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Abstract

This study explored the effects of the framing effect and the ambiguity effect on decision prefe-
rence. Using experimental method, two independent variables “information statement” (positive
and negative statements) and the “information ambiguity” (precise, small interval and big interval
ambiguity) were tested to determine how they affected the accounting judgment. Empirical results
indicated that, the significant framing effect was found. That is, negative statements about the
consequences of a decision induced higher levels of conservative than positive statements. How-
ever, this study did not find significant ambiguity effect. In addition, the difference of accounting
judgment between large and small ambiguity was only found in positive statements.
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1. 53|

] R I 55 417 5 v 0] (1FRS) 851 [71) 5% FH 400 J01) Re it (rule-base) ,  #¢ “ J& ) Bl (principle-based) ” B s i 4 1.
FW S LA A 2 R . B AndENE B R RTRE Y . CURATRIREY . B RTRE” SR ELARURI M M 2
MU G . BSOS BB R 2t Tl e 2 AT, SR 21k H BRI gt H = il e sk 2 A H
GE, UL T S SR P RS S e U S B M 2 2B R, N EARE R UGE .

Simon(1957) [1]#& AT B 54T A2 5 BR B2 4 [ (bounded rationality), 5 # il AN 2 5 B
HREAE R G RIS 5. Ellsberg (1961) [2]0F & ¥ i& (Ellsberg’s paradox)ih A A1 T ki
If 2 S IUAR Lk (ambiguity aversion)fiifa], JRED AT R 4 ORI TE)” 14:, i
TlF “ARETHLRERITE)” M, LB Tversky & Kahneman (1981) [3]42 Hi 4244 %5 (framing
effect, JIRFRZNHEZLELS), 48 HAS[E] 145 B BRI () B (W E VR HLER 60%EWIFILAE 40%) 2 R 411
(YR R SR 3 2 DA i o BV ARE R S5 1) 800 4D AR I A o A [] 4045 S s P o (B ) T 5, FGES ok ik
VBT R AT R, TR LR I . Tversky & Kahneman $ H 42/ 20N 5, ALHE O
A RRRNE S S5 S U DA S AR 9 N SR IR — P e Sk 1% (bias) . RIG, AW EH K
N, B PR ) AF BRI R S ST, DL T AR R E R 2 T W R

AR, X T RS B 50%NLEIR), HREEF AT “ X RS 5 SR (. WORL
RATF 60%~40%I7]) , it H 5 F 2 45 BALAE Ty 7 A AR B AR T 2 VAR, 2 7 7 AR RIRE (1 A4S FE (0 Kennedly,
Mitchell & Sefcik, 1998 [4]). 2 T AN [FIFRJE Z AT, /I DX I BORA (AW R AL 26 2 609%~4006)-5 KX R A5
B (UnICURHLEE Ay 70%~30%) P35 K R SR 2 2 & RAFAEZE 5%, WIS/ DRI 98 B HeE AT LU . AN TN 5 5
SRS RO PEFE RS 2 B HLRAE B OREIME B B0%MLE; /NIX AR : 60%~40%H13R ;KX [AIFRR «
70%~30%M138), AR AN [FM5E SEBOMIFE B W] sE e TR 3R 2 M, I 23 BT AR 38R 75 15 ZR A RIS R AR A
HF

I LA BB TEFAS Rt R RS 229 A N2k, RARRINRZ St abFi sy
VOB, SRS SRR, 2R3 2 g A S IAEA R8I B2 S B DASR I B BRI, 2K T
XFIETH BRI AE B, B R 2 22 T A B i I (4 AR s SN S (52 o %) o A 9 B R R I 3 2 I
KL, DX SRS B A 2R 2 2t b EE AT, SRR IR RIAZE R, KIX TR 5 /)
DX R ASR 22 2 2 5 52 K 2 T o

2. XHEREIBmS R R
21 M EEZEMMEER

IAS 37 #lE “ MMt /aim 16t ” 2 ot SREE T, FEHIM kM2 — NIAT XS =S “IR
A AAE” (probalbe)fFfE. SRR AN R EILBZ /DA FIER “IRAAEE” , oW nT Ge x5 .
STHAEN ) H B2 — 2 ZE AL B 7 Nz — 3k, A5 RO AR A T BBOR R PR AL AR, S A%
2PN AR, 3 S BOLE A — 2n db 2 7 X (Beaver, 1991 [5]; Harrison & Tomassini, 1989 [6]), X
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FE R 25 0 55 v D ) L 72 15 18 1T Bth 1 (Amer, Hackenbrack & Nelson, 1994 [7])-

AW Tt LA S 25 FAFAE 2 AR PR VA G2 80 2 23 v b B2 7 SUCR 8 B N BlCA 17 B0 RN B R 6 i i
BYNRFRANE . FAGIE S =P FIBOR AR B 2 B MR AE B ORERA . /DX TR . R IX [AIBER), SRR
WHE SR A AT 520 P 3 2 sk W (22 1 b 2R 7 3X) o

2.2. RERREFTERR R R R0 (FRA9 R )

Tversky & Kahneman (1981) [3]45 thAH [F & X 2 A5 B4 KA R MR b S (IF 1 8 R i) RIE, e
REVERI R PSR F 2 AR o 3 PN~ 2R R, EARRTRERRE T, M58 RIER
FATEMRIR IS (A0 BOE L), 5238 2 7 A AU RIURE (1) o3 s SR AT B MR B (BB T L), S2 33 U fit
AARHESR . BB, PIANET R S FE R RSE I, T BRI AN E, S SR AR LT
S (preference reversal) (L5, AHAT 1RSI I GFR A SR A4 2508 o

H M Tversky & Kahneman (1981) [3]4 Hi 224N 5, AL OIRE . BAY 5 2 S5 B HIE L 280
RUNE A N — A vk S A i (U Sawers, Wright & Zamora, 2011 [8]4%). Levin, Shneider & Gaeth (1998) [9]
[ JE50 4 28080 SRR I 5 A PR B 1) R 2 AR T K AL BB o B = A A s KUK I B 52 (risky  choice
framing). J& 1424 (attribute framing) Al H A5 2244 (goal framing). AR “WiHEIG 7 A KU 280 2
Wt .

JaR PR ZE A F2 DA I T B A7 T R 3 P 5 0 S Y DGR AE (JE ), 49 R R 3R AR % 2 LS
A P SR 3 RHZ AR 8 SR PR 52 B S MR AR R S PP A, 2 Z2 R Levin, Schneider & Gaeth (1998) [9]
fal, MBS LRI AERRARR, 20 A 2 - AR B TS, I B /5 — iR Lo 4 ik
ASRAF AT 7000 HILIE SRR IS s ez, ASTH 5 BRI U 25 5 7 A A7 T3 445 7 ) R0 2t PR
MASEE. W, ERAERREREE 75%E A, 1750 E RS 25%IER . SR, HXFT
B R B, 78 I ] S T 52 128 R B 0 R R . AT 7 R DR M A et 9 B

O’clock & Devine (1995) [10]WF 7t diath, RN Rt N G THIM AR kS 28 2 REER, A LLE
T B RRET (B A 70% ML 2 ), ZiRE NN A R BTCA S B 5 R, B 28 K LIk &
Wy B DL S BRIR IS (B AT 30% LA 22 2RI, A2k W N A Rl B L AR Be e B RE S, i fi )
BRHEEN . BRI SRR TR, PSR T DL IE I SRR IR SR Bm T, PR AR
(oIl ARSI, 5 DA G R, Tk S5 R R B A A AR VRN, = AR BRI . oA
W R FIAER i

Bl 1: YPSRGTRERRIEEBRIRN, BRI R IE PSR T R R A o

2.3. {E AR R SR R A 72 M (AR RY)

TPNEHE SR IL, N ANTEAHE MBS SRS F IR SAT R, B R T R R A T RetE )
B, MCNTRSR LA . Ellsberg (1961) [2]8F 58 & B, T RERI T4 U Jr 10 0 EE A1 5 IR 1t ) 11 0 2R A —
B, AHSZ R i 7 RGBS A 52 14D PR 1 38 T 1 =1 XU WL 28 A 8 BRI PRI T, I AR e 0 % 5 ) B B B
WICVEARREN . Fox & Tversky (1995) [11]9A\ Ak 53 < = A BORA PRk O (1) 00 B, 2 BRUR WS FH U BT
PAFHE B EABMNE AR TR E B 5, R = vl ok 5 2 Fn iR B A7 75 45 AR 4 15 0
MfEE, ik, BORIPER(E B85 238 7oA 7 RZEMEBOR B OERES S, HE M= AR SO P4 8 e BT
2B E 35 SCRERSORI PR RE G I I 5, WG BB A PR O BRI 14 38 £ (amibiguity aversion) ”(Frisch & Baron, 1994
[12]).

Kennedy, Mitchell & Sefcik (1998) [4]#F 78 &K I, 42w % “ X IAIEH 7 {5 B Ak S M85 2 806 6 it
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BERE 00 5 AR R 0T 2 4 W2 ]

FAREE, AR B 7, 2R TUH A W AR R e 2 BOR . B 2 sck el En, A
T REHE R, X AIBOE B 5 A4 B AN MR L T8 B, A5 e ST 3% 5 7= 2B 2 VEA
MO 5 Sy H IR B A7) (PR SN AR ST o R, ASHIF F00KE R SR A 320 RS 45 X TR BRI A
PAY f#AS IR EASORIAR B0 PSR IF 500 o 48 AR FE 0 BT BB i«

Rt 2: PEETHINEHRGE RS XIAERERR, HRKAHARMEFEEER.

AP A FE— AR B RN 5 AR RN, 2 A8 FAE FH A P s 2 AR R if 520, 7B 43 A i THD R
ZBRIRSL, RE G HMPRR T BN B A B35 7 R, Bk i RS 3 4 F

Bt 3: 5 RHRBRHIESEBEHMERENREH M BEE XL LEM

SR, SRS 208 2 B T8 R I SZ A 22 52 B SR LG IR 22 152, JREAS @ SR Rk S if 52 I 18 SR AR
B, A5 A T v LR 45 2R UL 2 A I, 52 2 i B ORI PR e 5. Nelson & Kinney, Jr. (1997) [13]
MRED, HJeaHkRAENFBARCGOYLRME = 0.15) HoO BN, MBREHNLER, ZE A EZIR
RN R I B 45 R I (S AT e DR SF) o (B B 1R R AE N LR B (HLR 1 = 0.55) HoA
B, ARG BN, 2 D B P A R S s 3 2k S T (2 2 AT AR AR SE) o i
ATTHDS B E B 7T 52 2 tH USRI R0EE (S 80 [ 2 BOBESK), H AT JCEw, BOF 2SI € «
P o 2 B B A P AN R R SR A5 I (/N DX A 5 K DX RIS ) X o 2 e A7 22 57 TR,
AW FORGIR TN X 1] (60%~40%) 55 K IX [7] (70%~30%) A5 AL 2 5 Lk S AR AT 2 S & 5 BT AR [ o SOAS T
TN FU B L -

B 4: YRE THEN/DXES KX EEHERN, RREAWAFEEER.
3. Wzt
3.1 KWt

AFFFHERYE 1. 20 30, R 2x2 Z ZRFRARIFH TR Z IR, BRSNS HN “E R
BAE(ET S5 A PRR A EKP)” 5 “EEEMEERHEE vs XEBEHIEELR)” « X115 8Kk
T FH U (B AE)) Z ke SR 32 (BB T, T A5 S AR T2 (RRY 280 0) SR 32 33 A 1T, R X TSR 5L
SRR NX RIS, BUn) & RIS : RS 15 B 5 /N X TR BORI(E 2 2 1 T o B 7 T PR
R B 5 R X RN B IE TR IR B A I RRR S5 DU . X T 4 R t g, DSIER N
FIWT AR, b K X I BORIME B 5 /N X RIS B, TR BT R E F
3.2. EEANRET RO

ARG LA B Z B RN AR 11235 B IR AR PRYF A N, YRV 5 5 0 DA R BCF235 (FH A
B AR RONE), YRANLER AL S RSB 5 5. (50%) ~ /INX TSR (40%~60%) A KX [ 5K (30%~70%) — Fift (H
DA AR RN ) o BEHANER 1, AR B U DA B2 AR DA NS AR TRR S A 2 23 T AR B CR B 449 2 B A
FTEA S A ) o
33. EEENX
331 BEH

1) 15 BB HE

DR AT B PG BT A Z BRI RSE,  ARHIF SURHE B IR B X 7 A ERILER 5 IR IR
BRI T R 5 ROEER 1).

2) 15 BB
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Table 1. Experimental design
*® 1 AAREIHERMY

BAR%2: FEMHER

K5 vs. /N X IFIHDH K5 vs. KX [FIHDH

EORRIFARE ooy FUVFRZELE oo

B ZARRHAR AR “PEVEHLE” H50%. R PARIAR AT BEIRHLE” H50%.

B RUVFARM e FUVFRZELE s oo
Sl b B MEHVBEIEEAT “HURHLR A T609%~40%. HEHITI AT “BEVFHLE” £T70%-30%.
fARpRA L A% B RPVFREME— ooy FUVFRZE— oo

Wi R PRAR AT “TIRNE” H50%. AR R AT TR H50%.

B RUVFARAE e FUVFRZELE s oo

MR AR “ORNLR A T-60%6~400%. MERHT (it A7 “IORLR” A+ T-70%-30%.

AHF R AE SRRIFRE 0 =280, BB N, A AURTETER 1. a) MEHEE: IFPLE
N 50%. b) /NXIAIBR: WOFHLEAN T 60%~40%. c) KX R : WOFILEAN T 70%~30%.

3.3.2. MR (RKWEF)

1) R 1. 2 & 3 Z MAEHL

Bt 1. 2 & 3 2N AZRE ARG, M 1-9 2 LS BREE ST 2 S mir e,
B i /NAER R SRl L 8 AT ) AR SR (101 170 48 S DA B 87 f5) 17 50 78 R DA 8 U ] SR 0 2 (ft ] A
F R F g5t hE %) o

2) ik 4 2 NiAs

BTN AT RS B 5 A0S B AW T T3ROR R, AR FE L2 AR 6 R E B 22T b sk
e, RIEHZIRE RN ZER . MR 4 2 RRRRK “BEE” 5 “XBHE R W Rk i
UHE 2 2 B N AR H
3.4. ZRESENERF

AL BB RER KT RIS FEHRFERNZRE, HEZAF L 9 MR 034 2 G
FIAEME ) EFOR B W B IE TUNRA, B0 2R #H RAUAES — MR HRBENL 5 R T4 48
5o MERES AR —SZ W%E G, IR 229 1B SEEAR 01546 o 78 i) 25775 7 FE 5 3555 PR3 58 T
FISFIME 0 6.77 5 6.38, WoRSZRE WA 4G 4 75 2 F 1K 175 M H A2 A R A

4, SCIFGER
4.1, BN SEMBR ZEE

#* 2 NEE I R H T (Repeated ANCOVA) K52 40 BT 45 3, R Panel A B, 15 BACHIFEE
X RS i AN EA R S (p = 0.724), PRI 2 BRI RS AR IR CRE . A, 15 BRI 5 S5 15 A
FEFE 2 A2 HAE TR AGE B3 KF(p = 0.938), ) 3 AR3KILKE. 1M H Panel B 524 2 18] 350w U 72 W] 401,
= ELRR IR V0 e o O 47 L B 2 35 /K (p = 0.0775), ARER A FRCEEE = 5.76)i, ZiRFHFK
IETHFRIACEIE = 5.47)0), oW R LR 2 & b OAGA 7 GE), RIS 1 2 280K
BRI HE

4.2. EEAEMREEXRRRTF RN
B 4 K t BOE TR, JFBL “AEMER 5 “IXIRBMIE B P ook i i B 2 22 5 BN B AR

&
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Table 2. The Repeated ANCOVA analysis for decision-making preferences on information
statement and ambiguity

R 2. FERMRARIEREMEZ Repeated ANCOVA 434 (n = 229)

K L IRy df ST A FlE P
Panel A: SZIRF RS TR 4G
5 SRR T (R R0z 0.367 1 0.367 0.125 0.724
FEBE x5SR E 0.017 1 0.017 0.006 0.938
% 665.114 227 2.930
Panel B: 523 (MR I G S8
i 14286.249 1 14286.249 3300.044  0.000
15 B R B (SR 358 8.799 1 8.799 2.032 0.155
R 982.708 227 4329

Table 3. The t-tests for decision-making preferences on information ambiguity degrees

&3 EEEMEENRRREFTMZ tIESFE

T TH 3 1 BT i
WRAEHL 5 ORI
SRR ZE)  t{E(p 1H) S H (bRt 22) 1 (p 1)
INIX ] ASER) 0.34 (2.083) N =73 0.17 (2.021) N =72
WA 22 5 0oen (059
KIX [ 454 -0.50 2.699) N=40 —0.09 (3.139) N = 44 ‘

e PRI ZE R = XIABRE S R R R - RS0 15 2 T L RS A

K. 3 oR, MUFRGAUE IR (VR ok TSRS, SRSEE TN X RIS B, SRR E Bk
S U8 2 78 5 PR MR 35 KT R IX ISR (5 B (t = 1.847, p = 0.067), ARFR R T T PEVFHLER 2 1ETH
BRI AR I, K DX TR 15 JE S B B S8, AR T /N DX TR 5 B AN SO W 8. SR,
IR BT R A B RRR (S B AL, R 4 38 7 SRAS 5CHF

5. ffzR4Eie

it HESRME A B D P e d iR B, S B RIR I 515 B0 1k dn (e Sz mi £ 2
F P2 I —AMMEAFHR T USO8 . ATFFCR 2*%2 IR FIRAWTE, RIS THE B2 4 88 5 R 2
JSEAR AT M 52K X 2 AR B (4 R 9 B S5 s AN UOA A7 AT HE 28) 2 Al 2 o AR IR 7T 22 S LS oS A 280
SR BN RN Z M50, B A HE 2 tHE B N FI R PESR B SR RS, el £ s i ol
FIr 2 IFRSs I A H 4

AWFFRAE S ERASKE R RRAM =G WE LA A E Z TR, SRESSRER, 1E
WA Z PSR IEEE  (RIRIA RN A 2 2 THA ), 321803 2 o SHI W 2 52 215 B R IR TR 2 fE
SIUGA N, SR ASHIE TE I AR IR 2 Z AR RO, % KX IR 15 /0 [X )RR ot S W 2 i -2 22 7
PR, IROCR BRI ik i 4

A ARR RV REERFAFLNZAE, B BUREETFUE AT 5 8 R ML RIR L R 2 A M sl HL sk
FaWZ Hit SRt NRONZIRE, AB TR TR f SSRGS RO A RN 2 W]
RERFR. AL, ABFT RIS FON DN RUGE, 5 S0 T RA A 2 2 v R SIS AT 2047, BT
FERANTF) 2 T P 75 A AN [R] -2 A RN 5 AR 28 5 B o
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