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¢ hEB B CEPIEA, L3 100101)

ITHIK IS
Al & &)

CTERFHMETHEE, T 315211)

CHilIk ¥ BB 5B, M 510275)

B OE LR UNER AP, 8RR T R R R 5 25 5 X 2L R B B 38 (cumulative

prospect theory) UM SBAHE E AU XKW EERR— S &R (priority heuristic)

AT . G5 RKRW], BRAFLFR RN I 3 REEE &8 R E BT BE B IR AL BRI N T AL 18 U RFEH
BT 22 [ 8 A A 2 A AR AR R T AR bR A B SR e 2 ) S5 7 P S T R XA B 2R SR R 4 2 B it o T 2 LA R AR
BB AR B A BRLE R & U8 R SR B R R0 B b R R P AR B AN T SE PRI SRR, T 5% 24 391
RN GERBERHILRER, XEEWUSAE ., ZHEEETANPREIE, K8, Bk, 2%, Uk
ST RS A BRI s P SRt R M A (process model), DA 3k XF AATTAAAAT E AT XURY B SR X HELAR

Kahneman, 1992; Schmidt, Starmer, & Sugden, 2008)

XEIF BAHER; BASERL STYNRR, gk, RN
23S B849; C934
1 ®E

AATIA] T RS PR3 — H R AU AL
HRIRMBZ ok, 1T APRBT I 8 o B [F] A
ROEFAR . R, B K&4e R AT . X SuR
AT PAAR 38 4% 42 ¥ (compensatory) vs. JEAR 24
(noncompensatory) B FFAE 43 R PI K2 : B EHIRY
(integrative model) 1 J5 & B B (heuristic model)
(Birnbaum & LaCroix, 2008; Johnson, Schulte-
Mecklenbeck, & Willemsen, 2008), & -&HiRI B & F

“TLPREME AR IR EORE, BREANEBR,

WHEAEXT & FIE B AT S, BE®RE - UEN
{8 (value) 338 F (utility) 545 B KALAOETR , B4 8L
BIFRIEK B T i /58S (Bell, 1982; Loomes &
Sugden, 1982), KIS (Bell, 1985). HEEF#HM
& (Birnbaum & Chavez, 1997). Hi# # it (Kahneman
& Tversky, 1979) LA X 5 FH i 8 3 if (Tversky &

e H3: 2010-03-01

G -RINER, BRI NI T H R
WEERY FAR R, BREANAEE, AL
BFERHITRE, MABLEMEEARERE
S fp 4 o R S B R 5 4 955 ) L o 4B SR G
(Tversky, 1969). & HE:NI(Simon, 1955)LL K &5
)3 & AR (Brandstatter, Gigerenzer, & Hertwig,
2006)% %,
1.1 BESER

A v (H 8 (Expected Value theory)2 x5
KT N REHRESEL, EHT 1654 FEXH
N EBA R Pascal Ml Fermat LUE 5T T 0E
B EEHITH—FIHE, ATAh, — N EA R
@15 s PTIEER (X1, .., x)RIRE TR RIS | 7 e
RABBYHE(EY =Y xie pi )BT RE I o BIA M EF 6 W)
/e Z 2P, HPHELKZ Nicholas Bernoulli
1Y St. Petersburg %18, X—HESIEH, MR A

« hEREBR ARG TREE T MM E(KSCX2-YW-R-130). EHF AR ¥E LT H(NSFC:70871110). LB E S22 E%

A%,
EIRAES: Z24F, E-mail: lishu@psych.ac.cn
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42 %

IR e sk 25 TR B E BRI, XA
HERAR EV, I THBEX —1i, Daniel
Bernoulli (1738/1954) £k EWAAREBEEZ WS
BRE, BREDFEHAEB TS . Neumann H
Morgenstern (1947) 7EiX— 8L R Ea_ L4 17
BHR S (Expected Utility theory), PG, IR &
fiJ#£ Neumann F1 Morgenstern (1947) HAEz{HE
WHEMEXEZRBHTZMZR, #, Savage
(1954) XK EMMBNAEZ MR, =i EWH
% F B 8 (Subjective Expected Utility theory). #R
i, WHEMHERE - RINLREEPEET 1,
Allais #£38(1953):F T 1 H9 S 3H # 8 59 ph 57
(independence) [ W], A% h AR HE B HA B RUH B HY
FLAF o

TE 40 Bernoulli (1738/1954) 3|#/MALFREE
GBI RN AME B R GHEA,
Kahneman #1 Tversky (1979) £ H ¥l #i # i
(prospect theory) R f## Allais 15if, FHWREHERK
X—2AE R, B o A R e E T L
SEEEBIE: (1) B IMENREERSR
BRAVER, MEMENT —E S B AL (oss)
IR 45 (gain); (2) FIKHIRIRALE (decision weight)
B MR, 3)B E FE X K A & IE X« F il
(evaluation)” Z B & — > “HE %€ (framing)” 1 “ 5 485
(editing) T 12 . FUHAFE i BE IR W Hb AR RE Allais 118 .
REZE P (framing effect) . XUBS ¥ (risk seeking) LA
RS HLEE (loss aversion) FHE—RFIME . HTH
R A P8 (Kahneman & Tversky, 1979, fajfk
OPT)R A . ZE {6 B 22 145 SR A DR 5 ) R LA BRANH GE
IFiE g &, Tversky F1 Kahneman (1992)7F HJF 4R 7l
HERLNEMIT#F - P EBRT ZRAMHHRG
(cumulative prospect theory, X CPT), R
HISRE T HE N E A E RS, BRI E
ANEWEAF X, MHSEROK/NIFER, B
BT (Kahneman & Tversky, 1979) R H54kE —
BRI (Tversky & Kahneman, 1992)7% #7H
R 3 BR300 T 38 90 B A I o G VA M L Y AT Bk
WA

BINS 2, RARSME SRR ZEFE—
R [EXERGREEEPENERDNRHA,
#R 2 75 B0 % B9 B (mathematical expectation)fR 1% 18
Bk B, BN St Petersburg 1% it (Bernoulli,
1938/1954). Allais #£if(Allais, 1953), X HHITH
BIE, BEBEMEE R EWHA, HERE

WAL AR 30 oy LR, BT | N & S R B,
SR J5 8 i — A& T AL E (weighting) F1 AH 0 SR Fn
(summing) i 72 73 %) AN BB — A Sk
HEESESH, WREMETSEREN KD, &
BRI ER T,
1.2 SMBERNER

R, —BITHRENRERE TS £
T 8 HE ROk 75 8 AT M9 17 2 (Gigerenzer &
Selten, 2001; Goldstein & Gigerenzer, 2002;
Brandstatter et al., 2006), XX H NN, BT H
REHFRE, BREBELT, AMIASKRAFH R
FiE B W M PRk wg, M AERE. B
SEHIM B RN, X se gy 754 FR#HE (bounded
rationality) F1 4= 25 B4 (ecological rationality /iR 5 3
B ERemRENEB AL EHAR AR
(recognition beuristic) . k4 A£G & = (take the
best), Ej3 & R (moral heuristic)% % (Broder &
Schiffer, 2003; Driver & Loeb, 2008; Goldstein &
2002; X 7k ¥, 2009; X Kk ¥,
Gigerenzer, & Todd, 2003), Gigerenzer 11 Todd
(1999) 4 X Gigerenzer #ll Selten (2001) BfiX2b )3 &
FGEHR N “iE 2 T EL % (the adaptive toolbox)”, 7E
EE 5 &K T, Brandstatter 2 A (2006)7E [F i
U R RZEEHBEMRE K LER
(priority heuristic, iR} PH)&ZXE, BREAR
BER Z A B

& I & A RUB @ AT E RS g 3R 3o #2 %
B4 P A F AP 20 B8 (Brandstatter et al., 2006),
Bk, RREFERH T ETNE/NGERWEHES
HHRKFEREGEREYN 1110378, WRX—&
ERXTFHRETHRAKTE, REERKILEEHRER,
W B/PERBRWETIGEE 1), &0, JRH

Gigerenzer,

HWEH-LHREE— LERNNETRAD

SRR, MRBHNEEKRTRE THAKT
(0AEZH), REHERAEREE, EHER/D
ZERMBRR/PRETGER 2); B, RKELEHR
BB RRER— BRI ETHNRRSR,
RHEBRRERBRNERCGE 3). ARTES
AL S0 R REAGE AR E R E RN HER
e eR B (0, T B 08 2t — AR LR AR A9 4 BR eR 4K
BB W4 R RN £ AL BEME) BSh, IR
Z¥Un E BRI —K, She R AR B ABREN
B 1 BE % Z (8] £ £ B 2= 19 AU (trade-off)
Brandstatter % A (2006)5 FRE 42 H i 5 83 &=



8 # EHE % EOHEEER S8 AR WFF SRR AHETHRE 823

RNV BBAR 67 Mo BO AATRAT o s, T H BB
AT PR ELRE,

BARCAWREXNESHEANE & AERHT
R % (e.g., Gigerenzer & Goldstein, 1999; Gigerenzer
& Selten, 2001; Brandstatter et al., 2006; Birnbaum
& LaCroix, 2007), {HiX 55 KL R 45 R B
(outcome prediction)BARE KI5 (goodness-of-fitting)
HAEEF . FRENC ZH IR B R 45 5
ARBENWAR, B, EREFLT, BEA
T 58 2K Rl i P SR A BY BT LA A R R BR R AE Y &5
REEBRE), XFHFERT, RATTEMNGSFH
b 0 5 R — Fp (SE)BLRY T 4f (Johnson et al., 2008),
Hk, NBEHEEMNEBRIERE, ELRERT
FHFEIE a0, St. Petersburg 1%, Allais 1£i8)it
SRR RS, TR B EHEMEBEL MR RK
XA (e.g., Brandstaetter et al., 2006), K,
AR G SR 1 £ B T AR AR B TE DA X 2845 AY

Johnson % A (2008)%: T M PR3 1 78 i) £ B ok
R J B ST BT R R SRR AL, b fi 3@ Mouselab #
ANRKSBOAFEERET HSEE ZBHE,
Mouselab AR By — M = - L8 A 7E L A 5 5
A, B E E 4B — A 3% T % W (option) F1 #F 1iE
(attribute) 5B, LBIFHBY, FEHEANRFIERER
AT, giATEES S FRIRES., LRER
Ja, PR EF LGRS S 85 B8 ROk
MHNERESE, X—HEBREHT THAN
RINTERE LR, (HAF7E L RRRYE ., 8110, Lohse 1
Johnson (1996) A AiX—HAREm T HZEUER
173 A B . Glo"ckner Fl Betsch (2008b) 1A 43X
—EARERFERAEZNHITEERNT, MHGRT
BB MT.

Glo ckner Fll Betsch (2008a)E 13 3R F B Il 1k 4
(bR 27 HOE R R R T2 . Bergert 1 Nosofsky
(2007)iA R SR RTBE A R AfTRAT R 72 48
HTHE I . RMEE®RT)EARIEMLTF Mouselab
AR, ERRAET, HIEERAMERN, BiAATE
EREr BAREIA AR . AU0RA K FF 4 FIBRI(L,
1994, 2004a, 2004b)JR A, MBS TN M E—
KA R BIBFE AR M AR Mouselab HAR, A4
RUFL G 8)8 & SRR .

1.3 AFHAIRBEMARBESHBMLMHE
Y, %% - Eill

57 %4 51l (equate-to-differentiate i %l & 5 & £ /3

S AN WM T ) — RP PR SRR, BRI R,

RIEERRE RN, BERHRREEBEARARY
HePE LT 2R AR PSR AT A HLEIAS B
KEREEHE SR AL S, MEEMEL L
WER PN R 2 R R EFERBEX R SEAN
AEHIRITHHRAN—MEI T BETRN
38, HEFREEM LB TR —BEFR. H
TR SRR E N KRR, AT E—% R
2 R0/ T AT RESE SR CH b SRR, TR
5 —4E B B2 BB KK T BB S RAE
F B AP BEMNIKIE (e.g., Li, 2004a, 2004b; Z=4F,
2005),
131 AFLHINEEUARBESMBSEARNER
—J5H, SHEXHESMTINESS S MR
W TGRE AR, 5524 HBEH & g & A
RUFR R T BREM WA B AL 3 1ok, #RR
Fia kN ERMKFKIKEEPR, ZFELF, 2007). F—
FE, XHMEEMGFAEEHEER, FFHHIER
B AT B PSR ot B KA 43 R 5 (equate)” 5 “ 5]
(differentiate)” BB Bt, i o P )3 & XA 2Y 4%
WEABRSARFHEE. X T, RATTLUAR
SRR B A B X X R RS R AT X 43
FFMBEERIA N, R T F SRR RN R
YR, AMTAAIE2E R B /N 4E B 57 5] 3, T
“HEHI 2 BB K 2 AR N R R PR BRI . R,
MR EFEEFEREFNBRESERERWE
FHZEEKR, BARKEHBRE S FHRE 25185
K Y2 BB /N, Fg R8N
Frirl, MIEERBEREEEERE, RZ, F
WA GERE 2 BIM S E A BB/, PSR & KL
PR <2 BB K4 B fn £ Bl /NERE”, BT
15 X DA b R 2% 57 ) R B — N ERE . i, SR
W F YRR R RN 2 (B ER%
BEEH-BEHRGEREFEZINH RN, RFLTERY
M5 g &AL, RBEESR IR A RN AT |,
B, #EFeilz 2 AR, RSP, 4E<E
MZEB/N, INEE, H—FE, SIE%
AEABEANEEHTRINEER, HANEEZ
Bl REHRNGFEERE, REIEEK, A
fHL, B, FE<— 5B P 3R Il B o g D R g
BERNE N ZERTFERDER R = LR
P 3 1] 2 o 4 K R 3 o 78 %9 I L B (Brandstaetter
et al., 2006; Johnson et al., 2008)., ABFFLLLK 1 Fl
g 2 W SRR A RNEA TR, Kb, L8
1 X E R R E AR X Brandstatter 28 A (2006)
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M RERHFATERERIE, L8 2 MRAEMAFTY
IR, E BN RIE LT R 2
R R H R R R BB, MITRR &5 R &
RER, fosh, RFFREBGE S TR, FR
TR PR SR PR i 22 5 (325 3) A Kol
PeBARZ R KRN (LR 4% AR
TR

132 MFHIEBAHAKRBBESER KNRM
BRI ARIRB N AT EH, NS R%
. R B4 & (Russian roulette)fiFxkH, Afi18E
T F R A RIS, HRE SRR XSS
B, MEEFNRERE . BRRESHERE D, A
RMEF R EA R A OISR, B R i
WItEHE . Ellsberg (1961) #1851k T X THMI PR
MR KEER P KXEDS . Einhorn #1 Hogarth
(1985)iA R, AT I SORA 15 55 B & SR B — P 4 8
FNA B K WE (anchoring-and- adjustment) B4 15 5
AL AR AE R, 8858 i 7 A — A BT R B A
WifE, REAEER BT, AR EEZA
PREBE B RBORIFRRE, AR MR R ROR i 25 B
B . X — R TR ARG, BUIEE T H
BE 2 X {H) B 9 5 ¥ B RR %E 09 8% %8 {H (BEinhorn &
Hogarth, 1985), Srivastav (1997) 33K Fi{5 & R%K
(belief function) iy IF 4% R RALBMIHE, Ik,
FERBRETITFRTEATENE, HIEAHT —
MERX ETAR—METT R BIERAER], &
WHTEX AT SAE N K/ NEAT I, 7
BIAMT, REEEATFERMEX EL 1
B E MR I L R R — R E R
{8, RIEAREEE R ERAT AT, Bk,
RLPRO R N SRR TR AR, BRI TH
PSR o B N B % 18 F RS SR T RS AR
RRIAT, WFT S BIERIA S, AL THT
BARERERE BN T, AR S T MAARE K
BRI 3R B AT BB A A <SR B K R (ZELF, 2000,
Li, 2004b), BHit, F4HEAIHW, SOMI&HE Tk
R R Y B B AR T XU A T PSR AR Y
BRIt ABFEEE 3 ST S HBRIAGRA, B
T BB X R SR FASER T SR o AR 19 B I SR A 6
BAERRL,

BRI R, REE ST SR EE
R AE N B AR RS, 5 S B B
HABERAHET ., £ T ARGRANmEES, IR
#FAN, BMERGEBIN AN, BEAFBREA

144 @ M T B Y SR ME, FTIARANIR
ArE—MEAHRERE NWEHES TR (g,
Johnson et al., 2008; Glo ckner & Betsch, 2008b),
Rustichini, Dickhaut, Ghirardato, Smith F1 Pardo
(2003)iA Ky, 4 AA] T Xt 4 R W 1 (lotteries) B 3R 4T
% B S X XL g A E AT B AT, X FP
“B G T A — RS T (exact) A5 1T & — R e
I (approximate)fliit, AFLLH2E KPR 2 0B
FIBFFEAL B UEE, A AR B YA T A e
B [X (e.g., Dehaene, 1992), %Fit, IFEANTHBR
ST QA A AR R B T A —— R TR Bk
WHE@I N, EVAE, EU{HZ CPT )R MR, M4,
MORNFRIBET M R E R BT B, PSR Wl e LA
Mo Besk, JoRad RN A RS, K2, HARE
i) Sk A 2R KR, REA S, TR
WA 4R o Glo"ckner #il Betsch (2008b) & 3, 4
BRI AR CPT MBI, RS RN R
REET AR o Y BIBERI A Ry, S0Pk ot 18 f
A ) AN SR 3 TS AR 2 ) 25 1 B RN T R 4
] 2= B AN B, BRATTRT LA AT SR A3 10 S fk
R B4 FE 35 5 B K/ R 25 22 e R i AR Y UL
if, SR X R SRR A TR I (S5 4),

gz b, AFRIRENFT L HIER KR A, Ed
Xt e 5 1ot R B 2 R AR B o5 R R R LA R B
AR EARH, S 1 SR RN B RR (A
2 Mouselab $; R )%} Brandstatter ¢ A (2006) B 5%
ERHTEERIF., LK 2 REES RN RKL
I Ry o B 22 Bk g g R i R A R RL Y, AR
G AR, 2B 3 3 G A RS 1 B
BEEheRAR RSB RN B RES
KR, SEEe 4 RELES R Bk R R dE 2
B — 2 TR AR P TR,

2 FLE 1 XEER AR RERE
SRk

Brandstaetter 25 A (2006)E FRH: 588 & A
R BEAR S B TR BB B o, T ELBE R
AT B 5% 1 #2 . Johnson 25 A (2008){# F Mouselab
HARMNG RN BRAESET SHE RS8R, K
2 BIRAY T HE AR £ AR, H T Johnson A
(2008) AT 4 I i 7 3 B R BR BE (L _E 308 38), H4
WRERF I — S RBIE, AHRILE 1 KEFH
Brandstaetter 25 A (2006) ) 5 55 o] 55, {8 FH S oz s
BRI X — R ITEERIE,
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2.1 K&

2.1.1 SCI#tEl M Brandstaetter 25 A (2006)FI8F
Y PR BUER 2 HE SR T A B 45 22 (two-outcome) B 53R 7]
B, HAr, 10 EBE Brandstactter 2 A (2006)FTE X
F— M BRNPCRAE, 5 10 HERE = RN

WINEE, T UL EERI N R, B, RER
KIER EV HVEAERSHEZAN, StEZ2E
#3435 F, Brandstaetter 25 A (2006) X8 _F iR g 3R A R
44 EV {EAMUA EV AP, Brandstaetter
2 A(2006) BT BE B Ry sk [ RE 24 B 103K 1,

F 1 OLE 1 FHRRAIRE B 61

— AR

ENSRRAAE

EV {HAR%EAE L EV {EA A

EV {HAH%S M0 EV AL

(2,000, .60; 500, .40)
(2,000, .40; 1,000, .60)

(3,000, .60; 1,500, .40)
(2,000, .40; 1,000, .60)

(2,000, .10; 500, .90)
(2,500, .05; 550, .95)

(5,000, .10; 500, .90)
(2,500, .05; 550, .95)

2.1.2 #iX  MILFEJLETE & P8 AR A Fak
g 38 4, Hh B 154, ik 23 &, EHER
225 %, AR S IER S IER

2.1.3 BIEF  {# B-Prime R, HALERE
e e BP0 P <+°500ms, AR5 EIRIE . Srek

WHA: | 2500 20%

BEB: 900 40%
HEPEIEA

RE e W AZRE, EERE— B RE
RSB TRV A IERRRIBHR
R, IEXLEAETA 6 HEBMPIALT, ERXE
BPFARKAEENER., LHEFEHHRERL
B 1,

P —

L1200 80%

1500 L 60%

B 1 M2 ReURR SR ERE

22 #RAMSITE

A SR SE PR SR A0 o5 s R R B R 9
AREE, WIBRTE— A2 BRI 5] B P ) 52 R B B 1%
WTFEZHBRIRIE RPN . SRT, 8
RHNEY, R —NFSBRRRE PN R
AT (M = 9.15s, SD = 4.23)51E =B YK ] i
o I R BB (M = 8.28s, SD = 4.25)2Z ML R
(t=1.67,p>0.05), AR LS KRR,

7€ Brandstatter 2F A (2006)FIBF 5T, BHkAE—
A5 BR YR i) B AN = A~ 25 B8 P SR ) J K S 38 I
REBF4r8 K% 93s F 101s. TEHK BB E,
Brandstatter % A (2006) 3 K X ¥ & ) 2 R #7453
ke, R HSGROT MR hEERTE,
Rieger #ll Wang (2008) 1A~ Brandstatter 25 A (2006)
IR BREPATER | FTE5 BT E R PATH B
2 AP B 3 BrAe st LS A 1075, BATHET 2 fn
IR 3 LR B AL R 0.8s, BRAEME PSR agxt
P 1] 5L F6) B 32 Fn A B (0] 5 R FAE N, X—&5 Rt

xf it g R AR A A F . AP, HikE—
A5 BRI ) B v 1 34 S B B (9.15s) 5 HE =
A5 BRI IA) R P 19 3 S BB (B.28s) 2 R A B
=, B—ZRUBRRA T EREXRER, KB
FER2PALE | WEM 3 — B NIRRT
fi BEXT i i g A R BITRE,

3 L2 EIBRIREILE R
“HYEFE 22 5 R o e R

HTRIEXFTREN SR ERXER,
Brandstaetter 25 A (2006)4% #b 358 B L 73 B 3% v
R 3 H X ST S (BN, BUHEIS) KPR, I
AR XA S T 7 3 i <& (hostile)” B 3R 3
R G )a R AR, SR, X — 532 8] Rieger
1 Wang (2008) &S & M BLEE, MATTIA N R Z0KE
SR R R B FEMEZ IR E P AR,
P, SLH 2 Bl ST X4 LA BB — R )
PR Il FER AT 5 R ) R NBA
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Biokyl, BATESELAMBEYP BFL T K
“REEHRRE SHBARAER, LT
Brandstatter 25 A (2006)5 i X —> 25 38 e 5 8] 55
RB, BiEGRE ZAER, kT B W kSR
1 1900 ZF j§, 2400( Y )BT (T A FIE I B AIH B
SHEREARAE), RS ENELRTFRERINER
B BRARZE, MR- PROPRRIE, R
SERRPCRA I & P KRB TR R, Rt
BB BT AR 2 R A M, FF 24 BRI AN,
MBI B FIEKER B 1900 2 AR 2400 B, B4k
BERZER ZZHXERT G T4 2308,
FHFMNRRHEBI A2 BBRREREE RN ER
e B, WA R BB AL T P B 0k i X 5 ek B B AT
REFE)o AHREHE, TR 4 B 22 51 2 28/ (EEALHD)
A B 2= 5 Z R (LR )R PRI 2 3R [a] B 43 5]
FR R HE ST R 0] B F 5) r [A) il A, AR S 4 AR
B, YRR RO B R AR R, Bk 5 5 IR
[7] R F ) 2 L B 7 3 B 7 X 5 1] [ R R Y R
B, LA EHESFFEE H T Brandstatter %6 A (2006)
BB U = AP IRA PR M8, SC56 2 19 B B9BEHE
Tl BN REL T R EZH R S8R
A,

3 F) A
%R A: (2500, 0.20; 1200, 0.80)
it B: (1900, 0.40; 1500, 0.60)
B F ) F A
#H A A: (2500, 0.20; 1200, 0.80)
# R B: (2400, 0.40; 1500, 0.60)
31 AHiE
3.1.1 g RA22pH B —AMER. =
MHBY<2GF YRGS . MFTERB., 55T EK)
FIANEE W BRI, PH HERMF YA
WRBIRNEE,
312 #iX MWL FEILITR KT B EAR A Mt
X414, HP B 224, @M 1948, FHER
234 %, FiA M BB ER I IER,

3.1.3 HMBERF TERMEMIE 20 B
a6, HA 10 i~ Brandstatter % A (2006)E X
— A RRENE, B 10 BN =ENSBRE RS,
3X A 2R P 5 ) B s SUAR 38 57 X4 AR Y 43 kg X 5[]
5] RN 5 55 [R] (] RE RS 2 . SC3 2 T s BB 2R 5% [ R
EmER 2, EXEZR DA REKNEEILE B,
AR EF R —,

32 HBRLM5ITR

BRis BaE 2, 2(PH EE: — 135K,
EABB2GTESIEE: HFFEEB. BIFE R
BN EE R 2408 RY, PH ER RN
ANEBE, FQ,40)=3.22,p>0.05, FLUHEEEK
MR, F(1,40)=8.53, p<0.01, I4h, PH IFHEM
FrYAE IS MRS BEAEH, F (1,40)=6.51,p <
0.05, #F—EH BN R, E—NHRREK
R, B35 F RN B (M = 8.29s) B & P FXE
3% 5] () B8 B2 ¥ Bt (M = 9.89s), F (1, 40) = 14.54, p <
0.01; WiFE =B RIRFRIB S, 5 ¥ [ ] B L
(M = 8.40s)55 4k 55 [R] 5] B8 B B (M = 8.46s)2Z [H]
ERABE F(1,40)=0.02,p>0.10, Bl EERR
FIT B R AR,

FH [) e 358 [ea) R0 1) 4 g« 22 ) =2 22 %o e SR i
NN B AT RA TR, —EBRMERRE,
BHRBGN % B EB=-042, R*=0.17, p < 0.07),
X—4RERY, gEENZEBR, REIER
7 B AR, 555 X4 LAY 5 T A — B

APFTEE 1 MLE 2 NRESBIAE, U
R RHERR, 43 BIZEEL Brandstaetter %5 A (2006)
B DR S IR, LA 42 BR ST 2 BB A i JE BRI T e Y
— BRI PR AR 5 s R AERGEST TR, 52
Kot REW, S8 K NEEH R EES AN R b
PR R R R ET SR, T BE T SR &K
B — RIF R AR, Hsh, SRR
B BIBRY , ABIFTSCR 3 FISER 4 BT
PR A IR R B AL AT

F 2 TE 2 AT ERAY R 5K 16 R 24 i

— B IR A

=R RRE R

XEFF ] () A 5 3¢ R

XES¥ [ A1 BRI

(2,500, .20; 200, .80) (2,500, .20; 200, .80)
(900, .40; 500, .60) (2,400, .40; 500, .60)

(4,000, .25; 3,000, .75)
(5,000, .20; 2,600, .80)

(4,900, .25; 3,000, .75)
(5,000, .20; 2,600, .80)

* XFHASLAU R | _EV, _,. Brandstatter % A(2006)A%, SMREEREEBHT “H” HPSKRBGE T BV 1 2 ffE

2 EY,

W), B, dfE R AERASHE KX, T6HHE R,
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[ O % 5rhE s
m X [ 1
10}
é
=
=
®
#
4+
2
— AN AR

2 BREARFE PH BE(—NEER. = MHEBMFTE
PEBCEFE R . 5 57 IR (] B ) P ¥ P o et 2 5 o Hef
(M SE),

4 SER 3 E MR RER S B R
R LB S B ST

SR 3 R B Ao 2 B KR 1 B IR R 1% 35 T 2R
SR RN R A R AR, AR EA

BB PN ETOTE E — B ME, R5iE
BEAER AR, BHEET, hTeb—
A EARBBE AR, TR R X ) S 8 R E O E R
HNEEHEE S IAAER, MR, FEL
s RG-SR AT B, BRI R R R
97 B} 7 1218 T IR B PR SR 3o R Y S N I o T Y 24 AR
RN, dTHOEHEREEH TR, Ek
SR AR Y BT et R 12 B T XU PR 2o AR 1 B B o
4.1 WRAZ*

411 #HiX  MALFJLETE R B EAR A
K4 41 45, H B 204, &M 21 4, FHER
238 . AR ARG EMNIER .

4.1.2 THRHEIER 20 HEBIRKREYE
IS 2 B XU P o ) R Fh A AT S —— PSR
X & (Py, 1-Py, Py, 1-Po) R XU PR 5[] R i) B AR
R, &R PR P, WRER 0-1 ZIAIMAEMIAER
fH. 2 3 FOEBMBOR R INER 3. EXTR
s R RIERENLE B, AL REF LR —,

F3 U 3 FTIA BN AR K )

—AN S BRY SR R

=B BRYR IR

S [F] [ 5 5% [F [l 8

3 5 (7] ) B 5 5% [Fl [ R

(2,500, Py; 200, 1-Py) (2,500, Py; 200, 1-Py)
(900, P,; 500, 1-P;) (2,400, P,; 500, 1-P3)

(4,900, P;; 3,000, 1-P))
(5,000, Py; 2,600, 1-P,)

(4,000, P,; 3,000, 1-P)
(5,000, P»; 2,600, 1-Py)

42 ZRSHEITE

BRI 5 B ILIE 3, 2SR BY . MO .
KIS P )< 2(GF 4 RIHE SR . TR, &R A
R )T 5 0 B Uy 25 43 i (R SRS A Ry il ) PR
B, BOREREHON B E, F (1, 80) = 3448, p <
0.01, BRIP RN (M = 4.795) B EHR TR
I P S S PR N B (M = 8.765), ¥ 24 BIEHE F R
B, F (1, 80) = 14.74, p < 0.01, 55 [F 6] R E
RN BT (M = 6.38s) B 3 P X 55 ] B B e SR 2
BRMNE(M = 7.17s), BIRFIEBIFIFF Y H1EHEZ (R
AHEHERZEAER, F (1, 80) =0.04, p > 0.10,

#H—HFIRSrRE, EEBAST, SRR
R 1) R 4 B <25 1) 2 22 5 e SR o R R i B 2 1R
MEXR, HEBHAEFEEB = -0.57, R* = 0.32,
p < 0.01), X—Z5REH, HEEHNZE" BRI
SRR R AR, 55 2 AR A A B AH — B
WA, 4 BE R 2 2 TE RO A4 T BB B R L
RARER? = 0.32)K T HERK X TREMRBELY
FERNEAARBER = 0.17), XEWE, FYHHEA

TERBORI 2 L 7E XUBS: S5 440 T RB X D 3 o 42 199 SO Rt
B A5 B S R R AN T X —45 R 5 Li (2004b) F
FHVCBAT S5 % 55 24 R AT IHIE 25 RABTF 5 -

12 0 B FFE
w IR
10}
2
5 6
£
3
4t
MR SR

A3 R R PSR R XK PR . ORISR ) A5
FMEBE RS RBIE ., 557 [ R ) b 4 P 3 g 72 I o i
(M + SE),

LB REY, B, RREEE RS
T TR XU A4 T BESE AR B3R . X —ZE R A
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FFREABR, W57 SR BA—B X
—45 R4 5 Hsu, Bhatt, Adolphs, Tranel #1 Camerer
(2005) 6 THB B R WA R L R A - Hsu FA
(2005) & B, HBtATE — ORI LI — 5 RE 1
T 2 [l AT e 43 i RN A B, YR ZE SO 3 I
FRURS: VB I 2 18] 33647 2B st ) F M B, FEYR R TERL
i B ITURN G S8 T 2 [B] HEA T e #E B B R R B, 24P
AT Ry KR I, RN B Bk o R, B
BRI, FXEF XS P ot AR Y SN B, 5 2
B R B 4 A4 T RO S F T 0 B o o AR R B B R AT
i

5 Sk 4 EIBRHRIEAE
T B B 2 R B R A A A

AW L 4 B9 H R Tl RPN T
“BRERL RAEEZR R SR, R

SPROR BN AR TR, HEA TR
RMEAHZEE R, BRI RN R ER, ”
Z, WE®R, RO BRI (Tversky &
Kahneman, 1992//E W SR BIHETERE
51 MRAZE

5.1 #iX AL EJLETE AR IR AR A st
X304, HPBEH 154, &t 154, FHER
232 %, BiAHRAIBEERTIER

51.2 #MEIS5EF RAH2GF4ER: TR
B . MEFFIE A E)x3(CPT fE2EH]: % 0%. HE
5%. A2 10%) MBIR A LR EIT. S RRTR
B 96 EHRIFIRE, X 96 B Pk Mg 8 3 4
X 20 (CPT {HAHZ 0%, 5% 10%)H B REHR, =
A X 40 2z (8] B 45 DA 1, SR R R
KIRRBENL 2 B, S20 4 Pk A 2 55 1 BB 26 451 4
#* 4,

T4 S 4 FTIEER AR K 5] 21

CPT {3 0% CPT fHH % 5% CPT fHAHZ 10%
X 7 a] (2,000, .60; 500, .40) (2,000, .60; 500, .40) (2,000, .60; 500, .40)
(1,500, .40; 1,000, .60) (1,500, .65; 1,000, .35) (1,500, .85; 1,000, .15)
5 35 Rl B (2,000, .60; 500, .40) (2,000, .60; 500, .40) (2,000, .60; 500, .40)

(2,000, .10; 1,000, .90)

(2,000, .20; 1,000, .80)

(2,000, .30; 1,000, .70)

52 S#RSW5itit

Bkl SRE 4, 2GF4MEE . 5FR
)R . MESF R Al )= 3(CPT {E 2 51 : A2 0%, M
S5%FAZE 10%) RN EERE S 20 RN, %
BREZHANR CPT Z{H AP ) B -3 BUE
BF 43 BK Moy, = 7.93s, Msy, = 7.54s Fl Mgy, = 8.24s,
ZH RN ZEZERABE, F (2, 58) = 0.61, p >
0.10, B iR7E 5 Fr R F ALB(M = 7.61) FIHEST [R] P
REBI(M = 820) L FYIR N EREE, F (1,
29) = 7.73, p < 0.01, FFHAES CPT EZ MM
HEZEATFERZEEM, F (2, 58) = 030, p >
0.10, X—LBWLER N IFFBRAEA, miAMT5F

EEl S it
6 ZERTTE

6.1 3 &HEBRENEEAREE
Brandstatter 2 A (2006)7R & A 5 )8 & XA

RIFETE— S B BR M . B 56, Brandstatter % A (2006)
AN 5 P08 & AR B G AR 8 (] B |9 FRAE 7 X%

BRI, Blan, [ E—gilE 3T 5 RS
PR ) A
10+ 0% RS
AR ]
&
=
= o6l
e@
&
R 4t
2 1 1
CPT2AE50% CPTEAE 5% CPTH(EHN10%

H a4 BoR7EARR CPTEENAEZE 0%. 5%. 10%)LA K
3 244 5 55 5 [R] ) %%lﬁll‘ﬂ@)*%&%ﬂﬂﬁi
REBT(M + SE),

* 3T CPT {5193, BA1RA Tversky Fl Kahnman (1992) KEHRESE

a . 2 r
f(x)={x Fx=0 ; wh= P
Ax(=x)* if x<0

TEZRIMER F(x=>

1
"+~
0),a=0.88, r=0.61.

pY)”



8 ERE % BAMARREERREREE? WFFLHERNAETHRE 829

BRBAETCEF AF3ET B)FPEEA TR
G, R ALRIE— K, AT H3k
6B &R T ARGIREY, 1RB B NI 35 TIRIR?

=F A A 85 ANtrik, P KIFS100
H 10 A& 3K, #E|TIHKFS50
HSABK, BT HRASS0

EFB: K 8SAEK, #HETRMAS100

A 10 A F3K, 2T RF$100
HSAVRK, BT RFST

R, BERPORET mFHN IR TR

EF A # 85 A E R, WP T KAS$100
A 15 AMEER, BT RAF$50
% B’: A 95 ANgrzk, 4HE| T K AF$100

H 5AGK, B TRIFST

MIZF A FilzF B PEEREYSKRIE 5 NI
T AMIZT B HEERM R N A R — W,
M —RRIZET, &R —MEA T BEA M
[El45 REBERAM T (Fan, HizF A ha) k18 508
B 104~ I ERFI AT 3545 508449 5 N IEBRAM IR F A
o () A] 3K45 50889 15 1 EIBK), 7E Birnbaum (2004)
BIBTIE ., 63%MBHRAEIE T A FlisF B k& T
IZF B, T HA 20%MIREIZ T ARIZTFB ik
BTIZF B . bihE &R Tk MR — R
BRRAEXWMHELT, SU08 &R T 8
REEFIE T A HIIZF A’), HIK, Brandstatter %5
A006)IAR, HitE AAEE FEEHTEH
PR BB A RIE EV E7E 2 S EW), &,
PRERARMEH S8 &, MEALEHRE
KW BIBLET, MRAERMESHEEXZ/F
ESe i E I LB BT EVAE, AR5 ER &R
“TRIREME ATk B H R BN, R A R
WA BB AN ET EVE, M TAREER
# BV ER/IMEYSR, T E kR R FRARA
B ELE XK UE? Xk, Brandstatter % A
(2006) k25 & AR E R,

Rk, Brandstatter 28 A (2006)34R & #RH
i A & UL RN (N BB AR 1 1 BUIW A AT 047 A 1

¥, T HEERR AT YR S . Brandstatter 5 A
(20063 53 2 B SR A6 36 B A B Y 1 e 3R i) RE R A
ISR A RS & R, ARUEHT RN AT
WiFEA RFHEM S, AR, AHRELHR, 5
i FH SR ELI2 W3k 7 1 e 35 ) R (79 288 20 00 A ()
MBS, SE AR IR REESE
% (e.g., Birnbaum, 2006), X R FEEE T HLE K
SR Ry WA LR R . A5 ST X 5B
RIRRR A, DAPSR 3 78 N B R A X i — FE AL Y
i 21 S L) S BN X oA o SR Y
& R B AR, SHEREIBRFER
fE BB MMARCER 1| KR 2), X—4R
H—EEET MR RN EEFE LI BEER
(process mode )R E
6.2 MESEBIMREE

BAEEA R T ORBEEW MR ERREE
e —EPRRER, X—HEMERREEEER
BG4 R, A ARG BN —HF EF &8 LT
B HE J1(Gigerenzer & Todd, 1999), BIAX—FEMEN
AR B £ b 37 B AT, AAMEHIEF T RBEEXN
PRI —HAE O ¥ R BT FTIEHEAE,
Tversky 1 Kahneman IFJ2f5 B3R H A FEIEES,
LIRS &R R B RIRBUREISTIIRAE 2002 47
W IURZ %, Schmidt, Starmer F1 Sugden (2008)
TEJR AU e K BRI e AR b, 5l3ahE
SIS, BT ENBRNE = B BUHE
18 (third-generation prospect theory, f&j#k PT ). St
FIEf, X—ERW 2B —FEE, F4N, Bimbaum
(2008) B G5 FFHR T 11 5 BRBUHAEE MFTH
16, B FEER), Bimbaum (2008) AN REHH
& TR BB ML 5 {1 (stochastic dominance) 2% {4 F
PR E AWM. Flan, T Em- L.

HIR A 0.90 #48 F K 43596
0.05 &4 % K 15314
0.05 #9488 F KA $12
#“HA B 0.85 &4 % K 15896

0.05 #9#E £ K 453590
0.10 #94L & K 17512

BRI A XFET B BEAL AR, BRBUHEISH

* BT A “0.90 KEERIRIGS96” A LALLM “0.85 FIAERIKTE$96” + “0.05 FIMERIKIFS96” > I B F “0.85 HIHERIK18596”
+ “0.05 MRERIRES0” ; A, LI A B “0.05 HHEERIRES14” + “0.05 WHERIKBS12” > HIT B “0.10 FHAERLES12”,

O, VW A XFEE B BEHL S
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42 3%

MR F S A, RMLHERAERE, T2
wWifm Fk#E B, 38 7T EHBHHIE,

ABFFRMFF YRR A, AR ERR N
B AT AR %t L BB S AR RS R
RS, KI8T I . FEBNESER §%, &
Ko SRR, BOMI PR I R A i I B 3 R T XL
e R At R ) R BB (B B8 3) FLIR, MRSt R
BT B 8 A 2 3 T Ak {1 25 300 %) K /I T 2 A B 22
FIBIR/NGEEL 4), XEFFH LI R N kd B
B FA BB BE T LA R BUH IS AR R AL,
6.3 XFHIEAAY R

AR 58 K 2 2% F — DG BRAE 45 %) 57 24 51 #
RUHATIOUE, BPLEHeSR 3 32 W) I w01 4 B b f—
ANZEFIE R, 48 e 7 P 3R B P 3R A 5 (1 T,
Z4T, FBAKTE, RIEE, 2000; ZELF, 2005; Z=/PNE,
BB, Exh, 2HEN, 5, 2009), 48780
KU, BIGER RN BRSO eR BOR T4t i 22
R, I IR th R BT R A B ST R B KR A
BRI 255, AR E—ERE LY RN T X
FYBERIMPIE . R, B TARRWEEEN
72T ST 4 BIBE R B9 A0 A SR K 160 S A R o5
JA RABIRL, A BA FERE X 5% 24 IR 4T
K, ST, RITBRNUARERBFMAEHE
BEREFANR: —FMEFEARTHEE, AR,
B AT 2 I e AR B SR S LS
EAEBA BRI R AN R R SR, 55—
FEENERASE, BRI YIRS i
By 3 R Rl (process model), FRATARBEHE N3 4
BN, F545 8RN EER i i — LA R
MAE S AR A BE L e, Hit,
BN AR EREN —FSEMIEEG —FEE
BREABITT, EREEE ST Y BIBR Sy — BT
BEAMZH, 2FELTRITER RIS HHT
K% o
64 PBEFE5RE

A 2% £ ¥ 1F (multi-attribute) 2 5% F TF 55 2 B,
AR5 3% B AT % (context and task)HE, Flan, BT
FUSIERE . BfE RS, S PR R e i
Fi(Payne, 1982; Payne, Bettman, & Johnson, 1988),
BRATIRET S A DL - B R 8 S8R & U8
RIBEATIN IR . BN, FERTEIEESLMT, “BEHREK
RS (G R R F RGN, JIRAERE) A
ROCRIBHEESERRN ZSBERME, MEA
TR IR R W A R SR R DA B PSR R W R B A AR

b ) S 00 32 5 () S S MR B S I R 2 B T B TR
BN FEB IR, R EREA YR E
BEHX—ER, BEALERNE S ESEAEF
ik B e (RN 32 PR i, X A AE B[R] &4
(no-time-pressure condition)l % ¥ A Fl T84 K
BaEA, BRSRY 5B AN TNAETE,
ARFRINARXITEIEE | FFEHE SETEN, R,
FRAHES, A0SR AT SRR SR B s A R BT
BN, WLAFTETERIEGETHE . FEHE)
B, RFITRERE NN X, T a &R
ERBEAMESZR—BHMEE, Hik, RETE
BRSO B 2R a2 B BRSO B (B ) R JE R U Y
NS ZEE TR BRI InTmsgm . b, AHRE
B, B SZmANE BN LK (e.g., Oliveira
& Sarmento, 2003; Schwarz, 2000), BN, EG1E%
(sad moods) ffl [ F % & & 45tk 8 0 T %K BE
(systematic processing strategies), T =& 3% 15 4§
(happy moods) {8 7] F 4% & Ja & = B9 T 5w
(heuristic processing strategies) (Schwarz, 2000), &
RWBFFR ] LIE BT | S BN Ll L E 1R 1H 4%
FHEREZEAEANNMPGESRE, #i—PRRBEAE
B E R ARAL

BB AR BARBERIE R BAM . AZT
ML WA P B RE RS, RMERRE S
—, HEeiRt— P BEN RN EER, RITLHRE
EMT . R A T X — B B g i Rk R o
2, MRS AN AT LI Fh X — A B . IRBhEE
RAEIR LR Bk i p B 2 SN E I L R e drR . 1
w, BABAMBE AN RE TR ITA F BT
B4, mREARXBERNEE A AFERELSBE
SRR R, B, EREBEREE®@Im,
MR B, TR (] b 7 28 e S AR A T A ]
HRK, R EERES L, BAHEABREREES
43 B X B IR AT VAR (evaluation), Ft, Hk
B AR F L TF 5% I (option-based)” 5 B 1#
RN FE, Mg BN E R K E SHITRIEZ
B Egg, Bk, HPR BN 8 LB T AR
(attribute-based)” B {5 B R N I, FRMH, RA115E
FZELF(2009) & B T — 18 BE AR L0 15 " R K e AT
TEHE AN AR XS PR AL, FF X — T B
A BT Il &P 3 L B ok A A e AL & A4
B, Bk, i@ EEMmEcg HigE”
Zrc k138 T HE I (3 38 B AR PR — PO SR MR )" 5%
HTHRRHENEL . RSN PR R ST
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BB . ARMBFRA LAEBMEEX—ITE, 4R
FHEEAR, BB E B hEEE A I8 BN
F T RPORIS RN | {7 S8 RBERETEk
KPR PRRMAL, B, RRBFFTAT LAS2 K TER
RO BA SRR R T 2 M E . 2R
TP REGERE, K, B R eES MR
A,

7 45

ARG N : Tt L ZEH R N
RHOBESEEER 5B &R YRR
FRABREANTR LR ISR . FF R B R
BB BUF BT R E s R, AR
REN—BIF BB AT — L RiE. £T
i, FREFEVUARKLBRAE, K5, 1B,
e, IR FHNERABR SRR T EEE,
T AR 1 o B B R B G 22 PR R

Bigh: Aot AR AF R AT A A et A it
B ML, BRI E L FRASAIREZE
EHEERERL.
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Abstract

Theories intended to describe decision making under risk and uncertainty can be classified as two families
according to their theoretical basis: the integrative model and heuristic model. The integrative model postulates
that the decision maker is both willing and able to combine information from different dimensions through two
fundamental processes: weighting and summing. The heuristic model assumes that people do not integrate these
kinds of information but rely on a repertoire of simple decision strategies—called heuristics—to make
inferences, choices, estimations, and other decisions.

A total of four experiments were conducted to compare these two sets of competing models from the view
of the equate-to-differentiate model (Li, 1994, 2004a, 2004b) by using a response time approach. Experiment 1
re-examined the priority heuristic by using the decision questions employed by Brandstatter, Gigerenzer and
Hertwig (2006), but failed to duplicate their results. The priority heuristic predicted that the increase of reasons
(steps) required would be associated with the increase of time for making a choice. Experiment 2 tested the
priority heuristic by manipulating the number of reasons (steps) assumed by the priority heuristic and the
difference between two options on the best-outcome/worst-outcome dimension assumed by the equate-to-
differentiate model. It was revealed that the decision time did not increase with the increasing number of reasons
(steps) assumed by the priority heuristic but decreased with the increased difference between two options on the
best-outcome/worst-outcome dimension. These results obtained in Experiments 1 and 2 were not friendly to the
priority heuristic model. Experiments 3 and 4 were designed to test the integrative model. Experiment 3 tested
the integrative model by comparing the decision time under risk and under ambiguity. Interestingly, the average
decision time under risk was much longer than that under ambiguity. This was contrary to the implications of the
integrative model because integrating an ambiguous probability with a given outcome will take longer time than
integrating an exact probability with a given outcome to give an overall value or utility. Experiment 4 tested the
integrative model by manipulating the difference between CPT (Cumulative Prospect Theory) values and the
difference between two options on the best-outcome/worst-outcome dimension. The results showed that the
decision time did not decrease with the increased difference between the CPT values but decreased with the
increased difference between two options on the best-outcome/worst-outcome dimension, which were not
consistent with integrative model but consistent with the equate-to-differentiate model.

In sum, neither integrative model nor priority heuristic could help account for the data on choice process
that we observed. Future work may focus on testing these two sets of models by employing methods which can
provide a much richer description of the decision process than the response time approach employed in the

present paper.
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