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ABSTRACT 

This paper is one of several papers in which we develop and 

test models of 2 candidate e l e c t i o n s under extremely decentralized and 

incomplete information conditions. We assume candidates do not know 

voter u t i l i t y functions, and that most voters do not observe the 

p o l i c y p o s i t i o n s adopted by the candidates. We assume that uninformed 

actors (voters and candidates a l i k e ) have " b e l i e f s " about parameters 

of which they are uninformed, and that they attempt to inform these 

b e l i e f s on the basis of r e a d i l y observable v a r i a b l e s endogenous to the 

system. S p e c i f i c a l l y , i n t h i s paper, we assume that uninformed actors 

inform t h e i r b e l i e f s , and hence condition t h e i r behavior, on the basis 

of contemporaneous p o l l and (binary) endorsement data. An equilibrium 

is defined to be a set of s t r a t e g i e s , together with a set of b e l i e f s , 

such that a l l actors are maximizing expected u t i l i t y subject to t h e i r 

b e l i e f s , and such that no actor wants to revise his b e l i e f s 

c onditional on the information he does observe. This paper develops 

the above model only for the case of a one dimensional p o l i c y space 

with symmetric s i n g l e peaked preferences. 

When the electorate i s modeled as being i n f i n i t e , with the 

cumulative density of i d e a l points for both informed and uninformed 

voters being i n v e r t i b l e , we show that regardless of the number of 

informed voters, in an e q u i l i b r i u m , the candidates behave exactly as 

if a l l voters had information. They respond to the preferences of the 

uninformed as w e l l as the informed voters, ending up at the median 

i d e a l point of the e n t i r e e l e c t o r a t e . Further, we show that 

regardless of candidate behavior, if voters are in e q u i l i b r i u m , t h e i r 

votes w i l l extract a l l a v a i l a b l e information, i n the sense that a l l 

voters, informed and uninformed a l i k e , w i l l vote as i f they had 

perfect information about candidate p o s i t i o n s . F i n a l l y , we give a 

dynamic f o r convergence of voting behavior, which shows that the model 

implies a "bandwagon" e f f e c t , with the speed of convergence depending 

on the r a t i o of the density of informed to uninformed voters at the 

true candidate midpoint. 

In a d d i t i o n to the t h e o r e t i c a l r e s u l t s , we run some 

experiments to t e s t the implications of the model. The experiments 

show a moderate degree of support f o r the model. 



2 

I. INTRODUCTION 

In the l a s t 30 years or so, considerable e f f o r t has been 

expended at attempting to develop a formal theory of p o l i t i c a l systems 

and processes based on the economic paradigm of r a t i o n a l choice. 

Labeled v a r i o u s l y p o s i t i v e p o l i t i c a l theory, public choice, or s o c i a l 

choice, t h i s e f f o r t encompasses a broad area of study, including 

s p a t i a l e l e c t i o n models, c o a l i t i o n processes, voting r u l e s and agenda 

manipulation. (See Riker and Ordeshook [1972] for a review of the 

early work i n t h i s area and Shepsle [1979], Kramer [1977], McKelvey et 

al [1978] for a sampling of the recent d i r e t i o n s of t h i s l i t e r a t u r e ) . 

Generally, however, the models and theories that form the component 

parts of t h i s e f f o r t are subject to a common and compelling 

c r i t i c i s m — t h e y assume that p o l i t i c a l actors such as v o t e r s , 

candidates, l e g i s l a t o r s , e t c . , possess a l e v e l of knowledge of other 

people's preferences, candidate positions and the l i k e that empirical 

i n v e s t i g a t i o n does not support. Thus, in these models, it is supposed 

t y p i c a l l y that candidates adopt w e l l defined p o s i t i o n s on a l l issues 

and that voters know these positions and the issues (at least up to 

some well defined p r o b a b i l i t y measure)—despite the w e l l documented 

empirical fact that c i t i z e n - v o t e r s oftentimes do not even know the 

names of the candidates (cf Berelson et al [1954], Almond and Verba 

[1963], Converse [1975], and for an up to date review of t h i s 

•We acknowledge support of NSF Grant 9 S0C79-21588.—We also thank 
Charles P l o t t and Shyam Sunder for discussions and comments i n the 
early stages of t h i s research. 

l i t e r a t u r e . Kinder and Sears [1982]). The e f f o r t of t h i s paper can be 

thought of as an attempt to bring the informational assumptions of 

such models more i n l i n e with what we know e m p i r i c a l l y . 

This paper is one in a series of papers in which we study 

e l e c t i o n processes under l i m i t e d and decentralized information 

conditions. S p e c i f i c a l l y , we develop models of p o l i c y formation i n 

two candidate el e c t i o n s where most voters have l i t t l e or no 

information about the p o l i c i e s or platforms adopted by the candidates, 

and where candidates have l i t t l e or no information about the voter 

preference functions. 

The key to understanding and modeling systems in which 

p a r t i c i p a n t s have l i m i t e d access to information seems to us to be very 

s i m i l a r to the ideas that have recently been applied successfully to 

s i m i l a r s i t u a t i o n s i n economics. When voters do not possess the 

perfect information assumed i n e a r l i e r models, and when i t i s costly 

to obtain t h i s information r e l a t i v e to the presumed expected b e n e f i t s , 

we assume that voters take cues from other sources, endogenous in the 

system, that are e a s i l y observable and which they believe may convey 

useful information. Such sources may be other voters, i n t e r e s t 

groups, h i s t o r i c a l behavior of the candidates, or p o l l r e s u l t s . This 

paper concentrates on a model in which the observable data consists of 

p o l l r e s u l t s and i n t e r e s t group endorsements. Regardless of the 

source, we assume voters w i l l condition t h e i r choices on such "low 

cost" information. Candidates, too, may condition t h e i r actions on 

p o l l r e s u l t s or on the choices of other candidates. Thus, there are 
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v a r i a b l e s , endogenous in the system, which carry information to the 

uninformed p a r t i c i p a n t s . When actors condition t h e i r behavior on the 

information from these endogenous sources, t h i s , i n i t s e l f w i l l change 

the observed values of some of the endogenous v a r i a b l e s . The system 

i s i n equilibrium only i f a l l p a r t i c i p a n t s are acting optimally given 

a v a i l a b l e information, and further i f the information generated when 

pa r t i c i p a n t s act in such a fashion does not change—i.e. it is s t a b l e , 

and consistent with t h i s optimization behavior of a l l p a r t i c i p a n t s . 

Several questions of considerable t h e o r e t i c a l i n t e r e s t can be 

addressed by models of t h i s s o r t . The most important and i n t e r e s t i n g 

of these questions is the extent to which the e q u i l i b r i a of systems 

with l i m i t e d information correspond to the e q u i l i b r i a of systems with 

f u l l information. That i s , do the p o l i c y outcomes correspond to the 

outcomes that would p r e v a i l were a l l p a r t i c i p a n t s to have f u l l 

information? As we show, i n t h i s and other papers, such a 

correspondence can be e s t a b l i s h e d . This gives r i s e to a second 

question; namely, how l i t t l e information i s needed f o r the system to 

have t h i s correspondence property. 

The model developed i n t h i s paper assumes the information 

source for uninformed voters i s p o l l data and i n t e r e s t group 

endorsements. Our model i s a model of a single e l e c t i o n , so no 

h i s t o r i c a l information i s a v a i l a b l e . There are two classes of 

p a r t i c i p a n t s : voters and candidates. However, the voters are further 

p a r t i t i o n e d into informed and uninformed voters. A l l voters have 

single peaked preferences over a one dimensional issue space, X. 

Strategies a v a i l a b l e to candidates are to adopt positions in the 

p o l i c y space, and s t r a t e g i e s a v a i l a b l e to voters are to vote for one 

candidate or the other. The candidates do not know voter u t i l i t y 

functions, and the uninformed voters do not know the candidate 

p o s i t i o n s . The only source of information for the uninformed agents 

is " i n t e r e s t group endorsement" information and the r e s u l t s of a 

"Gallup p o l l " of a l l voters. In a d d i t i o n , uninformed voters know 

where t h e i r i d e a l point i s i n the d i s t r i b u t i o n of t o t a l i d e a l points-

- i . e . they know how l i b e r a l or conservative they are with respect to 

the remaining population. 

In t h i s model an important question i s whether the informed 

voters, by v i r t u e of t h e i r better information, have a disproportionate 

impact on the f i n a l outcome. We f i n d that the equilibrium outcome 

extracts a l l a v a i l a b l e information, with the outcome r e f l e c t i n g the 

preferences of the uninformed as w e l l as the informed v o t e r s . 

Our approach i n t h i s and companion papers p a r a l l e l s the 

development of r a t i o n a l expectations models i n economics. ( c f , Muth 

[1961], Lucas [1972], Radner [1972, 1979] and Grossman [1978] for 

development and references to some of t h i s extensive l i t e r a t u r e ) . In 

that l i t e r a t u r e , the actors are buyers and s e l l e r s , and the 

information that is of concern is the future state of the w o r l d — a 

state that e f f e c t s the future market value of the commodity being 

traded. The question addressed by the r a t i o n a l expectations 

l i t e r a t u r e i s what w i l l happen to the market price of a commodity when 

only a few s p e c i a l i z e d p a r t i c i p a n t s , c a l l e d i n s i d e r s , have information 
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regarding the future state of the world. In those models, agents are 

able to condition t h e i r choices, and derive information from 

endogenous va r i a b l e s such as the pri c e or h i s t o r i c a l market data. The 

p r i n c i p a l r e s u l t to emerge i s c a l l e d the e f f i c i e n t markets hypothesis, 

which asserts that the market w i l l behave as i f everyone had 

information, since the relevant information about the state of the 

world i s i t s e l f conveyed to the other p a r t i c i p a n t s through the p r i c e . 

In t h i s and r e l a t e d papers, then, we explore how the r a t i o n a l 

expectations view might be applied to models of p o l i t i c a l processes. 

The correspondence between the models we develop and the r a t i o n a l 

expectations models in economics is that in our models i n t e r e s t groups 

or informed voters perform the same function as the i n s i d e r s i n the 

r a t i o n a l expectation market models: t h e i r choices provide signals to 

the other p a r t i c i p a n t s (voters and candidates a l i k e ) that convey 

information about the relevant properties of the e l e c t i o n system. 

Namely, they convey some sketchy, but useful information about the 

r e l a t i v e p o s i t i o n s of the candidates. 

Further, an e l e c t i o n or p o l l outcome serves the same r o l e as 

the price i n the market models. Just as the price e l i c i t s demand 

information i n market models, so the e l e c t i o n outcome conveys 

information to the candidates about the preferences of the v o t e r s . 

And i n the models developed here, the true d i s t r i b u t i o n of voter 

preferences i s , to the candidates, the unknown state of the world, so 

the price conveys information about the true state of the world. Only 

when no pa r t i c i p a n t wants to change h i s behavior given the information 
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Thus, it is necessary to design an experiment that allows candidates 

to adjust t h e i r p o l i c y p o s i t i o n s , but at the same time keeps candidate 

p o s i t i o n s stationary enough to allow voters to c o l l e c t useful 

information on candidate p o s i t i o n s through the p o l l r e s u l t s . 

The experiments we conducted each had between f o r t y and f i f t y 

subjects. Two of the subjects played the part of candidates, while 

the rest were v o t e r s . Each experiment consists of a sequence of 

periods, or e l e c t i o n s . (See Figure 3 for a schematic diagram of the 

sequence of events.) In each period, the two candidates f i r s t adopt 

p o l i c y positions in a one dimensional p o l i c y space. Candidate 

po s i t i o ns are f i x e d f o r the duration of the period, a f t e r which the 

candidates are able to adopt new p o s i t i o n s . Once the candidates have 

selected p o s i t i o n s , a sequence of two p o l l s is taken, followed by a 

f i n a l e l e c t i o n . Each p o l l i s l i k e a Gallup p o l l , i n that voters are 

asked how they would vote i f the e l e c t i o n were held now. There are 

two classes of voters: informed and uninformed, who are s e l e c t i v e l y 

provided with information about the candidate p o s i t i o n s . The informed 

voters are t o l d the p o s i t i o n s of both candidates at the beginning of 

each per i o d . The uninformed v o t e r s , on the other hand are never t o l d 

the p o s i t i o n of the candidates. The uninformed voters are only t o l d 

which candidate p o s i t i o n i s furthest to the l e f t . A l l voters, 

however, are informed of the p o l l r e s u l t s , and hence, i f they wish, 

can attempt to i n f e r candidate p o s i t i o n s on the basis of these 

r e s u l t s . 

Voters are paid for t h e i r p a r t i c i p a t i o n in each period on the 
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basis of the p o s i t i o n of the winning candidate and t h e i r i n d i v i d u a l 

payoff functions. A sample payoff function for a t y p i c a l voter is 

given i n Figure 4. The payoff function determines the amount the 

voter w i l l be paid i f the winning candidate adopts a given p o s i t i o n . 

For example, in t h i s sample, if the winning candidate adopted the 

p o s i t i o n 70, the voter would earn $1.28 in that p e r i o d . A l l voters 

have single peaked, symmetric payoff functions, but the l o c a t i o n of 

the i n d i v i d u a l ideal points w i l l d i f f e r for d i f f e r e n t v o t e r s . 

Although voters do not know the d i s t r i b u t i o n of voter i d e a l p o i n t s , 

they do know where t h e i r own id e a l point i s i n r e l a t i o n to those of 

the rest of the e l e c t o r a t e . As seen in the sample of Figure 4, each 

voter i s informed about how many voters have ideal points to the l e f t 

and to the r i g h t of h i s . 

Although the experiment consists of a number of periods, voter 

preferences remain f i x e d across periods, as does the p a r t i t i o n of 

informed and uninformed v o t e r s . Voters know only t h e i r own payoff 

functions, not those of any other voters, and candidates do not have 

any information about voter payoff functions. Further, the uninformed 

voters never learn anything about the p o l i c y p o s i t i o n adopted by 

either candidate in a given period u n t i l the termination of the e n t i r e 

experiment. Thus, there i s no p o s s i b i l i t y for uninformed voters to 

make inferences about candidate positions from the h i s t o r i c a l record 

of candidate positions in previous periods, as they could in our 

previous experiments. Uninformed voters are t r u l y uninformed. For a 

complete l i s t i n g of the i n s t r u c t i o n s , see Appendix A. 



The d i s t r i b u t i o n of ideal points of the informed and 

uninformed voters for our two experiments is given in Figure 5. 

Notice that in each experiment there are approximately equal numbers 

of informed and uninformed voters, with the d i s t r i b u t i o n of the 

uninformed voters being s t o c h a s t i c a l l y dominated by that of the 

informed v o t e r s . The median informed voter is at 75, the median 

uninformed voter is at 4S-48, and the o v e r a l l median is at 60. 

Our model makes predictions about the candidate behavior as 

w e l l as about voter choice. F i r s t , with regard to v o t e r s , we would 

expect, in each period, the p o l l r e s u l t s to converge to the perfect 

information p o l l r e s u l t . In the f i r s t p o l l , the informed voters 

should vote c o r r e c t l y , with the uninformed being i n d i f f e r e n t or voting 

a r b i t r a r i l y . In the second p o l l and i n the f i n a l vote, uninformed 

voters should sort themselves i n t o the appropriate category, by using 

information a v a i l a b l e from the previous p o l l s . If no voters e r r , then 

as proven in the previous s e c t i o n , t h i s process should converge to the 

s i t u a t i o n where uninformed voters vote as i f they had complete 

information. 

Tables 1 and 2 report the r e s u l t s of the p o l l s and f i n a l vote 

in a l l periods for Experiment 1 and 2 r e s p e c t i v e l y . The raw data on 

which these tables are based is given in Appendix B. The r i g h t hand 

side of these tables compares the predicted with the actual r e s u l t s of 

the f i n a l vote i n each period, and displays the number of voters 

making e r r o r s . An " e r r o r " i n t h i s table i s simply a difference from 

the behavior the subject would e x h i b i t i f he had f u l l information. 
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APPENDIX A 

INSTRUCTIONS 

1-ISSUE RATIONAL EXPECTATIONS WITH POLLS 

This experiment is a study of voting in two candidate 

e l e c t i o n s . As subjects i n the experiment, you w i l l each be paid f o r 

your p a r t i c i p a t i o n in the experiment on the basis of the decisions you 

make. I f you are c a r e f u l , and make good decisions, you can make a 

substantial amount of money. 

In t h i s experiment, there are two candidates, labeled A and B, 

and the rest of you are v o t e r s . The purpose of t h i s experiment is to 

test c e r t a i n ideas about how voters and candidates make decisions i n 

e l e c t i o n s and, i n p a r t i c u l a r , how they make decisions when t h e i r 

information i s imperfect or incomplete. The experiment w i l l consist 

of a number of e l e c t i o n s . In each e l e c t i o n the candidates w i l l adopt 

po s i t i o n s in a one dimensional p o l i c y space. Two successive p o l l s 

w i l l then be taken i n which voters can indicate which candidate they 

p r e f e r , and the outcome of each p o l l w i l l be announced. A f t e r the 

second p o l l , voters w i l l vote f o r the candidate of t h e i r choice, and 

the outcome of t h i s vote w i l l determine the winning candidate for that 

e l e c t i o n . Candidates w i l l then be permitted to adopt new p o s i t i o n s , 

and the process w i l l repeat i t s e l f . Voters are paid f o r t h e i r 

p a r t i c i p a t i o n on the basis of t h e i r payoff f u n c t i o n — t o be described 

i n more d e t a i l s h o r t l y , and candidates are paid for t h e i r 

p a r t i c i p a t i o n on the basis of how many elec t i o n s they win. 

Before describing the experiment in d e t a i l , l e t me describe 

the p o l i c y space and the payoff function of the voters. 

At the beginning of the experiment, voters w i l l be given a 

payoff chart s i m i l a r to the sample chart in front of you. This chart 

depicts the p o l i c y space and a sample payoff function f o r a voter. 

Candidates w i l l be given a s i m i l a r chart. However, the candidate chart 

w i l l only contain the p o l i c y space, and w i l l not have any voter payoff 

functions. The p o l i c y space i s simply the set of a l l numbers between 

0 and 100, and is represented on the h o r i z o n t a l axis in the diagram. 

During the experiment, i n each period, candidates w i l l select 

p o s i t i o n s in the p o l i c y space. At the end of each p e r i o d , each voter 

w i l l be paid f o r h i s or her p a r t i c i p a t i o n in that period on the basis 

of h i s payoff function and the p o s i t i o n of the winning candidate. 

Thus, with the sample payoff chart, if the winning candidate were to 

adopt the p o s i t i o n 48, then the voter would earn 90 cents for that 

period. 

In the actual experiment, the payoff charts f o r each of the 

voters w i l l be d i f f e r e n t from the sample chart. Further, the payoff 

functions f o r d i f f e r e n t voters may also be d i f f e r e n t . Each voter w i l l 

have a payoff function which has a peak, or i d e a l point at some point 

i n the p o l i c y space, and decreases symmetrically as we move away i n 

eith e r d i r e c t i o n , as i n the example i n the sample chart. However, 

d i f f e r e n t v o t e r s ' ideal p o i n t s , or peaks, may be at d i f f e r e n t points 

in the space, and t h e i r payoff functions may decrease at d i f f e r e n t 

r a t e s . One important rule in the experiment is that the information 
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on your payoff chart i s private information. None of the other voters 

or candidates should know the information on your cha r t . At no time 

should you show, t a l k about, or i n any other way reveal any 

information about your payoff chart to the other subjects. Further, 

at no time during the experiment are you to have any communications 

with any of the other subjects except those e x p l i c i t l y provided f o r in 

the r u l e s . 

Axe there any questions about the payoff chart? If not, I 

w i l l proceed to a d e s c r i p t i o n of the experiment i t s e l f . 

The experiment i t s e l f i s divided i n t o a number of periods or 

e l e c t i o n s . Each period w i l l consist of a sequence of two p o l l s 

followed by an e l e c t i o n . At the beginning of each period, the two 

candidates, A and B, w i l l each adopt p o l i c y p o s i t i o n s . These 

positions w i l l hold throughout that period, and the candidates w i l l 

not be permitted to modify or change these p o s i t i o n s u n t i l the next 

period. The p o s i t i o n s adopted by the two candidates w i l l not be made 

p u b l i c . Rather, you, as voters w i l l s e l e c t i v e l y be provided with 

information about the candidate p o s i t i o n s . Before each p o l l , some of 

the voters w i l l be informed as to the actual p o s i t i o n s of the 

candidates. The remaining voters w i l l only be given l i m i t e d 

information about the candidate p o s i t i o n s . They w i l l only be t o l d 

which candidate i s farthest to the l e f t and which i s furthest to the 

r i g h t . 

A f t e r the candidates have adopted t h e i r p o s i t i o n s , and the 

voters have been given t h e i r information, we w i l l then take a p o l l of 

a l l voters. You may think of t h i s as a Gallup P o l l . Voters w i l l be 

asked to indicate the candidate they would vote for if the e l e c t i o n 

were held now. A l l voters w i l l f i l l i n t h e i r b a l l o t cards and hand 

them i n . This w i l l be done as a secret b a l l o t . The vote w i l l be 

t a l l i e d and announced. At t h i s p o i n t , a d d i t i o n a l information w i l l be 

provided, and a second p o l l w i l l be taken. A f t e r two such p o l l s , the 

f i n a l information w i l l be provided, and we w i l l proceed to the f i n a l 

vote. These votes w i l l also be cast i n secret, and the experimenter 

w i l l then t a l l y the vote. We w i l l then announce the winning candidate 

and proceed to the next period. 

In order to s e l e c t i v e l y give information only to some voters, 

the following procedure w i l l be used. Before each p o l l , the 

experimenter w i l l w r i t e , on the blackboard, coded information about 

the p o s i t i o n of each of the candidates. You w i l l note, on the record 

sheet, (which is the second sheet in the sample packet you have been 

given), that for each period, and each p o l l , there i s an entry for a 

code f o r each candidate. I f t h i s entry i s f i l l e d i n , you are an 

informed voter in that period and that p o l l . If it is not, you are 

uninformed. If you are an informed voter, you may obtain the correct 

p o s i t i o n f o r the candidate from the coded information on the board. 

To do so, you j u s t add the code to the coded information on the 

blackboard. Thus, in the example, if the coded p o s i t i o n s on the board 

were A= 106, B= 157, then the correct p o s i t i o n of the candidates in 

the f i r s t period are A= 48, B= 34. Thus, i f you are an informed 

voter, y o u ' l l be able to obtain the exact positions adopted by the 
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candidates. I f you are uninformed, the only information you w i l l be 

given i s information on which candidate i s furthest to the l e f t . This 

w i l l be posted on the blackboard at the beginning of each period. 

I t should be emphasized that a l l voters w i l l get the correct 

information i f they are informed a t a l l . Further, i f you are 

informed f o r two successive p o l l s i n the same period, then using your 

code, you w i l l get the same information i n each p e r i o d . So i t i s 

r e a l l y only necessary for you to compute the candidate p o s i t i o n s once. 

It is important to emphasize that there is no attempt in t h i s 

experiment to mislead voters as to the p o s i t i o n of the candidates. To 

emphasize t h i s p o i n t , we i n v i t e any interested voter, a f t e r the 

experiment, to compare h i s decoded p o s i t i o n with the actual p o s i t i o n 

of the candidates. I f there i s any discrepancy, you w i l l be awarded a 

$10 bonus. Note that there are three p o s s i b i l i t i e s i n terms of the 

information yon might r e c e i v e . You may be an informed voter 

throughout an e n t i r e e l e c t i o n ( i . e . for both p o l l s and the f i n a l 

v o t e ) , you may be uninformed f o r the entire e l e c t i o n , or you may 

become informed part way through. On the sample record sheet, these 

p o s s i b i l i t i e s are represented in periods 1, 2, and 3 r e s p e c t i v e l y . 

At t h i s point the task of the uninformed voters might seem an 

impossible one. However, you w i l l be given one a d d i t i o n a l piece of 

information to a s s i s t you in your d e c i s i o n s . S p e c i f i c a l l y , while 

neither you nor the candidates w i l l know the exact d i s t r i b u t i o n of 

voter i d e a l p o i n t s , each of you, as indicated on the sample, w i l l be 

t o l d the t o t a l number of the voters who have i d e a l points to the l e f t 

and to the r i g h t of your most preferred p o s i t i o n . You can use t h i s 

information, in conjunction with the information you do have, as to 

which candidate i s to the l e f t and which candidate i s on the r i g h t , 

and the fact that it is in the i n t e r e s t of the informed voters to vote 

s i n c e r e l y , to formulate your guess about the l o c a t i o n s of the 

candidates and hence to determine your preference for one candidate 

over the other. 

To r e c a p i t u l a t e , then, the sequence of events w i l l be as 

f o l l o w s . Candidates adopt p o s i t i o n s , the experimenter w i l l write the 

coded p o s i t i o n s on the board f o r the f i r s t p o l l , and the f i r s t p o l l 

w i l l be taken and announced. The experimenter w i l l write the coded 

for the second p o l l , and the second p o l l w i l l be taken and announced, 

then the coded f o r the f i n a l e l e c t i o n w i l l be w r i t t e n , and the f i n a l 

e l e c t i o n w i l l take place. We then proceed to the next peri o d . 

A f t e r a predetermined number of periods, the experiment w i l l 

end. At t h i s p o i n t , the p o s i t i o n of the winning candidate w i l l be 

announced, and voters w i l l be paid the sum of t h e i r payoffs f o r the 

p o s i t i o n of the winning candidate in each e l e c t i o n . (Note that in 

each e l e c t i o n a l l voters are paid f o r the p o s i t i o n of the winning 

candidate, regardless of whether or not they voted for that 

candidate.) The candidate payoffs are as follows: A candidate w i l l 

receive $2 for each e l e c t i o n won and nothing f o r each e l e c t i o n l o s t . 
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