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ZTIMRRERCENG . RWEZEENHBT
A mEH KEFE K £ HER]

(" A eI R 2 0 B 2 T BRI b A A PG R 5 0 B4 R S s B0 =, 1R 430079)
C P E R B SEBT, bR 100101)

B E =TARBEZEBMAERKN, M T AEA. EHRLETRFATGRRG—FAL, =
FRRIBEZOIERN RO ETARIBEE MR TRARBE., BNARHENX—NELGBELIZAR
e MANBE EHEELE, “TARGBENT R EFIZOEEETNHE . AL NEL LB AL
5HAAFIES . T IRMBEA A TINRAFRRATH, MEBAEHE. TEENEIRF ERARA
EEEQRNIA. REGHANEEREZTARBES M AERALZZ NG XA, 2 TIRBEY
= AEARR B R AR 64 48 RS gy i Rkt — AR

KiEwE = TIRMBE; MEANE;, B, AR

$%EE  B849:C93

PEPEYSE IS U AR IR I R e 1 A I, RIT A Ok, A 4 A
AR, PR FE AR B O R L BT AT R B R BB A U] PR UR PR TS XS K A F
i, MORMZ H SR, MRS A ERRINAE B, EPES; HTBUNGY. m
(11, Z BMAST (Lichtenstein & Slovic, 2006), ¥ ZEHLIR ARAS (1 v S5 15 0, R BEAR AR 19 AU
RH ML ML AR 32 2R DR HEZRSE  HIgIRB| T — 418%™, BRI A F A
IR, AT AEAG AT D sie i B B RS e se, g, [IRE 4 Fhg v 44 e 50 mT (L Ak ik
B AT . 2T IUR MR % (status quo bias)IEAZ (R LR AR A o 1 55— A 45 PEITA B 16 357,
AP 10 3 6 i 4 i R AR R SEBER T A Bl e s USRS T A OB S, LT

ES RS BRI SR A T A BRI T
| RFIRBEHIEE R LS HRI =A% B h LA b #— R a5 Rk
L1 RF IR SR 5 SR A, ERRBEDERLT A NEANNET

2 THUR AR 25 38 MATE vk e, i T/ KT TIERE AR A M E. SRR AR
YE  HERE 2T 1 B LR IR PR SR — TP L4 . AR P AR 458 SR HE B A 7] A TR I SRR Sl I
X 58 SRR A R e SN R G A otk IR AT BT B R U e i H 2
A, M AR RIAT ok it xR A, M1 AR = BT B 2 AR BUR A b g AR 32 I
X ZR A P SR TR, T 1) T B IR T I, el Tk PR . 554k, ARATIAE

Samuelson fll Zeckhauser (1988) T X$2E H % KBIRIITC . p AT BRMb Ik PR I S 45
THUR M 225X — Wb &, /RS R MBI s FEAESE 7% T IR Z A7 AE . B4k, fEILH
By oPIE S X PSR AR ZE (MAPAE. 70X G MBFFy TR 80 AR Bl o7 D3 i R v Rl ik ¢
o, R AR — AR P SR B 1 5 o A IR TCH, ARATTR I, 238 I i B2 7 DR Ak
(P SERRAS 5 IR RR A BEAT e 86l n, fErbsrfi VERIETUN, & 03 TAE S BB T DR e o R 475 4%
A e B R, BBIR AR A BUBOI B 4k & 81 AERF LA A ORSR

Y58z rp BRATTR IR () B Al 2 AN (), 2T

YR L 91: 2010-03-30 PR AR 22 76 3 A % A8 B A (transition costs) 5 AN
MEAAE#: 428 1W], E-mail: fumingxu@126.com. SEPERC U ) YL S B P AT AR AF AR, R — Rl A
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1) ¥ 35 ffi 2= (Samuelson & Zeckhauser, 1988). 7F
—SeiE B, R IE R AR SR, BRI e 4
AN AR AL I, A P 5 5 A 2R A0 34308 101 1% 4
PRIE T DA, 22 T B AW 22 A fE 3 B0 A AR
PSR IS A 2R L, AN REIRAS me KA Y SRR -

2T HRM Z T E R T, & 2T
B PR A 558 N AR AE, 2 — AR 25 b e SR 558 o
el AEAE R SR ZE o N, FER S8, &
PH BART R G AW, B T 4k8e kT
AT PR B 5%, 2R fi 0% 2y ke S v v 0 AL A TR B 22
F R, R 2 THOR M 22, BRI AS g dse K AL #%
P 25 (Brown & Kagel, 2009). 7E & Fl g4,
T2 TR 22, 8 B3 B REAE 50 R ) 5
R R IR AR SRR, I3 B8R T T
WU S it ) R (Ciccone, 2004). fEVH P gk K,
T o IR <5 BRI 22 o Bk, 309 2l 38 (R o3k
H P4 25 (Hartman, Doane, & Woo, 1991); ¥ %%
AN T T AR R IR A T AT B AR I
% ¥ (Kahneman, Knetsch, & Thaler, 1991;
Morewedge, Shu, Gilbert, & Wilson, 2009); ¥ %
TR IR I8 e 408 T HeAb e I, T 1) T R KR
AT 22 F R R IR O, SR — R R
(Inman & Zeelenberg, 2002). 5 4b, WF5T M, 76
JoARSC AR A F I AT 4, R T LA iE TR B )
5 B lb (1) 3 AR K e PO R 3¢, (H& A AT T3 4R
60 171 T 4 4 ARG () IRME e 3 (Hesketh, 1996). H
Be R, 22 T B A 22 A R AE TR S b — i
1) PR SR AR 22 o
1.2 RTFHRRIEERLKE

FR Y IR 1K) VR, 22 T B A 22 7] DL 23 0 5
Ko A % T W OIR m % (exogenously
determined status quo bias)Fl N & 1] 22 T DLIR A
7 (endogenously determined status quo bias). B R
] e At AN IR B YL E 1), U T A I e 3 45
J, a0 AR BUISUIR B 4k AR 4 B 415 <RI
AT E RN <GS T W) o
AR TR RE 1240 i TR AR AIR A DA R Al N ¥R 1R B
e T4 S RT BE BA ASAA  BTRSE AIR o A AR
PR SR IR o 3 Tl p A P S TR IR 7 A 1 i 4 R
AR ) T IR 22 o IR AR 7T B A2 A BT ER
B2 AR DUHT R B0 TR i), A5 e 43 ) S5
BRE] U NAE AP SIS & d (D] VSENR (695 37 7 N 2
AR Al R 1 R — TR 45 o AN AL $ SR I 6 3K b P

P BRI L AN A LURIT AR 32 496 1 2 1l 1) 2 - DR A
ZERI A IR 22T BUIR R 22

AR IR 2T IR i 22 (0 R B R AME N
B YERE 2T PSR, 1 PR K 22 BIUIR O 22 )
RO TR Lk . mE B, HoulR

T 580 A &F 1% 3% i (Samuelson & Zeckhauser,
1988). WKTEM BN E S TP E, BT
JE T SR S i W A RS, ) T AR SRR
Z e, A RS G S P i, DTG i 40 (1)
PG M & T 3% A 1A &P 0 Al A
(Kahneman et al., 1991; Johnson, Haubl, & Keinan,
2007). &, WOk EE PIRTRNMY & A7 7R 1
2 T BUIR W 25 (Hesketh, 1996). X 00, — x4 #
FN 22 T PURAR ZE A TR IR, B B 2 JL LA
TERbR — T AR B & 1 A s, 78 HoA 4 A A
ARG, TR AN SE AR X — B B A I 17
T3k £ LLR i B A (Burmeister & Schade, 2007).

2 RFIREBZE RO

NZZ T IR AR Z2 1) 8 AT A, IR — I GE
TAE G RIS, AR B L 3R B0 BT 0V AR
BEM . Fis b, BAR T IR AN 22 8 58 & th & 5%
2K LIRS, (R AR LT ARk A
TP,
2.1 K

16325 L B (loss  aversion) 2 T 1 # i (prospect
theory) (Kahneman & Tversky, 1979)[%— % L»
MR, +2 38401 2% (loss) bb 45 & 3K 15 (gain) JiT 7= A 11
LR TR IR o AR 4 OB e, 7R R 4K

GRAFIE RAR) AR X, I {H R it 26 217 T,
MFESRAG X, M (E R E 2k IV . 300K B 7E
W8 BR 25 2B A 451 2R DX A BRI 2 BE 3R
X BE, B0 2K b A5 d 3R A BT 7 A 1R 0 LUK
5% . Kahneman F1 Tversky (1979) fi5E
KRB, KT 50%IMBEH B A $50 B Hi #1850
IUERR, B4 2 5 KA 1) 309 B8 (8 A 45 R0 A,
PR A R S 0.

BT IR A 22 2 458 2% 8 1K) AP 7EAT A LB
(Kahneman et al., 1991; XX, FATHE, 247,
2009) . A A I BLIR 3 205 LAtk S, DR TE

RAF IR, A A SO AR AR P 7 2 11 A B K
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D HR

2010 4E

T3 BE ORI /O R, BRI BE A ) T AN L 4
SF 24 [0 Ik LLRT ) 3% £ (Samuelson & Zeckhauser,
1988; Ritov & Baron, 1992; Anderson, 2003). %11,
L RE ARG G, HA Pl A ok 3k
P3[RV AE AN B P 0t I, AT AR AR ST 2 BT S0 14
G AE 2 B, HL R T SR 0 BE R,
JIT VA Bt 3 AN R A # 4 B AT A4 i, 0L 4
FF 24 10 6 5 B 91 IR & (Knetsch, 1989; van
Dijk & van Knippenberg, 1998; Plott & Zeiler,
2007).

5 L TE X 22 T IR e 22 1) At R LTS PR
ok A, B 2K = WF A 1A Rl (Samuelson
& Zeckhauser, 1988; Kahneman et al., 1991;
Novemsky & Kahneman, 2005), 1HJEX—fi#FfA
—E R A H T2 T IO A 22 AN S A A )
X0 R SR AT 2 8] RALA T HL e BOIR 5 A2 4k
2 IAABUA ) 45 5 (Gal, 2006), 1H & 457 2 M ik i 4
A AN 453 2K 5 SRATI AN R BUA T S 380,
PAIFAS — 58 BEMRRE AR AE BLAIR 5 22 0 22 1) BEAT
A I 0 IR P A o
22 RFigER

ANV AE PR SR IR 5% 7 32 )l 30 80H dw R Ak,
6 1) T 328 45 B 0 TRE e v AN i 28 TR I, 1T S Mg
ANARAE HH 2T TP A 56 3 K B 2 K — Rl A
@, EANRI RS R - A TN . R
S M AE 22 T IR e 22 1 7 T R POl A OC E
M.

Jo Mg 2 8 AN R TR SR B B AR S 2R 0k
PEHADAT A 4 77 78 B 22 H S A 0 45 R A
— PP F NN W A 1 25 (Zeelenberg, 1999). Ul
FAEAE AT PR S AR50 2 5 et o, B A
PAAE VLS 1R 1R S ob A6 1) 3 36E S 3K T i 2 T Al oK
03 AR A B, DA S A 1 T30 i g R e AL
(Loomes & Sugden, 1982). AR #fi Fx £ (norm theory)
(Kahneman & Miller, 1986), 4ANF) 1145 4 & H
Y (action) T SN, AN RRARE 5 FHBA
YER T B S5 IR, P LA & S S8 i 2 24
ANH 1) 45 J o i ANAE A 2 B, 8 A A K AR
REAE NPT FBUN SR, BT LUNE 5 S BB 14
SRA . WEL UL, VE TSR K S M EEANE 5
AP JE M SE IR A . AN R TR RE X o T A
T RS, WA T IEFEAED . B dE+F LU
Y% (Samuelson & Zeckhauser, 1988). ™ H %)

Ui, A7 IR ) Y S L e A8 BIAR 1) e 5 7 A B 2
1 J5 ## (Mannetti, Pierro, & Kruglanski, 2007).
U, pR T B T A SIS DUHI PR T e B B T D
Sl R T AR D I SR A 2, T DAY 9
Te) 3 R A 2 AR R R, T A A i e S At
il KB %) 7 i (Inman & Zeelenberg, 2002).

LRI 5 5 M B2 (regret theory) & 42 T I
R A 22 (1) V3 o 5 05 1) fife B, T 9 3 U0 7 SIS UE B
GUHUESE T IX PP e R T 33 P 0 BE AL LA
4, B IR BEY (self justification) F1 H T 41 5 # i
(self-perception theory)th & 2 T HUIR f 2 11 7= A
I¥).Cr B R X (Samuelson & Zeckhauser, 1988). H
A NEN R =) o AR A %0 2K T B R,
A ARAR S [R] IS 10 5 7 o o S 1) 00 A BRAR:, 2
i T F kA — k. Wik, —MAKK. A
RE TIPSR, iR YRR 5 D, #2024
TR I 2 (0 P st r, o ML 4 B4, JF
NG IX TG HR A o TR A i 3 1 A O SR I Rk, B
AERR O — S0P, B S DA T O T R R T ARAE
N1 R N R N T 1 Rl s 2 VN |
(Samuelson & Zeckhauser, 1988). H %05 8
A, MR B CEE AN RSN NE R AT ok
e, Mt I 22 R e SR e BT A 22 TR S R R AR
I o DRI, Mg i 25 iU sk AR b R SR LSk 1 i
T, MR B % T IR i 2 (Brown & Kage,
2009) o 1H A& 1X P Rl B 1R 50T 22 1 IR i 22 1) R A
A5 A AAE RS 0 B R L, H AT #ES R B = L5 11 58
MRS S HF
3 ZRTMRRBENEHE R

AR B R R RO S M IR 2 B B T DR
it 22 (1) o T LR B DR DA, (B 22 T 3OIR Al 22 110 K
ANIE B2 I A DR ZE R Y o I 2 ] 3R TR A P SR
BEh & B E, AR REE NS A
FEAE LA K B HURRATE

&I BE 2 w2 T IR A 2= 1) A
K #. Samuelson fil Zeckhauser (1988) 7E %
TR AR ZE 1 g A S R R R, 22 T IR A 22
(0 RN BEAE 2% PRI B0 H B4 oK. AHx T 2
A FEIRT— AN BORE T, — A JE IRk T,
76 3 AN 4 AN BT o) U S, BE 2 (R 4
WEREIARE T 17 5, WE S N 36 B LA A4l
AT WES ORI, R 100 ASEIUE, 22 FI0R
22 R T Ry 25 AN ) 3 £, DRI 6T AR e B
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ESuk:AIE St v 1 e SV aE R IN (B )1 P
 (Kempf & Ruenzi, 2006).

175 26 10 A A P 5 ok T2 18 4 T A2 AT b e SR
FEHR — AN]R8 2 T BIR A 22 1R 5
Mo b, 52 BT () O . Bilan, WFSCRIR, T ot
#Aab T 28 1 BT N HE (emotional  tradeoff
difficulties) (¥ Y S HE I, 4 T de /ML PSR
SRI T E S, W T4 RE DLRT B sk, BRI
H 22 T BLIR M 2% (Luce,1998; Garg, Inman, &
Mittal, 2005). 534k, EIEWF5EH MG K0 S
iff 38— 58 VEATT P AN 2 SR A 36 15 28 0 22 T 30
PRAWZE R W o 45 BRI, FRARN 26 450 B 1 5
it 17 22 T IR w22, 00 R 25 WA I, 5 AN K
SE (WG 4IRS A L, 1 IR 1 20K S BUE SR IY
G T IR AR 2 (Yen & Chuang, 2008).,

AP SE E RAENRR AR R U, AR, 5
NS A 77 B L, =l En A 2R
AN RN A B B0 & T (Mannetti, Pierro, &
Kruglanski, 2007). H1 =1 DA %1 & 75 2 (1A 7050
] F U 45 (freezing) T3k 15 I 5011 5 1) B, i ik
A BRI T R A A — L 2 At AT B AR 1,
BRT At v A 6 B A 9 SN ) T 3 B IR
I

TE PR E IS HURFAE J5 T, — T 45 3R
B, B 5E 7] (prevention focus)[¥) 7 9% & Hb g i3k
5[] (promotion focus) (1M 2% & 5 I {m &7 TRIR &
i, 10 H B bR E 18 7R8I 1 5w vy ok E o6 SRR S
00 2R 11 S0 U AP R T i M 1) S B ke TR T Y B )
BUAR I & (Chernev, 2004).

FHS T LA B A 52 X 22 T IR A 22 11 5%
PR AT WF 9, Anderson (2003) I HF5E A EE
T RN JE R b B 2T IR A 22 )3 A —Fp
P 3% B 8E (decision avoidance)Bl %, JR#EH T ¥k
TR E 5 ma DA 2% ) 3 M — 1 2K 5 Y (rational -
emotional model). ZBAIIN Ky, M2 T DR IR
ZER R 2R T B WU S ST AR 5 BUER)
JRAS L 3% B DN HE LA R Al I RS E 1, R bk B N A
AT DL PO S e s e T EDIR R ZE . BAR,
K — R 2 b 22 T IR A 22 1) O B AL ) —H3 2R B
e 5 G WIS AR R T, RGP R T % T
R ZE -

4 RTPRRENEZAARRERTR
LEA P g SRS B b, BUIRIE U2 e e o ik

WETF (R — AN TR T, Y0 38 A 41 7 BEAE 4 RR IR B
MR RF I 25 10 YR SR 5 3 5 AR BIOIR 3 Tz TR Al
Ho MM LM KRR ITR B, MR E R
T PR DL S ER Y GG 488 45 v SR 45 vh B 05T )
TYEFF IR BCE T L, AR Hh R
I 2 TR AW 72 o TR I 3K LS T 50 A kg FRATT 1)
AL SR E R .

B, X T IR 22 0T A A B T AT
T A VAR A BE H W P SRAT . Biln, TR E T
SRR 7 T A0 0 I ST 3 o AT I SRR B R,
i RO, BT YRl R R T IR ZE,
P BARAH TR 5 BITEIF (5, R A 3RS
WA (0 5 KL I R 25 (Brown & Kagel, 2009). 73
— OGS SR AT SR, AN TR 5 1]
EE IS A E §AE RS S T
WER DL R G i, 1w TR W 2
{63 1) 3 J (Rubaltelli, Rubichi, Savadori, Tedeschi,
& Ferretti, 2005). X WIHF5E# L 445 22 T IR
i 22 55 7= B N T R S 1) R 10 HE S8 T8 47 b i R
TH o ST Y SR 0 A T B0 5k IR L A
(pioneering advantage) [] (Kleiser & Wagner,
1999). UbAk, 22T AR g 22 1 A B T 22 Al i £ 5
i HH 32 57 (acceptance) 5 HE Bk (elimination) F2 )37 T
A AR B AN 25 B (Yaniv & Schul, 2000). i
Diamond Al Vartiainen (2007) k& € 8 ¥ i
(diffusion of innovations)Z& 1% ¥ J [K n] G & % F
TR AR 22 o

5, YeIR A AT DUER R AATTIR 2 T HOIR A 2
MIAT ], FEASE . B 3T DL A A SEBOR 1) i e
A i A el E VA O VAP ST A 5
Samuelson $2 % T HR i 221X — BE& I, A 3t
BT T % T IR e ZE 7R T Y 3R (periodic
decisions). & . B (soft selling) L J B} 2%
U S5 A0 1K) B A (B (Samuelson & Zeckhauser,
1988). B, WFFEH £ BN iz M AU R 22 T
TR A 22 B S B B FH o i, 8 = 7 ISR ) il
J5 i, Johnson F1 Goldstein (2003) 7E {Science)
B SCER T T RN B K BT AT B R AR R R
RIS RIS e — S8R 6] 5K 1 2 P RN 3k 10
“[ R ARk A B (H 2 R AT LOE ik ) B FR 7 1% %
I8 I B G BRI AN R R AR ), Ty — e E K
T R 3 T 68 A R B AR R AR B (HA R
A DSE I 7R SRR R Ak A B R R ) o X
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6 $E Ve U 10 2% B 48 R IBOSR 1 S AR 21 R AH A2
Ji&, BRAAIE TGk «[R) 5 48 MR 28 B 10 RO [ 57 2
Bl 90%M A RECA T 248 BHRmk#, ML
TG AN TR) R AR TR s B TR RO [ 21 3 A AN B
20%M A RECH TSR EHRIE . WK, BUEHE
F 10 B R AT 2 T B0 AR 2 AT 9 100 R
WUk B, KRk P e A R AL
(voluntary contribution mechanism)[] %K (Messer,
Zarghamee, Kaiser, & Schulze, 2007). 7E 754t
5& J7 T, Korobkin (1998) JUJHE 22 -+ HLAR fi 2 1V
T3 [ (R BRI B (default rules) & H ¥
o AEHABSATA RIS BT, A RIS #CK BR
NG5 R AERR 5 5T 23 TE IR, 10 58 0 e 47
PR o w222 T IR Z2 5 BUA R AN ReJEAT
G, SLVEF R DAZ N E ST R 2 A R T A
RO BRIN %, 9D 8 e R) 7 R BIAR O 4671
AP ST R I AR . Bdl, XATHFIUE R
2T IR A 22 3R M R A5 S &R 4t S it (information
system implementation)idt F£ 48 H 25 HEHT 1 )L A,
JF A5 e B A 2800 RIS (Kim & Kankanhalli,
2009).

gr LTIk, 22T IR 22 0180 8 P SRAT
H AR5 iR, 34 2 7R & b S R AR 11 R H
R AR FL AT SN E

5 MRRE
50 ZFURBESITARRNEMTRZEH

N

LT IR ZE 5AT A SR 1) H AR R 2 [A)
HAEBENBRR, RRMTTATHELE L HITL
BV IXLC L G 2 (020 &R, BUH F R IX LG AT
7 1R 3 A 0 200 i

BT IR i Z2 15 8 T 25 9 R ST S M A [
MERSHKR. REMLE—LgE, ZTHRmE
A2 R, T H R A 0O AT
Mo AHZZ T HURAN ZE B AR AX T4 T B0 i 7
AN BT YRGB S W, w0 BLAE L A
PRI RIS W 5 T SRR A A1 PR 52 T4 4
i T A B AE IR S Y FE 5 SRR E £, B
WA RERE AN RIS, TR M ZE R~ —
il e S 8 I % (Anderson, 2003), i S &5 )
& T4 B N (ownership effect) 5172 (1) 4t 17 I 22
(Morewedge et al., 2009). Kb, £ 5 HHFIT N %
FEJRIE P R RINEEAL L, AEPE 103E A &R

G A X A

BT IR AW 22 15 200 fi Z2 (omission bias)tH
F&— XS P &R 2 o Ritov F1 Baron (1992) 1A
hy R i 22 i 4 A R (A ASE D, AR A
W) AT B AR 2 AT R B R AF ECE TR
DA 2 8], NATTEE g I 240 BT S5 B Ak
FE FL I8 o 5256 0F B 22 T BOWR i 22 A2 2200 A 22 1)
SEAR, FTLLKPR R ) — 2RI G 1 BRI S
T 7 A ) D TR A A g #H F] (Anderson, 2003). 45
WFICR BT, A PRI S J& TAH MlUST (1) (Schweitzer,
1994). Fi52 b, s AR 722 % B 5T 5 IRy PR E
MRS W R, 8 A 22 T IR A 22 2 15 1 32 AT
M, FRATTIE NI AN 21X L8 4130 5 ] G 5E 1
TR RE N — P

BT IR A 22 06 Ho Al e SRR G E  . Psk
R ILCIR I AR L TTORE £ 5% M 43 1 AR Y (the
disjunction effect) (Tversky & Shafir, 1992; VE{E
%, ZREF,2008). B, fEPHBOE SRR, R
RE AL — B BT U AR S, 75 55 I SR i
W) T Y4 LAAT (R PS4 2 R RE IRV R . 1T 76
1) VU8 TR 05 T, e SR (R RE A ) T 4 5 DA ) ok
o (HRETEAHE S — BB &5 R, fmT
BB IRAE R P2 R, PR H ik B4 28
TR BRI . MR, 2 T IR ZE S B N
Z A )R B IFEAN K WA, 53 B9 2808 7F LA A€ TR 55 1
IR FEAREE Sy B BE DA AR 7 B IS B b R AR 2%
T-HAR A Z2 s AT SR AT S . S 4k, 2 T
TR ARG Z2 5 WA AN 455 RSB R 25 8 o 481 , AN 1 2 K
DA R B 3 7] 1R S 3G e v, I TS ML, 4
AMRTEIRATF — AN BORIE TS, BT 2 T IR (w22,
B AN SR R IX — 2B I 5 A ASOR 3E IEAT AT ke,
{6 ) T~ A58 5- 5K (Roca, Hogarth, & Maule, 2006).
X —HJF 50 TE B 22 T BOIR D 22 1Y) e 3K I B8 A R
B: 11 55 0 5 IS Bt — P 4R R BIBERITE 55 T, (A
ST BN 22 T IR AR ZE 6 BRI BE T SR () 5%
M AT 50 B AR T R 2 (R . kA, KT T
PRAW 22 5 0B AN, (AR e o 25 1 sk,
B 2 2 T IR i 22 A& 75 25 5% W) A4 LE 116 T 3%
JECAS ST TR PR SR, R 8 A 2K L 2
5.2 RFURKBENF=ERIE

H R 2 T 22 I BF R L AR b T HAE & Fh
PSR S5 TP IR IR, T X X R ZE 1 A AR )
WFFCAR X /> . R4 Samuelson fil Zeckhauser
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(1988)7E ¢ T IR A 22 Mk & 3 B 2 W AR T %
T IR AR Z2 7 AR 1 T Rl B R R A AR R
misperception) 5 O H O #H A
(psychological commitment). {H & 5% T UK
i 22 7 AE AR IR AT SUIE AR N, BARTER —
1 Jm PR, DRIV 5 22 AN BA R JLAS J T 3o 22 - 30
PRAW 22 (1) 7= A AR YR T A o

A, MG IR A SR 22 T BR AR 22 19 7
ARV, A MPIIURE, B THd 2
(query theory)7E fift B B2 24 Y. &5 i85 73k 458 b 11 9
Xt FR 37 11 (asymmetric discounting) %5 I 4 I} 5 %5
PR R4 e (Johnson et al., 2007; Weber, Johnson,
Milch, Chang, Brodscholl, & Goldstein, 2007). 1Ml
B AR R TE B B B T 2 5 T IR 22 4 [
o T H, WFHHE K, &R E T AN
22 T BUR AR 22 1) BRI B (default effect) [A) #F fig
% 4 & PR Y % B¢ (Dinner, Johnson, Goldstein, &
Liu, 2009). Pk, A B A5 2 T BURR A 2 2k
0] R 5 A SR I PN — 3, 2 2 TR D
U A T = AR B R A 22 . DA W ER IR N BRI K
i, AL # BERAR T2 T IR A 22 72 R SR 1)
W5 BRI

kBT R4 A IEAL B (system justification
theory) Fll 17 £ 1 1w Z= (existence bias)(Eidelman,
Crandall, & Pattershall, 2009) ({1 5 W1, AL
— R IR AR R R B AR L RPIRAS 1 B L 7] (Kay,
Gaucher, Peach, Laurin, Friesen, Zanna, & Spencer,
2009) . XM 7R MBIHLIA Ff B SR AT 5T 22 T IR A
72 1) 7 HEARUE T BB AR SR ST — R B ) .

Ak, G AR TT P P 2 B 2 T AR O 22 1)
PR . R T RUR IR 2 T IR O 2 R, KR
I 2 PSR ) 45 SR R A E ), AN PR AR PSR I
i -7 72 P 1) 45 SR (Kahneman & Tversky, 1979),
TB2, A A4 58 2 1R - R T BB N R IR 2 TR
ARAW ZE 7= AR I SRR o 0T T AU ) 22T IR A 22
ME, SRFPCIRN R4 A — 2 e,
W YRR IR 2 SR HR, LY sk 45 R nT e S
ASEME N, T4 sbmy, #fetE SRR 2 &
T- IR AR 22 7= R R R R o BRI, 0E AN () 28000 11 42
T TR A 22 1 7= A2 D DR 1 AT R0 AT gk L =2
VR (BT 54 A48 39T )0 Ao

HR, G 2T AR A 22 1) A% J5T 5 R AiE 1)
WESE . [RIBIE 20 24500 T 2 T IR fh 22 R BT A

(cognitive

BATRIL, K2 BT TEA R SE RV 22 T B %
P BT R AE, T2 S TR — T T
(53 A 55 BRI A o DRI, 0 SO R A0 S i
MA e 7 — 2ok . DNIt, ARk 75 B o
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Abstract: Status quo bias refers to the phenoomenon that people tend to do nothing or maintain their current

or previous decisions in decision making. Status quo bias includes endogenously determined status quo bias

and exogenously determined status quo bias. There are two ways for researchers to interpret this

phenomenon: loss aversion and regret theory. The factors to influence status quo bias include such as

follows: number of alternatives, emotion, traits of the decision maker as his cognition and motivation. Status

quo bias is conducive to understanding everyday decision behaviors and is valuable for such practical areas

as sale, management and public policies. Further deep exploration is needed to clarify the relationship

between status quo bias and other decision phenomena, to deepen our understanding of its original roots and

at last to expand its applied values.
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