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* &t % 4 7 (Conceptual Framework)

PP REIESERRER: SiE-EENECHA
Wik FHEwD FEHE’ REHR' FEk!

(T HINBEINR IR, TN 510006) G BERE KA 2B, 1M 510632)

H OE UL EAMBENF SRR, RASERS, LAGERE, 248 FZR N RRRE N L8R
FAmAAHE, XERAF LG R RARARSHH R R, SEFREF B R AHRE RSNk KL IE
R, B2 5RAHME ML EGEEEMF R T TRIRE, AT, KA RALL-G#H ML R L, K
RAIF R Mk L ENG, IR 1| MR REF RTINS RHFE, RAERRTAZ
Rleg %A, BFR 2 WX ANBAT ash ot REEGRRERE FUTAEH G 2 FR2E)FMRERE %
(RRAWAE), RABTHI T ERELSREE A RLZAGRRESL, AR 3 ERARFEFHER, AT
kR RIEAFE TR E I R YRS Mk TR . ROTIZ AR L R A A TR ZAL
48R I ARSI B R R AAUR], BB AL i RO A3 M B e A e B e AR i S R AR S
R I

KEBIE REBHRE, RRIE, R, LL-mBEIHI, FAREIREK

S B849; C93

1 3]

BUSE A BRI I A7 0 5 2 e e 1
LR LR TR 0 B, A4
GUZT, Alh 2838 A A B9 38 2> 5 20 Y
W gt Dok /b, 0 AT REAE AR K g Al ot U R ) 5 4
PRt P o AR, A MTTAE BRI 6 A0
ARG 2SI R B BT IS I, BT REAE K R
1B A SR P 3
X A AL A9 S AR D, TR A 2R T A
LB, C N PR B R

LR SR TR 0 BT e
B35, 1) A% 0 U 2 — —— 85 1 B 3R (intertemporal
choice)o B3I HRSR A A TR A2 A= 7EAN [R] 6 18] A5 14 e B A B o 4 P EL A7 W B SR R OF
S ST IA T HBUHT (Frederick etal., 2002)e MRS ovoc puerta et al., 2021). BXiW, W4 BT
EMRAIRTEL RIS ARG (pure: gaim=h g ) st g AR B IR PR T

S IO, AT I B R (3 T
e o S I T 4 R 2 SR
© ER O AR L2100 R R sR e IIMBLEER, AR iR B R 5

il

125 (pure loss)f& %, SR, FEBLSLAE TG H, 48
FAS A 5 225 6 75 B0 R FAR £ )5 R AT 4R
o BN, B ERA B & & S5 KRR,
BERAMAR A 4 B Z Wi e 20 e < 4 Bt 1 4%
(put in pocket) (XXX %, 2009), X4 AU 3R
A7 1Y 85 300 DR SR PR O TR 4 15 D) Tk O (gain-loss
mixed intertemporal choice).

BT, REEHICRmR I %R, 2f
WF5E 3 19 7 3 LA AR R IR GBIk S
ZIOREAR A5 SRR 5 30 DR SR T ] — A R SR A,
195 2% FLAT [ ) 2 4% i 4 (Rao & Li, 20115 Sun &
Jiang, 2015). #X10, FeIdEB AFGT &, AH L T2like
g 1 B I DRSRAT 55, AR RV W 45 S /Nt

4 X BRI A 554 (2020A1515110429) 3 5, T AR BUREENE e 45, 2021), AR, XF T
WAEEH: Z5ZMF, E-mail: tliaim@jnu.edu.cn. TRA B I R X — RV IR 5 400, B0 B AR A
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TR FHASU L A PR 4R S

IR & B ORI 5, AT ER M
P A7 TR A s SR, AR B AR PSR
T I R 2R AR A 3B SR AR A R0 < | sk 453 2 > =2 [i) Ay ol
GERNAF, X5 T —E] sk S AL BRI AT ERT I A
FACHENFT A ECAI A (Stillman et al., 2018).
MR - MRS LS, <R R ARIT R
PIFEA BN, A 23 18 I ) O BRI
53 OCTE T RO ML Z Bl g vh 52, gL of
G B 5 0 A 1) DR R Al 4 (ElLliot, 2013) . il 4n,
Etkin Al Memmi (2021)f5#F 5346 75 gl L 58 5% 1)
AR B ] A BL PSR o I T R B A M B e 3
TR B M sh AL S8 i, 234 It T4 B[] 43 Tic,
AKX R PR A B[R] A0 i . R A — S
TN ML 58 5 PR 25 IRAF AR B R oG M, R
iz I — R S LIRS 48 N TR A I 3R D 4 R0
FEFRAL T HE Y HF(Etkin & Memmi, 2021; Stillman
et al., 2020). FATIHVE AR A B I PR 5 A S AR
O EURRAE, 3T — 8136 S AL o 2 X6 48 R 5 T
PARTE JFC o 0 o SR Ml - R RS B R AR T . KT,
3T — (] 3k 2y BIL i 2 ol 52 o A TR 5 B U e 3
Pt AL 58 5 W A AR A 5 10 1) e S e e
fu]? 33— FR 1 [A] AT R T A

A, MBS Z ¥ JR A B PR 5 &
FHL T AT A 45 AR B $ & (goodness-of-fitting)
S5 B R A I A B DR SRR W, TV AT b 18 B
P33 #2 (Brandstatter et al., 2006), A 2=& T8 H,
254 bR IB BE (mouse  tracking) %5 Hr 24 Al i F 5 7
HARA B THRRA A HL b 2 i s S e i
#2 (Stillman et al.,, 2018; Stillman & Ferguson,
2019), L, {8 Bylair - sh PLE e HELR, ARH)F
FPLLEA 12 AT N S A BRbR B ER AR, R
HL 1R 28 SV A 3 A R SR 1 5 o S DG R AL A . A
AT s I 2 A Sh P i 285 TR A s DI U ok
FBRISRERL, B R A 20 R A B PR 1 Y
TEIMTALH . SUeFEEr, WFoess R minT LR
T E S SR, x4l . TR R
FEAEMR A ARG 3R, Al i 4 A 2 &
WA SE PSR HR LR A AR

2 SEIRTEDESE VN

21 RE-RABEEPRROETFARKER
B ST R SRS, 5 BRI R 22 N S0 B SR A e

KA, IR A W PR 4 S 2R 30T (Sooner-smaller
option, SS vs. Later-Larger option, LL)3J R #5 &
BRRIGREE, W8T 2 nh S, Hn fnt
USRS B R S, AR T i PR
W REAG YT B B, B R ] — R ()
FIF) R A AN [R] B PE) A5 RF HEA T AT, A
¥ I 25 (Amasino et al., 2019; Sun et al., 2020;
BB, XK, 2011), ARA, XTI BEAELHT s
PR IR A B HHPER, AT EA RN A7
e DaRm 8, WHoeaIr e T —Sy b &,

B, DAAESE I R, A BT R s
WAL S5, R A B PSR AT 55 A R B D04
TEHALEIR , )40, Rao I Li (2011)7E 325 T B 15
PSR AR 55(SS: BLAEARTE ¥ 1, 000, 000; LL:
10 4EJ53R18 Y 5, 000, 000) b 78 hndk [ 45 Bl 48
JE R Y 2, 000, 0007, 4% T 6 A7 20 1) 3K 25—
RIR GBI FAE S (SS: BAERTE Y 1, 000, 000,
1 4EJE 125 ¥ 2, 000, 000; LL': 1 4EJ5 #5155 Y 2, 000,
000, 10 4EJ5 K75 Y 5, 000, 000), 455K, AHLL
A RS AR, 7R AR AR - PURIR A B PR
B, AT G e W R 3, 3 —2E i, Sun
Jiang (2015 2 75 35 £ U FRLINF A5 05 10 e SR e T 2.
JE AR R AL B (SS: = NERTE 220 T, LL: fJH
PIERAR 270 JO)ERIN T BC BEI00, 4 1 TR A it
WA 55 (SS": = JHJ5 3k 220 o, NG AT
2176, LL': H A3k 270 7T, NJEJE A 27 J0),
45 L R RE 2% BUAH BT B s B D S AT 55, AT
TEFR 2 — 450 2 VR G 5 B A 5 o T A 2 S 228 0
BB W57 3 IR 3 25 A s e SR AT 45 (SS . — A
JA#RAT Y 120; LL: VUSRS Y 150)(E A {7 B R
IR B A0 A 45 SR (S ST BRAE ST AT Y 11, — 3K
8 Y120; LL': AESCAFY 11, DUJES3R15 Y 150),
AN PR BB [R] YT F 3R 35 S R AR, XAz B3 2 T ) 25 43
165 [5) 23 AH B $2 735 (Jiang et al., 2014), Ak, HHF5E
R, TEAE AL RGBT, AGE i B 9L
Tk, BB SRS (N, SRR Y 45 vs.
61 KIKEE Y 65)Fii 1R A Y #5 W o 36 1 55 (il 4m,
“ARAR#R Y 457 KBS RIKDE Y 45, BRI
XY 207), AR PSR D -, 2 B4 G 0 3
Iji(Faralla et al., 2017),

Hok, DAAEBRIE R B, AT 4 A Bt o5
PR, AR IR G 5 R AR N 2 B i 5
WK REETE 2R 2 HEERBIS . Scholten
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1 Read (2014)[WHFFT4E T A, TERZE BB M
I RS R (SS: &K Y 75, LL: 145
AT Y 100), i 7E SS I n— A~/ K
(SS': A RIKMY 75, —FJFHK 5I0); A LL
IR AR I — /MR (LL: A RPFK Y S, 1
A S5 ARAS Y 100) fi 15—~ L T0 R B TR A 385 A R 5
TEBE . EAR B WL AR N B AN (E AR /N, (H45
TR INATT RS T 9 28 R 1) B ey, “TH 2216
ARG A W 5] J1” (worse is better), 5 Z tH—ZK,
A7 B () AL s s e R TP (SS . AR AR Y 755
LL: 145544 ¥ 100), 78 SS IS B Jin—4~/
AW aS (140 SS': A KA 2k ¥ 75, —4FJaliss ¥ 5);
BUAE LL BRI AR &S — >/ as (LL' s 4RI
5 Y5, 1ARE R Y 100)F iR & i e 3 . AR
Z W AFAT R TRAS Ry — M E TR LT, (2
TR T A ARXZ BRI B R ar, 5 g ) e I AR
155 227 (better is worse) (Scholten & Read, 2014),

Zi b, CAHWRVSHET T AMIAERS B
PERAT 55 P A B R 4 (Jiang et al., 2014; Rao &
Li, 2011; Read & Scholten, 2012), —J5 i, 45%3%
Wl AR T ERA S PR, A B T
PEAF A 55 ) B) T 0 45 B 28 0 A5 26 T D0 AS 44 1 3
%o —JiHE, FRBRE haEERIR A S IR
11555 Bl 25 540 2% 19 22 B A S B PSR AT 55 A8
X 43 o BEABFR A BRI IE TOA B2 5
SIRERR 25 A0 % (10 2o B A B R SR A TR )
MR AL S5 T, S5 TR BE TR [ M T Y
SRR TR A B I P SRR AR R SR S 1)
TR SR A 0 5 << T S O A0 AN ) A 4 AR A
Mo SR, AT HalikEk s st R E A
[, BAMRGEET MBI KT A, &6
B EAR SR AR . B 525 R EARF SRS
(motivation conflict) (FM&JE, 2018). IL4h, EVATF
5 F BRI TS5 R B R LG 898 I ik, A7
RHEERZ R — BB B MR R T S H
SR P 3 FE(Weber & Johnson, 2009), L ICHE: K
BHL 5 MR G 85 PR 1 i R AL R R 4R it
TR AR T A2
22 RFE-MRBEEHAREHNEIRILS

B, R4 PR B f B R 3t T4l
KRR 25 AR S I 45 T 220 B o 5 I SR Y B B 7R
ALFERUTFRIS (trade-off model) F1F 51 F18 (sequence
model) (FME I 55, 2021), Hi & BB AT T4t

B T80 e e flg s e e (ol Ik ) 4 B 5 4 ek 4
Jif) (Read & Scholten, 2012), J5 & MK % A TR $E
I [E] AR R/ MB 3 (Loewenstein & Prelec,
1993).
2.2.1 IUEEIL

FUA B T LUB VB & 38 T 48 ¥ (attribute-based)
I e 5 A7 (Scholten & Read, 2010), 5 T4 i &
TR E TR T Y LR mAR . B, A
g A by 22 R R R 4ERE 2R
HATILES, 2k i %5 (Scholten et al., 2016).
BRI, AU B R U B B PR A A 4y 3 %
AN TR HE TR 45 SR 4 B W T BEA(E, IF TR
P g R A B R OB E R R R, SR
A, AR L3 T 0T v << s ) 4 > 0 BRAA
ES5 L BJR, BRI 25 S em 4R Y
25 SRR B 2 (R BEATAUA, AR DR SR L A R IR
1) s ) 4 3 T f) 00 B0 1 25 S5 L 285 SR 4 5 () (1 B
K, UV 1] A0 HF8 B ] 20 0 DA RSk, B D0 ) 2k
PE R AT A A ST BT, 4 45 2R TR] 19 22 5 L I )
£ 15 T iy N 0 NP )} () (1 B £ g SN OB . |
LI,

1B 1 1 ke 5 [ 8 B 35 4 R 2 T AR [
BF ISR, A AT B AR 2 0 s B SR (PN
Jo &5, 2021), MHEAUETERIG AW, B M B L
MR RAE L, R B T T ER 2N g R
AR Sk B 5 A 25 B (single dated outcome), B
TSR T R[] 2 3 RN G SR A 1 1 25 5 0 DA L 3R
IR A P (Scholten et al., 2016), H I, A5
PAEELS, TR IR 5 sl a5 sl il ok i 2
BB SRIF O L 22 7, B3N Z AT 4
Bl B N A5 S, O T 4R B 0 JR 0 AT e
*o
222 FHER

S5 IS AN FE, 7 A E R Tk
Jii (alternative-based) Y ¥ & 152 7l (Loewenstein &
Prelec, 1993), FE T HETHUR 48 £ e 00 4 4 37 T —
A EWANE, FME B R BT E (P A,
TLREE, 2016) AT, FP ol B IA S AATIHEXT
— AN AR AT R, IR O T A
BT [E] B EE RN E, S RN F TS
A 2 AR A9 A (B (Loewenstein & Prelec, 1993),
A 3 %) 3 AR A 43 4 180 4% (improvement
score) 1AL U (spreading score), BU3E R B
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TR GRS Gl g, ), 45582
[e1) e 19 T8 5 2R A7) K 1 A TR B B AN (L A e
B U I T e 470 445 SR Al 125 326 232 B (] P 29 55 43 A
AR RE, i 225 249 2 7 A1 K 11 55 B PR 51 64 B 4
HAE PP A B, T DURHR & B8 W SR R 2 AN TR
AR RTE . BN, SeRik IR IR A
PSR BEAEB I F5, Jedias VR IR G B
S0 00 75 AR 3k 98 51

HAR IR Y XHR A B IR B —E R
B, BRI Z R IR lan, Zmf ri g ik
TR BT S TR I T AR 22 15 5 T 1Y
Z I s W e RS A AT . A IFFE R,
I AT B — W 195 4508 ) 58U PR % (Abdellaoui et
al.,, 2013), HL, EARELS L DRIR A B INIORE
VEZ I S e oR, (A P 2 4538 T (W)
W B AVUR TR 4 BOTR G 5 J) DR SRATS ke /0 Bk A
#5:5% (Scholten et al., 2016; #ME 4§, 2021), [H
FERY, 750 BRIE XR A 5 1) e SR A fige B [ e A A
AR (Jiang et al., 2017). N, AR 550 S 0,
T 32 300 B T4 I T TS0 — /N B 458 SR A B X 2K
R BRI, it k)5 Res), & ES
B e, B, AT LS e 4 % 2R ik
(Scholten & Read, 2014), {H Jiang % (2017)F 5
R, TEFA R I 2 5 I — > Wi s R IAL
BRI ISR AT 55 vh, AT T 38 57 51 1Y)
VERE I AR, 35 5 51 BE T4
23 FMROAARZEESEHRARRBERE

PEAEk, A HFST A B T DU AR S L
— A BURRIE e, PR B DR SR 1) D 2 R AR
(Bartels & Urminsky, 2011, 2015; Stillman et al.,
2020), 40, Frederick 1 Loewenstein (2008) )/
FEY, W R iR, MARA IR
AR TR SR AN R S DL B3 G5 A4 2R . R IR)
S ALY A AL A 2 52 B BT 52 e, A T4
(Anticipation) . $H{i(Dread) . #EWr(Extrapolation) .
X LG AUV (Contrast) & , #— 4, Urminsky il Kivetz
(20113 i 2 A~ 5 96 2 W 4 P> e 0T RIS A5 i — 1>
BV A A 00 4 R, BEARAN(BLAR /ME SRR 1 96 2
TAEXS T RIS B vh 3 oK, —E R By
R S0 AN 300 AR 22 [R) i S B i S8 R, il
AT LUSE A O SR R H AR, Ak, A
T 50 2 I e SR e v v 5 A B ) T SREATT A 19 52 )
SRR VR A Rt SOPEE A RIS W S ]

1% 5% I 7 5 1k 5 (Btkin & Memmi, 2021; Kleiman &
Hassin, 2011, 2013), 40, Etkin Al Memmi (2021)
5% K 30 1 8 o J3E 52 ) A A 5 82 T4 v i s 1)
B, MASRERATE KR w3 T AEAE TR
LB IE], 9 T AR R L R

BRENRA B USRS I 9 2 3R
Tk I 25 RO AE SR AT S5 15 B8, 7 B et
b T B AL P 5 Z R A TR o 7E PSR B
YA SR e — A B i B () )
{14 ) AT 5 B2 AR HEAE I R 8, T 4 R 3hE AT ]
52 (b B DO R R A TR TGk AR AT 2 X
e ) k> Sl AL v S I A 2 A A — [l 3k 3 ML B
AT I A EA L BEANA T AR 2 (Stillman
etal., 2018). ARG UT— [0l EHEIE, 3 A ]k 2l
BUE R ZEAR DL oS, B AR 5 3R 0 AH
PER 2, J& NS R, T8 0 5 19 20 Bl
RE(Elliot, 2013), FATIA Jy ik — 1m0k S HL G fiE
% Sy 485 715 BB 28 X A B85 0T D O e 5 2ot R AL
PR ST PR HE SR

Zi b, BORAT IS0 TR A 5 3 D SR O 4 R
AR HLHEAT T HIRER, (HRIBAETE D
AR SRR (DA U SRR 5 o R s
BT R PR e AE L, 2 TR A B ok
i, AN AR SRR 25 R [ 5 2k T Sl LT
FRFEARE, (2) HZ AT~ 05 s AL e
Fr, BRT BN B o g s e TR A B 0 D SR Y B e
Mo (3) LATEMFIE i R I TAT A 4 R m e L,
¥ Gl = 6t S AL i 5 5 i R A i 0 1 S S e SR e R
V145 OB T R, LA VR A 220 i Y B 300 e 5 ) e o

3 EEMAE

ABIEGE B S 3R g — 40 R 1R 5 1Y) 125 30 1 S 4t
Sl AT T e M S AN R, H i oy 58k A 5
(R, FEISE B ML S An ] 52 o TR 530 phe 5
X — RO A, AT R TR LA
HARRBESER L (1) B IR B B AR
ZhHLEhSE 7 (2)IR 5 B5 1P Sl AL i 5 A i 5
AMARA LS 7 ()R BRI h S B b S5
AR S Al e 4 3oL AR AL G frf 2

I, FATTUSE TR A — ] sk S AL BRI AE AR,
ZRa AT S BR AN BUARIB BR R, REERRIE
A 1t T R SR v S AL v 5 5 S 96 Bl 0 ) e SR e
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B, BB 3 WAk 6 Socs . HAKIN &
(OBFFE 1 T RIBSHE S B R bl 58 5 8,
KSR MM FR, &5, RATPCR AL
[B) SEE BT, 1z 3 09 e 5 W 456 Al 43 X300 20 48
TN E B PR T ek v 58 5 I B M AP 1 R R o
[ A, R FH A P8 o 2 0 o S i 19 SR 3R 4
R, BRI AR, #— RIS
RERGEHREN LR, IR 1 B RHEEMR
2 FIWTHE 3BTRS SE B E UL . (Q)WTA 2
PUE S BRI R RN RN R, BB s PLh s
FREE, HLHAG IR A 15 01 e SR vh Sl AL v 5 78 BE X
PSR AL 2 ma AL . G)WFSE 3 WX R FH P o
AR bR, M RARE R RS - L IRRIRSE
WIS v AL w55 I R SR AR A B PSR R . A
FEIE I PR SN I, 4 BUbR B B R 1 BRI
T A58 bR R R G 5 0 DR T R S AL eh SRR
7R ShHL SRR & 5 I D SR A s A i AL
31 R 1. BEEBHRRPHIDRGEER

FHXRRE

LR BUR MR A LA AT 3, I 1T 3)
S ) B — H AR 090 BT B¢ E6 3K 7 (Elliot,
2013), #iT (Approach) [ (Avoidance) & BhHL
PR I ATE A Gt 45, 2022), Hirh, #EiTs)
Hl.(approach motivation) & ¥ AR R BT 47 4y 93
RS ARAT g ) BRI, R oA A AR
1525 . &8I 25 5%, Mkt sHl(avoidance motivation)
DU T AR 0B A7 Sy 1 B R s AT R 9 T ) 3
BTHARORE, TR B S AR . B
(Elliot, 2013), TR & MUK AT 55 W ¥ Mo ikzs 5
PAORGE I, AT AN A 7] Bl 1 %o ARRUAR SR 95 AR 9 4
W, ATRE SR AR A I I A5 5 Il kR 2R 3 AL ]
e

R4 0 — [k S AL ER S, VA B O [ o 3
F8 3 R [ ke Bl AL w2, XEANARAT S AR R
e S AL BRI ER L 22l Y 36 SR RN
S, T O MR T ] TSR ER B A,
P Z #4817 M (Carver & White, 1994; Higgins et
al., 1997); [n] sk S AILIE 0> PR 453 2K B8 7 e A5
R R U, BT i ) T B PR B P Y
JE, H B 22 18Tl (Carver & White, 1994), X
ol 3z — [ 3k Sl ATL ofr 52 5 BE TR B X N AT A Y AT
AEPk, T AR 2 PSR 45 SR I T WG 3 Bl HLo B 22 ()
BEA R 25 7ok SRR B B — 4T (Garcla

Guerrero et al., 2021), FRATHEWT . AARA T
% 5 R 2 B S AL SR TR B, AR AR 2
B, ARG P fy B RS o AHA T alifR R 25
BRI 22 I S DR AT 55, R g - BLRIR G
5 30 e SR v 7 A T R ) O - WLEE S AL b 2E, HL
SR B = B ML 5 AT S HE A o

BARME, W58 1 &I, 158 la
KB PR T, 18 S N A B PR A
[B] 47 #1752 (Reyes-Huerta et al., 2021), X kb2t
Wam CBUR R BE T A 2 B S B SR, w1 R e
BB WYOR R sl 28R . fEDLIERE L, BF
5% 1b it —2 R AN, R 2R
SRS N Eibrik =2 S SRT ey Y o3 o\ RULES
TR, WAL AR S5IR G B WPk iy |
Tig, #E— 2RI S HL w5 5 R A PSR W A
KKFR
32 WX 2: REEHDIN A RITERRTFN

22 Mm%l

WFFE 1 Ao LA B AR Ar] S I 4 A ) ke 3R
RELF, WRIEAGE WKt shplvp 28 455 8 KOt
EAMERPR IR . TF5T 2 THRIR AT A5
WL R R, R IR A ok
AL o SR XTSRS B AR A 15 . AR AR R
M PR SRR, A5 i sl AL w22 1) B 28 X 40 PR
PERZR AR . FE R A TSR LI Y
MRERMENZETBE, FHEEERETI
R A FR P (Shah et al., 2012),

XFNEERE, CA RN 2R
TR S5V BER S A E 2 YA I (Garcia Guerrero
et al., 2021; McClure et al., 2004), FLA} o5 251 %k
BT 4R, ML T S8 EZFEKR
RS, AMTTHERT &4 (6 22 B/ AR 55
PRACTE A R, o A i R B B s DA R I Tk
SEFIEE AN TR (McClure et al., 2004), [FkE
Y, Zo B i B I P SR AR A I 5 R B, A R
)L T 2 S5 R T A2 )98 P 268 X1 R /N 2 52 i e
W EHL(Urminsky & kivetz, 2011), K, FA1HE
DA R —3R 5 VR A I I D of, > 3028 — 40 R A X
2 FBR, FH5MEEEAR, SIPLhRERERAL,
il 151 2 — 3K 25 AH X0 22 F /0, AN X 43 1 o O
BAEREYS R, shAlloh s R BE R . o — 20, Hain-
(5] 388 Bl 1o 5 R 484 5 TS A ) DR SR A T N A il 5
7 AR A - R AL, AR R S
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R 0 S Ko (L ) BT, AR I sl g R B 5 I Y
R R LY A i B AR ORI K A B R 8 45 BE P (Garcia
Guerrero et al., 2021), 5 2, 2 HBAR X 23T
fF, 1R SAILRR R T S L, 1 13k sh L
08 A5 A T Sk £ M, B R B R
DI 32 90 FBET - 1 U (Elliot, 1999), Ik, Tk
TTHEWT - 15— A 22 F 8230 2 (vs. MIXT K
Z5R), 5lEME-FE L R N,
o Sl B ) I o - Nl < B ) NP TR g N 5
S R DB AT AR A £ e, ITHANLER, smaller-
sooner option), LB B FC A5 5% LR .
XFAMEME R, AR RS R
T A AR B TR 5 A A il (Mani et al.,
2013; Shah et al., 2012, 2015), i H F AR T
TRAREY, —RHREARMESEIEDER
FREGSEY (22 45 2016, B/NEE 25, 2014),
TR A B I 3R b, FRR SRR I AR O A7, f
AR G B SR IR 2, (R E AR SZ 451 2 B Bl bl v 58
(M 5%, 2021), P4 BRFIRBR GG K, TR
P A PR3 O 1) i A 1 3 2 T < SRt [ i 3
BT X H A JE M A < 1 Z 8 (attentional
neglect) (I & 4§, 2016) X FhiF 2 1 i B0 R
FEH2ZM, BRI -V R R, i

—2, WA - MRS HLIRE, RS R,

Fi T 2 i e (R ) W 5 T AR T T, A
BT GEURBR R BARASAE T, B YRR e v 1 2%
PR BRI RAANTE B3R, SR
RAE T IR B (a0 42 R), DA 2 12 X 5 o %
B RPN, JIRERM BT, BEirshil
R, PR AR T BRI, e e il
R, FATTHENT: RGBS h, SR PR
PEI R 25 AR (RHXS T AR5 A FRAMEA), i
[l 3k ML rp 2R BIML PSS TR L D8 55, BT BHLIE R,
AR A A A T Ay T 1) 5 2 A i R AR T (de., M
Tji, larger-later option).

Mz, ERFR L EERE 1, PR 2 1A PSR
FE, TRVT S b 2SR BE Qe 5 i YR G 5 300 e 3 o
MR LS . TS, WA AR, BT
AT~k S AL e oS R By, HE T e S sh AL, R
FEEEIAT N (BT 2a) LR, Gk T 5 45 2R
53R 4 A5 R AR 22 5 RN, R T4 9 E 3 — ] gk
LIRSS, TR e kS AL B, AR [l kAT
H(HFFE 2b),

33 WR 3: BAEEHPRRIREMERRT

B 3 F2 L

W 1 A 2 BB FUORER, SRmxt
TR G 5 W 38 v A2 T figg ke sl L v 5 5Tl
IR LB R BN RARBH A
(mouse-tracking)VE A BT % iy i A 38 i H AR AT L4
BEEHE 4w W sE g O, A B IR R ARSIl R
g (1 B A P S AR AL (Stillman et al., 2018).
SRR 38 027 4 A 30 A Y0 8 gl AR A 0 2 [ R ATk
I 0 H B ERAR AR 3, S T il AT % e SR SR RN N
FEIN SN HL ] 2 AL T ST A B %0 1 (Szaszi et al.,
2018), ZH AR ML R R BRI BZ RIS
YR8 5 AR — 3 43, 5 BUbR I8 3 AT L)
2 A 52 R R G v £ R0 5 B AN T ek B (Spivey
et al., 2008), #H L TFIAMPRE IR I BHLE I
HR, BUbRB R R T DL E AR (L 5) T B ) 22 70
2 590 4 3 A5 ke 5 3k BB BE (Stillman et al., 2020),

AR, B5 PR 4 A T 9 R A BRUPR B
ERH ARSI AT PSR RS AT T 40 26481 (O Hora
et al., 2016; Reeck et al., 2017; Schoemann et al.,
2019), 4, O’Hora £(2016)iz JH BUFRIE B H AR
PRE T I8 WK v AN [R) 26 100 A9 32 AN (BT A 1) e
TR LRI W FEA [F) e T = WA 22 5
BTG R, A VRTE INE 5 15 55 BB 5 25 38 3900 (F2 i
T, BRUAR B o5 K 25 fH B /). Reeck 4%
(2017)HR 45 e 56 35 76 A [ £ 45 2 701 v 1) LA A 46
BT (transitionsKE AR X4 R . 325 TRIE AL
BERME TR WY R WS SRS IR (integrative
researcher) Y FRUAR B0 B 22 b J2 7 358 0 P AN [) 4
JEM A, B WA R A R /N e., FE
T A P );  bb A OR W 1 3K 3 (Comparative
researcher) {9 FRUAR B30 ) BE 22 b 7 A (] 4 3 2 [
B, BV 43 00 LE AN () 8 T A 4 B A o SR
(i.e., BETHERE IR HIER, ZPF5E KA
(i) B 2 460 20300 5 A A ) 2 % O - 85 DO AR G . A
LA RIS, LU AR O W 3 8 i 43 0 B 73
WAh, A A5 A T 85 0 e SR A T) S 5 18 (1)
wn, BRI, FEEIAE . )X B
B EE SICIR TR 25 SR (1) R  (Schoemann et al., 2019),
R BEgE IE T RS IE ER BRI LR T B I PR
PR TR IS L, AT SR IR R IR A B Uk
Bl 2 X 38 B Al A 1 5 AR A T B R JE A
FRARE AR PR M EZES . RREBEHA



2634 QIR

FE oo o R 530 &

f14 TR 5 SR s 1) BB B B R AR I 84, DA R Bl AL
5 R G 5 DS A S e R T A 0
FISE R TRVA A8 B PRI

R B 25 400 PR 5 v BB 3 B AR B A S B T
FRATHUN Ve 4 2 W) WK 5| J3E 25 418 b ok R AL B HIL b S A
JE o 2SI | BE R — S A5 T BlbR 3z 3l
U A A PR R 2 A] ) A R R, B R R
it 7% {8 (maximum deviation, MD) I il £k T 18 2
(area under the curve, AUC)BI M HR o F K 22 (E
$5 S B U T8 R B AR IS (L TR A R R 2 T )
HELR) A B B R T L 25 o T T B SE PR
S £ R AR B ot 2 2 ) g LA AR, B AR
(ELBR R 3R I 1L 08 8 ) R B4 (195 285 (Zgonmikow
etal,, 2017). X IR AW, SLFHT5T 2 B9 Bl
WA, Bl SR BE I (9] N 3Je 45 450 2% AR X
ZE IR0 BB B 7 ) S PR 2 i A AR B

Zi b, B GRS o an ey 52 i i 5 30 ok
WL AL X — O R, AP ES
B AT NS RARIB BRI ST, Atk
THRELRGETRRL RO FIE, @il 3
AN A )R U HE I TS R GE 6 7 S HL ik 58 X 3K
i~ TR i W DR SRR S S A e
WEFE 1 7E FARBAOIRAS T fan sh AL b S 4 i S
SRS BRI R . W5 2 il SRR 5
TESHIL v 5 52 WA R 5 B 0 DR SR A PR R 2 o BF T
3 3z JH PRI B 7R L P 58 B2 R & i ) P 3R
it e 19 3 AL

4 EitEi
BUAT RS BIVCR PG, TR IE R TR AL

PRIE A 2 HEF B0 7 31 B 2R BB R0 LR
RS R S O NS = R 7 e A 1 52277 R 1]
J7 T B HUAAE I B AR AT, o AN BRAR 47 i 45 7 30
HL b 52 5% ) 3R 25 — 450 2% TR G 35 301 0 SR 1Y) i AR AL
filo B, BTSSR i 7 v A O BRI
“fam -1 e SAL, AT @A Zh L R R
Wal i G B AR SR ) B HE S, IR & 1 .

B, IRATTIA K T A0 [k AR Sk sl AL R A
AR, NMEFT LR A EEL k@, f&
Wik 1 S PTR SORE) (HRIBESE 4%, 2012), AT
A1 AR A AN B 5 o v, B LY
HIRI 2S5 | R AR R SIHL, T TE AR R e SR8
25| KA 1 S HL(Krieglmeyer et al., 2013), IR
G B TR S SN Ti) s T a5t 1 REUR I T AR 8 11
R Gle., B4 FIASR), PRI IR] i ] 30 i [l
AL, AR AN AL DR SR ek AR e I R RS
5B Z W SIS i — 20, 1RG5 )
PR X e 5 <k B HLZ )R A v o
XA PR AR AR =R FEE Sl & AR R
IR L A AR AN TR S SR B B AR IR ) Sk
[RIRsE,  [RLEESHAILIN S | & A B 1581 T A (Garcia
Guerrero et al., 2021), XFF 4T Al o]k sh Bl FH A7
IR A B, ATV, M IR .e.,
50, BB e, KT KM IE LT
SR, JU)ASA X A £ R A AURR, T G SR TR R IR R
PET AN GE AR I, Rz, AR EEE S LEE SR, X
R T O BB, BEOINAE K AE % B B A 5 st 2k XL
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()3, T MRS P 3R 2 (Stillman et al., 2018).

HOR, IRA B PSR sl L b 58 18 B2 52 31 3l
HLH 2 52 m, ALFg MR R 5 R
HMIRPE I R R AR PRI T A S LI &
BN P S BT 1 GERAT IR R I BEUR L 4
BREUR . I TR . PR DR R R e TR G B
WP SR AT 55 AR B AR AE, 0, 3R 25 R O 4 R
Z AR 22 5 K/ e — D T, B AR B D R o R
JERAT, TR BRFBOGA B 1 T
FEARL IR 3 1 X A M (47 ) 2% (attentional
neglect), M FRAR S 3 — [ bt S ML b R AR B, i —
A, -l S BL SRR AR, AT R TR
R 20 A, DL X R B IR R AU
B, YUK A RETE P & IS S A SRR
(Radel & Clément-Guillotin, 2012), [RIFER), RA
PR h, SNSRI A IR Ge., S ERTEIRAR
), I — [l S AL 58 S L eh SR AR B,
I SIHLEE SR, R A AR T D d A 2 A ) 2
(i.e., WL, larger-later option), #—J7ifi, &
B B ISR v A £ 5 0 AR 22 S KON [R5
W AL P SRR . 05 M IR A B ok, R
AR AR5 D5 T A A SRR T B 5 K 1 B Bl L
5l spl, AT AR5 R AR X R, TR
B 8 51 A B A B R C B R R T AR )
(Taylor, 1991), [F)45 5% & ) TH B 03K 5 | & 1 ] g
SNHLAT g T AN HARER S R ki shbl. K
I, B R — K 5 AR (B 22 S, s bl b g b
s, AR LGS B AL, AR [ Sk Sl AL A B TR
& Z [0 kAT R o

WAk, BEARAEGEIAT A I B S 48 7R 5 0
PSR AN PR Sl AL i 5 i B 4R AR T A B ST
Ko (HRN I 2 —NEEE AT R, ATREZ 2Rl
FFZ0E, A0 A A DR SR AR 4 (T i 4 k3
i 4F) % (Stillman et al., 2018), 3 FEBF 5T AL M AT ]
J IO A B W At B AL ph S R B A — PG . 5
BORTR], BRI i 4 AR AT DL B 3 4R (4L o8 Jin 5 T 3
fife . UL B 0 Tk 5K i 72 3B BR (Melnikoff et al.,
2020), PR, MAB SRR, LR
P18 3 32 XoF LB B9 328 Bl 900 R RR A, 3 2 T A
BRI FUBRIZ B U AT LS A b 5 B K B e ) R
JONFIN T 32 72 (Cheng & Gonzélez-Vallejo, 2017).
P, FRATTR A PR 6 R B R B A TR A B 1 PR
T X Bl AL i g B AR g P SR L B, SR EEh AL

R MR G PR M B br . — s, &
o 1 S A A 3 3k A R BT A A U B ) e R g 22 1
(maximum deviation, MD)F 1 £& T i FX (area under
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e [RRE A R TR0 7T BE A DR i -

Bz, - PURIRE IR UZ B W
A — 2ok B B e e, [E e H
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The influence of motivation conflict on mixed loss-gain intertemporal choice:
An approach-avoidance motivation perspective

. 1 . 2 . -2 : 1 1
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, China)
(* Management School, Jinan University, Guangzhou 510632, China)

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





