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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 socia 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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 OE: CHEBUEIOTO, RSRE GGRIR I B O EESR, B E YRR
J&, FEAGHEEE, SREE. e AR AR . DA B LEE 2 (R BT RN E 3h
Wk R, BAFYERE Z A ER L. — ST FUR M, OB EER 7 LR DA e 2 bk, iy
JEBIFLARANSCHE LS, Wt BT TR 5y IRSE Brmdh 15285 . RRE ORG24
KOG ERER BRI FE Uk, R OB 2B 7T, o BRER B e AT B 2 WLEE B AR A T R 1Y s B
T Y PR A AR AR AR o L BB B S 5

KGR OHERE; WRERE BRRZERE; MROK-TELE

il

1 5l GO, BMEREA NREELIEA Y @R IR,

P DT, RN, B EEARZ A Z U R, Btk e, AT
EGTH . AR IO R S, xDkaoos AN RSHELEI, XISPANEBTZ S, X
C105; HZFt&FRIERETIH: 06CZX024; Ph g K2 43 4000 ¥ J& T 0> ¥ P 55 (psychological distance) ()75 15 . [

H: SWUB2006037; 14 g oK o B i 2% Fh i 80 2 < F 9 VR ) . N
124360-20701112. Liberman *l] Trope( 1998) 7/{%% EH‘ | Eﬂ ﬁﬁ*% (temporal con-
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strual) QI8 SCLASK, A RS KT £ 12 (construal
level theory, CLT)IIHFFCRETRIN, FHIZW AR 4k
FEY R B HARLAERE, TE RS — HI Fe A —— O LR
B (FMEFS, Kz, RBHE, 2007; Trope & Liberman,
2003). (LHLEEEJE T auSmuE, D&, H
ZIRE GBI b 5 O EERALR, IR FYERE
AR, TR R PN O ) DY AN 4E 2 (Bar-Anan,
Liberman, & Trope, 2006; Bar-Anan, Liberman, Trope,
& Algom, 2007; Trope & Liberman, 2010; Trope, Liber-
man, & Wakdak, 2007): 1) 78] & (spatia distance),
RIBAE A A YEE B RR MR 2 a; 2) I TAIEE &
(temporal distance), 2R SRER B AMAILAEA H b5
HE 2/ E); 3) #4 B (socia distance), fh2:
FAR G AR Z 0 R R KPR B B 4) Rk
(hypotheticality), f&9-fFAR AT RENE, BEEYIMFAER]
AREVE, BCSAMAISEATE BT AREE, A AR
HE % (probability) .

ARG ) ) 72 IR B —— I IR ]
B S FR B —— TR IR, T JROR B FC FE P 2 R e
(Liberman & Trope, 2008; Liberman, Trope, & Stephan,
2007), T Lo FR R 2 1R AR AHRE 5] e o 254 o P R AIE 1) 24
AR, S N AR e . (RAE H R AR, A
AT H ) OB RAE A2 80— FE 4RI,
& 2 PR B A A ELRZ R I 45 50, an Tt N i AR R
AT A I, 5 (R IR R A R (] 9 A PR 4
FEo DRIk, RS0 0 B PR B A4 P 1 5% R S AR EL R
BAFINEEL, XRKF B LE H 5 AR o i B
FAREAAREREZ L. L, ASHENH 7O
VYRR EE B 4ERE (1) 3 |, R ERIR T VU R s 4R
ER R, ARENZEPBKRS X%, I b
R B HAH SR T AU AT TR, Ak P
ARG S Bt iR, DURRY K
e N e 7w o e SR Y ) A S e 6 e S S
TARAEGEN S KRE.

2. ILIBBEEBHERNXR

PUFCOBRER S 4ERE 2 M B A BYIR R B, A
ATVZR A P 2% () B 2 R AE AN S W 23 R B —— ik 4%
PRI NG I PR AL, 2R7R 5 e N 14 22 BE B oz
( Macrae, Bodenhausen, Milne, & Jetten, 1994); 7 [ #
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FHAEAIHE R S R rh, 20 o FH 22 (8] e g R AE B (8]
(Boroditsky, 2007)—— “F AL —2A HLE& B A Bt Ae
IR FHMGE . 7 2R, O HE I B o FE I () 5% Rz
b BRI, &P B YEE 2 (A A AEE AL IR ZR AN
FHE S, HAFAEE Z 0.

21 IEEEEHEERRKR

211 BERBLEKR

O R PE B & 4E B A AF AE T AR 1) B AR R
(automatic associations), 1 AAITAI ¥ &R Hi(non-con-
sciously) {5 FH 1858 Hh (1% 2% R) B 25 {5 A0, B OV At
7 e W] (.0 B 2 25 (Niedenthal, Barsalou, Winkielman,
Krauth-Gruber, & Ric, 2005). Bar-Anan %5(2007)f#
Bl - B JE B AT S5 UESE T % 4 FE R IS E I B Bk
PR seied, #ilE 2 —4A R X GE, E b
TR BOL BT T A B E Sk, SRSk AR
—ANHAR], FR ] ROR B O EREE RS, WIEg R K.
WS, Wl LSRR BOE OB S, W, HAA
BUVFEE . — 2 segarrh, Aol W S i) 1 2 [R) o7 5 R
IR ) S, B & Sl SRR B . thos
PRE AR B A G, 45 R Rl IF AN re 2 A0 5 1] fr
I O FRER B . 24 Fa] 8 U e R Al B — 3K
B, BOARIELF, ReEBENEZE. H—HLRmY,
Bk o ARl B X, R R A B, S5 R
N MRS S EALE BN, AR I
R IR ZE o IR L5632 WY IR [A] PR 7% A) g
Fhox R B SR B 1A B 3L [F] 18 S0, BATTZ IR )
PR BN WEIRM, REENS e Hiskf
HEM KR,

O TR B8 5 A FE I B R AN RIS FER . BBk
[y, & EA R . #1t0, Pronin, Olivola fil Kennedy
(2008) Lt % 1 B[] A 2 R 250 e S i 8 () 52, iE
LA H SR AT BN B e sl el B
XPILAE ) TR TR AN o IR ) — R
2, MUBFEMEAE R LERMBIARNE D, AR
AR A IR H AR SR A (Pronin & Ross, 2006) .
I ST G B R S 1IN () 4 B 5 4k o o FE R g R KT
PRIV E AR R AIE S 13X b B (R AR AL R
% . Boroditsky(2000) tiIESk 1 i A] 2 25 5 7 8] B
AR R o S5, Bk m 2 — e T E
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H 2 3 ) 5% 2 1) il —— P A B 3R 3k 3 (ego-
moving, BPER A& 1AF 2) 8 % 44 5k 51 (object-moving,
B E A 3R FE ), SR LA R 5 T [ O 1 R
A, W CTNREEMSW TR TR, kg
R VO R R TR L. SRR, Pl Ak
Hb A FH % (] A B AR AR 1 25 A 15 B SR AL BRI ] 1 8
2 B I (] 25 B AN 7 B) PR B AETE S S A5 0 B3 A
AU R o

212 BEBEEMEERN

FIERS YL 2 AR A EIE. B AE
WA, WAEAEAR TR, RI—FhEE B 4k A 25
M) A P 8 4 P

#2155 T, Stephan, Liberman 1 Trope(2010)
R T b2 R B S A PR 89 23 [A)FE 29 2 (Al f77EAH B
SO, SEIGH, A FH AL S (politeness) R AF A1 23 BH 25
—— 45 AL 5 M B8 (politeness theory, Brown & Lev-
inson, 1987), AT R RE AN LSR5 T A A AL,
M AUEFALSANEE S R N — Rz, —4H
SIS RN, A TS SBATIE B RN TR T
MIAR APARIR L PRI A RAT N B ARAR
WP EE B RO 1 AMART, BB AL, 55—k
IR, LIS RO S R AR SR [T 6
WA AR — A B RO k. 5, 4ESRAE A
ALFMEE SRR 5 — AR, #k B 5N B A%
TERAE PR IXEESRIG R T A SR A% A
RIS 8] P 28 2 (R AFAEAH B R 4 58— b PR S g
B, 2785 —FE B YEfE bAoA .

P ERESR J5TH , Wakslak AT Trope(2008) (11 5t
UIE SE 7B X L Al S 4 R (R —— 24 AATT T
WFA B R A BT REME BN, 2SR R
AAERS AL A A et 2 R B ARG T St . Pronin 25
(2008) 38 1L It 5T UE S 1 B AL AL 25 of I ] AN AL 2 B
B8 4R FE (¥ R ) ——7E B S YR SRS 5T (g A\ S 58
H, T —IERSE, SRR ), AR
TOERKAC, il RkE DR NiEEFEE 24
N PEE IR OB TEAR B B PR 5T (B RN
SIS E, AL R AR TEfR 5 R AT 1)
WA, #N AR E L A NRELE R E ST ik
BLERKER.

2% ) BF 2 5 1, Boroditsky(2000) i S %% [6] M 4

(R 7y T S RO R S T B[] A4 1
). Williams A1 Bargh(2008) 1 18 F 5 - /K “F-
(cartesian plane)fiff 7t 1 2 ] B 2 X6 44 2 B 25 ) 52,
W ™ AR R Y (R PR B, IR H OS5
Uk CBFRIR 2 )R REE . SLEeH, Williams Al
Bargh(2008) ¥ 84 44 K 2= A k(43 4 &, 41 2 53 )
BE B4 T 1) = Fofr 2 ] BE B AN [R] (1) 4 —— 3 PR B 40
(closeness condition). & H i B 4H (intermediate condi-
tion) A1z B 41 (distance condition), 4R ib#RIE—
WIHER, HERRSH B EK. KK 2 Z[H
KANRERE . SRR, wihEAHy RS 5%
NFZK 2 R R w, H 50 A i A 4

T 7] B 25 0 2> 5o e SO0 3 PR B4R . QNN () ER
BN 2 PR B 4 BE IR RS e —— A& R L Bk
) B 2AE A A5 (Liberman et al., 2007); Pronin
A1 Ross(2006) W FLESE, HX TIAERIE . AT
REARRSE 21 E SR AN ML XIS
P — MR, AT S (observer) /i BEB i Ak
MdEREC, FMIT A (actor) 1 FEE IR H
T Stephan 55 A (2010) IR TR B, 4 1 R SK I [A]
PR, R AT ik R B B O A A 23 B S (Stephan,
Liberman, & Trope, 2011). s [ 2 2 S & PEME 2 )
SN —— A TG I R EE B, e T — 4
) 3R (OR[N [ 43R g 52 i xof b 42 L 3
A6 TR A T oF A R AT ) BB P S ) A
I ) 5 29 B 2> 55K (Bilgin & Brenner, 2008).

22 WIEEREYERE X

221 EfhEEM

A [ B B 4 5 %o A Ak B AN EE A S B A TR
(R B . B, = [A) R 2 B LR, R I
TG HARIAE R BUbERE. ERGNE: B
L5 (self vs not-self) i) X 73— plipk 23 PR 25 1)
F:Aitti(Pronin, 2008)——"] A& — MZ O FE B, JCHAE
WO 5 IR AR OB EE B s FE s RO e RT AR
AR, HATEERBRN A GE3k . Uik %
FARES, AR 5 H— S BARR . BRI E R
7 (Lakoff & Johnson, 1980), ifij i 8] 4 5 # 4 A A b 2
(LB s %, R AT AT LB B an s a], (2R
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e A 2 [A] (Evans, 2004).

ZFIRIFE S 71, B4 LK ERIBE st R B (Mandler,
1992), 7 [AIMES 2% L se i e, ol il
7E 3 F| 4> A A At M (Ledlie, 1982), % JLAE
12378 R 0 R I = SO S el L I SR 3
G, AEUHME LB A5 A SRR DR DS I Rl RS (Mandler,
1992); Mandler(1992)th iy, WEREE B i) mT HE AR R
H J5 & e Fopth O BRER B3R 4L 7 36l 15 5 %07 TH R
LW (Lakoff & Johnson, 1980), i 75 3 R A& A XK
s NATTZ H A0 23 AR IR T [R], - ZPAR DA I
BV iA 2% (], Casasanto A1 Boroditsky(2008)f it
AR, AN PRIEAMCEIAEE TR, WAAE
TR BLA O BERAL Z I, B ANATIE T R R Al
FH 72 (A 28 2 A e ] (7 R, AR /e PR ) 2 22 A e
2 (B e A, 3K 2 B NAVIAE SR N BRAT S 07 T B S 1
AT B B i B 3] £ 5 4 00 B SR AR AR W] R (B2 A8 4
Hiv) AR 2256 1) O BRSRAE Ay B4tk . - Boroditsky(2000)
(BT FE ARSI, E [R5 I TR A 5% ) R i KB 2% 7 ) 2k
R MR SR, 17 E [ 2 22 T AH O ) B2 i SR
F I [ 2o R AN e M R S B 5 o — e S 19 36 B
75 [A) 48 S5 LU ) [R) 4 5 5F HL Al % (Boroditsky & Ram-
scar, 2002)

X B &) 1 410 (temporal - discounting) £ 4 2 1 411
(probability discounting) (1] B 5T Ik . T fg 1 A %
(probability) 58 B LAl 4, BP9 402 BT AT R
K FH A5 S A BRI K AN 2 A B & (Fehr,
2002); AT N9 [ 4E B 5 B LA, BME=R
P2 b T AATRACHE S FF 5 S i D B i
4K I 1) 2 52 25 =) AHIEC & (Rachlin, Raineri, & Cross,
1991). Green 1 Myerson(2004)%}_EiR W 42 H T R
SEAHETE, DA TR) BT FRINEE 28 47 11450308478 A+ [ i X0
ith £& b5 B 7 (hy perbola-like function), B ASAEIIESE
PR T 11 G rh R — o B HL R B L

222 HHESHNBEXRNESR

O B B R YR IR Y 5 — 2= S R 5 A
(valence) {15 & o WEFUREA, I 1A) 20 B B S IH 5 v
IEFPEAY, Bilhn, AATT 8 A AR (i — R 2
ik BT EAR . V=R B AT B RAT SR B T
HAR&NMENZ SR AT H ORI EZEZ, A
FE TR AN EMZ I 22008 H % A i S 3R 47 58 B A o7
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#r(Mitchell, Thompson, Peterson, & Cronk, 1997). =5[]
FEES BOH ke gk D IE ) PRAR, A SR AN AR . A
PRSI G IR gk D IE R A, a0, BDEE AT AR
Ao H SR PR 58 A, WAy H S EL )
A B 1 75 (Alicke, Vredenburg, Hiatt, & Govorun,
2001). P i P A ) el D R £ e TE R VEAT, B AATIAE
BRE DTSN, 2N E MR .

WFFERW], AN TEULHIAK, AT R AEAE
BT AR OR SR 25 SRR L BE 2 1 SR WL (Gillovieh,
Kerr, & Medvec, 1993; Mitchell, Thompson, Peterson,
& Cronc, 1997; Nisan, 1972; Savitsky, Medvec, Charl-
ton, & Gilovich, 1998), SRR K-FELR AR BE: 4
FAF ) AT RIS S T AT S R A R AR X
RATTRETERT,  ZCI [ 2E 9 A e B0 AT ) AR A
M0 24 S AR K ARG & 7 AT P 30 28 S5 (1 AH
Xof e R AE AT REVERT, Sz [ B Bk PR AT SR W
(Nussbaum, Liberman, & Trope, 2006) .

FRAE R /KT BEAG , AEI IS TR B S5 T, R0
BRI BT SFVE OARFE R BRI 1 BE A O
MR 1, (155 i 7K A Ak AR 5 B i 8 56 o o 22
(Trope & Liberman, 2003, 2010). iX ¥, [ifi 5 I [A] 1EiR
BARKF R R A E 2 U R B, TS
F KSR AR G R A B 2 tH BN (]38 RIS . 4 it
R IEVEANE 5 m AP R A SR, SR 2> R IAE
PESGAC B E N B T 2 A IE P B S AR i
FEM G, S0 2 D0 AE 1 T B B A 1k 1
(Trope, 2004; FMBEFS, Kz, SEWIE, 2007). [k,
ANEHA B R W QEYEEC ), 5 KT R AR
K E R 2 BN (B AR P KIS Rz tH A
MG

i EPTR, MEARREACEEAR T AN,  £EI ] FR £
YERE b, SR B HG IRTT AS AE I TE) FR S R A SR A
F, RISz R] R B FEANRE L SR IG I AT SR AR B
P, [EIREHL, T R B AN R 20 SR AR AT )
SRR o R HE, W IR), A 0R). Ao R R A
BV R T O BEEE B, HOE TR RS,
K, B 7 WEEEE AL, ER S e = AR
LA HIREANALSL YN b 5 S (EP S = - I PSS R e W ]
AT FEILIRE =, A T — R

Thhb, PR ER B YR R AR B JR VAR ZE
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IR AR 2R, AT BEME FAERARR, 1A
REFEMIISIA]; 25 (M 4ERE 2 =280, BovtaE, AAW
bk SRR TR, e AT AR S
RNMIKFR, MAGEEEIEHIRR; BtEL s
PR, B TR DA R S R AR AT e, A
REPRIEBL AT —E KA.

3. LIBEEHEXHRIUBAY R

AR, R OB B FCMIER AN, TN Al
WRIZ, BT BRI BEESAEE A6, LB R
B HABAH B T IV

3.1. #2#J3(Social Power)

PSEAE TS, UK/ M2l NP2 A AN [ (R R 5
J& o AHXS TR, ARSI E S5 AAE,
HEAS5 o B9 978 (Hogg, 2001) . AR R AR RE K
SEFEiR(Trope & Liberman, 2010), 415424 i8N
FEAE PR B, A BUE ¥ B 2 s I A5 BRALE,
HREREY P ORRE, 208 K ERHE. Overbeck Al
Park(2001)1IE S, 4 B 7 A A i B 4 A5 FH i R
I Tk AR X 43 HAE B AR EAE B Guinote, Judd F
Brauer(2002) & I, an FAEHE K73 B S AT 140, ARATI
) T MR 15T Smith Al Trope(2006) ) S2 5 5L
THEBOHREBACE S mE R . S #TE N ik
T AT %% (embedded figures task) Fll % {4 52 B AT 45
(gestalt completion task)-H I 4T,  HETE L ks Il
—RIVBIEH AR R, BRI R, HERBUh
R B B9 54 P X AR R P BB ARBL RS2 e AR A

3.2. FrEFN3Z 5 (Ownership vs Transactions)

FHIE R4 B (endowment effect)if 7T % B, 4sEHIH
CHfAE e, AT B SR 1 SE A b 3K 07 TR S AT
(IS4 i HE VP 22 (Thaler, 1980) . 7E Kahneman, Knetsch
Al Thaler(1990) 15236+, 45— K4l N — M7,
TERMATAM 71 E BB ERSES, 2485 —F
Bk, IR R 5 — 2P O R 1 e v A2 1
Kffr, FEMT. gRER, LTREIF M T
K7 R R SATF I Kt it 2 2 3 4. ARIEARREK
F-Fi (Irmak, Wakslak, & Trope, 2009), S 75 1 SE J5 /2
WA [F B 5 £ 25 e i AL 1R S207 ML B 25 5
RS, DRISEA 2 R 5. A% ORI 32 BRI R

56

M 3K 77 MR BE 85 2% 18, DRLIG SEA 52 it 1) B AR AL
RELRHERZ . 140, 32775 Aot K7 A,
M K 75 2% FE ot B SR E

A4 28R 1) 53 — AR R T U #212 (prospect the-
ory)(Kahneman & Tversky, 1979)H JR:% 2% 2 (loss aver-
sion) # M s (Liberman, ldson, Camacho, & Higgins,
1999). HRIEFARLIE, XF[Rl—2MAE, KER AL
ST 3R v B LA B ) R R IR B R A, R
VORI RN (AR s SRS e By i, ST
WRR LM, KITARIESBIMPUR, TR 4
I LePURARTS S g 2, RS2 2 b S R tH R 22

IR TER B, ARRE AT BRI R AT R TR 2k
RERFETE, G0 ST 2% EEA) S A KCPREAE T SE 07 2% 18
VI EKFRAE . Rk, A ORETA BURIEE 5 (1) 43
W T 0o B EE 5 BRI LA

3.3. IERH 5im %5 (Proximal vs Distal Senses)

NHIRSE . WEoE . WRSE . filid . BRSEAE 2SR b A
AAFRIEREEE . i, AT LA e 256
BRI R B, 1 3 R S B Rk, (H e
PR R B DR, S W RGE . e, AR
AT GE, AT RAY R N B e, e A ag R R
T IE B BT 3R 5 4 (Boring, Langfeld, & Weld, 1939;
Rodaway, 1994).

TR A H] A gy, WA, IR RS
BE 7 77 £E 55 0 T B 25 R BA B0 B B9 82 2 Trope A1
Liberman(2010) #R 44 i BE /K~ BRI R ¥ W R AN Y
S RE 7 AR R B RN, I 28 B 5 e KT AR AR
Ky PEAIERE BN B SR AR AR DG,
AR PR BN . 5N, AR T AN — R R
LN N U e S TN we ER F R A o -8 e
airs PR BT i B R A A E A LA R
fiE, AL FHMESE EERE. HATR T 1K — ) @ik
{7 IS AT 1B S K 5 B i 20 W18

3.4. FFME(Novelty)

B R AR EM VAR E T BEEIR M
=Y, B, From Rl A e B AN . Forster,
Liberman A1 Shapira(2009) % iiE 1 #7514 5 o B R 55 A1
R Z R R R M 2RISR 2, Bk
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FEAE R RRE, G I — R A S (R B T AL
A, 5 2IUEP & A TR ED AL, B
BB i K 5 H AR G BHFIE, B S
mn IR 5 BAR R IRHIE . Forster(2009) 1 i
SRS T B S X RS S : SEEG e, SIS
IS R P R S R W i S (] (4
fik R BSR4 1) b S A T A K R S MR R (B O
K. 5k 151K, 40k, HEefk¥okk%, M v
FERRAK), SR )5 MERAAATE A AR T, b
YIRS R R AR I o, S5 R, Bkt
VIR RE G2, AT ) T4 S i TR A, &
BR3P T DA R A2 11 1 7T g g

35. tERk(Affect)

NG BB A TIE RS 2 5y, WSMEAAELE, &
185 72 DARTRR 58 H bR A0 — SRR il G R AE il (1)
(Forster, Ozelsel, & Epstude, 2010). 1 — L& &8 & X
RS TEEREW. B, AXHFHEE SR
BEM, BFUNEA TS558 S — Ao h A et SR ER
BB Bt (Beer & Keltner, 2004), tn5E % & i T Fa4E
NWAEAE ;s WA 225 8 A o ph BB AL, Wi T2k
WM IR R L RIRAN . mEENER, W
22 AR FEAEAE R I ORI 51 s FR R LA fE
Wor (8] — Fo SR, 2 BRI 2 DR R ) H B (Gray,
2000). 734k, Lk 1E 44 (negative mood) AT H 1 24
(neutral mood)AH Lt , A4 15 4 (positive mood) ] {2 i3 %
R, g Tk e, mEERE . Bk TR
(Gasper & Clore, 2002),

Van Boven, Kane, McGraw Fl Dale(2010) i 5%
KW YN A R IR — AN O ol P e 21
o BB W ENE D BRREBTE R R )]
WRR ML), TIARFEH LA EERS, B I Le A b
TR OB B s IF BAERIR — N F AR (W AE W AR T
AR BEPERR) N, 2 AATT AN e 1 5 me S i 4k 2 (0 (R
)RR, AR ARG 48 ek 1) A T OIAR), IR
HMBBGL R LEE S . SEEIERET, Y AT 2k
U E PSS R = WS X7/ |1 N R VR T R PRSI SR A X
OH PR IR AR B RS, EEA R

zr BT, ANRE RS O FEEE B 2 )t B A
—EMIADE, RS BE B AN .

Copyright © 2012 Hanspub

4. iRRE

I ARG T O PR B I 0 R IR, R B
O PR PR B AR K HOVE 2T s e AT TR ) B
WS hn,  NAT R T s Bt S PR ) —
Boley £ FACFAEMRRS O BIE B s, A
SR ML T S RRAE AR O LR B U (Y S (2
JEf=, FRESL, A, 2009). (C3FE BRI L AR
R BRI B T AR AL, B T E R, (BT
B2 i@ gt — PR &R

H—, HOFEE B RS A PR AT g, OB
SRR W B (SR, T A UL B — AN HH A B )
WA AR, T4 2 LR B ) AR AR ey | o B R
IZhAALE? — BRSO, ITEEESI, MR R AL
A 51 OB BB AR AL, 1T B e LR B ) 1
o, OERER B AR AR FE R N . RRPE T - A
Y 52 1t (Weber-Fechner law), 7 WLEE B384k 51 A2 1) O
PEE B AR AL I N R ok R, AR R R
(Dehanene, 2003) . Zauberman, Kim, Malkoc #1 Bettman
(2009)UESE, X Fhont H G Z2 3 FH T X6 A SR A4 I ]
PRES I AT . X LLHF AR, SR 2 MR AR
s B OB B BRI AR A, T BE S A2 A X 0 2R
FEES R M R IR T R (H EIRBF R IR AR i
O P PR B 2L B 1 AR AL I AR, A fridk— PR

B, WRTETIAR, R B R AR s AT
TR B B CoBRPE B, 70 BRI S - B 2 TR R A
HAM, B —Rh PR S 4ERE AR, Kt H e R Y
YEFERN, AR JE DU B 98— MM R — R g 4 FE AT
FOOHPEES, AR/ M 2 e 25 4 R A o R B O B R
BRI o T8 25 R A P B AR TELAE T 51 O
PR SRR ? BTN, BE B4 R AR AR A )
O FEPR B RE e G A0 - A gE s, RIS
B A PN O R B P AR ORI, T S R I g R
5 4 FE )0 BRER B 1) 52 R AR ST B (Trope &
Liberman, 2010). Pronin %5(2008) &8, 4# i N H &
TR R TN (A e 2 B 8 R ] B2 S )
B g 5 IE AN (B 5 2 BR B 4 T ) Bk
R H O (L I TR] R B 4 ) P il ) e e AL, R B S
B—YEFEARLE, ANIRI PR B4R R (1 245 A e OB R B AR
IR I TE T3 22 55 Hsee FlI Weber(1997) (1) XK A
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RIG PR YRR AR 7 as R, #0008 | Ok
P 5 B AR NI R BT AR, TR g R i
A 5 D e B 8 At N BT S R e 3 22 5 AN B S
B2 H AT BB FTIF AR 8 70 U W 0 B B 8 I o P 4
FERCR G I R B (B AR RE, I ] R £
BE— BT

=L HOBEEE NS T AN, O BEER B AL
IEH I H CAS B S, IBAIEE RS SR IR
5B PER 2 [ F L R WA We ? Liberman FI Forster
(2009) I HIF LW, AR KPR k0 H 25 R —
5 18] P9 58 H AR 2 ) 2 T B 5 S U, 20 AN 52 1 o 3k
X () — J5 T) A 25 SI2 36 5 430 10 B S22 5 22 (1) 4% ) R
BRI T s L IR R R B 4k BE b 45 30 AR [F] 1 5 0 XL
Fo HRULHERT, RO B RS AR R UER
A OHEBEETEE LR ? Ah, fEAL R B AR
PEYEE o2 5 M ae AT B ARCRYE? H AR T Uk 77
W FOR R 2, A RRE— B4Rt .

S0, BRI, K B B0 R
2 JF B PR YR 2 (R MAFAEAZ AR, AT R
RENF OB R . HRRR XL KR Ah, &
AFAE — BE R 28 11 DA R0 A 56t 4 0T O TH 2 2 1 B
FRARSER, LS R RS A A v A PR O B R A
R EN TG PE RIS B S o RN I, BT
ZHRYIE S, KRB OBEER, BN
VA AR HY 2 AT (Alter & Op-
penheimer, 2008; Unkelbach, 2006); 41 i 17 F1L 5 1 8 A1
IR0, B TR s F, AT AT
e MWL %% 25 14 #f FE oK [ 12z B B = 1 (Frank &
Gilovich, 1989; Robinson & Swanson, 1993). H At
AT FT B % I L E SRR UL 1 T AR i AR
HERB R REAE A, XA AR I — NS T 1)
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