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RUBE R P B U =1

ERRE £ g R4k

(R BEA T Rk A R SR s (P B R O BERF ST, dEE, 100101)
(P EBL2EREREDHER, 0 100049)

OB RS AURAE s R4 R AR A 0 e ik R A i T A Z BB A B A e B £, Bms
FEABRAF F AT A . R T B R 0 RSk R R A S, RISMé) LA o5 i3 e a2 k. 1218 20 474
R FARAIESEE I, R & BA AR 1, A&, MELERY AR L5 @R T BRREE,
AR & AR R A, VAR 2 RN £ BRI B IRAE R M AT RAF T M 09 RIS AT, 5B RAEFE LM
B IESE G R BT, FRRe M. A, SALEF AT 9N A AT, ENE L EEE, A4 AR S £
& EFMAE, FESH I, AR ERNFE T H—F Ry R, LA TRE A AR S 69 e
ABIF AN ERLEABITOERE, AR X ER, KEARAESL, KEARLZFFAERET K
R AR AT R L E. AR S @ L ETESERIE R EATK, £ E b a) R AR KA 30 ILAT 32
i, it — AR & AR E @ AR ALE,

EER R R s KA AR Rkt

HEES  B849:C91

1 5§ & Liang, in press). X 28HEF 312 AR Fn XU
PSR FH XURS: 16 7] (risk  propensity)f #ifi i i $&
B, BHE T AR o B0 S 80 0 AN (B bR
B U R (Pratt, 1964), I L, JXURS i i) 3
PEBEVE—FARRRIT, B B i Fs e M (Weber,
Blais, & Betz, 2002),

SR, PP Bl U P ok BRI 1Y R R, AATTXF
DR BGE A [ R0 XU B 45 SRy AN 2 1 SO At A % A AR
fbo i, FiES(Kahneman & Tversky, 1979)
ETWSEBAESER AT T, (Hizisik
S A A BT 25 HE B A A [R] 1T S5 ———AE 3R A
BN RI R KR TR, ERARHERL T R BN UK
FaE, UL, TP OC T 45 HE 2R R XU 5 1)
AN TR A fire 8 A 3B T RIS 8 1) 2 A A R o 174 L
R URAh, ST BRSO A I A R e, A
FHAS A1 A2 77 7 245 3 AS ) 9 JRURS: it 1), - 350X
W7 U3 [ra) A A () 450 358 17 B 1) 3R BRAS AR W AR E
Wk Hi: 2017-02-21 (Reynaud & Couture, 2012), [At, Bromiley #
* E5 HRBlAFEAT H (71471171, 71071150, 71761167001), Curley (1992)7E— B4R v A H Y, KUK i 1)

dbmtmi H AR B R4 T H (9172019), H [E B 2E BT B S R A e S N
I R I — Uk B D SRR B S2 HE, M

FFFFE SR E [ R IR (YSCX052003) % H . N s AR, -
S BATSL, E-mail: liangzy@psych.ac.cn B2, AU A6 ) S ph e SR 3 R IF R I BE 3 ] 4

PR AT Ay v Y A58l R 57 4 (domain-specificity)
FETE LR A8 N 2 ST 1 XU 2 SR R0 i 4 7T RE 23 32
ST PN R AT 1 JRURS: R 2 s ), R T 4 S 40 IR
5947 M (Soane & Chmiel, 2005), I Py 754
15 (content domain) R P3R5 T4y, P24,
A RAFE AT ARk 0y 5 A a8, I W] g i it
AR ANATTB PSR F= A 52 (Goldstein & Weber,
1995).

PR TR 5 0 R R TG AR, R A (E B
(expected value theory) &/ J&H M KUK P 3R ) 1
AL, ZIRIe R LAY )RR TSR B R 2 X
W TR SR BV 1) Ay, OO JELAEL R X e 1 ) 45 2R
FUAT R A O RE S B AT ISR A, AR 3 22 A 1
T AR JEN E 47 P 3K (ZE4F, 2016; Zhou, Zhang, Li,
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5 RS AU DR SR TP B U S5 1k 929

(o HE TR LERETE, UBS: PR SR ST 5 Th T iR £
HH A AR 1 RS 65 1) 047 S 5 Al 2 5 T — 2
72 B R S PR

2 URIR SR E iy M RO IR AL

3T 20 42k, it 25 XU SR AR R 1 E 4R B AS W
W, MIEFNIFRRRF LRI A RECT A
A6 1) R SBUSAN [ 1711 52, 3245 E BEAAAE DU YR W A5
21 ETF X[ IR AEZR B AR IS

o B A L RS e SR AT RR S PR 1 2 2, R
A4 Rl T 25 T KU — T 4R (risk-return)” FEHE
R i RV AT ) o A% 5 KU AT 1) () ABE 27
WEO¥, REEEER SRR, B TRBX
T F X — 2, Weber S5 AL F XU — ] HAE 4R 2
T XU i 4 (risk  preference)”iX — 44 ], EIEL
P9I R S P R AE A RUBSE A [, S XSS
UFO3 i =4~ (Weber et al., 2002): 201 XU
(perceived risk). WIS (expected benefits), LA
I JRRIXUES: 25 i (perceived risk attitude) o 81 XU HI
X PRGBS /NI, TR 25 RV ER 47 {8 (expected
value, EV), MBI 25 52 AR e B XU A
TR Wi 25 A AL A ) 75 B (Weberr et al., 2002).

Weber %5 A\ (Weber et al., 2002)IA, A[E40
2 1) JRUI: D 2 1Y) 22 S P 5 S P JB R XU | it
b e o1 DR N e 2 o i B R =i o o a3
DRI 75 B AE A VR PR BB B A I R 1 R R R E
(Weber & Hsee, 1998; Weber & Milliman, 1997),
AT DL J e XU A i BT s > XU 4 Sy 1 [
U9 22 B0 B2 AR IR i 4 79 ) 422 46 A (Weber et
al., 2002) — R, JXUBS A ) 1) 450 e S M 2 2
P A () 433k P Ja 2R XU, 1 22 S BT B, (EAS HEBR
T 25 22 5 BY B2 IR (Weber, 2001a), B4k, A
DRUIBS: %ot PRI i 207 14) 5% W) 4 52 381 J 2R XL 2 B 1) 1A
5o AN, AR A AE 4 A S TR, X TR
2 Tl ) TA S 4 Bl 435 TUHA AL 55 R T T R
B RV, s T i B Sy Xof 4l S8R PRy 4 R e IR 2
JESRIETTRY, S T AT BE A IR A R S AR XU
22 EFHULOEBEFIREER

5 IR E B T O B R Yy S B bt
FENFEWRESAT R o AR KU B AR A A7 A B AT
PR AH G AT, DA Sy JXL G €038 17 i sz e i A 3 7 v
NEEXT &M BE ik . k032, A
FIANAZEH IHE B 38— P HLAS, R 7 T I

AN F AR S B A PR B RIS N, RERS
fift e AL R R T B IR) A, 0 B IS I AR
Az B N — R, AR S R I 3 I g T R 0
T it o HL A 45138 Y 7] A (Cosmides & Tooby, 1994;
Hagen, 2004), 7EHRA MG H, A& mIGS A
SRR SRR RGBT, h A 23U AR
INTNEE A 0 BRE VL, PRI 8 U0 0 XU A 3R
MEAAR EMAT. B, AT YE AR+
FE 3R Fr il p PR AR A2, i T B A
{14 KU 45138k (Kruger, Wang, & Wilke, 2007), 45
T N 7% 4+ (between-group competition) ., Ffi[E] 7a 4
(within-group competition). 3¢ 5 W 5| BefH Y 5%
U5 43 it (mating and resource allocation for mate
attraction) . ¥ 5% (environment), %2 (fertility), &
WE 10 M40 (Wilke et al., 2014) FEWRFE 1), I
i ) T b AT R R KU B 3R (Evolutionary
Domain-Specific Risk Scale, ERS),
23 ETFAEAERRIE

5 =R 2EH KE A 2R KUy, Ak
YR —Bh G S5, XU {85 1] BB 48 J6R a5 5 T KU
IR, H — e DG 1] 2 B 1 B — B WL, R
TAXU G BT 1) 2 4> A 147 358 PR 3R 3 [m] 1 T 0 5 2
(Nicholson, Soane, Fenton-O'Creevy, & Willman,
2005), T X —EIE B, BHEEAIRB, B
2, R 22 BN 8 XS i e A7 78 5 s ) 1) 22 e, {ELOF:
BT AHR ANk (Nicholson et al., 2005; Soane &
Chmiel, 2005): A% 14.25%9 A, UK 11 7¢
A3k 1A {5 1558 € AS 48 (Soane & Chmiel, 2005) . H
XU IRG A o) S5 4651 A — 350 180 AR O 22 B 2 XL A
e, TERFAMHELE F BARA 25T & i A
e DA O AR R, ABATTLE VA XU T 2 o A5
AR AR T R A 1] A 4R TN — 35 S 1A
HAWZHAMMER . AR motton
P, HIE B UM (context sensitivity) il LURRE
T AT o0 1L A4 40 85 P9 XU S AT [7) 1) 56 &R (Soane &
Chmiel, 2005; Nicholson et al., 2005),
2.4 BT EHHAERIRE

S DUYR 2 HF VR 5 I BEL (regulatory focus
theory), M BHLAY JZ MBI T8 XU A7 A 114 450l A S
P:(Zou & Scholer, 2016; Zou, Scholer, & Higgins,
2014) . M AITIA A, A& B £ 2 3 AL (promotion
motivation) Fl i fjj 3] L (prevention motivation)k
SRERS B A Ty 22 18] SRR BB U YOG 2R o
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%26 &

ARG £ SE R TR ShALBE A K IR iR 22 5, b
0] Z 1 1 Y 4% (e.g., Friedman & Forster, 2001;
Higgins, Roney, Crowe, & Hymes, 1994) ., Tl zhi#L
ECMATE A TN B — B XU R . (B4R
BESHLE KK AT H I OC R, 32 2045 1 ) 1952
e, DT R B0 S XU A7 Sy 8 SRRy S = AR i B
L5 RS AT M FE UL %5 /451 2% L (gain/loss ratio) KT
1 Y4B (R A B W5 Vs 7 A 43Uk, 18] an 4 22
FEFEI) IEAE G, (HAEAN R SR B VI 25 1 4535
(BIInfERE . ok . W), e R RS AL 5 XURS:
TPRTEE . BAMCRUE, ARSI A, (2 shplnT
A [ B XUBS A, X — 22 S M A2 IR I 7
(perceived gains) FUE A 2K (perceived losses)
#20H (Zou & Scholer, 2016; Zou et al., 2014), &
W Es B SO XU — [ 4 HE 2R R A9 TR A % — 2K,
TR HADE 2 0] 55 J R R A AR ] - Jg g XU A
AR R 1 T REPE IR IS & T IIA R R R ok, 2
SRR e HIBCHE i 2 3 4 i) B S TR 4
VORI 2R R B U 9] T S8 AR BT AR
I RS A T AR SIHIL AR KU i 1) =2 1] 7 56 R
(Zou & Scholer, 2016), {H 24345 BB (4 5% 1F 2 19
J&H (perceptions of progress)/&, LI o ML 248
FHASF (Zou et al., 2014)F1 XU AILIEE . (H 7 F B 3l
HLBRAE T A A4, AT IR 5 55 BN 951 2 4 7,
4 S BURURS HLBE(Zou & Scholer, 2016),

BZ, BLE T IROWE A3 ARSI 2Rk
DR OAMEFSIALEE 4 FhERIS A A R R T X
W 3L 73] A e 2 A7 A BRI, — [ HE
B R B R R R B HL I A ) I (Y R AL
il o B A IT AN Ak T KU B 1) 1 PR, AT
B A T B 20 B A TR o 78 XU — [ HE 22
AR O B 2550 RIS f 1) S50 4R S P9 AL o e B v,
W5 T AR, (BARR 7, 3Tk
A B2 () 45U X0 43 0 TE R D B B A
A FIBAIL A BE Y W AR 22 3 R TR 1 T
DRI M ) 00 R S P PR R o S o B2 T U a5 X
G308 T DRSS {8 1] 5 4B Ak — BORAS — BT LN
MR, B ALZE E T A5G R T MR D)
HUIRZSFIIEBE R R 9 22 5 o AR RSB 14
XTI AT AR R, RIME LRI T —Se s 5%
PER AL, (HARIRUE I T JRUBS A7 Sy S T 2 434l
SRR, AT ] —Fh AR R BT B L2 B BN R X
IRV A T g Ve A fy T

3 KEGEFSFREMEENETR

BT, Whoess E2E U RNIE RN &5 WA
I B9 XU AT (Kruger et al., 2007; Weber et al.,
2002; Wilke et al., 2014), & Wil T H K& H A4
U
3.1 DOSPERT &%

IR — 1] 2 HE ZE 48 XU {8 1) 4 53 S HC 75 75 1
B4y, %3 T )72 % # (Weber & Johnson,
2009). FETIZHEZE, BEFEHARM T &mh . k-
A PRIR | TETERIH A 5 KU SR L 1),
TR Tk I FH A JRURS: S5 38R 5 %6 (Domain-
Specific Risk-Taking Scale, DOSPERT), #x#J ifiA%
Y DOSPERT H 4t 40 fi(Weber et al., 2002), %
SRR R S 5 5 R0 XU VG B i A e L fa e AR
BE . AKAT BB S (5 mTTA) 0 2 U 1 F- 25 4
o, AAFRAE X ks B, JfF B2
5Z AT R TT RetE K o 15, DOSPERT
2T 2006 4E(Blais & Weber, 2006)i#47 T 1&1T, &
H4imh 30 8, 153750 5 G2 7 54, i
FHT BT Z (AR R SCA A . DOSPERT #i 3K B
AT AEERE L A AL R X R R, AR A IR
(Johnson, Wilke, & Weber, 2004) . 7 K F| (Franco &
D’Angelo, 2010; Weller, Ceschi, & Randolph, 2015).
5 E (Blais & Weber, 2006; Reynaud & Couture,
2012). faj2%(van Osch, 2007). %[ (Hong et al.,
2010). H A (Schwartz et al., 2013) , H[E (Hu & Xie,
2012; Wu & Cheung, 2014), tHj(Khodarahimi,
20155 Z Mk F U P AR B Tz e BT
(Keinan & Bereby-Meyer, 2012; Lee & Jeong, 2013;
Momen et al., 2010; Wichary, Pachur, & Li, 2015),
J& BT S5 0z 08 KU T SR Al A S M
7. DOSPERT i 3% (1) SCUEALUE AE 20 vh 1
F|TEAE, U, Coppola (2014)Hu%s T KUK &I |
DOSPERT ## . LI M FE ST (lottery tasks)iX —
T PRI 785 B0 ety A A 2 8 Y TR v A TR
KIAEAT TN 7 fi DOSPERT R imiE, #t
DOSPERT &t &Y H—4EFET 5, e,
DOSPERT [i] %5 AT S F1i 4 A XU AT S (AR
PN . AN FR A . R PEAT ) ) =55 (Szrek,
Chao, Ramlagan, & Peltzer, 2012); 7ERGTHAIR,
T3 m] RS PO 2ok 2 I SR 52 B3 A 7 o (Markiewicz
& Weber, 2013); FFiEfE45iik, DOSPERT &%l
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XU PR 5 H 1 400 88 A 5 1 931

*1 FERERESFRENETAET

W T H WRHE XS 401 35, i H % 8 H B {ERE
Domain-Specific Weber G, R/ 4. L4081, SmEE o RZE: 0.70~0.89;
Risk-Attitude Scale et al., 2002 PR SEA . khAE AR 8 BRFEE: 0.36~0.77:

INERIEIEXER: 0.57~0.82;
K2R 0.63~0.80;
T KA 4 4 0.51~0.82
Domain Specific Blais Sfh . fERE/Z At 30, 7EEE o BRE 0.71~0.86;
Risk Taking Scale, ctal. 2006 gy g, #hsc  48/4ibAS 6 1 AR : 0.63~0.87;
DOSPERT ’
PR . 0.70~0.84;
PRI . 0.68~0.81
DOSPERT+M Butler By, WEHE ., #ge . 3k 36 8, 7 mEE EITYEE o R 0.57~0.59;
etal, 2012 gwp 9z ARIR . HAGAE 6 EEEMREA: 049~0.80;
SR ' H IR A AN i
Evolutionary Kruger R RTES . R St 15 5 pidrge WIERREVERRY 55%
DOmail’l—SpCCiﬁC et al., 2007 ]Eﬂ%ﬁ iﬁﬂ&%ﬁl /I\@Hhﬁﬁ 3
Risk Scal > N
e et T 5 1 ¢ U543 R
Bi KK
Evolutionary Risk ~ Wilke Flpy 354 . BRI 35 3E 30 4, 7 hiEE TRBSAERN 60.37%;
Scale (ERS) a2 ok R A 3 o R 0.52-0.68
W BWsEE. &
Ykl HERMN.
EEKAR . KM%
5. FHLER
Domain-Specific Wang, Zheng, [ 4R/ 5k, iEflE, It 28, ST NMBERAERM 57.4%;

Risk-Taking Scale
Across Seven

Xuan, Chen, & g 15, 44515
Li, 2016 - Gede | W

Domains,
DOSPERT-7
Passive Risk Keinan & WU Yy, 5
Taking Scale, PRT Bereby-Meyer,
2012
Risk Taking Index Nicholson BRIk . .
etal 2005 G gk M

o5 W, 3 AN 7 SRR
W R 12,7,6 18

k12 5, SR

IR 4 o Z¥: 0.61~0.92

BiEER o ZE: 0.79;

KR o REL: 0.60~0.82;
MERENGE: 0.90;

H AR EMAERE : 0.83~0.88;
BRAMA o ZE: 0.54~0.78

BEEE o 25 0.80;

AR5 2 SR o REL: 0.80~0.88

Ty R A0 5 PR R A W AT R B — 5
(Zimerman, Shalvi, & Bereby-Meyer, 2014),

4k, 7). DOSPERT &SR [, A5
T T EST SRR, WA TR Iy
T 6 W H, HANH—ZEFRE o fF0.57~0.59 2
[E](Butler et al., 2012), J& 232806 B 7 iU 4E A 7.
SR AR DOSPERT 23 241 (DOSPERT+M), 4%
SRR BB U B — 22 A U HAT IR O,
W T B 97 A6 SR b ST 4087 A 7Y 7T BE P (Rosman,
Garcia, Lee, Butler, & Schwartz, 2013), {H 2422z
¥ DOSPERT+M #fi) 3| H A5 5 Sc b b 1B 3] 1
)R, KB T 53 EAEAM RS R ——BE 7

I 5 PR — 2 A AT R 5% U S5 U A4 A O (Schwartz
et al., 2013), [Ft, DOSPERT+M & 45 M Py
TB—BUEAF A fF it —2 5 ¥ (Rosman et al., 2013;
Schwartz et al., 2013),
32 HLMUEE SRS E R

KM, DOSPERT i R7EAME £ F A7 A T+
W A 223 BB LA L £ T JC R B al,
AL T AR .00 B2 ) BE 3248 T IR AR I o i i
Il F 1) R 45, B % T BRAR 5 oy i AR 2 By
IR 175 B8 A g N 28 40U, s ] 1 a2 A BT R S
XU 8 # (Evolutionary Domain-Specific Risk Scale,
ERS; Kruger et al., 2007; Wilke et al., 2014), ##]
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%26 &

WAL 5 AR . NS R SE S
ZEHC B 5 | FCAR I B2 UR A e . IABE U ), Bkl
R S SRR EMES5ET IR, %
FT 2014 LEHT THEIT(Wilke et al., 2014), WA=
NS E A B K, B8 A T RN AT
KAT R, B rieh s A SR E R E 10 4,
e 5 S ER 7 5, ERASEA
GRS — Bk Rk, BERIRT AR A R R
H1 55%4& i 2 60.37%.

RTLAE e, G RS 458k 1) 3l 3 42 76 75 Fil
WA, — B3 T I A 1 PR LA RS 1 5%, 4o
DOSPERT #3%; 55—k T R4 0 B2 Rl A= i —
Jj 5143 #r (life-history analysis), 4l ERS &3, LA
PSR SR K X BIAE T T B4 1Y 9 45 AU AN
[, ARG HZBHA—E, Wang 55 A (2016)
Xof BRAR A Ak i RS SR AT TS, Gl T IR
st 0, 75 T 28 450 3 1) - 401 XU G 40 Jak e S i 3R
(Domain-Specific Risk-Taking Scale Across Seven
Domains, DOSPERT-7), fu4F [ 5%/ B /A XK (natural/
physical risk). 178X\ F; (moral risk). % fl XU
(financial risk) . 4= & KB (reproduction risk) . &1F
L34+ (cooperation and competition) . %4 (safety).
I (gambling) 55 7 AN, % R AR BB E
—IREE X KU AT s i B 4 T T i
33 HtMETH

i ik 32 & T B Ak, IR BFSE A gl T
Al PR, G503l S e i TR

4n, Nicholson & LU {5 ] #55 7 (Sitkin &
Pablo, 1992) BHig SEAl, 2w il 1 XU fi 1v] 415 %k
(Risk Propensity Index; Nicholson et al., 2005). %
ERELSENERERME-NEHEHE WA R,
[F] AU A i 25 F AR 2 5 KUK AT I % . iR
FALHE 6 NI L R, F0lk . &R, T
FEAZ), TN BT 2 G v R s IR A0 o) R 5 o
%1 T B BN — B B

SRS AT 38 # g AT SR ICT F A AT R i
HC TRE, BARZ M FEA RT3 2 T 3R
B, Bl @R E . AREEW . AMERE
8o PP TR SR IET B R SRS 91T Bk
R 2Z M8 s X6 (passive risk taking)”, Keinan Fl
Bereby-Mayer (2012)44-#84 gl XU 1 A —Fp Al 37 19
KBS AT A, gl T 8% o KUK 5 % (Passive Risk
Taking Scale, PRT), M3l XU 9 £ B2 E B T 450

WS HERAFAE . PRT RT3 DARIAET
SR . FEUR(ELRERT A gk &), BT FIE A,
S RERS IR AR 19.87% ., 10.2% . 7.6% K45 . PRT
R RAFAIX I 40% . %S DOSPERT &
FAT P AF R AR SC, 16EA PTA  F  a XU,
ANAEARTT FRATE . SRIBET Bl 5 3500 KUK 2
R SR B S M T B, R SR IUET 8l 8
A XU 5 [ 38 P (avoidance) Fl 4 4E (procrastination)
H X, PRT & FRADRFEEF P EA R0 E
SCAb A R e, H R IR R B Y AR A A R AT,
ST T AR B Y R £ far 2 415.(0.439), ANREIA BIER
€ W) 45 #4 (Riva, Gorini, Cutica, Mazzocco, &
Pravettoni, 2015),

4 REGEFFENETE SRR
R

Fe RS Rk R S M ) E B EIS S5 T A,
20 AT, WRFEE T IZ HURER T RS 40 4 5
PER AT RESE I (K 22, st A 5T L A% S A
ZEFRAE, JF RS 1 5 14 A 3 012 40K 1 B e
WESEAT T H R, A XU 1 S0 SR S5 1 1) A7 7 4
HETHE— 2 U
41 BIES5RE

JRU IS A5 1) 2 388 £ DR 2 1) 30 2 32 A B3 5% i) o
27 AR RERBE X T IRURG 11 1) 114 5 i 2 75t A7 A
SRR S 7

HE, JEREREE X KU A0 AT g 5 i ]
RE A SRR S M o Bn, AR HEAT 0N (birth
order effect) ) KI5 85 K, HEATE KM AL
HEAT B AR B9 N R XU B3k (Gilliam & Chatterjee,
2011; Sulloway & Zweigenhaft, 2010), {045 EYE Pk
B TR AR HE T T USSR 2 3 Y
Bl TE A R U AT Sy, AHAE F O ) 5 DAAE A
ZXAIZ (Krause et al., 2014): HEF7& KA ARG
FE AR, T AN ] T R R0 3k

i, —WEAESE(Wang et al., 2016) AT R
IR T AL HL A WA T 100 A IR S 3 5 1 ) A7
FEPRAE T WIS . RS R B, BRE A R
TR 40 355, %) IR 03T 1) = 22 32 AR ) s i 4b, At 4
Sl A XU T 1) = 2 32 38t 12 RS A R 22 T 1 R
Wi o HLARR UG, 120 5% 3 T R B4 A 2k Ak AU 45
BN EA XU 452k ) DOSPERT-7 B (FEILE 1),
KA TR, %% T DOSPERT-7 & H
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R U P ok v i) S e 5 1 933

A TR RV i 1) ()38 4% B . RS R WO, AE
HEk/ Bk, TEE, &R, £F. GIESESX S
A GBI A XU 45T 1) W] g B APk, astE AR
Eapr N 7R O o TS A B N - - i
30%~48% . I T 111 22 4 19~ 450358 14 IRz 1 1)
] i S e I [ 7 82 1 ) P P
TE4RL . JETE . AR/ B = A P XU 16 ) 7Y
AR 22 7 A] e LA R s L R, 2 LA R
HISEI o X — 45 Rt 5n i s i 45 R — 3
ZRFFEXF 1970 4EE 2015 4R 1] 7 45K P 4 3L
A Sl 31 201 WA ATV o VO L T N v - P B O
W 1 1] A e S5 R B 152 R (29%~55%) o B
N385 22 AL AR L e, BREE T R Sl e S
ERTEFI R 22 5R, 3878 T WIS 4504 i) KUK
i 1) A Jg R T, Sy [ 845 A AR B B 20 ] 5 v XL
W 131 1] 3K — [ A Ak 1 — 1 W A 2
42 AE4R

AR I 5 RO AT 1 119 06 R B LA 000 5
4:(Soane & Chmiel, 2005), A [E] 40 P 55 XU AH
KNI REART  Flhn, RIE HEXACO AMEHE
R, TR (openness) 2 S BUR: AZ TG SR AR Y
A = AR i), AICIR S5/ 25 5§ (honesty/humility)
2 5 BUTE il 32 /4 4 R R A 4 3 1) RS
(Weller & Tikir, 2011). 5 HEXACO A M4 HE L2 il 7E
PR AR, KBRS/ R T U
£ BN BN R R e R (N T = TR 2 R 4
FE AR FIARAT TR XU 0 1) BEAIG, AR T AT O H A
AT G5 KU 15 A 3¢ (Weller & Thulin,
2012), LRGN EB, AR Tk —
FUHb N 2 = (Liu et al., Online): I —H =
A AT AR 38 900 4 4 0 i 2 R 1 I
B, el -k SR S L RE T R 1Y
TR, ST — A R = 4 R R
T

Ty BRI G INNy, A R 2 I R IR g%
SIS Y RO N & b A A, Hox— P
FHAEAS ) XU ST P B 22 57, DATTT R 300 L1 DR fii
] {4 450 388 4 5+ P (Soane, Dewberry, & Narendran,
2010), 40, Weller A1 Tiker (2011){#i F§ HEXACO
NS RESR K BRI 2 M 2 B 55 v B XU A %
M R S BRI 45 IR H, AR
(i) JRU PGy €045 PR 5 e XU A 1) A LA AS ] AR 3R SR
SR, 7 2 P AR 3 A A SRR RIS DA T S i XL

W B )5 T A T P e B2 A 4R, kS — e 2 A4
J3E DU ] B o A J SR DR RN I 4 (Weller &
Tiker, 2011), 7EH[EE D4R, TRl R 2 4 F5
SRABUE, AR TR A 3 Ao [7] I A B AR
SRR 2 A T 5 e XU A7 DAy, T A T8 A AR 2 4
W AAEAE IR 25 X — AP A ZE H#(Zhang, Zhang,
& Shang, 2016),
43 ARZItFRE

A AT AR PE) AU A o ) 482 2 P B — R
IR 2 S N R ER B ME T a5 2R, o 46
SRR L O B REEANOGHR R,

B, KWt 1 XRS5 [v] b AR AR R E
AP 91 22 7 (Apicella, Carré, & Dreber, 2015; Kim,
Kim, & Kim, 2014). SUATIF, 5K
[ B 55 T4 P (Wang, Kruger, & Wilke, 2009), H:
AU AT R 2 F L P (Nicholson et al., 2005) #X 1fif i%
g H It dEE T ot . EFl.
(Nicholson et al., 2005), E¥E#EF . FE LR
(Wilke et al., 2014)$F3, VLT B e, —WUEEXF
RPN IAGE B F 58 A 3, 2 INAE O 3 TN 7E Bk A5
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R T Z AU AT A, (H A £ B 42 42 S,
2N BE R B TR 55 AL BE AR 2 XU R i
(Wichary et al., 2015). 4 5 XF 7 [] JRUBS: 51 ) f4 5
Wi - T BE A A A BRI - AR 22 53 1 7 i S
FURH K- 2D:4D HUE 3 AT B i 52 0 A S 5 BT

SO T XU BT, 7450 5 O Tl e R

(Kim et al., 2014), BEAb, 5 RS0 1 ) 985
V8 Al 2 A5 408 4 5+ 7% (Rolison, Hanoch, Wood,
& Liu, 2014): 4xRbGUH, 55HETE 24 BBy K
W o ) 2 B R, T L PE R AR 4k S A
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PETE R AN . 7N T4 P, XS R R A
GRS Jr2x AR S (VDL R o, BEBIERS, 3R
StifE, 4227, 2010): FHYER S SR AT 538 A 2R
P T RN 2R M i T IS, T £ T 1 2 0 T
A3y v AR SRR I 1 3 2

FHLGIT T, AF 0% X0 JRUIS: {0 ) (3% 98 75 00 58 Ay 5
i A AR R BGIC, XUR ) 2 48] U B4R Ak, 5
A 3 1) RN I 30 i A % ) R XU ] 48 5%
(Josef et al., 2016), 17EEAFE K Be s A Sl i1y
KU AT M AR 28/ (Josef et al., 2016; Nicholson et
al., 2005), 452 76 F A F0 A E] 5 4 4001 A X
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6 {bi [71] 2 Wik 25 WK (Wang et al., 2009), {HJ&, %40
S0 4y IR A i) ol 4 0% 17 2 b B O R AR ] s 4
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P8, M A E AR B 2RI AL, 5 54—
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et al., 2016); %5 STk Y XU i 1) DA T 4 3
RN R BTN TR A T R R S
SR A2 ] 1) T B8 DU X SF- 2% (Rolison et al., 2014).
1 25 3 (driving) 5 358 U2 A~ 458 1), DRI {831 1o o 4
B 1A BT 32 5 (Josef et al., 2016).

S50 RS A L, TR IS8R 2 I X T
S ) IR A i) 19 5 e 2 — > ) BRI s i 3t
VR FH A By ot A . — 7 T, LA e XU Al 4
B RS AR R @51, 1, Hanoch % A%
BT EBA W RS AT 0 =R Bk W
SHFFEE, R E . W . R4 R
TEIR SR L fa R R 40 3 PN R T Ll
T 1 XU A ), H A Ay = AN O TR B
[ XU 15 7] (Hanoch, Johnson, & Wilke, 2006), &
RN SR AFAAR L, RAEth4 | R4
A JOE R B 2% e W, A A R SR R 1
WA 22 5 (Gilman, Calderon, Curran, & Evins, 2015),
F—J7 T, AR FNAT Al B AL 1 B 5% 8 T A
AT KU D 4, 5 4003 ] ) XU A7 kg 8 BR M B ¢
P LB ATl 3 R P9 B8 LA — B0 (Nicholson et al.,
2005). 0, PRAFAEIRATEE DL EFR, 10 A d
TRASTRIF BT R, A8 ANTTRHRSE 58 IR (19 2R
EJ G 2 At 7758 iy XU 03k, {HLAR ST 38 IR #F 4 il
ST A PR A 1) Sk 3 v T N, SRR AE
XU 5 [ 4% 19 17 4% T JC A 4 1t (Choma, Hanoch,
Hodson, & Gummerum, 2014), &L FRX— K&
ol RE A% TR 40 A A A ) R 4TSk ] Y e 3R 25 57 0 4,
& 97 U I 5 R, 60 T R R e XL
R, AR S A DX MR A T Tl 20
IR ARG B AR 23 Al 1 T 22 v R 1 ST, O HLXL
% 7K 32 BE J1# 22 (Reyna & Lloyd, 2006)., MLy
FARETT T, D9 A7 — STt R 38 255 ) XU 6 1) 149
SRR 0, B O SRR SSREARAR N L B EI SR
Sy KBS s 2R E E AR S AR U i 1) S A A
X, I BAESSHL A BTS2, W
IR SPEARAEA ST PR . BT, FhiElSE 40y X

W AT 7] 5 T 3 A i R, 2 A S T A B A Ak
'H B (Wang et al., 2009),
44 BLHERE: NERBEANTIEBESN

JAE AT IRURS: S35 1 K] 43 AT A7 AE )32 il
(Weber et al., 2002; Kruger et al., 2007), {B1EE B
B30 43 0 0 XU SR P, AN ) ) RS 17 5 A AR %)
DRI ST A S M A AR S T, RV A T 40 50 AU
SRR S o T X AN R e B B XL R SR AT
FE S5 0] 38 W1 AT W R ) A 1 SR (e Bk, R
Trae, 2527, 2009), HETCA — R E X
T — SR X SR, MR AR DFSRREAS | 1
B R A RS T, B AT XU BE P 9 45 s
Ferth o LB R AU S 5 35 X A R i
TR 02 W B B S R e, T E SR
FEANAT A G R AR A B U R e . AR
RKHE T XUSAT A U e P Y e TS A%

5, AR AS [ et 1 X 285 1 2 i R
FEAAHIE, BRI e RS 114 - 438K PN -t A A 40038
SePEs N, JEExE R AR B IR E 1S B IR
ATER R R Z AT, A 13 Fh R ek b SR
TRES M B EBAL A X Z ki A R S
WP T DA ) < R R R I 1 (FMBESE, 2010) 0 2
TR E RO HEA W 2500 40 o R B, J& RO
AR AR S IR W AR S R 4o =26
R T s s A 4 T 38 43 R iy « A
(chance gambling) . F-4f kT UK PR T %o 72 it Xk 1%
A IR 40 (entertainment gambling), LA i
73 I DU A 5 A 0 X 1 Tt B 2 4 (technical
gambling) (Liu et al., Online),
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S SRS R AR R S B R
FEMA, 25 R R I — i SR AN RE T TR
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AT R B . ORI E R Y I
70, X T8RO BN sm ok U, R fF&m
T EEAT S e A 8 FhEETE T, —E
N H] il (Zhou et al., 2012), %5 — AT & T K
EHENARN SRR . BUN S MR RS A, 4
SRR B RH 11 e AT A i PR 2 TR R it 3 1) e S
R ASWEHEME. 8 . SRS A
S e . RO S VOB v R XU
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New avenues for the development of domain-specific nature
of risky decision making

YUE Ling-Zi; LI Shu; LIANG Zhu-Yuan
(CASKey Laboratory of Behavioral Science, Institute of Psychology, Beijing 100101, China)
(Department of Psychology, University of Chinese Academy of Sciences, Beijing 100049, China)

Abstract: The term “risk-domain specificity” refers to the domain-specific nature of risky decision making
due to the presence of factors that are particular to a certain content domain. Based on classical risky
decision making theories stemming from laws of expectation, risk-taking propensity is domain-general. On
the other hand, substantial evidences from past studies indicate that risk-taking propensity is
domain-specific. The literature on risk-domain specificity has witnessed considerable progress in terms of
mechanisms, measurements, and independent variables. Theoretically, early mainstream mechanisms
deconstructed risk behavior based on a risk-return framework, whereas recent studies have validated the
mechanisms with new sets of evidence and explained risk-domain specificity from the perspectives of
evolution, personality and motivation. In terms of measurements, Domain-specific Risk Taking Scale
(DOSPERT), as a dominant scale, has been further validated in various cultures, content domains, and
groups. In comparison, other scales based on different content domains have been proven to be consistent
and valid. In terms of independent variables, the regularity of risk-domain specificity has been proposed
from various perspectives, such as genetics, environment and individual differences. Future research may
focus on content domain integration and theory validation in detailed content domains as well as exploring
regularity and mechanisms of risk-domain specificity at an individual level.

Key words: risk, risk-taking propensity, risk domains, domain specificity



