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[ IS 1A e (8 40 2 DAASUAET, T S0 2 e L 1) PR SROPR D9 T 0 S0 R SR o LA AT 008 5 P liopee
AR ot B RS R SR BB AESE, B 5 YR s W DR AR UL T (1 B M A TR SRS FER R
Uk, AW SIHLES A, PRRSIHL R MR & R SR KL R AL
WEFC— IR TR G B IR S L R i, RS RFAT N Z R & B 7 = iit&l
I3 I ERNFEA SR TERE FEE [ PY USR] 2 (19 2 e 0 1 R 0 22 57 R P58 ) M AR R 3R (R AT
PREERE), R RS LR SRR 58 & 5 Wk SR 2 18] 1 BRER B 2% . WF S =R A AR IB R
TR, T RGO R TR bR — PR R BRI 15 5 ) R SR (I REAL AR . FRATT TN 1%
WEFT4EE RA AT NS R A 457 I A TR A 5 R SRR RILAR],  [RII H0Re i AR
I ST S50 ) ALl BRI ATE 3% R SRR SR AR

KW IRAFEHIRE, JORARE, SR, -, RARBERROR
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G, WUATRUITAR SR IR AR i, BN .
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etal., 2002). i A1 E5 IR SR 7C 3 IR AR T 203K 7 (pure gain) 845 2K (pure loss) 145, 44
M, EPSRAET, AR LS F B AU MR 5 AT R Biltn, S8k
SRS B ARG R IR, BRSO R i A A5 A £ R TBE 148 (put in
pocket) (XIXREE, 2009) . 31X 451 2RI 28 H A7 (1) 5 B TR S AR TR 195 HH 1 36 (gain-loss mixed
intertemporal choice).

HAl, WREEHYSRIB R %R . AR mNS& 3 DL R AT . ’EEm
R AR 5 AR R B SR T A — A RS R, R B AR R R B0 4 (Rao & L,
2011; Sun & Jiang, 2015). #R1f0, fATAWHF ORI, FHECT A0 IR o S UL SRAE 55, M
TE BB USRS Dy /N ETAB: % 1 VR A 5 93 e 552 v LA o v 10328 3930 4 (Reyes-Huerta et al., 2021)0 3%
YWY, VRGBS AT e B AN R T A0 SR B A s I PSR AR . SEONEE RIS, HOATES
SR S ) PR ABE AR (T 4 R T Ak T B AR ) 35 % A SRR R 2 A S 1 B A E D DL
1, KA R G B S P I e SRR A U EINEE 255, 2021). B8, X TR A ES
PURIX— BT 0080, A BB AR TEVE 5 FLHU A B0 B R 5
FALIR A S W s SR B2, JRATONAE SR 2 A5 I A7 IR A B R S, M SEA
WFL TR R REETE K FER" M« LA A" Z R RAUE, X 5 i - [ B B
FEAR FITAR T 1 N R A O AN 4T A8 20 3245 (Stillman et al., 2018). AR #i/z - [ 8 B 4L 2E
W, R N AT ISR AR N, AR 2 T I R R (G TE AR AR SR ) 5 3 2 (OGR4
PRSI B 5, Bl AL SRR FE 5 M AR 1 1R SR 1 (Elliot, 2013). 141, Etkin A0
Memmi(2021) FRIAIF T 48 7= S 5 5 i AN A4 I 7] 3 B ok 5 o EBIF 70 % B0 24 A4 B 281 5 KA
FERI BRI, S8 TAERS [R50 BE, B AR R R () 0 e . bR i v — e R
BRSPS L AT B IR, X 38 T - [ S L 8 s TR A Sk
S IR A T P8 57 4% (Stillman et al., 2020; Etkin & Memmi, 2021). I-ATINAE NIR S
I RS I A BARAE KR AT - (5 3B ST AL o SRS 48 7% 5 T AN A JH v 1 e 5 A e 0
AP E AR . SR, - [RER ML SR A ] SR A AT & B SR I iF 2 SILa 5%
U A T B A 1 e SRS R ] 2 3 — R A7) il R e 5 A

BEAh, MR 2 IR A W e BT AT R B T AT O A R R LS
(goodness-of-fitting) 55 J7 V2 A 45 /™A (1) TR S SR ME , o iRIa b b i B £ 55 1 7% (Brandstatter et

al., 2006). H2EaH, 454 MARIEE: (mouse tracking) 587 P4 I FRIB BE AR A B TR ZEA

PRTE S SR 1) 8 45 1k 3R 1 2 (Stillman et al., 2018; Stillman & Ferguson, 2019). Kk, f&
Bhi&ir-RlEsh MR HELE, AW RIS E s AT NS A RARIB ERF R, FRZR LI 5%
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AT W AR B RS, AT S I 25 M B B SRR 45 5 3 e
B MU, A7 BD TR IR A B U A E I T AU SRR, B 9745 R B RT)
VR T B RS, EF Rl T 2 T b BT R R A S RN B, el
B B T AR O (R 4«

2 EASMARIINRK

21 FE-RARABEREN RIS
B 00 R S BB SR I A OD U R I L R4 B O 5 9

il

(Sooner-smaller option, SS vs. Later-Larger option, LL)¥J [R5 K ik gk 25, Mg T 205
BRI o A HE BRI RS AT IR PSRRI, AN HEAT B SR AR ST L i
2, 142 R[] — Ll 2 (B TR0 47 410 30 ) 0 A SRA [8] B T A0 80 F BEAT T 00, 58 Jon s e 20 3 A 2
(Amasino et al., 2019; Sun et al., 2020; 1756, XIXK, 2011). A4, X0 E1E 2 B s Bk
MR GBI, ATRAEFERERMmLF? Bge LR, FEIFR T —RybE

Hoe, AR EE, AT R IR RS, IRE ISR S Th A
TN AR 4 28 3 5. 40, Rao A Li (2011)7F 3K af B4 B 55085 ) P SRAT 5 (SS = BRLAE 3R A5
¥ 1,000,000; LL: 10 %F53£45 ¥ 5,000,000) st [F 45 R 1 4 )5 4725 ¥ 2,000,000”, 14
BT H 1T BB R B - 401K VR S )R SR 55 (SS: BLAE 3R A4S ¥ 1,000,000, 1 4F 5 45 K%
¥2,000,000; LL': 1 #5452 ¥ 2,000,000, 10 4 J53k45 Y 5,000,000). 455K, AH L
AU RS, AR G- PR IR S s R SR, AATTEE N O 4z A . 3 — 2P, Sun A
Jiang (2015)3d 1 75 3R 73 Y I s i85 ] R SR I e B AH (R B (SS = =8 N 3R4S 220 JT, LL:
TLJE A 3RAS 270 JO)AIN T BREIT, MR T R A BB I AT S5(SS . = JE 3R AR 220 T,
NFJGESA 21 g6, LL': A JEERAF 270 7o, NG 27 J0), S5 R FERE R IV LT Bt
S IR FAESS,  NATTHESR - 401 2R TR 8 30k S b B I i e o S 30T . L 227 BF A R WIAE
He o AL EE W SRAT 45(SS: — A JE 3k ¥ 120; LL: DYJE 53543 ¥ 150 Aa[ 47 B A8 I AH =] (1)
PR L H(SS: MAESATY 11, —E383Y120; LL: WEATY 11, VUGS Y 150),
ANACHRIIS TA) 37 411 30 38 23 AR, Xz 938 T P 228 A0 1) 23 AH B2 42 rs (Jiang et al., 2014). BE4T,
AT, FEABCEHARLEE BT, AUEE AR, K om S HE S W, 4
KIRT Y 45 vs. 61 K3R Y 65) ik NiR & WIR AL F (B,  “HIRIRM ¥ 457 Rk

N AT Y45, FIATIEY 207 ), A e (Rt 2 00 05 5528 J1 % T Faralla et al.,



2017).

HR, DEBFRRIL, HET SISt s ek, ARG 8 IOk TE N I 2 1
MRS P AT 2 R A FFEE IS . Scholten Al Read (2014) A FE 45 AL, 1
AR B S RS A A (SS: A RIRMFY 75: LL: 1 45 3R15 Y 100), JEILTE SS 3 I
JEHEIN— AN R(SS' s A RIRAFY 75, —HJEHR S J0)s BULE LL SR IR ATV I — A~
FIBIRLL s ARIBKY S, 1 EEHRITY 100) (45— AT R £ 5 WIS 5. AR
F L AEAFS RLE TN E AL /N, AR RRIAIRZ IR i B B e, B <SE 2%
TAEAF AW 51 717 (worse is better) o 52 AH—3, HURAEEEM RIS U RS (SS: SR
P ¥ 75 LL: 1 FJEH1K Y 100), £ SS 2 I5f5 8 I — /NI (140 SS': A RIK ¥ 75,
—AEJE A Y 5): BYE LL I AA In— AN NI (LL : &RILH ¥ S, 1R f541K ¥ 100)
H R A ISR . AR EAF AR TR Ay — A 3R IR 00, (H R 30 R T A
PRRTZ L TR L, T I ) 26 T 575 B 257 (better is worse)(Scholten & Read, 2014).

gi b, CHEPFRADSRI T AT TR A 5 W AT 55 wh 1) 3% 4% 4 (Rao & Li, 2011
Jiang et al., 2014; Read & Scholten, 2012). — 5T, Z5RFH: AFE T AR SEHHRTE, &
G W SR A A AR AE S A S R A R R AR IR . 55— 07, EIREEAT
HHE R TR S TR SR AT 55 5 AR IR B B R K 22 I RS R SR AR S5 AN M A IX 73 o R
FAEAAR B FE A28 57 AR R 2 0L 1 22 B 25 U e S A R B T R A o
SRAES T, IS G R TR T P 119 47 5 R Pl s VR 53 5 31 R SR 1 S AT BRI 25 0 S o
NI SR RS HE ARG 23R R e AR, AT 5 Al 3k 2 sl e i 5 AN I,
RERRIEE TR REE MR, FRINFEGL SR N H 555 REA L
X (motivation conflict)(#hfF 1z, 2018). tbAh, CA B IT T BRI 3 T 45 SR B A 10L& T 7L
Jiik, AT EE SRR TH 1 — BRI A B B AR DTS S LS K TR 3 2 (Weber & Johnson,
2009; Johnson et al., 2008), tICIZ N ENHLI TR i 1 ok SR A AR AL IR RS2 Bt SO A
pifinf e
22 RE-MEEEBEIRERIEEIL S

R, JRA 5 B v o (0 B0 AR 2 L0 T DR R 23 B AR 17 B8N 22 IF A 5 0 e S fry 3
WAL, BFERUET 18 (trade-off model) F1 /7 41| B 16 (sequence model)(FMfE 255, 2021). FiI
8 Ve A e = T 2 55 1) 280 EL 82 Mt ke S (9 s D) 4 5 5 4 R 48 T )(Read & Scholten,
2012). Jm 7 MR 152 A ATTAR B8 328 15 1] 1) 2850 DR /Ml 4 5 (Loewenstein & Prelec, 1993).
2.2.1 fEEIL



BT R 18 1] LG 1R A2 356 - 4 FE (attribute-based) (1) 4R 5 45 4 (Scholten & Read, 2010). & T
O P T VSR B T R LR T A . B, AR g B g B ) 22 SR )
e B 2E AT O, B AR FR AR IE T (Scholten et al., 2016). FLAKI 5, AU EL SR %
5 L SR A AN A 3 R AN [R) 18 T &5 R AE FE I T O BB, I SREAS [R) 3k 300 v << 45 SR 4 2>
fRy Lo BB 22 SR L o 55 LRI, AN P B A 328 T << ) 24 B )0 BB 22 57« IR
TEGh S Y 11 28 S5 5 bk )44 PS5 ) 22 S RER P 2 TR AT LA, AR R i o 8 AR R S B 1)
24k FS2 160 Py oo B A 22 S50 L 205 SR P ) A BB, DO A ) 40 3 4 P88 o A e 52, S 1) e
B R AR AR B T 255 4 L 0 F) 2 S5 LU () 208 R DD B K, AN BB 1 e 45 4 T K
328 3% T

T A B W Ve o RS B 2 A5 R P SR SRS SR, AR b T 6 1 2 I A 3 ok
RN, 2021). MRITBUEELS NS, KB 20 S IPOR IS, RAE R
HE I 55 45 B (two dated outcome) 5 A4 FRLIE 14 (1) 45 H (single dated outcome), il J5 ok 5 % F
SXof B ) 4 5 R 2 SR B2 1Y) 222 S I DA B, e 24l th 1 3 (Scholten et al., 2016). AL, FRAEHL
BEERYE, VRS R SR 45 Al 3R R B R I 2 B RS ISR IO S 22 S, MR I
G LG A BN, ST, ARG T A P T JE AT R

222 FHER

SR A AR, 8BS A M 2 R T ik T (alternative-based) ) B i AR Y
(Loewenstein & Prelec, 1993). J& TR Tl 5 B ik WA ML R T — D EWME, W E R
e TOE (PN, VLRSS, 2016). BAKTI &, 5 SR AAITERS — A5 51 i (e 3k
AT FIWTEE, A R BT B R AN 8] s A 5 SR R AR, 3223 BN [ 137 91 (1 A ks
fIE 14 {H (Loewenstein & Prelec, 1993). F H1 7 F1] [ 5 44 47 AiF 40 45 2 3 2% H (improvement
score) FlI 4E J& 24 H (spreading score). 503 AN HLpk T Fp 51 45 R IR AL a4 GG, BIR), 45
SR IR 170 4 10 5 L B0 K 1 I A B A s S A TN kT 7 70 2 R A 5 8 )
6] PN 3150 o3 AT O RR B, AR 29 350 50 0 A U 55 R PP B (KN B . ARSI 3 B BIS, T LUK IR A
5 IR B AR A F AR F S 10, Jeiiisk PR a8 i TR & 25 Tk ST B 1R 1
B, Se3R a8 TR R TR A i U 1R 8T 8] .

ER EARFRIHE SRR AA — MR, HEIFEEZRR. 50k, SR
W BRI T AR A1 15 85 T 10 2 B S U R IS S T . A WETURI, HAEES
— I8 AT 250 R Bl (Abdellaoui et al., 2013), Flith, HARFES FRlKEA BRI EES
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I RS RS, (B B0 2 75 a1 [ I R 40 2R AN 3R 2 1) VR 5 B85 4001 e ST sl /D B AT
JE KB (Scholten et al., 2016; FMERZE, 2021). FIRERT, FAEEE KR A 5 10k 56 10 AR R )
FEAELEAR JE (Jiang et al,, 2017). B, ARHE 7 5L IR T, 7 17 39358 T0 ) 1 TS o — AN /N
BURM R T IX RIS IR, ATE (R 58 5 51 (SE B2k 5 3R 2 R RE 7T LU 1R 2 1 5 51)
R, AT 0 s 1% 2538 9 (Scholten & Read, 2014). {H Jiang Z£(2017)IAF 7T R B, 7EJR
A BRI T2 S 388 0 — ANV RS 2 5 ) PSR POV 5 85 BT R ST 45 TR R T LA 1 B 388 B ) 2% 1
T, WRFERE RPN T8 7 50 (I B AT AR, X 5 70 B8 AT .

2.3 HHUARIIMAIRTR & BEPR R RIF N2

ULAESR, BT 784 42 AT DOAAMA B LK — A BRRFE R, PR 2R 5 31 ke S5 1 A
1} 4 (Bartels & Urminsky, 2011; Bartels & Urminsky, 2015; Stillmana et al., 2020). 1%,
Frederick 11 Loewenstein (2008)HHf 7 B, ¥ & Z 0 mis L d, MR A PSR it
FEAE R AR B B3 4 J5 45 R . A FESIHLIACE 4T 2 2 BIE SR R2 ), B4 T
(Anticipation). FH4(dread). ¥ (Extrapolation). Xf L% 5 (contrast)Z . #—42, Urminsky
Hl Kivetz (201 1)1 2 AN S50 2 B 24 P AN ITHT AR I — > BN AT 4516 4 8, BARAMEAR /ME
FAETE B2 7 AMAERS T RIS GARE s T oKk, — 2R b2 PRI AT 3] H AR 2 1] Y
BRI RARSE, AR T LA R OSSR H bR BhAh, AR AR I YR R
IR P X PR AT I S LA Vit BORE, S AN J5 8 5 i R 858 10 DR ) 45 ke
% (Kleiman & Hassin, 2011, 2013; Etkin & Memmi, 2021). %11, Etkin Al Memmi (2021)#F 5T
I TR B S A4 5 25 AR R I TA) 73 T, 5 A BT BE R i RS, 386 1 A8 AE T
PE_L IS Ia], b 7 AEAER R I fa]

HAARFNR A B RGBT, AR TG 12 3R 2 AR R 5 BRI JORAT 5 1 B, TR
FE “HaF)” R BT SN R Z BT RUE . YRR, SRR — AR
IR I R ) RIS R RE T AR AR R, T M AT AT S e ) T
RO FIRETCVESRAF 2L B o Sk sl T Bl L 5% 1L 3 75 - [ @E Sl LB A8 BT 4R 1 1)
NZEIEAF AT AR R 2 1 (Stillman et al., 2018). H3 H5 #iT- (A1 #EFE 16, i F B RS
VERFEAZHI R, KB ME SIS A AR X, & NPT, &R IS0
HLAE(Elliot, 2013). FATIA Iy - [ S HLEL 1 B 0% A H7= Sh WL 99 B 5 1 30T e 35 v o ot
FERLUH SR AL IR S BB HESL .

g b, BUREE W T TR & 1 S U SR ) i A A S BB WL AT TP IR R, (EAKIH
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FAAEQ AN S JRBR ()75 % i P R 35 oA AR B (095 I DR SR B HE 2R, s 1
RGO, MR “GBSRIRE 7 A B T IEHL A EARFE. (2) B=
MBI - [N LEAR AL A, RIS S ML P SR IR & s ) o SR B R M . (3) DMERT AU
MR AT RS R ITE K, sk Z X SR SN R 45125 ) (0 B A 1R SR R )45 A

HECLR N ZI R 5 5 ] R SR R A R

3 MR

AHIF T B 3R 2457 R VR A T 5 S U S AUl L SR R AN SR ANE, (F A 5
WF TR RIS . [ GBI SR AN AT S WiV 5 1 SR 1K — R AZ 0 ) @, A 40 3 4R )
R JUAN AR T (1) RSB R BT BRI SINLI5R 2 (2) TR IR 5
R FEUNAT 5 00 A P e AR AT 2 (3) B A 5 1 SR rR B AL vk SR i A A e SR fh e 1) i
HLAI g 2

e, RAUIE TR - RS LA LY, LR A RAT NI AR B ERHER, R4
PRZR IR A 195 W1 e 5 TR B WLk S5 0 e 8 47 () LR SRS R ML, TSI 3 TOUAIF 73k 6 sk
Koo BRI : (DFFR—THRRIH IR & B S b S L 2 5, RIS Ve i i 0 &
B, AR A AR IR 250 B Th, 38 P e S8 O 5 2T 2 4 s R A B A v
WA R GBI IR R FIR, RAPAKAN BN E LR R R g R, ERA
REAVESIHLIT R, BE— BRI LI R IR A FS IR R R . B 90— ¥ M J5 BEATT 58— A
BIF 50 = (P S e B e e a0 il (2) R 90 0L I 4 A IS R P YRR TR 3, S sl L
RFLE,  ELIA IR A 15 W e S b S L S e SR AR e O S AL o (3)BF 98 = I IR
SRR bR, 18 BUPRIB BRI — PR R A 5 WA SR TR B WL 5% B M R SR Al e 1)
PR . B FUIE I YR SN, £ BRRRIE B4 AR (mouse tracking) F) R bR BLIZE S5 16 b S BV
PR SR R EI ML R AR E o St RS TR & s e S 1 s A T R L
3.1 fAR—: RABHIRRPHNARSERRITFHNELRRE

BN WOR A AEREE DR IAT B, I AEAT 303 170 35— B 00 B AT = Py 355 30K
(Elliot, 2013). #4iT (Approach) A1 [0] 8 (Avoidance) & ALK 9 Fb e AT 20 (B F 4%, 2022).
Horr, iz s)iHl(approach motivation) & F8 BRI BOM AT MUK B AF4T D die i BRI
OB 2 . &8I 2. A8 3 HL(avoidance motivation) M & Y8 AR RO 4T
YO R AT S I 7 T 8 B TS AR, T AROR B R S R R . BUBD A (Elliot, 2013). VR

B OH

oy



5 WU AT 55 TR BN 05 B3R SR R A L A 45 A T T K AR R A AT 8 AR, T i
FURAMA T W 25 5 [ 38R 2R B AL ) ) R 58

AR AT - [ LR, T E M AN ) 3 5 F A AT [ RE BN B 5%, SEAMAAT 7= 5
Wi o T S LIG SRR ISGER 2B B SRR, S BCIMAR SEA ) T TR IR B )
05, HPLE £ 4T N (Carver & White, 1994; Higgins et al., 1997); [ 38¢ 5 /134 in A4 %6}
0% BT A 15 5 A R A R A, T SO S 1) T A PR b i Y, I B 2 (AT
JN(Carver & White, 1994). X it 10T - [3] 6 S Bl i 5 ik B2 TR A6 0 AT M RO AT REME, e ik
Fe gt I T P13 B9 2 18] 02 75 A 2 08 22 5 oK SRR BN 5 — 47 4 (Guerrero et al.,
2021)0 FRATHEWT: AMARFRITIRS 5 FUREUR BT SGBER T, FE R Z R R, M
WEIEAS VLIS TR G o AR T A0RE 3R 7 B0 26 (1) 2 ) R TR SRR 5%, 3R -1 R TR & i 10
PR A AE B SR I - B SIS S B AL AT Hyda b o

FARTI =, WA —OEPIFO, BH70 la RABORIERT 7 ¥eit, 32 6 5 0 3
YLk 1A 37 3175 30 (Reyes-Huerta et al., 2021), % b 4l 3 26 548 2 15 555 1) 22 1 25 5 30T ok
S, YIRS e S TR S LR oA . FEBRIERS b, BEAE 1b 23— SRR T AT
B, IR R B VPN FE R R SRR, BN SR P R AR, MRS LR
FEE 5B GBI RIETTE, B — BRI sl R 5GP SR A R K R .

3.2 AR RAEHAPEIHARIT IEF R R L5

W 78— A5t bR AE AT AR AT S BRI R FCIRIL T, IRZRIR A8 VSR b bl R s
MG RHEAREF 6 R o WEIC ZTHRER AT A SR B NS R EE, b — 254 R
TR P8 A S T Z AL et SR AR FEE A 6 O e RO S T o AR S BR 3R, K e B L
R R X 53 AR PE R R AR PE R R . BT SR AR T IR AR TN 1045 2R 45 RN B IR 22
FREE: Jad FERE T MM BIEA R 1% (Shah et al., 2012).

TR TER R, O B TR IR B 2 R R AN T AR I N B AR O
(McClure et al., 2004; Garcia Guerrero et al., 2021). FLi 55 5 {7 4R, AHELTH
XA E 2 R BRIIAES, NATERNS S8 E 28 57 BN AT 55 vh e S SE O TR, TR
TR R T (R DA RN K S AT ST R (1 0 L2 FE (MeClure et al., 2004). [RIFER], 20 s 5
TSGR BIT TR I, A [ TR0 AR o 22 S R S T = 0 A 10 208 (1 DR/ £ B il R SRS AL
(Urminsky & kivetz, 2011). PEt,  FRATTHEN 45 2 - 3R 28 TR A B8 SUIOR B, 43R G -0 SR AR B
FESIR, RS MEBAL, SIHLPRAR R RAR . B R -SR A AHE 22 508/, AKX S
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PRI E RS R, ZOMLh RAR R 3. HE—20, - [ e B b SAR P 3 50 A A I PR
AT 2 AR R 3T - EREEN LR 16, AR 5 T BRI O e e, ANk ]
B A R T 1 5 P L S AR R Y8 5 P8 4 N 453 B PR (Garcda Guerrero et al., 2021). 25
P o SV R =R o3 U I T D ST IR N B i) R B ) D IS B i S M N B
GOV, W e BE RS, DA SZ o AL T (1 BN ELLiot, 1999). BRitk, FRATHEMT: 15-
SRR 22 L S5 R (vs. MK RBZERK), Bl R -[FIEER L R FEEERG I, =] g
EMURE R TR B L, AT A2 A A 58 A {0 1) 6 %8 B0 S T A5 FOUC 2R e, I WAL
smaller-sooner option) , LA B K451 2k KU

XPFANEMER R, O BT FT R B B A R A 5 S A4 B3 T 70 R UMY ) 55 DA N 4%
(Shah et al., 2012, 2015; Mani et al., 2013). [fi 1 T MR R 2 AR, —R A KA R
IVE R R E A TR E (B ANBESE, 2014; 2% M55, 2016). RAEHIREH, M
G GINMER b S T e L & S INT PR TS I NP E P N B L RGN C N A
2021). BfiGER TR PRI R, = A BR5 BOG AN ) Mk (¥ 7 7 SR At A e il 1
o HoAth J8 M 1) E = /1 2407 (attentional neglect) (I8 K45, 2016). #E—, XFhEE Ik
BEMERAET R, PR AR - R BE Lf SRAR P o T - [ R B WLk SEFR P PR A, oM
IR TEAT AT ? AR - S LB, RGBSR, T 3L (B ) )
MR E] T AR I 7 AT PRV PR B B AR S, DR URBR AR e e (0 2 R ER A
TR AR, A MA B R TR F Y (B8R AT X e B R 2k 2 i
EIE, SURERNEIT N BT HLREeE, (EA TR RNEL, e, B
U, RATHERT: RGBT, AN BT RN w2 A T R T4 B YR FREAR),
R - [ REZN LR SR B TR LV, AT, AL B A {0 i 36 B 080 25 K3 T3
(i.e., ZEHIFETA, larger-later option).

Bz, TERFT—ERRL b, BFA T EE RIS B SR e 5 e VR A 3 ok
Fh ARSI . B, WRARIEATRE, OB - RIS L R SR, BT 500
FIEFIL, RAFRITAT N (WFITE 2a)e HIR, BRONRII P10 25 B 53R 25 45 AN 22 57 K0,
T SR AT - [ RE S AL IR, T S (Rl EESNATL AR, Al (Rl EAT N (RF 5K 2b).

33 MIRZ=: RABHAFREAEREMIEFRFAIIZNS
WEFC— AT IE — BT PR BRAE R, AR 1R & B S O S A AT dn ] A ek S AL
RIS T 2 e F (1 R AL RS AN 2 » BUARIE ERBOR (mouse-tracking) 1 3 % (YL A2 1B 17



Fi ARy AR AL HOHE F s & O, G B TR R A A S 5% b i B 7S e S I R AL
(Stillman et al., 2018) . F b 16 7457 A8 o W 5 4 A e T2 [ b A7 38 6 1 LG SRUAR #2307,
AT FRNATTI PSR A N TE NI Ak T S B B B 11 (Szaszi et al., 2018) iZH AR [ HE
WA R BN A 1B 3 £ B A A0 5 INEN ) — 34, 8 SR bRz 3028w DL Il e it
KB H B 05 K AN RN T 1L FR (Spivey et al., 2008) . AH BT AR 2% e 55 1L R WL AOE 7 1
AR, BRARIBER R AT DL E AR At ) T B AR 1 =00 200 1) 3 2 P S F2E 5 (Stillman et al.,
2020).

UEAESR, 5 A e R Ak O WF 90 R ) R IB B B AR AT PR SRS AT T W B4R
(O’Hora et al., 2016; Reeck et al., 2017; Schoemann et al., 2019). %4, O’Hora 45(2016)iz H]
BRPRIE R B ARIR R 15 P SR AN [R1 e 00 ) AN B VP AS I e S 7 o it 98 R WA Bt AN [R]
ST AN 28 ST, A 025 B 5 B P A R R TS R B R, SRR U B
KA ZEAE B /N Reeck 55 (2017) R 48 1 58 25 75 A [F] £ 608 00 (1Y) BRUbR % 4 78 (transitions)
W R oy AW R OIS RN LU BRI e SR o BT 9T 3R WA R SIS 1R 5K (integrative
researcher) ) bR BLTE B 20 ML 78 176 X0 PN AN [F) 248 JE2 [ e e, o ¢ B JEOAN [0 3 T P A4 K/
(i.e., FETIEI M) HLEL IS e (Comparative researcher) [ SRFRHLIZE U B % 4t 76 A
() 4 52 2 Ta) 4, B 3 ) BUBSOAN (R 3 PO 4R FE A HH o SR (e, BE T HERE I RTR) . S5 ML FIRS,
A TR IS [ B B U0 5 AR R B AR A A DA G A LA S 2, LSRG 3
SE MR AT IR T . ShAh, A T IR SR F LI R E (i, AR R
BIALE L NI FR )X RIS S 56 TR 45 SR ¥ 5 0 (Schoemann et al., 2019). LR 7TiE
H BARIB BR B ARV R T B S YR S e, AR SR R IR G B R b )
WL 0t i B i (R e M SR A4 T HoR SRt 5B ST IR R A 22 5 S A
PRI P S SR 1) BRPR 18 BR B AR I, AR S HL IR SRR & 5 I D SR S M $R 4 17 A
SIS AN S0 R IR AR B IR PR

AL 25 A R S BB B R AR DRI 9T, JRATTAD I 6 2% 1R 5] 32 S 4R bR R AE 1 3)
WL IEFERE o 23 [R)WR 5 S Fi e — S0 2% AR T BRURR 11 18 20 B 7E 45 PRI T 1) 1) (i B A2 B,
= B FH #5 K 7% (B (maximum deviation, MD) Al i 2§ R 1f £ (area under the curve, AUC) i 4
FEbR o B Kl 22 (1 4 S B 030 AR R 260 T8 (L A R 4R A 22 TR ) 32 2 ) 2 T £ 35 K 3 T
7,0 WE T THIAR A2 SRR e it 2 A0 P AR BILE th 2 2 18] (%) JUART T AR, B0 AT T AR L ABR DR 2 B e
Tl ) A 4 146 B¢ X1 AR 25 (Zgonmikow et al., 2017). Xt IR AWk, JETHI R ~MBIEHES,
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BEAI B SRR EERG R (o 3 463 AR X 22 S 0D ) BB B 14 S P 13208 X 25 i 72 L AE B
L

gi b, BSE “ShHLr SR U5z w0 iR & s SR S L X, AR ST
MR EIB AT LR RIRIBEESEI %, a8 TR R S5 T SRR 7T
Jiik, M =ANE R UGEEE IR T AR GE s SR SR 3R - 451 R VR 5 1 TR SR A R
LR R . I — 1 B AR R SFOIRES T 4B 7= s LI SR i S L 5 R 4 8 S R SRR oK
o WHIT B SRR INGIE S AL R IR A B W R SR A R R 5k . W St = a8 Y ARIE

EN

B AR TS ST SR MR 5 S O S Al 1 A i R AT LA

4 IBIPEH

DA B IR G, TCIR e 5 T2 B2 AT IR0 2 J T T 5 81 B8 2 AN RE A K%
VR 5 B ST R SR, ST SRR a0 <] JE 45 5 4 7y T S AL AT O S ACRFAIE 190 AN REAR 4 3
7R BB SRR 3R i 451 VR 1 5 R SR I AR LR DRI, R MR BRI R AL
FAAE—— - L, FA T 2R SR SR A5 SR I BB HEZE . R
RGnEE 1 Fs

feiiE - BB el
S
) ah |
EIEFHL — ks

“| EX

HNIRTER R

Rk

RE IR
Pk

PR PE R R

[l 8 B AL

/ \ ) le e —Ce————

|
|
|
|
|
:
¥ % i el
|
|
|
|
|
|
|
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|
|

1 BHLIFFRFZIAR £ 5 3] 0 SR A B 1R A [

T 5E, BATV AU BIEEAE NS HLE PR S AT 3, AMERT BL R BRI 5%

(B, SER ) B 2 IR SR (PRI 248, 2012), ) B & AR AR BRI S K
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Forpr, BB 2 51 R AR S AL, TV AR B R s 51 A A 1A [l S S AL
(Krieglmeyer et al., 2013). JR-& 5 W HE8E KA [F] I [8) A AR AR AN T AR AR R B (e, 3R 26
AR, IR 5 A A B RSB, (A3 ML R SRR e “&iafa” 5 “Mml
WK Z ARSI HL R . 20, TR S R SR P X el b 5 <t 5 s L T TR 7E e
RN AA e FE A 17 77 A W o R ZATL 51 A A 3 I AR AR S8 s 3 e ke ) sl A )
LR, BEESIHLIN G| R AR I [F]38# 47 J9(Garcia Guerrero et al., 2021). X} Tz il [7]
WESIHLIAF R s WIS, AT, MR Ge., $12K), BRI (e, 38 ) 5
KBRS 5, AN A IS0 SE O B, 0 1 36 R B SR A e S T Gz R T8 I,
ANA T SREZATLBE 9, 45K SE O RBURR,  BEINAE SR e % BRIV WAL R A 2 RS B NI T, DA
FI TR S5 R AR 45 A5 ] e 2 BUR A0 R KBS AN e T, pAh, AR A A Y,
T [ REA AL RALFEIG 5, AR HN G4, B A P 52 27 (Stillman et al., 2018).

HU A RS Sh AL R Z B R R A, S SMEPER R 5 IRk
BRI AMEPER 2R B AR R SR T SN SILIE 3R, ] 0 R S A 1) B2 A PR (0
RO SERVTUR. IR GEUR) . PV R 3R I TR A 5 W SR AT 55 AR B RRAE, 1)
N, ARG R A AR ZE RN e — 7T, BN B R IR R B OR, ER A
BRSBTS 1) Jas A2 A 0 << B[R] I 3 B 7 onk JF Al 2 B <3 R ) 2 A (attentional
neglect)(E i) &), AT BEACA T - [RIBESN LI RAR L o E—2, - [ sl HL i S AL A,
NATETE T IR AT B 2 B, DR o e R R UK YE. B, DU A REE Pt
RIS P 28 % (Radel & Clément-Guillotin, 2012), 117 A g 58 B iR 51 5 7K AR
KL FK (Zhao & Tomm, 2018). [FFER, RAFE YIRS, SMEEHEARMEG.e., SEBHE
MRy, - BB RN R IR TS, BTG 3R, A A S0 s 2 i 2 5E K
IR (ie., AT, larger-later option). 73 —7J71H, VR & #8 W1 HR S 3R A5 5 103 AR 22 57
(R /N RIRE S S AL SRR P o 400t A B VR G 5 AU, AR R TR I35 i A R Ay T 3
[ I 75 A B S AL 5 Rl RESN AL, H i T 3R a0 R BOASS Bt TR AR A 5 1 A i A BN
OIS SR T AR I (Taylor, 1991).« [] 45 5 B2 (1435 R R 05 | % 1) [ml s s L vl g g T A% B
PRAEZE S R BRI N, BItt, BEAG UK -IR e AR 2 ks, Sl R o, (EAH ELE
EENHL, ARSI PR R, 51K 2 [RIEEAT .

BeAh,  BIRAL G R AT SRR R R i R SR AR S AL R R SR AL T R A T
Fue (HRBN R —NERETET Y, FWREZ 2RI, ] 404 B TR SR 4 (L 5
P Bf B 4 (i 4 ) 45 (Stillman et al., 2018). I AR FEAM IS 1] 5 87 A 52 0 5 Sh AL o SRR A7
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fE—E B . SIRE, RbRE B AT DB i 5 F B . BV B () v it
FEIB B (Melnikoff et al., 2021). RIS, MER S EARES, 24 DUL 88 DA 0 BRAR
BB RUCRAE, HHIX 8 2 R ROV 3 B U T DL SIS A s At ORI T ER N i S DA
T3 F#(Cheng & Gonzalez-Vallejo, 2017). Kltt, FRATRFH B bRIE ER B A B 6 7R & 15 3 U 3R
HHTHT XS B AL BT AN SR R, SR E B AL RS R A B MR R 1 R e A . — R
o SR IB BR BRI T AN A BT A BB 1) f5 K MR 2 B (maximum deviation, MD)FI I £ i
#(area under the curve, AUC) %5 48 b5 8 1+ A~ 4 ¥ 5K 1k 72 1 1 ¥Rt 36 45 1iE (Zgonnikov et al.,
2017)0 FATHENNE A ES RS, SIS BE 5 s doe K i 22 (1 LA R it 28 N TEI AR 25 D) AR
Oy AR I [RLRES) AL M IR SR FE RGN, AN ACTE O 15 AN [5] £ 3608 T2 [0 P 2L 4 35 s %
MR, FZ FIBE R, #—2, O 7R WIS [RIGE I0 E] SRR 1 R T R
IE R SR WS (0 b, MR SRPRPIL T28 B 2 2 /6 588 T P AN ) 46 3 I 40, RBRELIZE B
% M TE AN [F) 4 J5E 22 TR) 2 480 1 e S 2 SEA ) T i PRz AR o IR, FRATTAN IR & B I e 5k
B L (1 2 8 ) A R T T T e ) o SR AR -
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S H T 3 v S I 7E 1T AT Thorstad & Wolff, 2018). A 78 7 37 7 i 41 FLSLf 72 L i
by DB SR A 4 R e S S R A 5 U Y B A USRI R AL, R A B S
W SES A FT TR . — 5T, PR 2R PR SR B SR A A SR (B, K X
VR G B S LR S D S AR AL R B R T 2 . S —Tr i, SRR &I S
(5] 8E (¥ 2 AL S PR3 1 A0 A 48 73 VR 5 I 0 U SR 93¢ O A LR TS 5 O B L, AR b R 2 17 5
BT SCHRAT T3 5k A5 15 1 R SR 98 IR RT (Scholten et al., 2016). th4h, A AAM 223~
BRI S 5 VR A B M TR SR PR AT R O B, T HLRE— 25K 5 R VR 4 5 0 DR S b B L 5%
(R X 43 MR R R R 3 . AT A R PR, 5 2 T DA 3R 2 AR5 & R AR A
2R FATE RS AR INEE R 2R 5 5 R 2R DAY i s [l s B, 326 1 24
ARSI L, B RN S L 5% 5 T A I A R SR O 4 1 TR SR 5%
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The influence of motivation conflict on mixed loss-gain intertemporal

choice: An approach-avoidance motivation perspective

SUN Hai-Long', AN Xin-Ru?,LI Ai-Mei?, LAI Hui-Yan', LI Ze-Hong'

(! School of Business, Guangdong University of Foreign Studies, Guangzhou 510006)
(> Management School, Jinan University, Guangzhou 510632)

Abstract: Based on an approach-avoidance motivation conflict perspective, this proposal
systematically explores the decision-making mechanism associated with mixed gain-loss
intertemporal choice by using behavioural experiments and mouse tracking technology. In Study
1, the relationship between the degree of motivation conflict and behavioural preferences in the
context of such intertemporal choice is investigated. In Study 2, both endogenous factors (the
relative difference between the amount of gain and the amount of loss) and exogenous factors
(limited external resources) are manipulated to reveal the causal chain linking the degree of
motivation conflict to mixed intertemporal choice. In Study 3, mouse tracking technology is used
to explore the mechanism by which motivation conflict associated with mixed intertemporal
choice influences behavioural preferences. The results of these studies reveal the mechanism by
which motivational conflict affects the mixed intertemporal choice process and can also provide a
theoretical foundation for the design of relevant schemes in organizational management.

Keywords: mixed intertemporal choice, decision-making process, motivation conflict,
approach-avoidance motivation, mouse tracking technology
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