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R BAFE . FEE. R EFA R R A F RS AR AFD ARG B 8, HAT, KB H
KRR T HAFEE 69 A% dn THH, AR H KT oL Ko TAe 541 Xde T 690 A T RARR, A H R H K
Y LAk R e T 69 ST ATAR & . AR SUR 6 A S e DAt AR 2 B . B . R XA R
BEHFREGHR. REGHIREBMEER TEREFEEL % — A fode THHFER, K&kt A5
AR SRS AT AR b o AR ), AR R ARG R R A R ) £ B AR AR 4 v, SFiE it A3 ) R A R
BN AR R

KR BT R E R Adehe THLE

HEKS B4
1 FERN —AEH R 2 S AT 8. i, E—

TN SRS, WA A VU (R ERE.
BRI B YO IERERE . 4 202 ) it .
PR T AT AR R B L et
G A T 5 — 80 D (HERER T B, I
i 15 B AR, TR B T G A B G
% (Trueblood, 2015),

A 9 BIF5E 3 AE  TREE AR (Wedell, 1991) &
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TR 4 R, (HAELT A B0 REA B A,
JEA TR Z2 MEVE IS ER AR B RS A R, 4,
5% # I AE KJEJE (Parrish, Evans, & Beran, 2015;
Parrish, Afrifa, & Beran, 2018). Jffi(Scarpi, 2011).
L MU (Tan et al, 2015)FlfA (Locatello, Poli, &
Rasotto, 2015)ZEW A K57 & BL T i THAION o
R, FHIERON LA B R — 2t

2 BTHERTAY IR B R

FEVE RN R SE v, BF5E 3 — R A AT A
B 5 R B 1) e TR A H AR % T (Target, LA
FRRIFR T), KRR Y ) — A sk 2 A IR
HEE AT (Competitor, LI FiFR C), N T fiifk
WF 5% )AL, 7E5 AH 500 (0 SE 6 F 58 v, B9 1
FERE AT, Ff H AR I B A 4E B
(AR <BE”) . B, I A. 40% K354 250
JG; BT B. 30%MHERIRT 330 J0, AnRIRATTE
VG E R PRI A, IR ATETH A shuifih H
PREETI(T), YT B SEHFR K56 41 301(C) . FEIFTHAL
N IBIFFE R, — e B ARSI A 55 4 e I A XA
(BB AR S A, B RASBEIT L (] — AR SN 4R 1

WEIEE L3R, AT LU o 15 B A () 270 () 375 10
PET, KBNS PO BRI H Y, kit
VBT R R RS . ARUAE . ZUNAE . )
515 DL S b R
2.1 FE{EFIE

FHALFE 1 (similar decoy) & — {3 T 3 G L 30
BRI, I 55 36 4 o 100 LA A 45 (0 R AE 45 ) 32 0
W AE AT, Bl an, 24 M7 ZAE T AL
40% M HE R34S 250 TN B. 30% AR 15
330 JCZ[EMH R, WURA YR E R A,
B4, WL BHED D &N 32%MHERR
15 320 LU 1 A9 Dgy o), SRERE R 28%
RUME R KT 340 JC(NIE 1 Y Dy, £5) 0 HIALF
THLIT 51 K B4 2R 5 i e B 28 A kg AR R 375 A 8
AL BN (similarity effect) (Tversky, 1977)

I T T e IULE A 2 S A AR
PR TR 0L, A 8% off R SR A 4 15 L U 3 i
TR — (LA R FR A 36 4 BI04 ) o f T3 28 B 10
5HAREM ST LSRR, TLL B
TR MR S T BEAE H b e TR 35 4 1 31 42 2 (7]
i . Tversky (1972, 197745 Y, #ERTIAG
TEAEIZ |, WA H AR e300 55 4 v I EL A AH 45

e

K1 AR ER

B9 WM R, S 2 T 30 3 2 49 3 T 1 3 T 74 B %%
Bl 50%. {HZ27EMAMEHEHETSE, BT
PHAE IS 55 G e AR AR DL, 2 Bk & ik
$EH bR IEI S 58 4 PRI BRIl 50%. T
TE PRI AL B AL R 2 DA T, Xk
S P PR B BT S I A ME SR R AIC o pl ]
Fe b 42 5 1 ok 5K 3 Uk £ B AR 1L 31 B9 A %% (Evans,
Holmes, & Trueblood, 2019),
2.2 ZiHIE

%131 5 (compromise decoy)f — 1 AE H W
Ui B S H A T . XA e M R B, S T A 5
e AR AR 2 - AT EOR SRR
[ i 7E BARIEIT SO n 4E 5 BAS B A
flhn, TR SRR A, AT LR
P D BE N 80%MIHER RS 20 TN 2
1 D i)o XAE, BAREWRL N 1A T 75 L
T8 S 18 I 2 ] ) — 3% 501, 7E 47 1 (compromise)
DHEMENT, YR #H S EREED A (Simonson,
1989), BRIk, - H1 2 BMZs VLS 2% 1) 5 DL (L B
Pr P340 (compromise effect) (Simonson & Tversky,
1992). J34b, I AR S (4 75 P A ] DLk TSR
HIRNEEI A IR IR IR AR, X T
KFNF GO A LT A B H Y

T 5% 3 5 T 42 2K HskE (loss  aversion) AL A X
PP ROV AT TR TN, PSR e AR
PRt A b, 2ol BT eI W 2 ) R AT LA,
SRIGHE I B4 A O eI, MR A TR
A B, D¢ =AU [A] i 3 LRI, S48 B 1L
5 DI A TR s, (HIZWA sk TR

U STE A U AL IR BT AR LR, R4, AR
T A PEIGURZS VR 1 XA LR 2350 R 25%



1690 O B R 2 it B

%28 %

B

B2 2B I AR R B

B RS, De #6315 B PEIUR oA SR A XU, (H
S ARG . TERRFRERVEFI T, PSR E XS
T B ETUA Do AR B AW & (HJE, 554b
PR TEIUAR LG, A BEILE I 4ERE | A 25 948
FRAE LK, T, YJesRHEXEI A B3 o
7 (Tversky & Simonson, 1993; Pettibone & Wedell,
2000; Evans et al., 2019),
2.3 WSIEE

W 5117518 (attraction decoy) &—Fh i T HFrik
TR ST (375 A e T, W 5 35 A IS i Y TR SR
s B RS R S W 5 | 8500 (attraction effect) (Huber,
Payne, & Puto, 1982; Mishra, Umesh, & Stem,
1993). W5 BB & T AU Ah = Fh . 25 —Fh 2
3 R SR, E AR T o L S 4
Mg B, YA TR AL 40% 1 HE
FARAF 250 JCHIEEIN B. 30% 194K 454 330 762
Bl 1 PR, T R AR B S RO R R I A,
W24, Ar LB E — I R 250 JT, [H2HE
HH 35%IET D (A1 3a Y Dy mOME R
eI, 51 AL D 452550 A M 3E 55
IR 5 AU 11 36 30 78 e = 326 20 v XU B e I 194 16 33,
R — LB T A EWURE AR LR, A
M SRR e Ao

o A0y SR R E SR, E bRk
TUHPOR AR SR R 4 B R — o LA, il
A LLBCE — MR 40%, [H2WEE N 200
JCIEST D (A0 & 3a "h Y Dr SOVE AP
SUAGEIE D 5, ¥k TSI Arange),
XA R A MU RS AR A IS 2% Htt
PR H PRI A

? FEB A EEUS, Yk AV E H[250, 33019 KFI[200, 330],

=M SRR R O S A lan,
Al LA B — RN 35%, UNES S 200 JCIK I
D (W15l 3a "% Drp sOFE AL, X B E
AR T A KBRS, R ot i1
BEIAEW S BRI B2, HIbis T ok
RH LR HAREIT A,
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Huber fil Puto (1983)7E3L4H L T 5 Hbx
TEIFAEAEAS [R) FE B 09 W 5 i M T (B an, & 3a
T Dr 1 DR\)XFAMRBERR I RE M . 255K, R
[F) F B X 2 5 | 2850 I I AN A7 7 B S 1 5 1
Wedell (1991)& 3 Dy . Dg Hl Drp = F00 5 |75 1H XT
YU H W A 2 AU o i, Huber #1 Puto
(1983)A Ko Wedell (199D)#RINNy, FEAE—AIK5I
VEIH Y DI Can L 3b i S, X)), 7E XA g
ST R R 5 |7 T X A PR I B B LA AL R
M, Wedell (1991)48H, S, XIREA I H 1. e
' Dp 5 Dyp PN RN, BRI T A
L, (W 3b). XYL, 1R ZEM % Dy
o, Dyp 5 TR E B HARIEIT A, B4, XA
VEIH T AR /N R BB/ T e frik 0 B HE
., AN —HMEETI/NT B IR,
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Huber 1 Puto (1983)i#t—EWF5 L, =
FATE XIS, A (A P 3b) i 2 A5 18 6 23 A, W] A 7=
AEFAN o X BEF I AR s R A — YR
LB EAREWE 2, WAE S —AEE LT B
HeIt, BN, 45%mHER KA 200 JC. T IR
THEW S Sy IX BN B 75 T IR — & B AL,
LI 5% o0 I A R — i 5 |5 1, BRI AH
X} 45341  (relative inferior decoy), Wedell (1991)
R, =AM S, WHEHBR, %l FhEsk
LA AT B BTTE ML, (HAE S X A5E M
o MIFBHBEAL T ML LRy, Rz Em s
HAR e g e, el oy Z ik, %9
R E BRI Ao TN SR BT 5 SR 2 1w
PETT A izsh, HikIW A BHEIT, XTI A S
A ALEE, AR, UAHZIBE & S
WA PEEI B, M AL A (Spektor, Kellen,
& Hotaling, 2018),
24 HRIFE

4 7 17515 (phantom decoy) & —Fi £ H F5ik
0T 30 1 ), AR 7R IS AN B 5 T ik
Iji(Pratkanis & Farquhar, 1992), WY RiEH A&
ISR TR R E T SR AR, a3
Fio BE—MRAFHEET b, #E—255 0 iRk
Wi GRS 4l . Flhn, RAHELE R R
HEEEREI A, A, W LA B — s [FAE S 250
o, (HRMEAH 45% A LE I D A Sy 75 15 16 50 (4n 141
4 11 Dp)o 55 —FPRIEGE LT, 2 H bRk
WO L e . BN, BE— R R A
N 40%, {HEMEE A 290 JCAYIEI D 1 7 I
TN E 4 S Dp)o 55 = R0 i 22w P A
HAREE G, Wl RAEHEE b, S0 H sk
Wirh A~ AE B BN, B — SR 45%, 1L
£ 4 290 JCAYIET D AEAPEIHIE (AN 4 i
Dpre)o 3% = AP E 7 dUAR 1575 1 2L T Wy — 1>
5 HARSEARRL, HRAET B bR I A5 1 %

PYEMAET Dr. Dy FER— 4R AT HAREW, e
— A5 BAR SRR —BG WL Dre &TER
A L AEACT BAREI, WAE = AP XIS, W 1H ik
TR — AN AR T HAREE I, WMD) — AR T AR
35, PR, Huber 1 Puto (1983)IkH, 1 S, X I8 P9 15 1
PETIFAGER Dy Dp Al Dyp X = FiFE (H—FE (1T H AR ZE I
HIPE S BARIE 258, RIA X0 & BAT — & W5 .

i, o TR bs EIFAAETE, BRI &
R, BT Z AR H AR I A
(Pettibone & Wedell, 2000),
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Highhouse (1996)1 M 45 J¢ FHL ikt (1) 1 B X A
RAFEBON A T AR AN IR PR 3 43 Tl i 20t
A kDl B 5r R FHIEIHEIT I, B, T
WREI A W B, HX T KA 535 1
FHEA L (Al TR FEEDE iRk
A ZWNPIEREGR, M54 B Z W] i FE B
B, XA AR T R G EHETON E, HR
PR A B AT/, MEGiEm B EHTE R,
FEBURARERVEFS, AT R4 1545 A $ET0.

3 iFER A A NN TALE

AR R & 07 T AR E
BT, T A A VE AN 2 15 0 A AR Y DA
TAHURIYE? HHT, 1R 205835 X5 155 TR0 A A
INTALE AT TR . X LB ET NP A
BFF: —AJE M A & =N T (heuristic processing)
F0 43 2N T (analytic processing) it £ B i 17 b
%5 93—~ Ik F 3% 0 (alternative-based) il T.
LT ¥ (attribute-based) I T 19 BEHEATHISY o
31 EFBAXMIFMaHAmImNa

Ja A AN TR A MO v Mz i, JF HoR
HE Sk P gm0 2, BRhn T B R AR,
It Hoob RO BEGE IR D 4B o TR K
LM, SR SR ATm TR AR He A2 1707 3K,
W TR R, (G AMOHRREREZINE, &
7%, BEIEF], 2007),

Hu 1 Yu (2014)WF5E A B, i id B8 5]
WS S A R BE T, 22 AT AN 5 (the left
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anterior insula)JIGEFRE IR, R, b
M R IRA A 3% IR L A5 L AR 00T 1) R B 5 A M i
[0l (the left anterior cingulate cortex )¢ i% e E &
UM OG22 A5 DT I 5% T 7 [ 2 [ 20 g 1 28
2. %% (salience network), 7EZE . M 4%, Rl 5
EARXHE B E R FIWA 6. Rk, BRRFEE
W, W 5175 T A A A AR AT O = T 4
. Chung %5201 7) MAMEIEARS B M R R T 0051
AN A FIN T 2. S5 REM, HpilsR
A W2 515 A AL I, A 45T [ (the right
inferior frontal gyrus)fiGshEES . A MIAR T [H13
T R 2 1 T R R A A M B A ) 4 43 B =X
BB T, B, A s T 1m 5 2k 55 5k
W, PO IE B X WU BT A = T
Chung 55— 5 5% FH 28 /5 1% 304 (TMS )49 il A5l
T M ATE B, g5 LB, SN N R %
SERULH, ESIAWEIHEWEE, AT 5 I A
HIFAE IR e 58 RN T BB VIR

e ERAF G, WA AT AR R & B
G55 R X 75 P AN 1 DA AL AR T S,
PR R I AN 2 5 & 2 T 45
SR, FER & S0m TRy R, AR IR E B
AT TN Xk 2o fF Bab AT 7B I Ty Xt
I, BHRETEREAER, ARETREME—LIRER,
TiAk, LR EE TR R SR W 5 |7 T AN A
AU AL, 34 Bk = 5% At 28 2475 P 500 TA
TAHLHIRR
32 EFEFMIMETHEEMIANS

AR TE PR o A T B A B R AT
B XA BRI O X, — RO R Tk
W LA, F8 0 4 3 R TR R 1 B A (L
FERAR R, Ml b —FOR R T YR
B LLEE, 8 MR A [ 4 B N AT LA, AR
Ja kR £, 2015),

Noguchi Fll Stewart (2014 i3 R zh 52 56 & PA,
IR EMZ A, D UEAE R 4
AP AR Bk B 2 v T R T O A R ke, X
UEHIAMRAEAE M 4 B A TE 2 A, Eith, B
FHEN, W5 5 L A0NE R 22 B VA B AT B S
AR THERE I TS5 R . (ERTEAE LS AN
FIF T, A T 24 P 1) AR k45 0 F 1 o
Peditt, mULTFER E D, AHALTS A N 1Y 7= A
AT RE S PR TR U TR 45 2R . Cataldo Fl

Cohen (2019)¥R% T {55 B £ B 2 X 75 1H 2800 11
SO o FESCEG A ATTAHE PR A B T
B, B TR B R B, — R T kI
(alternative-based) ¥ LL AR 2, o5 — i J2& 56 T 4k
¥ (dimension-based) ¥ [LAAE R, 5 R &K, M5
S DA T4 B 0 LR S R, AR e R 2y
2B P AN Z i T RS IR, A 52 F M
RIE AR, M5 B AT 0 AY H i ot 2
BRHE, AR BUIAS T 2 R A A R e R, TR T S 1
MZ YA AW, ik, BFoTE wEm, s
5 VA8 107 22 075 L ARy A R 5 3 B 1 A n T
P25 R, TR ARG T A5 I s e 3 3 B T R 1m T
K453 . Cataldo il Cohen (2018)7E 8 —WiHfF 5% Hh,
(IR IE BT AR AR5 VH 2 56 e L in T2 25

R ATF 5 DA I 3 TN T A T T
R AR, X375 T A58, A 0 B T ML E AT TR,
WA TR — BN L5 . X EERFIE I,
5 VR A850 17 22 D7 VL A5 7 A P 5 A 1 4 hn T
P25 . W5 5 1H N2 Ui 75 T AT 2 A2 0 e SR o 7
FIARDEIR 5 4 100 L e 75 HE 8 T30 £ A ) 248 32 19
AT A o X P E A AT AR A H ARk 100 e o 418 34
o2 R T B S, Bl Al bR A B R
P B R — R RS, I SRR
ERE H AR ET

LA IT RIRE K B, AR R PR S R R
FEFETUN TR, B2, XS RN
REHERR P36 5 FE4E B N HEAT T HR#R . #E 51 AR
VBT BEI0 S, R Ok 5 4 e 100 R 1 3 1009 5 AL,
CRE T DATA) 4 4 5 A 18 10T e o A0 448 32 1 1 4
PEo BN, TELEIR A, 40%E9ME R4S 250 JCHIE
I B. 30%MIHERAAS 330 S EIR, 5IAM
RIEE LD D. 32%MHERIRAT 320 7T, AT RId
BRI A B R KU e (IR AR T00, FHULIEZE T A i
TR AR A P4, FRATTHEM, A0SR HARE 538
A3 I5 (0 FE B0 BE BTG, X b B 4 B 1) B A
g o Wik HARE I Rk . J4h, R4 HRik
TR AR 2 i R BLH T IR, (R R AR 25 4 B
IR R B, A R R T
H S R T A I B ) DRI, A4 R 45 4 ) i 2k
BE Z ) AT — 5 AU, 33X A0 T R A
TP AT o PR AT AR, R RIS Y TA
TR REE A E Ay, B s TR T4
M T, MALE T TR IR T,
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IR B 58 2 00 R B TR AT O B 4
SRR D T A5 2 B9 o 5 PSSO B8 RN T 5 3 CF
JR 2 T MR I 2k T4 TS AR Bk = LR TIE R
R R R A5 P ASONE A8 A AN T i R R AT B
FHRE, IS R S R G — P Rk

4 FWEZE

FIAFE WS TAT ATEAE R LR pad fe b, R
RS R S R e Ve U 3| N o o N R e X ]
HEFEFR B — R W PUHE, i e fil PR SR A 4%
FIFREmi, MMRRYAER . Rt . B0

T ) He o 45 PR 2R BE A% ) 48 B L AE ik i 7 A 52

T AR P 3 X H ARSI AL B AR, 3
FH A7 A X 75 VLA 1) 5 T
4.1 F#g

Zhen Fl Yu (20165 T 4F % X7 1H 5% v AY
o, IR T 3 %, 5 B 7 B L ERIR
VLB BRI T R 5T o 6 21 3230 3K (trial) o,
W H AR BOR BT 2~3 DI, ESR M f]5E h
AR R . 25 REW], 5541, 7 54U K
RN 9 i A e B B P 32 ) T 5 1 BB 1
. HE, 3 Z A ILEENEA 2 2EHEIE
B, B EINN, XATREERECE 3 2R JLER
A 7 45 G fa] ) PR 85 v 1 £ 2RO B At AT 480 32
Beo XERUCEH, AMAJE TS REAE A RIEITHLR
AR S AR AT OG0 YA AR % ) 7 TR 0T £
BEA (s B RUEFT IR, BT A g AT
FERE = AR SE A o R, S AMARAE RS RN, TEiE R
FEEE TR AL 5 B LR e, HARE T
PR IO R B, BN AT R .
42 FigEsE

J5i 1§ (regret) 1% 25 J& — Fp 5& F & 5L 0 4
(counterfactual thinking)f=EHTEL . EiEHE 41
PR TR F) G S 4] A0 A [ ) 36 R T A 1Y)
GELIE, JE A 2R 3R (Bell, 1982). Connolly,
Reb F1 Kausel (2013)3F% T J& 1% &5 %75 100
ISR . AR B o PR, — A & ) M1
@, VENSCUA, B HARE LIRS, fEN
gl AT ER R e e — 1 TAE: 2RI A 2
— M —KA 5 AN A E ], (R B B R
M TAE; I B R— 1y —KA 7 /NG A At
B], (HOZRE B S T AR SR Zs R, H5IA
RIS, 45 6 41 b2 B0 RO . (H

SEUREH IV A L RN, AT B AR LR
TEAIEI R RRA 2 5. FR, BIRFGER
B, FEHI AR, R B AR TR A 56 F)
SR S5 MR 2, T 5 6 B8 A BB ITUKG 140 56 31 B 0
PR e G o S8 g A S 2 4% B ARk I
FIE 4 BRI 23 (R 06 2 AR R 09 5 1315 45 - Reb, Li Al
Bagger (2018)AYMFST HAESE T Fabah iR, X eLff
FRALRI VA, SIAFEEBETS, T LA 3E O 4
P e Wil B bR T pg PR S5, (A5 sk F Ak
W B EWEARG M, BRFRERIES, T
RE SRR E N T R A 4, T oG B AR
TR 5 4 e 00 () 25 B . TP IR T R
WE N EAMHAEFENFWME, K, TFoRE
M, PIATEIY25 gt B 25 45 A1 Sk A IR )
Jo M AR, B PRAT ] — A L IR 2 LA AT
R o XL 23 R PSR 3 X H AR s TR 55 S+ 1k
TR L PR R AL AR S, B U B0 T L T Y 5
IR T .
43 REREK

Ert Fl Lejarraga (2018)4) %Il 7€ i i P P 5%
(description-based decisions) Al £ & ¥ Pt IR
(experience-based decisions) PP P 3 IE X F W5
WHERN . ERRPEICR &M, I E B
(R IO N E TS BN R SRl G W S ZY 4 e
FRMT, PR HEAPOLEI 28 3 A4, ik
ok AT, B—REREZE, i LESg
AR A5 R St . BT LA s, TRk
WE R, e T — IRk, TR R LI,
BUTE R IR M PSR 25 T4 5 R I BB I AN,
R AR PR A TRA BB ES .. Z
B LA B AR i S5 2R, 2 RO ARl R P DR
TR X e T 10 45 A A W Y T, Xl
AR LS ) A2 8 2 M E AT LU AR A . H2
TEZIAER IR, AT BN I0AY  2JE AS
FEM, Gk e N TR, 4R
BOFH RN EE EH
4.4 HEIEED

Pettibone (2012)MF5% 1 I [ [ 7 X475 18 2% 17
HIsEIm . SCE, TR E LA 2 s 4 s,
6 s LI 8 s ML, SEER g R R, Ttk
TR T A B R, ) R RO, 5 A el
BRI . XIS B R T AR, M AAT]
o BRI [B] A L RE BRI, AT R Z
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AR TR] BEAT He A, X i LU Y AS 580 W] RE Al 28 2
Z IR 2E AT 1, WALIGIA S B H AR
DL DI, eI 1] 7 RO, 7515
JOL 80 23 Uek 55 L A K o

5 REERE

T [ JB50 LB 23575 VR S50 1 A S F 9 B HL SR
PYEEAL b, IRATIN, Rk TR RN 5
N ZFBISELL T YA TR T

B, HE— 2D e R TN A AL
WF5E o Xt Al LU RLR BiAS 7 1 SR I

(1) 5835 X A 28 A0 95 L A5 19 I U T AL
FIBFGE . B A5 75 AN AN T AL A wF 58
KA A S AW 2 Ui i AR RUF AR A
ko SR, T A7 AR A A I T ML I i
ZWRABER . AU5EE NN, TR %m0
SRS AR B R AN A R T, BRI A i T
HLHI AT 58 A [) T H Al #9355 5 200 (Trueblood &
Pettibone, 2017), {HX AL R & — e, K
B, R R T X ) 2 A A A DA T AL
HATRABKER,

(2) PR H T & Z5 AN 19 58— 1IN A
ITALHRIERS MG, CA BT AT 5 TRk
IVANIE7 971874 R IV K K874 55 QAR NS ) | B
il JF R TESE, AR TR [ A R AL TT RE
P18 A TR B9 TN 0 T HL ) > 79 45 38 (Cataldo &
Cohen, 2019) {HJ2, FF % X B (HALN B 4T,
BATVIRNR, AR TN Z [0 W] BEAfF 2
G — BN TAHLH] . FEIEE I 5| A B prik
TR R S Y, SR A g
HACSE, M EHmia =z, HmlTFRRE
PR H BRI, RV A 7 TN AN N T ML
il 5 AT A, B, AT A, R
WHET AT N, R ket H ARl ged
TR, A ATTERANE] B R 5 I Y 454 2 AR
RIFHBETENHL, XAt B s, R
TERN B 7= A AT R 2 T A A LA G, B
45 LIRWLAL, ATRLUK IR, A 2 A AN Y
AT RERR S R IF S T AR I AR . X G — 4%
BN A IA DI T AU 3R AL T 2R

Wedell (1991) 42 H i 1E 7% 7% 1% 1 (value-
shift model)iA g, iFH LI A5 A ST H brik
T R AN 2 B A R, S I B R A 3 0 A

{Ho BEvans Z£(2019)[FAEEULIA Ry, AR X L1001
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Learning, Memory, and

The cognitive mechanisms of decoy effect in decision making

LI Jiahui; LIU Qing; JIANG Duo
(College of Psychology, Shenzhen University, Shenzhen 518060, China)

Abstract: Decoy effect refers to a phenomenon that individuals tend to shift their preferences between two
options when a third option is added to the choice set. The similar decoy, compromise decoy, attraction
decoy and phantom decoy were applied to achieve the goal of selecting the option of target. Cognitive
mechanisms of the decoy effect have been explored by many previous studies, some of which were
conducted based on the perspective of heuristic or analytical processing, others were carried out from the
perspective of the comparison process with either the attribute-based rule or the alternative-based rule. The
cognitive processing of the decoy effect was affected by varied factors, such as age, the emotion of regret,
the form of decision-making, the time pressure, and so on. In the future, related researches may focus on
four aspects: (1) constructing a general cognitive processing model of all kinds of decoy effect; (2)
exploring the role of perception in the cognitive mechanism of the decoy effect; (3) investigating the
influence of decision-making styles on the decoy effect; and (4) exploring the ways to apply the decoy effect
to nudge positive social development.

Key words: decoy effect; setting strategies; cognitive mechanism





