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ABSTRACT

This paper examines experimentally the effect of exogenous wvoting vosts

o1 the decisions of 3-person majority tule commivtess with dndueed prefersnces
making decisions under strict Boberts Ruleg of Order. Bazed on previous work
by the cuthors the committees were prodicted to choose an equilibriuvm cutcome
with probabiliiy ome without costs and another distribution of ocutcomes with
costs, The experimental cuteomes are consistent with these predicted distri-
Butiens and the dynamics of the amendment process are generally consistent
with the dynamics predicted by the ayopic stochastic selution concept, despite

several atteapts at nommyopic strategic wvoting,



INTRODUCTION

Eecent theoretical and experimencal research has eriticized the core/f
equilibriunm as a solution concept for majority rule games. First, the
core generally fails te exist (Rubinstein, 1%79), with existence reguiring
strict symmetry conditions on the distributicon of preferences (Plett, 1967,
Stess, 1973; McKelvey and Wendell, 1976). Second, even when a core does
exist, it is not always chosen a2s the ccotcome of 2 majority rule voting
process (Hoffman and Plott, 1979; Iszac and Ploct, 1978; McXelvey and
grdesboak, 19749 Plott and Levine, 1978; Plott and Rogerson, L2793,

These difficulties with the core have led to the development of a
varjety of ncnéquilibrium solutien concepts, =2ach predicting a set or
distribution of poiants when the core dees nob exist (Simpson, 1869
Ferejohn, Fiorina, and Weisberg, 1977; McKelvey, Ordeshook, and Winer,1978;
Ferejohn, Fiorina, and Packel, 1980; prackel., 1979%.

In a recent paper (Hoffman and pPackel, 19797, we extended one particular
nenequilibrivn selution concept {Ferejohn, Fiorina, and Packel, 198Y ro a
more general model which allows for the possibility that the core will not
be chosen when it exists. The Ferejohn, Fiorina, and Packel (1980Y solu-
tion ecneept, called the stochastic solution, defines on the set of alter-
natives a probability measere which 15 derived frem a dMarkov chain moedel
af the voting process, While this stechastie model aight be quesiioned
for its assumption of myopia, it does seen to e congistent with the
experimental results of Fiorina and Plott (1973} for committee decisions
in the absence of a core. A more direct test by Plott and Rogersen (1979%
gave only gqualified support, however. In our wodel {(Hoeffman aad Packel,
18¥9) we developed an exopencus decision-theoretic stoppiang rule for the

Markov process and we e¢xploved the effect of exogencus decision costs on



the predictiens of the stochastic solution, In particular, we found that
while the stochastic solution predicts that the core will be chosen with
probability one when it exists, our moedel predicts that the probability of
choosing the core can be less than one and that the overall probability
measure is dependent upon the decision cost [uncrionsg.

In this paper we discuss an experimental test of our medel, providing
data relevant to a variety of hypotheses about individual and group voeting
behavior. We conclude that the model predicts reasonably well the actual
distribution of alternatives chosen, but the stepwise process by which inter-
mediate outcomes are chosen does not fully confora to the myopic deminance
relation predicted by the Matkov model. On average, commikttees seem To have
acted as if" voters were myoplc. HO?EVE;, the use of one pavbicular and
nighly nmﬁmyupic search process by some of the comnittees resulred in fater-
mediace and final alternatiwves less in accord with the assumptions and

predictions of the medel.



THE STOCHASTIC HMODEL WITE EXCGEMNOUS COSTE

This section arovides a summary of the model developed in Hoffman
and Packel (197%) which in turn extends the stochastic solution of

Ferejohe, Fiorina, and Packel (1980}.

x=191,2,...,3,-..,11 is the set of alternatives.

v

£1,2,...,%,..-,8 is the set of voters.

k

i

1,2,.., denotes the number of amendments te the original status

quo passed under the given voting rule (majority rule in this experiment),

E .
¢i = teotal cost incurred by voter i afier k anmendments have passed,
'S k k-1 . . th
ci =c’ - ci = marginal cost to voter i as the k' agendment is passed.
Uij = payoff to voter I if the group chooses alternative j (ignoring costs).
k k . . s . .
Uij = Uij - Ci = payoff te voter i if the group cheooses alternative j

after X ameadments have passed,
¥ = the collecrion of minimal winning eoalitions {two voter subsets

of ¥ in this experiment),.

-

k k

_ 1S . = . L Aand
ﬁjh = ]{meﬂluij <UL Vi m1] = {the number of minimal winning coalitions

preferring h after k  amendments are passed to j after k-1 azendments are passad

(h:j E X}}'

P, S R4L/7.8 AL, if k
ih ] in’ 32, iz EE‘L AjE > 0
Lﬁm etherwise,
where 4 1 if j=nh

0 otherwise ,



P, = [P?h} = stochastic matrix whose entries are the transition probabili-

th
ties for the passage of the k' zmendzent.

T
P{T) = Pk = transitieon matrikx through the passage of T amendments,
k=1
P{m} = lim P{T) = the "final" transition probability metrix.
T =
Given that QfD}=-{q1,q2,.,.,qT) is a vector of starting probabilities

over the varipus alternatives, the limiting probability distribution gver
outcomes is then given by

0= o™,
A crucial aspect of the model is that Q will exist under reasonable assump-

14 ) . . ;
tions on the costs ci and that the ecore, when it exists, will not necessarily

be assigned a probability of one,

EXPERIMENTAL DESIGN

A. The Experimental Model

The specific decision procedures investipated were 3 person committess
{(¥=3) cheosing smong 8§ alternatives {J=8) using absolute majoricy rule., The
study consisted of 5 enperimental comaittees wi theut gecision costs and 36
committees with decision costs imposed. The no-cost sesslons wers intended
as a control ko test the hypothesis that, for the voting procedures employed,
the core would always be chosen in the absence of decision costs. The payoff
funetions for the no-cost and cost experimental sessions are given in Tables

T and IT.



TABLE I

PAYQFFS TQ PARTICIPANTS IN "MO-COST" EXPERTMENTAL SESSTONS

value to
Motion Adepted Yoter Wo. 1 Yoter Ne.2 Voter No. 3
A 4 4,00 g:4.00 g 14,00
B 10.00 14, Q0 .00
C 2.00 16.00 4,00
] .00 10.00 12.00
E 6.00 2.00 16.00
3 14, G0 12,00 8,00
G 16.00 8.00 : z.00
H 12.00 6. 00 10,00
TARLE I

PAYOTTS TO PARTICIPANTS IX "COST'" EXPERIMENTAL SESSICHS

. Value to
Motion Adopted Voter WNo.l Voter Neo.2 Voter ¥o.3
A £10.50 €10, 50 g 15.¢0
B 15.C0 12.0¢ 12.60
c 9.80 19.50 10.50
B 13,50 15,00 16.50
E 12.¢0 9.00 1950
F 13,80 16.50 13.50
G 19.50 13.30 9.040
H 16.50 12.00 15.00
%o. Ameadmeats Passed Total Cost Marginal {ost

W g 0,00 -

1 .30 g .50

2 1.0G .20

3 3.00 2.00

& 5.30 2.50

5 9,00 3.50

f or morTe 900 --

Payment Lo voter = Value of motien adopted - cost of ¥o. of amendments passed



Induced prefereance theory says that the participants will rank
alternatives according Lo the rankings of the associated payolfs,
Nete that the preference rankings correspoad in the ne-cos$t and cost
sessions. Figure 1 shows the déminance relatiens in the absence of

costs, Alternative F is the strong core in this no-cest situation,

Figure 1

Dominance Relation for No-cost Experimental Sessions

The stochastie seolution when costs are present is constructed as
follows., First, stochastic trapsition matrices Fk are constructed for
each step k = 1,2,,.. where k is the pumber of zmendments that have been
passed, Recall that entry (h, j) denctes the probability, according to
the model, of maving to alternative j given that the current status gquo

is altermative h. In the situation described by Table TII, we obtain:
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Hoke that T is no longer a strong core after 2 amendments have been
passed. Indeed F no longer dominaktes B, D, and H, which also become
vndeminated and hence (weak) cores for k = 2. After 4 amendments

ltave been passed, ¢ alze becomes a core.

Given cur handling of P, for k 2 6, the limitingmatrix ?{m} iz given

. k
(ﬂ] = ™ = 'ﬂz 2 7 1 = = o 5
By P P1P2-3E¢P5 -1P2P5. Since all experiments took alternative 4

the starting status gue, Q{0) = (1,0,0,0,0,0,0). The stochastic sclution

1% then obtained as

-

“rhis assures that the number of amendments passed will never exceed
5. This ecould have been assured by letting marginal costs for k = 6
exceed 36,00, This was not done since it could, in theory, have led
te negative payeffs to subjects. 1In fact, none of the experimental

committees passed more than 5 amendmonts anyway.



Q = Q(G}P{w) = (0,.205,0, .41, 0,.521,.003,.130)

Thiz vector provides the predicted probability distribution over alterma-

tives A through H respectively.

B. Experimental Test of the Model

Testing the pradictions of the model 23 summarized in the @ vector
reguired that several experimental criteria be met. First, the precedures
used by the subjects had to approximate as closely as possible the assump-
tions Lmplicit in the stochastic solution model. Since a "step" in this
padel is defined as the pasgape of an amendment, subjects could avoid costs
by simply discussing a2ll possible alternatives before voting en any of them.
This problem was handled (with only partial success as we shall discuss
Later) by allowing committess to discuss omly twe alternatives ar a time.
Also, side payments and other deals wers forbidden to ensure that prefer-
ence orderings Wwere maintained. Finally, since many experimental seéssions
were to be run, it was felt that some blinding of experimenters would be

advisable as the distribution of cuteomes unfolded.

1. Procedures

The procedures used in both the no-cost and the cost experimental

sessions were basically the status quo and amendment procedures of
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Roberts Rules of grder {1970) already tested in Fioriana and Plott (1978),

Hoffman and Plott {1979), and Plott and Regerson (1979). The main dif-
ference hetween these procedures and ours is that we severely limiced the
amount of information subjects could exchange during rthe discussion of
cach possible alternative Lo Che status que. Boih the no-cost and eost
instructions are given in the Appendix.

In our procedures, the voting process began with letter 4 as the motion
ant the floor. Subjects could propose and discuss any a2lterpative letter ag
a possible ameéendment to the current motion on the floor, but they were for-
bidden from discussing sove than two letters at any one time. Violations
of this Tule were cause for terminating the experiment immediacely with mini-
mum payoeffs, Each time an alternaiive letter passed or failed in a formal
majority wote, one other letter could be breught up for consideration as a
possible motion on the fleor. Subjects were free to repropose previously
defeatad letters as long as they obeyed the two-at-a-time rule, Formal closure
rules for ending debate were aiso imposed each fime a vote was raquested, A
session was téerminated when a majority (2 or more) subjects voted to adopt
a curTent motion on the floor 2s the committee decision. Payeffs were then
awarded in accordance with the payosff schemes described in Table [ {no coses)
and Table II {costs).

To ensure that committee members could not make side payments or other
deals, the menvion of specific meaetary amounts was not allewed, Violalbions

of this rule werte alse grounds for termimating a session with miniamum payofis.

2. Statistical Testing

Before bepginning our experiments we decided that ay  test for goodness



11

of fit would be the apprepriate test for the probability distributien
predicted by the model. Since a rule of thumb for the 12 test requires
that the predicted number of outcames in each eell be at least 5, we

chose to group letter alternatives with the lowest predicted probabilities,

Recall that the predictions of the cost model were

¢ D E ¥ e H
Q= (0, .205, 0, .1£1, @, .521, .003, .130)

Cembining alternatives A,C, E, G, and Y led us te run 36 experinental sessions
with cosks Lo guarantee that the expected frequency cells in Table ITT all

exceeded ot came clase ko 5,

Table TIII

FPredicated Distribution of Cosit Zxperiment Quibcomes

ACZGH B D 5
Theoretical Probability .133 L2035 141 521
Expected rreguency (36 trialsy | 4.7% 7.38 5.08 18,75

3. Elinding of Experimentevs

The experiments were Tun single blind. There were four experimentars,
gach of wiom knew the purpose of the experiment. Consequently, letters
were assigned to paveffs accerding to 5 differeat sermutations so that
gxperimenters would have less awareness during a session of how ewvents
that tramspired related to the theoretiéal acdel, This also served as
safeguard against the leakage of information to subjects about paveffs

and results of prior sessions. Alternative A was the startiag alternative
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for all the permutations so that ne information was revealed by where

things started.

C. Bubjects

Subjects wers nale aad female undergraduates from Lake Forest Collepe
and Northwestern University with no prior experience in the experiments conducted
They were recruited from classes and prewmised "more money than they were
likely to earn in their next best alternative empleoyment." Extras were
recruited in case of no shows and paid 1.00 for showiang up. Participaats
in the no-cost experiménts were paid £2.00 in additioe to their earanings
from the commirtee. Subjects in sessions which were terminated Eor rule
violations were paid $2.00. Generally, four 3-persen cormittees were
conducted at a time and assignment to committees was done randomly.

When they were recruited, the subjects were told only that they would
participate in a committee voting experiment. After each experizent they
were strongly instructed net to teveal anything about the amount of moaey
they made, the structure of monetary payoffs, or the specific nature of
Ehe experiment, Conversations with later subjects indicated that previous

subjects did strictly guard that informatiea.

RESULTS AND ANALYSIS

A, The Final Outcecme Predictioms of the Hadel

Table IV summarizes our experimental results and a 12 test of whether
the distribution of cost experiment cutcomes fits that predicted by our
exogenous cost model, The fact that all no-cost experimental sessions
chase the core (F) as predicted while 24 of 35 cost sessions chose the

core clearly shows that costs make a significant difference in whether the



13
core will be reached. The faect that the npull hypothesis provided by the
predictions of our cosi-based model cannot be rejected at the ,10 level
appears to provide support for the medel, but we hasten to goint out a
serious difficuty which is partially buried in our grouping of alrernatives,
The sccurrence of alternative A despite its zero predicted probability re-

quires discussion and reevaluation, which we previde in the next several

paragraphs.
Table TV
Ko-Cost and Cost Experimental Results
Humber of Each (utcoomes
Possible (utcomes ¥o-Cost Cost L
Actual predicied Acrtual Prediciad
& Q 0 1 9]
B 0 0 3 7.17
C 0 0 o 4]
D ) 0 b &, 04
j-d 0 0 O a
¥ % 5 26 18,24
G 0 Q 1 10
H 0 ¢ d &.55
Totals 5 5 a5 35

Null Hypothesis: Qutecomes will occur with distribution predicted by the

stochastiec solubion with coscs,
xi = 4.51 (Rote that A,C,E,G,H were grouped rogether to compute this staristic)
1-1U(3} = 6.25

Besult; Null Hypothesis cannot be rejected at the 10 level,

r

Oae cost experiment had to be terminated for repeated tules violabions,

A no-cpst experiment was also terninated, bub the cove was the status quo
al termination.
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A harsh wview of even a simple eccurrence of a theoretically impossible
event would call for a direct rejection of the thegry, Since the stochastic
solution with costs model {g clearly superior te its only established com-
petitor, that the core must oceur with probability ene, and since the overall
results do seem encouragiag, we shall consider the watter more sympathetically.

it is reasonable to suppose, and later discussion will bear this out,
that there is 2z certain degree of "noise™ fn our experimental procedures.
Such noise, be it in the form of improper understanding of the rules by
subjects, imperfect experimental design, or whatever, could lead subjects to
choose any final outecme, regardless of its theoretical preobability, Lec
us assume a small backgrouad probability eof choosing each of the 3
outcomes with the remaining 1-8¢ of probability allocated in propertion ko
the probabilistic predictions of the stochastic solution with costs. The
multinenial distribution can then be used to compute cthe probabilicy, as a
fuaction of ¢, of sbtaining the outcome frequencies observed in 35 trials.

This probability will be proporticmal to:
. N
1-8eg32.7 h
| e (1-Be)®y

e

Lie} = |
i

I

whers Pi and Ni (i =1,2,...,8) give the rTespective probabilities apnd ob-
served frequencies for putcomes A through H. The & value maximizing L{e}
{or eguivalently log(L({c))) turns oul to be ¢ = ,010 (this was cbtaiced by
computer "combing" for g in iperements of ((Q0lY. Repeating the ¥ calewla-
tions with 2 = .0l in the "noise" meodel with gutecmes grouped as before,

13 = 53,80. The predictions of this noise augmented model cannot be rejected

at the .10 level, This provides one plausible way to account for difficul-

ties with "“{mpossible' events,
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Having introduced the possibilicy of moise in our analysis, wa now
consider the hypothesiz that noise alone might explain the occurience of
neneore outcomes. Consider the core model that predicts a core probability
{P6 in our design) of one with all other probabilities equal t¢ zero. Using
g to alloew for neise and defiming L{¢) as above, we obtain feor this simpler

situation

Le) = dke + (1-8¢))%% = Lhi-79%

It is easy to check that L is maximized by ¢ = ?£;5 = 045, giving a core
probability of %% = ,686 and noncore probabilicies of 045, {Thiz turns out

to be eguivalent to a noise-free model in which the core recurs with precisely
the probability that matches the experimental results with the remaining
probability equally distributed among the 7 noencore outcomes. Grouping outcomes
for a K? test as done earlier, we cobtain a xz statistic of 6.%5. ‘Thus the core
theory with neise {or the noncore egual distribution theory) would be nerrowly
rejected at the .19 level and hence does not do as well as our stochastic

theoty.

B.Dynamics of the Experimental Decision Process

Table V susmarizes the sequence of amendments considered and then passed
or rejected by each experimental committee, An asterisk indicates that the
vote violated the predicred dominance relation, Thet is, an zoendment passed
daspite the fact that it made at least two voters worse off, givem their ¢osts;

or it failed even though it would have made at least tuwo voters beiter off.
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Eey: o+ Amendment Passed
A Amendment Failed
* VYote Violated Dominance RBelation
w%  Session Terminated Prematurely Because of Rule Violations
TABLE V¥

Sequence of Amendrents Considered by Experimental Committees

¥o Cost

1. AAC, A% ¢, A4F A3, FAE

2. ADAE, DAC, DB ADBaHAF AL FAC
3, AAC, A+EB2HF AEF AHD e
4, A +HAB H2aDAG DAC, DAF

5. A3BAE BAC, BEAD, B*AH, B3+F 4K

Cost

1. +E <+ F

2, 454G, A% AT

3. AT AE, FAC, FAG, F¥+B*+H, HAB, H3F
&, -+ L A0

A

A

Y

&

A4GAE GAF AC

A0, Aa4F

CAEAH, AVAB, A AC, ARAD AYAE, A¥AF, ARG, A-D¥AB,
D*AF, DAH, D4 F, DAB, D4F

AaG AC, GF

A BFAF, HAET, HAS, H*AD, HAF, H HBE,

4 %AD, HA DB HAEHN®GHMAF

0. A

11. A

12. 4

13. A %4 B, AD

4. 4 4G +B A4 BAC, BAF, BAE, B AD

L5, A AT, A%AH A¥AD, A“AD,A%AG, AYAE, AAC, A4F

16, AAC, ASAG A %AB, 4 %A F, A“AR, A 23 H, A D, A B, A%AF, A*dH AT
17. AAC, A%AG, A*AD, A*d¥F, A%AH, A%dE, 4 A5, &5HF,A% AD,A* AH, A aF
18. A=A E, A%HG, A%AE, A ~AH, A8 AD, BAG, B4F
19. A %A B, AAC, A-+EAF AR FAD FAG FAE, ¥ AC, FAE

2 E 4908 AA B s}Y AB F*+E AC, E~G

-+ = 4+ F

20, A FAG, AE D
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21. A+ B AE, B AL, BEAD BAL BT

22, ATHG, A*AD, A4F AE, FAG FHC FAH
23. AAC, A*AE, A2BAD, B4F AN FAE

. AYAE, AAGC 3B AR BAF BH*aF 4 C

25. A %A H, AFAT, AAC, AFAF, AN DA AR, A*hG,

AEAD, ATADB AWATF, AYAMH, A 3F 4D, FAE FAY
FAG

26. A A C,A %A EA 2A DA %4 F,A %4 G,A ¥4 H, A wh ﬁ, 4 4 F

27. AWA G, A*AD, A%AH, A*AC, AFAT, ASAR, AAC, A%dF, A aD

28, A#A G, AFAB, AFAE AAC A4F AN, F o H

29, A AC, A®ALG, AAE, AAF AE

30. A E, A®AG, & *AF, A AC, A%AB, ATAD A¥hY Rk

31, AFAE, A AL, AVAD, ARAR, AEM, AVAF, AFAH, A D

32. A%AH, AFAB, AAC, A%AD, ASAE A*AT, A"AG, A=HH
A®AE, A%HAD AFHALF, AT

33. A4E A, E-BAD, B8AF, BEAH, BAG B 52F

34, A 4D AG BDAF AE

35, ARAG, AAC, AaF

36, AAC, AT

Table ¥I summarizes the freguency of deviations from the dominapce re-
lation predicted by myopic voter computation of costs and pavoffs. Wotice
that, in general, the dynamics of the no-cost experiments conform to the
predictions of the scochastic selution. Wo amendment contrary te the
predicted dynamics was passed and only 97 of the defeated amendments
viglated the dominance relatien, These QEEults are in strong contrast to
those of Plott and Rogerson (1979), whose experiments were done without
imposing costs, They found, in a situation where altermatives were

admittedly wuch more equally balanced im their vorer appezl, that 62% of
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the amendments passed violated the predicted deminance relation,

Table VI

Deviacions Trom the Predicted Tominance Helation

No Cost Cost "onstrategic' Cost
Total Amendmnents Passed 14 58 44
¥o. Viplating Doninance
Relation (%) 0 (% 7 (12%) B {147
Total Amendments Defeated 22 177 73
¥o. Viclating Bominaace

Relation 2(97) 101 (57%) 17 (237

On the gther hand, the dynamics of our cost experigents only partly
conform to the dynamics predicted by the stochastic selution. Lookiag
firast at the amendmenis passed, we see that only 127 violated the deominanes
relation., While this is significantly higher than the 0% for the no-cost
experiments, it is still much below the 52% found by Plott and Rogerson
f1979})., The substantial deviation from the predicted dynamies comes when
we consider the zmendments whieh were defeated, Indeed, 577 violakted
the deminance relation. If we look at Table ¥, we can see that this 572
is not evenly distributed across cost experiments, howewer. 85 of the 101
deviations come from 12 of the 36 experiments. (session numbers 7, 13,

16, 17F, 18, 25, 26, 27, 23, 30, 31, 32}, 1In each of these sessions a
partiecular strategy for aveiding decision costs was arficulated and adopted
by the participants. Subjects in these sessions deeided in advance to con-
sider each letter alternative in turn, gathering information about it aand
then defeating it to avoid costs. Then, being careful neot to viclate the

rules against considering more than 2 letters at a time {one group failed
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in this attempt and had their session terminated), chese groups tried
to adept some sutually accevtable new status auo. This clever strategy
was somewhat sueeessful at undermining experimeatal procedures designed
to enforce the binary censideration of alternatives assumed in the
gtochastic model 2nd can be considered ene form of experimental agise as
referred ts earljer. The thivd column of Table ¥I shows that elimination
of these 12 overly "strategie’ sessions lowers the 577 teo a much nore
reasonable 237 for the percentage of defeated amendmencs viclating the
predicred dominamce relakion,

We also note that 13 of the 24 '"monstratepie" eost sessions (621
chose the cere, giving a percentage mech closer to the 32¥ predicted by
our cost medel, & corefmo core binomisl proporiion test at the .05 level
narrewly avoids rejecting the null hypothesis of p = .52 for core occurrence
in our cost wadel with the full sample size of 35. Elimination of “strate-

gic" cost sessions leads to a failure to reject at well above the .10 level.
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CONCLUSTONS

The e;perim&ntal resulcs summarized in this paper provide moderate
but by no means uaqualified support for the stpehastic solution with an
endogenous atapping wechanisa presented in Hoffman and Packel (1%79), In
addition to substanriating the model's coaclusion that the core may oot
oceur with probability one, the distribution of experimental outcome:s and
the sequence of amendments passed generally reflect the predictions of the
model .

One explanation of differences between the model aand the experimental
results may be attributed to the fact Ehat cormittees in some sessions
developed a decision strategy to circumvent the rules. In doing so, these
commitiees followed voting patterns which tended to viclate the dominance
relation and to cheoose wmore core cuteomes than predicted, In general,
however, this tendency may reflect significantly on the stochastic zolution

model as a predictor of real world voting under Ppberts Rules of Ordex

(1970} caly to the extent that the aspendz manipulation iaplied by chac
particular strategy were alloved by parliamentary procedures.

One possible shorteeming of a stochascie model (with and without
costs) 15 the admictedly myopic assumption behind the step-by-step
saléctinn procedurs. The particular commititee strategy referred te above
is one exanple of nonmyopic behavier while, at the gther extreme, the
cermittee decision (session No. 10} to avoid all decision costs by choosing
the starting alternative is znother.

A more gophisticated and farsighted model of committee behavier would
certainly be worth ceasidering. There is some evidence, however, that
nonayopic behavior tends to ovccur in the early steps of a decision process

{Plott and Rogerson, 1979), and then only with inexperienced subjects.
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Thus, simple and concise wyopic medels of the sort we have proposed and
tested would Seem to be an Inpertant srarting voint. The particular cast-
based model we have considered not only receives reasonable experiwental

support, but appears to be the only current model explaining the nonoccur~

rence of the core.



Appendix “22
Costs

INSTRUCTIONS

General

You are abpubt to participete Iin a committees process experiment in which
ane of several competing alternatives will ke chesen by majority rule, The
purposa of the experiment is to gain insight isto certain feartures of complex
politieal processes. The instructions are simple, If you follow them carefnlly
and make good decisions, you might earn 2 considerable amount of money. You

will be paid in cash at the end of the experiment.

Instructions o Committee Members

The a2lternative choices are represented by the letters A,5,C,D.E,F,G4H.,
The committee will adopt a2s the committee decigion one and only one leiter.
Your compensation depends on the particular letter chesen by the commitiee
and the number of amendmentsz which have been passed. The value of each letter
to you and the cost to you of passing say given number of ameudments are shown on the
attached payoff sheot, For example, if 52000 is next to poiat & on your vayoil
sheet and your cost for passing Z amendments is $500, you will be paid 851500 if

the committes adopts & by majority rule after passing ? amend=ments. Your vaveff

sheet is wvour own pyivate informaticn. Do pot show it to any other participact.

The amgunt of compeasation assoriated with ecach latter and the cosk

associated with passine each additional amendment mav differ acone indjividuals.

This means that 2t each step In the decisios vrocessz the peint which would

rasullk in the hichest mavoff to vou may not result in the highest pavoff

te someong else. Yoo should decide what decision vou want the comnitcee

to make and do whatever you wish within the confines of the rules to get things

Lo go your way. The experimenters, however, are not primarily concerred with
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whether or how you participate, as long as you stay withian the confines of the

rules. Under no circumstances may you do anything to indicate how much wyou

will be paid if anv particular letter is chosen. That means you may neot mention

either monetary amgunts ox goads which would cest as much as your payoff. At

anv point you mav dizcuss onlv two letters, the letter which is the motion on

the floor and the letter proposed 23 an amendment to the motion on the floor.

If vou mention any other letter, the experiment mayv be terminated with minimcum

pavoffs awarded. Under no circumstances may you mention .anything about activities

winich might involve you or other commitiee members after the experimeat (ne

deals te split up the comoensation and no physical threats).

Yoting Bules

The decition process bezins with the letter A. Thus, 4 will be the

bBerinning notion on the fleoor. You are free to propose aay other leifter a2s an

anendznent to this metion. Suppose, for example, E is the motion oa the fleor at

some time during the meeting and 3 amendrents have been passed, If you now want
the group to consider B, =imply raise your hand and whea vou are recngﬁized by
the chair, say "I wmove to anend the mwotion te B". After an amendment has been
suggested the committee may dizcuss it as leng as digeussion stays witchin the
rules. During the discuszion a committee member may reguest an immediate woke
to decide whether the amendment under discussion will become the new motion on
the floor, replacing the ¢ld ene. Voting on the acendrent will be a two-step
procedurs. First, the chair will azsk whether anyone objects to an immediate
vote with ne furcher discussien. If there are no objections a vote on the
amendment will be takea. If the amendment passes by receiving 2 or more votes

{heaceforth called a najoricy) it becomes the new movion on the floor and iz

gubjeet itself to acendments. In our example, B would become the anew motion oa
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on the floor and four amendments would have been passed. If cthe amendment to
replace E by B did not pass, letter E would remain the motion on the flesr and
gther letters could be proposed as possible amendments, An amondrent which fails
or a motion on the flvor which has been replaced may be reproposzed at any time.
If there arc objectiens to a vote oo rthe amendment, & majority must consent
te close discussion on the amendment, If a majority coosents to end discussion,
an iorediate vote on the amendzment will be taken, If a majority does not consent

to close discussion, discussion on letter B, for example continues. Note that there

is no cost if an asendmeat fails.

Whenever a proposed amendment has been passed or rejected by a majority,

a motion to terminaie the meeting and adept the current motion on the floor pay

be made. In the exanple above, if you wished the meeting to ferminate with B

az the commitree decigion after four amenduents had been passed, you could nake
a moticon to terminate the megting at tpat time. The committee members zay Lhen
digcuss whether they wish teo terminate the meeting and adopi the letier which is
the current motion on the floor, but they may not discuss gny other letters. The
voring procedure on 2 mocion to Cterminate the meeting will be the same as the
voiing procedure on a lerter amendment. If someone aszsks for a wvote, the chair
will ask if there are any objections to eénding the discussion on the morion to
termiaate the meeting and voting.

If there are no objections, the committee will wote on the motion o terminate
the mesting and adopt the current motion on the fleor. If the motion to terminate
the mecting passes by a majority vote, the meeting ends and each individual is
payed cthe ameuat on his or her payoeff sheet assoclated with the current motion

on the fleor minus the total cost incurred from passing amendments. Ia our
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example, 1if the motion te CLerminate and adopt B passed, each person would be
paid the value te him or her of B minuzs the cost for passing four amendrents.

If an individual objects to taking a vete on the motion to terminate the
meeting, a majority ©ust Consent to taking a vote, £ a pgjority consents to
taking a wvote the committes will immediately wvote o the motion to terninatre the
meeting and adopt the current moetion on the fleor. If a majority does nob con-

gent, discussion on the metion to terminate continues. Note that there is ne

cost to taking 2 vote to teradnate the meeting.

Ia zummary, the initial motion oa the floor will be letter A. You are

-

free o amend this gotion or pove to terpinsbte the oeeting as vou wish., The
meeting will =ot end until 4 majority comsetnts to terminate the aeceting and adopt
some motion. Your compensation will be determined by the motion oa the fleor
finally adopted by the majoricy and the number of anendments passed.

Are there any questions?

We would like vou to answer the questions on the attached page. Answering

them ghould help you understand the instructioms.



QUESTIONS

Letter wakes me the most possible money. IE this letter is adopted

after two armendnents are passed, the amouat I would receive is .

Latter makes ze the least possible money. If rhiz letter iz adopted

after one amendzent is passed, the amount T would receive is .

Suppose B iz the motion on the flpor and an amendment to C Is proposed
and thers is ao objection to a vote. If C passes by a majority vote, the

rewy motion on the [loer is . If C fails by a3 majority

vote, the new motion on the floor is

Suppuse an amendment to move to D is the third aad final amendment to pass.

If the motion on the floor iz adopted by the majority, my compensation is

Suppose an amendmeat to move from A te I is passed, making 7 the motion
on the fleor, and someocne proposes letter 8 a3 an amendment.  You may at

this point mention ia discussion only letters and .

Suppose 2 amendments have passed and 3 others were considered but defeated.

The meeting then terminates with € as the final metion on the floor.

My compensation is .
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Hoe Cosks

INSTRUCTIONS

General

You are about to participate in a committee process experinent in which
one of zeveral competing alternatives will be chosen by majerity rule, The
purpase of the experisent is to gain Imsight inte certain features of complex
political processes. The instructions are simple., II you follow them carefully
and make good decisiens, you might earn a2 considerable amount of mwney. You

will be paid in ecash at the end of the experiment.

Instructions to Committee Members

The alternative cheoices are represented by the letters A,B,(,D,E,F,G.H,
The committes will adopt as the committee deci;ian one and only one letter.
Your compensation depends on the particular letter chosen by the committee.
The walue of gach letter to vou is shown on the atrached payoff shesr. For
example, if 52000 is next to point A on your payoff sheet, you will be paid

$2000 if the committee adopts point 4 by majority rule. Your pavoff sheet

i yvour own private infermaticn. Do not show 1t to aoy cether particivant.

The amount of compensation associared with each letter mav differ among

individuals. This means that the peoint which would resolt in the highest

pavoff to vou may not result in the highest pavoff te someons elza.  You

should decide what decision you want the committfee rfo make and do whatever
vou wish within the confines of the rules to get things te go your way. The
experimenters, however, are not primarily concerned with whether or how you
participate, as long as you stay within the coufines of the rules. Under no

cireumstances may vou do anvehing to indicate bhow much vou will be paid if any

particular letter is chosen. That means you may not mention either monetary




amounts or goods which would cost as much as your payoff. Ar anv point you

may discuss only two letkers, the letter which is the motion on the floor and

the letter proposed as an amerdment to the wotion on the floor. If you sention

any other letter. the experiment may be termipated with minimum paveffs awvarded.

Under no elrcumstances may you zention anything about activities which aight

invelve you or other committee members after the experiment (no deals to split

up the comoensatiea a‘terward amd no physical threats).

Wotine Bules

The decision process begins with the letter A. Thus, A will be the

bepinniag wetion on the floor. You are fres to propose any other letter as an

zmendment to this motion. Suppose, for exampls, E is the motion on the floor at

some tipe during the meeting apd you aow want the group to consider B.  Simply
raise your hand and when you are recognized by the chair, say "I move te amend
the notien to B". After an amendment has been suggested the committee may dis-
cuss it as long as discussion stayas within the rules. During the discussion a
committee member may regquest an immediate vote to decide whether the amendment
under discussion will become the new aotion on the floor replacing the old one.
Voting on the amendment will be a two-siep procedure. First, the chair will ask
whetier anyone ebjects to an irmediate wote with no further discussion.

If there are no objections a vote on the amendment will be taken., If the
amendment passes by receiving 2 or more wotes (henceforth called a majority) it
becomes the new motien on the fleor and is subject itself to anendments. In our
gxawple, B would beccme the new motion on the floor. If the amendment te replace
E by B did not pass, letter E would remain the motion on the floor and other let-
ters could be propesed as amendments. An amendment or a motion on the [loor which

has been replaced may be reproposed at any time,
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I1f there are cbjections to a vote on the amendment a majority must consent
to clogse discugsion on the amendment, If 2z majority consents to end discussion
an immediate vote om the amendoent will be taken. If a majority dees not con-
gent to plese discuszion, discussion om letter B, for example, continues.

Whenever a proposed amendment has bheen passed or rejected by a majority,

4 motion to terminate the meeting and adopt the current motion on the floer

oay be made. Im the exanple above, if vou wished the committee to make B its
final decision, you could make 2 azwotiom to terminate the meeting as soon as B
became a new motion on the floor. The comnittee members may rthen discuss whether
they - wish to terminate the meeting and adopt the létter which is the curzant
motion on the fleor, but they may not discuss any other letters. The voting
procedure on 2 owotion ko terminate the oeeting will be the same as the voting
procedure on a letter amendment. If someone asks for a vote, the chair will

ask 1f there are any objections to ending discussion on the motion te terainate
the meeting and wvoting.

If there are @no cbjectioas, the committee will vole ot the metion to terminate
the meeting and adopt the currenk mokion oo the floor. If the metion to terminate
the meeting passes by 2 majority vete, the meeting ends and each individueal i
payed thé amount oo his or her payoff sheet assocdiated with the current moificn
en the flecr. In our example, if the wotion to terminate the meeting aand adept
E passed, gach person would be paved the value of B listed on his or her payeff
chart.

If an iandividual objects to taking 2 vote on the motion te terminate the
reeting, a majoriiy must consent to taking a vete. If a majovity censents to
taking a vote, the committee will immediately vote on the mobion to terninate
the seeting and adopt the current motion on the floor. If a majority does not

conzent, discugsion om the motion to terminate continues.
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In sunmary, the initial wotion on the floor will be letter A, You are
free to amend this motion or move to terminake the meeting as you wish, The
meeting will not end until & majority consents to terminate the meeting and
adopt some metion.. Your compensaticn will be determined by the motion on the
floor finally adepted by the majericy,

Are there any questions?

We would like you to answer the questions on the attached page, Answering

them should help vou understand the instruccicons.



QUESTIQNS
Letter makes me the Sost pessible money. The amount I would receive
is .
letter makes me the least possible money. The amount I would recelve
is .

Suppose B is the motion en the floor and an amendzent to C is proposed

and there is no objection te a vote. If C passes by 2 wajority vote, :

the motion on the floor is .

Ii C fails by a majority vote, the new aetion on tne floor iz .

Suppose an amendment to move to D passes and no further azendmears pass.

If the metion on the floor i1s adepted by the majoriecy, =y cowmpensacion is

Suppose an amendment to move from 4 to F is passed, making F the motion
oa the fleor, and someeone propeses letter B as an amendmeat. You may at

this point mencion in discuszion only letters and .
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