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艾勒悖论再探——三结果决策的齐当别式表征： 

“好−坏”抑或“最好−最坏”？* 

李小平 
( ,  241000) 

摘  要  ⁞ ͫ Ỷ ѷ  Њͼ Ỷ ѷ , ᾂ ѡּׂש ᾂẹ΅ ό ѷ 

Ҕ† Ẻ τɟ 3 Ђ΅ (“ − ”, “ − ”)ɞ΅ ό

ѷ ( ẻό ѷ Ά ό ѷ )ɞ΅ ᵉ(ͺẃ ɞ ͺẃ ѡּׂשлẃ )ѡּׂש΅ Ỷ

( , )ͽ, ᾂ ⁞ Ὼɟ , 

ẻ ⁞ ᾂ , ӂ Њ“ − ” “ − ” ; ᾂ ό

ѷ  ͼ Ỷ ѷ ͽ ῺϛỐ ҔЊ ẻό ѷ ɟ 

关键词  ⁞ ; ͼ Ỷ ; ᾂ ; “ − ” ; ᵉ  

分类号  B849:C91 

1   

ᾂ ẹ ε ῾ Ђ ε

Ỷ ɞ ξ Җ ↄ Ặכּ (Carlin, 

1996; Lu, 2016; Ὥ , , 2014; , 

, Ψ, , , 2009; , 2006; 

Ở, ὰ , , 2010)ɟ ᾂ Ỷ , 

ᾂ שּׂ Ђ (Li, Su, & 

Sun, 2010)ѡּׂש╥ Ά Ỷ ɞ╥ Ỷ

Ά Ỷ ɞ̈́ Ά Ỷ

(Li, 2003a, 2004; , 2005) , Ξ

(two-outcome)Ỷ Ψ ɞᵜ אּ

(Preferece reversal)ɞ אּ (Choice reversal)ѡּׂש

ὗ Ђ (Li & Xie, 2006; 

Li, 2006; , 2005; Ở, , 2008; Ở

, 2010)ɟ 

ᾂ ε, жѨ Ỷ ΅

ͽ ᵉ, 

ӏͽ ᾂ φ Ҕ†ɟỶ Ψ, жѨ Ẉ

ᴬ ЊͫΥ ɞ Ỷ , 

ͫ ΅Є , 

ͽ Ҕ ѡ Ỷ (Li, 1994)ɟ 

, ᾂ εỶ ε

῾ , ӂ ͼ Ỷ שּׂ

ɟ ͼ Ỷ ᾂ Ẻ

τɟ ᾂ ᵔ жѨ Ỷ Җ

ͫΥЈ ; , ӂͼ Ỷ ͼΥ

ὗ , Ј └ , ִ

φЄѡ ɟԇ , ͼ Ỷ

ὧὗε“ ”ɞ“Ψ”ɞ“ ”, σжѨ “Ψ”, 

“ − ” Ỷ , “Ψ”ϛ

Ẩ , “ − ” Ỷ , ε

, ὮжѨ ӑ “ Ά ”

“ ”“Ψ” ε , “Ψ”“ ” ε

 

⁞ ͫ ₿ ͼ Ỷ ѷ , 

ẹ ὲ ;  

ͫ  

A 100% 1000000 ẃ;  

B 10% 5000000 ẃ;  
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  89% 1000000 ẃ;  

  1% 0 ẃ;  

Ј  

A 11% 1000000 ẃ;  

89% 0 ẃ;  

B 10% 5000000 ẃ;  

  90% 0 ẃ;  

ͫ , ⁞ ẹ Њͫ Ɑ

Ὦ(Independence axiom) Ỷ ѷ  ᾇẶכּ ɟ

, жѨ Ỷ Җ ⱭὮɟ

◑жѨ ᵜ ΅Җ ﬞ Ỷ ͫΥẴ

הּ ɟלּ ⁞ ѷ  ͫ Ỷ

Ψ, A ѡ Ờ “11% 1000000

ẃ, 89% 1000000 ẃ”, Ά Bͫ

ﬞ “89% 1000000 ẃ” ͫẴ

ִ ↄ Ђ Ј Ỷ ѷ ɟ Ɑ

Ὦ, жѨ Ξ Ỷ ͫ ᵜ ɟ

⁞ (Allais, 1953) , ͫ

ѷ ͽҖ A, Ј ѷ ͽҖ

Bɟ , ִ ͽ ѷ  , Ύ

ⱭὮ ε ⁞

(Birnbaum, 2007; Weber, 2008)ɟ 

, ⁞ ᾂ ︢ ͫ

ⱭὮ Ỷ ѷ ɟ ᾤ , 

ͫ ₿ ͼ Ỷ ѷ , ᾂ Ẻ

τɟΎ ᾂ ͼשּׂ Ỷ

Ἥ ε ΅ ϛ Ψ ⁞ (Li, 

1993, 1994; , 2001) ѡּׂשѡ ⁞ ѷ 

ε ͽ(Li & Adams, 1995; 

, , , 2000)ɟ , ⁞

Ψ Әε ᾂ ԇ

ӻ (Li, 2001, 2003b; Li, Taplin, & Zhang, 2007; 

, , 2007)ɟ З ӻ ᾂ ;

⁞ Ẻ Ђ τɟ 

ᾂ ; ⁞ , (2001) Ὁ, 

жѨφ ѡ Ξ ѷ ͽᵜ ΅ͫ ε

жѨ ͫ Ỷ ѷ  , Җ Ψ 89%

1000000 ẃ , 10% 5000000

ẃӘε , 1% 0 ẃӘε

, ѡ ɞ ΞΥ ⁞ ͫ

Ỷ ѷ  , Њ ͽ

φ , ͽ , ъ

A; Ј Ỷ ѷ ͽ, 

ᾇ φ , ъ

ͽ Ђ Bɟ , 

(2001) Ђ Ђ Ặ ɟӂ

, ѐ ὗ ѡּה , Њ ᾂ , 

(2001) ⁞ ͫ ѷ ͽỶ

ͫ , жѨ Җ Њ“ ”

“89% 1000000 ẃ”Ά“10% 5000000

ẃ” ͫ , Њ“΅ ”

“1% 0 ẃ”Әε , ͫ “ − ”

“ − ” ͽ Ỷ ɟԇ

ͼשּׂ Ỷ ͽ, (2000) ͫ

ѡ ⁞ ѷ ε Ψ

ִ εжѨ “ − ” , “

− ” ɟ Њ ᾂ , жѨ Ỷ

(2001) “ − ”

Ὼ ῾ ЂжѨ Ỷ

, ︢ ῾ ЂжѨ Ỷ

ͫ ᾂ Ẻ τ, ΅с

ᾀЊ ֒ ᾂ Җ ӑ ⁞

ͫ Ỷ ѷ , ᾀЊ жѨ֒

ᾂ Ђͫ ⱭὮ

(The law of parsimony), ͫ ͫ ε Њ

ᾂ Ҕ†φͫ( , , 2007; Ở

, 2010)ɟ 

פֿ , ᾂ Ỷ , 

(2009) Ὁ , ΅Җсс

Ỷ ᵉ, Җ Ỷ ᵉΆ

ᵉ, ẻό ѷ ( ϛ └ ѷ )

  Ỉό ѷ , ъ Ο אּ

ᾂ жѨỶ , 

ᾂ Ὼ Ὼɟ (2009)

הּ , ֒ ẻό ѷ  Ỉό ѷ 

ό ѷ  ӯ Ὼɟ , 

ͫ ͫ Ὤ΅ ᵉ Ỷ ѷ ͽ

Ђ , ӂ Ҹ ⁞ ѷ 

₿ Ђͼ Ỷ ѷ ͽɟ 

, Ỷ Ỷ ᵜ

(Preference elicitation) ͽ ɟ

, ΅ Ỷ ᵜ Ά ͽ

Ỷ ΅ (Baas & Kwakernaak, 

1977; Weber, 2008)ɟ З Ψ, 

Ỷ ẹΨͫΥ

Әεẹᵜ , Ὦ︢

ΞΥ ᵜ ┘ ͽ ͫΥᵋ

ɟ ᾂ ῾ ;

Ђ (Li & Xie, 2006)ɟ σ

; ᾂ ⁞ ӘὉ
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ᵉ ɟ 

φ, Њ ᾂ ͼ Ỷ

΅ͫ , ѡּׂש ẻό ѷ 

ό ѷ Ξ ΅ , Ύ ;

⁞ Т Ә , ᾂ

; ⁞ Ố ε ɟ

3 ɟ 1 ѡ (2001) ε

, ⁞ ͫ Ỷ ѷ ,  

“ − ” Ҕ  , Υ ό

ѷ    Ỉό ѷ , ъ ᾂ

; ⁞ Њ“ − ” “ −

” Ј ѡ┘ὗ , Т

ό ѷ  ⁞ ѷ ͽ, ᾂ ͫ Ỷ

ѷ  ͼ ᵉỶ ѷ ͽ ֒ Ẻ

Ҕ†; 2 Њ 1“ − ”

ῺΆ (2001) , 

ͫΥ ӊ(ͺẃ ) ͫΥ (лẃ ) ᾂ

ᵉ, 1Ψ ѡּׂש 1Ά (2001)

(The magnitude 

effect, ϛ Ә ᵉ ) Ố Ђ

; 3Ὦ ך 2 ᵉּל

ͽ, Ỷ װ ε

, ᾂ ⁞ Ὼɟ 

2  1 

2.1  研究目的 

Њ ᾂ , (1) (2001) Њ ẻ

ό ѷ  ⁞ Ὼ; (2) Њ

(2009) Ὁ ό ѷ , ᾂ

⁞ Ὼ, φΆ ẻό ѷ  Ὼ

; (3) ὗᾂ Њ“ − ” “ − ”

, ᾂ ⁞ ͫ Ỷ ѷ

  Ὼ, ъ ᾂ ;ͼ Ỷ

ɟ 

2.2  研究设计 

ͽ , ⁞ ѷ 

ẻό ѷ Ά Ỉό ѷ , ъ ε ẻό ѷ

 Ά ό ѷ  Ὼ ԝ ; Ά

, εЂ Њ“ − ” Ά“ − ”

, ᾂ Ὼ ┘ᾂ, 

(2001)Ɑ ͽ  ͫΥ ⁞ ͫ

Ỷ ѷ  ; ẹ Њ“ − ” “

− ” ẻό ѷ Ά Ỉό ѷ ɟ

ẹΨ “ − ” ό ѷ  ͽ, ᴬ

(2000) , ⁞ ͫ ѷ Ψ

ͽ Њ“ ”Ύ Ỷ ᵉͽ “89%

1000000ẃ”Ά“10% 5000000ẃ” ΞΥ

Әε“ ” , ͽ Њ“΅ ”Ύ

ᵉͽΆ Ј “1% 0 ẃ”Ә

ε , ֒ ẻ ό ѷ  Ỉό

ѷ ɟ 

פֿ , Њ (2009) ό ѷ 

Ҕ† , ѡ

  Ỉό ѷ  Ỷ Ә

, ᾍ; , 

ѡ ᾍѷ  Ў Ә ɟ 

ͽ Њ ɟ ⁞

ͫ Ỷ ѷ Ά Ј Ỷ ѷ 

ɟ ⁞ ͫ Ỷ ѷ ͽ 2(

“ − ” ; “ − ” )×2(ό ѷ

  ẻό ѷ ; ό ѷ ) ɟẹΨ

ε , ό ѷ ε Ỉ ɟ

⁞ Ј Ỷ ѷ ͽ ẻό ѷ Ά

ό ѷ  Ỉ ɟ 

2.3  研究方法 

2.3.1  被试 

ɞ Ẵ 223жלΆЂ

, ẹΨ 166ж, 57ж, 

Ό Ϝ Ỷ ɟ 

2.3.2  材料 

ѡ ɟẈ ж

וֹ , ͫΥ

ὗ ᾇͼ ѷ Ψ ѷ ͫ (1) ⁞ ͫ

Ỷ ѷ + Њ“ − ” ό ѷ + Њ

“ − ” Ỉό ѷ ; (2) ⁞

ͫ Ỷ ѷ + Њ“ − ” ό ѷ +

Њ“ − ” Ỉό ѷ ; (3) ⁞

Ј Ỷ ѷ + Њ“ − ” ό ѷ +

Ỉό ѷ ɟ 

2.3.3  过程 

ѡ Ў ӏ , 

жͫ , ζ הּͫ

ɟ ◑ ͽ ɟ

︢ ɟ 8 min ɟ 

2.4  结果与分析 

SPSS 11.5 ὗ ( )
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表 1  艾勒悖论任务上的选择结果及 6 种条件下齐当别模型的预测情况 

 ⁞ ͫ Ỷ ѷ (“ − ” ) ⁞ ͫ Ỷ ѷ (“ − ” ) ⁞ Ј Ỷ ѷ 

ẻѷ  ѷ  ẻѷ  ѷ  ẻѷ  ѷ  

Ỷ  A B A B A B A B C D C D

A (C) 30 16 37 9 22 15 30 7 6 25 15 16

B (D) 16 15 17 14 18 9 23 4 5 46 6 45

χ2  a/φ 1.43 /0.14 4.64*  c/0.27 0.35 /0.07 0.19/0.05 1.51/0.14 13.57**/0.41

χ2  b 2.20 8.12** 0.06 0.25 5.90* 17.61** 

ὧ , ;  

a ε ΆỶ χ2 , df = 1; bε Ά΅ 1:1 χ2└ , df = 1; cε χ2; *p < 0.05, **p < 0.01  
 

ל , (2001) ᵧ , 

ὉЂό ѷ ΆỶ ▐

ᾂ Ά΅ ᾂ ▐

└ ( ὗ Ά )ɟ 

Ỷ ͽ, Ά (2001) Ҹ, 

ͫ ѷ ͽ, ὉЂ ⁞ , 

ӂ΅ (“ − ” χ2 = 2.92, df = 1, 

p = 0.09; “ − ” χ2 = 1.56, df = 1, p = 

0.21); Ј Ỷ ѷ ͽ, ὉЂ ⁞

Ύ (χ2 = 4.88, df = 1, p = 0.03); ΅

, ֒ Ђ ⱭὮ, 

“ − ” “ − ” , ѨΆ Ј

Ỷ ѷ  (“ − ” vs.

Ј Ỷ ѷ  χ2 = 7.65, df = 1, p = 0.06, φ = 0.22; 

“ − ” vs. Ј Ỷ ѷ  χ2 = 5.78, df = 1, 

p = 0.016, φ = 0.20)ɟ ό ѷ  Ὼ , 

Њ▐ └

΅ , ᾇ Њ ᾂ Ỷ , 

ᾂ Ψ ͫ ͽ, ◑

ӻ Ὼ ᾇ 100%, ▐

ϛ΅Җ , Ј

Ỷ ѷ ͽ ִ , Ψ

89% Ψ D , ѡ└

ε Ὼό ֒ ( Т

ὗ ⱭὮ)ɟ ͫὗ ѡּה , 

⁞ Ј Ỷ ѷ ͽ Њ ẻ

ό ѷ  ό ѷ , ẹ ᾂ

ɟӂ ͫ Ỷ ѷ ͽ, Ὦ︢ Њ

“ − ” ͽ ό ѷ 

ж Ỷ εɟ ͫ, Њ

ό ѷ  ͫ ;

ͫ Ỷ ѷ ͽ Ỷ , ẻό

ѷ Ὦẫ ; Ά , ό ѷ ︢

Њͫ ῾ , ִ

῾ Ỷ , ό

ѷ ҔЊ ẻό ѷ ; Ј, ό ѷ

 ε ό ѷ  ᾤ ;, ό ѷ  ⁞

ͫ Ỷ ѷ ͽ︢ Њ“ − ”

Ỷ , Њ“ − ” Ὦ

, , жѨ Њ“ − ”

, “ − ” Ỷ ɟ 

2.5  讨论 

Њ“ − ”

Ά (2001) ɟ (2001)

Ψ, Њ“ − ” ό ѷ 

⁞ ͫ Ỷ ѷ  Ὼ, 

ΨὮ ɟ ѐ Ј ┘ᾂּה , 

(2001) Њ   ,   ϬῺ

ͫ Њж , ц   1ẃ≈4.6ẃж , 

(2001) Њж ẑ ẃ╗ᵉᾤ = 7.65, ”2�X�N�¸M±"x+±� � Í � Ž �.H�Î+±M±"x� È �0ƒh�( 2 0 0 1 )
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3  2 

3.1  研究目的 

(1) ΅ ᵉ ⁞ ѷ ͽ, 

ᾂ ѡּׂש

ẻό ѷ Ά ό ѷ  Ὼ

; (2) ⁞ ͫ Ỷ ѷ ͽ, Ỷ

Њ“ − ” “ − ” ɟ 

3.2  研究设计 

ᵉ (ͺẃ vs.лẃ לּ(

Ә, ΅ ᵉ ᾂ

; Ỷ ᾍ, Њ
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Ỷ ͽ, ᵉεлẃ , 

ͫ Ỷ ѷ ͽ Ὁ Ђ Ҹ ⁞Ɑ

(“ − ” χ2 = 20.25, df = 1, p = 0.00; “

− ” χ2 = 3.90, df = 1, p = 0.048), 

Ј Ỷ ѷ ͽТὉ Ђ Ҹ ⁞Ɑ

(χ2 = 21.78, df = 1, p = 0.00), ΅с , 

“ − ” “ − ” , Ѩ Ά Ј Ỷ

ѷ  , Ђ ⱭὮ(“

− ” vs. Ј Ỷ ѷ  χ2 = 42.02, df = 1, p < 

0.01, φ = 0.38; “ − ” vs. Ј Ỷ ѷ 

χ2 = 21.72, df = 1, p < 0.01, φ = 0.29)ɟ ᵉεͺ

ẃ , ͫ Ỷ ѷ ͽ Ὁ Ҹ

⁞Ɑ (“ − ” χ2 = 0.57, df = 1, 

p = 0.45; “ − ” χ2 = 0.81, df = 1, p = 

0.37), ӂ Ј Ỷ ѷ ͽὮὉ (χ2 = 56.18, df = 

1, p < 0.01), ΅ , Ά 1 Ҹ, 

֒ Ђ ⱭὮ, “ − ”

“ − ” , ѨΆ Ј Ỷ ѷ 

(“ − ” vs. Ј Ỷ ѷ 

χ2 = 25.81, df = 1, p < 0.01, φ = 0.30; “ − ”

vs. Ј Ỷ ѷ  χ2 = 23.24, df = 1, p < 0.01, φ = 

0.30)ɟ φ , ͫ Ỷ ѷ ͽ, лẃ Ά

ͺẃ “ − ” Ά“ − ” Ỷ

ὗ Њ ͫ , Ύּה Тε

ͫ הּ , ẫ ѡ ɟ

, лẃ Άͺẃ ѷ ͽ

(χ2 = 17.01, df = 1, p < 0.01, φ = 

0.18), Ј ѷ ͽТ (χ2 = 5.64, df = 1, p < 

0.05, φ = 0.14), Ὁ Ђ ɟ 

ό ѷ  Ὼͽ, Ά 1 Ҹ, 

лẃ ͺẃ ᵉͽ, Њ“ − ”

ό ѷ Ốͫ ⁞ Ξ Ỷ

ὉЂ ɟӂ Ά 1΅ , ΅

ᵉͽ, Њ“ − ” ẻό ѷ 

Ὼ΅ , Ὁ ᵉּל Ὼ

ͽ╗ †ɟ Њ“ − ” ό ѷ 

Ὼϛ ΅ , ᵉεлẃ , Њ

“ − ” ό ѷ  ΅ЖЊ“ − ”

, ӂ ͺẃ ᵉͽὮ Ὁ Ҹ

Ὼɟ 

3.5  讨论 

(2001) ᾂ ; ⁞

Ђ , Ђ , ӂ

ђ Ψ Ὁ Ά ⁞Ɑ Ҹ

ɟ лẃ ᵉ Ỷ ѷ ͽὮὉ

Ђ, Ύ Њӑ ѡּׂש Њ

ẻό ѷ  ό ѷ , 

Ὼ, ᾂ Ҹ ⁞Ɑ

֒ ῾ ɟ 

ᾇ ᾤε , 1Ά 2 ѡ

Ὁͽ ε , ӂ Ặ ΅

ɟ Ј ͫ, с

; , ; ӑ ΅ ; 

Ј, Ψ Ђ ᾂ Ὼ

, ӂ Њ ֒ Њ▐ , ͫЗỶ

ѷ ͽ ︢ Ђ ᾂ

жỶ ε , Ά

Ặ ɟ ; Ỷ

Њ , ѡ ▐ ╥

Υ Ά Ặ ɟ

φ, Ѳ; ɟ 

4  3 

4.1  研究目的 

; ⁞ Ỷ

֒ ѡ ᾇ 2Ψ Ҹ ɟᾀ

Ѳ; Ỷ , όᾂѷ

 ΆỶ Ặ ɟ 

4.2  研究设计 

Ά לּ ѡּׂש Ά

2 Ҹɟ┘ᾂζ Њ Ѳ; Ỉό

ѷ ִ ﬞЂ לּͫ , ﬞ ɟ 

4.3  研究方法 

4.3.1  被试 

373 ΆЂל , ẹΨ

207 ж, 163 ж, ᾂ 3 ж; Ј

259 ж, ͼ 111 ж, 3

ж; Ό Ϝ Ỷ ɟ 

4.3.2  材料 

ὗ 4 , Ỷ όᾂѷ 

ɟ Ѩὗᾂ (1)лẃ ⁞

ͫ Ỷ ѷ  + “ − ” ẻό ѷ  + 

⁞ Ј Ỷ ѷ +“ − ” ẻό ѷ ; 

(2)лẃ ⁞ ͫ Ỷ ѷ  + “ − ”

ẻό ѷ ; (3)ͺẃ ⁞ ͫ Ỷ ѷ  + 

“ − ” ẻό ѷ  + ⁞ Ј Ỷ

ѷ  + “ − ” ẻό ѷ ; (4)ͺẃ ⁞

ͫ Ỷ ѷ + “ − ” ẻό ѷ ;  
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ѡ (1) Ψ ͫ Ỷ ѷ  ͫ ѷ

 εԇ, ẹẺӏ ;, ẹ ѷ  Ẻӏ Άφ

Ҹ, ︢ Ẻӏ , ẶỈ לּ  

假设你面临如下两个选择： 

A 100%的可能获得 1 亿元; B 10%的可能获得

5 亿元, 89%的可能获得 1 亿元, 1%的可能获得 0 元;  

(1)请思考你会如何选择 , 然后在下面的一个

数值上画圈表达你的选择意愿：(紧接着呈现给被

试的是一个从“非常肯定会选 A”到“非常肯定会选

B”的 7 点李克特量尺) 

(2)请辨别本问题中“100%的可能获得 1 亿元”

与“10%的可能获得 5 亿元”在你心中的差别大小, 

然后在下面的一个数值上画圈表达你的辨别结果, 

数值越大, 表示差异越大。(紧接着呈现给被试的是

一个从“几乎没差别”到“有巨大的差别”的 7 点李克

特量尺, 下同) 

(3)请辨别本问题中“100%的可能获得 1 亿元”

与“1%的可能获得 0 元”在你心中的差别大小, 然后

在下面的一个数值上画圈表达你的辨别结果, 数值

越大, 表示差异越大。 

4.3.3  过程 

2, ε 10~20 minɟ 

4.4  结果 

֒ , Є Җ Aε 1ὗ, ΅

ε 4ὗ, Җ Bε 7ὗ, ẹ ֒ , 

6 ѷ ͽ Ỷ ᵋ ѡּׂש Ỷ

ᵋ Ά΅ ᵉ 4 ╥ t Њ

4ɟ 

⁞ ѷ ͽ ͫɞ Ј Ỷ ѷ 
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Ј Ỷ ѷ ͽТ ɟӂ ᵉεͺ

ẃ , ͫ Ỷ ѷ ͽὮ︢ Њ“ − ”

ό ѷ  , ӂ Ј

Ỷ ѷ ͽ ῺὮ  ɟלּ

פֿ , ϛ , ͫЗỶ ѷ 

ͽ, ό ѷ  Ὁ Ђͫ Υ

, ︢ ͫΥ Ỷ Ẻ

Ὼɟϛ◌ Ђ 1Ά 2Ψ ▐ └

ὗ ɟ 

5   

5.1  艾勒悖论的齐当别视角获得更充分的支持 

φᾤ, (2001) Њ ẻό ѷ 

ѡּׂש“ − ” ⁞ Ђ , 

Ђ ɟ Ὦ ͽ ͫ

Ѳ ᾇЂ΅ ᾂ ᵉ(ͺẃ ɞ

ͺẃ ξ лͺẃ )Ά΅ Ỷ ( Ά

), ẻό ѷ Ά ό ѷ 

, ᵉ

ͽ, ѷ  Ѳ;Ốͫ

Ђ ɟ , ⁞ ᾂ

Ố Ђ εẅὗ ɟ 

פֿ , ъ Ѕ , ⁞ ж

(Certainty effect) ⁞ (Allais, 

1997), Т π Ὄ ӊҬ Ψ

Ҭӊ ᵔ ⁞ (Kahneman & Tversky, 

1979)ɟӂъ , ᾂ

▌Ҕɟ Ẉ, Ά ᾂ φ

, (2001) ъ ε

ͫ ᾂ

Ὼ הּ , ᾂ ▌Ҕɟ

Тּה ҸҔ†ɟ 1ɞ 2 Ψͼ ᾂ

ᵉ; הּ , ⁞

ͫ Ỷ ѷ ͽ, ֒ “ − ” ; ό ѷ

  , Ά΅ ᾂ φ ε

247:115, Ά΅ φ

ε 211:251, ᾤ Њ (χ2 = 7.70, df = 1, 

p < 0.01, φ = 0.10); ΅ ΅ שּׂ

Ј Ỷ ѷ ͽ, Ά΅ ⁞ ж

φ ε 266:101, Ά΅ ᾂ

φ ε 282:85, Ј ΅ (χ2 = 1.84, 

df = 1, p>0.05, φ = 0.05)ɟẹ , Ά

ᾂ φ , 2 Ψ ⁞ ѷ ͽ

Т ᾂ ▌Ҕɟ ΅ ᵉ

Ỷ ѷ   ,ↄלּ

΅ ᵉѷ ͽ Ҹ , ӂ

◒ , 2 лẃ ͺẃ

ͽ ΅ Ҹ , Ὁ Ђ

ɟ Ҹ ϛ ẹ Ψ הּ

(Camerer, 1989; Fan, 2002; Hong & Waller, 1986)ɟ З

ξ (Tversky & 

Kahneman, 1992) Ὁ רּ

[ ϛ ΅ , ϛ ъ

ל ᵜ ͽεφ

(Weber, 2008; , 2010)], ӂ ᾂ

◒ Ђͫ Ὼɟ 

φ, ъ Ὼ ъ Ѕ

, ᾂ Ђ εẅὗ ɟ 

5.2  基于模型解释一致性的要求, 三结果决策的

表征维度应为“好−坏”维度 

ͼ , ͺẃ ɞ

ͺẃ ɞлẃ ͼΥ ᵉ ᾂѡּׂש Ά

Ξ ; ⁞ ѷ ͽ, Њ“ − ”

ό ѷ  , ό ѷ ͽ Ẻ

ͫ Ὼɟӂ Њ“ − ”

ό ѷ  , Ὦ︢ ᵉ лẃ

Ẻ Ὼɟ ъ Ỷ

ͫ Ὁּה, Ҹ ⁞ ͫ

Ỷ ѷ  ͼ Ỷ Њ

ɟ Њ ᵉεлẃ Њ

“ − ” Ὁ Ὼ ͽ ѡ

“ − ” ↄɟ 

5.3  联合判断任务再次被证明具有更佳的预测力 

ᾂ ;, (2009)

Ђ ẻό ѷ Ά ό ѷ  Ξ Ỷ

Ὼ, ּה ΅

, ό ѷ ; ᾂ Ὼ, 

ẻό ѷ Ὦ︢ Ψ

΅ Ὼɟ Ψ, 1Ά

2 , ẻό ѷ  Ὼ ΅ , 

ӂ ό ѷ Ὦͫ Ẻ Ὼɟֿפ , 

1Ψ ẻό ѷ  ῺΆ

(2001) Ψ ẻό ѷ  Ὼεӑ

ъ , ẹ ᵉ

שּׂ ͺẃ ẹѡͽשּׂ , , 

ͫ , σЈ Ὦ

ẻό ѷ  ΅ ɟ З , 

ό ѷ  Ὼ ⁞ ѷ ͽ
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Ỷ ҔЊ ẻό ѷ ɟ Њ ⁞ ͫ

Ỷ ѷ  Њͼ Ỷ ѷ , Њ ϛ

῾ Ђͼ ὗ Ỷ ѷ ͽɟ Ố

Ẻ ӯ Ὼɟ 

΅ שּׂ , , ᾂ

Ψό ѷ  ῺΆό ѷ 

΅ ͫ ɟ ε ό ѷ ϛ  

†, ѡּׂ︢ש

ִ ɟ Ẻӏ Ψ ӑ

ѷ  ᾂ ΨỶ ѷ

  Ѳ ɟ Ỷ

, Њ ѷ  Ά

, , ό ѷ 

, ӂ Ύ Ά

, Ҹ 3

; Ỷ , 

 , Ὼ , 

ᾀ , 

Т ӻ ό ѷ ɟ Ύ φ אּ ,

( Ở , 2010)ѡּׂש Ὦӏ ( ק

, , , 2009) ᾂ

Њ ɟ 

5.4  齐当别模型视角下的决策过程是否满足经

济吝啬性 

ᾂ Ψ жѨỶ

, εжѨ Ỷ

ⱭὮ ɟ ъ , ⁞

ͫ Ỷ ѷ ͽ, ъ ᾂ Ὁּה, жѨ

Ỷ ΅ ⱭὮ, ε

ẶỶ ѷ ͽ, ͫ , “ − ”ⱭὮ ͽ

ѡ ԝỶ מ , ΅ Ψ

Ỉ, ◒

Ψ ỈЂɟֿͫפ , ẻό

ѷ  ό ѷ  жѨỶ

Ὼͽ Ђ ͫ ɟ ⁞

Ỷ ѷ ͽ, Њ

ⱭὮ Ỷ , ẫ ѡ΅

מ , ︢ מ ◑ , ӂ

◒ ό ѷ 

Ỷ , ϛ◑ Ђ ᵉΆ

ӘὉ Ỷ ɟ φ, 

ᾂ ⁞ Ὼ֒ , ӂ

ẶжѨỶ ⱭὮ ᵔ

Ї ɟ 

6   

(1) ẻ ⁞ ᾂ ;  

(2) Њ ͫ , ͼ Ỷ ѷ 

ͽ ᾂ ε“ − ” ;  

(3) ⁞ Ỷ ѷ ͽ , ό ѷ 

ῺҔЊ ẻό ѷ ɟ 
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by the “new joint judging task” than by the “classical matching task” ;(3) find out whether the above conclusion 

could be replicated when the decision values varied and when the non-imposed decision situation was 

adopted;(4) revisit the Allais paradox as demonstrated by EDM. 

Three studies were conducted and a total of 1129 participants were recruited for the research. Three 

different kinds of decision questionnaires were sent to the participants randomly in Study 1. One of them 

consisted of the first task of the Allais paradox + “classical matching task” + the “new joint judging task” and 

both of last two tasks were based on the “better-worse” representation; (2) Another of them consisted of the first 

task of the Allais paradox + “classical matching task” + the “new joint judging task” and both of last two tasks 

were based on the “best-worst” representation; (3) The third of them consisted of the second task of the Allais 

paradox + “classical judging task” + the “new joint judging task”. The magnitude of the decision value on the 

three questionnaires was ¥1000000. Two different decision values were used in Study 2, which were ¥10000 and 

¥100000000 respectively. Otherwise, the design was identical to that in Study 1. Study 3 was similar to Study 2 

except that the participants were not imposed to make their decision. They were asked to indicate the differences 

they saw on the judging task and “new joint judging task” in different ways. They indicated their choice and the 

differences they saw on a continuous axis similar to that used in Li and Xie (2006). 

The results revealed that: (1) people used the “better-worse” representation in the decision with three 

possible outcomes in EDM; (2) the “new joint judging task” was more powerful than the “classical matching 

task” in testing the EDM on decision with three possible outcomes; (3) the above two conclusions were 

replicated when the decision values varied and the non-imposed decision situation was adopted; (4) the power of 

EDM in explaining the Allais paradox could be further strengthened. 

The findings in this paper show that: (1) the EDM is powerful in describing the effects in decision with 

three possible outcomes, especially on the Allais paradox tasks; (2) the decision process on tasks with three 

possible outcomes as described by EDM is not parsimonious. 

Key words  the Allais paradox; the decision with three possible outcomes; the equate-to-differentiate model 

(EDM); the better-worse representing frame; the magnitude of the decision value 


