DER2EIR 2014, Vol. 46, No.10, 1580-1590
Acta Psychologica Sinica

DOI: 10.3724/SP.J.1041.2014.01580

(AR IVE K22 O B SN IR 24 B, BTN DI RE L I 4l 4 T S0 %=, BIfF 200062)

EISN=R
[EBS

il [ Sl

THEITHY Beisswanger 55 ANB MR LUK NS, KA 2 Ay ki A k-t A

OERBEES, BT I A R A A e R EAE AN R ) S S A DR SR 55 b D A [ O B At A R SR XU i
255 o S 1 B, Bl BN GE AN DR SR A DU, Bl 2 T 2. 35 22 5%, TR SRS AL 55 B LR 2R
FALSS DHEE B, SRR MR R O I PR M Y S A R S AR A SR R B
MLk G NS B 1 o 50586 2 & B, B8 AU A L S AR A DR SRE T E e, 1) R AN ™ AT
% L WAE e R AR S LR R, PRt E R 5 R S PSR R A AR B AR R
JEEFIAN T BAR 55 b XU i T S 3 28 e, T PR R RN AR A5 B R SR AR S LR LA
ASLH LR, ATLAR I LU 4598 - AT BAR MRS X201 5, AR LA A LA i X 32— Ff 5

TS E A X o -l O BRER B A 5 3%

o A

SEA

=]

AR T B BB X 45 R AT T e

SRS AR RN RIS D IR R, 5 A E N, M

B849:C91

1 55

T 20 4R, HIK-fl AR ST IREAZ 3] 1O
£ (Albrecht, Volz, Sutter, Laibson, & Cramon, 2011;
Beisswanger, Stone, Hupp, & Allgaier, 2003; Hsee &
Weber, 1997; Kray, 2000; Kray & Gonzalez, 1999;
Lu, Xie, & Xu, 2013; Stone & Allgaier, 2008; Stone,
Choi, de Bruin, & Mandel, 2013; &XEk3k, XI5,
Boldt, 95, 2013). WEFEEATMANTE] A B 5 Hh s
R A S, Horho OB B R B i) A A
11432 1 — el e, A A - NP2 7 £
2 TR A 4 B G A9 AN [R) L B B S
A% (Polman, 2010; Polman, 2012; Polman & Emich,
2011; Trope & Liberman, 2010), & — S8R5 N &
B RINEL NSt 1 DV (0 TN AR R DR AN (4
B o QXU BRI B 1B 15 (Risk-as-value hypothesis)iA
D BB RS SR T XU SO Y 72 fk (Wallach &
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Wing, 1968), HA47KFHiE(Construal Level Theory)
A O R B 5 1R T J A8 K F BRAE 7 Xy A2 1k
(Liviatan, 2008; Trope &
Liberman, 2003; Trope, Liberman, & Wakslak, 2007),
2 BIE (Social Values Theory) A A0 B B
51 T U (B 2 87 5 UE 1) 48 1k (Beisswanger et al.,
2003; Stone & Allgaier, 2008), [ T % (Self
promotion hypothesis)tA .0 IFE R 5L T 3 3K 42
TR ARGk Ty, BeETD7, EWE, 2010; X
KI5, 2014; ks, XI7kI5, 2013).

Toie bt o8 B AT B E 19 0 LR B 5 Ak 10 B AR
AL A, an .o B BB R B 1 IE, IR AHH
FAIEFE vh i ey A SRR 00 BREE B A AR R
B WA SCBR 3 SR AR e ] TR N A
K 52 B 6 0 B BR ES #: 40 1Y (Danziger, Montal, &
Barkan, 2012; Lu et al., 2013), 1% A - A% F
A R UE AR LR L, AR

Trope, & Liberman,



10 15 iR AF: SPRSSABRIAT S5 b A ) B At A DR SR 11 XU i 1581

R S e A S [ N & A B S R S S
A A, M ANEA TR . R DL TR S e
PRIE B R 0K B R B35, BRI b AN #R 5
H 390 BEER BN R HES 7 B 3R FL . 25 T
Ui, AR R - SR 22 S BE A [R] 5 R Y
PRIR BN R M AR A5, A AR A\ pe s 2
PR AN [R5 | e O BREE B AN Rl AR . Rk, 7E
o g0 BEBR B R I, AT EEE T A - A ke
W25, BT RO BREE B AN [Rl A\ P o 1 22
SR IFEE, 2014; BXFKIKEE, 2013), FETXA%
&, AWTFEAUAEET A T | F -t A ook 22 e
FEAlh b, S 2B R A R A RS RS e 47 1) 22
S, XA TR R AHESE A BT 5T, K a5
FERH DG Y R A 15 (R ) O BRI 25 i) BAT e
PRV E, 0 ER T U L R 2 T R S A i v
NATT R AS [ Al N PR 5 s AT 5 7 A 1) i 25 55 1 fif A
FRVREWEA GRS

MEEN AN R DR 1Y 25 R R R, sh2s v
S E Gn ] S 5 XA A N B TR) R, PR SRy 52 56 v ]
e B IX o N 23 05 shEls A R O BRI S . IR
A B — S SCER T B W KB T AN A, (H X Sl
NS, RIE LD R PIZE: —26E
LR AR XA Y B BT A Xy, an B RN 2
95 (A B <dh %) ftb A (40 Garcia-Retamero &
Galesic, 2012; 3575 ¥k, Xk 75, 2013; Stone &
Allgaier, 2008) . Z7& F1FE A=t A (41 Hibbing &
Alford, 2005)% ., Stone fll Allgaier (2008)% F 5+
R PFAE S, X AIRIK . BUHEARJH )%
4t (38 55 [ R 2 AR NPk . S BRI &) R e
G (38 2 [F R AR N POR T RGEWEE, KB
Ja B SR N AR A A AR 22 5, T
IR S S B RN 58 e B R E EE R
PR R, (HRA RN HIRN2E S
Garcia-Retamero F1 Galesic (2012)K FH EJ7 LR AT
%, ZHEA A . BAARMAGE LA S
N CR A N ) PR 58 XU D 4 1) 25 57, R Bk 3R
FLos NP Z A o 35 22 5, i o HAR R 290
AR Z B TC 3525 5 0 5705 BRFIXIK 55 (2013)%
FH & BRUC AT 55 A & 30 B I8 46 Al N\ e 5 R
Sl BY 2% 5 . Hibbing Ml Alford (2005)#&i+ T H
IR AR A O 5 AR A A AR A AR
ZI2ESR, RIE R A AR T B R,
MACRAZ PG A N RE Z M 257 WA
2, WEARHER T HR-MARFELES, HE

B A AN R N DSk 1 25 5 o T LA 23
W We 7 it PR AT BE 7E T 1 A S S 28 1 ok X A3 At
N B0 X T I 3 alas o0 BRIE B 1 8T R A PR
1o WAL ORI E,  H Fo-fl A =2 [A] 9.0 21
FRB ARG Z R 215 25 XA A= 1 2
2% (Agnew, Loving, Le, & Goodfriend, 2004), A
PR % %5 B J& 0 BHLIE 5 1%) 32 L5 4 (Trope et al.,
2007), N PR B 2 Al A RE#E A FRAE & Y AR A
(Polman, 2012), 11 ZAZEME B 2 Mo pb S 31 T Xl Y
TERRESERG RN Z D, FEMAE T AK-
MANFZW . ATFRIARCR, B RIRZR .
FEIIEIEROC R  WHoE R, BB —ERE L hk
$& 15 O % R N BR % 5] 77 (Moreland & Beach,
1992), {H A H2 72 Fr 1 fifk 505 402 10 %) 5 B 45 s b 200
SRR B DR Y, A U] ST 2 B i 2
& (Zajonc, 1968). AL 5 A PR EIEIY LR E
“fE U BITRY, BEE BCREE RGN, TR o 2 R
SxBEE N, (B 25 2K B R, B £ A R
WA J1, 2009), T X sE kB, FRATEE AT
FERIR R 12

AR 10 R BARI B A R T R 1
ARG EFREFE .

H TS b o5 — 38 X7 B 3 - O BRI S 1Y
T B R A A5 TR B AR R R DX A3 A Tl A
Liviatan %% A (2008)% B8, #iaxl 28 b A [a] A= 17 =
A AT R 2R VR R K -, TR A B 28 3 A [
A N B AT R R T R AR o AR R
BEAE2011) ksl oy B AR AR AU AH LAl A
P =Y i1 I ST T € S (A (R = R e 1 R
Yigr BEWRSY, S5 R A O AU LA
ANFEARL At A AE R AT P e R 28 3 E T3> 1 B Y A
ot O0MEAREWR RO LI, ABRARITE
REAE R Z [)JE i [m] BE DG &R, 51 WUy Hh =2
“I SR SR AN LB (Heider, 1958) HIUTE{E E AR
5] (Byrme & Nelson, 1965; Garcia & Khersonsky,
1997; Kandel, 1978), 7> NRHEJT T, #5875 20
S ICARRL, A5 A B WG], O A L GE
AR BRI (R IDE AT, R EME, TIH¥, 2007). AF&AH
P 7= A 3 3R -l A0 BIER 25 378 30T (Y JE il (Tesser
& Campbell, 1980; Tesser & Paulhus, 1983), {KIEiX
SOOI, AT LATA A ARARL /S A Rt N Y DX 43 T 22 |l
fil &3] T B IR ATRIZ ) RAEEAIFIOC R, XS
B 3~ A BRFR S A SO0 X o o BE T, FRATT
AT R 2.
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MBI% 20 5 A AL TR A A T b R e
T3 A 2 5 R E K

XA g IR R, AR Stone A1 Allgaier
(2008) Y AIF I S — A2 4 (VI A S, AL R il
JIT SR FH 1 S 38 A S AT 55 S B S AR 3% R ke | T
B AR P RAT 55, EEER MR T AR
NV 22 5, A KB HAR G G\ o
(22 5, B R FRATTS I AHAU: A2 2 D25 2 A X
3TN B HE T A5 o R iR i 5 R IR SR AT 55
() Je S s -l NPk 22 5, RIS SR ™
HFMF N AR AN PR 22 5, i SRAN ™
AT O BN G G Al PSR 3 b FR SR
BE . fATIA R, HT—Fh A PSR 55 P 1 B )
R PR 0Bl (Kahneman & Tversky, 1979)8 5541,
i [ FRAH A PR (B T — 3k, R
THIEK-M YR 2R, WiE—M AT A RIR
i 14 5 2R IR 20 B R Ay At N ke SR ) 7 483 2 DRI
L>PH(Polman, 2012), M S T Mt ALK HEH
RURTEFR o WX PR S 18, 45—
Fh 2 E T B 25 AR 20 N 9 ) BEAE S AS [0 BRI
B ADRAE S o WU, RS RN E AR S
NSRS NN 2 =N NN VAP L i =
TR 118 AR f 4 CEEAS B B, 17 Ay o0 FHRL B 5 i
V14 228 255, b N R SR D 7 32 B 4 30 Syl N R SR g XU
Pt e~ (B ), DT 98 B0 Ay 3 T S XS Al - 114

5t BRIM0, Stone Al Allgaier (2008)Jf7 & PRI Fh
ZE 5 XA BAR/ B GMN X AR 0] REIE A T4
Ja S EE & B IR PRI B R E R AR 1
F12, YR A AT ARG sh A & -0 R
B RS AR UM AR F B, RN I AR & I AN TR Al
TR PR i G 110 2 5 o

Bi% 3: ARFBEERRTELAFMES LLE
REELFAEL LB G, A —HIE45 LA S
BB B R GGMA R R ST FE B E Gt AR R B
H, /g —H1EF LR AEAHFRAR TR
Tt 84 £ 5.

SR A A T R BN I N 22 S R, BAR
Stone Fll Allgaier (2008) 5% A BB UL IR &
(P S A8 B, ABAEAATTRI DR T R REAT 55 HEA T Y H
IR At N3 22 5 R %5 A BLR/GE Ge fh N B X))
T rh RS b % Ay P 51| 2% 5 0] {8 (Beisswanger et
al., 2003), ZWFFEI A SEE 1 R B AP L SRAT 55
AV LR R R, ARSI 3 kB T IRR
FER S SR A AR, BY BT R

PN, Lo R R AR U, Ak, ok
H H At 22 Fh P SR AT 55 B9 KRR F Tk LB M T 2
Pk 8 H K (Byrnes, Milller, & Schaefer, 1999;
Charness & Gneezy, 2012; Eckel & Grossman, 2002;
Wang, Kruger, & Wilke, 2009; Wieland & Sarin,
2012; Wilson, Daly, & Pound, 2002). Byrnes 55(1999)
R X AL AT T SIS Sy 1R 19 150 JHURH SEAIF 5 i 45 21
HEATICAIHT, KIRAEFTIE S 16 AT 55 A 14 25
55 BT B L e E B R RS R A
fi4a i, 595 20 B Wi ) i) 22 5 Bk 5 A Witk A oG
(Buss et al., 1990; Kelly & Dunbar, 2001; Li, Bailey,
Kenrick, & Linsenmeier, 2002; Smith & Bird, 2000),
N 51400 A K (Armnett, 1992; Fletcher, Simpson,
Thomas, & Giles, 1999). X TP i,
A% 48 19 55 3 2 % 1) 17 28 SR T 55 1 B I i 2z 1
VLAY A R OB AR, ELX oM 20 ) TR
(Higgins & Sun, 2007; Higgins, Zheng, Liu, & Sun,
2002; Shan et al., 2012; H.5E, &MAE, 5k TH, &
it £, 2010), 75 R EJCRAL 55 E U H g
(Todd, Penke, Fasolo, & Lenton, 2007), iXFhX} 5
2 RS [R) 9 #5400 15 RN R A 2 h R B S #
DS D e 19 22 5, HL PRI SRAT: 55 5 R ™ PR A
[7i) 117 A [i) 72 32 43 559 380 Jhg A [l BB 2 Al N D 5
5 1o

Bk 4: FHXWE TR, HFMHAHSHEIE
BRARR B G, oA SEIEB BT A
RFE G, B R E o R R 69 %l K
Fad F MR 5T 69 %R .

FTFPL 40T, ASSCHIZERT A\ (Beisswanger et al.,
2003; Stone & Allgaier, 2008)AFFE LA |, i F v =
AL 5t R BT Beisswanger 25 A (2003)A4 558
KPR, T FHBAR/EGE FARL A AR 5 v
BN A - D BREE RS, B8 L R AR e R ™
AN ) Y S R S A R RAT: 55 b oA RO B R B Al
NSRS A F 1 22 7, LIRS FiR R,

2 SEER1 CAEAR/ES AN N R )
RIS At 4

2.1 FHiE

2.1.1 #ik

86 HR¥FARA, Has 43 N, FHFER
20.17 Ji %, prifEZEH 0.81,
2.1.2 XIZIT

K200 RS . BRI NS N) < 205
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S E M SR < 20K FE R B/LOIRG Tk
Wit OREER BRIV D Rl AR i, R R
FA AR i, AR R s AR IS B E
[ 2
2.1.3 LIEMR

% Beisswanger 25 A (2003)K F Y 12 5k
A& YRGB, 38 X v AR AR T R,
BT 4458 SR, 416 1 50 S A A ok 3
)4 o B IE S S — > B B s, (R
& E S B A — AN AR (AN, AN BE R[]
Ja . AEDBEBEE) . N T IR RE A S K
IR, B EER 50 A R2EAXT 16 DR &=
) Ja BT 5 5P A FROR — AN,
53 FoRART ), I AR TE SR P 5
B E — AT TIA S Bk B R RS, AR PE LR T
SCIRIAE R, BRI 16 MU SR TN — 2
Pk, HEBR B PE R B B IR T8 14 B — AR
Mg 5L, =8 Beisswanger 55 A (2003) i HEBG b5 A »
o HBUR IR 50, 5 A A A 1R 35 h B I 1 1
KA E 7 5 50% b BGE 2] T 0.01 /9 i EKF, Bt
AR 0 S A B A i — B0k o AR X
AMRdE, IR T 2 M, HOR, FEFITN Y 14 i, 5
A S E A o e A E R T E AR S, S
A G R E A B AR R B I E A S
JUE PR SEAT 45 943 (M = 431, SD = 0.59) 3
e TG M R AT S AR (M = 2.64, SD =
0.58), #(49) = 18.40, p < 0.001, d =2.59, 5 A~/
PR 5 S H R S AR M S S H Y o RE
KENT 0.70 F1 0.62. e, KX 10 PR 5 hl
BLHRNZH B 4, A 15 S5 v JRUR: 42 4 38 T ) I
FEBEDLHES . AR B Bas i B Ay
5 s
2.14 KKIERF

P B AR AL b 58 s, B S
AN ANIEAAE B, SR 1 IEHE Sl i R 8 o B
AN B IE Ge At N SR 0] 4 o T8 Ry B A D5 4%

o N CI R m Wl Y b R e B VA il e 1 i
B (i) k4 . B AEATE s R T DUT S5k
RPN, T RARA A By, 38 A At () 7E P A
WA R . SER b E N I A4 T
H 8l R TE BN ORIE s 2 h . FER B G AN PER
KT, HRPGL: A A5 R IE P Y 5
(LORAETE SRS AP B LT A8, F R AR
HH, R PRI R R, >
MEFNE ] —DUERE R o
22 HRRERSH

K SPSS 16.0 #4740, LA T
1) B35 3B EZE ULER 1. DO 3R B |
JE R EME . R E Ny A, LUE RSN
KA, HATIR GBI 2200, 45 REW . LM
HE BB ERONAS B, F(1, 82) = 0.05, p = 0.829, #°
= 0.001; JEHRHEMER FRN B E, F(1, 82) =
91.83, p < 0.001, #* = 0.528, HHATE)F RAHAT
% bE(M = 2.78, SD = 1.47) R B HAL S E(M =
1.14, SD = 132)8 B ; MR FR0N 2%, F(Q,
82) = 45.99, p < 0.001, #* = 0.359, B = 2.63,
SD = 1.05) b &M = 1.29, SD = 0.80)EF [ o L
PREE B S5 EAER 8%, F(1, 82) = 4.80,p =
0.031, > = 0.055, FE—4rHrfai By 0 . ik
Sy B A (M = 2.82, SD = 0.76)H RS A (M
=243, SD = 127 RIKHEFE, F(1, 82) = 178.44, p
<0.001; M RESAMAM=1.52,SD=0.81)[t N
ERAl A (M = 1.04, SD = 0.72)J 56 5 K, F(1, 82)
=44.26,p < 0.001 (ZUWE 1), LHEPEE5ER™
EYE[F(1, 82) = 0.09, p = 0.764, 4 = 0.001], J5R
JEEPE S HERIF(1, 82) = 2.88, p = 0.093, 5> =
0.034] F .y BRIE RS | J5 S ™ E M R =3 Z M [F (L,
82) = 2.20, p = 0.142, #* = 0.026]HY 32 HAE A
WBE, BERE, LK 1 MR ENE, 8RR
GEGE AN DX 53t 43 i 1 B T 55 L Al U i 4
ARk, RN ARE, B2 HELEm
T sh o

F1 XKW1 FXRERHTERFBORTHHMIREE

o o FEPE 05 R H fRl o SR A
M SD M SD
‘ B NZSILUN 3.59 1.26 2.05 1.05
P S ILYN 3.00 1.52 1.86 1.49
‘ EXZSLUN 1.86 1.39 0.24 0.70
i LGN 2.64 1.22 0.41 0.80
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3.1 A&

3.1 #Hik

75 BRFEARRE, HA 37 N, & 38 A, F
WIEWS 20.57 J%, trifE2Eh 0.77. TR #IAIAR
SIS 1,

3.1.2 LWt

KA 200 BB ES . AL AR AR ) x
205 BB BAK) x 2R E M BAORE
SEEETE, GO BRI B U B Bl T, e R
HEH B BT AR R SRS A PR ) 4
() 'S B A3 o
3.1.3 LG

4 LA X A AL/ S A Rl N B 0T Tk
(Byrne, 1971; #R{w#Ey, #RIE, 2011), ALK
16PF HERAF N R MEASAH LI A . xRS
18 H AR A B PN A RGETI (AN, AL RIS AR
A [ 1M AT AR TR TAE; B IRIE M5 =
AV s 11 T A 2 0 11 R ORI 3K B T A . A T RS
AR AR U B DX 3 BE, ARSI AL 5247 44
KEEA) 16PF MHASE R, PRk 52 003 [ iy 22 57

AR 10 EBH, 758X M A RURAS AE LA
NBJIAGE H H i T H A 4 S SRR 4ERE |
2 WEBCATELERE I, Ry T kG R — AAK 4B I
HEE, MG T RBEVELER 0y 3 8 H Ml
PEYERE Y 1B H, BRAAE 6 DANE R A 4k B
(A-SRBEVE . H-HUAPE . B-fesmbt | Q2-shaz k.
M-ZJRME . L-WRBE) F&ORE T 1 EEH, 3t 6
EEH, 15 RERYATRAF U Bk %L

PR AR PR ) 4 [RS8 1
314 KBIERF

Jr A AR T S 5 i . g B Se A
MAEAMG B, SRIF 7R 6 R H MRS I, R
PR G 5 SR Zs 3, T A LR 8 K 40 i
Fh &t . AU SRS, B R AR B 9l 1Y 25
KR ZEH, eI AL A b 52 B — 1 5 R 4 51
H MM 25 A 58 AR R A R 22k, BRI it
NGE S R R ) 4, AU SR, R
P i g B ZE R, AT R —
A7 5 498 3 [ P 1) L e s I 5 5 5 4 AT I 1) R 2
A, BRI SE R A A R IR A . B
PR S iy B RS2 1,
32 FERESH

K SPSS 16.0 #4740, &L AMT
(1) 'S B AT 3 - BRI bR 25 W3 2, DD BRI B |
JE R EM . JOREMN D A AR, IR RS
KA, HATIR GBI 2200, 45 REW . LM
HE B A FR0W WL, F(1, 71) = 5.18, p = 0.026, n° =
0.068, N AHBIM AWM = 2.61, SD = 1.58)FL MH
U A (M = 1.99, SD = 1.10)3E T B, 5 R ™ E
PR RN B2, F(1, 71) = 36.14, p < 0.001, * =
0.337, P E RA“HAES (M = 2.81, SD =
1.49) L AE G R = EAE 55 E(M = 1.79, SD = 1.69)%
R M ERON BE, F(1, 71) = 13.75, p
<0.001, #* = 0.162, Bk =2.82, SD = 121t &
MM =1.79,SD=1.3NHEFK . J5R™H M55
B HEAER B3, F(1, 71) = 10.79, p = 0.002, 5* =

F2 KE22ZFXVRHTERFBOTHHMIREE

o o SR (SR S X i Je R o M
M SD M SD
T AR 2.89 1.33 2.58 1.26
ARl 3.22 1.56 2.61 1.75
TPk ARBLA A 2.00 1.03 0.39 0.61
ENOEDEIPN 3.10 1.71 1.55 1.82
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0.132, 253 fa] BN W . VEAE J5 /™
(M =2.59, SD = 1.50)F1IA ™5 (M = 3.05, SD = 1.43)
fE55 LR Rl 22 3 AR B3, F(1, 71) = 3.69, p =
0.06, MEAEfGRAT“EWM = 2.58, SD = 1.52) L1
JE W EH (M = 1.00, SD = 1.49){%% FEEK, F(,
71) =44.78, p < 0.001 (Z WL 2), OHE B 55
[F(1,71)=2.73,p=0.103, #* = 0.037]. L-HFEE 5
Ja REEAPE[F(L, 71) = 0.12, p = 0.732, #* = 0.002]
DL RGO R S | JE AR R R = Z MR, T1)
=0.28, p = 0.602, 5* = 0.004](I3Z TAE FHIIA WL .
SRR, SUE0 2 AR, AL AR A Y
XA A=A T 500, 1 AN Z e A m iy 4k
M3, X T HAR B AN X 53105, AN
TOMA SO E o

3.5
3.0 *\\\\\\\*
25 7 . AN
L]
* L}
& 2.0 .
o A
ﬁ_’?‘ N
i 1.5 7 '
L]
L)
1.0 | |
051 — ¢ Htk
- =E= -
0.0
1% &
Ja R E

K2 JeR S A s E AR

4 e

4.1 KT UIREEE XY A A RR XU s 47 B9 52 M

AL 1 R, R EAR/GE G N PSR R
WA G () RO AN 3, GRS A T A
HAEM . AR FERV M E, ALEALTR Y Stone
Fl Allgaier (2008)11) A& S AT ORI 1 2 —3
1, P2 B/ ZE Ge At N X 4302 ToR) o H st
HyukHE MM ZBEAERN T, ALEIMEER Y
Stone Fil Allgaier (2008) 1Y & B8 S ASHWF 5 B9 15 1 A
—E, WEtRY, BEARMESMARN X SIFERR
AR o N | S AR A 1P D O RE=R v
R E M, SRR mAE A TR A
AN LE R FE G M N PR SR B 6, 1 Lo P A ELAAA
N FE G N\ PSR B AR, ] A2 an b Wg 7 axn]

At 5 L g SCAL Y 29 SR T . HLV 55 2 £ 40
7 1Y 73 AR 2 8¢ v (B A ft b 8 Dl 5 M I i 2
P18 1E) A 55 (Shan et al., 2012; HL5E4, 2010), #2218
Rt EEIE, AHBEE TARGE S A E RS A
CACR R, T AL 2 0 R 58y B Do
(Stone & Allgaier, 2008). i A58 316 L KREE |
M HE R G SR T e S B Fe-fl A
(O BEEE B 0GB PE SO BRI i BRI L
Sh O BRI B I () B GE A A IR B PR, &
P S LR 30T ) 2 AN BE Ay 0 BB B S 1Y
A A IR A R, (LT R U O BRER
BRI, AT 1 AL S B R G n e £ 6
IR HARUR PR

W2, G FAT R M AR LPE S B (eg.,
Garcia & Khersonsky, 1997; Tesser & Campbell,
1980; Tesser & Paulhus, 1983)3R#4\ H Fo-fb A0 B
FEEGI, M 23BEREWE? S0 2 MISSRERI, OB
B RO W, WO A AR S AR A
PR By, LRS00, AN P52 PSR T Y 5
Wi, Qe i, JCie A MR ok, O BRI B AL
JIE A AN AR ARL AN 32 BE Ay O PR 8 A 30 1 A AR A
R R . XSRS R 2, BN
ARAXS T BAK/ S GE AN XA B ROV 1T 75, ARABL/AS AR
M DX I3 1 TGRS T K, i H
R o ATLASsanibWe? AR WK, FaRist o (3
WA R ARG —Fh 45 2R, PR Dy G 2R At 4% i
FE (B R S8 A1 50 £ €5 30 7 S AR ABL/AS AR AR A A
MR AR, SN IR AR G N X 5 —
FERYEE IR . Z T DABCA A, AR nl BB 2 H o s —Fh
X3 A shEis & 1 H - A RIZ 1 . R A1 JRR
KE P m TR D ANEARE, 2R
AR DU -0 Ry At A ABCZE 9% G SR B ARS8 S
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Abstract

Many studies have found self-other differences in decision making, but few studies have focused on the

differences in decision making for different others. In fact, people often need to make decisions for different

others in everyday life.

In this study, two experiments were conducted to examine the differences in risk preference when people

made decisions for others with different psychological distance. With the revised romantic relationship decision

questionnaire (Beisswanger, Stone, Hupp, & Allgaier, 2003) as a tool, Experiment 1 examined whether there

were differences in risk preference when male and female participants made decisions for hypothetical specific
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others (friends) and abstract others (typical students) with either low or high life-impact scenarios. Experiment 2
examined whether there were differences in risk preference when male and female participants made decisions
for similar others (with similar dispositional traits) and dissimilar others (with dissimilar dispositional traits).

The results of the two experiments showed that: (1) No significant difference in risk preference was
observed between decisions for specific others and decisions for abstract others. However, male participants
were more inclined to take risks when they made decisions for specific others than abstract others, whereas
female participants did the opposite. (2) In contrast, participants were more risk taking when they made
decisions for dissimilar others than for similar others. (3) Participants were more inclined to take risks in low
life-impact scenarios than in high life-impact scenarios. (4) Male participants were more risk taking and less
susceptible to life-impact manipulation than female participants.

These results suggest that individual risk preference is sensitive to not only the self-other difference in
general, but also different types of others. Moreover, compared to the distinction of specific/abstract others, the
distinction of similar/dissimilar others is more effective in inducing psychological distance between the self and
others. To a certain extent, this result supports a social value—based account of psychological distance instead of
a construal level-based account.

Key words romantic relationship decisions; self-others differences in decision making; psychological distance;
life-impact; gender



