At g Ty 4F
Joseph Tao-yi Wang

3/20/2009

A % RR

A I SR e 2

RS SRR SR §-

- TR ARG D - 7 4R gk el (take-it-
or-leave-it)en= %

—ERIAROT Y ERBEI AT RIS

LHAER AT EBR &S ?(Whycare?)

- A F e ST el EZH R fo f

e Stigler (1981)3. @ p fIF B E e B Lk b

FoHEE =8 THALD &, B R

?R% R

F Wi g b o)+

- 1787% L R B R FHE 6 %
. r‘VT% »e s R R gt AP (R A et
RS E
—Fie fz’w}(George Mason) : T i7en! & fo st
M- s p e iR TS RCfe ) o T
4ok s P2 e A PR R R R 0 B R
LA FE A A T&{ﬁ » 18 f‘a:}i,—i&g L
. {r?'rﬁ&'ﬁ % BRI TERaT 9
—¢£VIF’@ Bop Bfe? b i ?
REAE

TRl R

« A E AR T - %)
o R T | EAfER ?
o B E K ncriy Sk 2 TP A h
LA A R
o LUBRT j\;T»;‘JP g e I'—Nfg q0?
— I8 Sl g ARTIGAE ¥ - a2 A
e RE L APE DR AT AT AR AR ?

i % R\

I

&‘77& g

I je ¢éha gt (Prisoners’ Dilemma, PD)

B f)%ﬁﬁﬁ% % /& (Public Goods Game, PG)

B {4 1 2 ] (Ultimatum Game)

B3 2t 2] (Dictator Game) : w f@i F R iEE S %

o 13 % (Trust Game) DA 2 B A~ -
5 ’“”ﬁ’&'%‘ S Y LR ]
- AT FRTI Ty
- #&é‘iﬁ oAbl A TG @R

* Wiz F h(Centipede) : 5w &3 B Fkh

o A Ak F B (GiftExchange) : $w &3 & %A

Lot %

A

Fje ens £ (Prisoners’ Dilemma)

c | | b |*FBEEFERACAD
R T

— B #R £ E(FREC)in

C H, H S, T
' ' = ¥+ pdk 4 (Pareto)

— i L £ F(C) )

D | |TS| |LL i 4 S(D) & 17(C) L 4

o ri— % Fi54F (D, D)
(T>H>L>YS)

RSAR % RR




F14e 05 g (Prisoners’ Dilemma)

- =%k § % (1-shot games Baseline) :

—E# & F(C)ent 5] F £50%

F AR e

— A SR AR AR el & (EMTARBS)E
LSRN

¥ % #.14 (pre-play communication) ¢ e & i

ST E A S

—ARRAR S AP RE R T A B L

A % QR

A B47#5 # & (Public Goods Game)

o N B 5t
s A ATREPAIAGE ¢ WG KA F
« W Cy = MG G
e B A =g-c+ m*c, /N
SRATHEMK I MBE TN RE B4
o AT F e e EE
S BT R L0 ] B TIR R AR
(T E)

A % NR

B F47 5 # & (Public Goods Game)

e F - = # %9 2% (1-shot games Baseline) :
— T P4 A P50% (5 L E 2R 2 7 4
o FTHPAR R
— FCRM (T P e k) § UE AR (8 1F)
o ¥ &1 (pre-play communication) ¢ it & F
RS L AR RS #ﬁiﬁé’} x40
» ¥ »c% © Fehr and Grachter (AER 2000)
— AR TR INE S A s R R E -
FEA AT
e & i¥iu-I g 3 4p ch(Reciprocal)

= % RR

Fehr and Grachter (AER 2000)

.

—0— without punishment
|—e— with punishment

20—

Average contributions
3 85 R & ®

[ - N

0 |
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 1011 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20

Periods

FIGURE 3B. AVERAGE CONTRIBUTIONS OVER TIME IN THE PARTNER-TREATMENT (SESSION 5)
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Actual Effort-Rent Relation in the Absence and Presence of Explicit Performance
Incentives
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