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COMMUNICATIONS TO THE EDITOR

Letters should be addressed to the Editor, Graduate School of Business, 401 Uris
Hall, Columbia University, New York, New York 10027.

Response to Taylor’s “Resolution of a Paradox: Mini-Max Rehabilitated”

This is a response to ‘“Resolution of a Paradox: Mini-Max Rehabilitated,” by P. T.
Taylor, which appeared in Management Science 19 (1972), pp. 466467, and “Some
Further Thoughts on the Minimax Principle,” by Morton Davis, which is appearing
in this issue of Management Science.

Taylor’s paper is based on his own misconception concerning the normal form of the
game. For example, his recommended strategy is not optimal since it guarantees
player I an expected payoff equal to 2 (think of player II moving right), whereas
(1/8L, 7/8R) guarantees player I 31/2. There are other blunders in that short note.
By the way, there is no need to rehabilitate the highly important minimax principle.

Davis’s paper is much more serious. Our advice in Scene II of the ‘“one act play”
would differ from the advice implicitly attributed to us by Davis. It would run as
follows: “The Pro: Chance has moved to the right and you did not commit yourself to
a strategy. To you the situation resembles the matrix described by Davis, but in
addition, you know that player II perceives a different payoff matrix. This is not a
zero-sum two-person game in the classical game theoretic sense, and as a result, the
maximin theory and the equilibrium theory diverge. Like a lawyer advising a client
in a complex and many-sided legal situation, the best I can do here is explain all aspects
of the situation. I cannot provide you with any recommendation. You will have to
make your decision alone.”

We maintain our claim that it makes no sense to base a decision on profits that would
have accrued had chance made a certain move, when it is known that chance did not
make this move. It is perfectly legitimate, however, to take advantage of the opponent’s
ignorance, which is the case in the last game in Davis’s paper. In that case player I
may claim that a wise player II would choose R, so player I might prefer to choose L
and gain one util. This is not the case in our examples, where no such gain is possible.

Davis claims that in a zero-sum two-person game it is difficult to imagine how one
can lose by postponing a decision until a later time, when more information is availa-
ble. Our answer is that though we agree that it sounds difficult at first, we believe that
our examples succeed in demonstrating precisely that.

MricHAEL MASCHLER

RoBERT J. AUMAN
Hebrew University of Jerusalem
Tel Aviy, Israel

A Discussion of Minimax

As long as everyone is quoting me ([1], [2]), I wish to make my position on the mini-
max principle clear. If I suggested (as, indeed, I did) that an optimal mixed strategy
did not offer complete security after the randomization, I did not mean to suggest that
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the minimax principle was unsound; my desire was to show, by reductio ad absurdum,
the weakness of the Aumann-Maschler arguments. Unfortunately, my argument was
misinterpreted by a logical process which is, of itself, not without interest. In effect,
I suggested that, since A and B were not compatible, B should be discarded in favor of
the (to my mind) more important A; others have, however, taken this to mean that 4
is not so important after all.

There is a game-theoretic myth which states that the purpose of mixed strategies is
to improve a player’s security level. This is purely a myth, as I sought to show by my
example. The real purpose of a mixed strategy is to avoid being outguessed by an op-
ponent, who can (presumably) reconstruct any rational thought process, but cannot
reconstruct the outcome of a random experiment.

In the game with matrix

(99 0)
0 1

player II’s optimal strategy is (0.01, 0.99). This can be played by putting 1 red and 99
black balls into an urn; if the red ball is drawn, II should use the “risky’’ first column.
At this point, however, II may well object that this is a very dangerous strategy;
column two gives him a much higher security level. Thus, if he seeks to be “safe,” II
will never use the first column. But then I will never use the first row, and so column
one is quite safe after all. At this point we have retrogressed to the situation which
existed before the development of the theory of games.

My point, then, is that an exaggerated desire for “safety’ is not compatible with the
original basis of game theory, and that consequently ‘“‘safety’’ is not always the best
policy. Others may feel instead, that safety is more important and thus discard the
original developments. The question will doubtless be long unresolved.

GuiLLERMO OWEN
Department of M athematical Sciences
Rice University
Houston, Texas
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One Management Science Issue: An Excellent Representation of Ideals

About eight months ago, I read your Management Science, February, 1973 issue,
and liked it very much because it contained a variety of articles on hospitals, libraries,
bloodbanks, research and development, queuing systems, organization structures,
promotional decision. making, etc. At that time I thought that this was a number that
could be used as a sample for promoting membership in TIMS and increasing the
Journal’s readership. During these past months I have heard several comments from
friends and colleagues; all of them seem to consider it a real good number. The gen-
eral feelings are that this is a group of articles which fully reflects the objectives, the
function, the variety of research studies, that should be engaging the attention of
Management Scientists/O.R. Analysts. The mixture of topics published in this issue



	Article Contents
	p. 1316
	p. 1317

	Issue Table of Contents
	Management Science, Vol. 20, No. 9, Theory Series (May, 1974), pp. 1233-1321
	Front Matter
	Decision Analysis Expert Use [pp.  1233 - 1241]
	Representational Systems Theory [pp.  1242 - 1252]
	Multi-Echelon Production Scheduling When Demand is Stochastic [pp.  1253 - 1263]
	Job Shop Scheduling with Due Dates and Variable Processing Times [pp.  1264 - 1275]
	Inventory Depletion Management When the Field Life Is Random [pp.  1276 - 1283]
	The Triangular E-Model of Chance-Constrained Programming with Stochastic A-Matrix [pp.  1284 - 1291]
	The Geometry of Solution Concepts for N-Person Cooperative Games [pp.  1292 - 1299]
	Dynamics of Exponential Smoothing with Trend and Seasonal Terms [pp.  1300 - 1304]
	Some Further Thoughts on the Minimax Principle [pp.  1305 - 1310]
	Notes
	Dynamic Facility Location and Simple Network Models [p.  1311]
	[Dynamic Facility Location and Simple Network Models]: Rejoinder [p.  1312]
	Two Comments on the Deterministic Capacity Problem [p.  1313]
	A Replacement Problem Using a Wald Identity for Discounted Variables [pp.  1314 - 1315]

	Communications to the Editor
	Response to Taylor's "Resolution of a Paradox: Mini-Max Rehabilitated" [p.  1316]
	A Discussion of Minimax [pp.  1316 - 1317]
	One Management Science Issue: An Excellent Representation of Ideals [pp.  1317 - 1318]
	The 1974 Lanchester Prize: Call for Nominations [pp.  1318 - 1319]

	Back Matter [pp.  1320 - 1321]



