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AMEAHATELELFEN FH AR LR T hE . LA A —RRXELRF, EXALD

P, BEAR—HHXREEM IR TEE—KNGFEE, MAHNRER Y, FA—HKHLREEMIRTELE
R—HHE L. THEMRFNEEF AR Em TEAMLE L, TAE—ZRE EMBELA AT,
RE, WA FIRZAFT ARFEANRAE, HEAIRAEE—KBR LY T @Hn, LRFTRTREL.
KER AL, IARMBE—BBUL; THEMEFMNER; AR E i TAEA

HEKS B4
1 5|8

15 B ARy e 2 EARRAE, (2 AR R A A
BB EAH, AT REERTT B, HAH
SARTHE . BB, AT TR EEATT
B, WOBHE & mWHRMEE [, X
Tk s R, 23T A A O A R e P, BD
T8 B S T {7 2 (prior beliel).

SEHIF A& (prior belief)$8 & T — F M, MAE
2 hNERE AR REWERE . Wiy, H
TF B UE(Murphy & Mason, 2006), —266JF 57 B,
FE A TR SEHT FEUE &, ARA AT RE 2 by 1
FH X FAE B Bk £ 5 T 53 7 (Bohn-Gettler &
McCrudden, 2017; van Strien, Kammerer, Brand-Gruwel,
& Boshuizen, 2016),

XS] AR B AETE—E B G X,
MR A B a5 &, 51 S8 ATEZ E
AU RS Y, R e Se R Bk, B S
A BN, Kahan % A (2012) % B, 78 2 BRASBE
[ R F, R A R U B O AN J2 B 27 ) 132 7K F
B RO BRE ), R A AT A S A S A
(ERU
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AW FEHIE S — 2, LN ARG S —20mME
B, P HERNNRE(E A S EA LTRSS
A5, LU RIFRE S —BO M SO B . flh0,
XFFFHUR SRR A F X — . REEA
FE PR L FE SR (A & IR AaxHm =, F
HLER S JCF W45 ARG & — 2 E &, Pl
A FENEBMEEESA—BMER.

EHBRNEE T, M ZEENERFAC
L A5 A N UL S ], 5 L B RIS A X7 4
ARTEEE, DI E R H B A CE A mME
7% (Kendeou, Walsh, Smith, & O'Brien, 2014), {H7E
e, ATHEM, ROAGAXBEACSHE
AW SLG TR, BT X452 2 1915 A — B
SF, AR AN o AATR T AR AR
SAFEBPE B AN, S T HC
FERT A MR & . MRS, RIFTIHE A <0 A fi
> (Nickerson, 1998), X F i m] {5 A AT <F H
Sy, AEERSEmZ. E2FELEZ,
AU ST AN R, T T AR sl A ) O I e
%, AHTHaTEE

M4, A A NATHE B 245 B, AN AE 2
IPE N R 2 AR & — BEUE F A — BN fE B,
MTTRG 28 [ <1 F 2 A B SERT R &, H e
oAt a7 AR ATRERYTE, AN ] i g X
— W7 X Tk e R B R, JeRERA —E
2 R T SCRIAE 2 A
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PRk, AT TRE 38 o [ JBR B 45 30 490 F) A S B
g, WA TR T R A 58 A xHE &
— BB AF S —B SOR(E B, 2% A IR
T 5 AR ERER 7 Al RERY R4 fE A Bl
FAET, A2 AR B9 IA I 107 2CAL 3R A5 &
—HUA LG SR SR (E R

2 XAEZ—BHN

21 XAEA-ERX—HHE

Maier #I Richter (2013)32H, SERifE &% T
FA— B E A -BUF BB, EEAR
TEXF TR B MICIC 58 E T . — M5, i
PR IS T2 WL 080 BEERAE AT LA 43 A PN 2, BT
15 A SCAS 3 1A (text  base) Fl 1 15 A5 Y (situation
model), HII# H6 X5 T SCAAR B L& RAE, W
Kot F 30 AR B T AR 5002, )R E R
I CA AP T SO MG BT IR R AE, W&
X T#TIE(E B 14 . Maier F Richter (2013)i
i SEUEBF R B, AESCA IR T Y, (5 &S — B
SCAAE BN TAR 15 & — 80w A5 B i 7e 1 B
R AR B2, AR & — B0 SRR B TAL T
FEA—BWCAFER, X —HR a4 3R
*1§ﬁ*§&§ﬁﬂ(text-belief consistent effect),

Maier Al Richter (2013)ffi ] 715 &—2 LA K&
15 A — B W 2 SCAAE Sy Bl 32 R, SR ik
TEB S, RIRGE I RAT 55, RIXF T 3CAF B
R S, Hr, ZlR(E R R SCAR R Y
OBRAE, TS A5 B W Rl AT A0 B R
Ik FAFREE R BN, YR SCARF B E Ak
o RS I, AR XHE A — EO SO (F B AR
U TR & —E SR AE B 1A T SCARE B
Wit R H AR A, SRR & — B0 SR E B
W TAE SA B SRR B . Mk, ST
S5 ] LU AL SO BE AN S SR A 8 op, JE i
X TR & — B B A — B SR F BT
A AR R S AR [

O T SCAE B R SRR AT, AR
BEAR & — B DL AR A — B SORE B, i
A MIEIZ SRS I B AR . X TR & — 2
IR DS W U G K2t B vl R TRE VAR DS 2~ (D=
FEM ARSI E L, Rz, MTEERA
AR R, ST A ic i S A, E X
BN SYE L S e A

22 XARER—HEITIAEM LT3R #2 00

R E B, AR TR & — A K
15 A — B SCARAE B AT NI T, SCA -
fHFA—HEOV I T3 — I TR, (R FAA
SIS T 0 TSR | B R T SCAE R B B
R

Kadash F1 Howell (2000) [ £ FH 3 75 B 4 72,
PRI AR THF & —BRESA—B A F R
4 Bl 2 R AR PR . AT A B, AMARTE R B AR A —
R SOARAF B, S 20 ST AR g (R
I B2 WA ) T D) 321 2 A — B SOAR L,
T 2AE AP A . X — ARSI 1R TR], dS
TR TSR SCAR B R BB B i R S Y 22
5o Hofh— 26T L UE B, AN ARSEHT Y 57 3 AW
SR R L AE ) 32 SCAS R ) ] ) 3 A B SR s DL B
X F M 5645 B Y 9142 (Kaakinen & Hyoni, 2005;
Kaakinen, Hyond, & Keenan, 2002),

ifii Wolfe, Tanner il Taylor (2013)A9#f5z, N
A B 7R TSRS S T B B AR A ]
{5 R o ABATTE SR AMA B 132 2 AR & — 2
FAR @A — 2 STARRPRE, I X AR 58] 332 11 (18]
HATIC AT . AT R, 76 RS 5 E S
(CCARFETN) Y, AR B 3245 A — B 5 B 2
TR ) 2 A E M ] S R) T AE e 3 A 4 )
(I BER Ay, A B 3215 & — B4R BN 23 ik
G I LA R, 30 ] 2 A 1R] T e 5 N 1) 4
MR E AT ZHINEFR I, X —45 R et T
SCAR 5 & — BN W] 32wl DA T fe Ay B
PRBIE
23 NA-ER—BIEIAMMIE RS0

MR, AN TR E B RFE SR~
B SCAAR B AT NN T, SCAR5 & — B
AL i T 72, b SR 2 e i T45 28

540, van Strien, Brand-Gruwel 1 Boshuizen
(2014) K B, Y AMAR R B2 ok 22 003 37 3 A ) 1) SCA
MOBHE SR L% f5, HEATRISCE AR SR 5GHT
fE MR, FTE VR S0 ok ALE & — B0k
TG R 2 TR AR EA—BOUK,; Mgt
HIE & RAME, IFEEmRESCh R BFEE S
FEA—BOCARNE B EIEAMSE, X418
WRE MR TS5 A C ST fFE & —2
BME B o SRR SRR A, X — O B ] i

1M Maier Fl Richter (2014)7E% —Ii#f5TH,
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PR UL B SCAR 5 o — SO0, BV AE 175 355 455 7
FSCARFEE H, 58— RGEARA—BER
INT ARSI . R R, X PR &3
M SCAAE BRSSP EEA B CARFE . |
T EER M, R SORSEE, WP EEAR
— U5 B icC A R A TR & — 35 B idie,
X —2RIARE, DAERERNET, X—
AN 2,

ZEA DL LARTE, TRV, ST TR &—
LB AR A — B SORAE B, NN T i 7
SR A . BARTE, X FE& 800
SCARAE R, A T ERAR A, TS AR R A
TN FIBEIR, A IA R Lk AR b i FITE 25 B
T B 0 RN TN IR LIRS SO
R F B AR R A TEEA B
SCARAE ., TR A ) T HLARC, 7R SCAR 3 1 4%
ATEZ IR, TAFIN Tk A8 v A 18 24 48 T 40
W, I HAEASE S SRR IR A A UARE R
Y AT .
< SES e

Gawronski Fl Strack (2012)%4 2842 H1 I\ 1 — 3
PEFRI, DA PR A R SO & — Bo . (AT
GEE AT A 3 S T 1 B A R U S T SE PR T A
FHISFBEE I T AR RS
31 AEMEMIER

Maier A1 Richter (2014)#2 47T DUf& Bh AT 5
M, o SCAR 15 & — BN T LA A i e o ]
M (plausibility) 46 A LL 3BT AT O A /9.0 BERAE,
B A5 AR R ¥ E 19 B 55 1 (Lombardi, Nussbaum,
& Sinatra, 2016), Maier fl Richter (2014)i\, 4
AN % BRI R 52 () SCAS AR B SR A — 3
i, XHIZ A5 B TSR PR S e . i AT ST
Wi 1 SCAS R B, B A AT Rk D e B 5 A
7 B AR Y )0 B AR Z b o T A SR A R B 1
AME B SRR SA I, WA SEE PR A A,
WA G AR 2

X — fif B2 B TR G UE HE 1Y SRR,
Stremse, Braten F Stenseth (2017)FJHFFE & B, 4>
P T 5 A & — B0 SO E B A5 O W
THEA MW IAFEL, HEXMEFLES
R H T A, AR T B A B J HOR Rk
RPN G 5 . van Strien 45 A (2014) %

B, AR A R B B T SR PR B

Wolfe Fl Kurby (2017) A1 546 4 10 BIF 558
K, BORAMRE B ZAE R, JEXHE R P aim
AUAEMEEAT I . S IRUESE, MR RSB HIfE &
FEAS T2 0 A4 4 340 KT BE 3 (B 01 ), B 2352 )
ST BT 1 A 2 T R O 1)) o FH T BT 52 2 1) SR I
W RRAKSEASE, X T 5 AR & —BER,
ARG TAE I <T] S B BT, M LA ) oA ]
H W, i IR ETE A — B E B, MK
W55 FAE AT S B H 8, M LUVE HmT 52 /9
FIWT, X —g5R, WEEAMRC A SR EX T
AL SR A B A AR A S

DL EBFSE S5 R FE S, AR SR —3
M5 S, TREMITEMR B SES—BER, 7
SEMETEM A . AR PRI R A R, A T
RER AR BT B AR rh 8 592 AR B
BFH
32 AHEYREMNITER

6] B, A0 2 25 A1 DA AT Y UL o T AR A
(dual processing models of cognition)# I} R %,
X TE G — B S F EA B PR F B,
£ H AV T #% 4% A 5] (Andiliou, Ramsay, Murphy,
& Fast, 2012), 4 1H XHE & A — 0 SCAAR BT,
AR SAE N 2 Sy, TS T, DO
B A5 2 105 B, DN RE % 101 08 22 Ji S
HAE BT, (BXFF S 2 B D ) F 4R
7, MiAHR, Y RE & — B B, AR
ZARH ST &S & 20 Tz BT Ao
N, KRS ks, PR e SRS s,
X H AT A, MAFICE P gy

X — iR [ HE 32 B — @ WE PR 1Y X FF . van
Strien % A (2014) % 8, AMARTE B 505 & — B ¢
AERE, EHEWEEES S, Bmfshx T
JESCH HRAFLERI YN (add information); 17 8 52
B —HIAFELE, EEEES T, ME
B & Ml T IR 3¢ (1% 15 B (borrow  information) o
Bohn-Gettler I McCrudden (2017)3&# 5 i 75 8 4
ERM, MEX SRR G S -SWER, B2
A FHIE SE SR MG I 6 5 AR R E A — S0 15
K, DUTE i o] T AR £ 1 S

AL, TE S AR R AR R, AMRAE R
BEAR & —BUW SCARME B, i T4 A 2 i 5ERT
R E B HEATHE G, AR T 1% BEAR R i
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A3 55 0 0] 2 A5 A — B SOARAF B, e
ZRUESCAR B AR R4y, DAl DAt kA7
58

Sa L LR EE, SAME, M AL,
AAEPE VAN BEE SR SC T ST BT B R TSRS
TR B AR R R, (EOR BEAR 45 1R B
AR TR A 2 O B A I ST Y B, A
/DR T SR R SO 3 — B g A B
Figp R o T A A ) XU HE o TR X T SCAR {5 2 — 2K
BRI A SCAR S T RIS SEEASE Y o (9 VR TR AT T B
W BB, (ERICIE U A AR 5 A 4 SN T
XET AR B SCA s BRI R A I 10750, A%,
DA S 5 — 1) BEAE Ok 58 2 B SUA (R & —
BOQONL B9 A, AR OR P A e A LSS
ST S A I PRI R

4 HBRXE-ER BN

X FSCARE B — BN P TE R, TeE L
LT, MRREEE A Z BT E &g, Xt
THREE-BEEFEA-ZWICAFER, LR
77 AT NI T, B AR R RN S5 7, AH
) B PP bn o S5 55 o ) BhUE,  RIVRE S K SOAME
BT AR B T AR S A B Y S8 AT AE A A
(Stanovich, West, & Toplak, 2013), M iH k& SCHT
FAMAEEW, A NI BN SOARE B
B SAE A B KR AT, X T
WA .

41 EFEEEMAR

B\, AR, GEMFELZEH T,
— E R EE AT LAVH BRSO {5 & — sk . AE
Maier #1 Richter (2013)f4#F5E, i B9 SCAME
L5 BT (BEAUIUT ) Al LI B SCA {5 & — 5
B, BARME, YMRFENNMEERZHEG
BB RAF AR =B SCAME BT, R LI
8 S B (8 n e R TR R S — O R
B, RAEENFTANGEEA—BOCRFER), W&
W22 BI85 hy 0 2 1 SOAR {5 A& — BN ;i an 2R
DA ALY 52 Bk 26 3CARAR B, SCAR—fR & — 2
AR 25 2

1fi Beker, Jolles, Lorch 1 van den Broek (2016)
PRI TR R, $RALGIN RS R
WEREALE R, FFERT DI — SR o DLE
R SCAR {55 A — ZR8U ) £ TR ) o At ATT ) B

W R E AR R B SR — B SCAR A B,
PRAE— SR AN Y R BE A BORE Etk, s
P $ 1 AR PR AR IR B (5 A — SR B AL
R, R E X — 7 0T U R T BR SR~ F &
— B

42 MEEZR

HR, —sAEJr T H R, E Rt RE g i
PN MER, QR S H AR
INFOSE G 45 a0, Wiley (2005) & B, SERiTHINE
W, LG S8 AE SR — 0 SR
BB, AEAE2ZES, MeRMiREZ &, FrEz
PES—HMXAFEREZ TREEA M
G E . BAIEYL, FE 0SS HT AR A RE A5
R SCAR 5 A — BB 1) LT 52 W)

Maier 1 Richter (2016)W &3, FAE4H
Tt T DAY B SCAS {5 7 — B i B e 5 7E
BT BT, MR SO 5 & — 830w %
PR A R B S, AR BT ] 352 A ) A ) I R W 1 i
s MEESRAE S HbR T, AMRXFAE & — 20
FAF AR —E AT B R mAE R, HAE
X FAR A — 30 SCAS A B P oA s I s
FWE

TN SR, 0 H & T SR 1 2 2], &)
FAEREA MBS EER B IAFR, Bh
—E WA HEAE T . AEDRSE D, ANARE R 2R JTIA
VWS, FE— 8 R AT LA bR S i A g £
B, MFEE—BUMMESA—HHCERFR
VI AH 18] 8 77 28 38 47 W00 T (Maier & Richter,
2014),

AL, R SRR AT TR AR A B
A5 ., U PR A R 5 5 HOR — 3003 15 2
TEAE— 2 B TR o H 5K — T 52 0 2 v L3
o 1 7 AT bR i, Bk i B T
Z, WEBMEIRT . S H— i 1Y Bk
FTREBALGEE, diFES R E R, W
BRI AR . STIR TS B AR . JCIAEISR g 1 >
o &, MRRERS I F X T ARG Bhig S
WA PR . PR A RE T

5 Wit5RE

FORHAC R, AR AR AE SR A B i
w, HEEGZEE . BT E R . iy
HI5E 3 F B UL 1) I B A B, AR SO 3C
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A5 & — BBV A DG, X TR AT
AN A AR ART N AR A — B A B R — B0 SoA
SREAEENT S, Bl SRR B DL
AN B N AR Rt T — ) SEIEAR YR o [
B, SCUR—E &—BRN BT, WA E ]
XoF T <Rt A i [] 7 8 EL AR ol BRI AR AT T A v MR
T A, DT REAS SR B — 2 MR i, 8D SCAR—F
BRI A TR R, T DA S B Y 2
FEVEAY . g2 . BRAEEA SR UARFER

51 it

25 b TR, AR DO SN — B SO
SV, TSR IEAN AR, BB OSOR (R B, H
R SCAAE B iy, IR A Z AT
5%, PRIA X T 4075 B (4 R A ) R0 R 4
ML ROR, AR S B B 3% SCAS 5 8 i MK
R Gk, bR LM FIZSOARE By 2
WA IEAR TG, BRG] WS i
AR T A — B0 SR E B, A5 IE 458
A, XTI R 2 R R A
JS NI N e o = RS 1 R P 0 s I R
(R, (HEM TR AGIZCAER T E
BEWL AL, A D) T AU A e e AT N B,
PRIy AR ) [ 32 I )5 X 2 U PRI B
REAETE 25 FHH M A,

[, 33— 2 Wt AT DLW i ) e R, A4
MR XS A B A LS FISr Y . T LLE 31,
TESCHIR & IR T, IAF B [ 1 AR A, )
R ES S, AR  — DR AR En
FAKIELA AR, ik, MEAHEFEAC
RS, BIERIE A O R, I5c e 6 IR 15 AN €,
RPAEE 2] T R mE S, Wkt 2, s
T A8 . T LA B s ] 43R, AT+
FA BG4 2815 1Ok o
T8 s 1 [ $4(Wolfe et al., 2013),

F T R P DA B AR A B SR i TR
RIEHIK, WAL LS E LSS,
VA RETE 4F (14 fif B SCAR 5 A — B0 o W] LKA
XS TR & —BEUCE R A — B0 SCARF BRI
T R Ay A WA B B, AT RN ESAE T
S — B B, T DA U i AR R AR
Bro R B i BT 0 SCOARE B, B e ERT
H T ST IRAN . ERX — BB, (R
F R ATREME TN L AR A — B E BT R

PENAR . AT EEPEIAN SE U, MR TR X TS
AAF B B A EAT AN T, TR T
AR S PTSEMEPPAN RO 2R . T S PRI 1R 119 S
AE B (R & =SB0 A s fbin T, 20 SRS
HORANT, T OCTE R A g W AL, DA RS
A SEPEEOMIC Y SCAE B (R & AR —BO Bz dil
T, LHESORIETE A E S, T2 B A v
B, DM R 3

WG, WA B, SEHTE & TN A R N
TR B AR I A — AR . fE—2E T B
T, AMARRESE I SO ) 2 BUE B MR A &
MR R, sl O SCAR — 15 72— SO0 19 57 TS, A
LA 2 ARG 2 4 0 07 Ui B (s 5L, i
T 5 HAEHE &R 2.

52 RE

X T SCA 5 & — BN AT E 22 0) B
B, BT — B MBEFEIEER, IR AR BT A I Y B
Wo(H2, XIS 2], JHRIATEE —E T &
L, TEA G, T3IRA 2 w5 Et— DR
AT 1 1] BURLAS Ok AT BE A5 05 1]

e, WSLERMETE, 45 AT %8
R RE IR A SCA A B A TR 2 37 5, R
B P SR S BORN I SRR .
TSR B A R AT I, T DN 832 ARTF AN
WiE . PRI, & A B T4 S R 0 S i R sl
JCNHRIE A, BRSO (R & — B, 28,
R PRI o T 3o O SCAE B B, A F
X—Hr, BAERMALA R, ¥EFE X
PRI SE 7 I 22—

FHYR, Britt 1 Rouet (2012)3A N 75 Bl 352 3% £2
AT RZIG, AEAE 2T 1A 1 A 5
AREHY PR JZ T8 900 BRERAE, 38 23 A il SCAS Y
(intertext model)iX — [ FRERAE , B SCA AR AY F= 32
2 R, A T SCRROR IR B, fnifE
Ui T 4 (who said what), flfi 148 H, 243 fi
T B B AE A — B SORAF B, i
LA SO oA i X BARTT R, A0
5 HSEHIE & — B SO B, B R HOR R,
X5 H e H AR & — B SCARAE B, WA X
XA XPEFR A P-ISF (Plausibility-Induced
source Focusing)ffi{i5(de Pereyra, Britt, Braasch, &
Rouet, 2014) X —FRE R C 40 —LL it 58 i)
HIF 52 (Braten, Salmeron, & Stremse, 2016; van
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Strien et al., 2016), 7E4- 55T H, BFER#ATH
VR Z AR S04 P-ISF RIZ MG 5T, 5 30A—~F
DA AL A, WETE DB BB
R

BJR, ORF & — 800N 5 F 15 & — 5

FAG&A— ﬁm1$mumﬂMIm%m s
BRI RN B SCABR R D215 3 T HIE . (R AR
X¢%ﬁ$,ﬁ—ﬁ@ﬁﬁﬁxﬁéﬁﬁoMmr
Al Richter (2013, 2014)HIHF5E 1, ARX} 5 HAE
IR S AR =B SRR B, WA, 18427
APRANAT RO A, R, e A — e,
FHEA LWL 4R (Bohn-Gettler &
McCrudden, 2017). T1fii van Strien 2£(2016)/X 45 7%
AR X — 455, EARRERHG M, H
SRR AR TR Ay E BRI IH 4 TRk B AR
JE o KL, 7EXAMERLT, it 526 (on-line, 4NAR
Bl1) R I B (off-line, NI -5 HiE AT 55 ) 45 2 Fh il
W, LA R AR SO S T A AT A S
— L BAE A —BOCARF BN A T 7=,
s HIEA, hHAA R L,

Bz, FERAAEBAE ST, o R SRS
X TR E— B ST A B SCAE B
HOM T AW, B EE B L CAF
BN A ST, A8 T R T
fi] (9 LR TE 20 & AR TR, LA B AT RE A T BR
KoL, RIS, R ENRETERZ
G, BRI E ISR B

S 30k
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Text-belief consistent effect and the way of avoidance
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(" School of Education Science, Jiangsu Normal University, Xuzhou 221116, China)

(* Faculty of Education, East China Normal University, Shanghai 200062, China)

Abstract: Prior beliefs that people already have would lead to a biased process of new information. The

text-belief consistent effect demonstrates that the process of text which is inconsistent with prior beliefs is

better than the process of text which is consistent in text base; in situation model, however, the process of

the text which is consistent is better than the process of text which is not. The text-belief consist effect can

partly be explained by the combination of the plausibility evaluation theory and the dual processing models

of cognition. The way to eliminate the negative impact of the text-belief consistent effect, such as

manipulate the presentation of text, is also discussed and prospected in this paper.

Key words: prior beliefs; text-belief consistent effect; plausibility evaluation theory; dual processing models

of cognition



