IN Economic Fields

eoretical and Practical Research
| |

Biannually
Volume VI

Issue 2(16)

Winter 2017

JASERS

ISSN 2068 -7710 Publishing
Journal DOI
http://dx.doi.org/10.14505/tpref




Theoretical and Practical Research in Economic Fields

“\E SE RS is an advanced e-publisher struggling to bring further worldwide learning,
! knowledge and research. This transformative mission is realized through our

Publishing  commitment to innovation and enterprise, placing us at the cutting-edge of

electronic delivery in a world that increasingly considers the dominance of digital

content and networked access not only to books and journals but to a whole range of other pedagogic
services.

In both books and journals, ASERS Publishing is a hallmark of the finest scholarly publishing and
cutting-edge research, maintained by our commitment to rigorous peer-review process.

Using pioneer developing technologies, ASERS Publishing keeps pace with the rapid changes in
the e-publishing market.

ASERS Publishing is committed to providing customers with the information they want, when they
want and how they want it. To serve this purpose, ASERS publishing offers digital Higher Education
materials from its journals, courses and scientific books, in a proven way in order to engage the academic

society from the entire world.



Volume VIlI
Issue 2(16)
Winter, 2017

Editor in Chief
PhD Laura UNGUREANU

Editor
PhD Ivan KITOV

Editorial Advisory Board

ASERS Publishing
http://www.asers.eu/asers-publishing
ISSN 2068 — 7710

Journal's Issue DOI
http://dx.doi.org/10.14505/tpref.v8.2(16).00

Contents:

Capital Flows, Money Supply and Property Prices in China
Hiroyuki TAGUCHI

Saitama University, Japan

Lina TIAN

Saitama University, Japan

The on the “Scientificity” of Microeconomics:

Individual Demand, and Exchange-Value Determination
C-René DOMINIQUE
Laval University, Canada

Expectations and Rational Decisions According to John

Maynard Keynes’s Thought
Alessandro MORSELLI
University of Rome Unitelma Sapienza, Italy

Political Economy of Trade Protection and Liberalisation: In
Search of Agency-Based and Holistic Framework of Policy
Change

lvan D. TROFIMOV
Kolej Yayasan Saad Business School, Malaysia

Opinions on the Theories of Savage and De Finetti
Michael Emmett BRADY
California State University, USA

Aggregation with Sequential Indivisible and Continuous

Labor Supply Decisions and an Informal Sector
Aleksandar VASILEV
Independent Researcher, Bulgaria

Communism, Value Neutrality and Monetary Neutrality
Yinghao LUO
Independent researcher, Beijing, P.R.China

Inequality and Growth in Tunisia: Empirical Evidence on
the Role of Macroeconomic Factors

Nadia MBAZIA
Faculty of Economic Sciences and Management of Tunis, Tunisia

.91

..105

111

121

137

.. 144

..149

..153



Call for Papers

Volume IX, Issue 1(17), Summer 2018
Theoretical and Practical Research in Economic Fields

Many economists today are concerned by the proliferation of journals and the concomitant
labyrinth of research to be conquered in order to reach the specific information they require. To combat
this tendency, Theoretical and Practical Research in Economic Fields has been conceived and
designed outside the realm of the traditional economics journal. It consists of concise communications
that provide a means of rapid and efficient dissemination of new results, models and methods in all fields
of economic research.

Theoretical and Practical Research in Economic Fields publishes original articles in all
branches of economics — theoretical and empirical, abstract and applied, providing wide-ranging
coverage across the subject area.

Journal promotes research that aim at the unification of the theoretical-quantitative and the
empirical-quantitative approach to economic problems and that are penetrated by constructive and
rigorous thinking. It explores a unique range of topics from the frontier of theoretical developments in
many new and important areas, to research on current and applied economic problems, to
methodologically innovative, theoretical and applied studies in economics. The interaction between
empirical work and economic policy is an important feature of the journal.

Theoretical and Practical Research in Economic Fields, starting with its first issue, it is
indexed in EconLit, RePEC, EBSCO, ProQuest, Cabell Directories and CEEOL databases.

The primary aim of the Journal has been and remains the provision of a forum for the
dissemination of a variety of international issues, empirical research and other matters of interest to
researchers and practitioners in a diversity of subject areas linked to the broad theme of economic
sciences.

All the papers will be first considered by the Editors for general relevance, originality and
significance. If accepted for review, papers will then be subject to double blind peer review.

Invited manuscripts will be due till May 10t. 2018, and shall go through the usual, albeit somewhat
expedited, refereeing process.

Deadline for submission of proposals: 10t May 2018

Expected publication date: June 2018
Website: http://journals.aserspublishing.eu/tpref
E-mail: tpref@aserspublishing.eu, asers.tpref@gmail.com

To prepare your paper for submission, please see full author guidelines in the following file:
TPREF_Full_Paper_Template.docx, on our site.

89


http://www.ebsco.com/
http://www.ceeol.org/
http://journals.aserspublishing.eu/tpref
mailto:tpref@aserspublishing.eu
mailto:asers.tpref@gmail.com
http://www.asers.eu/asers_files/tpref/TPREF_Full_PaperTemplate.doc

JASERS

Publishing

Michael Emmett BRADY

College of Business Administration and Public Policy,

Department of Operations Management, California State University, Dominguez Hills, USA
mebrady@csudh.edu

Brady, M.E. (2017). Opinions on the Theories of Savage and De Finetti, Theoretical and Practical Research in Economic
Field, (Volume VIII, Winter 2017), 2(16): 136-142. DOI:10.14505/tpref.v8.2(16).05. Available from:
http://journals.aserspublishing.eu/tpref.

Received August 2017; Revised September 2017; Accepted October 2017.
2017. ASERS Publishing. All rights reserved.

Feduzi, Runde and Zappia (2012, 2014, 2017) have claimed repeatedly that de Finetti and Savage formally
allowed imprecise , indeterminate, non-additive probabilities to be used by decision makers in their normative theory
of decision making . The only way that non additivity can be formally incorporated into a decision theory is by the
use of a variable similar to Keynes’s w or Ellsberg’s p. Nowhere in anything written by de Finetti and/or Savage in
their lifetimes does any such variable appear in their formal theoretical analysis or in any of their supporting axioms.
Savage stated that he did not know how to integrate such a variable that would take account of vagueness, into
the additive probability measure that represented his formal, normative theory. Feduzi, Runde and Zappia (2012,
2014, 2017) have misinterpreted the de Finetti and Savage concerns and sympathy for vacillating ,indecisive
decision makers, who were confronted with vague and ambiguous evidence, with their recognition that defining
one’s personal probabilities can be a difficult task ,with the erroneous and mistaken belief that de Finetti and
Savage incorporated a role for imprecise and indeterminate probabilities within their formal, subjectivist, normative
theory of probability and their SEU decision theory ,which rests completely on additive probability.

indeterminate; imprecise and precise probabilities; interval valued probabilities
B10; B12; B16; B20; B22

This paper is organized in the following manner. Section Two presents Savage’s formal, normative theory
of subjective probability that underlies his normative theory to maximize subjective expected utility (SEU). This
formal, normative theory is based on several axioms. A brief summary of these axioms and the normative rule to
maximize SEU is covered. There is no role in the formal, normative theory for imprecise, and certainly not
indeterminate, probabilities that are interval valued. Savage’s normative theory is representative of de Finetti ‘s
normative theory and of any developments of the normative theory carried out by means of co-authorship between
themselves. Section Three looks at Keynes’'s mathematical representation and incorporation of sub and non-
additivity in his conventional coefficient of weight and risk, ¢, and his corresponding, explicit introduction of non-
additivity into Part Il of the A Treatise on Probability. Section Four demonstrates that NOWHERE in any of the
articles published by Feduzi, Runde and Zappia (2012, 2014, 2017) do they ever show where Savage, de Finetti,
and Savage and de Finetti, supposedly introduced into their formal, normative theory ANY role for sub or non-
additive probabilities.

137


mailto:mebrady@csudh.edu
http://journals.aserspublishing.eu/tpref

Savage’s formal, normative theory, to maximize SEU using additive probabilities, is based on the following
seven axioms that are presented in summary form below. All seven of these axioms were accepted by de Finetti.

Axiom A.1 states that “the preference relation is transitive and that all acts are comparable.” (Karni 2005, 5;
Savage 1954).

Axiom A.2 states that “the preference between acts depend solely on the consequences in states in which
the payoffs of the two acts being compared are distinct.” (Karni 2005, 5; Savage 1954).

Axiom A.3 states that” the ordinal ranking of consequences is independent of the event and the act that yield
them.” (Karni 2005, 5; Savage 1954).

Axiom A.4 states that “the betting preferences be independent of the specific consequences that define the
bets.” (Karni 2005, 5-6; Savage 1954)

Axiom A.5 states that “the decision-making problem and the qualitative probabilities (are) nontrivial by ruling
out that the decision maker is indifferent among all acts.” (Karni 2005, 6; Savage 1954).

Axiom A.6 states that “no consequence is either infinitely better or infinitely worse than any other
consequence”. It “implies that there are infinitely many states of the world and that if there exists a probability
measure representing the decision maker's beliefs, it must be nonatomic. Moreover, the probability measure is
defined on the set of all events, hence it is finitely additive (that is, for everyevent E,0 < m(E) < 1, (S) =

1 and for any two disjoint events, E and Ey,  (E U Ey) = 1 (E) + 1 (E))).” (Karni 2005, 6; Savage 1954).

Axiom A.7 states that there is a “is a monotonicity requirement asserting that if the decision maker considers
an act strictly better (worse) than each of the payoffs of another act on a given non-null event, then the former act
is conditionally strictly preferred (less preferred) than the latter.” (Karni 2005, 6; Savage 1954).

Savage’s formal normative theory, Subjective Expected Utility (SEU) states that “Let < be a preference
relation on F. Then the following two conditions are equivalent:

(i) “<” satisfies axioms A.1-A.7.

(i) There exists a unique, non-atomic, finitely additive, probability measure on S such that t (E) = 0 if
and only if E is null, and a bounded, unique up to a positive affine transformation, real-valued functionuon C ...
(Karni 2005, 7-8; Savage 1954)

Thus, the formal, normative goal of the decision maker is to Maximize SEU.

There is absolutely no role in this formal, normative theory for non-additive or sub additive probabilities
(imprecise or indeterminate interval valued probabilities) whatsoever.

Keynes's logical theory of probability was developed technically in Part Il of the A Treatise on Probability
(TP 1921). In Chapters 10-14 of the TP, Keynes provides the first formal foundation in mathematical logic for the
probability calculus based on additivity. However, at the same time, he introduces non-additivity explicitly into the
discussion. In chapters 15-17 of the TP, Keynes provides the reader with 17 worked out problems, based on Boole’s
lower-upper interval valued probability approach presented on pp.265-268 of The Laws of Thought in 1854, that
show how an interval valued approach to probability works. Many of the probability intervals are indeterminate,
meaning that the additional, missing evidence is not going to become available to the decision maker in the future.
Boole was the first to introduce indeterminate probability. In chapter 29 of the TP, Keynes introduces imprecise
probability based on the application of Chebyshev's Inequality as a lower bound.

The introduction of non-additivity by Keynes is explicit. Apparently, no economist read this material in the
20t century. Let us start by providing Bertrand Russell's assessment of Part Il of the TP. (see Russell 1931, 1932,
1959, 1996):

“Part Il. “Fundamental Theorems”, gives the definitions and axioms upon which the formal reasoning of the
rest of the book is based, together with some propositions readily derivable from the definitions and axioms. It is
impossible to summarize this Part, since it is already as condensed as possible. | cite only, as essential to the whole
formal structure, the definitions of addition and multiplication: Addition: ab/h + ab/h = a/h (where b stands for
not —b). Multiplication: ab/h = a/bh -b/h =b/ah- a/h. Thus, addition and multiplication are not defined
for any pair of probabilities, but only for such as have certain forms. This, of course, is connected with Mr. Keynes's
view that probabilities are in general non-numerical. It is surprising how successful he is in raising his mathematical
superstructure upon foundations which might have been thought inadequate to support” (Russell 1922, 121;
boldface added).
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Thus, Russell immediately understood that Keynes was introducing non-additivity explicitly. Note Russell’'s
correct assessment above that Keynes's probabilities are generally non-additive. The probabilities of Savage and
de Finetti are always additive (see Vicig and Seidenfeld 2012).

Keynes repeats his concerns about the general non-additivity of probability all through Part Il of the TP.

Keynes'’s First statement concerning non-additivity is that
“IX. The Definition of Addition: ab/h + ab/h = a/h, where b stands for the contradictory of b.

X. The Definition of Multiplication: ab/h = a/bh-b/h = b/ah-a/h. The symbolical development of the subject
largely proceeds out of these definitions of Addition and Multiplication. It is to be observed that they give a meaning,
not to the addition and multiplication of any pairs of probabilities, but only to pairs which satisfy a certain form. The
definition of Multiplication may be read: ‘the probability of both a and b given h is equal to the probability of a given
bh, multiplied by the probability of b given h. (Keynes 1921, 120-121).

Keynes’s Second statement:

“6. Addition and Multiplication. If we were to assume that probabilities are numbers or ratios, these
operations could be given their usual arithmetical signification. In adding or multiplying probabilities we should be
simply adding or multiplying numbers. But in the absence of such an assumption, it is necessary to give a meaning
by definition to these processes. | shall define the addition and multiplication of relations of probabilities only for
certain types of such relations. But it will be shown later that the limitation thus placed on our operations is not of
practical importance. We define the sum of the probable relations ab/h and ab/h as being the probable relation
a/h; and the product of the probable relations a/bh and b/h as being the probable relation ab/h. That is to say:

IX.ab/h +ab/h =a/h Def.

X. ab/h = a/bh - b/h = b/ah - ah Def.

Before we proceed to the axioms which will make these symbols operative, the definitions may be restated
in more familiar language. IX. may be read: “The sum of the probabilities of “both a and b” and of “a but not b”,
relative to the same hypothesis, is equal to the probability of a relative to this hypothesis.” X. may be read: “The
probability of “both a and b”, assuming h, is equal to the product of the probability of b, assuming h, and the
probability of a, assuming both b and h.” Or in the current terminology we should have: “The probability that both
of two events will occur is equal to the probability of the first multiplied by the probability of the second, assuming
the occurrence of the first.” It is, in fact, the ordinary rule for the multiplication of the probabilities of events which
are not ‘independent’. It has, however, a much more central position in the development of the theory than has
been usually recognized.” (Keynes 1921, 134-135)

Keynes’s Third statement:

“Thus, we have to introduce as definitions what would be axioms if the meaning of addition and multiplication
were already defined. In this latter case, we should have been able to apply the ordinary processes of addition and
multiplication without any further axioms. As it is, we need axioms in order to make these symbols, to which we
have given our own meaning, operative. When certain properties are associated, it is often more or less arbitrary
which we take as defining properties and which we associate with these by means of axioms. In this case | have
found it more convenient, for the purposes of formal development, to reverse the arrangement which would come
most natural to common sense, full of preconceptions as to the meaning of addition and multiplication. | define
these processes, for the theory of probability, by reference to a comparatively unfamiliar property, and associate
the more familiar properties with this one by means of axioms. These axioms are as follows:

(iv.) If P, Q, R are relations of probability such that the products PQ, PR and the sums P + Q, P + R exist,
then:

(iv.a) If PQ exists, QP exists, and PQ = QP.

If P+ Q exists, Q + P exists and P + Q= Q + P.” (Keynes 1921, 136-137)

Keynes’s Fourth statement:

“A meaning has not been given, it is important to notice, to the signs of addition and multiplication between
probabilities in all cases. According to the definitions we have given, P + Q and PQ have not an interpretation
whenever P and Q are relations of probability, but in certain conditions only. Furthermore, if P+Q =R and Q = S+T,
it does not follow that P + S + T =R, since no meaning has been assigned to such an expressionas P +S + T. The
equation must be written P + (S + T) = R, and we cannot infer from the foregoing axioms that (P + S) + T=R. The
following axioms allow us to make this and other inferences in cases in which the sum P + S exists, i.e. when P +
S =AandAis arelation of probability...
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in every case in which the probabilities ....

exist, i.e., in which these sums satisfy the conditions necessary in order that a meaning may be given to
them in the terms of our definition.

..... if the sum R + S and the products

PR and PS exist as probabilities.

“7. From these axioms, it is possible to derive a number of propositions respecting the addition and
multiplication of probabilities. They enable us to prove, for instance, thatif P + Q =R + S then P-R = S-Q, provided
that the differences P-R and S-Q exist; and that (P+Q)(R+S) = (P+Q)R+(P+Q)S = [PR+QR]+[PS+QS] =
[PR+QS]+[QR+PS], provided that the sums and products in question exist. In general, any rearrangement which
would be legitimate in an equation between arithmetic quantities is also legitimate in an equation between
probabilities, provided that our initial equation and the equation which finally results from our symbolic operations
can both be expressed in a form which contains only products and sums which have an interpretation as
probabilities in accordance with the definitions. If, therefore, this condition is observed, we need not complicate our
operations by the insertion of brackets at every stage, and no result can be obtained as a result of leaving them
out, ifitis of the form prescribed above, which could not be obtained if they had been rigorously inserted throughout.
We can only be interested in our final results when they deal with actually existent and intelligible probabilities.”
(Keynes 1921, 137)

Keynes’s Fifth statement:

“1. The possibility of numerical measurement, mentioned at the close of Chapter Ill., arises out of the
Addition Theorem (24.1). In introducing the definitions and the axiom, which are required in order to make the
convention of numerical measurement operative, we may appear, as in the case of the original definitions of
Addition and Multiplication, to be arguing in an artificial way. This appearance is due, here as in Chapter XIl., to our
having given the names of addition and multiplication to certain processes of compounding probabilities in advance
of postulating that the processes in question have the properties commonly associated with these names. As
common sense is hasty to impute the properties as soon as it hears the names, it may overlook the necessity of
formally introducing them. “(Keynes 1921, 158)

Keynes’s Sixth statement:

“3. From these axioms and definitions combined with those of Chapter XII., it is easy to show (certainty
being represented by unity and impossibility by zero) that we can manipulate according to the ordinary laws of
arithmetic the “numbers” which by means of a special convention we have thus introduced to represent
probabilities.” (Keynes 1921, 159).

Keynes’s Seventh statement:

“Many probabilities—in fact all those which are equal to the probability of some other argument which has
the same premiss and of which the conclusion is incompatible with that of the original argument—are numerically
measurable in the sense that there is some other probability with which they are comparable in the manner
described above. But they are not numerically measurable in the most usual sense, unless the probability with
which they are thus comparable is the relation of certainty. The conditions under which a probability a/h is
numerically measurable and equal to g/r are easily

seen. It is necessary that there should exist probabilities ai/hs,

az/h; ..., ag/hq ..., alh, such that

atlhy=a)hy= ... = aq/hq = ... = aFh,

alh =Yashs, and > ashs =1." (Keynes 1921, 159-160.)

Thus, exact numerical measurability requires additivity. Inexact numerical measurability will be non additive
because, in general, you can’t add intervals together so that the interval probabilities sum or equal to 1 .

Keynes provides the reader in chapter 26 of the TP with a formal, mathematical theory that explicitly
integrates his weight of the evidence variable, w, into an explicit decision theory. Note that if w=0, then no probability
exists.

Keynes's technical analysis is presented on p.315 and ft. 2 on p. 315 of the TP. The heart of Keynes's theory
is that decision makers use decision weights that are non-additive or sub or super additive (sub-proportional or
super-proportional), as opposed to the additive probability concept that assumes linearity. Keynes called his
decision weight a "conventional coefficient of risk and weight, c" and presented it as
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c=2pw/ [(1+q) (1+w)], (1)

where p is the probability of success, q is the probability of failure, p+q =1, and w represents the weight of
the relevant evidence, defined on the interval [0, 1]. That is, w measures the completeness of the relevant evidence
upon which the probability estimates for p and q are based. Keynes defined w in the first paragraph of Chapter 6
on p. 71 of the TP to be a measure based on the absolute amount of relevant knowledge and relevant ignorance
just as a probability measure was based on the total amount of favorable and unfavorable evidence. Note that w is
not logical relation or entity V.V is the logical entity or relation w is a mathematical variable.

The conventional coefficient of risk and weight is easily rewritten as

c=p [1/(1+q)][2w/(1+w)] (2)
In this rewritten version, ¢ consists of the usual linear, additive p multiplied by two weights-the first weight,

[1/(1+q)], 3)
deals with the problem of nonlinear probability preferences, while the second weight,
[2w/(1+w)], (4)

deals with the problem of sub and non-additivity. The conventional coefficient, c, is directly connected to Keynes’s
interval valued probability discussed in Parts |, II, and Ill of the TP. If w=1 and we ignore nonlinear probability
preferences, then the probabilities become additive. If w<1, any conventional coefficient can be translated into an
interval valued probability.

Thus, Keynes argues that a decision maker should normatively take into consideration w. Define A to be the
outcome and U(A) to be a utility function of A.

Then Keynes’s formal, normative theory in the TP is to

Maximize either

cA or cU(A) (5)

where, given Keynes'’s discussions of the St. Petersburg Paradox in chapter 26 of the TP, U(A) is thrice
differentiable.
Savage’ s formal normative theory is to

Maximize pU(A), (6)

where U(A) is a von Neumann-Morgenstern utility function and p is an additive subjective probability.

The reader should note that Keynes ‘s theory (see Arthmar and Brady, 2012, 2016 and 2017; Brady, 1993,
1994, 2004a, 2004b) built on Boole (1854) and incorporated Savage’s theory as a special case. Savage’s theory,
as well as de Finetti's, and Savage and de Finetti, assumes additivity and linear probability preferences. Keynes'’s
theory allows for additivity or non-additivity, as well as linear probability preferences or nonlinear probability
preferences

Feduzi, Runde, and Zappia (2012, 2014, 2017) claim that Savage (see 1954, 1962, 1967, 1971), de Finetti
(1930, 1931, 1955, 1964, 1967a, 1967b, 1967c), and/or Savage and de Finetti (1962) incorporated into their
theoretical, formal, normative theory an explicit role for interval valued probability that was both imprecise and
indeterminate:

“Viewed in this light, the possibility that there may be room for imprecision in probabilistic reasoning after all
in de Finetti's theoretical construct, and in particular in its development and defense pursued jointly with Savage,
is therefore an intriguing one.” (Feduzi, Runde and Zappia 2017, 2; boldface and underline by the author)

The theoretical construct developed by Savage, de Finetti, and Savage and de Finetti as their normative
theory was TO ALWAYS IN THEIR LIFETIMES maximize SEU. It is impossible to find any *“...room for imprecision
in probabilistic reasoning after all in de Finetti's theoretical construct.”

Feduzi, Runde and Zappia (2012, 2014) put forth the claim that Savage, de Finetti, or Savage and de Finetti
supported the use of interval valued probability in their theoretical, formal, normative theory:

“Relying on usually overlooked excerpts of de Finetti's works commenting on Keynes, Knight and interval
valued probabilities, we argue that de Finetti suggested a relevant theoretical case for uncertainty to hold even
when individuals are endowed with subjective probabilities”. (Feduzi, Runde and Zappia 2014, 1; boldface
added by the author)
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and

“The purpose of this article is to show that Bruno de Finetti, famous as one of the three founding fathers of
the subjective approach to probability assumed by the standard model, actually made a theoretical case for
uncertainty within the subjectivist approach”. (Feduzi, Runde and Zappia 2012, 329; boldface added by the
author).

Of course, this is impossible to show because nowhere in any published work done by Savage, or de Finetti,
or Savage and de Finetti, did they ever change their formal, theoretical, normative rule to maximize SEU. Feduzi,
Runde and Zappia (2012, 2014, 2017) do not provide one piece of evidence that they did.

Feduzi, Runde and Zappia (2012, 2014, 2017) have confused and conflated the separate prescriptive,
normative and descriptive roles that are used in decision theory .de Finetti, de Finetti and Savage, and Savage
made it clear that there would and could be many descriptive violations of their normative theory. However, this
was due to problems of ignorance and error on the part of the decision maker in failing to deal properly with
vagueness or uncertainty.

Feduzi, Runde and Zappia (2012, 2014, 2017) provide evidence that Savage or de Finetti or Savage and
de Finetti acknowledged that there would be significant descriptive violations of their theory. They prescribed their
formal, theoretical normative theory for all decision makers who accepted their axioms. They never stated that all
decision makers must accept their axioms. However, their formal theory to maximize SEU using additive probability
never changed in their lifetimes. If Feduzi, Runde and Zappia continue to dispute this, then it is time for them to
show exactly where in the published literature in the 20th century that changes to their formal, theoretical construct
took place. If they can nor do so, they must withdraw their claims.

Feduzi, Runde and Zappia (2012, 2014, 2017) provide no evidence whatsoever that Savage, or de Finetti,
or Savage and de Finetti ever altered their theoretical formal, SEU construct. That construct was to Maximize SEU.
The probabilities were at all times additive probabilities. These probabilities were obtained through proper scoring
rules and elicitation techniques that aimed to explicitly eliminate vagueness, uncertainty, and ambiguity, and not
deal with such issues. Their remedy for vagueness, uncertainty, and ambiguity on the part of decision makers was
to provide additional training, practice, instruction, exercises and help to vacillating and unsure decision makers in
order to help them in eliminating vagueness, uncertainty, and ambiguity. The remedy explicitly excluded any attempt
to incorporate vagueness, uncertainty, and ambiguity into any formal, theoretical, normative approach to decision
making.

Feduzi, Runde and Zappia (2012, 2014, 2017) are extremely confused. Their confusion results from their
severe misinterpretation of discussions made by Savage, or de Finetti, or Savage and de Finetti that deal with
descriptive or prescriptive issues. None of their articles provide a single instance where Savage, or de Finetti, or
Savage and de Finetti EVER change their formal, theoretical, normative theory to include variables representing
imprecise or indeterminate interval valued probability.
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