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(P EBERERFEOHER, L 100049)

=

B A HE T Ao b T KA AFAATG R R = 2 E X Yvh, B FedE o RS BE X AR A #3E  XoF o945 7%

X, R RNALA SR B AT F AR . R FRIE " RO A Xk R R £ F R ERE T
RFEEN . RFAFESFSAE®R, L30FRBHLRET FEAREXN. 2B DEARFe L1299 =5
BRGER, FIEE BRI REBRHA RSB A R B LB, AR FIEL R P A X
EFGNENS, RFERELREBEXTEERHZFA. BF ZEFAR T RKERZEGIEDIER, KR
T H B E W T ik F Ao 45 26 R A X AE A B3 F Bdy B R AN B A B e 52 K

KR R EEX, dFRIEL, RBFRMH, B, BhiE

SZEE  B842; B849: C91

HE R, S REE AT . PO
1&4: You Can't Have Your Cake and Eat It Too,
HPE 7 R SR TR R R B . X TR — A S BRI,
AL BT IE4 T, 481, Shafir (1993;
2018) B T it T X — SR W A M L 42

Shafir (1993)7E AT it T LT IEH : &
MBI —REE, BT A ISR
TFRMERVTR . KK AR &L R
BT AR, KK B BEZERUR 48 B infi %
FRFEE, MmUY LS, e T B 4 Cn
@A /NS, BB A ES) BRI R 1
THH—)o

FEBRZ, YU BB T — KK
FIMAPRL? > GEPRELO IR RN, &R/ ERAR Y
GRE” (64%) T FK B, ML R
PRI EF R 2 AR ER, )
IR R BAR R BB (55%) k8 TH K B. 45
REIR, FRK B P87 80H 2R WAL AT BB TR
T, HAKT 100% (64% + 55% = 119%, z =
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248, p < 0.02). AMERI, AR T ML
BT ER—MFEK, FIM TR 4R
—BRIAT A Hmi R A Tk S XA 18
Ve 45 SR s —
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# 1 #& Goldstone (1993)75 & A4 7% = 1K

2 D)L WR iR 151 A T 22 1 B O AR R
PORE 55.9% M HCLE PR R A B 4R
M, 2 LABIR e 1 rhog T 22 28 B iy 4Rt [ I
PXA 56. 2% R BT IR LR R i iy A &
AT G HIW A2 . R, TR — i
IP AR EEER, BAHTREZL, ARy
P Z, AATRRTES A 2 F1 Jy B[R] i A
% B 75 H(Goldstone, 1993),

FIRPIAFEA—Bds SR Bk
FREHE A2 W) — A 2 Bk T, Bl X e T4 (]
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7 3 A [8) T 51 S ke 556 i 25 1) B 92— b 4% AR
o Jr RS S T TS IR

1 PUEEFEFIELE "2 X BT R I B MR Ak 5
EHRRTR

3 BRI 4 s g A8 2 SR s g A8 X Y — A
AR, T BN A EAE Sy PR A Hh ) — R LR SR
ML, SHESRBN AEARTT I NAFAERZ L, NE
HREEZ I OCR, AR foxt i S AT
RN, R EE., KRSREEA,
DL K 55 HE BR8N B AR AR, 22 A R AT TV, B it
P R BRI 4 R AR T o

e E W RE Sk, AR S T ik
PO g — R B AROE o 3% £ 42 (choice
architecture)f#) 1 Thaler Fll Sunstein (2008)%2 4,
6 1 S 1R T R B SR S ma A TR SR AT A i — el
SEik g, R B HE AT i BEAr By PSR, 9 4n
TE H BT ol (e £ W fE I s b 5 E e S
AR A ] — 7K S b P DABR o fa B B s . SRR
ALS TV 2 A i A S R m AT o8 T A,
BRI . HEZLON . AN . WA KA
(Thaler et al., 2013),

4G Thaler % A (2013)[ 05T, M A=A
HE BN SV R e A TP i —Fh B R B . B
WSk, [ R (response modes) & AR 5K
5T RIER — R X, AR k%
FPCELAEE (Tversky et al., 1988). HEFIPEAH A
3 (Dhar & Nowlis, 2004), PEFHIELHE (Chen
& Proctor, 2017)% , HEZEEL N (framing effect)fF
PEREBLAG ) — 5L, F8 I 2 1% [ — > P S )
TR 9] AR B AR T4 5 R AT Y R SR AR 4k
(Kahneman & Tversky, 1979), 8 T RUE PR HE
BN . EYERESE . HARHERLAE . BRI
AR B AR 2 S A ) — A AR 2, AR BT
S A8 TR [A] — A~ P SR ), 3 i B A (] 1 42
5] 75 2 (8 B A 440 ) R it 28 AT TR P o o 3 AR
FE CAT LA Hh, B R4 48 s i 88 X7 A T b
J& FHEZL RN th g — 51, [F] B AR 2 0 5% K

S A5 A A — i HE ZRAR N A X 15 (Perfecto et all.,

2017; Park et al., 2000), %% L, AT HTER: 8
i A S5z o AR A S — R B T B, S ) T
I AL BE AR TG, 1T R AR A AR T
AL, 2 — R 5557 G ek A AN T A 4 ) O 2

FEAN [ A 1 67 4 38 o SR ] RS B DT o5 78 T 5,
FE ) 3 FEXT PSR (s e s, T DK g A HE R
ROV RS o AR BIF 90 5 T 0 S 5 AR 4 5 oy A5 =X
BRI  4, AR I L O (L, PR AR SO
1 1] TR LA AR PR AR

AR LR IHELE | 1§ R E & T X2
0 3 DR R R Y R[] T, 51 A SR A AN [ ) SR
%, TS0 TR SR AR EAL By =X, R TS e B
LA 45 T A5 Ak (Puto, 1987), BT A HES F
BT TR SR AT B3R 7 A= B A5 M (K ahneman
& Tversky, 1984; Thaler & Sunstein, 2008), FL1E2
AR i DA TR e B AR, e AR 4
Fe AR A g B BE AR R A — B, 5 Tversky
Fi HH 0 3 AN AR S ) “HE SR 0N (Tversky
& Kahneman, 1981)4 $bi4 3630 > 4k, EATHRHE
o B (nudge) T HAf h— M omy B T B . %
P8 7ML R, ATEOF AR A SR A RS A
C IR I 1) & e o SR, AATR R FIE 24
S RS PO A IAE R0, A S — A v
TR OHEERON, EWMA TS EARMMTE S
R CEMIAZ AL,

TERZ AR AR R RATE 55 b, O
) 1) — b 2 e PRI 4 S AR R, SRR T R
SR, AIRESs HH BLMI RN £ 07 1) . PRRE T RE
TEPE—LE BRI, RPN e HE R Ak 0 e R
SR —SE I, RPN G A B A 5 35T (Meloy
& Russo, 2004). FI40, 47 2% & JEAT4 BT,
— R HAE R = W) R 4, S —
il SR 2 4 22 R A e W i M W 2, TESS k2
2 AL HEBR AR X B A W5 iy e, /I, 9 2
AT RE 2 R ] BB 05 A W 5 | IR T SR,
A RE 2 R U 2 i AN H W5 | ) VeI e ms s 7,
TEACE BRI, 24 SR (AR5 T L) e e PR R 1 25
&, W] LU i HEBR A R R TT ok A . L
| IR P TR TR WS B FR 2 R TR 5 TR W (selection) I
“FH 26 TR W (rejection)

AR I 1T 0 e A 48 B W AR 2 B 5
JEIEATIHINRLESS . BT 5 DOUMAAESR LR
FFE 2 5z AT 1 22 S R BB B S % H A
57 R R T3z B 5 3 R B B i AT Y 4
IR Jm, A R AR 2 S A A Sy Bl 4 T
B L A (R0 B e S, O X AR AR IS
B R FER A (o SR e B
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2 FRFHFEELR MR IERAR
KAWL AR —HE?

SR JH 18 48 s AR 3R R T 248 B 1o A A e
SR, JURBEALNMSS ) B E Ty R
E DL K A% 45 S 46 7 T I R IR ARG i . K
AR DG AT ST S I HE e 49 i 4 246 B I A 5 ik i o
W, SFHEAFE R PIKR LS (Dhar & Wertenbroch,
2000; Heller et al., 2002; Laran & Wilcox, 2011;
Shafir, 1993), #& 5 23" 4= A S #Y P 5 fii 4 (Chen
& Proctor, 2017)., | UNTE 1 T & YL SR 48 1, R
Ve B 240 i IO AR 2 AT DR 5 2 X e 0 1 7 i
Fh2(Dhar & Wertenbroch, 2000) . JF 1 #5775 195X
i (Levin et al.,, 2002). #5% B UE#A P (Yaniv &
Schul, 1997) L) 3 PSR AT 55 S8 PRI XFERE FE (Nagpal
& Krishnamurthy, 2007)%5 ) HA & E 5200 .

Xof SR JH A A S5 I A 3k e SR ) 22 S 3 B
HEAT A BRAT B 032 VU 8 5 AR 44 Sz 7 A5 AR
NP BT 49 Y AR Sl SRR 2R
2 NATTRe 3 49 2 0oy A5 XAk SR R R T 246 S v
B e sk g, Ho2s e FERAANMESE ). &
PR R ORTE . RORbRE . B IBE RN KA 25
SN 555 T o
21 AmEH

Meloy 1 Russo (2004)#R5Y T P43 FIE 4 75
i S A A A R R b 1 22 5%, AR PR AN [+
W R AR A v R B AN, BRI, Y2
(] P L 20T I, 7 T A AN [] S oy A =X T A 7T R 25 15
AR S B PR B AR B 5 2R, X T AT X R P A s
A A BE R AT SR o BEHET AN (A S
B AEIA RN ES T b9 22 5 AR IR AE WA )2 70
— ST VPR FIAE 48 AN DRSRAT: 55 A 5 T i 2 (A R
PR LES, RTINSO
SREGARLE R 55 1 BT R 00 R TR 22 5%

TEDR AT 55 A B JZ 100 -, SRR 25 S v 4
2T AN [ e SR i B BT T AR R0 A RN 85 ) R AN ),
HAT AR F B 2E . B0, AH L TR
%, TEAELEAT 55 B0 AT 23 S AT BB R A R4
A SN T ke A DR AT 55, X R THE
YA 55 35 AR B TR 5, e SR B R
PRIXE, PR It e 5 3 g b 522 A Hh O 2 1 TN 1 8% )
ok B fift e S AT 55 (Sokolova & Krishna, 2016), %}
TEIAY I o B ASY H A DA 85 ) R R e PR 2

AH N I8 b (Wickens, 2014), Chen Fll Proctor (2017)
AR THRAAE 55, AR S h 2R
AHRT, N BRI FRAE 55 i 55 R/,
SRR A (A B IR R X R A B 145 B AT IR
FEMN T o 3 B WA [a] f) S REASE 30 o FE A AR
B R, IARISS R B v 1 B B 2 Al A
PR T AR AR 45 L SR

FEAAZE 52 |, Levin % A (2000)% Bk
73R (need for cognition)TE BEFEFIFE 4 5z AR 2
Hh G 22 SR BRI AR, JC R A e BT 55 1 5
T, W IATIEE 1AM A £ S50 TR R B R S
TARNFIBE I MAEY 2 %), JF BN R 4
PRAE e REAT: 55 v 19 DR SR B A X i, PRI I B
25 2 M 3 PR PR (adaptive decision making) .
22 EFEEEN

VPR 26 S W AR 50T B R TR I 2
St MRAEBEERE L S AR N 20 AN [ 2 Y
{5 8 4 BE S [R] A A EE A 38 (Laran & Wilcox,
2011; Meloy & Russo, 2004), Ml S5 45 5%
0 O e S B o LA S AR R I TE R ) R AR
TETH AR L b, PO T R ) R
FEERUAE L b, AndE s S A6 50T 23k 0 ik
T e 45 2 4 1) ] % (Park et al., 2000), 78 XU %
PEO R A AR R 2 5 2 A B T R A B
PEDCRAH IR o [RIAE, TEREPEAHIE, BRI 5
RN 2 T T D IO e A 88 5% A 7 O i 25 AR
e BE b, LA p S i A UA DL B9 25 2R i
AT AR LA N E T, BB T T AR
S TH R 4EF (Sokolova & Krishna, 2016), MK
fEY IR AN B AT G AL, WU, A
PP Sz A X Sl a5 0 A ATTRE A ] 448 2 £ 3k
PRy, 3T e 20 X5 A [ i A A4 B 1) 45 2
T, MR S 4 B JE MR AR AR A, S S
A A SO B SR SR AE 2R o AR A R Y 2
TETH 2 F AT R F 5 b, 25 73 531 i P b e oz A6
O T2 AR ALRI L IR AT I R 20 R B, 4B
o F RS AT e T T ) R AR TR R
YEREH R M A . B SR SRR 7, T
AE 52 777 i (Dhar & Wertenbroch, 2000), #F
T G TR B 4R BE TR R i ]
23 RERIRE

T I 24t 5 I ASE AN AN 2 5 Wi R 8 ZUAH O
R R A ) R B O, U AE B
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AbFJ5 5 (Laran & Wilcox, 2011; Meloy & Russo,
2004; Shafir, 1993), M5 i Fr £ P 5 58 WE 1) R
FH - Huber 55 A (1987)38 i £F 35645 Fl 5 45 9 Fh e 55
HamT, AMTESRAANR WK, 60,
Sokolova #il Krishna (2016) % F{1E 22 8. (1 HE B4 7
o, FE4e(F55 T HURFMRIGHER T HERE
AN, ULEAAH TR BRAT 55, SR LT 55 R AR
i 1] >R o AR SR B A B, X ERHIE T Nagpal
F Krishnamurthy (2007)LA f& Sokolova 1 Krishna
(2016) 55 W5 H R I, B, Wt — e
B R YA G, WA 4 — AR5 A R 4
HRALZEEWIFARA G —E i, WA B (Huber
et al., 1987)H PR SEH 7EVEHAT 55 Hh 1) DR SR AR i
IR L AT 55 A, TR EAE T IR b R Lk
155 1Y S i B 2K F 46 46 4F 55 (Krishnamurthy &
Nagpal, 2008), fiff 5% F ML M B 4T 1 Ml 352,
IR FEAT 55 1) Zh Bl (motivation) B 5 T HH 44 1T 55,
It HATAE S B AE 55 v 3 T A B A A S
TR RIS [H] > 58 b e £, M FE L BRAT 55 h AT o8
SRR . Z5 b, BERRRNIE 4 )0 A A2 i
AMATE DRI T AN [F] B PSR bR e, Y TR AR
RS I, SR TR A A SRR . SR
W R I8 & 52 3 — S8 W AR R W,
Heller %5 A (2002) % B, 24 BRI AE 2 pE ik %
1T 55 v s B s HE R IR — BE IR, MR T SR O
W& 23 2 B PRSREME L A2 . ST A ME— B
ZE B BN B A AT 55 ME LRI, i ) TR 4E
2 SRS R P AR . B, WRE AR S (UH
KBNS NPEFNIE, AT ) 2R T L PR m
24 EEEKXI

TG XoF 7 35 P Y A5 5 P I 2 i Fe 1945 IS, ot 2%
[ (FETCHE 45, 2017), AATTA] B2 AAi# £ 3L
o S AT R R AR, RO B R E
(consideration set), KAl 5% % Bl (Heller et al.,
2002; Irwin & Naylor, 2009; Levin et al., 2000;
Sokolova & Krishna, 2016), TE4a 5 AT A1k
T JBAR B KPR B, #H L T4
TG, N ATTHE L SR W o i ) T 1 T o ik
T, DI A2 SRS R B B D 3E 5 (Levin et al.,
1998; Yaniv & Schul, 2000),

Park % A (2000) % AN THE 48 S A (A
BLFE T T 72 B ) e e B 7 o B e
TU) L 7E 6 4 B i 45 2 (N AR A 77 it T B )

AT G ES IR MR T B 2 0, R4
523 LR BAT 55 T OB R Wi 4E . RIRE, AEN
AL B PSRBT, Huber 25 A (1987) 5 BL44 Bl
TS 1 D AN — S8 A R TR Y M4 8T
Ja PRI FE A, IR PR DR R s
AR I AT U 2 308 5 A AT TS AR
AR B B3 A2 F . Huber 55 A& B8 I
TEFE A AESE T HYE SR A 28 T e B 08 2 0 ft ik A
Z . McDonald 58 A (2014)7E SRR 4T A BFFE
TR, U H5EWERDERMIAEESS
BYAT R (FE 4 SE 4 ) sf, 2 B 4 4 35K 1B 4 At A7)
BES 5T N GEFRRY) % EEZ T 30%.
BRI ZAh, FEBCA 5 A FIWT(Yaniv et al., 2002).
BAA7 1% A BEH&(Yaniv & Schul, 2000) 2 B 248 ¥
Bt R (Kogut, 2011)55 4508k o [R) REAR 31 T EPIE .

R 2 PR A A AR RN B R
BAR—FE? BAWFIE LB, IR 5 g B
BT AR HE SR BT A fE B, L g e B e AR 40—
A~ 4% H i 2 B [F 19 IR 470 /5 (Ganzach, 1995,
Meloy & Russo, 2004; Shafir, 1993; Wedell, 1997),
[ R AH LE T 4 1] 2o B2 e BB 2k TR, 452 1K
5 1) S HE I OO 280 30 T i, A B e 00 ) s B K
oo I, FEFEA TGS T MR PR B By, A&
BIINAIES T L A5 B0 T 52 BE TR BE R Tk
HRT, REIELE R THZEERS, HER
LA PSRBT B, R4 5T B3 IR T
25 (EHRMN

i 260 2 A A 15 28 R N b £ 5 1 T I 4
AHOC S H IRy, fEda o il A AR AR, Jf it by
s T A7 B A S e R T A i N — BURE P
Hwar & A R . a4 S T 5 R A B/
WAB A, Rl 2w, % BHEMAF
UAEFERR L E5R T % #L45 (Buckley et al., 2004),
T 24 5 T AT AT R A 0 T A5 SR (TR
WI7= A 1 17 JR AR HEA TR AN B H5 38, Buckley %%
ANQOOMHIITFFT B : M L T FR, LS/ RTE
SR AR ARG S, BRI BT
458, Apadula Fl Martins (2019) & BLAE 46—
T (BRI 2398/ D ASEERREA T 1) 47 TR BRI 25 TR 3

3 WAREEMELR RGN &
il B i

ST kP AE 26 S RS Y BRSRAT A 2E 5



1014 DTN R S o

JE %29 %

g 368 2o A 2 W R B A ) 2 5
JERHAIE S AT A B — 3R, R, O Bl R
T W AR IS R, T 34 R 8]
HERR [B1ET T3 30 4F R BHECA T Z 19 3 A HFFEE

2, MR IR 3 & pEUiiEz(Shafir, 1993; Ganzach,

1995; Wedell, 1997), E|4HrBidi /MR (Levin &
Jasper, 1995; Levin et al., 1998), 24 T #H
T R 18] &5 MR 1) . #21f0 [7) J7 7% (Chen & Proctor,
2017; Apadula & Martins, 2019), JEZLMF5E# il HR
PEniot B By BCA IS I
31 FEZRIER

“E B XL (enrichment paradigm) 2 iff
FEBEAIELAT 5 P H R LM ST, %
e I BAE Shafir (1993)MRF 58, ALH5H
A A 1) 3% T —— = & £ 0 (enriched option) F15T
Z &I (impoverished option), 1%L =CHIIETZ £
JBYEZ AR, AGESRIHE FIEA R, P
PR ) 26 T 8 M AN W] o 3R 1 1128 T Shafir (1993)
W & WU Z WA P B 5

AR, AT IR A R, 3 B R 48 TR R s A
KT ERAMFFETIARREA RN, WEZ,
TE = 5 LI 2 A (A BT T I 1) 2 SRS A7 7E 75
s, —BRN TS —FGEE vs fH4);
TREWANE AL vs T2 L),
32 SMEZSMEAR

53 B B A /N AR R B A Ao AR N B T
ZW— RS, 4 B B 46 /D B R (phased
narrowing technique)& - H Levin Fl Jasper (1995)
R, Akt BRI AR, nH ki
HILE, ERZBAME RGBT R4
[B] B AHABL M B2 2% 5% (Levin et al., 1998),

53 Wy BEA /N E A 8 H RS A S — P B
R, FE DIfEL B (initial screening); 2)1E$#F
i 2 (choice stage) (Nedungadi, 1990; Ordéiiez et al.,
1999), HAHh, BERAPRLE G GE i Fe o s 7
FEl4a /N — T AR5 FE5” (consideration
set), A5 IBETE B, R AR ERR
WA A TR TN AT IR A, T ) —FR 40 AT 4R 4

Ko 7 15 S5 — I Y 35 $ (selecting) 52 1 5 = R 5 B 5 T HE B, R A% 1) B 3 T A R R 0 4K
R AR T W — F KA TR S AL/ it J 72 8 1% By B b 5 pe e rh e B — AN R 00

Rk VPRI A JEE M i 2

PTT R A DB T DATE B 8 8 AR 28 S R AR 2R

X 7 A% 57— F0 (1 4 48 (rejecting) N A5 2 I RN BE I Hh {5 B AR Mk, JEHOERT L
o B S FRF R — 7 AT % F B ALY PRIMAS [ P 5 o B v S AS (] Jag v ) AR S 52 i, [

A HUI (5 4 ) DO A B Al ek e 2

B J5 IS % (Ganzach, 1995; Wedell, 1997)
W 7E %30 S S ah b AT B RN A R, i
Ganzach (1995)7F “=F & W 19 2L 0k _om A
T —AS Tk i (filler option), {H H A% .0 AE T &
AR P L A A R, A 1R TP R B

ik A AT LA o 2 5 3 T i BR 4 A i — 1R i AR
R R EATE R, i%x.ﬁ'?é&d?&éﬁ%
SRG SRR ML PR, EHEAES—

B BT AT LA AR (4 A A Y B % B, @‘i?ﬁ}m
H 2 B UR F S BAL B AR P AR 25 5 (Levin
et al., 2000),

x1 FERETMAZETHESR

Hrst P2 i B
R—. FK A i A %K B BT KT
LRI R AN e I KT SYTH KR Y

WS T AR ] Fh 2 T B

SYT R M W 1 2%

R R (0 2 i A e/ ) A
st FE U 8 A F— I AL B R ]
A I — it 5 4 S

T IR IR

2 HE K R R K

B3 — i WA T
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33 EEWGEE

T JLAR DG T S AR 4 Sz vy 48 X i i o 22
W R T8 0 B30 7] J7 % (Chen & Proctor, 2017;
Apadula & Martins, 2019), Jz W 15 20 B #9008 1o $5
SR, B, AN 4 SR A 4R 5
WO R s AU Jr SR R A 7 T TE
A7 5 v i B 1% g 4 Y 3% T (please select the
more favorable option); L FME—A~Jr &R EE 4
BY? TETE PS5 58 A A 145 5 i 4 O 36 10 (please
reject the less favorable option) (Chen & Proctor,
2017); [Al#E, Apadula Al Martins (2019)4 & #%1E
F8 T35 P 43 30 TSR W 2 1 3% #F (please select
the dessert you want to order)mE 44 (please reject
the dessert you do not want to order) A7 e Bk
200 A G (R 30T, 3207 EE R R TR BRL, FE PR UERE
PSE I MRS S BOM E G B0 R, AU o 28 e dis
P R AR R 2R R 4 A SN R A e 22
S o HDON T E I A 7E T, AR
e 7 R SR IR IIUAN A 1) 07 AR —RE (G4 vs FH20),
T ET PN 82— R0 (B, TG [F]— 350 Y 45)

BEETE (L 2), YL =AM e3[R
ZAAE T A o B e PR R 4 (1 1 T R A
PP SRS o DX T 43 B Be i /N AR
B [ o B BT TR 14 8 2 I v Y R 5 A
Bok—FERY, RO, T R RN A T
TG A T 2 AN — AR, B, 0
FEEIMT Z I, DX T F & e O A
R RE, o3 B Bedi NEOR T TR0 2 R iR
FE BN T R A TR B

4 EFIELR MR ERMERELR
PR L RN S S | B
F . VR AR U R AR 2 2 5, UL A5

FEHANWIARER 22 7 N AEDLHI, BRI )5 10
B o R X e 2t X2 40 ek 7Y B 7 2 5C B2 % (Spencer
et al., 2005), 7 32 B HR T 0 Al SRR
3R 22 S AT L A R e R, B AT R E

FEAE =P Ay A BSR4 1
B U B AR B U, P SIS 7 A B A 4T 0 R Y i
PR, FLERIR ARSI RS
41 FHAEMMIRE

Shafir (1993; 2018) #& H T 3f & ¥ 1 i
(compatibility principle)fe i B¢k 5 A 4 J52 [ij A5
KZEFHIEWHLE . ARV, 525K
FIBEI A 28 & 1 B AN O . PERERE R BT,
VeI EL A BN R Pk 4 5 e R AT 45 T 34
PR WP AU A4 3 B T 3 O s Y R SR AN L, F R R
FEVERRAE S5 v B A2 0, A AT 43 56 1 T 22 1 R
YRR A O R 22k W B AE4E
A AT, BRI B T R A 4 S R
YA 55 HARAS, R SE 484 55 rh ot B A2
i, PR] SR A A T T B g ) DR AN R, I
MR L2 AT e Bk i A IR 4% 3%
WL . MR MR A, OB i
T 28 I 1 B A2 T UM Y 58 H 8 M A R T
HEZEEAMN T, WX SRR L5ET
AN PATE S5 N 248 Sz A5 B SR s 1 3 T
f2s. MR TR, K B IE2&
AT O SR ol gt FRAR 2 4[] e L o R D
HEHENEEH, Ao B BEgER, NgiEdg o m
F G S5 . Shafir (1993, p.548)7E i H i . “ A
T3 F Rty R BERE AR 40 ANk 0, Y 2ok
PEFEREA LI, MATE L3 T3, — A E B
FEAR, YR R A A B A BRI, AT RE
SR T IR AR L R H R 78 T R
BEMY, Shafir (2018)%}H 1993 4F 3¢ &5 Hh (1) 52 36 4T
TEE AR, A& DR E ST FROE S
AT, PR RE T IR R AR R

BRICZAD, T3 HoAth 2= AHOCHFFY (Perfecto
etal., 2017; Chen & Proctor, 2017) W& FL 1 K v
35 R0 P I AR IR, A 5% T HE SR Y
W5 v, B 2 v O 3 o R R, A 4
HRE R AR AR AR DG TR B R e A M Y
PRIAE I 7 PSS S 22 00 A S 2R AT S R B

®2 TEMEERXT, EFMELERNEXNE=1HELHZRE

WFFEE X eIy 25 R — 3 P in) Uy R —3 JE AT B R P
R LTI AT HI(F= 5 I vs B2 ) BeHE vs R4 Toikib i
oy B Bedi /AR ] — e 33 PP vs fE4E A B R
HAZ ] ] — e 3 PP vs fE4E Joikib B
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Btk s, FIRE, F RN JE MR Y
WFFErh & R FRAT 55 58 W51 7 1k WA 4,
WA WG] IR B AR S5 h s AL T 2 1 o
9%, YIS BRI RE . FEAE AT 55, AR
SIS AT Z R ph o, 38N ok 5K (]
XEE (Dhar & Nowlis, 1999), ZR{LAY, K H MM K
FAA TR /MY Perfecto 45 (2017)HF 57 & MR I AT &
P2 B R M A0 SEAE 4R T 8 M DT T AT O
(attribute matching), J&MEVCECE IS, 76X
PN TE PR R e TR, Mk B s i A B 1R,
T THD VT T AR B P (R BE TR, A R 48 S 1k
AR o 25 b RiEdE G s FR AT, AN A R AR X
FEHRAIEAE SN IER W 2E, WX 522G
e B Ja MR T T 2 063, Sk Rl B ) 22 i — 20
FET K ZE
42 FIERI

Ganzach (1995)%2 ) T A& 35 R 1% (commitment
hypothesis) ¥ fiff B 3£ £ FIHE 24 e A X 22 R 5
FIALA . AR ULAYEE HJR T Ganzach (1995)%F
TR 2 % 6 43 R4 48 s g 52 5T 18 43 22 S Y T €
7K ZE Shafir (1993)#2 i 19 £ & ¥ 0 #fF 57 35 =X,
Ganzach (1995)¥F =F ‘& % IR 43 = 35 70 11 25 SR ik
E—DT I S s T #AT9E, T —1W
WA ORI 58 =R T, R S SR RN 4R 4 AT
ST EEZES, 154 T 5 Shafir #X W45IE,
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T E NS T, BEE NS 3w, A EAE
PEFRAE 55 h B A SR R e, BUEATER S
PR RBRZ T R, (HRIRREZE T
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Ay AR R S W AU AR AR T AR % TR A S o A
SR AL AR A 4L, Wedell (1997)254 T Shafir
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(accentuation hypothesis), i F FiZ % i 245 Fl
JRRA A B2 BES fRE  SRIR R UG A A0 WA
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T e 1 22 B R R . Wedell (1977)48 =2 BT LA
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relative attractive) & 38 7€ 1% 5 F4E 4 4% 55 b XT3
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—E A
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AL S SRR R 7, X—A5
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PR, X TS5, R F NS5 TE
HE, FE M5 EAA SERIE B O M3,
Meloy Fl Russo (2004) 813 T 3% — W58, AKX Fl
LR TRAE—EBRE L REAMTE R
o

MR . AR B0 RN 5 8 (R 15 25 T Sk
WFGE 43 T 1 4% A AR Ui ke 5040 5 R A7 BRI A
B, (B EREMR, ik =B 76 i B B A

DRI BT = (R RSP 5D
B PRI LEG] + TELEAE 55 TR BHE LR R LE f51)/2
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28 S IO 222 S kT 6 094 52 3 A e 22 i 1
(4, HEE TR BT S s A o T T T
8 3 — R B A R AR 260 22 5 0 B
b e (ELA i — DR

5 EFMEARNEXEANELIR
HR—TEHNAMNE

e R 45 5 AR 2 1) 1 AN 8 AR BT
Bk (nudge)iz JH b 2017 4535 DR B 522 83145
# Richard H. Thaler (BI#:ff-ZEEIRWL, EITH
FhA 400 FH ok F R 76 AR B AT 1428 1 e g ]
3 3 B 46 R 249 AR AR 11 326 2 248 LA AT AR A 7
WA T I ) 202 1T T SR W (Thaler & Sunstein,
2008; X7kF5 ZF, 2019). MR X —#ERE, (O
2R ) “LI/ME R AT hdoR Bt & & ek
RER TR S (] 4T 28, 2018) BUNL Sl T 5 2 44
WEA FA A B AT N PR RS R R, L8R AT A ok
SRAEN A BRAT Y S, S A AT R
TR 2 38 J 45 G BUR 125 21 20 4 R 5 11 Tt
o], e shah & & R P S SEAEAE AR . T
TR R 260 Jsz 1 A5 2 1 W A I FH AR AL, A R [mT ),
2R SR AR FH 38 428 R 0 )2 R B A A B N T
TR H ) 2 S f VA e ol A B 4 S R AR
[8] f%) 2= 1] (Krishnamurthy & Nagpal, 2008), ¥
FEB1A B B SR T v DA RN AL, DA
JEEER SN S SR AL B S Al . H AT RS AR 4
RN B FE T S B AT oA . BT TR
HHFONE THREEL .

51 AHTFERARNERMEBCHPENF

m% R

[ 5] 5423 H Shafir (1993; 2018) 55 5%
1, ACHRERUH 8 H X T PR FRA R D R A S
W KERAE BUIE X &b A B TR T2, NS
FHF ARG A R IFE Mg, W (52
FEBRF A ) (Kramer vs. Kramer) g YFik T i i 4 25
B TEZS o YURMFFE S R BIRE, RIS
ZAF L WAL T SO ) P R AR
KON . MR RHBEREK A d, B
s T T LA 2 W — 7 A X % T I M A 2
(7 SR ) WARARA R K B BEH, W AT
RV T W — L R KX ZF e Wy
BN, MR R KAERES, MR T —iBZ M. X
6 2 B A T e PR VR

52 BHMTFRSHEPRIRSERNHESE
Machin (2016)fRFFE & B0, V5 2% & dnfal fig
P 2357 Wi HOGE 7= it B3R 55 A 56 1 ks T, F
SR WAL FL 5 B G A R R R i AR K AE 22 1]
R R, — R T I, SRR A
M —PE ik 1 - <3 IR, WhhgkAE” ., 95L
L, WA R B AT K R W A TRRE I AR R AR K
TE o YETTIR R W7 25 48 2 R FHAE 46 S o A5 =X 17 Ha
R F R T R . M T R A AN K
TR, AT 2 T 22 56 v T AR 46 1 300 £ T AR
i o T % 2 2 AR FH 3 S A B 25 AL G 8 0 114 e
AT REZE IR, MM S5 o= ah  BLRCRR B, X A AR
R R VR AE B AN B B (Machin, 2016), R AT
LI5S 9% 3 5 T4 i B R R M e £, DAR
AR E W R . BN, TS 2 FDAE I A Y
& PN R B (Butsunturn & Roberts, 2015),
AT DL R AL ) ol A 9 OB 3R A e A Y R
R B R E A=, EEAHCH
T, AR T AT IR L AR 4 1 SR AR R B
i BT R
53 A TESHEERAMENBHREIINSEE
e
TEH U A (2018) 5 v, ok &R,
LBz 37 g s 5 gk s b AT] R R AR R A 28 B () i
AEAR BB, B LR 4 I N AR e s AT
JEEARERA A B (BUH 2SS AN R 8 T o —
ik, HIEHEEBMNET AT E—FN,
HIEAE R 2 e R4 2 AR X, A R
PR SR N i —RE R, BRI, S AR R # B R R
LA BB R Z S — R o SR, SRR, R
A A LY, R AR AR 4 A T A
HERR TS, BRSNS ETREREL,
54 FABTFLUEMRENARROSEEE
X85 2 N (2019) & B, AH T 2 52 5 AR X
(FERAER L IR BT TV), ZE = AR HLALTN)
PB4 S AR S (TE AR L AR AR AT 4T X)) T 3
SHNFAEREE 2R A RERE, A7
3% SRR e R4 SR IR (AR R S5 AR | iRBETI
SRR HLBI K E R AR R4 S AR T S i )
FAEA IR R, e B LRl R (UniE SC e . Her
PR A LA, S B A TR RN A R R A 4 i ke
Feo HHILET UL, b R FH 42 22 S 4R 4 S A
K, MU AR R,
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6.1 #EBREERIEAN—FEREFE, HiE

EMATEMEMTXNER

TE HF FIAE 4 S R X 7E T 2R A I R R
(Machin, 2016; Butsunturn & Roberts, 2015), #%E
Amk(E T 25, 2018). & 4 {E R (Finkelstein et
al., 2004)5 S T I SE ik . AR AT G
Bhik e a2 s AR 3, FHEIARTE £,
WEEST . IR BRI . R IRAE I AR Bl A
SCAEVE P PR I, e Ah, N AR A L
MRS UCHL, i SR S H AR =, KRR HT
FEH AT AR SEGRAZ H A A By e (B A SR
62 ENREEZERETRBEEIH

TPk, PRI R B 4
F3— A, TE B HE 48 2 8] AT DR I 4 5%
SR K R s, RSO IRALHIE A, XF
X — ZR 91 0] figp 2 A Bl T FRAT TR B A 7 o fi
IR T S i) N SR 5 v R SR I 300 SRR
A, B, Li %A QO12) T fH B R/ BA R
KB B, AAT1H 32 346 46 %65 77 45 7 945 B
2332 3] B e S PA R, 106 4 5 B k=
O BRI 7E T 5RE SR IR 5%

Hor, FKRWPR A ARSI, AE
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(Rayner, 2009), J5 {83 A0 BEHE— AT 55 AL HE By
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o7 A5 T K 3 v REURR I AR 4 B ) O 2
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How can a selected and a rejected option turn out to be the same one?

HUANG Yuan-Na, LI Yun-Xiao, LI Shu
(CASKey Laboratory of Behavioral Science, Institute of Psychology, Chinese Academy of Sciences, Beijing 100101, China)
(Department of Psychology, University of Chinese Academy of Sciences, Beijing 100049, China)

Abstract: Decisions can be remarkably influenced by how an option is framed and elicited. However, as a
special variant of the elicited method, the potential value and application of selection and rejection have
been traditionally underestimated by researchers. The discrepancies between selection and rejection can be
represented in five aspects, including cognitive effort, attention, decision criteria, and so on. Over the past
30 years, the enrichment paradigm, phased narrowing technique, and direct inquiry methods have gradually
developed as paradigms. These have helped explore some relatively mature theoretical hypotheses, such as
compatibility principle, commitment hypothesis, and accentuation hypothesis, to illustrate the inherent
mechanism of the difference between the selection and rejection response modes. Meanwhile, the selection
and rejection response mode has played a driving role in consumer behavior, health care, and other areas.
Future studies may consider the application value and promotion practice of the selection and rejection
response mode as a tool of nudging. This work attempts to shed light on the knowledge of selection and
rejection as well as showing new applications for future research.
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