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Governing a Common-Pool Resource in a Directed
Network

Abstract. A local public-good game played on directed networks is analyzed. The model

is motivated by one-way flows of hydrological influence between cities of a river basin that

may shape the level of their contribution to the conservation of wetlands. It is shown that

in many (but not all) directed networks, there exists an equilibrium, sometimes socially

desirable, in which some stakeholders exert maximal effort and the others free ride. It is

also shown that more directed links are not always better. Finally, the model is applied

to the conservation of wetlands in the Gironde estuary (France).
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1 Introduction

In local public-good games played on networks, actions are assumed to be strategic sub-

stitutes. 1 Network games of strategic substitutes have the property that an action of an

individual reduces the marginal payoff of his neighbors, i.e. each individual is less willing

to exert a positive effort when he sees that his neighbors are doing so. There is a growing

literature on network games with strategic substitutes (Ballester et al., 2006; Bramoullé

and Kranton, 2007; Corbo et al., 2007; Ballester and Calvó-Armengol, 2009; Galeotti et

al., 2010). However, one aspect that eluded the attention of this literature is the nature

of network links. In this paper, we focus on directed links. 2

Our investigation was motivated by efforts to conserve wetlands. We chose to model

the effort to conserve wetlands as a means of investigating directed network links. Stake-

holders (e.g. cities) choose the amount of effort that they are willing to expend on conserv-

ing wetlands. However, the results cannot be taken in isolation because there are often

directed flows of hydrological influence that link cities together. When a city makes an

effort to conserve wetlands, areas that are downstream of the water flow benefit. Herein,

a model of common-pool resource (CPR) conservation in a natural directed network is

constructed. We examine the incentive to conserve a CPR that is non-excludable 3 along

natural one-sided links. 4

1See Jackson (forthcoming) for an overview of social networks and economic applications, with respect
to (a) how they influence social and economic activity, and (b) how they can be modeled and analyzed.

2Directed networks have been essentially analyzed in network formation games. For instance, Bala and
Goyal (2000) model the network formation process as a noncooperative game and study both directed
links and undirected links. Dutta and Jackson (2000) explore the question of endogenous formation,
stability, and efficiency for directed communication networks. Johari et al. (2006) analyze a situation in
which bilateral negotiation may result in a contractual agreement between two agents to form a directed
link.

3Non-excludability means that no one can be effectively excluded from using the resource.
4Examples also include flows of polluted water between plots of an irrigated perimeter. When a

farmer makes an effort to reduce his use of chemicals and fertilizers, his downstream successors benefit.
Rivers and families are other examples of natural directed networks, determined respectively by geological
and biological factors. In all these settings, natural flows and structures can influence the incentive to
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The directed feature of natural links between stakeholders of a CPR raises a new set

of research questions:

• How does the natural directed structure affect the level and pattern of CPR conser-

vation?

• How do the pattern of directed links shape the efforts that stakeholders exert and

the payoff they can hope to earn?

• How do new directed links - links between cities for example - affect contributions

and welfare?

Herein, these questions are addressed by extending the model developed by Bramoullé

and Kranton (2007). There is a fixed natural structure that is directed. Stakeholders

manage a CPR - wetlands - that is costly to conserve. This CPR is non-excludable

among naturally linked stakeholders. Stakeholders decide how much to contribute to the

conservation of the resource, knowing that the resource is non-excludable in this way. We

also analyze data from the Livenne river basin in the Gironde estuary to examine some

predictions of the theory. 5

Our analysis yields three main insights.

First, directed networks can lead to specialization. In many directed networks, there is

an equilibrium in which some stakeholders contribute to the conservation of the resource

and others free ride completely. This outcome can have welfare benefits, when free riders

are preceded by several contributors.

contribute.
5Herein, we deliberately look at a complete information setting for one main reason. In the Livenne

river basin application that we investigate empirically, word of mouth communication travels much faster
than actions, so if a stakeholder behaves badly, other stakeholder hear about it quickly.
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Second, not all directed networks lead to specialization. In some directed networks,

there is a unique equilibrium in which all stakeholders contribute to the conservation of

the resource. This outcome arises when stakeholders are linked in a very specific way.

Finally, having a greater number of directed links is not always better. A new directed

link increases access to the CPR, but also reduces individual incentives to contribute.

Hence, overall welfare can be greater even if there are holes in a directed network.

This paper contributes to several research areas.

First, it introduces the first directed network model of CPR conservation. The conser-

vation of wetlands by cities of a river basin provided the primary reason for constructing

the model. The model applies to any CPR that is non-excludable in a natural dimension

and where there are no extraction costs. 6 Related work includes Bramoullé and Kranton

(2007), Corbo et al. (2007) and Galeotti et al. (2010), who study local public goods

that are non-excludable in a geographic or social dimension. More generally, this paper

contributes to the extensive literature on the management of the commons initiated by

Gordon (1954) and deeply discussed, from both theoretical and empirical perspectives,

by Ostrom (1990) and Ostrom et al. (2002). 7 We study the conservation of a CPR em-

bedded in a natural directed network structure. Our innovation is that we add direction

to the links.

Second, the paper contributes to the economic theory of networks. We consider a

game in which agents perform actions that are substitutes for their predecessors’ actions.

We relate the Nash equilibria to two graph-theoretic notions: maximal independent sets
6See İlkiliç (forthcoming) for a study of the extraction game played on (undirected) networks, where

links connect agents (cities) with sources and agents decide how much resource units (water) to draw
from each source they are connected to. Herein, we focus on the actual resource system itself, which may
be jointly used. See Walker et al. (1990) for more detailed information on this distinction.

7See Seabright (1993) for a survey of the literature on the management of the commons.
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and Hamiltonian cycles. An independent set of a directed graph is a set of agents such

that no two agents who belong to the set are adjacent, i.e. there are no links connecting

the two. 8 We show that equilibria where some agents contribute and other agents free

ride often, but not always, exist and correspond to this structural property of a directed

graph. A cycle in a directed graph is a directed sequence of linked agents, in which all

arcs are traversed in their prescribed directions and every agent appears at most once,

except for the first and the last agents, who coincide. 9 We show that the existence of

equilibria where some agents contribute and other agents free ride is closely related to the

non-existence of a cycle in directed graphs.

Finally, this paper has common features with the branch of the literature on networks

that aims at identifying the effects of individuals’ neighborhood patterns on behavior and

outcomes. 10 Our analysis suggests that stakeholders who have active predecessors should

have high benefits but exert little effort. We also expect stakeholders who have prominent

natural positions to bear less of the effort costs, and instead to rely on other stakeholders’

efforts. Using data from the Livenne river basin of the Gironde estuary, we examine some

results of the model.

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows. In the next section, we present

the model. In Section 3, we study the Nash equilibria of the game. In Section 4, we

derive conditions for the existence of Nash equilibria. In Section 5, we study the stable

equilibria of the game. In Section 6, we study economic welfare for a given directed graph;
8See Ore (1962), pp. 210-214.
9See Ore (1962), pp. 22-23.

10We can find applications in many areas of economics. For instance, Bala and Goyal (1998) analyze how
the (fixed) structure of neighborhoods in a society effects how information is generated and disseminated.
Morris (2000) analyzes a process of behavior contagion in a (fixed) network. Corominas-Bosch (2004)
analyzes bargaining between buyers and sellers who are connected by a (fixed) network. Acemoglu and
Ozdaglar (2007) analyze price competition among service providers in a (fixed) congested network.
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then, in Section 7, we ask how changing the directed graph structure can affect welfare.

In Section 8, we examine a natural directed network in the Livenne river basin of the

Gironde estuary. Section 9 concludes. The proofs are given in the Appendix.

2 The model

There are n cities and the set of cities is N = {1, ..., n}. There is a CPR (wetlands)

that can be jointly used by cities and we note ei ∈ [0, +∞) city i’s level of effort to

conserve the CPR. We assume that the individual cost of effort can be represented by

a twice differentiable cost function c (e). An effort profile of all cities is denoted by

e = (e1, ..., en).

Cities are arranged in a directed network, which we represent as a finite directed graph

(digraph) g. We assume that gij = 1 if city j benefits naturally and directly from the

results of city i’s effort, and gij = 0 otherwise. Due to the fact that links between cities

are directed, gij ̸= gji. Given that city i knows the results of her own effort, we set gii = 1.

Thus, the digraph that represents the directed network is formed by a finite set of vertices

(the cities) and a finite set of arcs (the directed links) that connect, in an ordered way,

some pairs of vertices. 11

Let N s
i = {j ∈ N\i : gij = 1} denote the set of cities connected to i that benefit

directly from the results of city i’s effort, which we call city i’s successors. Let Np
i =

{j ∈ N\i : gji = 1} denote the set of cities connected to i that do not benefit directly

from the results of city i’s effort, which we call city i’s predecessors. We note d+i = |N s
i |

the out-degree of i, i.e. the number of arcs having i as initial extremity, and d−i = |Np
i | the

11In our case study about the wetlands of the Gironde estuary, the directed links represent natural flows
of hydrological influence that link cities together. This naturally directed network structure is illustrated
in Section 8.
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in-degree of i, i.e. the number of arcs having i as final extremity. City i’s neighborhood is

defined as herself, her set of successors, and her set of predecessors: i.e. i ∪N s
i ∪Np

i .

We assume that each city receives benefits from her own and her predecessors’ effort.

This means that efforts are supposed to be substitutable. We assume that each city

receives benefits according to a twice differentiable strictly concave benefit function b (e)

where b (0) = 0, b′ > 0 and b′′ < 0. For reasons of simplicity, we assume that efforts

are perfectly substitutable, that cities are homogeneous in that the CPR produces similar

benefits to all cities and the costs of effort are identical, and the individual marginal cost

of effort is constant and equal to c. A city i’s payoff can then be written as follows:

Ui (e;g) = b (ei + ēi)− cei

where ēi =
∑

j∈Np
i
ej denotes the total effort of city i’s predecessors. 12 We specify the

following game. Given a directed natural structure g, cities simultaneously choose the

amount of effort that they will expend (henceforth, effort levels). For a given effort profile

e, each city i earns payoffs Ui (e;g). We analyze pure strategy Nash equilibria, due to the

fact that there are no mixed strategy equilibria because the benefit function is concave and

costs are linear. In the following analysis, we study how network structure, in particular

its directed characteristic, influences equilibrium effort levels.
12Note that the model with imperfect substitutability, heterogenous cities, and nonlinear cost of effort

should be written as follows:
Ui (e;g) = bi (ei + λēi)− ci (ei)

where λ ∈ [0; 1] is a parameter which denotes the degree of substitutability between efforts.
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3 Equilibrium contributions

Firstly, we characterize Nash equilibria. Let e∗ denote the individual effort level at which

the marginal benefit equals the marginal cost: b′ (e∗) = c. Given b (.) is strictly concave,

an effort level e∗ > 0 exists and is well-defined as long as b′ (0) > c. Each city chooses her

effort level by playing her best response to the effort level played by her predecessors. An

effort profile e is a Nash equilibrium if and only if for every city i:


ei = 0 if ēi > e∗

ei = e∗ − ēi otherwise

Cities want to exert effort as long as their total benefits are less than b (e∗). If the

benefits they acquire from their predecessors are more than (or equal to) b (e∗), they exert

no effort. If the benefits they acquire from their predecessors are less than b (e∗), they

exert a positive effort until their benefits reach b (e∗).

In this game, effort levels are perfectly substitutable. The more effort a city’s predeces-

sors exert, the less a city exerts herself. As in the undirected framework, three equilibrium

profiles may emerge. There may exist a specialized profile in which every city either exerts

the maximum amount of effort 13 or exerts no effort: for every city i ∈ N , either ei = e∗ or

ei = 0. There may exist a distributed profile in which every city exerts a strictly positive

effort that is less than the maximum amount of effort: for every city i ∈ N , 0 < ei < e∗.

Finally, there may exist an hybrid profile that falls between the specialized profile and the

distributed profile: for every city i ∈ N , 0 6 ei 6 e∗. The following example illustrates

the differences between these different types of Nash equilibria in a directed network.
13In this case, a city would be called a specialist. See Bramoullé and Kranton (2007).
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  (a)                                     (b)                                                                   (c)  

  e*/2                e*/2              k                e*-k        e*                0               e*/2              e*/2  

          e*/2                                e*-k               k           0                  e*              e*/2               0 

Figure 1: Nash equilibria in simple digraphs

Example 1. Nash equilibria in a directed network. Figure (1) shows three simple

directed graphs. The triangle shown in (a) admits a unique distributed Nash equilib-

rium given by the profile e = (e∗/2, e∗/2, e∗/2). The quadrangle shown in (b) admits a

continuum of distributed Nash equilibria given by the profile e = (k, e∗ − k, k, e∗ − k),

∀k ∈ ]0; e∗[, and two specialized equilibria (when k = 0 or e∗). The digraph shown in (c)

admits an hybrid Nash equilibrium given by the profile e = (0, e∗/2, e∗/2, e∗/2).

4 The existence of Nash equilibria

We now derive conditions for the existence of Nash equilibria in a directed network.

We first focus on the existence of distributed equilibria. Then, we analyze specialized

equilibria.

4.1 Distributed equilibria

Firstly, we identify an important characteristic of digraphs that do not admit any dis-

tributed Nash equilibrium. Then, we point out important digraphs in which we are able

to count the distributed equilibria, using concepts from graph theory: the path, the cycle

and the Hamiltonian digraph.
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A path in a digraph is a directed sequence of vertices linked between each other by

arcs. A path is simple if every vertex appears at most once and it is closed if its last

vertex is also its first vertex. A cycle in a digraph is a simple closed path: it is a directed

sequence of vertices linked between each other by arcs, in which every vertex appears at

most once, except for the first and the last vertices, which coincide. A sequence of vertices

{a0, a1, ..., ak−1, ak} of a digraph is thus called a cycle if a0, a1, ..., ak−1 are distinct vertices

and a0 = ak. Note also that a cycle is called Hamiltonian if it goes through every vertex

of the digraph. A digraph that contains a Hamiltonian cycle is called a Hamiltonian

digraph. 14

In numerous digraphs, there exists one or several agents whose in-degree is identical

and equal to one. The case of a digraph containing a cycle is a natural example. Never-

theless, in a directed network, at least one of these agents may be connected to another

agent outside the cycle without affecting the presence of the cycle within the digraph.

In order to ensure the presence of a distributed Nash equilibrium in such a digraph, the

direction of the connection outside the cycle is crucial. We then get the following property.

Lemma 1. If a directed network g contains at least one agent that does not possess

any predecessor, then g does not admit any distributed Nash equilibrium.

Proof. All proofs are provided in the appendix.

Lemma 1 entails that there are a lot of digraphs that do not admit any distributed

Nash equilibrium. Note also that a digraph that does not contain a cycle contains at
14Research has been done on algorithms to list all the elementary cycles in (unweighted) directed

graphs. See e.g. Weinblatt (1972) or Chen and Ryan (1981).
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least one agent who does not possess any predecessor. This well-known result from graph

theory allow us to state that if a directed network does not contain any cycle, the network

does not admit any distributed Nash equilibrium. The following example illustrates the

concepts of cycle and in-degree of an agent, as long as their connection with the existence

of distributed equilibria.

 

e*/2             e*/2              e*/2            e*/3              e*/3             e*/3         e*-k                k                e*-k  

    e*/2             e*/2                               2e*/3           2e*/3                            e*-k                k 

  (a)                                                      (b)                                                   (c) 

Figure 2: Distributed Nash equilibria in digraphs containing cycle(s)

Example 2. Directed network, cycle, in-degree of agents and existence of distributed

equilibria. Figure (2) shows three cases of a directed network formed by five cities. The

digraph shown in (a) admits a unique distributed Nash equilibrium given by the pro-

file e = (e∗/2, e∗/2, e∗/2, e∗/2, e∗/2). Note that in this network, for every city i ∈ N ,

d+i = d−i = 1. The digraph shown in (b) admits a unique distributed Nash equilibrium

given by the profile e = (e∗/3, e∗/3, e∗/3, 2e∗/3, 2e∗/3). Note that in this network, there

exists one city i ∈ N such that d−i = 2, while for every other city j ̸= i ∈ N , d−j = 1.

The digraph shown in (c) admits a continuum of distributed Nash equilibria given by the

profile e = (k, e∗ − k, k, e∗ − k, k) and two specialized Nash equilibria (when k = 0 or e∗).

Note that in this network, the individual in-degree is equal to one for every city.

We remark that the existence of a distributed Nash equilibrium within a directed
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network depends closely on the individual in-degree of agents, which should generally be

equal to one, except for some specific cases, as shown in Figure (2) case (b). Suppose

that a digraph verifies this condition for in-degree equality. We can then see that the

number of distributed Nash equilibria within such a directed network is characterized by

the following property.

Lemma 2. Let g be a digraph such that ∀i ∈ N , d−i = 1. If g contains a cycle formed

by an even number of agents, then g admits a continuum of distributed Nash equilibria.

If g does not contain any cycle formed by an even number of agents, then g admits a

unique distributed Nash equilibrium.

The following example illustrates the connection between the number of agents within

the cycle of a directed network that admits (at least) one distributed Nash equilibrium

and the number of distributed equilibria.

Example 3. Directed network, cycle, number of agents and number of distributed

equilibria. We consider cases (a) and (b) of Figure (1) as well as case (c) of Figure (2).

Case (a) of Figure (1) shows a Hamiltonian digraph with an odd number of cities in which,

for every city i ∈ N , d−i = 1, i.e. it shows a Hamiltonian digraph that does not contain

any other cycle. This network admits a unique distributed Nash equilibrium. Case (b)

of Figure (1) shows a Hamiltonian digraph with an even number of cities (four cities) in

which, for every city i ∈ N , d−i = 1. This network admits a continuum of distributed

Nash equilibria. Case (c) of Figure (2) shows a digraph that contains a cycle formed by

an even number of cities (four cities) in which an agent is connected to another agent

outside the cycle, i.e. a network in which for every agent i ∈ N , d−i = 1. This network

13



admits a continuum of distributed Nash equilibria.

4.2 Specialized equilibria

We now derive conditions under which a directed network admits at least one specialized

Nash equilibrium. We first identify an important characteristic of digraphs that do not ad-

mit any specialized equilibrium. Then, we identify a common property of all the digraphs

that admit at least one specialized Nash equilibrium. Given that efforts are substitutable

only in a unilateral way, we note that a specialized Nash equilibrium is characterized by

the fact that a free rider must always be preceded by at least one specialist. We then

obtain, for a specific group of digraphs, the following property.

Lemma 3. If a digraph g contains a cycle Γ formed by an odd number of agents where

∀i ⊂ Γ, d−i = 1, then g does not admit any specialized Nash equilibrium.

We then use a concept from graph theory: the maximal independent set. An indepen-

dent set I of a digraph g is a set of vertices, no two of which are adjacent, i.e. ∀i, j ∈ I,

gij = gji = 0). An independent set of a digraph g is maximal if and only if adding

every vertex to I makes the set not independent. Thus, given a maximal independent set

I, every agent i ∈ N belongs to I or is connected to an agent who belongs to I. The

population of agents can then be divided in two distinct sets of agents: those belonging

to the maximal independent set I and those belonging to an agent who belongs to I. 15

In so far as a single vertex can constitute a maximal independent set, every digraph
15The problem of determining the number of (maximal) independent sets has been, and still is, exten-

sively analyzed by mathematicians. See e.g. Zhang (1990) or Ageev (1994) for classic results as well as
Butenko and Trukhanov (2007) for recent results.
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g contains at least a maximal independent set. The presence of such a set is a necessary

condition for the presence of a specialized Nash equilibrium within a directed network;

but it not sufficient. Consider the case of a Hamiltonian digraph formed by five agents

that does not contain another cycle. In such a network, there exist several maximal in-

dependent sets, each of which is formed by two agents. This digraph does not admit a

specialized Nash equilibrium because, for every maximal independent set, there exists an

agent who does not possess a predecessor that belongs to the maximal independent set.

It follows that the existence of at least one specialized Nash equilibrium within a directed

network is characterized by the following structural property of a digraph.

Proposition 1. A directed network g admits one specialized Nash equilibrium if and

only if g contains a maximal independent set I such that ∀i /∈ I, ∃j ∈ I such that gji = 1.

Proposition 1 entails that there exist few digraphs that do not admit a specialized Nash

equilibrium. The following example illustrates the concepts of maximal independent set

and neighborhood, as long as their connection with the existence of specialized Nash

equilibria.

 

             (a)                                       (b)                                                        (c) 

            0                  e*                   0                 e*                 0                   e*                 0                 e* 

                         0                                                           0                  e*                    0                 e*                0 

Figure 3: Specialized Nash equilibria in some digraphs
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Example 4. Maximal independent set, neighborhood and existence of specialized

equilibria. Figure (3) shows three digraphs. The triangle without cycle shown in (a)

admits a unique specialized Nash equilibrium because it contains only one maximal inde-

pendent set, thereby verifying Proposition 1. The digraph shown in (b) admits a unique

specialized Nash equilibrium. Note that within this digraph, there exists one agent whose

in-degree is equal to zero. The hexagon shown in (c) admits two specialized Nash equilib-

ria. The first is shown by Figure (3). The second is such that those who exert a maximum

amount of effort would exert no effort, and conversely.

5 The selection of Nash equilibria

For numerous digraphs, there exists a variety of equilibrium situations. In particular,

a digraph may admit several types of Nash equilibria (distributed, specialized and/or

hybrid), so it is relevant to determine which type of equilibrium is the most likely to

obtain. In such a situation of multiple equilibria, we can try to reduce the number of

equilibria by using a selection criterion founded on a notion of stability based on Nash

tâtonnement (Bramoullé and Kranton, 2007; Corbo et al., 2007). 16 We define fi (e) as city

i’s best response to the profile e and f = (f1, ..., fn) as the collection of these individual

best responses. An equilibrium e is stable if and only if there exists ρ > 0 such that for

any vector ε satisfying ∀i, |εi| 6 ρ et ei + εi > 0 the sequence e(n) defined by e(0) = e+ ε

et e(n+1) = f
(
e(n)

)
converges to e. 17

According to this criterion, a Nash equilibrium profile is unstable if and only if there
16See Funderberg and Tirole (1991), pp. 23-25.
17In our context of wetlands, Nash tâtonnement seems to be a natural way to analyze the stability of

equilibria. For example, imagine a new subsidy that would be given to one city of the river basin. This
subsidy could be considered as a perturbation introduced into the network.
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exists at least one city who modifies her best response following the introduction of per-

turbation ε within the digraph. By using this notion of Nash tâtonnement, we first realize

that some directed networks have no stable equilibria. 18 This is the case when all stake-

holders have exactly one predecessor.

Lemma 4. If a directed network g contains a cycle Γ such that ∀i ⊂ Γ, d−i = 1, then

g does not admit any stable equilibrium.

Lemma 4 entails that a lot of distributed Nash equilibria are unstable. However, this

property cannot be generalized to every distributed equilibria. 19 The following example

illustrates the instability of equilibria admitted by a Hamiltonian digraph that does not

contain any other cycle, i.e. such that ∀i ∈ N , d−i = 1.

 

    k+ε             e*-k          k+ε              e*-k          k+ε              e*-k          k+ε            e*-k-ε  

  Instant (0)                   Instant (1)                   Instant (2)                   Instant (3) 

 e*-k               k          e*-k-ε               k          e*-k-ε             k+ε        e*-k-ε             k+ε   

Figure 4: The nondegeneration of a perturbation in a Hamiltonian digraph that does
not contain any other cycle

Example 5. Instability of equilibria of a Hamiltonian digraph in which every agent

possesses an in-degree equal to one. Figure (4) shows a Hamiltonian digraph formed by
18Another way to test the stability of Nash equilibria would be to make the degree of substitutability

varying at equilibrium. This could be a less restrictive criterion and it might be that some equilibria that
appear unstable in the sense of Nash tâtonnement would be stable. This point is left for further research.

19Consider a digraph composed by two directed triangles linked by a common vertex, as shown by
Figure (2), case (b). This digraph admits a unique distributed Nash equilibrium that is stable.
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four cities that does not contain another cycle. We know from Lemma 2 that such a di-

graph admits a continuum of distributed Nash equilibria. We also know from Proposition

1 that such a digraph admits (at least) one specialized Nash equilibrium. If we introduce

a perturbation ε into this directed network, the perturbation never disappears and makes

all cities modify their equilibrium choices.

We have seen that every digraph containing a cycle in which every agent possesses only

one predecessor, i.e. his predecessor within the cycle, does not admit any stable equilib-

rium. Consider a specialized Nash equilibrium admitted by a digraph that contains a

cycle. Following the introduction of a perturbation ε, every free rider should exert an

effort level equal to 0+ ε, and every specialist should exert an effort level equal to e∗ − ε.

If a free rider i in the cycle possesses two predecessors, at least one of these predecessors

is a specialist; otherwise, Proposition 1 tells us that the digraph does not admit any spe-

cialized equilibrium. If i’s second predecessor is also a specialist, then ēi = 2e∗ − 2ε; thus

agent i’s best response is still ei = 0. If i’s second predecessor is not a specialist, then

ēi = e∗; thus agent i’s best response is still ei = 0. It is equivalent if agent i possesses

more than two predecessors because at least one of these predecessors is a specialist. We

then get the following property.

Proposition 2. A specialized Nash equilibrium admitted by a directed network g is

stable if and only if, for every cycle contained in g, there exists at least one free rider i

such that d−i > 2.

Proposition 2 says that a lot of specialized equilibria are stable, but we know from
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Lemma 4 that this is not the case for all specialized equilibria. Consider the case of a

Hamiltonian digraph formed by four agents and that does not contain any other cycle.

This digraph admits two specialized Nash equilibria that are not stable, as shown in Figure

(4). Suppose that a new directed link is created between the free riders. A perturbation

introduced in the network will disappear because the best response of the agent who

possesses two predecessors will always be to exert no effort. This example illustrates the

positive effect of new arcs on the stability of specialized equilibria.

6 Welfare analysis

We now evaluate the welfare yielded by different allocations of effort within a directed

network. The social value of the networks is measured by a social welfare function that

corresponds to the sum of each individual payoff. Formally, the social welfare function of

profile e for a digraph g can be written as follows:

W (e;g) =
∑
i∈N

b (ei + ēi)− c
∑
i∈N

ei

where it will be remembered that ēi corresponds to the total effort of city i’s set of

predecessors.

6.1 Efficient allocations

We say that a profile e is efficient for a given directed network g if and only if there

does not exist another profile e’ such that W (e’;g) > W (e;g). In so far as the welfare

function is concave, an efficient profile, for every city i such that ei > 0, must verify

19



∂W (e;g)/∂ei = 0; i.e. for all ei > 0:

b′ (ei + ēi) +
∑
j∈Ns

i

b′ (ej + ēj) = c (1)

where the left hand side corresponds to the marginal social benefit that is derived from

city i’s effort. We note that ēj corresponds to the sum of the efforts of city j’s set of

predecessors. Note also that agent j belongs to city i’s set of successors.

Consider a Hamiltonian digraph formed by n cities and that does not contain any

other cycle. There always exists an efficient profile in which each city chooses to exert the

same level of effort e where e verifies b′ (2e) = c/2. Each city benefits from her own effort

and her predecessor’s effort; hence, each city earns b (2e). Furthermore, the individual

marginal cost is c/2. This allocation of effort solves the first-order conditions of welfare

maximization. Given that the welfare function is concave, the allocation of effort must

be efficient.

In some digraphs which do not contain any cycle, there may exist cities that do not

contribute in the efficient allocation. Consider every digraph without a cycle in which the

set of successors of an agent is a strict subset of the set of successors of another agent. In

this context, the agent whose set of successors is the smallest should exert no effort. For

every digraph g with two agents i and j such that i∪N s
i  j ∪N s

j , ei = 0 in any efficient

profile.

The comparison of the efficient condition (1) to the Nash equilibrium conditions leads

us to notice that cities do not internalize the positive externality their effort produces on

their successors. At the individual level, each city i ∈ N considers only her own marginal

benefits and chooses her effort level such that b′ (ei + ēi) = c. In this noncooperative
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context, the CPR is either underprovided or overpaid. It then follows that no effort

profile that constitutes a Nash equilibrium within a digraph is efficient. We illustrate the

difference between an efficient allocation and an equilibrium allocation in the following

example.

 

   (a)                                                                                 (b)  

     0                  e                 e                  0                       0                  e*                0                 e* 

            0                                    0                  0                        0                                    e*                 0 

Figure 5: Efficient allocation vs. equilibrium allocation

Example 6. Efficient vs. equilibrium allocation. Consider the digraph in Figure

(5) which represents two connected communities. In the efficient allocation shown in

(a), cities that linked the two communities make all the contributions to the CPR. The

successors of every other city form a strict subset of the successors of these two cities.

Condition (1) implies that the two cities both exert effort e, such that b′ (2e)+3b′ (e) = c.

The unique Nash equilibrium admitted by this digraph is different from this allocation.

In the equilibrium allocation shown in (b), the city who belongs to the quadrangle and is

connected to the triangle exerts no effort. Thus, effort e∗ should be exerted by two of the

three successors of this city.

6.2 The best Nash equilibrium

Even though no Nash equilibrium that is admitted by a directed network is efficient,

we propose to investigate which equilibria yield the highest welfare. Remember that in
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equilibrium, each city receives benefits from an effort level at least equal to e∗. Thus,

nb (e∗) represents the minimum aggregate benefit of each equilibrium profile. However,

there exist some equilibria in which some cities exert no effort but are preceded by several

specialists. Thus, these cities earn more than b (e∗). The increase in welfare yielded by

their benefits is equal to
∑

j:ej=0 [b (ēj)− b (e∗)] where the sum concerns every city that

exerts no effort. The welfare of an equilibrium can thus be written as follows:

W (e;g) = nb (e∗) +
∑
j:ej=0

[b (ēj)− b (e∗)]− c
∑
i

ei (2)

where the second term corresponds to the benefit premium that may arise when the total

effort of the predecessors of a city exceeds e∗.

Distributed equilibria do not produce benefit premia, while specialized equilibria and

hybrid equilibria may produce such a premium. In Equation (2), we see a trade-off between

benefit premia and effort costs. It might then be that sometimes, when a digraph admits

both a distributed Nash equilibrium and another type of Nash equilibrium (specialized

or hybrid), the distributed equilibrium would not be preferable in terms of welfare. We

illustrate the emergence of benefit premia within a digraph in the following example.

 

                          (a)                                                  (b)  

                   e*/2                     e*/2                      e*-k                      k 

                                e*/2                                                   k                      e*-k   

                                    0                                                     0 

Figure 6: Some digraphs producing a benefit premium
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Example 7. Specialized equilibria, hybrid equilibria and benefit premium. Figure

(7) shows two digraphs. The digraph shown in (a) admits a unique hybrid Nash equi-

librium. According to Equation (2), the welfare produced by this equilibrium is equal to

4b (e∗)+[b (3e∗/2)− b (e∗)]−3ce∗/2. The term between brackets corresponds to the bene-

fit premium produced by this hybrid Nash equilibrium, which benefits the city outside the

cycle. The digraph shown in (b) admits two specialized Nash equilibria and a continuum

of hybrid Nash equilibria. Consider first the specialized equilibrium where k = e∗. The

welfare of this equilibrium is equal to 5b (e∗) + [b (2e∗)− b (e∗)]− 2ce∗. The term between

brackets corresponds to the benefit premium produced by this specialized Nash equilib-

rium, which benefits the city outside the cycle. Consider now the hybrid equilibrium where

k = e∗/2. The welfare of this equilibrium is equal to 5b (e∗) + [b (3e∗/2)− b (e∗)] − 2ce∗.

The term between brackets corresponds to the benefit premium produced by this hybrid

Nash equilibrium, which benefits the city outside the cycle. We note that, in terms of

welfare, the specialized equilibrium where k = e∗ produces the highest benefit premium

and is thus preferable to any other Nash equilibria admitted by this digraph.

7 The effects of new directed links

In the preceding section, we identified the Nash equilibria of a directed network that yield

the highest aggregate welfare. We now analyze the effects on welfare of changes within

the digraph itself. We examine the effects in term of welfare of adding a new arc within

a given digraph.

We consider changes that appear in the set of Nash equilibria when a new directed

link is created. We say that an equilibrium profile e is a second-best equilibrium for a
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given digraph g if and only if there does not exist any other equilibrium profile e’ such

that W (e’;g) > W (e;g). We consider a digraph g and two agents i and j who are not

connected in g. We denote by g + ij the digraph obtained by connecting i towards j in

g. We consider that the directed link induces a loss in welfare when the level of welfare

of the second-best equilibrium for digraph g + ij is lower than that for g. We illustrate

the positive and negative effects of a new directed link in the following example.

 

   (a)                                                                                  (b)  

     0                  e*               e*                  0                       0                  e*                0                 e* 

            0                                    0                  0                        0                                    e*                 0 

     0                  e*               e*                  0   

                0                                    0                  0 

                                          (c)  

Figure 7: Connecting two digraphs

Example 8. Positive and negative effects of new directed links. We consider the two

digraphs of case (a) in Figure (7). This figure shows the unique second-best equilibrium

admitted by this directed network. In this case, the overall welfare is equal to 7b (e∗)−2ce∗.

If we create a new directed link from the specialist of the triangle towards the specialist

of the quadrangle, as shown by case (b) in Figure (7), the initial equilibrium is modified.

This new directed link modifies the overall welfare by decreasing it, since it takes the

value of 7b (e∗) − 3ce∗. On the other hand, if we create a new directed link between
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the specialist of the triangle and a free rider of the quadrangle, as shown by case (c) in

Figure (7), the initial equilibrium is not modified. However, the overall welfare increases

because it now becomes equal to b (2e∗) + 6b (e∗)− 2ce∗. In this case, a free rider has two

predecessors who are specialists. The welfare of this city increases because the total effort

of her predecessors is now equal to 2e∗.

8 Numerical example

Environmental applications in network analysis are just beginning to appear, and so

far have focused on understanding characteristics of social networks that increase the

likelihood of collective action and successful natural resource management (Schneider et

al., 2003; Bodin and Crona, 2009). Moreover, by linking well-known concepts of social

network analysis to issues and theories found in the literature on resource management,

these applications have tried to show how knowledge gained from analyzing the social

networks of stakeholders can be used to select stakeholders for participation in initiatives

for the management of natural resources (Prell et al., 2008; Prell et al., 2009). Though

these studies have been quite appealing with respect to the analysis of the efficiency of

the governance of common-pool resources, they lack economic intuition because they do

not identify the effects of agents’ neighborhood patterns, i.e. their social network, on

behavior and outcomes.

Our case study for the model developed herein is the conservation of wetlands by cities

of a river basin linked by flows of hydrological influence. We focus on the Livenne river

basin, located in the Gironde estuary (France). This river basin contains 24 cities. None

of these cities has a population of more than 3500 citizens and only seven have more
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Figure 8: The links of hydrological influence between cities of the Livenne river basin

than 1000 citizens. Their surface area varies from 245 to 3743 hectares. The links of

hydrological influence between cities of the Livenne river basin are shown in Figure 8.

From Figure 8, we can draw any random representation of the Livenne directed network.

We use the software program Pajek 20 to achieve this (see Figure 9).

We then calculate the in-degree and out-degree indices for every city of the network.

These results are reported in Table 1. Nine cities have an in-degree equal to zero. This

means that these cities have no predecessor. Applying Lemma 1 to this context, we

know that the Livenne directed network does not admit any distributed equilibrium. It

is interesting to note that only two cities have an out-degree equal to zero. This means

that only two cities have no successor. We also note that a large majority of cities has
20http://pajek.imfm.si/doku.php
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Figure 9: Random draw of the Livenne directed network

an out-degree equal to one. The city with the highest out-degree, Reignac, also has the

highest in-degree. All flows are directed except for three, which are two-way. There are

several paths in the network, and one cycle. 21

The Livenne directed network admits two specialized equilibria and a continuum of

hybrid equilibria. Nevertheless, only two cities, Braud-et-Saint-Louis and Saint-Ciers-

sur-Gironde, could exert different equilibrium effort. Moreover, eight cities have a unique

best-response, which is to free ride. According to Proposition 2, there are Nash equilibria

that are stable. We also note that five cities would get a benefit premium, according

to their position in the network. It is interesting to note that the city with the highest

in-degree and out-degree would get the highest benefit premium. However, a majority of

cities (15) would exert maximal effort without getting any premium.

21Saugon - Générac - Campugnan - Reignac - Saugon.
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Table 1: Individual statistical measures of the Livenne directed network

City In- Out- Equilibrium Benefit
degree degree effort premium

Saint-Androny 2 0 e∗ -
Saint-Genès-de-Blaye 0 1 e∗ -
Fours 1 2 0 -
Mazion 0 1 e∗ -
Anglade 2 2 0 e∗

Eyrans 2 1 e∗ -
Cartelègue 2 1 0 e∗

Campugnan 1 1 e∗ -
Générac 3 1 0 2e∗

Saint-Paul 0 2 e∗ -
Saint-Christoly-de-Blaye 1 1 0 -
Saint-Savin 0 2 e∗ -
Saugon 0 2 e∗ -
Reignac 5 4 0 4e∗

Donnezac 0 1 e∗ -
Marcillac 1 2 e∗ -
Saint-Aubin-de-Blaye 3 3 0 e∗

Braud-et-Saint-Louis 3 1 e∗ − k 1 -
Etauliers 2 1 e∗ -
Saint-Caprais-de-Blaye 0 1 e∗ -
Saint-Palais 1 1 0 -
Saint-Ciers-sur-Gironde 3 1 k 1 -
Pleine-Selve 0 1 e∗ -
Saint-Girons-d’Aiguevives 0 1 e∗ -

1 ∀k ∈ [0; e∗]

9 Conclusion

We have presented a model of CPR conservation in a directed network. In this model,

there is a fixed natural structure that connects stakeholders, and stakeholders choose how

much to contribute to the conservation of the CPR, which is non-excludable and can be

jointly used. The game is noncooperative, i.e. actions are strategic substitutes. This

theoretical work was motivated by a desire to understand the conservation of wetlands in

a river basin of the Gironde estuary, where stakeholders (cities) are connected by flows of

hydrological influence. Due to the fact that these flows are almost always one-way, our

model was also motivated by a desire to understand directed networks.
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By adding a direction to the links, our model extends the local public goods game

played on networks that is developed in Bramoullé and Kranton (2007). We find two fun-

damental differences between our model and that of Bramoullé and Kranton. First, those

authors show that every undirected network admits a specialized equilibrium, while our

model shows that many, but not all, directed networks admit a specialized equilibrium.

Second, while those authors show that no distributed equilibrium is stable, our model

shows that some directed networks admit a distributed equilibrium that is stable. In con-

trast, the welfare analysis reveals three main similarities with the undirected framework.

First, we find that no Nash equilibrium is efficient. Second, we find that benefit premia

may appear in directed networks in which free riders are preceded by many contributors.

Finally, we show that structural holes in directed networks may sometimes be beneficial

to society as a whole.

A useful direction for further research would be to investigate how the nature of links

affects behavior and outcomes. In this regard, the effect of weak ties in comparison with

strong ties was first pointed out by Granovetter (1973). In the example of wetlands that

we used when developing our model, it is very clear that flows of hydrological influence

vary in their intensity. This fact suggests to study weighted directed networks, which may

provide more precise results concerning the existence of Nash equilibria. A further issue

for investigation, which is related to the first, is how flows vary over time in addition to

varying in their intensity. Finally, it would also be pertinent to examine outcomes if it

is assumed that effort substitutability is imperfect and heterogenous among stakeholders

because this could provide a more intuitive approach for testing the stability of Nash

equilibria.
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Appendix

Proof of Lemma 1. Suppose that in a digraph g, there exists an agent i ∈ N such that

d−i = 0. Due to the fact that agent i has no predecessor, ēi = 0. Note that in equilibrium,

agent i chooses her level of effort ei such that b′ (ei + ēi) = b′ (e∗) = c. It follows that

ei = e∗, i.e. agent i always chooses to exert the maximum level of effort. All equilibrium

profiles admitted by g contain at least an agent who exerts a maximal level of effort;

hence, g does not admit any distributed Nash equilibrium. �

Proof of Lemma 2. Let g be a digraph in which ∀i ∈ N , d−i = 1, i.e. g contains a

unique cycle or several disconnected cycles.

Suppose that g is a Hamiltonian digraph, i.e. that ∀i ∈ N , d+i = 1 and the cycle

is unique. Assume that an agent i chooses to exert an effort level ei = k such that

k ∈ ]0, e∗[. Her successor, agent i + 1, will choose to exert an effort level e(i+1) such that

ei+e(i+1) = e∗, so e(i+1) = e∗−k. In the same way, the successor of agent i+1 will choose

to exert an effort level equal to k, and so on until the predecessor of agent i, i.e. agent

i− 1. If agent i− 1 chooses to exert an effort level equal to e∗ − k, g will be composed of

an even number of agents. In this case, we obtain ei + e(i−1) = e∗, ∀k ∈ [0, e∗]. If agent

i− 1 chooses to exert an effort level equal to k, then g is composed of an odd number of

agents. In this case, ei + e(i−1) = e∗ if and only if k = e∗/2.

Suppose now that g contains a cycle Γ in which there exists (at least) an agent j ⊂ Γ

who represents the initial extremity of one (or several) path, i.e. ∃j ∈ N such that

d+j ̸= 1. Thus, agent j has (at least) two successors. Every successor of agent j outside

the cycle will choose to exert an effort level identical to the successor of agent j within
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the cycle (because under our initial assumption, every agent has only one predecessor).

Thus, whatever the size and the number of paths connected to Γ, the number of equilibria

admitted by g depends only on the number of agents that belong to Γ. �

Proof of Lemma 3. Lemma 2 tells us that if a directed network g verifying the

assumption ∀i ∈ N , d−i = 1, contains a cycle composed of an odd number of agents, then

the unique Nash equilibrium admitted by g is a distributed Nash equilibrium in which

∀i ∈ N , ei = e∗/2. �

Proof of Proposition 1. Suppose that a specialized profile e is a Nash equilibrium

of a directed network g. Thus, for every agent i and j belonging to the set of specialists

Ie, ei = ej = e∗. This implies that gij = gji = 0, because otherwise, e∗ is not their best

response. Thus Ie is an independent set.

Consider an independent set of specialists Ie that is not maximal. By definition, there

exists a set of agents J ∈ N such that J ∪ Ie is independent. However, ∀j ∈ J , ej = 0

cannot be a best response because agent j is not preceded by one (or several) specialists.

Thus Ie is a maximal independent set.

Suppose now that ∀j ∈ Ie, ∃i /∈ Ie, such that gji = 0. As agent i is not preceded by

one (or several) specialist, ei = 0 is not her best response. On the other hand, if ∀i /∈ Ie,

∃j ∈ Ie, such that gji = 0, then free riders are all preceded by a specialist and exert their

best response. �

Proof of Lemma 4. Let g be a digraph containing a cycle Γ in which ∀i ⊂ Γ, d−i = 1.

We consider an equilibrium such that ∀i ⊂ Γ, ei = fi (e) where fi (e) represents the
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best response of individual i to the profile e. We note f = (f1, ..., fn) the collection of best

responses of every agent i belonging to Γ. We define a perturbation ε such that ∀i ∈ N ,

εi = ρ where ρ is a small positive number. We introduce the perturbation in the cycle

Γ, i.e. e(0) = e + ε. At time 0, there exists an agent i belonging to Γ whose effort level

is equal to e′i = ei + εi. At the next time, the successor of this agent, marked i + 1, will

reduce the amount of effort she exerts because from now on, ēi+1 = ei + εi. Thus, every

agent in the cycle reflects the perturbation on her own effort level, until the predecessor

of agent i, marked i− 1. Lemma 2 tells us that if the number of agents belonging to Γ is

even, then e′i−1 = e∗ − e′i, i.e. a new equilibrium arises and the sequence e(n) will never

converge to e. If the number of agents belonging to Γ is odd, then e′i−1 = e′i. Agent i will

be led to modify her effort level by choosing e′′i = ei − ε. The successor of agent i will

then modify her effort level, and so on. The network no longer admits an equilibrium and

the sequence e(n) will never converge to e. �

Proof of Proposition 2. Let g be a digraph that admits a specialized Nash equilib-

rium.

We first suppose that g does not contain any cycle. Thus, there exists (at least) one

agent i ∈ N , such that d−i = 0. In equilibrium, the best response of agent i is ei = e∗.

If we introduce a perturbation ε within the digraph, then the best response of agent i

will always be ei = e∗. It is the same for every agent who has no predecessor within g.

Furthermore, ∀j ∈ Nd
i , ej = 0 because in equilibrium, b′ (ej + ēj) = c, where ēj > ei.

In addition, ∀h ∈ Nd
j , i.e. contained in the maximal independent set built from agent

i, eh = e∗, etc. The network always admits the initial specialized equilibrium and the

sequence e(n) will always converge to e.
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We have shown that the specialized Nash equilibrium admitted by a digraph that does

not contain any cycle is stable. Suppose now that g contains one or several cycles. We

know from Lemma 4 that if there exists a cycle Γ such that ∀i ⊂ Γ, d−i = 1, g does not

admit any stable equilibrium. Assume there exists an agent j ⊂ Γ such that d−j > 2.

We know from Proposition 1 that one of the two predecessors of agent j is inevitably a

specialist. Without perturbation, ēj = e∗ and ej = 0. With a very small perturbation

ε > 0, ēj = (e∗ − ε) + (0 + ε) + ... and ej = 0. The perturbation within Γ will disappear

because of agent j, who does not modify her best response. This logic applies to every

cycle contained within g. �

Acknowledgements

We wish to thank Nicolas Carayol, Matthew Jackson, Jean-Christophe Péreau and seminar

participants at the University of Rennes 1 (CREM), the University of Nantes (LEMNA),

the 9th European School for New Institutional Economics (ESNIE) and the 9th Interna-

tional Workshop on Spatial Econometrics and Statistics (SEW) for helpful comments. All

errors that remain are our own.

References

1. Acemoglu, D., Ozdaglar, A., 2007. Competition and efficiency in congested markets.

Math. Oper. Res. 32, 1-31.

2. Ageev, A.A., 1994. On finding critical independent and vertex sets. SIAM J. Discrete

Math. 7, 293-295.

33



3. Bala, V., Goyal, S., 1998. Learning from neighbours. Rev. Econom. Design 5, 205-

228.

4. Bala, V., Goyal, S., 2000. A noncooperative game of network formation. Economet-

rica 68, 1181-1229.

5. Ballester, C., Calvó-Armengol, A., 2009. Moderate interactions in games with in-

duced complementarities. Mimeo, Universitat Autonoma de Barcelona.

6. Ballester, C., Calvó-Armengol, A., Zenou, Y, 2006. Who’s who in networks. Wanted:

the key player. Econometrica 74, 1403-1417.

7. Bodin, Ö., Crona, B.I., 2009. The role of social networks in natural resource gov-

ernance: what relational patterns make a difference? Global Environ. Change 19,

366-374.

8. Bramoullé, Y., Kranton, R., 2007. Public goods in networks. J. Econom. Theory

135, 478-494.

9. Butenko, S., Trukhanov, S., 2007. Using critical sets to solve the maximum indepen-

dent set problem. Oper. Res. Lett. 35, 519-524.

10. Chen, S., Ryan, D.R., 1981. A comparison of three algorithms for finding funda-

mental cycles in a directed graph. Networks 11, 1-12.

11. Corbo, J., Calvó-Armengol, A., Parkes, D.C., 2007. Network effects in local contri-

bution economies: identification and regulation. Mimeo, Universitat Autonoma de

Barcelona.

34



12. Corominas-Bosch, M., 2004. Bargaining in a network of buyers and sellers. J.

Econom. Theory 115, 35-77.

13. Dutta, B., Jackson, M.O., 2000. The stability and efficiency of directed communi-

cation networks. Rev. Econom. Design 5, 251-272.

14. Funderberg, D., Tirole, J., 1991. Game Theory, Cambridge, MIT Press.

15. Galeotti, A., Goyal, S., Jackson, M.O., Vega-Redondo, F., Yariv, L., 2010. Network

games. Rev. Econom. Stud. 77, 218-244.

16. Gordon, S., 1954. The economic theory of a common property resource: the fishery.

J. Polit. Econom 62, 124-142.

17. Granovetter, M., 1973. The strength of weak ties. Amer. J. Sociol. 78, 1360-1380.

18. İlkiliç, R., forthcoming. Networks of common property resources. Econom. Theory,

doi:10.1007/s00199-010-0520-7.

19. Jackson, M.O., forthcoming. An overview of social networks and economic ap-

plications, in Benhabib, J., Bisin, A., Jackson, M.O. (Eds), Handbook of Social

Economics, North-Holland.

20. Johari, R., Mannor, S., Tsitsiklis, J.N., 2006. A contract-based model for directed

network formation. Games Econom. Behav. 56, 201-224.

21. Morris, S., 2000. Contagion. Rev. Econom. Stud. 67, 57-78.

22. Ore, O., 1962. Theory of Graphs, American Mathematical Society Colloquium Pub-

lications, vol. 38, Providence, American Mathematical Society.

35



23. Ostrom, E., 1990. Governing the Commons, New York, Cambridge University Press.

24. Ostrom, E., Dietz, T., Dolsak, N., Stern, P.C., Stonich S., Weber, E.U., 2002. The

Drama of the Commons, Washington D.C., National Academic Press.

25. Prell, C., Hubacek, K., Quinn, C., Reed, M., 2008. Who’s in the network? When

stakeholders influence data analysis. Syst. Pract. Act. Res. 21, 443-458.

26. Prell, C., Hubacek, K., Reed, M., 2009. Stakeholder analysis and social network

analysis in natural resource management. Soc. Natur. Resour. 22, 501-518.

27. Seabright, P., 1993. Managing local commons: theoretical issues in incentive design.

J. Econom. Perspect. 7, 113-134.

28. Schneider, M., Scholz, J., Lubell, M., Mindruta, D., Edwardsen, M., 2003. Building

consensual institutions: networks and the National Estuary Program. Amer. J. Pol.

Sci. 47, 143-158.

29. Walker, J.M., Gardner, R., Ostrom, E., 1990. Rent dissipation in a limited-access

common-pool resource: experimental evidence. J. Environ. Econom. Management

19, 203-211.

30. Weinblatt, H., 1972. A new search algorithm for finding the simple cycles of a finite

directed graph. J. ACM 19, 43-56.

31. Zhang, C.-Q., 1990. Finding critical independent sets and critical vertex subsets

are polynomial problems. SIAM J. Discrete Math. 3, 431-438.

36



NOTE DI LAVORO DELLA FONDAZIONE ENI ENRICO MATTEI 

Fondazione Eni Enrico Mattei Working Paper Series 

Our Note di Lavoro are available on the Internet at the following addresses: 
http://www.feem.it/getpage.aspx?id=73&sez=Publications&padre=20&tab=1 

http://papers.ssrn.com/sol3/JELJOUR_Results.cfm?form_name=journalbrowse&journal_id=266659 
http://ideas.repec.org/s/fem/femwpa.html 

http://www.econis.eu/LNG=EN/FAM?PPN=505954494 
http://ageconsearch.umn.edu/handle/35978 

http://www.bepress.com/feem/ 
 
 
 
 

NOTE DI LAVORO PUBLISHED IN 2010 
GC 1.2010 Cristina Cattaneo: Migrants’ International Transfers and Educational Expenditure: Empirical Evidence from 

Albania 
SD 2.2010 Fabio Antoniou, Panos Hatzipanayotou and Phoebe Koundouri: Tradable Permits vs Ecological Dumping 
SD 3.2010 Fabio Antoniou, Panos Hatzipanayotou and Phoebe Koundouri: Second Best Environmental Policies under 

Uncertainty 
SD 4.2010 Carlo Carraro, Enrica De Cian and Lea Nicita: Modeling Biased Technical Change. Implications for Climate 

Policy 
IM 5.2010 Luca Di Corato: Profit Sharing under the threat of Nationalization  
SD 6.2010 Masako Ikefuji, Jun-ichi Itaya and Makoto Okamura: Optimal Emission Tax with Endogenous Location 

Choice of Duopolistic Firms 
SD 7.2010 Michela Catenacci and Carlo Giupponi: Potentials and Limits of Bayesian Networks to Deal with 

Uncertainty in the Assessment of Climate Change Adaptation Policies 
GC 8.2010 Paul Sarfo-Mensah and William Oduro: Changes in Beliefs and Perceptions about the Natural Environment 

in the Forest-Savanna Transitional Zone of Ghana: The Influence of Religion 
IM 9.2010 Andrea Boitani, Marcella Nicolini and Carlo Scarpa: Do Competition and Ownership Matter? Evidence 

from Local Public Transport in Europe 
SD 10.2010 Helen Ding and Paulo A.L.D. Nunes and Sonja Teelucksingh: European Forests and Carbon Sequestration 

Services : An Economic Assessment of Climate Change Impacts 
GC 11.2010 Enrico Bertacchini, Walter Santagata and Giovanni Signorello: Loving Cultural Heritage Private Individual 

Giving and Prosocial Behavior 
SD 12.2010 Antoine Dechezleprêtre, Matthieu Glachant and Yann Ménière: What Drives the International Transfer of 

Climate Change Mitigation Technologies? Empirical Evidence from Patent Data 
SD 13.2010 Andrea Bastianin, Alice Favero and Emanuele Massetti: Investments and Financial Flows Induced by 

Climate Mitigation Policies 
SD 14.2010 Reyer Gerlagh: Too Much Oil 
IM 15.2010 Chiara Fumagalli and Massimo Motta: A Simple Theory of Predation 
GC 16.2010 Rinaldo Brau, Adriana Di Liberto and Francesco Pigliaru: Tourism and Development: A Recent 

Phenomenon Built on Old (Institutional) Roots? 
SD 17.2010 Lucia Vergano, Georg Umgiesser and Paulo A.L.D. Nunes: An Economic Assessment of the Impacts of the 

MOSE Barriers on Venice Port Activities 
SD 18.2010 ZhongXiang Zhang: Climate Change Meets Trade in Promoting Green Growth: Potential Conflicts and 

Synergies  
SD 19.2010 Elisa Lanzi and Ian Sue Wing: Capital Malleability and the Macroeconomic Costs of Climate Policy 
IM 20.2010 Alberto Petrucci: Second-Best Optimal Taxation of Oil and Capital in a Small Open Economy 
SD 21.2010 Enrica De Cian and Alice Favero: Fairness, Credibility and Effectiveness in the Copenhagen Accord: An 

Economic Assessment 
SD 22.2010 Francesco Bosello: Adaptation, Mitigation and “Green” R&D to Combat Global Climate Change. Insights 

From an Empirical Integrated Assessment Exercise 
IM 23.2010 Jean Tirole and Roland Bénabou: Individual and Corporate Social Responsibility 
IM 24.2010 Cesare Dosi and Michele Moretto: Licences, "Use or Lose" Provisions and the Time of Investment 
GC 25.2010 Andrés Rodríguez-Pose and Vassilis Tselios (lxxxvi): Returns to Migration, Education, and Externalities in 

the European Union 
GC 26.2010 Klaus Desmet and Esteban Rossi-Hansberg (lxxxvi): Spatial Development 
SD 27.2010 Massimiliano Mazzanti, Anna Montini and Francesco Nicolli: Waste Generation and Landfill Diversion 

Dynamics: Decentralised Management and Spatial Effects 
SD 28.2010 Lucia Ceccato, Valentina Giannini and Carlo Gipponi: A Participatory Approach to Assess the Effectiveness 

of Responses to Cope with Flood Risk 
SD 29.2010 Valentina Bosetti and David G. Victor: Politics and Economics of Second-Best Regulation of Greenhouse

Gases:  The Importance of Regulatory Credibility 
IM 30.2010 Francesca Cornelli, Zbigniew Kominek and Alexander Ljungqvist: Monitoring Managers: Does it Matter? 
GC 31.2010 Francesco D’Amuri and Juri Marcucci: “Google it!” Forecasting the US Unemployment Rate with a Google 

Job Search index 
SD 32.2010 Francesco Bosello, Carlo Carraro and Enrica De Cian: Climate Policy and the Optimal Balance between 

Mitigation, Adaptation and Unavoided Damage 



SD 33.2010 Enrica De Cian and Massimo Tavoni: The Role of International Carbon Offsets in a Second-best Climate 
Policy: A Numerical Evaluation 

SD 34.2010 ZhongXiang Zhang: The U.S. Proposed Carbon Tariffs, WTO Scrutiny and China’s Responses 
IM 35.2010 Vincenzo Denicolò and Piercarlo Zanchettin: Leadership Cycles 
SD 36.2010 Stéphanie Monjon and Philippe Quirion: How to Design a Border Adjustment for the European Union 

Emissions Trading System? 
SD 37.2010 Meriem Hamdi-Cherif, Céline Guivarch and Philippe Quirion: Sectoral Targets for Developing Countries:

Combining "Common but Differentiated Responsibilities" with "Meaningful participation" 
IM 38.2010 G. Andrew Karolyi and Rose C. Liao: What is Different about Government-Controlled Acquirers in Cross-

Border Acquisitions? 
GC 39.2010 Kjetil Bjorvatn and Alireza Naghavi: Rent Seekers in Rentier States: When Greed Brings Peace 
GC 40.2010 Andrea Mantovani and Alireza Naghavi: Parallel Imports and Innovation in an Emerging Economy 
SD 41.2010 Luke Brander, Andrea Ghermandi, Onno Kuik, Anil Markandya, Paulo A.L.D. Nunes, Marije Schaafsma 

and Alfred Wagtendonk: Scaling up Ecosystem Services Values: Methodology, Applicability and a Case 
Study 

SD 42.2010 Valentina Bosetti, Carlo Carraro, Romain Duval and Massimo Tavoni: What Should We Expect from 
Innovation? A Model-Based Assessment of the Environmental and Mitigation Cost Implications of Climate-
Related R&D 

SD 43.2010 Frank Vöhringer, Alain Haurie, Dabo Guan,Maryse Labriet, Richard Loulou, Valentina Bosetti, Pryadarshi 
R. Shukla and Philippe Thalmann: Reinforcing the EU Dialogue with Developing Countries on Climate 
Change Mitigation 

GC 44.2010 Angelo Antoci, Pier Luigi Sacco and Mauro Sodini: Public Security vs. Private Self-Protection: Optimal 
Taxation and the Social Dynamics of Fear 

IM 45.2010 Luca Enriques: European Takeover Law: The Case for a Neutral Approach  
SD 46.2010 Maureen L. Cropper, Yi Jiang, Anna Alberini and Patrick Baur: Getting Cars Off the Road: The Cost-

Effectiveness of an Episodic Pollution Control Program 
IM 47.2010 Thomas Hellman and Enrico Perotti: The Circulation of Ideas in Firms and Markets 
IM 48.2010 James Dow and Enrico Perotti: Resistance to Change 
SD 49.2010 Jaromir Kovarik, Friederike Mengel and José Gabriel Romero: (Anti-) Coordination in Networks 
SD 50.2010 Helen Ding, Silvia Silvestri, Aline Chiabai and Paulo A.L.D. Nunes: A Hybrid Approach to the Valuation of 

Climate Change Effects on Ecosystem Services: Evidence from the European Forests 
GC 51.2010 Pauline Grosjean (lxxxvii): A History of Violence: Testing the ‘Culture of Honor’ in the US South 
GC 52.2010 Paolo Buonanno and Matteo M. Galizzi (lxxxvii): Advocatus, et non latro? Testing the Supplier-Induced-

Demand Hypothesis for Italian Courts of Justice 
GC 53.2010 Gilat Levy and Ronny Razin (lxxxvii): Religious Organizations 
GC 54.2010 Matteo Cervellati and Paolo Vanin (lxxxvii): ”Thou shalt not covet ...”: Prohibitions, Temptation and Moral 

Values 
GC 55.2010 Sebastian Galiani, Martín A. Rossi and Ernesto Schargrodsky (lxxxvii):  Conscription and Crime: Evidence 

from the Argentine Draft Lottery 
GC 56.2010 Alberto Alesina, Yann Algan, Pierre Cahuc and Paola Giuliano (lxxxvii): Family Values and the Regulation of 

Labor 
GC 57.2010 Raquel Fernández (lxxxvii): Women’s Rights and Development 
GC 58.2010 Tommaso Nannicini, Andrea Stella, Guido Tabellini, Ugo Troiano (lxxxvii): Social Capital and Political 

Accountability 
GC 59.2010 Eleonora Patacchini and  Yves Zenou (lxxxvii): Juvenile Delinquency and Conformism 
GC 60.2010 Gani Aldashev, Imane Chaara, Jean-Philippe Platteau and Zaki Wahhaj (lxxxvii): Using the Law to Change 

the Custom 
GC 61.2010 Jeffrey Butler, Paola Giuliano and Luigi Guiso (lxxxvii): The Right Amount of Trust 
SD 62.2010 Valentina Bosetti, Carlo Carraio and Massimo Tavoni: Alternative Paths toward a Low Carbon World 
SD 63.2010 Kelly C. de Bruin, Rob B. Dellink and Richard S.J. Tol: International Cooperation on Climate Change 

Adaptation from an Economic Perspective 
IM 64.2010 Andrea Bigano, Ramon Arigoni Ortiz, Anil Markandya, Emanuela Menichetti and Roberta Pierfederici: The 

Linkages between Energy Efficiency and Security of Energy Supply in Europe 
SD 65.2010 Anil Markandya and Wan-Jung Chou: Eastern Europe and the former Soviet Union since the fall of the 

Berlin Wall: Review of the Changes in the Environment and Natural Resources 
SD 66.2010 Anna Alberini and Milan Ščasný: Context and the VSL: Evidence from a Stated Preference Study in Italy and 

the Czech Republic 
SD 67.2010 Francesco Bosello, Ramiro Parrado and Renato Rosa: The Economic and Environmental Effects of an EU 

Ban on Illegal Logging Imports. Insights from a CGE Assessment 
IM 68.2010 Alessandro Fedele, Paolo M. Panteghini and Sergio Vergalli: Optimal Investment and Financial Strategies 

under Tax Rate Uncertainty 
IM 69.2010 Carlo Cambini, Laura Rondi: Regulatory Independence and Political Interference: Evidence from EU Mixed-

Ownership Utilities’ Investment and Debt 
SD 70.2010 Xavier Pautrel: Environmental Policy, Education and Growth with Finite Lifetime: the Role of Abatement 

Technology 
SD 71.2010 Antoine Leblois and Philippe Quirion: Agricultural Insurances Based on Meteorological Indices: 

Realizations, Methods and Research Agenda 
IM 72.2010 Bin Dong and Benno Torgler: The Causes of Corruption: Evidence from China 
IM 73.2010 Bin Dong and Benno Torgler: The Consequences of Corruption: Evidence from China 



IM 74.2010 Fereydoun Verdinejad and Yasaman Gorji: The Oil-Based Economies International Research Project. The 
Case of Iran. 

GC 75.2010 Stelios Michalopoulos, Alireza Naghavi and Giovanni Prarolo (lxxxvii): Trade and Geography in the 
Economic Origins of Islam: Theory and Evidence 

SD 76.2010 ZhongXiang Zhang: China in the Transition to a Low-Carbon Economy 
SD 77.2010 Valentina Iafolla, Massimiliano Mazzanti and Francesco Nicolli: Are You SURE You Want to Waste Policy 

Chances? Waste Generation, Landfill Diversion and Environmental Policy Effectiveness in the EU15 
IM 78.2010 Jean Tirole: Illiquidity and all its Friends 
SD 79.2010 Michael Finus and  Pedro Pintassilgo: International Environmental Agreements under Uncertainty: Does 

the Veil of Uncertainty Help? 
SD 80.2010 Robert W. Hahn and Robert N. Stavins: The Effect of Allowance Allocations on Cap-and-Trade System 

Performance 
SD 81.2010 Francisco Alpizar, Fredrik Carlsson and Maria Naranjo (lxxxviii): The Effect of Risk, Ambiguity and 

Coordination on Farmers’ Adaptation to Climate Change: A Framed Field Experiment 
SD 82.2010 Shardul Agrawala and Maëlis Carraro (lxxxviii): Assessing the Role of Microfinance in Fostering Adaptation 

to Climate Change 
SD 83.2010 Wolfgang Lutz (lxxxviii): Improving Education as Key to Enhancing Adaptive Capacity in Developing 

Countries 
SD 84.2010 Rasmus Heltberg, Habiba Gitay and Radhika Prabhu (lxxxviii): Community-based Adaptation: Lessons 

from the Development Marketplace 2009 on Adaptation to Climate Change 
SD 85.2010 Anna Alberini, Christoph M. Rheinberger, Andrea Leiter,  Charles A. McCormick and Andrew Mizrahi: 

What is the Value of Hazardous Weather Forecasts? Evidence from a Survey of Backcountry Skiers 
SD 86.2010 Anna Alberini, Milan Ščasný, Dennis Guignet and Stefania Tonin: The Benefits of Contaminated Site 

Cleanup Revisited: The Case of Naples and Caserta, Italy 
GC 87.2010 Paul Sarfo-Mensah, William Oduro, Fredrick Antoh Fredua and Stephen Amisah: Traditional 

Representations of the Natural Environment and Biodiversity Conservation: Sacred Groves in Ghana 
IM 88.2010 Gian Luca Clementi, Thomas Cooley and Sonia Di Giannatale: A Theory of Firm Decline 
IM 89.2010 Gian Luca Clementi and Thomas Cooley: Executive Compensation: Facts 
GC 90.2010 Fabio Sabatini: Job Instability and Family Planning: Insights from the Italian Puzzle 
SD 91.2010 ZhongXiang Zhang: Copenhagen and Beyond: Reflections on China’s Stance and Responses 
SD 92.2010 ZhongXiang Zhang: Assessing China’s Energy Conservation and Carbon Intensity: How Will the Future 

Differ from the Past? 
SD 93.2010 Daron Acemoglu, Philippe Aghion, Leonardo Bursztyn and David Hemous: The Environment and Directed 

Technical Change 
SD 94.2010 Valeria Costantini and Massimiliano Mazzanti: On the Green Side of Trade Competitiveness? 

Environmental Policies and Innovation in the EU 
IM 95.2010 Vittoria Cerasi, Barbara Chizzolini and Marc Ivaldi: The Impact of Mergers on the Degree of Competition 

in the Banking Industry 
SD 96.2010 Emanuele Massetti and Lea Nicita: The Optimal Climate Policy Portfolio when Knowledge Spills Across 

Sectors 
SD 
 

97.2010 Sheila M. Olmstead and Robert N. Stavins: Three Key Elements of Post-2012 International Climate Policy 
Architecture 

SD 98.2010 Lawrence H. Goulder and Robert N. Stavins: Interactions between State and Federal Climate Change 
Policies 

IM 99.2010 Philippe Aghion, John Van Reenen and Luigi Zingales: Innovation and Institutional Ownership 
GC 100.2010 Angelo Antoci, Fabio Sabatini and Mauro Sodini: The Solaria Syndrome: Social Capital in a Growing 

Hyper-technological Economy 
SD 101.2010 Georgios Kossioris, Michael Plexousakis, Anastasios Xepapadeas and Aart de Zeeuw: On the Optimal 

Taxation of Common-Pool Resources 
SD 102.2010 ZhongXiang Zhang: Liberalizing Climate-Friendly Goods and Technologies in the WTO: Product Coverage, 

Modalities, Challenges and the Way Forward 
SD 103.2010 Gérard Mondello: Risky Activities and Strict Liability Rules: Delegating Safety 
GC 104.2010 João Ramos and Benno Torgler: Are Academics Messy? Testing the Broken Windows Theory with a Field 

Experiment in the Work Environment 
IM 105.2010 Maurizio Ciaschini, Francesca Severini, Claudio Socci and Rosita Pretaroli: The Economic Impact of the 

Green Certificate Market through the Macro Multiplier Approach 
SD 106.2010 Joëlle Noailly: Improving the Energy-Efficiency of Buildings: The Impact of Environmental Policy on 

Technological Innovation 
SD 107.2010 Francesca Sanna-Randaccio and Roberta Sestini: The Impact of Unilateral Climate Policy with Endogenous 

Plant Location and Market Size Asymmetry 
SD 108.2010 Valeria Costantini, Massimiliano Mozzanti and Anna Montini: Environmental Performance and Regional 

Innovation Spillovers 
IM 109.2010 Elena Costantino, Maria Paola Marchello and Cecilia Mezzano: Social Responsibility as a Driver for Local 

Sustainable Development 
GC 110.2010 Marco Percoco: Path Dependence, Institutions and the Density of Economic Activities: Evidence from 

Italian Cities 
SD 111.2010 Sonja S. Teelucksingh and Paulo A.L.D. Nunes: Biodiversity Valuation in Developing Countries: A Focus

on Small Island Developing States (SIDS) 
SD 112.2010 ZhongXiang Zhang: In What Format and under What Timeframe Would China Take on Climate 

Commitments? A Roadmap to 2050 



SD 113.2010 Emanuele Massetti and Fabio Sferra: A Numerical Analysis of Optimal Extraction and Trade of Oil under 
Climate Policy 

IM 114.2010 Nicola Gennaioli, Andrei Shleifer and Robert Vishny: A Numerical Analysis of Optimal Extraction and 
Trade of Oil under Climate Policy 

GC 115.2010 Romano Piras: Internal Migration Across Italian regions: Macroeconomic Determinants and 
Accommodating Potential for a Dualistic Economy 

SD 116.2010 Messan Agbaglah and Lars Ehlers (lxxxix): Overlapping Coalitions, Bargaining and Networks 
SD 117.2010 Pascal Billand, Christophe Bravard, Subhadip Chakrabarti and Sudipta Sarangi (lxxxix):Spying in Multi-

market Oligopolies 
SD 118.2010 Roman Chuhay  (lxxxix): Marketing via Friends: Strategic Diffusion of Information in Social Networks with 

Homophily 
SD 119.2010 Françoise Forges and Ram Orzach (lxxxix): Core-stable Rings in Second Price Auctions with Common 

Values 
SD 120.2010 Markus Kinateder (lxxxix): The Repeated Prisoner’s Dilemma in a Network 
SD 121.2010 Alexey Kushnir (lxxxix): Harmful Signaling in Matching Markets 
SD 122.2010 Emiliya Lazarova and Dinko Dimitrov (lxxxix): Status-Seeking in Hedonic Games with Heterogeneous 

Players 
SD 123.2010 Maria Montero (lxxxix): The Paradox of New Members in the EU Council of Ministers: A Non-cooperative 

Bargaining Analysis 
SD 124.2010 Leonardo Boncinelli and Paolo Pin (lxxxix): Stochastic Stability in the Best Shot Game 
SD 125.2010 Nicolas Quérou (lxxxix): Group Bargaining and Conflict 
SD 126.2010 Emily Tanimura (lxxxix): Diffusion of Innovations on Community Based Small Worlds: the Role of 

Correlation between Social Spheres 
SD 127.2010 Alessandro Tavoni, Maja Schlüter and Simon Levin (lxxxix): The Survival of the Conformist: Social Pressure 

and Renewable Resource Management 
SD 128.2010 Norma Olaizola and Federico Valenciano (lxxxix): Information, Stability and Dynamics in Networks under 

Institutional Constraints 
GC 129.2010 Darwin Cortés, Guido Friebel and Darío Maldonado (lxxxvii): Crime and Education in a Model of 

Information Transmission 
IM 130.2010 Rosella Levaggi, Michele Moretto and Paolo Pertile: Static and Dynamic Efficiency of Irreversible Health 

Care Investments under Alternative Payment Rules 
SD 131.2010 Robert N. Stavins: The Problem of the Commons: Still Unsettled after 100 Years 
SD 132.2010 Louis-Gaëtan Giraudet and Dominique Finon: On the Road to a Unified Market for Energy Efficiency: The 

Contribution of White Certificates Schemes 
SD 133.2010 Melina Barrio and Maria Loureiro: The Impact of Protest Responses in Choice Experiments 
IM 134.2010 Vincenzo Denicolò and Christine Halmenschlager: Optimal Patentability Requirements with Fragmented 

Property Rights 
GC 135.2010 Angelo Antoci, Paolo Russu and Elisa Ticci: Local Communities in front of Big External Investors: An 

Opportunity or a Risk? 
SD 136.2010 Carlo Carraro and Emanuele Massetti: Beyond Copenhagen: A Realistic Climate Policy in a Fragmented 

World 
SD 137.2010 Valentin Przyluski and Stéphane Hallegatte: Climate Change Adaptation, Development, and International 

Financial Support: Lessons from EU Pre-Accession and Solidarity Funds 
SD 138.2010 Ruslana Rachel Palatnik and Paulo A.L.D. Nunes: Valuation of Linkages between Climate Change, 

Biodiversity and Productivity of European Agro-Ecosystems 
SD 139.2010 Anna Alberini and Milan Ščasný: Does the Cause of Death Matter? The Effect of Dread, Controllability, 

Exposure and Latency on the Vsl 
IM 140.2010 Gordon L. Clark and Ashby H. B. Monk: Sovereign Wealth Funds: Form and Function in the 21st Century  
SD 141,2010 Simone Borghesi: The European Emission Trading Scheme and Renewable Energy Policies: Credible 

Targets for Incredible Results? 
SD 142.2010 Francesco Bosello and Fabio Eboli: REDD in the Carbon Market: A General Equilibrium Analysis 
SD 143.2010 Irene Valsecchi: Repeated Cheap-Talk Games of Common Interest between a Decision-Maker and an 

Expert of Unknown Statistical Bias 
IM 144.2010 Yolande Hiriart, David Martimort and Jerome Pouyet: The Public Management of Risk: Separating Ex Ante 

and Ex Post Monitors 
GC 145.2010 Gianmarco I.P. Ottaviano, Giovanni Peri and Greg C. Wright: Immigration, Offshoring and American Jobs 
SD 146.2010 Alain-Désiré Nimubona and Bernard Sinclair-Desgagné: Polluters and Abaters 
SD 147.2010 Lionel Richefort and Patrick Point: Governing a Common-Pool Resource in a Directed Network 



 
(lxxxvi) This paper was presented at the Conference on "Urban and Regional Economics" organised by the 
Centre for Economic Policy Research (CEPR) and FEEM, held in Milan on 12-13 October 2009. 

(lxxxvii) This paper was presented at the Conference on “Economics of Culture, Institutions and Crime” 
organised by SUS.DIV, FEEM, University of Padua and CEPR, held in Milan on 20-22 January 2010. 

(lxxxviii) This paper was presented at the International Workshop on “The Social Dimension of Adaptation to 
Climate Change”, jointly organized by the International Center for Climate Governance, Centro Euro-
Mediterraneo per i Cambiamenti Climatici and Fondazione Eni Enrico Mattei, held in Venice, 18-19 February 
2010. 

(lxxxix) This paper was presented at the 15th Coalition Theory Network Workshop organised by the 
Groupement de Recherche en Economie Quantitative d’Aix-Marseille, (GREQAM), held in Marseille, France, on 
June 17-18, 2010.  

 


