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Abstract

There has been much research in the realm of the social sciences in investigating the
construction of preferences. However, there is a gap in the literature that examines the stability
of our preferences and the idiosyncratic components of preferences within different stimuli
domains. Within the current study, the reliability-sharedness of preferences is examined through
judgments across different stimulus domains: money gambles, abstract artwork, and faces. Raters
in Study 1 were asked to rate 42 money gambles and 42 face stimuli twice on a scale of “Not at
all attractive” to “Very attractive”. Using Pearson correlations and variance component analysis,
the study found that within both domains, preferences tended to be stable. However, the gamble
domain was more likely to have shared preferences among the raters than the face domain, where
raters had both individual and shared components. Raters in Study 2 were asked to rate 42
money gambles and 42 abstract artworks twice on a scale of “Not at all attractive” to “Very
attractive.” Using the same methods as done in Study 1, the study found that preferences tended
to be stable, though artwork preference reliability was lower than the other two domains. The
gamble stimuli results remained consistent to Study 1, but artwork VCA found that preferences

tended to be much more individualized than the other domains.
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Introduction

For decades now, social science and the behavioral sciences have been enraptured by
understanding the construct of values and their impact on human behavior (Woodruff, 1951):
doing so would allow insight on why humans act the way they do across contexts, their
motivations, and ultimately allows for the prediction and understanding of future behaviors. Much
research in the realm of motivation theorizes towards goal-directed behavior, in which people base
their behaviors on what will lead to their desired outcome (Deci & Ryan, 2000). Goals and values
then determine individual preferences and decisions. In order to further our understanding of
values, it then becomes imperative to understand the output of these values, the preferences and
decisions. Research within the realm of decision-making assumes preferences are based on values
and goals that lead to purposeful behavior. Decision-making agents in natural environments may
have a priori preferences that impact the comparison process when faced with making a choice
and thus produce default actions (Lopez-Persim, et al., 2016). The present research specifically
addresses two fundamental questions about preferences: (A) how stable and reliable are our
preferences? (B) How unique, individualized, or shared are our preferences?

Values and preferences have been measured a multitude of ways. One such way is the
usage of rating scales, as done in many studies on attraction and attractiveness (Cunningham et al.,
1995; Vartanian et al., 2013; Langlois & Roggman, 1990; Dongwon et al., 2020). Another
frequently used method is through choice, in which participants are able to specifically pick based
on their own individual inclination, as seen in studies regarding sentencing disparity and racial
biases (Austin & Williams 111, 1977; Sarnikar et al., 2007; Rehavi & Starr, 2014). Within other
fields such as marketing, values are frequently measured through a willingness-to-pay method,

where respondents are asked to assign a monetary value on an object, service, or experience



(Brookshire & Norum, 2011; Homburg, 2005). In economics, gambles are often used within
decision research to examine heuristics such as sunk costs, risk aversion, and rationality (Bateman
et al., 2007; Kim et al., 2012; Stetzka & Winter, 2021; Gainsbury et al., 2018). Regardless of the
type of measurement used, there are two characteristics necessary that are pertinent to
understanding values: reliability and uniqueness. Reliability tests values for identical objects at
different points in time. Uniqueness, or idiosyncrasy, is measured by assessing the similarity of
different individuals’ values across the group. In order to establish the basis of rationality, having
predictable changes in preferences is necessary; idiosyncrasy allows us to understand why we
differ from one another, in what areas our values are shared, biological, or based on cultural
elements. Together, predictions can then be made to predict the behavior of masses like economies.

Studies on social and aesthetic perceptions find idiosyncrasy for similar judgments made
by different raters varies across stimulus domains. Kurosu and Todorov (2017) examined the
reliability of face and object judgments. Within the study, participants were asked to evaluate two
types of stimuli (novel objects, faces) and rated their impressions of the stimuli (how approachable,
dangerous, beautiful, likable). The study found that participants often shared impressions for faces,
but not always for novel objects. Martinez et al. (2020) were able to replicate these findings using
variance component analysis (VCA). VCA allows for the quantification of shared judgments in
specific clusters through the estimation of their variance components (Hénekopp, 2006). Observed
variance can be attributed to the objects of measurement (participants) or to the facets (stimuli).
The analysis calculates variance components of Rater, Stimulus, and Rater x Stimulus. With more
Rater agreement, more variance is attributed to the Stimuli, indicating shared taste. If more
variance is found within the Rater cluster, it can be concluded that there is a difference between

the raters. The Rater x Stimulus cluster factor measures the differences in how participants rated



the stimuli, thus representing the idiosyncratic component of judgments. For the stimulus cluster,
some stimuli may just be more attractive and preferable than other stimuli (i.e., most people should
prefer to take a gamble where you have a 75% chance of winning $5 and 25% of losing $2 rather
than the gamble where you have a 25% chance of winning $5 and 75% chance of losing $7. The
interpretation of rater variance can be ambiguous; differences can reflect true behavioral
differences or differential use of the scale. For the latter case, when asked to make a judgement on
how attractive a face is, Participant 1 may always rate faces higher than Participant 2. Real
behavioral differences would exist in the instance of gambling, where if having to play a gamble
for a cost, the participant will only do so if they find the gamble to be an attractive one to play
upon. The rater by stimulus is the cleanest measure of idiosyncratic variance: for example,
Participant 1 likes gamble 1 more than gamble 2, Participant 2 likes gamble 2 more than gamble
1.

Within the current study, the reliability-sharedness of preferences is examined through
judgments across different stimulus domains: money gambles, abstract artwork, and faces. When
examining idiosyncrasy of preferences and variance, much research has been done to include
stimuli such as art and faces; however, such research has rarely used gambles, a type of stimuli
often used in behavioral science and economics. If judgments are reliable, then it is then also
necessary to examine how shared they are across people and the potential difference in how these
preferences are shared. There is empirical evidence in which aesthetic experiences, specifically
the experience of beauty, involves also a more objective process. This relates especially to studies
on attraction and facial preferences. Langlois and Roggman (1990) find that there is a correlation
in finding faces attractive when the facial composition is close to the average attraction of the

population, arguing that “attractive faces are only average.” Other studies find that there is a



correlation between face attraction preference to smooth skin texture and skin homogeneity, a
correlation in self-rated body rating with preferences to masculine or feminine men, and other
standards such as facial symmetry (Fink et al., 2001; Penton-Voak et al., 2003; Little & Perrett,
2002). For many of these studies, judgements are also aggregated across participants, making it
difficult to identify idiosyncratic contributions to preferences.

These studies suggest a biological component to how objects get their value. For faces,
there is a heavy emphasis on evolutionary theory which then creates beauty standards and norms
(Fink et al., 2001; Penton-Voak et al., 2003; Little & Perrett, 2002; Little et al., 2011; Rhodes,
2006; Swami & Furnham, 2008). People are more likely to base their preference to faces off of
mate selection criteria and reproductive condition. Other studies point at individual experience
affecting preferences (Palmer et al., 2013; Leder et al., 2004; Leder and Nedal, 2014). Elements
such as proficiency, culture specific values, and personal experiences may lead to individual taste.
Other objects like money and gambles, may have value based more on practicality. People may be
more likely to look at expected gain and loss in a more rational manner when confronted with these
objects than others. When confronted with a money puzzle, individuals are more likely to think in
their own self-interest in order to promote more gain (\Vohs et al., 2006; DeScioli et al., 2014).
Many monetary gamble questions call upon rational choice theory as an explanation as to why a
decision-maker chooses to take or not take a gamble (Reid & Dawes, 2016). There is a more
specific focus on logic and an inherent intentionality to be rational in one’s choices so that more
utility can be gained. Based off of these sources of values, we can hypothesize towards more stable

and shared preferences to gambles and faces as compared to artworks.



Research on aesthetic experiences and preferences have found both shared and
idiosyncratic components (Leder & Nadal, 2014; Leder et al., 2004). The appreciation of art, for
examples, is held to be a very subjective experience in which individuals tend to differ in the type
of art that they prefer (Leder et al., 2012). There is support to show that for the degree of art
experience, familiarity and novelty matters in how beholders experience the art (Song et al., 2021);
people tend to prefer novel abstract pieces rather than representational painting, though this effect
may be moderated by the artistic properties as well as differences in the observer. Gender and age
differences also modulate preference for works of art, where school boys tend to prefer abstract
art and girls tend to prefer realistic art, leading to more individualized experiences of aesthetic
appreciation (Salkind., L & Salkind., N, 1997). It is also difficult for beholders of an artwork to all
reach an agreement due to varying artistic evaluations and interpretations; this is especially true
for abstract works (Palmer et al., 2013; Leder et al., 2004; Vessel & Rubin, 2010; Belke et al.,
2006; Leder et al., 2016). While some artists and historians see abstract art as a “universal
language”, empirical research finds that the perception of abstract paintings creates more
intersubjective disagreement than for representational artworks (Brinkmann et al., 2014,
Schepman et al., 2015; Leder et al., 2016). This may be due to the lack of semantic content and
interpretations, where it is more difficult for a viewer to place a meaning behind an abstract artwork
as compared to the Mona Lisa. Rather, for abstract artworks, the beholder primarily hold aesthetic
judgment based on the style and composition (Vessel et al., 2010).

Gambles have been used in decision making research as “a vehicle for examining
fundamental processes with presumably important implications outside the laboratory” (Bateman
etal., 2007; Loewenstein, Weber, Hsee, & Welch, 2001; Peters, Vastfjall, Garling, & Slovic, 2006;

Slovic, Finucane, Peters, & MacGregor, 2002). Much research has been done with gamble stimuli



to examine decision making behaviors and more recently on preference construction (Bateman et
al. 2007; Lichtenstein & Slovic, 2006). These studies primarily examine individual differences in
decision-making and preference construction, i.e., examining whether individuals fall within
certain categories of risk adversity, to counter utility theory, to examine emotionality, cognitive
ability, personality, etc. Monetary gambles have been found useful to help make predictions for
stock market participation and related financial puzzles through narrow framing (Barberis et al.,
2006). However, there are few studies of the reliability of preferences on gamble stimuli (Lin et
al. 2013; Kim et al., 2012). Using variance analysis, we can further examine this domain. Due to
the monetary and rational expectation one may expect with gamble decision-making, we predict
for there to be more shared variance in the stimulus cluster as compared to the other clusters.
Participants should make a rational choice based on the perceived advantages and disadvantages
of the gamble. This can mathematically be expressed as the expected value of the gamble. For
example, when given a 25% chance to win $3 (0.25 x 3= 0.75) and a 75% chance to lose $4 (0.75
x 4= 3), the expected value of such a gamble is $-2.25 (0.75 - 3). Within a situation in which an
individual is told this gamble but also that they must rate this gamble by how much they like it
with no financial consequence to themselves, the individual should rational say they do not like
the gamble due to the low expected value.

These three different types of stimuli conceptually differ from each other and would
provide good point of comparison relevant to behavior and judgment research. They hold
interesting points of comparison when examining values and preferences. Though not tested within
this research, the stimuli could have interesting differences in how some objects may induce

intuitive judgments while others may involve a more deliberate and analytic judgment.



Aims of the Current Study

We are interested in (A) how stable and reliable are our preferences? (B) How unique,
individualized, or shared are our preferences? That is, are people more likely to share similar
ratings towards gambles compared to their ratings of art or faces?

Variance component analysis will be used to compare idiosyncratic and shared components
of preference ratings between stimulus domains. For instance, we expect when asked to make
judgments about gambles, preferences will be more shared than when asked to make judgments
about art. Participants are expected to have more shared preferences for gambles due to the
mathematical hierarchy of gambles. That is, some gambles are better than most and gambles have
an expected value that can be calculated. In contrast, when judging works of art, judgments will
be more individualized and less shared among participants.

Overview and Methods

Correlation indices were used to provide descriptive analyses of preferences within the
three domains. Inter-rater and intra-rater correlations were calculated in order to describe reliability
and rater agreement. Inter-rater correlation was computed between individuals and the group’s
average ratings across stimuli within domain. With higher inter-rater correlation, we can infer
greater consensus and agreement. In order to rule out measurement error and unreliability of
individual raters, we computed intra-rater correlations by measuring the consistency of each rater
across two time points (Martinez et al., 2020).

To estimate idiosyncratic or shared contributions to judgments, we conducted variance
partitioning analysis. Through this method, variance components from clusters (e.g., raters,
stimuli, block, etc) within the dataset can be examined. By quantifying the variance components

of certain clusters, variance component analysis allows us to ascribe systematic portions of
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variance in preference judgments to each component. The size of the variance components can be
compared to get a sense of how important different clusters are to the ratings. Higher variance
indicates more systematic differences between judgments within the cluster. (Martinez et al.,
2020). By examining these cluster variances, we are able to systematically assess the shared and
idiosyncratic contributions to preferences. If there is a greater proportion of variance for the
stimulus cluster, then there is more consensus across participants on the value of each stimulus;
everyone was more likely to rate a certain stimulus highly and a certain stimulus lowly. If more
variance is found within the Rater cluster, it can be concluded that there is a difference between
the raters, though it is unknown whether that difference lies in different usage of the rating scale
or in behavioral differences. The Rater x Stimulus cluster can evaluate idiosyncratic contributions,
where a high proportion of variance shows that participants differ in how they personally ranked
their preferences for different stimuli.

VCA was estimated using methods in Martinez et al. (2020), in which the Tests in Linear
Mixed Effects Models (ImerTest) library and Linear Mixed Effect 4 (Ime4) package was used
within the R statistical language. Random effects included Rater, Stimulus, and Rater x Stimulus,
Block, Block x Rater, and Block x Stimulus clusters. Within the study, participants saw each
stimulus type twice in order to generate these analyses.

Once the VCA analysis was conducted, we examined variance partitioning coefficients
(VPCs), which represent the ratio of a cluster’s variance to the total variance (Martinez et al., 2020;
Goldstein et al., 2002). A higher VPC expresses high between-cluster variance and low within-
cluster variance. Conversely, as the VPC gets lower and closer to zero, there is more within-cluster

variance and less between-cluster variance.
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Study 1

In Study 1, we examined two sets of stimuli: money gambles and faces. Participants (n =
100) from the online research company Prolific were recruited for the study. Participants were
drawn from a pool of USA participants, with an even distribution of male to female aged 18+ (50
male, 50 female). 67 participants were White, 16 were Black or African American, 7 were Asian,
and 10 were of other ethnicity. The average age of participants was 34 years old, with the youngest
being 18 and oldest being 60 years old. Before the beginning of the study, participants indicated
their consent and upon completion received monetary compensation.

Participants were asked to rate 42 gambles twice and 42 faces twice (84 ratings in each
domain). They were asked to rate each stimulus on a 10-point slider scale labeled: “How attractive
is this face (gamble)?” with endpoints labeled “not at all attractive” and “very attractive.” Each set
of stimuli was separated into 2 blocks of 42 gambles or faces that the participants saw in a random
order:

e 1% block of faces, 1% block of gambles, 2" block of faces, 2™ block of gambles
e 1% Dblock of gambles, 1% block of faces, 2" block of gambles, 2" block of faces
e 1 block of faces, 1% block of gambles, 2" block of gambles, 2" block of faces
e 1% Dblock of gambles, 1% block of faces, 2" block of faces, 2" block of gambles

The 42 stimuli within each of the blocks were randomized in order to reduce the chance of
participants remembering what they saw as well as reduce possible order confounds. At the end of
the survey, the participants were able to play one of the gamble stimuli and had the chance to win
a bonus $7 on top of the $5 base pay. They were then asked about the strategies they used while

making their ratings as well as for demographic information.



12

The gamble stimuli (Figure 1) were presented as pie charts, in which each gamble was
defined by six characteristics: amount to win (green), probability of winning (green), amount to
lose (red), probability of losing (red), a null outcome (gray), and the probability of the null outcome
(gray). (see Appendix 1 for a list of the values for the 6 components of each of the 42 stimulus
gambles.)

Figure 1. Example gamble stimuli and the rating scale used in Experiments 1 and 2.

(Figure 1. Examples of gamble stimuli)

How attractive s
this gamble?

Within this first study, 21 images of hyper realistic male and 21 hyper realistic female adult
faces (Peterson et al., 2022) were used. Like with the gamble stimuli, participants were asked

“How attractive is this face? and asked to indicate their rating on the same slider scale (Figure 2).

Not at all attractive Very attractive

How attractive is
this face?

Figure 2. Example face stimulus and the rating scale used in Experiment 1.
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Study 2

In Study 2, we examined two sets of stimuli: money gambles and artworks. Participants (n
= 100) from the online research company Prolific were recruited for the study. Participants were
drawn from a pool of USA participants, with an even distribution of male to female aged 18+ (50
male, 50 female). 71 participants were White, 10 were Black or African American, 12 were Asian,
1 were American Indian or Alaska Native, and 6 were of other ethnicity. The average age of
participants was 34 years old, with the youngest being 18 and oldest being 60 years old. Before
the beginning of the study, participants indicated their consent and upon completion received
monetary compensation.

Participants were asked to rate 42 gambles twice and 42 artworks twice (84 ratings in each
domain). They were asked to rate each stimulus based on how attractive they found it. Each set
of stimuli was separated into 2 blocks of 42 gambles or artworks that the participants saw in a one
of the following orders:

e 1% block of artworks, 1% block of gambles, 2" block of artworks, 2" block of gambles

e 1% Dblock of gambles, 1% block of artworks, 2" block of gambles, 2" block of artworks

e 1% block of artworks, 1% block of gambles, 2" block of gambles, 2" block of artwork

e 1% Dblock of gambles, 1% block of artworks, 2" block of artworks, 2" block of gambles
The 42 stimuli within each of the blocks were randomized in order to reduce the chance of
participants remembering what they saw as well as reduce order confounds. At the end of the
survey, the participants were able to play one gamble and had the chance to win a bonus $7 on top
of the $5 base pay. They were then asked about the strategies they used while making their ratings

as well as for demographic information.
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As in Study 1, the gamble stimuli were presented as pie charts, in which participants saw
how likely it was to win, lose, or gain nothing (Figure 1). The study used abstract artworks sourced
from online museum databases, as using non-abstract artworks may increase the chance of the
participant recognizing the work from personal experience prior to the experiment (Figure 3).

Figure 3. Example artwork stimulus from Experiment 2

Not at all attractive Very attractive

How attractive is
this artwork to
you?

Analyses

Descriptive statistics and variance partitioning analysis methods were based on Martinez
et al. (2020) and Honekopp (2006). Intra-rater correlations were calculated to measure correlations
in ratings for the same individual while the inter-rater correlations measured the consensus
between raters.

Table 1. Test-retest correlations, measuring reliability, across artwork, faces, and gamble stimuli.

Intra-rater Correlation

Gambles Study 1  Faces Study 1 Gambles Study 2 Artwork Study 2

Mean 0.80 0.80 0.80 0.63
Standard Error 0.02 0.02 0.02 0.03
Minimum 0.10 0.08 -0.01 -0.33

Maximum 0.99 0.98 0.99 0.96
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To calculate the intra-rater correlation, or test-retest correlation, each response from each
respondent was examined based on how consistent the respondent was across the two blocks.
Pearson’s correlations were calculated with an average intra-rater correlation of 0.63 for the
artwork and higher values for the gambles (0.80 in the first study and 0.80 for the second study)
and face stimuli (0.80). Respondents were consistent in their ratings when asked to rate the same
stimuli a second time. In both studies, the test-retest correlations are positively correlated across
domains (0.80 for gambles and faces in Study 1, 0.80 for gambles in Study 2, and 0.63 for artworks
in Study 2). In other words, participants who were reliable for one domain of stimuli tended to be
reliable for the other domain of stimuli.

Table 2. Inter-rater correlations across artwork, faces, and gamble stimuli.

Inter-rater Correlation

Gambles Study 1 Faces Study 1  Gambles Study 2 Artwork Study 2

Mean 0.82 0.67 0.82 0.37
Standard Error 0.01 0.02 0.02 0.02
Minimum 0.09 -0.13 -0.12 -0.27
Maximum 0.95 0.90 0.94 0.79

Pairwise Pearson’s correlations between raters as well as correlations between a rater and the
group’s average ratings were calculated. These calculations yielded high inter-rater correlations
for the gamble stimuli in both studies, of about 0.82, suggesting high agreement between the raters.
Conversely, inter-rater correlations begin to fall for face stimuli (0.67) and were low for artwork
stimuli (0.37), suggesting that a participant tended to rate these stimuli differently when compared

to the other participants. This is also observed when examining the variance components.
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Study 1 Variance Components

Gamble judgments (left) are largely explained by stimulus VPC (i.e., shared variance).
That is, for certain gambles, raters were more likely to reach a consensus. Preferences within the
gambles domain are largely shared. Face judgments (right panel) are subject to greater between-
rater differences (i.e., potentially idiosyncratic variance) and stimuli VPC (i.e., shared variance).
There is also a sizeable Rater x Stimulus effect (i.e., idiosyncratic variance). That is, face
judgments can be explained both by individual behavioral differences and shared judgments of
certain faces. When comparing the two domains, it seems that the gamble domain’s shared
preference lies in the nature of the stimuli itself and is not so much influenced by the subject

perceiving it. Contrarily, differences and similarities in judgment within the face domain lies in

both the subject and the stimuli.
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Figure 4. Study 1 gamble variance components (left) and face variance components (right).

Study 2 Variance Components

Gamble judgments (left panel) are again largely explained by stimulus VPC (i.e., shared
variance). For gambles, raters were more likely to reach a consensus. Artwork judgments (right

panel) are largely explained by between-rater differences (potentially idiosyncratic variance) and
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Rater x Stimulus VPC (idiosyncratic variance). That is, preferences within this domain are not
shared, the preferences that result in the judgments of liking for artwork are private to the person
making the judgment. These results remain supportive of previous studies on aesthetic judgments

within the art domain (Leder & Nadal, 2014; Leder et al., 2004).
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Results

Based on the analyses of these two studies, we can conclude: (A) our preferences within
these domains are quite reliable and that (B) the uniqueness of these preferences depend on the
domain. Participants had high intra-rater correlations when asked to rate stimuli again.
Interestingly, when examining inter-rater correlations, we found that participants were most likely
to rate similarly to the others for gambles (0.82), somewhat likely for faces (0.67), and least likely
for artwork (0.37). When examining variance components, we see this result reflected. Preferences
within the gamble domain tended to be shared, with a large proportion of variance being explained
by the stimuli component; participants were more likely to share preferences on certain gambles.

Preferences within the face domain could be explained by individual behavioral differences and
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shared judgments of certain faces; there was greater between-rater differences, shared variance
(seen in the stimuli component), and idiosyncratic variance (seen in the rater by stimulus
component). Artwork judgments are largely explained by between-rater differences (potentially
idiosyncratic variance) and Rater x Stimulus VPC (idiosyncratic variance), showing that
preferences within this domain are not as collective as compared to the other two.

Future Research

Future research can examine objectivity and subjectivity as well as the ways in which
analytic and intuitive thinking may impact values. Objective domains can be defined as those in
which the majority of people believe that only one claim or perspective is correct or should be
most preferred. Cheek et al. (2019) hold that there is some inherent logic to viewing one's own
judgments as objective. Implicitly, in an objective domain analytical reasoning should converge
to a single “true,” objective conclusion. Subjective domains, on the other hand, are those where
people think there is more than one correct way of looking at things or in which there is no one
correct way of looking at things at all (Cheek, et al., 2019). Such domains would include works of
art. An evaluation of an artist’s work is believed to be an expression of the observer’s own personal
experiences, knowledge, preferences, and feelings (Sandelands & Buckner, 1989). The link
between an art piece and the viewer is then part of a unique aesthetic experience. Strong emotional
connection between the artist and her work directs viewers’ attention to the subject matter.
However, individual preferences towards the artwork are not held to a general consensus; viewers
generally form their own opinions about various aspects of the art. Comparing different aesthetic
domains, Vessel, et al. (2017) found that there tended to be stronger shared tastes for naturally
varying stimuli, such as facts, compared to domains relating to culturally generated aesthetic

principles (i.e., artwork).
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Studies on preference also examine intuitive modes of decision-making in which intuition,
“can sometimes produce attitudes and judgments that are superior to those generated from
conscious, analytic thinking” (Halberstadt, 2010) and where analytical thinking can “degrade
decision quality” (McMackin & Slovic, 2000). Further research done by Wilson and Schooler
(1991) shows similar findings, in which they found that preferences for jam differed from expert
opinions when participants were asked to analyze the jam, but were close to the experts’ opinions
when they chose and evaluated intuitively. These results suggest that deliberate analysis causes
changes in how people weigh criteria: they focus on criteria that would not have originally been
weighted heavily. Through conscious introspection, people may also come to be less satisfied with
their choices (Wilson et al., 1993).

When using these heuristics on the stimuli within the present research, gamble stimuli may
be considered more objective and analytic while face and artworks would be the subjective and
intuitive. Global values of individual gambles can be defined by the expected value of each
gamble. And experts agree that expected value is a rational standard for values and preferences.
Natural comprehension of the gambles is systematic and deliberate, making the evaluation process
relatively analytic. In contrast, judgments of artwork are more subjective. Natural perceptions of
artwork are relatively intuitive, relying heavily on only partly conscious and often emotionally rich
evaluation processes.

Conclusion

Within the studies, it is evident that there is an idiosyncratic component in terms of what
participants tended to prefer. For the gamble stimuli, which may be considered more objective and
provoke analytical processing, participants had shared preferences. Certain gambles had a

consensus in the ratings. There was more idiosyncratic variance when participants were asked to
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view faces, where the variance in answers depended on both individual differences and on some
shared judgments. The highest idiosyncratic component was seen for the artwork judgments, in
which the preferences of raters were largely not shared at all. From these results, it appears to be
the case that judgments across both stimuli groups can both be reliable; however, gamble
judgments are more so reliable. There is an idiosyncratic component in preferences between
individual respondents; and sharedness varies depending on whether the preferences are based on
which of the stimuli groups, with more shared preferences for the gamble stimuli. These results
reflect inter-rater correlations, where there is highest inter-rater agreement for gambles,
intermediate for faces, and lowest for abstract art. That is, each participant tended to have high
agreement with the group for judgments on gambles, intermediate agreement with the group for
faces, and lowest group agreement for the artwork stimuli. For intra-rater correlations, gambles
and faces had similarly high correlations while abstract art had the lowest.

Implications and discussion

The stability of preferences is assumed in many theoretical analyses (Loewenstein &
Agnner, 2003; Lichtenstein & Slovic, 2006), but there is a distinct lack of relevant behavioral
research examining the reliability of preferences within the domains explored as well as less
research on the variance partitioning of gambles, faces, and artwork. The present research also
provides an important methodological foundation for past research on the accuracy or usefulness
of preference judgments (Halberstadt, 2010; McMackin & Slovic, 2000; Wilson & Schooler, 1991,
and Wilson, Lisle, Schooler, Hodges, Klaaren, & LaFleur, 1993). The reliability of preference
judgments provides an important base line for the assessment of accuracy. If the preference
judgments are unreliable, individuals will be unable to forecast their future preferences, and the

possibility defining rational choices is called into question.
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By contributing behavioral research to this topic, further analysis of other domains may be
explored. Fields such as art therapy or museum curation can directly utilize this particular research
to advance practices. The practical value of assessing the reliability and idiosyncrasy of
consumers’ preferences is obvious in applications to marketing. Overall, the present research will
help expand our knowledge on how people make decisions in many domains, by providing precise
general methods to make cross-domain comparisons of two important properties of all decisions:

reliability or stability and idiosyncrasy or sharedness.
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