19 4 Vol. 19 No. 4

2016 4 JOURNAL OF MANAGEMENT SCIENCES IN CHINA Apr. 2016
)
12 2 3 1 4
(1. 210094; 2. 100084;
3. 210094; 4. 211106)
1 ( AY
~ )
: C936 DA : 1007 -9807(2016) 04 —0001 —15
0
( N
\ )
( AY
Al Al )
) ;2)
;3)
2-3 4-6
) D 2013 - 12 -24; : 2014 - 04 - 16.
: (71301075) ; ( BK20130770) ;
(21040072) ; (1501040A) ; “ »

( JGQN1401) .
(1982—) . Email: jianlau7550@ gmail. com



— 2 — 2016
1)
;2)
113-15 7 16 - 18
19 -22
7 -10
1
7 11-12
( \ \ )
; 23 -24
( )
( :80% 90%) ( .



1.1

16

U ={A, A, A; A, A}

D

&
C

&

Sk

S

S

S

100

(
QB50 16
5 1
100
1 100
Table 1 The result of “yes” answers from 100 experts
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Table 2 The final result of “yes” answers from 100 experts ( nine criteria)
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Abstract: To study the decision process when decision makers have different risk preferences a dynamic
strategy which classifies decision makers while approaching the solution is proposed. First effective attrib—
utes based on the similarity relationship of attribute values are extracted and weights are assigned to them ob-
jectively. Second decision makers’ type of risk preferences ( risk aversion risk neutral risk seeking) are
converged into step by step according to the decision activities. According to the possibility and similarity of
the interval numbers the prospect theory models are established. Then a suitable theoretical model is select—
ed in the process of information aggregation and ranking according to decision makers’ risk preferences. More—
over in order to maximize the fairness of the decision result we propose a new information fusion algorithm is
proposed when different types of decision makers exist at the same time. Finally the new approach is valida—
ted via realistic examples.

Key words: discrepancy; risk preferences; dynamic strategy; fairness; decision process



