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H OE MEREBEBASEHL AN UM ES TS ENMEN LR,

CHRBR., BR. ERAHET

FE, “EERBHMETGIEAMEB AR AR EFLGHEENRINAMERERE; KX MEOHEH

K. “UBRVGHERE ., “RE AR SE. ey CHEFEESTRERERE., KIALEE,

T £ 6938 HE3L . LA R BR B AR £ 9F 5 5 PLAL,

RABRIRE

K@ MEREME, SRGE; MELE; SRE; FHKE; RAR%

HES  B849:C91

Xof A e MR A A i 2 2 5 Tl N 288 1149 4]
Wi S5 IR, PR NFEMERALTE (22 1 LA 2
B SCHIFT B R4 7] 8 (Fox & Poldrack, 2009), 7E
I, B TAE TRIEMEIERER, A
AT T MR AT HRE AR SR 1% 2 A (Pachur, Suter,
& Hertwig, 2017), &l iP5 % 2L HL 2R A 18
TERRIPLE | ARAR 8 o 5 i A HLAS RN TR BT Y
BLARAE XS 22 5 W 45 AR 06 I 2 07 1, WA
HW# .. SERER. HFiEas. FRAEIES. N
I, AFEERFSU R RS, ik DUR T4 %
315 # Kahneman A PRIV 118 5 Gigerenzer,
FFG AL B A AR A, — HTEIRR AN EM
R i 25 (R  REIR, AR, HIZEE X —
[, Bl ZATIE R T A BT, A
R FAE (Nature ), (Science ) 5 [ b T 2 ] 1)
- (Athey, 2017; Prelec, Seung, & McCoy, 2017),
OGRS T M 3R Ml 2 A A ST A o (EAS T R R,
IR B BIF T ARl 22 1) R AR T IR AR
g8, WS T EE LMW, HEJA P w2
FTRIRE s () AT AR R A A (g 227 (2) ARl Bl
7L (8 R B/ M 3R Al 22 R P Ak TSR
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BT GE T S T B R R T SO A
PO T AR A i 25 B RRAE, LK, BRI TS
SRR AR AR AR R S TS MR ) 2
W B ] 52 e BEABUTE (i 22, TEDCSERN B4R T
AR 22 O SRS o RS, PR ORORERIRR

Ity 1 L
1 HENERE

HE R AL HE fln 2% (probability weighting bias)+§
NATT R R & A 3 WA R AL T (weight of
probability; w (p)) 5 i FF 1 & 4= 1 & W A% %
(probability; p)AS—E IR (W (p) = p; Fox &
Poldrack, 2009; Gonzalez & Wu, 1999; Tversky &
Kahneman, 1992), 7EBLSLA NG, AATHEHF7E
MR E W25 . BN, AATTARIE 2 $ 38— A i m
e NSk E B R  50%, HAEH G BiZ
FAF R B F AR TT B T U T 50%.

11 ETFiFraR

FFTH FRIS (cumulative prospect theory)Hl
WS KIS (double parameters theory)sf FH“iE#%”
FE%(pairwise choice task; PC 'EE%)T’ﬁ%?EILHT%%&:{*X
T 22 REAE, MATTACH AT Sk B B E & K
A B LTI, T AR L T T A e v ik I R
1&4&“(Gonzalez & Wu, 1999; Tversky & Kahneman,
1992).

IR % 17 6 451 (Russian roulette) 4, {48
PRI TR AR (T4 6 KT )RR T,
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XSV BH XA SR o A SRAT L2 46 Bl DA 58 flt FL
SE BT, T IEON 4 W05 3 F 18] 0
PAFPGEBE, IR 2s H TRIRE A AR 2 B AR 7 195 10
BRI 1/6 AT R, (HRZHNIEEALE
LZHEMLT-FEMN 1/6 £ 0 (Kahneman &
Tversky, 1979). HIBLHER, AR5 ULHE 3 Y Jg&
32 M 5 AR S R A (R A N ARE 3 AR A v R
BEA) . i, T AMTTE A (0.1%345$5000)
B (B 5E 345 $5) Z AL FEHT &, MTE C (99.999%
AR 4i$5000)F1 D (i 3 45 84995) Z [M] B 4% )7 4,
A S ) /INVIE AR v A T R AR AR A

TR R E AT it , RARTUN ELS R
XA HE T L R A I 22 PN RRIE . —
X EARAE BRI T 22, IR XEARAE A
R 5| J1 1 22 (Gonzalez & Wu, 1999; Suter, Pachur,
& Hertwig, 2016; Tversky & Kahneman, 1992),
LA 5 A 1) % WU (p) o B A b, DA R
AR FEUZRW (p) W LIR, B R RE
TERERAE At 2 IR .

MESANEE (33 S1 i 2% (bias of discriminability
of probability weighting) St T AATIXFF 4k & A4 £
WUE A A 1 AR A0 R AR B LA 3 A 1 A
AL B A —EU: (Tversky & Kahneman, 1992), {11/
172, A1 AR 2 TERERACE B ) b (RIAL
H RO L i B IOAAFER 22 5 A 1 B
B (W)W B T 2 (w2). 0, HEHER p
0.2 2 0.8 AL, MK 1T FEWAEAR wi(p)iy s
IR Z I R TAK 2 EWAER w2(p)iAEfb
R . WFFERWY, AMARAELEAE A (1% 51 ) fi
25, FORCE mECE B <) SUTE AR A, BI/IVE SR 1
Al (w (p) > p; p < 0.5)1 KA AR (w (p) < p;
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p = 0.5) (Fox & Poldrack, 2009; Kliger & Levy,
2008; Pachur, Hertwig, & Wolkewitz, 2014; Suter,
Pachur, Hertwig, Endestad, & Biele, 2015), X5
DRV 785 S B D A /MRS £ I IXURS: oK
H MR 3 25 I XS MLt 5 /INBIE 38 45 < I XU KL
it AR e s XU 23K (Tversky & Kahneman,
1992; Sun, Zhang, Zhang, & Zhang, 2018),

HESALEE 1Y R 5| J1 4 2% (bias of attractiveness
of probability weighting) 5 Bk T X 544 % A= (R 1 7
S kA % VAR A — B2 (Gonzalez &
Wu, 1999), 1ERUEE bR K0 22 1R B 28 (9 45 1A
L W A, AR T RANMER 2 SR A E B
5 3 b (EIASCEE o it £k A9 il 2 B TE R 3 2R
B AERE AL E W 5| g (RIA HE eR it 2 0 2 14y
JE b)) EAFTE R 22 5 RSRFERAA 2 |
J7(wW2) I S = TREANA 1 RG] T (wl) o FE LS A
T, R 2E S H AR, WA B A A E R
i T AR R I KT X B R 2 U A AR
MA AN GFAE R, 3R T M 7E X PP F
SRR WL 5] J1 1922 5 (Fox & Poldrack, 2009).
1.2 ET<ME”HNE

BR 7T R A HEE, ST I e
T H B2 0 M R AN B i 22 (Brandstitter, Kiihberger,
& Schneider, 2002; Hansen, Jacobsen, & Lau, 2016;
Hey, Morone, & Schmidt, 2009; Li, He, Li, Xu, &
Rao, 2009; Litchfield & Piza, 2017; Sun, Zhang, Sai,
& Hu, 2018). LN, ZsE—ik 1%4K45$5000 H)7%
B, BORANE BB L2 DB K (willingness-
to-pay or report buying price; BID {1:45) . JR AL L
/D% 32 HH (willingness-to-accept or report selling price;
ASK E55) 8 W T %08 5 — 10 B4 (certainty
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equivalents; BDM' {T-45)%, i i X HC It 5 5 bt
i FL 1 e 8K Of ) DB HEE 4% 11 ol g i 3 S i AR A
(Brandstitter et al., 2002),

AR e, BT I i 5 5 Tk
PE T 1A A i 22 0 AN B R AR ELW) B (AR,

2016; FH, 2247, 435I, 2007; Hansen et al., 2016;

Li et al., 2009). 4N, 7Ef% Wi, Li %
(2009)idi i BID 455 BLEIN & 17 AMTXHER R4
WY FLSLREAZ o R IR A 4 B 5 T B 3 i 2
IS, X R T RN AY G R R
PR AL R A, Al /MR 8 A L
FIBON 2305 1, AR AETE Z2 18 1 sk 3]
0; AN RMER I F 20 AH T HEON 5 53] 4,
ITEEAE Z BN 6] 5, BN M 480 1%
I OIS <k I 1 A (N vi B 2 i3 o}
"] I, Lichtenstein 1 Slovic (1971), 44X, tA7
5T R WA (0 BDM AL 55 i 31 55 <k 5
e A W) & () BE 3R A i 2 (Brandstitter et al.,
2002; Sun et al., 2018),

Hey 45 (2009) NI A48 45 1 LL#L T PC AR5 .
BID 11:55 . ASK {1551 BDM {154 : —i&
I & M 75 (noise of the elicitation method), RIZ2IK
M 25 SRR E e, KB PC AT45 1 I o M 5 oy
/N, BDM {E45 Hk, ASK {145 H1 BID {145 fir K;
TSI 22 (bias of the elicitation method), BfI
S 45 S B TINS5 R AR, R 3L PC E5
N0 22 /)N, BDM AE: 55 Hl ASK AF: 55 Hk, BID
g mAR . sEHIRNA, FAHEM, £ ASK A5 F
BID {£55 " AT AT BB A2 AE BLIR f 2% (status-quo bias)
B8 M 22 (pricing discrepancy): &M & T 3L PR
B, 07 A R AR T SEBR A o 75 BDM AT 55 B AR I
I S A 2, (R A 5 AR B 1 R bk
Al BE BN TEZ B2 F s B RS, FeA e
PR 22

2 AEEHERERE?

2018 4F, i ik L A= 45 | B i (b
[ 9, 2018), 7 i Al 5 i 28 5] 8 5w ML 2 4y,
T E AR A SR R /MR RE B & oK R

! Becker-DeGroot-Marschak Method (BDM):
https://en.m.wikipedia.org/wiki/Becker%E2%80%93DeGroot
%E2%80%93Marschak_method

WE) o S A A AR LT B BT CHTIR B, 2018),
T ZRAL A 1 R AR A T UL =L 25y 2 —,
AR T H B A gESeR, I AT 5G4
TG Z MR, FHh, KR RN
TR, AT X B 7 A 1 5 e R (R
W2z, 2019) ARSI PIHLA AT T HER
AN EE i 2 1 Lo BRAIL R
2.1 “R7PE<FE"E

MTEEHER. TS —ERENEE LR
HW . TSR K A 19 AT BE P (Diederich & Oswald,
2016; Fisher, 2017; Mullett & Stewart, 2016;
Venkatraman, Payne, & Huettel, 2014), {H2, 0T
TN B FNINHITRE 7 1 B, AT TC ik £ 5 A A 4%
FhE B, T2z A BR (5 BT )8 S =iy )
(EFEEE, 224F, 2012; Brandstitter, Gigerenzer, &
Hertwig, 2006; Pachur, Schulte-Mecklenbeck, Murphy,
& Hertwig, 2018), “45 {5 BABXTBAK | £ 5, 38
B WP ARAE, M HEA (5 BAHR S E,
O B AR A RAE, BRI th AN H R E &5
TR A B A EAMEE P SR W R4 T T RIS (Pachur
et al., 2014, 2017, 2018), AHLL T45& wLfF4h
ML FE B RO AMETER S, AR RMEETE S g
22155 % B K A EE i 22 (Pachur et al., 2018; Suter
et al., 2016),

AR SR W S e T A AR TE SR v 25 S AU A
<2k B MR i B AT YL SR (Pachur et al., 2014),
Bildn, MEEET A (1%, ¥100; 99%, ¥0)Fl B
(100%, ¥1)BF, GnSRANAR FAME P SR g, A HF
AT S B T T e AN . T A Y SRR
(RI¥100) 2B HAL A 1 95 (R 19%) B ka2, eIt
B AR H(ED 100%) 22 B 45 R 1 5 4 (B D)
FRAMEE(E 2 47)0 PR, A B o) T8 T AME 1
M, AR A BE

CH S5 R MR AR AN SRS S e T A A
e P P ANGE I LA 2 S i B AT SR 1 5 22
R B ME R4 B (U minimax SR  maximax 5
% . probability-neglect 5 H%; Pachur et al., 2014,
2018), fildn, M1 IEEIT A (1%, ¥100; 99%, ¥0)
Al B (100%, ¥, QISRAARE L b b4 45 1 A5
SBDLEER¥100, ¥O L) i 2 WA B 9 8 R 15 B
(BRZWE 1%, 99%F1 100%), DX g <¥100”F1“¥17HY

SR T 0 MY 25 5, BT LA RS

TIEIU A T AL, RIS = Al RN, Y
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P2 M AN T i 22 14 T 4 T LR /s 1

il C (99%, ¥100; 1%, ¥0)FI D (100%, ¥99)H,
T RAS AT 22l L A RS B (R L #3100, ¥O0 FiI
¥99) i 72 W AH N i HE 245 B (D 28 99%, 1% Fll
100%), [ K “¥99” HI“¥0” iy 25 5 B B T-“¥100”
Y99 [ 25 5, FIr AR 23 T 16 200 D 5 55 (14 A
&, BVRMERBARAG (2 22) iy, Al
SEAR R R, FoE Al /N S RUIR AR o MR 1Y
TR 228K, BN, JCig & BUR BUR i 2 4 i e R
AN RS R M R R LS SN
2 5 1 MG 28 o Y M E S T 200 & A R
(McGraw, Todorov, & Kunreuther, 2011), #hJH

(201738 7 BARE AR, BB HE &8
A2 AN 4 Y S W= U Y S (R
HORME R SR I 2585 ™ M5 B RO
B, ZIAEX FMEMEGER, MBERE
SSERANY R ) | T NN 2 L) | B4
2.2 “HiR” ERIRE SRR ERIEIR
REEHERAR, AT 42575 B A IR,
ARSI S SH R AR &R, JEm 58
WESEAEE B 25 o AN, /IVABE R 25 e (am RS
PRI : 1%3R$5¥100, 99%3K 15 ¥0; i BELT : 100%
¥, AMTLLNIREE” (100%3555¥1) S ME,
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PPN A5 IXUBS: B 55 ) MR 5 i 22

U BRAIL] 5 01 5w 909

A EF/NR 2R, XA AT RE<IRAR R ILEE” (¥100)
FEA VB, KRR E LR Y, RS o R XU B
T, B AR O 22 (2 R 3-(1)); KAl
FEARZE IR I . 99%3K 25 %100, 1%k 75 ¥0;
i E LT . 100% 3K 25 ¥99), ATl Rk~
(100%3K %5¥99) W Z 1R, M LL <R3k, XA A
RE“AKAE” (HO)F= Az d >, X T 17 28 b g 21,
i 0 PR S R, R B AR AR R A 22 (A
3-(2)); /BRI o (A XUR 30T 1% 954 2K %100,
99% 1 ¥0; T ELEI - 100%451 2L ¥1), AMTLA“/N
B (100% k%) SR, M ELF k>, X)
H5 0] BER 32 < RAR LR (—E100)77 A 40P, P
GETRFY, RS BERERA E I, R Ak
B 22 (B 3-(3)); KOME R A5 2 B (2 JRU s 326 93T
99% 1 R ¥100, 1%31K¥0; BiELLEIR : 100%F5 2k
¥99), AMTLA“KH#IK” (100%I1K:¥99) S 6,
FRKBE, A TREAHER” (¥0)F=4: IR
YRR R R, B R AR I, R
L AR ROME 2 0 2 (] 3-(4))

XS B A 2 R B L A5 3 SRR Y
. Hl4n, Brandstitter 25£(2002) & FLAN AT /NE
FRARAT T A 1) T 158 B RO L v A M
AR 22, TR AT BEAR AR 25 04 4L e T
FATR A i ROME S 19 i 2 . Fh PR N (2017) & B/
HWERB RS, ARLLONBR S I, E K
g S SR N 28 i S NG 107 N B =T AN,
B KMERBULE, MALCRBUR ISR,
LV B X S IR R A AT RE AN, S IRAR K

99% K3t ¥0

1% 3K2E ¥ 100
100% $K3% ¥ 1

(1) K25/ MER
99% ik ¥0

100% ik ¥ 1

() kMR

MEZR M, Tyszka 1 Sawiciki (2011)iFZ21H3EAG
ACAETEIZLEMMER, 4558, ZFEMA:
BIE®WILEASHE, XG4t T EIEILE R
HRTE L TR E M2 . FEAE, X250
YRR R, MR AR I A R
[RERG AL LEE )R, AR S m A B wE
JLEMHEZ . Rottenstreich Fll Hsee (2001)%43 #iak
PR s . — A PLSKE$50, — A&
FWACEENEEHE, &5REMW: YXFl
239 100%F, BB BB RE T &, X A AL
20 1%, SO B BB E . ULTE /MR
RIS, AT S B B B IR R I 4 AR
PEIU(RIE IR A A ) o [RIREHE, 24 25 a0 Al AR
FIERE: —BAVSEZ RS20, ALY
ZIOE RN, HRE: YRR 99%HT,
PO R RS A, SIS 1%, B
WU R BEAT A o VR B0 I 7E /MBE 28 4 % B,
AT B JE T S AT A 0 S A 1 4 R 6 Y 3 T (R
LB

3 MfUEBERNERE?

T L IRARRBEALE], A< SO A R
HUETB% /7N T E R T E R Z N AN 6~ (U E g
AR DU B PR RS S AR, TR e R AR R
ER P
3.1 HS%ERBATERAN”

] B DX S AT LA S ] B R T2 5K,
n, YR A AT TR, m RUATE 2

99% 3Kz ¥ 100

1% K3 ¥0
100% 3K3% ¥ 99

(2) g KM

99% $i%k ¥ 100

1% ik ¥0
100% ik ¥ 99

(4) BAR-KBER

[d 3 BEARAE G 22 1“2 IR - 4 R IR I R LR R
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FE(FARRIGE R 5%) IE(EE 100 MEATFARIG
5 NFAREM E =0 E 2 I T AR KT &
1 He o) S A A o AR RERTE X S i AT
JXUBS: i 8% S (Oudhoff & Timmermans, 2015; Lermer,
Streicher, Sachs, Raue, & Frey, 2015; Trautmann &
van de Kuilen, 2012; Zipkin et al., 2014), 40,
Evans, Handley, Perham, Over I Thompson (2000)
R, MH#RIE UG AN BE R P A 2
BEIS, AT T B AR A5 R, A e pL 3
RIRTE XA Z R, TR SR
HERG HLPFAGHER . Stone, Yates I Parker (1997)¥f
RER B R IE X o PRl B ORmE R, i
IR B, FXETHFX, 1812 =0 1 Ak e ) b B
B RAT R BAb, & AR I 25 g XU
J84, Fagerlin, Zikmund-Fisher 1 Ubel (2011) ¥,
AT A6 . AT RS i HE R TE R,
T AT T 206 00 XU, ke i A M 380 L RE A AT
TSy PR AR . MRS =2, AR T A 2
ZMHRIE R ATE . BT E . RXTER
RAREE), T fBARA ORI X g . s
T ORISR TR AR ) RE AT AT S A ULk A AR
EEE.
3.2 HemE TR

JRUIRS: = A7 %) T 301 45 SRS ) B 52 o AT T << 285
RE R, SO AT S 1 0 1 2
ARG, HE A AT RE R M ME SR A I 2% - Sun %(2018)
FOA T A [a) 540 445 SR 0 M Ao i 22 P9 5 W), 45
RFW], AN T E G AR e R E R
W2 2R, ARA A IR0 | RS 5™ E M 1 XU 245 2R
SRR REACME AL W 2% . AH{LHD, Pachur %(2014)
BTN EER . SRR Y RIE )
FIRAT 26 A 30 (FT1 30, & B XU 245 2R 1 155 2 1k 5
B, AT RAEE i 258K, 4D, Rottenstreich
il Hsee (2001)42 4 B, AH X 1175 & i 2 32 ) )
PRI R), i 1 28 g T B 1) i e (B > ) v 52 W
AT B A HEARA TR i 25 ARG T 2R ™
P AR R0, e i SR A S (D
FIFHOE A 1 R RE 3R AL i 2%
3.3 HeR TR CRIER”?

PUP S ENe S A NN (N i0) e T
22, B 2 PR 2 BRI B IR AN R i 2%
KB/ —NBIF, Li (1995)iE#HRAEETT A (¥5000,
0.00)FIIEITT B (¥5)Z [HJLEHE, S8% MY PHXIESE T

HIE, RIS AL/ o TS Li Rk 2 %
TR A B EE Y 1000 1545 22T C (¥5000000,
0.00)FIIEI D (¥5000), 2554 74% M EHE T
Ja A, RIBARAE MR 2T — SRR,
AR LA /NR 36 (AR 22 ¥S) WS HR, M T/ h iR
7, WA ATREIRAG KU AR (¥5000) 77 LE “IE >,
IR L RUBS S SR AR S — NIRRT, SRR
AT, MR g AR T Rk R (BR A
¥5000), #HLLTRIfz57, XA REAIRL (¥0)
FEARCHNE, DRl G XU RILIRE | 3 b S R s Y kAR
BT AT A E R 2%
3.4 ZCHATARCMAY”. IR IR CIZAY”
AU B B R 3 A7 A T IS R PR 5 v 1
TR, X TR AL 5w I () A ) | S i
HmhhEmrEsE), AcS5thAS LEhaERE) K&
AT RES R AT RECIEBE ) B KUK 4k, AT TR e A
AN 15 28 R A R DG |« AR R TRl A
W =47 A & (Trope & Liberman, 2010; Williams,
Stein, & Galguera, 2014), K5 g FH O P
B YT T 2 5 0 HARE R AL E 120, Sun, Liu, Zhang
M Lu QOITEI, #HXTFRHA UK, AN
b PSRBT 25 A /IR R A L ARA T R R S A
F4 O 22 B el /DN AR T I A e, AATTHE Ry
R Az A PR3 Fsf ABE 2R AT i 22 7R BH 8050/ )N o Wang 55
(2018)2R HIfF A BRAT 55 b A | TR P 3R TN fR e
RIS, R IARR B DR SRS, Ul
B TR B TR ATT A FE B BRI AR T AR B (28
IEIHF 52 UL Pahlke, Strasser, & Vieider, 2015).
Sun % (2018)iE/MACK T B FoAl s (an IAESE = A
PR B T2 0] B0 B R A “fly on the wall” %) J5 3 &L
() BBk A BT (A AR — AFRIK £ 8 % )
BV R PEA A R A 1 & A, 25 SRR AR
T HIRTUR AR, BT AR & Al
Fi A PR SR R 2Z B B R, St
Z&1{p), Faro Fll Rottenstreich (2006) b4 T~MA& N H
O SRR U At PSR AR A 25 57, R A
XFFA B IR, A RALE U A DR 3R X i
{5 2 B4 1 B HEM . Trautmann F1 de Kuilen (2012)
SRR MR P R AT S M R, R AR
84%3K1H€300 My RMERSM L, Bl Y THA
ORI R 2 €113, T — N8k £ A Al
NP I AE 29 €162, 32 W2 (o] B 3 fsh & 15
B3 s/ TR KRR R 2%
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VDR A XUBS e R AR R A B i 22 - O BRAL ) S5 DT e 911

4 RESRE

AT T TSR 2 B R A AR T
MR ARA R i 22 (0 A R AL, T UGB R T U AL
o i 22 A0 AEME o DB TR RIS Sk A i 1 AN
ZH G -EEILE], WAL T IEE SR A
Y . BlaR 2 BERF A 10 1 2 1A 96 18 A i 22
PR, SR Eo s Bl Bk, R
TR PR A T R 2 P Al DR R AR SR L
AR, TR BRI B R R b, AT LU R R E A
IS
4.1 “LUHRZETHKES”

I B L DN S R IR A g AT 2 e e B2
(BLRRAR R LT, R4 358 T T 1 ABE A< AN T bR KK
(Gonzalez & Wu, 1999; Tversky & Kahneman, 1992),
{B/2, Li%(2009)% /| Kahneman I Tversky (1979)
18 S B B CHR 2 0T 46 B0 ), i IR T (L 4T
(01 B 5 B TR R SO ) SO SR (R AR
Li (1995)%F Kahneman F Tversky F3ESE (]R8,
Wit T 13 HARRPR ISR, K 50%L) Bl
PR B S R E M It, 45 R AW, #k
FA) BB B AN G T ER M B KAk, WnFE A (%5100,
0.01; ¥5, 0.99)H1 B (¥5100, 0.01; ¥5000, 0.001)ik
BRRT S6%MIPIRIE T A ik, TR EEK
A D ) K G A 5 11 AT R BB A T R SR IR TR
OB IE ] TR R 2 R T E
42 “RULMEE LR

AR 25 5 1015 2 0 30 22 B2 W0 0 B 10
e 4N, Suter Z£(2016) % BH, AMTHAE 0259
YEH, Bk 2 HAE R 5 B . McGraw £ (2011) & 3,
R 2 A B RORTE 4, B 2 2 M 22 i 1
RAEMRE, FEGEEPRYEUE . SR 2017)
KB, NATRE IR AR AT R i B i, % H &
A BLARRR B 2, I FL & B 25 VR 55 1 ok A8 4 5
e {5 DGV, T A7 5 2 T2 1 0072 3 A B2 i 7 4 14K
B o 3K I R TEAS R i 22 4 i REMIL R oy, A7 4 i
SEMA A TE, I AR BGE I LT 1 2 A
R, XA R AR 3 — 2D A
43 “EFRETRRE"

RN B WUARE 3 0 A T A7 7E < 22, (H3X
FEARTEIRE “fi 227 — = AN, AR ERE 2
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Probability weighting bias in risky decision making: Psychological
mechanism and optimizing strategies

SUN Qingzhou; WU Qingyuan; ZHANG Jing; JIANG Chengming; ZHAO Lei; HU Fengpei
(School of Management, Zhejiang University of Technology, Hangzhou 310023, China)

Abstract: Probability weighting bias refers to the deviation between the perceived likelihood and the
objective likelihood of an event, which affects investment, insurance, doctor-patient communications, etc.
The non-compensatory strategy in which people give more weight to “outcomes” than “probabilities”, and
the emotional fluctuation induced by the reference point cause probability weighting bias; changing the
description of “probabilities”, emotional experience of “outcomes”, reference point of “gains and losses”,
and psychological distance from risk, can adjust such bias and optimize decision-making. Future studies
need to further explore the issues, such as its application situations, mechanism correlations, and the
identification of probability weighting bias.

Key words: probability weighting bias; outcome dimension; probability dimension; reference point; emotional

experience; optimizing strategy





