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e (common currency)) AT LLEE, USG5 R4k
T ERRTERYES DR, RIRESERF
g R AR Ak I, ez, dnREE R E -
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JG + (100 + 200)7T) = 400 JG . FHFER T E T .
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HYBIFFE HEAT R 56
32 HREZHABHEEMRATE

Z I r s W FE RO OF 58 R 2 4 P e e Bl iR
Sk, SR, — A (robust) B AL (1) 4 i 2 — 1
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Research on intertemporal choice: From single dated outcomes
to multiple dated outcomes
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Abstract: Intertemporal choice refers to any decision that requires tradeoffs among outcomes that occur at
different times. With an increasing consensus on the psychological process for choices between single dated
outcomes, an increasing amount of research focuses on choices between multiple dated outcomes. This
paper reviews theories on intertemporal choices between multiple dated outcomes, including the sequences
model, reason-based theory, salience account, and tradeoff model. In doing so, this paper suggests directions
for future research on intertemporal choices between multiple dated outcomes, including a comparison and
reconciliation of different theories, an examination of loss outcomes, and an application of eye-tracking
techniques.
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