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Lecture 1: Can a reasonable person have intransi-
tive, incomplete and discontinuous preferences?

The aim: the outlines of the classic utility maximization view of rational-
ity are presented. Thereafter, some choice paradoxes encountered in the
experimental settings are described and discussed. If rationality is viewed
as reason-based choice behaviour, then it is shown that it makes perfect
sense to — occasionally — have intransitive, incomplete and discontinuous
preference relations.

Contents:

rationality as utility maximization
the axioms of rational behaviour under three modalities

paradoxes of choice behaviour: Allais, Ellsberg, Kahneman, Tversky,

Shafir

reasonable but intransitive preference relation: Condorcet Paradox in
MCDM context

reasonable but incomplete preference relations: Ostrogorski Paradox
in MCDM contex

reasonable but chaotic preference relation: Baigent’s theorem in MCDM
context
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Lecture 2: Rationality of Voting

The aim: There are many voting rules and many criteria of performance
applied to them. We single out a few that are intuitively connected to
rationality. Our emphasis is on monotonicity and its cognates. We review
some of the results relating various monotonicity-type properties to other
choice desiderata.

voting systems: an overview

crucial properties

monotonicity and its cognates

the no-show paradox: Brams-Fishburn, Moulin
the strong version

does nonmonotonicity imply the no-show paradox?

other extensions
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Lecture 3: The Relevance of Social Choice Theory

The aim: There is a plethora of incompatibility results in the theory of
voting. After a very brief review of some of them, we turn to how ex-
isting voting institutions deal with those paradoxes and incompatibilities.
Since the relevance of the incompatibilities hinges on the difficulty of find-
ing counterexamples, we review some of these results in an effort to find
out how much difference the choice of a voting rule in the end makes. We
also discuss the possibility of building the theory of voting on alternative
foundations, viz. on individual tournaments.

how the existing institutions deal with paradoxes (Condorcet, Borda,...)
how different are different voting procedures

the difficulty of finding counterexamples

alternative foundations: tournaments

incompatibilities in sight again

concluding remarks
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