arXiv:2204.08798v2 [econ.TH] 29 Aug 2022

Semantics meets attractiveness:

Choice by salience^∗

Alfio Giarlotta^†, Angelo Petralia^‡, Stephen Watson^§

We describe a context-sensitive model of choice, in which the selection process is shaped not only by the attractiveness of items but also by their semantics (‘salience’). Items are ranked according to a binary relation of salience, and a linear order is associated to each item. The selection of a unique element from a menu is justified by one of the linear orders associated to the most salient items in the menu. The general model provides a structured explanation for any behavior, and allows us to model a notion of ‘moodiness’ of the decision maker, typical of choices requiring as many distinct rationales as items. Asymptotically, all choices are moody. We single out a model of linear salience, in which the order encoding semantics is transitive and complete. Choices rationalizable by linear salience can only exhibit non-conflicting violations of WARP. Numerical estimates show the sharp selectivity of this testable model.

Keywords: Bounded rationality; salience; moodiness; WARP.

JEL Classification: D81, D110.

∗The authors wish to thank Davide Carpentiere for several suggestions. Alfio Giarlotta gratefully acknowledges the support of `‘Ministero dell’Istruzione, dell’Università e della Ricerca (MIUR) – PRIN 2017”, project Multiple Criteria Decision Analysis and Multiple Criteria Decision Theory, grant 2017CY2NCA. Additional acknowledgements will be mentioned in the final draft.

†Department of Economics and Business, University of Catania, Italy. alfio.giarlotta@unict.it ‡Collegio Carlo Alberto & University of Turin, Italy. angelo.petralia@carloalberto.org §Department of Mathematics and Statistics, York University, Canada. swatson@yorku.ca

Introduction

In this paper we describe an approach to individual choice, in which the salience of some alternatives forges the decision maker’s (DM’s) judgement. Our main assumption is that each alternative can be looked at from two different points of view:

(1) ‘semantics’, related to the information provided by the item; (2) ‘attractiveness’, related to the possibility of being selected.

These two aspects are typically unrelated: for instance, the item frog’s legs in a restaurant menu may be unattractive to me (and so I will never select it), and yet it catches my attention, delivering important information about the chef’s skills (and so convincing me to order an item that I would otherwise avoid). The informative content of special items in a menu is emphasized by Sen (1993):

What is offered for choice can give us information about the underlying situation, and can thus influence our preferences over the alternatives, as we see them.

We describe the semantics of alternatives by means of a binary relation of salience, which provides an ordinal evaluation of how intriguing an item is when compared to a different one. Note that some items may display a similar salience (indifference), whereas some others may carry semantically dissimilar salience (incomparability).

The idea that special items in a menu may affect individual judgements is not new; what is the new is how this feature is modeled. Kreps (1979) characterizes preferences for flexibility, in which any menu is weakly preferred to its subsets, and the union of two menus may be strictly preferred to each of them. From an opposite perspective, Gul and Psendorfer (2003) describe preferences for commitment, in which a DM may strictly prefer a proper submenu to a menu in order to avoid temptation. Masatlioglu and Ok (2005) design a rational choice model with status quo bias: in each menu, the choice is affected by the item selected as the default option. All these models suggest the influence of special items on the choice process, but they do not explicitly refer to the informativeness of alternatives.

In psychology, the effects of salient information on judgement is first documented by Taylor and Fiske (1978), who, rephrasing Tversky and Kahneman (1974), write:

Instead of reviewing all the evidence that bears upon a particular problem, people frequently use the information which is most salient or available to them, that is, that which is most easily brought to mind.

Along this path, Bordalo, Gennaioli, and Shleifer (2012, 2013) describe a DM whose attention is captured by the salience of the attributes that evaluate alternatives. The authors argue that attention may only be focused on some specific aspects of the environment (e.g., quality and price), and the DM inflates the relative weights attached to the more salient attributes in the process of choosing among alternatives.

In our model of choice by salience, we use multiple rationales (linear orders) to explain choice behavior, where each rationale is labeled by an item of the ground set. Salience is encoded by a binary relation that describes how the DM’s attention is focused on items. Thus, differently from Bordalo, Gennaioli, and Shleifer (2013), we define a notion of salience for items, rather than for attributes; moreover, we only give an ordinal priority of consideration rather than a cardinal evaluation of salience.

More formally, a salient justification for a choice on X consists of a pair xÁ, L y, where Á is the salience order on X, and L “ t⊳_x : x P Xu is a family of linear orders on X. Salience guides choice by pointing at the linear orders that may be used to justify the selection from a menu A: first the DM identifies the most salient elements of A, and then she rationalizes A by choosing one among the linear orders associated to the maximally salient elements of A.

To illustrate how the model of choice by salience works, we use a famous example due to Luce and Raiffa (1957).

Example 1 (Luce and Raiffa’s dinner). Thea selects a main course from a restaurant menu. She prefers steak (s) over chicken (c), provided that steak is appropriately cooked; moreover, she is not interested in exotic dishes such as frog’s legs (f). We observe that Thea chooses chicken over steak when they are the only available items, but selects steak if also frog’s legs are in the menu. This happens because having frog’s legs in the menu is perceived by Thea as a sign that the chef knows how to grill a steak. Formally, if X “ tc, f, su is the set of items, Thea’s preferences are described by the linear order s ⊳ c ⊳ f, and her observed choice is cfs, cs, fs, cf , where the item selected from each menu is underlined. This choice is not rationalizable by a single binary relation, because it violates Axiom α (Chernoff, 1954).

Salience explains Thea’s choice behavior by means of two binary rationales. To that end, let Á be the (transitive and complete) salience order on X defined by f ą c, f ą s, and c „ s, where ą means ‘is strictly more salient’, and „ stands for ‘has the same salience as’. Furthermore, let L “ t⊳_c, ⊳_f , ⊳_su be the family of linear orders on X such that c ⊳_c s ⊳_c f, s ⊳_f c ⊳_f f, and ⊳_s “ ⊳_c. Selection from any menu A is then explained by maximizing the linear order in L indexed by the most salient item of A. For instance, for A “ tc, f, su, the most salient item in A is f, and the maximization of ⊳_f justifies the selection of s. Similarly, s and c are the most salient items in A “ ts, cu, hence maximizing ⊳_s “ ⊳_c explains the selection of c.

Luce and Raiffa’s dinner is also used by Kalai, Rubinstein, and Spiegler (2002) to illustrate their choice model of rationalization by multiple rationales (RMR). According to their approach, the DM is allowed to use several rationales (linear orders) to justify her choice: she selects from each menu the unique element that is maximal according to one (any) of these preferences. The family of linear orders carries no structure, and the selection of a rationalizing order among the available ones is independent of the menu itself. In fact, they write (p. 2287):

We fully acknowledge the crudeness of our approach. The appeal of the RMR proposed for “Luce and Raiffa’s dinner” does not emanate only from its small number of orderings, but also from the simplicity of describing in which cases each of them is applied. [...] More research is needed to define and investigate “structured” forms of rationalization.

Our approach based on salience reveals the hidden structure of the set of rationales.

Choice by salience is also related to those bounded rationality models that use ‘sequentiality’ to explain behavior, e.g., (i) the sequential rationalization of Manzini and Mariotti (2007), (ii) the model of choice with limited attention of Masatlioglu, Nakajima, and Ozbay (2012), (iii) the theory of rationalization of Cherepanov, Feddersen, and Sandroni (2013), and (iv) the model of list-rational choice due to Yildiz (2016). The underlying general principle of all these models is the same: the DM’s selection from each menu is performed by successive rounds of contraction of the menu, eventually selecting a single item. Specifically, a menu is shrunk by either (i) maximizing two or more acyclic binary relations always considered in the same order, or (ii) applying a suitable choice correspondence (attention filter) first and a linear order successively, or (iii) applying a choice correspondence satisfying Axiom α (psychological constraint) first and a linear order successively, or (iv) sequentially comparing (and eliminating) pairs of items through an asymmetric binary relation.

The model of choice by salience draws a bridge between the two different categories of bounded rationality approaches described in the two preceding paragraphs, namely the non-testable RMR model and the mentioned sequential models: we achieve this goal by separately encoding semantics (via the salience order) and attractiveness (via the rationales assigned to alternatives). Moreover, our approach explains wellknown behavioral anomalies, such as the decoy effect, the compromise effect, and the handicapped avoidance.

On a more technical side, the only assumption that we make about the salience order is the satisfaction of a minimal feature of rationality, namely the acyclicity of its asymmetric part. The level of refinement of this binary relation is not fixed a priori; in fact, it depends on the DM’s preference structure and the context of the choice problem. In this paper, we describe the general approach based on salience, and then a specification of it, called ‘linear’.

In the general model of choice by salience, no additional assumption is made. This flexibility – which is purely endogenous, insofar as determined by the DM’s attention structure – entails rationalizability of any observed choice behavior. It can be shown that there exist choices requiring as many distinct rationales as the number of items in the ground set: we label all these choices as expressive of a DM’s ‘moody behavior’. We show that moodiness is rare on a small number of alternatives. However, and possibly not surprisingly,^1 this feature becomes the norm for large sets. In fact, as the number of items diverges to infinity, the fraction of moody choices tends to one.

In the linear model, we require that (1) the salience order is transitive and complete, and (2) all linear orders indexed by indifferent items are equal. This linear variant is independent from most existing models of bounded rationality, being however a special case of the choice with limited attention of Masatlioglu, Nakajima, and Ozbay (2012), being characterized by a property of the correspondent attention filter.

The paper is organized as follows. Section 1 collects preliminary notions. In Section 2 we describe the general approach of choice by salience, showing that moodiness exists (Theorem 1) and asymptotically prevails (Theorem 2). In Section 3 we discuss the linear model, and provide a multiple characterization of it (Theorem 3). Section 4 compares our approach to the existing literature. Section 5 collects final remarks and possible directions of research. All proofs are in Appendix A, with the exception of the long proof of Theorem 2, which is in Appendix B. Appendix C shows that linear salience is independent of some models of bounded rationality.

1On the other hand, the proof of this fact is surprisingly technical: see Appendix B.

1 Preliminaries

For readers’ convenience, here we collect all basic notions about choice and preference. A finite nonempty set X of alternatives (ground set) is fixed throughout. We denote by X the family of all nonempty subsets of X, and call any A in X a menu. Elements of a menu are often referred to as items. A choice correspondence on X is a map Γ: X Ñ X that selects some items (at least one) from each menu, that is, ∅ ‰ ΓpAq Ď A for any A P X . A choice function is a choice correspondence in which a unique item is selected from each menu; thus, we may identify it with a map c: X Ñ X such that cpAq P A for any A P X . Here we mostly deal with choice functions, and only occasionally refer to correspondences; thus, unless confusion may arise, we use ‘choice’ in place of ‘choice function’.^2 To simplify notation, we often omit set delimiters and commas: for instance, A Y x stands for A Y txu, A ´ x for Aztxu, cpxyq for cptx, yuq, etc.

Next, we introduce preferences. Recall that a binary relation R on X is: - reflexive if xRx, for all x P X;

- asymmetric if xRy implies �pyRxq, for all x, y P X; - symmetric if xRy implies yRx, for all x, y P X; - antisymmetric if xRy and yRx implies x “ y, for all x, y P X; - transitive if xRy and yRz implies xRz, for all x, y, z P X; - acyclic if x_1Rx_2R . . . Rx_nRx_1 holds for no x_1, x_2, . . . , x_n P X, with n ě 3;^3 - complete if either xRy or yRx (or both) holds, for all distinct x, y P X.

The symbol Á denotes a reflexive binary relation on X, and is here interpreted as a weak preference on the set of alternatives. The following derived relations are associated to a weak preference Á (x, y range over X):

- strict preference ą, defined by x ą y if x Á y and �py Á xq; - indifference „, defined by x „ y if x Á y and y Á x; - incomparability K, defined by x K y if �px Á yq and �py Á xq.

Note that ą is asymmetric, „ is symmetric, and Á is the disjoint union of ą and „.

2To further distinguish choice functions from choice correspondences, we use lower case Roman letters for the former, and upper case Greek letters for the latter.

3Sometimes a binary relation is called acyclic if there is no cycle of length ě 2 (see. e.g., Masatlioglu, Nakajima, and Ozbay, 2012): according to this terminology, asymmetry is a special case of acyclicity. We prefer to keep the properties of asymmetry and acyclicity explicitly distinct, using the former term for the absence of cycles of length two, and the latter term for the absence of cycles of length at least three.

A weak preference Á on X is a suborder if ą is acyclic, a preorder if it is transitive, a partial order if it is transitive and antisymmetric, a total preorder if it is a preorder with empty incomparability, and a linear order if it is a complete partial order. We denote by ⊳ (the strict part of) a linear order (asymmetric, transitive, and complete).

The theory of revealed preferences pioneered by Samuelson (1938) studies when a binary relation suffices to explain choice behavior by maximization. Given a suborder Á on X and a menu A P X , the set of Á-maximal elements of A is

maxpA, Áq “ tx P X : y ą x for no y P Au ‰ ∅ .^4

A choice c: X Ñ X is rationalizable if there exists a suborder (in fact, a linear order) ⊳ on X such that cpAq P maxpA, ⊳q for any A P X . As customary, we abuse notation, and write cpAq “ maxpA, ⊳q in place of cpAq P maxpA, ⊳q.

The rationalizability of a choice function^5 is characterized by the property of Contraction Consistency due to Chernoff (1954), also called Independence of Irrelevant Alternatives by Arrow (1963), or Axiom α by Sen (1971). This property states that if an item is chosen in a menu, then it is also chosen in any submenu containing it: Chernoff Property (Axiom α): for all A, B P X and x P X, if x P A Ď B and cpBq “ x, then cpAq “ x.

For a (finite) choice function, Axiom α is equivalent to the Weak Axiom of Revealed Preference (Samuelson, 1938), which says that if an alternative x is chosen when y is available, then y cannot be chosen when x is available:

WARP: for all A, B P X and x, y P X, if x, y P A X B and cpAq “ x, then cpBq ‰ y.

2 Choice by salience

Here we describe the general model of choice by salience, which explains any observed behavior and allows to detect moody choice behavior. In Section 3, we shall derive a testable model of choice by imposing rational constraints on salience.

A The general approach

Definition 1. A rationalization by salience of c: X Ñ X is a pair xÁ, L y, where

4Note that maxpA, Áq ‰ ∅ because X is finite and ą is acyclic.

5For a choice correspondence, rationalizability is characterized by Axioms α and γ (Sen, 1971).

(S1) Á is a suborder on X (the salience order), and (S2) L “ � ⊳_x : x P X ( is a family of linear orders on X (the rationales), such that for any A P X , we have cpAq “ max pA, ⊳_xq for some x P max pA, Áq. In this case, we call xÁ, L y an RS for c, and c an RS choice.

Given a menu A, the DM’s attention is captured by the most salient items, and an element is chosen in A by maximizing one of the rationales indexed by these items. This approach is flexible, because it allows for an incompleteness/intransitivity of the salience order, according to an endogenous feature of the DM’s perception. For instance, some items may display an incomparable salience, and thus suggest different preferences to apply in the decision. Moreover, transitivity may fail, even for the relation of strict salience. This flexibility yields non-testability:

Lemma 1. Any choice is rationalizable by salience.

The general approach of choice by salience is connected to the RMR model of Kalai, Rubinstein, and Spiegler (2002). Recall that a set t⊳_1, . . . , ⊳_pu of linear orders on X is a rationalization by multiple rationales (RMR) of c if, for all A P X , the equality cpAq “ maxpA, ⊳_iq holds for some i in t1, . . . , pu. In other words, an RMR is a set of rationales such that any menu can be justified by maximizing one of them. Similarly to the RS model, the RMR model is non-testable, because it rationalizes any choice. Thus, Kalai, Rubinstein, and Spiegler (2002) classify choices according to the minimum size of an RMR. Specifically, they prove that any choice on n elements needs at most n ´ 1 rationales (Proposition 1), and as n goes to infinity, all choices need the maximum number of rationales (Proposition 2). Note that in the RMR model, choice behavior is collectively explained by rationales, with no need of an explicit connection between each menu and the linear order rationalizing it. On the compelling necessity of having a ‘structured’ multiple rationalization, Kalai, Rubinstein, and Spiegler (2002, p. 2287) write:

As emphasized in the introduction, our approach is “context-free”. We agree with Sen (1993) that if “motives, values or conventions” are missing from our description of the alternatives, then we’d better correct our model, whether or not IIA is violated.

The RS model refines the RMR model by revealing the internal structure of the set of rationales. Moreover, the derived partition into ‘equivalence classes of rationality’ is very selective: in fact, choices requiring the maximum number of rationales according to salience are more rare than choices requiring the maximum number of rationales according to the RMR model, especially for a small set of alternatives (see Section 2B). Finally, differently from the RMR approach, we can derive models of salience with empirical content by requiring the salience relation to satisfy suitable properties (see Section 3).

B Moodiness

Some choices do require the maximum number of rationales to encode attractiveness.

Definition 2. A choice c is moody if for any RS xÁ, L y of c, ⊳_x ‰ ⊳_y whenever x ‰ y. (Thus, a moody choice on X always demands |X|-many distinct rationales.)

The situation described by Definition 2 is somehow pathological: it is peculiar of a DM who justifies whatever choice behavior she may exhibit by ‘local’ explanations, that is, an ad hoc rationale for each case.^6 In relation to Definition 2, one may wonder whether moody choices exist. This query is by no means trivial. Let us explain why.

For the RMR model, Kalai, Rubinstein, and Spiegler (2002, Proposition 1) show that any choice on a ground set of size n can be always rationalized by n ´ 1 linear orders. The crucial point here is that the RMR model imposes no constraints on the linear order that can be used to rationalize a specific menu.

On the contrary, any RS xÁ, L y requires the rationales in L to be directly connected to the menus they rationalize: each linear order ⊳_x in L carries a label, and a menu A can only be rationalized by an order whose label is a maximally salient items of A. This necessary condition implies that the proof of Proposition 1 in Kalai, Rubinstein, and Spiegler (2002) does not carry over the RS approach. However, similarly to the RMR model, we still have:

Theorem 1. There are moody choices.

The proof of Theorem 1 is non-trivial: it uses the notion of a flipped choice, which is defined on a linearly ordered set X, and is such that the selection of elements in a menu systematically ‘oscillates’ from the best item to the worst item. In Appendix A, we describe this construction in detail, and show that any RS for a flipped choice on 39 elements always needs 39 distinct rationales. We are not aware of smaller

6A different notion of moody choice is used by Manzini and Mariotti (2010).

ground sets that give rise to such a pathology. Thus, it appears that moody choice behavior arises only when a large number of items is involved, which in turn justifies a classification that labels ‘strongly irrational’ all moody choices.

Theorem 1 raises a new query, concerning the ubiquity of moody choices when the size of the ground set grows larger and larger. Similarly to what Proposition 2 in Kalai, Rubinstein, and Spiegler (2002) states for the RMR model, we have:

Theorem 2. The fraction of moody choices tends to one as the number of items in the ground set goes to infinity.

The proof of Theorem 2 is rather involved, in fact it requires elements of Ramsey Theory. We present it in Appendix B, where we prove a more general result (Theorem 4), from which Theorem 2 follows as a corollary. The proofs of Theorems 1, 2, and 4 suggest that moodiness only arises for rather large sets of alternatives. This is compatible with empirical evidence: any DM who is presented with too many items tends to loose focus, and ends up randomly selecting one of them; moreover, the larger the ground set, the more likely this randomness/irrationality surfaces. The fact that moody behavior only appears for large datasets also suggests that models employing too many rationales are empirically not desirable.

By virtue of Theorem 2, if we partition the family of all finite choices into ‘classes of rationality’ (that is, according to the minimum number of rationales needed for an RS), the class of moody choices does eventually collect almost all choices. However, moodiness remains quite a rare phenomenon for a small number of alternatives. This consideration gives empirical content to the partition based on salience: the larger the difference between the number of items and that of rationales, the more rational the choice behavior.

An analogous conclusion can hardly be drawn for the partition generated by the RMR model. For instance, all choices on n “ 3 items are boundedly rationalizable by many known models, such as choice with limited limited attention (Masatlioglu, Nakajima, and Ozbay, 2012), categorize-then-choose (Manzini and Mariotti, 2012), basic rationalization theory (Cherepanov, Feddersen, and Sandroni, 2013), and overwhelming choice (Lleras, Masatlioglu, Nakajima, and Ozbay, 2017). However, some of these choices need n ´ 1 “ 2 rationales. The situation is similar on a ground set of size n “ 4. Here the fraction of choices satisfying any of the models mentioned above is between^1_3 and^3_8 ,^7 and yet many of these boundedly rationalizable choices require the maximum number n ´ 1 “ 3 of rationales. We conclude that the last class of the partition generated by the RMR model is hardly expressive of a form of ‘strong irrationality’, whereas this feature can only be detected by employing a context-dependent approach.

3 A testable model of salience

Upon imposing rational constraints on salience, testable models of choice arise.

A Linear salience

We describe a specification of the general model, in which the salience suborder satisfies the two basic tenets of economic rationality: transitivity and completeness.

Definition 3. A rationalization by linear salience (RLS) of a choice c: X Ñ X is a pair xÁ, L y, where (LS1) Á is a total preorder on X (the salience order), (LS2) L “ t⊳_x : x P Xu is a family of linear orders on X (the rationales), and (LS3) ⊳_x equals ⊳_y whenever x „ y (the normality condition), such that, for any A P X , cpAq “ max pA, ⊳_xq for some x P maxpA, Áq.

The term ‘linear’ is justified by the joint action of axioms LS1 and LS3: see Remark 1 and Lemma 2(ii) below. For any menu, the DM’s attention is captured by the most salient items in it. This leads her to make her selection by maximizing the (uniquely determined) rationale suggested by those items.^8 According to condition LS1, salience classes form a partition of the ground set, and they are linearly ordered by importance.^9 Condition LS3 says that equally salient items suggest identical criteria to apply in the selection process.^{10}

7For the computation of these fractions, see Giarlotta, Petralia, and Watson (2022a, Lemma 8). 8Note that Definition 3 is sound because of the normality condition LS3. 9This ordering assumption has been already considered in more structured models of salience (Bordalo, Gennaioli, and Shleifer, 2012, 2013) as a key feature of DM’s sensory perception.

10We could also make the less restrictive assumption that preferences attached to equally informative alternatives be ‘very close’ to each other, in the sense that a limited numbers of binary switches are allowed. In technical terms, this accounts to ask that linear orders associated to indifferent items

Remark 1. The rational structure of the salience order and the normality condition yield an alternative formulation of an RLS choice. In fact, the elements of L can be indexed by the equivalence classes of salience, rather than by the elements of the ground set. Specifically, the total preorder Á on X generates a partition S_Á of X into equivalence classes of salience, which are linearly ordered by ą as follows: for all S, T P S_Á, let S ą T if s ą t for some (equivalently, for all) s P S and t P T . Now the normality condition LS3 allows us to rewrite the family of rationalizing preferences in LS2 by L “ t⊳_S : S P S_Áu. This representation has the obvious advantage of being more compact. However, we still prefer to use the original formulation given in Definition 3, because it is more intuitive.

Any rationalizable choice is RLS: take X ^ X as salience order (that is, all items are indifferent from a semantic point of view), and let L be the family composed of the unique linear order that explains choice by maximization. The next result provides alternatives formulations of rationalizability by linear salience; its proof is straightforward, and is left to the reader.

Lemma 2. The following statements are equivalent for any choice c: X Ñ X:

(i) c is RLS;

(ii) there are a linear order ⊳ on X and a set t⊳_x : x P Xu of linear orders on X such that cpAq “ max ` A, ⊳_{maxpA,⊳q} ˘ for any A P X ;

(iii) there are a choice correspondence Φ: X Ñ X satisfying WARP (called a focusing filter) and a set t⊳_x : x P X u of linear orders on X such that cpAq “ max pA, ⊳_xq for some (equivalently, for all) x P ΦpAq;^{11} (iv) there are a choice function d: X Ñ X satisfying WARP and a set t⊳_x : x P Xu of linear orders on X such that cpAq “ max ` A, ⊳_{dpAq} ˘ for any A P X .

Lemma 2(ii) (and (iv)) provides an apparently simpler notion of choice by linear salience. However, we still prefer Definition 3, because it emphasizes that items with the same salience should be associated to the same rationales (or, at least, to very

must have a bounded Kendal tau distance (Kendall, 1938), or, more generally, a bounded distance according to a semantically meaningful notion of ‘metric for preferences’ (Nishimura and Ok, 2022). This is a topic for future research.

11A choice correspondence Φ: X Ñ X satisfies WARP when for all A, B P X and x, y P X, if x, y P A X B, x P ΦpAq, and y P ΦpBq, then x P ΦpBq. By the Fundamental Theorem of Revealed Preference Theory – see Arrow (1959) and Sen (1971) – a choice correspondence satisfies WARP if and only if it is rationalizable by a total preorder.

similar rationales: see Remark 1 and Footnote 10). This is relevant also in view of the possibility to relaxing the completeness and the transitivity of the relation of salience, thus obtaining a more permissive (testable) model of choice.

Lemma 2(iii) points out an alternative description of the behavioral process entailed by a linear salience approach. The DM’s salience is described by a focusing filter, which assigns to any menu those items that draw her attention. These items will induce the DM to use a specific criterion to make her choice. The focusing filter must satisfy WARP: if an item is among the most salient in a given menu, the same must happen in any submenu. This condition is a consequence of DM’s ability to rank items according to their salience.

In Sections 3E and 4, we shall extensively discuss the relationship of our linear model with several approaches of bounded rationality already present in the literature. Lemma 2 already allows us to point out a few differences of this kind. For instance, Bordalo, Gennaioli, and Shleifer (2012) adopt the notion of salience function, which can be seen as a cardinal version of a focusing filter. A choice correspondence, called an attention filter, is also involved in the model of Masatlioglu, Nakajima, and Ozbay (2012); however, its properties and behavioral interpretation are different from those of a focusing filter. There is also an apparent analogy with the approach of Cherepanov, Feddersen, and Sandroni (2013), who consider a DM shrinking the set of feasible items using a choice correspondence Ψ satisfying Axiom α (see Section 4.1 of the mentioned paper), before applying a suitable rationale (which is an asymmetric binary relation, or, in some cases, a linear order).^{12} However, the focusing filter Φ in Lemma 2(iii) plays a role that is different from that of Ψ.

B Minimal switches and conflicting menus

Here we describe some possible features of ‘irrationality’.

Definition 4. For any choice c: X Ñ X, a switch is an ordered pair pA, Bq of menus such that A Ď B and cpAq ‰ cpBq P A.^{13} A switch pA, Bq is minimal if |BzA| “ 1. Equivalently, a minimal switch is a pair pA, A Y xq of menus such that cpAq ‰ cpA Y xq ‰ x.

12A choice correspondence Ψ: X Ñ X satisfies Axiom α when, for any x P X and A, B P X , if x P A Ď B and x P ΨpBq, then x P ΨpAq. Note that for choice correspondences, WARP is stronger than Axiom α, being equivalent to the join satisfaction of Axiom α and Axiom β (Sen, 1971).

13Cherepanov, Feddersen, and Sandroni (2013) refer to such a pair of menus as anomalous.

Switches are violations of Axiom α (equivalently, WARP). A minimal switch pA, A Y xq arises whenever if the DM chooses y from a menu A, and a new item x is added to A, then the item selected from the larger menu A Y x is neither the old nor the new. When the ground set X is finite, switches can always be reduced to a minimal ones:

Lemma 3. Let c: X Ñ X be a choice. For any switch pA, Bq, there are a menu C P X and an item x P X such that A Ď C Ď C Y x Ď B and pC, C Y xq is a switch.

By Lemma 3, the existence of minimal switches characterizes non-rationalizable choices. Suitable pairs of minimal switches identify a strong type of pathology: Definition 5. Two distinct menus A, B P X are conflicting if there are a P A and b P B such that both pA, A Y bq and pB, B Y aq are switches.

Theorem 3 in Section 3D states that RLS choices display no conflicting menus. We conclude this section with a necessary condition for RLS choices. Lemma 4. Let c: X Ñ X be an RLS choice, and Á the associated salience order. For any A P X and x P X, if pA, A Y xq is a switch, then x ą a for all a P A.

In words, if a new element x is added to a menu A, and the item chosen in the enlarged menu A Y x is neither the old nor the new, then x is more salient than any element in A. This is exactly what happens in Luce and Raiffa’s dinner (Example 1), when the item f (frog’s legs) is added to the menu tc, su “ tchicken, steaku.

C Revealed salience

Any choice can be associated with an irreflexive relation revealed by minimal switches. Definition 6. Given c: X Ñ X, define a relation ( of revealed salience on X by

x ( y ðñ there is a menu A containing y such that pA, A Y xq is a switch

for any distinct x, y P X. Hereafter, we write x ( A if pA, A Y xq is a switch, because the latter fact implies x ( a for all a P A.^{14}

14Indeed, ( arises as a hyper-relation on X, that is, a subset of X ^ X . The hyper-relation ( compares items to menus by declaring x ( A if pA, A Y xq is a switch. Hyper-relations have proven useful in rational choice, often providing a rather general perspective: see the pioneering papers by Aizerman and Malishevski (1981) and Nehring (1997), as well as the recent work by Chambers and Yenmez (2017) and Stewart (2020). However, in our approach, hyper-relations would increase technicalities without getting any crucial leverage. Thus we define ( as a binary relation.

Essentially, ( infers salience from observed data: if adding x to a menu A causes a switch, then x is revealed to be more salient than any item in A.^{15} The next three remarks illustrate a connection between revealed salience and the binary relations revealed by three existing bounded rationality approaches. However, we point out that the rationale inspiring revealed salience is different from those described below.

Remark 2. The relation ( evokes the relation Rev defined in the theory of rationalization of Cherepanov, Feddersen, and Sandroni (2013, p. 780): for any distinct x, y P X, x Rev y holds if there is a special violation of WARP, that is, an ordered pair pA, Bq of menus such that x, y P A Ď B, cpAq “ x, and cpBq “ y. Since violations of WARP can be reduced to minimal switches (Lemma 3), x Rev y holds if and only if there is z P X distinct from x and y, and A P X such that cpAq “ x and cpA Y zq “ y, which yields z ( x. We conclude that x Rev y implies z ( x for some z distinct from x and y. Thus, the two revealed relations Rev and ( describe different types of attitudes: Rev looks at the attractiveness of items, whereas ( is related to their semantics.

Remark 3. Revealed salience ( is a a weak converse^{16} of the relation P associated to a choice with limited attention (CLA) (Masatlioglu, Nakajima, and Ozbay, 2012, p. 2191). Recall that for any distinct x, y P X, xP y holds if there is A P X such that x “ cpA Y yq ‰ cpAq. It follows that xP y implies y ( x, but the reverse implication does not hold (see Section 3E for details). Again, as Rev, the relation P operates at a different level than (, being related to the attractiveness of items (by Theorem 1 in the mentioned paper, the transitive closure of P reveals preferences).

Remark 4. The relation ( is the converse of the relation rP defined in Ravid and Stevenson (2021), where x rP y holds if there is a menu A containing x such that pA, A Y xq is a switch. The authors show that the asymmetry and the acyclicity of rP are necessary conditions of their model. In Theorem 3 we refine their results, and show that the asymmetry of ( (hence of rP ) is necessary and sufficient for an RLS choice.

In the path to characterize RLS choices by the asymmetry and the acyclicity of revealed salience, it is worth mentioning the following crucial fact:

15Revealed salience is called revealed conspicuity in the reference-dependence theory of Kibris, Masatlioglu, and Suleymanov (2021).

16The converse R^c of a relation R on X is defined by xR^cy if yRx, for all x, y P X.

Lemma 5. For any choice, if revealed salience is asymmetric, then it is also acyclic.

In words, the absence of revealed cycles of length two suffices to prove the absence of revealed cycles of any length. Lemma 5 is important in applications, because checking asymmetry is computationally faster than checking acyclicity.

The converse of Lemma 5 fails to hold:

Example 2 (An acyclic but not asymmetric revealed salience). Let X “ tx, y, zu, and define a choice c: X Ñ X by xyz, xy, xz, yz . This choice is non-rationalizable, because doubletons are rationalized by the linear order x ⊳ y ⊳ z, but the ⊳-worst item z is selected in X. Revealed salience is acyclic but not asymmetric, because we have x ( y, x ( z, y ( x, and y ( z. (For instance, pyz, xyzq and pxz, xzyq are minimal switches, which respectively yield x ( y and y ( x.) Note also that the two menus tx, yu and ty, zu are conflicting.

D Characterization

The absence of conflicting menus – or, alternatively, the asymmetry of revealed salience – characterizes our model of linear salience.

Theorem 3. The following statements are equivalent for a choice c:

(i) c is RLS;

(ii) revealed salience is asymmetric; (iii) there are no conflicting menus.

Let us quickly sketch how to construct a rationalization by linear salience from an asymmetric revealed salience (. By Lemma 5, ( is acyclic, hence it is a suborder. Pick any total preorder Á on X that extends the transitive closure of ( : this will be our salience order. The linear rationales ⊳_x on X are obtained, for each x P X, by a classical revealed preference argument: first get a partial order ą_x by declaring y revealed better than z if there is a menu A such that x is one of the most salient items in A and y is chosen in A; then, let ⊳_x be any linear extension of ą_x.^{17}

17The elicitation of ą_x from the observed choice helps us to explain data. If an item y is selected in a menu A in which another item x captures the DM’s attention, then y is better than any other alternative in A, according to the preference suggested by x.

E Choices with salient limited attention

The objective of this section is twofold. Our first goal is to prove that linear salience is a special case of the well-known model of choice with limited attention due to Masatlioglu, Nakajima, and Ozbay (2012). Our second goal is to provide a descriptive characterization of RLS choices in terms of special types of attention filters. Definition 7. (Masatlioglu, Nakajima, and Ozbay, 2012) A choice c: X Ñ X is with limited attention (CLA) if cpAq “ maxpΓpAq, ⊳q for all A P X , where (a) ⊳ is a linear order (rationale) on X, and (b) Γ: X Ñ X is a choice correspondence (attention filter) such that for any B P X and x P X, x R ΓpBq implies ΓpBq “ ΓpB ´ xq.

The DM selects an item from a menu maximizing a linear order on the subset of elements that attract her attention. Upon defining a binary relation P on X by xP y ðñ there is A P X such that x “ cpAq ‰ cpA ´ yq (1) for all distinct x, y P X, Masatlioglu, Nakajima, and Ozbay (2012, Lemma 1 and Theorem 3) prove that c is CLA if and only if P is both asymmetric and acyclic.

To accomplish our first goal, let rP be the converse of revealed salience (. A simple computation shows that for all distinct x, y P X, we have

x rP y ðñ there is a A P X such that x P A and y ‰ cpAq ‰ cpA ´ yq. (2) Thus rP extends P . Since c is RLS if and only if rP is asymmetric (and acyclic), and considering the choice of Example 2 (which is CLA but not RLS), we get: Lemma 6. Any RLS choice is a CLA. The converse is false.

To accomplish our second goal, we first identify a family of choices with limited attention characterized by special types of attention filters.

Definition 8. A choice c: X Ñ X is with salient limited attention (CSLA) if cpAq “ maxpΓpAq, ⊳q for all A P X , where

(a) ⊳ is a linear order on X (rationale), and (b)^1 Γ: X Ñ X is a choice correspondence (salient attention filter) such that for all B P X and x P X, x ‰ minpB, ⊳q, maxpΓpBq, ⊳q implies ΓpBq ´ x “ ΓpB ´ xq.

Condition (b)^1 in Definition 8 is stronger than condition (b) in Definition 7: if x R ΓpBq, then ΓpBq “ ΓpBq ´ x “ ΓpB ´ xq, and so any salient attention filter for c is an attention filter.^{18} In a CLA, for any item x in A that does not catch the DM’s attention (that is, x R ΓpAq), the filter Γ does not discern between the original menu and the menu deprived of the irrelevant item (that is, the equality ΓpAq “ ΓpA ´ xq holds). In a CSLA, this indiscernibility feature is extended to all items of A that are different from the best element in ΓpAq and the worst element in A: among the items brought to her attention, the DM focuses only on the (salient) items holding an extreme position in her judgement, either maximum or minimum. (Note that if minpB, ⊳q R ΓpAq, then the DM does not consider the minimum.) This feature is coherent with the salience theory of choice under risk as in Bordalo, Gennaioli, and Shleifer (2012): the DM’s evaluation of lotteries is affected by extreme payoffs, which makes her risk-lover when upsides are high, and risk-averse if downsides are high.

As announced, we have:

Proposition 1. RLS is equivalent to CSLA.

Note also that Proposition 1 implies that CSLA holds if and only if the revealed preference rP is asymmetric (and acyclic). A CSLA representation of an RLS choice offers also an alternative interpretation of choice data. In fact, we have:^{19}

Lemma 7. Let c: X Ñ X be CSLA, and pΓ, ⊳q any associated explanation of it. If there are A P X and x, y P A such that y ‰ cpAq ‰ cpA ´ yq (i.e., x rP y), then x ⊳ y, y P ΓpAq, and y is equal to minpΓpAq, ⊳q.

In other words, for a CSLA, if removing y from a menu A containing x causes a switch, then we can deduce not only that the DM prefers x to y and pays attention to y at A, but also that y is the least preferred item among those brought to her attention in A.

18Note also that Definition 8 makes explicit the dependence of the salient attention filter from the DM’s rationale. This dependence is implicit in the CLA model, but becomes explicit in the process of constructing an attention filter from the given rational: see the proof of Theorem 3 in Masatlioglu, Nakajima, and Ozbay (2012, p. 2202).

19The proof of this fact is left to the reader.

F Numerical estimates

Here we show that linear salience yields a selective choice model, even when the number of items in the ground set is rather small. To that end, we evaluate the fraction of RLS choices for some sizes of the ground set. All estimates are obtained by using the techniques introduced in Giarlotta, Petralia, and Watson (2022a), and specifically analyzed in Giarlotta, Petralia, and Watson (2022b): we refer the reader to those papers for details.

Definition 9. A subchoice of a choice c: X Ñ X is any choice c_{æA} : A Ñ A, with A P X and A :“ tB P X : B Ď Au, defined by c_{æA}pBq “ cpBq for all B P A .

Definition 10. Two choices c: X Ñ X and c^1 : X^1 Ñ X^1 are isomorphic if there is a bijection σ : X Ñ X^1 such that σpcpAqq “ c^1pσpAqq for any A P X .

Definition 11. A property P of choices is a set of choices closed under isomorphism. We denote by T pnq, T pn, Pq, and F pn, Pq “^{T pn,Pq}_{T pnq} , respectively, the total number of choices on n elements, the total number of choices on n elements satisfying property P, and the fraction of choices on n elements satisfying property P.

The ratio F pn, Pq “^{T pn,Pq}_{T pnq} can be computed only considering choices on n elements that are pairwise non-isomorphic, because all isomorphism classes have exactly the same size (“ n!): see Giarlotta, Petralia, and Watson (2022a, Lemma 4).

Definition 12. A property P of choices is hereditary whenever if P holds for any choice, then it also holds for any of its subchoices.^{20}

Lemma 8 (Giarlotta, Petralia, and Watson (2022a), Corollary 5). If P is a hereditary property that contains at most q pairwise non-isomorphic choices on four elements, then the following upper bounds to F pn, Pq hold: n 4 16 20 28 32 F pn, Pq “pq{864q ďpq{864q^{20} ďpq{864q^{29} ďpq{864q^{57} ďpq{864q^{72}

It is not difficult to show that:^{21}

Lemma 9. The class of RLS choices is hereditary. Moreover, there are exactly 40 pairwise non-isomorphic RLS choices on four elements.

20Thus, P is hereditary if for all choices c: X Ñ X, c P P implies c_{æA} P P for all A P X . 21The proof is similar to that of Lemma 8 in Giarlotta, Petralia, and Watson (2022a).

In comparison, there are exactly 864 pairwise non-isomorphic choices on four items, of which 324 are CLA (Giarlotta, Petralia, and Watson, 2022a, Lemma 8), and only 1 is rationalizable. Lemmata 8 and 9 readily yield the numerical estimates we were after, which explicitly show the sharp selectivity of the RLS model:

Corollary 1. The following upper bounds hold for the fractions F pn, Pq of choices on n “ 4, 16, 20, 28 elements, which are, respectively, rationalizable, RLS, or CLA: P n 4 16 20 28 32

WARP “ 0.0011 ď 10^{´58} ď 10^{´85} ď 10^{´167} ď 10^{´211} RLS “ 0.046 ď 10^{´26} ď 10^{´38} ď 10^{´76} ď 10^{´96} CLA “ 0.37 ď 10^{´8} ď 10^{´12} ď 10^{´24} ď 10^{´30}

4 Additional relations with literature

Here we compare choice by linear salience with several models of bounded rationality. We also show how a salience approach can accommodate some anomalies that have been extensively studied in the choice literature.

A Bounded rationality models

Choice by linear salience is connected to the sequential rationalization of Manzini and Mariotti (2007). According to their approach, in any menu the DM sequentially applies asymmetric rationales in a fixed order. In our model, sequentiality is shaped by a different philosophy, because the rationale justifying selection depends on the menu. As expected, these two procedures may yield very different results: see Appendix C.

A sequential contraction of menus is also used in the theory of rationalization due to Cherepanov, Feddersen, and Sandroni (2013). Here the DM discards from a menu all those items that are not allowed by a psychological constraint (a choice correspondence satisfying Axiomα), and then maximizes a fixed linear order to select an item. Our Lemma 2 shows that rationalizability by salience implies the existence of a choice correspondence Φ (a focusing filter) which satisfies WARP. Although the focusing filter may be seen as a special psychological constraint (since WARP implies Axiom α for choice correspondences), its interpretation is radically different in our model: in fact, Φ only picks the most salient alternatives, but causes no reduction of the selectable items. We show the independence of the two models in Appendix C.

Ravid and Stevenson (2021) analyze the impact of (bad) temptations on individual choices. In their model, the DM maximizes a function which is strictly increasing with respect to the utility of each item, and the difference between the item’s temptation and the maximal temptation available in the menu. It can be shown that choice behaviors explained by temptation can be justified by our linear salience approach (and vice versa), capturing however a rather different positive model of behavior. Furthermore, the characterization of the model of Ravid and Stevenson (2021) relies on the Axiom of Revealed Temptation (ART),^{22} whereas our CLS model is characterized by the asymmetry of revealed salience or by the absence of conflicting menus.

In a concurrently written paper Kibris, Masatlioglu, and Suleymanov (2021) propose a theory of reference point formation, applied to risk, time, and social preferences by Lim (2021). Their model, which is characterized by the Single Reversal Axiom (SRA),^{23} is equivalent to the linear salience model; however, both the treatment of the topic and the underlying motivation are very different from ours. Furthermore, our approach allows us to prove that linear salience is a special case of limited attention, in which only salient items matter. Last but not least, the RLS model is only one of the many specification of a general approach based on salience, whose flexibility may allow one to obtain a better fit to the DM’s attention structure.

B Anomalies

Rationalization by linear salience can explain the following phenomena: (1) attraction effect, (2) compromise effect, and (3) avoidance of the handicapped.

An attraction effect (or decoy effect) takes place when there is an increase of the probability to choose an item as soon as an asymmetrically dominated item is added to the menu. Originally studied by Huber, Payne, and Puto (1982), this phenomenon is modeled in a context of reference dependence and product differentiation by Ok, Ortoleva, and Riella (2007, 2011, 2015). To illustrate it, consider a consumer who chooses between two goods x, y with two distinct attributes. Good y is better

22ART requires each menu A to contain at least one item x such that WARP is obeyed on the collection of subsets of A that contain x.

23SRA: for all S, T P X and distinct x, y P X such that tx, yu Ď S X T , if x ‰ cpSq ‰ cpS ´ xq, then either cpT q “ y or cpT ´ yq “ cpT q.

that good x on attribute 1, but x overcomes y on attribute 2. The consumer selects y from tx, yu (giving priority to attribute 1), but chooses x from tx, y, zu, where z is dominated by x (but not by y) in both dimensions. The new item z acts as a decoy, enhancing the features of x and inducing the consumer to favor attribute 2.

Example 3. Let c be the choice on X “ tx, y, zu defined by xyz, xy, xz, yz . This choice is rationalizable by salience by xÁ, L y, where Á is defined by z ą x, z ą y, and x „ y, and L is the set t⊳_x, ⊳_y, ⊳_zu, with ⊳_x “ ⊳_y, y ⊳_x x ⊳_x z, and x ⊳_z z ⊳_z y. Here ⊳_z reflects the ranking of items by the second attribute, whereas ⊳_x “ ⊳_y ranks items in accordance with the first attribute. Observe also that z is more salient than both x and y, and this provokes a shift of DM’s preferences in the whole menu.

Choice by linear salience also explains the compromise effect, which accounts for an increase of the probability of selecting an item appearing as ‘intermediate’ rather than ‘extreme’ in a menu. Compromise effect was first investigated by Simonson (1989), whose experiments show that a brand may gain market share when it becomes a compromise option in a choice set.^{24} To illustrate it, consider a consumer who chooses among distinct versions of the same good, say w, x, y, z. According to their quality q, these items are ranked by z ą_q y ą_q x ą_q w. A higher quality entails a lower affordability in price p, which yields the reverse ordering w ą_p x ą_p y ą_p z. A top-quality item is unlikely to be selected in a menu, whereas an intermediate alternative may be chosen.

Example 4. Let c: X Ñ X be the choice on X “ tw, x, y, zu defined by wxyz, wxy, wxz, wyz, xyz, wx, wy, wz, xy, xz, and yz. This choice is RLS: salience Á is z ą y ą w, x and x „ w, whereas L is the family of linear orders t⊳_w, ⊳_x, ⊳_y, ⊳_zu, where z ⊳_w y ⊳_w x ⊳_w w, ⊳_x “ ⊳_w, x ⊳_y y ⊳_y z ⊳_y w, and y ⊳_z x ⊳_z z ⊳_z w. In any menu, the top quality good is the most salient item, and acts as a warning for the consumer, inducing her to accept an intermediate option.

Finally, we show that the model of linear salience provides a sound explanation for the so-called avoidance of the handicapped. According to this behavioral pattern, tested by Snyder et al. (1979) and mentioned in Cherepanov, Feddersen, and Sandroni (2013), people masquerade motives behind

24Later on, this phenomenon has been analyzed in various theoretical frameworks: see, e.g., Kivetz, Netzen, and Srinivasan (2004).

their choice. In the original experiment, three options are given: watching movie 1 alone (x), watching movie 2 alone (y), and watching movie 1 with a person in a wheelchair (z). Several subjects, who must choose between x and z, go for z. When their alternatives are y and z, many subjects select y, apparently displaying a preference for movie 2 over movie 1. However, between x and y several subjects choose x, revealing a preference for movie 1 over movie 2. The truth is that some subjects prefer movie 1 to movie 2, but they also want to avoid the handicapped, and are embarrassed by their motivation. Thus, in displaying a preference for watching movie 2 alone rather than watching movie 1 with the handicapped, they are hiding her real motive behind a false preference for movie 2 over movie 1.^{25}

Example 5. Define c: X Ñ X on X “ tx, y, zu by xyz, xy, xz, yz. (Note that c is isomorphic to the choice in Example 3.) An RLS for c is xÁ, L y, where z ą x „ y, and L “ t⊳_x, ⊳_y, ⊳_zu is such that ⊳_x “ ⊳_y, x ⊳_x y ⊳_x z, and y ⊳_z z ⊳_z x. The presence of the handicapped makes z the most salient item, and induces the DM to hide her motives behind the preference of movie 2 over movie 1, as described by ⊳_z. When z is not available, the subject shows her true preference, which ranks movie 1 over movie 2, and movie 1 with the handicapped is the least desirable option.

5 Concluding remarks

The aim of this paper is to provide a general framework for context-sensitive behaviors, explaining how salience of items affects individual choice. Choice by salience semantically extends the RMR model of Kalai, Rubinstein, and Spiegler (2002) by providing a structured explanation of choice behavior. The classes of rationality prompted by RMR are refined by means of a partition of all choices in n classes, where the last one encodes a notion of moodiness. For small ground sets, moodiness does not affect almost all choices: as a consequence, the partition in n classes of rationality is empirically significative. We conjecture that all choices that can be explained by an existing (testable) model of bounded rationality are never moody.

The testable model of linear salience identifies a special class of choices with limited attention of Masatlioglu, Nakajima, and Ozbay (2012), in which only non-

25The handicapped avoidance is a between-subject experiment, so it does not actually allow us to observe people’s choice functions. However, choice by linear salience provides a sound interpretation of the behavior inferred from this experimental evidence.

conflicting violations of WARP are admitted. On the other hand, choice by linear salience is independent from many other models of bounded rationality, such as the sequential rationalization of Manzini and Mariotti (2007), the theory of rationalization of Cherepanov, Feddersen, and Sandroni (2013), and the model categorize-then-choose of Manzini and Mariotti (2012). In fact, the feature of sequentiality in a linear salience approach displays a crucial difference from existing models: salience does not reduce the set of available items, instead it endows the DM with a sound criterion to select a rationale to be maximized.

The analysis of this paper hinges on a deterministic representation of salience, which implies that the perceived salience of items remains constant across menus. Possible extensions should consider a stochastic approach to salience, attained by considering a probability distribution over different relations of salience. Moreover, although the assumption on the salience ordering is quite consolidated in the literature, the composition of menus may affect the role of the items in DM’s perception, creating cycles of any length. Thus, another possible direction of research is to design weaker properties of salience, which consider reversals of salience caused by different combinations of alternatives in distinct menus.

Appendix A: Proofs

Proof of Lemma 1. (i) Let c: X Ñ X be a choice function, where |X| “ n.

Take Á “ tpx, xq : x P Xu (minimal), and define n linear orders ⊳_x, with x P X, with the property that x is the top element of ⊳_x. Clearly, for any A P X , cpAq “ maxpA, ⊳_xq for some x P A.

Proof of Theorem 1. We define a special type of choice function.

Definition 13. Let Ì be a linear order on X, with |X| ě 6. A choice c: X Ñ X is flipped (w.r.t. Ì) if for any a, b, d, e, f, g P X such that a Ì b Ì d Ì e Ì f Ì g, cpabq “ a , cpabdq “ d , cpabdeq “ b , cpabdefq “ e , cpabdefgq “ a .

Thus, c is flipped if the chosen items are the worst (on 2 items), the best (on 3), the second worst (on 4), the second best (on 5), and again the worst (on 6).

Then Theorem 1 is an immediate consequence of the following fact:

Lemma 10. Any flipped choice on 39 elements is moody.

Proof. Let c: X Ñ X be a flipped choice on the linearly ordered set pX, Ìq, where |X| “ 39. Toward a contradiction, suppose c is non-moody. Thus, there is an RS xÁ, L y for c such that ⊳_a “ ⊳_b P L for some distinct a, b P X; denote this linear order by ⊳_{ab}. We can assume that Á is X ^ X, that is, Á poses no constraints in the selection of the rationalizing linear order. Without loss of generality, suppose a Ì b.

Since c is flipped, we have cpabq “ a, and so a ⊳_{ab} b. By the pigeon principle, there is Y Ď X, with |Y | ě t^{39´2}_3 u ` 1 “ 13, such that a, b R Y , and at least one of the following conditions holds:

(1) a Ì Y Ì b, or (2) Y Ì a Ì b, or (3) a Ì b Ì Y , where a Ì Y Ì b means a Ì y Ì b for all y P Y (and a similar meaning have a Ì b Ì Y and Y Ì a Ì b). Again by the pigeon principle, there is Z Ď Y , with |Z| ě 5, such that at least one of the following cases happens: (A) Z ⊳_{ab} a ⊳_{ab} b, or (B) a ⊳_{ab} Z ⊳_{ab} b, or (C) a ⊳_{ab} b ⊳_{ab} Z.

A numbered case and a lettered case can overlap: we denote these cases by A1, A2, A3, B1, B2, B3, C1, C2, and C3, respectively. List the elements of Z “ � z_1, z_2, . . . , z_{|Z|} ( in increasing order according to Ì, that is, z_1 Ì z_2 Ì . . . Ì z_{|Z|}. In what follows we examine all nine possible cases, and obtain a contradiction in each of them. Case A1: By definition of flipped choice, cpazbq “ b holds for any z P Z. It follows that b ⊳_z z and b ⊳_z a for any z P Z. The definition of flipped choice yields cpaz_hz_iz_jz_kbq “ a for any h ă i ă j ă k. Thus, we must have either (i) a ⊳_{ab} b and a ⊳_{ab} z for any z P tz_h, z_i, z_j, z_ku, or (ii) a ⊳_z b and a ⊳_z z^1 for some z P tz_h, z_i, z_j , z_ku and all z^1 P tz_h, z_i, z_j, z_ku. However, both (i) and (ii) are false.

Case A2: Since cpzabq “ b for any z P Z, we have that b ⊳_z z and b ⊳_z a for any z P Z. Since cpz_hz_iz_j abq “ a for any h ă i ă j, we must have either (i) a ⊳_{ab} b and a⊳_{ab} z for all z P tz_h, z_i, z_ju, or (ii) a⊳_z b and a⊳_z z^1 for some z P tz_h, z_i, z_j u and all z^1 P tz_h, z_i, z_ju. However, both (i) and (ii) are false.

Case A3: Since cpabz_iz_jq “ b for any i ă j, we have b ⊳_z a for all but at most one z P Z. Since cpabz_hz_iz_j z_kq “ a for any h ă i ă j ă k, we have either (i) a ⊳_{ab} b and a ⊳_{ab} z for all z P tz_h, z_i, z_j, z_ku, or (ii) a ⊳_z b and a ⊳_z z^1 for some z P tz_h, z_i, z_j, z_ku and for all z^1 P tz_h, z_i, z_j , z_ku. Note that (i) is always false, hence a ⊳_z b holds for some z P tz_h, z_i, z_j, z_ku, say z “ z_h. Since |Z| ě 5, we can repeat the same argument using four items of Z distinct from z_h, and conclude that a ⊳_z b holds for at least two distinct z P Z. However, this is impossible.

Case B1: Since cpaz_ibq “ b for any z_i P Z, we have b ⊳_{zi} a and b ⊳_{zi} z_i (3) for all z_i P Z. Since cpaz_iz_jbq “ z_i for any i ă j, either (i) z_i ⊳_{zi} a, z_i ⊳_{zi} b, and z_i ⊳_{zi} z_j , or (ii) z_i ⊳_{zj} a, z_i ⊳_{zj} b, and z_i ⊳_{zj} z_j holds. Since (i) is impossible by condition (3), we get z_i ⊳_{zj} a , z_i ⊳_{zj} b , and z_i ⊳_{zj} z_j (4) for all i ă j. Moreover, since cpz_iz_jbq “ b for any i ă j, either (i) b ⊳_{zj} z_i and b ⊳_{zj} z_j , or (ii) b ⊳_{zi} z_i and b ⊳_{zi} z_j holds. Since (i) is impossible by condition (4), we conclude b ⊳_{zi} z_i and b ⊳_{zi} z_j (5) for all i ă j. Finally, cpaz_iz_j z_kbq “ z_k for any i ă j ă k yields - either (i) z_k ⊳_{ab} a, z_k ⊳_{ab} b, z_k ⊳_{ab} z_i, and z_k ⊳_{ab} z_j , - or (ii) z_k ⊳_{zi} a, z_k ⊳_{zi} b, z_k ⊳_{zi} z_i, and z_k ⊳_{zi} z_j , - or (iii) z_k ⊳_{zj} a, z_k ⊳_{zj} b, z_k ⊳_{zj} z_i, and z_k ⊳_{zj} z_j, - or (iv) z_k ⊳_{zk} a, z_k ⊳_{zk} b, z_k ⊳_{zk} z_i, and z_k ⊳_{zk} z_j .

Now we get a contradiction, because (i) is impossible by assumption, (ii) and (iii) are impossible by condition (5), and (iv) is impossible by condition (3).

Case B2: Since cpz_iabq “ b for any z_i P Z, we have b ⊳_{zi} a and b ⊳_{zi} z_i (6) for all z_i P Z. Since cpz_iz_j abq “ z_j for any i ă j, either (i) z_j ⊳_{zj} a, z_j ⊳_{zj} b, and z_j ⊳_{zj} z_i, or (ii) z_j ⊳_{zi} a, z_j ⊳_{zi} b, and z_j ⊳_{zi} z_i holds. Since (i) is impossible by condition (6), we get z_j ⊳_{zi} a , z_j ⊳_{zi} b , and z_j ⊳_{zi} z_i (7) for all i ă j. Furthermore, since cpz_iz_j bq “ b for any i ă j, either (i) b⊳_{zi} z_i and b⊳_{zi} z_j , or (ii) b⊳_{zj} z_i and b⊳_{zj} z_j holds. Since (i) is impossible by condition (7), we conclude b ⊳_{zj} z_i and b ⊳_{zj} z_j (8) for all i ă j. Finally, since cpz_hz_iz_j z_kabq “ z_h for any h ă i ă j ă k, we get - either (i) z_h ⊳_{zh} z_i, z_h ⊳_{zh} z_j , z_h ⊳_{zh} z_k, z_h ⊳_{zh} a, and z_h ⊳_{zh} b , - or (ii) z_h ⊳_{zi} z_i, z_h ⊳_{zi} z_j , z_h ⊳_{zi} z_k, z_h ⊳_{zi} a, and z_h ⊳_{zi} b , - or (iii) z_h ⊳_{zj} z_i, z_h ⊳_{zj} z_j , z_h ⊳_{zj} z_k, z_h ⊳_{zj} a, and z_h ⊳_{zj} b , - or (iv) z_h ⊳_{zk} z_i, z_h ⊳_{zk} z_j , z_h ⊳_{zk} z_k, z_h ⊳_{zk} a, and z_h ⊳_{zk} b , - or (v) z_h ⊳_{ab} z_i, z_h ⊳_{ab} z_j, z_h ⊳_{ab} z_k, z_h ⊳_{ab} a, and z_h ⊳_{ab} b . However, (i)–(iv) contradict (7), whereas (v) contradicts the hypothesis.

Case B3: Since cpabzq “ z for all z P Z, we must have z ⊳_z a and z ⊳_z b for all z P Z. Since cpbzq “ b for any z P Z, we have (i) b ⊳_z z, or (ii) b ⊳_{ab} z for all z P Z. However, both (i) and (ii) are false.

Case C1: Since cpazbq “ b for all z P Z, we must have b ⊳_z a and b ⊳_z z for all z P Z.

Since cpzbq “ z for all z P Z, we have either (i) z ⊳_{ab} b, or (ii) z ⊳_z b for all z P Z. However, both (i) and (ii) are false.

Case C2: Since cpzabq “ b for all z P Z, we get b ⊳_z a and b ⊳_z z for all z P Z. Since cpzbq “ z for all z P Z, we have either (i) z ⊳_{ab} b, or (ii) z ⊳_z b for all z P Z. However, both (i) and (ii) are false.

Case C3: Since cpabzq “ z for all z P Z, z ⊳_z a and z ⊳_z b hold for all z P Z. Since cpabz_iz_j q “ b for any i ă j, we get b⊳_z a, b⊳_z z_i, and b⊳_z z_j for some z P tz_i, z_ju, a contradiction.

This completes the proof of Lemma 10, and therefore of Theorem 1.

Proof of Lemma 3. Suppose there are A, B P X such that pA, Bq is a switch,

hence cpAq ‰ cpBq P A. If |BzA| “ 1, the claim holds. Thus, assume |BzA| ą 1, hence there are x P X and C P X such that A Ĺ C Ĺ C Y x “ B. If pC, Bq is a (minimal) switch, then we are done again. Thus, suppose pC, Bq is not a switch.

Claim: pA, Cq is a switch. By hypothesis, either (i) cpBq “ x or (ii) cpBq “ cpCq holds. Since pA, Bq is a switch, case (i) cannot happen, hence cpBq “ cpCq “ b ‰ x. It follows that b P AzcpAq, because otherwise pA, Bq would fail to be a switch, contradicting the hypothesis. This proves that pA, Cq is a switch.

Thus, the original violation of Axiomα witnessed by the switch pA, Bq takes place within the smaller pair pA, Cq, where C “ Bztxu. If pA, Cq is minimal, then we are done. Otherwise, we repeat the above argument, and show that there are y P X and D P X such that A Ĺ D Ĺ D Y y “ C, and either pA, Dq or pD, Cq is a switch. In the latter case, we are done. In the former case, pA, Dq is a switch, and we can continue as above. Since X is finite, we eventually obtain what we are after. (Note that the assumption of the finiteness of X is essential in proving Lemma 3.

Proof of Lemma 4. Suppose c: X Ñ X is RLS via the total preorder Á. Let

A P X and x P X be such that pA, A Y xq is a switch, whence cpAq “ y and cpA Y xq “ z ‰ x, y. Assume there is some w P A such that w Á x. This implies that maxpA, Áq Ď maxpA Y x, Áq, hence, by normality, cpA Y xq “ y or cpA Y xq “ x, which is false. We conclude that x ą a for all a P A, as claimed.

Proof of Lemma 5. In what follows, we fix a choice c: X Ñ X, and denote

by ( the relation of revealed salience. We first prove three preliminary results.

Lemma 11. Let A P X and x, y P X be such that x ‰ y P A and x * y.

(i) If x R A, then adding x to A does not switch the choice, except maybe to x. (ii) If x P A ´ cpAq, then removing x from A does not affect the choice.

Proof. By Definition 6, x ( y means that there is A P X such that y P A and cpAq ‰ cpA Y xq ‰ x. Thus x * y means that for any A P X containing y, cpA Y xq is equal to either x or cpAq. Now both (i) and (ii) readily follow.

Lemma 12. For any A, A^1, B P X and x P X, if A^1 Ď A, A * x and x P B, then cpB Y A^1q P A^1 Y cpBq.

Proof. Take A, A^1, B P X and x P B such that Lemma 12 fails, where A^1 is a subset of A that is minimal for this failure. Thus, A * x and cpB Y A^1q R A^1 Y cpBq. If A^1 “ tyu for some y P X, then y * x and cpB Y yq R tcpBq, yu. However, this is impossible by Lemma 11. Next, consider the case |A^1| ě 2. Choose y P A^1, and set A^2 :“ A^1 ´y Ď A. By the minimality of A^1, we get cpB YA^2q P A^2 YcpBq Ď A^1 YcpBq. It follows that cpB Y A^2q ‰ cpB Y A^1q “ cpB Y A^2 Y yq, which contradicts y * x.

Lemma 13 (Choice on triples). Suppose ( is asymmetric. For any distinct x, y, z P X, if x ( y and x * z * y, then cpxyzq ‰ y.

Proof. Let x, y, z be distinct elements of X satisfying the hypothesis. Since x ( y, there is A P X such that x, y R A, cpA Y yq ‰ cpA Y xyq ‰ x. Thus, we have x ( A Y y, which in turn implies y * x and A * x by the asymmetry of (. Note also that z R A, since otherwise x ( z, contradicting the hypothesis. Now we can make the following deductions:

(i) if cpA Y yzq ‰ z, then cpA Y yzq “ cpA Y yq (since z * y); (ii) if cpA Y xyzq ‰ x, then cpA Y xyzq “ cpA Y yzq (since x * z); (iii) if cpA Y xyzq ‰ y, then cpA Y xyzq “ cpA Y xzq (since y * x); (iv) if cpA Y xyzq ‰ z, then cpA Y xyzq “ cpA Y xyq (since z * y); (v) if cpA Y xyzq R A, then cpA Y xyzq “ cpxyzq (by Lemma 12, since A * x).

Three cases: (1) cpA Y xyzq P A; (2) cpA Y xyzq “ y; (3) cpA Y xyzq P tx, zu.

In case (1), the implications (ii), (iii), and (iv) yield cpA Y yzq “ cpA Y xzq “ cpA Y xyq, hence these chosen items are all equal to some a P A. Now (i) applies, and so cpA Y yq “ a, which contradicts cpA Y xyq ‰ cpA Y yq.

In case (2), the implications (ii), (iv), and (v) yield cpAYyzq “ cpAYxyq “ cpxyzq, hence these chosen items are all equal to y. Now (i) applies, and so cpA Y yq “ y, which again contradicts cpA Y xyq ‰ cpA Y yq.

It follows that case (3) holds, and so the implication (v) yields cpAYxyzq “ cpxyzq. This implies cpxyzq ‰ y, thus completing the proof of Lemma 13.

We now proceed to the combinatorial proof of Lemma 5. Toward a contradiction, suppose ( is asymmetric, but there is a (-cycle of minimum length, say a_1 ( a_2 ( . . . ( a_n ( a_1, where n ě 3 and all a_i’s are distinct; let C “ ta_1, a_2, . . . , a_nu be the set of items involved in the cycle. To start, assume n “ 3, that is, a_1 ( a_2 ( a_3 ( a_1 and C “ ta_1, a_2, a_3u. Using the asymmetry of ( and applying Lemma 13, we get:

(1) a_1 ( a_2 and a_1 * a_3 * a_2, hence cpa_1a_2a_3q ‰ a_2; (2) a_2 ( a_3 and a_2 * a_1 * a_3, hence cpa_1a_2a_3q ‰ a_3; (3) a_3 ( a_1 and a_3 * a_2 * a_1, hence cpa_1a_2a_3q ‰ a_1.

Thus cpCq is empty, a contradiction. Next, assume n “ 4, i.e., a_1 ( a_2 ( a_3 ( a_4 ( a_1 and C “ ta_1, a_2, a_3, a_4u. Minimality yields a_1 * a_3 * a_1 and a_2 * a_4 * a_2, and asymmetry entails a_1 * a_4 * a_3 * a_2 * a_1. Using again Lemma 13, we now make the following deductions:

(1) a_1 ( a_2 and a_1 * a_3 * a_2, hence cpa_1a_2a_3q ‰ a_2; (2) a_2 ( a_3 and a_2 * a_1 * a_3, hence cpa_1a_2a_3q ‰ a_3;

(3) a_2 ( a_3 and a_2 * a_4 * a_3, hence cpa_2a_3a_4q ‰ a_3; (4) a_3 ( a_4 and a_3 * a_2 * a_4, hence cpa_2a_3a_4q ‰ a_4; (5) a_3 ( a_4 and a_3 * a_1 * a_4, hence cpa_3a_4a_1q ‰ a_4; (6) a_4 ( a_1 and a_3 * a_2 * a_1, hence cpa_3a_4a_1q ‰ a_1.

Thus, we have cpa_1a_2a_3q “ a_1, cpa_2a_3a_4q “ a_2, and cpa_3a_4a_1q “ a_3. In what follows, we derive again that cpCq is empty, a contradiction. Indeed, a_4 * a_3 implies that cpCq is equal to either a_4 or cpa_1a_2a_3q “ a_1. Similarly, a_1 * a_4 implies that cpCq is equal to either a_1 or cpa_2a_3a_4q “ a_2, and a_2 * a_1 implies that cpCq is equal to either a_2 or cpa_3a_4a_1q “ a_3. Summarizing, we have cpCq P ta_1, a_2u X ta_1, a_3u X ta_2, a_3u “ ∅ as claimed. In the general case, let a_1 ( a_2 ( . . . ( a_n ( a_1, with C “ ta_1, a_2, . . . , a_nu. By a similar argument (or induction), we get

cpa_1a_2 . . . a_{n´1}q “ a_1 , cpa_2a_3 . . . a_nq “ a_2 , cpa_3a_4 . . . a_1q “ a_3 .

Now, a_n * a_{n´1} implies cpCq P ta_1, a_nu, a_1 * a_n implies cpCq P ta_1, a_2u, and a_2 * a_1 implies cpCq P ta_2, a_3u, and so cpCq “ ta_1, a_{n´1}u X ta_1, a_2u X ta_2, a_3u “ ∅, which is impossible. This completes the proof of Lemma 5.

Proof of Theorem 3. Fix a choice c: X Ñ X, and let ( be the relation of

salience revealed by c. The proof that (ii), (iii), and (iv) are all equivalent statements is straightforward, and is left to the reader. To prove that (i) implies (ii), assume c is rationalizable by salience by a total preorder Á. By Lemma 4 and Definition 6, ą is an asymmetric extension of (. It follows that ( is asymmetric as well.

To complete the proof of Theorem 3, it remains to show that (ii) implies (i). We need some preliminary results, namely Lemmata 14, 15, and 16.

Lemma 14. If ( is asymmetric, then there is a total preorder that extends the transitive closure of (.

Proof. Asymmetry of ( implies its acyclicity by Lemma 5. By Szpilrajn (1930)’s theorem, there is a total preorder extending the transitive closure of (.

Notation: In what follows, Á denotes a total preorder that extends the transitive closure of (, whereas ą is the strict part of Á. Furthermore, for any x P X, set x^Ó :“ ty P X : x Á yu.

Lemma 15. If ( is asymmetric, then any pair pA, Bq of menus included in x^Ó is not a switch, as long as x belongs to both A and B.

Proof. Suppose ( is asymmetric. Toward a contradiction, assume there are x P X and menus A, B P X , with A Ĺ B Ď x^Ó, and x P A, such that pA, Bq is a switch. By Lemma 3, there are y P X and C P X such that A Ď C Ĺ C Y y Ď B and pC, C Y yq is a switch. It follows that y ( C Ě A, and so, in particular, y ą A, because ą extends (. We conclude that y ą x, a contradiction.

Next, we define a binary relation ą_x for each x P X. It will turn out that each ą_x is the strict part of a partial order whenever the relation of revealed salience is asymmetric (see Lemma 16). For any x P X and distinct y, z P x^Ó, define y ą_x z ðñ there is A Ď x^Ó such that x, y, z P A and y “ cpAq. (9) Note that if either y or z (or both) does not belong to x^Ó, then we leave y and z incomparable. Observe also that ą_x is irreflexive by construction. We shall abuse notation, and write y ą_x A, whenever exists A Ď x^Ó such that x, y P A and y “ cpAq. The reason for this abuse of notation is that y ą_x A implies y ą_x z for any z P Aztyu.

Lemma 16. If ( is asymmetric, then ą_x is asymmetric and transitive for any x P X.

Proof. Assume ( is asymmetric, and let x P X. To prove that ą_x is asymmetric, suppose by way of contradiction that y ą_x z and z ą_x y for some y, z P X. (Note that y ‰ z, because ą_x is irreflexive by construction.) By the definition of ą_x, there are A, B Ď x^Ó such that x, y, z P A X B, y “ cpAq, and z “ cpBq. Consider the menu A X B, which is included in x^Ó and contains x, y, z. If cpA X Bq R ty, zu, then pA X B, Aq is a switch, which contradicts Lemma 15. On the other hand, if cpA X Bq “ y (resp. cpA X Bq “ z), then pA X B, Bq (resp. pA X B, Aq) is a switch, which is again forbidden by Lemma 15. Thus cpA X Bq is empty, which is impossible.

To prove ą_x is transitive, let w, y, z P X be such that w ą_x y ą_x z. By the definition of ą_x, there are A, B Ď x^Ó such that x, y P A X B, z P B, w “ cpAq, and y “ cpBq. Consider the menu A Y B, which is included in x^Ó and contains x. We claim that cpA Y Bq “ w. Indeed, if cpA Y Bq P pA Y Bq ´ tw, yu, then either pA, A Y Bq or pB, A Y Bq is a switch, which contradicts Lemma 15. Moreover, if cpA Y Bq “ y, then pA, A Y Bq is a switch, which is impossible by Lemma 15. This proves the claim. Now we get w ą_x pA Y Bq, hence w ą_x z, as wanted.

Now we complete the proof of Theorem 3. Suppose ( is asymmetric. Let Á be a total preorder extending the transitive closure of (, which exists by Lemma 14. For any x P X, define the binary relation ą_x as in (9). By Lemma 16, each ą_x is asymmetric and transitive, thus it is the strict part of a partial order. For any x P X, let ⊳_x be a linear extension of ą_x, which exists by Szpilrajn (1930)’s Theorem. Now let A be an arbitrary menu, and denote by x be an item belonging to maxpA, Áq. Note that A Ď x^Ó. By construction, cpAq ą_x A, hence we can conclude cpAq “ max pA, ⊳_xq. This proves that c is rationalizable by salience.

Proof of Lemma 6. Let c: X Ñ X be an RLS choice. By Theorem 3, revealed

salience ( is asymmetric and acyclic, hence so is its reverse rP . To prove that c is CLA, we show that also the relation P is asymmetric and acyclic. To that end, it suffices to prove that P is included in rP . Indeed, for all distinct x, y P X, we have x ( y ðñ there is a menu A such that y P A and pA, A Y xq is a switch ðñ there is a menu A such that y P A and cpAq ‰ cpA Y xq ‰ x ðñ there is a menu A such that y P A and x ‰ cpAq ‰ cpA ´ xq.

Thus rP is defined by (2). Since (1) implies (2), we obtain P Ď rP , as claimed.

Proof of Proposition 1. pùñq Suppose c : X Ñ X is RLS. By Theorem 3

and Lemma 5, rP is acyclic and asymmetric. Let ⊳ be any linear extension of rP (i.e., ⊳ is a linear order and contains rP ). Denoted x^Ó :“ ty P X : x ⊳ y or y “ xu for any x P X, define a choice correspondence Γ_⊳ : X Ñ X as follows for all A P X : Γ_⊳pAq :“ cpAq^Ó X A. (10) We claim that (i) cpAq “ maxpΓ_⊳pAq, ⊳q for all A P X , and (ii) Γ_⊳ is a salient attention filter: this will show that c is a CSLA. The first claim readily follows from the definition of Γ_⊳. To prove (ii), let B P X and x P X. We deal separately with the two possible cases: (1) x R Γ_⊳pBq, and (2) x P Γ_⊳pBq, but x ‰ minpB, ⊳q, maxpΓ_⊳pBq, ⊳q.

Case 1: By (10), we get x ⊳ cpBq. Since ⊳ extends rP , rP is the converse of (, and ( is asymmetric, we derive that x ( cpBq fails to hold, and so there is no menu D P X such that cpBq P D and x ‰ cpDq ‰ cpD ´ xq. It follows that we must have cpBq “ cpB ´ xq, since otherwise D :“ B would be a menu witnessing x ( cpBq, which is impossible. Now the definition of Γ_⊳ and the hypothesis x R Γ_⊳pBq yield Γ_⊳pBq ´ x “ Γ_⊳pBq “ Γ_⊳pB ´ xq, as claimed.

Case 2: Since x ‰ maxpΓ_⊳pBq, ⊳q, formula (10) gives cpBq ⊳ x. We claim that cpBq “ cpB ´ xq. Indeed, we have: cpBq ‰ cpB ´ xq ùñ x ‰ cpBq ‰ cpB ´ xq ùñ pB ´ x, Bq is a switch (by the definition of a switch) ùñ x ( pB ´ xq (by the definition of () ùñ pB ´ xq rP x (because rP is the converse of () ùñ dpB ´ xq ⊳ x (because ⊳ extends rP ) ùñ x “ minpB, ⊳q

which contradicts the hypothesis x ‰ minpB, ⊳q. Now (10) and the claim yield ΓpBq ´ x “ pcpBq^Ó X Bq ´ x “ cpB ´ xq^Ó X pB ´ xq “ ΓpB ´ xq, as wanted. This completes the proof of necessity.

pðùq^{26} Suppose c: X Ñ X is a CSLA. In what follows, we say that pΓ, ⊳q rationalizes c if cpAq “ maxpΓpAq, ⊳q for all A P X , where ⊳ is a linear order on X, and Γ is a salient attention filter. Furthermore, we say that pΓ, ⊳q maximally rationalize c if pΓ, ⊳q rationalizes c, and there is no salient attention filter Γ^1 : X Ñ X distinct from Γ such that pΓ^1, ⊳q rationalizes c and ΓpAq Ď Γ^1pAq for all A P X .

Lemma 17. If pΓ, ⊳q rationalizes c, then pΓ_⊳, ⊳q maximally rationalizes c.

Proof. Suppose pΓ, ⊳q rationalizes c. To prove the claim, we show:

(i) cpAq “ maxpΓ_⊳pAq, ⊳q for all A P X ; (ii) Γ_⊳ is a salient attention filter; (iii) Γ_⊳ is maximal.

Part (i) readily follows from the definition (10) of Γ_⊳. For (ii), let B P X be any menu, and x an item of B different from both minpB, ⊳q and maxpΓ_⊳pBq, ⊳q. Toward a contradiction, suppose Γ_⊳pBq ´ x ‰ Γ_⊳pB ´ xq. The definition of Γ_⊳ yields ` cpBq^Ó X B ˘ ´ x ‰ cpB ´ xq^Ó X pB ´ xq, hence cpBq ‰ cpB ´ xq. Moreover, we have x ‰ maxpΓpBq, ⊳q. Since ΓpBq ´ x “ ΓpB ´ xq because Γ is a salient attention

26We thank Davide Carpentiere for providing this simple proof.

filter, we obtain cpBq P ΓpB ´ xq and cpB ´ xq P ΓpBq, which respectively yield cpB ´ xq ⊳ cpBq and cpBq ⊳ cpB ´ xq, a contradiction. To prove (iii), suppose by way of contradiction that there is a salient attention filter Γ^1 such that pΓ^1, ⊳q rationalizes c and y P Γ^1pDq ´ Γ_⊳pDq for some D P X and y P D. Since y R Γ_⊳pDq, we get y ⊳ cpDq. On the other hand, since y P Γ^1pDq and pΓ^1, ⊳q rationalizes c, we must have cpDq ⊳ y or cpDq “ y, which is impossible.

Lemma 18. If pΓ_⊳, ⊳q maximally rationalizes c, then ⊳ extends rP .

Proof. Suppose pΓ_⊳, ⊳q maximally rationalizes c. To show that ⊳ extends rP , we prove that �px ⊳ yq implies �px rP yq, for distinct x, y P X. Suppose �px ⊳ yq, hence y ⊳ x by the completeness of ⊳. Since rP is the converse of (, we need show that y * x. Toward a contradiction, suppose y ( x, that is, y ‰ cpBq ‰ cpB ´ yq for some menu B P X containing both x and y. Note that y ‰ minpB, ⊳q (because y ⊳ x) and y ‰ maxpΓ_⊳pBq, ⊳q “ cpBq. Since c is a CSLA, we obtain Γ_⊳pBq ´ y ‰ Γ_⊳pB ´ yq, which implies that cpBq P Γ_⊳pB ´ yq and cpB ´ yq P Γ_⊳pBq. Since cpBq ‰ cpB ´ yq, condition (10) yields cpB ´ yq ⊳ cpBq and cpBq ⊳ cpB ´ yq, which is impossible.

Lemma 17 and Lemma 18 readily yield

Corollary 2. If pΓ, ⊳q rationalizes c, then ⊳ extends rP .

Now we complete the proof of sufficiency. Suppose pΓ, ⊳q rationalizes c. By Corollary 2, ⊳ extends rP , hence rP must be asymmetric. By Theorem 3, c is RLS.

6 Appendix B: Proof of Theorem 2

We shall obtain Theorem 2 as a corollary of a more general result, namely Theorem 4, which states that certain categories of properties of choice functions (called TFLH) occur almost never when the size of the ground set tends to infinity. Then, upon showing that being non-moody is a TFLH property (Lemma 19), we readily derive Theorem 2. To ease the comprehension of the long and involved proof of Theorem 2, we describe in Figure 6 all implications needed to achieve our claim.

We begin by defining TFLH properties.

L27C3L25L26C4C5C6C7C8T4L23L21L24L22L20L19T2

Figure 1: The proof of Theorem 2: ‘L’, ‘C’, and ‘T’ stand for, respectively, ‘Lemma’, ‘Corollary’, and ‘Theorem’; an arrow from A to B signals that A is used to prove B.

Definition 14. A property P of choice functions is:^{27}

• locally hereditary if, when P holds for c: X Ñ X, there are x, y P X such that, for any Y Ď X with x, y P Y , there is a choice c^1 : Y Ñ Y satisfying P;

• tail-fail if, for any k P N, there is a set X of size k and a choice c on X such that P fails for any choice c^1 on X satisfying c^1pAq “ cpAq for any A P X of size at least k.

Then P is a tail-fail locally hereditary (TFLH) property if it is both tail-fail and locally hereditary.^{28} Moreover, we say that P is asymptotically rare if the fraction of choices on X satisfying P tends to zero as the size of X tends to infinity.

The two results needed to prove Theorem 2 are the following (see Figure 6):

Lemma 19. Being non-moody is a TFLH property.

Theorem 4. Any TFLH property of choices is asymptotically rare.

Proof of Lemma 19

To start, we define a more articulated notion of flipped choice.

27A property of choice functions is a set P of choices that is closed under isomorphism. Equivalently, a property of choices is a formula of second-order logic, which involves quantification over elements and sets, has a symbol for choice, and is invariant under choice isomorphisms. Thus to say that a property P holds for c means that c^1 P P for all choices c^1 isomorphic to c.

28In Giarlotta, Petralia, and Watson (2022a), we introduce a notion of ‘hereditary property’ to prove that bounded rationality according to most models present in the literature is rare. Specifically, a property P is hereditary if whenever it holds for a choice, it also holds for any of its subchoices. TFLH properties obviously comprise hereditary properties as very special cases.

Definition 15. Let pX, Ìq be a linearly ordered set of size |X| “ n ě 12. List the items of any A “ tx_1, . . . , x_pu P X in Ì-increasing order, i.e., x_1 Ì x_2 Ì . . . Ì x_p. Then a choice c: X Ñ X is p^˚-homogeneous scrambled (w.r.t. Ì) if there are six distinct integers p_1, p_2, p_3, p_4, p_5, p_6 P t7, 8, . . . , nu such that p^˚ “ maxtp_1, . . . , p_6u, and the following properties hold for any A P X :

• if |A| “ p_1, then cpAq “ maxpA, Ìq “ x_{p1} (the best w.r.t. Ì); • if |A| “ p_2, then cpAq “ maxpAztx_{p2} u, Ìq “ x_{p2´1} (the second best); • if |A| “ p_3, then cpAq “ maxpAztx_{p3} , x_{p3´1}u, Ìq “ x_{p3´2} (the third best); • if |A| “ p_4, then cpAq “ minpA, Ìq “ x_1 (the worst); • if |A| “ p_5, then cpAq “ minpAztx_1u, Ìq “ x_2 (the second worst); • if |A| “ p_6, then cpAq “ minpAztx_1, x_2u, Ìq “ x_3 (the third worst).

The next result says that any p^˚-homogeneous scrambled choice defined on a sufficiently large set is moody:

Lemma 20. For any p^˚ ě 12, there is an integer N ą p^˚ such that any p^˚- homogeneous scrambled choice c: X Ñ X on a set X of size |X| ě N is moody.

Proof of Lemma 20. Lemma 20 will be an immediate consequence of two results, namely Lemma 21 and Lemma 22. In order to state them, we need an additional notion, which obviously shares features with properties typically defined in Ramsey Theory (whence the terminology):

Definition 16. Let c: X Ñ X be a non-moody choice, where X is endowed with a linear order Ì. Let L “ t⊳_x : x P Xu be a family of linear orders on X rationalizing c by salience. Then, there are a, b P X such that ⊳_a “ ⊳_b (denote this linear order by ⊳_{ab}). A menu Y Ď X containing a and b is ta, bu-Ramsey whenever the following conditions of ‘homogeneity’ hold (to simplify notation, we set Y^1 :“ Y zta, bu): (R1) if there is x P Y^1 such that b ⊳_x x, then b ⊳_x x for all x P Y^1; (R2) If there is x P Y^1 such that b ⊳_x a, then b ⊳_x a for all x P Y^1; (R3) if there is x P Y^1 such that a ⊳_x x, then a ⊳_x x for all x P Y^1; (R4) if there is x P Y^1 such that a Ì x, then a Ì x for all x P Y^1; (R5) if there is x P Y^1 such that b Ì x, then b Ì x for all x P Y^1; (R6) if there are x, x^1 P Y^1 such that x Ì x^1 and b ⊳_x x^1, then b ⊳_x x^1 for all x, x^1 P Y^1 such that x Ì x^1;

(R7) if there are x, x^1 P Y^1 such that x Ì x^1 and b ⊳_x1 x, then b ⊳_x1 x for all x, x^1 P Y^1 such that x Ì x^1;

(R8) if there are x, x^1 P Y^1 such that x Ì x^1 and a ⊳_x x^1, then a ⊳_x x^1 for all x, x^1 P Y^1 such that x Ì x^1;

(R9) if there are x, x^1 P Y^1 such that x Ì x^1 and a ⊳_x1 x, then a ⊳_x1 x for all x, x^1 P Y^1 such that x Ì x^1;

(R10) if there is x P Y^1 such that x ⊳_{ab} a, then x ⊳_{ab} a for all x P Y^1; (R11) if there is x P Y^1 such that x ⊳_{ab} b, then x ⊳_{ab} b for all x P Y^1.

We can now state the two technical results which imply Lemma 20.

Lemma 21. Let c: X Ñ X be a non-moody choice such that |X| “ N for some N P N. Further, let a, b P X be two distinct items such that ⊳_a “ ⊳_b. If there is some ta, bu-Ramsey set Y Ď X with |Y | ě p^˚ for some p^˚ ă N, then c is not p^˚-homogeneous scrambled.

Lemma 22. For any p^˚ P N, there is an integer N ą p^˚ such that, for any non-moody choice c: X Ñ X on a set X of size |X| ě N, there are two items a, b P X and an ta, bu-Ramsey set Y Ď X of cardinality |Y | ě p^˚.

Next, we prove Lemmata 21 and 22.

Proof of Lemma 21. We need the following preliminary result:

Lemma 23. Let c: X Ñ X be a non-moody p^˚-homogeneous scrambled choice (w.r.t. Ì). For any distinct a, b P X such that ⊳_a “ ⊳_b, if there is an ta, bu-Ramsey set Y Ď X with |Y | ě p^˚, then there are distinct p^1, p^2, p^3, p^4 ď p^˚ satisfying the following properties for any A P X such that ta, bu Ď A Ď Y :

1. if |A| “ p^1, then cpAq “ a; 2. if |A| “ p^2, then cpAq “ b;

3. if |A| “ p^3, then cpAq “ minpAzta, bu, Ìq; 4. if |A| “ p^4, then cpAq “ maxpAzta, bu, Ìq.

Proof of Lemma 23. Let a, b be distinct elements in X such that ⊳_a “ ⊳_b, and let Y Ď X be an ta, bu-Ramsey set such that |Y | ě p^˚ ě 12. Set Y^1 :“ Y zta, bu “ tx_1, . . . , x_pu (which is, as usual, listed in increasing order w.r.t. Ì). Since Y is ta, bu- Ramsey, by (R4) and (R5) exactly one of the following cases must hold:

• a Ì b Ì Y^1, or • a Ì Y^1 Ì b, or • Y^1 Ì a Ì b, or • b Ì a Ì Y^1, or • b Ì Y^1 Ì a, or • Y^1 Ì b Ì a.

Note that, for each of the six cases above, a, b, x_1, x_p are among the first best, second best, third best, worst, second worst, or third worst positions in A. Thus the claim readily follows from the fact that c is p^˚-homogeneous scrambled.

We now complete the proof of Lemma 21. Toward a contradiction, suppose c is a non-moody choice on a set X of size |X| ě N for some N P N, c is p^˚-homogeneous scrambled for some p^˚ ă N, and there is some ta, bu-Ramsey set Y of size |Y | ě p^˚, where a, b P X are distinct and such that ⊳_a “ ⊳_b “ ⊳_{ab}. By (R10) and (R11), exactly one of the following cases holds for Y^1: (A) Y^1 ⊳_{ab} a ⊳_{ab} b ; (B) a ⊳_{ab} Y^1 ⊳_{ab} b ; (C) a ⊳_{ab} b ⊳_{ab} Y^1; (D) Y^1 ⊳_{ab} b ⊳_{ab} a ; (E) b ⊳_{ab} Y^1 ⊳_{ab} a ; (F) b ⊳_{ab} a ⊳_{ab} Y^1.

By Lemma 23, there are distinct p^1, p^2, p^3, p^4 ď p^˚ such that any A Ď Y containing a and b satisfies properties 1–4 in Lemma 23. Denote A “ tx_1, . . . , x_pu Y ta, bu Ď Y , where x_1 Ì . . . Ì x_p. Further, set rps :“ t1, 2, . . . , pu.

Case 1: Suppose |A| “ p^1, hence cpAq “ a. In cases (A), (D), (E), and (F), we have a ⊳_{xi} b , a ⊳_{xi} x_i , a ⊳_{xi} x_j (11) for some i P rps and for all j P rpsztiu. By (R2) and (R3), it follows a ⊳_x b and a ⊳_x x (12) for any x P Y^1. Moreover, if i “ 1, then (11) and (R8) imply a ⊳_x x^1 (13) for any x, x^1 P Y^1 such that x Ì x^1. If i ‰ 1, then (11) and (R9) imply b ⊳_x1 x (14) for all x, x^1 P Y^1 such that x Ì x^1.

Case 2: Suppose |A| “ p^2, hence cpAq “ b. In cases (A), (B), (C), and (D), we have b ⊳_{xi} a , b ⊳_{xi} x_i , b ⊳_{xi} x_j (15) for some i P rps and for all j P rpsztiu. By (R1) and (R2), it follows b ⊳_x a and b ⊳_x x (16) for any x P Y^1. Moreover, if i “ 1, then (15) and (R6) imply b ⊳_x x^1 (17) for any x, x^1 P Y^1 such that x Ì x^1. If i ‰ 1, then (15) and (R7) imply b ⊳_x1 x (18) for all x, x^1 P Y^1 such that x Ì x^1.

Case 3: Suppose |A| “ p^3, so cpAq “ x_1. In cases (B), (C), (E), and (F), we have x_1 ⊳_{xi} a , x_1 ⊳_{xi} b , x_1 ⊳_{xi} x_j (19) for some i P rps and for all j P rpszt1u. If i “ 1, then (R1) and (R3) imply x ⊳_x a and x ⊳_x b (20) for all x P Y^1. On the other hand, if i ‰ 1, then (19), (R7) and (R9) imply x ⊳_x1 a and x ⊳_x1 b (21) for all x, x^1 P Y^1 such that x Ì x^1.

Case 4: Suppose |A| “ p^4, so cpAq “ x_p. In cases (B), (C), (E), and (F), we have x_p ⊳_{xi} a , x_p ⊳_{xi} b , x_p ⊳_{xi} x_j (22) for some i P rps and for all j P rpsztpu. If i “ p, by (R1) and (R3) we get x ⊳_x a and x ⊳_x b (23) for all x P Y^1. On the other hand, if i ‰ p, then (22), (R6) and (R8) imply x^1 ⊳_x a and x^1 ⊳_x b (24) for all x, x^1 P Y^1 such that x Ì x^1.

Next, we use Cases 1, 2, 3, and 4 to derive a contradiction. (Whenever two conditions C and C^1 cannot simultaneously hold, we write C K C^1.)

(i) We have (14) K (21) and (13) K (24). Since one among (13) and (14) must happen, we conclude that (11) K p(21) ^ (24)q .

(ii) We have (17) K (24) and (18) K (21). Since one among (17) and (18) must happen, we conclude that (15) K p(21) ^ (24)q.

(iii) By (i), we know that (11) K p(21) ^ (24)q . Since we have (12) K (20) and (12) K (23), a simple computation yields (11) K p(19) ^ (22)q.

(iv) By (ii), we know that (15) K p(21) ^ (24)q . Since we have (12) K (20) and (12) K (23), a simple computation yields (15) K p(19) ^ (22)q.

(v) Since (12) K (16), we conclude (11) K (15).

Note that at most one among (11), (15), and p(19) ^ (22)q can hold. However, for each of the cases (A), (B), (C), (D), (E), and (F), two of the above conditions must simultaneously hold, and this is impossible. This proves Lemma 21.

Proof of Lemma 22. We need the following notion:

Definition 17. Let c: X Ñ X be a non-moody choice on a set X endowed with a linear order Ì, and let a, b P X be two items such that ⊳_a “ ⊳_b “ ⊳_{ab}. We call ta, bu-Ramsey 1-signature the map r : Xzta, bu Ñ t0, 1u^7 which assigns to any x P Xzta, bu a vector pr_1pxq, . . . , r_7pxqq P t0, 1u^7 (which is one of 2^7 “ 128 possible ‘colors’) according to the following rules:

• r_1pxq “ 0 ðñ b ⊳_x x , • r_2pxq “ 0 ðñ b ⊳_x a , • r_3pxq “ 0 ðñ a ⊳_x x , • r_4pxq “ 0 ðñ a Ì x , • r_5pxq “ 0 ðñ b Ì x , • r_6pxq “ 0 ðñ x ⊳_{ab} a , • r_7pxq “ 0 ðñ x ⊳_{ab} b .

Moreover, we call ta, bu-Ramsey 2-signature the map pr : rXzta, bus^2 Ñ t0, 1u^4 which assigns to any unordered pair tx, x^1u P rXzta, bus^2 such that x Ì x^1 a vector ppr_1px, x^1q, . . . , pr_4px, x^1qq P t0, 1u^4 (which is one of 2^4 “ 16 possible ‘colors’) according to the following rules:^{29}

29Recall that the symbol rAs^2 stands for tB Ď A : |B| “ 2u.

• pr_1px, x^1q “ 0 ðñ b ⊳_x x^1 , • pr_2px, x^1q “ 0 ðñ b ⊳_x1 x , • pr_3px, x^1q “ 0 ðñ a ⊳_x x^1 , • pr_4px, x^1q “ 0 ðñ a ⊳_x1 x .

The next result characterizes ta, bu-Ramsey sets in terms of the signature maps; its proof is straightforward, and is left to the reader.

Lemma 24. Let c: X Ñ X be a non-moody choice on a set X endowed with a linear order Ì, and let a, b P X be two items such that ⊳_a “ ⊳_b. The following conditions are equivalent for any set Y Ď X containing a and b:

(i) Y is ta, bu-Ramsey;

(ii) the maps r_{æY zta,bu} and pr_{ærY zta,bus}2 are constant.^{30}

We now prove Lemma 22. Let p^˚ be an integer ě 12, and set N^˚ :“ 128pp^˚ ´1q`1. By Ramsey’s theorem, there is N^{˚˚} P N such that, for any edge coloring with 16 colors on a graph of N^{˚˚} vertices, there is a monochromatic subgraph on N^˚ vertices.^{31} We claim that the integer N :“ N^{˚˚} ` 2 ą p^˚ is the one we are looking for.

Let c: X Ñ X be a non-moody choice on a set X of cardinality |X| “ N, and let a, b P X be distinct items such that ⊳_a “ ⊳_b. Fix a linear order Ì on X, and let pr : rXzta, bus^2 Ñ t0, 1u^4 be the associated ta, bu-Ramsey 2-signature (which is an edge coloring with 16 colors on rXzta, bus^2). It follows that there is some (monochromatic) set Y^˚ Ď Xzta, bu of size |Y^˚| “ N^˚ such that pr_{ærY} ˚_s2 is constant. Now let r : Xzta, bu Ñ t0, 1u^7 be the ta, bu-Ramsey 1-signature associated to Ì. Note that for any x P Y^˚, r_{æY} ˚ has 128 possible values. Since N^˚ “ 128pp^˚ ´ 1q ` 1, by the pigeon principle there is Y^{˚˚} Ď Y^˚ such that |Y^{˚˚}| ě p^˚ and r_{æY} ˚˚ is constant. By Lemma 24, Y :“ Y^{˚˚} Y ta, bu is an ta, bu-Ramsey set, as required.

Lemma 20 readily follows from Lemmata 21 and 22.

30We denote by r_{æY zta,bu} and pr_{ærY zta,bus}2 the restrictions of r and pr to Y zta, bu and rY zta, bus^2. 31A graph is a pair G “ pV, Eq, where V is a finite set of elements (vertices) and E is a set of unordered pairs of vertices (edges). A graph G “ pV, Eq is complete if E contains all possible pairs of distinct vertices. Given a graph G “ pV, Eq, a subgraph of G is a graph G^1 “ pV^1, E^1q such that V^1 Ď V and E^1 Ď E. A complete subgraph of a graph is called a clique. Given a set K “ t1, . . . , ku of k ě 1 labels (the ‘colors’), an edge coloring is a map γ : E Ñ K that assigns a color in K to each edge. Then the pair pG, γq is a colored graph, which is monochromatic whenever γ is constant. In its general form, Ramsey’s theorem states that for any given number k of colors and any given integers n_1, . . . , n_k, there is an integer Rpn_1, . . . , n_kq such that if the edges of a complete graph G on Rpn_1, . . . , n_kq vertices are colored with k different colors, then there is a color i P t1, . . . , ku such that G has a monochromatic clique on n_i vertices whose edges are all colored with i.

We can finally prove Lemma 19. Let P^˚ be the property of being non-moody. We first show that P^˚ is locally hereditary. Suppose c: X Ñ X is non-moody. By definition, there are distinct a, b P X such that ⊳_a “ ⊳_b. The elements a and b are the ones we are seeking to prove that P^˚ is locally hereditary. Indeed, take any Y Ď X such that a, b P Y . Then the (sub)choice c^1 : Y Ñ Y on Y , defined by c^1pBq :“ cpBq for any B P Y , is non-moody.

To prove that P^˚ is a tail-fail property, for any k P N take six integers p_1, p_2, p_3, p_4, p_5, p_6, having maximum p^˚ and minimum p_˚, such that k ă p_˚. By Lemma 20, there is N P N such that any p^˚-homogeneous scrambled choice c on a ground set X of size at least N is moody. Moreover, any choice c^1 on X such that c^1pAq “ cpAq for any A P X of size at least k is p^˚-homogeneous scrambled, and so, by Lemma 20, it is moody. This completes the proof.

Proof of Theorem 4

To start, we make some computations based on calculus, namely Lemmata 25 and 26.

Lemma 25. For any δ, α P R such that 0 ă δ ă 1 and α ą 0, we have lim_{nÑ8} ` 1 ´ p1 ´ δq^{nα}

˘_n2

“ 1 .

Proof. Replacing variables (n^2 by m), it suffices to show that

lim_{mÑ8} ´ 1 ´ p1 ´ δq^m α 2 ¯_m “ 1,

that is, taking logs of both sides,

lim_{mÑ8} log ´ 1 ´ p1 ´ δq^{m α2}

¯_m “ 0. (25)

It is straightforward to check that (25) holds.

Lemma 26. Let 0 ă δ ă 1. Suppose there exists β ą 2 such that for some function h: N Ñ R, it holds hpnq ą n^β for all but finitely many n. Then

lim_{nÑ8} ´ 1 ´ p1 ´ δq^{hpnq}n^2

¯_n2 “ 1 .

Proof. Setting α :“ β ´ 2 in Lemma 25, we get

1 ě lim_{nÑ8} ´ 1 ´ p1 ´ δq^{hpnq}n^2 ¯ ě lim_{nÑ8} ´ 1 ´ p1 ´ δq^{hpnq}n^2

¯_n2

ě lim_{nÑ8} ^ 1 ´ p1 ´ δq^{nβ}n^2

˙_n2 “ lim_{nÑ8} ` 1 ´ p1 ´ δq^{nα}

˘_n2 “ 1 ,

which proves the claim.

Definition 18. Let X be a set of cardinality n ě 2. Given an integer p ă n, a family F of subsets of X is m-uniform if |F | “ m for all F P F . If, in addition, |F X G| ď k for all F, G P F , where 1 ď k ă m, then F is called pm, kq-sparse. We denote by Spn, m, kq the maximum size of a pm, kq-sparse family on a set of size n. Moreover, we denote by T pn, m, kq the maximum size of a pm, kq-sparse family F on a set of size n such that |F | is a multiple of n^2.

In what follows we derive some results about Spn, m, kq, which will be then extended to T pn, m, kq. The following combinatorial result is well-known:

Lemma 27 (Rodl, 1985). For any positive integers m, k P N such that m ą k,

lim_{nÑ8} Spn, m, kq ^ m k ˙^ n k ˙_{´1}

“ 1 .

Corollary 3. For any k, m P N with 5 ď k ă m, there is β ą 2 such that Spn, m, kq ą n^β for all but many finitely integers n.

Proof. Fix k, m P N such that 5 ď k ă m. Lemma 27 yields

Spn, m, kq ě 1 2 ^ m k ˙_{´1}^ n k ˙

for almost all n P N. Since k ě 5 implies that

`_n k ˘ ě n^3 for almost all n, we get

Spn, m, kq ě 1 2 ^ m k ˙_{´1} n^3 “ cn^3

for almost all n and for some c ą 0. Take any β such that 2 ă β ă 3. Since cn^3 ą n^β if and only if n^{3´β} ą^1_c , we obtain Spn, m, kq ě cn^3 ą n^β for almost all n.

Corollary 4. For any k, m P N and δ P R such 5 ď k ă m and 0 ă δ ă 1,

lim_{nÑ8} ´ 1 ´ p1 ´ δq^{Spn,m,kq}n^2

¯_n2

“ 1 .

Proof. Apply Lemma 26 and Corollary 3.

Corollary 5. For any k, m P N and δ P R such 5 ď k ă m and 0 ă δ ă 1,

lim_{nÑ8} ´ 1 ´ p1 ´ δq^{T pn,m,kq}n^2

¯_n2 “ 1 .

Proof. We use Corollary 4 and a sandwich argument. Let k, m P N and δ P R such 5 ď k ă m and 0 ă δ ă 1. We first prove

Spn, m, kq 2 ď Spn, m, kq ´ n^2 ď T pn, m, kq ď Spn, m, kq . (26)

The last two inequalities are an immediate consequence of the definition of Spn, m, kq and T pn, m, kq. Therefore, it suffices to show that the first holds as well. Toward a contradiction, suppose Spn, m, kq{2 ą Spn, m, kq ´ n^2. Then, we have

Spn, m, kq ă 2n^2 ùñ p1 ´ δq^{Spn,m,kq}n^2 ą p1 ´ δq^{2n2}n^2 ùñ ´ 1 ´ p1 ´ δq^{Spn,m,kq}n^2

¯_n2 ă ` 1 ´ p1 ´ δq^2

˘_n2 . However, by Corollary 4, we get

1 “ lim_{nÑ8} ´ 1 ´ p1 ´ δq^{Spn,m,kq}n^2

¯_n2 ď lim_{nÑ8} ` 1 ´ p1 ´ δq^2

˘_n2 “ 0 ,

which is impossible. Next, we prove

lim_{nÑ8} ´ 1 ´ p1 ´ δq^{Spn,m,kq}2n^2

¯_n2 “ 1 . (27)

Since there is 0 ă σ ă 1 such that 1 ´ σ “ p1 ´ δq^12 , Corollary 4 readily yields

lim_{nÑ8} ´ 1 ´ p1 ´ δq^{Spn,m,kq}2n^2

¯_n2

“ lim_{nÑ8} ´ 1 ´ p1 ´ σq^{Spn,m,kqq}n^2

¯_n2 “ 1.

Since^{Spn,m,kq}_{2n2} ď^{T pn,m,kq}_{n2} ď^{Spn,m,kq}_{n2} by (26), we get

1 ´ p1 ´ δq^{Spn,m,kq}2n^2 ď 1 ´ p1 ´ δq^{T pn,m,kq}n^2 ď 1 ´ p1 ´ δq^{Spn,m,kq}n^2

hence ´ 1 ´ p1 ´ δq^{Spn,m,kq}2n^2

¯_n2 ď ´ 1 ´ p1 ´ δq^{T pn,m,kq}n^2

¯_n2 ď ´ 1 ´ p1 ´ δq^{Spn,m,kq}n^2

¯_n2

and so, by (27) and Corollary 4,

1“ lim_{nÑ8} ´ 1´p1´δq^{Spn,m,kq}2n^2

¯_n2

ď lim_{nÑ8} ´ 1´p1´δq^{T pn,m,kq}n^2

¯_n2

ď lim_{nÑ8} ´ 1´p1´δq^{Spn,m,kq}n^2

¯_n2 “1. This completes the proof.

Corollary 6. Let k, m P N and δ, ϵ P R be such that 5 ď k ă m, 0 ă δ ă 1, and ϵ ą 0. Then there exist positive integers n and h, a set X of size n, and an pm, kq-sparse family F of |F | “ h subsets of X such that h is divisible by n^2 and ´ 1 ´ p1 ´ δq^hn^2

¯_n2 ą 1 ´ ϵ. (28)

Proof. Apply Corollary 5.

Corollary 7. Let k, m P N and δ, ϵ P R be such that 5 ď k ă m´2, 0 ă δ ă 1, and ϵ ą 0. Then there exist positive integers n and h, a set X of size n, an pm, k ` 2qsparse family G “ tG_i : i P Iu of |G | “ h subsets of X, and a partition I “ tI_{x,y} : x, y P Xu of I in sets having all the same size |I_{x,y}| “ h{n^2 such that (i) ` 1 ´ p1 ´ δq^{h{n2}

˘_n2 ą 1 ´ ϵ , and (ii) i P I_{x,y} implies x, y P G_i for any i P I.

Proof. Apply Corollary 6 to k, m ´ 2, and δ to get an integer n and an pm ´ 2, kqsparse family F “ tF_i : i P Iu of size h such that (28) holds. Define a partition I “ tI_{x,y} : x, y P Xu of I such that (ii) holds. Finally, for any i P I, define G_i :“ F_i Y tx, yu when i P I_{x,y}.

Corollary 8. Let 0 ă δ ă 1 and ϵ ą 0. Then there are positive integers n, m, and h, a set X of size n, an pm, 7q-sparse family G “ tG_i : i P Iu of |I| “ h subsets of X, and a partition I “ tI_{x,y} : x, y P Xu of I in sets having all the same size |I_{x,y}| “ h{n^2 such that (i) ` 1 ´ p1 ´ δq^{h{n2}

˘_n2 ą 1 ´ ϵ , and (ii) i P I_{x,y} implies x, y P G_i for any i P I.

Proof. Apply Corollary 7 for k :“ 5.

Definition 19. Two choice correspondences c: X Ñ X and c^1 : X^1 Ñ X^1, respectively having X and X^1 as ground sets, are isomorphic, denoted by c » c^1, if there is a bijection σ : X Ñ X^1 (called an isomorphism) such that σpcpAqq “ c^1pσpAqq for any A P X , where σpAq is the set tσpaq : a P Au.

We are ready to prove Theorem 4. Let P be a TFLH property. We shall show that P is asymptotically rare, that is, as the number of items in the ground set tends to infinity, the fraction of choices satisfying P tends to zero. Notation: if c and c^1 are choices on ground sets of the same size, then we write c « c^1 to mean that c and c^1 are isomorphic if restricted to menus of cardinality at least 8.

Since P is tail-fail, there is a choice c_0 on a set of size m ě 8 such that, for any choice c defined on a set of the same size m, if c « c_0, then c does not satisfy P. Let δ be the probability that a random choice c on a set of size m be such that c « c_0; thus, 0 ă δ ă 1.

Fix ϵ ą 0. Apply Corollary 8 to get integers n, m, h, a set X of size n, an pm, 7qsparse family G “ tG_i : i P Iu of subsets of X having maximum size |I| “ h, and a partition I “ tI_{x,y} : x, y P Xu of I such that |I_{x,y}| “ h{n^2 for any I_{x,y} P I with the properties that i P I_{x,y} implies x, y P G_i, and p1 ´ p1 ´ δq^{h{n2} q^{n2} ą 1 ´ ϵ.

Let c be a random choice on X. For any i P I, let T_i :“ rG_is^{ě8} be the family of all subsets of G_i of size at least 8. Note that T_i X T_j “ ∅ for any distinct i, j P I. We conclude that c_{æGi} are independent random variables as i varies, as long as we only look at menus of size at least eight.^{32} Since P r ` c_{æGi} ff c_0 ˘ “ 1 ´ δ for any i P I, and all c_{æGi} ’s are independent, we get

P rpp@i P I_{x,y}q c_{æGi} ff c_0q ď p1 ´ δq^hn^2

for all x, y P X, hence

P rppDi P I_{x,y}q c_{æGi} « c_0q ě 1 ´ p1 ´ δq^hn^2

for all x, y P X. We conclude

P rpp@x, y P XqpDi P I_{x,y}q c_{æGi} « c_0q ě ´ 1 ´ p1 ´ δq^hn^2

¯_n2

ą 1 ´ ϵ

and so P rppDx, y P Xqp@i P I_{x,y}q c_{æGi} ff c_0q ă ϵ. (29) Now suppose c satisfies P. Since P is locally hereditary, there are x, y P X such that c_{æY} satisfies P for any Y Ď X containing x and y. Thus, since i P I_{x,y} implies x, y P G_i, we conclude that there are x, y P X such that c_{æGi} satisfies P for any i P I_{x,y}, hence c_{æGi} ff c_0 for any i P I_{x,y}. Thus, there are x, y P X such that c_{æGi} ff c_0 for any i P I_{x,y}. Now (29) yields that the probability that c satisfies P is lower than ϵ. By the arbitrariness of ϵ, the proof of Theorem 4 is complete.

Appendix C: Independence

Here we show that choice by linear salience is independent of some models of bounded rationality. Recall that c: X Ñ X satisfies Always Chosen when for any A P X , if

32Here by c_{æGi} we denote the choice restricted to the family of all nonempty subsets of G_i.

x P A is such that x “ cptx, yuq for all y P A, then cpAq “ x. Manzini and Mariotti (2007) show that Always Chosen is a necessary condition for the sequential rationalizability of a choice. In particular, a choice is a rational shortlist method if it is sequentially rationalizable by two rationales. Theorem 1 in Manzini and Mariotti (2007) characterizes rational shortlist methods by the satisfaction of two properties, namely Expansion Consistency (called Axiom γ by Sen, 1971) and Weak WARP. Expansion Consistency requires that any item selected from two menus is also selected from their union. Weak WARP says that for any A, B P X and x, y P X such that tx, yu Ď A Ď B, if cpxyq “ x “ cpBq, then cpAq ‰ y.

Example 6 (Independence of sequential rationalizability). The choice in Example 1 is RLS, but not sequentially rationalizable, because Always Chosen fails. Conversely, define on X “ tw, x, y, zu a choice c: X Ñ X by

wxyz , wxy , wxz , wyz , xyz , wx , wy , wz , xy , xz , yz . This choice is not RLS, because revealed salience is not asymmetric: indeed, we have x ( y ( x, since pwy, wyxq and pxz, xzyq are switches. It is easy to check that c satisfies Axiom γ and Weak WARP, and so it is a rational shortlist method.

A choice c: X Ñ X is consistent with basic rationalization theory if there are a choice correspondence ψ : X Ñ X satisfying Axiom α and an asymmetric relation ą on X such that cpAq “ maxpψpAq, ąq for all A P X .^{33} Proposition 1 in Cherepanov, Feddersen, and Sandroni (2013) characterizes consistency with basic rationalization theory by the satisfaction of Weak WARP. The same axiom characterizes the model categorize-then-choose of (Manzini and Mariotti, 2012). In this model, there are (1) an asymmetric relation ą^˚ on X (shading relation), and (2) an asymmetric complete relation ą on X such that cpAq “ maxpmaxpA, ą^˚q, ąq for all A P X , where maxpA, ą^˚q “ Ť tmaxpA , ą^˚qu.^{34}

Example 7 (Independence of basic rationalization theory and categorize-then– choose). Any choice defined on 3 items satisfies Weak WARP; however, the choice in Example 2 is not RSL. Conversely, define on X “ tw, x, y, zu a choice c: X Ñ X by wxyz , wxy , wxz , wyz , xyz , wx , wy , wz , xy , xz , yz .

33If ą is a linear order, then c is consistent with order rationalization theory. 34Given a binary relation ą^˚ on X and a menu A P X , the set maxpA , ą^˚q is the collection of (non-dominated) menus tB Ď A : B^1 ą B for no B^1 Ď Au.

Weak WARP does not hold for c, because wxyz, xyz, and xy . However, c is RLS.

References

Aizerman, M., and Malishevski, A., 1981. General theory of best variants choice: Some aspects. IEEE Transactions on Automatic Control 127: 1030–1040.

Arrow, K., 1959. Rational choice functions and orderings. Economica 26: 121–127. Arrow, K., 1963. Social choice and individual values. Second Edition. New York: Wiley. Bordalo, P., Gennaioli, N., and Shleifer, A., 2012. Salience theory of choice under risk. Quarterly Journal of Economics 127: 1243–1285.

Bordalo, P., Gennaioli, N., and Shleifer, A., 2013. Salience and consumer choice.

Journal of Political Economy 121: 803–843.

Chambers, C. P., and Yenmez, M. B., 2017. Choice and matching. American Economic Journal: Microeconomics 9: 126–147.

Cherepanov, V., Feddersen, T., and Sandroni, A., 2014. Rationalization. Theoretical Economics 8: 775–800.

Chernoff, H., 1954. Rational selection of decision functions. Econometrica 22: 422–443. Danilov, V., Koshevoy, G., and Savaglio, E., 2015. Hyper-relations, choice functions, and orderings of opportunity sets. Social Choice and Welfare 45(1): 51–69.

Giarlotta, A., Petralia, A., and Watson, S., 2022a. Bounded rationality is rare.

Journal of Economic Theory 204: 105509.

Giarlotta, A., Petralia, A., and Watson, S., 2022b. On the number of nonisomorphic choices on four elements. ArXiv: 2206.06840v1 [econ.TH].

Gul, F., and Pesendorfer, W., 2003. Temptation and self-control. Econometrica 69:

1403–1435.

Huber, J., Payne, J. W., and Puto, C., 1982. Adding asymmetrically dominated alternatives: Violations of regularity and the similarity hypothesis. Journal of Consumer Research 9: 90–98.

Kalai, G., Rubinstein, A., and Spiegler, R., 2002. Rationalizing choice functions by multiple rationales. Econometrica 70: 2481–2488.

Kendall, M., 1938. A new measure of rank correlation. Biometrika 30: 81–89. Kibris, O., Masatlioglu, Y., and Suleymanov, E., 2021. A Theory of Reference Point Formation. Economic Theory.

Kivetz, R., Netzer, O., and Srinivasan, V., 2004. Alternative models for capturing the compromise effect. Journal of Marketing Research 41: 237–257.

Kreps, D. M., 1979. A representation theorem for “preference for flexibility”. Econometrica 47: 565–577.

Lim, X. Z., 2021. Ordered Reference Dependent Choice. arXiv:2105.12915 [econ.TH]. Lleras, J., S, Masatlioglu, Y., Nakajima, D., and Ozbay, E. Y., 2017. When more is less: limited consideration. Journal of Economic Theory 170: 70–85.

Luce, D. R., and Raiffa, H., 1957. Games and Decisions: Introduction and Critical Survey. New York: Wiley.

Manzini, P., and Mariotti, M., 2007. Sequentially rationalizable choice. American Economic Review 97: 1824–1839.

Manzini, P., and Mariotti, M., 2010. Moody choices. Available at SSRN:

https://ssrn.com/abstract=1623319 or http://dx.doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.1623319 Manzini, P., and Mariotti, M., 2012. Categorize then choose: Boundedly rational choice and welfare. Journal of the European Economic Association 10: 1141–1165.

Masatlioglu, Y., Nakajima, D., and Ozbay, E. Y., 2012. Revealed attention. American Economic Review 102: 2183–2205.

Masatlioglu, Y., and Ok, E. A., 2005. Rational choice with status quo bias. Journal of Economic Theory 121: 1–29.

Nehring, K., 1997. Rational choice and revealed preference without binariness. Social Choice and Welfare 14: 403–425.

Nishimura, I., and Ok, E. A., 2022. A class of dissimilarity semimetrics for preference relations. Mimeo, New York University (arXiv:2203.04418v1).

Ok, E. A., Ortoleva, P., and Riella, G., 2007. Reference-dependent rational choice theory and the attraction effect. Mimeo, New York University.

Ok, E. A., Ortoleva, P., and Riella, G., 2011. Theory of product differentiation in the presence of the attraction effect. Mimeo, New York University.

Ok, E. A., Ortoleva, P., and Riella, G., 2015. Revealed (P)Reference Theory. American Economic Review 105: 299–321.

Ravid, D., and Stevenson, K., 2021. Bad temptation. Journal of Mathematical Economics 95(C): 102480.

Rödl, V., 1985. On a Packing and Covering Problem. European Journal of Combinatorics 6: 69–78.

Rubinstein, A., and Salant, Y., 2006. A model of choice from lists. Theoretical economics 1: 3–17.

Samuelson, A. P., 1938. A note on the pure theory of consumer’s behaviour. Economica 17: 61–71.

Sen, A. K., 1971. Choice functions and revealed preference. The Review of Economic Studies 38: 307–317.

Sen, A. K., 1993. Internal consistency of choice. Econometrica 61: 495–521.

Simonson, I., 1989. Choice based on reasons: The case of attraction and compromise effects. Journal of Consumer Research 16: 158–174.

Snyder, M. L., Kleck, R. E., Strenta, A., and Mentzer, S. J., 1979. Avoidance of the handicapped: an attributional ambiguity analysis. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology 37: 2297–2306.

Stewart, R. T., 2020. A hyper-relation characterization of weak pseudo-rationalizability.

Journal of Mathematical Psychology, forthcoming.

Szpilrajn, E., 1930. Sur l’extension de l’ordre partiel. Fundamenta Mathematicae 16:

386–389.

Taylor, S. E., and Fiske, S. T., 1978. Salience, attention, and attribution: Top of the head phenomena. Advances in Experimental Social Psychology 11: 249–288.

Tversky, A., and Kahneman, D., 1974. Judgement under uncertainty: Heuristics and biases. Science 185: 1124–1131.

Tversky, A., and Simonson, I., 1993. Context Dependent Choices. Marketing Science 39: 1179-1189.

Yildiz, K., 2016. List-rationalizable choice. Theoretical Economics 11: 587–589.