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B FE UM TRROKEINE, B A SRS S U T AT R 4 B 25 5
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S 201 C o )2 FEAR)x2(T AT B5MR) BEIR I, 165 4 BEit L [ o AT
W IETURIRE] 1. S350 — R 3x2 TA I, 81 A BRI A T . AR, H -1 T 7
OB 85 TP I . S5 SRS0HE T 11 - AR 22 5 11 © S e M A AR A 3 SR |
AT R OB, T Sk (R0 T S A TE T A BRAR U R 1 — PR EE L /N iR 25 5

KR MEOKTIE (OB ARFER BH AR

225 B849; C93; C934

1 55

IR A NG AR A PR, IR R EIE R A
W Sr SE LAY o ATTERAESR & ek ARy s, =%
H O FE YA 05 WAt A8 Db o e & PR AT
YR E AN I £ 7 B WS 256 (e.g. Yaniv
& Milyavsky, 2007). it 20 434, Xfksits M ar
% JF Uf 5Q T b A B BUAE He O 1 B b i 52
(Bonaccio & Dalal, 2006; #xf5#H, eIk, 2009).
SRIMAZ A M 1k, SRR R GRS A
TSR FA At A B AL B v] BEAEAE 1 25 57 2,
AT I: . A JREEAR S, (R E
s, R ASEAE; B JRHE AR, [HH AR
SRR, RS RO AT 25K . YR H SRR R, T E K
WIEAS eI A SR ) AAESKAR BRI, AR SO HE 7
AW A 5Y I T % B K SF B2 (Construal level
theory, CLT)® A RHRITX AR RE, B O Y3k
FOMANBR L, B ImGF F2E 5
1.1 FRERKFIER

RIS, AT S P 4 =4 7 UK
TR 0 B B A G A . RIS I B 1
N ] T kP g Re, SRR R A% O B
RPERRIE, FHIRT YA LMRZS; X AR L8 B 2

e F 4: 2010-07-01

O3 ) 111 PP B A N = S B - N || e
Y Ry FR AR, SQTE LIRS 1Y BLAR S L i) 72 (Trope
& Liberman, 2003). i [FI/EHI— R FRAK, Mz i
B 20 SR oA DT A W B D414 2 TR
TRBRIA, HZ2E R

IR S . 25 (PR | #h s iR B AL 2 0 3
PR R AR IE X . BFFTIERA, B EIA b, M
LR DA OE TR NN NG 0] S e ot i e SEh] & 23
FREHE IR IR Z [ O BREE B, MRS
AR E A X & G, 8 K COF f# B (Trope,
Liberman, & Wakslak, 2007). 40, &0 5 3= 1
(n . W) KA AE K Sk i i (Liberman & Trope,
1998), HuH{; & it (Fujita, Henderson, Eng, Trope,
& Liberman, 2006), £ A5 H 4k 42 6
(Liviatan, Trope, & Liberman, 2008), o= {}A KT
fie & & B (Wakslak, Trope, Liberman, & Alony,
2006), AT i ) TR AR T A i R Ak,
IR NI Bl 0 B (N TR E AR NE), AN
BRI ECn . A TEATSERZ). N
FRIBE AR 35 0E 52, DU AR X0 LR 15 387 5 i B K
SR IRAFAEXT N R ZR, A CLT #2435 T A0 I A k4
(Bar-Anan, Liberman, & Trope, 2006),

SR = O S N NG (W S 17 SR R b
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PR B R h R B A — BN R . AN ST AR
B {i (Desirability) £ 7] 17 14 (Feasibility) i % J& #£
AR O B B Xl G FR s i o B S48 Rk
BRI LR A B X, B4 T “AE A AR ) 1)
B, CRTATYE RS SE I (B A0 Ao R A TR M 2 (S
] 2 T “fE A5 f 2 ” 19 7] 8 (Liberman & Trope,
1998). MEZHFE A, ATTERAKPiE N RET
PET A AR, T IR S B A 0T, AR R T
DU BE SC T AT M, & BT AE &2 17 59 25 59 (Liberman
& Trope, 1998; Liviatan et al., 2008; Rogers &
Bazerman, 2008; Trope & Liberman, 2000; Zhao,
Hoeffler, & Zauberman, 2007). i, # LRG3
WIC, SN TR B B SUEMERE R E; &
—JAlJE B3, WIREHE e B SUHARXT B R 8 B #F
Wr b . 3R R B SR OR hd k B—2
P25 S . B TR) B B e 0, AT e 30T A ] £ e e
O, B PSR rh E Shy OC T D B ) R A O L AR
() 42 2 g 5 R, B0 K B 1 iz o A S N 2 )
(Liberman & Trope, 1998). Siif[al i B AR L, HEZR
FER DR B 10 5 — R X, IR ma A (B AT 47
PER S o MR E SRR R AR S ), SRR TR
BRI IR G EEE, AN, T
B X S R, — e 2 IR L A AL
(Todorov, Goren, & Trope, 2007).iz4~ 1k, 7 CLT
HEZL R X4t &5 BE B BRI AL F AR X 25 FR A . 4t
23 I 1 8 30T QAT S e AT HE DR SR B SR AE T =
T AN AA] 52 M P Sl &, X — PR R B 5R Y
B SE
12 AEBCEBLIEES

4 CLT, #hasih g AT b A B IA Al
Jrele X F ABREE B S i x5, A M SR
AR B A T AL A SS ;X OC R 2RI XS 42,
D 22 R FH AR KT fiff B OC 1 HL 40 719 15 8. (Trope: et
al., 2007). XA 8 P I 5% 49 Sl 38 32 A 7 (Smith &
Trope, 2006)F14HM{I: (Liviatan et al., 2008)3F:
SRR IIE . Z5 R, AU IR I T A
ST WNGORINS: ViR (R N RN | D WL 8
N BRI T WU O R B, AN AR R v
PN 15 a1 S O S S RAS = S #= 2 7  ER
FREE BUESE 1AL SRR S B BXT R OC R, Al
ZWE TH S AR EENEE — AC
b Ao L, M SN [ R, o RAdisE
SHEREE, SACHEL, b AFE0B AT
“HET. HIEHEE, AHE R B BRI,

AT SR T B8 i FB 7K SF- 7T R X 4818
TEPRRIEEE N, R @B [ 2ok nT fe
TR AT A [l Bl i B 22 5 . WFSTR B,
AN A O SR ) T A S 2 O I R, X
W2 RPN T A A, I R (s
A NIHERE . TAEHLR), B NSRS, i) T
ERE—DNEEEE: DA, 7EXA4E
B I3kt B i B9 BRI AT (Kray & Gonzalez,1999). 4%
S AT B = FIS UK Bl 48 B BEE L R 7,
ZERUR I RE T At R T LU RS . MRS Shim K
S AT Wl DR SRE, DRI I S T i o Y A
H PSR, KPR A A4 T 22 S oA o
R, S EFEnT et 2, (HAE 27 It
ARRAL (. FokE . HRGE, B R .

ASBIF 5T DStk B 7K ST B AR BDRE ) O DR SR A
N L A G 22 7 o IS R 98 1 (0 ) 2 T 1)
FRVFT A1 (00 6 1) 4P ) 8 1 1 2 DR g 3 P 3R 1) A
T U0 A R AR 2R RO ML, I 5 D 0d B 5 e v
JIr s B RLFORS g o M4 CLT, Sl N2 LLS%
WL B £ BE 8 WL e SR [, TS0 A 2 7T M B
TR R T RIR M E; SR, A2k
“ER el PR SE 22 R FOK PR, AN
SR ORI GE I AT AT /S 2, AT A
AR, A RS AT AT P p e I S 5, B
FAWFFE T R TR H O - AP 22 5 (Self-other
decision making difference).

1.3 APBRHEPLE

RESR B - PRS2 53U T R K A [,
M2q6 %t N5 B OO BRI, A T RE 45
FHAERS AR ) i B AR AE X T, AT g AR AL 1Y
ASCEHE A S PR ANBRARBIME DR BEA N 5
NIREE BB LR 2 . Heider (1958)F5 i, AMAEITE
AL AR FNTT S5 )7 T AR B T A S
TELBR 45 i[5 % 56 22 (Unit relation), BRIy $E=
() — e I Jeg SR R o IR, S 5 At A A —
FRRFIRAY . B A7 R R AE—E (p. 201).

WFFEUESE, AL S BB 4 00 J7 AT E O RO
HiiE 25 (Bar-Anan et al., 2006; Liviatan et al., 2008).
BN, RO B SRERAT A B (s SRERE 252
Pesz B TAENLEY), WX 5 A AL, MK
T 32 BEOCTE A A O F B s B9 . %iER),
X5 5 A CARRIRE, W T 2 T —Le R
OFR N B VARG, A, FEfiid A
AT R BB S5 b, 35 K A A )
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T A AR B R AEAR UG A (Liviatan et al.,
2008). HitbifEie, SAMMME AL, AMTAAHE
A SRS, HAA RN Ty 2N e 3 g 4 Ay 3
FE . APl fE—E Fe s/ B 2 -t
NREZEST

gi LRIk, AT, TS A 2 A
TEAEOEEEES, S [ O A DSR4 A R K F-
AR . WFFEE R A SE R R ik A SR
— BTN H O - BRI 2257, XU E (R ) >
AT (R MR DU AR [R) 2B 100, ialal A 23k, 5R
Al AN BB, USSR RIR 1 AT R A
PN, A O YRR R I AT 7R SRR %
AT PE R AR AR o S TR IR N BT R 3
“ e i - A0 P AT R AR (B - T AT IR A T
R m e, W HOKLE A R T RO A 2
f TR, DU R S0 —45 2R, RURIERIR 2.4
FET A HIMB AR Y, A PR3 B0 i 4 B8 {65 1)
TR E - AT R, S s G A A BRA
", HEHb S A SR, “A 2 - AR 2=
SURER R/, BMRIZ 3. AU SR L,
SRR AR A B BRI A 2 IR

2 SEE—. HO-fhAfWi25

21 #ik

165 Zdb i kazsek, Hp B 70 A, &4 95
No PR 2113 % (SD=2.32), ¥4 J] i 3%
891.04 JG(SD=357.09). PISLEHh, PRI, RS
R N A AR 7 A AR AT S R0, PRtAS

PRI T 07
2.2 SRERIZItANAAY
KAEBE R, o R — %Ki 58

WL IEAE T R S A, BiF A SN, %
AR KBSV T AT R ) 077 L8

2N G . H O M) X2(MH L : MR )x2(AT A7k
MO BT B O AT, BERIE A C
AR SR W 05 e 51 7 o FE“MB NSRS, i
Pk g — AR AN S, WX 8
JE F T 25 B W 5 1 77

WA ) 25 1) A 3 B 45 i (1 /) RN AT AT 1 (U
FERIE)P 7T . & AROE Y A 5 E 530 R
100 JCAI 15 J6° . @ AT PEARAE, BT stAE e b
BRI, ACATREES 5 4reh, ELG R S 20 e ),
AR AT AT 2 A A A T I B A e aze, PRRE 1 /)N
WA Ay, W AR P e A s vl Bk, BT
YRR, Bl rE A O St A0 SE 5 P
TR FR BB 1 2 K7, L3RR 5] IRAR, 9 %
AAEE .
23 HRESH

K SPSS 13.0 #4748 oM. LA S| J1 34
(kg W 1) 8N A kT 20k x4 . A/
L N)*x2( B . mR)x2(AI AT & MR) 7 22534 o
SRR, MEMAT AT RN R E,
Foesiravitity(1,157) = 57.15, p<0.001, n°=0.27; Freasibitity
(1,157) = 114.13, p<0.001, #?=0.42, #iXI\ M
B 2 50 /Y W 51 01 KT IR TE (2% P (Mpp=6.15,
SD=2.16; M,,=4.15, SD=2.49), W’y f&E F] {2 35
51 77 K T R 2 0 2% T (My-=6.65, SD=1.84;
M;=3.82, SD=2.31), XUt AT H A
Ro YRR RN AR B, F<l, PSR Zx i
fH . PEXATAT RS BEAE YA W3, ps<0.05,
231 HE-MARKESR S, Xt
S5 T HEEM R, F(1,157) = 10.68, p=
0.001, #°=0.06, [ C\ 2R3 A2 1] 7 v A1 4 2 i
FET K, Al R E IR, AT AT A A A A
N PRSI ENE T H - AR 22577 A
CL SR He Ry s BSOS ] A1 A R B o v

F1 WINTFNESFHTRHENREE

i T EIaeS b N FE L
M SD N M SD N
i HE o AT 7.65 (1.04) 20 7.29 (1.45) 21
AT A7 4,91 (2.30) 23 5.00 (1.95) 22
{RANE [ E R 3 6.53 (1.47) 19 5.10 (2.15) 20
(KRR S 1.61 (0.78) 18 3.32 (2.06) 22
SN AT 7.10 (1.37) 39 6.22 (2.12) 41
AT A7 3.46 (2.43) 41 4.16 (2.16) 44

* i (V=26)2 B, Blitxd AL 00 WU TR (V-2 21.18 JT(SD=9.59). ik, “MRAM " S H I T (B2 15 I8, R/ T418; “wm i E”

FAFIHEBCY 100 7T, 5 16 ST % 6 .
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AlmE, “HERFEDENZEEN,
F(1,157) = 5.98, p=0.016, #°=0.04, M7= H“H
O -l NJRSR 22 " . B 1 RB, M HAL
M IR AN ERCARAT, F CJR R AR AR LY
st Xk RT A7 e R B S URK, F(1,75) = 16.03, p<0.001,
n°=0.18; WAL R, Pt 511k 1A
AR, A A AT —2 F<L,
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LN - I E) 7 2250 BT R BT W3 A8 AR,
F(3,157) = 5.94, p=0.001, #?=0.10, tn&l 2 fix, A
iTH C 3R HAe UM (B ARET, AT A7 Pk s o e 5 |
TV R . HR =R AT, iTAT T A
AR S22/, ps<0.005, H = Fh &R G
WEZES, 200047 SR>3 - E/A C -
A (R - (B SE BAE TN 3%, F<L.

= H O e
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-

A FPEAR
A

L= o BV - R R I~ =
T T T T T T T

CIERR ]

VSRS IR R LW S POy LY B S ] DARA il
TE: WSRO TE R S LRSI ARAR) 2= 9CIR T #). B IR EE IR B AR IR

9 —u— ik
8 —o— Atk
7
S
S
Eﬂl -
-
2 -7
v
1

AC-MEMHE A-IROE AC-SI i hA-S i
Bl 2 AATPEAE DUBR A T A TR] B 22000

3 . APRMIBES4E/N A C-
b N PRS2 5777

S —H R T A O - NP 2 R
AT R ASR BN F, H ORI S AR
SRR, FEICIERE -, ST T DU AT T ¥
. T, PRSI A ) 2 A A T R
JZ1H, M WTP (Willingness to pay)iu=, il#%ix
3R A D EUE AT, DR S AR A DS s 47 1)
fEbr. B, RMPOXN BT, i b s mE-IK
ALAT AR A -2 AT AT PR eI, 5 i AE
AT AT AT AT A I8 B0 T i AU Faie s o 56
=, AT HEENRAERER, SR 580
Ao AR RO AR N =R 55, i 4

Byrne(1971) AR IME B X, oAb A" iR MR A%
SR SR AL, ST, BRI T R
(BRI AT AP AR X B MDA, o )2 T AR R
TLIANFE
3.1 #d

81 Zdt iR, H A 28 A, ZA4: 52
No “FEAEE 2081 J& % (SD=2.06), V-3 1 2%
986.00 JG(SD=443.24), S50y M 4T, IR 2 2
7K. Z25HF3R1E 5 UM .
3.2 It

K 3RS A SRS F AL A
N)>x2(EEI = B - T AT MR (B -5 nT A7) IR A i
i, BrE e E T, 5 E e, 7E
D3 g Hp P T PR SR 0 S BT

IR SRR FE Se i T i 5 kAT, Bk
A B2 LAAREF 00 H 0 A0 4% I K RS [ () WA 0 25
M E-KAT A7 (HDLF) W4 27 i fH 100 JT, {HIAY)
ERPER 2%, RME-= rT 1T (LDHF) Y 75 1 {H 15
J., HFEESIE, WY E . AR A R 92 50— i AH
JOf I

R G KB e 3] =R X 5 A A
T, H, | desRmgad 28 A, AREF U
Il AP RS A 28 AHI 25 Ao SEEGRT—
JAN, B os e s — 0y i AR ] 4, f04G 8 18
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TRiE S5 R TR A - AR 2 57 15

BH Y A AR B MR R R A R
FERS MRS, B, REE R —M AR,
WA 1 2 8 X418 BIPESY, 1 Fmse 4 Al s ik
A, 8 FIRSEAFEMRIA B, T BT

IESSZE T, A AL R AN AL A A B
SRR BN BEALES 2 19 55 — (Bl S Rt AT,
B PR, R RTSE ) B U BS PR U
GG A, H SRS R IR A O T 2 IR 3 i
RLEY o “HIRUB A 4R, S K418 U P43 -5 9l
2 1, M AHE; AR SR, S Bl
P S 2E 4, B . “H O HesR Bk
AR IR, ARGy bk

BRERT . NIRRT S A
GBI, ACEMERES, IR ACS S &
AL 2 10 43). BLAh, BB R AHAUFH I ) AT
fe M (Byrne, 1971), #il Bl 5 WA A C & 5 B W
S(0 & 10 43).

REIRTS: R SEE 28 HDLF #1 LDHF
PRI 75, B0 PR RS T 5 | 1, ()
SEU— RS, BT 24 JUAT B4 I 45 S R,
HE B A EBRRIAT, AR h B TR
AT R AN, T8 TR RN SR A KA,
ATRESEAE, EidfESs, #adach B ok (<A
Ok MF), S Bl S 2 A UL (“AHABL/AS HH AR Ath A7
1)

FERTARE: AN e UG, BT e
Y R FE PSR B A AR, 0 6o R % B miA,
10 Fm R B RN, il 5 RoRMIH [FSFHEE,
G350 v S T A B R X A R R

BHITE: N TR =R AR AT 55 X At
RS R R AR 2, PP T A 55 X B2 A
AOMSNREQ £ 7 ), BFES THER.
Bl Al X H B E L
33 HRESH
331 REMEMEZHTE HLUMHHRERHT
AR AR, H232 T AR B4 14 4 o o )
HO5 S MAERUE & & T AH LA 550
(Myimita=4.86, SD=1.41; Mjissimiiar=2.40, SD=0.87),
#(51)=7.55, p<0.001, #°=0.528, APBRAH{IMEIF A
Wi B i B & X 5 )RR B, 1(50)=1.50, p=0.139,
n°=0.04, JfH Spearman #HICorHr R, PlE®
2 Xt 7 5 DR AR g (6 T BRI A W 5 PR B )
) AH 52 P 12 A% (-0.12<<0.01, p5>0.38), At %
TR P 238 ARG TR VS o

PP RS SR A AT 55 M B e i 1 B ) R
AAIE, Fairricu(2,78) = 1.03, p=0.361; Fefron<l, #isk
(AR OF- 2 H T 2 Kot B L ) 38 O B 25
(p5>0.3),

3.3.2 WRSIAEM LIS I Eo (kg it L&
2) MR AR, HEAT 3R AT 4 A QAR A AR
It N )*x2(3% 35 . HDLF/LDHF)IE & it 17 2545
Br, Hod, dEWCRA N E R, JeR A5 R 4 F
£, ERFEM, BEIAY ROV B, F(1,75) = 13.60,
p<0.001, »°=0.15, B KA, A1tk EARHEE
LDHF #510K 5] 3 9558 (M pue=5.86, SD=1.92;
Mup F=4.57, SD=2.02), [R]i, BEI 5Pt ik 17
TEZHAEH, F(2,75) = 5.49, p=0.006, °=0.12., &
3 iR, b H OSB3R A Sk T ATk

2 BCREMA M AR AT TR AY F B FOR 5
LI
K725 ik S HOE HDLF LDHF = tfH df
(LDHF-HDLF)
M SD M SD
s v Ac 4.36 (1.99) 6.29 (1.80) 1.93 3.98™ 27
LEECREUN 4.18 (1.98) 6.32 (1.68) 2.14 3.76™ 27
AR AN 5.24 (2.01) 4.88 (2.01) -0.36 -0.52 24
WTP Ac 11.14 (5.48) 11.18 (4.56) 0.04 0.19 27
LEEPREUN 14.79 (6.16) 7.36 (5.06) -7.43 -3.71" 27
AL 13.96 (6.35) 8.20 (5.57) -5.76 —2.50" 24

T N=81, “WE5I JyiTHr i B o L(ARAR) 2 9CE#%5); WTP AR e &k, PRl IGH) 5 1 SN #8 A 3 24 ST * p<0.05, **p<0.01,

**%<0.001,

* R H MBTHIAEH, AR AT 25 2R 0L 95 25 S i B (A BB | AvfiE2s | U0 LR SRR /GE A, iy T 2608 F HOH TR R, T

JEEIEM T E Y, SHESEAER
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8 BHC oA © ARG TR SR ) Bl X T B I 1% ) ¢ T W 3 25 e, <A, i
7t B 3 LE A 2 T AR AT B Sk .

& 6t

= s T_. . 18y BEC OARMBA B RHREA

=

= 41 &

2 X
e i -kl 7 {RAf - I A 7 # ; T

K3 JwAC . MLECFRUI A BRI 10 5] T PE
T WEIIFN TSR 1085 D ARMR) = 9(IEHR ).
Pl B9 TR 22 R R I R bR E LR

B LDHF T HDLF, fe(27)=—3.98, p<0.001,
7°=0.37; tsimiar(27) = -3.76, p=0.001, #°=0.34, i N
AR AR N RS A TN Sy W B 30 5 | ) A Y,
taissimitar (24) = 0.52, p=0.607, #°=0.01., 3% F-IK EIHE T
“CH O - 22 5 AT S O AR ARL) fth A $E 2
W, A YRR AT A R ek, AT
I 2 bk ik 2 15 2] 5IE

3 2R, AT F AT, A
AT W AR 0 T Ok B B, R
R NI S A COSRIC B 525, F<1; A
R Al A A A SO0 TR e ) -l A ke 22 5
F(1,51)=7.61, p=0.008, °=0.13, X 4% T %% 3.
333 BEIfwWmaMms VEELMWEE
Wrkg (WTP) Ry K4S i, #EAT 3ERHXT 4 H /AL
A FE LA A ) x2(3% 5 : HDLF/LDHF)IR & 1% 11
B 2200, E 4 Frs, SR R0 8B,
F(1,78)=13.75, p<0.001, #’=0.15, % ik x} & mifE ik
TG A (M=13.27, SD=6.13) i 2 1 T/ 1A {4 16 15
(M=8.94, SD=5.27), PLIXS G 55T 3¢ HAR TR
B, “H b ANPOR 22 5 IRSR A TE, F(2,78)=3.78,
p=0.027, #°=0.09. [ " HHEE, BRI 0 A% H
M ter(27)=0.02, p=0.985; M AHMRITASH LA H
Yk, S A (R0 ) A B R e nT AT
W, tymiar (27)=3.71, p=0.001, #°=0.34; taissimilar
(24)=2.50, p=0.02, #°=0.21. 3% M At A H A
DAEAE R S, OO W) 2 [R] s S A A AT
APHEWI DT, Al N A T e e T AT
fa BRI, SR 2 AHAT

W 4 B, FRETE )2 T8 A A 5 7
BIVER . AN SXE AL S A5, B2 W E el
- AP 25 57, p's<0.01, AL A A ALt A

,!l}l (5]

(A (- AT 7 7

F - 17

K4 ShAc . ARMECR AU SR B WTP
TE: WTP R SR sl, BERMIRN Y5 09 M 7 24 STRLN .
P P iy R 22 2 SRR B AR 2

334 TWITHMHENINE FEHSPEMA, WIiT
P B A X A PR 2 SR R B AN IR A I 35 25 5
F(2,78)=5.78, p=0.005, 4°=0.13, HCJKN, 4T
AR I 7 e E E(M=6.00, SD=2.07); JAHHAA
NS I AN 5 (M=3.96, SD=2.03); “AH{th A"
S A T Wi 2 18] (M=5.14, SD=2.15), LSD FH 5
R, “RAELUME AT SH O &2 S W E, p=
0.001, H“tHMIftb N~ 42 514 B3, p=0.053;
AU B ] 2 PSR JE 2 5, p=0.146.

P45 W % LDHF A1 HDLF W33 i e 51 g
VAN S s 23 i M2 (8, T AR s AR XS v T 47
P I A A X R, Spearman AHIG/M AT, W
AT R AR X B S IR P A R A g A S 2
EAE, Faact =0.573, p<0.001, ry71p=0.567, p<0.001,
AT PR A 2 B4 A X R M DA H e R e A
FH—3

4 1L

W5 DSR2 BEER T T O BRSO At
NSRRI G 4 b B4 22 5 36T CLT iU,
AMARRAE A R AR R, Py [ 2 ks
I 2 Mo S e nl AT i, i TS A SR
AL BRI B, AR AR A IR 1) TR s AP A
B AL 25 FE AR By I AT PR SR T, 2200
VeI ELAY AR . BE— 200, ol T AR LE B4 e
A5 AL HREEE, AR 3R B A
FXT AR, R o3 A 2R
ST BUNI RSt L aTl S w32
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SR —H A s e A O - AR 2= 5, /)
H OB 5 B Ayl N 2 TSRS X6 R A e v U B
B, AR, K 2E AL TR 46 F . i —
O A (B R AT AT PR AN O] AT I T A 25 T
TTUR o AT A AR, O PR SR s A X T
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Abstract

For most real-life decisions, people either seek for others’ advice or act as advisors. From the perspective of
Construal Level Theory (Trope & Liberman, 2003; Trope, Liberman, & Wakslak, 2007), deciding for oneself
versus others involves different cognitive processes, and thus leads to divergent preference and decisions. Others,
compared to oneself, are psychologically distant. Therefore, people advising for others tend to construct the
decision in terms of its end-state or outcome (i.e. desirability aspects); when evaluating personal decisions,
however, people will attend to the more specific process to achieve that outcome (i.e. feasibility aspects).

Using scenarios, the present study addresses the above issue. Across the two experiments, participants made
decisions about supermarket coupons, with various desirability (face value) and feasibility (shopping
convenience) combinations. Study 1 investigated the difference in preference when deciding for oneself versus
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others. 165 participants were presented with four types of coupons along desirability (high/low) and feasibility
(high/low) dimensions, and then they made decisions either for themselves or someone else. As expected, the
self-other decision making difference emerged. While personal decision makers were highly sensitive to
feasibility, advisors paid less attention to these low-level aspects. However, such difference only held in
low-desirability condition.

In Study 2, similarity was introduced to reduce the psychological distance between oneself and others. Two
“mixed” alternatives were constructed with either high desirability and low feasibility or low desirability and
high feasibility. 81 participants jointly evaluated the two types of coupons and then indicated their willingness to
pay for each of them. Results replicated the self-other decision making difference. Compared to personal
decision makers, advisors showed stronger preference toward the high-desirability alternative, with less
sensitivity to the feasibility aspects. Meanwhile, advice made for similar others (versus dissimilar counterparts)
seemed more consistent with personal decisions.

The results supported the self-other decision making difference. Interpersonal distance, as a form of
psychological distance, exerts significant influence on the cognitive representation and decision making process.
The implications of these findings for social distance, advice giving and taking were discussed.

Key words construal level theory; self-other decision making; advisor; interpersonal similarity



