ORI 2023, Vol. 31, No. 7, 1121-1132 ©2023 H R B BT ST
Advances in Psychological Science https://doi.org/10.3724/SP.J.1042.2023.01121

* &t % 4 7 (Conceptual Framework)

MINEENE: BEBANEREHARNEIRRE

wegE! IRRY kEA' BRE’
(RIS R DB, AR 350117) C L RO BIS 1T R R, Hi 310030)

M OE OAA CLBEEREERAE T EEME T AR R A Y SRR, kR E AT h kAR —
TS5 I BT AR A BTG AR 0 A FAE B KT Rt 0 A A AR 8 S0 I SR MR
MERAF AR KB, AARTHEREXARF D RNERATMNAR T AL, AFOROTL
R LE RIS IR RV, Ay T A TR AAT 6 R A R S RIF IR AT, AR B A 1B R B34 S e
BARLERE ARG R, AR LERREHHZ TN IEAF,; )T R A B RGBS FEANLE RE R
WS, ABEAMRGTRREE mAE S, AR AN ERX;DEABSHEANBMR T E5F5h A0
BARE I E | MRBHEIFH ARABLE & 00 F 5, Ml 2R AR 5 B bk Pb B BE A AT AP 5T VA i 7 AR R AT
kLRI R

REHE FHAR, ReFA, ASNE, RAEE, RREE

SES  B849: €91

1 5l5 TAERE KA 2 R g AT REME (AN, FEIE 4F,

e T L P L WK %, 2023; Zhao et al., 2018; Zheng
R DAV ‘ - "

. R X X et al., 2019)?

820 T IR 39 TR 2 AR T L ST

IR AR . B, 5\ IR A (AT, BT R 55 P
S AR, R, g (ntertemporal preference) i ik Al
T T RO, AT S gy, VL E LRI b (Frederick et al., 2002

AR il Wi
S R e A T LA A 1 A T S;g;“j“ ‘; i";;;;;?; ;’jﬂﬁ% ;;;J;\;;;;fﬁi
4 3K T AR AT (T T Bl KM, A KA o feo L JL AR SIS S f

(AT R 2 ), iteppe, VBRI, UM, McClure Q00D
TR H N T EAE AT g, T T Science A RIIBIF LR L, (FFREF) HH
g N e T TSR P Py
o B I o ey W LB A B 935
TR REEN, SRR AR g i OB, TR/ (smaller but sooner,
W5 0125, T R AT T 2 e 26 (O 25 B i SS)FI K TMTIR (larger but later, LL)Wi-{™ & 5L A0 453K
AL ER ), ERAE Ay PERZ BRI, Rao fI Li QOTDM .
(RS AR A B et T B 40 Tt

*

" “n Aesop’s classic fable, the ant and the grasshopper are

Wk B e 2022-11-30 used tohillustrate two farAnihliar, burA disparate, approachﬁ:s- to
* [ ARl S 4 AT (72201064) . HEEEA IS human intertemporal decision making....... Human decision

g - e makers seem to be torn between an impulse to act like the
PHE AL — B H (F12020B057) % B indulgent grasshopper and an awareness that the patient ant

BEEH: k2%, E-mail: shensc@fjnu.edu.cn often gets ahead in the long run” (McClure et al., 2004).
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S SR e A P s ) S 5 AN 1 A SR A Y 3
T, W 2 A9 BT S PR R BN RAT Rk
RARI ) 5 ) e (R RS =0, B i 4R
JEAEA KRR AR, T 0 I 2 9 1 052 B
BUAE /MR 5 SR R AT A 500 10 4% (R B K 974,
B 2 R AR A R AFEAT ). T 2, WU
e A O TR A ) 250 A SR AN 2 B AT Al AR AT A
BRSO BB A IRA TR AR
PO . LR TESCIEAL . DK R T Z PR
I T I ) e AL, O R R RS IR,
O A VR A5 15 2R L SR 1 5 B D3R

SR G USSR AT 2R A7
KRB, SR ILAT 5 301 e S el Ay SR AR
BRI L AEARAT TS W R G, AfELL
F A T2 U ) R SR TR A A B 5 A5 2 XL
SEREEWINAF . Pk, b T BhAE AT B A
T HERE . W& M= A, oy T B2
R o S A R TR A e o B O,
FEH T A RS, ANTIIR & R XES 2R
B U Ml A AT AR 7 R PR IR T L O i R
b TR 3 1 2 L5 2R 5 ) i -7

2 ERSMFRIVIK

21 ARBERTHBEHRRNELRE
211 ETFH4RGSERTFEARNEHEZENE
EBR
195 30 R R e X AN () B i) a5 A A5 2 A T AR
M 5P RIET %%, 2015; Shen et al., 2019), A

A0S T2 W (B A A 12 B 26 F I ) 0 348 10 o

I, B9 5T 26— B o B ) S 2 R 445 SR A1 1 1Y)
AR R FR Ry st (] YT 1R (discounting rate), T
A, FH DL RAE AT 25 10 0w 22 CR AT A, XK,
2011), FramgRiR, F W br B IR 25 -
IS 56 AT 5 FH T 000 5 0 Al g 1) X 2
FORAUVENNK, AR ERRAE S . ICEAR S . R
£ 55 FAT-5E 4T 45 (Frederick et al., 2002), Hrk#
55 RV FCAT: 55 2 7 S 56 v fie o i 50 8 1 T Y
J7 ¥k (Hardisty et al., 2013), — i &, HFoE xR
H— &9 8 — 195 H 3 B 1F 5 (Kirby et al.,
1999) ik ik #EATHL R, Bl Qe 4 K3k 100 Jg,
WE 1A AERS X T, b X o B ul
FLU . RS, MR U L R R A TG

250, AR P W DL SRR R (4D, BUh ZeAi
R, 2 W, Mazur, 1987) R AT HATHIF M KN, T
TR BT TR 0 T A~ 32 T PN 0 3 R S B — s [
M, BPREIA 25 R AT S AR (R, #2515, 8¢
BRI (AR A, I 5 0 g 1
B ESEL T AR UL PR R A R R PR

HET U EWBE I, RERgm|, AR
ABERILB AR BT, 60, Y5 auE
ABERIBH B W SITME®RE 55, 2021), K
153001 0% 35 S 8 %) ol 42 B i T2 AR 7R TRA 4%
T o] O 2% N TR A 2 4% (G2 4R, TSR
2014) IRIAI 53 A0 3 B0 558 38 100 0 A - (D 22
4, 2018) 4230 U FE B 1 5 25 (IR T 418, RIEE
TS EEEEN 45, 2015),

SR, PR LI 13 1 325 30 i 407475 & T s A0 390 52
T A SCHAR, T 2R W5 =22 8] (9 45 2R 5AH oF
J& %5 [n] i (Scholten et al., 2019), A5 E &K
FUALFEAHE T $8 Hh, A = RIS L 50 %3 X
(V= —3a 3k | VRRC . 3 0 ) BT il o A9 26 3575 45
W A A, P B 25 T B S AR 3 B R
5 300 Ot 4 AH O 1 B FRAPEE R AT O, A L TR
M. s, SRR EEATON . R, B
U300 2 R0 IS B S AT Sy 19 R DG 2R 8l I 28
(predictive accuracy)f: ZMEEIL T 0(Arfer &
Luhmann, 2017; Chabris et al., 2008; Ma et al.,
2021) 0 X T BUA AL DG 64 155 391 Ot e ok SIS AT
AL AT AR R 5B —, AMTINSEAT R
FARZTREM R m N %, K2 E Atz
T, T AR S — A B — Y A R AR ME 5E 4
BE MBS M (Urminsky & Zauberman,
2015), WFFEHE LM, 2R ATHRAPES] . AR EE
ZHE BN DG AR i W A W g5 AR
BERY, Xt B A0EE G iy LR . WA N AE bR
AT RERS, ITHZAMERE F 2R K, X RN
PrnRAE TN G AT L BLAT S A BTk (Chabris
etal., 2008), =, Sitfmm ik FEER. A
W E RN, AT R Z K5 1 85 I 4n
ILSEAT R AR OC R AL, SRTITAH G R & P
S8R B I AN A R T TR . A DG 2 A R R TR
— R R [ AR B 2 ] 56 AR B R AR, i T
50 D0 5 R AR TR T A 0 S Bk S B A T o T
R UERRPE, JF AT LA S IR 0 PSR SR AL TE A
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&, BIEER . MEERNE, REmEm
PESEAT Ry b ARG, H T K RE 20455 T 0 (Arfer
& Luhmann, 2017), 28 =, BT N R0 FI4REE
1E55 00 B A 45 SR AF 5 R A UCHL . il A Al
% 53 1) 15 31 Al 4 T A T R A A AR R R
f5i %5, RIS R 6155 2B RER, AMELE
B VR A, AT A R A 15
5155 B9 47 N (Hardisty et al., 2013), 280U, A K
P P S i, R RE SRR M 4PL AR < BF [] >, B
AT R Z A AL Ge il Dy K, S 3R i )

et i S 8% 19 (hy pothetical) o 72 45 S LAY I,

MEWFREY, BRI R FIEA S
SR SR B B5 05 4 (Johnson & Bickel, 2002). #&
MM, R B ] 43 b, R o 50 56 2 F 5 A ) o
{6 ) S A ke FAE < ] — B U, R
B o A L S AR B0 B B ] B9 S, DA TRTSE e T %
T B S I R 4 9 U o (X et al., 2020),

KRB R I 0L <M 5 11 XU B SR
SR, [FIREAEAE R 2 2R 0 D DRI 6 1) 5 2 SE A
S IRV P SR AT Ry I A AR 17 1] 8L (5] 4N, Fairley
et al, 2019). WARHFH KT EHSERE WALS
(The Balloon Analog Risk Task, BART) (Lejuez
et al., 2002), DATELf M fi B b i 7E B0 S A 5L 1
R AT R @R TUAe 45 2013), HSEZHE, MR
SR A S R, U BLAREKE A 55 52
2 1R AT F AN E R KU i i, B oS
BRI IE R R AN E 1 . RS R EE Y,
DT I 12 A 2 R T AT XUz A 2 P ) s AN AS A
— BTt . JR4F BART 1T 55 M i A9 5% 38 S KU b
I JE AR E S i AR SR, B IRE 1E
BE T2 AN N X B S KU ke SR AT A I R B
T A RIEGRE 48, 2022), BB A

S B R R B 10 AR AT 55 0 T U A T Y TR,

WARZRFRAT, A7 B ) P 3 AU 5 | A AR 25 X
OTF A, LASCHE RS T 38 L/ AR A Sk ) 0

© T A T LA A 0 B S B S A, 91
77 HRAR 2% (RMSE) # F A 4 38 WL {8 R 2 552 22 i) A9
P8 o B AR SR AR JC A S8 TR 1R DAy A A T TR 28R Y
FRBR, AT 8 B 04 (overfitting) 1 i Ak 7000 24 B, i
38 B3 JIE (cross-validation) W] LA i 4t X — [A] 2 (Arfer &
Luhmann, 2017).

212 EBRRARERERNZS: FARKEEHE
Az Lt
25U SR 0 B 2 G 2 i M A 2R o %) i
W B AT IR A . ARYE Luckman AT
2020 4F % #7E Psychological Review [ [ (&,
S a00T I 1 2R SR A T A 3 0 S R ) AR S ]
VAEZS IS, S RZUH L (utility: comparison)
A 5 Jm 1k L % (attribute-comparison)#5 F
TEROH A 2, e 5Ll Samuelson
(1937) 42 i 1 48 £ 4T 1 &% 5 8 (discount-utility
model, DU model), #R1M, 17 M& 55244038 A 5%
SRR, fEEST DU BB RERZ (St
&5, 2009), FZFRB AN IAFAERS 8] 45 1 3h 25
AN—FPE, Bk R T S R A e . 1
Ja, — B4R A YT A A R A I 1a) Sk X
PR AT IF (Urminsky & Zauberman, 2015), i
n, Mazur (1987)4& I By 3 2k 15 84 (hyperbolic
model), Harvey (1989)4% th 1) S0 iy £ 45 7Y
(generalized model), Laibson (1997)%2 H 4 v X i
28 15 7Y (quasi-hyperbolic discounting model) LA K
Pan 45 A (2015) 76 X 2 A5 AL At 1 4 Ji2 1 15 R
L £ 4575 (liminal discounting model)&, IISHR
RIBIIA, DROR A SEAT 85 I D SR IS A0 1 2 1
BRI T RIROH, ATHEAT LA B R
DA AR ) 48 1E AN B SR R R B T R A%OH TT
Jnay o g, AR ST 40 6K B A BT A [
(Blavatskyy, 2022). Ifif i JS BRI AE X AATTSE B 1) 55
WA RIS T I AT B T 2 5 5, HAELRY
B EAERE L, T Cheung (2020)W38 1, BF5E
FATANAAN N 22 56 9 28R Fn AT 11 el B e,
N7 24 JE 2 A AR T AR Y 2 A A A i R
15 30 O 47 9 7T
oy —SETF G 2 M AGE F5 T % S ek E i A7 ek R
R R, T DA LB TR 1 A R SR A A AT
MRS TR . TEWFITE A Y Ja AR b, 1
{1 5% 24 5 A AU (the  equate-to-differentiate model)
(Huang et al., 2021; Kuang et al., 2022; Li, 2004)Fl
AL A5 7 (tradeoff model) (Scholten & Read, 2010)
A, AR AR R T AT 21 3R AT 25 545 1Y) 125 1
PEHE b, FRMIEEALA Y, AR RS E T
SROFI A PSR o R, 17T 2 o) B (D 24 3 R o SR 4 3 I
M 22 B RN AT L8R, ARG AR ZE R R
B2 I 7 0 P BT (2247, 2016), T T3 2
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S0P L R A R R S SR M b A A R Rl A M A R A
IR SEBr NS, MARA £, 2015, 9h
A, TLHEH, 2016; SKFHFH 4%, 2018; JHH 5%,
2019; Zhang et al., 2022; Zhou et al., 2022), HLI I
TR TR R TR 3] 5 T 4 B A AT 1) R A T i X
JITHRE B4 THT e e LA Ko S I 5 300 O 2 i i T A
ik TR R TN 114 TR 5%
22 NEBHAREINNBERR: £R1855

FHEHRHENTN
221 SHRERXVNFSHTH: GRKTUHER

RENRE

PRI A T, AT T 9 TG 11 PSR AN A
AW BARR MBI, ARG . FT5E .
B2 AR A R B PR Al A 0 A AT s W e e . i
TEES W D R IR B A 45 R L, AR50 B9 5 P SR A A
F B L AT AR A (gain) A ST, AW
B AE RIS R (loss) I BE I p 36 . T 5 4R 45451
B W DL SR S AL 2, BT 0 2 4 S A
TR WL S, PSR T IR N B A a5 B
PRI P FR IS 90 B B AN I () 0, BRI SR AF
SRR B, RS R 100 JT, B2
1L HIE#% 120 G,

PG 22 T B BRI, AT 2 00 B 20 6 1) 4t
2% (Loewenstein & Prelec, 1992), 2R, W& A
KB, NATTHEAS R 25 SR 1 5 109 e o v R s T 4
i ANXEFR YRR PE o B S 35 A 4 O 40 %) 85 40 47
FI /N T AR AR AT U ) 5 25 504 5 914 4R (UL
FEeh 4%, 2021), i LTRSS, A ARAES K
7 358 T TR 8 /0N T 3T 19 488 2 39 0T 199 AR =56 b, T K (]
i 4, 2020), HREEATRETE T, AM17E SRRtk
iR AW R P UA WS &, AR SR R IR
25 B )t B b IE R PR RG 28 R HRTE, TR R
T g5 AR FR (Hardisty & Weber, 2020), 145,
AWFIE KB, TE X LA G ER h 45 H 0 6k = 1 ()
m, SO, SRR AT R AR e R
4, BPH BT AT B4 (Harris, 2012; b A
%, 2021), EMKIFAMBR AL ET T 1%
GeAfr N AR, HLO BRATL I 4 G B H AT T
Pranit s ay BB R T B1 2% . TS SR 5T 45 Sl A1
RN £ B AR R, A DR A R
HE a6 07 P05 28 SRR D DR AR R T Y i
WP (Sun et al., 2015; Sun et al., 2022), WA
WF 58 5 MBS HH IR0 R DL 58 I 22 R 10 # ok

fifp o << TR A L A Y 5 TS (Sun et al., 2020).
H A 5 10 e 3 B 11 R 22 B o AN AU A5 B A el
RAE” (pure gains)&Fisl, Mi“4li#iZe” (pure losses)
ST B A 3 T 2RO LU R TR T A S R R
REAS 6 A A
222 HMETRHENTH: SHISBHEEMN
REREBILHERE

T 5 11 0 3R 1R AL 5 ) B BT e B, )
A 5T K2 5 i Ht 5 25 B (single-dated outcome)
B B HA S B, T U0 e RU s 25 AR TG B 2 N A
) 85 1 A B S 2 1 R RE A AT T 0 SR B AR TR
—EUb R, ITIE 2 A RS IO, TRk
SR BT TR A — XF e v, PR BT PN 39 KO
IE—AAFfE) s g iR filhn, Bk S RIRME
10 Tt H 1 A JE#ES 100 78, & 2RSS KPS
100 JTCH 1 4~ AJRR 10 J6. 7E¥ X 20 A
WIS Rl R, T SARRN . A4 4 BN
T 3 4 BN S S R (T RSG5, 2018; FMIE T
4, 2021)ANUAX S S PR EE SR B B PR R T, 5%
2150 BRI AT LA A (91 22 R G AR T HIE £R 1) A
BE, BRI Y PR 9 45 9 I W A (two-dated
outcomes)JJ 2 £~ ] £ (multiple-dated outcomes)
BF (B an, YEAEIFIR), 5524 5310t LUXS ik
A PG MR BE(LD, 2004; Rao & Li, 2011; VIF#4#
85,2016, 2227, 2016), [A) 4y J@ Mk LR AY (1 SR ]
AL AT T (cumulative tradeoff model) 5 Xt # M XL
A A 25 R 00 s SR AR T W RE M AL, (H
2 XY T I S KRR B B S 34 R (asymmetric hidden
zero effect) ML 2SS WL R 19 57 2 A, LB 45
WA BE — SO A B A WA RS ek R 4
(Read et al., 2016; Shen et al., 2019),
2.3 REBEIWERBHIROHARIR

YR OC T T PSR 9 0 R A A 23RS
WX R LA b, SR, A7 SR M DL —FhE 2 5
s G- > FRAE T A 1Y 5 3 e ST B i T AR W (Estle
et al., 2019), HfELUH BYF AT A A fi i 9L s v
BN L [ SRR AR P 25 R A
WP al &, Rk, T B8 0O 0 AT S ) i
WIRERE, DSR2 IRE R RN
AL, Mk B RIEIEX, HRIW A5 R WS
S L R L

CHMREH GO L HREY IR G184
SR UL R A5 A0 85 30 U 4, 46 7S O A 0 A
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AL ARAT | a4 20 S AT fn Sh 22 , Biln,
Ostaszewski (2007)[WHFFTE A 1A 1 T 6 & 3015
AR A S R IR IR, PO E AN
TEB R =K R AR AT (e /N R Ja KA ) FIIAE 3R A5 — K
SR (e /MR JE TR )IX Rl S A4 F 43 ) Ak 3
o WS SR, BT/ MR SR R KT
FIPTFRAL T e /N G RAF AT, B
BRI A FESEARAAT 55 TR A BEWS o LLAP, Estle
5N (2019) AT FE I 26 1 F S /N R R AT s e
FAT S5, RIIRATEE J 0 1B R () A A, Hrn)s
S5 SR BLE AR/ o i Ma 48 A (2021) 9 FFF
FENW S —4, R TIRG RN H R AT 5
B AT BLLAT R, HREW, AMTERR
i 25 45 20 A A AT 55 Hh 3R B S TR A B T 4
P 2T 55 o B S BT 40 R A HE P AR B/ e gk
>/ N G KA > El e > e /MSJE ROk #5 SCfk
ozt L B, (e X — s fadlek, AM17E
W MR R 25 IR A A S U RS e sk &5
P G A 25 S, B AR R R L SCA AR I 1 [
R 58 R 2 7 1 Xt AN ) 2 R 5 e 1 45 T
FEI D T AR 5@ 0 W AT (UL 22 4R, 2023),

JUE RIS i S T TR A A5 O XU L 5 0 A e
RS T AR B WM AT 1) 22 5, B LA ESE
HE— 250 2 W A B R AR B — B0 B S
R, = TRUH LB RS T A R 8 75 40 i i
FH T BETR A A5 0 XU4S JE 1 i85 0 e PR AR R, o
FHL I FIE T . 0 B I PSR Y e [ 49 s 4R
BRI WA KL LR, RS- AR 2 b 5
BT — BTN A 35 T BB 45 SR ST A T T R mp
VLT B0 T R 22 1 45 SR 1Y) 85 0 1R (Arriely
& Loewenstein, 2000), i 7E &M L&A R 2
Z I R IR R 0N Ry, AT S 4 3 3 24
AN [ s ) 0 285 SRR AT B2, A 22 A [l 4B R
B[] 36 A7 ASCEE SR, AT R B 4 B L 3 ) il
(Scholten et al., 2016), X1, ALK S/EHE
ASE R A 25 ] LR G b A AR AT S B A TR A
PRI GG R WIS, FDEEA ISR i 2

G 6 55 Y b 5 A5 R0 R g L 5SS AR ] 5 T LA
T TR A A S L T 5 T R SR A R R A,
AT B B o, IR AR R =
VISR AU A8 AR o SR, AL SR B 1 e O
MBEFE R, R E & BB 25 AN GRG0 REE, RDXT T
AR I A R 2 R, D3R5 A AR Rt Kk Sl 2 &

R PR (5 5 %, 2020), 176205
AR, IR 23 KORGS5 R 2
(AT T 5 e Il 25 SR B T AR E S5 R, 7F
AT R B RN RIAF S E 5E T i 5SS AR Y
Prone, Yub KR A 15 0% S B 1A PO vh g i
TR AT 4N 22 S, B e] F B M AR — X i
T F NG, BT RN T AR AR 1 R R
F 32 %8 (additive model)IA Ny, RFEH 5
ZASAS TR A] A P 25 F oy kAT T s,
AN LB TS 25, 2018), N, 4 1 %t IEAE 3K
2100 JG, 2 KIGHisk 120 sohf, AMT&050iE
PUTE TR 25 45 SR AT 0 R AR K 25 R T 0 R,
L5 F X 33 PR A B A A T 0 3R AT AR a8 3 A
o %532 i (integrated mode)MIA Dy, HRIEH
343 9 B33 70 PR VA 92 38 s ) R A 2 3R 25 SR A
FEMEAE B AR, BirErmE
(Blavatskyy, 2022). %10, 4% #LAEFRFS 100 Jg,
2 KJEHR 120 o), AfITeHZBE 1 RGHE
10 JC, FRH#EATHTHRITE Tl b 4E w] Ll b
b A 55 b 5SS TR X TR A 1 A U SR 5 ) e e
BTN, o KA T IE il o BeAh, BUE I K £ 38
o B F 45 R B SE 5 1 R X S ] He SRS TR 1)
T LA R, T B X PR B R AT I B AR B R
(M 7 FH RS S 6 2 MR Bl s A it AR B R sl A
BT 5 A B AT TR 1 2 XU O 5 30 e
RYALHI (Liu et al., 2021; Schoemann et al., 2019),

3 WxRtE

T RIA TR A O LA SR B 3 e SR A Al A
A — B (R R, ARSI S TR A TR 1 A
SR R A 0 I G O 1 R AR, SRR S
WA, IR EE T R h BR R B AU e
JoE M e A e 5 SR s A R o AT TR 5 78 2 WL 2R
5 300 O ) TN SR, . SRt AR H T JELLE 3
ABETE . BT 1 S RN A 2 5 ) R
ARG U B ) O 4 A E R AR B, O DURCAE
RO FC R A T LU, MR A5 R A R R
PIZEIZ I TNACR, OH5E 2 TP RRRARS . T
I AR 4515 2 U 2 5 30 Al 4 14 1 %A 554
2, FF0 HL AN AL SR O BLSEAT O 9 T A
HEAT RS WHFE 3 BRI R, RATER S
EOUBEAL RAAE 55 M S A 00 bR 230 % . IR B4
ARG FRIBERROR, OSSO PR P X
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A2 5 W i o] 2 B T 4 b A B AT T TR B 45 2R X)L
SR W R AT . AT B Y R BLRE M AR AN
TR A 15 0 U, s B - SR A v o 1) i i 4B AR
My =, I R TR A 45 2 BU4E L 15 1 o 5K 1) oK
W 22 4, LAME X T AT o 2 B 1 B T O R e
w1 o
3 HfR 1. BEBANEREHREFNIERE

Ry odis

5T 1 S AN A A R A 15 0 B, 1
15 A B 3R B AT 1058 3 DL B AR g AR B 3 I 4E A,
AL G L AR P A 50 T 28 5% 8 1 T 38 2R o
3.1.1 X 1a: BEBFRINERBEHRITFNIER

G B vs. BEIBE

RS I I T 8 DL A B — I SR R AT
451 (Kirby et al., 1999), 8 [ —Fh4h F A A
TEPABTE) AL SR S5, DI E IR A 18k
L2 SRS IR A BT, AR BEIRR I S 8 i i,
KRB AR, IAFER RS vs. /N
FEYARRAL B ARG R vs e RGN Z4E R
SR E R, EBMERAAS KM T &I
15 AN EEFEE, APk I 2 U ZE g N BE L

AIANAER 48, 40 2 DU B 7Y (hierarchical
Bayesian modeling) FJ LA A A F 15 1 ke o 1) 5
FIRLA FI AR (X et al., 2020), ZJ7E:H Vincent
(2016)HEH, AT LIFE T4 | AMAEFF K- 5,
B TR ARS8, RSB E
BT o [RIB, 5 & BNLEAT A 28 T 2% B [ 4 2
Yo H 3 I A A e SR AR R 2 i 2 A5 Y (Mazur,
1987), A2 354043 5 N R 2 6 Fn 4k 52 4
Prdnit A IR A A5 20 U2E BB w4, 38 5
A J2 D S AR TR 49 T3k o s T bt 5 i A T Xt 2
BRI R G o b T i B &2 8 i
S BRSO 2B R g R T, LA R
Yo XI5 4 R () T IE B AR S e AR, b An]
o) £ 9 0] AT ARl R AL i ST L )
125 B R A1
3.1.2 I 1b: FAEEBEMNEEHANEREH

RIFHMLLE: ETFERER

BT bS5 S B AT 5 4 e - 4
b, A SE 36 U 5 51 A KE SR04 08 % 30 i LY
PSR 55 52, RIS JE 3R A ] ) 2 [R] 25 5 800
(common difference effect), 5L, 5 &1 5%
1 A7 B (unit effect) Bl & 2% %L W (magnitude

effect) (Shen et al., 2019), 3678 IR 515 5% W4k
PN PR TR S WMAEE R RS . i — P,
30 R L B A 5 i P L R A A 2 mT LA S 4T
H BN AT 32 PR AR ON BT TR G 15 S RS
RERLS -
32 MR 2: £EBRBEBEANLEREHNET

KXWt 5188

ST 2 $UTF R AE S IRIR A 15 0 045 S 5 101
;X AR ERE NREEE, DaAa
[) 57 o5 R W APE s, DAL SR S A
g, 0 AR PR RS R F W
AF )9 5,k S (0L b Al o AR TR 5 A5 20 RUES SR 5
Wk LA, o, Rz RS E
SE RN 5 RUbR R -
321 KI§ 2a: ASMBEBEANERERNE

SERWIEIT SR8

TE RS e 3R i =2 yu b, 5 BRERE K AT
55 P ARSI 300 5 A 3 R L B RORERAE 55 19
M B 28 1 I 4 A AT B RURS: D 47 (Lejuez et al.,
2002), FEEKEMZ, EROK . &8 Z
AR M, AR XURS o K, LUK IE J5 9 3 s VR 8K
FR LIRS AT o T VR & A5 2 WU SR 1 35 i o
W R K A e AS TR B [ o5, B9 458 2 Rk A5 45 SR i 4
Gro FHIG, XN AR A Ve S DL - s
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Discount or trade off: The psychological mechanisms of intertemporal
choice with double-dated mixed outcomes

SHEN Si-Chu', WANG Yao-Min', ZHANG Han-Bing', MA Jia-Tao’
(' Department of Psychology, Fujian Normal University, Fuzhou 350117, China)

(* Department of Psychology and Behavioral Sciences, Zhejiang University, Hangzhou 310030, China)

Abstract: Individuals, enterprises, and countries need to make decisions involving different time nodes in

real life. Such decisions are commonly measured by "intertemporal preference" in the field of behavioral

decision-making. The most crucial kind of intertemporal decision making relevant to survival and

development are intertemporal choice with double-dated mix outcomes. However, existing intertemporal

preferences measured by paradigms with pure gain outcomes was found to be poor predictors of far-sighted
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behavior in real life. Besides, mature theoretical models of intertemporal choice could not satisfactorily
explain people's real intertemporal preferences. To better describe and explain people's intertemporal
preferences with double-dated mixed outcomes, the present project intends to: 1) synthesize indicators of
intertemporal choice with double-dated mixed outcomes by using two different logics, providing predictive
indicators for model comparison; 2) develop a new ecological paradigm of measuring intertemporal choice
with double-dated outcomes, aiming to provide a more ecological and predictive measurement for the
development of the following research; 3) adopt the Mouselab and eye-tracking technique to test which
model could more satisfactorily explain intertemporal preference with double-dated outcomes, the utility
comparison model or the attribute-comparison model.

Keywords: intertemporal choice; mixed outcomes; ecological measurement; model comparison; decision

process





