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ERRFHISHFE"

IR, Lt
(1. BABEE RS KFEE, HIE; 2 KEBET ¥ SUEH%5, KiE  116024)

i E. BEERFEIEE (focus theory of choice) R FHIRAE 2019 FREMFHARATALTH
REB®, IAERE RS 1978 FHE N REFFZLEFH Simon HZR By R KL LLZ R
(procedural rationality) #4477 A, BERRELMWBCERAZ LR ELSER—NRESH
RERE, BARREIANRROERGITARSEAE—ANFRiLRE L ZA MRS, BE SRk
RERERREIBLABBATR: £—F, STEHE-ANRE, R2EENFTRHRELERSERK
FEBRE; F=F, MARBAHRS ZFHRIREIZE R WIRE, IAKRESIT R 2R3t 2 R1E
RR, BRERREBTABEIR S FE L0 ER, X HFEEH, Allais 1 # 4 Ellsherg 5 #,
ABE R ML BNAZE, BNAEREHFRETHEE, RAZKETHEER L THREESL
—E|F -0 R R ARG, ALKEBNBEEEREAGERCRFSE, NBfTA LSRR
WEBBERLRE, FRREEE A,

KW, BERRER;, ARIERLEME, REER

HESES. 934  XEkIRIREE: A XELHS: (2019) 01-0001-10

ik

0 35

RIS R RIMTAN SN AR R T R — N RENIRE, —RIBILT, ERBITHZ
B, REREFEASIIEEHRRRSHAA 2GR, XFRMBERAT S R =2 KK, AE
TEH . MRHE Knight' B, KU (risk) RFEHFEH T LUKIEBTA AT RESE R0 B WAE R, T N8 E
RIETERB A RREROEVMER, HABMH VMR KRR E N FENERATRER A NES
(belief) . HEAFETARRFWMANEREFTREL AR, TS ELE, REKNRABELTEERR
HIP R B i, ¥ TCH T B B3k #L ) A1 35 maximin, maximax, minmax regret 1 Hurwicz ¥ N, von
Neumann 7l Morgenstern"’ ¥ #2854 FHBEI8E FH T XU T 89056, T Savage'! B 3= W9 B8 200 FF 316 38
TATEMT WK,

i von Neumann 1 Morgenstern"! /A B4k i) HABEA% F BRIS FI By Savage 2 B Ak 9 3 WL HA 28 %5 B 388 2 XL
S FIANH B PR B ZERY , SRTMT, Allais™! 1 Ellsberg"! RS SL I 45 RF M, ANITEBIRER SRS 1
i RO EBUREE A EVUH BB IS A B, JEJE, Allais HE38H Ellsberg 158 — EL R LK RHER 5T
Hidea., ELEN=TER, ATRH T —RIB RIS RFIGX S m AR R, FEISHIE
AEESTIRB N SE SR I AR, WA HmaEe, Stik, MXCHE 287 T 2 S
U MR S, U BRSO B DL R B AT A SR BT RO RS B S AR BR AR R
(Bernoulli) HHEEEAELZE T HIMIALEY , &k 10 2456 KE /) OHEELE BRI B KRB R E T
BORFRGIZAR ) 78 Zhou FH IR, RRBEWERZRFAIES . WHESFERIES,; AN
LIREMBEEAMN T ERIINEIE RS, TEROESF, REENEBLBERFEAMSS AR Fi D
B, MAEMRTSPHNERAE BN DS WS LR E B A B,

O fEER. BWHR (1969—), WA, Mt BRET RELE LMY, FRHFM. hERE, SHAY, BE%, B mal
guo@ynu. ac. jp; DEA (1988—), WIARA, td:, REM T RESFEHEGEIIN, P H. EHAYE, E-mal

max@ dlut. edu. cn,
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Guo BHEH T — kUL HHIS  (one- shot decision theory) o — RS ERS I A B T XU R
FEU TS E B AR R A, AR (8RR ISR B EE) R—Fin
WCEHREED EATRRARERIER (Mm%, MEL, SLikRE) SRR BRREE XSRS E; H—
PSR BRI R — RN BB TR AP SR | B IR AT AR XIS B R AT
TR A M) SRR N R A, flan, 928500 A0 A AU IR EOR M SR AR S AN
A2 BRE— R EES X N AE R LR E T X AN (BRI SRR, RIEEAH
1k R AR SR S AR MRS T K £ A TR0 R 12 PP, TADKS DS [ 28 2L B £ i S B B SR 3E th

/4 (active focus) TR SEIEX IR A HIREZE TR HBURBIPRE (active decision maker) , — UM
P S B 2 FE TSR AR | QUBTE R AR E A0, SR BRI BIRTELS A B RUSE k
351242 F0 5 = B O G R R B T

Guo ™ PRI T A SRR, XM — R PR SRS T Y 12 Fh £ s S F R IE A G P4 &R
GG —Fk, FEH Simon FATHLH BRI TR A BN (procedural rationality) HEAT T AEEfL, £B R
WA UMBBREZZEL IR, MEMEEIELS. Allais I8 H1 Ellsberg 1718, AR i S BEMLSZBE (violations
of stochastic dominance) , {R{FF¥ (preference reversals), Z{F43EIZUN. (the event-splitting effect) 30
%o AR RS T BT . A E M T PSRRI A T MRS — 2R — IR R RS,

BCHIEARTAZHINT . 551 35, BN EMREIS, HARBPRUM; 52 #onh TEMR
SEISROBCEA A, 7E5E 3 B4y, AAEAREEL, RITA L TIREREWHTLE; 284 FHREE
FRE,

1 ERRFEICHIE I KRGl

TEAE SRS, IRFEHEFREAWANRREMIEN R EWNRG (positive evaluation system,
PES) FIfiiF# Z 40 (negative evaluation system, NES),

TEIETM RGEH, X TR WRLX A PRAR IR BT FF D, e — A DU ROk
BRI (B RE PRSI ANES), XABEER XD REHIEE L FHH (positive
focus) ; TEE H A& Pk B TE A2 0 P s HH DA 0 AR SR SR BUF AR O S 1F (TR IEAR R 1
hERBEI AR ; XA RL I PRSRR TE AN R G R ALK

TERITEMRGF, ST NIRRT S MAIX AN RSFEARCH BTE 4, M —A DU R B R ok
BERZEEL (BMNRETRSABONEMS), XAFHER XD RFRFESFF (negative
focus) ; TEIE HY FRIAS DR 5 A 6 B A ZE 1 o P 1 LA/ N MR SR SR AR O ML B S (BT LB LB
AR A DI ) ; XX R AR R I R R AR OR

RGNk R EA BN REMATN RS, (LEFBL T RA - RERPBER, MH—
ANRETER . WA RGOS Rk B R 5 s B MR AR AE B DIAR DR . BN, SRULBRSEE 18 A
HBHWIETH RS, THEWREE B TN RERBIER, H50, WATH RGO 032 R AHELE
B0 (framing effect) , 24 AIRRLIIE R A7 R X B R B P s ERBEHE I WEN, ERITNH RS
BMABEHE, MERNREEFREE, B FEOREE—S L REEERENH, —SILRERELRF
. X LSRR N A DS A FEAE PSR B R P 2 TEIR AR RS

BRI ZHIEE BR, TE— MREE AN S LR PR RS SN ERE TELZHCE™,
FEABER, Stewart UV ENTREZ RHEHE (—NBEX R —MERM) B RREHERFE
H, REELSEACENRZSHBE, XEEEEA i 37 T AR POREE R B

T EFRATHE R TSR — 2 I A R Ip O A SBAR . S — DT RIM T BRI, 7E0F
BRT, ATFRIOTEASIANEEEES RE, RITMAIFAEAHEUARORELE, FEEITH)
RGP RETE R R MR I E S A, RICEERTA IR RS it
B S B O B, EXTRIR A RE, X AN RS O AT B maximax N2 5E 2 — 30k, 4H
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R, BRI ARG, MR R R B R ZIR N RS B e PR B e S
PRI RS T8, X FE S B T A9 maximin MEN R —RER, BAM, Hurwitz 03T B 592 IF 3F
W RGN F LM ZR G0 R BTG OB 0, 1T A 00 28 B80T P Sl S W TE VA1 28 et B A L3

BoAMPITFRELN CTUMWEYRRE" RED, XAFEE#HARNT . EEE®BXT—F/ T WHER
W BZEd, TTREXEAL 600 AMIBETS, IFEH A B IR IW R, HE A: 200 ALk, HEB.
600 NETRIRBAMERN 1/3, IR WMER R 2/3, IRBS —FFIRITE, HE A, 400 ASFT:;
FEB, TAIET-HRER RN 1/3, 600 NLERFET- MR H 2/3

RE R R T RIARBAH R, 1H Tversky F1 Kahneman FISLE @R 48 K ZH0H M4 H & —FF ik A,
BRI F ARG S B, RBHIFFSAHE, DX RARE A BiAFE B, Tversky Fll Kahneman FiX >3
IR T HIRHEZEALN  (framing effect) FIMEIFEHEH T EERKWEEIEA, TrFNTHESRFEIHD
SRR “ WIEGIR" R,

F—FRBRAET, B—-FEREATR, FILZTEESEZRENASEEEITN RS, TEA
FIIEFE SRR 200 AR, WM ERFTE A HRNME—4, R B WIEESFMHE 600 AL
1/3 B R2FRIRR =1, FEAT TR B HRNA—1F (600 AF 2/3 R ETIET) BAR
101, RIFRREXN XN EERBEIHITHE, HTREEEFEEREMN (certain effect) , HELRAD
2H 200 ABYIERBOEIZEAE L 600 ALL 1/3 MRERIR B4y, HIL, JORBREEFETE A,

BEMERARART, B-MAEERATR, FibSEERXA RS AN RS, TEA
BB p R 400 ABET-EE, BN ERTE A BE—Z0:, MR B BWRESEMR 600 AH 2/3
MR 2L EME, FAB TR B WA — M E4EIE B, R, RRE R XAfhELE
1, A 400 AHIBRESET: 1L 600 ANF 2/3 MMER & T-HiL AMELIRER . TSR B ERF TR
B, LR SAHNMBRT SR,

BEAPITFRBREVXIEM AT, ARFRE (RARE), dARRB@NHTE S LA
MRk (£ 1), BN “BE” TH “BE” HEE—MRERK,

1 RE W CRE MR
Table 1 Data of lotteries I and I

Je 5 AT WS
el o 90% HE 6% L1 1% 5 3R EE
1 0 %7 W45 £ B30 %7 i 15 %57
S 90% HE 1% A6 ‘ 19% 56, 2% EE
VoS
0 %70 B 45 T #1110 0 15 E5T
REAE “BE” NHHIXE “BE" 1., KEBHGNHER, BB DMk “BZE 1, R

M, Tversky I Kahneman ™ #HTRISLIG R, KEHZRE (58% ) EEHFEYLZECH “BE” 1,

A ISR B I TN RGERT AR, JEAPIYOR. B8 “BE IM R
I, “BE" 1 WELESEMHEL 6% WHERES 45 £0, “BE” THIEESEHEL 7% HERFE
45 €T, BMSHRE “BRE 1M “BRE DTRERSIAMEG, RRE LR T X RENIEESE
, REBEMILRRMAAEG, A5, RREH-EZE “BE 1 M “BE ITHE MRS AKE
T (RZA—MIEREREM), BIEL1% MRS 30 200 ( “BE” 1) ML 90% KRS 0 £
( “BE” 1), BT 1% RS 30 £ITH 90% PRI AFE 0 EnEL, FLREEEE B2
I, HATFREF S ERFHHEF  (lexicographical dominance) .

Guo™ P 5 T A MR EIS ) A BRIL R GO MR T RS E A MR IFIS, WRMBRIFIS., Allais
PFI8 0 Ellsberg 1518, WK iE & FE AL SZBZ ( violations of stochastic dominance ), MR ¥ (preference
reversals) , FFF4}EIZNL (the event-splitting effect) SFIUG, BT RA— 174 £ PSR HIL O B
RIFEZE
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2 ERRREIRHEER

=g WEAHR S, —NEM x BERBRN p (), BRITAWTENL,
EX 1 (B3R EE)
E¥ w. S— [0, 1], B EHENERN «,, x, €8, 7 (x,) >7 (x,) Sp (%) >p (%), mE
TAE 5, e SR 7 (v,) =max, 7 (x) =1, RAVREAMN R REL
MTEE veS, 7 (v) BN « BAMUAE, MESX 1A, —NEFRBREE, Bl
REBME, = (x) ARERp (v) WENAEE,
P o LR A, HESE o MBM « AR ENSERENIE, BRI v (5, o), WENES
BV, EENRENREEAMRERSER, RE T,
EX2 (HEERH)
A u, V— [0, 1], WREHENEREM v, v, eV, u (v) >u (v,) Sv>0,, TMEGFE v, eV i
Bou (v,) =max,_u (v) =1, RO ENHEEERL,
SHFEZE xeSMacd, u (v (x, a)) FRANPK o £ v LRHRE, HEEEN, BT RA SOk E
Flu (x, a) % u (v (2, a))o v (v, a) FIRER (v, o) HHEMME,
THERATE H BTN RGN,
IEfE R
St F—MAEHIRE o, BOE
max, _; min{¢ * 7 (%) ,u(%,a) | (1)
HBRMES R X (a), XE o BMFEAENESSE, X (1) B—1 BN (o) BRE o« KIE
fEBEEINENTFEE A E (o) WX (a) IR, x, (a) WHE
a (x) (a)) >7 (%), u (x; (a), a) =u (%, a), B
w (x) (a)) =7 (x), v (x; (a), a) >u (%, a),
BWBW, EX (a) RAE—ANTE, MAXNTE—EHE « WIEEREN, S8 o>0 RREX T
X URE, TS BEEHEE LR THNE, MREE o=1, FARFEE NI LIREFGHEE
FREE, BEERMN o BREREETE R LA/ NI LR BEEE R KW EER M,
BRI SR EAESEGE, TEILRITERITER EPN REMRMRKE, AT HERRL, ik
HNTABEX, (o) RE-DITRIBIL,
HFIEE ST HRRITIEK
BE
max,_, min{k *7(x. (a)),u(x; (a),a)} (2)
KR RES FAL , XE « BAPEAEHIELS, X (2) W—TRiF 2 a BIEFHREREAM
PUE RN TEE— R MA TR o, o] HE
7 (x! (al)) >m (%) (a)), u (& (a)), a]) =u (x] (a), a), BCA
7 (x) (a))) =7 (5] (a)), u (2] (a]), a]) >u (] (a), @)
BiS W, WA RE—ATE, BAXMTE—EREEITNRERBILIRK.
M (2) RATAE, M TEERTENIRE o, g, €4, MR 7 (5] (¢)) =7 (5] (a,)) H
u (%) (a,), a;) =u (%] (a,), a), A min {k*7m (x] (a;)), u (x; (a;), @)} =min {k*
7 (5 (a,)), u () (@), ay)o BB, BN (2) BBIRRMPFE K IER A BB TE AR A
SR L A B A R E RS B, B (1) W8 e —FF, SH >0 FFRREX T4
SHUREE, iR EEEREE LR TIHNE, MREE (=1, FaRRE NN PR B E
REEE, WBEEAN « BRERESEEELAR/MOEX LR E SRR MR ENEREN, B, «
WA REFE AR SR, « MARPERELBEZERZIE, «) (o)) REFHRENRML
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PRI R FEM, ERSRARA AR E BB, , BREZRENVRNBE RS AMEG (EEEE
) FEM I — AR ISR B SR B i B RS B IE AR AU B R XM A AR s SRR R
AL PR, FHI, o BARKRESL
T A4 WA RGEREERR
TR R
X F—PNEERRE o, BE
max, _g min{@ * 7(x) ,1-u(x,a) | (3)
WRBEE T X (a), XH 0 BIMTRLEWIELE, X (3) W—1EhMs) (a) £ a BTN
FHMRN FEE—TE” (a) X (a) WTEx, 2° (a) HE
a (x (a)) >7 (%), u (7 (a), a) <u (x, a), BH
7 (x" (a)) =27 (), u (" (a), a) <u (%, a),
B, WRX: (o) RE—ITER, MAXNTTE —ERRE o WHRESEM, S48 050 FRAEXTT
XK, WREBRE 1w (v, o) (FEHEE, RE—FMAK) LRTFHNE, MEEE =1, *
IRPESRE N AT DR AR R, BT KN 0 MERE R E T H.OEE BN IR
BEEEGS WA EE RN, MRPREE N THRAREIEENSE,
BRI MR REAFME, TEHILRTEROMAERIFITEN RENEAIRSE, I THERZL, ik
HANAEZIBX. (o) RA—NTERIEN,
ET B R F B R
BE
max, . min{1-7(x"(a)),r *u(x(a),a)| (4)
WL Ea A" . B« BIMBSEAENESS, X (4) W— 1B B o WHRITNRER RN
PRI FAEBR— 1 Ea” A TR a, o HE
a (27 (a’)) <w (x) (a)), u («* (), o) =u (x (a), a), BHE
7 (2" (a)) <m (« (a)), u (« (a’), a’) >u (x* (a), a),
BWSL, WRAT RE—NTR, MAXNTE—ERRE AN RERREIER
M (4) BATETLIGDE, W FEBENPHNRE o), a, €4, R 7 (2 (a)) <7 (' (a,)) A
u (2 (a)), a) =Zu (2 (a,), a,), W4 min {1-7 (5] (a;)), 7*u (2 (a;), a;)} =min {1-
m (2] (ay)), 7u (27 (ay), a,)0 HIE, B (4) BRRBRMRE, ERIGESFEFFH TR
TR F AR L B BN AT AR R S T R, IR A H IR MR B S A AHOEG (K

BN FEMA e —UB/MUSR SR AR, BIBE & At BRAH SR AU O M43 9 S A i 2B Xk
B AR R RRREE NN IR, B, o EEEWAHREE,

28 >0 RSN THEE, WREERE 1-7 («) (0)) (Er—MABELE) LRTH
WE, WREE r=1, RRRKEANENRARER, REFERN r BWRE LML E/NRF/IME
REERMRX PN A GHFGT, REEERGEREE, RRTREEESAEREZRRNSE
(R IR

3 ETEARRERHRERE

T B U R R R BRI AR, AT AIRERM, FERAAE A E IR, &
BRI EZMIITHE ge Q. MBS FRAMILAR X Fn, FRRTHEEMN A R, #t
EMIEHR W, BIR R>W, REE= R ENIEIEH S,>0, B S, <W, WAHHREEE, BAHISRA
N 8,50, ZEREMFERECH

Rx+(q-x)S,-Wq; q>x

NOD= (W) g-S.(v-q); g<a 32
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DA R A RS EES F BO BTN R AR AT R E A, AR, RATEIEHER X 25
BRI R, TRERMARp (v,) o MIEEN 1 AESL 2, RATAT LUK RO 19 35 B B 03531

BN

__p(x)
w(xi)“maxip(xi)’ (6)
u(xi,qj): v(xi,qj)—mmxhqjv(xi,qj) o

maxxi,qjv(xi ,q;) —minxi,qju( %;,4;)
BUEH
BETHEE R=10, HENME W=4, BAHLRE S,=3, FRHHE S, =0, 7=HHER RS
fip (x,) HFR2 4G,

R2 FREROEE
Table 2 Probability of Product Demand

TR 1 2 3 4

1 1 1 1
Las 12 2 3 12

BERBLMIRERE, RIEX (5) AREETITHRITEEITXRAAE, 103K 3 P,

®3 S MTHEEFEHFIE
Table 3 Profit for each order quantity

ToRE
2851

1 2 3 4
1 6 3 0 -3
) ) 12 9 6

TR

3 ) 8 18 15
4 -6 4 14 24

FFIMACEE R, AU S MTRERHEFE (£4), NMEBUEFEEKRAITH
BIENEMITHE, B |

x4 S—MTERERHAEFE
Table 4 Expected profit for each order quantity

ITHRE
eS|

1 2 3 4

LA 3 2 €L
HAEEFIE 1 G 11 8

cxl.—

g =argmax,.y 5 54 2 o(%, p(x)=3 (8)

BT SRR AT S I AT AR R A, ROVRETERERMMREE, AAKX (1) f

& (2) (EWFMES) TLUESIEENRENEMITHER (RIUTHE) MEMEXNMELRER (A
7 RN R A 2R L R S AR oA e T B O B B WG A 7 R ) o

EiER (6) M (7), FREMXTBUREFG—MTHR BT RN A HR 5 MR 6 4,
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R®5 BRAEIARE
Table 5 Relative Likelihood of Demand

FR 1 2 3 4
: 1 1 1 1
LEs 12 2 3 12
; 1 2 1
AR UK BE 6 1 3 :
x6 TTHEMMNMHEEE
Table 6 Satisfaction Corresponding to Order Quantity
kR
Bl
1 2 : 3 4
2/5 3/10 1/5 1/10
. 4/15 3/5 172 2/5
TR E
2/15 7/15 4/5 7/10
0 1/3 2/3 1

RIER (1), AAIRBER =1, o=+ M =6 B, B—MTHEFMEHERIEL (TR
i), M%7 iR

R7T EMIEENEESREG (B%)
Table 7 Positive Focus Events for Each Order Quantity ( Demand )
ITHE
2551
1 2 3 4
EEEEMS (=1) 2 2 3 3
AR S (<p:%) 2 2 2 2
FEEEFH (e=6) 1 2 3 4

BITUSE o=1 RBIRITUH, AR (1) 25K max, ymin {7 (x), v (%, q)}. HiTHE ¢=1

HEREWN 1 0, BIERS ME6, TUES min {7 (x), u (v, @) =min{%, %}:é; GE )
PR SITHRE g=1 MHFREH2, 3, 4 WHW min {7 (), uw (x, ¢)} H, 2FAH %, %%noo BT DA
max, g min {7 (), u (6, @)} =max -, 15, &, 0 =k, WHEREN 2 MK min {7 (x), u (x, 0)

B, Bk, iTHRE ¢=1 HWEEREHEETRE 2, RBEMTUBIHTREN 2, 3, 4 REELSEMESH
=2, 3, 3,

BEE—MTREMNMIEESFNHE, RIEX6 MFE7, NTHBRAE—MTHRENIE & SEM4T
XERLHH R, 13 8 i,

®8 B MIKRENEEREHRXMENHREE
Table 8 Satisfaction for Positive Focus Events for Each Order Quantity
TR &
25

1 2 3 4
EERFEMF (p=1) 3/10 3/5 4/5 2/3
IEfE R (qo=%) 3/10 3/5 7/15 1/3
TFEEEEG (9=6) 2/5 3/5 4/5 1




-8- H oH 5 kK 2020 4F 6 A

ﬁ%ﬁxﬂ,ﬁﬁﬁ(D\%S\%7ﬂ%8ﬂuﬁﬂ§§ﬁw=%,lﬁ6ﬁ,%mﬂ%iﬁ%%

2, 3F3, BITUSE 0=6 HPUBRFFUH, BT =1, WX (2) BEH max, ,min {7 (5] (),
u (! (q), @)}, MiTHE ¢=1 B, BRI 7 THEFXN A ELERFFNFTRE 1, RIEFRS MRS,
mu%@mmw<w,uu,@}:mq%,a:%;ﬁ@,muﬁﬁﬁiﬁﬁq=zsﬁ4wm
min{m(x (), u (x(a), @)} B, HFH 2, 2 Lo Pl max, o min|m(x (), ula (), 0)] =

qu-i-3-%—l,mwwﬁiﬁsw%ﬁo@m,%m%Miﬁﬁ%3OMﬁ4ﬁ$%m%ﬁm

6> 537 6J 3
AUEH . SMRERERSMTRERPEFEEFH X —ITHE, AMEHRETRE; M52
XF, HTHEAREES AR EERN ZEMTRES N ERENEREN (FR), BMITHRERRT
X I B i S AR

4 SHitMEREE

1R Simon* B E X, WAEENBEEEN LB L T E:, —XELFAEME (substantive
rationality) ¥, A—REIEAHNE (procedural rationality) Mg, ATLAUEIUA B-& BB AR T
SERRFRME IR . X EEBE I A A AR R B A Bt A EE K PR B0 B R WU R ROT B IR A B, AR
SLUFRFFTZEEE, XRERET Bt RIS T 3RS . AN B PSR IS RS R G TS, R
BRSO LA R, BEENEGSRRERAT XN, 1755 B & E RS R EE R AR
YHRFWEBMTANBEEEM (BAEMN); RENFATREE SIS ER BERFEMT,

P R A B A, B R B MR E TR E A AR E N =2 AE R, Mohammed Fl
Schwall ® 5 1y, R4 —SLBA B BEIE AT LR At — 2005 SRR BN A AT E FHNSE (R4,
MES, ERRNEIAL) , ERMEMEREREISERGEM A MEER, MR, BRI
T—AHESIESE, B RRETN RS, O RASFEEEE, URNEREFRERESREEN D
PEFEIAESE, MDA RRIE B B s A0 A PSR

£ R PRI NS T B S S LR T S A0 A BRAL B BB LA, BT AR SR IR Y DR AR AR
BIERE FR—ASUEMRIRE, B EERTHERM TR, TERATISRIIRNELFF, XEDE
)RR R LR Y . A ARAO AR PR Y R PR SR IS A A B BE AL UG ) R B S E AR A
TAFHERIER, T BBt E B TR R AR R

SRR BT IT R, FIR A SRR, W IR a5 B B A 28 R 2 538 AT A RRAE T X
HATHIEEY , HAh, AP EEIE R T AT AR i f B R i 22 0] R A BT 50 S (L 7T RE i B SR, 1
mn, WEEBHHFERS | EHE s B LR & R 5T

SE k.
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Introduction to Focus Theory of Choice

Guo Peijun', Ma Xiuyan®
1. Faculty of Business Administration, Yokohama National University, Yokohama, Japan;

2. School of Economics and Management, Dalian University of Technology, Dalian 116024, China

Abstract: Focus Theory of Choice was proposed by Guo Peijun in 2019. This theory initially axiomatizes the
procedure rationality proposed by Professor Simon, who won the Nobel Prize in economics in 1978. Different from
the existing decision theories that are basically substantive rational and follow the weighed- sum framework, focus
theory of choice asserts that the decision maker chooses an alternative as an optimal one because this alternative has
the most salient event. According to this idea, the decision making procedure is divided into two steps: in the first
step, for each alternative, some specific event which is recognized as the most attractive or concerned event is
selected as the positive or negative focus of this alternative; in the second step, based on the foci of all alternatives,
a decision maker chooses a most-preferred alternative. Focus theory of choice handles decision making with risk or
under ambiguity or under ignorance within a unified framework and can resolves well-known anomalies, such as the
St. Petersburg, Allais, and Ellsberg paradoxes, and violations of stochastic dominance. This paper will briefly
introduce the basic ideas and characteristics of focus theory of choice and show how to determine the optimal
alternative based on this theory. A simple numerical example of newsvendor problem is used to illustrate the de-
tails.

Key words: Focus Theory of Choice; Procedural Rationality; Newsvendor Model



	管院108扫描 1.pdf
	管院108扫描 2.pdf
	管院108扫描 3.pdf
	管院108扫描 4.pdf
	管院108扫描 5.pdf
	管院108扫描 6.pdf
	管院108扫描 7.pdf
	管院108扫描 8.pdf
	管院108扫描 9.pdf
	管院108扫描 10.pdf
	管院108扫描 11.pdf
	管院108扫描 12.pdf

