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Abstract

We study a sufficiently general regret criterion for choosing between two probabilistic lotteries.

For independent lotteries, the criterion is consistent with stochastic dominance and can be made

transitive by a unique choice of the regret function. Together with additional (and intuitively

meaningful) super-additivity property, the regret criterion resolves the Allais’ paradox including

the cases were the paradox disappears, and the choices agree with the expected utility. This super-

additivity property is also employed for establishing consistency between regret and stochastic

dominance for dependent lotteries. Furthermore, we demonstrate how the regret criterion can be

used in Savage’s omelet, a classical decision problem in which the lottery outcomes are not fully

resolved. The expected utility cannot be used in such situations, as it discards important aspects

of lotteries.
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I. INTRODUCTION

The history of expected utility theory (EUT) started with Bernoulli’s work resolving the

St. Petersburg paradox [1]. Several axiomatic schemes for EUT are known [2, 3]. Currently,

EUT has applications in a wide range of fields, including economics [4], psychology [5],

evolutionary game theory [6], and general artificial intelligence [7].

EUT shows how to choose between two lotteries [2–4]:

(x, p) =





x1 x2 ... xn

p1 p2 ... pn



 , (y, q) =





y1 y2 ... yn

q1 q2 ... qn



 , (1)

∑n

k=1
pk =

∑n

k=1
qk = 1, (2)

where (p1, ..., pn) and (q1, ..., qn) are (resp.) the probabilities of monetary outcomes

(x1, ..., xn) and (y1, ..., yn) within each lottery. EUT proposes the following functional for

each lottery [2–4]:

V (x, p) =
∑n

i=1
u(xi)pi, (3)

where u(xi) is the utility of the monetary value xi. EUT recommends choosing in (1) the

first lottery, if V (x, p) > V (y, q).

Experiments revealed problems with EUT and its axiomatic foundations. In particular,

several classic experiments cannot be explained by EU for any choice of the utility function

u(.) in (3) [8, 9]. People generally choose in contradiction to EUT, violating the independence

axiom, one of four axioms of the von Neumann-Morgenstern formulation of EUT [2]. The

most prominent example of this is Allais’s paradox [8], where each human subject chooses

between two lotteries. The prospect theory [10, 11], and rank-dependent utility theory

[12, 13] discarded the independence axiom, and proposed functionals similar to V (x, p) in

(3), where instead of probabilities pi one employs weights πi that generally depend both on

(p1, ..., pn) and (x1, ..., xn). Refs. [4, 5, 9] discuss these and other alternatives to EUT.

There are also other situations where EUT does not apply. EUT cannot be used directly

when the lottery outcome remains uncertain even after the lottery choice has been made. A

good example of this situation is the decision problem known as Savage’s omelet [3]. In our

knowledge, this problem has never been studied from a viewpoint of EUT’s inapplicability.

As we show below, both Allais’ paradox and Savage’s omelet can be resolved by the regret

theory (RT), which is one of the alternatives of EUT. The main difference of RT compared
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to EUT is that RT does not operate with a value functional for a single lottery. Instead it

counter-factually compares two lotteries. RT has an intuitive emotional appeal, and it is

also related to cognitive aspects of decision making [14]. RT was first proposed by Savage in

minimax form [3] [see [15] for an update of this approach], and later brought to its current

form in [16, 17]; see [9, 18] for a review. Ref. [16] extended the regret to independent lotteries

and noted its potential in explaining Allais’ paradox. Ref. [16] also analyzed transitivity,

common ration effect, and preference reversals. Functional forms involving two lotteries

were given axiomatic foundation in [19]. An axiomatic formulation of regret was attempted

in [20].

This work has three purposes. First, we want to show how Allais’ paradox is solved by a

transitive and super-additive RT. People mentioned regret in the context of Allais’ paradox

[see e.g. [5, 14, 16]], but so far no systematic and complete solution of this paradox was pro-

vided. Our solution is rather complete, because it also predicts conditions under which the

paradox does not hold. Both transitivity and super-additivity have transparent meaning for

regret theories in general. We do clarify their applicability range. This is especially impor-

tant for transitivity, because generally regret theories do not lead to transitive predictions

[21].

Second, we prove that the transitive and super-additive regret theory is consistent with

the stochastic dominance criterion [2]. Stochastic dominance is a useful tool, but it does not

apply to comparing any pair of lotteries. The previous literature in this direction is mostly

negative showing that regret-based approaches violate first order stochastic dominance [22,

23] 1. Third, we demonstrate—using as an example Savage’s omlet problem—that RT can

recommend choosing between lotteries with not resolved outcomes, a task which cannot be

consistently addressed by EUT.

The paper is organized as follows. Section II is devoted to regret functional for indepen-

dent lotteries and some of its properties related to the expected utility. In decision making

theory the functional form is frequently derived from axiomatic foundation. In contrast,

here we first introduce the functional considered, then derive its properties. Section III is

devoted to Allais’ paradox and its relations to other concepts. Stochastic dominance abid-

1 Ref. [22] analyzed relations between RT and stochastic dominance for a specific case. This analysis is based

on more general formulation of first order stochastic dominance that compares cumulative distribution

functions. Here we focus on the simplest version of stochastic dominance.
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ance is considered in section IV. Section V analyzes Savage’s omelet problem, identifies an

aspect that prevents the applicability of the expected utility theory, and solves this problem

via the regret. We summarize in the last section.

II. REGRET AND ITS FEATURES

A. Axioms of Expected Utility Theory (EUT)

We remind the four axioms of EUT (3)—completeness, transitivity, continuity, indepen-

dence—since they will motivate our further consideration. First of all one introduces a

preference relation �, and indifference relation ∼ between the lotteries (1), where ∼ means

that both � and � hold. When comparing two lotteries in (1) we sometimes assume (with-

out loss of generality) the same outcomes: {xk = yk}nk=1. If they are initially different, we

can introduce suitable zero-probability events and make them identical.

1. The completeness axiom states that any pair of lotteries in (1) can be compared:

(x, p) � (x, q) or (x, q) � (x, p) or (x, q) ∼ (x, p), (4)

where (x, p) � (x, q) means that lottery (x, q) is not preferred to (x, p).

2. The transitivity axiom states:

(x, p) � (x, q) � (x, r) means (x, p) � (x, r), (5)

3. The continuity axiom states for any three lotteries

(x, p) � (x, q) � (x, r) implies (x, q) ∼ (x, αp+ (1− α)r), (6)

for some α ∈ [0, 1]. This axiom implies continuity of the value function to be deduced from

the four axioms.

4. The independence axiom—also known independence of irrelevant alternatives or the

sure-thing principle—claims that combining each of two lotteries with any fixed one will not

alter the preferences [5, 24]:

(x, p) � (x, q) means (x, αp+ (1− α)r) � (x, αq + (1− α)r), (7)

where the irrelevant alternative is (x, r). Eq. (7) is among the most controversial axioms in

decision theory and has triggered many debates [5, 24]; see in this context also Appendix
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B, where we explain why specifically the meaning of (7) can be ambiguous. Ref. [25] briefly

reviews its current status with counter-examples. Experimental studies showed violations

of (7), with some concerns on whether these violations are systematic [5].

B. Definition of regret

The regret defines a counterfactual outcome-wise comparison between the lotteries (1)

using certain ideas of EUT. Hence for particular cases it would coincide with the decision

criterion of EUT. The utility function u(x) is assumed to exist beforehand and known to

the decision-maker [5].

Assume that (y, q) is chosen and its outcome yj is found. The decision-maker compares

this outcome with what would be found if (x, p) would be taken and defines:

R(x, p; yj) ≡
∑n

i=1
f(u(xi)− u(yj))pi, (8)

where u(x) is the utility function, and f(x) is a function holding

f(x ≥ 0) ≥ 0, f(x ≤ 0) ≤ 0, f(0) = 0. (9)

In particular, R(x, p; yj) > 0 (positive regret), if xi > yj. Generally, f(x) accounts for both

regret and appreciation. We get a pure regret (appreciation), if f(x ≤ 0) = 0 (f(x ≥ 0) = 0).

Since (x, p) was not actually chosen, its outcomes are not known; hence the averaging in

(8). Moreover, once the decision-maker keeps on choosing (y, q) and explores all its outcomes

according to their probabilities, the average of (8) reads:

R(x, p; y, q) ≡
∑n

j=1
qjR(x, p; yj) =

∑n

i,j=1
f(u(xi)− u(yj))piqj , (10)

where (10) already assumed that the events (yj, xi) are independent, i.e. their joint prob-

ability is qjpi. This additional information is to be provided for unambiguous definition of

lotteries in (1).

Note that (8, 10) are asymmetric with respect to the lotteries (1), because (y, q) is actually

chosen, while (x, p) is reasoned counter-factually given this choice. The regret preference

�reg is defined as [9, 16–18]

(x, p) �reg (y, q) iff R(y, q; x, p)− R(x, p; y, q) =
∑n

i,j=1
g(u(yj)− u(xi))piqj ≤ 0, (11)
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where

g(x) ≡ f(x)− f(−x), (12)

is anti-symmetric and monotonic:

g(x) = −g(−x), (13)

g(x) ≥ g(y) for x ≥ y. (14)

The meaning of R(y, q; x, p) − R(x, p; y, q) ≤ 0 is that (x, p) is preferred if its leads to a

smaller average regret. For a particular case

g(x) = ax, a > 0, (15)

where a is a constant, we revert from (11) to the expected utility. Note that (15) is achieved

for various functions f(x); e.g. f(x) = ax/2 or f(x) = amax[x, 0].

The above definition generalizes for a non-trivial joint probability P (xi, yj) of (xi, yj) with

∑n

i=1
P (xi, yj) = qj ,

∑n

j=1
P (xi, yj) = pi. (16)

Now pi in (8) should be replaced by conditional probability P (xi|yj), which is reasonable for

a counter-factual reasoning, and instead of (8–11) we have

R(x, p; yj) ≡
∑n

i=1
f(u(xi)− u(yj))P (xi|yj), (17)

R(x, p; y, q) ≡
∑n

j=1
qjR(x, p; yj) =

∑n

i,j=1
f(u(xi)− u(yj))P (xi, yj), (18)

(x, p) �reg (y, q) iff
∑n

i,j=1
g(u(yj)− u(xi))P (xi, yj) ≤ 0. (19)

In particular, the outcomes in (16) can refer to the same states of nature [2, 20, 24]. This

implies

P (xi, yj) = piδij , i, j = 1, ..., n, (20)

where δij is the Kroenecker delta, and where {pi = qi}ni=1 are the probabilities for those

unknown states of nature; see section V for details.

C. Two propositions about regret

Note that for the regret preference relation (11) we can take lotteries (1) to have the same

outcomes, xk = yk, using the same argument as before (4). Now the completeness axiom

(4) obviously holds for �reg. The continuity axiom is valid as well.
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Proposition 1. For the regret preference relation (11)

(x, p) �reg (x, q) �reg (x, r) implies (x, q) ∼reg (x, αp+ (1− α)r), (21)

for some α ∈ [0, 1]. Working out the last relation in (21) we find

α = B/(A+B) ∈ [0, 1], (22)

A =
∑n

i,j=1
piqjg(u(xi)− u(xj)) ≥ 0, B =

∑n

i,j=1
riqjg(u(xj)− u(xi)) ≥ 0, (23)

where (23) follows from first and second relations in (21).

It is known that �reg violates transitivity for a general choice of f(x) [21]. In particular,

the transitivity is violated under (20) [26]; e.g. for the same states of nature. Transitivity

violation is not necessarily a drawback, since there are arguments for involving non-transitive

choices even in normative choices [27]. Ref. [28] shows that for the most general form of

regret there exist models not violating transitivity.

Let us now provide a sufficiently complete solution for the transitivity of �reg. First, we

show that �reg will be transitive for a particular choice of f(x) in (11). Define

f(x) = b(ax − 1), (24)

where a > 0 and b > 0. Eq. (9) holds. Now (x, p) �reg (x, q) amounts to

v(p)w(q) ≥ v(q)w(p), (25)

v(p) ≡
∑n

i=1
au(xi)pi > 0, w(q) ≡

∑n

i=1
a−u(xi)qi > 0. (26)

Eqs. (25, 26) imply that with the choice (24), �reg is transitive. Fisburn’s theorem on

transitivity [29] shows that (24) is also necessary for transitivity.

Proposition 2. The regret preference relation �reg given by (11) preserves transitivity

iff (24) holds.

Returning to (4–7) we see that only the independence axiom can be violated by �reg; see

below for more details.

III. SOLVING ALLAIS’ PARADOX WITH REGRET

There was a great deal of attention focused on Allais’ paradox as one of the major

systematic violations of EUT [5, 8–11, 30]. Regret theory is mentioned in the context of
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Allais’s paradox [5, 14, 16], but no systematic solution of the paradox via the regret theory

was so far provided. We show below that this solution can be achieved by respecting the

transitivity and that it does provide an important constraint on the form of g(x) in (11, 12).

Consider the standard formulation of the Allais’ paradox [5, 8]. A decision make is

choosing between the following two lotteries [cf. (1)]:

I ≡





1

1



 , II ≡





0 1 5

0.01 0.89 0.1



 , (27)

and then between

III ≡





0 1

0.89 0.11



 , IV ≡





0 5

0.9 0.1



 , (28)

where the monetary outcomes in (27, 28) are normally given in millions of $.

There are 4 possible outcomes here: (I, III), (I, IV), (II, III), (II, IV), where (I, III) means

choosing I in (27) and III in (28). Choosing (I, III) or (II, IV) is consistent with the EUT;

e.g. (I, III) is achieved if u(1) < u(5) and u(1) ≈ u(5). In contrast, most of people take

(I, IV) thereby violating the expected utility theory (EUT) [5].

Applying preference relation (11) to the choice (I, IV), we will find an important and

intuitive condition for function g(x). Now I �reg II reads from (11):

0.01 · g(u(0)− u(1)) + 0.1 · g(u(5)− u(1)) < 0. (29)

Since g(x) is an increasing function [cf. (14)], (29) implies

u(5)− u(1) < u(1)− u(0). (30)

Thus (30)—which can be realized with a concave function u(x) and hence relates to risk-

aversion—is a necessary condition for (11) to explain Allais’ paradox. Likewise, demanding

IV �reg III in (28) we get

0.089 · g(u(5)− u(0))− 0.099 · g(u(1)− u(0)) + 0.011 · g(u(5)− u(1)) > 0 (31)

Taking the difference of (31) and (29) we get

−0.089 · g(u(5)− u(0)) + 0.089 · g(u(1)− u(0)) + 0.089 · g(u(5)− u(1)) < 0,

yielding

g(u(5)− u(0)) > g(u(1)− u(0)) + g(u(5)− u(1)). (32)
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Now (32) is the second necessary condition for solving Allais’s paradox. Taking (32) and

(29) together is necessary and sufficient for solving the paradox. It is intuitively clear what

(32) means. The decision maker is more impressed (i.e. experiences more regret) with the

difference u(5) − u(0), than with this difference u(5) − u(0) = u(1) − u(0) + u(5) − u(1)

coming in two separate pieces: u(1) − u(0) and u(5) − u(1). We rewrite (32) as a more

general condition:

g(x+ y) ≥ g(x) + g(y), x ≥ 0, y ≥ 0, (33)

which is the super-additivity (in positive domain) for g(x). Noting from (13) that g(0) = 0,

we recall that any convex function g(x) with g(0) = 0 is super-additive 2. A simple example

of a function that is easily shown to be super-additive, but is not convex is g(x) = x e−x−2

[31]. Indeed, d2

dx2 g(x) = 2 e−x−2

x−5(2 − x2), i.e. g(x) is concave (convex) for x >
√
2

(
√
2 > x > 0) 3. We formulate our results as follows.

Proposition 3. Allais’s paradox can be explained by regret, if and only if function g(x)

in (11) is strongly super-additive for some values in positive domain.

Example. We take the transitive regret and logarithmic utility [cf. (13, 24)]

g(x) = sinh

(

x

β

)

, u(x) = ln

(

x

γ
+ 1

)

, (34)

where β > 0 and γ > 0 are positive parameters that characterize the decision maker. Here

γ > 0 defines the threshold of the concave (risk-averse) utility u(x) (u(0) = 0), because only

for x
γ
≪ 1 we have u(x) ≃ 0. In a sense, γ defines the initial money, since only for x

γ
& 1 the

decision maker will care about money. Likewise, β has a similar meaning of threshold, but

for the regret function: if x
β
≪ 1, then g(x) = sinh( x

β
) ≃ x

β
is effectively in the regime EUT.

Now g(x) in (34) holds super-additivity condition (33), since sinh(0) = 0 and

d2

dx2 sinh(x) = sinh(x) ≥ 0 for x ≥ 0; hence (32) holds. For solving Allais’ paradox we

need to look at condition (29), which from (34) amounts to

γ < ζ(β), (35)

ζ(β → ∞) = 5−10, ζ(1) = 0.021, ζ(β → 0) = 1/3. (36)

2 This fact should be known, but let us present its short proof. First note that g(tx) ≤ tg(x) for 0 < t < 1 due

to g(t(x)+(1−t)·0) ≤ tg(x)+(1−t)g(0) = tg(x). Next, g(x)+g(y) = g

(

(x+ y) x

x+y

)

+g

(

(x+ y) y

x+y

)

≤
x

x+y
g(x+ y) + y

x+y
g(x+ y) = g(x+ y).

3 Ref. [20] mentioned the super-additivity condition in the context of regret. Ref. [16] employed convexity

(concavity) features of regret functional, but without any definite reason.
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Hence ζ(β) changes from 5−10 to 1/3, when β moves from ∞ to 0. Let us focus on γ < 0.021

in (36). We know that (27, 28) are to be given in millions of $. Hence we multiply both

x and γ in u(x) = ln(x
γ
+ 1) by 106, and reach the following conclusion: starting from the

initial money ≥ 21000 $ the decision maker will behave according to the expected utility

and choose lotteries (II, IV) in (27, 28). The interpretation of the other two values of ζ(β)

in (36) is similar. Note in this context that 5−10 is equivalent to 5−10 × 108 ≃ 10 cents.

It is reported that with smaller outcomes—not millions of $ in (27, 28)—Allais’ paradox

need not hold [32–34]. Other authors note that when shifting all outcomes in (27, 28) with

the same substantial positive amount, Allais’ paradox will not hold (aversion of ”0” outcome)

[35]. The scheme given by (34) handles both experimental results.

Remark 1. The super-additivity (33) of g(x) (and its ensuing relations with convexity)

does not relate to risk-aversion and risk-seeking, as defined via utility u(x). To understand

this, compare the following two lotteries:





x

1



 and





x− ǫ x+ ǫ

0.5 0.5



 , ǫ > 0. (37)

Now the first (certain) lottery is regret-preferable compared with the second (uncertain)

lottery if g(u(x)−u(x− ǫ)) > −g(u(x)−u(x+ ǫ)), which is achieved due to a monotonically

increasing g(x), and concavity of u(x); i.e. the risk-aversion at the level of the utility.

Likewise, the convexity of u(x) (risk-seeking utility) will lead to preferring the uncertain

lottery.

Remark 2. Note that the regret is invariant with respect to u(x) → u(x) + a, where a

is arbitrary, but it is not invariant with respect to u(x) → bu(x), where b > 0; see e.g. the

very example (34). After transformation u(x) → bu(x), one can redefine gb(x) = g(bx) such

that the regret stays invariant. This redefinition respects transitivity and super-additivity

of g(x).

Remark 3. Recall that the independence axiom (7) (or the axiom of irrelevant alter-

natives) is the main axiom of EUT violated by the regret theory. Allais’ paradox can be

reformulated in such a way that the presence of this axiom is made obvious. To this end
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one writes (27, 28) as

I =





1 1 1

0.01 0.1 0.89



 , III =





1 1 0

0.01 0.1 0.89



 , (38)

II =





0 5 1

0.01 0.1 0.89



 , IV =





0 5 0

0.01 0.1 0.89



 . (39)

We emphasize that I and II in (38, 39) (as well as III and IV) refer to independent events.

It is seen that I and II have the common last column ( 1
0.89

), while for III and IV the

common last column is ( 0
0.89

). These last columns (i.e. the corresponding outcomes with

their probabilities) plays the role of independent alternatives. If they are deemed to be

irrelevant, e.g. ( 1
0.89

) is irrelevant when deciding between I and II, then I becomes equivalent

to III, and II is equivalent to IV. Hence one takes either (I, III) or (II, IV). Note that this

reasoning is more general than appealing directly to the axiom (7), since this mathematical

axiom does not specify the interpretation of the mixture model αp+(1−α)r; see Appendix

B for details.

If experimental subjects are presented Allais’ lotteries in the form (38, 39), then majority

of them behave according to EUT than for (27, 28) [5]. Naturally, for the regret (11) the

difference between (38, 39) and (27, 28) is absent. Hence these subjects did not use the

regret theory in their decision making.

IV. REGRET AND STOCHASTIC DOMINANCE

For lotteries (1) with independent probabilities, a clear-cut definition of superiority is

provided by the stochastic dominance �sto [2]. Recall its definition: we assume 4 that

xk = yk in (1) hold with

xi < xj for i < j. (40)

Now define [2]

(x, p) �sto (x, q) iff
∑k

i=1
pi ≤

∑k

i=1
qi for k = 1, .., n. (41)

4 This assumption of identical outcomes is not necessary, since the stochastic dominance can be formulated

more generally. We do not focus on this general definition, since it is equivalent to the situation, when

the outcomes are made the same by increasing their number via adding zero-probability events; cf. the

discussion before (4).
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Recall that the utility u(x) in (11) is an increasing function of x. Stochastic dominance does

not depend on a specific form of the utility u(x) in (11) provided that it is an increasing

function of x, as we assume. This is an advantage of stochastic dominance. Its weakness

is that it clearly does not apply to all lotteries, i.e. the completeness axiom (4) is violated.

Indeed, it is sufficient to violate (41) for one value of k, and this will make �sto inapplicable.

A related weakness is that its applicability is not stable with respect to small variations of

outcomes. To see this, assume that (40, 41) hold and perturb y1 = x1 → y′1 < x1. Even a

small variation of this type violates condition (41) for k = 1.

Regret and stochastic dominance do not contradict each other, as the following proposi-

tion shows.

Proposition 4. (x, p) �sto (x, q) implies (x, p) �reg (x, q) defined from (11). The proof

is given in Appendix A.

Note that Proposition 4 does not require any specific feature of g(x) apart of (13, 14).

However, it does require independent probabilities for the lotteries, as implied by (11).

Lotteries with independent probabilities have vast but still limited range of applications.

Even within the framework of initially independent lotteries, one can envisage new dependent

lotteries for which the regret is given via (19). For dependent lotteries the relation between

regret and stochastic dominance is partially explained by the following proposition.

Proposition 5. For the joint probability P (xi, xj) given by (16), let us define the

marginal probabilities {pi}ni=1 and {qj}nj=1, as well as deviation of P (xi, xj) from piqj:

pi :=
∑n

j=1
P (xi, xj), qj :=

∑n

i=1
P (xi, xj), (42)

θi,j := P (xi, xj)− piqj, (43)
∑n

i=1
θi,j =

∑n

j=1
θi,j = 0, |θi,j | ≤ piqj . (44)

Then if g(x) is super-additive on positive domain [see (33)] and if

θi,j ≥ θj,i, for i > j, (45)

one has that (x, p) �sto (x, q) defined via (40, 41) leads to (x, p) �reg (x, q) in the sense of

(19).

Thus the super-additivity of g(x) plus condition (45) make the regret consistent with the

stochastic dominance. The proof of Proposition 5 is given in Appendix C.
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V. SAVAGE’S OMELET IS SOLVED VIA THE REGRET THEORY

Eq. (1) with {pk = qk}nk=1 can refer to the to the decision model which assumes that at

the moment of action-taking there is an uncertain state of nature (environment) Sk to be

realized from {Sk}nk=1 with probabilities {pk}nk=1, which are known to the decision maker

[2, 24]. Sk are called states of nature, since their future realization is independent from

the action taken, but an action A (B) in a state Sk leads to consequences with monetary

outcome xk (yk) and utilities u(xk) (u(yk)) [2, 24]; cf. (1, 20).

The following classic decision problem is described in [3]: A decision maker has to finish

making an omelet began by his wife, who has already broken into a bowl five good eggs. A

sixth unbroken egg is lying on the table, and it must be either used in making the omelet,

or discarded. There are two states of the nature: good (the sixth egg is good) and rotten

(the sixth egg is rotten), which do not depend on the actions A1, A2 and A3 of the decision

maker.

A1: break the sixth egg into the bowl.

A2: discard the sixth egg.

A3: break the sixth egg into a saucer; add it to the five eggs if it is good, discard it if it

is rotten.

The consequences of the acts can be written as lotteries:

A1 =





u−5 u6

p 1− p



 , A2 =





u5 u5 + z

p 1− p



 , A3 =





u5 + w u6 + w

p 1− p



 , (46)

where p (1− p) is the objective probability for the sixth egg to be rotten (good), u6 (u5) is

the utility of the six-egg (five-egg) omelet, u−5 < 0 is the utility of five spoiled eggs and no

omelet whatsoever, w < 0 is the utility of washing the saucer, and z < 0 is the utility of the

good egg being lost. 5

Now looking at the consequences of A2, we see that—in contrast to A1 and A3—acting A2

does not resolve the uncertain state of nature: once the egg is discarded, the decision maker

will not know (without additional actions), whether it was rotten or good. Put differently,

utility z is not obtained after acting A2, and cannot be obtained without additional actions.

5 The concrete utilities of washing the saucer may differ depending on the state of the sixth egg. We,

however, neglect this difference. Also, for simplicity w was simply added to u5 and u6.

13



Calculating the expecting utility of A2 in the usual way as pu5 + (1 − p)(u5 + z) does not

apply, because it disregards this aspect A2. It is natural to take the expected utility as

pu5 + (1 − p)u5 = u5 (i.e. once z is not obtained, it is not included), but then comparing

with expected utilities of A1 and A3, we see that the parameter z will appear nowhere.

Hence, we suggest that the expected utility does not apply to comparing A2 with the other

two actions.

Employing in (46) the reasoning of regret [cf. (8, 18, 20)] does take into account the

difference between A2 and the other two actions. Let us for example calculate the regret

about not taking A1 once A2 has been taken:

R(A1, A2) = pf(u−5 − u5) + (1− p)f(u6 − u5). (47)

This expression does not contain z, since the uncertain state of nature was not resolved after

acting A2, i.e. after acting A2 the obtained utility is u5.

On the other hand, acting A1 resolves the uncertainty about the state of nature. Hence

the regret of not taking A2, once A1 was acted reads:

R(A2, A1) = pf(u5 − u−5) + (1− p)f(u5 + z − u6), (48)

i.e. once A1 is taken and the egg is rotten (good), then the decision maker already knows

that if A2 would be taken, then the egg will turn out rotten (good). It is seen that (48)

contains z (the utility of discarding a good egg), while (47) does not. Now

A1 �reg A2 iff R(A2, A1) ≤ R(A1, A2), (49)

where R(A2, A1) − R(A1, A2) does feel the parameter z. As an example of (49) consider

f(x) = x [cf. the discussion after (15)]:

p(u5 − u−5) < (1− p)(u6 − u5 −
z

2
). (50)

where we recall that u6 > u5 > u−5 and z < 0. We can naturally assume u5−u−5 > u6−u5 >

0 under which (50) is non-trivial even for p = 1/2. Note that the formal application of the

expected utility will claim that A1 is preferred over A2 for p(u5−u−5) < (1−p)(u6−u5−z),

which is clearly different from (50). This is not just a different outcome; rather, the expected

utility does not apply.

14



VI. SUMMARY

This paper studied regret functionals over the utility differences of two probabilistic lot-

teries; see section II. There are various types of lotteries, from independent to fully dependent

that refer to the same state of nature. The regret functional compares the lotteries counter-

factually taking notice of their probabilities. For particular cases, the regret reverts to the

expected utility. More generally, it does not satisfy the independence (from irrelevant al-

ternatives) axiom of the expected utility, also known as the sure thing principle. This not

satisfying is by itself non-trivial and is explored in Appendix B. In contrast to the expected

utility, the regret is also generally not invariant with respect to multiplying the utility by

a positive number. It is also due to these two differences compared to the expected utility

that the regret is efficient for explaining and resolving Allais’s paradox; see section III. The

resolution demands a non-trivial features of the regret functional, viz. its super-additivity,

which does make an intuitive sense. We show that the regret functional can be chosen such

that the regret-ordering holds transitivity. In particular, Allais’s paradox can be resolved via

a transitive regret, and this resolution provides a consistent account of changes in monetary

outcomes.

We devoted a special attention to relations between (the first-order) stochastic dominance

and the regret-preference; see section IV. The former ordering is normatively appealing, but

it is incomplete, since not every two lotteries can be compared with each other. We show

that for independent lotteries the stochastic dominance implies the regret-preference. For

dependent lotteries the relations between the two are more complex. Here we proposed a

sufficient condition for the implication stochastic dominance → regret-preference, which,

interestingly is also based on the super-additivity of the regret; see Proposition 5.

Finally, we show in section V how the considered regret theory can be useful in those

situations, where actions of the decision maker do not resolve the uncertain situation. The

expected utility theory does not apply to such a situation in the sense that there is an

important information about the lotteries that it simply discards. In the regret, this infor-

mation is employed, since the regret compares the unresolved uncertainty with the resolved

uncertainty.

Our results show that though the concept of regret was initially deduced from certain

emotional features of decision makers, it does have many features one intuitively expects
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from rationality. Hence we envisage its further applications in e.g. reinforcement learning.
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Appendix A: Proof of Proposition 4

.

We are to show that
n

∑

i=1,j=1

piqjg(u(xj)− u(xi)) ≤ 0. (A1)

It can be written in the following form

n
∑

i=1

i
∑

j=1

(piqj − pjqi)g(u(xj)− u(xi)). (A2)

Now g’s in (A2) are strictly negative (recall (40) and monotonicity of g(x) and u(x)).
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We show that the following holds

n
∑

i=1

i
∑

j=1

piqjg(u(xj)− u(xi)) ≤
n

∑

i=1

i
∑

j=1

pipjg(u(xj)− u(xi))

≤
n

∑

i=1

i
∑

j=1

pjqig(u(xj)− u(xi)),

(A3)

from which the (A2) will follow.

To do it, we make use of the following lemma.

Lemma. Given sequences pi, qi as above, then for any increasing sequence of negative

numbers gi, it is true that

k
∑

i=1

pigi ≥
k

∑

i=1

qigi, for k = 1, ..., n. (A4)

A simple induction will help. Obviously p1g1 ≥ q1g1. Supposing it is true for some k we will

have:
k

∑

i=1

pigi ≥
k

∑

i=1

qigi (A5)

Let us now subtract gk+1 from each component gi. (As we are speaking about any increasing

sequence, we haven’t specified any concrete g-s yet. So, having that all components are less

gk+1, subtract, without change of sign in inequality)

We will have the following:

k
∑

i=1

pi(gi − gk+1) ≥
k

∑

i=1

qi(gi − gk+1) (A6)

Now by (41)
k+1
∑

i=1

pi ≤
k+1
∑

i=1

qi (A7)

multiplying by gk+1, we get
k+1
∑

i=1

pigk+1 ≥
k+1
∑

i=1

qigk+1. (A8)

Summing up (A6) and (A8), the desired result is obtained:

k+1
∑

i=1

pigi ≥
k+1
∑

i=1

qigi. (A9)
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Using the lemma we go back and consider first part of (A3)

n
∑

i=1

i
∑

j=1

piqjg(u(xj)− u(xi)) ≤
n

∑

i=1

i
∑

j=1

pipjg(u(xj)− u(xi)). (A10)

Obviously

n
∑

i=1

i
∑

j=1

piqjg(u(xj)− u(xi)) =
n

∑

i=1

pi

i
∑

j=1

qjg(u(xj)− u(xi))

≤
n

∑

i=1

pi

i
∑

j=1

pjg(u(xj)− u(xi)),

(A11)

The last part is implied by lemma.

Returning to the second part of (A3):

n
∑

i=1

i
∑

j=1

pjqig(u(xj)− u(xi)) ≥
n

∑

i=1

i
∑

j=1

pipjg(u(xj)− u(xi)). (A12)

and changing the order of summation, we get

n
∑

i=1

i
∑

j=1

pjqig(u(xj)− u(xi)) =

n
∑

j=1

n
∑

i=j

pjqig(u(xj)− u(xi))

=
n

∑

j=1

pj

n
∑

i=j

qig(u(xj)− u(xi)) ≥
n

∑

j=1

pj

n
∑

i=j

pig(u(xj)− u(xi))

=
n

∑

i=1

i
∑

j=1

pipjg(u(xj)− u(xi)),

(A13)

where the inequality is the inverse of the one used in lemma. The proof is complete.

Appendix B: Regret and the independence axiom (7)

We already emphasized around (38, 39) that regret preference �reg defined in (11) must

violate the independence axiom for solving Allais’ paradox. Now we provide clarifications

regarding the form (7) of this axiom. We note that (6, 7) do not define how precisely the

mixing of the two probabilities with weights α is implemented. Below we discuss three

interesting possibilities for implementing the set-up of (7). So we are given three lotteries
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[cf. (1)]

(x, p) =





x1 x2 ... xn

p1 p2 ... pn



 , (y, q) =





y1 y2 ... yn

q1 q2 ... qn



 , (z, r) =





z1 z2 ... zn

r1 r2 ... rn



 ,

(B1)
∑n

k=1
pk =

∑n

k=1
qk =

∑n

k=1
rk = 1, (B2)

where (p1, ..., pn), (q1, ..., qn), and (r1, ..., rn) are (resp.) the probabilities of monetary out-

comes (x1, ..., xn) and (y1, ..., yn), (z1, ..., zn) within each lottery.

1. Here one chooses between two composite lotteries A = {(1 − α)(x, p) + α(z, r)} and

B = {(1 − α)(y, q) + α(z, r)}. If A is taken, then a binary random variable SA is realized

that takes values SA = 0 and SA = 1 with probabilities 1 − α and α, respectively. For

SA = 0 or SA = 1 one faces lottery (x, p) or (z, r), respectively. If B is taken, then a binary

random variable SB (independent from SA) is realized that takes values SB = 0 and SB = 1

with probabilities 1 − α and α, respectively. For SB = 0 or SB = 1 one faces lottery (y, q)

or (z, r), respectively. Let us now assume that (x, p) is independent from (y, q), but the

lottery (z, r) in both options is the same. Using definition of regret (11), we end up with

the following preference relation:

A �reg,1 B iff (1− α)2
∑n

i,j=1
g(u(yj)− u(xi))piqj + (1− α)α

∑n

i,j=1
g(u(zj)− u(xi))pirj

+(1− α)α
∑n

i,j=1
g(u(yj)− u(zi))qjri ≤ 0. (B3)

Note that (B3) does not contain terms with g(u(zj) − u(zi)), because the decision maker

does not expect to find different outcomes zj and zi within options A and B.

2. Now we have the situation of 1, but S = SA = SB; e.g. one can assume that S is

realized beforehand, but the result is not known to the decision maker at the time of decision

making. Now the regret is different [cf. (B3)]:

A �reg,2 B iff (1− α)2
∑n

i,j=1
g(u(yj)− u(xi))piqj ≤ 0, (B4)

where (z, r) does not enter to regret comparison (B4), which is formally consistent with

axiom (7).
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3. We have the situation of 1, but (z, r) in option A and (z, r) in option B are two

different lotteries with independent probabilities:

A �reg,3 B iff (1− α)2
∑n

i,j=1
g(u(yj)− u(xi))piqj + (1− α)α

∑n

i,j=1
g(u(zj)− u(xi))pirj

+(1− α)α
∑n

i,j=1
g(u(yj)− u(zi))qjri + α2

∑n

i,j=1
g(u(zj)− u(zi))rjri ≤ 0. (B5)

The standard interpretation of the independence axiom within the expected utility the-

ory hints at 3. We however emphasized that this situation is not unique. Note that all

possibilities (B3, B4, B5) agree with the expected utility theory, where g(x) = x.

Appendix C: Proof of Proposition 5

It is known that n × n matrices θi,j from (43) form vector space of (n − 1) × (n − 1)

dimension. So for example any such 3× 3 matrix can be rewritten










θ1,1 θ1,2 θ1,3

θ2,1 θ2,2 θ2,3

θ3,1 θ3,2 θ3,3











= θ1,1











1 0 −1

0 0 0

−1 0 1











+θ1,2











0 1 −1

0 0 0

0 −1 1











+θ2,1











0 0 0

1 0 −1

−1 0 1











+θ2,2











0 0 0

0 1 −1

0 1 1











(C1)

Denoting the basis matrices by Mi,j we have that any matrix Θ of thetas can be rewritten

as

Θ =
n−1
∑

i,j=1

θi,jMi,j, (C2)

where Mi,j is the matrix whose (i, j)-th and (n, n)-th elements are 1, the (i, n)-th and (n, j)-

th elements are −1.

Let us compute the regret in this case

R =
n

∑

i=1

n
∑

j=1

P (xi, xj)g(u(xj)−u(xi)) =
n

∑

i=1

n
∑

j=1

piqjg(u(xj)−u(xi))+
n

∑

i=1

n
∑

j=1

θi,jg(u(xj)−u(xi))

(C3)

We already know that the first term is negative ((A1) and Proposition 4). So it remains

to show that second part is also negative. Denoting by G the matrix whose elements are

G(i, j) = g(u(xj)− u(xi)), we can rewrite

n
∑

i=1

n
∑

j=1

θi,jg(u(xj)− u(xi)) = ||Θ⊙G||, (C4)
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Where under ||.|| we understand sum of all elements and ⊙ is Hadamard’s (element-wise)

product.

Note that

n
∑

i=1

n
∑

j=1

θi,jg(u(xj)− u(xi)) = ||Θ⊙G|| =
n−1
∑

i=1

n−1
∑

j=1

θi,j||Mi,j ⊙G||. (C5)

We have

||Mi,j ⊙G|| = g(u(xi)− u(xj))− g(u(xn)− u(xj))− g(u(xi)− u(xn)). (C6)

Now consider

θi,j||Mi,j ⊙G||+ θj,i||Mi,j ⊙G||

= θi,j(g(u(xi)− u(xj))− g(u(xn)− u(xj))− g(u(xi)− u(xn)))

+ θj,i(g(u(xj)− u(xi))− g(u(xn)− u(xi))− g(u(xj)− u(xn)))

= (θi,j − θj,i)(g(u(xi)− u(xj)) + g(u(xn)− u(xi))− g(u(xn)− u(xj))

(C7)

Note that while i > j we have by super-additivity that term in second parenthesis is negative.

So toghether with θi,j ≥ θj,i we conclude that

θi,j ||Mi,j ⊙G||+ θj,i||Mi,j ⊙G|| ≤ 0 (C8)

Rewriting

n
∑

i=1

n
∑

j=1

θi,jg(u(xj)−u(xi)) = ||Θ⊙G|| =
n−1
∑

i=1

n−1
∑

j=1;j 6=i

θi,j||Mi,j⊙G||+
n−1
∑

i=1

θi,i||Mi,i⊙G||. (C9)

The second sum in (C9) is obviously 0, as g(x) is antisymmetric, and Mi,i-s are symmetric

matrices.

So
n

∑

i=1

n
∑

j=1

θi,jg(u(xj)− u(xi)) =

n−1
∑

i=1

n−1
∑

j=1;j 6=i

θi,j ||Mi,j ⊙G|| ≤ 0. (C10)
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