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Abstract E99-266

1 investigate the problem of delegating an investment effort when it is not known in advance which
firm is most efficient, or whether the investmnent should be made at all. The motivating problem is
that of commissioning R&D instead of relying on patent incentives. Firms have different private
signals of a project's private (and social) value, and different costs of achieving it. I show that the
two allocation problems of (i) making an efficient decision whether to invest, and (i1) delegating
the investment to the least-cost firm can simultaneously be solved with no more profit dissipation
than a procurement mechanism would require, assuming that the signals of value were known in
advance.
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1 Introduction

I investigate the problem of delegating an investment effort when it is not known in
advance which firm is most efficient, or whether the investment should be made at all.
The motivating problem is that of commissioning research. Firms will typically have
different private signals of a project’s value, and different costs of achieving it. Two
allocation problems must be solved, both of which require that the firms’ information
be aggregated: First, there must be an efficient decision whether to invest in the
project, and second, the investment effort must be delegated to the most efficient

firm,

The example I think of as canonical is this: One firm has a high signal of the project’s
value, but cannot achieve the innovation at reasonable cost. Another firm has a
weaker signal of value, but can achieve the innovation at lower cost. The first-best
(full information) outcome could be that the low-cost firm should invest based on
information possessed by the high-cost firm. However if the firms have no way to
aggregate their information, then it might be that neither firm invests. The high-cost
firm is dissuaded by his high cost, and the low-cost firm is dissuaded by his low signal
of value. 1 investigate the degree to which optimal mechanisms can overcome this

problem.

This is a problem that arises under patent incentives. A common justification for
patents is that firms have better information on both the value and costs of innovation
than a patent authority has, and investment decisions should therefore be delegated
to them. Except possibly when there is only one potential innovator (see Scotchmer
1999), such a justification does not hold up. There is no guarantee that the most
efficient firms will invest in R&D, and there is no guarantee that their aggregate
information on the value of the investment will be shared by observing each other’s
investment decisions (see Minehart and Scotchmer 1999).

There has been surprisingly little investigation into optimal mechanisms to solve
these problems. Most studies of R&D incentives take patent incentives as given,




and study their consequences. An early departure from that agenda was by Wright
(1983), who compared patents to other second-best incentive schemes (prizes and
contracts), but did not try to characterize the best mechanism in a more general sense.
Gandal and Scotchmer (1993) showed how firms could use optimal mechanisms to
delegate effort to the most efficient firms. In another departure from patent incentives,
Kremer (1998) proposed that the government buy the patent ex post, paying the firm
an amount linked to the social value of the innovation, and putting the patent in
the public domain. The buyout is a remedy to inefficient monopoly pricing, but
cannot solve ex ante inefficiencies such as delegating to the most efficient firm. The
mechanism proposed below is conducted ex ante rather than ex post, and thus has
the advanta.ge of efficient delegation. In addition, it remunerates firms based on their
R&D cost, rather than on the social value of the innovation, which can be much
greater. Since the mechanism avoids patents entirely, there is no ex post problem of

reducing monopoly distortions.

QOther mechanism design papers that use ex ante information, but not additional infor-
mation that is verifiable ex post, include Cornelli and Schankerman (1999), Scotchmer
(1999), Hopenhayn and Mitchell (1999). Like Kremer, they investigate research envi-
ronments with only one innovator, and thus do not address the problems of delegating

to an efficient firm or aggregating firms’ information on value.

It is the conjunction of the decision problem and delegation problem that makes it
unobvious what can be implemented. On one hand, if the value of the project is
known, then the only problem is how to delegate efficiently. This problem has been
solved for various cases in the procurement literature, e.g., Sappington (1982), Laf-
font and Tirole (1986,1987). On the other hand, if the firms’ costs are known, then
the only problem is to aggregate information on value in order to make an efficient
decision. My assumption in this paper is that the signals of value are correlated by a
true, underlying value of the investment. It is known for auction models that corre-
lated information can be aggregated costlessly (Cremer and McLean (1985,1988), see
also McAfee and McMillan (1987) and McAfee, McMillan and Reny (1989)). I show
how the underpinnings of Cremer and McLean (1988) can be used to solve the joint




problems of information aggregation and efficient delegation. Firms are first asked
to reveal their information on value, and then a procurement mechanism is used to
delegate effort, assuming that the firms’ revelations about value are truthful (as they
will be). In this solution, no more rent is dissipated to firms than would be dissi-
pated if the firms® valuations were observable. I then develop a simpler mechanism,
the squared-deviation mechanism, which can alternatively be used in some cases of

interest.

This paper can be interpreted as arguing that patents are an unnecessary part of
an optimal screening mechanism, at least when there is ore than one firm and
their private signals of the project’s value are correlated. As in auctions, the private
correlated information can be elicited costlessly. However there are other justifications
for patents as an incentive mechanism that are not discussed here. If only one firm
is capable of the innovation, or if there is no correlation in the firms’ information,
then it is hard to elicit information on value ex ante. Patents are a means to do this
(see Scotchmer 1999). Another justification (see Cornelli and Schankerman (1999)
or Cremer and Scotchmer (1996) for a model similar to this one) is moral hazard.
When the patent authority cannot contract on the firms’ rates of investment, patent

incentives can give endogenous incentives to invest.

2 A General Result

We contemplate investment in an R&D project with an unknown value. Let IV be
an index set of potential innovators and let M;, ¢ € N, be the sets of possible signals
of the project’s value. Let M = [Lieny M; and M_; = [1;: M;. Thus, v; € M; is
firm #’s signal of value, and v; € M_; is a vector of all the other firms’ signals. The
probability of each v; € M; is described by 7*(vijv_;), and the probability of v_i,
conditional on v;, is described by 7 #(v_;|u;). Thus the private signals {v;}:ien are
assumed to be correlated. We assume that the costs {¢;}ien are drawn independently
from distributions f% on sets K; C Ry and let K = [;en Ki, Ko = [jeny K. We
let f—* represent the joint distribution of the costs of firms other than i.




The following assumption on the distribution 7 is from Cremer and MacLean (1988),
and the lemma, which follows from Farkas’ Lemma, restates part of their argument.
The assumption means that there is no signal »; that is so redundant with the other
signals 1; € M;\v; that the conditional distribution of v_; (conditional on v;) is a
convex sum of the distributions of v_; conditional on the other signals v; € M;\;.

Assumption 1 Foralli € N, there do not ezist v; € M; and {pi(vs) € Rt Jieri\oi
such that

alosifv) = Y. m(mlv)  forallv; € M_;

vEM\y;

Lemma 1 (Cremer and McLean 1988) If Assumption 1 holds, then there exist values
{fi(?)i, v—;) € R} i)em for each i € N such that

3 ti(ws, v_)m(uoife) =0 for each v; € M;
v_;EM_;
S (B, v_dm(voilv) <0 for each v; € M; and ¥; € M;\v;

Vi EM_;

The constants #; described by Lemma 1 will be interpreted as transfer payments that
depend on whether the reported value v; is similar to the other reported values v_;.
In the displayed inequality, the “truth” is v; (because »; is the conditioning variable
in the probability distribution), and firm ¢ is assumed to have nontruthfully reported
%;. The constants ; can be scaled up to make the sum more negative. Thus the

incentives to report truthfully can be made as strong as desired.

I now turn to procurement. I will start with an arbitrary procurement mechanism
that is based on known valuations of the project, and then show that the decision
rule implemented by the procurement mechanism can be implemented even when the
firms’ valuations must be elicited from them. Further, this can be done with no more

dissipation of profit than when the valuations are known.
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Most procurement problems (e.g., Sappington (1982), Laffont and Tirole (1986, 1987))
involve a moral hazard problem as well as a screening problem. However the argu-

ments below are for a screening problem.

I define a procurement mechanism as (7, d), where 7 = {7¢};en, and d = {d'};cn. The
function T : M x K — R describes firm #’s transfer, as it depends on the reported
signals and costs, and d* : M x K — [0,1] is a decision function, as it depends on
the reported signals and costs. The value &' (3, &) is the probability that investment
is procured from firm i. If the decision function is efficient, d* (%, €} = 0 if firm ¢ does
not have the lowest cost. For a given procurement mechanism (7, d) we define a profit
function IT = {f¥}ien , I : M; x M_; x K; x K > R, by

ﬁi(ﬁi: Vi, & C) = Ti (ﬁis V—iy Ei; C..,i) - d' (ﬁi: V—iy E‘iv C—i) G

We say that the procurement mechanism has bounded profits if IT is bounded, and we
say that the procurement mechanism is incentive compatible on cost if for each i € N,

v&e M and g, & € K;

Z fIi ('Uia Uty ah C) f—i(c—i) S Z ﬁi ('via Viy Gy C) fw,:(c—i) . _ (1)

c—iEK_; c—i€K_;

For a given procurement mechanism (7,d), it is convenient to define the ezpected
profit function II* : M2 x K2 - R by

(B, v, c) = 3, O I (8,0, 8,0) m(volw) fcm) (2)

v;eM_;c;€K_;

The true value v; enters the righthand side of (2) because the distribution of v_;
depends on the true value v; and not on the reported value ;.

We say that the procurement mechanism (7,d) is incentive compatible if for each




1€ N and (TJ.;,C{), (ﬁssét) € M X Kis
Hi(ﬂﬁ Vs Giy ca) < Hi('U,;, Vis G Ci) (3)

We say that a procurement mechanism achieves profits I M; x K; - R if
fI‘i('u,-, ;) = I (v, %, Giy €5) for each i € N and (v, ¢;) € M; X K.

In the following proposition I restrict attention to procurement mechanisms with
bounded profit functions. (The profit function would automatically be bounded if,

for example, if each K;, as well as M;, were a finite set.)

The following proposition says that from a procurement mechanism that is incentive
compatible on cost we can construct a procurement mechanism that is incentive com-
patible with respect to valuations as well, and that it implements the same decision

rule and does not dissipate additional profit.

Proposition 1 Consider a procurement mechanism (1, d) that is incentive compatible
on cost and has bounded profits. If Assumption 1 holds, there ezists o function t =
{ti}ien, i + M — R, such that the procurement mechanism (7 +t,d) is incentive

compatible and achieves the same profits as (r,d).

Proof: Let B be the bound on profits {1, and suppose that the procurement mecha-
nism {7, d) achieves profits I1. Let t = ki, where £ is the function described in Lemma
1, and let k be such that for all i € N, v; € M; and ©; € M;\w;,

kE-itt (v, v) =k Y. (0 vag)m{vlu) < —2B
v_;EM_;

Provided the mechanism (7+%, d) is incentive compatible, it achieves profits fI, since
Ev-ilit (v;,v;) = 0 for all ¢ € N and all (v;,v-;). It is incentive compatible be-
cause firm ¢ loses at least 2B in expectation if it reports 9; # v;, and T¥(&;, v;, &, ¢;)
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—IT¥(w;, v3, i, ¢;) < 2B. Thus, misrepresenting the signal of value and cost cannot

increase profit. B

Considering the inverse inclusion, it should be clear that under the assumptions on
valuations and cost (valuations are correlated with each other, but not with costs,
and costs are independent of each other), unobservability of valuations cannot reduce
the amount of rent that must be dissipated in order to implement a given decision
function d.

3 Squared-Deviation Mechanism

While the result in the previous section is quite general, it obscures how the correlation
in signals is used. Payments depend on the signals of the other firms in a way that
is very tied to the discreteness of the conditional distribution, and hard to describe

intuitively.

An intuitive notion for how the correlation is used is that the firms are rewarded for
reporting valuations that agree with each 6ther, and punished for disagreeing. I now
introduce a much simpler mechanism than the one above, which I call the the squared
deviation mechanism, in which the punishments for disagreement are apparent. The
only data about distributions used in this mechanism are the conditional means and
variances of each signal (conditional on the other signals). However in order to guar-
antee full appropriation, taking account of individual rationality, the variance of the
other firms’ signals, conditional on v;, must be the same for each v;. This condition
holds, for example, when the true underlying value of the project, say 8, is normally
distributed, and for each i € N, the signal v; is generated as v; = 8 + u; where u; is

normally distributed with mean zero and the same variance for each 7 € N.

In the previous section, the signals of value were in abstract sets M;. We shall now

assume that the signals v; are real values. The average of all signals other than v;,
- 2

7_; = %2 is a random variable with distribution that depends on v;. Let the




distribution of ©_; be _;(-|v;), with mean represented by a function m_;, that is,
mei(v;) = [ 0 Fuy(Dijvy) do_;. The assumption below that m_; increases with v;

captures positive correlation among the firms’ signals.

Assumption 2 For each i € N, the function m.; is increasing, with derivative

bounded away from zero, and for each v; the distribution T_;(-|v;) has variance z > 0.
Define the gquared—deviatz’on transfer function t* = {tf}ien , tF: M - R, by
$@,0-) =k [2— (moi(@)— 1)°], k>0 4
For each i € N and each v;,%; € M;, let
T* (5, v) = j £ (5, D) T (Bil i) dv—s.
Thus TF(#;, y.-) is the expected transfer when firm ¢ has true signal v; and reports ;.

Claim 1 [Incentive Compatibility and Individual Rationality] Let t* be ihe
squared-deviation transfer function, with expected value T* defined as above. Then for
all i € N and for all 5y, v; € M; , TE(@;,v;) < TF(vi, v). If Assumption 2 holds, then
TF(#;,v;) < TF(vi,v;) = O for each v; and §; # v;.

Proof: Firm ¢ reports the ¥; that solves
max, T§ (%;,v;) = maxy, k[ 2z - f (M) — 54)° Tei(Boilvy) dis ]
Firm i minimizes the expected squared error of the random variable 7_; around a

value m_;(%;), where ..; is distributed according to 7_;(-|v;). That is, firm ¢ would
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like to find the value m that minimizes [ (m —9.;)? 7_;(f_;}v;) d0—; . A solution is to
set m equal to the mean of the distribution %_;(-|v;), namely m._;(v;). Any reported
value 7; # v; gives a lower value of the maximand. The maximum is zero because the

last term is equal to the variance z when v; is reported truthfully. ®

We now apply this squared-deviation mechanism to procurement. As in Proposition
1, we will start with a procurement mechanism that is incentive compatible on cost,
and add an additional transfer that makes it incentive compatible on both costs and
reported values. As shown in the Claim, the squared-deviation transfer gives an in-
centive to report the valuation truthfully, and gives a nonzero punishment for lying
about the valuation. However when appended to the procurement mechanism, there
could still be an incentive to overstate the valuation in order to ensure that a prof-
itable procurement mechanism is awarded (the decision function d* would typically

be increasing in ;).

1 show that for large k, the mechanism that appends the squared-deviation transfer
to the procurement function is “almost” incentive compatible in the sense that each
firm’s profit is “almost” maximized when each firm reports the true signal. The
optimal report will, in fact, be slightly higher than the true signal. I interpret “almost
incentive compatible” to mean that if the possible types were discrete rather than

continuous, then the mechanism with large ¥ would be incentive compatible.

The constant % scales up the punishments for reporting a signal that disagrees with
those of the other firms. The reason that large k£ ensures “almost” incentive com-
patibility, but not exact incentive compatibility, is that it is hard to punish the firm
for infinitessimally over-reporting the signal. For an infinitessimal lie, the firm only

increases the expected punishment by an infinitessimal amount.

For € > 0 we say that a procurement mechanism (7, d) is € ~ incentive compatible if
(5) and (6) hold.

|| arg max IF (B, w3, Gy ) — (Vi) || <€ (5)




max IT (5,0, 8, 6) - IT' (v, v, 05, 5) < € (6)
The first inequality means that the profit-maximizing reports are very close to the
true signal and cost, and the second inequality means that the optimized profit is
almost achieved by truthful reporting.

The following assumption is convenient for the proof.

Assumption 3 The procurement mechanism (7,d) has an expected profit function I1
such that each T is differentiable, nondecreasing in reported value ¥;, and has pertial

derivatives that are bounded above.

Proposition 2 Suppose that a procurement mechanism (1,d) is incentive compatible
on cost and satisfies Assumption 3. Suppose Assumption 2 holds, and let t* be the
squared deviation transfer. Then for a fized b > O the procurement mechanism (T +
t*, d) is (b/k)-incentive compatible and achieves the same profits as (7,d).

Proof: Since (7, d) is incentive compatible on cost, and since the additional transfer
t* does not depend on the reported cost, (7 + t*,d) is also incentive compatible on

cost. The optimizing & is ¢;, even if the optimizing 7; is not exactly v.

First we show that (5) and (6) hold for (7 + t*,d), that is, we need to show that

|| arg max [T (@, 03, &s ) + T (0] — (v e) | <€ M)
max [T (%, v, & ) + T (@, v:)] - T (v, 05, 63, 63) + TE(vs,m)] < € (8)

We shall write I for the derivative of II* with respect to the first argument ;. Let
m!_;(v;) > m’ for all i € N and all v; € M;, and let

Hfj('aia Y, G4, ci)z H:‘}(ﬁu Uiy Ciy ci)

b> 2 [mr]2 } 2 [m_:]z

for allz € N, 9;,v; € M;, ¢; € K.
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Let (%;, ¢;)= arg max, 3, [H"(ﬁ,-,v,-, &, ¢;) +TF(d;,v;)]. We have already observed that

& = ¢;. The maximizing #; satisfies
—2k m_;(%) (m_s(®) — m—i(w)) + (T, ci,0) =0 (9)
Then

H:.‘j(ﬁia Uiy G4, cl.) b m’
k@) < & O

U
pe—vd ' < [ m_0)do = (m_o() - m_i(w)) =
Hence |5; ~— vi| < £, so (7) holds. The lefthand side of (8) is
TH (@i, ) — TF (v, 03) + I0 (8, v, ¢, &) — s, 03, 65, ) < T, w3, €3, €3) — T, w3, 4, 1)

Hf‘;(ﬂi, Uiy G, ci)2
2k m_;(%;) m'

. - b
< |8 — vs| supIhs(Ts, v, 6, 6) < <z
where the last line uses (10). Thus (8) holds as well. That the mechanism (7 + ¥, d)

achieves the same profits as (7, d) follows because T*(v;,%;) = 0 forall¢ € N, v; € M;.
|

4 Interpretive Remarks

In order to ensure incentive compatibility, the payments might be very large and neg-
ative, which can lead to liquidity problems for the firm. In this sense the mechanism
might be unrealistic. However it is important to stress that in expectation the trans-
fers are small, and satisfy the individual rationality constraint. The assumptions that
agents are risk neutral and that liquidity constraints do not bind seem more reason-
able for firms than for individuals. Nevertheless, if firms were risk averse or liquidity
constrained, the mechanism described here would not be optimal. With liquidity

11




constraints the squared-deviation mechanism does not implement the optimum, and
with risk aversion, extreme punishments are not optimal. However, although the
mechanisms described here have these obvious shortcomings, the squared deviation

mechanism also has the virtue of being very simple and easy to explain.

I have assumed that reservation payofis are zero, reflecting the notion that if firms are
not paid by the mechanism designer, there is no alternative payoff. This assumption
might seem natural in the context of government procurement, where the government
is the only demander, but even there it is suspect because the firm could invest without
the procurement contract, and then try to peddle the product to the government ex

post.

In the context of R&D, the assumption of zero reservation payoffs also means that
there is no intellectual property protection, and that the invention will enter the public
domain, whoever invents it, and however it is funded. I have made this assumption
because my objective is to study procurement as an alternative to the patent sys-
tem, rather than as a supplement to it. In contrast, Gandal and Scotchmer (1993),
who study optimal mechanisms to coordinate research (in the sense of efficient del-
egation), and Scotchmer (1996), who studies incentives to license ex ante, assume
that the reservation payoffs are determined by a patent race. The latter shows how
a patentholder who wants to license his patent can exploit the interdependence of
firms’ strategies in the patent race so that both firms are held to payoffs that are
smaller their “apparent” reservation payoffs (namely, the payoffs that would arise if

both firms declined the contract and engaged in a race).

Such manipulations of the reservation payoffs could also be applied to the R&D
context here. I have not included such complications because my main point is to

show how the results on correlated information can be extended to procurement.

12




References

[1] Cremer, Jacques and Suzanne Scotchmer, (1996), Optimal R&D Procurement:
Why Patents?

[2) Cremer, Jacques, and Richard P. McLean, (1988) Full extraction of the surplus
in Bayesian and dominant strategy auctions, Econometrica 56(6), 1247-1257.

[3] Cremer, Jacques, and Richard P. McLean, (1985) Optimal strategies under un-
certainty for a discriminating monopolist when demands are interdependent,
Econometrica 53(2), 345-361

[4] Cornelli, Francesca and Mark Schankerman, Patent Renewals and R&D Incen-
tives, RAND Journal of Economics 30(2), summer 1999

[5] Gandal, Neil and Suzanne Scotchmer, (1993), “Coordinating Research through
Research Joint Ventures”, Journal of Public Economics 51, 173-193.

[6] Kremer, Michael (1998), Patent Buyouts: A mechanism for encouraging inno-
vation, Quarterly Journal of Economics CXIII, 1137-1168.

[7] Laffont, Jean-Jacques and Jean Tirole, (1986), Using Cost Observation to Reg-
ulate Firms, Journal of Political Economy 94, 614-641

[8] Laffont, Jean-Jacques and Jean Tirole, (1987), Auctioning Incentive Contracts,
Journal of Political Economy 95, 921-937.

[9] McAfee, R.P. and J. McMillan, (1987), Auctions and Bidding, Journal of Eco-
nomic Literature 25, 699-738.

[10] McAfee, R.P., J. McMillan and P. J. Reny, (1989), Extracting the Surplus in
the Common-Value Auction, Econometrica 57, 1451-1460.

[11] Minehart, Deborah and Suzanne Scotchmer, (1995) Ex Post Regret and the De-
centralized Sharing of Information, forthcoming Games and Economic Behavior
1999

13




[12] Nordhaus, William (1969), Invention, Growth and Welfare, Cambridge: MIT

Press.

[13] Sappington, David (1982), Optimal Regulation of Research and Development
under Imperfect Information, Bell Journal of Economics 13, 354-68.

[14] Scotchmer, Suzanne (1997), On the Optimality of the Patent System, forth-
coming RAND Journal of Economics 30(2), summer 1999

[15] Wright, Brian, (1983), The Economics of Invention Incentives: Patents, Prizes
and Research Contracts, American Economic Review 73, 691-707.

14




Working Paper Series
Department of Economics
University of California, Berkeley

Individual copies are available for $3.50 within the USA and Canada; $6.00 for Europe and South
America; and $7.50 for all other areas. Papers may be obtained from the Institute of Business and
Economic Research: send requests to IBER, F502 Haas Building, University of California,
Berkeley CA  94720-1922. Prepayment is required: checks or money orders payable to "The
Regents of the University of California.” Updated publication lists available on-line at
http:/www. haas. berkeley.edu/~iber * indicates paper available on-line.

E99-266* “Delegating Investment in a Common-Value Project.” Suzanne Scotchmer. March
1999.

E99-265* “Innovation and Market Value.” Bronwyn H. Hall. February 1999.

E99-264* “Financial Incentives for Increasing Work and Income Among Low-Income
Families.” Rebecca M. Blank, David Card and Philip K. Robins. February 1999.

E99-263* “Exchange Rate Regime Credibility, the Agency Cost of Capital and Devaluation.”

Roger Craine. January 1999.
E99-262* "Per-Mile Premiums for Auto Insurance.” Aaron S. Edlin. January 1999.

E98-261* “Firm Level Investment in France and the United States: An Exploration of What We
Have Leamed in Twenty Years”  Bronwyn H. Hall, Jacques Mairesse and Benoit
Mulkay. June 1998.

E98-260* “Does Cash Flow Cause Investment and R&D: An Exploration Using Panel Data for
French, Japanese, and United States Scientific Firms.” Bronwyn H. Hall, Jacques
Mairesse, Lee Branstetter, and Bruno Crepon. June 1998.

E97-259* “Contracting with Externalities.” Ilya Segal. December 1997.

E97-258* “Demand for Prescription Drugs: The Effects of Managed Care Pharmacy Benefits.”
Rika Onishi Mortimer. November 1997.

E97-257* “The Welfare Losses from Price Matching Policies.”  Aaron S. Edlin and Eric R.
Emch. September 1997.

E97-256* “Uniqueness, Stability, and Comparative Statics in Rationalizable Walrasian Markets.”

Donald J. Brown and Chris Shannon. August 1997.

E97-255“Clubs and the Market: Large Finite Economies.”  Bryan Ellickson, Birgit Grodal,
Suzanne Scotchmer, and William R. Zame. April 1997.

E97-254* “Clubs and the Market: Continuum Economies.”  Bryan Ellickson, Birgit Grodal,
Suzanne Scotchmer, and William R. Zame. April 1997

E97-253 “Doing It Now or Later.” Ted O'Donoghue and Matthew Rabin. January 1997.

E97-252“Fairness in Repeated Games.” Matthew Rabin. January 1997.

E97-251“Psychology and Economics.” Matthew Rabin. Janmary 1997.

E97-250“First Impressions Matter: A Model of Confirmatory Bias.” Matthew Rabin and Joel
Schrag. January 1997.

E96-249* “Determinacy of Competitive Equilibria in Economies with Many Commodities.”
Chris Shannon. July 1996.

E96-248 “Learn, Earn, and Serve.” (Commencement Address). Michael J. Boskin. May 1996.

E96-247* “Spatial Effects upon Employment Outcomes: The Case of New Jersey Teenagers.”
Katherine M. O'Regan and John M. Quigley. March 1996.

E96-246* “Externality Pricing in Club Economies.” Suzanne Scotchmer. March 1996,

E96-245* “Cost Optimization in the SIS Model of Infectious Disease with Treatment.”  Steven
M. Goldman and James Lightwood. January 1996.

Working Papers from the Department of Economics, University of California at Berkeley 94720-1922.









