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“ockal Values and Imdjvidnal [l T b o1

J. Encarnacisn

Ahetrant

This paper skatches = theory of socisl choics hased en a fexicographic
ordering of smltiple =social values that car be pursued to grestér or lesser
degrees. Distinctions are made among the following concepis: (a) the

“ wector-valusd social decision, whick results fron individusl sheices regarding

its components: (b} the sacial choice, which calis #or compliance by the mepbers

of mociety with the social decizion; and (c) social welfare judpements | which

apply to situations where individual choices viclate the soccial choien. A

resclution of the Sen-Gibbavd libertarian paradox follsws frem the Theory .



Social Valves snd Individeal Choices
By José Encarnacifn, Jr.

Dniversity of the Philippines
Introduction

The pu&pum: of this paper is to sketch a theory n} social (cholice based oa
social values. Under the theory,. Sccial welfare fudgements apply particularly
to situations where individeal choices violate the social choice. We use the
term "rheory™ in the usual sense of a system of concepts and relationships that

aime to put more order in the subiact under study.

In his classic Secial Choice and Individual Values, Arrow (1963, p. 87)

noted that "the &lternﬂtiVEEi among which social pr&fe;ence iz to be defined,
may he i.n'te;.t'p.retad in {at least]) two ways: (1) each alternative iz a vector
whose compcments are values of the various particular decisions actually made
by the govermment, such as tax rates, &xp&nﬁituﬂea,lﬁ.-; (2} each alternative
iz 2 complete deseription of the state of every individual.” It is the second
interpretation that hes become standard in the literature, but we will have

oceasion to use both represantations.

Girdenfors (1373) and Hansson (1973) have distinguished two main
éppraaches to the determination of social preference. The positionalist makes
social preference on a set of objects depend om their absolute positions im the
individuals" p@ef;rtncg erderings of a1l possible cbjects, as in the Borda
ruie, The non-positionalist makes It depend only on Their relative pﬂﬂitiﬂn?,
as in Arrow's "independence of irrelevant alternatives" condition. Both
‘approaches assume that social preference is a funetion of ‘individual preferences

regarding the objects. & third way which we will follow is to drop this

L




assumption and instead make social preference a funetion of certain parameters

{to be called the social paramsters) determined by the members of society.

The following sections discuss social values and decisions, the sooizl
choice.  welfare Judgements arnd the social preference ordering. The pepultimate
section iz a comment on the Sen-Ginbard libertarian paradox {Sen 1970, Gibbard

1878), and the final section is a concluding remaric.

T. Spoeial ¥aluez and Social Decisions

O starting point is the fact of multiple social values: respect Tor
human 1ife, personal freedom over one's privete affaire, oivil liberties, property
E‘i.ghts are among the more prominent cnee in most societiea. Social valuveg--
using this term o incluede the politicel and the sconomic—-may be ranked in
importance oF priority differéntly ib dif—fe;ent societies: aldeﬂnt Livelihood
for all, bhence a :f'i:r:'.h'.r."m enplovaent m.-'.lght be condidered more important than
property rights it ope society, but the reverze might bold in ancthar. AT the
same time, 2 marticular social value (e.g. civil liberties) could be broadss
or narrowar in scope--it could be preserved or promoted to a higher or ltsscra

degree. k2

Though we uss tue singular, '.re. view = social decisicn as a bundle of
descriptive and mormative propositions a‘cmrx’. the scciety and éhﬁq.l;;.rﬁda.tiﬂnsh;pa
amomg its members (corresponding to Avrow's Ffivst :Tn‘l:erv]:rre‘l:atin.r! of an alter-
native). It states facts, a.g. 3 new public highway commecting 1:;-":: cities or-

a new artesian well in a village; it slsec states the rueles governing the
society, using "rules” broadiy to include tax legislatien -;;ﬁ']d all statutory. -

laws as well as traffic rules and rneg_ula:-.':[a:-nq_




The warious components of a social decizion have generally different
implications for different aocial values, some of which may he advanced farther
‘than others. A new public highuay @ight mean more employment for urban workers but
also more traffic deaths. A npew artesian well might mean better health for villagers
but alzo less amﬁlnpmenr for water carriers. One has of course to look at a
social decision as a whole to see its overall net effects. The important point
is thatr a-social decision is made to promcte or ﬁreseer zocial values and not
for any other reason. Even sqrcallad spacial legisiation that would seem to
faver only one  individeal finds a rationale, at least in principle, by an
appeal to some social value that it promotes; otherwise it could not be justi-

fied.

We propose to formalize the relationships between social values and social
decisions in the following way, For a given sociery, let . be a real~valued
Function {1ike the stapdard "ordinai® utilit? funectidy, unique uwp to a
Pesitive monotonie tranﬁbematiﬁnJ such that if uiix) > ui{x'}, the social
decizion = promotes the ith social wvalue more than does x' (i =1, 2. _..)..
Each » can accordingly be considered as a point {ulfx}, uE{x}, s d] AN
(U5 vy, -..)-space. For cosvenience on cocasion we will also refer to the
ith sociel valee as - u.. Corresponding to each u. we postulate a particular
numb e ui such that if wu.(x) = uiﬁ society considers ® acceptable or
sufficient for the preservarion of the ith value. Writing 2,0} =
_min Euifx}. ag}. to each x thus corresponds the vector “g(x) = (g,(x),
g.4%), ...} Let glx) > q(x') mean that the First nonvenishing compoment nfl
glx) - g{x*} is positive, i.e. let the gqix)'s be lexicographically nm@grud.ij
We can then define a-total ordering relstion O on the set of conceivabie

social decisions  ¥:
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wipe' if and only if gix) = afx').
Sppose d  UnAnimous agresment among ite members thet society iz to adept

&n ordering relation O on X, As Avrow (1963, p. 83) has remarked, "it must

be demanded that there be soma Sonsensus om The -_ri;dF.. of soccisty, of no zocial
welfare Function can be formed.” § would clparly state the ends of society in
a structwred way. To défine & It is necessary to determine (i) the social
ranking Byy Ugs ceon regarding which there could be different views among the

members of society, and then {(ii) the corresponding acceptable levels "f’ u;, i

which we will call social parameters.

We assume that each person has @ view as to what the social ranking should
be, in which case the following variant of the Borda rule may be applied. To the
social valne that a person considers most iménrtaut a score of 1 is assigned,
to the second most important a score of 2, and to the mth 3 score of m. The
social value that gets the lowest total score than gives u, for society, the
one with the second lowest gives u,, 2and so on. Having fixed {.:'.}, the para-
meters have te be chosen seriatim. We assume that each person has.single-peaked
preferences az to what u? showld be, given the social ranking already
-dgtermiﬂ&d.gﬁ Each person would thus have a "candidate”. for uE; anything léas
would be ipadequate in his view, while anyrthing higher would be excessive.
Aocordingly. Black's {1958) theorem on single-peaked preferences is appliesble,
and only the median candidate for u§ cowld win by simple majority rule over
any other possible choice for uf in pairwise comparisens. We therefore say

A

that the social w# is the pedian of individual randidates (or the median choice)
4

=
in terms of individual cheiees for the social ranking and the parameters, and

for u%. A pepetition of the procedure fixes ugﬁ and so0 on. 0 is thus defined

could then be used by society to order the =x's without having to refer to

individual preferences on X.




IT. The Social Dacizion Dmetion

2t A C X be the sat of feasible sccial decisionz. A nomnull subset

fla) needs to ba defined as the social decision sat, one of whose elements

would then be the social decision. From Section I it is natural to say thae

Fla) = fx e Af W 2" ¢ A: =0x']}
= J\ﬂ.ﬁ.in ..'!.2 P T
wWhispa
s :
: *"i = {x e "‘i—:ll ui_{u} i m:x fqil{x}] % E 'ﬁih:l”* i=1, E'. e
and -llD = AL

Suppose that Ell < u;h Then .'.1 iz a ome-element set unless the solution
to the problem of maximizing u,(x) subject to¢ x £ &4 is pot unique. In general
it would be unlikely for 4. to have more than one element if 8. < ug,_ Suppose
then that j is the smallest Iin'ttgtr in '{-pi'hu is a one-slement set}, and
consider the "mormal” case where B, = uf, i=1, ..., i - 1. In this case
society maximizes the social -.ralue Hj subject to the comdition that for all

R . z ui; If the feasible set gets larger so that gy enesy "j can all be

glreat-tr, u3 iz increased further until u%! iz reached, at which point “j 1
becomes the maxinand and u; = u¥ is added to the list of constraints: The

social decizion accordingly presevves as many of the social values (at acceptabls
levels) as possible, starting with the most important, and the next sociel valee :
ig sdvanced te the extent feasible. With larger feasible sets, more scoial
can be preserved at acceptable levels. (A richer society could be coneers
envircomental pollution and prohibit the setting up of a new factory,
poorer one which must first attend to problems of li‘l.*_elibnnd and emn.

take the pollution with the factory.)
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Whether the case is "normal™ or not, if the (possilly infinite’ oumber
of components is sufficiaptlsy iarge, we may éxpéct fla¥ to baa ohgE-alement

Set since macimization ar each stage I should in general make AE & proper

subaet of &:_1. IZ. nonetheless, (A} =till turns cut to have suitiple
elements, they would ail belong to the same fndifference clase from the view-

point of social decisjen. In whar follows we will dencte by a an element

of #{A)." {Tn any event, ithe sccial decision muer be one particular x.)

The sociai decigion a heapg a bundle of facts and rules, it cannot be a
subject for majority decision by the members of sméiety. What can be sucbhiects
for pajority decision sre the companents of a, and indeed we Find that
majority decision iz a common method for ehﬂaﬁiﬂﬂ which facts are to materialize
for society and which statutory laws are to haid. In-effect, suach majufity

decisions on the components of' 2 can be considared as the operaticna] means

5, IF, for exdmpie, the Iaws restrict

vh

for zociety s determindtion o the:. o
¥

b

the use of private property for cértain Purposes, that simoly shows that prdperty

rights are not absolute in that society.

We ocbeerve that the process for yielding the zocial decision is kighly
econcmical. One need cpiy £5x the :Ji.“s {omly sz many ae are required to. pat
a tne-clement et Ai} and the soeial decizicon fz fully determined given A.
Reprezenting social decisions by lexicographicaily ordsred vectors thus TEIVLTS
an a- much simyler decision process than would the alternative assunption of a

redi-valued representatics alomg standard lines. In the case of the latter,

tradeaffs would generally vary at different points in (o, u,, .. J-space,

ITI. Tha Social Chodoe

i
&

Suppage there are n persons in +tha soclety indexed by k =31, ..., o,




- i i : - =
and 16t T e e L. . EY Gihere T in k'zm choite dn The =&t of personal
= L i
docigfons T7. that he could conceivably make ag an ipdividual {apd not as a
memberof society exorezsing bizs choicen foromocial parameters):. We have
3

ToEs whare T letvhe eawtpnpian poaduner O ML EI:‘ aned we denote 2
»

state of society by o = 4%, 21 ¢ I .= ' Z.

bz stated carlisers, the sceial decision a2 consiste of facts and rules.
Thus 2 determines For the members of society What 1z possible given the facts
in a Eu:l.d what iz permieszihle given the rules in &. {The Tacts may make it
'ﬁnaaihie to drive Faster between Two cities; the rules may prohibic driving

faster then 55 miles an hovmo. )

iet ¢la) = {z] z iz possible givern al and ¥ia) = {z] £ is permissible
gliven tal. Denoting the socizl choiece hy (A, we 'leﬁpnse to say that
Play = {2k w2 s(ay ¥a).

Weiting 2 la)

Zdla) i ¥E), we can also writé 1 et

2 7a) = ... % 2™ (a) V= pesr

z'(a)

o : ;
Ha) = 20 i e,

¢k-!_:a] being the kth compensnt of ¢l{a) and similavly for Lfk(g}, The choice

o e consrhaainy S possib il e s et e A

so k could poasibly choose 2 ¢ E-‘_{.:} = 7%a) - ¢%(a). If the rulee are

to be followed, howzvar, we must hawe zk £ ?.k+{a’}l, in which case we will say

e 5T i adiieathle. nd if W is sieissihecfor Al k, @ ie adeieeble:

The diztinction betwesn social decizion: and soeial choice that we wish To

make iz that while society can decide a, which is within atsz comtrol.

society carm only choose #{a) and hope that some element of ' FEA) will turn



out te be the case, considering that = iz individuslly decided. (One may
chooze a horse to win in & race, but it depends on the harese how fast i+ will
run, The only decision one has in a horse race iz which horss to bet on.)

from society's viewpoint it does not matter which element of F(A) iz realized
since all elements of 2 a) are Within the —~ules. If the actual =z is

admizsinle, Society is geiting its cheice.
I¥. Social Welfare Judgements

Matters are different if =z ¢ Z{a) = 7. #la) - #{a). If the actual =z
is in Z'(a), at laast ene rule governing society is being viclated by ene o
mOTe m:. We suppest that given a, the domain nf “operational®™ {ip
contraat to "h_ﬂ;mthetica].,“ see below) social welfare judgements iz T(a) =
RIv T {2} = 2 #(a). Scn::l.i_'i. welfare would be "greater” with any admisszible
=--all a-lhr:l.ssiblt zt s being &.Qua_x in thiz regar du-thafn with eny element of

Z(a). A zocial welfere ordering on 2 (2} has now o be defined.

Associated with a iz the wector (q,(a}, 4,(a), ...}, and associated
h:ttir each ql_fa} is a comstraint szet 'Eil‘.'a} sich that %(a) = ?I{a}ﬂ
e .. . He interpret ?ifa:l 88 the set of 3z's that do not vialate the
rules designed to preserve the ith social value at the decided level q(a).
(It might be noted that ¥ {a} = {a} A ) '!E'il{a.} and ?Kl'ﬁ} =
N @A

It seems guite reasomable to 23y that a viclation of the pules dafining
?.(2} is worse than a violatian of those defining ':I-' (a) if 4¢5. Murder
is worse than burglary if respect for human life is more impurfar't than property
rights, and the corresponding penaltics are more severe in the one case than in

the other. &t the same time, violations can he move extensive op lesg frequent,
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and ieges iz hetter thin move. & seaiasl weifare ordering on 2 (&) peeds to

reflzct +hoap aFpects of: the matier.

Gavean g, lap < s beoa real-weiped fonctlon such that iif i‘aiizl‘ B
f:u:fl"r, then - oowpiies eore with: Dinvalves less viclstisoz. of¥  ¥.Gal
i i

than dogs: =1 {1/ 1,2 teoday The ¢ .'s map he standardized po *hat

1]
(e

P 1. means full conpliznce and € . = ¥ means zero complisnce.  Suppose

there exist ascaeptable degrews of compliance or tolesable viclation levels
i e

ﬁ - - - - 3 - - - o r
<k @0d define b .l(z) = wmin fo_.(z}, ek ). Writing o N
- ! I ,

Hﬂ{x} = ib, =k, hﬂif_z}. o c_l{z}, caEEﬂ'* s

W2 propose To say that givem a, social welfare ig at least 25 great with =
as with =' (o zﬂﬁz‘} if and only if Hatz} : Haf31}- Since Ha{z) =
{':;1, E:E, NP o me, e R T T Ly A E-f-{a.], social welfare js the same

for all of them and greater than with any element of Z {a).

In order to deterwine the cgi‘s, the same procedure that Fixed the
"-1"__?’5 could be used, arsuming that each perscn has single-peBled proferences
85 To what .F.hae-!?h -&ii should be. Black's theorem wields the social L-gi,
then fgj, erc., and the social welfare ordering om Z{a) s determined. Iz
may be that E:E =1 for zome I, but it would zeem Iikely that for most i,

'3;: g i i k] tt'g_,- = 1, ome would expest law enforcement agemciss to allocate
all their respurces to the preventiom of murder and noce to the protection of

propecty pdghts, which 55 not the case.

The acsial pATametars, i

i

. the utts and the =% Tz ans frocrions of-
; X ;

s

al k& also has a thoioe on

i

infividual choices regarding them. Each individ

h

] ] ce om S la) wEhich ig realiwxghle 15 = iz sdmisaible for all
& {a), hepce £ s

¥, o The assumnticn £ i awre ve alae follcws the rylez., & personts
hof k, oo the assumption that If evervope alase Ffollows the o %

choice would he copstrained only by what is possibie given the facts. Buor m

-
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ipadmissikle z° may prevent k's choice from being realized. {If 4

purloing k's wallet, k  cannot buy the beskat of ;aﬁds that he wants.) The

abjlity of k 1o get his choice on Ek{a} iz thus conditional ou what others

do. {(Formaily thiz means that & realizable & = subject to a "comparibility"
comgtraint z e T (a) shere f{a) is the set of ='s whose components are

. realizable simuitanecusiy piven the facte of a. 4o actual 2 most belong to

tla) < Elaj.) b person's choice might it=elf be conditional on other people’s
choices, as iv the exsmple in Section VI. But in any case, it is only when k

£y

chooses = ¢ Ek'{a] that his choice becomez subject to sccial judgement.

In addition to "cperational”™ welfare judgements that take a as given,
there are what might be called hypothetical judgements that consider a different
social decision a' and the resuliting E+{a'}. ne conld compare Z'(a) and
Z'(a'} and arguee ihat the latter is "better" and that the socisl decision should
Be a' ivstead. The difference between a and a' may be relatively minse,
involving only a few components corresponding te lower ranked social values
(i.e. those uj with higher iuﬁicﬁa ). Im order to gat &' as the social
&ec:r.s;r.m from the same feazibie set A, only a2 few lower ranked perametefs u'i"
would then need to be revised. The difference hetween a and a' would he 2
major ope if a revision of a higher ranked paraweter u}' iz required, which is
iikely io entail chawges in the compenents of the secisl decizion correaponding
o zocial salues ui’ j = i, even if the parametars L::é were unchangad. Tn
any casg, at any given time there iz a social decision that forms the basis for

making operational social welfare judgements.
V. The Social Preference Opdering

Given %, w (2} Is well defined for any =z £ Z. It is taus possible to
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define the =mocial preferesnce ordering relation ® on I'= Xox 2 by writing
»{o) o= wlny =)= Tglu), fom}}

Aand having ePo'  If and enly iF wia) 2 rig'). Society then prefers & to ¢!

o oPe') CIF - athn.

_U.-"I.[‘L‘ nekds te be emphasized thar R gepends only on the soeial pPRrameters
and- w0t on individaal preferences ragarding the o's. We hawve not made any
particular assumptions abeout indivigual ‘prefersnces on X or I because thay
dre not necessary for the purpose of determining the social choice and the
welfare ordering. B i= a superfluity for thiz purpoze but bas theorstical
interest in relatien te The Avpow 11963} conditions for a social preference

orderding, to which we turn.

The usval format of social ehoice Theory makes social preference on a set
of gbjects a funetion of individual preferences on that set. Although the
thaory of this DHDEF dons not require it, consider a model whers each %  hus
& preference opdering relation Ek oh I, sothat k prefers o toc of
(or ﬂPknT} i) d"R;{CI. Murskami's (1961) formelation of the Arvow impossibility
theorem shows that B canpar zatisfy all of the folleowing conditions {RS is
scciety's preference ordering on 5 € T and R.];‘; is k's):

(1) thers exilﬂa a J-elerent sel T € I on which each ¥  could have
any logicaily possille Ir'if'.T {(the free triple comditicn);

(i} there iz me % such that fop ail Ol b S o gEet o+ oPg? {(nop=

dictatership);

. o = I £}
(iii) Ee Iz invavisnt with respect to any changes in {R°) = (3, .... B
that lzave {'R}é} = {E;, ey D) wnehenged {indepondencs of frrelevant
Fu. =
alternatives);

{iv) if oP'c' forall ¥, then oP¢! (Pareto principle).



Comditions (i} aud (i1} =re easily satisfied. The cese of {iii) is

e

different. In cur theory R, hence R,y remains the sare no matiler how 7]
changes provided only that individual chofces for the scoial pargseiers remain
The zame. Indeed, individpal choices could chanpe withoyt affacting B provided

the median chojnes for the peransters remain fhe mame.  The derermination of P,_:;

; > . T L 3
15 thus divorsed from {[R™}, herce from [R.}. Jp the model we apa congsidering.,
Since {iii) requires R. %o he determined umiguely by 1'?‘3;“.-, & violation of {4i3) is

L

bossable. We do not consider this a defect of the model, however, much leéss of

. . K - Ay =
the theory which does not vequirs that R} exist. & wmentioned in the
Introduction, there are three ways of determining ®_.. Ome wiy iz to PegiiiTe
o :
(I35} or something similar. Anotker, the positionalist anproach, is ro make ES

: k g = s
& function of {E°7. The third, which we have Followed, makes R & function
-

of social parametors determined by individual choicss., Foe this lagt, whiah is

interrally econsisvent, {iii} iz simply irrelevant.

In the case of {iv), the zame Fact that |  doss net denend on {;:i':}
makes a violation posaible. Since Arvow's imbosiibility chearem is a logical
necessity, R must viglate ohe o more of (i)-(iv). That F shauld Tail f1i51)
iz to vs quire acceptable hur failure of (iv) wouid seem intolerdbiln. The Pareto
pripeipde las strong traditiomal anpal zE a rorealive propositicos, it bere we
shoudd 1iks To #rgue that i1 snould oot Be considered To have universzsl applicaiion.

Sumpose o= {a, z}, o' = (&', Rt B e - LD 1 R s e r:.au}, It may be
that ﬂE’h-':’ for- @!1 %, din which cease oFo' by the Paretoc princinle. But in
omr thegry, o and o' bDwlong to the same social indifference class and

therefore - ofat. Inovr view, It is pope of gociety's Lodirness: o eXpress &




preference either for o oo for af If 2 and z' are Both admissihle.
{Such & wiew alzo permits a re=zclution of the Sen-Gibbard paradox, discuszed

JEnthe naxt sectisn.)

Comzider al=s a4 czse with =, z' ¢ T {(a) where 2z and =' arse jdentical
except in one respect: in 2 a Littie bovy, hungry, steals s iocaf of bread and
gets caught; in z' he goes free. The rules may say oFo' bot cenceivably,
:F’Fku for all k. It wiil not do to sap that the rules should be changed in

" such a case, mince whatever the rules mwight be, upe can always think of zome
cipcmhistances where rigid application of the rules is hard for everyone. The
canclueion we draw shout the Pareto principle is thet occasional viclations
Bre Toierable in .t'.':ne coptext of social judgement=, though it may be mandatory
for small group {committes) decicions where more flewxibility about the group's

osm "rulesV iz possible,
¥I. The Libertarian Pavadox

4 gonsiderable literature has been generated by énTs {1970} demcnstration
that the libertarian principle (in his sense} and the Pareto principle are
incompatible with the existence of a social preference ordering (see Sen 1976
gnd more Tecently Sasriner and Kriiger 1981 for reviews of this literature).
Gibbard (18974 has since shown that the Pareto principle iz not needed to show

an inoonsistency.

HWrite lk{z} for thae vector resulting from the replacement of the kth

component of = by A . i.e. iEie) e :;1"-1, 11", z}Hl, o

Hhat might be called tha Sen-Gibbard interpretation of the libertarian



poinciple is that

A X 2 .
£ il e e S S T o R T B S i Rl
where we have suppressed a In {a, =7 and {3, v'iz)} since a3 recsine the
A h hamgys i -2 i r de L, i o H K - 1
zame Threughout tha discussiop: The argument s that 2 and Uiz} are the
S Bncept -in thels Kih compoments, g0 (1} woild sedm reasiamehle. BOT sigposs

that

{2}

:

wHETE e heveE sUporaEsed 2. ... T whicl remah The same Throughsut. Theo
bp L) aod the Tradsitidity of 2, ono hax (o 8¥F(a g)Y which contradidis

"

- (o aiPla. i),

Ty

o 1ies with 3D

ig e waew The sovres of the peobhls L which agzuwes Tthat
. s = B :
In order to reflect libertariin valies, one needs to say that A'{=iPe IF

e i - . 1 ;
A (z)}P 2 Becavss, the snly difference between A (ZF and ‘= being k's

ohoics, he skould thenefore the matter. Bul surely fhe correst thing
to@ny 38 that the mafier js ¥'=s  concerm and nope of societv's §f 2 and

E i .. i . s
1ER) are Boch afmissible,  ‘In The thecsw oF this

=i
=
I
e
¥
[}
i®
u
&’
W
[
>l
.
H:J
']
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dbecty &8 &8 scode]l value s that oune
15 free to do what one pleasgss provided oo tules of sooisty zre viclated, and

gociety is hof o pasz indgement one way or the other regavd

- ; ; % 3 - e ! s
hat sotisfy the roles. £11 the situations in 2} 2re presumbiy admizsible,

in which case. They weuld 21! beleng to Toe mame social indifference class.
e resalution T the pavades I this e ol (17, which Is DOt Teosssary ToT

a formalization of the libsrcerizr principle
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The guesticon remains as to what the outcome of example (2) might be.
Since &ach p»lemun‘s cheice is conditional on what the other persen decides to
Ao, it J2 up to them to arrive ar some agreement.  One possibility is that
€ach perscn geis his way half of the time. In any event, it is a private
matter for them to setils, not society's, uvnless some situation im (T

inadmiscible. In the latter case, the welfare ordeving of Sestion IV weuld apply.

Among the various proposals for resolving the paradox, o view is
closest to that of Nozick {(197%) whe would have social preference hold only
: ower alternatives that already satisfy libertarian vaiues. In the example
of {2}, Fozick would have all four siﬁa‘tims eliminated as pogsible suhjects
for social judgement. But his solution is incﬁplet¢, as Sen (1976} has
pointed out, for it leaves unanswered the guestion of social judgewent when
libertarian valves are viclated. In our theory, ua{z,‘r = uﬁ{:.'} if = -and
z' are otherwise idemtical but =z' invelves 2 viclation of the ruies protecting

libertarien values and 2z does not.

VII. Ceoncluding Remark

The sccial choice literature is now replete with impossibility theorems
(¥elly 1978}, and pevhaps it iz time to allocate mere effort to lock into
social choice models even if they viclate one or another condition in-scme

impossibility theore:s.

The thecry of thiz paper finds a piace for multiple sccial vaines. that
can be pursued To greater or lesser degrees, a social decision that vesults
from majority mile applied to its components, and social welfare judgementa
based on the prevailing morms. The social decision is derermined by individual

choices regarding not the feasible decisions themselves but the parameters of
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social evaluation, ile. the social decision prcCesn

Lrrow Temarked in 2 peglected passage that "unanimous afreament on the
decizicn process may vesolve the conflicts as to the decisicna themzelves ™
in which case "our moclal welfare problem may he reganded 35 solved™ provided
there ia siszo "a widespread agreament on the desirahility of evervday decisions"
reguiring From the Secision process (Avrow 1663, pp- 90-811.. This prorisc
wouid e satisfied ip a‘stable ongoing 202iaTyY, which is the oomtext of the

presont papar.
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1. For a review of the literature on lexicographic orders and decision
ruleg, see Fishburn 3974, The meior references are Georgescu-Roepen 1954 and
Chipman 1960; see¢ alsc Encarpacifn 1964, 1964a. 1964B, :I'.IEEE, 1863, and Day and
Fobinson 1973 which discuss various applications of lexicographic wrility
functions involving acceprable ui.‘ levels. Tne skepticism of some economists
about the analytical usefulness of such utility functions is actually well

directed only when ug = ® for all i; cf. Encarnacitn 1964.

2. It is hard te imagine how a person's preferences for. u; could have,
say, & himedal distribution, considering the meaning of u¥. Something is

~ acceprable or it is not.

3. BSimce Q is a total ardering, the decizion function £ zatisfies
vapious conditions for ‘"rational™ choice functions, inclwding the Weak and
Strong Axioms of Rovealed Preference and Arrow's Definition C4; sse Arrow
1859, Theorem 2. Arvmow uses the Ters "weak ordering" for total ordering

{the larter Ffollews Chipmas 19607 .
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