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T 2@ & ST Ic, REREREEREICHE - <Y
SR BEAD T 5 L FHIE S,

Vil >

XBREME JbEFERFE O RFAE 382
% (B 243 4, w139 48) »—EBR
HOBWED—ERL LTEINL %o

Fed EBRSMEZE 7 v X LIC8DD
Hcodbnhk, 2L T, £H, Bz %
T 5720 Z DEMOFICE, RFEEL X
WERANBOEMDEEIN Tk, BME
X, Z20ERKIcE T HoRZED s %
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Table 1. Experimental Design and Lotteries
Background Background Contrast )
Contrast Set Target Set Temporal Distance
9 =
Payoff-plus ¥2000, 12% Today (n=55)

¥ 1000, 48%

¥ 6000, 12%

Payoff-minus ¥ 1000, 48%

¥4000, 6%

Probability-plus ¥ 1000, 48%

¥ 4000, 24 %

Probability-minus ¥ 1000, 48 %

2 months (n=51)

Today (n=48)

¥.4000. 12% 2 months (n=45)

¥1000, 48% 40 (n= 40)

2 months (n=42)

Today (n=50)
2 months (n=51)

Pote (FBKRED»o7)e BEITHER
kse, COBEEEA—7y ey bcE
WTY ZF—A 7 Y OBIREHM (72 H
) XebEFHlEN, T, WERTT R
(F7cd~A4FR) &hclk, ity toY
AF—hI B NTHE DL EERIPN
ol ($7cBFEKEPo7k), FkEIC, CDE
WEE =7y by PCBWTY AF—%
P OEREHM (F721ED) 25 & Tl
TN,
RFEIRVEERE DA H & LTk, 7 Y DXEH
BEEL7co RHEHTRZ YoXER IR
HTH b LBRL, 27 ASHCclEY:EH X
2y ARTH D LBR Lo —FH, Emty
FOMEA X, K LHRL o

i ES

RHIC, ERMLIIROBAR B % - 7o
HEGT ARG, ERTORINSEROZERIC
HERRIETCLETFHIT S, 2%, 77
AHMEOMEE 2 =7y by b CE T B Y
A=k POEREENEE L —HT,
A F2ZFEOM % OERZ P22 &
Ezibhb, KEGMCO, M7 7 2 &4
LHI~ A4 F A& (D, &b CHIES
WA, LR, WERT T A L HER~ A
F ARG (FIRRIC, BERMESEM, LML)

LHEIL 7co Z DR HERT 7 AGMHT T
DE—F v by bCBFE)VRF—RIY
DORINENEG AR~ F2AEHL Y AR
Lhote (x*(1)=5.61, p=.017). —F, #i
BlE o BVEL 25E& ik, )V 2AF—%
7Y DRERICHBERECRE D 570 (1
(1) =48, p=.485), %7z, 2 HASKHET TR,
fER~A FRAEHEI D DR T 7 2&MHTR,
VAF =57 O OBRREEGEIKE 2> 723,
ZOREIbLT A CHERBEBICE EE o7
(2°(1) =3.41, p=.064)o —F, HEHIHS
hcrk, PRVEEERA» -7 (x°(1)=
556, p=.346),
BEMCD, VAF—KR I VKT 55E
% Figure 1 IR, ERMIMER & LT, fif
e cik, REZHEX D D 2 » ASKH
DOFREWEE I RE o, —F, WS
ok, V) RF—% 2 Y ORI I
CHEFLTwAVESICRZ %, ZDERD
e, MR~ F A&k, BV
&b 7 5 FEIREE DM RIC 3 EZEE A
Hote (x°(1) =317, p=.074), —F, TEE
7T AGMe, T T 2 &M, Wi~ 4 &
SHICEBEEAEILR R b Ao (0
Fh, x*(1) =117, p=.278, x*(1)=.050,
p=.822, x'(1)=.080, p=.768)

Figure 1 ICHL.bN 5 X 51, ERL
ikt B o> % 2 S & e RET A BEBE K AF L <
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Figure 1. Choice proportion for riskier lottery in target set

FCEEZ LTS, 2T T, £FRHEHE
Bt LT BT hoke ZDRER, R
gk, AESM (388) Kb b2
A4&H (537) OFRY ZAF =R 7 JICkd
LRIREEREBCKE Lo (2°() =
4.07, p=.043), L»L, HEIHEMHEICE,
Rt O AR AR Er R onad o7
(KBS, 495, 2 » A4ME, 5205 (x°(1)
=.13, p=.717),

% =

KHFFEcix, BERERCE T 5 I
PREED R E R DT Lo % DGR, L3RR
DER % BE L KR E B X ¢ 7 HE i,
BEGHSREE L2, co L &, KHWRD
BB T 7 ZAFFATH~A FAHATH, K
MIAEEEE R K E K R B ICHEn, YR F—% 2
CAOFIRENEGEEML 7co —FH, LRSH
DEREEEVE L 28581, St sh®i
BRI NAI oo T, *O:EIFICHREN
OB R oA D > o

AWFFEREROIEH T REHD 120, BHR
Xt LA o> HHER B R 2338 X M7 BRI ik 77
LR TH 5, LBMEOEHERIEL
G LRSS EREL GE T, MREAD
DEHS T HREHSREZEL X2 51

N E LT, BEHEE (thoughtfulness) @
BAEPRE I N TWwS (Priester, Dholakia, &
Fleming, 2004), BERX ZEEBERZHEE
T 578N ICEENR B, % C T, Priester et al.
(2004) (&, HEHESHBRBEL 5 7cdICE,
JEMEEOSTHER ZFE L, 2 b—i%
HHEs | & M EERES PBEL L FHEL o
2% ), Hxty bickBnTEEMORZIHEEK
RETHL, ZoREBRIPZ—7 v by b
b EHFRER LB 2 A, TR
BRI FELADTH DL, LT,
ok, MAZEE L CEBRAERZREN
EBRSIECHERMHREIRENC L%
R L7co F 7 LIRTORYIUGHE COEHAZ 1L
LIBg:ERUC b B TTREE & v 5 WA DEUR
FRRT DT EICE T, BEMHSREEE
EFRETH B T L REFAL 7o

KEECI, FICERey e X—F v
v b & ORICIBOFI A BEA BRI FE
TH2LWSHRERRL T, T, B
XTI 7 2 (grayjay) & \vwo b b
DnofEch#@iE s (Waite, 2001),
Z DX 5 AHRBRELT L LETE AN
550 2D, BAEEMOFEIC L T,
R HEHROBERIE L 2 & FE 2L
Vo MMAT, £ ZdEREY ML X—T >
by b OBEMEEZ R ERE RS 5 L
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5HER, BEMHSREIRT 28R LD
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—EDOREEMWERD 2 tBHL T Ax
EoT, BEOREBREIEHT S C L IEMRD
TLZDH S, RIEY, TDX S KRERDAE N
R Tco, ERSHMBEOWIEE D 5~
EChb,

25 CTHBAELE, 1o0HFENMEL LT,
LEMEROLIL X EHESINE CEEES {2
HEXEDIREBD ot wHIREBEZ b
5o, REBRCE-HR—0EIEREL IR L
Too BEMER L YBEREFL WS 2 D00
b o7 VEHWT, BRE Ao
LEclE, SEHEROEI 2EHL ERR
ERF b T \» (Tversky, Sattath, &
Slovic, 1988), CD T & h bt 3 &, “HIR
—DFEFGFREICE T, LEEROLILE %
DIERICEET 2 EEL NS ¢ 2 lRelE2%E
bbb, 2D, ZDELICHIRICKIG
L7eDe? 50 —F, MBMHEREMERL 2%
¥, LESHFLTZHBRELTD, ZoZkic
BEBRSIMEREECRACD2D LAy,
C ORI T 2 20 IciE, SHOWIER,
EBRBMEEH L BEEFARDIRELEH
56

HEt bR T RS e cirBig s
7o FERIDENER 35 C K o T WEHER
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% (Cho, Khan, & Dahr, 2013; Khan et al.,
2011), Z D72, REFEVERRED/NE AR H
SHECRONLMERT 7 2 5&M L HER~< A F
AGHEDE D, ETMRIERLTELH
B HENRZE A 5 —F, WREEEREA K &
(B THZODEHOERMKR L L THE
LCHh, BRMHSROBE XD I i/
T o7y, ZTONRPFEELLLE X b,
MR, 2oZilbotthicd s, EELtHEh
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<A FREMTRY R F — BRI ORI
KF+2eEFHlcND, KERDOIERE, i
KT T AGM LR~ A FAGHOEL—E
iR 70 %, WidetE & b REREEERECHE >
TY 2AF —BRIREA~ORIREIN L 2 C &
ZRLTWw3, CTickTdIEMERED %
L IfchHAH o0 ?

CNEFROEL WFERTH 2, EREOHE
RIREIC X B L, BRLV_RVDERE Hnic
& B O SHEE & v o 7 A 7
BFEELRZTICL K hboT, Hashi
ZEFREREEREICIS U T35 & Flld b,
—%, BYHOEISHRGEZ, BHEOELD
J DIEFRIZEAL ICHE > TR AR R ZE
B35 L TFHlT 5, LEMEITFERICET S
BrECcH Y, ZDERD TR
oTPT 5, 2D, YEERDOEIL
Wk > THELZBHMOREROZERE D /2
LI, REWIEORE WEEDHH
NS b eEZbNE, TOZODREZ,
REST D AN =X LHBERAE 50, WRESED
2 &t cEFICRIGMER % THIT 2, 374b
b, HERT 7 25EM) X+ — BRI 0%IR
A3 2—0hC, WE~AFAEHETRY
A& — B O BRI T 5 & v 5 Tl
THb, Lonl, RIFFEOFIEEHTHE O THI
CE—&HLAw—FHT, BREOTHE T—FK
TE5D0TH 5,

MR 77 2&MofFRICEAL T, BED
HADTIRECHARREDS D LILA e B
LRLDORREHN G EC, BEEHINS
B BicBEd 2 @DV e, FEAEME
BHbo b LLAEMERL W EEATEAR
LB EINTWEEEICE, DT 7%
FRDOZERE, ERLLORREH S
&, ThbbLREERESK & wHE I,
X O REAREFSHIRE D LT LEXD
N5OTH5,
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H 5 12>0EH KT 5 58RI R
WeroZ o EYER s bDICLTLE
50 TH 5, EiE, BHICET 2RI ZD
B OWELNOERIC X - ThHEE 2T
% &S IRR R HE E W Tw b, Trope
and Liberman (2000) (& study 4 I \wT, #
RICK > CEMEORRE 2 &2 C L A7
BETHDHC LBRL, HbIE, HHW &
U o 2ERE B &ERU b b ERED b
LR % EBRSINE CH C hbd
Tco & T TR—FHOSIERHIEE &L
FEAFETDH Y, BEAFEINTRE LD
B L BRI N, M OB RIHICEE &2
MEO B A EERFEL L BRI Nz £ L
T, WEEERES K & WA, RiEOR
X% DVEEek%EE G-l L 2Dk LT,
BEOHRFIELFHE L ZDTH b, 2% D,
BRICK > TEECH B LIFEI NIFED
NEIC X o T, VEERIEKRDFHTE I IRE 572D
THb, COTENLT S E, ALHDBEN
KX o>C, YRERATEABMcH L LE
BRI FERFE L e WREE RSB b b,

fihc, FEOMEARI TR, AEEROR
BESNHT 2RI VELWEEZEZ DN D,
BER D, BRLLOREFFHECR, &
Bt HAIRABADT 5 C & LATHIL & v
bTHbd, bbdA, KREBRDKER. T T
BORAREHERET 2T LETER VY, B
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