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Counting on My Vote Not Counting: Expressive Voting

in Committees

Boris Ginzburg, José-Alberto Guerra, Warn N. Lekfuangfu∗†

Abstract

A committee chooses whether to approve a proposal that some members may con-

sider ethical. Members who vote for the proposal receive expressive utility, and all pay

a cost if the proposal is accepted. Committee members have different depths of rea-

soning. The model predicts that features that reduce the probability of being pivotal

– namely, larger committee size, or a more restrictive voting rule – raise the share of

votes for the proposal. A laboratory experiment with a charitable donation framing

supports these results. Our structural estimation recovers the distributions of altruistic

and expressive preferences, and of depth of reasoning, across individuals.
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Contando con que mi voto no cuente: votación expresiva
en comités

Boris Ginzburg, José-Alberto Guerra, Warn N. Lekfuangfu∗†

Resumen

Un comité decide sobre una propuesta que algunos miembros pueden considerar

ética. Los miembros que votan a favor de la propuesta reciben una utilidad expresiva,

y todos pagan un costo si la propuesta es aceptada. Los miembros del comité tienen

diferentes niveles de razonamiento. El modelo muestra que las instituciones de votación

que reducen la probabilidad de que un miembro sea fundamental para determinar el

resultado – a saber, un tamaño de comité más grande o una regla de votación más

restrictiva – aumentan la proporción de votos a favor de la propuesta siempre que

su costo de implementación sea suficientemente bajo. Un experimento de laboratorio

en un marco de donación caritativa presenta evidencia en ĺınea con estos resultados.

Nuestra estimación estructural recupera la distribución de las preferencias altruistas y

expresivas, y el nivel de razonamiento, de los individuos

Clasificación JEL: C57, C72, C92, D71, D91

Palabras Clave: votación expresiva, comités, probabilidad de ser decisivo, experi-

mento de laboratorio, nivel-k, estimación estructural.
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1 Introduction

Decision-making bodies often have to vote on proposals that incur costs but are considered

ethical. Corporate boards deciding whether to adopt costly labour or environmental stan-

dards; legislatures voting on whether to assist refugees; or committees choosing whether to

adopt policies that benefit underrepresented minorities are all examples of collective decisions

that involve an ethical dimension. In this paper, we study how the design of a committee

affects voting for proposals that are costly for committee members but may be seen as ethical

by at least some of them.

Two factors can underlie voting for such alternatives. First, individuals may have con-

sequentialist, or instrumental, motivations: they may be altruistic, and thus derive utility

when an ethical choice is implemented. Second, they may receive utility from the act of

voting for an ethical option, regardless of the actual outcome of the vote. Voting behaviour

that is motivated by such a preference is often referred to as expressive voting (see Brennan

and Hamlin, 1998; Hillman, 2010).

In this paper, we analyse the effect of voting institutions – in particular, of voting rule

and committee size – on expressive voting by committee members. We model a commit-

tee that decides whether or not to adopt a costly proposal. The proposal involves moral

considerations. Specifically, each committee member who votes for the proposal receives

an expressive payoff irrespective of the outcome of the vote. These payoffs are drawn in-

dependently across members from a distribution with full support on the real line – thus,

members do not necessarily agree about the ethical value of the proposal, and some may

even dislike the act of voting for it. Each member is privately informed about her expressive

payoff. If the share of members voting for the proposal reaches a certain quota, the proposal

is adopted. In this case, all members, regardless of their individual votes, must pay a cost.

Furthermore, each committee member receives altruistic utility if the proposal is approved.

This game has, in general, multiple Nash equilibria, as we show in Section 6.5. Because of

this, we use level-k best responses (Stahl and Wilson, 1994) as a solution concept. Thus, our

paper follows a number of past studies that show that level-k best responses fit experimental

data in voting games (Dittmann et al., 2014; Bassi, 2015; Le Quement and Marcin, 2019).
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The key theoretical predictions stem from the interaction of expressive and instrumental

motivations. Committee members whose expressive payoffs are negative strictly prefer voting

against the proposal as long as the altruistic utility is lower than the cost. However, each

member with positive expressive payoffs faces a tradeoff. On the one hand, she receives a

positive payoff from voting for the proposal. On the other hand, by doing so she runs a risk

of moving the collective decision towards the ethical choice, which entails a cost. The latter

risk, however, only matters in the event in which the voter is pivotal. Hence, features of

committee design that reduce members’ perceived probability of being pivotal increase the

incentive to vote for the ethical alternative. Specifically, we show that a randomly selected

member is more likely to vote for it when the committee size is larger, and when the voting

rule is more restrictive. These results hold when the cost of the proposal is sufficiently low,

or when sufficiently many members have depth of reasoning below 2.

We test the model in a laboratory experiment. Subjects are randomly divided into

committees. They vote for or against donating to a well-known charity (the Red Cross).

If the committee votes to donate, the experimenters transfer a fixed amount of money to

the charity, at a certain cost to each committee member. Each subject faces the same

voting rule throughout the session (either unanimity rule, or simple majority rule), while

the committee size and the cost of donation varies within subjects across different rounds.

The experimental design enables us to structurally estimate individual-specific expressive

payoffs, altruistic preferences, and the distribution of depth of reasoning.

Our experiment yields three main findings. First, in line with the theory, voting insti-

tutions that reduce the probability of being pivotal encourage individual members to vote

for the costly ethical alternative. In particular, individual subjects are more likely to vote

in favour of donating when the committee size is larger, and when voting under unanimity

rule rather than simple majority rule. Furthermore, by exploiting additional information

from belief elicitation among a subset of our subjects, we test whether the mechanism of our

model explains this result. Our estimates suggest that changes of voting institutions alter

subjects’ perceived probability of being pivotal consistently with the model.

Second, we structurally estimate the distribution of expressive preferences across individ-
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uals. To the best of our knowledge, our paper is the first to do so1. Overall, we find evidence

supporting the existence of expressive voting (to date, the existing experimental evidence on

expressive voting is mixed). We find that females and individuals from lower socio-economic

background tend to display lower expressive payoffs than others, while males show higher

altruistic payoffs than females. Our estimated expressive payoffs correlate positively with

self-evaluated social preferences.

Third, our maximum likelihood estimation recovers the distribution of depth of reasoning

in a voting environment with imperfect information. We find that approximately 52.6 % of

our subjects have depth of reasoning 0, that is, randomise their vote uniformly between the

two alternatives. Approximately 34 % are of level-1 depth of reasoning. The rest of the

subjects have depth of reasoning 2 or more; in particular, we cannot reject the hypothesis

that some of them are of level-3 depth of reasoning.

The remainder of the paper is organised as follows. The next section discusses the related

literature. Section 3 introduces the theoretical model, and derives the main theoretical

results. Section 4 describes the experimental design. Section 5 presents the results of the

experiment. Section 6 analyses potential mechanisms, investigates outcomes of collective

decisions, checks for robustness of the results under supermajority voting rules, and discusses

the relation between our solution concept and Nash equilibrium. All proofs are in the

Appendix.

2 Related Literature

A number of studies have tested the hypothesis that voters vote expressively by examining

the impact of the probability of being pivotal on voting decisions. Most often, this analysis

aimed at explaining behaviour in elections. To identify expressive voting, researchers have

largely followed two approaches. The first approach elicits the subject’s expectations about

the likelihood of being pivotal. Using this method, Bischoff and Egbert (2013) find evidence

of expressive voting, while Tyran (2004) and Tyran and Sausgruber (2006) find no evidence.

1Some previous studies (e.g. Ottoni-Wilhelm et al., 2017) structurally estimate the distribution of payoffs
from making ethical choices individually, but not from the act of voting for ethical alternatives.
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The second approach directly induces the probability of being pivotal by randomly assigning

subjects to be dictators. Researchers can then check whether an increase in the probability of

being a dictator makes subjects more likely to choose the ethical alternative, as the expressive

voting hypothesis suggests. With this approach, Feddersen et al. (2009) and Shayo and

Harel (2012) find evidence for expressive voting in a setting where subjects make decisions

to redistribute money across a group of subjects. On the contrary, Carter and Guerette

(1992) finds no clear support for the expressive voting hypothesis in a setting where subjects

choose donate to charity or not. Combining both approaches, Fischer (1996) and Kamenica

and Brad (2014) compare subjects who are randomly chosen to be dictators to those who

vote as part of a group2.

Our paper takes a different approach. Unlike experiments that elicit expectations about

pivotality, our design induces variations in the probability of being pivotal. And unlike ran-

dom dictator experiments, we do not vary that probability directly – rather, our design varies

the voting institutions. Not only does this allow us to identify the existence of expressive

voting, but also to analyse how voting institutions – the size of the voting body, and the

voting rule – affect the incentives to vote expressively through their effect on the perceived

probability of being pivotal. Thus, our analysis is particularly suited for studying commit-

tees in which the probability of being pivotal can be substantial, and depends on committee

design.

Our paper also contributes to the literature on cognitive limitations in voting. A number

of papers have applied the level-k model model of Stahl and Wilson (1994) to the study

of voting. Dittmann et al. (2014) find that level-k best responses fit experimental data

in a costly voting setting. Bassi (2015) uses level-k model to compare voting systems.

Le Quement and Marcin (2019) find that a level-k model with two cognitive levels (zero and

one) is best at explaining behaviour in a setting in which there is communication prior to

voting. Our paper adds to this line of research by structurally estimating depth of reasoning

in a voting context.

In addition to expressive voting, the literature has identified other channels through

2More generally, a number of experimental studies have looked at the role of pro-social preferences in
inducing members of voting bodies to vote for proposals that affect the payoffs of others, such as redistribution
(Agranov and Palfrey, 2015; Lefgren et al., 2016) and information acquisition (Ginzburg and Guerra, 2019).
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which perceived pivotality affects incentive to take ethical actions. One such a channel is

diffusion of responsibility: individuals may be more willing to take immoral actions when

their choice is less likely to make a difference (see Latane and Darley, 1968, as well as

Fischer et al., 2011 for an overview). Thus, in contrast to the expressive voting mechanism,

the diffusion of responsibility mechanism predicts that individuals are less likely to vote for

an ethical alternative when they believe themselves to be less likely to be pivotal. Falk et al.

(2020) compare individual choices between moral and immoral alternatives to group choices3,

and find evidence of diffusion of responsibility. Our experiment suggests that the opposite

mechanism, in which decreased probability of being pivotal leads to a greater probability of

voting for the ethical alternative, is also present.

More broadly, a number of papers have compared the likelihood of making an ethical

choice of individuals to that of small groups in interactions such as dictator game (Cason

and Mui, 1997; Luhan et al., 2009), public good game (Gillet et al., 2009; Cox and Stoddard,

2018; Auerswald et al., 2018), or prisoner’s dilemma (Cason and Mui, 2019) dilemma. In

these experiments, group decisions are reached via deliberation, rather than through voting,

which eliminates the uncertainty about being pivotal that drives the trade-off in our model.

Several studies have also developed theoretical models of collective decisions in which

voting for a certain alternative carries an additional payoff. Morgan and Várdy (2012)

analyse expressive voting in a Condorcet setting in which voters are imperfectly informed

about which alternative is the best. Huck and Konrad (2005) look at a committee that

decides on a proposal. Voting for the proposal carries a moral cost, but the proposal, if

adopted, brings utility to all members. Since the resulting voting game has multiple Nash

equilibria, the authors focus on the payoff-dominant one. In Rothenhäusler et al. (2018),

voters choose between an ethical and an unethical option, and suffer moral costs if the

unethical option is collectively chosen – thus, ethical motivations are instrumental rather

than expressive. Several papers model imperfectly informed committee members who, if

they vote against the alternative that turns out to be optimal, receive a negative payoff,

either directly (Midjord et al., 2017), or via reputation (Visser and Swank, 2007).

3In the language of our model, Falk et al. (2020) compare decisions of groups of size 8 under unanimity
rule to decisions of individual subjects.
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3 Theory

3.1 Model

A committee consisting of n members, where n ≥ 3, needs to decide whether to adopt a

proposal that is considered to be ethical. The decision is made by simultaneous voting:

each member votes for one of the alternatives, and the proposal is accepted if and only if

the number of members who vote in favour of is at least qn, where q ∈
[

1
2
, 1
]

denotes the

voting rule. To simplify notation, we will assume throughout the paper that the (q, n) pairs

are always such that q (n− 1) is an integer. Hence, the proposal is adopted whenever the

number of votes in favour of it is strictly larger than q (n− 1).

If the proposal is adopted, each member pays a cost c > 0. In addition, if the proposal

is adopted, each member receives a payoff of a < c, which reflects her (consequentialist)

altruistic preferences. Let δ ≡ c − a > 0 denote the loss of utility of each member if the

proposal is accepted. Furthermore, each member who votes for the ethical proposal receives,

regardless of the outcome of the vote, a (non-consequentialist) expressive payoff xi ∈ R.

Expressive payoffs are drawn from a smooth distribution F with full support over the real

line4, independently across committee members. Each member is privately informed about

her expressive payoffs. All other aspects of the game are common knowledge.

As we show below (see Section 6.5), this game will, in general, have multiple equilibria.

To avoid this, we will use level-k best responses as a solution concept. We will assume that

each member has a type k ∈
{

0, 1, ..., k̄
}

with probability αk. The type corresponds to the

player’s depth of reasoning. Individuals of type 0 randomise uniformly between the two

actions (voting for or against the ethical alternative). For all types k > 0, players of type k

play a best response to players of type k − 1.

The timing of the game is as follows. First, nature draws the type and the expressive

payoff of every committee member. Types and expressive payoffs are drawn independently.

Each member learns her type and the expressive payoff. Next, members simultaneously

vote for or against the ethical alternative. Finally, payoffs are realised. We will focus on

4In particular, this allows expressive payoffs to be zero or negative. For example, some members may
think the proposal is not ethical.
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strategy profiles that are symmetric, in the sense that two players who share the same depth

of reasoning and expressive payoff vote the same way.

3.2 Voting strategies

Type 0 members vote for either alternative with equal probabilities. Now take a member

with type k > 0. That member assumes that all other players are of type k−1. Let pk−1 (m)

be the probability that she assigns to the event that at least m of the other members voted

for the proposal.

If i votes for the proposal, it will be adopted if and only if at least q (n− 1) other members

vote for it. If i votes against the proposal, it will be adopted if and only if at least q (n− 1)+1

other members vote for it. Hence, i’s expected payoff equals −pk−1 (q [n− 1]) δ + xi if she

votes for the proposal, and −pk−1 (q [n− 1] + 1) δ if she votes against it. She thus votes for

the ethical proposal if and only if

xi > δγk,q,n (1)

where γk,q,n ≡ pk−1 (q [n− 1])− pk−1 (q [n− 1] + 1) denotes the probability of being piv-

otal as perceived by a member of type k – that is, her perceived probability that the number

of other members who vote for the proposal is exactly q (n− 1).

For any depth of reasoning k, denote by πk,q,n the probability that a randomly selected

member with type k votes for the proposal under voting rule q when the committee size is

n. Then π0,q,n = 1
2

for all n and q. For k > 0, the fact that xi is drawn from F , implies that

πk,q,n = 1− F [δγk,q,n] (2)

Since a member is pivotal whenever exactly q (n− 1) other members vote for the proposal,

γk,q,n is given as

γk,q,n =

(
n− 1

q (n− 1)

)
π
q(n−1)
k−1,q,n (1− πk−1,q,n)n−1−q(n−1) (3)

Equations 2 and 3, together with the fact that π0,q,n = 1
2
, recursively define the πk,q,n for

9



any k > 0.

Since γk,q,n ∈ (0, 1), we have πk,q,n ∈ (1− F [δ] , 1− F [0]) for all k, q, and n. As seen from

Equation 2, πk,q,n increases whenever γk,q,n decreases. Intuitively, for each member i, there

is a trade-off. On the one hand, voting for the proposal gives her the expressive payoff xi.

On the other hand, doing so can change the collective decision from rejecting the proposal

to accepting it, which reduces i’s utility by δ. The latter, however, only happens when i is

pivotal, that is, with probability γk,q,n. Hence, a decrease in γk,q,n makes i willing to vote

for the proposal at lower values of xi. Thus, the probability πk,q,n of a randomly selected

member voting for the proposal increases.

3.3 Effect of voting institutions

This section will analyse the effect of voting institutions on the perceived probability of being

pivotal γk,q,n. Committee size n and voting rule q drive the perceived γk,q,n directly, as well

as indirectly through the probability of voting for the proposal, πk−1,q,n.

As discussed earlier, members with depth of reasoning 0 vote for the proposal with

probability 1
2

irrespective of voting institutions. We begin the analysis by describing the

effect of voting institutions on members with depth of reasoning 1.

Proposition 1. A member with depth of reasoning 1 is more likely to vote for the proposal

when n is larger. Furthermore, for any given n, a member with depth of reasoning 1 is more

likely to vote for the proposal when q is larger.

Intuitively, from the point of view of a member with depth of reasoning 1, the vote of

each of the other members is an independent random event that does not depend on voting

institutions. From her point of view the total number of other members’ votes follows a

binomial distribution with n − 1 trials. The probability of exactly q (n− 1) of the other

members voting for the proposal is lower when q or n increase.

If the committee consists of members with depth of reasoning 0 and 1 only, Proposition

1 implies that any member is more likely to vote for the proposal in a larger committee, or

under a more restrictive voting rule. Furthermore, if many members have depth of reasoning
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1, and few members have depth of reasoning greater than 1, then it is likely to be true that

an average member becomes more likely to vote for the proposal when n or q is larger.

In general, however, members can have greater depth of reasoning. From the point of

view of a member i with depth of reasoning k > 1, the votes of other members depend on

voting institutions. Hence, the effect of voting institutions on i’s probability of being pivotal

is, in general, ambiguous. Nevertheless, the rest of this section will show that under certain

assumptions, the logic of Proposition 1 holds for members with any depth of reasoning k. In

particular, it holds when the cost of the proposal is sufficiently low.

The following result provides sufficient conditions under which an increase in committee

size increases an individual member’s probability of voting for the proposal:

Proposition 2. Take any member with depth of reasoning k > 0. Under any voting rule

q, an increase in committee size n increases the probability that the member votes for the

proposal if δ is sufficiently low. Furthermore, under any voting rule q and for any δ, an

increase in committee size n increases the probability that the member votes for the proposal

if F
(
δ
2

)
≤ 1− q.

Proposition 2 introduces two conditions, each of which is individually sufficient for an

increase in n to lead to an increase in πk,q,n. First, this will happen when the cost of the

proposal net of the altruistic payoff is sufficiently low. To see the intuition, take a member

i with depth of reasoning k. When the committee becomes larger, two effects can occur.

On the one hand, holding πk−1,q,n unchanged, an increase in n reduces the probability that

exactly q (n− 1) other committee members vote for the proposal, making i more willing to

vote for the proposal. On the other hand, an increase in n can also affect πk−1,q,n, which

may potentially increase the probability that i is pivotal. However, if δ is small, almost

all members whose expressive payoffs are positive vote for the proposal – thus, πk−1,q,n is

sufficiently close to 1 − F (0), and does not change much with n. As a result, the second

effect disappears, and an increase in n makes i more willing to vote for the proposal.

The second sufficient condition is that the fraction of members who have expressive

payoffs less than δ
2

is sufficiently small – specifically, smaller than 1− q. In particular, under

simple majority rule, for the result to hold it is sufficient for the median expressive payoff to
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be greater than δ
2
.

The next result generalises the second statement of Proposition 1. It provides a sufficient

condition under which a more restrictive majority rule makes members more likely to vote

for the proposal:

Proposition 3. Take any member with depth of reasoning k > 0, and consider any com-

mittee size n. If F (0) ≥ 1− q and if δ is sufficiently small, then an increase in q increases

the probability that the member votes for the proposal.

Proposition 3 says that when the cost of the proposal is small, each member becomes

more likely to vote for the proposal when the voting rule is made more restrictive, as long as

the probability of a member having a negative expressive payoff is sufficiently large, that is,

greater than 1− q, where q is the initial voting rule. Note that the latter condition is more

likely to be satisfied when the initial voting rule q is large.

3.4 Summary of theoretical predictions

Overall, the model makes two predictions about the effect of voting institutions on the

probability of being pivotal, and through it on voting choices. First, Propositions 1 and 2

suggest that a randomly selected member is more likely to vote for the proposal when the

committee is larger. Second, Propositions 1 and 3 suggest that members are more likely

to vote for the proposal under a more restrictive majority rule. The experiment, described

below, focuses on testing these predictions.

Note that for members of depth of reasoning one, the results hold unconditionally, while

for members with greater depth of reasoning they hold under certain sufficient conditions. In

particular, for members with depth of reasoning greater than one, the first result holds when

δ is sufficiently low, while the second result holds when δ is sufficiently low and negative

expressive payoffs are sufficiently common. Informally, this implies that the results are more

likely to hold when few individuals have depth of reasoning greater than one.

At the same time, for individuals with greater depth of reasoning, the requirement that δ

– that is, the cost of the proposal minus the altruistic payoff – is low suggests that, informally,

the results are more likely to hold when the cost of the proposal is lower.
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4 Experimental Design

The laboratory experiment was conducted at Universidad de los Andes, Bogotá, Colombia.

For our main experimental treatment, 328 subjects were recruited from an undergraduate

subject pool.5 We focus on whether individual votes are sensitive to: (i) the size of commit-

tee; (ii) different voting rules – i.e. changing the threshold needed to reach a decision; and

(iii) different costs of implementing an ethical alternative.

In each round, subjects were randomly assigned to be a member of a committee of size

n ∈ {3, 9, 15} (a within-subjects Committee Size Treatment).6 Each subject was endowed

with s = 10 Experimental Tokens (ET, approximately $3.5 USD). Each individual had to

vote Yes or No on whether they wanted a third-party recipient, which in the experiment was

played by the Red Cross Organization, to receive a donation of $B = 91ET . All committee

members, regardless of their votes, had to pay an out-of-pocket cost c ∈ {4, 6} (exogenously

determined at the beginning of the round) if the committee collectively chose to donate.7

Committees made collective decisions, without deliberation, via simultaneous voting.

These were made according to two voting rules q (Voting Rule Treatment, between subjects):

(i) Simple majority, q = 1/2 (198 subjects), and (ii) Unanimity, q = 1 (130 subjects). Each

subject faced only one Voting Rule Treatment throughout the entire session. By combining

these variations we have in total a 3× 2× 2 design: Committee size × Cost × Voting Rule

treatments. The first two variations are a within-subjects design while the last one follows a

between-subjects one. Tables 1 and B.1 report the total number of observations and summary

5A sample of instructions is found in Appendix B.3. Individuals were recruited using ORSEE. They
were informed that they were guaranteed a show-up fee of 10,000 Colombian Peso (COP), and could earn in
addition up to 10,000 COP for an hour-long experiment. The total amount is equivalent to approximately
$7 USD. In actuality, a session lasted for 1 hour and 10 minutes including reading instructions (15 minutes),
taking decisions (25 minutes), filling an exit questionnaire (15 minutes) and payment stage (15 minutes).

6We set the committee size as listed so as to allow for possible non-linear extrapolation of the predicted
effect of larger size of voting body on voting behaviour.

7Our theoretical model sets an individual-specific altruistic payoff to be a from donating amount $B
as a group to the charity. It is an empirical challenge to tell what is a = β × B, where β is the marginal
altruistic payoff of a representative agent. Additionally, to satisfy the incentive compatibility according to
the theoretical prediction, the parameters c and B must be set such that c− βB > 0. According to Ottoni-
Wilhelm et al. (2017)’s estimates, the marginal rate of substitution between private consumption, 10−c, and
the total amount given to a charity, B, is 0.0594

0.385
10−c
B . In our framework, such rate of substitution is equal to

β. Therefore, we want to set a maximum cost c̄ such that c̄− 0.0594
0.385

10−c̄
B B = 0, which gives us c̄ = 6.07. We

therefore set the maximum cost to be c̄ = 6 and B = 15× c̄+ 1 = 91 ET (or 31.4 USD) so that it is always
socially efficient to donate even when subjects belong to the largest committee where n = 15.

13



statistics of basic characteristics of our subjects across voting rule treatment. To show that

our subjects are balanced along the observable measures of education, financial situations

and socioeconomic strata, column (7) presents the p-values from the pairwise null hypothesis

that there is no significant differences across voting rule treatments.

–Table 1 here –

Each session consisted of 33 subjects. For each (n, c) pair we let subjects take decisions

for 10 rounds.8 In each round, a computer randomly assigned each subject to a committee,

which was different from her committee in the previous round in a given pair. All individuals

started the experiment belonging to a committee of size n = 3. After taking decision over

each cost c ∈ {4, 6} they were allocated to a different group size n – either n = 9 and then

n = 15, or n = 15 first and then n = 9. This was to guarantee that our results are not driven

by potential order effects due to the order of committee size.9

The multiple-round design permits us to investigate whether some subjects made their

voting choices based on a mixed strategy. We do not provide feedback so as to mitigate

the issue of learning, or of individuals following history dependent strategies. In total, each

subject took 60 voting decisions per session. Final payoffs were determined by randomly

choosing one round.

The experiment was programmed in z-Tree (Fischbacher, 2007). We conducted a total

of 10 sessions – 4 sessions for the unanimity voting rule (q = 1); 6 sessions for the simple

majority rule (q = 1/2).10 At the end of the incentivised experimental session, subjects

were also required to give responses to a questionnaire. The questions include their family

background, and an additional module on their social and risk preferences (non-incentivised).

We pay subjects a show-up fee of 10 ET, on average individuals earned 6.8 USD11 and $533.5

USD were donated to the Red Cross.

8In the laboratory, in practice some subjects took voting decisions for a given (n, c) pair for 10, 11 or 13
rounds. For the empirical analysis, we only take the first 10 rounds for each (n, c).

9The Ordering treatment was between-subjects.
10We ran 2 additional sessions for the supermajority rule (q = 2/3) as a robustness check. Results are

presented in Section 6
11Equivalent to 15% of their average weekly expenses.
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5 Main Empirical Results

5.1 Stylised statistics

We begin by describing individual voting behaviour. Figure 1 shows the percentage of

instances, for each (n, c) treatment variation, in which individuals vote to donate. Panels

(a) and (b) show decisions under simple majority and unanimity, respectively. In each

panel we report the statistics by committee size (n ∈ {3, 9, 15}) and by cost of donation

(c ∈ {4, 6}).

–Figure 1 here –

Regardless of committee sizes and voting rules, our subjects’ voting behaviour is cost sensi-

tive. For a given voting institution, they are substantially less likely to vote for the ethical

alternative when the potential cost of doing so was high.

At the low cost treatment, we find that an increase in committee size makes subjects

more likely to vote for costly donation. This is suggestive evidence that supports the first

main theoretical prediction (Section 3.4). Under simple majority, subjects belonging to

committees of size 3 vote in favour 45.8% of the time, while those belonging to committees

of size 15 do so 53.3% of the time. The difference is statistically significant at 1 %. The

same pattern is replicated in the unanimity voting rule (going from 59.5% when n = 3 to

63.7% when n = 15). When the cost is high, we find no evidence of a relationship between

committee size and the probability of voting for the ethical option. Thus, as predicted by

the theory, evidence of a positive relationship is stronger when the cost is sufficiently low.

Furthermore, comparing the percentage of subjects who vote to donate across Panels (a)

and (b) shows that, keeping the cost of voting and committee size constant, subjects under

the unanimity rule are more likely to vote to donate than those under simple majority. This

is in line with the second main theoretical prediction. Under the unanimity rule, when c = 4,

they vote to donate between 59.5% and 63.7% of the cases (when c = 6 the share of votes

to donate varies between 42.6% and 45.7%). In comparison, under the simple majority rule,

when c = 4, they vote to donate between 45.8% and 53.3% of the cases (when the cost is

larger, c = 6, these proportions oscillate around 30%).
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Next, we investigate within-subject voting strategy in a given voting institution and

donation cost. Recall that each subject was presented with the same combination of {q, n, c}

for 10 rounds. Figure 2 plots the histograms of the likelihood that each individual votes for

the ethical but costly alternative (average across all 10 rounds). Subjects on each end of

the histograms are those who cast vote to only one option throughout the rounds in a given

treatment. They are those who always vote to donate and those who never vote to donate.

They account for 56% of the subjects in the treatment with the highest pivotal probability

(q = 1
2
, n = 3), and account up to 77% in the treatment with the lowest pivotal probability

(q = 1, n = 15). While the proportion of voters who never vote to donate stays somewhat

constant across all committee size treatments (30% when q = 1
2
; 20% when q = 1), we observe

a rise in the fraction of voters who always vote to donate as committee size increases.

–Figure 2 here –

In essence, as n gets larger, fewer members alternate their votes between rounds. We

also note that there are more subjects who never vote to donate in the high cost than in

the low cost treatment. And this pattern is consistent across all voting institutions in our

experiment.

5.2 Reduced form estimations

We now investigate the robustness of our summary statistics findings with a linear probability

model in Equation (4) below where the dependent variable, Donatei,r, is 1 if a member i

votes for the ethical alternative in round r, and zero otherwise. A set of main treatment

variables include indicator variables on committee size that subject i face in round r (ni,r =(
1[ni,r=9],1[ni,r=15]

)
), cost of voting for the ethical alternative in round r (ci,r = 1[ci,r=6]),

voting rules (qi = 1[qi=1]), and the interaction of ni,r and ci,r. In the full specification, we

control for observable characteristics (zi), namely gender, socio-economic stratum (from 1 to

6), log of weekly expenditures, whether majoring in economics, standardized willingness to

donate from a hypothetical transfer of 100 USD and a constant. We cluster robust standard
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errors at individual level.

Donatei,r = κ′1ni,r + κ2ci,r + κ3ni,r × ci,r + κ4qi + κ′5zi + εi,r (4)

Table 2 reports the estimation results from Equation (4). In the first three columns we

sequentially add treatment variables. Note that individuals become more willing to vote to

donate whenever they belong to larger committees, and are sensitive to changes in cost. Once

we include the full set of controls (column 4)12 subjects facing larger committees are more

likely to vote to donate, in line with the first main theoretical prediction. Those belonging

to committees of size n = 15 (n = 9) are approximately 6.2pp (5.6pp) more likely to vote to

donate than those belonging to 3-members committees. Columns 5 and 6 confirm that the

results are robust across different voting rule treatments (simple majority and unanimity,

respectively) even after controlling for individual fixed effects. The estimation specifications

account for issues of learning by controlling for the round subjects faced in each pair of (n, c)

treatment variation.

The regressions also confirm the second main theoretical prediction that under the una-

nimity voting rule, members are more likely to vote to donate. Specifically, committee

members are 13pp more likely to vote for donating compared to simple majority treatments.

We rule out possible framing effects resulted from the order in which subjects face different

committee sizes.13 The interacted variables of group size and high cost (c = 6) show negative

signs. They are robust evidence that members tend to individually vote to donate more often

when the cost of doing so is low.

–Table 2 here –

5.3 Structural estimation

So far, our reduced-form estimation presents evidence in line with the theoretical predictions.

In this section we apply maximum likelihood estimation to recover three other components

12Observations drop compared to column 3 because, due to a server error, we lost subjects’ responses to
the demographic questionnaire in one of the experimental sessions.

13In columns 4-6 we include an indicator variable equal to 1 for sessions where individuals faced the
(3, 15, 9) order of committee sizes, and zero when the order was (3, 9, 15).

17



of the theoretical model: altruistic preferences, expressive preferences, and the distribution

of depth of reasoning.

5.3.1 Likelihood function

The likelihood function follows our theoretical model that allows for subjects of up to k̄ levels

of rationality. Specifically, we assume subjects with k type of rationality represents share αk

of the total population. We follow Camerer et al. (2004) and approximate the distribution of

subject types with a Poisson distribution, which is described by a single parameter, τ . The

simplifying assumption helps reduce the number of parameters that describe the distribution

to be estimated to one parameter. The fraction of each type is characterised as αk = e−τ τk

k!
for

k ∈
{

0, 1, . . . , k̄
}

. Recall that subjects of level 0 (with the share as α0) randomise uniformly

between the two actions (voting for or voting against the ethical alternative). Therefore,

the probability of voting to donate for type 0 subjects, π0,q,n, is 1
2
. For a type k > 0, the

probability of voting to donate is πk,q,n from Equation 2, and her probability of being pivotal,

in a given pair of q and n, follows γk,q,n from Section 3.2.

Let xi,r represent the expressive payoff of subject i in a given experimental round r.

As stated in Section 3, each individual is privately informed about xi,r. We assume that

xi,r = x̄i + εi,r, where x̄i measures individual-specific expressive preferences, and εi,r is an

individual- and round-specific preference shock, drawn for each subject in each round from

an i.i.d. logistic distribution with mean zero and scale parameter 1. Furthermore, we assume

that x̄i is a linear function of individual characteristics, defined as x̄i = θ′zi, where zi the

vector of individual characteristics plus a constant defined in the previous section.

Given that subjects in our laboratory experiment do not observe characteristics of other

members in the committee when making voting decision, our structural estimation makes

an additional assumption that each subject i believes that every other member j of her

committee has x̄j = x̄i. In other words, each subject chooses her vote assuming that all other

members of her committee share the same round-invariant expressive preference parameter,

with all uncertainty stemming from εi,r.

Therefore, given voting rule q and pair (n, c), a subject with kth depth of reasoning and an

altruistic payoff a, votes for the ethical alternative in round r if and only if x̄i,r > (c−a)γk,q,n,
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or, equivalently, if and only if

εi,r > (c− a)γk,q,n − x̄i.

The probability that she votes for the ethical alternative is given by

πik,q,n =
exp(γk,q,n(c− a)− x̄i)

1 + exp(γk,q,n(c− a)− x̄i)
.

Therefore, if the maximum level of rationality among subjects is k̄, the probability that

subject i votes to donate, unconditional on i’s depth of reasoning, is given by

Πi
k̄,q,n =

k̄∑
k=0

αkπ
i
k,q,n.

In our experimental data, subject i faced one of the voting rules q ∈
{

1
2
, 1
}

and took decisions

for 10 rounds (r = 1, . . . , 10) per each (n, c) pair. Let d be the vector of all votes with typical

element di,rn,c, and let Z be the matrix of individual characteristics. Our log-likelihood function

(LF) is then given by

LN,k̄(d | Z;α,θ, β) = 1
N

∑
q

∑
i

∑
n

∑
c

∑
r

log

[(
Πi
k̄,q,n

)di,rn,c (
1− Πi

k̄,q,n

)1−di,rn,c
]
, (5)

where N is the total number of observations, and α = (α0, . . . , αk̄). Given that the Red

Cross receives the equivalent of 91 ET, we define the marginal altruistic payoff β = a
91

. In

the estimation we allow β to vary by gender.

5.3.2 Estimated Results

Let us briefly explain where the identification of our structural parameters comes from.

Allowing subjects to take repeated decisions across rounds, given a pair (n, c), gives us

identification of x̄i whenever individuals vary their votes across rounds. Identification of a

comes from changes in the likelihood of voting to donate when c increases, which affects the

opportunity cost of being altruistic with the Red Cross. Finally, as some individuals with

the same characteristics faced different voting rules q, we have additional variation on the

probability to vote in favour of donating for every (n, c) pair, which is needed to identify α.
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To determine k̄ we sequentially estimate our LF via Newton-Raphson method allowing

k̄ ∈ N++. We stop when H0 : αk̄ = 0, at any standard significance level (i.e., 1%, 5% or

10%), is not rejected. In Figure 3 we report graphically our estimated type k shares when

k̄ ∈ {1, . . . , 4} . We cannot reject that there are up to type 3 players in our sample. Our struc-

tural estimation suggests the following distribution of depth of reasoning, (α0, α1, α2, α3) =

(0.526, 0.340, 0.110, 0.024). In sum, while the majority of our subjects randomise their vot-

ing decision naively, a sizeable proportion of our subjects are strategically sophisticated

(
∑

k>0 αk = 47.4%).

–Figure 3 here –

Table 3 reports additional structural parameters recovered for the k̄ = 3 model. The altruistic

payoff from the act of donation (total and marginal payoff) is estimated at 2.304 and 1.645

for male and female subjects, respectively. Therefore, cost of donating net of altruistic

gains, δ, equals 1.696, 2.355 and 2.037 for male, female, and full sample when c = 4 (3.696,

4.355 and 4.037 when c = 6)14. In sum, male committee members exhibit higher altruistic

preferences than female. This result relates to the literature on gender differences in altruism,

where the evidence remains mixed as to whether females or males display greater altruism

(see Niederle, 2015 for an overview). Moreover, the calculated values of δ when c = 4 is

equivalent to approximately 17 percent of the initial endowment for males, and 24 percent –

for females. The fact that δ is sufficiently low suggests that the sufficient condition for the

result in Proposition 2 to hold is satisfied when the cost equals 4.

–Table 3 here –

Next, our structural estimation recovers the distribution of individual-specific expressive

payoffs. In Table 3 we observe a statistically significant relationship between gender, wealth

(measured by socio-economic stratum) and expressive preferences. Figure 4 plot the his-

tograms of expressive payoffs for the whole sample (top panel), and separately for female

and male participants (bottom panel). The median values of the estimated expressive payoffs

are 1.65, 1.28 and 3.85 for full sample, female, and male, respectively. Therefore, on average

14The full-sample values of altruistic payoffs are calculated from the weighted average of male’s payoff
and female’s payoff. 51.8% and 48.2% of our subjects are male and female, respectively.
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females have lower expressive payoffs than their male counterparts. A small fraction of our

subjects display negative expressive payoffs, with the majority being female. Subjects from

poorer households tend to have lower expressive payoffs. The estimated expressive payoffs

are positively correlated with the self-reported amount that individuals are willing to donate

if they receive an endowment of USD 10015.

From our estimates of altruistic and expressive payoffs we can further show that under

simple majority and when cost is low (c = 4), the second sufficient condition for the result

in Proposition 2 to hold is also satisfied. The median value of the distribution of expressive

payoffs (1.65) is larger than δ
2

which, according to our theoretical model, implies a positive

relationship between committee size and the probability of voting for the ethical alternative,

as we observe in the data. However, the statement is not satisfied in the case of high cost

treatment. This is suggestive explanation for why we do not observe the positive relationship

under high cost treatments in our regression results in Section 5.2 (Figure 1).

–Figure 4 here –

6 Discussion

6.1 Mechanism: belief about being pivotal

The main channel, advanced by our theory, on how voting institutions affect individual

incentives to vote for the ethical alternative is through the perceived probability of being

pivotal. Our model suggests that larger committee size, as well as more stringent voting

rules, should reduce the probability of a committee member being pivotal, thus increasing

the likelihood that she will vote to donate.

In the last 3 experimental sessions (2 with simple majority and 1 with unanimity treat-

ments, and total of 99 subjects)16 we included a supplementary incentivised question for

each subject about her perceived probability that exactly q(n − 1) other members would

15See Figure 8 in the Appendix for the distributions of expressive payoffs for subjects of different socio-
economic backgrounds

16Due to Covid-19 lockdown in Colombia, we had to cancel the second planned session with unanimity
rule treatment which is why our treatment variations are unbalanced. We decided not to implement an
online experiment because it would not have been comparable to the rest of sessions.
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vote for donating. We recovered this belief for each (n, c) pair17. This question is directly

associated to the probability of being pivotal, and was asked at the end of the experiment

without telling subjects from the beginning, which guarantees that voting decisions from

these 3 sessions are still comparable to the ones made in the previous sessions.

In Figure 5 (right-hand column) we depict the average of what subjects report as their

expected probability that exactly q(n−1) members vote in favour of donating – by committee

size, cost of voting for the ethical alternative, and voting rule. Note that, for any given n, a

more stringent voting rule is associated with a decrease in the perceived probability of being

pivotal. Similarly, for any given q, a larger committee size is associated with a lower perceived

probability of being pivotal. Specifically, for n = 3 and low (high) cost, the probability of

being pivotal associated with q = 1/2 is 0.671(0.422) while it drops to 0.522(0.348) for q = 1;

for n = 9 it goes from 0.570 (0.367) under simple majority to 0.358 (0.262) under unanimity;

and for n = 15 this probability for low (high) cost is 0.536(0.316) under simple majority; and

0.285 (0.238) under unanimity. The results from Figure 5 suggest that individual’s perceived

probability of being pivotal changes with voting institutions in the direction predicted by

the theory.

–Figure 5 here –

To test the robustness of this graphic inspection we run the following specification,

Pivotaln,ci = ω′1ni + ω2ci + ω3ni × ci + ω4qi + ω′5zi + µi,r, (6)

where Pivotaln,ci is the percentage of rounds, when facing pair (n, c), that subject i expects

exactly q(n−1) number of other committee members to vote to donate, ni =
(
1[ni=9],1[ni=15]

)
)

and ci = 1[ci=6].

Table 4 shows the estimation results. The first two columns report the estimated coeffi-

cients for the pooled sample (in the second column we add our controls), and columns (3)

17Specifically, we ask them: “What do you think, in what percentage of rounds when you faced (n, c),
exactly q(n−1) group members have chosen to donate to charity?”. The computer then chose one (n, c) pair
for each question and we paid them 2ET if their answer matched the true value of the event. Notice that,
because no feedback between rounds was ever given to the individual, we can use this answer as their prior
expectation of the probability that exactly q(n − 1) other members vote to donate. See the Appendix B.3
for the supplementary instruction of the belief elicitation stage.
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and (4) show estimates for simple majority and unanimity sub-samples, respectively. Due

to small sample concerns, we report in parenthesis bootstrapped standard errors clustered

at the individual level. Our results confirm that perceived probability of being pivotal de-

creases with more restrictive voting institutions (i.e., larger committee size, or unanimity

voting rule). Overall, this is evidence in favour of the theoretical mechanism proposed in

Section 3.

–Table 4 here –

6.2 Alternative channels

Our experimental results indicate that voting institutions that induce a lower probability

γk,q,n of being pivotal encourage subjects to vote to donate with greater probability. The

model suggests that this happens because a smaller probability of being pivotal lowers the

expected cost of voting for the proposal without changing the expressive payoff from doing

so.

Aside from this mechanism, there are at least three alternative channels through which

voting institutions can affect the incentives to vote for the proposal. First, the perceived

probability of being pivotal may also affect the expressive payoff. Existing research point

to the existence of “bystander effect” or “diffusion of responsibility”: individuals may feel

less inclined to take costly ethical actions when they think that their action is less likely to

be decisive for the outcome (see Latane and Darley (1968), and Fischer et al. (2011) for an

overview, and see Falk et al. (2020) for a recent experimental study). If this effect is present,

it would, in the language of our model, imply that the expressive payoff xi is an increasing

function of the probability of being pivotal γk,q,n. As a result of this effect, a reduction of

γk,q,n would make individuals less willing to vote for the ethical alternative.

Second, note that an increase in committee size n makes donating costlier for the com-

mittee as a whole. Recall that in our experimental design a collective decision to donate

imposes a cost c on each committee member. Hence, an increase in n raises the aggregate

cost of donating, making it a less efficient choice. It may be possible that subjects care

about the overall efficiency of the collective decision. In the language of our model, this
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would mean that the individual altruistic payoff a is decreasing in n. Hence, an increase in

n would increase the net individual cost of donating δ, and thus, following Equation 2 in

Section 3, would reduce the probability that an individual member votes to donate.

These two alternative channels suggest that an increase in committee size n and voting

threshold q may discourage individuals from voting for donating. Hence, they work against

the effect predicted by our model and suggested by the experimental results. In this sense,

our experimental results are conservative, and provide a lower bound for the effect of voting

institutions that the model predicts.

The third potential alternative channel is conformity. A number of studies (see, for

example, Bernheim, 1994) suggest that individuals may have a preference for conforming

to a certain standard of behaviour. In our context, this would mean that subjects would

tend to align their votes with their expectations about the votes of others. Since other

members’ voting decisions are affected by q and n, this may confound our results. To test

this additional channel we also asked subjects in the last 3 experimental sessions, via an

incentivised elicitation procedure, their beliefs about the exact number of other members

in the committee who would vote for the ethical alternative18. The left-hand column of

Figure 5 illustrates subjects’ beliefs about the expected percentage of other members voting

to donate – by committee size, cost of voting for the ethical alternative, and voting rule.

Table 5 of the Appendix reports estimates from specification 6 substituting the dependent

variable with the elicited expected percentage of other members voting to donate. We note

that different voting rules do not affect the expected share of votes to donate. Only for

simple majority and low cost, we find that an increase in the committee size from n = 3 to

n = 9 is associated by our subjects with a statistically significant increase in the expected

share of votes in favour of donating. These results suggest that this “conformist” channel is

unlikely to explain observed differences in voting behaviour between subjects facing different

voting institutions.

–Table 5 here –

18Specifically, we ask them: “What do you think, in the majority of rounds when you faced (n, c), how
many of the other n− 1 group members have chosen to donate to charity?”, see Appendix B.3.
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6.3 Committee-level outcomes

How do individual votes translate into collective choices? Here we document the findings

on the committees’ collective decisions. As seen in Figure 6, committees are more likely to

approve the ethical option under the simple majority rule, and under the low cost treatment.

Under simple majority rule, the effect of the committee size on the probability of the ethical

alternative to be chosen: the effect is positive when the cost is low, but negative when it is

high. Under unanimity rule, committees consisting of more than 3 members almost never

approve the ethical alternative despite a high fraction of individual members voting for it.

This is in line with our previous result that a substantial fraction of subjects are strategically

naive, which implies that in a large committee there is a high probability of some member

voting against donating19.

–Figure 6 here –

Thus, while an increase in committee size makes members more likely to vote for the costly

ethical alternative, this only translates into increased frequency of the ethical alternative

winning the vote under simple majority rule and when the cost is low.

6.4 Supermajority voting rule

As a robustness check to tell whether our theoretical predictions also hold for other voting

rules, we ran 2 additional sessions (with 65 subjects) under a supermajority voting rule,

q = 2
3
. Table 6 reports the supplementary regression results on the determinants of voting

for costly ethical alternative. Column 1 reports the estimates from the full sample (all voting

rules q ∈
{

1, 2
3
, 1

2

}
), and column 2 restricts the sample to supermajority rule. The regression

shows that subjects are more likely to vote for the ethical alternative under supermajority

rule than under simple majority rule, although the coefficient is not statistically significant.

On the one hand, for subjects facing this supermajority voting rule, an increase in committee

size also induces a higher probability of voting ethically, even after accounting for individual

level fixed effects.

19Table 8 in the Appendix presents regression results. Figure 9 in the appendix shows the share of
members voting in favour of donation at committee level.
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–Table 6 here –

6.5 Comparison with the Nash equilibrium.

In our theoretical analysis, we use level-k best responses rather than Nash equilibrium as a

solution concept. The main reason is that a voting model with expressive payoffs would gen-

erally produce multiple Nash equilibria. More explicitly, suppose that committee members

are playing Nash equilibrium. Let λ be the probability that a given member votes for the

proposal. Then the probability is given analogously to Equation 2 as

λ = 1− F [δγk,q,n]

Under Nash equilibrium, γk,q,n is given as in Section 3, replacing πk−1,q,n with λ. Hence, any

Nash equilibrium is given by

λ = 1− F
[
δ

(
n− 1

q (n− 1)

)
λq(n−1) (1− λ)n−1−q(n−1)

]
(7)

Note that the right-hand side of Equation 7 is non-monotone in λ, and thus Equation 7

can hold for more than one value of λ, which correspond to multiple Nash equilibria. This

presents problems for structural estimation of behavioural parameters, especially because

comparative statics move in different directions in different equilibria. Nevertheless, under

unanimity rule, Nash equilibrium is unique and tractable. Specifically, when q = 1, Equation

7 can be rewritten as

λ+ F
[
δλn−1

]
= 1 (8)

To see that a unique equilibrium exists, note that the left-hand side of Equation (8) is

monotone in λ, and is strictly smaller (larger) than the right-hand side when λ approaches

zero (one). Hence, there exists a unique λ ∈ (0, 1) at which Equation 8 holds. Furthermore,

when n increases, the left-hand side of Equation 8 decreases. To restore equality, λ must

increase. Hence, under unanimity, the probability that a given member votes for the proposal

is increasing in committee size. Thus, under unanimity rule, a result similar to those found

in Section 3 holds in a Nash equilibrium as well.
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7 Conclusions

The hypothesis that individuals vote expressively has received much attention in economics

and political science. While much of the research on expressive voting has been aimed

at explaining voters’ behaviour in elections, expressive motivations may also be present in

committee decisions. A key feature of committees is that their size is relatively small, which

implies that an individual voter can be pivotal with a substantial probability.

In this paper, we have explored the role of expressive voting in committees. Our theo-

retical model predicted that individual incentives to vote expressively are affected by voting

institutions. Specifically, institutions that reduce the individual probability of being pivotal

– namely, larger committee size, and a more restrictive majority rule – make members more

likely to vote expressively, that is, to vote for a costly alternative that is considered ethical.

A laboratory experiment produced results consistent with this prediction. Furthermore, evi-

dence suggests that perceived probability of being pivotal is indeed a channel through which

voting institutions affect individual votes.

In addition, we structurally estimated individual expressive payoffs. In particular, we

found that expressive payoffs are positively correlated with self-reported social preferences.

Additionally, we found that females and subjects from lower socioeconomic background

exhibit lower expressive payoffs. Overall, our results confirm the presence of expressive

voting in committee decision-making.

Finally, we structurally estimated the distribution of individual depth of reasoning. This

estimation shows that just over half of voters are strategically naive, around a third have

depth of reasoning 1, and the rest have types 2 or 3.

It is important to note that expressive voting is one mechanism through which expec-

tations about being pivotal affects voting for costly ethical alternatives. Another potential

mechanism is diffusion of responsibility, or bystander effect. As we discussed in the pa-

per, the bystander effect would imply that individuals are less likely to vote for the ethical

alternative when they believe they are less likely to be pivotal. Hence, the effect of this

mechanism would be opposite to that of expressive voting. If bystander effect is present,

this implies that our results are a lower bound on the impact of expressive motivations on
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voting.

At the same time, in many real-world committees, votes are publicly observed. Because of

this, committee members may be inclined to vote for costly ethical alternatives due to social

image concerns, in addition to expressive preferences. In our experiment, this mechanism

was excluded, since subjects’ votes were not revealed to the public. Hence, in real-world

committees, the incentives to vote for ethical alternatives may be higher.

Hence, the results of our study can be seen as conservative: they suggest that expressive

preferences can explain voting behaviour even when separated from image concerns; and

that the effect of voting institutions on incentives to vote expressively is strong enough to

overcome the reverse effect that may occur due to diffusion of responsibility.

Our experimental approach is not without drawbacks. One concern is that, even though

the voting institutions were similar to those used by real-life committees, our experimental

subjects may have been different from real-world committee members. The other issue is

that committees often allow members to communicate, which may reduce uncertainty about

the probability of being pivotal. Further research would be needed to investigate whether

the results hold in a field setting.
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Figures and Tables

Figure 1: Percentage of instances in which subjects voted to donate by voting rule, cost of
donation and committee size

(a) Simple Majority (b) Unanimity

(Note: ∗∗∗p < 0.01,∗∗ p < 0.05,∗ p < 0.1, n.s. p ≥ 0.1 based on clustered std errors at individual level.)

Figure 2: Histograms of the percentage of instances that each subject voted to donate by
voting rule, cost, and committee size.

(a) Simple Majority (b) Unanimity

(Note: On the x-axis, 0 indicates that the individual never voted to donate while 1 indicates that the individuals always voted

to donate in a give voting institution.)
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Figure 3: Estimated share of level-k types, αk, for models with different maximum levels of
rationality
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Figure 4: Histogram of predicted expressive payoffs ˆ̄xi, by gender.
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Figure 5: Elicited beliefs about expected percentage of votes from other members (left) and
probability that exactly q(n− 1) members (right) vote for donation (by committee size, cost
of donation, and voting rule)

(a) Simple Majority

(b) Unanimity

(Note: ∗∗∗p < 0.01,∗∗ p < 0.05,∗ p < 0.1,n.s. p ≥ 0.1.)

Figure 6: Percentage of instances in which committees voted to donate (by committee size,
individual cost to donate and voting rule)

(a) Simple Majority (b) Unanimity

(Note: ∗∗∗p < 0.01,∗∗ p < 0.05,∗ p < 0.1, n.s. p ≥ 0.1 based on clustered std errors at session level.)
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Table 1: Descriptive Statistics

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

Mean Sd
By Voting Rule p-value:

Unanimity Majority (3)=(4)

Female 0.54 0.50 0.54 0.54 0.93
Age 20.45 2.68 20.83 20.21 0.05
SES strata 3.57 1.14 3.67 3.51 0.23
Weekly expenses 129,783 105,277 150,661 116,345 0.01
Econ/Business 0.12 0.33 0.12 0.12 0.966
Father: College 0.22 0.41 0.23 0.21 0.702
Mother: College 0.50 0.50 0.50 0.49 0.872
Father Working 0.07 0.25 0.05 0.08 0.282
Mother Working 0.24 0.43 0.19 0.27 0.117
Donation of 100 USD 29.56 23.67 32.84 27.45 0.059
Red Cross 0.99 0.10 0.99 0.99 0.832

Observations 328 130 198

Notes: SES stratum is 1 for poorest and 6 for richest households. Weekly expenses are in thousand

Colombian peso. Econ/Business is 1 if individuals studied Economics or Business Administration

undergrad. Father with High Education and Mother with High Education report whether the individual’s

father and mother had a college education. Father Working and Mother Working equal to 1 if the

individual’s father and mother had a job at the moment of the experiment. Donation of 100 USD reports

the hypothetical amount of dollars that the individuals would like to donate if they had 100 USD. Red

Cross is 1 if individuals knew of the Red Cross.
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Table 2: Linear estimation of individual donation decision

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

Dependent: Individual vote to donate Majority Unanimity

Voting Rule Unanimity 0.125*** 0.124*** 0.124*** 0.130**
(0.042) (0.042) (0.042) (0.051)

Group Size = 9 0.029*** 0.029*** 0.053*** 0.056*** 0.070*** 0.028*
(0.009) (0.009) (0.012) (0.013) (0.017) (0.017)

Group Size = 15 0.031*** 0.031*** 0.062*** 0.062*** 0.075*** 0.042**
(0.011) (0.011) (0.014) (0.016) (0.020) (0.020)

Cost = 6 -0.191*** -0.191*** -0.154*** -0.146*** -0.144*** -0.168***
(0.016) (0.016) (0.016) (0.018) (0.021) (0.027)

Group size = 9 × Cost = 6 -0.048*** -0.052*** -0.081*** 0.002
(0.015) (0.017) (0.019) (0.024)

Group size = 15 × Cost = 6 -0.062*** -0.066*** -0.088*** -0.024
(0.017) (0.019) (0.023) (0.025)

Group Size Ordering = (3, 15, 9) 0.012 0.012 0.020
(0.048) (0.048) (0.061)

Round within (n, c) pair -0.001 -0.001 -0.001 -0.001 -0.002
(0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)

Constant 0.481*** 0.486*** 0.468*** 0.229 0.308*** 1.073***
(0.027) (0.028) (0.028) (0.406) (0.015) (0.018)

Controls† No No No Yes No No
Ind fixed effects No No No No Yes Yes

Observations 19,650 19,650 19,650 16,480 11,850 7,800
R-squared 0.052 0.053 0.053 0.060 0.555 0.620

Notes: *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1. Robust standard errors clustered at individual level in parentheses. Columns (1)

to (4) use the pooled data, while column (5) resttricts the estaimtion to majority sub-sample and column (6) to the
unanimity sub-sample. Dependent variable is 1 if a subject voted to donate. †Controls include whether subject is female,
socio-economic strata (from 1 to 6), log of weekly expenditures, whether studying an economics related major, and
standardized willingness to donate from an hypothetical transfer of 100 USD. Observations when adding controls drop
because we lost questionnaire’s answers for: all subjects in session 2 (unanimity), and 10 subjects in sessions 10 (simple
majority) and 11 (unanimity).
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Table 3: Estimation of shares of level-k members (αk), altruistic payoffs (total, a and
marginal, β ), and expressive payoffs (x̄i) using MLE

(1)

αk : share of level-k

α0 : share of level-0 0.526∗∗∗

(0.030)
α1 : share of level-1 0.340∗∗∗

(0.011)
α2 : share of level-2 0.110∗∗∗

(0.013)
α3 : share of level-3 0.024∗∗∗

(0.005)
a, β: altruistic payoff total, marginal

Female 1.645∗∗∗, 0.018∗∗∗

(0.077, 0.001)
Male 2.304∗∗∗, 0.025∗∗∗

(0.073, 0.001)
x̄i : expressive payoff

Female -2.775∗∗∗

(0.252)
Socioeconomic stratum 0.419∗∗∗

(0.074)
Log weekly expenses -0.155

(0.175)
Econ/Business -0.133

(0.305)
Donation 100USD 0.517∗∗∗

(0.088)
Constant 4.381∗∗

(2.037)

log-pseudolikelihood -10946.50
Observations 16,480

Notes: Robust standard errors in parentheses. * p < 0.1, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01. Individual characteristics zi
include whether subject is female, socioeconomic strata (from 1 to 6), log of weekly expenditures, whether studying
an economics related major, and standardized willingness to donate from an hypothetical transfer of 100 USD.
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Table 4: Mechanism: Expected probability of being pivotal

(1) (2) (3) (4)
Dependent Var: Expected probability of being pivotal

Majority Unanimity

Voting Rule Unanimity -0.145∗∗ -0.119∗

(0.055) (0.069)
Group Size = 9 -0.122∗∗∗ -0.116∗∗∗ -0.104∗∗∗ -0.147∗∗∗

(0.020) (0.025) (0.027) (0.046)
Group Size = 15 -0.169∗∗∗ -0.164∗∗∗ -0.148∗∗∗ -0.209∗∗∗

(0.026) (0.027) (0.036) (0.053)
Cost = 6 -0.224∗∗∗ -0.235∗∗∗ -0.261∗∗∗ -0.164∗∗∗

(0.026) (0.029) (0.037) (0.036)
Group size = 9 × Cost = 6 0.057∗∗∗ 0.048∗ 0.046 0.054

(0.021) (0.025) (0.029) (0.036)
Group size = 15 × Cost = 6 0.062∗∗ 0.064∗∗ 0.044 0.120∗∗∗

(0.027) (0.029) (0.035) (0.038)
Constant 0.670∗∗∗ 0.659 0.277 0.992

(0.031) (0.535) (0.549) (1.764)

Controls† No Yes Yes Yes

Observations 594 528 390 138
R-squared 0.179 0.182 0.235 0.178

Notes: * p < 0.1, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01 based on bootstrapped robust standard errors clustered at individual level in parenthesis. Columns (1)

and (2) use the pooled data while columns (3) and (4) restrict the estimation to majority and unanimity sub-samples, respectively. Dependent

variable is Expected probability of being pivotal which stands for the incentivised answer to the question: “In what percentage of rounds in each

of (n, c) cases, did exactly q ∗ (n− 1) group members voted to donate”. † Controls include whether subject is female, socio-economic strata (from

1 to 6), log of weekly expenditures, whether majoring in economics, and standardized willingness to donate from a hypothetical transfer of 100

USD. Observations drop when adding controls because we lost answers for: 10 subjects in sessions 10 (simple majority) and 11 (unanimity).

Table 5: Alternative mechanism: Expected percentage of votes to donate

(1) (2) (3) (4)
Dependent Var: Expected percentage of votes to donate

Majority Unanimity

Voting Rule Unanimity 0.005 0.014
(0.038) (0.046)

Group Size = 9 0.046∗∗∗ 0.052∗∗∗ 0.051∗∗∗ 0.053
(0.016) (0.018) (0.019) (0.034)

Group Size = 15 0.027 0.032 0.033 0.029
(0.021) (0.023) (0.025) (0.043)

Cost = 6 -0.259∗∗∗ -0.258∗∗∗ -0.256∗∗∗ -0.261∗∗∗

(0.019) (0.021) (0.022) (0.038)
Group size = 9 × Cost = 6 0.083∗∗∗ 0.069∗∗∗ 0.072∗∗∗ 0.063∗∗

(0.018) (0.019) (0.023) (0.032)
Group size = 15 × Cost = 6 0.094∗∗∗ 0.084∗∗∗ 0.083∗∗∗ 0.087∗∗

(0.020) (0.023) (0.026) (0.037)
Constant 0.460∗∗∗ 0.470 0.197 0.777

(0.020) (0.323) (0.319) (1.324)

Controls† No Yes Yes Yes

Observations 594 528 390 138
R-squared 0.244 0.273 0.327 0.329

Notes: * p < 0.1, ** p < 0.05, *** p < 0.01 based on bootstrapped standard errors clustered at individual level in parenthesis. Dependent

variable is expected percentage of votes to donate which stands for the incentivised answer to the question: “In the majority of rounds in each of

(n, c), how many of your other group members voted to donate” divided by n. †Controls include whether subject is female, socio-economic strata

(from 1 to 6), log of weekly expenditures, whether majoring in economics, and standardized willingness to donate from a hypothetical transfer of

100 USD. Observations drop when adding controls because we lost answers for: 10 subjects in sessions 10 (simple majority) and 11 (unanimity).
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Table 6: Linear estimation of individual votes to donate for supermajority voting rule treat-
ment

(1) (2)
Dependent var: Individual vote to donate

Supermajority

Voting Rule Supermajority 0.042
(0.055)

Voting Rule Unanimity 0.130**
(0.051)

Group Size = 9 0.055*** 0.049**
(0.012) (0.022)

Group Size = 15 0.065*** 0.077***
(0.013) (0.023)

Cost = 6 -0.139*** -0.108***
(0.015) (0.027)

Group size = 9 × Cost = 6 -0.057*** -0.075**
(0.015) (0.032)

Group size = 15 × Cost = 6 -0.076*** -0.118***
(0.017) (0.032)

Group Size Ordering = (3, 15, 9) 0.013
(0.052)

Round within (n, c) pair -0.001
(0.001) (0.002)

Constant 0.412 0.043*
(0.366) (0.022)

Controls† Yes No
Ind fixed effects No Yes

Observations 20,380 3,900
R-squared 0.056 0.614

Notes: *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1. Robust Standard errors clustered at

individual level. Dependent variable is 1 if a subject voted to donate. Column (1)
uses pooled data, while column (2)restrict the estimation to the supermajority
sub-sample. †Controls include whether subject is female, socio-economic strata
(from 1 to 6), log of weekly expenditures, whether majoring in economics, and
standardized willingness to donate from a hypothetical transfer of 100 USD.
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A Appendix

A.1 Proofs

Proof of Proposition 1. To simplify notation, let n̂ ≡ n − 1. The model focuses on

values of n̂ such that qn̂ is an integer. For a member with k = 1, πk−1,q,n = 1
2
. Hence, her

perceived probability of being pivotal is

γ1,q,n =

(
n̂

qn̂

)
1

2n̂

From (2) it follows that π1,q,n increases whenever γ1,q,n decreases.

To prove the first statement, we need to show that γ1,q,n decreases in n̂. Under unanimity

rule, that is, when q = 1, we have γ1,1,n = 1
2n̂

, which decreases in n̂. Now consider the case

when q < 1. Let r be the smallest positive number such that q (n̂+ r) is an integer. To show

that γ1,q,n is monotone decreasing in n̂, it is sufficient to show that increasing the size of the

committee by r decreases γ1,q,n. Hence, it is sufficient to show that γ1,q,n+r < γ1,q,n. This is

equivalent to the statement
(
n̂+r
qn̂+qr

)
1

2n̂+r
<
(
n̂
qn̂

)
1

2n̂
, which is in turn equivalent to

(
n̂
qn̂

)(
n̂+r
qn̂+qr

) > 1

2r
(9)

Note that (
n̂
qn̂

)(
n̂+r
qn̂+qr

) =
n̂! (qn̂+ qr)! (n̂+ r − qn̂− qr)!

(n̂+ r)! (qn̂)! (n̂− qn̂)!

=

[∏qr
j=1 (qn̂+ j)

] [∏r−qr
j=1 (n̂− qn̂+ j)

]
∏r

j=1 (n̂+ j)

=qqr (1− q)(1−q)r

[∏qr
j=1

(
n̂+ j

q

)] [∏r−qr
j=1

(
n̂+ j

1−q

)]
∏r

j=1 (n̂+ j)

>qqr (1− q)(1−q)r

[∏qr
j=1 (n̂+ j)

] [∏r−qr
j=1 (n̂+ j)

]
∏r

j=1 (n̂+ j)

=
[
qq (1− q)1−q]r
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Hence, for (9) to hold and γ1,q,n to decrease in n̂, it is sufficient to show that
[
qq (1− q)1−q]r ≥

1
2r

. The latter is true, since qq (1− q)1−q ≥ 1
2

for all q ∈
[

1
2
, 1
]
.

To prove the second statement, we need to show that γ1,q,n decreases in q. For this,

it is sufficient to show that for each q, the smallest increase in q under which qn̂ remains

an integer decreases γ1,q,n. That smallest increase is a change from q to q̃ > q such that

q̃n̂ = qn̂+ 1. Note that γ1,q̃,n < γ1,q,n if and only if
(

n̂
qn̂+1

)
1

2n̂
<
(
n̂
qn̂

)
1

2n̂
, or, equivalently, if and

only if

(qn̂)! (n̂− qn̂)!

(qn̂+ 1)! (n̂− qn̂− 1)!
< 1

⇐⇒ n̂− qn̂
qn̂+ 1

< 1

This holds because n̂−qn̂
qn̂+1

< n̂−qn̂
qn̂

= 1−q
q
≤ 1.

Proof of Proposition 2. To simplify notation, let n̂ ≡ n−1. The model focuses on values

of n̂ such that qn̂ is an integer. As before, (2) implies that for any δ > 0, πk,q,n increases

whenever γk,q,n decreases. We will prove the result in two steps. First, we will prove the

result in the case when q = 1, and then for the case when q < 1.

Since the condition F
(
δ
2

)
≤ 1− q never holds when q = 1, for that case we only need to

prove the first statement. For k = 1 the result holds by Proposition 1. For k > 1, we have

γk,1,n = πn̂k−1,1,n =
(
1− F

[
δπn̂k−2,1,n

])n̂
. Hence, limδ→0 γk,1,n = (1− F [0])n̂, which is strictly

decreasing in n̂, and hence also in n. By continuity, there exists a range of sufficiently small

but positive values of δ for which γk,1,n > γk,1,n+1, and hence πk,1,n+1 > πk,1,n.

We will now prove the result for all q < 1. For k = 1 the result holds by Proposition 1.

Now consider k > 1. Let r be the smallest positive number such that q (n̂+ r) is an integer.

To show that γk,q,n is monotone decreasing in n̂, it is sufficient to show that increasing the

size of the committee by r decreases γk,q,n. Hence, it is sufficient to show that when either of

the two conditions in the proposition holds, we have γk,q,n+r < γk,q,n. The latter inequality

is equivalent to
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(
n̂+ r

qn̂+ qr

)
πqn̂+qr
k−1,q,n+r (1− πk−1,q,n+r)

n̂+r−qn̂−qr <

(
n̂

qn̂

)
πqn̂k−1,q,n (1− πk−1,q,n)n̂−qn̂

⇐⇒
(
n̂
qn̂

)(
n̂+r
qn̂+qr

) > πqn̂+qr
k−1,q,n+r (1− πk−1,q,n+r)

n̂+r−qn̂−qr

πqn̂k−1,q,n (1− πk−1,q,n)n̂−qn̂

which is equivalent to

(
n̂
qn̂

)(
n̂+r
qn̂+qr

) 1[
πqk−1,q,n+r (1− πk−1,q,n+r)

1−q]r >
[
πqk−1,q,n+r (1− πk−1,q,n+r)

1−q

πqk−1,q,n (1− πk−1,q,n)1−q

]n̂
(10)

Note that

(
n̂
qn̂

)(
n̂+r
qn̂+qr

) =
n̂! (qn̂+ qr)! (n̂+ r − qn̂− qr)!

(n̂+ r)! (qn̂)! (n̂− qn̂)!

=

[∏qr
j=1 (qn̂+ j)

] [∏r−qr
j=1 (n̂− qn̂+ j)

]
∏r

j=1 (n̂+ j)

=qqr (1− q)(1−q)r

[∏qr
j=1

(
n̂+ j

q

)] [∏r−qr
j=1

(
n̂+ j

1−q

)]
∏r

j=1 (n̂+ j)

>qqr (1− q)(1−q)r

[∏qr
j=1 (n̂+ j)

] [∏r−qr
j=1 (n̂+ j)

]
∏r

j=1 (n̂+ j)

=
[
qq (1− q)1−q]r

Furthermore, note that πqk−1,q,n+r (1− πk−1,q,n+r)
1−q ≤ qq (1− q)1−q, which follows from

the fact that for all y ∈ (0, 1) the function yq (1− y)1−q has a unique maximum at y = q.

Hence, the left-hand side of (10) is strictly greater than one.

To prove the first statement, note that (2) implies that limδ→0 πk−1,q,n = limδ→0 πk−1,q,n+r =

1−F [0]. Hence, as δ → 0, the right-hand side of (10) converges to one. Therefore, as δ → 0,

(10) holds. By continuity, there exists a range of sufficiently small but positive values of δ

for which (10) holds, and hence πk,q,n is increasing in n.

To prove the second statement, we will use induction. Suppose that F
(
δ
2

)
≤ 1−q. When
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k = 1, Proposition 1 implies that an increase in n raises πk,q,n. Now we will prove that if

πk,q,n increases in n for depth of reasoning 1, ...k − 1, then it also increases in n for depth of

reasoning k. We have

πk−1,q,n+r > πk−1,q,n ≥ 1− F
(
δ

2

)
≥ q

where the first inequality follows from the induction statement; the second comes from the

fact that πk−1,q,n = 1 − F [δγk−1,q,n] and γk−1,q,n ≤ 1
2
; and the third is from the condition

F
(
δ
2

)
≤ 1 − q. Because the function yq (1− y)1−q is decreasing in y for y ≥ q, this implies

that πqk−1,q,n+r (1− πk−1,q,n+r)
1−q < πqk−1,q,n (1− πk−1,q,n)1−q. Hence, the right-hand side of

(10) is strictly smaller than one. Therefore, (10) holds, and hence πk,q,n is increasing in

n.

Proof of Proposition 3. To simplify notation, let n̂ ≡ n−1, as before. The model focuses

on values of n̂ such that qn̂ is an integer. As before, (2) implies that for any δ > 0, π1,q,n

increases whenever γk,q,n decreases.

For k = 1 the result holds by Proposition 1. Now suppose k > 1. Consider a change in

the voting rule from q to q̃ > q such that q̃n̂ is an integer. Let b ≡ q̃n̂ − qn̂. We need to

show that

γk,q̃,n < γk,q,n

⇐⇒
(

n̂

qn̂+ b

)
πqn̂+b
k−1,q̃,n (1− πk−1,q̃,n)n̂−qn̂−b <

(
n̂

qn̂

)
πqn̂k−1,q,n (1− πk−1,q,n)n̂−qn̂

⇐⇒ (qn̂)! (n̂− qn̂)!

(qn̂+ b)! (n̂− qn̂− b)!
<

(
πk−1,q,n

πk−1,q̃,n

)qn̂(
1− πk−1,q,n

1− πk−1,q̃,n

)n̂−qn̂(
1− πk−1,q̃,n

πk−1,q̃,n

)b
⇐⇒

b∏
j=1

n̂− qn̂− b+ j

qn̂+ j
<

(
πk−1,q,n

πk−1,q̃,n

)qn̂(
1− πk−1,q,n

1− πk−1,q̃,n

)n̂−qn̂(
1− πk−1,q̃,n

πk−1,q̃,n

)b

Note that (2) implies that limδ→0 πk−1,q,n = limδ→0 πk−1,q̃,n = 1− F [0]. Hence, as δ → 0,

the above inequality converges to

b∏
j=1

n̂− qn̂− b+ j

qn̂+ j
<

(
F [0]

1− F [0]

)b
(11)
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At the same time, note that

b∏
j=1

n̂− qn̂− b+ j

qn̂+ j
=

b∏
j=1

1− q − b−j
n̂

q + j
n̂

<
b∏

j=1

1− q
q

=

(
1− q
q

)b

Hence, for (11) to hold, it is sufficient to have
(

1−q
q

)b
≤
(

F [0]
1−F [0]

)b
, or, equivalently,

F [0] ≥ 1 − q. Therefore, as δ → 0, F [0] ≥ 1 − q is a sufficient condition for πk,q̃,n > πk,q,n.

By continuity, there exists a range of sufficiently small but positive values of δ for which

F [0] ≥ 1− q is a sufficient condition for πk,q̃,n > πk,q,n.
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B Online Appendix

B.1 Additional Tables

Table 7: Descriptive Statistics (continued)

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

Mean Sd
By Voting Rule p value:

Unanimity Majority (3)=(4)

Red Cross Information:
Red Cross Donation 0.32 0.47 0.29 0.34 0.395
Red Cross Volunteer 0.20 0.40 0.21 0.19 0.621
Notion of Fairness:
Fair I: 100USD-0USD 0.75 0.43 0.73 0.77 0.449
Fair II: 51USD -49USD 0.72 0.45 0.70 0.72 0.693
Voting Experience:
High School vote 0.94 0.23 0.95 0.94 0.594
College vote 0.63 0.48 0.60 0.64 0.478
Major or Governor Vote 0.49 0.50 0.45 0.52 0.293
Congress Vote 0.51 0.50 0.58 0.47 0.071
President Vote 0.45 0.50 0.42 0.47 0.422
Never Voted Before 0.04 0.20 0.02 0.05 0.192
Household Characteristics
At least one Property 0.96 0.20 0.98 0.95 0.192
At least one Car 0.68 0.47 0.69 0.68 0.848

Note: Red Cross Donation in Money, Red Cross Donation in Kind and Red Cross Volunteer report

whether the individual donated in money, in kind or volunteered to the Red Cross, respectively. Fairness I

reports the percentage of individuals that would consider fair if a friend finds 100 USD and keeps them all.

Fairness II reports the percentage of individuals that would consider fair if a friend finds 100 USD and

decides to keep 51 USD and give them 49 USD. Voting experience is 1 if the individual has voted in school,

college, local, parliamentary or presidential elections. Property Owner and Car Owner indicate whether

the individual’s family owned at least one property, and at least one car, respectively.
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Table 8: Linear estimation of committee-level donation decision

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

Dependent: Committee vote to donate Majority Unanimity

Voting Rule Unanimity -0.248*** -0.250*** -0.250***
(0.014) (0.014) (0.014)

Group Size = 9 -0.055*** -0.052*** 0.009 0.145*** -0.197***
(0.017) (0.017) (0.024) (0.034) (0.026)

Group Size = 15 -0.067*** -0.066*** 0.024 0.169*** -0.199***
(0.021) (0.021) (0.029) (0.042) (0.032)

Cost = 6 -0.236*** -0.236*** -0.186*** -0.206*** -0.157***
(0.013) (0.013) (0.017) (0.024) (0.018)

Group size = 9 × Cost = 6 -0.121*** -0.299*** 0.150***
(0.033) (0.048) (0.037)

Group size = 15 × Cost = 6 -0.179*** -0.393*** 0.145***
(0.041) (0.059) (0.045)

Group Size Ordering = (3, 15, 9) 0.024 0.024 0.031 0.015
(0.017) (0.017) (0.026) (0.017)

Round within (n, c) pair -0.003 -0.003 -0.005* -0.000
(0.002) (0.002) (0.003) (0.002)

Constant 0.477*** 0.490*** 0.465*** 0.471*** 0.209***
(0.012) (0.017) (0.018) (0.025) (0.019)

Observations 3,368 3,368 3,368 2,024 1,344
R-squared 0.162 0.163 0.170 0.147 0.092

Notes: *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1. Robust standard errors clustered at experimental session level in

parentheses. Columns (1) to (3) use the pooled data while columns (4) and (5) restrict the estimation to majority
and unanimity sub-samples, respectively. Dependent variable is 1 if the committee decides to donate. No controls
are included
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Figure 8: External validity of predicted expressive payoffs, x̂i
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Figure 9: Percentage of members voting in favour of donation per committee (by committee
size, individual cost to donate and voting rule)

n = 3

n = 9

n = 15

(Note: ∗∗∗p < 0.01,∗∗ p < 0.05,∗ p < 0.1, n.s. p ≥ 0.1 based on clustered standard errors at session level.)
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1. INSTRUCCIONES (Generales) 

 

Bienvenidos. Muchas gracias por participar en este experimento de decisión 

individual. 

A partir de este momento está prohibido comunicarse con los demás participantes 

que están en esta sala. Por favor hagan silencio y apaguen sus celulares. El uso de 

celulares y calculadoras está terminantemente prohibido.  

Si tiene alguna pregunta sobre el experimento, levante la mano y uno de nosotros 

acudirá a su escritorio para contestársela. No haga preguntas en voz alta.  

Toda la información que usted nos proporcione en este experimento será utilizada 

con fines estrictamente académicos y no será revelada a nadie. Tanto sus 

decisiones como sus ganancias serán confidenciales. Nadie conocerá las acciones 

que usted tomó, ni cuánto dinero recibirá al final de la sesión.  

Sólo por su participación hasta el final de este experimento usted recibirá 10.000 

pesos. Además dependiendo de sus acciones y de las acciones de otros 

participantes, usted puede ganar más dinero. Durante la actividad hablaremos en 

términos de Unidades Monetarias Experimentales (UME) en lugar de Pesos 

Colombianos. Sus pagos serán calculados en términos de UMEs y luego se 

cambiarán a Pesos Colombianos al final del experimento siguiendo esta tasa de 

intercambio 

1 UME = 1000 Pesos 

Si usted no desea participar en el experimento, puede retirarse ahora. Si desea 

participar, por favor lea y firme la hoja que dice Consentimiento Informado.  

 

B.3 Experimental instructions (in Spanish)
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INSTRUCCIONES 

A cada individuo se le asignará un número al principio de la actividad que será su 

Identificación Experimental durante el experimento. La asociación de este número 

con su identidad sólo la conocerá usted y nadie más en la sala. Esta Identificación 

Experimental puede tomar un número de 1 a 33.  

Esta es una actividad sobre decisiones grupales en la que deberá participar a lo largo 

de varias rondas. En cada ronda usted será asignado aleatoriamente a un nuevo 

grupo. La única información que recibirá de los otros integrantes del grupo es su 

Identificación Experimental. 

En cada ronda, usted tendrá una dotación de 10 UME y deberá tomar una decisión 

que se detalla más adelante.  Sus pagos al final de esta actividad se definirán con base 

en sus ganancias de una de las rondas escogida al azar. Sus pagos dependerán 

únicamente de las decisiones hechas por usted, los otros miembros de su grupo y del 

azar. Antes de comenzar, tendremos dos rondas de práctica que no afectarán su pago 

final. 

Situación General 

En cada ronda, usted será asignado a un grupo que puede estar compuesto por 3, 9, o 

15 integrantes. Usted deberá votar si está A Favor o En Contra de que la Cruz Roja 

Colombia reciba una donación de $91.000 pesos. Este dinero saldrá de recursos 

destinados a Donaciones asociados al proyecto de investigación del cual esta 

actividad hace parte. La Cruz Roja Colombiana es una entidad privada sin ánimo de 

lucro que busca prestar atención humanitaria, sin discriminación, a personas 

desprotegidas en tiempos de conflicto armado y en otras situaciones de emergencia. 

Su misión es preservar la vida y la salud, y prevenir y aliviar el sufrimiento humano 

en todas las circunstancias promoviendo la inclusión social, la educación y el respeto 

de los derechos humanos.  

La decisión final de su grupo en cuanto a si la Cruz Roja recibe dicha donación se 

definirá con base en la regla de unanimidad {mayoría simple} [mayoría de dos 

tercios]: Para un grupo conformado por 3 integrantes se necesita que los 3 hayan 
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votado { al menos 2  de ellos hayan votado} [los 3 hayan votado] A Favor de la 

donación para que la Cruz Roja Colombiana la reciba. Para un grupo conformado por 

9 integrantes se necesita que los 9 { al menos 5  de ellos } [al menos 7] hayan votado 

A Favor de la donación para que la Cruz Roja Colombiana la reciba. Para un grupo 

conformado por 15 integrantes se necesita que los 15 { al menos 8 de ellos } [al menos 

11] hayan votado A Favor de la donación para que la Cruz Roja Colombiana la reciba. 

La siguiente tabla resume estas reglas de votación 

 

 Número mínimo de votos 

A Favor de donar $91.000 

a la Cruz Roja Colombiana 

Tamaño del grupo Regla de unanimidad { 

mayoría simple } 

[mayoría de dos tercios]  

3 3 {2} [3] 

9 9 {5} [7] 

15 15 {8} [11] 

 

Si su Grupo vota A Favor de donar, según la regla de votación, entonces La Cruz Roja 

Colombiana en efecto recibirá la donación justo después de terminar el experimento. 

Si este es el caso, cada integrante de su Grupo, sin importar su decisión, deberá pagar 

un costo que puede ser de 4 o de 6UME. Por tanto, usted recibirá su dotación inicial 

de 10 UME menos el costo. Este costo le será indicado en cada ronda y es común para 

todos los integrantes del grupo.  

En cambio, si el Grupo vota En Contra de donar, según la regla de votación, entonces 

La Cruz Roja Colombiana no recibirá la donación. Si este es el caso, ningún integrante 

de su grupo, sin importar su decisión, tendrá que incurrir en el costo y por tanto 

mantendrá su dotación inicial de 10 UME.  
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3 

 
Detalles adicionales 

Recuerde que usted deberá votar, en varias rondas, si está A Favor o En Contra de que 

la Cruz Roja Colombiana reciba una Donación de $ 91.000. En la pantalla (ver Pantalla 

1), usted verá el número de la ronda de decisión en la esquina superior izquierda. 

Para votar, tendrá que hacer click sobre uno de los botones A Favor o En Contra, que 

aparecen debajo de la pregunta ¿Usted vota a Favor o en Contra de que la Cruz Roja 

Colombiana reciba una Donación de $91.000?   

Las siguientes variables cambiarán entre rondas: 

- El tamaño de su grupo: Este puede ser de 3, 9 o 15 integrantes. La información 

del tamaño del grupo aparecerá en la esquina superior izquierda. Una vez se 

le asigna un tamaño de grupo, usted tomará decisiones por algunas rondas 

consecutivas enfrentándose a grupos de ese mismo tamaño hasta que el 

computador le asigne un tamaño de grupo diferente. 

- Las identidades de los miembros de su grupo: En cada ronda se le mostrará en 

la esquina superior derecha las identidades experimentales de dichos 

integrantes, excluyendo la suya.  

- El costo individual si el Grupo vota A Favor de donar: Este puede ser de 4 o 6 

UME. Será el mismo para todos los integrantes del grupo para la ronda 

considerada. Usted será informado sobre el costo relevante en cada ronda en 

la pantalla de su computador. Una vez se le asigna un costo individual de 

donar, usted tomará decisiones por algunas rondas consecutivas 

enfrentándose a ese mismo costo hasta que el computador le asigne un nuevo 

costo. 

Para cada combinación de Tamaño de Grupo y Costo Individual de votar A Favor, 

usted decidirá por un número total de rondas que esta entre 10 y 13.  

 
Pagos de la Actividad 

Además de los 10.000 pesos por participar en la actividad, al final de las rondas el 

computador elegirá UNA de ellas al azar para determinar sus pagos, estos se 
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calcularán según la votación grupal sobre la donación a la Cruz Roja Colombiana, su 

dotación inicial y el costo individual asociado. Por tanto sus pagos por sus decisiones 

en la actividad serán 

Si su Grupo vota A Favor de que la Cruz Roja reciba la donación: 

Dotación Inicial – Costo individual en la ronda elegida 

En dicho caso, la Cruz Roja Colombiana recibirá una donación de $91.000 que saldrán 

de recursos destinados a Donaciones asociados al proyecto de investigación del cual 

esta actividad hace parte.  

Si su Grupo vota En Contra de que la Cruz Roja reciba una donación anónima: 

Dotación Inicial 

En dicho caso, la Cruz Roja Colombiana no recibirá la donación. 
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5 

 
Preguntas {Cambian según Regla de Votación} 

Pregunta 1: ¿Mi pago será definido por la ronda en la que tenga el mejor resultado? 

Respuesta: No. El computador elegirá una de las rondas aleatoriamente, excluyendo 

las dos rondas iniciales de práctica. El resultado en esa ronda elegida será el que 

determine cuál será su pago en pesos colombianos al finalizar el experimento. 

Pregunta 2: ¿Que mi grupo vote A Favor o En Contra de la donación a la Cruz Roja 

Colombiana depende únicamente de mi voto? 

Respuesta: Aunque las decisiones en este juego son individuales, la decisión grupal 

depende de lo que el grupo elija por unanimidad. Por ejemplo, aunque usted haya 

votado A Favor, si la decisión de los otros integrantes de su grupo hace que el grupo, 

según la regla de votación, este En Contra, ninguno de sus integrantes pagará el costo 

individual y la Cruz Roja no recibirá la donación estipulada. En cambio, si la decisión 

de los otros integrantes de su grupo hace que el grupo, según la regla de votación, este 

A Favor, todos los integrantes deberán pagar el costo individual y la Cruz Roja recibirá 

la donación estipulada. Otro caso sería si usted decide votar En Contra, no importa la 

decisión de los otros integrantes de su grupo, según la regla de votación, el grupo 

estará también En Contra y por lo tanto ninguno de sus integrantes pagará el costo 

individual y la Cruz Roja no recibirá la donación. 

Pregunta 3: ¿El costo individual en el que incurro, si mi grupo vota A Favor de la 

donación, es el mismo a lo largo de las rondas? 

Respuesta: No. El costo individual en el que se incurre, si el grupo vota A Favor de la 

donación, puede ser de 4UME o 6UME en distintas rondas. Sin embargo, este será el 

mismo para todos los integrantes de su grupo para una ronda dada. 

Pregunta 4: ¿Mi grupo será siempre el mismo a lo largo de las rondas? 

Respuesta: No. Los grupos serán reasignados a lo largo de sus decisiones. En algunas 

rondas usted hará parte de un grupo de 3 integrantes, en otras de 5, en otras de 9 y 

en otras de 11 integrantes y sus integrantes son decididos por el azar. Una vez se le 

asigna un tamaño de grupo, usted tomará decisiones por algunas rondas consecutivas 
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enfrentándose a grupos de ese mismo tamaño hasta que el computador le asigne un 

tamaño de grupo diferente. 
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Pantalla1 
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INSTRUCCIONES (Expectativas) 

(Se preguntan después de que han tomado todas las decisiones de votación 

Aparecen en el computador. Leerlas en voz alta) 

Ahora te daremos la oportunidad de que ganes más UME. Esto dependerá de qué tan 

bueno eres adivinando las decisiones que tomaron otros individuos que están en la 

sala. 

Hasta el momento has tomado decisiones por al menos 60 rondas. En ellas tu grupo 

estuvo compuesto por 3, 9 o 15 integrantes, y el costo individual de donar a la Cruz 

Roja Colombiana fue de 4 UME o de 6 UME. En total, todos los individuos que están 

en la sala se enfrentaron a 6 Escenarios distintos que resumimos en la siguiente tabla. 

 

 Costo de donar 

Tamaño del grupo 4 6 

3 Escenario 1 Escenario 2 

9 Escenario 3 Escenario 4 

15 Escenario 5 Escenario 6 

Para cada uno de esos escenarios te haremos dos preguntas.  

1. En cada uno de los Escenarios del 1 al 6, en la mayoría de las rondas en las que 

participaste, de los otros integrantes de tu grupo, ¿cuántos crees que votaron 

A Favor de donar a la Cruz Roja?  

2. En cada uno de los Escenarios del 1 al 6, ¿En qué porcentaje de las rondas en las 

que participaste crees que [U: todos los otros integrantes de tu grupo] [SM: 

exactamente la mitad de los otros integrantes de tu grupo] votaron A Favor de 

donar a las Cruz Roja? 

Para determinar el pago correspondiente a tus expectativas, el computador elegirá 

aleatoriamente un escenario del 1 al 6 y dado ese escenario, calculará las decisiones 

58



 

2 

relevantes para todas sus rondas correspondientes. Es decir, para la pregunta 1, 

calculará cuántos de los otros integrantes de tu grupo votaron A Favor de donar en la 

mayoría de las rondas. Para la pregunta 2, calculará en qué porcentaje de las rondas 

[U: todos los otros integrantes de tu grupo] [SM: exactamente la mitad de los otros 

integrantes de tu grupo] votaron A Favor de donar. Entre más cerca este tu respuesta 

de las decisiones reales de votación que calcule el computador según la votación de 

los otros integrantes, te pagaremos más UME. 

Más detalles primera pregunta: 

En particular, la primera pregunta la tendrás que responder en una tabla similar a la 

que aparece a continuación. En cada casilla, que representa uno de los 6 Escenarios 

descritos anteriormente, tendrás que responder la siguiente pregunta:  

En la mayoría de las rondas en las que participaste, de los otros integrantes de tu 

grupo, ¿cuántos crees que votaron A Favor de donar a la Cruz Roja? 

Tamaño 

del 

grupo 

Costo de donar 

4 6 

3 Escenario 1. 

0◘ 1◘ 2◘   

Escenario 2. 

0◘ 1◘ 2◘   

9 Escenario 3. 

0◘ 1◘ 2◘ 3◘ 4◘ 5◘ 6◘ 7◘ 8◘ 

Escenario 4. 

0◘ 1◘ 2◘ 3◘ 4◘ 5◘ 6◘ 7◘ 8◘ 

15 Escenario 5. 

0◘ 1◘ 2◘ 3◘ 4◘ 5◘ 6◘ 7◘ 8◘ 9◘ 10◘ 11◘ 12◘ 13◘ 14◘ 

Escenario 6. 

0◘ 1◘ 2◘ 3◘ 4◘ 5◘ 6◘ 7◘ 8◘ 9◘ 10◘ 11◘ 12◘ 13◘ 14◘ 

 

Si el número de votos A Favor que tú especificas coincide con lo que sucede en la 

mayoría de las rondas en cuanto a los votos A Favor de donar en tu grupo, te 

pagaremos 2UME adicionales, de lo contrario no obtendrás el pago adicional. 

Por ejemplo, si tú crees que, en la mayoría de las rondas correspondientes al 

Escenario 3 (donde el tamaño del grupo es 9 y el costo de donar es de 4), solo 6 de los 
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otros integrantes votaron A Favor de donar, entonces el número que especificas en 

esa casilla debería ser 6. Si observamos que en realidad, en la mayoría de las rondas 

correspondientes a ese Escenario 3, en tu grupo 3 de los otros integrantes votaron a 

favor, entonces tu pago será de 0UME. Si en cambio, en la mayoría de las rondas de 

ese Escenario, justo 6 de los otros integrantes votaron a favor, entonces tu pago será 

de 2UME. 

 

Más detalles segunda pregunta: 

Para la segunda pregunta debes responder para cada uno de los escenarios, en qué 

porcentaje de las rondas en las que participaste crees que [U: todos los otros integrantes 

de tu grupo] [SM: exactamente la mitad de los otros integrantes de tu grupo] votaron 

A Favor de donar a las Cruz Roja. Te enfrentarás a una tabla similar a la que aparece 

a continuación.  

La manera en que debes responder es indicando en el espacio asignado un número 

entre 0% y 100% según tu creencia para cada uno de los escenarios 
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Tamaño 

del 

grupo 

Costo de donar 

4 6 

3 Escenario 1. 

¿En qué porcentaje de las rondas en las que participaste crees que 

[U: todos los otros 2 integrantes] [SM: exactamente 1 integrante] de tu 

grupo votaron a favor de donar? 

 

Escenario 2. 

¿En qué porcentaje de las rondas en las que participaste crees 

que [U: todos los otros 2 integrantes] [SM: exactamente 1 

integrante] de tu grupo votaron a favor de donar? 

 

9 Escenario 3. 

¿En qué porcentaje de las rondas en las que participaste crees que 

[U: todos los otros 8] [SM: exactamente 4] integrantes de tu grupo 

votaron a favor de donar? 

 

Escenario 4. 

¿En qué porcentaje de las rondas en las que participaste crees 

que [U: todos los otros 8] [SM: exactamente 4] integrantes de tu 

grupo votaron a favor de donar? 

 

15 Escenario 5. 

¿En qué porcentaje de las rondas en las que participaste crees que 

[U: todos los otros 14] [SM: exactamente 7] integrantes de tu grupo 

votaron a favor de donar? 

 

Escenario 6. 

¿En qué porcentaje de las rondas en las que participaste crees 

que [U: todos los otros 14] [SM: exactamente 7] integrantes de tu 

grupo votaron a favor de donar? 

 

 

Por ejemplo, si tú crees que, en el Escenario 1 (donde el tamaño del grupo es 3 y el 

costo de donar es de 4), en ninguno de las rondas [U:2] [SM: 1] de los otros integrantes 

de tu grupo votaron A Favor de donar, debes indicar el valor de 0%. Si en cambio crees 

que, en este escenario, en todas las rondas [U:2] [SM:1] de los otros integrantes 

miembros votaron A Favor, entonces debes indicar el valor de 100%. Cualquier 

creencia intermedia que tengas, la puedes expresar indicando un valor entre 0% y 

100%, según lo que creas que es más probable que haya sucedido. Por ejemplo, si 

100% 

% 

% % 

% % 

% 
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crees que en la mitad de las rondas de ese escenario se da que [U: 2] [SM: 1] de los 

otros integrantes votaron A Favor de donar entonces debes indicar 50%.  

Para determinar el pago correspondiente a tus expectativas, el computador elegirá 

aleatoriamente un escenario del 1 al 6 y dado ese escenario, calculará en qué 

porcentaje de las rondas [U: todos los otros integrantes de tu grupo] [SM: 

exactamente la mitad de los otros integrantes de tu grupo] votaron A Favor de donar.  

Te pagaremos UME adicionales dependiendo de la diferencia entre tu respuesta y el 

porcentaje observado de rondas en que los otros integrantes de tu grupo se 

comportan según lo descrito en el escenario. Entre más pequeña sea esa diferencia, 

tú recibirás un mayor número de UME. Si tu respuesta coincide exactamente con el 

porcentaje observado, recibirás 2UME. Si en cambio, tu respuesta es completamente 

opuesta al porcentaje observado, no recibirás un pago adicional. Cualquier situación 

intermedia te dará un pago que está entre 2UME y 0UME  que será determinado por 

la siguiente relación: 

(100 - Diferencia entre tu respuesta y el porcentaje observado)/50 

Por ejemplo, si tú crees que, en el Escenario 6 (donde el tamaño del grupo es 15 y el 

costo de donar es de 6), en la mitad de las rondas [U: 14] [SM: 7] de los otros 

integrantes de tu grupo votaron a favor de donar, tu respuesta es de 50%, pero si el 

porcentaje observado de rondas en las que [U: 14] [SM: 7] de los otros integrantes de 

tu grupo votaron A Favor es del 100%, entonces la diferencia entre tu respuesta y el 

porcentaje observado fue de 50 y por tanto tu pago será  

 (100 - 50)/50 = 1UME 
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Preguntas {Cambian según Regla de Votación} 

Pregunta 1: ¿Mi pago por expectativas dependerá de todas las rondas de votación y 

me pagarán todos los Escenarios del 1 al 6? 

Respuesta: No. El computador elegirá uno de los Escenarios aleatoriamente, 

excluyendo las dos rondas iniciales de práctica. Según ese Escenario elegido, los pagos 

que recibiré dependerán de todas las rondas correspondientes, de lo que yo haya 

respondido en ese Escenario y lo que haya sucedido realmente en las rondas 

correspondientes al Escenario.  

Pregunta 2: Respecto al pago relacionado a la respuesta de la primera pregunta, si el 

Escenario elegido al azar es el Escenario 4 (Tamaño del grupo 9 y costo de donar 6), 

si yo considero que, en la mayoría de las rondas asociadas a ese Escenario, sólo 3 de 

los otros integrantes de mi grupo votarán A Favor, y sucede que, en la mayoría de las 

rondas de ese Escenario, votaron a favor de donar 6 de los otros integrantes de mi 

grupo, ¿a cuánto ascendería mi pago por expectativas?  

Respuesta: Sería nulo. En cambio, si tú hubieras respondido que 6 de los otros 

integrantes votarían a favor, el pago habría sido de 2UME ya que tu respuesta habría 

coincidido con lo que se observó en tu grupo en la mayoría de las rondas. 

Pregunta 3: Si en la pregunta 2, el escenario elegido aleatoriamente por el 

computador fue el Escenario 5 (Tamaño del grupo 15 y costo de donar 4), y sucede 

que en el 25% de las rondas los otros integrantes de tu grupo votaron según lo 

descrito en ese escenario (es decir, [U: todos los otros 14] [SM: exactamente 7] 

integrantes de tu grupo votaron a favor de donar), ¿con cuál de las siguientes dos 

respuestas obtienes un mayor pago por expectativas?: (a) si indicas 75%, (b) si 

indicas 0%? 

Respuesta: Obtienes mayores pagos en (b) que en (a). Si indicaste el 75% entonces 

obtienes el pago de (100-|75-25|)/50= (100-50)/50= 1UME. Mientras que si indicas 

el 0% tu pago sería de (100-|0-25|)/50= (100-25)/50= 1,5UME. Por tanto, si tú crees 

que la situación descrita en el Escenario es muy probable, lo mejor es indicar un 
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número cercano a 100. En cambio, si tú crees que la situación descrita en el Escenario 

es poco probable, lo mejor es indicar un número cercano a 0. 
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