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Significance
Risk does not discriminate. It tests all individuals with the uncertain future consequences
of present actions, regardless of species or intelligence. And selection takes place in the
process ever since ancient time. The kinds of risk attitude that survived evolution must
be rational in the sense that they adapt to different intensity of selection in order to
maximize the winning chance of their carriers. Here we present the theory of evolutionary
rationality, proposing that for the human society, the mental equivalent of the intensity
of selection, the attention degree that is given to a risky event, determines our attitude
towards it. An evolutionary rational person will adopt extreme risk aversion for crucial
decisions, and swing towards risk neutral for trivial decisions.

Abstract
Selection shapes all kinds of behaviors, including how we make decisions under uncertainty.
The risk attitude reflected from it should be simple, flexible, yet consistent. In this paper
we engaged evolutionary dynamics to find the decision making rule concerning risk that
is evolutionarily superior, and developed the theory of evolutionary rationality. We highlight the importance of selection intensity and fitness, as well as their equivalents in the
human mind, named as attention degree and meta-fitness, in the decision making process.
Evolutionary rationality targets the maximization of the geometric mean of meta-fitness
(or fitness), and attention degree (or intensity of selection) holds the key in the change of
attitude of the same individual towards different events and under varied situations. Then
as an example, the Allais paradox is presented to show the application of evolutionary
rationality, in which the anomalous choices made by the majority of people can be well
justified by a simple change in the attention degree.
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1

Introduction

How much would you pay for a bet with an expected return of $1 million? A lot, I guess?
However, St. Petersburg Paradox [1] shows that even if the expected return of a bet
is as high as infinity, when the probability of winning big prize is low, most people will
not spend big money on it. The paradox reflects the existence of risk preference, which is
ubiquitous in both the human and the animal world. We all have an attitude towards risk,
but our risk preference is not immutable. Financial speculators buy insurance for their
cars and houses [2]; risk-sensitive foragers switch between risk aversion and risk seeking as
the foraging environment and their own energetic state vary [3]. The mechanism behind is
usually explained by the expected utility theory (EUT)1 [4,5], which is generally considered
the orthodox theory of decision-making under uncertainty.
Although EUT seems to be reasonable, in the past few decades, it has been severely
challenged because of its failures in explaining some major theoretical issues [6, 7], among
which the failure of EUT in justifying the anomalous change of risk attitude towards
different levels of risk [8] (mostly represented by the Allais paradox [9, 10]) have become
the focus of attention. As a result, a series of non-expected utility theories have been
developed mainly based on the assumptions of subjective weighted probabilities [11] and
1

In EUT, utility measures the pleasure one enjoys from the money or resource received, which means

utility is defined as a function of the rewards, denoted by U (x), where x represents the size of the reward.
It is generally believed that most people are risk-averse in their daily life, for them U (x) is a monotonically
increasing convex function of x; and it is common to assume that the utility function of risk averters takes
the form of logarithmic function. But the exact form of an individual’s utility function varies from person
to person and from case to case. For example, $100 means nothing to a billionaire, but a poor man may
associate it with rather high utility. For centuries, economists believe that when facing with a choice among
portfolios with uncertain results (or portfolios containing risky assets), a rational person should choose the
one that has the highest expected utility to him, rather than the one with the highest expected monetary
value, that is, if x is a random variable, then a personal person should pursue the maximization of hU (x)i
(where the symbol h·i denotes the mathematical expectation), rather than the maximization of hxi. This
is the core idea of EUT.
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decision heuristics [12], including prospect theory [13, 14], rank dependence [15], bounded
rationality [16], salience theory [17], etc.
The discussion of risk attitude has also intrigued some geneticists, who have found
that genetic influence may play a role in individuals’ risk preference [18–20], showing that
patterns of risk preference we see in both humans and animals are very likely the result
of evolution, just like many other behaviors. Such findings provide genetic foundation
for the engagement of evolution in the study of risk preference. Risk-sensitive foraging
theories suggest that individuals switch between risk aversion and risk proneness for the
purpose of maximizing their fitness, which is usually modeled as a nonlinear function of
an individual’s energy state, their capacity of energy reserve and the predation risk in
the environment [21, 22]. More direct biological explanations of the utility function have
been developed by considering the optimal solution in a game of evolution in which the
payoff is determined by repeated lotteries [23–33] or in a competition for status [27, 34],
The mechanism of dynamics is extensively used in many of those studies, which track
the change of behavior frequencies caused by both genetic heritage and imitation among
individuals. For example, Zhang et al. [31] found through evolutionary dynamics that
randomizing between risk-aversion and risk-neutrality can be optimal in the presence of
both environmental uncertainty and idiosyncratic risk.
In this paper, under the framework of evolutionary dynamics, we proposed the theoretical model of evolutionary rationality (ER), showing that it is the intensity of selection
of an risky event that determines individuals’ risk attitude towards it. An option is called
an ER option for an individual if its geometric mean of fitness for that individual is at
least not lower than that of all other possible options. Moreover, for the humans and economic activities, we believe that it is the mental equivalent of the intensity of selection, the
attention degree one gives to a risky event, holds the key of her preference over different
options, and the one with the highest (or equally highest) geometric mean of ”fitness” for
her is the ER option. As an example, we apply the concept of ER to the Allais paradox
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to justify the ”anomaly” that is against the prediction of EUT.

2

The model and analysis

We consider an infinite population with discrete, nonoverlapping generations. Individuals
in the population produce asexually, and their fitness (or number of offsprings) is determined by the choice they make only once in their life, which is to choose between two
lotteries, A and B, with a reward of at and bt respectively. To be more precise, the fitness
of an individual that chooses A at any time step t ≥ 0 is defined as
πA,t = W (1 − w) + wat ,

(1)

and, similarly, the fitness of an individual who chooses B is
πB,t = W (1 − w) + wbt .

(2)

Here W represents the initial endowment inherited by an individual. Because we
aim to find the best strategy for a given individual, we assume homogenous population
that consists of ”clones” of the same individual, who only differ in the choice they make.
Therefore for simplicity we assume W = 1 for everyone before they make their choices.
The parameters at and bt , as rewards for lottery A and B, are assumed to be two nonnegative random variables whose probability distributions are known to all individuals.
at and bt are not necessarily independent of each other. The mean and variance of at
are denoted by hat i = ā and h(as − ā)(at − ā)i = σa2 δ(t − s); similarly, the mean and
variances of bt are hbt i = b̄ and (bs − b̄)(bt − b̄) σb2 δ(t − s). The parameter w ∈ (0, 1) ,
under the framework of evolutionary dynamics, denotes the intensity of selection for an
individual [35]. Intensity of selection measures the contribution of a reward to the total
fitness of an individual, hence it can be regarded as the measure of importance of an event
or a behavior (with its consequence) to the individual. When w approaches 1, it means
the choice faced by the individual is a matter of life and death. When w is close to 0, then
5

the choice can barely affect the individual’s total fitness. In the following paragraphs we
will prove that w holds the key of the transition of choices made in different cases and by
individuals in different situations, and show that it establishes a fundamental connection
between risk aversion (corresponding to large w) and risk neutrality (corresponding to
small w).
Let xt be the frequency of A-individuals (i.e., the proportion of individuals choosing
A in the population) at time step t ≥ 0. Following the standard model of population
evolutionary biology, the frequency of A-individuals at time step t + 1, denoted by xt+1 ,
can be given by a stochastic recurrence equation
xt+1 =


xt (1 − w) + wat
xt πA,t


=
xt πA,t + 1 − xt πB,t
(1 − w) + w xt at + (1 − xt )bt

(3)

with boundaries x̂ = 0 and x̂ = 1 (also called the fixation states of the system). This
equation describes the time evolution of the frequencies of A- and B-individuals based on
πA,t and πB,t . In fact, Eq. (3) can also be equivalently expressed as
∆xt = xt+1 − xt = xt (1 − xt )

πA,t − πB,t
.
xt πA,t + (1 − xt )πB,t

(4)

This implies that the evolutionary direction of xt is independent of the system state at any
time step t, that is, the time evolution of xt is assumed to be frequency-independent in
our model. For our main goal, we are interested in the stochastic stability of the fixation
states x̂ = 0 and x̂ = 1.
Following Karlin and Liberman [36] (see also [37]), a fixation state x̂ of Eq. (3) is said
to be stochastically locally stable (SLS) if for every ǫ > 0 there exists δ0 > 0 such that
P(xt → x̂) ≥ 1 − ǫ as soon as |x0 − x̂| < δ0 . On the other hand, a fixation state x̂ is
said to be stochastically locally unstable (SLU) if P(xt → x̂) = 0 as soon as |x0 − x̂| > 0.
Note that the time evolution of xt is frequency-independent. Thus, if the fixation state
x̂ = 1 (or x̂ = 0) is SLS, then, for any possible initial value x0 being in the interval
0 < x0 < 1, A-individuals (or B-individuals) will eventually occupy the whole population
with a probability close to 1.
6

Defining ut = xt




1 − xt , Eq. (3) can take a simple form
ut+1 = ut

(1 − w) + wat
.
(1 − w) + wbt

(5)

We here present only the simplified mathematical arguments for the stochastic local sta
bility of x̂ = 0, which corresponds to û = x̂ (1 − x̂) = 0 (the more rigorous mathematical

proofs are similar to those in [37]. Iterating the stochastic recurrence equation in (5) leads
to
un = u0

n−1
Y
t=0

⇒

1h

n

(1 − w) + wat
(1 − w) + wbt

log un − log u0

i





n−1
1X
(1 − w) + wat
=
log
n
(1 − w) + wbt

(6)

t=0

for n ≥ 1. For large n, the strong law of large numbers guarantees that
i
1h
lim
log un − log u0 =
n→∞ n

 

(1 − w) + wat
log
.
(1 − w) + wbt

(7)

Using Egorov’s theorem, it can be shown that x̂ = 0 is SLS if

 
(1 − w) + wat
< 0.
log
(1 − w) + wbt

(8)

This means that x̂ = 0 is SLS if the geometric mean of πA,t is less than that of πB,t , that
is, hlog πA,t i < hlog πB,t i. Similarly, the fixation state x̂ = 1 is SLS if
 

(1 − w) + wat
log
> 0,
(1 − w) + wbt

(9)

that is, hlog πA,t i > hlog πB,t i.
Based on the above analysis of stochastic evolutionary dynamics, we have the following
definition:
Definition. The option A (or B) is said to be an ER option if the geometric mean
of πA,t (or πB,t ) is larger than that of πB,t (or πA,t ). As a special case, if the geometric
means of πA,t and πB,t are the same, i.e. hlog πA,t i = hlog πB,t i, then options A and B
should both be ER options.
7

For the situation with that both the variances of at and bt , σa2 and σb2 , are not large,
we have the approximations
w2 σa2


hlog πA,t i ≈ log (1 − w) + wā −

2 (1 − w) + wā


hlog πB,t i ≈ log (1 − w) + wb̄ −

2 (1 − w) + wb̄

w2 σb2

2 + · · · ,

2 + · · · .

(10)

Therefore, option A is an ER option if
"
#


σb2
σa2
(1 − w) + wā
w2
log
>
2 −
2 ;
2
(1 − w) + wb̄
(1 − w) + wā
(1 − w) + wb̄

(11)

and, similarly, option B is an ER option if
"
#


σb2
w2
(1 − w) + wb̄
σa2
>
log
2 −
2 .
(1 − w) + wā
2
(1 − w) + wb̄
(1 − w) + wā

(12)

It is obvious that w plays a key role in the criteria of the ER option: (i ) when w is

near to 1 but w 6= 1, hlog πA,t i ≈ hlog at i and hlog πB,t i ≈ hlog bt i; and (ii ) when w is
near to 0 but w 6= 0, hlog πA,t i ≈ wā and hlog πB,t i ≈ wb̄. Therefore, if w is large, then
the option A (or B) is an ER option if hlog at i > hlog bt i (or hlog at i < hlog bt i); and if
w is small, then the option A (or B) is an ER option if ā > b̄ (or ā < b̄). Specifically, if
both at and bt are discrete random variables, which are defined as at = ai with probability
P
pi for i = 1, 2, · · · , n ( ni=1 pi = 1) and bt = bj with probability qj for j = 1, 2, · · · , m
P
( m
j=1 qj = 1), respectively, at any time step t ≥ 0, then

(a) for w → 1, the condition hlog at i > hlog bt i (or hlog at i < hlog bt i) is equivalent to
Qn
Qm q j
Qn
Qm qj
pi
pi
i=1 ai >
j=1 bj (or
i=1 ai <
j=1 bj );

(b) for w → 0, the condition ā > b̄ (or ā < b̄) is equivalent to
Pm
Pn
j=1 qj bj ).
i=1 pi ai <

Pn

i=1 pi ai

>

Pm

j=1 qj bj

(or

Evolutionary rationality in the human world. It has been well established in

behavior genetics [38] and evolutionary psychology [39] that many human behaviors and
their mental basis are shaped by selection. In the human society, although fitness is no
8

longer our first concern, it is very likely that we somewhat still behave the same way as
if our fitness is at stake, because the preference we have for risk is deeply affected by the
genetic heritage we received from our ancestors [40].
Under such assumption, we call the projection of fitness in our mind the ”meta-fitness”.
And the intensity of selection w, which might be gradually internalized and mentally
processed ever since the beginning of human civilization, becomes the attention degree that
one gives to a certain risky event. As a result, a person who is evolutionary rational will try
to maximize the geometric mean of the meta-fitness generated by her choics. Specifically, if
an individual associate an event with a rather small w, it probably means that the possible
consequences (or the difference of the consequences) of the event are not important to her,
or the possibility that something important is going to happen is extremely low. In such
a case, the evolutionary rational individuals will incline to risk neutrality and pursue
the highest arithmetic mean among the available choices. Contrarily, a high w means
that the individual think the impact of the event is profound; it is only natural that they
proceed with discretion and be more averse to risk by choosing the option with the highest
geometric mean. Obviously, w varies for different cases and different individuals. A bet of
$ 1 and $ 1 million have different importance to everyone; on the other hand, a billionaire
will not consider a bet of $ 1,000 the same way as an average person does. In the next
section we will show the application of evolutionary rationality in economic activities with
the examples of Allais paradox, which demonstrates the transition between extreme risk
aversion and risk neutrality.
Evolutionary rationality of Allais Paradox. The Allais paradox proposed in 1953
represents one of the most well-known violation of EUT [9]. It arises from a binary-choice
model containing two scenarios. Imagine you are offered to choose from the options in
Table 1. For those who are risk-seeking or risk-neutral, the decision is obvious. But for
the risk-averse majority, the paradox appears. Economists believe that most people prefer
A than B in scenario 1, and D than C in scenario 2. However, EUT predicts that one
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should either prefer both A & C , or both B & D, because EUT assumes linearity in
probability weighting, and the options C than D in scenario 2 are derived directly from
those of scenario 1 by deducting the 89% probability of 100 million gain from A and B
respectively. Therefore, the contradiction of theoretical prediction of EUT and empirical
results created the Allais paradox.
Table 1: Allais paradox: the original version
SCENARIO 1: Choose between
A:

$100 million with certainty

B:

$500 million with probability

0.10,

$100 million with probability

0.89,

$0 with probability

0.01;

$500 million with probability

0.10,

$0 with probability

0.90.

SCENARIO 2: Choose between
C:

$100 million with probability

0.11,

$0 with probability

0.89;

D:

It is obvious that the original Allais paradox is too unrealistic. To further verify the
existence of Allais paradox, Kahneman and Tversky conducted a questionnaire survey on
the paradox with much lower prize [13], which is shown in Table 2. Their survey showed
that 82% subjects chose A over B in scenario 1, and 83% D over C in scenario 2, proving
that the paradox did exist.Similar behavioral patterns have also been found in animal
experiments [41, 42].
When we put the KT version of Allais paradox under the framework of evolutionary
rationality, we can see that, in scenario 1, option A is said to be evolutionarily rational if
log W (1 − w) + 2400w



> 0.33 × log W (1 − w) + 2500w



+0.66 × log W (1 − w) + 2400w
+0.01 × log(W (1 − w)) ;
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(13)

and in scenarior 2, option D is said to be evolutionarily rational if

0.33 × log W (1 − w) + 2500w + 0.67 × log(W (1 − w))

> 0.34 × log W (1 − w) + 2400w + 0.66 × log(W (1 − w)) .

(14)

Table 2: Allais paradox: the KT version
SCENARIO 1: Choose between
A:

$2400 with certainty

B:

$2500 with probability

0.33,

$2400 with probability

0.66,

$0 with probability

0.01;

$2500 with probability

0.33,

$0 with probability

0.67.

SCENARIO 2: Choose between
C:

$2400 with probability

0.34,

$0 with probability

0.66;

D:

The solution of the inequality in (13) and (14) is shown in Fig. 1. The blue curve
represents the w∗ that equalize the two sides of (13) and (14) for any given W . Above the
curve, the blue area covers the solution of (13); and below the curve, the orange area shows
the solution of (14). For example, for an individual with an endowment that is equivalent
to $14,000 (represented by the red vertical line), she will choose both option A and D if in
scenario 1 she has a w > w∗ = 0.843, and in scenario 2 a w < w∗ = 0.843. More generally,
the survey results of Kahneman and Tversky suggest that: (i ) in scenario 1, most people
allocate heavy attention on the lottery (i.e. w > w∗ ), probably because a guarantee of
of $2400 is important income for them, while choosing B risks getting nothing in return;
and (ii ) in scenario 2, most people does not pay extremely high attention (i.e. w < w∗)
to the lottery. In addition, we present the solution of the original Allais paradox in Fig.
2. The result shows that for an evolutionary rational individual who chooses option A in
scenario 1, the attention she pays to the lottery must be extremely high. And in scenario
11

2, as long as the attention degree given to the lottery by a person is not close to 1, option
D will become the ER option for her. Therefore, the Allais paradox can be well explained
by the evolutionary rationality theory of risk preference.

3

Discussion

Since the solution of St. Petersburg paradox was first proposed in the 18th century, researchers have found that decision making under uncertainty constitutes an important
part of an individual’s behavior pattern, and many theories have been developed in the
fields of economics and psychology. In recent decades, risk-sensitive behaviors have been
recognized in many animal species, showing that the same patterns of risk preference we
have in the human society are also shared by animals with limited cognitive ability. Therefore, we believe the risk preference that prevails in the majority of individuals (including
both humans and animals) must have been successful in evolution, for which it should
be flexible yet optimal under different pressure of selection. In this paper, we engaged
stochastic population evolutionary dynamics to find the risk preference that was advantageous in evolution, and proposed the theory of evolutionary rationality. Intensity of
12

selection (measured by the parameter w) was introduced as a measure of importance of a
risky event to an individual. With the help of it, the fitness of an individual using a certain strategy was determined, and the stability analysis of evolutionary dynamic analysis
found that the strategy of always choosing the option with the highest geometric mean of
fitness would spread in the population, and became the final winner in evolution.
Then it follows the question of how we, the human beings who no longer struggle for
survival and reproduction, perceive selection intensity and fitness in our mind, especially
when we are making decisions for economic activities. First, the intensity of selection,
we believe, can be understood as the attention degree that transforms the final payoff of
an event to its true mental value evaluated in the process of decision making. Then the
fitness, although not supported by any solid evidence, was interpreted in many researches
as utility [43], the satisfaction one feels for the potential gain. Such an interpretation
certainly sounds plausible, because if utility is truly behind every economic decision we
make, there ought to be an evolutionary basis for it. Nonetheless, we are uncertain whether
it is true for our theory due to the lack of supportive arguments of any kind. Therefore
we simply call it the ”meta-fitness” and define it as the sum of a person’s endowment
before the decision making and the payoff they receive from the risky event weighted by
the attention degree they give to it. Similarly, the maximization of the geometric mean
of the meta-fitness will become the pursuit of a person who is evolutionary rational. And
the heuristic and simplified rule for such pursuit can be made without involving fitness or
meta-fitness: adopt extreme risk aversion and choose the option with the highest geometric
mean of the payoffs if you think the event is very important, and adopt risk neutrality
and choose the option with the highest arithmetic mean if you think the possibilities of
the event and their corresponding results barely matter.
We have noted that the allocation of attention has always been an important aspect
of many economic theories about risk attitude, especially those trying to explain the
”irrational behaviors” that are adopted by the majority of people, among which the Allais
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paradox, as the typical example, has received the most attention in those researches.
The prospect theory [13, 14] believes that excessive attention is given to low probabilities
so that people tend to overweight the occurrence of rare consequence, and underweight
the probability of common events. On the other hand, salience theory [17] argues that
attention is biased among outcomes. The outcome that differs most from the other ones
attracts the most attention, highlighting either the upside or the downside of the lottery
in one’s mind, and therefore determines an individual’s risk preference in it. In our model,
attention degree is derived from a more fundamental concept, the selection intensity, which,
works on an event and the choice making behavior in response to that event as a whole.
In the rather long journey of selection, every possible result of a choice is going to happen
at some point, and selection will work fairly on every one of them, without bias towards
particular possibilities or outcomes. It is also worth noting that because the decision of
choice that is under selection is made upon comparison of fitness or meta-fitness, not on
the exact value of them, we consider fitness and meta-fitness ordinal but not cardinal,
which is similar to what is widely believed of the utility.
Although risk preference is usually considered an economic problem, evolutionary dynamics has contributed with great insights to this area. A series of theoretical works
have been developed to justify the existence of utility function, which is interpreted as
the functions of fitness or survival chance of an individual or a lineage. Naturally many
components of the evolutionary process have also been found crucial in the shaping of the
utility function. The most noteworthy examples are the risk types [25, 26, 29, 31, 33] and
mutation [26,44]. However, few efforts have been made to explain the Allais paradox, even
though the same anomalous behaviors have also been found in animal experiments [41,42].
We are only aware of one that works to accommodate the anomaly of Allais paradox, in
which the framing effect following a shift of the reference point is provided as the main
explanation for the anomaly [45]. There is no doubt that framing effect is a prominent
cognitive bias with deep implications in economic behaviors, but it is not required in our
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model to explain Allais paradox. With the help of a simple parameter w, we are able
to show the evolutionary rationality of the behavior pattern shared by most people. As
different risky events attract different attention degree, an individual’s behavior is bound
to change between extreme risk aversion to risk neutrality.

15

References
[1] D. Bernoulli, Exposition of a new theory on the measurement of risk. Econometrica
22, 23-26 (1954).
[2] M. Friedman, L. J. Savage, The Utility Analysis of Choices Involving Risk. J. Polit.
Econ. 56, 279-279 (1948).
[3] A. Kacelnik, M. Bateson, Risky Theories—The Effects of Variance on Foraging Decisions. Am. Zool. 36, 402-434 (1996).
[4] J. Von Neumann, O. Morgenstern, Theory of games and economic behavior (Princeton
University Press, 1944).
[5] L. J. Savage, The foundations of statistics (Wiley, 1954).
[6] D. Ellsberg, Risk, Ambiguity, and the Savage Axioms. Q. J. Econ. 75, 643-669 (1961).
[7] M. Rabin, R. H. Thaler, Anomalies: Risk Aversion. J. Econ. Perspect. 15, 219-232
(2001).
[8] M. Rabin, Risk Aversion and Expected-Utility Theory: A Calibration Theorem.
Econometrica 68, 1281-1292 (2000).
[9] M. Allais, Le Comportement de l’Homme Rationnel devant le Risque: Critique des
Postulats et Axiomes de l’Ecole Americaine. Econometrica 21, 503 (1953).
[10] P. Slovic, A. Tversky, Who accepts Savage’s axiom? Syst. Res. 19, 368-373 (1974).
[11] U. S. Karmarkar, Subjectively weighted utility: A descriptive extension of the expected utility model. Organ. Behav. Hum. Perform. 21, 61-72 (1978).
[12] C. Starmer, Developments in Non-expected Utility Theory: The Hunt for a Descriptive Theory of Choice under Risk. J. Econ. Lit. 38, 332-382 (2000).

16

[13] D. Kahneman, A. Tversky, Prospect Theory: An Analysis of Decision under Risk.
Econometrica 47, 263-291 (1979).
[14] A. Tversky, D. Kahneman, Advances in prospect theory: Cumulative representation
of uncertainty. J Risk Uncertain 5, 297-323 (1992).
[15] J. Quiggin, A theory of anticipated utility. J. Econ. Behav. Organ. 3, 323-343 (1982).
[16] H. A. Simon, Models of Man (Wiley, 1957).
[17] P. Bordalo, N. Gennaioli, A. Shleifer, Salience Theory of Choice Under Risk. Q. J.
Econ. 127, 1243-1285 (2012).
[18] M. J. Kreek, D. A. Nielsen, E. R. Butelman, K. S. LaForge, Genetic influences on
impulsivity, risk taking, stress responsivity and vulnerability to drug abuse and addiction. Nat. Neurosci. 8, 1450-1457 (2005).
[19] R. K. Linnér, et al., Genome-wide association analyses of risk tolerance and risky
behaviors in over one million individuals identify hundreds of loci and shared genetic
influences. Nat. Genet. 51, 245-257 (2019).
[20] S. Zhong, et al., The Heritability of Attitude Toward Economic Risk. Twin Res. Hum.
Genet. 12, 103-107 (2009).
[21] D. W. Stephens, J. R. Krebs, Foraging Theory, 1st edition (Princeton University
Press, 1987).
[22] J. M. McNamara, A. I. Houston, Risk-sensitive foraging: A review of the theory. Bull.
Math. Biol. 54, 355-378 (1992).
[23] W. S. Cooper, R. H. Kaplan, Adaptive ”coin-flipping”: a decision-theoretic examination of natural selection for random individual variation. J. Theor. Biol. 94, 135-151
(1982).

17

[24] E. Karni, D. Schmeidler, Self-preservation as a foundation of rational behavior under
risk. J. Econ. Behav. Organ. 7, 71-81 (1986).
[25] J. Yoshimura, C. W. Clark, Individual adaptations in stochastic environments. Evol.
Ecol. 5, 173-192 (1991).
[26] A. J. Robson, A Biological Basis for Expected and Non-expected Utility. J. Econ.
Theory 68, 397-424 (1996).
[27] A. J. Robson, The Biological Basis of Economic Behavior. J. Econ. Lit. 39, 11-33
(2001).
[28] N. Netzer, Evolution of Time Preferences and Attitudes toward Risk. Am. Econ. Rev.
99, 937-955 (2009).
[29] T. J. Brennan, A. W. Lo, The Origin of Behavior. Quart. J. of Fin. 01, 55-108 (2011).
[30] J. Yoshimura, H. Ito, D. G. Miller III, K. Tainaka, Dynamic decision-making in
uncertain environments I. The principle of dynamic utility. J. Ethol. 31, 101-105
(2013).
[31] R. Zhang, T. J. Brennan, A. W. Lo, The origin of risk aversion. Proc. Natl. Acad.
Sci. U.S.A. 111, 17777-17782 (2014).
[32] M. Levy, An evolutionary explanation for risk aversion. J. Econ. Psychol. 46, 51-61
(2015).
[33] R. Robatto, B. Szentes, On the biological foundation of risk preferences. J. Econ.
Theory 172, 410-422 (2017).
[34] E. Dekel, S. Scotchmer, On the Evolution of Attitudes towards Risk in Winner-TakeAll Games. J. Econ. Theory 87, 125-143 (1999).
[35] M. A. Nowak, A. Sasaki, C. Taylor, D. Fudenberg, Emergence of cooperation and
evolutionary stability in finite populations. Nature 428, 646–650 (2004).
18

[36] S. Karlin, U. Lieberman, Random temporal variation in selection intensities: Case of
large population size. Theor. Popul. Biol. 6, 355-382 (1974).
[37] X.-D. Zheng, C. Li, S. Lessard, Y. Tao, Evolutionary stability concepts in a stochastic
environment. Phys. Rev. E 96, 032414 (2017).
[38] T. J. Bouchard Jr., M. McGue, Genetic and environmental influences on human
psychological differences. J. Neurobiol. 54, 4-45 (2003).
[39] D. M. Buss, Evolutionary Psychology: The New Science of the Mind, 6th edition
(Routledge, 2019).
[40] D. Cesarini, C. T. Dawes, M. Johannesson, P. Lichtenstein, B. Wallace, Genetic
Variation in Preferences for Giving and Risk Taking *. Q. J. Econ. 124, 809-842
(2009).
[41] L. A. Real, Paradox, Performance, and the Architecture of Decision-Making in Animals. Am. Zool. 36, 518-529 (1996).
[42] R. C. Battalio, J. H. Kagel, D. N. MacDonald, Animals’ Choices over Uncertain
Outcomes: Some Initial Experimental Results. Am. Econ. Rev. 75, 597-613 (1985).
[43] A. E. Gandolfi, A. S. Gandolfi, D. P. Barash, Economics as an Evolutionary Science:
From Utility to Fitness (Routledge, 2018).
[44] T. J. Brennan, A. W. Lo, R. Zhang, Variety Is the Spice of Life: Irrational Behavior
as Adaptation to Stochastic Environments. Quart. J. of Fin. 08, 1850009 (2018).
[45] J. Yoshimura, H. Ito, D. G. Miller, K. Tainaka, Dynamic decision-making in uncertain
environments II. Allais paradox in human behavior. J. Ethol. 31, 107-113 (2013).

19

