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Abstract

In recent years, the influence of emotions on decision-making has received increasing empirical
evidence and theoretical explanations. Among many theories, the somatic marker hypothesis
pioneered the viewpoint that emotions guide decision-making (especially the decision-making
under ambiguity), providing a new perspective for decision-making research. However, with the
deepening of research, the decision-making paradigm led by the lowa gambling task has not only
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provided evidence for the hypothesis, but also drawn many conclusions that contradict the hypo-
thesis. This divergence exposes the shortcomings of the hypothesis itself and current research
methods. Considering the theoretical value and rationality of the somatic marker hypothesis, fu-
ture research should further refine the content of the hypothesis to make it more operational, and
make improvements to the research paradigm to enhance the validity, reliability, and scientific
interpretation of the research results.
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1. 518

VFALIK, Wik (decision making) ¥ ik gl 404 B4 N A& S . SR,  EHZALHEA, — RBIET
JU5E A0 7 - (ventromedial prefrontal cortex) sz 45 38 I 70 K I, 15 25 (1M E A &) D e 1) 1E 7 1a A 4 = it
) 58 B 5 ) 0h B2 26 A (Bechara, Damasio, Damasio, & Anderson, 1994; Damasio et al., 1994). #tilt, £
Rl2£5¢ Damasio (1994)HH1 T “ R4k Fric M i (somatic marker hypothesis)” , B H1 PSR R i 51 % 4K
N, BIfESE, ATDUBRES S R AP, AT, BRI HEAT . B, H5E— ik mis
K TAFRGERIFTK 7RIS S 1, LG N RT3 (ventrolateral prefrontal cortex, fij#x vmPFC)
%0 I HRAR R 1 R GEAE 22 DLX ME BOIRES SR “Ar7m(mark)” 1X—i& . M5, &4 K Rk X —
BTG, IR AR 25 B B BOE ok, DL & ATTAS 4 X — AR e 3 (Bechara & Damasio,
2005; Damasio, 1994; Verweij & Damasio, 2019).

IRAEFR IR UM RL 2R T 2 NSRS BN, $RH 7RG 5 i 2 soks s fG 2 18] (1)
KK, AMAEBOREHRAG AT Wit TIRYE, NEEW iRt 7 e imm . MK, ETE%0
F SR TS AN IR AR B RS THEdE . 37K T 52 (Overskeid, 2021; Simonovic, Stupple, Gale, &
Sheffield, 2019; Xu & Huang, 2020). {H 5 stRINF, B ¥ 22 00 0 A A ATS 1 52 4+ (Bartol & Linquist,
2014), YFZAEHE AT R 757 5Z 7 &E (Chiu, Huang, Duann, & Lin, 2018), 43X — & S B G BE TS24 75 A th
HMECLBE AN, IRBE TS e AR N, A SO R R 50 ) 32 B0 A DL JGIEH R, He il e
TR AE n) L, 1T e B R SR B 98 T 1)

2. RAFFRICRGENES THIRE

IR ARARIC AR UL IN A, TR (1 4 s N T 58 B R, R A LA AR 1 (ambiguity) B AN ff e
(uncertainty) ] 1k 545 % = 2 F F (Bechara & Damasio, 2005). M4 58 EF&, X Fh/E ) WAL T IER 557 &
IR T TR, X P U AR U 17 4 e TR R b, DA E bR (5 B SR A R R B

HiES.
2.1. BEEEREK
HHAERM, vmPFC ZHiEH BRFEIEF ARG, ESEAEPRMHEZRA L HRE, B
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T E CRIAT N2 R AR A SR (Damasio, Tranel, & Damasio, 1990; Saver & Damasio, 1991). iX— &8l
TR T SAARFR ISR EE tH, R RRER A T B Mk SRR YE o TR 5 B SSUEUEHE UK 25k B Bechara
SN (1994) B Ayl A e SR I A IO KA b e B T 1 2 4 R 1 4R 4T 55 (lowa. gambling task, i
FRIGT)o IX—AT55 ZE R Bl ixC M DY S LA A (5] 22 S8 HE A (R R 2E gk A7 380 100 IRIIESE, AT 4 U AT R
Z AT . B L R AL IEHEAT B R, S2IUE0E—E MR BE5K A BRI B #8245 H$100 (12
Jili, 1E45 1/2 i) A R4 R$150 £$350 sk, 1/10 [ B 4 k$1250 [I45isk; HEik C AN D 4R
245 850 (3205, {H45 1/2 ) C M4 ok$25 Z$75 HIdide, 1/10 1) D i k$250 ik, w2, &
% 10 5K A 5% B Bl 277 oKk$250 HIiER Sk, MifEiE 10 5K C Mk D Mt &k $250 Fve s, ik A,
B A C. D ML mIB SRRy “IRREL” FI“Hffi”

ARG IFAGIT, Bl IF AT R A SR ) IR, (ABEE AT 5 AT, IRAARPRIC 2 G0 1E W R e
W AR 2 1B T R LA RN R 55 %6, T vmPFC 32351 55 38 U B 2% 5 5 R MU SR R 5] (Bechara et al.,
1994), HENEERSE, X PHL S [ M (skin conductance responses, % SCRs)ix — 1 28 4 # 4 br 1) I &
LER IR, VMPFC A28 B 70 e S R P A i 4 SN AR AT BT S . ERAR R S (a FER AR AE R
TR =4 T R SCRs, (HIEESHERZ AT, BHEIAAZMEFPR— TR SCRs
(Bechara, Tranel, Damasio, & Damasio, 1996). MJEIEH R KD, KA1 1% (amygdala)sZ 4 1M o i H 1
7% 2 N PR A 451475 B 2 (Bechara, Damasio, Damasio, & Lee, 1999) LA K [R5 56 B 9\ 1 TG 5 1E & T kAR br id
(e Bl (Turnbull, Berry, & Bowman, 2003)¥JCi57E IGT HH SIS A R 5 5. Ix gt By i 5 %%
(eI R TR 28) B 5 AR AR K, NS4S U s 2 [ (R R R TR o 5 )2 e A s ik
MR TT, L “PesfiAnR” rgs o il “ PRI IRARFRIC TR I SEIG BN BB R, FTLA
ATCARAH, GRARARIC T E R REARIMIERE, K2, BRI PRERIUE E 5 AR diE sh g 3 .

2.2. PR{EARICIER B9 LIEHLE

2.2.1. REFICHERRE: FRERER

BRI 1 18 BT S AR R GE (A0 vmPFC. AT AZ SR X)) 32 457 8 2 I SRR I 2 54t R R
WA SE AR T AR FR i RSV E I SR B 1528 AT DU 2 Ji i AR 384T 9 in BAbRos, IR I 15 28 1) 1
O (T 1 28 1 77 A2 ) SR BH L ANATTA B 4 A s D i B B AT 9 B 5] 5 AATTHAT B bR s N AR AR 14T
(Bechara & Damasio, 2005; Bechara et al., 1994),

FEAE T, SRR AR IR, I8 NATIHE 2% R B Zade U ™= A= 1R U AR 155 28 B %
EFZIE TG 7 AR SIS 2R DA RS TR I, (Rl AT T SR M B i T 1 15 25 5
T8 B35 2K J5 1 S 28 AR RO R 2, TG 0 R ) LA M 17 4 )5 75 38 UA & s 1 S s 1 155 2 [
PR N - F(Bechara, Tranel, & Damasio, 2000; Bechara et al., 1996; Mardaga & Hansenne, 2012; Visagan,
Xiang, & Lamar, 2012; Wagar & Dixon, 2006), H. Simonovic %5 A (2019) ) e/ Mt S0k 7 — 4518 . %18
SRR AR AR U R, I G0 WA 20 i) FH 5% 2 5 R P i 2 e R AR 2 SR FRD IR AT S A s 17 8 ok
EEENIE/NE I QE LG S8 i

LPIPER KA PRI, HARR B BE S48 91 AR08 4 N ANIE iR T ik 6 At i 11 1%
T I UnAE JRARRRCA ) IGT H, XA I SR D M i 38 00 L 5 55 22 bl #3441 W (Bechara et al., 1996)
MAE T — 27 rf, 2 IGT REWES B S %A B IR 28 I (1 46 1 0 B sl S 40 e 72— kS, ik
MR RS2 R, RIAFTEIRE 2, Brikif /> (Davies & Turnbull, 2011; Priolo,
D’Alessandro, Bizzego, & Bonini, 2021). &2, XEEIEHER I A% £ 00 T 5 IR bR o P o A —
By, BISCHR 7 HRIRPRICH s dis AEH .
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2.2.2. RFFRICAMERIER: BRSXER

YRR TE RS P S (48 S VR T AR mThag, WL T Yk 7 R B . RISk 545
Z 8], JRARARIC A FH SR an e R R e 2 JRARFRIC RSN, HAE R IR w] Loy A SR IS
IR FR(Damasio, 1994).

M IRAARIL AR B IR EE I 5] & A N 9 25 WUESAZ (feeling), IX Pl A2 i 2 76 B IR /K 52
3 (Bechara & Damasio, 2005; Bechara et al., 1994)——n] AAE S,  Gn RAMAAES 53] T 3 5 FgRk
RE, MWAfEA Ehk#E S 5 OAERED R84 5 ORI R EIA K7, Sebri, Triberti
1 Pravettoni (2023) & A% 10 B B RAACIRZS ) TR B 2 X YRS R LI s, Werner 55 A (2013) Il $i5
e, OB ST 55 T R IVE I IO AE IGT A H E IR L, M B & IRARES A =
PSSR SR A G, BUARRARIC & AT AR A B R AKCE R IEER .

WAk, TGS AR RN RA B EME, B IRIEA R AR E LSRR R b 22 % £ (Bechara &
Damasio, 2005; Bechara et al., 1994), #5, BB &R E AR, JRARPRICT 3R 152 m AR SR 17
1E o BT % HAH 48, Bechara, Damasio, Tranel 711 Damasio (1997) % #E471d — R 77, 75 % Sk i) e S 26 0
TGN 2 A7, PAEEK & R ORI T B i e B AR 85 R, R SCRs —
TERG, BRI ICRIC iR B O & AL %, AT TR I 8t 2 T dha T R (48 eI ik
RREURE SRR 2 A 2 S A 3 BhAh, I REARAE IGT AR AT 45 R I, 7648 WA 25 Jon 2% i
VBT 28 R AR S (B RV IR INRRAR B ) 2 05, B 175 AN BB S22 8 5% IH i 4F (Stocco, Fum, &
Napoli, 2009; Stocco & Fum, 2008), i AATTHIE B (i 7T REHAS 76 4 2 B ARIAE, MR B HEM LR
AV G AT

3. MR FFRICRRHIRES FIY

It 2 A 3 = A I TA) B, AR AR I R DA AR K UE SR RIS th 513 1 8 2 AN T [l 38E Fr) 5 5
FEIRLERAE T, —E R TR AT, 10 55— &0 70 W) EL 4R B A SR8 PR A 2

3.1 RIEAEHFIN

3.1.1. 1REERE TR IETIR 2R EE

AR AR IR BT SR AR AR s U P AR L B, B sz 4. ANERIR A TS BE, BR T &N
XA AR AR Ul AR SRR AL SEIE 2 4, DI AL & @M Y R IRAT B &R H A UCHIE R
W) 5 48 R A T g SR T RS R ) (Gross & Barrett, 2011), BRI MKEAS 75N 7“2 bran ik it
AT RE . PR INIR 7, —SeSEat i s 7 5Bt  4 R . %0 Tomb, Hauser, Deldin
Al Caramazza (2002) & B, 1 SR T 1 W o vy (%) RIS WA i 80, IR s i BE PR T E SCRs {5 7% 1 HA ILAE
TIERRIFRRZ AT P, THATE SCRs 588 5 35 1 1 B B i 2 S A ORFF— B0, A& B B 1l
(RIS FE o 7~ 5 148 T PR 7540 2

BEREX — IR, AR 32 B % A S 3% Damasio, Bechara A1 Damasio (2002) 84214, 1T SCRs
BB S e HH 17 8 5 T AN BB S LS 46 5, DR LE 19 SRURE 2+ BT 45 1 e e P TR, SCRs w7 g S il 2
PIFPAS RN I 26, RIS ] R B 5 ZUAR IR 1% 26 AR 5| R IR i ZUE AR 28 . SRTe 5 ik, I Fh
] XA BRI I R BRI FEAT AR D T “ ARSI RE 7S AR 7~ IR T 0T 3 — ) R PR 22 R AT SR AN EL B e
3.1.2. (RERBEREIRKFE LRMARK

WRYE UL, AR LRI 3 BT UR A B IRAACE B, T U AT EIRKT o X, &
SREEAT BT T NS 2 ) DA iRt g T ok, (ES 280 ORI E BRI A — B A i e -
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E3c# %), Bechara 25 A\ (2000) 8 A B R AT Tt I i 207 FRD BT 1) 5032 a2 G I A4 A 10 AN AT M) ok B
T3 ETG AR, AR ic (70 =R AR B4 THESE . 41 Maia A1 McClelland (2004)#1 /31, 7E 5 ™
B ARSI 2R, B AT TR A H AR R B TR 2 KORHE AT, 2 5T IR SR 1 L, B8 IGT
FHFAFEE N TEEHLE RSN E. E4, Heilman A1 Miclea (2015)E 5 T Bechara 25 A (1997) LA
J% Maia Fl1 McClelland (2004) 858, FrfSas F5 5 # 1AH— 3. BRI L I FHE JE A e BB R R 44
Fric W B I BOAEALE , (EE 1A Rt B8] 1 Bechara 25 A (1997) M - WHEdE . [FINF, 9 —semfs ik
B, MUPSRETE IGT AR5 R IS 2RSS Z RT3, IR BRI 2 A B, 3B 46 DA —Fh B 10
M DL 22 () s 1 34T A (Tyilikei & Amado, 2018; Priolo et al., 2021). T J& Stocco A1 Fum (2008)
(R0 T 43 B S5 B AR 0 B B B e SR A 52 31 1 P N e O 4 R RGN, TGV IE BH X ol 4 2 17 4
PER =i A RO AT A IR R, DRI —E 45 B A BE 245 SRR A hr it e R FH 1 412

3.2. ARERNEI: IGT HUEBHRRSTEH

DRI HC AT DA R Dy ey ] L ke S8 B bl I Bt D s R I RIS, IGT — B LA A B0 XA A1 A i 1
THTHR, AR T JUPaiME b . R, 50— 7 ide i 17 35 1IGT 2.
—J71H, —YSHFRES IGT 5 E KK (Barnhart & Buelow, 2021; Buelow & Barnhart, 2018; Xu & Korczy-
kowski, 2013), fEWFFLEALOALEE: SH—J7 0, ML T, —LIGT A7t g Bl G w451 1
B —RER 5% 2 (Buelow & Suhr, 2009; Zinchenko & Enikolopova, 2017), WE7x IGT &% 5 /K F 1k
WA R Ba, —SRFAIRIL, 1R IGT KR R IFZET 55 (Soochow Gambling Task)% IGT A&,
BV At it Rl 1 e A8 Y RGP IR SR, AELARAT T ) R SREAR i L S R I 0 B AR A3, T AR U T TN ) e T 1+
#5133 (Chiu et al., 2008; Crone, Bunge, Latenstein, & van der Molen, 2007; Crone & van der Molen, 2004; Ku-
mar, Kumar, & Benegal, 2018; Lin, Chiu, Lee, & Hsieh, 2007), 52 A T8 B3 I A2 B IS 1)
WINAGT iy C. D), T RA MG IR IEB(GT 1) By D fi)——2 i LA -1 — 1tk 1IGT it
FH AR K INIX PP BRI, 2 B B ST 0 48 ROV 1 U W5 IR ] PR 22 S (P A0 2 (1) 22
Ft), AR TR R 1) DL R IR R T P 22 e R AE IR ) 22 53e) o — ELRE SLIUIRI 55 0 S i 4 SR B
Wi b SO AR o AT, (e AE B GR AR IT A ) 5B 5 b R 3 [E R ) R (Steingroever, Wetzels,
Horstmann, Neumann, & Wagenmakers, 2013). /& 54 I 5 —L% IGT B FAIIR BV iEAT 5 (3%
(Kildahl, Hansen, Brevers, & Skewes, 2020; Perrain, Dardennes, & Jollant, 2021; %' &, HiEH, fHi4, &
Uf, 2520, 20115 4RV44E, 2012), BORUEBA — 50 B ik =2 G 0BT AR IR 0 RE DL 01 2 DR TR AR
I, 0 ARILIEINFRMRH” 7T e R R A B R A A& 22 S AR BL(BuUl, Tippett, & Addis, 2015; Stein-
groever et al., 2013), {HJ5i 5%E 5 & Y SR AA bR ICBIF 7T R el P& b 2 AN 2R AR AR D9 1) 3 24 SR U,
IR NGT Tk RO B R, B IGT HRAFE RS Hotth i A R AN TE W] S SR I BEOHE , 4 3%
SRR ] AR B SR AT

4. BHEFICHRNNEFERSRKRE

H AR BRI ISt AR T RO SEUERT SR MR L, S 2 et PR S AL AR A
Niteo BRI, FEAHEERETT MR B L 75 48 AN AR 52 R TR BRI S LRl %k ) R E, BIE ST AT = AT AR L.
X R Fe 1R A B DL A I TEE 3 OO, B 14 JE R AR AR IC T T RO N A A R T T

MBS, BIRCH KESCHRIGIEIF 08T 1 15 48 A1 SE S EAT /KT B 42 K- IR SR 1k (4%
JEAE, SRR, BH, BRDCEE, 2012; Aram et al., 2019; Bechara & Damasio, 2005; Giustiniani, Gabriel, Nicolier,
Monnin, & Haffen, 2015; Li, Lu, D’Argembeau, Ng, & Bechara, 2009; Lin, Chiu, Cheng, Yeh, & Hsieh, 2015),
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B RIRAAAR LGB T 5 OB R W — BB D ——FE A bR I A= AR B R FEAE - 2 1), LA &
BRI OISR ? JEAA AR GRR AR AR UL AT s i RE . b4k, BT E O T4 A K&
TGS b R AR U AR 2 o e s T T ) o) A A B Tl RS AR BT (Bartol & Linquist, 2014; Damasio,
1994), &AM, SOy E R S EAR KA A Z IS T, TN RSB, 15
AMNBASEAR, Ry B SRR A A R R B R . B XX SR, Linquist A1 Bartol (2013) %
6 R AT P B 9 JEL G, W 3R )k AR B A R i 55 R i1 (decision point recognition) 326 i A= A% (option
generation). % (deliberation). iFfii(evaluation). #4T (execution)iX TN EL, J9Jg AFRHE TR ATk
FOLRER RS o AR A IRARFRICAIT FE N A E G B BE, KR bR R e S HAR Sl B A S5 &, T
T BEA HIR ) 2Ok AR, DLSCUIEIESE SR EE R, (2 Bk R IC i B S 1) “BE 2 BE” »

AL, SRR ARIC BB T TE U AR AR RS — S ) . I ) R AR T 1 4 A B B N SR AT 551X
P 5T -

FEG S AR TR E T, DA BT AR R W SR AR A T 1 e . A ESTER BN “ Sl R A A1
PR” AHERIL, BAE SCRs X —MEFRIEARE SO A28 SR 3, AR IR bR I AEAE SR 1L
TR . S, O SRR E SR TGRSR IGT B 2R WSS, FHAFH T —2enr bl
TR 45 B (Bianchin & Angrilli, 2011; Cui, Chen, Wang, Shum, & Chan, 2013; Lee, Chang, & Hsiao,
2010). A JF BHRAAARICHT TT N 4R 2 0T SCRs ZAMATE 4t br, HABBFEEESUE N MR, Kisdd
G FR 5 HLES 2 ST R M 454 (Bulagang, Edmund Ng, Mountstephens, & Teo, 2020), M S ks A 2L
SEURTIN NG AW v b 1l | e SR I o e R DS I TR 7 e o 1T I S = VT 7 Tt 1

MAAERFAESZTTE, B 7B ERE R @A, AR, ol 1 o 5 XU (Steingroever,
Pachur, Smira, & Lee, 2018). 1545k & (lyilikci & Amado, 2018; Shukla, Rasmussen, & Nestor, 2019) L ki
wEHAT AE S (Toplak, Sorge, Benoit, West, & Stanovich, 2010)¥) 27— EFEE LR IGT R, SHIGT
Frillfg g e 7 id 2 il FE 2 AR 22 . R X S AT S BOMI M . AR S YE s SR I EIE B 2
JUFANATREG ), AHX A 0 B AMETGVEST RS “ JRAE” , RIS RHE A I T B IGT H Sk
) “RBAE” , RAMTHFERMR . BARN TR RIS IGT X— TR, (BA L2 LB RIS
RS HAR R RAT S A, FRUAERI R . BRI P SR AT 25 R 4B R SR AR 10 AR HE AR FH O BEATL A
SRIMMEARE RIS, £ BT CA AR 7 HAR R SRR S AR bR Lt 7o, AV 2 a e s R S5 u il
AT (Agren, Millroth, Andersson, Ridzén, & Bjorkstrand, 2019; Wright, Rakow, & Russo, 2017; Wright & Ra-
kow, 2017). 1SR IGT Z AN PR SRAT 55t 2 AW Ia) B e 4ocs SRt e, 4 SO R RAA b A 158 T A 1
Ha= MR Rs . TR B AR AR AT 0 S0k 2 A

S, BIRIRARARICAR BN G 26 . PRSI 5 B, Hn A I 708 A 1A 0 22 E 0T s AR
AR s s SEUEVESR A AT IR oR AN AN 2, S B AT R R B IR 48 30T T, . AR
VBT O, HEMIAHE 25 5 TS IR IBE SR M SE VR . RIS I AR

E&WH
AW 5 R T FC AR BT RI5ET 0 H (2021YJSS194) 75
S 3k

B SRR, BKH, FEIRSE(2012). EATEHZMTS(IGT) SR ERIASIGNIH]. LFEFL 0 fE, 20(9), 1401-1410.
B, DAL, ERAR, LT, 240(2011). AN FZEBIFRIUAE Z I AT 55 R IR SR DI RE BRI, OB 7R, 43(1), 30-41.
#RPUAE(2012). 28 BB (AT R Bl It ——k B Z i R L 55 HEYE. 225478, 44(11), 1523-1534.
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