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Abstract

This paper examines the asymmetry between spatial distance (“where”) and other three dimensions of psychological distance- i.e. temporal distance (“when”), social distance (“who”) and hypothetical distance (“whether”). The results show that stimulating consumers to consider spatial distance will influence their judgments along three other dimensions, but the reverse is not true. The underlying mechanism of the asymmetry is also investigated. 
Consumers often make decisions involving multiple dimensions of psychological distance. Construal Level Theory (CLT; Trope & Liberman, 2003; Trope, Liberman, & Walkslak, 2007) specifies four dimensions of distance: (a) spatial (“where”), (b) temporal (“when”), (c) social (“who”), and (d) hypothetical (“whether”). A general theoretical principle governs the criteria that are brought to bear on judgments along all four dimensions. That is, psychologically distal target stimuli are judged in terms of abstract and primary features (i.e., high-level construals), but proximal targets are judged in terms of concrete and secondary aspects (i.e., low-level construals). 
This general principle suggests that judgments along the four dimensions are conceptually related (Bar-Anan, Liberman, & Trope, 2006). That is, if the dimensions are functionally similar, stimulating individuals to psychological distance along one dimension may bring to mind concepts and criteria (e.g., construal levels) that, once accessible in memory, influence judgments along other dimensions as well (for summaries of the effects of construct accessibility on interpretation and judgments, see Higgins, 1996). In this paper, however, we propose an asymmetric effect of activating distance along one dimension on judgment along others. Specifically, not all dimensions are created equal; instead, stimulating people to consider spatial distance may influence their judgments along three other dimensions, but the reverse may not be true.  
This prediction is based on a conceptualization of metaphorical reasoning by Boroditsky (2000). She posits that the human cognitive system is structured around only a single set of experiential concepts—concepts that emerge directly out of experience and are defined in their own terms. Other concepts are then built onto the direct structures in a metaphorical way (e.g., ideas are “food”; Ph. D. “journey”). If psychological distance is also a metaphor, then it should derive its meaning from the tangible concepts of physical (spatial) distance, and should then be used as a useful metaphorical tool in describing a stimuli along other, tangible distance dimensions (less accessible to both experience and articulation). If this is the case, therefore, exposing individuals to stimuli at different levels of spatial distance should influence their judgments along other dimensions, but the reverse may not be true. After all, it is the more observable distance that is used to think about the less observable distance, but not the other way around.   
METHOD
Five hundred and forty one undergraduate students were randomly assigned to the ten combinations of priming dimension and target dimension conveyed in Appendix 1. In four conditions, we investigated the effects of priming concepts along one of the four dimensions under consideration (spatial, temporal, social or hypothetical) on judgments along the same dimension that was primed (within-category priming). In three other conditions, participants were primed with concepts along the spatial dimension and made judgments along one of the other three dimensions. In the remaining three conditions, participants were primed with concepts along either the temporal, spatial or hypothetical dimension and, in each case, made judgments along the spatial dimension. Forty to 60 participants attended each condition, and each condition had two groups (proximal priming vs. distal priming).    

The same procedure was used in all conditions. First, to increase the accessibility of concepts related to a particular (proximal or distal) value along one of the four dimensions, we used a categorization task analogous to that employed by Martin (1986). Specifically, participants were given 12 words and were asked to group them into three different categories according to their meaning. Eight of the 12 words were identical in all conditions and pertained either to kitchenware (“pan,” “spoon,” “bowl,” and “knife.”) or wild animals (“wolf,” “fox,” “tiger,” and “leopard.”) The remaining four words were priming words, the nature of which depended on the primed dimension and distance level. For example, in social proximity priming conditions, the priming words were “soul-mate,” “friends,” “in-group member,” and “family.” In the hypothetically distal priming condition, the priming words were “10% chance,” “uncertain,” “hypothetical,” and “low-probability.”  
Participants were then asked to complete a one-page opinion questionnaire. Two of the questions were target items that assessed judgments along one of the four distance dimensions. For example, in temporal judgment conditions, participants were asked how distant in the future the next Olympics seemed to be, and also how distant the New Year holiday seemed to be. In the spatial judgment conditions, participants were asked how far Singapore is to them and how far they thought Italy is. These questions were on a 9-point scale anchored by two ends (e.g., very close/very distant). 

RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
 All participants correctly grouped the 12 words in the word categorization task. Responses to the two distance judgment questions in all 10 sub-studies were highly correlated (γs > .70) and were averaged to create a dependent variable for each sub-study. We conducted 10 one-way ANOVAs for each sub-study. 
As we predicted, results of within-dimension priming effects showed strong effects with each dimension. A distal (vs. proximal) prime led to more distal judgments for each of the four dimensions (Mspatial = 5.42 vs. 4.53; F (1, 58) = 7.54, p < .01; Mtemporal = 4.44 vs. 3.13; F (1, 60) = 12.22, p = .001; Msocial= 5.77 vs. 4.53; F (1, 58) = 19.80, p < .001; and Mhypothetical= 5.18 vs. 4.18; F (1, 38) = 5.65, p < .05).

Of greater interest are the effects of cross-category priming. Results of cross-dimension spatial priming suggested that, consistent with our theorizing, a distal (vs. proximal) spatial prime indeed led to more distal temporal (M = 5.87 vs. 4.57; F (1, 38) = 10.19, p < .01), social (M = 6.60 vs. 5.38; F (1, 58) = 7.27, p < .01), and hypothetical (M = 5.33 vs. 4.45; F (1, 58) = 9.58, p < .01) judgments.
However, results of cross-dimension non-spatial priming showed that none of the primes on the temporal (M = 3.50 vs. 3.45; F (1, 38) < 1, p > .80), social (M = 5.12 vs. 5.40; F (1, 58) < 1, p > .30), or hypothetical (M = 5.12 vs. 4.78; F (1, 58) = 1, p > .30) dimension had any influence on spatial judgments. Taken together, these findings provided strong support to our prediction of the asymmetric priming effect. A spatial prime affected judgments on the other three dimensions, but primes on the other three dimensions did not affect spatial judgments. 
One may argue that these cross-category asymmetric effects may be because, relatively speaking, spatial distance is less ambiguous and thus less susceptible to priming effects. However, participants’ judgments of spatial distance were affected by priming concepts along the same dimension. If spatial distance were simply clearer and less susceptible to priming effects, then the within-category priming effects would not be observed. 
 This research makes some important contributions. It extends the recent literature on distinguishing different dimensions of psychological distance (Lynch & Zauberman, 2007; Fiedler, 2007), even though all dimensions share properties guided by CLT. More generally, it is consistent with the metaphorical conceptualization of judgment proposed by Boroditsky (2000). How metaphors can influence knowledge structure and consequently priming effects is a question of concern to psychologists. For example, we often call thinking “cold” and feeling “hot”. If this is also a metaphorical mapping, an asymmetric priming pattern might also exist between thinking of temperature and relying more on cognition versus affect. This is worthy of further investigations. 
Appendix 1

Overview of Experimental Conditions
                              Target Dimension

   Primed Dimension       Spatial    Temporal   Social    Hypothetical

          Spatial           x          x         x        x

          Temporal         x          x

          Social            x                   x

          Hypothetical       x                             x
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