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THE REFERENCE POINTS AND MANAGER' S
COGNITIVE CHARACTERISTICS IN RISKY SITUATIONS

Xie Xiaofei
(Psychology Department, Peking University, Beijing 100871, China)
Wang Xiaotian
(Psychology Department, University of South Dakota. Vermillion, SD 57069, USA)

Abstract

This study with the questionnaire methods probed into the influences towards the risk propensities by the risky situa-
tions and personalities. The results show: (1) the two components of achievement motives, namely achievement motive
and avoidance motive, might predict the risk propensities and the cognitive characteristics of individuals in risky situa-
tions; the achievement motive would be more sensitive for measuring the opportunity perceptions, meanwhile the avoid-
ance motive would be a better predictor for measuring the threat perception. (2)The avoidance motive is the key variable
to distinguish the risk propensities of individuals, which depends on the intensity of the avoidance motive. (3) This study
verified the individuals at low avoidance motives tendency would be more risk-seeking in gain situation while more risk-a-
verse in loss one; by contraries, the individuals at high avoidance motives tendency would be more risk-seeking in loss and
more risk-averse in gain, when the goal for success as the reference point. The study manifested to discuss the response
model of the individual’ s risk propensity combining two kinds of variables would describe the behavior tendency and the
gnitive characteristic more accurately. The conclusion provided a thought to explain the dispute between the Prospect
theory and the threat-rigidity-model. In addiction, the main tends on samples between the managers and the students
were relative consistent, but the differences were still there. So drawing a conclusion from the sample of students should
be cautious.

Key words risky situation, risk perception, risk propensity.



