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Abstract

In recent years, with the deepening of the research of behavioral economics, risk decision making
problems become an interdisciplinary field of study, which is highly appreciated by scholars, and
scholars conducted a series of valuable researches. This study first selected 80 participants from
four universities in Guizhou province according to the risk preference questionnaire data, includ-
ing 40 participants in risk aversion group, 40 participants in risk seeking group. Then they en-
tered respectively into different thinking modes of risk decision-making tasks, and the results
showed that: First, the university students overall score high risk preference, and the university
student groups tend to be more risk seeking in decision-making. Second, there is no significant in-
fluence on university students’ risk decision-making behavior, and risk preference significantly
affects the risk decision behavior of university students. Third, risk aversion type university stu-
dents are more adventurous on the analysis of the thinking mode of decision-making behavior,
which tends to be conservative in intuition thinking mode. However, risk seeking type university
students tend to be conservative on the analysis of thinking mode, and they tend to adventure in
the intuition thinking mode.
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Figure 1. Effects of decision thinking model and risk preference on risk
decision-making

E 1. RS REF SR DU KRR T R R F200

i AERSE IR, A I R SR i 2 e IR Wk S AT Sl (S0 H 48 9 4 ) 19 17 BN I 2 (F(1,39) =
183.89, p < 0.001); 73T AT, WA P S i 5ot HL IR ke ST S (00 8% 40 50) P 17 B R0 ¥ 2
(F(1,39) = 19.47, p < 0.001), X3R4 [EIAER A B 55 43 b LA A 2 XUIRG: v AT 45 16, XU B SR B
TS L XU [ 5 B iR R B T N S I B R (R 2, & 1),

4. Wit
4.1 REERKERFHBERIDH

3 X i S R S ARV ST A R B, AR AR A B S (URIESR) - BT FE AR
A I v RS Al 4 (0 B IR T BESK E AR LA . B e, BERSEBFMABIRE, AR AT
TARKIIE S, BN FEMGET REFNAEERME, 2o BamlEEmi, ARSI b
BZ, REERBNE . 2REFE SRR SR ERGs o R 2E i R 45 3 B 5 AR TR
RIAFFREEAEEVINERR, AR mIE X ORI, Sl i 8 B 55 2SR K SR Tt & %
RS LB BRIR, PRl A K2 A i B RS R i A BB 2 48 T Hok, EARBH TR E A, &%
IR, EPRRI 7RG RS SR, XA BRI TOA P ASE, DR —2emt e B, R ik
72 1) XSGy [ 3 o 36t BCARIF 56 485 SR PR S DR T g e b T IR e Vet B RS o 547 SR Bl AR it At
AL S PRSI LT AR T AR, ORI () Lo P A T IE SR B AL IO B 54T 9 IRES, Bk
A T SR B RAE, AR RS R AT B 2 R . e, BETCRAIARE OB R 48D
BRI G BABIFERE, WEEAERATE R B o AR i i BA],  (E2 5 o P i B A1 S5 A 4
TR ARV RS = AR RS, B TR IR AT 2ok XS, e AR — i
BE, RAUAEAS R R P ) S B R MEAE A 0 AT T T

4.2. RERKMWIF S BYERXIMERRIF NN

9T AR B R fi -5 S RE A SO AN RS iR SR AT U KR ML, T T S Ml db AT 1 2 R
5N, AR 4

(1) PSR SEAERE IO A A DU R SEAT 9 (S0 H 5 98 7 ) K S RO AN S 25 5 RS i X4 IR R SREA T
(T B8 70 ) A 0O S, DRSS SR 2L B XU [ i 2 X R SR 55 T SE N B o SR Ui B, B R
A AR, R SR AR 2O A U R AT VIR AN 3, BT TIORGOS i e A 2 AR
o TN AR R, B R RN AR SRAT N AL . B HTIRIWETE, WRAER], —J7im, SEk



SRR N A B T SR A ATI , f ERUR  J EL R F300 B  4 BORAR
SO T BRI S B 2 I H R I LS 2L 5 40 W7 2L RSt AT R O L 4R 40 B0 I RE AR I 22 RO AR B 35
7T R SR L RS [ AE R R AR5 SN s 32 S RATT 1) S R 2 B ARIF 9 (R —
ESq TN

(2) PR (i 5 e 548 FE AR A JXUS: e S A7 R (O L 458 20 ) O T AR R 3, XU i L £ 3
SRR TIPS AT BB M, 110 R SR A2 4007 FE s A R s o 4 i T PO 9 43T
X R R E LA R R AR AT 955 IR R 477 1) 5 A — 5010 B R £ T AT 2 b A e
[, 52 5 52 B P9 e (A ) OB o T ASTIF U RS, 43 SR 0 W AT KUK W 2, T3 ff
B AT A 16 B (P FEE A 1635 22 (T 1) VA PO 3 . LR Ay, IRV T B2 7E 40 7 B 2 2572
W, T R SR R U S AR ST T o SIS 2 78 40 W B AR T L AV EAT R e S,
KT ELIOEBS SRNPIEALD, TR T 8 2 1 R RS R 22, BRI REAR T P9 B Rl (R
W R AF) R PR AT AR 70 BEAb, SO IR 267 it b AR e S R 7= 2R 7 B, o B S A ke A48
L RN, LTS R R R R A, 2R RS AR IR, B T B kg, B
HWABRNERBE, PEATRMARE: —HRNRTHE, Faas. M LERR, Sai
VRAMTES: T IX— BRI 2 A LE

(3) R\ ] Lt ) 548 FEL A v R W AT (B0 458 4 0 B T B M AR 23, IR ok
SR 1 e 8 L A Bt IR e S84 A (O30 1 LR 4000 1 TR BP0 B3 0 13 3 W6 SR R 4 7K T
(ORGSR A A, ST P B B 23 7 S 0 S o U WS 47 972 B B AR R 5 T T
o R (e 7K T (RO SR) 9 AR B, T IR SR AR 25 B8], 76 L5 R 10 8 Mot e 53 o T4
HIREER F K. AT LABEAR, 4047 Bk RS SR A A B R ey, HIXRBOE 2+ 58
(17 0 g SR [ Tt A R 1 SR TRk SR BB 9 AR, RT3 5028 0 T A VR 3t M1 T R
Bl SRARE R, Sk, IE DA KR 6 SR IR Wk T il 5% B A B A7 RS (e ) B LK £ L5 18
Uehial R, B T B AR (P AT TR I FE T, 4 B 225 (O 162 (o 3 (R B, AT R
AHHE R FIL, KR A AT AR B, R P AT AT, 1T R 7 38 72 3t
HIFE AR

(4) ELBERAERER T, sk B e 5 O Ao JXURG: T ST (0 I B8 43 50 F 47 B A7 (2 3 5 47 S
BT, W A e 3 O o SRR W AT (O B 43 B0 F10 T B8 3 . S5 SRR ], 24 R SR PR B3
B4 T LA A TR R T SR 45 B, TR SR TR ot 2 L R [ S T ik 2 0 T A S 3 1 P
%5 HH AR A% BB 4.2(1)). T B4R, s BB T, XHER
RS SR R 8 LRI [ B2k B T ) S O B3 (LI 1) BRI 0 1 B DR R fh T2 A1
ST B SEHEAT ST R PR I, S5 5 52 0 P i (A ) O B o A0 AT SR8 i R e i
IR A E B SRR T S ST, T (R IR SR B i 27 B R S e TR B 3% 11
R E N,
5. &5ig

W TEIRIT 1K A RS B AR 35 XSl 3o e U R AR, 4t PR 461

(1) REEA S Wt SR sy, K2R A A R SR B AT - DU I K

(2) PSR IBHEREZOR K2 A MRS IR AT N RS AN G2 5 RS {8 25 S K RS R SRAT A

(3) IR R K 22 A AR b e R (R ATV N B, A L5 B AR N i ) TR 5T 5 10 X
BB SRR S, AR B BRSOy, 8 ELOE B AERR 2R i 7 B 5



DYl 55

E&WH
SUNARHE IR G T H (BFRHS I 7 LKS[2013]50 5).

SE L (References)

BOOR, BRBEM(2012). K24 RS e SR (1 O 3R AR 78— T o7 ah & RISIT 5 5. J1)1 FRAEF i F IR - VT 45, 6,
97-101.

20T, YRS, RATAE, £5(2009). TEFRFEMEL ZH IREME?: FFYMRBBBIESTAT T HINE. 227, 21(5),
103-114.

MEMEZE, 12 MEAL(2014). KA b XS T SO BENLE. L2 5 &7, 4, 141-145.

Hsee, C. K., & Weber, E. U. (1997). A Fundamental Prediction Error: Self-Others Discrepancies in Risk Preference. Journal
of Experimental Psychology General, 126, 45-53. http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0096-3445.126.1.45

Payne, B. K., & lannuzzi, J. B. (2012). Automatic and Controlled Decision Making: A Process Dissociation Perspective. So-
cial Judgment and Decision Making, 41-45.

Schad, D. J., Nuthmann, A., & Engbert, R. (2012). Your Mind Wanders Weakly, Your Mind Wanders Deeply: Objective
Measures Reveal Mindless Reading at Different Levels. Cognition, 125, 179-194.
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.cognition.2012.07.004

Vries, M. D., Holland, R. W., & Witteman, C. L. (2008). Fitting Decisions: Mood and Intuitive versus Deliberative Decision
Strategies. Cognition and Emotion, 22, 931-943.

Hans Xl

BT B E R EZ 0 T ARS
1. BRI RS (QQ. MfE. HEAE )
2. NI UGHC B A3 i T
3. 24 /NEF DA RS I T A e 1)
4, RUFHIAE AR
5. EARAT IS
6. MR
7. EWEE R ENTR

WehaiE A http://www.hanspub.org/Submission.aspx



http://dx.doi.org/10.1037/0096-3445.126.1.45
http://dx.doi.org/10.1016/j.cognition.2012.07.004
http://www.hanspub.org/Submission.aspx

	Effects of Decision Thinking Model and Risk Preference on Risk Decision-Making
	Abstract
	Keywords
	决策思维模式与风险偏好对风险决策的影响研究
	摘  要
	关键词
	1. 引言
	2. 对象与实验设计
	2.1. 研究对象
	2.1.1. 问卷调查被试
	2.1.2. 行为实验被试

	2.2. 实验设计

	3. 结果
	3.1. 大学生风险偏好的现状
	3.2. 风险偏好与决策思维模式对个体风险决策的影响

	4. 讨论
	4.1. 大学生风险偏好的总体状况分析
	4.2. 决策风险偏好与思维模式对个体决策的影响

	5. 结论
	基金项目
	参考文献 (References)

