Menu-dependent preferences have been observed among private decision-makers. My research explores whether menu-dependent preferences can also be observed in public and collective decision-making. There are two mechanisms for arriving at a collective decision in which all members of the collective can express their preference: a [mass] election and a committee vote. The difference between committee voting and an election is that committee members are free to make proposals (Hinich and Munger 1997). In a mass election, the electorate chooses from a set of options that cannot be easily amended. Committee decisions are a natural environment for menu-dependent preferences. If people are systematically attracted to some alternatives relative to others, heresthetics use agenda control to offer proposals that are they know are systematically preferred to other options. For example, proposals that are asymetrically dominated by the heresthetic’s preferred options can be suggested, making the ideal choice look more desirable, or by proposing compromise solutions that help resolve trade-offs and deadlocked committees struggling to discover the best alternative.

Payoffs/Utility:

Homogenous/Heterogeneous- Does every participant have the same (or similar) utility for each outcome?

Heterogeneous is most common, with the organizers providing the participants with a utility scale.

Public/Private- Do the other participants know your utility curves, the actual payoffs you get for a particular outcome and/or how you rank the alternatives? Just about everyone makes the payoffs confidential, presumably to deter side-payments, although if communication is allowed, participants can disclose their ordinal rankings.

Rewards. Three options for experiments:

Fiorina and Plott: Points on a blackboard (2-D space).

Levine and Plott: 6 Letters. Levine and Plott test agenda setting by partitioning those six options differently in each experiment. Payoff for whatever letter is chosen by the group.

Actual “goods.” Participants need not receive good at end, so, for example, Highhouse simulates a hiring decision.

Problem 1: Plott and Levine found that behavior in experimental settings was best predicted by theoretical models of behavior when payoffs were significant.

Do we need to use items evaluated on two dimensions?

If yes, what should the committee be choosing from?

If no, then is compromise choice the compromise when people have heterogenous preferences, and the compromise is appealing because it builds consensus or is the compromise desirable when there are homogenous preferences but a trade-off to resolve?

Simonson: Could this trade-off be risk? So, high payoff-low chance vs. low payoff-high chance.

Group compromise: Heterogenous preferences, some like one extreme, others like other extreme. Will they (without instructions) seek middle ground? Simonson might argue yes using justification or some sort of anxiety observed by Fiorina and Plott (is this what we are supposed to do? Is this okay?) as the mechanism. But what about other dominance effects?  Could people- even if told their ideal was at other end of blackboard, find the other option more desirable in the face of an asymetrically dominated option?

What about cyclical preferences? When would they stop?

