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A Non- Expected Utility Model Based on Info- modification
ZHENG Zhen-long, HE Kai- hao
( Xiamen University, Xiamen 361009

Abstract: In this paper,

we review the shortcomings of the application of expected utility theory and its

improvements made by theoreticians- the development of non- expected utility theory, analyze the factors that affect

decision- makers’ judgments and information’ s modification for it,

conditional probability and info- modification,

construct a decision- weighted function base on

transform objective probabilities to subjective decision weights, then

develop a non-expected utility model based on these subjective decision weights. Such a model will betterinterpret

and forecast the insurance need and security investment behavior,

paper.

Key Words: decision weights; conditional Probability; info- modification,

which is also the next research focus of the

non- expected utility
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