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The Applicability of Prospect Theory in Travel Behavior Research

ZHANG Bo', JUAN Zhicai', NI Anning
(1. Antai College of Economics & Management, Shanghai Jiao Tong University, Shanghai 200052, China;
2. School of Naval Architecture, Ocean and Civil Engineering, Shanghai Jiao Tong University, Shanghai 200240, China)

Abstract: Traffic system is typical for its uncertainty under which travelers’ behaviors appear to be bounded rational. Prospect
Theory was proposed to deal with bounded rational decision problems and conforms more to travelers’ actual behaviors. In order to
better apply Prospect Theory to travel behavior research and modeling, this paper intends to investigate the applicability of Prospect
Theory in travel behavior research. It is concluded that whether Prospect Theory is applicable to travel behavior research or not
depends not only on features of certain decision problems, but also on travelers’ characteristics as well as whether an alternative is
uncertain or not. In addition, when conducting a research we should consider and weigh comprehensively among different theories
according to their properties and application scope, other than be restricted to certain kind of theory.

Key words: transportation system; prospect theory; travel behavior; modeling techniques
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An Analysis of Structural Characteristics and Interaction Relationship

between Shanghai and Shenzhen Stock Market
—Based on the EEMD and State—space Models
WANG Ruijun

(School of Economics and Finance,Xi’an Jiaotong University, Xi’an710061 , China)

Abstract: In this paper, we investigate the relationship of Shanghai and Shenzhen stock market from the structure and dynamics
perspective. Through the ensemble empirical mode decomposition, Shanghai and Shenzhen Stock Index are composed of high —
frequency, low frequency and trends, and the contribution rates for each structural component are different. The contribution of
Shenzhen stock market’ trend is higher than Shanghai stock market. It means that the trend of Shenzhen is more stable than
Shanghai Stock Exchange. The contribution of Shanghai stock market’ high —low frequency component is higher than that of the
Shenzhen stock market. It means that Shanghai is more volatile than Shenzhen Stock Exchange. At the same time, the state—space
model shows that the relationship of the trends of Shanghai and Shenzhen stock market reflect two—way transmission on the rate of
return and more robust stock market of shanghai. The relationships of low—frequency component mean that stock market’ regulation
capacity needs to be improved.

Key words: ensemble empirical mode decomposition (EEMD ) ;state—space models ;shanghai and shenzhen stock market
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