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2015). b ik A B 5 W SR A T A B, A
X AR BRI i, FEARR T i ] 4%, (751
b BRI TR SR v O e B R HL Gz O M) 4
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FRERAEIR UL, [ ARERIE B T 8 O B0 D i 2k 4k
Bl o A BB 5 BN 255 i 1% PR IR L 3h 7,
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Lambert, 2006), Rl X 2617 Aok AE, MEVE 23 8
MR B BT SRR AE A 3R ) e 28 R R
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BIRAT N f)a, MBS PR 5 SR KAz
B2 o MR B IRET, 2B BAL R 1 S
SRARPH 8 AN R PR [ L | &, i
HALHE 7 HA— 2o e H 22 TN A
WIS ISR . SRR | AR AR A T
123X A MRS TR B0 S B R R 0 B
K2 B, R PNE AR T AR 52 e PR 5
PO b B S A BeAh, R R B PR



860 N H

L

%50 %5

G AL RMR SR A AR 2 #7341, P
A58 5 01 DR S T B A2 30 A SR A T P S
T U LSS, AT E SR TN
B P 5 A T2 18 11 57 W L M 30 055 5
WP, LA K] iz A I i R0 n; Bl 4 B 5
Wik, 7B B AR, SCEITE 4 DR
WHFE 1 AT T LS AR TR R A A A ROR 2 Lo i, R
PR B S5 i ) DR SR O RO o AN 15 I T BEAT PR
FAL]: — VRS R A A B, — R 5 25
N T INE AR R IR IE O B . FF5E 2 #E—20 R
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31 #ik

JUMFEEBE 135 Btk S 5AgE, H
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P AP RAT: 55 2R FH 2 LI 2 v . IFIE A,
TE AT 5 I PR SR WP FE I, R P 2 V6 LU DL e 0%
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eI 45 ) 4% (Hardisty & Weber, 2009), & i &
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EREEDTEETSTAREH, My = 478, M 4z =
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2 R I EE B ) BT 4R R TR, M o =
0.0026, M 55 = 0.0044, t(115) = —2.70, p < 0.01,
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155 D R B L) eI A S AR B Bk 13T 410
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2P BB 5 SO I ) T 40 G A TR 2, X
HH L PR MR 2 5 T OG0 B 0 e O TP R T A R
B 7E .
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AR 118 N %4 61 A, Fibmife
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S A BB E RS 038 R AR R S B T
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PRAERG 50 25 R e B0, TR 28 A e B B T D A5
TR EETAEHAM wra = 331, M sz = 1.54,
t(118) = 5.04, p < 0.01, Cohen's d = 0.93), 1 2#4H ¥k
TTE KDL R 2 155 58 b SEAGE ) T 1B 2 R 2R i, 3X
RN H TR L3 A C WA

MSIAEA R o, ERITmEE RS b,
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GBS e b, P22 )5 sh A Wl AR T4 1
21, M samam = 0.0020, M zaa = 0.0044, 1(92) = —4.83,
p <0.001, Cohen's d=-0.90,

i SPSS "1 1#) Process ffifFi#47 bootstrap H
43 Hi(Hayes, 2012), KI5 EACE A 1122 )5 3
B IRBE B TSR K00, 95% 1) B X [H] 47 [0.0008,
0.0026], AL 0, TAER R, HERE . F
1% H WA S KT JE/KF F Rl fn 3 24 00 2%
F5E(ps > 0.05),

W 2 1R 33 e Lo Mgl A 22 0 B R
TR A B S 50 2 R Bl Y O R A B R
Rk, v LITE—E BRI b HRBR Lo A 22 1 1)
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IMRAT A P TRL SR . ARk B SE BV A R B IR
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AT RO TR %

5 5T 3. RITIm ER PR R
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“BhifE(nudge)™ S 2017 4Ei# Ul IR 2 5 24 KR 15
PRy 8- £ (Richard H. Thaler)$& I &, B
FERFAT R VSR AR 5 B8R 0 1 8 % A B RN A 43
AT B A AR, A RS S B A SR B A5 2R 21
il 7 RISt 28 SRR, Ak O G b R g5 TR A R AR
(Thaler & Sunstein, 2008), %] ZA7E T R
ANLBGEATE A4, WIET S B2 FLAT, 1M
It AL 24 FARBAS () e B 20, B A4 T 3
HEWI R s As . IR, BFST 3 KA A4
IR <R FINEAR K 8, ST X e It
IR H A AR BOR S 1 BE I 5 )

51 #Hid

JUNTTREBEBE 235 A A S S AN, H
A 2 NRIEHE R REE S AZREUHIER, A3 A
A BUNT 12 g, FA8piliE 230 A
WAL 116 N, AFI AR TE 20~35 % Z[0], FI4F
% 27.99 2/ (SD = 3.40), Z2JE4rAidE 12~38 JE Z [,
SRS 23.21 B ARZEA 114 N, HiPERS 67 A,
AT 20~36 % 2], FIHFER 2631 (D =
3.13), FTA pl s B A f i
52 MiRMBEERF

ARWFFE R 2R 58 BB EMAER L
PRy 2(F 7 20 Kot Bl O SRR R )
Wit A SN EEWRMARECE T, K
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5T 3 E—pg Kb B E e SN T 4
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“KTHTFASCE T B #ER. KFHELFK
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HPRZE—H AR AL 56 N, MZ—BhERRERAL 60 A,
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IR BOR S HFE SR F 0 A 474, B0
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53 ZR5i1H
531 KitmEKFESH

BERE . T AR 5K EAKCEFat
[ 47 40K 34 T . A (ps > 0.05), R, ixebrs
N RN SRR R €l T

D7 220 e SRR, A 5 Em XKt B &
BN 3, F(1,226) = 4.40, p=0.04, n*=0.02; i
T R E BT IO R T A Y 3 RN A
F(1,226) = 23.94, p < 0.001, n*= 0.10; A4 5HK
T AL EA AR E .
532 IMRERIZFE T

7 25T A SRR W, 245 5% PR ORISR 47
BER) R0V 2, F(1,226) = 12.48, p < 0.001, n’=
0.05; BHE T TN L 006 2R O BOR S35 0 3
BN, F(1,226) = 28.95, p < 0.001, n*=0.11;
LHAERARRE,
533 KiItmERIH MRS

A ATES B, K KR A2
75 B P O B R S HF E I RORE, 95% Y A IX B K
[-0.2147,-0.0130], A& 0, FAYER W #E—
LT R, K B K A R A UK
T 175 2B AR BOR SCREEE RN, 95% 1 EHAR X
8] A[—0.3164, —0.0842], AU 0, F/1E B2

A —Ff BRI A B AR, MRS I 2 R
SR AT Jy PN AR T AR T . AWK
FINE AR I ISRV AR —Fh B HE T B, e
TR X B 8 - N R HE R IR R BOR 1) SRR,
IR T ARG e BLSE MR BUR I SCRRRE, K
T KO = 8K 5 K T KA A B A
o, X PR OR B ) SRR ) BE T R . WFSE A R B
RS PR ECR T WA 2 BAER, X —J5
I ZHEMZE T, KRERE 3 T A FINE IR RS
&, KIHEEOK O, XTI RBUR R IR, O
—J7 UL B B B 22 i 2o v, 38 B HE T T
JAS T INGE R, REHE = X IR BUR
) SCRERE o X U I Tz AR S — oA R0 Bl
3, AT LA ST B HE AR IR AR U B SR . R
2V [RIRE AT LU 7 X Fh oy 7 90 5 A T
B HEAR R BOR SRR, B H LU INME R IR
6 W5 4. B —K g & Bl

WEEL W HEINMERAN RIT R

FFE 3 Wik 7o T PE AT S8R S g
PRECR A SR REAR T, X i c BE B HERE TR ke AL

IR TEAT R T N T MR AS R, BF9T 4 K HE
WFFE 3 BIBERN b, BT Tt R Bh i 7 3 i & v
MR 75 B LA AT o fE4E0F5E 3 ik,
5T 4 Bt T Bl MR BhfE g, BT L B4l
AR B AE B RR AT R L 225

6.1 #ik

UM 141 #a il A RS 5 A0,
SRS 28.28 % (SD = 6.24). FrA B B A fit
JE B 69 N, “FI4EHS 28.91 2/ (SD = 6.16); dE
e 72 N, “FIJAERE 27.70 % (SD = 6.30).

6.2 MRMESIERF

A G AL TG Bh AL AR B2, P AR s at
FE— I 5§ 78 35 25 AR PR BT 10 8 25 0 2 1 i) B 5K
BB . FEWFY 3 FERE L, WIS 4 dE—20 408
THIHER T B, JFIRIEE ks AL T AR B A S B4
MIVCECRR L . S8 AR FOTH S SCRR R S H S, B
WIS DU 5 BAE W AR i, ARl SO B
AAess . Al . 2R FABBE . 26 40
%7 AN o - N 1 2 ) - N i 5 B2 A S|
MR | 23 S5 PR T K KON 25550 H E
Stk dede, BB BE IR DB .

MEMRIVE S1FE . KA I TR 2 F0ll 3, ]
IR 25 IEAE AT TP AR A 25T H, ABFFE A A
) £ 1) B I (L T ORI 45 8L, DL S 30 B 4 1 F 5
Hi. BARME, 7EBE &0, Bialidiseas <is g
X —AC. B s, Jf i T — 2
JLI R R, LU shali il 7 90 5 AR A9 K i 18 8
% fEAEBIEAL, Wb A S5 Y X 3 B R
FEEERA I HL, R DS T A I s A A R
FARKNEE L . AR B 2 7R PR AR 0
L, PR IR 25 55 H 48 sk iy i B Ay =2UER
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ZH 31 NCEH4ER 32.71 2(SD = 9.06)), AERIHEAH
28 NCEHIAEY 33.25 2(SD = 7.69)), WEEMELY
BRE ., TSR . BhHEL A B E Bh R
BHE <25 B AR B 8 HE 1 1 T i 1 F K B
= m TOAEAE B HEH A B B BHA M e = 9.97,
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0.55), R ARG 30 T FA R
Tz R O BR A
6.3 #HR511E
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69.1%, dAE B oS HE R 1 37.5%,

MIE K EHHE, Bl —IL48%K 671.8 o
ANET, H{E N 9.74 J5(SD=16.28); Ak Bh#fELH plik
—JLHHK 204 J6, YI{E K 2.83 JL(SD=4.87), FiA B
K —IL4H3K 875.8 JT, BhHELH Bl a4 s 4 0 b 3 ey
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JEBhHEL, 1(58) = 2.39, p=0.02, Cohen's d = 0.50,

BT AR, SHEH T4 . SRR . H
Es . HIRA . BEATAEMEY . 2EEAMNE
ZW . TN AR EE . JE IR L R
FEIBT . 25 005 G s M %1 R ORIV £ 0T H HL S
Pz 5, BhHEA 48 S HIRR = TR B4, b =
—7.91,se=2.70, p=0.004, L% 2 /xR,

Fz2 MR AIWEEASIERNN = 141)

IO A G FRAL 1 e
A —0.20 (0.31) -0.024 (0.30)
AR —2.96 (1.58) -2.41 (1.53)
A e 0.63 (0.58) 0.39 (0.56)
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EREENPLLE -1.08 (3.63) 1.56 (3.61)
FLaA 1.00 (2.33) 0.01 (2.27)
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F At RE o —1.06 (1.42) -1.38 (1.38)
205 7.93 (2.70)**
Adjusted R? 0.03 0.10
F F(12,100)=1.25 F(13,99) = 1.90*

T Rkgh R T AR B A AR bR EfL R AL S
PEARIfERR . g 1 = Bhfedl, 0 = b4
*p < 0.05, **p < 0.01
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7 FEiPie
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R B G W RAESE T o F 90 E AR Kt JE T
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Abstract

Environmental issues are currently of particular concern in the world. Thus, it is important to understand
the processes that contribute to prudent long-term choices regarding the environment. To this end, it is important
to study environmental intertemporal choice, especially the improvement of foresight in environmental time
discounting.

The present research combined questionnaire-based, lab-based and field studies to investigate whether
“Foresight for the Future of Our Children” decreased time discounting in environmental intertemporal choice.
Study 1 probed the link between pregnancy and environmental intertemporal choice. Study 2 aimed to replicate
the results from Study 1 by controlling for the confounding variables of the physiological state of pregnancy in a
lab experiment. In Study 3, a priming paradigm was developed to test this hypothesis. Participants were
instructed to indicate their degree of support for specific environmental policies after the benefits of the policy
were described. The test materials were the same in the experimental and control groups with the exception that
an additional phrase was included in the experimental condition: “To leave our children with blue sky, green
earth, clear water, and a beautiful home”. Building on Study 3, Study 4 employed a similar nudge-like
intervention to investigate the effects of “Foresight for the Future of Our Children” on the extent to which
participants support a federal environmental policy and donation incentive for charitable organizations.

Study 1 indicated that pregnancy increased long-term thought in environmental intertemporal choice and
decreased the temporal discounting rate through comparisons between pregnant and non-pregnant participants.
Moreover, long-term thinking mediated the effect of pregnancy on the discounting rate in environmental
intertemporal choice. Study 2 replicated the results of Study 1 regarding the links between the psychological
priming of pregnancy and the discount rate in environmental intertemporal choice. The first two studies
investigated whether natural pregnancy influenced the time discounting rate in environmental intertemporal
choice. Based on these results, Study 3 tested the intervention hypothesis, which suggests that the subtle priming
associated with the characteristics of pregnancy would influence the degree of support for long-term
environmental policies. The results demonstrated that a simple prime that referred to “Foresight for the Future of
Our Children” increased long-term thinking in intertemporal choice. Importantly, we produced similar nudging
effects in Study 4 and showed that “Foresight for the Future of Our Children” increased the donation incentive
towards a charity that aimed to improve the environment of China.

The results from our four studies provide consistent evidence that “Foresight for the Future of Our
Children” decreased myopic behaviour in environmental intertemporal choice. These results are crucial for the
design of nudge interventions that improve the long-term interests of both individuals and collectives while
persevering the freedom of individual choice. Furthermore, this research also sheds light on the theoretical
attributions to underlying intertemporal models and the effects of the physiological state of pregnancy on choice.
Key words environmental intertemporal choice; nudge intervention; time discounting; long thought; pregnancy



