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HA4570 FH HE 56 (expected utility theory; Neumann & Morgenstermn, 1942), & 2\ d 7 1 A7 |k
PR (prospect theory; Kahneman & Tversky, 1979; Tversky & Kahneman, 1992) & \ - 7= R 24k
(2B 5 B ERE OB ISR S 2 5B A A HE S (MR, IREMERE)EMHROEE L
S, ME) &V D 2 SDORQRSTZEREOMTRL, TORNMNIE> TR A RS L &
HILDTHD. TOHGRO T TIIRHEEME LFEROKE SITEVITHN LIS TH Y, “Hf
EPRZOBRETHNITEZ VST IIEINSBWEAD” Lol oy, —HOMENPLE D
—HOEETFRITE D &2 RBMRIFEE I T, & ZARBIRITE, “YREHDOKE N
ELCEHLD TV, IFORmWVHERSFRIRS TSV Ensole L ois, RFEAEFEOHRT
IERERD FIR Y DR EZEWVIFEZDORERNE T2 WA 32V (Pleskac & Hertwig, 2014). Z ®
Lo RBIROBMEZEE X, NIRHROKE S EAMIENEL OMICERMZBEREZREL, £
ORFREFMA L CERREL FLTWDAEEMEN 2 E T < OB T S 41T = 72 (Hofart,
Rieskamp, & Dutlih, 2019; Pleskac & Hertwig, 2014). = @ X 9 22 &Ik 2 Fe-S 7= HER)IE risk-reward
heuristic & FF(EAL, BLFESH O CHEIGHI R E 2 8 S RIEHMED—> L LTHRLESIT BT
% (Hofart et al, 2019; Pleskac & Hertwig, 2014)

AIFFROBIE, (DEENDFEROKRE L FAES 5355 CH risk-reward heuristic
WIZHE D HIE BN DD, (2)F UfE A D T risk-reward heuristic 23HERD SALE, Al
B DHER~DOR I TH BN LD, QHEIRADOHFETLHLN L%, O 3 meRitd
LZ2ETHD. ZNETOMETIEEL UTHROBHED GHEREZ AR S 2R TORE
\ZE AN Y T Hiu(Pleskac & Hertwig, 2014; Hoffart et al, 2019; 7272 L Skylark &
Prabhu-Naik, 2019 & 2 ), MERHEN OREROKE S & TS ELHETLT L HE<IE
20Dz, [A—EANTORIFREOKRGHIELfThbh Ty, F-, Roks sk
FT2L, FBPEENE VST HEROR LELZO SO HiERHIENICEET 5 2 LM
SBNTWS Z L &2 E 2 5 & (Harris et al, 2009; Nakamura, 2018), ZefTAFZEILFI15R I,
TOBFIIHE-> TV D EEXLN, IR TORFIITOR TV, 2O X9 0H
A E X TR TIE, RSN AR 22 T ORI E FHWT, N4 0
RESZHNSELHEE YTV OREIDOHEEORE S ZHER ST HEOW S %,
A5 - HERM G TIThoE, ERLO 3 ROMET 1T 72,
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FUD)HEZRDS X%, AL D (47 D)) 100-x% T, U7-b BN EX, s M E X2
WOMLD EBEE RN, Blob b RkbRWvbOE LET, ZOMITTYHZY (G H D
LW BEZDERI)EBNETNY Lo bR NOEBAHET 2E, B “4725
) y M, oMo (4725) OMEZXL(RIETNH D L LET, 20D K 5 22T Tl
W= DML D WERITM%TE & BNETN?T LW o o &R LR EZHEE T 23EO N T %,
FUFRIRI « IR OTRRBLUIC SOV T L7z, fESRIE & LTI 1%, 17%, 33%, 50%, 67%,
83%, 99%> 7 FE¥H, AKAIZ-DOU T Hofart et al. (2019) D% fif (2 ¥l L C 240 4, 400 4, 470
[, 1200 [, 1600 [, 2800 M 6 FifEA & L7z, fEOFEEOIAF IOV TIESINER T
N B—=NT AT, EN ORI OFERNAFFIZ DUV TESINE TR MED B & EA~
EBAT D LR R EVMED HARVMEA~ E BT D FRRFIO &6 5 TR R S .
F7o, FED EFSRYI TR S50 FRESRII TR SN D IOV TEBIE N T 2 O
AR C A S
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Figure 1 IZEBFEREZRT. FROSHEN OMRLHTE ST 556, FIfG - HBls)>5MF
BT TERFNE L R DIZONTHERMES S b HmAATEND. @8I & OF
IRt B A2 B AL, SBEMNIER L LIEBROY IO EITolc L 2A, B
B« B EOR 7 CREOMERIIKT 2 BIIAE Th o Tz, T O 19 7285 RITFIEFIRDL
{22V T Hofart et al. (2019), & %\ i Skylark & Prabhu-Naik (2018) D& 5 % 31
TLHHDOTH D EFFIC, HIRRPUZ DWW T H R LR OHBEBIRS ML T 52 &% L
DT HEDOTHD.

ANZ L OFERESHTT D720, BINE Z L ICFHEME & i Lo &% - MR ONaAFEES
HER D T Z Lz, FfG - BERmEIETRD, #HHO M I L OMBEDIEATHEEND
UGB BINE DN ED X 51204 T 5 E et Liz(Figure 2). Figure 2 OFE R R"9 X
2T, FIGSRMCIdsh E DS 1L Figure 3 DF 3 LRICE i, RN LE&KEE T DY
ATHREN LR T2 COMREGHEOMBITAL LD Z ENRTENLD. £
(X LTRSS OSB3 2INE O DA ITAH T 4 SORIRBEITIENR > THY, [F—
TE AN TR D SR AR 256 & @) DR ZHENIT 256 TITMBEOIEAR %
TLLE—HLRNWZ EERLTND.

VL EDOFERIE, WERNOE&FEEHETE T 556 2 NE OH|Wr A risk reward heuristics (2
e = & &R L= T gE(Hofart et al, 2019; Pleskac & Hertwig, 2014) D %0 7. %
Bl Lk % & RIFRC, A OBEBREICEIT 25)& & BROIESHM(e. g., Kahneman &
Tversky, 1979 D#F7=72—fFl & L TESIT LN LD THDH. 1o, FIRROFERD
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HZEER TR, KR E SO, @R &AW Z2 ST 2 A2 R 3R T, K
W ORI, FOREE O/ NI &\ 5 PEEAMUES % 7 7 227 | Hifi(Kahneman
& Tversky, 1979; Tversky & Kahneman, 1992) L 85T 5L E 2 6N5125 9.
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Figure 2 Fllf5 « HICIRPUC IS DR &G R OFABI ORI BINR « x SRR b GA Z 4
HFDRIMETO, TR DRz HEHT D RIETOMER & @BONBRAR 2, Ko

INTNDORE ST N EFET.



