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C oIl REEOIIEZR, T, 510006 )

ANEE PSR AR O AT BT PO ARSI . SCRE R 1 oRIR T S5 U R s USRI A B e VRIS, &)

AN RE VT 5 R R BT AN 4 o T e AT 7 A ST P A 05 R e O BEANAT A S R B A, A R BRI TP B R e
ST A E B ANCILAA R B AL , P HORIBG G #9°% > SN, R RS X AR AY o AL SR P AR i E 1 e
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HKAEAFWETERT7 17l o

KER APENE STl el KEPGE BIDGE ML)

1 5|5

Z RN PR A5 BAPAE R R, e
P IZAAE T AR Z W (Griffin & Grote, 2020;
Shou et al., 2022 ) . A#f & I8 A EB I C A1
B3R AT P00 54 K 4 B2 2 ( FeldmanHall & Shenhav,
2019) , A5 KU A 5 R AT (Crone &
van Duijvenvoorde, 2021; Knight, 1921 ) . XU A #f
A (risk ) FROFMERATENE, RREZERAER
MERT LI AL, OISR E (ambiguity ) $81>
RTCEAT ARSI A, S = 28
BERAT B o BOMIASIR & Lo AU AN i HAT B BRI
AT , WA — PR AR B AN E( Furnham
& Marks, 2013 ) .

TAXANEf E ERT, M EE R (subjective

expected utility model ) 5% P35 5 X A [a] 4 & A=
(AL 38 2 T F UL 0 W, A ) T 32 U0 AE 3 43
AR AL, TR IF B EA SR WS 1
HEI (Savage, 1972) o e K e /IMb HH B2 400 A 7Y
( maxmin expected utility model ) 7EItIEAY FEF T
&, IR MAEAEZ AT RERY FMEZE 5341 ( Gilboa
& Schmeidler, 1989) . %A ALA R ALIF X 704>
AT XU, PSSR AR B, A5 LS A A TR sl Rk XL
W RIS () — LA TR (Levy etal., 2010)
R TR 23 G AN B 1 1 5 P A\ S T
X RO P R AAE AR, TG 2855 S ) AN
EVE, NTFEFSHAEAML, T
TR A 23 SR AN S 1, R B 2 R S A
Ab, SERMCKIBL AR, U3k v N B 1 32
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PR 5 A BRI R B AT R (5 B, (Ellsberg,
1961; Monosov, 2020 ) , £ RTE AL & 4 £ UK
gt PR 2 B AN 5 5 B v o ANART A AT A 2k, A
1 #E ¥ 19 (Blankenstein et al., 2018; Crone & van
Duijvenvoorde, 2021 ) o Ft& Y3 v i AN o PR R
FAMAAM N Z [A]AH EAE AN 1 o BRI
AT EY: (social uncertainty ) 84~ AN H &
ARSI T AN 2 M HR T A A IR
AT R AR B 52 PE AR (FeldmanHall & Shenhav,
2019; Kappes et al., 2019 ) . FA1 5 4b g KA+ 52
W2, PR T2 RS M AR SR RURS: ,  TTiHth
NBESBSMER TR R EE o2 —Fh A e n it
FIWr (Knight, 1921) o “#t&S06” Boddl, 4
MMERABEHARE, SIS AE L, A
AL R Tt fE 5 0 Uk #E 2. ( Lockwood
et al., 2020) , I H 3Ry 1o PR3 A A i Al
IhAEIBE AT B (Atzil et al, 2018) . BEBE LB
GUEEN SR AT P R, AR
NATTHETRT AN e MR, A AE DR AH R sl S5 1)
LIRS

IR SOBRIAIT 28 5 s A 2 AN A 2 P2 IR
FISE Rl B SR P S A AN R X 25 28 1k
A AR5 DX PR ST A AN s X
IR A AR 25 5, JF FEARAHOC A 2L
il IJE4sa BATATTR IR, Ak T T AT

TR
2 ZFFIuEAIH S SR A EE R

AN TH X TE Y 4 R A R B S N B8,
B M 25 R AR IS 26 5 ( Chen et al,
2018; Tsang, 2020 ) . X AHHE AR E (G St —4
PTG AR A, YAMRFR R AN RS A AT
AR 23 BRI AR R AR S AN e RS T LA RE B,
FEIER S ERETRT ( Anderson et al., 2016 ) . Jf-H.,
3 T T AR AN P T A (S BT Sk
F HAPT R IA (Laposa & Fracalanza, 2019 ) . ILAh,
A AR i AN PR R DO, A BRAE TR AN
EME (Golman et al., 2021; Wu et al., 2021 ) . Golman
SENFR, XIAHE PR DR AT LR A5 BB 1 A PR
TOREAVE RS, {58610 (information gap ) F8/MAR
TR RR S AN e PR, AU PSR iR B
SR T R A R e e, BB R
FETESST I RANE IR BRI T 145 Bk LA dE

T XA SRR DA E T, R RS
BA NFREAARZE Sk ( Golman et al., 2021 )
2.1 SRS A E ST AR

TR 28 5% TR 5 T 1R AN A e M B GV AR 1 A7 T
Jo B, BN 5 (anteriorinsula, Al) 2% 5 K #ff
FEPEDOGIIN T, X =18 AN Mo B2 DL R 7 T
BT RAE (Wu et al, 2021 ) o AHEMELR LS
REIEEMCH LT, 7ERERBIRIES, X4
TR R AN (E AR A5 A RIE, Pt B R 25 7=
TR P e i s 1, LA i R Y R 4 SR A (B R AR

( FeldmanHall et al., 2016 ) o T #MUl i 451 - 1) 451 473
WeIR T A PR MR R P Z AL OC R, X2 fifs
AR i ) T 2R RS AR R ( FeldmanHall et al.,
2019) .

B Xof JRUJBGE DR Fh) e 22 X 285 A 8 A B, AR XU TR
G EAE N SRAE RN R R i DX (i M
IR ) Z e TR, e AU RO B &4 A
RAEMAEARL  (CARERI ) A4 35k oe (AN )
AR X 2 [E) 7442 5% (Han etal,, 2012) o [A]REHDE,
KT MATH0 K2 )2 (dorsal anterior cingulate cortex,
dACC) AR R Il AR TR s B, A2
] dACC A Mg & 22 (8] B 5 0 D BeE etk 5 &
FORH PR EAA G, T 22 dACC FA5 I35 &M R 4% i
Z 8] 5T i 1) B g % d M 5 BRI DO AE DG (Jung et
al., 2014 ) .

2.2 FEET A E T ST 22

LA L P N e 2 S R e T DN TN
3ly, LA A AR O sl o R 25 | R AR
ANHE DO, AR AL B TETE . M E 4R
NZERT, Al B3 LY B B0t G2 2 T S L B 5

(Bellucci et al., 2017 ) o H1T Al FAXSEAETSS
RIARFEEY) (Xiong et al., 2020 ) , XEHE M A
e IR AL S X R, MATT e & R 2%
PITE R 2, 51k SR ZU A A TG 25 . AH G SEUEmT
FEMARIN, AT REHLE R RS, AT 2
JEE 2 RIPEA OB XUS: ( Fetchenhauer & Dunning,
2012) o Jf HAH T2 5645 b ay fom 45251 (45
Kaik) , #EaEE DA R ( ANBRXC R
W) 25 KA SR I % 26 ( FeldmanHall &
Shenhav, 2019 )

3 ZFFIuEAFt S TR P ATEE ERIFNEEE
AN E R O S AR I AR S £, R
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A D AN E R ZU B HL. X 5O P S
WL AHAT,  BIDAATTAE DA e rp EL A X A o
BAPERIEAR T K, VBB BT E R
| Wr (Kruglanski & Webster, 1996 ) . #& 1, 2
VIR AN 2 PR L 28 B AU LA — 2 I R
( Martinez-Saito & Gorina, 2022 ) , 1% % B 7 % 4~
Tl R L, 20k 40k A A i 1 R
TARMAMETE (Wassdik ) o Mt an
AFEPER T4 B 413415 (FeldmanHall &
Shenhav, 2019 ) : 145 B Be 45 %5 A #4725 0
el (R SEMEE. 2EARRT) o 9iG
TEAG A M S B B B AT e (A1
s ), MM FBGE ST S R ErE (35
R REGE ) o B, A S A e MR
Z ., BTz, HIRERE L, #5155 A
SEVEMRE A L AEAE SR, mEAT R
PEBIA R X ok S AR S BT 1 — A B
fit: (Mitchell, 2009 ) . A SCHFE— 2D F b 28 T Fit:
PRSI, ARHE XA BRI TN AR
SO AR
3.1 PRSI M R AR
3.1.1 LAk AT EE S EEICIZ

TR A AR B RS, 5 1 B A A DG
IR A8, X AN PR A
AR RS o ANHff R P M I AR RS A A 2 Stojic
etal, 2020) o —J7 i, ANHAETEE AT HAE AR
FEE BEE Y (Randles et al., 2018 ) , YHIXF A E
I, ATEY KECRER ), EH
B 29282 (Walker et al., 2019) . MFHZIES)
FAEER , T S-S BRI SN T4 ¢ (Huettel
etal, 2006) , FFHTHTS5 VI AP AHOGAF B A
( Brass & von Cramon, 2004 ) . 15—y, A#iE
PR IR RS B SE I, AR A
& HORS AN BRGE RAE, X PR C I 1548
R i, T SRR WA R I
ARSI 2 W R 1 AR B 12 12 B HE A ( Rouhani et al.,
2018) o MIRJZHIEMMBER, ANkl geaty
Tz b > Mg 705 LB HE S (Monosov, 2020 )
Zi b, AHE PEEASANMAKT 2 > RO 9w i 1 52K
ARPRTER, o L B o 22 B H R IR 2 A
P
3.1.2 LRSI AN RE M 2 2T SR
AR A B 8 ) AN M SR TR 2 IR

FREINT., AFE R 27 T ML R T R s
TEVW ORI 2Tk, WS R I ) — A 2
IR ER o AN KT HL Il 2 B e AT 75
BF, AR AR S ) 7 XA T80, s 28 S
eI ML AR EEAREERIE IR, MAT
FE2E S AR EE R LIS D A E P ( Martinez-Saito
& Gorina, 2022 ) . #F—4, REEER ST KA 14E
FIEE R FUR 5w . A (exploitation ) J&45 44
UL T 22 PR A I RN A A 2R . TR
R (exploration ) ERE AT Z M HA S A
ETEREFE (Beesley et al., 2015) . S HFHRIK )
BT R AL A S i, At B Z P A
Wi E, AT EXPAE MR AN RS K/ N T
SRR BN T, e S Al F AR Z AR
B L, MG LRI SE R, AH A2
g, AN S 5250k (I
T35 ) AHEPERIINT. (Fairley et al., 2022 ) , X4~
DX 35GE O R AE T A AR T ( Huettel et al.,
2006; Krain et al., 2006 ) o MiHER M EA ST THIET
5575 MR ATU A S 0 i 245 ¢ (Huettel et al,
2005)
3.1.3 LU AN PR A AT

WAL A e gk h 2R, JFH
RGP ZR BT T R T (28540 ) |
PAH LUK R R, B ERTE . MR,
FEfARWERE R (fh28iis ) | Bl b el A &
512 (Lamba et al., 2020 ) , IXEEE XK
P S S PPA A EA R R PR . s —20, A
TR B IH A T A 25 570 QR i R AG (T
s O, AR TR H XA TN
(AT R AR R, T AN SRR ) £ TR 5 SR s IR AL
b MR A B SN (Trautmann et al.,
2008 ) , XA AR RETEA A ) 2 5 sk
ot 1] T4 MU AL, A 2 S b ) T PRI AL
LR T A FOIAL S SCIR A L 8 R
- FITHE %7 B2 J2 4 5% (Bartra et al., 2013; Blankenstein
et al., 2017; Tom et al., 2007 ) . JFH., KEHFINT
290 I 5B R SRR AR OC ) X 5, (W et al.,
2021) , WNSCIRIRZRSE (Hsu et al., 2005 ) . RiI4HF
( Poudel et al., 2020 ) AT = ( Bach & Dolan,
2012; Huettel et al., 2006 )
3.2 AN E MR R B A
3.2.1 Fh oGNP 5 O
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SSRGS, YA IR T AT,
AT S B 5 25 B S R 85 2 4/ o)
MR, Hehn, i Pl A A SN ARRAE T
AR R LRI EN S (R % e BAHRES )
( FeldmanHall & Shenhav, 2019 ) , 7ERIHATTALBYEL
AHE PR AT O P . [ shi e is
325, BN IR B EN G S bl 5 AR AR A EAR 2
G I A BURE B 4E 2 B A (Fiske &
Neuberg, 1990 ) . AHfEMINF ISR, XA
WAL 243 2] LIAT S0t DA e M, 0 T R
S N7 5hry7750 (Hogg, 2021) o

BEAR, AT AT LA 5 HEWT A R Bl AL
R VF A RE M M AAT R 5 I SIS B
I, AR, A, A
T e A T B UAS AN G R, 32 25 i
Wr LB AT 15 )5 135 B B R 23 (Xiong et al,
2020) , BX—HEWr RGOS T AT OIS N T
M ETEI M (Cole et al., 2019 ) o fL2xEEE
AN P RIS o] T A4 B A 2E H ( Martinez-Saito &
Gorina, 2022 ) , CFRFRISA BT~ RS f-Hb g %
TR R R,

3.2.2 SRR A EES NPRE )

2 B P AN 0 P — 2B 5 ) N B L B O
(S P A N (e R WA S e s B 1]
R AN 2 3N SE #2478 (Kappes et al.,
2018) o X FHESE A, AR A S0
PR A S R i R T 45 R, NI AT BE R BLAS
B [ A\ (Haisley & Weber, 2010 ) . fij X} T~ 5% i

AfENE, A% EA BT 2B
BT F R, M EEA TR . A, Af]
050 ) Tl AR A AR 0 e X A7 2 A B SR s ok
PEXTANER E AL SR e, SRR A5 R
A EER SEBOMEEH] B & (social
heuristics ) S Wg, Jf & M 7S AEFT A (van
den Berg et al., 2021 ) .

SR, Ao AN 2 M7 B2 X 4t S
SRR R G VE T . BIFTE B, #Eos it (F58h
B ) RIS P (R RS B RS ) RE XU B AA T
RN AN oA r Y WR RO Y 22 B
WREESEIA 1 WSk, ik e P b e 28 XU
S AR S bR G i U B AA TR, 488 T A A
FEAL TS A 23 5 SRR A )25 22 5% (Gross
etal,, 2021) .

AT, 2805 S AN B o T A B 23 5 )
FEH B BRI T 2 AR B A R
AL R AR B 5 HAORI A FE A G, T 5 KUK 2 2 e
Ko W T AL BIMIMEARTF, A7 = B
AN R PR AL 23 B Bl rh 2 i B A SRR Y i
W, RIE R ASAERIEREASTTN (Vives &
FeldmanHall, 2018 )

3.2.3 IR E T S

R T XTANERENE, XA BR B ShE5 R TPl
e o) BRI, SR TR EEANMAR S
SR g I L 0 £ e s BN (1 3 e 9P A i
TR NEE B fts N Bt 2 R st b afe A 727 2] o 3R A PR A
SR, AR TT LU KT 3 508 1 R s S

B 1 2SS T HE RN mEE
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MEAMERER, BB A ZS BT A 3
R IO, XA R i 2E ), AT
DRI A S A2 A B AN € M ( FeldmanHall &
Shenhav, 2019 ) . WFsE KB, FEEMMEEELE
AN E A S B R B 24 2] IRXE (Aylward et
al., 2019 ) . AHEL TR B0, A S B i
TEFIH B[R AL 5 A 2448, X2
SRS MR E 2 (Lamba et al., 2020) .
XF AN 2 PR 1 i Z DRI 2 1 o e R R A IR R
1720, PATTT R ) AR R AR BUE 2 ( FeldmanHall
& Shenhav, 2019) ., fEfE2x2E 2] id Firh, SURIK
AR E LEEH (Martinez-Saito & Gorina,
2022) , ARG 75 AR AAT IR
¥ ih{% B (Baez-Mendoza & Schultz, 2013 ) , X
[AREE ALk

4 BEERE

AL R G EE T 48 B U A A S s R
W PEYCR ST, BER T AN o 1 X 1 4 AR fb 1)
s e, RIS 5 & MR IS 45 iE—2F
X 50 T 2055 AT R AT 2 40 A AN A X B
FAT R AR 22 5, L IS A m sl 28 0L
il (1)

AN R P R AN PR TE 28 U PSR At S pe SR p
RIS RN e ms A7 s 7 X, fF— e R -
TET “#E ST RUE. Lockwood 58 AR
MG BN T2 £, NEREIE T B
25 5 A B T B R 2 AT R 4 (Lockwood et
al., 2020 ) o MRV AT & PEE R S B AR 25 Al
ARG AT E, AR EAR B AR SRR, &5k
W, AR T A TN AR kA, DA
WML, LA FWE R, #haikh,
AR TE B WER T AL B Sh AL 5478, S H )
XU At 2 e KAk, 4k it S B0 BR 56 &R 4
iR Ab. XA TFAEAE 4k, X 56 & i & 37 Al
YR NI Tt SRR P EZT R (Atzil et al.,
2018 ) o WMFEPATHLE] b, B X4k 23 45038 i) AS A
FEME T B A e AT AR, R ok B AT A
SR VRO BB B T AR AR At N A 15 IR
RZE (Adolphs, 2009 ) |, M ATRI kX 5 At
NBIARTENE, 456 BRTBESEBUR, ARt
FE ] LA DA AN Iy 1 R
4.1 R3S DR A i)

T RN 2 PRI 5T A T X AR 25
WIS . SR, A A iy ARG 285 J32 FASEA) 285 B I
WOEMSL Y, AELEAS [R]85 e B3R RIAE AL R
( Blankenstein et al., 2017; Levy et al., 2010 ) . —J71fi,
PR BEAAAE A R AR A S 913 ( Blankenstein et
al., 2021) o /A SRR A N S RO S
ARG (HSXBSAET) , RGN IHE
Db S E TS S CRYTHIR AR, AT RE M
XA HTTESS R SR, IF2 By B s TR IR
A% (Raioetal., 2022) o 7—J51, KUSHRAHIGH]
PRI TR R S 2 bl AU Dok S5 1 41
MF R e B J2 . R e e i [l AT 22 B iR )35
154 % ( Blankenstein et al., 2018 ) . M5 5
FEMRTER I B2 JZ A9 R N 5% (Krain et al., 2006
Poudel et al., 2020) . i, AKWTEHTLEAEEL
AR (CRelR A 2l ) X A AP A EE Y
ZE5to
4.2 PREAE TR 5 AL S AR AT 2L

AR SE FEOCTE A & R T s, AR
T3 2 b3 AN 2 1 AT DA A %) S 4 T R
W H A 43 /1 (Griffin & Grote, 2020) . “& £
PR A AT EA A 5 PR N TERREE
2 NI X AN A () SRR I 2 7 AR R B B BT o0
RISl ] P 25 A T AR Y S 2R, B R I T Bl ok
AT E M ( Hsee & Ruan, 2016 ) o 25U, “3h
Bl - A E RN " RN TSI Z I ] |
SR ARG TR B SR — AN R, AR & —
A ER A (AR R B e B A 2B o O HY AT
PO R B A R . A R A B, A
e M2l R BN SZ (aneay /2% ) , AT A
ZiFL (Shen et al., 2015 ) . Zf I+, FE K- SLpt 2],
AN E PR T RE S & 4 A1 S RO Z, IR IR R
Fl %2 2] ( Golman et al., 2021; Lamnina & Chase,
2019) o AROFTE AT LA — DR R AN € M1 IE
TR, S Hoph ZEpL
4.3 [ESEATT O 2 M U AL 25 G
AN E T

FESS U AT E PEVE IR AR AL BT B, =
IR SR AR, — B AT R I
JEAE SN I 2 B S 2 0, B TS
PSGEATE M. S E ST, BT T2
SR B AT LRI N B 814, SR I A
Wt AN E 1Y, A BCE MR R (KIS S )
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FFEREGR A BERE R (BOIES ) |, BLH— 2%

AT TN AN E Y PR B SRR B Hedn,

A WIS i I 4542 B AAT 0 B A AN E P (T

AR, TR A KU A, AR IR AR A R 1

A DB A E F R ( Xiong et al., 2020 )

Hk, B HERER T st S A e P Ak

W5 e % (Kappes et al., 2019 ) , Hounff % 0l nh- 3

FEEAE SR AT A A T AR A 7 08

( Diaconescu et al., 2014 ) , L K/ IMEIHEER)L

SR R Al At 2 AN s e v ) DR 2850 ISR 2 B

A5 ( Vives & FeldmanHall, 2018 ) .

4.4 AN PRS2 7 28 T S A 2 S i S

iz

HIF BT D BLHE X b 28 55 s A A 25 405

IARTE N, FATEAT 55 22 S IR HAAl AR AN [

), R R A SE A] DL pECR T Ta) — it gk, ¢

T PRI 2 PR ELEERT LN . A RS

FWT, N[ 2 AL 0 AN B M T DRI AL 3 11 52 i AN

[F], XFF R XS, 2RI I T A4 R

Iz AL 3R , T R U] A A XU KL, T A R T

XN BBy 14 TR 5 AR, D) 387 A e it A5 =X

(Kugler et al., 2012 ) . FfH, MMEAXPEEEIEAIRY

AN A A — o BB AT DL RO AR PR H 5

AT EASJE (Vives & FeldmanHall, 2018)

FEEAEXT LA T, il 2 B AN R A

TR, A5 DL ZANH 6T T 28 e 5 1 A A A

PRI 22 5 52 HAR L, JF RUEAHE R 52

M 75 ] LA SR SR IRz f Ak stk b,

[ EF, 360 e 15 AR I Y AR+ 23 XF B 2% A ( Lockwood

etal., 2020 ) , PRI EAATEMLRET L

TR 215 B A G %% ( FeldmanHall & Shenhav,

2019 )o 3X A B T FRATHE b7 by P AF AN 2 P X T 4

o3Pl K R

SR
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Abstract Due to the limitation of information and environmental factors, uncertainty widely exists in various kinds of decision-making. Uncertainty
refers to the degree of precision with which individuals can make predictions based on available information. In the economic domain, uncertainty
revolves around probabilistic information regarding monetary gains or losses and investigates individuals' choices in the face of uncertain financial
outcomes. While research on uncertainty in the economic domain is well-established, recent efforts have focused on understanding uncertainty in the
social domain. Social interactions often involve numerous uncertain decisions due to challenges in understanding others' intentions and behaviors.
Social uncertainty reflects the degree to which individuals' uncertainty about their own future states and actions is influenced by uncertainty about
others' states and actions. Uncertainty in both the economic and social domains presents distinct categories of challenges that humans encounter and
endeavor to resolve. The "social brain" hypothesis posits that individuals may employ different cognitive and neural mechanisms when processing
social information in contrast to non-social information. Hence, it is crucial to investigate the shared and distinctive psychological and neural
mechanisms individuals employ when confronted with uncertainty in these separate domains.

This paper will first introduce the fundamental theory of uncertainty research, which categorizes uncertainty into risk uncertainty and ambiguity
uncertainty based on the availability of existing information. Risk uncertainty involves explicit probabilities associated with potential outcomes,
whereas ambiguity uncertainty involves unknown probabilities associated with potential outcomes. Additionally, important models such as the
Subjective Expected Utility Model and the Max-min Expected Utility Model help quantify individuals' cognitive processes in response to uncertainty,
with the latter effectively distinguishing and quantifying individuals' attitudes towards risk and ambiguity. Subsequently, this paper will expound upon
the shared impacts of uncertainty in the economic and social domains on emotional responses. Faced with uncertainty, individuals tend to exhibit a
degree of aversion and often seek to avoid or reduce uncertainty. Furthermore, uncertainty aversion has been correlated with activation in the anterior
insula. The distinct influence of uncertainty in the economic and social domains on individual psychology and behavior will be discussed, along with
the underlying cognitive and neural mechanisms. Through comparing and analyzing the differences between uncertainty in the economic domain and
the social domain, it shows that social uncertainty encompasses broader and more complex sources compared to the economic domain. Uncertainty
in economic decision-making initially triggers changes in attention and cognitive resources, and facilitates the adoption of corresponding learning
mechanisms and behavioral strategies. Ultimately, it influences the evaluation of economic outcomes in terms of rewards and punishments. Conversely,
uncertainty in social decision-making affects the initial assessments of others, subsequently influencing interaction strategies, and involving feedback
and social learning derived from the outcomes of social interactions.

Regarding the differences in the impact pathways of uncertainty within these two domains, we further integrate them into three stages: the initial
stage, the action stage, and the feedback stage. Overall, individuals exhibit distinct cognitive strategies and behavioral patterns across these three stages
of economic and social decision-making under the influence of uncertainty, which supports the "social brain" hypothesis to some extent. Individuals
aim to reduce uncertainty to make future states and outcomes more predictable. But the specific goals and execution processes differ between the
economic and social domains. The "social brain" hypothesis contributes to a better understanding of the differences in the impact of uncertainty in
these two domains.

In conclusion, this paper summarizes the limitations of the current study and provides some recommendations for future research. Future research
should explore the differential impact of risk and ambiguity attitudes, examine the benefits of uncertainty and related neural mechanisms, draw insights
from classical paradigms and models within the economic domain to study uncertainty within the social domain, and investigate the transferability and
generalizability of uncertainty effects between the economic and social domains.

Key words uncertainty, economic domain, social domain, risk aversion, ambiguity aversion, neural mechanism



