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Appendix A. Theory Supplement This appendix is designed to provide an understanding of strategic decision making under the dynamic emissions and ambient taxes in cases involving groups composed of a mixture of myopic and strategic firms. We begin by setting up the maximization problem for a strategic firm facing the dynamic emissions tax and provide the first-order necessary conditions. We then set up the maximization problem for a strategic firm facing the dynamic ambient tax and provide parallel conditions. We then provide two propositions related to tax rates and decision making for myopic and strategic players under the two tax instruments. These propositions allow for a better understanding of the comparison between the dynamic emissions and ambient taxes in steady state.



Dynamic emissions tax The profit maximization problem of the representative strategic firm is given by ∞



𝑀𝑎𝑥 � 𝜌𝑡 [𝑅(𝑥𝑖𝑡𝑠 − 𝜏𝑡 𝑥𝑖𝑡𝑠 )] 𝑡=0



𝑁



𝑛𝑚



𝑖=𝑛𝑚 +1



𝑖=1



𝑚 (𝜏𝑡 ) − 𝑋 ∗ � 𝑠. 𝑡. 𝜏𝑡+1 = 𝜏𝑡 + 𝛼 � � 𝑥𝑖𝑡𝑠 + � 𝑥𝑖𝑡



𝜏𝑡 ≥ 0 𝜏0 𝑔𝑖𝑣𝑒𝑛,



(A1)



where ρ is a discount factor that is functionally related to the discount rate, δ, according to = ρ 1 /(1 + δ ) . The discrete-time current-value Hamiltonian for the optimization problem above



can be written as



𝑚



𝑛 𝑠 𝑚 ∗ 𝐻(𝑥𝑖𝑡𝑠 , 𝜏𝑡 , 𝜆𝑡+1 ) = 𝑅(𝑥𝑖𝑡𝑠 ) − 𝜏𝑡 𝑥𝑖𝑡𝑠 + 𝜌𝜆𝑡+1 𝛼�∑𝑁 𝑖=𝑛𝑚 +1 𝑥𝑖𝑡 + ∑𝑖=1 𝑥𝑖𝑡 (𝜏𝑡 ) − 𝑋 �,



and the associated first-order necessary conditions, assuming an interior solution, are
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(A2)



𝑅′(𝑥𝑖𝑡𝑠 ) = 𝜏𝑡 − 𝜌𝜆𝑡+1 𝛼 𝑚 𝑚 𝜌𝜆𝑡+1 − 𝜆𝑡 = 𝑥𝑖𝑡𝑠 − 𝜌𝜆𝑡+1 𝛼 ∑𝑛𝑖=1 𝑥𝑖𝑡 ′(𝜏𝑡 ) 𝜏𝑡+1 − 𝜏𝑡 =



𝑠 𝛼�∑𝑁 𝑖=𝑛𝑚 +1 𝑥𝑖𝑡



+



𝑚 𝑚 (𝜏𝑡 ) ∑𝑛𝑖=1 𝑥𝑖𝑡



(A3a) (A3b) ∗



− 𝑋 �,



(A3c)



𝑚 ′(𝜏𝑡 ) ≤ 0 is the marginal change in emissions for a myopic firm associated with a where 𝑥𝑖𝑡



marginal increase in the tax rate. In steady state, 𝜏𝑡+1 = 𝜏𝑡 , such that (A3c) implies 𝑚



𝑛 𝑠 𝑚 ∗ ∑𝑁 𝑖=𝑛𝑚 +1 𝑥𝑖𝑡 + ∑𝑖=1 𝑥𝑖𝑡 (𝜏𝑡 ) = 𝑋 , i.e. the emissions standard is exactly met. Replacing 𝑚



𝑚 𝑚 ∑𝑛𝑖=1 𝑥𝑖𝑡 ′(𝜏𝑡 ) with 𝑛𝑚 𝑥𝑖𝑡 ′(𝜏𝑡 ), equations (A3a) and (A3b) can be combined to yield equation (5)



in the text.



Dynamic ambient tax Under the dynamic ambient tax, the discrete-time current-value Hamiltonian associated with a representative strategic firm’s optimization problem is 𝐻(𝑥𝑖𝑡�� , 𝜏𝑡 , 𝜆𝑡+1 ) =



𝑚



𝑚



𝑛 𝑛 𝑠 𝑚 𝑁 𝑠 𝑚 ∗ 𝑅(𝑥𝑖𝑡𝑠 ) − 𝜏𝑡 �∑𝑁 𝑖=𝑛𝑚 +1 𝑥𝑖𝑡 + ∑𝑖=1 𝑥𝑖𝑡 (𝜏𝑡 )� + 𝜌𝜆𝑡+1 𝛼�∑𝑖=𝑛𝑚 +1 𝑥𝑖𝑡 + ∑𝑖=1 𝑥𝑖𝑡 (𝜏𝑡 ) − 𝑋 �,



(A4)



and the associated first-order necessary conditions, assuming an interior solution, are



𝑅′(𝑥𝑖𝑡𝑠 ) = 𝜏𝑡 − 𝜌𝜆𝑡+1 𝛼 (A5a) 𝑛𝑚 𝑚 𝑛𝑚 𝑚 𝑛𝑚 𝑚 𝑁 𝑠 𝜌𝜆𝑡+1 − 𝜆𝑡 = ∑𝑖=𝑛𝑚+1 𝑥𝑖𝑡 + ∑𝑖=1 𝑥𝑖𝑡 (𝜏𝑡 ) + 𝜏𝑡 ∑𝑖=1 𝑥𝑖𝑡 ′(𝜏𝑡 ) − 𝜌𝜆𝑡+1 𝛼 ∑𝑖=1 𝑥𝑖𝑡 ′(𝜏𝑡 ) (A5b) 𝑛𝑚 𝑚 𝑠 ∗ 𝜏𝑡+1 − 𝜏𝑡 = 𝛼�∑𝑁 𝑖=𝑛𝑚 +1 𝑥𝑖𝑡 + ∑𝑖=1 𝑥𝑖𝑡 (𝜏𝑡 ) − 𝑋 �. (A5c) 𝑚



𝑚 𝑚 ′(𝜏𝑡 ) with 𝑛𝑚 𝑥𝑖𝑡 ′(𝜏𝑡 ) Similar to the dynamic emissions tax case, after replacing ∑𝑛𝑖=1 𝑥𝑖𝑡



equations (A5a) – (A5c) can be combined to generate equation (8) in the text.



Comparison of emissions and ambient taxes with a mix of strategic and myopic firms We utilize the first-order conditions from under the dynamic emissions and ambient tax cases to compare steady-state tax rates when there is a mixture of firm types. To facilitate this analysis, 3



we provide two propositions. The first proposition establishes that strategic firms will emit less than myopic firms unless the tax rate is greater than or equal to the efficient static tax. The second proposition establishes that under the dynamic emissions tax, the tax rate will always be less than the efficient static tax when there is a mixture of strategic and optimal firms, while it is possible for the tax rate to be higher than the efficient static tax for the dynamic ambient tax.



Proposition 1. Under the dynamic emissions or ambient tax, when the industry includes both myopic and strategic firms, in steady state 𝑥 𝑠 < 𝑋 ∗ ⁄𝑁 < 𝑥 𝑚 if and only if 𝜏 < 𝑅′(𝑋 ∗ ⁄𝑁), otherwise 𝑥 𝑠 ≥ 𝑋 ∗ ⁄𝑁 ≥ 𝑥 𝑚 .



Proof. Given that myopic firms choose to emit at the point where marginal profit is equal to the tax rate, 𝑥 𝑚 ≤ 𝑋 ∗ ⁄𝑁 if and only if 𝜏 ≥ 𝑅′(𝑋 ∗ ⁄𝑁). The steady-state condition requires 𝑛𝑚 𝑥 𝑚 + (𝑁 − 𝑛𝑚 )𝑥 𝑠 = 𝑋 ∗ , so that if 𝑥 𝑚 ≤ 𝑋 ∗ ⁄𝑁 it follows that 𝑥 𝑠 ≥ 𝑋 ∗ ⁄𝑁 in steady state and thus



𝑥 𝑠 ≥ 𝑋 ∗ ⁄𝑁 ≥ 𝑥 𝑚 . Following the same logic, 𝑥 𝑚 > 𝑋 ∗ ⁄𝑁 requires 𝜏 < 𝑅′(𝑋 ∗ ⁄𝑁) and 𝑥 𝑠 < 𝑋 ∗ ⁄𝑁 .



Proposition 2. When the industry is composed of both myopic and strategic firms, 𝜏 ≥



𝑅′(𝑋 ∗ ⁄𝑁) is not possible in the emissions tax case in steady state. In the ambient tax case



both 𝜏 < 𝑅′(𝑋 ∗ ⁄𝑁) and 𝜏 ≥ 𝑅′(𝑋 ∗ ⁄𝑁) are possible in steady state.



Proof. We proceed by first showing that 𝜏 ≥ 𝑅′(𝑋 ∗ ⁄𝑁) is not possible in the emissions tax case and then show that 𝜏 ≥ 𝑅′(𝑋 ∗ ⁄𝑁) is possible in the case of the ambient tax. If 𝜏 ≥ 𝑅′(𝑋 ∗ ⁄𝑁)



then it follows from Proposition 1 that 𝑥 𝑠 ≥ 𝑋 ∗ ⁄𝑁 ≥ 𝑥 𝑚 . From equation (5) in the text, under 𝛼𝑥 𝑠



the emissions tax 𝜏 = 𝑅′(𝑥 𝑠 ) − 𝛿−𝛼𝑛𝑚 𝑥 𝑚′ (𝜏) in steady state. The second term on the right hand side is strictly positive when the number of myopic firms is greater than zero. Therefore if 4



𝑥 𝑠 ≥ 𝑋 ∗ ⁄𝑁 the fact that 𝑅′(𝑥) > 0 and 𝑅′′(𝑥) ≤ 0 implies that 𝜏 < 𝑅′(𝑋 ∗ ⁄𝑁) and we reach a



contradiction. Under the ambient tax, it is possible to have 𝜏 ≥ 𝑅′(𝑋 ∗ ⁄𝑁). From equation (8) in 𝛼



the text, 𝜏 = 𝑅′(𝑥 𝑠 ) − 𝛿 [𝑅′(𝑥 𝑠 )𝑛𝑚 𝑥 𝑚 ′(𝜏) + 𝑋 ∗ ]. If 𝑋 ∗ ≤ −𝑅′(𝑥 𝑠 )𝑛𝑚 𝑥 𝑚 ′(𝜏) (recall that



𝑥 𝑚 ′(𝜏) < 0) then it is possible that the steady-state ambient tax can have 𝜏 ≥ 𝑅′(𝑋 ∗ ⁄𝑁).



Propositions 1 and 2 imply that steady-state emissions of myopic and strategic firms will differ under the dynamic emissions tax. This result is due to the fact that the steady state tax rate will be strictly lower than the optimal static tax rate. Since myopic firms respond to the lower tax rate with higher emissions, strategic firms must compensate with lower levels of emissions in order to achieve the pollution standard with equality. Although the steady-state ambient tax is unambiguously lower than the emissions tax case when all firms are strategic, Propositions 1 and 2 together establish that in the mixed-type case it is possible to have an ambient tax that is higher than both the dynamic emissions tax and the efficient static tax. In this interesting case, strategic firms emit more than myopic firms in steady state and, unlike in other cases, have higher relative profit. To provide some intuition for this result, recall that myopic firms respond deterministically to the tax rate and that under the ambient tax the total tax paid by each firm is a function of the emissions of all firms. By increasing its emissions in the current period, thus increasing the tax rate, a strategic firm can induce the myopic firms to reduce their emissions in future periods by enough to compensate for the higher tax rate. In such a case the higher tax rate is a benefit to the strategic firm rather than a cost. When the steady-state ambient tax is lower than the efficient static tax, α is inversely related to the steady-state tax, as it is in the case of the dynamic emissions tax. For the case



5



where the steady-state tax is higher that the efficient static tax, increasing 𝛼 leads to a higher steady state ambient tax.
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Appendix B. Experiment Instructions (Part B instructions correspond with Treatment 1)



INTRODUCTION This experiment is a study of group and individual decision making. The amount of money you earn depends on the decisions that you make and thus you should read the instructions carefully. The money you earn will be paid privately to you, in cash, at the end of the experiment. A research foundation has provided the funds for this study. You will be in a group consisting of four players: you and three others. The other players in your group are people sitting in this room, but you will not be told who is in your group. You will remain in the same group throughout the experiment. You will make decisions privately, that is, without consulting other group members. Please do not attempt to communicate with other participants in the room during the experiment. If you have a question as we read through the instructions or at any time during the experiment, please raise your hand and an experiment moderator will come by to answer it. The experiment is broken up into many decision “periods”. You will be paid based on your decision in each and every period, so that each decision you make is important in determining the amount of money you earn. There are two parts to the experiment. Part A of the experiment consists of 5 decision periods. Part B lasts between 20 and 30 periods. You will be given additional instructions after Part A is completed.



INSTRUCTIONS FOR PART A In each period of this part of the experiment, you earn money by choosing a particular level of Output, which can be between 0 and 24. In general, the higher your Output is, the higher your level of Earnings. On your decision screen, please look closely at the each possible Output choice and the Earnings associated with it before making your decision. The Earnings are denominated in experimental dollars, which will be exchanged at a rate of 60,000 to $1 U.S. at the end of the experiment. Know that all four members of your group are identical in the sense that everyone faces the same relationship between their Output and Earnings. After all members of your group have made an Output choice, you will see a results screen that displays: (1) Your Output; (2) the Group Output, which is simply the sum (i.e. total) of the output from all members in your group (including yourself); and (3) your Earnings for the period. Although you will see the Group Output displayed on the results screen, know that this does not affect your earnings in any way during this part of the experiment. Before we proceed to making decisions on the computer, are there any questions? 7



INSTRUCTIONS FOR PART B As before, in this part of the experiment you earn money by choosing a level of Output between 0 and 24. The Earnings associated with each Output choice is the same as before. However, you will now have to pay a tax based on your Output. In particular, the amount you pay in taxes, which we will refer to as your Tax Payment, is determined as follows: Tax Payment = Tax Rate * Output The amount of money you make will then be the difference between the Earnings associated with your Output choice and your Tax Payment, which we will refer to as Adjusted Earnings: Adjusted Earnings = Earnings – Tax Payment Your Adjusted Earnings is the amount you earn in this part of the experiment, denominated in experimental dollars, and will be exchanged at the same rate of 60,000 to $1 U.S. at the end of the experiment.



Example 1. In this example you will calculate what your Adjusted Earnings would be based on particular values for your Output Choice. Suppose the Tax Rate is 3600. In the table below, please hypothetically choose your own Output. Then, please calculate what your Adjusted Earnings would be. Output (you choose) Earnings (determine from decision screen) Tax Payment Adjusted Earnings Please raise your hand when you are ready to have your calculations checked or if you have a question.
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How the Tax Rate is Determined The Tax Rate in Period 1 is 3600. It is the same for all members of your group. Your decision in no way can affect the Tax Rate in Period 1. However, your Output decision and the Output decisions of your group members can affect the Tax Rate in Period 2. In particular, the Change in Tax Rate from one period to the next depends upon the Group Output in the following way. Change in Tax Rate = 75 × [Group Output – 48] In general, If Group Output is greater than 48, the Tax Rate will be higher next period If Group Output is less than 48, the Tax Rate will be lower next period If Group Output is equal to 48, the Tax Rate will not change the next period Using this same formula, the Tax Rate will continue to adjust from one period to the next. That is, the Tax Rate in Period 3 will just be the Tax Rate in Period 2 adjusted based on Group Output in Period 2. The Tax Rate in Period 4 will be the Tax Rate in Period 3 adjusted based on Group Output in Period 3. And so on. Please note that regardless of the calculated Tax change, the minimum possible Tax is 0 and the maximum possible Tax is 6000. To help you determine how the Tax changes from one period to the next you have been provided with a Tax Rate Adjustment Sheet. The Tax Rate next period will equal this period’s Tax Rate plus (minus) the Change in Tax Rate. Example 2. Suppose the Tax Rate is 3600, which will be the Tax Rate in Period 1. In the table below, please hypothetically choose your own Output as well as the level of Group Output (of course in the experiment Group Output will be the sum of the output from all members of your group). Then, please calculate what the Tax Rate would be in Period 2. Output (you choose) Group Output (you choose) Change in Tax Rate (from Tax Rate Adjustment Sheet) Tax Rate in Period 2 Please raise your hand when you are ready to have your calculations checked or if you have a question. 9



After all members of your group have made an Output decision, you will see a results screen that displays: (1) your Output: (2) the Group Output; (3) your Adjusted Earnings for the period; and (4) what the next period’s Tax Rate will be. This part of the experiment lasts between 20 and 30 decision periods. Before proceeding to these paid decision periods, we will go through 3 practice periods which will not affect the amount you earn. Before we proceed, are there any questions?
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Tax Rate Adjustment Sheet Group Output



Change in Tax Rate



Group Output



Change in Tax Rate



Group Output



Change in Tax Rate



0 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28 29 30 31 32



-3600 -3525 -3450 -3375 -3300 -3225 -3150 -3075 -3000 -2925 -2850 -2775 -2700 -2625 -2550 -2475 -2400 -2325 -2250 -2175 -2100 -2025 -1950 -1875 -1800 -1725 -1650 -1575 -1500 -1425 -1350 -1275 -1200



33 34 35 36 37 38 39 40 41 42 43 44 45 46 47 48 49 50 51 52 53 54 55 56 57 58 59 60 61 62 63 64 65



-1125 -1050 -975 -900 -825 -750 -675 -600 -525 -450 -375 -300 -225 -150 -75 0 75 150 225 300 375 450 525 600 675 750 825 900 975 1050 1125 1200 1275



66 67 68 69 70 71 72 73 74 75 76 77 78 79 80 81 82 83 84 85 86 87 88 89 90 91 92 93 94 95 96



1350 1425 1500 1575 1650 1725 1800 1875 1950 2025 2100 2175 2250 2325 2400 2475 2550 2625 2700 2775 2850 2925 3000 3075 3150 3225 3300 3375 3450 3525 3600



11




























Experimental Evidence on the Effect of Childhood Investments.pdf ...













Experimental Evidence on the Relationship between ...













Call Me Maybe: Experimental Evidence on Using ...













EXPERIMENTAL EVIDENCE ON THE EFFECTS OF ...













A glance into the tunnel: Experimental evidence on ...













Field-Experimental Evidence on Unethical Behavior Under Commitment













Field-Experimental Evidence on Unethical Behavior Under Commitment













Experimental Evidence on the Relationship between ...













Field-Experimental Evidence on Unethical Behavior Under Commitment













Keeping the Doctor Away: Experimental Evidence on ...













Social comparison and performance: Experimental evidence on the ...













EXPERIMENTAL EVIDENCE OF THE INFECTIVE ...













Dynamic Nonpoint-Source Pollution Control Policy













Dynamic Nonpoint-Source Pollution Control Policy













experimental evidence for additive and non-additive ...













Feeling the Future: Experimental Evidence for ... - Judith Orloff MD













Cognitive (Ir)reflection: New Experimental Evidence













Feeling the Future: Experimental Evidence for ... - Judith Orloff MD













A Description of Experimental Tax Evasion Behavior ...













Experimental Evidence for Aposematism in the ...













Experimental Evidence of Bank Runs as Pure ...













Social Distance and Trust: Experimental Evidence from ...













Experimental Evidence from a Slum in Cairo















Experimental evidence on dynamic pollution tax ...






You will make decisions privately, that is, without consulting other group members. ... Before we proceed to making decisions on the computer, are there any ... 






 Download PDF 



















 141KB Sizes
 0 Downloads
 261 Views








 Report























Recommend Documents













Experimental Evidence on the Effect of Childhood Investments.pdf ... 

degree by 1.6 percentage points and shift students towards high-earning fields such as. STEM (science, technology, engineering and mathematics), business ...




















Experimental Evidence on the Relationship between ... 

During the 2012 election cycle, President Barack Obama sent an early .... for mass consumption, particularly as part of â€œhorse-raceâ€� coverage to. 3 ..... As the top-left pane of Figure 3a shows, respondents were significantly more likely to vote 




















Call Me Maybe: Experimental Evidence on Using ... 

Jul 17, 2017 - Call Me Maybe: Experimental Evidence on Using ... for Economic Policy Research (CEPR) and the Department For International Development.




















EXPERIMENTAL EVIDENCE ON THE EFFECTS OF ... 

allowed democratically, and call this a â€œdemocratic participation rights premium.â€� ..... Given that sessions lasted on average little more than half an hour, the earnings represent a .... considered or not (24% versus 23.53%). ..... Center WP 921




















A glance into the tunnel: Experimental evidence on ... 

January 30, 2016. Abstract. Learning that ..... If the individuals expect some common (but unknown) trend in ..... some specifications further include controls such as gender, age, and a dummy for business-related fields of study as well as ...




















Field-Experimental Evidence on Unethical Behavior Under Commitment 

May 18, 2016 - on exams. Two features render the business school setting useful for our study. ...... Management Science, 59 (10), 2187â€“2203. GNEEZY, U.




















Field-Experimental Evidence on Unethical Behavior Under Commitment 

May 18, 2016 - mance and investigate the impact of commitment on cheating by means of simple treatment comparisons with .... Im- portantly, we assigned all students in a given hall to the same treatment. To avoid spillovers between exams, we used onl




















Experimental Evidence on the Relationship between ... 

Apr 19, 2012 - See, for example, the headline â€œObama Trumps Romney With Small Donorsâ€� during the 2012 ... the source of those contributions (business or labor) allowed ..... have also gained traction in a number of states. 16 ..... contents, and 




















Field-Experimental Evidence on Unethical Behavior Under Commitment 

May 18, 2016 - the general theme is not: from the failure of Enron to the business practices in the financial industry ..... tion changed the degree of commitment to the no-cheating rule, the rule itself and the consequences ..... Journal of Marketin




















Keeping the Doctor Away: Experimental Evidence on ... 

Jan 29, 2013 - on school enrollment and literacy in the US South in the early 20th century. .... last 1 year, then the shoes would have to prevent 80% as many worm infections ..... Of course this came at a trade-off of the more realistic scenario.




















Social comparison and performance: Experimental evidence on the ... 

Aug 24, 2010 - In Study 1 we focus on average wage comparisons. In Study 2 we ... Yet, the average masks a large degree of heterogeneity. We observe a ...




















EXPERIMENTAL EVIDENCE OF THE INFECTIVE ... 

also developed a large carcinoma of the breast which caused its death. Mouse No. 1.—A small tumour was observed in the flank five months after the ...




















Dynamic Nonpoint-Source Pollution Control Policy 

Segerson [18] describes a number of applications of the basic theoretical .... An additional implication of the deterministic analysis is that, with moderate monitoring, first- ..... best response is given by Ðºi(t), the right-hand-side of Eq. (5) mu




















Dynamic Nonpoint-Source Pollution Control Policy 

in physical volatility, the size of the economy, and the absolute value of the ...... The pollution stock's rate of natural purification is linear so that g(x) = Î²x, Î² > 0.




















experimental evidence for additive and non-additive ... 

not always generates non-additivity (see reviews by Gartner &. Cardon 2004; HÃ¤ttenschwiler et al. 2005). Specifically, non- additive dynamics arising from ...




















Feeling the Future: Experimental Evidence for ... - Judith Orloff MD 

Jamison Hahn, Eric Hoffman, Kelly Lin, Brianne Mintern, Brittany Terner, and Jade Wu. I am also indebted to the 30 other students who served as friendly and reliable experimenters over the course of this research program. Dean Radin, Senior Scientist




















Cognitive (Ir)reflection: New Experimental Evidence 

elsewhere, or still in progress (see Section 7 for a â€œsneak previewâ€� of our preliminary results). Subjects' individual characteristics are grouped into three broad categories: phys- ...... Benjamin, D. J., Brown, S. A. and Shapiro, J. M. (2013). 




















Feeling the Future: Experimental Evidence for ... - Judith Orloff MD 

1I set 100 as the minimum number of participants/sessions for each of the experiments reported in this article because most effect ... Across all 100 sessions, participants correctly identified the future position of the erotic pictures significantly




















A Description of Experimental Tax Evasion Behavior ... 

Nov 10, 2008 - Automata Î“2 and Î“5 have the highest degree of ..... [7] M. E. Romera, â€œUsing finite automata to represent mental models,â€� master of arts, San ...




















Experimental Evidence for Aposematism in the ... 

Oct 18, 2006 - analyzed attack data ''including'' and ''not ... being preyed upon (data not shown). ..... American frogs allied to Eleutherodactylus bransfordii.




















Experimental Evidence of Bank Runs as Pure ... 

Mar 19, 2013 - Â¶University of International Business and Economics. ... program has greatly reduced the incidence of bank runs. ..... the planning period, each agent is endowed with 1 unit of good and faces a .... beginning of a session, each subjec




















Social Distance and Trust: Experimental Evidence from ... 

There is a low level of social engagement in Manshiet ... 4Note that apart from their friend, participants knew on average the name of 8% of the ... allow any questions in public, but all participants could ask questions in private before playing.




















Experimental Evidence from a Slum in Cairo 

17 Jan 2013 - 1Trust is defined as placing something valuable at the disposal of another person, the trustee, without being able to ensure that she will not misuse it. ..... (2011) and Hardeweg, Menkhoff and Waibel (2011) validated the same risk ques


























×
Report Experimental evidence on dynamic pollution tax ...





Your name




Email




Reason
-Select Reason-
Pornographic
Defamatory
Illegal/Unlawful
Spam
Other Terms Of Service Violation
File a copyright complaint





Description















Close
Save changes















×
Sign In






Email




Password







 Remember Password 
Forgot Password?




Sign In



















Information

	About Us
	Privacy Policy
	Terms and Service
	Copyright
	Contact Us





Follow us

	

 Facebook


	

 Twitter


	

 Google Plus







Newsletter























Copyright © 2024 P.PDFKUL.COM. All rights reserved.
















