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* #t 7 47 & (Regular Articles) *

AL IR R R SR B0 S K EAE A #LE
KM — X3

(WM R 2 AR B0 B R, KU 410081)

W E AREEEA—MELEAERA T RSB, RAGEAZ & il i D i 0 K al, L2 TR &
FASFTANEEEN, REFRIEEFALEZEY AT ARG ERBT, AL ELTERMAEA T AR L,
It kR, TR R AR R R A TERE TR EZES RGP, S, L& THERERR
(mere exposure effect), EMZ &1 3 (gaze cascade hypothesis). A7) 34 4f B A (sequential sampling model)#= B
i B iE F A JEALA (adaptive attention representation model) AL i & % vm = Ak sk FAE A AR 69 BB, R R AT
RTAK RREBARRARIFAREGLR . R FERIALRILGAT AL, LR EEE R P 9E
T PL R & T AL i & 5 sk S04 % vl BB AR AU 9] AL 04 32

KPR ALEE, B RR, WFRE, ALRE, EBT HEA

HES B84

1 5|§ 7% & B, 1E ALY A B K (Hirmas & Engelmann,
2023; Saito et al., 2023) , {F LK EUE £ (Stojié et al.,
“RWLG TR YIRHE, FREHES
S 'LHHBZ ”HTE_JZ f( _ @IE/JHE B'E.‘ i)l;ﬂ% ;F;E 2020; Wedel et al., 2023). B 4EiEM(Eum et al.,
ﬂ“ ’ - %)L‘m‘{flw(wsua attention) N " 2023; Roberts et al., 2022)F1 % J5 7 M (Callaway et
BB T E TS, AR BT A

R N 1 , P al., 2021; Liu, Zhou, et al., 2020)FBET 5 A] fiE %
INF DI RE B FE A, o2 S8 L& Fh At AT M R B S T ST S BT (L T A A
251F(Chun et al., 2011), P H AN SR I B A5 - =

LA SRS, A AT IS R G R
BN THE AR, 0 MR, RSB e e . AR5 M
AN, K NTRANIAGEALTAT  IEICE g g sy U O 0 e
@@%ﬁ%(Carrasco, 2011)0 Eﬂ;ﬁﬁ?@%ﬂ)ﬁﬁ@i%‘ ﬂ:lﬂﬁ, 2’51%5’6%%1&%@7%%&%%%%@%
E‘Jﬁﬁ%i%%*?*ﬂ%&%%@ﬂ%x iE’l‘ZﬂFﬂ‘l‘%ﬁ %\ ﬁ%%%%ﬁ{m?+%y%%ﬁ:%ﬁﬂy%%ég
S HI L2 0 (Orquin et al, 2020 AR, ppyy g e T R ALY | T BLR AR
PUSEEE RRIRAZ IR BN RACCIR 3y e g g e 45 133 91 2 B 4
ORI s AT IITERATTIRMAL g o 3 b 5 RIS . (R 16T 2
SEPR R (perceptual decision-making). BRI e Loy e R, MERE T BUAT BFIE 09 )5 R
(preferential decision-making)Fl#h <P 5 (social W5 K RSE 177 17
decision-making) 5 J7 TR 050 1 0T DR 5K 1Y) 5% L
I, i, RIS E A (Bye trackingyigl 2 PRI ERITRIREIRS M

21 WMEEEMEEREN B
T 202022 B, R AT Y ST T
« FHEOE 2030 HUFHE HIBF TAS R g o Nowell Ml Pelley (2018) 5% A7 ATfE A
£ 22 B B WL AR BIFE.(20212D0203800) %5 B . PR — A 16% a0 % B IR RE R 2 M — A A
WAEEH . Kl —, E-mail: xiangyizhang@hunnu.edu.cn 26% 5, 5% 5 1) v 2 1 R 2 BT 41 AR ) BE ) FUAS T g
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FAFCR I 20% 5 %5 B2 1 v 2525 B2 K 38 Fir
BB ) T X B ARG R, 45 kK BAE ] Bk
FAFRUASTT B SR AR IEHE B AR I Lo il 1y
WEEST 50%, HARTE TR 2 WA 15 S
(RTTREZ5 M)A, 56T AR A 1 400 1 D SR B ML R
(Y93 X bR A T A ) 2B D 3k F)
750 ms H Xt R H bR 2635 04 i3 0 ] SR AR 2 /034 5|
250 ms I fi A PSR R0 T AR ERE H AR
TR EG 1, 58 WX 2 R A e PR T RS R T
P . Rangelov Fl Mattingley (2020)% FH—F#r
LI B 45 (integrated) R HEAE 5538 X (% AE 55 h Bt

i ZEOF EELE ) H bz 3l B -7 377 1) BE AT 1 18T

W [R) i e AR Y L A5 ) b S R AR H ARz shl),
I 45 4 g H, I (electroencephalography, EEG)$: A
R PEE T BT R R AR R, S5 R R R
AR H ARiz sl BUSRTH bRiz sl s Frids & iy v )
TR 1F i 43 (central-parietal positivity, CPP), —~
5 YR R A AR VAR 5C ) 5 e 30 ) i e
AP TERR IR W IR B (onset latency) A} 2 (slope) L
WYARAFTE 35 22 5w, RN, M T 2 AR Hiris
R, B HEbRE U T &I CPP LY
WE{H T 2 . [AI, Rangelov il Mattingley (2020)1A
SRy R B TR SR ek A v i AR S — A T R 58
F LIRS, S T 54T 55 A CRAE 55
TC K WA IR E S AR VE F o Naiten 55 A (2023)R FHZE
R Gabor BEHIESFEXM EEG FIRFH T
23 () 308 6 P 0 X R 0 R SR A R R, 5 SR R A
R BRAR IR O TCALER R AR I A e U P R B
S, ROV R, ER R, HAMERRR
N L TEAER R IRR 175 K 1 CPP A I I (E 3K

HWR, WD 1 R e e d SRR 5 | LA R
Ak E AR e Sk 50 38 400 1 A 5 S5 B T . Chang
Fl Egeth (2019)Z3R 4 ik 58 i — L5618 RAT 55
=AML 55 o A8 RAE 55 (5 SR 70%)
P TE AN AH O Y B — B (0 R A AE SO ATE 1Y
KT HERBWREIE, &3S —E e EIE
IR A I R AOR 2 S8 72 584 ) B A 44T
55 (IR 30%)H, BRI R — > HART bk,
SR BXE H AR R 1 SO L I SRR
g A AR P TR G B W RS R S SV R L
O F BRSO S . B H bR R AR SR A TR
SRR LI DO RE =N RS O (AP VA il
il T AAR A A AL R TG 5] A, S,

Hamblin-Frohman %5 A (2022)[5] #£ 11 #5352 i
FAE 5 FHRIIAE 55 AR 2R (o SRR 1Y 75%)
o, B E LA T R T,
— 3 R BT KR 2 A (R A 20 (41
m, gf@), ey — i R b b —A 4k
H A% EE LR R B Bl an, £06@), 72554
LA BRI (L SR 25%)h, 2
w4 AR, A R B B AR H AR
o, BaRMERRARTWEBREGE, 54 =1
MRIEE R RS, S50 AMAEP AT =T 0
F HbR B, AR R S B ek H bR
YT S], IF MR H bR, 1 H, FE
R S5 PO SR R A B TR R
RN S I PSR I RE . Zhou 4§ A(2023) K LT
BOl AR R ER) T RE EBX Hir i & MAEH
FROL B B BTt 2% > (statistical learning, 2% >J F1F]
ISR BON R VE T, X AR BN ST %>
AN 3 B AR LD 4 F 0 P B (0 T
B RS W Be(an B ARafiIA), xR B AR B 1Y
B it 2f S 500 F AR A B B (W BN B i
BB B, Ui R B E AR
LY AR W e o Il 1578 o O 117 i L VA 1
NEIHLH] . Wang Fll Theeuwes (2020)7% %% HFr il
W5 AR E AR R A o 0 e] R e R PSR, &5
RERKBW RIS HE 4 DR RERIH
XFE E AR RS A B SN R, R TR
FIERIEES(6 ANITRIL 10 It E) B Birfilig e
E AR B ™ AT, =R B AR R i 2L
MIESR ., [H1, Wang il Theeuwes (2020)IA K Rl Y
FEXHN WA TR R B eE T, Tk, —Lk
5T & BT X AR B AR R T e, A~ AT
DIA 228 AR B AR Wi & 13EM(Chang et
al., 2023), &XF3E HbRiEI I H -5 FRAE A 6l AHOE
A4 E A= B W (Chen et al., 2023; van Moorselaar et al.,
2023), Tsai %6 A(2023)ekift TS RIS, K+
PV X AR TR OBAR . Bl i) 585
T Y, 4558 Bl S AR T3, [RI4ERE
THE A XoF 2 o B 174 57 M B HLAH R A 175 R 1Y)
N2pe (55 A1 BEI A S i e B 43 ) B B /)N, Ui
5 2k BT T LA S
22 MEFEIRITFRRHIIG
221 MEFEX R IR K RFHIZNG

T, B R A AR AE AN (B DR R Y X
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o A 4o 3R 1 R O 2 AR T AR S AT 5
PR PR SRHERR M, (HBS T ARG R R (B ARG
B il 55 PR SR B T AR 22 (] 14 P A7), - TR I A i G 1
AR B R BE S = AR TR SRR (Zilker, 2022;
Zilker & Pachur, 2023), Pleskac %5 A (2023) %R #f
43 STE R 5 2 SRAE B2 5 A 1R SREAE 22 o o) 7 A
B BUR BERE, AR R AR AR —
A, Bl AR B A i B 9 S B2 KR A & ik
PEI)— 0 GORCER, X T R B2 AE M (D SR AE S
LA e AE SR TR TR, T ELURE LN SR AE S, M
1B PR SREAE S v 119 33 A4 38R 457 A B T 19 A % i AR
R B B A SRS, 3 WY T X (0 1 R SR 1Y
S ST X R E RSS2 . Thomas 45 A(2019)
XCHIF I B KR W 4 BRI, B1E
BN B GAT I RRAE R 0 25 S, S
B8 SRR W R 28R W L5 18 8 =2 [E] AR ¢
156, HL 3K oSG IR 04 R B AE A IR RN AR AE AR K 22 5,
55 DA AR 25 15 T r 2 45 e LA T 1Y) i ) A7 A £
A o Xk R AF A(2022) R JHIR BB B H R, X4
W A C 5 ETAE AT RS S B AT ik iR
FAG BN T B i 22 S AT T % %%, 45 R R ITE
fFEARBRRE . F R ML e | SR 3 Tk
e A8 R IR b, MERIH BEWNA
C— NI A AR ES, i HIR 36 £ Rk E
55 5 R AT A R A (B T R A 1
JH . Bhatnagar 1 Orquin (2022) ) — I JC 3t % 2%
T 3 PR R s, 250 R B
DN AN 8] B4 AIF 0 PSR LA B R e, HoG:
PO S5 AL B B, BRI R EM
A7 B AIWFFT, AT R () B8 A 3k T A e
Kt . RECHEZUIET T BT
A B %) IR fi - BF 2 v B AT S AR AT, i ELAL
R ARG AT e I R T M (R 5 e R SR Al
4f (Krajbich, 2019), {HA4A4 #53BF 5842 1 T 5E .
Carrasco I Barbot (2019)4347 T /MR 5N K
TE RN R0 RAE B SE R, B2 10 T A S s A AR
23 () R () 4 B 1 UL EN 52, 3 BN 0GR M4
TERGE AT 55 v (1) 3% B0 AR5 M AR G 4n] 7B 1 S0 3L
# ., Chapman ZF A (2023)% %% T 9% 3 B AEIA 1k
55 O B N I S T, 25 R e I TR AR Y
FER S REE RN A, RAEFEME T RES
BOEAS PR UL, TS S 18 0 3 AN
fHo Rosner 55 A\ (2022)ffi 1 Z I/ RSB T

TSR o T IR BRAE S AT TR a5 A L 22 (8]
MIRR, 458 R AE RIZ R 2305 B 5k
BI2IAALE, PS8 B W] RE 2 L IL R f P 5k
AR R A ER .

FLWR, A6 1 355 DRI R 5 0 e 1 A 43
(framing effect) YA G, — 7T, RIBHELRS] S
FLEE B . Stephensen 25 A (2021)%] X ] B5UHE 42
(Flmeef 24275/ 2 fa0) W 5% m 4~
P I AU T 0 AT O B 1) 3 — [R) R R AT T AR,
SRR DA L HESL, fa B HE SR A 1 1Y
Yt T, XU R B 42 DL 5 S e B
RN 751 3 ¥E & . Hirmas F1 Engelmann
o2} IREI— RINR G WIS, 4518
71~ 8 0T 2 B [ J 255 AN ] 3 T A e 3R 0 R v
PIALEE, i HLIX A2 i A2 25 5 B R A 2R T A7 A
Z5 . AURE B UADR, AR EHEL S|
ARG BRI 2 BAn (s B R A
BE, R 30 B AR R B A AR B AR, HE
TR A QR RV (Teigen, 2023), HB— 7,
LB [ 52 M HE RN . Roberts 46 A (2022)%5 48T
AL ] B o a5 w4 ) RURS: e R AT R, &
% B AR AE A R A 8] 5 224 A0 B SE 1R
Bokp| S RMIEE, IFHEFEERE - ®mE
MA I FEHER, RERAEBURER TR
T2 1 KU 7oK, HESRSUN AR K .

B, A0 R A A A DR e SR Al 4 14 1
BERUN (context effects), W 5| 51 (attraction effect)
S A RN, TR I E bR . R4
VEIEEA PR Pk, e B RIS 5 4 T 4
SMXAERE— @k b G A3, BRI H bRk
TR O 35 S P T A AR, A R S 1
PR A 5 T 114 38 3 AE 23 I ik 2 XoF 5 4 B T 1 2
#(Gluth et al., 2017; Huber et al., 1982; Spektor et
al., 2021), Marini % A (2020)% % T 5 /5 2L i 764>
PR R X IR BRAZ B A e, 45 R WOR A
PHERIE, W98 B S AT H A H bR 2 1)
Frete %, WIS IHETUR o T /MR D SR o R v
DO N [ B N SR T e W e S Rty
TEIF A KU AT: 55 Th AT D3R, 45 2R Bl it 4
H AR LI L ] 8 T 28 45 5 4 6 TR 35 (28 T 1Y)
Lo, HARIEI LG 5 43 TR 5 A AR AR T A
X BE A ) T AL ], 358 BH 22 18 T A XL 3R v A
TENBIZN o T HL, M8 FHR MG 13 M (gaze-dependent)
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) I 4 22 FEURSE 2 (76 12 455 2 v Sl T 400 358 390 174 2 W
B 11 555 ) T LA B 4 3 A R 7 IR e o e
FEI A 51 %00 (Molter et al., 2022), #4b, A
WF 5% 3 30 ok S 50 B T 5 W 5150 AR Y HE SR
AN (repulsion effect), BT A 5 8 326 504 ik 20> A4~

PRXE B R 1% £ (Evans et al., 2021; Liao et al.,

2021; Rhilinger et al., 2023; Spektor et al., 2018),
Spektor 45 A(2022) HLEZ 1 # 1 1E HI B8 AT 55 (R
Ve IH T8 2% Fe 2 (0 1B ) 5 i A 5 (BEOR B AT —
AEA S0%MEAR Y W P SR, IRBh 5708
B s W T E R R I I ) 5 e R H AR
T o 451 343 20 T S e e I, B PE WG AR AT: 55 rh R i
BT HER RO, Ty X AR AR B H bR T i
T 22 ) J 1 22 S 496 o v e A1
222 WRFEXNBERHEFRTFHNZIE

5, BB TE TR R A 9 5 T 1R (inter-
temporal discount rates). Fisher (2021)% 3K #{ i 7E
AT S ARAT /N8 Jily 1A A R AT I 2 il =2 ) Ak
ek, SCI0 2 AR WA AR (B L0 T A3 C A 22 57
AT LLRRE 40%3) 53%H9B5 IR 2 5, BROhg
T AL R T v £ 4 R 1 4 a0 S IR
VeI VERE, 150 WA i) 1) 25 301 4 1 2 A7 A 2
A BE 2 PR B 1 R O T 1 TR R T M A A 25 5
(B ey B i i > AR W48 ) o Liu, Lyu 58 A
(2020) 5 T HR 2536 35 AR F— B 3 T 30 90 2
(gaze-contingent manipulation) )5 5 2 (% W =X
A BRGNS U TE P SR ok AR v X 328 3T 694 AR X 3 R
[]), 25 %<7 HR M A0 X A A s 300 0 456 O 4 9 52
Wi, S5 I, AR R MR A VE LB AE ) H AR
PRI (BRI HE H AR Jm 2 09 i | 33k B bR s ),
AR LF T REPEBEHLAA 2 19 B AR, f H,
PR TE) B ) Mt A 5 1 T TR A A R AN B
BRI, BRI, Liu, Lyu S8 AU RSEE R
FR NG R Y 5 300 2 5 O 4 =2 [ A7 78 4 PRAR G
%, Sharma #ll Khan (2022) FHHR s R %55 T #541
VEFEA I B - AN 225, RIS fin x4 4
Jo e ) A0 a2 o B T S P 1 3 R T 2 A
Wi, BRI 8 R 0 AR Ab 5 e s T R, X
H gl ARG B AT 32 | /b sl e SR i 3t
TR,

LUk, BB T R W AR TE B 30 e 5 v Bl 4
AT . A5 T s e PR i 92 56 rh R B A7
A I ] g d- 0 I 4, BV A D 5 I B 22 e 4%

IS /INERAE IR R IR, (H A A (BT Aly s T 2 SR R
4 Jah 396 T T BE = A, i HAE L PSR R, AR
FE AN (B VYAl o Xk 4 80 R 2 1 3 AL B ) L 461 B K
2 35 i I 4 FT RE A2 FR T ISR A 4 5 RN S 3R g vk
b R A BCAE TR S I VP4 B A7 AE 22 5% (Zhou
etal, 2021), Amasino % A(2019)X} B EFRRIL T
BT 2 T 24 B (A 25 A B 55 ) () 24 3 ) i AT 5%,
T ST 45 KR O A A4 ) T B 2% IR R 4
B, T oA 5 A A I 1) 0 A 2 0 8 B ) 2
BESS A R AN AT, T LR v A mT LA A A T
O B2 XIHERRAE A (2023) 4 Hh 48 BE 22 S fiv 4
(preference of dimension-based difference) &,
DR 7R A VA 5 10355 428 rP ot 465 R R AE SR 208 2 ) 3 0
by 22 5, A% 28 T 5 I ok 5 rh 4 B 22 S I 47
5EEMTHXER, SSRERE TN EFEES
e 5 4k B 22 S AW A IE AR OG, Bk T Ao 1
XA g 22 A A A BUUAE . He 58 N (2023)4% 5%
IR 5 R ) B s B AT A, R B
T S BRE TS A ) R, SR e S A
FIALE LR T P SR 5 I
223 MRFEINHEHBRRRFAZLIG

TG, PSR A R R e 3R R
¥, Weilbiacher 25 A (2021)% 22 1 W56 7 B X £
PGy sE e, 455 & IAE L ie i B B &, B
T T2 B 0 B AL ) S, i EL R
TN B i 4 B R i 7R A HER 0 SRR B
AR A B SHRAFE, RIFTKR
MR B — B MR BT S P i PR, &R K
AT ek B 5K BirFEmm Yy, £
LD T R T A PR A I 4R 5K (Gwinn
et al., 2019), Eum %5 A (2023)R FH iR a8 i 5 AR
B BT AN RAE PRI A AT (R 2 £ 0 () A 2 R
H B S R R A BoR T % R
ZE e N T o R R € Sl Wl (R = v
—o IR REIM, LALLM r
T AR 22 KNI — A%, AR X b A 35 1 i 4
AR 2 8 — IR R —A~ 4 B GEID iR & 1Y
M, BPAME AR R T AN X B G ek
PRSF o 48 0 I T O B e B AR B
PRI b O, ABATT ] TR — A BE AL R
B A TSR, S A B X R B
WK TH 8 8, 2 I R s T AL B S PR 2 IR A
R HL 15 2 (Liu, Zhou, et al., 2020),
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HUR, A8 T R W A AR i B A R SR
Uf o A5 3 30 5 0 AV % A A AL R
AT R e, 25 W BN T R i 85%,
FHIL 8 TE L 5 5 A R RAT: 55 v i RSO Y
TR BEAF1E % YA 5¢ (Martinovici et al., 2023), Wong
(2023)75 % T W05 {0 3 40 0] 52 1) SR I TR 5 v (14 A
R, S5 SRR 9 A R ERE R (R T )
T MHE R R AL T 7R A BB R, 22 R R
FH % 77 i O A X BR B L T S 3, X
7 it BT A A A T R EAE AR R M e B (] ke
HRAVER . A5 20 A5 T A ] 52 i 5 R
BT R ME S, R 517 e R RHE HEX
i R TR I8 ) AT B ) A, X R A
PR BE DL B oy S R T AR, E B A B 3 2 X it e
K i B A R0 (Bigné et al., 2023), Briins Al
Meissner (2023)fB 5 2 7T LA e 409 Gk 35 7k
SR A b R HGIE ) E X 2
ey BTS2, B TV S R BB 5
B R IR T ST R Az, SR BR 20
B Y 7 A, T8 9% 5 ER T 7 A 1 B T A
LEEACTH o
2.3 MEFFEXHAHSRREITFHIRIT

e, 8 T A S A A T
Piarnamets 55 A (2015)AF 55 T A0 9 1 7 7 i f o o
HRPE R, BESR BT 63 Fbil fAH O R s A B
K, a5 R IR i A BE B R AT A A
TE e, T ELAH BB A R], e A
POBTER 3o\ R - I N = K 0 I A P s
WA PR RMERE, A E AR T B AR
BB XSRS, 1T T B
A B R BRIF ST, G5 RUH P N,
T GG BN A5 AE L T B AR S R
X VLEH T AN I 18 B ELA 1 R W I (Brady et
al., 2020), Ghaffari Fl Fiedler (2018)2% F H W=
BT B LN A A R A R Al 52
B, RIARY I 5 H 00 B RE 6% W 2 T
UBTER vk ot S 1= R = R B 1= K 132 2l 1 L) 5
ARZEMA LW TFWEERIN . ARETE
T A OG0 5 5 P GRETEEIAT A )l 38 W0 98 45
R IRAH LA AE AL 00 58 D0 I, >4 7 8 10 Ry %
A B AR, U AR 06 2R GU AR Al G 4 B 2 S e
4] Wi (De Freitas & Alvarez, 2018),

FOWR, ALBETE RS R Y R AT S R

Teoh 55 A (2020) bA T L5 2 1Y 3 2 43 B %t )
il PSR AR AE B ] s ) N R ik R
A C R RN AE A C S5 R = SRS,
PONSEi e ESRSE (W €Y O IUN= R/ Ca s XA
MR ENARAAZR, WHXMFEEES
A AT AN AR AT 2R, T ILERMbAT
BRI, RAE R L A B T
VLIE [i] T AR b A7 Sy, i e 47 4L 28 3 0 A 4L
R AT LA TR A AT A (Rose et al., 2024),
Omyan ¢ A (2023)H T 4R Fi) fth 5 H F %
JE B TC AR I R R, 45 R R AR
Al B4R T 2 % TR R 1 B B S
B, PR I B[R] FHLC 7K S 5560 9 7 T 2 1
TR 1 A 3 IE A G . Weid 38 N (2023) %58 T
R A SR R, E R g o
e A © 5 M Z 85 ol o SO 2E 8, 45 R K
I I T TR AR b, FE TR M L R
FES T 9 A R A AT S, U B SE 7 5 ) T R
AT 3R o

B Ja, A0 R A A ) A R A AT
PR o Gehrer 55 N QQ021)WFFE &I, 5 e HEXS IR
AH LG, 20 AR AR S AK AR S AT B B e i
AR H P9 30 A AL, X A IR %) 3 38 T A1
AL SAT AR E LA . A X T IR R
AN RAE RO A S PR P R (R TG B S
BIEMED), KRIMMAC 5 M AAFLEF] £5 v AT,
B[] ) SR AR E R G B e S A
CRI A ORI F B, SR, TE-A 1E A 5T s i)
JIHEIN T A X At R 25 A8 5 A5 B 09 T A O 4
(Teoh & Hutcherson, 2022), Jangard % A (2022)%
T S ETIR BB B SRR T TR IR,
BIRA XS B RSN 50 ) 340 5 SR A AT R T
bR ARG, T AR Tl B IR B, X B
AR AE TR U Hh R SR BT R B

3 MEEEHIRRAEILEE

PLE T B 3 W R PR AT o AT,
BA W R ZHOL TIE RS i 4 |
o SF R PR SRS, DA BF 9 R SR
X LE R MR R AR AL o A SCREBE T 25 R F |
SEAERTSE B IE T S A B G M LR BT,
457 ] REfRREIX L M R AE ALY 4 B EE IR AR R
(EW#*E 1.
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F1 MURTERWRROEBIDER LR

b by i AL

Ja F PR

AR ERANY,  BIETER > BRI

FMBESEY  REEE i
DDM: FJ 4 i df— 46 B R — e 5k

J 51 Fil e A5 7 o \ . )
aDDM : 5 2 —38 i e 30 = A0 (6 —iE 4 2
FARAF L — PR

BRI E R SR R IR — > 15 R AE - R —

fE ALY VA GETE iR

T M 5 B0 2 A N TE S 2R 18 AN B

B2 BOARER TR, ok i R AL G M (0 e 5
B AT TER S R A A AT AR LR A 4, 1
)2 B 1) AL AL BT i AN B b

BN AT RS AL TR AR, 80 T 7 S e iy
FRSRE T 550 X A il 3 52 2 4 DR S Ml e
AR B 5 A O SRR S 45 AR,
CE AT 20 1 PN R X TR B A R
X AL T T G ) A% L AR A oY R ) R
i, TENZE%¥ ) LRIRTIEAE A 2

FEREIN W

31 HERFHE

T PAL 7% B2 %000 (mere exposure effect)th M4
Xof 0 ) 28 BRI R M e B A B 52 4 ik (4 1%
SR R A% A A P B R )32 SRR T, A
T o RS SR 1 G R R Ok R I SR
(Zajonc, 1968). i H., 33 7Ffi g ) id & AT L
PR~ ket T 42 ik A 22 1) S 38 0 L fh 2 20 1) o
T A B RN U W P BN T4 B B B R R T B
(Montoya et al., 2017),

fa] AR BE N AR B T Z WU 53 ) 3 FF (Bornstein
& D'Agostino, 1992; Effron, 2022; Zajonc, 1968),
Zajonc (1968)7% %% 1 [ 1k 12t BUAS [R5 3 i JE 7
SCEAR] X H PP A TC T SCEA A it FLEE R S, A
IR X 3k DA Ay v AR B TG R S PR LA T
F8 <<hid B B2, B A A T e T X
PATE] B 1% B[] . Bornstein F1 D'Agostino (1992)
W T AT 230 S ms (RIWE 1) Rl 500 ms )3
B R FEEE, S5 RBWIANE RIBCE RN 2 FE
MR B, AR TR R S L ) o o
TX [ S E 1 T B 2 R AR 1 R AR AR 1R
R4 40 5 i )X A AR 11 328 % O A7 R AT 10 3
TE—E FRRE b AR 1 35 T 0 I (v 52 i XL o 5
s I B9 HE 22 5% W (Hirmas & Engelmann, 2023;
Roberts et al., 2022). B ]% £ 4 (Sharma &
Khan, 2022)1H G52 45

Sz, TR R AN (1 3% R W o i
FEOR P o T AT LT AR A R R L B () X 45
KPR W E A, SRMTIEL Montoya % A(2017)
g R, A AR B AR i 2 R
MR, AH B A B MR T A 1A SRR R S

B () A OGP i 42 i DR ARG C R, X RUTF L
FEAR L ST R R L AR R A 2 (]
MR MR IR BLAh, VRN 50 5 e ik
FERY RIS, 1 55 B AN I R IR A BRI E 51
Y& HHL#I (Bhatnagar & Orquin, 2022),

32 FMEEM/IE

AL Z B R % (gaze cascade hypothesis) 35K
A P A 2 38 ke A 29 T i 4 G AR B
Ay, T2 8 P O 2 B At ok S 2 484 T o 2 3 T 1)
T RS EIEM) (Shimojo et al., 2003), X H
IR T — AN RIER, FECMR IR
PEFF LRI A, v, A T — A
FRE B ENES, RARBOZE T FE
I 9% £ (Bhatnagar & Orquin, 2022),

e, M SHMY SRR Ar, e i 5 ke
TR g 2 (B A7 AE 85 U) DR H, AR Xy 400 e i) B 4
AR T LA B 5 1 R 3 O 47 R 26 438 %2 (Saiito et all,
2023; Smith & Krajbich, 2018), >R FHHR 8 A& % 58
LRGN B 5E 230, WY B D% i 76 A~ T
FLIEI S oA, ELBE 5 2 W 1) A T e 2 B 1
ML, ULEHEM S S T Wi 19I% S (Shimojo et al.,
2003).Ito 55 A (2014) 1] fMRI HE A 2 4 i Fr
WAL S aEmEsh Z BN e R, KBRS TR
i TV FR 388 0, R v o o L 2R A7 ST 1% 58 15 A e
B R TR A (P B B B K1) 7% 3100 T 44
NE 2450 2 J2 (91 S 1 B2 B oK), X RS e T
AR PSR ARG, A6 22 T _EAE ST T i AL (A
X PSR i G S ] AR R B B, A AR
X FEAS 6 T 1) 3 A B ] 2 185 0 XoF 12 4 T 1Y) 2 5
PRAE, ZARULE I BB T A5 v B 0] RE 2 il At
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8 oA A 35 TP 3 AR S T 4 S 3% A 4 XU e
R I 52 (Bhatnagar & Orquin, 2022; Pleskac
et al., 2023),

Hk, i Los3g g, — & mAHEAEH
— BRSNSl B, B R AL E
T 3R 25 SR (Hedger & Chakrabarti, 2021; Palacios-
Ibafiez et al., 2023; Shimojo et al., 2003), Hedger
FI Chakrabarti (2021)Hb#& T [ FE B 5 @A
PR A 2 R T R AL, B HE R
DA LA # 2 il e 4 00 0, 2 RO A TR A2
TR L Z SRR . RIEEEE R
Wh, T O G R AR AR, T EL
ANV X S5 AL R TR SR PR R, X
Xof IR IR TR 3 i 4 A DG AF 9 v o SR e S T LA
I 2 TN P 5K 47 A (Spektor et al., 2022), AT
R PRSI FE v i A AR A1) Al ) R L2 %o e T
TR HA WL AEM(Omyan et al., 2023)%:4%
SRABCH T AR N AR

M2, TEE RV EE R T
— R BRERZ SRR T A2 5%
UERF ST Y SCHE, AHALA AF 58 38 TR 0 i A B I 15
TR EE e, MATIA S PSR 0 435 2R T 22 ik
T ] DL B PG A 55 092580, i AR 05
L B A LS W (Wolf et al., 2019), BEAN, HMER
R ) — A~ T2 2Ry PR il = R A R ik, 3l
FRIZAREAE DR BB A BT . T 25 TR SR i - 4
A RF EL 52 W) L B T T R 1 3R Ml e 14 5 1 2 [ 7 1)
ISR T AR (S (A TRk 25 H B 1Y) (9] 245 (Bhatnagar
& Orquin, 2022), 1 H, X 14002 S 800 14 Y FEAL
FHAL 9 A IA AT A 5T 2 A X Ak R 2 —
il g IR B E SR IEER, BDVEALSE R AR, IR
I N5 & BB £ 7E M (Shimojo et al., 2003); W3 BF
FEH N IS B T AT 3 BR A A &, TR 4
SR T e T AE X IE R, IR T R AR
WEHE HA K AL E (Pleskac et al., 2023),
33 FFolREEE

J7 1) il £ 45 7 (Sequential Sampling Model,
SSM) 14 4% /U B T 2 A A AE 1R 5 3k i o A BT X AR
RUEHE HEAT AL, (HIEHE1R 2 AR, HRHA%E
TR R X TIE B8 35 ) — A B, At 2t Dok
(Ratcliff & Smith, 2004), SSM IR A ] {5 b5
(DR SRAT S R T AT AR, O LA S B
5 IE W AR A WS B B SMEAT R 45 2R 00 ik A [) 1Y

WTEIA A B (Anders et al., 2019), BF5E #1454
AR PR S5, A RIFZET SSM
PRI AR R A R, T E A4 DDM
Hi# 5 aDDM 5% 71 P b AR 20 A
331 EBYERE

Ratcliff (1978)#&H By B (Drift Diffusion
Model, DDM), %R [y FE AL i 2 522 BB
BEUEHE, B X R E R I8 B A PR R (E, R
BE A L 5 A R v 1 45 P g 2 o 2 4k, AT
AL E P P 3R (normative  decisions)# it T —Fh BH
% BHE S (Lee & Usher, 2023)., — M FR#ER
DDM HAI G 4 D CHES . S8 v (BB H
(drift rate), BB T Pesk i B ik 4 R AR R,
A2 VR IUA] AN 22 SR, TR R
B, 3¢ B AR [] e 300 10] A9 6 0000 (B A7 A 3 K 25 5%,
AR AR 2 B ook, NI 80 . S8 2
FRARAL R A, RIS AR FE AR SR =22 i %) A 38 70 1)
fids, J&T—Fdessgm , &GS w2 h T
R 00 KA 5 T T A B0 R A P SR T R e e
LRI, AR T AL BRI, 30 381 BRI AT R Y
TEHE R/ FEHALS BRI T, 180w
T30 R AT R H S R I TR 4 . B4 o 10Tk
7R R B (threshold) BB FEIE 5 FR 5 131 L (boundary),
24 R K ) A 5 T Y R (R A R, AR
& o BB R, IR MR E IR A C ke
RIbRAE, T84S SR BRI N, (AR
A RAEE 280 1 AR AEHL T ] (non-decision
time), F7N B MLk SR S I B Eo A IR 2, Ee s
SR 5 e B B I B T4 o B AT AR B A
) P R 5 2 5, b T LA 560 ot 5 3 ok 348 o 45
He 25 5] RN L ZEARMERY DDM B [ G T AL
TR A1 08 B F A B TR S BT AR 2R, R A X
— iR B 0 T, R IR — 4%
B4 HUEYE R IR BN P A R A A
FRHE IV o

158, DDM AEAIA R AN [ A AR 7 G B S 40
LAFfE S, N A B R IR 1 & B OR
WAETEZ S, I, Castagna 25 A\ (2023)45 4 IR 5
AR5 EEG B AR FE T AL 58 7 2 5 A%
W SEZR, 450 & B Hh 2k 0 A B iR 5 1R oK
IR PR BE B O, Horh 5 G A5 I
FEMAHDCHEfK, BEBHAR P2k 0 A5BLI i 1 A1
22 SRS A AR BRI FE A FR . TN, Sullivan
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1 Huettel (2021)& Y& 5l K 18 5 fi e Jg 4 i 4~
P22 5 U AR R B B AR RS2 . AR 4R
DDM R CHE S E AR 22 R R, A
AT R A T R R, K e A 3
TREE R, RS G M R, NP T R e
B YL AT BRSO T — 52 1) 8 1 (Nuiten et al.,
2023),

HWR, M8 e A2 o 0 M 5 B0IF 3 AR
SRAAES . FETFEAMIE T M XHIESRE
Z A, ok B B b A R -
A [ 50T RS2 I S B0 i 2 B G
S8R 22 (Nguyen & Reinagel, 2022), MM{E(F5
F14 B AL 2l (— o LU IR 5 ) T BRI 11 A B 2290
14 25 A B8 S 5 8 T R G A A 2R 1 AR 0 46
(Glickman & Usher, 2019), ifii H.iX #lHL i A4~ A
P18 J52 7 i L A R 6 0 o R L T A B i
FE(Lee & Usher, 2023), faj B (] Iz 3¢ i
R WZ A A5 ) 30 Ao A M R R T, SRR
4% 3 25 AR 7 1) 5 X e B, 1 R SR IS ) A
B VE B R 1 WU (E EAR 19 8 245 52 i (Callaway
et al., 2021)%%

82, DDM LAY )38 55 J2 W iR D def—iE 3l
R -Pesk, RASARIMER DDM BAEE T —4
BT R AR BEG R, R 0 sh S TR
FOBU R A B T M O SCIE BF 5T 1Y K FE
(Fontanesi et al., 2019; Roberts & Hutcherson,
2019), SR E AT BEAT A Hb g8 AT o] 5 3 00 o
fbA5 4R T H, FRUER DDM HEEIE G E A R AE 2
MR R, (AR ER T A
B [P ) sh 2 225 28 (Cheadle et al., 2014;
Smith & Lilburn, 2020). b4k, 7 #F5TFH A R brifE
() DDM AU £ 558 PR ST RE Y .
P B4 B A % 0 IE 0 25 52 A DR SR AT A (4 A ofi 4
1Y) 5 B BB 3 1 ) 5, AR A HE ME B b Y R
52 7% B 22 Bk £ 1Y B 3R W 4 (O'Connell & Kelly,
2021),

332 FEEBY EHER

Krajbich 2§ A (2010) 3 58 W 5% v B 99 A
SSM A0, H B4R HY T R R U 2 (attentional
Drift Diffusion Model, aDDM)., 1% 4 3 sk A 7E
T R 36 0T 2 AR B SRR U R R T E A, B
B AR IR R T L8 AY UE 4 B A 2 P ok (8
AR, TSI B B E A9 1% 1006 %% £ (Bhatnagar

& Orquin, 2022; Spering, 2022), %A HITA A0 I
TR B IR, A58 3 X v (R T Y R S AT
S EA B @ 2 50 (Krajbich et al., 2021; Smith
& Krajbich, 2019),

T, MUE T S EIUN( Z TE) A A A LA
Fo aDDM BN N V-5 TN (8 Z [ A 7R AR
AR, RS U (A B9 Tl AT E R A S 4L
NI (multiplicative effect) X 7 Jill 1 %L bf (additive
effect) (Pleskac et al., 2023; Yang & Krajbich,
2023), Cavanagh % A (2014)4 i (1 AR RN N
IR 5 3 A A 5 368 0 0 (A7 78 AR O AELIF R il R
(M) FE T WL, MR 3 A0 0 2 41 {1 0 DAl
AT E R REm o SR, SRR AL o v
TR (5 ) 1 #3039 % 3 AN (Krajbich,
2019; Smith & Krajbich, 2019; Shevlin et al.,
2022), EAARUE, FFerEAS AL TN XS WA AH 7] i 4
PR e A (L3 AL R 3R B X A AT A 2 S A8
TR SR TR, T AR A D) TR P A A 2
5%, Smith F Krajbich (2019)% £ T 13 & {04 5
A, 4R BRI IR
PO E = A AR AR, S AR (2 X0UAH b, T
e M B TGS TR SR AN R 0 B R, BIF S 495 2R S fofe
PAR A, Westbrook 25 A (2020)[11F 57 & B8 T 1 3%
R 43 X (bifurcation) 2 Fif— B IE{H, 7E4r X
HZJFHAE T 05 SR RO AE 53 3R Z T —
ELRNTAEL, TR R ZJE AT T 0. Bk, fbf]
VNSRS CTIUREH=0i NI $E B ri R NN D N (=
T I 300 4 T T R S e 1 MR T RE R e, AR
aDDM AR B JEA B, 3 g R i (8] B4R
Je AL B AT R 23 RO H AR e 59 32 0 A (AR
X AE), AT B AR e B AR, X A
B JRU I e 565 {407 (Mlolter et al., 2022) . £ 5 5 I
4 (Liu, Zhou, et al, 2020)-5 i 7 3 56 15 K
(Ghaffari & Fiedler, 2018)5% 2|35 1 73 AL 7] 5 45
Je TR B 00 5 i S AL R R R A R

HUR, A T A TR 3 Y 3 i e
i AR P R IESE AR AR, UEHE B R AR T R
WE . VR 2R ARSI G B AT 5040 A B e T A4 (B
S EE AR R AR AL S H 7R % U 5C & (Krajbich,
2019; Krajbich et al., 2021; Shevlin & Krajbich, 2021;
Zhu, 2022), 40, Shevlin F1 Krajbich (2021) ) #f
ST I aDDM A5 R v g3 1 {8 55 M 75 S BB A Tk
T E R A2 4L, £WIbriE DDM AR 2
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B AR AR AT LUYA PR 008 v B ISR AR R G AR
TRIESL I . AN, Krajbich 25 A (2021)1 i 285 %
TP AR 2 BB T X BRI R, 45 SR R B
IO E IR, X A - HR XA A D T
XTI A 52 e, T I B 1 R BOR T IR
A AE, 5 SO O (B R TR Y P S LA R Y
R, aDDM BERITA L5 1 B XA Y 3R AT
Sy ELAT B S, T 3 SR M e 3 A SR S AN
ARG Mo 3R 3 R v Y TE BR BB ROk S . A
I, T Y A Tl R T XL e B g G R
FEEBOIETE IR R85 0k i R Ak 22 7 5 R
XTI VI ARG R =5 2 [ e R T
YE I (Zilker, 2022), I4h, aDDM A58 X B AE
HEAT B S PSR B B W] REE R SR H AR [F A
Y)(Eum et al., 2023 &} JERL 505 552 0 X062 5l 1)
TR f 4 (Weilbécher et al., 2021), DA KA B
RO AU 00 35 300 30k R A 4 2 TR A AE B AR G R
(Liu, Lyu, et al., 2020)55 BL & i 1H T & BRAG A B% o

&2, aDDM AL 138 48 J2 WL 38 7 2 — 1 fn
PEI F WA — 4 BRI, X — 1
TR db e Ak T RS A e A T R R T 4
IEYE 2R A0 (Gwinn et al., 2019; Pirnamets
etal., 2015)c SR, AR ()53 B 5 4 5¢ TR
TR L5 SRR . 2 —, aDDM FEEMRE FE
5% (looking) & 5 A0[RI o SR1M1, G B & i X5
ST REAN 2 IE AR SEE 5 N ZE N T A9 % 42 (Mormann
& Russo, 2021). 45, aDDM 5t i 2 15 248
B2 AL ) (B AT HE AT b B ML b v A0 45 A
BRI, SR, KEUESE R AATE Z 3040
HEE S T, X —IE WA E TN ENER
(value-based attention, Gluth et al., 2018, 2020), 1E
4n Cavanagh % A Q019)MMFR 45 R EBIR, Zid 1w
U PSRN R M T2 B8 Z M (E = AT, X
RUTEAIHRA 8 B ITAL I A L 30 Y
BrAE, TR P B R B OO 1) A1 458 e Y 3R T
1M H, A7 T 55 R4 3% B S AS 5 1 4 3R AE Al
SWSIEE, M m{E B8 & (Vanunu et al.,
2021). 5 =, AR AR E T 0 A (B AR A Tk
KRR E R SR, AHSCINEM ST LT
BICR T BE WA 3= LA (Pleskac et al., 2023),
H BRI E ALK T 1% 5% (Yang & Krajbich, 2023),
XL R P I R A — B TR P2 T B

REGIE

34 BENIERMEEE

N7 BRIy, TE5 O [ S 2 fik )
PU - LN A S ST v e L b U R g
[E] O 56 3R o 2RI 2 0l i 5 PR il B — i
ATy, AREBHEETE . RIEMYLR Z
HAEH, B W5 & 200 5 S R o 2800 gk
(Heffernan et al., 2021), 7EMIERE b, HHFRE#E
T B 6 N 2 E #E A (Adaptive  Attention
Representation Model, AARM), A k2% > i) 525
REERAIH RT3 2 04 E), Wt
B 5252 3 (PR B A WA 521 (Galdo et al.,
2022),

Weichart %8 A (2022)%F AARM A& BEFT T 4b
FEMGEE . MRS i R, 23 X A
K B B A LS 5 TR R BT X I B
PR A SRAE I Al DSk, 3T 45 B 4R FE Y R
TR AR YE S TR . AARM A BUAE 2075
A AH B O B A AR e s 38 ok ) AR e A 3k vk 9 AR
e RIR AP I R mALE, SRR PIIR
T8 [0 ) BT A T — Y 1 3 N 3R i A A
) 5 ) 19 45 SR 5 R RS B R A BB Y Rt
HEH SRR RAE . RIS s S E AW
R EME 4 MH: DRIPKEESI FEML
YrpE; 2)1 BRSNS [ FAE I i 3) A AR
i) S5 TR T LR 4)BT R4k 2251 5 5 2L E
7)o AARM A5 AL 3R () A e 23 W4T S 15 B2 11t 17
IE B S B bR 2 PR 4 B YO B0 1 T A, TR AR
TN G T A A o] ) P ke e X WP A A
B EHEAT T IBURE A I SBORE AR AT B il 113 2
o T — YR 1 B A e 1 Ty U 2 B AR UG
55, ARG AR Y BT RO i 2 10 20 bR 2 X
RATECHE TR AL . AARM AR, ZREE 1Y
AL B RFER &AL, KK AR
BUHOR G | S T R AT IR, AR AR Y Hi A
FEZE N PSR B A I IR SR AR B, AT i —
R PE5K (Galdo et al., 2022),

VFZWFGEUESE T I3 2 5 2800 2% > A |
0, McColeman %3 A (2014)38 i #2991
2 S8 1 AT S e 2 5 5 ), R BB A
XV AL I 8] BE 42 w5 2 28 O MERR 1 . Konkle FI
Alvarez (2022)FF5¢ T 2 55 8 A6 R b (9 T8 i ik
T, 25 SR A 205 B AL AL A A2
MFER, HinkE TR, 5 >R
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g R 5 28 AN TRD A9 L DA T 45 S 0 5 25 31 X
IYFEH o AR SR 2 > A I T BN A Al R R
FE DI R BT, S E R — R R
A DRI 2 BOTE 2 A K, RERS A i X
1205 E X R A7 1 B 2% 2 (Nosofsky & Hu, 2023),

MZ, AARM (138 50 W50 i i —
B BIE R — 15 R AE— 2 B — P e 1
B AR AR ) B T AL T
YoF R L R AR, HIE A0 Galdo 48 A (2022) T 12
FHY, S AARM A5 A 3% Anfap 48 0 5 1
T B RN [ A B A B b AT T MRS R A
5B A XX — 3 FE A ff R G R 2 . Rich I
Gureckis (2018)FAFF¢ 3 I H 61— /5
B, BT RE SR AT B (45w AR
T RS E MRS TR 15 &),  MNITTHE A5 2 158 R 45 39
REBMLERE o mH, £AES LTS
T A o

4 REHFRE

ARSCE FERGUREE T L 0E T R H B DR
D e R SRt AT 2 DR SR = 2K B TR PR S A 5 ) 5
RIA, BB T R ERERERY. ¥
B AR AR R R S W R AR RS 4 Bl S i
VEXTHLGETE R RIGE | i S A S SRR RIAL
] B AR R o R 2 RS R TR SR ) 5 ) S R B
TEXT AR BYRE £ by BeAh, il i 5 i A
1 RA B AR H v o 0 5074 400 ) 52 0 SR PR R
TEAw G B SR, TS N A AR, SE[H]
ST A A DR PR SR Ml - 5 300 0 456 O e 19
PP A G — 7 I, O SN T IR
R, RIVE G 2R SR b A B I ] 3t 3 0
—ANTEI, AP 2 T i i R (R S

i #f); o5 —J7 T, SEIHIHHET] S T HE R

BT A A B IS ) s 3 O 4 ) 32 O (i 4 5 |2 T
Myo fehm, AT EFA B A EE S
B O 4 B 32 LA FIARL AT BE XA A IE DR R 2R
2 PSR S AT e RS i i A T2

i B F N . EZ BRI . aDDM KLY
A AARM . A5 LA X B 5 T T 5 MR R SR AV AL
HIREAT 1A o M D IR B 0 R MR R R 1 B
RREAY 5] B % S B0V T LA gk e T WL AR 8 I ] X ke
SRR, SR R Z X4 fih 5 4 22 8] A A O AR
AEIR o LR B M o A R S i o v A

Iz [ A EAVE L, (R I R ok 4 B Rk 1
B Y T R R O - =2 ) o R S e D R
FBER AT, aDDM AR BT b et Ak T P sk it
T P A BT RE I B IR R AR A, SR
A5 35 i At LA VDAL 3k i — 2, vk g
5k i &4 HoA B (Cavanagh et al., 2014;
Krajbich, 2019; Shevlin & Krajbich, 2021; Shevlin
et al., 2022), WIRER 550 EEE S HIEHRK T
FE M T T Fh AR 4TS % AS BH M (Cavanagh et al.,
2019; Perkovic et al., 2023), aDDM L7 {5 7 £ 4%
PR T BB PR AR A A T AR, T 7 B R R AR
Jof 02 25 A 5 0 DA Ay B 4 A 1 T — L
T SEBER AT REME o 171 H., aDDM BRI US4k
RS T BRI 2 (8] (AR X AL (A 22 5, IR A
YN BT ) e B A TOAE A LR &
BRI TA A f S5 1 A7 B X 3 0 Y 3 3 L A T
{&H (Bhatnagar & Orquin, 2022), AARM #EHI|
A AN PR T R HENER, (R
WIEANZEE ] LR AR, Xk
S B ) A s S ATLBE, R e A A0 ]
HEW 4 FL 2 45 ARG S i B ERE, B2,
BRI T T B MR R 8 le 17—
LG A Y R, (AT — L G B (] R 15 2K R
MRV, BAME, YT 4 AN A FIRA
W o

B—, TEHEWIFYORET, N4 % Rk I
HRRPE o 7 SCAE RIS AL 1 5 00 O 4 TR 36 1) 2 1)
I, Fir g A B AIF T R L TR Bl e 47 1B 1 = [ 1Y)
PERE, ) AN AR HE 3 UL A 4 3o AN (] % T AT O SR
(Liu, Zhou, et al., 2020; Pleskac et al., 2023), &
aDDM 8 55 13 4L )23 28 (B U 1) 32 457 0 5 Al 27 %o R
DR Y S 1) A, H Y BRI 2 () A i A 22
SRR, AR5 A 2 KR A A R
WESE . FESEATILSE B LRI, 3 F AR A A ] 1
SMATEZTT, A0 56 50 P 5K w4 AE 5 5
L. B, AE AR B S 2R T 2 )R AT PSR B T 5
ZE R AT LUME) B I 2% R K B i SR A AT v
TR E T O e S > —, 8, A
FEHE BRI . B 2SR sk ip 2 3R 3t
TR T IR B, B4R () A K
TR Bk v £ A 22 18 S 25 00 He 3R A7 S A8 Ak, X
R A R S () 22 R LH A IR I R PAUA T TR SR 4
BETIESE, WRREIT N 2E R B REHE T
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HARGEE N EZRMAEET M 2T (H T %,
2023) AN FT R T2 M 2N [ e 22 57 2%
PG T X B A R, XA BTk — 2
AR B8 1 5 T R 3R ) B AR

B DY E MRS SR E R . Bl
KT, TR ZHIR BIE T AR 22 P 3 52 5 F 5
AR 4 B A5 A BT VR, SR, O 58 1 A
P14 5 ) 28 EG DA PR 38 1) 5% 0 BE K (Orquin. et all,
2021). HHRARE SRR SRR, 7E5E
il T A0 B SEA S, AR I T O G 3 i —
¥, AT LA R 5 X T s 1E g 3R & o6
ZL(Eum et al., 2023), %I 4MFEILGE(E B 0 BE0E
S EE G SR A — W (Yu et al,
2022), HATE A BAHXIFFER A T 2 80 [ 5l
WIAI(EAL . B SCF L BB R S
R B, X AR AT RE R R T R, (1
H A ARk e R AT R GG . B, R
A 5T T B — L AL PR S R, REk
0 B8 Y R T TR R )0 AE i AR

55 =, N g% R 2 R P SR Y s
Wi, FESCE SR ARVFIIE LT, E4A R T
U AR A W B SR i & . filln,
HWF5E#E K AR T IT 58 5 )23 rh 5 e B A DG I R
106 7% 2 51 A ] B S Wiz B S, T R AR T )2
ot & AR B B VE B (Mohn et al., 2021); A5
G LSS e N 2 SR 4 A R AL (BR 1 B,
P SO, 2023); WA IR & B T i o B
T B U A5 B 2 R O A R P S R
1Y 2R3 38 F (Perkovic et al., 2023), ARAHEHZE
AT M B EENRERNME
WA FE NP RAT Ty, LRE B RS R e R 22
) B T PSR I AN R 520 o 3k e S AN B
S8 35 T TR I R Y B AR R, R O NSk
AT I A SE T REHT I WF 52 7 1] o

%304, DDM F1 aDDM #5 5 (18 38 43 B 5 A T ik
—L 58, T4, B X T DDM £ (1 B 5 H
N AR 22 18] (0 B8 1400 A5 4 W7 36 AR 7 31 i A
AR A B, TN 2 B T AR Bk Sk kA
Za AR L K, G R R S AN AR Y, I
TEPE AT 55 Z B E A7 2, DDM A5 78 Hp (145285 5
B0 R T 5 B AL 2 (Lee & Usher, 2023),
SRR 8 46 1T AT R0 8 2 R A s g ok, R
AKTFH DDM BRI BT [ 3R A i

R, aDDM AR B 5E B 3 B A0 A SR I A
H A IESE R X #HE3) T DDM #EHY kR
(Krajbich et al., 2010), {EHR IO BN 9 240
H 39X 3l A9 (Mormann & Russo, 2021), A #F5¢i# i
140 3 T R 3 AR M 4 3 3R Oy JFE R B Y R B R
XY T aDDM BRI (Gluth et al., 2020), )5, £
$X aDDM HERUAG A b i Ak 1 e SR 2ok A8 Pl vt 1
Kol T 3 B UE 4 2R AR W52 I (Gwinn et al., 2019;
Pirnamets et al., 2015), SR 245 8 {4358 435 54T
SRR R A R 2 AL, X R Rk
5 5 Bl — 20 R o i A A (B 1) 5 B D B o)
IR A R 738 2T

BRI, B0, (2023). MRGE R MR A 22 ) K 5 o SR A
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) e B 1) VRS SR L =2 RSN R W E . O 2
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Theimpact of visual attention on decision-making and its mechanisms

ZHANG Xiangyi, WU Yilin
(Department of Psychology, School of Educational Science, Hunan Normal University, Changsha 410081, China)

Abstract: Visual attention, which is a mechanism of information selection and cognitive resource allocation,
is not only the basis of information processing and cognitive functions, but also an important condition for
accomplishing various social behaviors. Numerous studies have confirmed that visual attention affects
individual decision-making preferences. On the basis of a comprehensive review of previous studies, this
article sorts out the effects of visual attention on perceptual decision-making, preferential decision-making
and other social decision-making. Moreover, it first summarizes and discusses four hypotheses: the mere
exposure effect, the gaze cascade hypothesis, the sequential sampling model, and the adaptive attention
representation model. Based on this, this article has explained the role of visual attention in these three kinds
of decision-making. Finally, four prospects are proposed: future studies should (a) consider setting options
with different degrees of preference differences, (b) examine moderating factors in decision-making
situations or visual environments, (c¢) consider the roles of other forms of attention in decision-making, and
(d) explore the mechanisms of the sequential sampling model further in order to deepen the understanding of
the effects of visual attention on decision-making and its mechanisms.

Keywords: visual attention, perceptual decision-making, preferential decision-making, social decision-making,

drift diffusion model



