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Abstract

We introduce the concept of an Arrowian social equilibrium that inverts the schem-

ata of Arrow (1950)’s famous impossibility theorem and captures the possibility of

aggregating non-rational individual preferences into rational social preferences while

respecting the Arrowian desiderata. Specifically, we consider individuals whose prefer-

ences may not be complete and who, accordingly, may be indecisive when faced with

an issue. Breaking with tradition, we consider the possibility of such individuals draw-

ing on their beliefs about society’s preferences that result from the aggregation process

to resolve their indecisiveness. Formally, individual choices are modeled as a rational

shortlist method (Manzini and Mariotti, 2007), with own preferences followed by so-

ciety’s as the pair of ordered rationales. This results in a mutual interaction between

individual and social choices. We study this interaction using majority rule as the

aggregator, with an Arrowian social equilibrium specifying how individual and social

choices are co-determined, while requiring the latter to be rational. Our main result

identifies minimal levels of societal indecisiveness needed to guarantee the existence of

such equilibrium.

JEL codes: D71, D91

Keywords: Arrow’s impossibility theorem; incomplete preferences and indecisive-

ness; rational shortlist method; majority rule; rational social choices; Arrowian social

equilibrium

1 Introduction

In one of the most influential contributions to the social sciences, Arrow (1950) famously

showed that it is not possible to aggregate every profile of rational individual preferences

into a rational social preference if we require the aggregation rule to satisfy the Pareto

principle (PP) and the conditions of independence of irrelevant alternatives (IIA) and no

∗Borah: Department of Economics, Ashoka University, email: abhinash.borah@ashoka.edu.in; Garg:

Department of Economics, Ashoka University, email: raghvi.garg phd17@ashoka.edu.in; Singh: Computer

and Communication Sciences Division, Indian Statistical Institute, Kolkata, email: niteshsingh6@acm.org.

Correspondence Address: Department of Economics, Ashoka University. Sonepat, Haryana - 131029, India.

We have benefitted from conversations with Bhaskar Dutta, Arunava Sen and Debasis Mishra.

1



dictatorship (ND). In this paper, we re-visit this classic result. Our point of departure,

drawing on behavioral insights, is the observation that individual preferences need not

be rational in the classical sense assumed in Arrow’s impossibility theorem. Allowing for

such non-rational individual preferences, we propose a way in which social aggregation,

while respecting the Arrowian conditions of PP, IIA and ND, results in rational social

preferences.

To be more precise, we entertain the possibility that individual preferences may be in-

complete. In that case when faced with an issue that is up for a vote, individuals may

find themselves being indecisive when assessing this issue based on their preferences alone.

If such indecisiveness is a real phenomenon—and we think it is—then a natural question

presents itself: how do such voters arrive at a decision on which alternative to vote for?

Our answer to this question is that such indecisive voters may be subject to social influ-

ence. Specifically, such voters may be influenced by their beliefs about society’s preferences

that emerge out of the preference aggregation process and they may use it to resolve their

indecisiveness. For motivation, think of such voters as trusting the “wisdom of the crowd”

or preferring to go with the winner when indecisive. The key theoretical possibility that

this opens up is that of a mutual interaction between individual choices and social pref-

erences. The individual to social direction is standard à la Arrow, but the opposite one

of social preferences influencing individual choices is non-standard and the innovation in-

troduced here. Of course, to meaningfully close down such mutual interactions, we have

to propose an equilibrium notion. To that end, we introduce the notion of an Arrowian

social equilibrium. Although this notion can be defined for any preference aggregator, to

fix ideas better, we restrict attention to majority rule.1

An Arrowian social equilibrium under majority rule (ASEM) is a profile of choice functions,

one for society and one each for the individuals in society, which are mutually determined

in the following interactive way. On any issue, the social choice is determined by majority

rule taking the individual choices on the issue as inputs. Majority rule social choice

on any issue under an ASEM is required to be decisive and the resulting social choice

function to be rational in the traditional sense of satisfying the weak axiom of revealed

preference (WARP) and, hence, rationalized by a social preference ranking. When it

comes to individual choices on an issue, for any such individual, if there is a unique

maximal alternative according to her preferences, i.e., she is decisive on the issue, then

that alternative is chosen. If not, the non-singleton set of maximal alternatives is assessed

according to (her beliefs about) the social preference ranking and the best alternative

according to it is chosen.2 Formally, an individual’s choices are determined according to

the rational shortlist method of Manzini and Mariotti (2007), with her own preferences

followed by society’s being the ordered pair of rationales determining them.3 The mutual

1Of course, majority rule satisfies the Arrowian conditions of PP, IIA and ND.
2As is standard, the equilibrium notion requires individuals to hold correct beliefs, in this case about

the social preferences that result from the aggregation process.
3This particular way of modeling influence is similar to that in Cuhadaroglu (2017).
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interactions between individual and social choices captured in an ASEM, therefore, invert

the traditional Arrowian schemata. Whereas Arrow’s impossibility theorem highlights

social aggregation in the presence of PP, IIA and ND mapping rational individual behavior

into non-rational social preferences, an ASEM, on the other hand, captures the opposite

possibility of mapping non-rational individual behavior into rational social preferences.

To illustrate the concept of an ASEM using an example, consider the Condorcet voting

paradox. Suppose three individuals, 1, 2 and 3, have the following preferences over the

alternatives x, y and z: x ≻1 y ≻1 z, y ≻2 z ≻2 x, and z ≻3 x ≻3 y. In this case, as is well

known, majority rule results in intransitive social preferences with a majority preferring x

to y, a majority y to z, and a majority z to x. This means that for this preference profile

an ASEM doesn’t exist. Now suppose one of the individuals, say 1, is indecisive about her

top alternative while the preferences of the other two individuals are the same; i.e., 1’s

preferences are now given by ≻′
1= {(x, z), (y, z)}, with ≻2 and ≻3 the same as above. With

this minimal level of indecisiveness introduced to the preference profile, an ASEM indeed

exists as illustrated in the table below, where c1, c2 and c3 denote the three individual’s

choice functions, and c0 the social choice function.

{x, y} {y, z} {x, z} {x, y, z}

c1 y y x y

c2 y y z y

c3 x z z z

c0 y y z y

Observe that given the individual choices, the social choice on every issue is the majority

winner. Further, the social choice function satisfies WARP and is rationalized by the

preference ranking y ≻0 z ≻0 x. Coming to individual behavior, individuals 2 and 3

are rational and on any issue, they have a unique maximal alternative according to their

preferences that is chosen. This is also the case for individual 1 on issues {y, z} and {x, z}

but not on issues {x, y} and {x, y, z}. On these two issues, the set of maximal or un-

dominated alternatives according to her preferences is given by {x, y}. Under an ASEM,

faced with such indecisiveness, an individual resolves it based on correct beliefs about

society’s preferences. Since society prefers y to x, therefore, 1’s choice on both these issues

is y. In other words, for this preference profile, the interactions between individual and

social choices underlying an ASEM are mutually consistent.

Our key theoretical enquiry is regarding the existence of ASEM and its connection to

societal indecisiveness. Of course, if the preferences of all individuals are rational, in

particular complete, and there is no indecisiveness in society, following Arrow’s theorem, an

ASEM is not guaranteed to exist, as we saw above for the original Condorcet preferences.

Therefore, the question of existence boils down to the presence of a sufficient level of

indecisiveness in society. To systematically pursue the question, we construct an index
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of average societal indecisiveness that takes a value between 0 (no indecisiveness) and 1

(complete indecisiveness) on any issue and is based on the size of individuals’ preference

maximal sets. Our main result identifies the minimal levels of societal indecisiveness across

issues (as measured by this index) that must be there to guarantee existence of ASEM.

Our work relates to approaches to the Arrowian aggregation problem in which individual

preferences are not required to be rational in the classical sense and individual behavior,

as inputs to the aggregation process, is allowed to violate WARP. For a discussion of such

work, the reader may refer to Aizerman and Aleskerov (1986), Aizerman and Aleskerov

(1995), Aleskerov (2002) and Aleskerov (2013), amongst others. It is known that success-

ful aggregation satisfying Arrow’s desiderata is possible on such domains (Aizerman and

Aleskerov, 1986). In recent times, Katz and Sandroni (2020) and Sandroni and Sandroni

(2021) have contributed to this area. The former work with the weak WARP domain

and show that a delegation rule that assigns a social decider to each issue satisfies Arrow’s

desiderata. The latter show that it is possible to aggregate individual choice functions that

satisfy almost any condition weaker than WARP into a social choice function that satisfies

the same condition and Arrow’s desiderata. The main difference between our work and

this literature is two-folds. First, we require the output of the aggregation process, i.e.,

social choices, to be rational. Second, we allow the inputs to the aggregation process, i.e.,

individual choices, to be endogenously determined, in particular, to be influenced by the

output of the aggregation process itself.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. The next section lays out the primitives.

Section 3 formally defines an ASEM, following which Section 4 presents our main result that

provides a sufficient condition for existence of ASEM in terms of societal indecisiveness.

Proofs of results appear in the Appendix.

2 Primitives

Preferences and indecisiveness. We consider a society with n individuals, with I =

{1, . . . , n} denoting the set of individuals. X denotes a finite set of alternatives, with

typical elements denoted by x, y etc. We assume that X has at least 3 alternatives. X

denotes the set of non-empty, non-singleton subsets of X with typical elements denoted by

S, T etc. We refer to any element of X as an issue. Each individual i ∈ I has preferences

over the set of alternatives captured by an asymmetric and acyclic binary relation ≻i

⊆ X ×X. Denote by B the set of all asymmetric and acyclic binary relations. The fact

that ≻i need not be complete means that given any issue S ∈ X , i may not be able to

come up with a decisive choice based on ≻i. Formally, for any asymmetric and acyclic

binary relation B ∈ B and any issue S ∈ X , denote the set of B-maximal alternatives of
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S by:

m(S;B) = {x ∈ S : ∄y ∈ S s.t. (y, x) ∈ B}

Given that ≻i is acyclic, for any issue S, m(S;≻i) is non-empty. But, given that the

relation may not be complete, m(S;≻i) need not be a singleton. As such, any of the

individuals in society, faced with an issue, may experience indecisiveness when evaluating

that issue based on her preferences alone. The fact that such indecisiveness may exist is

a key ingredient of our model. For any issue S, we can think of an index of individual

indecisiveness in terms of the size of the set m(S;≻i); the larger the number of alternatives

in this set, greater is the extent of indecisiveness that the individual experiences. But, to

get an appropriate measure of indecisiveness that is comparable across issues, we would

need to normalize by the size of the issue. So, for any ≻i ∈ B, define an index of individual

indecisiveness on the issue S by:4

θ≻i
(S) =

|m(S;≻i)| − 1

|S| − 1

If the restriction of ≻i to S, denote it by ≻i,S, is complete, then m(S;≻i) is a singleton and

θ≻i
(S) = 0. On the other hand, if ≻i,S = ∅, then m(S;≻i) = S and θ≻i

(S) = 1. Hence this

index takes values between 0 and 1 with higher values signifying greater indecisiveness.

Drawing on this, for any profile of individual preferences, ≻ = (≻1, . . . ,≻n) ∈ Bn, we can

define a measure of average societal indecisiveness on the issue S by:

θ≻(S) =
1

n

n
∑

i=1

θ≻i
(S)

Choice and social choice. A choice function c : X → X is a mapping that, for any

issue S ∈ X , specifies the alternative c(S) ∈ S that is chosen in that issue. Denote the set

of all choice functions by C. We refer to a choice function as rational if it satisfies WARP.

Recall that WARP imposes the following consistency on choices: for all S, T ∈ X with S

⊆ T , if c(T ) ∈ S, then c(S) = c(T ). That is, removing some of the unchosen alternatives

from a menu should not change the choice.5 If a choice function satisfies WARP, then it

can be rationalized by a strict preference ranking6 that can be uniquely elicited from it.

Specifically, define the base relation P of the choice function c by xPy if x = c({x, y}),

x, y ∈ X, x 6= y. If c satisfies WARP, then P is a strict preference ranking and for any

S ∈ X , c(S) = m(S;P ).

In this paper, we focus on aggregating individual choices to a social choice based on

majority rule. Given any issue S and choices of each of the individuals on that issue,

4|.| denotes the cardinality of a set.
5WARP can be equivalently stated as follows: for all S, T ∈ X and x, y ∈ S ∩T , x 6= y, if c(S) = x then

c(T ) 6= y. That is, if x is chosen in the presence of y in some issue, then y is not chosen in any issue in

which x is present.
6By a strict preference ranking, we mean a binary relation that is total, asymmetric and transitive.
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(c1(S), . . . , cn(S)), the majority rule (MR) choice for society is given by:

fmr(c1(S), . . . , cn(S)) =

{

x, if x s.t. |{i ∈ I : ci(S) = x}| > n
2

∅, otherwise

In other words, if more than 50% of individuals choose an alternative in an issue, then

it is society’s choice based on MR. On the other hand, if such a level of support for an

alternative is not there in an issue, then MR is indecisive and cannot make a choice for

society. Therefore, in relation to the Arrowian desiderata, although MR satisfies PP, IIA

and ND, it doesn’t satisfy the requirement of non-empty social choice. Further, even if

social choices under MR are non-empty, they need not be rational.

Rational shortlist method. The final ingredient that we need to set up our model is

a sequential choice procedure that was introduced by Manzini and Mariotti (2007), called

the rational shortlist method (RSM). A choice function c : X → X is an RSM if there

exists an ordered pair of asymmetric binary relations (P1, P2) ∈ B × B such that for all

S ∈ X ,

c(S) = m(m(S;P1);P2)

In other words, choice from any issue S is made via a two stage sequential process. First,

the binary relation P1 is used to shortlist the set of undominated alternatives in S according

to it, m(S;P1). Then the binary relation P2 is used to make the choice from this shortlisted

set, i.e., after the two stages a decisive choice must result. Of course, if m(S;P1) is a

singleton then the second stage is redundant.

3 Arrowian social equilibrium under majority rule

We can now define the concept of an Arrowian social equilibrium introduced in this paper.

The concept captures how individual behavior, specified in the definition below by the

choice functions (c1, . . . , cn) ∈ Cn, and social choice, specified by the choice function c0 ∈ C,

mutually interact and are co-determined.

Definition 3.1. Given ≻ = (≻1, . . . ,≻n) ∈ Bn, a collection (c0, c1, . . . , cn) ∈ Cn+1 is an

Arrowian social equilibrium under majority rule (ASEM) if for all S ∈ X ,

1. c0(S) = fmr(c1(S), . . . , cn(S)) and c0 satisfies WARP; and

2. ci(S) = m(m(S;≻i);≻0), ∀i ∈ I, where ≻0 ⊆ X × X is defined by x ≻0 y if

x = c0({x, y})

Under an ASEM, the choice function c0 captures social choices and is determined by MR.

Given that c0 ∈ C and is required to satisfy WARP, an ASEM demands that not only

should society be able to choose in any issue based on MR but also that such social choices
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must be rational, i.e., they are rationalized by the ranking ≻0, the base relation of c0,

given by: x ≻0 y if x = c0({x, y}). In other words, an ASEM imposes Arrow’s original

requirement of rational social choices. The “non-standard” feature of the definition is the

specification of individual choices, which are not taken as exogenous to the aggregation

process but rather are endogenous as they can be influenced by society’s preferences when-

ever individual preferences result in indecisiveness. Specifically, choices of any individual

i ∈ I are determined according to an RSM based on the ordered pair (≻i,≻0). That is,

faced with any issue S, individual i first assesses that issue according to her preferences

≻i and shortlists the maximal set, m(S;≻i). If this set is a singleton, then she chooses the

maximal alternative. If not, she evaluates the shortlisted alternatives according to (her

beliefs about) society’s preferences, ≻0. Observe that, like in any equilibrium notion, in

an ASEM too, individuals are required to hold correct beliefs, in this case about society’s

preferences, ≻0, that result from the aggregation process.

We now present a couple of examples, the first illustrating existence of an ASEM and the

second non-existence. Note that in the first example we abuse notation by suppressing set

delimiters; e.g., we write xyz instead of {x, y, z}, c(xy) instead of c({x, y}), etc.

Example 3.1 (ASEM exists). Consider a society with 5 individuals and 4 alternatives,

I = {1, 2, 3, 4, 5} and X = {x, y, z, w}. The preferences of the five individuals are as

follows:

≻1 ≻2 ≻3 ≻4 ≻5

{(y, z), (y,w), (z, w)} {(x,w), (x, z), (w, z)} {(w, y), (w, x), (y, x)} {(z, x), (z, y), (x, y)} {(z, y), (z, w), (y,w)}

Given these individual preferences, the table below specifies for all issues, the set of ≻i-

maximal alternatives, m( . ;≻i), i ∈ I, and a collection (c0, c1, c2, c3, c4, c5) which forms an

ASEM.

xy xz xw yz yw zw xyz xyw xzw yzw xyzw

m(S;≻1) xy xz xw y y z xy xy xz y xy
1

c1(S) y z w y y z y y z y y

m(S;≻2) xy x x yz yw w xy xy x yw xy
2

c2(S) y x x z y w y y x y y

m(S;≻3) y xz w yz w zw yz w zw zw zw
3

c3(S) y z w z w z z w z z z

m(S;≻4) x z xw z yw zw z xw zw zw zw
4

c4(S) x z w z y z z w z z z

m(S;≻5) xy xz xw z y z xz xy xz z xz
5

c5(S) y z w z y z z y z z z

c0(S) y z w z y z z y z z z
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It is straightforward to see that c0 satisfies WARP and is rationalized by the ranking ≻0

given by z ≻0 y ≻0 w ≻0 x. Further, given (c1, . . . , c5), it can be verified that, in any issue

S, the social choice c0(S) is determined by MR. In addition, for each i ∈ I, ci is an RSM

based on the ordered pair (≻i,≻0). E.g., consider individual 1 and the issue {y, z, w}.

Since m(yzw;≻1) is a singleton, the choice is determined in the first stage, based solely on

her preferences, i.e., c1(yzw) = m(yzw;≻1) = y. Now, consider the issue {x, y, z}. Since

m(xyz;≻1) = {x, y}, the choice is determined by society’s preference, ≻0, in the second

stage. Specifically, c1(xyz) = m(m(xyz;≻1);≻0) = m(xy;≻0), i.e., c1(xyz) = y, since

y ≻0 x.

Example 3.2 (ASEM does not exist). Consider a society with 5 individuals and 4 al-

ternatives, I = {1, 2, 3, 4, 5} and X = {x, y, z, w}. The preferences of individuals and the

resulting maximal sets on the issue X are as follows:

≻1 = {(x, z), (x,w), (w, y)} m(X;≻1) = {x}

≻2 = {(y, x), (z, y)} m(X;≻2) = {z, w}

≻3 = {(y, z), (y,w)} =⇒ m(X;≻3) = {x, y}

≻4 = {(w, x), (w, z)} m(X;≻4) = {y,w}

≻5 = {(x, y), (z, x), (z, w)} m(X;≻5) = {z}

As can be verified, for the issue X, there is no alternative that is in a majority of the

m(X;≻i) sets, i.e., for all x ∈ S, |{i ∈ I : x ∈ m(X;≻i)}| ≤ 2. Since ci(S) ∈ m(X;≻i)

under an ASEM, no MR winner can exist in this issue.

4 Indecisiveness and existence of ASEM

For any preference profile ≻ = (≻1, . . . ,≻n), if all individual preferences are “fully incom-

plete,” i.e., ≻i = ∅, for all i ∈ I, then the index of average societal indecisiveness,

θ≻(S) =
1

n

n
∑

i=1

θ≻i
(S) =

1

n

n
∑

i=1

|m(S;≻i)| − 1

|S| − 1
,

is equal to 1 for all issues. In that case an ASEM trivially exists. On the other hand, if

we restrict attention to those preferences profiles in which all individual preferences are

complete, then θ≻(S) = 0, for all issues. In that case, an ASEM is not guaranteed to

exist. Therefore, the key analytical exercise when it comes to the existence of ASEM is to

identify minimal levels of societal indecisiveness that’s needed to guarantee existence. We

now turn to that exercise. In the following proposition we identify indecisiveness bounds

such that for all preference profiles in which average societal indecisiveness exceeds these

bounds, existence is guaranteed. We first present the result for the case where the number
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of individuals, n, is odd. For the case of n even, a minor additional condition is needed

(essentially for dealing with a tie-breaking issue in the proof), which we discuss in a remark

below. In the way of notation, for any r ∈ R+, [r] will denote the greatest integer less

than or equal to r.

Proposition 4.1 (n odd). If ≻ = (≻1, . . . ,≻n) ∈ Bn such that

θ≻(S) > θ(S) :=
|S|
n

[

n
2

]

− 1

|S| − 1
, for all S ∈ X with |S| > 2,

an ASEM exists.

Proof: Please refer to Section A.1.

The Proposition helps us identify a sub-domain of Bn based on our average societal inde-

cisiveness index such that for any profile from that sub-domain, an ASEM is guaranteed

to exist. For any issue S, the indecisiveness bound θ(S) depends on the size of the issue

and the number of individuals in society.7 Further, it is straightforward to verify that θ(.)

is increasing in the size of the issue and is bounded above by 1

2
. To illustrate the result,

re-visit Example 3.1. In that example n = 5. Hence, the indecisiveness bounds are given

by:

θ(S) =



















3

5
[ 5
2
]−1

|3|−1
=

3.2

5
−1

2
= 1

10
, if |S| = 3

4

5
[ 5
2
]−1

|4|−1
=

4.2

5
−1

3
= 1

5
, if |S| = 4

On the other hand, the average societal indecisiveness indices for the different menus of

size three and four are as shown below. As we can see, for all such menus, θ≻(S) > θ(S).

S = xyz S = xyw S = xzw S = yzw S = xyzw

m(S;≻i) θ≻i
(S) m(S;≻i) θ≻i

(S) m(S;≻i) θ≻i
(S) m(S;≻i) θ≻i

(S) m(S;≻i) θ≻i
(S)

1 xy 1

2
xy 1

2
xz 1

2
y 0 xy 1

3

2 xy 1

2
xy 1

2
x 0 yw 1

2
xy 1

3

3 yz 1

2
w 0 zw 1

2
zw 1

2
zw 1

3

4 z 0 xw 1

2
zw 1

2
zw 1

2
zw 1

3

5 xz 1

2
xy 1

2
xz 1

2
z 0 xz 1

3

θ≻(S)
2

5

2

5

2

5

3

10

1

3

Tightness of the bound. Example 3.2, where an ASEM doesn’t exist, can be used to

show that the indecisiveness bounds identified in Proposition 4.1 are tight. For |S| = 4

7The dependence of θ(S) on n is so for the case of n odd only. As we will see below, it is not so when

n is even.
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and n = 5, we have already calculated that θ(S) = 1

5
. For the issue X = {x, y, z, w}, we

can verify from above that
∑

5

i=1
m(X;≻i) = 8. Accordingly,

θ≻(X) =
1

n

n
∑

i=1

|m(X;≻i)| − 1

|S| − 1
=

1

5

∑

5

i=1
|m(X;≻i)| − 5

3
=

1

5
×

8− 5

3
=

1

5

That is θ≻(X) is exactly equal to θ(S) = 1

5
and not greater than it; and we have non-

existence of ASEM. This shows that the bound is tight.

The case of n even. For the case of n even, we need an additional condition to establish

that the indecisiveness bounds identified in Proposition 4.1 guarantees existence of ASEM.

The condition requires that in any binary issue, there exists at least one individual in

society who is indecisive over this issue.

Proposition 4.2 (n even). If ≻ = (≻1, . . . ,≻n) ∈ Bn such that

θ≻(S) > θ(S) =
|S|
n

[

n
2

]

− 1

|S| − 1
=

1

2

(

|S| − 2

|S| − 1

)

, for all S ∈ X with |S| > 2,

and for all x, y ∈ X, there exists i ∈ I such that neither x ≻i y nor y ≻i x, then an ASEM

exists.

Proof: Please refer to Section A.2.

It is worth pointing out that, unlike in the case of n odd, in the case of n even, the bound

θ(S) does not depend on the number of individuals in society.

A final remark. It should be straightforward to see that an Arrowian social equilibrium

(ASE) can be defined for any social aggregator, specifically ones that satisfy the Arrowian

desiderata of PP, IIA and ND. For any such aggregator an ASE trivially exists when the

indecisiveness index is 1 for all issues (individual preferences are fully incomplete); and

it is not guaranteed to exist when this index is 0 for all issues (individual preferences

are complete). An open question with respect to such aggregators is about the minimal

indecisiveness required to generate rational social preferences under an ASE. We leave it

to future work to throw light on this question.

A Appendix

A.1 Proof of Proposition 4.1

Consider any preference profile ≻ = (≻1, . . . ,≻n) ∈ Bn for which θ≻(S) > θ(S) =
|S|
n
[n
2
]−1

|S|−1
,

for all S ∈ X with |S| > 2. For any such profile, we show below that an ASEM exists by
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explicitly constructing one.

Step 1: Showing that MR candidates exist for any issue.

For any issue S ∈ X with |S| > 2, first note that the set of potential MR winners under

an ASEM is given by:

M(S) =
{

x ∈ S : |{i ∈ I : x ∈ m(S;≻i)}| >
n

2

}

=
{

x ∈ S : |{i ∈ I : x ∈ m(S;≻i)}| >
[n

2

]}

This is because in any ASEM, for any such S, ci(S) ∈ m(S,≻i), and hence for an alternative

to be chosen by a majority, a necessary condition is that it is in a majority of individual

maximal sets. We first establish that if θ≻(S) > θ(S), then M(S) 6= ∅, for any such S.

To do so assume otherwise; suppose M(S) = ∅, for some such S. For any x ∈ S, let

IS(x) = {i ∈ I : x ∈ m(S;≻i)}. Under our supposition |IS(x)| ≤ [n
2
], for all x ∈ S. It

should be straightforward to verify that:

n
∑

i=1

|m(S;≻i)| =
∑

x∈S

|IS(x)|

This implies that:

n
∑

i=1

|m(S;≻i)| =
∑

x∈S

|IS(x)| ≤ |S|
[n

2

]

=⇒
n
∑

i=1

|m(S;≻i)| − n ≤ |S|
[n

2

]

− n

=⇒
1

n

n
∑

i=1

(

|m(S;≻i)| − 1
)

≤
|S|

n

[n

2

]

− 1 =⇒
1

n

n
∑

i=1

|m(S;≻i)| − 1

|S| − 1
≤

|S|
n

[

n
2

]

− 1

|S| − 1

i.e., θ≻(S) ≤ θ(S), which brings us to our desired contradiction.

Step 2: Construction of ASEM choice profile (c0, c1, . . . , cn) ∈ Cn+1

In this step, we explicitly construct a choice profile (c0, c1, . . . , cn) ∈ Cn+1, and show that

it constitutes an ASEM. To that end, first, observe the following: if S, T ∈ X such that

S ⊆ T , then for any i ∈ I, m(T ;≻i) ∩ S ⊆ m(S;≻i). This is because if for any x ∈ S,

∄y ∈ T , such that y ≻i x, then clearly ∄y ∈ S ⊆ T , such that y ≻i x. In turn, this implies

that M(T ) ∩ S ⊆ M(S).

For notational convenience, in the construction below, write X = {x1, . . . , xk}. Since,

from Step 1, M(S) 6= ∅ for all S ∈ X , |S| > 2, we can construct c0 : X → X recursively as

follows:

Step 2.1: Wlog, let x1 ∈ M(X).

Let c0(S) = x1, for all S ∈ X such that x1 ∈ S.

Step 2.2: Wlog, let x2 ∈ M(X \ {x1}).
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Let c0(S) = x2, for all S ∈ X , such that, x2 ∈ S and x1 /∈ S.

...

Step 2.k-2: Wlog, let xk−2 ∈ M(X \ {x1, x2, . . . , xk−3}) = M({xk, xk−1, xk−2}).

Let c0(S) = xk−2, for all S ∈ X such that xk−2 ∈ S and x1, . . . , xk−3 /∈ S.

Observe that in this manner, we have covered all issues except for the issue {xk, xk−1}.

Since n is odd, even if all individuals have complete preferences over xk and xk−1, we have,

M({xk, xk−1}) 6= ∅. Wlog say, xk−1 ∈ M({xk, xk−1}). Let c0({xk, xk−1}) = xk−1. It is

straightforward to see that c0 constructed thus is a choice function. It also directly follows

from the construction that c0 satisfies WARP. Let ≻0 ⊆ X ×X be defined by x ≻0 y if

c0({x, y}) = x. Since, c0 satisfies WARP, it follows that ≻0 is a strict preference ranking

and it rationalizes c0, i.e., for all S ∈ X , c0(S) = m(S;≻0). Finally, note that in this

construction, drawing on the fact that if T ′ ⊆ T , then M(T ) ∩ T ′ ⊆ M(T ′), we have that

for all S ∈ X , if c0(S) = x, then x ∈ M(S).

Next, we construct c1, c2, . . . , cn as follows. For any S ∈ X and i ∈ I, let:

ci(S) = m(m(S;≻i);≻0)

Since ≻0 is a strict preference ranking, the second stage is always decisive and, hence, any

such ci is a well defined choice function (specifically, an RSM).

All that, therefore, remains to be shown to establish that the collection (c0, c1, . . . , cn) is

an ASEM is that for all S ∈ X , c0(S) = fmr(c1(S), . . . , cn(S)). Consider any S ∈ X . Let

c0(S) = x. Then it follows that x ≻0 y, for all y ∈ S \ {x}. Accordingly, for any i ∈ I, if

x ∈ m(S;≻i), then ci(S) = x. This is, of course, true if m(S;≻i) = {x}. Even otherwise,

this is so because x is the best alternative in m(S;≻i) according to ≻0. Further, we know

that x ∈ M(S). That is,

|{i : x ∈ m(S;≻i)}| >
n

2
=⇒ |{i : x = ci(S)}| >

n

2
=⇒ x = fmr(c1(S), . . . , cn(S)), as required.

A.2 Proof of Proposition 4.2

The proof for the case n even is exactly along the same lines as n odd. The only difference

emerges in Step 2, following the (k−2)-th step when we arrive at the issue {xk, xk−1}. Now,

it is possible that all individuals have complete preferences over these two alternatives and

exactly half prefer xk to xk−1 and the other half xk−1 to xk. In that case M({xk, xk−1}) =

∅. This is precisely where the role of the additional condition comes in. According to

it, there exists some i ∈ I such that neither xk ≻i xk−1, nor xk−1 ≻i xk. This implies

M({xk, xk−1}) 6= ∅ and the rest of the argument follows as above.

12



References

Aizerman, Mark and Fuad Aleskerov. 1986. “Voting operators in the space of choice

functions.” Mathematical Social Sciences 11 (3):201–242.

———. 1995. Theory of Choice, vol. 38. In Studies in Mathematical and Managerial

Economics, edited by H. Gleiser, and S. Martin, North-Holland: Elsevier Science B.V.

Aleskerov, Fuad. 2002. “Categories of Arrovian voting schemes.” Handbook of Social

Choice and Welfare 1:95–129.

———. 2013. Arrovian Aggregation Models, vol. 39. Springer Science & Business Media.

Arrow, Kenneth J. 1950. “A difficulty in the concept of social welfare.” Journal of Political

Economy 58 (4):328–346.

Cuhadaroglu, Tugce. 2017. “Choosing on influence.” Theoretical Economics 12 (2):477–

492.

Katz, Leo and Alvaro Sandroni. 2020. “Limits on power and rationality.” Social Choice

and Welfare 54 (2):507–521.

Manzini, Paola and Marco Mariotti. 2007. “Sequentially rationalizable choice.” American

Economic Review 97 (5):1824–1839.

Sandroni, Alec and Alvaro Sandroni. 2021. “A comment on Arrow’s impossibility theorem.”

The BE Journal of Theoretical Economics 21 (1):347–354.

13


	DP 68.pdf
	DP 66.pdf
	DP 65.pdf
	DP 64.pdf
	DP 63.pdf
	DP 62.pdf
	DP 61.pdf
	DP 60.pdf
	Recent template.pdf
	DP 49.pdf
	DP 48.pdf
	Ashoka University Economics DP Cover (updated).pdf



	DP 60.pdf
	Introduction
	Literature
	Context
	Model
	Timeline
	Payoffs and Strategies

	Analysis
	Disclosure Regime
	Non-Disclosure Regime
	Non-Disclosure > Disclosure

	Solutions to the monitoring problem
	Increase in audit fee
	Treating the monitor as the ``sink''
	The modified eat-what-you-kill compensation structure

	Discussion
	Exogenous Audit fee structure
	No other Audit firms
	True State revealed at the end of the period
	Engagement quality reviewer (EQR)

	Conclusion


	DP 61.pdf
	Introduction
	Crop Residue Burning in India
	Data
	Crop Residue Burning
	Biophysical variables
	Policy Variables

	Estimation Strategy
	Results
	Main Results
	Robustness Tests
	Parallel Trends
	Spillover Effects
	Inclusion of Other Months
	Robustness to the exclusion of states

	Triple Difference

	Conclusion and Discussion
	Preservation of Subsoil Water Act, 2009
	Data Appendix
	CRB data
	Biophysical Variables
	Policy Variables
	Demographic and Agricultural variables

	Appendix Figures and Tables




	draft_paper_portal_June21.pdf
	Introduction
	Data
	Job ads
	Job seekers
	Job titles and occupations
	Implicit femaleness and maleness

	Gender preferences of employers
	Empirical methodology
	Results

	Deconstructing gender preferences of employers
	Empirical methodology
	Results
	Gendered words
	Gendered words and the advertised wage
	Gendered words and the female applicant share


	Robustness checks
	Words that attract a higher fraction of women
	Conclusion
	Additional Tables & Figures
	Gender Requests in Job Ads
	Technical Appendix
	GSDMM: Pre-processing and hyperparameter choice
	Pre-processing bag-of-n-grams Logistic Regression
	TF-IDF implementation
	Stratified k-folds cross-validation



	DP 64.pdf
	Introduction
	A model of feedback on ideas
	Discussion of the model

	Benchmark: Two special cases with supervisor commitment
	No information policy
	Full information policy
	Comparing no information and full information policies
	An important definition

	Strategic supervisor
	Preliminaries
	Analysis
	Welfare effect of ``overconfidence''
	An alternate setting

	Learning-by-doing with more feedback
	Conclusion
	References
	Proofs from main text 
	Proofs omitted from the main text
	Comparative statics of full information belief threshold
	Comparative statics of no information belief threshold
	The case of 0 < b < g < 1

	Committed supervisor
	A note on the enforcement of commitment
	Immediate honesty
	Delayed honesty

	Time-constrained supervisor


	DP 65.pdf
	Motivation
	Main Contributions
	Context and Existing Literature

	Data and Summary Statistics
	Documenting Transitions in Labour Force Participation
	Actual transition or a change in self-reporting? 
	Total Number of Transitions

	Determinants of Entry and Exit
	Motherhood or Child Penalty for Indian Women
	Matching Mothers with Comparable Non-mothers
	Effect of Child Birth on Mother's LFP
	Stacked D-I-D estimates

	Decomposition Analysis
	Methodology
	 Data and Results

	Demand for women's work
	Negative economic shock and FLFP

	Discussion and Conclusion




	arrow.pdf



