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Abstract

We generalize the economic decision problem considered by Blackwell
(1953) in which a decision maker chooses an action after observing a signal
correlated to the state of nature. Unlike Blackwell's case where the feasi-
ble set is fixed, in our framework, the feasible set of actions depends on the
signal and the information system. As we indicate such a framework has
more significance to economic models. We show that in this case, contrary
to Blackwell's well-known result, more information may be disadvantageous.
We derive conditions for this general model which guarantee that more in-
formation is beneficial.



1

1 Introduction

The significance of information in various models in economics is already well-established. In

the last two decades we witnessed an abundant literature demonstrating the crucial role that

information plays in the decision making process of individual agents facing uncertainty and

upon the existence of markets and their operation.

An important issue studied in various frameworks is the value of information. Unlike the

existing statistical decision theory case, in most economic models additional publicly disseme-

nated information may change the economic environment in which agents are operating, hence

in some cases more information may be disadvantageous. Such results have been obtained

by Hirshleifer (1971, 1975), Radner and Stiglitz (1974), Wilson (1978), Green (1981), Wakker

(1988) and others. Hirshleifer (1971) showed that more information can be detrimental (to all

agents) in a contingent contracts exchange economy. Green (1981) studies the effect, in equilib-

rium, of an improvement in the information structure in various systems of incomplete markets.

Green (1981) showed in a model with futures markets that an improvement in information does

not necessarily imply more desirable change from the economic standpoint.

Our main goal is to study the case where the opportunity sets (or the sets of "feasible

actions") are signal-dependent, that is, it varies as information is obtained. b We derive condi-

tions under which, in such a framework, more information is valuable. Obviously, this model

includes cases where economic agents in a market observe a signal which is correlated to the

true economic situation (e.g., economic indicators regarding the state of the economy) and,

consequently, after they update their beliefs, prices vary.

In his seminal works, comparing statistical experiments, Blackwell (1953) introduced

several equivalent definitions of the important notion that one information system is "more

informative" than another. These criteria, which were characterized by Blackwell, turned out to
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be important for information economics, and were introduced to economic theory by Marschak

and Miyasawa (1968), Marschak and Radner (1972) and others. However, although this issue of

information valuation was a major one in statistical decision theory, surprisingly, its application

to economic theory was very restricted. Some examples where these criteria were applied in

economics are: Grossman, Kihlstrom and Mirman (1978) in a learning-by-doing dynamic model;

Jones and Ostroy (1984) have related "more informative" to "more flexible" Grossman and

Hart (1980) applied this notion to a Principal-Agent problem.

We shall consider here a generalization of the problem considered by Blackwell (1953). In

the case studied by Blackwell, and many others, the decisioh-:maker observes a signal correlated

to the state of nature, and afterwards chooses an optimal action following the updating of

his/her probability distribution. The set of feasible actions does not change after the signal

is revealed. In our model, the set of feasible actions which the decision-maker faces, may

depend upon the signal that has been revealed and possibly the information system as well.

For example, consider a manager who receives a signal about his firm's prospects, then his

opportunities to trade are restricted as insider trading is prohibited in many countries (e.g.,

Britain, Germany and the U.S.). A situation where more information increases the opportunity

set can be found in the agreement between the manager and shareholders of a firth where

conflicting interests exist. Signals indicating improvement in the financial situation of a firm

can remove some restrictions imposed on the manager by the shareholders and thus the set of

actions that the manager can take may expand.

Note that in all the above-mentioned literature there is no explicit consideration of such a

generalization of Blackwell's model, namely, the explicit dependence of the opportunity sets on

the signal and information system. Our model can be applied to a single person decision problem

as well as to a multi-person decision problem. In our view, one of the main reasons for the narrow

applicability in Blackwell's results lies in the fact that in many economic circumstances, once the
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signal is observed, the opportunity sets faced by the agent change. More specifically, following

the observation of a signal, agents update their probability distributions and the "oppportunity

set" may vary. For example, due to variations in the probability distributions (due to the signal

observed), prices may change, and hence the budget sets may differ. Therefore, Blackwell's

result that "more information" will be preferred by all decision-makers may not hold for the

signal-dependent opportunity sets case. In fact this is the case in Hirschleifer's (1971) contingent

contracts examples and Green's (1981) futures markets examples. Also, Schlee (1994) considers

the value of information on product quality where "more information" varies the prices which,

in turn, affects the consumers' budget sets.

In section 3 we first demonstrate the following surprising result: Consider any two

information systems F, Q, P being "more informative" than Q and for each signal yk the

feasible set of actions corresponding to P and yk, denoted B(P, yk) strictly contains the feasible

set of actions corresponding to Q and yk, denoted B(Q,yk), i.e., B(Q, yk) C B(P,M) for

all signals yk. Then, under some mild conditions there are decision makers who prefer Q to

P. We also show, as opposed to Blackwell's model, that in our extended model the value

function of information is generally non-convex in the information system (note that convexity

implies preference for early resolution of uncertainty). However, we derive some conditions

which guarantee convexity of the value function in this framework. In section 4 we bring the

main result of this paper: Sufficient conditions regarding the signal-dependent opportunity

sets that guarantee that "more information" is always desirable. Such a result has not been

attained yet in the literature. In fact, Green (1981) shows that in his futures markets example,

introducing markets for options will "almost" (but not certainly) guarantee such preference for

more informative systems.
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2 The Blackwell Result

Consider decision makers under uncertainty. Let S = {s1, sn} be the set of states of nature,

and it = rn) be a prior probability distribution over S. We assume that each decision

maker is an expected utility maximizer where her von-Neumann Morgenstern utility function

is state-dependent U = fuG, sin each defined over the set of feasible actions B C Rk. Before

taking an action the decision maker observes a signal y which is correlated to the state of nature.

Denote by Y = {yi, ym} the set of possible signals. We take m = n for simplicity.

An information system P is an nxn, row stochastic matrix specifying for each state

of nature a probability vector over the set of signals. In our model a decision maker does not

observe the true state of nature but rather observes signals which are generated by those states.

Upon receiving a signal the a priori probability vector is updated, using Bayes rule, and then

actions are chosen in a way that maximizes expected utility.

Let P and Q be two information systems. We say that P is more informative than

Q, denoted by P >-- Q, if there exists an nxn row stochastic matrix R such that Q = PR.

Multiplying by R adds some noise (randomization) to the information contained in P.

Denote by V(P, it, U) the value function of information given the utility function U and

the probabilities vector q = (q1, qn) where qj is the probability (derived from 7 and P) that

the signal y3 would be received. More precisely,

11(13,7,U) = qj max E7ri(yi)u(a, Si)
aEB

yiEY

where 7ri(y.i) is the posterior, i.e., the updated probability of state si given the signal yi.
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Theorem (Blackwell): P Q if and only if V(P,7r, U) > V(Q,71, U) for all 7r, U.

Black-well's theorem states that an information system P is "more informative" than an

information system Q if and only if every expected utility decision maker prefers (weakly) using

P to using Q. A key element of Blackwell's model is the assumption that the set of feasible

actions does not vary with the signals. That is, given any signal and any information system,

the decision maker faces the same feasible set of actions.

3 Signal-Dependent Opportunity Sets

Consider the following extension of the model described above; assume now that the set of

feasible actions B would not remain the same regardless which information system is available

and which signal was received. Instead, assume that to every signal y and information system

P there corresponds a feasible set, to be denoted by B(P, y); the notation 13(P, y) emphasizes

the dependence on both elements: the information system and the specific signal.Examples

in economics where a set of feasible actions may either expand or contract as a result of the

revelation of some signal, are widespread. One exampe (single decision-maker) can be found

in the manager vs. stockholders relationship (Principal-Agent framework). "Positive signal"

(which indicates "good news") may allow the manager of a firm to take certain actions which

were not permissive beforehand (e.g., concerning the debt structure or risky ventures), while

a "bad signal" will result in more cautious behavior (due to earlier commitment to the stock-

holders). Another type of example can be generated by the impact that signals may have on

prices in the market (hence the budget sets of consumers and firms' behavior). In fact, these

are the cases considered, for example, by Hirschleifer (1971), Green (1981) and Schlee (1994).

The dependence of the feasible set of actions on the information system can be justified as well.
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In many cases experts (such as laywers or doctors), which constitute part of the information

system, not only assess probabilities, but also shape the domain of feasible actions.

Within this extended model the value function of information should be adjusted as

follows:

V* (P, it, U) =E qyi max E 7ri(Mu(a, si)
aEB(P,y.i)

i=1Yi

(1)

In such a generalized framework the question whether Blackwell's theorem still holds

seems natural. Put differently, given a model with signal- dependent feasible set, is it always

the case that more information is advantageous. It is not difficult to show that for any two

information systems with P >-- Q there exist two families of feasible sets each associated with

an information system, {B(P, yi)}7_1 and {B(Q, yi)}7i1...1, a utility function U and an a priori

probability vector it, such that: V*(P, it, U) <V*(Q,7,U).

Surprisingly, even the following result can be shown,

Proposition 1 Let P and Q be two information systems and assume that P >-- Q. Let the

labeling of the signals be such that the associated families of feasible sets of actions satisfy:

B(Q,yi) c B(P,yi) for i = 1,2, ...,n. (2)

If B(P, yi) 1 Ulc*i 13(13) Yk) for all i, then there exists a utility function U and a prior

probability vector it such that V* (P,7,U) < V* (Q , it,U).

To get an intuition for the above result, one should bear in mind the fact that in

Blackwell's classical model, more information was always (weakly) preferred, since at the worst

it could be ignored. Upon introducing a varying feasible set of actions, information can no

longer be ignored since not only posterior probabilities are changed but also the feasible sets.

Moreover, informativeness of an information system is not determined by the "shape" of each
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signal per se, but rather it constitutes the relationship between the different signals. Therefore,

B(P, yi) 3 B(Q, yi), i = 1, .., n, is not sufficient to guarantee preference for P. An alternative

explanation of Proposition 1 rests upon the tradeoff between more accurate signals allowing

better decisions versus more accurate signals possibly making desirable actions infeasible.

Proof of Proposition 1: Let P = [Pii] and Q = [Qii] and let P Q. Since P Q there

exists (i, j) such that Qii > P3. If B(P, yk) 3 B(Q, yk) for k = 1, 2, ..., n, we can firid some

utility U and a priori probability it such that V* (P, it, U) < V*(Q, U) under the following

condition: the most desirable action (which is not necessarily unique) with respect to u(a, si) on

B(P, yi), denoted a* does not belong to Mi = 
Ic
U 
j 
B(P, yk). This condition is not very restrictive

A 

since we can choose u(a, si) to attain its extreme value at some a*, a* E 13(P, yi) and a* M.

By definition:

fl

V* (P, it, = E max E Pipriu(a, si)
j=1 aEB(P,y;) .t=1

V*(Q, U
i=

max
aEB(Q,yj

iru(a, Si).

Let 7ri > 0.

Define now U as follows:

(i) max u(a, si) = max u(a, si) > 0
aEB(PNA aEB(Q,yi)

(ii) u(a,sk) = 0 for all k i.

(iii) u(a,si) = 0 for all a 13(P,M.

Clearly, since 7riPi3 < 7riQii the result follows from properties (i)-(iii).

That is, upon relaxing the assumption that the feasible set of actions is independent

of the prevailing information system and which signal is observed, one finds that P >-- Q is
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insufficient to guarantee that all decision-makers would prefer using P to Q, even if for all

signals the feasible set of actions under P strictly contains the feasible set of actions under Q.

Let us demonstrate this surprising result in an example:

Let n = 2, P = /2 = 
101

01 
is the full information system and Q = E2 =

is the null information system.

Let it =' -1) and assume the feasible sets of actions are the following:2 2

B(/2,m.) = {ai,a2} B(/2, Y2) = {a3,a4}

B(E2,Y1) = {a2} B (E2, Y2) = {act} •

1
2
1 1
2 2

That is, /2 E2 and also B(12, yi) D B(E2,yi) for i = 1,2. Surprisingly, however, there

exists, as suggested by Proposition 1, a utility function U such that V* (E2, it, U) > V* (12, it, U).

Indeed, let U be defined as follows:

Then:

u al, Si = u(a2, Si) = 0 = u(a3, 82) = u(a4, 82)

u a2, 82 > 0, u(a4, Si) > 0.

1 117*(12, 7r, = —
2
u(a,

1' 
Si) —

2
u(a

4' 
s2) = 0

1 11
V* (E2, 7r, = 1(1u(a2, —

2
u(a2, 82)) + —2 (-2u(a4, Si)2 2

1

2
u(a4, s2)) > 0.
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This example shows that the condition B(P, yi) n B(P, y3) = çi5 for all i j, which

guarantees the requirements in the proposition, is not a necessary condition for Proposition 1

since we can take al a3.

Convexity of the value function V in the information is a desired property exhibited by

Blackwell's results. Convexity can be interpreted as implying preference for early resolution

of uncertainty: the condition aV*(P,7,U) 4- (1— a)V*(Q,7,U) V*(aP (1— a)Q, 7, U),

implies preference for an early revelation of the prevailing information system P or Q. It is

therefore interesting to see whether at the root of the above results stands the non-convexity

of V* in the information system.

Indeed, let P,Q be two information systems and let aP (1 — a)Q, a E [0, 1] be an

information system generated by a convex combination of P and Q. If the associated families

of feasible sets of actions are arbitrary, then convexity is clearly impaired. However, it turns

out that when confining attention to feasible sets of actions that depend only on the signals

and do not vary with the information system, one can obtain convexity of V*(P, it, U) in P. Let

us demonstrate that:

Proposition 2 Let the feasible sets of actions be independent of the information system. That

is, B(P, yi) is independent of P for all P. Then, V*(P,7,U) is convex in P.

Proof. Let us show that for all a E [0,1], all information systems P, Q and for all U and it,

the following inequality holds:

aV*(P,7,U)-1-- (1— a)V*(Q,7,U) _?..V*(aP + (1— a)Q,7,U).

By definition:

V*(aP + (1— a)Q, E max
J=1 aEB(yj) i=1

P23 -I- (1— a)Q1.7 7iu(a, si)
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a> max E Pwriu(a, Si)
j=1 aE.B(yi) i=1

max E Qwriu a, Si)
j=1 aEB(y.i) i=1

= al7*(P,7,U) ± (1— a)V* (Q, ir, U)

which proves the proposition. M

Let us now consider the convexity of the value function when B(p, y) depends upon P

only.

Proposition 3 Let the feasible sets of actions be independent of the signals, i.e., B(P, yi) depends

upon the information system P only. Assume also that for any P, Q.

B(aP + (1 — a)Q) = B(P) n MO for any 0 < a <1. (3)

Then V*(P, 7r, U) is convex in P.

Remark 1: (a) Condition (3) reflects the lack of knowledge which information system will be

available. In such a case only actions in the intersection should be considered.

(b)Observing (3) we need to consider the case of an empty set of actions (i.e., no "a"

can be chosen). We assume that in such a case the value function is -cc..

Proof. Given any two information systems P and Q and let 0 <a < 1, then:

V* (aP + (1 — a)Q , r, U) -------, E max[( Pij + (1 — a)Qii)7ritt(a, si)] <
i aEB (a P + (1- a)Q) i

a E max E pwriu(a, si) + ,
i aEB(P)nB(Q) i

(1 — a) E max 
aEB(P)nB(Q) 

Qii7riu(a, si)
i i

_. al 7 (P, 7, U) + (1— a)V(Q, 7r, U)



which proves the convexity of the value function.

Remark 2: If B(P, yi) is independent of yi for all P (i.e., B(P, B(P)) then:

P >- Q and B(.13) B(Q) = V*(P,7,U) >

V* (Q, U) for all 7r, U.

This follows from the fact that for any (7r, U) P equipped with B(Q) is more desirable

than Q equipped with B(Q) (as in Blackwell (1953)), while P with B(P) has at least the same

value as P with B(Q).

4 Sufficient Criterion

Since in many economic models with uncertainty and signals, signal-dependent opportunity sets

arise naturally it would be useful to find some criterion that guarantees that more information

is preferable. The next theorem provides sufficient condition for that.

Theorem: Let P, C2 be two information systems, {B(P,yi)}TiLi and {B(Q,yi)}fiLi are the

associated families of feasible sets. Assume that P Q , i.e., there exists a stochastic matrix

I? such that PR = Q. If the following condition holds:

For all k, j : Rkj > 0 B (P, yk) BP, YA•

Then, for all U and 7r, V*(P, it, U) > V*(Q, it,U) .

Proof. Given some it, consider the value function associated with Q:

(4)



V*(Q, 7r, U) =

12

fi

max E(Qii-Tri)u(a, si)
aE B(Q,yi) i=„1

TL n

= max E( RkiPik)7riu(a, si)E 
aEB(Q,yi)

Yj i=1 k=1

where the second equality is a consequence of PR= Q. Changing the order of the summation,

one gets:

V*(Q,7,U

n

Yj k=1

max
aE B(Q,yj)

( max
aEB(Q,yk

71

71

i=1

71

.Pik7riu(a, si)

Pik7riu(a, si))

where the inequality follows from the "sub-linearity" property of the maximum operator.

Now, since condition (3) holds, it follows that:

li*(Q, 7r, U) < E (E Rki 
(B(Pk 

max
aE ,y

Yj k=1 i=1

71

Pik7riu(a, si)) = V*(P, 7C, U)

where the equality is a consequence of R being a stochastic matrix. - •

Let us interpret Theorem 1 as follows. If Q is less informative than P in the sense of

Blackwell's theorem, then we can think of Q being generated by adding noise to P. Thus, after
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observing a signal yk under P, there is another randomization and signal yj is observed with

probability Rkj. Say that yj (under Q) follows yk (under P) if Rkj > 0, i.e., yj is sometimes

chosen by the noise process following yk. Theorem 1 shows that if less actions are available

under Q at all signals following yk than under P at yk, then P is more valuable than Q.1

5 Remarks and Consequences

It is possible to define the signal-dependent feasible set as a set-valued function defined on

the posterior probability. However, this way of presentation restricts the scope of the model;

particularly, in cases where agents may differ in their information systems and beliefs.

Our framework deals with cases where signals are obtained (according to a given random

process) without any cost. A case which yields signal-dependent set of feasible actions is the

one where the dependence of opportunity sets on signals is generated by some expense incurred

in obtaining the available signal. Moreover, it is possible to describe such a model assuming

that different available signals are obtained at different costs.

The phenomenon that introducing risk-sharing markets may hurt risk-averse economic

agents when signals provide more information, holds under general circumstances and in a wide

range of competitive economies. Hirschleifer (1971) was the first to -point out this phenomenon.

It has been shown by Green (1981) that in the presence of futures markets (when prices are

random) more information may be disadvantageous. Sulganik and Zilcha (1994) have shown

that in a life-cycle problem with uncertain lifetime and bequest motives, in the presence of life

insurance market more information may be disadvantageous to the individual. On the other

hand without life insurance market more information is always beneficial.

'Note that this type of argument worked in Hirschleifer's (1971) result: revealing information destroys the

possibility of insuring against bad times.



14

References

[1] Blackwell, D., Equivalent comparison of experiments,: Ann Math Stat. 24 (1953),

265-272.

[2] Green, J., The value of information with sequential futures markets, Econometrica 49

(1981).

[31 Grossman, S., R.Kihlstrom and L.Mirman, A Bayesian approach to the production of

information and learning-by-doing, Review of Economic Studies 44 (1977), 533-547.

[4] Grossman, S., and O.Hart, An analysis of the principal agent problem, Econometrica 51

(1980), 7-45.

f5 Hirshleifer, J. The Private and Social Value of Information and the Reward to Inc9ntive

Activity, American Economic Review 61 (1971), 561-574.

[6] Hirshleifer, J., Speculation and equilibrium: Information, risk and markets, Quarterly

Journal of Economics, 89 (1975), 519-542.

Jones, R.A., and J.M.Ostroy, Flexibility and uncertainty, Review of Economic Studies

LI (1980), 13-32.

[8] Marschak, J., and C.Miyasawa, Economic comparability of information systems, Interna-

tional Economic Review 9 (1968), 137-174.

[9] Marschak, J., and R. Radner, "The economic theory of teams", Yale University Press,

New Haven (1972).



15

[10] Radner, R., and J.Stiglitz, A non-concavity in the value of information, In: Bayesian

Models in Economic Theory, Bayor and Kihlstrom (eds.), Elsevier, N.J. (1984).

[11] Schlee, E.E., The value of information about product quality (1994), manuscript.

[12] Sulganik, E. and I.Zilcha, The value of information: disadvantageous risk-sharing markets,

CAE Working Paper #94-16, Cornell University.

[13] Wakker, P., Non expected utility as aversion of information, Journal of Behavioral

Decision Making 1 (1988), 169-175.

[14] Wilson, R., Information, efficiency, and the core of an economy, Econometrica. 46, 4

(1978), 807-816.



4-95
(Foerder)

5-95
(Foerder)

6-95
(Sackler)

7-95
(Foerder)

8-95
(Foerder)

9-95
(Sackler)

10-95
(Foerder)

11-95
(Foerder)

12-95
(Sackler)

14-95
(Foerder)

15-95
(Sackler)

THE FOERDER INSTITUTE FOR ECONOMIC RESEARCH and
THE SACKLER INSTITUTE FOR ECONOMIC STUDIES

The Eitan Berglas School of Economics
Tel—Aviv University

List of Recent Working Papers

Yishay Yafeh
Oved Yosha

David M.Frankel

David M.Frankel

Pierfederico
Asdrubali, Bent E.
Sorensen & Oved Yosha

Yoram Weiss

Rebecca Henderson
Adam B.Jaffe
Manuel Trajtenberg

Daniel M.G.Raff
Manuel Trajtenberg

Jean—Marie Viaene
Itzhak Zilcha

M June Flanders

13-95 Aba Schwartz
(Foerder)

Elhanan Helpman

Assaf Razin
Efraim Sadka

Large Shareholders and Banks: Who Monitors and How

Commitment and Capital Taxation with an Infinite
Horizon

Search with Telephones and Differentiated Products

Channels of Interstate Risksharing: US 1963-1990

Growth and Labor Mobility

Universities as a Source of Commercial Technology:
A Detailed Analysis of University Patenting 1965-1988

Quality—Adjusted Prices for the American Automobile
Industry: 1906-1940

Multiple Uncertainty, Forward—Futures Markets and
International Trade

Plus Ca Change...Plus c'est (Presque) La Meme
Chose — A Review of Barry Eichengreen's Golden
Fetters

The Interrelation of the Time Series of Wage and
Employment at the Firm Level, Common Features and
Contrasts

The Size of Regions

Public Debt in Israel: Policy Lessons

Copies of the working papers or a complete working paper list of the two Institutes can be
obtained from: Mrs.Stella Padeh, The Foerder Institute for Economic Research, Tel—Aviv
University, Tel—Aviv, 69978 Israel. Fax: 972-3-640-9908. e—mail: foerder@econ.tau.ac.il

1



16-95
(Foerder)

17-95
(Foerder)

18-95
(Sackler)

19-95
(Foerder)

20-95
(Foerder)

21-95
(Sackler)

22-95
(Foerder)

23-95
(Foerder)

24-95
(Sackler)

25-95
(Foerder)

26-95
(Foerder)

27-95
(Sackler)

28-95
(Foerder)

29-95
(Foerder)

Ami Navon, Oz Shy
Sz Jacques—Francois
Thisse

Arthur Fishman

Arthur Fishman

Arthur Fishman

David M.Frankel

Ran Spiegler

David M. Frankel

Ariel Rubinstein
Amos Tversky and
Dana Heller

Zvi Eckstein
Kenneth I.Wolpin

Michael Kahneman

Roberto Serrano Sz
Oved Yosha

S.Rao Aiyagari
Toni Braun and
Zvi Eckstein

Benjamin Bental
Zvi Eckstein

Eran Yashiv

30-95 Elhanan Helpman
(Sackler)

Product Differentiation in the Presence of
Snob and Bandwagon Effects

Imperfectly Informative Equilibria for
Signalling Games

Search with Learning and Price Adjustment
Dynamics

A Theory of Price Inertia

A Pecuniary Reason for Income Mixing

Coordination and Matchmakers

A Simple Model of Creative Bargaining

Naive Strategies in Competitive Games

Estimating the Effect of Labor Market
Discrimination on Black—White Differences
in Wage Offers Using a Search—Matching—
Bargaining Model

A Model of Bargaining Between Delegates

Decentralized Information and the Walrasian
Outcome: A Pairwise Meetings Market with
Private Values

Transaction Services, Inflation and Welfare

A Neoclassical Interpretation of Inflation and
Stabilization in Israel

The Determinants of Equilibrium Unemployment:
Structural Estimation and Simuluation of the
Search and Matching Model

Politics and Trade Policy

11



31-95
(Foerder)

32-95
(Foerder)

33-95
(Sackler)

34-95
(Foerder)

35-95
(Foerder)

36-95
(Sackler)

37-95
(Foerder)

38-95
(Foerder)

39-95
(Sackler)

40-95
(Foerder)

41-95
(Foerder)

42-95
(Sackler)

43-95
(Foerder)

44-95
(Foerder)

45-95
(Sackler)

1-96
(Foerder)

Gene M.Grossman
Elhanan Helpman

Chaim Fershtman
Yoram Weiss

Yoram Weiss
Robert J.Willis

Yoram Weiss
Menachem Gotlibovski

Dan Ben—David

Dan Ben—David
David H.Papell

David Pines

Yishay Yafeh
Oved Yosha

Chaim Fershtman
Neil Ganda'

Dan Ben—David

Dan Ben—David

Dan Ben—David and
Alok K.Bohara

Dan Ben—David

Elhanan Helpman
Genne M.Grossman

Chaim Fershtman
Aart de Zeeuw

Eyal Sulganik
Itzhak Zilcha

Rent Dissipation, Free Riding, and Trade Policy

Social Rewards, Externalities and Stable
Preferences

Match Quality, New Information and Marital
Dissolution

Immigration, Search and Loss of Skill

Trade and Convergence Among Countries

The Great Wars, the Great Crash and Steady
State Growth: Some New Evidence About an
Old Stylized Fact

Multiple Private Goods in Clubs and Local
Public Good Economies: A Unified Approach

The Strategic Use of Relationship Banking

The Effect of the Arab Boycott on Israel:
The Automobile Market

Convergence Clubs and Diverging Economies

Measuring Income Convergence: An Alternative
Test

Trade Liberalization and Income Equalization:
A Long—Run Perspective

Convergence Clubs and Subsistence Economies

Technological Determinants of Trade

Tradeable Emission Permits in Oligopoly

The Value of Information: The Case of Signal—
Dependent Opportunity Sets

111




