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1 518

N KW &M H 2 — 53K A3E M
(happiness) (Hsee, Hastie, & Chen, 2008), 1R LA
B A VF 2 OE 5 E TR T 0 SEAR R R Bk
P NI S A8 1A ) 8, 5 SR A AT 90 12
A RS, S AR I 2 AN E
ESCUNZAINT N VO E 2 TR A e s S P RE /N
RPN -EEYrvaE = Al A TR T I PEYN
AT R VA AR BERBIE ST S o R R DL i, o8
P E e g A A 0 A U K B = AT
SEAR, i, RN R REAE e B LR AT
SRR o B8 R 2 R W T AR R T SR AR
IR AR, X HIn) 3 Bk 8 AR AR O B 2 AT
FEo ABATTIN A AT LU 3 95— 28 A AR TR R
NI SERE, I PR B EAE . B =M
) 2 BRI ST WA 7R BRI PR S 0L R, 42
NATTHSEAR, B, SRR 207 AR, A
R SE AR ] B 2s AR, A S BRI .

HLZE 1789 4, Bentham X 24 H (utility) i 2 X
R B AR (pleasure) 5 i (pain) B A5 28 5 5 31
TR e S IRAR 1) R R, AT 0 A A 2 1
U (3 #F ) K HE I AATT B 52 2K 32 X (hedonic) 7 45,
B3t T Bentham (19R0H EAR . (HZ AT 4
BRI 2 5 TR AT BN, £
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A SRR AR K AW B ey, —61T4F
EH, MAa—&6 LERE, SNXaHmaih
ZHar S HILE T . AW ARG TR
AE A H T s 1Y, R 3 W R T 0% T A
DRI g Ath AN R i A WE R B s, B DA £ % T 6
L Ath Sk e A T 22 57, BPAM B 0w iT W 2 57,
R AT Y & 88 1AL S ARG 20 T 22
[A7fi, Kahneman, Wakker F1 Sarin (1997) X2 H T
“[a] 3| Bentham” AR, JEAEROH 40 b Y3k M
(decision utility) R 46 %4 H (experienced utility).
PSR R AR 2 AT A0 B VA 4, T A4 56 25O
TR NATTI =ML, BISE4R . Hsee, Hastie
Chen (2008) #& Hi -4 %% (hedonomics) &, If
R =B B R HERUR, e KA AATT ) s 4 A H 2
AL, T HEZEEHERAM T . Hsee FTik
A S AR B 2 — P A5G (experience) . Hsee 12 B EL
77T 5 AT AE 324 T RN SE 4R BRAT T A TE 1)
P25, Bldn, /b B2 5 IF (less is better) (AN L5 —
i B A Al AR ) L R B X (lay
rationalism) (Hsee, Zhang, Yu, & Xi, 2003). %/
# KAt (medium maximization) (Hsee, Yu, Zhang,
& Zhang, 2003). Z: 7 {i % (distinction bias) (Hsee
& Zhang, 2004)%%, H K152 W, Hsee I Hastie
(2006) 1 ZR3A

KCE LRG0T T AT P (0 28 4R v
W), 4Bk 5% 4 48 (hedonic editing) . /b Bl /& B 47
(less is better). - 45 2 1% ] (peak and end rule).
%AW (myopia) Fl 353 2% i 8E (loss aversion). {EiX4E
R R b, A SR fE R T AT A SR B 4



B8 %5 7 A7 o PR SR i 1) 3 4 B LT S -1097-
S A IR SRS o Ll Wi R DX A B BR B S 2 T 1R 20 S

2 fTAHREKEHPRIERZEN
2.1 RRWBESERE

Kahneman F1 Tversky (1979) #&H T JiijH 21
18 (prospect theory), THUHAHE 18 A& — A4k o 11 ok
I, T B R e T — AN {E oR 2 (value
function) Fl — 4™ ¥ K AL T BR % (decision weights
function). MM BRBCELFE = ANRFAE: (1) 2 A
(reference dependence). 2= B {K Hi it 35 ¥ 25 & 7E A

A M & A 7K. 1K — 2 JE S A 2 Yol
H B IAR (status quo), T HE AL P 5K ) A B B
H ##(Kahneman & Tversky, 1979; Heath, Larrick,
& Wu, 1999; Koszegi & Rabin, 2006; Knetsch &
Wong, 2009). i, 7F%iass themidimr, A
280 2 RO RAT AR A 28 T T A LR A3 R
BT 2% o A SRAS A LR T 1) 2 IR 2 3RS
SR, P U 2 BRI SR A < T BV Ak, T
SRAT 4 BRI 3 T 25 TR 7m0 3R AT 2L LT K 31
W, (2)451 e H B (loss aversion). 1 2 M i & 35 4
ST A B WA T P AR D B TR . R
RS, 00 R I A B R v b A W AR T Al
FmENRIZ . B, ER 200 TCERITH R
A ZE LR 200 TCELA AT R 1K i T R SR
(3)HUR M 3% 9 (diminishing sensitivity). U1 %
W FE TR 2 M ML, AATIR 453 a6 4 10 28 40 2 i)
O B, AR 100 JG 3] 300 JG AR AL EE LE
1000 JCE 1200 G A2 A S INAEURK o R SRS TR b 4K
E B2 8 AT R T 5 4 (overweighting) /) A
HAE, MEAY (underweighting) H 2y M ZF4F .

BT T H0 B O BR B8ORS 0K 3 SR ),
Thaler (1985) #2&H 703K /' (mental accounting)
1) — E R IR 1R 0 BRAS BN, X A0 RS B )
R RR 2 gt SR g 48 (hedonic editing). 5K 4
TS (DWERFR I, EEPTER R

P> SN BEU, P LA 2 TT P 2B W Al 2 LE A 2
W BT R A % K Q)M AUR N B A, )
FEPFEERUR TG OUT, 1T 52 88 X107 1 R 205
T2 MR HR o SEANBE, P ARG R BR
EAPINCE SN K P SR N C) PN RIS
AR, HIE— 2 KRR A — 2B N BB R B
DUR, 5245 DR (B B8 B S 3D 2 I Py

B U (453 2K Rk ), T DA P 5 48 5 ZE LU R 38 40 JT B
ORI R XN . (4)/ KRN 4> FF, BITE
BN RS AN — R R OO, TR X
U bR £ S 1T S R I 4 TE I BE O, PRt
WAL i T T SR TR 1 2% B 7E AR R B B UR 59 4 Ok
JIT At SR TR 0
Thaler (1985) WA 9T 3 22 4 B 14 i1 S8k
PR PR G 48 5 SR AR (R AR 2 R DG &R, BIAHLIE
R E S AT 2T (T vs A
SRRV PR IR G 0 55 SE AR (PR Z T R R T3 b
ARSI, AT S 3= 2 A8 PR G 08
SR3EAR o 140, Prelec Al Loewenstein (1998) 5%
R, MR HURK I, AT T 8 i )
TR ZHRIK ™, 1028 s e i, AT
T AR B PR e T o0 T AR K o Lim
(2006) % 41 21— FAES75Z S (128 5 Bl 2E 4T 73 #,
KIUAE 1991 22 1996 E 0], $ot # (e [F— K%
ZANTHAESF M AEY 24%, TAER—R3ZH 2
A FRRE SR AN 17%. X —F 50 45 FL3R W,
ZEERRI, AN TR A 2 R AN,
NAT R+ 4 FF o Arkes, Hirshleifer, Jiang A1 Lim
(2008) % 2 [ 55 il #% (reference point adaptation)[?]
R, Mk Lkl T s R £

LT S k) N G 22 N1 0 N B e a2
R X AE T 2 IR ) 20 LU BE U, R T AATT

FMASHRNKIZE R
22 LENREFEER

TEAT v SEATIER, Hsee (1996) #EH T AT VEAT
P I ¥% (evaluability hypothesis) I fift B¢ i 1 J 54
(preference reversal)Il %, Bl 4B iEAn oy, A 5
TEAT 1R Ja 1 X e SR % Wi LK, ARLAE IR IR 7 A I
MEVEA 00 TS T BANMIAE R, S0 T VP
JE PRI AT PR o AN, AR S 1 DR LR )

VKR A B 7 S A, A S \EI AT,
PP IR DK R AT — T i 1R 8

VKIEWE B: A7 8 # A, %ETE 10 &\ AT

DRI A A8 7 2 A ok L IR il AN Wl R X S VR A
B I, T PR 1 R R DK AR A o ) O
VEAN (0B Ik, BT CAAE AN i, AT K bk
A JIT B R SCAS (R B v A 4% (willingness to pay,
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WTP) 2 W &, X — Il B Fk o <> B 2 T
4 (less is better), 17 [ I PEAT I, AATXF UK
W B TR R S AT AN M & T 1 . 53 41, Hsee (1998)
EFUR I, MR I, AHX T4 — 1 55 0T
BHEEE, AMIEZ—% 45 o FEEH
TN 2%, TR RS IEAT RIS, B2
NATPEAL — R P R B SR, A AT 480 25 B B I
AEB R 0 B A S, ARG I BAEE R, X R
55 JUINAEEBAZIR B AR IR Bk A A AN X i H A
1M 45 JCI=E R 1123 B U5 0 RS IR IR R A

>k B 18 & A (affect heuristic) (AR K
MW, NIRRT ISR Fl,
Hsee Fl1 Rottenstreich (2004) 7F— Iii“4f R AE At~
WIS, EEE RS S B IR =
(affect poor)Fl1% & = & (affect rich) P {5 5. H
PRy, A ATE IS BI04 B — AN K A (dot) AR
F— RO PG B = I BE, T X T ik
FEEMEE, A Ed SMEpliE L. 43
IREAT I R SR a3 . RS, BF90E 2R vl
HR AR AT R 496 B — s o 1Y) A8 Al T R R SCAS IR
RS . BFFUR B, R S A B Ak SR IR (1 iR
BB S, AT RO S B T R, Tk,
SR /N AN Bk, B I L <D B T A (R IR
%, 0 MM S T 5 (caleulation) i 4 5% I (5 I8¢ B
ZNEBE), AT S KN U
2.3 WE-FRENSEE

J5 I - &5 22 ) (peak and end rule) & 48 A
E AP IV S A B NI v il 1 ) 2 1
(retrospective evaluation) i, 1 Xt P ik 5l
T A PR e S 4 4 R AR A a2 MR, 6T R
IR BRI IR R SR I N R . i, TR O
WM M S, KK E AT IR XA &
WS4y, EERAAKH IR K45 R . Kahneman,
Fredrickson, Schreiber fll Redelmeier (1993) 14
A SCIR AR T Jmi -5 RN FERESU, AT
B AR T B I 7, 2R — BRI i
M, #OIREH TR 14 FERERAKE, £
4 60 Pt a2 AR T BRI IN T LI,
BTN KT, T 60 BN R 14 £
B, 7E8 TR 30 FPI A B, Ab AR AR AT
TAE A N B AT Mk 174 K A, AN A K
B TN LARTIY 14 45 [CRE Mg 4% BT 15 33 G
T SR A2 R B WL R AT 2 A, AN 0 B

BOARI TR, OGRS BRI, s
TFIAEA AT R 2 T3 —B . H2HRINE
IR, Bl 3K P B A 5 AT (R PR A I
T AN B — B IR TG B B A I TE N
T, WS AB AT A — R, AT T B
I B & . W kuimet, RARTEH —B
RIS, BRSNS K R B TR, (L
oGl B4 (IR o R R v T30 B, P DA
P IE 2 2 35 RARATT S — BUR IR Ty v, DR
WAL A AT FRAR R — IR 3G, ABATT R T Rk R AA
Ui s YT P

Redelmeier fl Kahneman (1996) 7 < 7 43,
1 FH 22 4 ) 45 W %% K 2% (colonoscopy) Fl i A1
(lithotripsy) ¥ ¥ I/ ¥%5 H1 995 AAE I BIF 5T 8 36 4E T
S0 - 45 R ) o ALAT) 2 i LA 32 30 45 i A A o
AR T IX P A BE T R 7 2 TR XA BT RR Y
HW R ITUR A 0, KRS IR ANE
TR PO TR] o R R I, 998 NI A e
PEM L5 i U B T 9 o 5 8 R 45 IR 1) O R
B R R FEAOC, 5 4D I A A 28 2
% . Schreiber 1 Kahneman (2000) fEWF5H,
Se il O T 9 B, SRS 5 RN R T Y B
o AT B RO - B AR e B
HISRAE L 78 4 DL, FRLEW I 10 BPEFIE]; 5
B (o JELERT 10 PB4 )8 78 43 DL, M
TR TR 4 FRINFTA) B, M3 1 o E M BT Y 78
S TS TR 66 4 Ulo 0 SEAR 2R 1 0 AT
BEAT 307, Bl AN IE B AR 28 B . fH
SN NE 2~ €A T [ v LN v
B iR, SIL— AR RIS 1) 45 R Ak
5, w2 AL RE A 20 (duration neglect)
24 BM5ERE

%5 W (myopia) At ¥8 AN AR FE P 5K I ) T
BIVESF (1) 6 A2, 1T AR B . JESE, TR R
MR RE R IREI B OV G B2, Apeid
O BRI A, H AR AT A A 40 AN R 5 T
M. B4 . Thaler F1 Shefrin (1981)IA KM AL
PAETER AP B3 1R A o (planner)
FOHE AR (AT A Fe(myopic doer). I A FALE
PR AN PRI AR 2, 17 0 A ) HRAT B AR R
AR & iR B IR AL AT B
FAR VST, W A AR B BAT B B AR TR B 3R,
Mot~ T %A . M Loewenstein (1996) X
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Thaler F Shefrin )M £ 7R BT5E, MBI —A A
B EIFANHEEWA B, WA hT AW AE
(visceral) 5t B2 AT AN ARG ) -7 BLAG IR 26, IXFF
I T A AR B 5 4 A K 5E . Bazerman,
Tenbrunsel  #ll (1998) Al =
Loewenstein UL, AATTAH“MZE B3 (want self)
FIR % B 3 (should self) >k X 43 A~ 44 1) £ ALAT
JFAERVEAT g, «AREE B IRACER IR, ey
% B ROAER ML B

kAR 2 RIS, MMETE—
I I FEAE /A . Samuelson (1963) % JGHI 5T
TR IRBOS sk s . FETSE T, Aty
B TR S0 T R A BE A SRR R
WA AR AR T BRAT 200 35 T E i 100 35T
IREZEI N 50%. S50 &5 A 0 s Ak a3 i AN JE
ZIX R AR, W AR Lk 2 0% % 100
WK, DU K ki B =2 0 - Redelmeier Al Tversky
(1992) A 45 ik R IR R R AR : 7R %W AR
3 2000 35 76 B AT 4R 500 25 TT AR 3524 50%,
SR VA IR] A A2 R AN I 2R IR Uit R B i
SIS RIS BT, RS 0 AR S IR Ui AR
Ny 2 PRIAR oy B SR TT /N IR TR RS 2 70 BF 9T K
M, K2 B AR EE — AN 1] ] 255 02 15>, T
K2 B 28 AN Il [ 2. At
Uh, 7R —NmEd, K2 Hp ML T AL
FRH R A, Redelmeier FI1 Tversky (1992) A\ A 7E
F—AmE, K2 HP It S N IR R F K
T AWML, HARWG <N IR R 56
DN R Gk Sk i — AN Ak, N =B T 5
Mo FAh, ARTEXT O BRI 7 BEAT VP AL I B A7 7E
WM. #tn, Camerer, Babcock, Loewenstein Fl
Thaler (1997)Xf 202 i HL 4w LA WF TR, 1
RAFWEOT, BHES PRI, M T
MR, AT R S BE T o 4% CEE P 1 0 e 3t
T, ERREFMENT, AR, HH
EFMN XTI, mETWR, FEKRZ, ik
I %W HE R W . 57 HLJR K], Camerer, Babcock,
Loewenstein F1 Thaler (1997) Ak HFL % =) WL
WO (U ) BB Al A LR by Sy, T A A BL— J
B AN AV, A AET . B
ek gt 2, A ZE RIS S o 0T B R I N gk
TR, HARRAWNIE B TUE N, 14 <
WCHE . B3, AN W] LR R T ol L B A

Wade—Benzoni

L BB R 2 1 (equity premium puzzle). JEEAX
i Y k2 TR SR T 5 (0 AR W e R e T
To AR $ 0 AE W R % o TREBLE A 2 3R B £ HH
CUIE, V5 2 F 50 2 I A 496 1) <6 i 27 A5 20 ft
XML G, AH AT T0 R BAL G 1 < Rl 2 AR T AT X
BB AN 2 R HEAT i BE I S A5 TE RE N 77 - Benartzi
FH Thaler (1995) H %A% ()41 25 #3&F (myopic loss
aversion) KRR IX — I G BRION I B2 4% B 34 2
LI, 2205 S0 M B sh b AT VR AL, Sl T
ST R PN A0 T R R g v T 8 AU R
T AN ST 45 R B R B 1), T DU S R 3 &
WAL ISR R R, AT BARAER TR SR R B
G177 RA S P a0 e K 4 R 73R
AN, BRI B A 0 S S TE R ¢ Bt
FAE TR
2.5 MKMESER

QTR A5 2 MR 4R B O T LA Bl
a0 TP AR RO B TR . TR SRR U 2, ik
JIT s Sk 1R IR LG AR R AL RS T A SR I i % K
%o NIXAE S, AT LA WU RS
SEARA IR B E LR . TEME R LK ke R
IR 52 450 DX TR AN {6 ek B il 2 L 32 2 IX IR BEUE . dn
HKHAECE AR RWT: WR x>0, y<0, - H x2
v, HHACH vx) < v()EFE V() < (),
AAETER R AEE . 5 S0 CNA TR ) A &
UE W] T 45 R A A R B .
HHFRRI, PlHT7. Tl BE. K%
MBI B B W A AR B R R
(Knetsch, 1989; Kahneman, Knetsch, & Thaler,
1990; Genesove & Mayer, 2001) . Harbaugh,
Krause 1 Vesterlund (2001) FJ JL# A1l AR R
PIRIF AT, ) LR e N 1) 2 T L 4578 2R R0 3k 1 AT
Ry, A5 R ) B AN o 0 R 8 6 P sk 2 i AR
9. 934h, CAMIURI, ESHEFAAESR, A
AT DL AR B 3 457 2% 38k 1) /% %2 (Sen & Johnson,
1997; Carmon, Wertenbroch, & Zeelenberg, 2003).

Jo gk W E R B T KRR
(emotional attachment) Fl 1A %11 ¥ £ (cognitive
perspective) X 453 2 M BE IR 52 T . H IS A
2 B TR 7 AR S TR g AT 4 7 AR T A R
W, FrUAAER R ZY . B, AP
BT IR TR A, a4y it ) 15 TR AR A B v, T
kS A 56 21 351 5% AL 3BE (Strahilevitz & Loewenstein,



-1100-

Lo R

2010 4F

1998); PR S HIT X 49 it IR JEL A LG TR I ) R, PR
PG — Fheik £ 5 A B 2k 25 (choosing feel
like losing)[F)/& %, 7E 55 23 X BCF (1 9 it o
#r % 7 (Carmon, Wertenbroch, & Zeelenberg,
2003). 34N, WATHIICRIN, KI5 8 T o0 4
B IR &5 AL, T2 U5 60 ) TGV E A W IR AR AR AR B
S5 RS2 5 X PP KRR A AN ) A 4 3 BCE U
HE A RS2 5 AN (1) 2% 5 (Carmon & Atriely, 2000).
Fltn, KIS TN FI A A AR, K07 T
WS2J7 %5 9 i IR B B S 7 BCSE I BENIG, 25
RO S 75 555 42 i 149 LR A LG S T L S H (R (van
Boven, Dunning, & Loewenstein, 2000; van Boven,
Loewenstein, & Dunning, 2003). 24 B R4 5 o
LR FHAR AL AR FE B i b, A ATTRE )t 1) 2k 2 AN 4
A P 2K I ) /B 52 (Chapman, 1998; van Dijk &
van Knippenberg, 1998;
Knippenberg, 2005).

DR (9 AF 50 #8275 %35 08 2 R0 ek (1) 5% iy A1
F, 03R E EE  BRAT BE AN 2R 47 (2009) I A —
A2 W7 IR A —FE B (route) U >k Af RS 432 2K Ik
FE VLA b 453 % 0k 55 3R A9 B Ok I FR B R,
NATZ P BA 25 AR 50 B 450 2k R IR ik 52 2 el T A
TSR H AR, TURARE LR 2
R . AR B B <A R
], G IR T B R IR AR T e TR AR
PIFRECINT, BRI % 25V O 3R A3 B 2R I
FREEHZ , A L0 B SZ 5 B T sy .
T4k, CAERESCIESE R B, 40000 B ] g e AN
& ) e — B A e & B . ] Wi, Chen,
Lakshminarayanan 1 Santos (2006) A A #5i 2kt
W] RE R NS LA, NSS40 5% ik 2
NSILY/BE R ATTE S S S B E=E =y RN /TR i
705 2 Ul 5 40 AH 3% 1) i X rp A7 78 #4450 2
WE, I HA 28 0400 % 3 55 AT O O 4 R R R
Z }H 2% (Tom, Fox, Trepel, & Poldrack, 2007).
Camerer (2005) TA 452 2K FILEE FT B8 & N A1 34
REPERN. FFEEAETREN, KL%
(amygdala) 7% 4% 2% K &k 1) 7= A= v ke 21 3 24 H
(De Martino, Camerer, & Adolphs, 2010). ML I
(RIF FCAEE hr, FRATTIA D 403 2% B3k v B 2 AT
PRI Ry L N Y S A
3 ITARKIHEEIRAISRRG

W BRI, ARSCRE TAT PSR I SRR R

van Dijk & van

W), W R g D RUZTE L G- 45 R
AR AR R IR o A SCE 4 T R (130 7 b R IX L
E R AL b, B T SR AR SR, DU 4
AT ER A .
3.1 HiFHEHBIRRE

EIREE T, RATEE IR 2 FilE, X
HHEWE TR AIRN. QX HEE R AR, &
TR Z 8 5 M W 2 R 5 PR S G 6% 1 0 ) <
(DR PN FF; QW EBRNIES; 3)KE
INR R EE L (4 MFRERN AT . AT H W
NERETFEAR RS (D)AWL R, 3R
NAZ Ay TT (B — BB D S R o BB 43 I 35 %
WA B, KR 2 D s 2, JF By
T35 U 00 7 X6 R B K T — IR B A4 7 R 251
BINFI R . Q) UA WA B, AT
Z—REFMN. FASFFEFHARHEE, X
FEANARE L W O v, I BLE — AN IR Bk g
AR —FP S AR R . 0 R YO AN IR
BEFMN, A S D — o, i B k—
RS2 AR B B T R N T T YR
AR B BRTERRRE . Q)4 EH — MR B —
AR, AT % SR . BRI 4
VMR — AR B R, BTk —A 0w e
B —DRAIMEE . DS EH W B —
AR RN, BTN Z—&E RN F oAk
o AL ¥ JEL T 1 X B PR TR R T A SR I
TAh, EHE AT, BRMNSH S HE
FE, Wk, PR, BIRHRS, R LA
PV A BRI, AT A SOk X e B H T
KEFF—ANMP, B R— R, XA LA
DA AR S AR
3.2 MEEFLMBISRRS

7 H AP, BRANEE SWREALWE RN,
PATTRY A% T B AT A AL ) A Re AT 42 52 38 T 0 v %
We 2 AR RUZRTE IS, AT H 2 AT
VEAG — 9 R i SR, A AT 280 4 B 3 AR 2
[ A, SRS TR BA b EsS . BT B,
TE IR AL, AH T 5 B2 280 AR AR AL 40
PATT IR 12 W88 3% A 0T S B IS ) TR R S AN S, X
P A SEE Y. 4, W Bk, ME&
WALTE R AT R, IR M A =R A
H 4 il (self control) K 8 55 K AW AT M » Kivetz
Simonson (2002a) 5L K, KZ EAAEL GEM
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EINE A O g B b AR A B R, R
SRR IR 22 SEAT, AN A T3k S S AR AT SR I A K
5 eh, TUARME T R0 AT F A EE . HETE
SRR SLR, ik gl B A SR
(R e A7 7 4 B () A5 (B R B <), ik 0 1t
) TIERERRCMIRAT . v, REFHS, A
MR ) T R M A R A, PR Y
7% . Kivetz Fll Simonson (2002b)WF 57 th & T, 4%
o TR R T A B N, AN A 1) Tk
& b R 22 AN & H R A R Al B 22 5. ABL L
WEFRATT LA, R R B HEAT 14 10 2
0 H B, SRR TRk e B R gl 2k
PEFERIEW R I IRATA W, B ALY,
PATV R AZ G L 52 8 AN G T R B AL )
AT R BN, X TR, TR
S8 T Y
3.3 ERAMAMEBRAZIERR

W EJTIR, 105 R  — FE m AEE IILR,
I B CA BT, R R A 2 2
2.5 2 [a](Kahneman, Knetsch, & Thaler, 1991;
Tversky & Kahneman, 1992; Abdellaoui,
Bleichrodt, & Paraschiv, 2007; Booij & Van de
Kuilen, 2009). BrLA, FATE WAL RIFITH, IF
R MR BT R 2 B 2.5 fEII AR, X
FEPRIT B RA WA E . Ji4h, HiHHAK
L, BRI (power)fHE 1k 59 #52 2 B E (Inesi, 2010). BT
PAZE AATT— i A AL, AR 3 A di e 1)
EHIROCR - fn, B HLREIE Be 7 B A AT 52 AT
DAL B, RE A B CHE —ME 5
R, s A D F kg SRR A B,
SR 2 N e 3 MU B TE RIBAT o VPR
2 B AT AN AL S 1k, HRRATIRZ H
g AT R (], Pe R T s . TR
T8 5E . T BB AT REA R BB B A,
WCAE B A 40 s A 2= B2 W1 B A 2 1 15 52
£, JEEAT LR Y, X R AATITE GORITUA S
FABRR B AT I 2 X AT H 1 o P AR R
KA, I J5 NATVIE & 25 16 95 25 BBk B R (BB 1
JG, 2004),
3.4 FERAEE-FERENRAZR R

W B PTIR,  0 - 4f R T  FiE N AT AR X PR
IR B 1 2 90 R AT [ PR A IR, 38 R AR B
TR I FA) ST U S 0 N &5 R 20 e S AR PR A A T

WAERT . LA, 7 e 08 NATBE I, %
TE 25 I I A B L Sk, 459 N — A A
v AR, XA N AL B AT R PR A I
W2 I AN o IR AN D s AR
H ORI M AR Z RN S Bk, St A
FORH P BN i R A 2R AR AR R R R, R
it H O B A Y BE LR UL AR IS 5T FR B LA e 9 A
GERLATLL T oAb, Jee- 45 R 0 A T ] 2
BRI . B, FEHTIM b, B N4
g5 B LM e vt o BB, WA & T RS
Poo R BLF L HIM B A R RS, 45 R
AR X B, 2 0 T AR AR . &
AT, AN T H T B, Mk
W T i 4 # OO B T A (Loewenstein &
Sicherman, 1991; Loewenstein & Prelec, 1993). fix
Ja, AEMRSSAT b, g 0 - 2 R v ) F N AR T
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Happiness in Behavioral Decision Making and
Its Promotion Strategy

ZHANG Jun-Wei'; XU Fu-Ming'?; SUN Yan’; LIU Teng-Fei'; JIANG Duo'
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Abstract: One of humanity’s ultimate goals is the pursuit of happiness. With the development of behavioral

decision making, researchers in this field began the exploration of happiness in recent years. Happiness

rules in behavioral decision making may involve hedonic editing, less is better, peak and end rule, myopia

and loss aversion. Based on these happiness rules, happiness increasing strategies were proposed as follows:

how to communicate news to others, how to give gifts, how to use loss aversion to promote happiness, how
to apply the peak and end rule to promote happiness, and how to overcome myopia.
Key words: happiness; behavioral decision making; happiness increasing strategy





