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Abstract

Tversky and Kahneman (1981) introduced the term framing effect for a decision maker’s repre-
sentation of a decision problem including acts outcomes and contingencies associated with dif-
ferent alternatives. Framing effect is made up on the basis of prospect theory, which is a typical
case of the descriptive decision theory, but violates the formal decision theory. In recent years, the
research on the phenomenon of the framing effect is fruitful, but the research of the inner cogni-
tive mechanism of framing effect is relatively poor. In order to further reveal the internal me-
chanism of effect of framework in risk decision, the study discusses the effect of working memory
load on framing effect on the basis of the theory of dual-process, using 2 (positive framing, nega-
tive framing) x 2 (working memory load, no working memory load) among subjects experimental
design. In the experiment, 32 boys and 48 girls were randomly selected from Shaanxi Normal
University, and randomly assigned to four groups, 20 subjects in each group. The results showed
that: 1) the main effect of frame type is significant; 2) the main effect of working memory load is
not significant; 3) the interaction of frame type and working memory load is significant at P = 0.05
level. Research shows that framing effect needs more cognitive resources; it tends to be an analyt-
ical processing procedure.
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U e 58 I HE SR B (Framing Effect) 218 T4t B — R BHRE T XA R, SR B HIWEH AR .
FEZEZK MR B Tversky flKahneman (1981)7E ] 5t ¥ 12 (Prospect Theory) FZERl 32 H Y, B4R
RIS R BHATE R FERIIAE ABRE. TER, DX PR FAEZLR IR FIFE ORI, (HEXTHE
ZEH NN AL IR R AN R = . A — P XU SR AR BOSL  NAENLS, AR FEAE XU
THEHRKERM B, T TECIZ AR AER R R . SLRRA2 (FRIRAESR /IERAESE) x 2 CELIE
Iz 5 /A TR A3 P R =R #rt, FEVLEE R HTE KA B S INLRr802 4k, H+
BAE32N, LH48N, BEHNSREIANNE, BH20N. FRERP: 1) EERBERNEE; 2) THE
WA ERNARE; 3) ERRBHE TR/ ZFEP = 0.05K PR X EIEHRE. HARIE
ZER LRI AR BB A BIR, HF o =m TE .
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1. 5|

TS0 e SR RGBS AL ) RO IE TS FRE R AR AR, O T TR AT AR D ATy, R T
— RV, KEOTH AbRHERIER . R A S R s A S 7R 4
PAl 1] R AN T ) St B R v s, W RIUN AT AB T« WO ARG SR I 2 58 4 3
PE, RBRETRI G R RN, A28 i R 7 MR . SR, AR yE xUR RS2 2 AR
5E, B SERT I (Allais Paradox) HERH 1 128 00 o8 SCHE (10« 2007 N R, M4k, Z/R WA 4% 1518 (Ellsberg
Paradox)#EEH 1 32 R SOH BEIE,  aX LB I GIE B AMATE $ 5 A AN 2 1 IR PR o Ak 10 U 1R IR B
M2 IR S 8% . {E Simon (1978) “AFRELME” W A2 5, Kahneman & Tversky (1979)% 0o FH 2%
W T AU B R R F T 200 2 v, 3R H RT3 iR (prospect theory). AT StERIBIANA: KEZHALEMIIG IR
i T AR N 2 XU A 1) s E THT I 450 2R 15 B s e XURS: 33K AATTAE A X 4 2 B 3R i TE O BUsk . AT S 2
WNRERIRREE O, MER R IR NS, SRR ZEEREm, FlindiEs.
I ARAE T R H MBS DA SAMAZE R, XN SE RN T AMTRIRSEAT . SR, iRk
BRI TR TE A A S, HSER AR B R T AR S SN I R R e AR . 2B
FRPEYE SNSRI % P B S () ST o v SR ) B LA 2 75 (8 e B P P 0 W R e 5, T A 2 T S
AXEHRHERT, AP R ZE AR 5 I SL A BE (RL4E F AR 5 4L 2 IR B ) AU AC sk L8 2 0 .
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HEZE AR T S B I A AR R ME I 5, BB (1) 491 /2 S M 593 ] i (Asian disease problem). HEZE
RN, TR — BRI T RGN, P ECR I 1 RS it IR AL IS, AT AE AR
FEZE TR “ RS , MIEHHEZE FRIH “ XBETF3K” o Levin, Schneider fl1 Gaeth (1998)%}
HE B8 25 W2 1 K B 5 2 B AT 0 AT J5 s R HE SRR 73 Dy = b BAH ST R S A, BT XU JG: AE 28 2
(riskychoice framing effect). HF1EHE 22 % M (attribute framing effect) 1 H FRHE 42 %4 B (goal framing effect), 7«
T 2 (R HE SR RS T XU AE B2 285

I IR HE SR A%8E A EEALARI IR 9T, B AE T AR SR8 J& T 8 R =0 s 4 A 20 o A 1) %
Maule (1989)F1 Tversky & Kahneman (1981) 1A AAHE LR N AL, T3 A2 AN IR A J&8 1 Bl hn T A,
I, & AELE TAEICIZ ST X HE SR8 N AN 2338 2 . Svenson (1992) 42 i 22 % - JLE #L i (Differentiation
and Consolidation Theory), AN HR o id A2 & — AN 38 01 [ L Ath 32 T0UZR i 7= A 22 S i i, X — i FE 75 00
RPN TR, BRI M . EN S A AR RS RR Y T 0 BRI 2= S
(] BV D SR ERARARL, A AATT L AUFE S — SRR 4 22 BN PR AT Re &5 S ot “ 55 1R 451, T AE 5
—YENE FH CHERT ERNBRIPIA T L RAE N I BRI . Stark 25 A (2016)WF 5L KL, 40 )
R R HEZE AN AL B AR, TR 2 AT i P o A R N AN e EL B E

DA Foi B A 75 F B A 4 255 7 5 B A g e =X A DG %K . De Martino 45 A\ (2006) k4% 7E fMRI 45
AN TR “BERIRRAES ", RIAE SN B, s E 3R R A S8 T 128 A 5 e 0 7E 457 2R HE 22
N 3B ARG A% T (S HE LR N — 8, XA A A% (bilateral amygdala)iiEshian, 4R IE IR SR HELE N ik
PEARIE T, FEHVRAELL R IE PR LI, AT [ % 2 (ACC) TG B 5. SR AN F Ak 2 18], 4
AZAZ IR 55 P9 T 20 52 J5E (OMPFC)AETE B 35 I R M) O 3R, BBk )t 30 O HE 2 25 B AN BURK), R B3 9
IR0 52 i (OMPFC)i& 8% . McElroy Fl Seta (2004)i@it “RFHe” 17 AAESA “ Uit 7415 W
T TR A BRI R A TS ) SHEZE RS AN R R e RB: 70 R OIS I, A R IAESE
RORL; A 2 ERPE OMBOE RS, PR A T IR IOHEZE RGN XA I, ARSI R, AR A B A AE
AbEE TS, IR 5 52 B SUAR R R (HELR) (K52 . C. Gonzalez %5 A (2005) () fMRI 78 R 3L, SiPEAESZE T,
AT 326 436 ARG, BSR4 7 28 AN 2 5 RS I DX I 0L PR 22 s (R AE IR PEAE ZE R B XS e i, w4
it (prefrontal cortex). #k[X (occipital) A5 H-(parietal cortex)FIHH AL ¥ B B4R o X R B A 14E IETEAE
ZRR 1% B s MR T BT R L AN NS5 7 B A T 3 R R I ) 8% 7, AT AT TE TE M AE B T A B i
T BEm E MR T . XA AR % 5 U (cognitive miser), 5 XA S HE AR 20T 7458 M — 5.
JAWeller 55 A (2007 )% ixifi 13995 N AEBDRA P SR 15 53 FR (T S0 &30, G PRI AT 200 B2 5 (ventromedial pre-
frontal cortex, VMPC)(fi 57 8 AR FME 2515 20 D)W A m N, HEZERUS8R54 -

X HE SRS N FENL AT AL T, [FREAE AR S85 D HESE RS M Al 78, K
2R T HELRAL N B T 2N TiE A2 . Svenson & Maule (1993) 3 i A] & g AIHE 422K 7 — PR & 4l ik 1)
Wert, RIS ) S 5540 7T HESL AR, (A ) [R) e g S AR SRR Y 2 [AAEAEAC HAE . £ K 445(2007), #AFH
[l B (2009) A 7t 28 SR AR 3R B NACTE i B 1) R 0 S 30 26 0, MEZRAONIk 55 . SR, ISk, A
R LAEICAZ T HEBR RN R 8 BT, HE S 2408 Jg T f5 & =Xoin L 72 . Paul Whitney 45 A (2008)£E De Martino
SO E, SRR “ S ROSRAES " R TARICAZ S AR De SRR SRR 3 PR SR A
wit, BRI, TCRH G TARIZ AT, HESRRSIE A Z R . [Fi, ERNMAEHEL T,
A4 B /D gk 6 AR e T o AF] A MR M 46 75 1 (201.0) 2K FH SR ALA IR SE R R AR, 485 SR TR A R I AR I 12 25 B R B £
Aot FEA S WA RE R 2R 1) R/

BT SRS SR E B T8 —, AFFE MR i Bl b, SR TARIDIZ N R e F1 22
FROCSRIE BN B LI 7 ZR 1) i) it ] I 3647 PR BT 55 25 A SRS AE 2250052 P P FE ML o
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2. SRS A5k
2.1, ¥k

HEHCE IS INSLLG KB G TG KRR R 80 44, H 5/ 32 44, 4k 48 44, “FH4FHt 18.8
%, bR 112, MABUFIEMIER, BATRA 2N 2R e .

2.2. SEEIMR

DR ORAE LSS R 1) = RN AN AR S R, R PR S L0, o AR vE T e S 58, W9 T AN A
AR Z T T b i F I 10 Fh LA T I R A 458, 35002 AR 20 L 1) < ST I 0 C50 T G, 1) 7B
M) HAp B ESE 1. 20 9 BTG R R s, KSTES 3 J8 T ER M =2k, KGR
4. 5. 6. 7@ TR¥A HE MG KAAERQWUER, PE%E, IKRTIES), 88 TRERTE XK IR,
10 J& T B P 5, AR AE AN T4 AR AE 22 5 10 108 JRURG: v S5 155 355 i) AL

SR SE IR A I R P B R R, SR T R I e e, 1 FoRdEE 2 A
HE, 2RRWEEEATR, 3RNAME, 4 R WEHFEB AR, s RniEwHEEB HER. Hlu:

R G ] T o 8 A — o 2 DL PR (LG A B A EK) . TRE 0 R R AR 5 88 600 ABET: . DA i
TARAE S 1)J7 BT HEIE R, PIFR T S8 AR A SR AT

ATJ5%: 200 NFEER.,

B H%: A U3 KINLE 600 NKAER, Wi 2/3 KNS IENER.

=ikt

1 dEwETEA 2. WEETEA 3 w4 EREwEEB 5 dEREEEB
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2.3. SEHdiE

WAL T 0N TR, SR AR Z A A 5 RIS o S 155 5 o 838 =] I 326 AT (00U 55454 . X0 L3898
(Dual Processing) i\ ¥R SR WA R G0, — el stk ETRERNRS%, 51
RS, ZHT TR ERE. oW RS, BEIN YRS Kz E K, maodr=n Tz
HIF TAECAZ. 92960 R A 2 (FRMAEZL A BRAE L) x 2 (T TARICAZ S0t/ T AR AZ 5 37) P4 IR 2= Ak I 3
i, BHORBENL R 4 41, R4 20 N, SEERHIPE E-Prime2.0 E 2.

SIS ER IR 1 1042 3 ANBENLERE, SRS IR R SR I B in) R, BRI AZ A BRI TR %
ST AR R I R, 5 AR S R B I 1) R 1 SRR A I R B, AR, DL IR R
1 PR A 8 /NI A & T P s NS e & NP P T DR (o S

51 2 Hor AR TE AR S BRRAE ZE RS A RE SR A, SER WA F BRHCIZAE S, BN RIEOT 46 1T
SN 800 ms, AR5 PP M, FR4E 25,000 ms. 5 3. 4 00BN TAEICAZ A AR ARAE
BTV B ME SR 2 o AT BT 46 1T 2 DUEMEL A 800 ms, SEIG AN Je 3L 3 MBEHLHES A TS B (-
RPN)ZRHAAILZ, 7422 3000 ms, SRJ5 I SRIG B0 8, +#4E 25,000 ms, #x /& 200 FEHLAL B 7 BF
I$2in], #F4: 5000 ms.

IR SEIRAT AL, F 4 SEIR T AR A S B TN D o SR W By A b il TR 3, SRR 485 oS SR i T
RSB T AR ) R SR 85 P A DA S SRS ) SRS (L] 1)

3.

ZR
SEEGEIE Y F SPSS20 BHATALEE . AT HOR T BERIZERG R, HTE 80%LL b, “TH{E N 93.55%, *
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5 3G
+ 800 ms
WHICERPN 3000 ms
+ 800 ms
HEZLIE BEAE 45 (IE/ 1) 25000 ms
+ 800 ms
HEnDFRER? 5000 ms
GG

Figure 1. Flow diagram of experiment
B 1 sERizE

B ARG A7 PR 1 B 8 X PR M ) 2 P A S L i 500 225 SR AT 0128 0 A R L, T AR IR Z ffar i
FARAE 22T A il RUBS i [r) F2 BE A 70 A, Y ARAESE T XU A ) R FEE A9 4 v, A AR A2 i i, AR
AREE ZE R AR AE 42 T 8 K 1) JXURG AT 17 P2 B 22 S ks o T AR R A2 A i, RRURROHE B2 S5 02 B b 2541 TV A
MEZE, i T AR HE 28 S RE R 22 AN R o TE AR A A A, FRURR A S A0 0 AR 28 1) S S IS 4 4 3%
e A TARCAZ AT, B 3G AR TC 2 7 A X B i P e SR N T )3 sz i (L 22 1, 36 2).

IIHT TAE TR gy S SR SRR AE QB [ RE i, R DA SR S 3= R 8 J 25, HEZRSRH 5 T AR d 12
Fifaf Z [AI7E P = 0.05 /KB 2 BAE 2. db— DR i K, Jo TAR A2 iy, HESEE AL X
X6 U ] 2 JEE 1) 7 B8 4 25 (F(1,39) = 17.258, p < 0.05), A TAFICIZ AT, HE SR A Ak U5 1051 i) P2
{14 T BRI AN ¥ 35 (F(1,39) = 0.771, p > 0.05). 15t BH £E [0 RUSS: 175 458 1] RUNF, - A ) 3 A A o ik
2, TAECIZ A 7 A S TH 48, ATRES THEZ N (L% 3, K 2).

BE— 25 M AR [ SE 56 2 1 R AR I OB, R B AR AR A2 A7 A 5 HE B3k B 2R A () 2 BAE AN 3%
HEZLSRAI M N B2, F(1,79) = 10.17, p < 0.05, FRARAEZE R 4 ia f [ i A (12,610 ms) i 2K T T4 AR AE
24(16,650 ms), 15 BA VAR RV FE T2 AR BEIR, 3Kt 150 B ARURROE B T AN Ak B AT ] T bR b G B AR
SPRETH . TAEICAZ AU A AN B35, F(1,79) = 27.50, p < 0.05, & TAFICAZ A7 464 R [ J3i i (17,951.54
ms) i3 i T TAE A2 5 e 241 (11,307.86 ms), i3 B T A 12 g A XU 175 58 1 SREAT 45 TR B R AT IS, 38
IT AR BN AT, AN A ) 368 Je 448 5 v N B e RS TR R R R, X RF A A R

4. 71ig
4.1. TAEIBIZATrssib 7 SN

MR sE BT, TSN SERRN A EEREE. #— DR RN &AM, E%ATE
CZ T N, MEZERON B2, BIFERUARAEZL N B Ml % B A TR, EHIEZRRT, #okFE i
M FiE#E B HR. MR LFIZTmEM Y, ST EA L, HELE RN B B 55. i
ERBEG R, TAFCIZ 5t 5510 7 HE 22805 o
4.2. EZRMMARENE

X HE SRR FIAL A R AIF 8K 22 DAUI T 3R 92 ak . XOIn T 3R 2 25 Bn TES R, Hik
G RE 7 W E: Fe T B 18 A N A B A s e 8 A 3 in T8 2 Mk 1
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Table 1. Degree of risk propensity
= 1. REmmizEER

FRARAESE THIRAESE
Mean SD Mean SD
A ARSI F g 2.82 0.38 2.89 0.50
T TAERAZ G fi 2.56 0.42 3.14 0.43
Table 2. Reaction time
= 2. REIFTER
FARLHESE TH AR HESE
Mean SD Mean SD
A TAEICAZ 5 At 9848.44 2917.85 12,293.99 1880.24
T T Az 5 fif 16,591.83 4939.80 24,277.84 8233.34

Table 3. Working memory load affecting the framing effect of risk decision-making

= 3. TR IZ At R HE R S B0 S

A df MS F P
FEZREAY 1 2.492 12.663 0.001
TARICAZ e 1 0.012 0.062 0.803
HEZRER x TARICIZHudr 1 1.056 5.366 0.023
54 [=
OO e —o— L TARIRIZ S
R, 3 e R, - 17 TARIRIZ S
B B
fi i
5] 34 b 3
T 2
E 2 B 2
1 1 T T
3ET1’HdtZ,ﬁ' ﬁTfhdeﬁ' PR HE 42 T4 B HE 4

Figure 2. Working memory load affecting the framing effect of risk decision-making

[ 2. TAEICIZ Gafarxd MU IR SRAE SRS R B S0

B, JHATIN T E N TR, AN 5 e AR OB BRI . o dr 20N R 2 3
WOHRTBEVE, SR ATIN T B TS, S HERZ RO Y. Kahneman (2002)iA4, & &ML 74
N X SR SR AR A SE R R &R, LB —T7 M T N4 K. Sloman (2002)iA 924753 1
Tr 1S, ABERBAPIA I TR AR, A A AR, A A AR BUAR B K e H AT 9.
HEZRRN (R L7, HEZROMNIA T b — PR S 22, & T ARBEPE R EE LG o ARAE XU TR 0 A
HE SRR N B 12 SE AT 1) T J 5 O Lt A, AR, PRI Fe 4 SRR, FEAR 16 0 T HESR RN 32 B i 1] e
TR TSR I, 6 A SR80S F 7 A 7 A 8 AR B

PAEIF 78K 20 M HL— R R RHHE SR OB AR R0 A, A RN VA D J 8 s0hn s o3 s 2. 2R,
Covey (2014)F1 Rothman (201 1) 7E % HE SRS A RE M K R REAT 255 20 Wi AL, HESRAORAEAE 2 B A (K]
RN, B, KSR, TEEAIR, AM, MENEITER, NS FOoRAE, XL Rk
AT REXHE SRR R AL B AT AR, (HILERG R AT ﬁﬂﬁﬁﬁﬁ%%%oﬁﬁ,ﬁﬁn%%$%@%%
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SHEF RPN RGER R, DONAMELE ZBUG LT S R I A R B A R s R, T
PRI IR 4 2R . Cleeremans 15 Jimenez (2002)#igH 1 Hi R Gr ) ) &5 55 9 %42 (dynamic graded
continuum, DGC)HE SE R RE PR SEAEFE (13 R, NAAE S AR N LA 23 Ay =0 T 22 8] 2 P pjck R 3 [/ R AiE
PSR, MRRA IR Z BX A FERIE RS . X B, AR MEL RE - E2m . Burns 5
Vollmeyer (2002)(1)325645 RAHIESE T DGC W@, DRk, AESERON 7= AR AR AT BE A R hn AL i) 3 H]
TERBISE R .

TE I 50 A AR R ) RIS A ) R %) 0 23 A R B, R 2 AR A XIS e S A7 553 i) 230 v A ) 8 L R ST
P, AR Wi RS (1 R 5K, HEZR A SLATI SR B A7 AE, FHAE TARIRZ S (T30 T wleoskss,  wiF 9eiA
AT RER R R BRI R LA T . B, MREE BN L OHEARI A, —EREN, LIl fam g
Wi 73 Afr 2N L A R R 20N Ee AR IRAZ g S AF T, HESRRON ek SS, 1l B - BHCIZAE S5 5 AT
FrE e BHIRTE S, T BOHE S A5 S5, 3k — 20 00 B XURS: R SR 358 T IO B80S 1 7= A A ) T 20 AT
UM Hk,  “PEIE " FR I 1) R S B ik 2 i R, K28 e ar I IS,
1051 RS AMAOR R TE AN AT, RSB 7] R B2 O PR ST o FE A 1 1) R 58 Tt DRTBE AT 3 1o I8 B, AN ] FR
FAEBE 2 TV RA R LSRRG, I e S e ) i, 2252 B4 NTE AN 22 AP PR sg . [
I, HEZERON I N AERL, 7 B2 i FLAE TR D0 N sz BRI R e . RS, AEZERON I A
B P, XA SRS R 77 A S A N DG B ) 2 i DR 3R R B AT 4E 2 BRIy, BAAGR T DA AR S A
AW R R AE S 28 B AT SR A5 — AR

5. &

WEFIRT T TARCAZ A R HEZR ORI RS2, R DA T 4518

1) HESRRONIAE “ NP 7 A2 A PRSI S5 rh B A7 1 5

2) TARACAZ S X 5 A7 156 85 10 PR 1) A B0 (2 2 PR R 5

3) AT € TAFCIZ AT R OL S » HEZSN a8, W WIAE “ NI~ 2 50 1) i) XU 1 BEAE 2R T
HEZR A 177 25 5 2 (MR 1 oot s g R

ZE&UWH
AT AL R EE RO H (11JZD0044) .
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