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Traditionally, trade talks 
have been held largely out of  

public view.  Details not 
discussed publically.  Just an 
up-or-down vote on the final 

agreement. 



Of course, back-room deals are 
common in politics.   



The transparency/non-
transparency of  the TTIP 
negotiations is currently a 

huge political deal: 









EU officials have been trying to 
satisfy protesting citizens by making 

additional negotiation documents 
public: 



“One of  my first decisions as Trade Commissioner 
was to further strengthen the transparency of  the 
TTIP negotiations.  Sharing information with the 
national governments of  the Member States, with 
Members of  the European Parliament and with 
members of  national parliaments is key to ensuring 
democratic scrutiny of  the negotiations and 
informed debate based on facts.”  
 
 

EU Trade Commissioner 
Cecilia Malmström   



But some folks are nowhere 
near satisfied: 



http://www.theguardian.com/c
ommentisfree/2015/aug/31/tra
nsparency-ttip-documents-big-
business 



“We MEPs may get access to a few more documents 
in the parliament’s reading room than those 
searching the EU commission’s website. 
Nevertheless, the most important ones containing 
the demands of  the US government are kept secret, 
even from MEPs.  Even worse, although there are 
thousands of  pages of  documents, readers are not 
allowed to take any notes.  

http://www.theguardian.com/c
ommentisfree/2015/aug/31/tra
nsparency-ttip-documents-big-
business 



“What are they afraid of ?  This is 
another example of  the Commission 
wanting to impose a US model of  secrecy 
on us.” 

http://www.politico.eu/article/the-
commissions-trade-secrets/ 

And the sometimes-simmering EU-US 
political pot can boil over a bit:  



The briefest look 
at the Internet 
will convince you 
that political 
opposition to the 
non-transparency 
of  the TTIP 
negotiations is far 
greater in the EU 
than in the U.S.: 



But demands in the U.S. 
for more transparency 

are growing: 



Celeste Drake of  the AFL-CIO (labor union group): 
 
“Working families don’t like it when the rules of  trade are 
negotiated in secret rooms we can’t enter. The U.S. and 
EU can avoid some of  the problems … by bringing TTIP 
into the light and allowing hardworking Americans a 
chance to advocate for rules fair to all of  us, not just to 
corporate elites—.” 

http://www.aflcio.org/Blog/Political-Action-
Legislation/AFL-CIO-Joins-More-Than-75-Groups-
Calling-for-Transparency-in-TTIP-Negotiations 



The economics literature on 
government transparency is 
sparse. (The political science 

literature provides more.)  



And formal economic modeling 
of  government transparency is 

sparser. 
 

But interesting exceptions are 
provided by Stasavage (2004, 

2005, 2007). 



Stasavage presents game-
theoretical models that predict 

that both good and bad can 
come from government 

transparency: 



“I argue that when constituents can 
better observe decision-making, this has 
the advantage of  disciplining 
representatives, but transparency can 
also have costs involving increased 
incentives of  representatives to posture 
and to ignore private beliefs about 
appropriate policies.” (Stasavage 2005) 



Stasavage’s models and 
discussions are excellent, and I 

learned a great deal from 
studying them.  But they rely on 
assumptions that may not best 
describe the TTIP negotiations. 



In Stasavage’s model, 
negotiators have “private 

information” -- they 
understand the welfare 

effects of  trade policy better 
than their constituents do.  



Something like:   
 

“We know that GMOs really 
aren’t bad for you … and if  you’d 
just let us negotiate in secret, we 
wouldn’t have to pander to your 

ignorance, and we could make you 
better off  by admitting more 

GMOs into the EU.”  



While this may actually be true, it’s the same 
kind of  argument dictators make to justify 
their policy-making processes. 



I have tried to come up with 
some alternative models of  

non-transparency in 
government negotiations. 



My models are based on the idea that 
there can be too much information. 

“TMI, Dad!” 



I’m thinking:  
 

 “Too much information” 
can be just as much a 

political tool as  
“not enough information.” 



Actually, instead of  calling 
this “too much information,” 
it works better to call it “too 

many facts”: 
 

 Facts ≠ Information 



An example from elsewhere: 



The main idea is that 
citizens cannot efficiently 

process too much 
information given their 

limited time, energy, and 
brain power. 



This might be titled the  
Bruce Lee and Lucille Ball Model of  International 
Negotiation under Costly Information Processing. 



Citizens seeking good government 
are Bruce Lee. 

 
A Political Interest Group wants the 

500 guys Bruce Lee usually beats up 
in a fight to actually…  

 



ALL ATTACK HIM AT THE 
SAME TIME!!!! : 






Bruce always wins.  Not true for Lucy: 






I’ve developed three game-
theoretical models which 

show that in political-
economic equilibrium, 

presenting a representative 
citizen with more facts can 
lead to poorer government. 



Game 1  
  

Just a Citizen and Nature. 
 

 Nature makes the Citizen play n 
one-fact games simultaneously. 

In each of  these games, the Citizen 
must decide whether to inspect the 

fact that Nature presents: 
 



C 

i = 0  
(don’t inspect) 

i = 1  
(inspect) 

N 

Nature starts n one-fact games simultaneously.  (Here n = 4.)  
The Citizen decides whether to pay to inspect the facts: 

C 

i = 0  
(don’t inspect) 

i = 1  
(inspect) 

C 

i = 0  
(don’t inspect) 

i = 1  
(inspect) 

C 

i = 0  
(don’t inspect) 

i = 1  
(inspect) 



Game 1  
  

Nature generates one of  two 
types of  facts:  a leftist facts with 

probability q or a rightist fact 
with probability 1-q.   

 
(q is “the truth,” and is unknown 

to the Citizen)  



C 
i = 0 (don’t inspect) i = 1 (inspect) 

N 

X = 0 

L R 

X = 1 
{q} {1-q} 

N 

N 

X = 0 

L R 

X = 1 
{q} {1-q} 



Game 1  
  

But nature also sometimes 
“spins” facts, making leftist 
facts appear as rightist facts, 

and vice-versa.  



C 
i = 0 (don’t inspect) i = 1 (inspect) 

N 

X = 0 

L R 

X = 1 
{q} {1-q} 

N N 

S = 0 
{1-a} 

S = 1 
{a} 

S = 0 
{1-a} 

S = 1 
{a} 

R 

R 

L L 

N 

X = 0 

L R 

X = 1 
{q} {1-q} 

N N 

S = 0 
{1-ta} 

S = 1 
{ta} 

S = 0 
{1-ta} 

S = 1 
{ta} 

L L 

R 

R 

N 

Nature spins the fact with probability a.  When the 
Citizen has paid to inspect the fact, then with 
probability 1-t she detects that the fact has been 
spun.  In effect, there is a probability ta that a fact 
is spun and “stays spun.” 



Game 1  
  

By inspecting the fact, the 
Citizen has a better chance of  

installing the government whose 
policy best reflects the true state 

of  Nature:  



Game 1  
  

The more one-fact games she has to 
play, the more costly it is for her to 

inspect the facts. 
 

So more facts can cause her to install 
a leftist (rightist) government when a 
rightist (leftist) government’s policies 
would be more in line with the facts. 



C 
i = 0 (don’t inspect) i = 1 (inspect) 

C 

v = 0 
v = 1 

N 

X = 0 

L R 

X = 1 
{q} {1-q} 

N N 

S = 0 
{1-a} 

S = 1 
{a} 

S = 0 
{1-a} 

S = 1 
{a} 

C 

v = 0 
v = 1 

C 

v = 0 
v = 1 

C 

v = 0 
v = 1 

R 

R 

L L 

C 

v = 0 
v = 1 

N 

X = 0 

L R 

X = 1 
{q} {1-q} 

N N 

S = 0 
{1-ta} 

S = 1 
{ta} 

S = 0 
{1-ta} 

S = 1 
{ta} 

C 

v = 0 
v = 1 

C 

v = 0 
v = 1 

C 

v = 0 
v = 1 

L L 

R 

R 

N 

1 1 1 1 0 0 0 0 1-c(n) 1-c(n) 1-c(n) 1-c(n) -c(n) -c(n) -c(n) -c(n) 

Nature starts n one-fact games simultaneously 



Game 2  
 Nature generates a sample of  n facts 

Rightist Facts  Leftist Facts  



C desires to install a 
government that balances 
leftist facts and the rightist 
facts to develop a policy 

based on evidence from the 
facts at hand.   



Citizen’s payoff  function: 

Government 
installed 

Optimal 
government 
(unknown) 



C can learn about facts by “inspecting” them.  
But the inspection process is imperfect, so 

that sometimes C perceives a fact to be more 
“rightist” or more “leftist” than it actually is.   

Perceived 
value of  fact True value 

of  fact 

Random error 



Assumed that g(n) is positive and 
monotonically increasing for all n.  

That is, as the Citizen must inspect more 
samples, the variance of  her perceived 

values increases. 



The citizen estimates the 
distribution’s mean by using the 

BLUE of  the distribution’s 
mean--this is the mean of  the 

perceived values of  the sample: 



The citizen’s objective, 
then, is to solve 



Solution: 

So, 



The greater the number (n) of  
facts inspected, the less time there 

is to spend on each fact, and so 
the greater is the variance of  the 

size of  the misjudgment.   



When n rises, EUC can fall. 

Greater sample size decreases 
the variance of  the sample 
mean, as per usual. 

But increasd 
sample size can 
also increase 
the variance of  
the perceived 
mean, because 
Citizen has 
poorer 
inspection 
inspection 



Game 3.  A Model in which One 
Interest Group Spins Facts 

Again, Nature starts 
n one-fact games 
simultaneously. 



C 

i = 0  
(don’t inspect) 

i = 1  
(inspect) 

N 

Nature starts n one-fact games simultaneously.  (Here n = 4.)  
The Citizen decides whether to pay to inspect the facts: 

C 

i = 0  
(don’t inspect) 

i = 1  
(inspect) 

C 

i = 0  
(don’t inspect) 

i = 1  
(inspect) 

C 

i = 0  
(don’t inspect) 

i = 1  
(inspect) 



Game 3  
  

Then in each one-fact game 
separately, Nature generates one 

of  two types of  facts:  a leftist 
fact with probability 0.5 or a 

rightist fact with probability 0.5.   
 
 



C 
i = 0 (don’t inspect) i = 1 (inspect) 

N 

X = 0 

L R 

X = 1 
{.5} {.5} 

N 

N 

X = 0 

L R 

X = 1 
{.5} {.5} 



Game 3  
  

Signaling game:  A political 
interest group, GL, can then 

choose to spin the fact, at a cost 
cs.  (WLOG, here the group is 

assumed leftist.)   



Game 3  
  

The signal to the Citizen is 
the appearance of  the fact 

(either  or ).   



G
L 

R 
R 

L 

L 

N 

a = 0 
(no spin) 

t = 0 t = 1 

R 

L 

{.5} {.5} 

{1-p} 

{q} 

{p} 

{1-q} 

G
L 

a = 0 
(spin) 

a = 1 
(spin) 

a = 1 
(no spin) 

C C 

C C 

N 



Game 3  
  

The Citizen chooses whether to 
inspect the fact at cost ci(n).  As 

more one-fact games are 
simultaneously played, the cost 

per fact inspected rises. 



GL 

R 
R 

L 

L 

N 

a = 0 
(no spin) 

t = 0 t = 1 

R 

L 

{.5} {.5} 

{1-p} 

{q} 

{p} 

{1-q} 

GL 

a = 0 
(spin) 

a = 1 
(spin) 

a = 1 
(no spin) 

N 

i = 1 i = 0 

C 

i = 0 

i = 1 

C 

i = 1 i = 0 

C 

i = 0 i = 1 

C 



Game 3  
  

The Citizen chooses either a 
leftist or rightist government: 



GL 

R 
R 

L 

L 

N 

a = 0 
(no spin) 

t = 0 t = 1 

R 

L 

{.5} {.5} 

{1-p} 

{q} 

{p} 

{1-q} 

GL 

a = 0 
(spin) 

a = 1 
(spin) 

a = 1 
(no spin) 

N 

i = 1 i = 0 

C 

(1-cs, 1-ci(n)) 
v = 0 

v = 1 v = 0 

v = 1 

(-cs, -ci(n)) (1-cs, 1) 
(-cs, 0) 

C C 

i = 0 

i = 1 

C 

(1, 0) 
v = 0 

v = 1 v = 0 

v = 1 

(0, 1) (1, -ci(n)) 
(0, 1-ci(n)) 

C C 

i = 1 i = 0 

(1, 1-ci(n)) 
v = 0 

v = 1 v = 0 

v = 1 

(0, -ci(n)) (1, 1) 
(0,0) 

C 

C C 

i = 0 i = 1 

(1-cs, 0) 
v = 0 

v = 1 v = 0 

v = 1 

(-cs, 1) (1-cs, -ci(n)) 
(-cs, 1-ci(n)) 

C 

C C 



Game 3  
  

Payoff  functions: GL gets one 
util if  Citizen votes leftist, 
and loses the spin cost if  it 

chooses to spin a fact. 



Game 3  
  

Payoff  functions: Citizen gains a 
util if  she votes for the 

government properly, but loses 
the inspection cost of  she 

chooses to inspect. 



Game 3 is a type of  
signaling game, and as is 
common with signaling 
games, I use the pure-

Strategy Bayesian Nash 
equilibrium concept. 



Possible Equilibria: 

• “Never spin” 
• “Always spin” 
• “Spin when You Shouldn’t and Don’t Spin 

when You Should”; 
•  “Spin when the Truth Is Inconvenient.”  



 
A unique pure-strategy 
perfect Bayesian Nash 

equilibrium:   
 

“Spin when the Truth is 
Inconvenient.” 



The leftist interest 
group will spin the fact 
only when inspection 
costs are sufficiently 

low (below 0.5). 



When Nature generates 
beyond some number of  

facts, it no longer is 
profitable for the Citizen 

to inspect the facts. 



As a result, the Citizen is 
more likely to be fooled 

by the interest group 
“spinning” of  the facts, 
and install the wrong 

government.   
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