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Abstract

Sequential risky decision-making (SRDM) is a kind of continuous decision-making in which the in-
dividuals make decisions under uncertain and risky situations. Outcome feedback of previous de-
cisions is a significant influencing factor in the sequential risky decision-making process, and this
type of continuous dynamic decision-making is more relevant to real-world authentic situations.
This study reviewed the multiple mechanism of the role of previous outcome feedback in sequen-
tial risky decision-making in terms of the reference point adaptation model, the reinforcement
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learning model, the attentional model, and the multidimensional emotion model. The objective of
the present work is to understand completely the psychological mechanisms behind sequential
risk behaviors and help individuals make rational decisions. Future researches may be able to fo-
cus on the competition and combination of multiple mechanism models, explore the role of out-
come feedback when switching decision domains, emphasize the impact of the temporal factor,
and validate integrated models through the neural mechanisms behind sequential risk decisions.
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1. 5|8

KR AR ARG F TEAEANTE, AMATE O RNAS [R50 S FEME 2R B AN B E 15 B, AU AN [ ik
T Y = U T A AL AT A S R 55 (1) 3k R 4 A R XU 8 5 (risky - decision-making) (Paiva, Rzezak, Santos,
Lima, Moschetta, Vincentiis, & Valente, 2019; Poudel, Riedel, Salo, Flannery, Hill-Bowen, Eickhoff, & Su-
therland, 2020; 5K#i, H4E5, 2014). PAEFE LB FERE— BRI FE, A5 AR JFHEAERIK
I A — MR E T H R ARV TR AR 2 B SR AR R I S, JF HAEERI AT S, RiEie
BN, XA AE Al ARG N 2 25 6 2R D 2 3t BB KA B O AU AR BT, S i A R SRR ke SR 25
RO BT R SR, IX Bl G54 B AT Dy 1 SR8 B PR 9 i 22 AU 1 5 (sequential risky decision-making,
SRDM) (Haffke & Hiibner, 2020). 1, FEBTHRIG $h o I 36 50 SUE B4 H 7R BT UG T R S 4R 28 T
T T EATHTIE N 7 2 G F2 AR TE S, IR FHRIE W Jo ik A5 50 KU O P RES SR, IR AROUE— Ik
RIFMEE R IR T RLEIE S KSR HAT S5 B R ILAR W BA ISR S0, TAMELEA R KU 15 52
H il & RS (Pleskac & Wershbale, 2014),  F5 B LR FI sk 2 452 15 6y K (10 47 T AT A9 (A 745 W 18
YR . G 4T N4E) (Mishra, Lalumiere, & Williams, 2010).

WFFE R B, i 2 JRUIR: R 5 HP O T e e 119 45 SRR It 2 S A 5 42 1 58 (Xiong, Wang, & Ma, 2023),
Gianfranchi, Tagliabue, Megias-Robles Il Maldonado (2021)H#f T XU 2 4F T I hn TAE RSP APEA ,
AAMARIERERE 132 SN, 7E 5 22 KU R SR o SE S AN SR SR, R T B R T R T K
SAGHE B A NI TIESE 2 UURBHE BT RS E, MRE AR 2 R A S, s 42— 3R ad Je 1Y
PSR R B 25 5 T — T 4 XS AR HERE R, TSR3 a8 Jm 1 AR AR PR 8 AR T s 5 Hia
FR) R 7R FERE B (Suid, Tan, & Li, 2019; W& #¢, 48757, 2014). Haffke A1 Hiibner (2020) 5% 1 sk ¥
TE T 28 R TR AT 55 TP BOAT Ty 2 T B IS B i i T IR R 22 U S A I 5 R AR W b s 1 2 1Y
(2t m] USRI MO R 2 5 3 10Tk AT, AR I MR IR 3 — G B I O T B R s st T BE S
I B T A I s 2 . T B 7 At 1) U 5K 3% 2218 (Decision Field Theory, DFT)[FAIFE4E H
AR S AE DRSO P O & A S i s T B W (] DA, OF OO AR AL R TR “ e H, X8 “HirfE”
Y B — B A N TR) 2301 1T R R SR R BT, AN A 2 A A B B 3K (Busemeyer & Townsend, 1993; Jes-
sup, 2008).
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T2 ARLE DR A 5 T R SR B U545 JE A i B e ST, RS Al 52 81 JA U2k 2 SRS B RO 52
OFRHLRIR A T BRI AR Y [l X IR AR R R GURIIAWHRN, EEACENSIRGER 3B
A ERT) BEETIRR T H NI, RUIASCRE T XA SRR AR, 9158 ) B R e £ £
A H BRSSP Z B IS KSR, RS R B n ey o 5 i S S BT g i, DAS BB A S S XU
SRMIREAT A R a0 T B I ()22 Ak, FAE I IER_E 57 RRWE T T7 ) o

2. SRRENRE

AP (Kahneman & Tversky, 1979)F8 H P 3 2 PFA8 &5 R BEA IR T 5 SR AT b, 58
S {8 SR KIRTE R T 2 T E AR & T F 50H0 75 220 € I BIE L T (Rangel, Camerer, & Montague, 2008), Tfij
S HBUR . AR E K TR R G, I HAEZE 22 P Sk I 7% v AT 5E Bl I 8] 22 4k (Arkes,
Hirshleifer, Jiang, & Lim, 2008), BlR4E “SHEEN" . SRAGENENY 78 T Al 28w, M 71aE
8 PSS R SR rh S T U S 4 SR PT RE S ) 2 S IS Bl DA R I 2 R A, DR ZE 482 IR o 3 P BR 28— 1K
PR Z ISR R IR EAE, B S K — RIS S ISR i — IR SR B 45 R T & B, H&

4], Kahneman Fl Tversky (1979)%Z M si N FAS R — 1), — AR 1A S M E(RPILR), MMEA
%, Arkes, Hirshleifer, Jiang Il Lim (2008)/ 32 {8 ri 23 [ 25 I 1) () HEAS 10 38 S 58T, USCas e /M ) 1
WS T, BRGNS, JF FUGE S I 08 B A A K TR e B VR SRR R, IR as 5 S
I AR T 453 9% I O3 SRS o IR I 2 4 SR I A2 B 1T A I, 5 8 Uk S 1 B R Bk T 0o i — N2 TR
SUBTERL, TR IR A A 40 R IR S B BT R AR SO, T R AN S R RS R 4. DAAERE
FRERTIUIR 2 18 S AME KB T 645 2 I8 5 (Ludvig, Madan, & Spetch, 2014). i 5 (Arkes, Hirshleifer,

2017)% .
Chen fil Rao (2002)#2 HH Z MR ARER), BEER AR NS, f7E MR ES R AE I
R, 22 L RMEANTE R R A AR, IX B R RS i 4 2 DL B AR 45 RN 2 AR, IR

FRAE . Liu 5018 KA B EL B RATS, FFFHE 174l 5 T — k5 8] JFAT
NEA, EHERS 5FIESITIF—RYE, BT E Ik, M EFh-EiETNEEmk
ai), —AEBEREK), TH B ST2S8S5H K EMNERLIRE P 42ikes, &—kik
T EUARTIFERLT “BRER” IRBEE, SGRKMNRSEEE ¢ 58P OORMFIR/ DY S
I, AR A t+ 1 IR T REE 2 X . Ludvig, Madan Al Spetch (2014)MFRTT 1 I Z I G (R
(1) B FH i ) 7E 22 252 IR R S v 4 Y A B/ A4 088 5 A 3 8 TR B P R B v B S IR 0 Ao 25 SR 45 T 3 v 1
FCE, s PY AN SEE6F B2 4 o SR S Wi 25 SR P A B DR SRR B W i P 45 RN, AN T B e b S A
(2 M, A AE e U N EUAFAE S KAV R BE R B R T oK. SIS v RER I N HRTTUN, ZE M o
E L RTINS UM IR B4 R S BUEM, A 5UnT e R I H B0 1 & K il 7] (Panno, Lauriola, &
Pierro, 2015).

FETIME R R AR DO R A BUEL R, X ITE IR “ VPG 7 AARYE FUAME <k
B %I (Domenech, Redouté, Koechlin, & Dreher, 2018; Kelly, Corbett, & O’Connell, 2021), £ s ik #
HRIE T HOEAG HEI, MATRER B — RIS R 5 80a 2 0 S#  T I E S, B Rk, 78
BB RIS, D2 RS A AT LSS B ATy, K2 A SCRFAMA 2 X Lo 2 0 B oy B —
IE A ik T(Koop & Johnson, 2010), LASE—Z M8 SN E M 5 B2 5k, HEGE R H W) i & FEHE R
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B R AR AT AR A 2 A2 M Sh W R = RN 5 R A 2 e, 1Lk B A i e R B (X
PINS IR DU R 7 R0 1 B AT 0), A WINE PUERERAELIN, ZhW0h 1 3t G a1 i LIt U, T i
TAIZBER, W08 T AT GRS, AR, ESRGEIG R ML, ShPmT ey 1 iix — B LY
S TR (Koop & Johnson, 2010)s ARKAT EARZIES NG k3, RN AAEZ DS M A
MAERGINTE R, A LR SIS, KA BT e B AR RE S B AT 8.

3. BUEFEIRER

M ONETRTE” B RS, BEER R, AR RS M E RAT v BB AR R R,
SR 2 [ ATE S AR TR A A XU Ve S (O AT AT N R IR AL T BB SE R, R4 SRAL A STR AR el 3% A KUK
PR G BRI E 7 PR KHE . Pleskac A1 Wershbale (2014) 8 F S ER AL XS AT 55 (BART)HF 7832 42 X
RS 1 [ NI AR, RS 5 TR S A U AT 55 TR BT PR R SO AR, — MR g . A i
. TEEREM . BRSSO RN TR, 5—MaR&IE. Az, SHEETSEK
FIAR R R e, IR A 12 A SR Al S B /E BART BUHHE &0 kA, AR5 DAIBORERER R B k>, B
A B AR sz S FR AL 2 SRR O 2 5 Haffke A1 Hiibner (2015) LAk 3 5N 8] AR AL FRRIRAE T, 3%
S8 P R S I AR R SR SR AR A

Ledgerwood F1 Boydstun (2014 )8 72 5 I RS i 2 FH P-4k o] BE AR T U ATHEZE, 1Bk T 21
MEHE, TE—/NMES KR SRR, BRI RS 5 2 WG AESE, AR 22045 JAE S8 rh XU D
UF AT RS A5 o), (B A5 B2 R Ve 3 J5 A e g R R HEZR N, LU B 2 1 AT UAC R A A8t (1 R SR B
B K. [FkEHL, 903 Shapiro, Price, Mitchell A1 Baron (2020)38 5t 1 45 XU vk 5 v 470 (U8 225 B4
SR A A P AT PRI AR, 5 SR W AT (e B XS {407 1 Y P SE 42 28 (carryover effect), I
NG I g ARG T T B IS A O AT ARG 1 KU AR A 2 BT, TR & R SRR R, e
(RTUAC 2 4008 XU AR 2 BT 0 o B0AIE T 5 2% ST RS R 7 i 4 XU W SR 1) J TR #5 B A, X R i

sEA S 1R R AR G sk de s . Bk, AFHRESREATI—#F, 72X — K
REREE R R AHAT S MGG N OB VP A AT B 3 = A FE I S B4, s ST R3S B MAAE
525 B XU, T SRR S5 R BEAT RO I W o (B, IXAR SRR R SRR AE e, AT RE & B E A R
(Ariely & Norton, 2011). Barron, Leider fll Stack (2008)AJHF 5T R, FEESRIRITFEF, BIfHEHy o5 Z1%
L AT AR, — B MK IR ik B 1, AR B ABA IR 225t 7 A A D S F N 3R &
TR 2] T X MAT R i 77 RO 2R BB f5 e serh, #iltn, AMERMEEZRE. BRA4Shd s
RIAMER, ATRES 2B IE L 4k B P R AT A

mJa, RE BT IR E LY AHIESE R Y], B AT i B EHEE I X 2 ——— M SCIR £ (Ventral
Striatum, VS) (Del Giacco, Jones, Morales, Kliamovich, & Nagel, 2022), fE#:T-22h1) 2% > hilE /% O1EH
(Calabro, Montez, Larsen, Laymon, Foran, Hallquist, Price, & Luna, 2023; Taswell, Janssen, Murray, & Aver-
beck, 2023), FRIA VS 5 K715 58 AT 55 I ASBEAR SR 250 S 45t 15 B IR I T Zhou 45(2018)
T AT O e R B R e AR e e L AR IR - 1 I SCIRAR R I I 2 42,  SUIR K (Dorsal Stria-
tum, DS) 5 I\ FAN LR B VAR, RO SCIRAR(VS) 5 2B AH 5 B 54 2 2 D REAH O, AH HELE @) 4.,
PR RIS VS RIEERE N, FN 5 DS FEEBom kb, X Leq5] 7 #8 A ph 2B J2 1H e 22 XU
R P EE R FH oA 22 SR BR 3t TIERT, REIAN “/NEARTE 7 2 “RIE0 57 BIE S XU P
R AR T NS I R S AT B 58 A 2 SRR R ) AR
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4. FEHEH

5t RS AR B, IS E R AR SR R G AR T AR EER, (H 2 8 R N AR AR
SR IR — AR s, BIME S REFEY, ER BN g RO AT 8 & f# 47 (Pachur,
Schulte-Mecklenbeck, Murphy, & Hertwig, 2018), #ATMIX —REMIR ARG RIEE. FET 1k, Yechiam Al
Hochman (2013)#R 473 S B8 (Kahneman, 1973)#&H TS A, SR m AR 28 ARG T S it e 45 21
SR, 4 B A R AR S B, 5IRIS AR, MRS B R G . R R s )
Z 8 T — UGS A W 2R ) i, Marshall A1 Kirkpatrick (2017)8F 70 & B0, 45 5 s i SR IR FRAE s —11)
CHUR - BeR T CUER - AREET TRl ) A B AN R B g Ak S ST AR MEEE PRI
JIRERY RS 1 3% 22 XU th SR I A v AN 25 B i A R B iR A 2 ) AR I 25 A AN R T (Jessup, 2008)

TR A 32 B TR AR ARG R SR o 47 2R USR5 0 25 SR S AR s e B AR T BERAR AR, 4R IR
SR H OIS R TR RN 58 . FREEA, SR R B LU QW e S A5 B A5 B AR ) A 3
RKILA, WHRAT B T 2 1) 9% A5 A JEC i o8] I B J B )2 RN AT B (W A]) (Krajbich, 2019;
Mrkva, Johnson, Géchter, & Herrmann, 2019). 24322 XU e 5% R HE L A& AL FE 3 ), 35 HE L LU 35 A 2R 70
It N (RSB AERE 77 77 TS B ARG, R IAARAELE T R XURS: (i 10 I3 A DR 5 iR WA s A B2 1 2% S) T A
FrAS 8], 77 A0 2 HE B2 %) DX i 2 2 R Dy o 4882 IR e 5w 24 i 407 2 HE B2 1Y) 2% =) 177 38 5 (Led gerwood - &
Boydstun, 2014). Shapiro, Price, Mitchell Al Baron (2020)i:% 5% 5 f—IUE S R R AT 55, 7R E
WAL A A X RG: 2B I ) S BAM R R, B R 2 5 3 AR WSCRR A0 r ) IR 3T [ A1 3 7 453 2% 5t o £ XU
file),  HAEZ Ak B s L Se 22 PO et B S md BE 5, BRE Ty ER B, 25— R AR R
FIREZ TR BAE K ERAT NIEL T R .

Ik, BEEBFCRERN, AT EIR T 2 15 AT DU i 4570 5 77 ok el AR e 4 RS TR 3R 5 B AT
FI. Liu, Cheng, Liu, Zhang fl Guo (2020)3f ik $2 Hil A4 TE I B2 KUK He 58 o0 /i — IR 4 SR S A v E
R UMR AR B AE R IER, R S FES T FEAT 550X — L B R R AT 55, B SRR o I 15t
SEIR AP T ERU R 45 5 2 T R TEAT AR 7K bl bE f5 )5 g 28, 5 RS —2 &
BALETWGERGGE, 5% k> B 55 250 i 1) 45 5N TR EM, 38R 7R R I
iy SEE X0 T 4882 IR R SR D RIS Al 2 R i 115 26 LA I 830 R

5. SHEIFLERE
WARPEIS I E R M A REZAFEFMA R, —MRAERIRS, A3 MIRFBER

FENHIR Rz A RO G M R, 154 R hiE S H AN 212 s), HEELLN
W TR SR BEAT, I AN [R] IR [) 4 B2 117 26 255 52 i 2 TR SR 11 4 B (Bennett, Davidson, & Niv, 2022), Jf
5\NE R G 3L R J5 22 XS vk 38 72 A 520 (Skagerlund, Forsblad, Slovic, & Vistfjill, 2020).

WE T ATTAR R B [ 4E P B @ R o N SR AT B 46 . R P B B R e tE 4, @8 XS v s fE
() — B [B) R LT AE O = FRIRII IS 25, AT — IR SR SR G 1 28 O 5 SRR SR (R SR AT IS 2, 18T
TER—MEH,  HE 225 AR IR 17 285 0] 2 22 5 R R 07 7 AL o), 22 M At T8 1R 1 46 25 R ) Jig 82 R 3R
(Marini, 2022),

PSR E 0 H 48 5 AR B TR IBIRMT T 5 28, A RREEAR KIS H], Rl IX 215 25 3= B 4
SRR R R RT TLIRT A1), 500 75 2K R F 2 IR AR AR R 10 1) B A7 4 23 ) 51 IR 5t SR R XL AR 3,
LS AR [5) S0 AR SR A 8 %o IXURG: 1 38 1) 52 il A7 7E 22 7 (Mailliez, Bollon, Graton, & Hot, 2020). Colasante,
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Marini A1 Russo (2017) R 7t & AR 5| EC B SR 1 280 HEE AL B B AT IR, 45 REos ik 1 R AT )
TR LI R 1 A 1A 28 A R o DO RS, HX — 25 R R AR S A TR SR (R 28— TS B
Gt E S BRE ZUAESNNER T, KRR TR ST 5 SRR 28 0 e 8 XU 1 SR 1) 52 i) 2 i 5 I [
oM/ B RTREF S

R IT 4 R RIS AR T B RSEAE B UK T G AR S, — IR AR T W] REAH 1 R R AE R R SR &5
TR P A TR 4, AN 5] F FRUY 17 45 S e H AN [7] £ XU A (Zhang & Shou, 2022), FEIESE KUK PR3k
S FGESE 2 R AT IE G 42 5 77 E 2. Zhang A1 Shou (2022)7% 238 45 XU 1 57w B 7 47 25 AN 1315
WA EAER, RIEERE SBRBURIE & A, SR ITURIG L IEARDC, Rr)o £ 8 n] DU i 1 15 P
175 48 0] 1B B {8 7] PR 2 0 R A8 1B AT 9, AR AN [R5 XU, W] e 5L R AS B ) I 4 a1, ABLF- TIU 1
AE A AR P Ve LB ARG 4 T 2

P JE 1 46 A 1B R BN T B R 45 S NI O, TR SR 45 B AT 1830, 1845 FH TR ER
R R ATIEFEA — P2 DAL RIS DL A a7 (1 3k 4 5| B i) 5 1815 26 (Herweg &
Miiller, 2021), X A& IE S XSG P ok H i B G 25 4E L . DML B, o 1 26 2 35 0 AU R Sk
i) J- B [ (Lin, Liang, Yang, & Wu, 2021). RHEJGIELE2MA T — IR PEERTE 4, R b i 4m)
TR 28 255 RE W Ja 2 XU Tk 5, TS M 28 78— e R BT DU Y St 4 MR 2L B R AT,
Kumano, Hamilton #1 Bahrami (202 1) 5T 7 AMATE J9 At A\ AR re BB Ath N W5 ) 2 4T A B 52 4882 UG AT 55
SERBR I AR S g it S s 4, (R T EtE 4, T SBUS SRSy . DI EPEfgse, &
RS FATIAS I 2 IR S A 4, S0 O 207 IR JL e

W IE R IAEE B AR RS i, AN [ R) 4 B 4 IR s 250 W ReAH BLP &, W s 4 BUk sk
A fE B PR 2 XU S SR R (Somasundaram & Diecidue, 2017), TR M 15 26t 2 5 S04 A 5 R0 38E X
6 B 3% #E(Kumano, Hamilton, & Bahrami, 2021), 243% 252 X8 G 57 72 A S 18] 05 [5) B H B0 22 Fh 4 P )15
Gy, LA R AR AL, AMERRR T RERTE T E AR, A ERRTNMA A T O R
TETE 1) 22 4175 25 10 R [5) 4% 45 (Gabillon, 2020), Panno, Lauriola Al Pierro (2015)% 82k 54 1 & H R
(Regulatory Mode) A 5 Wi fif tH B 5 126 6 2 117 1) P J g DA K Jis R B B R 3K, 45 SR IR Uik B ) (O 9 A
) BIAMR S T Rl U T BE Dy T 5 s 25, D B AT N, iz s m (e i =z —) A
IRAE AT RS2 KR 25 I 2 4 BE SR P DL SR SR I 2 e i, /D SGuE aR S b U JE Mg, AT 7 4 B K TR X
Bro HAANMER IR 5 5 2 4B 25 [RIB AF I 0 O B AR O, B 2 Pt [A) 48 B2 11 46 25 6 2 e
SRR PRI A2 A 52 LR, R AR T ) — > EEE H A F ) i)

AN [ IS TR 4 B2 1R A% 26 B S DA S SR i Ja B2 s Ab, IR N HEBVE DR 22 5 M0 R GoAH BLAE FH 3L [R]
BN fi5 22 JRUBS; R 58 (Gerrard, Gibbons, Houlihan, Stock, & Pomery, 2008; Skagerlund, Forsblad, Slovic, &
Vistfjdll, 2020). 8 AMEEZ 5 R R GHE B G EE R N @A, WHRBIERFIEE RIURE, WA
RIS RS B G, HBHIKS RS SUE RN . A E VPG A Mk SR R, 15 R ITE
¥ 5 &5 B s v B B () RN B0 S B, FE S R RO bR A0 O 1S B EN R BK B (Brand, Labudda, & Markowitsch,
2006). Skagerlund, Forsblad, Slovic Fil Vistfjall (2020)3%2 T 18 F 1548 I g 42 i 5 4 A\ ReE
ZIAIIEAE R AR, RILAMARAE XU e ST A rp o 15 R 155 28 S 42 T RE IR TN RE /0, B DA
IEEJTEIGS T AE RS TR 3 v A IS R R B IR SIIRIRE T, SE AT REMR T R IR AT, E R IA
HIRE ST W 2 AE SR HR A B B R B o, A T SE AR RN R BIE AT . Liu 55(2022) R FH s H [
(EEG) i I (MEG) it — A AE I 8] _F 43 55 DA R0 S Ao B v B “ (B VT A 7 AN G 48 7B Bt (Rangel, Camerer,
& Montague, 2008), &7~ 1 1h 4 R Fom K R ks BB miARm “OMETES” Brie, Sk 7
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1o 285 5 RIS [RDOE IXURSE TR SR A RE I, R SR T AR U 52 AR 1R SR AN [RJ I T B B, 175 48 XA R 52 2
BHRAEAET “HFE” BB, s KU SRR v 45 R R SR AL A2 AR B .

6. MIRRE

LS RFE AR, BE TR, 3 WRMERULERIEFLRE, i tiEE
THEE IS0, A Wb BRI IE 2 AL B AR R A T AE SR XS P S B R R o DIAERITFU A rh T 2 — Pl 452
R0 TS XS PSR B RE, ARRBIE TV IR T B — LEOCR fr) i, UL DUMLAI 2R 2 8] f 52 4
585 PRI A A 45 RS AT R A R R AR I TA] DAL 3R I XS 1R 55 P AR R
PAE R LR a0 ] Y BEAR SR AR SR 55 05 17

6.1. MMHFHRBENTSE5E

SR AR PR AR, 2 I SO SR T IR 1AM AE RIS 3 S i 45 R S IS 1) e R S NS B
It ELBE A o (AR 4 25 R 15t 5 AN [F S 18 ST EU iR, b BEA EAMATE fF I ol 2= 2] . B8R,
AT 5 AL 2 ST B A4 2 AR, R A R DA T A e 4 SR S A5 P AN [R) R ik I 2 0 52
Z UGG REAUE N — PN Z A FIREZE AN 78 T 3 22 KUK e o Hh A — P B A 25 s e 1 2 I S5 18 28

AR T — > B 2 0] R 22 P A A A S 8 KU T SR P e 255 A5 5, 456 B R M AT T 7E
TER T ek skmt R B G E 3L RIVER . Blan, X AMATE S B JA A AR A 31— A= v B B 7K P T
451, Figner, Mackinlay, Wilkening Fl Weber (200932 H AN A& B /D F A FNRFE S A, 12 Bk
TG RAFINFIIN TAL 2 [0 A, R A 28 B A 78 43 il FLAS BB P R A2 1 A R
MR Z AR B B, B DR IE S KR PSR AT 55 —— BHME L -RAE %5 (Columbia Card Task, CCT) 42K
A ERAT N, MERZIFEENS5REN T, F/DEMBEE N Z 8] RS R 53 A 8 2 5. Liu
A5(2022)38 3 73 B PR SR R v B T B A 22 SR KIS B 5 B R I B R I KIS B, B T R S
5 VA RERNGES, IS 5BMAFRBHERE. Shapiro 55 A (2020)FERT FTZESE KU o 5 XU
60 ] P A SR IN) R BH , A 25 B A Bl B A A R HL s SRR (R — e B RS, I A B TR
GERFREE TR 5o RIL,  JUFR TS G b >R B b Dy i 458 XSG 1 3R SRR A SR R B AE R S a3 o

DUB LA 56 4 W R R AE FLAR BT, FERE SR R PRSI e — B B, e € IO IS AR A 43 AR 2
SEM . DMERT AR — W e, B IR AR R — AN bl AE SR XURS: (R 31, 1T il o 4 % )
BK, — ANPGRS, A AR e SRR e XURS: 1) T (Yang, Liu, Liu, Li, Zheng, &
Guo, 2019; Tannou, Magnin, Comte, Aubry, & Joubert, 2021), Figner £5(2009)#ff 7TilE B R F 2B R4
Z 50, HOFA SR EZHERATA, MEDCH AN TR Z 50 %40 M 1 8 ke i
FAE R B RS R i 1 R Z e, AR 5 2 ORI & LA A A Rt I L R R
Franken, Georgieva fll Muris (2006)4R 705 A 15 2R X Ja 41 KU Ve SR SEMA, 25 52 5 I8 i 1) o502 ot IXURG: fh
HARNHIER, SRRPS RN 7GR RN L, JF W HEER TS B 5847 A
PSRRI RZ A A 2 AR AR BE A B s A S 0 o ARSI FEnT DU 7, IR TTEEAN B R i, AN EAE
W AMARAE AT 328 28 XK R SR IS 4 ) b OB A A R g e i el R LRSS A 52 B S 4 32 A

6.2. FELERKRR OB REY R

BUA SR RS PR SR TE AR B — R T R P O 4 22 E, AR TT AT LA R AN RTS8
BRI B PR R U A e e BB . B S, SRR SR EJR T IR, BRI
SIS AR RS EEAE, AT AW TR BESRAME 55 B 2 Mo Ja 2L )k 5 (Merkle, Miiller-Dethard, & Weber,
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2020), Buckenmaier Al Dimant (2021) B i 45 R | 56 AT 256 5 J5 22 Tk SR AR A B 220, W]
GE IR Z R AR MR PUE T BT TR B AR [FA S AR 1 — 38 40 i 2l A R AR R o SR AN [R] X
I 15 455 v P DRSO 2 R 1, v IR 17 358 o B R SR AT O — IR B AR AR R S5 B AR 57, AT TRT BB AE — A4
35 (48] o A R A0 3) SR KURSE, T FE S5 — AN SIS (4] G 2 B4 k49T ) [] ¥ JXURS: (Sekscinska, Rudzins-
ka-Wojciechowska, & Maison, 2018). ARAF 7T BT REA & BR T [F] — S04 22 AU v SR I w4, BR R Rl —
B AR T, RS B SRR A AR I L, DA R RS S e A e 48 I i — I 245 SR IR0 5 SR R SR 1) 5%
WAL, RS R S A AR S i A L R R A

FIR, FHIRSCHRER B 1 Sl 45 R B 8 2 o, G256 B ARG a3t ] B K FE 4 H (Buckenmaier &
Dimant, 2021), X878 A RAF T8 0] LA B2 KRS PR ST IR GF ZE SR 1 N, IR N 5 S 2 ARG 1 S 45
B AFHLH SR e B 427 . Schwerter A1 Zimmermann (2020)8 2 1 45 5 S A5 1% 28 56 555 AT 45
FRIRENE , SRHR T A AR 70 28 (] A0 A5 A 17 2 B A L0 il T 20 ok SR IR TR SR 5%, 3R iE 1 DR SR b Je il i 22 5
A DME NG R B AR IR R 3R o T4 T 22 RS H SR T AT A R U a3, 2 75 2 5o e B i At 45
BAT A, GFEAME S B fRE. FARSE, BUSCUTIR VR AL R IR EREIPER, X — B 51
FBATHIR 5 BRI SR TT B 2 IR N IR ZR

6.3. E[E)E R AL XBRIR P HI R

AR AT LAVR NHIF 7232 252 JR RS ke S5 r I T8 [ B ) AT D9 i i BTS20 o 488 XU o SR v AT — AN o SRR
AN RIS B TR, B AR R SR PRI [ DA B R SR 45 o5 485 SR SR AR S BRI [, A AE T DA e i 45
W B U (Buckenmaier & Dimant, 2021; Zhai, Lv, Zhao, Wang, & Leung, 2022). F 77 & 45 55 A s [ 1]
R RT3 2 3G AT o0k IRUPRS: 8) BB0e, C RD IF T 1] B T 8 2 0 5 AT T8 XU 1) & 1R (Pine, Seymour, Roiser,
Bossaerts, Friston, & Curran, 2009), [8] i — & i 8] [8] [ J5 1 XU AT A AT BB B —5” IR, A Z
— RINESE AT AR —H# 53 (Haffke & Hiibner, 2020), 52 o382 45 JRUE 555 Hh ke SRR 7] 18] B A2 75 20
S S A S 7= A MR o LA R, A IR S B T T R[] 5 AL ) (491 e s 52 89 7 16k 456 5 IF (1] 18] K A B L
(PN 85 i 55 ) 72 15 2= S HE MR AN R AE B RIS 0 b TAE =G, AT -5 30U 22 XU T 35 (0 i 4 i A2 2%
..

IR I ] PR 25 78 3 2 IR ¢ SR — SIS R S i il 7 ORI 2, SRl 4 IR R it 2 1E 2 KIS [ 7 A
PER, ANREIMLHIRE R ) 820 st (] ] B ZE SR (8] 22 A o Colasante, Marini Al Russo (2017){X3&UE T #5815
ST 3 258 ARG, R SR 10 52 0 2 B o I [B) R R TV 2R, S0 B — AR 55 T AN R i J5 BE i A 55« ARSRIIIE
AT LB E A AL ) 5 JE 2 RS R SR R2 W B (8] 2 RS2 2 A, Bl in s Ak % S AR A (Pleskac & Wershbale,
2014) R BAMARTE SIS 0 o3 7 3T 2 B 2 HR SO OI8O By i A 2 21, 0 m) T 4424
TP R SRAS T T DR (22 (Status Quo Bias), AP AXFEMBUR Z S L2 A . MERIBEF, §
NSEIS I, Sy 77 (e ] DA KOs i 4 AU w356 5 2 i 1) (Liu, Cheng, Liu, Zhang, & Guo, 2020),
T 1 A 2 252 R SRS P 160 985 BT 1) A I N — 00 43 BB T 0 PRI 55 A 7t 0o 2 480 XU 4R S PR i 2 A i 2 RS
ik — B A S A AR FATL i1 P B 22 1 [F]

6.4. EEGRBAREHRPEEMZHH

TSR RS R B AT i R AR AL, DN I 28 B A FE BV AT DAVR N AR R i 0 U R A
[ BILARASE 28 1) A Fee A K% PR S AL B ) s o ER P AF AT 58 3 B o RSP S 1 51 S P 1 AR P3 43 BRI R OK
KIS H5HET B BRI BEMEB K (Gu, Zhang, Luo, Wang, & Broster, 2018), [AIIf P3a 73 e Bt 1 %F
T AR A AR Ak o 7 B 5 R R B E BhiE R (Polich, 2007), H#3 IR BILLE 14 42 KU F6: v 556 v f 384 ok
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e IR 25 R B . SO 2 R R BHE RS, IBA= S LUl P3a s AR IR T 2 R r id B AR AY
PSR AR AE S 10 P3b g3 AT LA S BT 55 AR SR B I TATEAZ g 5 (Polich, 2007),
P e 28 AR T 32 i 3 DA S RE ) 5k 52 ST AR A A 5, P3b iy I H B 9 2K 2 15 BR A8 Tl oZE 82 X
W6 e S v 5 BB 2 R R0 S AR Y [ s Ak 5 IR e e R R, R il — AR T

AN [ A5 J5E A AR A T I A ()32 80 U 1 S 37 e, T RRARHR B ML S B BT AN [R), - D R RG JL R i
(IMRDAHSGHHF AR, BRINSCIRAAZ 5 R 1548 i 1, AMARE L SR m) 5 M FE B RES , IR ISCIRAR(VS)
WS 5 (Brassen, Gamer, Peters, Gluth, & Buchel, 2012), [7)R i M SR AR 2 5200 8 0 5 177 52 JZ (AACC)
PTG S, 783 2 Rh ) 5E Ak 2 ST L] o R & A% O Bl (Taswell, Janssen, Murray, & Averbeck, 2023), #3K
WFFeiEt R 455 i EEG 5 DhRetE RS IR S tMRI,  PRESAS [R] B R) 2 25N X PE I 22 57, 1 s
HLHIASE AL 5 0] B R A I 400 58 B e, i 2 S D RE A 22 AR IR N8 S 8 XS TR SR 2 R i
Ry BRAAE 3] VERL TS S 2 FILE 01 FSCER S AR A ) B 42

ZELEPTIR, SRR A R b, AN XU (s 272 52 3] 56 7l 285 SR B A P 5 0 AR AR AT AR RS E A
AR, RSN T HAEANUR, QRS RAOE N, SRS BIR . ER OB, B ERIAL, IR
TIAFRIA R AL, FERAARRIE IR 1510, X A] BEX AR & BB A A A
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