
 
Plausible Theories of Behavior. Lecture 1. 
 
In modelling ignorance/uncertainty, analysts follow the path set forth by Savage, and then by 
Harsanyi. One generally assumes some underlying state space, along with precise and “correct” 
probabilistic beliefs about this underlying state space.  This assumed combination of ignorance over 
states, and yet certainty and accuracy over distributions over states is a useful modelling device, but it 
is intuitively troubling. The first lecture will be devoted to a brief overview of the various attempts to 
depart from these assumptions:  

- axiomatic ones (based on a relaxation of the completeness axiom –P1, or the “sure thing 
principle” –P2);  

- bounded rationality models (mostly based on introducing errors in evaluating and/or 
comparing alternatives, possibly stemming from the way beliefs are erroneously formed).  

- robustness perspectives, which consist in introducing further uncertainty about distributions    
We shall then explore the role of strategy restrictions in modelling partial ignorance. 
 
Suggested readings 
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Management Science, 4(3): 159-182. 
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Wilson’s critique and some robustness perspectives  
Wilson, R. (1987), "Game-Theoretic Analyses of Trading Processes," in: Advances in Economic 
Theory: Fifth World Congress, Truman Bewley (ed.); Ch. 2, 33-70. Cambridge University Press. 
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