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Abstract

Risk decision-making is an indispensable part of daily life. People not only make decisions for
themselves but also frequently make decisions for others. Based on construal level theory, this
study investigated the effect of decision role (self vs. close friend) on risk decision-making and
the moderating role of temporal distance (tomorrow vs. one year later). A 2 (decision role) x 2
(temporal distance) between-subjects experimental design was adopted. A total of 192 college
students were recruited through Questionnaire Star, and risk preference was measured using the
Domain-Specific Risk-Taking Scale (RPI score). The results showed that: (1) The main effect of
decision role was significant, with higher risk preference when making decisions for a close friend
than for oneself; (2) The main effect of temporal distance was significant, with higher risk prefer-
ence for decisions with outcomes one year later than for those with outcomes tomorrow; (3) The
interaction effect between decision role and temporal distance was not significant, indicating that
temporal distance did not moderate the effect of decision role on risk decision-making. Further
analysis separating gain and loss contexts revealed that the above main effects existed primarily
in the loss context, whereas no significant effects were found in the gain context. These findings
suggest that decision role and temporal distance independently influence risk decision-making,
and this influence occurs mainly in the loss domain. The results support the basic predictions of
construal level theory, enrich the understanding of boundary conditions of self-other differences
in decision-making, and provide practical implications for perspective-taking and time framing
in investment decisions.
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1. 5|15

RIS R SR e H 8 A R AN W] R R S o AN AR ELARE R BE R SL AR, A A ZIAN W4 T IR R B
L FE(Batteux et al., 2019; Morelli et al., 2022). AT KL RFERZE B TR FAIR. S8, EISLAE
L, MBS FE AR NBAT H & R, B SRR AR RS BN 5E T (Fareri et al., 2022; Levin
& Hart, 2003; Xu, 2021).

SR N R, R TR (IR vs A NS FTsa sz ARG 38, BUA I 7 I F %
IR . FEZ MR BRI IR, A4 T N A ey i R ) 40 2 PR R 2 B A2 7 2K (Polman, 2012);
FIRE, 7R BALSE RS IS5 T, B A8 BN Rt B D 1 Atk 58 I 2 LA 500 DR JIE A ik
(Beisswanger etal., 2003); 1M 53— LB S AE LY 56 i Jo ARG B b 4 Y, Bt A RFATEAE 2k 22 51 K B o
U TEALIRE OB, M 3B B 3R SR S R 5 1Y RS R SR (Zikmund-Fisher et al., 2006). XA 1
THEANF TS BN R 7r BER Y, PSR A T XU (i 27 (0 5 00 I 3F — RN AR B 2808, 17 2 v i o B 22
RIIL SR AT BRI, ASHIT ST B RS A (5 XK R SR Z TR RSS2, JF B R 8 (Al PR AR X — 1 A2
R TR
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L1 RRABEREREHXFR

WS EOSEPR EFGE TR BRI AR S oy B, AR EREMRAIES: —2EH M
g (B H 3R, A N e (R AR 3E), X771 CA DO B I, 20185 B4H,
2019). HEEEPHAMZ R NE S AL ER, FTERSC AT E, AN RERIRIFA DI
(IRELGE, 2017). ARUEUL “MRE L, FWETE” , XIETE R UL 7 RS 7 R 2 e —— T % R —
MNRFAESS, HTHRFEXNGEACERMAN, MEFAESERINE RGN MW, FARFIHE XA

“BI - AR ZER” (Self-other differences in decision-making), A1 W, Hsee & Weber (1997) LA
J% Polman (2010).

R 4 fi# B 7K T2 18 (Construal Level Theory, CLT), U3 292 Y@ MO B Z IR Z OB & . %
KO BEER B A kBRI TRIEE B . % A g S ABAL 1t DY AN 4E 2 (Trope & Liberman, 2010; Trope
etal.,2007). TS, A5 HIG0 G 003 PE B, BT TR SN, BV SCE RN
MR FWFHE: Rz, OISR, (KRR, AR BRIMATE SRR/ EARH
(Liviatan et al., 2008; Trope & Liberman, 2003).

B S MG RES, A H CHREN SRR RL, &5 HRIKF N, REEE TR IS5
e BRI AE AR A ORI b, DRI ] T JRURS Rl s S >k, B N oS pE PR BB, 51K
() re KT A, AR B 22 DG azt U AT & 170 X6 L A U B g AN R BBURK T € 3R, ) B 5 1) IR 53R
i) (Trope & Liberman, 2010). &+ Fib 87, XU G 1. PSR MO E RN T, Bk
At At N R SRS (10 XU T 47 45 73 2 W S 5 T O B SRS I K

1.2. BEERAETER

TE o BR P S5 PR AE A P, B T Ao R S, R[] B St R A 2 AR 1 U PR 4 o AR A R AP B i
NATTHT Ak (Rt T PR A 2 380 SN R AE 7 3K, T s i R s AT i) . — 7 1D, Mk e SR 4e
Iri) T A (R S e K 3 5 ) B, A0 0D T 1) 2 2 2 T I AR 7P R R AR =, T Pk 1 5 38 24 i 0
FEJT RISt R ) B RG . AR R LT A B U AN R ax e gy b, TR R RRE s AR AT A
AR ) T O 5F, e IR SR PR XS T SR 5T, a0 SRR SAT N FE A i oA R Gz vk
Fepse), MERRAFER 2 A 2D 2] @ R K, SR MTUNIINTE . KBRS 0E Ea T
ST SIS R I A 7 T 0T ) A L A R, IR B A 2 I HE B R Y KU TR
A0 171

IR B A P A RS e 2 SEUE R 9T B AR B 7 — BB IR . BN I (2009) 8 A0, Bl A B
A B B bz, AT aF 22 R A B A4k, Bk Ui MR IE £ “ myml 471k - I
MIORSF R 58, IBHRHE ) “ il - AR ATAT PR MR B G 5. BT MR /KF B 1 HE S AN A 5
UESE R, IX T SO A8 20 I TR B 1 2 B 3, BIAMACTE S 3 e 53 3 55 o 1 X Al 445 7 2 T
i T B 5

EYLIT (B LE R SRAT A AR ©EA3 2252 S A v, A H A P B0 XU $R SR B I [ BE
B — E R R ANIR T I, MR WAl — P s, WA SCRRE . 2300t 7t ZOCER
V) 2 8 P R VR P —— B b 1 H e S 0 (2009) A IS TR] 2 25 A6 % 18 5 HE 2R 00N A 5T, SN A B
B A GIHNESE SIS s ) A (2012) WIdE—2BIE S, R 2R TRl PR e 55 1D 5 M 2 o o B 1) 1
SRV E (Bl DA — Ji) o S PR T R A2 BH SR By o i TR R0, R G 6 B[] B 28 6 AN [R] 1R 55 A € R 04
P U Sl e AT, BERESRANILA B L A 2, A B T 58 B OB P S A AU . 5 TR
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IFIUR I EAR A R, DI RA — s B R SO T E -

MRAEARREACEELG, 3T B RS AT AR, SRR AT B I, AR SSE XUS:
IR RACGATT, RIS i 0 KU LI s AR, 209 NGRS HAL T AR, U iR A &
MAK SRR ET R, BRI RIS TR R, 78 “ HIRREE + mAR” MM AN +
EARR” BT, —MEREh R KT, 5 — R R AR, PIFRE A I, SEOX
PR BT B AR i 4 P RETC B35 22 57, BRZE R R BRI, AWFTUIR RS 3. DAt SRR
B RS i A BAE 35 . BAKTT S« (a) 7EO8 H CREEAFAT T, LTI DR S A0 KU fi 4 251K T3z 39
WA (b) M NRIEARATT, IR 328 1 R SR U (i 4 TE 2 35 22 57

1.3. SRERTRERER 5 BB

AR RO, UK PSR ARHE R RN AT BE 23 5o M L3R R o HE SR RN (Framing Effect) 3 R AHE RN,
BIVAE T 303 2 (4 3 T ) 336 AT 30 3 IR 1) 3 PR L E , 7T A TS0 40 2 18 30 ) e 338 s O 4 ) - XU 3+ 3K
(Kahneman & Tversky, 1979). W78, HEZLRLBFHARILAELE, B8 5 RFE A B~ EE R TAEH;
Bilhn, A NGRS SR <5 PR R 2 W S K (Polman, 2012). B4k, i) 2R 25 /2 5
M PRS2 (14 O o PP B AR 8, iz U R SREATE A LG0T S0 o 36 B A AR AN SR B L I L A6 [7) (Trope & Liber-
man, 2010; J7ILHT, 2009). RN, CAHABAZED TGRS, SURER NREE - MARKERER
A 55U 28 175 SRR TR R M A7 G i Rk 75 25, 2014). R, ASHFTE 51 AN15 JAHESE B AE 3R 1 7E R RAE
TESN, RSR A 55 I T E 10 Xe IS i 2 ) S M 75 A7 AE AN PR

2. B
2.1. W

KH 2 (RSEME: A vs M) x 2 (WTRIPEES: 3 vz ) K R se ek m d it . AN E AR
P I A e, DR e DAy DX v e 253 FR) DRI flv 27 4
2.2, #iR

AR G*Power 3.1 (Faul et al., 2009)FfGiFEA R, 2R ZEMKF a=0.05 HHEERR(f = 0.25)
I, SRR 80% M GE it /17K, 2 x2 72 M e M AR SN 128 Ao SERRBEN 223 44 R4,

B o R0 R A (LR A I )k 6 . AR . BB & RIS ), &AM 192 (5 18 N\, L& 174 N).
AR 19.67+13 %,

23. IWHMPSETR

2.3.1. BEERNHRIN

K1 e de S B U oRk f CORNI TR E 25 . AR aid ad in) 45 R B AL 23 4 Th e B 40 i 22 DA R PO AS
Ktk —, BAFMMIEFEDR:

HO - & “BREIERNEE T 14 MRTEIH, SR\ EN, BN TEES
PR R TR, W IEAEPIF T R E R VNI TR

HO - %M “BRREERE A QT 14 M IH, SR —FE/HIEN, BATHHH
ARMIE TR, EEERM T EPiEHEINEGRITR. 7

N - IS BRI NSRRI AGEAT 14 NMEEIE , SRR Kt &A%, B4
H A WA 7 %, W EER AT Zrig B IS VA ELFI R, 7
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Pk, B EE

CH

N - IS RN M ACHEAT 14 MEBIE , SR AER—FERR AR, B
UG H #A R T S, B EAEN R T R R SOV E T R 7

2.3.2. BEERHRN

W 72K Hsee A1 Weber (1997)FF % (9 SRR i &f 17 25, 348 P B TC 28 1) IXURG: i 44 B (RPD VR A =4k
i o 12 0 2 1K) P SCABTT RPE JR IR RS2 B C S 272 N, HLR B FAR A & 2 PR AR (W 11 P25, 2012)
THEM G508 2% AE 14 BERREE, R0 TS SHEMmMIELR S, M5 T
() 7 88 H RSB E E2 O BB R SR SC R . T, B e I — R R (U B B k) o
Smiifadg )y %, H RPLIEEH N 1 4y FEubItrt B, $oRlE Ml — R E R, %38 50 80R S 1 0
15re B2 RPLSAE 2 2 16 0210778, IMEE, S ASARLE A RN (1558 F 1 R 5 R A
[OATE
2.3.3. BRIEE

1 17 45 A% 2 15 8 R T R A 2

WA OB “TENIA TIRFEEETH, RIS FZR A ? 7 (1= B2 NAT,
7= A NMN).

AP B B MG 2 “YENIA e, ARUCIX S PSR I B S5 2 7 (1 = B/,
7= AEHIT/—4FSF).
3. R
3.1. f@ikgit

SIS E N RS R RIS I E SPRUEZE LR 1. EHREG T, HE4HW =596,SD=3.48,n=
A6)FISR B AL (M = 7.78, SD = 4.14,n = 40); fE—4EJE AT, HCU(M=7.75, 5D =3.94, n = 6 )FISE
KA (M =847, SD =3.18, n = 45).

Table 1. Means (M) and Standard Deviations (SD) of risk decision scores under different experimental conditions

1. NESEWF M T RERRF S BEM) SHREESD)

I} i) RS n M SD
UiFR Ho 46 5.96 3.48
REMK 40 7.78 4.14

—F 5 Ho 61 7.75 3.94
SREHRK 45 8.47 3.18

3.2. BT

WEMOEREI . MR (R R, A4l =225, 8D =1.53)53E% M KHM=5.05,SD=2.02)
E “CPRFONETI By E2EREZE, 1(152.70)=-10.56, p<0.001, Cohen’sd=-1.58, 95% CI[-1.91,
—1.26] (T EATFE, KHZIE ¢ #650), UABRAER X 0 B ORI A RS, #9006 3.

AR B R . ST REA (IR E ], BRI (M =3.97,SD=2.36) 55 (M=75.36, SD = 1.80){F
CORSERFIIEEES” PR EER R, #(155.59) =—4.51, p<0.001, Cohen’sd=—0.67, 95% CI [-0.97,
—0.38] (7 ZATFE, RHIAZIE ¢ K:5%), 15 A B 7] PH 2545 9065 2
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3.3. FETEIRRLE

DU RS AF o A RAR B, HE(T 2 GRIEM: HC vsSEEMIA) x 2 (FTAIFEE: AR vs.—4EJ5) I
WK R 201 T ZEF IR AE R F(3,188)=2.15, p=0.096, R HHITZ=FME, W2 255
HT AT BB Bt o

34. TN S5XZEHN

Ti E A R RN WA 2.

POEA ORI RN EE, F(1, 188) =545, p=0.021, n’p = 0.028. SEZAA A 4L(M = 8.14, SD = 3.66)f]
HEEAS s B m T H C4l(M=6.98, SD =3.84).

I 1) 2 8 ) R B2, F(1, 188) = 5.27, p=0.023, n’p = 0.027. —4EJG4L(M = 8.06, SD = 3.64)[1] X
B 1500 5 2 T W R 4H(M = 6.80, SD = 3.89).

RSF A o S IRV EE B A2 ELANAN 2, F(1, 188) = 1.04, p=10.309, 1% =0.005.

Table 2. Two-way ANOVA results for risk decision scores
=2 RERRBONAERFENTER

SS df MS F p n’p
S R 75.05 1 75.05 5.45 0.021 0.028
P 8] 2 25 72.60 1 72.60 527 0.023 0.027
ffh x B[R] 14.33 1 14.33 1.04 0.309 0.005
R 2589.40 188 13.77 R 2589.40

3.5. BRMN S

RS HRNANTE, AT SR PSR A CAE N RIS TR BE 25 R 108, BRATT 43 A6t B R R —4E J
YT TRSLREAR ¢ k5%, FFTHE T Cohen’s d R 95% B F X [A].

TEHRZM TR, SEEMAKEAWM =778, SD = 4.14) [ A3 35 =T H 2 41(M = 5.96, SD = 3.48),
(84)=-2.21, p =0.030, Cohen’s d = —0.48, 95% CI [-0.91, —0.05].

R, HEAFCEXKR: p=0.03), KRHRIE ¢ #5, %KAM =847, SD =3.18)
5H ARG M=1.75,SD=3.94)EFAE%, 1(103.08)=-1.03, p=0.31, Cohen’sd=-0.20, 95%
CI [-0.58, 0.19]-

SRR, TEHREZMET, NHAREL A E CREHE E R (H SN &) (BE—FERET, —#%
LREES. R, HTZERNARE, X —Z2 AT R,

3.6. W SMEFREHX S

N T T RE DR SR A B RTE 1] PR S 7 T A ] s e AR P e, X TRURHF A XU i 4 18 R (RPT) AR 1 T U
s B A R IG 515 4, ARGl 1 2 GREEA 0, B C vsSEEIIR) < 2 (N TEIFEE . BIR vs.—4F
S ) A DR 2R SR AR T 22 3 W (LR 3)

TEWER B, SOOI R, B 2P SR AT 55 A BR AR 2 G DGR, AR A2 PR BRI B 4L
MIFEA HE TR L . SRS S RN AR, 72T BRH T REMBNER. —=2&
WM ERN R, F(1, 188)=6.00, p=0.015, n2p=0.031, FH 55 A7 A 40 XU i 1 B 42 e
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MR, R EEE

ToRE e RB—H; RN EEE R EAN MR, F(1,188)=7.92, p=0.005, n’»p=0.040, —
S S 2E 1 A O 407 S5 2 T IR R 2 . AN (A8 BN A TR B B K, F(1,188)=1.79, p=0.183,
n2p =0.009, IXEEWRFEFERRATI Y L #2052 R R 25 29 X IRURG: f 4 PR SRR B M AR ST L IRAT R AR
FH

Table 3. Analysis of variance (ANOVA) results of risk preference in gain and loss scenarios

3. W SRABR TRERFHFESTER

A IR df MS (as)  F () P p MS (%) FdRK)  p wp
A L(A) 1 7.64 2.12 0.147  0.011 78.42 6.00 0.015  0.031
i) 7] #E 25 (B) 1 3.52 0.98 0.324  0.005 103.51 7.92 0.005  0.040
AxB 1 0.43 0.12 0.731  0.001 23.41 1.79 0.183  0.009
R 188 3.61 13.07
4. g

AHFCRH 2 x 2 Bk sege s ih, HE T REMEE O vs 385 IR RS LS 1) 52m,  BLA I [A]
FEE (R vs.—F )R TIEM . SRR PR MO ERRZE, o A S (1 U (i i
FEET A CHRE: BRSNS R, — 5 RN W2 e TR, H WL
BRBEAN L2, 130 B N 7 B 25 2R BB AR 19 W S AR R XU TR SR AR5 ] o X — &5 S0 4 S8 T R KCP BRI 1Y
FEATII, AE R Be I8 UE R (7] FE 25 R 5 7 AR A

WHRMERERN S/ 1 6. RIEAERKFE L (Trope & Liberman, 2010), A4 H iR E B 4
SPEERGE, MESIENMEIKFEAMRAS, 3 77 3 8 RS i BAR D5 T (B an o] Rt 2k 2 Bk 2RI
IEZEA 2 K), DRI It XU A s T A28 2 I A TR SR I #E 2 BE B B0, MRS I moK-F ik, BE
HI R PUAY R, BB AE RIS BAR AR AT, MR E R . X —25 28R Polman (2012)
TE &R TS TR R B LA & Beisswanger 55(2003) 754128 G 35 T 2582 — 8, #t— 0 7 8
MANPE B CtkoE EE R X .

I [E] P B 1 SN S5 A 2 AR . TRSRAE R AEE IR I, INFRIEE BT, MR T Ak
RV B PR S5 R (EE T B R 2 A 7)), X 2 B AR RITRE 17 2 kSR 4 RAHEIR B —4E LLfS , IR B RS hize, A
PRILTTHEAT I G« AR IICES VAL, DR B R S IR o 3% — it BREES H32 B A0 FRO BTE 2. I8 8T, 2009)
DA SARE K P BEAR I AR A — B0, U B IS [B] P 5 R A A X7 T S A 00kt XU O 407 7 AE B 0 RS2 )

I T IE R I, PR SR A TR R 8 ) 32 25 R AR R A B b 3, XA SRR AT R IR “ i
7 28 P M6 3 rPORE 2 0 RLAEAT 55 IRHERST JIE 2% 7 B8 B8 — e AR Z AL (5 S UE 5%, 2012). FAiTmT DL ffRE
AKCFEE VS | TS EIS LK XU B 1S 45 #5780 7 (Risk-as-feelings hypothesis) KRR IX — B % . HR 4 AT S HE 18,
ANAE A3 5% R BB B BB R T (R S AR RS, PR A AR At A B e 1190 B R 45 M i (K ahneman
& Tversky, 1979). EWRITEEE T, MERTUATELEAOHRA, RESHEE 2 HEMERIARIE R 35,
A] b O R E B A AR AL AN K25 5 5 RS B SR R aF i 3. T 3 T 8RB SR b, TR R R B 2 15 R 5
M AAVENE 2, X NG BR R B AR 28 TR B E TSR I R T —— I O BRSO B CEH R TR 1R
RTACAT 2R, SEAMALE 5 iR AR B BRI ) i A4 B, MATITIN R 1 45 25 DS, 3 BB S5 ) JRUS:
FE; o ke, e O FR B ChR B8 I AC B — 47 S5 TR SR AN 51 AN A 1) i A R R 2, 51K 1“4
- B ILEAIA” (hot-cold empathy gap) (Loewenstein et al., 2001), 45 %55 7 £ BB IX S i M i 155 25 X e o
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PIEZETH, bR E AR BRN, Mt 7GR b . BT AL, $RAESL 2 B DL
BE ™ O B B RS, AR b A 2 BRI R BE S O T T RSB R I 4 R N R s 1T
PIE S EAEFA R, W — D3R i 0 R BE B9 75 RO R BT, P BRI R & A ST AT
BN TIE K . Her)iE e, PSR A G5 AR SIS I TEAH R HEZL T 20 B 1 2 B G

TR N BN AR FIXAGE R, [ U3 ORI 8] 2R 59 7 457 2 Sk ] fe G 5 7 HL
FATHIAEFPLE . BRI AR IE S R R R VR, ABAE TR 403 2 IR, 4k 2 R B e SR 1K S AE A
TR AU ) -5 T[] P 5 i SR P 8 A9 VP A 7 AR B R I V3 [ 4 2(Zikmund-Fisher et al., 2006; Trope &
Liberman, 2010). 1X— R IBLE—EFEE L5 TR K T BRI A BE 25 RN 77 T i N FH 32 5 (Trope et
al., 2007).

e 3 MR, YRS S I R PR RS R A SN AR TE B R B KT o 1K R I ) B I T R
FA RS R 52 —— R R AE B RIE R — 5, AR KBS w35 & T e E Csk, R
R RFM FEMEE = 1.82)KRT—FEFMGMEZE =0.72), (HXMERIBEEZRZMAES T
AR

T8 R HAN R 2 B AT B A DA LA

— T T RETE TR MR EAGE . DX TR 72 (i) IR BE S AR B 5 ok, IRA WM =395 —4
JE (M = 5.36) 1) % 7 BARIA B B K F(p < 0.001), {EFLL I IE AR B A fil X 2 R a5 (1 A7), JoH—
R I AR 5.36 (7T AR “AEH @/ —H )57 ), REWRER Tt A B IR “— 45”7
TR A B W R TR A RIS 8] A o AR AR AR, U i B R B 1) 22 53 R 05 K, MA@ R 7K
AR B A RO H KUK R 4 (Trope & Liberman, 2003), [R5 SE0F 78 7] LA R& 5K FH B8 A i F Bsf 1) 2 125
WEM “BIR” vs. “THEE” ), BUEE R TE B AR R [ e fR I “365 K257 ).

P, AR S AR R (AR HAE BRI EAS R R BT KR SRR KR
WM, “HE + HR” CUEMREW)S R + —Ff57 COUE S )X P 2 G 27 K AR IR
Brfmbs, B + —FE7 M K+ BRI R KA I HG T 1T 7 E R R K o IR TR 5
MR RE, HREZM NEZENRAM=7.78)5HKMAM=5.96)2 [HIZFEK, HE T —HFG&MHETF
XRh 2R gE N T GEZ A KA 8.47 vs. AFRAL 7.75). FIR G T4 R rr & Bk <R B, B4
JE M R USSR A M ZESAR/NT, SRS RIS SR A8 BB HEA R 2, U6 IR RO H SR 55 -
H B PP 0 — R a RE S, Bl ()BT X 79 Ao FERL B 88 PR AR, o BRI 5 PR R AN 2R M 1
KR, MRATAERE R Z R ——4 SR O vs A8 A X XU i 4 B4 52 M 56 mT g R 3ok s I 25 5 (A
Rvs.—4J5E), MMES T EL, 15328 BAE AR 551

TXTGUAIE F (1) 25 B R 40 B N R IIFA 58 2 — B 280 UE, B 3% -1-45(2009) W 4 I 18] BE 25 e % 1 15
MEZRALRE, R S5 (2012) W R BN 8] 25 B8 S5 ME 3R /K P 2 (AR AEAS HAR F o SR T £ 58 A1 €0 15 I ) 2 8 1Y)
A8 HIX— 7)1, A SCRRASRR AN 2, T AT 78 B A g B 0 A BN, X fE— e FE % REER,
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