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KR RBABTIUL; RAARETEL; AL
HEES  B842: C93
1 3l5

%ifi %2 % WV (anchoring  effects) & ¥& 7F A Hf 22 1
WS I 5 e sk b, AATT B A BB AL T 4 52 B
e d B I BUE AR BRI AR A 1 52w, AT AR
h 2 JR S HEAT TR AR Al o, AR b R A A A
o5, 81T WAL T g5 SR 1) 12 G (D e
2T EU AL T, R ) BB AN T 1
Ff ) 7 f 22 I % (Tversky & Kahneman, 1974). 4l
i, 5 2 A B R A 2 A

(1) 8x7x6x5x4x3x2x1 =1

(2) 1X2x3x4x5x6XTx8=?
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(Epley, 2004; Epley & Gilovich, 2004, 2001). %
il 7k A T (Mussweiler & Strack, 2000a, 2000b;
Strack & Mussweiler, 1997). XU L% (Epley &
Gilovich, 2006, 2005; ¥R, 2'EK3, 2008; ),
BLf, BbeR], 2007)LLAGAFI R B (T ER, 2
K3, 2008; HhER, AW, TEKE, 2008; Qu,
Wang, & Luo, 2008; Qu, Zhou, & Luo, 2008;
Jasper & Christman, 2005), FEAIA2H 1S W22
Z£(2008) L A T 1 45 (2009) I WF 5L 2504 .

B 5 RN B AR R — MR R R Y, B A
NEE AR5 R W e sk ol 3 T — & iR AR
YEFl(Shah & Oppenheimer, 2008), {H &4 1EH 4
25 NI P35 Sk i B g ), 45 AT sk
HUB WO 25 . TR BT oY RN, A e RN AT L
A3 A M 7= 42 B B o0 f 2 (Bpley, Keysar, &
Gilovich, 2004) . W} F {f i1 fif % (Thomas &
Handley, 2008; 5k, #351e, A EE, 2008).
% ¥ M % (Galinsky, Mussweiler, & Medvec,
2002) . £ EE AW W 2 (Englich, Mussweiler, &
Strack, 2006) . & i M 2 1 2 W {25 (Brewer,
Chapman, Schwartz, & Bergus, 2007) UL & L5215
S e rp P A 9 5 85 (Cress & Kimmerle, 2007),
Heilsem T &P &5 9 AT 9 F0 &P ol
R, kY 2R A 5 32 R B 52 (Simonson. &
Drolet, 2004). *J i %4 i 9% H b5 5% W (Jiang,
Coulter, & Ratneshwar, 2005). X} ¥4 3% # 7 4 #
J4J W 1) 5% M (Chandrashekaran & Grewal, 2006) %
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SR B 3 KB i (Nelson & Simmons, 2005)
& BB AE L 5 E W AT N (re-design)
(Dixon & Colton, 2000)F1 47§ [ i ' (Kataoka,
Latham, & Whyte, 1997)t8 & = £ 4 e i 22 . [R1k
TTJ& AT LU 2550 Hh ke S B0 0R 2D i e 280 Y. 1) AT 5
Wi (%) Tt A 9T, DA AR AT ) T e S
P Rl T R W 2 s S

KT Hif e 280N i R 35 IR AT 9 E0UR T R
AT FTIE 2 B A [R) 28 B[ 5l 58 R ATE5E oy, A )
T L4 K o 2000 (1) 5% il DR 38 A AT T R
SRR, JEHRH T — S8R X N ) J8 f 9 2> 52
B4 A5 B R A T s i, H R A
IR AT e sk A IR, DUE AATT AT DR [
K 72 1 5 I as FH AE Y 1R 0] 55 S o A o I
FEMTRAE o BT AN TR S 20 )l 0 3L 7 AR LA
HEAME, HmHEERA—EZE R (ERE, A
Y, 2009; A0, IRE W, L, €A, 2008),
R T U H RN AR IR X 3 & S N 1 56
Mo BRI 25, A SO 43 53l 0 AN TR b S8 Al 7 R0, 14 5% T
DR 25 B T 0 it dE AT o3 B 5 U A

2 SHESL B2

WE T — AR 51 A B 78 0B 1) BT 998 5
R 8 RN AT 328, A A B 4 1) 28 Bt A 2D 5K
ARG 5| e (PR 22 20N RN A% Gl e RN, — b
FCHIMR N 5 | 5 PR i 7 RN Bk by A A 8 Y, AR
P 4l 1 SR R RE Hh B R B 5] R S RN I R 2
h RS Y, BARIR
2.1 R ERE

A% 45 4% 32 3N (traditional anchoring effect) &
ARV H Tversky A1 Kahneman (1974) ¥ 0 3{
28 H A SO T P A I E N . TR,
Fe ik gl B s e i, M r L% B —
ABUEIE, B — A s i P AR ) B
e G B E K  Hoh o B E 4 b KT ik
RN TZBE? ) RE, 9D R R
e R Y 500 B AR TR T o B oy PR S B 1 40
%2~ Slfr b, X—“BEH =T o
TEPRAFNAE 1 00T 1k 33456100 10 F0 65 X P
NHUE . Gt aE R R, BOAR B AN T X LE b AL
ORI BT 5 H YT A WSS TR0k, (BRI
i R EL(65%) 55 S BG4 52 (L (10%) AT LE, i — 1%
L N A G S R i A =T (Y i VO D iR

S T B e S A T, A T A
W P 72, 3l 15 G0 Al N/ B Tl 8 RN
W5
2.2 EAREEME

e K i 58 AU N (basic anchoring  effect) s
Wilson, Houston, Etling 1 Brekke (1996) $&H 1)
Ji— P NI S, FRI AL — P A Rl R
— AT DR B AR R SR 1 L 48 6 ) T e R
R L T SR, A 15 e ¢ A 1) Al T
PR SE AR 2 o 11 Wilson 28(1996)7E — TiAIF 53,
L I H MR N S SRS, S URbAT]IX
AN BRI (S B B4 IR 1928~1935 2 (),
SR I kB R X AN 5 A AN R R AE R T
2k 5 P A 0T T L8l 5 A R BT G AR
3 20 0B A 0 B0 B S R, e L Al AT Al
“AMBEIEEEARIEAMANERERZ D 7 iR
FH, R ol B PR A, R X
LB AR BT TIARUIN T, w5 Bl 19 5
2 ) W 7 A2 4l I 22 o Wilson S FEIX PRI 5 FK
Z N FEA N, AT S TR RRAE D £
{8 )5 3175 20 (numerical priming paradigm).

H 4R Bewer Fil Chapman (2002) A b X ik
A E RN MR M 59 IR &, AR R T
Wilson Z£(1996) {546 Eu X, (HIT RIF 5T
(Reitsma-van 2006;
Mussweiler & Englich, 2005)K T J& 3 5 =0
(subliminal priming paradigm) [t /7 ¥ LI [a] % 3K
SN % E 4 (subliminal anchor), #1%&
T 70 1 X AR T s A A S Al T R 1]
TV TR Al O R AR T B B AR Critcher Al
Gilovich (2008) & ILHL -1~ 1H (target) F I A B )2
ffi (incidental environmental anchors)t £ 5 F4ff
TERUN I A, E e i) D0 AR S S LG O
& Bewer 55(2002) 7 A A (140 BRAE B Pl s 36 =
Ja 2, AR 8 5 I e S vh A T e s
AR T A B N IS
23 BEAWENE

Epley Fl Gilovich (2001) 7EWFFT 1 & BLHR 5
At T8 AR YR S bR A LAREE AT A A B R A0
(experimenter-provided anchors) fl [ & 4 (self-
generated anchors). 2L A7, AP I $5 1 55 o 2L A
NBEBRAN S AE, Q48 v < 0 (1) P 2 K
KTIERRET 69 55«69 5t & Sl 42 ik 1)

Rooijen &  Daamen,
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—FRe H R TR RS B C DRI SR
IR BRI A0 BAT A LB bR, wide
i) <M B ATUAT 4 I e 3 O S g, th TR A
FRATESEH AE 1776 SEARAL, SRR > 08 N A
HEAA, #kat & 1776 48— A HieE, &
JE IR, X HC17767 82 AR . AR
2V (self-generated anchoring effect) sl & il H &
B B0 R A 2E, BRI S B AN RTE A
FEEA R 2 5 RGNS SO T2 B &
[E] A2 F 20 o 5 £ 5 (R R ) S Wi g 7 2 Al
T 2% .

LI > N 1 T = W s i I NS i U~
B 58 RO, HAH R I P AR B & AN AR R . R
WF 50 2 W A% 5 4l 5 0N A2 i T4l e 45 8 I8 X
JA 3 A5 Bl IE T B0 (Mussweiler, 2002, 2001;
& Strack, 2000a, 2000b, 1999;
Mussweiler & Neumann, 2000; Strack &
Mussweiler, 1997), [ A i 5 &N W) & i 344
e AU B EAE A AR — AR IR R, BEAT A R
W S HH (Epley & Gilovich, 2006, 2005, 2004,
2001; Epley, 2004), BF50E iAo i e 5808 A7
TEXCI EALH e T30 55 1R B 5 5 2 T T 1) A
%€ (Epley & Gilovich, 2006, 2005; Qu, Zhou, &
Luo, 2008; Hh¥R, Z'EKHE, 2008). IFEWIfhE 4%
(2007)%F XL FR Gl 43 I T 56, B SR 2080 0 PR 8L
IR 3R] T A, E A AR
AL 73 TR 2 DA IR R IR DR U, AR B 5
BN 5 A8 G s SOV I AR B AT, RS R
AR, N THLE Y B TR A AR
Jr AR YE, BEAH B ROV A E R S B R B AL
B, SR SR 20 42 1) 77 2t e o) 5 A A
SE RN I A, N I AT B2 BT AR
AT A 78 70 R A A o IR ke, AR
SO0 o S T R 80 (R i WL HEAT X 43
B B — s R BRI, WA i THLH) AT e 45 %
s AT HAEH, ARRAITTUE 7 4k S0 BLEATIR ST -

3 i EN M EEZERER

AT PTIR, A7) A 2 ARl e 20 I AT 5T v X
5P AL B AN, S m D R A SR, Dk
SRS O3 B AR ST A RN R AR S RN
I A N PR 5 W D) 3R R AT ) O
3.1 fE 455 E RO B R 0 BE 2=
3.1.1 HE R BHFE

Mussweiler

TE 5 R AL 804l 58 N (W A LR BE KA B,
i 72 A A B [P IR 35 2 0 Bl S 0N R R A
Wi o Q1 5 AR IR DK/ B2 S T TR B AN IR 7 AR
FISREE . mAit TR E M, KEsTE
BALMI S TF (Tversky & Kahneman, 1974). ANATAT
f#i(implausible anchor, ¥&-fli vI{E~F4%0W =
1A b e 25 K LA AR I B 55 7T 4T 4 (plausible
anchor, 87l THE I L — PR ZE T
BB ) 25 T B B RN W 7= A, BATRE T B
TR SN IS R], 7R B BHI A S5 B B, il 3 3
FA) T~ 340 25 RN IR) LL 5 o 0, AELTE 40 P T AT 55 1
FH BT A S 1 B (Strack & Mussweiler, 1997);
J& R ST B IR — J7 1) () T A AN WA A B0
B i WA T 8 2 78 32 30 W] AT 4l 20 A IR 45 1k
T, BN W% 2 2 7 (Mussweiler & Strack,
2001) {HFGFE R I AZ, B BUE = AR A &
BEL T AR AT B A7 BRURE, B RN A 5 X5 e 3O
7= 4 T 5% W (Oppenheimer, LeBoeuf, & Brewer,
2008; Wilson, Houston, Etling, & Brekke, 1996).
UE AN I8 A BIF 9T 3R B — AN R B 16 S 2 {H (precise
anchor) bR % f) 44 52 {8 (round  anchor) 7= A [ 4l
58 RV /N (Chris & Dan, 2008) . 11 4 52 1 5 B 1Y)
WG dan 5 3 492/ T o 5 B 4 R A S AR
N 7% A5 5% Wi (Juslin, Wennerholm, & Olsson,
1999).

JEK, i E AR R IE L (applicability) 15 4
% 1 (representativeness) 1 23 X 4 5 2 MY 7= 2E 52
M. Mussweiler £l Strack (1997) I 73 W 4
JA BT 55 1 P 25 1B Ji5 260 0F 0 W AT 55 19 Y A L
Y BB AR E RN KN, BT
LU )G 3 BT e B A s SN T B . B S BT 4
PEl: < GRS T 150 KIELMT 150
K27y WG YR BOAE S AW A ) <22
BRI RS RZ 2?7 WG 4EEA—SUNAT
SHIW R “Ph=EFRITRRERZ D2 7, 450
U G 4 B — BUE 45 4 B S B0 e RN 8
i TR YE A — BT 45 WA A T
M 3 24 25 P9 25 (R AR 1 U0 552 e 7 i 5 O 1) 1)
R, A ARKNE I S BT 55 4 o A 15 fe S5 1) 1 I
b 22 7= 2 [ A 0% (assimilation effect), a2 &
5 BUR AN TR, AR R BURM AL T HE
R NES WA AR, B2 a5 A W45 1)
WA FIRE T A — B A S, e (E B
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5 J5 100 4 W g 2 7= A2 6F LU 2308 (contrast effect),
39 2 v B A T T B A A T LR Al
N

312 gEhEE

IR 5% W A% 28 T 0N ) AN A RE AR
HIATE 5T ZEAR 7 T KSR 4 BB (expertise) 1X —
A7 8 . Mussweiler 1 Strack (2000a, 2000b) A
i F R B R T I = R U7 25 e A 4 A 8 AL
MR A, B oG, WA —AN N HE T ) S,
A 2 Z B4 AR, T B e A2 TR EL
R E A R . FLR, —SE g n Re S
AT R EARREETE, HAT RN — L T
T AT o 91 22 A K T S A T UV LT K
B2 DI, — AN AR RE SR KR B — A
S /ME AN AR, A Bl 4 41X AN 48 - A 28 4y 3]
W, 18 XA L R AT 55 . XA
B4 € A5 BB AR R AN o AN, G B
BOR AN R0 T I 0 0 0 T, SO AT (R T 2
AR, BREEE R 2 A B CA . ik
PRI LT L AT W o I W3R e B ) %2 2
B AT B, A O & B T
LAY o S IR D

HAR L 5B TR B R T LUK 8 N )RR
PR R B RS, ARVE 2 AR ST AR B K
SR BE I A B W B A% G A e e 2T e S
M=o i Englich 558 NS RN AR LS
b At ) ) R W, TRt T R GEE)IE A
LHREARERENIN KAL), #3500 % 52
HE I T DG B A5 R R RE I, AT 5 B T I ZE 1
7% (Englich, Mussweiler, & Strack, 2006; Englich
& Mussweiler, 2001). 75 B 2240k b, 654 w5
SR £ X P9 RFBE AR A N )RR A R
2 1k ¥ i (Brewer, Chapman, Schwartz, & Bergus,
2007). A by Hu ™ AU, B3 ™ 28 20 0 s
B AG P A 4 32 3 TG OC B 8 5 B I B 2 M
(Northcraft & Neale, 1987). Rt T & K10 H:
FE o] 5% ) £ 8 0 280N, HAE AL L =5k —
BT
313 EEE &

T I T Y S 8003k b I 5 1R 5 i A P B SR Bk
ZRNEM, KEiFo R 29 AT T AR S 4R
25T A 7R A0 T B A T RS R R B, DT B
BT BOAIW R 22, NATIAE A7 T RS T B

S T 22 (0 S S A 0 T, AT S A T T
HEHf(Englich & Soder, 2009; Schwawrz & Clore,
2007) IXALLF- R B PR AR ELEL K 1, AR
AR TE AR 5y 5% B 3% 5] g 25 DA Je A28 1 4 22N
JAIWT 5 R TR S I, OO R R AN TS T s N
%+ . BodenhausenZs(2000) %k I Ak F 1540 1 &
) 1 L v e et 3K 7 2 R A RO T R, 5T
IR, "IRe i T E L pelE T2
H /8% (Englich & Soder, 2009; Schwawrz & Clore,
2007), MM 7F=4 T K& I8 e — Bkl a s B
JET 5 80T BRI E W 22 (Strack & Mussweiler,
1997). EnglichMlSoder (2009) {572 B & 5 50
T RE R 48 71l e N EAF AR HARH, 2%
F v ARG 4T I B R R 1E 46T I Rt
PR A () W e 2 e B 2 e TR AR T R AL
rp 05 1 28 A N BRI I g A R R E e 2 AT
WEMEZE R, H AR 4B b PR 1 g A
HH T 4 B 8 s 2 B Ko

It4h, AranaflLeon (2008) if & HLHE 45 15 4
TE RN I A 2 T BRI Ze Ik DG JR, Bl AN S 1 4
RS R—ANURLIC R, B8 Y IR 50 S B Se R
11 28 D R IR ATG T 38 3T PR A, 7 1~ 35 58 B8 1) 3810 —
A EAK AT, SR BE A 1 26 0 R B 0l e AN B
WG aR . Arana S5\ NI R AR PR A I 45 0 8K
RER AT 25 52w B AR i e ), i H 2
R T B0 B R U R G AT AT R B .
3.1.4 MEAERM

i B RN — P AR ISR, 7R
WA RN, AL A NI 4 75 5 52 Bl
TEAT BRI FEMIE? Mcelroy 1 Dowd (2007)
SKHIT TIPL 1035 4R 9Y T K 0 AR 5 4 o 2%
R OCER, ABATIRIE 5T A IRAE I JBCrtE 3 B vh 4353
v 4D A8 A TET o) 8 D A S I BT 7 AR ) A R R
FUBR O, T H A e DR 3R ) I 8 2 A AT B
A E P AR T R ENEE R
Mcelroy 1Ak Ji BRI R BETE T~ JCPE & R AN 4 T

TOTIPT R R0 K AR R R 1) % (1 1R B A 1) %
(ten-item personality inverntory, TIPI), i% I % /& i Gosling,
Rentfrow fll Swann (2003) #ifilf¥]. TIPI KH 7 mii¥ et
BERW ARSI E B R SRR BEAT VRS, R AR
TP ANFIE AP (g e, AEE, W ERE), JL 10
ANTH o« KEDFFLTEUEY TIPL A7 RAF 1045 3%, TIPT i3
AT 935 P A P S AN TR DR T A TR 3 110 2 5 1 b A W
POUEGRYE, T4 T2 A8 R I A R A% 22 e
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1) 3-SR AZ A, R PR 05 2 58 O B, i
RN BB 7 A R A A i X A AR

FRO Ut 1, AT ot T JC A A el 2 0 4 o £ 5L 2k
AT 2T, A — BUPE A B A B e

I8, PR WAL T T e, R
BRIl it 22 o

e 4h, Jasper Al Christman (2005) & & BLAN &
05 8 RN B H A7 AR % “H) F (handedness)” 72
S, R0 AN () PR A T R (DA 1) 4 0 £ SV
SeHEI R I A () 8 B D B 0 RN o A% R E AL
N e, <3 Fl F- (strong-handers)” LL < & F) T
(mixed-handers)” 3% B H 5T 5 1) B4 5 2800, {H G 1
PR OGN B A5 B R VR A5 45 B B A K e S,
A ZE R EE AT, AT R A T A
WItEAREEZER N T WHR F RS i
BN KR, AR — DA T & ) ik
Ja R (R A T AR g5 Al T 8xTx6x5%4x3x2x%]
(e AR, GRS 2 Al BN T 1x2x3%4%5%6x%
Tx8 (1) e R 4k SR A T 9 R g AN IR %
R, AW IRIVIR A F) T2 B0 H Bl E 20 B o
FF I E T K, Jasper A X FE & THF
R FE AN [ PR A A4 1 T 2 fig A TGN 035 B AN [ 3
B o AR kg R] 75 AN (7] 4 8 1 st b st R T R R A A
FHRUAREESHINE RIME? XL
HE— 20 0 A e 0. ) i B e E AT VR N R T A g
A
3.2 EAXRHEEM LA F N E R
3.2.1 IR AR

Englich (2008) 1A 4% S AR 4 e 0] 4 8 24
1D 5% T BT B8 52 R T 5 B I 28 R, AR Sl
AN T ET S W AT 55 1 SR B AL T B
W, AN 552 8% FAE Re B2, T A A
TE LI AR ) 25 52 BB SRR B RE I 52 .
Wilson#% A (1996) (K1 5T 3 W] J1 AR IH (1 4 il UL

T AN A E RN (R, O ) T A D,

HURTR S 52 B8 E EH R/ R2 I . Englich (2008)
E TR T 1 A 2R A A A A T A S S B
T, AR KA AR L KA RN b A,
— S A G s AT S BEAT A [ v Y
B MBS A VP4, 5 2 U3 o e Al i 2
JNEAIF FE 9 3 HEAT 28 [ v 2L 7 A R B 6 A DR A
G ROR BUAEAL G E BN, <L KA AR L
AR TR RE DL T4l R, L A I 5 B

AR FEMEZER, MAAEREAMNE RN, HAF<IE
LRI T H 0 SO, < ST S B AT
PR S5t PR A TR F AT 2 %5 1L 22 5+ - Kaustia,
Alho 1 Puttonen (2008) FJ H I 4% 4 2 2% M. W ¢
e 0 B T B PSR o I RN B AT TR AR,
SRR LR ZE I H T A 5 f i aRn
)& 5 B2 By 52 B 1 2 T R Al 8 AE B IR S e
BN R K 2 i 1 3 B I B D (1 ) T e 22
T Tl MU A Tl R, FEAES
SE 0N R AR KRR B BT AN I R
T SR AN A0S S BT Y H AR AR T ) B 22 B AN
B oy % BIFEAA A5 R R K50 o
322 HEER

FEFEAG E BT, 5 R BB 7T K

AN PR IE 5 I 1 9 7 4 (subliminal anchoring) b,

S0 B IR ) W e S A R, A I e s ) E A
P TR < I VR 1 7. o= W A 1 <0 S 1
(Mussweiler & Englich, 2005) . Reitsma-van
RooijenfllDaamen (2006) fiff 57 135 B JL 45 £E W) 1]
H 03 TR A 2532 B — A PR 5 I R v A R
SV T 7 A 0 I 22, A 9 A vl L VB AR AR
Bl 3 BB e AL T B e AT I TR R R
AR ) DT ke S FR) e 1K 350 A A B v IR ) S
2R R Ve N )N P T o st o N 1 DA RS
2R, Wb 20U — I IR B, AT RS D R AT
T P T RO T, A L 2 O T Sk i T
LA Bl il 52 A5 RO REAT FI IR, TR gt 2 %5 5
% B4 A7 B IR 7 AR BE A B N IR .
3.3 BREEM RN E R
3.3.1 LR

PAE i e GG 1B O N T < ¥ VAL LN
Wilson 55 (1996) 1 55 56 7 IR BT A 93 4 45 )k 18 1F
AT R Tl 5 28I ) T A AN 2 o AR A E
IAET 4G S 7o R P N Y N Sa Y O I
W AU IE ) fi PR AR SRR R B . 1
A G54t e BN A St R, Strack FllMussweiler (1997)
PRI 9 40 5 B P00 A — 58 B B b AT DGR A A )
AT 77 A R R 5 RUNE, AN B W AT AT R 7 A ) B
SE RN o AFLIESR 19 R B 280 S t AN BB
18 0y 2 RABUAS 78 23 T HE AT AT e 5 Al T A )
i AT B, TR BRI, X
AR RZE i MRS, R )
ML BE A HE 120 8 5 R B 3 1 I B AN T 9 2 i 2
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BN =40 2 Epley Al Gilovich (2001, 2005) 1
WF 5 2 B 70 1 3K 1E 2K (9] 25 4 o 280 Y. vk 3R 1 55 )
RUHT, e dh T o0 T4 8 RN AH M5 BT, I
PR AR ATT 7R $E T R S B8 5% 7 3k A 3X B e A
I, gt Ae A s> TR R E RN R, R
TR T T 0 A% S8 A 8 AN A B AT S W . Epley Hil
Gilovich (2001, 20053 38 ok “ 4= B Wb 1 77 15Kk
HEWU S P m B SRR R W B B, 45 R
A <G BRI A I A8 R T Lk 35 T 52 B B R A
SEAF B MR, 74 T 8D Il 2=, HiX R
T HV B A s AR G T Y A . X
Ut ) LA B0 1 R A 8 N R AR T S, MR
B B L B3R N
R
332 INHIEE

Tift 92 B OB DR 20 B R N A
K%M . 40 EpleyflGilovich (2006) fiidk H—4
e WA I SRR — AN 0 7 SR B R 43 AT

i E AT 55, 45 R R DUAE F R B 8 RO 1 5

1 0T SR B R LA A S T SR A R A
Tl R A I R AR . A AT T S B =
M BRI T A RS AN BT VSN
N, SRR WIAE H R A e AN A S A A N PN
RS TR 48 3 D) B DA 60 R 285 1 4 k110 )
SE i 25 5 /N . Epley A Gilovich (2006) #t— 247
TURWFTUI AE ARE, AATTAE B R 2 XK T S
05 38t — 8 43 b 25 12708 I P A PR Y 4D R YL W Y
ARk HEAT 4 5 SN R SR AT 5%, SR RWIAEH
R 58 20T e v I8 W VI 1 T (R S R A G g
77') H e s 3 ) B R 39 IR RN e o) il TR
Z WP, AT RN AR E RN, R X
SN AP R A AR G AN B R . X
2 YA AT A BN T SRR . A BIDIRES A0
BRI 35 28 0 LA B R 8 02 2N = AR S, A TR
SR A PRRAS B AN A BT DL 4l e ) W7 AT 45
THEZWEEST), M — @B 3 RH
ek QA (0 N aake SO (SIS B 228 c el VN AL e St &
ATAT 51
333 AEES

W 5038 R I AN A4 N 3B AE & B R e BN
WL . I EpleyMGilovich (2001) ik—
R A 2 R R R B S kAT, )
R “PR3R7AT h, S5 R ILAE B A e N1 5

rp, 2 I R R R Sk ECRE S AT O B
W 7 A X ) G S TR R R R B AT (], RSk )
5T [ 2 I TR) B S T S gk, ELR o
FE A 22 T K, AR TR A% 4 o 20N 1 S5 v R A U
1725t . Epley 45(2001)iA 01X i T~ 9 & Hfi 2 &L
P2 A 70 o PR AT S B0, W R b R
FEPNECE, AhE 4 PR R, RN
HIGA A T3 A VR, AT A T IR Al i
Teo MHAAT <RSI <47 S TR 5 5%
P i (Forster & Strack, 1997), [t 24 Z sk 33
ROk ik T R RV RN EE, A&
B W T D, 8 W TE K (Epley &
Gilovich, 2001). A7 HF 5T $2 A IR R 4845 &
2 B Al 25 5% W Al 8 N 7 A2 W1 Simmons,
LeBoeuffINelson (2008) FIAFFTA I, 24 AAILE
D TR o R (= 2 T OV g M N Ny B =1 R i R
AU, AR DME RN ZR M, AR S
R A T B A A T, iR s
A — Pl i 45 2 (beliefs): “AS 78 7 i 2% (insuffi-
ciently-adjusted) vs it 431 (over-adjusted)”, *F
R AN VA 5 e (E R R AT A A — 2P
MR HE . W SRk = A i o RS S, IR
il % -1 71 #E 29 (anchor-estimate gaps)id it T, il
SRR AR B BT A THE, T
AT W EAE &, oy Ik e -l B R KA,
TN 2 s (T I A T . SRS R PR AL X
AN T2 75 2 DA A, i SR Al (AR
UF, s DASCH 00T, A AT ]t < A0 H 0 BT, A0 T sk
T OO 8 - A T PR S BEATAG TF, W A B B,
H BB — MA@ A THE .

SRR, T 0T B A S 2N i) R 2R
FURR AT 0 B B, 0 G S RN 1 5 ) R 2%
RFEL 2, BR T S5 55 P 2 00 PR 2% 0 48 1R AR AE
RS TR P 5 AR P BEAT B ST LR, 1B 4R
FUT MR Z WG ST 125 A% S R R W52
EH, HEANTRETAEIEAS HAE &7 — 2 W,
HIX PR R AR AR, AN T 062D 4 E e 25 T
TG T Ao Ak, AR K ETFARER Y U
FEHHL. NS E&EHLE R GERm 8 R E
BRI ) R B, 0T A G Al R RN B s e, AR AT
PRI FRE AW, MR ] RETE 1L 404l 8 2.
BCHE AR B RN R A B R A B N e 3R Ol R
XAEW O TG AN BT B R4, I 5 P vl fg
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S T I AH FLSE e i A B 2O, 1T A5 o e
DRZR A A DR 32 U D 3 A g S A 1 52 i
TEH], SR ILIRE T REA- AT BT 57 o I IRATTIA
A Kl A HB A (1 20 B3k A i) & B AR
— B 25 e FOS RE AT W SRS L A E RN
5 W DR 3R AL O 2L AR LRI BT ST A IR
Ji T

4 D 8 TE SR O S M B T e TE

B E RN I G 5 BAT AN A B EAR G,
M g AR LR Rz, e B N AT g s S BOAAT]
T8 H 5 RS 7 A N O 22 o 1T S 2400 5 )
SE RN B IR AT T — e R B a5 AT,
T 2% o] e S AR ) R S, DA AAT o K FR
JE 11 JRE f 32 B & A 0 A5 IR IR SR ) gk 2D 8 E i
75, AFAF AR YT A 318 7 B B 5T R
I AU P 2 T EE AR, TR T R A S 28R T R
Wl (R B S8R AR T — 8 Wk SR, R SO AN [
SB[Vl O 2 B2 HH A I 1) SR 06T SRS
4.1 D 15 4 5 TE IR 2 HY SR S

Y %k $F 8 & ML Y (Strack & Mussweiler,
1997), #fi 8 N 1 7= A5 2 i 14 15 B R T
15 JE 2 18] 1) 3 R 20 OA PR T BOR, WO A 2 R R
AH A7 A5 B 2 IR — Bk oy US43 A 78 50 P 4
e Ativt, IF B I REEmZE. R2Z,
WRBENME PR EFE R SETEEZ
V) R 22 S P 2 A B PO LA AR L R T R R S AR
#7= 4= We ? ChapmanFlJohnson (1999) F)H t1
SNV T 1A G T2 8 7 < 10 40 i e 36 45
UESE T AR B o At ATT 1) 512 50 25 B 32 B dn ik ik
2 0% B bR 5 A ) 22 5, WO A
A5 40 A 0 22 A 5 I FRAR O RV Bk Al 58 AR
N A, AR AT BLAE — s B R b VR D A 8 D
ZE R T .

BEAk, Mussweiler, StrackfllPfeiffer (2000) 1)
SR A AT 4l 8 A5 B T R e A IE A IR X
) % — 2 TR A b AT DLk 2% 4% 4 i e RN I R
B o AT R AR A5 G0l o ROV A e, an SRk
T TR 0T A 8 A5 JEE AT 40 BT I [] IR R AT 5% Tl
{5 BN A S, ik il % B s e g e w
KEE ARG 5 e T X ANl (H 1 B AR
G AT XA e AN GG A, a5 R
RLHEAT 1K 26 J ) ST (0 43 L v A AT B
ARG D 32 B T E A B R sE g, RILH T

BN S I 25 . Mussweiler (2002) IBFIE A &
LAk S e S T E I R B
R I S S0P A e Al o A 22 S/ o X B RO AT 24
AT TR AL 284 58 BN Stk S, T 3R Sk o
TREF 2 G 5 MR AR A, 2 2 54
SR G B R W Sk, HRek
JUSE 5 SO H AN 2P, g e 5 OO B b gl /D IX
Tl el 5 Al 22 1R R o
4.2 DB AR E R E R

FEFEAG E BT, KEIFOR LA
ATT A B 0B e R R A i 22 7 A T 8
Miy(Wi: Englich, 2008; Kaustia, Alho, & Puttonen,
2008; Wilson, Houston, Etling, & Brekke, 1996),
WA RS P 5 H bR TR IR B2 BN R Y 2
BIFEAHE AR B X R WA WA TE AT
I AR ) W B < B 2R A A SR,
B 25 22 T A B U A 50 i T DL G T 3RATT
KR8 Bly, 70 THT %o 2R A 48 5 15 I PP ol fie B KR i
iy 2D 1 il 5 S BT O 2

HIKk, B W9 % (Paritosh & Klenk, 2006)
$2 <25 Eb 4 (analogical anchors)”— M & K 45 B)
FRAT B AR i 52 U R e SR I R B 92D A Al
2% . ParitoshfKlenk (2006) Ak AMIHEAE«SS
Lt #E47 (analogical estimation)” Rl M AZE T 57
AR AL PR 30 il B %o — AN R S BB 24T 05 S,
2 NALIZ B L — A E A BAE D LB hr dfE, IX Fof
AT BRI B AATTAG T 3E A 8
(AL 2 N, Atk rT BB 2 2R AR BLAHARLIN 2 8 AL < 1
D HEACRRUE o AENATTIEAS S22 17 51 DI AN 2 B
bR HEREAT LUBUR AU TR ST, ik AT REOR A
A A2 A R AR B JE BE AT < B AL 1 (causal
adjustments)”. W15 AATT[RIAZ 48 BLAH L) 2 8
R <RI, Al 32 AT A AR R < 3X AN 2 B AR B, AL
BWAR T WE T2 fe 7R A L XA
T DR SR AR T = AN DR 22 B R AH < BN B oy, AR
A Sl VA 3 s A TRy W =TI
N7 % . ParitoshflKlenk (2006) #JF 5% 45 S
2 WY <8 Ll << DR S U A SR AR <SR EL HE B
A AR S AL, R AT B A A e R
JEE b/l 5 A5 B BUR F W i 7% o Paritosh 4% A
MEFFE g T RAVVF 2 108 &, X2 W R 34T
LEREAT 2 AR SN, AN QT P s, T [z
JT A ARBL PR SENG S AR S, L &) U S0 56
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1 B R Al E BN T, WESUE (Epley &
Gilovich, 2006, 2005, 2001)% LA [ B HL 35 &
TN IR A5 45 35 00 7 TR 0] 8 o 200N 1) 58 B8 7
AT R, PR RE SR R IE R K B AL oR
iDL — 8 TR bk B R A R AR R E AL
B, 45T AN R DG T4l T8 20N AH G SR ) TS AT
DL D [ K 5 58 i 22 - Epley M Gilovich (2001) ¥
Wl AL, ¢ — AR VR R IR Tl AN
XIS, FEREE AT B T ok (s 50 p 0k A
PP E I ZE 1 A S — dH R R R 4T AT
il %, SR JE LR ARATIAE B R LA R AR G E N
PSR E &5 BRI B R R bz 8
B A Ak b ¥ 52 81 A 1R A K A TR R e 2 T
AN, FEREFVEZE R W)U Xl N
5 A AR T B R AR I R, R
WIS T BRAEMZE . X HRE R W R B A
TERN I G IAT T K E A, 13 KA B R4 e
BN —E W T i, T AR SN ISR
AL T LAE SRR B B AT TR AR
B AE S5 W OR 7 2R (R R W 25 . Epley AN
Gilovich (2005) W5k 2 Wl ik 4 £k B ah 2ok
FE R B SR HER 2R I B, TT LA D B
SEAMZE o IXFEIRFRATT, TEARHS PSR IR G SR FRAT) gk
AT NS, SRR ERE A R, Wik
—EFRE S R e 2

i Bonr s, H A ek > i e 22 1) SR g 35 B
JT 7 TN T+ DR 1) ] e D B 4R o AN A
I EAL SRl B BE A4 B = T, Bk
A8 FH << Jz 1) JEL 2 > S gk B I < SIS L i s S B v
W, MARAS b o8 2 S8 2 Al e AR B T S &
MR A5 R IR B M RE R, M 8 i
RN EOR O S SR =i [ | S LK = B s S ]
WORIC IR, PR U I g SR w2 A9 BRI 11 MR
2, M 9 G I ZE R T o T AE R I BE T,
P& 1 AN 03 SR IE B 2 8 a0 i 22 0 3 ML AT
DL 2 ook /D 1 R R 2 o (H X L SRS R —
B R R, A A T — AN B R R E R
W EAE PSR, R A SRV AT«
) B2 B2 HL R B R m s L, BRI R
I T TF 40 S B A R0 2% ek 2> - A E

ZE P B R T

5 NEERE

LRy AT, H RO S E N R 52 R 2% A
T TSR, WiieF BRE. seJi.
25 RIS A 72 e Ak 45 D] 35 25 0 A% 48 4l 58 RN 77 AR
0B IR e A= RS W DASA R A S A [ B S
A 8 N IR B R E R 1 5 e DR #
MAFE LA & N EN DR 2 RS & 55 . (HiX
8B 0 A AE S [R5 280 I S TR Ve X R AT
1), EAIF BRI AR T AT AR o Kk
PRAT I LA 7] o 288 4l 78 20N 1) A FURFAE, 4R HY
LR A, T B R B ) R K SR I A e A Bk
ATHE, A4S ANAITE H 8 A2 05 55 25 A 1 e ok
TR S bR G0 B e ZE, A R A BE Y 2 T
Wo KTHERNMPREE, BT L%
(2009) 5 2= 5 55 (2008) 48 H {1 JL AT LAAh, BATTA
R SR WAk AT B2 N BL TR = A O Tk AT
Bt

(1) AT DA i 5 25508 DA 00 AL ik AT $R
5o HBFFE TR NI T AR, AR
T RGERARREA E A E B . Bk HLi
T RS | P E SRR, T E AT R
45 2 P HERE Y 3R (Nelson & Simmons, 2005).
Petrov F1 Anderson (2005) 7EfifFT NI
AR H2 T el DA AL 2 T <l e AR T
(anchor model)” 2% i) i e 1)~ i R Wikl 1
Ji 7R, Petrov fil Anderson (2005) A AATTZERL H
JAIWT PRI, S S & Bl AR AT 15 I
LERFFRIG T, M — /Nl S (stimulus) 2 HL7E
“HEE R AT R 4 (the perceptual
subsystem)#t & @ 37, W IXASHNEEAT N HES
XA HS M (the target magnitude) ik = 1E N
—MdIZ R, KR T 5 AL A |
HEAT 35 4, ARG B M0 3 B HL I (the anchor
selection mechanism)#t 2 & ok il — > B — 4
BN M, XAl EE T DU s R ) A
(the anchor)&7~; BEA & IEHLHI(the correction
mechanism) g 2348 8 M FI4# E(EH A AT
B, R eMIZmP5< A& 1 (a correction I); WIH 1
PIEAE S O PR, R R AR G s N 7R 3K i B v
BRI S5 AT 4 R (response). BEAN, Witk 117
WEAIE 0 1042 IE S FE RIS, BRias I
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SEAT A LR PE I NAT A Re f)a, PIRPES]
HL A (18 1E R 58 &) AN Wt 56 397 55 AN [ 16 4l 8 5 4
T 50 i B AR ) P FEIR A, TER I N TR AR
AN T T —UGARE 04T A, At ik
AW Z IR . Petrov 5(2005)42 H 73X AN <4l
FEREI A T R T — 8 MR 7R, AR RAF 5]
DL 2%k 1 4 AN R IR 04 B 0 ax A A BN
F LT AT 4l R 0 B O B, IXREAME AT
DL 75 A7 AT B B 6 AR S A A0 1R PN S A B
AL, LB e A N S A B ek 2> il
i 22

S ——M / | \R
~

K1 SfE BRI EE S, WIREUE M, Hi A, BIER
H 1MW R. (5] B Petrov & Anderson, 2005, p. 392)

(2) 18 By 28 LUl R 1) 28 Db 5 7 8 o A
1€ . ParitoshF1Klenk (2006) 7Exf“HK L4 5
BB RN G RER T, R T — AN
HART . “KNACK”, Ml A “KNACK”H 64~ 2
B QM EIZ R A BB F(m=75); @ik
B A AL ) 7 A D B @ T S R B H g
(projedtability) SR A £ & & 15 & — AN AT 4, OFF
FE A ) B I R R R T R SR R R R
IR EAE; ©FE AN PR IE R W EE . a) 70 244 441
T B, o) BRI G & iy 1) PR kAT
KA 3%, ©F BT A IS A A 380 AR A e R a
J& A& o Paritosh 1 Klenk (2006) [ 57 45
TR AE R L HE S A (5 A R 2
fr, e AT L — 5 R b i e e 22 R 5 0 At
VIR $E H 3 <28 LAl s 10 R 38 ] 8 R AN 2
ANFEA I, E AT BE R B TR AR RS Sk R R
PR, R gh T I b T — R A B 0 18 4 Ek
DRI G &R, Al i 1) T4 2 Il 2, X
ZARR . Wtk —ok, ANMASTH S RS R R
AR WA TR AR 52 e A e 22 K, X2
T R AR AR 5 X 26 R 048 132 48 2 A
A 2% T R A E ANV WE 2 R SR I 7 B £ 1t SR U
AT R T

) IF R T4 e BN MIDDS Y5 L FE R 4
B B AR 1 H 28 SR, AT I 46 A5 Bh o S LT

R B P 3K 32 FF R i (decision support systems,
A% DSS) il B AATEAT 2 R AL I g s, fH A
KT P % I DSS & 4t > WAL T K« George,
Duffyfl Ahuja (2000) %t XF 4 58 848 5 &k X TT K
T —ADDS Z G¢ 1 B 35 B A AT A vk S I 6 4
5 58 BN I P2 42 . Northeraft#Neale (1987) K15
FU A UE W BT 7 57 o A B X T 2T 992 ol ) R
B, BlR s a2 A S —AN T —
FEZ BV e AR B, M e mE. T2
George 5 (2000) X AN ¢ T b5 2 85 45 11 FLSE R k.
PR M AT ENL L BRI, et o T —
BEDSSA L. {EIRFTITIRHT, DSSAZ H o= M
KT b5 BAASRAR B s = SA0R i i fE
S B PO BT R AR SGEAT Y, Bl
FRAL T s KR AT A B AL A I DSS R Gkt A
s T, SR O A B S R A A E
. SR KEI, [FHDSS RS M 2% 351
Wt PE B AT 32 2078 1 1 w1k S5O il v A A 1
WHE 2, 4 w22 AH AR T % A 1 HDSS & 4t
MBI, E P 20 4 i e & (W AN R Al o e 0T
FVEE o XK T A% GOl 58 RN s
HIX FF AN WRAE DSS FR 46 2k 25 T 6 4 1 i 22 1) 24
TE R SCHFAE T o A% S0 78 RUONW % B ) 2 o

SENBLS, EFFFR PR S EE S H AR
2 TRy 22 5« 5 SV 5 A IO AN 5 BRI 55 W] DA DK
DA G R B N I 5 ¥ (Mussweiler, 2002;
Mussweiler, Strack, & Pfeiffer, 2000; Chapman &
Johnson, 1999), KIILTERKMIDSSHR LW FIT K
PR HT RUIIN X 48 PR3 2 B A kSR, oD
B E AW ZE . Fischhoff (1982)A ki 2b 1 i i 22 3=
FAAWRDER: B, k. /BRI, 4
W, AR R vy DL < 5 g AR A e 22 1 W] RE T
3 H i 2 1 5 T 5 B AR N ) D IR B s M
B, ASE AR ART AT DL S il i ) W (0 T VA AT 4R

* Y3 52 FF & 48 (decision support system, i #% DSS): &
A By v R e 0 s . BEART SN AR, BN HLAS B 2Qadk
AT S M B AR S5 AL R I T SN R R 2
FAE B R G (mis) 0] 58w — G0 AR IR e BE AR B
HRG . ©NPRFF A B ) 8 A B P
Heod ROy Z I, P &M E R IR A AT T A
B v sfe 2 B v R K R B R . YRR R A 4
LA S S VLR 7 = I A T~ T 7 N R U 17 S
4y FINHLAE H A5 o
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Anchoring Effects:
Types, Influential Factors and Intervention Measures
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Abstract: Anchoring effects refers to a phenomenon that an irrelative anchor biases a subsequent numerical

judgment under uncertain circumstances. The influencing factors and intervention measures vary

considerably according to different types of anchoring effects. For example, traditional anchoring effect is

affected by the characteristics of anchor information, ability variables, emotional factors and individual

differences. The basic anchoring effect is affected by expertise and time pressure. The self-generated

anchoring effect is affected by motivation variables, cognitive factors and internal beliefs. Future studies

could focus on exploring cognitive processing mechanism, the process of analogical reasoning and DDS

system in order to help reduce the anchoring bias.

Key words: anchoring effects; traditional anchoring effect; basic anchoring effect; self-generated anchoring

effect



