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Abstract

Previous studies demonstrated that decision makers are influenced by the situation in which de-
scription conflicts with experience. The situation is namely D-E confliction. According to sensitivity
of expected value, we examine two types of confliction whose subjects exposed to description and
experiences simultaneously make decision when risky choice was advantageous or disadvantageous.
When risky choice was advantageous, subjects judged risky choice was better than safe choice from
experience, although description supported safe choice (D < E). When risky choice was disadvanta-
geous, subjects judged safe choice was better than risky choice from experience information, al-
though description supported risky choice (D > E). Moreover, external factors are also important in
risky decision. Time pressure, as an external factor, makes strong influence on decision makers.
Thus we also observe the influence of time pressure in D-E confliction. We recruited 125 partici-
pants and employed 2 x 2 between-subject design: two levels of time pressure (presence of time
pressure or absence of time pressure) and two types of D-E confliction (D > E or D < E) for purpose of
observing participants’ choice for the risk option in different treatment. Our result provides evi-
dence supporting previous studies that decision makers believed their experiences more than de-
scriptions. Secondly, our result suggests that participants under time pressure chose risky options
less than participants without time pressure when risky choice was advantageous.
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1. 5|8

PR R A2 48 A AFAE P B S DA EAN A A E A S5 R, AT I e 48 SR 47 1 W 48 ok ¢
PR . FERS RS, AR 2 BT 2. —J7 I —IMER . HikDiaCMER, 5H—
T R NITE S S BRI I ALK . RAKREESMES BT ISR RO IR ek, AR R
PP AS R e T, o R P A i 100 AL A RO 28 DL A AT RE I 45 2R, el T i 8. ik
TR AT DA EH P A RS G TR, AT DA B — A XU T AN — AN 22 A T (S R A 26 100%) 2 k. R
WEE N LI BT R MR BFON G IR P s, AT ARETE N, At o AN 4 RO 10 P9 A7 7E 11 285 SR I
TE A5 5 Pk £ (Hertwig et al., 2004) . BRANFETEZLASN, B FT 4056 1 XU e 38 136 208 B4 38 43 I Tt
AR TR EIER . R AEEERR IR, i [ 5 2 A8 b 1% B oG T RS 346 Tl Ry AL & 43
fii(Barron & Erev, 2003), #4- EIEA RS BIERFETWESE R, T2 kBERS RN 2IH
AN I T RIS 7 25 S

ERbRAEEY, NMUEA TR LG IMERR M N EL R ITIER, fidELRELEME, ¥4 D-E
—& WRME R 5ZAWAE, FON D-E #2€(Description-Experience Confliction). iHid Eb#: D-E ¥,
R FA R VE R R, BT D-E SRR SE SRR —8, SRt e e 20
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(Jessup et al., 2008; Lejarraga & Gonzalez, 2011), BLBIZER KL KR F sl AR BHCIZ I 2305 Bt
TRF . ZJR MW FLE X D-B thREREATIN T, B LR 5 R E BEA B, ol
HX 5 H & 2500 22145 BB anfa] #5417 8 58 (Weiss-Cohen et al., 2016; Weiss-Cohen et al., 2018). Z5H K,
2 PR 148 T FR) S B i s T 22 Ak TN, R RIR 1S B 5 SRR, Bl 2o A 5 10 KUK 3SR A 4f -
FB RS I 22 3 Y as AR T 22 A e WU, ek 27 A 5 v F RIS, 38 O 27 (5 552245 2019)

B RS TR SRR S0, 224 IR T ) S SR A v T o R IO S B A I, D SR IR A R R e S s
155, Wk a3 XU, 2k T PR VS AE WAL 2 2 v T A s B s 225 DR 12 T ) 390 S8 U T g o ) S0 B A I, )
SE SU IR AN B e S 555, 0 1 43 DX G e I 10 5 7E WAL 2 2 I T 5 16 B0 (Levin et al., 2007; Jasper et al.,
2013). SR —FriE, D-E oA PR R SR AT A 73 g RS 0] B DR AR SR AT KRG AN Y R SR B8 . 7
JRI: 12 TR R A5 2 PR 300 B A A5 T A e U B A IR 00 T, DX 226 00 SEZ o 301 B2 08 v T 0 3 T ) TR ol X
B A MRS, B D < B R XSA FIEE, S, WU IZE T S B 39T B (BR300 DU T2 s JRU B AN
R, B D> E 1S ARIES: .

Weiss-Cohen 25 A\ (2016) A AR K B FE 5 ) T LASGEE AT 20 FiE BRI 4n 4R 15 2 5 2 30 1K) 7 oA v
AR G ] 1 45 20 56 5 F AR A B RO o Wulff 25 A(2017) I R KU R 56 O AIF 78 B 24 45 N SE B, S il $2
e RV 55 (R R MR FE THDO 28 R B HE B S I, T NNE WA “2a” K5, I xR & &
M & TR “HMAI” o WFFEE R 5T B B RS E R (S B A5 A5 B A S AR RN, 2
W A5 B 3R AT B R R S

N1 g 2 5 M XIS vk 58 1) B PR AR o, VR 22 0T 8 AR IS 1) o 0 T AN AR R 50 o DR 2 2 AR
&, ENAF B WA S R — L A I 8] AT LR 4 i XU i #F (Huber & Kunz, 2007; Hu
et al., 2015; Madan et al., 2015; Nursimulu & Bossaerts, 2014; Saqib & Chan, 2015; Young et al., 2012).
Saqib F1 Chan (2015)A& B[] & /) 5 BRI XU 28 FE LA o AR T 398, AMARFE AL 2 17 52 1)
IR 5 8 A RS , AE 958 2 A7 52 I URE 25 2 O 33K o B AEI 8] e 70 R, AR TR 7 2 7 A KU 35K
TS 451 2R 2 7 AR XU B8 o A T TEAT BN — SO 45 R, A D9 TA) s 7 £ B s WA 2l 175 58 A0 JRURS: A 4 {HL
A SRR B R G, e 2, BURTEBE R SRR 27 A2 XK TSR IS FE (Nursimulu. & Bos-
saerts, 2014; Young et al., 2012). SAUAEG—E, B VAR EPLIT R SmiiR ki, &
SR 250 1t TR S (Wegier & Spaniol, 2015). 1H 2 WA BT R 450 1 ok 51 S ASE ORI, IR )
SRR A 50 M U 5 RS R 4 (Madan et al., 2015). BbAl, A BIF FCER T I 8] He 7 R 28 60 XU 285 B2 (1) 52,
RPN ) & ) 55 A AE S AR, AE T AR A% 28 (0 B X A A I T s g 00 DR s 2 v 1 350 I 1) s )
7 AU Dl 47 (Hu et al., 2015) o 5 —Ff0 st DA IS 1) e 7 2 PR AR A A B0 XU Al 267« BF 938 A 9 FE I T8 s )
TAMEE B RFE BN A8 )12 2 B IR il (Martin & Matthias, 2006), B HAE R 8] & 7 F MK 2 % H
JE R 3UHEME HEAT PR 3 (Goodie & Crooks, 2004). X B i H 45 B A48 & 7 sCHEAT 70 B, sl 7E I [17]
F 70 MR R SIE AR AR R M5 B AR N 8 R 5B EE R K 8045 B 298> (Huber & Kunz, 2007).
Ut B I 8] 77 7T 4 B Oy T E A4 R T AR U o 5902 A SR (R IE 7 0 B B 1) o g 2 38 n 4 3Con £
PEICEEIH BOEE R PR, SRS BT H A2 5 ST B BOE B, AR I H e SR I 58 2 ST (B
S5, 2018)0 BBAL, IFTE)E 7R AN RURS B8 RN AN B R AE AE UG, AN R I E BRSO, 1%
PEIZI0H FRAGUSC B /N, 0 B A S 38 AR I T3] I ) 71 0F 45 2K B P90 58 &1 (Finucane et al., 2000). 7E KA
55 v R BILAL T IS 1) s g 0 0 K 7 S 2 175 455 2 R 30 LS B iR ) DU 0L JE AT [71) (K ocher et al., 2011). 7EHESE
ROSLHIBIE T B A I, k8] Hs g o 4 oA 2R, B WSOl 17 58 R UL H S D R RE ) XU RS A T TR R
TR I N B R RS FE(Guo et al, 2017). HAET, EIRXTIS 8] 777 A2 1 582 0 A7 78 P R0 A
P A AT W TR S I 5] s %6 D-E R SR FE N o
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AR I B0 (1) 2 BRI Y, MARFEREAT DS I 23 L2 Uy S0 W (R B v (K ahneman & Tersky,
1991), FESM N g O EE, ESIR AT & SONR, ATEA 4ERFIUR A 2 REE K 1] o 458
SR A A ) P BN G I B 2 BV RSy, W RAS AR R s AEBURIER SN E R, 4™
AR . =2 AR WU MERE AT RN de R e PR, PTLARERR “ e tE
AR, FEUSC R 1 3% 2 kb B B T RE AT R 5195 (Wang et al., 2013). ANZRAFTERIHR BT vl fig /& it
WL RRH =S, 2014) PLRASSEEN Y NBAR BB FE b R I a7 A= AN AR AT oA, T
A AR PRSI, o IS RARORURT XU L eE, T Sh Pk = O¢ T ek i & S A kL 23 2 3] e
FIr AR B3k vT GE YR T 1B A0 SRR T B AR B [ B2 (Chen et al., 2006). BEAl, 7ESIP)S b A R 30 BN 1)
FFAE, FEAE AT NP BN IA I EH B 5 O B AR VI e SE 6 5 T E 1) AR VG DU %4747 4 (12 {8 (Brosnan et
al., 2007). FEBFIAIE T, ARG EAEA PR ELJFEE B (B ) e ik o . ARIE RSB, AAERATE
BEIMTHAAERMIN T RS R% | RS 2. 240 1 2E W, 70, AFEREREINEENLT
PR, 2B IR, MR . RG22 218l r), FAEATR, ZeaRshlimE BEmIER, M
P RIE, HAWAER N (Kahneman, 2003). fEPUR RIS S, FERBBEL RS 1 #T7INL, kA
MR R% 2, R% 1 SEHWELER X, R4 2 SEHBAEER, ENEEDT, AMISBimikEE e
B 4E3E4T W (Finucane et al., 2000; Goodie & Crooks, 2004; Madan et al., 2015).

T Bk, W E R IRk

FEIF A R 3R, T D-E (5 0 XU P 3 23 77 A2 U RIRE R S B2 o 0 SRAE AN 5] i S S 114 XU
TR INFR] 7 B DRSS O 47 /N30 A6 B 1) He 77 16 ARG Al 2 D 380 013X — AR L o

BT H 2 AE D-E MR 11 58 s 56 i 8] e 79 5 SR SEAT IR M . AR 9% D-E #h & 2R84 mT BL Sy
D KT E BREGARIM RS D /N T E BB AR RS . 1A S 9, AR DUE AT 5T,
JH e B A 8 B SR RIS TR SR ST A IR, W AR R D-E i RIEE, KRt
A JCIFE R T B RS B o

2. ARFE
2.1. ¥k

BEHLEEL 125 AIERAFVERMBE A, Hh 534 33 44, FFRTE 18~26 B 2 [A], “FIHFIEN 205 4.
22, XBMHHFMETR

2.2.1. SEIGHAR

SIS K FHRGE TS, AR — AR — AN RASHET . 75 D > E M8, 24 mie i
“HF 100%MBERIKIG 4 27, KSR TE I “45 S0%MIMERIRS 5757, RITLE B % 22 I AAS ) S 3,
LA 1 TR XSS 36 LR I I B AL AR T AR IR A 80% I ME SR s, HSERRREME IR TS
5 7 IRER 9 40%, BV DggoBagoee ATETIHIEEE(EV = ME2E > A {EL) RN XURS: 326 00 P ik JT 2R A A0 [
HRT ARSI 5E bR W ME, Pl A3 2 ik U A F . /£ D <E B RIS F, 22 m £ “f
100%HIMEZESRAT 2 437, MBIETTR I “FH 40%MHEZ3R1T 5 407, KB IEITEIARIR A 40% I3 3R
s, (HSEPRRERS tHIL 5 20 OREEEN 80%, B DagyEsov, 22418 10T ) S0 82 (i A0 XSG 328 1 ) 4 ik 391 B0
FHIE,  H/NT RS T S b (O IR AR, AT DA U I8 0T S A R (2 1)

WA IR G, 2 R2IATIRIEIL S A IEFRIE SR, Frikik i 45 R 2 DLAAEAR R
Ko FEMTAEIFAFT, WERBRER, a2 “C@Er, HKE 0 . 7 iR, HERE
FIPRA LI 45 2R o
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Table 1. Button labels according to condition

= 1. FRAREB ZHMIETUE R

WA AT AR i T3
D > E JREAF H 100% MR RS 4 4 H 80%IMINERIRIG 5 4>
D <E KA F] H 100%HEZ RS 2 41 H 40%MHERRAS 5 4

2.2.2. HEERAHTHULE

TERFAT S S5 H UG, 1 R B MR A T8, XoF R 3R J0USE2 B 7 26 WAL 28 PO A S 0E AT 00 1, A
6 Wl 7 A B AR RS U 2 B RO ME R o BTN FE R B, MR 0 6 M vk 556 v 2 v il XU A 2 H B
[FIRER (Hertwig et al., 2004). X TR 5 45 10 H IME S 2 Jiff(Madan et al., 2017). R g5 0
PR S AT XU WSt B ME 2 o BT LA XU AT 2 (0 MR 236 A - 22 T R R I B vk SR AT IR 4040

F
3 A 56 e R ARG WAL 2 RO R A v AT A A il A2 75 RV R N O 4 R — 2, H Bx Ui o
(IR AL T 22

2.3. SISt

LGSR 2 (WA /7. RS 3. ISR /7) x 2 (D-E ph2828%: D> E KEEAF]. D <E K&GH
FDRIBE R BT, AR S ik £ AR T LBl . Hodr, D > B XA B JC I (] g 4R [8)
J14% 31 N, D<E XEAHFRIBITCH EE74HA 31 N, BEEHA 32 A

B 8] 77 BB O 7 32 PR 1 A X ) e SRR 1], TGS ) 7 2% A 4k P ke S 3 Il ) PR 1o A B )
JEJIRIERGN, SH 0T NBIBETE, K oI [E] e 7 001 2 1k SR [ 96— /st 2 1 9 BIR 1] B[] (Huber & Kunz,

2007).
24. ERERF
R —: IR BRI RIE: “FRPSEIWNED, — DLl —ANHEE. 24k

T ARy e I 2 A, BN . R AT 100% R 3K5 4 702 7)., KD —E MRS 5
gy BRIERE, SEMWHUOEFRESR, DLEARGEFEIE R . HU0REM SR LA ERIR. IR
Hbr 2 R R G E 2 M0 4. 7 AN RIS, 28 ARl A o 236 I 1a] BRI e) 2
HA0 57

R JHRIEAT SRS . B, RS RIEMA “+7, FREE 1000 ms. SRJE. #ENIEEEHTE
B rp EIAANIEI, W Rk B e M T 4% FBe, SR it B ML T U 4% H 8. Rk
JEENR I B . BE AR BB 2000 ms BISE AR, B0 P I ) 45 AT R IR IR A5 R . XUk
TR Rt 45 R BEAT vl RE A2 5 4, HARTRER 0 43 FETCIF AR 3 264, B el iRy sde S5 AN A 8 P [ R i (R
Bl ). FEART R4, BE L BEm BT RIS [l BEE I 600 ms. W R AE R HEERT, fE2 )5
PR G I el “ OEEE, RS 057, (HEMNSEMH/MNMEBE R, RIGHEREER E N 2000
ms. 600 ms 1) R IR (] 2 AR JE I (8] 0 5600 T, SR R B B S SIS TSR 3RAF (M s ossne — SD
i) o RE TR ELFEIE B BOF I B, A0 T 58 Ak 200 MR (LK 2) .

W= ESRIRASRE, BT RERAG RIS, EER P EO0 KBS IR TR 5 40 1 SERRME R AT Al 0T
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Figure 1. Example trial display in the condition without time pressure
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Figure 2. Example trial display in the condition under time pressure
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Table 2. RTs for different D-E confliction, separated by time-pressure condition

% 2. FRE2E! D-E MRAFEH T K R (ms) FIATEE

D >E JKAF] D <E KA F|
TCIst [E) 77 1029.30 (373.04) 1106.07 (385.10)
A 1A 7 435.53 (63.42) 399.10 (56.50)

B RIE B S T SRR HEAT BG40, DA IS 6 B0 A IR AR gk AT 2 (W T g = TR ] K
A A7) x 2 (D-E #5838 D>E. D<B)WH 25041, S5 RRIL, IR K F7 0 353808 83 (F o =
363.28, p < 0.001, 1° = 0.75). D-E PhIEA ) F 2 A B3 (F i 101 = 0.06, p > 0.05,n° = 0.001), —#Z[A]
(128 EAE AN R 3 (Fuian = 2.49, p > 0.05, 1" = 0.20). 5t B4 108 A2 B 18] g 4 5 52 A ok 55 (1 et ]
XoF B 1] 7 (R R

3.2. 45 )RR PARE D-E HZEABVFRIE FE H565 451 X B w4 A0 R2 R
ANFIZERY D-E vt SRR U LU (R PE e 45 5 fn3ke 3 s,

Table 3. Mean risk preference for different D-E confliction, separated by time-pressure condition

= 3. NE2E D-E A RIFEREETUEF EE HIRFIEFRfREE

D >E KKAF] D <E KA F|
JEiF ] & 77 0.26 (0.16) 0.82 (0.14)
AT [E) 77 0.26 (0.14) 0.65 (0.14)

DA R0 98 XU e T ) LA Ay R AR B, 54T 2 (D-E #h9¢26%: D>E. D<E) x 2 (IN[A]JE /7. A
IR A7 JER R DT 20T SR AI, B IR1E 77 00 33008 52 35 (Faan = 9.92, p < 0.05, n° = 0.08),
TCIS A] T 77 20308 33 XU 156 33 () LB (M = 0.54, SD = 0.14) 2 2 &= T A I & /1 20((M = 0.46, SD = 0.14).
D-E R AL 308 B3 (F 1101y = 344.06, p < 0.01, 7 = 0.74), D < E FIE5E T il 28 XU 150 1) EL A7)
(M =0.74, SD = 0.14) 2 & T D > E [1E8(M = 0.26, SD = 0.14). B[] K /781 D-E phoeR) 2 8] {28 H.
TR 23 (F i 1o = 10.44, p < 0.05,m° = 0.08). 7E D > E HEHId, JoI A £ J741(M = 0.26, SD = 0.14)F1 45
I 18] & F4H.(M = 0.26, SD = 0.14) 35 RS T B3 22 5 AN 3%, 7E D < E HIfE 8, Joia] & 14 =
0.82, SD = 0.14)35E 45 AU 35 101 1 b A5 02 3 v T B[R] e J14H.(M = 0.65, SD = 0.14), W& 3 FioR.

7 - I A )2

FEr [ s 4
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Figure 3. Mean risk preference for different D-E confliction, separated by time-pressure condition
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3.3. A[F] D-E Mz@AEB R A E hxHiR 1R R AT

PO B RIS, RAERE R KRS MK, R DR TS B Oy al (R Ve R 3. X
TAFZKA D-E s Rl SR F ST 4528, Wk 4 Fos.

Table 4. Sum of participants’ initially report for decision in different group

% 4. NEIXE D-E RPN EREFNABLE

D >E R AF D <E KA F v
SR L A9 I 5 77 SR LK A9 I I S i
AL 22 23 15 22 82
R 6 351 9 8 17 9 43
Bt 31 31 32 31 125

Bk 456 ok B TR B0 B2 G RGN B, IR A58 — GRS 2 B S50 5, AT LA
MR B2 B B .

SR TR R R AT R ORI KL, £ D > E s, Woalee o a5 i i vk B e 4
eI A NBUR 2 T XKL = 5.45, df =1, p < 0.05), FEA4 I 8] K 7 8 Uk 36 22 4 e 0 i N B0 3%
2T MK = 7.26, df = 1, p < 0.05). {E D <E RS8R, AR 78 JE I 18] IR 7 1 V0 £ b 22 42 % 75
(1 N e 3 A% T N B0 £ 571 = 0.13, df = 1, p > 0.05), FEA45 8] K J7 0 B k3% B 40 4= e T )
NBUE 3 2T KR = 5.45, df = 1, p <0.05).

3.4. B EE H IR A E MG
PR B HE UE R A AL B, GEit 8 R 5 .

Table 5. Subjective estimation of reward’s probability from risky option

5. Hid S KUY I R E A I

D >E AKAF] D <E KA F|
JEiF ] % 77 0.29 (0.18) 0.78 (0.12)
AT [E) 77 0.40 (0.14) 0.74 (0.14)

DARE SR TSG2SR AR &, 3EAT 2(D-E phR26%: D> E. D <E) x 2 (fA[E/7: HHEES.
TR IR D) R 220307, G5 FRB, IR 3 323NN 23 (F 101y = 1.90, p > 0.05, 1 = 0.015), AL
(32808 53 (Fiany = 245.33, p < 0.01, n° = 0.67), & Z MM HAEFH BEF 10 = 8.38, p < 0.05, n° =
0.065). £ D > E FIRFAEETH, A ] E 7 53 RSB A8 TR (M = 0.40, SD = 0.14) 83 K T 3A R
(1] 1 3 455 JRUB AL 235 PR A T E SR (M = 0.29, SD = 0.18). F D < E FBR s, A5 A a] 15 7 20060 KU IR 1Y)
T (M = 0.74, SD = 0.14) 1A I ] 7 4% IR WAL ot B4 T AE 2R (M = 0.78, SD = 0.12) A . & 22 5o
4. g

AW FARDT D-E oSS RUANI 8] i S0 A ZAS FER s, SEa0 25 A/ 0 1%, #E D < E R
175 558 v B [ S 7 BB AR K U i, (B AE D > B 9 S 4% 58 P s 1) 773548 52 10 405 3K 1 XGRS O 4«
WL R — DR I R IR P e S I 4 AR ZE AN T 45 3, RO M e SR () [ K /38R D-E ph g v
FEAHIA,  JF HA AR BN A% T H XURSIA a I AR
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I (8] 77 00 S OS2 2, Uk BT [B) e 756 B = A s, A I TR) s 77 PR 2% e 438 XU 12 1
(1) LA S 2K T80 AT I ) T g PR 2% At I T s 0 o8 A A T ke IR B B 0 R o B g B 2 (14t I (] s g AT
MRFRAFAEL HAEH, FFARAE A rh RIS S i (8] & 0 # 2 SR R RSB, HAA Ak e K
BRI, I 1E] R Ay 2k B4 AT 9 E R, Bt AR -3 i . &5, Wegier Al Spaniol (2015)
WHBS R R iRt sk, Aopmainitdsk. (HEAMAEIA—SER, BE T
SRR YE S, T H A2 D-E 3. T/ D-E YR R R E R B, B DA 8] ) SEBR sz
NAWHIREE . IR, BRI TN AR 8] & 2 7= A2 AU 53R RO A B (Madan et al., 2015). ASHFFE R I
FEF IR 1 TR SN [ 225 (1) o SR A I 1) s g #8217 A R B PR A5 B8 o — > PR 1) D DRI T 5
MBHIBEE « 75 XU U3 i SR I0 A B e JEH B2, SR A AR B S2 30 PRk EEAT SR 1 45 R 2 A Fr A
[F] . Madan %5 A (2015)PEMF 78 PR der 2 4 e ORI 126 T P A BE AR AH 1], A XU e T g bl 2 225 SR B A
REZRORIFAE 50% o ARHE HIAE RIS, 7E 2050 1 th SR b ik 2 T2 IO REAS it e il 28 45 SR g AT BE LA A
P RR A R ISR A FI R, BRI L SR 2 fRFF—E(Stewart et al., 2006). {EAELERF A KT, #Y
A LA AT OB R, AT AR S IR 22 . B ALK D-E 2 BE I3 A T3 AR 2 — Ff (Hadar &
Fox, 2009). FEPCH KA, AN B im0l SE 45 5 52 BIBOR S5 R FEm, 7 AR A0 1) T 0K &5 R Kl ke
iz (Zeigenfuse et al., 2014) AW 7T D < E K44 A KUY 2 52 B U B3R 7 T 50%, H 2 3230 100%,
MR HEFAE R 18, TG [E) s g 40T JRURS Wi 2 R e A B i LA B TR) R D 4 B8 vy, 85 2 A R[] o g 206 IR
W a8 (RS A A AR BT LA RS i B o [RIIRHIX B 0] UARRRTE D < E ISR T, BrE A I ] & ) 4 %)
JABS W 25 AR 2R A5 T B TG (8] = ) SR . 73— AT e B IR DR AR A A e, i B i TP R
FIRE RS R 7] o A LB A T T ORI, SR i O f 1 A AR B A ke T, BRAEIX —
TEIAS BRI A2 B 5 1 75 2 (Caraco et al., 1980) o ATRIHER 1 ot m] DUR I, AN TH X YT 28 23 7= A XU JL
TG 403 5 7 A RS 3K, 3 B 28 T 0b B B 145 25 AR TR SR IR v, 450 2328 L W 2 55 n 22 (K ahneman
& Tversky, 1979). 1EAREALY 5k A0 AFa bR Fo b A0, A RIS FE IS, Bk SRR I B
FPL RS, FEALBOCGF R F(Hochman & Yechiam, 2011). #UEX—f#F, £ D > E ST
girh, #WiKCEE R IUE AR, SRR —, BRI T 2o R AR, H
AT AR A I 8] R S HWA ST ZE R -

SRR D-E o8RRI N B 3E, 7E D > E AR N kB RSE I g 22 /N D <E 1
%Mk, /£ D > E MRSEIGEE A, BRI I (10 4 38 A BB (B AN 22 A A [), F S Fade 438 XSS 126 Tt
BARAR], INGERKE, HalE B RS LIS T 50%, RIS HEE. /£ D <E BHREIGEH,
i o 328 3 IR 328 UK B 1A R, e e 38 IR e T () b8 v T 50%, RINN XU 53K B4R S, /£ D-E
TIPSR A, e o W S A IR o 225 SR SR A 1Y) L 4 56 7 A A s i) e T R R 5 IR A S R BE K
XAEE R 5 DU D-E W FIF 7L 45 BAH — 2 (Jessup et al., 2008; Lejarraga & Gonzalez, 2011). Weiss-Cohen
EN(2016) AN EARA TG HIE I TE K, (H 2 {85 B 1E D-E R IR s b 75 98wl DL ma 4 3l R s 23R4T M o
BRI, ASHITT R A 1k 5 RIS 1B T ) B A8 4 a0 IR Wi s SE B U IR AR, HL 2 4E D > E B TS
155 g 458 IXUIRG 328 T ) EEABIMES T XS WA 7 5 Bt BRI 6, 122 85 AT R B A i AT 52 Bk 45 B 52,
SEAMKEE B S AT AT IR 1T e R R 3R A5 B SE R DL 22 PR UK 5 8. Weiss-Cohen 55 A (2016)
TERFFE AR I, T SR XU WA 2 P 3 R M 23 R S B Y IR 2 BER, A S G HRRE R, fid
SRMAER SR ERE L. RALYHBEBESHPTEE N, 4 2FEHEMRER, XAKREK
R FEAR AT 1 . AR FE 7] A D-E ZRE AT, Wi /MR ZHRE S B S A R ERN &
BYEH .
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TESER R Ja B SRAP T AU 16 101 HH IS 25 45 SR IR AT A 1k 25 SR KB, RETE D>E IRSK
TESE R, JO (A 7 20 A A RUR IS 2 = 2R A A, AT S, B AR 8 B AE R b A 1 H XU A 2
PR HILAINESE, & ZRIARAE BRI o X 5 DU I 1 e 5 5 RN AR 00 1 W 5 5 SR I B R AR
ANE. BRUNTERATEJ s, MRS TR MR E R AL, Bk Sm i MR H ARG . SR
(Kahneman & Tversky, 1979). fE&STERF Y, BFFEE NI D-E Z fa i J5 B 2 gl AR 4 10 12 b I
RN MR, st @R (Hertwig et al., 2004). RAEAEG] = IR, BilBEAT
22 30V U SR P R A MR IO e R A5 5 R S R, R A 45 RAECAZ A P IR B0 2 ) R
RN % 45 5 B AR ARV 5 (Gonzalez & Dutt, 2011). ZHAS AN B T . RS B % 5 MiCiZ
BRI, T RAAMA S m il g R DU . BN CAZ I 25 AR 22 B0 1 TR SR AR BV 22 Wt 90 45 RN S
(Madan et al., 2014; Madan et al., 2016), AHFFCHGEIA B R, BRIE R E W GRS B 5 50 5
NAERA AT T RS YRR A2, BEBARR D>E MG [A] & JJ 4 LAAh, Joe b A A R Iid 2 w2 . 7T RE
(5 R At 50 B B IR R S, AR AR IR B 5 Bl D A S O 22 o W SIS AP 98 R I G 2
fi A AR REA S B IR O, Bl A 06 77 40 301 vk 5 mP o (0 £ H 2R (Ungemach et al., 2009).
I HAES HI AR £ 2 f5 D-E ZEE446 /N 29 2 (Camilleri & Newell, 2009; Camilleri & Newell, 2011).

PREEC R AL, RFC A R A A SCER R o P20 R I NIRRT & e A e AEBE H 13 SR 8 2 42
TN o AESE T D R FE R A5, A4 2 R IR B 22 3R o 22 ARJRIIE 2 DR 24 55 N TR,
I HEA G2 RN B A & kA, ik, WWFRSE BB E R, o EGKR R
(05 SR Rt HP 22 2 TN 3, BRIV AR RN [R), AU Bl 25 RO TRRBE S, A= 2R I ) R Fg o AR A
KWL, ErEM R E, HENERAT NGRS, A TR iR B S ARG ERAE =4
FE R AT BE T o

ARG AR A — B R S EE , SEI R A R . ARIEIA LR, 7ED > E
(10 R SRt 45 v R A XL T P 1 i R T 22 A e T BAEEAE AR [, B AT R 7 A IR Rk ) A B, (H2
fE D < E MRS58 il a0 7 A R T P S B, 3 — &5 SR 130 P JXURS: R 38 v e TOUA/ i 1) 18 5 ) e X
SO R B, IX — PRI USRS IR 9T A B R (K onstantinidis et al., 2017). FIEA
SR HIIF FUAE B 58 RS e SR RGE IO, 2 [ o) =85 5 4 TR L SN 20 AR 4 AN (L PT R s SR RS, ikl SR B b
RIATBETORARZE . BEAl,  ASHIF FURR I Fr e B Ak Ab BE VS AR IR 18] 1R 0 72 A A RV R vy, Aok
(RE 72 0] DAE— SR I ] i ) 5 SURUS AR 4 T e 11 5 BT

5. &t

AR A EEL . 56—, 1E D-E FRMREG RS, 25615 8K T#id 5 2R,
9 XA A D-E phRAEETH, W E S ) 2 BB XS 4. AT FTERAE T3 D-E i 5R0
DR 3% B R P AR

E&UiH
ARSCAT BT A A SR R PR B B (TIIX18-012).
SE 3K
AR, BRHET, D3 2019). WA BRI BE DB b0 R SR SRS O 7RI, 17(2)
268-273.

W, EW, T, KE, PIEKQ014). BURMIBE R, O BFIFURE 22(8), 1319-1327.
BT, BRSO, 2R, 0H2018). BRI Skt A RICIZ MR TR TIER. OB 7R 5009), 5-15.

DOI: 10.12677/ap.2020.109160 1372 o3 2


https://doi.org/10.12677/ap.2020.109160

FEHEIR 5

Barron, G., & Erev, 1. (2003). Small Feedback-Based Decisions and Their Limited Correspondence to Description-Based
Decisions. Journal of Behavioral Decision Making, 16, 215-233. https://doi.org/10.1002/bdm.443

Brosnan, S. F., Jones, O. D., Lambeth, S. P., Mareno, M. C., Richardson, A. S., & Schapiro, S. J. (2007). Endowment Effects
in Chimpanzees. Current Biology, 17, 1704-1707. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cub.2007.08.059

Camilleri, A. R., & Newell, B. R. (2009). Within-Subject Preference Reversals in Description- and Experience-Based Choice.
In N. Taatgen, & H. V. Rijn (Eds.), Proceedings of the 31st Annual Conference of the Cognitive Science Society (pp.
449-454). Austin, TX: Cognitive Science Society.

Camilleri, A. R., & Newell, B. R. (2011). Description- and Experience-Based Choice: Does Equivalent Information Equal
Equivalent Choice? Acta Psychological, 136, 276-284. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.actpsy.2010.11.007

Caraco, T., Martindale, S., & Whittam, T. S. (1980). An Empirical Demonstration of Risk-Sensitive Foraging Preferences.
Animal Behavior, 28, 820-830. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0003-3472(80)80142-4

Chen, M. K., Lakshminarayanan, V., & Santos, L. (2006). The Evolution of Our Preferences: Evidence from Capuchin
Monkey Trading Behavior. Journal of Political Economy, 114, 517-537. https://doi.org/10.1086/503550

Finucane, M. L., Alhakami, A., Slovic, P., & Johnson, S. M. (2000). The Affect Heuristic in Judgments of Risks and Bene-
fits. Journal of Behavioral Decision Making, 13, 1-17.
https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICT)1099-0771(200001/03)13:1<1::AID-BDM333>3.0.CO;2-S

Gonzalez, C., & Dutt, V. (2011). Instance-Based Learning: Integrating Sampling and Repeated Decisions from Experience.
Psychological Review, 118, 523-551. https://doi.org/10.1037/a0024558

Goodie, A. S., & Crooks, C. L. (2004). Time-Pressure Effects on Performance in a Base-Rate Task. The Journal of General
Psychology, 131, 18-28. https://doi.org/10.3200/GENP.131.1.18-28

Guo, L., Trueblood, J. S., & Diederich, A. (2017). Thinking Fast Increases Framing Effects in Risky Decision Making. Psy-
chological Science, 28, 530-543. https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797616689092

Hadar, L., & Fox, C. R. (2009). Information Asymmetry in Decision from Description versus Decision from Experience.
Judgment and Decision Making, 4, 317-325.

Hertwig, R., Barron, G., & Erev, W. 1. (2004). Decisions from Experience and the Effect of Rare Events in Risky Choice.
Psychological Science, 15, 534-539. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.0956-7976.2004.00715.x

Hochman, G., & Yechiam, E. (2011). Loss Aversion in the Eye and in the Heart: The Autonomic Nervous System’s Res-
ponses to Losses. Journal of Behavioral Decision Making, 24, 140-156. https://doi.org/10.1002/bdm.692

Hu, Y., Wang, D., Pang, K., Xu, G., & Guo, J. (2015). The Effect of Emotion and Time Pressure on Risk Decision-Making.
Journal of Risk Research, 18, 637-650. https://doi.org/10.1080/13669877.2014.910688

Huber, O., & Kunz, U. (2007). Time Pressure in Risky Decision-Making: Effect on Risk Defusing. Psychological Test &
Assessment Modeling, 49, 415-426.

Jasper, J. D., Bhattacharya, C., Levin, I. P., Jones, L., & Bossard, E. (2013). Numeracy as a Predictor of Adaptive Risky De-
cision Making. Journal of Behavioral Decision Making, 26, 164-173. https://doi.org/10.1002/bdm.1748

Jessup, R. K., Bishara, A. J., & Busemeyer, J. R. (2008). Feedback Produces Divergence from Prospect Theory in Descrip-
tive Choice. Psychological Science, 19, 1015-1022. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9280.2008.02193 x

Kahneman, D. (2003). A Perspective on Judgment and Choice: Mapping Bounded Rationality. American Psychologist, 58,
697-720. https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.58.9.697

Kahneman, D., & Tversky, A. (1979). Prospect Theory: An Analysis of Decision under Risk. Econometrica, 47, 263-291.
https://doi.org/10.2307/1914185

Kahneman, D., & Tversky, A. (1991). Loss Aversion in Riskless Choice: A Reference-Dependent Model. The Quarterly
Journal of Economics, 106, 1039-1061. https://doi.org/10.2307/2937956

Kocher, M. G., Pahlke, J., & Trautmann, S. T. (2011). Tempus Fugit: Time Pressure in Risky Decisions. Management
Science, 59, 2380-2391. https://doi.org/10.1287/mnsc.2013.1711

Konstantinidis, E., Taylor, R. T., & Newell, B. R. (2017). Magnitude and Incentives: Revisiting the Overweighting of Ex-
treme Events in Risky Decisions from Experience. Psychonomic Bulletin & Review, 25, 1925-1933.
https://doi.org/10.3758/s13423-017-1383-8

Lejarraga, T., & Gonzalez, C. (2011). Effects of Feedback and Complexity on Repeated Decisions from Description. Orga-
nizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 116, 286-295. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.0bhdp.2011.05.001

Levin, I. P., Weller, J. A, Pederson, A. A., & Harshman, L. A. (2007). Age-Related Differences in Adaptive Decision Mak-
ing: Sensitivity to Expected Value in Risky Choice. Judgment and Decision Making, 2, 225-233.

Madan, C. R., Ludvig, E. A., & Spetch, M. L. (2014). Remembering the Best and Worst of Times: Memories for Extreme
Outcomes bias Risky Decisions. Psychonomic Bulletin & Review, 21, 629-636.

DOI: 10.12677/ap.2020.109160 1373 o3 2


https://doi.org/10.12677/ap.2020.109160
https://doi.org/10.1002/bdm.443
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cub.2007.08.059
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.actpsy.2010.11.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0003-3472(80)80142-4
https://doi.org/10.1086/503550
https://doi.org/10.1002/(SICI)1099-0771(200001/03)13:1%3C1::AID-BDM333%3E3.0.CO;2-S
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0024558
https://doi.org/10.3200/GENP.131.1.18-28
https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797616689092
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.0956-7976.2004.00715.x
https://doi.org/10.1002/bdm.692
https://doi.org/10.1080/13669877.2014.910688
https://doi.org/10.1002/bdm.1748
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9280.2008.02193.x
https://doi.org/10.1037/0003-066X.58.9.697
https://doi.org/10.2307/1914185
https://doi.org/10.2307/2937956
https://doi.org/10.1287/mnsc.2013.1711
https://doi.org/10.3758/s13423-017-1383-8
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.obhdp.2011.05.001

FEHEIR 5

https://doi.org/10.3758/s13423-013-0542-9

Madan, C. R., Ludvig, E. A., & Spetch, M. L. (2017). The Role of Memory in Distinguishing Risky Decisions from Expe-
rience and Description. The Quarterly Journal of Experimental Psychology, 70, 2048-2059.
https://doi.org/10.1080/17470218.2016.1220608

Madan, C. R., Shafer, A. T., Chan, M., & Singhal, A. (2016). Shock and Awe: Distinct Effects of Taboo Words on Lexical
Decision and Free Recall. Quarterly Journal of Experimental Psychology, 70, 793-810.
https://doi.org/10.1080/17470218.2016.1167925

Madan, C. R., Spetch, M. L., & Ludvig, E. A. (2015). Rapid Makes Risky: Time Pressure Increases Risk Seeking in Deci-
sions from Experience. Journal of Cognitive Psychology, 27, 1-8. https://doi.org/10.1080/20445911.2015.1055274

Martin, G. K., & Matthias, S. (2006). Time Is Money-Time Pressure, Incentives, and the Quality of Decision-Making. Jour-
nal of Economic Behavior and Organization, 61, 375-392. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jebo.2004.11.013

Nursimulu, A. D, & Bossaerts, P. (2014). Risk and Reward Preferences under Time Pressure. Review of Finance, 18,
999-1022. https://doi.org/10.1093/rof/rft013

Saqib, N. U., & Chan, E. Y. (2015). Time Pressure Reverses Risk Preferences. Organizational Behavior and Human Deci-
sion Processes, 130, 58-68. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.0bhdp.2015.06.004

Stewart, N., Chater, N., & Brown, G. D. A. (2006). Decision by Sampling. Cognitive Psychology, 53, 1-26.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cogpsych.2005.10.003

Ungemach, C., Chater, N., & Stewart, N. (2009). Are Probabilities Over-Weighted or Underweighted When Rare Outcomes
Are Experience (Rarely)? Psychological Science, 20, 473-479. https://doi.org/10.1111/1.1467-9280.2009.02319.x

Wang, L., Yu, H., & Zhou, X. (2013). Interaction between Value and Perceptual Salience in Value-Driven Attentional Cap-
ture. Journal of Vision, 13, 1-13. https://doi.org/10.1167/13.15.36

Wegier, P., & Spaniol, J. (2015). The Effect of Time Pressure on Risky Financial Decisions from Description and Decisions
from Experience. PLoS ONE, 10, ¢0123740. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0123740

Weiss-Cohen, L., Konstantinidis, E., Speekenbrink, M., & Harvey, N. (2018). Task Complexity Moderates the Influence of
Descriptions in Decisions from Experience. Cognition, 170, 209-227. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cognition.2017.10.005

Weiss-Cohen, L., Konstantinidis, E., Speekenbrink, M., & Harvey, N. (2016). Incorporating Conflicting Descriptions into
Decisions from Experience. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 135, 55-69.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.0bhdp.2016.05.005

Wulff, D. U., Mergenthaler-Canseco, M., & Hertwig, R. (2017). A Meta-Analytic Review of Two Modes of Learning and
the Description-Experience Gap. Psychological Bulletin, 144, 140-176. https://doi.org/10.1037/bul0000115

Young, D. L., Goodie, A. S., Hall, D. B., & Wu, E. (2012). Decision Making under Time Pressure, Modeled in a Prospect
Theory Framework. Organizational Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 118, 179-188.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.0bhdp.2012.03.005

Zeigenfuse, M. D., Pleskac, T. J., & Liu, T. (2014). Rapid Decisions from Experience. Cognition, 131, 181-194.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cognition.2013.12.012

DOI: 10.12677/ap.2020.109160 1374 o3 2


https://doi.org/10.12677/ap.2020.109160
https://doi.org/10.3758/s13423-013-0542-9
https://doi.org/10.1080/17470218.2016.1220608
https://doi.org/10.1080/17470218.2016.1167925
https://doi.org/10.1080/20445911.2015.1055274
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jebo.2004.11.013
https://doi.org/10.1093/rof/rft013
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.obhdp.2015.06.004
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cogpsych.2005.10.003
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-9280.2009.02319.x
https://doi.org/10.1167/13.15.36
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0123740
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cognition.2017.10.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.obhdp.2016.05.005
https://doi.org/10.1037/bul0000115
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.obhdp.2012.03.005
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cognition.2013.12.012

	D-E冲突类型和时间压力对风险决策的影响
	摘  要
	关键词
	The Effect of Time Pressure on Experience Decision Incorporating Conflicting Descriptions
	Abstract
	Keywords
	1. 引言
	2. 研究方法
	2.1. 被试
	2.2. 实验材料和测量工具
	2.2.1. 实验材料
	2.2.2. 概率估计测验

	2.3. 实验设计
	2.4. 实验程序

	3. 结果
	3.1. 时间压力操作性检验
	3.2. 经验习得过程中不同D-E冲突类型和时间压力对被试风险偏好的影响
	3.3. 不同D-E冲突类型和时间压力对描述性决策的影响
	3.4. 风险收益出现概率的主观估计

	4. 讨论
	5. 结论
	基金项目
	参考文献

