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A2I3) A 7#RIcBWT, ) A7 HEx
R ZEDHSNTWS (e.g. Kahneman &
Tversky, 1979; Tversky & Kahneman,
1992), ZOBIRIE, X7 NLE2T HHS
& Z N E FEEFOWIHEHE & 7e 5 SFOHEIR % $iE
IRENTHEICE, BRADTHEFEI NG Z
EEEWRT S, ) A7 BEEORREIC R
IETEEANEED 1 DICHFELS H 5, W{D
2> DRFFEIZ FIFFREIUC 35V T3 mo /N &
e blzonNTY) ZA7HE»HATHZ &%
mL, TN EE—F Y& FE (peanuts
effect) & &fHF T3 (Haisley, Mostafa,
& Loewenstein, 2008; Prelec & Lowenstein,
1991; Weber & Chapman, 2005), %12 (3,
100% > $10 & 50% 7 $20 & DR DI &
T, 100%D 8 1 &£ 50%D$ 2 EnT
13 2 % —BYUBUS K 5B A N 5 D
Thb, —EDFWET TR, ) AZHETIE
%K, LAY AZEEDEL 52 & LHGE
ENTW5S (Weber & Chapman, 2005).

By VEIRIE ) 2 7 3R & B R IR
EDORNCIZILAD A ) = AL hH b EHZ D
MY b iEH N Tw A (Chapman &
Weber, 2006; Du, Green, & Myerson, 2002;
Estle, Green, Myerson, & Holt, 2006; Green
& Myerson, 2004; Green, Myerson, & Osta-
szewski, 1999; Myerson, Green, Hanson,
Holt, & Estle, 2003; Rachlin, Brown, &
Cross, 2000), Z D H51%, W » #1575
RN e B 2 1%, W F ToRIED

(|

FBREWMATLZE EFEURRE XIZT LR
ET b, B2, 100% DHEFDS 50% D HifE
AT 52 8103, BIEORIPARADHH
HICIER SN2 Z L EHLMRE L DD TH
5, ZOGED H1E, 100%D $10 & 50% D
$20 &\ 9 2 DFEPUK o ] THESE 74388
i % AT 5 ERSIMHE L, AHN$10 &
BHH?D $20 &5 2 DB IRfE oM TIi3 Al
RERY 720 3R &880 4 2 2 L s TS L B,
WHFELREERTH B,

LY R 78R BRERLEIRD A X LT
[J U A A= ZLDHAET D% 6H1F, Wl
DOINELFPT 23T TH S, ) 2 7:ERIC
B 5 v—F v URRlE, HEmoEAIciE
W) 27 BIRBACXS B B I HER T 5 2 &
EEWRT 5, LOREICHEZ (E, FERFRHEEIR
12 B W THI AT B I eV, AR
Bl 2 BIFDTE AT 5 L THIEN S, L
L, ZOTMEIERT 2RI FMEZNT
W5, BEFMEEIR T, #MmEs AT 51
PEV, BEIEFR I K 2 U584 5 Bl
EBEINTED, HMERIE (magni-
tude effect) & -4 Tv» % (Chapman,
1996; Chapman & Winquist, 1998; Grace &
McLean, 2005), 2% 1, AH»N$10 & #
HD$20 & nfED#ERE, KHNF 1 &3H
HD$ 2 & DDEINE 7241, HiE
[P S AR 11051753 s a2 13 S RN iy N Y
ZEERRLTW S,

o, BN E ORI 2 7 HIR & SRR
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e T A
SRR TR T 10 5 D722 5 I 7 Z DI
WELT, )AZICHABEMT 2HKN, T 74
bbERHEDOH L\ E N T3 (Prelec
& Lowenstein, 1991), A3 F L WiEHR
WEL GG AICE L 3G TH B
(Bell, 1985; Loomes & Sudgen, 1986) .
LNBERHEDHSIE, FFELWRRIES S
WHEMED R WIGAICRE {, RWEAIZIZ/ N
E v (Mellers, Schwartz, Ho, & Ritov,
1997; Mellers, Schwartz, & Ritov,, 1999;
van Dijk & van der Pligt, 1997), A¥nFE
BEITAfERIC & > TZbL, BIERHORR &
B TH B, ZD1o, V) A 7BRPUCH:
HOHENTH DR E—F v VR 2 AL
BRREFEZLNDLDTH 5,

Weber & Chapman (2005) (35N Z%
ERRMICEIEL 2 FEHEB I ) 2 T,
KGR Z LT 2R 2 L 72, #b I
E—TFw VRIRDEL 55 LT, I
DIFALHERRD R 2 &, OB o5
IEHERD LR RE N L R L 72,
2%, E—F v vahRiC3MERE»BEET 5
ZEEIRRL TS, KRS, ZD5H 2 EERT,
FERR NS (e IV, ) 2 X — B PURIC
K9 B BIPDIEINT 5 2 LFFH L 72, 2T,
FERDUNS VAT, R L - T 2
F PRI 2 IS iE N 2 e - 72,
ZNZ EIE, KHEDREIFIT/NE WEEIC
1, E—F v VRRIIEL TN EERLT
W, HFE L WRERD AL B ITREME DN E v
LAziE, W N s ki3 b, %
D728, Weber & Chapman (2005) 13 H£E
ENBREDNEKK LB EDE—F VR
ROBEHTH % & FiEL 72,

ARWFFeH Hiix, Weber & Chapman
(2005) PDIEWEL 72 R %, b L3R
T LPETRE 2 HOTHGEET 5 2 & Th 5,
AHFIE TI3AE S DR 728 IEER DSz, B
ERER & T Hakkal 2 v THEES N IR
ZHEEL 72, £, AR TIIEGRAOH

98—

(AR R) 810 B9 4 7

WiegAIzlx, B—Fy VRIRIERA T 5 &
W) AREE % 3L T 7z, WAL PEAR B (compati-
bility hypothesis) 12 & % &, NHEHH TH-
T & EMNLIHE % L DB EAE 1
% (Lichtenstein & Slovic, 1971, 1973), —
FHR— 2 V) F—DPEFHmEICB T,
RO T 4 7@ HIGERER CI3REEH 2 1

XL T, 24T 4 7B EG A
THEM NS (Meloy & Russo, 2004;
Shafir, 1993), KE X\ ) 27T 4 7 7l
BHETGHRN E ARErH 5 5257255,
Fnih, HEEHRN TR Z L DR EE
MEINDEWETED, L LE—F v VIR
PHRFE N REP DN LIk > TED
LD THIUL, HEEHEEATIE—F v Va2
3T 5 ETFREINS,

THAFERTlE, WL E—T v VR
BEND L) R E Tz, R Tl
FERSIMFEIIHTORA L T2 F5 L, i
DFL L DFHRICTES 5 0B OMEE K
D HL, THEERIC B W TEBRSIEIZK
DL Z XE, FEAICIZRIREEN & H—
T» 3% (Kahneman, Knetch, & Thaler,
1991). CLBbLLT, I TRMESN
LI RPEE & — L v, SR L T
LHELICHT B RIFHTERT L2 BIG 0B Y
Fr A #E (endowment effect) & I:E T
W% (Kahneman et al., 1990, 1991), %o
e LT ERSMEHTZAS»HRAL T
LRZICHTL T, &0 R A 2T B
I2%H % (Carmon & Ariely, 2000; Peters,
Slovic, & Gregory, 2003), FrAMIzxd 5
LS EEmIcBEI N2 EI 2 H 5
(Johnson, Haubl, & Keinan, 2007) = &7
EDFRFEEIN TV D

Weber & Chapman (2005) D 2 FBk(iZ
PR & FIRR I SRR % W TR
DEMMEEHGEEL 72, 87 6, FRHITHEIR
WG L% wiEiETh b (Bell, 1985
Loomes & Sudgen, 1986), =7z,
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FERCIEERBE L ) iR —F o VYRR
PEREIND Z LI Nz, Lo, F
TR TIE, 2oL ) R IEBEI N
Polz, —7, HEEMHEEBTIIEFEEMNICB W
TE @i —F oy vahE, $4bbl) 2
7 DR FIUR I 3G9 5 il SIS
72, 2T L HREREICHT 5 —E DL
BN EE257259,

LR 2 MFET 5 7201213, kR o
WHLAHZS . T¥h b, KRR TIR
2 DB % FSEIC Tl 2 DTl 7% <,
- 72 B %477 9 0 5 TH B, Filc, B
M (query theory) 2 XU, BWICATH
WoAtifi % FHI L, v CIERTE Mo flift %
FEAf 9 % X BiEH & 11 % (Johnson et al.,
2007), Z D7z, HEERITFERR &
LTSI ERLTEDLEHH, RED
E—F v VRIROEKNIZ LT 5 51E, ik
Bz BT B —F v VR B &
N539ThH5,

ARFETI1Z, Weber & Chapman (2005)
DH 1 FEEH A 7258 A GHERR O s o G fh o
I B, 125 ADEMEL bW, b &
R, BPBER TR bR O EE D
125 DGEMTIEE—F vV RIRPBE S L
s, TRALIEER O HERDY 4 DG TlR e —
F o VRSB INDL ETRENSE, FL
T, b LGRSz Ao e —F v VR
Wa b X2 ENICHEL KITT DL 5T,
HALIEER 1.25 D&M Tl3, #EIRUCHRDY
TEII R LN W ETRENS,

Weber & Chapman (2005) D 2 £k

BT, REREEZBGEEL 7225, &2 Tl
LB E 112 & L7z, ZOKER, il
mAVNE {7 BITHEW ) 2 X — PRI
LU E - 7oAy, ) 2 F—#PURIC N
LRI 0% 52 M2 5 2 2 id ko7,
DFN, 5O L 2 & THFE L E—
F o VR E LT L O TE v, AKWTSE
DAHETIE, EEHREATIRE—F v VR
W9 5 EFUT 572002, HEIREER TIEEH
FE—F v VR EL B FE L v,
Weber & Chapman (2005) (Z5ffbifEERN
PR EWH I E—F o VRIRIZEE TH 5
ZE LIz, 22T, WMILMERD DY 4
DA% AWFFETIZERA L 72,

il oy

EEEZAE FLIRTE N DO RAL KA 242 44
(BHE191 &, M 151 4) PR —ER X
LC&mL 7z,

BRI FEBRBINEICIE 1T g Mk E
B L 72, Z O3 ARG B & 13 B iR 20
MbEEntni,

FiEE  RWTIE T, LRSI E 1358 R
(n=111), #EHE (n=105), LA (n=
126) @ 3 DDy NI, FEBRSBINE
Ao Zen 7 iz o &2 T 5 L9
I N, AEBRTLEWRE 7 VI
Table 1 IC737,

BB FEBRGHEIE, 2 (FEFRIE) X 4
(ZHEH) DRAFERGIHEZ > 72, BiE
EBBMEMOERTH Y, HBEIZERSN

Table 1 Lotteries
Outcome magnitude
Probability ratio

¥100 ¥1000 ¥10000 ¥100000

1.25 50%, ¥100 50%, ¥1000 50%, ¥1000 50%, ¥1000
40%, ¥125 40%, ¥1250 40%, ¥1250 40%, ¥1250

4 12%, ¥4000 12%, ¥4000 12%, ¥4000 12%, ¥4000
48%, ¥100 48%, ¥ 1000 48%, ¥1000 48%, ¥1000
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HWNDERTZ > 72, MEEREE, G B &
N E BRI DMEEIZ D v Tld, Weber &
Chapman (2005) 7"fRH L7234 0% MH L
7z (5 DFEBRTIZBEERALIIK P Lz 7z
B, FNEHARMICES R CTHEAL ),
EHE A 1.25 DGAICIE, MAGbEN
727 Y DMIRMERIT 40% & 50% & L7, FE
IR 4 DYEIZIZ, 12% & 48% & L 72,

tlAaGb SN2 7 2 OWHFHEIZFE—Th - 72,

B 213, FESRIERAH1.25, A4 47 100
M DLEMET TlE, 40%DHEERT 125 M5
SHETH D72 & S0%DHER T 100 M H7 4
BEHETH L 7P DMAAEDEE LT, 1
ADEBRZINFZIL 4 DDA DD 7 V%
Ty AREFTRREIN, FDELL)—
FEEIRT 5 & LA, ©h L &38R
L0 #MET B L5 IRd SN
TSRO F BRI mNL, I & FEkC, 2
(W lbde) X 4 (HHEH) ORAFESGTn
7207z, HEERILIT O M Z BT, 3
LE—DTHEE 2 H 72, HEETIE, 14
DITVWHBE LA, TRLTHRN
EEZ L7 EBET L L) IKD ST,
B2 138, 40% DMEART 125 A5 2& 44 Th
572 50%DMEZRT 100 A L3440 T
HbL7CON, FRLTLIWIZDIEELS
LD EMEERDLNTZDTH 5,
RO BT, 2 (FEERIEER) X 4
(ZHEHE) X2 (AW, D) 2Ax—7%
PO vs. & 0 Zeds 7o) oA SR
ThY, UTomEZRNT, #IFEEE H—D
TR EZ 572, ZOWDERSIMNEIT 1 DD
IO ERALTHLREIZBNT, 570
OB EEEI N L EIZ, FETA
Nadh, FHFANL VW PONEEZT L1
Kb, BIZIE, HHEBRSNEIZ
40% DR T 125 5 RGH TH D 7 0 %
PRAELTWD E &I, FNES0%DTHERT
100 2528845 ThH 5 7 ¥ L ZXWT 508K
HPOREERDLNT2DTH B, THDOKS

& o ZAlAG bR, BRI R TR
IREN 7P ERUEE 572, AL TV &
L7z 7 DI EBRS AR TY 7 v 5 —x
Fr 2L, Thbb, PEOERSNHEIL
LRGN, L VREL 7R RAT S
FMEICEID BT H N, R O L3k
DN, I ) 2AX—2% 7 P ERAET 55N
WEN D BT S,

& S

AEBRTIE 320 E L b, 5144,
KREZINBOBIHILIT O & 5 128 T 5,
IR & H W 7235812 13RI S 172 8P
5, HEERER T TR 1L - 7238 IR
ZOWIFHE T 5 e/ T b, T, Kk
B TlE, Wz 2T A e - 728540121
PR L T 2381 s, iz 2 Az
A3 % & TR S BRI E RS E
DT % PN 5 L EFRT 5, EFSImo#E
PGER % Fig. 1 & Fig. 2 2, Fig. 1137k
BILH1.25 D44, Fig. 2 ISR 4 0
FMUTTORRTH 5,

E—F o vahE g, SRR E KA
LTZAb§ B4 Th %, Cochran’s Q-test
ZHWT, #iiEic L - TERDET 52
oM LTz, ZORER, fEEEEE 4 DENT
TlE, FTNTOREHRNIZB T, #RHH
MElc & »> CTAERICEILL 722 EaoRE e
(Q(3)=60.5, p<.05 in choice mode, Q(3)=
22.8, p<.05 in rejection mode, and Q(3)=
50.7, p<.05 in exchange mode), —7/7, #f
BIEA1.25 T ClE, EERA ToAE
B2 /i 5 (Q(3)=8.3, p<.05), fil
DR TIIAE T Zh -7 (Q(B3)=6.6 in
choice mode, and Q(3)=3.3 in exchange
mode) .

) 2 x —#PURIC 39 23 ] 50% L
Lo T DIE, WMERRILER 4 ST TORIME
DY¥100 DA T2 572, 2HREE B S
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Percentage of Participants

¥100 ¥1,000

Ml choice
rejection
O exchange

¥10,000 ¥100,000

Outcome Magnitude

Fig.1 Percentage of participants choosing riskier option under probability ratio 1.25 in each decision

mode.

Percentage of Participants

¥100 ¥1,000

M choice
€l rejection

Oexchange

¥10,000

¥100,000

Outcome Magnitude

Fig.2 Percentage of participants choosing riskier option under probability ratio 4 in each decision mode.

Lotz 25, PR L Rk TR ) 2
X I 2RI AR -7 (2=
3.87; z=2.75 respectively p<.05 in one-
sided) 7%, HEMNTRAEZE TR L1722
(z: 54) $72, N5 3ODBERMTIE

CHE L E WD Hoz (x22)=6.1,
p<.05)o TAT e L bW TEEIEL
72 (p<.05), HEIEERX & HEED
B THOAEEED D - 72,

TR DGE, AL TWwb 7212k -
TRIFDPEALT 5 L FRENE, RET 57
CHOEFHE R Fig. 3 1I2R 7,
L DFMETTIE, RET 27 21CBbLT,

e o e

W EANE e B &) 2 — BP0
‘“?Rbfﬁ%ﬂ CEOML 72 (LD ) 2% —#R
2R DOYA QB)=285, p<.05, HE
'J ZX—TlE e WBRRFE2HREDEHA
Q(B3)=238, p<.05), L&»L, MERLA1.25
DEMT TR, WIS CRIRICHEE S
EWR ko7 (&0 22X —#R K2 RA
DA QB)=20, HFEHN ) AX—TlE%ewn
HEARIE 2 R D854 Q(3)=1.61),

= =
ARHF7el3, Weber & Chapman (2005)
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Percentage of Participants
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Fig. 3 Percentage of participants choosing the riskier option in exchange mode.

PEME L 22 RGO Z L2 MAE L 72, B 5
D 7B PER DS, SRR & acHibk
NxHWT, EBRSINHEORNE G L 72,
REBOMER, LITOZ La5EHS Nz, #
1z, ¥XTCoguEtkic BT, HMms
ETF 22 o0 TY) 2 X — BP0 23
Phahn L7z, 55212, 3EHEEES ClEEIRE
AL DL, V2RI T 5 3BATF D55
ALz, #3102, kR TIEY) 2 X —FIR
23t LT 50% L Lo IRy s s g =
LB o2y, BIROREEICI3EPRER &%
WIE e o 7z,

AR TlE, EEEETIEAT T 4 7 70
A EEME I N D 2o, ELHERTIRE—
F o VRIRIZIEAT B v R R LT,
AREBOFERIT ZNE LT 5, T2, IR
BRicBWwWTbE—F v VRIRI BRI NL
o T2 EALIERR D AR A3/ N S W AT T,
20D MICEWIBE I NG -2, 2
DT EIE, E—F v R EAED X LR
[ESIEREY S W TRYA SR < e B B b7 N - @
WD ETRZAH1E2H9, ZILHDFERIZEHR
e LFL T B,

E—F v Y EIERIZ BB o TR 2 el
MG &\ ) R A BCE T AUE T RE T
» % (Prelec & Lowenstein, 1991; Weber &

Chapman, 2005). Weber & Chapman
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(2005) 13HEFRDPEART Z & T, BB
BoFRKICER LR ETELZ, UL,
TR ORI BB O TR % 2L 2
TeHHEME D TRE T E v AN\, kT,
EEREN CII AR (reflection effect)
WYL RT 5 2 & & 1172 (Cheng,
2010), 20 Z &3, HEERER TR
IZBWTHRICE T 2 EE S, Y
27D RT 52 L EERT 5, 21U
BB DIZR G RE & IR & Tl
—EL e WITHEEE AR L T b, ARFEERIC
B GEIRBER & HETRER & D E L 72
DL, HILHERD D 4 & KE WA
Thb, b LHAMICHETER D SURRIR % 0
ML, ) ATEEEEZ DO D 7% 51, MERRIbE
D125 DEYAICBWTY, ) 2 X —EPUL
X B BIFAT 5 ETHENDL, L
L, 2D &) i Ridd s - 72,
FERER 1.25 DEMT T R 7 By ig
KL7ZICLBEDL LT, Zhh) 2 X —#PUK
DBPFUCIED S el 5 72DIEDH I e ZD X
I Z DL 2B & L, floor effect
DUREMEDH 2 L5725 5, HEFRILE
1.25 DEMET TIE, ) A X @M
B BIRD 3D 5 72726012, ) A 7 Bk
BR DB W S 17 - T2 W THEED B B o
) 2 7FPUS BT, BHIT ) 2 % — 758N
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JBA 3 2 BTN, ZDT2sd, Z DR
% LGS 5 &9 T deflEe i WD %
g, LaL, ZORBTEMEET 572010
1%, GHBOYGES WIS,

TSN TIE, WHFFELTH L ThHh->TH Y
Z F — IR A9 23R 50% Ll iz 7
% &) BiffETe T v RS S e,
Lo L, RERHIZHED T, gl
PR L D) DiEV E—F o VR BIER
ENEETHLELY, WHFORIZE WL
»olz, ZHZ EIE, Weber & Chapman
(2005) D 2 EBIZ BT, BRIBEN &3
EEROMEICIZEND RN o722 L &
FREDFERTH b, WH DL TIE, &%
KNS BT 3 5B R S 5 D T,
ZDBRITEL IS 5 AR
&% (Johnson et al., 2007), Z D7z,
R LR IR S & BB 13 FRE O T
EThH B, FEERk L B 2 7 = X 208
s, REFZELRCTS b EEL, £
DFER, KRB HE N, ZZHERIc B W T
BTty VRIERDE e B E T 7228, %
D& AERIIFES N - 72, BRIFTED 5
RN D\ T ZFF s 7 Sz &
IZE WL,

Weber & Chapman (2005) 13! Z ¥ —%#
P 23800 2 AR & L ¢, KL
M BMEDO R D B L F R L 72, KR
HME & oI E A RIS A
T4 TS TH B, REICITERDPB G L
n—5T, #%HEE (38R P59 2 By T
» % (Bell, 1982; Loomes & Sudgen, 1982) .
Weber & Chapman (2005) 13, EUEE &
FEEMR E DI TIZ E—F v v RIE WD
LhroleZl b, #BilEEE—F 0 ViR E
DORNCIZBRIZH 5 13T VHEW & v
BHOTW5, KIFFROERIE, #5650 R
BELTWE Lyiclbinsg, b LR
Lo THELBHBMEE V) B E—F v VR
REELSHLDLHIE, WHEERn L & T

{
{

-
-
-

DBEPULBIBER 13- 213 T TH 2, L
L, ZDL) GRERBELN L -T2,

ez, BIRBER & Bk, TR s
WL HEMEIZBIS 3% (van de Ven &
Zeelenberg, 2011), ##efka Tl, T
b7 LW O@EREMbN SN TH 57
b, ZHUFBRIZERDLILE, HAHOMBIR
D TlE, R & RIREEN & oIz %D
HEWDEL 5003500 -> T, UL,
DRI 2 5 = X A DS, ki B 5
76 0) FOFKM S 72 R L IR & 13 B
526, 2ODADTFREDLRNEL &
LEELZ L, HIREI LWL HICE
bid, ZnZ &iF, #fEEE—F v VR
E DN IZWIEZ BIfR D e 2 & R R L C
WLEWVWZDLIEHT,

2 AT, PR & o — BT
=Ty VRIRDE L R TULE L T o
T TLEEEI N L v HIFTEHT R E
7259, E—F v vshFIcBT 2R TIE R
GG b, IS & BB D 72
BRIZHTT 2 EA DT DBEK % 155 L 72K
755 (Green et al., 1999; Prelec &
Loewenstein, 1991)., F7z, Ji4E, BEHEE
Tld 7%, BEAETHWLNTW S Tt E
EFLL 22 PeE THe & TH WG RN Z2 A v
AT, ) A 7RI BT REpRLE
R & BRI H RS R DAL 5 & v ) Jis D
&N T3S (Jones & Oaksford, 2011),
INHDIE—F o VRO MBI 12 P0E T
2B b B OEHBRES BT 5 2 L R L
T, Bzl EBYI2, E—Fv Vi)
S & AR & (%, ) R 7RI & LR
WEHAET 8P 5 IFEELHRTH 5,
D —F v VEIRIEEIEER 13 R B0
BB N T B 28tz B W T L T
BRICBIgEN B L) 2 X, 4D E—
o VRO & D B L TEE LT
DI b EHZ L5,

AHFE T, Weber & Chapman (2005)
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LAREIE L 72 B —F v s BB 5 AR
HEMGLT 5 72612, PRI TR
K& AR &) B 2P0EThi & 2 W
THGER B2 - 72, ZOFER, HEHEND
BRI —B L 7228, el T
IR —BU3 RS e b - 720 AREFE T,
KGR OLFHZRE L Tl i b nis -7z
LIEE VN, BTy R E R PeE s
FEEIeT 2 ECHERELBRETH), 4HBE
T LR NEEN D,
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