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M PIRRSEA R PEAE R . — RIS IEAL, RIPTA R —E BRI, R Al & el

M BTG o P PRI A b — P PP A R sl PR r ) 3 T AR Ay o BRI B T T L
FEUREF AL, B URIRER DDA R S DR AR, ARG . EM . TP, H R

XA IR Rz I A,

PR T AN R ELSE RN, H AT AN i, R SR AR R

*t,
XEER PP Rl S, T AT RS, BORXUER S, B
SZEE  B849:C91

AT ) BT RN e 3 A B A DAk AR T AR
. LIRSS ER R, AATTA WA 5L
AREPEAER R BEA P4 (oint evaluation, JE)F1HL
I PFEAl (separate or single evaluation, SE), TEEK& 1T
AT, PO 3 [ B TR0 P A s A DAL B
MAE M PEAG AT, P Xy — > gk ik
Ti(Hsee, 1996), 248Kk, FAMMIPAL FIBE-S1EAR Qi [F]—
A ESOCIE R W, WS T, TR ST
PR PP L B R Rl AT o N S T e R E &
B, — i AES T LIRS, AR BOR
Z NS Z P A, T2 At/ Y DFAf A58
R G VEAL o an SRR RR LR BUL A A S0
— T, B 2 At/ v PG S X S 42 T B PE A
KR ABEE T 25 F A s 5e, VEATTS T 3BT
52 O AR LB AN

B DT Al RG-S PEAS X T AT A8 PR SR ok R
IRAHRZE W, TSR AR R B
TR S % B4 (Hsee, 1998; Kahneman & Ritov, 1994;
Kogut & Ritov, 2005; List, 2002), 5 G AR ‘& —17
BAREBE R A A, T B SE — A SRS TR L Je] i
A B SELE, W1 TS i B Bmigg s, A2

W ) 2017-08-13
WA 3 16 AR SCE AR b ST Rk A [ o

W 2 Tk, AR, YIS [F] & 2 W 7 i) i
s (RREE A VP4 ), A/ At xd i 8 B B & . 5
S, WURBRIEAL, BN K E B b — A
TR B b/t X 5 T S A B IR B A B TR (Hsee,
1996).

B PEAR RV A AN A9 e 4 R (R ST R
JE/SE M f S 5% 2 A AT R 2 ST iR, & 2RO
ME L&A, MRILHZE D401k, PRS0 LEf A
IR 1 07 T S AN W A e

TERT IR R Z T, P2 R Sl
PPAL A 2 3004 2800 S A5 FE IS PE Al TR ATS SR AT 2
RIS R, R 40 Chatterjee,
Heath I Min (2009)#3+ 1 Sl ifAd v 22 22 A B
BRI P35O0 S A AE B A PEAR T SR i ar, AR
A YA TRAG BEAL 11 5t 0] FE R AE 1S AT 7
Fhis 0 22 S/ N (B £ 25 10 ST SR 10 TG
R4 0 W 55 53 2K Oy T8 22 S5/ ), GO B RN A
230859, XA Evers, Inbar, Blanken £l Oosterwijk
(2017)% %8 T[] — > BUR R JH K R HE 22 (42 5 o B
TR 1 32 B e 90) B AR T AE 22 (R AR 45 k3 1)
Z BN SO IR, e B0 BRIl PE AL B AATTIA A 2
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JIHAE SRR A5 B, A DA IS, B 2 T 50 1 o AfE 4
RS BR 28 RAH ], A ATTATS SR 0 A 2 il HE 20 5T 5
KRG K T FYE M % B (normative explanation,
RUEEPE R FE)

TEHLS B 2w, | ] PEAL M PR IS (general
evaluability theory, GET; Hsee & Zhang, 2010;
Zhang, 2015) )39 J& 1 1) 7T PEAL 7 (evaluability)
A BEFEAT T 00T, BRIV, MR ER. Sk,
AE SR 0 2 i 5€ (want-should conflict) , 2R3 Y AL ZR
GRS L H ] TR JE/SE MR bf I, X SLfig i
FVAT PP Al A — 5 1 OCHK

wJE, BEORHEER G, PR O PR
PERLIS AT W T EORHIT, @ Bt BT AG 5
3, X PR B . 2R R I . T gk
FE R E Y LA S SE AR REE T T B AR A TS B
AR, $R TR B 2 Lo 8 VI 21 2 R i A
%, RS AT AR

ARSCH R RIS . NERHLE . B SE =AN2
YR R B PEAG RS PEAG A 5E . B 28, [l
JE/SE ity B e iy EEIG . Hak, 1Efg Bl =
T, SR VA PR R R . IR, BEIPAR AR
VeSS BT B, TCiB X 28 > N AR, b3t
GUR (AN ZERE . AERRSE DT, #REA TR, B,
BTG SESPEAE R— DB R e R B
BT PERY TR, R PORIT S B Z —, Rl 2TE
PSR JE T, el B HAE 24 a9 PP A ROk W e B
B, AR B R E s T

1 PP 4 S B

1.1 JE/SE RFRFEMNETENR

PR P A T PR R R, TR AN 32 3
i R RIIE XA (von Neumann & Morgen-
stern, 1944), {HZ X TIPSR 20 A B,
FHBE TEENEEN A TR PEAL, BEA T
f I FEAE HAB IR Lo 8, LR AT AR b 1 22 4k,
XL N JE/SE il 2% . JE/SE il 2 5%
TEVF 2 U R I A TE

e A4, Bazerman, Loewenstein 11 White
(1992)% %5 T AR PRI 7T X s 7% A
JEH 2T 600 JEot, it AZRTG 800 30, 7% B
& [ O A A5 3R15 400 £70, ZEBATFAG T, R
WA NIEEE A CARAIE 200 AT 58, (R phy
fliist, B 7 EHF AW S| JIH 5 . Hsee (1993) &K,
S0 2 5 3 [R) B T X < B A0 A B v (EL A 3 D

BB A G 3G P AN 7 2B, AT
Pt 22 M BT [HUR, TERBRIEAL R,k
WIS NN N R

TEZE B v Kahneman Fll Ritov (1994) % #i,
TER A PEAL B, T X 79 A 28 55 700 H < K K 1 i
AR BEAE B 7 W LA Bl K R B, AT T e
JRIER I H AR 225 (HUR, Sl S 90— 265 0
Hur, MHT gD H, &2, 25
L L,

TENEAHEE Y Hsee (1996)i52 5 &ML HC
1E R RO w2 M T BRI — L TR,
P NHREEL T [F—BeAs, Hoik N A 15l
HBUL(GPA)HN 4.9 73 (5 73 fl), PIAENS T 10 MY
B3N B 9 GPA 7 3.0 43(5 43iil), W4ENE T 20
MR o A TEANET, AATEE M EIE A B 347
R P (B AR B TEAG B, AT R A ek
N A ST i B3

e BE Y7 ] v, Zikmund-Fisher, Fagerlin Fll
Ubel (2004)iE AT A CZE ML EA N 3 O
IRERT AR, BEAE A Bl Trafh R, #17id 80 ¥k
FAR, #LbE Y, A B Bl T2t K, iF
frid 300 IRFAR, #E T, FERAMITAGET, AT
TG HREE B B4R A R R R, (HEAERATT
flirh, AT T2 F AR SR8+ E A B,

TE I8 5K W4T ds), Paharia, Kassam, Greene il
Bazerman (2009)0F5% T AAMIXT “la]4%5] & 8 K G
FHOR RS Ry e BT R B/NEF R TE
TR R F o 7R PEAL I, AATT3845 BT & fE
T NN EE, (BRFERA PG, AR iE
TR A A S, DN IS | R AGF AT T
B,

MZ, FEF S . WAL . NS BR
I DR SR B T W 5518 Z2 4, #RAF 145 JE/SE fi
IR o AHASEE WIS, JE/SE i RFEAZEH T
] A2 s 0 e XA () R 1) R A1 Ay Tl 7 2 S 610
TE 3 A L (Hsee, 1996) 124 3% 45 3 (Kahneman &
Ritov, 19943 WFFE 1, T Bl PP AL I8 JE A 1F A
IF, VH 2 00 i 4 A0 R FH S A B (willingness  to
pay)Kill &t . Rk, AT 4 JE/SE fmtf [ 5%
R B G, KRB AN Eid JE/SE
P b S e IR G —FF, 3 S 1 BRSO A i e D U,
[INERZSSN A RS LRy K 3/

12 SMIEAER SRR

PR SR G o5 R R4S, ARG A 25
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R — AR Ab S W BT LAY SR Bk,
PLAFEPFE AL . — R G, 58— WU I ak
TGUTE BT A 77 T 47 L A SR s RIS I B 4 o 58y 4
Hi O, 8 — TSR W sl e 1 22 /D AE B — T T L A SR
W SR I T G, A At T 5 At SR RN T — A
##(Von Neumann & Morgenstern, 1944), PPl
M K B, TEERAMPPAG B, AT B2t e 5 4
PRSI, i deg R A A LAt A5 0T o I P SR

Hsee (1998)if i VK12 LI HR TS . b
HL S5 H G H O EWIER S BRI v
HMPEAL S, S 5 ML ECEI LN WA 2 —
(GnE 1 Ry MO H 8 8 e ml KR, TEA
10 7 ACH L B Lo 7 e ml vk, #
TEAS i 5 A vl ARH L, BRGPEAG I, =53 Rt
FE TGN . 5R A BATEER, AfTX)
8w rl UKIKE 45 T = AR (R AE B PP AL
B, AR ST RIS T ORI, AT R
AU Y 7 A vk B R, AR 8 i E) VKK
BA I AR IEI

A

-

107 +H] 84%H]
l 7 H]
5%H] l
PEAIH WENIL

Bl 1 okihos
(PRI JH: Hsee, 1998)

B, BB ER W EFE IR — AL S BHE,
2002 i DUURE B2 R85 R e S B e H 3K
R L THE S T IO SY o (RO AR UE £ I K —
BH, A ES, £ AL 24 EH, &8 . W
FIE A 8 A, B— IR E i Tt . £ B 3k 40
PR, G TERANTA W 240, I HBH T
TR 8 Ay, Hir 7 N8, 9 Mk T .
UL, BRT5Ee—FR 248 H, EXBULLE
WA ZHT T HREFER, EREM L ET T
Wi, FEECATPAGRT, AMTXTER B M ES; H
AR RMPEAG RS, ATXTESRE A 1A & (Hsee,
1998).,

X — 25N AE H AL S A4S 2] T Z2 WA IE . FEEL
S TR RS G T, List (2002) & 3, H
o SR AT 22060 114 W S 5, 23 37 B UM, A 2 ST

HRRTMERRKF : —F&2 10 ke R ER; m
H—EWIE 13 5RER, U8 T —E%K M 10
T RN R 3 sk EIHR R R AR E R A #
WAE—, - H OB X 13 sk A i E
AR HAE L H 2, RRBOEFEXT 10 KE%
AN S . AN, OB — WU R B AEXTA A
ERBESIPEA Y, 2R L FAT (B M1 )l
MEG T AN . A A H I NPT DT . A A 1Y
8 Jm it AP A R T HEASERT AV P E, HiEA B [A]
FEEZRT 8 FiHEA SERTA LA, (HiR BN
6 F it A RIEH A G o RERZNTET
WA TP, RIS 2 W0 & 07, ARAXT A~
WA ERBEI T A 25, (RN LHLT
FPhPEAG R, BB H b — R i, X B A
A WPEAL 25 T H i A B (Powdthavee, Riyanto,
& Knetsc, 2017),

2 W LAY AE L

21 TFVHEMIER

FATAEARIIPAAC T, ATH i 25 H B
o BB RTE A ) 0 R AT DA P R S, BT
AP, 2 AT A 20 1 R AT WAL 25
AT B X ) R BE A A5 FE P (Hsee, 1996; see Hsee
& Zhang, 2010 as a review), fajFA3R UL, EIERIESE
S Ty F W, D0 AT DAL P R, BOE A W, ) T
Fl BRI . BIFFE R T DA PR A 7 0 i, G 2
W25 F N R E M= 4 5 Pt (e.g. Hsee,
1996; Hsee, Zhang, Wang, & Zhang, 2013), i1k
F4: 2 55NN GPA L4 FE 490 TH 45 5 H Wi (Hsee,
1996).

AT B, TERTSCER B T JE/SE f 4
JG v, BT I T S B WA A A ——
— @ P E B ME L) PEAL . D — A E AR
FUHR T APEAL o T LA, JB/SE fl i S 5% 1 F o H,
PEIUHE H AL B A IS (LR 1), Han, 7
e FEINEAMEE T (Zikmund-Fisher et al.,
2004), FARLE (FARREORZE—AH 2 ZAMELL R

% 1 JE/SE RiFREEMIEINLEH

o EEELT AT B (55

e T R A A £ R
Bek B

& T

BTN B, 52300 KTA) (B Hll T 4A%)

s B ekt

(Bil: SE 80 IRTF-A) (1 Hal T g fhocs)
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MPEAL R M, AEXT T2, Sl B AE —
BB B ZAH R 25 5 B DA Y SR 4k

TSR PPAR I, 25 5 PEAR 9 Ja M X e 3 = A T
o, RMETZ B YRS 4 2 ARG PEAG I,
QAR JE AR A G AL T, AT R s st
SR LB AR E], APPSR, A
T 2y s ik Bl P BE A=, A RS R — 4
Sy VAL ) JE M, RIS TR0 IE TR 28 40 57y H 2
HlTFEASEA, ATELLW TS 20k TF
AERARFE; EHREGTAGRT, A WA 20 E A
XFH, FARRBOXA T E 2B 1A S VAl T,
M R E WA 2 5 W EAE . Xl
fli P AR b 235 | R PSR W & S e o T, FRAT)
P BARA P PR 2R 25 S BT AL MY AR 4k
2.2 AVEE MRS I E R

R T SO PPAR PR RIS, FAS T M 0y AT PEAS P
R, AT R P A R ARk, P AfTTRT
DA P AR M550 33X — @ Pk 22 5 M E &L
MR, BRI BT K, IE 2
PRI Ay e A ] J Pk AT PEAL PR S B, JE/SE A4S
SRR A R o B4, AT A R 5 w] o
fhPEE 7

AP PR T2 ARG, FAESRER
PG OL T, AT PEAE PR o T AT PR PR e 42
BT EAE AR . (1) K (nature), JENTE
MZRIER, Rk T AR 2 BE R
KZ; (2)Fi (knowledge), &S IEE R, HI
o RREEAE MR T Hs e BB 5 1E A
ZIEE; G)IFEEI (mode), 24 T RS IEL,
SR HAMETE NS BER . 2R - R
ALPEAG R, T PR PR, A R A SR
AR (AN 2 FR).

| VR HERT RE T 57 |

o
)

| OMRERTAMCRATRS ) |

2 %
Y

| SR T B AR |
2 %
Y Y Y Y

[ s | | HHEUREE |

B2 ATEPAG P A (R AR B R i [

HZE 1. KM, 24 AT AL a2
B RRFAEN . FooE A ECE O P & () —
NSRS, . FEERE, BIRTESE . 4
AT, AR5, A KRR .. NTE
12 BRG] LU IPAl AH2, XA AR/
RGN S48 R, NATTAR RARI . INTEPEAR
RGE, 7 RO TR A R A BE D
MHEME . R 2. AR, BT ERANEES T
fift B bR JE PR B o A 5 Bl an . BETE ., 1
S N . 285 WS 2030 B9 T 2% 35 6 2000 A9 47
By 7 ARE BPHAE T 2R, TR A 0 A LT
F o AR R T R 2 4T H T (Gustafson, Lybbert, &
Sumner, 2016), —M&1 7, AMTRF2G0E B A%
W Z, (HEX TAEE B AR D . &
AR AE Y £ 2P Y, BRI, (HRI S 2 /b
B Wit BA ZmA RN, AL i L
Wl IR 3. PRI, Wl 2 o PPl a2 ik
GVEAL, FERPRIPAR Y, PO AAEAE I 2 [\ (1) 2
B, ATPEAL MG, BRA PEAL A, o Tk min] DL E
KSR, PGP

FEFT TP RS, JE/SE 4 48 i e
SR DUH R R A — 2SR PP A X o
J& (RIS HAEH], 53— PEAG AR XA e
JE MO EAER
221 THEERERAMETEM (R E

PPAG AR RN BE I 1 (R ) 28 BEAE R R, i
— e MBS g v, Hrh— et A R E
{HJ2 N TE 2 PRAR B9 (91 40 - AR AE 2 75 800, 55—
A Ja P 2 T Sy EE B PN AR XETTAL Y (5 e A AE
HERB AR, 52T R n O SR AN Y o A
T NTEXMEVEAL ) JB PR, PITE S PRAl 9 &8 PR 7E 5l
PG A E TR, (R BNA PG T, B
PRI A2 R, NAEMEPEA A0 8 2 T DA PR 42
TE D3R A FE 248 K, Yang, Hsee, Liu Fll Zhang
QO IE AATZEFEMA AT HIHE . — D PR
{HIRAMRMER, — o PR IE RSN . kb
TIPS BT, AATE Z B0 F AHE, B3
W —FP NFE AT IPAL PEAR i R 2R, FRATTTCRS L
AT LAFIRrSE ;M Ah FECE AL BT, A1 £k
BEMER (H 0 e a9 ARAE, PR A8 Ao 34 0 (7] 79 B AH
LeEE, A3 FEaX — ZEME LATEAS i s MR AR 1S T 45 )
VAL T, AT IR st A A T A8 Ak o (BRI,
FEARMFE, BFSEE X B PP AL R H T 4N i
it, 25 ERUE B FHE, K54 10554
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{14 151 B e 18] 56 B FE AT 55, SRS FRULER o — -4
HE . IXFRATAFFEFRA, BRI PEAL FIEE A PEAL 1 22 5
AL (BRI N BT ) 22 5 B0, TR S PEAR
BB 22 52 1 Y o
222 iHMHEEBEXFERBEMEGEIR)NRZE

PEAG AL RE T MR R BAE T, %
T — e K BB @ 1, b —AN @ MR A
RNTARE N FEEW, H—N R EEEEEA
TTEERE R ERZ 1, HE, AREZHZEANES
(1) JE M AE B PP A TP AR R, E R R R =
B MEAEE S PG TP RCE T S . BN, BEYT USRI
o & B, BRARPEAGEE, AT mAr DR 33%(H
FEHCK 15 28R 12, (BR7EEA AN
I, AT ER 40%EEEE H O 40 205
#)2E & 1112 (Zikmund-Fisher et al, 2004), K ~N1E3%
Bf ) —4E B b, AATH0A T 2 0 R T g, (1
SR BE R R T X — 4R -, AT TR, T
ICA PEA s A 08 200 ) 14 2 BE A RE B oo L] A

PEA A A0 IR Y 32 B A AR — S iR 2k
S, BIPRS00 B 5 B sC B . DA S
P23 1y 8 B A AL 1 BE$E Oy 19 (Hsee, 1998), — &%
B 2 A A, —8%8 80 HER 58 4,
PRI A7 A0 R HL A TR 5 SE - P2 e 5
VEA B, B HER B E N RBNE R, AN 4
Z TR, SV, PR HOE 1 S ar X PEAl 1) 5%
Wi g AR PEAG B, PR A T eI i 2 R,
B A5 BT PEAG MR T, X SR 5 e 3 R
T o R BRAY, 5T 8 5 W 9 B 5% (Paharia et
al., 2009), BF5T&XT L T WA ASE 1847 R (B 451
KK ST AT R EH 5] R B/NEENIT R,
FERINIEAL B, HHER R MG R RIONER, A
TS MWARE S G, N A9 s A
FAT I NEGE; AU A AL, fad A
XPRECRAR B PTIEAG R = T, PR AT A
TR RN S5 T
23 HithmgERE

EAR)T SCR] PR PR RIS O H AR R ) B 1
e, (H A HALAEBEALHI AL T AR A T
T FRATHE F 2T A4

Bazerman 45 (1992)8& ) T “AH LRI 2 pp g
(want-should conflict) ¥ f#RE, MATIAR, 7EHMPE
AR 22 2% B M2 (want) [ 2R, (HZEK
AL B A AT 2 %N 2L (should) N2, il
u: Okada (2005) & BH, I 52 AR 3ET (50 L& TAL

A7) ML FET(50 JTHE A A4 IR i B,
TEFRAMPEAG I, AT 52 ARk, TEER G PEAG
iF, AATTEE X s IR I 2EBLAY, Shaffer H1 Arkes
(2009) & L, ANATTHEBR A PEAL A 58 5 X BE 4 4z T,
{RRAE B PEAL B, JE 30 4 F R 0 2 22 R A i
S )32 N, XIS AT LA AR 20
B SRR R . B PPAR I, SEORIEWIMOE T
ZHRBNRE, MECEIEALET, R ZE R Rk
W, NS % N R R, RS AE7E S HY
PRH . ANad, R BLG A nT DU O PEAS P A R, A
P T o FE, AR B N AE AT DAL R A, IR
TE BT A s 52 e TR

Kahneman F1 Ritov (1994)42 it 7 2H N Fe & il
AMEEE I 25 5 o AT T T ki B v K B A i
Bi7 Bz R 20 2> 4 S e e S IR, g o« AR BT A
B, AATHEE Z AT 20 N e, i K 2E i KR A
HAb B Rz L, 16K s T3 A R
B R 55 008 2L 118G T (577 W9 e it A 33 87 B kg 20 E A
HA ARz e, X —WH & T AKRER T
ANEB . WAV, AT 2847 T A4,
AR A LR B sh Yy T, S N M L
B OOURI AT A T —FE, FRESRER.
I SCRT PEAG P BRIE R i R, FRAMPE AR Y, RO R
KA H NTEN S B ARG, (HRRG
TEAG B, YT A9 S R BE TS B0 I (1 2 B,
Z MR A I T R i Uz

1T, Sher Fil McKenzie (2014)2H T 5 Al
{5 BB (option as information model), F§H: 4>
IRTE T 238 50T 0T e 1 B BUE 53 A A — A HEWT, (H
5 E B — IR — UCHRE, B S 2
THH H CAHERT ORI, PR SR BE B S IR Ok
FIWr o AR T, Bes R B AR AT PEAl P
HRH T 2 BT ROk, R R Y e TR
UE JE/SE M ff S AN SR AR B 1Y, RO 2 R A
T HABAEWAE B B, AR R HE R, A
KA T AU

AN, ARG w9 T B JE/SE 2
o TEFIPAL H, NMATE 2RSS 1 )R &=
I FEEETEAS T, AR 2K RS 2 s
U/ T.(Gino, Moore, & Bazerman, 2008; Bazerman,
Gino, Shu, & Tsay, 2011). Gino Z:(2008)4& 1, H ¥
ARG, FRATAT BTG AN E BT R . — it
REEANEME, BIAPRER, 5—FEd B
JEAETE, BIATHMA RINBIET, 21T Hh
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TIPSR H e AL, 45 307 I8 R BEALAE 2 ) &) .
TEBRAMPEAG I, AT 5 B Rl 22, e dgid
PRI FE AN B TEARRG 4 77 AR T AR 25 SR AT A TE AN
i, ERRE PG, fW2E 20 . A TIEMIR S
MIFZIR, B TE SR AMPEAG I, RS 5E T A
D BRI T, e BB 0 T S e D 55 4 R
2%, HE, ([HARERENE, WAL TR &I
BT Ja S RS 1 AN T 2t ke R4 e M 2=
WK, ARET VI IE I P B RO R o [RIAERY,
X — G A AT LR AT PPAL PR i B, 25 SR i BRI B
THB e — MG B, TE P Al i nT AL PR
17 3 R A e Pl o BN T AR R R, TEBR BT
Aty AT DAL P 45 o

T SCRTPFA P BRI A DA AR R 35 2 4
CAARECR M) 28 B 5 R G AT — 78 T BE A AR AL
— MM, NAERTPPE RS R R & MRS 1 1L
BAHG, HOB T E e s A, PNAE ] DAL PR A
RHMARG 2 M, WM T A5, IEanmi s
PR AMILSE H., & —FhNTE AT IPA AR . HAKEE
HWRHIWR R R, M KBFEER, T2 TARE
B, BEREPERIN ARG, BN, TR
AREFLMEN . B, FIREENGELR, WL &
AL AR A CMEEIEN, KRS 1 )E &K
I TR AT TG E R AR Z MR R, AR AT
ANTHEAT RN 10 23 B RIS D e LA T A

BN ARG BA R & E e, HE, 78
JE/SE b S L1080 b, )7 SOl PEAS MRS BoAA T
AR R, VR 2 B s Al R S8 BRI M
PAFESr iR, N . Zikmund-Fisher Z£(2004)%F
B A SRR T, TE PRSI, AT R e R
el T ek i it 80 IRTFARAYEE A, HEEA
VEAG B, AfTTE B R B 5ol T2 i fe R . AT
it 300 IFARBYBEAE o BRI 7E B DAk 2R AT
PP R RS 2 0T, B EEG PEAG B3 in
NIRRT AR IR SE 1T, 2R
MELATH BR X Fh O 4 S 5%, IR A2 RECRTRSE 2
(4953 B S8 2% I R 56 42 R AN PR =2 B30 Y AR XE L
AR R A SR
3 PPAR A B R ek

WEFE NI B P, AU A B R
R, S A IS, A B AT A

BRI OS5 5L B K 2 9 A 2 B e
SRR RS, PRI, 5 4 T LS o X e R ol

BEWBTE, BEAMTNIE . T, RATHMN
DU LA R8Tk, 2309 G 3P Al AR X 2 an ] 52
M AT, A BRI K BUR RTS8 G
A PEAL R, R B HER H 1Yo

31 KRR

A R XURS: RSB M e R AR
VFZ A TR 5 A SC, 1 an BRIV 4% 5% v S RS
SRR, &GRSR IR i Hsee S
[F] <f it PEAS T T A XURS TSR AT I 35 52
i (Hsee, Zhang, Wang, et al., 2013),

AR JEAL, A AR A S e S g F o b, B
TR = pR AR . — &R PR %R (value function or
utility function, Kahneman & Tversky, 1979), —J&
A (] 47741 PR %X (temporal discounting function, Fredrick,
Loewenstein, & O’Donoghue, 2002), — XA E
PR %L (probability weighting function, Kahneman &
Tversky, 1979), iX = REHRR AL LR, Fril
e AR (B 2 . BRI % . RN
A 43 A BB I BENE . BRI AL AN GO
A AT DASE W bR AL B AR LR R BE (AN &) 3 o), FEER
MPEAE AT, PREUIE SRR B AR RIS
WA AT, bR AR PR 7R B AN (Hsee &
Zhang, 2010; Hsee, Zhang, Wang, et al., 2013), FTF
] ST IPAS B S, AR ERAPEAR B, AT T2 Y
AT U, AN (N AR SRy TEET . XURS: DA
To RS 722 S A RV, AR A AR 1k, PRt AT
PR FN B K A T AR KRS o (R TEH A 5 e (5
BAESHZ B, AT B A8 i AU, 1
KAMER I 10%78 8 20%0F, AATTX 5 AR L 3%
AW AR A KK . B, FNERS PRAG A L, B
VP A S P A8 PRSI ] 4 o ESORNARE 3R A S bR
P S B A AR S R R T 1

A A

A
—— B

N g
- AN 7

>

\/
\

K3 PSRRI sREL(A) . BRI R (B) | MR
FUEE PR E(C)
(1884 A : Hsee & Zhang, 2010)

BAE, BIEIHENRERRGIH(ERR 3 P
L AL EE R ), T B P T BRI (R 0% R
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100%), S s Be A PEAGT I, AT A0 AR AR B S 2
Lfy; (RS, RfE XS KOF R BT, Bl Al i 1
U, AT RUBS (AR AL B AR . il dn, Hsee 45
(2013) & BUAE N FL SR 7 T, B A PR AP 1, % 7k 7K
BT %, J7% A AT LA 100%3H AR 3 2 5 A2 4 (FE X
B, /NIEE), T B A 90%HIHER AT LI 4 J7
N4, (HEA 10%MBER A T ARG X
B KULES)o ML THCAPRA, BAAPEAE RS 54
X% A WA RS . SR — 2, WFREE AT
K2F A 2 SRR 3 B E ST R IE ARG (50
KT IF AL, REAER I35 100%, 90%F
80%, fEi% F O A 120 4380 iy 2 R B ) AT DL 2 HEBA,
A e 2 I A 2D ah . FEBR A PG, B
HEHE 100%, 90%F1 80%iX =4 ~, S 5HEE
ERFIIET AT IR, S 2 A2 5 B, fE
PR X AR HEER 100%F1 90% 11 W 4,
ATV B AR I DA 2 22 500 (R, X He R
HER 90%FI1 80% A PR ZH, AT IR 22 25 1 B sk 1] 3%
A W2, MBS TR AL AR . Xt 2 irE
BB PEAR S, AT R TE U 3 — 2 B A
S, R 22 R 8 XU, (1 A 3R A AR 90% 140 72
80%)iX —H i {5 B AU

WAk, KT ABEEHO T, PEATE a5
Ml PR 5 A il = 2R B R A B AT o - 1 Fox Fl Tversky
(1995) & B1 T L% Z W 5800 (comparative ignorance),
AR AT AN 5 1 0 3kt G S ke R R0 1 1Y
TR LEE, AR TE I B H AR BT,
MATHSE IR 4 RN M b35S S
HAG H O AT A AR AS, B T a R
B, HE R a2 EinT LIS 100 3£75,
487 A A S04 L B, 50 RE%M; 48T B
2L (o B0 2 S — 2k 100 A4S, (H 2 B Fh £/
ANEHE AW TS 5% BERE RN Z kS
AR . FEEATPAL B, AT F48F A
WE R TAET B, RIH T A E R (HJE7E
BARLPPAR B, AR A4S 1 A 20 2 5
X F1 Hsee, Zhang, Wang “5(2013)i0#FsE , AM17E
I5C A5 TPA s 42 7 8 AU 1) R/ IN O ARE 5 55 1 F5R%)
HA R AW o IR, AfIXH4SF A
B #REBIZE R ICEAA E, E X A0AS A AN A o P
W, HABETHGR, A5E B e A SEXELLTR

AU e 5 v () PP Ak AR X 2 S L S22 JE/SE M
R —AF2, FURALFRXAREE G . H
HR UG & A FE AR R @ M . — IR 2

g te——A O S5 — B B ——
RS KN o AE BB PEAR B, A T0 XU i AT 2P A 4 B
frn, NATTRF IR R SR, JRURS: /N AT IR PR AR,
NATXT B AR (R, 7RG PG, AT
XoF T 245 Ja MR 5 Ay Uk

PR, 7 AU A DG B PR S vh - i SR BOR 19 il
T A BRI 2 R DX A3 XU AR B B = I, XA R A
(AR AT IRk, At N Al 2 AL TG
VAR AL b, ) A B AR JRE S R o 3 P AP 5 9% =X
A48 AR B Ll SRR B8 3 A 2 X MR A (B o
U, A BRI R A A BRI 2 0 T AR X —
ZNE B AR, IR A B PR AR A R
32 BHIRR

TE AR SO 248 K Y, 7 5 S0 R SR 4 (R 45¢
B3 B T R ), 7R AT (B SEIR),
FROPh BB A PEAN I, AATTXT B ] i f SRR R i 2%
ANZ Wy, SR, HAERETEIE NS, SRk Al A,
AT B 1) AR Ak 5 A 6 A R4 B R (Hsee, Zhang,
Wang, et al., 2013), Fl N, HMEAE T, AfTide%k
B H T 5 A9 PR A i 22 (present bias, Laibson, 1997),
IE AT SRR R MRS B BB A M
2MB &FP, BMAERIFT A4, % B #F 4 MB B0,
{HIE 3 NHEA R UTS, phppflng, =538 x%;
BB A B I AR A VA4S R T 5 (Hsee, Zhang,
Wang, et al., 2013). te7h, #HF—2L0F58 KB, kR
A2 AT — D A b — R, AT 100
JUHRM, AR SR AR S 21505 L LS H RS 3 A
Ja A, AT EAT S AR ER IS [ 2 A (TE 0~240
sreh ). TEEGETEG T, 22 1 AN AREL 3 A
R G RAFRIM X =R ST, R AR A kb
DRI EIE I, JFHPP 2R, (B2, fERMIT
Bt SEZUFN 1 A A JE AR A P2, R A4E E
AT AR A 2 R, HE 1A H IS 3
DRGSR X P4 22 (0] TC 22 575 ot 2 v, R
MPEARIE, AT T 1A H i 3 4 H 1R 5
FRIFABUE, AMTHIHE A ER X —JEE B
R,

FUXUBS PR, 5 e 3 v () PEA AR X 2
42 JE/SE (s S i i) — A~ 2800 . 7685 WUk g
e, BEIR 2B E M A JCAEIR, B R A B
(BT o FE A PEAG B, A JCRER /AT PFAl B,
AT e A Ay iRk, e A g 1 AT PEAG PR ARG, A
X e AU, B2, FEERG PEA I, AATTX
WA B A U
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L, e 3B e, an R Re A {158
Moty o R A IR ARG R B, B A BT &
N %R Z2 Lk AR A VAN X (HR IR T
BEGLh NATARAT RIS /2, B4 B il o 5 n] LAiRE
THER A PP AR
33 HEEIEE

VP2 KT 2B I A B, 76 S0Pk PEAS I,
AT B Z W 19 1] /8, Desvousges %5(1992)
R A T AT B AU, — A2 ] 1l
J&, TERMPEAG RS, A4S TMWT . BWTeisE —+
T3 Ef it s G R 945 15 10 40 0 4 A A4
25, WAk, ZFFEPUNRON AR R, AT
SR EZ &8RS 2 FH, ARABEZW
—#EZ EFH (Kogut & Ritov, 2005), H:5z, Kkt Zm
() R80T R SC P 4 B Y 5 T3 O e U A B
AR H AL, T PR AT UK B R/ INAS 65 4
B XTREBRISOR R A BRI BUR, BT LA AR
TAERMYLIR,

R SCRTPEAL PR RS, R seif 5o, A
HHRB D EH B2 NTES % R G (AN XS T 55 25 3¢
R, AEF PR AR L, AR AL T AT
FEPEBARAIE O, P IR 5500 R[] 24 L AN
B MR RO RS, ARG E TR 2 1) S 1
MBI Z W2 FEHRTE L, (BRH T AN
NGRS A AR G D SRR KRR b B SRR A N
TG -

ey SR FRATR AR AT PEAG M, (A5 AT
B2 N E Y REFR B B 2987 Hsee, Zhang, Lu
Al Xu (2013) & T —Fhgr 7720 B 471 3K (unit
asking). . FAAEMIETER 20 MR K IE
M ILESEK, FAALTE SR B SRR & B e % I8,
“ARARZER B P — AN LE, ERREER D
B2 2, SRIGFEIRIZ, o 20 (EJLEEK, E KR
EXEEZ S A

BT SR 1Y 7 G TR B[R] 1 — S <A
BUE, Bl T — AR UG PP 1 A, (A AT
MR BB A T B A PEAL, i TR
e, R, an SRR R B R i AT ok
PR 2, (HJE 38 N SO EL 2 A B Y TR,
KA SR R HE T =X, & THZ P R 0 o] PEAG
Pk, B G E G PEN ISR R ROR, 2 — R & it A 2
A
34 HTBIREF

PRSI T, BR T2 LA P SR 45 R (9] an R A

PRI Ty 2 e AW s e ), AITRA 2R HE
Frigil [ & R b iy &3z, i Kahneman,
Wakker il Sarin (1997)FT#£2144, ik [ B AKBAUH
R, A2, XA R, AMTHAS WA AE
BRIERE . ORI Ry AT 8 W 3K i A A Ak
A PPAL AR, H 2 PR AR 16 ol (i A A 1 Bk
VAL AR, DRI T Ao A AT 25 5 oo A A 36 ) ) 41
{H A8 E . Hsee F1 Zhang (2004)4 3 A 450Uk i
M AR K X 3w 2% (distinction bias).

5, KRS FEE N M2 . #1140 Dunn,
Wilson H1 Gilbert (2003)% o2 A= () 8 28 & 30 - B4k
WA 24 B A TA R 1 4 AR IE 23 2 ) [ O 9
RS, PN NI G 18 i, R4 B A PR
R, HE S A — B a) 5 A R . e A
TEXT 224 FR AR SE AR IR A AR /N, X A R TE
P B A A T T OB PR AR AR

WFoE# & BL, DX 2= 5 30 R 2 4 DL R
JURMET . 55—, B w7 R (5 X A
B2, FIan. Hsee Al Zhang (2004)ik KA 404
AR T —A RS, I B R FE 5k I 7E 8 8
oo BATHET, MR AHCHIFESZHT 04, 80
AL 160 A 240 A, XFHEEFE HLERTEAL B O Rz
i, SAPEAR AL S 5% HE R T A EE ) H
H—Ff, PRAE E OB I, RS PEAN I, AT
NN A O ESZ B TR RS, DUd] 2 fm) 22
S (HIR TG, R RRAESR M, A
LB SRR T IR, (HERAESZ T2
DAR(80 AR, 160 ASIA S 240 AR )X 45 WA A 5
Wi, 4h, Hsee Ml Zhang (2004)il2 5 # F HiAt
AL 10 AaldE 25 A BRI (B TE R0 e
S L O R B P S A Y = W NS B i B N )
Y R B B AR A9 B (10 4N 38 2 25 1> 30])
H 23 M (58 2 G 2 o R B e R 2
Fhg) e i) —Fh, b RAPPAR B, AT 2
Hos oAz BN A B B2, TS 32 B B 1 5
M) o 33K 5 SR B 1) DA A RN 2 ) it £ 8 1Y
ZHAEF M1

B WO AL T AR B i
W, {540 : Hsee, Shen, Zhang, Chen il Zhang (2012)
BT RKAam i M a7 O AT
(AR AZ AT TR0 A B S A 2 I AT 20t
TN AHJRAE PR RS (AL T —Fh & F)
RANTEE LN [ B 58 P4 A IO 25 5% . 1K
U5 H AR A PEAR A F T, HIWTAF 1 2 IS B
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A, X 08 ST B SRR R B O A T 2 AR A R 4
o LAY, Cooney, Gilbert Al Wilson (2016)t %
B APECE AN R FR AR EEE, (ER
SBeE AR IR A E WA R

AT AR B A PEAl B S A5 R B0 [ Bz,
OO 22t 2% T B PR B PR 22, A AT ik
BRI AR RENE [ O B My PR B35 300

O — Rk PR R 22 RIAE . AMTTFEBERERT T EE 4K
WS, ZMINES, HRTEIRE I 232 528
H2E SR . Fl: Hsee Al Zhang (2004)i1 A
FEWAME S5 PSR . h—A> B ORI IR
15 3ad55e 7y, sUEI—A B ORIk Ifae gk
S5 W dr, T IATE RIS, K
NP R e 2 A M A e g o EUE B A 50X R
FIANTFUE S B, PRl R 155 125
HHEIF 0. WA 2/ E 8, ReH
AbF A PEAG A, e slE /N 35 5 ) s A
K AR S i ok Dy e = A7 St 1 ok ol e R
B HIA AR KR

SRR W 22 RIS . TEREPRRT, AMARTE
HAMETT LA RIME B, 20T NAERT A I JE
{AAEARIG I, AR 232 5] AL 0T VAR TR 14 1) 5%
Mol 4N . i SCHE 2 A H FAHAE Y £ (Yang et al.,
2011), BEAPEAGRF, AT 2 vk 50 A 0 53 9%
e B ARHE, (2, TR AT SEPRAR SR, S 2 3 B
AR SE AT B B ARFELE A VAR T4y, R Ry g4
AER BLIE, A3 B 10 22 520 N AEXE LATEAR 19, 4b
W& HAHVENTERZ A

Hitk, AT R, BEA AL E SR AE L E ANTHE
ittty . B A HMbIE T ARG FE I, (HRCORRRI A
TEAS B2 RETE BY TR 2 i D5 o B2 55 DX 50 i
ZEMRZ, (A S A e PR B0 A O R RUT K
TR R BRIT, 14 2% 4 T A T o 3% o BB kR P 2.
WIS, B n e, 1kl 8
FETH P38 TR, (FL2 3 i A8 78 9051 Hp S04 7 B 5
e, Hofh T AT A7y 2R PR

Si—, < FRIEAL L, iR, TS T
DA VR SR b O 5 — AR 0, () B — B ) 5 2
TEAG HAB RN . Yang 45(2011)%F b T <2 4t
MERA PRk 22 52 . FEERG RN T, 2 55Z
B A UL H B 3 983w AR, (2 AT 44
W EHFEA TGS, fek AR T, S 55 0
B—AAIHE, [ 10 4P5, FE0E 5 — S HIE,
SRIGFRE e FE, XFPEMT, BE2MWSHE®E

T oy PR AR R SN S AR AE, ol 2 AR 56
TGN ARAE . PRI, SRR AT R R AT DX 0 i 2
R I 2% -

S SRR SR IR b R AR AE
SLES, WRFRE ARG NS 5E LT HPRRNE R,
KIS 5 FH AT AL 5 23 88 AN UL 52 (14 A1
HE(Yang et al., 2011), BIZEMARLS BB 411 9% & 0 1
PRSI, S8R, 1F 2 B 5 A B InH 2 4 it
WX HEEFRNEE, HE, R -NEBIR N
B2 H PRIA TR ARz, A5 bR S5
S & A AR R e gD NS FRA DL E N g [ Y
%, AIRERE— N EAF ISR,

35 ®EAlLEM

DX g 22 FF A AAN 23 3 B A FF G
BRSO BRI R, A ] R 2Lk
R 5, (A PR R 01 S I 48 U R 1Y B
KAk

Shen, Hsee, Wu £ Tsai (2012)#2H, EM&E—
A TG PP, % I8 B 2R S N
RSB 77 db e M, AR WS AR KA B4
i BIAS, b TR PP AR AR, Y I S R H A 2
e i N RS A BT T R, — AN AR 2 M D 2 1
()AL, ] A 2 R S 38 AR A T3 & PEAG B
fEJR, YRR G A RR B FE AR B, SR T AR
FEEEMN i 25— & b TERE VAR, K
FAL T IPAR R, U FAR AT BE Al W SE 3 1Y
WA GO, E AN IR AT, A 8 S8 3R S5 R Ak Y
S

AT B UE RE B RN S 3 AL T [R] B T Ak AR
3, Shen F:(2012)iEA L4 TAEL KR MBA 2%
A TEUE A B I S AN TR — ] LLR
S 2 R BUARAILE A, H bR fe KA B L A5 (P
SN ALV ) TEEMST ARG, A
PR AR BB T —A 5 A R o b
(BAMPPAR ) I 2R T — RV s Ja e £ 7 H—
(BB AR ) o W) 3K 259k 25 H1iZ A AL LA 3000 A R A9
Mrag B, TE T R RIS, MERE H O
B, BAUUEE TS T & L
(B P PEAR ) I8 2 25 1 T oA AT BB B9 M 4% (BK G DF
fi)e G5B M B LU 3K 5 T 2 40 T EK
AR, WH, BEA PR R B A 3
P AS 2 IR T B PP AR AR R e

R Tk — U E A AL TG PR T
A2 P2 A @ iR 2%, Shen 25 (2012)HZE T 75—t
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MBA A4 AT — AN SRR . X M & T,
MATE D — MR R EAR IR E M, Dk
B ANE . ARG, TFoE & S st b T3 (L R
R, B BUA % Hak, AT 50 IR, R
DARBE A% 5 45 50 24 Rt 125 IR MBA, 50
DI E R N e [ ORI 15k, R
R FBVE R, MHEA R . M & BB S 45 3
. HPPEAR AL . BEATEARAL . SR A PRI
20 1 7 4 1€ B9 ks (R A2 50 JT) %
THR G VP 2 R0 48 1 2H Gk P 4H Hh 2 $5CRR A2 20 TT)
WG E M FH W EM SR, PR ERE T EMAdE
KB A 50 J0) MM 4L (5K B A 20 JT), W335k
BEALA 2 o — A G o, P A OO A K —ik
SRR, BREI . XTWEEME, mmide
M I A RIS F W LB, AT, S
A1k 8 7 90 257 1) 2 P A A R S R AR 46

PRI, 2477 Al Ry sl 3 B AR B, ok
FHBR A PR AR il i s T RE A T 22, o
AR AT RE A A T B ph R AR AR SR B I SE A
Ui UE, E O IRAR, R BE 52 A B R AR B
Pio TEIKEHGE, B ML RN 12 7% 18 E B 0 H 2 Y
FEA WS, LE P AT e BT AR AR R
B LE XS 98 35 AT T 3 JR I e SR OB A 1Y
PR, A AT RESRILA B S 2 M
3.6 ERER

IE ARG SCHT R, AR Z W, A A BEVE ) b ]
Wit 24 fedh F Sl k= am PR . FRATLU R EE W
JEAEF L (Dunn et al., 2003), 43Ac 77 = (Hsee et al.,
2012). £ U A (Kahneman & Deaton, 2010)%5 [K £
AT BE FEAAG T AT AR G2 b R A1 R A6 B 174 4% 56 i Jek
Z o NITHEAR BRI T R, Bttt
AL FRATT T RN 7 S A — T Ik T A S A A
1, Hsee, Yang, Li 1 Shen (2009)43#7 13X — ] 5 ,

g BT E 31 AT AR R T T — R
EIAA, HEEFWER TS5 A0S NRE g E7E
K ZEIATY A BRI (A LA SR 33X B A T
TR, R AP BRI EXT TR R A 5
i) B 7 AP X 2550 (A 30k P R 5 B B =2 A, TR
A7 26 %50 5500 (R 36 1 240 %0 A (B0 S A B A 5 ) ),
{EE: 5 A IR B 6T T S A SR ) R ) A7 7 46 X 300
A2 55 P I B 1 4 56 v I K S A R AT S R
R R, ARG, BT A O AT R
(G 4 FiR).

TRER IR DR 2 . AT Bk 52 A I TE B TEAL
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Ge, IEATHIMTEE, RTTPYAAE 2 H S BT A
FESTT N EB S IR A PPAR B, PRk 5 A A T
(BN SEAR A SE s (R — B KEBIRTAN, 114
FOEAR B AT A A AR, AR 0T 22 [0 B A DA A
X, BREMEREIARNT o MR, AEXFEFE
BEAENENSBAS, AT RF,
VA oAl X 2 R A AR 2y b, T A TEAG
P, =N IR B ARE PT A M e R e, RS
T2 T L, 3 S A AT A S R

R U PIFE T ITAT 1 8 1 R 3R X S A %
A PRS0 N D N @ R R R s g (o) N e R
SRS EAER . i X T EW 2N Z .
TCiE 55 310 1) S B S R 1) 1 5 ) 3 2 T Mk i v
T, NI 22 B A I SE B 7 A 422
S, HORIRATIUR AR Z A ks i, PRS2
2 HAB A 5 (Gilbert & Wilson, 2009).,

Tu Fl Hsee (2016)i 4 H PAE T VA4 5 19 A
F AT/ 7 B S IRGE Y AR . PN TE AT PEAL PR
BRI E, o —Btm], FRATH™ A T 5 R N,
R A AL A B R FRA T SE AR T . il A1
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SRR AR 2 ey, JLD A, YIRS
RORHIR T, O ZRAR S IR, A A A 5
BT R PPA, B 1 SRLAY i LR, 2 vEdn
B BT PR PRI 1o (HO, NAE T PPAG R R Y
PIERAA e, . SN VeSO 25
TrmiR A, RIMEBA Tl LR IER AR g X i, 3k
TS RN LR A AT TG AR UK. I, AEdR Tt
SEAR IR RS R, T O R S e R R THIRLE
TERIENBY R, BIANSS BB XA | A2 Gk
Wy 45 I K B S5 BB R BN A =2 A

g5 b, B PPAR NS PEAL BEVR 20 S M AATHY
DR D e o B SUTE | Y SRR S 22 T T K I R 2k
o BRI E A RT LA T ISR S SR H bR 0 22
5, SR A [R] B 45 25 4 R Bl A AT 245 A T
o HRAATEITAINT H bR, 52T KU
Syt ARG R A X ECE A B
SO HURE, ECR FHIG VTAN o B 7R D SR 1 B8 X
DL BRI Al I, AT RASE N7 2 IR i (1) 4n 2R 62 1
RKik), s BB SO RBIE R, kB
MBS . ez, PR H AR TR A5
SEARI, BRSO PEAL, n] DL o S A
W RORAR A TT R, Rk S AATTHEAT EEAY LU,
ARAT A DR A AR

4 ZRpHIEE

TE Qe B LI ) TT R R SRR IR 0 L I
K56 M L B, T2 TR AR T 214 T T M
Bro MR 24 A BRI ) iR gE, IS
2 AR R B A S 5T B 28 AR T R AT
TR SRR, 1T R 2% TR TIR L B ATV T R FRAT
IR, PEAB R A PEAL 5 B PP A B 5 IE 2
— W, AR E T I

A EG T HAth A AR 1, BUpORITREA PPA ik — A
FEBLIZ AT DL S A SOh I T RN, T E
Sy, Newman, Howlett 1 Burton (2016)5 FFr%%s
MIBFFE 25 T — AR AP AR « ZE B PEA RS,
bR T B ULAYLR 3R, 80— 28 3= Ak 9 bR 2 RE S B
HE TR R, BB M0h E A . BN
EME R L, RSN R, PIRFE T
— A AR B AR A, M T il R b
S, BT R R YN S S S R R
AR DN 48% 4R TH 2 T 74%., 18 11t 2H 4L e 15 Ay 52 BH
Jr (A BA S ), B PEAN A A PR AR AR
WA ST . R EA E T LIEREIF R

S A GE R B, B R A A X — 4
BT RS — R R AT AT R IR

TEA ST, FRATT R T B AL R A PEA Al
KBRS, TEVF 2 HE RS, it
NERREE . TR RE . BORTRAL . TEEEAINT . XU
FEE AP SR A5, PSR AR ma T AT % 0 iy Fn ke
W T SCRTPEAPEELS X JE/SE i 4 I 5 10 1l PR ik
57 o PPAL Rt ] LAZE JRURS: FEs g e . 2
ARG . AT SRR . R ML E M A A S B
W AP . AT . PR IEAG 2R —Fh ik
JEEAA W SR ER, X T AT TR T
HRHLIE N2 (], ARHFIE S AW & BB i B4,
PRR T Z B A .
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Abstract

Evaluation mode is an important yet under-studied aspect of decision-making. All decisions are made in
one of two evaluation modes or some mix of the two. One is joint evaluation (JE), in which different options are
presented together and evaluated simultaneously. The other is single evaluation (SE), in which different options
are presented separately, and each option is evaluated in isolation.

This article reviews existing literature on how JE and SE can lead to reversed preferences, with one option
favored in JE and another option favored in SE, in domains including hiring, consumer choice, moral judgments
and healthcare decisions. For example, in JE, a plain-looking but experienced job candidate would be favored
over a good-looking but less-experienced job candidate, but in SE, the good-looking but less experienced
candidate would be favored.

We also review existing research on the “less is better” phenomenon—that in SE (but not in JE), a
normatively less valuable option is judged more favorably than its more valuable alternative. For example, in SE
(but not in JE), 7 oz. of ice cream served in a 5-o0z. cup is valued more favorably than 8 oz. of ice cream served
in a 10-0z. cup.

To interpret JE/SE preference reversals and the less-is-better effect, several explanations have been
proposed, such as a want/should conflict, a within-category versus between-category comparison, the option as
information model, and the dual-process model. The present review focuses on the general evaluability theory
(GET), which ascribes JE/SE preference reversals and the less-is-better effect to attribute evaluability.
According to GET, the evaluability of an attribute depends conjunctively on three factors: evaluation mode (JE
versus SE), knowledge of the decision-maker about the attribute, and the inherent/learned nature of the attribute.
Not only can GET explain JE/SE preference reversals and the less-is-better effect, it also explains many other
effects, such as scope neglect, differences in risk preference between JE and SE, differences in time preference
between JE and SE, misprediction of future hedonic experiences, and so on.

Understanding JE-SE differences and attribute evaluability also offers insight into how to improve
decisions in contexts such as fundraising, pricing strategy, public service, and subjective well-being.

The review suggests that evaluation mode (JE versus SE) is an important independent variable that
influences a wide range of decisions in counterintuitive ways and thereby provides opportunities to design
choice-architecture-based nudges to improve decisions. Yet despite its importance, evaluation mode has not been
well-studied and therefore is a fertile ground for researchers to explore and develop.

Key words evaluation mode; preference reversal; general evaluability theory; dual-process model; nudge



