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Abstract
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Introduction

[—FRE L WIRFEIC R 2 228, IRlEE L L MR IIBICH 2, HLEHILTD, thoEMKOAF %5
W, WHHETH D0, MERLZET 02O Lo 2 m{HAES D] —Grann (2010), p. 55

> AAEFHFAFEICEVC, ACOHEMOKRZ I &2, &332 LV D RELIEXHBDLTH 2
(Brawley, 1984, Burger and Rodman, 1983, Christensen et al., 1983, Deutsch et al., 1993, Kruger and
Gilovich, 1999, Kruger and Savitsky, 2009, Ross and Sicoly, 1979, Savitsky et al., 2005, Thompson and
Kelly, 1981)
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> i HEFEEEIC BT 2 oo EMAME OERREL Y b Ao H L 29\ [easier to spot and recall]
72 % T& % (Ross and Sicoly, 1979, Schwarz et al., 1991, Tversky and Kahneman, 1973)




BIHHOREBE LD X 5 & TGN EIY BREICORBICR T 5, TR FHE2 T 21382 DJRE
B0l b0, ZOMESY PEEI NG, B/NFHE X L2 A[REERH 2

v OREEEL. BSFBA. T UFRESE. XEKRIE

o oftEE, THIFR(deletion) i & 2 HHlit) (e Ehl(addition)ic X 2 HH#ik) & L THETE 3

[EFBCE E M h 5 (the feature-positive effect (JF S DRI /FPE/H 3R ARER,2016%) /FEXF BRIV IR [F] %0 5
(asymmetric confusability effects (& 0 ¥\ 3R ? ) /ACE/HFGNEF,2002%) | ic X % & NIFHE 0%
fLic2w, HIBRDZ{DI3 S 25EMoZ bk YV b REL LT e Ebh T3 (Agostinellietal.,
1986, Hearst, 1991, Maki, 1989, Newman et al., 1980, Sainsbury, 1971)
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EXNTLE ) A[REM: A B 3 (Savitsky, Gilovich, Berger, & Medvec, 2003)
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Method

Participants
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Procedure
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Measure
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>  Editor improve letter(7 4% / 1, unsuccessful ~ 7, very successful)
v TZ7 4 2 -3 FROBEEOMBIEICHKIIL T3 ]

> Editor change letter(10 4% / 1,not at all ~ 10, a great deal)
vV TZF4 X3 EE KELEHL 72|

> Salience of editor’s voice(10 7% / 1,primarily writer ~ 10, primarily editor)
v o TR EFRCEH [H] 2RSEZ 2% 2

>  Availability of editor’s contribution(7 f4:i%/1,hard to think of examples~7.easy to bring examples to mind)
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Results

Manipulation check
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> BEUEOTFEICOWT, BINEE(M = 352.3 to M = 509.6 words) I3 HEICE L, HIBREEWM =
386.8 to M= 307.5 words) IFHEICE 7o 72 ((19) > 3.96, ps < .001***)

Assessments of editors' contribution
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Table 1
Editors’ and writers’ ratings in the addition vs. deletion conditions.

Condition

Measure Addition (n— 20) Deletion (n— 20)
Editor improve letter”

Editor 470 5.15

Writer 505 3.70
Editor change letter”

Editor 635 6.80

Writer 630 480
Salience of editor’s voice”

Editor 495 495

Writer 435 3.10
Availability of editor’s contributions™

Editor 490 505

Writer 460 3.16

* Scores on these measures could vary from 1 to 7.
b Scores on these measures could vary from 1 to 10.
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Editor change letter
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Salience of editor’s voice
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Availability of editor’s contribution
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(Sobel test)
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Discussion
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v EHE T LR & v o 22 RICHIIT S WERRIE. fthE 2 5§28 & 3z < W (Gilovich et al., 1999,
Kruger and Gilovich, 2004)
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35 EICRBE S 2 5 A[REED B B (see Kruger & Savitsky, 2009)
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(Cialdini, Reno, & Kallgren, 1990)
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