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7 R PSR ) BT 90 35 AT R R A A N2 5
PR, AT T R SRR 2 A AR AR 2 T 4
TR, SR, S A IS H B AT AT RE S B 221 2
PREFHWE, MR SR A I T B sl SE T I 4 5,
JF H 285 55 BRI o FE2 L f51] 20 Wt s A 35 3k A
TETAMTH AT AR w22 5 . B4 L 2
W% (base rate neglect)fs i 7E AN 2 1 1% > A ik
A7 ] W o e SR IS AN B 8 4 R P B8R 22 g R 2 L 491
RIPL4: . Kahneman F1 Tversky (1973)3f i 246 458
UESE T 2 L A5 2006 IR 52 A AE o TEIX — 22 L5
o, BT BRI 4G5 B AW Jack 2 TR EL
FRMA AT . 2R LRI S Z W Jack
e S A b AR B B LB /N (10%38 90%),
[F) sk 00 3 B A ot T 2 2L 7 5 4970 i 3R A . T A 1
Jack J&— 25 T RRIMAYHIMT, I BLLk LU 5 20 .
1.1 FZk tb ) Z B iR LR

FE 2 LU 151] 2 W iF 9 1) 25 L3 R o g A
— A FRUEAL B PSR [R) R, A ) A R A S PR
B . B2k )45 B (base rate information) F1 52 ] 1 ik
{5 B (case description information), H:H L H (5

R B 41 2015-04-08
* E R ARP ARG T R H (71571083)% 8.

FELL LU Z W AR TE A T b, A HEAT 4 T ke 3 I A i

S AW RGBS IARR T = Fh AR 28 2 00 PR RS, ROV ] |
22 RN o SR B, = BRI 5 249 REAS X0 S 2 LU 19 20 W 7 LR RO - I [R]
BRI, AR A 5y R B S e i) 20 B T 24 ) B

3 ) P Bl 22w S 2 L 451 1 B
2% [ B 8 A e R 0 L2k L
2 [ S Ak 2 B
2% ) R e B B R I, AR B R

2SI R AL g

BB T S 0 S AR A PR R AR
G148 R 15 2 U2 4 3 =5 1 1 AR R R R LR 1Y
{5 B.(Obrecht & Chesney, 2013; Raghubir, 2008), —
B 7, ROHRE B IFA BA SRR, RS
IZSAE B TR R, R S rE alm2E .
Z, B ) 2 G A ) B P TE T AATTHE
AT HERFN BB 1 22 0 1 R AR E B, 1 Z2mE 5L
2 L5 B AR 45 T 34 L5 B R e AL

H i X FE LR L 151 20 77 AR AL Y 32 e 4 R
XU T 38 (dual process theory), ZFRISIA A
TRXHE B BAETEPIRICR [E B I TR G, BVR A&
KRG RS Hh g kX RGmE RN T
2RO L e, EEER, B AN,
H D) 32 SRR S5 B IR R B 25 1 43 B
AR GE0YAF S ) B 2 A0 % R 0, R
i Z IV GEIR, (B 5 2 W5 R 0 T4k
(Evans, 2007, 2008; #hE, Z54F, BEBEH], 2007), AR
PO THLE, PRI B IE A B, 5 2t
AT [ A2 A0 228 3 0 DU e A Pkt HL I AR Y IS &
AT W TP 5L b i =GR E B
WL MBAK, HY TG IR RS ZIR N4, 1
PR AR AR 3R e, A 2 a2k L 191 22 gt
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B4 14 7= 4 (Kahneman, 2003; Franssens & De Neys,
2009),

FIHE 2 L) Z2ms LR e s Lok, DR A1k
PRIZ PRG35 3 A7 AE T H R AR TR B9 75 J7 T . 9,
TR BT TR SR 4 JXURS: 0o 5 T, A TR S8 A 1
AT RE M ) W 3 A2 B2 LA B RN 2 40 XU £ 2
Y520 (Lin, Lin, & Raghubir, 2003), Fii#& 18 Y& 7E
N FGE T iz 1 SR & 0% % (Lin et al., 2003;
Raghubir, 2008), J&5# 24534 AR 8%z 1)
— S HARER o AT BT X5 1 T T
B o2 3N A R RS, DT I 80T Y — L
ANLZERANE DL RSP B BEST AL 2% (Leahy, 2006). 7E
P28 B SR T, B o B O —
i (893K ZE VP, TR 38 40 75 IR Y 8 A L
Bl LA TP SF AR R, UM DS A 2 I K
P (Ledgerwood, Wakslak, & Wang, 2010; Nettelhorst,
Brannon, & Hill, 2013). 53 BFFEIESE 28 th S g
WAE—EFEEE BUss 1A I 2 m, AAREE 4
T4 B& (Barbey & Sloman, 2007), AJ WL, He2 [b {5 2 ms
JE— P BN TR E B PR D 22 B4 (Croskerry, 2009;
Gorini & Pravettoni, 2011; Menke, 2014; Pennycook,
Fugelsang, & Koehler, 2012, 2015; Hawkins, Hayes,
Donkin, Pasqualino, & Newell, 2015; Teovanovié,
Knezevi¢, & Stankov, 2015),
1.2 LIREEES S E L L2

RS LY T Ay M T R g 15 S B e R
FIARE AR I g DU, JHG v ik ) B 2 2 o) = i A i ()
VTR RISE, DLtz R 2 B 25 () g 2 ) 5
e A 23 TR R RN, A S 2 B #h2s i
BEXHMB S AR X RIZENAE, AT IS
MR AR R S A & A 1R T RE PR /N S
RUE BT, DL<PRaE” 5 08 5 (Trope & Liberman,
2010), Trope Al Liberman (2003, 2010)4% H T {1 fi#
JKFE-FHi8 (construal level theory), MCFRRAEL#E
JK - 1) Ff1 2 2k ) BH O BRLER 25 (psychological distance)
XTI RAE A o ZBIRIA R, AT ] %
PRPE RSO BRI L R B SRE
IKPAR A AT RAE X0 B B BT i S R
Bk 2 BEAIKF R T 3RAE, J3 4
DIMERFRAL R, % Al T i . 3R g iy, HAX
O R FNERE AR IE 23 E R AR T %
PRAL T O BB B A, AR L AR IR E
Y 45 AiE £ 9 1 5 FAF (Liberman & Trope, 2008,
2014),

Ledgerwood %5 (2010)#R %R T .0 PR 25 7 He 3R
AU BARNEAE B AAAVEE B BEH], 4558 %k
PR TC (14 B ] B 25 7 — R B T AT R
PR B R T AARMEAE BRI TACE . Yan Al
Sengupta (2013)#RZ T 1 23 BE B X FELL L £ 216 71
SO o TESESR R, A TR AR 18 P 0 5 (A1
T IR AF B FIPEAE RE R (2 T 2 45 5K A
T £ IR 45 R 30 > S A o 1) g 2% e {HL PR
AR D BT, AT RAS B O R B RS 5 1717 2
e (1) 2 9 RARMH B R IR 2 15, AT dh B
L YR8 XU

U5 T 20 B Y R 2 L 451) 22 W ] AT SR A AR 4L
AR R RN N E DSBS Z N PSR A ZN
PEAF BRI RME By, BT iy 34 L il (5 5 A
B & Y Z B 514 /5 B (Kahneman & Tversky, 1973).
PRI, FRATARIE b AH 5 SRR 78 i 25 RAE T T 3R
F S YR AR B Z ) 00 B 2 AR W] BB SR JE £k L f7]
ZME Y L R R, PO SOV E B2 A B
.00 BRI B 23 (A SR T DG B | Ry R R
PREER S, BDZRGIHGARAE S, A A o0 Xo) 34k L i)
FE I A PSR 5 R (5 B Z M BOE iy
B 25 AT i 23 4R 0 D SR TN oG B 4 A5 Bh
S . SRTIA TR ER 4, RIEL I EIME B, A
F U 2D % 22 B AR A R B A R
1.3 #RBiRFRIKR

ARG 22 DA = A J T 0] FE 26 L 461] 22 %
SRR Z [\ RHATIRE . B, ARL
) 22 W 4t DA, WIS 38 R R LA TR
BT RE, REXOT 1T T T LS e R 2R R R AR
H TR ARRAE . PVECRE AN 1 2 e A (LR IR,
RE W, e, AR, AME, 2013; XIERE:, R
W, e, e, TKREL 2014) A G AL
BRET X —ARf, DA R X B4k L f5) 220 s 1) 5 i) K]
KRR HIR, DIASELL H ) Z s ik 5% Fr F U o
17 B2 B2 g W AN A 1 A AR O — TR O )
HNERRUBEAN G, E A2 R AP BRI RS 5E (Yan
& Sengupta, 2013; White, Johnson, & Kwan, 2014),
MEPE PR IER D, B, AT 25
I 2RI I B, gl T KA A B
PR T PR SR 8 (PR, - EA W) 48 B2 1900 3
BE BT “iix A PEOLER SR, DU A= 5 X L L 161 2 %
HUOMBECRMWIRR, B, DIENRREZHRE
7B O B B T — ey R R RE e, H
A8 Ay — S5CHL A DA PP 8 A 5 ) X AN ] SR AU



1294 i Bt}

EE ¢

48 4

S CEVAPE RS PR AR 2O BB B TAEE,
MK K725 B (Henderson, Fujita, Trope, & Liberman,
2006; Burgoon, Henderson, & Wakslak, 2013)., {HiZ
S H W RGEHL AR R T O B 0 RR Lk L 5]
ZWE IG5 A B AHE TSR RTIR Yan I
Sengupta (2013)fdfi F APPSR GBS, A BAt SR B
FME B2 AL 6] 52 e S8 IXURG: T T o DAL, AR5
P A= SR B B 1) IEPE R SRS B2, B R Gt
PR AN [F) 4 B 100 BREF 2 (I () SR8 L s [ 25 A
Fh 2 A B )Xo Bk L f51) 22 W 1 5

25 ERTIR, FRATIA AN [ 45 B2 10 BILIR 2 A e
2R LU A JE TN SR A0 i AR A5 B X 2k L 191 220 g 1 52
Wil p 2 I S R T VR T, B 20 PR B A
RAEHE T RE M OCIE BAR | Rl AR ik i i 4, HD
LB S, TR X 2 B B A5 8 B TAL
H, 5 T SEAEL G 20, 4.0 B R BT
RN i G P e ) [P S E Y S S N RN
SRTNAS BB &6y, BIIEER Ll B, JF7E— e i
FE s B L 2 I 22 . 49K, DL B HUETRAT]
FE T R L) 22 W 5 0 PRI B T REAEAE I S R T
HELSHE S, FFE RIS T BT UM . A,
AHIFFE K G il PR TR TED IR S | s ) R B A At 2 R
BRI IE5E, BN R G AT O 3L B )
2 L 2w s . HAR SR -

H1: 7EIPARRd, Rl E B 5 3/ R 05
ST L L 15 22 W 1 SE MR AE S BAE T - I T B
BOII, AT Z2 0GR BIE B I ) iR 2 AL i,
NSRS ES VTSNP E

H2: TEPFResrh, 28 [aliE e 5 Rh 2/ R 0115
SRS FEZL L 15 20 Y SE WA AS BAE T . A5 ) g
B, AMARTT 2 0T 20015 B 25 W] FE 2 AL i
NSRS ESVIEPSNIIP G

H3: 7EPFRdesfdh, o if e 53 e/ 205
SR HELR LU A5 20 5 M A S HAR I - Ah sl e
BOREE, AT 20T ROIE L, s BUL R,
NSO E S NI SN P S

2 SEHG 1. INFIH]RE B RRLR ] 22
A

21 #ik

DA HRIITE R A 121 £ R A B, T4k 52
2, W69 %, PR 2055 +1.32 %
22 M

KMk H Kahneman F1 Tversky (1973)A9%%

e R IG5E F e gm H Freitas, Langsam, Clark
Moeller (2008) 1) A [] B 25 1% 22 7] 81, 76 SZ 5018 38
RO I 3 v B 35k B 3] B 4 Lt ], sl 2 H b
e 0 BAAREER, EFXF B AR E R A A R
s =RENTES TP

TESE R rh, e WA S A 1 ELAR B ]
(“AEJEEC— R IE )RR M FE R i, LA
PEOL AL B 2270 (<7075 <307) S 45 IR I 28 L 141
I
23 KWt 5ERF

SEH SR 2(BF TR B S - 328 vs D) x 2(FEZR Ll .
m vs AT, AR RS g SR & AR R AT
REPERIWT . SC80 b, KB B o e 21 A DU B
o RN FLB R IS AR, IR %tk
FAGBE AT . TP SE A M RS, BARR 2
e SR R A s ) A A A TR, SRS PR T
FO LA TTREMER RN BEAk, S250 1 PR TE BT
S T R A T O A4 4RI ) 05 R I — PR
1B, LRI, A4S 5HEE 2R 220/
ALt —1
24 ETWER

FRATE St st 1] B B i B A SR HEAT TR
5o BOXTAEAS ¢ Kp BB, (Rl As B) FE 25 K7 T B
T B[] B P G5 RAFTE & 22 5 (M« (SD) =
2.18 (1.06), M = (SD)=3.12 (1.11), £(120) = —4.76, p
< 0.001, d = 0.87), X HHIRATF A ] B 25 (R H0
R .

SRJE, AN a]BE B Rk Le ) [ A8 4, An]
REPE W7 5 5 o0 PR AR B AT W D 38 5 250 Wr . 2551
FEUH, IS )R A AN B (F(1,117) = 5.75, p <
0.05, mp = 0.05), izt 7L i 1] PE 28 4514 F (1 v g
P DRy b Aze e TR B A T R SRR LR Y K
I 2 (F(1,117) = 8.98, p < 0.01, 3= 0.07), #ik7E
1 S 2R LU ) 25 R T 1 nT e 0 DT EU AT SRR £ L 1) A%
G AR R S e A S TR (TR T
F(1,117) = 5.24, p < 0.05, n2= 0.04, #—LHEFFH
SN AT R IR, FEE i AR B S B b, Bl7E S
FLZ KR 1 AT BEPE H T B 3 AR R LOKE R
A REE I, F(1,117) = 13.31, p < 0.001, n; =
0.10; 7EIT B[] FE B IG5 b, Bl AE P L 2K
BT BE R WA 3 2% S, F(1,117) = 0.27, p >
0.05, [AlEE, FRATR A, FEARIEL LLBIS&ET, B
T 3 () B 17 15 vp %) T B M T T
A [) B 2 1 52 rh A AT REPE I, F(1,117) = 10.20, p <
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0.01, np = 0.08; TMi7E = FLLE L 25 F T, AN [ biof 1]
PE B B b gl ok i T AR R A I R 2
F(1,117) = 0.01, p > 0.05 (FLRZE R0 1 FiR).

& 1 A[EEiE) B A AN £k bE 15 5 1 T B AT RE 1 B 45

B (M £ SD)
. I ] B g
HLLk ] -
i L
1% 6.67 +1.63 5.10 £2.25
= 6.90 + 1.68 6.87 + 1.74

IREE SRR, N ) X B2k L 1] 2 AT R
Wi« AR ] BB R B rh, JCIB R LBk,
AR B L SRR L 191] 228 W i 2 o 1 I 5 i i) B8 5 1
S, AEC I A BE RN B, B S L 5] 22 s
e A7 BRI

3 SEHG 2. AS[H]EH BN RRL L 2
A

31 #Hik

PIARHRITE R 122 24 R AR B, A= 27
%, A 95 %, PR 2072+ 1.75 %
32 WM

K4 H Kahneman F1 Tversky (1973)) 5%
PR ARG 55 M S ) Freitas 55 A (2008)11) 25 [A] i 25
Vg R, TESCIR IS S, VPO IE SR Ay Le 4] R
L, Wt BRSO SR, X E
B A 04 3 40 i 3k R BRI 2 645 2 .

EFERGAR S, Gl B S R AR ) H A kb
TR EC B DO AR YN S ] FE 2 i, DASE ik
I NEL RN 7078830 ) R IEL LL Y = i
33 ERRItERERF

SCEGCRH 2 (SR . i vsadlr) x 2 (GEZ L
B ovsARA BT, PR G B Y mT R )
Wrzh A Sege RO RE L TR A PORTER T .
FRPLIA L SRR AR AR, IR % e SR
BHATRR . TEE MO B, Bl Te 2k
X e M S A I AT VT, SRS PR TS
AT e vE RN, BLAh, S 2 MIRERE R — R
BRI UL A4 400 RIS i — DR I 5 . oK
WA E, BS 5 EHE BRI SR/ ML —0) o
34 RKEWEHER

FATE St 2 ) BE B i B AT S AT TR
5o XA ¢ Ko gn e W], ANIa)as [a] R 25 K7 T 9

Y 25 ] B B PP G5 RAFTE W B 22 (M = (SD) =
2.17 (1.01), M = (SD) =2.92 (1.15), #(121) = —3.84, p
< 0.001, d = 0.69), iXFRBHIRATX 2= (8] HE 2 AT R0
AR

SRIF, LIas (Al iE B MFRLR e i o [ AR &, LAn]
R 1 W 225 58 o PR AR S iiEA TR L 3R 7 2200 B o 2521
FH, 23 (I S 1Y FRON A B, F(1,118) = 2.68, p >
0.05; HEZk FL i) 0% A, F(1,118) = 2.16, p >
0.05; =% [a] ¥ B8 5 L 2% te 9 19 38 BLVE B 3
F(1,118) = 4.62, p < 0.05, 12 = 0.04, #F— k45
BN Ay BT B, AR S RIBE B IR, 0T =
FEL KT 1 T AR 1 ) DB 3 s TR ZOK
f ] REPEHIWT(F(1,118) = 6.56, p < 0.05, = 0.05),
T AR 25 [B) B B A B8 v, gl 7E PR B4 /KF T 1
Al RETE P W E g 22, F(1,118) = 0.22, p >
0.05. 1M H, 7EARHEL L&k T, Bialrein 25 )
BB A 15 vh (%) AT R M T Wl e T A () R
BT BEVE I, F(1,118) = 7.19, p < 0.01, 02 =
0.06; TM7E = HEL Ll 25T, [R5 R BE 2 1% 58
TR Y T BE R B A B 2 S, F(1L,118) =
0.14, p > 0.05 (FLARZE IR WNZR 2 ProR).

x 2 AR B REENEL LK HT BRI e BT 45

B/(M £ SD)
2% [ B
FLLL L) =
T 1L
1% 7.53 +1.66 6.42 +2.00
= 7.33 +1.63 7.48 £ 1.09

IREIRIRN, S (] R L L 2 A R
Wi RIS W PE R D, JCIR R Ll e R, B
T BN SRR LU A9 228 W Qi 2 o T I s 1) B Y
B, e W BE R B, B S e ) 22 s
1) A7 BRI

4 SEH 3. FhoviR XY R LU 2
A

41 ik

DA KA 144 2 K24 pk, T34 54
%, W90 44, FIJAERY 20.09 £2.07 %,
42 SLIGHH

K2k 4 H Kahneman A1 Tversky (1973)A%%%
PEYCR G SR B 4 0 . 3. RN, W
AT (2010)A9 10S £ (Aron, Aron, & Smollan,
1992), 10S 3 T R 5 A T] i) S 2 R B
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AP B R AR R A, TR & i AR R,
FORAREI Y OC R, LR AT By L
2

TR AR b, PR A 0 & 2k 1 AR B 1
(ATEUR TR R R 22 5 SR 2 4 A7) R 1
BB R, DA S i BT B RN (4707 8K
“307) A BRI\ FELE L7 Y = 1K
43 Wit RIERF

SCHCRH 2 (FEaHEES: dE vsalh) x 2 GEE L
Bl ovsADAL I, AR B g ey m e
W25 5 S, KB Bl B A R S R R
BORP N BRI R JOR IE AR, IS I X ek s
WS . FERE M ARG, BT 2k
X PR BRI TR S BRI, SRS R TSR
ATREMERIW . BEAh, SE 3 MIH R IE B e — 1 R IR
KT A4 ARG ST 0 — DR 5 . S50
G, BAS5HEERREEEE/NMLE —10
44 FKEHR

AT Se Xt 1t 2 BB B AR AT T R
5o BCXTREAS ¢ Krge R, ARldE 2 I KO T 4k
WA S IR PP E S R TE & 2R (M = (SD) =
4.63 (1.25), M = (SD) =2.04 (0.97), 1(143) = 24.29, p
< 0.001, d = 2.31), XRIFIRATRHH2 1 25 RN
JEA R

RIG, WAt SHEB MIELE e floh A AR &, o]
RETE I 5 5 o AR e AT R R 7 220 W &5
FEPH, AR B R0 35 (F(1,140) = 5.40, p <
0.05, mp = 0.04), BIXTEUTFE IR &0 FAYTT RE
PEFN B LA a2 BB B 2500 B, Bk Ly 5K
N2 (F(1,140) = 5.14, p < 0.05, n3 = 0.04), #ik
FE R L2 LGB A% R T 1% TR 1 0 T HL LG 6 2k L 451
SN, Ak A AR S Rk L Y 32 HVE T
F(1,140) = 4.52, p < 0.05, np = 0.03, #E—HHEF7
PSR AT R, R At S IR i B, BlAE
FLE KT 1 T BRI A B 2 i TR K
(R ] REPE T (F(1,140) = 8.85, p < 0.01, 777 = 0.06),
MR AT PR B B, Bl7E AP LK N Y
A BE A WA W 25 5, F(1,140) = 0.01, p >
0.05. 1 H, TEAREEL L@l &0k, plreinst &
B 17 5 e 1) T R M S W R T A s R R
BErh AT REPEFI, F(1,140) = 9.09, p < 0.01, n; =
0.06; IMi7E L LB 258 T, AlRlth 2 BE B Ig 45
rRB ) T BB AT A W R, F(1,140) =
0.03, p > 0.05 (BAAZE A AN3R 3 FR).

x 3 FMRKRBRPAFHSEBMELLOFHT
RY AT BE 1% 7 BT 45 R (M + SD)

. PRy
L Al = —
i i
1% 7.18 +1.18 6.18 = 1.49
=2 7.22 +1.42 7.17 £ 1.34

PRGN, Ao R HELR LA 2 A 5
Wi ENTAE PR o, TOIR R LBl AR,
TCHR R B LU ] 2 W Qi 2 o 1T BB AL 2 B S Y
W, FEaAt SRR BT, B L L ) 2
1] A7 BRI

5 Bihe

51 EZLLLHIZMRMIZEM

H Kahneman Fl Tversky (1973)#&7~3E4E L 141
ZWEIR LK, Kt hos C ik IE 4k L) Z w6 2 —
T A7 HLCA AR B PR A 22 TR, T EL XU
IR HAg T B LS e ) AL R, A
WSS AEAR 2 T AP 1Y 3O B R B Y T R 1
BE PO — BOB IR UE T LR L) 2 A7 AR I RS
P WAL, AT A SE B O BRE B AR A Y
T2 BB L) Z S A ORI S, gk
SI6 45 A PR IS IE T FE L LU 5] 22 W 3 — 2R 5 R
ZENG I A e YR o T HL, FRATTHE IO R S Y
Fr#kes 5 Raue, Streicher, Lermer f1 Frey (2015)
Y45 IR — B o WIS e BRAE 3T U B 25 1 I T
P ) G B v, 2 B HE SR AL N AE = S rh 42
ARAT RN GRE, (HAE e 0 PRI 25 b, HEZRALN 37 2%
w5, X5 Keysar, Hayakawa £l An (2012)1#F
FEAE AR B, Forb R AT RS2 AL Tk O 3R
B (Y TR A g T 2085 R =X R gen
TAFE, RO A B0 on Ak, Bl O PRIE 2 pY 1
i, A5 B EARMEREAR, TR AR R, Blli% AR i
2R M= R G0 145 B.(White, MacDonnell,
& Dahl, 2011).

Zr b, FRATRFE A W3 I SE A A SR 45
BRIV M ) G 1 N |11 S 2
BT, PR T =R B B XL HE ] 2 W 1
oM, PTARAS R, TR OB B PR N R
BRI ] ) B L B IR L 3 R A
SR — A D PR AT 6 2 30 P e e 75 e 3 X 58 481
RGBS T T 200 O TAGEE,; MR, Kix
YRy 3 2 H W AR 1 R 2 L 5 B A0 1 20
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5.2 IR EE B ALk LL 15 22 BE B §2 1

AW FEAE VO SR ARE 55 Hh  28 1 ANl 4 B2 Y
O 3P B X6 Rk LU ) Z W S T, SRR, B
BEE L 24 [R) B RN At 2 B X SR 2k L 451 22 WS R AT 5
M, B 3zg O 3 PR B (A5 3 B0 i ) R L 451) 72 s
052 1) A T R AT, T sk R PR Sy O v 1) T Rk
L5 S B0 o He g idid, 76O BR8P R g
Barh, WA e O W i S LU A9 2 W 2% 17 7R e
IR B POR G B, BT h O T 2 R4 Lu il (5
B, R L) 2 22 IR BB 2 05 0k o X AE
BTATHERLH) = A RPN LG i T — B4 2R
ZAE R Ledgerwood %5(2010)AHH XM FTE K
— 5, AT AR, AT )2 5 M S AR AN TR
FAUE BRI, B[R] BRSBTS AR A ) T
XA ARG B BEAh, ARG R S
Henderson, Fujita, Trope #l1 Liberman (2006)4 K
Burgoon 55 (2013)43 7l 7E 423 F W A SR B3R A A
KWFFE P e R — B, RIVBEE 25 (8] BE 2 Y
D)1 N N 5 A S R N A D SN E DS B R = N G )
BEORKRTE, FFmZ2a2m Al 45 3

Ak, AW RYRELAE B 5 R 005 B S HAERI
SRR T AR LU A9 20 % 3K — 28 L 1Y) TR 5 O 22 I 42
1Y, 5 Ledgerwood Z5(2010) b WF5E o 1) B AR (5
SRR BB A AR A 0, B4 I
A WAIE ARG 2 i R IL(E S R B
AR FEER B AL BESE 1a F1 1b 1Y 3REE R —
), BUBE A B R B AR e, AT R R PG B
ARG, MAEFRATH PR as SRerh, JER &M
TEZE I [A] IR B8 | 25 (] PR 2 RN A 23 BE Bt SR 45
P TR B AT B, SR A TAE
A JE WIBIESE TR BT S g R AT g — 2P RS . 124
XA — A HEM K H Braga, Ferreira 1 Sherman
(2015) Y AHSCAIFTE, A AITIA Ry HE L L f51) 22 i i =X
L AT BT e REAS 2 5 B B R A 2 s e &
(R, TR T 5 B S A G i 22 1] (4 6
R, B O3 B AR e, ATTX AR B R
K TALER A an w25 R i o

TP PRI B (AR AR S (Trope & Liberman,
2010), 4.0 FIE B 453w A, DA 60 3 AR i 1) T R T
R AT I T 244, RIXT B bR & AR 47 EAR Y
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Abstract

The base-rate neglect refers to the phenomenon that individuals tend to underestimate or neglect base-rate
information in probability judgment and decision-making. The phenomenon is widespread in daily behavioral
decision-making. Since the concept of base-rate neglect has been proposed, the studies of its psychological
mechanisms have reached well-documented results and conclusions. But the exploration for its influence factors turned
out to be a conservative, thus few researches tried to shed light on its application. What’s more, there is little empirical study
of base-rate neglect in China. Therefore, this study aims to verify the base-rate neglect in real decision-making
situations, and explore how the psychological distance would affect the base-rate neglect.

Study 1 carried out one experiment with 2 (temporal distance: distant vs. near) x 2 (base rate: high vs. low)
between-subject design to examine the moderate effect of temporal distance. A total of 121 students were recruited. The
results showed that the temporal distance affected the base-rate neglect under the selection circumstances, and
that the base-rate neglect effect was weakened along with the increasing temporal distance, thus individuals
tended to make probability judgments based on base rate.

Similarly, study 2 explored the effect of spatial distance on the base-rate neglect with 2 (spatial distance:
distant vs. near) x 2 (base rate: high vs. low) between-subject design. A total of 122 students were recruited. The results
indicated that the spatial distance affected the base-rate neglect in the selection circumstances, and that the
base-rate neglect effect was weakened along with the increasing spatial distance, thus individuals tended to make
probability judgments based on base rate.

The same with the pattern in study | and study 2, study 3 explored the effect of social distance on the
base-rate neglect with 2 (social distance: distant vs. near) x 2 (base rate: high vs. low) between-subject design. A total of
144 students were recruited. It was found that the social distance affected the base-rate neglect in the selection
circumstances, and that the base-rate neglect effect was weakened along with the increasing social distance, thus
individuals tended to make probability judgments based on base rate.

In sum, three studies provided consistent evidences that different dimensions of psychological distance, namely
temporal distance, spatial distance and social distance could affect the relative weight according to case description
information as well as base rate information in the base-rate neglect situations.

Key words base-rate neglect; psychological distance; temporal distance; spatial distance; social distance



