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# (Intertemporal choice) (Frederick et al., 2002),

5 B Bt $F IS R R 45 R (single-dated
outcome) 5 £ i} 45 25 R (multiple-dated outcomes)
WIS AR I A AT 55 B Sk P A B — i) o
2t B > B AR A (e.g., Sooner-Smaller option, SS;
Later-Larger option, LL), |41 SS: #FEFK S 100
JG; LL: — A E3RES 115 70, J5 5 WP w4~ I
P LL B 2B s a5 SR AR, A M SR
5o an, A3k X, AR IE RS B LK
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(B A By EEE, Lt 8500 Jo)mi# &40
AL F T (A A 4 —B(R] B, Hhunss
— A~ 9000 5, &5 —AF 8900 IE, ......) (ITFEE
45 2018).

T A 1 B R B (W I 5T 32 B A P A B R A
SR, WFFE A KR AN [ ) B ARG A R 1 B
W BEAT LA 3 o AN, DL F R 45 1Y
(discounted utility model) Al X ffi $7 0 1 A
(hyperbolic discounting model) & = HT LR,
1B 2 5 3 3 % v A7 78 I 8] 47 410 09 5 72 (Harvey,
1994; Mazur, 1984) . Ar i B} [8] #7 31 (temporal
discounting) e F8 Bl & Ff [A] FE3R, AATTXF 25 SR A0 &
WA A Z W IT B 4 . — R F s ] 4 0 3
(discounting rate)>fe i s [B] 47 0 A FR B /)N, B
— B AR RS S R ORES M A R, REAN
[ 7 41 AL (1% R AR IR 4 S, (HIIA g T 3 o
T[] AN AR 5 R AT I 0, IR TS
P 45 5 N B BE TR R R (E, R T BE B ko I
M B (3% ) B K Y 38 T (Franco-Watkins et al.,
2016), HutFAT, th—sefFszfss T Hrdnitaad
R, RINEURRE T —itAE TR, QA
K57 (trade-off model) (Scholten & Read, 2010).
3% 24 Hl| (equate-to-differentiate model) & & (Li,
2004), 33 L AR 4 PR R 30 A1 E A AR R Tk B
BRI, TR YERE BT
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P THESR R, AT BB, HAT, X
IF 2 R s ) %k R0 FE AL AY AR Bl — 3k,
BT AT B A o S AR R AT LS
PSP R OILEER, VLA, TTREEE, 2016),
METFHAFEEHOHFPLEAR H B—20
PR A R R R, £ B 2 R Y i 0 B A
SRR . RO LAAERF I S A R . 20T gk
TR0 i ) R 5 5 PRI A 5 R 1 B U 8 IR O AR T
PERY 22 5, FETF i 545 S H 57 A B A [R] B
G T 2 B i 45 2R 19 5 W BE £ (Abdellaoui et al.,
2009), SR, AR T B 25 0 (0 e B 4, 24
FH LB o 5 AL B 2 B A S R, TSR R BAAT]
FIm I e Ak Ay, B0 2 B T AR AR 1 i s e )3T
FHEUS R A U R YT LS (Sun et al., 2020;
T A A, 2021), BORBZWATRIETE R, £
I G B B e 49 5 P I 025 M0 R 3 B S [ 1 3L
BLL, 77 A AN [F] B PR S 3% 07 (Jiang et al., 2014; Rao
& Li, 2011; Read & Scholten, 2012), 4, £}
S5 P IR B P AR AR R L LSRN 7 X S PO
BN HA ERER R 7 T LR R, A SO
PR B S5 45 S0P 9 25 S A 5 IV IR 2 B 2
SR 3R 8 v () R SR 550 B G BEAIL A AN L, el iR

2 WM REREIEFENRKN
P #4300 1o 7 R (19 200 05 S 6 1T 5 1)

I AR N 45 5 (added  outcome) 4 i FI I i 45 L
P B AT 55 R TRIMES R (R, 6%
ML E(RA R Z A, 2%, ZE)AFE, CA
GER IR T PRI A5 45 2R 30 8 45 vh (9 13 2t S0
(& 1),
21 BREERN

15 SO 2 9 ) L A 1 R R B R AR 2 2
FSS Wi 4RI Y 10, LL #3024 HJF3k
t5 Y 307 B — B s AE R T R, AR E R AN
AT 5 I B 1 gk AR R AE — 4> B B R A5 1
45 (good) 5 4E 3R F] 75 1) H 4245 S (better) 2 ] 4L
i, SR, MBRAS S U ER A BT S, B IR
TR 5% B 3 1143 AR (opportunity cost)o BT
WL AR HE A PR IRAR LTI 25 1 [ BN A9 A8
TFH B 55 — AP S (Magen et al., 2008; Zhao et al.,
2015), #ilhn: AScpedt LL sl 2 4~ A )5 3k45
¥ 30), i LS A R A4S R 4 R ERTS Y 10;
[FJ38, ¥E# SS BEIM(BNIAETRAT Y 10), 1 m9AL
AN KR 2 A AR Y30 HEZ, 4
WRLEFE T R P A AT, R E A D)
— T —TETIRGREE Y 0). FET UK, Magen
SE(2008) LA T WO 5 B BE RS, —FRRR N RO
% (hidden zero)Z& 1, 5 —Fh I Sy WY afy i) %
(explicit zero). Fij & Rl HLET 5 45 5L 1Y 35 R 4,
J 5 ) ] s P T A e I R S B AL 23 AR (K

*1 WHRAEREREERARRYE
A2 T T, T, T4 Ts Ve
BET 1 X
B 5 = ‘ o
PRI 2 X,
P i 25 5
2 L ! X 0 e B
) VI 2 0 X, (Hidden zero effect)
" 1 m X, .
37 B () GATERIN
W2 m X, (Mere token effect)
N ii:I'f! 1 X] m
{1 E () o
B 2 m X2 WA 4 B
. I 1 X, m (Extra dated-money effect)
P (J5)
PEIH 2 X m
ﬁIﬁ 1 Xi+m BT A K 2
(BRI + T 3 <55 A3
I 2 m X, (Front-end amount effect)

W Tuoi,2 5,4 s FREAEETE A,
ISR

w1 AH, 21 H

o Xoo1,2,3,4 s FRREER, BIAAKZE 100 7T, #%E 200 T, m LFE
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£ Y 0), FHEBA AT 25T A B I PRAT 45 . il

% : SS 4K FREEY 10

LL 21 HJE K4 Y30
HIRRZE . SS' A K3k Y 10,2 MAEIRZE Y0
LL' 4 K35 Y0,2 M H G535 ¥ 30

Magen % (2008)HF 75 45 K & B, JoIS+E kU
ST S R LI R BE, AH L TSR S
VEPRAT 55 (M B % 25 ), B 25 45 1t 2 AR
TARP B R AT AR, X — RN R
0> (hidden zero effect), & &k B 5% 7]
FEE S Magen MIWFSEEE R, ¥R B T HL2 K
B PIRT S 25 R IR, AR R RT3
FAL, 58 WA LA it (Wu & He, 2012; Read
& Scholten, 2012), Magen 25\ Ky &5 19 355 &
A B T TR S A e i o BUARTIT
P S SR B AR B R LL ST AL T — Uk
5 1B I A 0 P A (S KRR Y 0, 2 M H AR Y
30); SZAAXTRE, SSEIF AR, ML BL T U 35 33 s
FIFES (A RAREE Y 10,2 A RS Y 0). RIED
5% 22 W NATTRE o g 4 w8 ) 370 i 1 338 9805 371
(Loewenstein & Prelec, 1993), K AH b T BAAT 45
SN R, ATTHE I 45 SR A 5 e
N A LLESR . SR, Radu 5 (201 1)K [k
955 W R R AT 55 3 B B 3 A [ B ) 22 ] ) 4 SR AN
(BN, 26 KA A% Y 100, 1 /NEFHT, K45 Y 0),
S5 LA R IR WA I 22 45 4 T A VAR T M0 Al 38 9
FEH, AR 45 B4 R BICE P A1 L X — IR ST A R
AR5 RO ) R RN 2 T R G 0 T 51 Y
B A AT &

AN, AT iR Magen BIFSE 8] F B A SS
BT LL BEIAHLE KA RN ¥ 0), Wu F1 He
(2012) % B H A BAHA SS LI AL 2 il A K WG AE
SN (. SS: A K3KEE ¥ 2.00, 18 KJGHIskA
Y0 ;LL:18 K535 Y 8.5), MBI LL I AHL
AR (G . SS:AREREE ¥ 2.00; LL:A KAk
Y0, 18 KI5 Y 8.50)IF A fEMEARA A Ay s ]
Prinze, BBV TR, FEIEIERE L, Read
45(2017)E— 2 X 43 T SS-0 £/ F LL-0 %1%, Hi
F AL A AR SS HEIF AT AU HLA BLAR; JE X
BIRf A RIS LL TSR LA AR .
BT 9 285 SR TR AF 2 W A L 1 BRLRE o5 85 2R 11 145 30 ok 43¢
A, MITERERE SS BEIAAT I M HL 23 AR (SS-0 2%
), Ao BRI AES Y . e LL-0 &4 T,

AR G B T 7 113 0 TG Wl 3 BRI, G 1) 22 200
HER. ZILULEE LRGSR, AR E AN ERT
W 8 11 2 R, AN TR T AL 2 AR A7 7E T R
A% FR Yk (the asymmetric subjective opportunity
cost (ASOC)): B/ X 1z 391 Lzt 39 e 23T iy BIL 2 1
AT AR AR, A 3> 30 8 R 3 A9 1123
AT i EACE, T 2 9 T AL 2 AR
(Read et al., 2017),

H i, Shen 4%(2019)il 13 %+ Read %5 A (2017)
M RF AT A A e, 2D WA T <R &
B HAIL S AR AS KT FR BG4 00 5 2k e %
WHIE R B ASOC RN A TE M AR L ITE FEHRA o5
P (B A B 50% 78 A0) A 227 A, T 24 1 9 i
TS ORI, BIL 2 AR AN X R AN 5 A AR
(Shen et al., 2019),

R R, LR RFERETS
BRI Y B U R B . LS, TEMERR . FREEEL
FESER R U, A A R AR A A S
T8 1 ) WS 25 ) EA T AU (Zhao et al., 2015), Horf,
I AT e 2 B W AR (iR R AR 2%
ANIE), AT R A 55 (N 4 4R ) sl A Al I 55 1)
AT E] L KE 7)o IBA, TEIX SR ) 25 ]k
Hh R A [ AR AR < BB F RN 7 A WF 5T 0T R
MMUTRE R, RETRAHRARD
22 RAEMEL

R 25 0 25 428 L A A (48] 4 0L it A7 A )
B TR, TR A2 T e S A e [ 3 23 A AR
(common cancel), A MW A& By Bk B L
(Loewenstein & Prelec, 1992), #X1fii Urminsky Fl
Kivetz (2011)7E3K &5 558 T, 8 Jmf 45 R 1y
300 SR 7 1 35 TN 0 A R B R A, A PR
B AL ES R s W A 45 . B RERY, ML T
Af S B B, PR s 45 R A I A B P AR Y
Pk () 7 10 238 Jd 2 B ATR, %o 3 B0 e ) v 7 S 3 1
. B R GAZ RGP REE N, BT
2, Urminsky Fll Kivetz (2011)Z 8 TG i 4%
Z /¥ hE W E RS R BT T, AT
TEA O AE R I I I, X — PR AR < RAE
BN (mere token effect), I

BAES A SS 1 JAJE KRR Y 300

LL 14EfE4R4E ¥ 900
Il i: SS' 3 KJAakAR ¥ 50, 1 )53k ¥ 300
LL' 3 KJA3kes ¥ 50, 1 4FJA3k2E Y 900
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Urminsky Fl Kivetz (2011)IA 7] L H 47 o
S0 A BE X AR RN N LA SR . BRI S, 5 )
TE B A AT A T 2 A i A L B A~ v 58 E bR
HRFEAT PSR . SRR ED BRI AR A A A N ) £ 4R,
W REPEER, DR A R REH . AUF5TIA
Sy, A BN ) H AR AT AR 2 55
Rl 75 /2 75 5K (Bartels & Urminsky, 2011), 24>
BETUHT AN — A~ RIS W 15 1 4 Bk, BAR M EAR /DN
(HGAEME W R T AN XS F R R AT AR 25 1 75 2K,
— R R I BRI A A 1 A 2 ) A R R e o
FREE, PRITRRAR T AR W B T %, A~ 4
Al LI A T O A R ) H AR (Urminsky & Kivetz,
2011).

SRIM, Jiang 55 (2014) A BF5 R BRI 101 6
THL(SS) i i e T (LL), 4 76 B A7 328 790 i [+) i 485
Jin BB AT A5 G 5 e A5 SRR, RIAE AL T 2Rl %
TERLN” B IRGE, AR ) 47 0 A8 AR, 5 i
GRFIER BT, 40

BARFA: SS 1 A ERER Y 210

LL 5 JJ53k4R ¥ 250
PIRS eSS BUAERZR Y 11, 1 JiJ5 4R 43 ¥ 210
LL" BR7EIAR Y 11, 5 J&J5 325 ¥ 250

XL R G B Ar i€ 1O BEAL G A% BEA
£, PN R AT A MR e 45 5%, IR 2 X
SR RIETTE R, (AR B REAR T A 1 B )
Prnx, HBEAERY, Jiang Z5(2014)HEM, Hpt
USSR R S g 25 R I 1 AT 4
JE AR R, A A 0 4 DA 4 AR 2 X S
TmLAASAE, PRt A 4 5 R Y e S e, fH |
IR VR PR R U i R T D R SRR
SFFe AN, (EFEEME, Jiang %5 (2014) 050
A 3 T 08 3 A 55 ) P 5 3R 2 S B R 2 R,
TN BT A 25 SR 0 455 W) Dl Sl 3R 25 I 1 8, 2 5
XA 25 VR A 17 B 1Y 25 3 W T AR A5 SR 1R[]
WM. Bz, PR EE R0 B TP R A
RO 7 R O BAL TR AT JC 58 1, T 2 34 i R E
e 5 Jy ¥ AT — DR R, 1 403 5 R 3
R (eye-tracking) . B #5 1B & F AR (mouse-
tracking) 55 i3 FE P 5K H R B4R /R G AE RN & A
F L BRAL A
23 FMNEHRB

ANATAE BRI 025 e 9 AT I A 45 2R 22 i
VN INAE [ 2K 2 s34t 2 45 8 AT DA RS AR A 1sf [ 47

e, AR O (RIS, BT &I
TE ERL 545 SR 0 I I R A SR R T S A AT L
BRI ) 3 A (7] B 4 8 25 4 B AT A~ 1A B B ) 7
FR, X — BB FR MBS 4 A0 (Extra dated-
money effect) (Sun & Jiang, 2015), Jiang 55(2014)
FEAR 3515 B2 0 B s s R B A B A R
JEEIN—E WK B0, MR T W6 I A 85 2
PEAT 550 S5 R LB, AHECTFAEBLT o5 5 e, Wi
A A S R B T SR O, MR I BRI Y
R CEIRTE -5 k]
Hpf b, SS 3 JRRER Y 220
LL 5 JiJa3kas ¥ 270
WiEF A5 SS' 3 JEE3KS ¥ 220, 6 EEHiIR Y 21
LL' 5 JEG 345 ¥ 270, 6 G #i% ¥ 27
HE—2EHh, Sun F Jiang (2015)7F BT &5 55 1
PEPE(SS: 1 JEWNAE Y210 T, LL: 5 FENE
Y 250 J0) A4 3T 31 A0 326 0 356 10T A B 22 ) R T A [
P48, Fa R B S B IR B 55 (SS 1 e 3R
Y2100z, 3 FREIKIE Y 1108, LL': 3 JHREE
Y 1175, 5 FJE % ¥ 250 0), 455 FREERD, M
Eb T BB o B M e R, VST A B ) 2 4 R A (AR B
[ PTHHRBEAR, B O S AR T, kv
T, B A5 48 S 1 35 10 08 45 D A A T ) A AT o
TR0 S5 AR () 2 AN [R) A 4 1 34 2 4 v i v i
I T AY PE AT ) (Sun & Jiang, 2015; Read &
Scholten, 2012),
FEHMREM, 7ERR SR BT
SR b, AUGE S BN FRIR, B T 55 R
TIE 2 P B o 5 2R A B I S A 55, DRI T4
LN L7 S = R N ST S T TN S |
I (Faralla et al., 2017), 01
HEf . SS OBAE FRERYSS
LL 61 RJF#kiE Y75
PR A5 SS" BUAERKAR ¥ 55, BTk Y 20
LL' 61 R3k%: Y75
R BB TR Y 45 S48 5 H bR e 28 A R TN
£ (Urminsky & Kivetz, 2011), K h# i H Az phze
PIPLE RS . T SRR WS sl At o B I i 43
i, IR TRYPRAESL, 4 IF A 52w AR 1Y vh Bl
BB, SRS R AN [RRE AR T AR Y e ] r 411 9,
AR T 0 A R IR . R, X RO 4 Rk
N L ERALE], B H B b 58 09 i RN SR A AR R
FRME:, JFER Bt — SR AB,
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2.4 B &FR (front-end amount effect)

TCie B 1Y ZR R . RAE RN A 2 5 A 4 Bk
BUONE, 4 SR A PRI 5 SR P 1 DA S I s i
BAMOZER, (145 SS I LL Byl BT i1
ZER AR . SRR, Rao A1 Li (2011)HF5E
TN I —~ BV i 25 45 SR 3 SR S A e R 0 R
PRI, A I L AT R Ay B A BRI, 17T I8
IR BB R S5 A5 SR I, ln, kR g
FIRST Y 1000 ZJ5, A6 PN RS B PR 55

Bt SS A RILEE Y 10

LL 2 HJEW Y30
PR e SST A RIEE Y 1010
LL" 4RI EE ¥ 1000, 2 4~ H J5 ik g

Y 30

AN[R) T 3 A 19 B s 5 R 1% I8 S SR AR ol AR
B R PTHRBEAR, AP IT S R A B, M LT B
MR, AT SR R
AR R TSR, R AT T, X 28
T BT o5 35 J R A3 A [) 32 20 v S o R A A 4
PR AR T F AR B G, PR I S 4 AR
J¥.(front-end amount effect) (Rao & Li, 2011), /5,
Read F1 Scholten (2012)F4¢ H1 8 & 1o iiE T Ayt 4>
BN (W AEAE, I Gk — 2D B A AR 2SR 1Y )G
Yiis 43 BV (back-end amount effect), %A 57 % IR
HI S 80, BE R A5 v i S I B AT 55, R IR R
Pk e 225 O 39 49 %) 35 5 e i) s WS 0 A2 3R W] 45 4 5 A7
SH, (TA5 T EEAL 0 5 R B AT 55 D, I Ak T
JCR T B s A5 RIE R, I S AT Ay B 2 R
T, G558 & IAATHE PO A5 i 1A 32 45 v A sk )
TR, FIWGEHETR, X—HEmA
k5 i 4 WAL (Read & Scholten, 2012).

FLAZ, ot 2 i o A 40K 0 1 2 I i < A A
N )35 R T PR 2 B e B R PRI AR T
TP JEE DU, 8 ) e e (6] i 53 I AN 5 T A
PR BT R . AR F R EE S
) A 8 X6 T i 4 S50 T I it 4 00 00 o L, fige A
(ZE2F, 2016): IAHUA FRAEMAF AT TR E
TR Y B, BRI N 1A 22 I 15 300 8 3l
BERAEERATEEZHRE, FHIAH LT SRS
EEIRIEPE, AAT123 70 Bl TE 22 19 D SRAN o 7 4 R 4
BE b, W LL Wil zs SEA W51 1 (LR &,
2018), {HJZ [ iR B BEAT) 45 0 A PR IR 16 sl H:
R, (RIS R 22 I i i 0 e 1 1 B A4

PR R, R SRR S L B A R A D
st TR B AR R S5 — D R R
DAL 1A

3 FIIEREHEFENR R

ANFETF LR PR S5 R0 s BT 55, B
S 9 A AR TG R A LA i 85 SR B A 41
RN | BRI E ), XN A R
55 FR 2 R 5 9 45 % 1) 25 0 16 % (NI, 2018),
ian

BT AR 1 RS Y 20, 85 2 JHAE Y 30, 5B
3 JE48 Y 40, 4 4 18 Y 50

BT 56 1 ES Y 50, 85 2 B Y 40, 5B
3 JE45 Y 30, 4 4 JH15 Y 20

fEE RS 45 1 JR45 ¥ 35, o5 2 15 ¥ 35, 4
3 15 ¥ 35, 5 4 JH15 Y 35

FEF HISE o5 0D TR 6 A BsF E) BT PO A, 5
W AR T 77 910 25 5 0% 25 1R 8 1 e S i
7 [V S I B () BT 0 38 . BERT R4, AT
S IEIRTF B A B AT 41, s B A A
{E(value). B L, BEM0AREF AT LR A5 5] 4 45 i 3
Uk 7 371 (42 805 KR /) (Sun et al., 2020) R0, 5
AL B I SR A U 1 BT ) BT 0 A B AN [, 2
i A 55 1 2 4 1) T 5 3% W TR 271 5 SR 1 1 2
B, N ATTEE g 2 3 51 (4 A /N RO TR
B B KA 3B 08T 91, 31X — PG HR R T 51 8500
(Sequential Effect) (Loewenstein & Prelec, 1993),
3.1 IREFIHE T TR

fx it Loewenstein F Prelec (1991)AY#fF5%H,
LA 5 4 3 T 2 IR SE AT 4, R AMA T LU
EIE T B IR T Zikfrikss, Lha
it S P 5L 00 R T ) Y 3 R TR E Y
JPH . S5 5 R BT R T8 b 4 B3k 14 ) T
WH%E . SR, WF9E LI 2E b s A i
Bk, BRI AN [ 2 R Y B U AT A AT
B, 5L —5, BRI R R R E BT
B0 AR 4 3% AT 33 3G A9 T BE I A (Loewenstein &
Prelec, 1993). Ji LT 57 & 16 A [ ok U5 1 4 Bl 75
TR FEEW TR R ) DRI T 75
45 5 it ) R 5 v P B 50N I FE 7E (Duffy & Smiith,
2013; Duffy et al., 2015),

HE—4, RIETEE N, Biataszek %5 (2016)%
BHLESF [E) ] R A 42 7 B AR 3 A S 0 24 s ] 1) o
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J1 A AEE, AR . EE T A R
W EZES, FHSNES; SEtRERER S
AR, AU 0 B i 35 08U B, RARE S A 80
R, SUERIE, W58 & B4 B /N AR R 0
G 45 S s TR B P R A RO S . HLRTT
AH LG TF1E S TP AR UT 81, A 2 4 RO 4K
KB, AR R 438 3% 77 1) (Duffy et al., 2015).
IAb, Gathergood (2012)FHIF9E & LR #E H B 1)
N2 R RE SR m P A 80 7= A . S le R Gl 1Y
N B B A AR AR TR B & A B
RO, AT A B PR AT A 28 U B PR ASE R 00 17
BTSN . BT L, BAR R [R] 4: AR R IR Y T 5
SR IERE PR TIPS MG, (HET
G BN B 77 AT 32 B i 22 30 AR RS T

32 WMRBETFIIMAE

PR, RGBT S K S IE B AT
T —RE TR, TSR, RiEn
FHPFFIEE R A TN, T IER TR, K
AR 10 BRSO BN F Y R0 R 0 BERH,
PR AT S AR R Ok & . Rk, RS
B0 91 235 S s 0 e 0 v A AR I A 1] 671 5880 H
F/NPIEIG TS, AR TS . 4R, Hoelzl 45
(201 1) Ay BIF 53 3% W 5 I (1] 47 1A 2 B0 AS m], 7
PRAEEE T REEAETE RO o ik E T
ANFEBESREER T SR G 3, 3Bk, 1H ), 1ENHK
5L T B A0 25 AT 55, 25 50 % BT i -
PR B LWL )T H] . feilk, AFRIET Hoelzl
FQOIDMBFR M B, HEEWIET BURHEE T 7
SN WAEFE o BLAh, Z AT 6 o A B P o
BAIZH, UER g H8 8T 40 sR BOH R R 15 B8 T 1)
J¥ 50 5 2L A 5 1Y iR B B (Rambaud et al.,
2019),

T BRI, [FIREA RS R BT 9 A0 A
ANFEPIR G (e.g. fERERYLIR . HETHLR AL 4R
PEFOAFAETUIR S v, ML T 2415 R 5, o
FEHTE 5 A VR 5% 25 V1A G 1) DR SR 15 B rhof:
K KITINEN, HX—iF 5T 45 SR RIRE TGk g
WEITIER g 25 5@T IR BT R B (Guyse et al.,
2020), HAE, sl R E e R R BT B
RSk A BT B R0, TG 57 F A B Pt o %) Jusk
g, BEPfficmkit—k>, BRIk (Rao & Li,
2011), Joik WARAS I 25 22 o) o 5 6 438 v 7 )
O D EHLE . HIL, B R AR A

SRR A TR 5K -t BCHE A0 BRRRAIE X 22 0265 10
YL 7 H) RN N LA f# B . AN, Loewenstein £l
Frederick (2008) AT 5T MM £ 11, 22 Ik A5 5 301k
PP IR 2P SR I O A AR MR R S LA B3
SR AR, WA RSPl E A Z BIE5RER
S, ALHE T 5 18 (Anticipation and dread) .
W7 (Extrapolation) 5 . J& 22 A BIFE AT 7E3X — HEL A
T it — 2B TR AR T 9 45 5 1 5 0 4 P P 910 30
I 7= A RO BRBILA o

4 S RERERIEFNEIEVHIERE

WFGE e 1 A (R SRR AR TR 22X 22 B i 55 1
BB R 2 USRI DA R, B Ay
B, HE R AT B A (trade-off model) Fl 7 1) A 7
(sequences model), 22 i i 45 HH 96 45 14 A A S 70
IR () T T A B, o B AT 0 R T ) AL
AT DL & S, LAGE N 22 B i 25 5 1 1 0 i
1535 (Read & Scholten, 2012), 755 |4 4% ik
T a4 fR 15, Few) 32 BT 5 245 R 1 5
PEBE, FEPTIOAT LA L 51 AGH B S E0N LI,
JH LA it B 3 51 3300, 55 U 5K %00 (Loewenstein &
Prelec, 1993),

4.1 MERE

B i, R AR Y 07 R B A 0 3 o 4
o XL T LUE VRS 3L F 4 B (attribute-based)
I e S 45 # (Scholten & Read, 2010), K,
ZIS BRI IR TR R0 A L R, TR
PR AR 2 B b A T A0S 1Y), B e O 2 i o SR o
2 AR IR A B L Y 2 S AT LR, IR
BEREAE LB R BRI . FRATTHH R B SR
WEHUL I, BORGOAE SS Ei(x,, )5 LL %
(2, tz)Zl‘EﬂiJDLJﬂ@T(x1<xz, 11<ty), fﬁ’ﬂm, x,=107C,
1 RS KR, X2 0 30 T8, 1, 2 A4 o MR LS,
A ATE 255 193 438 v 43 T 6T T 3B T 1 245 SR A TR
DEEEFRALER): v ()R v (xo), RIS
HEFHNMMEZE: v()—v (). SRR, 5
S 37 P 258 20 H 174 23R 4R BEANEE - w (1) FT w (1),
FIFETTEMNMNEZ2Z w (1) — w (). BT, ¥
CHEIRTHERE (w (1)-w () TFERHEE (Y (x) — v
(o)) Z (B B 22 5 /NI LA L, #5 JiE 3R 4 J3E Hb 2%
SRR AR, A ORTE Dt ) e 43 S B W] A5 A9 SS 1E
T, e F A R L SR A S, AR e )
PEPRA B K LL $E3T
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Read Fil Scholten (2012)3F— % ik Bl 45,
5 U 32 43 Tk 190 B A T 4 i 3 22 B T R
SR o WIFFE N R AE 2 05 25 SR 0 B e PRI 0
h, AATTTRIRE SR 3 T 4 B LA il e sk . FRATTRA
TR ST o 45 SR T 1 SO 0 3 Dy £, T T T 355 1) IR B
FOMPLUE . AR BRI TE SS BRI (xg1, £s1; Xsa,
)5 LL BEI (x,1, 2215 X125 tro) Z AN LAY SR o AR 4
R J5 B RO AR, DS 3 2 JBT b T 2 2R
(two dated outcome)#% 4k H—&5 R (single dated
outcome): Rl SS ML AL Jg HLRT S IS5 R (x,, £ v19),
LL 3 [R5 Ak Ry B R4 2R (1 v), HEPEX
B x, 48 x51 5 x50 I H (x51 + x52), 1 70 WFEHER
i (] A I AT 2, AN EE A2 B A I JE 3R B[] | 45
FU/NRZM . ildn, B <4K EE ¥ 500, 2 4>
AJEizs Y307 Rl fig 5 B Sk mpye2 s I
% ¥ 53074HY . Hoh i b rRER A E] 2 JE AT L
fij HR R < EAE" S “2 A HIER” InALE1
7. HSZ, T p BRI ey, #40)5 iy
BUE R T2 3, WA T ) 3R B (] R 28 B
[ASZIERE 0 < 9 < 2)o HeJE, PUIRE FXTIE
BYEFE(w (1, v0) — w (1, 32))FNERLEE (v (xs1x52)
— v (xprtag) IIZEFIMLA LR, Mhvess.

22 1) 25 15 30 32 5 U8 %) RS A A TR S T i A T
U 10 9 B 45 R P B AR, B i) 2 RLUNE
(Read, & Scholten, 2012; Scholten et al., 2016). LI
e TR 1 22 25 g S B, K R S i R AT S
(SS: & KIKZ Y 10; LL: 2N HAJG 325 ¥ 30), 4
WIBA PRSI A BIL 2 AR, 4 3 SO R <07
BF, A4 B TR B A5 45 AR Y 5 R B A 55 (S8 A R
At ¥ 10, 2 DARRE ¥ 0; LLAS KR4 Y0, 2
AN HJE RS ¥ 30).

e FRAU AT AR AY B W asi, D3R T S (AR T s a5

" SBR b, MR Read et al. (2012)f90LE, J¥ 5145 109 401
ARBE G150 43 A1 ) [l B 52 e 45 R 4 B2 ) 800 o R,
RTINS, BAEW (es) — w (w) T (xsrtxs) —
v (xp1+xs2)) = o(d (xp1, x12) = d (xpy, x12)) Z A AALAT 3 L 19
d (x1, x12)5 d (xp1, x02)) 5 5IFE 52 SS BT (xs1, Ls1; X5, 152)
5 LL T (xpy, 11105 X0, t22) T 50 25 B[R] 4E B2 45 53 5)
IMRERL, d = 172)x — xifo B0, $ETI<4KAK 2T ¥ 10, 2
MHERL Y307, Hkmie4 KK ¥20, 2 MHFK
Y 07 i 2 2 JE AR (d = 20) (Read et al., 2012), 5 I
T R IB AU AR A A0 W SR A B 5 A5 A 2 A Y
AUAE, FATTIE SCH X I A 20 S5 R

25 T it J0 R B v 119 T SR A B I AL kg PR — JE SR A [
RUERAE (I REIR 0 R)HHER 2 A~ H Z [ F3H1H
terno HITRESRMT, FE4b)JG SS/IIEIR I A R F
SS HEIAYHER BT [E](BP, ZEIR 0 K, IAE), [,
eAbJE LL'AY SE R B H) /N T AR G 04 8 3R B[] (2
AR, A7 LT B4, BRHHNE
AR, BERYEE A MR, H R SRR A 4
122 54 /0N, RS ARSI T O, 7 Az Ba i)
TR

SR T B UL A2, 22 e A5 B85 10T o 88 v A Al
RRHY 0 B e A 32 B TR 4 T T A I 2
REEHIEBATL S, XS JR  Re U i B v 1T )
SR WO TP Y TSROV (e, RN,
Baek it — LR ABT, A, Read Fl Scholten
(2012)7E 9 Ff 1 25 S 119 5 S0 3 R AT 55 il d Wi 25
S5 0RO B UE TR BT Y A R, TR X
5 1 PF 401 SH FH (Prospect theory At 45t 2 Bk o Xif
PR A BT B PSR RON I LA RE o E U ek BT
SR, HARETER — 1Y B G5 2 Rk
(Abdellaoui et al., 2013), Kty AU 27
TR E T FIHEA R
42 FFHIERE

r?ﬁ”*ﬁﬂ(sequences model)Hﬁ Loewenstein Hl
Prelec (1993)4& 5 IF LR &, ewl T r
51 55 J 5 ST 6 T I P S RO o AN TR) TR T 4R
(attribute-based) Py AU AT A Y, )3 5] #8570 AT LU AR
& 3 T 3k i (alternative-based) ) I i i #l
(Loewenstein & Prelec, 1993), Jifil 4Tk E48
A5 0 R TR ok S T — S EWAN L EWAE
BRI ELE(IN A, LR, 2016), 771
BRI ANTHERT AN 51 45 5 15 B 2L $E10 f 16
AT WS, [FIREAEAE BT BT 40 i AR, 2R
A I 2575 T8 9 B ARRRIE . T 2, BT
O S R8T R PR AR R, ()BB[R,
AN () i 25 SR (R4 5 RO R (A FZE
R FF 50 () B AR AE 7= AR RO . For )P 9 i 2
FROE AL 7 50 45 R A8 Ak a3 G 1, 3B 2 38 080,
ST 9 25 SR 25 12 eI [8) N S 2] Ay A R E o 45
SR TB W 1) G 0 T SRS S A R S RSO, B
3% %0 FH (improvement score); 1 &5 447 2] 4345 N
I 555 B A T B B RO, Bk Ok JE JR 3% (spreading
score),

L= AN I ) P 7 45 2R 5 Y 0 4 55 S 49
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INEETE SF: 2006 R 2 R U TR A R SRS, R s BRIL ) 2231

PAUEH o ZOR LR E LEIBIE P8 (x1, 115 x2, 13 X3, 13),
BT 9 (s, 13 Xas £23 Xy, 1) ZTAMLARESE

X1 <X2<x3; 1) <ty<t3o DREIEH 43 BITT I H AN L30T 1Y)
O - Ux, 15 %,t5%5,5) = Z:u(x1 +Xx, +x3)+ﬂ2d—
oY Jd|. K d = x, = xi.|d| = Unlx, — x| i

FRE AT LA - A R 26— sR AU LA 45 2R
i R, ﬁzdﬁi%E&%ﬁ?‘iFH, iR ]Il

LS, FIIRIFS R SRR, d = x -
X, oD |d [ fRELITIIGEIRE, I 155 5

SR RITRIE, |d| = 1/3|x3 — xq|. 40

WP H S5 1 A, RaE Y 100; 2 7, 3k
5 Y 200; 25 3 H, #£2% Y 400

BT LA 1 H, IRa5 Y 400, 52 A, IR
%5 Y 200; %8 34~ H, 3k%5 Y 100.

M4, iz H ERAXTT LG H, ST S
BB d, = 400 — 100 = 300, %EJRHH
|dy| = 1/3 1400 — 100| = 100, 5 Z25l, TS L
HIMCERUH d, = 100 — 400 = =300, ERFHH
|dj| = 1/3 [100 — 400] = 100, FIt, FHKEEHEE T A
A2 S T i e A 3 350 P R e 355 FH 3 T 0 e
R A, AR BT A . A AR AR A )
BT I 9 245 S 385 018 3 v 1) P 1 35800

SV T, AR 5 5 7 5 A5 8 47 % T i e
T S FORT 51 2 S s e R b ) — SR PR
B, HZRFHISASMISE, WEN T2
S TSR v SR AN 1 A AT A AE SR B o A A
TR f) T3 A T2 B 0 T 9 R A S B B e R

T3 37045 28 0) 1 52 8 7 1) S AR R AE P T o 3R
TTHEIN 7 51) 245 SR 5 1 1o 8 5 W9 e 45 SR 1% 185 M 3o
ARG A B . O3 T AR T e fEfE 22 5 flhn,
PR S 45 SR Y B T B, TR S T
SR AW, AR B S B e
— B, LR SR R, BB R T4
It AR LA SR, N SR PR T 4R R Y PR SR SR
MFF 4R RE, TR ERIPIEEAN
[ 28 Ak i FA, AATTRE AU 1) T DB T A A R AT 1Y
MBI LAY, TR S ) 4 b, SR A
T BE I AY I T B 3L 5K S (Loewenstein & Prelec,
1993) (3 2). PRI, FRATTIA A 56T 4k B2 A AL A A6
TR T3 P T AR PR 2 SR e B P i DR
BRONE, T B 4 B ) I 50 AR R I K A1) 4 R
T o 0 3 2 A A B R Y R (L2 B R
Xof F P AR 38 5, DLW B S A R
I 40 0 3 5 T 400 45 SR 1 0k R I T AR Y 22
S, ANE TSR, B E AR I AR A
R .

5 AIRAESRE

CA I BIZE 2 I i 45 R B I %, KB
TR Z PO, ) A0 I S R B ) e B vh
RSB SANE  GARRKNE | A 4 BRI L K AT
Ui g AU, 8 4 2R I 0k % P B R 9 A0
o IR BTN R AR Z I AR
B SO G A 4 Bl A ML R AR 3L T EE SE A . (HUR TR
BT D7 LR R W TS, H Al 2 i a5 45 R s 0 3k
b PR SRR ) BT FEAT) SR B T AL AR 1 R

%2 SHAGREHEERRENNMYEDHEE
- o 4k 51 25 SR 45
/l’ﬁﬂj;u IE}II:\, %7!“}\]# %EH‘,M n% J%K"'J n% /4 ji
K AR ARCRIESD) MR HUFCRIES?)
BB ET AT LA U (4 R A i) 4 B i G ) A — FE 5
WO MR RS 7RG RBUUT S ROT SRR
SR 2 1IN AU . R K 32 N4 AR
) 552 A28 3R B 1) 7 A28 3R B 1 ) 4 SR 100 09 4 AR
RSB
FEHl T AT B A I R BT KN BRI R RON —
WO R TSI, A RO BAER R
SERAM IR RO | e R A 4 R
FIGE AT o 3K 26 W5 5T 338 B9 0 97 10 2 T e B0

AR T

TE A PR S48 AT LA P32 SR A5 2 g Dy it B 4 RSB o R (R TIE 552 )TIE 41 DU 2 A o 7 B8 TIE 1 AR e 3t om L, 8 %

i AR A BT i B B R
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fish X2, AR W] LAAE N LA I 1 3 — 2 IR AL A
.
51 RiIFKB-MEABESHEEN S REBHIEE

2 $ RS

Tt 7 2o B 2 SR I I A 4 v SR AR N I T 5
T AL T AR K 25 S AR B e B . FAR v
W — AN FEAMR I . S s R I e B rh e
SRALN U IS R B A G, SRS R
JEJC K (Rao & Li, 2011; Jiang et al., 2014), #7
Zoo WIS R I B — 0 (SRR A SR
SR — 02 R AR A AR 25 A e )R R R
R LA AR R 52, TR A I 0k B 5 Al R
it S 2 15 T R R 1 A R D 3R B (Rao & L,
2011; Sun & Jiang, 2015). 40, Sun 1 Jiang (2015)
T 3 7 AR B TR B O R R I 2 I A [ A7
TSI IR T, AR R TR A T B I R AT
%, SERENFIRE K& BUAE L T B o B B AT 55
NATE B BT 4N FR BRAR, AETERUOM & B0 . SR
1M, A WX 48 O [R]F loke 3k 25 10 5 100 1 1
55, A TSN/ INGE 2 K 1 1 TR 5 8 300 e o o
A HE B Ab 4 2% AL N (Reyes-Huerta et al.,
2020), ZHFFTULIATR A B 2 0 0 B I e R T RE R
AR T 2l 3R 25 sl 2k B i D skt AR . LS
RAHR N Za S PR EE N E e, TR
ZE s H ML n SR, (A 2 mg R
5 SO e P T R SR AR A AR AR A R IR T 2 A
S50 5 R A S IR R LR AR, T2 T R S
RS IEBEME R, RSB 5 LRI 5k
T 7% 1 22 I o5 45 S 5 00 6 38 v R S0 N 7 A 1 3
Rk, LRSS P EREA/EA.
52 RS R EIIERE R RR M YRR

BE X 22 i a5 85 S B e R P A DR,
SR FY 4 T 2T 300 ) 5 371 455 5 (Loewenstein
& Prelec, 1993), 4ol Ik T 4 & (1 AL 452 7 (Read
& Scholten, 2012)iz B % Fo i LA B, (25 B¢
PR BT o Bl an, AU AR 5 K P DL B
NS T VR = PR IR SRR o s P~y ) s 27
AT T 1 AR B b i A8 B 1) 28 0T G AE R0 5
ETFOABERIHMBNA R, AUF5EHE kN
BT HARON 7= A 10 JE A, P B AR O BERRAE
(AN B ShHL R )X 22 i i85 301 3 5w B S 0007
Jin LA fi# B¢ (Bartels & Urminsky, 2015), 40, &%
FEHIRN, F35) Read A Powell (2002)ia J i1 7 &

ZHARGITPOATE S8 . R TR A R ay =240
BN AR AN O I TR IR . W5 45 R 2R B )T 5
BN AE A PR SEBIBIL, R LY R < AR TV
B, RIS ] T 25 4% 5 OB 2 7 R A — B
JPANEESR . R FE T X Aok 0 2 14 22 i B, A
AR T 4326 385 P 90 A 88 08T B, 7 AR R A K
Mo FFER, Urminsky F1 Kivetz 1Ay #5 1k £ 1Y
it e B [ e 300 2 ] Y SR np R AR, T
FHES WU B A S R B R AERL N R A, OE
Rl THRETA TR G — e R LR W
BUmr 5ok, A R T8 T s bl b 58 (Bartels &
Urminsky, 2011), P45 AT i i O ik 5
TCIARETR, 7 A QAR -

AT AT A S 28 T vh 52 B A a1 okt
FIACRE, “FRATH 2503l G A0 7 S A A T X ke
KN e MR ST (IR %, 2010), TR
L, Zo B I R A v R SO0 R VT RV I
5 E SRR KL, J5ERE it — %
BRI EISEI, ISP C BRI A 3 — 25
TR 22 Bof (5 B3R 8 v DR SR g 9 O B L o
53 MERRSHABHEERRRUL~E

L F2 A

B, 2o B o5 1A 39 438 v e SR AR 1 AP Y 38
W RUER AR TR ik, SR miTh
iR, MAER R SR I LI gL, SR, AH R4
GERATREH A F MRS R, TR
TIF 5 532 TG ¥ Mo e SR 00 17 114) 77 A 3 7R Vi A I
HyR S B E TRz, k= NN
H#EH558 (Schulte-Mecklenbeck et al., 2017), AR
BERHIAR (mouse tracing) 8B 24 T FE I8 R T 5,
o] PR AL ECEE T E S O, BB TR R L
S R b D SR SO 1Y Bl A ke OR a R L A
(Stillman et al., 2020),

T P SR 43U 19 BIF 9 SR T R R B B AR X A
PRI YRR W HEAT T #1541 (O Hora et al., 2016;
Reeck et al., 2017), O’Hora %5(2016)iz JH FARiE &
F ARG T s W ve B 0 = MAN(EPEAL . TR
B, Bifi A E IR M 0T AR A M (RIS I, RN A ) B
B, BT EE, AR ) T RE BRI I
Whho BLok, ©2A W90 R W BAbRE BB AR X T
TR v o€ 1Y B 1 B Al R 9 U (Schoemann
et al., 2019; Stillman et al., 2020), X HIGiEZ A}
S T B P Y R SR U Y AR BRI SR AL T AR G
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Decision effect in multiple dated intertemporal choice and
its psychological mechanisms
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Abstract: Multiple dated outcomes in intertemporal choice involves the tradeoff of two or more outcomes at
multiple time points, which has become the focus of research on intertemporal choice. According to the
characteristics of the multiple dated intertemporal choice, this paper reviews the decision effects of
multi-dated outcome on intertemporal choice, including: hidden zero effect, symbolic effect, extra dated
money effect, front-end amount effect and sequence effect from the two-outcome and the sequence
outcomes. In addition, the theoretical models such as the sequence model and the trade-off model to explain
the above decision effects are explained. Finally, the paper points out the future research direction: the
follow-up research should strengthen the discussion on the field of mixed gain-loss intertemporal choice,
and further explore the mechanism of multiple dated intertemporal choice process by using the
decision-making process tracking technology.

Key words: intertemporal choice, single dated outcome, multiple dated outcomes, sequential model, trade-off

model





