2012 20 4 -465-

1 2 3
(1. , 310036;2.
, 430079;3. , 325035)
(1 o
, 58 . ,
( ] ; ; ;
: R395.1 tA : 1005-3611(2012)04-0465-04

The Influence of Anchoring Effect on Duration Estimation of Real-life Events
ZHOU Li-qing, LU Jing-yi, LU Jia
Hangzhou Normal University, School of Educational Science ,Hangzhou 310036, China

[Abstract] Objective: To explore which elements would affect the process of anchoring and judgment during estimating
duration. The influence of the three elements was discussed on individuals’ duration estimation in these experiments, in-
cluding the form of unit, different tasks before estimation and the ability of duration estimation. Methods: A sample of 58
voluntary college students performed a set of estimating duration tasks, including baseline, estimating physical duration,
comparing figures, and repeating anchoring figure tasks. There were totally 32 questions about daily life and randomly 8
questions each condition. The computer recorded each participant’s reaction. Results: The experimental results revealed
that estimating figures by minute was smaller than that by hour in terms of uncertain duration of real-life events(P=0.034<
0.05). Furthermore, the anchoring effect varied from four different experimental conditions (F ,7,=6.408 , P=0.000<0.01).
The task of repeating anchoring figure or estimating physical duration significantly affected participants’ duration estima-
tion. The order of results from larger number to smaller number was: the group of comparing figures, of repeating anchoring
figure, of controlling condition and of estimating physical duration. What’s more, the ability of duration perception didn’t
have an influence upon the anchoring effect (1=0.770, P=0.445>0.05). Conclusion: Except for the ability of duration esti-
mation, the form of unit and different tasks before estimation are the factors influencing individuals’ duration estimation.
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