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Anchoring: accessibility as a cause of judgmental assimilation
Fritz Strack', Stépan Bahnik' and Thomas Mussweiler”

Anchoring denotes assimilation of judgment toward a
previously considered value — an anchor. The selective
accessibility model argues that anchoring is a result of selective
accessibility of information compatible with an anchor. The
present review shows the similarities between anchoring and
knowledge accessibility effects. Both effects depend on the
applicability of the accessible information, which is also used
similarly. Furthermore, both knowledge accessibility and
anchoring influence the time needed for the judgment and both
display temporal robustness. Finally, we offer recent evidence
for the selective accessibility model and demonstrate how the
model can be applied to reducing the anchoring effect.
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Anchoring effect

In 1974, Amos Tversky and Daniel Kahneman reported
an interesting experimental phenomenon. Participants
received a number determined by spinning a wheel of
fortune which they were supposed to use in a comparative
judgment. Specifically, they had to decide if the propor-
tion of African states in the United Nations was higher or
lower than the randomly generated number. The subse-
quent absolute judgment yielded a surprising result.
Participants who had received a lower comparison stan-
dard generated a lower absolute judgment than partici-
pants with a higher reference point. This assimilation of
an absolute judgment toward a previously considered
comparison standard was called ‘anchoring’ [1°].

While this phenomenon proved highly robust [2] and
applicable to many judgmental domains, the underlying
mechanism was greatly disputed.

Explanations

Insufficient adjustment

For Tversky and Kahneman, the observed assimilation
effect was the consequence of ‘insufficient adjustment’.
Specifically, judges were assumed to use the comparison
standard as an ‘anchor’ from which the absolute judgment
was adjusted toward the presumably correct value. How-
ever, this adjustment was insufficient such that the start-
ing point exerted an effect.

The explanatory power of this account has been ques-
tioned. If anchoring was a result of insufficient adjust-
ment, an anchor should not influence the answer to the
comparative question. However, it was shown that people
are more likely to report that the value in question is more
extreme than the anchor than would be expected based
on the distribution of absolute judgments of people given
no anchor [3].

As a consequence, researchers proposed new accounts that
were based on the cognitive consequences of generating a
comparative judgment. Specifically, they were based on
the accessibility of the information that was activated in
the task that preceded the absolute judgment.

Numeric priming

Two types of information were seen as candidates for
explaining the anchoring effect. The first was the numeric
information that was conveyed by the anchor value. It has
been argued that an anchor is superficially represented in
short-term memory as an absolute value, which is re-
trieved when the absolute judgment is generated [4] (see
also [3]). As simple and straightforward this ‘numeric
priming’ account may appear, it is inconsistent with many
findings. In particular, it is difficult to explain why the
absolute judgment, although being assimilated toward
the anchor, hardly ever assumes its exact value. As a
consequence, mere numeric accessibility is rarely suffi-
cient to account for the anchoring effect [5].

Anchoring as a knowledge accessibility effect (selective
accessibility model)

A second type of accessibility is semantic in nature. On
the basis of rudimentary mechanisms of cognitive func-
tioning, anchoring was assumed to be the result of semantic
priming [6]. This assumption gave rise to a more elaborate
‘selective accessibility model” [7,8°°] (see also [9]) that
was corroborated in a number of experiments. The oper-
ation of the model is illustrated in Figure 1.

The model assumes that to generate a comparative judg-
ment, relevant information needs to be retrieved from
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Figure 1
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The selective accessibility model (SAM).

memory. At the same time, the provided standard oper-
ates like a hypothesis to be tested in a qualified manner.
That is, people who were asked if the proportion of
African states in the UN is higher or lower than a high
anchor of 65 percent are assumed to have tested the
possibility that the proportion is 65 percent and then
responded by giving the direction in which the retrieved
information deviated from the standard. However, re-
search on hypothesis testing has shown that this informa-
tion search is selective such that hypothesis-consistent
information (e.g., ‘Many African nations that are members
of the UN come easily to mind.’) will be more likely to be
retrieved than inconsistent information [10]. Even if the
hypothesis is rejected, this type of semantic priming will
cause the consistent information to remain accessible and
enter into the absolute judgment.

Similarities between anchoring and
knowledge accessibility effects

Influence of the applicability of accessible knowledge
This conceptualization of anchoring as a knowledge
accessibility (i.e., priming) effect is supported by a large
body of evidence demonstrating that anchoring effects
share many of the qualities that are typical for knowledge-
accessibility effects in general (for a review, see [11]).
First, anchoring effects usually depend on the applicability
of the knowledge that was rendered accessible by the
comparative task. It has repeatedly been demonstrated
that the degree to which increasing the accessibility of a
specific concept in a priming task influences a subsequent

judgment depends on how applicable the activated con-
cept is to this judgment [12,13]. In a similar way, the
extent of anchoring depends on the degree to which the
knowledge that was rendered accessible by the compara-
tive task is applicable to the absolute judgment. For
example, comparing the height of the Brandenburg Gate
to a given anchor yields stronger effects on absolute
estimates of the height of the gate than on estimates of
its width [8°°,14], presumably because the knowledge
generated during the comparative task has more direct
implications for estimates of height than for estimates of
width (i.e., it is more applicable to judgments of height).
Thus, anchoring effects seem to depend on the applica-
bility criterion [13] in much the same way as semantic
priming effects in general.

Use of accessible information

A second link to the priming literature is the similarity in
use of the accessible information. Research on the judg-
mental effects of priming has repeatedly demonstrated
that the direction of a priming influence depends on how
the accessible knowledge is used during the judgment
task [15,16] (for discussions, see [11,17,18]). If an acces-
sible concept is similar to the judgmental target, it is
typically used as a basis for the judgment, which leads to
assimilation. If, however, an accessible concept differs
largely from the target, it will be used as a standard of
comparison, which produces a contrast effect. Judgments
about the ferocity of a fox, for example, were assimilated
to a slightly more ferocious (i.e., similar) animal such as a

Current Opinion in Psychology 2016, 12:67-70

www.sciencedirect.com



wolf, so that the fox was judged to be more ferocious if
wolf had previously been primed. However, judgments
were contrasted away from an extremely ferocious animal
such as a tiger, so that the fox was judged to be less
ferocious if tiger had been activated [16]. Similarly, the
direction of anchoring effects (i.e., assimilation versus
contrast) was found to depend on whether the activated
knowledge was similar or largely dissimilar to the target of
the absolute question. For example, comparing the mean
winter temperature in the Antarctic to a high versus low
anchor (=20 °C versus —50 °C) produced an assimilation
effect on absolute judgments of temperatures in the
maximally similar Antarctic while the same comparison
produced a contrast effect on absolute judgments of
temperatures on maximally dissimilar Hawaii [8°°]. Thus,
the direction of anchoring effects appears to depend on
the similarity of the activated concept and the judgmental
target, just as is true for knowledge-accessibility effects in
general.

Influence on time needed to make a judgment

A third feature that anchoring and knowledge-accessibil-
ity effects have in common is that the degree of accessi-
bility of judgment-relevant knowledge determines the
time that is needed to make a judgment [6]. This pattern
was replicated in the anchoring domain where response
latencies for the absolute judgment depended on the
extent to which the accessibility of relevant knowledge
had been increased during the preceding comparative
task [8°°,19,20°°,21].

However, different levels of accessibility do not only
influence the speed of absolute judgments, but also their
content. In particular, larger anchoring effects occur un-
der conditions that promote an extensive generation of
anchor-consistent knowledge [9]. Furthermore, judges
who generate more anchor-consistent knowledge during
the comparative task because they are in a sad mood,
which is typically associated with more elaborate proces-
sing [22,23], show larger anchoring effects than judges in a
neutral mood [24,25].

Robustness

A final characteristic of knowledge accessibility effects that
is shared by anchoring is its temporal robustness. Knowl-
edge accessibility effects are typically long-lasting, provid-
ed they are not superimposed by other applicable
information [26]. The same temporal robustness also char-
acterizes judgmental anchoring. In particular, it has been
demonstrated that anchoring effects still occur if the
comparative and absolute questions are separated by
one week [27°].

Implications of the selective accessibility
model

The selective accessibility model not only incorporated
knowledge accessibility effects to the anchoring literature,
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but also led to many testable predictions. Most recently,
based on the selective accessibility model, Bahnik and
Strack [28°] argued that the information activated by a
comparative question should influence judgment only if it
would not have been used for making the absolute judg-
ment even without the comparative question. Accordingly,
they found that a comparison of the average annual tem-
perature in New York City with a high anchor does not
influence absolute judgment about the average summer
temperature in New York City, but a comparison with a
low anchor does. Presumably, the positive hypothesis
testing conducted within the frame of the whole year
activated knowledge about summer in the case of the high
anchor, and winter in the case of the low anchor. The
former information overlapped with information that
would have been used making the absolute judgment in
any case, and thus did not influence the absolute judg-
ment. Similarly, when the absolute judgment was about
the average winter temperature, a high anchor influenced
the absolute judgment, but a low anchor did not.

The selective accessibility model also implies possible
strategies for reducing the anchoring effect. Since posi-
tive hypothesis testing leads to activation of the informa-
tion compatible with the anchor value and this in turn
biases the judgment, it is possible to reduce the influence
of the anchor by activating information incompatible with
the anchor or preventing positive hypothesis testing. The
former can be achieved by instruction to actively generate
reasons why an anchor is inappropriate [29°]. The latter
may result, for example, from a procedural priming task
which induces the focus on differences [30] (see also

[31]).

Conclusion

In the present review, we argue that there exists a
common basis of knowledge accessibility effects and
anchoring. However, this does not mean that all anchor-
ing effects share this underlying mechanism. The term
anchoring is used broadly for the assimilation of a judg-
ment toward a previously considered value, and there are
various processes that can lead to the same effect under
different circumstances (see [32°], for a review).

In summary, this line of research demonstrates how the
dynamics of basic cognitive processes can be harnessed to
better explain phenomena whose underlying mechanisms
have not been sufficiently understood. Applying priming
to the anchoring heuristic is a case in point.

Conflict of interest statement
Nothing declared.

Acknowledgement

The work of étépén Bahnik was supported by Deutsche
Forschungsgemeinschaft (DFG-RTG 1253/2).

www.sciencedirect.com

Current Opinion in Psychology 2016, 12:67-70



70 Social priming

References and recommended reading
Papers of particular interest, published within the period of review,
have been highlighted as:

e of special interest
ee Of outstanding interest

1. Tversky A, Kahneman D: Judgment under uncertainty:

. heuristics and biases. Science 1974, 185:1124-1130.

A classic paper introducing the anchoring effect to a wider audience. The
authors explain the anchoring effect by a process of anchoring followed
by insufficient adjustment.

2. Klein RA, Ratliff KA, Vianello M, Adams RB Jr, Bahnik S,
Bernstein MJ, Bocian K, Brandt MJ, Brooks B, Brumbaugh CC
et al.: Investigating variation in replicability: a ‘“Many Labs”
Replication Project. Soc Psychol 2014, 45:142-152.

3. Jacowitz KE, Kahneman D: Measures of anchoring in estimation
tasks. Pers Soc Psychol Bull 1995, 21:1161-1166.

4. Wong KFE, Kwong JYY: Is 7300 m equal to 7.3 km? Same
semantics but different anchoring effects. Org Behav Hum
Decis Process 2000, 82:314-333.

5.  Mussweiler T, Strack F: The semantics of anchoring. Org Behav
Hum Decis Process 2001, 86:234-255.

6. Neely JH: Semantic priming and retrieval from lexical memory:
roles of inhibitionless spreading of activation and limited-
capacity attention. J Exp Psychol Gen 1977, 3:226-254.

7. Mussweiler T, Strack F: Comparing is believing: a selective
accessibility model of judgmental anchoring. In European
Review of Social Psychology, vol 10. Edited by Stroebe W,
Hewstone M, Wiley. 1999:135-167.

8. Strack F, Mussweiler T: Explaining the enigmatic anchoring
ee effect: mechanisms of selective accessibility. J Pers Soc
Psychol 1997, 73:437-446.

By demonstrating that the anchoring effect is weaker when the judg-
mental dimension is changed between the comparative and absolute
judgment questions, this paper shows importance of applicability of the
activated knowledge for the anchoring effect. Furthermore, another
reported experiment shows that a plausible anchor leads to a relatively
faster absolute judgment and slower comparative judgment in compar-
ison to an implausible anchor. The result is consistent with the selective
accessibility model which argues that access to more knowledge is
required to make a comparison with the plausible anchor, but this
knowledge activation then results in the faster absolute judgment.

9. Chapman GB, Johnson EJ: Anchoring, activation, and the
construction of values. Org Behav Hum Decis Process 1999,
79:1-39.

10. Klayman J, Ha YW: Confirmation, disconfirmation, and
information in hypothesis testing. Psychol Rev 1987, 94:211-228.

11. Higgins ET: Knowledge activation: accessibility, applicability
and salience. In  Social Psychology: Handbook of Basic
Principles. Edited by Higgins ET, Kruglanski AW. The Guilford
Press; 1996:133-168.

12. Higgins ET, Brendl CM: Accessibility and applicability: some
"activation rules" influencing judgment. J Exp Soc Psychol
1995, 31:218-243.

13. Higgins ET, Rholes WS, Jones CR: Category accessibility and
impression formation. J Exp Soc Psychol 1977, 13:1411-1454.

14. Mussweiler T, Forster J, Strack F: Der Ankereffekt in
Abhangigkeit von der Anwendbarkeit ankerkonsistenter
Information: Ein Modell selektiver Zugéanglichkeit. Zeitschrift
fur experimentelle Psychologie 1997, 44:589-615.

15. Herr PM: Consequences of priming: judgment and behavior.
J Pers Soc Psychol 1986, 51:1106-1115.

16. Herr PM, Sherman SJ, Fazio RH: On the consequences of
priming: assimilation and contrast effects. J Exp Soc Psychol
1983, 19:323-340.

17. Schwarz N, Bless H: Constructing reality and its alternatives: an
inclusion/exclusion model of assimilation and contrast effects

in social judgment. In The Construction of Social Judgments.
Edited by Martin LL, Tesser A, Erlbaum. 1992:217-245.

18. Strack F: The different routes to social judgments: experiential
versus informational strategies. In The Construction of Social
Judgments. Edited by Martin LL, Tesser A, Erlbaum. 1992:249-275.

19. Mussweiler T, Strack F: Hypothesis-consistent testing and
semantic priming in the anchoring paradigm: a selective
accessibility model. J Exp Soc Psychol 1999, 35:136-164.

20. Mussweiler T, Strack F: The use of category and exemplar
ee knowledge in the solution of anchoring tasks. J Pers Soc
Psychol 2000, 78:1038-1052.

This paper shows that the comparative question leads to faster categor-
ization of words that are compatible with the anchor value. For example,
after comparing an anchor with the average cost of a new car, partici-
pants given a high anchor categorized expensive car words (e.g., Mer-
cedes, BMW) relatively faster than participants given a low anchor, and
vice versa for inexpensive car words (e.g., Golf, VW).

21. Mussweiler T, Strack F: Numeric judgment under uncertainty:
the role of knowledge in anchoring. J Exp Soc Psychol 2000,
36:495-518.

22. Bless H, Bohner G, Schwarz N, Strack F: Mood and persuasion a
cognitive response analysis. Pers Soc Psychol Bull 1990,
16:331-345.

23. Bodenhausen GV: Emotions, arousal, and stereotypic
judgments: a heuristic model of affect and stereotyping. In
Affect, Cognition, and Stereotyping: Interactive Processes in
Group Perception. Edited by Mackie MD, Hamilton DL. Academic
Press; 1993:13-37.

24. Bodenhausen GV, Gabriel S, Lineberger M: Sadness and the
susceptibility to judgmental bias: the case of anchoring.
Psychol Sci 2000, 11:320-323.

25. Englich B, Soder K: Moody experts — how mood and expertise
influence judgmental anchoring. Judgm Decis Mak 2009, 4:41-50.

26. Srull TK, Wyer RS: Category accessibility and social perception:
some implications for the study of person memory and
interpersonal judgments. J Pers Soc Psychol 1980, 38:841-856.

27. Mussweiler T: The durability of anchoring effects. Eur J Soc

e  Psychol 2001, 31:431-442.

Experiments reported in this paper show that anchors influence judgment
even after a one-week delay, suggesting that anchors operate through a
relatively elaborate cognitive process.

28. Bahnik S, Strack F: Overlap of accessible information

. undermines the anchoring effect. Judgm Decis Mak 2016,
11:92-98.

On the basis of a prediction by the selective accessibility model, the paper

shows that an anchor influences judgment only if it activates information

that would not have been used in judgment even without considering the

anchor. The observed pattern of results is incompatible with other current

theories of anchoring, thus providing additional evidence for the selective

accessibility model.

29. Mussweiler T, Strack F, Pfeiffer T: Overcoming the inevitable

e anchoring effect: considering the opposite compensates for
selective accessibility. Pers Soc Psychol Bull 2000, 26:1142-1150.

On the basis of the selective accessibility model, this paper shows that

listing arguments inconsistent with the provided anchor value reduces the

size of the anchoring effect.

30. Mussweiler T: The malleability of anchoring effects. Exp Psychol
2002, 49:67-72.

31. Chaxel AS: The impact of procedural priming of selective
accessibility on self-generated and experimenter-provided
anchors. J Exp Soc Psychol 2014, 50:45-51.

32. Bahnik S, Englich B, Strack F: Anchoring effect. In  Cognitive
e lllusions: Intriguing Phenomena in Thinking, Judgment, and Memory,
2nd ed.. Edited by Pohl RF. Psychology Press; 2016. [in press].
Arecent review summarizing current theories of anchoring and describing
their relative strengths and weaknesses. The authors argue that no
current theory of anchoring can explain all anchoring effects, which
suggests that different processes underlie the anchoring effect under
different circumstances.

Current Opinion in Psychology 2016, 12:67-70

www.sciencedirect.com


http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(16)30078-1/sbref0005
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(16)30078-1/sbref0005
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(16)30078-1/sbref0010
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(16)30078-1/sbref0010
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(16)30078-1/sbref0010
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(16)30078-1/sbref0010
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(16)30078-1/sbref0015
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(16)30078-1/sbref0015
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(16)30078-1/sbref0020
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(16)30078-1/sbref0020
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(16)30078-1/sbref0020
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(16)30078-1/sbref0025
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(16)30078-1/sbref0025
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(16)30078-1/sbref0030
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(16)30078-1/sbref0030
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(16)30078-1/sbref0030
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(16)30078-1/sbref0035
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(16)30078-1/sbref0035
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(16)30078-1/sbref0035
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(16)30078-1/sbref0035
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(16)30078-1/sbref0040
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(16)30078-1/sbref0040
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(16)30078-1/sbref0040
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(16)30078-1/sbref0045
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(16)30078-1/sbref0045
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(16)30078-1/sbref0045
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(16)30078-1/sbref0050
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(16)30078-1/sbref0050
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(16)30078-1/sbref0055
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(16)30078-1/sbref0055
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(16)30078-1/sbref0055
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(16)30078-1/sbref0055
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(16)30078-1/sbref0055
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(16)30078-1/sbref0060
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(16)30078-1/sbref0060
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(16)30078-1/sbref0060
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(16)30078-1/sbref0065
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(16)30078-1/sbref0065
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(16)30078-1/sbref0070
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(16)30078-1/sbref0070
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(16)30078-1/sbref0070
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(16)30078-1/sbref0070
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(16)30078-1/sbref0075
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(16)30078-1/sbref0075
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(16)30078-1/sbref0080
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(16)30078-1/sbref0080
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(16)30078-1/sbref0080
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(16)30078-1/sbref0085
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(16)30078-1/sbref0085
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(16)30078-1/sbref0085
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(16)30078-1/sbref0085
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(16)30078-1/sbref0090
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(16)30078-1/sbref0090
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(16)30078-1/sbref0090
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(16)30078-1/sbref0095
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(16)30078-1/sbref0095
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(16)30078-1/sbref0095
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(16)30078-1/sbref0100
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(16)30078-1/sbref0100
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(16)30078-1/sbref0100
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(16)30078-1/sbref0105
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(16)30078-1/sbref0105
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(16)30078-1/sbref0105
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(16)30078-1/sbref0110
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(16)30078-1/sbref0110
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(16)30078-1/sbref0110
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(16)30078-1/sbref0115
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(16)30078-1/sbref0115
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(16)30078-1/sbref0115
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(16)30078-1/sbref0115
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(16)30078-1/sbref0115
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(16)30078-1/sbref0115
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(16)30078-1/sbref0120
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(16)30078-1/sbref0120
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(16)30078-1/sbref0120
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(16)30078-1/sbref0125
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(16)30078-1/sbref0125
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(16)30078-1/sbref0125
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(16)30078-1/sbref0125
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(16)30078-1/sbref0130
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(16)30078-1/sbref0130
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(16)30078-1/sbref0130
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(16)30078-1/sbref0135
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(16)30078-1/sbref0135
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(16)30078-1/sbref0140
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(16)30078-1/sbref0140
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(16)30078-1/sbref0140
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(16)30078-1/sbref0145
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(16)30078-1/sbref0145
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(16)30078-1/sbref0145
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(16)30078-1/sbref0150
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(16)30078-1/sbref0150
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(16)30078-1/sbref0155
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(16)30078-1/sbref0155
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(16)30078-1/sbref0155
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(16)30078-1/sbref0160
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(16)30078-1/sbref0160
http://refhub.elsevier.com/S2352-250X(16)30078-1/sbref0160

	Anchoring: accessibility as a cause of judgmental assimilation
	Anchoring effect
	Explanations
	Insufficient adjustment
	Numeric priming
	Anchoring as a knowledge accessibility effect (selective accessibility model)

	Similarities between anchoring and knowledge accessibility effects
	Influence of the applicability of accessible knowledge
	Use of accessible information
	Influence on time needed to make a judgment
	Robustness

	Implications of the selective accessibility model
	Conclusion
	References and recommended reading
	Conflict of interest statement
	Acknowledgement


