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de o8 AHSHH <1 UATHknew it all
aong)1 A &Aooz A= Aol gtk
Fischhoff(1975)% ©|& - 9h(hindsight bias

k! wfcﬂl %&6}71] AFE I UrHOfie &
Mazursky, 1997).
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a1 JAAFAZS Hrlelr] v oAbAR
o gk H7taAel gloia AP He oAt
249 A3t ABglel Fod Yu Bed
7Vs/do] BrhBaron & Hershey, 1988; Hershey
& Baron, 1995). =, AMF#HE AR|el= A}
AR AR AT A AEe &
Y 2 dzstglolor drtn Az Aol
91 THAnderson, Lowe & Reckers, 1993; Mitchell
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S FTHBaron & Hershey, 1988; Brown & Solomon,
1999, FREAIRE AFBRATE AT o]
Aoz 2] F52 & 5T & ddtn
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s 2

ARAe A Asel gael ke A
dAH7] Wi A &R A et
(Clarkson, Emby & Watt, 2002).
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o] ZatodRdtel] whed ZAL Aol Rt
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ol EFET AHHIIE 7 THlowe &
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FE7F el 1 Anet FE e 8QlE
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Ha, 1987). Festinger(1957)8] QA F-Z3lo|=
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Soz Qs 54 terl B AP 47
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%T&(Casper, 1988, 1989;
Hastie, Schkade & Payne, 1999; Kamin &
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Stallard & Worthington, 1998), 2327 7](Leary,
1981), 7]1%7d @ Brown & Solomon, 1987, 1993),
A A (Fisher & Selling, 1993) 2 Fx}ojabA
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£ QIR A F-Z(cognitive reconstruction: Hawkins

& Hastie, 1990)-3 21 ol F 7FX|7F
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A7t FolAE Aol AAYEI}F 71EA
o) 42 e Al Hx olE JoR dqdl *
e A Hed J1Ede AR st
A& QAshe SpplEA A2 Bk
ol MEHen 2l A ol
71E- 0] odte] AA PGS TE=ThSelective

Accessibility Model: Mussweiler & Strack, 1999).
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14]—‘?— A 2] H7HReimers & Butler, 1992), A}
Ed A Brown & Solomon, 1987, 1993), $-¥r&
Al(Kinney & Nelson 1996), njZ&T7}ol| &3t &
A4 7 E(Kennedy, 1995), A3 &of st
XA A ELowe & Reckers, 1997), A ZA}AFE]
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wlo] sAgedNE £9E A7E)
Uehta it

Reckers,

Gzavt Z4e Quhew AXnzs
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Debiasing the Hindsight Bias: Counterfactual Thinking as a

Strategy to Counteract the Confirmation Bias

Hyeongkwon Lee

Semyung University

It has long been known that decision makers tend to show the confirmation bias and the hindsight bias.
These biases are detrimental since they deteriorate the effectiveness of decision making. This study
investigated the existence of these two biases and whether the hindsight bias could be reduced by CFT
prime through the mediating role of the confirmation bias. Two experiments examined the relationship
among these variables in a going concern setting. In experiment 1, Certified Public Accountants showed
the traditional confirmation bias and hindsight bias in a simultaneous information seeking and upward
CFT scenario. The activation of a counterfactual mind-set was an effective debiasing mechanism in
reducing the hindsight bias. And the confirmation bias has been shown to mediate the effect of CFT
hindsight bias: CFT group showed less confirmation bias and, in turn, less hindsight bias.

ptime on the

However, since (3 has not been reduced to zero, only partial mediation has been shown. Furthermore,

Certified Public Accountants who received outcome information tended to rate outcome-consistent items of
information as more important. In experiment 2, students have implemented the above task in a

sequential information seeking and downward CFT scenario. Here the similar results were obtained as in

experiment 1.

Key words : hindsight bias, confirmation bias, counterfactual prime, simultancous information secking, sequential

information seeking, mediator analysis
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