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PSYCHOLOGICAL EXPLORATION
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(1. LIRS R A HE 2B, Ik 23500052, YU PEITIE RAAHH 226, 5 330022)

B E BT IReFALR § &4T 4 B & (Prosocial Risk - taking Scale, PRTS) £ B & 4
R P O HOE o R, I 1870 & b 4 A AR E b SR PRTS AR R BATH R B F AR
PR AR S K, IR 982 & F F A HASATRAER B 5. WAE, KinaAEA P I
PLAI 200 AT ER . £RAM, P IR PRTS 41 6 AT B A R0 R 5 A, £ B F -4 s
B BIF (o /df=4.05,CF1=0.94 ,NF1=0.89,TLI =0.92,RMSEA =0.05) , L R¥ —H A% L5 &
WAZ B A A 0.91 #20.89;PRTS # 2 5 FAE LT A FALTAMARERE RATHNARE R
BAAH 0.44.0.34 Fo -0.21, P FAL FRATATRLA LU AL, TREFEER

FIEFALTRATAMEMTHETLE,

KB FHLTRATA; FRAF SR BB A A

hE4 S :B841.2 NERAREAS A
1 5|5

HEPP O PR Z AR R SRR B AR
7 B, R AE R I TR B & IR R IR 3l
LGSR, DL KB B ATy B0 e 3 5% ( Galvan, 2021 ;
Polack et al. ,2023; Telzer,2016) , #R1, & >4
BNMERITARBR AR ETZIFR, #ln, A
A A R W 284t 247 4 (van Hoorn et al.
2016) Fiil & B A HR 200 8 5 K17 4 ( Defoe et
al. ,2015) , X PR E B YO B MHSCHITT A TR
Z B AR DL I & B B 34T A 1F ( Blankenstein et
al. ,2020; Crone & van Duijvenvoorde,2021) , [»3H
VIR E IR, B ST R SE %
PIFHICHIAT AR (T KA, i sH IE , 2016 5 22 A5
26,2019 ; RM5, X14E111,2014) , T /> 4R B 3A U 2 0E
PR T KV 2 8 19—~ St it A ( Bautista et al.
2022) , —JH, b TR B B A TE S 2 R 4E fE
FIFAL B BE ) S AR B T 83 M 3R ( Eisen-
berg et al. ,2002) ; 75— 17 T , &b T 4E I B -
TEAL 2T AR AW TH B9 R BUA BT T B (Wray -
Lake et al. ,2015) . >k B IAFI# £} S T 5T
BRI, F DA Rt 48 1 2% vh T3k 2 5l 130 2%
R E AP KT B B2 2 57 34 (Do et
al. ,2017) , M H B WATH S FRH ST N EAE SR
ArE 22 B (Do et al. ,2017 ; Telzer,2016) ; 5 JL
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HEL AR L, F5 A 70 T ik JRURS: 17 5% I A7 2 A
W42/ (Ermnst et al. ,2006) , [E 5T, 5 /D 4E /&0 H X
B AR ] R R, 5 AR AT TS R XU [7]
A5 He 2 B KT (Casey,2015) , AT {18
H/DETE AL M TR B T PR A R B B B
H B 1% ( Duell & Steinberg, 2019 ; Gardner & Stein-
berg,2005) , JLAMHTAE SRR W], &G T3R5 E K AT
R Z [HIFTES PR OC R (Harrs et al. ,2023) , FH/D>
AR, AR LB SRBT A O AR M RROE TR TR
R T R g, T H R R RN T
BRI Z G A5 A58 2 B, X W2 22 (8] A
HoyBEwi# —-PREEFESFHILESEREATR
A B B ( Steinberg , 2004 )
/DGR AR DR AR S R AT oy mal b
“RRB 15 A AR (Furby & Beyth — Marom,
1992) . SRT, B A7 A A B B H Py o i) &2 wi JF
BRI, BEHME, T I E W, LHE
AT AR, A TEREERBUTEREERN
i A B £ 0 A& 45 XURS ( Zhang et al. ,2024) , X 3
B BT AW o i AT SRR . A
HES NS SPHREAESEBEBRRE XD
BRAT A, B0, Pl Q22 B B DL FIREER A R
T R, T BT RN K I R B A 50,
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B, #0 B RAT A REXT LM B R R ZE R EE
YEF . S ECEUN, RME B %%
WEBTENTA T B 58158 R 15 5 bk 4 Bia B,
A CNTsEA & 471 (Hardy,1997) , HET I,
AU ERL T K E RRE R E RS, IR
XWEHITT XA, 5HERERIT AR, FOF
HIFRIR B BT 0 BBAE 45 S i T AR Ml SR P AE M 3
b, IF BN BB B 5 R R A PR R R 22 45
AN, SIER B AL, Bk R EELR RN
IR P2 B U RN R AR R g O B
FR 25 E ) HRNAEL (Duell & Steinberg,
2020), &b, RS AFELRSERITANE
MHE M, SMEE T A st SRl & s
S E KA T AN, F ST N SR RIT AR EZ
FEA T %G Mo Armstrong — Carter %4155 & 31,
b FHHFE HIRAARTE B R im 5 F 4217 88
By b8 B2 IF 4 26¢ ( Gardner & Steinberg,2005)
kB M EH AR ENVRIEE R, F ST A ME
W4T M B T B B K [X 3, ( Telzer,2016) , X — 4%
RS TRE ST RSB WA N Z R RIFE
MIEHFREAANTRANE, /0 FHAE 5 b
& B AT BN (Defoe et al. ,2015) , 5 R mf,
REBNTEH FIH LG GE T KR SAT KR ®
A Bt E ( Blakemore & Mills,2014) , L HE XTI &
FRFRIE KB F=4247 05 (van Hoorn et al. ,2016)
MEHEBIE AT 07, R ST h 5B RAT N
ZIFTEE —ERER A", BT Fixs
R, AHRERE T EHSBERITN X —#E
FR¥ A, Bk, BENFEBESEL ST R
FIE TR bl & & Rrs i - T REE .
flan, EuNSE A (2024) £, AR AR08 E 1 /N IR R0
MACR B HF DR ST NN R RE; ST fil
XIFARE (2025) #E— 2B/ T F4L 17 W FEERER
R AR, BT RRERLPREBEPNER;SBH
JREEN(2025) Rkl HIUE T RFAFM ST HE
=2, A ST I R T T RESCRE, X
R KR, ST HE RN RELZRSEHET O
PO E L B8, R, AR E LR
BT — Bt &7 MHZ W HEE X T 3R
N5 KBS A HURHIE (1 364 2 B BeAT A R AT AR XS
AR

Et4 8 K47 M (prosocial risk — taking, PRT)
I N T Bl At AT AR XU AT R
( Armstrong — Carter et al. ,2021) , MR BIFA SR
B, R SERITIREH ST S ERIT I —
MRAR BRI RN . — R BA it

£, BN DAt A st S AR HEPE A B i R B R
PH—E M XURS: , RIS v BB E — % R 524
%o MEA—HTH B G BT, BAREIRA T ME
A REETH NG (A A P R (B A R EATS
KRB T R ST RSN — N H R . Frt
SERITAHREAEWImE M. WIEHR I ERE, itk s
B BT N BRI K B AR 2 A E
RS s NBRIR 7 R & , 18 BE MRt S B AT N
A i TR A fE Ak, B, HERR PEAG AU &
HEMEN S B RAT XN TR 35 DEMFE
FE2 B AT A AT AR A B O R W A BRIC R A
WD R SAREAREESZ L., B, AHREW
Skaar 2= E Ji 1) PHARBS ER PRI RSB
SERM TN ER4 28 KT R (Skaar et al.
2014) . ZRAS I FEA ST A RRILE 6 S, )
o, “FEREISOL B 8L, BT B A AR 48R
I, “ B Tl AR 2 g WA B iz 3h
. NXEFHEER, ZERREBAME T
REAE B B KR 5 AR A St Sk, B
I, ZERMNERZ B aimimaE st & 5 kAT
b EEZ I E TR ORI R B AT A K
Wi, SEEiFEITLEARKEMERITIER
( Blais & Weber,2006 ; LaFontana & Cillessen,2010) ,
AR 55 /AR S/ NTHE . R3E PSRT B
X (Do et al. ,2017) , Kt B RAT HREZNHA
I H SR M B A W PIARHE : (a) 17 7 BEEE 5 ik
AN CHIFEE AR BE BUTSE) Z 475 (b) AT R E L
HAERMERASRAR, &, FERAHINE TR
XS T AR B RAL 2B AT TR

RE B A ZH Armstrong — Carter 3527 4
il T — R 1 At 2 E W & 3 (Gardner & Stein-
berg,2005) ,ix 2 AT E N/ EUIF A TUES
DA S B RAT AN ER . JOCFERR PRTS 34
T 6 NMEH, MBRERARAEMER  BERAUSER
F(RMSEA =0.00,CFI =1.00,TLI =1.00) , &%
R EA R RRBE . BT, B W IR
HXf PRTS PEATH R AETT . A8 554 PRTS 513,
HEHEFSER DT ESERR, hREF
DAEEM S B RAT IR R MR AR
TG T H,
2 WRAE
2.1 HRA%Z

FEAS 12 SR RO (R IURE (1 J i , BEBR VL 9548 S
B R 2R AR RSN 52 o 46 BRI [E] PO B R
ELEE SR 6 &R IR PRTS, F T3
Bt R RN R 7. R B IEEE iR
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ZRG R, B ARG 1870 4y, Hd B4
1071 A(57.3% ) , i 799 N (42.7% ) s Mt 14
391 A(20.9% ), JEAmA 40 1479 A(79.1% ) ;4¢
FHAE PR 1382 A (73.9% ), W5 & 7 488 A
(26.1% ) ;FEMAE 15 ~20 £ Z (M =18.19 X' ,SD
=0.73),

FEA 2 R BEURE I 7 i, BRI 7048 PO
R s A AR SN G2 R B PRTS, A TSkt
HR EERBUER S, 755 R REIEE
WA R, LRBHE RN E 982 iy, HPHA
448 A (45.62% ), 4H: 534 N (54.38% ) ;i 4r
193 A(19.65% ) ,JEdmA T4 789 A (80.35% ) ;4¢
AR 741 A (75.46% ), WEE AR 241 A
(24.54% ) ;F17E 16 ~20 22 [H) (M =17.57 %,
SD=0.89),

FEA 3 [ RO JE Ja , AAEAS 1 i B 200 4% 4k
AXT PRTS #4TE N, A B X2 R M ENGEE.
TERRTCARE S5, WRBE G 191 i, Hp
BH94 N(49.2% ) , % H 97 A(50.8% ), FHETE
17 ~19 2 [Rj(M =18.37 % ,58D =0.53),

2.2 R LE
2.2.1 (4L BRER

] Armstrong — Carter 245 R 4L 25 B &
7% ( Prosocial Risk — taking Scale, PRTS) 3 ilj & & />
FEH F 4 2B B 47 29 ( Armstrong - Carter et al. |
2021), PRTS &4% 6 ~M H , % J Likert — 5 /51t
55,1 315 A HIRER IR B LR ERE, &
XEMGEAL SR ER VAR T4, R 6 M
H#¥ e E&RG 5. PRTS WA TEE A 1 ~
5, 19008 W AR T DRSS R AL 2 B KA T 8]
REMEREK

[T Z AT, B i 5 RSB R ERN
JEAEE 2 E W3 A% K5 Armstrong — Carter 8+ HUG
KRR/ PR BERB T, WG, RA
FRUEAL B B R — Rl YA XS PRTS # 47 SCRRIE T .
BARBSEITIRINT - H5%, H 2 A0EFL
T4 45 A 7 b [ R PRTS &R 3E47 Hh ek
FIERRRTT SRELSBRER. HIRK,E1 4
BEER L A B S 1 9 SCRR PRTS 3647 |
B =¥ EIERR S AR PRTS 47X HL, LAKY
BBTTIR S 5 R ARAEAE B X, B T8 B Il T 1
71 3R PRTS,

2.2.2 RttSfTANER

K F Goodman S5 AT 1998 £ 4 il i< AL 5 [l
Ela] % B ¥F iR ( Strengths and Difficulties Question-
naire, SDQ) o (1) 2 41 47 hy 4 = R AE N BRI

{ Goodman et al. ,1998) , iZ & & /) 5 SChR d1 A AR
ZAN(2006) i fEiT. Eit AT hsrmEH S5 AW
H,RH Likert -3 fii3t4r, 1 RR“AHFE”,2 Kw
“HBFME,3RAEERE. Bo8E,RH
FALSAT AN IR, ABFRS, BT hER
#J Cronbach’s o %05 0. 71,
2.2.3 HOEFEMLSMEER

R SO I 7 20 4F SR 231 1) 5 3K ( Proso-
cial Tendencies Measure , PTM ) 3k Xt 8% i Y 32 41 247
Jafira #EAT I & . JEARAY PTM Hy Carlo 1 Randall
(2003) 4t , B AERE R 4 (2007 ) Xz & &R
AT T HSCURETT . PTM B4 IR R H Lik-
ert =5 St N TEEEAEER) B S(HEHBR),
1941800 W R T 48 Y IR AE AT R R 050 iR
o AT, PTM §9 Cronbach’s o %025 0.92,
2.2.4 HIRBRATH

T VRS A 4E B E AT A BE R AE RS
k547 M ( Negative Risk — taking Behavior, NRTB) Jz H:
BRI, AP0k kR B “ i D E R AT N
W RS” - A3 B #4700 & (Kaon et al.,
2000) . Z5EWIILTES LM —FR AR B
TEMIT AR 25 F [ Likert — 10 5
A, A0 =“MAR"F]9 =“FR", X TIHHKER
TAMNE, EEAR R 20—
B IREEEEL AT E, FRENIERE R
TR R B B4, A5 0 M R RF D HE N
PR E AT MR R B, A58 H, NRTB #)
Cronbach’s a REN0.70,
2.3 KB

ZHOCANR P A RERBITN T ES PR,
APFTOR A TRA LA 2 FIREA 3 MEURZE R
HAT T, BAE, B THA 1 R, B SPSS
24. 0 HEATREAR MG T4 A T B AT IR RN R
ST (EFA) FE SRR 3 HOR, B THEA 2 3K
P&, 12 Mplus7. 4 S TEAEEE R M (CFA) . 58
=LEETHA 3 BUE 1B A SPSS 24. 0 T E MG
BT,
3 &R
3.1 PRTS ¢4k b4t

A1 EEE, X PRTS (455018 L AT
RS . AR, A #R1) PRTS 15
43R 2.53 £0.48, Hrh, 5B ARG E LRI
2.50+0.62 F12.53 +0.45, FHMSIFER ¢ ¥
55 DAL & A 4E PRTS 15840 7 mi 22 54, 5 R
H7R PRTS 1353 AFETE B BT ZE R .
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3.2 BEASMHARERRZHH

H 56, % PRTS AT 40 #r. #R{EH0 PRTS
YR B0 AT S ARHE R , 18 0 BAR ) 27% AR
HESERAT A, BRI 27% HE B R
TR, WX EARA A4 AT B kM85
ISR s BT, 5 SR B Fr A & H Y ¢ (E 39343
WEKF-(p<0.01), XK, PRTS 1§ 6 1~ H 1
BARERLS I, X+ PRTS G40 H M54 51
SHITHX AR, W BB SERY TN
Pearson #H 22 R EHAL T 0. 645 ~ 0. 779 22 [A), ik H]
BEIKF(p<0.01) , BAZRINR 1 Fim,

R1 PRISHENERt I FBEMERK(n=1870)

W g ¢ AR
1 -19.12""" 0.645""
2 -16.52**" 0.660" "
3 -19.11**" 0.733*"
4 -23.63**" 0.779*"
5 -20.87**" 0.702*"
6 -28.08""" 0.724""

T p<0.01,* " p<0.001,

HR, T BEEMEE RS 4R B, PRTS
[ KMO REE I {E R 0. 87, Bartlett” s BRTE A6 I (B
7 1023. 185(p <0.01) , YL BHIZAE A 1) 90 H i& & 2
TTHRRMEER T . RHAERS VLR KRT £
5, %0 PRTS # e 4 &8 H #5177 B Hh BURIBE #% LI
EEFHEAMNAFEH, &4, MBCHREE R
3.02 —NHF, 2GR SRR — 2 R
AR By 50.27% , B F & /- F 0.64 F| 0.80
Z I,
3.3 BARABAE

TR 1R, TR R IR . 45
RER, FHSERITN S 5FEGEST R FRHSAT
Sl 2 B E EAHSG, T S5HKRE T hZ 2
EHAX(p <0.01) , XRHAZEREA BRITWR

PRUE (R 2) .
£2 PXFEHSLERITHERSHIFTENEX
B8 1 2 3 4

LEtaERTA 1
2. F(ETTHN 0.44°" 1
3.¥MSfTAMm 0.347 0.52° 1
4. ERATHE  -0.21"7 -0.197* -0.10"* 1
BT p<0.01,
3.4 BEPERE oM
TEFEAS 2 HrffiJT] Mplus 7. 4 30F 34T R iE R H
R, UK SAERE A 1 PR AR R ER R
R AR TR, 7R TRy df N

4.05,CFI, NFI #1 TLI {5}k F 0.9, RMSEA {4
0.05, 404 3 Fias, UL, Hh3ChR PRTS HHIA R
BRE SR EEON AL,
£3 FEAFHURIEEERS RSB
MR yzdf  CFI NFI TLI RMSEA
HEZE 405 094 0.8 0.9 0.05
K FH Bayes J7ik At SChR PRTS %45 B 128
5 95% BfF XA, 45 R 40k 4 s, Ps <0. 05,
k4 EFA 0 CFA WEFHE
EFA(n =1870) CFA(n =1870)
%8 £ i) %8 A (95% CI)

1 0.644 1 0.605(0.535 -0.676)
2 0.655 2 0.639(0.571 -0.708)
3 0.694 3 0.737(0.668 - 0.806)
4 0.710 4 0.814(0.743 -0.885)
5 0.743 5 0.687(0.620 -0.754)
6 0.797 6 0.714(0.645 -0.782)

3.5 BRSO

FETHA 1 HdR, R A — B R POk
SChR PRTS B 5 B AR . 4558 878, PRTS |y
Cronbach’s a f52470. 91, FEIEE IG5 TEM
W& 25 K AE A W o ) s B R 45 R — 3k
(Shrout & Fleiss,1979) , 78 B # H 5 B X TE AT
FEREE ERELEN, R ol 2y FRA iz
FPERAT AP & A EJC AR H (Chen et al.
2021 ;Shrou & Fleiss, 1979) , T4 3, Xt PRTS
HATEIWEE 4T, 45R 87, Cronbach’ s o AN
0.89, BVAT 5, & B G IR A B H R
e, X R E R BB G #HZ 2 RITFH
HFE
3.6 BHHEFMEFAESAT

ABFFIETHA 2 BERE S Mplus 7. 4 3#17
PP S & S (E PR 50, T S I B A e s b i
6T F PO M 0T B 1) T 2 S5 T A BT 45 SR AT
( Pacewicz et al. ,2022) , 5%, #6469 SCHR PRTS |1
TEAEE, AT — PR Rt AR, HAE
RAF, EASE RO HIR, ARELERNER |,
FRAE Rl —T8nfE 8 A S A W BT A S, B
WA B4, ACFI ATLI ¥j/hF 0.01, 55 % {H 57 -
=, REG M ER A S L EMA MBS,
KrgsR S EE A, BARILG RAF, B iR E
B, &RJ5,TERR M 0R S AR AL |, FRE I
RZEEFH 2SS, ARG REF, ACFI ATLI ¥j/h T
0. 01, ™48 S E AT o
4 itig

KR A, F13CAR PRTS £ B FH DAERER
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H 2 IR BRI 25, X — 45 R 5 Armstrong
— Carter 2 A (2021) IR IEBTR R T —3 . WIS
BEE, xR SERTRIFEET ST RS
E AT S TR B I, TR — A SR 5 XUR
THEZEEREESWOMWE, NELEMS, £
FAHBE S T AR R AR A R
A HIMMAEFIT 547 A SRR R, X FhAE M FI T 5
REEEZEE MR EES, TRIEEFHHSER
1T R REETE BURR 28 WU B 254 19 O B B LA

EREER T, Bt E AT AR OB
TR T BB IR 32 B SR 0K £ SUH E B B9IRZI R . 7R
TR R HE S A A LS Mt & thd
( Chui et al. ,2025 ;Main et al. ,2017) , “ Jyfth A 2% &%
PR AR RS BT Be 0 D LA TE 1 E P B,
MAEBL N NE B, Xt SR R F
ETE T XA KU N, 47 A 5 SR 2 3 8 TR A
EEH T, EFRIESEY, FOFEAMUZEIE
A FIPRE G W29, e TR B R AR R
BRI g, B T T 7R S S R Bk P 5 e [F] A 56
R 2Bl HEFTAUE ( Zingora & Flache ,2025) , B4 #F
FFW, R E ) S mE DT R
PR, fRAE AT TFEAL 2 B0 B 5 A AN AT DR M6 1) =2 [+ Al
B3R (van Hoom et al. ,2016) , Xt EKE,
FHSBRAT AT REFIFARTE NI E AR, T
RIEZ AL SRR T IR B BT R
Mo bR — BRI EERELHERT,
FHSERAT AR T F O E T4 S GE
TEMIRr 5RO R B Z M7 sh T4

BB R E AT B, B S B RAT W53
AT R B RAE S AT R B rp AR B IEAH G, (H
MARRPOTRZBNFERE N AL, X 25 RE—
FERE LR T EA S B RAT BE AR M A&
HIEM, MRS, FHST R R
ARG FH I, B SRAMBAEFE STER KRR
SrE LT B T 45 T AR HH Y 7E BUAS (Armstrong —
Carter et al. ,2023) X B REfERE T W& Z AR
RN ] ok BB

WAh RSB RAT M SIER B RIT I ZEE
WENFX, XS Duell F1 Steinberg ( 2020) & H ¥
PR E B SR E R e — 3. RERE
B, R AR R 1 F D, IR S Xk
R E B TS AT BB R AR A (BT 1 A XU TEAE
BB R BLH T 2B,

AWFFI SRR PRTS 3R 81 4R 11 38— 2
PEAG BEFN R AT E A5 B, A et & B AT A
HOEGERE —EMREE. FEHEHNE, X

e e 1 B 2 SR 9 P AP TR B A A X —
B, mARRAAT N M B A RS
HEEITT AT R EA — R BT 2 VERIME 52
WAk, R0 B 2 S BE R, Sk A e 1A W]
VT A A 2 U (S WL RIE PECHI B B2 8 9 4L
AT (Malti et al. ,2021) o 2L B N 13 %E B
“ AR RS ES” AR R, A
[ ek V) 5 AT o i ) AR — B[R, B 4 531
MRS EME TS RAR U, RRAE T A T4 A T
&b B AR R R I S, 3 O JE e 5T LU AN )
PERIT A KA & B B AT 22 AR TR R
AR

25 BRI A5 A UAE 7 62 T8 0 T H 3
Jt PRTS 76 Fp [ 75 A 4R B0 B (5 3005, B 7E iR
R SR T AR & B AT A I —FhER R A i
5 XS PSRAHE MM OB &, T ERTIA,
BB IR AR E D FE A S A R PR
R SEMEM EZ W BT A, H R E TR
AR B B 1 B A B AR & AT S SR ARSI
Bl
5 #ig

H3CHR PRTS BA RAFHIE AL, 7T AR
B b AR R B RAL S B B AT BAHDE I Y
mETAH,

B B FALTRITATEAYREL £E
A ILA% K 5 Armstrong — Carter 1 J= 3¢ A 5F R IR AL 49
R ts T 097 B o

5% 30k

TRE, FHEIE. (2016) . F05 5 R 21T N X R ITHT.
LIRSS 24(8) ,1159 — 1174.

WA, EEAE, EFH, R, AR0EE. (2006). KA
Y BT O BERLSE ,29(6) ,1419 — 1421,

ek, WLES  BR, B E. (2007). FAOE R S &R
W LHERES#E ,23(1) ,112 -117.

FRRIRR, 805 PR3, £ 50, /8. (2025) . REAFHASX
RIS E R L. LB HRT 45 (3),266 -
272.

TR, R, (2019) . RRIFEE T4 LFE 2
AR FHH PR ,(11),51 -61.

), XIBHEE. (2025). RSP AR E RN 8T
KA MPAER R T O B IRHT ,45(5) ,445
—449,

Xm0, HRME, B R, mRkE, SRR (2024) . BB S5 FSF
FHSITTANRER PR ERENFI P AER. L
FE2IREF ,44(5) ,456 - 463.
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Reliability and Validity of the Prosocial Risk - taking
Behavior Scale for Chinese Adolescent

Zhang Weida' ,Zhao Xiaoyun',Li Wenzhang’
(1. School of Education, Huaibei Normal University , Huaibei 235000 ;
2. School of Education, Jiangxi Normal University , Nanchang 330022 )

Abstract . To thoroughly investigate and evaluate the reliability and validity of the Chinese version of the Prosocial Risk — taking Scale
( PRTS) within the context of Chinese adolescents,a study was conducted employing a convenient sampling method. This method was u-
tilized to recruit a total of 1,870 middle school students from various schools to participate in the study by completing the Chinese ver-
sion of the PRTS. Following the administration of the scale, exploratory factor analysis was performed to identify the underlying structure
of the scale,and criterion analysis was conducted to assess its relationship with other relevant constructs. Subsequently, to further vali-
date the findings , confirmatory factor analysis was carried out on a separate sample consisting of 982 middle school students. To ensure
the stability of the results over time,a period of four weeks was allowed to pass before a retest was administered. For this purpose,200
individuals were randomly chosen from the initial group of participants for the retest. The outcomes of the study revealed that the six i-
tems included in the Chinese version of the PRTS demonstrated robust discriminant validity. Additionally, the single — factor model ex-
hibited a good fit to the data,as evidenced by the fit indices; ( %*/df =4.05,CFI =0. 94 ,NFI =0. 89, TLI =0. 92 ,RMSEA =0. 05).
The internal consistency coefficients were found to be 0. 91 ;indicating high reliability ,and the test — retest reliability was 0. 89, sugges-
ting stability over time. Furthermore ,the correlation coefficients of the PRTS mean scores with measures of prosocial behavior, prosocial
behavior tendency,and negative risk — taking behavior were 0.44 ,0.34 jand —0. 21, respectively, indicating moderate to strong associa-
tions with these constructs. In conclusion,the Chinese version of the Prosocial Risk — taking Scale has been shown to possess good relia-
bility and validity ,and it can be confidently utilized as an appropriate and effective tool for conducting research on prosocial risk — tak-
ing behavior among Chinese adolescents.

Key words: prosocial risk — taking ; Chinese adolescent ;reliability ; validity



