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b5 HOEHEE, 2 FIC3BERICRF2 A
NI ERW, RELEBEZAN, BMEXE
HaE, RIFCz2MEL-2, EXRFFiT
1800 Hd ¥ 525 KELHEEDI IALH-
Twb k)77, BRFFIF 1300 M, WE
F2AREFCTH S, WA TS L, BEDIR
DO HICAST2, 70 F A =2—T980H
DRI BH -7, BHRICHNWD &, MEIT
“ENENIZT b Lw, BIRGASTE 572D T,
T F R a—ZIERD T N 5Tz, T
b, ZoOEEHC &, BISROGDTDOWTIZATE,
| A D S R R

CALRBRIZFHEL D —EII L2 EH D
WL, L ZADY, BEBEDNY ST 5 L
SEERLRGRTS, 2o C, Ko Rt TT
WA TWIZATZS ) 7 FrFA=a—FI]
Fichrofc A, NG b, T F X
—a—RATELSTLRLIEA, TF 2
—a2—DZ L EHICHTE, MLZEDb> T
W W, FNLDIZ, A TRIZIER
FizL &) EBoATZN?

Zsh R (compromise effect) & 1%, i
PFIEDM A HEDHIZ BT, Wi 7 2R
Bk D L H Rl BRI O I &L 5
NnN5EVW-IHETH5 (Simonson, 1989),
FZish R SI R (attraction effect) &
b3z, KHRZEDE (context effect) DARLFEM
% TdH 5., Simonson & Tversky (1992)
BESKA—7 > % 2 DOBIE D 5 LA
E 3O, HEIGAF KL 2, B

[A—T 377> FHLifEE ) 2OD
JEHEIC & 5T, ZORHED IR E Tz,
2 BPUBEETIE, R 77 FD$110 D
F =T EERT T FDSI0 DA —T >
PHERIE RS, —F, 3 EIUKHVE
T, Z2ZICWMR7 7 FD$200 D+ —7
Y RBEML 7RI 5T & ERDT2, X
DFER,  3BINBEVE TIT 2 #BIURFRE & 1
N, PHETEFETH L ERT T o
$180 DA —T v izxt ¥ BRI 5 2
EERHE L7,

ZD & I EWHEIRIL, BEFEOHEICL
Tzl (Thbb, BIUL) Z2HAL
TR BB L CHIEHZHUTE
72, REMMA LR BAHEL T BT
izicigm COBASNGEEEZ ThA
o, AHEMERREETVICL S L, BEi
AL B EDOMTHEMADPFEN TN S
WAL, M CoRAICL > TR BIC
4 2 BRI 5 Z & IZEEN TS
5, L2L, ZLOEBWITRIZENC %
AL M B Z2HELT 5222k,
P ih BIC kg 2 3IRH W94 5 = & % FEM
LT&7k, ZiFE CRGBFIRITFKEBL LIS
THE—NZG EDEEM, T/v—F X2 R
VAT, SRR Y, SRR
PERLGEICDELLZ EHiEINT
\»% (Dhar, Nowlis, & Sherman, 2000;
Geyskens, Gielens & Gijsbrechts, 2010;

Mourali, Bockenholt, & Laroche, 2007



B
/ = Al -

Simonson, 1989; Simonson & Tversky,
1992)

I F THEBIRDE L 5 LB I D
WTIERODP DB RBE N T E 2, Zlh

MED L DG TIE, o0k (213,

7T v ¥ i) 1B v TES D R 5 IEIR
B ERONR E >T Wb, 22T,
Simonson (1989) F, W 7o B4Rz X5
LRI T S EMIC L 2RI, %
DPFEDIELALICH LG T 5 Z LIz b & E5R
L7z, 72, —HOEMEER LS DJEME
R b Z & w) Lo, HREREIC D
CHMYL 3N Tws (Huber & Puto,
1983; Simonson & Tversky, 1992; Tversky
& Simonson, 1993), T TIE, FIRFEEDOE
DL WHHELRILTIC B W T, EIROBIZ T
LTRMNB R Z WP I 2DICE 22—
VAT 4w 7 EFAL RS L CEBRIFR
3L 5, W) FERLH S (Dhar,
lis, & Sherman, 2000) .
BIFRDOT A TTIIIEEIZS > 7TNTH b,
FATIEIR TlE, ZRIRDEL Bt LT
BEVRL bEBDIEEIFLEL, TEN
DIEMED & LITHENICHEE 52 5 2 & & Hi
el LTwa, 2T, 26 n@EMEHEL
T LEEEEZ DL OL LT, BRI AE
(b2 LRI TWw b (Scholten,
2002), WicE O &, b L—HDBEWEIES
CRELZWEHIZ LD TH 712Dk bIE, £
DEMEDFEET TS ), FHEIRBEAK
PEL S b ETFMEND, £ 2 TRIFSE
T, ZODJEMED L DFBIIME % BE L
2EE T, —HOBWENEADIT KL TS
FOLBEEEBZ L), ZLT, ZnLH %
BAEDFER,

Now-

BEIR L ~JL & BRI EREE

BIRNE AT 2 BB b e vwE T
HoTh, ZHITHT BBIFIIE2 L HM0T
T21b$ % (e.g. Lichtenstein & Slovic,

ZAHIRIZIADT 5 & TUT 2,

S (uiperloRss) 5 8BM 3 - 4 A0S

2006), ZA5EIEE (preference rever-
sal) EMFENBBRTH 5, EIFWEBLR
T B D 1 D2YFR L ~V#E (con-
strual level theory) Th %, ZDHEHIC &
5k, BRRIRVEEEEIC X - TR 2 GBI FE
KT 2 HENEALL, BIF2 KRBT 28RIC
BWIEBMHICHT 2EAIT LT S
(Trope & Liberman, 2003), ®%H F THE:
I WA I ERR L LD BRI HD
CIRRDS e 3, —75, IR EERED T35
AR Y ~ v @I & 2 R g <
HEEINDE, BRRVILEMEE LT3 E
L JmC B B L 7o, MR n s
Y7o Ehtdh 1), RV~ v jgtt s LT3,
RIKI 2 BT & Lo, STk
B EB L3NS,

Z DIER LV ~OVHELER 2 RAET B 2
Liberman & Trope (1998) (3 -k2¢H: % x5
ELCHERTRICHT AIFE L S 2 RIEIE,
ZZTIFHERONE (Thbb, BRERWA
5, BIEANED) DERL VDR
EFEIN, B THEELNLIHE (Tbb,
BEHERE TORED, SHERE TOIED) 2%
RU~NNNDJEE L EFRE NI, TORE, #
M OHEE N F CoORMPE WS AT 13
RERNE ORI £ 1, KRR %5
EEDES BRI END Z 2 L
72,

F 72, AR TIER Y ~OVBEER & MY B BT
e~ —r T 4 v TN DIHT 5 2
L HmEE N Tw b (eg. Dhar & Kim,
2007), Martin, Gnoth, & Strong (2009) I
D ORISR 2 414 & R RED
BIfREMGEL 72, Z 2 ClE, P2 ITHEERS
DINEDYAIZIE, BRI X0l 5 T HERE
M7z EhmRy ot En, 7714
) — BRSO ) SRR 7 & MK L X
NDJEMEE &Nz, Z L THELIE, EEREE
b E TORMPRWEGAICITER L~
NDJBMWEDBENTRGRD T EN2—HT, 5
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58 F TOMRMIAE VAT IR L XL D)F LCiEL 72,

PEDPMBEN WD E N2 & 2HEL 72, ARHFFRIC B W GERIREE L TH-s L2 7
PR AT 7Y, RV ATDTY (T
ZIR & RFEIREREE bbb, ZWHHRERE), 2L TH) 2707

L ~OVERGR IS, RIS ROFT 2B TTHY, TNHDWHHEIZIZIZF L 725 72,
DEDLEWEETY, il TORMIE Zn9 b, 2ERESMA TR R 7D 7Y
HEC & - TR EA DT LT 5 & FH EH) 2707 T RENT, 3RS
T 5, —FH, ZhRPREHBET 0L, #HTIE, ZRICE) A70 7 EENTE
FT B RRENBE RS L OBAE & TEIRE N2, AETIZZIN LD 7 2 DR
ENb, 2Dizd, LTI Er b, DB DN TLTD L ) ICTHIT 2, FR
R L L SRR L LD JETEIZ B TS VAOVEIERIC kB &, IR GEAE L T
R LEBOBINE D 5 & &, HHhR W WIFRGEATIIERY NV B TH 5 24
(2RI BRI WG DT v WA &Y BREHDOELOT T2, H) 27D
LIRES NG, L) IETH B, KFRD 7 P ANDBIFHIEINT 5, 3 BIRBSGM0Y
Hlz ZORBERIEST 2 2 & TH 5, A, IEWRERGEMH TR R A L, 23

AWFFRTIE, BPONR L L TLREL 28546 PRSI ) L) 27D 7 2 ~DFEIH5H
2T A B BHRRE L8 T B HEFRIC & > TRl 5, LoL, EOTERESTIZLEGEHD
ANV, 2o b, MReHE BHADT DT DI ZGRIRD»THE D,
BER L~V EME, R R L ~L o) VAT DT NDBEIFITNENIEDH S, 2D
JEMETS EACE L 72, R L~V R L L &0 A EREET B 720Ic KB E B k-
DEMEE RT3 1 >0EFHE, BiZZHD 72,
BIHDJENTH Y, HEITTHREEDIEM: &

9 5%0) 5 TH5 (Fujita, Trope, Liber-

man & Levin-Saggi, 2006; Liberman &

Trope, 1998; Sagristano, Trope, & Liber- EERSINE
man, 2002; Zhao, Hoeffler & Zauberman, LR N DR H RFIGBHERE T
2007) ., 7Y EERT L HNZ—E0&H % By, ozi#EAs1624 (BH104 4,
FICANDI2DIZAHH ., ZOEHEFICAN 58 £4) o

72, BT LZUBEDFHY), TDi2D

I3 MR YL L e b, 2 D28, Lt EERETE

SED;HNBLEDBETH ), LR T EBT T o#ESRPIcB I T 72,
BREGEDBMEIZ E WA § 2 N TE B0 9, EEAZARIC T > FAI2oT b, B

Sagristano et al. (2002) I3, BRI HEEE Z 13T Ol S Nz, SROERTHNS
DV AIC I B ESEHAS T NX » > TS NEEMIZZomn 1 =2 iIcErNTEY,
IS N, EWIHAICIE LEMERDE X » Z DAt AR & T IBIROEI L RO
TN ENSL Z EERE L, 22T, FNT 7o, AERIE, 2 GERINGUE: 2%
AW TILBMED L~V % I T 2 72012 YUK vs. 3 338 PULL) X 2 (ReEIIRERE - A H vs.
7 EV) X TN BIFR E Lz, & 2+ A1%) OFEBSIMHBRGFHEICFEDWTEH
72, FDOEFEMERDOBAE D Sagristano et N/l
al. (2002) 253E7N L 72 & 4H L HERR & S5 |2 1 ADEESIMFE T 4 DOBERICEZE L 72,

;] o
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Table 1. Choice of each lottery in each group

near future

distant future

lottery - - - -
payoff X probability 2-choice 3-choice 2-choice 3-choice
set(n=42) setn=39) set(n=39) set(n=42)
¥1200%90% .88 .38 .79 .50
¥2000%50% 1 .23 .20 .16
¥10000%x10% .38 .33
¥900x90% .66 .43 .74 .42
¥1600%x50% .33 .30 .25 .26
¥8000x10% .25 .30
¥650%90% .57 .30 .46 .33
¥1200%50% .42 .38 .51 .33
¥6000x10% .30 .33
¥450%x90% .57 .30 .51 .33
¥800x50% .42 .28 .48 .28
¥4000%x10% 41 .38
Total
low risk option .67 .35 .63 .39
compromise option .32 .30 .36 .26
high risk option .33 .33

EBEBIEICERI N0, TNFhD 7
COMABEDLEDHD L, 1 DD 7 P %3EIR
TBHZEEo7 (Table 1&M]), 2 3IUNK
ST 7 DAL LR, L7z BRI
REWHPTLIRGEI NS NML) R 7D 70k
L7z HHEER D BRGHLPREN 7Y (T2
bbb, ZHORRREL) 72572, 3 8PS
T, 2P 7 DIcilAS bR

KLU T, M7z 5HERIZ/NE WS REARIT
W) 27D 7P EMATINZ TRRLIZ, &

DI DMAELEDLED 1 OOHL, 28I
%#T@%%@%%TU%M#Wﬁé7/
(TZbb, ) 27D 7Y) & 50%NDHER
T200 o722 7Y (Tbb, ) 2
7D 7Y =FpHnEREE) ThY, 3EIUK
SMETIE# 212 10% D FEE T 10000 P A5 24
b 7Y (Thbb, MVAZDOIY) #ff
Tz 7z, ZNEFNDOMAEDLEIZBNWT

7 OMFHMEIXIZIZE Lic L7z, 72, 4
OERGEIZ T > 5 LT TR L 72,

7V OHREH £ TORMAESICL 5T,

2DOD5MEFEL 2. ILWIFREMTIE

HnEHIZ T4 HDHFH O, L7z (T,

KB EB I - 2D F% 3 REEE 5 72),
WIS TIZ, R T2 4 A%, &
L7z Z DRI HEEEISER L ~OVEER I D
WTOMBMEDET L CFHZ N
2 THhs (Martin et al.,, 2009).

& R

FHDOZNFND 7 PI2xtT 5:#IREA %
Table 112/RF, 2 HEIEHIE TIZ, B IFk
St (4 (1) =20.0, p < .05) & 3F KRS
(x(1)=11.3, p<.05) DELLIZBWTY,
1) 2 7 EIREDPBEICS GBIRE Nz, L
L, 3BRIEHETIE, &b 505 MtICBW
THLRPSRE Z RSN - 72 GEVIEk
FETikx2)=.8, mWRREMETIZ
x(2)=4.7), REBRTIZLEH F TORM
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B B 2 B VR L 22 %, 2 B &
uﬂﬁaw)&w3WWﬁ*#<(m—6ﬂ
&L ICH IR & B EREI A I R
HEWTR LN h -7z,
~%mm,2%%%mk§§u§%%%ﬁ
I3 B IRD % & 70 5B IREUE & Pk
ntﬁmﬁﬁkmﬁfmﬁ% EDOREE,
B 5T THEENS (Simonson &

Tversky, 1992), ITWIFREM T, FHRY
T RWHA RN KE X IF 12(=.30/

(.30+.35) —.32) &% Y, EFERSEMHT
13 .04(=.26/(.26+.39) —.36) 72o72, #
NZNOBRPFEDMAE b L > TEH
ROKEZITITEND D 55, RICHT
IRF AT BRBIE DI W56 D 7 58 A R A 3 R
BIZEINIEE 25,

PRI £ 13, 2 BPUBSRMIT A L T

HYATD 7 PHTMZ bz bDTH b,

BT PED AT (principle of independence)
2k 3 &, Fio BRI BAZI NI E LT
b, BEfFOEIBICET 28R inE ¢ 5
Z 3% (Luce, 1959), $4bb, &Y
27D EBLALIZELTYH, K) 27D

T R 2707y (Thbb, %
WIREPUE) ~OBIRDIEINT 5 Z L1370

F 39 RERI B A 5228 (85 R)

LEINSD, 22T, IBILSAM L 2 2P
Sz BIF ) R 72D 7 h ) 27Dy

v & DO BIEIGE & 2 S L 72 (Fig-

ure 1 M), ZORE, LWk M Tl
3ERGAM D St 2 P S L D ) =

7D 7 KT BHHHRIREA B A E IS
C ootz (x(1)=4.52, p<.05) »%, & W\
TREHTITAELTENIT 2o (g
(1) =.26),

% =

TR &1L, PRWEIE, Thbb
FHO BRI 1209 2 RAFHBERT 5 BIR T
Hb, BOPDOFATIZEE 3R, K%L
TIFZHIBEIR B 3T 2 B AT A A 3R
INLREL LD EV) 2 EE -T2, L
L, ZWBRINEIC T 2580 2 2 38R
ARAEH L 3 RPUEFE T & D ICHEIR S IR
k& oRITHER L 72354, 3 SEIUGERE & %
D Wiz eI A S LB 2 & TRIHIE
PRI 2380 KT 5 2 L BES
720 ZHUZAHEMRINE TNUHUNET 5 FR5T
DR & T 4R THY), AEBRTHZ
WRRDEL 2w Z e kD, T2,
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Figure 1. Choice of compromise option relative to low risk option
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Z DZHAGEIIC T 2 5E I D B InIE T v
TRFEMGTOABEIN, EAITREN T
BISI N h -T2, T DOFRERIZARIIEH TR
L 7RG % SCRF T AR TH 5,

ARFEDRF Tl, FERBYEEREIC £ > T%
WAL T B K & LT, BRL -~ Lo
LR BT Tz, mEWIEREMTIE, v
PRt & R TERRLV N0 JEHETH 524
BEHSERINTE TREDPHER I NS,
FDID, 7D 2ODBMETH B MR EE
& REER & D O 7 E AOVF AL
T 5, TORNR, HATPRREMNTIT ZIHEIR
PRAT B EFERL 2,

L2 L, AWETRILE S Lz Z R D%
LI L ~VOZAEDIEIRTH 5, v
PFICIZ B L E LT 5, R ~ L
iy (B O S 1 R R v e e N A B B
SEICAKAT L 72338y
FDrzs, 2ERBEERE T, mWIEkEE
D J5 75 BIRBFAD K E T T BRI A5
LRI 5 L FHMI Nz, &2 AHDY,
$%%m2“ﬁﬁﬁ“?i%ﬁmw%‘

BT O R IIBRE I NG - 12,

AR TH W 72 258G %H & LB ROl
I3 Sagristano et al. (2002) WL D%
ZHFIC L CEELR, L L, #s5nitses
1357 ) ARERR TR Iy BEREIC & %8170
TACIZEEE I N e o2, ZDRFE L TF

2 b bNIE, BIEOWUESHEDENTH 5,

AR CILEIR E W) B e Oc 2 A L 72
I2x L ¢, Sagristano et al. (2002) (X7
X9 2# FE L& (desirability) & B&lT

& (bid) DEZE & v EIZ G2 FIH L

72 RV ~VEEGO TR LT, #IRo

P& c¥F L R MEDFTR I L 3 KEH

EhicHLEmzER Lz E VW) WMEITH B

(Zhao, Hoeffler, & Zauberman, 2007), %

Z TR D B 01, BB & &R

DFENTH B, KEBRTIE, 1 ADFEESM

FATH L TR L 72 S 4HIE 8 33 12 FRE,
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BZabnd %,

eI 2 X3 32 - 72, — 75, Sagris-
tano et al. (2002) TiF, 20 FEFHANDGEHE 5

RO 2 FVv, ZAlAA b 7 212kt
LB mZZ KD TW5E, 2L T, Mk

DAL DD TIINTDEDH L LD,
SRIER & LT, —E0RREHEL T
b, KERTYH, L) ERTAMER,
DL DMFDOMEE KDL Z &T, HIED
o cErd Litkwy,

¥ 72, B E&onZiconTly, ok
Fedkic, ZoRGEHEKICERY 5 B8 H
51259, BIFEonBE TR, LBRSEHIR
ENL 7D LT, —EDBHERT L
WEREND, 2k 5 Ik E KOs B
BT 5841213, WALR (compati-
bility effect) 2EL 2 Z £S5 TV 5
(Tversky, Sattath, & Slovic, 1988) . i 74
R 1L, OB & —ET BRI @I
LEADTVHMT 52 THD, WiITEL
7 P OBRTYw 2IE, BT EERET 582,
7Y DLEMEFR L) L LREFO S EHRS
5 E#z 515 (Lichtenstein & Slovic,
1971, 1973), % @ 72 &, Sagristano et al.
(2002) CTIFR L ~ )L 328 T ST R

DFGEDANTINZ b, SR E B L 72 )6
PRI NRLT o 2R D 5, 51
B L 9 BN E VT, AR
DR L 2R A WG S 5 WED B 5755 9

SHEOMRIZMITT

ARFECTIZBEIRLE LT 7P 2w/, L
L, SUIREDRIC B 5 Ko DWFse Tl,
EEOBEMERNTWS, B2, BFL>
CEBIRE L, TNET T P LAl L
W 2 oD M SELE L T (Simon-
son, 1989), HRFIENFTEN#H£2 B L, &
%1 7 2 SR ekl 2 720 % v CORAT
TRTCHFEINAHOMGL 2 RA 5 Z & 5l

BIZEHI,
bR L7z & 902, KRBT TIEET v ZiRhR
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L BRI NG5 12, ZOBHIE, #EUE
BT THY, ZOJRMEL LR & L
B k> THIEICEI I N Z L LNk
W, JBEED BRI B\ CORESEE AT
% %4 (Simonson, 1989) %, ZFiL~DH
LI I3 L THER 2 KW A (Geys-
kens et al., 2010) (213, ZWHshEHBEAT
LT ENHEINTWDE, bLZEITHD %
LiX, 77 FEEw- B THY), Y
e A R EE T B B 554 D F B3l AR R H
BRI N T WD F 2z bitd, 20k

I W HMETFIZ B WL RN AR X - TZ
RIRDIEIRT B 2 BEET B 2 213, KGR
DEZN W RETT 5 L TUEZS 9,

TR L ~NVEGGOBLE D 65§ 5 &, R
NV E 52 DO BR EEIET 5 2 &
LEBHmIZEHZ oN D, BRENEEELSC,
eI IR SR HERE, R AR 52
53135 (Trope, Liberman, & Wak-
slak, 2007) . ZefBRHE & 138G H & 34
EDOMICHIET 3 LRSI N 2R T,
72, ASHUEEE X 1, BRIE L NR LD
PSRBT EDOIRETH 5, ZiLb W
AITIZER L D g I T W R D 7
1, EWBAITIRER Y Lo EEI D
WERD e 3 N5 & 3 N5, UIREIR & 13,
ZFLZ2LHDT 7y FRREmOPICH 72 7%
TTr FRE R AL S AIT L BIEH
FHOATINC OV T OB SIEH AR TE
2o T ERL ~NOVEEG ALY S L,
Brree 772 FREHOLD “HFiEZ" %
T v NI L TR 52
BREDSRAE U B AREEDHE 2 LN D TH B,

ARFFETIL, IR T TORTEEREC
B U TR NUpZE b L, 2 okER, Zi
HROMBUCHEE 5.2 5 L) ]EE% TTIc
EBrBI ko7, EBROKR, WOy
DEGIEAIC I, A L L T 2%
RPWALT LWL -72, LaL,
IR FHIA BRI 125 U C, IR ~OL s 7 5 2

& BN RE L RIS S N dr o T2, AR
(2 ZAHENR D BERADA L IR ~ L DAL
ThHDLPE)PENGREY 52 EHMETH B,

51 A X @k
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