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1 51F

EL 3 W (endowment effect) & 5 AMALEIRA
JE ) b X 2 ) A T A )
N NIRRT S = YN AT LT W R e R
FH 4445 % (contingent valuation method, CVM)
AL 2 E X A LR S A O . X LR AT SR
N, AR e — o LR R R AR A A
(willingness to accept, WTA) i1 T JE & 32 AT 1) 4 i
1 #% (willingness to pay, WTP). [F]iF, HF 57 # 3 K
X IX B 2 A R . Thaler (1980) % Y4 H 52
X — M, AN ERBNFEHT WTA-
WTP Z 5, JF¥HE R 55305008 EE
SCATI A ARAR LG, AN H L) P EE SR A B
SR £ . {E Thaler (1980)F748 1 — &l
1) SO AL 7o, W E G o R N A
s —, RAE— AN 0.001 FHEA 2 4
— P, ARG AT, SR BTG v AR
%%, MWatin 2 BRI 2 DBk 16 BUX Tl R0 ;
=L BRI EEEE, FEEE 0.001 1
MEZ IR G X FBI, WRAR S X WA, REE
RIFRE DA IRE D, SRR, BOA7E
PAMRE 858 B e R 0 B i R A — 3 B A
B gl gh B M T 200 3500, TR S AMESE
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ARG RE BN T 5B M. FAARR. FFREXH

W, T BB R H AL O 3G I, A BA AR B
BT R R S — Bl A 6 AR A AR i 4
(Kahneman, Knetsch, & Thaler, 1991), J&4T A £
PR — B O IS . KR SRS T
E—ghit. WAMEFTIIE Dk 3, Joie Xy
ME#F (Kahneman, Knetsch, & Thaler, 1990). F22
(Knetsch & Sinden 1984). 15 & Jj (Kahneman,
Knetsch, & Thaler, 1990). & & 204 i (List, 2003)
ZEFAN T b, I8 JE X %S (MacDonald & Bowker,
1994). ML %E 5 I 2% (Bischoff, 2008)%% 2 L7 i,
AR RIS AR o AN A BT, 11 = A
R, B N ) iR R A B AN A PR A S R 5 T
0T S, L A N AR R B 8 2
(Harbaugh, Krause, & Vesterlund, 2001). #x T [ HJf
SR, HoAh RAC S YxF B A RN .
41, Brosnan 5 A (2007)MF)— A5 R B, R
PN T DA A 30 ) B ok A8 & RIS & AT i
FR Y. thah, BTSN 2 i 75 55 38 = 0 B
(Kahneman, Knetsch, & Thaler, 1990). Il 5%
(Hoyer, Herrmann, & Huber, 2002) 7 53 £ 4F 5% .

1S i QAP N i R 1 e R L AT N I
R 20 R < 3 5 AR g, Xk L BRI B 5 i

A 2 WA TR EAS 7= SR AN E

B K. 5 22 T BLR A Z2 (status quo bias) A&
— X B R XA 5 IRE M . Samuelson
F1 Zeckhauser (1988)iA A % T HLIR fm 22 & 5 A4
TE P SR I OR e I 25 B0 1 R 3 B — Bl ),
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It HAN R SR 2 2 T IR A 22 . 5k |k,
PR TR [F) R BTN 5 2 T IOIR Al 22 40 2
B 2 K 38 (loss aversion) Y %% BI (Thaler, 1980;
Kahneman, Knetsch, & Thaler, 1991; Novemsky &
Kahneman, 2005a). W (AN Z AB7E T BUK
RN SRR TR — Wi 5, TR R, A
XA I Al O S, NIRRT 4G T I
Wiy 2T IR 22 2 AR T AR RDIRES,
T G SR BUR B R B R R, R A B
A5 Y i 4G R4S (Giraud, 2007). Bk, AL
g, AR BLAS e A A Dy DR AR e 1) R R Y, S B v
A4 B AR T AL GE 2 U SR IR P I, B[] B 3R
U SRR N 5 22 T IR 22, B B P E TR
A5 [A] o

FEA T SR AN A 9% M & K S A AE T AIE
P Je, FATTREVr A B R BN AT ST L
BRI DN A PSS Y RS R i VR T
FUPAEAE I e 8, JEX HACR BT U EAT R .

2 ERMA A RTER

5 SN (1 28 LRt 7 e 3, ek B L
oy N SEA MR, SRS T — R G HE
M, B, A, 1T WA AR BT AT Y
m, AR, ARG, LEHESRG HHiX
AT RS2 W B AR AN, T K TSR A A
B IX AN b B AT I B A, Bl kS
553235 45 45 HSE AR 5 0 AN A . AR
REARH, T RS O B B S A A,
R H W BDM (Becker, DeGroot, &
Marschak, 1964)F2 7 4% S 4 IR45 H X ) 5 i &
LAl FIRX R, B0 AT — )
sl P B ARG ST H A 5 e v W) SR A, 1T S o P A8
S W ks ) IR S O A% Y B R BE AL B . X
— A% L H R I N B A L, ORRE B
X —BEHLE BRI AN R S o SR — A E g
1 R R S AN R A, Bl DL — B L 3K
A% K o SERAIT LR W], WTA 2 WTP 1) 2 3 3
Ff o BLL AN 1) KB W TR FH X — W e 2
B2, HE T ARPPE R, TR A
[ IBF 5T BEEE. B30, List (2003)4 THIF T IHEA
56 % 5 0] LAY R Sk R, i SR FH A2 A8 B 1) S
Bwil, DEHIRER S A S PR A M4
5, 10 BRI BUIA R T, A8 15 S5 06 45 110 Ah IR Ak
FESE S, e AMMEEI LT AT R,

eAh, 78 LB SRR YA S, B
KA W F e 7E e s, B
R WAL, B AR F Y, 8 R
VR AR R PAT A IR, 1A R
T A He A AT B A A (1) 40 (Knetsch, 1989). 44 i
S E B, — g S S T
BH i, AHSE 0 45 O3 H 2 AL AR T 50%. B
W, WU I 6] T A TR A R A 3 o,
IR T AN B A e BRI BT o

W3 Rl BF 5T 78 2 A BE 05 UE S T I 50N R A7 AE
i EL B3 10 A 5T 2 [R] B SR P e i S KSR
TR AN . HJE, Sar—fut e, %
WA e I 5 5 2R TR R 1 v, O
XY AN E AT VR, B, O
A4 ) o 1 SR R BT R S AN S A 0 W IR Al
M n, e EE R AL R, BT LS Sk 1 BF ST
1R 70 % F Wy A e ik 5 e K

3 B AY O FR AL

B SN IE S H BLSK, 1 2T
WRIX NG AW IR A, T B T 22RO 1
FA R 2 A W R PRI A
3.1 KA

Kahneman A1 Tversky (1979)%& H Tl # &
(prospect theory), %3 it f& 3¢ T KUBS ¢ 3K (1) H k&
PEFRIS . TR B 8 U e BORT Pk SR e B
Beo FEUTE B A L, PSR AR SR OGS
Z: R B (B2 2038 R  TEAR R X, NE R
g 2%, MAEZ X, I mEoh s £ M
TE, T H.451 2% X0 A (i Bk £ th 4 b 32 268 X A (e
R A BEY o TEVREACE REMZ b, DR
FEAT B e flr, T S B R A A B A, . 3,
2R KIE (L PR B PR — A T SRR, A T B
W MZ MRS FI R AT o 450 2 WU 7R 1 (1 eR 4L
b ZRIA A5 2 IXI A e it 2 LG A2 56 X BiE
U, B K B AR 52 a6 BT AR IR0 BRI i
oo fln, 22 300 JuERIT K R O AR LK
R 300 TR AR IOR AR TSR L . B
SR 3B T S T AR R USRS TR I Bk,
{H Thaler (1980) & JCKE 45 < LI 5| N TE KU 40K,
FHHCR MR A Y. A b S fe sk Wi G
R, BRAEREMET R, MEELKRESR
BEAEM K, AN EEZM, BT HRALSE
52 a0 A O BRI TSR A, BT CAXOT N T
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B G O R T, S I TR SR A, T 3K
B BEAR LAY, D 3 SO AR B B R

LR e B AT 2 RO, Bl B, Bk
M2 g A TH—Z AN S 1, USRIk

AR N, AN AR ) A O R AR U . i,
J& BB G Y K SF 2R (adaptation-level
theory) 5 401 & KUiGE, 42t FH 2 [/ R84 (shifting-
reference-point) ¥ it K fiff B ZL K R4 )3 (Strahilevitz
& Loewenstein, 1998). R4 X —Hit MIfERE, &
[ (adaptation) & FR A Wi G, ATAELH -
X AZ A0 it (R A R 3 T 503 8 3 >3 B R ] o 49
W, —ANATE— BB BE N T — &8 S
BT WX EH AL T, e
HUE 8B, TR 4 A3 I 1H v S 0L I 2 B ] ¥
PLARZ . fEX—#ieh, &R ACE A i

V()

—AZ I, X 2 A I ] AR A

Strahilevitz F1 Loewenstein (1998)F|] F 4/ 2 %5
KA A S IR 0 BEAR 0T BRSO R o ]
1 iR, AR A 2000 50 2408 ) — B A
Jei, BT A ) AT AR A TG N, 0
Wi E A T ) 2 R AR G TP (0 = 0) %% ik
B 58 IE N IK (e = x) o TEARATIGE N R AT, B r
= 0 I, WERANMAG I Wi, AR A5
FNEMHME V(x); WA RN, AR
WE A V(0) =00 75 r=x I, YA A B
AAERZIR(V(x-r) = V(0)), (K%Y H
AR I (B, V(0-r) = V(-r) = V(-x)). 52,
THURBEE, A A D SRR )
wi N, RS A A VOB /N T A RS Y 1%
Wi AN AR AE B A% I Al A
-V(-x)(Strahilevitz & Loewenstein, 1998).

A fHi

=X

B

V(-x)

7

«— >

N T B

1 JCIE N A 5E A IE N A bR 2L
(51 A : Strahilevitz & Loewenstein. 1998)

AR, S G 4 F R JE T B R B A
H 2 A I TR) DR 25 pe ok, A7 B T S AT i
P A K I SL I 2% (long-term endowment effect).
2, XD RERI4=27 (2009) 12 T AR T2
TR 0 R R0 A, A A 1) A R SR AR
LSRN E, BI N R TR EL (route) 8 40 1R A K iR
T 2 R E . 2 B 48 R — 46 W (possession)
(] WBAN T W) &8 907 & i ok 3, B0 )
1R T A A B K. 7R SRR (1) & LA 59 =X
W 3R 1S S < PR R (one-route)—— M T R A5 ;
T4 i 1) 388 2K 2 < XUFE > (two-route)—% 3R 15 5=
—Wih, RIETREZY N, WA RAE .
MEETC. HTHIRLZa8 2 T—~, Jril

I L3R 25 B 516 10 0o BB 52 TE SR &Y, MOy H B
S INBE, ATAF AT AT A0 e (R Al B ey

105 R ) AR B SR B, AMETE X S HEAT Al
M I AEFE A — B AR I i, X — I U 2 2 JRUK
W, ARSI ST A Al 0 S e . Bl
A5 0T BEIE ST IR ON, 40 O 3 ) A R AR 52
B — LS 57 ) i %E (Morewedge, Shu, Gilbert, &
Wilson, 2009; Brown, 2005), & antlk, #i5M
TEATIAR A2 H AT ARRE SRR I - A, AR
H oh g8 M A% B L ¥ B K (functional magnetic
resonance imaging, fMRI)X} ELI R4 W 31T AF 57 1
2 S A SR % B JRE 11 A% B (Knutson, Wimmer,
Rick, Hollon, Prelec, & Loewenstein, 2008).
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Johnson, Haubl F1 Keinan (2007) M\ ic{Z 141
SRR RS LRI, S LIRS 7 A (R 4R
HET P8 (query theory). X HIFIIEEE T X HE—Fh
Wi AR Td 2 IR BUS AR . MEFEHL B, X
— BT SN, B AR W] LASRIR - SR R
I3 4 — R B0 AN [) £ vl 500k 2 A4 ) FED A
fH, T892 7 % %t T3 (output interference),
TX G ) AR ) R B AN TRD T O e, AT 5 3
S 0 ST R — ) it = AR AN ] A A

T ) B8 G R () i R L A DY A IR
(Johnson, Haubl, & Keinan, 2007). 5, ffifirk
T—RH M, JF B RHEE BRI RIX L ) 3,
BN, P K<) LA (EM)N iR E DT 7
SRR — BB, TN A AL S ? B
AT AN L ? PG, REE HEH
JEYEAPRE BT BRI A, RIGTEHIES M
RORA . Bldn, S0 s VA A — A
WP o 55 =, I8 ) B 32 2 A HL3%E
SRAEAT R, T HAS A R AR 2 (response mode)
AAFMERRT . KHAMBR B, )85 i
H5E WX A S R EE B30, AT EREHT
Bl E, BRI TR o b
Tk, BIENZ 03 B 5] 50 N 0] fe 5 8R4
WA G T A28 . EIRIR)T R KT,
W)U B S5 R B2, —A i
Pess AN PN w, R E R IE . 28
WY, AP IR T EIORES R WAM T
SR, N BRI AS TR RO AR S AR A
[F] R 2R o T 0] T 56 7% 18 i A1 4 ABAT]
NATZ Gy, KRG 5 I8N AT 2 ATEAT ZE 5,
TS24 JU) DA 2 140 9% e 25 T 3K 9 A 4 [0 1 i

T EAF L. AR, WP SR DR
V21— Fh A8 X — )2 1 1 3R 7% (aspect listing), 1E#%
R AE TS g N A AT LR AR A g SR B R AE
FE g, Bl St B R AR 0 ) T A S
RNV, BARE M REZ A LRGRI, |
& JZTH A 2R 9% m BLad 3% R A 9 1 45 SR (Johnson,
Hiubl, & Keinan, 2007). HHF70gs f&m], T
A T, AR Al B 2% 18 1 5y T Il
S0 147, 33K 256 i 5 (9 L 25 R AR B A, T HLIX g
i) 5 SR T A Y A DG, TE I R A,
TS0 A9 [N T DA B BB, I R SR A

B XA SR BT A B DL R T RL R AR
LR .

[d] i, Johnson, Haubl FI Keinan (2007)A 4 iX
—HISMREBA AT B, R KXW
MRS A S id A2 Bk FR kR, T HLAR 1 R AT S
PR 5, 2R B T RRATT A e BN )
PR 45 1, 40 B8 R AR A4 1 3 R 7= AR B
PR B = N BRI A I R ) AR R e T
FeATT T A s it 4 56 4R 4T (experienced preferences)
FRY A58 2R N A T T A E A o R i A
Bl iE . I fa, X—AHLHIZRH, T e
B B LR

5 ) PR 0 S5 T RN 1 R A T il 1L R
WA A ER, MHARZ . RE
ERE AN B 700 1 =N NI R DI i POR S
D HEZ AT LS R S X — B A . i,
Nayakankuppam ! Mishra (2005)\F 57 KR, 47
TR B T B AR AR 5 9 A% R AE 5 i HAE e
B, SRJGTEENZAE T IRRAE, 2 Al 0 B A
A1 [B14Z, LU T B AR AE 1) [l AZ SR i . IX— &5 4R
5 A5 R R 6 B O A TR — B

1 2R HLRE 55 A 9 BRSPS 0 AL AN [
N2 Y s g Y AN (BN L A A o VA
FE R T T VU B 1%, JLIE & (MR 1502 2 UK
W, MNECLIDR@HA B — Y X — PO 1E N 2
F 06T 4 ity R B EAT 0 o T 28 90 38 0 A
1218 1 BER N #4317 AR A 14 & e AT
R AR = APV IR 7 T 111 B A TR VAN O
BUSFE . UM MR ok vt, Sl a2
Db AL, B T LI (1 7= A, DR 3 — L)
AT RE AR R e B AT T U AR A . AR R
BEAS B Ak 2 W50 (N TR], AR X — WL 6 2R
TR BBE o BT F0E — 7 T TA Jhy B8 8 45 %
FIRE (R IN, — T7 AT SO 43 2R R R A R 22 it
BN o SR T BE TR I, B ASN AN 2 T Ok
K ABE, T A AN AR Bk 1) BT AT 3 BN
(Morewedge, Shu, Gilbert, & Wilson, 2009), i H.
] fig 5 4R T A AR, (mere ownership effect)
15 AH 7] ) .0 B A 5 (Gawronski, Bodenhausen, &
Becker, 2007).

4 SR RIS IME R

41 INHAE
fE SR AN IR o, B — R B AL 4 R
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SEE T, KBASLE S TE M EAR, Pl
SESE XU T AL 5y IR KA BE (cognitive perspective)
WA AR R, () H A AT 0 A A A 2 S,
NI 552 1) S0 K R R 59 o % 138 B RN i A
KU, 2H 5 LHWANTEEE D TS ¥
BRI, RS2 H A B KA AT gk L)
w0 SR AL Sy R AR AT RE 2k ) SR TN
I, 2 S R RS2 R, T S 4 AR
B0 SE A A, AT R B3R 32 Ak E S 3 K
(Carmon & Ariely, 2000). 138 5 4 & i\ 50 £ J&
Kpt, Sz 5 I LA R I 77 2 H ([ — 90 4,
S L S 3 T 5 AR 5 ) RH R AR AR AR R AR
(52 2l B R A FARRRFAIL ), T 58 20 AL v ARFR AL,
T Y K S M (1 22 7 (Nayakankuppam &
Mishra, 2005). 5 b, 53X — P Z00 BN )
R IEA L ISL ), 1 26 5 5L IR Py 5% T mT LA
3 3 A H0 A oK Y (Novemsky & Kahnema,
2005a). Uk, 2853 1) H bR ] GE 4y U8 AN A
A S AE W] (cognitive focus), BY - oi AR X 451 2 11 Tl
A & SN DA K 2 T 4 R U P R 280 R ) R
/IN(Novemsky & Kahnema, 2005b).
42 FUEE

AR TE AN P SE Z ALTE ), BT LA A
TEAS I 22 T HE ) B 0 Y A1, 52 B L R 3 1
Wi, Liberman, Idson, Camacho F Higgins (1999)
HIRF SR B, B Ak T 1095 22 7] (prevention focus)
W, NEEAZ B L T I, H A TR
I 5€ 7] (promotion focus) ', &5 R EIHM . iX—HF
7% 575 M UTC #1 18 (regulatory fit theory)— % .
AR A 8 15 P UC B M (value from fit) (5 S TS
SE 1] IR A AT 1] T A7 FH 2 45 1) e S5 5 g LA 3B £
AT BT ok A R, X — SRS A A A B 5
F A P it AR S 1) (8 A A4 D) i 47 v BR—F%
TIPSR SR ms, T S R A OB IR, A S AR
SLI N (Higgins, 2002) 0 A BN ™ 7 5 4%
M S HLIK 2 2 AL S 77 >R (transaction demand),
R P= A R 5E e — A S B ML SRR . M58 5 77
SR, Sz K DA 32 HH A2, T S L
N T SR A, T H S E R E A =S
g RN, SIS RS 22 524 B /)y (Mandel, 2002).
43 FERER

X i 0 A A 52 1 4 ) s, BT
A4 WAL O ek i — AN E IR, AL

215 2 B R o W50 DA 248 AN ) 2 32 5
FERAR VT 28 0 BTSN 52 W . HFFORI, A
VA B NG 2, i A T AR 1 45 (Peters, Slovic, &
Gregory, 2003), 1 8¢ J& Tl #] ¥4 45 (Zhang &
Fishbach, 2005)#8 7t 5L N (K7 75 3o R Hh 4y 35
HEEMMO.

R 4l 1% 45 — 3P 54 (emotion  congruency
model, ECM), H B 15 &5 23 x5 4 b A5 1) D
FEAETE AR R, T RRRR A S 45 0t ) it R IR T
7= 2L B S Wi (Iness-Ker & Niedenthal, 2002).
AL E ey VAT RSt SN TTRE R A Y
YN B SR Y . 7E Lin, Chuang, Kao Fll
Kung (2006) A 5T, — 45 A3 B mEAR, 1
T BB, RS AR S o
AT RN g (R, B AR 4 G
W), Bt 5 £ Lk 2 AR 2 ) e R R ) B
fei M R I S PR B IR A o S SRR, T AR
1 2 9 58 BEMR RN o AHJE, AN TR FR) V9 B A 4 ) 2
M 204 I F 3 755 4 ) T AN AR D

Lerner, Small Al Loewenstein (2004) [{) il 57 &
BUAL T DRE AR 4 IR 2SR B A0 A 0 4 A
K ZLAER D) A HESME ), BRI RGBS 4 S
R TT A RS 5 EAY B REAR, BRI ER T SR
NG, T A A A IR AS T R 2R
R SR 1 2, DR G 403 175 4 4% 3 3 T I
M, 277 KA AR, AT BB LT
S R SR N (reverse endowment effect) .

[FIAE, TOUDIIG & 52 i SR 0R  K /o B
AT FTR T, DR DA 453 % 1) 0303 98 A 155 4 (L
FUE i M) B 1 AT 2 Bl A 19 4, BT BT
JU1VH A1 o R i AR, T 9D B R R AT R AR
KA 25, B 19 0 5 AN SR EBAT Bl AH 5% 30
B 286 W) 2 /s T2 B A 2 Tl B 22 e, RS
2% N 9% 59 (Zhang & Fishbach, 2005).

4.4 X G4 R HHE

S AR Z WIWTFUIESE, MRV 2 f iR
DU SO, BN sE . IR . WmEAR . H
AW, e iHE . EERLEFRIN ] 558 (Knetsch &
Sinden, 1984; Kahneman, Knetsch, & Thaler, 1990;
van Dijk & van Knippenberg, 1998; Carmon &
Ariely, 2000), fHAE, AP AN[RIFHE (17 dh R
HE PR S 80N 4 80K E JF AN — K (van de Ven,
Zeelenberg, & van Dijk, 2005) . Horowitz Al
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McConnell (2002)f) 765 HT 5% W], WTA/WTP
T e K2 A FE B AR T A R R i, 2 RN
T, R AR T SR A 2 RO A 1 Bt T (X
M) o X AZ # 7 i (exchange good)(BAAC 2 H 1
(7 OIS, WF T A OS2 B A K S

m A AR, KA AR SRR AR AR 2 A

h 2 1, B R LA T8 (R & 528 & vh IR 5 i)
1R /N(Kahneman, 1992), /NMAX) A2 4 7 & A =
A BN o AHZ, AT A I (AN 1 E BRIk
NATX AL T AR 2K 5 52 26 dEAT PR, MG, 52
W %N AT) 8% 47 7E (van Dijk & van Knippenberg,
1996). BEAk, Pyt B AT RRACPEAR I, A0l AN B
RAHARAR Y5, SRR, NS
H WTW/WTP L2 5K (Hanemann, 1991).

FEAT 5y 1 3 SR A S I 7T T, A8 5 B R
AT LB — AN R 3 . 2458 2 X5 I
ol e it ) T R R A (B, el 5 15 B 2B ) I
Lo B MR Hy h IRk 5 % w6, 225 W
YN AT T R R b T B R v (9 T, A
Tl i RO 0D AT W I, A2 5 B LG 2R B K (van Dijk &
van Knippenberg, 1998).

4.5 MRt E

TEXT S N AT I & N, B RS
BN T i 45 H LS AN R, AR ARATT S S T SR
BB RV A RAR R o T F 50 35 X W 5 e v 1) 32
PEAR A 5 0 BN KNI — AN R .
W, R T R B S A A, K
FH 4 5 B 311 32 (Vickrey  auction) (3 76 1) 5% 3 17 471
S EFE N A B A, A d R IR K AR A
G, ARl T B SO A T T A i ) i
BV IR IT R B, B AN 7F T & 11 3 (repeated
market) 5% £F T ¥ /N & £ 74 2% (Shogren, Shin,
Hayes, & Kliebenstein, 1994), ifi ;& i BDM
(Becker, DeGroot, & Marschak, 1964)F2 % # 1 1
WF TR R BL, WO RN Y AR RE e M AF AE
(Kahneman, Knetsch, & Thaler, 1990). 7545, — i
XL RN 19 7T 4 B A 5 T & H A (iterative
biding). KR/ & WM EERS. Bl4
X i (out-of-pocket) 5 Rl 2% 5% 2L G200 (1) 5 1A o &5
R, =AM A Btk sS WTA-WTP
e, MW HELZHEMT WITA-WTP 2% 5
(Sayman & Onciiler, 2005). AL, SN
1R R 55 8T G0 B R 0k PR A7 AR A AR R I DR TE, Ty

H—Somft 50 Bouh (0 FR 2 2% T e A ke A iR
filg, R B N T K (Plott & Zeiler,
2005).

BN MR RS BT, BT U EE
K 26 LA, 3 A s B 75 (emotional attachment)
(Ariely, Huber, & Wertenbroch, 2005). ANfi & P
(uncertainty) (Isik, 2004), H F &0 % 1 2 i
(egocentric empathy gap) (van Boven, Dunning, &
Loewenstein, 2000), #)Jfi 32 X (materialism) (Lens,
Pandelaere, & Warlop, 2009)%5 K % . {HAR P& ik
R DA 2R RS, BR TSRO IR BRI — A
R4, AR ORI 2E g i (R 35 o0 A RS —
KRMEROEFE R, WL B%. BHRIK
WL ONEABE, R Wk R AR, BT
Mot 2550 N 2B 0 o T HL, AN SR80 F 0 3
PBLEIRE, AT, 5B—RE R ETE A
TEAS Gy 4 2k 5 2 5 VA DL R S RS
e, TS BOS R ALY R 59, 1A 28R W
SRRBOUIAHIR FR o A8 0 W) TRV R B4 5 0 i
ZHITE T, A dn 1) AT AR B R R X i 2k R
TRE IR F AT R 2 TR RO AR A, AR R
Ry WA T AR A R R BOR T 3R AR RO s, T e
BT O R, AR CRAS R BOR TR
FEHON 1] G858 T 3RAF R0 B SZ (KRR, AT
A, 4%, 2009).

5 RESRE
5.1 EMMAHE A &4

7L 30 AR BRSNS AR, e S
H &AM —H AT R H WA S, H BT
WA RAFAEAE — S8 8. 58, T Mo
Yy A AFEA FRDIRAS, B, A2 7F S By
A AEGE T A RBORE T AR, R
A HAEH NAETE, PR AT A, BT
SRR BT SEBR T A BCIRAS T 10 BR8N, 1 2
MT EMPTEBCIRES T B S BY  Hof A5
SRR, SN AR T AN A6 P i S
BT B, T AT o5 A T S B 30T
f &% (Jochen & Connolly, 2007). Kk, J& L6
50 B — PRI TE A F I T A BORES TS, B
BN AEAE LA S L gg . Hk, 7 oY 32 2
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The Psychological Mechanism and Influential Factors
of Endowment Effect

LIU Teng-FEI'; XU Fu-Ming"*; ZHANG Jun-Wei'; JIANG Duo'; CHEN Xue-Ling'
('School of Psychology, Central China Normal University, and Hubei Human Development and
Mental Health Key Laboratory, Wuhan 430079, China)
(Institute of Psychology, Chinese Academy of Sciences, Beijing 100101, China)

Abstract: Endowment effect refers to a phenomenon that people sometimes demand much more to give up
an object of their own than they are, or would ever be, willing to pay to acquire the very same object. This
phenomenon is universal in behavioral economics. This paper introduced the concepts and research
paradigms of endowment effects, including the classical paradigm and barter trade paradigm, and
elaborated two psychological mechanism of endowment effect, namely, loss aversion and query theory. Then
the paper came to some influential factors of endowment effect, including motivation, emotions, object’s
character, and study design characteristics. Finally, the issues deserved further research were also outlined,
such as the origin and applied conditions of endowment effect.

Key words: endowment effect; loss aversion; query theory



