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KatoHR—+ 7+ D AERICE T, RARAEHERIT A2 L oBH e LT, Rl
G ERE & 5 BHERICOWTHERDM B G2 o T Wiz, F 4 FRAHEEEO TICH
D, Lo THEWIAEICKD 5 2 LA TE 3 LT 2EBEZ T 5, AIFFEITSE
BREEERIC I W CTHIE S N2l dT A D & v £ v X [ 28, BRI ~D 2 % 35
22 L%RT. E, HDOEFWIMEEEN ) R L2 LY. TH L L, MEED O D
EFFE LB TEREICX 3 BFEEIK GG, WEI NS H v E v I [EEEICIE A
TAREGEND Z LRI N5.

1. MEoE L HN

HABRIT O BESIERRGHC X 2 &, HARDSE DK E X 2023 4 3 HRICiE, 2,043 JKH
THY, HRREEIZ 226 KM T11% % DTS, 2022 FEROEEE IR, HADFK
FFOEFEE 1L 2005 JKH, 2D 10. 2%, KETIE 398%, =—w L) 7 TIiE 198%& &
> T3, Ktic BT 2R EE MO EE I LR TH R WEREE, Kt V) R 7@K, &
72K e DR CIREFERFICB I ARECL > T EREHHLI 20 EZ LN,
HGICB T 2HliZ 7 7 v £ X v 2RI X 2 HGR{E, 2 O&BICH 22 HERCHAEL
IoeF5e, MNTHEEIND YV RZFEIFLY B IFE0ICEmW I R 7 EFZIE L 7
FHE R b7V, &9 Equity Premium ~XRXHEEIET 5 2 L 3R 7z (Mehra and
Prescott,1985)). MO Riegera and Wang 234 —~_ 4 LT\ 2 X Hic. D XKL %FAL
IBETINE LTHA RET AR E LT E 72, Epstein and Zin (1991)1%, Reftl#Ear% &
VR 7 DBEIHE— &5 T & ERE LWL (GEU) B %kTLTwé
187 7 4 F v A7 7’1 —F & LT, Benartziand Thaler (1995) (&7 @ 2= 7 + HHERHIC
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X 23K EREZSE R L, Gul (1991) (ZKZEFLEIC X 253 % L T\ 5. Hensand Wohrmann
(2006) 1T A v ZEHC X 2EtHH% 2R L, Rietz (1988), Mehra and Prescott (1988) ¥ X
f Barro, (2005) 1%, iC L2 & 7 WASHIRICHE S R B 1B H~ DS, Constantinides
and Duffie (1996) 3 X U Krebs (2000) [XSKEHTFFR LR LB O F1ED, HAKE D O R
SHREIFIERTHE L LTS, X5, KEHTIIEAIC DWW THIF (Constantinides et
al.,, 2002)%3%H 5 Z &, A A D7z 0 DFREIEICHIFI2H 5 Z & (Bansal and Coleman,
1996; Holmstrom, 1998) 72 & 3% 2 b LT & 7=,

T o ICHRAH G BRI MIC L o T2 DY R 27 2 FHIL 5 25T Cldke{, WXL
LV, 2z d 2o THREEREABEG AN VLI GHEVEVARIRETICHSE Z LI
FHL, Dot I EESKRKXTE~OSMORE ZFHHL 5 2 HKTH % &3 55808
Az CTwd, DO RERE 3 F A4 PRATERME LRI 5, MRS (2D 725 THEER
BB EOEHR) 352 5N TR WIREEZ W, A PRAHEEEEZHES 2 2 H v
T IEGEEE WS EEEOGESR TS TR 2kl 2 FEH L 5 57 v L LT Capital Asset
Pricing Model 22HI 5Tk Y, THOLKLEEDOInE L L, {4 DFERD Y X 7%
HFICHWE IRV ERELTY RV EHFOATHHINIMwGRET VO TFHI & TR 5
TEDBHILNTWS,

Epstein and Schneider (2007) (%, recursive multiple-priors & 7 /. ( Epstein and
Schneider (2003) 2 X % multi-prior model (Gilboa and Schmeidler (1989)) ®LiEET
V) ZERHGTT7 4 =V FTF—=2%54 L, HILWIERBRDDOTHNE S DTHN, b
W E O S EBIICEHEST 5 2 &8, HiiTL I T LDHERN L o TW BT TR
<, BAHH~oFRSMeEhoTnb 2 ZEEH L T\Ww5. Juand Miao (2012) 1%, #%&
KRBT 7V XAV ZLXE T HiigCIEEE S 720 T AHEEREIERA N INE T o R %
BRLTw2 T 25K E HCTI3Y 20 RIFERENTHZEL, VRZ LDV
T, X5 ICKFEREFEZXT 2 2 & HTE 51l recursive multiple-priors utility %
FHEEETFICE W TCHEHHAT 2 E7F %R L T\w5%. Haraand Honda (2020) 1%, % Eh 3
HOFWIEEELY B MR T CTOY R 7 EIF2E B L L, FBR <& oER (Ofh)
BEZOoNE 0B IXNDE DBAHEZ L5 2H0E VI ~DEHIC/ 1T % Klibanoff,
Marinacci, and Mukerji (2005) € 7+ (LT KMM) iZfit> T3 LRE L 72841, HAR
DR G OBER X MR X202 WV RE VWD DICE DL LEZRL TS,

LD i i s & 0, ARIFTEIE, I BRI 72 & W F v X i % 8 < 2 BEmTSTIC
WL, EEEAWEZEIFCX->TETZZE2HME T3,

KMM EFLIEHNVE VI DEF|RE DT WE 25 DELEE % 0Bt CcE 2BE8IE%2EA
LThFTFIEEEZIEFAMALCEY, Lo TH 1 BBIIERERS MBS 2 b nkn»
KU, H2HRBIIHEEPBADOS LORGELLLELTHRBTE S, DEVE 2 BT
TIHERDO ) R 7 AMER2NE LTV Z & ZEEKT 2 2 & RIS, v E v [E)hE
L VR EBERMY.CTHE I EEZIREL TS, LTARY AT ERED, HoFnd



FLEEEE 2 SN, TH 2 0 E I DWW T DORREFIL, Bossaerts et al. (2010), Lauriola and
Levin (2011), Cohen,Tallon and Vergnaud (2011) Cohen,Tallon and Vergnaud (2011)
BEBZBIRE LR, Z 2 CARIFETIE, #1010 X7 [EEEE & &\ E o X (LR 23 H
ZLTWE 0%, HBELTWw 2002 BI5T 5.

A=+ 7+ VAEFICE T, VR 7 EEEIIMESORA, v FE v I R IR o R
Hrkw b ol 3nd, MRS ) 27 B3ECEHREBALS 2, —ED V) RV HFRE
BhHIEERL, MRAEETA2ERERICONWT, B 3EERED A =X L3 )T
pzlicizsd. 2o, AANKEROKRARAHEIMECEIRZFAT 5 —2DHERK L L
T, DLEVAERZAHL T 200, 28D XS ICUBLTW30%, 2528 L T»
AA[REEZ T B 2 L 23T % B (Wakker (2004)) Gilboa and Schmeidler (1989) @ maxmin
ETNMICEWTIE, prior DEADF S HFICKRED prior ZfET 5729, HHREFIAL
TE o3, MWERAREEESGD D D geographic AMEEIIERREICIIKME LA, a—
maxmin &7 UICEWTDH, FRRIC, HERAREHESICE VT, RED prior & RIED prior
DHLPFMA L& W R H 5. AR TREMEES D geographic 7 EHE ICIKIG
ITHEEL 2T 7-01C1E, —D2DEROTCRAZWEOERELG 222 L2
WChHb., LIHD, HADHIZ L AT, BITHEICENT, —DOEBOFTHRE 2
HWEOEHRE G 2 T\ 5 EED %72, Baillon, Halevy and Li (2022) 7 & 50z 2138 L 22 7e
W, KR TIIE R s HOMRAREEREAEZ G2, BEINIEREDT 7 + 25, a-
maxmin &7 V¥ XU e -contraction ETFAD EL HIZ LY, FHIAEE»Z TR S, Zhh
AMROHE _DOHINTH 3.

AWMFED X 5725 HIVIE, H\FE I EEEZHE S 28] 2 KL HAET L ICdH
5. HFE LI ERHEZRET 2 7201C1E, RS R LIEESHRINTH 4L, &
WE WA & AEEIC 7 B, TESREEA &2 X 2 4B H 5. Holtand Laury (2002) ({3
XN % Multi Pricing List (AT MPL) #HWw28&1CEWTDH, Becker, DeGroot and
Marschak (1964) IC k24 —27 v a v HFRICX 2L LTh, WEESDVE A2 LH
BBY LTS, LT 7 FEERL CuGE, REINCZ) TR BV
W EER T I RER DL, HOFTORHABED XS IHMELN 2 DHICONT, (BHH
mFETIE, PEEHE T B A R, HEREIC L o T, RENICEBREL DV Wiz
WET LI LETRbroTWE720, EEFICKL2“F5 L (deception) "% & U % AlHE
T2 S. Z DFER, EEEZEETE 2080 % 50 THEEE & BEREH T O g O HEH
F—LlhoTLIEWw, HBuFLIEEAIEL CFHIITE 2R fEMIh w3

(Dominiak, and Duersch (2015)). AWt T, TN, WEBRE ML S FhwFiEs
Telling Nothing (TN)328& & &4 £11F 2. WM, EEMICEHRCE ZWiEAr 1 an%
JA\V>7-“Snake and Ladder” 7 — 2 Z W CTHER Z AT 2 2 L 22 2 EFHZ1TH. Thic
HOFIOEBICITEREZ R RnTESL. oY%, “DICE FY—F X
VRLREY, ZOo0EBRFRICIVEONZEVE LI OEEOEEMEE KL, TN F



Vb AV P REBANATRABE LRV ETHRES .
AFE O d BE AT 1L, FHE CHIE Sz d oo S [ A BI%E o 51
TEARFDR - 7+ )V HERZFHAL 5 2008 02H R L THS. 20720, Ll
BT LTS 20 2 BN E R RIC, EEREEBRTOHF S [EEEOWE IS X T, &
FERIUC DV COF — =4 BFF5 C LIC L 5T, F— k74 U ABRIC, V227 [EEE L 5
WEWEEREEDS LD X ICHEL T 200 2HLICT S, TADLH T S Ak
AT kA ' T VIO L 22 BB ER R TV, BRA RET VICHIGL 72 < CicR s
LBEPUTH 2 S S 7z V) R 7 [IEHE S B\ F o S [EEEEE 23, BlFEOFR—+ 7 4 U 4
o L OREFX— T 3053,

2. HEmET L ER

KMM # Ji5K L 7= Hayashiand Miao (2011) “° Hara (2020) 72 &, B\ F WX OfEfEE L
[ERERE D BT RE 72 & 7 A S BIE ORI E IGEHRETH 2 5611, FHREzHECLS
WEVIZFELTI LBV ARIRERICENTY, KA RE2ED 3 itk b, L
2> L Epstein  (2010) 23R 2 X 5 1c %2 d 2 IHFROFET L H > F o X [ALEEEE D 4303
AARETH 275 61X, MATHICE T 2 AEEEZEBMITR L2 LTHHRERICE o
TFDOEHRIZERA TRV, BEOREKN R D DIE, maxmin 7L TH Y, Ghirardato.
Maccheroni, ¥ X U8 Marinacci (2204) 12X 3 =5V DIIED ¢ -maxmin TF AL TH 3,

UP,h)= (1—a) min E, [u oh]+ a max E,Juch] for h € H

ZZTh BELALICHNT BT 2 OEAH 550727 FTHY, PcAa) FHFED L

DIRFED EDHERTHNZ IOV TOEBN RELOEATH L. E, 3, 7744
7 pEP KOVWTOMFHEZR L, uoch:Q - R 1Z. MR we Q OFRES L, FIREE
T ORI h(w)[u(x)] CEBRT2EH6KEBRTH S, a= 113D EHP, a=013RKRd
EHTHL L ITHEL T3,

%7 & 7 VI Gajdos, Hayashi, Tallon and Vergnaud (2008) i ¢ -contraction JNifiE 7
DD 5, BEREH L. 52 ONMHERAREEAZ Z O [H0] b o Th 2 BEHE
N B LickoT, EBNAEEOEAZIEET 5, H I ITxd 28413, &R
ARG OTHNADOEAR D Z OIMUlO MEICHHI T 2 THR OB P L7 b v a2 45
— i s(P) ~DIUffIc XL Y KIN 5.

UP,h)= (1—¢) Egpy [u oh]+ ¢ r;leipEp[uOh]

= e oy Folu o bl



e=1 O5f, BERER IG5 2 0N MHEREEES % £ o 72 Mg 3, ERETREESE
AR CREDTr — 22T 3. e =0I1CBWTIL, WICEBRES IIMRTRELES %
VaRAF—mH1EICKYIAL. Lo T, DT nIiii s, e BZKRZT0VIEY, B
WE WX R E . EERER AT 2 5 2T, W OMEmOBEAEICOWTHEL T
W],

3 Ehk
3—1. HVF VRO

COEBTEIXCOFMOPIC, A 180 HD/NE R EB Ao Tnb &b s,
BUIC) 22 0fiH%5.2 3. fHIZZ IR L 90 fi, HFDOEH O A>T 3.

(EBHFICX Y, EHREOHDOHICTIER I N 5).

HBIXZOHDOENKREEFED 200 THIKEINE DD, ZORKLBOH» LR\, FC
20D THEREINE D, KROBMPFICEL VNI WDLFELWZ EZTRbroT 5.
DX, 3 & (R &, #) THEIND, ZoHEIZbr» 6 kv,

(pr» pg) 1& 2 D, (pg, pp, py) 1 3 BUICOVWTO— RN ATERD G ZHRT, HBH
LD OHERTREMEAIIRD X Y Ic5 26N 5.

B = {(pr,vp):Pr,Pp = 0,pr + pp =1}

C ={(pr,Pp):Pr 2P = 0,pr +pp =1}
D = {(pr, 0B, Py): Pr, P, Py = 0,pr + pp + py = 1}

3—2. EFRFOBRIEREN2 G 2 2 E ORGEE
INAN= T DR EBRIHEKT 21CH 72D, EEHREFIREWICFHICASZR—1rotD
HREREST 2R D 2, BRE I LTS ET G, ERESFICEENICZD
BEBERC LR 2720, HEZ TRV OEDPHMIICR 2 X IGERSEA S | £721F
[He2Rd LA 2EOFR—NOKER/NNRICHZ 27255 ] BEOEHNEZ&EHET S &
272 5. Dominiak and Duersch (2015) 1%, &%\ & [alkE % HE 3 2 EZE5k08, #RERE & 5
BBEOT — Lo TE Y, HERE D [ HBEHE IMRBELZHKI L 2n722 50004 ~D
X ER/NRICT 2D TIEBVR] EFEZXDL, $hbb, ¥Yudrar—LtlbzlzBh
i, BOECARFFOHFICITHRINC OB 2R =1 0 T3 EbDOTHhRVWEEZ 3,
W, WERE D [EBRFTIIFENTHY, DRV ZHVEWEHICANL TS DT
Rop] EEZNE, ThEFa—FTar—va vy —LehbILEEHLTHS, b
T T NEEIL, BHNRC) T TlEd 55, mall<ld, EFEORFREkIC>»TH
BL, BB OBWHAFIHC L o THE R EFERT 2 DDFEET 5. —D I,
Carbone, Dong and Hey (2017) I X o> CT{Tb N7z, FICHYRENN T T, PERHEN L
WY T —LDPOHEICET B EEMNTWS, L >T, HEnEidY



A7 ZDBBEDIHIICLTLHLZBILICRD. b I —DDHHERERIT Oechssler and
Roomets (2015) I X % Y 77 Ellesberg & v 7 ADIEKTH 5. FHHIIC, #ERE ICHD
K= EeEDff T F v aBD X IR — Fa2Hn, F—A0B3HE3RICA--8%, 4
Kt o R —roe L, 2hllitxk, E@Bd o2 nwi—Lrotl 35, Ehk
ERIC 2 NOWERF 2B LN, HERGATICE 2o X d IcfkiHEI NG, F—A K& 7R
WA BENIFT O E CEAL T 5720, #EREICL > C, BB HVE W ZIFKRT 2
TEIEILTWwS,

ZOREICNLS % 72 %, F 4 1% Hayashi and Wada (2010) icfi€vy, HERFREMEOEA
e, e [Snakesand Ladders | 77— 24.%175 (M 1=M) Zhic X b whkkE
TEAD L DRBERT 2 0% 5 2 5 mEN BRI M 2R T 2 2 L pHEFE LAAREL
725, TUHADICE PV —F AV FTHDE. #ERE L, EOMERI AN 23R O wl etk 0 HiPH
MNICH 2Tl T 27-0IC 8 T T2 enTES. 2Tk L, BOEEM DS Fbik it
Ko 7jik% TN (Telling Nothing) » U — b+ X v+ BN RDO 0175, WO Y —+
AV MCSINT 2 B (IR L 72\,

Fxix, V2705 GEH) BXU03EHob T WK B BCD) #HET 2. Ko
BICHEIT TR VR 72 & Z1TiE 2000 F23MG o 2 23, RUIDERH o b g ok
WHIDICHHEZR T 27 H#EEZ KD 5. f H 13, REHFEREIND, (g, py) =
(0.5,0.5) 3% DR AZRT. 370 b ARHEZ 1000 [T & 7% 5 < U OMERVEF 2 Ko 2.
T SE VRS % 7= 3742 2 &1L, WEFEIC 100 a2 < L&, HARHEL 2000 [ 1E 7225 Lo
g 5% 0, 100 FZACTHEEICHE LN B/ HZ T E, 1100 HZ2&E 5 LT T
HEILTw3, 1000 HEEFEICHEONL e HICHEI e 2Lz 2ic, #iH
T2 b DlE, VRZdare AL, 1100 HZfEEICHE LN 2E R L Y 4 H g
LILHERDDIE, VAIBEWCTHLLARTILNTE S,

BOX D

Dice Treatment : Red + Blue =180 {12000 Stepd (3 + (= 14, 14 x 10 = 140

BOXB
[ + s = 17,17 is odd,then
17 %[z = 119
Step2 4 = + 14 3 g
(0180, (180,0) PRy + B9, 9 el
o (61 1(19) .................... e a0,140,0) 23 =10=230
2 4, then 1191s blue
BOXB
[+ kel = 17, 17 is odd,then .1|:I:I.1 )
17 %7 = 119 Inthe Stepd, If = ( 588,40 ) o Allthe procedures are
Inthe Stepd, if F2, [ 52,0040 ) parformed for mackh
(D,1E30) .................................. ( }_1}&0) Irithe Stepd, If 1, [ 52,88,40 ) Ea:-|=:l -:: the PC e
. - s Each subject simulabes
61, 1(19) .................... E$:§:;;;: ( :—._E ] '-=_:"':_':"’f_: making
= 3, then 1191s red e (25840 T e
[J= 3,then 1|'|ﬂ1E5|:Ep4.||= i, |: ".W.‘m] decision making.

B 1#B oV AOFHA (), D EYHOHRHA (F)



KIS, HWE W BCD OERZEM %KD 37201, ) 27D APHEINS. AL
AT 05205 55 TIREND A05~AL5 D 11 fEETH 5. HATIL, MUDFvE (B
R 50) BA->T0EH%ERLTw5, fFil 2135 A05 (X 5% 257 TH Y, i A55 1x 55%
BIRTH 5.

HHFWAFB, C, DOMFEMNEEMZ, ROFMEEH TR 5. #EREFICIE, FHBL
A05~A55, #iC & A05~A55, FiDEHA0S~ASL5 & ZNFNAALF V) REREZ LT
O\, MEEMEEME 72 1382 25612 (LT 2FEICHE DN T, HnF » I L ZHE T 5.
TN FU =XV FiZEWTIE, #BCD WIFNEERT Z2EICH M H{Ez k2%, DICE
FU—F AV MICBWTE, #BHIVHECICBLTIIEROH L 2 uzfIHLT, ¥
Cloofixdy (K1, fBickwTix, (61,119),) RiczomsndBE (B Tk
i, EBOLHLLEROLFETI220E2HD5.) D CREMFONHEDI BED 12D
HMEREL, Z0HEDL I —2DF 4 anilL>TEDHFERROFR—LOEERD 5508
bbb,

fi X={B, C, D} DJRICH 3 %M 1J DO (Probability Equivalent, IA'F PE) %
pe(X) /"9, a-maxmin E7 L pe(B) =pe(C) =pe(D) #FHIL, H\FE\ichEfED
MR ATRETEEE & DA EF I E I N AW L 2 EK T 3, ¢ -construction &7 V13,
pe(C) 28 pe(B) @ 1/2 TH Y, pe(D) 2% pe(B) @ 2/3 TH 2L TFHIL, &H\F\[ak
JEDHER DT ERIFEICHUR TH 5 2 L 2 EK T 2.

BB TR A ORI N 1 O OB IC N T 23l E &, 3OV —~ A4 icn+
2 EHLEE 500 MyxXihbis. Reth 2R—R BT 29— M 1B VWTDOR, EFE
FEROF —_ABETNTE Y, FrERx, EBRICEEER% 32 7510\ 2 8aE <k
BRART30 REZETIDEA>TWE0, =4I L TAFHT 1000 F % A
5> TWn3, HVE WL ZHITET 2 7-00HHLEIc o T, WRIVIC 77 BEZ L <
b HWIRAKT 2000 F1CH 5. xFEIEULEFRE 2L E O 34l 2> O HIWT L -C 224 Zn HEx
FELLTws, DICE FU—F XY FTlE, EBRPIC, S4anic XVHoNREEKT S
vialb—vaviZPCET2MH{TY, HBVEFWVRFAOEMRICOVCTHELTH DL I,

FTRCOBRIEL LY — <[ D%, WONR & 74 2 EREEFR S RE L, 2 0iE
REREIC BN, DT AP E IR TCw 251, duEuiafiotms PC LTfr
5. FOfERIE, 227V —v EoEflicii#Hins 2

2 covusrsno phython TOERIISNEL 72.



[STEP 1]

BOXEB
BOX ¢ Mt J0%ERS
2EET A O0%ES
[sTEP 1]
6T 2 ¢ [STEP2]
TN [STEP 3]
o 14
EAET J0%ES
[STEP 2]
e [STEP 4]
[STEP 3] sEEH - 0% RS (7.5
eb
fo4 ® O
[sTEP 4] .
o ® O
=84

K 2: #HBRESTS PC Loy fanick3dyIiar—yay (BOX B)

4. HER

4 — 1. VRZELEEEIZH T X [EREEEE 2> 5 AT 2212 D W T DIREE

2022 £ 1 A 23 HIT 34 AEWRICHFKRY, 2022 4 4 A1 3 NENRICLIERFEICT
EARN T — 2o T 7L EREETo72 8 IHIC, %&b 2 X )ic, lRlathzx~<—
AW HEWT, 84 AEWNRICEREZITS TR TE 2, EEFHERIE, 2018FErb0T7—2D
2b, EAMNARIEEZRYVRE, S5 R7FNE (16 N) OT — X ZHY B\ 7z 242
ADLDTH 5.

AWge e, 2018 b DEBRD T — & ‘2 BRI EFEIAMN AL IE, VYV RAIEEEE B
WE WX [ELEO B OFHBIRIR X2 EICHEEZ 2, VA7 IO X H WV FE v X [EED

3 BEOEBMTRELTWEYY FARMPTHINTH 57225, VIFAFETRIALDPY Y IR ENTE b
57, FEEERAKECOERIT, AENREL T 2EBICOVTCOMIBNAER X IOV ORI OFR X ORI
Y, KRIFFEOWEMBENICEBRH %X ET 2 2 &AM bhadr o7z,

4 DICE £Bic 5T, 2O TR PCTOHFA auEMATE AL o270, —ADE ) D% ERE O HORIcBF
B AL av IRV ERL TV,



BEICOWTIREAERALRWZ 2325, DICE F Y —F X~ F T3, 0.098 TH 3.
TN T3, 0.279 TH v, DICE X b dMHBEIAE %2> Tw5. DICE F Y —F X v F Tl

V27D EFELHOHEPFAHINE Z L ZHEL CWb 20 ThbeEzLLNS, M
FmAICIE, U R 7 [BLEERE & B F o X [BEEREIC IR 23 772, DICE F U —F XV FT
12X 0 HERARE T B AR ICGE VRSO T,

PE_B TN
PE_Box B _DICE

0.7

0.6

0.5

0.4

0.3

L

0.2

0.1

M 3:927[EE B X ELEE (BB OREREM) o8AFR (525 TN,Z 48 DICE)

TN b U —F A v+ oSG, U R 2 [k e R S Mo i EoMBEMFREH 2 2 & %
e LT % Bossaerts et al. (2010) ¥ X Of Lauriola and Levin (2011) D% & —3 L T
W%, —4TDICE FU—1F AV OERIT) R 7 [EGEEE B\ F > & [EEEEO I HHBIBE R
M7\ Z & B FH L7z Cohen,Tallonand Vergnaud (2011) & —#LCw3%. TN F U —}
AV FTE, HONFICOWT, —kamickEko < BIZIFH—DFf anet T4y -
LM—L vy MCXoTRE D) LEXTREELD 5.

4 — 2. HuE e X g O TR E

a- maxmin €7 LD [Tk pe(D) = pe(B) %, ¢ - contraction €7 LD FTlE, pe(D)
= 2/3*pe(B) %IFMGEUICHET 2. IO DRMGEAEIN S i &3, AR
TR O RTAN I L T b 2 & 2R

WG 5T — 2D t MEDERERLICE LHT W3,



Hp a-maxmin ALL TN DICE

Sample size 257 118 139

pe(B) = pe (D) t-value 10.268 5.8645 8.6806
p-value (0.0000)****  0.0000)****  (0.0000)***

pe(C) =1/2 pe (B) t-value 18.917 12.447 17.122
p-value (0.0000)****  (0.0000)****  (0.0000)****

Hp :e-contraction ALL TN DICE

pe(D) =2/ 3 pe(B) t-value 21910 2.4388 1.2679

p-value (0.01512)**  (0.02954)**  (0.2061)

pe(C)=1/2 pe(B) t-value 18.917 12.447 17.122
p-value (0.0000)****  (0.0000)****  (0.0000)****

#1 : RERBEEORBE
(GE) **5%7KHE, **xx 0 1% KECHBETHEILERT

%21 : e - contraction DR, pe(D) = 2/3*pe(B) [ DICE P —F+ AV }T
FEHINZ WA, TN P — P AV P CEAING. TbbEMR LA X TEE
TERVWABHTCEBNATFIECI VD VE VI 25 2 284001, WERE L IER O &M
W REEICEIG L TWE T e b h B,

%522 1 pe(B) =pe(D) {iFild TN, DICEOWFhD Y —F A v FCHEH I TE
D, ThbbEEIC pe(B)>pe(D) TH3Z LR TES. X413, xhziEB OfEE
P, y iz D OMEEEME L2 ch 5. Kficid, Y1k % 0 & RGE L 2858
DA A AN CH Y, ZoMfE % DICE IcBW\»T 0.645, TN icHs T, 0.692 &
o TEY, WMEMBRLEANTDH S,

C . . o’ oI’ . y = 0.6924x
. N . R?2=0.7772
- & & [ 3 ] L]
.ol
DICE FVU—F XV OfER TN F V) —F 2V b DOFER

X 4:%iB LD OHEREMOEAK.
(GE) xBh23F B OFEREM, yihoFHD OMEREM

10



1% 3 o -maximin

¢ -contraction E7 L DWITND pe(C) =1/2*pe(B) % THIT 5 7=
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