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Abstract: How the riky decision ismade after a lov-probability disaster with high-consequences was
discussed, which aimed o find out the factors influencing post-disaster decision making within the frame-
work of Cognitive NeuroeconamicModel Study show's that the emotional factors and cognitive factors inclu-
ding beliefs, asamptions, rik perceptions and past experience have difference influence on the decision
making of post-disaster, which ismore based on intuition and lesson theoretical analysis M eanwhile, the
decision making of post-disaster varieswith the time To seek sense of security after disaster, loss biaswill
occur o people, which has different influence under the conditions of‘ gain” and“ loss’. The intrinsic
mechanisn of risky decison making after disaster can be explained by the dualprocessmodel Finally,

the research trend of decision making after disaster was propected
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