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Figure: Change in Gap between Bottom and Top Decile Income Growth
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Figure: EU Consumer Confidence Index: Spain
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Figure:
igure: EU Consumer Confidence Index: Greece
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Figure: EU Consumer Confidence Index: Germany
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Economic Vote of the Chief Executive

Figure: Duch and Stevenson Economic Vote
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Figure: Duch and Stevenson Economic Vote
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m Coalition cabinets make collective decisions
m Decision makers have varying decision making weight
m Decision makers vary in agenda setting power

m Decision makers may have veto power

Decisions get rewarded or punished

m This is a collective Dictator Game with Punishment



Collective Dictator Game with

Punishment
‘Weighted Majority Rule with
The group of decision-makers proposer being cther the

collectively allocates a fixed sum
between themselves and a
“recipient” (three rounds to make a

chosen randomly

decision or everyone gets

“deduction points” to the each of
the decision-makers

nothing)
The recipient allocates some Recipient knows decision rule
number from a fixed pool of but sometimes.

- Sees weights or not
- Sees who is proposer or not

Payoffs to dictators are equal
shares of the initial allocation
minus individual deduction points

Costly Punishment Version

Payoffs to recipient are his share of
the initial allocation plus unused
deduction points

Today, we are concerned with how
well observable aspects of the
decision-making process map to the
amount of punishment and
whether that mapping is better or
worse when observable decision-
making indicators indicate more
concentrated power

Costless Punishment Ver:

Payoffs to recipient are his share of
the initial allocation




Table: Experimental Design (Session 2 - 4)

n="71 Allocating DM Known
Voting Weight Distribution No Yes
53, 29, 10, 6, 2 6 9
48, 19, 14, 11, 8 6 9
38, 21, 17, 13, 11 6 9
23, 21, 20, 19, 17 6 9
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Figure: Information Context of Heuristics

Fair Mixed

Unfair

I Uses sizes in some way
I Neither size nor proposer info

Uses info about Proposer
but no size info




Figure: The Impact of Voting Weights and Proposal Powers on
Punishment
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Figure: The Impact of Voting Weights and Proposal Powers on
Punishment
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Another collective dictator game

m other-regarding preferences in decision making concerning
distribution of money, when there are many decision-makers
as opposed to one as in the standard dictator game.

m We allow the recipients to costly punish the decision-makers.
m We frame our general decision problem in a political context,

in which the decision-makers are political parties and the
recipients are voters.
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Stage 1

m The parties vote yes or no to four exogenously given, unfair proposals
about distributions of DKK 180 between the parties and voters.

m See Table. The proposals are shown in random order.

Table: Payoffs per subject, DKK

If passed If rejected

Proposal  Per party Per voter Per party Per voter

(33/27) 33 27 0 0
(57/3) 57 3 0 0
(63/-3) 63 -3 0 0
(87/-27) 87 27 0 0
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Does shared responsibility breed unfairness?

m We compare the proportions of passes between treatments
with a Pearson’s x2-test. See Figure

m The answer is yes at the 10%-level, but no at the 5%-level
(x? = 3.23,p = .0723).



Figure: Shares of Parliaments that Pass

B Majority treatment

0.8

0.6

0.4

2
]

0.0

I I Shared treatment



Very Preliminary Conclusion Part Il

m preliminary evidence that collective decision makers anticipate
punishment



Very Preliminary Conclusion Part Il

m preliminary evidence that collective decision makers anticipate
punishment

m preliminary evidence that decision makers exploit opportunity
to avoid responsibility attribution



Very Preliminary Conclusion Part Il

m preliminary evidence that collective decision makers anticipate
punishment

m preliminary evidence that decision makers exploit opportunity
to avoid responsibility attribution

m preliminary evidence that shared responsibility breeds
unfairness



Very Preliminary Conclusion Part Il

m preliminary evidence that collective decision makers anticipate
punishment

m preliminary evidence that decision makers exploit opportunity
to avoid responsibility attribution

m preliminary evidence that shared responsibility breeds
unfairness



	Experimental Design

