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Abstract: When the issues in economics are analyzed deeply, the notion of utility is seen at the heart. As an important 
concept utility research has stayed popular so far. There are several research examining utility from different perspectives.    

One of the important topics that utility is associated with is risk preferences. Utility perception deviates from what economic 
theory predicts when it comes to make a choice among alternatives involving risk. Besides utility perception and risk 
preferences variate if the alternative is a monetary gain or a monetary loss violating principal rules on utility maximization. 

This study presents a detailed outlook of the concept of utility within the context of attitudes towards risk. It aims to explain 
that utility consideration differentiates according to the parameters of the situation rather than to the mathematical expected 
value calculation referring to the St. Petersburg Paradox. 
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Öz: İktisattaki konular analiz edildiğinde fayda kavramı bu konuların kalbinde yer almaktadır. Önemli bir konsept olarak 

fayda araştırması şimdiye kadar popülerliğini korumuştur. Faydayı farklı perspektiflerden inceleyen çeşitli araştırmalar 
bulunmaktadır. 

Faydanın ilişkili olduğu önemli konulardan biri risk tercihleridir. Fayda algısı, risk içeren alternatifler arasında seçim 
yapmak sözkonusu olduğunda iktisat teorisinin öngördüklerinden sapmaktadır. Bunun yanında fayda algısı ve risk tercihleri 
sözkonusu alternatifin parasal bir kazanç ya da parasal bir kayıp olmasına göre fayda maksimizasyonuna ilişkin temel 
prensipleri ihlal ederek değişmektedir. 

Bu araştırma fayda konseptinin detaylı bir bakış açısını riske karşı tavırlar çerçevesinde sunmaktadır. Çalışma fayda 
değerlendirmesinin matematiksel beklenen fayda hesaplamasından ziyade durumun parametrelerine göre farklılaştığını St. 

Ptersburg Paradoksuna atfen açıklamayı amaçlamaktadır. 

Anahtar kelimeler: Fayda, Risk, St. Petersburg Paradox. 

 

INTRODUCTION 
 

Utility has been the most popular research topic in economics. Because all of the other structures built 

upon the concept of utility; it has been always attractive to the researchers from economics and from 

several other disciplines such as psychology, biology and neuroscience. Measuring utility has been 

the most controversial issue in economics. As a numeric measure and an indicator of a person’s 
happiness and well-being utility has been conceptualized as “cardinal utility” enables quantitative 

measurement of utility and “ordinal utility” (enables relative ranking of preferences (Varian, 

1987:54). How to measure utility had been discussed in classical economics before Pareto and the 
neoclassicals abandoned; Francis Y. Edgeworth (1845-1926) and Frank Ramsey (1903-1930) 

dreamed of a “hedonimeter” and “psychogalvanometer” respectively that could measure utility 

directly and Irving Fisher (1867-1947) wrote extensively due to frustration about direct utility 
measurement (Camerer, 2007:40). While economists such as Allen, Hicks and Samuelson were 

against to the concept of cardinal utility; von Neumann and Morgenstern, Arrow , Friedman and 

Savage and Markowitz were engaged in a groundwork for cardinal utility (Allen and Hicks, 1934; 

Samuelson, 1938; von Neumann and Morgenstern, 1944; Friedman and Savage, 1948; Markowitz, 

1952; Arrow, 1971; Mas-Collel et al., 1995; Andreas, 2010; Friedman  and Sunder 2011). 

Although risk is usually defines as uncertainty in daily life; these two notions are different from each 

other in economic analysis and were first distinguished by Frank Knight in 1921(Knight, 1921). 
Basically if probability values of a state is known then this state is called to be risky if not uncertain. 

In economic theory attitudes towards risk are examined using utility functions. There are three types 

of attitudes towards risk; risk aversiveness, risk neutrality and  risk seeking. These three behavior 

variations towards risk are decided comparing the utility values attached to the situations. For 
example a risk averse individiual attaches higher utility value to a certain option than the risky one, 

on the contrary a risk- lover attaches higher utility to the risky option and finally for a risk neutral 

individual the utility values both attached to the certain and risky alternatives are the same. Regarding 
to their attitudes towards risk these three types of individuals’ utility functions have different shapes 

as their indifference curves. While the utility function of a risk averse individual is concave, it is 

convex for a risk lover and is linear for a risk-neutral. 

Insurance and gambling are also connected to risk and utility perception together. Besides the higher 

levels of insurance industry’s value added to GDP; there have been and there still are countries where 

large amounts of revenue yielded from the gambling industry. Insurance sector prevents individuals, 

investors and firms from risk corresponding to a premium payment. While the premium is paid to 
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make insurance to avoid from risk, it is also paid to gamble to take risk which is not consistent with 

a so called rational individual who prefers both at the same time (Friedman and Savage, 1948). 

Risk and utility have been the most popular research topics in economic analysis. There is a 

considerable research examining these two concepts together or separately.  The aim of the paper is 

to explain the relationship between utility and risk using St. Petersburg Paradox.  In accordance with 

this purpose theoretical roots concerning to the relationship between risk and utility is revealed within 

the context of St. Petersburg Paradox. Final section  concludes. 

Theoretical Roots Concerning To The Relationship Between Risk And Utility: St. Petersburg Paradox 

Theoretical roots of the relationship between utility and risk can be seen clearly from the rise of the 
St. Ptersburg Paradox. Up to the presentation of the paradox with a paper titled “Exposition Of A 

New Theory On The Measurement Of Risk” which is read to the Imperial Academy of Sciences in 

Petersburg by Daniel Bernoulli; so many scientists from so many different disciplines involving 

physicians, mathematicians, astrologers, physicists, astronomers and a priest were included in the 
process. Luca Pacioli, Gerolamo Cardano, Pierre de Fermat and Blaise Pascal, Chevalier de Mere, 

Boltzmann, Halley, Graunt,  Christiaan Huygens, Nikolaus Bernoulli,  Pierre Reymon De Montmort, 

Gabriel Cramer,  Daniel Bernoulli, Georges Louis Leclerc Comte de Buffon, Isaac Todhunter, 
William Allen Whitworth, Kolmogorov made valuable contributions (Pacioli,  1494; Pascal and de 

Fermat, 1654; Huygens, 1656; Graunt, 1662; Halley, 1693; De Montmort,  1713; Cramer,  1728; 

Bernoulli,  1738; Buffon, 1777; Todhunter, 1865; Boltzmann, 1871; Whitworth,  1901; Ehrenfest and 
Ehrenfest 1912; Keynes, 1921; Kolmogorov, 1933, Menger, 1934; Debreu, 1951; Markowitz, 1952; 

Allais, 1953; Ore, 1953; Samuelson, 1960, 1977;Arrow, 1971; Bassett, 1987; Tversky, and 

Kahneman 1992Cohen, 1996; Dehlig, 1997; Stigler, 1999; Gell-Mann and Lloyd, 2004; Szekely and 

Richards, 2004; Sharpe, 2007; Devlin, 2008; Pickover, 2009; Peters, 2011,Mukhopadhyay, 2012; 

Shlesinger, 2012; Garcia, 2013; Salov, 2014, Britannica, 2019). 

Mathematicians Pascal and de Fermat were interested in calculation the value of games of chance. 

After mathematician Girolamo Cardano published “The Book of Games of Chance” in 1565, they 
were involved in solving the problem proposed by  Chevalier deMe ŕe  ́ in 1654(Akyıldırım and 

Soner, 2014). After Pascal and Fermat’s ideas inspired Christian Huygens who presented the “value” 

of a game for the first time; they suggested that the attractiveness of a gamble is related to its expected 
value and in 1713, St. Petersburg Paradox and its solution was sent to De Montmort by Nikolaus 

Bernoulli and following the engagement of Gabriel Cramer to the paradox Daniel Bernoulli got 

involved (Dehling,  1997). The scenerio of the paradox simply based on flipping a fair coin until 

getting tails.  If the first flip is a tails, it is won $2; if tails comes on the second flip, it is won $4; if 

tails is on the third flip, it is won $8...So the expected value of the game is: 

n=1
(1/2)n2n= 

The expected value of the paradox is infinite. Because the game offers an infinite expected gain it is 

expected that any rational individual is expected to take the gamble and to be willing to pay any price 

to take it. However it is seen that the number of the individuals who are willing to take the gamble is 
minuscule when it is compared to the infinite expected value of the game. That is what makes the 

situation as a paradox. Georges Louis Leclerc, Comte de Buffon who is also famous with the problem 

which is known as “Buffon’s Needle” had a child played the game 2,048 times and Buffon concluded 

that the fair entrance fee is approximately $10(Sz´ekelyand Richards, 2004). 
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To solve the paradox Bernoulli suggested log utility rather than a linear one, emphasizing the 

difference of the impact of a spesific amount of money to a rich and a poor referring to the diminishing 
marginal utility characteristics which also includes a moral approach. So risk decisions are expected 

to related to the wealth however gambling addiction provides evidence a counterexample to this 

rational expectation. The discovery of Daniel Bernoulli was the consideration of the utility not the 

price. 

Although this scenerio is criticized as being unrealistic as there is not an infinite amount of money in 

the world to make such a payment and as it carries an infinite expected loss for the lottery-seller 

(Cramer, 1728; Samuelson, 1960; Peters, 2011); St. Paradox reveals the notable difference between 

expected value and expected-utility which was not clarified in those days yet. 

John Von Neumann and Oskar Morgenstern were the ones to clarify that individuals consider 

“expected utility” when making a decision between risky alternatives. They suggested “The Theory 

Of Expected Utility” in 1944 with a strictly increasing, concave utility function conserves cardinal 
property where the form of expected utility is preserved only by increasing linear transformations 

with objective probabilities and represents a consistent ranking of lotteries having at least two 

continuous derivatives(Kreps, 1990:70, 84; Mas-Colell et. al.,  1995:173; Muñoz- Dierks, 2005:17; 
Slantchev, 2005:9; Herfert, 2006:18; Levin, 2006:6, 8, 29; Mobius, 2008:5; Yanoff, 2012:501; 

Garcia, 2017:337). According to the theory of expected utility decision makers choose between 

alternatives by comparing the expected utility values that are the weighted sums obtained by adding 
the utility values of outcomes multiplied by their respective probabilities (Mongin, 1998:171). Thus 

the expected utility for the two-outcome lottery L=(P, A, B) where the outcomes and their 

probabilities are denoted by A, B and P, (1-P) respectively is E[U(L)]=PU(A)+(1-P)U(B) (Henderson 

and Quandt, 1980:54 ). The theory of expected utility poses a set of axioms to be satisfied to define 
rational behavior and decision making. The axioms of the theory of expected utility are determined 

as invariance, completeness (complete-ordering), transitivity , continuity, independence, unequal-

probability, Archimedean, monotonicity  and substitution (independence of irrelevant 
alternatives)(Tversky, 1969; Kahneman and Tversky, 1979; Tversky and Kahneman, 1981; 

Kahneman and Tversky, 1984; Tversky and Kahneman, 1986; Holt, 1986; Machina, 1987; Loomes 

et. al. , 1991; Carlin, 1992; Abdellaoui, 2002:3; Kahneman,  2003; Tversky, 2004;  Slantchev, 2005:8; 
Levin, 2006:5, 9; Mobius, 2008:5;  Birnbaum and Schmidt, 2008; Shon, 2008:2; Dean, 2009:6; Board, 

2009:2, 9; Day and Loomes, 2010; Föllmer et. al. , 2016:58,) to explain behavior under risk 

considering utility. The theory of expected utility had appeared almost as a final state of the St. 

Petersburg Paradox. However it didn’t take too much for the theory to be questioned. The first 
counterexample was presented by Maurice Allain in 1953 which is known as “Allais Paradox” in the 

literature. Allais showed that economic behavior under risk violates the independence axiom which 

is known as the heart of the theory of expected utility. In 1979 using a variation of Allais’ example 
Kahneman and Tversky suggested “Prospect Theory” to contribute to the theory of expected utility 

to better understand economic behavior under risk. Introducing the “value function” which is concave 

in the gain, convex and also steeper in the loss domains and has a kink at the origin; Kahneman and 

Tversky proved that economic behavior under risk differentiates according to monetary gains and 
losses. Kahneman and Tversky demonstrated that individuals are more sensitive to monetary losses 

compared to the same amount of monetary gains. Kahneman and Tversky also presented the 

“certainty effect” which contributes to risk aversiveness in sure gains and risk-seeking in sure losses. 
They called attention to a reference point where value attached to the gains and losses. By prospect 

theory it is provided evidence that individuals don’t consider final asset position as it is assumed in 

canonical economic theory but they consider gain and loss. That is why monetary losses are 
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overweighted. While Kahneman and Tversky interested in value rather than utility in the prospect 

theory; several different expected utility variants with several parameters have been suggested in time 

(Schoemaker, 1982). 

These explanations show that risk and utility are both included together in theoretical journey. This 

finding sheds light on that if the future work aims to carry a step further existing models and theories 

it will need to embody utility and risk together rather than ignoring one or adopting pure ceteris-

paribus. 

Conclusion 

From the two mathematicians Blaise Pascal and Pierre de Fermat’s research on calculating the 

expected value of all kinds of games of chance; decision making under risk has been investigated. 

Decision making under risk has been the key concerns in economics as well.  St. Petersburg Paradox 

is the bridge between Blaise Pascal and Pierre de Fermat’s research in the 17th century and John von 
Neumann and Oskar Morgenstern’s in 1944. In other words the paradox is the bridge between the 

notions “expecped value” and “expected utility”.  

Risk perception has considerable outcomes from both macroeconomic and microeconomic 
perspectives. Because financial industry structures frequently can encourage risk, exceeding risk or 

the optimal risk; risk has an important role at the macro level as taking risk triggers GDP growth 

whereas sometimes the reverse is valid. Attitudes towards risk has also important implications for 

market failures and market inequalities. At the micro level as affected by individual assessments; 
financial products of the market are expected to effect financial system as a whole. To interpret stock-

market, banking system, exchange-rates and even the interest rates without risk analysis will be 

incompleted. To make proper risk analysis it is necesseary to put utility into the analysis accurately. 
Risk measurement without a utility assessment may lead not only to credit system collapse but also 

financial bankruptcies, unemployment and other serious economic problems. Economic behavior is 

a complicated system of rationality, mood, neurons and emotions. Thus it is needed to make more 
comprehensive analysis to decide how to get position towards to risky assests to achieve the best 

possible outcome.  

Every decision includes some risk; from a simple decision of going out of the house on a sunny day 

to having a surgery or to investing in a spesific stock. At the same time every decision is a result of a 
comparison of the utilities of the alternatives. Risk has an important role in economic life because it 

is included in every step of economic decisions. Utility is such a concept that underlies economic 

theory. So utility and risk cannot be investigated separately. The relationship between risk and utility 
has always been worth examining and has given rise to the theories. The St. Petersburg Paradox is a 

milestone in the field in this manner enables researchers to discover that individuals consider more 

than just expected value. And now recent studies show that individuals consider more than utility. It 

is provided evidence that decision makers are interested in gains and losses, equality, trust and 
fairness rather than pure utility maximization goal. Thus evaluation of risk and utility needs to be 

updated in order to find appropriate recipes for real life economic problems. The standard theoretical 

view needs to be enriched by interdisciplinary perspectives to serve real life economic and financial 

problems at the national and international level. 

 



The Relationship Between Utility And Risk: Examples From Economics                                                                          496  

 

Stratejik ve Sosyal Araştırmalar Dergisi 

References 

Abdellaoui, M. (2002). Economic Rationality Under Uncertainty. Paris: GRID-CNRS, ENS de    

Cachan. 

Akyıldırım, E. and Soner, M. H. (2014). A Brief History Of Mathematics In Finance.  

Borsa Istanbul Review, 14, 57-63. 

Allais, M. (1953). Le Comportement de l’Homme Rationnel devant le Risque, Crtitique des  

Postulats et Axiomes de l’Ecole Americaine. Econometrica, 21(4), 503-546. 

Allen, R. G. D. and Hicks, J. R. (1934). A Reconsideration Of The Theory Of Value, II.  

Economica, 1, 196-219. 

Andreas, J. T. (2010). The Cardinalist Manifesto: The Epistemology Of The Measurability  

Of Utility. Ph.D. Dissertation,  the Graduate College of the University of Illinois, Chicago. 

Arrow, K. J. (1971). Essays In The Theory Of Risk Bearing. Amsterdam:North Holland,  

Arrow, K. J. (1951). Alternative Approaches To The Theory Of Choice In Risk- Taking  

Situations. Econometrica, 19, 404-37. 

Bassett, G.W.  Jr.  (1987). The St. Petersburg Paradox And Bounded Utility. History  
of  Political Economy, 19(4), 517-523. 

Bernoulli, D. (1954). Exposition Of A New Theory On The Measurement Of Risk.  

Econometrica, 22 (1), 23 - 36. (Specimen Theoriae Novae de Mensura Sortis. Commentarii 

Academiae Sceintiarum Imperialis Petropolitanae, Tomus V, 1738, pp. 175 - 192 is translated 
by Louise Sommer and footnotes by Karl Menger editor-translator.) 

Birnbaum, M. H.  and Schmidt, U. (2008). An Experimental Investigation Of Violations  

Of Transitivity In Choice Under Uncertainty. Kiel Working Paper No. 1396. 

Board, S. (2009). Preferences And Utility. Resource document. UCLA.   

http://www.econ.ucla.edu/sboard/teaching/econ11_09/econ11_09_lecture2.pdf ,  04. 06. 2019. 

Boltzmann, L. (1871). Einige Allgemeine Sa¨tze u¨ber W¨armegleichgewicht. Wiener  

Berichte, 63, 679–711. 

Britannica. https://www.britannica.com/topic/The-Book-on-Games-of-Chance, 04. 06. 

2019. 

Buffon, G. L. L. Comte de. ( 1777). ESSAIS D’Arithm´Etique Morale. In: Histoire Naturelle.   
Suppl´ement Tome Quatri´eme. Paris: De l’Imprimerie Royale,  46 - 124. 

Camerer, C. F. (2007). Neuroeconomics:Using Neuroscience To Make Economic  

Predictions. The Economic Journal, 117, 26-42. 

Carlin, P. S. (1992).  Violations of The Reduction And Independence Axioms In Allais- 

Type And Common-Ratio Effect Experiments. Journal of Economic Behavior & Organization, 

19(2), 213-235. 

Cohen, E. G. D. (1996). Boltzmann And Statistical Mechanics. Boltzmann’s Legacy 150  



497                                                                                                                                                     Gelengül KOÇASLAN 

 

Stratejik ve Sosyal Araştırmalar Dergisi 

Years After His Birth.  Atti dei Convegni Lincei, Accademia Nazionale dei Lincei, 131, 9–23. 

Cramer, G. (1728). Private Correspondence With N. Bernoulli. 

Day, B. and Loomes, G. (2010). Conflicting Violations Of Transitivity And Where They  

May Lead Us. Theory and  Decision, 68, 233–242. 

Dean, M. (2009). Consumer Theory. Resource document, Columbia University.  

http://www.columbia.edu/~md3405/IM_CT.pdf , 04. 06. 2019. 

Debreu, G. (1951). The Coefficient Of Resource Utilization. Econometrica, 19(3), 273 –  

292. 

Dehling,  H. G. (1997). Daniel Bernoulli and the St. Petersburg Paradox. Vierde Serie  

Deel,  15(3), 223-227.  

Devlin, K. (2008). The Unfinished Game. New York:Basic Books 

Dierks, L. H. (2005). Trust As A Determinant Of Consumer Behaviour Under Uncertainty:  

An  Empirical Analysis Of Consumers' Reactions To A Random External Shock In Europe. 

Kiel: Cuvillier Verlag. 

Ehrenfest, P. and Ehrenfest, T. (1959). Begriffliche Grundlagen Der Statistischen  

Auffassung In Der Mechanik. (Translation: Moravcsik, J. The Conceptual Foundations Of The 
Statistical Approach In Mechanics. Leibzig: Cornell University Press). 

Fermat, P. and Pascal, B. (1654). Private Correspondence Between Fermat And Pascal. 

Föllmer, H. and Schied, A. (2011). Stochastic Finance: An Introduction In Discrete Time,  

Berlin: de Gruyter. 

Frıedman, M. and Savage, L. J. (1948). The Utility Analysis Of Choices Involving  

Risk. Journal of Political Economy, 56(4), 279-304. 

Friedman, D. and Sunder, S. (2011). Risky Curves: From Unobservable Utility To  

Observable Opportunity Sets, Cowles Foundation Discussion Papers 1819, Cowles Foundation 

for Research in Economics, Yale University. 

Garcia, J. A. (2013). A Bit About The St. Petersburg Paradox.   
http://www.math.tamu.edu/~david.larson/garcia13.pdf, 04. 06. 2019. 

Gell-Mann, M.  and Lloyd, S. (2004). Effective Complexity. M. Gell-Mann and C. Tsallis   

         (Eds.), In Nonextensive Entropy: Interdisciplinary Applications (p. 387-398). New    

         York:Oxford University Press. 

Graunt, J. (1662). Natural and Political Observations Mentioned In A Following Index And  

Made Upon The Bills Of Mortality. London: Martin, Allestry and Dicas. 

Grüne-Yanoff, T. (2012). Paradoxes Of Rational Choice Theory. S. Roeser,  R. Hillerbrand,  P.  

          Sandin, P.  and M. Peterson (Eds.), In Handbook Of  Risk Theory: Epistemology,   

          Decision Theory,  Ethics, And Social Implications Of Risk (p. 499-516). London:   

          Springer. 

https://ideas.repec.org/s/cwl/cwldpp.html
http://www.math.tamu.edu/~david.larson/garcia13.pdf


The Relationship Between Utility And Risk: Examples From Economics                                                                          498  

 

Stratejik ve Sosyal Araştırmalar Dergisi 

Halley, E. (1693). An Estimate Of The Degrees Of The Mortality Of Mankind, Drawn  

From Curious Tables Of The Births And Funerals At The City Of Breslau; With An Attempt 

To Ascertain The Price Of Annuities Upon Lives. Phil. Trans. R. Soc. , 17, 596–610.  

Henderson, J. M. and Quandt, R. E. (1980). Microeconomic Theory:A Mathematical  

Approach. Singapore: McGraw-Hill. 

Herfert, M. (2006). Nonparametric Inference Of Utilites: Entropy Analysis With  

Applications To  Consumer Theory. Hamburg: diplom.de. 

Holt, C. A. (1986). Preference Reversal And The Independence Axiom. The American  

Economic  Review, 76(3), 508-515. 

Huygens, C. (1657). De Ratiociniis In Ludo Aleae (On reckoning at Games of Chance).  

          London: T. Woodward. 

Kahneman, D.  and Tversky, A. (1979). Prospect Theory: An Analysis Of Decision  

Under Risk. Econometrica, 47(2), 263-292. 

Kahneman, D. (2003). Maps Of Bounded Rationality: Psychology For Behavioral  

Economics. The American Economic Review, 93(5), 1449-1475. 

Kahneman, D. and Tversky, A. (1984). Choices, Values, And Frames. American  

Psychologist,  39(4), 341-350. 

Kahneman, D. (2002). Maps of Bounded Rationality: A Perspective on Institute Judgment  

and Choice. Nobel Lecture, http://www.nobelprize.org/nobel_prizes/economics/ 

laureates/2002/kahnemann-lecture.pdf, 04. 06.2019. 

Keynes, J.  M.  (1921). A Treatise On Probability. London: Macmillan And Co. 

Knight, F. H. (1921). Risk, Uncertainty And Profit. Cambridge: Riverside Press. 

Kolmogorov, A. N. (1933). Grundbegriffe der Wahrscheinlichkeitsrechnung. Berlin:Springer,  

 (Translation: Morrison, N. (1956). Foundations Of The Theory Of Probability. New York: 

Chelsea. 

Kreps, D. M. (1990). A Course In Microeconomic Theory. USA: Harvester Wheatsheaf. 

Levin, J. (2006). Choice under uncertainty. Resource document, Stanford University.   

https://web.stanford.edu/~jdlevin/Econ%20202/Uncertainty.pdf, 04. 06. 2019. 

Loomes, G. (1991). Evidence Of A New Violation Of The Independence Axiom. Journal of  

Risk  and Uncertainty, 4(1), 91-108. 

Machina, M. J. (1987). Choice Under Uncertainty: Problems Solved And Unsolved. The  

Journal of Economic Perspectives, 1(1), 121-154. 

Markowitz, H. M. (1952). The Utility of Wealth. Journal of Political Economy, 60(2),  

151-158. 

Markowitz, H. M. (1952). Portfolio Selection. Journal of Finance, 7, 77-91. 

http://www.nobelprize.org/nobel_prizes/economics/


499                                                                                                                                                     Gelengül KOÇASLAN 

 

Stratejik ve Sosyal Araştırmalar Dergisi 

Mas-Collel, A. , Whinston, M. D. , and Green, J. R. (1995). Microeconomic Theory.  

New York:Oxford University Press. 

Menger, K.  (1934). Das Unsicherheitsmoment in der Wertlehre, Nationaloeken. Journal of   

Economics, 5(4), 459 - 485. 

Mobius, M. M. (2008). Motivation and decision theory. Resource document, Tsinghua   

University. http://iiis.tsinghua.edu.cn/~kenshin/gt/mlecture1.pdf, 04. 06.  2019. 

de Montmort, P. R. (1713). Essay d’Analyse sur les Jeux de Hazard. Paris: Jacque Quillau.   

Mongin, P. (1998).  Expected Utility Theory. J. B. Davis, D. W. Hands and U. MÄKI (Eds. ), In  

        The Handbook Of Economic Methodology (p. 171-178).  UK: Edward Elgar Publishing. 

Mukhopadhyay, P. (2012). An Introduction To The Theory Of Probability. India: World   

        Scientific. 

Muñoz-Garcia, F. (2017). Advanced Microeconomic Theory: An Intuitive Approach With   

Examples. Cambridge: MIT Press. 

Ole, P. (2011). The Time Resolution Of The St Petersburg Paradox. Philos Trans A Math  

Phys Eng Sci. , 369(1956), 4913–4931. 

Ore, O. ( 1953). Cardano The Gambling Scholar. New Jersey: Princeton University Press.  
Pacioli, F. L. B. (1494). Summa De Arithmetica, Geometrica, Proportioni Et Proportionalita.   

Venice. 

Pickover, C. A. (2009). The Math Book: From Pythagoras To The 57th Dimension, 250   
Milestones İn The History Of Mathematics. London: Sterling. 

Salov, V. (2014). The Gibbon Of Math History". Who Invented The St. Petersburg Paradox?   

Khinchin’s Resolution.  https://arxiv.org/pdf/1403.3001.pdf, 04. 06. 2019. 

Samuelson, P.A. (1938). A Note On The Pure Theory Of Consumer’s Behavior.  

Economica, New Series, 5(17), 61-71. 

Samuelson, P. (1960). The St. Petersburg Paradox As A Divergent Double Limit.  

International Economic Review (Blackwell Publishing), 1(1), 31-37.  

Samuelson, P. (1977). St. Petersburg Paradoxes: Defanged, Dissected, and Historically  

Described. Journal of Economic Literature (American Economic Association), 15(1), 24-55.  

Schoemaker, P. J. H. (1982). The Expected Utility Model: Its Variants, Purposes,  

Evidence and Limitations. Journal of Economic Literature, 20(2), 529-563. 

Sharpe,W. F. (2007). Investors and Markets. Portfolio Choices, Asset Prices, and Investment  

Advice. Princeton and Oxford: Princeton University Press. 

Shlesinger, M. F. (2012). Milestones In The History Of Probability. L. Cohen, H. V. Poor,  M.  
         O. Scully (Eds. ), In Classical, Semi-Classical And Quantum Noise (p. 225-226). London:   

         Springer. 

Shon, J. (2008). More Is Better An Investigation Of Monotonicity Assumption In  
Economics.  Resource document,  The University of Chicago.  

http://www.math.uchicago.edu/~may/VIGRE/VIGRE2008/REUPapers/Shon.pdf, 04. 06. 

2019. 

https://arxiv.org/pdf/1403.3001.pdf


The Relationship Between Utility And Risk: Examples From Economics                                                                          500  

 

Stratejik ve Sosyal Araştırmalar Dergisi 

Slantchev, B. L. (2005).  Game Theory: Preferences And Expected Utility. Resource document,  

University of California San Diego. http://slantchev.ucsd.edu/courses/gt/02preferences-expected-

utility.pdf, 04. 06. 2019. 

Stigler, S. M. (1999). Statistics On The Table: The History Of Statistical Concepts And  

Methods. London: Harvard University Press.  

Sz´Ekely, G. and Richards, D. (2004). The St. Petersburg Paradox And The Crash Of  

High-Tech Stocks In 2000. Amer. Statist. , 58, 225–231. 

Todhunter, I.  (1865). A History Of The Mathematical Theory Of Probability:From The  

Time Of  Pascal To That Of Laplace. London: MacMillan. 

Tversky, A. and Kahneman, D. (1992). Advances In Prospect Theory: Cumulative  

Representation Of Uncertainty. Journal of Risk and Uncertainty, 5, 297-323. 

Tversky, A. (2004). Preference, Belief, And Similarity, Selected Writings.  E. Shafir (Ed. ). 

London: The MIT Press. 

Tversky, A. and Kahneman, D. (1981). The Framing Of Decisions And The Psychology  

Of Choice. Science, 211(4481), 453-458.  

Tversky, A. and Kahneman, D. (1986). Rational Choice And The Framing Of  

Decisions. The  Journal of Business, Part 2: The Behavioral Foundations of Economic Theory,  

59(4), 251-278.  

Tversky, A. (1969). Intransitivity Of Preferences. Psychological Review, 76(1), 31-48. 

Von Neumann, J. and Morgenstern, O. (1944). The Theory of Games and Economic  

Behavior. Princeton, NJ: Princeton University Press. 

Varian, H. R. (1987). Intermediate Microeconomics: A Modern Approach. New York:  

         Norton&Company. 

Whitworth, W. A. (1901). Choice And Chance. Cambridge: Deighton, Bell, & Co. 


