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Gratitude has been shown to reduce economic impatience. In particular, individuals induced to experience
heightened gratitude are more willing to choose delayed larger rewards over immediate smaller rewards
(i.e., they have lower discounting rates) than those in a neutral condition. Using the event-related potential
(ERP) method, we investigated the relation between gratitude level and neurophysiological correlates. Of
interest was motivated information processing, as indexed by the P3 component. Participants were administered a gratitude or a neutral mood induction followed by a temporal discounting task (choosing between a ﬁxed immediate reward versus a future reward that varied across trials) while electroencephalogram
(EEG) activity was recorded. Individuals in the gratitude condition had greater P3 amplitude, suggesting
greater attention to the future-reward option (the choice option that varied across trials), even when this
option was not selected, and providing the ﬁrst evidence of gratitude-induced changes in electrophysiological activity.

1. Introduction
1.1. Temporal discounting
People are often faced with choices between immediate and future
beneﬁts and costs, referred to as intertemporal decisions (Frederick
et al., 2002). Classic examples include deciding how much of one's
earnings to spend now versus to put in a retirement account for the
future; making recycling choices that might be less convenient in the
moment but that improve the long term health of the community; or
choosing between an immediately available item for purchase and a
superior option that will not be available for several weeks, such as a
new car in one's preferred color. In a common experimental paradigm,
one might be oﬀered choices between “$10 immediately versus $20 in a
week” or “$15 in a week versus $18 in a month.” In these types of
decisions, the subjective value of a reward (or a loss, but the focus here
is on rewards) decreases as a function of delay in its receipt. This
phenomenon is known as temporal discounting. Discounting can be further quantiﬁed in terms of the rate at which subjective value declines
over time. Discounting research was developed in a seminal work by
Ainslie (1975), and remains a key area of decision research (see
Urminsky and Zauberman, 2016, for recent review). It also has implications for psychological conditions such as depression and anxiety,

and for pathological personality traits such as impulsiveness (e.g.,
Hartley and Phelps, 2012; Xia et al., 2017).
One particularly striking characteristic of human temporal decision
making is the overwhelming preference that people show for immediate
rewards, often referred to as a present bias (O'Donoghue and Rabin,
1999). Higher rates of individual discounting, including a greater preference for immediate rewards, have been associated with a wide range
of measures of well-being and life success including poorer academic
performance (Kirby et al., 2005; Reimers et al., 2009), psychopathology
(e.g., Pinto et al., 2014; Pulcu et al., 2014), deﬁcits in social functioning
(Hirsh et al., 2008), poor economic choices (Chabris et al., 2008; Meier
and Sprenger, 2010), and less healthy behaviors (e.g., Chapman et al.,
2001; MacKillop et al., 2011). Consistent with these negative outcomes,
greater discounting is often referred to as impatient or impulsive discounting behavior. While some discounting is considered rational from
an economic perspective (Loewenstein and Prelec, 1992; Samuelson,
1937), it is important to develop tools to help individuals reduce impatience when their temporal choices routinely lead to non-adaptive
and unhealthy outcomes.
There are likely many factors that contribute to discounting behavior. In one framework, immediate-reward options are assumed to elicit
automatic aﬀective responses that appeal to short-term goals and produce an urge to select this option (e.g., eating a piece of cake now vs.
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1.2. Gratitude, individual diﬀerences, and P3

losing weight in a month; e.g., Metcalfe and Mischel, 1999; Soman
et al., 2005). This approach emphasizes that cognitive eﬀort is required
to control the prepotent aﬀective response so that both choice options
can be evaluated more fully (Shiv and Fedorikhin, 1999). A complementary framework emphasizes the decision maker's mental representation of choice options, time delay, and goals (Malkoc and
Zaubermann, 2006). In this framework, discounting is attributed, in
part, to diﬀerences between options in terms of level of abstraction,
sensory quality, and aﬀect elicited. Manipulations that impact how the
options are represented (e.g., increasing aﬀective qualities of the futurereward option) reduce discounting (e.g., Malkoc et al., 2010; Zhao
et al., 2007). Discounting is also related to time perception and to beliefs about the likelihood of receipt of promised future rewards (Worthy
et al., 2014). One common theme is that greater discounting is often
associated with decreased processing of future-reward options relative
to more immediate-reward options.
Individual diﬀerences relevant to psychopathology including several personality traits and cognitive skills have also been linked to
discounting behavior. Trait impulsivity, a predisposition towards acting
prematurely and without foresight (Dalley et al., 2011), has been associated with a higher rate of discounting, though ﬁndings are mixed
(de Wit et al., 2006; Koﬀ and Lucas, 2011; Ostaszewski, 1996; Sripada
et al., 2011; but see Martin and Potts, 2009; Reynolds et al., 2006),
leaving open whether there is a relationship between self-report scaledbased and behavioral choice-based measures of impulsivity. Additionally, trait anxiety (Xia et al., 2017) and other traits involving
negative emotional arousal such as neuroticism (Hirsh et al., 2008;
Manning et al., 2014) and sadness (Lerner et al., 2012) have been associated with a higher rate of discounting. In contrast, a lower rate of
discounting is found in those with strong numeracy skills (Benjamin
et al., 2013; Frederick, 2005), and with high cognitive functioning more
generally (Kirby et al., 2005; Shamosh and Gray, 2008; Weatherly and
Ferraro, 2011; but see Manning et al., 2014). In general, heightened
aﬀective processing has been linked to increased discounting, while
high cognitive functioning has been associated with reduced discounting, suggesting that the balance of cognition-emotion interaction
plays a role in discounting.
Recently, gratitude has been proposed as a potential tool for promoting patience in temporal decision making (DeSteno, 2018). Gratitude is a positive emotion one feels when another person has given, or
attempted to give, one something of value and, more generally, is an
attitude of thankfulness and appreciation of life and the positive in the
world (Emmons and McCullough, 2004; see Wood et al., 2010, for review). In a central study, DeSteno et al. (2014) induced gratitude
through a short exercise in which participants wrote about an experience that made them feel grateful. In control conditions, participants
instead wrote about an experience that made them feel happy or about
a typical day. In a decision task, those in the gratitude condition discounted less than those in control conditions, making more future-reward choices. That the happiness induction (i.e., another aﬀect with
positive valence) did not also reduce discounting illustrated the speciﬁcity of the relationship between gratitude and discounting. Further
evidence was presented in later work in which lower rates of monetary
discounting were found among individuals with chronically elevated
gratitude in everyday life (Dickens and DeSteno, 2016). How gratitude
reduces discounting is not clear, but gratitude inductions have also been
found to promote prosocial behaviors over self-interested ones in other
tasks (Bartlett and DeSteno, 2006; Bartlett et al., 2012; DeSteno et al.,
2010; Nowak and Roch, 2007), and to produce positive aﬀect and wellbeing (including reducing anxiety and worry; e.g., Lau and Cheng,
2011; Ramirez et al., 2014; Watkins et al., 2003), suggesting ways in
which gratitude might inﬂuence decision making. The research is also
promising in terms of possible broad beneﬁts of gratitude interventions
for improving overall well-being.

In the present work, we investigated the electrophysiological correlates of the relationship between induced gratitude and discounting
using event-related potential (ERP) methodology with a focus on the
ERP component known as the P3. The P3 is a positive deﬂection in the
EEG waveform that typically occurs ~300 ms after a stimulus presentation with maximal amplitude at the brain's midline over the parietal lobe (Sutton et al., 1965). The P3 is a measure of central nervous
system activity that reﬂects the processing of incoming information (see
Polich, 2007, for review). A traditional P3-eliciting task is an “oddball”
paradigm where one is prompted to respond to an infrequent target
stimulus (e.g., a high pitched tone) occurring in a background of frequent stimuli (e.g., low pitched tones; e.g., Donchin et al., 1978). In this
task, P3 amplitude is greater for target relative to non-target stimuli.
While the meaning of the P3 is not fully understood, P3 activity is
highly sensitive to the motivational signiﬁcance of the stimulus
(Begleiter et al., 1983; Kok, 2001; Polich and Kok, 1995), deﬁned as
having central relevance to the task (see Nieuwenhuis et al., 2005, for
review). P3 activity is also sensitive to stimulus components that are not
task-relevant but may be related to broader motivational goals. For
example, emotional stimuli elicit a larger P3 than neutral stimuli, even
when emotional content is not task-relevant (Schupp et al., 2003).
Additionally, P3 activity is modulated by the amount of attention paid
to the stimulus, with activity emerging when a stimulus is attended to
but not when it is intentionally ignored or when attention is occupied
by a dual task (Donchin and Cohen, 1967; Duncan-Johnson and
Donchin, 1977; Hillyard et al., 1973). Overall, P3 activity is thought to
reﬂect stimulus evaluation, and the degree to which or quality with
which that information is actively processed (Polich and Herbst, 2000).
The P3 has been elicited with presentation of subjective-choice alternatives in decision making tasks in only a few studies. In a discounting study by Li et al. (2012), simultaneous presentation of a novel
immediate- and future-reward choice stimuli elicited a P3 (maximal at
electrode Pz). Some types of choice characteristics appear to elicit a
larger P3 than others. This is shown in a diﬀerent type of subjective
decision making task in which individually presented gambles involving risk (e.g., a 75% chance of gaining $100) elicited larger P3s than
those involving ambiguity (e.g., an unknown chance of gaining $100),
and individuals were more likely to play the risky gambles (Wang et al.,
2015). There is also evidence of individual diﬀerences in the extent to
which a choice characteristic is associated with a larger (or smaller) P3.
In a discounting study by Xia et al. (2017), individuals were presented
with choice options one at a time prior to decision making. Individuals
high in trait anxiety had larger P3s in response to immediate-reward
options (whether or not this option was ultimately selected on an individual trial) while individuals low in trait anxiety had larger P3s in
response to presentation of future-reward options. More anxious individuals were also more likely to select immediate-reward options
relative to those lower in anxiety. In general, a large P3 amplitude has
been most often associated with an individual's dominant preference.
No known studies have considered diﬀerences in P3 amplitude in a
discounting task as a function of a gratitude manipulation. The present
experiment involved a brief writing-based gratitude or neutral mood
induction task (which will be referred to here as a gratitude manipulation), modeled after DeSteno et al. (2014), followed by a 240-trial
temporal discounting task. The discounting task procedure most commonly used in behavioral studies is one in which immediate- and future-reward options, presented simultaneously, both vary across trials
(e.g., Li et al., 2012). However, such a procedure poses diﬃculties for
interpretation of P3 activity because, among other reasons, P3 activity
could be elicited by either or both choice options. One alternative
procedure, the one we use here, is one in which the immediate-reward
option is held constant and only the future-reward option changes
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2. Method
2.1. Participants
A total of 108 university undergraduates (47 men and 61 women;
12 left-handed) volunteered in exchange for introductory psychology
course credit. The study was approved by the university's Institutional
Review Board, and all participants gave their written consent prior to
participation. Participants were randomly assigned to either a Neutral
(n = 53) or Gratitude (n = 55) condition, with the experimenter blind
to assignment. Participants were run individually in two-hour sessions
in which they participated in several studies. After exclusion of a
number of participants due to EEG noise or to an insuﬃcient number of
trials of one of the response types (immediate-reward choice or futurereward choice; see Results section for details), 84 participants (34 men
and 50 women; 7 left-handed) remained, with 40 participants in the
Neutral condition and 44 participants in the Gratitude condition. A
power analysis indicated N = 84 to be the sample size needed to replicate the behavioral gratitude eﬀect on discounting (d = 0.62;
DeSteno et al., 2014) with a power of 0.80. Thus, the size in the ﬁnal
sample used in analyses here was suﬃcient for replication. We also reran all behavioral analyses with N = 103 participants (all participants
except the 5 for which there was EEG noise), with no change in ﬁndings, as we indicate in the Results section.

Fig. 1. Example of a delay discounting choice in which one must select a preference between the immediate smaller reward (at left) and the future larger
reward (at right). The immediate reward remained constant across trials while
the future reward varied across trials in dollar value and in length of delay
period.

across trials (following Kable and Glimcher, 2007; see Fig. 1). With this
approach, even though both choice options are presented simultaneously, stimulus-driven electrophysiological activity can be attributed
more directly to the processing of one of the options – in this case, the
future-reward option.
Our focal question was whether manipulated gratitude, which has
been previously shown to lead to increased selection of the future-reward option, also inﬂuences P3 amplitude for the future-reward option.
We predicted greater P3 amplitude among gratitude-induced individuals (relative to neutral controls) expected individuals with
greater P3 amplitude to be those with lower rates of discounting in
general. A ﬁnding of increased P3 activity among individuals with
heightened gratitude would provide evidence that this aﬀective state
enhances processing of future-reward options, and would demonstrate
the use electrophysiological methods to further establish the role of
gratitude in altering stimulus evaluation of future-reward choice options. Further, given only a few studies illustrating a P3 in subjective
decision contexts, ﬁndings from the present study could strengthen
evidence for the relationship between P3 amplitude for a choice stimulus and general preference for that type of stimulus across trials. In
other words, the study has the potential to show P3 amplitude for the
future-reward option to be an index of preference for this type of option
across trials (as reﬂected in one's rate of discounting).
At the end of the present study, trait and state anxiety, trait impulsivity, and numeracy scale measures were also administered. P3
amplitude has generally been found to be lower for individuals higher
in trait impulsivity in a variety of simple cognitive tasks, largely across
types of stimuli (e.g., oddball task; Harmon-Jones et al., 1997; Russo
et al., 2008; De Pascalis et al., 2004) but this ﬁnding has not been established in subjective decision contexts (see Martin and Potts, 2009).
As introduced earlier, there is some evidence that trait anxious individuals show reduced P3 amplitude for future-reward options (Xia
et al., 2017). For numeracy, more numerate individuals have been
shown to have larger amplitudes on multiple ERP components associated with magnitude judgment (see Dehaene, 1996: Paulsen et al.,
2010), but we know of no studies that speak to the relationship between
numeracy, subjective choice behavior, and P3 activity. In the present
study, despite these limited or mixed past ﬁndings, we considered
whether there might be greater P3 amplitude among individuals low in
trait impulsivity and anxiety, and we considered whether there might
be greater P3 amplitude among individuals high in numeracy. Additionally, we evaluated interactions between condition and other
measures to assess whether the gratitude intervention might be particularly eﬀective (or ineﬀective) in modulating P3 amplitude for individuals high in trait impulsivity and anxiety.

2.2. Procedure
Participants completed the mood induction task, the temporal discounting task, and a subsequent standard battery of individual diﬀerence scales in the order presented below. However, participants were
instructed on and given practice trials for the temporal discounting task
before they completed the gratitude intervention task. This was done in
order to maximize any eﬀect of the induction task by minimizing interaction between participant and experimenter between the induction
and discounting tasks. Participants were ﬁt with an electrode cap at the
outset of the study, EEG recordings were made during the temporal
discounting task only, and the cap was removed before scales were
administered at the end of the study.
2.2.1. Mood induction task
Following DeSteno et al. (2014), seated participants were prompted
by instructions on a computer screen to recall the events of a typical,
generic past day (Neutral condition), or to recall an event that made
them feel grateful (Gratitude condition), and to spend 5 min typing
their recollection in detail. Immediately following the written mood
induction task, participants completed a computerized state aﬀect
measure consisting of several descriptors (again following DeSteno
et al.), intended as a manipulation check. Participants indicated on a 5point scale (1 = not at all, 5 = very much) how much their current state
could be described by 17 aﬀective descriptors (e.g., happy, bored, conﬁdent). Gratitude level was operationalized as the mean response to the
grateful, appreciative, and thankful descriptors. Happiness was operationalized as the mean response to happy, content, and pleasant, and
was included here only to assess the manipulation's speciﬁcity.
2.2.2. Temporal discounting task
Each participant was presented with 120 unique choices, which
were subsequently repeated in a diﬀerent order for a total of 240 trials
(task procedure adapted from Li et al., 2012; McClure et al., 2007;
Oswald and Sailer, 2013). Each participant saw the trials on a computer
screen in one of four randomized orders. All of the choices were between receiving $10 today (on the left side of the display; see Fig. 1)
and a larger amount of money in the future (on the right side of the
display; all rewards were hypothetical). The magnitude of the future
reward varied over 12 amounts: $11, $12, $13, $14, $15, $16, $25,
$26, $27, $28, $29, and $30. The delay of the future reward varied over
204
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and activity below 0.5 μV for 100 ms. Individual channel mode was
used.

10 levels: 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 12, 13, 14, 15, and 16 weeks (12 amounts × 10
delay levels = 120 trials). Magnitude and delay values were selected so
that the future reward option would be chosen approximately half of
the time on average across participants (see Oswald and Sailer, 2013).
As shown in Fig. 1, each trial consisted of a 1000 ms ﬁxation cross
followed by presentation of a choice stimulus. A 3000 ms response
window started at the same time as the presentation of the stimulus. As
soon as a response was given (or at the end of 3000 ms if this came
ﬁrst), the stimulus was replaced with a blank rest screen for 1500 ms
before the next trial began. Participants were instructed that they could
choose the immediate choice with their left index ﬁnger, which was to
be placed over the leftmost button on the response box, or the future
choice with their right index ﬁnger, which was to be placed over the
rightmost button. Both buttons were black, and all other buttons were
covered with white paper. Participants were asked to focus on the
ﬁxation cross to avoid excessive eye movement, and were given a 2-min
rest break after each set of 60 trials. Before performing the primary
task, participants completed a set of 12 practice trials that used smaller
dollar values than the actual trials (e.g., $1 today or $2 in 1 week).
Participants were given the opportunity to ask questions and, if needed,
to repeat the practice trials until they understood the task.

3. Results
3.1. Data rejection
To obtain an acceptable signal to noise ratio, Luck (2014) and
Woodman (2010) suggest ~30–60 trials per response type per participant as a rule of thumb for large waveforms (such as the P3) with fewer
trials possible in contexts with minimal noise and attentive participants.
With these standards in mind, and with the goal of maintaining the
largest sample size for data analysis without compromising ERP data
quality at the individual level, we set an a priori cutoﬀ of 20 trials. That
is, participants were excluded from all analyses if there was signiﬁcant
EEG noise during recording or if fewer than 20 EEG trials could be
analyzed per response type. We excluded the participants from both the
behavioral and the ERP analyses (even though the exclusions were for
the integrity of the ERP analyses) for evaluation of and interpretation of
ﬁndings across types of data.
Five participants were immediately excluded from all analyses due
to EEG noise. A total of 19 additional participants were excluded due to
having an insuﬃcient number of trials (< 20 trials) in which the immediate-reward choice was selected (9 participants; 4 from Gratitude
condition) or in which the future-reward choice was selected (12 participants; 6 from Gratitude condition), i.e., extreme choice patterns.
These excluded participants were lower in state anxiety than included
participants (M = 1.8 vs. 2.2 respectively; t(106) = 2.71, SE = 0.14,
p = .008), but otherwise did not diﬀer. Data from 84 participants were
analyzed and reported here. However, to assess whether the behavioral
ﬁndings were dependent on the subset of data used, we also re-ran all
analyses using all participants except the 5 with EEG noise, for a total of
N = 103 participants. There were no diﬀerences in patterns of ﬁndings
or statistical analyses with the larger data for either the behavioral or
the ERP ﬁndings. In other words, limiting the set of participants did not
change the results or interpretation in any way.

2.2.3. Scale measures
Participants completed a standard battery of individual diﬀerence
scales on the computer. Of interest here were three scales: Barratt's 30item Impulsiveness Scale (BIS; Patton et al., 1995) with subscales of
motor (BIS-M), attentional (BIS-A), and nonplanning (BIS-NP) impulsiveness; a 40-item State/Trait Anxiety Index (STAI; Spielberger et al.,
1983) with separate measures for state (STAI-S) and trait (STAI-T)
anxiety; and an 8-item Abbreviated Numeracy Scale (abbreviated NUM
here; Weller et al., 2013) measuring one's ability to understand, manipulate and use numerical information. BIS and STAI responses were
elicited on a 1–4 Likert scale, with larger numbers indicating greater
item endorsement. The average of responses to relevant items, after
appropriate reverse coding, was computed separately for each scale or
subscale. The NUM contains free-response problems, and score was
computed as the number of problems answered correctly.

3.2. Gratitude manipulation and scale scores
2.2.4. EEG recording and data processing
EEG recordings were collected using a 64-channel cap (Cortech
Solutions, Wilmington, NC), and the BioSemi ActiveTwo system
(BioSemi, Amsterdam, Netherlands), with electrode sites arranged
based on the 10–20 System. During oﬄine processing, all data were
referenced to the average of the two electrodes placed on left and right
mastoids. Eye movements and blinks were recorded from two electrodes placed around each eye (four total). Speciﬁcally, an electrode
was placed 1 cm outside of each eye to record horizontal eye movements, and another electrode was placed 1 cm below each eye to record
vertical eye movements. EEG data was collected using a sampling rate
of 1024 Hz and input was ﬁltered with a low-pass 100 Hz ﬁlter and a
high-pass 0.16 Hz ﬁlter. The signal was ampliﬁed by a gain of 1 at each
electrode.
BrainVision Analyzer (Brain Products GmbH, Munich, Germany)
was used to process data oﬄine. Data were ﬁrst re-referenced to the
average of the left and right mastoid electrodes. They were then ﬁltered
with Butterworth zero phase ﬁlters with a low cutoﬀ of 0.1 Hz, a high
cutoﬀ of 30 Hz, and a maximal slope of 24 dB/oct. Discounting task
trials were segmented into stimulus-locked epochs from 200 ms before
to 1000 ms after stimulus presentation. The Gratton and Coles algorithm (Gratton et al., 1983) was used to perform ocular corrections.
Baseline correction for stimulus-locked epochs was performed using the
200 ms period immediately prior to stimulus presentation. Artifacts
were detected and rejected through automatic inspection, with segments falling outside of these parameters automatically marked for
rejection: a maximal voltage step of 75 μV/ms, a maximal diﬀerence of
175 μV between the highest and lowest points in an interval of 400 ms,

Descriptive statistics for scales are shown in Table 1 and correlations
between scales are in Table 2. Scores were approximately normally
distributed (|skewness| < 1). Participants in the Gratitude condition
had
higher
self-reported
gratitude
(M = 4.3,
SD = 0.72,
range = 2.67–5.00) than those in the Neutral condition (M = 3.9,
SD = 1.10, range = 1.33–5.00); t(82) = −2.46, SE = 0.20, p = .016),
but did not have higher self-reported happiness (M = 3.4 vs. 3.3 for
Gratitude and Neutral conditions respectively; t(82) = −0.77,
SE = 0.21, p = .442), evidence that the manipulation selectively increased state gratitude as intended. However, the diﬀerence in means
was smaller than in DeSteno et al. (2014), where the means were 4.8

Table 1
Descriptive statistics for individual diﬀerence measures.

Attentional impulsiveness (BIS-A)
Motor impulsiveness (BIS-M)
Nonplanning impulsiveness (BIS-N)
Trait anxiety (STAI-T)
State anxiety (STAI-S)
Numeracy (NUM)
Hyperbolic discount factor (k)

M

SD

Range

Skewness

2.23
1.93
2.10
2.31
2.23
5.65
0.62

0.49
0.36
0.40
0.54
0.63
1.34
0.39

1.38–3.63
1.18–2.91
1.27–3.09
1.20–3.75
1.20–3.95
1.00–8.00
0.002–1.57

0.68
0.33
0.31
0.32
0.61
−0.52
0.39

N = 84. Notes: BIS, STAI-T and STAT-S were on a 4-point scale; and NUM can
range from 0 to 8 correct responses; values closer to 0 on k indicate a lower rate
of discounting. Values were within the expected ranges for a college student
sample.
205
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Table 2
Correlations between condition and individual diﬀerence measures.
GEND
COND
GEND
BIS-A
BIS-M
BIS-N
STAI-T
STAI-S
NUM

−.06

BIS-A
.02
.02

BIS-M
.16
−.15
.43⁎⁎⁎

BIS-N
−.03
.05
.39⁎⁎⁎
.52⁎⁎⁎

STAI-T
.13
.20
.41⁎⁎⁎
−.11
.19

STAI-S
.01
.11
.44⁎⁎⁎
−.13
.15
.78⁎⁎⁎

NUM
⁎

.27
−.22
.04
.17
−.03
−.07
−.11

Table 3
Linear regression for predicting k from condition and individual diﬀerence
measures.

k
−.07
−.01
.07
−.05
.08
.19
.31⁎⁎
−.39⁎⁎⁎

Notes: For Condition, −1 = Neutral condition and 1 = Gratitude condition. For
Gender, −1 = male and 1 = female.
⁎⁎⁎
p < .001.
⁎⁎
p < .01.
⁎
p < .05.

Model

B

SE

β

t

p

Constant
COND
GEND
BIS-A
BIS-M
BIS-N
STAI-T
NUM

25.53
0.04
−1.75
−0.05
0.03
1.13
4.16
−3.27

10.73
1.39
1.36
3.45
5.04
4.02
2.87
0.89

−0.14
0.00
0.00
0.00
0.04
0.19
−0.41

2.38
0.03
−1.29
−0.01
0.01
0.28
1.45
−3.69

.020
.975
.203
.989
.996
.779
.152
< .001

Notes: For overall model: F(7,76) = 2.69, MSE = 135, p = .015, R2 = .20. With
STAI-S in place of STAI-T: STAI-S B = 7.32, SE = 3.29, β = 0.38, t = 2.23,
p = .029. In separate analysis adding all two-way interactions with COND, no
interactions were statistically signiﬁcant (ps > .100 except COND × GEND
p = .061). In an alternative separate analysis adding a two-way interaction
between NUM and STAI-S, the latter was not statistically signiﬁcant
(p > .100). Boldface indicates statistically signiﬁcant predictors.

(SD = 0.38) versus 3.0 (SD = 1.04) for the Gratitude and Neutral
conditions respectively, which could reduce the condition eﬀect on
behavior. Surprisingly, condition was also correlated with numeracy,
with numeracy scores in the Gratitude condition (M = 6.05, SD = 1.51,
range = 2–8) higher than those in the Neutral condition (M = 5.23,
SD = 1.49, range = 1–8; t(82) = −2.50, SE = 0.33, p = .014). It is
possible that the participants assigned to the Gratitude condition were
more numerate, or alternatively it might be that the gratitude induction
led to better performance on the numeracy task perhaps as a result of
focusing attention, consistent with suggestive evidence of math performance improvements with a mindfulness intervention (SchonertReichl et al., 2015).

p = .012) and positively with response time for future-reward choice
trials (r(82) = .36, p = .009). In other words, the more one discounted,
the more quickly immediate-reward choices and the less quickly futurereward choices were made.
3.4. Relationship between gratitude manipulation and choice behavior
Unlike past work, gratitude did not inﬂuence choice behavior in that
k did not diﬀer between Gratitude (M = 18, SD = 12, range = 1.4–48)
and Neutral (M = 20, SD = 12, range = 0.07–45) conditions, t
(82) = 0.66, SE = 2.72, p = .511.2 The value of k was correlated with
numeracy, and state anxiety, as shown in Table 2. Similarly, in a linear
regression with all predictors included in the model (see Table 3), only
state anxiety and numeracy were reliable predictors of k. (Note that the
model was run once with trait anxiety and once with state anxiety in its
place because they are highly correlated, but only state anxiety was a
reliable predictor.) In other words, we replicated a previously observed
correlation between discounting and number skills (i.e., more numerate
individuals discount less) and also found a correlation between discounting and state anxiety (i.e., more anxious individuals discount
more). We did not ﬁnd evidence of any relationship between discounting and trait impulsivity or trait anxiety (or, in a separate analysis,
of an interaction between numeracy and state anxiety, p > .100). It is
possible that state anxiety arose from use of ERP methods (e.g., participant unfamiliarity with electrodes, discomfort with physical contact)
and had a greater impact on behavior relative to other predictors than
might otherwise be observed. Response times did not diﬀer between
Gratitude (M = 1012 ms, SD = 194, range = 526–1354) and Neutral
(M = 1064 ms, SD = 238, range = 525–1522) conditions, t(82) = 1.10,
SE = 47, p = .275, and were not predicted by any individual diﬀerence
measures.

3.3. Temporal discounting behavioral responses
3.3.1. Choice behavior
Participants gave a response to an average of 238 out of 240 trials
(SD = 2.5, range = 223–240). Across repeated stimuli, participants
gave the same response a mean of M = 86% (SD = 8, range = 50–98)
of the time when a response was given, indicating high reliability.
Immediate-reward choices were given M = 150 times (SD = 47,
range = 29–207) and future-reward choices were given 88 times
(SD = 47, range = 33–211). The average percentage of immediate-reward choices was 63% (SD = 20, range = 12–86). A hyperbolic discount factor (k) was estimated using a modiﬁed version of DeSteno
et al. (2014) Matlab program. This estimation process assumes a hyperbolic discount function, where dollar value is multiplied by 1/
(1 + k ∗ days of delay) to predict discounted value, a function that well
describes human behavior (Mazur, 1987; Myerson and Green, 1995).1
Values of k can range from 0 to inﬁnity, where a number closer to 0
indicates less discounting. Here, the mean k was 0.62 (SD = 0.39,
range = 0.002–1.57) and was highly correlated with percentage of
immediate choices made (r = .90). There were no diﬀerences in choices
made in the ﬁrst versus the second half of trials, with the exception that
the total number of trials completed was slightly higher in the second
half than in the ﬁrst (M = 119.6 vs. 119.0 respectively; t(83) = −3.16,
SE = 0.20, p = .002).

3.5. ERP analyses

3.3.2. Response times
There were no reliable diﬀerence in RTs for immediate-reward
(M = 1056 ms, SD = 234, range = 542–1641) relative to future-reward
choices (M = 1080 ms, SD = 227, range = 459–1624; t(83) = −1.33,
SE = 18, p = .187). Average RT was not correlated with k, r
(82) = −.09, p = .434. However, k was correlated negatively with response time for immediate-reward choice trials (r(82) = −.26,

The P3 was characterized as the mean amplitude of the waveform at
electrode Pz in the window from 275 to 375 ms after stimulus (see
Fig. 1). Pz was selected a priori based on its status as the electrode of
peak amplitude in related past work (e.g., Li et al., 2012). Correlations
between individual diﬀerence measures and P3 amplitude are shown in
Table 4, separately for trials on which the immediate-reward versus the
future-reward response was given. There were no reliable diﬀerences in
P3 activity between immediate-reward (M = 7.54 μV, SD = 4.73,

1
We also ran all analyses using an exponential discount function (see Berns et al.,
2007, for discussion of both models). The ﬁndings do not change.

2
The ﬁnding does not change if we control for self-reported gratitude in each condition
before analyzing the correlation between condition and k (p > .500).
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is, individuals with greater P3 were not more likely to choose the future-reward choice option.

Table 4
Correlations between individual diﬀerence measures and P3 amplitudes.
P3

3.6. Discussion
COND
GEND
BIS-A
BIS-M
BIS-N
STAI-T
STAI-S
NUM
k

Immediate

Future

.21^
.16
−.17
−.10
−.16
−.25⁎
−.33⁎⁎
−.04
−.16

.18
.20
−.14
−.17
−.12
−.20
−.34⁎⁎
−.05
−.20

3.6.1. Summary of ﬁndings
The present study builds on past behavioral work in which individuals showed less temporal discounting after being induced to experience gratitude relative to being in a neutral mood induction condition (DeSteno et al., 2014). Here, we similarly manipulated gratitude;
however, unlike past work, we found no behavioral diﬀerence in discounting between conditions. We also found no relationship between
trait anxiety or impulsivity and discounting behavior, but did ﬁnd that
discounting behavior was related to state anxiety and numeracy. Speciﬁcally, individuals with higher state anxiety and, independently, low
numeracy had the highest rates of discounting. When we obtained ERP
data for the P3, a measure of motivated processing of the stimulus, we
found that, as predicted, individuals in the Gratitude condition had
higher P3s than those in the Neutral condition. State and trait anxiety
were also associated with P3 activity, with more anxious individuals
having lower P3s; other individual diﬀerence measures (including rate
of discounting) did not predict P3.

Note: A positive correlation indicates that as the individual-diﬀerence measure
increases, P3 amplitude (in a positive direction) increases.
⁎⁎
p < .01.
⁎
p < .05.
^
p < .06.
Table 5
Linear regression for predicting P3 amplitude from condition and individual
diﬀerence measures.
Model

B

SE

(Constant)
COND
GEND
BIS-A
BIS-M
BIS-N
STAI-T
NUM
k

12.73
2.99
2.00
0.92
−3.07
0.17
−2.78
−0.38
−0.05

4.34
1.00
0.99
1.25
1.82
1.45
1.06
0.35
0.04

β

t

p

0.33
0.22
0.10
−0.24
0.02
−0.34
−0.13
−0.15

2.91
2.98
2.01
0.74
−1.68
0.12
−2.63
−1.09
−1.29

.004
.004
.048
.464
.097
.905
.010
.281
.200

3.6.2. Behavioral ﬁndings
The non-replication of the behavioral gratitude eﬀect here was
unforeseen. One possible explanation for the non-replication is that
because the diﬀerence in self-reported gratitude between conditions
was smaller here than in DeSteno et al. (2014), the manipulation might
have been insuﬃcient for revealing an eﬀect. Another possibility is that
even though the task methods used here have been used in various past
studies, one or more methodological decisions might have led to conditions under which the behavioral gratitude eﬀect does not emerge.
Diﬀerences here relative to DeSteno et al., 2014; largely resulting from
adaptation of the task to the ERP context) include using hypothetical
rather than real rewards, varying one choice option rather than both
options, and having decision-task instructions precede the mood manipulation. It may be, for example, that in the context of a real reward,
participant evaluations of experimenter trustworthiness to dispense the
reward (which might vary with gratitude level) are more consequential.
Or, possibly, administering practice discounting trials before the
writing task set in motion a pattern of behavior such that the decision
maker was later less sensitive to changes in aﬀective state. These possibilities inform considerations for future behavioral and neurophysiological work in this area.
The above-described methodological choices could help to understand diﬀerences between the present study and some past ﬁndings
involving trait anxiety and impulsivity. However, it is likely that any
negative relationship between each of these measures and discounting
is weak, at most, with non-clinical student samples. While our own
behavioral ﬁndings with trait anxiety were not statistically signiﬁcant,
the correlations were suggestive (e.g., r = .19 for trait anxiety and
discounting) and similar in pattern to state anxiety, suggesting a possible weak relationship, or perhaps one that might have even been
obscured by a modest presence of state anxiety in response to the ERP
context. With regard to trait impulsivity, there was no evidence of a
reliable relationship with discounting behavior. The latter is not surprising given the large body of studies with mixed ﬁndings that has led
many to recently conclude that impulsive choice (i.e., discounting behavior), impulsive action, and impulsivity scales largely measure different types of impulsivity (see MacKillop et al., 2016).
The ﬁnding here that more numerate individuals had lower rates of
discounting is consistent with ﬁndings from several past studies that
used only a few discounting questions and thus could not calculate
discount rates, but did ﬁnd that more numerate individuals were more
likely to choose the future rewards (Ghazal et al., 2014; Peters et al.,
2008). The present ﬁnding also supports the broader conclusion that

Notes: Overall F(8,75) = 2.81, MSE = 18, p = .009, R2 = .23. With STAI-S in
place of STAI-T in model: STAI-S B = −3.01, SE = 0.92, β = −0.42,
t = −3.28, p = .002. When adding all interactions with COND, only
COND × BIS-A (p = .069) and COND × STAI-T (p = .094) approached statistical signiﬁcance. Same pattern emerges with exclusion of k from predictors.

range = −5.54 - 26.39) and future-reward trials (M = 7.17 μV,
SD = 5.07, range = −6.22-21.43; t(83) = 1.43, p = .156), the correlation between P3 activity for immediate- and future-reward responses
was high (r = .89; p < .001), and correlations with other measures
were similar across response types. For these reasons, P3 amplitudes
were collapsed over response type for regression analyses.3 A linear
regression, as shown in Table 5, was conducted to test the relationship
between condition (and individual diﬀerence variables) and P3 activity.
The analysis identiﬁes condition, gender, and trait anxiety (or state
anxiety if included instead; these were considered separately because
they are highly correlated) as reliable predictors of P3 amplitude. As
predicted, individuals in the Gratitude condition had higher P3 amplitude than those in the Neutral condition (illustrated more fully in
Fig. 2); and individuals with greater trait and state anxiety had lower P3
activity. No other measures or two-way interactions with condition
were reliable predictors of P3. Notably, neither k nor numeracy (which
was correlated with k) was correlated with P3. Given that numeracy
was found to be greater in the Gratitude condition than in the Neutral
condition (and thus the variables are correlated), we re-ran the regression after removing condition as a predictor. The eﬀect of numeracy
on P3 was unchanged, suggesting that the gratitude eﬀect on P3 was
not due to diﬀerences in numeracy between the two conditions. In sum,
as predicted, gratitude condition inﬂuenced P3 amplitude but, surprisingly, P3 amplitude was not related to choice behavior overall. That

3
The analyses were also run with response type treated as a within-subjects variable,
and there are no interactions between response type and gratitude condition.
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Fig. 2. (a) Stimulus-locked activity at electrode Pz by condition (Neutral vs. Gratitude) and response type (Immediate vs. Future), (b) P3 mean amplitude in
275–375 ms time window after stimulus presentation, and (c) voltage maps for the same time window.

negative light, and a goal of trying to improve one's immediate state
(see Hartley and Phelps, 2012, for review). One interpretation of the P3
ﬁnding here is that gratitude and state anxiety diﬀerentially aﬀect the
extent to which future-reward choices are engaged for further processing. Individuals induced to experience gratitude might more readily
engage with the future-reward stimulus (e.g., evaluate the dollar value
in relation to the time delay), even on trials where these individuals
ultimately choose the immediate reward. In other words, the simple
prospect of waiting for a higher future-reward option might be more
compelling for individuals in the Gratitude condition, thereby leading
to more in-depth processing of this stimulus type.
While we ﬁnd this interpretation compelling in the context of past
work, it does not fully ﬁt with other ﬁndings from the present study. We
predicted that individuals with greater orientation towards delayed
rewards (as reﬂected in greater P3) would be more likely to choose
these rewards relative to other individuals. However, this was not the
case here: the Gratitude condition inﬂuenced P3 but not rate of discounting, while numeracy predicted rate of discounting but not P3
(and, more generally, rate of discounting itself was not correlated with
P3). One possible resolution of the discrepancy is that openness towards
a future-reward option and ﬁnal valuation of that option need not
correspond as closely as initially predicted. The P3 might reﬂect the
more grateful individuals' initial openness towards a delayed option or
initial engagement with the larger dollar value for this option. But it
need not reﬂect the ﬁnal valuation of the future-reward option that
arises from integration of reward value with delay amount, nor

more numerate individuals pay more attention to numerical information and use it more precisely in decision making (see Reyna et al.,
2009, for review). What is perhaps most striking in the behavioral data
here is that numeracy predicted more of the variation in discounting
rate than any other measure. This suggests that numeracy might be as
important as aﬀect-related measures, at least within a college population, for understanding discounting, and might be a route to reducing
present-focused bias. That said, we found no evidence of an interaction
between numeracy and state anxiety, and thus it seems unlikely that
numeracy training would be likely to mitigate any eﬀects of anxiety on
discounting behavior.
3.6.3. ERP ﬁndings
Although there was no inﬂuence of gratitude manipulation on discounting behavior, individuals in the Gratitude condition had higher P3
amplitude, as predicted. We proposed a gratitude eﬀect on P3 on the
grounds that aﬀective states are generally believed to impact the motivational value of choice stimuli by inﬂuencing content of thought,
depth of thought, and primary goals during decision making (see Lerner
et al., 2015, for review). Emotions with positive valence such as gratitude have been associated with broader attention and more ﬂexible
processing (e.g., Pyone and Isen, 2011; see Isen, 2001, for review), and
gratitude has speciﬁcally been associated with greater consideration of
long-term beneﬁts of choices. In contrast, anxiety signals threat and has
been associated with a narrowing of attentional focus, vigilance,
avoidance of risk, a tendency to interpret ambiguous situations in a
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Conﬂicts of interest

comparison of this value with that of the immediate-reward choice. It is
possible that more grateful individuals in the present study had the
predicted heightened response to the future-reward option as a result of
enhanced interest in the larger delayed reward, but this enhancement
was insuﬃcient in the present context to result in a change in behavior.
An alternative and more parsimonious account of the ﬁndings in the
present study comes from the fact that the P3, in addition to being
associated with motivated stimulus processing, has also been associated
with general state of arousal or more focused attention on a task (see
Polich and Kok, 1995, for review). In the present study, greater P3
amplitude in the Gratitude condition could have resulted from greater
allocation of attentional resources to the task overall, rather than from a
change in sensitivity to the future-reward choice option driven by
gratitude-related motivations. Similarly, a lower P3 among more anxious individuals might have resulted from overall lower allocation of
attentional resources to the choice task, perhaps due to distraction associated with the ERP procedure. Such an account would explain why
P3 activity was not related to choice behavior, and why correlates of P3
activity and those of discounting behavior were distinct. Because we did
not separately measure response to an immediate-reward choice versus
response to a future-reward choice, we cannot tease apart explanations
of ﬁndings that assume enhanced future-reward evaluation versus those
that assume enhanced task processing more generally. Even though
both the Gratitude and the Neutral writing tasks involved a focused
writing activity, writing about a single experience of gratitude might
have served to focus attention, similar to mindfulness activities that
have been shown to enhance focused attention (e.g., Dickenson et al.,
2013; Jha et al., 2007).
The P3 ﬁnding is important here in that it provides ﬁrst evidence of
change in ERP activity in response to a short gratitude manipulation.
The study also raises questions for future research regarding interpretation of the P3 elicited by subjective choice stimuli. In the present
work, we considered that the P3 might be associated with stimulus
components that engage the individual, or that it might reﬂect overall
level of attention to the task. In some studies, the P3 has also been
found to be greater when one makes his or her generally preferred
choice (e.g., Xia et al., 2017), and thus is associated with response
preference. And, in one study using a diﬀerent methodology than the
present one, in which P3s were larger for individuals who preferred the
immediate-reward option, P3 amplitude was interpreted as reﬂecting a
negative response to uncertainty associated with the delayed reward (Li
et al., 2012). The ﬁndings collectively suggest that the P3 may be
sensitive to a wide variety of elements of subjective decision making
tasks, and that further work is needed on correlates of the P3 in this
domain.

None.
References
Ainslie, G., 1975. Specious reward: a behavioral theory of impulsiveness and impulse
control. Psychol. Bull. 82, 463–493.
Bartlett, M.Y., DeSteno, D., 2006. Gratitude and prosocial behavior: helping when it costs
you. Psychol. Sci. 17, 319–325.
Bartlett, M.Y., Condon, P., Cruz, J., Baumann, J., DeSteno, D., 2012. Gratitude: prompting
behaviours that improve relationships. Cognit. Emot. 26, 2–13.
Begleiter, H., Porjesz, B., Chou, C.L., Aunon, J.I., 1983. P3 and incentive value.
Psychophysiology 20, 95–101.
Benjamin, D.J., Brown, S.A., Shapiro, J.M., 2013. Who is “behavioral”? Cognitive ability
and anomalous preferences. J. Eur. Econ. Assoc. 11, 1231–1255.
Berns, G.S., Laibson, D., Loewenstein, G., 2007. Intertemporal choice—toward an integrative framework. Trends Cogn. Sci. 11, 482–488.
Chabris, C.F., Laibson, D., Morris, C.L., Schuldt, J.P., Taubinsky, D., 2008. Individual
laboratory-measured discount rates predict ﬁeld behavior. J. Risk Uncertain. 37,
237–269.
Chapman, G.B., Brewer, N.T., Coups, E.J., Brownlee, S., Leventhal, H., Leventhal, E.A.,
2001. Value for the future and preventive health behavior. J. Exp. Psychol. Appl. 7,
235–250.
Dalley, J.W., Everitt, B.J., Robbins, T.W., 2011. Impulsivity, compulsivity, and top-down
cognitive control. Neuron 69, 680–694.
De Pascalis, V., Strippoli, E., Riccardi, P., Vergari, F., 2004. Personality, event-related
potential (ERP) and heart rate (HR) in emotional word processing. Personal. Individ.
Diﬀer. 36, 873–891.
Dehaene, S., 1996. The organization of brain activations in number comparison: eventrelated potentials and the additive factors method. J. Cogn. Neurosci. 8, 47–68.
DeSteno, D., 2018. Emotional Success: The Power of Gratitude, Compassion, and Pride.
Houghton Miﬄin Harcourt, New York.
DeSteno, D., Bartlett, M.Y., Baumann, J., Williams, L.A., Dickens, L., 2010. Gratitude as
moral sentiment: emotion-guided cooperation in economic exchange. Emotion 10,
289–293.
DeSteno, D., Li, Y., Dickens, L., Lerner, J.S., 2014. Gratitude: a tool for reducing economic
impatience. Psychol. Sci. 25, 1262–1267.
Dickens, L., DeSteno, D., 2016. The grateful are patient: heightened daily gratitude is
associated with attenuated temporal discounting. Emotion 16, 421–425.
Dickenson, J., Berkman, E.T., Arch, J., Lieberman, M.D., 2013. Neural correlates of focused attention during a brief mindfulness induction. Soc. Cogn. Aﬀect. Neurosci. 8,
40–47.
Donchin, E., Cohen, L., 1967. Average evoked potentials and intramodality selective attention. Electroencephalogr. Clin. Neurophysiol. 22, 537–546.
Donchin, E., Ritter, W., McCallum, C., 1978. Cognitive psychophysiology: The endogenous components of the ERP. In: Callaway, E., Tueting, P., Koslow, S. (Eds.),
Brain Event-related Potentials in Man. Academic Press, New York, pp. 349–441.
Duncan-Johnson, C.C., Donchin, E., 1977. On quantifying surprise: the variation of eventrelated potentials with subjective probability. Psychophysiology 14, 456–467.
Emmons, R.A., McCullough, M.E., 2004. The Psychology of Gratitude. Oxford University
Press, New York.
Frederick, S., 2005. Cognitive reﬂection and decision making. J. Econ. Perspect. 19,
25–42.
Frederick, S., Loewenstein, G., O'Donoghue, T., 2002. Time discounting and time preference: a critical review. J. Econ. Lit. 40, 351–401.
Ghazal, S., Cokely, E.T., Garcia-Retamero, R., 2014. Predicting biases in very highly
educated samples: numeracy and metacognition. Judgm. Decis. Mak. 9, 15–34.
Gratton, G., Coles, M.G., Donchin, E., 1983. A new method for oﬀ-line removal of ocular
artifact. Electroencephalogr. Clin. Neurophysiol. 55, 468–484.
Harmon-Jones, E., Barratt, E.S., Wigg, C., 1997. Impulsiveness, aggression, reading, and
the P300 of the event-related potential. Personal. Individ. Diﬀer. 22, 439–445.
Hartley, C.A., Phelps, E.A., 2012. Anxiety and decision-making. Biol. Psychiatry 72,
113–118.
Hillyard, S.A., Hink, R.F., Schwent, V.L., Picton, T.W., 1973. Electrical signs of selective
attention in the human brain. Science 182, 177–180.
Hirsh, J.B., Morisano, D., Peterson, J.B., 2008. Delay discounting: interactions between
personality and cognitive ability. J. Res. Pers. 42, 1646–1650.
Isen, A.M., 2001. An inﬂuence of positive aﬀect on decision making in complex situations:
theoretical issues with practical implications. J. Consum. Psychol. 11, 75–85.
Jha, A.P., Krompinger, J., Baime, M.J., 2007. Mindfulness training modiﬁes subsystems of
attention. Cogn. Aﬀect. Behav. Neurosci. 7, 109–119.
Kable, J.W., Glimcher, P.W., 2007. The neural correlates of subjective value during intertemporal choice. Nat. Neurosci. 10 (12), 1625–1633.
Kirby, K.N., Winston, G.C., Santiesteban, M., 2005. Impatience and grades: delay-discount
rates correlate negatively with college GPA. Learn. Individ. Diﬀer. 15, 213–222.
Koﬀ, E., Lucas, M., 2011. Mood moderates the relationship between impulsiveness and
delay discounting. Personal. Individ. Diﬀer. 50, 1018–1022.
Kok, A., 2001. On the utility of P3 amplitude as a measure of processing capacity.
Psychophysiology 38, 557–577.
Lau, R.W.L., Cheng, S.-T., 2011. Gratitude lessens death anxiety. European Journal of
Aging 8, 169–175.
Lerner, J.S., Li, Y., Weber, E.U., 2012. The ﬁnancial cost of sadness. Psychol. Sci. 24,
72–79.

3.6.4. Conclusions
There is growing interest in the neural processes of gratitude, the
relationship between gratitude and behavior, and ways by which gratitude interventions might promote overall health and well-being. The
present study extends existing behavioral research by illustrating
changes in brain electrophysiological activity associated with the experience of gratitude during the contemplation of choices with immediate versus future consequences. There are a number of important
directions for future research that stem from the present work including: elaboration of how more versus less grateful individuals
mentally represent choice alternatives during temporal discounting; the
assessment of whether gratitude-induced P3 activity generalizes to
other types of choice options previously associated with gratitude (i.e.,
options that beneﬁt the greater good) as well as to stimuli in P3 tasks
(e.g., oddball task) less obviously related to gratitude; and the development of studies aimed at furthering our understanding if and how
choice strategy, P3 activity, and discounting behavior are related to one
another.

209

International Journal of Psychophysiology 133 (2018) 202–210

A.L. Patalano et al.

depressive disorder. Psychol. Med. 44, 1825–1834.
Pyone, J.S., Isen, A.M., 2011. Positive aﬀect, intertemporal choice, and levels of thinking:
increasing consumers' willingness to wait. J. Mark. Res. 48, 532–543.
Ramirez, E., Ortega, A.R., Chamorro, A., Colmenero, J.M., 2014. A program of positive
intervention in the elderly: memories, gratitude and forgiveness. Aging Ment. Health
18, 463–470.
Reimers, S., Maylor, E.A., Stewart, N., Chater, N., 2009. Associations between a one-shot
delay discounting measure and age, income, education and real-world impulsive
behavior. Personal. Individ. Diﬀer. 47, 973–978.
Reyna, V.F., Nelson, W.L., Han, P.K., Dieckmann, N.F., 2009. How numeracy inﬂuences
risk comprehension and medical decision making. Psychol. Bull. 135, 943–973.
Reynolds, B., Ortengren, A., Reynolds, J.B., de Wit, H., 2006. Dimensions of impulsive
behavior: personality and behavioral measures. Personal. Individ. Diﬀer. 40,
305–315.
Russo, P.M., De pascalis, V., Varriale, V., Barratt, E.S., 2008. Impulsivity, intelligence and
P300 wave: an empirical study. Int. J. Psychophysiol. 69, 112–118.
Samuelson, P., 1937. A note on measurement of utility. Rev. Econ. Stud. 4, 155–161.
Schonert-Reichl, K.A., Oberle, E., Lawlor, M.S., Abbott, D., Thomson, K., Oberlander, T.F.,
Diamond, A., 2015. Enhancing cognitive and social–emotional development through
a simple-to-administer mindfulness-based school program for elementary school
children: a randomized controlled trial. Dev. Psychol. 51, 52–66.
Schupp, H.T., Junghöfer, M., Weike, A.I., Hamm, A.O., 2003. Emotional facilitation of
sensory processing in the visual cortex. Psychol. Sci. 14, 7–13.
Shamosh, N.A., Gray, J.R., 2008. Delay discounting and intelligence: a meta-analysis.
Intelligence 36, 289–305.
Shiv, B., Fedorikhin, A., 1999. Heart and mind in conﬂict: the interplay of aﬀect and
cognition in consumer decision making. J. Consum. Res. 26, 278–292.
Soman, D., Ainslie, G., Frederick, S., Xiuping, L., Lynch, J., Moreau, P., Zauberman, G.,
2005. The psychology of intertemporal discounting: why are distant events valued
diﬀerently from proximal ones? Mark. Lett. 16, 347–360.
Spielberger, C.D., Gorsuch, R.L., Lushene, R., Vagg, P.R., Jacobs, G.A., 1983. Manual for
the State-Trait Anxiety Scale. Consulting Psychologists Press, Palo Alto, CA.
Sripada, C., Gonzalez, R., Phan, K., Liberzon, I., 2011. The neural correlates of intertemporal decision-making: contributions of subjective value, stimulus type, and trait
impulsivity. Hum. Brain Mapp. 32, 1637–1648.
Sutton, S., Braren, M., Zubin, J., John, E.R., 1965. Evoked-potential correlates of stimulus
uncertainty. Science 150, 1187–1188.
Urminsky, O., Zauberman, G., 2016. The psychology of intertemporal preferences. In: Wu,
G., Keren, G. (Eds.), Blackwell Handbook of Judgment and Decision Making. WileyBlackwell, Hoboken, NJ, pp. 141–181.
Wang, L., Zhang, J., Hwang, S., Sun, H., 2015. P300 in decision making under risk and
ambiguity. Comput. Intell. Neurosci. 7 Article ID 108417.
Watkins, P.C., Woodward, K., Stone, T., Kolts, R.L., 2003. Gratitude and happiness: development of a measure of gratitude, and relationships with subjective well-being.
Soc. Behav. Personal. Int. J. 31, 431–452.
Weatherly, J.N., Ferraro, F.R., 2011. Executive functioning and delay discounting of four
diﬀerent outcomes in university students. Personal. Individ. Diﬀer. 51, 183–187.
Weller, J.A., Dieckmann, N.F., Tusler, M., Mertz, C.K., Burns, W.J., Peters, E., 2013.
Development and testing of an abbreviated numeracy scale: a Rasch analysis approach. J. Behav. Decis. Mak. 26, 198–212.
de Wit, H., Flory, J.D., Acheson, A., McCloskey, M., Manuck, S.B., 2006. IQ and nonplanning impulsivity are independently associated with delay discounting in middleaged adults. Personal. Individ. Diﬀer. 42, 111–121.
Wood, A.M., Froh, J.J., Geraghty, A.W.A., 2010. Gratitude and well-being: a review and
theoretical integration. Clin. Psychol. Rev. 30, 890–905.
Woodman, G.F., 2010. A brief introduction to the use of event-related potentials in studies of perception and attention. Atten. Percept. Psychophys. 72, 2031–2046.
Worthy, D.A., Byrne, K.A., Fields, S., 2014. Eﬀects of emotion on prospection during
decision making. Front. Psychol. 5, 591.
Xia, L., Gu, R., Zhang, D., Luo, W., 2017. Anxious individuals are impulsive decision
makers in the delay discounting task: an ERP study. Front. Behav. Neurosci. 11, 5.
Zhao, M., Hoeﬄer, S., Zaubermann, G., 2007. Mental simulation and preference consistency over time: the role of process-versus outcome-focused thoughts. J. Mark. Res.
44, 379–388.

Lerner, J.S., Li, Y., Valdesolo, P., Kassam, K.S., 2015. Emotion and decision making.
Annu. Rev. Psychol. 66, 799–823.
Li, J.Z., Gui, D.Y., Feng, C.L., Wang, W.Z., Du, B.Q., Gan, T., Luo, Y.J., 2012. Victims' time
discounting 2.5 years after the Wenchuan earthquake: an ERP study. PLoS One 7,
e40316.
Loewenstein, G., Prelec, D., 1992. Anomalies in intertemporal choice: evidence and an
interpretation. Q. J. Econ. 107, 573–597.
Luck, S., 2014. An Introduction to the Event-Related Potential Technique, 2nd ed. MIT
Press, Cambridge, MA.
MacKillop, J., Amlung, M.T., Few, L.R., Ray, L.A., Sweet, L.W., Munafò, M.R., 2011.
Delayed reward discounting and addictive behavior: a meta-analysis.
Psychopharmacology 216, 305–321.
MacKillop, J., Weafer, J., Gray, J., Oshri, A., Palmer, A., De Wit, H., 2016. The latent
structure of impulsivity: impulsive choice, impulsive action, and impulsive personality traits. Psychopharmacology 233, 3361–3370.
Malkoc, S.A., Zaubermann, G., 2006. Deferring versus expediting consumption: the eﬀect
of outcome concreteness on sensitivity to time horizon. J. Mark. Res. 43, 618–627.
Malkoc, S.A., Zaubermann, G., Bettman, J.R., 2010. Unstuck from the concrete: carryover
eﬀects of abstract mindsets in intertemporal preferences. Organ. Behav. Hum. Decis.
Process. 113, 112–126.
Manning, J., Hedden, T., Wickens, N., Whitﬁeld-Gabrieli, S., Prelec, D., Gabrieli, J.D.,
2014. Personality inﬂuences temporal discounting preferences: behavioral and brain
evidence. NeuroImage 98, 42–49.
Martin, L.E., Potts, G.F., 2009. Impulsivity in decision-making: an event-related potential
investigation. Personal. Individ. Diﬀer. 46, 303–308.
Mazur, J.E., 1987. An adjusting procedure for studying delayed reinforcement. In:
Commonds, M.L., Mazur, J.E., Nevin, J.A., Rachlin, H. (Eds.), Quantitative Analyses
of Behavior. The Eﬀect of Delay and of Intervening Events on Reinforcement Value.
Vol. 5 Erlbaum, Hillsdale, NJ.
McClure, S.M., Ericson, K.M., Laibson, D.I., Loewenstein, G., Cohen, J.D., 2007. Time
discounting for primary rewards. J. Neurosci. 27, 5796–5804.
Meier, S., Sprenger, C., 2010. Present-biased preferences and credit card borrowing.
American Economic Journal: Applied Economics 2, 193–210.
Metcalfe, J., Mischel, W., 1999. A hot/cool-system analysis of delay of gratiﬁcation:
dynamics of willpower. Psychol. Rev. 106, 3–19.
Myerson, J., Green, L., 1995. Discounting of delayed rewards: models of individual
choice. J. Exp. Anal. Behav. 64, 263–276.
Nieuwenhuis, S., Aston-Jones, G., Cohen, J.D., 2005. Decision making, the P3, and the
locus coeruleus-norepinephrine system. Psychol. Bull. 131, 510–532.
Nowak, M.A., Roch, S., 2007. Upstream reciprocity and the evolution of gratitude. Proc.
Biol. Sci. 274, 605–610.
O'Donoghue, T., Rabin, M., 1999. Doing it now or later. Am. Econ. Rev. 89, 103–124.
Ostaszewski, P., 1996. The relation between temperament and rate of temporal discounting. Eur. J. Personal. 10, 161–172.
Oswald, F., Sailer, U., 2013. Slow cortical potentials capture decision processes during
temporal discounting. Eur. J. Neurosci. 37, 1159–1168.
Patton, J.H., Stanford, M.S., Barratt, E.S., 1995. Factor structure of the Barratt impulsiveness scale. J. Clin. Psychol. 51, 768–774.
Paulsen, D.J., Woldorﬀ, M.G., Brannon, E.M., 2010. Individual diﬀerences in nonverbal
number discrimination correlate with event-related potentials and measures of
probabilistic reasoning. Neuropsychologia 48, 3687–3695.
Peters, E., Slovic, P., Västfjäll, D., Mertz, C.K., 2008. Intuitive numbers guide decisions.
Judgm. Decis. Mak. 3, 619–635.
Pinto, A., Steinglass, J.E., Greene, A.L., Weber, E.U., Simpson, H.B., 2014. Capacity to
delay reward diﬀerentiates obsessive-compulsive disorder and obsessive-compulsive
personality disorder. Biol. Psychiatry 75, 653–659.
Polich, J., 2007. Updating P300: an integrative theory of P3a and P3b. Clin.
Neurophysiol. 118, 2128–2148.
Polich, J., Herbst, K.L., 2000. P300 as a clinical assay: rationale, evaluation, and ﬁndings.
Int. J. Psychophysiol. 38, 3–19.
Polich, J., Kok, A., 1995. Cognitive and biological determinants of P300: an integrative
review. Biol. Psychol. 41, 103–146.
Pulcu, E., Trotter, P.D., Thomas, E.J., McFarquhar, M., Juhasz, G., Sahakian, B.J., Deakin,
J.F.W., Zahn, R., Anderson, I.M., Elliott, R., 2014. Temporal discounting in major

210

