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S 36 DA S 20 S A RS B AL A, e R S e R I I 2 % i)k L SR AR U B 38 (cumulative

prospect theory) k{3 it 5% SRR R i & XA 10 5% fY) 7 2 1l B

AR & AR R (priority  heuristic)—

HATRIES o 25 03RRI, DSk it A8 I B B I R B o5 D05 R A A i B e A ok 3 20 BR B3 i A58 R B G
TR 22 [F1) e A 2 (I 14 28 T AR P BOR 2 5 A o 199 o oz ) 2 T R XU 2R S 5 e 19 o it ) TS 18 2 LA R AR
TS AR A A BT IR 2 5 O 5 e x5S 70 350 7 B T 2 L R R A B AT T ) S PR s ik 2, i 57 24 )
BRI e B A S g R . U BB AT . 2T AN SR, k. Bk, B, DAE
SEHTY S & Y A e o 1k AR Y (process model), DA E X A TAN{RT HEAT XU e 55 1 B AR

BGRAY, JA R A, FEY R, SRR, BV

B849; C934

1 Hi5

AT AR ] 3647 XU e 5 — A 28 9% 2 LG B
SRR Z 0 o AT R PRI 3 1 A A AN [ Y A
BRI | i Re . I A8 S AMTIAT R o X St
A DK 4 48 3% 7 (compensatory) vs. JE 4% B2k
(noncompensatory) %) R 1iE 43 S0 RS . 38 A AR Y
(integrative model) F1 )5 & =A% 54 (heuristic model)
(Birnbaum & LaCroix, 2008; Johnson, Schulte-
Mecklenbeck, & Willemsen, 2008) ., %% & 5 2 5L T
“TCPRERME WA SR B R, ERE ATEE,
WHEM X £ FiME BT R, SF I — SR
1A (value) B4 ] (utility) 35 55 fe R AL BT . 2548
UGG K e T AL 45 5 e (Bell, 1982; Loomes &
Sugden, 1982), I (Bell, 1985), VER ;B
& (Birnbaum & Chavez, 1997) . TP i% (Kahneman
& Tversky, 1979) LA K 2R 1t ) B8 (Tversky &
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Kahneman, 1992; Schmidt, Starmer, & Sugden, 2008)
A — RN 5 & AU TR 3 T A BR
WL B Al B4R R, BAERE ATARRE, WA ST
AAE BHATRS, M2 e s s gk
MR A 5 o T R 28 R 0 435 1) L 2 432 54 i
(Tversky, 1969). i &1 1% U] (Simon, 1955)4 K (5
i % i (Brandstatter, Gigerenzer, & Hertwig,
2006) %45 .
11 EEER

IR 4 1 P18 (Expected Value theory) & 5
KT R IR AR, BT 1654 FEH KW
fr i E B 5 Pascal Fl Fermat L {3 i IE 2% 1%
PR ST — T e, Ty, — D EA R
(P1s woer Po)FIZE SR (Xe, ooy Xo) AR T B0 I 5 | 7 S g G
WIBRNE(EY = xie pi )ITIRERY o W B E PEIE ]
HHE 2 2Pk, Horb i 44 1952 Nicholas Bernoulli
$ i Y St. Petersburg 1%18 . X —PEISIER, WA

« rf AR B 0 RN TR Ty W3 B (KSCX2-YW-R-130) . E %K A AR 2470 H (NSFC:70871110) . b 5T i T & B i 45

T E %,
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AR XU, Pl S 2 2 T A SR (B 0 e KAk, X
BERAR EV. N T MEEX—1£1&, Daniel
Bernoulli (1738/1954) = 5K F 2= WAk AR 2 % UL 4
ERAE, $2 030 PR AR 3 9 i ME A& . Neumann Al
Morgenstern (1947) 7EiX —HE& MR 4 11
ALY FE 6 (Expected Utility theory). FfiJ5, BF5E#
{IT7E Neumann #1 Morgenstern (1947) HJEE%{ R
W R R R T 2 M AR, 4N, Savage
(1954) 3= 5K ] 32 WML A AR 20 AR 8, $i Hh =004
AL T FEIE (Subjective Expected Utility theory), 4%
M, SHEAUT IS TE— RN LR B a7 1.
Allais 1% 18 (1953) i #5 1 11 B2 250 3438 9 2t 37
(independence) Ji I}, - i Ay A i 30 282 44T BRIS 1)
AR

1E 40 Bernoulli (1738/1954) 5| A~ A Bl K %
(G20 BRASH 38 9 LA S A~ N it ) o 4 ROk 5 155
Kahneman #1 Tversky (1979) #& H 7 #1 B i&
(prospect theory) B Allais ¥£15, F IR & # 8
XA, T XL G AU e AE T L
MEZMEIE: (1) TS A M E R P & A&
AWM i, MR T — & 2 B AUk (loss)
F3k 25 (gain); (2) F 5K FH UL AL (decision weight)
B % (3) 1B & 76 X o 3R ) i IE X« T A6
(evaluation)” Z Hij A — /> “HE 22 (framing)” il “ 4 45
(editing) i 2 o 0D 10 AE 53 3 b A B Allais 1518 |
HEZERG v (framing effect) . JXUKS KLk (risk seeking) LA
Je 3512 BR3RE (loss aversion)&:4E — ARG . N T
JE R i P15 (Kahneman & Tversky, 1979, fajfx
OPT) i H | S At 2] 224235 5L (1) DR 5 0] R L AT o
&g 2:, Tversky 1 Kahneman (1992)7F H JR 4R
B By B A B — 2Dk T R BT s
(cumulative prospect theory, &k CPT), ZFHTH
YR T o 5 2R AR R AR, BRI DRSRA R
AU SRS K, 1 585 R0 K/NFA 5, il
HAPHIE (Kahneman & Tversky, 1979) K H )5 4k —
ST IS (Tversky & Kahneman, 1992)i% i Ht
AR BRSO B iR B o e 36 M AL Y SR AT S R
PR,

BETT 5 2, EARAS A A BRI i 2 (W] £7 7E —
S S, (H IR SRR A Ok B A B M E R 1Y R AR,
B 2 7E 27 3] B2 (mathematical expectation) R 5 &
Pk &L BF, il dn St. Petersburg 1F i (Bernoulli,
1938/1954) . Allais 1¥it(Allais, 1953), *f H AT
BIE., B8 AN s RO, B0

NRAE 3R 40 R F2 A2, sk | 1 T8 N 52 4% 1) eR 2L,
SR 5 i 1 — A 3 A E (weighting) 1 AH fin =k Al
(summing) i) 3z #5435 6 RS SR T 5 — A B
PR S RO, A A S ISR 1 K, i
PR KA S ARAE A 2T
12 ABEARNER

AR, —SfT R R E R T —E4
BT B IS AE B85k R AT 4T K (Gigerenzer &
Selten, 2001; Goldstein & Gigerenzer, 2002;
Brandstatter et al., 2006), XEEMFFTH NN, I T ik
AT, TEARZENT, MRS RGP
ZER EDSNN LI PPN & 3 TR I3 S I ST A
SRR S AR . 3k s gd 7 78 BREE M (bounded
rationality) 14 25 B (ecological rationality)ffis 3&
it Bt m oy A E R EEHE NG &K
(recognition heuristic) . R 44 5 1F )5 & X (take the
best) . i 7 2 %& X (moral heuristic)%5: 4% (Broder &
Schiffer, 2003; Driver & Loeb, 2008; Goldstein &
Gigerenzer, 2002; X 7k 75, 2009; X 7&K J5 ,
Gigerenzer, & Todd, 2003), Gigerenzer #1 Todd
(1999) L) X Gigerenzer Al Selten (2001) ¥BfixX b5 &
G FR g i ] PE T ELAA (the adaptive toolbox)”, 7E
£ g &R+, Brandstatter 58 A (2006)7E [B] i
PAE — R AW Z Ja 48 0 0y 5 P s & =R Al
(priority heuristic, ik} PH)& 2560, &b &=
R GRS YA o

di DR & AU E AT 0 XU e 5 ot B
B2 5 A TA] () 9 55 A 3R (Brandstatter et al., 2006).
B, RRE T I A I B N A R S
TR (B REE A 110) AT Heds . AR —22
HRTEE TR, JORE ML ILFRER,
PEPE B/ NSRRI GE IR 1), W, R
T P REE —— PRI R/
SERMRER, AR 22K T 805 TR fUKF
(101 AEIF ), RRE A IE R ER, S m/h
SRR BN BRI G IR 2); /0], JURE AT
B — o RAG B—— LR BRI Y R R A5 AR,
PERR IR KA BRI (IR 3). AR THEE
R, (5 E & AR AN e S A I (B %
8 pR L (151 A0, TS0 PRI 0k — AR 2P 1Y 3 B pR 2
BB A BRI o B B E) . LA, TR
ZRUR R AR, G O0E A SR A BE fr
B 1A SR 22 ] A7 #E B 2% 1Y AL T (trade-off) o
Brandstatter % A (2006) & % H4%: H 4 o5 10 e & A



8 i1 TEAEZE 45 BEGRORAIE 50 A BB ASF 4 Bl BT A0 A R4 T 1A 56 823

RUAALRRAR L s F5000 AT AT A e, 1y HL BE i
MNP 2

HAR O A 5T XA BRI G & R AL R 7
K5 (e.g., Gigerenzer & Goldstein, 1999; Gigerenzer
& Selten, 2001; Brandstatter et al., 2006; Birnbaum
& LaCroix, 2007), fHixX$hF5E K 2 02 25 A 1
(outcome prediction) =l A 4815 (goodness-of-fitting)
() FA BE 2 T o ARG AT L 20 0 2 R 1) sk o 2 SR ]
A 2 . B, TERRSEIEALR, AR
1o 52 A AN ] A e SR A5 A R LA R i R TR AR 1) &5
ROEBR L), XA OLT, FRATICHE: P25 A T
bl IR —Fh () B B 41 (Johnson et al., 2008).
Hk, WEBEAHEARI LRI ERE, ©RJEEil T
HRIEEE (N, St. Petersburg 1518, Allais ¥£i6)m}
SR B pREL, AR B A A (P ) R SR 4
POX i (e.g., Brandstaetter et al., 2006). A,
AT S5 S ) AR B TC TR AR AR L iE Pl i il

Johnson %5 A (2008) % 18 M Pk 5 3 A2 11 £ 5 2k
o 58 T S ST B B P AR Y, flifi ] 5 Mouselab £
AP G B0 A BE 28 T S A e & U AL
Mouselab £ A [ — AL 2 « bR AL 7 L ik o 4
Hr, BFAF b 3 — > ¢ T 3% 3 (option) A1 F AiE
(attribute) AR B o SZEFF AR, B N I RRIEAR 2.
AU, BT 2 T AR R A R . SLRAS R
Jei, WEFEE AT LAE I 5 B0k A 15 B R ORI
WrH MR R . X — R AR BT 1A
P NTEDSR R, (BAEAE LR B4 . 9114, Lohse il
Johnson (1996) A AiX —H AR FZ M T H pir 2] e 11
17 id #E7 & . Glo ckner #il Betsch (2008b) A WiX
—F AR B 2 AT SR T, i T
HahfE Bm T,

Glo ckner 1 Betsch (2008a) 3 % JH S AT F i iy
[r 2 B ORI R R i 2 . Bergert 1 Nosofsky
(2007)IA K SO B (RT)H A R 48 AT 1094 T R i Fe g
BETHE AR, SVEHRT)HARZELL T Mouselab
AR, (HAFTET, HEBRFMERN, iR
T BRI AT & o ARBFEE A SE S BIA A (L,
1994, 2004a, 2004b)iIHLA, MMM HE—
KN B 4 AR A Mouselab $7 A, X #& 445
RUFN 5 0 e B R A TR 5
1.3 MFHAERN AN ESERENSHE

AZHRE

3 >4 51l (equate-to-differentiate) 5 £ & 5 |5 1k 1
KA LA AH I i — AP e SR A AR,

PE AR TCRR Y, e AP ok L RE A PR 1Y
HepE BHEAT o A AT NI PSR AT A AL AN J2: A
B EE b 3B SR SE AR X R, R EAMIE A L
PPN G Z R B AAAE R AP SR R o B AL
NEBPERAT IR —FE F— DR BT RN
R, AZ T RAEEW LTS —&8E R, N
TR GG T A e o, AT 20— 4k
g 2 AR /NI T T BB 4 SR K M5 [ L, T AE
I3 —HE B BRI 25 5 K A R RE 4 R A
e KRB A (e.g., Li, 2004a, 2004b; =47,
2005).
131 AFEHIRBEMARELSMBEARER
— 7T, 5 AL B R T e A 0 B e S
WY TCRR B AN ], 55 S 0B AN o A5 & A
TRUHR L T AT BREE P ) LAl 42 HH R Ay, #BJE
TR R AR F R (R WFFS, 422, 2007), 75—
Dy, XN BERIM AT W 25 R, 5 A
AT B P 3R ik B8 K AR 43 R 5 (equate)” 5 5]
(differentiate)” Wi~ B B, 1 i Pt i 2 =X 74 U)Kt
PR AR P B STk, FRATAT LM
TR FR 1) £ B XT3 P FP A R AT X 43

FE AR Ry, SR TR S5 L A S K A
A, N6 2540 26 S0 A/ N 8 B2 5 ) 4w, T He
“HEN " 2 0 BRI A BEAT Sl B AU R A K - B UL,
T T 1 A (T 23 SR A e 2 8 L A P ) i 22
SIAZEIE K, AR H AR A 5 B« 22 5] 4%
R B R 22 BN, I 22 0 B /NG
Frlrle, AR B R Y B RO ez, ik
PR 3 25 0 AH A5 1808 AH 22 58 /0N, DR 3 1 3
B 2 I R A N 2 BB/ INHE R, T
HHE LA YR Ui 17 32 5[] 4w R — AN 2 B PR, dn 2R
R 55 214 ST AU 35 A 2 o 2 ) =2 2 (e - 245 SR 4
JE 25 1) — B VR 45 SR 4 B 25 ) i RN, Do AR 1
M Ty WOk & A AR A . B WA TR SR S R 1) B g B I
R, 4 fEez iz 227k, B B eRpR, e 2
B2 N, RS, 55—, sk
A AUB E AT E BT RN R, HNER
B/l WEHRNGFEEBZ, iRk, B
P, R, 7E5—AN 25 58 P o n) @ rh 3 e O 2
2B S B W I PR 7R A 2B Rl = A A R
PSR (] 8 A g 3 e 3R 2k AR 19 S R B (Brandstaetter
et al., 2006; Johnson et al., 2008), ZHFF7 525 1 Fl
SEES 2 4 o5 AR R AR AT R g, Horh, SIS
1 KR R R s AR X Brandstatter %5 A (2006)
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AR R AT B A gk, S5 2 MR 5524
SRS TEY B R A, 45 N DR SR A R L A
GRS S "7\ B uR U PO A NN S A= Y W =P 3
B oAb, AWFFIL USG5 M BB, HIR
T XU R 5 AR DR Y 22 S (S 56 3) LA S i 4
G A 22 ) B M RE 2 ) (SE R 4) %) S R R

TH 5
132 MNFHANRBMARGESERE XK

RO M2 WU A [R) 28 B A AN e M, BT TN 4 R
T k2 B de AL (Russian roulette) sk fr, Afi16E
TN F 4 A B B DA, G2 BB BR kg XU 15
e, MAEEmAMZE L . HRKESENEE T, A
TRMETUEN FA & AR B DI, S BBl AR A
W55, Ellsberg (1961) #8751 % 1 & THOM P
FHTRURS: PR3 22 S ) K& iF 9% . Einhorn 1 Hogarth
(1985)IA Ky, AT I AROR 175 5% B 2% SR FH — il
FH 4 5 W% (anchoring-and-  adjustment) A0k 15 15
T Al R RS I 45 o B 1 R 7 AR — A BT AR
WifE, SR 7EULIEal 1R TR, TR iR 2 4
PRSNBE 2 AR AR B, DA B A AU RO ) 25
(RS o 30 A T — il S R B SR, A 155 B 11
ME e X 0] 5 B % 4 Ry 2 19 A 2 {E (Einhorn &
Hogarth, 1985), Srivastav (1997) 3K {5 & pR%L
(belief function)ifij A i 8 > AL 1, Ak hy,
R e A RAE AT ETE, W EAE T —
MR DX ]IS — Al T o R AR,
O T X A R I ) A B RN T g 7
BOMIZEE T, DR 358 e 5 2R 3 IX R) i o — A
T 00Tl R R 1) 3k R 4 A — AR MR
H, SRJE A BETESLILmt AT InAG 5 . FE i, o
TSR PSR i U A R BT R Y, RO 1 T
TR 2ok B S g B 0 12 18 T XU S5 4R T 1) ke 5 o
JBERE o T 5 BB ARy, AEROR A5 T iR T
AR ERAE BT, AR S F AR
BRI H R B W] BB 25 Y SR O R (ZE4F, 2000
Li, 2004b). KHIt, S5 245 RI TN, BRI 25 1F T o
Tk B 0 SN B I PR T IRUS: S5 4 T e SR A AR 1Y
FLRE o ARG SEHE 3 LM SF Y B AL A L ff,
ab PR RIS ke SR RURSTR D 5% 2ok R 1) 52 7 s F A6 6
AR
HABNN, PR 2 LA ) S A 28
SR Ry e A PR BRI, B S A I R {1 A
MRS, %F ARA RN e ), B
FAT, B SRIALAY SCREEAT], WE A FHBE A

T2 A1 i M T35 30 g AR (B, %A AT TR
FHR 2 — R B B9 RS H a5l (e,
Johnson et al., 2008; Glo"ckner & Betsch, 2008b).
Rustichini, Dickhaut, Ghirardato, Smith #1 Pardo
(2003)TA Ay, 24 AT T X 4 4R i T (1otteries) YL SR AT:
55 If 23 %k 3ok L6 I 1 Y A0 (i E AT B AR XD
“HEAG A T2 —FIoRG 5 (exact) 1 Al 11 2 — P4
i1 M (approximate)fli 1. AL B 24 K ph 2800 Bl 24
B AR, A AR R A T R R
fisi[X (e.g., Dehaene, 1992)., “&-F ik, Wi AAMTHY D
SR AR A A T TN A —— R T R AN S A
Yr{E (B 4n, EV {8, EUEEL CPT E) R AP, K4,
YR (R T0  S AR (R BRE  BF, 2R 3 H Ae : L
i D3R, PSRRI R ez, YR [E]BE
TG R (B 22 BE MR, PR Zs by, sl
FN iR . Glo ckner il Betsch (2008b) & FH, 4
WA EI0 iR CPT {H Mz A, Peifad # i
VAL Sy s B 1T i NS A (7S S u R = A
ISP ) AN 2 328 I AR L =2 i) 22 5 %) R /N 2 4 =2
[i] 22 ) R/ o BRI, FRATTAT DA SE o R e 3
259 B Y B 22 50 B K /N 75 B PSR o AR 1 S g
B, IR 3 G AR R A TR 50 (R 5 4) -

Zi b, AU ST Y SRR LA,
XoF RS oL AR Y 25 SRR 3 o S e SRR D K
AR HLARHE, SEE 1 SR SO B R (AN
& Mouselab # AR) X} Brandstatter 28 A (2006) i) - 5¢
SR MATELE U, 5 2 R EE S BRI SR
R ™ R 2 B 2 1) R 2 8 TR R Aok AR Y B L I, A
di e & AR, ST 3 T30 Ao ol JRUBS: 15 15 AR
R 5 v B i ke S Ak R S N B A LL R A S
R, SeH 4 R R R SR 2 ) S A
S HE— 2D X R A B A TR 5

2 g 1 XL A Y
S Bk

Brandstaetter % A (2006)5 i H 5 158 & 2K
RURALREAR 47 0 T AT A e R A &g, 1fii HL BB 4
AR P8 5 78 . Johnson Z5 A (2008){# 1] Mouselab
FOR MR SRR A 2258 T s Ry,
GEIE o SRR I E &R . BT Johnson 48 A
(2008) i fifi FH i 7 2% 1 JR R (L 1 3G aR), Hegh
WA E R — 2 1uE . AR EE 1 R
Brandstaetter 45 A (2006) {4 2k 5 [ 52, e FH sz o7 st
FARXT X — BRI A T A Bk
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21 AE

2.1.1 SEE#ARL A Brandstaetter 28 A (2006) A4 B
7% H e B 25 HEZE T 1 7 245 SR (two-outcome) P 35 [1]
B, Hop, 10 i85 Brandstaetter 25 A (2006) 7 & X
F—A IR PR L, 5 10 ERUE = AP RI

FI, R T Ul AR Rz v, B, Rk
FIIEY EV (H ELEMAREEZ N, GIE &
AIFIEE ], Brandstaetter 25 A (2006) 34 3R bl 7] i
43°h EV {HAUFT EV {EAFRIMZE . Brandstaetter
S5 N (2006) T e R TSR ) 26 5 i 1.

1 SKUE 1 Pk ERAY IR K B R 21

— L )

=R YR )

EV B AH & 5 AH 2L EV AR

EV EAHSFSAR EV ([ AAHEL

(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)

212 #iX  MALE LT A S AR A R
g2 38 44, Hih Bk 15 44, otk 23 44, PRI
22.5 % o FTA A S8 IR IR .

21.3 SLIEFERF  fdiH E-Prime ifE. 1 SETE A
e B B AR S 4 4+7500ms, SRS SR BT S TR

TEITA: 2500 2

HEIB: 1900 40%

T B2 I R A A7 BR A, EL SR — E A e 3R
SRS MO . THEAL A Sl s o R o AR B
RIS o IERTIEHETA 6 APk, e
56 v BT A R SR TR] R B AL S B S e A v A ] D
K 1.

1200 §0%

1500 60%

FRIEEB

L ik S B A SR 1) R 1 L 5

22 ZRHMEITE

SR S PR e S A o D0 R e OB AL T i R 1Y)
AAE, DB XA — > 20 BR R 3 ) A0 v 194 S5 g i 7 1%
PRTAE AP BRYCR S 5 SO s, SR, 08
SRR, POKTE— PRI 0] R b 7 34
NEEFH(M = 9.15s, SD = 4.23) 576 = A A B bk 5 ] 15t
FRRSE 24 [ R BE(M = 8.28s, SD = 4.25) 2 [8] T2 5%
(t=1.67, p>0.05). iZ4E RA LR L a A AL

1E Brandstatter 5 A (2006) BT, Bl 7E—
A0 B R[] R = A 25 BRI 5[] A v 7 - 3 s
NEF 4 5k 9.3s A 10.1s . E IR M A0 &,
Brandstatter 55 A (2006)Jf & X} PR # 14 22 S A T 40 1
Ky, PR G 85 R A T M RS E MR (S R BE
Rieger 1 Wang (2008) 1A & Brandstatter % A (2006)
H 25 SR R AT 2058 1 I A6 3% i B [a] & AT 20 B
2 FNALHR 3 T AL TR BT LRI Y 10 4%, $ATA0 %R 2 Al
PR 3 AR SR I ALy 0.8s,  BIVSEHRE e 5 Hip %o
TR [R) RE ) D] 152 0 FHL AR EF ) 2% AR N, X — &5 2Rl

X i D JE e AR AR . AT, HAAE—
AN A5 R PR SR [ i Y 1 34 B R N (9.158) 5 HAE =
A 25 R SR 1) 5 v £ S 24 S I (8.288) 22 57 AN i
&R —EURW AR T SR AU, A
FESLH 2 AR S 1 A SEAS bt — 2D RS AR Y
i EERT 5 LR A AT BEA TG

3 S 2 EIHR LR
“ofe iy 2 B K 5 Dk 2

o B o = N /s T S N = Bl i U
Brandstaetter %% A (2006)45 M 1k B LA 11 5 Hh FH ok
o g5 HOOF 7 BRI (1 4N, TR ) A D SR TR) A, O
AN X AR R 1 FE B0 “E6) (hostile)™ iy 24 455 v
oz o o5 I AU A . SR, X — 174 32 3] Rieger
F1 Wang (2008) “FF58 & B 5E, AATIA R K
i DA e B RY B T 50 v i i PR BT i ARG 5
Pt SLHe 2 Pl B ST 1 B A R K 1R T — R 5
TSR ) R A 30 o P IS e XA AR
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B, FRATT3E 1 AR A MR O P o A5 i
R R ZE ok AR I S LR A AL, DL
Brandstatter 55 A\ (2006) T & S 1) —~ 25 BR P35 [] it
o, AR A &Y, YIRS B i KA
FH 1900 7% 5 2400(Y )i (G20 A k11 B 1% H 2 1k
SRR, R R AR (TR RNE R
) IS, AR — A TR PR R R, G AR
SEBRO A a0 o5 A S R AR PR AR Y, DR R
RN B AR % R A AR . AR, S5 2 AR TR A Sy,
MPEIR B A A RS H i 1900 77 Y, 2400 R, HHAS4E
JE V%) 22 03] 22 22 AR AR T ORF J 4 J32 22 1 i) 33
F 24 7 PR SR AR R I AN 2 AR R R R A n I A
e pREL, 1A R FE AR B0 B A B 1k A X6 pR 5D T
W) o AHEHE, FATHE 2 22 501 2 22 BN (R AR
A B 22 0| =22 22 R (B AR 5 ) W T 28 R 58 ) R 4 )
PR A “HE S [ (] R 0 o 55 (] [l R, AR 55 >4 1) A
R P ok R Y SN B R i AR R, BB AE B 5 T
[F] R0 b F 5 I B 7 322 PR T 7 M 55 [ ] A e 9 5
Ao DL E#EIR RS AT Brandstatter 45 A (2006)
JraE R = AP IRA TSR 0] 8, 5256 2 /Y B TR
T A RN D TR AL TR K A B 2 )R B8 P &
AR,

X 5 R 1E) A
%R A: (2500, 0.20; 1200, 0.80)
# 37 B: (1900, 0.40; 1500, 0.60)
5 # R F A
# IR A: (2500, 0.20; 1200, 0.80)
# 37 B: (2400, 0.40; 1500, 0.60)
31 FHiEk
3.1.1 L&+ R 2(PH WEE. — 1 EE. =
AR x2(GF M BIE S . MEFTIR] )T, B 55 (R 7] )
P A I S . PH IS RIS S I B
BIpil I # .
3.1.2 #RX  MAbEJLAT =R 48 SR AR A A
U 41 %, Hoh M 22 44, Lotk 19 4, SFHAER
23.4 % . A B SO IE L EE

313 LWMBFIERF LEAMEMIIE 20 B
fa] {3, H:rh 10 &k Brandstatter 25 A (2006):E )
— AL BRYE R, 5 10 R = AR YR A
TP A e S ) R v SCAR I 55 >4 1 85 18 53 Ry M 5 [+
(5 RN 5 55 [m] ) PR 218 o S 2 T 328 A 1R 5 [ st
ZEINER 2. 1S g Hh A R SR TR R B AL 5 B
BELR S5 R Ty ] S e —
32 HRHoMEITE

FRSZIGAE RN 2, 2(PH %8 . — B
ARG Y AIE S . MESTIRI . B 5% (R (A)
) Bl K P D A T 22 A R, PH B BE 323500
AW, F(1,40)=3.22,p>0.05. 55455 4L
N E, F (1, 40) = 8.53, p < 0.01, I4h, PH 1555 A1
FMME B Z BAFAEAC BEAER, F (1, 40) = 6.51, p <
0.05. #t— LRI T RM, AP
[, % 5% [a) 0] @ 52 B Isf (M = 8.29s) it 25 PR X
FF R [) J9U 2 B (M = 9.89s), F (1, 40) = 14.54, p <
0.01; T7E = A BRYLE M) i, &) 55 [F) ) # S if
(M = 8.40s)5 5% [H] [A] 4 5 Bz sk (M = 8.468) 2 [1]
ERAREE F(1,40)=0.02, p>0.10, DA E&45HEARN
FIT i s A A

JHAS [R) e 3 0] it 1) 4 J3 22 ] 22 2270 e 3 3ok
TR I I HEAT [ 7 Hr R B, 3 R HRAHCE R
[l )3 R 50H % 3% (B = —0.42, R*= 0.17, p < 0.07).
X2 RERW, 42 ZE TR, et B
I R SER, 5 5 >4 A ) T A —F

AR 1 AR 2 NSRS R A, DA
SIS R AR RR, 43R EL Brandstaetter %5 A (2006)
AR IR, DA K43 BRIl A A i SR B e Hh
— FRINPLR XS 5 R & AR AT T . 52
a5 R AR, SR R AR AN BE A AT b A
S ORI AN ESE SN D58 L =W, =
MR R — R B, Ak, SCER 25 T
FEFF YA ARBFSE S 3 FISEE: 4 455 24 51
AL A0 AR TR X e S B R A TR 50

R 2 LI 2 P ENAYIR K 5] 7R 25 5]

— AP )

=N ER YR )

e [7] [ 251 o 3¢ [ [ 5t

HMESF [a] [a] i 5% 7l 1]

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

(2,500, .20; 200, .80)
(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)

* XL 1 _EVa _, . Brandstatter 55 A (2006)IAC%, SiUIR A EEER T AT BPR IR BI(PT DTN BV TR 2

2 BV,

FEIAN), M0, PesRE AT & 8 &, T A B A e SR
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12 e [=1 =1 B
0 53
m e
10 -
2
E st
=
p:d
4
) .
AR R

Bl 2 WLEASR PHAER(— D28, =BT Y
B BT (ST R )8, 55 5% ) [a] A0) Hh ) ke o6 ol A S 1 s
(M £ SE),

4 SEE 3 XU B RS RO
TR E A 6 B 5 Y

S 3 1 P 1 2o 2 5 XS 17 S5 ISR 7 85 T o
SR R Y S IR A A I B A RS R RBE N

175 B2 BT A BT 5 — AN SR, SR )5 1E
FROR A KA T, BRI T, e —
A AR B RE AR, 177 23 DX R 46 A R A R
T EARE R — s WA TGS VR, PR LA, 27 s
TR IR AR S B T A Y, BSOR R S ao AR ) 2
o7 10 12 1 - DR TR SR 2o R 114 S JOE IS o T 55 224 S A
U FC, R T s R 60 SRAE B T, BRI
SR I AR A R NE R IO 32 PR IR TR 5 2o R 1Y) i L
41 WRF*

411 #i MAEEULRT SR HE SR AR R A FF
A 41 4, Hh B 20 &4, @ik 21 44, FEAER
23.8 % . A oA ) B8 IE T IE R .

412 SEIMEIFIIERE 20 IERUR DR SE )  R
NSZES 2 KRS PR I AT A e —— AR
X ] (Py, 1-Py, Py, 1-Po) 48 XUBE: o35 1] 51 i) ELAACHEE
FAH, SR Py A P, ATRER 0-1 Z I AR IR
{H. 9250 3 FrE B PSR ) @28 i an & 3. 1EXSL5E
WA DR () SR AL S B, EAR SR R R S0 50— .

F 3 32U 3 FriRENAYR IR o) B 2451

— A BRI

= BRP R)

A 5 [7) 1) 5 5y 5% [7l []

HMESF 7] 7] 23 2y 5% [Fl 1)

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

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

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

42 HERHSHEIHL

ARSI 45 R LR 3, 20 2R . BORI RS |
JRURS: P ) x2(5F 24 B 5% . MESF IR A, B 55 [ I
) H O Sy 22 43 i (DR SR A g i E) PR R ) R
B, PR ER00 %, F (1, 80) = 34.48, p <
0.01, BMITR A LT BRI BT (M = 4.79s) i PR T X
Wy P ok o BRI T (M = 8.768) . 5524 B 1% F2 3 ns
W, F (1, 80) = 14.74, p < 0.01, % 5 [a] ) @i e 5
b AR RN B (M = 6.38s) di 2 PR T E 5 ] ] A e 3 ik
PRI (M = 7.17s), PSR AVFNFF 24 501 b 2 [1]
ANELEAZHAR, F (1, 80) = 0.04, p > 0.10.

HE—25 AT B, FEBOR 250 T, ARl
S ) JE P 24 R v 2 ) 2 2 5 P SR o AR R s A 47y
MIEXFR, HIFEERRE %S = -0.57, R? = 0.32,
p < 0.01), X —Z5HFKM, 420 2 2" Rk
eIt A B N IR, 5 5 Y AR AR A T A — 3
ULk, 4 22 B 22 22 FEASO 25 F T RE AR R 11 5 1o
IR S (R? = 0.32) K T Hoge KUK 4 140 F R A
I B AR S (R? = 0.17), X ZEURZE, 754 Wit

TERSER) A5 1 HOTE XU 25 15 T B T ke 33t 2 114 52
Ao A B G ) g AT T 3 — 25 R 5 Li (2004b) 7]
FHVCRECAT 5500 55 24 HIR AL TR B 25 SRABSTF 6

127 O %5t [ )i
m il [ o)

10}
2
5 of

41

2

HEI RGP

& 3 BIRXTEA [R] P SR 2 A (WU TR 3 A5EH0 R 58 ) I 524
S B CHEST TR )8, 5 55 [R] ) A) H A ke 5 3 R S o st
(M + SE).,

PAEWFFRA SRR, B, TSEE TR 40
T TR RO 250 RE ST PR B RO . X — SR
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% 4R 42 4%

T RSB, 15 55 4 B8R B B A — 3, X
— 25 8434 5 Hsu, Bhatt, Adolphs, Tranel £1 Camerer
(2005) K TR e 3k I BF 5T 45 RAHSF A Hsu 46 A
(2005) & B, I AE — A ASOR 326 00 T — > ff o i
Tt 2 () AT e PR A S g B fe bR, LR R AR OR e 0
XU 326 701 22 (B 264 T e BB 1Y S N B, PR R R AL
657 32 3 I o 0 0 2 () A T R BRI A9 B B, 4
A BRI Ry RS RIS, s 7 It o4 o HAR, ARBiF %
$ZY- 3 1 D I N 55 8 B U ) VAL B e B 1
RURE T 47 A X AT A5 18 T 9 D 5 ok R s I B 2R A T
T,

5 SLE 4 s BRI B A2
I B A E 2 0 R e e R R A

AHIFFESLI 4 79 H A AE T 1 18 0 9 1~ 1 1011
“EAZE T LA AR 2E B RS Y A A . R

SRR SR AN R A B TR IR Y, 21 A BE )
PRAE AR 22 BRI, PSR S B 04 S I Bof 3% B PR, R
2, WA FRATLL R T B IS (Tversky &
Kahneman, 1992) 1 i 4 A5 A () AR A TR 5 .
51 WMRAZ

51.1 #iX  MAbtat LT s R 48 AR A
554 30 44, Hirp Bk 15 4, &bk 15 4, P 4ER
232 % . Fr Aol B8 IEA T IR .

512 #¥P5F R 26 40EE: 555 F N
B MEFFIE] ) A x3(CPT {H2Z5]: M2 0%, tH2E
5% 125 10%) MBI P LB B4R 58
Fr A 96 I8 YLk I, 35X 96 3 IR ] kg 43R 3 A4
X4 (CPT {HAHZE 0%, 5%H1 10%)[H ik L3, =
A DX 22 ] 5 A5 LT, RS DX P )
IR ) R RE ML B SEHG 4 JT 6 B A% e 5 [ RT3 451 G
x4,

R4 LW 4 PTIEENAYIR IR 5 7R 24 51

CPT fHAHZE 0% CPT {HHHZ= 5% CPT {HAHZ= 10%
X 5% 7] ) 5 (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 5% 7] 7] 55 (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 ZRASMEITE

BRI A R LR 4, 2G5 495 EE . B35
[E) 80 W55 [ ) f) x 3(CPT {22 1) . 2% 0%, 2%
5%F1AH2E  10%) 9k ik N 5 52 I 8y 25 e M e B, Bk
RTE = GIANIE] CPT 22 (B 1A PR 3R 17 851 v (191 25 S5 v
43 511K Mg, = 7.93s, Msy, = 7.545 FlI My, = 8.24s.,
SR Z M 2ZESARE, F (2, 58) = 0.61, p >
0.10. B IATE L) 55 [ PSR [A] (M = 7.6 1) FIHE ST [ e
RKEE(M = 8.20) Ly P it 22 R B E, F (1,
29) = 7.73, p < 0.01, FFY47IIEHE M CPT {H 251 %
HZEZ B AFELHEAEM, F (2, 58) = 0.30, p >
0.10, X —SCE &5 RA SRR AR, A A T57
PSRRI

6 Zifific

6.1 XHMHBERNBEERFREE
Brandstatter % A (2006) 758 A A JH: 5 415 e A

AUfEE— SR fRYE . B %6, Brandstatter % A (2006)
AN b7 1 S & AR AL R Bl i 8 ) 18 1Y) R AE Jr X%t
AR Gr B RZ R o AN, ) [A]— i S B 4
PR [

10r 0 % 5 [ ] {8
mE S (] ]
85|
X 6t
bl
o
# 4t
2

CPT 2 0% CPT 2 H5% CPT 2 10%

K 4 #ilEARE CPT [H20(FH22 0%, 5%, 10%)LL K&

FF 24 B 52 OFESF 6] (5] 8, ) 5% ) [ ) v 4 e SR S AR I
REBH(M £ SE)

* T CPT RIS, FoAI 1R Tversky FI Kahnman (1992) [ 86 % % 2%k

a if x=0 r
f(x):{x X : woe_ P

1

if x<0 r .-
(P +@-p))"

A (—x)?

ERHEL N (x= 0),a=0.88, r=0.61.
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Wik A AE T (5T A 42T B)b & %A RA
AR IR, AR AR ALIHIR — K, 1R FTI0E) 4g3k
850 & R ARG IRBN, ARJB B MR IE T IRIR?

=F A K 85 ALK, Fh3)
A 10 Ma sk, 3
H5EATEIR, 2
A 85 /AN2IR, hE
A 10 ANEER, 0 F)

KSR, w3

— =

=¥ B:

[FIRE, ZORBOALAE R A5 1 ek .

EF A A 85 ANER, 03| K 4F$100
H 15 AR, F03] T K AF$50

=F B A 95 /A4rEk, F93| KAF$100
A 5ANGIK, 0BT RFST

MIZT A FlIET B P IBORAY RIS Iz
T AFIIET B HCER %) B 5 ] AR Jof 2 —FE 1,
ME—RIEITE T, J5—Fig SOKs A —Fh g 0 T BA A1
[F) 45 S B RS AE N T (B an, Beds T A TP RT3k 508
) 10 4~ FHER AN AT 3K A5 5088 5 A~ W BRA I A 17 A
FR AT ERAS 50814 15 N #{EK). 7 Birnbaum (2004)
FIBFSE T, 63% MR EIEF A FIIE T B ikt T
5T B, i A 20%M# I E s T ARl T B ik
BT B i e & 2R I 1% it R ik — i 4 S
HMPAEX ARG LT, 0 A 28 1)
WEEPEIE T A fldz T A). HIR, Brandstatter 55
AN (2006) 1A Hy, 5P & A A 3 s T xE " Y
PR 1) (PSR T A EV (EAE 2 f575 /W), 750,
PSR E A P8 A e &, il A f R
W . MIEEE T, R R A S A & Z i
B A I LR AT EV A, BB it a & XY
“TRIBEME" AT R B 7 BE Y, AR R
87T R R AN I EVAE, N AN AR
I EV E R R/IMSR S, T2 [l Sk o R FHA IR 4
FERA 5 R & R Mg WE? XTIk, Brandstatter 45 A
(2006) o i 45 A NI 24 %2 .

JUE TN, Brandstatter 25 A (2006) 134K B Bk H:
di A & AR BN A RE AR 4 b B0 AT A9 AT 4 D

4, T ELREH AR AT PSR FE . Brandstatter 55 A
(2006 )8 5= 1 H P DA Az 56 R 5 A 8 14 R SRS 1] IR A
BRI Y 5 U0 K URERY, A2 BRI AT R
P tr BAA RAFpy T 7y o SR, AR E L, 4
i FH 5 B2 W 24 T 1) 2R SR T AR (PP A A 28 3 A [
) BEBE O 4 ) B, 7 )i & =X 0 ) R B A e
#i(e.g., Birnbaum, 2006) . X 2EMF 53 i 5BE T i (0 )a &
FBIAUE R AR PERI AL AR o ARBIF 58 D55 22 Sl
AU AR, DADRSR S R S Fof S i %o 3K — 5 A4 )
E— LRI, PSR R 4 B g B IR o AR S
S A I 50 R, S BEE TR R R R
F R RN AR S (LK 1 MK 2), X —455H
#E— 0 T BE T b LA A OB AU AR Sy oo AR AR A
(process model) %% .
6.2 XMESREMREE

e A AR R R T 0 R P UL A0 JE A B TR
KB — A, X — PP S B
G225, N NIRRT AL —FEA BB LA
i He 71 (Gigerenzer & Todd, 1999), AKX —FHH: W
R 2 b A7 B BT BE, SRR HAE T T & Rk 1
PRI K — BAE O IR S 5 U B 3
Tversky FI Kahneman 1FJ2ff B HA2 H 0 F i 1 2,
DL B I % R ok i SRR T B W 3R AS 2002 4
W DR 24%. . Schmidt, Starmer F1 Sugden (2008)
TE U RS K 2ANFUN LS 0 LRl |, 5lkesh s
SRR, KR T TR =0 BT
£ (third-generation prospect theory, f&i#% PT), Sit
[, 3 —M5E AU 132 3] —SE JFT € . 5 4, Birnbaum
(2008) 454 T 11 FR A ST BN BB Y
%18, I FE Y, Birnbaum (2008) Ay 2R R
TG il BEBE AL 5 4 (stochastic dominance) 25 1F T
PSR H B Ao BN, T H A~ R .

HR A 0.90 #9#EF K1F$96
0.05 #9 4 & K 157$14
0.05 #9#EF R1F$12
%R B: 0.85 #4418t & 3£ 1$$96

0.05 #4948t % 3K 45$90
0.10 #9#8E & K45 $12

BRI A XFRETT B BEAL ST, SRBLHUY IS

* PRI A FF“0.90 AR IATS96™ AT LASHE N “0.85 MHERFAF$96” + “0.05 MMHERKAT$96” > LI B 1 “0.85 MR IK15$96”
+ “0.05 BUMERIRAF$90” ; [AIFH, PEI A th “0.05 AYMERFKIE$147 + “0.05 BIMERIRIG$12” > BEWI B b “0.10 MUHERIR1F$127

BRI, eI A X ET B BEHL & DL



830 N BL

I 2%

MPesRE ik A, SRS E /AR, T2 apk
WA TR B, i T R EUN S

AHIFFE ST 1 BIBERL A HEAR, DA SR S 2 s
B Sy 48 B X A SR AR T4 B 0 O AR 36 1 A 5 A R
17 7RSS, RIS T — 280 A RIS |k, S
Unetp S8 P S u R U A T -5 VA R
5 TR SR R ) SO P (256 B) o UK, SR R SR e
JS2 I P18 AN S 3 LS A 22 J30) 18 DR /N T 2 4 J3E 22
BRI 4) 33X S0 Y 52 56 245 5Tk 3 i A
()£ B2 B BE 1 LA B2 T e AR A R SR
6.3 FIFHANEEMYT R

ISR K 22 2R ] —“ DR BCAT: 55 7 % 5% >4 S 6
RUHEATIRE, RILEP 3R 2 32 W00 e 79 4~ 4 2 v R —
ASZERE IR, I8 e W7 R SR 3 8 2R SR O 4 (1910
ALY, Pk, R, 2000; 4547, 2005; 245/,
W, fEarh, R, HE, 2009). WA
FW], BRI SR B0 I ih i X R ROk T3 4 i 22
S, 5% Y R R B A b A R AR A 5 v Y R 4
B RERF S5 . ARWTFEAE—E R B AT 17X
FEMBIBEARL A BFSE . AR, BT AR EE W
T DT 2 AR 2 14 40 £ O A 6 8% 5 B R R o
Ja R A, FRATIFBA R XS 55 21 IR A T
R ST, FRATEWHEIE & R R AN R 10 245
FEREREAMII : —FO2 T RSB, BA N
H LA ST U0 B 8 S AR 0 8 S BORLF A
R AR A AN BB A R AT s e o —
FlOE T B RS EE, HIARIASE Y IR — 8 hf
() 3 AR %Y (process model)., FeAITASRE K by St — A
RY(FII0, 55 24 0 A ) Be B b e o — 2 S S 4 2R
TR IE B [R) A BB 55 U b A R HL B S 2R . TR,
AT AR 58 35 18 A — Fh A B AR 5 — A A
BRABIGE, P LEAE MRS 24 AR S — B i it
FEBORL Z 1, 30 5 B T B 52 56 ok X H ik Ay
Kig .
64 [EBMERE

B X £ FAF (multi-attribute) P 5 14 BF 55 35 1
Al 55 M AT %5 (context and task) A 2%, {440, &35
FUVRREEC H . B RS0 PE AR, 235 i PSR SR W 1) ff
JH (Payne, 1982; Payne, Bettman, & Johnson, 1988).,
FATIR AT 45 G LA b R 3Rk X 5 BT S e A
RUBEATRG S . N, e ] B8 450, “BRR PR
TR (R AL ) B P S B (1, SR R ) LA
PSR5S BURER PN X L A VA AR T S A TD =2
2RO W 1Y) R T DA B R 5 Ao AR R A A

o D) A a0 32 s 0] 155 300 P F4) 5 ) s 5 37 5 ) F) R
BN T BRI, AHFIE BRI A BB ]
SIER & 8 v Sy PN b S (N 11 R v R ST R RS
Bl SE S B R Az BRI, kA R ) T A% A
(no-time-pressure condition) . 1% 5 A F T #iAK H
A, AT Z5 AL 5 A BRSO AR A
ARBFFEINAR X ZEIEH | R AEECH HEATERYN, SR,
AT RAHEI, G SR AT A 52 R ok SR ) AN 4 -G AR T 4
R, AT LA H GEWEE | FRERCH)
2, PRt AR OB N OZEA o T TR A K
BOARBE AT 2008 — 5 8, B, el #2
(14 2 I I A 0 25 Biti 2 DR SR I H (R 5012 g e s Al
AR 2 Z W 3 5 P38 i . geak, frsRaR
B, 145 22 AATTRAE S0 T35 #% (e.g., Oliveira
& Sarmento, 2003; Schwarz, 2000)., i, 4512
(sad moods) i ] F i & &R 48 PE TR mg
(systematic processing strategies), i 15 2% 15 4
(happy moods) I fiiT il F 75 & Jt & =X 9 i 1 5 g
(heuristic processing strategies) (Schwarz, 2000), &
K BBF T AT L5 1 | SR LA AT 55185 | 1 2
R ZFARFZE NN, #0085
RURN R e A

SR s A B AR BEARUE B AE A SR . R T
YUY 250 PR EE S8 iU IR AT 55, AR HAR AR HL
—, HagdR AR S R AR . AT TCIE T
TN . TEORS A0 T X — B B 9 Bk i B PO 1
&, AR B AR NG G AT LR X — A 2 o IR B
AN REFR AL BR AR S N B Z A S Z e 46 b o i
n, A BIAVEE AT PSR SRR BT A 5 B AT
A, MR A AN e AT R SR DA
SRR pe sk, PR, AR BRI EE (i an,
PRUCEL . VAR TR ) b R SIS P SR ARE 7Y 1 i AN ]
HK, (5 B R L, AR eIk H &
53 B A~ BE T HE AT PEAf (evaluation), Ak, Hpke
I AR L) L T 5 (option-based)” 1 {5 B
FohE, e kAR B E R AT AR IE 2
() A P s, PRI, JHE PR 3 ol 8 I 32 2 DA T REAE
(attribute-based)” {7 BAL F N £ o Gemimk, BT
FIZR2T (2009) T A1) 1T —““ 36 155 A0 DU) 44 565 2 o A 6 AR
U R R XU DR SRR A, T X — T kT fig
A B T 8] 28 P 5 35 S B SR A TR SR RN A A
A I) R, B HE, AT A 25 SR A ) AR
ZRAM 38 35 FL I (58 30 B R T — DR SR ) " 4%
PR MBS 5 B R AR R TR SR AR A kA 7



8 i1 TEAEZE 45 BEGRORAIE 50 A BB ASF 4 Bl BT A0 A R4 T 1A 56 831

R . RAKAIBETE AT AFIEME X —Trik, 4ia iR
BAEROR, I A ] R A PR A e
FAF T A PR R S B | A AR R AR A T Dk
Rrg IR . 2, RS A] LA AR
PRIRHGS A B A Z R B R T ZME . 216545
T AR PR R, K . S B 5835 45 Al o
BV

7 458

AWFFERI LGS« TG e LA SRR BUN EE S X
FMY G BRI S DI RS e 2SR 1 AN BE G 25
B R RN PR AR AR o 5 S B  AR
REAS B Uy M RIS Fp B R AR 73 SE B 4 2, (E
JE TN — B B R R A R — 2D B E ., ST
i, BFFEE N R R R, R B
5635, LASCHESE BT YR A R Y Bl e S o R AR Y,
AN R T 26 B A 2R 114 28 BB A

BU: R P AR SR AR 5T BT A ) s R S
ATHR| M3, R P B 4 F A AT KRR
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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.

Key words integrative model; heuristic model; the equate-to-differentiate model; choice process; reaction
time



