Advances in Psychology ‘D>EH2E3EE, 2023, 13(2), 528-534 Hans iXJ
Published Online February 2023 in Hans. https://www.hanspub.org/journal/ap
https://doi.org/10.12677/ap.2023.132065

A EIMRLERN T MR KRR A= 57+

BRERY, Aam, REFES

SR OB R RS OIREE AL E, HiE SEAT
CREmITE RO, B BEASY
Wi 2 BB R, M B2

Weks H . 20224F12 250 FHEM: 20234F2H9H; KA H: 20234F2H16H

R

HE: BT HERAE M0k R B .. 7. ih602 B RN B R 2B RATRE
FEEZRE % (lowa Gambling Task, fRFRIGT), KFH2 (HEH) x 2 (BEBMIBE LR KT EF: 1)
BEBMEMPMAEE(F=0.01, P>0.05); HHEXPEEF=9.16,P<0.05, v’ =0.14). 2) #jl

5N B EE (F=37.34,P<0.05 1, =0.39), BEERERKES T HRRRERESEE
NTFIEIRIES T 18734 (F = 18.30, P < 0.05, v = 0.39), LHHAERRIES T RNRK RIS
BERTHERIEE T HBES(F = 1942, P < 0.05, v} =0.40). £: BHEETEMESE T RIETRE.
FMEEE T IR, A EMEE TN, AEEE T mEXR.

Xetin

RIoRsR, BEBM, HHER, BRELEIMESOGT)

The Gender Difference in Risk
Decision-Making under Different
Affective Valence

Guogiang Qiu!?, Jiangli Jiao12*, Dongjun Zhang3

The Key Laboratory of Mental Development and Learning Science of Xinjiang, Urumgi Xinjiang
School of Psychology, Xinjiang Normal University, Urumqi Xinjiang
3School of Psychology, Xinxiang Medical University, Xinxiang Henan

Received: Dec. 25", 2022; accepted: Feb. 9™, 2023; published: Feb. 16™, 2023

CEIEE .

XE5|H: BEE, LN, KARZE(2023). NFEFEEAN TR RN 2R, OFFI R, 13(2), 528-534.
DOI: 10.12677/ap.2023.132065


https://www.hanspub.org/journal/ap
https://doi.org/10.12677/ap.2023.132065
https://doi.org/10.12677/ap.2023.132065
https://www.hanspub.org/

IS5 45

Abstract

Objective: To explore the effects of gender and affective valence on individual risk decision-making.
Methods: 60 college students induced corresponding affection were asked to complete the Iowa
gaming task (IGT). And 2 (gender) x 2 (affective valence) mixed experimental design was adopted.
Results: (1) The main effect of affective valence was not significant (F = 0.01, P > 0.05); the main

effect of gender was significant (F = 9.16, P < 0.05, ni = 0.14). (2) The interaction between gend-
er and affective valence was significant (F = 37.34, P < 0.05), ni = 0.39), and the effect of affective
valence on male (F = 18.30, P < 0.05, ni = 0.39) and female (F = 19.42, P < 0.05, ni = 0.40). Con-

clusion: When confronting risk decision-making, men prefer risk under positive affection and
avoid risk under negative affection but women avoid risk under positive affection and prefer risk
under negative affection.
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1. 518

JRU: e SR AR AR TEAS BE 78 43 TR ke 52 45 SRR 26185 S i) 0 46348 77 2 HH i % (Rosness, 2009; XIJiE %<,
X JJ%%, 2017). Bechara 5 A (1994)Beit t % A #21# F5 4155 (lowa Gambling Task, IGT), %455 u 25
LT H WA E A XS B 5 3 5 52 B E AL (Justin & Daniel, 2017).

BRI B 22 5 DAIE A AT B2 J2 (ventromediial prefrontal cortex, vmPFC)32 2145 15 (1) & & A
TR, RIVIE SR RS G I TR SIS AR USRS LaRILT 8, X R WG 2 N 32 2 e M pe s (1 1A
# 2 —(Damasio et al., 1994). XFAHICSCRRHEATAREE R I, ZHHFAEMINFKYE “EHAMN 7 X —4EE
KW T4 45 5 55 R (Zhao et al., 2016; 252 %%, 2020). THEERM AT R RGP, FEGAE =
FRERR AL AL IEEREEL . 2 GBS RV I AL B0 . @ 4ERFEIR N, METERRIR TG %
TORYERFIEPERS PR S . TEFRIEIED T, T RS2 4 OB W WA 28 R 50 f 47 AUz (Isen &  Patrick,
1983; Byrne et al., 2020). THZEZ ACBERIRIN Ty, FRRRAE 28 (A5 g 20 of PRI P P T A 4 RS s S B 17
2E SN AMAKT XU PR P 17 FH3E KUK (Johnson & Tversky, 1983; Peng et al., 2013; [l #2425, 2021). ¥F
UM ) HE SR FR AR Ay, 175 0 XU R SR 1) R I AN e T 4 Ay, T A B T P e R T M 4
FE (3Rt (Lerner & Keltner, 2000; K R, Fiesy, 2013; HHEHFLE, 2019). MHHRHR ST KI, Z
BT UAFAE PR R R BRE, o RO T B A 15 468U A v M R R T B . BEE AR, Bk
2 I TG 28800 5 e D R A A AT S PR SR IR 78, e R g bz —.

WEIM S S RoRn, AT KBRS, 5 A M s e, ot 7 s B v, BRI RUR ve
S BAH RN XA AE P S Ak 22 7, IX 3R BH PR SR il e A7 AE 14 0l 22 57 (L et al., 2018; Singh et al., 2020).
KESLUERT FEUE I 73X — &L, W1: Ledn %5 A (2020)if 5 IGT S8 i wUR I Lot dh 28 L 55 VA 47 XU  Justin
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H1 Daniel (2017) 545 5 8L A o RS (19 J2 DR 55 s S AR AR K S AL 2 155 YO0 A 7 TR o X0 At AT T ) 9 3
B AR IR, FIRE SR Y N BRI FIR, Il 5 35 Lo 1 AT g 48 701 1) 6 A i TR 3
W B0, WA TR N 24T B8 A 30 2 1 02 B X Sk T, AR, van den Bos %% A (2013) 4 Hi7E XU vk 25
(AP ) 22 S HE AN 0T, A7 AE LM EE 55 M s PR (R VO AT TN A S SR e R 98 2 %o e SR A S i X ) s
PR HETE R PR B . SR, WS P S 22 R COIE B A R R P R e A B, [
I 7 P B 5 R R A 22 5OK, Rk, IR 7 45 SR AT BB A7 7 25 (Justin & Daniel, 2017). — &4
L FI S 25 FE T A7 8 2 AN TR RS, PRS2, [RIRE A IR 45 5 o S35 (2016) i i AR BRABL AL, XU
1145, RIFIEL TN ESARE, HRE% THENZERES, WS L& R EARR, 2tk
SZAHAG LRI, T 5 L AR S AR ZE TE L, R IE RS 4 RV 2E R R R, TR
N ZE R R, SR, FEEBE RIS SR BRI T, IR IS S M A LR T 2

i LT, RS PSRAAEE M ZE . AW, ERRIES T, HHZERBI T ARENER: mE
PR T, M ZESREE. F, REFFORERT ARG E, SR IGT AR5 Bl I S 2k i
(R ARG e 3, 3k — AR AN )15 26 28 T DRSS e S v R IS [ 4 31 2 S PR DR R

2. ik
2.1 #Rk

BRI X RAEAERCARIE 82 Ak Hrb I3 42 44, Lk 40 4, VM 19 ~23 %, P
il 207 1.3 % . BRI E AT, Sk FE I RIREES sl . TTE RS SRS, &
IR, TPIEEREES; FHENEZOEME S . IR IER U B IR, ERAIE N, ThESE
98, BEZS5ARSE HXHZ SR A ARG R

2.2. SEERMR

221 FBEFRMH

KELE R AEEE BRI TE, B (hERES R E) (CPAS). MR R P fHIah 24
RN EARERE = AL 60 SRIEVER AR fr, 33 20 A ailxt e f P4l SR 5 Mt ik,
IR PTT -T2 70 BN e AR AR 2 e - 128 30 KA 48 IR VR S 3a bt ke

2.2.2. [BETEER(PANAS BR)

K FH Watson %5 A (1988) 4 il (1« 7k T2 4< 55 A\ (2004) & 1T BICER I A 1 1 44 235 Hh SChi ) (positive affect
and negative affect scale, PANAS)IFEB A B KSR, ZRRAGTHNTER: PIREBEEREPA)MHEK
B RER(NA). PANAS H SRR N — 51 R4 o = 0.87, FF &0 HRIN &2 FAH G ZER

2.2.3. MBERRIESF(IGT Hd)

FEZAEST Y, Bl ZE N 4 RSN R 28R ik 35— 5K, Bk — R 4RREAR A SRy A 22 AR,
TFRIARRESE 10 SRAMBEHL I . WKIZRE, 5 BIARRRA S B 2RO AT RN, R $E 1) 5t
LGNyt 58 =R AR S8 DU B AR A FIARRE, RIS i B &N IE . FESRIRTTAART, #ik
XX — AR, BAKE S E R ik, AT RSy “IE GRS REPAS 2 A
HIFE- i, T TSRS 2 (R ARRR 0 B RO 2 A FI AR R 36 K0 SR PPN Bl R EL

2.3. SEEgIT
SKIGN 2 (R BN 4. TG SE) x 2 (). BidE. )RR &Lk wet, o, B

DOI: 10.12677/ap.2023.132065 530 o HE R


https://doi.org/10.12677/ap.2023.132065

IS ] i 45
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Figure 1. Affective induction

1 FEE L

Figure 2. Affective assessment

E 2. BETE
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Figure 3. IGT task
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APATE R VEE 5, BT IGT AL5%, nl&l 3. AR5 EHEAT 100 IR, Zn, #akiR S 30 4,
THABAT T 5 SE%, B TSR AR, AR AR .

3. R

SEEER G, 8 MR B QA PN AN IS 2R, 14 ApAHRE B O s iiA B 2
(A5 AR SR TR SFAT 55, DR L AE B 20 A AN 5 R X e e i ) s -

NELIAE S5 R, LAER VP MR AR BT 2 (IH28MefE s l) x 2 (PANAS T R&R)EG N &
ST RN, TR E N B (F = 39.00, P < 0.05, n; =0.40), PANAS ?i?@ExﬁUjm%‘(F =
27.55,P <0.05, n; =0.32), 154MRES PANAS T K2 H A B3 (F = 609.72, P < 0.05, n; =0.40).
REAT R BN o3 T, IEPETS 26 R TR A3 Z 10 8.3 % 5 (F = 643.62, P < 0.05, 1; =0.92), PA &&M
= 34.00, SD = 6.45) kT NAEHM = 11.41, SD = 1.87); M:EY FFEEESSZHAEEERF =
166.03, P <0.05, 15 =0.74), NA &#%(M=33.40, SD = 7.03) K T PA §(M = 18.28, SD = 4.46), &KW1
HTH R

XFIGT 55337 it o, S5 RN 1, DAEEE R Ay B AR EdkAT 2 (MR 55, &) x 2 (1%
R IEME. FUE)ERWE T ZE 00T, 1EE AU £ RN AL (F = 0.636, P > 0.05), 45 80N &3 (F
=9.16,P <0.05 n? =0.14), F¥E(M = 35.67, SD = 57.10) bk & (M = ~3.47, SD = 41.93) S HLE R, 1544
R S ER A AR 23 (F = 37.34, P <0.05, 13 =0.39, UL 4),
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Figure 4. Interaction between affective valence and gender

B 4 BEYNERSHAINERNZEER

Table 1. Descriptive statistics of net scores of male and female under different affective valence

# 1 TRIBHEUN T B LIRS F i gt

% “
[FERS AL TH AL THK
M 4.40 31.27 15.73 -19.73
SD 25.20 39.83 37.36 20.64

REAT (A BRAIORE AT, A MEAE UM 46 LU IE MRS 45 S8 f ff AU (F = 19.42, P < 0.05, n? =0.40); H1k
FEIEMERE 28 T L S 46 S A i UK (F = 18.30, P < 0.05, n3 = 0.39), IEMEISZE FHEAIZERAZEF =
1.90, P > 0.05); futkigs FIHEM 257 B#(F = 37.97, P < 0.05, n? =0.40), ikt otk BrkFE =
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7.97,P<0.05, 1, = 0.40)F fhilf KUK: .
4 SR

A TR NGT ALSS IR 1 26 250 Rl ) RS R SR e o 5 SRR B R ) PR 35 ) 2 8 i 2%
SRV Tl L P B R XS, . A SEER SRS Leon 25 A (2020) UM FE45 R —2, 140 Justin 11 Daniel (2017)32
B, B 7 AR I AR A [RIEF, 2 b 55 1 oy RITERF 453 2% BE AUk

AR TEHI A — AR EHESN R EZOERNAEE . X85 WS TN AR LB i S dxt
ARG W SR 52 ) AN B T A5 6 1 Ui, TR BT B I M AT ELE R VA . SR, TE TR
a8 P S B T X 1 N/ P N 7 X 2l 5/ 3 v P o T o Y 2 S/ b DR R N
RGF RS, X g S VRN I HE SR EE VS BT VAR RE () o 5B PR AN R B R TR ISR I 0 Sl S
TG AR ANE e R BL, XX A EIS AT R, ZEXSLEIFAMEH R, ZHEMAFR
NN TR F 5 Sk Al A 26 e s m JRURS: W SR 1) o B 286 5 BAEH 53 JIER (0 Kk, /b=, 2017), 1
IR MR B G P BAE RV Y3k, DAVPAN 045 kbt B4Rt ) oMk
BETEEW B JER RIER IR, B SHE IR, 456 RS HR 5 1A IS X A7 78 M A w46 2=
. WAV, ERERES, BHTHEIEMPAR, Bt s A —EA R T mEL,
{EAS B AN 148 G 061 55 AN Lot R U LA AN R IR S, BB s BAEH, il REBans)
JIER, IX A 15 55 2T R AS [F] B0 R 15 28 B A7 AE A8 AS R XU RS AT 9o TR BRSO A BT i R B, AR
T NN ZER AR E, HWIES TN ZEREE, X5 Q2016)HF g R —8. BFRNSLAFM
INFNBES, ERINAEZE T, 551t Al KURS T JRURS: , B 1B SR IS as 1) H b, oM A 4ERFAARR
15285 T R RS, BRAIG 1 R B I3 2% i iuskvE s DRk, FERRRIE 48RRI ZE A2 fEVHREZE N,
T3t 2 vt UG T AR XUy, U T B SR IS RS (1) H bR, 2o MR D e 071 19 28 1 e d URS: - 195 1%
RIS 2 A RUak ik, BRI, FEVE NS 26 T 1ol 22 ok B3 .

R ERrR, KSR A A E R, (BEANFEIELE S TR 22 A A F R, RS %
THANERALE, HRES NN ERLEE, AU IS, $E 5 RS sk
BUEI A F T AAEA R AR, SEOX—IE R H . SR, AT FAA M e 5 3 BILAHE U1 28 tfy
AN ER, WEMmERENER, WEREBENSN T, HFRMCAGIE, Hik, RKRAPFRE
AT B — P I0IE 5B AN [F) 1 46 1IN FD

5. &ig

T 28 5 RISl BT 3 L (R e ARG T 5, B VAR IE VR I 4 B g AR o B PR 28 T e XU s Aot
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