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N (Numerosity Effect; Adaval, 2013), WEZ,
Fon KA R IEEMEST N (Tversky & Kahneman,
1974),
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R AR AR AR AT foe WA o A SRAE R L B 4
H, MR AR E AR, BB R RO A
o PR Pl SR 45 2R 11 2245 B B (Mas-Colell et al.,
1995), SR, 9% 17 8 G2~ BT H—IK
JBE T X — R uE, KB T T SO B A AR
T B 2% 1) D SR AT DR M A 1 A0 28 5% 280 T e R A

B,
21 MBI EFLEIEN T LM RN H

211 R—HEWFRFRIEIEEEIT AN

[)—H i 1 AN [ R AE Ty 5 4 S 2 R v B
1520, BIH 9% 35 I 412 B 25 557 A 1 28 Ak 28
fbo Wik, X—HREE TETHEEANAL
PRI AR X B RN BT B, AR
T CTIERN . RLEERR . AN AR
RN BRI, EA T AR R BT 3R
HEJ7 2R S A 5 | & 0 2 3 AR BRI AT Sy, Ak
TS 25 . T (B BT W R 22 . DA SRR
SR B ik IRt R i 2 45

B, YN W AR TR, AR
B AN B RAE T S5 AN 25 o 223
ATAR R B = R AE (0 SR K N AR AL T 2 B B
FK/NE AL, $EH T HI{E AN (Face Value Effect;
Raghubir & Srivastava, 2002), flfi1#5H, %%
B 5557 T ERWERT, 4622 b ERR A M ETE D,
Fn, 20 3T R S+ 247 BVEE G, HILERE
TH 2 3 25 74 B e e 2 S 3 [RIA: 7 0 i A 2R
PUEFSZATE B, MIMTIB/IE 2% T 20 2T R L
T 13 WRoT, [ 3E [ 2 A SRR R R i
I 22 SRR R 3] ) A 11 40 ot 7 DR <2 ) S TR R, B
AR HE T %, ER, 9 R 3 B2 1 1 m] LA
HLRH e A5 I T RN B AS FEAF 7E (Raghubir &
Srivastava, 2002), 41432 [E i & 7F 28 V5 BF 2 B
e BTy A7 bR B W b 4 BRI R T RO A
femfE, ATE=RENERKHRA BEES

Wk, 14832 FRG B B2 AS TR 4 5005 4 348 7
Ji P A 2 B i ) 2 X R A B R . LR
1) B it 8% B AN [R] A OS B BE o SR AL, 481 A <1
AL 12 A RI365 KSR RAE A, K
B A ECT 3 R K . Zhang Al Schwarz
(2012)# G ER 1 T Wi BE R (Granularity Effect),
Fi H 20 R SRS B B A e ) B Ak 3% S e )
PRAB I BRSEFE RN, 19 9% 25 23 R 3 5 280 77 i

& I NER SN AR T AL R =R R
AT BE 2 B R A= S sk R 55 . [IRE, B 3RAE
J7 AL 2 X B T W A B R
FEA N, T T Sl Ak AR S Y RN SR A I £
AR AR /N, RIS Al AT 9 3 2 ) B
B B B, 23 80 3 R B RAE 1Y B A2 1k
R, B4R T BRIV (Unitosity Effect; Monga
& Bagchi, 2012), fln, PRid 2 7] LUk i Hak ik
HIBIA 7~21 RORECFE, /A 1~3 i (VN
KAL), M4 2 # HOCHBAAL(CR vs. )BT, 23
RCHE e R R SEFS 0.5 A HLEESS 3 KA RE
BE; RZ, JHBEERFRTF(7~21 vs. 1~3)
A, SR SR I R RE )5 3 K AR 0.5 JE BE AR
RBAS L o T L™ A B A5 07 A R Sk T 2 2 1 A
AR KAEE 25 . BRI Mk
Xt =) 1) R AIE 1 ) T A A = AR P RIS TR K, 3
T e AL KT A UG]S ) R A 1 S DB A 5 1
BZ5F ARG, R E A A S A R X 2 4 e AE I
& H K 4E 45 79 1K 19 (Trope & Liberman,
2010), FEMHISHEER L, FEME—LIE B
R IR AR S5 ] F S A L i B, TR
bEg il N R NI S AT 1255 SR E = N N R S
(Monga & Bagchi, 2012), FIt, HiH%E xE:F
BT i (G FER R AP T, 12l i3
AL N T SRR ot R PR AR, T B G TE
F AT B (A FE A KT B ), AR
BT ARRNE, RV BALA AR T R A A

W, R — B WA [ R AE J5 52 ma T 2% %
SR B ARk G B 9% . Bagehi F1 Li (2011)
WFSE T 78 F<ERAE 8 85 7 SO 4 4511 2 4 B
WH v, WERRE R KA AR A
Frif SR I RE R, AR B B 10 By,
T 100 B4 2% 18 2% — AR HE (10/100) 7 FH 451k I
TEB L BUY, W10 B G B WG 2k — AR
(1/10)", BARF B RIE Skl BARAY 10%, 15
J& Bagchi 1 Li (2011) & 8, BiRhZiR ik RA77E
WS B AL KA FSE T SE T
F AR 25 R B AR 2R A e ket H b 00 30 0 3 55,
7 J3E 2 7 R 2K BB — A 8 s 5 i B A D) B ke 7
WA MWER LS BRmE, 2 RERMR
BOMI RS 5 T, T4 B AR RRE I I HoE A i Al
(100 vs. 10T H bR IERE, BB & A8 K (100),
P H B S A O 5 H AL 985 B A 22 BE K
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A RATEIEWT W TR T, T4 9% S il
TR0 vs. DIFERHAIW HArikE, RIP KB
K(10), T ThH B A O 5 FHALE 28 F 4
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briB S EREAETERZ M o 4] 22 5 FA G 22 S &~ 36
) 7 M) VR o T80 f T, TG AR 22 5 i 5
W R b 4 % 22 5 5T K (Palmeira, 2011), [RIFERY
JE PR 225, AHLG T /N B A R AR SR U, IR
B A7 e A B A A R 92 22 3] B K (Pandelaere,
Briers, & Lembregts, 2011), [, 7§ %A LIFH
bR L EFRRN RIS e E e
R 5. BRmE, BaAas TAEMRR
HH AR 30(1,000 T = 240 K%L, 47
FI T bR VR & R, T 98 R S R
VR I B AR T, DA T B 3 B A I Y ik
R il o PR AR T T A 5 i A i T 9 R
PEFRME R B M RR S R IR R E A, T RS SR
EOENHF 2R Rets — @ B L maly 2t
H HE AR IA A
212 E—EmNTRBFEXEEEITAN

2

ST AEENBEE R EATRERN . A
Rt 17 58 AR R i 4, 4% PR e, S TR A4 4
KA H TR AW, [FIRH T HE
A5 X TR T R A AR, Bt AN 2 AR I SR
g, SRTIE 28 F AT 2 U B 5E 3R W1, %t ()
— T bR R R B R A 23 18 Bl 28 A Y
Ko FIRE B, NS HR 220 SEAT 0 o R,
BN S B NI B B i T & ek
ANBIAZEMREI . BRI, B tfran
Bl 2 2 B RN R B L R DG 1Y B
ML DLEORTAE B Ty =, 938 i s AW 5%
Wil J5 2 (R 2R AT R, (A5 T 9 5 PSR AN PR AR
X8 T o S PR AR, TR T IR B

B, TEH T EAT I oE O, S E AT R B
FREE S BN o X TR A R R, AR
A3 32 B A T A 71 (Chandon & Wansink,
2006) . 3L 8K T (Wansink, Kent, & Hoch,
1998) Lk K 1 &b 7 4 #| Wt (Madzharov & Block,
2010; Raghubir & Krishna, 1999), &G, ¥ MmEE
Jei 3l 22 52 W B & 1 P A7 Al 1T . Chandon FI

Wansink (2006) & #LiH 2% #4010 F A H 8 K i
sty 1) - 25 A RO Ry <l , SR IRAE A ATT R T
— B H SRR . SR, BT AEAE, TSR
FANBE T A HERA M AG 5 rh B R BT 00 R AR AR
i, B 1 i — 8 4r H O HERR Y ) s g — &6
gy H RSSOk, BUR S 3h 4 R e
W NI EEE . Wansink Z5(1998) & ¥, Wi
FH BN S p R £ 5 5K, Re e i 2 b B 4
B BN, AR 18 MrkaE” (vs.
PRI LLTE I K 6 VK4S 23 IR il 2 3 X T30
KBTI, 0 25 4 - I 20399 1 W SE AR 8
#Jii, Madzharov 1 Block (2010)3& i3 — £ %1 5246
RIGTA8Mude LT 2R E L R E
R 2R XA PR T = A T LS
SEAT R . BAORYE, B E AL FEH 15
He(vs. 3 BHBF=mmprHeEsL, RE_%
FRFI T FHN 100g. 2EFATRHE— ST T %
B0t TR A 22 R VR B3 R A . e I T RE
J1R e AR BEET DL IR 15 B, JF IEf B R L
SRE DT, 2 K T A AL SE N ToRE ) Bk,
AT A4S B U AR R X,
AR N BET & £ (Madzharov & Block, 2010).
5T, BUT 23 IR B 9 X S [l Y By
BEAH . “Bal@” (Metaphor) & 18— Fh W) A TE BE
I R AT 5 H AR FR B 55— P S 0 AR Y
it F# (Lakoff, 1987), BE % I 3 5 M (K47 N
(Zaltman & Coulter, 1995), |40, Stiving 1 Winer
(1997) % BLIH 2 il 1] T3 4 0 BRAR 3
i, T 9 BAEBMLEE, MIMA s
VT 0 85 B S B s TR, iR LASK
F 9 L5 R = i B B I (Stiving & Winer, 1997).
X— kW5 Z a5 ML P 2 MR R L2 R
VIR 9 MR AR K 5 807 1Y SR MG AR I, B L
BFE 9 5 RN ME M FBHRER T E 2 YrdnfE
R E AR REN . FET LIAEIRHIR AR, &
Fl LA IR [ & 75 B0 I o LA i U 4
R b E A, G ik R LA BT b e R Y
JE 2R AN B SRR I A R 0, T AT
T 5 22 T o L U0 7 4 44 78 s A ) i oK i B
WH 9.
SFATRIR, BUFHE 23 5 3 2 H %
AN TFIAE A 1) B DR AR . B R T 3 bR R R
BF 0 BIANECE SR . L0 ZE R VBT HRR K
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B ez, VAR 0 25 R ECT R RS i A 2R
K, KB, . 19.41% vs. 20%, FEAE
il {1 7 %% & B¢ A8 2] 1] {5 i (Schindler & Yalch,
2006) . fE #ff (Zhang & Schwarz, 2012) . HfF
(Jerez-Fernandez, Angulo, & Oppenheimer, 2014) LA
M A BE J1(Xie & Kronrod, 2012), 7] %% 5 BE 0% i 14
B B A 3§25 %€ (Pena-Marin & Bhargave, 2016),
541, Pena-Marin F1 Bhargave (2016)%& ¥ 247 i
e PR R B R AR B, 7 2 3 23 R B 7 i RE A
Sy HEAR R AN AR GFAb o s RO RE % S
ARFEAERE R, (R ORE P RE S S L Al i ) 2 2
53— e PR ——— ) A7 P 0 2 I ) S 0 1
B F 0] IR AR 50200 mg) X ok e 2 5t
WEATAREE, AR #0203 me)REE L1
BB A OB A IR B ) G . BT iRk
WHIR KB, BT LRSS B 577 & R %5 12
Br(an: ARES vs. TR )RS EA R 1 E
VRS o N, RODRTE R (vs. BEBOIEIES
FLFIECAARGE, PR i 2 AE e B ™ 8 i
A LA Re JHORS 0 50K 4 348 7 o AR R B0 7 o E A
R T H2 T8 25 X0 77 i B A (AT

WAk, A FATHE— 48 AT A N Z
o B BT i L Pk Ak, TR B 5000 B n 58 Ak
(Yan, 2016). M BRTEBCAR 1 B2 Sk Pk, AH H 324K,
FETHERENE ST ST 2434 5 F {5 (Jerez-Fernandez et al,,
2014)FX M (Backus, Blake, & Tadelis, 2015)4H
FMME &, MM A (Lay Theories)ts i H
{5 50 AR T 8 PE4F1E (Bem & Steven, 1975;
Lawless, 2004), T 78 1% P 140 25 45 e BL AR () 4
P HFAE (Dehaene, Bossini, & Giraux, 1993), ¥ i %L
FlRBES S B YRR AR, BB v
Z5 .

9=, BT R R S H T A AN E AR BAL
BT BFE SRR R, SXEE
BAL BT KA, S E TR, BRI
2 A 9 B EH AR R E B AL B U 0. King I
Janiszewski (2011) % A AT Ah 3 3% %5 b A RS
BOE N . #E—HH, Wadhwa Fll Zhang (2015)
FIRITSE R B, R ROl T 2l o B 1) T HAgURR o b
PRAF B, RS Al 200 1 9% 25 S A 1) 30 A g3
Brab B4 B . R, 57 2% 3 b TRk o b B
F R TE BT I, KR M T A R OR RE S R
THIH P8 X% S BRAS BE; ReZ, i 2

Ak TN A BT B IS B T B, K R
FAAE A SRR e % T 25 B8 HIH 08 3 X R S AR
WA o X — & BRIRIRE IS T R 4 5 o 0«
S8 R T S R e it 2 S ST
P B4 1] T A A 0 AL B B (Spence, Helmreich,
& Holahan, 1979), 5% % (vs. ¥EHED) S 301 %
I (vs. DAL PRAF B AHVCEL; 55— 5,
Lawless (2004) & YLK % 7 B AL SMERE (B, 74
B o BN ENE S5 1 Bk OB, il & BB Ak
B e ORI R HE, 5 B (vs. B
BOMERETERAICEL . HIk, 45 MIE 05 1k
(vs. ALY, FRETIE(vs. BEOR SR
PR B4R 55 1 0 % S R ITAN

22 BFYHEMNEFEEHAGARAKE

NP eESs

SRR PR, B I R A S A A NI £
Z (B HEAT A, A A R AR B AR 3R AR IR R
2 BRI SR o SR, T BN M AEAE, TH 3
FAL AL BEAS A S T, RIS 3 s 2 AR
FHERALTE I i e

TG, WAAEMBEEMER 9 ERE&MN
MRS, 51E T ERIE, dWigl LT —
F I B E TR (U Stiving & Winer, 1997), {740
Stiving 1 Winer (1997)F] FH#E i1 446 o AR U5 44
ERHR, SRS T T As R A S 9 il B RAE
X B 2 R AN 04 R O 22 B S, BRI
AR T SEBR A6, il 9% 38 <9015 $2.99 11$3.00
Mg AR 2, By 7 m T 295, Hidf:
Ze v (R RS2 . iR WL, AR 4 $2.99 A
$2.91 XF Il Pe R YFAR S22 — i, IR 0
B E M L 9 25 R BB LN M T 98 2 M Ak Ik
MBS, B FE .

YR, T AL E M B SR RS M5 3R A 7 =
IR T B W25, %140, Thomas, Simon F1
Kadiyai (2010)L4SE R 5 #b 7= 37 W B P ok IR, oF
FEER R, T4 % 2 AN FAE 0 0 A% € 1 16 5
BB SR AS, TR X — IS 2 S I AR B
PR (Price Precision Effect), 7E— £ 51 5246 %8 5K
o, AT T SRR A R $395,425 11
$395,000 ZEANAE AR, JUIHIE I 2 FH BN AN
FE PR I, XA AR BT O 25 T 0 2 L kA,
TH 2 S IA R 5 ™ i =2 B LS B ECE 1y, 2
o3 T VERR I ARG A, R B I B SR A
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M AT X — K BUNE T 56 [ 57 7= 1 g
S B2 B3 J E i R 1 2 ($364,578) 1M AN 1 5
Z AR ZE TR L8 H($365,000)BF, T 19 B A
E%O

3 BFHNMEEZFTARMNER
ALl

X B SCER LRI, FRAT R BT R
Sl R E AR MAT R, BR T ST =k
N B AR P SR RN 3R B R AR R ), FLAR R B
TH 28 2% AN [ R AE 5 SR AE 1 [F]— =5y J R
O N GRS 5 & o = R N I ETF el 1
AR BB 5 20, S MO A i I AR AL
FMRAR YR . P et oE, FATLRIMICILE
HAMRM . FERRS B ME BB G
TERCTF RN T R HE T SO BRI VE A
31 BIZEEARMY

55— IO B B8O ) g B UR T X e A2 )
FRIRAFFE o A RXT M 48 07 BRI RN BT
VIR PR ) . 55—, T MERMIid A B2 AR,
PRI b At AT AR M 57 4 R A B BT 42 S 2 i 3 0 A 4
¥ (Brenner & Brenner, 1982), MMABRICIZE
TR R A A 0 S A AR
B, TH 2 E A WA B R R R R,
R BB AR DY A A A ST B 7 B A
EETARIT LI, F, 58EHE, S1H %
BB BN BRI (0. $364,578), i)
AN 23 X0 K R RN AR R UE AR 0 BE
(Thomas et al., 2010), A 2 7 A i SR i B RS
HERCTF 51 A TN 25

B, MBI BT AR KN, A
23 INAE 28 45 S AN R 3 P A B0 64T B 35 (Hinrichs,
Berie, & Mosell, 1982; Stiving & Winer, 1997),
nAe gy E LT AL M M S A0 R, $0.89 AN
$0.75(45—2H). $0.93 FI$0.79(4 —4), KLZHUH
PH ST TP H$0.79 R— P ERIB A3
5y, ABSEBR_ L P AN G 1Y 22 4802 $0.14, IF HEE—
2R AR AR BT AR o o B DA s 22 1 I LR
TR B R EMIEAT T NEEL B E, &
— MR B A R 22 0 LRI 8—7=1), Tii%H 20
M S Ze A - 2 52 2(B) 9-7=2), PR A 5E
BT, THERE B B0 A 1$0.79 & —
AR WA A o i — 20 1, Thomas A1 Morwitz

(2005) &4 &5 1 AT AR BT IR < 2 Ll R T
(Analog Model) i BF 5% B S (Adaval & Monroe,
2002; Dehaene, Dupoux, & Mehler, 1990; Hinrichs,
Yurko, & Hu, 1981; Monroe & Lee, 1999), & H 4
ANA LB P BT I, 2 [ Ak G Bt S 7 ki 7Y
PRABCE RAE R Ge b, QSR A~ B 5 1Y) o £ i 4
FAHIE, AP RAL IS M BE B AR, AR
AN LA B 3 0 1 R A B i 25 90, BRI DA
9 4RI ALK A ZAAAE, TP XTI L
Ay £ 0 I A2 BT AL N (Left-Most Digit
Effect).
32 ERIERZFH

S ZRIOR T R RN A A R AL A R T A B
WA . EF AN EAIS T A PR AR A R
PSR TRCE 0 FIECE 5 i ITE R OR
s R, B Z A0 . BARORUE, — D EITRES N
IC A2 B 52 WO 25 b B RE W E O B A
(Tversky & Kahneman, 1973)&% 1] 43 it ¥k (Fazio,
Chen, McDonel, & Sherman, 1982; Higgins, Rholes,
& Jones, 1977), 1ENFK WA HAR R G ZH,
T EREE H M T HR BT TR, T AR — R
F, ATLOA 183 5 HEE 10, IR ERI I
FR—HEH, FEA RN 5 T 10 A
RIS R AR BB AE B, R TR
INFIES Ty, 2R BRI, BB RO
B . AT AR P R R 8 ok B R (Kaufman, Lord,
Reese, & Volkmann, 1949), %+ 5 FI%KFE 0
B FE B R AE 45 R 19 M % 5 K (Schindler &
Kirby, 1997). Baird, Lewis I Romer (1970)&#%}
R, UIKLT 0 45 MR ol B2 R AR Y/ B
T LT 5 a5, WHILIECT 0 452
B AR, X 5 ISEAE T R <R s
(Top-Ten Effect; Isaac & Schindler, 2014)F1IF )7,
Bl t4 ok RRAEF B R . ZIR BT
R, BOFEEERN A EF A,
33 (FERAERMM

5 =IO T R 0N 1 R R AL R IR A B
TEISMAMA . PIREEE (Decision Making Theory;
Bettman, Luce, & Payne, 1998)45 H IMATE B 5B,
SITE TR B EE SRANAE 9% B DI RN 8% 7 Z TRl AE AL
o ARTEAL PR 5 8T AT AR B, AR T
FEAL B A ME R N T o i, ERIA SR A
KAE A REFET I3 m LS5 R DA MBS
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Z 18] B B A A, BRIA A (Default Unit)fe: 45 1k
T 5T W ik B2 A7 1 % — S 1 1 g LB,
TE 25 N M TR 1 B S T 5 A & i, JE 4%
1 4E47 365 R AL 31,536,000 FH&E, fdi FHERIA
AT RE 08 HE A IR AL BRAE B % 1 (Schwarz,
2004).

4 KRERMREE

VLB 5500 I 58 20 U 2 B M AR 3 — JEL B
R EL, AUFFERIT T ECERON R 2B B
B U561 AN A5 P U RR &30 e R AR TR U Yy 3, R
SR B AIF ST AT L 4K 22 TR A FR A B0 R0 24T e £ 7
BB A0 R B PO R O LA . HLAOR U,
PR BT 385 0, ] 3 75 28 5 2 B AR RO AR 5T
AT A BLR HAN T 1 RS

B —, BT RIBIE A H AT R B,
Br T HUFA B W R/NIL, B 3R TR s ] fig
SR EAT . FENTRM, EELZWCRM
B3 7 AT LR AT I B RCR TE 4 (Chen &
Rao, 2007), SR T AMFFE K HREE b AE BT R E -
SEAARINE A5 B T SR MR L, R
FMEMUERTESIERX . WFEEXRERF
BT R IBTE AT 28 B AT R 15 e B 0 BB
o BN, 4R BTRAAECE 27 RAERE, AL
S _E BT AN A (B RIS, W
23 IIA T b B A B0 B B0 B (B 2R ER
X)), KKBFFT A LLE IR T S E RSN T
“TORAER, DUFERASA B A AE AR R

B, BFMALEXH AT N, B
HFFE R, AR T S R
e BT R, KR B A PR AR Al 2T A5 1 I <X
i 2R, ACHBERAAT M, F5E K (Cal, Shen,
& Hui, 2012), Kk, 14 3% 5 7048 T #1778
B, &HIAEREMAERELT, N5
B PR T L ZE MR B 5%, R4, A4 A2
Y R, RS T, AR
TR, Ak P S T B AR By iy AR
ST ARAWETE T LA X B B R 6 B
R B AT A S L B R AT 4

9=, ARBOTIE S E AT N S E AT
LRI T B WA TR 28 50 (B n K i EIORTE 450
TEW R E AT R T R RIE L, B B SR )
—Fp T, R Ar EORmAm 4k, R BE RS X

TH 28 & BN AT R AR Rl RN . BRI
B P SEUERF SR 45 TR 0E S A (R A A IR 9 AN R 5%
M, fHE—SE W B, Flndar 4o, X
— SR T BB IE . Lambert (1975)K 28 505E
4w 44 8 AR BOE A2, T Nijs, Srinivasan Fl
Pauwels (2007)#f — 250 H 4 dE 50T th & B4y
2N FFRGEMN, REER A4 IR T B0
TBE . K0 BORN 35 50 ) ] REAEAE A AR Z Ab o
AR TR RTIT THICBIWTSE, flin Wilkie
#1 Bodenhausen (2015) % 3 : 7EAMA NI, A%k
S5 B A E TR Y], RBOM v Al 0%
Vo 454 b SCERR PO R (vs. B 50 T 55 PE Ak (vs.
L), Hb, FkpEIE AT LA IR 25 E A
TR R B B A 5 R R RE IS T X BT AR
AR T L, A0 mT DU 2428 FH 35 4 (vs. 1)
BOEM I, AR OB T (vs. 5B
A7

U, LIS BT 45 R 0 RE XV 2% Dok
B FEA o T8 D8 3 A8 HEAT 7 T L I 28 T i
ERA LB M LB MG, P aEEA 1t
A, R DEBREANERE NS RY),
B Z [ L 2R 5, BLi AR T 25 5 R I
JaB P 22 10 1) P AR >R W, IR DA RS B 4G
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The numerosity effectsin consumer behavior

WU Yinghao; JIANG Jing
(School of Business, Renmin University of China, Beijing 100872, China)

Abstract: Economists believe that individuals are absolutely rational when making decisions, that is,
individuals’ preference remains consistent no matter how a specific entity is represented. Moreover,
individuals tend to choose the most profitable option to maximize their utility. However, findings in the
domain of consumer behavior reveal that the representation of numbers can trigger individuals’ irrationality
and thereby affect their subsequent consumption decision and judgment. Individuals exhibit cognitive biases
facing numerical representations in general and quantitative expressions in particular. Moreover, when
numerosity effect is activated, individuals are more likely to trade off the utility maximization principle and
make an irrational consumption decision. The current research therefore reviews how and why these
numerosity effects bias consumers’ cognition, judgment, metaphorical association, information processing,
and goal pursuit. Directions for future research in numerosity effect are also discussed.

Key words: number; numerosity effect; numerical representation; irrationality; consumer behavior



