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Respond at:

pollev.com/jtuckerfoltz255 or

bit.ly/jtfpoll or

text jtuckerfoltz255 to 37607

⏵ Which of these axioms does IRV satisfy?

(A) Monotonicity only

(B) Independence of clones only

(C) Both

(D) Neither

file:///snap/drawio/255/resources/app.asar/drawio/src/main/webapp/pollev.com/jtuckerfoltz255
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Which voting rule is the best?

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Comparison_of_electoral_systems#Compliance_of_selected_single-winner_methods
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For any alternative     , there exists an index d such that vd is a dictator for     .a a

I am a

dictator

for a.

Sure, but

I am a dictator

for b.

This can't happen!

Thus, any rule that is Pareto

Efficient and Monotone has a

dictator. ◼
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When there are at least 3 alternatives, there is no social welfare function satisfying the

following three axioms:

Pareto Efficiency - If every voter ranks a above b, then society should as well.

Independence of Irrelevant Alternatives - If a voter changes their ranking of

alternatives, but does not change the order of a and b, then society should still have

the same preference over a and b.

Non-dictatorship - More than one voter's preferences are taken into acount.

Theorem (Arrow, 1951)

Arrow was interested in social welfare functions, which output an entire ranking (i.e.,

"the preferences of society") rather than one alternative.

Proof. Part 1 is the same: pick the first index where a is not ranked first by society.
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So vd is a dictator

for {(a, x) | x ≠ a}



Proof of Arrow, part 3

For any alternative     , there exists an index d such that vd is a dictator for making     

win over any other alternative.
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