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A Study on Self-other Medical Decision Making Difference
PENG Jia—xi, ZHANG Shi-lei, XIAO Wei, MIAO Dan-min
Department of Psychology , Fourth Military Medical University,Xi’an 710032, China

[Abstract] Objective: To explore whether self-other decision making difference exsist in medical situation and to ex-
plain this difference based on the Construal Level Theory. Methods: 355 clinical undergraduates were randomly assigned
to four groups and investigated with questionnaire adapted from Ficchhoff’s medical decision making problem which were
described in positive—negative frame (2)xself—other form (2). Results: Social distance had significant impact on decision
making (x*=8.636, P=0.003). Compared with giving advice to others, self decision making was more prone to chemical
treatment of short—term benefit but long—term loss. Framing effect existed in medical situation (x’=9.804, P=0.002). People
tended to choose operation option of long—term benefit in positive frame; otherwise people tended to choose chemical treat-
ment. In positive frame, there was a significant defference between self-other decision making (x*=12.309, P<0.001); while
in negative frame, this defference was not significant(x*=0.706, P=0.401). Framing effect was significant when the decision
was made for others (x*=13.256, P<0.001), but not significant for decision maker himself (x*=0.91, P=0.340). Conclusion:
Social distance and frame description have significant impacts on medical decision making.
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