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B ORI0FAR, —RFEFATETELAASALE T HE AL T EFAREE. b T 28R BFe 2
EM), C AR TR R R RO P A SRR A FI A, KR RAKE RA R F LT 6 R FAT A AR

ET ey BAE. S RARGT P REARSIGRFELR IR R MG, HRA CEIEEL
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- WO =

1 5|8 B 20 M NSRRI 2 —,

T 22 MU % B £ 8 ke SR 7 L 28 1F e igf;f@;iiﬁi@ﬁi*ﬁﬁﬂﬁfz
BRI TR, (DR AR e o oC O A ITRERL AR,
e i T R e i 10 e, B WRARANE RO i

ﬁﬁ?i%ﬁﬁm%¥m%ﬁﬂ$%%m%% SR ST, AR S R e AL, AN A
- 7B Y, : == BB - Ju

SR T e A D T S ol 780 AY P R A B B4 A9 (bounded rationality), {H i
B, TR T R b s ke g Do bR ORI A, A1 e
Mt s e e S VR ER Z R L Tl S B S, %
- %%u% Lﬁi%ﬁA%m%m5%+T IR ELAT BT 45 3% RO PRI 45 M (Aerts, Sozzo,

b , L 7 ES A pE i h N

PR AT ER, 556 H S B L ek e &Wﬁgﬁgﬂﬁk%ﬁx’ﬁ§1J29°%
5 P15 (Baron, 1988; Gilboa, 2009)., i L7 45 i i SO, AT FORIR T I B SRR A
S B A R )t A gy NPT, TSI IR R A2 R
SR, EECEAT L, gy D) T AR TIE LU R A MR R
PR D O R S e 7 BT RERIIE S AR A (5 7 f
H&ﬁ?_(Chater, Tenenbaum, & Yuille, 2006; Tenenbaum, \?H% ﬁ%% i %j IE\‘@ o }Fjﬁ; j% TA;E ’ X
Griffiths, & Kemp, 2006). Ji%& 2t Pesk B TS H, A=A EIX Bt 7 DRABURILA TV

NFEARHE ST AT B e S IF Al SR MY, 2 FRAEFARERNE

W2 R JURN R &2 e AT H W P sk, an " _

(At ik AR Kok S g 21 RRPOTHRERS

1:(Tversky & Kahneman, 1974). K 2B 5 TR SRR (n DL - 347 ) 246 A2 751

AR I, BRI ERET, ARk

" IS SRS (belief state)2xBifii fa] 284k, H 2K

iﬁ%ﬁgﬁiﬁ%ﬁ 235 AR R (CCAT10105) ) )% —RIEMZIR SRS A TR E R (Asano,
I U5 ke 2 B0 2 25 BRI 3 (JSTY 2017006) . Basieva, Khrennikov, Ohya, & Tanaka, 2012), &R
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(B AL G P SRR B B AEAE B G . AASE B
i, AFERE P RE SRS RN, EHR
FARE ), PR ASBE 7 B b A o A AE S Rt
AT 5E 915 2R 2S5 (Busemeyer & Bruza, 2012),

T DR SRR R T TR DR ik AR v I A ) S
FEAR SREA R RGE . XFE AR AT DL —
A2 2 0 1) ——“ B T I Sk iR AT e A (A
Do FrigeEE s MM B — HHXHE 14
FH, FHFPRT — s . — Pk
YR, — U/ NEE T L B — HR R A I SRR/
M, AR B T e A AR BT REE SN 50% 6
MR R AR, FHEAN/MIEH DN, 2T
T, MG o MR A AR, kA AR g/ NR T,
ARG B2 /N, A TESE (IR TL4R, 2002).
X, BN T RS ERITHHETU
M Z 0, XA RES R A7 B ETE?
DGR E, X BN 2 50 0 s 2 0% 1Y,
AT ERES . iR F RS IA R, X B AL
RER—FRIEARNE, BESE SO RES, B4R
PR FRIE AP SRR N E MG T, 2014),

Bl R RAN

SMERBEXRET, —UNETERN#E
ARSHA KA RE, XA SRS T A e
5 BOM S A E R R EA A, FI, &7
PRI XS PSR PR AN B AR RS i iR 5
fRREEA 1S R ME S L #(De Barros & Suppes,
2009; Busemeyer & Bruza, 2012),

2.2 MEINREHFZM

O PR T ST R 2 i s B 3200 R i
S AR PRI BT AL 1 RS, IR Bl &2 1
55 SR RE 8 v AU A B RIS — 220 T 4k )
INHDIRZS o 40, WTE W — ARt DR i 52 1
[ 380 2 7 R T, a2t B e 1 G ] 2%
[1) RS A 0 BUAR S (M B A ) o

W EIR I, WA, PR e 45 R A e
TR S I 2 A ) M B, I AT LA AR B
FOY PR (A, 2014), A, 58— REE )
R CFE Y 1 — P X DA BR800 3 ) BT 0 745 AR S
FEARHRE Y, 3% 50 H7 K AS ABT AL (AN i 8
RERFF B L kUL, A B, Bl
1HERETT BE B AE M (FTRE 2 M, WAThe
BN AESE, N—FE A, (8440 F A B
EMIRT, R I AR B0 0 45 SRR — A R
A, PR E RIS IR AN BE 58 4 S W B A
YRR o INTEIRIZ R AR B Lok UG, I A5y
B 22 A DA R bR S T S SR 2 ) 815 T 58 A T o
ANH 2 MRS I AR FH A9 45 SR (Blutner, Pothos, &
Bruza, 2013),

2.3 SRS AN E 1

WP RREIR TR, & — AT AR
A, B2 —A ) R 4 H (R — el &) AT LA
B AR g — AN RS, AS TR [R] X 7 1) % AR R A
FEARAN R, X827 S48 Hh Ay fth 7] Ay o] 22
WIRAFE A . WU, e i [a) 825 52 w4
TR S [l R 225, 30 A, 3R 2 RS v 1 L 55K
N o AEGYRAT, FR T AR T 48 B0 A A B
VAR A X A3 RN B A A 2 I ORI, 614,
TR 1997 4726 H B Gz e A RS T, 7
RIS (0] 82 B AR AR, AT
BB KA T BE WAL (Moore, 2002), iX
i R T 4 MU 2R rf AR 25 TR U O6 T A A M
WAL 2.4 77), BAREGRICRBEIRI S5 B F— 2
LR B (Un DL 37 5 55 ) (Busemeyer &
Bruza, 2012)f f# B R 50, 8 2 X SL 2y o)
P B N LA T A g R 1, i EL AR
AR ARAT B

T HIE T, A E R S IR AT
ORI, N AT RE [F] B A B A &R
ik, XM R 28 1 T RIS B A A R
T4, 2002) 7B GUR, — A AT FAS ]
R B R VL, AR AN BE R B B Y
Mok T B B — A AR T — A AR
Ja, o3 — 2 B B — RS I
o Flin, —AATHRIE—4E, Babai kA, n
RHEEANACHEL, o e skidR
i HE, AR ZEF I ELFCRR), bS]
b A ELE, T REAR SR AH B kR
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o AESANEF Y, A DA ZE T A R L
L FIWTES, Ml E OB IS E T . B, Y
T 5% 2 o 1 ) e — PR A A T 0 B, gk
TCE HERR AR A A B RS
24 AWFHEHARZRNEHITE

K EHL Bt e AR 3 37 AE 28 AR BB 1
FAlz b, 2 BBER BRI Y32 48 OC RFR AR
B, ERBET, G5 Sk W i 2
H(the law of total probability), iHidiX— & FH A LIk
S RS ST 25 44 1) DL B (B R, 2002),
A, —E ARG B, 7843 25 (disjunction) S
I8 F 4y 25— 3R (category-decision making)SZ 5 77,
S 5 A Y 25 R R 3 1 4 BE 3295 W) (Lewinskd,
2015; Pothos & Busemeyer, 2009; Wang & Busemeyer,
2016).

w2, hEARE R K =2 (Von
Neumann) & 115, R348 SCHTE A R A0 4725 1)
T — A Fa i, XEEEEEFMREATE
22N N A ARk W A5 22 10 IR 38 R L U A 2 B
(Bruza, Wang, & Busemeyer, 2015), [Ft, & Fk
HBLI B % Ao VF IR L 5 1 A A Rk I Y R A
1E., Busemeyer fil Bruza (2012)f8Hi, & T2 H
TRz R B, BT REE T
ZARARE, BAERKMREE S, =
BT i B0 ) T o

3 EFHEERMZABRIBILAILLE

A SR R 28 B SRS o Sl R TR
SREFN T M P SRR R A B R, X P AN R A
Z ] A DX ) R 8 T B T e SR A R R A2 5 e S A
X0 o PRI, AR R 26 EL I 3 AT 3 1 A o
S B SR =2 Ak
31 ZFESEHMNENX

2 BRI AR S ] Q, FRoRPTA Al
e & A S . FHE T e R B T A 45 AR
PR S e A TR 2 W, SC8 Pl ek
BB RREAR S A, A4 H—4
FHk, M ACQ, FHE BWN—AFH, Mdf
BC Q; I HUME WM HFMH AUB UIKZSF
1 A B BRFEA S [/ H ] R & AR A~

PR IS T AR AR s |, #51%
25 N A E S S ) iV =|V),
i=1- N} ITRE, IAMFRIZE RN N 4 A

IRAFRZS ], X N AR AR IS 3R, 5
PF A R F A RAARE 2 [ — A Fas i), 3k
VOV R, %5 Wi R — 45 A
(B EEHIF)PA= Y V) (V| (Aerts, 2009). #5F 14 4,

ieAd

B NAFHE T A SRAAHR 25 R A W AR, AR ZS )
ViV PR R IS A5 18], 58250 Vin Vel
PIFFRY 2 F 725 8] (Aerts & Gabora, 2005; 515
B, #F, 2010).
32 BEEMENX

2 MR R I IA N, M S B AR 2 ] v AR
ANFAE 4 FiE AU p 5 5E p ()L —
FHXER I ER, Hd p (OEBCH[0,1]. & 4,B N
MEHEF B A F A, B ANB=0, IBANE p (4
UB)=p (4)+p (B)s

RIS 1 e A R AR S R R
— i S NWIIRIRAS, fEX—IRE T A4 F
1 A AR AT LB S T gk AR vV
HR MR, HACERISRE p (4) =|PalS)[ . &
A, BRHEFFM, VinVs=0, Bl Pa.Pg=0784 1L
IR p (A4UB) = |(Pa+Po)|S) =
[Pals) +=p 4yt p B
33 KiHHE

FELAER I, #5901 4, B AHEA AR
HAFIE, BAEHE A ESEERNEKIT,
KAEFM B S p (BlA)= p (ANB)/p(A).
BFEARZS RIEE— R0 X (=1, N}, AR 00
HIp Xl A) =1, FEEMFARRET, mkEEp
(DFERH LT, FIMEIELE RS T 4225 6]
HERBFI N 1,

PRSI, M 4 B4, M
AR ZS K N JECIR 25 |S) 5578 Ry |S,) =Pa|S)/
|Pa|S)| o TERIMERSEML, Sk [Py |S)| TR
—ALH T, BHERIRE|S,) MBIy 1, RIPRIE
R TR
34 HEM

RIS WIS 4, B AT AR &4, 5%
JE PN F 22 (RS AE AR 35007 (F7 3 4%, 2002)
2 MM RIS NN TEAE — 2 E RS2 8e b, RAEAE
—ANFEARZS (], Horpf 8 S8 b R RE R AR I T A
Fifk o FEXFERE ST, ARSI
PR BAR Y . IF H ST AL p (A0 B) =
p (A p (BlA) =p (B)p (4|B)=p (BN 4), KWITEL L
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FEARZS (A, Fif 4, B R AT IHAEME A
1k AB MR, BIES MRt R
A, N2 BT RN

e T RERIS T, F I A AR I A R 1
MR —HIESSIH — R T E W, Hixd
FERAEME— B, MBI bR 1562 1] BEAE7E L 55
LA AP AV S VB C WA
[F] F) 25 2R 2 i e 8 B, X PR SR 1 22 sl T R
AT T o IF Hig ECEE T, st
F{F AB KL (MR p (4B) = |PeP4|S)|, il BA
B MR p (BA) = [PaPs|S)| o TERE B Py
1 Pg 278 WA [R] A A6 B, T 66 B e vk AN Wl 2 58
HH ) Pa.Pg # Pg.Pa, WULHS p (4B) # p (BA),
VLIS AEAE A AT

B2, SR E E L (M E R,
MR SR R 28 HUARE AR 3B LA A [ 1 RR B
X BRIbZAb, PIEZ A RS K, &
FRERING P20 5 A AT R I 5 2 A R D
Y E 2 X 5] (Busemeyer & Wang, 2015; Busemeyer,
Wang, Khrennikov, & Basieva, 2014), i 7EE{ 5L
b, A [ L [R)AS FH 25 i 44 30 A9 L) 260 iz A
WRAAAEN, J&RBNEE o R B AR B,
3 A I 57— T T EQIE T 8 MR S i R

4 BTRREBVENRIHONHE

41 DBMMK

Sy B UV (Disjunction Effect)j&H Tversky Fll
Shafir 7E 1992 445 5% # & F 14 JZ ] (sure thing
principle) i 1 i F2 48 H 19 (Tversky & Shalfir,
1992) i o 14 U2 v D SR B 1) — S5 SR AR
BRI, B R R, Savage (1954)4iX
— RNy, RREEMERE E SR,
2R BATS A; WRRKE FEFHN E ASE
A, A2 REATE A; DU, REH AR
HIEFM E RESEENNELT, #aRBITH
A, RMIF 2R, PR EIFE B EEX —
JE, Tversky #I Shafir (1992)7E 5256, 1kt
BAEACKIRIEE T —1 50% 1 7] 68 i 15 $200,
50%T] AEAIS100 (iERL . A BAEHIE H S T 1Y
TEHLT, B2 N (69% M9kl ) 16 8 1 B — W W] A
B FEMTE A T MR, B2 AG9%
H )W B T I — Ik SR, 7R HIE R
WA IER T, B NEEHI— K (RA 36%

HBE I, T e R 2 AR BB R AE 69% 1 59%Z
[8])o Tversky H1 Shafir filiXx— 5 IR KN 53
BBV (TEAEZE, 4327, 2008), I3 5lH i T AT
P 1 (reason-based decision making) it i 15 F1 5 4
11 (reluctance-to-think) IR B K fi B X — B4, Li,
Jiang, Dunn Fll Wang (2012)3& T 35X P R R 35X 43
BRUN AT TS, OF B — 2 4R AU AR AN
RS R VLT A 43 B RN, Xof 1 il o2 AR S 3 4%
P A 22 00 2 T 00 B AR 7 AR R b A A
2002 4E, Li Ml Taplin 42 H T 5% 24 %l (equate-to-
differentiate model)®it, 1R IR T 76— IR M
2 NNk PR 355 T 2 v 6 D0 58] 43 25 44087 (Li & Taplin,
2002), Bagassi fll Macchi (2006)3A 943 B0
PR TR R R S R P A B ATE K H Y
Y& Y, Sun, Li FlLi (2008)%5 43 5 45 W 77 2 fl A
7%, JiE T Bagassi Fll Macchi X343 855500 ;=4 Ji
R de, sk, Wang, Li #1 Jiang (2012)#E47 T
RS BRI EWE 5T, RIMEARHE R T
AT 77 A T TR A 19 4 S o

M FHIS AR R, X — DRk
LT T F1 2 2 A AT . & 2 S LA
IR, P AR AT, T DL A
BeAE(S1 M S2) A Fik D1 =% D2 iR L & o
FE— BN 25 T, B9 AR AU SO T i 45
KA E (DL 3K D2), EWERH I Ay IE (S1
5 S2), MR : M T&idiEiE S1 A, Hik
2335 D1 A D2 IRERAHSE, #h 50%; 46T
Zead S2 B, S HIAHRISE R, 1657 — RO 4%
PR, WP E RMDEF R A BRI E, WA
PURIIBEN S E W e R A1 s WK <SR e mEc ey D)
9 JLR W] /T D2,

D1: &1

D1: i &2

| s2: pes2

B2 XUEEAT S A i P

DU, 1R A 5 S 06 5 i 1o 00 0k 5 30 A
¥ £ M B 2 4k (Busemeyer, Wang, & Townsend,
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2006), HL, SCEAAE PIAAWI T ERAS . X
OF B UL, T A% P AR S 00 X L B — ) i
K SRR P AR 4G A TR SIS %R ST S2
P pRaE . HOk, 7ESE8eh, LT Rs T e
5535 0 P SR R A3 S B R CURAN ) R A 100 CAS SR )
PIRE O . BeJa, FERFNBERCREE SIS LT,
D1 (il H 20k 22 3 X% e e ) AR 2 kA Y T
Ko T HIRIAN, FEATEATIRI, Rt R AR A
WNEST, Z25&FMETHRL T L0k &
s, WA E PR (ST 8 S2, Hiasih), X
MRS SR G AT T, BT IRER
OB gk EEiE R LT EIE D2 MHERIRAE, Bk
AR S T — g il .
42 HEIRBPHTIEH

4325 — P 3K (Categorization-decision) 3% 5 3 2
JE:HH Townsend, Smith, Wenger Fil Silva (2000)4-42
1Y, FfiJ5 Busemeyer, Wang Fll Lambert-Mogiliansky
(2009)7F 1 5% 5 3 = 1) FE At b X #4872 T oK
BORY, XL PR AR A, 3 A ) B i R s — gk
NI B R (O3 I NFR PR o A2 — B 0L T
(C-then-D), #ialAG %2 Sl ax s A K53 A i Al
WA, ORGP 0 R RO B2 1T 3k A7 o0
TE 55— i 50T (D-alone), #if H 7 o & W05 5
P IR T IE 1 37 WG e 7 N0 ) ol L s i
Xl NI R B BEER, 25 70% A3 3845
hh, RZMEH 70%0HE R 4% Z 1851 (Wang &
Busemeyer, 2016), &5 M &R L5 RN 1
Fi7s o

K1 DE-REIBWBOIBER(EREKIR:
Busemeyer & Bruza, 2012)

C-then-D D-alone

p(G) pMlG) pB) pB)  pdd) p(4)
0.17 0.41 0.83 0.63 0.59 0.69

F 19, p (GYFI p (BYS 5% R A MG 432
TR NBIMER, p (AIG)FI p (4]B) 73 F /R 1E

P: JUIE

G328 R I NORUER N 4 18 15 SR BT o e 5 1) A
RO LLE M, FEAFENIR NS T, R
MIRE p (A|B)ER T2 0 N LT SR EIK
TR p (4|G), XFFEH MBI, REs
g MR IEN, p (ORI ()R
ER
p (A)=prd)=p (G)p (4|G) +p (B) p (4|B) (1)
FRYEX —HIE, p (A5 C-then-D &4 Tt
AT pr( M BEE, WRiTE 0.59 A4, H
A NV RS, TEREIEOLT, #iat R L
HEIER p (4K 0.69, BEKTF p(4B). KT I#
Bk — I, (IR 2 Mot LS s iy B A2 4 b
(1 3). EH P AR AR B R P2 A R a I, G
REFEDZAI A(Good)B 1R K432 IR A(Bad), A
FORPE LUt (Attack)W F7R HE [9]38E(Withdraw) .
T HEIEIA, RS BERYRIE (probability
amplitude) AT 38 i RS IR E S (Busemeyer
et al., 2014), FIAARZE P—G EEZS (ABIT IR
P [ 432N AR G G A8 ) RT3 3 2k hr 5e 755
(GIP) KR, [FABE, 8432l AR50 T 80
Yo g ERAR IR, Wt RRE G4 mFLAs
BERIRIE, TR N (AG) . WEEENE, %A
SRR BOR BT AR SR, X OR R
PR A SRR, T X G S RO R (4 LB ),
KNG HB I /4, B Lk A WA R
W5 00 43 5055 4 [(GIPY A |(AIG)[”, i3 b o o
FRMHEREE S 2 MR E p (G)F p (4|G)H
&, 1E C-then-D 15U N, P—~G—A WKL, it
FENG B R A3 28 I N 1 Hh ok e r AR, T
IS [(AG) [(GIP), fE i R, AN
p (GOFl p (A|GHFARFSE, [, WE R 2R
WG HATICEH AR, g P~ B—4 %,
WGAE [(AB).(BIP), HK/NS p BRI p (4B
Fe RS . AHER Hh, 750 R 0 6 42 1 P o 5t
frh, B FHL S 2B Is 23N,
1E D-alone 15 F, M P—A BIHEZR] LI IR 44

G: AN

o

B3 Jr e pofe S il A T 1
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EBRAWMEXE NN THEX, TEEENE,
BRI R, BRXWANFRAARE WX
Slo AT VR R AT X B, FRATT AT LR
(AG).(GIP) #1 (AB).(BIP) fif i BR AL AS R, 4 H 4
?\/p(G)p(A‘G).eia Zil \/p(B)p(A‘B).e’ﬁ, Hrp q
B FRMABNL A (ZELL, WAL, 2013), BRIEAR
PR ARS8

(4P)] = 41G)-(GIP) + (48).(BIP)

(\/P(G)p(A\G)-ei“ +\/p(B)p(A\B).efﬂ).
(JP(@) P (AG) e +[o(B) (B} ) -

p(G)p(4|G)+ p(B)p(4]B)+

2/p(G)p(4]G) p(B)p(4]B)cos(a- ) (@)

ATLAE H, HEETFaEminGla), LX)
L T RUR (T 2 p(G) p(4G) p(B) pl4]B)
cos(ar— B) . 3 {2 A HE 36 458 7 A1 1 T 6 050
(B e 5% 255 7 0 26 VR A 1) S B A o R P 7 A Y
T, BHIHATS cos (a—p) = 0.33, A AFeA 1E ]
T [(APY 5 0.69, JKAE 5 IHAT I p (4%
BAFE, R T vk AR U R '
43 HHEZIR

& B % (conjunction fallacy)&48 52 & ZF 4
R A B A R BN R A S R AR R
MR BOBR A F {82 Tversky F1 Kahneman
i B9 26 F 3 44 1Y Linda [7] 25 A9 B 5% (Artemenkov,
2006; XRENE, ME W, T4, 2, B,
2015), FEIZWFGT 1 e BB 06 T — - £
Linda B9 A\ YRAE S35 S G SLAHE IR W T : “Linda
B 31 H IR G, ERIFHAEF IR, 7
KEFWIE], Wb BB 2, X o s 0 (a] B A Ak &
P WAE# 5, RS A B T, %R
Ja BRI G LT E AN 8 T AY
Linda A9 85 731 THE ST : (1) Linda /2 — & 8RAT
Y51 (T); (2) Linda J&— 24 oA 32 S5 FIARTT H
PG (FNT) % IR AR IS, i 28 —
THOLHAWTIIAE R p (FO DE/N TR —FE N p (1),
{HAPREE REA AR

T PRI T 38 A LA 2 A 45 B

‘ 2

I, o R A AR S THE A SR HHBUEIE
AEME—BHE R, MR SCHEAE TAROLA 22 o Bo

B Al I & PR Be MBS, WK 4 B
5y WP LEA TR, T 4 1 32 T AR A A R 43 i R R
AR E A E SRS F #l32RIAF Linda &
LT FEXHE, ~F fiZR/RAIAA Linda B2kl E X
H; TR N Linda 2 — A48T A5, ~T Hil
#FRAIAFE Linda Z4R17H 48 51 (Busemeyer &
Wang, 2015). #isE ) 10 W85 8 43 B 7 1] 7= S 3R
FR o BHIRIAA Linda N2 A L& 1 HE R IR
(F|S)%T S BUUAE F i LK, BOUERN
BRI, B AW Linda M4RAT
Y8 5 R AE T SEOE T TH DK BT
W BFEF P XTF Linda A3 58 GEAF ARG
Linda f2—& LA E L, Fith, Bl rysasfe it
HHIWTRT AT AR S S TEAEIE F b, ARIE T3
1, B eMUl Linda S 03 SCE AY HI I
HAF SRS WEEZ I S #%42Hh F, Bk )5 ioh
ERAT IO B e, AR ARSI F A8 T,
MX—Z2&FHEIMRRERSET S ¥ E F, B
M FHZZE THRE, LB o, iTLEH, %
LB KERTMNSEEE THRBEKE Otl, Ui
AR 7 (2) AR B K T I W7 (1)

A~F
~T

1
S12

T

P4 Linda [l 3R JLAe 052 i R K]
(T R LA TR

e SR T B, LT8R 1 A B b i AU
TEABURIR], JLAT B kA0 b T AR =k,
TNEDRI T o AHX AR LT B 1 KA T 1)
ARSI T AR B 2 A R D (RIVTRT BRRRL LA
23 () H A (R R, ST T 7 e S R IR — e 22
U 2. Biltn, 204 Shafir F1 Tversky
(1992) .Li Fl Taplan (2002)5 Busemeyer % A (2006)
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[R5 IR 352 T 2R A0F 9 H s B0 90 B R ), 7 R
VU 2 A SR AR 4R 225 (] v A e SRS AR A a2 (] o
FE PO HIRTE & ST N v, , IERYE
Y U 25 4 4 (pay-off matrix) e A & W 2% i S 4
Ha (FBLEREE 15 07 B b B0 — SRRk S, 1%
L R AR A 1 T A Bl R A s ) Y A
A, HiZIR 5 A7 — %A M He, LIZRAE
B PR T R R AR, R iR =
RABEES H Ry, = eii’(H“HB).z//O,x//, F g v
RPN EESITT R, JHRI A&
Horp s BE Y 43 B 803 (Pothos & Busemeyer, 2009),
44 EFFRIEFR

1 Wang Il Busemeyer (2013)42 H 1) 5 1 [a] i
%3 (quantum question equality), &—FhXJ T liF
A5 1) 56 56 1 TR B AR o — A R ] LUKS A b i
AT T 38R /1S, GiE B - R SRR TR A A
J&— P 5 58 M ) AR B (Yearsley & Busemeyer,
2016), TEI b, Bk o 1 0] 3 P A~ ) (i A
A F1 B), FELIRRINUT L I(AB 82 BA). p (Ay,
Bn)ZR /R # % A B A 5 22 0127 )5 X R B (14 [m]
BRTEEHER, [FH p (Bn, Ay)F /R g xT B (7]
BUE S E RIE R R A RS B R,
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Quantum models for decision making

XIN Xiaoyang; XU Chenhong; CHEN Hongyu; LI Ying
(School of psychology, Shaanxi Normal University & Key Laboratory of behavioral and

cognitive neuroscience of Shaanxi Province, Xi’an 710062, China)

Abstract: During the recent decade, quantum decision-making models were established based on the
mathematical structure and methodologies of quantum mechanics. Owing to its unique theoretical structure,
the quantum decision-making models can be applied to explain problems that violate the classical decision
models, especially for judgments under uncertainty and decisions under conflicts. Quantum decision-making
models have been used to explain phenomena such as disjunction effect, conjunction fallacy and
interference of categorization on decision making which are difficult to account for with classical decision
models. A model called quantum question equality has been tested for its accurate prediction of order effects.
Being a new research field contributing to analysis of decision making, quantum decision-making models
worth further investigations both in theoretical and applicative levels.
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