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How & Why Pec

Be rational




Rational animal

,Man is a rational anir
told. Throughout ¢
diligently for evide
statement, but so far
fortune to come
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Loss aversion

Daniel Kahneman Amos Tversky




Risk aversion

People avoid uncertz

(Daniel Bernoulli)
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Loss aversion, preference
reversal & any choice

A matter of FRAMING.

Influenced by CC XT.
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Additional materials

= Before attempting the fir
videos available in the
the IS: ‘

Dan Ariely’s TED talk on

Daniel Kahneman’s TED tal
future selves

= Recommenc
economics:

Kahneman, Danie
Ariely, Dan. Prea
- Avriely, Dar




Rationality Myth
To be continued...
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Thank you!



