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L. IXC®IT

TLDRTRyZAELTHLS Allais(1953) D FIREIE, &0 BB FERIR O A T AT HEZR 5
B AT NS (CPT) O/XTA—Z&iH 7)Y, Tversky and Kahneman(1992) CAEE S/~ 33E
B L TERET D2 EDNH(RE, 2018a, 2018b; KA - H, 2018). PAF TIZZIIck+5
EA A AR VTR T

BINEORT L. B x> y> 0328, fi=0,p;0,1—p)< f, = (y, 1) (#kE
PENER) o fz = (x,0p;0,1 — op) = of12fy = (x,0;0,1 — o) = of, GEELHE) N
ORI 72380 DI TS, £<12, x = 400,y = 300,p = 0.8,0 = 0.25.

BRWMEOT 2. HEeB x>y>0, fEFEpqgp+qe[01]izxfL,
91 =GPy, ;0,1 —p—q)s g, =y, 1) FEEMEDR) 22> g5 = (x,p; 0,1 - p)=
Gs=W1l—q0,q) (HmERIF) VBB Y REFEM LS. LIT,
x =500,y =100,p = 0.1,q = 0.89.

BRT A~ MR O E BB EfE R Y = A MBI ILL T D IDITEZRSND.

x%x =0,
v(x) = {v(x) = —l(—x)ﬁ,x < 0. 1)
) = P’ 0 1
i @+ -pn'h =PeS
(2)
P’
w(p) = 0<p<l.

@ -p®e

HEH x>y >00Ex, f=(Xp;y;1-p) ikt 25l i TR0 TRHEAESND.

v(F)=w"(p)v(x)+(1-w" (p))v(y)- (3)

CPT &7 /Wi
f2gev(f)>v(g)
R 5. R CIESESREHEEEO T RE, a = f = 0.88, 1= 2.25, y = 0.61, § = 0.692
717~ (Tversky and Kahneman,1992). K& (2018a, 2018b) 1%, > 32l —arEERICL->TTL D
BlREE TS5 CPTET /L O/RTA—2FAFHZAH LT, B R D, BREEAT 21250
TIETHICEDEITF VIV,

FREIISZHREICESBEOEY =x—r1,y =y—1% (3) MUK A LTS L 7 M &
CPT D/RFA—ZEE R A RO TEY, BIRSOT 7ML TEAREEAT 2 12695 FHI7153
WELRWIEEHALNCILE.

FLbE, Kahneman & Tversky(197)1%, 7L D TRy 7 AIZ /6N, BHLED AFOS L

RIFERF 2T T LT LK T AT NG AR R L, TOS RN CTHD RFET oA Nl
(CPDITKHEBEALLT=2Y, CPT 135tx OT7 L OREEZ TR TEXAHEILEWITN. F2Z2DTHIT)



DB IERAF LN E WD BID /ST R 7 AN AL TS,

TRANT NG CE NIRRT = A MBI, MOBFZEE DR LT RO BEEIE S A
HILTWD. LLAIZIE Prelec(1998)D B A RO VIZHWTY, RIHIOBIZITIRESLE DL
VY. BEZROEEFEL LT, Brandstitter et al. (2006)DHERL CWAELEL2—Y 27 (v 7 (PH)
DI IEER OB R E N — N EHNDZET, TLOFREIZOWTH R THITTE 5.
72720 PH CIHE N 2B T 70 ARMFE ClIme Ry = MBI B Sl B B W DA fE TR
BRERENL—NVERWDN, v T U ZIERIDDIHERD = A Nt B3 280 5 iEErd . 722
D FFEITS R DT 7 MR L TRIGR THD.

2. = F U7 ERINORERY oA N ZE L

~ v F U ERNZ, A B BOS R BRI (3R [Tl 285 TS (Herrnstein et
al., 2000). ) FEERDBFE LSV HLRINETZ DS, N2 W SEBR CORGES AL, 1TEIRR 45
PSS TS, =y F o ZERNT AR5 | R A8 X, BIE AT Z70 L DRI O
7 /~Y—(Lowenstein and Prelec, 1991) Z#tBT 572 DIMELE 2 LD,

Baum(1974, 197N LD — b~y F L 7IEAING, 2 FRBRZEROBEIRITRO IS TRISH
5.

ADREEIE

APRISTES = R O RIGERR + B DRI

B k - ADRHEHREN (4)
= k- AT + BOSTETRHN

1
T 1+ (BORIEREN / k - ADRIGIREN )Y

K@DZHNTHERY =4 FEBZIUT 2 LK1 ED L HITRD.

—e—k=0015, y=03 —e—k=1, y=1 .
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7 w27 PC (Windows OS 64 bit) Microsoft Excel &V /-,

3



# 1 TLORIRIAD TR (— it~ T 7 1EH])

Allais paradox (common consequence effect)

A 0% p—Weight | Value
Outcome 1 500 | 10% 14.67% 34.78814
Outcome 2 100 | 89% 38.13% 21.94104
Outcome 3 0 1% 47.20% 0

total 56.72919
B 0% weight Value

Outcome 1 100 | 100% | 100.00% 57.54399

total 57.54399
C 0% weight Value
Outcome 1 500 | 10% 14.67% 34.78814
Outcome 2 100 | 0% 0.00% 0
Outcome 3 0 90% 85.33% 0

total 34.78814
D 0% weight Value
Outcome 1 100 | 11% 15.14% 6.329839
Outcome 2 0 89% 84.86% 0

total 6.329839

3. ORI

~ v F U ZERNTOR AR EIS SR O LT H H 5. PRI EIS X SHMELZE D 12 1 20
AT bONRFGIRT-E25. DEVERDIOSCTRANTOREINEDS. LA
TWARANIENEND, EmLEND L LOETHIRE Ll DD LTV D . FEEE
DEIE1ETHE, MAOICLD=1/tan 0 ThD. EEpE 0 =05 p EZLHL
T, wp)=(1+K-D") 1, K=1.3, y=1.05, BRHr =75 LEL &, M2DTT7T7D
2k s. M1 E2RThnrdLis, 7axXAX7 MO L I I STOMR Y =1 K
BT Lo (BIRRET 2) 27T 272001%, o’ 0.3 BREOHIRR /AT
AuEMELET D, L TAPK 2 DFIUTMBITEY. 20w (p) ZMFEY = D
ROVICTHWD &, BIRMENT 1 & 2 OMBIREINY U EFBT 52 LR TE D (K
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2 BHhEFREEIGIO—f (M27%£) LHERY = FREEoIE (K 24H)

# 2 TLO/RIR I AZAOTF R OX i E5])

Allais paradox (common consequence effect)

A 0% weight value

Outcome 1 500 | 10% | 9.88% 20.31651

Outcome 2 100 | 89% | 74.13% 12.59502

Outcome 3 0 1% 15.98% -16.067

total 16.8445
B 0% weight value
Outcome 1 100 | 100% | 100.00% | 16.98976

total 16.9898
C 0% weight value
Outcome 1 | 500 | 10% | 9.88% 20.31651
Outcome 2 100 | 0% 0.00% 0
Outcome 3 |0 90% | 90.12% -90.5828

total -70.266
D 0% weight value

Outcome 1 100 | 11% 10.83% 1.868873

Outcome 2 0 89% | 89.17% -89.4595

total -87.591




4. F&0

Kahneman & Tversky(1979)1%, TiZED A B DS B B RIERIFA2TT b1 57 m A~ N
AR RELIED, THNS BEIRFELROEWIRID/NTR Y 7 ZR 5 AL TWD. AAF5ET
IR Y = A MR T T ARERI e FiEEL T, o T U ZER, HAWITA I REE 505
R AN P T 5 HETTLOF VTV OREMZ TR TEHZ 4R, S HAD
VIMIH LTS TH LI L2 R LT, ZOBBIIRRIZ ST R B+ a7 — 4 &
FED FEFEAPARILIZEL S <O TR, BWAMEDIRNE D THD. LIZhi> T, AWFEamL T,
CIDUVMRRSIVE T VOEFEERIICEEELT, fERY oA MO H HFIEIZOWT, Kb
RRIZSTMFED R MNP DD ZENRIBINTEBZ DILD.
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