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SUMMARY 

 

This paper outlines an analysis of unintended consequences of social action. The 

paradigm used for this analysis is game theory as, despite its non-credible assumptions 

about the rational abilities of social actors, it meets a key requirement of the analysis of 

unintended consequences: it clearly states which consequences the actor actually 

intended. A division is made between consequences which, although unintended, were 

predictable in game theoretic terms and those which were not. The first type (best 

exemplified by the well known “prisoners’ dilemma”) arise in systems of action referred 

to as “simple”, since actors, even if they do not personally know each other, are easily 

able to predict the unintended outcome. I shall call these consequences “weak 

unintended consequences”. The second type (best exemplified by two-level games in 

international relations) arise in systems of action referred to as “complex”, since actors 

cannot predict the ultimate consequences of a large chain of interconnected actions. I 

shall call this second type of consequences “strong unintended consequences”.  

Examples of both are provided. 
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And let me speak, to th' yet unknowing world, 

How these things came about; so shall you hear 

Of carnall, bloody and unnatural acts, 

Of accidental judgements, casual slaughters, 

Of deaths put on by cunning, and forced cause, 

And in this upshot, purposes mistook, 

Fallen on th'inventors' heads: all this can I 

Truly deliver. 

W. Shakespeare, Hamlet. 

 

INTRODUCTION 

 

"Unintended consequence" is, undoubtedly, one of the key concepts in 

sociological analysis. For a long time it was linked to the concept of "latent function" 

and, to that extent, played a central role in sociological theory. However, as the 

functional imagery of society has been largely abandoned over the past thirty years, a 

new framework of explanation is required. With regards to this objective, Merton's early 

work (prior to the consolidation of the functional paradigm in American sociology) is 

considered to be of great use. 

The approach of this paper is based, therefore, on a purposive theory of action, 

and a rational choice approach is specifically used (emphasizing recent developments in 

game theory). As is well-known, "purposive action" does not necessarily presuppose 

"rational choice"; however, the majority of sociologists would agree on the necessity of 

a "bounded" rational conception of social action. The use of standard rational choice 

theory (which the majority of sociologists do not agree with) is, in this paper, 

methodological: just to simplify matters. None of the main conclusions would change if 

we used a theory of bounded rationality instead of game theory analysis. Furthermore, 

we are well aware of the limitations of game theory as a research tool and, in fact, as 

shall be apparent, these limitations are a key factor in the development of our argument.   

The main concern of this paper is not that of unintended consequences of 

individual action, but rather those of social interaction. This approach requires a 

definition, even if "loose", of the term "system of action". It is understood to be a set of 
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"somehow" interconnected actors1. Actors may or may not be aware of these 

interconnections. As will become apparent, this "awareness" is an important factor in 

making a distinction between different unintended consequences as well as in 

explaining the process of their emergence. Moreover, according to rational choice 

theory, actors' preferences, actors' beliefs and actors' sets of strategies are key elements 

in the definition of a system of action; beyond this, we do not attempt to make any 

formal definition. 

The paper begins with a brief and critical exposition of what are considered to be 

the two main approaches to human affairs: the functional and the intentional imageries. 

Next, the main thesis is stated, namely, that a distinction should be made between 

consequences that, even if unintended, are easy to foresee and those which are not. The 

first type, which we shall call "weak", can be captured by game theory models, such as 

Boudon's logic of relative frustration. In this case, it is assumed that the actors are aware 

of their relationships with one another. The second type, which we shall call "strong", 

may be represented by multi-level game models, which are not standard game models. 

In this case, every actor is not necessarily aware of his relationships with the others. 

Finally, some reflections are put forward on the differences between the systems of 

action from where these two types of unintended consequences arise. 

  

TWO MAIN APPROACHES TO HUMAN AFFAIRS 

 

Functional Imagery. 

 In 1890 a masterpiece of social science was published. It was A. Marshall's 

Principles of Political Economy, which was edited eight times during the author's life. 

Neoclassical economics broke with previous works of political economists. Two of its 

main features should be brought to attention: firstly, concern did not lie with the social 

classes (defined as the holders of land, capital and work) but with isolated individuals 

and secondly, as a result of the so called "marginal revolution", the inquiry into those 

individuals’ conduct moved towards formal analysis with the assumption that 

individuals act rationally (what means, in this realm, that they are able to efficiently 

allocate scarce resources). Even if partly amended, Marshall's principles are recognized 

                                                                 
1 This "loose" definition is similar (but not equivalent) to the more "concrete" one used by Coleman 
(1990: 29) 



 4

on the present as the foundation stone of modern economics, representing a main 

scientific approach to human affairs.  

Only five years after the publication of that landmark, E. Durkheim published 

his own masterpiece: The Rules of Sociological Method. This work took quite a 

different approach to human affairs since they were not analyzed as the outcome of 

individual will but as social facts which are not only independent from but also have a 

coercing power over individuals. But if these facts are independent of human decisions, 

how can they be explained? The well-known answer is that social facts can be explained 

by the functions they fulfill within society, which may itself be compared to an 

organism which needs the functioning of several organs to be kept alive. Throughout 

the works of Malinowski, Radcliffe-Brown, Parsons and Merton, Durkheim's 

conception of sociology became another main approach to human affairs: the 

specifically sociological approach, in fact. 

This sociological approach is probably best detailed in Merton's (1964a) famous 

lecture on "Manifest and Latent Functions". In this work, a fine distinction is made 

between individuals’ motives and consequences of actions. Functional analysis mainly 

concerns those consequences which the actor neither intended nor recognized (latent 

functions) - although room is also left for those consequences which he did intend and 

recognize (manifest functions) -. The key point is that motives which people say explain 

their course of action are not causally relevant. The pattern is explained not by what was 

intended but by some other unintended "reason": its latent function. The classical 

anthropological example of the Hopi's rain-dance is currently used to illustrate this 

point: if the Hopi people are asked why they perform the rain-dance they will answer: 

"just to make the rain fall". But the sociologist/anthropologist knows that this is not 

what really lies behind the ceremony: the real answer is that this pattern of behavior (as 

in every religious ceremony) fulfills a very important "function": it strengthens social 

links inside the human group. In this way, the functional explanation of unintended 

consequences was raised by Merton to the status of a main task (probably the main task) 

of scientific sociological research. 

This "functional explanation", although very compelling, is problematic. One of 

its problems (not the least important) was pointed out by Merton himself. Functions can 

only be defined if "functional requirements" (that is, society's needs to be satisfied) are 

previously detailed; otherwise functional explanation would be a teleological device by 

which it is presumed that the analyzed pattern fulfills some requirement, usually 
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specified post hoc by the sociologist. Serious methodological difficulties, however, 

prevent the sociologists from compiling a concise and complete list of functional 

requirements (Merton, 1949: 168). 

Secondly, even if one assumes that the compilation of such a list is possible, 

functional explanation must still face the risk of "the fallacy on affirming the 

consequent": On seeing that a certain functional requirement is being met, it can be 

deduced that the social pattern we are accounting for must exist (in order to perform that 

function). The problem here, also addressed by Merton, is that several patterns 

("functional alternatives") could satisfy the same need. Therefore only a "weak 

explanandum" (Hempel, 1965: 313) can be predicted. An additional account must be 

given in order to explain why that structure, and not any other, is used to meet the 

specified need. 

The third problem, related to the previous one, was first pointed out by 

Stinchcombe (1968): a functional explanation is not complete if a social mechanism 

which explains how the system regulates the pattern of activity. Even though lists of 

plausible causal mechanisms have been provided (Stinchcombe, 1968: 85 - 87; Cohen, 

1978: 287 - 289) it seems that they can be reduced to two: selection and reinforcement 

(van Parijs, 1981). Selection mechanisms are those such as perfect market competition. 

Market forces bring about the extinction of inefficient firms, whether or not results of 

efficiency are reached on purpose, and their consequences recognized. Reinforcement 

means that the actor does not "look forward" to pursue certain goals but rather he is 

"backward pushed" by means of prizes or penalties; however someone (the beneficiary 

of that pattern) must be aware of the consequences in order to reward or punish the 

actor's behavior. Insofar as reinforcement processes require some intentional actor to 

operate, and selective processes do not, only the latter could properly provide correct 

functional explanations. 

 As Cohen (1978) points out, a distinction should be made between functionalism 

and functional explanation. Most functional analyses do not provide (and probably do 

not even intend to provide) a proper functional explanation. They simply use functional 

imagery to produce an overall interpretation of society. It is well-known that not only 

"normative functionalism" (best exemplified by Parsons) but also a good deal of 

Marxist theories (such as those by some critical theorists and structural Marxists) have 

made use of that interpretation. In fact, structural-functional imagery was, as previously 
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stated, the predominant form of sociological analysis up until the 1980s, relegating 

other sociological imageries to a marginal border. 

 Marxist theory of the State, indeed, provides a clear example of the difficulties 

of functional explanation. The view that the State is a tool in the hands of the ruling 

class is not only empirically flawed, but also contradictory with the logic of historical 

materialism, as described by Cohen. To provide a proper explanation, Marxists must 

show how the State’s unintended and unrecognized action fulfills the reproduction 

requirements of the capitalist mode of production. This concept is captured in the idea 

of "relative autonomy of the State".  

As is well-known, the structural Marxist's answer was not a successful one. An 

early alternative to the concept of "supradetermination" is found in the work of F. Block 

(1977)2: The ruling class does not rule; it is the politicians who make the decisions. 

Politicians may, of course, be influenced by capitalists, but their main concern is the 

proper functioning of the economy, not only in the short run but also in the long, which 

will ensure their reelection. Therefore, it is the pursuing of the goals of the political 

class, and not those of the capitalist class, what unintentionally benefits the interests of 

the "ruling class"3. This explanation of the "relative autonomy of the State" abandons 

functional imagery which underlies the relationship between "superstructure" and 

"infrastructure" in favor of a very different imagery, one in which unintended outcomes 

are the affect of the interaction of purposive actors. Explanatory power is achieved at 

the price of renouncing concepts such as functional requirements and functional 

alternatives. 

 

Intentional Imagery. 

 

Although having a marginal status, some sociological paradigms take a different 

approach to human affairs. This can be seen, for instance, in the case of symbolic 

interactionism, which stems from the works of Mead, prior to the consolidation of 

Parsons as the great figure of American sociology, of Weber (which, even if partially 

inspired Parsons' work is clearly different from it), of Merton's early work (as we shall 

see below) and also from social exchange theory which emerged as a rapid response to 

                                                                 
2 Which, to some extent anticipated the view of later work of analytical Marxists (e.g. Elster, 1982), even 
if Block does not explicitly employ rational choice theory. 
3 A similar analysis is offered by Offe (1990) 
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Parsons' structuralism. These paradigms share, to different extents, together with 

neoclassical economics, an intentional approach to human affairs, even though it is not 

obvious that an aim to (causally) explain social reality underlies them all. 

This intentional approach is, like the functional one, a type of teleological 

explanation. Action is orientated towards a certain objective, but unlike social systems, 

it does make sense to attribute objectives to human beings. Yet the problem still remains 

as to how that objective can be defined and how the action to reach that objective is 

selected. As far as the first matter is concerned, there is no clear and widely accepted 

explanation. With regard to the second matter, the paradigms differ: Mead created a 

complex theory on the shaping of the self; Weber made a distinction between value 

orientated rationality and end orientated rationality; the young Merton seems to embrace 

a concept of bounded rationality; Homans' social exchange theory followed 

reinforcement principles. The answer provided by neoclassical economic assumptions 

on rational action has, however, received a widespread attention, as it has expanded 

beyond the realm of economy to political science and, to some extent, to other social 

sciences such as demography, history and sociology. 

 

Rational Choice in Parametric and Strategic Environments. 

 

The "economic approach to human behavior", in terms of Gary Becker (1976), 

has been expanding into fields of research other than economics since the late fifties. 

Scholars like Mancur Olson, Anthony Downs and Becker himself were pioneers of this 

slow but sure process, which has sometimes been referred to as a "colonization" of other 

social sciences by economics4. The early stages of this process took place very 

gradually indeed. It is worth mentioning that the invention of game theory (the theory of 

interdependent rational choices) in the late forties, raised expectations that were soon 

frustrated. Further developments of this theory, during the 1970s and 1980s, however, 

led the process into a phase of acceleration during the final decade of the 20th century - a 

phase that does not yet seem to have finished. 

The standard neoclassical perfect market model involves individuals who make 

decisions in a so called parametric environment. Insofar as one sole buyer or one sole 

                                                                 
4 It might be worth considering the hypothesis that this colonization is nothing but the evolutionary result 
of the competition within the realm of social sciences between the two scientific approaches to human 
affairs previously discussed. 
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seller is unable to change the market price significantly, there is no room for strategic 

interaction: every seller makes the decision to sell his commodity at either a higher or 

lower price than his competitors; every customer has the choice of buying the 

commodity in that store or in another. Isolated consumers will not bargain with the 

seller, they will simply search throughout the stores, guided by their preferences and 

constrained by their pockets. In the end, the price of the commodity should reach a fixed 

point: the market equilibrium. This (optimal) equilibrium is the unintended consequence 

of intentional isolated actions. 

The real world, however, is not so simple. Usually, in everyday life, people 

either explicitly bargain or implicitly take into account other individuals' foreseeable 

reactions to their decisions. Unlike processes where large figures of people are involved, 

such as perfect markets, small group dynamics and face-to-face interaction often 

involve this strategic dimension. This problem was first formally dealt with by von 

Neumann and Morgensten in their Theory of Games and Economic Behavior, who 

explain the difference between a parametric environment ("Crusoe's economy" but also 

a perfect market economy) and a strategic environment ("social exchange economy") in 

the following way: 

 

"The difference between Crusoe's perspective and that of a participant in a social 

economy can also be illustrated in this way: Apart from those variables which his will 

controls, Crusoe is given a number of data which are "dead"; they are the unalterable 

physical background of the situation (…). Not a single datum with which he has to deal 

reflects another person's will or intention of an economic kind - based on motives of the 

same nature as his own. A participant in a social exchange economy, on the other hand, 

faces data of this last type as well: they are the product of other participants' actions and 

volitions (like prices). His actions will be influenced by his expectation of these, and 

they in turn reflect the other participants' expectations of his actions" (1953: 12) 

 

The standard game theoretic solution to this problem is the Nash (1951) concept 

of equilibrium. According to Hargreaves Heap and Varoufakis (1995: 23 - 28), Nash 

equilibrium analysis is based on two principles: 

- Common Knowledge of Rationality (CKR): every actor is instrumentally 

rational, every actor knows every actor is instrumentally rational, every actor 

knows that every actor knows that every actor is instrumentally rational, and so 
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forth…which in the end means that every actor expects every actor to make 

rational choices. 

- Consistent Alignment of Beliefs (CAB): every rational actor's beliefs are 

consistent with everyone else's, since actors with the same information must 

arrive at the same conclusions. 

Given these principles, actors must be able to anticipate others' choices and 

select their best response to those choices. A Nash equilibrium is a set of strategies 

which have that property. From this it follows that an equilibrium is a stable point: as 

long as preferences remain unchanged, no actor will unilaterally change his choice, as 

he will not be able to get a higher pay-off. At this point of equilibrium the expectations 

of the actors about the others' choices are confirmed by their actual selected strategies. 

An example may illustrate the point. Figure 1 shows the game known as the 

"Battle of the Sexes". In this game two actors (in the original story, wife and husband) 

face the choice of spending their spare time either at the cinema or at the theater. Judy 

prefers the theater and Gabe prefers the hockey5. However, what they both enjoy  most 

is spending time together. It is assumed that Judy and Gabe know each other’s 

preferences and that, because of CKR and CAB principles, both are able to foresee the 

other’s choice. Gabe must expect that Judy will choose the hockey if that is Gabe's 

choice. Judy must expect that Gabe will choose the theatre if that's Judy's choice. The 

game has two Nash equilibria, and the actual outcome will probably result from 

employing a rule of reciprocity: last weekend we went to theater, this weekend we will 

go to the cinema6. 

The dynamic version of a similar game (Figure 2) can also be helpful in 

illustrating the implications of Nash analysis. In this instance, Judy has the choice of 

either buying one ticket for the theater and reserving Gabe's ticket, or reserving both 

tickets. In the first case Gabe has the choice of either buying the reserved ticket (and 

enjoying Judy's company) or buying a hockey ticket (and having no company). In the 

second case he has the choice of either buying the reserved tickets or buying two 

hockey tickets. Given the preferences and the CKR and CAB principles the play runs as 

follows: Judy is able to anticipate that, in the second case, Gabe would buy two hockey 

tickets (because that is his preferred choice) and that, in the first case, he would buy a 

theater ticket (for the same reason). As Gabe's latter choice provides her a better result, 

                                                                 
5 I have used the names of the main characters of Allen's film, Husbands and Wives. 
6 If things were just that easy! 
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she will buy one theater ticket and reserve the other. In a second stage, Gabe being 

instrumentally rational, his action will confirm Judy's expectations: he will buy the 

previously reserved theater ticket. 

None of these choices should come as a surprise for either the sociologist or for 

the non-scientific observer (including Judy and Gabe). In fact, game theoretic 

explanations for many everyday situations are very compelling. The final (subgame 

perfect) Nash equilibrium7 is the expected, foreseeable, and intended outcome. In other 

words, this game theoretic analysis "makes a good deal of sense", despite its "strong" 

and, to some extent, non-credible assumptions of the actors’ instrumental rationality. 

Of course, it can be argued that things are not that easy. Gabe may not know 

with certainty which was Judy's choice. Judy and/or Gabe may doubt the other's 

preferences. She and/or he may be a risk-lover or risk-adverse, which would certainly 

affect Gabe's decision in the case of uncertainty on Judy's choice. They may also be 

concerned, to different extents, about reaching an agreement as quickly as possible (that 

is, about wasting time with a long argument over whether to go to the theater or to the 

hockey). All of these problems have been addressed by game theorists, which means 

that quite detailed formalizations of Judy and Gabe interaction may be made. The 

problem, therefore, is not whether a particular action can be shown to be rational in 

game theoretic terms (it almost certainly can), the problem, as we shall see, is deciding 

whether this sort of analysis is appropriate. However, if it turned out to be the case, two 

main problems should be emphasized: Firstly, there is no theory of preference formation 

and change. Secondly, most of the games (such as the game in Figure 1) have multiple 

Nash equilibria, and there is no theory to explain which will be the outcome.  

Notice that the logic which underlies the combination of concepts such as 

preferences (or desires), expectations and, as we shall see below, beliefs should not 

surprise any sociologist (although, paradoxically, it may surprise some economists). 

This logic clearly resembles Parsons' (1952) systems of roles, where preferences, 

expectations and beliefs are given cultural data. Nevertheless, despite its failings, game 

theoretic analysis has certain advantages over Parsons' formal theory of social system as 

firstly, it is more economic in explanatory terms and, secondly, it is more powerful in 

producing testable hypothesis. The remainder of this paper will attempt to show the 

extents to which game theory is a useful tool in explaining undesired outcomes. 

                                                                 
7 The subgame perfect Nash equilibrium is the refinement of Nash's concept used to analyze dynamic 
games such as the game of Figure 2. 
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WEAK UNINTENDED CONSEQUENCES 

 

 It is more than a show of respect to begin any sociological discussion on 

unintended consequences with a reference to R. K. Merton's seminal article. For 

present-day sociologists, reading this piece of work (Merton, 1936) is truly surprising as 

no reference is made (although the reader would expect it) to social functions at all. On 

the contrary - as the title itself states - it is written within the paradigm of purposive 

action. In the article, however, there seems to be confusion over terminology, since 

"unforeseen", "unintended", "undesired", "unanticipated" and "unexpected" are used as 

almost synonymous words. Any research on this issue should try to distinguish between 

these terms.  

From the point of view of a theory of purposive action, actors always anticipate 

outcomes (this anticipation process is the base of decision). This anticipation is based 

on knowledge (most probably incomplete) of those outcomes. However, at this point it 

is important to emphasize the difference between the concepts “to anticipate” and “to 

foresee”8. In Figure 2, the outcome of the game fits the anticipated, foreseen and 

intended outcome. However, it may result that the actual outcome of a interaction is, 

even if foreseen, not the one intended by the actors. This does not imply any 

contradiction with game theoretic analysis: actors should expect the undesired outcome 

to be reached. This type of consequence will always be suboptimal for all of the actors 

in symmetric games (since in a symmetric game, all of the players play the same 

strategy and achieve the same result), but not necessarily suboptimal for all of the actors 

in non-symmetric games. We call these undesired but foreseeable outcomes "weak 

unintended consequences". Nevertheless, there is also the possibility of the actual 

outcome being neither intended nor foreseen. The fact is that in certain social 

environments the Nash equilibrium's reinforcement between expectations and actions 

cannot be presumed. We call these undesired and unforeseeable outcomes "strong 

unintended consequences".  

 Furthermore, it would not be superfluous to mention the extent to which the 

different sources of unintended consequences reviewed by Merton fit the definitions 

briefly outlined above.  Consequences resulting from "ignorance" as a lack of complete 

                                                                 
8 The difference was already noted by Boudon. We do not agree with him, however, when he states that 
unforeseen perverse effects "correspond to Merton's unanticipated consequences" (Boudon, 1982: 8) 
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or perfect information are foreseeable (it is the case of decision under risk); but 

whenever "ignorance" means that prediction is beyond our means, because of "the 

interplay of forces and circumstances which are so complex and numerous" (1936: 900), 

its effects are unforeseeable (it is the case of decision under uncertainty). "Basic values" 

which encourage the actor and cause other consequences to be disregarded are, to the 

extent that this pattern does not show a pathology, a source of "weak unintended 

consequences": the choice of that actor will be highly foreseeable. The paradox of the 

realization of those values leading to their renunciation because of the "complex 

interaction which constitutes society" (136: 903) is a type of "strong unintended 

consequence". Similarly, the self-fulfilling prophecy, insofar as it is simply the product 

of a bayesian updating of beliefs (see below), is a foreseeable unintended consequence, 

but insofar as the term characterizes a self-reflexive complex action-system, it is an 

unforeseeable one. 

 There are, however, two elements discussed by Merton for which there is no 

room in this weak/strong scheme. These are "error" and "imperious immediacy of 

interest". To some extent, both are linked to irrational bias, such as "pathological 

obsession" which produces "rigidity" in individual behavior. Some of these aspects 

along with others have been studied in more depth in literature on decision (for instance, 

"imperious immediacy of interest" may fit Elster's (1984) already classical study on 

"weakness of will"). Of course, irrational action and mistaken rational action are further 

sources of unintended consequences which, in these cases, do not necessarily involve 

social interaction. We believe that assumptions of rational action, nevertheless, are still 

the key factor in predicting unintended consequences for, at least, two reasons9. Firstly, 

even if ad hoc, rational choice theories work with a clear definition of the actor's 

intentions. Secondly, as was stressed above, rational choice analysis produces a clear 

and concise set of testable predictions of the outcomes of the (inter)action. 

  

Prisoners' Dilemma and Logic of Relative Frustration. 

 

The case of unintended but foreseen outcomes in parametric environments is 

best exemplified by the well known prisoners' dilemma, shown in Figure 3. Although it 

is usually displayed as a two-player pay-off matrix, the prisoners' dilemma does not 

                                                                 
9 A more extensive defense of the use of rational choice principles in sociology can be found in Coleman 
(1990: 18 - 19). 
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involve strategic interaction. Players do not need to assess one another’s choice since 

they both have a dominant strategy (a best strategy whatever the other’s choice). Even if 

they would prefer the fully cooperative outcome, their rational choices lead to full 

defection. The key point in this argument is that this individually and socially 

suboptimal outcome is easy to foresee by both actors (and by any observer), but it 

would be a misunderstanding of the meaning of intention to say that they "intended" 

that outcome, which was not desired at all. Social situations captured by the prisoners’ 

dilemma model have long been illustrated in the fields of social sciences, mostly related 

to the so called "logic of collective action" (Olson, 1965) or "free-rider problem". It is 

important to outline the symmetric character of the game: whenever it can be assumed 

that all actors have the same order of preferences, and assumptions of rationality can be 

made (as, for instance, with a collective of individuals who pursue a certain goal), the 

(possible) unintended outcome (most of the members of the collective "free-riding" by 

not providing sufficient resources) will be foreseeable.  

 The logic of relative frustration provides a similar example. Boudon (1982: 109-

112) proposes the following game: 1) a choice is given to twenty people to either bet or 

not bet, 2) the prize is 5€ and the cost of betting is 1€, 3) however many people place a 

bet, there are just five winners who are selected at random. It is easy two demonstrate 

that "to bet" is a dominant strategy (the choice of each player does not depend on the 

choice of the others) and that, therefore, five people will win a profit of 4€, and fifteen 

people will bear a loss of 1€. No player intends to lose, but widespread frustration at the 

end of the game is quite predictable. 

Boudon also proposes a second version (1982: 113-115) of this game, where 

only two people are picked as winners. In this modified version, the strategic nature of 

the interaction does matter, since if more than 10 people place a bet, the expected profit 

for all of them becomes negative. Therefore everyone should consider everyone else's 

(anticipated) choice before making a decision. With the knowledge that, beyond the 

tenth player, expected profits become negative, each player may rationally choose either 

to play or not to play by tossing a coin. In the end, ten players do not play the game, two 

earn a prize of 5€, with a cost of 1€, and eight lose 1€. Even though this example may 

seem unrealistic, it should be pointed out that it closely resembles situations in which 

upward mobility is rare and people "hesitate more before investing their energies in the 

search for a difficult promotion" (1982:114). There is no surprise in the conclusion that 

the majority of those who do invest their energies will, however, become frustrated. It is 
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also worth noticing the paradox that "easier" systems of promotion (like that of 

Boudon's first game) cause higher rates of frustration than more difficult ones. 

  

The Role of Information: Moral Hazard and Adverse Selection. 

 

Game theorists make a distinction between two information deficits. "Imperfect 

information" means that the actor making the choice does not know with certainty 

which was the other actor's choice10. Recall the example of the "Battle of the Sexes", 

and suppose that Judy asks Gabe to buy two tickets for a play she is interested in. If the 

play is not a very popular one, Gabe (she knows it, and he knows that she knows it and 

so forth…) will have no choice but to satisfy Judy's petition, as tickets will be available 

with certainty. But let us suppose that the play is very popular: Gabe (she knows it, and 

he knows that she knows it and so forth…) will have to face a long queue; there is even 

the possibility of not obtaining a ticket at all. When Gabe returns, he explains to Judy 

that the theatre tickets were already sold out, but ("don't worry") he was able to get two 

hockey tickets for Saturday's match. Insofar as Judy knew that there was a certain 

chance of the cinema tickets already having been sold out, and that (she knows it, and 

he knows that she knows it and so forth…) she has no way of checking Gabe's real 

course of action, Judy faces a problem of moral hazard: she doesn't know whether Gabe 

bought the hockey tickets because there were no theater tickets or because Gabe took 

advantage of her delegation in this game of imperfect information  

The same game structure is used by economists to explain, for instance, 

involuntary unemployment: employers may refrain from hiring unemployed workers 

fearing they will not be able to credibly commit to a level of effort (likewise, in future, 

Judy will probably not ask Gabe to buy theatre tickets). Another example11 is the case 

of an educational authority's grants policy: if the economic grants were provided only in 

relation to economic parameters (for instance, the student's family income), the grant's 

policy goals (that is: to improve the chances of students from low income families 

finishing their degrees) would be self-defeating, since if grants were not linked to 

academic results, the fact that the student's effort would be reduced is foreseeable. 

These effects (Judy's undesired attendance at the hockey, workers' undesired rate of 

                                                                 
10 Lack of certainty does not mean uncertainty. Games with imperfect information assume a risk 
environment since it is expected that players know the probability of being in each node of the game. A 
further question is whether this expectation is realistic or not. 
11 These examples are taken from H. Scott Bierman and L. Fernández (1993). 
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unemployment; students with grants having a low level of effort) are unintended 

outcomes of games with imperfect information. These unintended outcomes, however, 

can easily be conceptualized as Nash equilibria and, to that extent, are not unexpected or 

unforeseen at all. 

 Similar comments arise from situations where actors keep their own preferences 

as "private information". This type of lack of information is known as "incomplete 

information", and has been dealt with by the invention of a new player (called Nature) 

which chooses from different types of actors12. The preferences of each type are 

common knowledge as well as the probability of each type being the "real" one. 

Supposing that, in our example, it is Judy and Gabe’s first formal meeting. They like 

each other (they know this from past casual encounters) but they do not know whether 

the other is the "right" person. In fact, even if Judy doesn't mind going to the hockey 

sometimes, she would never go out with the kind of person that would cheat when 

asked to buy two theatre tickets. In this situation, insofar as there is no certainty over 

whether Gabe is the honest type (that is, the kind of person that will probably not cheat) 

or the dishonest honest type (that is, the type that will probably cheat), Judy faces a 

problem of adverse selection. 

 Gabe, of course, knows his "real" type, but if he is interested in going out with 

Judy, he might prefer to keep this information private. He would certainly do so if his 

real type was the dishonest one. Let us assume this is the case. In this risk environment 

concerning Gabe's type, Judy waits for a signal, that is, an action by Gabe which would 

give her further information about his type. Being aware of this, he buys two theater 

tickets. As it is unlikely that the dishonest type would choose this action, Judy's 

updating of beliefs13 produces an increase in the probability of Gabe's "real" type being 

the honest one. In this equilibrium (we don't claim that it is the only possible one), Gabe 

spends his spare time in the way he prefers not to, and Judy goes out with the type she 

likes least. 

 A similar signaling problem was pointed out by García Escribano and Linares 

(2001) concerning the 2001 Basque Country elections. Elections can be conceived as a 

game insofar as their rules are well defined: actors’ preferences (or types of actors' 

preferences) and strategies are common knowledge, and instrumental rationality is 

assumed for both parties and voters. The Basque party-system is made up of five main 

                                                                 
12 The invention is attributed to Harsanyi (1967/68). 
13 It is assumed that this updating of beliefs follows Bayes' rule, to be found in any Statistics text book. 
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groups: radical nationalism (HB/EH), moderate nationalism (PNV, EA), moderate 

conservatives (PP, UA), social democrats (PSE), and communists and socialists (IU, 

EE). The average rate of votes from 1990 to 1998 is shown in Table 1; the distribution 

of seats in the Basque Parliament in 1998 is also shown, as well as the predictions made 

by the CIS14 in February 2001 (before the electoral campaign) and the results of the 

May 2001 elections (seats and voting rates). According to these figures, such victory of 

the PNV, which many analysts, post hoc, attributed to EH's weakness, was largely 

unexpected. This outcome, however, can also be plausibly understood as the unintended 

effect of the credible threat of the PP + PSE coalition to the PNV’s leadership during 

the electoral campaign: radical nationalists preferred to vote for moderate nationalists 

rather than suffer a non-Basque nationalist government. The result, therefore, was a 

foreseeable equilibrium (again, it may be not the only one), insofar as strategic voting15 

is assumed. 

 

STRONG UNINTENDED CONSEQUENCES. 

 

 Let us substitute the Judy and Gabe story for a well-known fictitious example: 

the play of Hamlet. In this play, Claudius (Hamlet's uncle) and Gertrard (Hamlet's 

mother) kill the king of Denmark (Hamlet's father). The king's ghost appears to Hamlet, 

asking him to avenge his death. Hamlet feigns madness in order to discover the truth of 

the case. A series of events within the plot lead to the deaths of Lord Chamberlain, of 

Polonious (who is killed by Hamlet), of Ophelia (Polonious' daughter and Hamlet's 

lover, who dies by accident) of Laertes (who tried to avenge his father's death), of 

Gertrard, Claudius and Hamlet himself. All the members of Denmark's court die, except 

for Horatio, the prince's best friend, who recounts this sad story. 

The environment in which Shakespeare sets his play is, to a large extent, a game 

theoretic one. The events cannot be understood without assuming that the actors are 

pursuing certain goals (purposive actors); rationality is also largely presumed by the 

main characters: even of Hamlet, Polonious says "though this be madness, yet there is 

method in't". Possible consequences of actions are carefully anticipated and strategies 

long meditated. However, the actual consequences of those rational actions are nothing 

                                                                 
14 Centro de Investigaciones Sociológicas [Center for Sociological Research] 
15 "Sincere voting" is voting for the most preferred outcome. "Strategic voting" is voting for a less 
preferred  outcome in order to avoid the least preferred one. 
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but a perverse unintended outcome: violent death. Yet despite the fact that the story fits 

well into a rational choice world, it doesn't make sense to formalize the play of Hamlet 

in game theoretic terms: considering that Claudius and Gertrard valued their lives above 

all else, at the first node of the game-tree of Shakespeare's play they would have never 

killed Hamlet's father. Therefore, there would be no play at all! 

 Many systems of action resemble Shakespeare's play: it can be assumed that the 

actors are rational yet it doesn't make sense to formalize their interaction in game-

theoretic terms because it cannot be assumed that there is a single game whose structure 

(set of actors, set of strategies and set of utility functions) is common knowledge and 

that the possibility exists, therefore, for actors to anticipate each other's choices. It 

appears, however, these systems of action might be thought as consisting of multiple, 

distinct games, the results of which are somehow interconnected. This seems to be the 

intuition behind R. Putnam's two-level game analysis of the reciprocal influence 

between domestic and international politics (Putnam, 1988). 

Let us imagine a domestic government (Dg), which does not hold an absolute 

parliamentary majority, and a foreign government (Fg), which does. According to 

Putnam's analytical framework, Dg plays a two-level game, namely, a game with Fg in 

order to reach an international agreement (Level I) and a domestic game with its 

parliament's constituents in order to ratify that agreement (Level II)16. The relevant 

insight is that the possibility of reaching that international agreement depends on the 

scope of the set of agreements that would be ratified in the domestic game, which 

Putnam calls the "win set". If it is large, other things being equal, a wide range of 

feasible international agreements exists (Putnam, 1988: 437 - 440). 

Let us now suppose that Dg's main opposition in parliament is a "hawkish" party 

(Dh), which is not aimed to make great concessions on the issue. Following Schelling 

(1960), Putnam argues that Dg will have, paradoxically, a certain negotiation advantage, 

since its domestic win set will be small (it will argue that Dh ties his hands), and Fg will 

have to make concessions (which will, at least, partially satisfy Dh's preferences), if any 

agreement is to be reached at all. This situation is illustrated in Diagram 1. However, if 

parliamentary opposition to Dg is split into two branches: a hawkish one and a dovish 

one (Dd), the win set widens: there are two possible domestic coalitions to ratify the 

international agreement (Dg + Dh and Dg + Dd). This situation is illustrated in Diagram 

                                                                 
16In this example it is assumed that parliamentary ratification of international agreements is required by 
this country's Constitution. 
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2. The foreign government will try to force the making of the less costly coalition for its 

interests. Up until this point it is easy to see that the hawkish reputation has the 

unintended consequence of impeding Dh to maximize its goals in this negotiation, since 

Fg will, most probably, bargain with the coalition Dg + Dd .  

Let us take this a step further, assuming that Dd and Dh have their own (Level 

III) bargains. This situation is illustrated in Diagram 3. Let us suppose that Dd governs a 

region inside the country. A very important bill is submitted to the regional parliament, 

but Dd has not the majority of seats, so it will not be passed without Dh support. Most 

probably Fg, which is not aware of this local circumstances, will offer Dg a "dovish 

package"; Dd will not support that package but it will demand some of the hawkish 

claims as a "side payment" for Dh 's support in the regional parliament. No doubt Dg 

will explain the situation to Fg but, due to the lack of conclusive information, Fg may 

believe that that was just a "bargaining treat" in order to obtain a larger slice of the cake. 

Eventually, negotiations may break down and everyone may be worse off: a perverse 

consequence that cannot, but under risk of oversimplification, be reduced to the 

straightforward logic of the prisoners' dilemma. 

 It is to be emphasized that, as was stated above, the interaction between 

international and domestic actors cannot be accounted for by a single game, since some 

of the actors may even be unaware of the existence of at least some of the other levels of 

interaction. However, the interaction within each level may, in fact, be plausibly 

formalized in game theoretic terms. How the outcomes of those games can be connected 

is a question that, as far as we know, non-cooperative game theory cannot answer, even 

though some work in cooperative game theory17 (Mayer, 1992) may provide a research 

strategy.  

 Despite being a particularly good field in which to inquire into unintended 

consequences, most of the research on two-level games does not explicitly address the 

issue18. As far as we know, the work of Fang Deng (1997) on the 1989 Chinese student 

movement is the only work published in an academic review which explicitly makes 

this link. According to Deng, the Chinese student movement progressed through three 

stages which increasingly challenged the Chinese government's political power: In the 

                                                                 
17 Cooperative game theory concerns bargaining theory. 
18 Putnam's theoretical work was further developed by Mayer (1992), Iida (1993), Knopf (1993), 
McGinnins and Williams (1993) and Mo (1994; 1995). Of those developments, the works of Knopf and 
especially Mayer seem to be the most useful to our inquiry. Case studies usually do not provide a deep 



 19 

first stage, students demonstrated for political reform and the government responded 

with threats which were not ultimately enforced; in the second stage, the students 

requested a meeting with high-level leaders of the communist party. The government 

declared martial law, but once again did not employ force. The final stage ended with a 

confrontation between the army and the demonstrators. This military crack down was 

very costly for both the demonstrators and the government; an outcome which was not 

desired by either party. The question is how this came about. 

 Deng's argument rests on the assumption that demonstrators had incomplete 

information about the government's preferences: they did not know with certainty 

whether the government was "tough" (would use force to back up their threat and 

restore order) or "weak" (would show force but not use it). As the government did not 

enforce its threats on the demonstrators in the two first stages, a) a bayesian learning 

process decreased the students' perceived probability of the government being tough, 

and b) according to that same process, their expected utility increased. Therefore, in the 

final stage, the students’ resistance to the government's threats was a perfect bayesian 

equilibrium strategy19.  

But as the government did enforce its threats in the end, why didn’t it enforce 

them in the first stage? Deng's answer is that the Chinese government was playing a 

two-level game. In the domestic arena the government would prefer to restore the order. 

In the international arena, looking to attract foreign economic investments, the 

government wanted to score highly where human rights were concerned. As is pointed 

out in literature on two-level games, there is a conflict between the optimal strategies of 

both arenas. In the first two stages of the domestic game, the government used its 

optimal international game strategy. In the last stage, however, as the cost of domestic 

politics had increased greatly, the optimal domestic strategy was employed. The 

information gap between the government’s real preferences and the demonstrator's 

perception of those preferences (as a result of the process of the updating of beliefs 

described above) did the rest. This is why the military crack down was so 

unforeseeable20. 

                                                                                                                                                                                              
analysis, but use a two-level game approach mainly as a metaphor. Recent examples are Jayakar (1997), 
LeoGrande (1998), Trumbore (1998), Boyer (2000), Hosli (2000) 
19 Perfect bayesian Nash equilibrium is the refinement of the concept of Nash equilibrium used to analyze 
dynamic games with incomplete information. 
20 Deng convincingly reports that "most of the demonstrators believed that the people's army would never 
harm the people" (1997: 1108) 
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A similar logic lies behind Linares’ (2000) example, which concerns the crisis of 

the mining activity in Cartagena - La Unión (Spain). The issue here concerns a mining 

firm which exploited an open pipe in close proximity to a small village. The people of 

the village requested the Industry Authority to stop the mining due to the great 

environmental damage it caused. Workers of the firm, fearing the loss of their jobs (and 

the firm itself, in fear of losing their - already low - profits) agreed that all legal 

environmental measures should be enhanced, but that 450 jobs should not be lost. Then, 

the Industry Authority faced a difficult political issue: if it agreed with the villagers by 

showing concern for the damage caused by the mining activity, the workers 

demonstrated, but if it agreed with the workers by showing concern for their jobs, the 

villagers demonstrated. In actual fact, they took sides with each committee that 

presented claims, creating serious doubts on all sides over the "real" intentions of the 

policy makers. Therefore, each time a collective reached an agreement with the 

Authority, another collective protested because it felt its rights were being harmed. The 

absurd and perverse dynamic of this system of action is shown in Diagram 4. 

A feature which the studies of Deng and Linares have in common is that the 

actors, in their respective examples, do not play a single game. Of course, it might be 

possible to make a post hoc reconstruction of what really happened using one single 

game theoretic model, but this would be misleading. In Deng's example, the 

demonstrators were probably not even aware of the government’s international 

concerns; a single model would prove to be a misunderstanding of the requirements of 

Nash equilibrium. In Linares' example, although all of the actors in the system knew 

each other and held at least some hypotheses concerning each other's preferences, a 

dynamic formal model would imply that events were known in advance by all players, 

who were able to anticipate the future choices of the others and select an equilibrium 

strategy. As in Shakespeare's play, it doesn't make sense. It seems more appropriate to 

think this case as being simple bipolar interactions (authority - villagers, authority - 

workers, villagers - workers) interconnected in a multi-level game. It is this complexity 

that made the outcomes so unforeseeable. This is why, the first time villagers 

complained, nobody was able to anticipate that after a long multi-level bargaining 

process the workers would be dismissed. 
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SIMPLE AND COMPLEX SYSTEMS OF ACTION21 

 

 Let us return to Merton. He begins his chapter on self-fulfilling prophecies 

(1964b) with a straightforward example: that of workers withdrawing their savings from 

Last National Bank's deposits on Black Wednesday, 1932. Later on, he provides a 

different example: black workers being excluded from unions because of the 

widespread belief, held by white workers, that they are free-riders. Both examples 

illustrate quite well the phenomenon of the self-fulfilling prophecy: false beliefs 

bringing about a real, unintended, consequence. However, what Merton does not take 

into account is that the mechanisms which underlie those processes are not the same. 

The first case is similar to Boudon's logic of relative frustration: In fact, as Merton tells 

it, Mr. Millingville, although never having heard of the theorem of Thomas, is perfectly 

aware of what is happening in the bank he runs: once the workers believe that the bank 

is insolvent, their dominant strategy is to withdraw their deposits. The beliefs of each 

worker who has not yet withdrawn his deposits are updated (in a bayesian way) with the 

behavior of every new person withdrawing his deposits. The final foreseeable but 

unintended outcome is the bank's collapse. The structure of this situation, as in 

Boudon's model, is very simple: no strategic interaction takes place between the bank 

and the workers at all. 

The example of the black workers, however, presupposes a very different 

structure: the attitude of the white workers toward the black workers is a necessary 

condition for explaining the self-fulfilling prophecy of the black workers free-riding; 

but it is not sufficient. Here, the capitalist (who in the previous example was a mere 

spectator) is an essential element, since if the capitalist were to refrain from ever 

contracting black workers (because of racial biases, for instance) the false belief that 

black workers are free-riders would never be held by white workers. A complex 

interaction system between a) white workers and capitalists, b) black workers and 

capitalists, and c) black workers and white workers, has to be set up if this self-fulfilling 

prophecy is to be accounted for. This last example seems to fit Deng's and Linares' 

models of unintended consequences better than Boudon's. 

                                                                 
21 In an earlier version, we used the terms "simple and complex social structures". We believe that 
"system of action" is a more adequate concept, however we would like to emphasize here the structural 
character of a system of action, as a social reality which is "given" to the individuals. 
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These differences seem to point out that weak and strong unintended 

consequences will emerge form different systems of action. Merton himself examined 

this point in his seminal article: 

 

"Turning now to action, we may differentiate this into two types: (a) unorganized and 

(b) formally organized. The first refer to actions of individuals considered distributively 

out of which may grow the second when like-minded individuals form an association in 

order to achieve a common purpose. Unanticipated consequences may, of course, follow 

both types of action, though the second type would seem to afford a better opportunity 

for sociological analysis since the very process of formal organization ordinarily 

involves an explicit statement of purpose and procedure". (1936: 896) 

 

Formally organized types of action may, of course, be exceptionally good areas 

for the study of unintended consequences. However, we believe the formal/informal 

character of organizations is not the key factor, but rather the issue which (we contend) 

lies behind that distinction, as used by Merton, and which has also been object of 

concern throughout this paper: whether or not the properties of the system of action are 

such that actors are able to foresee each other’s choices.  

A foreseeable - parametric or strategic - environment is not a feature exclusive to 

some formal organizations; informal systems of action also have this quality as in the 

case of spontaneous collective action. Good examples are the queues which form on 

motorways due to the morbid fact that most drivers decelerate in order to watch an 

accident (Schelling, 1978), or parties where a non-smoking norm emerges as a product 

of the rate of smokers to non-smokers (Opp, 2002). On the other hand, large formal 

organizations, like firms, hospitals, universities and modern political parties, are a 

source of unforeseeable unintended consequences, since goals pursued by one 

department may conflict with goals pursued by another which, although somehow 

interconnected, are not playing strictly the same game. 

We call simple those formal or informal systems of action that can be reasonably 

represented by a game theoretic model, as it can be assumed that the elements of the 

game are common knowledge. Emergent consequences, either desired or undesired, 

from these structures will be, to some extent (depending on the features of the game), 

foreseeable. We call complex those formal or informal systems of action (like 

Denmark's Court in Shakespeare's play), which cannot be represented by a single game 



 23 

model (since actors only have a partial knowledge of the system) but which a multi-

level game analysis is required to explain the outcome of players' interaction. The 

outcome of these will not be easily foreseeable, as it depends on the overlapping of 

multiple "win-sets", each of them possibly containing undesirable outcomes. 

 This distinction may fit well recent work on unintended consequences. Cortell 

and Peterson (2001) underline the degree of centralization of decision making as a 

potential sources of consequences that deviate from original policy objectives:  

 

"In a political system that disperses authority across state or administrative units, 

reforms that target other decision-making units are likely to produce unintended policy 

and procedural consequences when the target of reform does not share the reformer's 

preferences. Because of the decentralized nature of the system, the target possesses the 

authority to skirt the reform's intended objectives. Second, unintended outcomes may 

emerge because enforcement depends on the agreement among the multiple units 

charged with responsibility for the issue area" 

 

 In testing their hypothesis, Cortell and Peterson compare the U. S. Police toward 

Nicaragua and Thatcher's industrial policy. They conclude that in the first case, because 

of U. S. formal decentralization of foreign policy decision making, unintended 

consequences did emerge. In the more centralized case of Great Britain, however, 

Thatcher was able to achieve her objectives. As Young (1989: 464) noted "what  

[Thatcher] supported tended to happen. What she neglected or opposed tended not to 

happen. What she permitted, but did not support, might happen". In our words, British 

government, during the Thatcher era, was a simple system of action (as far as everybody 

knew Thatcher's preferences) and consequences from its policies were, whether 

desirable or undesirable, easy to foresee. 

 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSIONS 

 

The majority of present-day sociologists have been intellectually socialized 

within either a consensual or a conflictive functional paradigm of society. This sort of 

paradigms, best exemplified by the principal strain of American post World War II 

sociology, have proved to be a less useful approach to human affairs than the intentional 

paradigm which, even if having some supporters within the field of sociology, has 
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mainly been developed within the fields of economic and political science, linked to a 

rational conception of individual decision. It is a theory whose origins can be traced 

back at least as far as the works of Machiavelli and Hobbes, to the origin of modern 

social thought. 

Rational choice theory, however, has strict limitations which must be 

recognized. Some of these limitations are "internal": there is neither a theory of 

preference formation nor a theory of equilibrium selection for those games which have 

multiple equilibria, so the "solution" of the game is indeterminate: game theory tells us 

what will not happen but it does not tell us what will happen. We think, however, that 

its main limitations are "external", that is, the scope of phenomena that it can be applied 

to. There are several problems for which formalization into game theoretic terms is 

simply an academic exercise, a type of pleasant mathematical entertainment, but (to use 

a phrase in which ambiguity is indeed recognized) it does not make sense.  

That is so because game theory models imply that actors are aware of each 

other's preferences and beliefs and that, therefore, they can foresee one another's 

choices. They can, certainly, be applied to very important realms. However, it is not 

always, maybe not even usually, the case. Even if some works inspired by game theory 

- the two-level game metaphor - have proven to be useful in the analysis of systems 

where actors play different games, there is still no standard way of predicting the 

outcome of these "complex" systems of action. 

The difference between unintended consequences which are easily foreseeable 

and those which are not, this being the key element of the argument developed in this 

paper, is not by any means new to sociological literature. It has previously been pointed 

out, at least, by Boudon. The claim made here is that this distinction is not just another 

one (like desirable or undesirable outcomes) but a key distinction. This is an essential 

point to make as under the heading of "unintended consequence" many phenomena have 

been categorized. Those phenomena, nevertheless, may be in fact quite different. We 

believe that "unintended consequences” which are foreseeable are not "unexpected" in 

the same sense that unforeseeable ones are. That is why the former has been called 

"weak" and the latter "strong". Furthermore, we state that these consequences arise from 

very different systems of actions, so a parallel difference is outlined between those 

systems where standard game theory can be applied fairly, which we have labeled 

"simple", those where it cannot, labeled "complex". This distinction is not the same as 

the distinction made between formal and informal organizations, since some formal 
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organizations are very simple systems of action and some informal organizations are 

very complex indeed. 
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FIGURE 1. "THE BATTLE OF THE SEXES" 
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FIGURE 2. DYNAMIC BATTLE OF THE SEXES 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

FIGURE 3: THE PRISONERS' DILEMMA 
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Cooperate 3,3 1,4 Raw Player 

Defect 4,1 2,2 

 

TABLE 1: 2001 BASQUE COUNTRY ELECTIONS 

 Votes' 
average rate 
(1990 - 98) 

Parliament' 
seats (1998) 

CIS' 
prospects 

(Feb. 2001) 

May 2001 
results: seats 

May 2001 
results: rate 

of votes 
PNV + EA 38,7% 27 27/28 33 42,7% 

HB/EH 17,4% 14 10/11 7 10,2% 
PP + UA 16% 18 19 19 23,1% 

PSE 18,1% 14 14/15 13 17,9% 
IU + EE 8% 2 2/3 3 5,6% 

 

 

Judy 

Gabe Gabe 

Buy 1 + Reserve 1 theater tickets Reserve 2 theater tickets 

Buy 1 th. ticket Buy 1 h. ticket 

Buy 2 hockey tickets Buy 2 theater tickets 

J: 4 
G: 3 

J: 3 
G: 4 

J: 2 
G: 2 

J: 4 
G: 3 
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DIAGRAM 1: TWO-LEVEL GAME 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

DIAGRAM 2: TWO-LEVEL GAME (SPLIT OPPOSITION) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

DIAGRAM 3: THREE-LEVEL GAME 
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DIAGRAM 4: THE CRISIS OF THE MINING ACTIVITY  

IN CARTAGENA - LA UNIÓN 
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