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The Effect of Psychological Distance and Decision
Makers’ Roles on Risk Decision

ZHAO Qiu - di'?

LIU Yong -fang' DUAN Jing' XU Sha’

(1. School of Psychology and Cognitive Science, East China Normal University, Shanghai 200062, China;
2. School of Psychology and Behavioral Sciences, Zhejiang University, Hangzhou 310028, China)

Abstract

Using the I0S to measure the psychological distance,
this study explored how psychological distance and
decision makers”roles influence risk decision in both
gain and loss decision contexts. The results of the
experiment showed that (1) With the increase of
psychological distance, subjects became more risk —
seeking, and the reaction time was shorter; (2)
Subjects were more willing to take risks in predicting
others decision than in making decision for others,
and there were no discrepancies in reaction time;
(3) There was significant interaction between deci-

sion makers”roles and psychological distance: When

predicting other’s decision, subjects were more risk
- seeking as the psychological distance increased,
but when making decisions for others, the difference
disappeared ; (4) There was a significant interaction
between decision makers roles and task framework:
In the gain framework, predicting other s decision
were more risk - seeking than making decisions for
others, and in the loss framework, the difference
disappeared.

Key words ; decision makers roles, psychologi-

cal distance, framework, risk decision



