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Regarding the relationship between voter turnout and voting costs, we
derived the following two results. First, nearly fifty percent of participants take account of
opportunity costs. Second, for such participants, the effect of opportunity costs on voter turnout
is one-third the effect of monetary costs. These observations also explain the paradox of voter
turnout in terms of the misperception and depreciation of the opportunity cost of voting.

In connection with the voluntary provision of public goods, we derived the following two results.
First, as income inequality decreases, the simultaneous-move contribution game is more likely to
emerge, because each potential contributor prefers to act as a leader. Second, our laborator
experiment supports most of the theoretical predictions regarding the timing decisions and the level
of contributions to public goods.
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Finite Mixture Probit Model
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1 Finite Mixture Probit Model

Independent Variables [Model 1| | Model2 | _[Model3 |

Expected gain 010391 %2 0.042 ***  0.040 ***
0.007 0.009 0.007
C (monetary) 01062 22l E0I064] 2 BE0I063] 2t
0.011 OO 0.011
C (opportunity 1) -0.020 **
0.006
C (opportunity 2) -0.019 **
0.006
C (opportunity 3) -0.019 **
0.006
Sense of civic duty 0.190 0.194 GRS
0.143 0.141 0.144
RRPM dummy 9895 0 - I0I745] **x B=9574) k=
2.246 2915 25515
Constant -0.198 -0.194 -0.091
0.457 0.437 0.453

Note: Table entries are probit coefficients with standard errors.
*p<0.05, *x*xp=<0.01, ***p<0.001

2018 2018 APSA Annual Meeting
American Journal of Political Science

Region I, 11 Region 111, 1V



Percentage of " Lead"

100%

90%

80%

70%

60%

50%

40%

30%

20%

10%

0%

-m-Region| (p=0.2)

1

Canadian Journal

4 5 6 7
Round

Region Il (p=0.3)  -a Region Il (p=0.4)

of Economics
2020

e
- .’ .

o -A
S

L |

8 9 10

-o-Region 1V (p=0.5)



Monetary Costs versus Opportunity Costs in a Voting Experiment

2018

2018

Monetary Costs versus Opportunity Costs in a Voting Experiment

2018

2018

Monetary Costs versus Opportunity Costs in a Voting Experiment

2018

2018

Hizen, Yoichi; Kurosaka, Kengo

Monetary Costs versus Opportunity Costs in a Voting Experiment

IPSA 25th World Congress of Political Science

2018




Kurosaka, Kengo; Hizen, Yoichi

Monetary Costs versus Opportunity Costs in a Voting Experiment

APSA 2018 Annual Meeting

2018

Mizushima, Atsue; ltaya, Jun-ichi; Kurosaka, Kengo

Endogenous Timing and Income Inequality in the Voluntary Provision of Public Goods: Theory and Experiment

2018 11PF Annual Congress

2018

Kurosaka, Kengo; lItaya, Jun-ichi; Mizushima, Atsue

Endogenous Timing and Income Inequality in the Voluntary Provision of Public Goods: Theory and Experiment

2020

2020

(Hizen Yoichi)

(10344459) (26402)




(Itaya Junichi)

(20168305) (10101)
(Mizushima Atsue)
(80536334) (10104)




