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P izl TR, RSREERE SRRSO TS EAR AT, R
FATZR, RERSHPER R, SO MR AR, XA T S AR . MER A EEA O B
FrUe e, KRR AR, AEREAEI R E R SR RIRYE. R 2N TEEICEASE)
SEATE X BRI FRAIBIE | e A R AR e TR RSB RIS AR
13 ( Anchoring Effect ) HUEAMTFEATERTEE N —FhoR R ZBR . e NS Eh R LA, FAEf
RRIH],  (PNTERis) Wi 7 “BEMZRZANGE, HIMZRZAH, EM/RZIL, iR Zir” gkt
SEZESHUTRNS . IO R SRR, XS SR i ROy BRI SOE R DU .

T B A v B AR ] . FLBOERE . SRV AIE R, PRI L Ls Gis 2 Fh 847,
SOMRIPEAE, B SRZE, 3 IERRRE, TR EAT sl o B A e S D s F R iR P
T, FE AR B2 AT A B, BERS LUER At 20 | 22 IR A S 2R RO A R T
PRI AL, BT ZRIE I, JUHGE F T X e E R R AT sh it A BB T, AR B iR

BVES . RRE, SEFEEAFNANESELT, RETEAFLEATRXAABES MESHAEHIT, ARDAQ: EBRREE
NEREF .
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SEACRR H R B4
IR ZAE 2 K F R OISR 2 RAEHARIEIE - Wi i a7 (Keith E. Stanovich ) $2
R SR A AN R ROR R A TR, (R T DGR T —RE, R AT A RE ) o AR DR A
BRI, W RUE R B R o BIEATCN I, RSO A R A X R ) 2 5
B E6 2 8 3 A FEHL TS ( Frederick ) 2l FTA KN SUE LS ( Cognitive Reflection Test) o % IME: [ 2005
ERFLK, CABGIHT 700 2K, CRT BISSETRE, [ i MO PR 25 RS Rl g 4 S 1l
TetnZ—, WE TIFESH NI 24 DF5# T SRRt 7B AR R IS FE8Rise . FHIrke
T AERT (Toplak, West, and Stanovich, 2013 ) Zafil AN RUEME: (CRT) °, #HEOKRSEA (Primi
etal., 2016) Za il A9 IAEI R B (CRT—L) ° , H AR B A BR (Thomson and Oppenheimer,
2016 ) Zaiil A R B (CRT—2) ' o EIN2EE X CRT G RSB AR, I ELAR R FH 0 55 48
TR T (Frederick, 2005) F4uiil 10, ABFFOKE LTI LA EASMRFRRA R CRT M1 #1RE, I
PRI E RN RIS FE B R X0 H AT RE ST, AR TSRO, SR T RMETT TR SCRRZE N
NSRS, JF A AR RO

2 MRAE

21 HARMR

BEAR— . SRAVERE (AR, B HEBA 440 2 42 it U SO s B g, Heh 55 418 A,
w22 N, P 2324 %, PR 3244, KPR ZHERE R WIPET b 42% ., mheETh
28.1%, EETIN 189%, KL% 31.9%, ABET 16%, BEFRA#TIN 0.9% HEA—IEE T
INHUR I35 H 4381 5 RS fRi AT .

FEA s SRATRERE Iy (AR, ihIBCETTBA 387 2N, S e, SFIAEI N 22 £ 4 %, ZEHE 3 + 4 4F,
HZHE RN BIH2E013.1% L2201 52.3% . KE505 0 35.3% AR XA A 105 9.3% .
FEZR B T BT A A B SR I 36 4 15 38R 43

22 WRIBELEER

FEA— R IR SN, BEAR e i IRIAT 55, AR ZABTTR BB B g . 5
RINARE AT T7 1%, IS R AT I (B K, 58 i S A 5 U B [l

HSCRROA I IS . BTTHERE 5 (Toplak ) | F5Mrky (West) FIHHIEAED (Stanovich ) Ziifilf) 7
AN B PRAHIRUEGS, 3 EORSEA (Primi et al., 2016) Zidfil (1 6 A4 H AN EIREMES, A AR SRA
#E#K ( Thomson and Oppenheimer, 2016 ) Ziifil ) 4 2% H AARU S SIS (JL 1341 H , 4N HEHREER ) .
AOFTERARBIFE ST AR . AOFEE AR R H AR, SRR RS Brislin BHFAR
FESSCRR B 15, B 13 % H b LA E NGO B RSRA DG F b Sc; Hak, th— & 2En)
TR R R IS, HHSCRRER R A SO TR I, BBURERE PSR RIS . 35 3 44
W SE BSOS BN, FFXHBITEEATIRATIR, SIATCR A AR LRI H

BRE AT S5 . BEI 6 > A G MDA 2 A2 S RE DRI IRIRE, 3 8 AR D i s RS TS R SE A4
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Bl B, “AEME RS BEA EE R T 10% (65% ) 2K T 10% (65%) 7 7 . Hrb A 4fie
[F) R e R (B = 43 o1 BT S 3 o g A/ A TR A A (B i 1) 27% 1) PP L ECRI A AR
[ 27% 9 RS EE R 20 I AR L I R s | AR . 6 A 1 2 Al s DR I L) 36 PR P AT Sk M AR TS 0
HI T IGIE, BE R I , FR L E R AR AR I el H b AR
FHRERT x %7 7, HhiE CHH A RE 07 7 o 8 M PRI B e T 2B, (H S
BB o PR, — iyl ARy DB IRES . e, PR SRR A

2.3 FIBLE

IHBEM S T, B A E b =28, IEME R . HESR. FIRER, SR
JE TIERAESE, W HC 14, Bl Xt H A AR DA I 58 55 5 75

B AT 55 P R AR BAR AL B v o . 10, FH Tukey’s Test 75325 BV 28 P02 AG 0 ol 3 7 Al o ke
AT S5 A X AT HE R E . SRI5, FHSRORAS T HE R R T B AT HE R, F R M THE RS
N FH/METHERBRE (G 8 MR ERR G ) o fn, 4 8 I PSR A R 4 0 Ak T E— 25
FALHLL 0 R PR, 1 bruE 2R 2 808, TS B4 BOAE S A (B A AR T B A P 3 (E AR
BEE A P A THE AT X1

¥ Epidata3.1 X JUEAKCHE HEAT 2 A, JF R SPSS 21.0 5 JASO Seit#hf: 3t sz i At AT R ik 4t
H S5 59720 8; W IRTPRO ( Cai, Thissen, and du Toit, 2011) BPESEATI H 47 %MW
Mplus 7.0 AT RAEE R 2R 5507 .

3 ZR55

3.1 NIEEENDL DT

ISR, KRR S N A EAE N, BASEIEME SR IR T ( Frederick )
4] CRT BG4 HER . £/ 80% ik EaESH LB EARIEME R, BAREwn . Pk
ZHE 1, 2,3,5.7.9. 10, BBERMNFAER, ZH4, 6. 8. 11, 12, AFFEEER, HMbRx 5 4
ZH, W1 P,

=1 HAESERB LESBRES AT

Table 1 The responses and parameter estimates of participants on items

WiH % C (H) a (SE) b (SE)

1 45.5 (53.0) 0.72 (0.14) 0.28 (0.15)
2 65.5 (20.7) 0.19 (0.12) -3.47 (2.26)
3 55.2 (36.8) 1.47 (0.21) -0.24 (0.09)
5 33.4 (54.0) 1.53 (0.22) 0.65 (0.11)
7 425 (36.6) 3.08 (0.52) 0.24 (0.07)
9 414 (42.3) 2.33 (0.34) 0.28 (0.08)
10 38.0 (34.5) 0.60 (0.13) 0.88 (0.24)
13 459 (36.1) 2.09 (0.30) 0.14 (0.07)
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3.2 IMBDtr

P IR SR ISR, SR RUE LT ) R A B, RV L e i e — R AR R
56 235 SR 7 FL AV A AR5 5 A S i T LA ZZ W AT a0 58 o A ] — AN H B4 SN i PR — TR 0 1Y
PREL. PRI, ARBIESE R R BTk AT B e MR 5 . FEPRAE RS 0 22 1, T B S A 2R T KMO A
Barlett (K1 . ASHFSTAY KMO B4 0.860, H. Barlett BIBRIEAG I p (2 <0.001, TEHAREA S8R H
AT 1 TR R R TE I T ARG 5 . A HTZIR W, SR — I TAHEAR(E S
S FAREAR(E S 500 3.31 5 111, BB R 17258 40.17% 5 11.68%, 6 Stk
Hambleton FrifE, wJLA#EAT IRT 1 H B 5347 o

ABFFE R S EAEAL (2PL) XHUgS I H #4730 A E SO B 7 2 3 H i, SR HBGE
TP KRBT HES TS E AN, JHRIES NI H X ESE (a) « MEESE (b) | R EEy
fEMZR (1CC) FeHkiEHiE AR H o 450 H SEERIEBLIL S 1, 151 RE 2,

PIAERFGEIRR, a BBURIE B — BB AE 0 3 2.5 55 3 AUIXIE] . X408 b BUE S80S s TEfe 1 o
MBUETE AR, BORIERTEsF 2, B 0 BbsERBEFRS ., KEHm p BUAES 0 BUEER—
BEFEIES 4 Z08] . THARAEMZR (1CC) BEBENY, 7w AL, Uiz B Kol ne st th i
KR AR TE . ARG HRAAE AR B R, WH 2 thekd TP%, Xanehizs. IRy
21 W E A XA | AR BRI L, B E 2, 7.,

MIBRZ&B G, 1.3.5.9. 10 13 36 >80 H 41 IA K SR 56 3 H X 53 BE 240 a 76 0.59 ~ 2.53
ZIH], MERESHEL b AE -0.25 ~ 0.90 Z[H] . AWEAF B EAE -1 ) 2 XADXETE 7 AL, FEARRE LS
THARRCR
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Figure 1 Item characteristic curve
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CRT, Total Information Curve
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Figure 2 The information function of cognitive reflection test

3.3 LHHEDHT
HRAGLAZERIFGY, SRUEVEI 25007 AT UE A5 R (3T . BRI TREAR 2 MM et R I B6iE
PERZEAHT (CFA) |, RIS FE 35 BT G BRI R . Al AR ARAOL 2 2,

F 2 CFARENEIEH
Table 2 Model fitting index of CFA

A x’ df X/ df p CFI NNFI RMSEA (90% )
254l 29.24 9 3.25 0.000 0.940 0.904 0.071 (0.044, 0.101)

FERZ LA TR bR, BLAHRE X ME MR E IR 1 —A, R FEENR RS, ©5HHE—
R UL B AR IE AP AR, x ™/ dF BRI 1, SRR P 25 R0 WA ST (0 B 25 R W 22 () 4 A B R
MK, BERIAHLA RO SERRIFSE R, x Y dFEEIE 2, T RAACABRL LA M AR o TEREA B
RITEOLT X df<S BT A2 . ABF5Erh x Y df 8 3.25, YONBRARLUA #AT

A 55X (comparative fit index, CFI) fE4 HETE &) Z F8ir 2 —, dIERf @i
Fr2Z— (Fan, Thompson, and Wang, 1999) ° o A H, LiRFEREE 0.9 LI L, Ui BRI R
ARG
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VIR 224 )74 (oot mean square error of approximation, RMSEA ) J&—Fh 2yl &, Ak, #I4
s, TTEAZBUEVEEAE 0 ~ 0.1 ZI0A), M{ES%T 0 WREREE, SE/INT 0.05 B F/R AU i 4l
A, YMETE 0.05 ~ 0.08 Z[AEBIE, 24 0.08 ~ 0.1 Z[A A AR (Hu and Bentler, 1990) 7 .
ARWFFEE R R AL SR VR AT S G 2K, B B LA BERRRE M, BT I Th SCRMUA AR
R B84 G SR A FE LY

3.4 XDOWEDH

FR G A0 B S 56 1) A i AT 40 4, B HER R HT 27% KA, Ja 27% MRS, ardlE,
CRT %44 =0.42 + 0.50; CRT #4041 =4.92 £ 0.68, FEARKMIFEH, LIgkilre e e 40 M ATHER) 2
SPECEIE AR AR &, SERAILSON AR K B4R &, #7057 250007, e Az Gets
ARUX G R A AN SR, T8 e 3 2 AR 43 2 A8 Al e 25507 P 552 e R AN — A B Al 205 g 25 i
BB SR ) B TR, S5 AN 30 55 4 R,

BRI RO B (F (1, 193) =284.49, p<0.001 ) , INAIFE FRUW 2% (F (1, 193) =18.75,
p<0.001) , NHEIKF A AR BN 8% (F (1, 193) =36.33, p<0.001) . H T3¢ HAN
BE, SRR AR T, B il e SN 7 R BN 0T, S5 SR RN E T, (K
IR EACE B A THE (M=-1.58) KT mACF i (M=-1.21) (F (1, 193) =3.381,
p =0.052) , RFILL N, MESEEST, AR B AATHE (M=2.35) W& TRk
AR HE (M=0.649) (F (1, 193) =40.80, p<0.000) , [% 3 KA HRWIA,

#3 AREFHTHRGTHENFHESREE

Table 3 The average and standard deviation of estimated values of participants

ARSI
il A4 (n=112) FACEA (n=90)
R -1.58 +0.13 -1.21+0.13
T 235£0.18 0.649 + 0.19

F 4 ARFHTHRIRGITHERS

Table 4 Comparison of estimated values of participants

AR S ORYR df MS F p

[IEE S 1 819.10 284.49 0.000
FEZEAY x AR 1 104.61 36.33 0.000

MRS 193 2.88

N i) 1 43.48 18.75 0.000

IR iR 193 2.32
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Figure 3 Interaction diagram between anchor types and thinking tendencies

3.5 BEDH

TEAWFFE b INHRSE DI ) Cronbach’s @ RECH 0.66. IERISERIT, — & 10 M A4 H 1Y%,
a ZBUVFEBEE] 0.80 LA L — D 4NIHMER, FERKa TRESIKT 0.6 8(0.5. BIRPISCHUARIR
S BAEIZHTFE TR 0.66, (HEZAR] 1.0 B -2 X0 (5 LAY R, E—2DR IR SCRR A S S8 I 36
HA RHERE.. X5 EIMFFE CRT M A5 2 B0 0.57 ~ 0.68 HH—E.

4 %48

FEE 2 50 4RO S INABRERF S H, AR “HiET —ER R EZEUN TSR EE, BT
NN g, AT F B i M BRI T2, ek b i B B w22 . R
NRBPAAD “HiE” MR BRI 22 5k . WiHIE4EET (Stanovich ) A5 4R (West) 301 F#fF
FEMRLEDN “WidE” PER2ES Y ATIACh, ATTHEI AN IE S A DL S N T AT E— 20 S LR
A5 IE A S 0 AT REVE 7 RO ASARIR] . WU, A AN E TR AR E ESEREET S8
S22, (AR Z A —Le R FH RS, ERLENE O P REA R IRNE “HiE” R IR, ik
H T R O B Y e S T

CRT 36 S B 1 A A A IS A R A B B 2 o v SR ok Ay S S R A s P ), 7 e
A S I PR R T EBEAEM . AT EEIHMET T ESMAM R B, TR, X
H T 2B ORI E, IR ERAESERT T I00E, Xt R AR TR, meie iz R A R
OHEN R bR . Horp, S TR I R A R X 4 T R A U RE T, ARERSE HE— 2 S I 5
DX 3t A8 R AR DA R BB AT IR A A RO, T R, R I e AR 2 JEUZK ST 8 2 32 Al AU 1 5
(R TR 0 IS S AP R 52 20 07 940 2/ B Al 2050 07 B 5 A L 2 1 12 v A1
G EER T (Frederick, 2005) , F&8Hivw. FHrReAUTIHTESEAT (Toplak, West, and Stanovich,
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2011 ) KT INFREBENAEHAD EL S S W22 AT 55 AR B, SRt — PRk 1% CRT 45 AE LI B4
ROAE, TR PR B B A B 22

SEAENAR P XU RARARAE . BRI o BEEORM KR R (5 BB, AR
INFIRE SR A L LAB RS W R0 SR s, NS SELE B B A O 2 AR AR e iz xok A R A4 [
At PRERRIEH, RITAKRE BRI EZRIE, PR AR AT T 25 R ) 27 ol
(AR SERAFAE—E R B, DI A ol P S 5 8 12 AT 4 SRR Bl 75 23 32 ) i
ABVARR, 2 AE SR TR S P EOR R 2, 7RSI 55 il 2 B AE B S EEH
Wrsh g, LIS RE 7k S sl B S SE P il R TR M2 R . CRIT 00 38 7 A o P S AP g
g e ) T BN, (EE— B BN T Rab A —E RIS

RPN
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Application of Cognitive Reflection Test in China Millitary
Mai Yuexia' Ju Huaping' Xiao Wei® Miao Danmin’

1. Urumgqi Campus, Engineering University of PAB, Urumgqi;
2. Department of military medical psychology, Air Force Medical University, Xian

Abstract: Rational thinking is the most basic way of thinking in military decision-making, and cognitive
reflection is an important condition for obtaining rational thinking. This study developed a cognitive
reflection initial test through literature analysis, and based on item response theory, the initial test was
subjected to question reduction and dimensionality determination, ultimately forming a one-dimensional
cognitive reflection test. The reliability and validity of the test were tested in the Chinese military
population. The results show that the test has good reliability and validity, meets the requirements of
psychometrics, and can be used as an effective tool to measure the reflective tendency in the rational
thinking of soldiers.

Key words: Cognitive reflection; Military decision-making; Anchoring effect; Project response theory;

Rational thinking
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