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-
between two (or more) states of the world: one in which some stimu-
ced and another in which it is not, all else constant (an untreated state).
E}ausatio' en in the difference between these states and the fundru-nf:m‘a! problem
feausal inference arises when we cannot simultaneously observe a person or entity in
; e distinct states (Holland 1986). Consider, for example, the causal effect of having
'Zgjbrit)’ yersus unan‘imlty mle..Only one o.f t]jlese rules can he. in piac,e atany given point
| Ltime. How can We l.‘iﬂli.lfe the unmct offiistmct rules on !eglslato{'s behaviours? To do
': perfECﬂY would require exploring a single vote, at a single point in time, with the
" same set of legislators—in one case where a majority is needed and another that
ires unanimity. This is obviously impossible and thus social scientists often take one
o approaches to explore the impact of such rules (and other factors): observational
h and experiments.
Observational research involves comparisons between people subjected to different
tments. [n the example referenced above, it might mean analysing two similar legis-
leological compositions, identifying a similar piece of legislation,

res with similar ic
pgislatures that differ in terms of the voting rule. If the unanimity rule leads legisla-

@; vote more strategically, for example, one might conclude the unanimity rule has

Sanisal effect (on strategic voting) relative to majority rule. Of course the validity of
sconclusion would depend on the extent to which the two legislatures and votes are

euly comparable. It might be that legislatures that establish unanimity procedures in

e first place already have individuals in place who are likely to vote strategically, thus

bserved relationship is spurious (due to endogeneity).

an example, a goal of much work on legislatures is to understand how institutional

' ..__compa.rison

s i experien
1 s se

CHAPTER 9

THE EXPERIMENTAL STUDY
OF LEGISLATIVE BEHAVIOUR

aaseEsessaREs e bunng

DRUCKMAN, THOMAS J. LEEPER, AND
KEVIN J. MULLINIX

JAMES N.

9.1 INTRODUCTION

ne of the most influential political scientists of the twe i

ethand early twenty-first centuries, serving as president of both Harvard Universitys

the American Political Science Association (APSA). In Lowell’s presidential addre;
APSA, he advised against following the model of the natural sciences: “We are limi ments inflience behaviours, yet legislators themselves (whose behaviours are of

by the impossibility of experiment. Politics is an observational, not an experimental§l - ften design and alter institutions (see Riker 1980), Outcomes are thus endog-
? (Lowell 1910, 7). Counter to this sentiment, experiments have become a proii BlIs to institutional arrangements. Another even more concrete exam ple comes from
nquiry in politi cal science over the last quarter cetil aan and Thies's (2002) finding that in bicameral regimes, when a governing coali-

(e.g. Druckman and Lupia 2012). Just how much have they influenced the area on WilEH anupper chamber majority, its stability may be reduced due to inter-chamber
much of Lowell's work focused—legislative studies? In this essay, we address this g Yet governments can anticipate the life shortening effects SF Blcumirillan
tion. We begin by clarifying what we mean by an “experiment” and we discuss @ i ning in the first place, and they thus often form coalitions less likely to suf-
aspects of variation in experimental approaches. We then review three areas of Ag"bic.ameral dynamic. The type of coalition that forms impacts duration, but
mental applications in legislative studies: legislative voting, parliamentary coa d ation affects the type of coalition that forms. The inherent endogeneity
and responsiveness. We conclude by discussing the challenges and limitations of &8 entifying pr.ecise causal mechanisms challenging, This is especially true given
ments on legislatures but also by emphasizing future possibilities. _,.;'tbehlaVlour is dynamic, meaning that it occurs over time and a host of var-
ﬁiﬁiil?; t(gi:‘uci(man 2008). The'se‘ factors have stimulated a renewed inter-

N .Pa'!-"-research Zciﬁ\évrasyftro test lc)leﬁmtl‘.zely a causal rellatlonship: exp f:r'iments.

B e :?;e(;t rs;rvtat;c;nal research in that the e.nt%tles under
e B e ccent epb.l ere, treatments refer to .dlstmct va%ues
B iconts ¢ varla1 e.s. For example, an experlm.e.nter might
Blone treatment)pands i)hact as legislators and vote on propos‘ltl(.)ns under
B0, c0rme o 2 S0 thers to1 do' the same but under unanimity rule (a
R gus, there also is a control gro'up that does not receive a
are not told how the outcome will be determined) and/or

A. Lawrence Lowell was o

ence..
nent, if not a central, method of i

9.2 WHAT IS AN EXPERIMENT AND How IS
1T USED?:

erpretivel

In contrast to modes of research that address descriptive or int e
sal questions

ments to address causal questions. A cau

researchers design experi
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given parlicipnut is observed before and after receiving a treatment (e.g. there is no ran-
dom assigmm’m hetwecn. subjects). For example, the same subjects vote under major-
ity cule and then they do it again upder unanimity rule (or vice versa). In principle, the
.'.w;ithin'ﬁ'-ibjeds design works only ifone can assume that each participant has not changed
m any way relevant to the study (e.g. participation in a prior round of voting does not
“fect subsequent behaviour). Because social scientists have to contend with problems of

nticipation, a between-subjects experimental design is more typical.

multiple treatment groups (e.g: various voting rules are used such as a super-majori;
rule). Random assignment means that each entity (e.g. individual) being studieq hae
a non-zero (and independent) chance of being in a particular treatment or contrg)
condition.
How does random assignment overcome the fundamental problem of causal jyfg,
ence? By definition, random assighment eliminates concerns about endogeneity and
ensures, on average (i.e. in large enough samples), that the groups are the same in eyapy
respect (e.g. same number of “naturally” strategic and non-strategic individuals, gy
same average age, and so on for every possible variable). Consequently, differenceg
average behaviours across the two or more experimental groups (e.g. more strategls
voting in the unanimity rule case) indicates with confidence that there is an impggt of
voting rule. Although we cannot observe a given individual in both treated states ({;g
ing under majority and unanimity role), random assignment enables the researche'r-i'
estimate the average difference between groups of individuals in the two states of thg
world—the average treatment effect. Prior to the intervention, the randomly assig
treatment groups (and control group) have the same expected behaviours. Apart frg
chance variation, random assignment provides a basis for assuming that the one tregts
ment group behaves as the other would have behaved had it not received the given
ment. Because the experimenter controls values of the independent variable and ass
groups randomly, all con founding variables (including those not actually observed)cai

be ruled out in establishing the effect of the independent variable. ]
allow social scientists to address ava

emory anda
| hat said, there are important exceptions—by definition, an experiment occurs when
the pesearcher intervenes (e.g. manipulates the independent variable(s) of interest)
i can safely treat the units as on average comparable. Sometimes this cmnparahil.—
an be assumed through the employment of induced value theory. Induced value
ry refers to gaining c.{mtml over experimental participants’ preferences via mon-
y rewards, There are four conditions necessary for the implementation of induced
ue: non-satiation, saliency, dominance, and privacy (Guala 2005, 232-33). In nearly
Bl cases, the payoff is some kind of financial reward. Many of the studies we discuss
w employ induced value theory; this does not mean random assignment does not
¢ but, in theory, induced value dominates subjects preferences to such an extent
subjects are effectively homogeneous and thus the study design can meet the requi-
fbeing an experiment sans random assignment.
One of the early experimental studies of coalitions took this approach. Specifically,
: 967) examined how three-person groups formed coalitions given pre—speciﬁe({
constraints. In this treatment-only experiment (i.e. there was no control group)
negotiated how to divide a pot of money among themselves within the con-,
j payoff schedule (the independent variable) that offered subjects nothing for a
grson coalition and varying amounts for each other in a two-person coalition
: ated each run of the experiment as independent. |
d 1:?oint worth. noting is the distinct traditions shaping research by politi-
Bt ecerion, cconomiss comtten  ecaptbl: oehologn
I pay subjects for specif’ic actions the Sld - unac?eptable. PSY'ChOIOgIStS
P ' s they un ertake during an experiment (i.e.
\ ploy induced value). Economists, on the other hand, often require such

B

By offering clear causal evidence, experiments
ety of issues. Roth (1995, 22) identifies three non-exclusive roles of experiment
a cursory review makes clear that political scientists employ them in all three
First, Roth describes “searching for facts” where the goal is to “isolate the cause 0 '
observed regularity, by varying details of the way the experiments were conducted
These types of experiments often complement observational research. “Searchim
facts” describes many experimental studies that attempt to estimate the magni
causal parameters, such as the influence of minority government on cabinet stabil
A second role entails “speaking to theorists” where the goal is “to test the predictio
the assumptions] of well-articulated formal theories” The third usage is “whispe ‘
the ears of princes,” which facilitates dialogue between scientists and policyma

It is important that we clarify four important points about experimental desi
one should not confuse random assignrient with random sampling. Randon
refers to a procedure by which participants are selected for inclusion in SOME
Random assignment, by contrast, does not require that participants be drawn
from some larger population (as with random sampling). Because the bulk@
mental studies do not include actual legislators, the question of whether thep !
(e.g. college students) are comparable to actual legislators is a significant Off

d‘.’l.‘e ellre t‘hre.:e general contexts in which experiments take place: the labora-
i "::tec‘l"’lthln large-scale surveys. A lab experiment involves an intervention
Currinagn;de tct;):tfollzd by the researc.her; B, field experiment takes place in
Opinion surve %wz}l,n ha survey experiment involves an intervention in the
€approach tal):en IZ hmlght e
B e leanl t fG.: details of the design speak to the extent to which
HEh more com 1exv:hs of internal and/or external validity. While these con-
Standing s as foll they are often treated (Druckman and Kam 201,
imake deﬁnitiVeco OY& Internal val.zdtty refers to the confidence with
ely strong st ?Sua lnfel.‘ence and in many cases, experiments are seen
g standing when it comes to internal validity.

which we discuss later.

Second, many social science experiments use
the researcher randomly assigns participants to d
ity or unanimity rule). An alternative approach is a within-subjects

a between-subjects desigt

istinct treatment group® (e8
design




IMENTAL STUDY OF LEGISLATIVE BEHAVIOUR 199

198 JAMES N. DRUCKMAN, THOMAS J. LEEPER, AND KEVIN ). MULL e 15 EXPER

The other major type of validity is external validity; it stems from
researchers typicnlly conduct experiments with an eye toward que
ger than “What is the causal effect of the treatment on this particy]

ules in which those preferences operated or the outcomes of
1€ raalis
stiong that',

AL : institutions began almost as soon as McKelvey’s work
A group g iority rule institutio g y

For example, they may want to provide insight into how legislat

ors behgy e McKelvey and Ordeshook 1990). Specifically, Fiorina and Plott (1978)
despite having data on relatively few legislators or student participanys acune e ublishe Seeess of simple majority rule institutions on collective decision-making.
tors, External validity covers: whether the participants resemble the actors WE 5 luy the ro;iuwntal design consisting of subjects tasked with choosing a policy

narily confronted with these stimuli; whether the context (inc!uding the ¢
which actors operate resembles the context of interest; whether the Stimulyg,,
study resembles the stimulus of interest in the world; and whether e outeq
ures resemble the actual outcomes of theoretical or practical interest, The facty
eral criteria come into play means that experiments are difficult to
external validity.

The remainder of this essay has four sections. The first three provide reviews ofs
inent applications of experiments.? In the final and concluding section, ye! k-
some of the challenges to the experimental study of legislatures. -

onal space, with each subject having clearly defined (but private)
Ity unconstrained communication among subjects, and the group
trict majority voting under a forward agenda rule. A forward
: o where possible policies are introduced and voted on immediately,
| 1son 10, and this continues until no new proposal wins.
ulglgtt’s) experimental approach resolved many of the shortcomings of
nal methods. First, preferences and institutional rules were manipulated
_ b hers were able to avoid the challenging task of observing and quantify-
SHitical independent variables. Second, by conducting an experiment in which
ok ng was not confounded by unobservable factors of legislative processes
¢ votes, log-rolling, party or constituency pressure, lobbying, etc.), Fiorina
wre able to use repeated iterations of the experiment, manipulating only pref-
80 that in one condition there was a majority rule equilibrium—i.e. a “core”—
ich there was not), to clearly identify which proposals from the policy
:ﬂf’be supported during the mock legislative processes. Formal theories had
Kat majority rule institutions could only produce stable (or even remotely
) outcomes when a core existed and would otherwise produce chaos. In a
Hsional policy space, the core is equivalent to the median voter’s position. In
sional space, the core is the analogous “middle” of the voters’ preferences
felifig on the configuration of preferences such a core does not always exist (e.g.
g multiple dimensions would be a core).
668 between configurations of preferences therefore tested the limits of
Blacross plausible conditions. The key experimental comparison in Fiorina
1dy-was between the two conditions—the one (with a core) where majority
have consistently resulted in policy outcomes near the core (and hence sta-
the second no-core condition, which tested “what would happen when any-
thappen” (Miller 2011, 355). Despite McKelvey’s (1976) theoretical prediction
cling might occur, even without a core Fiorina and Plott’s experiments
core-like outcomes and therefore did not “explode” (Fiorina and Plott

-aimensi
N essentia
upon §

grade in

9.3 EXPERIMENTS ON VOTING IN LEGISLATUR

0

One of the most fundamental objects of inquiry in legislatures is voting, Itiisy
that determines what governing coalitions survive, what laws are made, and
who wins in politics. An overriding question here is: given legislators’ preferes
dimensions of policy, and institutions, can one discover stable political coalitio
ing in legislatures? This is the classic social choice problem and one that hasils
subject of experiments for over 40 years. Experiments allow for control over.thi
ous factors and enable researchers to use induced value theory to control for/ P
ences. In nearly all cases, this work tests theories of social choice. '

The seminal social choice work, Arrow’s (1951) “general possibility theore
tioned whether it was possible for any reasonable democratic institution to
collections of individual voters’ preferences into a stable, majority-suppof
icy. One implication of Arrow’s work was that any legislative coalition ableite
majority support for a given policy could readily be defeated by a differently€
majority coalition. McKelvey (1976) showed that in multidimensional policys
ing institutions could produce a cycle through seemingly any possible policy:
most policies can be discussed on multiple dimensions (e.g. health care ¢oR
nomic and social dimensions; see Riker 1986). If stable majority coalitions C&S
formed, how can governance—let alone representation—occur? i

Questions about majority rule (in)stability remain but have been greatly 8
experimental investigation. Indeed, while Miller (2011) describes how early
efforts (e.g. Riker 1986) attempted to observe linkages between majority rule
tions, the preferences of legislators, and policy outcomes, such approaches'
gularly handicapped” due the inability to measure legislators’ preferences of S

i the experiments not produce the infinite cycling expected by theory?
Bithis question is an example of how experiments can be used to “speak to
0ne answer is that the experimental procedures imposed some institutional

W Which constrained behaviour. Fiorina and Plott’s experiments relied on
agfflda (Where each new proposal is voted against the last successful pro-
’ 'h'lnvariably moved policy away from the status quo regardless of the pres-

T€but which vas not thought a priori to necessarily constrain the eventual
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A backward agenda, by

collective decision to any particular part of the policy space.
which they were intyg_

contrast, involves voting on proposals in the opposite order from

duced, eventually pitting the last successful proposal—if any proposals were succes.

ful—against the original status quo. This rule could have more predictable outcomeg

because legislators can deduce which proposal(s) of those available to be voted on maxi.
mize their utility and if no proposal finds stable support of a majority coalition thep
the status quo wins. Wilson’s (1986) experiments on forward and backward agendas (for
preference configurations with a core) show that agenda rules matter: holding all else
constant, a backward agenda significantly constrains instability (generally by leaving
policy at the status quo) and a forward agenda offers no such guarantee of constraint.
Agenda rules, then, may not be the best explanation for the apparent stability in Fioring
(since agenda-setting rules are not the apparent reason for the

sigl‘tiﬁCﬂm impacts on collective decisions. McKelvey and Ordeshook (1984), for
ple, compare B“f})t‘-fi"?ﬂlltﬂ] results from issue-by-issue vofing ii.e o ?{):ﬂ" 01 ol
' move on one d:mengmn at a time) under conditions of either no‘ Liisctq;‘(ob ‘-d‘“ (-“1“[)’
strictcd discussion. Even though issue-by-issue voting constrains ea }] 1? R
a unidimmsinnal move, discussion allowed the groups to behave mm‘(:l"kpm[imsal 4
gperating under unrestricted majority rule than strict issue-by-issue "'“l'inl e they were
These results reiterate the importance of experimental tests éf .For.:mlglch
lso have implications that can “speak to princes.” First, voting ex 1erim; t Tmb bi
coalitions form and defeat counterproposals in ways not p.revioui] )reclll' E;tt: ;C‘bw i
oty Compromises can be reached by legislatures, not by stable.lne;j(frftie'; f'T*J‘ulhld Y 'tht?:,
Jegislation but through carefully crafted compromises that hold onto ,;;f t lll fM'“']g
mbers in the face of counterproposals (e.g. Jeong et al. 2011). Second ¢ l.)- : C(.).dhﬁmn
that while restrictive institutional rules may produce more predi‘ctl‘)illnces 1‘118“1
licies in the uncovered set), those outcomes do not necessaril curr‘:' . 0‘:'»01“';‘5
omes produced by pure majority rule. Depending on a legisl;):lure’s *;P};’_“ t(i; .th‘c
es, these experiments suggest that relatively simple procedural rules (: A
ficant rule changes like supramajority voting) can greatl _ as opposed 1-0-
. e } i y constrain outcomes of
ajority rule decision-making. Experiments have confirmed how “instituti - O”
rity rule produces far more predictable coalitions and fairly stabl -
be expected by prior theory. ) SCH{EDMES{ag

and Plott’s experiments
Fiorina and Plott stability finding).

Another answer to why McKelvey's expected chaos did not occur might lie in thé
nature of preferences. Experiments conducted after Fiorina and Plott showed tha:\
a lack of chaos was not an artifact of their experimental design, being robust to hay-"
ing ideal points publicly known by all subjects, completely unconstrained discussion

and no formal agenda rule (McKelvey et al. 1978). McKelvey (1986) himself offered ong}

explanation for the absence of chaos. He theorized that outcomes of majority votifj

o the extent that an “uncovered set” (an area of policy space

could be “ipstitution-free” t
equivalent to the core if a core exists and otherwise consisting of all alternatives that ¢l
ves in head-to-head voting) seems, theoret

directly or indirectly defeat all other alternati
ically, to encompass the set of likely outcomes across number of very different instifs
ed that even without acom

tional arrangements. Experiments convincingly demonstrat 9.4 EXPERIMENTS ON PARLIAMENTARY

outcomes consistently fall inside the uncovered set. In a “search for facts” so as to setll ! C
Bianco et al. (2008) re-analysed 272 iterations of previoust e ‘ OALITIONS
how that 93.75 percent of the time, T .

the original authors of these
but reanalysis shows thi

O T Y Y P T T T

theoretical inconsistencies,
run majority rule voting games tos
duced decisions inside the uncovered set.* Thus,
thought their experiments had demonstrated instability,
studies had demonstrated predictable outcomes from within the uncovered et
comes that directly or indirectly dominated most other alternatives. Experimentsi on.
vital for demonstrating the stability of social choice, even when the original eXper mef
ers had insufficient theory to explain their empirical results.
Fiorina and Plott had wondered why trials from their no-core condition P
a fairly narrow, centrally located set of outcomes; the uncovered set a\.ppears'to'
those outcomes. While theory was able to predict the effects of institutional
forward versus backward agenda rules) on social choice with experiments st

those predictions, these experiments also revealed an overlooked feature @

cule: when seemingly anything could happen, preferences themselves (€Vel

core) heavily constrain the feasible coalitions and, as a resu
lective decisions. Experiments have revealed other important
tutions shape decision making. For example, subtle variations
ies (e.g. open discussion, no discussion, issue-by-issu€

ge of parli i iti
patliamentary government is coalition formation and functioning. In

e not determi i
o amlrtl)e'd by el.ectlon, but rather by coalition negotiations. Coalition
e 1813 . ject of intense study over the past 40 years (e.g. Golder et al
T ies conce.nt%'ate on making predictions about what governmen£
B T 1;;1 f}§80tlat10ns, how portfolios are allocated, and how long a
&8 (e.g. Martin an(f lsrtlcal challenge is that many variables affect each of these
W for contro] of ev;nson, 2001). Experiments can address this challenge
data e tc.on ou-n§ls. Moreover endogeneity is always present with
to truly isolaf:i }ies. ant1c1pa‘;e potential institutional effects and act accord
i e impact of instituti )
or ) ons, an a ; ]
;’ere'sence Bfan institution is noeded pproach where one controls
:PEriments hq . )
B otentia] Zs:l)ifen particularly useful for understanding how legisla-
all of this o itions. Due to the necessity of control over institutional
18 (as o perimental work is conducted in a high (
pposed to field or _ n a highly structured labo-
survey settings). Much of it involves testi
esting the

1t, the set of pO
insights into
in discussio?
discussiomis

across stud
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89). And, because this research ig

canonical model laid out by Baron and Perejohn (19
ted in political economy, it almosgt

focused upon experimental tests of formal theory 100
exclusively employs induced value theory.

The Baron-Ferejohn (1989) model reflects legislative bargaining in a non-cooperatiye,
d multi-session game under majority rule. The model begins with the
proposer (i.e. formateur). A recognition rule establisheg
t random. The party recognized to make a proposal is saiq
coalition and recommends a particulay

sequential, an
recognition of one party as a
that the proposer is selected a
to have “agenda power, because it proposes a

(which is made up of

distribution of benefits
coalition. Under a closed rule, amendments are prohibited

immediately. However, an 0pen t
the floor. The parties vote on the proposal using major

ame ends and the coalition forms, with each party rece
of benefits. If the proposal fails, the process continues (ie.s
is accepted. The model accounts for settings with both fini

sessions.
The Baron-Ferejohn model yields predi
Jite sessions, and open ru

rule and finite situation, the model predicts majoritarian
majority of members receivesa positive allocation
a disproportiouale‘ly large share of benefits (e.g. ca

because of the formateur’s agenda powet, but because the clos
g amendments or modifying the proposal. The model also res

luded from the coalition altogether as the proposing pa

selects the coalition partner with the smallest continuation value (amount necess

secure acceptance). When the number of sessions is no longer arbitrarily limited;

closed-rule infinite session model continues to predict that only a minimal-maje
advantaged. In contr

receives the benefits, and the proposer is disproportionately
a simple open rule allows members who were not allocated their@

posal to make a substitute proposal, The formateur knows
ability to make such amendments, and takes that into ad
al. For these reasons, the model predicts that inang|
the agenda power of the proposer is greatly redu

upon

sions, closed rule infir
results where only a minimg

parties from makin
in some parties being €xc

these predictions,
tinuation value in the pro
other members have the
when making the initial propos
rule infinite session legislature,
the distribution of benefits is more egalitarian.'

A wealth of experimental research sought to t
doing so, engaged in the critical task of “speaking to t
was performed by McKelvey (1991). Here, three voters in a finite

distribute payoffs. A failure to agree upon
ake. In contrast to Baron-Ferejohn,
and that the lower equilibri
eceived much |

ediction, the pro
o11) EXPAS

est the Baron-Ferejohn model; 8
heorists”” The first such @
closed-rule sett
distribution &
McKelvey fou
um propo
arger SIS
pos'e'

gained over how to
in a loss of 5 percent of the st
proposers typically offered too much,
rejected too often. That is, coalition partners often 1
those predicted by the model; unlike the models pr
receive a share sO much greater than the other partners. Diermeier (2

a fixed, finite pie) among parties in the
and the proposal is voted
ule allows for amendments to the proposal onz
ity rule. If the proposal passes, the
iving the proposed distribution
tarts over) until a proposal
te and infinite numbers e[‘

ctions for settings with closed rule finite ses:
le infinite sessions. First, in a closed

1 of benefits, and the proposer receives,
binet portfolios). This occurs not only!

ed rule prevents other
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disparit between theory and evi .
thepBaan-Ferejohn m{I)}:[ :|n'd r.’wdenue I.ay suggesting that a faithful implementati 3
 ——— ; in an experimental laboratory is challenging d ation of
e R et 3 i . . ) . (1888 1 :
tgn i model’s assumption of stationarity (requiring that 1?'“ ue ;o finite
S ructurally equivalent subgames), and because th ot @ member take
equilibs 1:1;\1; I]Iévol\fes randomization. The sharp distinction bet e unique stationary
g o . wee
tions and McKely €ys eXpe‘l‘lmental results spurred a series of experi  mode! e{(pecta-
attemptsd ;0 exfpimn the differences and overcome exp erimentalxl)i rl_f:?intal studies that
; mitations.
' Onle rodi);tci) expseflllme.nt%.ll research addressed the Baron-Ferejohn mnii Is insti
t1o.na'1 p ; : hoils. till within the framework of a distributive model of 10 ‘el y 1 ae
gflngE réche ted et al. (2003) analyse the effects of open (allow am degls ative bar-
osed (no amendm i : endme
';aron-Fere'ohn modzrllti:’ \I/o}:e immediately) amendment rules. ConsistenrtltS)‘V}Trsus
Iénd lon er]dela s und) r}ic ette et al. find a more egalitarian distribution ofV\II)lt e
0 1 g " y er the open amendment rule, They also find th enefits
_ %:ts alarger share of the benefits than other coalition members und ?: tl}‘}e proposer
hat play conver e N er
§ h;; Ednylem i egeis toward a minimal winning coalition (Riker 1962) unzz :}111195, e
that L In ;Ol?tl‘ast to the Baron-Ferejohn model, Fréchette et al dr P
C . N . - ’ .
- mOdelq redi():rto n.m.nmal winning coalitions is much greater under theellnonjtrate
B p : .smmlmal winning coalitions under both rules), and th . ‘rule
bu l;n 0 ffene ts is much more egalitarian than expected Pl g e i
In an effort to add ‘
- Mortrszs z;)::)e )Of thedmethodological limitations of McKelvey (1991)
5) conduct an experi 1)
n-Ferejohn icti periment to more dire
B hjree pireilscs?l}:l. They concentrate on a finite period using ;ti)‘zo t_ist the
r
e, expzrimen;l If): 'a ﬁxe'd payoft under closed rule procedures IJn cl y rule
B e b nt, Diermeier and Morton’s design does not hav.e t N
ployi’ng i we'gﬁins perfect equilibrium does not involve randomi ?’ —_y
: ighte majOI‘itY game th zation, and
it than simpl . i o ey are able to isolate com 9 ]
Fere]ohnp € P;mt pre‘dlctlons. In doing so, Diermeier and Mort Pa?tlve e
ted b mode] predicts “hardly better than a coin fli - nd that the
#eted by the chosen proposer” (p. 201). In L3 ptielicoaitiom pastncr
R 3 ibute much more money to other 1 contrast to model predictions, propos-
Eimoney to all players, the ch p ayer‘s than expected. Thus, proposers often
posers offer t ’ cheapest coalition partners are not al
. 00 much, and many first-period pr. ways Gelectes,
: ejected. In fact, Diermeier and M BFEROSTSCOTEHIE contution
fedictions that can account for hal orton find that a simple equal sharing rule
aron-Ferejol it for ha fto three quarters of the
“rerejohn model is not without rival B accepted proposals.
WES51n experim rivals—which is not surprising given i
it ental tests, In fact, a plethora of . Bl EIVER, IS
Iref'ﬂ*-‘dGam I — a0 observational studies and field
oalition aim that portfolios will be distribut ;
i member based on their relati ributed proportion-
S often referre : eir relative seat contributi e
B the ferred to as Gamson’s law (e.g. Wi slitaéheroalinen)
] e 1ighly dis SRy e.g. Warwick and Druck ,
. . parate predictions of Gamson’s STUGIRN, 300%)
Ok focuses on demand bareai . Gamson’s law and the Baron-Ferejohn
Strips the for - gaining (Morelli 1999). Morelli’s ¢
o 1e formateur of its : i orellis demand bar-
Hal demands oo . s agenda-setting power anc e
ds 50 as to maximize thei 2 d enables parties to
aximize their share of benefits. In contrast to the
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and empirical work has led some to suggest that the topic of

formation should be reconsidered from “the bottom u . (C of government and coalition

be peneficial F.m' experiments to incorporate recent wl())rke;,g. f{older f’—t al. 2012). It may
aining in which the decisions of one period become the st nt ynam.1c theories of bar-

etal. »012), Much work remains to be done uniting the ﬁnd'a usfquo in the .next (Baron

-context-l'ifh settings and those from an abstract traditionallengs I‘OH"I experiments from

Of course underlying all legislative behaviour is the reaTi(‘znOl}:nC aPI?YOaCh.

taken by electorally oriented actors with an eye toward futur Ylt aj[ aEtions, 3re beifig

jmportant area of study—and one that has only recently b eeni}f CeLiaHs: 'Thus, another

t‘al.inquir}’ris just how resp onsive legislators are to tho};e who eliz‘tl EJleCt of experimen-

em.

formateur in the Baron-Ferejohn model who males a proposal about how portfoligg
should be distributed, here the formateur is distinguished only by the fact that it choogeg
the order in which sequential demands are made. Other parties are no longer restricteg
to accepting/rejecting the formateur’s proposal, but can ma ke demands s0 as to maxj.
mize their own share of benefits. In a three-party bargaining situation, Morelli’s moglg]
would predict an equal split between the first two movers, with the third party excluded
from the coalition and receiving nothing, Thus, the outcome of the game is quite distingp
from the Baron-Ferejohn predictions. A three-party negotiation in the Baron-Ferejohy
model would give roughly two thirds of the benefits to the proposer, one third to the
coalition partner and nothing to the third party. While there are important cases thaf
distinguish Morelli’s results from Gamson's (see Fréchette et al. 2005), the general cope
clusion is that it is possible to obtain equilibrium outcomes that approximate the pto-

portional payoff distribution.
e fruitful line of inquiry, @

9.5 EXPERIMENTS ON RESPONSIVENESS AND
‘_IEEF;ISLATORS AS SUBJECTS

number of experiments directly test the
mson, and Morelli models (e.g. Fréchette et al, 2005). These pr.e‘r}-;
ples of both “speaking to theorists” and “searching for facts®
cal propositions, and attempt to unde
allocated. These studies consistently find that Morel
best. For example, the predictions of many of these exp
ierejohn in that the allocation of

any subjects reject offers aboye th

In on
Baron-Ferejohn, Ga
ments are excellent exam
xplicit tests of competing theoreti

LU

slative coalitions do not operate in a vacuum. At th
and empirical analyses of legislative behaviour ‘is ¢ heart of both norma-
_F’_’“ﬂonal studies have long since attempted to disental Colncern f0r. v er—
uency preferences, legislative behaviour, and poli angle the relationship betwecn
: lagued by problems of endogeneit Tl,1 Y OUtC?mCS. B e
useful in directly testing how legi i Lhus. TRk ERpEHmENIIGN, e Proven
P include reaslg | Ole egislators .reSpond to public preferences. Many of
B ey o s ;isi ztgs functlon'%ng ir,1’ their actual political envir)(,)n-
h ee;nd et e ears of princes” than to actually speak to legis-
and Broockman
legislators respér?gltlcz iiﬁ?ﬁiﬁﬂ fieSigEHEd ?eld experipent to address
B i 0o ries. Emails were sent to sta isla-
, itegor blEck lzrl}ilal;eagi?erlllng to \.'Ote.. Tf_le emails were randomized t:)ecli:)iltsi?n
Lol receine zsfan 1nd1caj[1on of the sender’s partisan preference
_ '-t_he T ce1w§r rephes, and controlling for partisanship dici
! e tboth policc! ar:li y illuminates a pattern of discrimination where
ity legislators suggesti}; ases reply t'o the black sender with far less frequency
fraises important ethgigcalynm-etrlc responsivefiess to public concerns,
RlAls, This issue beco C(?ns1derat10ns about experimental research
mes particularly clear when the outcomes of interestoi?l

they provide e
stand how portfolios will be

demand bargaining performs
iments contrast with the expectations of Baron-I

efits is more egalitarian than expected and that m
continuation value.

Heretofore, the experimental context of the st
cussed. Diermeier (2011) notes that much of this research follows in the methodol

developed by experi mental economics and game theory in which subjects interact
ymously through computer ter minals with payments based on performance, whi
fers quite notably from the face-to-face paradigm used in most majority votingst
Diermeier asserts that a nu mber of promising lines of research rooted in psye
shift the experimental design away from the abstract economic setting and move

a C()l\fﬂXt-l’iCh environ ment.

Some of this research exten
are formed, but how they actually negotiate i
rich experiments enable scholars to examine a varie
trust, including: nonverbal communication via face-to-fac
son withcnmputer-based negotiations, public versus private communicationss

st G ication settings (Swaab et al. 2009). Face-to-face intera
chown to increase bargaining efficiency, private communications decrease &4 €0t are political as opposed to i
. i pposed to individually beneficial. Butler and Nickerso
n

and secrecy appears o undermine trust and prevent efficient bargaining alto : " Iy provided half of th
enriching the experimcnta'l context, re able to test theories of COREES SVIERWise unavailable d‘e m‘ember S.Of the New Mexico State House with th
mation and the Baron-Ferejohn model pr  settingS A48 sstand Nickerson thel; mleS:lﬂCt-SpeClﬁc public opinion data on a Particulai
for variation in com munication strategies. e with the views of ts}:l e d Whet_her legislators who received that infor-
Disparities between model predictions and empiri sist S 0 follow voters’ pref eir constituents and found that information did
research questions remain unanswered. The lack of congruence betw fortiE M€ 0f legis|ato g Votiizbe;}i:\fieos ‘ Thisds tudy provides unparalleled insighlts
ur, and the study authors characterize their

udies mentioned has not been dis

ds beyond Baron-Ferejohn to not only ask how ¢of i
n ways that facilitate trust. Con!
ty of dimensions that can I8
e interactions inec

researchers a
edictions in more realisti

cal results per
een
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for democracy. Yet they make no mention of the ethical implicationg

of withholding treatment froma random half of the legislature. . .

In a different direction, Neblo et al. (2010) report on expenmen‘ts fou;use.d on cop.
stituents, which use legislators as part of the treutnwnt., The .studles exal'n;n.cd. what
types of constituents were willing to engage in dehlw.rumu.]. w1l.h.'rhe t‘yple 0 “lellibera-
tion randomly consisting of either citizens de'.iheratn'.g with their me..bm het ‘of the U§,
Congress or deliberation with only other citizens. While much expe1T111e.1.1F‘1l Wﬂf’k i
\ce invokes public officials in treatments or outcomes, most of it uses fabyi-
aid the researcher’s purpose. The research behind the Neblo et al. jg
quite distinct in that it involves actual legislators recruited to participate in the studies,
which focus on who chooses to deliberate. For example, I:errio et al. .dcmunstrat.e Fhat
the opportunity to deliberate witha membet: of (llongl'css significantly increases willing.
ness to participate in deliberation (also see L'stcrlmget al, 20?1)‘ o .

These experimental studies of legislative behaviour, while quite different from the
coalition and voting studies, are innovative for their mundane

of real legislators as participants
between experimental rea lism, extern ! :
underdeveloped in the experimental literature on legislative behaviour.

findings as positive

political scier
cated treatments to

9.6 CHALLENGES AND THE FUTURE OF
EXPERIMENTS

Our review of applications has hopefully made clear that experiments add conside

insight to what we know about legislatures. They enable r?search.e rs to o\ferclom:l
(e.g. endogeneity, confounding variables) faced wt?h observation | daig
enges that may explain why experiments hst\:e HOF--

legislative studies and this section identifies SOME

mon problems
Yet, there are significant chall
as dominant of a methodology in
these challenges.

Perhaps the most notable
ticipants. The bulk of studies
at least individuals who are no
results from such studies provide scant insight of fegié
While we recognize it is a constraint, we also take a more optimistic ap

two major points.
First, a cursory glance at a 1€

constraint concerns the nature of the experunent

(other than those on responsiveness) rely on std
t actual legislators. This causes many to WOIrys

in the realities of legislative behay
proachs

; ng S&

lated literature on international bargain g
ects. This can be :
ti

as evidence that strides can be made by using stude‘nt subj o 1 el
role-playing which has proven successful in generatnjlg ‘pred l;/l[ IOI;1 Fthis}
have clear relevance to the actual international negotiations. 1‘1C ° ¢ roled
simulations where participants are experimentally assigned to ‘dlffer " worrle
ditions within simulated settings/negotiations. Additionally, if on€

realism (i.e. their use
and real legislatures as contexts). Clearly, trade-off§
al validity, control, and ethical con siderations are

THE EXPERIMENTAL STUDY OF LEGISLATIVE BEHAVIOUR 207

students per se, Kam et al. (2007) suggest recruiting non-student subjects, even for stud-
i.es pun on campus laboratories.
gecond, it is important to clarify the goal of experimental inference. The goal of
1 an e,,;pcrimenl is to identify a causal relationship. This differs from observational
| research that often focuses on inferring univariate characteristics of a population.
Experimental control aids the researcher by creating a reality that has precisely the fea-
yures of interest to the researcher (e.g. particular voting rules). While individual sub-
tacts might vary in unknown ways, the use of induced value is thought to make these
differences near-irrelevant by heavily structuring their preferences within the experi-
mental setting (and random assignment balances any differences between treatment
.egroups)- As induced value overwhelms subjects’ behaviour, the differences between
given sample of subjects and the real population of legislators to which inference
& intended become less important. Characteristics of subjects are only problematic
\when features of a sample dramatically differ from the target population and those
differences affect the extent to which subjects respond to a treatment (see Druckman
and Kam 2011). In general and particularly when induced value mimics preferences of
e real legislature to which inference is intended, any subject population can be used
% draw accurate causal inferences unless there is some unique feature of the subject
sulation that makes them react dramatically different to the stimuli than would
|legislators.
ally, many coalition processes of most recent interest are inherently dynamic—
it is, they occur over time and/or focus on ongoing policy-making processes (e.g.
Wan and Myatt 2012). Indeed, questions about the stability of legislative coalitions
pend upon longer timeframes than are possibly emulated in a single laboratory ses-
ut the costs and effort involved in such research can be quite high.
af said, we conclude on a more uplifting note by emphasizing the potential for
pansion of experiments in legislative studies. As shown, they have proven quite
I in certain areas and we believe more can be done. One avenue is increased
.'-tion between those taking political psychological and political economic
g thes—indeed, much of the advances in legislative studies employ economic-style
MEAES yet many political science experiments are more psychological in nature.
BIOtably absent from our review of applications are survey experiments. This is
.su}:fr:i:ierllg given a long.history‘of successfully launching surveys of either
. Su\cl}elssor experts in certain areas. It would not be difficult to embed
s urveys to explore how respondent legislators would react to dis-
08 (e.g. Tomz 2009).
” ‘;’;I;;rilf:nts arle one tool. that will complerr}ent others but one that we
N collabof:é ro s along with adv?nces in statistical methods, and the col-
i o b\;e ata sets '(e.g. Miiller fmd Strem. 2000). Despite Lowell’s
865 (e g, 1o é;a)n, experlmer.lts have in fa'ct lot'1g been a part of research
Keriment, . u91 d.7 » and we believe that, in line with much of the rest of the
play an even more prominent place in the future.
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NOTES

1. Partsof this section are taken from Druckman et al, (20065 20113 2011b).
,. The first two application sections drawgenerously on, respectively, Miller (2011) and
20m) each of which reviews experimental applications in these areas.

Diermeier (
uncovered set are not necessarily stable—the instability g

3. However, outcomes within the
simply constrained toa smaller region of the space.

4. The Baron-Ferejohn model predicts that unless there is n
prefer a closed rule to an open rule.

5. “An equilibrium is said to be stationary if the continuation values for each structurally

equivalent subgame are the same” (Baron and Ferejohn 1989, 1191).

o impatience, legislatures wif|
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