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MR R EN ERE : (LIEHLH SRR

HEN HEN K B OTEE B F OHAE
(WL T R A BB, B 310023)

H B MEREREBANEHFLAGIUMEATEENMEG LR, CHART. HR. ELARF
FE., “FERBMENEAMER TR AR EFLNFE RGN EMERERE, REME OB AER
K. “ERAHEERE, “RAEGARE, Ry HEEETHERTRE. KILEE., ALTEARE
1y £ 693E ) B0 b X IR B AR £ PF 5] 5 19 2L,

ER BMEREBE; SRBE, MERE; ARE; KK, KRR %

SHEES  B849:C91

X S A AR R AU i 22 23 R RN B ARBIT ST S TR R T SO A
Wi 5 DR SR, PR M A fi 2 B ML PO T AR A i 22 A RRAE . LUK, BRI TS

SRR S B2 A (Fox & Poldrack, 2009). 1 SRR R 1 R D 2 PR SR R S RS R 1 4
MELAEFED, HTAETRIEAMMAMRGEE, A W B AN 5 HE SR AL T AR 255 AL IEAL BRI T
AT TCTEHERR Al TR & A= (Pachur, Suter, P T R 22 PSR MG . ), BRI ARORERIFEER
& Hertwig, 2017), W&l FPA5% 22 1) HL 2R FIH 18 B ] R,

ERPIPLE . A E T H KR F AR BT =

LA, XU (RE WA ARG Z T, WE 1 BERERE

HWw ., SE#RGE. HilmkE. PREESE, N HE % A i 2 (probability weighting bias)#§
B, AR 2RI ARG, Wi RS TR ANATT R R & A R 3 WA R AL I (weight of
345 Kahneman G BRI\ 1B 2 Gigerenzer, probability; w (p)) 5 % F 1 & 4 19 % WA 5
S BN A, — HAE R R A (probability; p)A~—EMME (W (p) = p; Fox &
AT W2 L B2, ITAER, FSiE X — Poldrack, 2009; Gonzalez & Wu, 1999; Tversky &
[A) 3, Bl RAITFR T 58 R, N0 Kahneman, 1992), 7EBLSLA NG, AATHE #1777
Ik FTE (Nature ), { Science ) %5 FE BRI T MR E 25 . B, ARG 2 $ 58— A i m
- (Athey, 2017; Prelec, Seung, & McCoy, 2017), Ja NSk T E R E AR A 50%, (H7EH.OBiZ
WS T SR AN T (22 MO A 58 i . (EAS IF B2, FAF R A 0 F AT B T UK T 50%.
BRI T X W SR I 2 19 AR A T IR AR 1.1 EF9RFErgEE

5, WS T EZE RN, (HEA PR R 1% ST RS (cumulative prospect theory)All
B (D) AT A E A R A AR 225 7 (2)andf ek WS E 5 (double parameters theory) i <4
705 (H38 R B /N ) ARE A Bl 22 R Ak D 2 {145 (pairwise choice task; PC 4T 55 )#i i 3 HE R AL

i 22 FEAE, AT IA A AT 2 3 0 R R e K
P BB, AT R TR 3 1AL R e A i

Wk H 1 2018-08-23 KAt (Gonzalez & Wu, 1999; Tversky & Kahneman,
* HE A SCHBE FH AT H (No.18YIC630155) ., [H 1992)

F A RBF 23 4 5 4RI H (No.71801193) 1 [ K 41 R ) . .
E.;ﬁg(No.MBSHOﬁ))O IR % 7 56 35 % (Russian roulette) Ay, A8

WAEIEH: XIS, E-mail: fengpei@zjut.edu.cn ’fﬁ@{%%ﬁ??ﬁﬂﬁfﬂ?ﬁ*ﬁ(ﬁf% 6 k¥§$)ﬁﬁ%%¥,

905



906 LR R

%278

X VR B SR o G SRAT L2 46 Bl DA 58 flt HE
SEH — BT, 0 SO 4 98020 3 M 1k E] 0
PAFPGEBE, AR2s TR AR A AR g 2 B SR 7 195 150
B 1/6 BT, (HRZHMAEEMLE
Z W ERMSET- RN 1/6 L 0 (Kahneman &
Tversky, 1979). HIBLHER, AR5 ULHE 3 Y Jg&
2 M 5 IR A R R A N ARE 3 AR A v R
A K, FETAMITE A (0.1%3K 45 $5000)
FI B (Wi E 2k 45 $5) Z (M EFE T, TE C (99.999%
45 $5000)F1 D (i 5E 4K 15 $4995) 2 6] L4 )5 4,
A S ) /INVIE AR v A T R AR B A

R R E AT Ak $E 7, RRTUNH LS R
XU 5 T U D ARE A i 25 A PN RRAE . —
EXTHERRAT DAL T 22, R X RAE B
R 5| J1 1 22 (Gonzalez & Wu, 1999; Suter, Pachur,
& Hertwig, 2016; Tversky & Kahneman, 1992),
LA R A 1 2 WA (p) A A A b, AR
A EWAE R (W (p) AR, 4 ER P FRE
TERESRAE At 2 Ik

HERALE 138 5] F1 W24 (bias of discriminability
of probability weighting) S Bt T AAI%F 254 % A 3
WME S 1) 1 B2 A8 Ak 5 = R 2R 2 WL SR 1 3 = A
LB A —EU: (Tversky & Kahneman, 1992), {11/
122, A1 FAS R 2 TERERACE B ) b (R
RO L i IOAAAED 22 5. M 1 Bk
S 77 (W T AN 2 (w2). dn, YR p
0.2 3] 0.8 LS, MK 1 EVHER wi(p)iy s
IR EZE B R TAME 2 AR w2(p)i2E{L
BRBE . WFFERWY, AMARAELEME AR (158 51 ) fi
2, HAUE AR I B ST AR, RI/MEER B
At (w (p) > p; p < 0.5)1M KRR PALAL (W (p) < ps
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p = 0.5) (Fox & Poldrack, 2009; Kliger & Levy,
2008; Pachur, Hertwig, & Wolkewitz, 2014; Suter,
Pachur, Hertwig, Endestad, & Biele, 2015), X5
DRI 75 i S I DU A s/ IVABE SR B 5 I IR 50K
H JRARE 248 3R i I JRUR: R 3k 5 /)N HIE 3458 % Iof XU R
iy R CHEAR A I s XURS: T5-3R (Tversky & Kahneman,
1992; Sun, Zhang, Zhang, & Zhang, 2018),

MER A B 5| J1 1 22 (bias of attractiveness
of probability weighting) 5Bk T X 544 & A= (R 1 7%
SRR A BRI A—Z R E (Gonzalez &
Wu, 1999). TERUEE bR 40 22 R B 28 9 8 1A
R A 1A, AR 1 AR 2 PR SA
W 3 b (BRA EE eR At e it BE 1) T W 3 2% S
B AERE A E W 5] g (RO E ek it 2 0 2 14
JEB) BAATE R 2 O EXMA 2 5]
J1(wW2) B B = F XA 1 RS  (wl) o fE B A
T, XA 2E S W AT, WA AN R E R
W A T AR R S KT X B R R T A AR B
A BN GFAR, 3X S e 7 AT T e PR 1
WEFALE 5] F1 1925 57 (Fox & Poldrack, 2009),
1.2 ET<mE”HNE

R 7Tk R A e, ST I e
T H B2 I 4 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). FLAN, %37 —5K 1%3K 4585000 f)F
B, BORANE BB L2 DI K (willingness-
to-pay or report buying price; BID {£:45) . R AEL
/DR 32 Y (willingness-to-accept or report selling price;

ASK £55) 8 FH W 7% 5 — 10 B (certainty
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equivalents; BDM' {T-45)%, i ad X HC It 5 52 bt
i FL 1) e 0K Ok ) DB HEE 56 11 ol v il 3 S i AR A
(Brandstitter et al., 2002),

A R e, BT M I 5 5 Tk
PE T 1A AR i 22 0 AN B R AR BB (4T,

2016; FH, 2247, 40T, 2007; Hansen et al., 2016;

Li et al., 2009), {40, 7EME WiEe W, Li 55
(2009)id i BID 1145 B HEI & T AAMTXHEAAE 4L
WY ELSLRAZ o R IR A 4 B 5 B 3 i 2
IS, X R T RN IR G TR
PR AL R A, Al /MR 3 A L
FIBON 2305 1, AT AETE Z 18 1 sk 3]
0; MRALRAMERN S35 M T T30 53] 4,
MNVEBELE Z B 638 3] 5, BN A 4 %8 %
B U RBESE, BN IRE 5B T s
A& Il Lichtenstein 1 Slovic (1971), %44k, A
WFFE R MR AE 12 (2 BDM AF 551 45 5] 5 e g
e A W) & () BE 3R A i 2 (Brandstitter et al.,
2002; Sun et al., 2018),

Hey %£(2009) N5 B HLH T PC AR5 |
BID {145 . ASK {E4#il BDM L4/t d . —=&
I & M 75 (noise of the elicitation method), RIZ2IK
M 25 SRR e, KB PC AT45 1 I o M 75 dr
/N, BDM {145 Hk, ASK {145 #1 BID 1145 fc k;
TR 7= (bias of the elicitation method), EJ
S 25 S B TINS5 SR AR, R 3L PC E5 WY
I+ g 2 e /)y, BDM 4155 Fl ASK AT 45 Hk, BID
SR, sEHIRHA, FAHEM, £ ASK fE5F
BID 145 H AT TR BE A7 AL PR A 2% (status-quo bias)
o8 R 25 (pricing discrepancy) : & #H  T 9C bR
B, 07 A R AR T SEBR A o 7F BDM AT 55 AR I
I S A 2, (R A 5 AR B ) R
Al BB BB TAEZ 2 F R &R g, F=A N
P 2% o

2 AEERERERE?

2018 4F, i ik T R A= 45 | B (b L
[ R, 2018), 7 i Al i i 2 5] A8 5w ML 2 4y,
HE AR B AR R /MR RE S & Wt KR

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

We) o SRR A A AR LT B BT CHIR B, 2018),
ML 1 S A AU T U 2L+ 1253 2 —,
AR T H B A gEsR, F ATE G 4
MR A LR, Jiob, FKRIF RIS
BT RR, ARLFXof B 7 A 1 5 e R (L
TE MLz, 2019), ARSI PSR A BT T HES
A EE i 22 1 Lo BRAIL A
2.1 “R7PE<FE"E

MTEEHER. TS —ERNEE SR
HIW . VAL R R A 1 AT BEE (Diederich & Oswald,
2016; Fisher, 2017; Mullett & Stewart, 2016;
Venkatraman, Payne, & Huettel, 2014), {H2, il T
TN B FNINHITRE 7 0 R B, AT TC ik 25 5 A A 4%
FhfE 2, iz A R E B T8 =0y 0
(FEFEEE, Z=4F, 2012; Brandstitter, Gigerenzer, &
Hertwig, 2006; Pachur, Schulte-Mecklenbeck, Murphy,
& Hertwig, 2018), “45 175 AT BAK | A 5), 3
B PR ARAE, M RES (5 BT 5 i,
BOMER BRAR R AL, BLSCAE WG i AT H R < E 25
TR A B EAMEE P SR W R4 T T R ER SR (Pachur
et al., 2014, 2017, 2018), AHLL T45& hLfT4h
ML E B RO AMEE RN, EaRIERMEETE SR N
22155 % BB K A EE i 2% (Pachur et al., 2018; Suter
et al., 2016),

AR SR W S e T AN A TE SR v 25 S AU A
il BL MR 4E BE AT LR (Pachur et al., 2014),
Wildn, MWIEET A (1%, ¥100; 99%, ¥0)Ff B
(100%, ¥1)IF, ARA AR FIAMEPE SRS, BA TR
AT S B T T AN . 2T A I SRR H
(RI¥100) 2 B HAE AR 1 25 H (/I 1%) BT pb £, $ET
B AR 100%) 2 B H 45 R 1 45 34 (D)
FRAMEE(E 2 47) 0 PRI, A B o) T8 TR 1
TR, FHME A B

CHE SRR AR A AR AME PR SRS e 1AM A
DR SR H NGE S LB 4 Y A B AT SR T I 2
AR <M %848 BF (4 minimax 5E W% .maximax 3
% . probability-neglect 5 H%; Pachur et al., 2014,
2018), fildn, M IEEIT A (1%, ¥100; 99%, ¥0)
Al B (100%, ¥, QAR L b b4 45 1 A5
SBDLEEE¥100, ¥O L) i 2 WA B 1 48 2R A5 B
(BRZW% 1%, 99%F1 100%), DX <¥100”F1“¥17HY

SR T 0 MY 22 5, BT LA RS

TREIT A T AL, RIS = Al o TN, Y
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PR 2 M A T i 22 114 T R4 T A AL 1 s 28

il C (99%, ¥100; 1%, ¥0)FI D (100%, ¥99)H,
TRAS AT 22l L A SRS B (R L #2100, ¥O0 FiI
¥99) i 72 W AH N i HE 245 B (D 28 99%, 1% Fll
100%), B4 <¥99 Fl“x0” 1) 22 53 B & K T-“¥100”
Y99 [ 25 5, FIr LA AR 23 T 16 200 D 5 55 (14 A
&, BVRHERBARAG (2 22) i, A«
SRR, o Al /N RUIR AL P MR 1
TR, BN, Joue & BUR BUR il 2 & 12 R
AR v ik M 2 o /SRR, B AT
2 5 1 MG 2% o 7 e T 200 & A R
(McGraw, Todorov, & Kunreuther, 2011), #hJH

(2017)i8 7 BB AR, BB HE <S8
A2 SN 4 Y S W= D Y S R
TR ME R SR I 258K ™ M5 B RO
BOeuE, BIAEX TN BMRGER, MR RE
SR /INVBE R T Bk A MR T R AR A
2.2 “HhiR” ERRE SRR ERIIEIR

DB AR, AT <45 2572 B IR AN ],
ARSI S SHR AR &R, J50 55
BERAE M 2E o BN, /INBEERAR 25 I (RS
PRI : 1%3R5¥100, 99%3K %5 ¥0; i E BEL : 100%
s ¥l), AMTLL/NRES” (100%3K 45 ¥1) S 1R,
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PPN 5 IXUBS: Bk 3R A6y M 5 i 22

U BRAIL] 5 0 1 5w 909

A EF/NR 2R, XA AT RE<IRAR R ILEE” (¥100)
FEA VB, KRR E L RE , h S o R XU
T, RPN AR 22 (2 IR 3-(1)); KAl
FARZE I ARSI . 99%3K 25 %100, 1%3K £5¥0;
o E T . 100% 3K 25 ¥99), AT RIkiE”
(100%3K 25 ¥99) A S H1, HH L TRk 25>, XAl
RE“ANKAR” (FO)F= Az <d >, 3K b 17 28 b g 21,
o PR E R, 2R B AR AR R A 22 (A
3-2)); /NHEFRI I (U XURS: TR . 1%35E 2R ¥100,
99% 1 ¥0; I ELEI - 100%451 K ¥1), AMTLA“/N
PR (100%B15¥1) NS, ML TNk, Xt
A Al e Z KA (<¥100)/ = <4, XA G
GETR A, RS BERERA E I, R Ak
A 25 (B 3-(3)); MR35 2 B (A JRURS: 36 T3 ¢
99% 1 R ¥100, 1%1K¥0; BHELLEIR : 100%H5 2k
¥99), AMTLA“KH#IL” (100%I15:¥99) h S M6,
F KR, A TRE AR (¥0)F=4: IR
PR R Y, B R AR R, R
AR A M 0 22 (18] 3-(4))

X S B A 15 2 AR B DL A5 ) SEUE R 5 1Y
. Hl4n, Brandstitter 2£(2002) & FLAN AT /NEE
FRARAT I A 1) T 158 e RO L v A
SRR 22, TR AT BEAR AR 25 0 4 L g T
FLATR AT H M S 19 i 22 . Fh RN (2017) & B/
HWERB RS, ARLLONB RS ], E K
o e TP AT T RE I AZ < KA R, R Al VA

7l 7 B XU B T P A R RN R, B R R

99% K3t ¥0

1% 3K2E ¥ 100
100% $K3% ¥ 1

(1) K25/ MER
99% ik ¥0

100% ik ¥ 1

() kMR

WEZEE A, Tyszka F1 Sawiciki (2011)iEZ2HTEAL
ACATEIZLEMER, 55, ZFHEMA:
BIE®WILE NS H, XG4t T EIEILE R
HRTE L TR EmMZE . FEAE, X250
YRR IE R, MR M aEE g I A E
[RERBIELEE )BT, AR S m A B wE
JLEMMEZ . Rottenstreich Fl Hsee (2001)%3 #ixk
PR kS . — A PLSKE$50, Z A&
FWACEENEEHE, 5REI: YXFl
2370 100%H0F, W S SR EEETE, MY X AL
20 1%, PO B BB S H . ULITE /MR
AT, AT R R B R AR I 4 AR
PEIL(RIE W HZ A A ) o [RIRE ML, 24 25 1 P Al AR
IR —BAVSEZ RS20, —EANSH
ZIOE RN, HRE . YL 99%HT,
PO R RS A, SIS 1%, B
W R R BEAT A o RV B0 I 7R /MBE 28 43 % B,
AT B JE T e AT A 9 VS A 1 4 R 6 Y 3 T (R
LB

3 MU EBENERE?

T L IRARREALE], A< SO A R
MIRIE A “ERRE AR i S IR
AR DU A PR RS S AR, TR ey ] R AR R
P A 2%

3.1 HS%ERBATERAN”

R ] B DRI = AT LA S ] 3t R T 5K,

n, R EE AR g AR TR R, AT LAY E 23

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 I T AR KT &
(1 He o) S A A o AR HERTE X S e AT
JXUBS: 8% S (Oudhoff & Timmermans, 2015; Lermer,
Streicher, Sachs, Raue, & Frey, 2015; Trautmann &
van de Kuilen, 2012; Zipkin et al., 2014), I,
Evans, Handley, Perham, Over I Thompson (2000)
R, MHRIE UG AN B AP A 2
PR, AATTEE 2S5 B KR {5 B, a0 L pLER
W R TE A 5 1k N AR, BT A2 5 ik AT
HERA HLPPAGHER . Stone, Yates I Parker (1997)¥f
RER B R IE X o PRl Ber SRR R, il
TR, AT 87, B3R 4 B W W e
B RAT R, BAb, & iR I 25 g XU

J&JN, Fagerlin, Zikmund-Fisher il Ubel (2011)% #X,

AT R 22 05T . AR RS R AT 2,
a7 B PO 5 L K DU Sk i A M 5 L B A AT
A T PR RS AR . MR =, AT A 2
SHHRIE R AT . EAEE . HIXHER
Fhs A, fp BARR R R TE R gk . @R
T AOXTAESR TR AR ) B TN AT S A U b A AR
FER.
3.2 HemEH TR

JRURS: = 2 1) 1 248 5 [l G 5% o) AT << 25
e SN ISP SE'S- A1 (PN IRORS & H E R
VRIS, A AT B MM A (i 2 - Sun 55(2018)
FUASE T AN [R) T 235 R o A A i 25 1R S ), 45
R, XTI . mE R E R
B2 B, ARAE ARG . RS 5™ F M 1 XU 25 2R
SRR RREACME AL i 2% . AH{BLHD, Pachur %(2014)
BH TR LE R m s AR Y RIE )
FIIC S 25 A3 (ST 3K, J B XURG: 45 SR 1) 156 28 A 56
R, AMTTROMER AR R 228K, 4P, Rottenstreich
Hl Hsee (2001)Un &3, HHXT 1517 45 e i 52 1) o
PRI AR, i I e T 1) S e (B 2 Wy v 52 B
BB E T R HESAE i 225 AR I =™
TR RIS K0, o i SR A A (R
FIHOVE & T 3 KL R A E R 2%
3.3 HedbiRTRCRIER”

LUESETEre 3 Ee- A INEN M) i0) R
25, BT Y AR IR N 2 R 0 AN AR 25
KB —ABIF, Li (1995)iL#i7F £ A (¥5000,
0.001)FIZEI B (¥5)Z M HEHE, 58% M # ik T

HIE, RIS AL MBS o TS Li Rk 2
TR A (BRI 1000 1545 B]EE T C (¥5000000,
0.001)FIEEI D (¥5000), 255 74% Mgk T
e, RIBARAE MR . 2T — SRR,
AR LA /NR 36 (AR 22 ¥S) WS IR, M T/ h ik
257, XA A REIRARKIL R (¥5000)™ A VR,
UK H XU B SR, MEE — ANk, SIS A
AT A, HNR g AR T R R R (R 2
¥5000), FET“K3Rz", XA A RE AR (¥0)
FEAE DL, DR ol G IR RILaRE | 3 b S R s ) kAR
BT AT R E R 2%
34 HCHAOTREH”. SRR TERCTA”?
U B 0 R 3 A7 A T B S R PR 5 v 1
BRER, AT RIS (R R | AL
S CEEEE), S5 g LGhSEE) X
AT RES R AT RECIEBE ) B XU 4k, AT TRT e A
AN ] B A% 2 R S RA i S 38 L AR S TRD G DA
W =47 A ) (Trope & Liberman, 2010; Williams,
Stein, & Galguera, 2014), M5 P38 FH 4.0 BRIE
B YT T 2 5 0 HAE AL E 120, Sun, Liu, Zhang
M Lu QOITEI, HXFRHA UK, AN
b NP ST 25 A /IR A L ARAy T R R S
(4 O 22 B el /0N AR TR I A e, AATTHE Ry
BT Az N PR SR ABE 3 AR i 2 7R B S0/ . Wang 46
(2018)R 47 BLAEKRAT: 55 b F FR D SR FH A D
RIS, K IARR B AR R AR SE, Ul B
F B TR AT A B B SRR T AR R 1 (2
LAFSFE 2 W Pahlke, Strasser, & Vieider, 2015),
Sun 55(2018)1E AN AR I A Tl s (e A FES — A\
PR A 5 2% )80 sk 2R A “fly on the wall” 9 77 20 &L
2 [n) )k [ FRUTR (N DB — A BRI £ B T8 2% 1]
Y 7 VA ME A A 1) K2k, 25 SRR AR
FARIOR A, A T B 1A AL IMER
FOF ARG R MR R I 22 B R K. St
Z&1{p), Faro Fll Rottenstreich (2006) b4 TMA& N A
O R SRR U At A PR AR AR 25 5, R
XA A R, A RALE U b DR 3R X g
{5 B Ak 1 38 HEH o Trautmann A1 de Kuilen (2012)
SR AR R ME R R AT AR M A, R AR
84%3K13€300 MY RMEARFM -, Bk S T A
ORI R 2 o €113, T —NIEiE 2 A Al
NP AH 29 €162, 20 25 0] & fipk & B
B3 s/ T AR KRR SR 2%
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VRN A XUBS e B AR R A i 22 - O BEAL R S5 D0 T s 911

4 BESRE

AT T RS A 2 B R A AR T
MR AR R i 22 (0 A R AL, R T OB R T U AL
ol 22 O AW o DB TR BIF Y fih A i 1 AR
ZET R NS 2 PLH, R T R A
Pk . Blak 2 BRRF  01 2 1A 06 18 A i 22
g ERT ASEER Eo e, ROk, Rk, EA
TR PR A T R 25 P Al DR R AR S L
IR, TES TR B R B b, A LU [ U A
IS
4.1 “DIEZEXTHERKS”

I B R N BB R TRIA g AN S g B
(B RAR R R, A4 358 T 4 T 11 ABE AN T bR KK
(Gonzalez & Wu, 1999; Tversky & Kahneman, 1992),
{H2, Li%¥(2009)% J Kahneman il Tversky (1979)
0 S B B CHR 2 0T 48 B0 ), i IR R T (R 4
0T B R TR R SO ) S SR (R AR
Li (1995)#:F Kahneman Fl Tversky f3%+%[n] &5,
Wit T 13 AR YRR, Kt 50%L Epiln
PR B B R M T, 25 R A, #k
FE BRI A A AR R AL, N A (¥5100,
0.01; ¥5, 0.99)H1 B (¥5100, 0.01; ¥5000, 0.001)ik
BERT 56%MPRIE T Ao Hitk, ST EREK
A7 i ) R G A 3 ) AN T R S0 A R R SR TR 5T
OB IE T R R 2 AR POR I .
42 “RrZMER

DAL R 45 5 B 544 e 2 B 0 X 56 10
TE. B, Suter 25 (2016) & B, AMTBAE L2598l
YEH, Bk 2 HA R 5 B . McGraw Z(2011) % 3,
R T L RO T &, e 2 24 22 o 1Y
RAEME, FEGEE PR, K 2017)
KB, NATRE N A AT R 4 B i, X H &
A HLRM BT 2, I H & B 4 R 1 e s & 5
e {5 DGV, T A7 5 2 T2 1 A2 3 A B2 i 7 &4 14K
B o 3K I 7R TEASCHER fi 22 4 i REMIL R oy, 17 4 0
SN A, I H AR BGE & P TS 5 i
R, XA R AR #E— 2D
43 HHRETRRE

AR B WAL A Al T A A I 22, HIX
FEARTEIRE “fi 227 — € S AN, AR ERR 2
— R R AR AR B, S N AR S PR
B RGP, BERIE, 2016) (Lbin, SAR7ER

AR SR B SR Ty, LLR 20 AR AR 2 ks Ak /N,
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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



