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This paper examines the properties of majority-rule institutions given fully strategic
behavior by all agents. Results are provided, characterizing majority-rule outcomes, for
several alternative agenda institutions. The main conclusion is that institutional arrangements, specifically mechanisms of agenda construction, impose constraints on majority
outcomes.

In the last decade multidimensional voting models have become
subtle and complex instruments for explicating social choices by majority
rule. What has been learned from them is that little will be known about
an institution based on majority rule if the focus is exclusively upon the
majority preference relation between alternatives. Recent results in the
theory of pure majority rule establish the generic character of majority
preference cycles. Based on the theorems of McKelvey (1976, 1979),
Cohen (1979), and Schofield (1978), the following assertions may be
taken as characteristic of pure majority rule, given a modest diversity in
individual preferences:
1. For any alternative, there is a nonempty set of alternatives, each
element of which commands a majority against it.
2. The absence of a "majority undominated" alternative (Condorcet
winner) is not an aberration, but rather the general case.
3. In multidimensional choice settings it is almost always possible
to find a finite sequence of alternatives, beginning and ending
with any arbitrary points, with each alternative in the sequence
majority preferred to its predecessor.
Given the general absence of unbeaten alternatives, and the consequent prospect that, based on the majority preference relation, majority
rule may "wander anywhere," McKelvey (1976, p. 480) was driven to the
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conclusion that equilibrium outcomes (if they exist) were "strongly
dependent on the nature of the institutional mechanisms which generate
the agenda." If a distinguished agent—the setter, convenor, proposer,
chairman—has complete and exclusive power to choose and order the
elements of an agenda, he may extract all of the advantage from a
situation by selecting an appropriate sequence of votes to yield his own
ideal point.
Each of the above conclusions depends upon a rather special sort of
preference revelation. Individual agents are assumed to be "sincere"
revealers of their preferences so that the majority preference relation
(built up from sincerely revealed individual preferences) may be taken as
descriptive of the voting behavior of majorities. At most, one agent—the
agenda setter—is a strategic player. There is now, however, a developing
noncooperative view of strategic behavior in voting situations (Farquharson, 1969; Kramer, 1972; McKelvey and Niemi, 1978; Enelow and Koehler,
1980; Miller, 1980; McKelvey, 1982a). The insights of these latter
approaches have yet to be applied to a game-theoretic development of
agenda institutions. This leads us to ask: Given fully strategic behavior
by all agents, what are the operating characteristics and equilibrium states
of alternative agenda institutions? In particular, we are interested in two
endogenous agenda institutions—the centralized-agenda process, in which
a distinguished agent has monopoly power to select and order alternatives
(McKelvey, 1976; Romer and Rosenthal, 1978), and the open-agenda
process, in which any agent may move an alternative (Ferejohn, Fiorina,
McKelvey, 1981). But our results apply to many richer and more complex
institutions as well, a point to which we return in the concluding section.
In the first two sections, we develop the idea of strategic or
"sophisticated" (Farquharson, 1969) voting in an institutional context,
and develop a constructive procedure for characterizing equilibrium
outcomes. Section 3 contains our main result (Theorem 3) on the set of
possible sophisticated outcomes of any agenda that commences at a
predetermined point, y. It also has implications for an optimizing agenda
setter in an environment of strategic agents. Section 4 gives a fuller
characterization of this feasible set, known as the "uncovered set," relates
it to the set of Pareto optimal alternatives, and provides several illustrative
examples. A concluding discussion section summarizes the results and
explores their implications for alternative agenda institutions.
1. Theoretical Preliminaries

We study agenda power in the context of multidimensional voting
models of majority rule. We consider the standard setting in this literature
in which a finite committee or legislature consisting of n agents, N =
{1, . . . , n}, must select a single element from a convex policy space X
C Rm. We assume n is odd. The preferences of each agent are given by
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What is the structure of policy reasoning among citizens at large, and particularly,
how does this structure vary with the level of education? To answer this question, we
examine the nature of policy reasoning on the issue of racial equality. Our analysis helps
explain why the highly educated show greater support for the principle of racial equality
than do the less educated but not appreciably greater support for government efforts to
promote it. Highly educated citizens, we argue, have more fully integrated and differentiated
belief systems, and thus they take a wider range of factors into account when evaluating
government policy.

Americans seemingly have a weak grip on democratic values. The
root difficulty is not that people reject such values—on the contrary,
nearly all accept them, stated in the abstract—but that they are not ready
to stand by basic principles in specific controversies. This gap between
abstract and concrete reflects, it is commonly agreed, a certain lack of
thoughtfulness about politics on the part of mass publics, a failure to
reason from the general to the specific. We shall suggest, however, that
the cause of this gap is not always thoughtlessness; that indeed it may be
just the opposite: what appears as a gap for some Americans results
precisely from their being thoughtful.
To develop this thesis, we examine the nature of policy reasoning
among citizens at large. Specifically, the study reported herein focuses
on the process by which people translate commitment to racial equality
at the level of principle into support for it at the level of policy. Our
analysis of this process helps explain why education may build support
for the value of equality without at the same time increasing support for
policies designed to realize it.
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