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Abstract The newsvendor problem is formulated with the focus theory of
choice in which instead of using the expected utility in the existing approaches,
the optimal order quantity is determined as per which order quantity’s focus
(the most salient demand) is the most preferred. This new formulation is a
bilevel optimization problem in which the lower level chooses the focus of each
order quantity and the upper level determines the optimal order quantity.
The proposed model has maximin upper and lower level programs that are
nonsmooth. We derive the optimal order quantity under this new framework
and characterize the properties of the optimal solution. The proposed model
provides a new perspective to analyze the newsvendor problems.

Keywords Bilevel optimization - Nonsmooth - Focus theory of choice -
Newsvendor model
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1 Introduction

The newsvendor problem is a typical one-time business decision with three
characteristics: (i) the demand for the product is uncertain; (ii) the procure-
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ment lead time exceeds the selling season; and (iii) both overstock and un-
derstock result in economic loss. Newsvendor problems reflect the essence of
many real-world business situations, ranging from manufacturing and retail-
ing fashion and sports apparel, and electronics with time sensitive components,
to managing capacity and booking in airline and hotel industries, making fi-
nal purchase or production decisions, and selling perishable food items. As
such, although studies on newsvendor problems date back to the 19*" century
(Edgeworth 1888; Arrow et al. 1951), significant attention is still paid to this
research area and the classic model has been extended along different lines
such as adopting alternative objective and utility functions, employing differ-
ent pricing and return policies, and considering various settings of demand
information. For comprehensive reviews, readers are referred to (Petruzzi and
Dada 1999; Qin et al. 2011) and the edited book by Choi (2012). More research
on this important topic is reported in (Arcelus et al. 2012; Giiler 2019; Mitra
2018; Huber et al. 2019; Ji and Kamrad 2019).

This research aims to address this issue by putting it within the focus the-
ory of choice framework, which offers decision aids based on salient information
instead of expected value. A growing body of evidence has shown that salience
(attention-grabbing) information plays a critical role in human decision mak-
ing (Lacetera et al. 2012; Busse et al. 2013; Brandstétter and Korner 2014).
Guo (2011) argues that an individual evaluates a decision alternative based on
some associated event (called the focus of a decision), which is most salient to
the decision maker due to its resultant payoff and probability, thereby propos-
ing a one-shot decision theory. The one-shot decision theory has been applied
to auction problems (Wang and Guo 2017), production planning (Zhu and
Guo 2020a), newsvendor models for innovative products (Guo and Ma 2014;
Zhu and Guo 2017; Zhu and Guo 2020b), multistage decision making (Guo and
Li 2014; Li and Guo 2015), and duopoly markets of innovative products (Guo
2010a). To further refine the one-shot decision theory, Guo (2019) proposes
the focus theory of choice that models and axiomatizes procedural rationality
articulated first by Simon (1976) and resolves several well-known anomalies
such as the St. Petersburg, Allais, and Ellsberg paradoxes, and violations of
stochastic dominance. The core argument of the focus theory of choice is that
the most salient event corresponds to the most-preferred action, where salience
depends on the decision maker’s specific frame of mind and reflects different
behavioral patterns in human decision processes. This argument is consistent
with the results of the psychological experiments conducted by Stewart et al.
(2016). Recently, focus theory of choice is used to solve sequential decision
problems under uncertainty (Guo 2022).

In this paper, we assume that the retailer is an optimistic decision maker
so that we analyze newsvendor problems under the positive evaluation system
of the focus theory of choice. This framework envisages the retailer’s decision
as a two-step procedure. In the first step, for each potential order quantity,
the retailer looks for his/her most salient demand by examining the payoffs of
all possible demands and that corresponding probabilities. The demand that
generates the relatively high payoff with the relatively high probability is iden-
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tified as the focus of this order quantity. In the second step, the retailer selects
the optimal order quantity by scanning through the foci of all possible order
quantities. Following the above idea, the newsvendor problem is formulated
as a bilevel optimization problem in which the lower level program is used
to choose the focus of each order quantity and the upper level program is to
determine the optimal order quantity. In the proposed bilevel optimization
model, the upper and lower levels are both maximin optimization problems. It
is well known that the bilevel optimization problem is an important hierarchi-
cal optimization problem, which plays an important role in many fields (see,
e.g., Bard 1998; Colson 2005; Colson et al. 2005; Dempe 2018) and solving
a bilevel optimization problem is very hard because its constraint region is
implicitly determined by a series of optimization problems. Since the maximin
upper and lower level programs are nonsmooth and sometimes even noncon-
vex, the proposed model cannot be solved by existing optimization methods for
bilevel optimization problems. We derive the analytical optimal order quan-
tity under this new framework and obtain the mathematical properties of the
optimal solution. Theoretical analysis shows that this research provides a new
perspective to examine the retailer * s ordering decision.

The remainder of this paper is organized as follows. In Section 2, we es-
tablish a newsvendor model with the focus theory of choice. It is a bilevel
optimization problem with maximin upper and lower level programs. In Sec-
tion 3, we theoretically obtain the optimal solutions of the proposed bilevel
optimization problem, provide the decisional insights on the positive foci and
the optimal order quantity, and offer a comparison with the result derived by
the classic newsvendor model. In Section 4, we present an illustrative example
to show how the proposed model works and offers a comparison with other
models. Section 5 concludes this paper with some remarks. All proofs of the
theoretical results are given in Appendix.

2 The newsvendor model with the focus theory of choice

Considering a retailer who sells a short life-cycle product, his/her payoff func-
tion is given as follows:

(1)

{r*x—l—s*(q—x)—w*q for x < ¢,
v(z,q) =

(r—w)xq—gx(x—gq) foraz>gq,
where z is the market demand, ¢ is the order quantity, w > 0 is the wholesale
price per unit, 7 > 0 is the retailer price per unit, s > 0 is the salvage value
per unit, and g > 0 is the opportunity cost per unit due to stockout. Without
loss of generality, we assume r > w > s. Clearly, given an order quantity ¢,
v(z, q) reaches its maximum at = g. We further make the following generic
assumptions on the uncertain demand:

(i) The demand lies on an interval X = [I, h;
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(ii) The probability density function of demand f(z) is a strictly quasi-concave
continuous function and f(x) > 0 for any z € [I, h].

As a rational retailer, his/her order quantity should lie within the de-
mand interval [I, h]. We have the retailer’s lowest profit min, gep,n v(7,q) =
min{v(l, h),v(h,1)} = min{pxl+s(h—1)—wxh, (p—w)*l—gx(h—1)}, occur-
ring at one of the two extreme cases when the order quantity mismatches the
realized demand. The retailer’s highest profit max, 4ep.nv(z,q) = v(h,h) =
(r —w) % h occurs at x = g = h.

To reframe the newsvendor model under the paradigm of the focus theory of
choice, we next convert the retailer’s payoff function to a satisfaction function
and the probability density function to a relative likelihood function.
Satisfaction function: Let V be the range of the retailer’s payoff function
v(x,q), u:V —[0,1] is called a satisfaction function if

u(v1) > u(ve) <= vy >ve, Vui,ve €V,

and 3 v, € V such that u(v.) = max,ey u(v) = 1.

For a given order quantity ¢, u(z,q) represents the retailer’s satisfaction
level about the resulting payoff if demand arises as z. Clearly, given an order
quantity ¢, u(x,q) reaches its maximum at x = ¢. The satisfaction function
is only a value function that converts payoffs to relative satisfaction levels. In
this research, we define the satisfaction function as follows:

v(x, q) — ming e, v(, q)

maXy qgeli,h] v(z,q) — minx,qe[l,h] v(z,q) '

u(@,q) = (2)
Relative likelihood function: 7 : X — [0, 1] is called a relative likelihood
function if

m(x1) > m(xe) <= f(x1) > f(z2), V1,20 € X,

and 3 z. € X such that 7(z.) = maxzex 7(z) = 1.
For any « € X, m(z) is called its relative likelihood degree. In this research,
we define the relative likelihood function as follows:

o) — 1@

maxgey f(z)

3)

A relative likelihood function is a normalized probability density function to
represent the relative likelihood positions of different outcomes. Instead of
using the original values of payoffs and probabilities, the focus theory of choice
takes the satisfaction and relative likelihood functions as the basic decision
input because a mounting body of evidence suggests that relative values are
more perceptible (have a higher accessibility) than absolute values and play
a more important role in human decision making (Frank 1985; Solnick and
Hemenway 1998).

Since f(z) is a strictly quasi-concave continuous function on [I, h], there
exists co € I, h] such that f(co) = max,ep p) f(2), we know that 7(x) attains
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its unique maximum at x = ¢, 7(z) is strictly increasing on [l, ¢o] and strictly
decreasing on [cg, h].

The focus theory of choice postulates that a decision maker inherently
owns two distinct evaluation systems: positive and negative. Typically, these
two systems correspond to different frames of mind and one of them is working
for a particular decision situation. Generally, the positive evaluation system
is active for an optimistic decision maker and the negative evaluation system
is activated when a decision maker is pessimistic. In this paper, we assume
that the decision maker is an optimistic retailer. Hence, we only analyze the
newsvendor problem and derive its optimal order quantity under the positive
evaluation system.

In this case, for a given decision action ¢ € Q = [I, h], we denote X, (q) as
the set of optimal solutions to the following optimization problem:

max min{p * 7(z), u(z, g)}, (4)

where parameter ¢ is a positive real number. (4) is derived from the positive
focus representation theorem in (Guo 2019). Note that both 7 (x) and u(z, q)
are dimensionless and between 0 and 1, and ¢ serves as a scaling factor that
directly affects whether the outcome with a higher relative likelihood or a
higher satisfaction arises from the inner minimization operation in (4). Given
q, for x1, zo € X, if w(x1) > w(x2) and u(x1,q) > u(xe,q), then we have
min{y * 7(z1), w(z1,q)} > min{p * 7(z3), u(xa,q)}. Clearly, for any decision
action ¢ (order quantity in the newsvendor context), (4) seeks the outcome (de-
mand) that brings a relatively high relative likelihood degree and a relatively
high satisfaction level. Increasing ¢ makes ¢ * () bigger and allows u(z, ¢) to
arise more easily out of the inner minimization operation in (4), leading to an
optimal z therein with a relatively high satisfaction level (payoff) and a rela-
tively low relative likelihood (probability) (Guo 2019). Conversely, decreasing
© makes 7(x) to take a more prominent role in determining the output of (4),
resulting in an optimal x with a relatively high relative likelihood (probability)
and a relatively low satisfaction level (payoff). Hence, ¢ can be interpreted as a
weight that a retailer balances his/her emphasis between the satisfaction level
and the relative likelihood degree. Increasing ¢ means that the retailer aims
to pursue a higher payoff by somewhat sacrificing the probability. Therefore,
@ can be used to measure how optimistic the retailer is: the higher the value
of ¢, the more optimistic the retailer.

Since m(x) and u(x, ¢) are both strictly quasi-concave continuous functions
in z on X, we know that for any given order quantity ¢ € @, there is a unique
element in X,(¢), denoted by x,(q) and referred to as the positive focus of
order quantity ¢g. Next, among all the positive foci for different actions (order
quantities), we seek the optimal ¢* by the following optimization problem:

max. min{r » 7, (0)) u(y (0).0)) )
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where £ is a positive real number. (5) follows from the representation theorem
for an optimal action under the positive evaluation system in (Guo 2019). The
set of ¢* is denoted by Q*.

Forany q1,¢2 € Q,ifu(zp(q1), q1) = w(zp(g2), ¢2) and w(zp(q1)) = 7(2p(g2)),
then we have min{rir(a, (q1)), u(p(q1), 1)} > min{rer(zy(g2)), u(wy(a2). 42))-
This implies that (5) finds an order quantity whose focus has a relatively high
relative likelihood degree and yields a relatively high satisfaction level. Simi-
lar to the interpretations of parameter ¢, a heightened « elevates the level of
k*m(zp(q)) relative to u(xy(g), ¢) and leads to an order quantity whose focus
is relatively high in satisfaction but relatively low in likelihood. Conversely, a
reduced r lowers the level of k * 7(x,(q)) relative to u(z,(q),q) and results
in an order quantity whose positive focus is relatively high in likelihood but
relatively low in satisfaction. Since (5) is used for identifying actions (order
quantities) based on their positive foci, x can be interpreted as the retailer’s
confidence index on his/her decision: the higher the value of x, the more con-
fident the decision maker (retailer).

Definition 1 If there is only one element in Q*, then it is the optimal or-
der quantity under the positive evaluation system, denoted by g,. If there
is more than one element in @Q* and there does not exist ¢* € @Q* such that
T(@p(@) > w(@p(a)), ulwy(a7), a7) = u(wy(@), ) or w(wy(a)) > w(wp(a]),
u(zp(q*), q*) > u(zp(qy), qp) for g € Q*, then gy is the optimal order quantity
under the positive evaluation system.

Definition 1 indicates that the optimal order quantity ¢, weakly dominates
all other elements in Q* if it contains multiple quantities.

It should be noted that the newsvendor model with the focus theory of
choice consisting of (4) and (5) is a bilevel optimization problem where (4)
is the lower level problem and (5) is the upper level problem. Since the up-
per and lower level programs are nonsmooth nonconvex maximin problems,
the proposed model cannot be solved by existing optimization methods. In
the following section, we will theoretically derive the optimal solution and its
properties.

3 Theoretical results of the newsvendor model with the focus
theory of choice

First, we furnish Lemma 1 to characterize the positive focus for any given
order quantity which is the unique optimal solution to the lower level problem

(4)-

Lemma 1 For any order quantity g € Q, its positive focus x,(q) is charac-
terized as follows:
(i) If o > u;'(](’g) , then z,(q) = q;

(ii) If “75?723) <p< %{;})) and g < co, then x,(q) is the unique solution to the

equation u(z,q) = @ * 7(x) in x on [q,col;
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(i) If % <p< uit(z(}%) and q > co, then x,(q) is the unique solution to the

equation u(z,q) = ¢ * 7(x) in T on [co, ql;
(iv) If 0 < p < wleo-a) e, zp(q) = co.

m(co) ’

Lemma 1 confirms the role of ¢ in determining the focus demand of any
given order quantity ¢: When ¢ is sufficiently small in case (iv), the relative
likelihood function plays a primary part in identifying the focus x,(¢) = co,
which has the highest relative likelihood at a lower satisfaction level. When
¢ increases into the middling range in case (ii) or (iii), the focus is identified
as the unique solution to the equation u(z,q) = ¢ * w(z) in = on [q,co] or
[co, q], which has a higher satisfaction level, but a lower relative likelihood
degree. When ¢ further increases into the high range in case (i), the satisfaction
function stands out in determining the focus z,(¢) = ¢, which possesses the
highest satisfaction level at an even lower relative likelihood. Based on Lemma
1, we obtain the following result.

Theorem 1 x,(q) is an increasing and continuous function of q¢ on [l, h].

Theorem 1 implies that for any given order quantities ¢; and g;, if ¢; > gj,
then the positive focus of g; is larger than or equal to the positive focus of g;.
Since 7(z) is a continuous function, it is increasing on [I, ¢o] and decreasing on
[co, h], the following result is natural.

Theorem 2 7(z,(q)) is a continuous function of g on [l,h], it is increasing
on [l,co] and decreasing on [co, h].

Theorem 2 means that the relative likelihood function of the positive focus
is a quasi-concave continuous function of q. When ¢ is sufficiently small such

that ¢ < u;figs) holds for all ¢ € @, as per Lemma 1(iv), we have 7(z,(q)) =
7(co) for all ¢ € Q. To study the monotonicity of the function u(z,(q),q), we
give the following lemma.

Lemma 2 For any order quantity q € [co, h], its positive focus z,(q) is deter-
mined as follows:

(i) If o > ufr?h};) , then z,(q) = g¢;

(ii) If % <p< “75’(1,’3), then there exists a unique solution to the equation

p*m(x) =u(x,x) on [co, h|, denoted by x,, such that

_faq forqé€co,xy)
xp(Q) = {xq forq € ($0<p7;;]a

where x4 is the unique solution to the equation u(zx,q) = ¢ * w(x) in x on
[CO7Q];
(iii) If % <p < %, then there is a unique solution to the equation

@ *m(co) = u(co,q) on [co, h], denoted by q,, such that

e forac ol
vl ={2 o€l
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where x4 is the unique solution to the equation ¢ * w(x) = u(x,q) in x on
[CO7 Q] ;
(iv) If 0 < @ < “eol) tpep xp(q) = co.

m(co)

Lemma 2 further characterizes the focus of the order quantity ¢ € [co, h].
With the assistance of Lemma 1, we can now pinpoint the thresholds of ¢,
which are independent of ¢ such that different foci arise within different ranges
of ¢ values.

As mentioned earlier, ¢ reflects how optimistic the retailer is, Lemma 2
can thus be interpreted from a behavioral perspective as follows. When ¢ is at
the low range (0 < ¢ < ufrizoi)l),
its scaling effect makes relative likelihood more prominent in determining the
focus demand. As such, the retailer will always focus on the most likely demand
co regardless of the order quantity g. When ¢ increases to a slightly higher
level such that % <p< %, the retailer exhibits a higher optimistic
level by balancing the relative likelihood of a demand quantity and its resulting
satisfaction. When the order quantity is at the lower end, the focus remains at
the most likely demand cg, but it moves up to a higher level at the solution to
¢ *m(x) = u(x,q) in &, which is no more than the order quantity g. When ¢

further increases to a moderately high level (% <p< “fr’(lh];) ), the retailer

meaning that the retailer is not so optimistic),

becomes even more optimistic by leaning further towards the satisfaction of a
focus demand given an order quantity. When the order quantity is at the lower
end, the focus demand will be the order quantity. But the focus demand lies
at the solution to p*7(z) = u(x,q) in x when the order quantity ¢ falls within
S0
becomes so optimistic that he/she simply focuses on the most rosy scenario
with the highest satisfaction level given any demand quantity, z,(q) = ¢.
With an increasing ¢ (implying a more optimistic retailer), his/her atten-
tion is gradually shifted from seeking assurance (higher likelihood) to aspiring
for profitability (higher satisfaction), leading to a heightened focus demand
that approaches the order quantity. These explanations are intuitive and con-
sistent with the behavioral patterns of decision makers at different optimistic
levels. Therefore, Lemma 2 sheds insights on how a retailer evaluates the most
attractive demand under different order quantities and how this behaviour
is linked to his/her personality attributes as reflected by the parameter (.
Lemma 2, together with Lemma 1 and Theorem 1, yields the following result.

the upper end. If ¢ is at a significantly high level (¢ > ), the retailer

Theorem 3 u(z,(g),q) is a strictly quasi-concave continuous function of ¢
on [I, h].

(i) If o > ufr?h};) , then u(x,(q), q) is strictly increasing on [I, h).

(ii) If weoco) < < “ﬁ?;f)l), then u(xy(q),q) is strictly increasing on [l,x,)]

m(co)
and strictly decreasing on [x,,h] where x, is the unique solution to the
equation u(z,x) = @ * w(z) on (co, h).
(iii) If % <p< %, then w(xy,(q), q) is strictly increasing on [l, co] and
strictly decreasing on [co, h).
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(iv) If 0 < ¢ < u;?gg’;), then w(xp(q),q) is strictly increasing on [l,co| and
strictly decreasing on [co, h].

Now we are ready to present the optimal order quantity to the proposed
newsvendor model.

Theorem 4 The optimal order quantity q, under the positive evaluation sys-
tem and its corresponding positive focus x,(qy) are furnished as follows:

h i ¢ Tr(,’j)l and Kk > ((h)),

z, Zf ugrc([)c,co) < p < < ¥ u(h,h) and Kk > ®,

* x m(h)
@ = 2p(qy) = (6)
p p\ip T Zf ugrc((z:,co) <K< (]Z h) and 0>k,

co if 0<@<% or 0 < k < Weosco)

m(co)

Here x, and x,, are unique solutions to the equations u(z,x) = ¢ * 7(x) and
u(x,x) = k x w(x) with respect to x on [co, h|, respectively.

Theorem 4 implies that the optimal order quantity must lie within [co, h]
under the positive evaluation system. This conclusion is intuitive because the
order quantity co brings the highest payoff with the highest relative likelihood
when ¢ is confined to [I, co].

As mentioned earlier, x reflects how confident a retailer is in his/her se-
lection of decisions after examining the foci identified at the first stage. We
can interpret the behavioral patterns in the results of Theorem 4 as follows.
If the retailer is highly optimistic and highly confident (both ¢ and k take
large values), then he/she will select the highest demand h as the optimal
order quantity. In the other extreme case, if the retailer has a low optimism
(confidence) level with a small ¢ (x), regardless of the value of k (¢), he/she
will take the most likely demand ¢y as the optimal order quantity, which is
the lowest possible optimal quantity under the positive evaluation system. If
the retailer is moderately optimistic and confident (both ¢ and x take values
in the middle range), he/she will take a value in-between as the optimal order
quantity. These results are intuitive and consistent with common sense. The-
orem 4 thus sheds insight on how different characteristics of a retailer affects
his/her order decision.

Remark 1: In the classic newsvendor model, the optimal order quantity gg

satisfies flq‘j ()dr = ~—+2 ';Jig where R = ~—"19 1;’15 € (0,1) is referred to as the
critical ratio. If the probability density function 1s symmetric, then the optimal
order quantity will be larger than ¢y when R > 0.5 (high margin) holds. This
conclusion is logically consistent with Theorem 4 because a high margin (with
a low w and high s) motivates the retailer to think positively, thereby acti-
vating his/her positive evaluation system. Under such a mindset, the retailer
will order more than cg. These results support the common recognition that

decision problems are inherently context dependent (Kahneman and Tversky
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1984). Therefore, R > 0.5 can be regarded as a rough yardstick for employing
the proposed newsvendor model with the positive evaluation system.
Remark 2: If the probability density function is symmetric about the mode ¢y,
the mean of demand is also ¢g. When R > 0.5, since ulco,co) o (0.40) < w(hh)

w(co) — w(q5) — w(h) >
it is concluded from Theorem 4 that when % <k < "gg;}’;) and ¢ > K,

the optimal order quantity under the positive evaluation system is x, which

is equal to (smaller than or larger than) ¢f if x is equal to (smaller than or
640 C0,C h,h .

larger than) “5:1(0(]3)"); when "S:(“cg)“) <p< “ﬁ(h)) and s > ¢, the optimal order

quantity under the positive evaluation system takes the value of x, which is

equal to (smaller than or larger than) ¢f if ¢ is equal to (smaller than or

larger than) %q’g)g). Especially when % <k < %q’;);) and p > Kk or

weo,c0) <p< % and k > ¢, the retailer’s optimal solution takes a value
0

m(co) 7(q,
between the mean of demand and the classic optimal quantity.

Remark 3: Newsvendor models with the one-shot decision theory (OSDT)
have been proposed by Guo and Ma (2014). As the focus theory of choice
is a further refinement of OSDT, we can establish links between our results
in Theorem4 with those obtained with OSDT in Guo and Ma (2014). More
specifically, it is clear from Theorem4 that: When ¢ is equal to 1 and « is
big enough, since u(h,h) > w(h) and 7(co) > u(co,co), the optimal order
quantity under the positive evaluation system will take the unique solution to
the equation u(z,z) = 7(z) on [¢g, h] which is the same as the optimal active
order quantity of the newsvendor model with OSDT (Theorem 13(1) in Guo
and Ma 2014); When both ¢ and k are big enough, the optimal order quantity
under the positive evaluation system will take the highest demand h which is
identical to the optimal daring order quantity of the newsvendor model with
OSDT (Theorem 13(2) in Guo and Ma 2014).

4 An illustrative example and comparison with other models

This section presents an illustrative example to show how to apply the pro-
posed newsvendor model and clarify its relationship with the classic model.
Consider a retailer selling a seasonal product whose retail price r, wholesale
price w, salvage value s and opportunity cost g are 10, 6, 4 and 2 (dollars) per
unit, respectively. We have the payoff function as follows:

(z.0) 6x —2q for x < gq,
v(z,q) =
6g —2x for x> q.

The range of uncertain demand is estimated as [10,25]. The probability
density function of uncertain demand is assumed to be triangular as follows:

750

17 22
— oL T 7 for 15 < x < 25.

ixf% for 10 < x < 15,
f(z) = (7)
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Clearly, f(I) = f(10) = 155, f(h) = f(25) = 155, f(co) = F(15) = 5 and
1205 f(z)dz = 1. We can calculate the mean of demand as xy = 16.79. In a

classic newsvendor model, the optimal order quantity ¢ satisfies

/ fla)de = L2 H9 (8)

p—s+g’

where R = % = (.75 is the critical ratio. Plugging (7) into (8), we obtain
@ = 19.18.

Next, let us consider the optimal order quantity of this newsvendor problem
under the positive evaluation system of the focus theory of choice. Since the
range of demand is [10,25], we only need to consider order quantities within
the same range. Therefore, the maximal and minimal payoffs are v(h,h) =
v(25,25) = 100 and min{v(l,h),v(h,1)} = min{v(10,25),v(25,10)} = 10,
respectively. We adopt (2) to normalize payoffs and obtain the satisfaction
function as follows:

6q—2z—10 )

W for x < q,
(z,q) =
for z > q.

90

Clearly, (9) attains the highest satisfaction level of 1 at the maximal payoff
100 when x = g = h = 25 and the lowest satisfaction level of 0 at the minimal
payoff 10 when x = h =25, ¢ =101=10 or x =1 = 10, ¢ = h = 25. From (9),

we know
4z — 10

90
and u(l,1) = u(10,10) = 3, u(co, co) = u(15,15) = 3, u(h,h) = u(25,25) =1
Similarly, we define the relative likelihood function as per (3) as

u(z,x) =

ﬂxfﬁ f0r10§$§157
o (10)

185 37
185x+ 37 for 15 < x < 25.

which is obtained by dividing the probability density function in (7) by its
maximum f(15) = 2. From (10), we have 7(10) = m(25) = 2 and 7(15) =

300"
According to Theorem 4, we can directly obtain the followmg results:

— if p > 4 = 12.33 and k> L) = 12.33, then g = h = 25;

— if either 0 < p < u(c(o’c)o) = 0.56 (regardless of k) or 0 < K < usrc(oc7c)°) = 0.56

(regardless of ), then ¢ = co = 15.

Briefly speaking, if the retailer is highly optimistic about uncertain market
demand and highly confident in his/her decision (both ¢ and k are large, or
larger than 12.3 in this particular example), the optimal order quantity is the
highest possible value g, = h = 25, which is identical to the optimal daring
order quantity of the newsvendor model with OSDT (Guo and Ma 2014).
On the other hand, if the retailer’s optimism about demand uncertainty or
confidence in his/her decision is at a low level (either ¢ or k is small, or in
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this example, 0 < ¢ < 0.56 or 0 < kK < 0.56, the optimal order quantity is the
most likely demand g, = c¢o = 15.

Next, we consider the case when the retailer is moderately optimistic about
uncertain demand or moderately confident in his/her decision (¢ or x takes
a moderate value, or in this specific example, 0.56 < ¢ < 12.3 or 0.56 < k <
12.3). Solving equations u(x,x) = ¢ * 7w(z) and u(z,z) = k * w(z) on [co, h)
and denoting their solutions by z, and z, respectively, we have

7920 + 370
T T 3060 1 148 (11)
and
7920k + 370
TR 306k + 148
According to Theorem 4, we have the following results:

— i 0.56 = o) < o < MM — 193 and k> ¢, then ¢ = x;

) — m(h)
— if 0.56 = ”STC(OC’OC)O) <K< uy(lh};) =12.3 and ¢ > &, then g = .

For example, if ¢ = 5 and x = 10, we have ¢; = z,(q;) = =, = 23.82 by
(12); if ¢ = 15 and £ = 3, we have q; = z,(q;) = ©. = 22.64 by (12).
Particularly if ¢ = 1 and & is big enough (or in this example £ > 12.3), we
have g, = z,,(g,) = z, = 18.26 by (11), which is the same as the optimal active
order quantity of the newsvendor model with OSDT (Guo and Ma 2014).

Given that the optimal order quantity of the classic newsvendor model is
g = 19.18, we can properly set the values of ¢ and x such that the optimal
order quantity under the positive evaluation system is equal to that of the
classic model, ¢; = ¢ = 19.18. More specifically, let z, = 19.18 and z,, =
19.18 and solve equations (11) and (12), we have ¢ = xk = 1.20. According
to Theorem 4, we understand that setting ¢ > 1.20 and x = 1.20 or setting
@ =1.20 and x > 1.20 will yield the optimal order quantity under the positive
evaluation system equal to that of the classic newsvendor model, that is, ¢, =
g5 = 19.18. We can also set the values of ¢ and x such that the optimal order
quantity under the positive evaluation system is equal to the mean of demand,
q, = o = 16.79. Similarly, let x, = 16.79 and z,; = 16.79 and solve equations
(11) and (12), we have ¢ = k = 0.76. Consequently, when 0.76 < x < 1.2 and
p>kKor076 < ¢ <12 and kK > p, the optimal order quantity under the
positive evaluation system will take a value between the mean of demand and
the theoretical optimal quantity of the classic newsvendor model.

In summary, under the positive evaluation system, this illustrative example
clearly shows that the highest possible value h can arise as the optimal order
quantity only if the retailer is both highly optimistic and highly confident. If
either the optimism or confidence level falls within the middle range, the op-
timal order quantity can be any value between the most likely demand ¢y and
the highest possible value h contingent upon the specific values of ¢ and k.
If either the optimism or confidence level falls within the low range, the most
likely demand c¢( arises as the optimal order quantity. This result is consis-
tent with the general behavioral pattern of decision makers: When a retailer is
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more optimistic about uncertain demand and more confident in his/her deci-
sion, he/she tends to aim high and act more aggressively by ordering a higher
quantity.

5 Conclusions

First, this research contributes to the literature by establishing a new newsven-
dor model with the focus theory of choice. Building upon two axioms in (Guo
2019), the proposed newsvendor model conceives the retailer’s ordering de-
cision as a two-stage procedure. Firstly, for each order quantity, the retailer
chooses the most salient demand as its focus after assessing the resulting sat-
isfaction and relative likelihood levels of all possible demands. Secondly, the
retailer determines the optimal order quantity by selecting the most preferred
focus among those of all possible order quantities. This research furnishes a
new perspective to understand the retailer’s ordering decision by accounting
for his/her optimism and confidence levels as well as the underlying behavioral
insights behind the choice.

Second, this research obtains the analytical solution to the proposed model.
It is a bilevel optimization problem with maximin upper and lower level pro-
grams that are nonsmooth and cannot be solved by existing optimization meth-
ods. We derive the theoretical results of the optimal order quantity under the
positive evaluation system and show the mathematical properties of the opti-
mal order quantity and its positive focus.

This research enriches the literature of newsvendor modeling and bilevel
optimization and will be the theoretical basis for building supply chain models
with the focus theory of choice framework.
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Appendix

Proof of Lemma 1: For any g € Q, as u(q,q) > u(cp,q) and 0 < 7(q) < 7(cop),

u(g,9) u(co,q)
we have (0) > T(ce)

(i) For any « # q, as ¢ x w(q) > u(q,q), we have min{p * 7(q),u(q,q)} =
u(q,q) > u(z,q) > min{p * 7(x),u(z,q)}. Based on (4) and the definition of
the positive focus, we have z,(¢) = g.
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(ii) It = Co’q < p < % and ¢ < co, then u(q,q) > ¢ x w(q) and
u(co,q) < <,0 >|< 77(00). Since u(z, ¢) strictly decreases in  on [g, ¢o] and ¢ * w(x)
strictly increases on [g, co], there is a unique solution to the equation u(z,q) =
¢« m(z) in z on [g,co], denoted by xp(q,¢). For any = # z,(q, ), we
have min{p*7m(xp (g, ), u(zp (g, ©),¢)} > min{p*m(x), u(x,q)}. This means
2p(q) = zpi(q, )-

(iii) Similar to case (ii), we have x,(q) = x,. (¢, ¢) where x,,(q, ) is the
unique solution to the equation u(z,q) = ¢ * 7(z) in x on [co, q]

(iv) For any x # c¢o, as p*m(co) < u(co, q), we have min{¢p*m(cg), u(co,q)} =
p*m(co) > @*m(x) > min{y * m(x),u(x, q)}. So, we have z,(q) = co.

Proof of Theorem 1: Since x,(g) is the unique optimal solution to the lower
level problem (4), as per the stability theory in parametric optimization (Evans
and Gould 1970), we know that z,(g) is a continuous function of ¢.

It follows from Lemma 1 that x,(co) = ¢o whenever ¢ > 0. To show the
monotonicity of x,(q), we consider the following two cases.

Let g1,42 € [l,¢o] and ¢ < ¢o. By Lemma 1, we know z,(q;) € [¢;, co] for
i = 1,2. In the following, we use contradictions to show the proof. Suppose
Zp(q1) > xp(g2), then we have I < ¢1 < g2 < z,(q2) < xp(q1) < co. By the
definitions of v(x, ¢) and u(z, q), it is easy to verify that

u(zp(g2), 1) < w(zp(g2), q2), (A1)
and
u(zp(g2), 1) > u(zp(qr), q1)- (A.2)
Considering ,(g2) < co, it follows from Lemma 1 that
cither ¢ > u(q2, q2) or u(co, g2) <p< U(Qz#]z)’ (A.3)
7(q2) 7(co) 7(q2)

m(q2)
u(zp(q2), g2) = @ * m(2p(g2)

u(rp(q2), q2) < @ * m(wp(q2)). (A4)

(A.4) together with (A.1) leads to u(xp(g2), 1) < @*m(2p(ge)). Since zp(q1) €
Xp(q1) and z,(q1) # 2p(q2), we further have

and if ¢ > 9292 thep zp(g2) = qo, otherwise x,(q2) satisfies the equation
). In either case of (A.3), we have

u(rp(q1), q1) = min{p * 7(p(q1)), w(zp(qr), 1)}
> min{p * 7(zp(g2)), u(zp(g2), ¢1)} (A.5)
= u(zp(g2), q1)-

It is clear that (A.2) and (A.5) contradict each other. Thus, for any ¢1,q2 €
[Z,co], if g1 < go then
zp(q1) < p(g2) < p(co). (A.6)
Similar to the above proof, we can show that for any ¢s,q4 € [co,h], if
q3 < q4 then

zp(co) < xp(g3) < wp(qa). (A7)
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(A.6) together with (A.7) provides the proof. O

Proof of Lemma 2: From the definitions of the satisfaction and relative
likelihood functions, one can see that m(x) is strictly decreasing and u(x, x) is
strictly increasing on [co, h].

(i) Since ¢ > uT(r}(L,’L})L) > “TE‘(’(’S) holds for any q € [co, ], it follows from Lemma

1(i) that z,(q) = g¢.

(i) If “Ef(oc’c)“) <p< uT(r}(lh})L), then the equation ¢ * w(z) = u(z,z) has a
unique solution x, within [co, k] as the monotonicity of m(z) and u(z,z) on
[co, h]. For q € [co, ), as @ *m(q) > u(q, q), we have z,(q) = g as per Lemma
1(i). For ¢ € [z, h], we have ¢ = 7u(:(“;j)“’) < % and ¢ > 7“(?"6;)0) > “&25)
From Lemma 1(iii), we know that there is a unique solution to the equation
u(z,q) = ¢ *m(x) in x on [cg,q], denoted by z4, such that z,(¢) = z4. In
addition, we have z,(z,) = z.

(iii) If “75?;’ })l) <ep< usrc("cc)“), as u(co,x) is strictly decreasing on [cg, h],
the equation ¢ * m(co) = u(co, q) has a unique solution g, within [co, h]. For
q € [c0,qyp), as p*m(co) < u(co, q), it follows from Lemma 1(iv) that z,(q) = co.
w(eo.dy)  ulcoa)

m(co) = (co)
. By Lemma 1(iii), we know z,(q) = z4. In

For q € [g,,h], as ¢ x w(co) = u(co,q,), we have ¢ = and

_ u(co,qy) u(co,¢0) u(q,9)
P = Tr(coip S w(co) S 7(q)

addition, we have x,(q,) = ¢o.
(iv)y o< p < "(?0’)), then ¢ * m(co) < u(co, h) < u(cop,q) for q € [co, hl.
As per Lemma 1(iv), we have z,(¢) = co. O

Proof of Theorem 3: It follows from (1) that v(x,(q),q) = min{(r — s) *
xp(q) — (w—8)*q, (r—w+g)*q—g=*x,(q)}. Since x,(g) is continuous on
[l, h], the function v(z,(q), ¢) is also continuous. Considering the definition of
satisfaction function, we know that u(z,(q), ¢) is a continuous function of ¢ on
[l,h].

To show the monotonicity of u(z,(g), ¢), we divide [I, h] into two intervals:
[I, co] and [cg, h]. In what follows, we consider the two cases respectively.

(I) Let g1, g2 € [I,co] and g1 < g2. As per Lemma 1, we have ¢; < zp(g;) <
¢o for i = 1,2. As per Lemma 1, we have z,(¢1) < x,(¢gz2). By the definition of
(1), we have

v(ap(gi),q) =(r—w+g)*xq —g*xp(q), i=1,2. (A.8)

In the case z,(g2) = ga, it follows from (A.8) that v(z,(q1), ¢1)—v(zp(q2), ¢2)
< v(q1,q1) — v(q2,g2) < 0. By the definition of satisfaction function, we have
w(zp(qr), q1) < w(zp(gz), g2)-

In the case x,(g2) > g2, as per Lemma 1 (i) and (ii), we have u(zp(g2), ¢2) >
o * m(rp(g2)). If 2p(q1) = 2p(ge), it follows from (A.8) that v(zp(q1),q1) —
v(xp(g2),q2) < 0dueto ¢1 < g2 and hence, we have u(zp(q1), ¢1) < u(zp(g2), ¢2).
If 2,(¢1) < xp(g2), we consider the following two cases: ¢1 = z,(¢1) and
@ < xp(qr). If zp(qr) < xp(g2) and ¢1 = z,(g1), as per Lemma 1 we have
wlwy(@), 1) < @ * w(zy(ar)). Considering u(zy(d2),a2) = @ * w(ay(a2)), wo

l\’)
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further have u(z,(q1), q1) — w(zp(q2), g2) < @ * w(2p(q1)) — ¢ * 7(wp(g2)) < 0.
If zp(q1) < zp(g2) and g1 < zp(q1), we have ¢1 < xp(q1) < zp(g2) < co, as per
Lemma 1 (ii), we further have u(zy(q1),q1) = ¢ * m(2p(g2)) < o * m(2p(g2)) <
u(zp(q2), g2)-

From the above analysis, we know that u(z,(g), ¢) is strictly increasing on
[l, co] whenever ¢ > 0.

(II) It follows from Lemma 1 that x,(co) = co whenever ¢ > 0. In the
following, we consider the monotonicity of u(z,(q), q) for cases (i), (ii), (iii)
and (iv), respectively.

(i) For any g € [co, h], it follows from Lemma 2(i) that x,(q) = ¢. As
noted earlier, u(x,(q),q) = u(qg, q) is strictly increasing on [co, h]. Considering
the continuity of u(x,(q),q) and case (I), we know that u(z,(q), q) is strictly
increasing on [, hl.

(ii) Since h > z, > cg, we divide [co, h] into the following two intervals:
[co, z,] and (z,, h]. In what follows, we consider the two cases respectively.

(ila) For any q € [co, ), it follows from Lemma 2(ii) that z,(q) = ¢.
Clearly, u(xp(q),q) = u(q, q) is strictly increasing on [co, z,).

(iib) Let g5, g6 € (x4, h] and g5 < ge. As per Lemma 1, we have z,(¢;) < ¢;
for i = 5,6. By the definition of (1), we know that (A.9) holds for i = 5,6. If
Zp(gs5) < zp(ge), as per Lemma 2(ii), we have u(zp(g:), ¢:) = @ * m(xp(q;)) for
i = 5,6 and hence, we have u(z,(gs5),¢5) = @ * m(xp(gs)) > @ * w(zp(gs)) =
w(zp(g6), q6)- If wp(as) = wp(qs), (A.9) leads to u(xp(gs), ¢5) > w(zp(gs), ge)
due to g5 < g¢ and hence, we have u(z,(gs), g5) > u(xp(gs), g6 )-

In summary, cases (I) and (iia) show that the function u(z,(q), ¢) is strictly
increasing on [[, ], case (iib) shows that u(zy(q),q) is strictly decreasing on
[z, hl.

(iii) As per Lemma 2(iii), we have g, > ¢o. We divide [cg, h] into two inter-
vals: [co, q,] and (g, h]. In what follows, we consider the two cases respectively.

(iiia) For any ¢ € [co, g, ], it follows from Lemma 2(iii) that x,(q) = co. By
the definition of (1), we know that v(z,(q),q) = v(co,q) is strictly decreasing
on [co, ). That is, u(z,(q), q) is strictly decreasing on [co, ]

(iiib) Let g3,¢4 € (gy, h] and g3 < g4. As per Lemma 1, we have z,(g;) < ¢;
for i = 3,4. By the definition of (1), for i = 3,4, we have

v(zp(qi), ¢i) = (r —s) x xp(q;) — (w — s) * g;. (A.9)

If 2,(g3) < 2p(qa), as per Lemma 2(iii), we have u(zp(¢:), ¢:) = ¢ * m(xp(g;))
for i = 3,4 and hence, we have u(x,(g3), q3) = p*m(xp(q3)) > @*m(xp(qs)) =

w(zp(qa), qe). If 2p(q3) = zp(qa), (A.9) leads to v(zp(g3),q3) > v(zp(qa), qa)
due to g3 < g5 and hence, we have u(x,(g3), q4) > w(xp(qa), qa).

In summary, case (I) shows that the function u(z,(q), q) is strictly increas-
ing on [l, ¢o], cases (ilia) and (iiib) show that u(x,(q), q) is strictly decreasing
on [co, h].

(iv) For any q € [co, h], it follows from Lemma 2(iv) that x,(q) = co. It is
easy to verify from the definition of (1) that v(z,(q),q) = v(co,q) is strictly
decreasing on [cg, h]. Considering the definition of satisfaction function, we
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know that u(z,(q), ¢) is strictly decreasing on [cg, h]. In summary, the function
u(zp(q), g) is strictly increasing on [l, ¢o] and strictly decreasing on [co, h]. O

Proof of Theorem 4: Note that (6) can be equivalently divided into the
following three cases:

Case 1. When ¢ > “75}(1,’1};),

u(h,h)
h ifk >7T)()7

* * u(co, u(h,h
@ =wplgy) = { ow i T <( . )(<h))’
: u(co0,C0
Co f0<k< W.
u(co,co) u(h,h)
Case 2. When =72 < ¢ < <z OB
T, if K> o,
* * u(c C)
qp = g;p(qp) = Ty if # <k < (Y2

co f0<k< usrc(oc,c;)).

Case 3. When 0 < ¢ < uff(c’cs)o)7

a, = 7p(q,) = co, ¥V K> 0.

For any g € [l,co), we have m(zp(co)) > m(zp(q)) and u(zp(co),co) >

u(zp(q),q) whenever ¢ > 0. This means that g, will not lie in the interval

[Z,¢o). In the following proof, we only need to consider the interval [cg, h].

Case 1. When ¢ > “T(r}(l}’s), we have z,(¢) = ¢ for any ¢ € [co, h] based on

Lemma 2(i). As noted earlier, () is strictly decreasing on [co, h] and u(x, x)
is strictly increasing on [co, h].

If k > “T(r}(' })L) then we have min{x * m(z,(h)),u(z,(h),h)} = u(h,h) >
u(zp(q), q) > min{k * 7(x,(q)), u(xp(q), q)} for any ¢ € [co, h). Based on Defi-
nition 1, we have g, = x,(q;) = h.

If ugrmc C)") <K< "(}(L };) there is a unique solution to the equation u(x,z) =
k % m(x) on [cg, h], denoted by z,. For any ¢ € [co,xx) U (2, h], min{x *
m(zp(xx)), u(zp(xk), )} = min{rsm(z,), u(zw, 2.)} > min{k*m(q),u(q,q)} =
min{x * m(2,(q)), u(xp(q),q)} holds. This means q; = x,(q;) = Tx-

Ifo<k< %, we have min{x * m(z,(co)), u(zp(co), o)} = k*m(co) >

kxm(q) > min{x * 7(z,(q)), u(z,(q), )} for any g € (co, h]. This means g; =
xp(q;) = Co-
Case 2. When % <p< “75’(1;)1), m(zp(¢)) is decreasing on [cg, h] as per
Theorem 2, u(z,(q), q) is strictly increasing on [co, ] and strictly decreasing
on [z, h] as per Theorem 3. This means that g, will lie in the interval [co, 2]
As per Lemma 2(ii), we have z,(q) = ¢ for any q € [co, z,).

If k > @, for any q € [co, x,), we have min{k * w(zp(2,)), u(xp(zy,), p)} >
min{e + (p(0,)), uwy(@0), 700} = Wp(wp),70) > u(zy(@),) > min{s
m(2p(q)), u(wp(q), q)}- Thus, we have g, = x,(q;) = =,
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It % < Kk < ¢, then z,(¢q) = ¢ for any ¢ € [co, z,]. Since k¥ (2p(co)) =
K * 7(co) > ulco,co) = u(xp(co),co) and K * m(zp(2y,)) = Kk * m(z,) < @ *
m(z,) = u(zy,xy,) = uw(xp(z,),z,), we know that there is a unique solu-
tion to the equation u(z,x) = K * m(x) on [cy, .|, denoted by x,, such that
min{k * 7(z,(Tk)), w(@p(xs), xx)} = K x T(xp(xs)) = KxT(TK) > K*x7(g) =
k* m(xp(q)) > min{k * m(zp(q)), u(zp(q), )} holds for any ¢ € [co,z,) and
min{r * 7(zp(xx)), w(@p(wx), 2x)} = w(wp(ws), 2x) > w(@p(q),q) > min{x
m(25(q)), u(wp(q), q)} holds for any g € (2, ). This means g = z,(g;) = x-

Ifo< k< m, then z,(¢) = ¢ for any ¢ € [co,2,]. Since min{x *

m(co)
m(zp(co)), u(zp(co),co)} = k*m(co) > Kk x7(q) = Kk * w(xp(q)) > min{k *
m(xp(q)), u(w,(q), q)} holds for any q € (co, x|, we have g, = x,(q;) = co.
Case 3. When 0 < ¢ < Y00 for any g € (cg,h], we have m(zp(co)) >

‘IT(C()) ?
m(zp(q)) as per Theorem 2 and u(z,(cop), co) > u(zp(q),q) as per Theorem
3(i-ii). Based on Definition 1, for any x > 0, we have g, = ,,(q;) = co. O

References

1. Arcelus FJ, Kumar S, Srinivasan G (2012) Bicriteria optimization in the newsvendor
problem with uniformly distributed demand. 4OR-Q J Oper Res 10:267-286.

2. Arrow KJ, Harris T, Marshak J (1951) Optimal inventory policy. Econometrica 19:250—
272.

3. Bard JF (1998) Practical Bilevel Optimization: Algorithms and Applications. Kluwer,
Dordrecht.

4. Brandstétter E, Korner C (2014) Attention in risky choice. Acta Psychol 152:166-176.

5. Busse MR, Lacetera N, Pope DG, Silva-Risso J, Sydnor JR (2013) Estimating the effect
of salience in wholesale and retail car markets. Am Econ Rev 103:575-579.

6. Choi TM (2012) Handbook of newsvendor problems: models, extensions and applications.
New York, London, Springer.

7. Colson, B (2005) Trust-region algorithms for derivative-free optimization and nonlinear
bilevel programming. 40R-Q J Oper Res 2:85-88

8. Colson B, Marcotte P, Savard G (2005) Bilevel programming: A survey. 4OR-Q J Oper
Res 3:87-107.

9. Dempe S (2018) Bilevel optimization: theory, algorithms and applications. TU
Bergakademie Freiberg.

10. Edgeworth FY (1888) The mathematical theory of banking. J R Stat Soc 51:113-127.

11. Evans JP, Gould FJ (1970) Stability in Nonlinear Programming. Oper Res 18:107-118.

12. Frank RH (1985) Choosing the right pond: Human behavior and the quest for status.
New York, NY: Oxford University Press.

13. Giiler MG (2019) Advertising and forecasting investments of a newsvendor. 40R-Q J
Oper Res 17:45-73.

14. Guo P (2010a) One-shot decision approach and its application to duopoly market. Int
J of Information and Decision Sciences 2:213-232.

15. Guo P (2011) One-shot decision theory. IEEE Trans Syst Man Cybern A Syst Humans
41:917-926.

16. Guo P (2019) Focus theory of choice and its application to resolving the St. Petersburg,
Allais, and Ellsberg paradoxes and other anomalies. European J Oper Res 276:1034-1043.

17. Guo P (2022) Dynamic focus programming: A new approach to sequential decision
problems under uncertainty. European J Oper Res 303:328-336.

18. Guo P, Li Y (2014). Approaches to multistage one-shot decision making. European J
Oper Res 236:612-623.

19. Guo P, Ma X (2014) Newsvendor models for innovative products with one-shot decision
theory. European J Oper Res 239:523-536.



Title Suppressed Due to Excessive Length 19

20. Huber J, Miiller S, Fleischmann M, Stuckenschmidt H (2019) A data-driven newsvendor
problem: From data to decision. European J Oper Res 278:904-915.

21. Ji R, Kamrad B (2019) Newsvendor model as an exchange option on demand and supply
uncertainty. Prod Oper Manag 28:2456-2470.

22. Kahneman D, Tversky A (1984) Choices, values, and frames. Am Psychol 39:341-350.

23. Lacetera N, Pope DG, Sydnor JR (2012) Heuristic thinking and limited attention in
the car market. Am Econ Rev 102:2206-2236.

24. LiY, Guo P (2015) Possibilistic individual multi-period consumption—investment mod-
els. Fuzzy Sets and Systems, Fuzzy Sets Syst 274:47-61.

25. Mitra S (2018) Newsvendor problem with clearance pricing. European J Oper Res
268:193-202.

26. Petruzzi NC, Dada M (1999) Pricing and the newsvendor problem: a review with ex-
tensions. Oper Res 47:183-194.

27. Qin Y, Wang R, Vakharia AJ, Chen Y, Seref MMH (2011) The newsvendor problem:
review and directions for future research. European J Oper Res 213:361-374.

28. Simon HA (1976) From substantive to procedural rationality. In S. J. Latsis (Ed.),
Method and appraisal in economics (pp. 129-148). New York, NY: Cambridge University
Press.

29. Solnick SJ, Hemenway D (1998) Is more always better? A survey on positional concerns.
J Econ Behav Organ 37:373-383.

30. Stewart N, Hermens F, Matthews WJ (2016) Eye movements in risky choice. J Behav
Decis Mak 29:116-136.

31. Wang C, Guo P (2017) Behavioral models for first-price sealed-bid auctions with the
one- shot decision theory. European J Oper Res 261:994-1000.

32. Zhu X, Guo P (2017) Approaches to four types of bilevel programming problems with
nonconvex nonsmooth lower level programs and their applications to newsvendor prob-
lems. Math Methods Oper Res 86:255-275.

33. Zhu X, Guo P (2020a) Bilevel programming approaches to production planning for
multiple products with short life cycles. 4O0R-Q J Oper Res 18:151-175.

34. Zhu X, Guo P (2020b) Single-level reformulations of a specific non-smooth bilevel pro-
gramming problem and their applications. Optim Lett 14:1393-1406.



