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Abstract

Progect Theory (PT) proposed by Kahneman and Tver-
ky (1979) derives fram Expected Utility (BJ) Theory
fomalized by von Neumann and Morgenstem (1944).

Tversky and Kahneman (1992) offered an integrated per-
gective in Cumulative Progect Theory (CPT) as a ap-

plement © PT. Thisarticle revievs PT and CPT, dius
s the differences betveen them, and points out the
challenges © the cumulative version of Progpect Theory

Key words decisionmaking, Progpect Theory,
Cumulative Progpect Theory
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Abstract

Chines-English and Tibetan-Chinese-English bilin-
guals participated in the experiments of true-or-false
vocabulary judgnent The pumpose was o explore the
nature of language svitching and costs of svitching
betveen Chinese and Englich The reaults showed
that (1) for the Chines-English and Tibetan-Chi-
nese-English bilinguals, the Chinese svitching cost
was not significant, whereas the English svitching cost
was dgnificant, (2) for the Chinese-English and Tibet-
an-Chinese-English bilinguals, the difference betveen
the processing of Chinese and Englishwas significant,

but the reaultsof language svitching showed no differ-
ence This indicated that the language processing
measures and strategies affected the processing of dif-
ferent languages, but had little effect on language
svitching M eanwhile, it was proficiency that was the
major factor affecting language svitching, and the a
gmmetry of the svitching costswas deteimined by the
relative proficiency of the o languages

Key words Chinese-English bilingual, Tibetan-
Chinese-English  bilingual, language svitching,
svitching cost



