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Proof  
  

 We restrict our attention to pure-strategy sub-game perfect equilibria and assume 

strict inequalities across the game’s four parameters (α , c, β,  l).  Assuming that the 

court is composed of judges with homogenous preferences, we solve the game using 

simple backwards induction.  There is a single sub-game perfect Nash equilibrium to 

the game with four specific cases, each of which depends on the relative values 

attached to the relevant parameters. 

. 

 

       Case 1: “Loyalist Court” (Pro, Pro, Pro) 

       At each of the four final nodes in the game, Judge 3 rules in favor of the government                            

under the following conditions:  

1) (α – c) + (β – l) > β – l 

      α – c > 0 

      α > c  

2)  (α – c) + (β – l) > 0 

     (α – c) > (l- β)  

3) (α – c) > 0 

 α > c  

Likewise, Judge 2 always rules in favor of the government if: 

1)  (α – c) + (β – l) > β – l 

     α – c > 0 

     α > c  

2)  (α – c) + (β – l) > 0 

      (α – c) > (l- β)  

Judge 1 rules in favor of the government if: 

1) (α – c) + (β – l) > β – l 

     α – c > 0 

     α > c  

Case 2: “Policy Seeker” Court (Anti, Pro, Pro) 

How Judge 3 rules here depends on the node of the game.  Judge 3 rules against the 

government if: 

1) (α – c) + (β – l) < β – l 

    α – c < 0 

      α < c  

2)  α – c < 0 

       α < c  

Judge 3 rules in favor of the government if: 

3)  (α – c) + (β – l) > 0 

      (α – c) > (l- β)  

Likewise, Judge 2 rules against the government if: 

1) (α – c) + (β – l) < β – l 

    α – c < 0 

      α < c  

Judge 2 rules in favor of the government if: 
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2)  (α – c) + (β – l) > 0 

      (α – c) > (l- β)  

Given the choices made by Judges 2 and 3, Judge 1 rules against the government if: 

 1) (α – c) + (β – l) < β – l 

    α – c < 0 

      α < c  

 

Case 3: “Institutionalist” Court (Pro, Anti, Anti) 

This case is the mirror image of the “Policy Seeker” Court.  Judge 3 rules in favor of 

the government if: 

1) (α – c) + (β – l) > β – l 

    α – c > 0 

      α > c  

2)  α – c > 0 

       α > c  

Judge 3 rules against the government if: 

3) (α – c) + (β – l) < 0 

    (α – c) < (l- β)  

Judge 2 rules in favor of the government if: 

1) α – c > 0 

     α > c 

Judge 2 rules against the government if: 

2)  (α – c) + (β – l) < 0 

      (α – c) < (l- β)  

Judge 1 rules in favor of the government if: 

 1) α – c > 0 

     α > c  

 

Case 4: “Careerist” Court (Anti, Anti, Anti) 

      This case is the mirror image of the “Loyalist” Court.  Judge 3 rules against the 

government if:  

1) (α – c) + (β – l) < β – l 

      α – c < 0 

      α < c  

2)  (α – c) + (β – l) < 0 

     (α – c) < (l- β)  

3) (α – c) < 0 

 α < c 

Judge 2 rules against the government if: 

1)  (α – c) + (β – l) < 0 

      (α – c) < (l- β) 

2) (α – c) < 0 

 α < c 

Judge 1 rules against the government if: 

1) (α – c) < 0 

 α < c 
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Table A: Total Numbers of Decree Cases By Issue Type 

 
 Total 

# of 
Cases 

Armed 

Forces 

Const Interp Claims Cust Proc Hab Amp Jur Fed Jud Prop Publ Tax Emerg 

1976 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

1977 3 0 0 2 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

1978 1 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

1979 5 0 3 2 0 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 0 1 0 0 

1980 6 0 2 3 0 0 0 3 0 0 0 1 0 1 0 0 

1981 9 1 4 5 1 0 0 9 0 0 0 0 0 7 1 0 

1982* 22 0 4 10 4 0 1 1 1 0 0 1 0 3 2 1 

1983* 18 0 7 7 1 0 0 0 4 0 0 0 0 4 0 0 

1984 7 0 3 3 0 0 0 0 2 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 

1985 7 0 0 5 0 0 0 0 2 1 0 0 0 1 0 0 

1986 13 1 2 10 2 0 0 0 4 1 0 2 0 0 1 0 

1987 29 0 10 16 3 0 2 0 9 5 3 2 0 3 4 0 

1988* 27 1 9 19 5 0 1 1 2 1 1 2 0 6 1 0 

1989* 14 2 2 10 5 0 0 0 1 0 0 2 0 1 1 2 

1990 10 0 3 5 0 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 0 0 0 2 

1991 6 0 2 1 2 0 0 0 2 0 1 3 0 0 0 0 

1992 13 0 1 10 1 0 0 0 3 0 4 0 0 0 1 0 

1993 32 2 3 23 7 0 0 0 7 2 2 2 0 2 3 1 

1994* 24 1 4 20 5 1 0 0 4 1 2 0 0 1 3 0 

1995* 29 0 8 21 5 0 1 0 6 1 3 0 0 3 2 1 

1996 30 1 11 12 10 1 0 0 5 4 0 1 0 3 5 0 

1997 36 2 16 18 5 1 0 1 5 2 3 1 1 1 12 0 

1998* 41 1 18 9 9 1 0 0 9 3 3 2 1 4 10 1 

1999* 32 1 9 12 7 4 0 0 7 0 2 1 1 3 6 0 

2000 8 0 6 3 1 0 0 0 3 1 2 0 0 0 0 0 

Total 422 13 128 226 74 8 5 17 79 22 20 21 3 38 52 8 

 

Note:  The issue categories are based on the summaries of the decisions contained in the 

published Argentine Supreme Court Decisions. Thus, a single case can be coded in more 

than one issue category. Abbreviations are as follow: Const=Constitutional; 

Interp=Interpretation; Cust=Customs; Proc=Precedures; Amp=Amparo; Jur=Jurisdiction; 

Prop=Property; Emerg=Emergency Powers.   

 

** Indicates 2-year transition periods 
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Figures 1-24: Changes in Percentages of Anti-Government Decisions Over Time by 
Each Individual Judge Serving Before and During Periods of Institutional 

Instability   
 

Figure 1: A. Gabrielli, 1976-1983  
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Figure 2: A. Rossi, 1976-1983  
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Figure 3: E. Guastavino, 1978-1983 
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Figure 4: J. Caballero, 1983-1990 
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Figure 5:  A. Belluscio, 1983-1989 
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Figure 6:  C. Fayt, 1983-1989 
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Figure 7: E. Petracchi, 1983-1989 
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Figure 8: J. Bacqué, 1985-1989 
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Figure 9: A. Belluscio, 1989-1995 
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Figure 10: C. Fayt, 1989-1995 

0
1
0

2
0

3
0

4
0

5
0

6
0

7
0

8
0

9
0
1
0
0

A
n
ti
-G
o
v
e
rn
m
e
n
t 
V
o
te
s
(%
)

1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995
         

Fayt

 



 9 

 

Figure 11:  E. Petracchi, 1989-1995 

0
1
0

2
0

3
0

4
0

5
0

6
0

7
0

8
0

9
0
1
0
0

A
n
ti
-G
o
v
e
rn
m
e
n
t 
V
o
te
s(
%
)

1989 1990 1991 1992 1993 1994 1995
         

Petracchi

 
 

 
 
 
 
 

Figure 12:  R. Levene, 1990-1995 
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Figure 13:  J. Nazareno, 1990-1995 
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Figure 14:  E. Moliné O’Connor, 1990-1995 
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Figure 15: A. Boggiano, 1991-1995 
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Figure 16: A. Belluscio, 1995-2000 
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Figure 17:  C. Fayt, 1995-2000 
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Figure 18: E. Petracchi, 1995-2000 
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Figure 19:  J. Nazareno, 1995-2000 
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Figure 20:  E. Moliné O’Connor, 1995-2000 
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Figure 21: A. Boggiano, 1995-2000 
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Figure 22: G. Bossert, 1995-2000 
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Figure 23: G. López, 1995-2000 
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Figure 24: A. Vázquez, 1995-2000 
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