PROFILES ASSOCIATED WITH POSITIVE AND NEGATIVE RISK-TAKING
Appendix

Table A
Age Distribution in Tested Sample 19-71 y.o.
	Age range
	N
	%

	19-20 y.o.
	31
	11.27

	21-30 y.o.
	52
	18.91

	31-40 y.o.
	79
	28.73

	41-50 y.o.
	57
	20.73

	51-60 y.o.
	28
	10.18

	61-71 y.o.
	28
	10.18





	[bookmark: _Hlk114127723]Table B
Positive and Negative Risk Behaviors Measured in the Study
	
	Positive risk-taking
	
	Negative risk-taking

	1
	Applied for a job, project, or participated in a competition when you were not sure you would be selected
	1
	Smoking cigarettes

	2
	Joined a new club or activity when you were not sure you would like it
	2
	Motorbike, car, or quad racing

	3
	Told someone the truth, even if they did not want to hear it
	3
	Fast car driving

	4
	Tried a new food you thought you might not like
	4
	Vandalizing

	5
	Run for a leadership role at work or in some other organization
	5
	Gambling

	6
	Asked someone new on a date when you thought the person may say no
	6
	Bungee jumping, parachuting

	7
	Started learning something that you knew nothing about or that seemed challenging
	7
	Using hard drugs

	8
	Tried a new hairstyle or outfit that you were not sure others would like
	8
	Exceeding the speed limit

	9
	Gone to a party or social event where you did not know very many people and thought you might not have anyone to talk with
	9
	Fast motorbike or quad riding

	10
	Told a secret or shared something personal about yourself to someone 
	10
	Entering private property without permission

	11
	Stood up for what you believe is right, even though you thought someone might disagree with you
	11
	Online hate speech

	12
	Started a friendship with someone new when you were not sure how your other others would react
	12
	Drinking alcohol

	13
	Tried a new sport or played a sport you are not good at where you might have embarrassed yourself
	13
	Threatening someone

	14
	Spent time with a new group of people when you were not sure you would fit in
	14
	Stealing, shoplifting

	
	
	15
	Getting drunk
	

	
	
	16
	Extreme biking
	

	
	
	17
	Smoking marijuana
	

	
	
	18
	Diving headfirst
	

	
	
	19
	Getting into a fight
	

	
	
	20
	Driving without license
	

	
	
	21
	Disturbing the peace, rioting
	

	
	
	22
	Driving under the influence of alcohol or drugs
	

	
	
	23
	Spending time in the company of people who break the law
	
	






















Confirmatory Factor Analysis
Before hypothesis testing, we conducted a confirmatory factor analysis to test whether positive and negative risk-taking were independent or dependent constructs. We tested two models: (M1) a unidimensional model in which all items from the PRTS and NRTS were included in the model as one factor, and (M2) a two-dimensional model in which the PRTS and NRTS items were defined as independent factors. The analysis was conducted in lavaan (R package, Rossel, 2012). We applied the Diagonally Weighted Least Squares estimator (Mîndrilă, 2010) due to the data violating the assumption of multivariate normality. We used the following fit indices and model evaluation criteria to evaluate model fit: 𝜒2 with nonsignificant p value, the root mean square error of approximation (RMSEA) smaller than .08, the standardized root mean squared residual (SRMR) smaller than .08, the comparative fit index (CFI) above .95, and the Tucker-Lewis index (TLI) above .95 (Hu & Bentler, 1999; Kline, 2016). The results indicated that the unidimensional model was a poor fit to the data: 𝜒2 (629) = 1333.93, p < .001, CFI = .82, TLI = .81, RMSEA [90% CI] = .064 [.059, .069], SRMR = 1. The two-factorial model fit the data reasonably well 𝜒2 (628) =911.70, p < .001, CFI = .93, TLI = .92, RMSEA [90% CI] = .041 [.035, .046], SRMR = .082. We compared both models with ANOVA and results confirmed that the second model was a significantly better fit to the data than the unidimensional model (p < .001). Therefore, we treated positive and negative risk-taking as independent dimensions of risk-taking.
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