The Law & Economics of Survivor
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| really feel that | earned where | am. The first hour on the island | stepped into my strategy and
thought, "I'm going to focus on how to establish an alliance with four peopleearly on.” | spent alot of
time thinking about who people are and why they interact the way they do. . . . | wanted this to be
planned and | wanted it to be based on what | needed to do to win the game. | don't feel | was
diabolical. There were ethicsin this game. There was morality and | think that is a big part of why |
won.*

Richard Hatch, Survivor winner
My advice for anybody who plays this game is form an alliance and stick with it.?
Rudy Boesch, Tagi dliance member
In recent years, the ubiquitous body of literature faling under the generd header of “rationa choice”’
has come under fire® Assaults have mounted across awide range of disciplines, including but not limited to

law,* psychology,® and politica science® Drawing upon economics and experimenta psychology, abody of
literature has emerged in which legd scholars and economists operationdize forma games under laboratory
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Lwww.cbs.com/network/tvshows/mini/survi vor/show/episodel3
2www..chs.com/network/tvshows/mini/survivor/survi vors/rudy_f.shtml

3Perhapsthe most sophisticated recent assault is the widely known book, DONALD P. GREEN AND IAN SHAPIRO,
PATHOLOGIES OF RATIONAL CHOICE THEORY: A CRITIQUEOF A PPLICATIONS IN POLITICAL SCIENCE (1994). See also Christine
Jolls, Cass R. Sunstein & Richard Thaler, ABehavioral ApproachtoLawand Economics, 50 STAN. L. REv. 1471 (1998);
Christine Jolls, Cass R. Sunstein & Richard Thaler, Theories and Tropes: A Reply to Posner and Kelman, 50 STAN. L.
REV. 1471 (1998). For aresponse to these and other attacks on rational choice, see Richard A . Posner, Rational Choice,
Behavioral Economics, and the Law, 50 STAN. L. REv. 1551 (1998).

4see generally Jolls, Sunstein & Thaler, supra note 3.

SFor a group of essays collecting relevant psychological literature, see BEHAVIORAL LAW & ECONOMICS (Cass
R. Sunstein ed. 2000).

6 See generally Jonathan Cohn, Irrational Exuberance, THE NEwW REPUBLIC, Oct. 25, 1999.
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conditions, and then compare the resuilting play againgt rationa choice predictions.” Because the experiments
often fal to unfold in the manner predicted by formd theory, scholars have relied upon these studies to
chdlenge both the underlying assumptions of rationa choice and rationa choiceprescriptionsfor law and public
policy.®

Rational choice scholarshave offered severa responsesto suchchdlenges. Theoristishaveargued that
the rationdity postulate holdsif we understand that rationdity itsalf is bounded,® if we incorporate the costs of
acquiring information,’® and if we consider the consumptionvaue associ ated with certain forms of cooperative
behavior.* For purposes of this essay, however, the most significant rationa choice response hasinvolved the
unredigticaly low stakes generally associated with various laboratory games? It is not incondgstent with the
premises of rationa choice theory for participantsto forfeit amdl payoffs to avoid appearing to be unpleasant,
or even ajerk. But if the stakes were as sgnificant asthoseinvolved in important questions of law and public
palicy, then we might see behavior that more closely reflects the predictions of forma theory. Of coursg, it is
unredligticinanacademic settingto replicate the necessary stakes withwhichto demonstrate how actua players
would respond when confronted with major decisions affecting their private wdl being or important questions

of public palicy.

’See Russell B. Korobkin & Thomas Ulen,Law and Behavior Science: Removing the Rationality Assumption
from Law and Economics, 88 CALIF. L. REv. 1051, 1055-56 (2000) (summarizing literature comparing outcomes in
experimental games against rational choice predictions); Herbert Hovenkamp, The Limits of Preference-Based Legal
Policy, 89 Nw. U. L. REV. 4 (1994) (asserting that the “economic concepts of ‘bounded rationality,’ risk aversion, and
information costs owe much to psychology for their development”).

8See, e.g., Korobkin & Ulen, supra note 7, at 1055-56 (arguing agai nst excessiverelianceupon incentive effects
of legal rules on the ground that experimental evidence belies rational choice predictions of interactive behavior).

9See Oliver E. Williamson, Book Review, 77 CALIF. L. REV. 223, 230 (1989) (reviewing R.H. COASE, THE FIRM, THE
M ARKET, AND THE LAW (U. Of Chicago Press 1988)) (“A comprehensive model should include cognitive assumptions
(such as bounded rationality) and self-interest seeking assumptions (such as opportunism).”); Oliver E. Williamson,
Vertical Merger Guidelines: Interpretingthe 1982 Reforms, 71 CALIF. L. REV. 604, 612 (1983) (“Where human cognitive
limitations are severe in relation to the complexity of the problems being faced, a condition of ‘bounded rationality’
occurs. ... Bounded rationality and opportunism place great strain on the convenient fiction of comprehensive market
contracting.”).

Ooninformationcosts and bounded rational ity generally, see EIAN M ACKAAY, ECONOMICS OF INFORMATION AND
THE LAW (1982); HERBERT A. SIMON, ADMINISTRATIVE BEHAVIOR: A STUDY OF DECISION-MAKING PROCESSES IN
ADMINISTRATIVE ORGANIZATION (3d ed. 1976); Jonathan Baert Wiener, On the Political Economy of Global
Environmental Regulation, 87 GEO. L.J. 749 (1999) (applying information cost analysis to rent seeking acrossnations).

Hsee MAXWELL L. STEARNS, PUBLIC CHOICE AND PUBLIC LAW: READINGS AND COMMENTARY 921 (1997) (“In low
stakes games, . ..thedesire to appear civil and cooperative, even with people we do not anticipate having interactions
with in the future may well have the practical effect of lowering the payoffs for defection and raising the payoffs for
cooperation.”).

12See, e.g., John M. Orbell & Robyn M. Dawes, Social Welfare, Cooperators' Advantage, and the Option of
Not Playing the Game, 58 AM. Soc. Rev. 787, 788, 791 (1993) (describing laboratory version of the prisoners’ dilemma
where participants highest payoff was $5 for defection when the other party cooperated); Roderick M. Kramer &
Marilynn B. Brewer, Effects of Group Identity on Resource Use in a Simulated Commons Dilemma, 46 J. PERSONALITY
& Soc. PsycHOL. 1044, 1055-56 (1984) (describing experimental game modeling in which participants could cash in
acquired points for $.05 each up to 300 points). See also STEARNS, supra note 11, at 921.
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This past summer, the CBS network, motivated by its notorioudy lagging ratings, conducted an
experiment of its own. CBS ventured into the somewhat risky world of red life voyeurigtic programming.
While motivated by the desire to improve its pogtion relative to that of the other mgor networks rather than
by a desire to shed light on an interesting academic debate over the precepts of rational choice, the Survivor
game neverthdess has dgnificant implications for the merits of formd theory. Survivor pushed the
programming envelope by condructing a red life endurance contest lasting thirty-nine days under strenuous
conditions on aremoteidand on the South China Sea. From the perspective of CBS, Survivor offered an
opportunity to generate high ratings at relatively low cost, at least as compared with anew drama or Situation
comedy. There would be no high priced actors and no scripts. Once the location was set up and the
participants were selected and brought to the remote idand, the camera crew ssimply recorded the players
unfolding redl lifedrama. The audience viewed highlights from the unplanned interactions of the Sixteen players
for one hour per week during primetime.

The game sbasic premisewas ample Eight menand eight women would compete on aremote idand
on the South China Sea for asingle prize of $1 million based upon who could “survive’ for the full thirty-nine
days. The castaways spanned in age from 22 to 72. Their backgroundsvaried widdy. The playersincluded
alawyer, ariver guide, a neurologist, a basketball coach, a homemaker, a truck driver, and aretired Navy
SEAL. What makesthe gameinteresting for forma theorists, however, isthat thered chdlengefor the players
was not limited to enduring tedious living conditions and eating disgusting food onaremoteidand with aharsh
climate and relatively scarce naturd resources. The true chdlenge wasthe ability to remain onthe idand after
aseries of competitions between two initid tribes of eight for both prizes and immunity, followed by a series
of competitions among members of the merged tribe. Most notably, two competing tribes, and then the ten
members of the merged tribe competed for immunity from being voted from theidand until only two findigts
remained. The players were smultaneoudy forced to rely on each other for surviva and to vote againgt each
other inan effort to winthe game. When only two playersremained, thefind seven playersvoted off theidand
returned as ajury that selected the ultimate survivor. Thefind survivor received acash prize of $1 millionand
anew car. Each of the remaining players received prize money ranging from $2500 for the first diminated
survivor to $100,000 for the remaining findist. Thelonger acastaway lasted onthe idand, the larger the cash
prize.

Therewere, of course, additiond stakes, whichhad the potentia evento eclipse the ssemingly generous
ultimate CBS grand prize. In the event that the show was a ratings success, those who acquired the greatest
public recognition had the potentia to become multimillionares through other media opportunities induding
commercid endorsements. Of course, those on theidand had no ideajust how high the ratingswould actualy
go, and anecdota evidence supports the intuition that those who were voted off were shocked by the extent
of the fervor that came to surround the show.* Because of their limited accessto information, the playerswho
remaned on theidand likdy assumed that, holding dl €se constant, public recognition would be postively
correlated with endurance, regardiess of who ultimatdy received the first and second place cash prizes. In

Bwhen asked: “ Did you have any ideawhile you were on theisland what ahuge successthe show would be?”,
Gervase, amember of the Pagong tribe who was voted off tenth responded: “ Wehad no idea. | personally was hoping
wewould havethe number one spot sometime in the summer. But this just took off from the beginning and it's been one
incredibleride!” http://chat.msn.com/msnlive/features/survivor10.asp.



short, the players had an incentive to try to stay in the game aslong as they could both to maximize their prize
money and to benefit from possible future endorsement contracts or other media opportunities.

In Survivor, CBS effectively structured a high-stakes game. And indoing so, it offered cash payoffs
of sufficient magnitude that the benefits of surviva likey overwhemed, at least for some players, the apparent
costs of gppearing to play srategicdly in an effort to win the game. Just asit istoo easy to extrapolate from
low stakes game theoretical experimentsto important questions of public policy, so too it would be improper
to draw too robust a set of implications from Survivor. But to the extent that Survivor offersaglimpse into
how stakes affect interactive human behavior under carefully defined conditions, and into how success might
wel result from careful strategy rather than inherent merit —based for example upon physica endurance or
contributions to the well being of the group as a whole — Survivor might well offer an important, if limited,
antidoteto the emerging literature criticd of rationd choice. It iswiththat narrow but important missoninmind
that we embark upon this study into the law and economics of Survivor.

This essay will demongtrate that Survivor was largdy played in amanner that is congstent with the
predictions of rationd choicetheory. One suspects that if the game were played for thirty-nine minutesinstead
of thirty-nine days, and thet if the ultimate and penultimate prizes had been $100 and $10 instead of $1 million
and $100,000, we might not have been able to make such a dam. While we will readily concede thet this
observation, if proved, isdone insufficient to end debate on the merits of rationd choice, we contend that it
might wel be auffident to raise the question as to who has the burden of proof and what the nature of the
required proof might be. Specifically, we beieve that our study raises an important question as to the
sgnificance that should properly be attached to laboratory studies congtructing hypothetical forma games as
ameans of discrediting rational choice models. If thisessay achieves even that limited objective, then Survivor
itself represents a sgnificant play in an important ongoing academic game.

In Part | of this essay, we discuss two aspects of the Survivor game. Firgt we establish what we will
refer to asthe “ condtitutiond rules.” These rules were established by CBS and announced to the participants
in advance. The condtitutiona rules are important because it is with knowledge of those rules that the
participants selected and implemented ther individud and collective gaming strategies.  In addition, we will
describe the actud higtory of the Survivor game asit was played over the course of the thirty-nine days. This
history includes a series of spontaneoudy developed rules governing the conduct of the competing players.
These spontaneoudy ordered rules sometimes operated in a complementary fashion, at least within certain
coditions, and sometimes operated in direct tension across groups or individuads!* The important point for
present purposesis that the players, having joined a particular group or having rejected overturesto join other
groups, perceived themsel ves as bound not only by the congtitutiona rules established by CBS, but also by the
spontaneoudy ordered rules established between and among the rlevant players.®® In Part 11, we set out three
sets of rationa choice concepts, one theorem and two forma games, which together help to refocus our
understanding of the manner in which the actua Survivor game was, and was not, played. The relevant

“aswewill explain in the next part, these rules were sometimes broken. Seeinfra at 14-15(explainingKelly’'s
defection from the alliance).

BThis is not to suggest that these informal rules led to predictable outcomes. Instead, the outcomes were a
function of the constitutional and spontaneous rules, coupled with a series of seemingly random events that had the
effect of limiting the payoffs for some members of following their selected play strategies.
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concepts are as follows (1) minimum winning coditions and the Schelling point, (2) empty core bargaining,
and (3) the iterated and noniterated prisoners dilemma. Findly, in Part 111, we recast the actua Survivor
game, as described in Part |, in terms of the formal rationa choice concepts and games articulated in Part 1.
This adlows us to assess the extent to which Survivor was played in amanner consstent with the predictions
of rationa choice theory. We conclude that Survivor provides a rare and vauable opportunity to draw
inferences that more redidticaly mirror the complex redlity of high stakes palitica and lega strategies and
choices than do the low stakes experiments conducted in academic laboratories.

. The Survivor Game
A. Constitutional Rules

CBS egtablished afarly minima set of rules that it advertised to the participants in advance of thar
travel to the deserted idand.® First, CBS sdlected a group of sixteen players who would be stranded on a
deserted idand off the South China Sea. CBS split the sixteen members evenly into two tribes, Tagi and
Pagong. Thetribeswerenamed for the beachesthat each tribeinhabited, which werelocated on oppositeends
of theidand. Eachtribe had four menand four women.*” Once on the remote idand, the tribe members were
responsible to scavenge for food, to build shelter, and to work together to assemble the minima requirements
for survival .1

Until the survivors from the two tribes eventualy merged, the conditutiona rules were generaly
structured in a manner that promoted intra-group cohesion and inter-group competition. One of the most
interesting aspects of Survivor is that these compstitions in and of themsdves, appeared consigent with a
positive sum game, inwhich cooperative behavior among triba members yielded higher payouts to the group
asawhole. Towin Survivor, however, it was not sufficient to be part of a stronger tribe. Instead, one had
to survive the series of tribal councils withinthe tribe that |ost immunity, or within the eventualy merged Rattana
tribe. The payoffsfor this game, however, were zero sum. Only one person would receive the ultimate one
million dollar prize. For some players, the trappings of a positive sum game might have affected their decision
to play in a manner that they regarded as cooperative, including favoring those who made the greatest
contributionto group welfare, while other players, those who kept thar eye onthe ultimate prize, saw past such
trgppings and structured their relaionshipsin a manner that offered the greatest likelihood of ultimate success.

The network provided incentivesto cooperate by offering group rewards for the tribe who won each

6T he discussion of the rules that follows, and the description of the manner in which Survivor was played in
Part 1.B., are primarily based upon two sources, the broadcast episodes of Survivor, recordings of which are on file with
the authors, and the official survivor website, www.cbs.com/tvshows/mini/survivor. We will also provide specific
references where appropriate.

While CBS announced no formal requirement that the two tribes have equal numbers of men and women, it
seems reasonable to infer that it was not a coincidence.

BcBs provided a small ration of riceto the survivors to supplement the food that they could hunt or catch on
their own.



inter-tribe competition. In addition to the necessary team efforts to construct a camp and fend for food, in
every three-day cycle, the tribes competed against each other in two independent chdlenges. These
competitions required group cooperationto succeed. Firgt, therewasareward challenge. The successful team
in each reward chdlenge received some comfort or amenity such as food, a spice rack, beer, a sharp knife,
pillows, or cleanclothes. Food or devicesthat would allow the playersto catch food were obvioudy coveted
prizes because, with the exception of a amdl ration of rice provided by the network, the only available fare
congsted of rats, eds, bugs, or fish, assuming that the tribe members were successful in hunting or catching
them. The important point for our purposes is that whenatribe succeeded in areward chalenge, the tribe as
a whole benefitted. At the end of each three-day cycle there was also an immunity chalenge conducted
between the two tribes. Like the reward chalenge, the immunity chalenge tended to promote intra-group
cohesion because the winning tribe received immunity for al of its membersfor that cycle. The logng tribe
would atend Triba Council that night.

At Triba Coundil, the host of the show would ask specific tribe members questions infront of the entire
tribe. These questions could be about anything, including the eventsthat took placein the preceding threedays,
the relationships between and among tribe members, or who fdt vulnerable to or protected frombeing cast out
at Triba Council. After the question period, each tribe member was required to cast a secret balot in
succession againg another for removal from the idand.2® The member who received the most votes, which
could be aplurdity or amgority, would thenbe evicted from the tribe, and thus from the game® Inthe event
of atie, the tribe members would remain in Triba Council until a plurdity vote could be reached based upon
aseries of repeat votes?t Again, both the reward and immunity challenges promoted cohesionwithin each of
the two tribes by providing an opportunity for reward that benefitted al tribe members at the expense of the
other tribe. Whilethe losing tribe under the immunity chalenge obvioudy was subject to intra-tribe tension,
giventheobligationto rid itsdf of amember, the removed tribe member was unable to exact future retribution. 2

The game continued in this manner until only ten playersremained ontheidand. At that point, the two
separate tribes merged into a single tribe, regardless of how those ten playerswere broken down betweenthe
two origind tribes. One delegate fromeachtribewas selected to vist the opposing tribe’ s beach and then the
two delegates negotiated which beach the new, merged tribe would occupy and the name for the new tribe.

The members of the merged tribe thencontinued successive reward and immunity challenges. Because
two tribeswere no longer competing, however, these chalenges pitted members of the new tribe againgt each

BThefact that the balloi ng forthe non-immuneteamfollowed thesetwo competitions foreach three-day cycle
likely furthered intra-group cooperation. In the absence of coalition strategies, players could reasonably assume that
their performance in these competitions, and thus their contribution to the team as a whole, would significantly affect
their prospects of surviving avote forremoval. Members of theimmune team might have anticipated that those making
particularly valuable contributions resulting in immunity would receive some protection against future eviction.

2ONo deliberations were permitted among the players during the voting process. However, the players were
free to discuss or collaborate on their votes prior to entering Tribal Council.

218 ecause there were no ties until cycle 13, the network did not announce whether the tie-breaking regime
involved arunoff between the two tribe members who received the most votes or a series of new votes until aplurality
or majority loser emerged. Incycle 13, Kelly broke the tie by switching her vote from Richard in the first ballot to Sue
in the second.

2ps explained below, the final seven evicted players could exact retribution as jurors selecting the winner.
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other. Thewinner in ether chalenge aone received the benefit. Asareault, the zero sum nature of the game
become increasingly apparent after the two tribes merged. Every three days one tribe member was voted of f
theidand at Triba Council by the remaining tribe members. In contrast with the two-tribe games, these games
were not structured to promote cohesionamong the players. Instead, the reward generaly benefitted only one
individua member a the expense of the remaining members of the tribe

The game was conducted in this manner until only two survivors remained.* At this point, the find
seven eiminated members of the merged tribe reconvened on the idand to cast “secret” balots for the find
survivor.?® Prior to casting these find and decisive balots, each of the sevenjurorswasinvited to ask the two
findigsone questionor to makeastatement. Thefindist were aso permitted to make opening Satements prior
to the questions or comments and to make dosing Statements prior to voting. At the concluson of al the
questions or comments, the jurors voted one-by-one in a secret balot for the ultimate survivor.

The find survivor received $1 million plus a new car, subject to the important caveat that the prize
money could not be shared withany of the other players.?® The remaining fifteen players received smaler cash
prizes. Aswiththe ultimate survivor, the remaining playerswere aso prohibited from sharing their prize money
with other players.

B. Spontaneoudy Ordered Rules

The Survivor players supplemented the condtitutiond rules with their own sometimes forma and
sometimes implicit agreements.  While the game contained many seemingly random eements from the
perspective of individud players, the resullting strategies and interactions ultimatdy proved decisveinpredicting
which playershad the greatest likelihood of winningthe game. In this subpart, we describe the series of events
that took place during the thirteen cycles?” Each cycle is a three-day period with a reward and immunity
chdlenge and avotefor evictionat Triba Council for the non-immune tribe or for al non-immune members of
the merged tribe.

The network determined the membership of both Pagong and Tagi. The Pagong tribe included:

20ccasional ly the winnerof thereward challengewas given the option of selecting another tribe member with
whom to share the reward. In contrast, only the winner benefitted from a successful immunity challenge.

2\When the final four survivors remained, the game was played out over three days with only immunity
challenges and daily Tribal Council meetings. The next to last vote, when there were three players | eft, was subject to
aslight variation, which did not affect the mannerin which the game was played. The network assumed that when three
players remained and when one of thoseplayers received immunity, the two non-immunememberswould vote each other
off theisland. Thisleft the oneimmune member to break the tie. Rather than haveall three players cast ballotsand then
evict the player who received the most votes, the immune member cast the decisive ballot.

25\Nhi le this was conducted in secret and without any deliberations, it was rather obviousthat the two finalists
would immediately become aware of who voted for whom.

2 ny attempt to solicit an agreement from another castaway to split,apportion, or share the prize would result
in disqualification from the game. Www.cbs.com/tvshows/mini/survivor/show/rules.

2In Appendix A, we provideabreakdown of thevotes in each cycle and in Appendix B we provide a summary
of the Survivor game by cycle.



Colleen, a 23 year old college student; Gervase, a 30 year old youth basketball coach; Jenna, a 22 year old
college student; Greg, a 24 year old Brown graduate with previous survivd training; Gretchen, a 38 year old
homemaker who spent sx yearsin the Army asasurviva ingructor; Jod, a 28 year old travding sdesman;
Ramona, a 29 year old chemist; and BB, a64 year old contractor and dvil engineer. The Tagi tribe included:
Richard, a 39 year old corporate trainer with skin diving experience; Kdly, a 23 year old river guide; Rudy,
a72year dd retired Navy SEAL ; Sue, a38 year old truck driver; Sean, a 30 year old neurologist; Dirk, a 23
year old substitute teacher and dairy farmer; Stacey, a27 year old atorney; and Sonja, a63 year old mudcian
(banjo player).

1. Cycle 1. Days 1-3

Going in | thought this was going to be tough . . . But the hardest part, though, isthe people. You gotta
make them like you or they'll vote you off.2®

Sue Hawk, Tagi dliance member

The sixteensurvivorswere stranded two milesoff the coast of Pulau Tiga, an idand twenty milesfrom
of Borneo. During the first few days, the tribes arrived on the idand at their respective beaches viarafts and
began the process of building shelter. When the Tagi tribe membersarrived a Tagi beach, withthe exception
of Richard, who sat in a tree, they dl immediatdy began congtructing a camp with a degping shelter and a
larine. Richard's fellow tribe members initidly perceilved him aslazy. Dirk and Sean began to form a
friendship and Dirk frequently read from his Bible, the sole luxury item he brought with him to the idand.?®
Stacey approached the three women in the tribe proposing to form avoting codition and to diminate Rudy,
who they came to regard as surly and opinionated.

The Pagong tribe had difficulty paddling to shore and Ramona and Gretchen both got sck from
svalowing sea water. When they arrived at the beach, the Pagong tribe members had a more relaxed
approach to setting up camp. Mot of the younger members lounged around on the beach while BB, the 62
year old contractor, anxioudy began sdlecting a suiteble ste at which to congtruct a shelter. He chose an
oceanfront location. The choice concerned Gretchen, who feared that it would become soaked during high
tide. Although Gretchen was able to shake off her Sckness dmost immediately, Ramonaremained sick and
nauseeted for severd days. Asaresult, Ramonawas unable to hep build the camp. The Pagong members
beganto formfriendships. Gervase and Ramona, for example, the only two African Americans, agreed never
to vote againgt each other.

In the firg cycle, the Pagong tribe won the immunity chalenge. In this challenge, each tribe was
required to swim to anoff-shoreraft. Once there, each tribe member coordinated holding and navigating the

2\www.cbs.com/network/tvshows/mini/survi vor/show/episodel/story.

2Each player was permitted to bring one luxury item to the island. Gervase brought a deck of cards; Sean
brought a razor; Kelly brought a sewing and bead kit; Colleen brought soap; Richard, Ramona, and Jenna brought
journals; Rudy and Gretchen brought toothbrushes; Greg brought a frishee; Sue brought tweezers; Joel brought
shampoo; Stacey brought a camera and film; BB brought atowel; and Sonja brought a ukelele.
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raft, whilelighting a series of torches. Once those torches were lit, the tribe members navigated the raft back
to shore, where they lit another torch. Because Tagi lost the immunity challenge, the tribe conducted itsfirst
Triba Council. Thewomen's codition was amost successful in voting off Rudy (he received three votes from
Stacey, Sonja, and Kdly), except that Sue double-crossed the women by instead voting to diminate Sonja.
Sue perceived Sonjato be aphyscd liability inthe competitions due to her age and frailty. Although Rudy and
Richard were overbearing, Sue thought their strength and endurance would be important in future challenges.
Sonjawas evicted with four votes (Rudy, Sue, Dirk, and Sean).

2. Cycle 2: Days 3-6

During this second cycle, BB completed Pagong's shelter and |ocated a water hole degp within the
jungle. While BB worked the hardet, he publicly criticized his tribe membersfor laziness. At one point BB
even suggested that he wanted off the idand. During the same period, Colleen and Greg formed afriendship
and began to spend a noticeable amount of time together and away from the remaining tribe members.
Ramona, who was dill sick fromingesting seawater, remained inactive for most of the firgt week ontheidand.

On Tagi beach, Sean and Dirk unsuccesstully tried fishing every day. Richard began the process of
building an dliance to insulae its members from eimination by voting consstently as a bloc, and to maximize
his own chances of being among thefina four survivors. One of the interesting dynamics of Richard' sstrategy
gems from the fact that he was openly gay. Richard sdlected Rudy, the 72 year old former Navy SEAL, as
hisfirg dliance partner, eventhough Rudy had made statements suggesting that he was homophaobic. Despite
the fact that Rudy did not appreciate Richard’ spropensity to walk around the camp nude, and despite Rudy’s
repeated characterizations of Richard as “queer” and “gay,”*° Richard and Rudy succeeded in forging an
dliance. Rudy’ spersond viewsnotwithstanding, Richard likely appreciated that Rudy exhibited characteristics
(induding his prior military service) that made it appear that he would not renege upon any forma agreements.
From Richard’ s perspective, Rudy appeared the most reliable and trustworthy of the Tagi members.

In the second cycle, the immunity challenge required the two tribes to race to et live beetle larvae,
squirming bugs consdered to be a sushi-like delicacy to the Maaysan locas. The firg tribe with a member
refusing to eat the bugs lost the chdlenge. The chdlenge resulted in atie because every castaway ate abug.
To breek the tie, the most squeamish member of each tribe wasforced to consume two live bugsin araceto
determine who wonimmunity. Stacey appeared to be the most hesitant of the Tagi tribe and Gervase the most
squeamish of the Pagong tribe. Because Stacey finished firgt, Tagi received immunity. At Tribad Council,
Pagong voted off BB, the retired construction executive who, dthough insrumentd in building the camp, had
offended his tribe members with his critical comments. He received 6 out of the 7 available negetive votes.

3. Cycle 3: Days 6-9

D uri ng Cycle 6 Rudy told the camera, “1 pulledthem Green Beret fellas aside [agroup of Green Berets was on
theisland to construct an obstacle course for one of the challenges] and told them Richard was queer. That’sthekind
of thing they need to know.” Www.cbs.com/network/tvshows/mini/survivor/show/episode6/story.
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Duringthis cycle, it appeared to some members of Pagong that Colleenand Greg might have abudding
romance. They frequently took walks aone on the beach, swam together, and wandered off into the jungle
a night. Although they were not romanticaly involved, other tribe members were suspicious of their
relationship. This suspiciondid not, however, cause mgor concernover voting or aliances becausethe Pagong
women, induding Colleen, openly discussed their voting preferences. Inthe Tagi tribetherewas anincreasing
didike for Stacey who was generdly quiet, but who often appeared doof. It aso appeared to Tagi tribe
members that Stacey was not working very hard.

During this cycle, the two tribes faced a reward chdlenge in which they had to swim to a buoy 100
yards off shore, dive tenfeet to the ocean bottom, and drag a treasure chest to shore. The Tagi tribewon and
their reward wasamask, fins snorkel, and afishingspear. Theimmunity chalengewasarescuemisson. Each
tribe would have to rescue one of its own membersfromdeep withinthe idand and carry her to the beach on
adtretcher. Pagong won immunity. Five Tagi members voted Stacey off at Triba Council (the four mdetribe
members plus Sue). By this second Triba Council, the dliance between Richard and Rudy was firmly
entrenched. The two men would vote together as a bloc for the remainder of the game.

1. Cycle 4: Days 9-12

After Tagi won the reward chdlenge in Cycle 3, Richard successfully used the equipment to catch fish
for the tribe. In fact, Richard was the only tribe member who was able to do so. Sean and Dirk had again
been completely unsuccessful. Rudy became the camp cook. Using atrap that Greg made, Pagong managed
to catch, cook, and eat rats. Although members of the Pagong tribe had not forged any formd dliances, Jenna,
Coalleen, and Gretchen had become close friends. The result was aloose codition, in which the threewomen
shared information concerning how they intended to vote, athough they did not coordinatether voting or vote
asabloc.

The reward chalenge required each tribe to build a distress symbol that could be seen by a passing
plane. The best distress symbol won a spicerack, aknife, ahammock, and other amenities. By spelling out
SOS with ther bodies while wearing yellow rain dickers and waving thar ams and legs, Tagi defeated
Pagong' s smiley face made in the sand.

The immunity chalenge required 9x membersfromeachtribeto participate. Pagong selected Ramona
to Sit out despite the fact that she appeared to be stronger than Colleenor Jenna. The tribe grew accustomed
to operating without Ramona during the first week on the idand because of her dehydration and nausea. The
immunity challenge wasare ay race which ultimately required tribe membersto dig Sx feet to recover atreasure
chest, lift it out of the ground, and thento carry it acrossthe finish line down the shore. Rudy and Richard gave
strong performances for Tagi, which won the competition.

At Triba Council, four Pagong membersvoted off Ramona (Colleen, Jenna, Gretchen, and Jod). At
the end of this Triba Council, each tribe was down to Sx members.

1. Cycle5: Days 12-15

Richard successfully caught fish each day for the Tagi tribe. Shortly after recruiting Rudy asthe first
member of hisdliance, Richard beganto court Sue and Kdly, who were becoming friends and confidants, to
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join. Sue convinced Kely that they ought to join the dlianceand voteasabloc at least until they reached the
find four. Sue and Kely pledged their own sub-dliance in which they would vote as a bloc when the full
dliance emerged asthefind four players.

The reward chdlenge required three members of each tribe to participate. One member from each
tribe used a blow gun to hit fruit that the successful tribe would then keep. Another used a ding shot to get
more fruit. Thefind member of each tribe threw spears thirty feet to atarget. The tribe whose throw landed
closest to a bulls-eye won dl the fruit hit in the blow gun and ding shot contests, inaddition to three chickens.
Both tribes were given advance notice of the skills needed to succeed and alowed to practice. Each tribe
selected the most skilled member. Jod from Pagong defeated Sue from Tagi in the spear throwing context.

Pagong dso won the immunity chalenge, a kayak race. The four members of the Tagi dliance
(Richard, Rudy, Kelly, and Sue) successfully voted to expel Dirk. While Dirk had proven himsdlf an asst in
the physicd reward and immunity chalenges, the Tagi members had become concerned about his significant
weight loss and uncomfortable with his congtant expressions of rdigious bdief. This event marked ashift in
voting strategy among the tribe members. Prior to this Triba Council, the stronger, more athletic members of
each tribe were generdly safe from being voted off the idand. The remaining members had treated such
members as necessary to the tribe’ soverdl successbothinthe surviva and immunity chalenges Mog of the
early castaways that were voted off were perceived as lidbilities as a result of either physicd weakness or
laziness (Ramona, Stacey, and Sonja) or because of persondity issues (BB and Stacey). FollowingthisTribd
Council, Tagi was down to five members. the four member dliance — Richard, Rudy, Kedly, and Sue — plus
Sean.

1. Cycle 6: Days 15-18

At the beginning of this cycle, the remaining members of each tribe frequently discussed how the
dynamicsof the game would change whenthe two tribesmerged at the start of the next cycle. TheTagi dliance
agreed to continue functioning as avating bloc until they were the find four survivors. Although invited to join
the dliance, Sean refused, suggesting that such a strategy was not afair way to play the game. In response to
aquestion, Sean gated “I am alittle bit worried, you know, withthe upcoming immunity chalenge that we are
going to be having especidly since [the dliance] kicked Dirk off last time”3!

The reward chdlenge required the tribe members to don night-vision goggles, enter an abandoned
barracks on the idand, and rummage through the barracksto scavenge for listed items. Despite finishing firdt,
Tagi lost when Richard blundered by returning with a duplicate item rather than the third listed item. The
Pagong tribe won canned goods and chocolate.

The immunity chalenge was a haf mile obstacle course that required participation by four tribe
members. With Rudy stting out, Tagi won. At Triba Council, Jenna, Colleen, Gretchen, and Greg voted Jod
out of the Pagong tribe. In the preceding days, Gervase had analogized al women to cowsina conversation
and Jodl laughed profusdly. Although Gervase made the offensve joke, the women attributed their votes to
Jodl’ s reaction to that joke and to what they perceived as Joel’ s generdly condescending manner toward the
women in the tribe,

3Lwww.cbs.com/network/tvshows/mini/survi vor/show/episode6/story_pt2.shtml

11



1 Cycle 7: Days 18-21: Thetribes merge.

Atthe end of the prior cycle, eachtribe had five members. At this point, the two tribes merged.®? One
member represented each tribe as a delegate to the other tribe’ s beach. Jenna represented Pagong and Sean
represented Tagi.3® After visiting the other tribe's camp, the two delegates got together, had dinner, and
hammered out the details of the merger. In particular, the delegates were required to settle upon which of the
two beachesthe tribeswould occupy and to select anew tribe name. Jennaand Sean selected Tagi beach and
named the new merged tribe Rattana.

During their first immunity chalenge asasingle tribe, dl members competed againg each other. The
firdt part of the competition required the survivorsto hold their breath under weter. The three that held their
breaththe longest, Gervase, Greg, and Sean, advanced to the second phase of thechdlenge. The threefindigts
then swam underwater along arope line and released attached buoys. The first one to reach the end of the
rope won immunity. Greg won the competition.

There was speculation about a Tagi dliance among former Pagong members, but the rumors were
uffidently speculative that each member continued with their prior voting strategies without the benefit of a
coordinated response. At the firgt Tribal Council for the merged tribe, the four member Tagi dliance done
succeeded in voting to diminate Gretchen. AsRichard explained, “[she] wasathreat to win.”** Her physica
srength and surviva training made her the best able to endure their meager surroundings. Prior to this vote,
Gretchen had not received a angle vote in any of the previous Tribal Councils within Pagong.  The other
Rattana tribe members were divided, and each voted to diminae a different person. Sean, a former Tagi
member, had decided to cast his votesin an dphabetica voting scheme. In accordancewiththis scheme, his
fird vote was against Colleen. He defended the logic of his scheme on the ground that the Pagong tribe
members had names at the front of the aphabet (Colleen, Gervase, Greg, Gretchen, Jenna) and that the Tagi
member namesweredl later inthe aphabet (Kely, Richard, Rudy, Sue). If discovered, the scheme might have
provided a means of sgnding cooperation with the dliance, while adso dlowing Seanto continue hisdamthat
he had not joined it. Sean expressed the view that thisstrategy would dlow him to avoid animosity and possible
future retribution. At this point, the other Rattana members were not aware of Sean’s voting Strategy.
Following Gretchen’ sexpulsion, dl evicted members of Rattana would serve as jurors who would choosethe
winner from the two findids

1 Cycle 8: Days 21-24

The Rattana tribe now had nine members. five former Tagi members (the aliance plus Sean) and four
former Pagong members (Jenna, Colleen, Gervase, and Greg). Although Colleen and Jenna had become

32|t was a coincidence that each of the original tribes was left with five members at the time they merged. The
network rules required a merger when the total population was ten, regardless of the relative composition between the
tribes.

BWwhile we can only speculate asto why the Tagi alliance selected Sean, the only remaining Tagi member, it
seems plausible to assume that in doing so,they were signaling some level of loyalty to himwhen the two tribes merged.

34www.cbs.com/network/tvshows/mini/survivor/show/episode7/story.shtm| (quoting Richard).
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friends, as had Colleen and Greg, there were no cohesive dliances among the former Pagong tribe members.
At this point, the former Pagong members had become suspicious about apossible Tagi dliance. Richard, ill
the only successful fisherman, speared a three foot shark which fed the entire tribe.

The reward chdlenge involved archery. The winner was given an opportunity to watch afive minute
video from friends and relatives at home. At this point, the survivors had been stranded on theidand for 23
days with no contact from the outside world, other than the network employees. The network provided a
teaser to each tribe member, reveding thirty seconds from each video before the challenge.  After Greg won
the reward challenge he was given the option of watching his video adone or inviting any of the Rattana tribe
members to watch it with him. He invited the entire tribe.

In the immunity chalenge, the tribe members were tethered to arope with aharness. The members
had to run an obstacle course while attached to the rope. Thefirst survivor to race the entire course around
trees, over logs, and through thickets without becoming separated from the rope won immunity. Gervase
succeeded.

During Triba Coundil, the host asked Sue whether therewasavoting dliance. Shedeniedit. Thehost
then asked Kelly the same question, to which she responded, “[d]o | have to answer tha?’ The remaining
players were then certain of the Tagi dliance. Thefour Tagi dliance members plus Jennaand Sean succeeded
invating off Greg. While this vote was congstent with Sean’ s d phabetical voting strategy, the Tagi dliancedid
not discover that strategy until the next cycle. Under his scheme, Sean would have voted in this cycle for
Gervase, but voted for Greg because Gervase had immunity. After this vote, eight players remained.

1 Cycle 9: Days 24-27

Through discussions withcastaways, Sean revea ed his dphabetical voting scheme. Heexplained that
he had voted for Colleen, then skipped Gervase because he won immunity, then Greg, and would next vote
for Jenna. Kdly exhibited Sgns of remorse concerning the dliance. Kelly was much younger than the other
dliance members and appeared to be forming friendships with Jenna and Colleen, who were closer in age.

The reward chdlenge required the survivors to navigate a jungle rope course and to collect 16
meddlions without ever detaching themselves from the ropes. Colleen wasthe firgt to collect al sixteen and
to complete therace. Her reward was a barbeque dinner. She wasdlowed to inviteonly one member of the
Tribeto join and she selected Jenna. During the barbeque, Colleenand Jennaforged ther own dliance. With
eght members remaining, and a competing dliance of four, Colleenand Jenna decided to recruit Gervase and
ether Sean or Kdly, in an effort to vote Richard off the idand. Richard's quirky habits of walking around
naked, his tendency to brag about his fish catching ability, and his generd arrogance annoyed the other tribe
members. Gervase agreed to vote with Colleen and Jenna.  The three then approached Kelly and Sean
separately. Sean conditioned his vote on whether they could get Kely to defect from the Tagi aliance, thus
ensuring afifth vote againgt Richard. Otherwise, Sean refused to join the Pagong dliance, which threatened
to produce no more than a demate, with the four member Tagi dliance (Richard, Rudy, Sue, Kelly) againgt
the dternative dliance (Colleen, Jenna, Gervase, Sean). While Richard and Sue sensed that Kelly was
struggling with her commitment to the Tagi dliance, they were unaware of the Pagong members attemptsto
recruit Kely to form a competing aliance. Asaresult of their concern, Richard and Suetried to reinforce to
Kdly the importance of abiding her earlier commitment.
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The immunity chalenge was alarge board game withthe survivors as the playing pieces. The game had
100 two-by-two pieces of plywood board. The survivorswere required to move one block at atime, flipping
over each piece of wood upon which they had been standing. The survivors were not permitted to step onto
any board that had been flipped over. Rudy, the last member able to move, won immunity.

Without knowing that Kelly had defected, but armed with knowledge of Sean’s dphabetica voting
scheme, three members of the Tagi dliance (Richard, Rudy, and Sue) plus Sean succeeded in vating to
diminate Jenna. Kdly voted instead to eliminate Sean because she didiked him and his aphabet voting
drategy. Gervase, Colleen, and Jenna voted for Richard. The three active members of the origind Tagi
dliance did not yet learn about Kely’s defection because the host stopped reading the balots once Jenna' s
diminationwas certain. Had heread dl the votes, the alliance memberswould havelearned about the defection
because they were aware of Sean’s vote against Jenna, and had reason to suspect Kdly of defecting. The
three committed members of the Tagi aliance entered Cycle 10 without knowing the extent of Kdly's
commitment.

1 Cycle 10: Days 27-30

Withseven castaway's remaning, if the aliance remained intact, it could guaranteeitsmembers success
asthefind four survivors® Thealliancediscussed Kdly' sincreasing discomfort over lying to the Pagong tribe
members about the vating dliance. After redizing that his adphabeticd voting strategy was responsible for
Jennd s elimination in the previous Triba Council, Sean abandoned this Strategy.

Gervase won the reward chalenge, which required the survivorsto run across narrow bamboo poles
over water. Hewon adice of pizzawhich he shared with the entire tribe (giving each survivor one bite), and
a phone cdl home. He caled his girlfriend who had just given hirth to his son days before. The immunity
challenge was arace to assemble brush, branches, and leaves to build a fire in a pit that would burn through
arope severd feet above. The firgt survivor whosefireburned through the rope won. Richard won and thus
received immunity.

In preparation for the next triba council, Colleen used tape to draw a duck and the words “Sitting
Duck” onher T-shirt. Gervasedrew abullseyewiththeword “ Target” on hisT-shirt. They enteredthe Triba
Council confidant of their imminent dimination. Gervase began the Triba Council with an unusud plea:

You better vote me off . . . because if you don’t, I’'m going to win every challenge and hold

immunity for the rest of the game. No one else will stand a chance of winning. If you know
what's best for you, you'll vote Gervase off.%®

The four dliance members plus Sean voted Gervase off.

1. Cycle 11: Days 30-33

35This holds until the tribe has only five members (the fouralliance members, plusanon-alliance member). At
that point, if the non-alliance member receives immunity,then the tribe members have to eliminate one of their own. But
provided that there are at least two non-alliance members, thenthe alliance can target anon-alliance member regardless
of who receives immunity.

3Bwww . cbs.com/network/tvshows/mini/survi vor/show/episodel0.
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Withonly 9x remaining players, the dliance members, Sean, and Colleen, tensons were high. Colleen
saw the immunity chalenge as her only chance of remaining on theidand. Thereward chalenge required the
castaways to answer questions in a game show format about idand living. Sean won. The prize was anight
on a luxury yacht where he could take a shower, get a massage, eat a nice med with a surprise guest (his
father), and deepinabed. Sean was permitted to invite one other player to join him on the yacht for breskfast
and heinvited Richard. In response to questioning, Sean explained that he thought that with the in fighting
between Sue and Kély, by inviting Richard he might provide the find necessary wedge capable of dividing the
Tagi dliance.

The immunity chalenge involved balancing onaplank above the water for hours. Thelast onestanding,
Kdly, wonimmunity. Prior tothiscycle, the dliance members had become concerned that Kelly was behaving
in a manner that was inconagent with the interests of the dliance. While the alliance lacked any formd
confirmationthat Kely had brokenranksinvating, at aminmumit appeared that Kely was befriending former
Pagong members to curry favor with future jurors. In fact, in this cycle, the dliance members confirmed that
Kely had chosen to vote inconggtently with the dliance. While three committed aliance members, Richard,
Sue, and Rudy, plus Sean, voted Colleen off the idand, the aliance members were able to identify Kelly and
Colleen asthe two Rattana members who voted for Sean.

1. Cycle 12: Days 33-36

With dl of the former Pagong tribe members diminated, only the origind dliance members (Richard,
Rudy, Sue, and Kdly) and Sean remained. As aresult of Kdly's known defection from the dliance, the
relationship between Sue and Kelly substantially deteriorated. Sue approached Richard trying to form a
subdliancewithhim. At the sametime, Richard and Rudy reaffirmed their commitment to their own suballiance.

Sue informed Kdly that she intended to do everythingin her power to diminate her because she had double-
crossed the dliance. Kdly tried to convince Richard that she had dways beentrue to the dliance and that by
befriending the Pagong women, she was suggesting the abbsence of an dliance. Sean was convinced that unless
he won immunity he would be voted off snce he was the last strong, young mde tribe member and therefore
posed a threat to win future immunity challenges.

The reward chalenge wasamud collectioncontest. The survivors used their bodiesto move asmuch
mud from a pit as possbleinto acan. Kely won and received atrip to abar withthe host of the show where
she got to drink, eat, and watch atape of the firg survivor episode. Kely aso won the immunity chalenge,
which required the survivors to run through the jungle and find carved masks containing trivia questions about
idand superdtitions. At each carved mask, the player had to read the question and State the correct answer
into avideo camera. Kdly wasthefirg to successfully answer dl the questions. The four dliance members
voted off Sean. At this point, Kelly gppeared to have rgoined the aliance, dthough even without her, the
committed aliance members would have had the necessary three votes with which to diminate Sean.

2. Cycle 13 (Days 36-39): And then therewerefour.

Inthe find three days, only the members of the origind Tagi dlianceremained. Inthiscycle, therewere
daly immunity chdlenges and daily Triba Councils. Thefirg immunity chalenge was atrivia contest in which
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the fina four were asked questions about the iminated tribe members. Kelly won. At Triba Council, there
were two votes for Richard (from Sue and Kelly) and two votesfor Sue (from Richard and Rudy). Since no
Tribd Council can end in atie, there had to be another vote. At this point, Kely switched her vote to Sue,
resulting in Sue s dimination.

I nthe next immunity challenge, thefdlowing day, the playerswere required to dather themsavesinmud
and wak acrosshot coas. After doing so, they had to stand balanced upon postsin the hot sun with their hand
upon the immunity idol. After awhile, the host required the membersto continue holding onto the idol, but to
move every hdf hour from post to post. The last person to remove his or her hand from the idol won. After
ashort time, Richard voluntarily removed his hand, sating that he was unlikdly to outlast Rudy and Kelly.%

After four hours and eeven minutes, Rudy accidentaly removed his hand when changing positions.
Kely thus won her fifth sraight challenge, and with it she won the right to diminate either Rudy or Richard.
As explained above, in this round only Kelly was asked to vote. In effect, Kely had to select whom she
thought she would have the best possibility of defeeting in the find Triba Council. Kelly voted to diminate
Rudy.

Thefind Triba Council took place the following evening, after Kdly, withRichard’ shelp, burned down
the camp. At thefind Triba Council, the seven most recent ex-survivors (inthe reverse order of their removal)
-- Rudy, Sue, Sean, Colleen, Gervase, Jenna, and Greg -- returned to the idand to determine the outcome.
Richard and Kedly were alowed to make opening statementsto the jury. Kelly stressed that thejurorsshould
seect the best person to win. Richard argued that he came to the idand to play the game with a successful
strategy and that he had done so. He further stated that he had no regrets or gpologies for the manner in which
he played the game. He asked the jurors to base their votes upon who best played the game.

Jennaand Colleen were virtudly certainto vote for their friend Kdly rather than Richard, whom they
had unsuccessfully tried to evict earlier in the game. Rudy and Sue were equaly certain to vote for Richard
based upon the dliance and Kdly's didoydty toit. Kely likely anticipated that Gervase would vote for her
snce he was part of the previoudy unsuccessful Pagong aliance seeking to diminaeRichard. Greg and Sean
would prove decisive.

After the opening remarks, each juror asked a question or made a statement. Jenna asked Kdly and
Richard who they would select if asked to choosetwo other survivorsto stand inther place. Richard selected
Greg and Rudy (both on the jury). The selectionof Rudy was obvious, the selectionof Greg might have been
grategic. While Richard’ s stated explanation (that during a conversationwithhim, Greg appeared impressive)
seemed week, Richard might have surmised that Greg would bethe criticd vote determining the outcome. In
asubgantialy lessstrategic response, Kelly sdected Gretchen and Sonja (neither of whomwere onthejury),
gating that she did so because of the strength that they exhibited in the game.

Greg asked Richard and Kdly to sdlect a number between one and ten. Richard sdlected seven and
Kdly sdlected three® The mogt notable finad statement came from Sue who thrust accusations at both

37Aswewill argue,infra at 33, Richard’ s decision to withdraw fromthis challengewas likely acarefully executed
strategy.

8 Sel ecting three appears flawed. After Richard selected seven, the number that would have maximized her
chance of being closest to Greg’s chosen number would have been six. Itis possible that she was aware of this but
sought to avoid appearing overly strategic. Alternatively, she might have simply madeamistake. Ultimately, it would
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survivors accusing Richard of being a snake and Kelly of being arat and who concluded by stating thet asin
nature, the snake should egt the rat.

After the questions and statements, Richard and Kely got to make dosng statementsto the jury about
why they should win. Thejurorsthen cast their votes one-by-one. The fina vote was four to three in favor
of Richard. Theformer Tagi tribe members, Rudy, Sue, and Sean, and the former Pagong member, Greg, all
successfully voted for Richard. Former Pagong members Gervase, Colleen, and Jenna, voted for Kelly.

. A Brief Review of Some Related Games

Aswewill demongtrateinPart |11, the condtitutional Survivor rules described in part I.A. encouraged
certainrationd Strategiesthat can be modeled using fairly basic rationd choice and game theoreticd tools. In
this part, we will sketch out three sets of rationd choice principles, induding one theorem and two formal
games. Together, in the next part, these ingghts will help us to compare the actual manner in which the
Survivor game was played againd rational choice predictions. The relevant principles are: (1) minimum
winning coditions, atheorem that alows usto predict the Sze of stable coditions; (2) empty core bargaining,
agamethat dlowsusto predict whengable coditions are unlikdy to arise; and (3) the iterated and noniterated
prisoners dilemma, agame that dlows usto predict whenplayersare prone to cooperate or defect. Together,
these principles provide an essentiad framework for predicting rational play under the established rules of
Survivor. We can then compare those predictions with the actud play in Survivorv to test the empirica
vaidity of our assertionthat the predictability of rationa choice modes is postively and significantly correated
with stakes.

A. The Theory of Minimum Winning Coalitions

While the theory of minimum winning coditionsis not generdly understood as a formd game, it is a
basic ingght of rationd choice theory that has profound implications for any number of constructed games. In
the discusson to follow, we will combine this theory with another rationa choice concept known as the
Schelling Point.®® Together, these two insights alow us to compare the voting strategies in Survivor against
rationa choice predictions.

WilliamH. Riker formdized the theory of minimumwinningcoditionsasfollows “ Inn person, zero-sum
games, where sde-payments are permitted, where players are rationa, and where they have perfect
information, only minimumwinning coditions will occur.”*® Wewill now expressthetheorem lessformally, and
with an admitted, abet temporary, loss of precison: When players anticipate that forming a coalition will
empower themto make a decision or series of decisons resulting in anet benefit to the codition members, the
most stable coditionwill be agmplemgority. In addition to the stylized assumption of perfect information, two
details are now necessary to restore the integrity of the origina formulation. Firg, thetheorem requiresthat the

not have mattered if we assume that Greg was truthful in claiming to have selected the number ten.
395ee THOMAS C. SCHELLING, THE STRATEGY OF CONFLICT (1960).

40WILLIAM H. RIKER, THE THEORY OF POLITICAL COALITIONS 32 (1962).
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decisons be fully alocative, and thus that they occur within an game inwhichthe payoffs are zero um. In other
words, the codlition is not understood to be cregting any public goods, which would therefore enlarge the pie
by adding to societd wedth.** In addition, the theorem assumes that the members of the codition can issue
sde payments that will flatten out “lumpy” distributions that have the effect of benefitting some coalition
members over others.

The theorem’s essentid logic is highly intuitive. Under the specified conditions, the most stable
coditions will be smple mgorities because subgroups within any larger codition can benefit by ridding
themsalves of excess membership and by recondituting asa smple mgority. Asstated above, the requirement
that Sde paymentsare permitted means that the benefits of dl dlocative decisons accrue equdly to dl codition
members, thus removing any incentive for defection. Any supermgority coditionisinherently unstable because
asubset conssting of asmple mgority can assure each of itsmembersa greater per capita payoff. But once
a ample mgority codition forms, no superior codition is capable of increesing the payoffs to the codition
members.

Thisismogt eadly illudtrated in the context of a parliamentary legidature seeking to form a governing
codition. To remain consstent with the theory’s premises, we will assume firg thet dl revant legidation is
redistributive, meaning that it conssts of private rather than public goods, and second that coalition members
fully flatten unevendidiributions through side payments. Now assume that we have asixty member parliament
with three equa-sze parties, each with twenty members. Any two of the parties can form an initid super-
mgority codition of forty members, which would then be a governing codition. Assume that two parties, A
and B, form a governing codition, thus exduding party C. Now consider whether the resulting coalition
represents a dable equilibrium. The theory of minimum winning coditions suggeststhet it isnot. Toilludrate,
imagine that the members of party C approach asubset of ether party A or party B withthe following proposal:
If asubset of just 11 members of A defectsand forms A prime, then anew codition (A prime, C) can form
which will then afford each of its coditionmembersahigher per capita payout than that which the members of
A prime would have recelved as members of the origind (A,B) codition.

The minmumwinning coditionmight not formin one iteration, but the logic of the theoremis unaffected
by whether the ultimate stable codition is the product of oneiterationor of severd. Regardless of the number
of iterations following theinitid (A,B) codition, the intuition remains that once the coditionachieves minimum
winning Sze, thet result represents a stable equilibrium.  1f we continue to assume that al governing codition
membersreceive anequa per capitapayout, the (A prime, C) coalition is stable because none of the members
of party B or of the former excluded members of party A can bribe a subset of that codition with a higher
payout. The minimumwinning, or Smple mgority, codition affords each member the maximum payout under
these specified conditions, and thus represents a stable equilibrium outcome to the game.*?

4Eor the classic definition of public goods, see Paul Samuelson, The Pure Theory of Public Expenditure, 36
REV. ECON. & STAT. 387 (1954). Public goods are defined as goods that are neither diminished by consumption
(meaning that the marginal cost of additional consumption is zero) nor capable of being withheld from those who fail to
contribute to the cost of their production. Seealso Maxwell L. Stearns, The Public Choice Case Against the Item Veto,
49WASH. & LEE L. Rev. 385, 403 (1992) (contrasting public goods and private bads and collecting authorities).

42This basic model should not beread to suggestthat actual legislative coalitionsinvariably approachminimum
winning size. Instead, the model is helpful in explaining features of modern democratic forms of governance that make
it more difficult for minimum winning coalitions to form. See generally Stearns, supra note 41, at 408-09. It is also

18



Before explaining the next game, it isworth considering the relationship between the theory of minimum
winning coditions and a concept referred to as the Schelling Point.** The Schelling Point is alogica stopping
place that individuds would mutudly identify in the absence of an ability to communicate and to reach an
express agreement. For example, if acouple had planned ten year’ s earlier to meet at a particular location in
New Y ork City with a commitment not to communicate in the interim,* but upon arrival they discovered that
the | ocation had beendestroyed, one canidentify a couple of likely dternative locations where the couple would
instead meet.** One obvious possihility isthetop of the Empire State Building, becauseitisasingularly famous
location, or of the World Trade Center, because it is the highest point in the city.

The Schelling Point is Sgnificant here because at least some playersin Survivor who shared common
gods with others for even limited periods might have had compelling reasons not to join them in a codition.
In the absence of forma agreement, we might intuit that they would pick up on certain clues that would reved
potentia Schelling Points. Inaplurdity voting regime, a minimum winning codition could be either amgority
or a plurdity that succeeded in selecting a nonmember, whether or not a forma codlition, thus preventing
themsdves from being the victim of alarger number of negative votes.*

Inthe next subpart we congder an dternative model that isa so rdevant tothe Survivor game in which
the repeated process of breaking down exigting coditions in favor of dternative coditions fails to produce a
stable equilibrium outcome. Instead, the effect is to generate a kind of instability in which for any given
codition, an dternative codition exigs that can improve the plight of an dternative mgority of the players.

A. The Empty Core Bargaining Game

One of the defining characterigtics of the theory of minimum winning coditions is the fluidity of
membership within a given group or party. In the three-party illustration, for example, we are able to posit a
play or set of plays generating a stable smple mgority equilibrium.  This assumes that party membership is
auffidently flud to alow new parties of different Szes to form and to join proposed aternative governing

important to note that this model has a greater direct application in the context of a parliamentary system, in which a
majority coalition selects the head of state than in the context of a direct presidential election system, in whichthe head
of state is selected independently of the governing legislative coalition. See generally MAXWELL L. STEARNS,
CONSTITUTIONAL PROCESS: A SOCIAL CHOICE ANALYSIS OF SUPREME COURT DECISION MAKING 133-35 and
accompanying notes (U. Md. Press 2000) (comparing logic of minimum winning coalition theory in parliamentary and
direct presidential election systems); STEARNS, supra note 11, at 126-29.

Bsee SCHELLING, supra note 39.
“The Hol lywood rendition of the Schelling Point isSame Time Next Year.

Skor purposes of exposition,assume that forwhatever reason the couple cannot meet at the physical location
of the original site.

40one might respond that this example defies the logic of minimum winning coalitionsbecauseitinvolvesthe
production of a public good. While the coalition members insulated themselves from being voted off the island, they
alsoinsulated all nonmembers of the coalitionincluding the memberwho reveal ed the Schelling Point, with the exception
of their common victim, at least temporarily. On the other hand, if one takes a longer view, it is apparent that for the
coalition members, each successful Schelling Point target increased their solidarity, thus generating a private good of
equal value to their members, as they would then sequentially target all noncoalition members.
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coditions. But does the assumption of membership fluidity universdly hold? And if not, what happens when
that assumption is relaxed? For present purposes, this assumption might fail for either of two reasons. Fird,
it might fall inthe event that the sanctions for defection are sufficiently high to act as adeterrent to defectionor
inthe event that the group is otherwise sufficiently cohesive that the entire group must be treated asa sngle unit.
Inthe Survivor context, the fluidity assumption only holdsif the unitsforming a superior coditioncan be further
subdivided. While parties can be further subdivided, individuas cannot be” In either case, defection might
have different implications and generate different outcomes than in agame inwhichwe assume constant group
fluidity and in which members can act upon the incentives to break down and reform existing units or parties
to dlow al members of the newly formed entity to increase their per capita payoffs.

To illudrate, consder asmple bargaining game that involves three persons, ABC, who are going to
determine how to alocate an unanticipated capital gain.*® Assume, for example, that we have a three-member
parliament and that the mgority codition is going to divide any gains from its digtributive programinamanner
determined by the members of the governing cadition. Criticaly, the agreed upon division need not be an equa
payoff to al codition members*® Assume that the gains are worth $100. In this game, imagine that A and B
again form aninitid codition, and that they plan to split the gains evenly, such that each will take $50. In this
play, thetotd payoffsfor ABC are (50,50,0). Now assume that C, the excluded player approaches A and
offersthe following bribe. If A will defect from the codition with B, and insteed join C, C will dlocatethegains
asfollows(75,0,25). If weassumethat A cannot be punished for defection, thenitisrationd for A to jointhis
superior codition, which offers each codlition member $25 morethanunder the prior, inferior codition. Now
assume that B, the excluded member, approaches C and offersanother bribe. If Cwill join B, thenew cadition
will divide the payoffs asfollows(0,50,50). Thistime, B recaeivesan additiona $50 rliveto the prior inferior
codition, and C recelvesanadditiond $25. Finaly, assumethat A gpproaches B and offers B ahigher payoff
if B defects and rgoinstheinitid (A,B) codition, with the following payoffs (25,75,0). Thistimeboth A and
B receive a $25 higher payout than under the inferior (B,C) codition. We have now come full circle, with
codition(A,B) followed by (C,A) followed by (B,C) followed by (A,B). But codition (A,B) isno moresable
than it was as the starting point.

One might imagine that a supermgority codition (A,B,C) in which each member receives an equa
payoff, represents a sable outcome® Infact, it doesnot. A can approach B and offer to provide each a

471 a minimum winni ng coalition is comprised of individuals rather than parties or groups, new coalitions can
only formif anindividual necessary to theformation of that coalition defects. In the case of a coalition of three persons,
which is of minimum winning size, for example two out of three, theresult is stable. Thus, a two-person coalition in a
three-person game likely represents astable outcome. In contrast, atwo-party coalition in athree-party game might not
be stable if one of the parties can be subdivided to form an alternative superior coalition.

®The same logic would apply if the players were trying to allocate the burdens of a capital loss. See Maxwell
L. Stearns, The Misguided Renaissance of Social Choice, 103YALEL.J. 1219 (1994) (illustrating empty core bargaining
games with unanticipated capital gain and unanticipated capital 10ss).

SThis assumption varies fromthat in the minimumwinning coalition game inwhichweassumed equal per capita
payoutsto all coalition members.

%0see Daniel A. Farber & Philip P. Frickey, Legislative Intent and Public Choice, 74 VA. L. REV. 423, 433 n.42
(1988) (explaining that “one common problem in designing voting experiments is the risk that participants will vote for
‘fair’ rather than individually rational outcomes”). While these authors describe equal division as an inherently fair
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superior payoff by an amount of $16.66 if the two defect and formcodition(A,B), with payoffs of (50,50,0).
At this point, we are Smply back to our initid unstable starting point under the two person coditiongame. The
difficulty isthat we have congtructed a game that has an empty core.

We are now ready to provide aformd definitionof the concept we have just illustrated. An empty core
ariseswhenfor any garting codition, there existsa superior coditionthat consstsof the initidly excluded party
plus a defector fromthe starting codlitionand that will improve the payoffs to the superior codition members.>!
Because the same holds for any potentid superior codition, whichthenbecomesthe new starting codition for
defection in the next round, no cadition is gable. In a game in which the minimum winning codition is
comprised of individuds, and in which the continuous play between and among three persons yields a
potentidly superior coditionfor any sarting codition, thereisno possibility of forming a stable minmumwinning
codition that will block dl other potentidly superior coditions. It was only because party membership is
potentidly fluid and because the side payments ensured equa payoffs for dl codition members that the
minimum winning codition game generated a stable equilibrium.

In the next and find game, we congider the conditions under whichindividud playersmight be able to
bond themsdlves to avoid the kind of defection that gives rise to an empty core bargaining game. In this
circumgtanceit is at least concelvable that multiple players can behave as a sngle unit and thus avoid detrimental
mutual defection.

B. ThePrisoners Dilemma

The classc prisoners dilemmais presented with crimind sanctions that result from their decisonsto
provide testimony against the other prisoner or to remain silent.>? The factua context of the classic prisoners
makes unlimited repeat play appear strained. In the discussion that follows, therefore, we will use alegidative
context in which repest play becomes more intuitive.

Assume a angle period in which two legidators are elected on a platform of fisca restraint, and
specificdly onaplanto discontinue specid interest legidation benefitting narrow constituencies, induding those
intheir own digricts. Further assume tha during their firg termsin office, each of the two legidaorsis subject
to lobbying for a specia interest program, which if passed will further her support among the benefitting
congtituency, thusincreasing her re-election prospects. While the program contradicts her generd platform of
fisca condraint, assume that the program can be packaged in an obfuscatory manner that will alow
appeasement of animportant specid interest, while dlowing are-election campaignfocused onreducing specia

outcome that represents a natural equilibrium, the empirical question remains whether in a game with sufficiently high
stakes, this outcome actually does represent astable equilibrium. Wewould posit that the evidence from Survivor, while
not conclusive on this narrow question, fails to bolster the intuition that equal division should be assumed to be an
equilibrium point in high stakes empty core games.

Slsee John S. Wiley Jr., Antitrust and Core Theory, 54 U. CHI. L. REV. 556, 557 (1987) (defining empty core).

S2For a general discussion of the prisoners’ dilemma phenomenon, including single period and unlimited
iterations with or without unraveling, see STEARNS, supra note 11, at 541-43; see also Erin O’ Hara, Social Constraint
or Implicit Collusion? Toward a Game Theoretical Analysis of Stare Decisis, 24 SETON HALL L. Rev. 736 (1993)
(applying prisoners’ dilemma analysisto stare decisis); Linda Cohen & Matthew Spitzer, Term Limits, 80 GEO. L.J. 477
(1992) (applying prisoners’ dilemma analysisto term limits).
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interest legidationingenerd. If both legidators cooperate, meaning that they honor their commitmentsto limit
specid interest programs, they receive 10 utils. Thisreflectsthe genera reduction in wasteful spending, which
benefitsthemdightly giventhat their own congtituentspay only afraction of the cost of suchwasteful spending,
lessthe lossof utility associated withthe fallureto procure aspecia interest project benefitting animportant but
narrow congituency.

Asaume that each of the two legidators would benefit most if she received her own special interest
legidaion, while the other legidator honored his agreement not to procure specid interest legidation for his
digrict. Inthis case, assume that the defecting member (the one who procures the specid interest legidation)
receives 12 utils while the one who cooperates (denying hiscongtituentsthe specia interest legidation) receives
only 5 utils  The payoffs reflect the fact that the defecting member can continue to campaign as a fiscal
consarvative withthe knowledge that the narrow constituency benefitting fromthe specia interest itemwill offer
greater support for redection. On the other hand, while the cooperating legidator can continue to campaign
asafisca consarvative, his congtituents have had to fund the project of the defecting congressmanand thusmay
redize that they have been duped by anineffective representative. Findly, assumethat if both membersdefect,
thelr payoffs are each 7 utils. This reflects the narrow specid interest benefit to their condtituents less the
reduction in credibility as afisca conservative inthe district as awhole, given her support for the proliferation
of specid interest projects across the relevant didtricts. Table 1 depicts the payoffs.

(Legidator 1, Legidator 2) Legidator 1 cooperates Legidator 1 defects
Legidator 2 cooperates 10, 10 12,5
Legidator 2 defects 5,12 7,7

Table 1: Special Interest Legidation Prisoners Dilemmain a Single Period

The precise numbers are less important than are the rel ationships between and among those numbers.
Therdationshipsare reciprocd, thus providing both legidatorswiththe same incentives. Inthisexample, both
legidatorshave an incentive to defect even though the aggregate payoff from mutud defection is the lowest of
the four boxes. If Legidator 2 cooperates, Legidator 1 can increase his payoffs from 10 to 12 by defecting.
And if Legidator 2 defects, Legidator 1 can increase her payout from 5 to 7 utils by defecting. The same
incentives confront Legidator 2, without regard to the actions of Legidator 1.

Now assume that while the specid interest legidation is opaque for condtituents, it istransparent to the
other legidator,> and that both Legidators 1 and 2 anticipate endless future interactions.  Further assumethat
each anticipates that in the event of defection, the other legidator will impose some future punishment. The
punishment can take any number of forms, including falingto support other legidative proposds of interest to
the defecting legidator, failure to support the defector’ smove to akey committee post, or even publicizing the
true specid interest nature of bills benefitting the defector that would otherwise be successfully masked as in

S3Another way to express this is that while constituents in a benefitting district might presume that the
legislative procurement is generally for the good, nonconstituents might instead presume that such projects generally
benefit special interests.
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the generd interest, and thus compromising his support among those condtituents who did not benefit from the
defection. Inthisexample, assumethat mutua cooperation yields each legidator 15 utils, reflecting the benefits
of maintaining afruitful relaionship with a powerful long term colleague, the fact thet the failureto procure the
specid interest legidation will not be viewed as the product of ineffective representation given that specid
interest legidationhasbeen reduced overdl, but minusthe potentia added support of the group that would have
benefitted from defection. Assumethat defection by onelegidator resultsin apayoff of 10 for the nondefector
and a payoff of 7 for the defector. While the defector receives the one time bendfit of procuring a special
interest perk, in the next period he anticipates one or more of the specified punishments, thusrisking hisre-
€l ection prospects withthe congtituentswho did not benefit, plus alack of support fromanimportant colleague
on future legidaive initiatives. Conversdly, the nondefector anticipates the benefits of punishing the defector
in the future period minus the loss associated with having prevented his colleague from procuring a special
interest benefit. Findly, assume that mutud defection yields both legidators 5 utils, as each must fund two
specid interest projects and anticipate a loss of mutud trust and support. Table 2 depicts the payoffs and
incentives under this iterated legidative matrix.

(Legidator 1, Legidator 2) Legidator 1 cooperates Legidator 1 defects
Legidator 2 cooperates 15, 15 10, 7
Legidator 2 defects 7,10 55

Table2: Iterated Legidative Matrix

Inthis game, the payouts are again reciproca. But as aresult of the changed payoffs associated with
unlimited repesat play and the threat of future punishment for defection, the dominant Strategy is mutual
cooperation. Assumethat Legidator 2 cooperates. Inthat case, Legidator 1 receives 15 utils by cooperating,
but only 10 from defecting. The particular benefit associated with the Single period specid interest item for a
narrow congtituency is overwhemed by the anticipated negative vaue of being punished by Legidator 2ina
future period. Now assume that Legidator 2 defects. In this case, Legidator 1 benefits receives 7 utils by
cooperating, but only 5 by defecting. While she again forfets the one-time specid interest projects, she dso
anticipates that she will be able to punish Legidator 2 in a future period, thus limiting her colleague's future
defections. Legidator 1 further anticipatesthat if she defects, Legidator 2 will not cooperate with her in future
periods. Because the payoffs are reciprocal, the dominant strategy withendless anticipated iterations is mutua
cooperation.

One of the difficultieswiththe iterated prisoners’ dilemmaisthe ambitionof itsunderlying assumptions.
If instead of endless anticipated iterations, we anticipate aknown end period, for example under aterm limited
regime, then the payoffs for the players fal subject to the phenomenon of “unraveling.” By unravding, the
payoffs revert to those in the Sngle period prisoner’s dilemma, in which mutud defection is the dominant
drategy. Toillustrate, assumethat thelegidatorsare subject to agameinvolving 6 known voting periods. They
are certain that period ax will be the find period. While one might assume thet firgt period payoffs would
remain those in the iterated matrix, in fact under specified assumptions, even in that period the payoffs revert
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to those of the single period prisoners  dilemma

Toilludrate, recal that the players are aware that in period 6, thereis no subsequent period in which
to mete out punishment in the event of a defection by the other player. Asaresult, in the find period, each
player conceives the payoffs as those in the Single period prisoners dilemma. Under those payoffs, reflected
in Table 1, mutud defection is the dominant strategy. Now consider the second to final period, period 5. The
players are now aware tha the sixth period game will be played as a single period prisoners dilemma
Because mutud defection is the dominant sirategy in period 6, there is no prospect of rewarding cooperative
behavior in period 5 during the play in period 6. As aresult, like period 6, period 5 reverts to the payoffs
associated with the Single period prisoners dilemma. The same logic holdsinperiods4, 3, 2, and all the way
downtotheinitid period. With aknown end period, the legidatorstreat the game asthough they were a ready
inthe end period, regardlessof whichperiod they arein. Asareault, if there isaknown end period, the higher
payoffs associated with endless iterations unravel and the payoffs become those in atrue prisoners dilemma
for each period.

While the iterated prisoners dilemma breaks down in the case of a known end period, we do not
universally witness mutua defection. One question is whether there are other methods of achieving akind of
bonding that isindependent of thethreat of futurepunishment following a period of defection. Themaost obvious
method of ensuring cooperationisto sdect players who we anticipate will share vauesthat correlate with the
appearance of cooperative behavior, and thus who have anincentive to behave as if they are cooperating that
isindependent of formd payoffs. Itisimportant to notethat thisingght isby no meansinconsstent with rationd
choice. Conservative condtituents might fear defection as aresult of unraveling. They might therefore sdlect
asthar representative a person who shares their preferences for fiscal congraint, and who will therefore play
asif subject to the threat of punishment, dbeit for independent reasons. Thismakesempiricd testability difficult
for much the same reasonthat low stakes makeit difficult to determineif the players are avoiding rationd play
or preferring to exhibit cooperative behavior because they vaue the benefits of doing so more highly then they
vaue the forma payoffs under laboratory conditions.

Before goplying these indghts mwe should aso notethat it is a so possible that insome complexgames,
one group of participants might view those featuresthat are congstent witha positive sum payoffs as dominant,
while others might view those featuresthat are condgstent with zero sumpayoffsasdominant. Should thisoccur,
the resulting outcome might not be mutua defection or mutual cooperation, but instead partid defection and
partia cooperation. With theseingghtswe are now ready to gpply theserationa choice principlesto the actua
Survivor game.

[11.  Applying the Modelsto Survivor

To support our dam that the actua Survivor game was played in a manner conastent with the
predictions of rationa choice, it is hecessary to establish two important, and related, propositions. First we
mugt establishthat the specific gamesdescribed inPart 11 arein some sgnificant sense pardld to dient aspects
of the Survivor game and specificaly to itscondtitutiona and spontaneoudy ordered rules. Second, we must
establish that those features of the actud game that do not obvioudy match up to the underlying assumptions
of the game theoretical models can nonetheess be understood, and thus expressed, in a manner that is
congstent with those models, and that therefore does not undermine the integrity of those models.
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In virtualy every application of a forma model, a consderable amount of trandation is inevitable.
Smply put, wedo not live in aworld that assumes away the myriad complexities of daily living, and truthfully,
and perhaps ironicdly, any truly rationd person must find that a source of comfort rather than concern.
Trandationisinvariably difficult, however, because modds necessarily abstract away the very complexitiesthat
makeredl life Stuations, especialy complicated ones, rich and enticing. And yet, without such trandation, the
modds remain sade proofs of propositions whose relevance remains untested. To make such a trandation
relevant and meaningful, therefore, it isimportant that we carefully delimit our argument.

Whilethe Survivor rulesset by CBS seemreatively straightforward, they tended to send mixed Sgnds
regarding the payoffs for cooperative behavior. In addition, the actual game unfolded inamanner that wasthe
product of the subtle and sometimes complex interactions of 16 people, withgrikingly different persondities,
operating under harsh and strenuous conditions. During the course of thelr interactions, which ranged from
three to thirty-nine days, the tribe members developed sometimes genuine, sometimes feigned, friendships,
animosties, and dliances. The conditionsunder which theseindividuasvoluntarily placed themsel vesrendered
them prone to awide range of intense and conflicting emations. And we have no doubt that these emations
consderably affected the manner in which many, perhaps even mogt, of the players developed their own
strategies, responded to the actud or perceived strategies of others, and ultimately cast their ballots concerning
who should be evicted from the idand.

Among those who are critica of rational choice, it might appear inconsstent to maintain that while agree
to, and indeed embrace, dl of this, we further maintain that the actual game was played in a manner thet is
largdy conggtent with the predictions of rationa choice. This seeming incongruity disspates, however, once
weexpressthe limits of our underlying clam. We do not claim that rationd choice aone predicts the manner
inwhichthe Survivor gamewas played. Instead, we maintain thet the smplifying assumption of rationdity has
alowed theoriststo develop modds, whichwe can now gpply to provide more robust explanations concerning
the nature of the actua game than those that we could develop using any dternative set of smplifying
assumptions.  So viewed, the complexity of emotions, friendships, and hatreds might even strengthen our
intuition about the inherent vaue of rationd choice. While acomplex array of emotions undoubtedly affected
the decisons and drategies of even the vast mgority of players, such mixed srategies might well have had a
mutud cancdingeffect. Thus, to the extent that emotion, rather than strategy, predominated for even amgority
of players, rationd choice helpsto identify why aminority of players, thosewho instead focused on how thar
drategic interactions promoted their likelihood of success, ultimately had the greatest prospect of winning the
game.

Before proceeding, it isimportant to add one further quaification. Rationa choice cannot be used to
mode who would ultimatey winthe game. Instead, rationa choice helpsto model those strategiesthat allowed
a amdl minority of players to best position themselves to win the game. If the optimal strategy generated a
50%, or even a more modest 25%, likelihood of winning, that strategy was one of tremendous vaue to those
who employed it. And if we extend thisingght to the legidative context for example, inwhich participantsdo
not play for aunique prize a the end of a Ingle game, but rather for multiple packages of legidative benefits
over numerous repest plays, thenthe vaue of sucha statisticd likelihood for successprovesevengreater. With
these insgghts, we are now ready to consder the law and economics of Survivor.

A. The Basic Story
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The essentid story combinesel ementsfromeachof thethreesets of rational choice principlesdescribed
inPart 11. Inthissubpart, we will provide arough sketch of that story, and then in the subpartsto follow, we
will congder each piece of the puzzle in greater detall.

The survivor game began with sixteen players, divided into two tribes, each with eight members. At
the end of three-day intervas, the tribe that lost the immunity challenge was forced to vote a member off ina
secret balot. Among the factorsthat might have welghed inthe decision concerning who to evict are the vaue
provided to the tribe, the contributionto theinter-tribe competitions for rewards and immunity, and innumerable
persona characteristics> After the combined memberships of the two tribes was reduced to ten members,
the tribes then merged and the reward and immunity challenges benefitted only individua members.

The theory of minimum winning coditions predicts that under specified conditions, a subgroup within
one or both tribes would try to form in an effort to prolong the prospects for surviva of ther individual
members. Whilethe ultimate prize would benefit only one player, other benefits, including future endorsements
or other media opportunities, provided an incentive to remain in the game aslongaspossible. And of course
only by remaining in the game until close to the end can one have a prospect of ultimate victory. The question
then becomes what is the sze of the optima codition. Inthevery first cyde, it gopearsthat aminimumwinning
codition would be five. This would dlow a smple mgority within a group of eight, athough it would not
represent a smple mgority of the merged tribe of ten. Neverthdess, five would be sufficient to prevent any
angle member fromreceiving more votes than amember outside the codition. Whilethefive member codition
might appear optimal, the ultimate four member codition that emerged asthe Tagi dliance might prove more
rationd. Firg, following the prior logic, within Tagi itsalf, the four member codition was sufficient to prevent
any member from receiving more votes than a non-codition member. In addition, a supermgority codition
withinagroup of eight might have required an excessive and early degree of coordinationthat risked disclosure.
With only three nonmembers, mantaining complete secrecy among an dliance of five might have appeared
unlikely. Findly, as shown in the next subpart, if the four member codition remained both stable and secret,
this might well have proved sufficient to block the remova of any codlitionmember for the first two votes, until
Rattana was down to eight members.™ Thisis especidly trueif the codition members had reason to believe
that they could predict the vote of any other sngle tribe member, whichwould then serve as a sort of Schelling
Point.

One difficulty with this Smple explanationfor the success of the Tagi dlianceis the possible defection
by one or more membersin favor of asuperior codition.®® Kdly’s consderation of an aliance with Colleen
and Jenna, and her temporary defection from the codition when Richard identified those two tribe members

W eare not arguing that the tribe members are rewarding past contributions, but rather that they are assuming
that past contributions might signal future value.

Sasstated previously, while Richard began forming his alliance immediately, he did not succeed in finalizing
the Tagi alliance until Cycle 5. The question addressed in the text iswhy Richard entered the game intending to form
a4 member alliance.

Bitisi mportant to note that there are several potential layers of defection, ranging fromvotinginconsistently
withthe chosen target of an alliance that one has joined, voting against a member of an alliance that one has joined, or
forming an alternative alliance to that which one has joined. In the discussion that precedes this note, we are referring
to the first form of defection. Other uses of defection should be clear from context.
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for eviction, to move inthe direction of anempty core game inwhichthe Tagi dlianceproved unstable. Inspite
of Kelly's defection, however, the Tagi dliance remained sufficiently stable to generate a high probability that
the members (assuming that Kelly was not caught and punished) would emerge the find four. One of the
necessary features of an empty core bargaining game is congtant participationby dl players. 1t isthe possbility
of continuous defections from present and inferior coditions to new and superior coditions that renders any
given result ungable. But in the Survivor game, this condition was not met. Instead, the membership was
Seadily shrinking by one member every cycle. Asareault, the targets among those not inthe Tagi dliance had
to condantly and immediatdy reformulate if they were to have sufficient votes to target the Tagi dliance
membersin successon. Thiswould have required aleve of immediate coordingtion in the very first round of
voting within Tagi, or within the firgt two rounds of voting within Rattana. From the perspective of the Tagi
members, it probably appeared reasonable to assume that such immediate and opposite coordination was
unlikely to occur.

The mogt difficult aspect of the Survivor game, perhaps, involved the interactions among the Tagi
dliancemembersthemsdves. Thedifficulty arosea two levels. Firg, assuming thet the Tagi alianceremained
gable, then among the four memberstherewasa credible risk of an empty core game concerning who would
be sdlected asthefind two members. The intervening immunity competitions complicated this caculation by
preventing the members from targeting one member, who would not be known in advance. This might have
had some inhibiting effect on forming and reforming subcoditions.

More importantly for present purposes, a subgroup of members might have chosen to defect by
targeting one of their members before the find round if they perceived that member ashaving agreater prospect
of ultimate survival. So viewed, the codition members were in a prisoners dilemma in which the optimal
aggregate payoff was mutua cooperation, the optimal payoff for any single member was his or her own
defection coupled with cooperation by dl others, and the worst result was mutua defection, which would
thwart dl benefits of forming a codition. Of course, the codition members were subject to thirteen repesat
voting iterations, and thus the threat of punishment for actual or eventhe perceived threat of defection loomed
large. A review of Appendix A reveds sufficient divison among the nondliance members that even a
subcodition of three could potentialy succeed in punishing a known defector with eviction. In a game with
unlimited plays, we could appreciate the threat of punishment to dter the payoffs such that regardless of what
the others did, the maximizing strategy is cooperation. Inthat case, the coditionwould remainintact. But we
aso know that there was aknown end period, thus introducing the phenomenonof unraveling. This, of course,
restoresthe payoffsto the origind prisoners dilemma How thendid the coditionremain stable? Itisherethat
Richard strategy appears most careful.

The best solution to the problem of defection in aprisoners  dilemma context to sdlect a player who
has independent character traits that encourage cooperative behavior in spite of nomind prisoners dilemma
payoffs. While it might have appeared peculiar to the average televisonviewer that the outwardly gay player,
Richard, joined forceswiththe equdly outwardly homophobe, Rudy, from arationa choice perspective, there
weas likdy no other choice for Richard within the Tagi tribe. Rudy, a 72-year old former Navy SEAL,
possessed virtualy al characteristicsneeded to signd no threat of defection. And thus, together, Richard and
Rudy themsdves sgnded to Sue and Kdly, that they had the necessary cohesion to punish any reveded
subdefectionwithinthe dliance of four. While Kelly’sown behavior revedsthe limits of even a credible threat
of punishment, the congtant impliat threat that together Richard and Rudy would punish defection was an
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entirdy rationa basis for forming the dliancefroman ex ante perspective. 1n the subparts that remain, wewill
put flesh on the bones of this basic rationd choice.

B. A More Detailed Application

We will now consider the implications for each of the models for the actua manner in which the
Survivor game was played. This section will be divided into three parts, based upon the rationa choice
principles set out in Part 11.

1. When Size is Important: Optimal Coalition Formation Within the Survivor
Tribes

We begin withthe premisethat the players anticipated that they had muchto gain by gayinginthe game
aslong aspossible. The Survivor rules prohibited any redistributionof the cash prizesthrough side payments
or otherwise. And al players lacked perfect information about what the others were planning to do.
Nonetheless, we can roughly equate the benefits of long term surviva with apayoff benefitting only successful
dliance members. Only those persons had a chance a winning the large cash prizes. And only those who
stayed in the game the longest likely perceived themsdves as receiving whatever benefits long term media
exposure might provide. So viewed, Survivor closaly resembled azero sum game inwhichthe essential logic
of aminimum winning codition srategy gpplies.

As Richard made plain in the quotation with which we open this essay, he began the Survivor game
intending to form afour person dliance. While the incentive to formandlianceis now familiar, the decison to
form one with four members appears curious. The Riker Theorem predicts the most stable codition to be a
amplemgority. For four of the thirteen Survivor cycles—cyde 1 (within Tagi) and cycles7 through 9 (within
Rattana) -- a four member codlition was not of minimum winning size® Incydes 1, 7, 8, and 9, the four
member codition could not guarantee removing a nonmember. If a least four nonmembers created an
dternative codition, then at best the Tagi dliance could guarantee an impasse. And in cycdes 7 and §, if an
dternative codition of five joined forces, that codition could remove members of the Tagi dliance from the
idand.

The question then arises why Richard pursued afour member dliance. Whilethemembersof the Tagi
dlianceweretheoreticaly at risk inthe event that an dternative coditionof mnimumwinning Sze formedinany
of these cycles, Richard had to weigh that risk againgt the risks of disclosure and breakdown as the dliance
grew. Itisnoteworthy that even Richard did not formacomplete four member dlianceurtil cycle 5. Thiswas
largdy based upon his need to observe the interactions of the other Tagi members and partly the result of a
faled overture toward Sean. As atwo-member dliance, Richard and Rudy remained subject to expulsion.
Richard likdy anticipated that anyone trying to form an dternative codition was subject to the very same

5The total tribe membershipsin relevant cycles for Tagi (cycles 1, 3, and 5) and for Rattana (cycles 7 through
13), and the resulting sizes of the minimum winning coalitions (“mwc”) are as follows: cycle 1 (players 8, mwc 5); cycle
3 (players 7, mwc 4); cycle 5 (players 6, mwc 4); cycle 7 (players 10, mwc 6); cycle 8 (players 9, mwc 5); cycle 9 (players
8, mwc 5); cycle 10 (players 7, mwc 4); cycle 11 (players 6, mwc 4); cycle 12 (players 5, mwc 3); cycle 13, round 1 (players
4, mwc 3); cycle 13, round 2 (players 3, mwc 2).
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difficultiesinidentifying trustworthy partners. Once he succeeded in forming the four member Tagi dliancein
cycle 5, Richard likely understood that the Pagong memberswould not be able to outflank thet aliance unless
they managed to form an dternative stable dliance of no fewer than five. For the same reason that it was
difficult and time consuming for Richard to forge the four member aliance, he could safdy assume that anyone
trying to do o in Pagong would confront smilar difficulties

Within Pagong, Ramona and Gervase formed an dliance in the firg cycle, and Colleen, Jenna and
Gretchen formed an informd arrangement to discussvatingincyde 3. Not until the remaining members of the
two tribesmerged into Rattanain cycle 7 did Pagong make a serious effort to forge a competing dliance. And
that was reactive; it was only after they suspected a Tagi dliancewasin place. It is noteworthy that in cycle
8, when the tribe was down to eight members, Jenna, Colleen, and Gervase approached Sean to join them,
and he inssted upon amgority codition of five, including Kedly (regarded as the most reluctant Tagi dliance
member) as a preconditionto joining. Because Kdly wasunwilling to formaly join, the Pagong dliancefailed.
Since Kdly actudly did defect from the Tagi dliance by voting againgt Sean, if Sean had joined the Pagong
dliance, it would have successfully diminated Richard with four votes.

It appears that in the context of asmall group of persons intimately involved with one another for an
extended period of time, Richard rationdly ca culated that the dight risk of being part of a codition that would
be one hdf, rather than asmple mgority, in dl but the firg two rounds of the joined tribes outweighed the
potentid cost of disclosure to nonmembers. To illudtrate the logic of
his cdculation, it is hepful to introduce a rdated andyss offered by Professors James Buchanan and Gordon
Tullock.>®

Professors Buchananand Tullock present an optimd sze legidature as afunctionof two costs, agency
costs, which are negatively correlated with the number of representatives, and decison costs, which are
positively correlated with the number of representatives. Agency costs are negatively correlated because as
you increase the Sze of the legidaive body rddive to the total condituency, you reduce the likelihood of a
subgtantia divergence betweenlegiddive output and condituent wants. Thus, if the ratio was one-to-one (for
example in the near mythica New England town mesting), there could be no divergence since the condtituents
themsalves are sting legidaive policy. In contrast, as you increase the Sze of the legidature, you require
greater coordination to accomplish anything, thus raisng decison costs. The optimum point, according to
Buchanan and Tullock, isthat which minimizes the sum of agency and decison costs.

By andogy, while Richard likdly redlized that aminimumwinning codition had sx membersin cyce 7
(immediately after the Tagi and Pagong tribes merged into Rattana), and five membersincyde 1 (within Tagi)
and cycles 8 and 9 (within Rattana), he very likely aso gppreciated that in forming a successful codition, he
faced what we can best describe asininverse set of cost functions. Thesetwo conflicting costs, which are both
afunction of codition sze, pit the benefits of safety in numbers againg the risks of disclosure to non-aliance
members. As in the Buchanan and Tullock formulation, as codition membership grows, the members are
increasingly protected againgt the possibility of a counter-aliance and this andysis appliesbeyond the point a
whichaminmumcoditionforms. Asthesizeof the codition increases, the membersareincreasingly protected
againg the risk that a member will defect in favor of an alternative codition. Conversdly, as codition sze
increases, the membersface an increased risk of disclosure, which could lead to a coditionbreakdown. The

58JAM ES BUCHANAN AND GORDON TULLOCK, THE CALCULUS OF CONSENT (1962).
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optima dze codition can best be understood as one that minimizes the sum of these two costs or risks. It
appearsrationd to assume that from an ex ante perspective, a coditionof four appeared optima, eventhough
infour out of the ten rdevant cydes, this did not represent aminimumwinning codition. Thisisespecidly true
if Richard, in observing the remaining members of the Tagi and Rattana tribes had reason to believe thet they
did not form a cohesive group. With the exception of cycle 7 (immediately after the Tagi and Rattana tribes
merged), the individua membersof the Tagi dliance secure againg any effort to remove them by the remaining
tribe members provided that at least one member outside the dliance voted differently than the others. And
in cycde 7 itsdf, which placed the Tagi dlianceat greatest numericd risk (giventhe sx non-alliance members),
Richard had reason to assume it unlikdy that Sean would immediatdy form a competing codition with the
former members of Pagong, or even that the former members of Pagong would act as a unified whole.

In addition, Richard might have calculated that over time he would gain some ingght into the voting
pattern of one or more non-dliance players, which he could thenuseto his advantage. In essence, he gained
the benefit of Sean’s membership after the two tribes joined, without the cost of commitment to him. Sean's
aphabetica voting scheme dlowed the Tagi dlianceto gain an effective additional member incycles 8 through
11. This provided some hedge againgt defection by amember, asoccurred withKdly incycles9 and 11, and
aso ensured the requisite number of votes to remove a member in the event that an dternative codition had
formed. The dphabetica voting scheme seemed peculiar, but had the benefit of Sgnaing to the Tagi dliance
that Sean’ sintent was hot hostile. As Sean explained, the aphabetical ordering of thefirst nameswas such that
his scheme dlowed himto target the former Pagong members (Colleen, Gervase, Greg, Gretchen, and Jenna),
before targeting the dliance members (Kdly, Richard, Rudy, and Sue). It further served asakind of Schelling
point. By voting with Sean (as long as he targeted nondliance member), the four person dliance was virtudly
certain to succeed in removing targeted nonmembers.®

The minimum winning codition theory is rdevant not only to the formation of the four-member Tagi
dliance, but dso within the dliance itsdf. A minimum winning cadition of four isthree. The same andyss
employed above explans why Richard did not eect to form a three-member subaliance within the tota four-
member dliance. While this would have prevented a counter-alliance of two, thus threstening a sSalemate
agang his subaliance with Rudy, it would aso have substantialy increased the risk of disclosure, and thus of
an dliance breakdown among the remaining members. Instead, Richard and Rudy formed a two-member
subdliance early on, whichthey maintained throughout the game®® Sue and Kély likdly intuited the existence
of this subdliance and thus initidly formed one of their own. Following Kelly’s perceived defection, that
subdlliance broke down, leaving both women vulnerable. For that very reason, Kelly understood that her only

S There were at |east two other potential Schelling points that appear to have affected tribal council voting.
In cycle 2, within Pagong, BB presented a Schelling point by raising the question whether the tribe wanted to win the
immunity challenge and by constantly criticizinghisfellowtribe members forlaziness. Incycle 10, after thetribesmerged,
Gervase presented a Schelling point by giving his peculiar speech at tribal council. See supra at 14. Therewasalso a
potential Schelling point in cycle 8. Jenna had a particularly emotional reaction to the lack of a teaser home video,
revealing herto beintensely homesick. Thismight explainwhy her former Pagong members, Colleen, Gervase, and Greg,
voted toremove her. But consistent with Sean’ sal phabetical voting scheme, thealliance members (plus Sean and Jenna)
instead voted to remove Greg.

%A s discussed infra at 33, one could view Richard’'s voluntary withdrawal from thefinalimmunity contestas
aform of defection from that alliance.
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prospect of emerging within the find two players involved repeated success at the immunity chalenges.

One peculiarity emerges from this andysis. Because Sue and Kelly had reason to suspect that they
would be subject to the subaliance formed by Richard and Rudy in the find periods of voting, we might have
predicted that one or both of themwould have attempted to formdternative dliancesinan effort to rid the tribe
of Richard and Rudy. Having done so, the active defector could then postion hersdlf in the same manner that
Richard had withthe origind dliance by forging a protective subdliance of two. The next subpart will consider
why this might not have occurred.

2. Whither Survivor’s Empty Core

To understand why those not inthe Tagi dliance falled in thair effortsto forma superior codition that
would have incdluded some defecting members of the Tagi aliance, we must reconsider the empty core
bargaining game. For at least some members of the dliance (most notably Sue and Kdly), we can readily
concelve a superior codition. If we accept that the Richard/Rudy subdliance waslikdy more stable, and thus
more of a threat to its nonmembers, than was the shaky Kdly/Sue subdliance, then it is easy to concelve a
superior codition in which Sue or Kdly join forces with three others, including former Pagong members or
Sean. Theformative leader would then have been idedly positioned to create abeneficiad subdliance of two,
thus increasing the prospect of emerging among the find two players from the new dliance, rather than only
among thefind four playersfrom the Tagi dliance. And in theory, this could have led to further iterations if
discovered. Thusupon learning of the breakdown of their own dliance, Richard or Rudy could try to form an
dternative, superior coditionby approaching a subset of the new dliance members (most likdy thosewho they
suspected would not be part of the subaliance of two). The origina Tagi aliance member could propose to
one of the proposed defectorsto forma suballiance of two, whichagain would positionthat defector better than
remaining inthe new dlianceby increasing the likelihood that he or she would emerge among the find two rather
than only in thefind four. At this point one of the excluded membersfrom the second round aliance (initiated
by Kely or Sue) could gpproach a subset of the newest adliance and start the bal rolling al over again.

Whilethe actud Survivor game witnessed some efforts on the part of former Pagong members and
Kelly to create a superior dliance, ultimately the Tagi aliance was not defeated by any superior codition. The
question then is what features of the empty core bargaining game were missing from Survivor. Two fegtures
diginguish Survivor from an empty core game. First, thetota group of playerswas constantly being reduced
by one player in each successive round.* As aresult, those motivated to create superior coditions had to
condantly reassessthear strategies based uponwho was voted off the idand and who remained. Second, from
the perspective of any individud player, the remaning players were not fungible. The players had varying
degrees of knowledge about, and confidencein, the other players, based in part upon the amount of time that
they had spent with them. It is not surprising, therefore, that after the remaining members of the two tribes
merged into Rattana, the former Tagi members tended to operate asaunit asdid the former Pagong members.
We might aso not be surprised that when the former members of one tribe eventualy approached the former

Litis important to notethat in theory an endless number of iterationscould have occurred even within asingle
periodif repeated defectionsin favor of newer, superior coalitions were discovered prior to final voting. Theonly limit
on such successive rounds was the eventual vote at the end of the three-day cycle.
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members of the other with an overture to form an dterndive dliance, the proposal was met with a certain
degree of digrust. Thisdistrugt ultimately proved fata. Thus, in cycle 9, when Colleen, Jenna, and Gervase
(from Pagong), approached Seanand Kdly (fromTagi), Seanindsted that he would not joinunless at least one
of the Tagi dliance membersdid aswell. Thiswould have produced a minimum winning codition, but it aso
revedl ed that he had less confidenceinthe integrity of the proposed counter-aliance than in the integrity of the
origind Tagi dliance. And even as one who had not joined, Sean likdy assumed that rlative to the former
Pagong members, he would benefit from some degree of loyaty fromthe Tagi dliance. But if heactudly joined
an dternative dliance, he likey assumed that dl bets were off. For that reason, Sean inssted upon a true
mgority dliance, but in doing so, ensured the ultimate success of the Tagi dliance.

The ghrinking populationand the unique persona characteristics of the playersrendered the game one
whichdid not replicate empty core bargaining. But within the four-member Tagi dliance, one might well have
imagined an empty core. Asdtated earlier, Sue and Kelly had reason to suspect the Richard/Rudy suballiance,
and in the formative cycle (cycle 5), they responded by forming a subdliance of their own. Eventudly, it
became apparent that the Sue/Kelly subdliance had brokendown. Setting asde immunity, therefore, the two
women were vulnerable to the Richard/Rudy subdliance once the Tagi dliancemembersemerged asthe find
four players. In anticipation of this, it isnot surprising that Kelly considered joining andternative dliance. As
explained above, mutua distrust prevented the formation of that potentidly superior dliance. It is dso not
surprising that in cycle 12, Sue attempted to form a subdliance with Richard. Of course, Richard and Rudy
had a ready formed a subdliance and thus Richard had little to gain by breaking that agreement. Itispossible,
asexplained in the next subpart, however, that had Sue gpproached Rudy, it might well have beenrationa for
Rudy to defect. On the other hand, the premise of the Richard/Rudy aliance was that neither would defect:
Richard understood that Rudy would remainloya out of principle. Rudy assumed that Richard would remain
loyd having initidly forged the dliance. While Richard engaged in astrategy that could be regarded asaform
of defection, asshown below, the two formaly continued as membersof aloya sub-dliance until the very end
of the game.

3. The Survivor Prisoners Dilemma

Perhaps the mogt interesting aspect of Survivor are the two underlying prisoners’ dilemmagames. The
most sgnificant game, ultimately, was played within the Tagi dliance itsdf. But there was dso an important
game played among the members of each of thetribes. To illudtrate, imegine that a mgority group of tribe
members viewed the game in podtive sum terms. They viewed the game as one that rewards cooperdtive
behavior, and they viewed those who contribute the most to the group as a whole as most “worthy” for
continued participationinfuture cycles. Asaresult, thismgority group eschewsany dliancesinfavor of playing
solely on what they regard as merit. Voting would be conducted based upon who contributed to the tribe’s
physica wel being and who was the most sgnificant player inthe reward and immunity chalenges. Withinthe
two initid tribes (Tagi and Pagong), such a scheme would alow the best playersto survive and to have the best
prospect of chalenging the best players from the other tribe when the two tribes merged. Andogizing to the
sgngle period prisoners  dilemmadepicted in Table 1, the resulting payoffs from a merits-based game readily
trandate into those for mutua cooperation in the upper left box. But assume that aminority of players views
the game as zero sum, and istherefore unwillingto “ cooperate” by limiting their play to this formof merit-based
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cooperation. From the perspective of these players, the optima dtrategy isto “defect” from the mgoritarian
normof merit-based play by instead forming andliance. If adl non-alliance membersremain committed to norm
of mutua cooperation (in this case meaning falling to form dliances in favor of merit-based play), then those
who refuse to abide that norm and who instead form an aliance receive the maximum payoff. Within the
framework of Table 1, if the dliance membersare player A and those playing based upon merit are player B,
then thisis equivadent to the payoffs in the upper right box.%> While no competing aliances are formed (as
otherswould be duped into beieving that the game would be played solely onthe merits), the dliance members
will have protected themsalves againg eviction regardless of their lack of merit as viewed by the mgority of
players. Findly, from the perspective of thoseforming andliance, player A inTable 1, if theremaining players,
player B, dso form an dliance, it remains optimd to continue to form an dliance. While this will place the
playersinthelower right box withthe lowest aggregate payoffs, the dternaive would reverse the prior Stuation,
thus placing player A in the worst position, represented in the lower left box. Thus, the Stuation facing the
players can be readily analogized to aclassic prisoners dilemmain which regardless of what the other group
choseto do, it remained rational to pursue an dliance strategy.

Asaresult of the repeat cyclesin Survivor, one might imagine that those not forming aliances could
punish those who do. The suggestion suffers, however, from a Catch-22 qudity. To punish the dliace
members, those not in an dliance would have to create andliance. Ultimately, thisisno different thanthe prior
assartion that the dominant strategy is mutua defection in asingle period prisoners dilemma. The andysisis
further consstent withthe intuition that as aresult of the known end period, rationd players assume themsdves
to bein atrue prisoners dilemmarather than in a game withaltered payoffs that promote mutua cooperation
asareault of endlessiterations. Whether or not the players intuit the unraveling phenomenon, the effect isthe
same; rationd playerswill recognize that an dliance strategy is optima regardless of what the other playersdo.

The prisoners dilemmaaso hepsto explain the dynamicswithinthe Tegi dliance. Among thedliance
members, the seemingly fairest way to play the game would be to eschew any internd suballiances. Oncethe
four members emerge in the find round, the players would then be free to follow their individua voting
preference without coordination. Referring again to Table 1, thiswould placethe playersinthe upper left hand
box. But for the same reason that regecting any formation of aliances within the tribes is not a stable
equilibrium, nor isrgecting suballiancesa stable equilibrium.  Instead, from the perspective of any member of
the four member dliance, it isrationd to defect from this norm and form a two-member subaliance that will
increase the probability of emerging withinthe find two. Thus, itisnot surprising that Richard and Rudy formed
asubdliance early on and that in cycle 5, Sue and Kdly formed what turned out to be an ill fated suballiance.
The relative insecurity of the Sue/Kdly subdliance obvioudy placed Richard and Rudy in a superior position.
And yet, fromRichard’ s perspective, ending with himsdf and Rudy was arisky drategy. Rudy wasdearly a
more well liked player anong those who would returnasjurors. Asaresult of this, Richard engaged in what
turns out to be hismost clever strategic maneuver, one whichensured that withrespect to Rudy, Richard would
receive the benefits of payoffs associated with player A in the upper right hand box of Table 1, while Rudy’s
payoffs would be the lowest possble (those of player B in the same box).

%20ne might characterize this as either a form of defection from a majoritarian norm or as two different
conceptions asto the rules of the game. This differencein characterization does not underminethe analysisin the text,
however. Viewed eitherway, the payoffs for the group that rejects the majority’s preferred merits-based norm receives
payoffsthat are equivalent to unilateral defection within asingle period prisoners’ dilemma.
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Inthe find round, Kelly changed her vote fromRichard to Susan, resulting in only three remaining
members. The three players then entered the finad immunity competition. The Strenuous nature of the
competition helped Richard to justify adecison that was ultimatdy a wel disguised defection from his
subdliance with Rudy. Recdl that Richard withdrew from the competition, claming that he knew he
would not win. If one construes the Richard/Rudy suballiance as a commitment to do whatever they can
to ensure that they emerge as the findists (aresult inthe upper left box in Table 1), then by withdrawing,
Richard defected. To seewhy consider how the game was necessarily played as aresult of Richard's
decison. Had Rudy won the competition, hewould have voted to keep Richard on asafindist, congstent
with his commitment to the subdliance. Because Kdly preferred Rudy to Richard (as shown in her first
vote in cyde 13), this would have risked a 4 to 3 vote for Rudy by the jury. (This assumes that the
remaining Sx jurors vote asthey did.). But if Kelly wonthe game, then she would choose between Rudy
and Richard. She knew that either of them would vote for the other asajuror. The only question from
her perspective waswho was more popular withthe remaning jurors. AsRichard likely knew, Rudy was
more popular, meaning that if Kely won, Richard would still be selected as afindist. In contrag, if
Richard stayed in the immunity contest and won, he faced another Catch-22. 1f he voted to keep Rudy,
then Kelly would vote for Rudy as ajuror, and as aresult, Richard would lose (again assuming the other
jurors voted as they did). And if he voted for Kdly, then he would violate the express terms of the
subdliancewith Rudy, and risk Rudy’ sretribution. If Rudy aso defected, then Kely wouldwin. Theonly
way that Richard could reduce the likelihood of thisresult was to withdraw from the game. While he
would remain afindig regardiess of whether Rudy or Kelly won, he hoped that Kelly would winbecause
shewould diminatehistoughest find competitor. Ineffect, by removing himsdf from theimmunity contet,
Richard secured himsdf the upper right payoffsfromTable 1. While securing Rudy’ s commitment in the
jury vote, Richard’ swithdrawa and defection from the final immunity game afforded him the maximad

upper right payoffs.
Conclusion

At the beginning of this essay, we posited that Survivor was played in a manner that was
consggtent with the predictions of rationd choice theory. We certainly do not suggest that every player
played in amanner that optimized his or her prospects for winning. Indeed, that islargely the point. At
each step inthe game, those who best positioned themsalvestowinwere the oneswho played inarationd
and drategic manner. Again borrowing the prisoners  dilemma metaphor, this suggedts thet in the red
world, the dominant result of payoffs that match those in asingle period prisoners dilemmais not dways
mutud defection.  If those who vaue cooperation are unable to bond those who do not, then for the
cooperative players, the resultscan be evenworse. Our clam that Survivor was played consstently with
the predictions of rationa choice thus has significance not only for the debate over the merits of rationa
choicetheory, but also for real world ingtitutions and relationships. 1nany number of contexts, for example
inlegidaturesor other lawmaking bodies, it might prove optimal to form coditions withthosewho will play
asif they are bound, independent of the forma payoffs, and then use that foundation to build a codition
of auffident 9ze to achieve desired policy objectives. Optima coditions might prove fundamentally more
important than the merits of any particular proposal or set of proposals. In addition, optima networks or
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coditions need not be of minimum winning Sze. Sometimes lesstruly ismore. One might have a better
chanceat influenang policy by initidly establishing key relationships than by offering up seemingly superior
policy proposads. The old adage “it's not what you know; it's who you know,” might prove to be an
empirica observation that iswel rooted inrationa choice. In the end, we do not expect to bring rationa
choice detractors into the fold. But we remain confident that when we compare Survivor with fairly
samplerationa choice games, the theory comes out awinner.
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Appendix A

Sequential Order of Voting for Elimination By Individual Tribe Members

TAGI Cyclel Cycle2 Cycle 3 Cycle4 Cycle5 Cycle 6
Immunity NO YES NO YES NO YES
Won
Richard Stacey Stacey Dirk
Kelly Rudy Rudy Dirk
Rudy Sonja Stacey Dirk
Susan Sonja Stacey Dirk
Sean Sonja Stacey Rudy
Dirk Sonja Stacey Susan
Stacey Rudy Rudy
Sonja Rudy
TOTALS Sonja Stacey Dirk
4 votes 5votes 4 votes

PAGONG Cyclel Cycle2 Cycle 3 Cycle4 Cycle5 Cycle6
Immunity YES NO YES NO YES NO
Won
Colleen BB Ramona Joel
Gervase BB Colleen Jenna
Jenna BB Ramona Joel
Greg Ramona Jenna Joel
Gretchen BB Ramona Joel
Joel BB Ramona Jenna
Ramona BB Colleen
BB Ramona
TOTALS BB Ramona Joel

6 votes 4 votes 4 votes

NOTE: Within each tribe, themembers are listed according to their length of time on theisland. The first listed member
survived thelongest; thelastlisted memberwas thefirsteliminated. Within each cycle, intherow that followsthe name
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of each tribe member, is the name of the person that tribe member voted to eliminate.

Sequential Order of Voting within Merged Rattana Tribe

Cycle Cycle Cycle Cycle 10 J Cycle Cycle Cycle Cycle Cycle

7 8 9 11 12 13 13 13
TAGI
Richard Gretchen | Greg Jenna Gervase | Colleen Sean Susan
Kelly Gretchen | Greg Sean Gervase | Sean Sean Richard | Rudy

(tie) —
Susan

Rudy Gretchen | Greg Jenna Gervase | Colleen Sean Susan Richard
Susan Gretchen | Greg Jenna Gervase | Colleen Sean Richard Richard
Sean Colleen Greg Jenna Gervase | Colleen Susan Richard
PAGONG
Colleen Richard Jenna Richard | Sean Sean Kelly
Gervase Susan Jenna Richard | Sean Kelly
Jenna Gervase | Greg Richard Kelly
Greg Jenna Jenna Richard
Gretchen Rudy
Immunity Greg Gervase | Rudy Richard Kelly Kelly Kelly Kelly
Won
Voted Off Gretchen | Greg Jenna Gervase | Colleen Sean Susan Rudy Richard

4 votes 6 votes 4 votes 5 votes 4 votes 4 votes 3 votes 1vote WINS

4-3

NOTE: Althoughtherearenolonger two separatetribes, Rattanatribe membersare sorted by their prior tribe affiliation
and then by their order of longevity within the tribe. By coincidence, the orderwould beidentical had wenot split the
two tribes.
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Appendix B
Summary of Survivor Game By Cycle

Reward Immunity Eliminated Coalition Maneuversand Information Acquired
Winner Winner Member Friendships Formed or Broken

Cyclel Pagong Pagong Sonja Tagi: Dirk and Sean formed a Ramona was sick.
friendship. Stacey Sonjawas perceived as
unsuccessfully tried to form a the physically weakest
Tagi womens' alliance. member of Tagi.

Pagong: Ramona and Gervase
agreed never to vote against
each other.

Cycle 2 Tagi BB Tagi: Richard and Rudy formed | Ramonaremained sick
avoting alliance. with dehydration and
Pagong: Colleen and Greg nausea. BB complained
formed a friendship that others about everyone.
thought might be a budding
romance.

Cycle3 Tagi Pagong Stacey Pagong: Colleen, Jenna, and No new alliances formed.
Gretchen formed a friendship
and discussed their voting
preferences, but did not
formally align.

Cycle4 Tagi Tagi Ramona Tagi: The Sean and Dirk Richard was the only Tagi
friendship continued, but no tribe member able to catch
voting alliance formed. fish. Greg from Pagong

caught rats. Ramona sat
out of the immunity
challenge after being sick
for aweek.

Cycleb Pagong Pagong Dirk Tagi: Richard got Kelly and Tagi tribe members were
Sueto join the Tagi alliance. concerned over Dirk’s
Kelly and Sue forge a sub- weight loss and did not
alliance. like his constant religious

references.

Cycle6 Pagong Tagi Joel Tagi: The Tagi alliance of Richard blundered the

Richard, Rudy, Sue, and Kelly
was firmly entrenched.

reward challenge. Sean
refused to join the
aliance. Joel was
perceived as being sexist.
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Cycle7 NONE Greg Gretchen The tribes merged. Sean
adopted an Alphabet
Voting Strategy but no
one knew about it.
Gretchen was perceived
as the strongest player.

Cycle 8 Greg Gervase Greg Colleen, Jenna, and Kelly Richard was still the only

(invited formed afriendship. tribe member who had

all) caught any fish. Former
Pagong members became
certain about the Tagi
alliance.

Cycle9 Colleen Rudy Jenna Colleen, Jenna, and Gervase Sean disclosed his

(invited formed an alliancein an alphabet voting strategy
Jenna) unsuccessful attempt to vote and that Jenna was next.
off Richard. They tried to The Tagi alliance became
recruit Sean and to get Kelly to | increasingly uncertain of
defect from the Tagi alliance, Kelly’s allegiance.
but Sean’ sinsistence that Kelly
join proved fatal. Kelly’s vote
against the alliance was not
disclosed.
Cycle10 | Gervase Richard Gervase With seven castaways
(invited remaining, the Tagi alliance had
al) an absolute majority.
Cycle11l | Sean Kelly Colleen Kelly refused to vote with the All learned of Kelly’'s
(invited Tagi alliance to eliminate defection. After this
Richard) Colleen. point, Kelly's
involvement was not
needed for the alliance to
succeed.

Cycle12 | Kelly Kelly Sean Kelly voted with the Tagi Sue threatened to have
alliance to eliminate Sean. Sue Kelly eliminated at her
tried to get Richard to sub-align | first opportunity.
with her.

Cycle13 | NONE Kelly Susan The Richard and Rudy sub- Kelly switched her vote
alliance remained intact, voting from Richard to Sue after
to eliminate Sue. atieresulted in a 2-2 vote.

NONE Kelly Rudy Richard voluntarily gave

up in the immunity
contest. Kelly won
immunity and therefore
had the only vote. She
voted to eliminate Rudy.
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