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Abstract
While the issue of legal uncertainty is widely discussed and considered of fundamental
importance among those involved in the design and implementation of public policy and
among legal experts and economists, the concept has never up to now been formalised
and the welfare “costs of legal uncertainty” has never been analysed using economic
theory. Our main objective in this paper will be to extend the framework that we have
developed for analysing optimal legal standards (Katsoulacos and Ulph, 2009), in order
to examine the welfare implications of legal uncertainty and to compare alternative
decision and enforcement procedures of Competition Authorities under varying degrees
of Legal Uncertainty. The degree of Legal Uncertainty is made to depend on the
information available to the Authority concerning the characteristics of firms and their
environment, that determine the harm/benefit generated by their actions, and on the
information available to the firms about these characteristics and about the assessment
criteria/models used by the Authority. Our analysis shows that:
- There is no automatic equivalence between Effects-Based rules and Legal
Uncertainty.
- There is no monotonic link between Legal Uncertainty and welfare. While very
great degrees of Legal Uncertainty are welfare reducing, welfare can be higher
when there is some degree of Legal Uncertainty than when there is no Legal
Uncertainty. This is true also when firms can invest into reducing Legal
Uncertainty and it is more likely to be true when procedural uncertainty is also
present.
- If the tests on which Effects-Based procedures are based are good enough to
enable the Authority to effectively discriminate then Effects-Based procedures
will often be welfare superior to Per Se rules even though they involve Legal
Uncertainty.
1

Professor, Dept. of Economics, Athens University of Economics and Business; E-mail: ysk@hol.gr
Professor, Dept of Economics, University of St. Andrews. du1@st-andrews.ac.uk
3
Version 1: February 2009, see www.cresse.info
4
We are grateful for the comments of participants at the IMEDIPA Santorini Workshop, May 28th 2009; the CRETE
Conference, Tinos, July 9 – 12, 2009; the INTERTIC Conference, Milan, September 15, 2009 and the OFT Meeting on
the ESRC Project on “Optimal Enforcement Procedures”, January 11, 2010.
2

1. Introduction
An important issue when considering what type of enforcement procedure to use in
situations in which regulatory intervention in markets is deemed necessary is that of
Legal Certainty5. Certain enforcement or decision procedures are thought of, ceteris
paribus, as being superior because their “cost” in terms, or as a result, of the legal
uncertainty6 generated when these procedures are adopted is relatively low. This issue is
important for a broad range of regulatory interventions7 which are induced by the
following set of circumstances: (a) agents are taking actions that are privately beneficial
but from a wider social viewpoint may be harmful or beneficial (b) the degree of social
harm/benefit varies with the circumstances under which the action is taken (c) the
authority/regulator cannot observe the precise circumstances under which any given
action is taken.
While the issue of legal uncertainty has been widely alluded to and considered of
fundamental importance among those involved in the design and implementation of
public policy and, especially among legal experts, the concept has never up to now been
formalised and the “cost of legal uncertainty” has never been analysed using economic
theory8. The present paper attempts to do exactly that.
The context of many of the discussions on legal uncertainty usually involves
comparisons of Effects-Based (or what alternatively can be termed discriminating) and
Per Se decision rules or enforcement procedures9. The idea is that under Per Se rules
5

Legal scholars and social scientists have, of course, discussed the issue in a much wider context. Among early
prominent authors, Max Weber, thought of legal certainty as necessary for capitalist progress – see discussion in Amato
(1983) with extensive references to legal scholars including Posner’s (1977). In the more specific context with which
we are concerned here, Forrester (2000) notes that “Legal certainty....... is very frequently invoked as a prime concern
for those responsible for enforcing the competition rules. Advocates General, article writers and the Commission itself
have each stated on various occasions how important it was to ensure legal certainty”. In the context of network
industry regulation, see de Hautecloque (2008).
6
Lack of ability to predict the outcome of a legal dispute. Amato (1983) defines “legal uncertainty” as a “situation that
obtains when the (legal) rule that is relevant to a given act or transaction is said by informed attorneys to have an
expected official outcome at or near the 0.5 level of predictability”.
7
These include interventions associated with the application of Competition Policy, Sectoral Regulation,
Environmental Policy, Tax Compliance mechanisms etc.
8
Indeed there are no formal or comprehensive discussions concerning exactly how “legal uncertainty” generates
social welfare costs though issues relating to risk-adversity, potentially adverse deterrence effects, costs to firms for
obtaining and analyzing information to reduce uncertainty and the fact that penalties are less easy to justify if an action
is condemned, are recognized as important considerations. As will become clear below, the emphasis in this paper is on
deterrence effects and in an extension we allow firms to reduce uncertainty by incurring some costs.
9
Under a Per Se procedure an Authority allows or disallows an entire class of actions without trying to identify more
carefully sub-classes of actions that might generally be harmful or generally benign. A discriminating legal standard or

either all actions are allowed or all are disallowed, depending on whether their average
harm is negative or positive, whereas under Effects-Based procedures, the Authority will
allow some actions and disallow others. When agents make the decision as to whether or
not to undertake the action they have to consider the possibility that it might come under
scrutiny by the Authority. Consequently, it is argued, under a Per Se rule they are certain
how the action will be treated, whereas, under an Effects-Based approach, they do not
know for sure what decision would be taken by the Authority. This Legal Uncertainty
induced by effects –based procedures is harmful and should lead the Authority to favour
Per Se procedures. The issue has gained in importance recently as Competition
Authorities (CAs) at both national and EU level have adopted many significant reforms
in decision and enforcement procedures, increasing reliance on economics-based
methodologies and consequent use of an Effects-Based rather than a Per Se approach to
deciding cases.
However arguments about the implications of LU for the choice of legal standards
have typically been asserted rather than demonstrated and have not been subjected to
rigorous scrutiny. In this paper we adapt the framework of K&U (2009) and use it to
subject these ideas to rigorous analysis. Our analysis shows that whether legal uncertainty
emerges under an Effects-Based procedure, its nature and extent, the implications for firm
behaviour and the consequent choice of legal standard, depends crucially on:
•

the information available to the Authority concerning the characteristics of firms
and their environment that determine the harm/benefit generated by their actions,

•

the information available to the firms about these characteristics and about the
assessment criteria/tests and models used by the Authority,

•

The costs that the firms will have to incur in order to “reduce” Legal Uncertainty

•

The procedural uncertainty that the firms might also face – in terms of incomplete
coverage by the CA of the actions that should be investigated and delays in
reaching decision under some decision rules.
A number of interesting points and results emerge from our analysis:

Effects-Based approach requires the Authority to establish explicit criteria for deeming some actions to be harmful and
others benign and to then investigate each case to see which of these criteria it meets. An extreme form of the EffectsBased approach is what in US is termed Rule – of – Reason under which competition authorities have the discretion to
apply different economic methodologies and criteria on a case-by-case basis.

(i) It is often presumed that just because Effects-Based procedures will make
different decisions in different cases, they necessarily create Legal
Uncertainty. But this is wrong. Suppose that, even after an investigation, the
Authority cannot determine all the relevant characteristics that determine the
harm/benefit caused by an action taken by any firm, but nevertheless can
accurately measure a subset of these, and that the firms taking the actions also
know the value of these characteristics. Suppose the Authority uses a decision
rule that it will disallow all actions where the vector of characteristics lies in a
particular set but allow all other actions. For example it might disallow all
actions where market share exceeds a particular value – having made clear the
methodology and all the factors that will take into account in reaching an
estimate of market share.

And suppose that this decision rule can be

communicated effectively to firms. This is an Effects-Based rule because
different decisions will be made in different cases. Moreover it will typically
be subject to both Type I Errors (False Acquittals) and Type II Errors (False
Convictions) because there are harm-relevant characteristics that are excluded
from the test. But there will be absolutely no Legal Uncertainty. Every firm
knows the value of the characteristics that will lead the Authority to make its
decision and so will know in advance exactly what decision will be made in
its case were it ever to be investigated. Put somewhat differently, it is very
important to distinguish between variability of treatment and uncertainty of
treatment. Effects-Based procedures generate variability of treatment but not
necessarily uncertainty of treatment. The crucial result we establish is that
provided the Effects-Based rule can effectively discriminate – in the sense
defined in K&U (2009) – then welfare under an Effects-Based rule with no
Legal Uncertainty is higher than under a Per Se rule. So not only is Per Se
not the only way of achieving Legal Certainty, it is not necessarily the best
way of achieving it. This result is important because it suggests that Legal
Certainty might best be achieved by Effects-Based procedures provided the
tests are based on factor that are known to firms and that the rule is made
transparent.

(ii) In many cases of course these circumstances may not arise, and Authorities may
use tests based on factors or characteristics not readily observable by firms
and, in addition, may not want or may not be able to fully reveal and explain
the nature of the tests to firms. For example firms may know that decisions
are based at least in part on a market share test, but not know all the factors
that will potentially affect what definition of market will be used.
Consequently, the things that firms know about themselves and their
environment may only be loosely connected to the characteristics on which
the test is based, and so firms do not know for sure whether their action will
be disallowed but can only calculate/perceive the probability that it’s being
disallowed were it ever to come before the Authority. Moreover, since firms
differ in their characteristics and/or environment, in general different firms
will attach different probabilities to their action’s being disallowed. So now
there is what we call Partial Legal Uncertainty. In particular, suppose that, as
in K&U (2009), under Partial Legal Uncertainty, firms:
•

know whether their conduct is harmful or benign;

•

do not know the values of the underlying characteristics which make their
actions harmful or benign;

•

but know enough about how the Authority will assess their conduct, that
they calculate/perceive the probability of the Authority’s making Type I
and Type II errors.

For this case we establish two important results.
1. If the authority uses an Effects-Based procedure then welfare in this
situation where there is Legal Uncertainty could still be higher than in the
situation described in (i) above where there was no Legal Uncertainty. So
Legal Uncertainty can be welfare-enhancing.

This is because Legal

Uncertainty can generate deterrence effects that are on balance welfareimproving. A fortiori if the Effects-Based rule can effectively discriminate
then, given the result we reported in (i) welfare will be higher than under
Per Se.

2. Even if under an Effects-Based procedure welfare is lower with Legal
Uncertainty than in the situation in (i) where there is no Legal Uncertainty,
welfare may still be higher than under Per Se. This is because:
-

If the Effects-Based procedure can effectively discriminate it has lower
costs of decision errors

-

Firms whose actions are harmful face a higher probability of having their
actions disallowed than firms whose actions are benign and so, given that
firms know their type, there is greater deterrence of harmful actions than
benign actions.

(iii) In the most extreme case of Complete Legal Uncertainty firms may know so
little about the characteristics that the Authority might use in the tests that it
will conduct in any specific case and about the nature of the tests that it will
employ, that not only do they not know for sure whether their action will be
allowed or disallowed and can only calculate/perceive a probability of its
being disallowed, but, this probability is unrelated to anything that the firm
knows about itself and is common to all firms10 . Effectively the only thing
that firms know is how often on average actions of the type they are
contemplating taking are disallowed when they come before the Authority.
For this reason this case is referred to as the “average deterrence”11 case
while that in (ii) above is referred to as “marginal deterrence”. The key
result we establish is that if the CA uses an Effects-Based procedure then
welfare under Complete Legal Uncertainty (and average deterrence) will be
lower than welfare under Partial Legal Uncertainty (and marginal
deterrence) and the likelihood that Effects-Based procedures welfare dominate
Per Se is correspondingly smaller. But even in this case of Complete Legal

10

Vickers (2007) also distinguishes between “discretionary decision making” by an Authoirty “based on
whatever is thought to be desirable in economic terms case by case” and the Effects-Based approach proposed recently
in EU. The case-by-case approach can be thought of as Rule of Reason. The Effects-Based approach need not
necessarily produce legal uncertainty in the second sense above, as when the Authority uses clearly specified models
and criteria that allow firms to anticipate correctly how their conduct will be assessed—in the sense of correctly
anticipating when the conduct will be allowed or disallowed depending on whether it is harmful or benign.
11

See Katsoulacos and Ulph (2008a, b); also Immordino and Polo (2008).

Uncertainty welfare may still be higher under an effects –based procedure
than under Per Se.
(iv) Allowing firms to reduce legal uncertainly by incurring some costs does not alter
the qualitative nature of the welfare comparisons between Partial and No
Legal Uncertainty as stated above.
(v) Procedural uncertainty due to incomplete coverage and decision-making delays
has some rather subtle implications for deterrence and may actually increase
the attractiveness of Partial vs. No Legal Uncertainty.
To summarise:
•

There is no automatic equivalence between Effects-Based rules and Legal
Uncertainty.

•

There is no monotonic link between Legal Uncertainty and welfare. While
very great degrees of Legal Uncertainty are welfare reducing, welfare can be
higher when there is some degree of Legal Uncertainty than when there is no
Legal Uncertainty. This is true also when firms can invest into reducing Legal
Uncertainty and it is more likely to be true when procedural uncertainty is also
present.

•

If the tests on which Effects-Based procedures are based are good enough to
enable the Authority to effectively discriminate then Effects-Based procedures
will often be welfare superior to Per Se rules even though they involve Legal
Uncertainty.

2. The Model

We begin by setting out a base model which is identical to that employed by Katsoulacos
& Ulph (2009) except that, to start with, we ignore all procedural uncertainty by
assuming that all cases are investigated (the coverage rate is 1) and that there are no
delays in reaching a decision. Later we will consider some extensions.

a. Basic Set Up

There is a population of firms of size 1 that could take a particular type of action.

A

fraction γ , 0 < γ < 1 come from a Harmful environment so, if they take the action and it
is not stopped, this generates harm hH > 0 The remaining fraction come from a Benign

environment, so, if they take the action, this generates harm hB < 0 .

Thus,

h = γ hH + (1 − γ )hB is the average harm. The type of action is said to be Presumptively

Legal (resp. Illegal) if h < 0

( resp.

)

h>0 .

In the absence of any intervention by the Competition Authority taking an action will
confer a private benefit b > 0 for the firm. The distribution of b is independent of the
environment

from

which

the

firm

comes

and

is

given

by

F ( b ) , 0 < F (b) < 1; F ′(b) > 0 .

b. Competition Authority Decision Procedures

There is a Competition Authority (hereafter CA) which investigates all actions that are
taken. It uses one of two decision procedures.

Per Se

Here it allows all actions if they are Presumptively Legal and disallows all

actions if they are Presumptively Illegal. Note that the fundamental characteristics of Per
Se rules are that (i) the CAs decisions are based on the average harm of the type of action
considered, so (ii) each action is treated in the same way – they are either all allowed or

disallowed and (iii) only one type of error is made – Type I for presumptively illegal and
Type II for Presumptively Legal actions.

Effects-Based Under this procedure the CA undertakes an investigation of each action

as a result of which it gets a signal of the likely harm caused by the action. This signal,
which is only imperfectly correlated with the true harm will be either a “Positive Harm” indicating that the action is likely to reduce welfare - or a “Negative Harm” - indicating
that the action is likely to increase welfare – signal. The probability that a Benign action
generates a Negative Harm signal is pB , 0 < pB < 1 ; the probability that a Harmful
action generates a Positive Harm signal is pH , 0 < pH < 1 .

We assume that the

underlying “model” used by the CA in its investigation to generate the signal has some
discriminatory power so that pB + pH > 1 so firms from the Harmful environment are

more likely to generate a Positive Harm signal than are firms from the Benign
environment, and, correspondingly, firms from the Benign environment are more likely
to generate a Negative Harm signal than are firms from the Harmful environment.

The decision rule used by the CA is to allow all actions that give a Negative signal and
disallow those that give a Positive signal.

We want to assume that the Effects-Based decision rule is not a “straw man” and that this
is in fact a sensible decision rule to use given the signals generated by the CA’s
investigation. To do this we need to strengthen the assumption we make about the
discriminatory power of the CA’s model.

ASSUMPTION Assume that the Effects-Based Rule can Effectively Discriminate – so

for Presumptively Legal type of action this requires that

qH =

(1 − γ ) ( − hB )
pH
>
= sL > 1
1 − pB
γ hH

(1)

while for Presumptively Illegal type of action this requires that

qB ≡

pB
γ hH
>
≡ sI > 1 .
1 − pH (1 − γ ) ( −hB )

(2)

Here qH ( resp. qB ) is the measure of the discriminating quality of the model the CA
uses to generate its signals of potential harm for Presumptively Legal (resp. Illegal) types
of action12

and sL ( resp. sI ) is the strength of the presumption of Legality

(resp.

Illegality).

Then, as shown in Katsoulacos & Ulph (2009) whether the act is Presumptively Legal or
Illegal the Cost of Decision Errors (CDE) will be lower under the Effects-Based rule than

under the Per Se decision rule.

Finally assume that under both a Per Se and an Effects-Based decision procedure:
a. there is no delay in reaching a decision;
b. a firm that has its action disallowed has to pay a penalty Φ > 0 .

c. Behaviour of Firms

Firms have to decide whether or not to take the action, and obviously a factor that will be
relevant to them in reaching this decision is the anticipated likely decision by the CA
when it investigates the action.

So behaviour varies depending on what decision

procedure the CA uses.

Per Se

Here it is obvious that if the action is Presumptively Legal then all firms will

make benefit b > 0 by taking it and so all will take the action.

If the action is

Presumptively Illegal then all firms make a profit −Φ if they take the action – so none

does. So, in an obvious notation, irrespective of which environment a firm comes
12

So, for Presumptively Legal (resp. Illegal) types of action what matters is how good the model is at
detecting Harmful (resp. Benign) actions .

from, the fraction of firms deterred from taking the action in each of these two cases is:
F PSL = 0; F PSI = 1

Effects Based Here we distinguish between 3 different information scenarios.

Scenario 1:

No Legal Uncertainty

Here we assume that even though, after an investigation, the CA cannot determine all the
relevant characteristics that determine the harm/benefit caused by an action, nevertheless
it can accurately measure a subset of these, and the firms taking the actions also know the
value of these characteristics as well as their type (Benign or Harmful). The CA uses a
decision rule that will disallow all actions where the vector of characteristics lies in a
particular set but allow all other actions. Also, this decision rule can be communicated
effectively to firms.
This decision rule is Effects-Based as, in contrast to Per Se, the CA:
-

Does not decide on the basis of average harm

-

Individual actions are treated differently

-

There are both Type I & II decision errors

In particular, the CA’s “model” disallows a fraction 1 − pB of benign actions and allows
a fraction 1 − pΗ of harmful actions.
But there is absolutely no Legal Uncertainty.

Every firm knows the value of the

characteristics that will lead the CA to make its decision and knows in advance exactly
what decision will be made in each case.

So we have:

Proposition 1 Per Se is not the only way of generating Legal Certainty. There can be

Legal Certainty under an Effects Based decision procedure provided the decision criteria
are based on factors that are observable by firms themselves and the decision rule is made
known to firms.

Note that under this Effects Based Rule with No Legal Uncertainty a fraction of

FBEB 0 = 1 − pB

(3)

of benign actions and a fraction

FHEB 0 = pH

(3’)

of harmful actions will not be undertaken, as the firms know for certain that these actions
will be disallowed, where:

0 < FBEB 0 < FHEB 0 < 1

(3’’)

Notice however that here, as under Per Se, the actions not undertaken are not “deterred”
in the sense of “deterrence due to uncertainty arising from imperfect ability to predict
how a specific action will be treated”.

Scenario 2:

Partial Legal Uncertainty

Here we assume that firms know what it is that is of concern to the authority and whether
or not their action is likely to be harmful or benign (that is they know their
type/environment - Harmful or Benign) but they do not know the signal that will be
generated as a result of the CA applying its model to their specific case. This may arise
either because they know the type of factors that the CA will use in making its decision
but they do not know the values of these in their own context13, or because the CA does
not reveal what factors (or, all the factors) that it takes into account. So they have Legal
Uncertainty about what decision will be taken in their case. However, by knowing their
type they at least know something that is correlated with the criteria on which the CA will
be making its decision.

Note 1: There is a rather striking symmetry in the asymmetrical informational position

of the CA and firms: the CA would like to know firms’ types but can only observe the
signal generated by the application of its “model”; firms would like to know what signal
would be generated in their own specific case, but only know their own type.

13

And moreover are not prepared to incur the cost of discovering this.

We assume also that each firm knows enough about the CA’s decision process to know
the probability pe , e = B, H

that applies to a firm from their environment14. Let

be , e = B, H be the minimum value of private benefit for which the expected profit of a
firm from environment e will be zero. This is given by:

bB =

(1 − pB ) Φ ;
pB

bH =

pH Φ
; 0 < bB < bH
(1 − pH )

(4)

So under an Effects Based Rule with Partial Legal Uncertainty the fraction of firms from
each of the two environments that are deterred from taking the action is:
FBEBP = F ( b B ) ; FHEBP = F ( b H ) : 0 < FBEBP < FHEBP < 1 .

Scenario 3:

(5)

Complete Legal Uncertainty

In this case we assume that firms know neither whether their specific action will be
allowed or disallowed if investigated (as in Scenario 2 above), nor do they know what
effect their action will have on welfare – they do not know their type. All they know is
the average probability of having an action disallowed
p = γ pH + (1 − γ ). (1 − pB ) .
So let:
pΦ
: b B < b < b H
b =
1− p

(6)

be the critical value of private benefit at which expected profits are zero when firms
know only the average probability of having their action disallowed.

Then irrespective

of which environment a firm comes from under an Effects Based Rule with Complete
Legal Uncertainty the fraction of firms that are deterred from taking the action will be:

14

Following Immordino and Polo (2007) this situation can also be referred to as one of marginal
deterrence.

()

F EBC = F b ; FBEBP < F EBC < FHEBP .

(7)

Notice the difference in “deterrence” between the case where there is Partial or Complete
Uncertainty and “deterrence” when there is no Legal Uncertainty (under Effects-Based or
Per Se): it is only in the former two cases that “deterrence” is related to “imperfect ability
to predict how a specific action will be treated”.

3. Welfare Comparisons

3.1 Welfare

Since welfare arises solely from those firms that take the action it is clear that welfare in
each of these set-ups is as follows:
W PSL = − h > 0; W PSI = 0

Per Se

(8)

Effects-Based

No Legal Uncertainty

(

)

(

W EB 0 = γ ( − hH ) 1 − FHEB 0 + (1 − γ ) ( − hB ) 1 − FBEB 0

)

(9)

= γ ( − hH )(1 − pH ) + (1 − γ ) ( − hB ) pB

Partial Legal Uncertainty

(

)

(

W EBP = γ ( −hH )(1 − pH ) 1 − FHEBP + (1 − γ ) ( − hB ) pB 1 − FBEBP

)

(10)

Complete Legal Uncertainty
W EBC = ⎣⎡1 − F EBC ⎦⎤ . ⎡⎣γ ( − hH )(1 − pH ) + (1 − γ ) ( − hB ) pB ⎤⎦ .

3.2 Welfare Comparisons

(11)

We now carry out a systematic comparison between the levels of welfare under the
different decision procedures and between different levels of uncertainty.

3.2.1

Per Se vs Effects Based with No Legal Uncertainty

Proposition 2 If the decision criterion used under an Effects-Based procedure can

Effectively Discriminate then when there is No Legal Uncertainty welfare is higher than
under Per Se. Formally if the action is Presumptively Legal (resp. Illegal) then
W EB 0 > W PSL

( resp. W

EB 0

)

> W PSI .

Proof: From (3), (8) and (9) we have
W EB 0 − W PSL = pH ( γ hH ) − (1 − pB ) ⎡⎣(1 − γ ) ( − hB ) ⎤⎦
W EB 0 − W PSI = pB ⎣⎡(1 − γ ) ( −hB ) ⎤⎦ − (1 − pH )( γ hH )

(12)

and the result then follows from (1) and (2).

The implication is that provided:
•

the factors on which the decision is made are known by firms themselves;

•

the rule is made known to firms;

•

and, moreover, the decision rule is sufficiently powerful that the CA can
Effectively Discriminate

then not only is Per Se not the only way of generating Legal Certainty (Proposition 1) it
is not the best way of doing so.

Proposition 2 has the following Corollary which will be useful later:

Corollary 2 Welfare under an Effectively Discriminating Effects-Based procedure with

No Legal Uncertainty is strictly positive, i.e.

W EB 0 > 0

(13)

Proof: Welfare is greater than under Per Se which is either 0 for Presumptively Illegal

acts or − h > 0 for Presumptively Legal actions.

Note 2: The welfare difference between a Per Se decision rule and an Effects-Based

decision procedure with No Legal Uncertainty depends purely on the difference in their
costs of decision errors which in turn depends on the discriminatory power of the

Effects –Based procedure.

3.2.2

No Legal Uncertainty vs Partial Legal Uncertainty

From (9) and (10) we have:

W EB 0 − W EBP = ( FBEBPW EB 0 ) + ⎡⎣ − ( FHEBP − FBEBP ) γ (1 − pH ) hH ⎤⎦

(14)

The first term on the RHS of (14) is what we can call the absolute deterrence effect and,
from (13) is strictly positive. What this tells us is that if, under Partial Legal Uncertainty
deterrence was exactly the same for firms from the Harmful environment than for firms
from the Benign environment, then this is a factor that would lead to welfare being higher
with No Legal Uncertainty than with Partial Legal Uncertainty. This can be explained
given

that,

comparing

(9)

to

(10),

if

i
FHEBP = FBEBP = F

EBP

then

i EBP )W EB 0 ⇒ W EBP < W EB 0 ; it is due to partial legal uncertainty generating,
W EBP = (1 − F

i EBPW EB 0 where
relative to no-uncertainty, additional deterrence that lowers welfare by F

W EB 0 is the average welfare of actions allowed. Deterring an equal number of benign and
harmful actions reduces welfare because, as is clear from (10), the (negative) impact on

welfare of deterring a benign action is larger than the (positive) impact on welfare of
deterring a harmful action by an effectively discriminating Effects-Based rule. Thus, if
under Effects-Based with Partial Legal Uncertainty there were no differential deterrence,
its net effect on welfare would be negative compared to Effects-Based with No Legal
Uncertainty. The first term on the RHS of (14) can be thought of as the Cost of Partial

Legal Uncertainty.

But the second term on the RHS of (14) is negative and represents what we can call the
differential deterrence effect. This just reflects the fact that one of the advantages of

Partial Legal Uncertainty is that it creates greater deterrence for firms from the harmful
environment than for firms from the benign environment.

Given the very general level of our analysis there is no guarantee that one of these terms
is larger than the other and hence no restriction that we can place on the sign of the
welfare difference between No Legal Uncertainty and Partial Legal Uncertainty. So, for
example, depending on precisely where b B and b H fall in the distribution of private
benefits, F ( b B ) can be small and F ( b H ) − F ( b B ) large, or F ( b B ) can be large and
F ( b H ) − F ( b B ) small.

So we have established:

Proposition 3 Welfare can be higher under Partial Legal Uncertainty than under No

Legal Uncertainty.

A very powerful implication of this proposition is that even if the factors that the CA
used to make its decision were observable by firms, and if the way they were used to
form a signal about potential harm and the critical value at which it was decided to
disallow rather than allow were all easily communicable to firms, it may be desirable for
the CA not to reveal this information.

An interesting corollary is:

Corollary 3.1 Other things being equal – same discriminatory power, same deterrence

effects – No Legal Uncertainty is more to be preferred to Partial Legal Uncertainty for

Presumptively Legal actions than for Presumptively Illegal actions.

Proof: For a given level of discriminatory power W EB 0 - and hence the first term on
RHIS of (14) will be higher for Presumptively Legal acts than for Presumptively Illegal
types of action.

Notice that because we assume that the discriminating quality of the Effects-

Note 3

Based decision procedure is exactly the same under all three information scenarios, so too
are the costs of decision errors, consequently the welfare difference in (14) depends
solely on deterrence effects.

From Proposition 2 and Proposition 3 we can establish the following:

Corollary 3.2
(a) If

Partial Legal Uncertainty welfare dominates No Legal Uncertainty then a

fortiori it welfare dominates Per Se.
(b) Even if welfare is lower under Partial Legal Uncertainty than under No Legal

Uncertainty it will still be higher than under Per Se provided the gain in lower
costs of decision errors from having effective discrimination outweighs the
welfare loss from deterrence effects.

3.2.3

Partial Legal Uncertainty vs Complete Legal Uncertainty

From (10) and (11) we have:

(

)

(

W EBP − W EBC = γ (1 − pH ) hH FHEBP − F EBC + (1 − γ ) pB hB FBEBP − FBEBC

)

(15)

From (7) we see that both terms on the RHS of (15) are positive: the first because having

Partial Legal Uncertainty deters more harmful actions and the second because it deters
fewer benign actions compared to the situation of Complete Legal Uncertainty..

So we have:

Proposition 4 Partial Legal Uncertainty welfare dominates Complete Legal Uncertainty

The final welfare comparison we wish to make is:

3.2.4

No Legal Uncertainty vs Complete Legal Uncertainty

It is straightforward to see from (9) and (11) that

W EB 0 − W EBC = F EBC .W EB 0 > 0

(16)

so, all we have in this case is a (larger) absolute deterrence effect than was present in
the comparison between No Legal Uncertainty and Partial Legal Uncertainty with no
offsetting differential deterrence effect. So we have

Proposition 5 No Legal Uncertainty welfare dominates Complete Legal Uncertainty.

4. Extensions

In this section we consider two extensions of the analysis above. First we allow firms to
reduce legal uncertainty by incurring some cost in obtaining and analysing information.
Secondly we allow for the presence of procedural uncertainty – incomplete coverage and
delays in decision making.

4.1 Firms invest to reduce uncertainty

One of the costs sometimes associated with legal uncertainty is that firms have to incur
costs to reduce the uncertainty. Above we have been implicitly assuming that these costs
are too high so firms will never incur them.

To take into account this consideration suppose now that in the case of Partial Legal

Uncertainty firms can, before they take the action, make an investment that will
completely reveal the nature of the test that will be carried out by the CA and the signal
the CA will discover and hence the decision the CA will make. That is firms can buy

Legal Certainty. Suppose that the cost of the investment is C > 0.
Take a firm from the Harmful environment with private benefit b > 0 .

If it makes the

investment then it learns with certainty whether in its case, when investigated, the CA’s
“model” will generate a Negative Harm signal. The probability that it belongs to those
firms that will give a Negative Harm signal when investigated is (1 − pH ) .

So its

expected net profits from making the investment will be (1 − pH ) b − C . However if it
chooses not to reduce the uncertainty then it will take the action only if the expected net
profits from doing so are positive, so its expected profits if it remains uninformed are

MAX ⎡⎣(1 − pH ) b − pH Φ, 0 ⎤⎦ .
From this we can see that if C ≥ pH Φ the firm will choose not to be informed. However
C < pH Φ

if
b H (C ) =
I

then

a

fraction

FHEBPI (C ) = F ⎡⎣b H (C ) ⎤⎦
I

where

C
pH Φ
will choose not to become informed and will not take the
< bH =
1 − pH
(1 − pH )

action while the remaining fraction ⎡⎣1 − FHEBPI (C ) ⎤⎦ will choose to become informed and
will take the action depending on whether they find that they belong to the fraction that
will be allowed or to the fraction that will be disallowed. Notice that since

FHEBPI (C ) < FHEBP

more firms will take the action than in the case where all firms

remained uninformed.

An analogous discussion holds for firms from the Benign environment. In this case the
corresponding

value

of

b

is

b B (C ) =
I

C
(1 − pB )Φ
< bB =
pB
pB

and

a

fraction

FBEBPI (C ) = F ⎡⎣b B (C ) ⎤⎦ will choose not to become informed.
I

So we get the following regimes:

Regime 1

C ≥ pH Φ

Here all firms remain uninformed and welfare under Partial Legal Uncertainty is, as
before:
W EBP (C ) = − ⎡⎣γ (1 − FHEBP ) (1 − pH ) hH + (1 − γ ) (1 − FBEBP ) pB hB ⎤⎦ .

(17)

pH Φ > C ≥ (1 − pB ) Φ

Regime 2

Here all firms from the benign environment remain uninformed while a fraction
⎡⎣1 − FHEBPI (C ) ⎤⎦ of firms from the harmful environment will choose to become informed
and will take the action depending on whether they find that they belong to the fraction
that will be allowed or to the fraction that will be disallowed. Welfare is therefore:

{

(

)

W EBP (C ) = − γ ⎡⎣1 − FHEBPI (C ) ⎤⎦ ⎡⎣(1 − pH ) hH + C ⎤⎦ + (1 − γ ) 1 − FBEBP pB hB
⎧⎪
= − ⎨γ
⎪⎩

}

⎫⎪
⎡
⎛ C ⎞⎤
EBP
⎡
⎤
−
−
+
+
−
−
1
F
1
p
h
C
(1
γ
)
1
F
p
h
(
)
⎢
⎜
⎟⎥ ⎣
H
H
B
B B⎬
⎦
⎝ 1 − pH ⎠ ⎦
⎪⎭
⎣

(

)

(18)

Notice that if

C ≈ pH Φ then welfare is definitely lower than in Regime 1 where

C ≥ pH Φ . This is because the fraction of firms deterred is effectively the same - i.e.
⎛ C
F⎜
⎝ 1 − pH

⎞
EBP
- but now there is a group of firms incurring costs to become
⎟ ≈ FH
⎠

informed, which, pace discussion above, has no welfare advantage compared to just
taking the action and having it allowed/disallowed.

More generally it is interesting to consider how welfare varies with costs within this
regime. Differentiating (18) we get:

(

)

⎧ ⎡ f b I (C )
H
dW EBP
⎪
I
= γ ⎡1 − F b H (C ) ⎤ . ⎨ ⎢
⎣
⎦ ⎢1 − F b I (C )
dC
H
⎩⎪ ⎣

(

)

(

)

⎫
⎤
⎥ . hH + b HI (C ) − 1⎪⎬
⎥
⎦
⎭⎪

(

)

(19)

There are two separate effects of a unit increase in C. First it imposes higher costs on
firms choosing to become informed – which is welfare-reducing. But second it deters
more firms from incurring the costs of becoming informed and taking the action – at least
with some probability. This is a good thing because it avoids some harm and the
incurring of costs which, from the point of view of society are wasteful.
0 ≤ C < (1 − pB ) Φ

Regime 3

Here a fraction of firms from both environments will choose to become informed, and
consequently welfare is:

{

}

W EBP (C ) = − γ ⎡⎣1 − FHEBPI (C ) ⎤⎦ ⎡⎣(1 − pH ) hH + C ⎤⎦ + (1 − γ ) ⎡⎣1 − FBEBPI (C ) ⎤⎦ ( pB hB + C )
⎧⎪ ⎡
⎫⎪
⎡
⎛ C ⎞⎤
⎛ C ⎞⎤
= − ⎨γ ⎢1 − F ⎜
⎟ ⎥ ⎡⎣(1 − pH ) hH + C ⎤⎦ + (1 − γ ) ⎢1 − F ⎜
⎟ ⎥ ( pB hB + C ) ⎬
⎝ 1 − pH ⎠ ⎦
⎝ pB ⎠ ⎦
⎣
⎩⎪ ⎣
⎭⎪

(20)

There are a number of points to note.
First it follows from (20) and (9) that as C → 0, W EBP (C ) → W EB 0 - as is intuitively
obvious.

Second, once again for values of C close the boundary of Regime 2 above, that is
C ≈ (1 − pB ) Φ , welfare is discontinuously lower – because deterrence effects are very

close to those in the higher regime, but now there is a whole new group of firms incurring
learning costs.

Finally to consider more generally how welfare varies with costs on the interior of the
regime we can differentiate (20) to get:

(

)

⎧ ⎡ f b I (C )
H
dW EBP
⎪
I
= γ ⎡1 − F b H (C ) ⎤ . ⎨ ⎢
⎣
⎦ ⎢1 − F b I (C )
dC
⎪⎩ ⎣
H

⎫
⎤
⎥ . hH + b HI (C ) − 1⎪⎬
⎥
⎦
⎭⎪
. (21)
⎧ ⎡ f b I (C ) ⎤
⎫
B
⎪
I
⎥ . h + b IB (C ) − 1⎪⎬
+ (1 − γ ) ⎡1 − F b B (C ) ⎤ . ⎨ ⎢
⎣
⎦ ⎢1 − F b I (C ) ⎥ B
⎪⎩ ⎣
B
⎦
⎭⎪

(

)

(

)

(
(

(

)
)

(

)

)

(

)

The first term on RHS is as before while the sign of the additional second term arising
for firms from the Benign environment is now ambiguous - because the harmful effect of
deterring a few more firms from taking a beneficial action could be offset by the gain
from ensuring that they do not incur costs of becoming informed.

So, in summary, the recognition that firms might incur costs to become informed and
reduce uncertainty has the following implications.

The first is that welfare now explicitly takes account of the costs of becoming informed
and, other things (particularly deterrence effects) being equal welfare will be lower
under Partial Legal Uncertainty than it otherwise would have been. But other things are

not equal and deterrence effects are also affected by the costs of becoming informed. So
the picture is more complex.
The second is that welfare under Partial Legal Uncertainty varies from being equal to
welfare under No Legal Uncertainty – in the case where C = 0 - to being equal to
welfare under Partial Legal Uncertainty as considered in the core part of the paper15 - in
the case where C ≥ pH Φ (Regime 1).

So given the discussion above we can re-state Proposition 3 as follows:
Proposition 6 It is possible that W EBP ( C = pH Φ ) > W EBP (C = 0) = W EBO .

Thirdly welfare varies neither continuously nor monotonically with the costs of becoming
informed, but rather takes two discontinuous upward jumps as costs increase across the
thresholds between the 3 regimes. This has some complex implications as shown in the
two Corollaries that follow:

Corollary 6.1 Even though firms incur costs of becoming informed there may be whole

ranges of costs where welfare will still be higher under Partial Legal Uncertainty than
under No Legal Uncertainty, and, from Proposition 2, a fortiori under Pe Se.
Proof: Certainly in the case where W EBP ( pH Φ ) > W EBP (0) there will be ranges of costs
where

W EBP ( C ) > W EBP (0) = W EB 0 > W PSL .

W EBP ( pH Φ ) < W EBP (0)

there

still

could

On

the
be

other

ranges

hand
of

even

costs

if

where

W EBP ( C ) > W EBP (0) = W EB 0 > W PSL . Figure 1 in the Annex illustrates.

Corollary 6.2 Despite the fact that W EBP ( pH Φ ) > W EBP (0) there could be ranges of

costs for which W EBP ( C ) < W EBP (0) so the costs of becoming informed impose a real

15

In which the implicit assumption was that C is too high for firms to become informed.

welfare loss which drives welfare below that with No Legal Uncertainty. Figure 2 in
Annex illustrates.

4.2 Procedural Uncertainty
So far we have assumed that the only source of uncertainty is that arising from the
decision process of the CA, and we have done this by assuming that every action was
investigated – the coverage rate was 1 – and that there were no delays in reaching a
decision. In this section we want to recognise that there is also an element of procedural
uncertainty generated by the process of investigation by a CA – and the aim is to
understand not just how this affects welfare but also how this interacts with legal
uncertainty – and the comparison between Effects-Based and Per Se procedures.

So let us now suppose the following.
•

Whatever decision rule the CA uses, only a fraction χ , 0 < χ < 1 of actions that
are taken by firms will be investigated by the CA. χ is what we call the coverage
rate.

•

If the CA uses a Per Se decision rule then there is no delay in reaching a decision,
but if it uses an Effects-Based decision rule then there is a delay δ , 0 ≤ δ ≤ 1 in
reaching a decision. This means that a firm will get this fraction of the private
benefit but will also generate this fraction of the social harm/benefit.

To understand the effect of these procedural features on firm behaviour and hence
welfare consider in turn the two decision procedures.

4.2.1 Per Se Decisions

Notice that under Per Se if an action is Presumptively Legal all firms know that their
action will certainly be allowed, so the fact that only a fraction of firms will have their
actions investigated and that there might be a delay in the decision to allow them is
irrelevant. There are still no deterrence effects and once again welfare is:

W PSL = − h > 0 .

(22)

Turning to a Presumptively Illegal action, firms know that, from whatever environment
they come, if they are investigated their action will be disallowed and they will have to
pay a penalty, but there is now a chance that they may not be investigated. So now only a
fraction
⎛ χΦ ⎞
F PSI = F ⎜
⎟
⎝ 1− χ ⎠

(23)

of firms from each environment will be deterred from taking the action, while of those
that do take it a fraction (1 − χ ) will not have the action disallowed. Accordingly welfare
under Per Se Illegality is now:
W PSI = −h.Θ PSI ≤ 0 ,

where

(24)

Θ PSI = (1 − F PSI ) (1 − χ ) , 0 ≤ Θ PSI ≤ 1, Θ PSI = 0 ⇔ χ = 1 is the fraction of

harmful actions that are now taken (that are not deterred and not detected) under Per Se
Illegality due to incomplete coverage and is a strictly decreasing function of χ. So,
comparing (24) with (8) we see that the effect of having incomplete coverage is to lower
welfare, since fewer actions that are on average harmful are disallowed.

4.2.2 Effects-Based Decisions

It is useful to consider in turn the three information scenarios under Effects-Based
procedures.

Scenario 1: No Legal Uncertainty

Here just as with Per Se Legality firms that know they will give a negative signal if
investigated will know that their actions will be allowed and so incomplete coverage and
a possible delay in reaching a decision are irrelevant – there will be no deterrence effect.
On the other hand, just as under Per Se Illegality firms that know they will give a positive
signal if investigated also realise that there is a chance they will not be investigated and,
even if they are, there could be a delay in reaching a decision enabling them to make a
fraction of their private benefit, so the fraction of firms from each environment who will
be deterred will be
⎛
⎞
χΦ
.
F+EB 0 = F ⎜
⎜ 1 − χ (1 − δ ) ⎟⎟
⎝
⎠

(25)

Notice that this is strictly decreasing in δ and so
F+EB 0 ≤ F PSI

(26)

with strict inequality if the delay is positive.

Welfare is therefore:
W EB 0 = γ ( − hH ) ⎡⎣1 − pH + pH Θ +EB 0 ⎤⎦ + (1 − γ ) ( − hB ) ⎡⎣ pB + (1 − pB ) Θ +EB 0 ⎤⎦ (27)
or

(

)

(

)

W EB 0 = γ ( − hH ) ⎡⎣1 − pH 1 − Θ +EB 0 ⎤⎦ + (1 − γ ) ( − hB ) ⎡⎣1 − (1 − pB ) 1 − Θ +EB 0 ⎤⎦ , (27’)

(

)

where Θ +EB 0 = 1 − F+EB 0 [1 − χ (1 − δ ) ] , 0 ≤ Θ +EB 0 ≤ 1 , is the fraction of actions giving a
positive signal that are taken (they are not deterred and not detected) when there is No
Legal Uncertainty - so relative to the situation with no procedural uncertainty (compare
also to equation (9)) there is an increase in the fraction of harmful actions taken of
pH Θ +EBO and an increase in the fraction of benign actions taken of (1 − pB )Θ +EBO . Θ +EBO is
a strictly increasing function of δ, with Θ +EB 0 = Θ PSI ⇔ δ = 0 , and Θ +EB 0 > Θ PSI , δ > 0 ,
because the longer the delay the fewer firms will be deterred and the larger will be the
fraction of harm/benefit generated by those firms that do take the action.

Scenario 2: Partial Legal Uncertainty

Firms now recognise that there is only a chance of being investigated, that if they are
investigated the probability of having their action disallowed will depend on their type,
but that any such decision may incur a delay during which time they can continue to
obtain private benefits. So, analogous to (25), the introduction of incomplete coverage
and a potential delay in making decisions means that, instead of (4), the crucial values of
private benefit below which firms from the two environments will be deterred from
taking the action are now defined by:

bB =

χ (1 − pB ) Φ
χ pH Φ
; bH =
; 0 < bB < bH .
1 − χ (1 − pB ) (1 − δ )
1 − χ pH (1 − δ )

(28)

With these definitions, the fraction of firms from each of the two environments that are
deterred is still given by (5). Consequently welfare is given by:

(

)
) (1 − δ ) ⎤⎦ (1 − F )

W EBP = γ ( −hH ) [1 − χ pH (1 − δ ) ] 1 − FHEBP +
(1 − γ ) ( −hB ) ⎡⎣1 − χ (1 − pB

EBP
B

(29)

Or

W EBP = γ ( −hH ) (1 − pH )(1 − FHEBP ) + γ ( − hH ) pH Θ HEBP
+ +
(1 − γ ) ( −hB ) pB (1 − FBEBP ) + (1 − γ ) ( − hB ) (1 − pB )Θ EBP
B+
EBP
where Θ EBP
)
H + = [1 − χ (1 − δ ) ] (1 − FH

and

(29’)

EBP
Θ EBP
)
B + = [1 − χ (1 − δ ) ] (1 − FB

Θ EBP
H + being the fraction of harmful actions giving a Positive signal that are taken due to
procedural uncertainty and Θ EBP
been the fraction of benign actions giving a Positive
B+
signal that are taken due to procedural uncertainty (compare also (29’) to (10)).

Scenario 3:

Complete Legal Uncertainty

As in the case where there is no procedural uncertainty, exactly the same proportion of
firms from each environment are deterred from taking the action, and is given by
⎛
⎞
χ pΦ
,
F EBC = F ⎜
⎟
⎜ 1 − χ p (1 − δ ) ⎟
⎝
⎠

(30)

FBEBP < F EBC < FHEBP .

(31)

and so, as above,

Welfare is then
⎧⎪γ ( − hH ) [1 − χ pH (1 − δ ) ] +
⎫⎪
W EBC = 1 − F EBC ⎨
⎬.
⎪⎩(1 − γ ) ( − hB ) ⎡⎣1 − χ (1 − pB ) (1 − δ ) ⎤⎦ ⎭⎪

(

)

(32)

How do the welfare comparisons we obtained above go through in this new situation?

4.2.3 Welfare Comparisons

As above we carry out a number of welfare comparisons.

(i)

Per Se vs Effects Based with No Legal Uncertainty

From (22), (24) & (27) it is straightforward to show that,

(

)

W EB 0 − W PSL = 1 − Θ +EB 0 ⎡⎣γ hH pH − (1 − γ ) ( − hB ) (1 − pB ) ⎤⎦

(33)

which is strictly positive if the Effects-Based decision rule can effectively discriminate
while

(
(Θ

)

W EB 0 − W PSI = 1 − Θ +EB 0 ⎡⎣γ (− hH )(1 − pH ) + (1 − γ ) ( − hB ) pB ⎤⎦ −
EB 0
+

)

− Θ PSI h

(34)

where the first term is positive if the Effects-Based decision rule can effectively
discriminate but the second non-positive – and strictly negative if there is positive delay
in reaching decisions under an Effects –Based procedure.

Comparing (33), (34) to

equations (12) we see that procedural uncertainty reduces the difference in welfare under
Effects-Based and Per Se procedures in favour of Per Se procedures. Further now, for
Presumptively Illegal actions the comparison between Per Se and Effects-Based Rules no
longer depends solely on decision cost errors but also on differential deterrence effects
arising from procedural differences between the two decision-making processes.
Specifically we have:

Proposition 7

(i) If an action is Presumptively Legal then an Effect-Based procedure with No Legal
Uncertainty, still under procedural uncertainty,

welfare-dominates Per Se Legality

(though the difference in welfare is now smaller due to the additional deterrence effect of
procedural uncertainty under Effects-Based).
(ii) If an action is Presumptively Illegal then an Effect-Based procedure with No Legal
Uncertainty welfare-dominates Per Se Illegality (PSI) provided the delay in decisionmaking under the Effects-Based decision process is sufficiently small. That is, large
procedural uncertainty can tilt the balance in favour of PSI even though under EffectsBased there is no Legal Uncertainty.

(ii)

No Legal Uncertainty vs Partial Legal Uncertainty

From (27) and (29) we can show that:

(

) (
)
− F ) γ h (1 − χ (1 − δ ) p )

W EB 0 − W EBP = FBEBPW EB 0 − ⎡⎣ FBEBP − F+EBO [1 − χ (1 − δ )][γ hH pH − (1 − γ )(− hB )(1 − p B ) ]⎤⎦

(

− FHEBP

EBP
B

H

H

Or

(

) (
)
− F ) γ h (1 − χ (1 − δ ) p )

W EB 0 − W EBP = FBEBPW EB 0 − ⎡⎣ Θ +EBO − Θ BEBP
[γ hH pH − (1 − γ )(−hB )(1 − p B )]⎤⎦
+

(

− FHEBP

EBP
B

H

H

(35)

As before - equation (14) - there is an absolute deterrence effect (the first term on the
RHS) which is strictly positive and favours Effects-Based with No Legal Uncertainty.
However, this effect is now counteracted by the fact that now an additional fraction of
actions giving a positive signal is taken due to procedural uncertainty under Effects-Based
with and without Legal Uncertainty. The fraction of actions giving a positive signal that
are taken due to procedural uncertainty under Effects-Based and No Legal Uncertainty is
greater than the fraction of benign actions giving a positive signal that are taken due to
procedural uncertainty under Effects-Based with Partial Legal Uncertainty ( Θ +EBO > Θ BEBP
+ )
– so the second term on the RHS of (35) is positive and now favours Effects-Based with
Partial Legal Uncertainty. As before there is again a differential deterrence effect that
also favours Effects-Based with Partial Legal Uncertainty – the third term on the RHS of
(35).

Thus we have:

Proposition 8

(i) Effects-Based with Partial Legal Uncertainty is more likely to dominate EffectsBased with No Legal Uncertainty when there is procedural uncertainty.
(ii) The greater the procedural uncertainty – the smaller, that is, χ (1 − δ ) , the more
likely that Effects-Based with Partial Legal Uncertainty dominates EffectsBased with No Legal Uncertainty.

(iii)

Partial Legal Uncertainty vs. Complete Legal Uncertainty

From (29) and (32) it is straightforward to show that:
W EBP − W EBC = γ (−hH ) [1 − χ pH (1 − δ ) ] ( F EBC − FHEBP )
+ (1 − γ )(−hB ) [1 − χ (1 − pB )(1 − δ ) ] ( F EBC − FBEBP ) > 0

So we have:
Proposition 9

(i) With procedural uncertainty too, Effects-Based with Partial Legal Uncertainty
welfare dominates Effects-Based with Complete Legal Uncertainty.
(ii) The greater the procedural uncertainty – the smaller, that is, χ (1 − δ ) , the greater
the difference in welfare under Effects-Based with Partial Legal Uncertainty
and welfare under Effects-Based with Complete Legal Uncertainty.

5. Conclusions
In this paper we have adapted the framework of K&U (2009) and used it to
subject to rigorous analysis the implications of legal uncertainty for welfare and for the
optimal choice of legal standards. We have shown how these implications depend
crucially on:
•

the information available to the Authority concerning the characteristics of firms
and their environment that determine the harm/benefit generated by their actions,

•

the information available to the firms about these characteristics and about the
assessment criteria/tests and models used by the Authority,

•

The costs that the firms will have to incur in order to “reduce” Legal Uncertainty.

•

The procedural uncertainty that the firms might also face – in terms of incomplete
coverage by the CA of the actions that should be investigated and delays in
reaching decision under some decision rules.

A number of interesting results emerge from our analysis, in particular:

•

There is no automatic equivalence between Effects-Based rules and Legal
Uncertainty.

•

There is no monotonic link between Legal Uncertainty and welfare. While
very great degrees of Legal Uncertainty are welfare reducing, welfare can be
higher when there is some degree of Legal Uncertainty than when there is no
Legal Uncertainty. This is true also when firms can invest into reducing Legal
Uncertainty and it is more likely to be true when procedural uncertainty is also
present.

•

If the tests on which Effects-Based procedures are based are good enough to
enable the Authority to effectively discriminate then Effects-Based procedures
will often be welfare superior to Per Se rules even though they involve Legal
Uncertainty.

Annex
Figure 1
W

W EBP (0)

W EBP ( pH Φ)

(1− pB) Φ

C

pH Φ

Figure 2
W

W EBP ( pH Φ)

W EBP (0)

(1− pB) Φ

C

pH Φ

REFERENCES

Ahlborn C, D Evans and Padilla J (2008) “Unilateral Practices, Antitrust rules and
Judicial Review”, mimeo.
Christiansen, A. and W. Kerber (2006) “Competition Policy with Optimally
Differentiated Rules Instead of “Per Se Rules Vs. Rule of Reason””, Journal of
Competition Law and Economics 2(2), 215-244.
D’Amato Anthony (1983) “Legal Uncertainty”, 71 California Law Review 1, 1983
de Hautecloque Adrien (2008) “Legal Uncertainty and Competition Policy in
Deregulated Network Industries: The case of long-term vertical contracts in the EU
Electricity Markets”, Larsen Working Paper, May 2008.
Forrester Ian (2000) “The Modernisation of EC Antitrust Policy: Compatibility,
Efficiency, Legal Security”, EUI, 2000 EU Competition Workshop.
Immordino G and M Polo (2008) “Judicial Errors and Innovative Activity”, mimeo.
Katsoulacos Y. (2008) “Optimal Legal Standards for Refusals to license Intellectual
Property: an Welfare Based Analysis” Journal of Competition Law and Economics.
Katsoulacos Y. and D. Ulph (2008a) “On Optimal Legal Standards for Competition
Policy When Firms Do Not Know the Welfare Implications of their Actions”, Discussion
Paper 190, Athens University of Economics & Business, see www.cresse.info
(Publications).
Katsoulacos Y. And Ulph D. (2008b) “Optimal Enforcement Structures for Competition
Policy”, mimeo.
Katsoulacos Y. and D. Ulph (2009) “Optimal Legal Standards for Competition Policy: A
General Welfare-Based Analysis”, Journal of Industrial Economics, Sept., Vol. LVII,
No.3
Kokkoris I and I. Lianos (Eds) (2008), “The Reform of EC Competition Law”, Kluwer
Publishers.
Posner R (1977) “Economic Analysis of Law”, 2nd Edition.
Schinkel, M.P. and J. Tuinstra, (2006), “Imperfect competition law enforcement”,
International Journal of Industrial Organisation, 24, 1267-1297.
Sorgard Lars (2009) “Optimal Merger Policy”, Journal of Industrial Economics, Sept.,
Vol. LVII, No.3

Will, B.E. and D. Schmidtchen (2008), “Fightng Cartels: Some Economics of Council
Regulation (EC) 1/2003”, CSLE Discussion Paper, No. 2008-02
Vickers J. (2007), Economics and the Competition Rules, Speech delivered to the British
Institute of International and Comparative Law.

ATHENS UNIVERSITY OF ECONOMICS AND BUSINESS
DEPARTMENT OF ECONOMICS
DISCUSSION

PAPERS

(An electronic version of the paper may be downloaded from: www.econ.aueb.gr )
191.

192.
193.

194.

195.

Nicholas C. Baltas. AN ANALYSIS OF INVESTMENT ACTIVITY IN THE GREEK
AGRICULTURAL PRODUCTS AND FOOD MANUFACTURING SECTOR.
Forthcoming in: Journal of Economic Asymmetries, 2008.
George C. Bitros, AUEB. THE PROPORTIONALITY HYPOTHESIS IN
CAPITAL THEORY: AN ASSESSMENT OF THE LITERATURE. (March 2008).
George C. Bitros, AUEB. AGGREGATION OF PRODUCER DURABLES WITH
EXOGENOUS TECHNICAL CHANGE AND ENDOGENOUS USEFUL LIVES.
Published in: Journal of Economic and Social Measurement, 34 (2009), 133-158.
Efthymios Tsionas, AUEB, Nicholas C. Baltas, AUEB and Dionysios P. Chionis,
Democritus Univ. of Thrace. COST STRUCTURE, EFFICIENCY AND
PRODUCTIVITY IN HELLENIC RAILWAYS. Published in: Journal of Economic
Asymmetries, Vol. 5, No.1, pp. 39-52, 2008.
George C. Bitros, AUEB. THE THEOREM OF PROPORTIONALITY IN
MAINSTREAM CAPITAL THEORY: AN ASSESSMENT OF ITS
CONCEPTUAL FOUNDATIONS. (This paper has evolved from Discussion Paper No.192
under the title “The Hypothesis of Proportionality in Capital Theory: An Assessment of the Literature”.
The present covers only the theoretical literature and it will be supplemented by another paper covering
the empirical literature.) [Sept. 2009].

196.

George C. Bitros, AUEB. THE THEOREM OF PROPORTIONALITY IN
MAINSTREAM CAPITAL THEORY: AN ASSESSMENT OF ITS
APPLICABILITY. (This paper has evolved from Discussion Paper No.192 under the title “The Hypothesis
of Proportionality in Capital Theory: An Assessment of the Literature”. It surveys the empirical literature and
accompanies Discussion Paper No. 195 under the title “The theorem of Proportionality in Mainstream Capital
theory: An Assessment of its Conceptual Foundations.) Forthcoming in a slightly revised version in the Journal of
Economic and Social Measurement.

George D. Demopoulos, European Chair Jean Monnet and AUEB, Nicholas A.
Yannacopoulos, University of Piraeus, and Athanassios N. Yannacopoulos,
AUEB. THEORY AND POLICY IN MONETARY UNIONS: INDETERMINACY
AND OPTIMAL CONTROL. (Feb. 2010).
198. Stelios Arvanitis and Antonis Demos, AUEB. STOCHASTIC EXPANSIONS AND
MOMENT APPROXIMATIONS FOR THREE INDIRECT ESTIMATORS. (June
2010).
199. Yannis Katsoulacos, AUEB and David Ulph, Univ. of St. Andrews. THE
WELFARE EFFECTS OF LEGAL UNCERTAINTY AND ITS IMPLICATIONS
FOR ENFORCEMENT PROCEDURES. (June 2010).
197.

