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Abstract

Intertemporal choice is of great significance to the development of adolescents. Peer contexts and
social information from peers can affect adolescent intertemporal decision making. By sorting out
the patterns of peer influence on adolescents’ intertemporal choice and analyzing its cognitive neur-
al mechanism, we can better intervene in negative peer influence and exert peer advantage. In the
future, we should further explore the nature of this social influence, pay attention to the ecological
validity of the experiment, and build a more complete neuropsychological mechanism model.
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1. 518

5 WU S P S BN (R 4E S, e 48 AATTTE AN ) 4 BsF 1) SRR AN [ 10 45 2 1A T B Al ok
HE AL, R KR 25 AR A (Tang et al., 2021). Bk 5 2280 K B Frdn s &, BIAA A
T RAF L2 AU A R AR A 2R T T B /NI . BRI 3 R 2 SR B B e (R B IR AT 4 (Bixcter et
al., 2017). H A sEEe & it 70 @ sl i 18] - SR PR BRI dT IR, B0 BEAE RIS 3R
3 1) % /1N 42 % (Soon-Small, SS) FH 4E IR — Bt i 1] J5 3K 15 5 K 1 4 %1 (Late-Large, LL) 2 [A]fi H ik %
(Schwenke et al., 2022). X T MEK R BA BB E L, WAERKZ LN E DT FH DN
JIAT AR I 5. S FRDRS 5 31 2 e U A K B 22 1) M sl (Bixter & Rogers, 2019).

18-22 % [T DR AR I D AE, 6 TIZ U I R 2 F FE BB HR R IZ AR X [A], A 30 20 BF 7
W BIRYRZ 24 %0 FUNTER —BI, & /DE SRR &K, FER2 %0 B et at
MEEE R, HOEMF 2 NSRRI 5N R, 1 B8 14 25 B RIS A AR
PSP A B K 5% (Breiner et al., 2018; Somerville et al., 2019). te4h, /D4 LN BAG E R Eh1E,
H B BE I ARIE B 58 4 B K T (Bixter et al., 2017), X2 S35 DX A AE R 2 82m A B
&, FETTRE S R AR SR AT (Reiter et al., 2021). X JEFMAARA TR SRR B EEH SR, W
A TEEFM BARGilman et al., 2014). EARVF 2 AKX FPFE AL S Emns B G287 o “phzh”
BOSERS RIAREE, (HEAREE E T FEE S D ERAL S T THAFAEAE B AIER], XS — 4L
T PR R A4t 23 R R 248 9% (Somerville et al., 2019; Reiter et al., 2021).

R, AR AR A B 70, FRATTHE 1R AF 1R 5 e Kl 53 s [] P T 5% 5 v R[] o e 2 45 I 52 el 78R o 7 5K
(Somerville et al., 2019), MAT FAIFHZE Lo BRALHN A PR AN A FE [R1 B 1 (5] 4400 75 204 5 0 e 32 110 s e 62 2
BT T AN BRI M o IR B S 5 1 00 N BB IR Hr s IR M T R RIBFRIFEARIEE
TH BAEER N, JHHER NGRS D FEE IR AR R — € 5%

2. R B O EBERARERR I
21 FAfHLERMBERRRFM

[FIEAREAE Yy Sei i B AL aAR(E G R AR E DL s R BB R L AL 2 15 55, & nT A
MG F AL 5, I HIXRR R A SR S5 AR I e AT A s B R (Silva et al., 2016; Weigard
et al., 2013; Charlton et al., 2013).

WEFCREE,  [R]f AR 7 37 I 5% S A B T B [R) £ 3 St o] LA A AR I I iR A0 Fh s . ilan, 4
e, J 75/ 4 40k T A S0 R 1 ) 28 ) £ W82 I (O Brrien et al., 2011), B3 1 — AN FE A B[R] AE A0 221 (Tymula,
2019), BE B = A FEIFEM LS (Silva et al., 2016), LA —ANEE 44 [5) 7 [R] £z B 25 W0 22 15 (Weigard et al.
2013), #RI T RAMKLEE . AR, Tymula (Tymula, 2019) & H, 4858 Yo 55 (0 AT I 138 S K, [A)

DOI: 10.12677/ap.2023.139462 3706 o HE R


https://doi.org/10.12677/ap.2023.139462
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

SN,

PSR BT I B PRT RE M ) 22 el o I Ak, S5 1 [i] e A o — 1 [ 8 %) S 3 A — AN BE AR 1) 55 4k [
£1:(25~30 %) HUAR T (Silva et al., 2016), BUE 1E37 1 [ 4F H-1% A R I H B 48 ] 1 L 5247 9 (Somerville
et al., 2019), XMMMN L TE R R Kt [FIFEAE DS T B0 ISR 200 1K) 7 A2 AN 52 2 4n 5] 14
&2, [ SEDEZ Y ERE S aa A . [FAE 0 2R FR B (Weigard et al., 2013) BA K [A] £ i 14 51
(Tymula, 2019)% K 2= 112, (H L[ A1 B AR I LEAT I [F 68N

WAL, B st E AR T BT SRR (Effects of Group Context)HE:, IR BT D EELE R £
BRI R TA G T HIAT 55 2 B IR AT 411, RN T A AEAE [RICE AR TS 55 (0 B B He S f
22 2 4 2 B R SR A% T (Charlton et al., 2013; Loya et al., 2018; Yi et al., 2020). EARIX T 5T 4B 238
T8 T ) B RE UM 53 10 7 SRR T B PR SR AT I A4k, ARATY SR D9 2 — i R AE IR 47 411 O AE
HusRm, EAEARATA B BRI 2 AT BLSEBL(Roth et al., 2022).

22. AHHLEE N EHARENIIE

[F AL 25 BT DR R 2 I MR R R A EZEH . FEAEMEEALSE BRI, 4
wr, EMAAERFEERNE . Rk B E A RN UG BB 25 I g, Fln, 2] A
HEE SRS, IR R A 5 T R SR 1A B A R S I 55 o

AT — BRI, /D REE IR I 41 2 W8 sl 76 75 B (B AF A0 101 D s 3 (R 3145 s e, AT 27
>[5 R 25 Bk 87 (Garvert et al., 2015; Calluso et al., 2017; Thomas, 2021). 455l & 7E 2 > 5% %5 [F) £ 1) 5 1
PRI, 75 /04 AE 5 AR Y LM B 3 b 3 (Thomas, 2021). Il f)— 3 ERP WFFCEIRER B, 20K
R R AR, 25l DEE SR P3b RkiE, XML T AN, FHAESHEINREN KK
i (Tang et al., 2021). 75 /b4 HEAT 5 Ok SR It 2 25 18 O AL S TG B 2 Al N I (Apps &
Ramnani, 2017), BIff—Lhzf @ ilih = ik /7. Reedeft—E #B(Senecal et al., 2012). #E—L R
FRW, HOEERPEE LR, & H ST SR st [a] - S8 4E AR eI 54 E B 2
FRAEALYE I T A — 3, B AR S K A 2 R A2 A8 4 (Goh & Stevens, 2022).

Ak, FEHEAEY, 2R RIER R IR GEM SR . T E RS R T AR T
FEAR N A AR /D 4 5 B SR I 52 e, 38 A 40 P4 B 572 THD AT 1T (Bixter et al., 2017; Bixter & Luhmann,
2020)~ #HH(Edgington, 2021) %1% (Tsuruta & Inukai, 2018), B RN % H B2 FF(Schwenke et al., 2022)
KILRBEAT R . BEFURIN, fEEVEL R, HDF FRES 2 BIREAR P At il A 1AL 245 B . i,
Tsuruta F1 Inukai (Tsuruta & Inukai, 2018) & ILFFAA A1 Hh i J5 21K 55 H UL 58 i 40 1 78 /D A 400 1) T3 A
NEZ RN SV is NS SR e ek IRS o 20t & (= NN K TR 2l PP il A | ST TR 2 S e S/ I S 17
BEARG A R SR B 5 30 s B BT 4005238 1) (i 4 (Bixter & Luhmann, 2020). i &1 5 I35 B4
REIPMERTHT IR FIE S A O, RN (Bixter et al., 2017; Bixter & Rogers, 2019; Tsuruta
& Inukai, 2018; Edgington, 2021; Schwenke et al., 2022). &7 (50 E KB T IR HrIn AL G Bl % (Bixter
etal., 2017; Bixter & Luhmann, 2020), RIAFEM L 7 AE G AF B B 085 A& B 4 55 9 AH L.

R, 5/ AEAE AT B8 W SR A IR 25 5 52 BRI AL 25 RS2 o H B8 30 0 47 1 40 A8 P38 R S R
TS N W i (0 AT 28 1% (Calluso et al., 2017), 582 FEAW T HIBARAH L, [F)AE 00 B8 o s 47 O 75 20 4 A B0 B2
EWR . FF HIX M i T4 215 B R BRI B0 i AR A0 FEAS 2 52 ma Al AT T B AR e i SR X (Gilman
et al., 2014; Calluso et al., 2017).

3. FIfFRMIE L FERIRRAHZHH

Peters il Biichel (Peters & Biichel, 2011) & i, B AP IRI K B =N EEZFIILE, 75l A2 VTA X 4%
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PR I X 28 AN TR AR RN 2% o ] 1) (R A S 3 /D AE P SR A BRIy, (R 32 R e R 3R 3 1) 34
B FRFIPATIE #) X 1, X5 Peters £ Biichel (Peters & Biichel, 2011) & Hi f 5 H vk 55 e 22 A5 7Y 1 B A4S
W2k = BE S . SR, XTI SCERAR B JG R I,  [RIPETS 5 N A AR TE AR 2 (5 B Ih T, 5 K B e
ZHLHIA BT TE .

31 FAHHSEREMBRRRAMENH

H R 12 U AT 78 AR T AE R PEAE I M S B a0 B BARTT D AEAE RIAE LS A 2o B ot
ATES SRR, AHXTLE L [R) 4F: (0) B RURE o — 0 0 v o et 0 0 ek 282 il PR et , A28 18 A7 T s SRR
F %5 (Albert et al., 2013; Gilman et al., 2014; van Hoorn et al., 2016). iX 3= % fz BLZE 5 {745 2 575 S fE M4
JR{A (ventral striatum, VS). HEZ 7 )2 (orbitofrontal cortex, OFC)%5 [X 4% [ 3F (van Hoorn et al., 2016;
Thomas, 2021), PARAEZBNAEE VA 17 280t i R BLAE P9 M AT 47 X (medial prefrontal cortex, mPFC)
1/ #4%3% (van Hoorn et al., 2016).

FR, [FIEAES IS T S BT A 45X SR BB MR 38 I, 8 25 LR 56 4 B R A 7 92 1) DX 3 3
PIFHIE(Albert et al., 2013). 40, G145 [E] 52 2 (anterior cingulate cortex, ACC) LA K& 75 /b 4E [ 57 /2 B i rh
B T i %422 1 K 52 4 il (van Hoorn et al., 2016; Breiner et al., 2018). ANMEARILIAER & e h &S 8EH D
FEME DL E]IS PPl 5 TR AR ORI AL 25 L IS AR 3R, sk 735 /DA 4 5K I BV IS 2 0= 52 (Allbert et
al., 2013; Breiner et al., 2018). TMFEEFE G, FHAER S IAFIFE % UIAH S A BEALE 1) =18
X R 22 5 2 (Silva et al., 2016).

3.2. FH#REERWERRENMEHH

PRI STk, B 7038 0 e (R A A R SR B B SR 1 S A AR A AR B — B RINE . AR SRl 1
B 52 3E e DU B A R ) T 5 S AL R P AL, B A% O AR B D EAR G B =
P Y30 6 O S AN 1, TSR TR AR A R AT DR KRR B s/ J5 6 R 2R 43 A 1) AN E P (Hofmans &
van den Bos, 2022). BfFH/DFEFR PG, XFMRLE A E B w6 RS BB i UK
Pt 2 R (Reiter et al., 2021).

T D EENE TS W S OB AL TE AR UER, RN DX B SR A e, B
PATHEHI 2% i) ACC. 5 #MIRT A5 B2 2 (dorsolateral prefrontal cortex, dIPFC), LA 5t 576} 24 Aij {5 15 2
1T 4m A ) J5 T0 - % )2 (posterior parietal cortex, PPC)5 AT & & M BXA5 <(Belletier et al., 2019; Zhang et al.,
2023; Hofmans & van den Bos, 2022), X £6[X 0t 5 TR 22 S M SR A A . Rk, FHbFEe
15 170 F- MR R TR L3R A4 45 2. (Hofmans & van den Bos, 2022).

AL B B AR, SUIRMRR BRI 7 R 1 R Ik B i AN 48 B S (i 2 )
f)2= 5 (Garvert et al., 2015; Hofmans & van den Bos, 2022), 34 S5 mPFC ARIFEREER AT, o, W
M ATA 57 2 (dorsomedial prefrontal cortex, dmPFC)7EEEfig oAt A & B RIAE &2 S e SR BRI
T R EE IR T (Piva et al., 2019). 8 PRI T 2 JZ (ventromedial prefrontal cortex, vmPFC) 514 [ 42 5 ik
FHI IR HANE, FAMEAAE S, HAE S AU T B S WA E(Apps & Ramnani, 2017). K it
JI5 A IR PR O R 45 B J2 35 R 9w T 5 WA B (Garvert et al., 2015; Apps & Ramnani, 2017; Piva et al.,
2019), BETTSCEMARIIER Y41, (23 mPRC FRI#RZE 7o T BV 1) 5 — AN GBI DU 2 BE A X TR B (Fieldis,
2015), mPFC 9 FIREMEAR SC T dF AN e VAR R R, BT B J5 AR S B S+ 25 R R 1 5 Jk
P (Reiter et al., 2021). Ak, A MERTTIAS 74k (temporo-parietal junction, TPJ)[FEIFES 2 5 3 W e 5w 171
FE22E S R, dEREn B 3RS RS I SR AR AR 22 R (Garvert et al., 2015), PAK 5 [AfE4 2R
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B K (Garvert et al., 2015; Hofmans & van den Bos, 2022; van de Groep et al., 2023).
Zr b, Ao B R B s & — AN BN AN X I s R . B ADEAE T IRE B [F AR ) R
HAERM, 20U mPFC AR MM & R G HIRE, EM S BAE s Ik AT A B4k

4. RFKHAZRE

H BT TERE, RS 7 48 R S R S AT D BAT SRR . S ik — 2D Wik O A 2 52 )
WAEAEFIFLE,  BEfE T BI T D EAE XA R I B P 3R BIIE RNy 7. AR, B AT T (R e 75 /D 4 5
WK IIRT FUE AN A2 H,  F7 BAEIZ AN BN .

4.1 HEESTENME - LIERE

Peters i1 Biichel (Peters & Biichel, 2011)#5H, B5IATRSEPE S BIPEAL L% . IAFIdEhI 2% . TUHAR R
W2 = AN B L% . SRT,  H AT R R I % A A e 0 7 AR T AR G 28 I 9, IR N ) 4k
TP RE . 75 AR AL 25 B s U Sk A LG T, H AR AN 2 RE B4 25 B s 7E 4
ZHUH R B 5E BRI 2E i B A FE AR . BOVERRE, N AR RS #EE
AR, FEE AR IAT N5 5 AT AR R SR IS M SOIRAAR RS S AR DG, X PGS R N R I 4%,
SR MEIEt &0tk 2 SIS S R — 2 WL (Levorsen et al., 2021). 2R, SR KBRS EAI18
i) R SR AR 1 7 AHL, RAE B ARG PR B s mi i T e A A 2 i, RA 5 B A 55
g BN N (B SRR (Hofmans & van den Bos, 2022). [Ktt, KK AWF R AR S BSR4
GRS R PP 28 S B e

4.2. IGERHER SR AV ESHE

HAT, A0 SR I 258 AR BB S A 3 o el S R S A U A7 AE — @ k. 56, ARORIN
W FUIE N AZ TN [ R A e s 2 (B AR ELAE o lan, />R fE A AR ISR 1 5t 1 o v 9
2R (Tymula, 2019), {EAEREARTS 5T MO 5 1 P sk A o 3mSR 1B (Y et al., 2020). K10, 7ESEPR
AR, AR A O PSR R ] B AR R PR RS B R S R B AR R AR B ORI S B K 2
Mo e AR R IF AN T ZSUB SEPRN o FLk, AR TS A ORS00 DL 2 £ B s i i 39
REHLIE T, KREZ RN NI B ARG TR 7 25 6 XA G135 4 [R) FE 15 5t A Sk A4
Bto B INN, FAFERBENBFE MR TS E AR T /D 45 5 [F) PE 1 6 391 ok 506 8325 (52 (Garvert et
al.,, 2015; Thomas, 2021). FHK, M H ATSEE PR SRR ST B LG, B ATZ UK 7t E 24
HR P R DL B 1T 28 i B e RIS A DR SRR AR B A, TR B < e R AT DL R HLA AUk A 5 R
e, ARRPBCRETT A RS RONEAT X HERT 7T, R AR - 1 A [R] 4 X 47 $0 R ) B i 15 2> B A A i o
MmAR L. Bk, BIRZOURCHES 1T MER, (BT BN RIS . RORAE SR 11
ih B EA R REAT OO, DA M S A i R B

&E 3k
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