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Abstract

As the construal level theory believes, the difference in self-other decision making occurs because
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people have different construal levels when representing things, and this difference is due to the
psychological distance between the perceiver and the target. This research selects one of the psy-
chological distance—temporal-distance, and explores whether there are differences in cognitive
preferences in people’s decision-making under different time distances and options. Experiment 1
explored the influence of temporal-distance on self-other decision making differences. Experi-
ment 2 verified that under different temporal distances, different decision-making subjects will
lead to different preferences for the two dimensions of desirability and feasibility. The result
shows that there is a difference between decision-making for oneself and for others at different
time-distances, and the same option will have less attraction when the time-distance is much
longer. When desirability and feasibility conflict, different decision-making subjects will make
people have different preferences in the two dimensions of “desirability-feasibility”. Participants
who make decisions for others will pay more attention to the value of options. With the time dis-
tance extends, the subjects pay more attention to the high-desirability options.
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1. 5|15

“CHFREE, FUEE” XERGERER TS TAEA SRR E R . LTI, A
IRFHHEH T 24T - AR i 8 (principal-agent problem) KR 78 NITFESS [ CURNZA fih A Aok SRS % 10 22 5[ 1]
[2]o TAE AU, A DRI RS0 5T 2 SE PR KU iR S BRI DRSNS R, I — kA
THEA FE PR OB 2 R, PR AR - AVSEERIMS. — RS, BCWRE. 1n
i N BRI RA N TR 5 =2 2 [A) (1) 22 S AE O B 2 R GE RO B 3K - Al N TR S22 57 [3] [4]. W 2 F F 38 fE TR 3K
AU EORI T H IR - M ARSRERILR, HAEE — NS, B E RGN R R A ZE 2
O FRPR B 22 5 . Trope AT Liberman $i8 H, AATTHR 0 242 () A T A 25 A4 A Sy JEAT VPAN | HITRN RS
T X0} 5 A (R AB AN I e T 2 AR I SE PR AL, T HLIBGER T AMA S 2R ) o BEER B9, R0 38R 2 AT eI
T 5 T 0o AR R AR KT T S R SR 25 S [5] o B, ARATIHR T AR KPR . R R FR AT
MIRIEMIA R SR, ATTEVGRFIRAEFY0 A4 BB AN FRAERE K, SR KT IR AE 7 U
HERHRI . RGW . G, B EERAE N SCT s MHRRACE & BAR K. BRI, AER T,
B BR AN B A [6] [7] [8]. MRR/KTEIRIAA, WEEAH R R OEEE AR S T 5K - ik
N ZEF AR NIEAIWT . b OEE BB i S0 H AR, 2oRECEHh S, e 5 s R K
I HATH 200 SR R B RN 0 oy Sz O B R 9

O B 1520 3T T A I [A] 2 S (temporal distance) . %S [A] 5 (spatial distance). 4 i 5 (social
distance) F1rI 17 14 (hypotheticality)iX PUAN4E R, X PUANZEBE A 2 SUR SRS H N E A4 . DT
HF 70 TR ) 25 88 i B R AR R pe 647 [9] [10] [11] [12] o B ] 2 88 A iy Ca BERL B 85 v () — AN L EL 4B T
Sete H bR B AE PR AT BRI 0], it 25 - BAFE. BIFE - RoR&E . W [RdE R Gt 48
NATTRAEFA 1 77 R AAT TR SR (1 S N7 20, PR 26k AT ok S A= A s . H T 2 1%
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TANTEN S TR B T AT PSR 22 57 A T RV S R SRR DR SR Th o FEVH B R SR R FL R, Y
WETEREL, TR AS [ B B I 18] R Rk 3%, A ATEAE R B AR AT A 28 1 i BE AL, TR ok Tz )
i MRS AT FEANIRII [ B ST 1 DARS: (i sk b, B UL, 4 TR] R B i, i g K
PR~ M, S e AT PR S R AL T 58 0 I ) B B i, NAT B 1) T e B e S P AR T AT
PERIAIETT 58, A TR H S [ R .

#1{E (Desirability) 1A 17 4 (Feasibility) /& 52 Wi AATT O SR fi 4 O R At B ZE R 32, BRI T S0
X MAAT PR RBE 1S S REM ). Bl T — RRSUREN S, “F BIRERET me—Fe
PHEMARF AT YRS, PR s AR SR S B AT, 1A R SR X — F— PR At
WA AWETURIL, AR R F S R KT I 2 AT 25 RS AR UK B, T 5 P B AR KT
I, M BE R B PR U AT AT M 7] [13] [14] [15] [16]. ARFFCEUER, B AERENT, AfT82 % &k
TR ATATYE, BRI e H R RE L D RRI )2 15 7 (8 i 5 K s e 75 9 I 2% J[13]

SREUAERTTT, JATKIL, T RS,  NATE T AR R S F-AT A P47 R A I
FEATREAAAEAN 2. [FIFEHL, 7R RS R EAUS,  NATET (R PE B B, th 2 e 456 B v ik i P AT v
ERYIET . IXREREE Rn] AR KT BAG HEAT ke, RIS TR BE s, AT TR SRR J T A A 7K T
WUk, AR AT G S B AME L. SR, A AR KT SR AR DG U 48 2K B A
HATBHE TR — R AR OB b, BUDE IR S YT S SR, CAENZ 4R R T
FAR AL S B B A AT VRPN T T[4 Lo BRER B A DU A2 P B AT SRR BRI, EAT TR A K
AAERLRE, WOBEREGEIE, ANIEIREN SRR m . K, A0 i3 TR K1
Bie, RIS S SR ANGS &, RIC T AEAA RN R OB AR TUR T T, AT RS
TR O E - ATAT PR R AR . AW T TSRS, SR B AR U RIS TR
BT EE - AR ZE S DR RS 1. AR AT, O CRENOM N R B AR 2 5T
[ — L IR I 1] B B B I 2 A BN S )y fESRIe— f2EA ., 3ROT5EH 7B 2: A E AT
ITPER AR, RFEX RAFR LR NE “UHE - ATATEE” PIANYERE ERImiF AR, Juft N ks
AR 2 SR ECE T OB, LIS 1) 0 P A At 2 {45 1 B A EE A v A6 100

2. L—: MEEESEH - B ARE
2.1. #R

98 442K F AN A AR AN [FIAE R (R4, Horp 5 4 42 N, %4256 N, “FH44E#S 21.13 i % (SD = 2.67).
PIANSREG PR AR AN DR R SIS, KA RN AT AT

2.2. SCERRITHAOMRL

KAFFRELEIZNA, AR E QIR TR, PR R ARER U, ZORPGRE AL B
P T IAN [ UR T SR PR AR R EAT 1B %

KEEMRL: A BREERRINT . SRR ZIURE X HAR KR, IR W AR K 2235 44 0%
Dy o BB IR RRIESCHN . SRR AN D, A TR N EBOUIRE, (B2 A RPN K e KA
GFAb o ASURFER N et i 2 AR o, T 18 J, “24Ei8 5] 90% LA LI H Bhaic v 42 %), 45
WA BCRH FJa — G IARE RN B WA #RIRFUN & ZIURE 2 k%, KM
HWALRUREE L BRI ST . R mEng, ATTIREEN ARSI AR, REURER, H
X EEA AR R FEIFTAKAE T, ATRRER A Sk 1) 22 A2 R 3, JRpimt 18 Ji, A/Ei5 3] 60%LA
BRI e, SRR S — AR R AR AL B T TURARAE M LA TR P A~ 452
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BAERKES . BRERSTET < TE” f “H4E” DLE AL B BT TIERFEZ B 12 27

SEEG N 2 (IR BE S SmAl) x 2 (R R: A AR A T, £ “HE” &4, #lieE
H ORI RIER R, 4 “MAN” F0FT, #E SR “FER N0 AU R R 5k 5 ) SiAiE
KA ORI, I B 77 ZER AR AT fth i IR 7 o B8] PR 29 A IR A8 TR B () A B 4 [F] — B 5 (Gt )
PIANIKT o R4 & B O FF B SRRIR RS BB AR5 1 AL B T TEREE I HR AT 5, JF
XTI TERAR B 5| 73K EAT VRO, 1 R g1 UARAK, 10 RoRIEH & . fEIESEI i AT 7 s,
W T 98 ZRAMNFLIIITER R FEN AL B WIITURFEIEAME B S 4 BE AT VR Sy, S5 RUEH T AL BHIA
IR [ E M P 25 4E AR BB 225, 1= 24.956, p<0.01. iHIS2IbbklaEs G Rt A B3
7 R R B

2.3. ERESHh

NY A ] 7 v 2 (common method  biases) [l i, BRI EE e AU, A Harman B 7RG 465
BT LRI mZE RS . SRR, LI —REERT 1 WA TA 54, HE—AHEFMRNE R
N 34.276%, /INTIRGFHE 40%, Tk BAASAFE ™ H 1) 3 5] U7 v A 22 1 /R 17].

KF SPSS 22.0 #4741t o0 #T, LA AL B T TERFR IR 51 J1i P IR AR &, JEAT 2 (WXt &
H O/t N) x 2 (WFRIEE &5 AT) 75 2 BT iR Ge i &5 L% 1), 45 RRE, IR R S A 5o ) &
RN, KEPESS F=11.80, p<0.01, RFEXNR F=8.63, p<0.05, “HXHEMAAEE. XifH
I 8] PR 2 2> 5o g SR I AR, EAR RN I EE B, AAER S A E U & 2 R A s, 4t
TR HEE R ARG AR, RS e . FRE, Rgoa R gtk i e g —
fsgma, AATFE R NPT, BT OB R, fTRESFENTE REANFRERUL, IR E b
NEFH = .

Table 1. Mean and standard deviation of attractiveness evaluation under vari-
ous conditions

=1 WSIDTEMESFH THHENREES

M SD N
i 3.77 117 98

HE
2t 3.51 1.14 98
i 221 1.04 98

(EUN
i 1.58 171 98

3. KB —: MEESESHME - ArTHENE

LS — BRI, AR T R F AR TR LR iR R, JFIER T I R B A g
X GOR IR R ST ) FRI S . (EAESERG— R, A NRTRR T E R AT AT AL, S 2SR IZERE
BIUIRERE . AR KA R T R BRI B P e 225, (HRAIE A RS i 2 X Fh 25 53 A2 iy
TYME B AT AT PR IF HLSC — [ — AN B R AR, R BRI AP TR E Ok &
HEAG, BAlf) “HEiR” AR B SRR IE T 2 M. RIAE S b, JRATE (A B B A
LR GUX PSS BT AL B, I SN — R AU I S, B0 e B - KT A7 (HDLF)
AUEAME - & AT PE(LDHF) e IR BT AL, IR 5T ANBARXT “ I I BE 7 A0 “ M - w47 PEades ”
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BRI, ERRPARAEAF I R T, b “UME - WATIE” AR AR AL .
3.1 #ik

240 2k BARER A A BRI F LI K AT, SRRl . A N M2 AR B0 sk
WA RERNL, A FMNT AT 0. L5 RS, ibslEs SIER R T
GARRLIIEES, FEAHETUR F ORI R EATHT 70 o SRERFH 2 (R S F OB N) x 2 (B R BE 5
hHE) x 2 (ET: @ E - K TAT YE(HDLR) MR E - S ol 47 YE(LDHR)) R A ¥eit, Jdr, PSR SN
(A EE B R A &, DU RN . AR N MR IR M52, H 1 5(—EAS
EFEIZIET) F) 9 73 (— 7 L IEFEIZILIN) .

3.2. SCERR AR

3.2.1. seligit

S RSB SR et ARBE SR SR ISR N AR SO B B, I I B O S R
BEATHT 73 SEHER M 2 (REXT R B O/ N) x 2 (R RIFEES - S /) x 2 (I3 =i {E - ARl 47 P (HDLF)/
RHUME - =TT PE(LDHR))R & it e, Psiont GRS (Al s op gkl A8 &, IR0 gl AR B
BRGNS R TR EF GRS, B 1 0 (- EARIEFZIEIN) B 9 /) (—E FIEFFIZILEIN).

3.2.2. XWM M RIEF

MRS W FE, &A12% 7 Liberman Al Trope UL} Kray Al Gonzalez W78 15455, K ik
SCHRITE AR I, JEEE S RH13] [18]. fESRE R, Bl 15 S A HE A& B, — A “Ik P pats
WA, /N E B T B 1 RRRR AT I [R5 R R AT A B R FHE B, 1
FRALA%/INELHT 75 BT A S0 0 B i AR e B e (i — A 1 AR [19] 0 LA AR B8 A AN [R] 1 15 1) i ik (3
H, BEAA CONMANVRE” By BT BLCQ [T ARE):

1) BHEE: BHWZUHE AL B IR/ EEBEZ TR, RQ [FIZE) M SFIME 0. /R(Q F%)I N A i
FEARA =, I HE¥RM TAEWRAEC, (EJHE A ZHHE T — N N AR @R E, /RQ W) L4
B, PEARRER, SRRV IHREAGR B G UR(Q [F2E) A REVAT AN -4, I HLyFHa & R & Wi
R(Q [FZE) S A HI— AN 2143 R(Q HZ) YN PEEE B LLERE R, E5(Q FIZE) AR KM TAF EAR A
RAEMREAT, B PRI RIRITE, R(Q [Fl%) MR i A IR M5 A 2 HE At 34 .

2) HPEZ: UR(Q M%) MIFIZ4E T Wiak B KIe B/ AN H BIREEFE S5, Hh s A BB & 1T
FEAR(Q [FZE) IR PRI HAR B, (EZ IS 2 1 b S 7R A0 X — MR Izt i 77, HFE 55 R AN/ N R
Flik, mHEBSERE CERAE AT LR, AT 5 70 IR = —w . 257 B i
WA 2 IR T — AR (Q I A KB, 1 HARQ [F2)HAH & B U&7 5 WM& ik, B IS
S SUAE T X — AN AR(Q Rl 2 LA I b Ty, 43Rt 2k =l v] LA .

3) WEEN: A AEAT — A AR BT — B A Py B R R ke B — R 20 TR SC
Wk, SRJE RIS LIE X TIX G SCER G R . A5 Ay B R SCHER T AL SR . A SCRRAZ — RS 2800k, SCRRIN
BXR(Q FZE)RURG 8, ZXT “RIE PRy SIRIEMMENZR" , B A SCERT ZEH 2 10 18
. B CHRZ— A SO, SCIRARIEANRRAG®, R T “Hho B2 LR EEs” 1,
Bel 1L 56 B SCHR R 75 22012 7 18 fR 2 A

4) LR TAE: BUAELAXANEIAARAMR(Q [F) RIFE EML, AR(Q [F)27) b 2t s AR (Q [A) 2 RN &
JEHR LR o IR(Q A1) FE AR T 2 1B bkt 1 AR A AR, B2 4 41R(Q [F]24) 2 BT AR IX AN Bk A2 IR
(Q [A1Z2) IS BE AT ACFEAR(Q [F)72) WRE K o FLSIAR(Q 7)) K TR] LR #AR 2 X%k B TAE. A TAEM B T
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PERRIIXH], A TAERT LIAEIR(Q [R5 I & A 2 BT fRlE, B TAEFRML T2 Hasmiple. A
TAE— AR BRI R IR HTEE AN, (KRB E A G EHRGR R AT, AT B TAEM LRI
KF—M, TAE B ATLAAIR(Q IR ibl e R A . e A, i A TAEMABS B R SEIUK,
B FFARAR(Q [Fl22) A E ) B B 5 7K.

5) P ERI: SEARATHE K ) AR IR B NS NFR IV P, B T5IRQ RIS —ENE R &
I DU SR 437 o HERAR(Q A28 R IZ = i I aE 1 —2E R E.(200 7)), BRAE/BAAEZ 7= i B IS 1R
(Q 2 G PFiESE: A 7 RRAF IR, IR(Q [F24) A 100%/E 2% 1T LARETF BE 2 (i 25 200 o, & B
Ji BT, UR(Q [FI%)FT 40% 1 fEZKAF 500 Jt, (HAT 60% 1 kKRG IR, W&KE 0 6. A
EIRQ [FI%)IEREMAN T %, IR(Q [Fl24) 1) i A 434 10000 JTASZ 52N o

B UL, TERTDURP LIRSS, A BIRERIE “ il - (KT 4THE(HDLF)” , 1 B &5
FIHE ARMNME - @A ATHE(LDHF)” o fERESE R, AT 7R B R rERE R, #ialnd B g 0 i i
mPER e, RRHLERAERE. EEERMmIERTEE, Wl ERe | O “UE - ar17 A
i 7 « “EI - MANBREEE” DU “BRIEEES " BT ARV, HF, CEIR - A ABREEE”
J&iEid 10S 1% (Inclusion of Other in the Self Scale, “F &2/ Mb A7 [F135)SZHLR, 10S 342 H
R A Lk B O FE B S (A R L [20]

3.3. ERE S

K SPSS22.0 %t SEI B HEAT 7347 -

TR 51 3P Ak £ 7 BOZ E I B PP J7 SR, DR AR e AR R RE 2 A7 AE S R T R
7, Nk, BRI AR b R EE AR W E A AR S T AT R A . BUABIARR S, R
AT Tan N4 A2 9 siutsy, AR 7 sSibsr, I H& SR MBI . BRI S s,
KH Harman SR 7R BT 3L F 7 ik 22 R . S5 SRR, RHEE KT 1 BEF3A 124, HEB
— AN R AR 8N 29.489%, /INT 0% I S bRE, 6B SRR 5 R 2E AR [17].

2 NJUMAFEIEEE T, AR S0 GAEAS [F]I TA) BR B9 1 RO 4380 e 7 43 (1) P 2 BRI E 22
1 3 ANIRIS [A) B B AN PR FEN RARAT T, Ak B R A ) 74
Table 2. Under different conditions, the average and standard deviation of the propensity scores of the options in the four

scenarios

® 2. FRIFMHT, MR TR RN S BE T ERREE

Y VIR & WEE R LA
AR BRI

HDLF LDHF HDLF LDHF HDLF LDHF HDLF LDHF
. 6.44 35 6.65 3.16 5.91 4.95 5.81 5.32
(1.78) (1.76) (1.99) (2.00) (1.93) (2.00) (1.73) (1.78)

Ao
- 7.00 3.60 6.79 3.75 6.07 464 5.79 4.9
® (1.49) (1.59) (1.90) (2.10) (2.05) (2.06) (1.89) (1.86)
. 6.46 4.23 6.04 4.45 5.93 4.88 5.25 5.375
(1.68) (1.82) (2.10) (2.07) (2.03) (2.12) (1.64) (2.03)

LiLYN
— 6.35 372 6.62 3.95 6.82 428 5.40 5.60
e (1.72) (2.05) (1.67) (2.07) (1.60) (2.16) (2.08) (2.08)

e 38T A ARREE .
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Table 3. Under different conditions, the average and standard deviation of the
risk-taking propensity scores of the subjects

3= 3. WS NN ESFH THHENREES

PR R I I B M SD
i 5.05 1.88

=)
iz 4.94 1.90
i 5.46 1.83

flt A
izt 4.62 2,01

33.1. B¥SH

XX AU E - FIAT IR " BRI BOAT S b, SRS R ROk, M=4.97, SD=1.24, X}
HATIHREAR T ALK, t=-041, p>0.05. Z5H8EH, Kol onE e “OE - vTAT R
R AP AR, ST AN E RN AT M AN B S 25 S B R A I TR

XTHCR “IRIEE RS B VP BUEAT G b, RS AR BN, M=3.62, SD =133, XJHHIT
BREAR T ARSS, t=-27.37, p<0.01. XU, AL rbonf i [a)fE B X — AR 5 AR A+ 0 A 20

SRR F 3R - A NBREE RS ” VR BORAT Gt 0 #, iR geit 45 R ok, M =3.62, SD =1.33,
X HAT AR T ARG, t=-11.17, p <0.01. XULH, BOKAEesE AR H OS5 Q M2 A
BriE s .

332 BRMSH

U AR HON AR B, HEAT 2 (R R HOMIA) x 2 (W IEERE: /)58 kLS it
GERRIL, WFIAEE B NI R, F =379, p>0.05, BIREER RS IEK:, Bk 8 Kk
SAPTREIC: RN RERANE 2, N R B R HON RS HAE AR

3.3.3. EFEHESH

DLk B O NAR R, RIS PO RIS BT 2 (S R H aMb ) x 2 (R BE S . Sz /ir) x 2
(R EAME - R AT T HE(HDLF)MEANME - = vl 47 M (LDHF)) S A M 25400, S, dh St G R[]
PRES AR A AR &, ETUABIR N AR &

Propensity Score
5.6 Decision-making
N for themselves
5.4 4 N o ”
N = = Decision-making
5.2 1 N < for others
5 \
S
4.8 4 N
N\
46 - b
44
42
short tempoal distance  long tempoal distance

Figure 1. Propensity score when the decision object is different

Bl 1. SRR R AR IR =5
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GERR I, VRIE) F RN B, F=203.95, p<0.001, ki, BB EME R IAR H AT AT
MIETT, ORM IR LR, X EPRE “OME - AT 7 BRSPS RIEA—8. S
K&, PAANERANE CRFICZ MR, FFEM TR B O S AR IR B ER
PR IR 2, BRI BRI B 22 WRE A A LU Ik, N AT 2 B R R R SO R I SR
EAE DA B PO/ME S b, S 0 HA AR B (28 BAE AN B3 S AN PR SR R BAE AN F=3.22,
p>0.05, MEIANNAIPE M Z HAEHAREE: F=147, p>0.05, I, IFE)EEE A S0 R0 =058
HAEHARZE: F=0.03, p>0.05. H3EXF SR (A FE &1 EAEHRILEE, F=6.84, p<0.01, XH
TEREMEILE 1o MRl SR50 i —DUIUE 7SI —Mstiegiin, RIREE R RIPERS ALK, IRt
PRI 5| 71K P 2 AR, S R AR RO AR, AT PR B SR e SEMn . R, A
IFE AN RIE I, X Fh BRI N 2 FE B 2.
4. g

FRREACEEIR NN, AT AN RAE F I A1 AT B A 8] R KT, T AR 7T 1 e I 2 Bk
T A X — 52 ) C B PR 25 R80T o 4O 33 P 8 50t () Bk, A AT 26T 1) >R B 1 PR SR AE 7 2K
BB OCTE R REARAFAE s T 20 BEEE B ARG, AT G FMIRIAT, WFEmnTAT S . @K
PRSI, O ER R B0 DY AN G R A AR E] ) AR L B RO RO S RS, BT D ATIFE DA S0 AR
HIKRK, WREAHEILFE OIS B, AATIBTFR “Riz” midk “RBik” ReEma) 7 “BRAZ
B, fE—/N_ MMy Mse, AU S BRI, i EL e T EE B A B T [5]. ithss
PRESVE N H A —Fp OB RE RS, W RS I A EE B B A [FRE AR AL, EAE DAEBRFE A, X B 2 B A 4
22 PR B R WM SR (RS AR FU D, DRI, A T T AR KP Be, 2 B DGR N Ja) R B 2 AneT s e A
TIPSR m T, CASCH S R A AEAEAN IR (R B R A, B X e “ M - w47 MRS Rl =
A5

TESZES— R IRATA I, I 8] P B AN P S0 Gl o of AAT T sk SRk R 7= AR R, GX B0 IE 1 FRAT T B (R %
1: AFEBFHEPES T, A CHREFAMARE Z MAFEZESR, [F—EIER A FE B RUm a2 AR/
W51 770 BARFIIE A F Y 8E 85 AT OB ER B ARG i, (R —ME AZ e AT 5] 745 503 BRI
X AT e A A T Z 3R AR T A2 A O BREE B i3 i, 20615 AAT1S S s Rk, Afile
BEEFYARG M GE S, B, s R FRINE A, FZE RG] Sk
FEfke S8 —h, BT EXMEM P AT YA P MO RDE DUHAT SR, ZREH, BARMMIBVNER
FEM PSR A RES 25 G 1 2% LEAMME AN AT AT, A IR T U SR, (HEEbr B AAFE SR R 2 B R s M A 1
WO, XA AEHERARY) &, REEE, BVEOZR T REE S H@ET, R 201H
ST HATENE; BT TREEERAR, HREARER, EEGREZ NERIEFX TR,

BeAh, FESZEG o, FRATECRAE TSR0 — 45, RIS ARG i TR BE BT SR AT e s e
SBAE N N RIRR, AT EEEFYNME, XWIUE T RGBSR 2, BESMER 47 R A 5
i, SRR RO FESAEFANTE “UrE - a7 PR ERIRIE AR, At N e s it £ 5
FORTUIANME, I FLIS R 2R 55 00 et 2 (A5 Bl 0T v FANE i RE T, X m] RE2 S B T H 3R - A
TR 72 7 P A% O R 43— — R SRR AN [ T 7 SR B TR SRR AR AN | . AATIHE ST B AN I 38 o 2
B FpEEA) “FI A" (The egotism bias), — ki, AR FA A ALLE S EEEEL, £
ARG R R AR R [21], I AMITE B A N PSR, S EHEHEY M ELEE . B, SR IE— 6
LR, AT RSB AZIX Ay “ THMEE” I TAE, S3RA1E CmilEiX o TIEN, &
A AT RELE A M2 FE BT . AR HRY R F 388 B 45 45 A DR 38 )5 A Ml e o
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AT PR ARZIEA N ZALKR T WA IR RGN, WA ROl N IR AT AT PEAR. PRIE, 243K
ATLE T Al NS Y R IR B2 25 25 PR Bl N IR R KT, SR & thas th il i, 48 Aprep
IS HZEXT RIS, ANBER N AR T 1A SN, R K AERS GG B2 TH 133 AAE
[ 4003 S R B Ty G AR S IR T H AR v Lt NSRBI H A iy v sz LAR T H B RIS PR A

RERKT HE - ARG — LB M. Ho, ERFEERET, PR R RBT RS2
PR Z AR OEE S, I SEHOR RS R . AIEY B QO SEIF B ok SR 7K 52 (0 2
FE AR T NAE b NSRS RIS AR SZ D B 7T, B8 a1 — D AR SR H R . e
AR T, BT W] LAZE &K 45 2R S 157 (feedback) 4 /R A 85I NBIFSE,  IRFTNAIFE DL fn Rl o %
LERRW, =2 KR PRI PZGHYE, BB 2 KRR E R SRR k. Hk, HATwis A2
SR EHARTT TR H C - N PSRZE R BEER, TR RANR T RS R R OB, PRI OR BT
FERTDAMINAIA LR, R GE AR R 5 A R T SR 5+

5. &g

AT EE I A SRR TR B 3 - AR ZE SR . SR, AT N E S
b NSRS A AE 22 7 B2t T O BERE B AN S 20, BARAS B0 T 4518

1) AFREEE T, E RN RS LB AEZ5R, [Fl— I I 8] B 2 R i 2 BAT 3L
NG A3

2) AN EANTAT IR A PR RI , RO R R R AAIE “OrE - 7ATHE” PIANYERE LR s
AN, Dot N ok SR AR 2 BV L I AL, LI 8] B 2 A S A 2 S A5 Al S i e RO R 0

E&WE
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