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The paper compares numerically the results from two real option valuation methods, the Datar-Mathews method and the fuzzy payoff method. Datar-Mathews method is based on using Monte Carlo simulation within a probabilistic valuation framework, while
the fuzzy pay-off method relies on modeling the real option valuation by using fuzzy numbers in a possibilistic space. The results
show that real option valuation results from the two methods seem to be consistent with each other. The fuzzy pay-off method is
more robust and is also usable when not enough information is available for a construction of a simulation model.

1. Introduction
Real option analysis (ROA) is slowly becoming a part of
the investment analysis process in companies [1–3], while it
has been gaining more and more attention in academia. The
reason for excitement around ROA is that it offers the ability
to better incorporate uncertainty and to capture the value of
managerial flexibility when the profitability of investments
is analyzed [4, 5]. The first models used for numerical
real option valuation were models that had been originally
designed for the valuation of financial options, namely, the
Black-Scholes formula [6] and binomial option pricing techniques [7]. These models are still used for a range of valuation
problems [8–10]. Later, a number of new real option valuation
models with various model-constructs and modeling choices
have emerged [11]. There seems to be a migration by business
users of real option analysis away from using the “old” models
designed originally for financial option valuation towards the
use of simulation-based (Monte Carlo) ROV methods [12–
18], fuzzy real option valuation [19–26], and models that use
system dynamic modeling as the basis for framing the real
option analysis [27–30]. The different ROA methods are not
necessarily competitors to each other, as the selection of the
model used should be made based on the type of uncertainty
that surrounds the analyzed investment and hence based on
the type of the available information [31].

This paper concentrates on comparatively numerically
analyzing two ROA methods, the Datar-Mathews method
(DMM) that exploits Monte Carlo simulation in real option
valuation [12–14] and the fuzzy pay-off method (FPOM) that
is based on using managerially estimated cash-flow scenarios
represented as fuzzy numbers as the basis for real option
valuation [19–22]. Both methods have similar real option
valuation logic [31] but are based on a different set of modeling choices. The Datar-Mathews method is usable under the
assumption that there is enough information available for the
construction of a credible model to underlie a Monte Carlo
simulation, while the fuzzy pay-off method is usable also in
situations where only information that is in the form of expert
estimates about future cash-flows is available.
This research, of which initial ideas are reported in [32],
presents the comparison of these two methods by investigating the difference between the final resulting real option
values and by studying the generated distributions used in
these two methods. Comparison of the (mathematical) structure of the two methods is left outside the scope of this
paper. Two investment cases are used in the analysis; both are
based on a solar photovoltaic power generation investment
but under two different regimes of support mechanism for
the investment. This paper continues in vein with other recent
researches on the usability of the fuzzy pay-off method as a
tool for real option valuation; see [33].
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This paper continues by presenting the constructs of the
Datar-Mathews method and of the fuzzy pay-off method,
followed by two case-based numerical illustrations that are
used to showcase the practical use of the methods. Then, the
results from the numerical illustrations are compared and
finally the paper is closed with a discussion and conclusions.

Carlo simulation. Typically the analysis is conducted on
spreadsheet software. The method has previously been used,
for example, in the valuation of aircraft development projects
[12, 13, 34], analysis of prognostic technology in health
management [35], and the evaluation of renewable energy
projects [36].

2. The Two Methods Shortly Presented

2.2. Fuzzy Pay-Off Method. Fuzzy pay-off method [19]
(FPOM) is based on using managerially given cash-flow scenarios that typically consist of yearly cash-flow estimates from
a project as the starting point. The estimated cash-flows are
used in an NPV valuation of each scenario. From the scenario
NPVs a fuzzy number pay-off distribution for the project is
generated. From the created fuzzy pay-off distribution the
project real option value is calculated. The procedure used in
the fuzzy pay-off method can be expressed shortly as follows:

In this part, we describe the structures of the two compared
ROA methods, the Datar-Mathews method and the fuzzy
pay-off method.
2.1. The Datar-Mathews Method. Datar-Mathews real option
valuation method [12] (DMM) is based on using Monte Carlo
simulation to capture the uncertainty found in investments
projects. Typically, when the method is used, a net present
value profitability analysis model is used. It is often the
case that businesses have such a model already in place and
it can be used as a starting point for the Datar-Mathews
ROA. The model construct typically includes the important
profitability-affecting variables for the costs and for the
revenues that together form the basis for calculating yearly
cost and revenue cash-flows from an investment project. The
yearly cost and revenue cash-flows are discounted by using
separate discount rates, typically one for the costs and one
for the revenues. The idea with using separate cash-flows is
that the cost and the revenue cash-flow “processes” are not
the same and that their risk levels are different. The DatarMathews ROV procedure includes the following steps (we
assume that a calculation model is in place):
(1) Managers are asked to define the type and details of
the distribution of the possible values for each model
input variable, from which the simulation procedure
randomly draws values.
(2) Simulation is run to generate a sufficient number
of (typically thousands) pseudorandom profitability
(NPV) outcomes with the model. From the outcomes
a histogram is compiled, which is treated as a probability distribution of the project NPV pay-off.
(3) The DMM treats the project as an option and in
order to “move” from the NPV pay-off distribution to
an option pay-off distribution the subzero outcomes
from the project are mapped to zero, while they keep
their original probability weight. This means that all
the negative outcomes’ weights are truncated to zero.
(4) The real option value (ROV) is calculated as the mean
of the resulting option pay-off distribution.
Under these circumstances, the real option value of the
project can be formulated as [12]
“Risk Adjusted Success Probability
× (Benefits − Costs) .”

(1)

The Datar-Mathews method is a relatively simple method
for the user. In addition to the needed discounted cashflow the user must have the ability to use a standard Monte

(1) Three or four scenarios of the future project cashflow streams are estimated. Typically the managers are
asked to provide estimates for a “minimum possible”
and a “maximum possible” and one or two “best estimate” scenarios. The estimated cash-flows are used
in the calculation of the NPV for each scenario.
Revenues and costs may be estimated separately and
separate discount rates may be used for revenues and
costs. The link between the operational costs and the
revenues must be properly scrutinized; see [20].
(2) A fuzzy pay-off distribution for the project is constructed from the scenario NPVs. As three or four
scenarios are typically used, the fuzzy pay-off distribution is either triangular or trapezoidal. The minimum possible and maximum possible scenario NPVs
are considered to establish the lower and the upper
limits of the distribution and they are assigned a limit
to zero degree of membership in the set of possible
NPV outcomes. The best estimate value(s) is assigned
full membership.
(3) The real option value is directly calculated from the
fuzzy pay-off distribution. The formula used adheres
to the typical real option valuation logic and is simply
the possibilistic mean of the positive side of the
distribution weighted by the project “success ratio.”
The project success ratio is the area of the pay-off
distribution over the positive side divided by the total
area of the pay-off distribution; see the following
equation:
ROV = 𝐸 (𝐴+ ) ∗

𝐴+
.
𝐴

(2)

Details of the fuzzy pay-off method can be found in [19],
while the original resource for the possibilistic mean used is
given in [37]. What can be said about the procedure used
when using the method is that it is simple and the computational procedure does not require “any” computing power.
The fuzzy pay-off method has been applied to several realword problems, including the analysis and selection of R&D
projects [38, 39], the analysis of large industrial investments
[25, 40], and patent valuation [24].
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Table 1: Uncertain factors: see [31] for details.
Factor
Electricity price,
rub./MWh
Consumer price index
(inflation)
CapEx level
Capacity factor (percent
of target)
Localization
requirement

Table 2: Comparison of result statistics (in rub. bln.).

Range of values
Pessimistic Best estimate Optimistic
1000

2000

3000

1.70

1.35

1.00

150%

100%

80%

30%

75%

120%

Failed

Fulfilled

Fulfilled

First case
Second case
DMM FPOM Difference DMM FPOM Difference
ROV
𝐸(NPV)
Standard
deviation
(×100%)
“Success
ratio”

0.004 0.002
−0.525 −0.261

0.002
0.264

0.022 0.021
−0.322 −0.217

0.001
0.105

0.384 0.406

0.022

0.441

0.358

0.083

3%

9%

6%

11%

28%

17%

3. Numerical Case-Based
Illustration of the Two Methods and
Comparison of the Results

simulation used in the Datar-Mathews method draws the
random outcomes for these variables. Uniform distributions
between the “pessimistic” and “optimistic” values are used in
the illustration. One hundred thousand rounds of simulation
are run for both cases. In the generic feed-in premium case,
the “localization requirement” variable is not used.

Two investment cases are used to compare results derived
with the two methods. The investment cases are both
industrial-scale investment projects into a solar photovoltaic
(PV) power plant but under different renewable energy
supporting schemes (subsidy schemes).
The first case analyzes an investment that falls within the
scope of the Russian renewable energy (RE) support mechanism, based on long-term capacity contracts with a rather
complex incentive system. A guaranteed capacity price within
these contracts is calculated by the regulating authority as
a variable rate annuity that is designed to provide a certain
level of return on investment. The scheme takes into account
changing market conditions and the project-specific performance [41, 42]. For more information about the Russian RE
investment incentive mechanisms, see [43–46].
The second case represents an investment into the same
project under a simpler generic feed-in premium RE incentive scheme, such as that which is used more generally
in Europe. The used incentive scheme guarantees a fixed
premium over the spot electricity price over the long term (for
the calculations twenty years are assumed). For the purposes
of this illustration, the premium level is set in a way that
it provides approximately the same level of profitability as
the first case. This has no importance for the comparison
of the results from the point of view of the comparative
analysis of the two real option analysis methods but allows
the comparison of the two RE incentive mechanisms for those
interested. A more detailed description of the two cases and
the set of assumptions made can be found in [36].
A typical “classical” NPV investment profitability analysis
calculation model is used in both cases. The software used
is Microsoft Excel for the analyses with the fuzzy pay-off
method and Matlab Simulink for the analyses with the
Datar-Mathews method. Even if the software used to run
the analysis is different, the models used are identical. The
information used in creating the three needed scenarios for
the fuzzy pay-off method is presented in Table 1.
The same values (Table 1) are also used as the basis for
the pseudorandom distribution, from which the Monte Carlo

3.1. Numerical Results of the Two Cases and a Comparison of
the Methods Based on the Results. Results for the first case
with the two methods are presented in Figure 1. Figure 1(a)
shows a histogram that has been generated from the results
of the Monte Carlo simulation used in the Datar-Mathews
method; the expected NPV and ROV are shown with dashed
lines. Figure 1(b) shows the triangular NPV distribution
constructed when using the fuzzy pay-off method with the
expected NPV and the calculated ROV values. Figure 1(c)
shows a stylized overlap of the two graphs.
One can observe that the lowest and the highest values
of the distributions match, which is expected, but in this
case the shapes of the two distributions are very different.
The rather complex construct of the underlying Russian RE
incentive mechanism causes the shape of the simulated NPV
pay-off histogram of the project to be atypical with multiple
summits. This indicates that there are local maxima which the
Monte Carlo simulation used in the Datar-Mathews method
can capture. At the same time, it is quite clear that the fuzzy
pay-off method may be too robust for the complex problem.
What is interesting is that the real option valuation results are
nevertheless similar in absolute numbers; see also Table 2.
Results for the second case, an investment into a renewable energy project with a generic feed-in premium incentive system, are presented in Figure 2. In Figure 2(a), the
histogram generated from the results of the Monte Carlo
simulation for the Datar-Mathews method is visible. Again
the expected (single number) NPV and the ROV are shown
as dashed lines. The shape of the simulated distribution is
more “typical” as there are no “conditioning” variables that
would cause the distribution to exhibit multiple summits. Figure 2(b) exhibits the triangular distribution constructed with
the fuzzy pay-off method and Figure 2(c) shows a stylized
overlap of the two graphs.
As in the first case, the “limits” or the extreme high and
low values of the distributions are almost equal; again this
was expected; however, the shapes of the two distributions
are much more uniform compared to the first case. This
can be interpreted in the way that the problem complexity
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Figure 1: NPV distributions for the first case. (a) Simulated NPV distribution, (b) triangular fuzzy NPV, and (c) stylized plot of both
distributions on the same graph. Dashed lines: red, expected NPV; green, ROV.

is at a level that is suitable also for the more robust fuzzy
pay-off method. The results from the two methods are more
similar to each other in the second case than in the first
case; this indicates that when the type of problem analyzed
is relatively simple the precision of the fuzzy pay-off method
can be considered to be satisficing. The difference between the
ROV in the second case is negligible. Lilliefors test shows that
the simulated distributions in both cases are not “normal.”
Descriptive statistics for the two cases are collected in Table 2
for easy comparison.
Table 2 clearly shows that the results from the two
methods are not equal. It would have been very surprising
if they were, as the construct and the degree of simplification
are different. What can be however seen is that the results,
especially for the ROV, are surprisingly similar in both cases.
Otherwise, the descriptive statistics for the second case are
more similar between the two methods; this can be attributed
to the simpler problem structure.
Despite the comparable numeric indicators, the DMM
and the FPOM are substantially different in terms of their
implementation and computational performance (Table 3).
The computational time to run both analyses is short, but
the simulation used in the DMM is time-consuming; it takes
roughly 25–50 times more time than running three scenario
calculations for the FPOM. The simulation time depends on
the complexity of the problem. In addition, implementing

Table 3: Comparison of DMM and FPOM performances.

Computational
time (first case), s.
Computational
time (second case),
s.
Ease of
implementation

Information
content of results

DMM

FPOM

6.19

0.11

1.01

0.04

Requires simulation
Simple spreadsheet
software and the skills
software is enough
to use it
Histogram of the
outcome, ability to
A triangular pay-off
capture irregularities
distribution has a
of complex problems, fixed form regardless
for example,
of the problem
step-causal or
complexity, a
nonlinear
simplification of
interdependency of
results
variables

the DMM requires building a model in a computational
environment with Monte Carlo simulation capability and
requires the user of the model to have the required skills to
build simulation models and to run them. In contrast, the
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Figure 2: NPV distributions for the second case. (a) Simulated NPV distribution, (b) triangular fuzzy NPV, and (c) stylized plot of both
distributions on the same graph. Dashed lines: red, expected NPV; green, ROV.

FPOM can be easily implemented with spreadsheet software,
without any special skills.
The findings presented here support the previous findings
[33] on the practical usability of the fuzzy pay-off method
when the type of information available and the problem
structure are robust.

4. Conclusions
The Datar-Mathews and the fuzzy pay-off method are both
relatively new real option analysis methods that have been
constructed, while keeping in mind managerial users. Both
exploit the well-known real option valuation logic but are
based on different theoretical foundations in terms of their
computational procedure. The Datar-Mathews method is a
simulation-based method that treats uncertainty in terms of
probability theory, while the fuzzy pay-off method is a more
robust method based on using fuzzy number representations
of cash-flow information.
This paper has demonstrated with numerical illustrations the application and usability of these two methods in
the analysis of two investment cases with different levels
of complexity. The comparative analysis of the results of
these analyses reveals that while the pay-off method simplifies
the analysis, it still seems to offer sufficient precision for

the analysis of problems with low complexity. On the other
hand, the simulation-based Datar-Mathews method is able
to treat problems that have more complex structures but
requires more computational time and specialized software.
The overall results obtained in terms of real option valuation
show that the two methods return similar results. One has
to observe that the two presented cases are not enough to
draw definitive conclusions on the matter but illustrate well
the difference in how robust these methods are.
The work presented in this paper can be used in understanding better the kinds of problems these methods are
good for. The results are of use for practitioners navigating
selection of proper valuation technique and support earlier
findings on the usability of these methods. The comparison of
these methods with other methods merits further study and
specifically the amount of complexity and type of uncertainty
that different methods can handle in terms of credible and
usable results. In more general terms, the study of the
usability of different analysis real option analysis methods is
a topic that has been “under studied” in the past.

Competing Interests
The authors declare that there are no competing interests
regarding the publication of this paper.

6

Advances in Decision Sciences

Acknowledgments
The authors would like to acknowledge the support received
by Mariia Kozlova from Fortum Foundation.

[19]

References

[20]

[1] P. A. Ryan and G. P. Ryan, “Capital budgeting practices of the
Fortune 1000: how have things changed,” Journal of Business and
Management, vol. 8, no. 4, pp. 355–364, 2002.
[2] S. Block, “Are ‘real options’ actually used in the real world?” The
Engineering Economist, vol. 52, no. 3, pp. 255–267, 2007.
[3] J. R. Graham and C. R. Harvey, “The theory and practice of
corporate finance: evidence from the field,” Journal of Financial
Economics, vol. 60, no. 2-3, pp. 187–243, 2001.
[4] L. Trigeorgis, Real Options: An Overview, Praeger, Westport,
Conn, USA, 1995.
[5] M. Amram and N. Kulatilaka, Real Options: Managing Strategic
Investment in an Uncertain World, Oxford University Press, New
York, NY, USA, 1998.
[6] F. Black and M. Scholes, “The pricing of options and corporate
liabilities,” The Journal of Political Economy, vol. 81, no. 3, pp.
637–654, 1973.
[7] J. C. Cox, S. A. Ross, and M. Rubinstein, “Option pricing: a
simplified approach,” Journal of Financial Economics, vol. 7, no.
3, pp. 229–263, 1979.
[8] A. A. Gray, P. Arabshahi, E. Lamassoure, C. Okino, and J.
Andringa, “A real options framework for space mission design,”
in Proceedings of the IEEE Aerospace Conference, pp. 137–146,
IEEE, Big Sky, Mont, USA, March 2005.
[9] B. Kim, H. Lim, H. Kim, and T. Hong, “Determining the value
of governmental subsidies for the installation of clean energy
systems using real options,” Journal of Construction Engineering
and Management, vol. 138, no. 3, pp. 422–430, 2012.
[10] S. L. MacDougall, “The value of delay in tidal energy development,” Energy Policy, vol. 87, pp. 438–446, 2015.
[11] L. Trigeorgis, Real Options: Managerial Flexibility and Strategy
in Resource Allocation, MIT Press, Boston, Mass, USA, 1996.
[12] S. Mathews, V. Datar, and B. Johnson, “A practical method for
valuing real options: the boeing approach,” Journal of Applied
Corporate Finance, vol. 19, no. 2, pp. 95–104, 2007.
[13] S. Mathews and J. Salmon, “Business engineering: a practical
approach to valuing high-risk, highreturn projects using real
options,” in Tutorials in Operations Research, chapter 9, pp. 157–
175, 2007.
[14] V. T. Datar and S. H. Mathews, “European real options: an
intuitive algorithm for the Black-Scholes formula,” Journal of
Applied Finance, vol. 14, pp. 45–51, 2004.
[15] C. Bastian-Pinto, L. Brandão, and W. J. Hahn, “Flexibility as a
source of value in the production of alternative fuels: the ethanol
case,” Energy Economics, vol. 31, no. 3, pp. 411–422, 2009.
[16] T. K. Boomsma, N. Meade, and S.-E. Fleten, “Renewable energy
investments under different support schemes: a real options
approach,” European Journal of Operational Research, vol. 220,
no. 1, pp. 225–237, 2012.
[17] M. Monjas-Barroso and J. Balibrea-Iniesta, “Valuation of
projects for power generation with renewable energy: a comparative study based on real regulatory options,” Energy Policy,
vol. 55, pp. 335–352, 2013.
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