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ABSTRACT

The previous research had showed the economic and behavioral effect of relative
per-formance information (RPI) on job performance. This study collects data through
experiment design and analyzes data through analysis of covariance (ANCOVA) and
Wilcoxon non-parameter test to examine the economic and behavioral effect of RPI on
the risk of in-vestment projects. The results support the inference that the project risk of
relative perform-ance evaluation (RPE) is higher than absolute performance evaluation
(APE) and difference of project risk between RPE and APE increases along with high
common uncertainty. In addi-tion, the framing effect of relative performance information
is significant on the condition of RPE rather than APE. This means that the economic
effect of RPI on the project risk is re-markable but the behavioral effect is not.
Furthermore, this study corroborates that the ac-countability mitigates the framing effect
of RPI on the condition of RPE.

Keywords: Relative performance information, Prospect theory, Accountability

W8 A BRET S RCE SR B S R BRI B 7 b2 5 2 P AH B 5 B2l (relative
performance evaluation » RPE) » DL ¥ TEER AV 2 ( Kvaloy & Olsen, 2008 ;
Matsumura & Shin, 2006 ; Choi, 2006 ; Ishida, 2006 ) - %3/ DL 5 B B 34 15 5] RPE [y
A 1E 5 (Celentani & Loveira, 2006 ; Rajgopal, Shevlin, & Zamora, 2006 ; Garvey &
Milbourn, 2003 ; Joh, 1999 ; Aggarwal & Samwick, 1999 ; ZZIHl » 1996 )- 1fj Frederickson
(1992) HIZ M AHE ERE N E TG B 77 By &R R BT R 5 » 230
oy B A BB BRI N B RE A o T G TR - H2 A RE N TIE&ER
bR T AREE ) (AZEFIRZE) 250 LEATHEE (CRAZEFIRZR) e &R E
FRFZ— (Holmstrom, 1982 ; Kim, 1992) - JASRE YR E 5T 3 E b 17 Ry 1F 2 [ ¥ 4t
(5] AW Y — T S TE lﬁtﬁ%%?ﬁuﬂﬁ;ﬁ A FRHIAT B R SR B A R S S o SR
EstEE T R
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R 3 45 205 58 I L 4 30 4 U D 5L (A B T T AR, = AT I i e 5% I 1 Y 5%
B E AN [E - (EAS D B AE e 1 & 5T E 0 A [F Y R b 1T Ry o DA mi
= HEERCEHNEA BEEILE R HEE (common uncertainty ) HYHRFE - #)E HILER
M E M HIEE » B ER AR RN Z S E AT S22 T ERER A PR E
(Holmstrom, 1982 ; Frederickson, 1992 ; Garvey & Milbourn, 2003 ; Matsumura & Shin,
2006 ) - 78T » dEEECE AN R IER o NBEEE SR T B B8NS R
FH I RS R R B N R G IE 2 2R T 321 P DAAT AR ZE 5l N R B i S Y P s
&z (Holmstrom,1982 ; Frederickson, 1992 ; Rajgopal, Shevlin, & Zamora, 2006 ) - [/
TREMS @ AHENERE AT FEhiE R Bt & 25 %% (Frederickson, 1992 ;
Towry, 2002 ; Fisher, Maines, Peffer, & Sprinkle, 2002 ) - [ffj 48 ¥f 45 X0 & s A1 B R ©
AR 7E LA S S B B A L 2 PRET S CE A AR B AR E I &S
E R R -

AR EN AT SRR T /T - BECHF L ESHE MmN
BHEE (Ruchala, 1999 ; Thaler, Tversky, Kahneman, & Schwartz, 1997 ; Barberis & Huang,
2001 ; Erev, Ert, & Yechiam, 2008 ) « {[& A F i s 4772 B (16 A 40fer 22 i e 22 (framing )
ME (HEZEZER - framing effect) - FEIECHESS (loss framing ) & A= U B2 4717 Ry
TEFSHEZR (gain framing ) 7z BB B AT By o REIE > ASHH 98 DU 22 B Gm AU AE 22 5
RREBE - Rl EOE T (SRR ) BT hE (T RRUR ) BT B &0E s &
EitE R BAERSR 2 S FE -

FEAh - IR FRAEER S IEZR AR 2 8% » i EIRET (L BF 2 4 v DA AR B — 25 R -
FEHME AR BRI T > SRSREE R & F B am B[S R YRR 7« BA 7556 IR 28 0] DAAE By
RN TE > (SRR R OB E AT (Young, 1985 ; Tetlock, 1985, 1993 ) -
NBE B AL BTN B - F E T E S E S R B84 (adverse selection ) [ #E -
HAHE GG NIVIEZRRRFE - ETBW AL " FHIESFIE R A | R
b G et EVER] > THIEAR A o SE IR R o 7F BE B M B B o) A S RN
ROV ER - g B i IS T S T RV E A ('Young,1985 5 Rowe,
Birnberg, & Shields, 2008 ) - [f¥#a8 &= (L HIE E A g BE JTHIHS] 2 — - @R AHBE ST
CAHUR RS B L v DUIH] N @Ry & EfT By (5140 © Ashton & Ashton,1988 ; Messier &
Tubbs,1994 ; #2585 > 1998 ) #Esa {55 EF2 ( Cvetkovich, 1980 ; Ashton, 1990 ;
Messier & Tubbs, 1994 ; Rowe et al. 2008 ) - [ AWFFe BT BEEe H (T2 & 1] DAFEAH
BHERE SR IE 2R3 R -
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Bl SURKERET B R ECEIL

SRR B N T HRE TENE - He oy KWL T BT BB A IR - (iR Ayt
FeH A BT W SRS el 5T A SRR S A LA BN 12 - (o B AR A L35 T ALY T
B o A EE A A DLEE A (#l40 Baiman,1982 ; Chow & Haddad,
1991) - MESCEIE ) - EE e R E T EWEE R E N A B LRy L F A T E BN
JEVES AR - AIEE DUZE HY Rty 2 A SRR Y S I o P 8 58 1 & i o R BR A P i B o
A8 BT B A oy B e 0 S ERTT R B MR & 5t & (Baiman,1982 5 Chow &
Haddad, 1991 ; Demski & Kreps, 1982 ; Namazi, 1985 ; Dye, 1992 ) - ¥ &E 30 E&E =/ 7] LA
AR R E A EEE T BAA R E - B DB ERCEIE B 5 - RIEA &K
AR B DL EE N B %% )7 - Frederickson (11992 ) > Towry (2002 ) Ed Fisher et al. (2002 )
FOfE— D4 B ERCE RS TFERER T EA KBRS - FRFEEAT AR
T LUR T B IR = 83 AR - T G AR o JAIT SRR W bR B E T Ry e W
BAHTR > BEMEF I E > A E—DERETHINEE -

—  UBHREARENERRTR

Holmstrom (1982) fiak—fr LE ARMHZ A AEA - M ATA RE ARVEREE R
TEAE 135 77 B3 [F] A Tk E Y BRI

Xi(a,N;)=a +u(N;)+e (L)

Hor X Rt 0 oy RefRER A T T ERIRS I EURASEATEY 0 Ny A N At NHY
FEH - u BATA B ARG EEAELERHE AV T ou WEH Xigys e Mk
N; DDLMé”r e By | AU o 1 H Y 228 A 1 2 ( heterogeneous uncertainty )- i £25% @, »

» 2B 17 o Holmstrom (1982) & BH i 28 HYAE B (LA 73 FC /2 DMEN R EE HY X o
LAE&EHEAFEH (Nj) HINORE 3 R BT 42 - Holmstrom Al 2 — 28 58 Ry A ¥ 455K
A3 I DA 5 48 300& s R IR B (< 3 TLAH?%#@HK%E%%%ZB@@ R — TR
PR (E A BSE 2 4 A A ERRIEREER S R E R A% A
I ERCE T DU R 2 A B S R A M E RV E A - Frederlckson (1992) BILLE Bk
FATE A E AR S S o M S RUEBN L B W SRR B ERE B N E S T A
e N TAEER > 2B M B & s P B f R S B A HeE e R A -

B R GE B SRR HI S R B B AR B THRE > S HEWE SR EIZ R
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( ZEAUN0ED > 1996 ; Matsumura & Shin, 2006 ; Kvaloy & Olsen, 2008 ; Joh, 1999) - {HZ
LA S5 G e 5 Y ) P AR B - 48 3 G SR Y Sl e VR e R J e B A 4 S SRR
e i 2 LB BB EE Y D@ 5 b - W HRRE T IR [E N E M E AV S22 (Joh,
1999 ; Bonner & Sprinkle, 2002) - A5 2 » 4@ ¥ GO DA(E A £ 4 3045 R Ry ifE—
BEFHATEAE - (15D J85 00 5 50 2 R B S (5] 1l Bl B B8 1 e o P 2 Y P i LB = AR
[ - S 4B R DAAE S AR A R R LB Y SR F AR e - 7B RS DLy B 28R ) 3 [E R R E
BiLE N 3% 7 R Y 2 8 > (FAH SR B B S AR KB 8 N E P R 59 = RR

( Holmstrom, 1982 ; Gibbons & Murphy, 1990 ; Matsumura & Shin, 2006 ) » {E{# & &
R RS B rit &t E - NIRRT E R - d iR B G B i 1 B i 28 L[]
AHEEAVFE » IR BB & ST E T - M BN 42 35 48 A I 5 RE
BT B PR L = R N I B AT By o W H IR [E AW S - B ERCE R R 3L [F A
JE ¥ T B A SRR B 0 P DA WA AR B S T VR A BT S 2 K -

B — MBS T AR & a0 48 S SRR T R R AT e o

MR — ¢ MH S SRR Bl 48 WA U BRI I B 5T & b 72 52 > S L EAIEE T
EEAE R IL[E A b T IS -

= MBS ERVE RS - REH WA E R

TEERE B R T RS2 207 1H > BB 5y (prospect theory ) 58 1T Ay & 1Y &
b B B SRRV R (B A P 8 > BIfEAEFEZERER (framing effect ; Kahneman &
Tversky, 1979 ; Whyte, 1993) o £ EIH R 1IE [ AT S & afllF - IPRFISAESS - BHE IR
SFNIEET By > RZ > WWEIE A PTSE R BAE R EZR » A B K & B & T
Ry DIHHCE THIAFT1S © Thaler and Johnson (1990 ) ZE#EfE S B EmATERETS @ WE H %8
PrESREEFEL (qusi-hedonic editing hypothesis ) PEET AT I I BOAIS- 4] 52 28 1% 25
Fz#EE$E - Thaler and Johnson (1990) #EimAERTHA RIBRAVIE N T - HTHII NEAREE A
BE A S Ao AR L - AR B HE R A RE - I H#E— PR BB SRR
(‘break-even effect) » DL K FAE #8355 (house money effect ) - DIEEGE =t T B EAE
ATHA R 482K > (E 2 THIA T BAREE vT DU e IR R WU B T » AR SR =) ] 2 245
T WS EEE (B ERCR ) R R FIE - WTEHA TR EBRA I AT 218
FEZ HIASAYIE R T - AR SRE S B E (RAFEE%UE) - Barberis and Xiong
(2009) 77 R M im R E ANFEEEE 72 (disposition effect ) - (2%
T S 9 A1) 15 B K R 4 AR R A S R & 43 R SR RS F1UAS:#8. 28 (lannual gains/losses ) > LA
K ERASEE (realized gains/losses ) o Horfr » U BRI 5B 45 2% By @ i 1Y L
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i 47 158 =X T DLURE ] SEAY AR RR IR 3 AR (HAF FE R4S 148 5% B RS 1Y BB (s - R =X R &5 -
ﬂ%Rmmm<w%>@@ﬂ%ﬁ%ﬂ@@&%mgﬁm%ﬁﬁﬁﬁ JE\ i 17 Ry B

S B A T Ry B SR I P o R Y B AR B AN (] 1 & 3% 8 2 FF Kahneman and
Tversky (1979) A Ay feE S B o Z AEZL 0 » INIL - AW e T A B S R0 B
1T Ry R R B O S K& BT B R o B ] DS & B Sl e S R b (T R Y
Hesm

LB T BAYL SRR E B R AR 455 (Frederickson, Peffer, & Pratt, 1999 ;
Belschak & Den 2009 ; Venables & Fairclough, 2009 ) » 5 DUAH ¥ 4555 & S AE B 25 B 422
# o AIMHHEREREAEBFER » EAKHNR  HIAHEREE T AAFRE -
RN RIS - AW HEsm - (EEE SRR T - SRR DA SR
SER B EIEHE E NER KRR THIA RS ERESE P HISESE -
A ERREEEESE (ERRRTR) - K2 B&EIEREFEE KR
TR IR » B RRIERAEZDE » DAPIUE — 00 O RS A 18 = TR AT 15 - 18 [m] 228438
= BRI ERTE (B ETIT R ) o RIB LAt » AuFse@ir DA e -

= EMHE SRR T - S E S SOSCE N N E ET S B e = 5L IR A A
A R RIS E R b o

=~ A ERERNTRBR

Ry B2 o (AP Rk B o At {18 S Y A R & BRS B AR (7 B B2 Y
('Young, Fisher, & Lindquist, 1993 ) - & {#l AT Fe&E RA W+ G AL - [ A Z1H=2
T+t B ERAYEEE (Young, 1985) - #rtd & BR T RF A (AT Kotk B 1k &y BHSZ HETT -
Podsakoff and Farh (1989 ) #1 Greller and Parson (1995) %[ &Eazkst A5 HEHAM
M#K”ZT A SEE L IR M SERCE S E H A MEN T B IR - KABEE

ROEEE N B E A A EAYAR e - Ry TOBBR I — A TRe & 1T 5035 7 DARH S Ci s 35
/R (Bandura&Cervone 1983 ; Frederickson, Peffer, & Pratt, 1999 ) o i A48 ¥ % Jiff k1] f&°
A AR AR AE ¥ G 80E B By B I BRI HR - (H2 DArT R = » B A AT DU IS A B 45
ROE AT SR - EEPEE AN E - THEAR RIS G B E B Ty - 1A RDRIE A -
IHE BIAE 36 48 A 1T B R 5 (Frederlckson 1992 ; Towry, 2002 ; Fisher et al., 2002 ) - &
BT B S ROE AT R RUR » SRR T NBMHEERENR - TERLLEFE
IR Ry 2 RETERE - 54T ﬂm#ﬂ%?ﬁﬁﬁ RIS 2 L & B G Y T
BHERIE] » By T4ERF ERA AR - 1 1A BE R R R I & 5t © HRY » B &R
[EIfEEIKAE » @V R 2 Bt B B AR 0y 2 8 > M s E e & st E o DA
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A DU H TRV TS RIRRR « R 48 S ST B T /Y B8 8 P 1 B 3 00 G Bl
1B & s tHE S s A e E st R R ITT REUR - e 2 HHEBESENER
antE e EATT BRBCREE > FUNERE SRR T - | SSER ((RHRE
B FEKAE ) TR AT R E S ERAEBEN (SR EE F9KE) THRE
st e EbE

Ball - (eSS GURUEREN T - S A SURCE N R & ET S E b & 5L IR A A
AR MR E R A

U - BREE(E (accountability) HUFERERE

BEMIE S DM B aA N BV A i - SRETH B SREIR &RV E - I His i
R R R R E A E ZEME (F140 : Chow, 1983 : Waller & Chow, 1985 ; Young, Fisher,
& Lindquist, 1993 ; Young, 1985) - ZK1fj » Tetlock (1985, 1993 ) FL AfFIRE HH & >
o FUF 5 5 IR B o 5 R (8l 1 8 175 B B A Bh i T MR (B Ry 2 22 > (HEIERE R T -
Young (1985) W FER T BFERN » HgFHRN ((EET)) HYREM ERYR IR
7% (dysfunctional behavior ) 777 &l 7l 5 B FHETRUR - BB IL - ABH TR0 K S8 525 B B
U?ZQ}XEHT/E%T./\E WATEH E 2K - BIRGS AR - MRS FEAZ AR

BIR S EEETRE  BINERFER - CEH A REFEEE ARG o FrAARH
g D ERETE B G - B R SRS REENERSR SRR
KIHRTT -

TEHE EEIaAREE L (accountability ) » EFE LRI E BT RS H a7
HEREEIETENIHE (S&AiET : pre-exposure accountability ) o #5255 45 AR
B B S FERARS - D0 JH 4R N B8 48 S0y B R LR SRR B s R SR (45 AT 5 outcome
mmmmww;mmmmm)LmW(m%)%%@M%m%%%AH%EEﬁ%W

NG IMEREEE T Wl H 8T MR B RLORFRNERES - B
”“%EE’J?‘EE* HEHHOR SRR BAE R » K2t g B B YAV ER T - B ST
TEAE By SR T DA 7 ~ (R AR [ Y S 8URF 32 B (Simonson & Nye, 1992 ;
Kennedy, 1993 ; Sinclair, 1995 ; Kennedy, 1993 ; Ahrens, 1996 ) -

HE RO D RE R ST REEAIERVRCR - GR35 i R g
REVIEWEYE ~ IR A SRE Al (ORSR) —EMEBUFEZ ) (Ashton, 1990) ~ $27H45R
F R L B S SR R BT (#1585 > 1998 ) - [T Cvetkovich (1980 ) B BHHEAYTE ! -
FLFE B AR Y D 5 O 1) UGB BT o3 BT 1 R R SRR - 1T S Jo 38 38 A & R 1m0 DA
EREE R A SRR - AN - AEE R RS R T LA BIR R A R - f140 Ashton
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and Ashton (1988 ) Kz Messier and Tubbs (1994 ) ZF =8 F (T(H AR EIEARKATEE
U8 e Y & S B AR - M T P {EE S %R (anchoring ) 1 a8 5 O < A JEL b o 268 17
By DA PE(REETR (escalating ) 5T B8 5K & BB HY {7817 & - Gaeth and Shanteau
(1984) a5 R MEA SR EAVARE H A PN ER G EFET R B EREREK - A
2250 o 6K A e Y JoEL B 1 5 B R R (1R & R B i B 0 SR ~dillution effect ) = Tetlock and
Boettger (1989 ) i Rowe et al. (2008) HYWFZE 7 Ff I il 6k -

i b AR BERSECHEER > THEHERBRETARAAREER
£ o BE—BEJTRHE S DB RB S FHIAN R B ERAFN T EFEE (JHEAER
FTts ) > 8 & Rk D i i B L B 18 & 3% ( BlJ Gaeth & Shanteau ( 1984) Fi 55 YR B SE )
THIARS o] DARE(RAE E B RBUEE BN T AR RCE SRAVIEZR 3R « 7RED > R80T DU
EFFIEZLRT (IERMHEBENER) BVEERRF1T R > DIRIBREZRT (ARMEES
WER) BB EFT R -

ek - RS SUSUERBEL I A B SCER T AR R EHR AT SR
NS R AR AT E b -

R
pis

DA SRR B & (R A B A AR T AR R L AV RCE AT
R RS B AR AT E b -

AW FEE 1S Bt AR B R - I DL E &y A (analysis of covariance >
ANCOVA) 81 Wilcoxon fERFE e & 1T R Bgss - AW 7eHy H 2B Efh S ~ KL
AHETE ~ MBI (HH S8R e 48 B A R I ) ~ S8 sR B SE BAE - B R
AR EstE R - B R R e ERE /ﬁﬁéﬁégli (Kim, 1992) - [NEA
R Fems HoA R e 2 8 R S LB m] DAPERR I\ e 4 B B 5 T S5 b Y 2 2
#E— DR T S B E B A B AEt & - JRR - BB i A S T R PR A
b (e 4 P B 5T 25 L Y FE R B 5 > i m] DLBR AU JE S [F AT E ~ MR ~ S0
AR F B E AT E R & -

—~ RZE
AFFELAR B IR S G (B 5 B B m By e B e B A B2 M5 AT
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ZAER RS2 I K Ea WPt 32 fif EMBA 2242 LR Wi HiE 3L 88 fir s MR8 -
Bat 120 fi o B 1 884 [E B 03 A A2 81 25 53 A s B[R] A i g LA ] S5 i o FEE
o NEETER TER > DILREA AR Z N E RGN & - R EAHEES > Z
& T 4 N B oy R i S S S i 4H B 48 3 s B 4 - 0 HAE #7756 —RIE
AE R TIFRT > M SRS I RIS RIS T Z A HEE o R/ (R 4H 3%
SHIEREE EEE R ) > DUERSE SRS H (L5 S 80E S B 2R RER Y
58 o T 48 S G S0 T 4H IR R /2 A i (1 T [ / 62 [ AR 3 4 S0 ARV o R /N > DA
Brss B ERCE AT B (GERE 1 ERITIFME) -

Z-ERIfE

ARIFFE2:% Ruchala (1999 ) Bl Chow and Haddad (1991 ) AYRHZT » 5% =tA B E
KERFRIERE BBl TE - WA A8 =NV EREEIRE - e & LKA ERH
Hill& T LA AL » MR &R E A RS R v LUE E B I LAe 5 - X F
BN EiE s MR EATE - HE AN - AR T a1
HEWER (WE—FR) - EBTEEAEZEREZREREZNVER - ZR2ZM
BHRGARGZHEAFTFEHFINEE » BRIAENEETH I EEENRER X 2 E
HY o 1 &P B A (55 0 B /Y& #5000 o] 4 Fr i i = AR (2 AT A AT &2 6% ) 2,000,000 -
AR HARY G B B IR BE 80T - P DA —HH&S R VA B I s R AR T & 0 I
DA HA &S SR 12 B O B s EADE G50 R i E AR BV 38 - B 2 M5 & — B B A 1,500
BHESTHIEE - A 9 HAESERENEERXTE 0 ER - AEHFIRKRNE
HEFERR T BEVEEREEIN  B2ELERNHETE (AU LR RIMDIRE) (U2 -
FL[E A E VR PE RIS BB S B B AT &% 2 08 SE R et B % - 3L BIVE Bl Hh R Bk OR
EF—RRIEETHHERREE - HERREEIE BN BEA ABZ T 2%
FUERRIZE - SEREAEIEAR - 2 RSP T 5 % 0 AR B 52 002 By J& 0 S5 B il 1 45 7 B

= BERZEEAE
(—) BEEHHVERE

1 G&EER - AW E B TFERUE TR M T2 AR > MESE R TSR0
Z PV ER P& SRR S o A LAIE R B R EIN PARREE - 35 <2 M B AT S 4
REET]H RGNS R F P SRUK#E > A6 T IR @B EE R IR A B4R
SEER > EARZE R HAARSUSUMERR R P S 8UK A AGE T & AR H SOE R [
MG AR © FHE SUCE RN H R S 61 T 8RR P E80K % - S0E
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p I
. HEUs LEUeo
o}
g
i | | | |
e
RPE3o APE3 RPE3, APE3
I I I
— 1
% accys na;s  rpigs  Nrpiss acCys nays rpiss  nrpigs
&
5 I I
T o
e
Po7 ntg po; ntg POg nt; po7 ntg
HEU : &4k [E R H#EE @ LEU - IEEitHTEEE RPE : A #8555 - APE 42 BRI - ace
EH*‘*‘EI}_ na : SEREEET > rpi 0 AHBERCER 0 npl ¢ EATEESCEEN 0 po ¢ IE [ AHEFAERY

Cnt VBB - (R T BT A A ISR
¢ S ER(ION “3liL] =

RHEHETT S R IEAE e LIE ZAifefit
M GRE N R AT IR F I 2 — (BRes
) WIRFAL 2 D 5] LLRIZS -

MG - AbTSEEtE

ﬁﬁﬁxxﬁI%%ﬂ%ﬁzﬁﬁfﬂ’Jﬁ%{mﬂ {1555
o H B G AR Y &

TR A R BT B3N

%7 Chow and Haddad (1991) £1 Na’in (1997) A3

gt o AR GRS B 4 AU R 0 A N A TR S AR R
Y=a if X< X (2)
Y=a+b(X=X) if X>X (3)

Hp X Ry 2 BBV &8 IREIEZERFIAY & S A0 - fEAH

HEGAER T~ > Ry [E AT
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PEEEUKAE o EAEEH IR T~ > RS i E Ry H AR (2,000,000%1.05) - Y
Ry BT a fy[EEAEE (5%7E Fy 200 7T ) » b RS EhHERT% (0.196) - L akAyH5RE
s ESH TR ABRMHE - &R THERAES RWET  —BEERE > — R
SURBHEEEN o £ HYEET L [F 0 S B 47 AR B 65 T P 15 B BB 45 SR T T YR -

3. L[ENHEERLE - 28 AWK T B P 0V S [B N S AR U2 15 F T B P 3 [E]
AN ER 15 A 1 E A2 S (140« Frederickson (11992 ); Towry( 2002 ); Fisher et al. (2002 ))-
AT I DL RER R A By 52 M58 P T B AV 2L B AT E » M AR E SRR T B
REHZREREFESHEIEEAEE - BB TIFER o RERERSEEIK » WS
hRE L HEE FEERERESNERK - Ee/EEERAEENHIKITEEH
+—{E¥EK - DL 29%/1% Byl > 43 % L 119%/6 9% F-9%/-4 %6 i #8 E pk R A% -
TEHEEE D » RIS BRI E S B R A E & 1% {Hi53LE A E R
KRR 2 S R R B B 2 R -

4. BRE R © AWHFE 25 Tetlock and Boettger (1989 ) Eidft 255y (1998 ) HYFHBH BT >
B2 HE Y RS ST EREREEIE  ARSETEA THERE LaH
TREEA HEEEREN 2 tHRE R RETER IV B SR R 45 b 5] A18E > REY
B REE E RN 1% B AR ST R SRS B LR HA AR SRAE R o R
BEES TIE e IR E AR T USRI H SR A AR EE
B ELER(E TR LA IR E A BB ARG RIRA IR L5 - R LB AR IR

AT E AR -
(D) EEHEE - EEE R

K52 227 Chow and Haddad (1991) Ei Ruchala (1999 ) fy & i &% - 6 DL
HEKEHENEEEEEEEAKESERBIVIRE - SEEEZEHE A EHEE
s RIS — TR HER HEEWAZEFH H 52— AEEF (ERTFAT)
Ve~ SEIHY H 47 EL o A FRYE EAR S RS EE R o AT TEE A LA
EHREERIEEERS (9) 2K (1) MPAEEF - A& PN B LR E 2 2
AR E iz 2 MBI & o 2 E s K2 -

(=) PR - Eb iy

AB 7 LUREE F{E %A (certainty equivalent probability ) zlefy & < & 1Y E e (R
% (Hershey, Kunreuther, & Schoemaker, 1982 ; Hershey & Schoemaker, 1985 ) - 47 {2
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KW HHEG a B 200 7T - b.P AVHERTTLUEE 400 T - (ERH 1P aUHERs
£ 0% - % P ARSI GG RIS a ot b WL R - THH B EERAR
KA R B AR [ AL -

-~ EE T IERTTHER
(—) THFPEER

AP TR Z N EPEE B TIF ARG - 30 H DA E FEAHEZE
My R - BiZ AT FTA A > BE I E A HEH > 2% 4 AT B
I@ S GBI AH - A FS BB e — VIS TAF - e TEMEZHE 9 HEEERAH
HREE RGN HSEFR THHERRER D2 W E R RIETR - BEE
ZHAETUSAELEREARKREERT > EAREEAEE TTHRERAE > DUk
KRB HIEN 55 B s TR o 2 I T o AR A i (' S T AR P AR i ME T IE AN BB P B -
BEA - FEAPE B4 R 2 AT EOK =2 M B S % fm i 6 -

() B —REAE BT

AN B B £ B PR L A A e e BELAR I - PR BT SR — B i e ST R Y 28
0 B2 N#EA 1,500 EuhE e ] fHeE - et EmEfEiEER A FEZ 9 2 EE
RORERZE  ERWEREREHEER - HERIHE BRI /AR
HIFZER - DRIE S 2B Y EH B R A T A S & et 5 HH 2% 2 0= s S P R Al
B ANE BRI AE —BOR > 2R M B R B BB R E B 50 gk AR B B P P Y B

(=) FERIEAE R

WIE 1 Fow » AEBIEEIR TS — EXE RIS IR ES - EERIRER
ag B EAYAHE - DU B SOCE AR - ATHASUSAE R T se SR RV B R iR (E A
TSR - AR ETIRE TEZAT > HERERF AMENIZIRE - EERE
R IEE SIS 0 R S G e Y B PR Sy 2 M B i S R A A
P R (LA > BB St FR B B R AR AV ARI R B [ PR SUS BLR 22 5] H AR 4R
BeE o B B U A B BB S E A - 2R G TR ME R I
LIRS AR MR IEA R B BRAH 0 Bl 48 T A RV E SRE N (AR LFR) -
PR ETMES - EXE R TFNERF - EREREEABER « HE A iR 5K
H ~ ESUETE ~ BS5AVETE - Hdr > BHSSRYETRUZ DL R W S A AR R Rt
AR BRA [F AR A i S - AR RN 55 o 2 1R TR 5 RS TR B R SR
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B RIERER B AR

¥ 8 EE R
HREEEE TEBEEE A S EE M SEE
EEIFERHAERAE  EEIARERERSH STERERPEER B EERE S
FREERN > Fk REFER - B E NRE e
A IrBLE A N & G

&R ol HARAY EE
o B R A e TR R4S R
EAEE R M A AY PR TR
SR -

HHGEHE -

— ~ BRI

At G EE A T RIRE AN (R - A2 EEHE
o SRR C2EER) SIS GIE YRR A I - BURREEE P2 E TR
PRUEIE R FAVE NG - WR AT ER TFREA —ERE -

R2EARGEERES > B RNERLIFESE _RER LR ETER R
BELMERE (& 0.7) FNERLERETERBEEELES - TREEZM
HHEEAEE - XER LIENVERENRE > MEIREREEENNVERIEE - £1%
EHMANRT > FEwEE —RNEREEE —RERRETEE b - S
RIA @B GURUE TN 4H - B B FR Y 2= R HF E— 2 B B L S B i 811 Wilcoxon it} %
Fo e HE AT e i - P A S R S T L BT ST A s R P S EL A B i & <1 25 (B 29 l] F 0.53
£ 0.58 » &L Wilcoxon fit BR# g & S 3 W & 2= BE A B (Z2=1.32) » B A [ L f
e 47 B 52 0= P39 5 A1 i W A I el R o
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*2 EAGEE

FoXEBRITERESERE FoXNERTERETERR B

A S} 48 I I 4H 5.38, 5, 2.65 6.08, 6, 2.92 0.53,0.55,0.23
4 B 4B U I 4H 4.27, 4, 2.09 4.99,5,2.99 0.58,0.57,0.19

RIENBEMRF R P98 o BEfess -

= BHREERE

BT e B HEENEEN T HE SR E DR HEERER
EARAETT BRE  RFE o A RS R E B P AU B s SR E RS /A 0 DA
FAEEEHERIENAH R E IE - BB ENEN - BTl R E I WAL E AT Er
HEECRE - By T REE T - B —RER TIERYILE ﬁﬁﬁ(%3>ﬁT
sy (Efgfmar) #8E - BEHIEr FRREE  FREEHE R RN E%
B I A e E by A E R HE R W E R — i HU&éiﬁz_z_ﬁ@ii
g e A EREE - HE 4 \MOE E SRS > ERitEAEEREE RS ERE - H
AU & T 2 R b B = N A SRR o IR SRR R — U HERR o JREN
TEMHSE GRS T & 5138 B s B3 = R e W S Ui N v E s E B - A5t
3 IHE B G A AR T (= 3) HL[ENHEE B EEE I RS 6958 G /E HTH#E
= I H AP G E I E R E R b = R A AR E (BIMEE > RIIFRT) &
WA & L E A EE D EE R E RS T AHE (T (H=2.89) » HNILEHLER LF
Rt MR - S 2 EERCEI T IR ESTE R B E SN EH S T 1Y
feE s EEbE > H AL E NS S B2 REK o fh4S R E Holmstrom (1982) £
Frederickson (1992) myWH5t#Esm > MHEHENE A BEENHEEENFZE > HEEFE A
2 > RIAE S AR RE AT T AR R B 22 10 B S [B] R Y & A ﬁimn%%ﬂLfm
T TAEER R EE S - BEREERT SR e REEEIN LR E o shoh - LEBE T
HHZMFE Sy (EMEEEL) HEFERERZEN A8 (F=2.06)
HA B EIAL GIE SR #E - BURNE ST S Bk 2 i 5y iRy - E—
BURAER TFEA —ENIERE -
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® 3 HRERIAFZ LB

SR AR SS df MS F SS df  MS F

HEREERE a 2.34 1 2.34 7.98** 151 1 1.15 4.25**
BB b 1.02 1 1.02 6.83**  0.98 1 098 3.69*
A ¢ 0.62 1 0.62  2.06 0.55 1 055 203

axb 1.24 1 1.24 4.18%*
axc 0.42 1 042 155

bxc 0.23 1 023 085

axbxc 0.56 1 056 207

W 34.8 115  0.30 3024 111 0.27

gy o bR i t=2.73* t=2.23*

* T p<0.01 > * 1 p<0.05 + Br{ss Bl i 45 2 B 2 FE o & T 22 A -

F 4 EEtE kR Wilcoxon i BEE G E

I [E A HEE Z-value SiEAEE Z-value

T ¥ &8 S i 5.38(2.65) 6.08(2.09)
2.24 % 3.48 %

4 Y SR RS 4.27(2.99) 4.29(2.99)

*1p<0.0L - ()¢ 1Mz

G S A Y B By BT (2 SA) TIDIERIR o BT > IF - BEHE
MG REE (B EA T ERE BIE - BB ERE NS Twﬁ% f #E— Y Wilcoxon
ﬂl%ﬂﬁ%ﬁ (= 6) ¥ - L& SRS ENAE AY & 170 B S 08 sl 2 JEE 51 25 E e i

SR IERHESERNCE NI AR E R - HERENER G AEHE (Z=-1.37)  Fr
m%ﬁ%?ﬁ(‘“ﬂ%ﬁe%ﬂ%?&ﬂﬂﬂ15’]&"“‘+$HI&EI L B NI E RSN R
VYR HESR © JRED - M ERCE S E T S Bk 1T R RUER R 8135 - Frederickson
( 1992) ZZ M ERE S TAEENE A OB R BT BRE > A TTsE R A%
A S E B E T E Rl A A OB RR > BT AR EE -

5T REHLIESBUSHT (% 5B) GREUR - MBI (Bt —) Ay
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BRI > F - BHEEESERN EERRATE 1@#”"%&5’]}%&%1/?55%
B4R NS SRR T - B2 0 # 8y B ks R - 1F - BEEENEHR
EHRENLETEREAEEENTE > HE ““E’ﬂfi%%ﬂx’éﬁiﬂﬁﬂEUKE@%E
R o AWFeifE— LB BEEE (£ 6) SRTHBESUIRMNE - & R %
R R HEE 5T 2 R B S Y IE R A A RO R, 0 Rl SRR = A9 s o JRED
TEAREERUEEIN T - A EEEEE R LS T IEREREE AR SN ES
=5 JE o

F 5B (2 WA BIERSGSRERIE - AMEESE RS ST E/EH
WREE > HRSEENEERNRAEE  ErBESE A g EEERETER
bz (HEGBERENEEROIFHEERETERRE R RBIES S REER
Lt B B2 B RS T A ST - 37 H b — B ) X2 S R 55 — AR 5 4s
NAERM - E—PEBENERE (£ 7) ATIEH - EEEREENHE H 2 EmAEEE
WEMT AR ECILERSREAHERSNRETERE (Z=291)  #RE
ro S R SRR L 5 INE c BRRE IR AT T DURGE M AE S 2 ME AL A 5 — T 3R 1 Y A
b AR AR T Ry o A E US4 B R & AR ESE N T - AR EELREES =T
HEERRKETERRE (Z2=-2.15) » SRR NEESIE 5 JRE) - B EE
DU SR RAE IR IEZR SR — AR BT AV E b B 71T fy o [ —45 £ 81 Gaeth and
Shanteau (1984 )~ Ashton and Ashton (1988 ) Eid Messier and Tubbs (1994) HYiff5E45
FAHML - Gaeth and Shanteau (1984 ) &R A Ftad 58 (17 00 o A Dy Y okl o 14 45 308
K (EETE AR -dilution effect ) - Ashton and Ashton (1988 ) Eil Messier and Tubbs
(1994) S FHEE 3 (7] ARREE S8R (anchoring ) N a8 J& (R < (Y JE e AR @ 1T -
DU R4 HE (escalating ) S5 T 2B 3K & B YR BT Ry o 1T ASBH 9238 BT AH 455K
RN > RS B A DURSE A HEZR Z AEZR R — AR B Y R b AR A T > DA
IR IRRNEZRAVAEZR SR — AR B R B e & T By -

FEAh > 40155 6 Fow o Mﬁnéﬁﬁf 4 S S U B A émﬁé%ﬁ%?&é;ﬂﬁﬁfx‘“
= E g E KN IR ERE (Z2=-2.35) ; MM SIS - & &
‘”EHEI’J&'”“riﬂﬁfzJ@ézﬁ%jﬁﬁ’\ﬁﬁﬁi‘f%%{g;ﬂ (Z=-2.85) RFEAR ‘ﬁ%*ﬁ%ﬁ%iﬁz
1% i B 48 3 4 S R T *E*aéz%%‘féﬁf Rit7e 4557 FF Kahneman and Tversky
(1979) EW@ i Y ¥ 5w
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*5 FORERIEZHEEIIN

A T RE R T 8 BB TR B R

fHE— AT
5 LR SS df  MS F SS df  MS F
ﬁnxﬁﬁmfir(a) 112 1 1.12 254 0.99 1 0.99 2.67
iF - EBEEESE (D) 211 1 211 5.96*  1.80 1 1.80  4.89*
F - aHEEESEC) 130 1 1.30 291 1.11 1 1.11  3.01
axb 0.74 1 0.74  1.99
axc 0.98 1 0.98 2.64
bxc 0.23 1 0.23  0.62
axbxc 0.12 1 0.12 0.32
pE= 242 55 0.44 18.87 51  0.37
e EiRET t=2.12* t=2.01*
B: B - WERIMF BRI — HEESH

A — A
4% B R SS df  MS F SS df  MS F
5 R i E A2 (a) 081 1 0.81  2.99 0.42 1 0.42  1.99
iF - aEYESEDb) 1.96 1 1.96 7.33* 134 1 1.34  6.40*
BEEE 2T () 085 1 0.85 3.14 0.46 1 0.46 2.18
axb 0.46 1 1 2.21
axc 0.58 1 1 2.77
bxc 1.30 1 1.30  6.19*
axbxc 0.28 1 1 1.35
R 14.85 55 0.27 10.71 51 0.21
L@ - EisfRF t=2.813% t=2.41%

* 1 p<0.01
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®6 FoRXERZIE - BENE R ETE R E

EFHESENES AFAAERENESR Wilcoxon (Z-value )

48 U AH 3.55(1.83, 31) 4.42(2.85, 29) -1.37
FH G B B 4H 5.19(1.95, 32) 7.12(3.17, 28) -2.85 %

1F [A] 48 R E B A [ 48 H S RUE E Wilcoxon (Z-value )

4 S SR S B AH 3.04(2.83, 28) 4.84(2.85, 32) -2.35 %
(»)= (FEEEz= > {[##) *: p<0.01

F 7 MHEBERCE RS E (T Wilcoxon i £ 8 &

1E A A 4 A ER &S SN E
AR ET MEsEEd  Z-value FHEESEM MRS EMT Z-value
AHE G 6.08 481 5.85 7.35
A% 4H 2.91* -2.15%
(1.68,17)  (1.72, 15) (1.93,13)  (2.25, 15)

(»)= (FEEEZE > {E#) *:p<0.01

th ~ Wr5Eésam

B8 RS R IR P B aT A & s TR E A RBANT 72 R [E > AWF9E A
PRETAH S A R B e e B 1T M HY 2 B - A 98 38 B AT P 52 T B A B 1Y JEL s s o7
% - M SR T AR E 5T S b B = R R U T AV S AT E Rk 0 W H
e [E] W E B 0 W R RN A P Y A B T 2 b 7 SR AR o M4 SR B A S A R S
ELA#EE L EATEE NS S (Holmstrom, 1982 ; Frederickson, 1992 Garvey&Mllbourn
2003 ; Matsumura & Shin, 2006 ) - ELA RN 86K =% & ot 235 Ebs YRR -
BURNHE ERE RS E e E A KRR - & @R Klm(1992)ElﬁﬁﬁmefETF
BAGNEERS (ARRFE) EREEmVERSER (BREEHE)  HEERENT
Fy[EIEEEE - llttztiﬁﬁ%%%%ﬂﬂ%ﬁ ERUE R T BB K S B &t E AV EE - B
LHERAVER SR S EFT - BB ERErEE &SN GIE T - BIEZEH] = H0
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HH R L o REHERAOEARSRIEFE - NIt - A RERESEREENE
SVHBE T E L - B —EREAER -

Frederickson (1992) HYIHFTHE ! « B GCE MR T BB & - 1T DLH
TAEGERE A KBUE > MBS ECE N ETTEB VbR - W TEERE AT
Ry o] ARG A SX AR B TAE %Y - LA W SeE Bnss Al W A& s I &5 T &
JE\B B &R R [EI R 5 RS TT BRR R R EIE - N EHERES
FEALE AT SR EEEC AR TS » (  FH ok A o [ 3 Y R B s HUE 1S BB {5 B 22 Yy
& (Young, Fisher, & Lindquist, 1993 ) > i A& ET &R Ty - (R PE A 5¢ 3 5 AH 5 48 5%
Fil G Bl B AT AR - & Lt B E o RI{EEE SRR DU 45
REE B BB (IREOB SR ) - MHEE AT RRUR R B 48 B 3 4%
BT VR E s E b o (HE R4S Al S IR B S S S AR S SRS B T R &R TS
JE\ e I S R L BT DA SZ R Lt em o IRNBEAIHFE R0 B i & sl S AT By
SRR > A B ERCE S BB AT B BT BSURGER - HRE
ST RGN A B E R o JRAN > ERCE N B AR L — B EE A RE R
FERENE R E E -

BESE - AW FRAL SRS M S A B & B AR R RCR Y [FRy > 2
TR A AR ETR G > R RS EEEEA GBS 2 — I
MG E R FPAVIERSCR A E - BEREREUR > B E LR ARETERSUIR
TH » FEAH B G I T - A R B (Y =2 038 Ch s B Y 2 A AR A S AE
RN ABERAY R ET R FERAER TR R EFT R o BT AR —T5
T e 18 A SURE A B SO R I B ST B i b 2 BRI STy A e > D33 H
filFRET R (RREEREE) AVREERCR -

EEB L BEHARERHEESEM A NREAESEHE AN EEN
( Eichberger, Grant, & King, 1999 ) > =& i &£ .0V FE (Matsumura & Shin,
2006 ) » {H 2 K EFEE W e Al 2 [t — i & v 5B RIS T & 8 0K & B B B RUER - AR
FEAE RIS E o PRHUME S G0 S i o)LL PR A8 S A Y - A s Vi & T E b
HTNBEEIEHENER R  HRENRRET REEERSE  FAUHES R K
THIAR 25 By T EE & > SR HSTEIAR IS AV REE - JRE - B T B S HERGE R FEFK
RENF - IPERANSHESR - HERTFIEERASR  FEBRERURI KR - JPRER
TEZR » K & BRI E B IR sE RAEE B =ik b —J7 WA S A E i
T GBI S - T 8 AT AE LAY JE bR i & Ay » S AH SR TH A A 2R ekdE » 55—
77 BT b — 3R G ORGSR o T FkaE B 1 1T DG UM S R S I A S AR
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DA R o DRI IHG 7 o AH G A B A 3T 4 S T i P R ] DA BB AT — R DUURSE
FEZRRR -

EHFEIRE T H - AR ESE R ERNTES BB LFEFEENEH
&Rl ME R LE S SRR S LB IR 28 7] DLse 56t > R BE R R 2kt
72 0] DL FH FH B 8 A 5 T A S MR S R AT BE ST © [RAN - S BT RTHA 4 SOl B B 18 48
JEBE 1T Py Y 52 8 - 1% 48 7E e S B G Y AH BRI 988 S 0 Bk 45E2R < (5140 © Barberis and
Xiong (2009 ) ¥ A %8 CE B AGBLHE K A B AV (R 415 =07 se i e B UR
(disposition effect ) - [fij Thaler and Johnson (1990) t7$¢H 2 4RERFGES » TAE B8
RS B R 5 W SRR o B R AT 2 T DL — B ST A B A A S R E RO T
I Ea T e -

E

L AR S PRI T O S SO T U T b BRI o A (B AR
YL

2. Rijtgeblg BT (R TAZ ESBEN 6 F A IEE RS R

BEE -

3.%ﬁmamsmmm(w%) DA TEE N By T e i BOR R 1% IS i 4B A H Rl
HEEBABENWKZE  MEHE (FR) LAFSEAFESRE > Wkt —R2HE
V=Y e

4. Ahrens (1996) @8 5 L AR EHE 2/ 0 EA TYIREEE  (WHBRESE U
BEREOEEE Y LREREN T ABEEREET - QFFEE  2OHEER:
EMERFCREEHRT - QFEEE  BEHERFHEET R  AREMERRE
TR R & H R A S AT -

5. Kim (1992) {5 B S 5 FH 35 i B Fee B2 B G Y6 JoRL o RE T2 A~ (BT A B il - R L e i 4 1
a7 By NS & 8875 ( natural character - B[] J& & @ 4 ) B & & 15 ( contextual
variables - BJFEZRAL S ) » 6 SR b [ fe 8 1 Y o e G 1 0 & s B R B M Fe & 5t &
HYBESE o Bt DUARTH FEAE AT BB 70 A7 I IRF A 5 8 A o\ e i i 1 Ry P2 T B2 8 (IRBI
LR TR EY SR E) -

6. ARtFtLAItEAEE ZHEMEEBIIEE (1% ) KL 9 HEEHEZZEER
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PR (5) > S5 596 & FERIBIRR AR « DAL IR Ry S GO S i A& 1y & P I A
( X ) 2,000,000 AHE A RiaEEADE (FERERITE) -

AT 58 5 LA A B M2 AL » DL 962 U8 M R 3 A — 77 -
BEEREE B 0.096 » BIZHH R HUBBIE R 1% (F1954 8 BREH)
X9 (A B AR ) x2,000,000 (AFIFAHIFIED x0.1% (B4R ) —180
HENT 7 5 7 200 -

BEANARYT 7E B i — 2 DUE W B A H — K & 2N Z 0 R b R - ZoRZ A EE
affEE 32 200 7T » b. 0.5 AYRERATLIERS Mot > HZ2H 0.5 (IR EI 0T - 58
fE M EZD L/ VIFEGREG a o b WAL AR - FiEai RS DR E B
DGR B nI e FEMAMGEEZ 0.89 - +4383 (P<0.01)  BETRAMITESR
TEFREINERNER —CHEE -

Fo T prE R RS S T B AU AR B GBI I A £ 55 — I E B T F i R

FEAETE ~ BREAREBLE - RIS E A 2x2 HYERERGT - B e SENBUR/ V28R E
77 Wi EFFAFYEE ZRIE A E B TAE AR AR 3 G080 i 2 & h % oy 4 - BREs

HEBEEREE(ES IR 30 #4 » 25 “RIEAER LERER AR R E HE

Fy (B ) SFEE&0E 15 (15) % SRR T HER (RS ‘PEESER 14
(16) % > BURZHABEEEAK - BT EEE T -

10. 12 B ER A YA o B0 5 18 25 P 165 < R LR BT 5 < R Y S22 - (ELIAL R T O B Al

1.

2.

R G REARIR ) > SEETHSURE » I R ASCHINT FEIRE 2 — - Rt - 2%
AR FE T 3 0 < W S A 5 N B B AN O B 2 SR 1| S AR S A ol s RE A R

S M

» ICERSY
25 (1998) - Kk - sENELEET AR —FRERE - B 15(1) » 27-55

ZERIUN(1996) - FHE EEHL B S PE T EH - smEERFEE 28 BEHETS
25(1) » 69-94 o
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