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Abstract

In the current study, we separated gain situations and loss situations in order to investigate the
relationship between future time perspective and intertemporal choice by means of result fitting
and process testing. The results of this study showed that: 1) In contrast to participants with
low-level future time perspective, the delay discounting rate of participants with high-level future
time perspective was lower, which means they preferred to delay rewards. 2) In gain situation, the
difference-comparing process mediated the preferences of the participants with different levels of
future time perspective. The direct effect and mediating effect were not significant in loss situa-
tion. In summary, this study reveals the significant predictive effect of future time perspective on
people’s intertemporal choice and the mediating effect of comparing difference between dimen-
sions, which are different in gain situation and loss situation. Moreover, this study finds out that in
gain situation comparing difference between dimensions can mediate people’s intertemporal
choice preference, which supports the hypothesis of priority models.
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1. [E)REHR

%5 1% % (intertemporal choice) & & A TX & A 7E AN [F] IS 18] A PR BRAS FIAT 2 10 AT AT I At 25 A e
FIRFECEATHE, RKIRK, 2011; Frederick, Loewenstein, & Donoghue, 2002). 775 A& — B8R — &5
PLE B N SE RA —k— ) R, BRPALE /N - (smaller-sooner, SS)F1 K jiE (larger-later, LL)) 4> %% 1
R R BRI R RS, XL, BEWE4L, 454F, 2016; Scholten & Read, 2010). FIABFAKI, ZF AW
RIS AR S BIE R R I A 5% . anihsh MK s, AMABR 45 SS (De Wit, Flory, Acheson, McCloskey,
& Manuck, 2007). [Rltk, SRS 40T -5 95 30 98 O 07 PR O R BR324 907 o

K 8] %2 77 (future time perspective, FTP)FIWF 7SS YR T 20 42 50 AR, ATl AR SR (a7 22 17 /&
AN AR pE 2 R S B BOR (UL B FR R ) AR 4B BAAT i ) i ARSI (e R 4, 2014
PATEE, 2004) VRIS ARITH I NAERR BT, AR [A]VF 52 7 5 I [A) 4L i 5 %5 AH 5C (Chen, Guo, &
Feng, 2017), 15 BIE BB SR AN LA AS [R] B 1) 5 45 SR Ja i 1B 3, [RIRE 2 28 T T () 48 B35 1) — 2R
DAL b, SR SR [R] 31 5 77 1T g 22 45 AN AR e 100 ZE 3R B[] (4 J8& K A PPAN A6 9% (Guo, Chen, & Feng, 2017; Lin &
Epstein, 2014; Sirois, 2014).

DA B FCAR DT T I AR 22 ) 55 5 BIE R 0 00 27, AH 3l GV IR W a8 19 B R e 3 i 5 R SR I ]
TS IWIRFR, MRS TGS WFFERM, S0 ME BN ot 15 58 T 85 % 43 1) N 72 DL BRI 2 AL
TEAEZE S, Wi T 5E 45 B A Fo 25 AN R ELECHE B R IG5 b (5 04845, 2012 Ishii, Gang, & Ta-
kahashi, 2016; Mitchell & Wilson, 2010; Tang, Zhang, Yan, & Qu, 2017; Zhang et al., 2016). Ft, A&
BTSRRI P A [R) 1 5 0K 5 5 AR N TRV %% ) 5 8 IR 1 2 TR) 9% AR IR e 12k

F—J7 T, 2T SeiE Wk R BB AR A A YRR — 22 IR TN A (discounting models),
WAMATEFEAT 5 1108 PRI 4% HE L — U FOR R 1 45 IR A S B IAE 5 BEAT B, B ROOQTR I 4% 45
AT IR (Discounted Utility Model) (Samuelson, 1937). Xl £k 37 #1145 %4 (Hyperbolic Discount-
ing Model) (Mazur, 1984), XU £ 74148 (Hyperbola-like Discounting Model) (Laibson, 1997)%. 75—
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FEIEH P YE (5 LR (priority models), JEFKAMAAKYE 7 7 BEORHOIE —4EREREAT ELEL, MR A aUR
W, BN B AE R A B —EE EORBEAT RS, ORISR, VIR, BRI, 4547, 2015).
JE M LL B R T (Attribute-Comparison Model) (Read, 2001)s 5% 24587 (Equate-to-Differentiate Model) (Li,
2004). H G A (Tradeoff Model) (Scholten & Read, 2010)% 1) J& TiX — A A,

B NAIT TR 2 0 3k #45 RAEAT IS R UGBS R F 7, (HIX —J5 355 A e Ul W] Tk SR 1
GO, ABE TR A R R MR RSO R o Sk TAER (LR 3445, 2016: Suter, Pachur, & Hertwig,
2016). HHKER 2 FORIE 78 % 2 DU I o SO R IR T A TR SRAT I SEBRIERR (TR BHIH e fiisak, 227751,
JE W, 224, 2014; Johnson, Schulte-Mecklenbeck, & Willemsen, 2008).

R ERTR, AHE SIS BRI B o5 ORI R BRI R L 1K AR BE T AR SR IR A %€ 7 5 5 1)
R R FET TN CAHEN . SRR A1 %€ 70 w] LTINS (0 8 I FefiF - RIS 04Nk
BwmiF SS, midg I AMATE AT LL; Wat. BURTEEE T, . ARSI A1 52 A i i 10038 15 O
ANTE], 5 SR A R SR AR e ANAH [

2. 508 1: ETFIRIERAREKREEE D SEREENXR
2.1. fiRGF%

2.1.1. ik
KEEARIA 40 4, HrbhA 32 4, FHER 2016 £ .93 . =AM 21 4, (BRI
ITER) FI1S 29.43 43(SD = 2.66); KIA%E 120 19 4, I8 54.68 43(SD = 4.28).

2.1.2. LW
2 CRAIFANAEE I7: wy AK) x 5 GEIRIFA: 7 K. 15 Ky 30 K. 90 K. 180 KPEA LIk, K
RIS AN 8% Sy 2 IR AR &, SEIRIN AN ZH N AR &, R3S BN SEIR TN &

2.1.3. SELEHR

I (AR [ 8RR (RIS, 2004; KUK, 2013), GFEARRIRE. HAIREIR. & Bix
SE S AR AT AT AR, 4 2ty JE20 EMH . 50, Ui AR SR R 2 /1K Tk
o ARILA(2004) % 1% BmRIATEIN(WN = 392), HIMEER.793. LhrillEH ER(EE REF, Cronbach’s a
FE0M.815,

2.1.4. LR

PR FAE SR MM, PR — M 2IEI R, 5 M 2IEIRRE, P trial FEHLEIL,
FORPAX ik —, TR RG] IESLIRAT, EORPGAAR G H Ot SEbr R s P R, IR
SCARVEAM I R 3, Il SRR S A SRR R PP AR B AR, R JRAIE A B AR L .

22. KRERSTL

THEAERAT AR, Seth 55t AR 22 54 10 S U B (RP i 20 B 28 i 8 o BV 6 AP~ 3546, SR e
FERF 2B E AN V. IEIR B A SERR B AL ZEIRRFIAI D (7 K. 15 K. 30 K. 90 K. 180 K)fRA
BRI IERL AV = A/(1 + kD), BIRSRHGERYTHIR ko k HK, FORGER I 5 1 EW
PrERR N e TP k2RS0T, X ER S Ink K O IES 70 A .

FHEC R 3, AR 8 D) e A [ A IR B ) R IR A R iy, WL 1. B EAFR
SRR ) 5 77 AN B4 SIS 7 14 o5 B SiE IR B [RD 6} S IR A 4, DU IR N AR b 4T 7 [N &
ANOVA 7 H1. G5REH, KRAHAFEE I ERNE 2, F(1,38)=17.166, p<.000, {7 =.311; it
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RIS A E RN A2, F(4,152) =.070, p>.05; —EXHAEAARE, F4,152)=.473, p>.05. UMK
TS IR AL IR YT 26 00 5y, BEARLT SSs il 1 MR RE B FT 4N 2R AR, W4T LL.

Table 1. The delay discounting rate of subjects with high and low future time perspective under 5 kinds of delay time (M +

SD)
#F 1. 5. ERFKEHESAER IR 5 FhiE iR A8 NEIRITINZE (M £ SD)
7R 15 K 30 Kk 90 K 180 K
Nk A | .032 +.046 038 +.084 019 +.030 019 +.045 012 +.022
(R EE=aFi:| 150 + 287 177+ 317 084 +.104 .044 +.049 038 +.039

S 1, MRSREE SR A R LU 1 AN R R SR [ 82 /M R B e P s, A8l KI5 0
REEN R G 52 T RIS IR B i EAPEZE 5, (HRERAE TR RIS KPR I it R HEF 2
WREEE IR B BN FMAF Ao PRI, FESEIG 2 Pl g BRI B T s RIS AR USRI AR

3. S0 2: BT R4 SRR AR ERE N SEREERNXR
3.1. ARF*

3.1.1. #iR
KRR 53 44, Hp & 45 4, PRI 19.81 £ 1.36 % w14 27 4, P75 27.11 53(SD
=2.50); fRIA%E 14 26 %4, “F¥I14 50.73 73(SD = 2.95).

3.1.2. I

2 CRRIFIENAZE S . AR) x 5 GERIE: 1 MH. 3. 6 M 9N 12 4MH) x 2 (Wl
Bi: WG, BOR)IRA LI . RORI AR oA IR AR &, ERE A, REEEEEANH N E, N R
R i o

3.1.3. IR EERF

(AR R SRR ) LR 1.

T R R W S P AT AT A, SR YRR SR (201 6) (58 ) B LR SPAT 55, Tl K E
Mt 2 2 ] L A AR A P 22 S 5 G e 4k B 2 S AR K/ e RSPl 2 i ARMR W I IR G 25 5
KFSRYEZ 25 RV AABRIER RN EERLE T 2 R E K AKTFRRERHL KPR 51
R FE AR T Wi Z RIS RN, 7 ity BRI RIS RYERE LRk 250
INRTRIN N REIR Y I 1 22 Sk oK

o P ) 22 5 LU (B MUBEAU R ), Tl 1 B

500 Tl ARH3 5007CH S RH3
75071:[3’] ANHE  7507TH) A
e A3 P U
MHE 7507511
%{ T T I g T N
5 7

ﬁj(%% ﬁj:%% ﬁ%%ﬁ %E?FHU e 5 ftxj:%ﬁ RKE R

Figure 1. Comparison of differences among dimensions (intuitive simulation balance)
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3.14. ERIEF

PRSI AR L, K5 2 MBS I P S o R B — A B AR TR I B (5 S0 H4%, 2012),
SKIRREF AT :

FBBARIRE] T — b SR TAE,  S5 R AT RET IR R ER),  DUAEIZ A RIHED 7 P A BRI AT
WEEDRITT 5, B h 2 R PN IE T, — 00 S7 BT (5 62 (B ORI R 30T, 5 — M 25 4% —
B 8] Je AR (RE AR — B I8 W ) (H BB R AaE T, i, 4> R3R4G 500 787 A “3 A JE3R1E 750
J67 . BTG A CAVARETT, R ML “F7 O, EEA R TEE <7 .

SERRE A BE N EBAU R AR ST, EORAART WA 8 1 1 P AS I IR AT 4R 2 (A 22 S LU AR e T
AR B SR 58 S IR PR L R 22 57 LA, Dl St LS [R) 5 9 22 1P L, — 35 R A R i 20 7 3K
PENEFAEST N 2 miit oy, BEMBRPAESS N 7 midtar. Bolde g 8 A trial HIZ5 ) I B ST 55
AERJFREAN ALK, xRS A trial SIUBTEATRENLALALEL.

3.2. EWHER5ITS

3.2.1. W tEEAEREE R
FEWCAEAEEE T, 7E 5 FiIEIB A R ARAR RIS AR %2 4k £ SS M LL N e it WAk 2.

Table 2. The frequency of choosing different options under 5 kinds of delay time of the gain situation

2. W iRER 5 FEEIREE) TR R ElE A5

1A 3/MA 6 ™H 9/™H 124A
SS LL SS LL SS LL SS LL SS LL
Rk 1 26 7 20 14 13 15 12 18 9
(STE=yai 10 16 19 7 23 3 25 1 26 0

AR R R EREE: ¥ =9.729, p=.002, XN phi=.428; *=11.783, p=.001, #&N % phi
472; ¥ =8.423, p=.004, R phi=.399; y*=11.793, p=.001, ZS & phi=.472; ' =10.439, p
=.001, XU phi=.444, U] S FPIERETEIF, @S g R LE LL, I HBE 5 2B IR A3,
i AR 52 A AR R I T ) TR SS i .

KA, SRR B (20 17)F R AL & 1 R AR A B 7%, i RO GEiE oE x ii as
BER 5 FhZEIR I [a] 2% A 53 3l 34T Logistic [BIVA3#7 K R A RS0 Hr . H AR B (X)) AR MR,
N R(M)NYEFEIR 2 I, AR R NIER WL, 0 RoRiERE SS, 1 RoRig#t LL, RAEREN 5K
MR, i 2 B

4—

Y
X ‘—53

c'

Figure 2. Schematic diagram of mediating effects
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FEIRBIE G 1 ANHE, B—, WREEN M, BEEN X PLEMERE, 152 a=.839, SE(a)=.377,
Z,=2.225. =, KA E Y X HAE XA MK Logistic [81)H, 55 b= 687, SE(b)=.295, Z,=2.332.
=, M R MK RMediation ¥AFE AR Mk IniG 2] Z, x Z, ) 95%MH) B AS X [ (CL) /2
[.066,1.269], AELE 0, Kk, kA2 5 LB AR IS RNIR 5% ) 5 308 B A 40 5% 22 IR0 23 vh A RO .
BNAE N 20.67%

FEIRIT By 3 AN H I, TR b A RAR &y M, BAR N X B EE, 193] a = 1.586, SE(a) = .354,
Z,= 4480 MR- & Y Xf 5 A& X A M [¥] Logistic [F1)4, £33 b = .875, SE(b) = .306, Z, = 2.866; ¢” = 1.092,
p =139, FMpMmERIARE] Z, x Z, 1 95% 1 B A5 X [A|(C)/2[.517,2.426], AEFE 0, ik, 4R 2%
S F AU AR ()R 88 ) 5 IE B iF R RETH AR, B FBRERE AR, NEEPR AN

FEIRAN 6 AR, N E RN M, BEEN X LRI, 8% a=.631, p=.123, HEKZER
Boa N, KRk, R 2 5 LE O AR R I (1 5% 1 5 3% £ 0 I 58 R IR A 3OS A 3

JEIRET Ry 9 AN A B, R AR B M, BAS SN X Z IR, 153 a = 724, SE(a) = .345, Z, = 2.099.,
RAR & Y % 5 AR 8 X A M [ Logistic [F1)H, 152 b= .877, SE(b)=.333, Z,=2.633. FM Azt
138 Z, % Z, 1) 95%1) B A5 X [A](CT)/Z[.080,1.376], AVELF 0, [RIbk, 4 A) 22 5 Lt AR I (8] % 7 5
TR R R B R AR R, BNAE N 21.19%.

JEIRIT Ry 12 AN A B R A S M, B AR R X 2V RNE, 193] a = 913, SE(a) = 441, Z, = 2.070,
RAE & Y % 3 AR & X A M ) Logistic [F1)5, 1531 b = 1.443, SE(b) = .533,Z, = 2.707;¢* = 21.501, p = .994.
TP A IEAG I AT B Z, x Z, 1) 95%I1 BAS X [ (CI)AE[.167,2.848], A& 0, Fk, 485 A2 5 Rk
RN TR 58 ) 5k BT % RIGH AN R, B FBRERN CARE, NEEP AN,

KR AETESE T, EIRNEAN 1 ANHY 3ANH 9 ANH L 12 NHB, 41 8] 22 57 b e A ki
()] 5% 77 5 15 G 38 O 2 [ A7 6 35 S0 P R A 28U o

3.2.2. B EENBERIEERT
THRIAESE N, B AR AR RIS AR EE R E 5 MIEiIR 46 F Nk # SS Ml LL AT iR 4eit,
SRR 3.

Table 3. The frequency of choosing different options under 5 kinds of delay time of the loss situation

3. PRIFER 5 MIER AT IE] TR F R ELEBIASE

14H 3/MH 6 ™~H 9/H 124AH
SS LL SsS LL SS LL SS LL SS LL
Rk 18 9 22 5 19 8 23 4 19 8
(STE=ya; 17 9 19 7 21 5 19 7 18 8

TR RIIAEE: =010, p>.05; y*=.534, p>.05; y*=.774, p>.05; *=1.181, p> 05;
£ =.008, p>.05, BHLE 5 FRIEIRIHE R, . AR R e R ML B E ER .

DABATEBUR G B0 5 PRI BN B e B bf WA &, ARSRET RNFSE Sy B AR, 4ERE(R
ZRWB PN EMEH R G FET Logistic AT SR A RN o bT o SEIREFIRIY 1 S B, 13
B b=.134, p=.496; LRI N 3 NMHK, 53] b= 305, p=.187; ZEEK [N 6 A HI, 53] b= 249,
p=.235; JERFE] N 9 AN H I, 58] b=-0.025, p = .896; IERK[H] N 12 N HK, 58] b=.065, p=.677.
PR R b YIARE, WAL NS

A, SUESIEEAR, ERIEEN 5 FhEEIR N A S5 E TN, 25 1) 22 53 b e AR Skt a) R 22 ) 5
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WP I R AR B P A RN AN 2 o Y AR ORI TR 52 g 7K~ R 2 1) 22 S5t LU 7 BEORAE i S R LE 451
R A 85 P ) 1A R Al 4 A BAT IO

4. g
4.1. RFERERAE HSERHEFENXR

1T 4F R — B8 7T (Benoit, Gilbert, & Burgess, 2011; Peters & Biichel, 2010; Pezzulo & Rigoli, 2011) &1
XEASR AR RAE s B F iR E BN . 2555250 1 55250 2 S5 B aT DURIL, AR [A] I %2
JI0] LI AN A 1 5 R Bl i o 5 AR SCRIR 5 IS5 R — 80, iR ki (3R 52 01 MAE Tl 4 LL; KR
Sl TB)3 2 A3 AR U BB wiF SS (R, 2012; Fzedt, X147, SiEHE, 2015).

X — 25 JUl i YA A R R S O A IR B T IR UE . SEES 1 AR AU TR AY, tEE . IR
SR AR 28 ) MR RE IR AT f 26 e AEAE 22 o S5 R RS ) /MR ZEIR T e AR . X AT e A
g2 DA A T DA I IR YR E TR AR SR, ROE S Bk Fdr, H DL “SRk” AS MR A
[ S [B) R b R 5 R, WACHE SR 2 1) 3 WA {1 B I 1) S 3R PR A ) 32 o TG 52 7 AR IR RE SR T 2R 5
HAER RGN TT HAEAE L “ 4017 NS, RS Ik £ rh R 00 T B3R 22 5 5 /N f) o B

S 2 BT FRAE AR PR SR R AR AR IS [ 22 ) 5 S LRI O R, 45 R IRIRE R i 42
JIAERLF LL, RIS /MEWEE SSo YRR IS T, ST AR REIR I 6] 56410 5, 4EFE 1A) 2 = LLABORT
AR A 52 ) 5 IR B i R RSN AN F] . ZEBEFEY 1 AN H S 9 ANHBY,  4EREA) 2 7 PO R
ORI 18] 5% 77 45 135 0 U5 2R AR 70 A 0N 3 R0 ARL  5i (93 Jol 7 ek RUONLAEL IR 20.67%~21.19%) -
AR UL, ARETANRZE Kl S, MRS 2 kS LL; e H A RIS [A)TR 22 7750 5 BA G 3 4 1) Tt
I A R R 22 S LUBGEAE A, FEE BRI R P 2 MR R S R B I 72 AR T AE R 4R FE b 1 2 bk
I, BRI ESE LL, 174 MA VN RERYEE b 1) 22 AR T G AR LT b (1) 22 R RN, B i e 4% SS.
FEIRIFIA) Ay 3 AN H 3 12 AN I, 4852 8] 22 53 FL AU AR SRS [R] 91 5 7 536 #8 i i 5k 58 1) 58 4 R A BB S 35
BIVAR SR I [0 %% 7 56 A i ik o /A4 B 48 52 ) 22 e LU Aok Tl % I # A 4 vV 2 0 MR O e R 4 1
ZER R, WE TS LL, R, RIRZE MRV IERYERE 72 5 8K, fiiln) Tik4% SS. MifE B I
(B2 6 A I, 4E R R] 22 7 LU AR SR IR (8] 42 ) 5 1k B 1 2 [B] 38 S 2 b A 308

X5 RFRESCRE 7 gl SO R, BIAMALE RS I S b U e R 4 2 H I 22 7 5 aEiR
HeRE Bz, MKHE 2 R ORI B SR o T DR AT e e T 82 0 A AR I B AR R Tl R s AsE X, 7R
AT TR LU, T ARk Al T, BRI (R A ey A, DN SRR 2 R R, DR 2 A8
AR B AR 00 5 R B RE IR e T o AH S, AT %2 0 Bk 2 6 AR O FIORANAR R, i s b i 1 2 38 B
], DRI DA AR 4 FEAE R PR SR, O f ZE 205 B [ B 6 ) R e T

EAER NS, JEIRE ARSI, 485 () 22 5 LU R A RN AS A o BFFE o0 0T, HR A 08 AR Rl
QIR I R BG I R Ze VAR Ak, TT LA AE AN [RI RE IR I [A) 56 A0 T, NSRBI AT VP Al ZE 3R B[R] Py £ O B i
AR ER . HXIAES 3 M2 AN H 2R3 T ISR, AR TE AR T 4 2 (7] 22 5 LU e o
FEZEIRIS A 1 AN H S 9 NHBE, AN I LU B2 18] 722 75k A8 U8 1E 3 5 R SKI [R1H 52 1R S5 85 3
BRI Z KR AR 6 D H IR B %A T, AMALT 2G4 52 18] 722 7 EEAC I 45 5, B
EFE . BT ARBE BB IR I [R5 H A — @ R BR T, AR 5T AT L2 8 A AE 22 7K P SR I [A]
NI RE,  DAIIUR RN A SRRV A A SB I R] 5 o FE 1) 2 S LU B RO LA

4.2. WraE . MKEEXESHIE R WIF RIS
BEXTSEEG 2, Wad IR 4 FRAEIRI R SR, R R) 2 R LU ACA R A BRI TR A RN TR K
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Hith, Logistic [AIVARA A BAT F0 = L H A RONI AN 3 o 85 SR 1 AN RIS 858 T 5 I 48 1) N 7E
WLHIIEA SN . AW P B R K% (loss aversion) & 51 ERAMANS 153 9K T 5 KRB ISR K], BEAATT T3
S 2R A5 5 )T AR A B SR8 P A A SR PR v T BE BE K (Cheng & He, 2017; Harinck, Van Dijk,
Van Beest, & Mersmann, 2007). 5 —Fh#REK BIEEN XSG B 1S, AHLLURER BB, AMARTES 1% 55 B
BT R R, PRI R A R (1% ] 46, B R, 2012)0 BBAh, ABFFEIA NG O i 5 45
S 582 7 (0 JEL R RT R 2 AR O BB AN [F] o A2 B 20U R PPAl WA 2 A7 B P TR <A, TR R
A7 52 TR B () I BRI N H A I, BIE A 1O BANME BRI ZE R . o AR SRIN AR 52 77
fiK, R R R/ R, RISRUECNIRIE &I, M I T AR R [A)R 22 77 i 70 A 5 4 R
() 22 5t LB PR R A BAOBEAE VAL 7 453 2R A 158 1K) 70 B 5 AR AT LA — W st Rk — 2B A 78 HA 2 AL (Faralla
etal., 2015).

5. &ig

AHFFERI: 1) NGB, RIS RIS 7R LLTAS A 5 e 3 df o i R ORIN TR TR 5% 7
ARG S SER W R AR RIS TR 5 R G ip BN Wi 1R AB BT, RSRINT TR)IR %2 7 AN RE S T
RIS I PR LT . 2) WETESCRR 7 g L OURE . WCRR BT, 248 B 1) 22 S PR AR ORI ()1 %2 ) 5 185
JIE A 4 2 18] B R A B AR VO ERLE R B R R, AR < B P e 5 TS K
I AN AEIR YRS 2 SR, W0 SE A 24 2 0 % S S ) B e ) B8 T3

SE 3k

T, WS, TKEGRQ2017). KRR, OEFE, 4002), 4T1-477.

BERIR(2014). AT FITE T AL I F M 2T/ FHRZ MW, PR B R Ma K22

HATBE(2004). WWHENAEE ). OFFI, 27(1), 5-7.

TLRREA, PR, ZRIBELT, Z247(2016). 5 HAGESE e R R RIS, O FIR, 48(1), 59-72.

AT, XIRKQ2011). BEHERRIVEIRER. ORI FZHRE 19(7), 959-966.

XPLE, TLARH, BBk, 2247 (2015). “Bf (A4 407 0 2 B gt G —— B BRIE B 00 O IMLG]. OB IR, 47(4),
522-532.

L3R, Bk, WS, PO, BET, F4(2012). 15 FMESLRN B 7 B ——k B U 5 2 B s A B Xt O
DFHZIR 44(8), 1038-1046.

RILGH(2004). A Z ALK AhT T HIFE e FISETFAE, T80, HER: Pim k.
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