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(0 58 28 V7 S5 AT LA AR BCEE 42 T 04 i 4F 15 . L (BN
23 PR R A A g T B ik e SR A B R
B s B — MR 2 07 A 1 35 M S 0 AR T
PLREARAE BEAT Sy RO BE 32, 20 S PR BRI 5 5
ST S 0 22 BE T L 23 5 gl R BOR s AT
AL

TESE B IR A — A% 19 BEE bR o I OR 98
ST E B YR H A TSR IR L T
— S g M B URCE A LR B e R T S
SRR A BT R 7 e M R 4 R 2 T
FERBLEFE 3~6 @ Mok BT S AR D WP oE 2 i 4%
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it 8 AN E . Ym R L S E AT R
JEADL ™ ity B TS SR AR 22 i B 5T 3 2 R T B4
AR & ZA PR AN R0 158 W — 13 LB BT R )
R AR A 2 T TR B AR A

FE R EREE

NPk LN BL N EF S OE E N L i
ok R E I BRI AE B ik B {E S AR BE g L AR
J A A R B — 2D ik B AR A B AR AT S .
T8 THT 0 R A 8 1 45 B |l O R0 U CORE ) RS
TDA B NRFEAR B A 3 AT 72 vl 5 R 45 R H 1%
M MR R 8 &7, HET#1iE sk
FIR L R X T B 2 T AN AR TR i =0
FI AT M R Y . R RS L o
FEHTIZUESE TTEA BRINAIBE ) 2K T gl & &
BT R R AR I — R FF B AL B i (Information
Processing Strategies) , I 3 faj {b # % 1 #2 (Hensh-
er,2007,2010a) . AF 58 & X TE (Y ) AR, il & &
SR HUHIR 2 135, Ak L 5 g%, o ] T 531K 2 5, s
HGIASZIEREAY 1A LLG I 75 23 5% Wi 48 A1 B2

Deshazo & Fermo (2004) 5 Cameron & De-
Shazo(2010) $ Hy 1 5 A AU I\ HR 18 2 107 b A B 1
P AE VLR S 5 R O {5 B AL B SR e L — R
“HishA PR PR PR AR (Passive Bounded Rationality
ModeD) , iZ B AU B 52 30 2 5 # 2 % 18 vt & e it
i i A A B, (B BE A 1R B 5 19 BT, S8R 2 5 5 i
SRR R Sz B, KR g E
W AT R 4 K7 (Rationally Adaptive Behavioral Mo-
del) . iZ 5 BB Bl & FE SR ik FE v & H B AR B
A1 3 AR AS AR WA i o B A T e i ) R
TEA BRI B IR 20 R A AR X AN [ 45 B A 0
BEUEC 5 DA B T AR RE 7 i TR
AR AL 23 A DA K S5 36 14 45 J2, 87 A R 82 11 0B 2055 L T
AN 2 25 0 A Bl T DA sk B DA B P 2 5 v 3
T 3 R (Dellaert et al, 1999) .

TE Ve 5 50 56 1) 52 30 B T 4E B2 oh, @ PR N
T 2 W A S HEAS 15T T R e R U B
YU VN O & NE LT () o U RSP OB LR
W T LA R 4 SRy T S P ) SR R T ) R
(Mintz et al,2013), — F # 7Y B £ F 38 101 Y 4b J1
TR 5L 2 1 2 S R R A R IR B AN
TR B e T, 3 8 AR B A B A oAl = 5 B
A far (9 18 00 22 () 48 AN RTS8 e AT i, M Z
T B gE A TR TR R B b FER B . Gilovich
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et al(2002) TE.L B E P A 41 T — &5 th g & 51
P 5 G 22 - 76 IE 2L Rk Hensher (2007, 2010a) 7
ERERLAY g ST = e M Ak B W L e
JEZ 57 (Attribute Non-Attendance) 5% B& Fii J5 1 4¢
Ml ZE 3% 25 B R BR A 28 U 2 R A T 48 O A 1 I )
WEFEh Rz R SE I H L R AR S 5 R g S M
T AT R AL () i R A B2 M B RS S
BCR T H RS B S R R 2 — R E R
A FR W

P A0 RAE S B R BUR MEAE S R 32
BEAE WA — & A X 2 2 g iy gt B A H
SR S G G2 PR 0 300 s 38 T R 380 5 02 T A X
2 ok fai 4k 52 56 19 &2 4% P (Carlsson et al, 2010;
Alemu et al,2013)% , PUAE S 5 & 1 19 1% 58 )7 ik
JETERERENG S A 45 R S B e 2 5 5 1
DO P ) ke 5 e e e 7 2 LA B Z W T IR 7 T
PE X AR R Bk P 4E 2 5”7 (Stated Non-
Attendance) , AbHEFRIA M AE S 515 B bR ME 7 ik
SEVOE —MARBAL Kb S 5E NS HGL
350D w8 BR i) > Z= {5 (61 21, Hensher et al, 2005;
Campbell et al,2008) . #RM, J5 &L 09 WF 5% H) & 2K .
WA ZBRARAES S 08 g5 58 IF R 9 200
e AR 2 oA A o SR IR S B T 2 R AR
(f§) 40 , Campbell & Lorimer, 2009 ; Carlsson et al,
2010) . X BRI BAF BE W BT BE A2 2 1 I MR 2
5”(Inferred Non-Attendance) 7L & JBO . X Ff
T3 A8 PR AR B TEA A e 1% 52 1 S Ak 4 0 4 >
Wik 2 g1 & v () 40 . Hensher et al, 2012 ; Scar-
pa et al,2013) . — 88X} Ho o My ik — 28 K B BRid 1k
AHEIN P B 2 5 8 1 =22 (8] A7 AE B 0 22 5 (i s
Kragt,2013;Scarpa et al,2013),

Mrid vEAE 2 505 B R A5 B2 7T Be Hy 4 & X R AE
NF B FIAZ 3 B2 ) R HE B PE 5] A2 (Scarpa et al,
2013), 3 A R R T U A O R R U I F B
(Kragt,2013) , it /2 4 — SL i 5% 35 D Ry 4 00 o 15
BT BRI VEE B0 EZE A SR, i TR &
K T AR N A X R S R AR S S A R
I 5 3 5 552 B AR ) DR AR R P 4 £ R A
4 . 1IEUN Hensher(2010b) Frak, “ By, I AT
FER 25 AT DAL TG TR O e — AR 2 T R
SR A X B 45 080 0] B X v Ak B SR W A D FE A (7]
) — D HE A W WUESE T Rk EIES 5 F
FE—FhE W B AR E RN E. RE A
Xf G Al BB I B AT 58 4 22 W H 7S BR 22 W 1 ) 1 {H —

Tt B AT BE A9 15 JF J2 ] A X R AE D 3R AR v R 13X
6 g P T AR Y B M A E (ff] 4, Carlsson et al,
2010; Hess & Hensher,2010),

B M 7 i R A T SR T R A i e 1Y 3
PEL BB T DRI A2 G — SR 2 3 A T4
RAT . L B EIES 517 2w L&
{5 e RS TR Ak 3 485 SRR AR DG 1 A R X — 28
SCHRAY = ZEME 5T Hbn o — 4> ML AL 10 43 B 7 22 X FE
TERLRY o fif B I 1 AE 2 5 HT S YA TH 45 2R i)
Xof G A A5 B (40 G ROR A A BB B o0 A o B BR
WEAEZ 5E RO ABBI R Ik bR 1 b SCi R i H
62 58 1 09 31 bR 8OH 29 oy FF 8 (9 4% 52 07 1 L
Ab s AL FoAth — S U 9 75 3 il 0 Hensher et al
(2007) $ H 19 e 5 P AR BE BILAE I 3 Ja e 100 T ik LA B
Hess & Hensher(2010) 4% H1 iy« B S 507 187, B
XF A TR PR AR AL T A R B Hoh — AR TR R
AR E B ZE R 5 — AR T 2% JE T
AIREAR

— A I B RS 5 O R ROE — A
“ ) U 2 Il R 7 (Constraint Latent Class Mo-
deD) LB VR IR A X G J8 T3 — W20 i
80 8 B — A~ ECRE TUAS JE 1 0 2R Bk A5 T Al
o B ZR BT A () 1 T 2 01 =22 () B 20 o R S5 . 1%
A Scarpa et al (2009) #2 i, 1 7 7 22 WF 55
(1, Hensher et al,2012;Scarpa et al,2013) g
ZAEFH. A, Scarpa et al (2009) T — A 5
T DU S 75 0k 9 BE HL 8 PR R R ORI R A X T
IR AT S SR R T S 0 i A B R B
#2534 . Hole(201 D) MJF A& 1 —Fh“ N 4k @ Pk =
5 #5 #1” (Endogenous Attribute Attendance Mo-
del) , A5 BB i B3l 7 e e 9 S ol 1 IR 2 s
HEAT PR T AR 8 K 26 18 5 1 R M AE KR AU 2
[B] AT AL M . S5 Ah, Hess & Hensher(2010) #H T
— PP A A 2 5 R Y 7 s BDAE A
IV S8 THE A B 35—/ R
R TR AL S 445 0K T 1R AL A0 A A0 Ay 220 m e — T 1k

Lt R HEES e ZENHES S H0E
WFFE A 45 188 ik 75, 78 92 UEAR B b i R 1 s IR
Z 517 R ULE AL A R 2 A BT GE (i
Scarpa et al, 2009; Hensher et al, 2005; Hess &
Henser,2010), X 5 B8 M 4E S 515 B 5] A X}
P i Ve PRSI0 Y N TR AL B AT e HEAE T . (H 2 BT
WFTEEE XS SOAS B B B L B0 A 9 B — B 4508 .
— RS YR b R TR YIRS 517 M U

— 133 —



Ja . AT B S A BT B (B 40, Hensher et al,
2005;Compbell et al, 2008; Scarpa et al,2009), %5
— eI ANAE B T b T S B (40, Rose et
al,2005; Hensher et al, 2007), it A5 — e 0 57 W) ¥
AR EFEMWES (P, Carlsson et al, 2010;
Kragt.2013). BAREVEIEZ 517 X A B EK
SO S R AFTE LR A T o — DR R (H X P i 3%
{14 52 Wi 50 SR A B D) 56 BT 4 SR B 5 5 22 T R A X
Sy EPEAE S 5 R s, AR AT R 23 15 B A D 04 Al 1
g

75 JHEFF R0 R

e S = A5 B 1 — S R A
SR Z A PR PR b i S A PO B2 TR B
VB B 10 i A X S AN ) ) B 155 5 b B AT
FesE Pk AT AR R R 5 Y A S G I E B T X — ik
B BB 1 7 2 1 5 v B 4 i e 2 A2 )k
PEPENG 5t HE 9 W T 19 5% i (5] 4, Bateman et al,
2008; Scheufele &. Bennett, 2012; Carlsson et al,
2012), X B “HE ¥ % B 7 (Ordering/Sequence
Effect) i £ 75 A BIF 5% % 46 20 45 o 3t S8 2% 78 3% 2k o
SR F1R) 1 49 S 0 v G e A BT 9 Y LSS D 4

F b HE T RON A S 2 0F 2 o —
FEFE I )80, A2 3 75 A 7 O 4 308 1) — A4~ i 78 AR
F (Braga & Starmer,2005), 7E %4 M (874 s
R BRI T 2R I RGH A — oo ik #5607 ¥k
T A X RAE S R R A R A S S AR Rk R
MHAETE B35 22 50 P8 Bb Al 3 00 S A B ISR B
AE (#] 40, Hanemann et al, 1991; Cameron &
Quiggin,1994) . FIZ& A H (EL DAl A L - 6 45 52 6 2
SR B B 22 YRR TR SR 3Kt 68 I 80
TEZEPE I TP T — > ™ H Y [A)

A BIFFE AT I e 4 75k v A7 TE HE P 28007 74 5
P T 5870 B e . Day et al(2012) % HE e 25001
G3 RV A R AR R A AR B i A
FoA B REE 7 B U 51 R BY HE R ROV 5 R
FH 56 Hh B Y 2 R B0 S A R Sy S e 5 |
A EIHEFE % . Day et al(2012) 545 T LA BT 58 4
X TR e I P 280 4 T DA R < A B A AR B HE
Jp 8O0 1 D PR AL A 2T 7l o > R
55RO o e, HL 2 ST 7 R T PR B
IBATHLHIAS B, 5 EEAE AN B S i 1 b2 ) ke
SRR TR TR A O B SR &F . BLI 5% ) =R
& HEE R A B3 i - B AT B R B R T AR — IR

— 134 —

DL IR 2% % K (Braga & Starmer, 2005) . “/ff 4
5 2] AR WO AR UE PR S Z A — A
WhT A SCI) Dt - o T 2 7E B 5 TR S 1 15 B o 08 W
B B o O 5 2% >0 2 X A o i 4 3R 119 1
B R IRE A A1 55 b 09 D 4 7T RE 2 2
A T sk b AR A ak B A T R O G B R B R
X 2 (Plott, 1996 ; Bateman et al,2008) . “J¥%
55 800" 18 HAA BRI RE ) Bl & e B
SRR ot R TP R T R A R A D 4 A B R (Bradley &-
Daly, 1994 ;Day et al,2012), 5 #1424 > Fl iR -2
2T I R AR 2 L 98 55 2800 R O TR SR R
R 15 5 v ) DR SR AT S SR A BE AL .

T A5 AR AR AL HE R RN Y 32 I D 4
“HRMEAEAT ORI E AN R SR AT 7
o A R R DR R 5K A B 0 i 4 DT 3 i
TSR A5 R IR ) B B R £5 09 5 R AL A R
S5 S it I 3K Al SR W ) A 1R R A G o
i WE (Carson & Groves,2007), Day et al(2012) %%
o B TE Ll FE 2l B A S M PSR
T A J T 9 ok 36 rp S 4] DL & AR SR 1 AT S 1Y AL
23 WA F T B I 1R 07 25 8 3 b 5 e 3 9%
BEJS PSR . Al 5 RO W) S 3 5 s v i e BEAE Y
N —FEIE . & [F A 0k i B S0 o B A
AN P B 2 5 — A DS SR P R R K
- CELFE BRI ED Bk A BRAE . J5 1 DOk o A AR 2
“EEE TR XA G B . TE R AFHE DAL X — &K
LA BR R R A 227 . R SR ST IE S T AR 2 1
PN S5 O AR Ml 077 125 PP A A X R A RO (A A
Herriges & Shogren,1996; Whitehead,2002) ,

AT figp e 5 [l sk HE P RO 7l T | R HE R AL
IO 4 J5E DR 22 o 22 HL B2 e ML ok A B 2% S L TR
FEBA — DG — B R TT 50T LR 20 500 e e 52
50 v 58 42 IR HE P 2800 52 e . A G, AL A 2 ST R
i 82 > T8 AR I 58 3 I 24 A HE S O B DR SR
S T 55 00 SR s M A7 Ay D 8 ok 3 1R 5 i 1Y
JORERSRBEAEESER. Bl ot s £
BRI T LATR JUA 28 50 14 1) SR W FH oA 92 figk +k e R00E
XF S A5 R AR o B — PR R B AR
RIERZET AT " (Advanced Disclosure) 3£ 4
5 5 A0 R CRL A 58 R SR A UK R R K F
BAE) o BT T R RIE ST LU KR A7 R K
U7 HE P 2800 o 8 T 1 A 8RR T 497 AR A 8L 14
JF 3  (Bateman et al, 2009; Day et al,2012), f£
B8 o — PP ORI 5 T Rh SR g 2 i — 2D R — Ak
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TN S 1 s 0 A i R . X b S s H T
TEAESG N FT S b g Tz R R AR v BT T R .
B = R WS 2 S8 I 2 UF A 4 A YRR 1 7
(Counterbalance) #5775 %¢ - RIVAE [n] 45 J2 i L F- 3
SyBCE R SRR Y TSR TSR R
PEREG SRR 2 1 A T B F R AR £,
I S B v BIF 93 R T BB AILHE Y 7 S A S HE
S 7 22 1K A (Street & Burgess,2007)

H2  TE AN B SO IR 33 6 0 6] 5K B AN E 56 42
TH B HE Y 20 1 B . ) 4, Meyerhoff & Glenk
(2015) 5l A B, $2 117 £ A3k — A Ve 17 5o 1) i v it
T %2R W3 iy R A I 25 PRI AR ATT A R 3 i
TR TR, F U AT UL R AT 50 3 7 2R 3k 6 5
Mg P, I AN A AR 2 K b T 7 3 S8 S ] DL v S 5
S5O TS N A BT X b o 485 A oh £E A HE
Jr B8 1 Jirt PR SR A A 36 0 T 2% P e e ARG HE e A%
JO7 ARSI o 51 s 20 S o A A S R i 22 T AE S IE
R v RN T IR a0 SR S OGBS — B T A
TR SR 22 U - BAR R SE R S B EA T T
W BB 9E 20 a] DUAS B — By Al 1 & (Herriges
&. Shogren,1996),

t. BERE

30 o R Ml 4 D VR A T T 2 I 4 S LS
Pl 45 =22 18] 19 2 S AR O “ABUAE i 22 7 (Hypothetical
Bias) . B3 09 K 52 UE A 58 76 & D USRS UE 55 1
ZA A VEAl Hh B 3] e 0 G 25 1 3 b s ik S AN R
(A &% List & Gallet,2001; Murphy et al,2005),
AR D 22 B8 77 TR REARR T BIF 52 188 FH AR 3 s e 4 I A 7
HARE ST AT R 1 RE 7 s PRI A 2 R O i 4 T
1252 B — S5 OBE I — D R E RN . TEJR 2R
WEIE . 1 2 22 M SR, ) n ., B H X 35 (Cheap
Talk) ., #f & M 3 43 & #E (Certainty Scale Calibra-
tion) &5 , HAH Ak W 58 IT & ok R B AR AR AE
2% (3% 22378 Xk Loomis, 2014),

i AL i 22 2 BIF 5 3 T8 BRI I 4 J7 125 280 I —
MEGR T, BARAETF KM TR T
R B SRR S (24 R A S AR PG T 85D
B2 4R 1k 2 FARR A I L — DR iz #e2 )
T VR RS A OF fi% B MR AEL O 22 9 )R ) (Murphy & Ste-
vens, 2004 ; Hensher, 2010b; Loomis, 2014) , X
SECH AT TT R Y FH R R AR A AR e 22 19 R K&
A HR IR T AE S50 P 25 00 0 B Al L = — A
B BSTER] . BF ST R AR B (R A e 22 5 S

50 b R v 10 22 0 DR R R O AR o A SR LS S A
SEIR R G SR FA N A 2 S 2R i B TR TR )
AR, “dE45 R 17 (Inconsequentiality ) 2 2% 5t
TE fife TR A AR O 22 10 PAT BN {68 1 090 1 2 5C B ) o gl 2
o V8 A 0 G G 2 50 R 3R 45 A Bk B 4 AR 0 AL
AR S PRI 8 A G A R A S5 B R AR LS Y
i 6+ 3 A A AL 35 3 SR TA Ay R AR g 4 3k il
AW EEFEK, 1 LS % Carson & Groves
(2007) XA S5 " VRN B RE . FE AR 45 SR
S R B U A 6 R 2 R IR IS PEAT R R
R B2 e S 06 45 2R, NN B R AR BB i A £
(Carson & Groves,2007;Day et al,2012) . 3@ &
OLT S TE7= i 4 it 5 5 bR (B TE AH DG AN 75 28 15
SRS BT o o D0 SR M 2 s At SN R B 5 T A o 2
SR SCASHAE = i 1 B A 5 BObR A T OG5 A SR M
JEARAN AT R .
SEAUEAIE S B A5 8 i o BRI 22 %) F B2 AE R
N b RS ey i 2 7 92 5 (List & Gal-
let, 2001) , I A X5 G X S J0 bR 7Y 7 il (1 242 B2 ATH
P28 0 B O A B IX — 22 5+ (Schlapfer & Fis-
chhoff,2012) . 1 &k, A8 i 25 75 A [6] 1Y 1) (8 JE =X
TUARTE B 2 5 TR SR AR B R
Tk 2K o) 20 %) AR AL g 25 i v+ T G 36 4 ) R DU
22 B 98 35 TA R S M — Bl A A 1Y TRD ROIE =X (g
Arrow et al,1993; Carson & Groves,2007), IF A
AN R 2 B B S Y R B T — D R R
rRACER AR AN R 4807 i O 35 3R 7 sl A R 3
R B 2 T AR 8 A X G R
5 %A PEAG T AR H L B ETUCE 2 B BF
FERTE VLRSI SRR R, VF 2 P58 & I
e 2 0 4 VA A N QA 7 22 ) R AT A A R
8 AR TSI 1 B LT A (E A A
R X G AE 7 i R 4 R 8 22 () 2 AT A A A AR
PRI T AN 45 4776 7™ 31 (4 (B AR U0 22 (1, Lusk & Sch-
roeder, 2004 ; Broadbent et al,2010) ., IE & List et
al(2006) frif , “PE L a] L o —Fp A &2 L H A
TH 2 5 By 5 20 38 M0 (B8 it 2o 72 PR i T LA
SEIHANERBOE” . B . H ETA R SEIEAT 5T
AL B AR i 22 2 7 IV 32 Ry 3B 49 S 6 v AE 9 Y —
AR ) B3R B — B 4538 . Lusk & Schroeder
(2004) & BLAEBUREL 1) 8 9 52 0 b, R SAS 2 R 2
A AT BB T P 1 3 R S A R T Rk
e flk - Hudson et al(2005) 1 Carlsson & Mar-
tinsson(2001) Y&z A4 YL H 1 45 52 55 (19 1 A8 52 56 41
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et A E R, HiE, Loomis et al(2009) NiF 52
TARAR S A R R Al 1T 9 R B AROR
ARV ) S AT R R . A i — S F R B T
T AR AR AV AR AR D 22« 3 IS AFF 9038 5 £ K b 1 1)
$E 250 204 Sy L 35 i 5 o T A 3 2 S o 26 o s R
RS T B G 2 R Al 04 ST B R (1) N De-Magistris
et al,2013;Moser et al,2013), {HJ&,7E Broadbent
QO1ID I —A[FEZEWFFE b I A X RAE e £E 5L
IR R Ak 0 B ST R B BT SR T B A X 3 A
SE PEVE S BEMEHR DL (0 52 50 20 20 12 35 M ARl 1 3¢
.

FE2 b 2 R H AR TR S 5 A AR 1 1 i
SEAUT T 2% A M (B DTl O vk A 8 50 RE 18 AT 55
2, AR, bR SCHR 05 BSR4 (BT A D7 125 09 AR
SRR 9 E e 4 5 4 v S A5 A7 7 MR i 2% DL S R
VAR AR i 22 1) 28 30 1 5 R SR A5 A e 4R 5 6 0 12 v [
FEARL. BRI S o 48 i T — 26 28 50 Mk 1 ik 3
BT T AAEE e b 2 A A A O 22 1 s PR DU O T g
HT T R34 O 4y vk 2L IR i (BOARURRAE ORI —
73 B RS S AT LU DR 28 45 52 50 04 0] i AL o] ik A2 TR
il R 25 B9 o o T AN A7 A BRI 22 . AR 2 BRI
FERIEEIE W » e 92 50 77k B 77 A A AR i 22 5 5
oY R BE A v Ay ) R B A ] /N T AR A A A
e AE A AE i 22 9 77 BV R 25 48 I AT - 24
WEFE 5 BE— 2 I e 3 4 5 7% 73 A i, 5 b 22 7] fiE
AR R,

R T B R LS Y AR R SR L B BE 5T Y
Aok R T BA S R R B S . B g R
BT T Z A 4% LAR WA 55— (1 mDOUL I i) 52
TS0 B AE S 96 1 (%) 5 s O 4 s s 28 = it
HA B ARE SRR LRY . D, 56—
Tl 22 W1 b A2 T s i A AR s Y R B CTE
Louviere et al,2000,pp. 21 —23) , A IR /D> ¥ B 5%
HoRM . WRIEEE T AL 25w AU, AU
Hudson et al(2005) % ] 1 7 fis & £ 95 1E o = IR
DB RS 2 B AF (A i 22 . 58 b AR A
T i 9 S 73S i e 5 AR R A (VP A A T L ek
ANt Al P R 3 i e 7 9 EAT RO

L Z R 5% 5 R N I BE )iz X Ay
FAESR B2 T F e 4 55 ] TR A 1 Y i 4 5
5 s Ok — (AN R A T 40 7 B oy L R Ak S
M SZAFY . BUAT IF 9 78 560 F 16 3 5 56 02 5 A7 78 AR
iy 22 IF LA B KR B 1 33 ol BRI L S SAN AR Y 52
gt BLVE S 2 BB 3L ME (Il i, Lusk & Schroeder,
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2004 ; Moser et al,2013), 1 H . i £ &5 # K AETT
Ji& 15 FHBIE 5 I B 4 RO G R i O 58 AT LA AR IR 5 5
2k BB A SRR E (B, Michaud et al, 2013), {H
& XA T BKRAF T B R PR . E e
TR A BT SAAT s SR BT A B R AIE TR
15 35 b A At 1 IR AR R 400 L T B ST 4 7 i (B
H o ML i Z D A X R AR BT 3 7 D .
IR 3 BRI i - D7 ¥ 8 48 DR 22 BAOBIE 58 X G 48 T ¥ 1 2
X5 HUR XA BT 7 B R R T Sk g Bl
TN A 38 1) S5 56 1 37t A AT B9 Tl 1 5t rh e AR
FEAEAR AR M H A0l B2 R %
7 5t BB R HE R R0 1T Carson & Groves(2007)
NN B AN A 2 . R Bk, IE AN Carlsson &
Martinsson(2001) BT i , “ AT A1 &8 24 B 19 46 56 I
AN BRI Ay LS 1Y 5 7S D o T 0 AR SRy X AR RN
S SE I Z R B 2 S G Ry e e BRI S 1 7 i 4
V7 2% 5 6 At 1 U8l 4 e e U s X R R R AR
S5 SN A S 3 A 2 1) R R O A A

INEESFET

UTAF SR o B E LB T IR AE AR 22 55 o IR S ER
S5 28 5 5 N A2 1 28 5 A U 1 I ST AR A B T
PREI . SRGEM RN E AL T I A L 1%
LR ITEN — DR 5 B g i S &
Y i 5 B SR R I 50 8 A A B o i R S
AR AT Z 09 O 0 15 R . B R SR A i A5
ST QL N T S M6 R T B e R T EL A O S
Feaiok T — RG22 . W58 X L0 22 . L 4F R A
R B BIF S B80T T 0 el At 5 56 e i S R AR R O
PER BRI A BUE . AR SRR AR SOR R 5K
BT ERUE R OF S AT T 2838 - LU O BT IF 58
AL B R W B4R T IF O R SE B TR Sk
B 45 SR B SR W 1]

(—)HRBL

R A SC R 23538 - BUA BIF 98 % 3 9% 52 08 5 15K
JE T8 T LA LU I 94

(1) & T L MR B TT K 19 1E A2 BT 7 580 A
AE S BLIE S0 0 P BT AR M AL B AR . B RS0
AL P 0 S UEAR R R R A S0 BT DA T AL
HEALRBOHEEEREE XA XK. 52
RO SEBRELA 5 o AN RAT 5 35 AT LA iR 0 i 4 =
By 5 B i fe/ME DU D iR 22 w] DIAG B A
B A TEES R o AR B N SR 5T 2 T0 vk B AR A
A Ml 05 JE, » 140 AT 8 — B 2450 U0 1) AR ol 52 56 3¢
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. AT 3R IR 2 00 58 3 A6 N AP 4% R
ARV 56 IR R A T I T B G R AR AN
K IRAMB IR 0K

(2O BT 38 A B T 10 5 1 5 B o 20 22 2% ]
X G F 1 B A RE A8 308 0T 15 9 . A5 UL AT RE S 1R o
) 0 5 A ) Ml 22 o HEBR S 0 T 4 S SO A
AP ER B I e P BB th TR A X R S B A
e F) DR B A8OHT A R RE R R A R R e A T S BLR
{1 i e+t T A LR R A 0 G O f b bk SR A
— P fE AL RN . AE SRR L BE 5T AT LA aE
1 G I A R T T A e R0 ] £ X R 04 S R
Gk Ab X — [, TR IR R TIA R #E
B L S £ 0 Logit BLRLIF AR E 24
F5E & nl KL% JE (il ik & Logit BEHL S %L Logit o
HABBE R PTG T

(3) BT BT 4k B 10 15 B SCAR 23 X 1k #%
S A TG R LA A B R Rl L R S R R
SR . R R — 5 R A ST S AR R
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