), ( ) Π( ).

P2 In any network g, we have that u g u g( ) < ( )i j if and only if S i S j# ( ) > # ( ).
P3 In any network g, we have that u g ij u g( − ) > ( )i i if g ij gΠ( − ) = Π( ).
P4 In any network g, we have that u g u g( ′) > ( )i i if ⧹ ∪ ⧹g g S S i iΠ( ′) = Π( ) { } { { }, { }}l l for all

∈ ∈i S S g, Π( )l l .
P5 The set of strongly efficient networks is ∈ E g g n g N= { # = − 1 and Π( ) = { }}.

The next proposition shows that, in the local public good network model under P1–P5,
every minimally connected network connecting all players is locally farsightedly consistent
when k is large enough.

Proposition 7. Consider the local public good network model under P1–P5. If
≥ ∕k n n( − 1)( − 2) 2 then every ∈ ∈ g g g n g N{ # = − 1 and Π( ) = { }} is a local‐k

groupwise farsightedly consistent network.

6 | CONCLUSION

We have proposed the concept of local‐k farsightedly consistent network for analyzing network
formation games where players do not have full knowledge of the set of feasible networks.
Precisely, players only consider a limited number of feasible networks when they decide about
the links they want to form or keep with other players. A network g is said to be local‐k
farsightedly consistent if, for any network g′ within the distance‐k neighborhood of g, either g
is not defeated by g′, or g defeats g′. That is, either there is no farsighted deviation to g′ or the
farsighted deviation to g′ is deterred by the threat of a subsequent farsighted deviation that

FIGURE 7 The local public good model with three players.
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leads back to g. We have shown that if the utility function is (componentwise) egalitarian or
satisfies reversibility or excludes externalities across components, then local‐k farsightedness is
more likely to be a good proxy for what would happen when players have full knowledge of all
feasible networks. Finally, we have studied the relationship with set‐valued concepts of
farsightedness.
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APPENDIX A: RELATIONSHIP WITH SET ‐VALUED CONCEPTS

A.1. The largest pairwise consistent set
The largest pairwise consistent set has been defined in Chwe (1994) for general social
environments. By considering a network as a social environment and by allowing only pairwise
deviations, Herings et al. (2009) define the largest pairwise consistent set. A set of networksG is
a pairwise consistent set if all profitable pairwise deviations from any network ∈g G to an

de CALLATAŸ ET AL. | 23

 17427363, 0, D
ow

nloaded from
 https://onlinelibrary.w

iley.com
/doi/10.1111/ijet.12396 by V

incent V
annetelbosch - E

V
ID

E
N

C
E

 A
ID

 - B
E

L
G

IU
M

 , W
iley O

nline L
ibrary on [19/02/2024]. See the T

erm
s and C

onditions (https://onlinelibrary.w
iley.com

/term
s-and-conditions) on W

iley O
nline L

ibrary for rules of use; O
A

 articles are governed by the applicable C
reative C

om
m

ons L
icense

https://doi.org/10.1111/ijet.12396


adjacent network g ij+ (or g ij− ) are deterred by a credible threat of ending worse off or
equally well off. Credibility requires that there exists a farsighted improving path from the
adjacent network leading to some network ∈g G′ where both i and j are not better off.

Definition 10. G is a pairwise consistent set if for all ∈g G,

(ia) for all ∉ij g, there exists ∈g G′ , where g g ij′ = + or ∈ ∩∞g ϕ g ij G′ ( + )out , such
that u g u g( ′) < ( )i i or u g u g( ′) < ( )j j or u g u g u g u g( ( ′), ( ′)) = ( ( ), ( ))i j i j ,

(ib) for all ∈ij g, there exists ∈g g G′, ″ , where g g ij′ = − or ∈ ∩∞g ϕ g ij G′ ( − )out , and
g g ij″ = − or ∈ ∩∞g ϕ g ij G″ ( − )out , such that ≤u g u g( ′) ( )i i and ≤u g u g( ″) ( )j j .

The largest pairwise consistent set is the pairwise consistent set that contains any pairwise
consistent set.

The set G is a pairwise consistent set if both external and internal deviations are deterred.
The largest pairwise consistent set is the set that contains any pairwise consistent set. It follows
from the results in Chwe (1994) that the largest pairwise consistent set exists, is nonempty, and
satisfies external stability.

Two networks g and g′ are adjacent if they differ by one link. The utility function u exhibits
no indifference if for any g and g′ that are adjacent either g defeats g′ or g′ defeats g.

Proposition 8. Suppose that u exhibits no indifference. If g is local‐k farsightedly
consistent then g{ } is a pairwise consistent set and g belongs to the largest pairwise consistent
set.

Proof. Since u exhibits no indifference, we have that a local‐k farsightedly consistent
network g defeats (i) g ij+ for all ∉ij g and (ii) g ij− for all ∈ij g. Thus,
∈ ∈ ∈∞ ∞g ϕ g ij g ij ϕ g g ϕ g ij( + ), + ( ), ( − )out

1
in out , and ∈g ij ϕ g− ( )1

in . So, g{ } is a
pairwise consistent set and g belongs to the largest pairwise consistent set. □

A.2. The vNM pairwise farsightedly stable set
Incorporating the notion of farsighted improving paths into the original definition of the von
Neumann‐Morgenstern stable set, Herings et al. (2009) obtain the vNM pairwise farsightedly
stable set. A set of networks is a vNM pairwise farsightedly stable set if (i) there is no farsighted
improving path between networks within the set (i.e., the internal stability condition); (ii) there
is a farsighted improving path from any network outside the set to some network within the set
(i.e., the external stability condition).

Definition 11. The set G is a vNM pairwise farsightedly stable set if (i) for all
∈ ∩ ∅∞g G ϕ g G, ( ) =out and (ii) for all ∈ ⧹ ∩ ≠ ∅∞g G ϕ g G′ , ( ′)out .

Notice that vNM pairwise farsightedly stable sets do not always exist. In Example 4 we have
that g{ }0 is the unique vNM farsightedly stable set while g0 is the unique local‐k farsightedly
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consistent for ≥k 2 but is not local‐k farsightedly consistent for k = 1 (g3 is the unique local‐k
farsightedly consistent for k = 1).

Proposition 9. If g{ } is a vNM pairwise farsightedly stable set then there exists k̄ such that
g is local‐k farsightedly consistent for ≥k k̄.

Proof. Take ∕k n n¯ = ( − 1) 2. Suppose that g is not a local‐k farsightedly consistent
network. Hence, there exists g′ such that ∈g ϕ g′ ( )k

out and ∉g ϕ g′ ( )k
in . Since

⧹g k gΔ( , ) = { } and ⧹g k gΔ( ′, ) = { ′}, we have that ∉ ∞g ϕ g ϕ g( ′) = ( ′)k
out out , and so g{ }

is not a vNM pairwise farsightedly stable set, a contradiction. □

A.3. The DEM pairwise farsightedly stable set
Herings et al. (2009) introduce the DEM pairwise farsightedly stable set.17 It is obtained by
requiring: (D) deterrence of external deviations, (E) external stability, and (M) minimality.
More precisely, a set of networks G is DEM pairwise farsightedly stable if (D) all possible
pairwise deviations from any network ∈g G to a network outside G are deterred by a credible
threat of ending worse off or equally well off, (E) there exists a farsighted improving path from
any network outside the set leading to some network in the set, and (M) there is no proper
subset of G satisfying (D) and (M).

Definition 12. A set of networks ⊆G is DEM pairwise farsightedly stable if

(D) for all ∈g G,
(i) for all ∉ij g such that ∉g ij G+ , there exists ∈ ∩∞g ϕ g ij G′ ( + )out such that

u g u g u g u g( ( ′), ( ′)) = ( ( ), ( ))i j i j or u g u g( ′) < ( )i i or u g u g( ′) < ( )j j ,

(ii) for all ∈ij g such that ∉g ij G− , there exists ∈ ∩∞g g ϕ g ij G′, ″ ( − )out such that
≤u g u g( ′) ( )i i and ≤u g u g( ″) ( )j j ,

(E) for all ∈ ⧹ ∩ ≠ ∅∞g G ϕ g G′ , ( ′)out .

(M) there does not exist ⊊G G′ such that G′ satisfies (D) and (E).

DEM pairwise farsightedly stable sets need not to be consistent in the sense of Chwe (1994)
since internal deviations need not to be deterred. However, a pairwise consistent set does not
necessarily satisfies the external stability condition. Only the largest pairwise consistent set is
guaranteed to satisfy external stability.

Corollary 4 in Herings et al. (2009) tells us that the set g{ } is a DEM pairwise farsightedly
stable set if and only if it is a vNM pairwise farsightedly stable set. Hence, together with
Proposition 9 we obtain the following corollary.

17Herings et al. (2009) originally called it the pairwise farsightedly stable set. They later on call it DEM farsightedly
stable set to avoid the confusion with the vNM farsightedly stable set.
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Corollary 3. If g{ } is a DEM pairwise farsightedly stable set then there exists k̄ such that g
is local‐k farsightedly consistent for ≥k k̄.

A.4. The farsightedly absorbing set
de Callataÿ et al. (2023) propose the concept of farsightedly absorbing set. A set of networks is
said to be farsightedly absorbing if it satisfies the following three conditions: no external
deviation, external stability and minimality. That is, (i) there is no farsighted improving path
from networks within the set to some networks outside the set; (ii) there is a farsighted
improving path from any network outside the set to some network within the set; and (iii) there
is no proper subset satisfying (i) and (ii).

Definition 13. A set of networks ⊆G is a farsightedly absorbing set if

(i) for every ∈g G, it holds that ∩ ⧹ ∅∞ϕ g G( ) ( ) =out ,

(ii) for every ∈ ⧹g G, it holds that ∩ ≠ ∅∞ϕ g G( )out ,

(iii) there does not exist ⊊G G′ such that G′ satisfies (i) and (ii).

Proposition 10. If g{ } is a farsightedly absorbing set then g is a local‐k farsightedly
consistent network for ≥k 1.

Proof. Since g{ } is a farsightedly absorbing set, we have that ∅∞ϕ g( ) =out . Given that, in
general, ⊆ϕ g ϕ g( ) ( )k k−1

out out for k > 1 and ∅ϕ g( ) =k−1
out if ∅ϕ g( ) =k

out , it follows that g is a
local‐k farsightedly consistent network for ≥k 1. □

APPENDIX B: PROOFS

Proof of Proposition 6. Take any ∈g h G= l
L

l=1 and any ∈g g k′ Δ( , ) such that
≠u g u g( ′) ( )i i for some ∈i N . Otherwise, ∉g ϕ g′ ( )k

out . We show in a constructive way
that ∈g ϕ g′ ( )k

in . Notice that each component hl is fully connected, that is,
∕h N h N h# = # ( )(# ( ) − 1) 2l l l , for l L= 1, …, .

Step 1.1: Let ⊆T N1 be the set of players i such that ≠ ∈u g u g i N( ′) ( ),i i . Pick some

∈⋆j T1 and let ⋆i jˆ =
1 . If ∈h H g( ′)1 then go to Step 1.2 with g g= ′1 and

⋆i jˆ =
2 . Otherwise, looking forward towards g, the coalition ∪S i N h= {ˆ } ( )1

1
1

deviates jointly from g′ to:

(i) either ∈ ∈ ∉ ∈ g ij i N h ij g ij h ij i N′ − { ( ), ′ and } + {1 1 ∈ ∉h ij h ij( ), and1 1

g k k′} − 1
1

2
1 with ∈k k N h, ( )1

1
2
1

1 if î 1 is already linked to some ∈i N h( )1 in g′

and so all players belonging to S1 are worse off in g′ than in g;

(ii) or ∈ ∈ ∉

∈ ∈ ∉




g i l ij i N h ij g ij h

ij i N h ij h ij g k k

′ + ˆ − { ( ), ′ and }

+ { ( ), and ′} −

1
1 1 1

1 1 1
1

2
1

with ∈l k k N h, , ( )1 1
1

2
1

1 if î 1 is

not already linked to some ∈i N h( )1 in g′.
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That is, î 1 links to some ∈l N h( )1 1 (if not yet linked) and all players
belonging to N h( )1 delete their links that are in g′ but not in g and build the
missing links that are not in g′ but are in g, and two players ∈k k N h, ( )1

1
2
1

1

delete (or do not build) the link between them. Player î 1 is strictly better off in g
compared to g′ while players in N h( )1 are at least as well off.

Next, if player ∉i N hˆ ( )
1

1 then player l1 cuts the link to player î
1.

We reach the network ∈ ∈ ∉g g ij i N h ij g ij h= ′ − { ( ), ′ and }+1 1 1

∈ ∈ ∉ij i N h ij h ij g k k{ ( ), and ′} −1 1 1
1

2
1 with ∈k k N h, ( )1

1
2
1

1 where
∈h k k H g− ( )1 1

1
2
1

1 . Along the sequence from g′ to g1 all networks belong to
g kΔ( , ). Notice that at g1 all players in N h( )1 are worse off than at g since the

link k k1
1

2
1 is missing. Let i kˆ =

2
1
1 and go to Step 1.2.

Step 1.2: If ∈h H g( )2 1 then go to Step 1.3 with g g=2 1 and i iˆ = ˆ3 2. Otherwise, looking

forward towards g, the coalition ∪S i N h= {ˆ } ( )2
2

2 deviates jointly from g1 to:

(i) either ∈ ∈ ∉ ∈ ∈ ∉ g ij i N h ij g ij h ij i N h ij h ij g k k− { ( ), and } + { ( ), and } −1 2 1 2 2 2 1 1
2

2
2

with ∈k k N h, ( )1
2

2
2

2 if î 2 is already linked to some ∈i N h( )2 in g1 and so all
players belonging to S2 are worse off in g1 than in g;

(ii) or ∈ ∈ ∉ ∈ ∈ ∉ g i l ij i N h ij g ij h ij i N h ij h ij g k k+ ˆ − { ( ), and } + { ( ), and } −1
2

2 2 1 2 2 2 1 1
2

2
2

with ∈l k k N h, , ( )2 1
2

2
2

2 if î 2 is not already linked to some ∈i N h( )2 in g1.
That is, î 2 links to some ∈l N h( )2 2 (if not yet linked) and all players

belonging to N h( )2 delete their links that are in g1 but not in g and build the
missing links that are not in g1 but are in g, and two players ∈k k N h, ( )1

2
2
2

2

delete (or do not build) the link between them. Player î 2 is strictly better off in g
compared to g1 while players in N h( )2 are at least as well off.

Next, if player ∉i N hˆ ( )
2

2 then player l2 cuts the link to player î
2.

We reach the network ∈ ∈ ∉g g ij i N h ij g ij h= − { ( ), and }2 1 2 1 2

∈ ∈ ∉ij i N h ij h ij g k k+{ ( ), and } −2 2 1 1
2

2
2 with ∈k k N h, ( )1

2
2
2

2 where
∈h k k H g− ( )2 1

2
2
2

2 . Along the sequence from g1 to g2 all networks belong to
g kΔ( , ). Notice that at g2 all players in N h( )2 are worse off than at g since the

link k k1
2

2
2 is missing. Let i kˆ =

3
1
2 and go to Step 1.3.

Step l1. : If ∈h H g( )l l−1 then go to Step l1. + 1 with g g=l l−1 and i iˆ = ˆl l+1 . Otherwise,

looking forward towards g, the coalition ∪S i N h= {ˆ } ( )l
l

l deviates jointly from
gl−1 to:

(i) either ∈ ∈ ∉ ∈ ∈ ∉ g ij i N h ij g ij h ij i N h ij h ij g k k− { ( ), and } + { ( ), and } −l l l l l l l
l l

−1 −1 −1 1 2

with ∈k k N h, ( )l l
l1 2 if î l is already linked to some ∈i N h( )l in gl−1 and so

all players belonging to Sl are worse off in gl−1 than in g;
(ii) or ∈ ∈ ∉ ∈ ∈ ∉ g i l ij i N h ij g ij h ij i N h ij h ij g k k+ ˆ − { ( ), and } + { ( ), and } −l

l
l l l l l l l

l l
−1 −1 −1 1 2

with ∈l k k N h, , ( )l
l l

l1 2 if î l is not already linked to some ∈i N h( )l in gl−1.
That is, î l links to some ∈l N h( )l l (if not yet linked) and all players

belonging to N h( )l delete their links that are in gl−1 but not in g and build the
missing links that are not in gl−1 but are in g, and two players ∈k k N h, ( )l l

l1 2

delete (or do not build) the link between them. Player î l is strictly better off in g
compared to gl−1 while players in N h( )l are at least as well off.

Next, if player ∉i N hˆ ( )
l

l then player ll cuts the link to player î l. We
reach the network ∈ ∈ ∉ ∈ g g ij i N h ij g ij h ij i= − { ( ), and } + {l l l l l−1 −1
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∈ ∉N h ij h ij g k k( ), and } −l l l
l l

−1 1 2 with ∈k k N h, ( )l l
l1 2 , where h k k−l

l l
1 2

∈H g( )l . Along the sequence from gl−1 to gl all networks belong to g kΔ( , ).
Notice that at gl all players in N h( )l are worse off than at g since the link
k kl l

1 2 is missing. Let i kˆ =
l l+1

1 and go to Step l1. + 1.
We proceed so until we reach gL at Step L, where ∈h k k H g− ( )l

l l
L1 2 for

l L= 1, …, . Thus, g h k k= ( − )L l
L

l
l l

=1 1 2 , where ∈h H g( )l and ∈k k N h, ( )l l
l1 2

for l L= 1, …, .
Step 2.1: From gL, looking forward towards g, players ∈k k N h, ( )l1

1
2
1 add the missing

link between them to form g g k k= +L L+1 1
1

2
1 and so we have ∈h H g( )L1 +1 .

Step l2. : From gL l+ −1, looking forward towards g, players ∈k k N h, ( )l l
l1 2 add the

missing link between them to form g g k k= +L l L l
l l

+ + −1 1 2 and so we have

∈h H g( )l L l+ ; and so on until we reach the network g h= l
L

l=1 .

Step L2. : From gL L+ −1, looking forward towards g, players ∈k k N h, ( )L L
L1 2 add the

missing link between them to form g g k k= +L L L L
L L

+ + −1 1 2 . So we have

∈h H g H g( ) = ( )L L L+ and we have reached the network g h= l
L

l=1 .

Thus, we have build a farsightedly ingoing improving path to ∈g G from
any ∈g g k′ Δ( , ) such that ≠u g u g( ′) ( )i i for some ∈i N ; so ∈g ϕ g′ ( )k

in . If

u g u g( ′) = ( )i i for all ∈i N then ∉g ϕ g′ ( )k
out . Hence, every ∈g G is a local‐k

farsightedly consistent network for ≥k 1. □

Proof of Proposition 7. Take any g such that ∈ ∈ g g g n g N{ # = − 1 and Π( ) = { }}.
Since ≥ ∕k n n( − 1)( − 2) 2, we have that ∈∅g g kΔ( , ). In addition, ∈g g k′ Δ( , ) for g′
such that ∕ ⧹g n n g N j j# ′ = ( − 1)( − 2) 2 and Π( ′) = { { }, { }}. From P4 we have that
 ≠ ∅ϕ g( )k

out
. From P3, if ∉g E′ and g NΠ( ′) = { }, then ∉g ϕ g′ ( )k

out
. Thus, it is

sufficient to show that, for any ∉g E′ such that ≠g NΠ( ′) { } and ∈g g k′ Δ( , ), then
∈g ϕ g′ ( )k

in
. We show it in two steps.

[Step A.] Given P2 and P4, the players belonging to the largest component of g′ are
worse off than in g. Moreover, all players prefer g to ∅g (i.e., when all players are
isolated).

[Step B.] From g′ we build a groupwise farsighted ingoing improving path to g as follows.
The improving path consists of a sequence of moves where at each move one player belonging
to the largest component in the current network deviates to become an isolated player, until
the empty network ∅g is reached. Since ≥ ∕k n n( − 1)( − 2) 2, it is guaranteed that along the
sequence every network belongs to g kΔ( , ). From the empty network ∅g , all the players
deviate jointly to g with ∈ ∈ g g g n g N{ # = − 1 and Π( ) = { }}. By (A) and (B) we have

that, for any ∉g E′ such that ≠g NΠ( ′) { } and ∈g g k′ Δ( , ), then ∈g ϕ g′ ( )k

in
. So, g is a

local‐k groupwise farsightedly consistent network. □
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