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1 3

&R 47 11 (delay  discounting) /& 17 b 4 % 2
(behavioral economics) ' (1) 2 ML 2, B F5 192
AN A E AR 1) B B 24255 55 1 401 R 1 A 3R 25
Z [l B DS B, B SR B 1) 2 W 1 2 i
A5 S IS R ) PR 384 BT H B U Y — il L 4% (Bickel,
Johnson et al., 2014; Bickel, Koffarnus et a.,
2014). LY T WL E -5 GE IR I 1] 22 [ 1Y pR KOG
BRI 2k (Mazur, 1987) 85 28 X il L A5 41 (1% H
4, BE, 2011; Myerson & Green, 1995), & 5 i
B i AR 8 25 0 v I JE SR AT 41K, RO Tk
Yo SE IR 25 ) AN EAEAETE KRRz (6. K
T Wy S A 2l W AT AE — 8 A (myopia) 1 ]
B 2 300 1 %ok B B 2 B 0 O G (A P 2 b U R
) B B PR, A 24 A S I e I R A ) Rk
B 3R 285 PR A B (A 4 B 1) A 3 T = R A U
. REMTAESKA . REMARKERE), B
S bl 22 TR 5T 3 fe 0 S SR AT X — R A 5 A

il

X 40 S5 RS T A P A 9 2, A O ok B A )
JBT IR T B 0 T SR v SR I L 19 S R AT O (Bickel
& Marsch, 2001; Heinz et al., 2012),

DAL X 99 ot e 5 15 10 e SR (W IR 22 SRl 42
R AEIR PTH14E 55 (monetary delay discounting task,
MDDT) 8 H A i 7] & ¥ X — & B ik £ 0 &
(monetary choice questionnaire, MCQ) (MDDT &
MCQ Wy HAR N2 B it 58 77 U] 2% Koffarnus il
Kaplan (2018) ) £5iR) . —Wio¢ T ka4 MDDT
Je MCQ WFFERITTA AT A B, W o )l e 4 A A 3R
Pk ¥ 8 355 TR B, I HXx—25 8%
AN R B (A 4 . kS L BT TR A
BV Z m R E T — 8 (Amlung et al.,
2017) . SR M0 I 4F R W) o e A P — 260k
MDDT 72 X A 58 25 %H%%MMN&MUﬂ*
AR WS P R BEAEAE —E MR R, X LR
PR 32 A4 v 7 52 06 3 I Y AR R A ) A T
Ho—, Wy o BURE #5 % 4 Ak 1 E AR T K P 5
S A Y 5 (Giordano et al., 2002) ., 1 (Jarmolowicz et
al., 2013). f#tRE(Friedel et al., 2016)F1 [ i (Petry,
2003) %5 A 4 B 2B 1 28 IR A7 117K - 22 8] 47 A i
EES, XERIRATY TSR A SRR I
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53 3R VR AR [ 1 MDDT LA K i ¥y o SiE 3R 47
FIE 55 35 2.0 T 00 I B0 A L 9 A T b e S
W5 2k, TAEJRA MDDT By 2E6Y i AR R[]
TR 248 S B ) o 5 (ol 0 O SR 7 TR T ) B B 3
55 98 5R S IFURP AN TR T DA SE I A 1 L 40 3K M g
1 ) IO LIRS 7 185 0 R Y 7 5 (Bickel et al., 2011,
Moody et al., 2017), MDDT By I3 #4~ 5 BR 1 Bl
N Z B E I EM . HAT, RTINS Ok
N7 FH 30 65 4 S5 A s T SR 8 T I A2 (L et
al., 2013). T 7i(Bickel, Landes et al., 2014) A & &
W% $530 (McCarthy et al., 2016) [T 58 2 . X1 E
A UEHE 2B MDDT X 4 o U & 11 — LIl PRAFAE
A e Y K 2 AR 5 UK (Johnson & - Bruner,
2012; Moody et al., 2017) . A AT AT A A B 2 —
ANV . B —{di JT] MDDT 275 fE % % 49 5 e &
14 355 B0 T SR BB 7 (JUH 2 55 1 ) Jo £ ) AH 6 1)
5 3 P SR B 1) B Bl A A A HE AT A A A AR
R 2

FH 5% AR 40 35 A 3R T OB 5 SRR
R, ARSCH G MDDT 5 H 48 S /e 4 5 B0 45
BN 3 AR S —— RURE ) B B R YT AT 55 . MR
IRPrIN4E 55 (sexual discounting task, SDT)FIEEE
S %iE 3R $7 411 (cross-commodity delay discounting,
CCD)E 5 —— MW se 45 REEAT LR, i 2B R 47
FUTF A R R D B B — JE 3R 47 F1T: 55 77 A6 o)
) 5 A A B 4 e R e R 1 2o B AT LR A )
JEXF 2B MDDT H - B Jy B4 1 %) 49 o i #
— Bl FRARAE A BUR A 75 LI 54T T R, 1
BB, A SCUA BRI T, PEF SRR S5 4
R TR T R AN R O B SO A, R
AN [V HE SR AT 0T 55 45 5 =22 0] 14 25 S 34T T 4007 o
R, AR SO A JRE 45035 AT 3R A 0% oA SR BF 5T O
AT T R,

2 ¥ BURL e BF 33 HP EE SR 4T H0 BY <A
R 8]

R 0y R 4 11 4 SR T R 9 4R
MDDT (Bickel, Landes et al., 2014; Li et al., 2013)
B H & 3 MCQ (Karakula et al., 2016)1F A #F
8 TH, X 4R B ok £ R 20 R P 404T: 55 B Ho )
EHABAE L RER P, SR B 2 R 401 3k 4 3R
Prnmrse AR BIER A, — e 58 & H T X 8 5K
Fa A RR IR R 5 1, AE LY T ORE 3 R

ARG AT WU B R YT R 55 . R B
JERPrFAE S 4 A 1 MDDT #4778, A#EF
JH (Bickel et al., 1999) . V1% (Petry, 2001) . % H
(Madden et al., 1997) . 7] <X (Coffey et al., 2003) .
K JFR (Johnson et al., 2010)%: i 10 s a5 % B¢
o T B LA B B, WO TR EE A B B  2E R 1) B
To ) T B 2 () A i 3B e SR (A BRIV o8 345 A
RF vsIER YIS IR BY) . WFoT Tl A
1B (H1 B> # B AT PEAG O 5T 5 — 0 4
RS B9 %) (Giordano et al., 2002) %% W45 E
(PR B 55 AR A8 T A0 X0 15— 8 0 4 e S5 1 1k
Fay) FOosCE E A T) (Madden et al., 1997)1)77
2, SR BT IR AT A 55 i R R R
MDDT i 8 S7EM A EORFFAISE, LA it
— 252 5 O LA R URE ) BT 5 R 4 R Y A IR
Pranh A e AEE 22 5

Xf AN [F) 2R L) SR & IR — BRI, W)
BT SR 5 T R, SR 0 T 1 S SR A K- 2
T 4 R S SR P dn K COF (Bk B SF, 2009;
Bickel et al., 1999; Coffey et al., 2003; Giordano et
al., 2002; Johnson et al., 2010; Johnson et al., 2007;
Johnson, Herrmann et al., 2015; Madden et al., 1997;
Petry, 2001), Ifiji% F 2= 55 m] BE I A 24 B il =
LR . Weatherly 25 A\ (2010)5 %< 1 it B2
AT A RS A B AT AR YT K PR, 3 S R K
Xof 78 R 1) SEE SR AT 11T [ AR Wb 25 v T % 4 ke ) A
Rk 75 Odum 1 Rainaud (2003) i BF5E
T 5 FH S f R R R R R B AR
FIIK V- 525 v O AR () ¢ 48 R A JE 3R 7 11K
Foo AR, XX RS B 0 I SR AT
HACPIHAFIE R E 2T AUESR L, RETE
Johnson %5 A (2010) (W IF5E i & B0 T KRR e 5 %F
JRRR A4 S 3R A7 17K - 8 385 1 T X 4 R A JE SR 7
FIAKF, SR 24 I A O & A RO P A
YE AR B FRR AT 0T 2 05, KPR URE R X K
JR B RE SR ST 0K - 5 X 4 B 1 S SR PT K 2
B 2ZEERT . LRBFR SRR TAT, P
JEURE A E OB BT SE IR 4T 14T 55 15 MDDT Z [H) 3%
P B 22 R W] IR T U W B B A AT AR Y
“F 4 (Johnson et al., 2010; Johnson, Herrmann et al.,
2015; Odum & Rainaud, 2003) ., ifij 4x &% 1 Ky —Fft i
T2 T 0 — R EE MW, IFASAEAE B I [R) HERS 1T A
AT AR BT AE IR, (R, S SORRAT A T
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OB SRR, T A B R IR AR 1L
Yk 4, 2009; Odum et al., 2020; Odum &
Rainaud, 2003). 4 &% AH Lt iR it B A 3 = 1y ]
32 5y M (P T W SR AL 46 O e I B
), B 5 A 48 R IS AR 47 4 H (Holt et al.,
2016). Wl AURE VI e AR AT A B E
T2 $0) 22 P 4 B 24 4 o ] 4 b 4k BRURH 07 280 2 1) 1
TEWI BT FHICTT UL, 4 ER22 5 5 niRE ) T2 B xT
YRR EN S A E AR OHEE X, FHit
LA FH ) B E E 7E MDDT i 38 R il ik
PSSR FRAE T B R RN T Y . R H PR E 5
T—TITAHr e, AR IE R 47 1 2 ] 77
TE—E WA DG, I T A 3R 47 HU2 A
fit) — Fift 34 45 5 (Odum et al., 2020), SR 1 % 1 5]
LIRS ST B PR BR M, R ) BT SR T 0 AT 55 i
B MDDT 448 2l 147 AT LS 47 Hib 2 By o ke
HES IR . BRI T, Bl &k
FIE SR AT H1 7K B IR 2 S5 9 PRI T ) St 2
B (AN LR A 5T ) 1 JE SR A 41K F, XA T g
J 6 R 2R (U 2 ) 35 ) % A2 SR T 1 A 2 i) G 1k
%0k Y (Steenbergen et al., 2020), t, FRAT1%F
MDDT 74 5 s N RERIE ST A5 s i 45 SR 047 fide
BRI A5 A0, MTZEB 5T T A B ) o 48 3R
PronAE55 7T DL 42 5 ) 0T e 2 48 3R 4 A 52 i ok
HRRE S

T3 — 71, SRR A B LR A T S Z AME
Az 1 I [ A T 2o e O Y Tl R,
17 H (sexual risk behavior) Ll K F] fig p1 H T B
HIV R gl b iy — S L B 5 T (R 209 4%,

2019; Ekhtiari et al., 2017; Thamotharan et al., 2015;

Villalobos-Gallegos et al., 2019)., SDT iF f2& M % 1]
RS R T R AR G AT A AR S5, &
A 38 TR B 0 G R AT S R AT S 5
¥ (Leeman et al., 2019), MRIHLAT55, J8 I LA HI
AP ATE S IR R BL Bk R 1R A O i AR
TRG, SLUG IR e BT B AR BB Y fE R AT
R (R 24 48) 5 1R 1 2 AT (&2 4
) 22 8] 5% 1 5 ] k5K (Koffarnus et al., 2016;
Strickland et al., 2017), E.4 2k B AS [7] 2 ) 5T A
TEH BIBEFE R B, W 5T U %o 4 Bk i I8 R 41
IKOP 5 FOXT 2 4 AT Sy 0 S SR 7 F1 7K P AH 2 IEAN
I 2% (Herrmann et al., 2014; Johnson & Bruner,
2012; Johnson & Bruner, 2013; Johnson, Johnson et

al., 2015), ik SDT Foe g Rk — b 4 TR
PrAF e SRR IR R s, BT BB A A 7E—
Je i S ERYSER YK F-(Green & Myerson, 2013;
Jarmolowicz et al., 2013; Lawyer & Schoepflin,
2013; Mejia-Cruz et al., 2016; Weatherly et al.,
2010) A %k 453 4k 14 B IR 11 5 OGS LA 2 5 (A
BRI | 22 A EAT D) R RE SR AT TR AH L ST Y
AN TRl 77 16 (Mahoney & Lawyer, 2018; Stoltman,
2019),

3 B—mRINESHEENYRME
EBHRREER S EREHL

AHE SR AT 04T 55 Hh RV B 242 5% 5 48 3R 2 3 2 45
J& i) — R — o a4 T 4y, i R4
ERACIRYTFOAT 55 . BIRE ) o 208 3R 47 14T 55 30 R 1k
FERATHT- 55 298 T SCD 155 . &% SCD {155
WAL A PSR B, R T5 ZEAE R 5 3R 4 T
Xof [7) — A 2 R B (AN 4 L 7 B B R S i
#E# (Giordano et al., 2002; Karakula et al., 2016;
Madden et al., 1997). #R 174 5T RE 3 7 B2 AR 9%
T X P AN ANAS A X [r] — o 24 25 11 125 0 O
B A ] 7 B N [ o 2R B B A A 7 s A R O
Chnfefi FH 2 & B B 225 v B T 3K A A e
TAEFMCA R REIR R F) o Ry T TGP AL 34 5 10
PLRIEEE, —LeF s E R T A& AR F
20 A O FE R 04T 55 (B B (7 9% IR 22 B vs 4k
IR AT, RV ) 445 5% vs 4E 3R 116 6% [
%), B CCD A5 AEZAT 55, e 4% (&
T R ) I B ) B A 7 AR T AR A A
TR 4 R I 1B Y 2 UL TE AL 2R AT S5 (B AR
(Wesley et al., 2014; Yoon et al., 2018), %t 77 {#
T XA ZER Pr 40T 55 Z [ 45 R 00 F 3 38 o X
CCD 11455 SCD 1145 I S5 96 S WF 58 45 B AT L
AR T FRATIX oI5 R B I DR SR ok R A e
ENPINA

SR E AR SCD T4 s & B8, AL T
SRR, BB X BLIRE ) 0T B A IR AT K
- = (Giordano et al., 2002; Madden et al., 1997),
SR ST LW R e A SCD {1455 CCD {L45 1Y
W E— 0 R, TE4aERAE N I3 vs U )
JRAE R 4B IR F Y CCD AT45 Hh, 0I5 e 25 (14 4iE
IRYTFIAK - 8 T BB 25 5 A 3R 5 o O )
T SCD 55 e R Hr /K, 5 KRS, #
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R A N BV 35, vs 4 B S 3R Y Y
CCD 1155, BUEH B HER Y 17K -G T B i 5
L5 IR AL BN R BT SCD 45 1Y JE IR
Yrfnsk - (Bickel et al., 2011; Moody et al., 2017).
A BLIRE ) JOT A 1 40 e S v BT AL A B A R R
Yy 5 SRR A B JE SR BT 1K S R TE SRR AR R
SIE IR 22 B I A R ) A Sy BV 2 B T s, TG
Wy — AU 4 BRI S U T, R U,
2 RNRE W) A S SR — B R] 2 5 AR LA I T A
7 BV AT LAAS BIEE, 5 R T SR ) Y
el i 08/ T (Bickel et al., 2011), %45 Bl g
A I B AT T IERE A G, MR4E Odum 45 A
(2020)44 H 11998 /D> oA Sk M 47l 14 (decreasing future
preference hypothesis), 1H#Ed (UNEE M . 7 M4 K
&) J50) TE A fe st 2 b B0 7 B 200 36 A A EL A TG
IS T o Y B ) S5 7 28 3R — BEIE [ J5 4 mT 45
I X 0 I R A AN (B3 4 R ) R B (o
X — R I 1T LA R I PR A v X B 5 48 3R
e e T B —— AU AR & B (contingency
management) (1) L 35T il $R (L8 43 Je o A AL 5 B
B S 5T I RO AE — B 9 i SR AR AL
PR PR AG 25 3 AT 57 B 3R A — o Al A R B, i
1 2 AL [ 1 235 SR D) 2 g U N7 P AR AT I 2 4
RO B o BV IR A DR R s T 1 e TR,
WA ST IR M SR aE, RZ,
— YR BH I 1) DR 45 SR 2 ol Pk R AR B P DR A 2
ST ARAR 1) 42 R B A 2 90 B /K F- (Landes et
al., 2012), H ZE3FmHE T T Of 0 328 7 38 o i) B B
SRV W RB S 5 R 1 25 W i 22 AT Y
“TT4r ik (Bickel et al., 2011), i {2 {5 4 TR
T R S AT FRATT S AT LR R o e
HAE CCD AT55 h it & B (%) FiE 3R B Ra ) o %
B e %) TR A0 1] A 5 I L 45 i T

X SCD AT 45 Bk seimi &, BLA
CCD 1T 45 75 1) J5t 1l 5 451 3k Hh F Jo 149 4B 3R 7 411 5%
Bk b HIET AR, IINE
SEE MR, SCD T45 ol BEAF7E X 4 Jof i &
P I SR B I ok BE AR AL o SRR AE SRR AR 1
TET X 1) 125 301 2 SR ol 2 T B 2 L SCD AT 55 T AL ALL 11
TR IR AR e B B I SR v T Ak 1 B A
PLE, R T A R R A T R 4 & R R
b 4kZ22R F CCD AT 55 X AN [l LR 25 7 119 49y o At
TEH HATHETE X T IS ISR p ik . e . T

I AL~ Bt 75 #8 BAT H 2R S

4 THRERFMESZSXHYHRABEEH
— LB I R FFAE A B

H AT MDDT E 812 HF % ot e 5 19
PORBE PR . T E W S . %
SR T 3R SO R A IR T ) SRR A P DA R B
—JE R YT HIAE 55 % ) I e 5 B ) P O o R g
fRT AL P A T 3L, AT B Pl 44 00 A F 5 o B —fifi
FHMDDT T 8 23 1 — A5 5 i 1] 495 5 J Jo 450 3k 4iE 3R
Y0 o7 A sl G R 58 1808, B MDDT 215 /2
T HE W) I B A 1 B DR SR R ) A R DA R 32 T
i & e sh 25 A8 Ml iy BEAR BT 554G Fr R M o i
LA R —L6%f e MDDT 5 HAS R BT 78 & B, H
AR MDDT 2 B X6 ) J57 LR # 1) — S PRAFAE
SRR, ax % Ik — AP ENIE T IRATT A HED

X4 ORE # 7E MDDT J CCD {F %5 14
M LR R FAT], B —2 50 MDDT Xt sifa s i
TR TR 2 5 B ™ E R AT RE S BUER . Mitchell
(2004) 7E A 7 H [l st el FT MDDT LA B A A A A B
425 vs 4 R A N AR 25 (1) CCD 145 Wi F 4E
RYTIAT S5, 75 58 ] — 20 75 M UIRE # 76 i 7 5
AR BRIRAS F 1 E R 4 F K7 . 4551 & Bl AE CCD
55, 8 T A0 ORE 5 8 A JRR T S5 1 R A
F I B AR BT A% 1R T A SR AT K, H
LA T AR RT 55 2 36 428 D0 08 22 8 1 TR B
F L2 TARRW A T RE . I FLA I ORE T
TRCIDR 2 T2 00 AR 45 A 6 17 A (i K Tk
RS TR 1 A (S O S5 5% IO 1) 411 (AT, ]
B R AE IR R BB TR R ), R T HZ
P e sR o SRTMTAE B — 250/ MDDT i, B
A R RODR 2T X B Ao 4 R 2 B B B R
A 85 6 R AN [R] 1 22 RO E AR 3 . s
TR KT i 060 78 A0 S 2 %o BV B 7 400 4 ¢ i Al BRIV 4
BB I AR, S S AR
[ 18 B8 S o %o R ol R A0 T (Can A 081 P g v
FiE 2 Mo U 4 X2 LR W o EL A B e T S SR A
7K 3F-(Odum & Baumann, 2007; Odum et al., 2020),
7 75 R o DT A1 T R 87 3o 42 AR o o o o A -1
BB P 5 2 B DA% A L P R DB R o e AR ke
TR 5 1) FICIRE A T 5 2 FH LA I e O AR 1
oAb, 544kt T T BR TR IR 19 7 F HUBE
S [A) 122 11 (G 3o 4 8 Wy K — 7 B50HE 1) A ) o X
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], LA —255]8 MDDT, CCD {145 %+ &4l
TRWOR ST INAUR ., Yoon 2 A (2009) %] 75 HH BLE
R BRI T i — 25 SRR T — 0. AT
WA K I K 5] A R AR 0 Y AR 1k
ARl 505 BT A SR 55 A K (Heil et al.,
2006; Li et al., 2013), A KAF55 ] LIf# FH CCD 1+
55 X5 ) AT i — 2 Bk . 53 —J7 I, Moody
4 N\ (2017)[RI B SCD & CCD 1145 (3t 4 44T
55 ) K 5 AN [R) B AR R P RS ARG A Y AE 3R 4T 40
IR, S5 K BRSOk E AR 5 CCD AT
%5 W B HER YT UK B A 56, {H5 SCD 145
FERYT K F A SCH I AN B 2 . A R
TEIZHF I P EIEHER: MDDT, 4 Bl i 5 4E 3R %5
[k BUBE 4 Y SCD 11455 CCD 1145 647 L &
B — B RS B S5 A SR T AT 45 H 8 S SR AT AT K
55 e ™ E R (R DG TR RE S W 2 AT L CCD E:
5 5% R R 0 SRR O AR 2 p T T 1 4
JILIRE A B TE S AT 55 v 1 BURE A SRR BT
T 110 245 40 e SRR S 1 I o I L 3 i 2 T
BE R FE 4 AT 55 P B IR R r 0K S A AL BN,
I —FlaF %, EixstH, CCD 1455
SCD {145 WX BIFET CCD {145 ¥ Ik 5
SR AN R E A . 5 S ) B A
AT A 1 AT T 48 ) B 0 3 34 2 A W A, ] e 4
£ HA 38 5 M B EART O, SR
BT 2T, B2 1 2B 1) 1Y) EL AR ) TR 20 B
W S B 2o . 45 1, CCD
T 55 3 3 TR B 24 AT 55 e, O AR Sk AR

T BRI ) SR T G ) 5 ) R SR B

X A fi S H A SCD AT 45 X6 A [l R 25 Ko b Joa At FE 114
) I3 JS 0 R SRS 2 1 40 B Sk AR A S AL

R A% [& CCD AT 45 IR 58 45 51, AAE(E
SCD fE4- W55, MDDT X4 Bt i & 5 1 16
PEAT A AH G ) — L i PRAFIE A BUR . X — &3
kA XTI RRE A MDDT &5 SDT #5845 it A7
ML, B4, 7€ Johnson F1 Bruner (2012) A9 HF5T
AR DRSO A A R 1 B R AT 1K O 5 H A
HIV & K 4T 9 f & (HIV Risk-Taking Behavior
Scale, HRBS) 4 X% /7% (sexual risk subscale)
AR AR ISR G, T AT R ORE X e A AT
SR FR EE SR 7 117K P40 5 A XU B R A543 1 35 1E
A%, BI7E SDT HF R 8 i 4 i A 3R T 417K - Ay T
I DR B TE LA T TR A S 2 I FE R AT

g, AR EE S 7E MDDT H B ZE R 1k -
5 A TG R fE R AT AN ORI . 38
H ST K BRI RG BORE  ) 4 R A 2B SR 1K 7 B
SR 5 MR RS (PR T R A FE R AT M Y
AR G AR OG, AR AR AR O vh B Y FE RS AT
JAH I A .35 (Celio et al., 2016; MacKillop et
al., 2015), X EEIRFAE Ak 75 MDDT Hy
45 BN BEAT 0TI A AR AR A= 0 vh R B 1
Wetk4T R, Hk, MDDT ‘5 SDT 78 Atk 44 255 5T
ORI T IR B . SRR AT AR A4
X4 4 AT A B SE SR A HIKSF, AR 4 R
FE 3R 1 411 K SF- W % A5 @ % 4% 4 (Johnson et al.,
2016), AJ R A R Y AR LR 2 E S R L T R RE
H) 45 % (Johnson et al., 2017), )5, HBF5E R MA
[F) FSC R R B2 1 KRR 5 7 AR 7 4 IR ) 2 A WA T
g B IR YT KA B 22 5, (EX & ek 1
RAHIKE I AR TS i 35 2% F(Thamotharan et al .,
2017), 148 SDT %% MDDT X i Jia 2 38 58 ek,
X Lo B — A AN 2 Ve AT R 5 4k
F14) S1E 3R A 10 I 79~ S [i) )0 Bt 72 (Johinson et al.,
2015), XAMKRINE, AT S &R T H Z AT
TN GRA ) (5 A A BT S M) 5 Ik R Ak
YR T R S e 1 42 ) 22 ) (9 250 o — D T, Pk
AT R XA PR B EL A AR SR A IR0, T 4 R 0
WA R . S ER BN, Wtk A
PRI 8 25 32 BIE X W51 T L AR B e
I KU IE DA B s 2 L 45 PR 2 1Y 5% T (Stoltman,
2019), i 4 BT A A 1 A0 DU 43 32 B X 2B PR R
FIF I (2592 E MDDT B JGHE B Bk S i (X
). FIER FRMAT N S B PR Y
250, ATAEIE & T SDT B ELSC Mk il T Mk 5
PEAT ARG I B I DL SR B2, (4% MDDT X1
Jo LR 5 e B M AT R AF DG I R ARRAE 1) 4 000 5 Ay
Bk,

5 REERE

ARSI RIRE Ffy J3E S K 1T Bt 1 ol gt Al
F MDDT K H 3= AR X SE IR P4 b5 o ok ik
Z M BE R, SE 3R 4 H100T B A7 78 45 R K
(Lawyer & Schoepflin, 2013; Megjia-Cruz et al.,
2016), AN [l 2 4 G 38 A 1100 49 o R 4 T 5 T
fEHLA AR .02 2 X (Odum & Rainaud, 2003).
[, B —FE R 37 F14E 55 AT BEAF 100 W) o LI
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I e SR 2ok AR 1Y) 3 BE fR Ak o A1, MDDT AR =
Yo 40 JBT BURE Y — LB PRAF AR A Rk . AR B
I B 5% [7) B 5 G 25 A 55 0T DL IR R X — AN
JE o T S BT LR R A B 2 BT 55 v A SR SR AT
oK T LA 54 R FRAT TR B 52 A 35 v 4 T e
5 WP (W B (Moody et al., 2017), X4 I Al
a3 10 5 T R SR T R BIF R ASCT LA Bl R AT T AT
Ry G WL X L R A AT A R T S A AR
T, W] LA I PR B At 25 AR 38 %5 40 I3t L ra A
RS AR R B R (0 HIV ) A i
TR SRS % (Johnson & Bruner, 2012) , 7£ [f]
JoE g FE At b, FRATTE B Hh AT L5 0 R R g
WA RPr o3 i J i .

Ho—, WOMEREE ML R, B2 HIER Yy
AUES B — 1B R FE S5 1 T, AP 5
3K, IER G T XA R 2R B B A e . X
813 5 0y o o A S A 3 R R B I SR ) o
A o SR T B K CCD T 55 X1 W) i i Jia 4 e
FERBEFE R A R B 2N &l TR —, WK
M FE R L )RR T Y 5 48k LA
o, RUREAE G E E WS PIORA S, W
RRES i) a0 T vs AR (R fi R . RIAF BRI HR .
FRUEM TAESESE . KRNI FE . R
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The external validity of delay discounting in the field of substance addiction

YANG Ling, LIU Wenxin, ZHANG Yang, ZHANG Jianxun, NIU Lulin
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School of Psychology, Northwest Normal University, Lanzhou 730070, China)

Abstract: Deficiency in inter-temporal decision making of substance addicts has been consistently
confirmed by a lot of studies using monetary Delay Discounting Task. However, the recently emerging
evidence from new variants of the monetary Delay Discounting Task (the addictive substance Delay
Discounting Task, the Sexual Delay Discounting Task, and the Cross-Commodity Delay Discounting Task)
highlighted some limitations in the single use of this paradigm in the delay discounting study of substance
addiction, which need to be considered in terms of external validity. In the first place, delay discounting
may be a domain-specific concept and the degree of delay discounting towards money may not equal to
delay discounting in other aspects of addicts’ real life, as adrug, sex, and other natural rewards. Besides this,
using Single-Commodity Delay Discounting Tasks may oversimplify the complicated process of
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inter-temporal decision making, while using paradigms like Cross-Commodity Delay Discounting Tasks
may ecologically simulate dilemmas in addicts daily life. Last but not least, the monetary Delay
Discounting Task is less sensitive to some clinical traits of addicts than its variant paradigms, it seems that
specific tasks definitely have a better predictive effect on specific facets of inter-temporal decision making
cared by different researchers from multiple perspectives. Future studies should further enrich and expand
the research of Cross-Commodity Delay Discounting Task in the field of substance addiction to improve
external validity, and further, explore the time factors that may affect the process of inter-temporal decision
making.

Key words: substance addiction, delay discounting, inter-temporal decision making, external validity





