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Abstract

A growing literature has focussed attention on ‘expressat@er than ‘instrumental’
behaviour in political settings - particularly voting common criticism of the
expressive idea is that its myriad possibilities makatiierad hocand lacking in both
predictive and normative bite. We agree that no sirigkr definition of expressive
behaviour has emerged to date, and no detailed foundatispsafic expressive
motivations have been provided, so that there are rivespecific implications drawn
from the analysis of expressive behaviour. In responserowide a foundational
discussion and definition of expressive behaviour thaiwats for a range of factors.
We also discuss the content of expressive choicegiisshing between moral, social
and emotional cases, and relate this more general adoaine specific theories of
expressive choice in the literature. Finally, we disdbe normative and institutional

implications of expressive behaviour.
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1. Introduction

There has been a growing level of attention paid taldtenction between ‘instrumental’ and
‘expressive’ choice in the political economy literatuaad specifically in that part of the
literature devoted to voting behaviour. The idea of ‘expresaitiag’, captures the idea that
voting may be motivated by concerns other than a carfoethe eventual outcome of the
election; concerns that are more directly and immeljidinked to the act of voting, or of
voting for a particular candidate or option, itself.ndw-standard line of argument in support
of the idea of expressive voting in large scale elestimgins with the observation that for
ordinary members of the large collective, their individite is extremely unlikely to
determine the electoral outcomes. Any ‘instrumentdtudas that focuses on the overall
expected utility associated with the outcome of tleetan, and admits that voting is at least
somewhat costly, is therefore very likely to shoat thoting is irrational. By emphasising
aspects of the act of voting, or of voting for a paféic candidate or option, that do not
depend on the overall outcome of the election, welaeeta portray voting as individually
rational; and such aspects have been labelled as bepmgssive™

The basic idea here is clear enough: voting may ‘egpsesne aspect of the voter’s
beliefs or personality regardless of any impact thattite has on the outcome of the
election, and such ‘expression’ may be valuable to tigidual and so provide
sufficient motivation to vote. But this basic idezeds considerable further
development. For the idea of expressive choice to do thareprovide a critique of the
standard instrumental model, it must identify a systentasis for expressive choice
and so be able to predict behavior that is systematidédbrent than would arise under
instrumental choice. In other words, the theory mustarbeyond the mere idea of
expressive choice, and focus on the content of theaneleexpression and its

behavioural and normative implications.

! An alternative response to the difficulty of the expeettlity maximising model is suggested by
Ferejohn and Fiorina (1974). If the rationality of votisranderstood in terms of the minimax regret
formulation, rather than the expected utility maximisafarmulation, it is shown that voting is ‘rational’
even if the utility gain from the preferred candidate wiignis only modestly greater than the utility cost
of voting: so that a member of the electorate whatismal in the minimax regret sense will vote in many
cases where the simple expected utility maximizing memidne electorate would abstain. We do not
pursue alternative specifications of instrumental ratignizere.



Much of the literature to date has focussed attenticih@basic contrast between
expressive and instrumental behaviour in political sgstinparticularly voting.But in
doing so, it has exhibited highly variable approaches todhent of expressive
behaviour. Responding to this variety of interpretatiocpramon criticism of the
expressive idea is that its myriad possibilities makatiterad hocand lacking in

specific predictive and normative bite.

We agree that, to date, no single, clear definitiomefdontent of expressive behaviour
has emergediand no detailed foundational discussion of expressivevatitis has
been provided, so that there are rather few specifiigations - either positive or
normative - that can be drawn from the analysis pfessive behaviour. In response,
we provide a more detailed definitional account of expredsehaviour and, with this
definition in place, we discuss the foundational contémxpressive choice
distinguishing between moral, social and emotional cassating these general cases
to the specific theories of expressive choice in teeaiure. We also discuss the

normative implications of the various theories.

This paper is intended, in part, to survey the literaturexpnessive choice, so as to
develop further analysis of the range of expressive itlealay. However, the paper is
distinct from a number of recent papers that setmstitvey the literature on voting
turnout/participation and which include reference to theesgive idea as one of
several approaches to this topie focus on expressive motivations and behaviour
across a range of application (not just voting), buhevieen limited to the area of
voting, our focus differs from that in the turnouthgapation literature; the primary
concern in that literature is on explainmy individuals vote rather thamwthey

vote By focussing on the content of expressive choice, rafiaerthe logic of

expressive choice, we will focus dowindividuals vote.

While the paper has a survey aspect, it is intended maulod more than that. The focus
of the next section is on providing a more precise anfiludefinition of expressive

% The act of voting has been the main focus of work on esjwebehaviour with some links to other
types of expressive behaviour present in everyday lifeefpirical analyses of the correlation between
general expressive behaviour and voting, see Copeland aadd_002), Laband et al (2008) and
(2009).

% Nor any systematic discussion of the relationshipragbe various approaches to expressive content.
* See Dhillon and Peralta (2002), Feddersen (2004), Dowding)(205Geys (2006).



choice — one that is capable of applying in a varietetings. Dowding (2005)
concludes that the main reason why non-instrumentaheagbns for voting find little
favour with some political scientists and political romists is not so much that they
find it tautological or lacking in predictive power, bbat the critics have a ‘desire for
deeper reasond’An important aspect of the following assessment of/é®us

theories of expressive action is whether they do rti@me simply state the possibility of
an expressive motivation. That is, can they providedbaired ‘deeper reasons’ that
would underpin any particular expressive motivation? Amtged, would any such
‘deeper reasons’ satisfy a reasonable definition ot weéh@quired for a choice to be

expressive?

In section 3 we will survey the various theories giressive choice that have emerged
and the related empirical work. We identify three broatggories of expressive
theories; relating in turn to expressing identity, expirey moral views, and expressing
social pressures, rational irrationality and self-delusWith these three broad accounts
in place, we will then turn to questions of the efintg or inefficiency of expressive
behaviour and its institutional implications. Sectidmwill offer some concluding

comments.

2. Expressive Behaviour: towards a definition

A major reason why the idea of expressive behaviour lcas/ezl so much attention in
the analysis of voting is that its defining logic sedoth clear and attractiVewhile

the specific content of expressive choice is contastithe basic definition of what it
means for a choice to be expressive appears uncontrovelsiedver, we will suggest
in this section that this view is a little too optinstand that definitional aspects of

expressive behaviour need rather more careful considerstie will also suggest that

® For critical discussion see Green and Shapiro (198d)Maseller (2003). The essence of these
criticisms is that the inclusion of non-instrumentafrtgiin the analysis may render it tautological and
unable to generate testable predictions. Dowding (2005¢sithat these criticisms are unfair, but that
the ‘desire for deeper reasons’ to be provided is fullifjad.

® An early discussion of expressive choice is to be fannBuchanan (1954). Discussions of expressive
choice and voting are to be found in Riker and Ordeshook (1@&8jocus on duty; Tullock (1971)

and Goodin and Roberts (1975) who focus on ethical vdilmgna (1976) links expressive voting to
party allegiance. Brennan and Buchanan (1984), discuss expressigginohore general terms and
focus on the problems it causes for the normativiuatian of political outcomes.



the strong focus on the voting context can be unhelpfilantifying a more general

definition of expressive behaviour.

We begin with simple comparative statements of theeunsental and expressive cases.
In the instrumental case, individuals are assumed toatetik@ns or make choices in
such a way that the consequences of those actionssho@ximally serve their
interests (whether narrowly or broadly defined). Pup$arindividuals undertake
actionX in order to achieve their all-things-considered prefeotgdomey.

Instrumental choice is in this way indirect and inalasiindirect insofar as you choose
an action in order to gain access to the full range ideguences of that action
however remote they may be from the action it$etflusive in the sense that all

consequences are deemed relevant and are included inral cwesideration.

By contrast, in the expressive case, individuals aenasd to take actions or make
choices in such a way that those actions/choicesmadlyi express that individual (or
some aspect of the individual). Put simply, individualdartake actioiZ in order

simply toZ (and perhaps to be seenZ’ Expressive choice is in this way direct and
exclusive. Direct in the sense that you choose aorait order to gain the direct or
intrinsic benefits of so choosing/acting, regardless efuhther or more general
consequences (if any) of that action. Exclusive in émses that this is not an all-things-
considered evaluation but one which focuses on a spsulfiset of benefits.

It should be clear from these statements, that expesssncerns are a sub-set of the
concerns that will be considered in a full, all-thirggssidered, instrumental evaluation;
so that the contrast between the expressive accodiharnnstrumental account is best
understood as the contrast between a part and the wdithler, than the contrast

between two disjoint alternativés.

But this simple comparison conceals further complbeeti First we should recognize
that not all direct and intrinsic benefits (or cost® ‘expressive’ in nature. Consider the

link between the basic idea of expressive voting and Ol¢h885)Logic of Collective

" To be a ‘Z-performer’ as Schuessler (2000) puts it.

8 Although we must recognise that in many usages, writen@dose the terms ‘instrumental’ and
‘expressive’ in this whole/part way, but rather seendéntify two disjointsets of ideas.



Action In Olson’s discussion, a fundamental contrasetsvben those benefits
associated with the group that are dependent on colletii@n and so are subject to
possible free-riding, and those benefits of group membetis&i@are directly accessible
to individuals and which can therefore act as seleatiwentives for individuals to join
the group. These selective incentives play a very simala in Olson’s theory to the
role played by expressive benefits in expressive votiegrih— in both cases they focus
attention on the direct or proximate benefits thatiradesidually accessible — but there
is no sense in which Olson’s selective incentives robaegtuly expressive in their
nature. Indeed, the standard examples are simple corisnrbphefits’ This is not to
say that expressive ideas play no part; it may be tl@selective incentive that relates
to joining particular groups is the desire to identify withttgroup (Hamlin and
Jennings 2004), the point here is simply that the link betweeitea of a benefit that
flows directly from the performance of an act, andeapressive benefit is not
automatic. The expressive idea must be seen as idagtdysub-set of all possible
direct, performative benefits. In this way, the theoigxpressive behaviour is
necessarily narrower than the theory of behaviourvatad by direct, immediate or
intrinsic costs and benefits. It happens to be plaudik in the case of voting, the
most apparent direct or intrinsic benefits likely to bsoaiated with the act of voting
are expressive in nature — but this should not hide théhacnot all direct and intrinsic
benefits (or costs) are expressive.

But the simple idea of ‘expression’ may be in anothay o broad. Consider my
behaviour when | accidentally hit my thumb with a hamrheray cry out in pain, and
that cry may naturally be termed an expression of nry. Bt is this the sort of
expression that we are concerned with in developinglahihiting a theory of
expressive behaviour? Our approach here is to place thny tifeexpressive behaviour
firmly within the rational choice approach — so thattiges of expression that concern
us are those that relate to the motivating of ratiangon. Now, in the case of my
hammering, certainly the possibility of a painful blow pd®s me with reason to be

° The standard examples include such things as the mmoasprivate benefits such as discounts on
insurance or access to sporting facilities to incergimnembership of trades unions.



careful, but the idea of the expression of pain (asdisirom the pain itself) plays no

obvious motivational rolé°

So, roughly speaking, the types of expression that we acewed with as being
relevant to a theory of rationally expressive behavioaitlaose expressions that serve
as reasons either for or against particular actions might term this sub-set of

expressions the set of motivating expressions.

So far, then, we have done no more than mark ouethieoty that we believe the
theory of rationally expressive behaviour seeks to ocdtipyms to focus attention on
the potential motivating and incentivizing effects of cerfarms of expression that
attach directly to actions or choices. As such, tleetty may be seen both as capable of
offering distinctive understandings of particular situatigisuch as voting) where more
standard rational choice theory focussed on more pehetnd instrumental outcomes
of actions/choices fail to convince; and of contribgtio the more general
understanding of rationality in a wider range of situatidxswe have stressed, all-
things-considered rational choice should be seen aglingl both direct and indirect
costs and benefits, both outcome-oriented and expressiests of behaviour.
Expressive considerations may not be relevant imalice situations, or may be of
vanishingly small importance in some situations, but timeige idea that expressive
ideas may be relevant alongside other consideratiomgity situations is important;
not least since it points to the idea that expressideoatcome-oriented motivations are
best seen as parallel inputs into an overall analydisltaviour, rather than as

alternative models.

In any given situation where both expressive and non-esqgessonsiderations are
relevant, the action that would be chosen on expregsoumds may differ from the
action that would be chosen on either outcome-oriegteunds or as the result of all-
things-considered choice, but this is not necessarilZlarly, without some further
account of the substantive content of the relevant iflegpression, we cannot be

specific as to the nature of expressively motivated elsoiout it is clear from the

19 Of course one can always add special features to thepéxa perhaps | am concerned not to cry out
because it may wake a sleeping child — but while suchiadalifeatures may make the possibility of my
crying out relevant, this relevance is achieved by addirthdr instrumental detail rather than focussing
on the expressive aspect of the cry.



structure of the relationship between expressive and nubceroe-oriented
considerations that there is nothing that guarantee=r ¢ftat expressive concerns will
pick out the same action as the outcome-orientedecoscor how these two sets of

concerns may interact in an all-things-considered caiculu

The expressive theory of voting might have either a@f tljectives. On the one hand, it
might simply focus on providing a logic to explain vat@mout (answering the ‘why
vote?’ question). On the other hand, it might also seekaim that expressive voting
leads to a different outcome than would have ariseenindtrumental voting, by
claiming that expressive benefits not only bring you #ogblls but also re-direct your
vote (addressing the *how to vote?’ question). Cledilydistinction depends on
whether the expressive and outcome-oriented reasowmstfog for a particular option

or candidate pick out the same preferred voting actiarobr

To the extent that expressive and outcome-oriented argsipelhin different
directions, it is common to locate the trade-off legwthem as part of standard price
theory™ We should expect to see essentially expressive chajgerted more readily
in those situations where the ‘price’ of such behavi®ilow; where price is construed
in terms of outcome-oriented considerations foreganeases where the decision-
maker is fully decisive, expressive considerations willllze relevant but the price that
has to be paid to choose expressively in terms of the oubceme-oriented benefits
foregone is high. By contrast, in cases where acsi@ssentially inconsequential, as in
the case of voting in large scale elections, the mi@xpressive behaviour is low, and
we should expect it to dominate.

However, the voting situation presents a number of featiimat frame the definition of
expressive behaviour, and we should be careful in tedsamg apart. Here we will
consider three aspects of defining expressive behaviouffirsheoncerns the structure
of collective action problems and the more general afelrectly inconsequential

1 See Brennan and Lomasky (1993), Brennan and Hamlin (2000),a8ré2008).

2 This would locate voting within a more general ‘econmf low-cost decisions’ (Kliemt 1986),
(Kirchgassner 1992). Kirchgassner compares decisions asueoting, ‘where the individual decision is
irrelevant for the individual himself/herself, but tt@lective decision is relevant for all individuals’ it
decisions such as, judicial decisions, ‘where the indiVideeision is irrelevant for the individual
himself/herself, but it is highly relevant for othedividuals’ (p. 305-06).



behaviour, the second concerns the potential audienexgoessive behaviour, and the

third concerns the relationship between expressed viewswandie¢ws.

As we have seen, the argument in relation to expreseivway starts from the
presumption that an overall decision is to be made bggjado that voting in the
aggregate is instrumentally causal. The argument thenstiovke large number of
individuals involved in mass elections so as to establadillactive action problem, a
claim about the probability of any individual vote being dgeisand finally to a claim
about the inconsequential nature of individual voting. Bshduld be clear that it is
only the conclusion of this chain of argument that eratfor defining the idea of
expressive behaviour. Whatever the argument supporting theseguential nature of a
particular choice or piece of behaviour, the mere fattit is seen as inconsequential
will deny the logic of outcome-oriented behaviour and suppertogic of expressive
behaviour. In this way, we can immediately drive a wedde/éen collective action
problems and expressive behaviour; while situations thabeaescribed as collective
action problems may sometimes give rise to expressikiavour, they are by no means
necessary for the display of expressive behaviour, andicly should have no place in

the definition of expressive behaviour.

For example, consider a situation in which an individigides to write to a local
newspaper to complain about some feature of locadtiteto suggest a remedy. How
can this behaviour be explained? The standard outcoieten, instrumental line
would have to be that the individual concerned seesdtasmeans of effecting a
desirable outcome: most obviously the implementatiath@tuggested remedy. But the
expressive line might suggest that the behaviour is bestatodd simply in terms of
venting dissatisfaction, or identifying with the crifigasition, and that the observed
behaviour might be expressively rational even if théviddal knew in advance that
writing to a newspaper would have no impact on the situ@oenplained about. Here
several aspects of the standard voting story are absbkate is no background belief
that decision making relative to the particular aspéldaal life is made by reference to
the aggregate level of letter writing, there is no nemgsreference to interactions
amongst large numbers of individuals, so this is hacblle action problem, and there
IS no necessary reference to any probability of deaiss® But even so, the act of
letter writing is €x hypothe$iinconsequential, and it is just this fact that both esvit



and suggests an expressive account. And once this invilmBooepted, we can go on
to ask whether the content on the letter and the rngihedggests might differ from the
remedy that this same individual might put in placéifact, they had full decision-
making power relative to the relevant aspect of latal |

This example suggests that the case of expressive voangot be a good guide to the
more general class of expressive behaviour, not leagtiethe case of voting tends to
focus our attention on issues such as collective aatdrthe large number case which
are not defining aspects of expressive chbidend this point is at least reinforced by
considering the analogies and examples that are commsedywithin the expressive
voting literature. Brennan and Buchanan (1984) and Brennabaamasky (1993)
compare expressive voting to cheering at a sports natteh,dinner party
conversation. Both these examples are taken to desndbnsequential situations.
Furthermore, they are literally ‘expressive’ in terofiwisible actions and voice. While
we agree that these are good examples of expressiagitveh we are not convinced of
the analogy with voting. In the dinner party case,géeeral idea is simply that | might
express support for policies that | would not enactiéte in power, simply because of
the direct benefits of expressing those viéBut here again a number of key features
of the voting case are missing. There is no valid aggamthat the aggregate of dinner
party conversations is causally effective in choosingpothere is no necessary
reference to the size of the dinner party (or thebemof dinner parties) and so on. All
there is, and all there needs to be, is a plausibi@ theat dinner party statements are
(largely) inconsequential with respect to the apparertecbof those statements. If |
say ‘l support X', it has no significant effect on wiext X comes about. And the whole
point of the dinner party analogy, presumably, is thigtinconsequential setting is
likely to produce statements that are at variance théhactions that the same
individual would actually undertake if they were decisivethis way the dinner party
story speaks directly to the ‘how to vote?’ questiomamathan to the ‘why vote?’

guestion.

13 Of course, this is not to suggest that large number deteattion problems are not one arena in which
expressive choice is relevant — just that this ism®bhly arena and so cannot define expressive choice.
14 Perhaps in terms of impressing my friends, or estaijsh particular persona at little cost, or simply

in generating an enjoyable debate.
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In the case of cheering at sports events, even #dagept that cheering may be
instrumentally effective (in increasing the probabillgtt your team wins) in aggregate
to at least some extent, and that the large numberlv@d/at a sports venue generates a
collective action, free-rider probletjt seems that the most that can be offered here is
an account that addresses the ‘why cheer?’ question thtrethe ‘how to cheer?’
guestion. After all, it is hard to see a Manchester drfa@ cheeringgainsthis team

and explaining his behaviour on the expressive grounds fthdnit make an

instrumental difference!

The provisional conclusion of this discussion of thiiective action/inconsequential
nature of expressive behaviour is that it is the inconsgg@ature of the choice or
behaviour facing the agent that is a necessary condaiogxpressive behaviour.
Collective action problems of the type faced in largdesgoting may provide one line
of argument in support of the inconsequential nature oicpé&at choices, but other
possibilities exist, so that collective action problemesraot necessary to the definition

of expressive behaviour.

Our second concern relates to the visibility or anonywiityhe behaviour under
consideration. While the act of voting is at least sehs public, the secrecy of the
ballot typically assures us that the content of oue W®@private. By contrast, the
examples of expressive behaviour already given - writngewspapers, cheering, and
dinner party conversation — are all essentially pubtichat we can immediately see the
possibility of them being expressive in nature. This raiseguestion of whether an act
must be at least somewhat public in order to qualify axpressive act; in short,

whether an expressive act requires an audience.

One line of response to this suggestion is that the a@grform her own audience; i.e.
that expression can, at least sometimes, be selftda. This is sometimes linked with
the argument concerning expression as a form of ideniifité&o be considered in

more detail below), where identifying with some positiwrcause combines elements

of self-identification and identifying oneself to others.

15 But note that this would not explain the phenomenon oinitiigidual cheering for his team while
watching on TV, here it is the basic nature of theasion that implies the inconsequential nature of the
action, rather any collective action problem.

11



In the context of voting, the lack of an obvious audgeincthe context of a secret ballot
might be thought to undermine the incentive to vote exprdgsingt here we might
point to slightly more complicated interpretationgltd expressive argument. Suppose
that | have an expressive desire to support a partipalagical position, or identify with
a particular political cause. Even if we admit tharety voting for that position or
cause cannot in itself count as ‘expressing’ myselfdmzaf a lack of relevant
audience, | can surely hold that | may wish to expresgadtitical views in all sorts of
public (but inconsequential) arenas, and the only way in whseln make these
expressions in future while maintaining a degree of intermadistency and integrity is
to vote expressively. Here then the vote is not itsgdf@ssive, but it is a precondition
for relevant further expression, and it can play tbie precisely because of its

inconsequential naturg.

Another version of the idea that you may be your ownegneg in matters of expression
arises in the discussion of certain public goods sughitenthropy. For example,
Andreoni argued that individuals actually derive private ben&thm a ‘warm glow’

and it is for this reason that philanthropy occurs oruelmgreater scale than standard
economic theory would lead us to expect (Andreoni 1990). Textent that expressive
voting is analogous to the ‘warm glow’ in charitableigg, it is clear that the relevant

audience is oneself.

While it seems reasonable to allow the possibility afidgpgour own audience, is it
plausible to allow the possibility of there being no andesat all? Here we think that
the answer is no; although we accept that this is llasgmatter of stipulation. It is
difficult to see how the idea of a motivating expressian generate the required
motivational force if it is has no possible audieri8et note that we are here adding the
rider of a ‘possible’ audience; it may well be the ddsd a motivating expression
operates on the basis of an intended (or perhaps ewmed for) audience that never in
fact materialises. So that it is the intended, possibtBence that matters in building an

'8 We recognise that this chain of argument involves aneieof instrumentality; voting ‘expressively’
in this case is instrumentally related to further egpive behaviour. We do not believe that this
undermines the claim that the vote is nevertheless ‘sgie in nature since it is part of a more general
pattern of behaviour.

12



explanation of the underlying behaviour, and the factttteae was no actual audience

may be neither here nor there.

Our third concern relates to the issue of whether expressed hold any particular
relationship to truly-held views. A variant of this issmncerns the question of
preferences, where again the issue is whether prefererpeessed in circumstances
that are inconsequential are more, or less, relialieators of true preferences than
those preferences revealed in circumstances of fallgequential choice. There is
much debate to be had in this area, but we offer sam@esinitial thoughts. First, it
seems deeply inappropriate to begin from a positiondeatifies either purely
instrumental or purely expressive preferences/views/opimathstrue
preferences/views/opinions as a matter of definitidre more reasonable and less
restrictive starting point seems to be one that resegrthat any individual at any time
is likely to hold a range of preferences, views and opgidroth outcome-oriented and
expressive - where there is no necessary requirerhabsolute coherence as between
the various preferences, views and opinions. And any o¢ they be relevant to
decision/action in appropriate institutional and contextralimstances. From this
starting point, it might seem that a context thatdsiboth instrumental and expressive
considerations to bear on decision making, each withdperopriate weight, is one
which would allow the individual to reach an all-thingsislered decision that might
be as close as we are likely to get to reflecting sale® of ‘true’ or ‘fully considered’
preferences/views/opiniot$ And in circumstances that privilege either instrumenta
expressive concerns at the expense of the other, vikedyeo reveal only a limited
sub-set of the full range of preferences/views/opinadribe relevant individual. In this
sense, neither outcome-oriented nor expressive pretsenay be taken as ‘true’,
while each reflects an element of some underlying trifilran (1995) focuses on cases
in which external pressures may lead individuals to exptiesss which are not their
own, (and, in extreme cases, even to internalise @eas), and we will consider this
position more closely below. The basic point is #adernal pressures can significantly
affect both behaviour and, ultimately, beliefs; and fi$ needs to be borne in mind

when engaging in normative debate relating to revealealvimlr.

" This is not the place to press deeper questions efiti@geneity of preferences (whether instrumental
or expressive) or the nature of the ‘truth’ sought eghrase ‘true preferences’.

13



Our provisional conclusion here then is just that inrded expressive behaviour we
should avoid prejudging the normative status of ‘expressmatcome oriented’ or
‘instrumental’ preferences or opinions , either directhpy labelling them relative to
‘true’ preferences and opinions. Conclusions on theseersathould emerge from
further discussion rather than be built into defingion

So, at this stage, we offer the following three definingeats of expressive behaviour
and the distinction between expressive and outcome-eddighaviour.

(1) The context or institutional setting in which thé&eiour is to be undertaken will
determine the extent to which behaviour is outcome-odemtexpressive in nature —
and the more inconsequential is the behaviour (regaraoliébs nature of the detailed
argument that supports the conclusion of inconsequéyfitie more expressive will
that behaviour be. Note that this indicates a continuom fully outcome-oriented
behaviour (in circumstances where expressive concegrabaent or irrelevant) to fully
expressive behaviour (where outcome-oriented concermsthee absent or irrelevant)
via a middle ground in which expressive and outcome-orientesidgrations are both
relevant to at least some degree in determining acthalimur via an all-things-

considered evaluation.

(2) Expressive behaviour is to be understood relative to daeragd either directly or
indirectly, and allowing for the fact that an individuady, in at least some
circumstances, be their own audience. This is to itelitet the specification of the
audience, as well as the specification of the aatay, be required to fully understand
expressive behaviour. | may have good reasons to exprasdf mgry differently to
different audiences, even though my underlying prefergictb outcome-oriented and

expressive) are constant.

(3) The normative status of expressive (or indeed, outarreated) behaviour is a
matter for further analysis, rather than a mattemfial definition. So that, initially,
behaviour might be considered as expressive to the ektgnt responds to immediate,
concerns that depend only on the behaviour itself (andapsgits observation) rather
than more remote, outcome-oriented and investmentdikeerns that depend
crucially on factors over which the individual lacks proate control.

14



However it should be clear that these three statentgnnhot serve to fully characterise
expressive motivations or expressive behaviour — they sellyego provide the
structure within which such expressive behaviour can be unddrand analysed. In
order to complete the definitional exercise we musfroahthe more fundamental

guestion of the content of expressive motivations.

3. Theories of Expressive Choice

We will now survey the various substantive theorieexpiressive choice that have
emerged, and the empirical work associated with theear{y| while most of the work
on expressive choice has been developed in the corfitidsd discussion of voting, it
should also be clear that we view voting to be a speage within the broader class of
expressive behaviour. Therefore, in what follows sorfexeace will be made to
theories and applications that bear no direct relahipnto mass elections.

One version of the expressive account would seem tod@@vieason for voting, but
have no impact on the decision of how to vote and,rasudt, might allow us to
proceed with the outcome-oriented account of how to wotksturbed by other factors.
This is essentially the idea of ‘expressive choice &g developed by Riker and
OrdeshooK?® Such an approach tells us that voters vote out of a s€dsiy, so that
they express their respect for the duty through votirgyvéver, since there is clearly no
duty to vote for any particular candidate or option, dugglitcan have no impact on
precisely how the voter votes. On this account, theesgpre value of ‘doing one’s
duty’ gets around the paradox of voting without seriouslylehging the key results of
the standard instrumental model.

Since this is a version of expressive voting behaviourighHamited to addressing the
‘why vote’ question , it is in line with the evidence &irategic voting that is normally
interpreted in outcome-oriented terms (Alvarez, Boehrmakd,Nagler 2006). This tells
us that where a candidate ranks candidates A, B an@@an of outcome-oriented
desirability, but where A is known to have no chanceiohimg the election, a strategic

18 See Riker and Ordeshook (1968) and Jones and Hudson (2000).
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voter might vote for B rather than A in an attempptevent C from winning. This
clearly seems to be an outcome-oriented explanédiostrategic voting since the voter
would seem to be selecting a less preferred candidatenamner that relies on the
possibility that their vote is decisive and might alitheir least preferred candidate C to
win. Theories of expressive choice that also addredsaiv(and not justvhy) question
in relation to voting might appear to have some difficekplaining strategic voting.
However, Brennan (2008) rebuts the claim that evidenceaiégic voting provides
evidence against expressive voting and advances two arguimantsight reconcile
strategic voting and expressive voting. First, that vasreyserious undertaking and
that the voter might consider it frivolous and irresgible to vote for A if A is widely
thought to have no chance of winning. Second, expressiveechnaig be about booing
as well as cheering. There may be greater expresdive mabooing for C (by voting
for B) than in cheering for A.

Brennan’s defence of an expressive understanding of strat&tjig seems to accept
the idea that the expressive ranking of A, B and Cas#ime as the ranking which
would be made in outcome-oriented terms. But clearly &8sl mot be the case. An
alternative explanation of apparently strategic votimghtrely on differences in these
rankings. So that while a particular pattern of voting maypear to be ‘strategic’ when
considered in terms of the instrumental ranking, iewealed to be straightforwardly
optimal when considered in terms of the expressiveimgr{kvhich would still allow for
Brennan’s possibility of booing, rather than cheerifignis raises the questions of what
factors are likely to determine an expressive rankirtgerfirst instance, and under
what circumstances instrumental and expressive rankiedialy to diverge? In order
to categorize expressive accounts in terms of the bratadenof their claims regarding
the content of expression, we begin by considering ti@ns on the theme of
expressing identity, before considering the possibility tharality may provide the
relevant content for expressive behaviour. Finally wesicter the idea that the content
of expression may derive from social pressures, ignerandlusion. With these three
broad accounts in place, we will then turn to questidrike efficiency or inefficiency

of expressive behaviour and its institutional implicagion
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3.1  Expressive Choice asldentity

3.1.1 Expressive Choice as Social |dentity

Schuessler proposed the idea that what motivates votessvisnany others vote for a
particular option or candidate, and who the other vaergSchuessler 2000). In this
approach, voting is a form of social identification wigpes and/or numbers of other
voters. In simple terms, voting fofidentifies you with the set of people who vote for
X. Numbers may matter because you would not wish to igesiih too small a group,
but also because too large a group may reduce the valueefpfessive attachment.
But the particular identity of the voters that you seeklentify with, rather than just
their number, may be the more relevant. Of coursd| Woters are seeking purely to
associate themselves with groups of other voters, usingatididates or electoral
options only as points around which to congregate as atblete may be many
possible equilibria, and the prospect of instability wippitng points and the possibility
of bandwagon effects. However, if there are at lsaste voters who might be
considered as partisans, in the sense that their motigdor voting points to voting for
a specific option or candidate, these partisans redheceethdency to instability.

Of course, candidates and, in particular, politicatiesrfaced with such voters, have a
clear incentive to appeal to groups that would also providea thiéh a winning level of
support. Parties may find that vagueness and ambiguity isedtdorm of election
strategy, since it allows the party to mean all thimgalitpeople. More generally,
parties will want to present themselves as a club anthttractive combination of
membership type and membership numbers.

Another prediction deriving from Schuessler’s approachas éxpressive choice can
help to explain the impact of negative campaigning angakeisation of voters.
Negative campaigns focus on identifying the characterharqiarties, and attacking
that character so as to make it seem an unattractitee 8een from the perspective of
any single party, negative campaigning will be a usefupaean reducing the
attractiveness of rival clubs. However, negative gaigning by all parties will make all
of the available ‘clubs’ less attractive, implying lowernout overall. And, of course, it
will be the least committed members of the electosdite will be dissuaded from
voting by negative campaigning, and so the remaining votennare likely to be
partisans so that parties are more likely to be pothrise
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Rotemberg (2009) also depicts voting as identity based, but mddel voters identify
with individuals that they agree with. This model buibaistwo psychological
tendencies. First, people tend to be altruistic to iddads that agree with them; and
second, individuals gain in self-esteem from discoveagrgement. One challenge to
the idea that voting is expressive is the correlatetwben voter turnout and the
closeness of the election. This correlation might ssigidpat voters are behaving
instrumentally and the higher turnout reflects an iaseein the (admittedly small)
probability of being decisive. Interestingly, Rotemberg asghat this correlation can
be explained with reference to the psychological tenderthat motivate his model, as
voters receive greater psychological benefits ineclasher than one-sided elections. In
this way, Rotemberg argues, the correlation betweendberess of the election and
turnout can be provided with a basis in the logic of esgve voting.

3.1.2 Expressive Choice asldentification with Parties or candidates

Brennan and Hamlin (1998) put forward the idea that expreskoiee may be related
more to identifying directly with parties, candidategpolitical positions rather than
groups of other voters. They suggest that elections mdgib@ated by issues that
capture expressive interest, and that these issuesxisainea domain that differs from
that which would more normally describe the outcomerteid approach. But even if
the domain of expressive concerns is similar to theastomf outcome-oriented
concerns, the distribution of expressive preferences iffay lom the distribution of

instrumental preferences.

In the Brennan and Hamlin model, voters vote for positc@mglidates that are
sufficiently close to their ideal point in the expigesdomain. If there are no
positions/candidates within a certain distance of tdeml point, they do not vote. And
parties/candidates can adjust their platforms stiGlgto attract voters. This leads to
a result that is roughly parallel to the standard medw@rtheorem in the setting of

outcome-oriented voting.

However, the Brennan and Hamlin paper leads to an eagariediction that
distinguishes their expressive model from the otherwisdas outcome-oriented
model. Although parties face similar incentives intiie models, and will tend to
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converge on ‘moderate’ positions, the decision of whidtheote is very different in the
two models. Brennan and Hamlin predict that moderatevetd with extremists
abstaining, while the standard Downsian model suggestpfusite because
extremists have greater outcome-oriented incentivesteocompared to moderates. In
an outcome-oriented model moderates are non-votersdeetiay aréndifferent,while

in an expressive model extremists are non-voters becthey aralienated"®

Greene and Nelson (2002) set out to test this predictibrirachthat extremists are as
likely to vote as moderates and thus argue that BrennaHamtn'’s prediction does
not hold®® But Greene and Nelson rule out outcome-orienteshgdty assumption
(due to its supposed irrationality). A fuller test of Brennan and Hamlin prediction
would be to check the nature of motivation for extrenasits moderates. If the former
are instrumentally motivated and the latter expressivetyvated, then the Brennan
and Hamlin prediction is not contradicted. Drinkwatedt dannings (2007) conduct
such an analysis and find some support for the Brennan amdirHprediction.
Calcagno and Westley (2008) also find evidence in support of &negomd Hamlin’s
thesis by considering the effect of primaries on turmogeneral elections. Closed
primaries lead to greater divergence between generalgiaztndidates than open
primaries. An instrumental account of voting would prediat turnout should be
higher in states with closed primaries, while the expressccount of voting would
predict that the greater identity with the convergentiates should lead to higher
turnout in states with open primaries. Calcagno and lyefind that turnout in a
general election is greater the more open the prim&ries

The normative implications of the two models surveyethsare unclear. They predict
ambiguity and limited convergence in an, as yet, unpdaxpressive dimension. One

strong implication, however, from the Brennan and Hamldel is that global

19 poutvaara (2003) applies the idea of alienation and indifferenparty membership decisions prior to
elections.

20 Nelson and Greene (2003) provide their own versioxmfessive choice which is founded on
imitative behaviour. This version of voting (similar $chuessler’s) is based on identity with fellow
voters rather than with candidates and for that reasgratigee it explains why extremists are not less
likely to vote than moderates.

2 1n earlier work Guttman, Hilger and Shachmurove (199%) évidence in the 1976 US Presidential
election which supports the expressive story that whamevnting occurs it is more likely due to
alienation than to indifference. They find that votings a function of absolute utility and not utility
difference.
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instability (due to cycling) is implausible. Quite simpgbglitical positions that are too

far from voter’'s expressive preferences will nevesélected because of alienation.

3.2  Expressive ChoiceasMoral Choice

3.2.1 Voting for moral or desirable characteristics

In a further paper, Brennan and Hamlin (1999) attack thetideahe argument for
representative democracy over direct democracy iseskg of a second-best nature,
where direct democracy would be superior to represeatdémocracy but for the costs
involved and other issues of feasibility. The attackvis-pronged. First, direct
democracy may be rendered problematic by inefficient expeesboice on policy
issues, which will be discussed in more detail below. skcand more positively, in
the case of representative democracy, voters may pickoral or other desirable
qualities in their representatives that suit them forkam the public sector; so that
representatives are on average more moral (or otleermase talented or competent)
than would be the case if they were drawn from the @ojpunl randomly or in some
way that was statistically representative. The iasitinal implications are strikingf. In
contrast to the heavy emphasis on constraints tmatally exists in the public choice
literature®® there is less need to be concerned about the pringjpat/aroblem
between politicians and the citizenry. In short,fdes of attention shifts, at least to
some extent, from the imposition of constitutionalsteaints on politicians assumed to
be self-interested, and toward the design of institatibat select politicians with

appropriate characteristics.

But the link from this aspect of the expressive literatartne wider debate on
constitutional design also has another element. Textent that constitutions
themselves are approved by popular voting, we might expeedqpressive argument to
apply to the choice of constitutional provisions, ad a&lthose provisions governing
the political institutions within which expression occtrZhis link reminds us that
constitutions are themselves the outcomes of polpicadesses and must be seen as

endogenous.

22 And are developed in Brennan and Hamlin (2000). See also BrandaPettit (2002). For related
discussions see Besley (2006).

% See, in particular, Brennan and Buchanan (1980) and (1985).

%4 See Brennan and Hamlin (2002) and (2006). We return to thigetimesection 3.5 below.
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The idea of the expressive selection of moral, competestherwise desirable
politicians also links with the idea of understandingjuidual political motivations
more in terms of dispositions and commitments rathen pure preferencésThe
combination of politicians who can credibly commit totjgalar dispositions, and
voters who select politicians at least partly on theshafstheir disposition, reinforces
the idea that constitutional arrangements that emppuléicians rather than constrain
them may sometimes be warranted. And there is dtdease empirical support for this
general perspective. Feddersen et al provide experimentahee that large elections
display what they term ‘moral bias’ such that outcenteat are thought by voters to be
morally superior are more likely to win in large-scalections than in small scale
elections® Since the distinction between large and small-scaftiehs maps onto the
distinction between expressive and outcome-orientedg,atiis result provides some
support for the idea of moral expressive voting.

3.2.2 Voting for merit goods

Brennan and Lomasky argue that a distinction can be betdesen ‘expressive choice’
(political choice), ‘instrumental choice’ (market chgiemd true reflective choice based
on fully considered underlying preferences (Brennan and Uoni893). The

normative appeal of the idea of individual autonomy (andwoes sovereignty) rests
on the basis of fully reflective choice, but choieesually made in particular
institutional settings are just as much a product of teetérgs as they are instances of
reflective choice. In choosing between institutioretisgs (politics versus the market,
for example) we should be aware that, in some cagpsessive choice may be a closer
approximation to true reflective choice than is instrutalechoice. How then do we
identify such cases? One example relates to merit g&wder(an and Lomasky 1983)
where it is argued that the more expressive political enment will be more
appropriate than the market which can be expected tastemtty under-supply merit
goods. Furthermore, to the extent that a political mashais used, the act of
contemplation prior to a vote may bring more reflecpweferences to the fore, such
that they may have a subsequent effect on how indilghehave in market choices.

This implies that reflection contributes to an expresshoice which may in turn

% This link is developed in Brennan and Hamlin (2000) and (20a8Hamlin (2006).
% Feddersen et al (2009). See also Fedderson and Sandroni (2006).
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influence instrumental choice — pointing to a possibleady which the interaction

between expressive and outcome oriented choices maytolly informative.

3.2.3 Voting for redistribution

Redistributive taxation may result from voting evelmene each individual is narrowly
self-interested and purely outcome-orierteBut there is a major strand of the
literature on redistribution that starts from the pregtion of at least some degree of
altruism — understood in terms of a concern for thiéanes or income level of othef&.
Once a degree is altruism is in place, the expregsigsibility is clear, and the
expressive aspect of political choice may be impoftamh Tullock’s striking phrase
voting offers an easy opportunity for the uncharitablegpear charitable. The basic
story, then, is that if we compare the situation ol redistribution is basically a
matter of private philanthropy with the otherwise samgituation is which a public
redistributive scheme may be enacted via a popular votejoulel expect significantly
more redistribution in the latter case; and thisay very different reasons. First and
most obviously, some voters will expect to benefit diyeitom redistribution and will
have (outcome-oriented) reason to vote for it, buli¢oeixtent that the election is large,
this may not be sufficient to actually cause them to.\®éeond, even those who will
contribute to the redistributive scheme will recognisedpportunity to express their
altruism, and the fact that the election is large @nkure that there is little cost to such

expression and so encourage them to vote.

This case then is closely related to, but not identicahe case of moral voting. The
distinction between these three cases is subtletaresting. In the case of altruism the
individual is expressing a particular preference that bagypen to have — in this case a
preference that relates to the well-being of others. gigference would be relevant to
private decisions too, but in the setting of fully consetjakaction, the preference for
philanthropy would have to be weighed against other prefesemhereas in the setting
of individually inconsequential voting, the preferencedlibruism can be expressed to

2" For an early paper making this point see Roberts (1977).

% The idea of Pareto optimal redistribution requires samk soncern, see Hochman and Rodgers
(1969). See also Paul et al (1993) and Andreoni (1989) and (1996httast Hillman (2009) disputes
the idea that private philanthropy involves a concermfioers arguing that it may simply reflect an
expressive attempt to self-identify as a generous person.

2 The argument was set out in Tullock (1971). Brennan (200ibjtsethe argument as one of five
accounts explaining the welfare state. See also SobaNagner (2004).
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its full extent. In the case of the moral egalitaneho has no personal preference for
altruism, the political setting may still allow andcenrage a vote for redistribution, but
this vote is based in a belief about morality, rathan a personal preference for
altruism. Of course, one might easily believe thaividdials who have a private
preference for altruism may be likely to be moral eégaéns, but there is no necessary
connection and the logic of the two cases diffeendf/the general conclusion is
similar. One might add that there is also a link tocee of voting for merit goods, to
the extent that income distribution is seen as at mpeod.

There have been numerous empirical studies of thessipe case for voting for higher
levels of redistribution. Carter and Guerete (1992) find ardgk evidence, but Fischer
(1996) builds on weaknesses in that study to find strongerreadS&upport is also
found in a number of further studies (Eichenberger andObmar-Gee 1998;
Feddersen, Gailmard, and Sandroni 2009; Sobel and Wagner 2@@estingly, Tyran
(2004) does not find direct support for expressive approvabtddtraoution, but does
find support for the view that voters tend to approve prdpdfsthhey expect others to
support thent?

3.3  Social Pressure, Information and Illusion

We have argued that the idea of true preferences shayiahplrole in the definition of
expressive behaviour. Consider the issue of redistributibare we might observe an
individual choosing ‘selfishly’ in their private or marketded activities, but choosing
more ‘benevolently’ in the political arena. It would difficult, perhaps impossible, to
ascertain whether the ‘true’ preferences of the iddii are ‘selfish’ or benevolent’
since we argue that each institutional setting elicpparéicular behaviour from some
underlying set of preferences, rather than directly abng’ true preferences.

A background assumption here is that behaviour is equallymefd, free, and
autonomous whether it is in a market setting or in aigallsetting, and it is partly
because of this symmetry assumption that we concludedither setting is the

superior or ‘fully revealing’ context for choice. tfaould be argued that one setting was

% Tyran’s study could be viewed as complementary to thetltit expressiveness may help to explain
high levels of turnout even where the margin of victsriarge. Empirical evidence for this is provided in
Ashworth et al (2006) and Coate et al (2008).
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systematically inferior to the other in terms of inf@tion, or autonomy, or in some
other relevant way, this would certainly be relevarih®overall consideration of the
relationship with true preferences. We will now coasiexamples where limitations or
constraints are imposed upon political action suchgblitical behaviour which seems
expressive may also be interpreted as artificiallyxogenously constrained. In these
examples, the statement that expressive behaviour magfleat true expressive
preferences is explicitly built into the discussion.

Consider again the distinction between examples likerashg at a sports match or
participating in a dinner party conversation on the @rehand voting on the other. As
already noted, one key difference lies in the idemtiion of an audience. Voting is
conducted privately. Does this imply that voting is natrang) example of expressive
behaviour? There would seem to be a trade-off hereotmthe sports and conversation
examples there is also a possibility that what isgbexpressed is not in fact a true
reflection of how the individual feels. As Kuran (1995)wes, individuals may be
conforming to social pressure. On the one hand the anonyrthéyent to voting

reduces its expressive content by limiting the direct aocdieand perhaps offers a
reasonable explanation for why a proportion of the etat¢ choose not to vote. On the
other hand, the anonymity would seem to protect the vater $ocial pressure thus
increasing the likelihood that the expressive conteatwdte is in some relevant sense
‘authentic’.

Where expressions are public, there may be hidden cadsts farm of social pressure
that distorts the expression made. And while the sbkatlett may provide some
insurance against such pressures, voting is not the onflicalyi relevant form of
expressive behaviour. Many actions such as attending demamstrat political
meetings, engaging in political debate, indeed almosspdias of ‘political
participation’ are likely to engage expressive behavib&@ince these forms of
behaviour are often essentially public, the questionsaabe/hether there is a way of
separating authentic from socially constrained expres8io

%1 This more general approach to political collectiveactind expressiveness is explored in Jones (2004)
and (2007).
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In the examples explored by Kuran (such as the suppoepodssive regimes in pre-
1989 Eastern European countries), political equilibriumgslisiunstable as the views
expressed are not actually held and we should expect bgndveffects leading to new
equilibria to operate (as happened in post-1989 Eastern Europaatnies). In contrast,
one might expect views that are truly held to be mtalels as a political equilibrium.
So, the stability of political equilibria, where the didpium clearly features mass
support and thus expressive behaviour as a feature, mighaqfteential test of how

authentic the underlying political expression is.

If we observe individuals engaged in collective actigrere we are confident that the
views expressed are not the result of distorting spoggsure, can we now be sure that
the opinions displayed are expressive? There are atbeairther challenges. These

are the roles played by information and illusion.

In addition to the paradox of voting, Downs (1957) famouslyvdrtention to the idea

of rational ignorance. Given the low probability @iy decisive there is not only a low
incentive to vote but (perhaps even more seriously) tisesdso a low incentive to

become informed about issues. Caplan (2007) extendsidasby developing the idea
of ‘rational irrationality’ to suggest that while vosehappily incur the low costs of
voting, in doing so they may express ill-informed and biasgidions which, when

aggregated, can lead to inefficient policies, assuming deatocracies are indeed
responsive to the aggregate voter opinion. Of coursetheiglaim of bias, rather than
the simple claim of relatively ill-informed opinionahis important to this argument. A
crucial finding in Caplan’s supporting empirical work is th#izens untrained in

economics have systematically biased beliefs relabitbdse trained in economics. He
argues that these biases can be seen in four main areasti-market bias, an anti-
foreign bias, a make-work bias, and a pessimistic biagarglees that the untrained hold
these biases because people desire certain beliefsilahdld/ these beliefs even when

they run contrary to evidence or expert opinion.

Beliefs are viewed as a normal good, so that whemn phie is low demand for them
will be high. The price will be low in situations whetfeat belief has no direct day-to-
day implications for the individual concerned. Therel Wwé@ many areas in which

individuals face low-cost decisions between alternabwkefs and may ‘choose’ their
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beliefs to fit with their preferences and prejudices. Riten individuals vote by
expressing such beliefs, they may have important sandbpolitical implications when
aggregated.

Rationally irrational voters do not possess informatibat would conflict with their
belief system as they have no incentive to acquirdlate that rational irrationality
differs from the simpler case of rational ignoram@zause of the role of the idea of
choosing beliefs and the possibility that this leadkidas. Although it seems that this is
just a possibility and not a necessity. Rational ioretlity is clearly a member of the
same family as expressiveness as the argument is dyvéme underlying idea of the
inconsequential nature of certain choices, but Caplaarsful to distinguish between
the two.

‘In expressive voting theory, voters know that feel-good policiemafiective.
Expressive voters do not embrace dubious or absurd beliefs about the wdnd......
contrast, rationally irrational voters believe that feel-good policieskw (p 138-39).

So a further condition would need to be fulfilled. To judgeote to be expressive of
true preferences rather than rationally irrationalweild need to check how well-
informed the voter is. One suspects that this issuelbmaymilar to social pressure. If
information were made available, digested and diffusexlitiir the population, a
relatively rapid shift in the political equilibrium mayise. If voting is an expression of
truly-held preferences, however, the political equilibriwill be much more stabfé.

A further challenge to a conclusion that voting is espive of truly-held preferences
stems from Akerlof's (1989) analysis of illusidh.The market (or, more generally, our
every-day interactions) may influence the preferencebrimg to politics. For example,
where a market failure exists due to free-riding, those ergage in free-riding may
justify it through the process of cognitive dissonanceth&g when an attempt is made
to solve the market failure through the political procesggrs may vote to maintain the
inefficiency since they have already justified theiiats in the market as appropriate.
This is a particularly thorny problem. Voters would appedre@xpressing their true

32 Jones and Dawson (2008) in a study of the UK, find thatsatre better informed than non-voters.
3 See also Fiorina (1976) and more recently Cowen (200%)eosaime theme.
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beliefs, but these beliefs are the result of arohself-deception. Is it reasonable to
describe these as expressive of true preferences? Omecavagaould simply note that
any attempt to locate ‘true’ preferences is likely to nin a wide range of difficulties
of this type, involving the endogeneity of preferences thrdoagh voluntary and
involuntary processes. While we certainly accept thiecdify in saying anything very
clear about true preferences, we do not think that thiewlif§y arises, or is seriously
exacerbated, as a result of distinguishing between akpeesnd outcome-oriented
behaviour, and so we are content to leave the deejpesisf true preferences on one
side.

3.4 Inefficient Expressive Choice?

If some arguments paint a picture of expressive behahatiseems normatively
benign and even desirable, there is also an alternatiuge available that portrays
expressive choice in terms of prejudice, fear and intestpeeaction. Two ideas

emerge from this more negative conception of expressszen

The dark side of expressiveness seen as identity rédeties fact that identification
with a group can often be framed in terms of identiiicaagainst a rival group,
perhaps in forms that result in inter-group conflicttlst expressive choice may help
to explain both the likelihood of conflict and the costonflict which might be
avoided by more outcome-oriented behavidtirkaempfer and Lowenburg (1988)
explore the role of nationalist attachment in cagaesternational sanctions. The
traditional argument for economic sanctions has beemstmumental one: sanctions
may bring favourable policy change in the target countiyrippsing, or threatening,
severe economic harm. But the instrumental casedmnomic sanctions often appears
very weak. High costs are very often incurred by thetgamog as well as the target
country, without compensating benefits. Kaempfer anddrdwrg argue that while
some pressure groups in the sanctioning country gain insttallgerom sanctions,
most citizens gain purely expressive benefits by takirigradsagainst objectionable
behaviour by the targeted country even though the collestarel may lead to high

pecuniary costs for these citizens. In turn the impwsiif sanctions may paradoxically

34 See Glazer (1992) on expressiveness and strikes andhHardliJennings (2004) and (2007) on group
conflict and the potential role for the expressiveaen of group leaders who are willing to engage in
conflict.
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strengthen the objectionable government in the targetedrg@sthe citizens there
expressively ‘rally around the flag® Glazer (2008) models the role of anger in party
political competition and uses this to explain possiblerdemece in the position of the
competing parties. Tyran and Engelmann (2005), in an expaahstudy, investigate
consumer boycotts and find that consumers often apfdweycotts for essentially
expressive reasons in situations where there is hmmental reason, in that the

boycott is ineffective in reducing prices.

Related to factionalism is the role of populism and toeould be used to help explain
inefficient redistribution. Expressive choice could hedpexplain inefficient transfers
without recourse to complex explanations based ommEtion asymmetry or transfers
to maintain numbers within the interest group. Consideenfaglu and Robinson’s
(2001) discussion of inefficient redistributidh.They focus on the inability to form
binding commitments as the trigger which leads interestipgrao seek transfers
inefficiently through market interventions rather thdiicently through cash transfers.
Political power comes with maintaining large numbers adficient transfers keeps
current and future members within the interest group whendids cash transfers
membership of the interest group would decline over timetlns! the group would
weaken and with it the group’s ability to extract trarsferherefore, inefficient
transfers are in the material self-interest of theminers of the interest group. They
apply the model to agricultural, labour market and tradieipsl While this is a theory
that would explain a significant fraction of the supgdortinefficient transfers (namely
the members of the recipient group), it is also thee ¢daat such policies are often
supported by a further group of voters who are not membetseahterest group and
who are actually hurt by such policies. These are ths sbvoters who appear in this
paper and it is unlikely that these ‘emotional’ votersilddind cash transfers to interest
groups emotionally appealing. Further, it seems likely tharevlan inefficient policy
appears to receive a very large level of support it woaklnslikely that a large
proportion of those supporters are not material bendésiarf the policy’’

% See Karahan and Shughart (2004) for an analysis of exprestivg and flags.

3 See also Coate and Morris (1995).

37 See Jennings (2009) for an analysis of populism and exprestiig in the context of a political
agency model.
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A key point here is that political entrepreneurs who maggumental choices (because
they are more likely to be in a position of decisivehessy potentially manipulate
collectives to support positions that actually leawsrthvorse-off, but benefit the
interest group that the political entrepreneur represdfiiemt (1986) makes this same
point.

Clearly expressive voting and other expressive politicahehnr can produce
inefficient and even disastrous outcomes. There cano lsdaim that expressive
behaviour is always a force for good in the world. Big thian appropriate point to
underline the idea that political outcomes are alwagsebult of the interaction
between expressive and outcome-oriented behaviour. Ewemy ordinary citizens
can be expected to act expressively in many political @tngtthere will typically be
some individuals who will face strong incentives toiaautcome-oriented ways: not
least politicians. To the extent that professionaltjptdins are in the business of getting
elected, they will face incentives to present thdwesein ways that appeal to voters —
even where those voters behave expressively. As weseave this will involve a
whole series of trade-offs. Some voters may be expedgsirawn to candidates who
exhibit certain characteristics that they wish to idgnvith, even where these
characteristics may not relate directly to politipakitions or policies. Others may be
expressively drawn to support moral positions. Still othaag be drawn to express
anger or display hostility to external groups. And so e might expect politicians of
various types to emerge to reflect this range. The recogrfithe relevance of the
logic of expressive action does not make the analygslics simpler — rather it shifts
the domain of the debate away from the domain ofastsr(in all their diversity) and
towards the domain of expressed opinion (in all theirrditg.

3.5 Institutional Implications

Expressive choice shifts attention from the institutiam@lications of political agents
acting against the principal’s instrumental interests,taward the institutional
implications of the fact that principals may not exgréheir interests when they vote or
act in expressive settings — so that the link from populitigad expression, whether in
elections, opinion polls or in expressive debate, canntdkan to track all-things-
considered interests. Even if political agents coulddaend to implement the expressed
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preferences of the political principals, this would nosbficient to ensure that policies

were optimal relative to underlying all-things-consideredrists.

However, as we have seen, whether this implies tHaicpboutcome are ‘better’ or
‘worse’ than might have been supposed under the morenmsital model, depends
upon the precise nature of expressive choice. This mag theseader to feel that the
myriad possibilities of expressive choice lead to a lagbkredlictive or normative bite.
This criticism, though, can be offset to the extent ¥ can identify structures and
institutions within a society that are more likely tompt some particular kinds of
expressions as opposed to others. Furthermore, to the thdeexpressive choice leads
individuals to step outside of themselves in a style mesgent of the Rawlsian original
position (Rawls 1971), and consider the effects of pobegend the direct effects upon
themselves, it could be argued that expressive choice nmdiyelotly welfare-
enhancing. The interesting question then is the balateeebn welfare-increasing and
welfare-decreasing aspects of expressive choice and whie¢he is anything that can
be done by way of institutional design to select forftmener and against the latter.

The emphasis on institutional design has formed theecstone of the normative
approach taken by public choice and constitutional pdliécanomy. Sinc&he
Calculus of Conserthe argument has been made forcefully that poliataddomes are
best seen as functions of the particular politicaltutsdns and rules-of-the-game in
place, and that the construction of an artificialislbwelfare function will not resolve
disputes (Buchanan and Tullock 1962). In short, at the tdwelal-world, or in-period,
political decision making, consensus on specific poliggstions will not be found as
an outcome of the political game. On this view, hopeifiefinding more basic
agreement on the rules of the game, as citizens nhglaise them behind a ‘veil of
uncertainty’. This insight is not fundamentally altelyoan awareness that much
political behaviour is likely to be expressive in naturd.tiAdt would seem to be
required is that the role of expressive choice is giu#rconsideration when
institutions are designed (Brennan and Hamlin 2000).

Brennan and Hamlin (2002) highlight the problem that followsifacknowledging the
presence of expressive choice in the process of instiadtiesign. Essentially, the
issue is that institutional design may itself be sultjga political process and so
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subject to expressive behaviour. Large numbers of citizang beked to support a
constitutional proposal in a referendum may rejeekxfiressively even though they may
have accepted it instrumentally (or vice versa). BremmahHamlin argue that
subjecting constitutional proposals to a popular vote mdgmumine well-designed

rules. Perhaps, these proposals should be decided by(buotakpresentative) groups,
who might be more likely to take an all-things-consadieview. Crampton and Farrant
(2004) make explicit the potential problem that such a sgnailp might design
institutions that enrich themselves if they are ndly iepresentative in a relevant sense.
Therefore, a trade-off may exist between the probleaxpfessiveness on one hand
and allowing too much room for the narrow self interéstrmepresentative groups on
the other. More recently, Brennan and Hamlin (2006) retisitopic and point to the
significance of written versus unwritten constitutiomghat written constitutions may
provide more clearly specified rules, but are more likelige infected with rhetorical
appeal and heavy symbolism that may limit the operatieffiabcy of the constitution.
Written constitutions are themselves to be seenxsessive documents’ that are used

to express identity or ideology as well as to specifyrtites of the political game.

More optimistically, Jennings (2007) argues that if a ctutgin must be passed by
referendum then additional institutional apparatus maegeired within that
constitution that may not have been required from a purstrumental perspective. It
is especially useful if these institutions could beigiesd so as to have little actual
impact, as illustrated by reference to the 1998 Belfastekgeat where it could be
argued that aspects of that Agreement were included piytastave off expressive
rejection at the stage of the popular referendum.

So far, in this section, we have focussed mainly on tleetlibet expressive concerns can
be relevant at the constitutional level (of instauail design) as well as at the political
level (of policy choice within given institutional arigements). But we began with the
contrast between the principal-agent conception ofiéisggn of political institutions

that is recommended by the standard, instrumental accopaotitadal behaviour, and

the broader conception that accompanies the expresssfeptve. This should not be
taken to indicate that the principal-agent idea becomgsvant in a more expressive
world. Rather, it is no longer the only game in townleast two further ideas become
relevant. The first is the general idea of selectitwiiticians, and leaders in all arenas,
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may be selected for particular characteristics, rdttan simply as the embodiment of a
package of policy measures. And to the extent that thacteristics selected for have
normative dimensions (not least in terms of the mtitwa of candidates, or
characteristics such as honesty) we might expedeleetion mechanism to carry direct
normative implications. On this reading, politics clgatns the risk of

institutionalizing an adverse-selection problem, but hls®the potential to
institutionalize a more positive selection game. Sirlyilaince the basic idea
underlying the expressive behaviour literature is that diffanstitutional settings will
elicit different behaviour patterns that reflect diffiet aspects of our motivations, there
is a clear role for what we might term feedbackeanforcement effects. Once we
recognise that variations in the institutional environneamt be important in influencing
how we express our political preferences (and whatigallpreferences we express), it
is a short step to building this idea into our thinking atitational design, so that we
may favour those institutional structures that elio#t tiost ‘positive’ or relevant
aspects of our motivation. In many cases, this mayymgtitutions that avoid
individually inconsequential behaviour and encourage what rbglaosely referred to
as ‘responsible’ choice. Such institutions will carry l@our of the market. But in
other cases, it will be necessary and appropriate tgresir institutions in such a way
as to elicit political expressions, and here it may ivaygs be appropriate to rely on the
institution of voting on a mass scale since, as we baea, there may be occasions

where such an institutions yields predictably inefficieatcomes.

4, Concluding Comments

In exploring the idea of expressive behaviour we have &téempted to understand the
essential structure of the expressive argument andistrdte the great variety of
substantive ideas that can be articulated within tpeessive framework. We will not
attempt to summarise or review the wide range of poiaderbut will restrict

ourselves to just two final thoughts.

In working toward a definition of expressive behaviour &eehstressed the idea that
expressive and outcome-oriented aspects of motivatiatosigside each other as parts
of all-things-considered motivation, so that it is inappiaiprto ask whether expressive
or outcome-oriented preferences reflect true prefeseiib@ressive preferences, like
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outcome-oriented preferences reflect a valid part ohmtivations, but only a part.
Different institutional settings may elicit responslest reflect different parts of our
motivational structure, and we should recognise thisbfaitt when analyzing and
evaluating the outcomes achieved under different institak settings and when

designing and reforming institutions.

The broad range of substantive ideas that may bearglevthin the category of the
expressive may, at first sight, seem to restricivdlee of the expressive insight since
there can be no easy argument that expressive behavmluralys of a particular type.
But closer consideration recognizes that the varietgleds with the expressive domain
IS no more problematic than the variety of preferemtéise outcome-oriented domain.
What is important is that the heterogeneity of expvessonsideration, as well as the
heterogeneity of interests, is reflected in our prditend institutional analysis. Of
course this implies that politics is complex, andappropriate design of political
institutions is subject to a large variety of consideratiand trade-offs, but it also
allows us to recognise the value of a range of institatiand political mechanisms that
might appear rather mysterious under a purely outcometediemderstanding of
politics. In this way, the expressive literature both addte diversity of political
problems recognised within this branch of political econdmy.also adds to the
diversity of potential solutions to those problems.
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