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Abstract

Drug addiction has become an urgent issue in our society. To some extent, the emergency of addic-
tion is attributed to an individual’s decision making deficits. Specifically speaking, the drug abusers
would prefer to choose the option that brings immediate profit at the expense of long-term lose in
terms of physical, psychological and social functions. Besides, they could not learn from their former
choice and insisted on the sub-optimal decisions. Through reviewing relative articles, we summa-
rized the drug addicts’ decision making performance, the underlying reasons, and then provided
some interventions, which could shed light on the research of addiction theoretically and practically.
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VIR BRAERE DA A — MRS . fE— R E LR IA4 N R RIS (decision deficits).
FAERIABRE DR SE, DEMESTIRRA AN X IR ZR; ARRIEZATRERKSS
RRIGEHBRIEE. AL T HWIMERBRE RORREITIT. EEARBYIREEE GRG0 —
R, RERAAERK T E. W TRINEAN T RS kR EAR A T HIR SRR T,

XA
VISR, KRR, RERA, TR

1. 531§

FRAE Koob 45 A\ (2005)4F )58 S, WD e e — MBS i Bk Ve Rl . e RU2, —. sRiatkih
SR AR, . T RBI A k. = TR ER IR P RS (B AN
FERE. 7). FENEPR by BRI BRI A B it AT B R AURS: ) 1 0 5 48 HH B etk 3 2
ANFE . BAET, 3 70 J3 R BN i R s (o 218 aime A2 78.3%) (Li, Zhang, Zhou, Zhang,
Wang, & Shen, 2013). 5% e T el S AEY 0 SO AN R, 050 Bl — e 2 15 P s 1) K 7= A
SER R RERIARAG, T AE B R . S T YR BB S AR R EE R 2R, TEARTHER
A 25 T 0 Joft SR (0, A P R % 2 it s D ) P R SR B A

ESREM A E T R PR R IALE], HA 4056 T BUR B A — Bt R B, i —
125 it il FH I 2 22 P TR (5 FH 0 N T 2 AN (R BE 1) R SR B 4 (dlecision deficits). IR ey e
BPEACPAEAFARA TN A5 B A 25 SR A Be T B AIG, AT DA B A SR R AR, BRI &
BT RIS . X P RE S U E OO B FE b BT, AT IR AR AR R A

T 5 BB N TR P ke o P EL A B S P 30 S i Lo TEFRIE b, ARSIV A SRATE 58 AT B
TR, AETIRAOG SRR E KE. Bl SRARTAERNN T . £k b, RV
TURBEAT IR, F BT RO E B T 26 7 LAY, SRS AT T B BB RUE i
YRR, AT FRAR SR B AT BB o SCHRATTHG A BB U SR i 1 AT 3R B R R TR TR = A7
R

2. YIBRRERRERATARI

VISR AFAE )RR BEAG 2RIy — 0, BDRAE ORISR, K. &, Fhlkovit
i, EFREE R, WEFRARIPIR. = ARIRYE B CZ AT s S RS, R RIR R (8]
FEAREAOL . = FERHEBETT T, ABAREFES] A CIACE . H TR T o & S B is 1
X E A B LSS (IGT) MBS 14 %% (DDT).

2.1 YRBEENENITA—RBZHEBFTESHIER

% fif T ZE(T 55 (the lowa Gambling Task, IGT) & AME M. E . &40, REFHEI 7 AATH



VT ORIEAG AT R, TR RIR L S ST

WA RTE, SRR IR RAE S . oI BRI I AAR R R 1) T s AT 1 IGT AR 5518 2 AE T B
EIERRRA, #HAENEM, A, B, C. D, M&MA 40 k. FXREAAT DN R 5K, FEERE
FKHA . b, AL B AEsK BRI A 8$100, C. D AEIKMAI AT N$50. HiE, TEIRE A ER,
R A HAAAE — E R XK : AL B ki 10 sk 2% J9$1250, C. D Hr4Fik 10 sk 4525 H$250.
A. B ZIil, C. D ZIMZERIETHRIINEANR. Fitk, NKZkE, A, BEEAFE, C. D2EF
Fi kg (Patterson, Holland, & Middleton, 2006).

IR Z FVEN M 38 USRI ST BB R B, RS 7E IGT 155 FAETERSR G, Wtk Fay
RIEHEZ R a0 AB ML, BB SEIR R [ — @ IR UG 2 R 2 R e gs . 1K ek 1 i
R AAT N —— DA 453 2R AR SR 8 IS R R i o [ ) 9 S B 1 B i = TR SR REE, AN
MSE B b SR RSN, —EEE H Al AR R iz £ (Fishbein, et al., 2005). WAHBTFEEY], Ak
T [ 3IX P PR SRR I AT e A IGT AR R [RIN J 1 28 51850 bhnd, APEeAT AFMHA 1 B A
(BALZIN), 18 R0 R BI04 5 B 10 AT 55 il o B A5 ) A 3 I — R4, (LR A2 [R) I 8 B I il
RS, o LU IR ZE . FrAUG, B BORE AT RE 2 76 22 Jal R m] ief SR, 0] 265 5 e 43
AU (Grant, Contoreggi, & London, 2000).

2.2. PIERAEE R RIER 7 2 fE h——k B IR Hr{E S5 AOESR

ZEIR Y141 (Delay Discounting Task, DDT) /&85 — AN RIAT 3 FU etk 0 AH Lo dss, — AN BB — B ) 4
A LA B SR I E 24T 740 . VIR RE IR BT 45 R SR AL, LR B AE IRV 2 e /1 =& 5 e Tl
MABATERN ZJGHIVE N . S5 RRHT, TR T 1L SIS 45 o 5 49 21 PR HObl S A3 AN g 2 i ks SR 1 L
FAEN BRI R . 1 35 5, LA BT RREAREE N A T m R AR HOF HARAELE
R 1] /R (Mischel, Shoda, & Rodriguez, 1989). XANSLIG UL T H F =M fe Sixt AL 5 KR E B,
2 WL (W AE IR AT HIAT 55 A2 L ik s B AE — N Sz B sl 19 P ] AT 380 AR /N PR 2 5 (a2 K A5 31 $2) Foks ke mT
DAAS B R B3 5 (G, 19 LAJG 15 30$10) 2[RI 3E 4735 56 o 18 Iok 15 8 A [R] FA) 38 4 8 (1 450 R4S 21 fr ek [
PATAT CATH S B A RE IR A4, S 3k v 150 B A X 1 B R 1 6 778 2= (Mazur & Vaughan, 1987).

TEET X BOR AR 7, FRATAT DI AT B8, S sksm ik AR R, a, gkt
PUAEAS BB SO B M Od 2 — ) R B 2 e B d i . S5, HiEml 4@ R, sor
ey L i vk A AL A - S TN E B AT (1B S N RG34 T {1 BN - I 5% |- E R = B e il
REJITE 22, RSN EE 5 T & (Madden, Bickel, & Jacobs, 1999).

Gottdiener % A (2008) F— IG5 Hrodf whali P 5 24P el i) ¢ RIEAT THF9T. 7ERTIREER) 10 TR
DDT {145 % Lb i i F 2 Az | 2 i e s i s b, REUGIC TR &SR BT 25, B 2IE, £
IR 23 e, #B— B R I T 0 2 T 4

3. VIR E R RERIRE RS

E— R b, BuR2 — MR, Y5 2 3 B2 Rl R 2 40 T E ARG E A7 TR (nucleus
accumbens) A1 5| & [ R (ventral pallidum) 1225 245 . €47 T HE%H Y JZ (orbitofrontal cortex) Al AKA& R iz
JZ (sub corpus callosum cortex) )3/ /15X 5l R 4t » 7€ 7 T A1 1% (amygadala) F1i 5 (hippocampus) (1] ic A2 A1 2
ARG . R ERL TR )2 (prefrontal cortex) ATET #1177 [=] (anterior cingulate cortex) 4% 1 2 45 (Volkow,
Fowler, & Wang, 2003). HHr, PR5ERENGEEW LB R R EIHIZ 0. 0 %55 (20118 —iR
CRR RS T R TEPAT U SRAT A5 BT, 23 75 B AU — 28 X 3t T P S 5 o AR B T AL 2
VBT TR SRR AT RISV B 2N X . A, *Ea DR 3R R AR R 2 W o i o o S B A ) =
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3.1. VIR E RERIERHI LS

3.1.1. vmPFC

JI5 I 45 52 2 vmPFC (ventral medial Prefrontal Cortex) & br7m &5 B4 () 5 M X, 76 Rk AT 55,
AT B vmPFC Ref KA 4 B SR U e o IR T RE PERE LR AR (FMRI A 5 R W, P54t 1)
N I8 X35 PR S R SEAEAE 57 (Y dicel, Ylicel, & Lubman, 2007).

o, PSR L vmPFC X IAEAE I D R i 22 A A5 AT 2R R R 45 R, e B nr R 225,
X — s ] DR G s E i Al A1 1 4E 2 A AR ZRAT 45 (1IGT) LR BUABLH Kk . 1GT AE45HeWIFH T 78 vmPFC
AR B SR R EE, AT DAV 450 T D S . M FRATTR A 5 R 1) AR R S K AT S5 )
KRIX RN IGT 155 HA R I, k2 Ui i B 7 vmPFC X A7 4E — & I T RERR G o
T I AR AT BB AATT A SR 4 i 25 7 % A 3 s MR R 2 9 £ 22 )5 Rl 2 — (Bechara et al., 2001; Bechara &
Damasio, 2002).

FLUR, 15 R p 5 B RO W S B2 v, W il 2 R B 5 vmPFC G AN 2 A Bl 1) P 55 iR »
W SEANE R PSR, AR At 3R 1) 25 SRl HEmE S (Clark et al., 2008; Tanabe et al., 2007).

3.1.2. OFC

B b R — S OFC 45 M RIThRE IR ¢, Lhanist, hxd mofie & (i s Gt 7e 48 R W, e
1E OFC X3 i HH FF 1 00 AL S35, TN R A DT i R 0 HH BT 2 J5 OFC B4R s /K T B Hi
T OFC X T 25 AR EEE, B Z X P55 ] DUARRE Ok R T3-SR 33 A [, gt Al AT T AN e
P I e 4 BT AR 4 B [ O kgt 2 P25 (Schoenbaum, Roesch, & Stalnaker, 2006). [Eif, Dom 2% A
(2005) ) — iR ZRIR HRUE A5 T 45 AN T- Wit il F 2 TSR R I 1047 I BB AR 98« RITG IR 2 1E IGT AT
%, CRED RSN IS (RCGT)H, FIAHME G /i — S B/R, M2 /5 OFC Xk
BE A B

B, TSRS N (2013) MBI ST PR T e R e 3 HIE A0 22 (OF C) 45 L At i X T e i B2 P AR Ab 5 £
TSR IR IR R o SRR I, W DR R B BERUY )2 5 A M TR /N (rIPL) 3 g % 422 15 3 T 45
41, HE5MAIE IGT /245 EIEr R ARG, XHRIRA] OFC-rIPL ThEEIERFEK, nIRE =S
PSR T B R SR B 11 o 42 B Al
3.1.3. ACC

R0 [E] ACC EZ KB R I . T RIR Z W T EBER B, ACC ¥ K BIXBHh3E, £ ACC XIH
MIRZ Z Bz 4%, 1H ACC 5 OFC M AR IR . WFFARY], #aEH S B
(1) 240 B PR BB A o SR G R SR o I I P e i o AT DA, 17 BE I 2 R SN T AE IR SEARVE T, iX e
107 1) 2 2 B A0 B i (58 FH P 25 8 5 TG 10 v P AU 1 (Saal, Doong, Bonci, & Malenka, 2003). Fishbein %
(2005) 15 FH &' A i b S AT 55 (RDMT)BIF 72 1 470 02 il FH 8 XU P SR RARRAE o R S 4 I 4H—HE, 5t F &
2 E FT AT DX 3 HE I 2 PRI« (R 22 S R IFE ) Tl 38 ACC 16 (pregenual ACC) IS 2 (1K
T2 . M UiA T i F S AELE RDMT (155 th R i R 4 1 S0 (B A ACC Arid B i INHE) o i LARE
TR MCRE— YR BRI # AR FLSL I, AR AN e T 5 R RIS ol AT 16 4% . IX S8 K& ACC
IIRERCRIR AT B2 2 EURGRE AR 5, 7R R T LG e SRR A7 e . I — Rl BEIIMERE 2, ACC 7ER
DL A EEER, mAMORH R, T8 EEE ki, R B s ik i A
W51 7y, T AT S R A BT
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3.1.4. Limbic System

AT N R AZ O BT TR PR S HE o PSR E SE S B0 T U 22 ORGSR vEAl, Lo S 3%t
RAUIETIEFE . (H2 PFC ANE MG AT, Rl 2 I SCIRIA R =A%, Al 1288 S 21 shHLin A1 H
PRIXENAT N B IE JE IR P 4 o A A% 2 4t (RN 2 45 A A IGT 4155 LRI A AR I A3
I EOME A EEAE N, (HR TR XIS, AR AT 52 T BOX Mk KB E
(Clark & Robbins, 2002).

A2 G0 75— AN E ) DN I (insular) .2 5 2R SR A RIS FE o HiT i & 1) — A EHZE RO E T,
LR R AR AR BAE SR AT E WAL, Eetnii, AKEE . TUHEGEY]. Paulus 55 A (2004)IN K, fix
&+ DLPFC. A A ANTHIM: (1328, fEFRATRE 08 WU AR IO IRAARAE, A B /1IN LR 5 BITE IR R -
X1 B SR, AT T JRURS: Sk SR B R 8045 A I ey B30 LIE ARG o I A XA IEAH 5SS FT REUE R 1 7E A%
T N I S8 [X 38 ) R 452 (1) 43 &5 (Fishbein et al., 2005).

3.2. MIFERAERRERNMMEER

BN GIER MR A b, 0T 2 s A A TR SRR o (ELR O 7E TR SR AT 55 B R IIE 52 3]
—RINHARMFEW, R &R EEA . AR E . I RERR . SO SZ IR IR E . Grant,
Contoreggi A1l London(2000) A 3l 22 At B I 3 LRS vl FH B E IGT AR5 A ZRRIM . [FIN flikda
t, BUREEAE \GT 55 LR ILUEH] T )50l F AR 5 vl BEAS & th SR I 22 (10 o — Bl LR IR, AATHE
S I3 i BT SR 2 TR L, B R RS, 0 Skt AR RS R] RE A [RI A B )R

FAb, BB BOASRR AS B I BB T TR S ZE R — AN R . KSR SR FH RS AR, L
T 0Y 53z — ol F 3 2 B BURE # 25 « Vassileva 25 A (2007) W48 T 78 A 24 w7 it e PR (1) 55 14 43t 3K
RIER A 2 INEABN TR SR IEAT . 5ARRE PR S BEE R E L, RS AN S7E IGT (155
EHEZHARRFE, TR R NAFAE M B 12 1 AT .

[ B A R 3R L AE — s R B2 B 520 ) 5 Tl 3 R SRKF o Lemenager 25 A (2011)%fEE 1 46 MR
R HIT TR A 46 AN N IR SR R AR AR B . 8] Zuckerman I8 - 5K ) 45,
RS R38R A0 DL Sg A 1) A5 T 2 1 AR AR AR BB Z0IRAS, T IGT ARSI Bk SR . &5
BB, R RREEALE IGT AR5 EUIEZE THshild, (B 30 im] 7R R RSEE. DR
FRL B PRE A DL X P 22 il 2k 1« R UER R, RS AEREFN H 3268 J1(self-directedness) 5 IGT 4344 i
FMK . BB BRIASITREIR R, B RN T EEREM IGT RS RMM KR Ll B
J1 RO MM R o S22 et AT B DR A AR N AR AR BT 22 5« A 8 A RN AR £ Y 155 1903 R
33. RBERREEE LY RE

FEFRATZE A1 IR 35 T DA SR I b FR0I 400 S e 5 R SRR B S 2 75 iy RN ) A 80 7% R AE
Wo —MRIGNDZZAR R, aPEs). FERAZEERE AR T AAIE IGT (15 LRI, AlKE, &
T REAERF — AN R 28 ) LA AT AR A AT B2 e % T3 267 AR I AR E, A1 IR
ARG, Frh, FREEMA A —E 2RI, BB PR EEEN, OEF, SR (Bechara,
Dolan, Denburg, Hindes, Anderson, & Nathan, 2001).

4. PRI E R R R T T

H A T4 5 305 FH 35 () R 51 5 B2 75 T DA i Wt B 4745 B S AR A7 AE G i3 10 25 (2013) K FH %
R 124 L2080, . K. k), 1IEWHl4 43 N, fiF DDT {F551 IGT AF55 % 1 n) ik
ITTHII . SRR, R RIEE X AMES BRI SR KE LXK, X580 ESCHRB
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BF by PR 2 P B RSO I X 1) 45 F) AT D RE R e A — B0, XA AN TR R AR BRATN %A T T R 5 18
FEW . {HAZ, Kirby H1 Petry(2004) BT FAF 2 T AH S OS5 8 o AATTERER 1 24 A IEAE A8 A AN AL T 0 0 2
Tl R 2 1) DDT RIL(H BT 28 /D ), BN Tifp i R B & AT S8 3T 40, W] B2 b
A, RO AR . AR RN ERER SR T ZAEMA B HAUTLEENE, MEREK G, 5
IEH R, R IR AL RSRIENG . I, R B O B2 AU 1 22 B TR N AT SR A
TR TS -

4.1. T

W05 SR R I PR A 47 1) D) R By AN R SRR B E — e AR BE EoR e R A F T SR . T
SEThREREAT o SRR W, FREZy, MIMINRX L ThRE IR R, TR T S EIG 3R . X 2 e
MU SR BRI R K. 3% b, BESRA L F N R D e M 250 BAG 1Ry R R AR .
JLAS T} e B B sh 771 3Lk Ak JE (Modafinil) T8 i PFC (Mg /%2 LK, H AT 24 3697 1T R I8 ok
(Anderson et al., 2009). 2 Rl 5t A B 70 & B Modafinil 7] DLE ik o503 a2 1 A Sh RE SR i At AT 17E Stroop
155 B TAEAES ¥R I (Ersche & Sahakian, 2007). FEAEE, JEIGEELAIJE 34 (2013) AR LA 31 A
I 25 P RE B 7 (cholinesterase) #1751 vT LA BRI AR I DR SR 2447 0, b0 Uil T, el il F 3 %
B2 AT LA 3T TSR 5 B B 24547, AT ER T+ R SR i &= .

4.2. INFEIZR

Bechara /1 Martin (2004)FH IGT U U & 7 # i 0)HR SR I, FHAEIR JE UL FCREAAT 55 I B 4l i AR
W2 RIA 11%0)IE g R IRIE R 7 s LRI BRI,  BAR S R R . fERuE & &,
X — el Eis 61%. MAE LAEICAZAESS b, Toil o f R I tH o S B A5 1) e 2 4t T bl A i ZHL A AR I
YA T TAEICIZ R SR 2 A A 2 R R A 1. T Houben 25 A (2011)i@5d 5 S 4 AT TAEILIZ 145,
BRI M BEAR T 1) RN R PRS TR o IXONBATIE IS TAECAZ N ZRg T ik i) e SR o it T B A 4

Alfonso 25 A\ (2011) %} b6 7 -6 B 1) H A5 #1)Il 25 (goal management training) A1 1 2% & A8 (mindfulness
meditation) 45 & AH b T B4l (P ARAE AL IR TT X T FREAR NS AR 22 R 50 F 11298 N ) SRR A RO 5R o BR
WZREAE TAEIENZ stroop (55 F0 IGT 4155 EIRIEA 1HeFt, s aipbr ey ek A HILl b
O, B T B AR E BRI 2R I S AR I SRR 45 G0 T B AR 22 T 5T R (AT R R SRR A K

4.3. R

FE—E FEJE b B BE 15 T H o - AT TZE TG AOAL A5 o bt DA e [ SR 1 X e i Rl D S5 el 1
56, R TARATISR G R RE R B AE S A BRI NE S 2 o D9 AT BISE E LUS, 728 B3R 5
AR IS B AR R IZR R . ITCL, WRIATR SR 1 — IR B AR AT A 23
B AR A s, I ABATHNGTT 7 RENAZEIE DN AT NSRRI Ry . AL
SO A H I P HEAT BT, TRt B AT A 2 0 28 )il (Leshner, 1997). X 1 Bl Rk, &
TH IR B2 BT, DI S8R s RINE R, R MG 5 35 AT R IZ 2 BT s it 2, o
TR EE T RZ

5. RE

Y05 R N B 2 OB E AR R R A AL 2 T R, R AR 2 (R 7 D SRR S L
X EAT R R KN R FH DRI R 0 7 i e b AT TF) R S5 A 1 B 42 1) B 7 7T RS 214 2% 1 i
BifER e ToxtFARE DR BRI, Z9E T L A AR TI0R] AR m At AT T A LR



T e R R G AT AR SRR 5 R A0

FSIRE R A% Lo ) BT — 58 AR FE R O IR, R AT . (R IAE TR BRI 5P
MR SRR RIEAELE M. AR TEE IR, RS AR LR, A SR, B BxT
R 7 A AN TT TE G A P o I K S i ) RE RS 52 17 RO P DR ST, AT — PRt i A2 1 BN )
B bR T R IR, MELLE

RER AW TR 10— 0 B G R R SRRSO SR PR 2 A, B0 R AR X L8 SR PR i € BHE AT B 2R
BITS, WA TR FACE, - H MRS

SE ik (References)

BRI, VOEEAE, R0, Bi%y, 23, ME R, REM(2013). ik H B B EG 2 IseiEE R S5k
RE BRI R R, B ERIREEEER, 33 1, 1117-1121.

PR, 254, FERG(2011). AR BRI s EAS: AERTER SahLE]. ORI, 5 1Y, 652-663.
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