Advances in Psychology /[OEZ2HERE, 2025, 15(2), 396-403 Hans Xl
Published Online February 2025 in Hans. https://www.hanspub.org/journal/ap
https://doi.org/10.12677/ap.2025.152099

ARMESEETHXERE: FEEEHTS
= g-A

wnIE, K A
[ PNCIVS A PR

ks H i 20254F1HAH ;s FAHHEB: 20254F2H14H; KAAHB: 20254226 H

R

ABFHRD TEAFRER T, W RS S T AT R S R, HERT =FZ AR
TR EAER . HH, MRS ARENEE; HEEEAEANE BN BT RS, TR RN
LBEERA—MABHTRE. GREIA: (1) EAEHMEE. BRERT, AN, A—PAFE#
TR, AIEMETER. (2) XEFEHARE. A REFRETLIREERIRE, FR/AK XK
TR BHTGRIRF T AL [0 BB X SRR, AP RRR KB, BEE OB A g,
SRR M ERAEE N, £A2 5% E 6 TR E AR RS LR

X 5in
RIS, BRAKT, LEER, R -MAREER, ERUMN

Risk Decision-Making under Different Task
Frameworks: The Impact of Time Distance
and Social Distance

Yucheng Wei, Ke Ma

Department of Psychology, Southwest University, Chongging

Received: Jan. 4™, 2025; accepted: Feb. 14%", 2025; published: Feb. 26, 2025

Abstract

This study explores how time distance and social distance affect people’s risk decision-making
preferences under different frameworks, and examines the possible interactions between the
three. Among them, the framework is divided into gains and losses; social distance includes
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making decisions for oneself or for others; and whether to make a decision based on the current
time distance or one month later. The results showed that: (1) Three main effects were significant.
Under the loss framework, people are more inclined to take risks when making decisions for others
one month later. (2) The interaction is significant: Seeking the minimum risk when making current
profit decisions for self decision-making. The research results support the similar impact of social
and temporal distance on decision-making. According to the construal level theory, as psychological
distance increases, the weight of values associated with high construal level increases, making par-
ticipants more inclined to choose risk options with greater returns.
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1. 51§
1.1. MEEREK

AR HHE AR — N, B A ANER: AMIAME G REFRG R AR, B2
JERTRER LR FHI; AMUEAFE AT S, SEMRIAKRNE T MUEERNE CFEEMuE, %
R AN SR B . MESR (IS S R) B RIEE B (R Bl S m ). A BE RS (A )R SR AT S5
I =AEERE R, Hod, HELERN (Kahneman & Tversky, 1979)IN A, XT3N S S KW 228
M FRAT 0 S5 SR VPALT, K AU A Bl 2% o TR NSRRI, AT ) 3 SRR s T X KRR
an by, NATTERIN RS DR s T N ZR A5 B, AT RDRE 2R T H RS PR s T T %o 2R 40 2R I8, A
A ) - R AU o X ERVFYR T PR R B, BT 4R R 1 DRI R 6 [R) 4 4 A A 2 1)
B, T B T OB (Trope & Liberman, 2010). ARZ W R R T OHFEE 5k 2 B T) 55 &
(Trope & Liberman, 2010; Trope, Liberman, & Wakslak, 2007). Ltb#, Sagristano, Trope 1 Liberman (2002)
KL, FEVEA— R BB A A FIR MR A SR W, B RIEE BT, 25 #mT ReARYE SR Ak
PP T AT EE B, A T TR T RE AR AR SR R VPA . R, BRI PR B RkE, 25 A T

Sl
1.2. RREKFIER

fif B 7K - 2218 (Construal Level Theory, CLT)I\ : A 4111 HEMAK R EER, RINERE
e, SESTREAMI, RARMRKTE s AN Gz 77 DL AR AU 5 2 DA dh e Bt LA
BE AR 2, 2 mRKT . R LUATT B RIEAS A, AR FAEMEE OB S
AT RS R R BRI o O B B e AR B AR KT B SRR DR B OB B G, A
R AT BRRAE s O ERER BB, MR SR KT RRIE . SRR EIRIA Y, O FE PR B i s e 3R
ATTRE B TR A4 22 R R ZKST-, SR AR T 3RATTI 40 W A o 5 7 (Bar-Anan et al., 2006; Fujita, Henderson, &
Trope, 2006). 4N, EHPEAT RVTEA, 277 5 DUE R R A7 AR Ry, AL B AR R, AME=
16 3% 9 S I [A] 5 545 77 T 22 A+ A 48 T 32 (Malkoc, Zauberman, & Bettman, 2010). Ui g gl R Al A
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FRAER T — A B DARE I (1) TAE R U, Al SE ) T2 fE — Lo R @ 1, S AN, TR
BN, n#i K& (Kray, 2000). Trautmann A1 Van de Kuilen (2012)F5H, 78 X ks, AATTE
BRI B AR PTHUE BT AT M. 4T3 “M{E” (desirability) tB RI AT BUPE 547 8h i HARMMEA DS, BT &
fiE K5 AT B “ w4747 (feasibility) 5 S0 H A5 0 BAR T VEAE G, & TIRMREKF o A FR s R W],
FEVE AR R AT, Bl O BEEE B9 0019 0, Joil /2 i [R] BE B9 (Liberman & Trope, 1998) 4 # 23 R 85 (15
Py, WHRAE, 2011), AATTEEfEUA) TS A m AR AR RAE R, W OB BEORIMALE, JRRET
BT M, OB SRR, NATTSE A T8 AR R KT AT 3R A, SEEM “nliT1E” , JF4E
DA SR (Trope & Liberman, 2003; Trope, Liberman, & Wakslak, 2007).

1.3. 2 5HEEEXR R

EHEAET, ML F G A A M EEREL. A, AT AR EEE <5
N E ST % B R F (Fleming & Slank, 2015; Jung, Sul, & Kim, 2013; Stone & Allgaier, 2008; Polman &
Wu, 2020), XFILGBFARF AR - MAFER. i, Hsee Fl Weber (1997)IBF AR, 5H
H CRSFEAHEL, oAt N\ A U PSRN, 23 538 BT m) T 378 498 <6 2005 K ) XU ade 0o Xl 7K 5 45:(2010) BA %
Bl (2012) B LRI R I, At NS Lo B Ok S St ) T B fe . X T RE2 A, HiRsERIH
Fr B CAF AN, AT S8 R KT, X S TR IS 4 2k, 13X T EUARS PO FEAR (Faro
& Rottenstreich, 2006; Williams, Stein, & Galguera, 2014). £ OHZEIF 7R BRI, Afh AR HER T
N H O E R, 15 B G E B /D (Albrecht, Volz, Sutter, Laibson, & VonCramon, 2011; Jung, Sul, & Kim, 2013),
KR WIE AN B RS R 22, AR Re & B D IS 2 ik 5l o XML 15 28 5 2 S B 1
HE SN IS 257 MRG0 78 B R DL R, A A% & K A 7E Y S ik R v 52 i 4
HORBEX I, AT ANTTA R B CMke v, B 07 s A4 3& BR (Albrecht, Volz, Sutter,
Laibson, & VonCramon, 2011). P45 FI 55 15(2014) R B, 58 EH CREny, AL T A BE By, i
E) R R G, AT JRUJSE 32 45 AT ) 2 43¢ XIS 26 T

AT E R T AN R 2R A0 B PR B0 o 3 2 PRI 5218 . {51201, Pronin, Olivola #i1 Kennedy (2008)
FST 1 IF [) 3 B A 22 BE B X TR SR L (R RE e . S5 BRI, AE RS PATR . B NAT RN ES A 45 5%
J7T, AT A SR A N i #8 i AL, B 5 2400 B FRAW P AN [F), 3% 3 BT IR A) PR 2 A0 4L 23 e Bg
SR I A AL S0 . 55— BT FErh, Kim, Zhang AT Li (2008)45 15 1 IR 8] 55 A4 2 BE 55 7 7Y 2 45
B VR, R O PR BRI N TS R A AR AR P VA T A, (R I gD T A
BEACPRFERIACE, AR S P 7= A T AL s o BT, ANTRI SR B (10 B BE B —— TR iR 2 I [a] B
2 (Liberman & Trope, 1998; Liberman, Sagristano, & Trope, 2002; Nussbaum, Trope, & Liberman, 2003)i% =&
#4525 (Robins, Spranca, & Mendelson, 1996; Smith & Trope, 2006)——5F 3 Al 1WA R 4E FHM 7 4= 1 A8

VECI . IR KA, SRR RO B PR B AR SR IE FRATDN A AN SRR, B RS AL E A

1.4. HREIBE MR RIE
(B2, BUAJERBIT: TEANELE T, koAt [ BE B 6 e S i fE R AR L. Rk, AR SUR
AR SR SRR A ST, I 1 B 120 2 2 0 R e S8 R 7 RO B
2. ARF*
2.1, ik

PR N AT RER R A, L4944, A 13 K BMEA 36 & &th, SR/ 18 & 26 % 2],
FHERY N 21.80 X, FRUEZE N 1594 % . TE S 5#H GARMEEE, M IER 8UFIE G IES .
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2.2. SEENETFNIER

AWFFCRA T AR SEIR T, N 2 (RS HESE: WaRAESL . BURMESL) x 2 (IFIAIFE . ST RIZRTG 4R
B, — N HEIR R x 2 (LSRR NEC. )G SEI0I E e Ar 2 XU T 47 6 £ (Risk
Preference, RP). KUKkt f8 HUx ik 1 /07 2 538 1 B A U tegl, HAEAT 0 2] 1 2 (8], H+ RP
HAT 0.5 LB m RS FRAT A, 1M RP /T 0.5 MR = iR BLigE AT A(Sun et al., 2021).

{FH E-prime 4wt SLI0 R T (WA 1), 2538 M Z 5K — 251 % 18455 (De Martino et al.,
2006). fESEER IERTFURTT, FAVES5E, AT 73 AP R — 5050 7 S50 45 R 5 SR
RIBG 75— WAE— A JE RIS FRATHR I SEE8 (I BRI R A SZ IR 1, Skl 2 538 fE M H e BT 78
L. IR, FRATREES 5 #H L0 b B PRI, DU A D M BRI B OE B, 58
R S 1) 5 PGS B R 18 R 45 BLKe SR ARAT 0 e 2 AR o Sy, BN R AR, SRRl Az i,
MEZ 45 [ 52 7F 50% (Binswanger, 1980).

PRSI HIFR GBI 2): “BMS 5%, G4 B EHES SAT0SER . 8RR
W, RS 5N EEBRIETI, NECECT S 58 MR, ERE, S itam (et
RB)—BHEIN . LRGSR E, BIEEEIEEECT S 58) REGRBMSLRHH. Lha
PR R R 1. — MR R ORIEERE RS — € RSk, 2. 73— FREA 50%IMHER L1 R
BXEEH, WA S0% MR EARIRB IR L IXEE. “OR” BRBIGESRKIERM, “— HE”
FORIEWGAE— A S SRR - 18 T EE MR L ORI PR B rp g £ — b o A B 3 A M ¥ 32 131,
T “F7 B WBUERBERA MBI, 5 <07 . TEER, ETURN CEeB” SR, BHEEE
AR RO EE I AET . EAh, SRR SEI R A SRR B L i R S A ) B 1) S S A AT SR
R, FRAT T AE S5 T AR T, DA B R A L R . A SRR BRIA B e s, 1
TVEIRAR AR . RSN S SRS . RECEERE TN, 15T IG5

ESERE R, S50 B SRR NE I — MR 100%(1) “ 2k, o
— N2 50%ME R IRIF AU G A 500 MEZE AN FRAF (A R)ATAT SR “ KBS IEDT” o X PN EITZ: BEAL
HILAE BRRE I A2 B . BRI AN T IR MR 2 R AR, (RIS R & B A T8 ib . 24 IR T
SR EN: 10 JG. 20 JG. 30 JG. 40 JG. 50 JG. 60 JG. 70 JG. 80 JG. 90 JG. 100 Jiv 110 JG. 120 Jiis
130 JG. 140 JG. 150 JG 160 JG.o AHXT R XUREIZE T S AT 2 AT IR T A ) W %, X RO N T iR
PRANGE I A BB AN S . EREAN KT, B 16 MR, AL IS 128 Mk, eI 23U
JF A2 BEALI o

soirtiaon, soikios | B¢ “F7 AR
%

100ms

UK, SORIOT  100%EH20E

Figure 1. Experimental flowchart
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Figure 2. Instruction
2. #8FE

3. RES

TESIHTSEBOHAR IS, FATTHERR T A LEAE BT AR A S B e D 10% 12 538 (3L 5 4), FINR
RN ] R R AT TR AR R SRR N A, R AE B A B R AU, 3K AT RE 2 0 SO 1 R
(Andersson et al., 2014).

EHEBRIX L HAR 5, AV TAFE AN R fir 84, HARSE R TE N % 1.

FRAVRH W7 22 43 MR M B (LI 3), RIAEZE . S (o RIS 8] BE 891X = AN AR Rl 0 1)
TR . BARKL, A4 B ) 3 R0 2 (F(1,43) = 11.90, p = 0.001, 5p? = 0.217), 824 Mt A fifak 5
i, MBS, T R KRR T, B Rt N R SR S e T SRR . HEZR A E
R 4 2 (F(1,43) = 14.55, p < 0.001, yp? = 0.253), RITEFURMELZAE T, HHLRIGEHEL, S 5H KN
HH B B 1 IR 3R AT o B T B 85 110 3 R0 4 2 (F(1,43) = 10.95, p = 0.001, 7p? = 0.203), 537 RIFR7G4K
M, fE—NHERESRMEL T, S5F EREEZHRR TR b, RATELWAER ., 4/
IR 7] B B8 2 [A) A7 AE S 25 138 HAF P (F(1,43) = 4.67, p = 0.031, p? = 0.098), HELEFIH: S FEES 2 1] ()58 BAF
F i3 (F(1,43) = 6.65, p = 0.021, yp® = 0.134), HEHLRIR [A]#E 55 2 8] {928 BAE B 5535 (F(1,43) = 7.43,p =
0.007, yp? = 0.147).

BB I RN AT o, TEURER H O AR IX — 25 F R AT sk, it ) XU e 556 i - B3¢ 11
KT/ A A/—4HJE(F=15.12, p<0.001), f&T s/ N/24H5(F = 34.02, p<0.001), tHAKTHik/H
C/4HT(F = 62.17, p < 0.001). {EU#E/H O/ — A H G 24 N AT IR, Bl i RS R S8 O AP AEK T Wie 2/
fis NI—~ A J5(F=9.81,p=0.002) 2452k H O/ — M H G Wi N0 554 N 24T R SEmE, Bl il U
RIS T35 2l N2 (F = 13.49, p < 0.001). U2/ N/—A H Ja 644 T b AT v sy, #ias i KU
VAR IR T 45 26 Mt N—AN H JS (F = 12.70, p < 0.001). #i2/ @ O/ J5 A8 T T oo s, kg
P e 55 i G 452 e/t N /— A H J& (F = 10.50, p = 0.001).

Table 1. Risk preference under different conditions

#= 1 TRIFZH TR RFIES

HEZR thaph e IS} ) B S ENSE TSR
g Ho Al 0.337
g o —MAE 0.439
g JLUN Byl 0.490
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g (ILUN —ARE 0.509
nEN HE YAl 0.544
ik HO —AAE 0.530
ik it A A 0.587
ik YN —MAE 0.615
EE 33
| |
EE 33
ok I I
I I * Kk
07 ¢ dokok EE ] ,—]
| I
K%
ol T
kKK +
s g
®
&
0.2
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Figure 3. The interaction between time distance, social distance, and framework
3. MBS, HoEEMERNZEIER
4. Wi

AL RAETN—BC FEPVRMEZL R T, M NIRRT, A—AF e semr, A5
) T3 5R AU . 9T 45 B4 S AR /K P 396 (Kim, Schnall, & White, 2013), AN 5] FrIHE 22 R4 £ R B 20k
AR O AS R RE KT o TEWS AR HEZL B D [ O VR S B TGS 45032 PR B 1] PR B, AT IOk H 3 Bk
(00 2SR IR R AT, PSRN B B A AT 471 (Trope & Liberman, 2010), X1 B AT g 38 5 A0 4k 22 4= ik
T, R R RO R T (IS A DAIRE SR IB TE AR R . AR, TEBRRAE SR B A NEE  R R SRE, AT
HEOR R R B AR R R KT o B SR 2 B N S 4 AN {EL{S B (Sagristano, Trope, & Liberman,
2002), DRI H B BT Rl 98 0 L T e iy >R < U A3 P DX 36 0T, At AT M 2 R L B K 190 PR, LA SR B v P [ 4 o

AT I 25 B KB, TEURER/ B O RTIX — 25 R R AT PSR i, 4t AR R 5% i e 18 B e M1
TR/ A S —A A, WM NZAET, BIRE C4ART . IX UL TR RAESL N, k2 R R 2 55 6
PRSR BIAE FH B AR o AR S N S— S G 3% — 25 A0 AT PR SR, A i) PR R 35 Ml e i e v
T RRIACI—NHE, DRI —H, BRABRRMN AT 2 . XU T, AR
6 8 A R AL 22 R [F] BE B TE A FHESE PR ME A AN . RN, EWRGIHEZE T, BEPES
IAEN B O SR 2 R RS R i s 170 4 2 BE B9 R R e M AMA I S R 4T o FEBRRAEZE R, I JR) A 5
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ANTEIR AR ) DB e s 104 2 B0 AR DA AR R (A A ) O SR 2 S A (RS o B AATTEE N
LAY R A R SN, I ] B S R o SR KU i 2o AATTHE D N BRSO BRI, A BRSNS
WA B RS (i o IX MBS SRR, RO BT B0 RS R SR T T, 5 R — AR BRI A
o

BEAk,  FEAE A BORIE T I 2V T AL R SRS SO W FE A R @ FHVE o XX T2 17X
REHPL PN, FEH MR BIS SR A EENME . Ba, AHETTRA I BATEE AR RS o 3 0
BHLHIROE TR, R AR RS B IS N IR A B A A 2 B DL AN TR HE 2RI

£ E&WA
P 2 G ] [ AL A5 SRR (0x2021027) . TR K2 2023 4EH5 H (2023]Y087).
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