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Abstract

The expected utility theory is the approach to measurement and utilization of qualitative, concep-
tual information. The subject of this paper is creation of stochastic algorithms for evaluation of
expert utility or value functions that give possibilities for development of value-driven decision
support on the base of stochastic programming. An expert-computer dialogue is modeled and it
realizes machine learning based on the Decision-maker’s preferences.
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Introduction

People preferences contain characteristics of uncertainty. The appearance of this uncertainty has
subjective and probabilistic nature. This makes difficult the mathematical incorporation of human
preferences in complex systems. The necessity of a merger of empirical knowledge with mathe-
matical exactness causes troubles. Possible approach for solution of these problems is the stochas-
tic approximation (Aizerman, Braverman, & Rozonoer, 1970; Pavlov, 1989, 2005). The uncer-
tainty of the subjective preferences could be viewed as a noise which can be eliminated as typical
for the stochastic approximation procedures. A main requirement of the stochastic assessment is
the analytical presentation of the qualitative nature of the human’s preferences and notions (Aiz-
erman et al., 1970; Keeney & Raiffa, 1976; Raiffa, 1968; Vapnik, 1982).

This article deals with stochastic algorithms for evaluation of Decision-maker’s (DM’s) expected
utility and value functions on the basis of expressed DM’s preferences.

Value function and value evaluation

We begin with the simplest case, the construction of value functions (Fishburn, 1970; Keeney &
Raiffa, 1976). Let X be the set of alternatives (XcR™). A “value” function is a function u*(.) for
which it is fulfilled (Keeney & Raiffa,
1976):

Material published as part of this publication, either on-line or ) " "
in print, is copyrighted by the Informing Science Institute. (%, y)EX', x FY) & (WFx)>u*(y). (1)
Permission to make digital or paper copy of part or all of these

b
works for personal or classroom use is granted without fee The DM’s preferences over X are ex-

provided that the copies are not made or distributed for profit pressed by ( F) The real expert value
or commercial advantage AND that copies 1) bear this notice function is denoted by u*(.). Let A«
1n_fu.11 and 2) give the full citation on the first page. It. is per- and By« are the sets Aw={(X,y)e R>/
missible to abstract these works so long as credit is given. To % « B m
copy in all other cases or to republish or to post on a server or (U*(x))>u*(y)}, Bu={(x, y)e R™/

to redistribute to lists requires specific permission and payment (u*(x))<u*(y)}. If there is a function
of a fee. Contact Publisher@InformingScience.org to request F(x,y) of the form F(x,y)=f(x)-(y),

redistribution permission.


mailto:yupavlov@clbme.bas.bg
mailto:yupavlov14@hotmail.com
mailto:Publisher@InformingScience.org

Preferences based Stochastic Value and Utility Function Evaluation

positive over A,-and negative over By, then the function f(x) is a value function equivalent to the
empirical DM’s function value u*(.). In the deterministic case it is true that A,-NB,-= (Aizer-

man, Braverman, & Rozonoer, 1970; Pavlov, 2005). The following recurrent procedure evaluate
the function F(x,y)=f(x)-f(y):

Foo (x,y) = Fu(X, y) + sign(sign(u* (Xn . 1) -0 * (Yar1 ) = SIg0(F o(Xa 4 1, Yas1 ))) X

2
X K((X, Y), (Xn+l s YHJrl ))
The function K((X,y),(Xn+1,¥n+1)) 1S @ symmetric one with regard to the variables (x,y). The follow-
ing is fulfilled for K((.,.),(.,.)):

K((%,),(Xn+1,¥n1))=P(Xnt1 X)FP(Y,Yn+1)- 3)
The function ®(x,y) fulfils:
D(x,y)=D(y,x), D(x,x)>D(x,y)>0, for V(x,y)e R*™, max |d>(x,x) | <C, CeR. (4)

A possible choice of the function ®(x,y) is (Aizerman, Braverman, E. & Rozonoer, 1970):

2
CI)(x,y)ze_a”x_ym ,(x,1) eRR" aeR,0>0. 5)

We need the following definition. A “learning sequence” is a finite sequence of points (x,y)e R*",
()15 (X,¥)25- - -5 (XY )ks- - -5(X,¥ ),....) Tfor which the DM’s preferences are expressed “a priori”-
((*(x))>u*(y)) or (u*(x))<u*(y)). Any point (x,y)e R of the “learning sequence” for which it
is fulfilled (sign(F"(x,y))#sign(u*(x)-u*(y))) is named “learning point”. Then the following
proposition is true.

Proposition 1: If the function F"(x,y) is constructed by the recurrent procedure (1) and (x,y) is a
“learning point” for F'(x,y) then (y,x) is a “learning point” for F"'(x,y) in the next (n+1)" step. It
is true that F**(x,y)= £*(x) - f*(y) at each (2k)™ step (F°(x,y)=0).

The proof is by recurrence. It is supposed that the “learning sequence” is uniformly distributed. It
is well known that the procedure (1) finishes for a finite number of steps (k) if (Ay="B,+==) and
((u*(x))-u*(y))>¢, ee R, £>0) (Novikoft’s theorem) (Aizerman, Braverman, & Rozonoer, 1970).
The function F*(x,y)=f>*(x)-f**(y) is positive over A, and the function f**(x) is an approximation
of the expert value, because the procedure (1) recognizes the ”learning sequence”. The algorithm
has the following explicit form:

' () =0 (x) +sign(sign(u™ (x ) —u* (y, ) sign(ul (x )~1'(y, ) @(x,x,) ~®(x,y ).

m 6
(v ,x )e D,D=A.B,., xeR". (6)

The following theorem determines a stopping rule for this algorithm (Aizerman, Braverman, &
Rozonoer, 1970).

Theorem 1: The value function u(.) constructed with procedure (1) recognizes correctly (1-
B)100% of the set A +UBy« (A+NBy=) with probability grater then (1-8), if after the /™ mis-

take (sign(u* (x,)—u*( ) # sign(u " ](xn) —u"" 1( AR))B the next (Ly+i) points are recognized
correctly (sign(u*(x")—u*(y )) = sign(u"~ 1(xn) —u" ¥)))- The learning points (x, y) e R"xR"
are uniformly distributed. The number L, fulfils the condition:
LYY
In(/—- p)

The convergence of the procedure (6) is discussed in (Aizerman, Braverman, & Rozonoer, 1970).

(7
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It is well known that the value function is determined in the ordinal scale. Such an approximation
u"(.) of the DM’s value u*(.) permits analytical determination of the extremal points (the most
preferred DM’s alternatives). The probabilistic case (A+NB#D) is discussed in Aizerman,
Braverman, and Rozonoer (1970) and Pavlov (1989, 2005).

Expected Utility Evaluation

More difficult is the utility evaluation. Let X be a set of alternatives and P is a subset of discrete
probability distributions over X. A utility function is any function u(.) for which it is fulfilled
(Fishburn, 1970):

(prq, (0.9 P*)e((u()dp > Ju(.)dq), pe P, ge P). (8)

According Von Neumann and Morgenstern the above formula means that the mathematical ex-
pectation of u(.) is a quantitative measure concerning the expert’s preferences for probability dis-
tributions P over X (Fishburn, 1970; Keeney & Raiffa, 1976; Raiffa, 1968). The DM’s prefer-
ences over P, including those over X, (XCP) are expressed by/( ). The "indifference" relation (®
is defined by ((x=y) & —( (x #y)v(x{ y) ). It is well known that the existence of an utility func-
tion u(.) over X determines the "preference" relation (t)asa negatively transitive and asymmetric
one (Fishburn, 1970):

Proposition 2: If ( F) is negatively transitive relation the "indifference" relation (=) is transitive.

Consequence: If the relation ( 1) is negatively transitive and reflexive the "indifference" relation
(=) is an "equivalence".

Every discrete probability distribution over X is called a "lottery". We mark the lottery as
<x,y,06>, where o is the probability of the appearance of the alternative x and (1-¢) - the probabil-
ity of the alternative y. The most used approach in assessment of the utility uses the following
comparisons: (z=<x,y, &) , where (x tz Fy) , o [0,1], (x,y,2)e X° (Farquhar, 1984; Keeney &
Raiffa, 1976; Raiffa, 1968). The weak points of these approaches are the so called “certainty ef-
fect” and “probability distortion” identified by Kahneman and Tversky (Cohen, & Jaffray, 1988;
Mengov, 2010). The determination of the best alternative x and the worst alternative y on condi-
tion that (x{z(y) where z is the analyzed alternative is not easy. The transitivity violations the "in-
difference" relation leads to the declinations in the assessments (Cohen, & Jaffray, 1988). They
explain the DM behaviour observed in the famous Allais Paradox that arises from the “independ-
ence” axiom (Fishburn, 1970):

(ptq, O<o<l(p.q.r) €P’) = (ap+(1-a)r) ¢ (og+(1-a)r)) . ©9)

Starting from the properties of the preference relation (F) and indifference relation (=) we propose
the next stochastic approximation procedure for evaluation of the utility function u(.). It is as-
sumed that (XcP), ((g,p)e P* = (og + (1-a)p)e P, for Ve [0,1]) and that the utility function
u(.) exists. We define two sets: A,«={(ax,y,z)/(cu*(X)+(1-0)u*(y))>u*(z)} and

B, ={(ox,y,z)/(cuw*(x)+(1-a)u*(y))>u*(z)}, where u*(.) is the DM’s empirical utility. The utility
function u(.) over X is determined with the accuracy of the affine transformation (interval scale),
according to the following proposition (Fishburn, 1970):

Proposition 3: If (xe X, (p(x)=1) = (peP))) and (¢, p)e P’ = (op+(1-a)q)e P, ac [0,1]) are
realized, then u(.) is defined with precision up to the affine transformation (u,(.)=ux(.))=
(u;()=au()+b , a>0Abe R).

The first condition can be interpreted as an expert’s opportunity to imagine every single alterna-
tive, the second condition - as an expert’s opportunity to report on the probability uncertainty of
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the results. This proposition allows decomposition of the multiattribute utility in to more simple
functions (Keeney & Raiffa, 1976).

The following proposition is in the foundation of the proposed stochastic approximation proce-
dures (Pavlov, 2005):

Proposition 4: We denote A, ={(0.,X, y, z)/(ccu(x)+(1-a)u(y))>u(z)}. If A, ;=A,; than
ul(.)=au2(.)+b, a>0.

Proposition 4 presents a possible approach to utility evaluation (approximation of the set Ay« )
(Aizerman, Braverman, & Rozonoer, 1970; Pavlov, 2005). The expert utilities could be evaluated
by “pattern recognition” of A« with a computer learning procedure using the DM’s preferences
(Aizerman, Braverman, & Rozonoer, 1970). The proposed machine learning is a probabilistic
pattern recognition (4,+NB,«#) and the utility evaluation is a stochastic approximation with
noise (uncertainty) elimination. Key element is the proposition 4.

The following presents the evaluation procedure:
The DM compares the "lottery” <x,y, > with the simple alternative z, ze Z ("better- 4

fexxy,z, =17, "worse-)j, fxy,z,)=-1" or ""can’t answer or equivalent- ~, f(x,y,z,)=0", f{(.)
denotes the qualitative DM answer ). This determines a learning point ((x,,2, @), f(x,y,2,®)). The

stochastic algorithm constructs the utility polynomial approximation M(X)=qu)i(x) (Aizerman,

1

Braverman, & Rozonoer, 1970; Pavlov, 2005):

+1 _ +1 +1 +1
el —c,.”+7n[f(f” (e (A ))}‘Pl.(t” ) (10)

Dy =, Y yE <40, Vn,y,>0.

In the formula the following notations (based on A,) are used: t=(x,y,z,t),
Vi()=wi(X,y,z,0)=0D;(x)+(1-0)D;(y)-Di(z), where (Pi(x)) is a family of polynomials. The line

above ;z(cn,‘l’(t)) means: (;, =1), if (y>1), (; =—1)if (y<-1) and (§ =vy)if

n
(-1<y<1). The ¢" take part in the decomposition g (x) = ZC,"(I),(X) and
i=1

(c", ¥Y()=0g"(x)+(1-)g"(y)—g"(z) =G"(x, y,z,) is a scalar product.
The mathematical procedure describes the following assessment process:

The DM relates the “learning point” (x,y,z,)) to the set A,- with probability D;(x,y,z,@) or to the
set By« with probability D,(x,y,z,@). The probabilities D(x,y,z, ) and D,(x,y,z, ) are mathematical
expectation of f{.) over 4, and B, respectively, (D;(x,y,z,)=M(f/x,y,z,0)) if M(f/x,y,z,0)>0),
(Da(x,y,z, =(-)M(f] x,p,z,0)) if M(f/x,p,z,0)<0). Let D'(x,y,z,) is the random value:

D'(x,y,z, =D (x,y,z,0) if M(f/x,y,z,0)>0); D'(x,y,z,)=(-Da(x,y,z,@)) if (M(fx,y,z,2)<0);

D'(x,y,z, =0 if (M(f/x,y,z,)=0). We approximate D'(x,y,z, ) by a function of the type :

G(x,y.z, 00=(og(x)H1-2)g(y)-g(2)), where g(x)=) cD(x). (11)

i

The coefficients ¢ take part in the polynomial approximation of G(x,y,z,@):
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N
G'(x,y,z,0) =(c", W) =0g"(x) +(1-)g"(») —g'(2) » g'(x) =D ! P,(x)-
i=1
The function G"(x,y,z,) is positive over A, and negative over B, depending on the degree of
approximation of D'(x,y,z,&). The approximation of the utility function u(.) is the function
£"(x). The stochastic procedure has the following explicate form:

Cin+lzcin+7/"|:Dv(tn+l)+§n+1_(cn’\{l (tn+l)):| lPi(th), (12)
Z 7/n:+<>o,z }/nZ <+oo,‘v’n,7/n> 0.

S =D, (13)

The stochastic convergence of the procedure is described and is analyzed in (Aizerman,
Braverman, & Rozonoer, 1970). The following theorem determines the convergence (Pavlov,
2005):

Theorem 2: We denote by (',...,7",..) a sequence of independent random vectors t=(x,y,z,0) with
one and the same distribution F. We suppose that the sequence of random values (§',£2,.,€",..) sat-
isfies the conditions: ~ M(E"/(x,,z,0),c" =0, M((E")*/( x,y,z,0),c")<d, de R. It is supposed that
the Euclidian norm of Y(#) is limited by a constant, |\¥(¢)|<8,60e R,0>0, for Vt,t=(x,y,z,a).

The convergence follows from procedure (10):

6" _ &y _
Jo (G (x, y,z,ax)) = M( f (V=D (1)dv) = [ J‘(V—D'(t))dv)dF YN

D'(¢) D'(t)

S (1)
— s inf j( j(V—D'(t))dv)dF : (14)
S(t)" o

In the theorem above p.p. denotes “almost sure” and M denotes mathematical expectation. The
functions S(¢) in the limits of the integral belong to L, (defined by the probability measure F) and
have the presentation described by formula (11). The integral J,.(G"(x, y,z «)) fulfills:

n

[ [(0-0 ()vdF > 1[G (0 -Dr (1)) aF -
=2

D'(t)

The proof is based on the “extremal approach” of the “potential function method” (Aizerman,
Braverman, & Rozonoer, 1970). The learning points ((x,y,z, ), f(x,y,z,&)) are set with a pseudo
random sequence.

The proposed procedure and its modifications are machine learning. The DM is comparatively
fast in learning to operate with the procedure: a session with 128 questions (learning points) takes

EE TS

approximately 45 minutes and requires only qualitative answers “yes”, “no” or “equivalent .

Assessment of the Empirical Risk and Modeling
of the Dialog DM-Computer

The empirical risk regarding Vapnik can be assessed with the function G"(x, y,z,&) (Vapnik,

1982). The utility function approximation g"(x)= Zch)i(x) is randomized between 0 and 1

i=1
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(proposition 3) and this causes the value abs(G"(x, y,z,)) to be limited by 1. The degree of

n
the approximation polynomial g(x) =ZC,~(D[ (%) is denoted by 7. The number of the “learning
i=1
points” (x,,z, @) in the learning sequence is denoted by (/). The “empirical” probability Pe(c;) is
assessed as (n,,//), where n,,is the number of wrong answers in the process of machine learning.
The probability P(c;) is the probability of possible “wrong recognition” by the computer on the

base of the constructed utility function. According to (Vapnik, 1982) the following is true:

1,50"
In(>>") = In(7) Puc)]
P(c;) < Pefc)) +2—1 8 11+ 1+ i = Pu(c). (15)
: In() = In(?)
n.

The above formula means that the probability P(c;) is smaller than the number Pu(c;) with
probability grater than (1-n) (in the case that (I>n)). Simple calculations show that this formula
is useful in the case of (/>1024). The presentation of the function G'(X, y,Zz,X) gives a hint that
this valuation could be improved. The full recognition is impossible because (A4,+N\B,«#D).

The dialogue between the expert and the computer was modelled, the expert being replaced
by a model function, the solid line in Figure 1 and Figure 2 (Pavlov, 2005).

1.2 1.2

ASSESSMENT,with;512 'Learningjpoints"
| | |

T T T T T T T
Assessment with 128 "learning points"

1 - -r——r--r- Y ey il

08 08 ] -

y o 3 ¥
06l — I _1_ f L _1_T] 06 ——-—- -+ ----------------Y---4
4

4
L3]S Y A5 A R L N O D 04— —— — — R i e

I
/ *‘Utilit;y Furlction'
o) R A L,,‘,,:,,,: ,,,,,,,,, 0.2 Y i et S A =

T |
; | |
I |
Opfebbaae/ \/ T _
1 | |
| |
1 1

-0.2

0.2 1
0 0.1 02 03 04 05 06 07 08 09 1

Figure 1: Evaluation, 128 “learning points” Figure 2: Evaluation, 512 “learning points”

In the modelling an additive noise determines the uncertainty in DM’s answers. Finally the expert
is modelled with the seesaw lines in Figure 1 and Figure 2. The learning points (x,y,z, ) are set
with a pseudo-random Lp, sequence.

Our approach permits assessment of the dependence of the utility function on probability. For this
purpose, we search for an polynomial approximation with procedure (10) of the kind u(x, ),
o< [0,1], xe X following Kahneman and Tversky (theory of prospects) (Mengov, 2010). The ex-

1
plicit formula of the utility function u(x) in this case is u(x) = Iu(x, a)do . Example of such
0

evaluated utility function u(x,) is shown in Terzieva, Pavlov, and Andreev (2007).
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Example of Application

Example of application is assessment of student’s preferences with respect to an exam form
(Terzieva, Pavlov, & Andreev 2007). The estimation of the preferences of a group of learners is
performed by a decision support system for estimation of individual’s utility functions developed
on the basis of the presented mathematical formulations and methods in an environment that con-
sists of Visual Studio, Visual Basic 6.0. The final calculations and graphics are performed in the
MATLAB environment.

The objective of this example is the evaluation of the student’s preferences for the form and style
of the exam. The examination (A) -form concerns the way of knowledge expression by a student:
“test” or “free expression”. The examination (B) - style regards student’s exam: “oral” and “writ-
ten” (Terzieva, Pavlov, & Andreev 2007). The possible criteria for the estimation of the prefer-
ences of students which satisfaction is the objective of the teacher during an examination are the
followings: (A)-“% test in relation to the entire examination material” (0% to 100%), illustrated
in Figure 3; (B)-“% time for written exam in relation to the whole time that is necessary for this
exam” (0% to 100%), illustrated in Figure 4 (Terzieva, Pavlov, & Andreev 2007). The seesaw
lines in Figure 3 and Figure 4 recognize correctly more then 95% of the answers.

12 12
10 P
10 F2
M A o5 %Ta;
~ 0% S F = L.
e = 2R
0 5 o
= =E
o4 (ﬁ? - “z.‘f
02 h. o
i 0z
L o &m0 & m Bl T TR TR TV TR R T T T 1
Bh FREE FORM DESCRIFTION %h W'RITTEM EZ LM
Figure 3: Utility f; (x) Figure 4: Utility f, (x)

Since the teacher accepts that the factors (A) and (B) are mutual independent in relation to “util-
ity”, the utility function has the following expression (Keeney, & Raiffa, 1976):

U(a,b)=K,*fi(a)+K,*f(b)+(1-K;-Ky) *(fi(a)*f2(b)), (a,be [0,100]%).

The determination of the coefficients K; and K, depends on the determination of fi(.) and f5(.).
This utility function is presented by the Figure 5 and Figure 6 (Terzieva, Pavlov, & Andreev
2007).
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Figure 5: Teacher Utility Figure 6: Partition of student’s group
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The Figure 6 illustrates the lines of identical preferences that show a way for partition the group
of students in subgroups in accordance with their identical preferences. We can determine to
which subgroup belongs a student through the construction of his fi(.) and f5(.). They are a source
for the determination of a,,,x and by, and U(amax,bmax) that shows the position of the student in
the space presented by Figure 6, i.e. the subgroup to which the student belongs.

Applications and discussions was carred out in Bulgarian Academy of Sciences in a continuous
succession in the area of the Decision support systems and Control theory (Pavlov, 1989, 2000,
2005).

Conclusions

The experiments confirm the applicability of the approach. The following points should be high-
lighted:

. After explaining the term "lottery", DM is relatively quick in learning the suggested
methods according his/her qualification level.

. The recurrent nature of the procedures facilitates their computer implementations (the
questions are similar and require only qualitative answers).

. This method permits practical use of expert information, value or utility functions and the
evaluation is machine-learning based on DM’s preferences.

. The suggested approach can be regarded as a realization of the prescriptive decision mak-
ing approach.

The utility function is an abstraction presented in the limits of the normative approach, the axio-
matic systems of Von Neumann. In the paper is revealed the existence of a mathematical expecta-
tion measured in the interval scale on the base of the DM’s preferences (proposition 4 - If
A=Ay, than u(.)=auy(.)+b, a>0). This mathematical expectation could be interpreted as an ap-
proximation of the expected utility function.
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