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Abstract
Individuals are always inclined to seek information that could confirm their own existing opinion,
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while ignore the evidence that is inconsistent with their opinion. This phenomenon is called as the
“confirmation bias effect” in decision-making, and this effect occurs in advice-taking as well. Pre-
vious studies have found that in the condition where judges do not have their own belief, they will
regard the social norms as the criterion to evaluate the advice during advice-taking. They prefer to
take the advice that is consistent with the social norms (the opinion from the majority members in
the ingroup). In such situation, the “confirmation bias effect” is to confirm the social norms. In the
condition where judges already have formed their own opinion, judges prefer to take the advice
that is consistent with their own opinion. In such situation, the “confirmation bias effect” is to con-
firm the belief from the judges. Additionally, if there is a conflict between social norms and self-
opinion, judge still prefer to take the advice that can “confirm” their opinion. The mechanism of
“confirmation bias effect” can be explained by the achievement of positive self, blind spot bias
mechanism and fluency processing mechanism. Based on the limitations of existing studies, re-
search can substantiate these findings by adopting more multiple methods such as the quantified
measurement and biological measurement methods.
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1. 51§

HE A g, AR AT, A mih NG REW, FOVE G MASR AL 2 v ERNE B,
MR EHRER B H B, KT, Bz, 2017; Reyt, Wiesenfeld, & Trope, 2016; Zaleskiewicz &
Gasiorowska, 2018). RGN WG, PRIFEE 20 AT IPAL IR g 2 K4, I R o ek
¥ (advice taking) (=5l %5, 2020; Li et al., 2020). i E T UCRANIM L2 R “ ik - BIHE RR”
(Judge-Advisor System, JAS)Ju B T~ JAS V6 ik dm I SLIRAT 55, 1A S5 Y0 BRI, “ sz ” 1)
F SR AN I AR AT UG T, e R B 4A R, S I 75 B s WOEEAT PP I e =2 B R
YNE, SR AN LG R SR (A A A WA R A T LB S WOR AR FE (VE L, [RIR5%, 2019); Bb4h, %
JE B PR 0] REAE TR B CHT FEA R BUTCVE M H W AR I B I 0L, — BSR4 JAS e AT 55 2> B4R 2
PR UCE B, S0 RS RGN B LU LA BT el BOR AN FR BE (L et al., 2020; Wischnewski,
Bekkering, & Schutter, 2018; Zaleskiewicz & Gasiorowska, 2020).

PNEE %2, PRI BLAR 22 (2017) BIBUSCER R I, TR 5E = 15 RV, 5 REHE CATRR T B RGN
FLERFIWT), AT 22 E B IR AU N B BGHEAT VPl AL, A NS B IR AR,
SFFEAA TR 5 B M A — B @ (Bonaccio & Dalal, 2006; Leong & Zaki, 2018; Mercier, Yama, Ka-
wasaki, Adachi, & Van der Henst, 2012), ZIMRIERFTAT NN “ 80w WA (confirmation bias
effect)” , R 5F 35 B0 i) A7 b PR 25 SHRAB BoK “BiN” B SRS EUE &2 IR, (R 2> 2088 78
UIER [ O 245 1R 115 B (Kappes, Harvey, Lohrenz, Montague, & Sharot, 2020; Nickerson, 1998; Zaleskie-
wicz & Gasiorowska, 2018). #Rifi, (EIMSZAETG A, WRFEHEAE T REUATH AR L X GG EH BT 7,
2 HIEM A ARTE R, AR W @ WA T IR, RS BRI RE BRI A N, 25 LA
P WSR2 A, ERESCR AR AR B A WL RRSE R AR BERIL IR A A4 2 X 6 ] R B A AR5 LIS o
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G b, ARSCEERE B R ORI LSO RO S SRRBEAT T B 5 M e 2, PRI O
SRR T TR ROT L, AR BT o A0 A T OAFISE A F AR PR 03
SO, TR SRR, SR, (EBLA R IR SR L AR 7 P

2. BIRATH “WINMRAIE" HFEI\BF

Bl ILRSE V2 AFAE T R RN R T (40, Zaleskiewicz & Gasiorowska, 2018, 2020).
BT RAT, ARAE R XS WIE I TR R A =RE: B, REEE B A G N AR
5, MARTEREIM R 3, VR, RREXNMHGERCHN T CERE RS £=
R HEE BINCIER AR AL B5 KA FERI R (LR, L2 NN AEAE T . AR5 5lR B b =ik
BN VR R SR SR ST EAT 1 [l AT A 2

21. BEVUAEKREEHELRADFHARABEN “TN” B

AR, UEATE W R RME S EH AL TR, TRE e m b N (WS AT A1)
FRAEW, HAUMBARTWEREWE, RATEE 245G S HAE B2 @ W7 R, AR5 e
FET RGN, Eetn, 0 A N 3 B AT AR 22 KARRE AR R 1R A, 2 2% Ahdn “+
K7 T CERSZRANGE” SEE R, IXEER E T AL SR AR RURT BE 2 SN A TR A A
WA PFA o

AN FAEAE R EO L B, SR, RS A 0 A S A R = AHOC AR, AT RE IR
NFREW, FEEWE, REFSDMTPRAEE M E I, 26 BRI “ra KA A7
FE, RS, DAERFTR A IE Bk A RO B, IXES RS T

WFFLRN, AR RS W ARG IR SN EL TSN, A A AL A 225, IS eI k2 0 0] gt
A]RE R 5 VRl A N B S B 28 2% (Aarts & Dijksterhuis, 2003; Schultze, Mojzisch, & Schulz-Hardt,
2019; Zaleskiewicz & Gasiorowska, 2018), {HAFEERIE, XE “tHoMN” K “ WAttt ,
R A2 KA R T WA SN N S 2 —, HE SUE WA Z BN | — Sk M e s
ROV s RN, R T DA B A g 1 3BT AR AR 3 DA [ 0 s (Aarts & Dijksterhuis, 2003). #E4x#iI 2
AMAIRIUH S EN RS B SRR, Ao FE L E ) AR T R EpIok B T AL U (Ruff, Ugazio, &
Fehr, 2013; Schwarz, 2017). AMAGHESFAE SN 3= BT i A 28—, IEWME “HANIRE 2SR
7 B, MREE WA, R Z AR U AR A AT RER MR N R BRI, BV E R KA
TE-KIAA A R i R P B e i 42 36 (Goldsmith & Fitch, 1997; Turri, 2013); 35—, 1ERNtt&Esh),
N AR TR O AT A2 A T ARG RGPS, AN BT AR A4 P At O BEDIR S (R 4 3
T AT & AR N 2 BT O A5 547 9 (Pronin, 2008), LAILIRTGAE S R4 (2= 1145, 2020; Falco, Al-
binet, Rattat, Paul, & Fabre, 2019; Somerville, Heatherton, & Kelley, 2006).

ZHTAEFER, AR NS R SR AR i OUL R At At N 2 I B bR ifE (Aarts & Dijksterhuis,
2003; Chaudhuri, Graziano, & Maitra, 2006; Larson, Tindale, & Yoon, 2019; Zaleskiewicz & Gasiorowska,
2018). f4n, Chaudhuri %5 A (2006) il AE )y “#5 37 £ A L4k (public goods game, PGG)i#t47
R TT vs ANTR), FEDR AT I IR A4 PN ke W0 A B B A, S5 SRR, TR
BN AR 2 BN 30 T B0 A (R A 2 R0 ) — 350 i CRA B s A T A5 AT iR 7, BRI TR0 5
FE N — B I EL B S s Larson 25 A (2019)F A K g S S AR JAS AR5 kI, 16
TR SR AR SE A ) TSR N 5 AR A 3l 00— B A, T 2 ER SRR R LS S T AL R
A S L AN BN, e T R B A e 2 Sy, RIS AL R “4Edr T SRR
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2Rt

WEFEIE R I, BN WS AN R ILLERT S BRG] b, [ AR AR e 3 2 7 S
RRIER E MR L, Zaleskiewicz 11 Gasiorowska (2018) LA ZE$5 %% ATek Hh i B SR g E N SEBR AT 55
SERRI, KA AEARLE PPl At N B I AR P 22228 32 SR (AL 0 4 2 0 0] (5 50 v i ik Dy it 5 e 25 3
ZHOR AR vs. 2R A SO B RE A ), I RE VR E WS N — 2, ks
IAZ B BIBLUELE (epistemic authority) 5 s H 5l 545 1T

gr bRTR, 7E BRI S ARTE BB LT, EESCRAN T B AR WSO8 “ iR (1 H AR S B B .

22. BERUREEARERATHAMOBEE “Bi\”° BiR

fFFER W], RIS s A P 1R A B O R, (L T 5 A N IR A R s AR B, ok
HH TR AR S TR N (25045, 2020; Li et al., 2020; Yaniv, 2006). JEi, dedf e Ealifh A2
WO 2 an g A B 3R 2T BRI 2

RESCERRI, E£RRMWACTERREL T, @UCRAT#HME LK “#il” Birk B3R A, *
WHFMARNE B R A BN, m2ANE 3RS A —FHE i (Leong & Zaki, 2018; Yaniv,
Choshen-Hillel, & Milyavsky, 2009; Zaleskiewicz & Gasiorowska, 2018, 2020; Zaleskiewicz, Gasiorowska,
Stasiuk, Maksymiuk, & Bar-Tal, 2016). Zaleskiewicz 1 Gasiorowska (Zaleskiewicz et al., 2016; Zaleskiewicz
& Gasiorowska, 2018, 2020)7E1/T 5 4F 1) Z F1BHF 78 H & I RGN HH R Wi L 250 FE AN [F] S 56 17 15 v 2
FEEAFAERT,  SEE0 ORI B LI BE dh RF fUR B e IRYE B C OB R AE R RE AR M A (B
AL B SO IR B Z AR BE 7 ), G RIS B OO — B — S, SRR, TR RN
5B S — B B Ee B v, I T B LR Schultze et al. (2015) DA T IR] 64T BB Al £
IAS JERNIEAESS, FEFERIL TS BN : TR 2\ 5 B 3RA 46 4 i PR B AH 7 e 1 il
B, SRANIX B EL I 1R s Leong T Zaki (2018) 7 FH I T #0521 S 1) JAS Tu R AE A SERAT 55
[FJ ARt A B e SR BEARL ) SR N 5 1 5 T T — B B 2 4 R 2

BN, DAAERIFE R A A D RS AN HE BIAE A0 S U B AR B I vE A b, TR] IRt 5 o e A TRt
FEVCRIER PPN FIZS B, @ BORIEFTREW A5 B3R AL, AMARRHZ @ UORIE R IF AR, %
I 5 = - (Mojzisch, Kerschreiter, Faulmiller, Vogelgesang, & Schulz-Hardt, 2014; Prahl, Van Swol, &
Kolb, 2017). 140, Ditto, Scepansky, Munro, Apanovitch Al Lockhart (1998) & ¥, a5 i) PR 5% A sk
SR 5 BN AA—BURAE BRI E S, XX RAE BRI B R AR LR Bk A

2.3. BRURSHLSHMNASRETENRATHABAKAEE “HIL” BIR

AITEH2 R, A2 AR AT B E BOW s B BRI 2 —, (HUL ERTER e A RO & T
BRI A S N — B0, (HBLSRAEVE o, 2 B AN B BN T2 5 0 A A 2 R0 A o — 5
1, BAIAEELFZT, MEBW A SHESHNR AR, PkH S it AN @, fimsz, f£H
B RGN RGBT, BEVCRA AR W “HRIN " HAR2 B FM O824 2 R0 2

Zaleskiewicz F1 Gasiorowska (2018)%fIX AN AT T HIPIR R IE I, 78 B IR 25 2 FU0 58
BT, sk 7 JEUCR NI TS AR TE A ) TRl 5 B FROML i — S o AR TZE R 78 b DU S48 B JAS
Ja ORI NGBS, L SR R 2% AR ) e S 5 A R I BUE Tl J5 » ARE B QB AR 50 0k FH FRA A (%
] vs R HE R A FIESE), e RO BN IR CIRERE TR, 2 HOKF AR vs. 2 B4
FOSHEBE” ), G RIS FISE B (B [F] vs. SO BT M B AN R, e TR B R SR PPN (B AN ]
AV U BB, SCEG A SR I, TR SR R R B BB E PPN AN S22 U s, 52
FEFRA L, RIAFLRIR AR IS B R A — SO S #a VR e A s B, B
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SRAZI FEA LB DN B VSR R AN I L], {H Gaertig A1 Simmons (2018)RfF 5t &, o 2 B BUBTFAN
SEUCRANM LB IEA O BV B2 UCE AU s, ROV BRI BGR 2, P DA LI T,
AR MAREL, RS MRS B B A — BB e mT I E R ILRON T “ RN [ H AR
(EISYA=E AU

3. BRI “THAMRIRBA” HIRERALE]

BT RMARR FRUL R MG B SRR, NEMMAER, AMETFRERIZLE RN T i sk
TR AE DASRAS A2 BT I S A5 2 (L et al., 2020; Sharot & Sunstein, 2020), {H7EEL STkt B, (2 BN TIEA
SRR PRI E, B VF 2 ARV R 3 (M0 (Kappes et al., 2020), X SRR 1 (1A A ik
R F 2 FHANER T AFEE B0 WM AR E > A, S B0k 5 & A W (Schwarz, 2012;
Sharot & Sunstein, 2020). A 3C45 & YR FHE T 5 (i WAR DG I SHERE AL, VA9 T 2 BORA8 A i W
RS AR RN, L FERG B B SELE] . B AU ALEI AN T L], X =R R L 35 o] iRt
EVCRAN IR WS, R AR AN RS SL T “HN B AR ANRIFRAENS], Kb, “E A
DLHLE]” AT TiigtEdLE] 7 JFa6 2 i Zaleskiewicz Fi Gasiorowska (2020)H 35 £ 5 4Tk i 23 3R 44
I “HRMR IR TTREAT 1 SEIGI0AIE, A SC NI M FE EXHX P RLHEAT T — 2 e S5
B, X PR AR RENLE E R A&, AR AR SR N ORI B LR

3.1. RREFSCIAF

NI BRI GE SRR H M2 14T NBIHL(Hepper, Gramzow, & Sedikides, 2010), AR 7T R B,
FRK B LI SN LIE H @ PR 77 e e REEEPEH A I TS B RE RMBRRE S, XAT70]
EAE2 “HIRIY5R” (self-enhancement); 2L AT fex B FRAMME S = A Bl S B, %07 BEFRA “H
FARP” (self-protection) (Claus, Geyskens, Millet, & Dewitte, 2012; Dunning, 2019; Groot & Steg, 2010).

TR0 TR R B TR R, DAL 2 AR v i AT A% (Zaleskiewicz & Gasio-
rowska, 2018, 2020), #L2EIMACER T A4 B b A4 A 1k i — B WL AU (Goldsmith & Fitch, 1997; House,
2017), BHFERE, MR EICE SR AR, MRS BN AL 2, IR T AR A
INF IR, HER “BERE K (collective self)” , kB —F(E BEXT B LA S 2] 1 4
PUEH, MK, S5ZFEREEX B RIS T BUPr(Kim, Lee, & Jun, 2020; Larson et al., 2019;
Schultze et al., 2019), KI/MA R i B MR GN RR % 3G 58 B FRAMANE S 105 5, HELHR A W80 AL
H, POEREAESREWATHEE N HRUACTER, 5ERUA—S@ECH T ARG E, m52A
—EEB W SIE R BRI, 1SR E AR IR R b A R B R N 5 B RO A — B g il
PAED H AR &

BRI B T S8 T B RS NS, H R RAAEX A, Bk, ok e
TAME B ATERARE Y S, BEET “HAraR” FE, MARMNLAZBRN TERNERE, &
T “MEER” BR. WTREY], MEERSEABIRE B REW P REREREAR, MiERE K
gitgrp T RO IR, S5 ANME B AR R (5 S AT Re 15 B4R e hn T (Sedikides, Gaertner, Luke,
O’Mara, & Gebauer, 2013; Sedikides, Gaertner, & O’Mara, 2011), HISEFT W, 24N 5 B 3R A Kk 4w
FTS e, MRS UL B B AU PP AR AL B 130, AT B B FO s A4 2 0 b SR 15 L
NS VAL IINE R AR S S ES I Ns

B, W RPUIRES B BAERR B IS e gek R A E R, AMAZESEEU B RA &
B B Az Py 25 52 B b RAS EH B (Bartlett, Valdesolo, & Arpin, 2020; Hewitt, 2002; Zaleskiewicz & Gasiorows-
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ot

ka, 2020). 7RIS BB A8t AN — B0, REEE 2EE B A E ROHERS RIS
S, dEP T AR MR, REGE S ERE B REE OB D] TR, HETTIRES B S a0 .

3.2. mE RHH

i W5 s (bias blind spot)id & 7= A= T A BR DU A R RS 52, JHe AR 2 i AP e s A v i ) T
IWAHE CHAR AT 552 3 50 W 22 20, 2 A 38 52 4E 32 RISk (Pronin et al., 2002; Se-
dikides & Alicke, 2018). i L& siFFHE B FIRY B FF0 B A& A (Ehrlinger, Gilovich, & Ross, 2005; Sco-
pelliti et al., 2015), HAJ5i _EJ&—Fh 7o b W (meta-bias), BIAMAAE 7 75 R 2 T 8 17 -0 ot A A P St e
rh £ 57 51 &P i 0 () 508 (Scopelliti et al., 2015). Pronin (2008)7E Science % %14 SC /N o 3R 1 %)
DB SN EENER:  “TREWM, 2R W IL(1°'m object, You’re biased)” -

T B moRAERE IR R AR o im W, MG AR S IRE 3 232 2'E 2 (Ehrlinger et al., 2005;
Fiarman, 2016), R4N5 B3 AA— B BUE RS MR EAE SR Z H 9k B CAE RSO R b 2 32 3]
DI 52 (Klayman, 1995; Pronin et al., 2002), #FmifEIEE R B CBE ORI A [FIFEH, A28t
T R MRSRAF FIRIFTE A B FR R EEA, TSR k2 R0 AN — B i SO A 7 e =R = TR
R B H AR IRTE G I L, X PR 7 2UAR 2 I R 2 1T 2 508 2 T % 45 (Nielsen & Escalas,
2010), METFTAT HIE 2N F1%% ) 58 i (Anzulewicz et al., 2015; Jonkisz, Wierzchon, & Binder, 2017), Tfi
TS DL N SSAE TR SR I R o o A0 ) S 6 2 i 22 N %S 0 T (PN, AR 4F, BeR, 2007; Kahneman
& Frederick, 2002), H 1T B i WL AKRE 1) 72 A2

Ak, MRS, S48 i B FRIEAIN T H SRR A AT R AR 2 (Zhan et al.,
2017), WIRESZ N WL E MBI TR, RIAE H R A S A 2 M SRS LR, AN A TR S H
PR — B

3.3. IILFEMEEHE

TN T3t (fluency processing) i ANAE A 20 T3k A2 Hh 3l 7748 1 (L5 0 1538 P58 R VHE 1 2R ) P P e (A
Er, 558, T, P, 2014; Reber, Schwarz, & Winkielman, 2004), ‘&AM 0 T35 B
Sy R (1) 3k 44 56 (Winkielman, Schwarz, Reber, & Fazendeiro, 2003), WF5tiFsE, . AHIER AR5
470 T3 ¥ P4 58 75 (Christensen, Ball, & Reber, 2019).

WFFERWY, AMRLE PR (E BN 32 I iRt RS2 M (Alter & Oppenheimer, 2006). & BCRAIEFEH,
IR M RT LU FIRIS 25 I AN A P SRS AW WLARKOR: B 5, MONEITA R, an s It i)
RO LEARR 0 T 9 i A %) o A0 B R Al ) T O B S A R (MR B 4, 20145 Bornstein & D’Agostino, 1994;
Hansen, Dechéne, & Wanke, 2008; Schwarz, 2017).  “iiigtE - E a4 (fluency-truth association)” 2 it
fath, EAMFERE S, K@t @] it HE HM, MRS F N, Bty 8UEH 5
B L, IR0 A 15 ) T4 i L 110 v 9 g 1 V1 IR D G B0 S i (Bornsteink & D Agostino,
1994; Reber et al., 2004; Schwarz, 2012). FEIFAEEERES, 5 H B SARBLEL S +E 2000 (R A 1A
ZAN A B R S BRI R A T = B T P (Koehler & Beauregard, 2006; Rubin, Paolini, &
Crisp, 2010; Schwarz, 2017), AMAN &N Tt ¥ E(E B2 KA (Sharot & Sunstein, 2020), [ B fiit 1]
ZERAEN], AT EMIME SN R, WS MEERE, SRR, Sl LR R e 7 R A
PR AR M 15 %8 (Erle, Reber, & Topolinski, 2017; Reber et al., 2004; Topolinski, Erle, & Reber, 2015), X Fh %
18 282 AR I T VRAG 1) B AR, R SR 3 7 S 2 A ont 5| AR RN 1 48 (3 SE AR (1 VRN AN
B (i (Reber et al., 2004; Winkielman et al., 2003). ISP, 5 EH R ek 54 28—
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AT B A B TR 2 5 R USRI G 46 33— D3RI A AT B v iR AN (E A (EFfron & Raj,
2019; Reber et al., 2004; Zaleskiewicz & Gasiorowska, 2020). b4k, 1EH R S 54 MAEET & 11
BUF, FHECAES RN, AMAXTZ B SR TR R B R A2 AR, Bt B 3 A 2
WA 5 = i Tt . Al 5 A B — B0 S T RERE B AN LA A, R BRI R AR BRI
A2, Bt LA 2 B0 A TR g5 B FR s — B i

i b, BRI AR BRSO RECE BB A5 L2 U A SR SR 1
P IO A AN E bR AN R, AR B FREEILE A IS SO AN g AL AEAS [F) 1 L
AT B SR GN R JL 25 P A R LA (L] 1) o

=S

o

AME BB e
—EEW

[meﬁ%mm J

S ARG )

|
|
|
S BRR i — B
““““ : [
3 | i
TIN5 [ i :
— BN : |
| | i
i . 9 :
. A :H T—. |
— Bl R, e
L ""'-u_"'_’ ] I}
TR B S BLL it WL B AL I TR RL ]

Figure 1. The confirmation target and its explanation mechanism of the con-
firmation bias effect suggested to be adopted when the self-view has not yet
been formed, the self-view has been formed, and the formed self-view con-
flicts with social rules

Bl BEUWSEKRESR. BREUSEERURERNBERASSHSH
M E R T IR A BN R R A A TA B AR R EL RS E

4. AR ERMRE
SR T DL A L2 R BCRAAT R R R AR I, AT I, X OB LR AEAE — L)
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2Rt

PR, X Her e K ey PR 3 EE R AR AR R R ,  DMEAH SCHIE 78 2 R F AR & VA E ik . Hor,
H IR A R AL R WS B O E AR BB AU 1) FMF 5, BT E 70 H/E N R A &
(Zaleskiewicz & Gasiorowska, 2018, 2020); & M 72 BAR & Lk e 0o B TR A 5 Ath N WG AT AT LE
B, ZJEIERE RGN B R4 @I, DLERELLGIE MR AR B (RS, 20205 Lietal, 2020), HEARIX
S BT EEM H S 38E, BMEE— A R A

— 71, R F IV E FRFRTE — @ RE S b AT DS B e S 38 0 i WS AR R B A R g S, (H s |,
AT AR T A I I A REAR A S R ORI #8, S BCR AN fU5 S 2 il WA MR TSRS 2
HER], B PREEE SAFA N B WU T L B 4 SRR, FETE i AR SR R (P e, R
4k, 2009), PR A £ e 3R 3 %o 6 2% B AN U O VAR T BE R AN R RGN R AL T
— /NG FR (Gaertig & Simmons, 2018), FHAREATTH . FEUE B L BCR SRR . B — 51, FIHE
PEIE PR B SR VORI Il e R — e E B E BBE, thdn, A N BE B & T S b (R A AL
B, A NEEARTE S R b fom @ BCRN) .

BRI, 7 yRANIE TR R, A 5T 2 g 87 VA B BCR AN 55 ARG 45 i mlo 8 U A E
(FhER %55, 2017 fRf#, WmedlE, 2009), ZHIA WK € &l & 0 8 BRI 55 10 i vk A Y
(computational model)#&7~ " #R5& AER AN E VO AR th BARTE 2 KRR 232 & Mok B a2 30CE M 5 (1 R &
SO, bR, SR U7 TH LS Y SR 1E 45IR 45 (Ong, Zaki, & Goodman, 2015). AMA AKEHFF . H Ax(Baker,
Saxe, & Tenenbaum, 2009). ft<#HEPEFE F7(Diaconescu et al., 2014; Diaconescu, Wellstein, Kasper, Mathys, &
Stephan, 2020)% % J7 RN 2 @R 77 TR A48 @21 LIk B (Budescu & Rantilla, 2000; Haran & Shalvi,
2020; Wischnewski et al., 2018). i} # {5 L»(Karmarkar & Tormala, 2010; Sniezek & Van Swol, 2001)% A & .
B4, Leong Al Zaki (2018)F I U124 2] 4574 (Bayesian Learning Model) 5 Ak viEHb T fif vk 554 AT 2>
AR B TV E A ZILE],  IF BABXHZ IR AL A AT AT TR E . A a7 v 5 8 A &3 )it
ST SR SR I i WL ARKREFE G SR AN Th I B AR I, TRZ N R A 3 2% AT
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B RE BRI, FE FLA 5K B B B Ko e A, BIF 7038 X B A M 0L 80 ()i X G AR5 i B HEAT T R & (Kappes
et al., 2020; Rollwage et al., 2020; Sharot & Sunstein, 2020; Wischnewski et al., 2018), Kappes % A (2020)>%
P BEIE R LR AR (FMR D) B AR & BILRT A5 J5 P90 5 J5% (posterior medial prefrontal cortex, pMFC) /2 5 ffi
I WL SR X, AHLEANEE “HBiih” BIRA SRS, 80l E 2 AT RER “Hiil” B
AN, R pMFC [X 3811 480 7K *F- (blood oxygenation level dependent, BOLD)4x & 3 i . {EAEATEE A
&, XA T Al W ST IR AR B AR R0, SEbr b, B AR DL SO N2, Jesk
H SN (BRI UGE) A2 T R« BE — R 7 PR R, XM R OC 2 Al e 20 g BSR4

521 (Blunden, Logg, Brooks, John, & Gino, 2019; Li et al., 2020), Kk, Ko f W A58 (1) 4= BEHL I BF 70
B TR UCRNE S 2 A 1 — A2, 4 J5 T R R A D i L 250 7 S SR 40 175 852 T T DX 0
RFAE AN i P, s SEARFAIE o

5. IhGg
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MR, B WSS I A BT R SR DRt S SO AT VPAL 2 R R PR Y A (/)
Z4%, 2007; Klayman, 1995). MBS RE, @T RO EY]) H K580 R W8N 2 AHF JE 1), AMES
SRS A 7 3REUE 2 Al (S MR, 50 BT IS 20 i &P s VP A e 2 IR 15 B AR R SR
TR DL i AR 2 b AN A CLAR BRI AR B 2 AR N, kPP @ SO R 2 B30, SEWORH 7L
VRGN Z0E TR Z A MERE . B, A EH PR 2 RN B W25 S e R AR AL
—E SR S X UCR N I LA AR A BT RS B B RO A — B, 0 ek
ATIHE VEAY, 7E B BCOPAl I R v R F DA Jen S g DAYak 2D B30 4 fm L1 & A2 (Montibeller & von Winterfeldt,
2015).
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