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Risk preference
(Frey et al., 2017; Schildberg-Hörisch, 2018; Weber & Milliman, 1997; Yechiam & Ert, 2011)
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Integrated trait-state model
(Hamaker et al., 2007)
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RQ1: To what extent is there situational variability 
in (everyday) risky choices?
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Choice
A B

Person characteristics

Contextual factors

Psychological processes

Perception of uncertainty

Aleatory vs. epistemic uncertainty

5 / 17 Fox & Ülkümen (2011), Hacking (1975), Tannenbaum et al. (2017), Ülkümen et al. (2016)
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RQ2: Is the perception of epistemic uncertainty related to a 
person’s (everyday) risky choices?
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Linguistic markers of 
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Linguistic markers of 
uncertainty perceptions
(Ülkümen et al., 2016; Tannenbaum et al., 2017)
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RQ3: Which methods can be used to investigate (everyday) risky 
choices? 
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Procedure

Ecological momentary assessments 
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Onboarding

• N=61
• Risk preference 
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(Radford et al., 2019)
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Independent variables8 / 17
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Procedure

Ecological momentary assessments 
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Follow-upOnboarding

• N=61
• Risk preference 

(SOEP, Wagner et al., 2007)
Risky choice
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Modeling risky choices

7 days
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RQ1: To what extent is there situational variability 
in (everyday) risky choices?
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RQ2: Is the perception of epistemic uncertainty related to a 
person’s (everyday) risky choices?
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RQ3: Which methods can be used to investigate (everyday) risky 
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What did we learn?

• Situational variability
• Perceived epistemic uncertainty is unrelated to risky choices
• No evidence for linguistic markers of perceived epistemic/aleatory 
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