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DAy SR Y R A A 3 A DX DR SR RV () 3 R 1, ASBIE 5 LAY B (L B 5 22 1) R A Y
S, PR T I e DN A S0 v A T B 120 44 KA, SEERAT 55 R B Bl e i A PR CR
FH AR SR AP0 ) AR D0 368 3 ke S TG 2 AU AR ) A 55, O X ke SR ) A7 SR DA e JBE R A 3
TE o BFFEAB: (1) BOATE A ERIEAIETT HOAE A0 e 605 T A 21 ) 1E 175 RORE L S i, A P15 AR e
JEHSS; (2) WKAE [ DR R e P 5 W b 25 AF T Rl AR ) phe SRR 22, 2l aaOxd 3 o MU S A A Rl
IF AT B A TE VAR SR R, DAV IR R S (3) SHIEMMEBE M L, 57 R R ER AR nl fEAT &
SR W SE BRI GX SEZE SR, A S A 6 R YO A S P KU DR S B g T 20K, 3 e L A
Bk vl e AT B T [ 25 DS 3 S PR A AR SREAL 2 A 2 T

RN RS M TERRIE, SATEEE, WM EBE, 55 PR A

C934; F202

1 His
1.1 MEHEESHEREREEL

K ALK, TR FMPAIWT S fE L 02 . BOR
RO PR SR D P M . AR OC TR
P KBS e R I IF 9 98 T 1654 AF B K, WAL E
B 5% Pascal 1 Fermat LU {5 091 2 X6k i 18 )
AT — /T ie . AR (E S 8T B
(mathematical expectation)H & By EA=, LR = A=
Tz S A B A (E FRS (Expected Value theory), A
Ry AT B 77 B R A S A A E(EV), M
TN 48 O] B e R B 1, B

EV = Zpl-xl-

Hodr, p, RoRFAF R AR, x ZoRFHMLE
R, i FoRFMB—MATRESS R (=1,...,n).

AT A PR 03 R RS, ke SR R ) T ) e o
e EE S NS FE TR TS (normative  deci-
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sion theory) R4 A M P 5 #HiE (descriptive decision
theory)(Baron, 2008). Hr, ¥yut:¥ie B4 45 F
NATTERAR B S e HERE LRI R ES T OB, HAZ
Do PURH IR LR B 28U B KA b
o WM EEISHE T EIOR S, )
W AR S Y B LR Y SR A . AT M PSR S AR
M E RS AHESE & Mk, 4N Bernoulli
(1738) A4 ) 22 %4 P38 (Expected Utility theory) .
Edwards(1954, 1962)#1 Savage(1954)f 3 W EE%4
JHFHIS (Subjective Expected Utility theory)3¢., G
PRI A HE S E TO R B R, TR
SETCRRIEVERY, BB AR A5 B L 00 A P 3

HJR, A5 2 A 6 R 3 ke 5 38 1 0 9
RILT — S0 22 40 M T T R P R SR B AR R A B
% (i 2= (biases) o Ay 3ok [l B A R0 i o8 X B6 ) 22,
ERAr g B R T B TR IR AT PR bR dn ey i
RS OE- S LT U Cr s SN o 58 ST BU N e BN i s
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WA SE B RN IS IAESLE, 41 Kahneman
F1 Tversky 1T i (prospect theory)(Kahneman
& Tversky, 1979)F1 211l 2 it (cumulative pros-
pect theory)(Tversky & Kahneman, 1992)%  [fij 55 —
BEAE Y N & B, S5 A& 32X (heuristic) 77 7 B9 00 ME
B P R % 38 2 5L 28 v T A2 A R M (s TR R R
Fe L M, N Y PE 8 ) (Gigerenzer & Goldstein,
1996), DA G T 0 B M (H B e A HE 42, # T
A Sy R B R R BRI, SR R
B Y (priority heuristic)(Brandstitter, Gigerenzer,
& Hertwig, 2006). 554 HPEERIR (equate-to-differ-
entiate theory)(Li, 1994a, 2004)%5 . 5 VIR M (HFE
WONHESR PSR B AN R, R R AR P SR P e H 2
SRIEATAUE B, ANBERXTEE R fr =R A, HEHZ
A, oS RS G AT BRI i, A e
IR TCPRIPERY, PR HRerE— e bk
17 (Brandstitter et al., 2006), 1|41, 554 7| P Al
IR, Ze A IS DR SR ) B TE AL A 2 i A B B Ml
SRR AR, iR SEFIE 20 gk iz
(8] J& S AFAE A FPE (dominance) e & . 14 A& Bh—
A RAF R G (e I RN VR AT RE 25 AR 48 5 ) R 4 iR 6 J
TSRS IR, AR PRI T IR S
B BEIAE AT ) — ik mnyad fE, BD: Bk
A B - v BRAS SRAEJE FALB T kI, 1M £ 3T
FERIR AT BB 4 R4 T 0B T H e i iy, AT
55 (weak dominance) i Wik e 3, HU7E
HE— 4 B b 22 /N P AT RESS RN B 5%
[R50, T AE 55— 4EBE b B 22 5 488 R 1 A~ ]
RESE R, I DAMAE My e KR BRI R (L, 2004).
1.2 HEMEREAMEIEEE

A7 R PR SR I rp R B R T B e U
AW PRBRE A NI I, AHH
XX A A P e HE T T e R s oY, (B
ARG 56 5 AN KA o

B M, A 50 A P RS K 2 R R R 4
R — bR RSP EIS SRR T B
RERIRGAEZR, PRI SRR RSN
A4 PN 8 — 2Pk (internal  coherence) #1312 %5 — 2Pk
(logical consistency)(Mellers, Schwartz, & Cooke,
1998) . ZFKEHIR e AT DR b S A — L
FAETEARE, H AT PSR EE SR04 /0 AR
Fr—3, A WPRE 5| & %k By BRI Y T BE . i,
45 R 22 B0 0 P B B SR 2 — B (consistency
and coherence) 5|, R [a] — ]88 DL A+ 2 FETE

B, X H PR g5 B AR FF— 3. {H Tversky #l
Kahneman ¥ 31 T — >3V P 95050 1) R 3R 17 15 -

Bk & B B AR AT— A F U6 M R R, TR
iz At IR R 09 R AEFF L 600 A, ILA BAT L &R
Vb & oy 7 E T AR AR,

LA I Bl AT F A

5 % % T7 ZE 7 AL R RIS i RS A S AR
FiR:

do Rk IFEFTE A, R4 200 AKAR; whik
#BHE B, ALK 13 92 600 AL, WA
2/3 MR FRAKR AT, RERAAF LT 6998
"/l\?
TEXMEE T, REFOLERE T IR A A
M, M4 9802 B — P i e

de RiEFEFE C, L 400 AL &k; woRik
BHHED, AR 13 GMERAKRE, WA 2/3
BHALE 600 AL, RERAAF L P 6970
—A?

I R Z 8 45 77 %8 Do IR [A] 4 AR 1Y
1% B8 S B S [l — A~ [n) 8, Hp il i Bk AR T R
B o 3k — B4 BlFR O HE 28 %00 (framing  effect)
(Tversky & Kahneman, 1981), & T — &R
W), HELR RN 5 HE i T H A (transitivity) . AR
P (invariance) 55 /A I 4 (Allais, 1953; Li, 1994b,
1996, 2003)—if, #ezh 1 W EAHEIS S Hu TR
A

SR e AR, i K2
R FH PR3k 238 HL ) FU e PR PR e . 2R 2%
JE T IR TN A 45 R 5 TSR R S PR D SR A R 3 AT
X, DA TG 6 B T ASE HY J2 75 i M A T R SR
17 A (Birnbaum & Navarrete, 1998; Camerer, 1989;
Levy & Levy, 2002a, 2002b; Newell, Weston, &
Shanks, 2003). 40, FUHEIEIN A AAT/EIESERS
X EZ M S BY, FEARAR A A [ - XU
FLkE (risk aversion), 5t 2 B AN A ) T KU 5K
(risk seeking)(Kahneman & Tversky, 1979). {H Levy
F1 Levy WiEBIAEREAT JRAH SCA W1 B AN AEAE S Al
Mk, 2= 76%~80% 1 ial i 2 45 15 3 B fi 4f AN —
|, X EEEE T HUN S (Levy & Levy, 2002a).
m, XFFPRREEE, BEEE A($ 6, 0.05; $91, 0.03;
$99, 0.92)MIE+#E B($6, 0.02; $38, 0.03; $99,
0.95), T R IR O AT A 1] Tk HE B {HZ
Birnbaum £/l Navarrete & PLik#: A B FH LT
PEFE B, X5 T LA S RO B S A4 F 24N A
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£ (Birnbaum & Navarrete, 1998),

FRAN, 55 24 5P B X T HE SR80 i R A
T B I F-ZER (RIRTT R A S R A
FELEH (200 NOFFAE I8 )] 9 22 57 1 TRTAE 2R BLAE 5
SEH, M % D WYF-S5 R (Rl iedi f) 5 %
C HY“IFELER(400 NREFE X )[E] Y 22 57 7 11 T AE
BREAER R . X EWE, I IRE R A
RN B R AT RS R4 b AT, A AR
HP R e A vl Be g R B Bk dT . Ik, X§5%
PR Y LA 50 AT LUK A AT TRk
BER WO F T 22 S e R 4E B . QR 7E BT 5
70 T HE ZE o A ) T A5 5 5 Y 0 R AL 1 | 3 T
W0, g0 L P 3 0 A A PR 0

FH A 3 — i LS Y bR o Tk 18 TR 5 )
— P, PZEELeER = —BUW I e bR, HIT AT
PUR BN BRI A5, 22 X0 A M B B A 1 2
ot o N . e o [ e <A o 1 <9 B A
Birnbaum X = i iR P o 55 FRIS 19 HL #2 (Birnbaum,
2005) HIURIE, RIS R A 2% A%
MEFERAE . (H P EHNE R 5 st A LW 2 4k,
R 25 e B 3 D SR IS B AT R 45 R S A 5 RS Y
FEFEAR, W0 T B AL A 0 ) A T T B
fRRERE 4 LLAE o MR R Z ANFE T Ao o FI Y 1 2
W BRI [ RS R Z BT IR, i
o 5 5 A8 PR RIS 7 B L A S T A e S A A
ORISR . F L, R OUESE, WA — Dk
PHIE RE % i B T A 192445 (Camerer, 1989).

1.3 MREMSHARKIK

AT B A 39 7 VR 20 T« RBA N ER B PSR i
2, #i1% Brandstitter, Gigerenzer 1 Hertwig X {#
W E S I HEZR ) — RN LS TR B
ARGF M e 7 ANNTEAT RS 2R, (B2 H A R
TETE 1Y PR3 3 F2 (Brandstitter et al., 2006). i {E46
WU RS B b, T2 A DR PR o A
AT EEVE K A (manipulation check), B A o3 & 75
SR e 3 Hh R A O P EGEAE 1A 9 A e AR
BEA T2, Bl e 3R 2 S B R FH A e 3 R0 (CEC R )
S 5 PR AR AU AR I 1) 2R SRR U] (AR I ) A C i
BEAN, Li B 48 R SR 00 i 45 2 e it}
WAl H I RN RN, WA R 8RS
BN RN o PRk, B A 30K 22 8wl i D s 45
AT G BRSO, ARKER T HE W B — AR ) N TR R
W R — RS HIe R B R

A AL A AN D IF 5 5 A IR 3R T T 28 B A5 A

24 BREER ., 0, Mellers T\ N HLTE P16 A5
R R, T AR P B SR R AR, At I
5 R B, T IO B AR FIUT, MRS
JEOR TN 35 £ 45 SR (Mellers, 2000). AR — WA,
DLAT Sy &35 5 45 b 0 462 56 5 1k T RE Z20mg T TR 3R
HAE R PR ) T AT P3R5 5 = A 1 E R Z . B
T NG BT BRI A R 2 —

1e8e &, ZBEPRE M NTER S FE R 2l T
PO F IR, B O R T A B
AN, SR A TS 7 s R St /R . (HR
AT RE Hh T A A i R JC R MR R X — R, ANk
AT RETC L M RE I C AN 15 3 4518, SRR T
P38 A B2 1 45 (Baron, 2008), 7E & FE U B4 0
g, W TR EELIRE A S NTEIN I L,
(BRI =IO RI I DO iU Pra A R i)
(surprise) 5 28 2K (puzzle) 55, | W S 4% it 7 1Y ) 21
MARSZEILCAMARRG RS 3, H2iREH
W 2 )L 2 75 HL A A 3 A I 3k b v 2 Y TN S B
(Baillargeon, 2002; Teglas, Girotto, Gonzalez, &
Bonatti, 2007).

Pitt, FRATIN A AT DL i e 3 35 %k e 3 oo
1) 32 WL AZ oK 5 R UL I N TE TR S T . A5
PMEFT 3 MORRIBTE bR (A7 NS5 1 G FIHA
AT AR BV ) R AG 56 P S SR e, DU SR —Fb
REAT Il T TR 45 R 2 30— Bt SO ) TR &6
SR HE M A AR o, O Ay B %R UE R ]
PSRN v S E TGN 7RSS L R togt I L g

LR, A 5 il AFE B 5 22 D SR S R 1) A
A, AWFFTORE B O a0 e B A g vk, B
FSE L AE DRI B DRI, 8 T B 3™ A% I X
LRI 0] Ak SR, R % T TR P R SRR DU A T AR
BCFATT AR PR E . AT, A TR A
PEUCR AT i i AR el e Sl 22, SRzl A
T2 TR SRR 0] (R U] ) RT3 32 e SR AN D) (fIE KL 0] ) 7T i
T IE T PR SR R R DU 3 35 2 SR 3 A K m
DT, )T LA 38 T A R SR U (I ) ) i A
SRR B AE SR PR v LS R

FLTEE A IR E IR ES R B L AR SE
3 1) 3 SO BE A B8 R 5% 24 0 FR PR A AU A Oy X
PRHLE AR . AT EEA RS A R
FLI 30 e eSS0 T M A AR [ D s 22, R BHI%
Bl A3 P SRR DU (LRI 0 ) 0 30 35 ke R R DU (e A
DY =7 I

H A HE A BIF TR EE IR AY 2 AR MR
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R 1. 5@ ERFEAMLL, RFEEMGHIEAE
PR BRI DU DR SR, A 38 380 ) P 1 ) A T
K, SRR R R B i, IEPEIA AT AR A,
PEIN AT R E sy

L 20 F PR AALIN E e S 25 F R Bl
AR ) phe SRR 22, 8 AR 6 80 ) P 17 S A P
i, DOVETR A RE E AR, IEMEA T RE MR, £
PRI AT B AT

2 MR

2.1 #ik

120 #2k Adbntme =k, b B 63 A,
WL 18~27 &, FIAERY 21.37+1.90 %,
2.2 KERIHFRR

SE RO N BT . SEE AR R = AR,
FrA A S = AR L N A . He, S
o A EPR A, BRPOHEAT A FUOR; B
RIS =R Ay LA TR A5, BRI
TR S0 B2 0 1 BT 0 5 20 1] PR AT AR 10 L D) i
TR o R e G RO s e, 58 T A AR A 1Y
[R5 -5 7 PR A BERE BG 2 BT .

SANERSR ) S MR Y AL R P AP LI AT S5 . 2R
— R e AL S5, YEHUT Kahneman F1 Tversky £
B8 A% R0 V] (reflection effect)(Kahneman & Tversky,
1979)FIHEZE L W (Tversky & Kahneman, 1981)f¢)#%
H. B8 HA WAL, 5350 R i e 58X
B dE, BORBORKEREH P —~, B 1, 2 g
BUNE IR, 43 SR ARAS RN R R I 5% IR 3. 4 2
HEZRIONE [l 51, 4 531 Sk AE TR A B TRTHEZE . 58 — ok
VEEAE 55, ZORBAXT RAT 55 b By PR 3R 0k A S 4
RHEAT 6 MIFE (1 RoRTERAFE, 6 Fnst el
B)o VRE L H A REE BT E FA ] B EE R E .

AR A S5 A Rk T X T S 56 AT 55 Y SR
WEA 225 o TEDCRAT S5 b, S — W 0 TR SRAT: 55 2L
SRV T B B 55 URES =R e R vk
T2 S AH N Y D SR B A A (WLRM 5% 1), SRJE R
PG 2 R PSR TR . O T PRI AR S
PR IF B E I Z IR B AN AT T 3R, Xl ok
R FEUEAT T HER A . BAR B 2K YEAH
N BRSPS L R R A B BR, RPN
ST . Ho, ARTE SN S PR o
RIS A I EBAE(EV) IR T8, K
I 55 21 0 FRBRAR R e o v R R R B 2 AR
KIWHERE, FHAEd e b s PE .

ARSI 6 SIEE,(1 FRTEEARRE
i, 6 RoRTERRIE) . WP Iy 5 8,
TR [ RO AR R A e . Ho
THIIERE 3 8, AR REEE DA 2 A 55 RNEE =3
SEYVERE IRy 7 B, BRI AR
) DR S R AT R SR 1) 2o R N5 ST o v i Jk
VEE 38, NPT RRBEPEAE 4 M,

SEG LIACEN S e kAT, A 8~10 AHK
JtE . B E B ) AN BR A IR) o S5 5 A5 4 Bl 2%
590G, Jfmwia 2 vl I S H .

3 4%

S LE S SPSS 13.0 HEATSE b, ARG SE
B APRFES NSRS =8B h R A A A5 SR, BRI
A B T K R 1 R SR RO (B R B R T 2 T Y
ik 16 Ao MEREAZEWE S 104 A, Hr 5k
51N, FIJAFERE 21.40£1.98 %,

PURRAS Ry 43 A5 b, X308 A = e
BE AT ¢ K3, R R I 2 T 3800
NBAGEi2 AR s () 43 Hr R W BR B DSR4 1 1%
SE R 3(M mate = 2.04, M emate =1.68) FIHH B A {2 3
WEB A IPEE A (M ate = 3.24, M femate = 2.43)FF
TE B PR 22 5[ wiermm 3 (102)=2.03, p<0.05; £ sipm
(102)=2.86, p<0.01], A A @Y ICH: 522 5
31 REWITAHLE
311 EBHE—HMEMMNEREREER Hl
H ISR AT LSRR 1 R KRR, B
T P TR 25 SR 5 R A B Y HE A AF o 45 SR A
[Rl(A=2F, Pk, ki, 2000; Li & Xie, 2006):
FEWAGUN [ b, B U ARAS BT ) F e B0
PRI, (RFEHR I B0t 1) T3 5 XURS BB I, FEHEZE 2K
o7 [l R X TR REE R s ke O 1 R 0 1 5 45 TG I
FE, 05 HTHE R U e XU R I

K1 BERREZEBTHITAER

fia) BT BEEEREC HAH %’

BRAR T

A1 i 78 75.00%  26.00%%*
Az 26 25.00%

WMARIEE il 17 16.35%  47.12%%%
PUs: 87 83.65%

HEZRZ N

1 THIHE 42 Tify 2 57 54.81% 0.96
AU 47 45.19%

7, T HE 2 e 28 26.92%  22.15%%*
WU 76 73.08%

. **p<0.001
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A,
=

WA E ISR TR R e, XA 56
BLR FH <<t S i — SO A bR v RT3 5B 20 A
o Gt IR, WG )8R AN FF B iz b v 1 9
7 90.38%, HE LR ] 8 R FF A 3% 4R — Bt
FRUERIBER T 76.92%. ° KBe & B, K2 HUK B
T HECHH B2 A0 {8 B0 0 9 SR B S i bR TS — B
(% wi (1)= 40.54, p < 0.001; y*ww (1) =16.26, p <
0.001), X it 4% BR 25 R 5 — BUPEAR o, Boiliy
PSR IF AR DA R

FF 2 PR R AR DR B, X Ak
5 1R FH 00 M 1 T 1k o MR A S 2 TS AR ey Y
WP TR I, U B AR IE R 4
) 11 2 S VRSB, T SRt i 1 XU 2 30, 13 B
PR IE A 25 ) 1 25 AR #R . St R B, E
BRAGONE [RRE Y, 25 55 24 S PR 75 il iy A %k
ARG T 74.76%, EMRAESE TP Y 74.04%;
FERESRAON [, IR THTAESE T (5 56.73%, i THAE
PR 68.27%. x> Ka e & B, KB P T5 857
1 PSR A 4 B AR UE— B (0 1 (1)

=13.87, p < 0.001; % mm»(1)=12.76, p< 0.001; %*
3(1)=0.95, p = 0.17; x> mu 4(1)= 7.18, p < 0.001), X
T B 55 24 1) R AR TR EL AT e P 00 v A 2
312 BERKMMMEBIERKERNTE 1F
DS ORI FWE =S80 AL 8 s L 3 DN R R L
TR B X R AR, HAEM R Z BN
1) TR O 445 SR 2 15 5 T A 00 19 e SR LI 119 32 B
FE— S E AT A % B A T . 33X TC A A 56 B U
AMRACE E A F RSS2 e (A R o
B F 18 555 > PR BB A ) BT i A DS A0 .
TAWF L B S5 =05 LIRS [H], R, fE
K w1 B 3 PSR AN 43 A T b e SR LIS oK
HEAT R0 30 e P SR AT R A5 AT LR (L3R 2).
for 5 1A 8 R PR, A A ERR S
SRR 30 3 e 5 19 45 SR W] (B 2 e 5[] Sy i
E 9 T s XU 8 ), 10 B 2 w0k T R T A %08 1k
IR AT H B A PR SR 45 SR AN (], 33
A 2 Bk 30T fE O oA fiff i 38 3k i B R AT B 3
%

#2 BEREMPAMNBRERKRERBLM: ABESE)

PSWIIBIERTR S P
W (B I 2 5 PP A !
[ia] PEI i N2 x? i AN isa 2
BR B
RATG B iy 2 1(0.01%)  77(74.04%)  75.01%%* 64(64.65%)  10(10.10%) 3.23°
IR 0(0%) 26(25%)  (n°=0.06) 21(21.21%)  4(4.04%)
A WRAE B W 17(16.35%) 0(0%) 2 6(5.82%) 10(9.71%) 0.05°
i PN 87(83.65%) 0(0%) 12(11.65%)  75(72.82%)
ﬁ HELLN
S 1F THIHE 28 e 57(54.81%) 0(0%) 44,02%%%3 46(44.23%)  11(10.58%) 7.41%%
IR 46(44.23%)  1(0.01%)  (n’=0.11) 28(26.92%)  19(18.27%)  (n°=0.23)
7 T HE 42 iy 2 27(25.96%) 1(0.01%)  70.12%**? 13(12.5%)  15(14.42%) 0.47
AUz 75(72.12%) 1(0.01%) (m*=0.07) 19(18.27%)  57(54.81%)

TE 12 65 Y DI PR BEE R PEAT ML B USRI 25 5, TEWMR N B ARTS I T, RAEZ B R 5 A, SEbaplial 99 A TEmR
BRI RIESE T, KBRS 1A, %66 103 Ao 1 2: WATEIERITHE. 1 3: BRWRE/NT 5, RIIKIEME.

#4p<0.01; ***p<0.001

TE 39 R A B8 R 55 >4 51l Pl R A8 AU 7 o 25
T, Al gl B e AE R S RN A e SR 4
RHEAT MeNemar £54%, 250 &8 (1) 7EMEMNE
PSRRI, 76 4 DR R, golny 3 E
O 5 TG B B (IS 18 BEHR R M BERR R 3 A
WEES, 2) T YRR A OR AT, B
IE TATHE SR A AE AR 00 IR REEA S, R 2800 A 7E | F2 ik

R 5 A 5 214 01 PR AR R 3 0 TR R A T 8] AN A
TERFE RS . RIEAOFF R IEA BB, X —45 R
W, TEAAROKP b, 5 R0 0 SR A0 (B e P A 5
HAEE, BG4 S PP B T R 3R 5 ) 2k
RHAAML B, ZROATE B PSR R ok
L) BT A8 5 25 PR AR AL, i A 2 ) B A

IS
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32 RREBEHTE

321 BHERKRMMUEIERRNFERTELER
B TE = PP PSR A (B E DR L 37 1 2R (3
VSR 55 24 S P B R 30 18 PR ) T 43 Sl Al e
FeJa, XPHPH T R AN BT e 45 R K 1 TR
55
50
45
40
35 F

3.0 F

W i
O fth
O 4

VEE 71

25 F

20 F

1.5

1.0

HHPRM LA YAk

AL

EER Y

P10 A = b ke SRR DU Ak S 1) 15 SR A 4 SR (P
IR FRE RN 6 FR st IR )

AN 22 R B, R IR A
AL F= 2500 4 3 F (2, 206)=41.91, p < 0.001,
n°=0.289, F ru(2, 206)=38.93, p < 0.001, #°=0.274,
F 52(2, 206)=36.22, p < 0.001, #°=0.260., Bonferroni
HIFk g R Rz, wol7E A EUORAM T e
A9F 30 R0 D0 0 5% >4 3 R B ABE A 30 3 S R R AR
0 300 T P R B T R, SRR SRR B AR (ps <
0.001), {H 7 KL I 360 358 4% 24 1 175 JR T 2 o) AN A7 AE
WEZES . X G RI TR 1,

A4 Rl S R SRR U 3 38 PR SR A F T AR ) AR
[F) PSR A AT E KR, FATT AT LA 38 DE i R ) Ao
A (W2 3), Hovh, AR e 0 F Bk Tt
10T 2 R SRR (AR R M U ) A0 3 32 e SRR (45
FL) A DCFCAR B o o Kz A B, Bl DG I AR 1 44
T, 5P i R SR D AR 7 A AT A
BFEZES . LSD Fnfk kM, XHEMEHIE,
55T L) T S R 22 1) B N R 2 D T S O
I DC P RURR D B s T 5 I R AR, 53%
DU DC P RS 22 Y w3 22 T 2 M D) DC i A
BB PEA(ILR 3) X —E5 R U], 557 10 Pk
57 DT E B BN B2 T 0 BB DT BC A9
Bt

R 5 A o R SRR U A4 AN ] DR AR, FRAT TS
Bl o3 oAy << 5 3 B {0 B 18 B DE TS 4 R << 5 2 )
REFABERI DL S " 5 AR 5 25 ) P it da ke
R ZRAFAR LL, e R 1 A (B 8 30 M DS AY
FAEN, A PEAS S F PO [R) P 4 A H K
W2, WA Z a5 ) B4 (0 B8 T DT e 26 ;
S Z PR AN A 5 55 5 0 PR AR T DT Bie 2
TEPIRPRLIN A B S8 T, Bl I B g fE RS
5 24 31 BR R ASE TR f) 175 ORI A ] e B2 Y B9 40 A
Goitah LR 4. Hid, 13 808 A Fok SmFh
U] 36 8 2R SR ) DS P TRSOR ], Gk ) i 2 ik
(18 ST P A SR KD -5 WA o 2R S LU B DR i, [ L B =
Xt WE TR U ) A7 SR DA v R JBE X 23 BT PP R AL
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Abstract

In the field of decision theory, the tension between normative and descriptive theories has been a constant

object of debate. The criterions used to evaluate normative and descriptive theories, however, differ from each

other. This study sought a consistent criterion to evaluate both normative and descriptive decision theories and

thus to explore the “true” rule of decision making. We hypothesized that (1) individuals would experience more

positive emotions and show more acceptance when making decision according to their own rule (“true” rule)

than according to a pseudo-rule; (2) the greater number of the same decision derived from decision makers’ own

rule (“true” rule) and the imposed rule, the more positive emotions and acceptance would be reported.

To test these hypotheses, the expected value theory (normative theory) and the equate-to-differentiate the-

ory (descriptive theory) were selected as two candidates of imposed rule. One hundred and twenty college stu-

dents were asked to make risky choices according to their own rule (self-rule condition) and according to the
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two imposed rules (imposed rule condition), expected value rule and equate-to-differentiate rule, respectively.
In the self-rule condition, participants rated their emotions after making choices according to their own rule. In
the imposed rule condition, participants rated their emotions and acceptances of the two imposed rules after
making choice according to the imposed rules. The order of the two imposed rules was counterbalanced across
participants. We used the McNemar test to compare the decisions made under the self-rule condition and the
imposed rule condition, and repeated measured ANOVAs to test the differences on emotion and acceptance
ratings between the self-rule and the imposed rule conditions.

The results revealed that (1) participants reported more positive emotion when making choices according to
their own rules than to imposed rules; (2) the greater number of the same decisions derived from the imposed

2

and “true” rules, the more acceptance and positive emotion reported by the participants; (3)
equate-to-differentiate rule is more likely to be consistent with decision makers’ true rule than expected value
rule. These findings supported our hypotheses.

As a new attempt to test normative and descriptive theories, the experiencing of imposed rule would possi-
bly help us to better understand what the decision makers’ true rule is. Considering that expectation rule is
deemed as the soul of the dominant normative theories of decision-making under risk, our findings suggested
that normative theories might fail to capture the nature of individuals’ risky choice. In contrast, descriptive
theories (e.g., the equate-to-differentiate theory) seem to provide a better explanation to understand the actual
mechanism of decision making under risk.

Key words normative theory; descriptive theory; Expected Value theory; Equate-to-differentiate theory;

imposed rule



