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Figure 1: Comparison of philosopher and economist recommendations on intergen-
erational discounting and key determinants. (a) Real social discount rate, SDR; (b)
percentage of experts whose SDR range they are comfortable with recommending includes the
SDR-value given on the x−axis; (c) real growth rate, g; (d) real risk-free interest rate, r; (e)
normative weight; (f) pure time preference, δ; and (g) elasticity of marginal utility, η. Number
of observations for philosophers (economists) from top left to bottom right: n = 11(181), n =
11(182), n = 10(181), n = 10(176), n = 13(182), n = 14(180), n = 10(173). Boxes in panels (a)
and (c) to (g) represent interquartile ranges (25 to 75 percentiles). The thick horizontal black
lines depict medians and the crosses mean values.
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