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(de-escalation) PRI,

Heath (1995) 3z 2AHV—Y a3 v &7 Z AV
—¥ a3 YRR DI TRREE T TV
(budgeting model) ZHH L7z, AR T LOAIT
HEREL, BEOBREBEORIAVFTEHEEBL S LIKE
BELETS (F-z2Hv—¥av), LarLsh
DEEEDH > TR TEIRES NP2, T
HORESINE LT LBEDOHRBDORFDRIETE
hpoleh) Lick&EiZasy b AV MPEZ A V-
T5E0w) LDTHS, Heath (1995) (3, BEfFOE
MRTELZAS V- 3 VFERIZZDWTR
PIZEBTEELA LarLahs, AMKREEZE
o L ETRAPHFTIRYIICBCTLY [THERX
El ET2ONEIPITOWTLE, FEREDSM
5.

6. SEAREN) AF— -7 b (risky
shift)

2 FTHL T E KB HEAR I IR 7 B
HERBWT 20, DEOBELMED Z S 3MAS
DEFHIC L > TEBRESINS, B (1999) (ZFEA
DEBREL FAT FOAHIC L 2 BERE £ g
BEREB I o7, BERE 222 £ 1L MO AT
K24, )27 E2ECEROBEBREMBEIZOWT
BANEAHOMEICRE L, T2 ATHBLT
47 FROMEIEE LR, F4 7 FHOBBEIZT
NT, FAAROREE 141 OMGEIRICH 2%, 4
B AT 2B > TwT, FIZANLEIZ2 ATH
ML, Kotz &ld 2 ATHRET ORI b L LI
L7255, MAHOEME &4 7 FRANEM T,
IABZODYRZ LY $— 32 ALTH 2, M
WL AEROE E T IR T

[(MRES5a BAR)] (N=222) @ H472ick > TH
FLODIEFEDL L TT .
AL HEFIZ 750 HE KRS, [44.1%]
B. 5% DR T 1000 12 K5, 259%DHEHRT
il b &b zevs, [65.9%]

[(FAES5b (FA47 FA)] (N=111) : beenii
EoTHELWDIZED LT,
AL FEFEIZ 1500 &%, [31.6%]
B. 75%DMEET 2000 % K. 25%DHERT
Iy dkbzevs, [57.7%]

2000 4+ 1 H%

©®

X . (BEARSL) [10.8%]

‘BonlerT—2525, MAMET2 ADRERI A
EBiRaPNTwWhr—2 2L, Z2oOREIZD
W, AT FPAROKE) A X — GBIk 28 A
L, Bica—3 v RIETRE R EA S HRE I
L7, L ULAAL ST A T FDY R 7EIFIZED T
i, MFIFFE2 NS ETHIE NS, FEREFE
FETIIME IR TH - 7208, BB CIEHE
EPBELINLE2L, FOEFIYKRETHETH >
72, HALEEOSHT, BEMEAANLY L) R 7
MNCZe 5 ) AX— « 7 PHEBVHILNTWED, Z
DFERD 51, FIUTEESRKIC 7V -3 v 73
REAICRONELEEZ LS.

DEDEBEHLI BN L &L, FHROBLBREFIZONT
HELXEPMAATERRET 2HAL, RESFRLY
TERANZERICL > THRET EHAH L TE, BED
Jint) R 7 EMLEBERREVGB I bR T W ETA
INd, DEOBBIEEZMELR EDFENIEE S,
BEAFRLLED Ny T - 2RV AL - F—LIZFER
BV EICRRTSEIADHHERTH S,

7. &bHYIC

AEFEETORBEREIIONT, 7V —3 72
W L CRENHR Z M EICHER L, MG ~DR
WA - TE 2, BED & 2 ARGEE OBRITY
FTLLITH-EDELLTEBLTY, 3EIFLT7v—3
TEFBNCGHHATE 2HRHIEIADE A AL LT
2%

{EHEI) IS BRI SR TN T d - 7R o — L
WTY, EEIFERL CICE DEEDLEEI RS
Nd &Ik o72, HBEFOGAIIRFFIIE (IHE
()7 B S RIE ISESE SN T W 2 b I TIE e vy, »
EVoTLHEZTLIFLIEALNS LT, FERR
PHANTH - CHEBMICHB I HEEREI NPT THL
NY EFT 52 E3TEL G, ERIBFZEL S BER 72
R EN, S 62N ERRaFRIC & - T
AEIND L) BRVLETH S, ZIPHL2H IR
v FOIEEHE 7% B L 9 7 (prescriptive) g ASE
NEZTHA9. bbhPFINETICEREICLST
BEM LGS, R# (1999) i2edoTn
5,

(31 AN



SE

Arkes, Hal R. & Catherine Blumer (1985) “The psychol-
ogy of sunk costs,” Organizational Behavior and
Human Deciston Processes, 35, 124-140.

Brockner, Joel (1992) “The escalation of commitment
to a failing course of action: Toward theoretical
progress,” Academy of Management Review, 17, 39-61.

Camerer, Colin F. & Roberto A. Weber (1999) “The
econometrics and behavioral economics of escalation
of commitment: A re-examination of Staw and
Hoang’s NBA data,” journal of FEconowmic Behavior
and Organization, 39, 59-82.

Fiegenbaum, Avi (1990) “Prospect theory and the risk-
return association: An empirical examination in 85
industries,” Journal of Ecomomic Behavior and Orga-
nization, 14, 187-204.

Garland, Howard & Stephanie Newport (1991) “Effects
of absolute and relative sunk costs on the decision to
persist with a cource of action,” Organizational Behav-
tov and Human Decision Processes, 48, 55-69.

Garland, Howard, Craig A. Sandefur & Anne C. Rogers
(1990) “De-escalation of commitment in oil explora-
tion: When sunk costs and negative feedback coin-
cide,” Journal of Applied Psychology, 75, 721-727.

Heath, Chip (1995) “Escalation and de-escalation of
commitment in response to sunk costs: The role of
budgeting in mental accounting,” Organizational

Behavior and Huwman Decision Processes, 62, 38-54.

March, James G. & Herbert A. Simon (1958) Organiza-

tions. John Wiley and Sons, New York. (TE5FRER
(A —F=¥— 3R] ¥4xrEr P, 1977)
McCain, Bruce E. (1986) “Continuing investment under
conditions of failure : A laboratory study of the limits
to escalation,” journal of Applied Psychology, 71, 280~

32 (32) .

284.

REABZ (1999) [BERENOX M7V — | EBREES
DREFITIIT T PaiEA

Simon, Herbert A. (1947) Administrative Behavior : A
Study of Decision- Making Processes in Adwministrative
Organization. Macmillan, New York.

Slovic, Paul & Amos Tversky (1974) “Who accepts
Savage’s axiom ?” Behavioral Science, 19, 368-373.
Staw, Barry M. (1976) “Knee-deep in the big muddy :
The effect of personal responsibility and decision
consequenses upon commitment to a previously cho-
sen course of action,” Owganizational Behavior and

Human Performance, 16, 27-44.

Staw, Barry M. & Frederik V. Fox (1977) “Escalation :
The determinants of commitment to a chosen course
of action,” Human Relations, 30, 431-450.

Staw, Barry M. & Ha Hoang (1995) “Sunk costs in the
NBA : Why draft order affects playing time and sur-
vival in professional basketball,” Administrative Sci-
ence Quarterly, 40, 474-494.

EAEHR (1993) TR hoREHR) SaEE.

Thaler, Richard H. & Eric J. Johnson (1990) “Gambling
with the house money and trying to break even: The
effects of prior outcomes on risky choice,” Manage-
ment Science, 36, 643-660.

Tversky, Amos & Daniel Kahneman (1981) “The fram-
ing of decisions and the psychology of choice,” Sci-
ence, 211, 453-458.

Tversky, Amos & Daniel Kahneman (1986) “Rational
choice and the framing of decisions,” Journal of
Business, 59, 4, Part 2, S 251-S 278.

Whyte, Glen (1986) “Escalating commitment to a course
of action: A reinterpretation,” Academy of Manage-
ment Review, 11, 311-321.

AL =Yg YR )T





