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Outline	of	examples	
•  CooperaOon	in	social	dilemmas	

•  Strategic	sophisOcaOon	

•  Risk	preferences	

•  Electoral	accountability	

•  Gender	and	candidate	emergence	



Electoral	accountability	

	
	How	well	do	elecOons	serve	as	mechanisms	of	
accountability?			

	
	Do	elecOons	induce	poliOcians	to	act	in	the	best	
interest	of	voters?	



TradiOonal	retrospecOve	voOng	

•  “Voters	are	not	fools”	–	instead	“raOonal	god	of	
vengeance	and	reward”	(V.O.	Key)	

•  Reward-punishment	induces	good	behavior		

•  Strategy	is	credible	when	poliOcians	are	idenOcal	
(Ferejohn	1986)	



RaOonal	retrospecOve	voOng	

•  Voters	are	forward-looking,	use	past	to	form	
prospecOve	evaluaOons	(Fiorina	1981;	Mackuen,	
Erikson,	SOmson	1992)	

•  SelecOon	trumps	sancOoning	(Fearon	1998)	

•  SelecOon	provides	incenOves	to	pander	(Canes-
Wrone	et	al	2001,	Maskin	and	Tirole	2004,	Fox	2007)	

•  SelecOon	and	sancOoning	are	someOmes	consistent	
(Fox	and	Sho2s	2009)	



Overview	of	model	
Version	of	Fox	and	Sho2s	(2009),	similar	to	Canes-Wrone,	
Herron,	and	Sho2s	(2001),	Canes-Wrone	and	Sho2s	(2007)	
	
Incumbent	poliOcian	

–  Chooses	policy	
–  Has	policy	experOse	
–  Privately	informed	about	“type”	

Voter	
–  Re-elects	incumbent	or	elects	challenger	
–  Observes	policy	and	outcome,	but	not	poliOcian’s	type	
–  Cares	about	policy	outcomes	before	and	aeer	elecOon	

	



Sequence	of	events	
1.  Nature	chooses	the	state	of	the	world	and	poliOcian’s	type	

	 	State	is	A	or	B,	Pr(State	is	A)	=	3/5 	 		

	 	Type	is	Pragma,c	or	Ideological,	Pr(PragmaOc)	=	1/3	

2.	 	PoliOcian	observes	type	and	signal,	chooses	policy	

	 	Pr(Signal	=	State	|	State)	=	5/6 	 		

3.  Voter	observes	p,	ω	and	votes	for	Incumbent	or	Challenger	

	 	Challengers	drawn	from	same	distribuOon	as	Incumbents	

4.	 	(PoliOcian	chooses	post-elec,on	policy)	



PoliOcian	payoffs	
PragmaOsts	(office-seekers)	prefer	being	re-elected	

	
Ideologues	(policy-seekers)	prefer	to	choose	policy	B	
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Voter	payoffs	
Prefer	policies	that	match	the	state	before	and	aeer	the	elecOon	
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VoOng	screen	from	experiment	



SancOoning	
•  Suppose	voters	use	a	“retrospecOve”	strategy:		
	Re-elect	the	incumbent	if	and	only	if	p	=	ω	

•  PragmaOc	incumbents	maximize	probability	of	re-elecOon	by	
following	signals	

•  SancOoning	induces	poliOcians	to	uOlize	their	experOse	

•  Is	this	equilibrium	behavior?	



Analysis	of	voter’s	problem	

Policy	 State	 Posterior	belief		
(pragma,c	type)	 Vote	choice	

A	 A	

A	 B	

B	 A	

B	 B	

PragmaOc	types	use	exper,se:	follow	signals	
Ideological	types	always	choose	B	



Analysis	of	voter’s	problem	

Policy	 State	 Posterior	belief		
(pragma,c	type)	 Vote	choice	

A	 A	 100%	 Incumbent	

A	 B	 100%	 Incumbent	

B	 A	 8%	<	33%	(prior)	 Challenger	

B	 B	 29%	<	33%	(prior)	 Challenger	

PragmaOc	types	use	exper,se:	follow	signals	
Ideological	types	always	choose	B	



Analysis	of	voter’s	problem	

Policy	 State	 Posterior	belief		
(pragma,c	type)	 Vote	choice	

A	 A	

A	 B	

B	 A	

B	 B	

PragmaOc	types	pander:	always	choose	A	
Ideological	types	always	choose	B	



Perfect	Bayesian	equilibrium	

Policy	 State	 Posterior	belief		
(pragma,c	type)	 Vote	choice	

A	 A	 100%	 Incumbent	

A	 B	 100%	 Incumbent	

B	 A	 0%	 Challenger	

B	 B	 0%	 Challenger	

PragmaOc	types	pander:	always	choose	A	
Ideological	types	always	choose	B	



SelecOon	undermines	sancOoning	
•  Forward-looking	voters	are	uncertain	about	poliOcians’	types	
⇒	need	to	“select	good	types”	guides	behavior	

•  InformaOon	about	the	past	is	only	relevant	for	updaOng	
beliefs	about	the	incumbent’s	type	

•  “SancOoning	poor	performance”	(retrospecOve	voOng)	is	not	
sequenOally	raOonal	

•  PoliOcians	have	no	incenOves	to	uOlize	their	experOse!	











Baseline	experiment	(Woon	2012b)	

PoliOcian	a2ributes	
– MoOvaOon:	Office	or	Policy	
–  Preference:	PragmaOc	or	Ideological	
–  Quality:	Perfect	or	Noisy	
	

Delegate	(pandering)	PBE	
–  Office-moOvated	poliOcians	pander	
–  Voters	re-elect	based	on	policy	choice	

Trustee	(experOse)	PBE	
–  Office-moOvated	poliOcians	follow	signals	
–  Voters	re-elect	based	on	outcomes	

23	=	8	types	



Experimental	procedures	

•  Pi2sburgh	Experimental	Economics	Lab,	used	z-tree	
•  Five	sessions	(88	subjects	total)	

–  Three	with	unique	delegate	PBE	
–  Two	with	both	delegate	and	trustee	PBE	

•  PoliOcal	context	(“poliOcians”,	“voters”)	
•  Subjects	play	both	roles	

–  36	rounds	
–  Anonymous,	random	matching	

•  Payoffs	denominated	in	“tokens”	
–  $0.00	or	$0.50	for	poliOcians/round	
–  $0.20-$1.00	for	voters/round	
–  Total	earnings	$15.85	to	$24.35,	avg	=	$21.68		(includes	$5	show-up)	







Learning?	
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Results	of	baseline	experiment	

Player/Type	 Observed	behavior	 Equilibrium	
behavior?	

Best	
response?	

PP	PoliOcians	 Followed	signals	 Y	 -	

PI	PoliOcians	 Policy	B	 Y	 -	

Off.	PoliOcians	 Followed	signals	 N*	 Y	

Voters	 Outcome-based	rule	 N*	 N	



Searching	for	facts	
•  Use	addiOonal	“treatments”	(modified	games)	to	try	to	isolate	

cause(s)	of	non-equilibrium	behavior	

•  Cogni(ve	complexity	hypothesis	
	Bayesian	inference	and	expected	uOlity	maximizaOon	too	difficult,	so	
voters	rely	on	shortcuts	and	heurisOcs	

	
•  Accountability	hypothesis	

	Voters	use	a	retrospecOve	voOng	rule	in	order	to	purposefully	induce	
poliOcians	to	use	their	informaOon	

•  Modify	games	to	predict	same	pandering/selecOon	equilibrium	
(null	hypothesis)	but	different	behavior	if	proposed	behavioral	
hypothesis	is	true	



AddiOonal	treatments	
Treatment	 Ra,onale	
InformaOon	choice,	
Policy	informaOon	

Do	voters	use	irrelevant	
informaOon?	

Simplified	type	 Do	voters	make	be2er	inferences	
when	the	problem	is	“easier”?	

Forward	payoff	 What	if	incenOves	for	accountability	
are	removed?	



InformaOon	choice	and	Policy	informaOon	treatments	

Do	voters	use	available	informaOon	even	if	it	is	irrelevant?	
	
ModificaOon	

–  Voters	iniOally	observe	only	the	policy	choice	(PI)	
–  May	observe	the	true	state	by	paying	a	small	cost	(IC)	
–  CondiOonal	on	observing	the	state,	voter’s	inference	and	choice	
problems	are	same	as	baseline	(sequenOally	raOonal	voters	will	
not	purchase	info)	

	
PredicOon	

	If	voters	condiOon	on	available	informaOon,	voters	who	do	not	
purchase	informaOon	will	be	more	likely	to	use	a	policy-based	
voOng	rule	





Simplified	type	treatment	
Do	voters	make	be2er	inferences	when	the	problem	is	

cogniOvely	“easier”?	
	
ModificaOon	

–  Two	poliOcian	types	instead	of	8	
–  Same	as	demonstraOon	scenario	
–  Bayes’	Rule	can	be	applied	qualitaOvely	(without	compuOng	
probability	weights)	

PredicOon	
	If	the	numerical	applicaOon	of	Bayes’	Rule	is	a	source	of	non-
equilibrium	behavior,	voters	will	be	more	likely	to	use	a	policy-
based	voOng	rule	



Simplified	type	treatment	



Forward	payoff	treatment	
Do	voters	use	retrospecOve	voOng	to	ensure	poliOcians	
use	their	experOse?	

	
ModificaOon	

–  Voters’	payoffs	do	not	depend	on	incumbent’s	policy	
choice,	only	on	type	of	poliOcian	re-elected	

–  Strategic	incenOves	are	idenOcal	to	baseline	game	
– Modified	payoffs	force	voters	to	be	forward-looking	

PredicOon	
	Voters	will	be	more	likely	to	use	a	policy-based	voOng	rule	



Forward	payoff	treatment	



Summary	of	addiOonal	treatments	

•  InformaOon	choice	
–  Voters	who	did	not	purchase	info	were	more	likely	to	re-
elect	if	p	=	A	than	if	p	=	B	

–  But	the	re-elecOon	rate	when	p	=	B	was	high	
•  Simplified	type	

–  Voters	were	more	likely	to	re-elect	when	p	=	A	and	ω	=	B	
–  But	other	re-elecOon	rates	didn’t	change	much	

•  Forward	payoff	
–  Voters	were	more	likely	to	re-elect	when	p	=	A	and	ω	=	B,	
and	less	likely	to	re-elect	when	p	=	B	and	ω	=	B	

–  But	no	within-treatment	difference	between	re-elecOon	
when	ω	=	B	



Conclusions	
•  Falsified	theoreOcal	predicOons:	Tradi(onal	retrospec(ve	

vo(ng	is	a	strong	behavioral	tendency	(i.e.,	outcome	based)	
even	when	it	is	inconsistent	with	(sequenOal,	Bayesian)	
raOonality	

•  However,	behavior	as	poliOcians	is	ra(onal	and	strategic	–	it	
is	simpler	and	does	not	require	inference	

•  Searching	for	facts,	tesOng	cause	of	theory	failure:	AddiOonal	
treatments	provide	evidence	for	some	form(s)	of	bounded	
ra(onality	(simple	punishment-reward	heurisOc)	
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“RaOonal	god	of	vengeance	and	reward”	



Gender	gap	in	representaOon	



Due	to	gender	gap	in	candidates	
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Unobserved	preferences?	

•  Kanthak	and	Woon	(2015):	Do	men	and	women	
make	different	decisions	about	entering	electoral	
compeOOon?	

•  Key	features:		
–  Real	effort	task	=	Quality	of	representaOve	
–  Groups	select	representaOves,	vary	rules	and	incenOves	



Experimental	control	

•  Create	level	playing	field:	men	and	women	have	
equal	average	ability	

•  Private	informaOon	about	relaOve	ability:	potenOal	
for	under-confidence	

•  Manipulate	insOtuOons:	vary	relevance	of	elecOons	

•  Measure	potenOal	confounds:	beliefs	and	risk	
preferences	



Overview	of	experiment	



Part	1:	AddiOon	Task	

•  Niederle	and	Vesterlund	(2007)	use	to	measure	
gender	differences	in	compeOOon	preferences	

•  5	minutes	to	complete	as	many	sums	as	possible	
•  Piece	rate	payment	($0.75	per	correct	answer)	
•  Results	are	private	informaOon	

!

!



Part	2:	Group	representaOon	

•  Randomly	divided	into	groups	of	5	
•  Choose	to	volunteer	or	not	
•  RepresentaOve	randomly	selected	from	set	of	
volunteers	

•  Repeat	addiOon	task	
•  Payoffs:	$0.50	per	rep.	sum	+	$0.25	own	sum	

•  CB	condiOons:	$2	bonus	for	winning,	$1	entry	fee	



Part	3:	ElecOon	
•  Choose	to	run	as	candidate	or	not	
•  ElecOon	by	plurality	rule,	random	Oe-breaker	

•  Chat:	Simultaneously	send	text	“campaign	message”	
•  Truth:	No	message,	voters	see	Part	1	scores	

•  Repeat	addiOon	task	
•  Payoffs:	$0.50	per	rep.	sum	+	$0.25	own	sum	

•  CB	condiOons:	$2	bonus	for	winning,	$1	entry	fee	



Part	4:	EsOmaOon	(belief	elicitaOon)	

•  Guess	Part	1	score,	Part	2	volunteer	decision,	Part	3	
candidate	decision	for	every	other	group	member	
(by	rank)	

•  One	set	of	guesses	randomly	selected	for	payment	



Part	4:	EsOmaOon	(belief	elicitaOon)	



Part	5:	Lo2ery	choice	(risk	elicitaOon)	

Based	on	Holt	and	Laury	(2002)	
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Risk	preferences	
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Volunteer	(no	elecOon)	
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Probit	regressions	

Score 0.16** 0.36** 0.12** .25**

Volunteer3Cost 60.38* 60.24 60.39* 60.39*

Election3Chat6Cost 60.21 60.04 61.03** 60.90**

Election3Chat6No3Cost 60.33 60.16 60.71** 60.57**

Election3Truth6Cost 60.39 60.11 60.85** 60.64**

Election3Truth6No3Cost 0.08 0.26 60.16 60.10

Safe3Choices 60.07 60.08*

Believed3Number3Others 0.34** 0.51**

Believed3Average3Score 60.26** 60.18**

Constant 1.04** 3.48** 1.05** 2.41**

Log3likelihood 6162.01 6135.9 6193.85 6157.71

N 346 346 354 354

Men Women

*3p3<30.10,3**3p3<30.05



ElecOon	aversion	

•  Women	enter	less	than	men	in	elecOon	context,	
even	controlling	for	ability,	risk	aversion,	beliefs	

•  Experimental	control	is	crucial	for	discovering	this	
behavioral	phenomenon,	ruling	out	alternaOve	
explanaOons	



Wrapping	up:	Models	and	experiments	

•  Control	is	essenOal	for	theory	tesOng,	making	
inferences	about	preferences	and	behavior	

•  IdenOfy	condiOons	where	standard	theory	works	and	
where	it	doesn’t	

•  Behavioral	game	theory	and	bounded	raOonality	
–  New	models	of	social	preferences,	non-material	incenOves	
–  Beliefs,	limited	strategic	thinking,	learning	characterize	
short-	and	medium-term	behavior	



So	you	want	to	do	an	experiment?	

•  What	model	of	behavior	do	you	want	to	test?	What	
behavior	do	you	want	to	measure?	

•  Think	like	a	theorist:	Can	you	create	a	simple	model	
or	environment?	

•  Think	like	an	experimentalist:	What	do	you	need	to	
control?	What	do	you	need	to	manipulate?	



So	you	want	to	do	an	experiment?	

•  What	model	of	behavior	do	you	want	to	test?	What	
behavior	do	you	want	to	measure?	

•  Think	like	a	theorist:	Can	you	create	a	simple	model	
or	environment?	

•  Think	like	an	experimentalist:	What	do	you	need	to	
control?	What	do	you	need	to	manipulate?	



Typical	process	
•  Select	game,	design	choice	task	

•  Write	instrucOons,	program	soeware	

•  Pilot	and	test	on	friends,	family,	grad	students	

•  Ins,tu,onal	Review	Board	(IRB)	approval	(very	important!)	

•  Run	pilot	sessions,	fine-tune	procedures	and	design	

•  Run	sessions,	collect	data	

•  Present,	write,	and	publish	results	



Some	advice	

•  Handbooks	are	good	places	to	start	(Kagel	and	Roth	
1995,	Camerer	2003,	Morton	and	Williams	2010,	
Druckman	et	al	2011)	

•  Read,	borrow,	adapt	instrucOons	from	published	
experiments	

•  Try	to	think	like	a	naive	subject	(not	a	theorist	or	
staOsOcian):	can	you	understand	the	instrucOons?	



Concluding	thoughts	

•  IncenOvized	experiments	are	ideal	for	making	
controlled	comparisons	and	for	studying	decision-
making	and	behavior	consistent	with	the	EITM	
perspecOve	

•  Just	as	theoreOcal	models	trade	generality	for	
analyOc	value,	experiments	rely	on	control	and	
arOficiality	to	ensure	a	Oght	connecOon	between	
theoreOcal	models	and	data	



	
	
	

Thanks!	
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