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Expectation Discrepancy Effect in the Crisis

XIE Xiao-fei

ZHU Dong-qing

( Department of Psychology, Peking University , Beijing 100871 ,China)
Abstract

The Expectation Discrepancy Effect ( EDE ) means the
difference between the expectation one party puts on
the other party and the expectation held by the other
party itself. On this conception, five issues have been
addressed:(a) EDE’ s conception, which refers to the
connotation and denotation of EDE; (b) EDE’ s mental
representation; (¢ ) EDE’ s cognitive root; (d) EDE’ s
reinforced factors, including the influence of crisis and
crowd on EDE;(e)EDE’ s realistic harm,which means

the unfavorable effect of EDE on risk communication in
the crisis. The research on the EDE is still on its first
and initial stage of development. Therefore,it promises
a number of future directions, namely,to develop the
measure tool for EDE, explore and verify the factors of
EDE and analyze the relationship between the EDE and
obstacles in risk communication.

Key words: expectation discrepancy effect, cri-

sis situation,risk communication



