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(1,157) = 114.13, p<0.001, n?=0.42,
2 _ (MHD:6.15,
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21.13 (SD=2.32),  F<1 x
891.04 (SD=357.09) , x , p’s<0.05
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Y A B (A.
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1 8 1 a 7 ),
A, 8 B,
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“ S , 3.3.1
“ ? .S (Mgimitar=4.86, SD=1.41; Mgissimilar=2.40, SD=0.87),
1, D " S t(51)=7.55, p<0.001, n*=0.528
4, “ " , 1(50)=1.50, p=0.139,
: n?=0.04 Spearman ,
- ” S ( )
: , S (-0.12<r<0.01, p’s>0.38),
0 10 ) , “ ”
(Byrne, 1971),
SO 10 ) , Faificurt(2,78) = 1.03, p=0.361; Fefrorr<1,
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; , (p’s>0.3)
: 24 , 332 (
2) , 3( / /
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) S (G ” : , F(1,75) = 13.60,
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10 5 , , F(2,75) = 5.49, p=0.006, n*=0.12
3 ;
2
HDLF LDHF (LDHF-HDLF) t df
M SD M SD
4.36 (1.99) 6.29 (1.80) 1.93 3.98™ 27
4.18 (1.98) 6.32 (1.68) 2.14 3.76™ 27
5.24 (2.01) 4.88 (2.01) -0.36 -0.52 24
WTP 11.14 (5.48) 11.18 (4.56) 0.04 0.19 27
14.79 (6.16) 7.36 (5.06) -7.43 -3.71" 27
13.96 (6.35) 8.20 (5.57) -5.76 -2.50" 24
N=81 10 ) 9o ); WTP 24 *p<0.05, **p<0.01,
*%4p<0.001
* MBTI ( )
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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



