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Abstract

Betrayal aversion refers to people who are more conservative in the face of person-based risk
than objective risk. The research is mainly about the concept, research method, and the influence
effects of betrayal aversion. In decision making, betrayal aversion is affected by individual cha-
racteristics, social situational factors, emotional factors, cognitive factors and physiological factors.
Future researches of betrayal aversion should investigate its neural and physiological mechan-
isms, explore its influence factors, conduct cross-cultural research, and research other areas and
further study on local cultural research.
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1. 5|8

IS AR ) RS A AT R AT AR IR IR, AT @k, BLas s, TR KRKEE, XEH L
PR T RER 3 T A AR E, Wik A T 5 AT R ERFE R HEUURE R B, AA15E
PR R MO NN R R 2 B RIS R B R R 3 80?7 0 T AT R S 2 MR R 28082 )
Bk B B8 AR K FH SRR 3 30? FR I SRS — A AR ), USRI AT RE SR
BN RS PEAL o RS FE A XRS5 o 3 A2 0 AT TR 2 0 RS RN XU R IR SR AR AR 25 5, FEAS
[ RS RVE ™ AT AT BEAEAEAN R 1 Co BEAL AR AN R S e, MTTTE 725 00 XU FH N g IR e 3 i AN — 3
f%EFE(Bohnet & Zeckhauser, 2004). Bohnet £ Zeckhauser (2004)f7-%f sLEL G BT 7 SERF 5, WiE T
BEANEINS, It 7 EEERER, SR AR T SR B — R A e, SRS
T2 7 1 BRI B v ReE, IF HONATAFAE 30 (1) 15 15 Kk S AL (R AEEE 52 N 1 i s SR ) A P A
25, I ANATAE N 9 KBS R, AH EG T 2000 RS 1R 58 B AR 57, R I H A/D 45 4147 N (Bohnet & Zeckhauser,
2004; Bohnet, Greig, Herrmann, & Zeckhauser, 2008; Chao, Zhang, Jinzhou, Huang, Qiu, & Wang, 2018),

CAAEAIE TR B, 545 FIEE A2 520 AN N Gn ] S2GE IXURS: 45 SR (1) 3 2 K] 6 (Aimone & Houser, 2011; Bohnet &
Zeckhauser, 2004; Koehler & Gershoff, 2003). Bolton £l Ockenfels (2010)HF 7T & I 24 X SRIE T N WA &
AR ZR I, AATT AR XU PR R BE AR B8/ o il G AE 22 5 AU IR F Bt e s ey, 2 KU SRR T~ A
B, AMESDRA =0y 2 — I, IRR—M A IME B AR B (Aimone & Houser, 2009). A I,
FEIRS ARG, NIRRT N A RS B AT e A 78 320 DR T2 W XU o (48 L ) JRU RS R SR 9800 5 SR B T AN [F]
A& 30 0 P, AR MR AR A5 R A SR A0 AT S e AT AR XU, o S B 5 KU i 4 (Kahneman & Tversky,
1979; Pratt, 1975; Slovic, 1987), FFAN IV RS AU AT KU P SF& BRI s md o T SEsle b, 240 Bl
FRNA A 1) RV SR U R N A S R 5L AR, AT AR e S A6 1) ] R DA () XU R SEEASRY BT 4 3R () A [
XATRE P BONA M EIR R AE H T AN IG5, PRI, 8 JRURGE o 55 2 0 ) S R R SR AT O 2 M i)
H LB R R JEIX — BN FE E(LLE DL, 1o, 2016), H#t—PRAEENENR S . AT EE
FIURE I G ) AL PR AT T AR, X5 (5 MU R KA 58 07 S R R AT 8 4N, IR A B A
FEPR IS U (5 B AR BEALA . MR PR 3L HCAth R SR I {5 3B 30 5 DA K 5 STAVIE S AN AR L ST AL 9 5%
THAAERAR, BENGRERMEESSFE.

2. BiEM@lSSMRG %
2.1. HEHEBRES

S MLEE A ST FE B, XU SRR & FE M AN 1 38 (Bohnet & Zeckhauser, 2004; Dreber, Rand,
Wernerfelt, Worrell, & Zeckhauser, 2013; Aimone & Houser, 2011). [Xf XU, 2445 8 HBEYLF 2L EH 2R
M2 42 ) (a2 SR 2, XS SRIE T B AR R, RO AR s 445 3R Al N (S AR 1= 3R R 1 55 4b
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—ATEZEENIEHIN, RS TN, FOS AR . FEEAEIESE T, AMEEEA NS BA 15 20
T E BRI, BREPF ERHURSN, e M SV ERTC R IR OB Oy TR
TERX AL PR, AT B SEA R T [l A XU (L5 0%, (T 520, 2016) 0 XA [A) 55 ST AT XURS MR
AR s NATTOS ek AU BB A B2 v 0] 11 R XU PR R BEAE 52 ) I PR D9 15 15 #IL ¥ (Beetrayal Aversion)
(Bohnet & Zeckhauser, 2004).

22. ARFE

H I 5075 5 A0k I 5 32 R H B/ i) B2 2 i 2615 (Bohnet, Greig, Herrmann, & Zeckhauser, 2006,
2008; Bohnet, Herrmann, & Zeckhauser, 2010; Bohnet & Zeckhauser, 2004). % Ei%$E7%(Aimone & Houser,
2009, 2011, 2013) PA K f #4116 5L BT 55 (Cubitt, Géchter, & Quercia, 2017).

2.2.1. w/MFTIESEEE

Bohnet 55 \ KA E AT ZRRSEAT 550 7015 (5 M0ikE, (ST 1R 55 32 AH IR AW A B AN [El 3R 42 400, DAk
TR BRI B e R, IR T 49 “ /N AT 52 %87 (minimum acceptable probabilities,
MAP). SE56H 5 a5 R b — A AR AN IR S ses, wles E e mmmasmOLE 1), &%
TEA, PR 5x 7845 10 75(10, 10), EFETE B, KOEHE N 30 7. (H7E B 1RAE M BCI- I,
Ji % Bl N5 15 J0(15, 15), 7% B2 #A15 8 76, X515 22 JU(8, 22). S50 53 9 P Fl KU 2% A1 R U
TENNRE T, 7% B M R ELFEE N E; MERWREEE T, R B 1BLL R
THREMBENLE . U RIERIET B I, Bl MfBH2 T A, NE&EEE B1, B2 MfE6EDT A, Miad
559 B2, PRI S, A ALRSFIEDT, B AEFREI. PR HIE N R RS, S A A0 2 0 R 2%
RS “ 4G FIZE R BL HIMER p sk p" B K B2 DI A Sk B B ROET B . p Ml p NN 52 2R,
W p MMEEERET ', BE NS NI IR/ ] 252 % T W R 2 1, B 3 A g
BEZNARK, FESEMBILREOGEE, (5, 2016).

IR IR

(10,10)
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Figure 1. Trust game test under person-based risk (left) and nature risk (right)

Bl 1. ARRE(ZE)FERRE ) THREEERES

222, ZEEEZE

Aimone 1 Houser (2009)f1 2 B iE PV FIFE R G I E NIRRT S . SLierh, #iks5 — 45 A
(B 4 B AR N) 43 AIAE A s TR RN o3, SBT3 Flukil: A) PREFIETL, b A 77 Bl N
10 76(10, 10); B) BREIIN AR, HADBLE RS, 15028, 22) AT ke C) BRIEDi(E
MR, # AR 2 15 3862 8 iYL T, XIS A2 15 I8 2 22 X ke . Wi @it
BRAHE AR BFMER. HE AMCHMIERE. B ABC =M =M T, paliks | Rikmim
ELAsI 72 S SRAB 7 T A5 AR L

DOI: 10.12677/ap.2019.94089 719 o HE R


https://doi.org/10.12677/ap.2019.94089

JETRE, FE

2.2.3. BRERES

BN RV (MAP)ESE I R rf, DL e B MRSV HIT A, AN 2R ey, X TR
SRR SIS B AR S ME RS, HLSRER T RE 51 AR BRI 40 25 DO AN 2 5 (E A0RE . &1 L EBRER, Cubitt
ZE NG T — T S S2 66 A B34 7 & (Cubitt, Gichter, & Quercia, 2017). SZHGALE AR 3%
I, RGP EA R e HHEAR A RERERE M, & —MRSFIED;
FZE AT B MRETFFER S, DLOAIMINESR =8 5 A AR A ML m e RSN 2, & — 1B
I P HHRELZE A B B AN [F) 2 AR T IRV SRR, e HE R 25 2 W) A SEAST IR Bl P EH R AL 1) 2 A1 PR R PR ok
BT 2R, Tk FEAR B %A HRINLIERAT R AR OE, BT AR, SEiesid il &
PRI BRI T H AL A F] A)VRINE Rk i H AL 2 7] B)yIREC (R ) 2 57, R ge 2 A AE TS 5 UL 41

3. BIEMBHR NN E =

BT EER AT FEAE IR EEMRER, HIOMERE, SRR ER, BERRLE
B DU AT T, i DR B A A A AATTRR) A7 19 2 T2 et 15 5 e 7 R S (Ui B 2 o)

MMEFFHIE :
45
AR
HLMERE

% SE
BB
SiEYE
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k=31 AT
ABREREE TR

R E:
=%

Figure 2. The influencing factors of betrayal aversion

E 2. BiEASmER

3.1, MEIFHE

3.1.1. 431

PR T (5 B s AT A 45 RAFEE 2 A —3, BRI LS — . Bohnet Al Zeckhauser (2004)
RIMAGE R FBYEIL 2 L, HAEETE I 5, LR )5 R 5T i G R I A 1 A7 A 1 A5 R ke 1R 5
(Hong & Bohnet, 2007). Croson I Gneezy (2009)8F5t% M, ZtEtb Bk EAEBEEMA, XA RER Y]
L B B B DN TS S Rk
3.1.2. ABHFR

FRE = FARAAL R FH R T A 5385 /N AT 2 220 (MAP) B 90 15 (5 UBE I SO B, AN TR AN
RS B RE FEAN ], AHEG TR AR 521, AN (5 BT N T2 5 2 B AMETE . TS A e
NHERER R . Bt — PRI, AR S5 AR TF O AN 52 IS R IR I s BE R, T4 5
EREEAT AERAIAL, 2017).
3.1.3. #2MERE

FE2 M EHLA (Social Value Orientation, SVO) B 1 & M SOl AR 245 [ B HL(Messick & McClin-
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tock, 1968; Van Lange, Otten, De Bruin, & Joireman, 1997). Messick F1 McClintock (1968)45 %+ &4/ A HX [7) 43
A NESCHA] . AR s G A AR AR 3 SCH Ao R TN N 32 SO ) R 5 4 B ) S 2 18 sk B 3R
A KAk, A S SCHU R AAAE EL I8N, BT CABIE ST A1 A N 32 SCHR ) /5 40 X Tm) 6 9 5 B 3R]
(Personal orientation), 3 T4 A< 4 f H 7] 5 15 et 1) 73 Sy 5 k22 B el F1 58 B XA (Bogaert, Boone, &
Declerck, 2008). Komiya 1 Mifune i ¢ & BAH LL T35 B FEL A AMA, St 2 B AMATE N R RS R 5%
i NS A5 R BERE FEAH XL AIK (Komiya & Mifune, 2015).

3.2. 2 tEREER

3.2.1. #atfy

IR, M TR I, et A AR N E e 2 EE R AP B E RS, AR
/DRI (S MBI T N (Hong & Bohnet, 2007) . i A 2 A B N 32 1) B i, AT T =z il N, ER 8 IR
AR AL HAL ) N ) T R P8, OS2 B SIS R, R T 5535 RS R R R, 2011).
I, AL HAL A TS RS O BRI B ) 15 ATy, (AL S ML AN 145 KU A
BBURR,  XHAB AR IR 2R R AT e S O R, e T RREAS AP 25 3L, TR I D 15 (5 AT

3.2.2. ABREX&EEEJER

NBRERSS i SR A8 B 3 Rk Al A B B A FEBIHL(O” Connor & Rosenblood, 1996)8k 54t N H 3l ) HE A
N R (Burgon, 2006), B2/ MERIH OB R LA FE I m . FRIE S35 0052 N (2016)K
Fi MAP 7250 2 SR PEIE T O ORI, A PRIBESE 75 R MR 2 S m AN 1008 (5 AR T 9, R AN BRIREE 75
SRIGA A SE AR TR B T (S5 BT, 8 ABRIBESS 75 SR AN A K15 15 FUBEA T ek 35 FL 2 2k, RBIUTE
THIXE N A SRR B (14 5 60 2 5 T X 2 W IR B 25 R 0

3.3. (BEEE

WK, 518 51K S 2 (R 5 5 BT I R AR, HLBAR MR S5 55 285 6 A AT TR 3 10§ i)
BT SR S SRR« XU R G A N (Chaiken & Trope, 1999; Gelder, Vries, & Pligt, 2009), A&t
AN FEA I EHB RGETIE. 2% 1 ABEEMERERR, R4 2 ASTTHERZHER
Hio HT M, Gershoff Al Koehler (201 1) AT Ht 51 A I AR AL LB A% 28 1l AATTHE XURS: 1R 358 v i 47
241, ARG LR M, AvEEa R FECEV R EEREGIR . Gershoff 55 Nk — B il
T 5 NHIH] AT =2 T RS 2 R R 25 mT DA B T B (5 OB IR, Ht 45 R, FRIEZERE
SRHE TR A, S S RO RS -

Kugler &5 N5t % AR SRR 2600 B 6 H S8 1R 52 e B 1 AU SR IR, 6 T2 U, MRS 4838 m 1
A FIRE GG B R AAE, AR T ARER . TR T AN KBS, R T AR s sk =, BB S 2538
T EMEER, RS 2D T S B I AT 2R (Kugler, Connolly, & Ordofiez, 2012). & E 22 9045
D55 N(2016) B 58 A I 24 R EU I 28 A i, A9t 0 A XS, PRI R B B A, (45 1 15 A I SV 2K
HREHI “REEMEE” WA,

34. NHIEZE

YAHITDR] 220615 5 FRE P 5 1) = AR I A R A (i 2 D7 1D, A 2 L SRV PR A S 25 5 52 B SRR A 26 1)
SO, AT B 6 7515 RGBT A AR o BT TR, — B0 20RO 20 e B o 1 B 4 U =X
AT VRS, 10 55 — 5843 A TB A6 ) T (4 5t 43 B B 3L 4 Y] 5 7 (Epstein, Pacini, Denesraj, & Heier, 1996; Pacini
& Epstein, 1999). il B B4ER)/ME S AR E . FEUERSZ AT HIW, 2552 BIEER%2m; 1
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UF- Sy A SV (1 /AR FH 3LV S8 4 R0 4 JE 4 338 4T 4 T (Epstein et al., 1996; Shiloh, Salton, & Sharabi, 2002).
Gershoff fll Koehler (201 )IWF AR, B B4EMIFEm A /MAE AR SR, 15T N E R,
R 25 5 %2 BB e AL i SRS & e mi . ol L, AATTRIA I XURS 2 20 45 AATT 32 1) A 45 1
SUMRFRERE, 0 TN A5 RUREAT g7 A 5

3.5. £IEEE

AR B = R T oM 28 G RS AT H 4% % (Yao, Zhao, Cheng, Geng, Luo, & Ken-
drick, 2014), HAMEF=REM TEE, 80 T NE BRI PREFEE (De Dreu, 2012). Kosfeld 25 A K £ 15t
PRI INEBATHE ORI, M- R 2 R EBUSEAT N REIG N, FEmMARLE N BRAg At iz 52 N o KU )
IR, MR TS 5 kI 5 A7 72 7E1E H (Kosfeld, Heinrichs, Zak, Fischbacher, & Fehr, 2005).
Baumgartner 26 A\ K BB P2 R A1 MRI &5 63— iEsk, fERAETRE, HiAEEERACETA
NE R R, EAEREECE T Z M (Baumgartner, Heinrichs, Vonlanthen, Fischbacher, &
Fehr, 2008). 1 UL, {7 2 XHE AL BRI FE AR AT AR b R R R XU, T A2 4 e M sz i AT TE N B s
A A N AR I R R . B Koppel 55 A BB AU 7= R AE N R RSEAT N G R g b 7 sie, R
75 ERBFART G SR SCI i R AR R P I R, ks P R R A R IEOK
L g SRR U= Z N MR TS 5 MU T VA 2R (Koppel, Andersson, Morrison, Vistfjill, & Tinghog,
2017). 5 Kossfrld i i S Wi 7= 2 10 LA L, Koppel [SE56 R H AMEHEB I A HE IR = R 1
BEIAE— B il T R R A —2L.

B 1 RS2 ma DRI ZR LA, A ATT R A R v ) o, 2 o 75 15 RBEAT D A — 8 B 5] o T A H W A
AT SR 28 2R 2 EL LR M) A AT JRURS: 1 56 45 B (Sunstein, 2005), ZEAMTHFEATESE RS T, SEMNET
S i SE ARG IAT A, BRI AATTRE I S A 3 v o B A 1) - A AE A NS (5 04T e SRR, A
RRFAE . ot 5E. WAL S S A FRAE 2N 2 1 B PR 3 #0206t AT TS (5 FUREAT o= e 5, B 9T
AN A7 BT 1545 Rk I 5w R R EAT T EAE,  IUR 16 i (5 FUEE I R A (B AT UG H DU 5T
XPNBRIAIAR & BARNE 26 F1 TS A S D = B 9T LU b, AT R IR N0 BT X S8 R 20 15 15 U A §2 i o I
Ab, &P AT R R R AN, &N R RIS AAEE — E M BAER, BIUL# 5T 2 4~
AR B R T RGO SRR T N AT AT

4. REMERE

EREPTIR, WEMBI R NRRFAT R E A7, A BB KIS . Ot
FOR TR W TETTVE MO T AR S, WA AR, Ao, 64, AR AT iR T
HEMBIR LR, Z AR CE TRESCR, NESEw e iedt 7B, (Hid ek
ANHE R BUAH SCHIE FEAEAR 22 7 TR AT o TR AT FEAN 583

4.1. FENEEFBHHESEEH

TEME= 2R B AT AR m it e, KITA MR . ST RETEhHEN M,
— e 2 O PR B D X AT B AT N B RS 4 RIS 4T 47 A (Baumgartner et al., 2008; De
Dreu, 2012; Kosfeld et al., 2005), 1A 52 WA= 2 Ge 8 9 2508 A TR 515 15 25 (Bartz, 2012), 4
X R EEAT ARSI —3, RKRFRAG, B R — P51,

FENRE B X 37 10, Baumgartner 5 ABF 78 K IAEE AR, B SAE = 2 A2 BGRIAE B, TS
7 R AN SIS S RS, TS iE s> AR AR XS s SR, TR BTN
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B8 Bz, dEmidE— i 15 R R, ™ 32185 50 106 375 ) DX 3 — 2 52 i 15 13 A AT
NIE AR 2 SR RS, KRR AT 456 A 70 Wb 5 AR 22 5 A5 5 7 sCilE— D il r= . g 3 X
WSR2 B EX R, Aimone %8 A1) IMRI #F A 45 B IR, METFEMFMF FRksE, &FA
A e S v B A A R s BRI 75 B . B SARTS (SRR B, S TS 1S MR L A5 AR I
S HH K TR [ 10 B 0 (Aimone, Houser, & Weber, 2014). F&T- il 5% 2 5 1515 AUEEME R BE R,
Aimone %5 N (2014)IN A, IS iGshVE Ny — MR 2 RRIE 5 5, R (5 R 1548 h g 3 24k
H, &S8R T EeEZEE. B 7TWEEsI24, Lauharatanahirun 55 AN A58 & BILAE 8 5 AU i
T2/, AHECT AR, T 05 R A B 1 E 2000 KUK AT 25 b B B A A& 3. AT, AATTHE
1801 15 A3 TR SR N 2 WOR — 5 M X 3B0E 3, ARSR AT — PR A 5 5B B S SR X &3, 3R A
B E B R 10 7= A2 3E 2 (Lauharatanahirun, Christopoulos, & Kingcasas, 2012).

4.2. HE—HHREFERROZME R

HAT, BFFEANTC N2 J7 T A5 FURE ) 52 DRI 3R AT 1R 9T, ABAE AR 25 A0\ Bs 8] X 32 577 T
A ik — BRI FC . E TS5 B BAR T A 7077 T, LA B AT 20 DU ARV RS 0 515
FIRE (g2, X T AR 28 T S O G TER A . 7R TR RS . XU e 5 T S R ] g2 e A B[]
BB, RIER S EE RIS BAER, 102 A8 B 6 A S8 PR3k 72 42 B2 10 (Aimone, Ball, &
King-Casas, 2015). J&THEREE XN NIRRT AR, ARTIRREE . Z 055 BRI 250015 (5 ik
951 =i S’ AR E I Y 5275 S SO B0 NN 1 175 = DR 5 e i AL R S E B N OB Rt N e
JETH L 2 (Liviatan, Trope, & Liberman, 2008), #2385 1378 35 5200 NATTHE P 58 B (RN R R AE 77 5K
(W, Wil 2011), FEANAREIEE T, Bi5 M B 28R B AN 50 5 5 HBERE FE 5 A 4],
FKRTEA S — R RPN R,

43. HE—HMRAMRR AN EEBIAR

FEILSEAEVE T, YR T AT AR AN 2 B Al B AT I ARAT 55, T B S 58 T I XU $ 3k . 14k,
SFEATH 4R 23R4 (Bimberg & Zhang, 2011). PIZEME B % 4403 (Pienta, Thatcher, Sun, & George,
2018)s ) TG IE R R(Rau & Miiller, 2018) LA S 98 3 vE ARl B o (1) 48 31 MR I £ (Alles, 2018)
oHR A FURE I RIEAT TRV, TE A P SR A DA S N A JRURG: PR A e 5 s R TR SRAE 25 50 R S, BN
TR 45 T Be P K B AE S BRT RN & 24 R PRIETS 455, R, 4 2 BT FUAS [F) P o8 it
B R, S D N T SRR

4.4. FFREXMUME LR

X AR R BT T, H TR 2 B By B S A O R, A RE B RIR . RORI[E
AR SRR N DR IT, A BT Rk SRS . rld B A e, TIRARIER . A
RSt ARRHEL AR ERAKT T, WERE R GAE S, 52052 KIm.

XS E N SRR ILR, JT A TSR FRIC N E 2. P RSO 32 % B AR, 50
AT AL B ET HORIHE, BT MMM NS P RASIAME, D8 T B SRR A 2 i
By NAZANA B TR SR A f A% REAT 22—, RIS S e E G e & 5RPORE 4, R
—ERIBEAT o X E AR EEIR, Har A AR ERSEA R L. ARR AT IE
BT HIRTAL T ARE AR R AKX, AR5 A b B (5 ATy, DR
{5 HBEBT 7T [ 41 B R -

DOI: 10.12677/ap.2019.94089 723 o HE R


https://doi.org/10.12677/ap.2019.94089

JETRE, FE

SE3CH

WREFQOLY). 177 1E X MU AFEHTFENT. T2 RS, BN WL

IRAIAN2017). MR EFAIE ABFIGIER G BT 52m. WSR3, TR JRMR A,

b, WIRAEQOLY). MFRACEILA T E C—— M NPSRZE . OF R, 43(1), 11-20.

PUELE, M5t5e(2016). XSRS A W EHBEIL G NBRERES TR IER. O 7K, 48(6), 733-745.

Aimone, J. A., & Houser, D. (2009). What You Don’t Know Won’t Hurt You: A Laboratory Analysis of Betrayal Aversion.
Social Science Electronic Publishing, 15, 571-588. https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.1589146

Aimone, J. A., & Houser, D. (2011). Beneficial Betrayal Aversion. PLoS ONE, 6, e17725.
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0017725

Aimone, J. A., & Houser, D. (2013). Harnessing the Benefits of Betrayal Aversion. Journal of Economic Behavior & Or-
ganization, 89, 1-8. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jebo.2013.02.001

Aimone, J. A., Houser, D., & Weber, B. (2014). Neural Signatures of Betrayal Aversion: An fMRI Study of Trust. Proceed-
ings. Biological Sciences, 281, 2013-2127. https://doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2013.2127

Aimone, J., Ball, S., & King-Casas, B. (2015). The Betrayal Aversion Elicitation Task: An Individual Level Betrayal Aver-
sion Measure. PLoS ONE, 10, €0137491. https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0137491

Alles, M. G. M. (2018). Moral Outrage and Betrayal Aversion: The Psychology of Punitive Damages. Journal of Tort Law,
11, 245-303. https://doi.org/10.1515/jt1-2018-0003

Bartz, J. A. (2012). Oxytocin, Attachment, Betrayal and Self-Interest: A Commentary on “Oxytocin Modulates the Link be-
tween Adult Attachment and Cooperation through Reduced Betrayal Aversion. Psychoneuroendocrinology, 37, 1106-1108.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.psyneuen.2012.03.003

Baumgartner, T., Heinrichs, M., Vonlanthen, A., Fischbacher, U., & Fehr, E. (2008). Oxytocin Shapes the Neural Circuitry
of Trust and Trust Adaptation in Humans. Neuron, 58, 639-650. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuron.2008.04.009

Birnberg, J. G., & Zhang, Y. (2011). When Betrayal Aversion Meets Loss Aversion: The Effects of Changes in Economic
Conditions on Internal Control System Choices. Journal of Management Accounting Research, 23, 169-187.
https://doi.org/10.2308/jmar-10087

Bogaert, S., Boone, C., & Declerck, C. (2008). Social Value Orientation and Cooperation in Social Dilemmas: A Review and
Conceptual Model. British Journal of Social, 47, 453-480. https://doi.org/10.1348/014466607X244970

Bohnet, I., & Zeckhauser, R. (2004). Trust, Risk and Betrayal. Journal of Economic Behavior & Organization, 55, 467-484.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jebo.2003.11.004

Bohnet, 1., Greig, F., Herrmann, B., & Zeckhauser, R. (2006). Betrayal Aversion on Four Continents. Working Paper.
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.902370

Bohnet, 1., Greig, F., Herrmann, B., & Zeckhauser, R. (2008). Betrayal Aversion: Evidence from Brazil, China, Oman,
Switzerland, Turkey, and the United States. American Economic Review, 98, 294-310. https://doi.org/10.1257/aer.98.1.294

Bohnet, 1., Herrmann, B., & Zeckhauser, R. (2010). Trust and the Reference Points of Trustworthiness in Gulf and Western
Countries. Quarterly Journal of Economics, 125, 811-828. https://doi.org/10.1162/gjec.2010.125.2.811

Bolton, G. E., & Ockenfels, A. (2010). Risk Taking and Social Comparison—A Comment on “Betrayal Aversion. Evidence
from Brazil, China, Oman, Switzerland, Turkey, and the United States ”. Working Paper.

Burgon, J. K. (2006). A Communication Model of Personal Space Violations: Explication and Initial Test. Human Commu-
nication Research, 4, 129-142. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-2958.1978.tb00603.x

Chaiken, S., & Trope, Y. (1999). Dual-Process Theories in Social Psychology. New York: Guilford Press.

Chao, F. U., Zhang, Z., Jinzhou, H. E., Huang, S., Qiu, J., & Wang, Y. (2018). Brain Dynamics of Decision-Making in the

Generalized Trust Game: Evidence from ERPs and EEG Time-Frequency Analysis. Acta Psychologica Sinica, 50,
317-326. https://doi.org/10.3724/SP.J.1041.2018.00317

Croson, R., & Gneezy, U. (2009). Gender Differences in Preferences. Journal of Economic Literature, 47, 448-474.
https://doi.org/10.1257/jel.47.2.448

Cubitt, R., Géchter, S., & Quercia, S. (2017). Conditional Cooperation and Betrayal Aversion. Journal of Economic Beha-
vior & Organization, 141, 110-121. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jeb0.2017.06.013

De Dreu, C. K. (2012). Oxytocin Modulates the Link between Adult Attachment and Cooperation through Reduced Betrayal
Aversion. Psychoneuroendocrinology, 37, 871-880. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.psyneuen.2011.10.003

Dreber, A., Rand, D., Wernerfelt, N., R. Worrell, P., & Zeckhauser, R. (2013). The Decisions of Entrepreneurs and Their
Agents: Revealed Levels of Risk Aversion and Betrayal Aversion. Social Science Electronic Publishing.

DOI: 10.12677/ap.2019.94089 724 o3 2


https://doi.org/10.12677/ap.2019.94089
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.1589146
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0017725
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jebo.2013.02.001
https://doi.org/10.1098/rspb.2013.2127
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0137491
https://doi.org/10.1515/jtl-2018-0003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.psyneuen.2012.03.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuron.2008.04.009
https://doi.org/10.2308/jmar-10087
https://doi.org/10.1348/014466607X244970
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jebo.2003.11.004
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.902370
https://doi.org/10.1257/aer.98.1.294
https://doi.org/10.1162/qjec.2010.125.2.811
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1468-2958.1978.tb00603.x
https://doi.org/10.3724/SP.J.1041.2018.00317
https://doi.org/10.1257/jel.47.2.448
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jebo.2017.06.013
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.psyneuen.2011.10.003

JE T, FE

https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2263282

Epstein, S., Pacini, R., Denesraj, V., & Heier, H. (1996). Individual Differences in Intuitive-Experiential and Analyti-
cal-Rational Thinking Styles. Journal of Personality & Social Psychology, 71, 390-405.
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.71.2.390

Gelder, J. L. V., Vries, R. E. D., & Pligt, J. V. D. (2009). Evaluating a Dual-Process Model of Risk: Affect and Cognition as
Determinants of Risky Choice. Journal of Behavioral Decision Making, 22, 45-61. https://doi.org/10.1002/bdm.610

Gershoff, A. D., & Koehler, J. J. (2011). Safety First? The Role of Emotion in Safety Product Betrayal Aversion. Journal of
Consumer Research, 38, 140-150. https://doi.org/10.1086/658883

Hong, K., & Bohnet, I. (2007). Status and Distrust: The Relevance of Inequality and Betrayal Aversion. Journal of Economic
Psychology, 28, 197-213. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.joep.2006.06.003

Kahneman, D., & Tversky, A. (1979). Prospect Theory: An Analysis of Decision under Risk. Econometrica, 47, 263-291.
https://doi.org/10.2307/1914185

Koehler, J. J., & Gershoff, A. D. (2003). Betrayal Aversion: When Agents of Protection Become Agents of Harm. Organiza-
tional Behavior and Human Decision Processes, 90, 244-261. https://doi.org/10.1016/S0749-5978(02)00518-6

Komiya, A., & Mifune, N. (2015). An Individual Difference in Betrayal Aversion: Prosociality Predicts More Risky Choices
in Social But Not Natural Domains. Letters on Evolutionary Behavioral Science, 6, 5-8.
https://doi.org/10.5178/1ebs.2015.33

Koppel, L., Andersson, D., Morrison, 1., Vistfjill, D., & Tinghdg, G. (2017). The (null) Effect of Affective Touch on Be-
trayal Aversion, Altruism, and Risk Taking. Frontiers in Behavioral Neuroscience, 11, 251.
https://doi.org/10.3389/fnbeh.2017.00251

Kosfeld, M., Heinrichs, M., Zak, P. J., Fischbacher, U., & Fehr, E. (2005). Oxytocin Increases Trust in Humans. Nature, 435,
673-676. https://doi.org/10.1038/nature03701

Kugler, T., Connolly, T., & Ordoéiiez, L. D. (2012). Emotion, Decision, and Risk: Betting on Gambles versus Betting on
People. Journal of Behavioral Decision Making, 25, 123-134. https://doi.org/10.1002/bdm.724

Lauharatanahirun, N., Christopoulos, G. 1., & Kingcasas, B. (2012). Neural Computations Underlying Social Risk Sensitivity.
Frontiers in Human Neuroscience, 6, 1-7. https://doi.org/10.3389/fnhhum.2012.00213

Liviatan, 1., Trope, Y., & Liberman, N. (2008). Interpersonal Similarity as a Social Distance Dimension: Implications for
Perception of Others’ Actions. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 44, 1256-1269.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2008.04.007

Messick, D. M., & McClintock, C. G. (1968). Motivational Bases of Choice in Experimental Games. Journal of Experimen-
tal Social Psychology, 4, 1-25. https://doi.org/10.1016/0022-1031(68)90046-2

O’Connor, S. C., & Rosenblood, L. K. (1996). Affiliation Motivation in Everyday Experience: A Theoretical Comparison.
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 70, 513-522. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.70.3.513

Pacini, R., & Epstein, S. (1999). The Relation of Rational and Experiential Information Processing Styles to Personality, Ba-
sic Beliefs, and the Ratio-Bias Phenomenon. Journal of Personality of Social Psychology, 76, 972-987.
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.76.6.972

Pienta, D., Thatcher, J., Sun, H., & George, J. (2018). Information Systems Betrayal: When Cybersecurity Systems Shift
from Agents of Protection to Agents of Harm. Information Systems, 6, 26.

Pratt, J. W. (1975). Risk Aversion in the Small and in the Large. Uncertainty in Economics, 44, 115-130.
Rau, H., & Miiller, S. (2018). Betrayal Aversion and the Effectiveness of Incentive Contracts.

Shiloh, S., Salton, E., & Sharabi, D. (2002). Individual Differences in Rational and Intuitive Thinking Styles as Predictors of
Heuristic Responses and Framing Effects. Personality & Individual Differences, 32, 415-429.
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0191-8869(01)00034-4

Slovic, P. (1987). Perception of Risk. Science, 236, 280-285. https://doi.org/10.1126/science.3563507

Sunstein, C. R. (2005). Moral Heuristics. Behavioral & Brain Sciences, 28, 531-541.
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0140525X05000099

Van Lange, P. A., Otten, W., De Bruin, E. M., & Joireman, J. A. (1997). Development of Prosocial, Individualistic, and
Competitive Orientations: Theory and Preliminary Evidence. Journal of Personality of Social Psychology, 73, 733-746.
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.73.4.733

Yao, S., Zhao, W., Cheng, R., Geng, Y., Luo, L., & Kendrick, K. M. (2014). Oxytocin Makes Females, But Not Males, Less
Forgiving Following Betrayal of Trust.

DOI: 10.12677/ap.2019.94089 725 o3 2


https://doi.org/10.12677/ap.2019.94089
https://doi.org/10.2139/ssrn.2263282
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.71.2.390
https://doi.org/10.1002/bdm.610
https://doi.org/10.1086/658883
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.joep.2006.06.003
https://doi.org/10.2307/1914185
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0749-5978(02)00518-6
https://doi.org/10.5178/lebs.2015.33
https://doi.org/10.3389/fnbeh.2017.00251
https://doi.org/10.1038/nature03701
https://doi.org/10.1002/bdm.724
https://doi.org/10.3389/fnhum.2012.00213
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2008.04.007
https://doi.org/10.1016/0022-1031(68)90046-2
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.70.3.513
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.76.6.972
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0191-8869(01)00034-4
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.3563507
https://doi.org/10.1017/S0140525X05000099
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.73.4.733

Hans Xh
SIS R PR 2

1. FTHF%NM T http:/kns.cnki.net/kns/brief/result.aspx?dbPrefix=WWJD
THARMELSE: [ISSN], HAMATI ISSN: 2160-7273, RIw/ &)
2. FTFFFAME 5T http://cnki.net/
Ao« EBRSCERAE” HEN, A SCERRRE, BIRE

AmiE S http:/www.hanspub.org/Submission.aspx

HATIMEFE: ap@hanspub.org



http://kns.cnki.net/kns/brief/result.aspx?dbPrefix=WWJD
http://cnki.net/
http://www.hanspub.org/Submission.aspx
mailto:ap@hanspub.org

	Betrayal Aversion in the Source of Risk: Research Methods and Influencing Factors
	Abstract
	Keywords
	风险来源中的背信规避：研究方法与影响因素
	摘  要
	关键词
	1. 引言
	2. 背信规避的概念与研究方法
	2.1. 背信规避的概念
	2.2. 研究方法
	2.2.1. 最小可接受概率法
	2.2.2. 多重选择法
	2.2.3. 情景选择任务


	3. 背信规避的影响因素
	3.1. 个体特征
	3.1.1. 性别
	3.1.2. 人格特质
	3.1.3. 社会价值取向

	3.2. 社会情境因素
	3.2.1. 社会地位
	3.2.2. 人际联结需求

	3.3. 情绪因素
	3.4. 认知因素
	3.5. 生理因素

	4. 未来研究展望
	4.1. 探讨背信规避的神经与生理机制
	4.2. 进一步探索背信规避的影响因素
	4.3. 进一步研究其他决策领域的背信规避现象
	4.4. 开展跨文化和本土文化研究

	参考文献

