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REREERIREKRY B SEIHERAES: BFEHTHA
AL ESHMIELMEA

' HIEFE'

oo KR

NP

(MR IERE, T 510632) G ARSMESN SRR E RSB, 1M 510420)

i E RFESERAMLEFAGRBEATH S THE, AERREMGE, RERTR ST ARFEZS K
RIERA ZZ MG, RRDTHERRN R ECEIR, KRLINTERREEL, 2 EERRRAME
RRAERREMARFIARTH T @Y EF, BERBT T R R SR ) 4 B Fo kA 4 69 ORI A5 B
B, RAEMEAFNBEAI B R mAr, AT, At drdefeit o drde 0 N A, ZXEN I Io-
B H B IR 5 AR B AE RS AL R R B E RERIAR A T AL B dm 8 ) AU, A BRI S B P el
ZARKRBRGRIRSEB RS, RREGIRERFSENG SAMNEEX, FIALGLEATTMA, 2

ARG EELTHELRGHL,
KA
SFEE B849: €91

1 3l

(2024 FRFRAERIARE ) WoR, 2K
T 5 1 T A S SR CRRDRT . ENBERT AL 5
J129 H Rk 52.3°C, #85 A4:.1970 % 2021
A, PR RS- 10 000 K E, 4
TACETTIR, 249 200 77 ABETZ(WMO, 2024), iX
SE 2502 BEN ] R B R, \R T
NG st 5 AR AR S KRR IE T .
T X IS R R T, R A
ISR TR AU ) £ R OCBREITAE o XD
TERA TS BRSO, SN A
FE R AR A F B R 45 0 B R, BERR R
PR 4 1E(Bosetti et al., 2022; Wade-Benzoni et al.,
2003; Wade-Benzoni & Tost, 2009),

A AR PR G VRT3 2 B, A i 4
RN EATTE S TS NpN e S R E

Wk HH: 2024-04-18

* R HRRF AT E (71971099; 72101062); )7 %%
B AR 4T H (GD24CGL23) 3

25 Mg S TE R O R R A — 1R .

WIEEH: #MEJE, E-mail: sunhailong@gdufs.edu.cn
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RIFEAE, Wl drde, AR2Hrde, FHAMH, B

(Jacquet et al., 2013; Jones et al., 2017; van der
Linden et al., 2015; Breuer et al., 2022; van Treek et
al., 2023). [AIMF, AR SO TG A 3R 45,
Al B 2Rk 2E, R4S P4 (Wade-Benzoni
& Tost, 2009), i Pt 1] #0526 3 A ATTHOARER
BIEPR . EARK VG, Hauser % A (2014)7E Nature
e EIATTE R B, Y AR BRI Can S A2 Ak ) Y
BT 45 AR I [ 4E B R BA Dy g i, AT
RESTErt 4 F MG R F i, FBUCSE
YEMELLIE G . # 2Z, BB R 23 B B 0 A O
HE A T ARBR A VR I RO B S (R IT 5E,
2023; Wade-Benzoni et al., 2008; Wade-Benzoni &
Tost, 2009),

SR, A A A BR-& VERIT T 8 B LR i
PR . W S T bR A VR R
SEARE SN Y, T2 T 3 AR EAE ITEAC R A
PR P A ROV o A AT fa R T AATTHEACRR
[F) A 1 1) 8 5 5 4% G A 4T e 08 75000 5 AN AH A,
BIPAATT I A FE AR A F v 3B SR B A1) 45 de K Ak
(Baumgartner et al., 2023; Bohm et al., 2020;
Bossio et al., 2022; Foltyn-Zarychta, 2021), t1Jf£
i ) R 25 B 2 364 i 77 28 B o Bl 2 AT AN
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(Bohm & Pfister, 2005; Hardisty & Weber, 2009),
Foltyn-Zarychta (2021)5@@?%%@%%, 25 20%
Wz UiE B R EmI S A SRS EE,
FIRWE TS R A — E R AR ) S Ak 2
SRR AN R (7 3 A LB | 2 v e S T =20
VR TR p ot 72

T, ACPREAE T [E A FAL 2 e A
HAEFIFN S S HLRIAT B = AR B RS, X BR A T
FRATTXS AR G A PSR AIL T 11 2L A 112 328 5 s 14
FE o FET UG, AR LI E T A S i S
FIALA, Ar BT Rl AR AR HTRLAE S HE s Ty ML,
DU B AR ACBR A AR B P sl o FeAiT 223
Fa A -l 1 - B e B AR, LhE R AfTTHE
FRBR AR i 25 R 25 B9 JELRL, O I ARRR
PERY At 2E e .

2 REREERREK: XATEHRRESH
SR RHMERE

BET SR A IR A K Az 1) e ke A 45 R 7R 2
HERR, WTLLSAT AR B PR A4
SYCR (Bt 45, 2017), fRPR G 1 PR RE 5 22
B AR B (5 R, S KBS R AR
Z 18] ) 45 23 BC (RE 2 e 1), B A B 2B HA X
I T 5 W DS 2 DS A R PR 7 FRAT 2
T T T P R 2R 5 AR A DA X (W3R 1)

21 KREREIERKRSEHREK

AR T 5 2R SR G T A A i o) 99 oA 14 e 20
AL (A, Z2FFF, 2020; Loewenstein et al.,
2003), fRBREFEDH mm ()25 BT 50 4F
(Kolle & Lauer, 2024), —E8FREEHE 9 1 15 2% 1 AL
AN HEIELE JL4FEE E I H 4F (Richards & Green,
2015) . LI, X 26 PSR A < AR PR
(involving intergenerational considerations; Foltyn-
Zarychta, 2021), J34b, BEETHEER, APRA1EH
MR H BONG RS R h REBR, RORAE R T

“HOAERCSEA, XA I B O SR Y O B
X T 7E(Bohm et al., 2020; Baumgartner et al.,
2023; Wade-Benzoni & Tost, 2009), FKTF, B
W — AT R A B < BAE /LR,
A RUES” k2t %, 2023), WiRBRAVEDLHR
MR, PSRRI AR Z RN, BHE
SRAS RIS Y AT A IR A R 25 DL R S AR A AL
(Wade-Benzoni, 2002, 2003),

R T 16 B[] 95 8 R 4 21 F2 1A | 9 2 X0 T 85
WSk, ARBR G AR D SR AE e 15 0 72y TH o A LR
BEPE. Liu 1 Feng (2012)F2 H 14 P 3 He 40k e 5
AR 4 A (R IEAG S M (B A BB AN A
TEM B Al 9 Bt (the valuation stage) R &5 1+ Hif
B 5%, 7EM{EER: B Bl (the choice stage)it#F
A 1 B A BE AR S PR 45 SR (Liv & Feng,
2012), MRIEEXARFEHEL, ROITIARIREIER
T B PR B BTG B B, BT B 3R
BBk /NI 55 <<t NG BA R [ B A7 M (B T4 . B
WIS, BEERIE R, AR AR 45 30 (1T
B2 BEAR, DT B0 O 47 BRIV B /N = <<z 49
KA BB ()BT P800 G 22, e 5t 5%, 2017; Kim
& Zauberman, 2019). [EFEHL, 7EAXFRE/EDLR H
A7 2 X 0 2 RN, ELPD B % e ) 3 R B
K. REAEM, BIERAR/NY S%IrfE T, K
AR #5 (A0 30 4R J5 E T ) MIME R & 2
F4EK, 50 AFERIRMEE L, HAEEELR
Z M H(Foltyn-Zarychta, 2021),

22 REEGERRSHIRE

o SR R AR <RI B M < [ AR, BER R
FF P A O 5 HAE A Z B AR 2543 L,
B2 A0 A 4 8545 (Curry et al., 2019). WfCPR
A AR BR, T Al b SR, R PR
8 2 A ik IR B 8 325 1) oK 3R (Ruff & Fehr, 2014;
Wade-Benzoni et al., 2008). P& T i ] B 5 1a,
SRR ET AR SMBANAR, RERE1E

1 EHRAR, HeRARMREAERRZEANEERS]

I e (ARAY T NI (325
R fia) L FEIR ToHEIR BORAER
eI _
ZERER Ag A2l A SIS 1EEM
PR B WA g T4k Mrig st
et e rine iy IS (] 47 411 et I} [6) A4 2 Al BAR

rinkis BB /AL v.s. IR

FF/NF v, B AKH

BB NF] Vs, A K H
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LR L R LR ARG AR
A% (Breuer et al., 2022; Jacquet et al., 2013), i
n, Jacquet %5 A (2013) R FHREMA RS A5 X, B2 0
A N B WS 7% AR R DA RS R, X R
T ACBR B VEEA SR F USRI A
565 B st [R) 22 M 5 A (Richards & Green, 2015),

FiAh, ARG 1R R i AR AE AL 2 4 BE 1 1
WA, BEE SR H N L SR, BiE Xt
55 fib A HH I BN (B 55, M PR SETE R A
GA g, MBS R (TS 4%, 2017), H
2, TPt DL AR R AU X G A TR,
P IIM G A RPR A AE RN AR 25 5
TH/NME, S48 I PLSE” (Tuen et al.,
2023), fXFrE&1EFE 7 F LAY . Richard A1 Green
(2015 FE BT AR B BRI T 3 — I 4 - M4 X e
AT S, BMEZERITInRT, FAH
T 1 (R A0 1T B B A () 23R B3 TG, X — AR
R BT Ja RS R A PR A E P o b i Bl ok o
FAMER IR, 52, RBEEEAR FES T —
ML SPSR M EPEAE B B, BDASAAE« 3 3R R
SN <At NI AR R AU S A T 2 P A ) AR
Rl A, DL — 25 W= A a3 3R A9 2
F 35 (BRUFWF 5%, 2023; Wade- Benzoni & Tost,
2009).
23 RERGIENRE M

BT EaRey s, ABAKRIRGER RS
HAFE M AE R BB B o AR B AT 745 IR 5% 1 2

73 (intergenerational sustainability dilemma game,

ISDG) 1, B¢ 35 >R F A RI o 52 35 201 v Jo 24
P 1 R 2 R 1 Sl AR B G 1 DR ST 1) 114 G ek 4
Fr(Kamijo et al., 2017), A L&A, WF98 & 76430
Ak O T MBI RISR 5k, B
Z 55 ECa R — A, TR R S
AT FFSLPE 2 (] AU . BRI, 25T A AR
R TREAM . ARSI EERE, B R AR T B ok
8 e B A3 BOR T (X), 20 DA A 5 AR B 3 A0 (.
(BRI D 40 A0 M, e85 B
TRBLT XHCBR G AR R S X AR R, 25
HERE T B AT K> D 4y, (HAf R
TR ARRE S I 5 2 7 A A ) HLR 52 4003 1 e
WA, IR B AE AT S 5 A e X E
I} ) 35 5 K AR R e 2 I Y TR SR AT R, IR R 6
TEAUATT VS R AE T R S e T i 7 2 /0 BRI E R 25 (D

{ED), LASCHRE A AR S ar py e pe bl 2 . A
I, X AR R R T ARPR AR PSR R Y
MrE et 22, w4 7 AMATE XS AR R 55 2R AT
VEAR A TR R A I ) 25 A9 A BE (Hauser
et al., 2014; Henrich et al., 2006),

g5 LRk, BATA R ACER &R oS b R
T AN B R . BN T AL B
Bz i grnFnat gransgm, SRR —
FE A REREA R KA AR 2 e 5. AH S, ARBR
BAEPR W B2 54 NN LR AL 23 R AH I ZR 11
WIZ DSR2, DA A A 80T RE A 7E LAY 1T /)
R IR KWz 19 3h T, 2RI 5IREG B
WS ez 7 AR M RO L R %, 2023;
JERE G, 2014) T IR R A 45 2R (mixed
outcome) Y P MLl 7EAC R 5L T 4 R A5 2 784>
TE, AW T8 i b AU 5 A D SR A E 2 AL
il s — SR Pr AR ELAE AL, RV 0 S A
sxfrdnin g IR PR G AF; —JE N sh 1L
i, BIVAZ A% 1 3l I3 HL ] an gy 9 AR BR A 1 TR
FTERFENNTEAR AL £ 5 1O B

3 REAMERRIDHERMNEHLSH
FNEY TR B AE ALH

AR AR PR BRI 5 5 BRI X Al Y
BB GRS (D RSP N i AN G ETE/ i D)
(Balliet et al., 2009; Cameron et al., 1998; van
Hulsen et al., 2022; Zhao et al., 2012), iX—/>#|Z0h0
5T PR AR A RE 42 TET 8 78 P 32 AT A6 b AR 4 ]
1E R F AR X B & 7 & J2 (Baumgartner et al.,
2023; van Hulsen et al., 2022; Wade-Benzoni, 2009).
Mk, ATt S ETn T —A~
PriEZe b, DUER ARG AR R LR SRR o
31 HEHFNPATHIFAXNRESIERERN

SAE RN

P TB] 7 10 BV 522 o A %o A R Wi 4 B 1A, X
3 3 AT AN AR R AR OG0 R (B AL 2 A dn
B, gt T AR ER . — i, B
HREER (6 v.s. 1<), B ETHE ST
AR, B DRI AEZR A, Rk AR 1
UINTERTE k1T N B NN (REri R A I
MR o SR, AR 5] R Y £ A 1) PR 45 ()
i, fnS 525 4k (Nicolaij & Hendrickx, 2003). +
HE 55 7K {75 Yt (Hendrickx & Nicolaij, 2004) K iff 5
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@1l %(Bohm & Pfister, 2005), I [H]¥# 5 oK i 3%
S AT FREE 3L 1T AL, X 5 2 g TR
PRI T T A B T ON A A o 3X— R B R

HARPR 5 A SR r Y N 13T 0000 I A [ AN,

T2 P BE Fifi 25 Fof 18] (19 SEE 3R 11 T R

5 — 5, AR bR T A S T
2 I 06 AR B A PR B R e ok R A AR A
(Hardisty & Weber, 2009; Viscusi et al., 2008;
Richard & Green, 2015), Hardisty 1 Weber (2009)
RIL, VAL B S A PR A 5 s i, A
RAE MR E AL . FFEHL, Viscusi 48 A
(2008) AT FE Wig s T AL R . AATH T HER
HHEA RS N (A PR Bt 23 e 3Lt XUt 44
R, RPN, PREEBCRE 40 (5 BER ) 38 4™ B
Pran, AR LRI AE L, JEmH] 5k
Z5PR AR SR, TR Rk, JR
I N BOIR 2 58 21, 5 ACSE R A R 3G,
ARG ] TR PR A4, Richard Fl Green (2015)i
FEXF LA ATERAE T X — B A TR PR B 4l o
ST W ALET” (Short Horizon, SH)-5 <« WL W~
(Long Horizon, LH)PIZE . B4 UNXT & My FIRR 7K A4
Tl ez, HA W B UA H RS2 0); &N
U/ = AR, s W R S =R E AR %
WFFEHE YL BRIE R o A 47 5 g KT
R . K, BRI N A R 1 AT K
BT X TR AR % 5K (Richards & Green,
2015), 3k T e A A Ak 1 e B LD
SRR VR R . 25 LIRATHERT, 7EICPRE1E
PR BT, I T F04E Sy — il o i 3 5 A2
it HoP A iasasiss 1t s b & 1ErY
BHLAT, B9 T MABEATRBR AR R
32 #H&IMBAFTHEFIMIIREREEIERRH

SAE R0

RSP IE T5 35  E XA R A AR 1
M, B A A0 A A i AR 18 DGO B 23 5 il L
Xof R R M A B BV A, 2R T R A PR G AR i
o TR, Ao Prnde QBRI 5 b 8 55 m [H)
PrARACER G PSR S, i X —#L i [
b i W(m Vs AR) I SE RN . — 71,

3 O D DL AR S S0 A 2 B AR B A0 R

BEEBRIRA T S5UME. T REM PR E (WE
BB 25 10 2000 S5 AR S A AL, ) s ) B )
R, BHASFAC RS 4F (Hurlstone et al., 2020;
Kamijo et al., 2017), B EMARUE, & A .0MH

SR AR Al e BV 1 25, BEAE ) TG TE A B2
FTEAS %, 2RI L T 5 1% B[] 7 F10F0 A% 1 4GB
4 3 L (Bosetti et al., 2022).

53— Ir ATy, A% A T b f WK AR
Fh2 YT, e I )T 0 Y R e, 8 SR AR
PR PER I . DRI, 4 R A A8 Ak R PR 45
15 YA UE R AR BRI PRI, PR S X AR R 2
RPN AL S BAR, I AR (] 7 SRR
(Hardisty & Weber, 2009), iX Ffli 25 3k B F Xt 518
A HE R TTOCA,  DATI 8 2 55 5 T3 A ke Wi i B
e AR, i LA N TC A A I AR B G VR
A o7 F5 7)1 (Balliet et al., 2009; Englmaier
& Gebhardt, 2016; Gueye et al., 2020; Breuer et al.,
2022), 4, Breuer % A (2022)( 5% K& B, #id
LY 2 5N 5 AR ma Al ] e SR Y
R, AZS5ERBRTLAES A CHBI K
W5, A H5ENRACH S HERETFER”,
a1 (1R (= 3 s RN 3 N A ¥ e w | E DR
Mo 538, KRR AR G100 1) e 5 25 SR %t
Je AR TE TS M S, 2 A 36 58] — e 8 % (1] £
R, X PR EZ R S E— 2D R AR AT 2 I ) 4 4
RO BELAS, A8 AR PR 5 /4T 24 (Chopra et al.,
2024; Kolle & Lauer, 2024), A, 3 i B4 1 3%
HC i L, WS TN, RE S A R 55 A 1A B
[0 B S SR, IR $EFCBR A 5 6 4F .

4 KEREIER KB SH S W5 R Bh ¥ 5K A

FRBR A 1E D3R 32 S i 1147 40 (IR AG - 25

TE A K 19 A (B FrAL 23 BT 11 (IR A 0 285 SR X I AR
FIANEL) B S RZ ), AR FRATTIA R 3 1 52 e
JEIF ARSI BAR T, TR A2 B B AL A, AE
AFEPRIER TR RS R . Breuer 55 A
(2022)HIBEFE KRB, ABrG Ve i ST RO AR T
B BT A AT 54 SR b st Sirdn
i, BIZEARBRGAE R, AR PR 45 SR i (A
T T 4% w5 AR A ok, R T XS
LA 35 R E AR Ak, MR R SAT N1
TR A GE R R RFF AR X B E (Kolle & Lauer,
2024; Kolle & Wenner, 2023; New et al., 2022), iIF
WHAE A R PR SR ] A7 AE — P AL I B 8% A 2800 1 1 ]
kLT AT IORON o 2Tk, FRATH AT [E]
k2 A4 B ST A B S VR sh Fi L, DL 4R
R SRR AR PR S AR AR SR, IR AR PR A
YE<Hr4n—3l Sy —-Bhe e LRI BRI (LI 1),
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e B ————— >l MR AN ]

R 1B LS RIS BE R SIS B
S5 RIER ] e ARSI AR DE S
G vs. K) I | x
X REEAERSE
D
azzﬁz HREEH A v
P R P 2
(@ v.s. 1) ARSI | REFAR SRR BB

K1 ARBRE R T 4n-3h - B e e S LR A AL

41 KEEERERESESN NG REERBIRE

FETRBNHLS AR T Re#E 5] AR G
KA Az, BABR G VR 5 A u (| 4 B -
RyesEh 1. B, FRATEEE T X Wi Fh 3l S L],
ErRi g AW T L el 1 S DR[| o [ B B g
R A EREESTTa .
411 fEREHH

f& K Sl (legacy motivation) 2 $8 /1A 1 X}
A7 A R SR AR 2 R B 3 2 LI B AL (Wade-
Benzoni, 2019), BT S/, EARA A
TR E 5 Amak . BRI T 1E R sh AL
TERRHCBREAE T VERA . RS E A
A T SRR, BRI R 5 5 e R SR A
15 B B 0 SO (A 28 oo, A A ) B
[] %L R (Syropoulos & Markowitz, 2021a), X i
AR EIKIBAASE, ek TBRE R, 3t
e B P sk o Bbah, i TIERSNPLEE R
AN R O T AT Ry 25 SR AR 7= AR Y B 5
E 4 52 A A% R AR B B T 0 oG B R &R
(Syropoulos et al., 2023), BART &, Bk FAE
T 5 A7 A AR B, Al TR K
B Al A, B2 R Sk 45 R I EALE, [l b
I B SR BCE A F 5 R T3l filan, B4
A O BT S8 X 5 AR 7= AR B i A iR, T
i 1) A A R T A ek . i —2P, Wade-
Benzoni (2010)MHWF5E &8, EARFRGEYR T,
Ml =2 FZR AT A, BEAacm
T BEAE A J5 AR B T AR R 8t 7= 3 AN AR G 3 e
S A B ) 4 R AL R RIE S B AL, A B
TR TN AR E S, F— P2
RBREAE S R

412 RFKE[E

AT A) B AL AE IR A A A SR IR A JE 2,
AT 51 S At AT A AR AR 19 2R SR 2 19147 2 (Zhu et al.,
2020), Syropoulos Z¢ A (2023) & B, % Ak B m)
FA AR B TR 20 EL R (9 e (] 6 3, Sa il T4 AR,
178 1] JE I B AR AR . RIS, AR 45 25
0 A () A A 2 BB A A IE B ARG, X AR
JEARN L SRR DL R B SRR RBLN T 1 B A R At
S RO R BRI O . BRI E, XA AR
e NS0 i B 0B R R AR SR L) A R A A% O ARRAE,
I AT RE 4 A B T 4 B B M AT 3h S i
ARG RAHHE R, T AR T B ] T 0 5 B R
BHATAPREAE . A, B AR I m 1A~ 4R B
SRR e A=IRESE S S E Pl P AR Wk 3540
BBV RSk A FREZePE), MR AR IA S
WA i (Zhang & Aggarwal, 2015), XFhHET K
R BRIK SN Sy, A A AR Pk R, AR A A
AT [ T 2R ERUIS 26 B A% £ P A< I P 4 2 M 1 o
SEFIATH . Lie-Panis 1 André (2022)i 3§ 2
PR ik, E— LR T R REEMEEITIZ
BRI EN SRR . MATER T = A CHR T - 1 )
AR AN AR A TESR 1S AE S B, XA A AR
BEFZ HRBNEEIS . FEF, XAk R
WL SR AT M S EB A SRR E L FE. X
SO AT /R T oA R B ] 5 AT 45 224720 Z [l 1Y
BRI R, WIRIA T AR KRR A
YRR R oA B FRARAE
413 FEZENNERBRER: CEKRA

BB ARG AR SpL, AR
S ARER O BRI P SR, HESh AN A A R
Ja R A& R BB ok o O BRI PR AR BT IR Y



CAAR G

B A AP ARSI S DS . A At 4 s & o EE A 141

OIS RS MR AR, RO T R O
A J0 45 #4 (Thaler, 1985; 2= & #ff, & L #,
2007), M2 SO HK P S, A0 B
TR, YRR E 1T e RIS ARG M B
W P A A, AT DA e B B P,
FEEEE I P A 3k P, AP A VRS 15 5
BARH A7, Hk, i OBk, feefbs
O B P rh S BRI TSR, AT ORI A S
AT B2 R . FeJm, 35 B B0 LK 7 ok 52 e ¢
JE 1443 e A (Hahnel et al., 2020), F&ATIA 03X
Tl SR BE AT LUBUR AATTR R AR R A S, 5 R
JRARE TS R R

gi b, s UBR O HIR PR RS T R
IR — AR 24 H M EL . Bt )y =
BEVRAL 3 AR N TEIR B 7, LA SR K B 3
BL——XF AR T R A BR A JR BR 5k . sk
AR 3 T SR A R R R SR L) TG S AL A IS,
553 Fsf T 47 10 09 670 TS e, 380N S A4 A s A AR T
Z IR 5 ] F824T 4 (Shrum, 2021),
42 HESEERRSENNIGHIRBHERRIRE

TEIRT 5T A o AR AR ML 15 A A7 10 DU
NATTHS 7 04 1) SR 40 4 % 58 21 (Bossio et al.,
2022), ARBRINIE] 5 TR R Y 2 th T e S A
[ thE AR 2 1) ) R RO &, Wk T AR A e S T
FLoHERE B AOCHESh ) o B, AT RS
R SRS, el R AR I 5 A C B
AHIE 1) — 853, IO TSR B (R 3P S L S
arEREE.
421 RKERIAE

{LBrIA [F] (intergenerational identification) 245
ERFRF ST, AR A A C Al A2
[) — B {4 B 2% 0 21 9 <[] — 1 (Wade-Benzoni,
2003). AR BN, A4t RS A A
WA R RFN LR S, 208 T IR FR R 1)
A DA T i A ) 1 3 B 5 HOK R R — B
F1 R RIS (Tajfel, 2010) . ACBRIA ) $2 T7HS A A
PR CRA N, i AT SE I OGO J5 AR RS £ 5 AR
#l:(Wade-Benzoni & Tost, 2009), XF & ES5%E T
R RZ B2 R, LR RTEPEAl A R AR
e Hb A 47 PR SRR, A5 A A T i 1] R R
g AR T INE AT (A5 — 4R, PRIER
R 1 AR B A R R B A 1A T O B 15 s
(Casald6 & Escario, 2016; Hansen & Jacobsen,

2020), TEZREED, UPRMEE SHE LA fE o TR
FRINF TR W, S FfoA R i — 20 o HE B ACBR &
YEMEE &, filin, SCHREE AT R RAT
MZSBE, 7ESERE P B 3l 1] 422 b 99 38 B % 1 WL
SEIT AR, TUR IR0 E T AR KA R
WHAE S8, —BER Ay HE SRS
AT Y 5 E B S AR S T 3K — p, SCEERYIRAR
SCiR S R 09 AT R A T O 2T BE MR
1T 20 Z (A7 2 1) 1 ) DI, 2 BH 5 2 A IR 1)
HARBRIN A B TACBR T KR 2247y 18 1 (Katz-
Gerro et al., 2020), AN, ACBRIAE AR
“ERATHEA MR “F ke L AT, R T Y
OB B AR, R ACBR & VER N .
422 RERFER

X Br Tt 4T J& 1 (Perceived Intergenerational
Responsibility, PIR)Z&A K TE 4k f5 1 I 42 i T
FRE R X T B & 55 A m, ZHEsh s
£ /) % 8 0> B sh J1 (Diprose et al., 2019;
Syropoulos & Markowitz, 2021b), 24 &1 F] S B 4E
A 52 T 25 1 B At s I 3 0 1 R ok AR, A
A2 e B B R 1 18 N 7R JR 5 4T 8l (Bossio et al.,
2022), MEEF, ARETIEBSHBL, XAEMHH
ATEE 0 = Bl b % JEOT 43 5 AR Rk 5 R ) 25
(Mill et al., 2007). [FIEF, A CFAMESBE T
AT B 0 574188, SRik T A TE L5
AL A ) TS AR AL i T Hr 22 AT o . BF
R, YA PR B S5 AR A Aok A v
TESZ AR, AT 20 ) XA B o] 85 1) )5 SR 4T
FONVER AR, B A TR A ERE
TR, RIS T Al RS2 fE AL B & 19 Q1
1T 1 % J& (McDonald et al., 2015), k9%
RSN AE Py )l R 2% TR S DU LR, <y
AT F 05 AR AL TE 47 A9 A 1 I DU R fig
it 2 5 5 AR PR 3% 22 M A 5 R ok 19 3k iR
(Diprose et al., 2019), H 1L, M&7=4: 3.0 5 A
HE 0 BT BT TR AR R AR ST o X
% (Syropoulos et al., 2023),
423 HSHEEMBERRERER: BRER

“HHZ 5 AR A PR IA R 5 SRR, fE
L S ET AR IR 2 R & B 5 RO B IR
SR THE, — Iy, R RE AR AR S B
AR PRI B, o R — 1R S S R RETE Lok
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Decision-making mechanisms and facilitation strategies for
intergenerational cooperation: A perspective from
theintegration of temporal and social discounts
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LI Aimei, KE Zhengnan , YAO Xinyan , ZHU Qiaowei , SUN Hailong
(* Management School, Jinan University, Guangzhou 510632, China)

(> School of Business, Guangdong University of Foreign Studies, Guangzhou 510420, China)

Abstract: The term “intergenerational cooperation” is used to describe a situation in which individuals
make sacrifices in the present for the benefit of future generations, with the aim of achieving a greater level
of well-being in the future. This process entails the evaluation of the value of the current self and future
generations’ interests, which in turn facilitates and actualizes sustainable development decisions. This study
examines the distinctions between intertemporal decision-making, social decision-making, and intergenerational
cooperation decision-making with regard to attribute characteristics and the decision-making process. It
reveals that intergenerational cooperation encompasses not only the valuation phase of intertemporal and
social decision-making, but also a distinctive choice phase. In light of these considerations, we endeavor to
construct a “discount-motivation-boosting” model, which posits the motivational mechanisms of legacy
motivation, future orientation, intergenerational identification and perceived intergenerational responsibility.
Additionally, the model proposes the intergenerational cooperation facilitation strategies of “intergenerational
mental account” and “imagining future offspring.” In the future, it is essential to further investigate the
various measurement methods of intergenerational cooperation and to incorporate the perspective of life-
course research, thereby enriching and deepening the research in the field of intergenerational cooperation
and sustainability.

Keywords: intergenerational cooperation, temporal discount, social discount, dynamic mechanisms, nudge



