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Abstract

We examine the effect of item arrangement on choices using a novel decision-making
model based on the Markovian exploration of choice sets. This model is inspired by
experimental evidence suggesting that the decision-making process involves sequen-
tial search through rapid stochastic pairwise comparisons. Our findings show that
decision-makers following a reversible process are unaffected by item rearrangements,
and further demonstrate that this property can be inferred from their choice behav-
ior. Additionally, we provide a characterization of the class of Markovian models in
which the agent makes all possible pairwise comparisons with positive probability. The
intersection of reversible models and those allowing all pairwise comparisons is obser-
vationally equivalent to the well-known Luce model. Finally, we characterize the class
of Markovian models for which the initial fixation does not impact the final choice and

show that choice data reveals the existence and composition of consideration sets.
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1 Introduction

We frequently encounter decision-making problems that involve locating, evaluating, and
selecting the best option from a set of alternatives. Such decisions arise in various contexts,
including choosing a product from a supermarket shelf or a vending machine, selecting a
movie on a webpage, or deciding which article to read in a newspaper. Prior research
demonstrates that the arrangement and adjacency of alternatives significantly impacts the
decision-making process and final choices (Chen, Chen, & Tung, 2006; Dreze, Hoch, & Purk,
1994; Huang, Juaneda, Sénécal, & Léger, 2021; Keel & Padgett, 2015; Mattis, Groot Ko-
rmelink, Masur, Moeller, & van Atteveldt, 2024). This mechanism of influencing decisions
coexists with well-established attention-seeking techniques aimed at increasing the selection
probability of target items®, as well as with manipulations of the choice set composition,
exploiting menu-dependent preferences.?

Predicting the effects of item arrangement on choices is crucial for choice architects,
even though their objectives may vary. For instance, academics and consumer researchers,
focused on eliciting unbiased preferences, would seek to minimize external influences that
could distort decision-making. Alternatively, benevolent social planners may design choice
environments to nudge individuals towards healthier options or to reduce cognitive load by
simplifying the choice problem without influencing the decision-making process. Finally,
sellers and platform designers might exploit product positioning to increase the selection
frequency of certain items, thereby maximizing profits.

Without a thorough understanding of the underlying decision process, choice problem
designers might disrupt consumer choices by nudging decision-makers in unforeseen or unin-
tended directions. Moreover, identifying which types of decision-makers are more susceptible
to these positioning effects is crucial for developing more effective and personalized interven-
tions. Finding that certain decision-makers are unaffected by these factors justifies the use of
varied presentation formats to simplify and guide the choice process — for example, through

list-based presentations or the integration of recommender systems on online platforms.

1See Orquin and Mueller Loose (2013) for a review.
2Adler, Schéniger, Lichters, and Sarstedt (2024) provide a recent review over this vast literature in the

marketing context.



To address these challenges, we introduce and analyze a choice model we call Markov
Stochastic Choice (MSC). This model allows us to examine the effects of item positioning
on decision-making and captures patterns consistently observed across multiple disciplines,
such as economics, marketing, psychology, and visual neuroscience. These patterns include
rapid pairwise comparisons between alternatives, a tendency to compare nearby options, the
final fixation often aligning with the selected item, and the inherently stochastic nature of
decision-making.?

The MSC decision-making process begins with an agent randomly selecting an alternative
to view according to their initial beliefs and knowledge. In each period, the agent evaluates
the current alternative against a competitor, transitioning to the competitor according to a
probability distribution specific to the current alternative and independent of past transi-
tions. This approach minimizes cognitive load by not relying on complete recollection of the
past exploration. Transition probabilities are assumed to be consistent across different choice
sets, meaning the relative likelihood of transitioning between any two alternatives remains
unaffected by other items in the menu. The decision-making process may terminate in each
period with a given stopping probability, after which the agent selects the most recently con-
sidered alternative. The described procedure corresponds to a discrete-time Markov chain,
where each state represents an alternative in the choice set and the transitions are captured
by eye movements, or saccades. With diminishing stopping probability, i.e. when there is no
time pressure, we show that the choice function of the decision-maker converges towards the
limiting distribution of the Markov chain.

Various factors can influence stochastic pairwise transitions. Eye fixations towards an
item might be solely driven by its salience and attention-grabbing potential regardless of
its value, as suggested by Reutskaja et al. (2011) and Milosavljevic, Navalpakkam, Koch,
and Rangel (2012). Alternatively, probabilistic transitions between pairs of alternatives

might reflect agent’s noisy preferences. The literature on stochastic choice offers several

3Notable references include Russo and Rosen (1975), Henderson and Hollingworth (1999), Rayner (1998),
Chandon, Hutchinson, Bradlow, and Young (2009), Reutskaja, Nagel, Camerer, and Rangel (2011), Wedel
and Pieters (2007), Pieters (2008), Noguchi and Stewart (2014), Shimojo, Simion, Shimojo, and Scheier
(2003), and Armel, Beaumel, and Rangel (2008).



explanations for this noise, including random shocks to preferences, evidence accumulation,
bounded rationality, and random mistakes (see Agranov and Ortoleva (2017)). Our model
offers a simple framework to employ widely used models of binary stochastic choice such as
the Drift-Diffusion Model (Ratcliff, 1978) to study multi-alternative choice.

We first consider nudging interventions involving restrictions of certain pairwise compar-
isons, achieved by either placing two items too far apart or not presenting them as related
items in a recommender system, while still keeping the set of reachable items the same. We
find that the types of decision makers who are not influenced by such presentations of the
choice problem are characterized by following a reversible Markov process, i.e. the average
number of saccades from one alternative to another should be the same as in the reverse
direction in the long run. Since the choices are robust to any comparability restriction, we
could infer the reversibility property if we find that no rearrangement of the choice set leads
to a change in the stochastic choices. What is more, the choice function itself reveals the
reversibility property of the rationalizing model. This is the case when there is no cycle of
alternatives for which the relative choice probabilities between each of the subsequent pairs
is higher in the current choice set than in the corresponding binary sets.

Next, we identify decision makers with greater cognitive capabilities who can make all
pairwise comparisons directly regardless of arrangement, i.e. their choices are rationalizable
with an MSC model we call fully comparable. The corresponding choice function is such
that any pair, for which the relative choice probability in the current choice set differs from
that in binary sets, belongs to a cycle where all differences in relative choice probabilities
between the current and binary menus have the same sign. We term the choice function
between such pairs as “bounded in a cycle”. A violation of this property would imply that
the decision-maker was not able to compare the pair directly.

Interestingly, when considering the intersection of reversible and fully comparable MSC
models, we find that they are characterized by two well-known axioms: positivity and Inde-
pendence of Irrelevant Alternatives (ITA). Thus, this special class of MSC models is observa-
tionally equivalent to the well-known Luce model (Luce, 1959). Additionally, we demonstrate
that the relative transition probabilities between each pair are determined solely by the rel-

ative utility of the items and are not influenced by other factors such as salience.



Finally, we analyze the potential to influence decision-making by altering the initial fixa-
tion probability. In practical applications, increasing the likelihood of starting the decision-
making process at a specific target alternative can be achieved through various techniques,
such as central placement, eye-catching packaging, default or sponsored item displays, and
effective advertising (Chandon et al., 2009; Orquin & Mueller Loose, 2013). Our model
predicts that under time pressure, the initial fixation can significantly affect final choices.
When agents have unlimited time, such nudging techniques are only effective if distinct
consideration sets exist, i.e. the Markov process is reducible. We demonstrate that for a
stochastic choice function to be rationalizable with an irreducible model, a cycle must exist
involving the entire menu where all subsequent pairs are bounded in a cycle. Addition-
ally, the stochastic choice function reveals the precise communicating classes, making these
interventions predictable and effective.

The remainder of the paper is structured as follows: Section 2 defines the choice model.
Section 3 analyzes the impact of comparability restrictions and identifies reversible and
pairwise comparable models. Section 4 examines the effect of initial fixation probability on
final choices and characterizes the irreducible MSC model. Section 5 reviews the relevant

literature. Section 6 concludes.

2 Model

Let N be a finite set of all alternatives. A menu (or choice set) M is a non-empty subset of
N. The set of all menus is denoted by A and the set of all non-empty subsets of a menu M
is denoted by M.

2.1 Stochastic choice functions

A stochastic choice function is a mapping p : N x N' — [0, 1] such that Y _,, p(i, M) = 1
and i ¢ M implies p(i, M) = 0. The function p(i, M) is interpreted as the probability of
choosing alternative ¢ from a menu M. We denote a row vector of choice probabilities from
a menu M by p(M). The stochastic choice function on all menus is denoted by p(N). A
stochastic choice function is positive if p(i, M) > 0 for all i € M and all M € N.
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Let 6;;(p(M)) = p(i, M)p(j,{7,5}) — p(i, {i,5})p(4, M) be a weighted difference in choice
probabilities from menu M between two alternatives ¢ and j. A cycle of alternatives C'(M) on
M = {i1, s, ..., 4} is aset of ordered pairs such that C(M) = {(i1,142), (i2,13), .. ., (¢, 11) }-
The set of all cycles on M is denoted by C(M).

Definition 1. A cycle of alternatives C(M') is called sign-consistent on M' € M w.r.t.
p(M) if sgn(0i;(p(M))) = sgn(ou(p(M))) for all (i, 7), (k1) € C(M').

The set of all sign-consistent cycles on all subsets of M w.r.t. p(M) is given by C°(p(M)).
To indicate the sign of &;;(p(M)), we use the notation Cj(p(M)),C?(p(M)), C3(p(M)),

respectively.

2.2 General choice procedure

A decision maker evaluates the alternatives in a given menu M as follows. The agent has an
initial fixation probability distribution 7r (M) over the alternatives in the menu, determining
the probability of starting the exploration process at each alternative. At time period 7 = 0,
the agent draws an alternative ¢ € M, which becomes the current best alternative.

In the next period, alternative 7 is compared to another available alternative 7. If 7 wins
the comparison, the decision maker transitions from ¢ to j, making j the best alternative
at period 7 = 1. These transitions are stochastic, with the probability of transitioning
from i to j denoted by ¢;;(M). A transition probability matrix QQ(M) contains all pairwise
transition probabilities.

The transition probabilities may be influenced by decision makers’ preferences and cogni-
tive constraints, as well as the presentation of the choice problem. These factors, in turn, are
affected by items’ salience, positioning, and default option status. Consequently, we assume
that the transition probabilities are time-independent, i.e. revisiting alternatives does not
affect the probability to make subsequent transitions. However, we allow transition proba-
bilities between each pair of alternatives to be menu-dependent, i.e. g;;(M) # ¢;;(M'). We
impose the following three assumptions on the matrices Q(M) for all M € N.

Assumption 1 (Prolonged consideration). For all M € N and i,j € M holds q;;(M) =



The assumption of prolonged consideration posits that there is a positive probability that
no transition occurs in a given period, regardless of the current best alternative. Furthermore,

it asserts that Q(M) is a right stochastic matrix.

Assumption 2 (Pairwise comparability on binary sets). For all i,j € N, ¢;;({i,j}) = 0
implies that ¢;;({1,7}) > 0.

Pairwise comparability on binary sets means that when choosing between two alterna-
tives, the decision maker can transition in at least one direction, i.e. the items are comparable.
It implies that cognitive capacity should not limit transitions when evaluating only a pair of

alternatives.

Assumption 3 (Transition ratio independence of irrelevant alternatives (TR-ITIA)). For all

MeN andi,je M holds q;;({i, j})q;i(M) = q;i({i, j})qi; (M).

The TR-ITA assumption sets a minimal consistency requirement in decision-making across
choice sets: the ratio of transition probabilities remains unaffected when the menu expands.
This assumption arises when transition probability depends on the utility difference between
two items and their distance — whether physical (positioning on a shelf or screen) or subjective
(similarity or ease of comparison).? Since these components remain unchanged by adding
more items to the choice set, the transition ratio between the pair remains constant.

The decision-making procedure is repeated analogously in consecutive periods. The pro-
cess is terminated with probability « € (0,1) in each period. When the process stops, the
agent chooses the last considered alternative.

The choice procedure is equivalent to a finite-state discrete-time Markov chain with each
state representing one alternative in menu M, initial distribution 7 (M), transition proba-
bility matrix Q(M), and stopping probability . The stochastic choice function generated

by the model for each menu takes the following form:

0

(1) pla, (M), Q(M)) = Y am(M)(1 - a) Q(M)",

7=0

4See for example Russo and Rosen (1975), Reutskaja et al. (2011) and Cerreia-Vioglio, Maccheroni,
Marinacci, and Rustichini (2022).



where each term in the sum represents the probability that the process stops at a given
period multiplied by the probability of each alternative to be the current best at that time
period.

2.3 Choice procedure without time constraints

Consider the case in which the probability that the decision process is terminated approaches
zero, hence the pressure to make a decision diminishes. If the underlying Markov chain is
irreducible and aperiodic®, hence ergodic, a limiting distribution exists and it is the unique
stationary distribution. Naturally, if the stopping probability approaches zero, the generated
stochastic choice function converges to the stationary distribution of the Markov chain and

does not depend on the initial distribution.

Proposition 1. A stochastic choice function p(a,7(M),Q(M)) generated by an ergodic

Markov chain converges to its stationary distribution as o — 0.
Proof. See Appendix A.1. O
We denote the generated stochastic choice function as a — 0 by p(7w (M), Q(M)).

Definition 2. A stochastic choice function p(N') is rationalizable with an MSC model
if there exists a tuple (Q(M),w(M)) satisfying Assumptions 1 — 8 such that p(M) =
p(m (M), Q(M)) for all M e N, where p(re(M), QUM))(I — Q(M)) = 0.

The above equality follows immediately from Proposition 1. Note that if the Markov chain
is irreducible, the choice function is unique. If it is not irreducible, each communicating class
has its own unique stationary distribution and hence, the choice function depends on the

initial distribution 7 (M).

5Note that the assumption of prolonged consideration made earlier ensures that the Markov chain of any
MSC model is aperiodic. Recall that a communicating class of a Markov chain over M is defined as a set
of states M’ € M, which communicate, i.e. for each pair of states ¢,j € M’ there is a sequence of states
ki, ko, ...k € M’ such that ¢, (M)qr,k, (M) ... qx,;(M) > 0. A Markov chain is irreducible when it has a
single communicating class, hence the process can reach any state irrespectively of the initial state. Since

the Markov chain of a MSC model is finite, irreducibility implies positive recurrence.



3 Comparability restrictions

In this section, we examine how decision makers’ inability to make certain pairwise compar-
isons affects their final choices. Such comparability restrictions between pairs of alternatives
may arise from cognitive limitations, especially when many alternatives are presented si-
multaneously, as in the supermarket example mentioned in the Introduction. This concept
is supported by empirical evidence showing that jumps between fixations mostly occur be-
tween nearby alternatives (Chandon et al., 2009). Hence, different arrangements of the same
alternatives can impact their pairwise comparability. Figure 1 illustrates such a scenario,
where the decision maker cannot directly compare diagonally positioned pairs when they are

displayed on a grid.

——(D —(D

L— L

Figure 1: Limitations in a decision maker’s perception can lead to varying pairwise compa-

rability restrictions depending on the item positioning.

Additionally, a choice problem designer might restrict the visibility of the relevant items,
limiting the decision maker’s ability to compare certain pairs. For example, changes in the
network of related products of a platform’s recommendation system can influence the final
purchasing decision, even if the decision maker would eventually consider the same set of
items without time constraints.

We formalize the concept of comparability restrictions below. We use the notation ® for

element-wise matrix multiplication.

Definition 3. A comparability restriction of an MSC model (Q(M),w(M)) is a symmetric
matriz R(M) with elements r;;(M) € {0, c} fori # j and ¢ > 0 such that R(M)® Q(M) is

a right stochastic matriz with the same communicating classes as Q(M).

In other words, comparability restrictions prevent the decision maker from making a



direct transition between pairs of alternatives, while keeping the reachable set of alternatives
unchanged and scaling the transition probabilities between non-restricted pairs with the
same factor. We say that an MSC model is robust to a comparability restriction R(M) if
p(m(M),Q(M)) = p(m(M), R(M) © Q(M)).

In the following, we identify and characterize those classes of MSC models, which are
robust to any comparability restrictions. This is useful for two main reasons. First, it
justifies the use of different presentation formats and simplifications of the choice problem
(say, presenting items as a list instead on a grid) in cases when decision makers are not
affected by comparability restrictions. Second, comparability restrictions can aid decision-
makers in overcoming behavioral biases such as the attraction effect as discussed in the

example below.

Example 1. The attraction effect occurs when adding an asymmetrically dominated alter-
native to a choice set increases the choice probability of the dominating alternative. This
phenomenon has been consistently documented in a variety of choice contexts and across
different species (Castillo, 2020; Huber, Payne, & Puto, 1982). The attraction effect is in-
consistent with standard stochastic choice axioms such as regularity and independence of
wrrelevant alternatives. The MSC model can accommodate this behavioral bias and provide
suggestions for its mitigation.

More specifically, in any MSC model over N = {i,j, k} with strictly positive transition
probabilities except qi({i,k}) = qix(N) = 0 (i.e., the target is alternative i and its decoy is
alternative k) the relative choice frequency of the target vs. the competitor increases when the
decoy is present. Moreover, the target is chosen more frequently from the triple than from
the pair in absolute terms, p(i, Q(N)) > p(i, Q({i,7})), if and only if q;(N) > ¢;:(N), i.e.
the decision maker is more likely to transition to the target from the decoy than from the
competitor. Thus, the attraction effect should vanish if the comparability between the target
and the decoy is restricted, i.e. rix(N) = r;(N) = 0. More details and proofs can be found
in Appendiz B.1.



3.1 Reversible MSC models

In this subsection we characterize the Markovian decision-making process of agents whose
choices are robust to comparability restrictions. This class of MSC models satisfies a well-
known property of Markov chains called reversibility (Levin, Peres, & Wilmer, 2017). A

Markov chain is reversible if it satisfies the following detailed balance conditions

2) 0:(M)p(G, QM) = pli, QM))gis(M), ¥i, j € M.

The detailed balance equations postulate that the flow of probability mass is balanced for
each pair of states. In our setting, detailed balance means that the average number of
saccades from 7 to j should be the same as the saccades from j to 7 in the long run.® We call
an MSC model reversible on M if the corresponding Markov chain with states M satisfies
reversibility. We say that an MSC model is reversible if it is reversible on all M € N

The following theorem is our first main result. It characterizes reversible MSC models in

terms of comparability restrictions and decision maker’s choices from a given menu.
Theorem 1. The following are equivalent: A stochastic choice function p(M) is
(i) rationalizable only by reversible MSC models on M,
(i) robust to any comparability restrictions of a rationalizing model,
(iii) such that C%(p(M)) = C5(p(M)).
Proof. See Appendix A.3. O

Statements (i) and (ii) of the above theorem imply that if the decision-making process is
reversible, restricting some pairwise comparisons does not affect final choices. Additionally,
if the process is reversible without comparability restrictions, different arrangements of al-

ternatives, as shown in Figure 1, do not impact choice frequencies, even if the decision maker

6 A necessary and sufficient condition for reversibility of a Markov chain is the Kolmogorov’s criterion. It

states that a Markov chain is reversible if and only if for all cycles C(M’) € C(M’) and all M’ € M holds

3) [T o= T] an().

(k,1)eC(M") (k,)eC(M")
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can only compare nearby options. Similarly, these decision makers’ choices are unaffected
by the number of related products on an e-commerce website, as long as they can access the
same items from any starting point.

Following Theorem 1, an analyst can use comparability restrictions to determine if the
decision-making process is reversible on all M € N. To this end, the analyst needs to
verify that the final choices do not change in response to any of the possible comparability
restrictions. When the stochastic choice function is positive, then the analyst only needs
to check the effect of comparability restrictions when the menu equals the complete set of
alternatives M = N. This is because if stochastic choice data on N is rationalizable by a
reversible MSC model, it can be shown using TR-ITA and Kolmogorov’s condition that the
MSC model is reversible on all subsets.

Statement (iii) offers an alternative way to identify reversible MSC models by examining
the properties of the stochastic choices. It states that there is no sign-consistent cycle of
alternatives for which the ratio of choice probabilities is either strictly higher or strictly lower
in the larger choice set compared to the binary sets for each pair of alternatives in the cycle.
The characterization result is particularly useful if an analyst wants to verify reversibility,
but cannot control comparability restrictions, such as when they are due to the decision
maker’s unobservable cognitive limitations.

The two characterizations of reversible MSC models can complement each other to make
predictions and uncover the true generating model’s properties. The equivalence of Theo-
rem 1(i) and (iii) implies that if only choice data for a particular menu is observed, compa-
rability restrictions can simplify the choice problem without affecting the decision maker’s
choices. Additionally, if a stochastic choice function violates Theorem 1(iii) and is ratio-
nalizable by a non-reversible and a reversible model, comparability restrictions can help
distinguish between the two. If any such restriction changes the final choices, the true

generating model is non-reversible. The following example illustrates Theorem 1.

Example 2. Consider the choice function from binary sets given in Table 1 and let p({i, j, k,1}) =
p(N) = (0.2,0.2,0.4,0.2)7. We first verify that the stochastic choice function satisfies Theo-

"Note that although this stochastic choice function and the ones used in Examples 2-4 all satisfy regularity,

it is not a necessary condition for rationalizability with an MSC model as opposed to other models of

11



Table 1: Choice probabilities of alternatives 4, j, k, [ (rows) from binary choice sets (columns)

used in Examples 2-4.

gy ok Gl Gk 0 k1
il 05 05 05

71 0.5 0.6 0.5
k 0.5 0.4 0.4
l 0.5 0.5 0.6

N
(D—0p

Figure 2: A reversible MSC model rationalizing the choice function given in Example 2.

rem 1(iii), i.e. we need to show C2(p(N)) = CZ(p(N)) = 0 for any M' € N'. The only pairs
of alternatives whose choice ratio from N do not equal their choice ratio from the binary
set are (i,k), (j,k), and (k,l) and their reverse pairs, i.e. d;(p(M)) # 0, d;(p(M)) # 0,
and o (p(M)) # 0. Since all cycles containing these pairs contain two reverse pairs, the
condition in Theorem 1(iii) is trivially satisfied.

As we prove in Appendiz B.2, an MSC model that has m(k,M) = 0.4 and positive
off-diagonal transition probabilities q;;(M) = qu(M) = q;;(M) = qu(M) = q;(M) = 0.1
rationalizes the stochastic choice data. Figure 2 visualizes the transitions occurring with
positive probability. Note that this is the greatest number of possible direct comparisons
consistent with the choice data. It is evident that this model is reversible, because it holds
that q;;(M)qj(M)q(M) = q;;(M)q;j(M)gy(M) and in all other cycles there are transitions
happening with zero probability.

Finally, we can verify that the rationalizing model is robust to comparability restrictions.

stochastic choice such as random utility models.

12



For example, if we consider a comparability restriction with ry(M) = r;(M) = 0, the model

(R(M)®Q(M),w(M)) also rationalizes the choice data.

Comparability restrictions are assumed to have a uniform effect on all transition proba-
bilities between non-restricted pairs. This assumption is plausible if the manipulation of the
choice problem does not affect the accessibility and salience of non-restricted pairs. However,
choices generated by reversible models are robust to an even larger class of comparability

restrictions.

Definition 4. A weak comparability restriction of an MSC model {Q(M),w(M)) is a sym-
metric matriz R(M) with non-negative off-diagonal elements such that R(M)® Q(M) is a

right stochastic matriz with the same communicating classes as Q(M).

In essence, weak comparability restrictions can have an asymmetric effect on non-restricted

pairs. The symmetry of the matrix R(M) ensures TR-ITA holds for all pairs.

Proposition 2. If an MSC model is reversible, the generated stochastic choice function

p(N) is robust to all weak comparability restrictions.
Proof. See Appendix A.4. O

In other words, agents who follow a reversible decision-making process cannot be nudged
to choose certain alternatives more frequently by imposing comparability restrictions, even if
these affect non-restricted pairs asymmetrically. Thus, the choices are robust across various
presentations of the decision problem. For example, the choices of such decision makers are
unaffected not only by reducing the number of possible comparisons, but also by reshuf-
fling the positions of the items, leading to asymmetric changes in transition probabilities
due to comparability restrictions. We conclude this subsection with the following example

illustrating Proposition 2.

Example 2 (continued). Observe that an MSC model in which the previously discussed
comparability restriction between ¢ and | affects asymmetrically the likelihood to make a
transition between i and j such that r;;(M) = 2, while keeping all other off-diagonal elements

of the R(M) matriz equal to 1, will rationalize the same stochastic choice function.

13



3.2 Pairwise and fully comparable MSC models

In the previous section, we establish that choices generated by a reversible MSC model cannot
be manipulated with comparability restrictions. Another type of decision maker unaffected
by menu rearrangements is one whose cognitive abilities allow all pairwise comparisons. In
this section, we characterize the choices of such decision makers, captured by classes of MSC

models we call pairwise and fully comparable.

Definition 5. An MSC model is pairwise comparable if it holds for all i,j € M and all
M e N that q¢;;(M) = 0 implies q;;(M) > 0. An MSC model is fully comparable if q;;(M) > 0
for alli,j € M and all M € N

This definition of pairwise comparability is a generalization of Assumption 2 about pair-
wise comparability on binary sets to all menus. If the model is fully comparable, the agent
makes all possible transitions with positive probability. Our characterization results of these
classes of MSC models are based on the existence of particular sign-consistent cycles w.r.t.

the stochastic choice function.

Definition 6. The stochastic choice function p(M) is bounded in a cycle over a pair of
alternatives (i,7) € M whenever if 6;;(p(M)) # 0, 3C(M') with (i,5) € C(M') and C(M') €
Cf/_(p(M)) for M' e M.

Furthermore, the characterization of fully comparable MSC models requires in addition

positivity.
Theorem 2. The following are equivalent: A stochastic choice function p(M) is

(i) rationalizable by a pairwise (fully) comparable MSC model on M,

(ii) (positive and) bounded in a cycle over all pairs of alternatives.

Proof. See Appendix A.5. O

Theorem 2 implies that if a choice function violates condition (ii), the decision-making
process necessarily took place under comparability restrictions. What is more, the violation
of the condition for an individual pair implies that no rationalizing model would assign a

positive transition probability between the pair as we show with the next proposition.

14



Proposition 3. A stochastic choice function p(M), which is not bounded in a cycle over a

pair i,j € M, is only rationalizable by MSC models with q;j(M) =0 .
Proof. See Appendix A.6. O
We illustrate Theorem 2 with the following example.

Example 3. Consider the choice function from binary sets given in Table 1 and let p({i, j, k,1}) =
p(N) = (0.25,0.28,0.2,0.27). We first verify that p(N) satisfies the condition in Theo-
rem 2(ii). Note that the cycle {(i, k), (k, j), (4, 1), (1,i)} € C3(p(N)). We need to show that the
remaining pairs (i,7) and (k,1) belong to a sign-consistent cycle. Since {(i, k), (k,j), (4,9)} €
C3(p(N)) and {(i, k), (k,1), (I,7)} € C5(p(N)), the condition is satisfied. According to the the-
orem, the choice function is rationalizable by a fully comparable MSC model. Appendiz B.3

contains an example of one such rationalizing model.

3.3 Reversible and fully comparable MSC models

The classes of reversible and fully comparable MSC models are independent, because in a
reversible MSC model there might be a zero transition probability between some pairs (see
Example 2) and fully comparable models need not be reversible (see Example 3). We now
focus on the intersection of the two classes of models. Following Theorems 1(iii) and 2(ii),
the generated stochastic choice function should be such that 6,;(p(M)) = 0, or alternatively
p(i,{i, 7 )p(s, M) = p(j4,{i,5})p(i, M), Vi,j € M and M € N. This property is known as
Independence of irrelevant alternatives (ITA) and implies that enlarging the choice set does

not have an effect on relative choice probabilities. We state the characterization result below.
Theorem 3. The following are equivalent: A stochastic choice function p(M) is
(i) rationalizable by a fully comparable and reversible MSC model on M,

(ii) positive and independent of irrelevant alternatives,

(#ii) rationalizable by an MSC model such that Vi, j € M, Z;%; = Z((Z)), whereu : N — R, .

Proof. See Appendix A.7. O
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We gain several important insights from Theorem 3. First, we learn that the well-known
Luce model, also referred to as multinomial logit, is observationally equivalent to a reversible
and fully comparable MSC model. Recall that a stochastic choice function p(N) is a Luce
rule if there exists a function v : N — R, | such that for all M e N and i € M

u(z)

Zje a () .

In his seminal work, Luce (1959) shows that positivity and ITA characterize the Luce model.

p(i, M) =

Therefore, Theorem 3 provides a procedural justification for the Luce model. Basically,
stochastic choice consistent with the Luce model arises whenever the search dynamics follow
a Markov process with symmetric average transitions and positive transition probabilities
between all pairs of alternatives.

Therefore, choices consistent with reversible and fully comparable models can be consid-
ered most unbiased, as all pairwise comparisons are possible, determined solely by utility,
and unaffected by the presentation of the choice problem. Moreover, if the choice data sat-
isfies Theorem 1(iii), but violates ITA, we can deduce that the decision making process is
reversible but the agent is unable to make all pairwise comparisons.

Finally, Theorem 3(iii) provides an interesting insight in the exploration mechanism that
corresponds to a reversible and fully comparable MSC model. Specifically, the ratio of
transition probabilities between each pair of alternatives equals the ratio of their utilities,
where the utility function is the same as in the Luce model. This feature suggests that
transitions between alternatives depend solely on the utility, not on factors like salience,
positioning, or cognitive restrictions. In contrast, violations of ITA and positivity indicate
that these factors do influence decisions, making the agent susceptible to choice manipulation

through the presentation of the decision problem.

4 Initial fixation

Apart from comparability restrictions, the presentation of the decision problem affects the
exploration and evaluation process through the first fixation, captured by the initial distri-

bution 7 (M). It is evident by the form of the generated choice function given in (1) that
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our model predicts that the initial fixation can have significant and long-lasting effects on
the final choices when there is time pressure, which is also in line with existing experimental
evidence (Armel et al., 2008; Atalay, Bodur, & Rasolofoarison, 2012; Reutskaja et al., 2011).
Thus, a choice problem designer could steer the choices of such decision makers towards a
target alternative by influencing the initial fixation probability.® Without time constraints,
the effectiveness of such interventions is more nuanced and depends on the pairwise compa-
rability.

Following Proposition 1, when the pairwise evaluation process can eventually reach all
alternatives in the menu from any starting point, with no limit on the number of transitions
(indicating an irreducible Markov process”), final choices become independent of the initial
fixation distribution, i.e. the choice function is robust to any initial fixation distributions.

We now characterize irreducible MSC models. In order to do so, we need to relax appro-

priately the property in Theorem 2(ii) since pairwise comparable models are a subclass of

irreducible MSC models.
Theorem 4. The following are equivalent: A stochastic choice function p(M) is
(i) rationalizable by an irreducible MSC model on M,
(ii) robust to any initial fixation probability distributions,
(i11) bounded in a cycle over all pairs of some cycle C(M).
Proof. See Appendix A.8. O

The reducibility of the decision making process implies the existence of separate commu-
nicating classes, or consideration sets. This aligns with an agent’s approach of first focusing

on a subcategory of alternatives and then selecting an item from that subcategory without

8In order to ensure the effectiveness of such an intervention our model shows that it is not only necessary
that initial fixation probability of the target increases, but also that the fixation probabilities of all other

competitors weakly decrease. A detailed proof is available upon request.
9A fully comparable MSC model is an example of an irreducible model, whereas the model depicted in

Figure 2 is reducible — if the process starts at alternative k, none of the other alternatives in the menu can

be reached and vice versa.
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exploring the rest. Such partitions of the menu could stem from the decision maker’s sub-
jective perception of item attributes, such as taste (sweet vs. salty), brand, or ingredients.
This behavior is consistent with experimental marketing literature, which identifies heuris-
tics used by decision makers to construct consideration sets by focusing on subsets of items
with specific attributes (see Hauser (2014) and references therein).

The partitioning of a menu into subsets can also be influenced externally by the presen-
tation of the decision problem. For instance, in a menu composed of snacks, a designer can
emphasize the division between salty and sweet snacks by placing them on different shelves in
a supermarket. On an e-commerce platform with a recommendation system, the algorithm
might categorize items into distinct subgroups and suggest different sets of related products
based on the first item the user views.

If the decision making process is reducible, i.e. the underlying Markov chain has multiple
communicating classes, the first fixation determines the subset of reachable alternatives.
Thus, choices can be manipulated through the initial distribution, unless the probability to
start in each communicating class remains constant. Increasing the likelihood of starting in a
particular communicating class boosts the choice probability of all alternatives in that class
while preserving their relative choice probabilities within the class. Thus, a social planner
can nudge decision makers to choose a target alternative more often by directing attention
to any alternative in the same communicating class as the target.

Therefore, inferring the irreducibility property of an MSC model from the choice function
is advantageous in two ways. It helps evaluate the effectiveness of various attention-grabbing
methods in increasing the choice probability of a target alternative, and it reveals whether
the menu is perceived as fragmented or coherent.

Note that if a stochastic choice function fulfils Theorem 4(iii), this does not necessarily
mean that it was generated by an irreducible model, but only that it is consistent with such
a model. An analyst can infer the reducibility properties of the true model by observing
changes in final choice probabilities resulting from alterations in the initial fixation proba-
bility of different communicating classes. In order to do that effectively, the analyst would
ideally know which alternatives belong to the same communicating class. As we showed

in Proposition 3, the stochastic choice function itself provides insights about the possible
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pairwise comparisons and thus about the composition of the communicating classes. Thus,
Theorem 4(ii) and (iii) can complement each other in order to infer the irreducibility prop-
erty.

If choice data reveals the existence of consideration sets when applying Theorem 4, sellers
can infer which products fall into the same consideration set as their own product, thus
inferring their direct competitors from consumers’ perspective. Furthermore, this insight
aids choice problem designers in making better targeted interventions and predicting the

effects of a change in the initial fixation probability. We conclude this section with the

<0

following example.

Figure 3: An irreducible MSC model rationalizing the choice function given in Example 4.

Example 4. Consider the choice function from binary sets given in Table 1. Let the choice
function from the menu M = {i, 7, k,l} be p(M) = (0.24,0.3,0.22,0.24). We first verify that
p(M) satisfies Theorem 4 (iii). Observe that d;(p(M)) = 0 and consider the cycle C(M') =
{(7,1), (i, k), (k,j)} € CI(p(M)). Thus, the cycle C(M) = {(j,1),(i,1), (1,4), (i, k), (k, )}
fulfils the requirement and the stochastic choice function is rationalizable by an irreducible
MSC model such as the one contained in Appendix B.4 and depicted in Figure 3.

We can verify that the rationalizing model from Figure 3 has the highest number of possible
transitions using Proposition 3. In order to show that any rationalizing model assigns zero
probability to transitions between j and l, note first that §;;(p(M)) > 0, so we need to check
whether the pair belongs to any sign-consistent cycle according to p(M). We consider the
cycles {(j, k), (k,1), (1, 7)} and {(k,1),(l,7),(7,7), (i, k)}, because the pair cannot be part of a
sign-consistent cycle with (j,1) since 0;(p(M)) = 0. We can easily see that these are no sign-
consistent cycles since 6;;(p(M)) < 0 and ok (p(M)) > 0. We can use the same argument
for the pair (k,l) to prove that the transition probability should be zero.
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5 Related literature

Researchers across various disciplines have recognised the advantages of incorporating Markov
processes in modeling choice behavior. The literature emphasizes the tractability of these
models, their superior performance over traditional frameworks in predicting choices, and
their ability to generalize popular random utility-based discrete choice models, such as the
multinomial logit model (Baldassi, Cerreia-Vioglio, Maccheroni, Marinacci, & Pirazzini,
2020; Blanchet, Gallego, & Goyal, 2016; Cerreia-Vioglio et al., 2022; Ragain & Ugander,
2016). We relate to this literature by employing a general Markovian model to study the
effects of choice architecture and to reveal unobservable pairwise comparison patterns from
choice behavior.

Furthermore, our characterization results make a technical contribution related to the
problem of inverting the stationary distribution of a Markov chain studied in Morimura,
Osogami, and Idé (2013) and Kumar, Tomkins, Vassilvitskii, and Vee (2015). This existing
literature attempts to recover the compete transition probability matrix from the stationary
distribution assuming that either the graph or the rate of reaching one state from another
is (partially) known. We identify the properties of a stationary distribution that guarantee
the existence of a corresponding Markov chain within the classes of reversible, pairwise
comparable, and irreducible chains. Notably, we achieve this under minimal assumptions
concerning the consistency of Markov chains over subsets of states.

The MSC model builds on a vast theoretical literature incorporating various behavioral
limitations into models of choice behavior, in particular to search, reference dependence,
and limited consideration. In much of the theoretical literature featuring sequential menu
exploration, the search order is specified by the choice problem itself in a form of a list
(Horan, 2010; Papi, 2012; Rubinstein & Salant, 2006; Zhang, 2017) or unobservable network
of related products in a recommender system (Masatlioglu & Nakajima, 2013; Masatlioglu
& Suleymanov, 2021). In some choice models such as those by Caplin and Dean (2011),
Apesteguia and Ballester (2013), Dutta (2020) and Demirkan (2024) agent’s ability to par-
tition and explore the choice set is not observable and this literature is mainly concerned

with the problem of rationalizability. Our MSC model adds to this literature by incorporat-
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ing many of the empirically documented decision-making patterns motivating the existing
models and offering a simple framework to analyse the effects of various presentation formats.

Reference points have played an important role in behavioral choice models, assumed to
be static and exogenous (Masatlioglu & Ok, 2005; Salant & Rubinstein, 2008; Tversky &
Kahneman, 1991), endogenous and menu-dependent (Ok, Ortoleva, & Riella, 2015; Tseren-
jigmid, 2019), or stochastic (Kibris, Masatlioglu, & Suleymanov, 2024; Ravid & Steverson,
2019). The MSC model introduces a dynamic reference point represented by the current al-
ternative, since the probability of transitioning to another option is influenced by the present
state in the Markov chain. Alternatively, the initial fixation can be interpreted as a stochas-
tic reference point. Our contribution to this literature lies in highlighting the nuanced effect
that reference points have on final choices, depending on the time pressure and the existence
of consideration sets.

Limited consideration in decision-making, i.e. the idea that agents do not consider all
available alternatives, has also been a very influential concept in behavioral choice literature.
Consideration sets have been modeled as exogenous (Demuynck & Seel, 2018; Masatlioglu,
Nakajima, & Ozbay, 2012), random (Brady & Rehbeck, 2016; Manzini & Mariotti, 2014;
Masatlioglu et al., 2012), or as a result of constrained optimization (Caplin, Dean, & Leahy,
2018). We contribute to this literature by identifying necessary and sufficient conditions
showing the existence of such consideration sets and their composition despite the fact that
the agent makes stochastic choices even if all alternatives are considered.

Finally, our paper is related to the literature on manipulating attention by different
presentations of the menu and its consequences on choice behavior. Notable recent theoret-
ical works addressing this issue are Gossner, Steiner, and Stewart (2021), which features a
learning mechanism and endogenous stopping, and Kovach and Tserenjigmid (2022), which
enriches the Luce (1959) model by separating the alternatives into two categories depending
on their ability to attract attention. Our framework enables us to study in addition the

impact of manipulating the comparability between pairs of alternatives on final choices.
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6 Conclusion

Motivated by key behavioral patterns such as pairwise comparisons, attention-driven tran-
sitions, and stochastic decision-making, we introduce the Markov Stochastic Choice (MSC)
model as a tool to analyse the effects of item arrangement and attention manipulation on final
choices. Understanding and predicting these effects is crucial for choice problem designers
interested in influencing or minimizing external effects on choices.

Our findings indicate that decision-makers may differ in their sensitivity to presenta-
tion formats. We identify decision-makers following reversible or fully comparable Markov
processes as being unaffected by item positioning and show how these properties can be
revealed from choice data. Additionally, we provide a behavioral foundation for the Luce
model as observationally equivalent to a reversible and fully comparable MSC model with-
out time constraints. Finally, interventions such as altering initial fixation probabilities can
effectively nudge decisions, especially under time constraints or when the decision process
is reducible. We are able to determine the existence and composition of consideration sets
from the choice function.

The proposed model offers different directions for future research, two of which we outline
here. In the current model, time pressure is reflected in the stopping probability of the
decision-making process. An alternative way to model time pressure is as a fixed point in
time at which the exploration of the choice set is terminated. One could then compare the
effect that the modelling of the two approaches to time pressure have on final choices and
use that information to make predictions.

The second direction is to extend the model to multi-attribute alternatives. This can
be easily incorporated in the existing framework by letting each state of the Markov chain
represent an attribute of an alternative. The multi-attribute version of the MSC model offers
a natural environment to study the other context effects known in the literature, such as the
compromise and similarity effects, and contribute to a better understanding of the effect of
alternative- vs. attribute-based transitions on choices, which have been extensively studied

in the experimental literature (see Noguchi and Stewart (2014)).
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A Proofs

A.1 Proof of Proposition 1

We begin the proof by simplifying Equation (1).19

Lemma 1. The generated stochastic choice function in (1) is equivalent to
(4) plo, m(M),Q(M)) = am(M)(I — (1 - a)Q(M))™", VMeN.

Proof. Let Q(M) = (1 — a)Q(M). Then, p(a,m(M),Q(M)) = am(M)Y"  ,Q(M)". In
order to simplify the expression, we need to show that the Neumann series > Q(M)T
converges in the operator norm in order to use that % Q(M)" = (I — Q(M))™" (see
for example Kress (2014, Theorem 2.14)). This is the case if Q(M) is smaller than unity
in some norm. Since Q(M) is a stochastic matrix [|Q(M)||e, = max; D} [¢i;(M)| = 1 and
1O(M) |l = 1—a < 1. Hence, p(a, m(M), Q(M)) = am(M)(I — Q(M))~". n

Fix a menu M € M. We reformulate Equation (4) in the following way:

—~

plon (M), QM) = T (M) ot (T = Q) ),

where adj(.) denotes the adjugate matrix. Since the Markov process is ergodic, (M) has

an eigenvalue of 1. We express the determinant with the characteristic polynomial:

det(%]—Q(M)) =ﬁ(%—h) - 1f‘a]£[<1ia—&),

=1 =2

where \; denotes the eigenvalues of Q(M). Since A\; < 1 for [ # 1, the determinant is positive.

We plug in the expression and simplify the resulting choice function

1 ) 1
ple (M), QUM = (M) st (T QO ).

-«

10An alternative way of defining an MSC model is an absorbing Markov chain with one one transient
and one absorbing state corresponding to each alternative in the menu and transition probability matrix
between transient states given by Q* (M) = (1—a)Q(M) and absorption probability matrix A(M) = al. The
stationary distribution of this Markov chain is given by p(a, w* (M), Q*(M)) = w*(M)(I — Q*(M))~*A(M)
(Grinstead & Snell, 1997). Thus, Lemma 1 is a corollary of existing results from the literature on absorbing

Markov chains. Nevertheless, the proof is provided here for convenience.
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Now we can let o — 0:

-
HlL=2(1 — )
Multiply both sides of the equation with (I — Q(M)) from the right and simplify:

p(m (M), Q(M)) = lim p(a (M), QUM)) = (M) adi(I = Q).

p(r (M), Q(M))(I = Q(M)) = (M) det(I — Q(M)).

-
H1L=2(1 — )
Since det(I — Q(M)) = 0, we have p(w(M),Q(M))(I — Q(M)) = 0.

A.2 Auxiliary results
This section contains three key lemmas for proving the main theorems.

Lemma 2. Let p(N) be a stochastic choice function rationalizable by an MSC model. For
all M e N and i,j € M for which p(i,{i,j}) € (0,1) it holds that

(PON)ay(M) _ 8iu(p(M))g5i(M)

pG ALY G

Proof. Take an arbitrary pair 4,5 € M with p(i,{i,j}) € (0,1). Rationalizability of p(N)

implies p(i, {1, j})qi; ({t, 5}) = p(), {2, 5})g;i({é, 7}). It follows from p(i, {i,j}) € (0,1) and
Assumption 2 that g;;({7,j}) > 0 and g;;({7,j}) > 0. The statement is trivially satisfied for

. . (M) (M
¢ij(M) = ¢q;i(M) = 0. If ¢;;(M) > 0, TR-IIA implies ¢;;(M) > 0 and p‘zjéi’j;) = p%i,{(i,j;)'

Therefore,
SaOD)a (M) _ e a(M)
p(j,{l,j}) _(p< ,M)p(j,{ 7.]}) p( 7{ 7j}>p(j7M))p(Z,{Z,j})’
and the final result follows. O

Lemma 3. A stochastic choice function p(N') is rationalizable with an MSC model iff

8;::(p(M))qj:(M 8 (p(M))qi; (M
3 (p(M))q;i(M) 3 (p(M))qi; (M)

{ieM:q;j;(M)>0} p(l’ {Z’]}) {ieM:q;:(M)=0, p(]a {Za]})
a;i({1,5})=0}

Proof. The rationalizability of p(N') implies that p(M)(I — Q(M)) = 0 for all M € N.
Therefore, it holds for all j € M and M € N that
2P0 M)gzs(M) = ) p(i, M)gi; (M) = 0.

i#] i#]

(5) =0 Vje M,YMeN.
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We now rearrange the terms depending on whether g;;(M) > 0 or not.

| gy |
S (- p B a0n - X pli M0 0
{ieM\{j}ay: (M)>0} i ieM\(j}):
q5i(M)=0}

It follows from Assumptions 2 and 3 that if ¢;;(M) # 0, then ¢;;({7,j}) # 0. Rational-

izability and Assumption 2 imply that p(i, {i,j}) # 0. We apply Assumption 3 and the
rationalizability of the choice function from binary sets to obtain:

S (0040~ B g - S a0 0n) <

{ieM\{j}: p(i {i.7}) {ieM\{j}:

q5:(M)>0} ;i (M)=0}
Note that TR-IIA and ¢;;(M) = 0 imply that either ¢;;(M) = 0 or ¢;;({7,j}) = 0. In the
latter case rationalizability guarantees that p(i, {z,j}) = 0. Hence, for those pairs holds

3i;(p(M)) = p(i, M)p(4,{3,5}) —p(i,{i,7})p(j, M) = p(i, M) and the final result follows. O

.....

pairs. The menu is also denoted as an indexed set M = {m, :a € {1,...,|M|}}.

Lemma 4. A stochastic choice function p(N') is rationalizable with an MSC model iff
(6) D(M)y(M)=0, YMeN.

where v(M) is a vector of transition probabilities between the pairs in GM, i.e. y(M) =

qi; (M) iff g = (i,7) and D(M) is a matriz with dimensions |M| x |GM| and elements
(

5ZJ(p<M>>/p(j7 {Zvj}>7 mea = nglﬁv[ = (Zvj)
davb(M) = 3 _5zj(p<M>>/p(j7 {Zvj}>7 ifma = jvgéw = (7'7.]>7

0 else.

\

Proof. Take an arbitrary menu M € N. Observe that the linear system (5) in Lemma 3 is
trivially satisfied whenever p(M) is such that 6;;(p(M)) = 0 for all pairs 4, j € M. If it holds
for at least one pair i,j € M that &;;(p(M)) > 0, then GM 3 &, which we assume for the
remainder of the proof.

Note that all elements of the matrix D(M) are well-defined since §;;(p(M)) > 0 implies
p(7,{i,7}) > 0. Further, none of the columns of the matrix is equal to 0 because each column

corresponds to a pair (4, j) for which d;;(p(M)) > 0.
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We claim that the linear system (6) is equivalent to the one in (5) and is thus neces-
sary and sufficient for rationalizability. Consider an equation from the linear system (6)

corresponding to an arbitrary matrix row a such that m, = j:

> oo (M)y(M) + > oo (M)7s(M) =0

{b:gM =(j,i),vieM} {b:gM=(i,5),vieM}
3 0,i(P(M))g;i(M) _ 5 0(P(M))ai (M) _
{ieM:(j,i)eGM} p(i; {i, j}) (ieM:(i,j)eGM} p(,{i,5})
85i(p(M))g;s(M) 3 05 (P(M))a;;(M) _
e igonso  PELTD e GyanDm0gitip=oy PO |

where we obtain the last equation by applying Lemma 2 on all pairs (i,5) € GM for which
¢;i(M) # 0 and use the fact that Assumption 3 and g;;(M) = 0 imply that either ¢;;(M) =0
or g;i({7,7}) = 0. Note that applying Lemma 2 does not lead to a division by zero because
if ¢;;(M) > 0, then g¢;;({7, j}) > 0 and by rationalizability, p(i, {1, 5}) > 0. O

A.3 Proof of Theorem 1

A.3.1 Equivalence between (i) and (ii)

The necessity part of the argument follows directly from Proposition 2. In order to show
the sufficiency part, fix a menu M and let p(M) be rationalizable by an MSC model
(Q(M),m(M)) and all its comparability restrictions. We will show that Q(M) satisfies
the Kolmogorov criterion given in Equality (3). We consider the comparability restric-
tion R(M) with positive entries except between the pair i,j € M such that r;;(M) =
r;i(M) = 0. The rationalizability of p(M) by Q(M) and R(M) © Q(M) implies that
p(m (M), Q(M))(I = Q(M)) = 0 and p(m(M), Q(M))(I — R(M) © Q(M)) = 0. Consider

the row of these linear systems corresponding to alternative j

Dok, Q(M))qi; (M) — p(j, Q(M)) > qji(M) =

> p(k, QM) )iy (M) gy (M) = p(, Q(M)) D (M) gjn(M) = 0.
k#j k#j

Using that (M) = ¢ except for the pair i, j we can express latter equation:

¢ > plk, QM) g (M) = p(j, Q(M))gs(M) = 0.

k#j,i
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Thus, detailed balance given in Equation (2) is satisfied for the pair 7, j in the non-restricted
model Q(M). We can prove analogously that detailed balance holds on all pairs such that
restricting their comparability does not lead to the formation of new communicating classes.
Note that detailed balance holds trivially for all pairs which are not directly comparable in
Q(M). Thus, all cycles C(M’) composed of these pairs satisfy the Kolmogorov criterion.
Finally, we consider those pairs that belong to the same communicating class according
to Q(M), but belong to different classes when the transition between the two is prohibited.
Let M’ and M” be two disjoint subsets of M with i € M’ and j € M” such that g (M) =0
for all ke M" and [ € M" except ¢;;(M) > 0. It easily seen that the Kolmogorov criterion is
satisfied for all cycles with (i, 5) € C(M" v M”"). Therefore, the Kolmogorov criterion holds

on all cycles of alternatives and the Markov process given by Q(M) is reversible.

A.3.2 Equivalence between (i) and (iii)

Consider a stochastic choice function p(N') and a menu M € N'. The condition C°(p(M)) =
Cs (p(M)) is trivially satisfied for |[M| = 2, as is reversibility by all generating models. We as-
sume |M| = 3 for the rest of the proof. Let (Q(M), w(M)) be a rationalizing MSC model, i.e.
p(m(M),Q(M)) = p(M). Note that at least one rationalizing model always exists: letting
¢;;(M) =0foralli,j e M and w(M) = p(M) generates the stochastic choice function p(M).

(iii) = (i): We prove the statement by contraposition, i.e. we show that if an MSC
model violates reversibility on M, then p(M) is such that C?(p(M)) # &.

The proof is structured in three steps. First, we show that a non-reversible MSC model
on M generates stochastic choice functions with 0 (p(M)) # 0 for those pairs k,1 € M that
violate the detailed balance conditions given in (2). In the second step, we apply Lemma 4
from Appendix A.2 which gives necessary and sufficient conditions for rationalizability. If
the Markov chain is not reversible on M, the system has a positive solution. Finally, we
invoke Gordan’s theorem, which gives a necessary and sufficient condition for the existence of
positive solutions to a homogeneous linear system and show the relationship of the condition
to the property C°(p(M)) = C5 (p(M)).

Step 1: If an MSC model is not reversible on M, then detailed balance is violated for
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at least one pair of alternatives: 3k,[ € M such that
(7) g (M)p(k, M) > qu.(M)p(l, M).

Thus, g (M) > 0 and p(k, M) > 0. We consider the following two cases: (1) qu({k,(}) =0
and (2) qx({k,1}) > 0. In the former, Assumption 2 implies that gy ({k,l}) > 0 and thus,
p(k,{k,l}) = 0. Since p(k, M) > 0, we have that p(l, {k,})p(k, M) > p(k, {k,(})p(l, M) = 0,
and dg(p(M)) > 0. In the second case with ¢ ({k,l}) > 0, Assumption 3 together with
(M) > 0 imply that gg({k,1}) > 0 and q(M) > 0. The generated stochastic choice
function is such that p(l,{k,l}) € (0,1). It follows from Inequality (7) and Assumption 3
that
pl k1) gk ) _ au(M) _ p(, M)

p(k AR D) an({k, 1) (M)~ p(k, M)

Thus, we have shown that whenever the detailed balance condition is violated for a pair of
alternatives k,l on M, o (p(M)) # 0.
Step 2: Recall from Appendix A.2 that GM = {(i,j) € M? : §;(p(M)) > 0} =

.....

states that p(M) is such that
(8) D(M)~(M) = 0.

Step 3: As already shown, whenever the detailed balance condition is violated for a pair
of alternatives k,l on M (and thus ¢y (M) > 0 and/or qu(M) > 0), o(p(M)) # 0. This
means that (k,l) € GM and v(M) > 0. It follows directly from Gordan’s theorem!! that

there exists a strictly positive solution «y(A/) > 0 to the linear system (8) if and only if there

does not exist a vector z = (z1, ..., zjar) € RM such that
9) zD(M) » 0.
Let the menu be denoted as an indexed set M = {m, : a € {1,...,|M|}} and the elements

of z be such that z, = vy whenever m, = k. The linear system (9) is equivalent to

Zadap(M) + 2edep(M) > 0, V(K1) € GY with m, = k,m. = 1,9;" = (k, 1),

HSee for example Theorem 15.1(2) in Roman (2008).
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which is in turn equal to

(10) (Uk . Ul)ékl(p(MD

p(l,{k,1})
Hence, in order for Inequality (9) to hold, the vector z should be such that for all pairs

>0, V(kI)eGM,

(k,1) e GM | we have vy > v;. Since the Markov chain is non-reversible on M and (M) = 0,
there does not exist a vector z satisfying (10). This is the case when there exists some
cycle C(M') € C5 (p(M)) and C(M’) € GM| because then we cannot assign a value to each
element of M’ such that vy > v, for all (k,1) € C(M').

(i) = (iii): We again prove the statement by contraposition, i.e. we show that if
p(M) is such that C°(p(M)) # C5(p(M)), then there exists a non-reversible rationalizing
MSC model. The proof is structured analogously to the sufficiency part.

Step 1: The assumption that C¥(p(M)) # C5(p(M)) implies that there exists a positive
sign-consistent cycle C(M') € C%(p(M)) and C(M') = GM. Since GM # &, it follows from
Lemma 4 that the transition probabilities of all rationalizing models satisfy D(M )~ (M) = 0.

Step 2: Gordan’s theorem implies that there exists a strictly positive solution (M) = 0

if and only if there is no vector z € RIM! for which
(11) zD(M) » 0.

Letting z, = v whenever m, = k, the system becomes equivalent to

o (p(M))
p(,{k,1})

Since it holds for all (k,l) € C(M') that dx(p(M)) > 0, we cannot assign a numerical value

(12) (vp — vr) >0, V(kI)eGM.

to each element of M’ such that v, > v, for all (k, 1) € C(M"). Therefore, there does not exist
a vector z € RIMI that satisfies the system of inequalities (11) and there exists a rationalizing
model is such that (M) = 0.

Step 3: We can now use that there is a solution (M) = 0 to construct a transition

probability matrix Q(M). In particular, we define

-

Yo (M) if gM = (i,7) e GM,

(13) Gi; (M) =  yp(M)EEif g) = (j,i) e GM
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Note that (j,7) € GM implies that p(i, {i, j}) > 0 since 6,;(p(M)) > 0. Next, we let g;;(M) =
rq;;(M) for all i # j, where x > 0 is such that x;;,¢;;(M) < 1 for all i € M. Finally,
we let ¢;;(M) = 1 —3;,,4;(M). The constructed transition probability matrix satisfies
Assumptions 1 — 3 and rationalizes p(M).

Finally, we will show that there exists a pair of alternatives that violates detailed balance.
From the above definition of the model and the fact that (M) > 0, there must exist a
pair (k,1) € GM, ie. Su(p(M)) = pk, M)p(l,{k,1}) — p(l, M)p(k,{k,1}) > 0, for which
(M) > 0. Therefore, p(l,{k,l}) > 0 and p(k, M) > 0. We consider two cases: (1)
p(k,{k,1}) = 0 and (2) p(k,{k,l}) > 0. In the first case, it follows from rationalizability
and Assumptions 1 — 3 that g (M) = 0. Since g (M)p(k, M) > 0 and g (M) = 0, detailed
balance is violated on the pair k,l and the MSC model is non-reversible. In the second
case with p(k, {k,1}) > 0, we have qu(M) = gu(M)2EED - Thys 6, (p(M)) > 0 implies

p(l,{k,l})
5 ((,i%]fcll}})) = Zﬂ%; zI; ((,ijj\\?), which is a violation of detailed balance.

A.4 Proof of Proposition 2

Consider a reversible and irreducible MSC model {(Q(M), (M )) and its generated stochastic
choice function p(m (M), Q(M)) for a menu M € M. Let R(M) be an arbitrary compara-
bility restriction of (Q(M), (M)). We will show that (R(M)® Q(M),w(M)) is reversible
and irreducible and p(7 (M), Q(M)) is its stationary distribution.

Since a comparability restriction preserves the communicating classes, R(M) ® Q(M) is
irreducible and has a unique stationary distribution. The reversibility of (M) implies that
the Kolmogorov’s criterion given in Equation (3) is satisfied. The symmetry of R(M) implies
that the Kolmogorov condition is also satisfied by R(M)® Q(M) and is reversible.

To prove rationalizability, we need to show p(m(M),Q(M))(I — R(M)® Q(M)) = 0.
We can express the equation for all j € M as

o0, Q(M))ri (M) gy (M) — p(5, Q(M)) Y 15(M)g;:(M) = 0,
i#j i#]

27 (M) (p(i, Q(M))ais (M) — p(j, Q(M))azi (M) = 0,

i#]

where the last step results from the symmetry of R(M). Since Q(M) must satisfy the
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detailed balance condition given in Equation (2) on all pairs, one can easily see that the
equality holds.

Finally, consider the case when the initial MSC model is not irreducible. Since com-
parability restrictions do not affect the initial distribution and preserve the communicating

classes, our proof extends trivially to the case with reducible MSC models.

A.5 Proof of Theorem 2

Consider a stochastic choice function p(N) and a menu M € N. Since both parts of the
theorem are trivially satisfied for |M| = 2, we assume |M| > 3 for the rest of the proof.

(i) = (ii): We consider a pairwise comparable MSC model on M with generated
stochastic choice function p(w (M), Q(M)) = p(M). If it holds for all pairs i,j € M that
0;;(p(M)) = 0, the condition in (ii) is trivially satisfied. We assume hereafter that there is
at least one pair 4, j € M with J;;(p(M)) > 0.

We apply Lemma 4 from Appendix A.2. Since §;;(p(M)) > 0, (i,7) € GM by definition.
The assumption that the model is pairwise comparable, i.e. there is no k,l € M for which
qu(M) = qu.(M) = 0, ensures that v(M) » 0. We use Stiemke’s lemma,'* which states that
there exists a strongly positive solution (M) to the linear system in (6) if and only if there

does not exist a vector z € RIMI for which
(14) zD(M) = 0.

Analogously to the simplification presented in the proof of Theorem 1 given in Inequality (10),

this system can be written as

o (p(M)) o (p(M))
p(l,{k,1}) p(l, {k,1})

Since (M) » 0, such vector z does not exist. Note that it must hold for k,l € M that

(Ve —1vy) > 0,Y(k,1) e GM and (v, —v;) > 0 for at least one (k,1) e GM.

belong to a cycle in C3(p(M)) that vy = v;. Since a vector z does not exist, we should not
be able to find a pair (k,1) € GM such that vj, > v;. This is the case when p(M) is such that
all pairs (k,1) € GM belong to some sign-consistent cycle in C5 (p(M)), which coincides with

condition (ii).

12See for example Theorem 15.1(1) in Roman (2008).
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Finally, if the MSC model is fully comparable, the positivity assumption of the generated
stochastic choice function follows directly from the Perron—Frobenius theorem.

(il) = (i): Consider a stochastic choice function such that for all pairs i,5 € M
with &;;(p(M)) # 0, 3C(M’) with (i,j) € C(M’) and C(M’') € C5(p(M)) for M' € M.
We will show that there exists a rationalizing MSC model with Q(M) that is pairwise
comparable. Note that all stochastic choice functions are rationalizable by an MSC model
(see the Appendix A.3.2).

Assume first that 0;;(p(M)) = 0 for all pairs 7,5 € M. We apply Lemma 3 from Ap-
pendix A.2 and see that Equation (5) is trivially satisfied for all j € M. A pairwise compa-
rable MSC model that rationalizes the stochastic choice function is, for example, one where
¢i;(M) = kp(7,{i,j}), where k£ > 0 is such that Q(M) satisfies Assumptions 1 — 3.

We assume hereafter that there is at least one pair 4, j € M with 6;;(p(M)) > 0 and thus

(i,7) € GM. Tt follows from Lemma 4 that the transition probabilities satisfy the system
(15) D(M)y(M) = 0.

Following Stiemke’s lemma, there exists a strongly positive solution (M) » 0 to the sys-

tem (15) if and only if there does not exist a vector z € R/™| for which
(16) zD(M) = 0.
Analogously to the proof of Theorem 1, the above linear system is equivalent to

Spi(p(M)) M Or(p(M)) M
o) PP 0 (k, ) PR for at 1 , .
(g Ul)p(l, e 0,Y(k,1) e G* and (vg Ul)p(l, T > () for at least one (k,l) € G
Since it holds for all alternatives (k,1) € GM that 3C(M’) with (k,l) € C(M') and C(M’) €
C%(p(M)) for some M’ € M, we have that v, = v; and there is no pair (k,1) € GM for which

(v — vl)i’jél(’{’](ff}))) > (. Thus, there exists a rationalizing model with (M) » 0.

We can use the solution to the system (15) to construct a transition probability matrix

Q(M) as follows:
(M) if gy' = (i,j) € GM,
(17) Gij (M) =  yp(M)EEif g) = (j,i) e GM

32



Note that (j,7) € GM implies that p(i, {i, j}) > 0 since 6,;(p(M)) > 0. Next, we let g;;(M) =
rq;; (M) for all i # j, where x > 0 is such that x>, ¢;;(M) < 1 for all i € M. Finally, we
let qii(M) =1—3;,;4;(M). This model satisfies Assumptions 1 — 3, rationalizes p(M),
and is pairwise comparable.

Finally, we show that assuming positivity in addition, ensures the rationalizability with
a fully comparable model. Since (M) » 0, it holds for all (i,j) € GM that ¢;(M) > 0.
It is easy to see that the positivity of the stochastic choice function ensures that all other

transition probabilities are positive as well, hence the constructed model is fully comparable.

A.6 Proof of Proposition 3

Since p(M) is not bounded in a cycle over the pair 4, 5, it holds d;;(p(M)) # 0 and FC(M")
with (i,7) € C(M') and C(M’) € Cf/f(p(M)) for M' € M. We assume by contradiction
that there is a rationalizing model (Q(M),w(M)) with ¢;;(M) > 0. Since p(M) violates
Theorem 2(ii), there has to be at least one pair k,[ € M for which g (M) = 0. Let us denote
the set of such pairs with S(Q(M)).

We construct a stochastic choice function p(N)* such that p(M)* = p(M) and for all
k,le S(Q(M)) we adjust the choice probability from the binary sets so that o, (p(M)*) = 0.
Note that p(M)* # p(M) since following the proof of Theorem 2, there is at least one pair
with 0 (p(M)) # 0 and g (M) = 0. Note further that p(M)* is not bounded in a cycle
over the pair i, j, since according to the described procedure, Cf/_ (p(M)*) < Cf/_ (p(M))
and 6, (p(M)*) # 0.

We now construct an MSC model with Q(M)* such that g (M)* = g (M) for all k1 ¢

S(Q(M)) and let gy (M)* € (0,1) and qu(M)* = gu(M)*ERLls for all k.1 e S(Q(M)).

Observe that this model is pairwise comparable.

Applying Lemma 4 shows that the constructed MSC model Q(M)* rationalizes p(M)*.
This is the case because dg (p(M)*)qu(M)* = 6 (p(M))gu(M) for all k,1 € M. Theorem 2
implies that p(M)* should be bounded in a cycle over all pairs of alternatives, which is a

contradiction. Therefore, all rationalizing models of p(N') should be such that ¢;;(M) = 0.
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A.7 Proof of Theorem 3

Consider a stochastic choice function p(N) and a rationalizing MSC model on M € N i.e.

p(m(M),Q(M)) = p(M).

A.7.1 Equivalence between (i) and (ii)

(i) = (ii): Let Q(M) be a reversible and fully comparable MSC model. We fix an
arbitrary pair ¢,7 € M, for which will show that the stochastic choice function satisfies
positivity and ITA.

Since the model is fully comparable, the stationary distributions are such that p(i, Q(M)) >
0 for all i € M and all M € M, as there are no transient states. Hence, the generated stochas-
tic choice function is positive. Reversibility means that the detailed balance condition is

satisfied for all pairs and menus, hence

p(6.Q0D) _ qu(M) 1 p(i,QUiLIY) _ aifid)
pG,QAD) ~ a0 ™ 5. a(isd))

It follows from Assumption 3 that all fractions in the above equations are equal and hence

ITA is satisfied on the pair 7, 7 and thus, on all pairs and menus.

(ii) = (i): Let p(V) be a positive stochastic choice function that satisfies ITA, thus
S (p(M)) = 0 for all k,l € M. Lemma 3 in Appendix A.2 implies that there exists a fully
comparable rationalizing MSC model. We will show that the detailed balance condition
given in Equation (2) holds on an arbitrary pair ¢,5 € M.

Using the positivity and ITA properties of the choice function, we obtain

p(]a M) _ p(]> {Z>]}> _ QJZ({Za]})

p(i, M) p(.{i.j})  a;({ig})

Finally, Assumption 3 and the above equation imply detailed balance. Thus, the condition

is satisfied on all pairs and menus and the rationalizing model is reversible.

A.7.2 Equivalence between (i) and (iii)

(iii) = (i): If there exists a utility function v : N — R, such that the ratios of transition

it : @i (M) _ u(j)
probabilities satisfy qji_ D = ul

it follows directly from Kolmogorov’s criterion given in Equation (3).

for all i, j € M, reversibility of the MSC model is trivial as
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(i) = (iii): Let Q(M) be a reversible and fully comparable MSC model. Hence,
the detailed balance condition (2) is satisfied for all pairs of alternatives. As we showed
previously, the generated stochastic choice function is positive and ITA. It follows from Luce
(1959) that there exists an increasing function u : N — R, such that for all M € M and
1 € M such that

(18) pli, M) = %

Plugging in Equation (18) into the detailed balance condition, we obtain that for all 4, j € M
and all M € M

o) )
qjl(M)ZkeMu(k) ZkeMU(k>qu(M)

and the result follows.

A.8 Proof of Theorem 4

The MSC model is finite and aperiodic by definition. If it is irreducible in addition, the
Markov chain is ergodic. Thus, the equivalence of (i) and (ii) follows trivially from Propo-
sition 1, since the stationary distribution of an ergodic Markov process does not depend on

the initial distribution.

A.8.1 Proof of equivalence between statements (i) and (iii)

Consider a stochastic choice function p(N') and a rationalizing MSC model (Q(M), 7 (M))
on M € N. Note that a rationalizing model always exists (see Appendix A.3.2).

(i) = (iii): Let (Q(M),w(M)) be an irreducible model, i.e. every state can be
reached from every other state. In other words, for a given pair (i,7) € M, there exists
some C(M’) for which gy (M) > 0 for all (k,l) € C(M')\(4,7). Note that if we take the
union of all such cycles corresponding to each of the pairs, we obtain a cycle C (M) for which
g (M) > 0 for all (k,1) € C(M). We need to show that the generated p(M) is bounded in
a cycle over all (k,l) € C(M), i.e. if g (p(M)) # 0, then IC(M") with (k,l) € C(M") and
C(M") e C5(p(M)) for some M" € M.

Suppose by contradiction that there is a pair (k,l) € C'(M), such that 0y (p(M)) # 0,
but there is no sign-consistent cycle C(M") with (k,1) € C(M") and C(M") € C%(p(M)).
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Proposition 3 implies that all rationalizable models of p(M) are such that ¢;;(M) = ¢;;(M) =
0, which is a contradiction. Thus, p(M) needs to be bounded in a cycle over the pairs of the
cycle C(M).

(iii) == (i): Let p(M) be bounded in a cycle over all pairs of alternative of some
cycle C(M). We will show that there is a model (Q(M),w(M)) such that gy (M) > 0 for
all (k,l) € C(M), as it implies that every state can be reached from every other state and
the Markov chain is irreducible.

We construct a stochastic choice function p(N)* such that p(N)* = p(N') except for the
pairs k,l € M for which p(M) is not bounded in a cycle, we adjust the choice probability
from the binary sets so that dx(p(M)*) = 0. Thus, p(M)* is bounded in a cycle over all
pairs k,l € M. Following Theorem 2, p(M)* is rationalizable with a pairwise comparable
MSC model {Q*(M), m(M)).

We let Q(M) be such that g;;(M) = ¢;;(M)* for all pairs 4,5 € M over which p(M) is
bounded in a cycle and ¢;;(M) = g;;(M) = 0 for the remaining pairs in M. It follows from
the rationalizability of p(N)* and Lemma 4 in Appendix A.2, that p(M) is rationalizable by
(QUM), (M) since Su(p(M)")gua(M)* = Sa(p(M))gua(M) for all k.1 € M. By definition,
¢i;(M) = q;;(M)* > 0 for all pairs i, j € C(M) since p(M) is bounded in a cycle over those

pairs and the model is irreducible.

B Examples

B.1 Details on Example 1

We first show that p(; g%z;zg; > ZE g%zﬁ whenever ¢;,({i,k}) = qu({7,7,k}) = 0. The
rationalizability of p(N') implies p(M)(I — Q(M)) = 0 for all M € N. Therefore, it holds

for all j € M and M € N that

ZP(JaQ( QJZ Ep QZJ M) =

1#£] 1#]
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In particular, it holds p(j, Q(N))q;i(N) + p(k, Q(N))qri(N) = p(i, Q(N))qi;(N). After ap-
plying Assumption 3 and rearranging, we obtain

00, Q(V)) V) i, Q(N))
(19) oGy PN R T i)

Since the model is irreducible, the induced choice function is positive (Theorem 4). Thus,

all terms in the equation are positive and the first result follows.

We now prove the second part of the statement that gy ({7, j, k}) > g¢;:({7, 7, k}) if and
only if p(i, Q({3, j,k})) > p(i, Q({7,5})). Starting from Equation (19), we use that all choice
probabilities from the set N should sum up to 1:

GQNY) wlN) Q) gulN)
oG Gy TP QI TR = L) T )

Rearranging the equality and using that p(i, Q(N)) > p(i, Q({i,j})), we obtain

%qﬂ(m + (1= p(G, QN g (V) > g:(N) + qua(N)pli, i, ),

p(i, Q(N)).

(4ji(N) = @ei(N)) (p(G; QIN)) — p(3, {7, 5})) > 0.
Note that p(i, Q(N)) > p(i,Q({i,j})) together with the fact that all choice probabilities

from a given menu sum up to 1 implies that p(j, {i,7}) > p(4, Q(IN)) and the result follows.

B.2 Details on Example 2

: co e M) qi({igd) _ pGh{ingd) : : .
Note that Assumption 3 implies qzj(M) = qzj({i’j}) = DG Since the stochastic choice

function on binary sets is the same, all rationalizing MSC models in Examples 2-4 are such

that:
Qij + Qik + Qi —qij —qik —dqil
—dij %ij + ik + i —4jk —4ji
(20) [ o Q(M) _ ) ) J J J J
—dik —%ij Qir + %ij + qki —Qkl
—qil —4qj1 —§le qir + g + %%z

We show that no rationalizing MSC model will have positive transition probabilities to

and from state k. Using the definition of rationalizability, it has to holds that

) ) 3 2
p(i, M)qar. + p(j, M) g — p(k, M) (qa + Uik + aqi) + p(, M)g%z =0,

3 2
Gk + @ik — 2(qik + 5 ik + Q) + 30k = 0,
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where the second equation results from plugging in the stochastic choice function and sim-
plifying. Since transition probabilities cannot be negative, the only solution is ¢;(M) =
gjx(M) = qu(M) = 0.

One can easily verify that p(M) = (0.2,0.2,0.4,0.2) is the stationary distribution of an
MSC model with the following transition probability matrix and 7 (k, M) = 0.4

08 0.1 0 0.1
0.1 08 0 0.1
0 0 1 O
0.1 0.1 0 0.8

Note that restricting the comparability between each one of the pairs results in another
rationalizing MSC model when the initial distribution is the same. For example, if we let
R(M) be such that r;(M) = 0 and all other off-diagonal elements equal to 1, R(M)©®Q2(M)
rationalizes p(M). This holds even if the comparability restriction is weak, for example

ru(M) =0, r;;(M) = 2 and all other off-diagonal elements equal to 1.

B.3 Details on Example 3

As pointed out in Appendix B.2, the transition probability matrix should satisfy Equa-
tion (20) and p(w(M),Q(M))(I —Q(M)) = 0. One can verify that the below transition
probability matrix satisfies these requirements for p(M) = (0.25,0.28,0.2,0.27):

0.7 01 01 0.1
0.1 0.72 0.16 0.02
0.1 0.24 0.57 0.09
0.1 0.02 0.06 0.82

Qs(M) =

B.4 Details on Example 4

First, we show that there is no rationalizing model which assigns a positive transition prob-

ability between the pairs (j,/) and (k,l) in either direction. One of the equations that a
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rationalizing MSC model needs to satisfy is

) . 2
p(i, M)gi + p(7, M)le + p(k, M)aqi — p(l, M)(qu + q;1 + §le) =0,

0.07¢;; + 0.06¢x; = 0,
where the second equation results from plugging in the stochastic choice function and sim-
plifying. Hence, the only solution to the above equation is when ¢;;(M) = g (M) = 0.
As in the previous examples, the transition probability matrix should satisfy Equa-
tion (20) and p(7 (M), Q(M))(I — Q(M)) = 0. The following matrix satisfies these require-
ments for p(M) = (0.24,0.3,0.22,0.24):

0.4 0.1 0.3 0.2
01 07 02 0
03 03 04 0
02 0 0 08

Qu(M) =
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