Advances in Psychology ‘0FEZ23ERE, 2024, 14(6), 595-602 Hans X
Published Online June 2024 in Hans. https://www.hanspub.org/journal/ap
https://doi.org/10.12677/ap.2024.146444

FYE S BREFR R FTERT A XU R 47 B9
e 2

hEk, ¥ &
K REIBA AR5, W Ko

ks HiH: 202445 H10H; FHHEM: 20244F6 H20H; kA HM: 20244F6A30H

H E

HH: FEREMA TR IE SN KRR T IR  J5VE: SRAZ S0 LEESR (Psychological
Inventory of Financial Scarcity, PIFS)Jll & MR EMEFREHRIR, SR R £ 55 (7] 800 B M Y XU
WEF. &R: 1) BRBERTHXRRFEREERTRABR THRRMTREE: 2) ERETFRHRR
MPSKRBRNZ R EE, BEkE, SARERT, RERLTREURBEN RN mT B S EER
LU RmBUREA NIRRT REAFEREER: R, RRERT, BERLTHGBEE KRR
IFREHEERTRENE T RGBYR N R RFIEE. Gk BURTER GBI XU i 500
ZRBEEREA T .

K]

EMAFmORR, REFS, NKWEF, LSFmoLEERER(PIFS)

The Impact of Subjective Economic Scarcity
and Decision-Making Situations
on Individual Risk Preferences

Hanbing Yu, Lei Deng

Changsha Civil Affairs Vocational and Technical College, Changsha Hunan

Received: May 10", 2024; accepted: Jun. 20", 2024; published: Jun. 30", 2024
Abstract
Objective: To investigate the influence of subjective economic scarcity and decision-making situa-
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tions on individual risk preferences. Methods: The Psychological Inventory of Financial Scarcity
(PIFS) was used to measure individuals’ subjective economic scarcity, and a risk decision ques-
tionnaire was used to measure individuals’ risk preferences. Results: 1) The risk preference index
in loss scenarios was significantly higher than that in gain scenarios; 2) There was a significant in-
teraction between subjective economic scarcity and decision-making situations. Specifically, in
loss scenarios, there was no significant difference in the risk preference index between individu-
als with high subjective economic scarcity and those with low subjective economic scarcity; con-
versely, in gain scenarios, the risk preference index of individuals with high subjective economic
scarcity was significantly lower than that of individuals with low subjective economic scarcity.
Conclusion: The influence of subjective economic scarcity on individual risk preferences is mod-
erated by decision-making situations.
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1. 518

SEERTUIE A, B PR A SR A 5 ] BT T 1 P 2 KB o K 1A T 28 PR b X (00 A AT BT 3 B 0 1) R4
—HRZGE DI ML AR P A S U058 (Cook & Sadeghein, 2018). A TR,
Wb T AR N IINATESS 1 AR B B0 55 RERT, 5 2 H T RE 2 S BUR AT TAL BB A 1 B 1%
W, Wfik&E R (Carvalho et al., 2016). 25 M B LR ZE (Blalock et al., 2007). #E4a#iHi Az H (Liu,
2013). #E F1 B A AT K % AR BN B (Haushofer & Fehr, 2014)%%. K, 4RTHF R TR AR T
S BT R A DG OB A 5 SR FR I R 3R, A KU B O B TSR W AR AL R K A

EAGFRE T, NTHE & SEATE PR TRk )7 kAT 1k (Kahneman & Tversky, 1979), 1
THPE PR ISR, R FH AT IR AR A o XNV S NATTRT B P U R R KU P U
TN 2 TA) AT, BV XU R (risk preference) (Weber, 2010). SzBr b, CABFFARNGERT T 25 itk 5
AN KU 2 2 TB] PRI 9% 22« Dohmen 25 A\ (2011) I F & R, ARUSCNTR i 1) 5 o 3 i 2 T LR AR ) IR
S RLEE ) . Haushofer #1 Fehr (2014) &3, {EZX R IASE A AR VR I NHE, FEAEIBLL 75 A e v E K 1)
M, FEBT RIEE KA E R, X R0 PR . RO E 2 A IO BE 081G AR RRARAT T I 1)
Tl BR 1 (Haushofer & Fehr, 2014), T8, — WA H — AN KU G 558 e iR, B0 7 K6 %%
G AL ER T REAN A FF R SRAT RIS . AR AR BoR, (ERSMR )G, ZaHEREmLT F&
DU 2 AR, U RIER SR BRATS AR T 3% 438 XU BE = RE T(Ong et al., 2019). 4R,
WA TR INE G AR GR 2 B SR A R AR i, R A8 FCR UG T 3RA7 . ilan, BEFRRI, %
WNFAARAEAE R B2 2 N T2 5 S 2h 8% LR 2 | (Blalock et al., 2007; Welte et al., 2006).

g5 LTRGBS R RS (i 4 2 8] (9 96 RIGAELETE 2 7 JE A4S 1, A IR LA
ik 2 BT A T XU RLEE, S48 1T A B LR I B F k2 T S0 AT ) T AU 53R o X S8 AH B P
JE IR BSERIRAT, AR AR S BEMAFRERE S, EaRes “Wa” oF “HFE” 1)
FMEEAZ A K (Liang et al., 2023). (HAFER RIS, LAEDE IR 5 255 MR RS R i 2 8] (1) ¢ R I
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T ARSI 22 e AN AT S8, AR, BEE R L RR N, BARRE PR MR B IR AR e Ty T h it 17
P B W, RSN Z R I ERE MR AT, A2 AR AR 3 Z 18] (1) 5K & (Bull et al., 2013;
Mullainathan & Shafir, 2013; Shah et al., 2012). Mullainathan 11 Shafir (2013)7£ Kahneman [{Ji\ &1 Y54 R
PR BER T BRI 1 (scarcity theory), AR EEANTERE] B O ML BF TEUR A REI 2 75 220,
e A TR, BT 25 TR Y S 2 B B B Z BT S U AMA TR AR B R —
it W32 (Mullainathan & Shafir, 2013).  F: WA FF A GRIBIEAE AATTIE 730 SUE R SR BT IR AOIRECRIRIAL, - A
7 A BT B4 7 2R SR X (Shah et al., 2015). FRELISIIFEH, N “EBFREE AR R ST RI4T
R X R IR T H AL (de Bruijn & Antonides, 2022), 3k EH AN RT3 C &G4
SIS PR B AN S8 R 56 A GBS 1 4% 0 B K (Carvalho et al., 2016; de Bruijn & Antonides, 2022;
Huang et al., 2023; Huijsmans et al., 2019; Ong et al., 2019; Shah et al., 2015). %A1, HETHKHFR KL RET
PR T BRI 5 S DA F2 W28 5 i B X ¥ 2% 2 1 SR 52 R (de Bruijn & Antonides, 2022; 7 & B4,
2020), A D FERDT T 32 M T R BT AR K 4 15200 (Liang et al., 2023). [Flk, FWEHF
e R B AT AT S )4 UG Al 2 AT 5k = 78 70 HLIG TR, 75 22— R A FHE

M H, PSS TR AR SRS TI 3R 2 S g (XK 9545, 2014). B 5t #iE (prospect theory) i\ A
PE T3k s, AN R OO, DRE T AR I, AR T ) TSR R AT s AH R, THIXT
TERAERRIN, U XK 55K 4T A (Kahneman & Tversky, 1979). 1 H., AWK, HKEEET, 71
N0 A 2H EEAETT IN O AS LA 5 TR SRAT 55 BRI T3 2 sy SR, FEBVRAG S T, PIALAERS TR ok
FE55 BRI TN R AT 3 2 R (GR EZ 0h4, 2023). MU TR SRS JH v 552 5 A\ KA A5 K 35 VAR
IR BN . A, AR WA GEARBRJRE ) AAAE R 28 A0 AR B T I U 2 STl ? 255
P IR SRAT 45 IR BUARA 2[RIk,  ASHIF 783K S 32 W 28 55 A P 5 R S 178 55 01 ] 58 EL 52 1 A7 JXL G
Tt o

AR BUREE 18 (Risk-sensitivity theory, RST)IA A, “FE” K MERKE ST TR, U ANHER
SR TR DA R B 75 SR, 2 XU Rk % 1) JXUS: 53K (Caraco et al., 1980). 7E 8 5F B B = (R R
B AR B AT e Sk SRR e (a0 “ Pkl kg, IEHERTF 100 g, RIEIZRAF 0 07 )AHEL, L
T AR AN A TG [ T 38 3 2 4 FLAR U iy fie 2 7 (9 an < 2 3R 45 50 767 ), AR iR
R HARAPIRAS o DRI, T2 N S AL ) T 3B G AN 00 P XUy o AR, 8 DO A i e AR RIS P37 2K 155 55 (191
W “HAERIR 50 g6 )BT, R AU SEAE 15 T B R R AR DR B BT R 4R B B IR M LA 2
oK, DRLMARAT ST B AT e 126 426 S 2 vy XIS ELAE AE TR ML 2R m] REME e T (M Gn ““ el e, IR I 2R
100 JG, iR 0 767 ). £ b, AWFFCUNE I AT A 905075 5 32 U 48 B A G SRR R SRR 452 68 A4 XU i
LFfsgme, MR ERGEEET, MK FERETERA, & WA TR R L I
BEARRURE ] s )z, FEBURIEEN, AR E R .

2. ARFG=E
2.1. ARTR

Antyuimid R TG4 LS 653 Ak, S 52 SR (A 40 Bt K (<120 ms 2i>1000 ms). il
VR IR DL AR R GF RP 3RBTGO HE 5, it 261 28 RS N EdE i, =
HEPES6 N, Lotk 205 N, “FIERS 18.85+1.28 & . i PIFS &3R4 7 1 5 (Me = 3.83) K4 ik 7
HiEs AREMEFREERA, (KT A K EM A FREIRA (L33 N, F4 26 A, P46 18.95
+154 %), ST aim T m WA T EURA (128 N, 5430 A, “FHER 18.75 £ 0.92 %),
PR TE 64t (259) = 1.25, p = 0.212)F1 1Ay (1, n = 262) = 0.77, p = 0.379] L AAAAE B & M % 7,
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FEFBEZ BN IK T [2.96 £ 2.22 vs. 2.25 + 1.94, t (260) = 2.76, p = 0.006] F777F i % %
BEAAAIRAT — & R SRR

22. fiRIR

2.2.1. KELFWAN

BTN R KA, Bk, PAREFWAE N R EZBFURNTE R . R E AR K, ¥
FEEFEWARI N 11 AKF: 3 e LA R 30,001 76~5 /6. 50,001 75~8 /576 80,001 7t~10 J3 7.
100,001 yG~12 Jj 7t 120,001 JG~15 /57t 150,001 JG~20 /7t 200,001 76~30 /it 300,001 JG~50 /It
500,001 7G~80 /377G 80 Ji7CEA o BAARE AQ BESE AR RN Z FH PPl H S B2 AR RN o

222 BFHBHRLEER

K van Dijk 25 A (2022) g1l ) 22 5 i 0 -8 (Psychological Inventory of Financial Scarcity, PIFS).
PIFS 3 it M A A28 BRI ) 32 0852 DA SR B PP 1 4 BRI R Sk AT B FRPEAL, DL &= AMA
) EME TR ZE R BN ERE A k. Bh= 21 (lack of control over one’s financial situation). 4%k
5 (shortage of money). %5 4% (short-term focus) LA f 225+ [z 44 (financial rumination), 3t 12 AN H, &4k
E3AN%H. A& HBRAZERRT Sika(0= “BEARAR", 7= “SE&EHEE”), BoEEH
LU MHOABIRE . ZER R R0 A — 2 EIE R LNAE . ERRE A TR 4
FERIPEAE TR, MastE G & AL G B RMEH . AT RS &R0 1P EE AR
FMA TR FEPR, 483K Cronbach’s o Z2%°4.93.

2.2.3. MR EBETHRKREDTE

o4 [ Hsee A1 Weber (1997)8F 78 H RS P 563520 158, Wkl BoR B s — BobbRl: fER2 585
N WM EEA R IF I GIGY), EELTR S URIR, I SE BT LS 1 57 IF 7 TR B
5, BTG HF, FREFEGFLEREH . 7 s fERURIESE T, WM e “ B iRt
JGE T —7K 1000 LR, HIFIRE D T IEHFEZIGYF CE 0B A G IR, (RS0 5
IF T HIIGH) =L IR 5 5, I AT 77 O P, i R R I BB 77 20 7 R 5E M
R, ERES PSRRI 718 “ ik —7 REE R T IR A BEIRE X ot; B i
migkE, 1EMZRE 100 Jt, KIEIRE 0 J6; (EHREES FRMES ML 7 8By . AL #iE
2k X 76; By JREMduE, Bk 100 jo, ik 0 6. X K%k 50, 60. 40, 70, 30. 80. 20,
BJa, HEEMPOR RS RIS % RP (Risk Preference Index). RP HJiHE 7E: EIRWHEE T, W
SR ARAE A 1 B [ 0 — 1 PR T R TI, L R0 e A7 kAR T R IR T, T RP e e L
Ai(i=23,7): EHREST, R 7 B 8 x PR AR, A i) B x — 1 5] 1 1 4%
e R, W5E X RP 4RECN (i =2,3,-++,7) , WIHAERTA il B4 e MEIR TT, 0] RP Fiad0e SCA 1
N SRAE T ) XL TR, ) RP 840 O 8. Mk, RP REUWIEREITE 1 3 8 Z I8, HARMIME
FoRE KM TR, A 45, RoRRE e, RS KRR SR, ARSI T, 1
G AR v R PP R A AR T, AR S R v 1l R AP R KRR T, BB R TE SR N, fEgn SRR
{1 I R0 P 3k R A S SR IO, (ELTE G 5 SR 10 vl R S 3 UG T0), T RP FE3UAE 8 — 25 M Bl A A B
KA, RIIEREE .

2.3. Wit

AWETERI 2 (EMATHBER: & vs.fR) x 2 (RANEEL: R vs SR KIR G Beit, Hrh WAt
MR O a4 B, RAE BN PO N AR R . TR R e RS SR 52 1) 26 o ) XRG4 T 40, 84

3o
by
=

b
e
b
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A, UM T RS TR
2.4, REF

e i Tod (7] o 7 B A 2 1) o A XU, R B 10 A R S8 AR 7 o R 5 R, AT R AT — TG T
N e, HAnZiRE ErE 4 E 2 praidi T, Bk, $liRES R, Al BUWETRIR
NEFRUAR PIFS &3 HR, b e )Rt 35 ) B 1K1 bkl AR IR AN [F) 1% B A v sk
3. ARER
3.1 ENEFHREMNSE

B EMA GRS RAMGRE PIFS 1542(4.92 + 1.03) & % & TR LMK G AR A ki PIFS 4393
(2.87 £0.77), t(259) = 18.20, p <0.001, Cohen’sd = 2.25, 15 BIASHIT 7T ot 32 W40 5 s R IR IR O A5 26
3.2. EMEFHEBFRRIFEX R R EIR M

X SR AP PR HOIAT 2 (F MG TR = vsAR) x 2 (WRIRIESE: 3R vs 00K B IS5 25
B, B FEZVFINE NG R, SRR, EUWETFRHEUEN 8N ARE, F(1,258) =093, p
=0.336, 1 =0.004, {3 WLLe 57 BB i 10 UG (i 4745 %50(2. 16 + 2.22) 157 32 W0 48 B A ol gl R ) XSS

I IFHE$0(1.95 + 2.09) N7 1 i 3 25 5 o VSRS 1AM 220N 5235, F (1, 258) = 7.40, p = 0.007, n?=0.028,
FRRAEBE T IR I B H8 %0(2.22 + 2.40) B 3% = TR 28 1 B8 1 16 XU fi 4075 $(1.90 + 1.86).
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Figure 1. The interaction between subjective economic scarcity perception and decision-making situations

1. EREFHRRBEFRRIFENRZEER

DOI: 10.12677/ap.2024.146444 599 (LA


https://doi.org/10.12677/ap.2024.146444

M TE L, X3

TG TR R RS HEAFH 22, F(1,258)=4.18, p=0.042, n*=0.016, W& 1. i#—
TR BN o T RO SRAATE LA, iy WL 5 A R Sk 2 A K110 XU O 47415 £ (1.65 + 1.60) S F KT
R L2835 s S R AL A ) LSy i 47 98 (2.14 £ 2.06), F (1, 258) = 4.29, p =0.039, n’=0.016; #Xifi,
TURIE B RAE T, 5 3 G G A i B ZE 4 1 IRV AR 4 16 452,25 £ 2.46) 541K 32 W48 5 s i B 2 48 P XL
{7 T (2,19 + 2.38) 2 M RNAFAE i 4 225, F (1, 258) =0.003, p=0.960, n’=0.000-

4. g

AW TG T FME TR GRIE AN P NG BER A RS 27 1R 520 o 5 SRR, B 2R A% B 1R XU i
IFRBUR E S TR NIRRT IEEG R WA GRS g s i SRS AR B2, Bk,
PARAGEEL T, & WG T R R K 10 DU v 8 205 10 3 00 448 5 s S A i XD IS O 7 48 AN A7 AE (2
EE R, RGBT, & GG R AR PR DR e 27 415 B0 25K IS S WL 20 5 s ok g 1k )
NSEETE R

RAEEE T, ARG RG DA R —3. Liang 55 A (2023)i ot ZLR 4 120 23 28 I Rk
FMATGURE, I8 G KR G B S o 45 RO, AHEUXTRRZE, 15 W& U A ok
TR 1k B 2 b e R T8 AL 10 22 e T, I HH B 22 1 UR R 84T Dy o R0 A28 N (2023) I BIE S R A
R, ELGRERIEE T, AR T2 0 50 SR i AR AL EEAT y,  IF BN B A B I 2 55
Bl 25 (U H A 205 S 44 RVRE L) DU 2 300 HH 7B 25 P XS RIUTRE o 3K 150 RH , B3 S A o) Ak T vy 3 W8 5 i ke
BORAE NI R EZ . MEREIRIEH, RE AR A CHHA L5 5 A fels 2 75 Zn, 5t
Sx7e A A TR, BB AT 43 O AR R IR I R BURI R A (Mullainathan & Shafir, 2013; Shah et
al., 2015). FEAlZ, ABAIAVE N —FF, FERSEN o JURS, (FRR R IK Ab B8 B8 Al AT 100 70 AR FE R AR /N i)
SRR G R, I A A ARAT T AT e 2 BRI B B a) DA ST 24 iR s R R s i R, AT
77 A B 42 [k JRU 338847 )9 (Haushofer & Fehr, 2014; Mullainathan & Shafir, 2013; 4% 145, 2020). iE#)1,
TR A, B s LSRR s I 2 J I BE M < 3 (Carvalho et al., 2016; Haushofer & Fehr, 2014)
AJRE A BN FIRE KU (1) = EIRAENLH] . R, S5 2T 8 AT DAk — B IR N 7 42 2 L4 B s il 5 A
DRSS i 22 1] FR) 56 2R FRITE AE AL o

PRGN, AT, & 3 MG AR A i i U O 47 i 450511 =0 W0 20 5 s it e k) XU
TREF R R 2 5 . RIS EBUREIRIR 7R E T KA VIS, AMATTREZIN tH RN Tt JX I
B E 3l TF- 3R K 4T AR (Caraco et al., 1980). fELHFRIEEZ KPR, “HE” M “THE” Z[H1
22 PRI AT BRI R R, XA — 8 2 F R BRI S5 5L, T2 A S AN i 2
H & T 2145 R (Stephens, 1981). #iltn, FEZRAGAEEE T, FE S KUSE I R] REAT R4 2% . FEH ARG BE
WM A D6 2T I B DR i 1 i R, R R 2 A T AR RURS: R e Rt TGV R FE R . DRI, At ATTEE
A0 [r1) 328 20 S R RIS 8 v o (EL R A S L 55 SRR T B PR e T, R A X e T P~ 24 TR AL i A 4
ItAh, FrstERR (Kahneman & Tversky, 1979) W A il 7T 45 AL 4L T — Ml REROMRE . B4, M
BTYER, KRBT RIIE 2 T NEIEY . AHAE SRR I B i 1) 70T 17 46 e RS ER 1 A A5 i 2
AR IR TS 26 o X SR MR DR < Bt 2T 7 AR (R A1 285 P i oo e TR A 0 22 5 A R AR P B2 s
HET R — 265 R AT A LABE I AE A0 25 o X NN TR T o A RSN IR AT A0 5 22 U N
T2 5% sh a2 1 (Blalock et al., 2007; Welte et al., 2006).

5. &P
AT IR T G B BB R e W B Ak R IR O B, LAt T -
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2) PSRN BIE E AT R A R KRS e R R BARORUE, AT BRI,
R A TR FEAR BB I AAFAEZE SR, AL TIRBEEET, B R AR DL LEAR
L T SR A B i XD XS A A7

E&ImHE
ARG AR A R VT 2 03 2 R 7T R (R R 5 . XSP21YBC439).
SE Tk

MREGR, TRill—, REME, TER(2023). STHBG RIS ML RIZm: 20O IER. FEIRR O 45,
31(5), 1052-1056.

KKT5, EMG, FEMmZE, SR, MG, XU%k(2014). BIR-MBANRKEER: W, OS5 8%. OHFZHRE, 22(4),
580—587.
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