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TEOPUJA PAIIIOHAJIHOT I3bOPA - OTPAHUNYEILA
" ATITEPHATUBE?

Caxerak: Y QoKycy pafa Ha/mase ce HeKU OCHOBHU YBUJIY U UJieje Teopyje palyioHal-
HOT 1360pa Koja IpefcTaBba ,CpXX~ CaBpeMeHe eKOHOMCKe Teopuje. Teopuja parjonan-
Hor n3bopa je, Takobe, ,lleHTap” MOfepHe IIOJINTHYKe HayKe U yIOTpeb/baBa ce y pasHIM
APYTUM HAyIHUM SUCUUIUIMHAMA, KAO IITO Cy: COLUOIOrKja, pumo30duja, MOIUTUKOIIO-
ruja, cuxosoruja u camdHo. Ilocroje ABa raBHa Lu/ba OBOT pajia. JeflaH je fja ce yKaxe
Ha OrpaHNYerba Teopje PAL[OHATHOT 1360pa Kao jefjHe Off Teop1ja eKOHOMCKOTL II0HA-
mama (¥ JOHOLIeHha OfTyKa). JIpyru Ik je ja ce aHaMM3MPajy ICUXOMOLUIKI IIPOrPaMit
UCTPpaXXMBatba XEYPUCTIKA I IPUCTPACHOCTH Y OMXeBUOPATHOj eKOHOMI)I U Ja Ce ca-
IJIefja 3HaYaj a/ITepPHATUBHIX KOHI[EIIaTa, MOJie/Ia U Teopyja ca CTAHOBMINTA YHaNpeherma
pasyMeBarba eKOHOMCKOT U JPYLITBEHOT IIOHAIIAbA.

KipyuHe peun: orpaHudeHa panyioHaTHOCT, IIPOLEAYPaTHA PALIOHATHOCT, €KOJIO-
LKA PALMIOHATTHOCT, homo heuristicus, XeypucTuKe, KOTHUTUBHA IIPUCTPACHOCT, TEOPUja
paroHIHor u36opa

YBoOg

Vneja ma cy byncka 6uha paryonanHa MoTeka je 13 foba panyonanama y 18. Bexy.
Teopuja paronanHor u3bopa, Io3HaTa 1 Kao Teopuja 1360pa WM Teopuja paryoHaI-
HOT JIeTI0Bamba, CeXe a/IeKo Y IPOIUIOCT JI0 MoMUTHIKe punozodpuje Xobca n JIoka, kao
U KJIaCMYHe HomuTuiKe ekoHomuje Agama Cmura (Adam Smith). Y monutnixoj ¢puso-
3o¢uju Xob6ca u JIoka, MOMUTHIKA ¥ eKOHOMCKA OpTaHM3alyja IPYIITBA MPEfiCTaBIbajy
HensbeXxaH pe3y/lTaT MHTepaKiMja pallMOHaTHNX OjefUHAal[a KOj)I KOHKYPUILY jefHN
IpyIMMa 3a peTke pecypce. Y by usberapama IocneuIia aHapximje, akTepy IIpyUxBa-
Tajy MHCTUTYILMje CBOjIHE ¥ HOMUTHYKOT ayToputeta. Obeexje TUX MHCTUTYILM)A je fa
Cy OHe, y IPMHIUILY, JEMOKPATCKe I era/InTapHe, a/ii la HEyMOJ/bMBO BOJIE HEjeHAKOCTI-
Ma y 6orarcTBy. Huje Telko HOKy4NUTH fia je OCHOBHA CBpPXa OBOT y4erba pallMoHa/M3aluja

! krsticmilo3@gmail.com

2 OBaj pap je 1eo npojexTa ,, YHarpehere KOHKYPeHTHOCTH jaBHOT U IIPMBATHOT CEKTOPa yMpeXa-
BareM KOMIIETeHI1ja y Ipoliecy eBporcKux nHTerpanuja Cpbuje” (es. 6p. 179066), koju ¢puHaH-
cupa MUHICTapCTBO IIPOCBeTe, HayKe 1 TEXHOJIOLIKOT pasBoja PC.
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nocrojehux HejegHakoCTH y MOhM 1 €eKOHOMCKOM 6OraTCTBY KOje MPOUCTUYY U3 MHCTUTY-
1¥1ja MOZIEPHOT IPYLITBA Ka0 HY>KHMX IIOCTIeAVIIA MHTEPAKI}ja PALMOHA/THUX MHAVMBUYa.
CMITOB MeXaHN3aM HeBUIJbMBE PyKe OMOryhuo je ofroBop Ha IUTambe: KAaKO APYIITBO
CacTaB/bEHO O eTOUCTUYKIX TIOjeIMHAlI, YCIeBa ja 06e36e/1 KOeKTUBHO 671arocTame
6e3 ayTopurapHe Brage?

Teppama fja ce MHAMBMJYE YBEK MOHAIIAjy PallOHATHO KO MHOTUX JIPYIITBEHMX
TeopeTuyapa MpecTaB/ba HEITO BUIIIE Off IPETIOCTaBKe. Y CTPYYHOj TUTEPATYPH, OB
TBPJba CMaTpa ce aKCMOMOM PallyIOHa/THOCTH. AKCMOM PallIOHA/THOCTH IOfipasyMeBa
7la JbYAV OF/ITIHO 3Hajy IITa je Y ’UXOBOM Haj6o/beM MHTEpeCy ¥ Jla MOpajy fla ce MOoHa-
IIajy pallMOHAIHO (Tj. 1a TeXe Ia OCTBape I1jbeBe KOjii CY KOXEPEHTHI Ca BIIXOBOM XIje-
papxujoM npedepeHIija) YKOIMKO JKejle la ONTUMM3Yjy MMYHO O6marocTame. OBa mpeT-
IIOCTABKa je ¥ HOpMAaTMBHA U MMO3UTMBHA. To 3HAYM 1A TIOje[MHIIN YBeK IeNyjy Y CKIazy
ca CBOjUM MHTepeCKMa, Kao 1 fa Tpeba fja lenyjy y CKIay ca CBOjUM MHTepecuMa fia 6u
6unm panyonanuu (Golubovié, 2010).

V1 3aroBOpHUIIN ¥ KPUTHYAPY TeOpHje PALMOHATHOT 1360pa NCTUTY A4 je OHA IICHU-
XOJIOIIKA, MHAVBUYATUCTIYKA U PefyKIMOHNCTNYKa. [Icuxonomika je, jep objammapa
IIOCTYIKe II0jefuHala nonasehn o BIXOBUX MEHTaTHNX cTamba. OHa je MHAVBYUYa/IN-
CTUYKA, jep ce MpMUMeElbYyje Ha IOHAlIAbe MHAMBIULYaTHNX aKTepa. I pylITBeHe rpyTie U MH-
CTUTYIUje TIOCMATPajy ce Kao IIe/IMHa Koja ce CacTojy Off ojefnHaYHuX akTepa (Mathis &
Steffen, 2015). [ToHamnrame fpyIITBEHNX ITpOLieca aHAM3MPa ce moasehn o MeHTaTHUX
CTama aKTepa I BIXOBYUX MHTepaKuuja. VI3 oBora 61cMo MO/ fia 3aK/BYUMMO fia je Teo-
puja panyoHanHor usbopa penykunonucriyuka (Hafner & Krsti¢, 2011).

Teopuja paroHaTHOT 1e/I0BAA je CHAXKHO KPUTUKOBaHA. BepoBaTHO HajosOmbHUja
KPUTUKA je Ta ia MOJIeIIN, M3rpaheH M Ha MPeTIOCTABIM OCTOjakba PAI[YIOHATHOT VIH/JVIBU-
JLyaJTHOT aKTepa KOj! YBEeK MAaKCHMI3MpPA IMIHY KOPUCHOCT, HICY Y CTamby Aa 00jacHe HeKe
OfI BOKHUjMX acIeKara jbyAcKor noHamamwa (Hodgson, 2012). BepoBame fja ce cBe MOXKe
00jacHITH Ha OCHOBY je[JHOCTaBHE IIPETIIOCTABKE O PAL[MOHATHOCTH II0jeANHIIA — KOja je
HayYHO HeJJOKasuBa U Y CyIPOTHOCTH je C JOOPYIM JIelIoM OHOTa IIITO 3HAMO U IpuMehyje-
MO y Be3H ¢ TIojefiMHIIMMA — IpefMeT je 6pojuux pacipasa (Golubovi¢, 2010; Sveri, 1997).

Camu 3aroBopHMIM Teopuje panmoHanHor usbopa (Ilejmc bjykenen n BupymHmjcka
IIKOJIa PAI[MOHAIHOT 1360pa) CBeCHU Cy HegocTaTaka oe Teopuje (Buchanan, 1991).
Vmax, u mopey yreMer/beHe KPUTHKe, KOHIIENT pallMOHaTHOT U300pa IMpecTaB/ba jeHO
O HeM30eXXHNUX U HOIIYTaPHMX AHATUTUIKIX Opyha KojuM paconaxy fpyIITBeHN Teo-
peTuyapu. JeflaH off pasnora TakBe Haf/IMONHOCTH je Taj IITO eKOHOMCKM MOZE/M paLuo-
HaJTHOT 1300pa CTBapajy yTUCAK Aa CMO O/IIDKU TOMe 1 [PYIITBEHEe HayKe IOCTaBUMO Ha
VICTY aHAJIMTUYKM HUBO Kao ¥ pupopHe. [IpequkTusHa Moh Mopierna, 3aCHOBaHMX Ha pa-
LIIOHATTHOM 1360pY, oMoryhaBa pyLITBEHIM TeOpeTHIapyMa fia OIIOHAIIIAjy HeKe Off Haj-
IeheHNjUX BEITHHA UCTPaXKIBaya y pupoiaHnM Haykama (Sastiko, 1998).

ITocroje 1Ba rmaBHa M/ba OBOT pajia. JeflaH je fa ce yKake Ha OrpaHMYera Teopuje
paIoHaTHOT M360pa Kao TeOpMjCKOT MpaBIia KOjU IPefICTaB/ba CaMy ,OCHOBY caBpeMe-
He eKOHOMCKe HayKe. [Ipyru Lub je fla ce aHa/M3Mpajy ICUXOJIOMIKY IIPOrpaMi UCTPAXKM-
Bakba XeYPUCTHKA U IPUCTPACHOCTY y OVXeBUOPATHOj eKOHOMMU)M 1 JIa Ce carjiefia 3Havaj
QJITepPHATUBHMX KOHIIENIATa, MOJE/Ia I TeOpuja OuXeBHOpaIHe eKOHOMIje Ca CTAHOBMIITA
yHarpehema pasyMeBarma eKOHOMCKOT U IPYIITBEHOT OHAIIAbA.
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Pap ce cactoju us net mebyco6HO moBe3aHux fenosa. Y yBOAY Cy Ipe3eHTOBaHe
0CHOBHe MH(pOPMaIIje O TEOPUjI PALIIOHATHOT 1360pa Kao TeOPUjI O ZOHOLIEHY O/IyKa
U COLIMjaTHOM ¥ eKOHOMCKOM ITOHalIamy. IIoToM ce ananmsupajy nmpeTnocraBke Teopuje
paloHaTHOT U300pa 0 PACIONOXMBUM MH(POPMALIMjaMa 1 CHOCOOHOCTIMA JOHOCHOLIA
omnyka. Y Tpehem u yeTBpTOM fey pajia IPeACTAB/bEHN CY HeCKPUITUBHY MOAEIN Pa-
IIVIOHA/THOT [IOHAIIaka HACTA/IN y OKBUPY OUXeBHOpPa/IHe Teopuje ogayunBama. [Toce6-
Ha BPEHOCT OBOT fle/la Pajia JIeKN y U3/Iaramy a/TepHATUBHMX KOHLeNIINja, Mfeja M MO-
Jiena OUXeBMOpAIHe TeOpUje OfTydMBarba KOjit Cy 3HaYajHY ca CTAHOBUIITA yHapehermba
pasyMmeBamba €eKOHOMCKOT ¥ JJPYIITBEHOT IIOHamama. Ha kpajy pajia ce HaBojie 13a30B1
Teopluje panoHaNTHOT n360pa y caBpeMeHoj eKoHoMIju. Bvxke, ykasyje ce a y caBpe-
MEeHIM IIPaBIYIMa eKOHOMCKe Teoplje BUIIe He II0CTOje jeANHCTBeHe 1 HeobopuBe Teo-
puje, Kao HU YHUBEP3aJTHM €EKOHOMCKY MOJIE/IN ¥ IpUCTynu. PagymeBame Teopuje panyo-
HaJTHOT 1360pa Kao ,,yHUBEP3aIHOT JIeKa” 3a 0bjallbaBarbe CBUX APYIITBEHNX IIpOlleca
je HaMIJIO Ha jeflaH BEeVKI npobiteM, IITo je Ha HeKM Ha4dVH JOBEJIO U 10 H>eHOT »Kpaxa’.

IIperniocTaBKe Teopuje paloOHaNTHOT U360pa

Teopuja panmoHanHor 1360pa IpefcTaBba OKBIUP 3 CXBaTambe 1 4ecTO GOPMATHO
006/1MKOBatbe €KOHOMCKOT 1 IPYIITBEHOT IIOHAIIaba. To je JOMMHAHTHA TeOpUjcKa Iapa-
purma y mukpoexkonomuju (Krsti¢ & Krsti¢, 2015). Takobe je u rieHTap MofepHe ONMUTHY-
Ke HayKe U yIOTpeb/baBa ce y OCTa/IMM APYLUITBEHNMM HayKaMa Kao LITO Cy: pumozoduja,
nonutrkonoruja (Buchanan, 1991) u counonoruja (Coleman, 1990; Boudon, 2003). Cre-
nehe exCIUTMIIMTHE ¥ UMIUIMIIUTHE IPETIIOCTaBKe IPENCTaB/bajy , TBPAO jesrpo” Teopuje
pauyoHamHor n3bopa.

1. Makcumusanyja o4eKuBaHe BPeIHOCTI aKkuyuje (MIM MpeTHOCTaBKa
0 palJOHA/IHOM [OHAIIAbY)

Parmonanuy nojenuHary he n3abpaTy caMo OHY aKIjy, Koja Ha OCHOBY MHAMBU/Y-
aJIHe TIPOLieHe HaBeieHOT II0jeiMHIIA, MMa HajBehy (1In MakcuMasHy) O4eKMBaHy Bpel-
HOCT (KOPVCHOCT, IPOGMNT 1 CIMYIHO) Off CBUX aKIMja KOje HaBejeH! CMaTpPa M3BOA/bUBIIM
(Lahno, 2007). He3aBucHO off celypyYHOCTY YCI0Ba Y KOjUMa JOHOCH OIJIYKe, Palyo-
HaJTHU [OjeIHAL] PACIIONaKe 3aBUIHOM KOIMYMHOM U KBATUTETOM nH(pOpManmja o ak-
nujama (Pavlici¢, 2007).

2. KoHcekBeHIMjam3aM

CBaka IpolieHa BpeZHOCTM aKuuje (KOjy panoHanHy HojeguHal 6upa), Koja je
BaJ)KHa 32 JIOHOIIIEHe OTyKe II0CMAaTPAaHOT MOjelMHIIA, MOXKe J1a Ce CBefie Ha IPOLeHy MO-
ryhux nocnenuua akyje. [IporieHa BpefHOCTY aKIfyje Off CTPaHe Pal[IOHATHOT TI0jefiHIIA
je, y moTmyHoCTH, ofpebheHa (zeTepMunmcana) moryhum mocneguunama (akiuje) Koje Ha-
BeJleH! O4eKyje, BepoBaTHONOM Kojy IIPUITICYje OBUM HOCTeAMIIaMa i HAYMHOM Ha KOju
mpouewyje nocnepuie aknyje (Lahno, 2007).

Jla 61 ce ocurypana ceeo6yxBaTHa MIPYMEH/BUBOCT, ,IIOCTeANIE” Ce CXBATajy ¥
mpem cMucy. Haume, ce 1o mpoyspokyje akipuja (W pajsma) MOXKe Ia ce CMaTpa jef-
HOM Off IIOCTIeINIIA aKI[uje. AKO ce, Ha TpUMep, NojefiuHal oceha 06po oK BO3Y OMIMKIL,
TO ,,CTaEbe YMa~ MOXe Jla ce IIPOTYMayl Kao jefiHa Off ITOCIIeMUIIA BOXKIbe OUIINMKIIA, TOpeS
OCTaMMX yobudajeHnx MocuenIia Kao IITo je moMepame C jeHOT MeCTa Ha APYTo MecTo.
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ITpernocTab/ba ce [ja MpoLieHe MOC/IeANIIA TI0jefiIHIIAa MOTY fia Oyy IpeficTaB/beHe (II0T-
IIYHUM, pe(IeKCUBHNMM M TPAaH3UTUBHMM) IIOPETKOM IpedepeHIyja, a KOji je Y HeKUM
KOHTEKCTVMa (a HapO4YMTO Y KOHTEKCTUMa Teopuje Urapa) IpefcTaB/beH QYHKINjOM KO-
PUCHOCTH KOja IIpec/MKaBa MOC/IefuIe aKIije palliOHa/THOT I0jeiMHIIA Y CKYI peayHIX
6pojesa.

3. OpujeHTanyja Ha MHAMBUAYATHY YMH (VIV HOjeUHAYHY aKT)

[Tpouewyjyhu cBoje akiuje, pauyoHaaIHM HOjefHAL] y3UMa Y 063Up caMo CTBap-
He OYeKVBaHe IOCIeule MHAUBUAYaNTHOT YnHa. OBaj IPUHIMII je YCKO IIOBe3aH ca
OMIITHjMM IIPYHLIMIIOM panyoHanHocty koju XapmyT Knumt (Harmut Kliemet) yBogu
Kao IIPUHIMI MHTepBeHLyje (the principle of intervention): paljiOHaIHY aKTep pasuKyje
OHe acIleKTe aKIyje Ha Koje HheroBY IMYHM U360pY MOTY [ia MMajy YTULAj Off OHUX KOjU Cy
M3BaH yTUIaja eroBUX usbopa. [Ipyrum pednma, 3a O4IyKy IOjeAMHIA CY BaXKHE CaMo
OHe IIoCTIefuIle aKIyje (VI MCXOMM pafilbe) Ha Koje aKTep MOXKe Jja yTUde CBOjUM U360-
pyma (MM o Kojux fornasu ycren usbopa nojenuuia) (Kliemt,1993).

4. YcnoBu palliOHATHOCTH

Jla 61 mojeaMHIM TOHOCUIIN PAaLMOHAIHE OJJIyKe IIOTPe6OHO je fa BIUXoBe Ipede-
peHIInje UCIyHe YCI0Be, aCUMETPUIHOCT, KOMIUIETHOCT U TPAaHSUTUBHOCT. OBU YC/IOBU
Ce Ha3MBajy yCTIOBMMA PALMOHATHOCTIL MU YCIOBMMA JIOTMYKe KOH3UCTEHTHOCTH 1 (op-
MaJIHO Cy U3paXeH! Y Bupy cregehnx akcnoma (Pavlici¢, 2007):

Acumeitipuunociti. 3a 6110 Koje [IBe aKIyje, X U ¥, BaXKI:

(i) Axo mpecdeprpamo x y OZHOCY Ha ¥, OHia y He IpedeprpaMo y OGHOCY Ha X.

Kao HemocpepnHe nocenuiie oBe penaije, fo6ujajy ce cnenehe ocobune:

(ii) Axo x mpecdepupamo y OZHOCY Ha y, OHZIa HIICMO MHAUpepeHTHN n3Meby x n y.

(#ii) Axo mpedepupamo X y OFHOCY Ha ¥, OHfia HICMO HANpepeHTH usMeby x u y

u usameby y u x.

Komiuineitinociii. 3a 6uso Koje Be aKije, X 1 y, Wik X IpedeprpamMo y OfHOCY Ha ¥,
wnu npedeprpaMo y y OLHOCY Ha X, Win cMo nHAndepenTHN nsMeby mux. Ycmos koM-
IUIETHOCTY 3aXTeBa JIa CMO, HE3aBJICHO Off CTeIleHa CIMYHOCTH WM Pa3IMIUTOCTH aKIuja
Meby kojuma 6upamo, yBeK y CTamy fia OLpearMo cBoje npedepeHtyje. ParioHanHo omy-
4MBakbe y TEOPMjH PAlMOHATHOT N300pa MofipasyMeBa e(pMKaCHOCT, OGHOCHO UCK/bYUYje
HEOIIy4HOCT. 360T TOra He 611 CMerTo fa Ce HOronM fa Ipy nopebemwy akumja x u y, HUTK X
cMaTpamo 60/bOM Off ¥, HUTH y CMaTpaMo 60/bOM Off X, HUTH X CMATPaMO jeFHAKO ZOOPIM.

TpansuitiuéHocifi. 3a 610 Koje TP aKIje X, ¥, Z BaXKI:

(iv) Axo mpedeprpaMo X y OZHOCY Ha ¥ U y Y OFHOCY Ha z, OHfa Ipedepupamo x y

OfIHOCY Ha Z.
(v) Ao cmo nnpudepentan usmehy x u y u unandepenTHu cmo usMeby y u z, onga
cmo nupudepenTHN U UsMehy x u z.

5. HeorpaHI/meHe KOTHUTUBHE CIIOCOOHOCTH nojem/mua

CrnepgbeHnIy Teopuje panoHamTHor 1360pa cMaTpajy fja IojefyHaL] IMa HeOrPaHM-
JeHe KOTHNUTVBHE CIIOCOOHOCTH 3a PAlMOHAIHO 1 00jeKTHBHO BpefHOBambe aKuuja. ,, He-
OrPaHMYEHOCT” y OBOM CMICITY 3HAUM fla aKO ITOCTOjI HauMH pacyhuBarba Koju JOBOAU
10 OITMMA/THUX Pe3y/lITara, paliMoHaIHN aKkTep he ra kopucTu 6e3 3HaYajHNX HATIOpA U
tpoukoBa (Lahno, 2007).
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Teopuja paruonamHor n36opa 1moIasy off AICTPAKTHOT MOJe/Ia U/ea/THOT PAL[VIOHATI-
HOT aKTepa Koju ce CIaxe, 6ap, ¢ YeTupu rope HaBefieHe mpernocraske (Resnik,1987).
Mebytum, oBa Teopuja He MOxke OUTH Hajoorbe cxBalieHa Kao IeCKPUIITUBHA TeOPIja OfIy-
yuBarba. BeoMa je HeBepOBaTHO, 11 3alIPaBO HEMCTUHUTO, Jia CTBAPHU I10jeVHIV OIIYIY]jy
0 aKIMjaMa Ha HauVH KOjI Cce IPUINNCYje upgeaTHuM akrepuma. llltasuire, yan he temxo
KaJj IMaTy KOTHUTUBHE CIIOCOOHOCTY MIea/THNUX aKTepa I U3I/Iefa A HeMa MHOTO CMICTIA
pehu ga spynu Tpeba a oTydyjy Ha oBakas HaunmH (Simon, 1955; Sen, 1976; Vanberg, 1994).

Jla 61cMo ommcany moHalame 0ONYHIX MOjeINHALIA 1 BUXOBe 1360pe, MOpaMo ce
OKPE€HYTU AECKPUNTUBHUM MOJENNMMa HACTA/IUM y OKBUPY 6I/IXeBI/I0paHHe TeOpI/Ije opry-
unBama. Ibuma je mocsehen Tpehn 1 yetBpTH Heo paja. On 6pojHMX Teopuja Koje Cy ce Y
HIOCTIeAIbYIX TT0JIA BeKa I0jaBIle Y eKOHOMY)U U IICUXOJIOIUjI, YKpaTko heMo aHamsuparu
teopujy usriena Amoca TBepckor (Amos Tversky) u nHo6enosua Jannena Kanemana (Daniel
Kahneman). [TpegmeT nctTpaskusarmba OBOT paja Cy 1 xeypuctuke. To €y jefHOCTaBHe MeH-
TaJIHe MIPOoLeAype Koje MOojeVHIIN KOPUCTe y JOHOUIEhY OfyKa. IIpuMeHoM xeypucTuka,
JIOHOCHOL[Y OTyKa IIPOHAJIa3e IIPeYNLie 0 pellierba IpobieMa, Py 4eMy ce JOOujeH I pe-
3yATaTy He Pa3/IMKyjy 3Ha4ajHO Off ONITUMAIHUX pelllerba TeopHuje palioHaTHOM U300py.

[Iporpam uctpaxuBama ,XeypUCTUKA U IPUCTPACHOCTI

Y 6pu/paHTHO]j Cepuju eKCIlepyMeHaTa 0 OHOME IITa IICUXOJI03U HAa3WBajy ,IIpoLie-
HOM” U OHOMe IIITa eKOHOMICTI MOTY Ha3BaTH ,0UeKUBABUMA WL ,,BepoBamyMa’, AMOC
Teepcku u [Tanuen KanemaH mokasanu cy fja Jbyiu ZOHOCE IIPOLIEHE KOje CY, FeHepasTHo,
npuctpacte (norperte) (Tversky & Kahneman, 1974). Ose rpetiike cy 6use npenBubu-
Be Ha OCHOBY Teopuje /byfcKe crio3Haje. Kanemanosa u TBepckujeBa xumoresa je 6uma ga
JbYZIU 4€CTO TPOLieY]y, puMemnyjyhn ,npasuia mana” uin xeypucruke (Kahneman,
2015). ITpumep je ,,xeypUCTUKA JOCTYIHOCT (UM ,XeyPUCTUKA PACIOIOKUBOCT ).

XeypucTuka JOCTYIIHOCT, HalMe, je ufieja fa nojeanHuym ogpebyjy (mporemyjy) Be-
posarHohy (ydecramoct) peanusanuje forahaja Ha ocHOBY akohe u 6psuHe ¢ Kojuma ce
npucehajy merose peanusanuje y npountoctu (Camerer & Loewenstein, 2004; Kahneman,
2003). ITpumMeHa oBe XeypuCTHKe je paruoHanHa 6yayhu a cy ydecranocT u makoha mpu-
cehama Hekor forahaja y mosutuBHoj kopenauuju. Ymorpeba xeypucruke, mehyrum, fo-
CTYITHOCT JOBOJM [0 TIPEABIUI/bUBNX IPEIaka Y OHMM CUTYal1jaMa y KOjiMa yIeCTaToCcT
u nmakoha mpucehama gorabaja snavajuo guBeprupajy. Ha mpumep, kaja cy ncnuTaHmnim
3aMOJbeHI Jia IIpoljeHe ofHOC usMebhy 6poja ybucrasa u 6poja camoy6bucTaBa IMOUNEEHNX
muiro/beM, Behuna je mucnnia ma cy demrha youcrsa, 10K je y CTBapy CKOPO BOCTPYKO
Bullle camoy6ucTaBa. OBa oueKuBamwa HUCY HU 61113y fa 6u 6una ,Kao fga” Cy paluoHan-
Ha. OHa nIpeficTaB/bajy 6uxeBnopanne npucrpacHoctn (Thaler, 1989)°.

JIpyra yrunajaa muanja Kanemanosor u TBepckujeBor NCTpaXkKiBatba OJHOCH Ce Ha
moHolIewe oftyKa. TognHe 1979. Kaneman u TBepcku cy 06jaBuiu paj 0 TeOpuju UsIiena
KOja je pejIoKeHa Kao feCKpUITiBHY (11 oHo 111To 611 Munton Oprenmas Ha3Bao ,,110-
3UTUBHUM ) MOJIET OfTy4nBama y ycnosruma HeussecHocty (Kahneman & Tversky, 1979).

Ibuxosa Teopuja sacHOBaHa je Ha EMIIMPYjCKOM ITIPOMAaTpParby U ONMUCYje KaKo I0je-
IUHIV TOKUB/bABAjy CBOje fobuTKe 1 ryoutke. Kaneman u TBepcku cy oTkpwm ja BehnHa

3 OBuM cy JoBeJleHe y UTatbe M07a3He MPETIOCTABKe TeOPIje PAlMOHATHOT U360pa O paloHal-
HOM IIOHAIIaY ¥ HeOTPaHMIeHNM KOTHUTMBHIM CIIOCOOHOCTIMA aKTepa.
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/pyfu MMa of0ojHOCT mpema ryoutky (loss averse) (Mathis & Steffen, 2015). Tako, mopact
cpencraBa ca 1.000 gomapa Ha 2.000 omapa je KBaHTUTAaTUBHO jelHaK rmopacty ca 10.000 Ha
11.000, aym IpBY pas/nIuKy IojedMHaIl meplenupa kao sehy ox gpyre. ITopep Tora 3akmpy-
JaK f1a JOOUTAK Cropuje pacte, a rybuTaK HAIJIO OIafja 3HAYM [Ia je peakiiyja Ha OCTBape-
HM 0OMTAK flajleKo cabuja off HeraTyBHe peakijyje Ha ryourak ucte cyme (Pavlici¢, 2007).

Teopuja usrnena Tpebdao je fa 6yze leCKPUIITUBHA aITePHATIBA TEOPHjI OUeKIBaHe
kxopucHocTu Ilona pon Heymana (John Von Neumann) u Ockapa MoprencrepHa (Oskar
Morgenstern), kojy je BehnHa eKOHOMICTa CMaTpaTa HOPMaTUBHOM TEOPMjOM Oy 4N -
Bama (Von Neumann & Morgenstern, 1947).

Hcrpakusame Kanemana 1 TBepcKor JOKYMEHTOBAJIO je OpojHe 1360pe Koju Hapy-
IIaBajy CBaKy pasyMHy feduunimjy pamuonantor. Cregehn nmap npo6iema, Koju ce mo-
CTaB/ba MICIUTaHUIIMMA, IPECTaB/ba JOOPY MIyCTpaLmjy

Huje eKcnmMIMTHO jacHO [ja /i IOCTOjU HEMITO KOHTPAAMKTOPHO Yy BE3U Ca OBUM
n360puMa, IOK ce He pasMoTpu mpobiem 6p. 2

ITpoBepa oTKpuBa Aa UAKO je mpobiem 6p. 2 npyradnje GopMyIIncaH, n360pu y mpo-
6memy 6p. 2 ¢y popmanHO (KBAHTUTATUBHO) UAEHTUYHY OHUMA Y Ipobremy 6p.1. Te-
mkoha je y ToMe 1To je omiuja E, kojy Huko He 6upa y mpo6eM 6p. 2, KoMOMHALMja OIILinja
A u D, xoje 6upa Behuna y mpo6emy 6p. 1, oK je omunja F, Koju cBu 61pajy y mpobem
6p. 2, xombunanuja B u C koje cy 6171e BeoMa HellomynapHe y mpobiemy 6p. 1

ITpo6nemu 6p. 1 u 6p. 2 moKasyjy ABa pesyaTaTa Koja Cy U3HEHAAMIA TeopeTuIape
paroHanHor nsbopa. [IpBo, OATOBOPY MCIIMTAHMKA 3aBIUCE O] HAUMHA Ha KOjI je IIpobiem
»YOKBHUPeH . [Ipyro, ,laMeTHO  yOKBMPEH IIpo0/eM MOKe IIOICTaKHyT! Behuny mcnu-
TaHMKa fla ofabepy map omnuuja (HeontuManHy onuujy E) KojuMa JOMMUHMPA IPYTH Hap.
OBakBo IOHallIake HIje Y CKIafly ca MJiejoM fia Jbyu 61pajy »,Kao fa” Cy paljioHaTHu,

AHoManuje oBe3aHe ca XeypUCTHKaMa, MPALMOHATHNIM [OHAIllabeM I IIPUCTpa-
CHOCTMMa eKOHOMCKIX CybjeKarta Cy 1ocTasie 0301/baH IpodeM caBpeMeHe eKOHOMCKe
Teopuje, 11a YaK U eKOHOMIICTH, KOjI Bepyjy Aa ce TaKBU IPOOIEMI MOTY PELIUTH Y OKBUPY
TpaJMIMOHaNIHe Teopyje (Kao LITO je Teopyja pallMOHATHOT M300pa), TeHepaIHo, CIaXy
ce ma anomasje Tpeba ma Oyny ,,periene’.

Anm, mocToje u Apyraunje peakuuje Ha anoManuje. Mox/a mpoMeHa TpajuIIOHa/THe
Teopuje (Teopuje paruoHamHOr 1360pa) Huje moTpeOHa. MOXK/a MOCTOjI ,9aCTaH U3/Ias”
(Heukelom, 2011).

Teopuja paumoHamHor u36opa ,KUBKM ABOCTPYKMU XMUBOT: KAO ZECKPUITUB-
Ha/Hay4Ha Teopyja (MHOVBUJYaTHOT) JOHOIIEHA OfIyKa® I Ka0 HOpMaTUBHA Teopyja

4 OBuM je OBefIeHa IPETIIOCTABKA TEOPYje PALMOHATHOT U360pa O PalOHaTHOM MOHAIIAY (MaK-
cuMu3alnyja OuYeKMuBaHe BPETHOCTH aKIjyje).

5 3a BehuHy ekoHOMUCTa, TOYeBLN Of 1940, Teopuja panMoHanHOr n360pa Huje 6ua camMo Mo3u-
THMBHA Hay4YHa Teopuja, Beh 1 BeoMa MohHa 1 ycrelrHa napagurma (teopuja). Yo6udajao je 6110
IpM3HaMe [ja pealHN aKTepu HeMajy cTabuiHe 1 fo6po paHrupaHe npedepeHIje 1 fa HUCY Y
CTamy fla HaIlpaBe IIpopavyHe Ha HaYMH Ha Koju yuyhyje Teopuja panuonansor usbopa. TakBu
METOMIO/OIIKY HeJOCTAIIM HICY Ce CMAaTpPaIy 3HAYajHIM U HIUCY YTULIAIM Ha Ipy>Karbe IOApIIKe
TeOpUjH paIIOHAIHOT U360pa y CTPYYHOj jaBHOCTI. CBY CY BEpOBA/IN [ia je TeOpHja paLlOHaTHOT
usbopa ybemp1Ba I 1a laje eMIMPUjCKM apTyMeHTOBaHa I IIoy3faHa pefBubama u objalimena
HOHAalllakha eKOHOMCKMX aKTepa KaKo MHAMBIAYA TAKO I arperMpPaHNX areHaTa Kao IITO Cy: 10-
mahuHcTBa, pupme u c1. (Hands, 2015).
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parmonanzocty®. Mako cy aHOMasuje y IpoLecy OfIy4nBama 0301/baH 13a30B TEOPUjI
panmoHanHoTr 1360pa Kao AeCKPUNTHBHO] TEOPYjU MHAVBYAYATHOT JOHOIIEHA OfTy-
Ka, OHe HY)>XHO He IPeJICTaB/bajy »IPeTHhy HOPMATMBHOM TyMadewy (MHTepIpeTalujn).
YniseHnIa fa CTBAPHM JbYAN He MOWITYjy HOpMY paioHanHoctu (the RCT-based norm of
rationality), 3aCHOBaHY Ha TeOPMj! pallMOHAIHOT 1300pa, HYU Ha KOjU HAYMH He yMamwyje
JIETUTUMUTET Te HopMe. IIoHalame Koje IpoTUBpeYM HOpMaMa, ITOKasyje Jla Cy /bYu He-
CITOCOGHM J1a Ce TIOHAIIIAjy PaIlMOHATHO, a He Jja je TeopHja paIfyioHaTHOT M360pa MOTpeITHa.

ITpeTx0nHO HaBefEHO yKasyje [a ce MOTy UeHTI(IKOBATY e/IeMEHTH JBOjaKOT OJHO-
ca IIpeficTaBHMKa OMXeBMOpaIHe eKOHOMMje IIpeMa Teopyju paljoHanHor usbopa. Kaga y
BUJY MIMajy BeH JIeCKPUIITUBHU KapaKTep, OHM je OITyqHo ofibanyjy. IIpotusmeme ,,ymy-
3MOHUCTNYKOM MOJETy MOTITYHE PAI[IOHATHOCTH, MehyTiM, He 3sHa4M fja Tpeba HerupaTu
TIOCTOjarbe PAIMOHATHUX TeKbI eKOHOMCKIX Cy6jekaTa, Of[HOCHO TOBECTH Y CyMEby HaMe-
pe TojenyHata fia 6yay paljioHaTHN. YMECTO TOTa, OXKEJBHO je peKOHCTPYUCATH JIeIOBAbe
nojeguHana y ogpeheHnM curyanujama, saxsapyjyhn semy 61 ce MOIIO IPETIIOCTABUTH
KaKo 01 ce OHM IIOHAIIIA/IN Y KOHKPETHIM OKOTTHOCTMMA, TIpefy3nMajyhy nck/pydnso pa-
IIJIOHAJTHE aKTVBHOCTYU U pajiibe. 3aTO IPelCTaBHUIM OUXeBUOPaTHe €KOHOMUje HeMajy
HMIITA IPOTUB [ 3afIp)Ke OCHOBHY ,,aPXUTEKTYPY pPallMOHAIHOT U300pa y cIy4ajy Kaza
UCTV TPeTUpajy XUIIOTETUIKY, Tofierbyjyhm My cBojcTBO HOpMatuBHOT npeana (Lee, 2011;
Hands, 2015; Damnjanovi¢ & Jankovi¢, 2014).

[Iporpam ucTpakuBama ,0p3UX U LITE[/bYBUX XEYPUCTUKA

ITporpam mcTpakuBama ,XeypUCTUKA U IPUCTPACHOCTU HIUje jeUHY IIPOrpaM y
61XeBMOPATHOj EKOHOMUjU KOjii ce 6aBY XeyPUCTUKaMa, IIPUCTPACHOCTUMA, JOHOLICHEM
OJITyKa y YC/IOBUMA HEM3BECHOCTHU UTH. TOKOM HNOCTEIbUX HEKOIUKO JelieHNja pasByjeH
je jour jeman mpucTyiL. Ped je o ,mporpamy 6psux u mreppuBux xeypucrtuka” Iepaa [u-
repeHsepa u capagunka (y naseMm rekcty FFH nporpam) (Gigerenzer, 2008; Gigerenzer,
Hertwig, Thorsten, 2011; Gigerenzer & Reinhard, 2001).

OcHoBHa 1jieja OBOT IPOrpaMa je ja PalMOHATHOCT O/IyKa 3aBUCH Off OKpY»Kerba ¥
KOj/Ma JbYIM IOHOCE OIIyKe. Y TOM CMUCIY, X€YPUCTUKE, IPUCTPACHOCTH, aHOMAINjE 1
CIIMYHO, HUCY pedrieKcHja /byiCKe NPAIOHATHOCTH. biike, /bYICKO TTOHAIIakbe je pa-
L[JIOHA/THO aKO T'a IIPOY4aBaMO ¥ OKPYKey v KojeM ce passuio (Polsek & Boluki¢, 2013).

ITpema Iurepensepy u meroBum capaguuuuma, FFH nporpam je y OCHOBY €MIIN-
PYjCKO 1 JeCKPUITMBHO MCTPAXMBabe OHOCHO Pa3MaTpame KaKo I y KOjIM OKPYKeb-
Ma 106po QyHKIMoHMIIY Xeypuctuke. [Iporpam ,,0psux 1 WITeA/bUBUX XeYPUCTUKA NMa

6 Tlocnenbux rofVHa CBe je BiIlle eKOHOMICTA KOji CY CKIIOHM fja TEOPUjY PaLlMOHATHOT U360pa
CMaTpajy HOPMATUBHOM, A He IO3UTVBHOM HayYHOM T€OpUjoM. PellaBaHTHA HOPMATUBHOCT
YK/bydyje PaljiOHaTHOCT, TO jeCT OHO ILITO IOjefnHal Tpe6a fa ypaau fa 6u 610 paluoHasaH.
OBo je HOpMaTHBaHa MHTEPIPETALMja I OHA IIPEfCTaB/ba PaANKAIHO OfCTyIIathe Off HaulHa
Ha KOjJ Cy €KOHOMUCTI TPAaANIMOHATHO CXBATa/IM TEOPUjy panmoHaaHor nsbopa. [Ipomena
IPOY3POKOBAHA Off 3aje[HIIIIe KPUTNYApa — IIPEACTABHIKA CaBpeMeHe eKOHOMCKE IICUXOJIOTHje I
ca BbOM IOBe3aHe eKCIIepPIMEHTaIHe eKOHOMUje, IPOLINPIIIA Ce Ha CBEYKYITHO HPOQeCHOHATHO
IPYLITBO €KOHOMUCTA. VIaKo je 0Ba MHTepIpeTalja TeOpuje PAlMOHATHOT U360pa PeaTUBHO
HOBa y €KOHOMCKO]j HayL{}, OHa je JIyro IPUCYTHA Y eKCIIePUMEHTATHOj ICUXOJIOTUj !, TEOPUjH
OfUTy4MBaba U y pasnuantuM obmactuma ¢punosoduje.
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U CBOjy HOPMATHBHY CTpaHy. AKO ce yTBpAM Ja je ofpeheHa xeypucruka gobpa y HekoM
OKpY>Kemby, OHJIa je TO MOXK/Ja OHO IITO JBYIM, KOjU OITy4yjy, Tpeba fa ypaje, a He MaKCcH-
MM3Mpambe KOPUCHOCTH KOjy IIpefilake TeOpuja paljioHaTHOT 1360pa.

FFH mporpam je 3aCHOBaH Ha II0CeOHOM CXBaTamby PALIIOHATHOCTY KOje je MO3Ha-
TO IIOJ, Ha3BOM ,,OTPaHIYEHa pallMoHamHOCT . Jako je XepbeT CajMOH yBeo Heke npeje
0 OTpaHNYEHO]j PAI[MMOHATHOCTY Y CBOjOj KIbU3U AGMUHUCTUPATTIUEHO TlIOHAUIAE KOja je
o6jaB/peHa 1945. rofgyHe, eKCIVINIUTHY IIPYMEHY OBOT TEPMIHA MMaMO Y BeTrOBOM Pagy
IO} HAaCTIOBOM ,,Mopenu 4oBeka” Koju je o6japaeH 1957. ropune (Klaes & Sent, 2005).

OBaj CUXOJIOT je CMaTpao Jja ce fieja PaliOHATHOCT Y TeOPUjU PALIMOHATHOT 1360-
pa MOpa HaIyCTUTH, jep /bYAM He PaCIoNaXKy MOTIIYHIUM U IIOy3IaHNM MHpOpMarjama u
CaBpLIECHVM MHTENTeKTYaTHVM ,JapoM™~ KOji 3aXTeBa TeoplMja palyoHaIHOT 13bopa. 3aro,
IpefIaxe Ja ce Ufeja palyiOHaTHOCTY Y CMUCITY Teopuje palMOHaHOT 1360pa 3aMeHn
KOHIIETITOM OTpaHMYeHe PAI[IOHATHOCTH. ,, CBECHM CBOje HeCaBPUIEHOCTH U CTENTHeHNI
PasmMINTUM 00jeKTUBHMM OrPaHIYEbIIMA, JBYAN Ce, YMECTO IIPUHIINIIOM MaKCUMI3patba
TIMYHEe KOPUCHOCTH, pyKoBofe npuHiynoM catucdakuuje” (Simon, 1961, str. 30).

CTBapHM JbY[Y TeXKe JIa IIOCTYIIAjy PALVIOHAIHO, a/Iii OHY TO MOTY, ¥ CTBapy, ia YUIHe
camo jo oxpebene rpanuie (Simon, 1961). [IpyruM pednma, HOCTOje IPaKTUYHE TPAHN-
Iie panmoHanHocTy. IloTeHnnjanHO paliMoHanaH aktep mpasu ynpourheHu Mofern pea-
He curyauuje. [locmMarpaHn akTep je palyoHaIaH caMo Y OKBUPY Tor Mofera. (...) da 6u
ce TIpefIBU/IENIO BeT0BO MOHAIlIabe, Tpeba y3eTn y 0631p He caMo PaIIOHaTHOCT n3bopa,
Beh 1 parMoHanTHOCT poljefypa Koje ce KOopICTe mpy n3bopy peliera (IpolefypaaHa pa-
LIMOHATHOCT). 32 €KOHOMCKY TeOpHjy, To 3Haun Aa he ce Tpakeme MakcuMyMa QyHKIje
KOPYICHOCTM 3aMEeHUTH IIPOLIAYPOM Tpaxkerba 3ajoBo/baBajyher pemrerma (Simon, 1967).

[TpencraBuuuu FFH nporpama cy og6aunan unejy o 40BeKy Kao O parjMoHa-
HOM, ayTOHOMHOM homo economicus-y. FFH je 3acHoBaH Ha homo heuristicus-y xoju
MMa IIPUCTPACHU YM M UTHOPUILE ieo HOCTYIHUX MH(popMmanuja. OH yIpaBba pU3UKOM
MHoro euKacHuje Hero homo economicus, jer ce OC/ama Ha BUIIIE PeCcypca U CTpareruje
3a ,,omure Hamene” (Gigerenzer & Brighton, 2009).

Turepensep u octam Koju nofipkasajy FFH mporpam 4ecTo MHCUCTUPajy Ha TOMe fia
je 0BO HOPMATVBHM IIPOTPaM KOjit MOXKe IIPY>KITH CaBeTe O TOMe 1IITa IojefiiHal] Tpeba fa
pazu (MM KOjy XeypuCTUKY Tpeba IpMMeHUTI) y ofpeheHoM OKpysKemy ia 61 6uo paryo-
HanaH. [urepeHsep 1 capagHNUIM yKa3yjy fa Cy CyTecTHje OBOT IIporpaMa 4ecTo 607be off ca-
BeTa Koje 06e36ehyje Teopuja paunonanHor n3bopa. Kaxkem ,,4ecTo” 3aT0 IITO MpefCcTaB-
HUI[Y IPOrpaMa ,,0p31X U IITe[/bMBIUX XEYPUCTUKA He CMATPajy [a Teopyja Pal{yIOHaTHOT
u360pa He MOKe TIPY>KUTH OfiroBapajyhe cMepHMIIe 3a paIjyioHaTHO IOHOIIEere oTyKa. OHI
caMo KaXKy Jia TO TeOpyja paljOHaTHOT M360pa He YIMHY yBeK 1 JIa OHO IITO TIpejIaXe oBa
Teopuja Mo>Ke ONTH ITOf{BEEHO IIOf LIVPY T10jaM ,,eKOJIOIIIKe parjoHanHocTin . Tpeba pehn
Jia eKOJIOIIKA PaI[YIOHATHOCT 3aII09MEbe MHCTPYMEHTaTHOM parnyoHanHomthy. ,,Haur ncuxo-
JIOIIKY TIPOTPaM je ofabpao jemaH crieludyaH CMUCAO KOHIIEITa PAI[VIOHATTHOCTH ... HEKY
BPCTY PaI[OHATHOCTH CPENCTaBa U If/beBa U HACTAB/ba Jja ,JOIMyHbyje KOHLENT UCTPY-
MeHTaJIHe paLlMOHATHOCTH ,,eKOJIOIIKOM fiuMeHsujom” (Gigerenzer & Sturm, 2012, str. 245).

Y HacTaBKYy pajia ce NCIIUTYjy UCTAaKHYTa CXBaTarmba 61XeBMOpAIHE BapyjaHTe Teo-
puje parmonanHor nsbopa. [Toper akieHTa Ha 3Ha4ajy OMXeBUOPaIHe BapUjaHTe TeOpuje
paIoHaTHOT M360pa 3a pasyMeBarmhe eKOHOMCKOT IIOHAIlIakha, ICTOBPEMEHO YKasyjy U Ha
heH 3Ha4aj 3a pasyMeBabe JPYIITBEHOT IOHAIIAba YOIIIITE.
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BuxeBnopanHa BapujaHTa Teopyje palyioHaNIHOr 13bopa

Teopuja panmonanHor n36opa cBe BIlle OTKPYBA CUHAPOME TPEeHyTHOT min 6ynyher
»CroMa” y Beh1HU caBpeMeHNX TIpaBalia eKOHOMCKe Hayke. [Toc/ep1X rofyHa CBefjoL
CMO TeHJIeHIMje Ka IPYMeHN CTI0XKeHe, O1XeBI1opasHe BapyjaHTe Teopuje Pal[iOHATHOT
usbopa Koja yk/bydyje He caMo pallMoHaIHe Beh 1 HepaljnoHanHe pakTope MOHAIIAba
eKOoHOMCKUX cy6jekara (Kozeletski, 1979). Ped je o crenupuanoM 061Ky oBe Teopuje
KOja MCINTYje KaKo eMoIlje, MopasHe IpedepeHnuje 1 CIudH GaKTopy yTudy Ha Ho-
Halllambe He allCTPaKTHOT, Beh peanHor akrepa. CTora, Huje CIIy4ajHO ILITO je aMepUYKN
HAyYHMIY Ha3WBajy TeopujoM moHamama (Edwards, 1954).

BuxeBropamHu eKOHOMUCTU KPUTHKY]Y allCTPAKTHM KapaKTep pallMOHaTHOT MOJie-
J1a KOjI Ce OI7Iefia He CaMo Y allCTPaKIMjJ KapaKTepPUCTIKa KOHKPeTHUX cybjekara, Beh u
y nsberaBamy KpUTHUKe IpOILieHe I1/beBa KOjiMa TeXM cybjexkaT iy rpymna cybjekara.
Ha npumep, nojenuHar MakcumMmsupameM QyHKIIMje KOPUCHOCTI — Pean3alijoM MaK-
CMMaJHe BPeHOCTH Off KOHKPETHOT IIPojeKkTa, 0besbehyje ske/beHM HUBO TMYHOT O71a-
roctama. OBaj poliec Mo>Ke MMaT HeraTUBaH yTHUIIAj HA CPEUHY, HaHOocehu joj Bemuky
mrery. Crora ce u3 yria 6uxeBropaHe BapyjaHTe Teopyje paIjioHaTHOT 1360pa MpaBu
pasnuka usMmeby nHcTpyMeHTanHe MM Cy6jeKTUBHE PAL[MOHATHOCTY, C jefiHe CTpaHe, I
00jeKTUBHe, peaTHe MM aKCUONOTMYKe PAI[MOHATHOCTH, C Apyre cTpaHe. Taxo je nH-
CTPYMeHTa/IHa PallMOHATHOCT ONTIMAJIHA C TO3MIIMja IIM/ba KOjeT I0CTaB/ba KOHKPETHN
Cy0jeKT Mmu rpyma, aam ce MoXKe IIOKa3aTH IITeTHOM C TadyKe ITIeAMINTA [PYIITBA U Hhe-
TOBUX BPEJHOCHMX I[W/bEBa.

Opnnoc nsameby panonanHocTy u emorja nobyhyje Bennky naxmy cnendennka o6u-
XeBUOPUCTUYKE Teopuje palmoHanHor nsbopa. Ilocroje pasHe mpeTmnocTaBKe 0 TOMe KaKo
eMolluje OTrpaHIIaBajy PALYIOHATHO IOHAIIAbE VI TIOACTUYY I0jeAMHIle Ia CIIefie eTUYKa
npaswIa. BuxeBropaaHu eKOHOMMCTH, KOjU 3aXTeBajy UMIIEMEHTUpakbe eMOlLja ¥ eKo-
HOMCKMM MOJIe/IIMa, Hajuelrrhe IoCMaTpajy eMolyje Kao ICUXOJIONIKe YIMHKe KOjii MOTY
6uTy v nosutusHy v HeratusHM (Elster, 1998). Viora emonuja y Mozeny paumoHan-
Hor usbopa, o Encrepy, cacToju ce y obnukoBamy usbopa u TeH/eHIIMje Ae/oBamka Kao
n'y ogpebuBarmy Harpage 3a paunonanto moHamame (Elster, 1998). Cinuno, Ponang bo-
cmaH (Ronald Bosman), Matnac Carep (Matthias Sutter) u @penc ¢pan Buugen (Frans van
Winden) TBpzie a cy eMol1je TeHAIGHIMje Y leloBamy My obpacuu nspohema Heke ak-
iyje (Bosman, Matthias, Franz, 2005). M Ilopy Jlysencraju (George Loewenstein) ykasyje
Jla ce eMOLyje 4ecTo TOXIB/baBajy kKao ocehama koje Tpeba 1 He Tpeba aHAMUSUPATH
IIPUINKOM IpenysuMatba ofpehennx akunja (Loewenstein, 2000).

3ak/byyak

Teopnja panmonanHor n36opa ApaMaTIIHO Ce MPOMEHNIA Y TIOC/ENBIX HeKOMIMKO
merieHMja. MyTupana je oy o4eknBaHe TeOpMjCcKe U METOOMOIIKe MaHareHe (,,yHuBep3a-
HOT JIeKa”) CBMX JIPYLITBEHNUX HayKa y jefHy apagurmy Koja je mpeTpIiena ,ClioM~ UIN
»KpU3y~ Y CBOM ,JOMY > Tj. Y BehMHY caBpeMeHIX IIpaBalia eKOHOMCKe Hayke. [Tpommpe-
Ha M3BaH eKOHOMUje, TeopHja palMOHaTHOT 1360pa ce 06MIHO AepUHMIIe VM ITpeCcTa-
B/ba K40 YHUBep3aJ/laH, CBe0OyXBaTaH eKOHOMCKY IIPYUCTYII JbYACKOM IIOHAIIAY, EKOHOM-
CKOM MOJie/ly 11 aHaJIV3Y IPYLITBEHOT IeJIOBamba M OKPY>Kerba, YK/bY4yjyhu 1 eKoHOMCKy
HOMUTHKY U peuryje.
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Ha Heku HauuH, IpefCTaBHULIN TEOPUje PALMOHATTHOT N300pa TBp/ie Aa OBa Teopuja
objammasa 1 npeasuba MpakTUYHO ,,CBe IIOJ CYHI|EM , He OCTaB/bajyhu HUIITA U3BaH
EEHOT (CBEeOOyXBAaTHOT) eKOHOMCKOT MOfe/Ia I IIPUCTyIa. TakaB TPETMaH [JOBEO je [0
pasnuMuuTUX ,rational choice Mucuja” WM IOKyIIaja CllacaBarba APYLITBEHNX HayKa Of
cebe caMuX, BUXOBUM PEKOHCTPYNCABEM Y CKIAZLy C MOAEIOM OPTOJOKCHE eKOHOMIUje
KOja je 3aCHOBaHa Ha TeOPUj! PaL[MOHA/JIHOT M360pa 1 IMpeTIOCTaBIV MaKCHMU3aluje
KopucHOCTH (Man IpoduTa) OTeNOB/BEHO] y homo economisus-y (Elster 2009; Hechter &
Kanazawa 1997; Opp, 2011). Vnax, MHTepIpeTHpPATU TEOPH)Y PALIMOHATIHOT 1360pa Kao
jeAVIHOT ,,CIIacuona’ U ,,yHUBEP3a/IHOT JIleKa” CBUX APYLITBEHNUX HAyKa je ,,CyBulie f06po
fia 6u 6MI0 UCTUHUTO , YaK ¥ 32 CAaMy €KOHOMUJY.

Teopuja paunonamHor n360pa MOXKe Ce CMaTpaTHL, Aa LUTUPAMO jeHOT Off PAHUX
KpuUTH4apa HaBegeHe Teopuje [lona Majnapaa Kejusa (John Maynard Keynes), ,,BpcToMm
exa Koju neun 6omect youjamem manujenta’ (Keynes, 1960). Ilo Kejusy, oBa Teopuja
oHemoryhyje fa/bu pasBoj ApyIITBEHNX HAYKa, YK/BYUyjyhu 1 camy eKOHOMM)Y, 3aHeMapH-
BameM Ay0/blX objallIberba IPoLieca y IIPUBPEY 1 CBETY y KOMe KUBUMO. Y CaBpeMeHNM
IIpaBLMIMa €KOHOMCKE Teopyje BUILE He IIOCTOje TAKBe CTBAPY KO LITO Cy jeIUHCTBEHE U
HEOIIOBPI/bMBE TeOpYje ! YHUBEP3a/IHN eKOHOMCKY MOV U IPUCTYIIN 11a, TOC/IeANY-
HO, I TEOpHUja paliMoOHaTHOT 1360pa, KaKo je ZepuHICaHa, U3/T0XKEHA I TeHepa/TN30BaHa
Off CTpaHe IPUCTANNIIA HEOK/TACUYHE eKOHOMUje. YMeCTO TOra, CBe BMIle ce YMHMU fija he
Teopuja paloHaTHOT 1360pa OUTY NHKOPIIOPUPAHA Y jelaH ,fy0/br IPUCTYII KOjU MH-
CHCTHPa HAa HEEKOHOMCKUM U HETIPO(MUTHNM MOTMBaMa eKOHOMCKIX aKIIHja, Kao IITO Cy:
emolnuje, oceharba, morpelraHa BepoBarba I CINYHO KOjJ IMajy BaXKHY YIIOTY y aHa/IM3N
yoBekoBor noHamara (Akerlof, 2007; Akerlof & Shiller, 2009; Kahneman 2003; Thaler,
1994). Y ToM cMucry, Teopuja pajiioHaIHor 1360pa HecTaje in ce 3ab0paB/ba Kao yHI-
Bep3asIHa [PYLUITBEHA T€OPMja WM ,MOHUCTUYKA KPa/bILIA CBUX APYIITBEHNX HAyKa',
3aCHOBaHA Ha IIPETIIOCTABL O MAKCYMM3AIVj) KOPUCHOCTI/IPOdNTa.

Tpeba pehu ma mocroje YeTnpy 0OCHOBHA MHAMKATOPA T3B. ,,IPOIACTH TEOpHUje pa-
ILMOHA/THOT n360pa y caBpeMeHoj ekoHOMuji. Ha IpBOM MecTy HaBOAM ce ofbanBarmbe
homo economicus-a, N3 HEOK/IACUIHE €KOHOMUje, Ka0 Iep(eKTHO PALOHATHOT, TOTIIYHO
MaTepyjaMCTUYKOL, eTOMCTUYKOL ¥ IpopadyHaTor akrepa (Bhagwati, 2011). Ha gpyrom
MEeCTY Ka0 OCHOBHY IIPeIIPeKy YHUBEP3aIUCTUYKOM II0CMATparby Teopuje HaBOA!U Ce Off-
6arBatbe feje fa je IPOUT, Tj. TUUHM MHTEPeEC, jeHa MOTUBALIMja WIN IOACTNIIA] 32
eKOHOMCKe aKIyje, ITO Jja/be BOAY Ka adupMucamby MOTUBALMOHOT IUTypaj3Ma y Kla-
CUYHO] ITOJIUTUYIKOj eKOHOMU)H, 1a YaK 1 y obmacTuma HeokmacuaHe ekoHomuje (Ellingsen
& Johannesson 2007; Stiglitz, 2002). Kao Tpehn nngukaTop HaBofu ce YMIbEHNLIA 14 je
IIPeTIIOCTAaBKa O HEIIPOMEH/bUBUM I YHAIIpe[ IaTUM IpedepeHyjaMa 1 yKyCcuMa y 3Ha-
vajHOj Mepu TpaHcopmucaHa (Rosen, 2002). V1 ka0 4eTBpTY MHAMKATOP IIOMUIbE Ce Kpax
KOHIeMIyje 0 caBplIeHoj panyonanHocTy (Glaeser, 2013).
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Abstract: In the focus of the paper there are some basic insights and ideas of rational
choice theory, that is the “core” of contemporary economic theory. Also, rational choice
theory is the “center” of modern political science and is used in various other scientific
disciplines, such as: sociology, philosophy, political science, psychology and the like. There
are two main goals of this paper. One is to point out the limitations of rational choice theory
as one of the theories of economic behavior (and decision making). The second goal is to
analyze psychological programs of research of heuristics and bias in behavioral economics
and to consider the importance of alternative concepts, models and theories from the point
of view of improving the understanding of economic and social behavior.

Keywords: bounded rationality, procedural rationality, ecological rationality, homo
heuristicus, heuristics, cognitive bias, rational choice theory

Introduction

The idea that human beings are rational originated from the era of rationalism in the
18th century. Rational choice theory, also known as the theory of choice or the theory of
rational action, goes far back to the political philosophy of Hobbes and Locke, as well as
Adam Smith’s classic political economy. In Hobbes and Locke’s political philosophy, the
political and economic organization of society is the inevitable result of the interactions
of rational individuals who compete with one another for scarce resources. In order to
avoid the consequences of anarchy, actors embrace institutions of ownership and political
authority. The characteristic of these institutions is that they are, in principle, democratic
and egalitarian, but that they inevitably lead to inequalities in wealth. It is not difficult to
see that the basic purpose of this teaching is to rationalize existing inequalities in power and
economic wealth arising from the institutions of modern society as necessary consequences
of the interactions of rational individuals. Smith’s Invisible Hand Mechanism provided an

! krsticmilo3@gmail.com

2 This paper is part of the project “Improving the competitiveness of the public and private sector by
networking competencies in the process of European integration of Serbia” (no. 179066), financed
by the Ministry of Education, Science and Technological Development of the Republic of Serbia.
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answer on the question: how does a society composed of egoistic individuals manage to
secure collective well-being without authoritarian government?

The claim that individuals always behave rationally, for social theorists is more
than presumption. In the professional literature, this claim is considered as an axiom of
rationality. The axiom of rationality implies that the people know very well what is in
their best interest, and that they must behave rationally (that is, tend to achieve goals that
are coherent with their hierarchy of preferences) if they want to optimize personal well-
being. The assumption of rationality is both descriptive and normative. This means that
individuals always act in accordance with their interests, as well as should act in accordance
with their interests in order to be rational (Golubovi¢, 2010).

Both advocates and critics of rational choice theory point out that it is psychological,
individualistic and reductionis. It is psychological because it explains the actions of the
actors based on their mental state. It is individualistic, because it is applied to the behaviour
of individual actors. Social groups and institutions are observed as a entity consisting of
individual actors (Mathis & Steffen, 2015). The behavior of social processes is analyzed
by starting from the mental states of the actors and their interactions. From this we can
conclude that rational choice theory is reductionist (Hafner & Krstic, 2011).

Rational action theory is strongly criticized. Probably the most serious criticism is that
models, built on the assumption of the existence of rational actor who always maximizes
personal utility, are unable to explain some of the more important aspects of human
behavior (Hodgson, 2012). The belief that everything can be explained on the basis of a
simple assumption of the rationality of individual — which is scientifically inconclusive
and in contrast to good part of what we know and notice in relation to individuals - is the
subject of numerous debates (Golubovi¢, 2010; Sveri, 1997).

The advocates of rational choice theory (James Buchanan and Virginia School of
rational choice) themselves are aware shortcomings of this theory (Buchanan, 1991).
Nevertheless, despite substantiated criticism, the concept rational choice is one of the
inevitable and popular analytical tools available to social theorists. One of the reasons for
such superiority is that economic models of rational choice create the impression that we
are closer to putting social sciences at the same analytical level as the natural ones. The
predictive power of economic models, based on rational choice, enables social theoreticians
to imitate some of the most valuable skills of researchers in natural sciences. This makes
rational choice theory very powerful and useful tool (Sastiko, 1998).

There are two main goals of this paper. One is to point out the limitations of rational
choice theory as a theoretical direction that forms the very basis of modern economic
science. The second goal is to analyze psychological programs of research of heuristics
and bias in behavioral economics and to consider the importance of alternative concepts,
models and theories from the point of view of improving the understanding of economic
and social behavior.

The paper itself consists of five interconnected parts. In the introduction are presented
basic information about rational choice theory as a theory of decision making and social
and economic behavior. Then, the assumptions of rational choice theory about the
information available and the capabilities of the decision maker are analyzed. In the third
and fourth parts of the paper are presented descriptive models of rational behavior created
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within the framework of behavioral decision theory. The particular value of this piece of
work lies in presenting alternative conceptions, ideas, and models of behavioral decision
theory that are significant from the standpoint of advancing understanding of economic
and social behavior. The paper concludes with the challenges of rational choice theory in
contemporary economics. Closer, it is pointed out that in the contemporary directions of
economic theory there are no longer unique and irrefutable theories, as well as universal
economic models and approaches. Understanding rational choice theory as the “universal
cure” for explaining all social processes has encountered one major problem, which has in
some ways led to its “collapse”

The assumptions of rational choice theory

Rational choice theory is the framework for understanding and often formally
shaping economic and social behavior. This is the dominant theoretical paradigm in
microeconomics (Krstic & Krstic, 2015). It is also the center of modern political science and
is used in others social sciences such as: philosophy, political science (Buchanan, 1991) and
sociology (Coleman 1990; Boudon 2003). The following explicit and implicit assumptions
represent the “hard core® of rational choice theory.

1. The maximization of the value of the actions
(or the assumption of rational behavior).

A rational individual will choose only the action that, according to individual
assessment of obserwed individual, has the highest (or maximum) expected value (utility,
profit, etc.) among the actions he considers feasible (Lahno, 2007). Regardless of the specific
conditions in which decisions are made, the rational individual has an enviable amount
and quality of information about actions (Pavlicic, 2007).

2. Consequentialism.

Any assessment of the value of the action (which individuals choose), that is relevant
for the decision of the observed individual, can be reduced to an assessment of the possible
consequences of the action. The valuation of the action by the rational individual is
completely determined by what the actor expects as the possible consequences of his own
actions, which probability is attributed to these consequences and the way he assesses the
consequences of the action.

In order to ensure comprehensive applicability, “consequences” are understood
broadly. Namely, anything that causes an action (or activity) can be considered as one of
the consequences of the action. If, for example, an individual is feeling well while riding
a byke, this “state of mind” can be interpreted as one of the consequences of cycling, in
addition to other common consequences such as moving from one place to another. It
is suggested that estimates of the consequences of an individual can be represented by
a (complete, reflexive and transitive) order of preferences, which in some contexts (and
especially in the context of game theory) is represented by a utility function that maps the
consequences of rational individual’s action into set of real numbers.
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3. The principle of orientation towards a single act (or action).

In the process of evaluating its actions, the rational individual considers only to the
real expected consequences of the individual act. This principle is closely related to the
more general principle of rationality introduced by Harmut Kliemet, that indicates that
the rational actor distinguishes the aspects of the action that can be influenced from those
beyond his influence. In other words, only the consequences of the action (or the outcome
of action) on which the actor can influence, with his choices, are relevant (Kliemt,1993).

4. The conditions of rationality.

In order to come up with rational decisions it is necessary that preferences of
individuals satisfy the conditions of asymmetry, completeness, and transitivity. These
conditions are called the conditions of rationality or conditions of logical consistency
(Pavli¢i¢, 2007).

Asymmetry. For any two actions, x and y, the following applies:

(i) If we prefer x in relation to y, then y is not preferable to x.As the immediate

consequences of this relationship, the following traits are obtained:

(i) If x is preferable to y, then we are not indifferent between x and y.

(#ii) If we prefer x in relation to y, then we are not indifferent between x and y and

between y and x.

Completeness. For any two actions, x and y, or x are preferred at y, or we prefer
y in relation to x, or we are indifferent between them. The condition of completeness
requires that, irrespective of the degree of similarity or diversity of actions we choose, we
are always able to determine our preferences. Rational decision-making in the theory of
rational choice implies efficiency, ie it excludes indecision. Therefore, it should not happen
that when comparing actions x and y, or x we consider it better than y, neither we consider
y higher than x, nor consider them as good.

Transitivity. For any three actions x, y, z valid:

(IV) If we prefer x in relation to y and y in relation to z, then we prefer x in relation

toz.

(V) If we are indifferent between x and y and are indifferent between y and z, then we

are indifferent and between x and z.

5. The unlimited cognitive capacities of the individuals.

The followers of rational choice theory believe that an individual has unlimited
cognitive capacities for rational and objective evaluation of the offered actions. “Unlimited”
in this sense means that if there is a way of reasoning that leads to optimal results, the
rational actor will use it without significant efforts and cosst (Lahno, 2007).

The rational choice theory starts from abstract model of ideal rational actor that
concordes, at least, with the four of above listed (mentioned) assumptions (Resnik, 1987).
However, this theory can not be best understood as descriptive decision theory. It is very
unbelievable, and in fact untrue, that real individuals decide about actions in the way
attributed to ideal actors. Moreover, people will find it difficult to have the cognitive
capacity of the ideal actors and it seems that it does not make much sense to say that people
should decide this way (Simon, 1955; Sen, 1976; Vanberg, 2004).
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In order to describe the behavior of ordinary individuals and their choices, we
must turn to descriptive models created within the framework of behavioral decision
theory. They are dedicated to the third and fourth part of the paper. From the numerous
theories that have emerged in the last half century in economics and psychology, we will
briefly analyze the theory of appearance of Amos Tversky and Nobel Prize winner Daniel
Kahneman. Heuristics are also the subject of research in this paper. These are simple mental
procedures that individuals use to make decisions. By applying heuristics, decision makers
find shortcuts to the solution of the problem, whereby the results obtained do not differ
significantly from the optimal solutions of the theory to rational choice.

The heuristics-and-biases program

In a brilliant series of experiments on what psychologists call “judgment” and what
economists might call “expectations” or “beliefs”, Amos Tversky and Daniel Khaneman
have showed that people make estimates that are generally biased (wrong) (Kahneman &
Tversky, 1974). These errors were predictable based on the theory of human cognition.
Kahneman and Tversky’s hypothesis was that people often make judgments, applying “rules
of thumb” or heuristics (Kahneman, 2015). The example is “availability heuristics”.

The availability heuristic, namely, is the idea that people judge the frequency of an
event on the basis of the “ease” with which they can recall instances of that event (Camerer
& Loewenstein, 2004; Kahneman, 2003). The application of this heuristic is rational given
that the frequency and “ease” of remembering an event are usually positively correlated.
However, the use of this heuristic leads to errors in those cases in which the likelihood
of realization event and the easeness of recalling event diverges. For example, when
respondents were asked to evaluate the relationship between the number of killings and
the number of suicides committed by the gun, most thought that more frequent murders
were, and in fact almost double the number of suicides. These expectations are not even
close to being as if rational. They represent behavioral bias (Thaler, 1989)°.

Another influential line in Kahneman and Tversky’s research concerns the decision
making. In 1979, Kahneman and Tverski published paper on prospect theory, which was
proposed as descriptive (or what Milton Friedman would call “positive”) model of decision
making under uncertainty (Kahneman & Tversky, 1979).

Their theory is based on empirical observation and describes how individuals experience
their gains and losses. Kahneman and Tversky found out that most people have loss aversion
(Mathis & Steffen, 2015). Thus, the increasing assets from $ 1,000 to $ 2000 is quantitatively
equal to the increasing from 10,000 to 11,000, but the first difference is perceived by the
individual as greater than the second. In addition, the conclusion that profits increase more
slowly and losses decline sharply means that the reaction to realized profits is far weaker than
the negative reaction to the loss of the same amount (Pavlicic, 2007).

Prospect theory seemed to be a descriptive alternative to the theory of expected
utility of John von Neumann and Oscar Morgenstern, considered by most economists to
be normative decision theory (von Neumann & Oscar Morgenstern, 1947).

3 This calls into question the assumptions of rational choice theory about rational behavior and the
unlimited cognitive abilities of actors.
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Kahneman and Tversky’s research has documented numerous choices that violate
any reasonable definition of rational. The following couple of problems, posed to the
respondents, are good illustration

First, examine both decisions (decision I and decision II), and then show the options
that you prefer. It is not explicitly clear whether there is anything contradictory about these
elections, until Task 1 is considered. 2

A check reveals that, although task no. 2 differently formulated, choices in problem
no. 2 have been formally (quantitative) identical to those (with the choices) in the problem
no.l1. Difficulties related to the choices in task no. 2, is that the option E, that no one
chooses, represents combination of options A and D, that chosen by the majority of subjects
in the problem no. 1, while option F, that everyone chooses in problem no. 2, represents
combination of options B and C which were very unpopular in task no. 1

The problem no. 1 and 2 show two results that are disturbing for supporters of rational
choice theory. First, respondent’s answers depend on the way the problem is “framed”
Second, the “clever” framed task can encourage most respondents to select a pair of options
(suboptimal option E) dominated by the other pair. This behavior does not consistent with
the idea that people choose as if they are rational®.

Anomalies related to the heuristics, irrational behavior and biases of economic subjects
have become serious problem of contemporary economic theory, and even economists who
believe that such problems can be solved within traditional theory (such as rational choice
theory), generally agree that anomalies should be “solved”

But there are also different reactions to anomalies. It may not be necessary to change
the traditional theory (rational choice theory). Perhaps there is a “honorable exit”

Rational choice theory “lives” double life: as descriptive/scientific theory of
(individual) decision making® and as normative theory of rationality® (Heukel, 2011). While
anomalies in the decision-making process are serious challenge to rational choice theory

4 This calls into question the assumes of rational choice theory aboout rational behavior
(maximization of the expected value of the action).

5 For most economists, starting in 1940, rational choice theory was not only positive scientific theory,
but also very powerful and successful paradigm (theory). It was common to admit that real actors
do not have stable and well-ranked preferences and that they are unable to make calculations in the
way that rational choice theory suggests. Such methodological shortcomings were not considered
significant and did not affect support for rational choice theory in the professional public. Everyone
believed that rational choice theory was convincing and provided empirically argued and reliable
predictions and explanations for the behavior of economic actors, both individuals and aggregated
agents, such as: households, firms, and the so on. (Hands, 2015).

¢ In recent years, there has been an increasing number of economists who are prone to consider ra-
tional choice theory normative rather than positive scientific theory. Relative normativity involves
rationality, that is, what an individual needs to act in order to be rational. This is normative interpre-
tation, and it represents radical departure from the way economists have traditionally understood
the theory of rational choice. This change was caused by the community of critics - representatives
of contemporary economic psychology and its associated experimental economy - and has spread
to the entire professional society of economists. Although this interpretation of rational choice
theory is relatively new in economic science, it has been present,for a long time, in experimental
psychology, decision theory, and in various fields of philosophy.
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as a descriptive theory of individual decision-making, they do not necessarily represent
“threat” to normative interpretation. Namely, the fact that real people violate the RCT-
based norm of rationality does not diminish, in any way, the credibility of this theory. The
behavior that contradicts norms shows that people are incapable to behave rational, and
not that rational choice theory is wrong (Krstic & Krstic, 2015).

The foregoing suggests that elements of the dual relationship of behavioral economy
representatives to rational choice theory can be identified. When they have a descriptive
character in mind, they firmly reject it. However, opposition to the “illusionary” model
of total rationality does not mean that the existence of rational aspirations of economic
entities should be negated, that is, to quetion the intentions of individuals to be rational.
Instead, it is desirable to reconstruct the actions of individuals in particular situations,
which would presuppose how they would behave in particular circumstances, taking only
rational actions and actions. That is why representatives of behavioral economics do not
mind retaining the basic “architecture” of rational choice when they treat it hypothetically,
assigning it the property of normative ideal (Lee, 2011; Hands, 2015; Damnjanovic &
Jankovic, 2014).

Research program of “fast and frugal heuristics”

The heuristics-and-biases program is not the only program in the biheviral economics
that deals with the analysis of heuristics, biases, decision making under uncertainty, etc.
Over the past few decades, another approach has been developed. It is the program of
“fast and frugal heuristics” by Gerda Gigerenzer and associates (hereinafter FFH program)
(Gigerenzer, 2008; Gigerenzer et al., 2011; Gigerenzer & Reinhard, 2001).

The basic idea of this program is that the rationality of decisions depends on the
environment in which people make decisions. In this sense, heuristics are not reflection
of human irrationality. More closely, human behavior is rational if we study it in the
environment in which it developed (Pol$ek & Boluki¢, 2013).

According to Giderenser and associates, the FFH program is basically empirical
and descriptive research, i.e. consideration of how and in which environments heuristics
work well (otherwise Gigerenzer heuristics is called an “adaptive tool”). This program
also has its own normative side. If it is determined that certain heuristic is good in some
environment, then this may be what the decision makers should do, rather than maximizing
the usefulness suggested by the theory of rational choice.

FFH program is based on special understanding of rationality known as “bounded
rationality”. Although Herbet Simon introduced some ideas of limited rationality in his
book Administrative Behavior published in 1945, we have explicit application of this term
in Simon's papaer under the title , Models of a Man®, which was revealed in 1957 (Klaes &
Sent, 2005 ).

This psychologist thought that the idea of rationality in rational choice theory must
be abandoned, because people do not have complete and reliable information and perfect
intellectual “gift” that requires rational choice theory. Therefore, he proposes to replace
the idea of rationality in terms of rational choice theory with the concept of bounded
rationality. “Knowing their imperfections and confronted by various objective constraints,
economic actors, instead of the principle of maximizing personal worthiness, are guided
by the principle of satisfaction” (Simon, 1961).
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Real people tend to act rationally, but they can, in fact, do it only to an extent (Simon,
1961). In other words, there are practically the limits of rationality. Potentially rational
actor makes simplified model of the real situation. It is rational only within this model.
(...) In order to anticipate his behavior, not only the rationality of the choice, but also the
rationality of the procedures used in the choice of the solution should be taken into account
(procedural rationality). For economic theory, this means that the search for the maximum
of the usefulness function will be replaced by the procedures for seeking a satisfactory
solution (Simon, 1969).

Representatives of the FFH program rejected the idea of man as rational, autonomous
homo economicus. FFH is based on homo heuristicus that has a biased mind and ignores
some of the information available. However, he manages the risk more effectively than
homo economicus, because it relies on more general-purpose processing strategies
(Gigerenzer & Brighton, 2009).

Gigerenzer and others who support the FFH program often insist that it is normative
program that provides advice on what should be done (or which heuristics should apply)
under certain circumstances. Gigerenzer and associates suggest that the suggestions of this
program are often better than the advice offered by the theory of rational choice. We say
“often” because representatives of the FFH program do not consider that rational choice
theory can not provide the appropriate guidelines related to rational decision-making.
They merely say that this rational choice theory does not always function, and that what
this theory proposes can be subsumed under the broader notion of ecological rationality.

Ecological rationality begins with instrumental rationality. ,,Our psychological
program has chosen one specific sense of the notion of rationality ... a kind of rationality
of means and ends and continues to complement the notion of instrumental rationality
with the ecological dimension® (Gigerenzer & Sturm, 2012, p. 245).

Below, we examine the prominent understandings of the behavioral variant of rational
choice theory. In addition to the emphasis on the importance of the behavioral variant of
rational choice theory for understanding economic behavior, it also points to its importance
for understanding social behavior in general.

Behavior rational choice theory

Rational choice theory is increasingly revealing the syndromes of the current or future
“breakdown” in most contemporary economic theories. In recent years we have witnessed
the tendency to apply complex, behavioral version of rational choice theory that includes
not only rational but also irrational or irrational factors (Kozeletski, 1979). It is specific
form of this theory that examines how emotions, moral preferences, and similar factors
influence the behavior of abstract but realistic actor. Therefore, it is no coincidence that
American scientists call the theory of behavior (Edwards, 1954).

Behavioral economists criticize the abstract character of the rational model, which is
reflected not only in abstracting the characteristics of specific subjects, but also in avoiding
critical assessment of the objectives pursued by subject or group of subjects. For example, an
individual maximizing the function of usefulness - by releasing the maximum value from
specific project, provides the desired level of personal well-being. However, this process
can have negative impact on the environment, causing great damage to it. Therefore, from
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the perspective of the behavioral perspective, there is the difference between instrumental
or subjective rationality, on the one hand, and objective, real or axiological rationality, is
on the other hand. Thus, instrumental rationality is optimal from the position of the goal
set by particular subject or group, but it can prove harmful from the point of view of the
society and its value goals.

The relationship between rationality and emotion arouses the great attention of
followers of the behavioral theory of rational choice. There are various assumptions about
how emotions limit rational behavior or encourage individuals to follow ethical rules.
Behavioral economists who require the implementation of emotions in economic models
often consider emotions as psychological effects that can be either positive or negative
(Elster, 1998). The role of emotions in the model of rational choice, according to Elster,
consists in shaping the choices and tendencies of action, as well as in determining the
reward for rational behavior (Elster, 1998). Similarly, Ronald Bosman, Matthias Sutter
and Frans van Winden argued that emotions are tendencies in action or patterns for
performing some activities (Bosman et al., 2005). And George Loewenstein suggests
that emotions are often perceived as feelings that should or should not be analyzed when
undertaking certain actions (Loewenstein, 2000).

Conclusion

Rational choice theory has changed dramatically in the last few decades. It has mutated
from the expected theoretical and methodological panacena (“universal cure”) of all social
sciences into one paradigm that has suffered a “breakdown” or “crisis” in its “home”, ie.
in most contemporary directions of economic science. Extended beyond economics,
rational choice theory is usually defined or presented as universal, comprehensive
economic approach to human behavior, economic model and analysis of social action and
environment, including economic policy and religions.

In a way, rational choice theorists argue that this theory of explanation also predicts
virtually “everything under the sun’, leaving nothing beyond its (comprehensive) economic
model and approach. Such treatment has led to various rational choice missions or attempts
to save the social sciences by themselves, reconstructing them according to model of
orthodox economy based on rational choice theory and the assumption of maximizing
utility (or profit) embodied in homo economisus (Elster 2009 ; Hechter & Kanazawa 1997;
Opp, 2011). Yet to interpret rational choice theory as the sole “savior” and “universal cure”
of all social sciences is “too good to be true”, even for the economy itself.

The rational choice theory can be considered, to quote one of the early critics of the
stated John Maynard Keynes theory, “the kind of medicine that cures a disease by killing
patient” (Keynes, 1960). According to Keynes, the aforementioned theory impedes the
further development of the social sciences, including economics itself, by neglecting deeper
explanations of the processes in the economy and the world in which we live.

In contemporary directions of economic theory there are no longer such things as
unique and irrefutable theories and universal economic models and approaches and,
consequently, rational choice theory as defined, exposed and generalized by supporters of
neoclassical economics. Instead, it seems more and more that rational choice theory will
be incorporated into a “deeper” approach that insists on non-economic and non-profit
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motives for economic actions, such as emotions, feelings, misconceptions, etc. that play
an important role in analysis of human behavior (Akerlof, 2007; Akerlof & Shiller, 2009;
Kahneman, 2003; Thaler, 1994). In this sense, rational choice theory disappears or is
forgotten as a universal social theory or “monistic queen of all social sciences,” based on
the assumption of maximizing utility/profit.

To sum up, the so-called “breakdown” of rational choice theory in modern economics
could be recorded on four basic indicators. First indicator is the rejection of homo
economicus, as a perfectly rational, fully materialistic, egoistic and calculated actor, from
the neoclassical economy, (Bhagwati, 2011). Second indicator is the rejection of the idea
that profit, i.e. self-interest, represents sole motivation or stimulus for economic action.
This further leads to the affirmation of motivational pluralism in classical political economy
and even in the fields of neoclassical economy (Ellingsen & Johannesson 2007; Stiglitz,
2002). The third indicator of rational choice theory “breakdown” in modern economics is
the fact that the assumption of unchanging preferences and tastes has been significantly
transformed (Rosen, 2002). Finally, the fourth indicator is the collapse of the concept of
perfect rationality (Glaeser, 2013).

REFERENCES / IMTEPATYPA

Akerlof, G. (2007). The missing motivation in macroeconomics. American Economic Re-
view, 97(1), 5-36.

Akerlof, G, & Shiller, R. (2009). Animal spirits. Princeton: Princeton University Press.

Bhagwati, J. (2011). Markets and morality. American Economic Review, 101(3), 162-165.

Boudon, R. (2003). Beyond rational choice theory. Annual review of sociology, 29(1), 1-21.

Bosman, R, Matthias, S, Franz, W. (2005). The impact of real effortand emotions in the
power-to-take game. Journal of Economic Psychology, 26 (3), 407-429.

Buchanan, J. (1991). Constitutional economics. London: Basil Blackwell.

Camerer, C, Loewenstein, G, & Rabin, M. (2004). Advances in behavioral economics. Prin-
ceton: Princeton university press.

Coleman, J. (1990). Foundations of social theory. Cambridge: Mass. Harvard University
Press.

Damnjanovi¢, K, & Jankovi, 1. (2014). Normative and descriptive theory of decision-ma-
king in risk conditions, Theoria, 57(4), 25-50. [In Serbian]

Edwards, W. (1954). The theory of decision making, Psychological bulletin, 51(4), 380-417.

Ellingsen, T, & Johannesson, M. (2007). Paying respect, Journal of Economic Perspectives,
21(4), 135-150.

Elster, J. (1998). Emotions and economic theory, Journal of economic literature, 36(1), 47-74.

Elster, J. (2009). Interpretation and rational choice, Rationality and Society, 21(1), 5-33.

Golubovi¢, N. (2011). Social economics — economic activity in the social environment. Nis: Eko-
nomski fakultet. [In Serbian]

Gigerenzer, G, Reinhard, S. (2001). Bounded rationality and the adaptive toolbox. Cam-
bridge: MIT Press.

Gigerenzer, G. (2008). Why heuristics work, Perspectives on psychological science, 3(1),
20-29.

59



Milos S. Krsti¢, Rational choice theory - limitations and alternatives

Gigerenzer, G, Hertwig. R, Thorsten, P. (2011). Heuristics: the foundations of adaptive Be-
havior. New York: Oxford University Press.

Gigerenzer, G, & Sturm, T. (2012). How (far) can rationality be naturalized?, Synthese,
187(1), 243-268.

Glaeser, E. L. (2013). A nation of gamblers: Real estate speculation and American history,
American Economic Review, 103(3), 1-42.

Hands, D. W. (2015). Normative rational choice theory: past, present, and future, Present,
and Future (March 2015).

Hafner, P, Krsti¢, M. (2014). Rational economic behaviour-interdisciplinary approach,
Ekonomika, 60(4), 155-164. [In Serbian]

Hechter, M, & Kanazawa, S. (1997). Sociological rational choice theory, Annual review of
sociology, 23(1), 191-214.

Heukelom, F. (2011). Behavioral economics. In: J. B. Davis, D. W. Hands (eds.) The Elgar
Companion to Recent Economic Methodology (19-38). Cheltenham: Edward Elgar Pu-
blishing.

Hodgson, G. (2012). On the limits of rational choice theory, Economic Thought, 1, 94-108.

Kahneman, D, & Tversky, A. (1979). Prospect theory: An analysis of decision under risk,
Econometrica, 47(2), 363-391.

Kahneman, D. (2003) Maps of Bounded Rationality: Psychology for Behavioral Economics,
American Economic Review, 93(5): 1449-1475.

Kahneman, D. (2015). Thinking, fast and slow. Smederevo: Heliks. [In Serbian]

Keynes, M. (1960). The general theory of employment, interest and money. London: Macmillan.

Klaes, M, Sent, E. M. (2005). A conceptual history of the emergence of bounded rationa-
lity, History of political economy, 37(1), 27-59.

Kliemt, H. (1990). Commitment and Rules. In: H. Kliemt (ed.) Papers on Buchanan and
Related Subjects (72-95). Munich: Accedo.

Krsti¢, B, Krsti¢, M. (2015). Models of rational decision making in contemporary econo-
mic theory. Megatrend Review, 12(3), 67-87. [In Serbian]

Lahno, B. (2007), Rational choice and rule-following behavior, Rationality and Society,
19(4), 425-450.

Lee, K. S. (2011). Three ways of linking laboratory endeavours to the realm of policies, The
European Journal of the History of Economic Thought, 18(5), 755-776.

Loewenstein, G. (2000). Emotions in economic theory and economic behavior, American
economic review, 90(2), 426-432.

Mathis, K, & Steffen, A. D. (2015). From rational choice to behavioural economics. In
European Perspectives on Behavioural Law and Economics (31-48). Springer, Cham.

Opp, K. D. (2011). Modeling micro-macro relationships: Problems and solutions, The Jo-
urnal of Mathematical Sociology, 35(1-3), 209-234.

Pavlici¢, D. (2007). The theory of decision making. Beograd: Centar za izdavacku delatnost
Ekonomskog fakulteta.[In Serbian]

Polsek, D, Bokuli¢, M. (2013). Two paradigms in bihevioral economics. In: D. Polsek, K.
Bovan (eds.) Introduction into behavioural economics of heuristics and bias (5-24).
Zagreb: Institut drustvenih znanosti Ivo Pilar u Zagrebu.[In Croatian]

Resnik, M. D. (1987). Choices: An introduction to decision theory. Minnesota: University
of Minnesota Press.

60



Socioloski pregled / Sociological Review, vol. LIV (2020), no. 1, pp. 40-63

Rosen, S. (2002). Markets and diversity, American Economic Review, 92(1), 1-15.

Sen, A. (1976). Rational Fools: A Critique of the Behavioural Foundations of Economic
Theory, Philosophy and Public Affairs, 6(4), 317-344.

Simon, H. (1955). A Behavioral Model of Rational Choice, Quarterly Journal of Economics,
69 (1),99-118.

Simon, H. (1961). Administrative behaviour. New York: Macmillan.

Simon, H. (1967). Models of man: social and rational. New York: John Wiley and Sons.

Stiglitz, J. E. (2002). Information and the Change in the Paradigm in Economics, Ameri-
can economic review, 92(3), 460-501.

Tversky, A, Kahneman, D. (1974). Judgment under uncertainty: Heuristics and biases,
Science, 185(4157), 1124-1131.

Thaler, R. (1989). Anomalies: interindustry wage differentials, Journal of Economic Perspe-
ctives, 3(2), 181-193.

Thaler, R. (1994). Quasi-rational economics. New York: Russell Sage.

Thaler, R. (2016). Behavioral economics: Past, present, and future, American Economic
Review, 106(7), 1577-1600.

Von Neumann, ], & Morgenstern, O. (1947). Theory of games and economic behavior. Prin-
ceton: Princeton University Press.

Vanberg, V. (1994). Rules and Choice in Economics. London: Routledge.

Kosenenxuir, 10. (1979). Icuxonoeuueckas meopust pewreruti. Mocksa: Punon Kmaccnk.

[Mactutko, A. (1998). Moaenu panyoHaaIbHOTO 9KOHOMIYECKOTO OBEJIeHNsI YeTIoBeKa.
Bonpocwt axonomuku, (5), 53-67.

[IBepu, P. (1997). Teopust paumoHaAbHOTO BbIGOpA: YHMBEPCATbHOE CPEACTBO WM
9KOHOMMYeCKWIT uMIepranmuam?. Bonpocot akonomuxu, (7), 35-51.

61



Milos S. Krsti¢, Rational choice theory - limitations and alternatives

IMPMJIO3M / APPENDIX

3amucnuTe pa ce cyouaBate ca cnegehum onymjama.

Imagine that you are facing the following options.

Opnyka (i). Opabepute nsmehy:

Decision (i). Choose between:

Onuuje A: CrurypaH gobutak og 240 gonapa [84%)]’ n

Option A. Safe win of $ 240 [84%]® and

Onuwmje B. 25% waHce ga fobujete 1000 gonapa u 75% waHce fa He gobujete HULWTA UK

He n3rybute HuwTa [16%)].

Option B. 25% chance to get $ 1,000 and 75% chance you do not get anything or lose

<= HA3AJ| nothing [16%]

<= BACK

Opnyka (ii): OpabepuTte nsmehy:

Decision (ii). Choose between:

Onuwmje C. CurypaH rybutak of 750 gonapa [13%] un

Option C. Reliable loss of $ 750 [13%] and

Onuwuje D. 75% waHce aa nsry6ute 1000 gonapa v 25% WwaHce fa HULWTa He u3rybuTe [87%)]
Option D. 75% chance of losing $ 1,000 and 25% chance of not losing anything [87%)]
MpBo mcnutajte obe opnyke (opnyka i U opnyka ii), a 3aTUM MOKaxuTe onuuje Koje

npedepuparte.

First examine both decisions (decision i and decision ii) and then show the options you

prefer.

Crmuxa 1: ITpo6nem 6poj 1
Figure 1: The problem no. 1.
WsBop / Source: Thaler, R. (2016). Behavioral economics: Past, present, and future.
American Economic Review, 106(7), str. 1583.

<= HA3A]
<= BACK

Opabepute n3mebhy:
Choose between:

Onuuje E. 25% waHce pa fobujete 240 ponapa n 75% waHce aa n3rybute 760 fonapa [0%] n
Option E. 25% chance to get $ 240 and 75% chance to lose $ 760 [0%] and

Onuuje F. 25% waHce fa pob6ujete 250 nonapa 1 75% lwaHce ga mn3ry6ute 750 gonapa

[100%].

Option F. 25% chance to get $ 250 and 75% chance to lose $ 750 [100%)].

Crnuxka 2: ITpobnem 6poj 2
Figure 2: Problem no. 2
VisBop / Source: Thaler, R. (2016). Behavioral economics: Past, present, and future.
American Economic Review, 106(7), str. 1583.

7 BpojeBn y yIJIacTMM 3arpajiaMa [oKasyjy MpOLeHaT UCTIUTAHNKA KOjI CY Offabpayt OMILjy.

8 Numbers in square brackets show the percentage of respondents who have chosen the option.
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Mpobnem 6p. 1

The problem no. 1

Opnyka (i)
Decision (i)
Onuuja A
Option A

Onuwja B
Option B
Opnyka (ii)
Decision (ii)
Onywuja C
Option C

Onuuja D
Option D

Mpobnem 6p. 2

EV (A) = 240*1= 240
EV (A) = 240*1= 240

EV (B) = (1000%0.25)+(+0-0*0.75)= 250
EV (B) = (1000%0.25)+(+0-0*0.75)= 250

EV(C) =-750*1 =-750
EV (C) =-750*1 =-750

EV (D) = (-1000%0.75)+(-0*0.25) = -750
EV (D) = (-1000%0.75)+(-0*0.25) = -750

The problem no. 2

Onuuja E
Option E

Onuuja F
Option F

EV(E) = (240%0.25) - (760%0.75) =60 - 570 = -510
EV(E) = (240*0.25) - (760*0.75) =60 - 570 =- 510

EV(F) = (250%0.25) - (750*0.75) = 62.5 - 562,5 = - 500
EV(F) = (250%0.25) - (750%0.75) = 62.5 - 562,5 = - 500

EV(A+D) = EV(A)+EV(D)=240-750=-510=EV(E)
EV(B+C) = EV(B)+EV(C)=250-750=-500=EV(F)

Cnuka 3: OueknBaHe BPeHOCTH OILIMja
Figure 3: The expected value of the options
Mssop: IIpopauyn ayropa
Source: The author’s calculation
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