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Abstract

Objective: This study adopts an experimental method to explore the decision-making responses of
subjects when simulating gambling tasks under different attention bias (free attention, positive,
negative). To explore whether different attention biases lead to differences in individual risk de-
cision preferences. Methods: For the risk decision-making rate, the Chi-square test of attention
bias (three levels within the subjects) and risk level (three levels) is performed, and the theoreti-
cal distribution of the two samples is significantly different; for the risk decision-making response,
the single factor repeated measurement variance analysis is performed according to the attention
bias (three levels within the subjects), and the intra-group effect of attention bias is significant.
Results: Attention bias affects the response time of decision tasks. Under different attention con-
ditions, there are significant differences in the response time of decision-making behavior. When
the attention bias condition occurs, the subjects make decisions more quickly. Attention bias af-
fects individual decision-making behavior: the subjects tend to seek risks in the case of positive
attention bias, but in the risk-taking behavior of different risk coefficients, they are more inclined
to seek low-risk risks; in the case of negative attention bias, the subjects will show more extreme
risk preferences, tending to risk avoidance or high-risk risk seeking.
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1. 5|8

PR MRAE RS BN B ISR T, AR R — i e A IR 2 A I s T %, AT
5 Wi #E (Lepine, Colquitt, & Erez, 2010). Simon 1 Kahneman 79 137 0y 2% ZO0 e 58 A 114 A 345 4 20
G T HER RS, FE AR T AR K& AT s IR S EIRHESE(Simon & Kahneman, 1998),
TS T — A5 A T OB SR G F AR AR T R S8 . Kahneman Al Tversky T 1979 42 T
A S 3R JHE B2 35 . (framing effect) HE 22 RUN A2 B 5 18 A% O & (Kahneman & Tversky, 1979), &¥g%f
e R A A 7 QIR AN [ 1T - Bk SR e i o R AR SO I, NATTFEANH 8 26 A T HEAT O3l AMUE R
AT RIHER R, Ty Hab 52 BIAESE )7 U2, NATTEE DO [RS8 20 H A s MRS o 5 IXURS: T W 2 B
WHRAT AT BRI, 1TSS e s, B R B — A XU a] 8t ;1 Za SR 1 ¢ ) R 34 22 5O
EVETR AN AR A0 R I, an SR 7 RAREKI R, AT AN IE R KBS A 2%, B B RS R A0 1) (2
HH, 2016),

WA — P GO FIE S, WFFLR, INFIRE I R SRAT A2 = A2 5o . 18 FHHE S 380 AT 25 FH Ik
4 (Conjunction effect) MW AT 5 X5 5 IAKIRE TR R A, BA R EIAKIRE 777 g 3k R0 A =
/b (Martin & Potts, 2009; Ma, Feng, & Xu, 2012); RIS, @B/ /DEIFFHELE T INMEE I EHEIRE R
AR BFEFEIER, RBUARIBE AR 55 1 SOl M 1R (5%, 20095 J6%, 2017). U1 Le Pine ¥ AXTIA
HIES) s SUROAERE SRR, AR SR AR AR, R B AR
A I MARR B T 8T 1 G o [ PN 238 25 76 L2 R 552 (2008 ) IF 78 3k 67 14 1 A5 RE s 28 0o vk 3 & SR 52
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Wi, AT TN g e R R 0 A7t 2 R B2 B — M N TSR B, ARATI SR B 0 XU [l ki ), ] BEFEAN 2 N
TR R IAS B, TN T R S B RIS 4 IS SORZURIE, RPEIX — WA, AR RS R SR A TR I
EE R IR [ B [r o 52 S 17 28 B 1) DRI 3R S I () &5 R G 7 PHRSE . 2008).

DATAEAE R B —Fh AP v 2 1) RV 2 2 E S B s ot s s i (015 5, B2 AH B A R AR
A AR, 3 O T AR RIS i R (Isaacowitz, Wadlinger, & Goren, 2006), 52 M & IEMEE R
i 1] BDREVE R A BC 4R IR IS 5 o 2 A AT B0 T A [l AN [ 1 BT, By >R 1) 3 AR B a2 A R
SRZIA AN A B 2R 0 (1) XU U 5647 (Mather & Carstensen, 2005).

Macleod FESIE T 0 BUMME BRI 5 O ) B 422 5 1 17 28 1R AR 2 SRR R (R I), 2F — AN F SRR D7 VAR
T ok R PR R (49 7 AR 17 2 AT BAECAR Y (Macleod, Mathews, & Tata, 1986). ZEARATTHIHE 70 o 9 Il 245 0%
ARG BRI RIS, AHECR L, ZE T R U5 30 S R I 25 8. Rosler 7ERE 5t
it 39 1O 17 26 1 fL(happy~ angry) H F5 € [ 2N(RIA ROIRM . ESRND AT RAC, 45 RR W B b5 € mvE
HAHCCERE happy [fLIFEETT angry THIFL)#IK, AL E HWE (B SNERESE) KR, (52 %E E
55 v £E ORI I 17 25 1 o 1) 2808 B SN 5 3 B L =43 2 —(Rsler, Billino, & Miiller, 2005). A BIRIVE
i I ) AT SEAT MR TR SRR .

AR SR BGAT 554 R SR e B Il o oo W LRMESS 6 1B& R 2055 R E
% BT APRTER MRS ERWNIMES (A, 2013; 5KAEF, 3230, XIE, 2011). s
TRIAT- 55 5 HoAth T LA S 538 Y0 2R R /N e o 236 o 78 R 57 e P9 o7 8 () I 52 3O 9 M P 0 ) 805 5,
MHEREE R, EHP—MLE BRI EAR, n— 2B aeiaisk, BRpE PR v th i b

RN : TR AR E S s B — Sk, sk s A AL EA—EUIRIR, ROV
B (Rogers, Owen, & Middleton, 2015). AJ WL s R IE 55 HpvE w20k H A 71— xd A B — Bk
(PRI sz 87 (P A R T S P O ), R A B AN — B 1) A 3 e I (RT3 £ 28 i
FFHIFERS 2EIR) (Ohman, Flykt, & Esteves, 2001). #UFAENHRIEL T — MNERMWZERRS: HTH AR
BCHS R IR 1 48 1 BRI )5 BRI H AR AL B AN — B 1 5 B 9 25— BT IR SER X
ANFEHOEER, U8 B RS T T 0 I S v R 3 R R i 17 422 (Wilson & Macleod, 2003).

2. WRE5HE
2.1. #iR

AL T R4 204, BAS K, LA 154, TR 18~25 %, THER 20 £ 1.7 %, ERM
IEH R IE RS, SEMEETTE RGN, A0, #NAFF.

22. fiIRIE

FOLLALERRAR T AT H BRUERR , BF %A I [A) P (500 ms) B ML HE I /N LD P 58, Bl e A BB o0
i, Hon e R AL d I HE BN R, 500 ms B A BB SR )5 MRl K, FFEE
SN BENLALE HIAL . R Etat 8 48, — IS4 s, BRI s A B TR E S0
PR Z 1) [ 3 5

AR R RS R G, SLE B A . BEAE R 7 FIR 2 B BT,
J7 B a3 B IE OB, BN “+16.937 F1 “=8.077 , AR IEHU T R AR Tk B 201
SMEEL, TEUT RN AR A B A I AR T R . IE SR [ e G (Un+6.45  F—18.55,
+18.55 F1-6.45, 3L 15 %F), FXTHCALEXEF N 25 76, “FHA1H 12.5 JC.
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BERMAT S Bi% borek P B E sk, FRALERENL. S5IEME A E RS - BBENL, REA
50%. FRBEA T AT B AL IR R “s” RonwIA,  “d” R SR SCHE T T Sk 10 A0 AT wA I

KBS B Eor gl “ SR BB EHARRA LA, TR EE? 7 R~
ACEHES 3 5k R IE T, A RIEIE “A RSB A” « “B ¥ 5i41¥s” . “C X¥15
BATI¥1S” o KA RE ABC Al 3 S TRENLIEAC, — RIS s fi A2 i A AP AL B REAL . BER B i e AH B
FREIEE

2.3. SLIREHERE
A7 58 AR AR AL I A5 F E-prime 2.0 Professional & il 47 ARE P AIREAT IR L, FFUSCERAT 8 .
2.4. ST

ARSI R BB N SRR BT, R AR =R SIS R AL B

HACE: VERME(E BER. IEEEEME . FOEER M) BIARR. RETaESEE. IR %
P R AR SIS o
2.5. LA

LR P A X AR AT B A 3R 2 -

XHBWAELY: XM RERIEYR, HEPESRERE LRI ORI
ey, 7

X IEVESE RA W : IR M RIER MR, RO RN, ERLAE R T
RSB RIRARI R &P L, ERaily 2RRAHRIKNEadE T, AHREE. 7

XA RS R A Y XM IRER MRS, R EURN, R Ra TR 4%+
FEIERE AR AR e i 2B B, SR BB AR B 22T 7, AHREE. 7

FEAER B 12 S U AT R NIR RIE 5, i I IR 4 30 HIZR 1R . 25 5] S5 T e R4k 4k
] BRI, RIS LA 1.

Figure 1. Experimental flow chart
Bl 1. sSiRizE

DOI: 10.12677/ap.2024.144245 505 (LA


https://doi.org/10.12677/ap.2024.144245

iR S

2.6. Gtk

AHF TR SPSS 20.0 FAFFATHEAR ST
3. R
3.1. R IR LB

g AR, BT TS AN R R R AR R AR A R, AT AR, e
17 MR AR T NG b .

X A A ) B S IS AT O 128 25 B A, FRAVT R 383 MAm itk 25 2 P I BH AR S R A 2 R oA
I B AR A 3 KR B R AR RN 3 KF), MR R BRI E T 200 . 458 Sl
UL E H NN 3 (F = 5.857, p=0.02<0.05, 7% =0.268); V£ I 3R R A B2 (F=0.07, p
=0.79>0.05, > =0.004); PiHLRELZHEAEHREE=540,p=0.03<005 7’ =025 &ERNE?2),
FATRT AR I AT 187 808 4347

3 TE =P AS [ 3 750 [ 175 450, HH X A ) 7 2 IF £ s B B B AR AR ¢ Ko 45 S S AL R 2L
BRI BN AR E(t=-0.84, p=0.41 > 0.05); 1EPEE 2w 17 200 3 2 A B USSR 2 (t = —1.62, p
=0.12>0.05); 1P i [ ZEL o) 552 B0 B A0 V2 35 (t = 2.82, p = 0.01 < 0.05) (WL5E 1)

Table 1. Different conditions of key reaction ()? +5,N=17)
# 1. FRISZHZERRE(X+S,N=17)

B )/ B BEHL IEMER FtkER F p 7>
E 720.08 + 206.26 613.95 + 147.47 645.10 + 165.21 0.07
~ 735.13 +213.09 213.09 + 167.40 596.09 + 127.89
F 5.857
P 0.228
172 0.268
i m R A 5404  0.034 0252

3.2. RERFEFFLLE

o UG Hhe SRR3R, MO T O 1) (IR I = AT RS S IR (SN K B SR (L 2). IREA )
BN EREE, 7 =10.19, p=0.03<0.05. Z R TREHLEE R F S NI, TR (12.7%)
BORMC B (13.9%) 385, 1A @ XU (6.7%), A # B 1 SRR AR ) IE PR, Bl (R A7 ik
FE(11.8%) F 5 RUKH(5.8%) LRI D, e KRR (15.7%)s A il 48 okt = ) S 250, ik
XPARSFIEFRR(11.7%) FIR AR IR B (14.3%) 0800, 517 iy JRAUSHIE £ (7.4%) (W% 2).

3.3. RKRRIERE R M ETEL8

o PR # SRS 6 S LN, AR VA 75 A ) (R P = /ST ) A DR 2 AR 7 22 40 AT s 3 T ) 2L PN R
N5 (F = 13.08, p = 0.002 < 0.05, 1° = 0.450), IFM:E = m) 55 601 g 9] B s S I 4R BT B AL R 3 2
TR, AU TR 2 E R, ML AR, SRR E R R, EHEE R
) R A7 P 9 g ) A B AN 225 (L3 3)
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Figure 2. Risk decision choice rate
2. RBERFIEEFER
Table 2. Risk decision option data description statistics
< 2. KRRTRIEBURRmA St
AN [R] PR 34 150
paviil
fReF AR RS e RS
Uik 338 368 178 884
FE AL
H o 12.7% 13.9% 6.7% 33.3%
Lk 314 417 153 884
EE AT EPE
HyE 11.8% 15.7% 5.8% 33.3%
Pk 310 378 196 884
ks
H & 11.7% 14.3% 7.4% 33.3%
LI 962 1163 527 2652
A0
EpaES 36.3% 43.9% 19.9% 100.0%
Table 3. Risk decision reaction time (N = 17)
3. MEORER BTN =17)
N M+ SD P n
Bl LY 17 958.31 +276.87 13.08 0.002 0.450
IEMER 17 749.53 +202.91
WLEREY=S 17 733.37 + 186.24
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4. g
4.1. FEREEEH]

A SR o Y i ) P S SR AR N ) D B E A SR 1 T s RN s SN I R AL B, RN S L e 44 1) 22 S
R, MR SRR R R A AR R, R S R R I B O, XS IERCE A B 3
(R 8 Sk P2 S R SEAEG, B SORE SR AN — B Sk 3 S S Sy, BSOS EES, P R A A E
i 1) 5 SEAA AR I B A 4 B B 2 HE 7 IER T B, R AR AE TR R, XS
Raymond %50 75 45 R — % (Raymond et al., 1992).

4.2. FEEMEN RERRIT AR

A S0 308 1o A A ASAD E 1R SI 000 A 55 FhOR AN ) RS 12 B AR 8 6 A e P R M Bl 45 R, Al T
BEHLE R RO R, S T OR S (12.7%) B IR AR (13.9%) I 5, T A2 s KUK (6.7%), R LFE S
AR E RSN, A AR (s 2 8 T R RURE ;s 8 iR g Skt i ) IEME R, 4
X RS IR (11.8%) A1 i1 UKL (5.8 %) FRIIEFE I e TR XU (15.7%), R vet XURS: R e #3600/, (I P 73
BOE 7 RRATEB L, BB RO FA M IS R b, S EOARSFRAT N, RS B 98D 1) S A
HIAZHEIN 2 H T A3 A B 1) IR i e T R~y A SIEB 150 B AROIC XSG ade T 70 1 v IXUR: R B0k 8, 7
AU 3 3R BRI o SO T ORAF, TR FRAC AR I T B i 1 S i 1) S tE e g, sl Or
SFIEFE(LLT7%) AR KB £ (14.3%) 000, e 17 AR I $E(7.4%), X IR A TA B s A 12 T HATH)
VT, R FRATT B AL A2 v T 7 M 45 SR A 1ol SIS B0 AT 55 v b JH At 2 30 2 300 1 B v ) XS R AT A o
JRARI AN — R AR BB IR LA R TR MRS, FESRAGPENEZE T B A B IEVE R R i
TR TFRAT R RS ST BNEIR, THX 545 R R e B s ik 8, FE—H. 7sh,
A SIG I I R R S SR AR AT DU, BEALE B A SO R R A b R R, R S B
] 7= AR I, AR S i 7 B 198D, 31X 5 Wadlinger S50 745 2R — #(Williams, Mathews, & Macleod, 1996),
(Wadlinger & Isaacowitz, 2011). J5PRIHEN 2 R 18 315 BV E R mZ N, Bt s B s sE A
FRIAPERISE R, AT SRR (B R LR G KRG, AN SEEe 2 /D IRAIE 1 AN F J7 m) B33 20 [ 2 3 BUX:
1T RWZE S, (HZE R BARRIEA 5 — L 7.

Zi b, AT LB AAE 10 (1) VR 0] R R SRAT 55 OB [A) . FEARVE RS T,
HAT ARSI TS 0 o SHAETERL R 2 AR N, BB EEAT JERAT N SE NI (2) R 170 225U A
PR SAT J: WAE LRV T O ) F75 450 A6 ) 7 XU oK, AELE AN [R] XU 22 25010 1B 47 g L SE A0 1) TG
PRI FE DRI 33K s 1T A2 B VR T e 15 0 o, ek 2 2 UL A W s ) DX AR 47, T I R e i s X
I 87 XU 33K

SE MK

W, PERFE008). HEIEEHEXREN M. L EFIF IR 16(4), 518-523.

AH(2013). [EZ BN AT ERP S5, WA S0, B W3 TR,

2= I AK(2016). ¥ 700 ) (175 28 VR 15 Dy e B Hoxh AU R SR K ). Bl 200185, F A F R
W#(2009). RS PSR EE I K R I TCR V. HAFTA IR, 18(4), 121-122.

TRATFS, M, XE, SIEFQ011). FHAFE R RK IR FEm TALUH: K E ERP WHEYE. OHZHEH, 3103),
223-229.
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LA RFEST . FAUFT H SRR, B A A 8] (500 ms)BEATLHH IR0 A B 58, Wl B SR i
i, BRI R LA I HE R IR S, 500 ms A BB R R R MRt ke, JFEE
SN BENALE HIRAL A . Rt 8 48, IS4 s, BRI s A B TR A E S0
PR 2 1) [ 3 5

AR R E: ARG R G, LR BERGE R . bR T FR 2IHA B BT,
JrHerb a2y BN IE AN S, Bt “+16.937 Al “—8.077 , AR IEE 7 E R ARSI R I B4
BT, PETFFRORAR BRI IR R . 1E 5By e Fe X (6,45 Fi-18.55,
+18.55 F1-6.45, 3L 15 %}), BEXTHCFALEXEF N 25 76, “FHA1H 12.5 JC.

BRI S: b BRIk, B ERAL. 5IEtEE A E RS BN, MR
50%. EERPA 22 T ol I B B “s” RORIALL,  “d” AT SOPR SCHEF W Sk R A A WA I

MBS bR Eor g SR T IEEHARRB LA INLL T REEE? 7 iR~
APHER 3 SR LB RS IE T, Al EIE “AASMEERA A7 . “B3Ys Bidnys” . “C %¥15
SAN¥15” o HA R ABC A 3 SETRBEHLIEAL, —IRTUK 4 s e rhoA K PO B R AL, B R Pl A B
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