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Abstract

Intertemporal choice refers to the individual weighing of benefits against costs in different time
points, and the corresponding judgment and choices (Loewenstein, 1988; Frederick, Loewenstein,
& Donoghue, 2002). Intertemporal choice is a very common phenomenon, which covers from mi-
nor things like individual’s daily life and economic behavior, to an organization’s or a nation’s
public policy making. Therefore, the study of intertemporal choice has great theoretical and prac-
tical significance, to help people make more scientific, rational decision. Our research is based on
the classic intertemporal choice tasks, by using a scale and an experimental task, to investigate the
relationship between Internet addiction and delay discounting in intertemporal choice. Results: 1)
Internet addiction test scores and delay discounting rate in intertemporal choice tasks of 33 sub-
jects were negatively correlated; at the same time, there were 80 subjects whose Internet addic-
tion test scores and delay discounting rate in intertemporal choice tasks were positively corre-
lated, presenting different characteristics of people; 2) using moderating effect analysis it is found
that impulsivity has significant moderating effects on Internet addiction test scores and delay dis-
counting rate in intertemporal choice. The results show that, due to the moderation of impulsivity,
different groups of people are in different directions on the relationship between Internet addic-
tion and delay discounting rate in intertemporal choice.
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B5 1A% # (intertemporal choice) & 8 MAXT & AE7E A IR i 18] ) a2 -5 WA 2 B4 7 AU48ET 33 1T A8 HH 1) 8- o)

WAk (Loewenstein, 1988; Frederick, Loewenstein, & 0’'Donoghue, 2002). BEE#IE#ER—AFEH

HRIR, DEMER HEEENETFITRN, KREARNDZERAFBURN E, MW X3 HiEE
IR, F, MEBEBRNAAESEENERANLERE L ABTEMAMNBHEMR2E. BN
Wik . XFAETZRMBEIERTS, RAERNLBISHEE AN TR, BEMERES ST
FRGERITHMZ R RR. ERRM: 1) A33L4 A MK BRI 1E S S HE RS LR

HMEERAMK; FE, F80ABIAMLBRENE KBNS BHIREHRES LMERITHIRE ML, HI
NEERIMERHIE . 2) BTN AT KB, 3R N4 BRIl 56 2 35 5 88 i BAE % L ZER HrHn
R RIFEERTEM, BRNRSEREE, X—4£RRA, HTZRMNIIERRT, FEHARE
W 4% IR AN 25 B 3R I IR HT HI R Z [ SR R B R AL

XA
W28 ERE, BSWIERE, PETIRNL, SERHTIME

1. )i
1.1. BHREFERELS

5 Wi #¢ (intertemporal - choice) & 48 AT & A2 7E A [ I R (14 Fc A -5 A0 2 0 A7 ASUA8ET 3 £ HES £ % o )
W 11326 5 (Loewenstein, 1988; Frederick, Loewenstein, & O’Donoghue, 2002). B HAGEE 2 — FhIE &L i i 31
%, ANEIARI H & AR REGAT N, REIALTI R ERAILECGREE, e KRB g m @,
UNAE T bk, — AN B LA S H A 2 DA SRAS 37 R AR AL R S 5 A — BB ) S Y DASRAS S0 K AL 3 5
Eennsd F— AN EZR, REFE iSRRI il (GRS R B RS R R AE R, BEE S AR L A
AKFF L, BEEESE A AR B 6 B R R AR R B s X Se A 55 B BA TN R AETEAN RN ] 5 45
HATRUE LR . 7R WL R b A — A S Z R B G Y B [E] 97411 (time discounting) (Green & Myerson, 2004),
BV 22 i B B 3R a8 (AR ) A B, AT ) T 74 SR 3R 2 (B %) BB /N A . b, BRAE )
100 JLHI—4FJ5 1 100 JCEAAMNAEGHME B #E A Z 5, (HAERNE FRE, AT CHILLER 100
JCELLL—4E 51 100 JC A ME, X FARRA T —4 5 1) 100 7037 7940 50 R ISR N 284847
TEA b S i 2B i), BP0 REIR T 2 IR AN 2 1 o0, B2 G LR, 1 AR R #1RE
PIFNXFIRLT, AR AR 28 BRI E AR 2RI (K AR Ok (Kim, Hwang, & Lee, 2008). 5 #{iE+#5/2& al
IR — AN, X s R B AT 0T 70 AT T B R SORNESERE S, REHS Bh A 28 T b i 2 <7 B 3 2
Tt 5 S BT R S BRI (Green & Myerson, 2004; Yi, Gatchalian, & Bickel, 2006).

1.2. PERBHIHEES
“IHEERLE” (Internet Addiction Disorder, IAD)HIA%& A - I. Goldberg T~ 1994 fFH2H, fhil4fE
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DSM-IV Hi 56T 2P e 2 Wikm e, AR ) 468 R & — P AL T RE PR AG R OB o A, LZE R
KEZHOE AR K. S, Young BIBFFTIESE TIX—HL% . 1996 4 Young 2 DSM-IV H 56T+ BRI 18
M WIAR A, I8 B — PR TAT A B P I BEhS, FERRZ A “OR BRI I 28 H ” (Pathological
Internet Use, f&Fx PIU), 1997 4E 3% [E.LH 222 (APA) IE KN “ IR BF 7T 2R E . 2001 4,
Hall Al Parsons K % 2% 58 iy 44 A ELIBE 947 ikt (Internet Dependent,  f&iFK ID), AhAITiA AN, 4 B
AR R A 35— FASIE (04T AR . I I R 3R LUK, 51 T 4E 2 A0 2
FII 2 R, AR T A AT W 2% SO 7T A AN, A I e A F], A WIEERA
TERGE— AR . (BB 708 TR it B i X 4 23 (6 Pl 2 A . DB A2 ThBERIFR .

13. MERBSEIEFNXR

FRREAT A NGB 5 2% 1 LA N AR (0 — P AT O, 0 e d T It 9 2 4 it e i — AN
BRI, N BORRAT R S R A S A B TR OB AT NS S IR Z SR R R L [FR, A
W40 e 5 S e R I 790

SR 73 N B R AIAT . W i S AR A i . TR RO WO RO SE, AT N RO
BALFG L% R . BRI I BRSO B IR AL L iR bR, EAEX AR IR AR
TENFE B — AN AR USRI AR bR . KEWTFURI, SR NS 5y 1 B 52 55 T TRz R ) 2 (e
FARMFREE . RIFIIFR R REE), R LG IEE AR 508 & 1w 3h 47 4 (Businelle, McVay, Kendzor, &
Copeland, 2010; Kishinevsky et al., 2012; Madden, Petry, Badger, & Bickel, 1997). B R K, 4¥REE
FETEAT PSR LI 55 AT 1) T80 B AN R PRI 8, i e 6 T FRD 38 2 T AN B A PR 452 2% (Rogers, - Evveritt, Bal-
dacchino, Blackshaw, Swainson, Wynne et al., 1999; Grant, Contoreggi, & London, 2000). Kirby, Petry Fl
Bickel (1999) % g1 DAl e 5 BRI 0 I, e R s 2 o) 4 ke () IF () B 40 v T4 il 4H, s &R B i)
o S MIEA G . A2 G T WM & 5 I R 4T 000 9% F A A R B RO B S I TR T R S R AR G
(Ohmura, Takahashi, & Kitamura, 2005). Gottdiener, Murawski 1 Kucharski (2008)%} 434 5 24547 i & )
KEZMAT T —Temhr, SRR, 925 42 W) il FH (Substance Use Disorder, SUD) [ #iX, 461
WS B RS JBl T DA M - R o 25RO A B IR AT AT 55 BRI H ORI
PREh M Ze) B 2w T 4.

TEAT MR, Alessi A1 Petry (2003)8f 78 1 W AR B2 5 S AR R AT FI B0 G R, S5 K IN, W 18 e
F10) 77 R 5 I TRD AT 10 SR IR AR DG o T DX 288 Jlglia 2 B TR 4T 1 R B e O R B, V) 286 i 28 0 46 A FRD ERE ] 47 410
B3 KT 1E % AN (Saville, Gisbert, Kopp, & Telesco, 2011). [ N BT 7 LI, W48 BURE K27 A 5 fii )
TPk B, SR I TR TR R 2% pleRa g ik, HLBEAE 2L BN A) (R AE IR, 10X 28 RoJRe 5 (1) I [
PR EFRATN, 50, 5kF55%, 204y, 2010). X ek R, W% REE R I 58 K shiT o,
L PR P 7 B R B 2 S R N [T H7 411

XLEHFF T R I BSREAT N S IR YT HIZ AIAEE R K R, R FAE B2 B3 & T IR, BuRA
T IR RO R P S5 I TRI T 41238 B IR AR DG o (HUR DAAE BROIE F0 38 R e N PR 8 BROAG) gt A7 4l 4, 6 B
Tif Ut B AN [ ) B RSO T 5 SE R HT 4T TR DG R K 7 1), DRI, FRATTAI I 70 AN X 28 R i 1 FE R, R
RZEEI M TT%, R TR M s W R 5%, 54 B 5 5 L PR SEIR HT 41 2 AT R &R

2. Wi
2.1. BARIR
SR IR AR 4 1y 3, JEEBE 118 44 TS K IR K S A B INAHE 5T, AR A A 7E 18~26
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%2, CPEIEEE 205 + 1.74 % BN FEEUE AT, AIBR S B R BN BRI W B 1
Bk, mAFHHIL 113 4, Hp A 64 N, L4659 N, Frasals v aR T, BA AU R
W, TOHE, WREFREAIIER, BESMATII, SaRAEPARE S5 P HS RIS T A R AR o

2.2. WEME

2.2.1. P4 REMIEE (Internet Addiction Test)

I 2% SR DU 36z (Internet Addiction Test, |AT) H13€ [ f 24 €8 K% Kinberly Young Zwifil,  HISKVF € /25
RS R IR FE S AR VR B . 2B R — I 20 TR H %, BHEHA 5 MERDHE,
NEFETER, 1= JLTEA, 2= /R, 3= G, 4= &%, 5= &, &R “JLTEE” . “f
IR” LSRR g ET L g IARIE, Rl 1~5 4, &4 20~100 43, HRAE S HE A
FRE S FLRE P o A h) b T B ELEE Y 2 R T SO P R T Sz Ve N B R () AN ) A L )
T HAM—SIEEE o 50,9051, #%5%HE5ERMAHXRIAE 0.27~0.67 0], BA RSN
R

2.2.2. Barratt HZIER(BIS-11)

Zm R A e R E 24 Barratt T 1959 3 H; £80d 11 AT, 1F 1985 E1&1T /i BIS-11 ki, BIS-11
ORI 30 Nk H, SR 1~4 S IGOT S LR ATAA BR. S@FE LT B =&164), 30 1%
Hef 11 AR R4 H(, 7,8, 9, 10, 12, 13, 15, 20, 29, 30), ®RMGHHE AR LEERY, 15
oy Rk I B I . BT R DB AT RIS RI S M = AR . 1% &3 Cronbach
RECH 0.759, 30 Mok HHa REMI, TR ER N —BUE(E BT

2.23. BEIEEES

SR F R AU R S IR BT 55 o LRI T (] # /2 4R,  AEIRE TR (8] 73 A AN S, R
7 K. 15 R\ 30 K. 60 K1 120 Ko SZRIEDMSHI4HA 18, 19, 20, 21 jt, HERGEIIEE 7RI 1T
B n Ee5) i3 R /2 10%3) 330%, 19.8 JGE 96.6 JG. AFANEFIA] A 40 4 trail, FE 200 A trail, 4> 3
A block. B HIEPAT S AR TR E-primell gl FI4al, 75 f i b7 55 A0 0 PRI 5, FResfiia 2
PAEIR 2, 2B GG IR I [A) AR AL 1) trial BBEHL 2. S0 BARmAREan & 1 fros, AR
FE—AN22H . JGER RUF /N 5 (B P M58 AT 55, S8 IR XOT 86 2 BT 2R 58 ik I A1 5%, 5 Bh ik
ARSI R AR E . EIESMESS AT, SRl B O I EXORIE RS, [RI 2 Anp SE iRk
P2 MAIATT B LI R &5 SR R BE LA AL, ShEUR 25 R e R 2 D R, FRE AR I 5503 1%
I, DA A BT B R R

3. fIRGER
KH SPSS19.0 X s 56 H s B AT A 170 #r o
3.1. MERES EREFNERITINZEZ BRXHR

R “YLIRE, ANCABE” BIJEE, RATRAEAR I T, BB B 0760 NBEEAT
T, EMRRYE S AR W AERRE XS AT e . TERRATIISRIGAT S, FRATRH K-SE R T ExE
AR AT RIS, LA BORa IS (175 73 A0 I B4R 25 (R RE IR T f N R R AR &, TR R (WA 1)
W APPSR — SR 28 ORI A6 11553 5 95 BIE BRAT 55 B A B Hr 41 28 B2 A G (r = —0.395, p =
0.023, WLIE 2)MNBE, —3k 33 Al — ISPl i 2% ol 56 149 43 5 95 IR AT 55 B IR Hrdn 2
SIEMHMARE(r=0.221, p=0.049, W[ 3), It 80 &k,

()
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Figure 1. Experimental flow graph
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Figure 2. The Internet addiction test scores of 33 subjects and delay
discounting rate in intertemporal choice tasks were negatively correlated
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Figure 3. The Internet addiction test scores of 80 subjects and delay
discounting rate in intertemporal choice tasks were positively correlated
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Table 1. The results of K-means clustering analysis

1 K-HERENER

Rl FEH
D) 265 P TR N 56 P %1 %2
HEIRHTHI N=33 N =80

3.2. TN

R TRATR I, (EEIEPATS BT WIMOR R SR N, o2 AT I 0 4% R
DB 1445 53 5 5 WG B ) RE SR AT 0 5 2 UG, T 59— 2 N T 11 100 4% Rl R 00 36 1 450 5 B A e ¢ 1) 23R
Pring 2 IEM G, HBUX PG00 5 K] 5252 2] 1 H AN AR RN . VR 20 FUI5E 5 4% a1 R AR
SmEE A ATE, Gao 25(2007) KR I 48 BEE 7E BIS HII/E /535w T AE M4 a2 s & WUV 5 b i
(2007) 1 B Hp 2% A FL I ok B A ) 5 L pp gl P /K1 5 3 A G, DRI, T4 RSO PN 5 3R T L
SVEIIRE A B4, PhahMR 2 iE R 2 NBE 2 SRR 2 ik, FRATET TR RN b . T
AT, HA R X: PG RRENK 155y, AR Y: RS ERTNER, MEHTLE M:
WEhE . $% RIS N i, SR Z BT, e, X2 sl ae (45 4 A BIS-11 &3
M5 RO AR TR, RIS R ZSAEA I . ok, AERR “OhBhE X M e VRN BRI, FRIX,
PAAESR A7 411264 Sy DR AR gk A7 4 2 BV 54T, 7R 58— 25 51N F2 0N I0 M) 4 B Al b sl vk, 58 B 5l NAS
GRS AR B (ARP) B A8 ELAE FH A [V R e 75 2, T 1 B o) R A 7
Fo SRR 51N AR R B R R (AR?)IA B 5 2 1 K P (AR? = 0.054, p = 0.025). &k
1F W 26 BB AN s A% B 10 RE AR T 411 2 2 TR R VA 5 FH (45 L 2).

3.3. g

ARG R FIARAE B R BT 55, 18 FH I 48 ORI 6, 25 52 I 45 Ui 5 1 e 6 b R I B T fn e 2
KR

1) REDHTEER I, 33 4445k 2% ol 50 14570 5 5 AR BT 55 M RE IR Hr 41 2 2 A ¢ . {H[H]
B 80 44 45K X 2465 B I 56 (19 75 3 15 85 B 30T 25 (O A IR AT 1 %6 B IEAHOG . IX — S5 R, 4% iusRa
PSR LA IE BT 2 2 1) R RIEAF AT S E R I A — M RE . ) iE e, K AR
28 A 5 I SR B R IE SR YT ) 7 AR Ak, B4 AR R R, IR PTG X S HT A KT
FORH— 8, 0FHEE R R A TR I, i DR e o o S it (B v Tl 2, HopahE R B
135 S SR A OC (Kirby, Petry, & Bickel, 1999) 7E&F W & 5 B 47+ 5 ZR A 72 A I H WA
B 5 A 40 2 1IE A 5% (Ohmura, Takahashi, & Kitamura, 2005). I 18 B 5 48R I 1R) 37 411 (1) 56 R 0F 50
KIL, TETE RE 7 R N R 90 R IEAE S (Alessi & Petry, 2003). Ko 0 48 B 2 I 18] 37 10 BRI 78
KIW, 24 BT 5 0 e R XTI TR 7 40 ik 25 K T 1E 5 A H (Saville, Gisbert, Kopp, & Telesco, 2011). HFATH
ST IEIRPTHIT S B 5 T WL R b sl ik, 4 TR R IR I 4% R K 2 AR AT i RE i 2, =
PN E P BB U ) T PR R B 2 o X SR AR U, BB () SRR R O, I TR R A
K. AHRRATB S 6 AR —BU 7 2, FRATRIVE — /N6 3 NN 45 ol 5 15 e 2 L)
FEIRYTHIR S R TT AR A, R 2 e A By, REIR AT AR S M BRAG . H X — B G 1) mT R PR 52
B 7 HANAR RN, ARG 2R TR, ik, FRATEAT I RN AT

2) PN HTEE I PPl I 2% R AN 2 1 3 v ) A SR T T AR AR B, X — S5 R,
AN TR I BTy 1 T I 4% SR R 5 W B R AR AT B A A, BTS2 B S AT E R, —
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Table 2. The moderating effect of impulsivity
7 2. WY RIBTI

IR T AR AR? F{EA & B {H TfH

H— TR IR £6% F o
it 0.010 0.450 -0.098 -0.941

HEHE
B W R W 2 R X s 0.054* 5.226* 0.234* 2.286*

VE: *p<0.01; **p<0.001.

B N B R 28 B R 0 B0, (EAESRHTN R I AL IREEZ I Ko BT AT T RIL, ARsPah Pk A1 5 fE
79 7 1 H A e AR B 2, T e s PR AR R B B SN OB R SRR
mo R GYSEA TR, R AR R . EBE IR R, MAT AP A FEIE IR E G
EMR T2 RFEATIE S Hoh— RS ATE BT BOE K E R, 1705 — DR ATE R
RERA BRI KIOME . A BRI 2 18] i e 0 PR AR AL 7 2 A2 ) B O P ah 14 DL 24
[T ONGAS

4. MIRBRATE

FEABETEH, FATRI BB IIGAT 55 S & (977 RIS 1 00 26 1ol 5 165 ST 6 ) A IR 97 41 5 2 []
MR FR, AMUIhRE 15 MR RO FERI T Bl RIS IR 1 X R 28 BRI S AN IR . DRI TR A S 2 B2 A
6. FEARBTH, BAAEEUT EAL:

1) AT AGER T ERCR A, TS HAbE R B B gk, tanblrh . mpAa5E, Bk,
2 IR T TP R AT

2) AEFRVT P26 5 15 8 R A SE IR I 4114 2 18] ) 2% AR IS B A AN (R SRR (g A, JRATTRT HE B
H 2SR EM TR, RO ZE T R P L E R N EE R, (RIS E
FABATRERZ B 7 HABAZ BRIz, Hn EBAEHIRE S MR I RS 055, (HIATBCA X HAh )
AT S

3) EIAMTHIWETC T, A W0 48 Jl T 6 7 B A2 AL 3 250 T 85 IR (A IR T 40 AL, I 2 5 30
PRI IR T4 T BT 2% ORI 36 7 B AR A, 1 72— 2 IR

5. &

1) E M2 O S B I R AAE R TIR Z B R R L, FEAEE PRI A RN, — R M2
TS (145 73 5 15 W B ISR Hr N R RO, 5 SR WL R I 46 14500 5 5 ST 2 F) S
BT E IR, IR AU RFE -

2) HIPAA N AN EE R 52280 7 s R R, BIERFERIASE T, ANk
I I 22 5 SO R 0 N FD X 268 BRI 36 ) 4570 5 5 A X IR 30 R 2 AEAHSG,  (EAT/ME o A i
0 2% PSR 962 RO 45 73 5 185 L FE O SE IR T 411 2 A 5K
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