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Prospect value model via cross judgm ents of basic prospects

LI Chun-haa DU Yuanwei LIU Chengming, CAIL:
School of M anagement Jiln Unwersity Changchun 130025 China

Abstract There are wo dravbacks in curren t nonparam etric methods for elicitng probab ility w eights (PW ).
One is no consileration of PW s beng nflienced by both pwbabilities and outcames due to the viewpont of
PW s being influenced only by probability The other is that there is nomeans of effectively con trolling sub jec-
tive pdgnent erwors due to less consideration of the naccurateness of subjective judgnents To overcane these
shortages a new mode of basic pwspect cwoss judgn ents ( BPCJ) for reflecting canp lex relations of pobabilr
ties and outcanes on PW s is presented by the thought of paiwise canparison. Based on BPCJs avalie-deter
m nation model for basic prospects and a ranking model for prospect choice are developed through an error
controllng optin ization technijue for subjective pdgnents The analysis resulls of numerical smulation show
that the pwspect rank ng derved by the app lication model is h ghly consistentw ith the rank ng of the dec ision-
maker’ s real preferences supposed to be known pror to the smulatbn, and that themodels can well overcane
the drawbacks as mentioned above

Key words pmospect theory, behavbral decisbnm aking basic prospect paiw ise canparison judgn ent
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