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👫 20 x autistic adults; 20 x matched controls (matched 
on age, gender, alexithymia and non-verbal reasoning)

💻 4 blocks of 25 trials; different levels of influence

🏆 Risky decision-making scores for self/other trials 
(proportion of trials opting for riskier option)

🏆 Influence scores: difference between risky 
decision-making score of influence level and 
baseline (50% influence) for each condition. Positive 
scores represent a shift towards the direction of influence in the 
condition.

🧠 Knowledge of previous choices 
made by others influences risky 
decision-making1

🧠 Different risky decision-making has 
been observed when choosing for 
oneself compared to others2,3

🧠 Social influence has been found to 
be less effective in autistic
individuals when the social 
information is presented using 
social stimuli such as faces4

🧠 Autistic individuals exhibit difficulty 
switching between representations 
of oneself and others5
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Does risky decision-making differ 
when deciding for oneself and 
others for both autistic and non-
autistic adults?
Does social information 
(represented conceptually via 
tokens) influence risky decision-
making above and beyond non-
social information for both autistic
and non-autistic adults?
Does the strength or direction of 
the information have a role in the 
decision-making process?

📊 Risky decision-making ANOVA (GROUP x RECIPIENT)

📊 Influence ANOVA (GROUP x INFLUENCE TYPE x 
DIRECTION x STRENGTH)

• Direction (p = .012); Group (BF01 = 3.9); Influence type 
(BF01 = 7.4); Strength (BF01 = 6.0)

📈 Performance on a task of facial expression recognition6

was significantly related to social influence score (r = -0.41,
p = .021) but not non-social influence score.

✏ Risky decision-making did not differ when 
deciding for oneself compared to others 
for either autistic or non-autistic adults

✏ No difference in the effect of influence
was found based on the type of influence 
(social or non-social) or group (autistic or 
non-autistic) 

✏ The direction of influence played a role in 
the decision-making process, with 
significant influence exerted when the 
influence directed individuals towards the 
less risky option. 

Implications
✏ Theories of autism should account for no 

differences in social influence when 
information is presented conceptually

✏ Models of the decision-making process 
should incorporate the direction of 
sources of influence 

Boxplots of influence scores for each influence type, direction and strength 
condition.  * Denotes significant difference from zero (one sample t-tests)

*   *                  *   * 

1. Sample decision 2. Sample feedback

3. Risky decision

Influence

Influence typeRecipient

Blocks Levels of influence

Recipient Influence type Strength Direction

Self Social Weak Less risky

Other Non-social Strong Riskier

No significant effects:
Recipient (BF01 = 2.8)
Group (BF01 = 2.1)
Recipient*Group (BF01 = 1.7)

BF01 factors: values of 3-10 and 1-3 indicate 
moderate and anecdotal evidence for the null 
hypothesis respectively.
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