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Abstract: Psychological distance is egocentric: its reference point is the self in the here and now, and the
different ways in which an object might be removed from that point—in time, in space, in social distance,
and in hypotheticality—constitute four different distance dimensions. The different psychological distances
would have automatic associations, and they would also affect and be affected by each other. Several re-
searches have shown that psychological distance would be extended to many other related research areas that
go beyond the four dimensions, such as social power, ownership vs transactions, proximal vs distal senses,
novelty, affect, and so on. Future researches should extend the research field of psychological distance. It is
also important to include the research of psychophysics. For example, how do objective distances map onto
generalized psychological distance? How do different distances combine to affect psychological distance?
And so forth.
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B OE: LML I, HSRE QUL I B O EERER, IR AN E YR R A
Ji€, FROEMAEE., SRS, A g BB . YA BT R YR 2 A AT AR A 3)
WA, AR 2 MAF AN T . SERE R, DB T R DA e 2 4F, by
JERIHABASCHT FLIUH, WAL Pra RN G ot Brath. e, RRDIFINEE 5y
L BRER B ROWF IR, S B BRI ST, AL BB A G T B A LR S (K AR A T SR ) B
T A PR PR A A S e S B R G A4

KERIR: OBIE, IR BRESYERL, RRKCP R

1 3518 SN, HMERE A AT BRI
A DT, EAREHCEE . BRI AMEAIRZ AL UL —A) . ISEtSd, AT
LRI AR AR S T e, xoooog WA RCRAR LRI, RPN GURONBEZ B,

C105; [HEAAFIEILAIH: 06CZX024; P Ak A4 ¥ J& T 0 R 2 (psychological distance) {585 . H
Fl: SWUB2006037; 14 g K 2 T sl 2 B 03 ik S0 DA« . s NI
124360-20701112. Liberman jﬂ] Trope(l998)7i2€ﬂ¢flEﬂﬁiFﬁ(temporal con-
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strual) ¥ IR 18 SC LK, A AR RE /K1 #1 18 (construal
level theory, CLT)WFFCRIEINIL, F& 8T T H) 4
[EY RS AMLESE, B — A 5T s LA ERER
B(MRES, ik, SWIE, 2007; Trope & Liberman,
2003). /Lo PRLEH T Es URYE g, LA T, I
ZHE A e B S RS, IRUT A RIYERE
Il AN, T G BTNk 1) DY A 4E FE (Bar-Anan,
Liberman, & Trope, 2006; Bar-Anan, Liberman, Trope,
& Algom, 2007; Trope & Liberman, 2010; Trope, Liber-
man, & Wakslak, 2007): 1) =i 2 (spatial distance),
R AE 2 (R 4 B L ER B AMAAT 23 2) I [R] PR 25
(temporal distance), i 2R SR B MAILE R H b
2w, 3) f4xiEgi(social distance), fh<x
ARG A LR KRS B e 4) R
(hypotheticality), $5<F{F A A=A RENE, BFYILFAER]
AlRetE, BCSAMEILS TG AL R, A RRRA
M (probability) .

AN I 1) 1) 2 L B —— I Ta) . 2% )
19 R A ey 65 T W S Bl O IS B ER R R S
(Liberman & Trope, 2008; Liberman, Trope, & Stephan,
2007), 17O B B AR AR 5 RS AT 2544000 BEER AR 1) 24
A, JET S AR . (R H AR, A
AR PR BERAE A SZ . PR BS HERE 5%,
J& 2 T IR B Ak R AH FE R R S5 5L, an il Atb N IR A K
AT G E) B L [ I 2 L8 25 FTIN [R] A i 2 4
JEo DAL, BRS04 52 1) O R S AR B RE Wi
SR, X R KBS AE ARSI N
AL L T, ARSCAEA A T DB Y
(R U i (20 4 i (R 6t b, R IR T DU PR B o
A OCER, AFREATZ R RS X A5, JIf B
PHER B I AH OGRS AT TR, itk sy B
ARG G Bt Bt EE, DURe% Y K
iR K BEARAE H 8 AR5 I N VG [, S G iR 2%
TANRATERE KR .

2. LEEEBERHEENXR

PURhC B B LSS 2 A AT B D) G R Biln, A
ATV A FH 2 1) PR B AR N e Ak 25 PR B —— 1B %
JHEREAE SYNE S U iDL VAR B AN B g SRR S8
( Macrae, Bodenhausen, Milne, & Jetten, 1994); 7 H &

Copyright © 2012 Hanspub

FHVERHE R R b, AR 8 i P 22 [ G ng =R A0E B )
(Boroditsky, 2007)—— 32> HLEK [ I [A) 5k g
IR S 7 28R, O A T ) Ok R
b bR e, & PE B LT 2 (R AMAEZEAR LU B ZR A
AHE 52, AEEAE 2200

2.1 (LIRREE R REL R

211 BEMBHMUEKR

O BRER B9 & e T R) A7 A5V AR 1 B 3 IR
(automatic associations) , @1 A {1 AT ¥ = N Hh
(nonconsciously) {5 FH EREE A (1) 285 i) R 254 SV A O
L5 H At A% 5 8] (00 BE 2 25 (Niedenthal, Barsalou, Win-
kielman, Krauth-Gruber, & Ric, 2005). Bar-Anan %
(2007) 1 I 181 )7 = FRdi] J ST A5 UE S T & 4E RV A
P ABMEIER R o LB, B E 2 2 [R] 1 XU 1,
1A B AN I A e s TR B Sk, &
KA AR, B A RN B IR O BEER B, G
R B e, W DIFRRBOE LB, Wi
Hof N BRI b, A T ] 2 )
PrEFR R, FERRLAR M)A S, T S il 5 I )
PR AR PR AR OC, 45 R BORpAIEAGE
RN TG B OB EE R 2 ] S ] 2 ()
A —S, #olRIELr, RN 5—A
SEB R, AR PR R S, R T A A B
SR WoR: i E XS RALE B, BRI
U, RZBINEZE . FRSEIG R IR, 2%
ERES . Ao BR e S 2 M AL, &
T2 B R AL F Bl R, R EATS a0
HAREA BRI KR,

O PR B 5% A FE IR R A DU AR . BBk
[, B HAAIE. #1d, Pronin, Olivola il Kennedy
(2008) Lk 45 1 B[] 1A 2 B 2856 e S ol o R e i, I
SENATTRE A SR ARSI g AR AL, (2
XTELAER H T  PEANA o SILSR 1) — F i R
e, ANTEEA SR EMAIER A S, R
JAR AR B R A F A (Pronin & Ross, 2006) .
U S 06 LR S T I () 4 B Ak 2% A R iR KT
(AR VR, 0 TR R S5 1 3 Ao 4 55 (1) A AL K
% . Boroditsky(2000)th UES% 7 I i 25 5 4 A 2 1
AR R . S8, ek — o T
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T B AR A ] DG 2 1) In) J—— &1 A 18 B 8K B (ego-
moving, I In) % 4% 3h) 5l % 44 5K 5)) (object-moving
B AA ) Fe R B, AR L iR 5 R TR DG 1 4
BT, NS ET IR TR, bR
fi ket WO R TR L. S5 RREL, Bl Ak
b A 2% ] A B A 1 2 R A AR R A A BT [ ]
WY I [) P2 R (R B B AR TR S M 2k B R
A ABUPE R AR o

212 ZREBHENBEZIY

F BB B AR AW B AR
BER, WAREAH B REm, RI—FhiE s e e At & 5%
i) L Ath 2 3 A FE

#E 45 2 U710, Stephan, Liberman Al Trope(2010)
UER T A SRR RS S B . 2 R R 25 2 A7 e AH B
S, SaG A AT AL S (politeness) A A1 2%
— ML 5 P B8 (politeness theory, Brown & Lev-
inson, 1987), AATTXS R BE A2 N FE X I AR AT 4L 30
A ALSEE S R S N — Pl k. —41
SRR, U PR AT B AR A TR I
MIAK S R BRI ARAT . Bl
WP R B RO R AMART, B AL 415k
R0, ALSUME SRR 5 A (R AR I TR A G
R NE (= R O VA= T 1 a1 o 79 = R - L
ALSANEE SRR 5 — AN, Bk B S5 N RAE
TEAE S BE . IR SZIGE I T AR P B Al
RS 1) EE 125 2 T AEAEAH FLRE A 2 50—t 20 4
B, STE5 —PH B YEE LA iR

B2 71T, Wakslak F1 Trope(2008)f{IHF 5%
TE ST B A e ot A P 8 4 11 35 i —— 4 A AT 9
DEEASFAF R AT BRI, 23N iz Kk
AAEIN ] 2 ) B A 25 R B O R 1 e . Pronin 4%
(2008) th W L P FTAE S 1 B PR AT I TR) A A 2 R
YR (1 5% W) ——— 70 B S PR SR 5T (Rl N S
L, T SIS, RS LR PeRE), AEXS
TR EH D, S HAKE S NG 2 4
N DRGB AR YO 7S I PR SRG t F (B R EA
SR, RN R A MR AR S N T T
WA, #AA AR B O M RIS STk ik
BRI

25 1) B 25 J5 17, Boroditsky (2000)iiF S 4% [] i &
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(/T a1 TN YT TR D TH R S 8- A P M T 23
BT . Williams il Bargh(2008) i T 5 -k /K *F 1
(cartesian plane)fiff 5t T 2 ] FH 2560 #1230 B 15,
Tl 3 A et 1) 2 () R I, R 1 S
IRy XEREMZE 2 FR R EIE. 251, Williams H1
Bargh(2008):K 84 44 KA il (43 44 &/, 41 44 93 4)
BE B3 B 380 = 22 ) BE B AN [R] (1 4 v —— e 2 A
(closeness condition). & i 2 (intermediate condi-
tion) A1z i 25 4 (distance condition), 4R & ik #ifdH—
AR, WERIRS H OB, KEEIK 2 1)
KAWSRERLE . 2R R, wihs Aot 5%
NFE Z R R R G, H 500 e 4P i A 25

N T B2 85, 2 5 o LAtk BB B A B o Gt (i) B
BN L 25 R B AR R T 5% N RESY WSV E S
Hefty B A A Al AKX (Liberman et al., 2007); Pronin
A1 Ross(2008)WFFTUESE, AR THLER A S, AR
FeAkH M B SR AT AL X %
) —FPff R S, AT %22 (observer) ffi JE G FRF A K
A Er A, T A A (actor) 1 BB AP ELAE K B
l; Stephan 45 A(2010)FUWFFTE W], A7 G A KN 1]
PHOBS K A ke 3 B Gz () Ak 4 BE S (Stephan,
Liberman, & Trope, 2011). i 7] # 2 HE B AR 11
S ——AFDO T I TR R 2, o5 O T — i
R4 3R ORF [R] —— FAF 8 AN [ 3R 6 52w oo b A LR B
AT HEVE IR A W) 0T b A B AT R A S T P S ) A a
I} J¥) B 25 1) 4 5K (Biilgin & Brenner, 2008).

22. LIBFEEEHEEMXF

221 EMiEEM

AN [R] E B A S 0 AN A4 I8 RN B AR 4 B A AN [
(R EETENE o filtan, % [R) A ey S H AR, A A ST 19
TE AL IR B BD T REC RS
P AR (self vs not-self) i) [X /3r———H) il f £ 25 1)
Stk (Pronin, 2008)——n et — MO BRE, JUHAE
WO 5 N A OB RE B I e AR b RO AR
BARH, HAEEFRERN ARG “ifdhs
BARIY, NATBZH 5 — e HARI . a5 Mk
iy (Lakoff & Johnson, 1980), 1fiy i [ 4 5 5 4 A hy Ll
(R AEFE ST S, DA AT ) DL Bgn =5 ], HH
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REAEZ I} H] (Evans, 2004).

(R PE B T, 24l ) LR R 5T B (Mandler,
1992), “F[AIMES S 20 L e il IR, il naz it
75 3 2 4 A~ HIF AT i i (Leslie, 1982), 1% JLEE
A% Ty M P A TR IR, o R Dk 2 T JE 2 2 4
R, EHE LR AR L N RS TR SR A i 28 (Mandler,
1992); Mandler(1992)tH A4, Py iE &5 i) n B Ag 1 R
5 Jie FoAth O BRER S B4 7 il 38 5 2% 07 1 1
572 W](Lakoff & Johnson, 1980), %555 F JEAXS B
s NATTEE AT 2 (ARl AR I R], - AR /8 )
[F) i)Y 223k =% ] . Casasanto Al Boroditsky(2008)/1f/f
FERW], A FRIEAGRIAEE TR, AR
TS BEA RO B AR S 1, A NAT T8 8 v i A
FH 2% ) 206 At R i 10 v 5, AR A8 P B 1) 2 2 At o
] e, X B NAT IR I A B AT A T3 10 T B
AR T 38 B Al 5 381 11 25 0 BEER AR AR 1) e (22 23050
H) DL EE 2 56 1R 00 BE R AIE N L il . Boroditsky(2000)
IR UE S, 78 [ ] [B) AH DG i 2 i S 2% 2 T 2
RO ) SN, T A B8 TR A 5 ) 72 i R
F W L R A MR SO s o — e S0 36 B
20 [ ¢ 5 LU ) ¢ i 5 LSl (Boroditsky & Ram-
scar, 2002).

X} 15 18] 41 411 (temporal - discounting) 1 4% 2 4 1
(probability discounting) [ i 7¢ A A, 0T fig 4 #E %
(probability) 5 HLIEafvE, B EHFHE T AR R
KF AT 5 B S F AT ARG & A BE A A 1B & (Fehr,
2002); JiARFEE A A I [A) 2 5 B B, R 2R
T2 T AATPRACHE 3 S F 55 1 = e D L0 30 i
) IR 17 7 42 25 >J A6 & (Rachlin, Raineri, & Cross,
1991). Green F1 Myerson(2004)%} FiR WL A4 HY T 5
SERIREVE, DAk s R4 F0RTREE 2T 11 250 3478 AH ] 1 8
i1 2% o F A5 7 (hyperbola-like function), B JfEANGELIE S
PARRT A0 5 rpl— A S R BE A B

222 BHEESYMEXANER

O P R A TR B Sy 2 R R S A
(valence) {1 5C & o WEFEHT, I 1] B PR M s e v
IRV B, AATTRE E ARG (R 2
TRy BRI = I B AT A RAT A A T
FARZ MBI o AT A O EEE S, AT
FEFIN AN B2 I 22508 H 8 Az 55 S 4F 3047 SR A o
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#r(Mitchell, Thompson, Peterson, & Cronk, 1997). %3]
RS PR 3G IR 9D 0E ) VAT, AN SR AN T AL . gy
PR PR R gD nE ) VAT, 50, B AT DR A
A6 B AT A VP e Al A, WA A S Ee )
N B At 7 (Alicke, Vredenburg, Hiatt, & Govorun,
2001). et B DR B e ) PEAR, I AATTHE
B AN BULESI, 2 A OB

W], A TRUT AR, NP R AEAE
e AR (R F A 5 R R B BE 2 (0 SR WAL (Giloviceh,
Kerr, & Medvec, 1993; Mitchell, Thompson, Peterson,
& Cronc, 1997; Nisan, 1972; Savitsky, Medvec, Charl-
ton, & Gilovich, 1998), AT R AK-FHIREIE R : 4
FeAF B R AP R 5 T AT DT S B SR A AR R v
RAPTREPEIN, IS R] B A B I AT RO
T 24 A AR KPR & T AT S0 82 A (1 AH
X e R AT RENE N, 2 I ) 2 g B I AT SR R
(Nussbaum, Liberman, & Trope, 2006).

AR R ZKF RS, (R I TR BE B A5 AF T, 3RIHT
SRR BT S R AR A 0 B, Bl B I o PR
MEEUAR T, G155 iy 7K1 AR5 AR AR 5% B0 A7 {8 B3 n B2 22
(Trope & Liberman, 2003, 2010). X4, Bli# It i) 13,
BRI RREAH S A 25 IR ) B 4, i
KPR REAR DG A 2= B [R)3 KIS . i
FEPEYHME S SRR RIS, R 2 tHILE
PESEAC B PE B By 1 2 S (0 LR PR R S AR A
BEAH OGN, F A 23 L IE PR R P a4 vk 1 K
(Trope, 2004; FhGEFS, 5Kz, SRWIUE, 2007). DA,
ANE S el QE RS, S KR A
I EL AR 23 Bt ] ) G35 H IS KI5 s [ 2 AT
ML .

ZE PR, A AR R BAR WA, RN R] PR A
YERE b, SRR (3G T AN 2 I T 2 ) AR &
S, BV I R B AN il 0 SR K 0 AT ) AR A AR
PR, FIREI, TN R T AN BE 0 AR M FEAR AT
RIR AT 7 SO v | 1 N [ 1IN 4 P AR S 4
VRS 0 BEER B G, HOE ] TR KT B,
PR, KR T IR 2 A6, PR I = AR
YEJZ 2 T NI IR FR . H & H RO X7 1
T IEIRBE =, A Tt 2D

TIAh, OB B A A (A B e I AR AR 2
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T 2 RS Ze i), AT BEARL 25 E mARK, TiAS
REFETI a); 2 () e fe =4V, BOMRE, AW
bk MY TR, HAn TR LA S
HANBRR, AR RERIR R, BRI RD T
PR, B AT AR e S R R T ek, ATA
REPRAE AT —E K A

3. LB EHXHRMBAY R

WAk, A OB B AT IR, O HY 55
BRIz, BT RS YL Sh, Y
B H A AH AT 57 8K

3.1. #£#H(Social Power)

SRS, AU RS L NP AN [ (1)
I AR TR, AR AL B 2 S5 AA ],
A3 5 N O B 294538 (Hogg, 2001) . AR AR MRS /K
SEREB(Trope & Liberman, 2010), iS4t 2sA0 S48 A
PR B, IS A BUE ¥ B 2 i 45 BRAE,
IR FY P LRHIE, 2B IR B AE . Overbeck Al
Park(2001)UE 5, HHAT AL T (1A BE T Lf A5 FH e 52
I CRRE X ) 25 B EAE B Guinote, Judd A1
Brauer(2002) & ML, KA 7 B AU 4L, Al AT
A5 S : Smith Rl Trope(2006) 1) 5250 iF 52
TR AR K I mafE . U AR Ak
Kl J& 4T 4 (embedded figures task) 1 %% {4 52 B AT 45
(Gestalt completion task)H &I BT 4, BT Gf kSl Hy
— RAEE A AR . LRI, RSBl
T B PR 9 25 A R o) A R K LA ARBLR S 4

3.2. ErELFN3Z 5 (Ownership vs Transactions)

5842503 (endowment effect) iIF5T & W], 432 [
A DI, AATTET SR I SE A b ST S 3 A
(KL et 8 2 (Thaler, 1980). 7F Kahneman, Knetsch
A1 Thaler(1990) 86, 45— Pl N— M1,
BORMATAM 7 B0E BN GIERSE, 2455 —F
B, RN EER Ty — R A M BE R AR )
FAr, KEMT. G5 NoR, ST S B
KIS AT A E 2 22 3 A AR MER K
SRS (Irmak, Wakslak, & Trope, 2009), S2 7 F1 3L 77 &
MAS[R]EE B A7 B2 2% [ BV . S 07 Mt PR 85 %
&, RS2 29 A % %0 3 SRR RS

56

T K7 I B 25 2% 18, DR SN 52400 il 1R B A AL
RERFIE RGN o 10, S205 2% o S 07 AME,
MK 77 2% FEM st A I8

FE B2 1) 5y — ff R 5T T 3L 8 (prospect the-
ory)(Kahneman & Tversky, 1979)+ X% 25 2:(loss aver-
sion) [ M /4 (Liberman, Idson, Camacho, & Higgins,
1999). HRHGIUIHEL IS, XFREl—% M E, KEBELR
S R v B LAS B ) PR IR T R . B
VX HE IO AR Ay« SRS RS Sy i, SE T PR
BB, SRR RIS B PR, TR A
5 LR ORARIS A 5 AN, RIS & SR i P 2 .

IRTEGERNT, R KT B AR AT N FH T 8 2
IATFST, ST 2% RE ) i AR SR AR, TS 05 2% 18
Yl i ACTREE . DRI, A ST BRI AL 5 [ A3,
PR T o BRBH 25 ORI AU

3.3. IEESE 53 B L (Proximal vs Distal Senses)

NHIRSE . WESE WUsE . il diE . Wbt 7e 2 () b
B EE EVa . B, AT sk v ) #E 25
B I ROULR I, T 3 B R T R Rk, (H R
fl PR A B (A4, S5 MR RIS . T, Al
DA, A RA RN T 3 R SR R
P B AT R85 (Boring, Langfeld, & Weld, 1939;
Rodaway, 1994).

TR AE A ) BT 2 4y, A, IR
REAS 7 28 0 BILPE 25 AR ALV B 125 2 A28 2 Trope A1
Liberman(2010) AR 4 i e /K- BB R e . WU AN [ 1)
TR e 7 AR BE B RON A BB S R KO AR R AR
Ry ARG BN T SRR R ARG,
JAEB U R VAR (P G2 Do e o I 1| NS Y VN R
RN o i o= AT AL P 205 LU Al
i, PR UL T i B R A A AU A LR
E, B R A A5 AR . H AT OCTIX — n) e
B2 AHNY (S BuEE , ARrE—PE.

3.4. F1%E(Novelty)

B PEFR ARG . BRI R AE AT AR /N
HY), Bk, Bt AR e AR I R B AR . Forster,
Liberman A1 Shapira(2009) 5 iiE T 387 51 L5 0 B R 25 70
fERE K Z IR R 1 IR AT I, B

Copyright © 2012 Hanspub
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FEAE KRR U SR A L (B B T L
RO, 5 SIS 0 FHUSAD A L, #R
BT s 5 HARA G HIREAE, B O e
a5 HAR GG IRHIE . Forster(2009) 111 i
SEBGIESE T OB R MR KPR SEGH, SEE
T A A AR5 S A 0 i Sy ) )
fik KSR A7 T L = A ) T A R T ek R (B fi O
. 5% 15 K. 40 Ik, HefiikBo %, JHr Sk
JERAR), SRR TE A A A T, SRt
PR R I L, 45 R oR, R el
PIRIIRBOER 2, gk 1) T 400 5 1) R n TR, R
BT 0BT e P R DA BE R A7) 1 i 7P Al R

3.5. 1ERk(Affect)

NS A T &2 5y, WS AL, %
115 2 ARRR € H b AN W01 — FBORI i G 3R A0 R Rt 1)
(Forster, Ozelsel, & Epstude, 2010). 1 — &4 BAE & X
S TEEEEM . B, NP SR
BB, BN EN TR EHE S — s hA P Sk i) iR
BB LG 5 (Beer & Keltner, 2004), 414 25 & T Fri 4=
NI AT L B SR BEM, Wl Tk
WA FERERR R ISR . R S I fERs,
2 AR FEAEAE IR R U T 5 1k s T2 AT 1
Bz (1) —Fofr S Y, 22 BN DAL 4 ) HS B (Gray,
2000). Y34k, H G 4% (negative mood) Al b AR 2k
(neutral mood)AH Lt , UK 17 & (positive mood) m] fit 1Jf 4
PRI o Tk, R B Tl R
(Gasper & Clore, 2002).

Van Boven, Kane, McGraw F1 Dale(2010) ##F5%
T AT E A B I — S G (i e i %1
o LA K M F B D BB R SR )]
WK HMESE), A IS RE LA BN, R I X 8 = Ak
T IO BEER 55 5 I HARRIR — AN (e AR TH
B [ DN NN 2L R SR A €3
)RR, ARG 2 Ml 1) f (OUAR), K ik
ANBVEGE DB R . SEERIRR I, 2 AT G 28 14
B VAP T 2e TG OGP, I R SN IR A H bR A
Lo BRER B (RS R BRSSP A .

gE LT, AR S O B B YR 2 R LA
—EINAHDG, BB A S RN

Copyright © 2012 Hanspub

4, HRRE

AR T B EE B WU R R, 20T
DV ERPT RO R AT (AR B i i AATTER A
YA B, A1) A8 B A N R
Beolny E TSR AR R O PELER B L I F ), i H]
AR SR T SRR AL A RO L B B (M ) (2
/=, JARESL, JHE5, 2009). (OHLEE BAFSTE UL AR

AVFZ I it PR R

S HO PR B MRS A R R A, O R
JE R B B (AT, T B LR B A AN H T Az Y
WA IR, TS0 B W 1) AR A Qe | o P
MR ZE? —MAIGHUT, ITIRET, ZOUER A
ke 5 D BEER B K AR Ak, T Bt 2 W e 2 )
I, GO BEER AR A ORI o RT3 AE - 2y
2} 5 Ht(Weber-Fechner law), 20 254846 5 [ ) L
PHPE 3 A A TR S Bk &, AR 2P oG R
(Dehanene, 2003) . Zauberman, Kim, Malkoc 1 Bettman
(2009)1E 5K, X Ff0) G 8 38 J 50 AR A I 1)
PREG ) TR IXEEHFSER ], B A 2 MR A
ke 5 DO BER B ORI AR A, TR S AR A% 0 3
RN p AU € S5 (BT N I (B W RS Y DO B N A E2
o PP G B AL B ) B AR R, A Rk — DR
o

B, WIETPTIR,  ROULER B AR AR e AT BT
TR 30 1R Lo BRLEE B, 700 BB B 5 A B 2 [R) LA AT
Hm, B Rh R S YERE AR, R s He R R
YEFEIIR AT, AR DA AT T — M B — R 2 4 FE AT
FUO TR B, AR/ M2 Fi R B Ak BEATE U B O R
BIISEN o FI82 4% B 1 A PO Qi AH ELAE T 5 2o
FREE A NE 2 WFFT o, B A R ) AR A X
Do PR RS B R AT - e e, R
P AR PR 0T B 2 AR AR R, T L 38 I ) R
25 2k SO0 o0 BERBS 10 5E ) ROR S0 R B (Trope &
Liberman, 2010). Pronin %5(2008) &8, iAok A
R AR SR I (A B A 2 0 R I i) 2 20 W A 4R )
BRI e 5 AR BRAE AN (60 55 Ak 25 B B 4 B2 ) Bl ok
oK OB 5 I T R A P58 ) B A g AHARL, . W)
P YEFEAR L, AN [R] 2 3 4 5 1 45 A kO B 3 7 A
(RS I JC 23 25 55 Hsee R Weber(1997) 1) XK AH
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FAEFER A FARUESE T b gs R, 08 B ik
FE 5 A AR Al N AR AT P AN, it ok &R
MBI 855 2z i B At N BT Hh Ik 22 S AN X
H 2 B AT RIRIEZE I oK 78 23 U6 W10 PR 20 B A R 2 4
JEEH R N T R I B AR I AR, b I AU £
W

B rO PR SRS T A, O BEER B DAL N
IEHLE 2SR B4R B3 BT 20MEE 55
OB RS A R Wi g ? Liberman #1 Forster
(2009) T 5T I, MRFEACESEm g B S 51—
S5 A) N RS H bR 2 1) 22 )R 5 () 0 W, S0AS 52 i 3K
Xof [F) 5 [0a) 1A 5 SI2 6 it 55 48 b i ) 3L 2 (1) 72 [ R
BEIRFITs A I D) e A bt A5 B [ ) 5% e K
Ro EICHEWT, 2T RLUACHHE B3RS I AL
B OB ER EEIE TS OCNE? A, feAt e B A ER
PEAERE b e B AR W 2 H A oC T s
BFRIEIREE =, Ak — R

S0, FOUER B AL, RS R S L PR
By JF H A PR SR 2 A AA AR A BAE R, AT 5%
EANF R OIEE R . HRER T XL K R 2 A, &
AFAE — LE ARG 25 1 DA 0 AT 4 o0 o B 2 11 K R
PRGN, ALHE R SR AT R B )0 B A,
WUR AN PE AL E LSS . A e, BRI
RPN RS, KR mEmM B OIES, KA
VRSN A H PN 25 A i (Alter & Op-
penheimer, 2008; Unkelbach, 2006); i 12 4152 i 2 401
B B, AN TR R SR, AT AT
e R 2 35 10 A B oK B 12 3 B B < (Frank &
Gilovich, 1989; Robinson & Swanson, 1993). HRIi&%
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