
This document puts together some published and unpublished corrections on the following article:

Georgios Gerasimou (2021) “Simple preference intensity comparisons”, Journal of
Economic Theory, 192, 105199. doi.org/10.1016/j.jet.2021.105199 (open access)

Correction 1:
G. Gerasimou (2022) “Corrigendum to Gerasimou (2021) and comment on Banerjee (2022)”
Journal of Economic Theory, 205, 105542. doi.org/10.1016/j.jet.2022.105542 (open access)

One-line summary:
Translocation Consistency replaces “implies” with “if and only if”, and (4c), (5c) require a strict
inequality on the right hand side when there is a strict inequality on the left.

Correction 2:
The final sentence in the discussion of Example 2 (p. 8) should be replaced by the following:

“Finally, while the preferences ≿1 and ≿2 induced by the intensities ≿̇1 and ≿̇2 that are repre-
sented by s1 and s2 coincide, the relations ≿̇1 and ≿̇2 are themselves distinct.”

More details:
It is not true that ≿1 ̸= ≿2. This is confirmed by observing that s2(a, b) ≡ s2(a1, a2, b1, b2) :=
a1

b1
− b1

a1
+ a2

b2
− b2

a2
= 0 ⇔ a1a2 = b1b2 ⇔ a ∼2 b. Thus, the preferences induced by s2 are symmetric

Cobb-Douglas and coincide with those induced by s1(a1, a2, b1, b2) := a1a2 − b1b2. (The solid curve
in Fig. 1 erroneously depicts the set of all bundles (x1, x2) ∈ R2

++ such that s2(x1, x2, 10, 10) = 5.)

That the intensity relations induced by ≿̇1 (s1) and ≿̇2 (s2) are indeed distinct, though, is verifiable
by contrasting their values e.g. at a := (20, 19), b := (18, 17), c := (21, 20), d := (19, 18), where one
notes that (c, d) ≻̇1(a, b) and (a, b) ≻̇2(c, d).

Correction 3:
In the proof of 1. ⇒ 3. on p. 15: after the definition of A and before Q ≻̇ (ai, aj), define the
intensity-equivalence class of (ai, aj) ∈ X ×X under ∼̇ by

[ai, aj] := {(a′i, a′j) ∈ X ×X : (a′i, a
′
j) ∼̇ (ai, aj)},

and the quotient set of X ×X under ∼̇ by
(X ×X) ∼̇ := {[ai, aj] : [ai, aj] is an intensity-equivalence class under ∼̇}.

Then, define s : X ×X → R by

s(ai, aj) :=



∣∣∣{[ak, al] ∈ (X ×X) ∼̇ : k < l and (ai, aj) ≻̇ (ak, al)
}∣∣∣, if i < j

0, if i = j

−s(aj, ai), if i > j

(The construction in the published proof works but is less general than the one above.)
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