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L.AvbtrFrvay

BEOBHEICBWTRRZEONORGNE, ABREDLIITEIREToTHDE0E N
9 ZJEME-ZBORINE R EICE LT, T4, SEIERBUOBISTENAEL D END
BRIRVRNV RS E R S C& 7= (Noguchi and Stewart, 2018 ; #&5E4th, 2012, 2014). SHAY
IRRAFRARR D NBRIER U7 SUIRMKAFRY 708 IREBL R & LT, ARFE TIIsZ < OfFE»R1T
b Tz, 2@ 3RRIREEREREICB T 2BMNA T AThHS, IR #5129
R, attraction effect) & Z A (compromise effect) ZHY i %.

FEEDRGI AT TV —IZBW T, 2 BIEICEET 2 RAT & EFTA AT, FERBINHE D
PREFEDIFZITE L 2 DOFRE (R4 : target, competitor) 2387 > THEEL TV 2 L35,
Z DB, BT 3 ORI (decoy) ZHAT D LIZL T, Lo 2Tk 51t
BEER GRIRER) BT 580, EFL 250 decoy 21 CURDIE) (3@ L T\ 5.

AR L 1L, ¥ —Fy MIERRIC KL S iz (¥ —47 v b X0 S IR 008
%) decoy DIBNNZ £ - T, target DR N FH-F 25815 % X7 (Huberetal., 2014 ; Tsuzuki
et al., 2019, 2021). ZW#hE L%, 2 BHEICBWT, target 28 FRICALE T D X 5 77
decoy ZRXET 5 &, target OFEIREN EH T HBIL 42 3 (TLE - #EL, 2014).

AWFFEIL, (a) RAHIRIEMET X b, (b) RSB REE, (c) #MREE, (d) Well-being
REEC & o THIE S 2 BERE A Z A VB NERED, 2 @M 3 R IRE Bk EifE
(21T D 21D decoy ZhR (MENZNR, ZWER) ICKITTHELHRHTLHZ L2 L
T 5. 2 @M 3 HORINE BREREIZ I T 5 272 decoy ZNRICEI LTI, MR 72 I3RS
F 2 < OPERAMFZE N B X T D (Busemeyer etal., 2018 ; Tsuzuki and Guo, 2004). L
DU, EAZEZERA Z 9 LTz decoy ZNRAT FAFE T 58 A KLY o 7 L TRETIICIRGE L 7=
FRITIFE A ERYLT- 5T, AFRITHRNCARERTHD LB X 5.

2. ik
2.1. FEXSE

ENKTF web FiESt: (VR AY—7T 4 V74 IZBEEN TN LE=XOHNHE
TEZI\ R L7 R4 - REFEBeE (20—25 %) Z A RAE L Lo, AEARuE, 1,011
4 (BYE, 468 4 5 &hE, 543 4 5 EEEHE (SD) 13, 21.425% (1.58)) TdH-oT-.

22. RENE

SEATHESE (Tsuzukietal., 2019,2021) (2D, target & competitor DRI A EIZ H 7
SRV 20 B (FEdh, 2@ ZHWZ. 25O decoy RN RS, HESIMENERK
ELTRIE L. 2 @M 3 BasiE B ERE (web RER) (281T 25 3DIEFIE, web
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AT MM Ko THERETZ & sl MAZZERICET 2 REEB ORRIERF S RET
H5. (a) BINESEIED decoy 1E, HED2EITHITHEMMEDZED 1/6 %, target 7> DR
MAOBEWHR~2@EE LT 0 LIEICERE Lz, (b) ZmhREMETIX, target 23O
2B & 70D & 91T, MR B decoy X E LT-.

EANZEEK & LT, (a) s3ERYEEMET Ak (Cognitive Reflection Test: CRT ; Frederick, 2005 ;
3IHHA GIHARME)), (b) FISHRAERRE (BT — & L ToRmEERE (7 HA),
A EUEERR OBENE & L CoPUBIRE RE (12 3HA) « AF, 2021), (o) &MERE (8IHA ;
BRI, 2008), (d) Well-being REE (~ K= 7 RJE (FFEIN=MRE, 5IHE ; K, 2009),
A=A E=y 7 RE(NEOEWRA (5HA), MEOEWRIEKR (5 HA) ; BFHAth, 2019),
OHEEE S RE (17 5HH ; Oishietal,, 2019)) z MWz, ek, BEREHE 2 L20E
& ~D%% & LC, Direct Question Scale % 2 [ A L 7=.

3. MR
3.1. 2FEED decoy ZFE
W ESME (20 IHHE) I28UNC, target, competitor, decoy DIEINFE (SD) X, 53.55%
(19.13), 35.61% (16.36), 10.84% (13.03) Th o7z (K1). HHIHTOREE, BIRED
ERRITAETH Y (F(2,2020)=1157.24, p<.001,5,2=.534), ZEL# (Bonferroni %) &
fE AL, target BRI competitor IBIRFE LV & AEIZHE <, competitor 1R (T decoy R
XV BAEICENWZ ED RSN (ps<.001).
Fh R (20 THE) 1T T, target, competitor, decoy DERFE (SD) 1%, 39.62%
(21.50), 33.50% (16.74), 26.87% (16.89) T -7=. /EIINTORER, TR O EHFIT
AETHY (F(2,2020)=80.01,p<.001,7,2=.073), ZEL#: (Bonferroni %) DFEHE, target
IR T competitor BER=E LV A EIZHE <, competitor I decoy IBINE LV L HE
IZEWZ EARENTZ (ps<.001). DFEY, KIFRICEHNTS, HERMINE & 2R
DRl (XK2).
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3.2. tHBAMRE

#11Z, WAIR, Z R REM D target SRIRE, 5 L VS FHHDE A ZAEZER (FALRE)
DOEIE, BERERE, B (o) %, MBIRE (PCC,r) ZaT. 2 FIFICHIT D target
HIRROFEREIT, 024 THAETH-7= (p<.001).

K1 IR, ZBRREZMD target TBIRE, LI O SHHDMAZEER (FLRE) O
Ve, EEUERZE, (BN (o) FREL MHBIERE ()

M SD o 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
1§k -targetidiR =R 53.55  19.13 —

2 Zlh-targetBINH 39.62 2150  — 24%%

3 EmEENE (CRT) 1.39 120 .72 REELEN P L

4 e L 246 057 .86  —.07* .02 - 10%*

5 EPURIRFE 284 051 .89 .05 .02 -.06 48**

6 1%l 327 0.84 .90 .03 J10%F - 08% 07F  .20%*

7 EERYEE 3.73 132 91 .04 .01 AR 10k 02 —27H*

8 NEOEWMGRA 453 137 .83 .02 .01 .02 28%%  09¥% - DpwE T4%k

9 NEDERLESE 426 125 .90 J10%%08%F 02 21%% 7 0%k 3PHEk 46

10 DERAEN S 413 1.03 .93 A1x 01 .02 24%F 6% - D4%E G3k% JEE 4g%k

*p <.05,**p <.01

WD) - SETINRERAE, W - RS

3.3. ERRESHT
2HRMEZ L OERIFAFTOME (K2), WERBIILICAEETHY, (a) BRSNS,
target JEHRFEIZ, CRT, BPUBER, LHEBVENSITAEREDOREL, Fati KAE I
BRAOEEBERIEL, (b) ZWHHREMN target EIRFIC, %iE, BWREREIAELTO
W%, CRTIIAERAOREL MITTZ LIRS,

*2  ERFOVRER

& 77 -target B PR i —targetiEIR
Vi B SE 95%CI B B SE 95%CI
RREPEGENE (CRT) .10 1.64%*  0.50  [0.60, 2.61] -11  -1.96** 0.56 [-3.06, —0.85]
T FL v -14 -474% 120 [-7.10,-2.38] -.01 -0.35 136 [-3.02,2.33]
W 09 330% 137 [0.61,5.98] -02  -0.75 155 [-3.79,2.30]
% 05 124 077 [-0.27,2.75] .08 2.16% 0.87  [0.45, 3.88]
NAE DB RS 04 054 057 [-0.57,1.65] .09 1.50* 0.64  [0.24,2.75]
DEERYE N E 20 221* 0.71  [0.83, 3.60] .00 -0.08 0.80 [-1.65, 1.49]
R 2 04%* (03

*p < 05, %% p <01
Wk Ty : MRS RSE, R R RS



4. BE

AED web EFRIZIH W T, HERMIINE L 2R RENT2. decoy BRD 2 Foff:
i, 1k, ZMERTHE S, BEMENBR TE R -0k L, ZIMEWNAZIIEIC
K DAEWZEDOFELMBEBRIL, e ThD. ZOMEIE, BARKEK L ZmERDR,
ZOAEEBRRIZBNT, BOA D= LG5 WIIEANFFEIC L 2B EZT TV D ATHE
PEARR LT 5. BERAICIEB A U =X A LTI, 7'r 27 MR OMMER% (H
K[alEE) 20 A9A AT, Usher and McClelland (2004) (2 J2 5 LCA (leaky, competing accumulator)
BT L OIFAVED BIRTR .

—J7, CRT &I RS D target TINRITITH B R IEORE %, ZWHHFRSLMTD target
BIRRICIIABERAORE L RITTALEETH S, EHBRIARICE SR TIL,
WRITEEA 72 system 112, ZHRIEITAER 72 system 2 [ZRHE T2 EIET D Z L3 %
W O(TZE - #F5E, 2014). ABFEORRIT, €95 LIEMIREIZRR5bD0THY, HHRICH
DDA = ABIZONT ELRDBEANLETH .

k) RGN T, target BPCRIT R @ MERRITABERADRELZ KT L, BIK
REGRITAERLEOREZ KT T AUTERE S, RIS KREMICET 5 2 BEEET L
DBRND, BREEDDVLENDD.

F72, well-being 4 REEDS 2 FEFHD decoy IR FRMITIBUNT, target BHRITHE R 534
— VORI RFET LR E T, IFEEMREERENA T AL ERH L TND AT
S AL, FEEFICBT 5 ERFIA I EREZ AT 2 ELRH D Lo Tz
BAND, SOROIMFDSROWETH 5.
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