
Errata for The Calculus of Happiness

Despite the best efforts of myself and the editors to correct misprints, a few have slipped by. I’m sorry
about this. In the list below I have described the errors that I have been made aware of. I will update
this list if more are brought to my attention. I hope you enjoy the book despite these small typos.

Page 46: At the end of the first and second paragraphs, statements of the form “in the x% tax bracket
you keep only 1−x cents of each dollar earned in that bracket” are made. This is an incorrect
interpretation when taken out of context. As footnote 2 on this page points out, additional
federal tax due in a particular tax bracket depends on additional taxable income earned (in
that tax bracket). Thus, the most accurate version of the last two sentences in the first two
paragraphs—which one can take out of context—are: “in the x% tax bracket you keep only
1 − x cents of each additional taxable income earned in that bracket.”

Page 56: In the third line from the bottom, “$537” should read “$600.”

Page 91: In the paragraph below Equation (5.1), “136 Bostonian women” should read “144 Bostonian
women.”

Page 111: In formulas (6.7a) and (6.7b), the parameters Yd, Pd, M , and N should satisfy

Yd
M

+
Pd

N
≤ 1.

In other words, the disagreement happiness levels Yd and Pd of each person should be so close
to their maximum happiness levels that the sum of their ratios exceeds 1. In the real-world
this is unlikely to happen, but if it does, then the Nash algorithm will not produce a solution
(mathematically, what will happen is that at least one person will end up with a happiness
level smaller than their disagreement happiness level, which the algorithm explicit forbids).

Page 127: In item #8, the c/t formula should read

c

t
= 0.288x− 8.85.

The next formula (the formula for t) now follows from the corrected one above. Finally, the
“t ≈ 46 minutes” claim at the bottom of the page should read “t ≈ 35.4 minutes.

Page 132: In item #7, “here x represents the days since the doubling began” should read “here x
denotes the number of doublings” and the result for (0.01)230 should be $10,737,418.23, not
the $5,368,709.12 written (that is (0.01)229).

Page 135: In item 9, the formula for M should read:

M =
(100, 000)(0.005)

1 − (1 + 0.005)−360
≈ 600.
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Page 136: In formula (A3.3), the “−360” should read “−n,” so that the correct formula is

L =
Lorig

1 + y
(
1−(1+c)−n

12c

) .
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