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1. Introduction 
One of the most distinctive characteristics of the common law system is that 
the judiciary is an important "source of law."1 While judges in the civil law 
tradition mostly interpret the statutory law, common law judges can make the 
law by creating precedents (stare decisis).2 Once established, a precedent 
requires judges in subsequent cases to follow the precedent when factual 
situations are not significantly different. 

In this article, we consider precedents in the context of repeated litigation 
where a series of claimants bring suits against a single defendant on related 
issues. Repeated litigation of this type is quite common and increasingly 
significant. In many product liability, securities fraud, antitrust, and environ- 
mental cases, a defendant, typically a large corporation, is sued over an 
extended period of time by numerous plaintiffs allegedly hurt by the defen- 
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dant's unlawful conduct or defective products. In the product liability area, 
for instance, thousands of claims have been filed against producers of asbes- 
tos, cigarettes, motor vehicles, or pharmaceuticals. Examples include the 
Dalkon Shield, Benedectin, and Agent Orange.3 Precedents can have distinc- 
tive strategic implications for litigating parties in this kind of situation. Once a 
case goes to trial, a precedent will be set and have a lasting effect on succes- 
sive trial outcomes. For a repeat player, then, going to trial means not only 
facing a particular court decision, but also setting a good or bad precedent for 
future cases. Recognizing this, the players will alter their strategies in pretrial 
bargaining, based on their expectation of the precedent. Our objective here is 
to identify the ways in which precedents affect litigating parties' bargaining 
strategies and thereby their settlement behavior. 

We apply the two-period litigation model developed in Che and Yi (1990), 
where two plaintiffs, one in each period, file claims against a single defendant 
over related issues. To do a meaningful analysis on settlement, we adopt an 
asymmetric information model where the defendant does not have perfect 
information on each plaintiff's damage. 

We focus on two forms of decision inertia created by precedents: (i) corre- 
lated decisions and (ii) correlated damages. The term "correlated decisions" 
refers to a situation where a decision favoring a party in one case (positively) 
affects the party's chance to win in a later case. This feature of precedents 
follows from the fact that common law judges must apply the holdings of a 
prior case to subsequent factually similar cases.4 Sometimes, correlation of 
decisions can result from a court's applying "collateral estoppel doctrine" (or 
"issue exclusion"), which prohibits parties from relitigating the common issue 
once ruled on by previous courts.5 

To a lesser degree, we postulate that "correlated damages" can be regarded 
as another characteristic of precedents in the repeated litigation context. Al- 
though courts are not legally bound by the previous judgment awards, their 
judgments are likely to be correlated over similar cases as they apply common 
rules in assessing damages. Then, a court's judgment in one case can serve as 

3. One notable example is Johns-Manville Corporation, which was a major manufacturer of 
asbestos products. In 1982, it filed for bankruptcy under the pressure of the overwhelming number 
of claims. A series of private antitrust litigations against IBM in the late 1970s after the U.S. 
governmment's initial action provides another example. For details, see Dungworth (1988). 

4. To follow the strict legal interpretation, we must distinguish between the actual holding of 
the case and the ratio decidendi. The former denotes a precise point at issue while the latter is a 
generally applicable rule of law on which the court says the holding is based. To be precise, the 
courts must follow the ratio decidendi of the previous case in reaching a particular holding in a 
similar case (Llewellyn, 1989). Therefore, the correlation between court decisions is not perfect. 
Also, similar as it may appear, each case involves somewhat different factual situations. There- 
fore, a judge presiding over a subsequent case has some discretion to distinguish the case from the 
previous one and fashion its holdings accordingly. 

5. Certain conditions must be satisfied before the doctrine applies: (i) the issue of the second 
period must be identical with the issue decided in the prior proceeding; (ii) the issue was 
necessarily decided in the prior proceeding; (iii) the litigant had a full and fair opportunity to 
litigate the issue in the prior proceeding. For details, see Friedenthal, Kane, and Miller (1985). 
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a form of a precedent (or a reference point) for a repeat player in figuring out 
the judgment pattern of courts for future cases. 

Often these two types of correlation exist simultaneously in some areas of 

repeated litigation, such as asbestos cases. In this article, however, for analyt- 
ical clarity, we examine the two features of precedents separately. We first 
investigate how correlated decisions affect litigants' incentives for settlement. 
We show that there is some critical threshold level in the defendant's winning 
probability against the first plaintiff such that when his winning probability is 
higher (lower) than this threshold level, the equilibrium settlement rate will be 
higher (lower) than it would be when there is no precedent. This can be easily 
explained. When the defendant is less likely to win at trial against the first 

plaintiff (relative to some threshold winning probability), he has an incentive 
to make a larger settlement offer relative to the situation where there is no 
precedent. This is because if the case goes to trial in the first period, the 
defendant (with a small winning probability) will face the possibility of an 
unfavorable precedent being set, which will hurt him in the second period. To 
avoid this unwelcome consequence, the defendant will make a higher settle- 
ment offer in the first period. This will increase the first period's settlement 
rate. Conversely, if the defendant's winning probability is high in the first 
period, he is more likely to risk trial, and more so as the precedential value 
increases. 

Two interesting implications can be obtained from this observation. First, 
when the parties can influence a trial outcome through litigation efforts, they 
will front-load their efforts to the initial (precedent-setting) stage, because 
setting a favorable precedent is more effective than fighting against an unfa- 
vorable one already set. This might explain why landmark cases often lead to 
intensive campaigns by those most likely to be affected by the resulting 
precedents. 

Second, the settlement behavior under correlated decisions indicates that 
the defendant is more aggressive against a plaintiff with a low winning proba- 
bility than against the one with a high winning probability. The defendant's 
differing responses to plaintiffs based on their likelihood of prevailing at trial 
may imply that correlated decisions discourage nuisance suits (just as the 
European fee system does). 

Finally, when damages are correlated across periods, we find that the initial 
trial gives the defendant a valuable learning opportunity, enabling him to 
make an offer better tailored to the subsequent plaintiff. This learning oppor- 
tunity may induce the defendant to risk trial more often than otherwise. 

There have been some legal studies on the collateral estoppel doctrine,6 but 
most of them are concerned about the fairness issue arising from nonmutual 
application of the doctrine. A couple of recent articles (Spurr, 1991; Note, 
1992) have formally analyzed the implications of the doctrine on the welfare 
of disputing parties. In particular, Note (1992) identified the possibility that 

6. Early contributions include Currie (1957) and Polasky (1954). More recent ones are 
George (1980), Ratliff (1988), and Schroeder (1982). 
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defendants facing a sequence of plaintiffs are extorted through settlement by 
the initial plaintiffs when the collateral estoppel doctrine is applied unfavora- 
bly against the defendants. Our approach differs from these previous ones in 
that we attempt to draw implications on the settlement incentives, intertem- 
poral allocation of litigation efforts, and nuisance suits. 

This article is organized as follows. Section 2 briefly reviews a one-period 
litigation problem. Section 3 introduces repeated litigation with correlated 
decisions and examines parties' settlement behavior, and Section 4 explores 
further implications of correlated decisions. In Section 5, we provide a numer- 
ical example to illustrate our findings. Finally, Section 6 examines correlated 
damages. 

2. A Review of One-Period Litigation 
In this section, we review a one-period problem. This review provides some 
useful results that are used in our analysis on precedents. Also, the one-period 
problem later serves as a point of contrast, because, absent precedents, the 
two-period model is equivalent to a replication of two one-period games. 

The parties are risk neutral, and the American fee system under which each 
party bears his own litigation costs is adopted. The following notation is used 
throughout: 

w = plaintiff's damage, distributed over [0,w,] 
F(w) = a twice differentiable distribution function of w with a positive 

densityf. 
s = the defendant's settlement offer. 
c = the plaintiff's litigation costs. 
d = the defendant's litigation costs. 
p = the plaintiff's winning probability. 
A litigation cycle consists of three stages. In the first stage, the plaintiff is 

privately informed about w, while the defendant knows only its probability 
distribution, F(w). In the second stage, the defendant makes a settlement offer 
s on a take-it-or-leave-it basis. In the last stage, the game ends if the plaintiff 
accepts the offer, but the case goes to trial if the plaintiff rejects it. This one- 
period problem is similar to Bebchuk (1984) in that pretrial bargaining in- 
volves an uninformed party making an offer to an informed party. 

We use backward induction to solve for each party's optimal decision rule.7 
In the last stage, the plaintiff would accept an offer if and only if it is no less 
than what she expects to gain from trial. That is, an optimal decision rule for 
plaintiff, [P], with damage w is 

[P] Accept s(> 0), if and only if (iff) s >- pw - c.8 

7. The equilibrium concept we use is that of Perfect Bayesian Equilibrium. 
8. We restrict attention to nonnegative offers because the plaintiff can always refuse a nega- 

tive offer and either go to trial or drop the case (when the expected net trial recovery is negative). 
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s +~ c 
Let w(s) =- denote a threshold-type plaintiff, who is indifferent be- 

P 
tween settling and going to trial at the given s. In the second stage, the 
defendant makes a settlement offer s to minimize the expected loss. Since 
there is a one-to-one correnspendence between s and the threshold type w(s), 
without loss of generality, the defendant can be regarded as picking the 
threshold type w = w(s). It is convenient to work with this threshold level 
rather than the settlement offer, since the equilibrium value of the threshold 
level will provide an intuitive measure of the likelihood of settlement. (The 
settlement likelihood will be simply F(w), the probability that the plaintiff 
has lower judgment than the threshold type.)9 Let s(w) = w,p - c denote the 
minimum offer needed to induce the threshold type to settle. Then, the defen- 
dant's decision rule, [D], can be expressed as 

[D] L*(p) L( = L(p)= s(w)F(W) + d[l - F(w)] 
v>c/pi 

+ p I wdF(w). 

The defendant's expected loss consists of three elements: the expected settle- 
ment payment, the expected litigation costs, and the expected judgment at 
trial. 

Let v*(p) denote a solution to [D]. Then, the plaintiff's expected utility in 
the first stage is given by 

U*(p) L*(p) - [1 - F(w*(p))][c + d], 

which is the expected loss L(p) less the expected litigation costs borne by 
both parties. 

The first-order condition for an interior optimum of [D] is given by 

- c + d 
H(w*) = 

F 
where H = - is the inverse hazard rate. Throughout this article, in consider- 

ing the defendant's optimization problems, we restrict attention to interior 
solutions. 10 

9. A settlement offer can be a misleading indicator for the settlement probability. When the 
plaintiff's winning probability increases, in equilibrium the defendant may increase his offer, and 
yet the settlement rate can go down, since the plaintiff now demands more. 

10. This is just to simplify our exposition and does not change the qualitative results of this 
article. As can be easily checked, incorporating comer solutions just changes strict inequalities to 
weak inequalities in all the subsequent propositions. 
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This first-order condition is similar to the one obtained in Bebchuk (1984) and 
has a similar interpretation: The defendant optimally balances benefits and costs 
of increasing the settlement offer. An incremental increase in the settlement 
offer, say by ds, increases the defendant's loss for the settlement range [which 
accounts for the whole inframarginal types whose measure is F(w(s))]. But 

it also increases the settlement rate byf(w(s)) ds F(w(s)) and en- 
p ds 

ables the defendant to save the litigation costs c + d at the margin. At the 
optimum, these marginal benefits must equal the marginal costs. This first- 
order condition is necessary for the offer to be optimal. It is also sufficient if 
the inverse hazard rate is strictly increasing. 12 Roughly speaking, this implies 
that the marginal cost is increasing in the settlement offer. This assumption is 
labeled as [A1] and used throughout the article. 

The following lemma reports some important comparative static results that 
we will refer to in later sections. All the proofs, including that of Lemma 1, 
are relegated to the Appendix. 

Lemma 1. Suppose [D] has a unique solution for p, then (i) wi* is strictly 
decreasing in p; (ii) L* is strictly increasing in p. 

The second statement implies that the defendant's welfare is reduced when 
the trial prospect becomes less favorable. The argument for the first statement 
is less trivial. It implies that settlement is less likely the more likely is the 
plaintiff to win the trial. Intuitively, with higher p, the defendant finds it 
harder to get his offer accepted because the plaintiff demands more to forgo a 
trial option (which has become more favorable). Therefore, at the same 
threshold level w the marginal benefits from increasing s are reduced, while 
its marginal costs remain the same. Thus, the equilibrium settlement rate goes 
down.13 

3. Settlement Behavior under Correlated Decisions 
In this section, we extend the one-period model to study the effect of corre- 
lated decisions. In this extension, the litigation cycle described in the previous 
section is repeated twice. To model correlated decisions, we assume that the 
second plaintiff's winning probability depends on the outcome of the first 
case: Her winning probability increases (decreases) when the first plaintiff 

11. The reason that the defendant saves the whole litigation cost (not just his portion d) through 
settlement is because, being the first mover in the bargaining game, he extracts all the surplus the 
plaintiff receives from settlement. Although this particular result appears model-specific, it is not 
essential to the central points we make in this paper. 

12. This condition roughly says that the density function ft() does not grow too fast. It is 
satisfied with most of the well-known distribution functions, including the uniform, exponential, 
and normal distributions. 

13. Whether the defendant would want to raise his settlement offer as p increases depends 
on the elasticity e, of H with respect to w. The equilibrium settlement offer will increase in p iff 

eCH S 1. 
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wins (loses), while it remains unchanged when the first case is settled. Let pl, 
P2 denote the first and second plaintiff's winning probabilities, respectively. 
Formally, then, P2 is determined in the following way: 

Ps = P, if the first case is settled ("S"); 
P2 jPW = P + SE, if the first plaintiff wins trial ("W"); 

PL = P - Ed if the first plaintiff loses trial ("L"), 

where p and e are such that 0 < p - Ed < P + Ep < 1. From now on, all 
the other variables will be similarly subscriptized by 1, 2, S, W, and L. Here 
the parameters Ep and ed measure the precedential effect of the first trial on the 
second case. Specifically, ep denotes an added winning probability for the 
second plaintiff when the first plaintiff wins trial, which may result from an 

application of the so-called "offensive collateral estoppel doctrine." Under the 
doctrine, the defendant is prohibited from relitigating an issue decided against 
him in an earlier trial. Similarly, Ed can measure the likelihood of the applica- 
tion of the "defensive collateral estoppel doctrine," which prohibits the 
second plaintiff from relitigating an issue decided against the first plaintiff. In 
most of this article, we take the precedential effect to be "mutual" (i.e., p, Ed 
> 0) and, when simplicity serves exposition, "symmetric" (i.e., Ep = Ed = ). 
However, as a thought experiment-and, more importantly, as reflection of 
current debates14-we also consider extreme cases where the precedential 
effect is "nonmutual" (i.e., Ed = O,Ep > 0; or Ed > O,Ep = 0). 

To analyze the effects of correlated decisions, we use backward induction 
by considering the second-period problem first. In the second period, parties 
face the same problems (and thus adopt the same decision rules, [P] and [D]) 
as in the one-period game, except for the fact that they now inherit different 
trial prospects (winning probabilities) depending on the first-period outcome. 
Therefore, the defendant's optimal offer in the second period is characterized 
as the following first-order conditions: 

=c+d H(Wi) = C + d 
Pi 

where i = W, L, or S. Let Li denote the defendant's second-period loss 
following the first-period outcome i for i = W, L, S. Then, we obtain the 
following result by applying Lemma 1. 

Corollary 1. If the precedential effect is mutual (Ep,ed > 0), then (i) L > 
WS > v\W; and (ii) LL < Ls < Lv. On the other hand, if there is no pro- 
defendant precedential value (Ed = 0), then WL = vS and LL = Ls, while 
if there is no pro-plaintiff precedential value (Ep = 0), then w's = w and 
Ls = L,. 

14. For discussion of current debates on the mutuality of collateral estoppel doctrine, see the 
concluding remarks in Section 7. 
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Note that the second plaintiff reacts to a given settlement offer differently. 
In the case of the mutual precedential effect, she is less willing to settle when 
the first plaintiff wins trial (i.e., demands more to settle) and more willing to 
settle when the first plaintiff loses. Her winning probability, however, will 
remain unaffected if the first case is settled. Consequently, the settlement rate 
is the highest, lowest, and in between in the second period if the first plaintiff 
loses, wins, and settles, respectively. 

Let Lr and UT denote the defendant's expected second-period loss and the 
second plaintiff's expected utility when the first case is tried. Then, Lr = 

PiLw + (1 - Pl)LL, and UT = PIUW + (1 - P)UL, where Li and Ui are 
defined in the same way as L* and U* with p replaced by pi. 

Now, we are in a position to discuss the first-period problem. Since the first 
plaintiff is a short-run player, her optimal decision is the same as in the one- 
period game (i.e., [P]). But the defendant is not myopic. He takes account of 
the long-term consequences when determining the first-period settlement of- 
fer. Formally, the defendant's problem is represented by 

[Dl] min LI(1,pI1) = [s(w1) + Ls]F(,1) + [1 - F(w)] 

x [Lr + d] + p wdF(w). 

This ex ante loss function has the second-period loss terms Ls and Lq added to 
the one-period loss function in [D]; the defendant, when making an offer, 
takes its second-period consequences into consideration. The first-order con- 
dition for [D1] is 

H( + d + L -L 
Pi 

Compared with the first-order condition for [D], the only difference here is the 
additional term, LT- - Ls, in the right-hand side. This term represents the cost 
of setting a precedent. When it is positive, the precedent is unfavorable to the 
defendant; when negative, it is favorable. The cost of setting a precedent 
depends on the first-period winning probability. It follows from Corollary 1 
and the definition of Lr that, when the precedential effect is mutual, precedent 
is unfavorable (favorable) if P2 is sufficiently high (low). 

Proposition 1. When the precedential effect is mutual (p,ed > 0), there 
exists a threshold probability p1 E (O, 1) such that the first-period equilibrium 
settlement offer and the settlement rate are higher with correlated decisions 
than without, if and only if the first plaintiff's winning probability is higher 
than the threshold level, p,. With nonmutual offensive collateral estoppel 
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(ep > 0, ed = 0), 1I = 0, while PI = 1 with nonmutual defensive collateral 
estoppel (ep = O,d > 0). 

The intuition behind the proposition is transparent from the above argu- 
ment. Since with the mutual precedential effect the first plaintiff's winning 
probability p, coincides with the likelihood of an unfavorable precedent being 
set for the defendant, ifp1 is sufficiently high (low), the defendant is willing to 
raise (lower) his offer to avoid (face) trial. If the precedent is nonmutual, this 
proposition predicts a unilateral result. Under the offensive collateral estop- 
pel, any precedent is unfavorable to the defendant (LT < Ls), so the defendant 
tries to avoid trial regardless of his winning probability relative to the one- 
period problem. By the same token, under the nonmutual defensive collateral 
estoppel, the defendant is eager to go to court to establish a favorable prece- 
dent for the second period regardless of Pl. 

We next examine how changes in the magnitude of precedential effect 
influence the parties' settlement incentives. To this end, we again focus on the 
cost of precedent setting, Lr - Ls. Since the increase in pro-plaintiff prece- 
dencial value, ep, makes a pro-plaintiff precedent more unfavorable to the 
defendant without affecting a pro-defendant precedent, the cost, Lr - Ls, 
increases with Ep, while the opposite is true for an increase in the pro- 
defendant precedential value Ed. The following proposition follows from this 
observation. 

Proposition 2. (i) The first-period equilibrium settlement probability and 
offer are increasing (decreasing) in e, (Ed). Suppose the precedential effect is 
symmetric (i.e., Ep = ed = e); then (ii) the first-period equilibrium settlement 
rate and offer are increasing (decreasing) in the simultaneous increase in Ep = 

Ed = e if P1 is sufficiently high (low); (iii) P > 1 for all e > 0; and (iv) P 
increases with e. 

The second result is not obvious because it refers to the simultaneous 
increase in pro-plaintiff and pro-defendant precedential values. The intuition 
behind the result can be explained as follows. When pi is sufficiently high (the 
case with sufficiently low pi is analogous), the defendant puts more weight to 
the pro-plaintiff precedential value, Ep, even if both ep and Ed increase by the 
same magnitude, since the former is more likely to be realized. Cases (iii) and 
(iv) concern the behavior of the threshold probability. That the threshold 
probability is greater than one-half may be surprising given the symmetry of 
the precedential effect. The implied bias toward trial is due to the fact that the 
defendant can exploit the option value associated with trial.15 Depending on 

15. It is useful to interpret Lr as a lottery of taking Lw 2 L*(p + e) and L1r L*(p - e) with 
probabilityp, and (1 - pi), respectively. Whenp, = i, Lr represents an actuarially fair lottery for 
a certain loss expected from settlement (LS = L*(p)). Since L* is concave in p, the defendant 
prefers the actuarially fair lottery of losses to a certain loss. 
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the first trial outcome, the defendant will face different prospects to respond in 
the second period. This creates the option value for the defendant: With 
variable winning probabilities, he can tailor his settlement offer on each 
contingency and can do better than when faced with a fixed winning proba- 
bility. The intuition for the last result is similar. 

4. Further Implications of Correlated Decisions 
4.1 Front-loading of Litigation Efforts 

When an issue before the court raises broad public interests, there are often 
intensive efforts on both sides in the initial precedent-setting stage. This is 
especially true in the so-called landmark cases, which have profound impact 
on future cases. For example, Roe v. Wade, the 1973 Supreme Court decision 
that legalized abortion, and Brown v. Board of Education, the 1954 Supreme 
Court decision that found segregation in public schools unconstitutional, are 
two such frequently cited cases. As we have witnessed recently, the controver- 
sy over a woman's constitutional right to abortion has drawn national atten- 
tion, and people on both sides of the issue have staged aggressive campaigns 
to win the court's favor. The underlying force that drives these efforts is the 
concern over precedents. 

To explore this issue within our framework, let us now suppose that each 
party of litigation can influence the winning probability by undertaking efforts 
in the two periods. By examining how effort in each period affects the welfare 
of each party, we can study the relative effectiveness of effort in one period 
over effort in another period. First, to measure the defendant's first-period 
incentive for litigation effort, we compute the total derivative of the indirect 
utility function in [Dl] with respect to pi. This shows the extent to which a 

given increase in the winning probability improves the defendant's welfare. 

dL, _ aLwd dLp - p = (1 - F(w))(L - LL) + wdF + F(wl)WI, 

Reducing p, has both long-term and short-term effects. The first term of the 

right-hand side represents the long-term effect, and the remaining two terms 

represent the short-term effect. The short-term effect captures a direct benefit 
the defendant receives by improving his winning chance in the first period. 
The long-term effect measures the expected benefit of setting a favorable 

precedent. 
Similarly, the defendant's second-period incentive for litigation effort can 

be measured by 

dL (p) _ wdF + F(i)i, 
dp 

depending on the first-period outcome i = W, L, and S. Notice that the long- 
term effect is absent in the second period since the defendant has no preceden- 
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tial effect to worry about. If these short-term effect terms are not much 
different, the first-period incentive will be greater than the second-period 
incentive, due to the precedential effect. Thus, we have the following 
proposition. 

Proposition 3. If either the litigation costs c + d are sufficiently low, or 
dLl(p) dL1(p) H'(-) > K for sufficiently large K, then dLp) > dLp) for i = W, L, and 

dpI dp 
S; that is, the first-period effort is more effective than the second-period 
effort. In addition, if H'(-) > K for sufficiently large K, the relative effective- 
ness of the first-period effort over the second-period effort, measured by their 

marginal rate of substitution, d (/ d(p(p) increases as the precedential 

value, ep or ed, increases. 

Under the identified circumstances, this proposition confirms a familiar no- 
tion that it is more important to set a favorable precedent than to fight against the 
unfavorable one already set. That an increased precedential effect makes the 
first-period effort relatively more important is also intuitive. The immediate 
implication of this proposition is that the defendant is likely to front-load his 
effort to the initial precedent-setting stage. This will be indeed the case if the 
defendant faces a standard symmetric, increasing disutility function 
D(-Pl,-P2), associated with his winning probability in each period. If, in 

addition, the two period efforts are substitutes (i.e., (-p ) (-p > 0 ) 
\ a(-P1 )o(-P2) / 

the front-loading effect is likely to be acute, since the defendant will try to 
divert this effort away from the second period into the first period. 16 

Several remarks are in order. First, the first condition has an intuitive 
explanation. In our model, the precedential effect arises only through trial. 
Since low litigation costs make trial more likely, this implies that setting a 
good precedent becomes more important when the litigation costs are smaller. 
Second, the hypotheses of the proposition are sufficient conditions.'7 Thus, 
the results may hold even when the conditions are not met. (We conjecture 
this to be the case for a wide range of parameter values.) Finally, the result of 
the proposition does not depend on whether the precedential effect is mutual 
or not. This is because the long-term incentive for the first-period effort 
depends only on Lw^ - LL, the second-period welfare difference in winning 
and losing. 

Given the way our model is structured, the front-loading effect does not 
apply to the plaintiffs. They are essentially myopic and lack the long-term 

16. The substitutes case is most relevant when the defendant faces a budget constraint in 
financing his litigation efforts. Under a fixed budget, for example, the first-period effort can be 
increased only at the expense of the second-period effort. 

17. The condition regarding H(-) is not intuitive. Its purpose is to ensure that an indirect effect 
through the change in the settlement rates does not dominate the direct effect. 
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effort incentives. However, through mutually beneficial contracting, the first 
plaintiff can be induced to internalize the external benefits she provides to the 
second plaintiff, as long as the external benefit is positive. Defining an ex ante 
expected utility of the second plaintiff as U2 (1 - F(W1))UT + F(W1)Us, we 
can measure the external effect as follows: 

dpU = s - UT)f(W) + (1 - 
F(w,))[Uw 

- UL]. 

The second term captures the effect of setting a favorable precedent for the 
second plaintiff. It is always positive. Thus, if the first term is not sufficiently 
negative, then the first plaintiffs effort has a positive external effect. Recall 

that < 0. Therefore, ifp, is sufficiently high so that Us - UT < 0, then 

the first term is positive. If this is true, even the plaintiffs may front-load their 
efforts. In fact, there are many organizations whose objective is to help 
finance individual cases that they believe will have large future impacts. They 
also provide supporting legal arguments as amicus curiae on behalf of a 
plaintiff whose case has much bearing on precedent setting.18 The American 
Civil Liberties Union (ACLU), Environmental Defense Fund, and the Nader 
Group are prominent examples of such organizations. 19 

4.2 Effects on Nuisance Suits 
One growing concern in the United States is that too many frivolous suits, or 
nuisance suits, are brought to courts. Many of these suits are filed by plaintiffs 
solely to extract settlement offers without strong court cases (see Bebchuk, 
1988). A frequently suggested solution to deter such nuisance suits has been 
the European fee system, under which a losing party pays for all the litigation 
costs of both parties. 

The reason the European fee system may discourage nuisance suits better 
than the American fee system is because the former is more discriminatory 
than the latter against plaintiffs with low winning probabilities. In our model, 
this is represented by the fact that the expected utility of a plaintiff is a steeper 
function of her winning probability under the European fee system than under 
the American fee system. Letting UE denote the expected utility of plaintiffs 
under the European fee system, it can be easily shown that in our model, 

18. We thank Mitch Polinsky for suggesting this example. Amicus curiae means, literally, a 
friend of the court. A person with strong interest in, or views on, the subject matter of an action 
may petition the court for permission to file a brief, ostensibly on behalf of a party. Such amicus 
curiae briefs are commonly filed in appeals concerning matters of a broad public interest. See 
Black's Law Dictionary. 

19. Note that these preemptive efforts could be socially wasteful because both parties' efforts 
may wash out each other without changing the overall trial outcome. Also note that this idea 
applies to nonlegal contexts as well. If there is network exterality, or strong path-dependence, 
initial small investment matters a lot (Arthur, 1987; David, 1984). In this situation, economic 
agents will try to turn the initial event in their favor, as the battle between VHS and Beta Max 
graphically shows in the context of the VCR market penetration. 
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UE 2 U* iffp 2 di d 20 (Recall that U* is the expected utility of the 

plaintiff in the one-period model under the American fee system.) 
To illustrate how the two systems differ in their abilities to deter nuisance 

suits, suppose a plaintiff must incur some fixed costs, tp, such as pre-filing 
investigation costs, to bring a suit. We assume that these costs are incurred 
before the plaintiff is informed of her damage. This assumption mainly serves 

expositional clarity,21 but it is not without realism. It will hold if, for example, 
a victim must have a costly medical examination to assess her injury before 

filing a suit. Facing some pre-filing costs, plaintiffs with low winning proba- 
bilities will not find it attractive to bring suits. Let pE(Jp) and pA(p) denote 
threshold probabilities below which plaintiffs will not file suits under the 

European system and under the American system, respectively. As Figure 1 
illustrates, 

pE(p) > 
pA(p) 

for 
all p < U. ( 

d 
) 

That is, the threshold probability under the European system is greater than 
that under the American system, which implies that more nuisance suits are 
deterred under the European fee system, provided that parties' litigation costs 
do not differ much. This result is consistent with Shavell (1982). 

We argue in this section that correlated decisions can exercise similar 
deterrent effects on nuisance suits. The key observation here is that correlated 
decisions give the defendant extra incentives to be tougher against a plaintiff 
with a low winning probability. Recall from Proposition 1 that the defendant 
makes a smaller settlement offer (than when decisions are not correlated) to 
the plaintiffs with winning probability less than P9 E (,1). It easily follows 
from this that U1 < U* iffp, < p,; that is, the first plaintiff's expected utility is 

20. This can be shown by following the usual steps. Under the European fee system, the 
optimal decision rule of the plaintiff with damage w is to 

[PE] Accept s iff s pw - (1 - p)(c + d). 

Defining sE (,) as the minimum offer to induce settlement with type rv, the defendant's problem is 
to solve 

[DE] LE(P) = sain (w)F(w) + [1 - F(w)lp(c + d) + p wVF. 

Solving [DE] reveals that the settlement behavior is the same under the European fee system as 
under the American fee system. That is, svO = *. However, the equilibrium expected utility of 
the plaintiff, which can be obtained by substituting ̂ E, into the ex ante utility function of the 

plaintiff, is such that UE - U* = (c + d)p - d. 
21. If the plaintiff learns her damage before incurring the pre-filing costs, then the plaintiff's 

suing decision can have a signaling effect on the defendant, because different types of plaintiffs 
may react to the given fixed costs differently. In general, equilibrium under this specification 
involves mixed strategies where the plaintiff (with different types) randomizes between suing and 
not suing. 
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Figure 1. Threshold probabilities of filing suit under different attorney fee systems 

less with correlated decisions than without if the plaintiff's winning proba- 
bility is less than A. This, in turn, implies that 

/ I / I I 

CpCD(i) > p(lp)A for all i < U*(I 

I , 

Figure 1. Threshold probabilities of filing suit under different attorney fee systems 

less with correlated decisions than without if the plaintiff's winning proba- 
bility is less than P~. This, in turn, implies that 

pCD(p) > p(!)A for all p < U*(Px), 

where pCD denotes the minimum winning probability that the first plaintiff 
brings a suit under correlated decisions. From this, we can draw the following 
conclusion. 

Proposition 4. Symmetric or nonmutual defensive collateral estoppel deters 
nuisance suits, while nonmutual offensive collateral estoppel encourages nui- 
sance suits. 

This proposition is a direct result of applying Propositions 1 and 2. If the 
precedential effect is symmetric or favorable to the defendant, we know that 
the threshold probability, P, is greater than one-half (unity in the case of 
defensive collateral estoppel); hence precedents deter more lawsuits whose 
winning probabilities are less than one-half. On the other hand, under the 
nonmutual offensive collateral esteppol, the threshold probability is zero; 
hence, nuisance suits are encouraged relative to a case without precedents. 

This suggests that common law courts under the American fee system may 
mimic the performance of the European fee system in deterring nuisance 
suits, unless the precedential effect is unilaterally in favor of the plaintiffs. 
The intuition is basically the same: Like the European fee system, correlated 
decisions tend to discriminate against a plaintiff with a low winning proba- 
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bility. The mechanism of discrimination, however, is different. Under corre- 
lated decisions, it is implemented by differing attitudes of the defendant 
toward plaintiffs with different winning probabilities: The defendant is more 

aggressive in going to trial against the plaintiff with a lower winning proba- 
bility in order to set a favorable precedent.22 

5. Numerical Example 
In this section, we present some numerical examples. The purpose of our 
numerical exercise is to see (i) how a settlement probability changes as Pl 
increases at any given e; and (ii) whether the American fee system with 
correlated decisions can perform as well as the European system. In our 
simulation, w is uniformly distributed withf = l/w, and w = 200, and c = d 
= 10. In our first example, the size of e varies from 0.1 to 0.3. 

Figure 2 largely confirms the finding of Proposition 1. There is a threshold 
level of Ap slightly above 0.5 such that correlated decisions make settlement 
more (less) likely when the first plaintiff's winning probability is higher 
(lower) than P1I Figure 2 also shows that the precedential effect e reinforces 
this effect on the settlement rate. 

Figure 3 illustrates that the UE curve is steeper than the U* curve and 
d 

crosses at p = + = 0.5. When the precedential value is set at e = 0.3, 

the American fee system tracks almost perfectly the European fee system in 
terms of the first plaintiff's expected utility in the low range of p. Moreover, 
when pi is high, the plaintiff's expected utility is greater under the American 
fee system with correlated decisions than under the European fee system. This 
suggests that in the context of repeated litigation the American fee system 
might be more efficient because while low-probability cases are eliminated to 
the same extent, meritorious claims do better under the American fee system. 

6. Correlated Damages 
This section analyzes the effects of correlated damages on the litigants' settle- 
ment behavior. As mentioned earlier, in factually similar cases, judgment 
awards tend to be correlated across periods, even though a prior court's 
damage awards do not have any legally binding effect.23 This is especially 
true when damages are correlated across cases, since court judgments are 
likely to reflect the correlated damages. In this situation, the initial court 
action can reveal some information that the defendant (who is uninformed 
about the actual damages) may find useful in inferring the future plaintiffs' 
damages. A successful inference about future cases helps the defendant to 

22. This is not to suggest that precedents can replace the European fee system in deterring 
nuisance suits. For one thing, the deterrence effect of precedents is relevant only in a repeated- 
litigation situation. 

23. The fact that courts are not bound by prior judgment awards distinguishes this situation 
from the correlated decisions. 
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Figure 2. Settlement Rates with Different Precedent Values 

make more tailored settlement offers and thereby reduce his expected loss. 
Court proceedings can reveal information in several ways. The defendant can 
learn directly from an actual award. Learning can take place, however, even 
when the case is settled out of court, as plaintiffs' acceptance/rejection deci- 
sions reveal the strength of their cases. In this section, we study the ways in 
which various learning opportunities available from an initial court action 
affect the defendant's incentives for settlement. 

We consider a slightly modified model in which the second plaintiff's 
damage, w2, is positively correlated with the first plaintiff's damage, w1. 
Liabilities are no longer correlated; that is, plaintiffs in both periods are 
assumed to have the same winning probability p. Assume first that w2 is 
distributed over the same support as w, according to a conditional distribution 
function G(w2wi), with its probability density function g(w2jwl). The follow- 
ing assumptions modify our original hazard rate condition to a new distribu- 
tion and conceptualize a correlation relationship between w2 and wl: 

120 - 
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bA~~ 60-~ ^ - ~~- - . -. -European Fee System 
60- 

n~~~~~~~5 ^^ ~~...--------- American Fee System ' 40 - with precedent value 0.3 
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Figure 3. Precedential Effect and the European Fee System 
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[Al'] k(wj1wi) = G(w2lwl) ~[Al] k(w2w\ g(w21wl) is increasing in w2 for all w. 

g(W2wY) [A2] (Monotone Likelihood Ratio Property) is increasing 
g(W21X) 

in w2 for all y > x. 

The monotone likelihood ratio property establishes w, as a monotonic sig- 
nal about w2 (Milgrom, 1981). According to this property, that the first plain- 
tiff has a high damage is an informative indication that the second plaintiff 
also has a high damage. In our context, this assumption implies that k(w2(wl) 
is decreasing in wl. 

Ok 
Lemma 2. [A2] implies < 0. 

Recall our notational convention under which wi denotes the first-period 
threshold type of the plaintiff, and w , WL, w denote the second-period 
threshold types given that the first-period outcomes are S, L, and W, respec- 
tively. As before, corresponding settlement offers are defined as s(ii) = wip 
- c for i = 1, S, L, W. Again we start backwards. Consider the second period 
first. Suppose that the first case was settled. Then, the defendant can infer that 
the first-period damage is less than wl. On the other hand, if the first case had 
gone to court and the defendant won the trial, then he learns that the first- 
period damage is greater than W,. However, had the defendant lost the trial, 
the actual damage in the first period, wl, is revealed through the judgment 
award by the first court. In the second period, the defendant will tailor his 
settlement offer based on this inferred information about the first-period dam- 
age. Since Wil summarizes all the necessary information in the first two cases, 
we can write Wi(wl) and si(wl) to denote the defendant's second-period thresh- 
old type and offer, when the first-period outcome is indicated by i = S, L. 
Lastly, iw(wi) and sw(wl) are used for the case where the plaintiff won the 
first trial. 

Proposition 5. With [Al'] and [A2], (i) 'w(') and sw(-) are increasing in 
Wi; (ii) hs(Wi) < Ww(Wi) < WL(hI); (iii) Ss($i) < SW(ri) < SL(i). 

These results characterize the way in which the defendant pegs the settle- 
ment offer on the first-period outcome. First, the defendant lowers the settle- 
ment offer if the first case was settled, since it would imply that w, E [0,Wl]. 
Second, the defendant raises the offer if there was a trial and he won, since it 
would then imply that wI E [Ei,w]. Lastly, if the defendant lost the trial, he 
tailors the offer on the actual first-period damage wl. Obviously, this offer 
would be greater than Ss(wi). In general, the defendant makes a higher offer 
after a trial than after a settlement. Note that this does not necessarily make 
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the defendant want to settle in the first period. Raising the first-period settle- 
ment offer reduces the probability of going to trial, but when the case actually 
goes to trial, this will adjust the defendant's belief about the second plaintiff's 
damage even more upwardly, resulting in an even higher equilibrium offer in 
the second period. In fact, the only reason for the defendant to change his 
settlement offer comes from his learning motive. Because of the different 
ways in which the settlement and trial reveal information to the defendant, the 
defendant will adjust his settlement offer in a way that makes the most of his 
learning opportunities. 

This intuition becomes clear in the defendant's first-period problem. As in 
the case of correlated decisions, the defendant's first-period decision reflects 
his concerns about the resulting impacts on his second-period litigation. Let 
Ls(O'), LL('I), and Lw(wl) denote the defendant's (minimized) second-period 
loss when his first period offer, s(*1), resulted in outcomes, S, L, and W, 
respectively. These succinctly summarize the second-period consequences of 
offering s(wi). Now, the defendant's first-period problem can be represented 
as 

[D2] L,(p) = min (s(wl) + Ls(Wl))F(i,l) + (1 - F(W,)) 
, l>clp 

x [d + (1 - p)LL(,l)] + 
p 

(w + Lw(w))dF(w). 

The first-order condition for an interior solution to [D2] is given by 

) c + rd + L1r(l) - s(W ) 
p 

where Lr(w) = pAv(Wl) + (1 - p)L,L(l), and Li(il) denotes the defendant's 
second-period loss following the outcome i(= L,W,S), when the first plain- 
tiff's actual type is &1. Here, the bias term, Lr(wi,) 

- Ls(hi), can be inter- 

preted as the marginal learning benefit associated with increasing a settlement 
offer slightly. Consider that the defendant increases his offer slightly and 
induces more settlement at the margin. The marginal type wi, who would have 

gone to trial before, now settles as a result of the increase in the offer. Note 
however that settlement does not enable the defendant to recognize the mar- 

ginal type, X1, precisely; instead, the marginal type is regarded as one of 
many inframarginal types, [O,wl], that could have settled. So, the marginal 
type is underestimated in the defendant's offer decision. Because of this, the 
defendant fails to attain the minimum second-period loss with respect to 
the marginal type. Similarly, the defendant overestimates the marginal type 
when he goes to trial and wins the case. Only when the defendant goes to trial 
and loses to the marginal type is the marginal type correctly recognized, 
and the defendant attains the minimum loss. Thus, Lv(w^l) < min{Ls(w'), 
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LL(, )}; that is, losing a trial offers a learning benefit to the defendant in terms 
of the second-period loss. 

From this follows the next proposition. 

Proposition 6. Assume [Al'] and [A2]. The first-period settlement rate and 
settlement offer are smaller with correlated damages than without, if the 
litigation costs c + d are sufficiently high or ifp > p orp < p for some 1p, p E 
(0, 1). 

Note that / can be smaller than p; that is, the result may hold for the entire 
types of the first plaintiff. So, the bias against settlement may be robust. 
Proposition 5 identifies several reasons why the defendant may learn more 
from trial than from settlement. One is the defendant's losing probability at 
the first trial. Since losing at trial reveals precise information about the first 
plaintiff's damage, the more likely the defendant is to lose at the trial the more 
likely he is to learn from trial. This is not to say that the defendant values the 
likelihood of losing at trial. It only suggests that he values the learning 
component of losing; that is, he favors trial relatively more than he otherwise 
would without correlated damages. The other determining force is the relative 
likelihood of settlement to trial. As settlement becomes more likely (for 
example, as the result of an increase in c + d or a decrease in p), settlement 
becomes less valuable in providing informative signals about the second 
plaintiff's damage. In general, the proposition predicts a learning bias in favor 
of trial. 

Two comments are warranted in interpreting this result. First, in this section 
we have focused only on the effect of correlated damages. If the effect of 
correlated decisions is also present, the analyses in the previous section imply 
that the trial bias may be weakened. This is especially likely when the first 
plaintiff's winning probability is very high so that correlated decisions alone 
tend to encourage settlement (recall Proposition 1). Second, while disputing 
parties may care about learning, trial is not the only way to learn about 
judgment. In practice, lawyers often hire private citizens as mock jurors to 
test their expected judgment and to make a better inference about the awards. 
This is especially relevant in cases where juries rather than judges make the 
awards and in cases where litigation is not repeated so that parties cannot learn 
from previous trial. 

7. Concluding Remarks 
We have examined the role of precedents in repeated litigation. Identifying 
correlated decisions and correlated damages as two forms of precedents, we 
have shown first that the defendant is more willing to settle when an unfavor- 
able precedent is more likely to be set, resulting in a higher settlement rate. 
Second, the parties will engage in preemptive campaigns to turn the precedent 
in their favor, which could be socially wasteful. Third, like the European fee 
system, the existence of precedents tends to penalize plaintiffs with low 
winning probabilities and discourage nuisance suits. Lastly, correlated dam- 
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age awards provide a valuable learning opportunity to the defendant, allowing 
him to make a more tailored offer after experiencing an initial trial. 

Several further remarks are relevant for our research. 
What if the Plaintiff is a Repeat Player? Although our model has dealt with 

civil litigation in which the defendant is the only repeat player, our results do 
not depend on this particular setting. Consider the case where either the 
plaintiff or both parties are repeat players.24 Since an initial court decision has 
long-term effects, it still remains true that the repeat player will try to avoid 
litigation whenever an unfavorable precedent is likely to be set in an early 
stage. Note that our results are also applicable to criminal actions. Govern- 
ment prosecutors often take similar criminal cases, and thus, as repeat play- 
ers, they have an interest in setting favorable precedents. The upshot is that 
the concern over precedent induces a repeat player to deviate from a short- 
term best strategy. 

Asymmetric Precedential Effect. Current debates over precedents have cen- 
tered on the issue of fairness, that is, whether abdication of mutuality has led 
to an unfair outcome for one party. Our findings appear to support this view: A 
nonmutual precedential effect does favor one party at the expense of the other 
party's welfare. Also, as in Note (1992), the initial plaintiff can take advantage 
of the offensive collateral estoppel by extorting the defendant through higher 
settlement. Our analysis renders additional support to the symmetric prece- 
dent from a different perspective. According to our analysis, a symmetric 
precedent can provide additional benefit of deterring nuisance suits; while a 
precedent unilaterally adversarial to the defendant can encourage nuisance 
suits. 

Whom to sue? When to sue? We have examined how concerns over prece- 
dents affect a repeat player's pretrial bargaining strategy. Precedential con- 
cerns can also have other interesting strategic implications. First, it can affect 
a repeat player's decision as to whom to litigate first. In light of our analysis, it 
is not hard to imagine that the repeat player would try to litigate the weakest 
opponent first. By confronting the weakest opponent first, he can easily estab- 
lish a favorable precedent, which will put him in a better position to deal with 
stronger opponents later. Also, a plaintiff's decision as to when to sue can be 
affected by a precedential concern. If she has a good prospect of winning the 
case, she may postpone filing a suit until after an even more favorable prece- 
dent is set. On the other hand, if the prior assessment is not favorable, she 
might want to rush for a suit; since the chances will be even worse after other 
plaintiffs set bad precedents. 

Appendix 
Proof of Lemma 1. Case (i) is obvious from the first-order condition, and 

(ii) follows from L being an increasing function of p and from the envelope 
theorem. 0 

24. Plaintiff is a repeat player, for example, in a landlord-tenant, or bank-debtor relationship. 
In a manufacturer-supplier, or labor union-company relationship, both parties are repeat players. 



The Role of Precedents in Repeated Litigation 419 

Proof of Proposition 1. It suffices to show that 0 > 'v* iff P 1 Pi for 
some Pi E (0,1). Since Lr is continuous and increasing in Pl, while Ls is 

independent ofp1, and from Corollary 1 and [Al], there exists such p. From 
this, it naturally follows that s(Ol) - s(w,*) iffpl - P-. The nonmutual cases 
are obvious. For example, when Ep > 0, e = 0, Lr - Ls for all Pl E [0,1]. 
Thus, pi = 0. 

Proof of Proposition 2. Case (i) is obvious from the preceding argument in 
the text; (ii) is true since for sufficiently high (low) pi, Lr - Ls is increasing 
(decreasing) in e. 

To prove (iii), it suffices to show that Lr(e,pL) - Ls < 0 for all e > 0 ifp, 
dJv _ dLn dLLv dLL 

2. Since 0 < <if >0, and <- if = 0, de de d e 

dLT dLw + -p)dLL< 1 
for all e > 0, Pde +Pl (-P) <0 ifp ' 

Since Lr(O,pl) = Ls for all E > 0, if pl i, 

Lr(e,P) - Ls = fdr( 
,p ) dE < O. d 

d 

To prove (ii), consider e < e'. Letpl = Pl(e), andp = Pi(e'). We show 
that/l < p[ 

First, note that (a) dLT > 0 ifpl > ); (b) de2 < 0; and (c) dedp dI V=0 de dEdp1 
d(Lw - LL) > 0. From (a) and (b), 

(d) dL i)< 0 for all e > e. (d) <d 

Otherwise, LrT(E,lj) - Ls > 0, contrary to the definition of /. 
Now suppose that j1 2 I. Then, 

Lr(e ',p) - s= f dL.- i) d 

drT(E,P( L t P 
Jo dL(el) dE by (c) 

= ft dL(,,pl) de + dLT 1 di 
o dE E dE 
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LT(e,P1) - Ls + f dL-r(E,P) d 

<0, 

which contradicts the definition of p1. The last inequality follows from the 
hypothesis and (d). O 

Proof of Proposition 3. For the first part of the proposition, it suffices to 
show that 

dLj 
> dL' for i = W,L,S. 

dpl dp 

Through some algebraic manipulation, we can write the difference of the two 
terms as follows: 

dL _ dL = (1 - F(w ))(L -LL) + wdF + F(wI)w 
dp I dp ~ rvl 

-[7' wdF + F(w,)^ 

= (1 - F(W,1))(Lw - LL) + ? F(w)dw. (Al) 
JWt 

First, observe that as c + d goes to zero, i,i goes to zero for all i = W,L,S. 
Since, for any c + d, w, > 0, the second term of the last line can be made 
arbitrarily small by taking a sufficiently small c + d. Since the first term is 
strictly positive and bounded away from zero, the proof is complete. Next, we 
show that when H' > K for sufficiently high K, w' can be made arbitrarily 

c + d 
close to Xi for i = W,L,S. Letting x ,we can write s = H-l(x). 

(H-1 exists because of [A1].) Now, for some SE [x, x + L- - 
Ls 

= H1 +4-r Ls) 

= H- 1 (x+ LT - Ls) = s + H't ( -) ' 

which implies that Iwi - ?sj < K (T -- Ls). Similarly, one can show that 
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s - il <! K (mp(c Ed)) for em = max{ep,ed} and i = W,L. There- 

fore, by increasing K, i' can be made arbitrarily close to 'i for i = S,W,L. 
This makes the second term in (Al) arbitrarily small. Since the first term of 
(Al) is positive and bounded away from zero, the whole expression is posi- 
tive, as desired. 

Finally, to prove the last statement, consider the marginal substitution of 
efforts: 

dL(p) (1 - F(wl))(Lw - LL) F(w)dw 

--= - + . (A2) 

dp dL,(p)dw F(w)dw 

For sufficiently large K, the denominator of the first term and the second 
term remain almost unchanged as sp or Ed increases because Xi' remains 
relatively unaffected. However, the numerator of the first term strictly in- 
creases as Ep or Ed increases. Therefore, the marginal rate of substitution 
increases for sufficiently large K. E 

Proofof Lemma 2. It suffices to show that if g(bly) > gy for all b > a, 
g(b\x) g(alx) 

y > x, then k(w21y) < k(w21x) for all y > x and w2 E [O,iv]. 

F g(wly)dw 
k(w2Y) =- g(2) 

rW2 

Jo [g(wlx)g(w2ly)/g(w2jx)]dw 

g(w21y) 

Jo g(wlx)dw 

g(w21x) 

= k(w21x). 

The inequality is due to the monotone likelihood ratio property. E 

Proof of Proposition 5. Without loss of generality, we can write the defen- 
dant's program when there was a settlement in the first period as 



422 The Journal of Law, Economics, & Organization, V9 N2 

[DS] min Ls(,s;il) = F() [ (ps - c)G(Wlwl) 

+ d(l - G(WsIW 1)) + p wdG(wlwl) dF(w1). 

Therefore, we have first-order condition (FOC): 

Ls % F(W')p g(s5lw1) [k(iw lwl) - + d] F. 

Analogously, the defendant's program when the first plaintiff lost trial is to 
solve: 

[DL] min Lx.. ) = I (p^,- c)G(= 
A 
w|) + 

[DL] 
mm 
LL(4 )1(8L;~l)~ 

= 
(-1 

- 
F(qwA) 

L- WL 

d(1 - G(WLIl)) + p I wdG(wlwl) dF(Wl). 

Then, its FOC is 

aLL _ 1 Pg(WLlwl) k('lw.vl) 
c d dE. 

aW I - F(i1) p [WL )- p] dF 

But if there was a trial and plaintiff 1 won, the defendant's program is to solve 
for all wl E [W'l,]: 

[DW] min Lw(Ww;Wi) = (Pivw - c)G(w,\wl) 
ew 

+ d(l - G(wwlwl)) + p wdG(wlwl). 

Then, its FOC is 

aLw - pg(~wlww) [k(Vwlwl) 
- c 

. awt p 
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Now we can prove (i) by inspecting the above equation. Let k(Wilwl) = 
c + d 

Then by [A2], k is decreasing in wl. Therefore, 'W should be increas- 

ing in w, that is, "W(wl) > O, which implies sw(w) > 0 since sw = pAw - c. 

To prove (ii), suppose s(w,l) > ww('l). Then k(isli) > c d. Then, 

d_, F(_ ) P g(_ slwl) [k(slwl) c +- 
d] d > O. 

This is a contradiction. Therefore, ws(0l) < iw(Wl), which implies that 
Ss(Wl) < Sw(wil). Other results follow similarly. n 

Proof of Proposition 6. The proof involving the condition about p is pre- 
sented first. It suffices to show that there exists p5, p E [0,1] such that for p > 
p orp < p, wl < w* and s(w') < s*. Since we know that Lw(Wi,) < L5(i1) 
for all p E [0,1] (recall we assume wl < w even forp = 1), and LL(w1) is 
bounded, there exists p > 0 such that for all p > p, L, < Ls. Also, when p is 
sufficiently close to zero, wi = v-. Now, LL(W) < Ls(W), for the defendant's 
winning the first trial in this case completely reveals the marginal type, while 
settlement results in no learning whatsoever for the defendant. Therefore, by 
continuity, there exists p E [0,1] such that forp < p, Wi < w* and s(wl) < 
s*. The proof when the litigation costs c + d are sufficiently high is similar to 
this case and omitted. O 

References 
Arthur, B. 1987. "Self-Reinforcing Mechanisms in Economics," Center for Economic Policy 

Research Discussion Paper No. 111. 
Bebchuk, L. 1984. "Litigation and Settlement under Imperfect Information," 15 RAND Journal of 

Economics 404-15. 
---- . 1988. "Suing Solely to Extract a Settlement Offer," 17 Journal of Legal Studies 437-50. 

Che, Y.-K., and Yi, J. 1990. "Litigations with Multiple Plaintiffs: The Case of Externality," 
Center for Economic Policy Research Discussion Paper No. 200. 

Currie, D. P. 1957. "Mutuality of Collateral Estoppel: Limits of the Bernhard Doctrine," 9 
Stanford Law Review 281-322. 

David, P. 1984. "Clio and the Economics of Qwerty," Center for Economic Policy Research 
Discussion Paper No. 44. 

Dungworth, T. 1988. "Product Liability and the Business Sector," Report R-3668-ICJ, Rand 
Corporation, Santa Monica, Calif. 

Friedenthal, J., Kane, M., and Miller, A. 1985. Civil Procedure. St. Paul, Minn.: West. 
George, L. C. 1980. "Sweet Uses of Adversity: Parklane Hosiery and the Collateral Class 

Action," 32 Stanford Law Review 655-86. 
Llewellyn, K. 1989. The Case Law System in America (translated by M. Ansaldi). Chicago: 

University of Chicago Press. 
Merryman, J. 1985. The Civil Law Tradition: An Introduction to the Legal Systems of Western 

Europe and Latin America, 2nd ed. Stanford, Calif.: Stanford University Press. 
Milgrom, P. R. 1981. "Good News and Bad News: Representation Theorems and Applications, 

12 Bell Journal of Economics 380-91. 



424 The Joural of Law, Economics, & Organization, V9 N2 

Note, 1992. "Exposing the Extortion Gap: An Economic Analysis of the Rules of Collateral 

Estoppel," 105 Harvard Law Review 1940-60. 
Polasky, A. N. 1954. "Collateral Estoppel-Effects of Prior Litigation," 39 Iowa Law Review 

217-99. 
Ratliff, J. 1988. "Offensive Collateral Estoppel and the Option Effect," 67 Texas Law Review 63- 

101. 
Schroeder, E. P. 1982. "Relitigation of Common Issues: The Failure of Nonparty Preclusion and 

an Alternative Proposal," 67 Iowa Law Review 917-80. 
Shavell, S. 1982. "Suit, Settlement, and Trial: A Theoretical Analysis Under Alternative Methods 

for the Allocation of Legal Costs," 11 Journal of Legal Studies 55-81. 

Spurr, S. J. 1991. "An Economic Analysis of Collateral Estoppel," 11 International Review of Law 
and Economics 47-61. 


	Article Contents
	p. 399
	p. 400
	p. 401
	p. 402
	p. 403
	p. 404
	p. 405
	p. 406
	p. 407
	p. 408
	p. 409
	p. 410
	p. 411
	p. 412
	p. 413
	p. 414
	p. 415
	p. 416
	p. 417
	p. 418
	p. 419
	p. 420
	p. 421
	p. 422
	p. 423
	p. 424

	Issue Table of Contents
	Journal of Law, Economics, & Organization, Vol. 9, No. 2 (Oct., 1993), pp. 205-446
	Front Matter
	Monopolization by Sequential Acquisition [pp.  205 - 229]
	Judicial Modification of Contracts between Sophisticated Parties: A More Complete View of Incomplete Contracts and Their Breach [pp.  230 - 255]
	Contractual Arrangements as Signaling Devices: Evidence from Franchising [pp.  256 - 289]
	Countertrade and the Minimization of Transaction Costs: An Empirical Examination [pp.  290 - 313]
	Endogenous Sequencing in Models of Settlement and Litigation [pp.  314 - 348]
	Expertise and Contingent Fees: The Role of Asymmetric Information in Attorney Compensation [pp.  349 - 367]
	Sales of Corporate Control [pp.  368 - 379]
	Bottlenecks and Governance Structures: Open Access and Long-Term Contracting in Natural Gas [pp.  380 - 398]
	The Role of Precedents in Repeated Litigation [pp.  399 - 424]
	Industry Effects of Interfirm Lawsuits: Evidence from "Pennzoil v. Texaco" [pp.  425 - 444]
	Back Matter [pp.  445 - 446]





