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4, Jdlais, S. and Pradier, P.C. 2005. The Allais Paradox and Its Immediate Consequences for Expected Utility
Theory. In Fontaine, P. and Leonard, R. (eds.), The Experiment in the History of Economics. London: Routledge
® | Jdlais, S. and Pradier, P.C. 2005. The Allais Paradox and Its Immediate Consequences for Expected Utility
Theory. In Fontaine, P. and Leonard, R. (eds.), The Experiment in the History of Economics. London: Routledge
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®. Peter C. Fishburn(1984), “Multiattribute Nonlinear Utility Theory”, Management Science, Vol.30, 1302

10 |saac Levi(1997), “ The Covenant of Reason: Rationality and the Commitments of Thought”, Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, pp. 185-216

. Prif E-admissible brif, JEHEE T ESHESL B, 43 7 5 RE A T BT SE O Jn A SR TR K,
ARV

-131-



WS S “Allais i

SR T A IR, “Allais f7i8 7 A4 32 200 B 915 0T B AE RS A TS B g i
BT, IXAEAFFAE SE R A S 06 R W B s (EU, A1 RV R L (1 B
M, BA RS MZEIER, & BN B A ERB S E R EM T A, L
o AN S P, Uk rl WL, “Allais P87 55 HASE R BE 2 1] IR OF 5 AR KRR A
R IR L R 2 T P D A o

IEAILE AR R, RS MAFE IR R IWF TS, — MR T o8 e BV e
Behit b, R NI AZ W BEAT PSR, Il @ VG B A A T 15 53—l SR A
A, I FA IR AATIAE S B A i o T PSR, X E AR P B IR A AR T
T, BEPERIR e BOE N2 se Bk, i HAL 5 B oS & IRpIREs, kRes e axt4
SEBIR IR A PR, RIS RV B L ORAUE T XA R Rl 2 B DA R R SR 56 5
AR PEFAR A AT RERE SE A BEVE R, T H AR AT RE P 1OE B, IAE SR i
R, AATATTREME PE B BRSO L, O AT S B2 o] R SREEA T it R 3t
W S T W R R, B0, RS REAESE . HILE R, ZHR “Allais
Prie” SRS B Z W, NAZX VSRR e PN ERE, 5IAILE A SR ok
SR ZOR T A (AN 2

SSB 24 H] BV M 55 BR 1R AL 23 ) AR PE IR PE IR 1 BE XS “Allais 12187 #2411 A
[l R k7%, NS AR A AR FE AR 18500 5 BRIV BPRE I BE AN A IRV G 25 6 A B ]
IR o EARBVEPE B RHA TE S DN M BEA R, ProRiEm AR mA—FE, (H2E
ATTRRAR SR AT PR SEAT A A 5 B PR Z R A3 A, B2 SR T oS o B ix — g, (R,
PRI R RAZ R AN ) SR BR AR R, DL G PEAN IR PP AN ]
Y XTI KT DTk, SXFE IR RE A BRIE IR A BEXT ANATTRO DR SRAT o it -, SCRE S PR A
YN TP R7S

B AEASCE AR T, Pl R AT TP AR LRI SR i Tk 2 AT SRR
MRS T2 ARSI, IR

B3

[1]. Robert J. Aumann (1962), “Utility Theory without the Completeness Axiom”, Econometrica, Vol.30, pp.
445-462.

[2]. Peter C. Fishburn (1968), “Utility Theory”, Management Science, Vol.14, pp. 335-378.

[3]. Peter C. Fishburn (1984), “Multiattribute Nonlinear Utility Theory”, Management Science, Vol.30, pp.
1301-1310.

[4]. Milton Friedman; L. J. Savage (1952), “The Expected Utility Hypothesis and The Measurability of Utility”,
The Journal of Political Economy, Vol.60, pp. 463-474.

[5]. Jerry Green (1987), “‘Making Book Against Oneself, The Independence Axiom, and Nonlinear Utility
Theory”, The Quarterly Journal of Economics, Vol.102, pp. 785-796.

[6]. S. Jalais, and P.C. Pradier (2005). “The Allais Paradox and Its Immediate Consequences for Expected Utility
Theory”. In Fontaine, P. and Leonard, R. (eds.), The Experiment in the History of Economics. London: Routledge,
pp. 25-64.

-132-



eS| Vol.5, No.3, 2007

[7]. Daniel Kahneman; Amos Tversky (1979), “Prospect Theory: An Anaysis of Decision under Risk”,
Econometrica, Vol.47, pp. 263-291.

[8]. Isaac Levi (1997), “The Covenant of Reason: Rationality and the Commitments of Thought”, Cambridge:
Cambridge University Press, pp. 185-216.

[9]. Mark J. Machina (1982), “‘Expected Utility Analysis' without the Independence Axiom”, Econometrica,
Vol .50, pp. 277-323.

[10]. Paul J. H. Schoemaker (1982), “The Expected Utility Model: Its Variants, Purposes, Evidence and
Limitations’, Journal of Economic Literature, Vol.20, pp. 529-563.

[11]. Uzi Segal (1988), “Does the Preference Reversa Phenomenon Necessarily Contradict the Independence
Axiom?’, The American Economic Review, Vol.78, pp. 233-236.

[12]. Chris Starmer (2000), “Developments in Non-Expected Utility Theory: The Hunt for a Descriptive Theory
of Choice under Risk”, Journal of Economic Literature, Vol.38, pp. 332-382.

[13]. Michael Weber (1998), “ The Resilience of the Allais Paradox”, Ethics, Vol.109, pp. 94-118.

Expected Utility Theory and “ Allais Paradox”
LiuHai-lin
Institute of logic and cognition, Sun Yat-sen University, Guangzhou 510275

Abstract: Expected utility theory is a traditiona model in decision analysis under risk and
uncertainty. Ramsey, Von Neumann and Morgenstern, Savage, Ancombe and Aumann construct
axioms for it respectively. However, expected utility theory is imperfect in representing the
decision analysis, especially in describing human’s actual decision-making. Many tests, such as
the famous example “Allais paradox”, indicate that human’s actual choices may frequently violate
expected utility theory. In this paper, we will first review the simple development of expected
utility theory, and introduce “Allais paradox” and some related paradoxes, then analyze the
reasons of “Allais paradox” and discuss how to settle this problem. Through the argument, we can
seethat “Allais paradox” has an important influence on the development of expected utility theory.
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-133-



