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Abstract

Monty Hall Problem is a very counter-intuitive problem. People always make irrational decisions
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on this problem. Therefore, a systematic study of the Monty Hall Problem and finding out the rea-
sons for people’s mistakes in the decision-making of the Monty Hall Problem is of certain signific-
ance to promote people’s decision-making to be more scientific and rational. We systematically
reviewed the recently published articles on the Monty Hall Problem to explore why people made
irrational decisions in solving the Monty Hall Problem. Through a series of psychological experi-
ments on Monty Hall, we summarized the possible reasons for people’s irrational choices in the
Monty Hall Problem, the methods to improve the results of solving the Monty Hall Problem, and
the prospect of the Monty Hall Problem.
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Figure 1. The diagram of all results of Monty Hall Problem
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