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l lcscarch on jurrd ical  dccis ion ntaking has dcnlol l \ l ratcd that  largcl l  d isparate ssntenccs

a rc  o l i cn  g r r c r r  l i r r  i t l cn t i ca l  c r i n t cs  
' l  

h i s  r r t i r y  bc  t l t c  casc  bce lusc - j r r dgcs ' scn t cnc ing  dcc i -

s i ( )n5 arc i r r l lucncccl  by I  rcconrnrcndcd or  dcnr l r r r lcd scnlcncc l lu i ld ing on rcscarc l r  on

jLrc l rnrcntal  anchor ing ( ' l  icrsk l '  & Kal t t tcntan.  l97l) .  thc pr ! - )cnt  i l l \cs l lSal ion cranl incs

shc thc r  a  scn tenc ing  dcn rand  l t as  a  d i r cc t  i n l l u cncc  on  a  s i r cn  scn l c t l c c  Us ing  c r im ina l

t r ia l . lLr t lgr :s a5 par l ic ipants.  Sludl  I  tJcnronstra lcs lhat  st rch a dtrcc l  in l lucnce does'  in fact ,

cr is t .  Scl lcncing dccis io ls arc assi l r r i la lcd lo { l lc  scnlctrcr :  t lcnt i t r rdcd b1 thc prosecutor .

Study 2 l i rnhcr rc\ct ls  thal  th is in l lLrcncc is  indupcrrdcrr t  o l ' l l rc  ptrcc ivcd rc l i lancc of  the

scrr tcncir rg dcnr l rnd Stut ly  J dcnlotrst ratcs thr t  th is i t r l lucncc is  a lso indcpcndcnt of

j t r d t cs ' c rpc r i encc .

l ' hc re  i s  no lh ing  so  t lnc ly  pc lcc ' i vcd  and so  f ine ly  fe l t ,  as  in jus t i ce '
- Charlcs Dickens. Grea! Etpectal ion.s

As [ ) i ckens '  s ta tcn)cn t  ind ica tcs ,  pcop le  carc  a  g rca t  dea l  about  recc iv ing  j t l s t

t rca tn lc l t t .  Cor tscc luent ly ,  soc ic t i cs  havc  es tab l i shcd e labora tc  l cga l  sys ten ts  to

c n s u r c j u s t i c c .  l l o r v c v c r ,  e v i d c n c c  i s  a c c t t t t t t t l a t i n s  t h a t  t h i s  o b j e c t i v e  i s  n o t

a l rvays  r1 lc t .  [ ]o r  ins tancc ,  t l r c  vc ry  san le  l cga l  casc  l l l a ] ' l cad  to  la rgc ly  d ispara tc

s c n t c n c e s  i l ' c v a l u a t e d  b 1 '  d i l ' t c r c n t . i u d g e s  ( c . g . ,  A u s t i n  &  W i l l i a r n s ,  1 9 7 7 ,

Lbbcscn. t  Konccn i ,  lg l i l ;  l l ogar r l t .  l97  l ) . ' fhus ,  o f ' tendcrs  who have con l ln i t ted

idcn t ica l  c r in tcs  n ta )  rccc ive  rcn la rkab lv  d i t l ' c rcn t  scn tc r lccs .  Thc  scarch  fo r  pos-

s ib le  sourccs  o l ' suc l t  sc r t tcnc ing  d ispar i t i cs  ( lb r  an  ove  rv ie "v ,  sec  Wr igh tsman,

N i c t z e l ,  &  l : o r t u n c ,  1 9 9 . 1 )  h a s  l b c u s c d  p r i n r a r i l l ' o n  s p c c i f i c  a t t r i b u t c s  o f  t h c

judgc .  such as  h is  o r  her  cxpcr iencc  ( l v lyc rs ,  1988) ,  p t - r l i t i ca l  a f t l l i a t ion  (Nage l .

l l hc  p rcscn t  rcscürc l r  r ras  suppor lcd  b1  a  g ran t  l ion t  t l : c  ( i c r t t t l t t t  Sc icncc  I 'oundat ion  (D l ' ( i .

g [ i l r l  r r U | r h c r  2 6 ] ,  l 7 - l  1 .  \ \ ' c  r i o u l d  l i k c  t o  t l r a n k  I  r i l z  S t r a c k  l i , r  l r r '  h e l p l i r l  s u u r : c s t i o n s  c o n c c r n i n s

t l r i s  r c s c a r c l r .

: ( ' o r r c s P o n d c n c c  c o n c c r n i n g  t h i s  a r t i c l c  s l r o r r l d  b c  l t l d r c s r c d  t r r  l l r r t c  I r r r g l i c h .  P s l c h o l o g i c  l l .

l J l l i V c r s i t l i t  \ \ ' i i r / l ) u r t .  l l i i n t q c r r r i i l s  1 0 .  l ) ' 9 7 0 7 0  \ \ ' r i r z b u r g .  ( i r n l r r n ! .  c - n r n r l :  c n g l r c h ' l r 1  p s y c h o l o -

qrc  r rn i -u  t rc rzbur t  t l c

1 535

Journal of Applied Social Psychology,200l, 31, 7, pp 1535-1551
Copyright O 2001 by V H Winston & Son, Inc. Al l  r ights reserved



1536 ENGLICH AND IVUSSWEILER

1962),  at td at t i tudc abotr t  the purposc of  punis l r rne r r t  ( ( io t t f i 'c r ls<) l t .  ( jo t t f i -c( lson,
& Conly.  l9 l t9) .

I n  add i t i on  t o  t hesc  pc rsona l  cha rac te r i s t i cs ,  howeve r .  onc  r cason  fo r  t he
ex i s tencc  o l ' sen tenc ing  d i spa r i t i es  n rav  be  i nhe rcn t  i n  t hc  sc r r t enc ing  s i t ua t i on
i tsc l l .  Spcci f ica l ly ,  sentet lc ing decis ions of ten nrust  be rnacle in  s i tuat ions of judg-
men ta l  unce r ta in t ) ' .  I r r  f ac t .  unce r ta i l l t y  i s  l i ke l y  t o  be  n ro re  t he  ru le  t han  thc
excep t i on  because  sen tenc ing  dec i s i o r r s  a re  t yp i ca l l y  ra the r  co rnp lex  and  n lus t
ntake usc of  inhercnt ly  anrb isuous infonnat ion (Saks & Kidd.  l9g0) .  I lescarch
on the scneral  processes under l l , ine. judgnrent  and dc 'c is ion n lak ins ( fbr  a rev ie* ' ,
seeKahnen lan ,S lov i c ,&Tve rsky ,  1982 )hasden rons t ra ted t l r a t i nsuc l r s i t ua t i ons
ofjudgrlental uncertainty. people often rcsort to sirnplifving heuristics (-l-versky
& Kahncnran,  1974),  rvh ic l r  are benef lc ia l  under most  c i rcumstances.  but  rvh ich
nray a lso lead to c l raracter is t ic  d is tor t ions (e.g. ,  Arkes,  199 l ) . ' l 'here lbre,  i t  sec-rns
l ike ly  that  sentcncing decis ions arc a lso sut . r ject  to  these b iases ancl  d is tor t ions.

one of the classic judgmental biasc-s 'calle d rhe anc.h.ring el/ect rs appar-
ent  in  the fäct  that  numer ic  est imates are assinr i la ted to a prev iousl l 'considered
s tanda rd .  l n  r vha t  i s  p robab l y ' t hc .  bes t  knou 'n  demons t ra t i on  o1 ' t h i s  e f f ' ec t .
Tlerskv and Kahneman ( I974) first asked their rcsearch participants rvhether the
percentage of  Af l ' ican nat ions in  the Uni ted Nat ions is  h igher  or .  lo l r , ,er  than an
arbi t rary number ( the anchor)  that  had been deterrn ined ostc 'ns ib ly 'b1 'sp innine a
wheel  of  tbnune (e.g. ,6591,  or  l0%).  Par t ic ipants were then asked to g ive thei r
bes t  es t i r na t c  o l  t h i s  pe rcen tage .  Es t i r na tes  r ve rc  ass in r i l a ted  to  t he  p rov ided
anchor value,  so that  the nrean est imate of  par t ic ipants rvho received the h igh
ancltor rvas 4502o. conrpared to 2-5o.ir fbr parlicipants rvho receivecl the lorv anchor
(see N4ussu e i ler  & Strack,  I  999a,  f i r r  a  rev ierv of  the anchor ing I  i terature) .

Anchor ing ef fects l ike these inf luenct- .  hunran - judgment  and decis ion makine
in  a  rnu l t i t ude  o f  na tu ra l  se t t i ngs  (e .g . ,  lV luss , , r e i l e r .  S t rack ,  &  p fe i f l l r . 2000 ;
Nort l rcraf t  & Nealc- ,  1987;  Russo & Schoenrakcr .  1989).  For  exarnple,  Not thcraf t
and Nealc 'demonstrated that  judgnrenta l  anchor ing in f luences pr ic ing decis ions.
Speci l ica l l r .  they had a group of  real -estate asents est imate thc value of  a house.
Part ic ipants rvere g ivcn a l lo f  thc ' in format ion that  is  inrpor tant  to  ntake th is  est i -
nrate (e.s . .  rnajor  character is t ics of  t l re  propert l ' .  pr ices fbr  neighbor ing proper-
t i es )  and  had  the  oppo r tun i t v  t o  sce  anc l  i nspec t  t l r e  house .  A l t hough  re levan t
infbrnrat ion rvas thus easi l l 'accessib le.  par t ic ipants \ \ 'ere c l ranrat ic t r l ly  in f luenced
b-r  the presented l is t ing pr ice ( i .e . .  the arrchor) .  S i rn i lar ly ,  N4r-rssr .ve i ler  et  a l .  denr-
onstrated that estinlates fbr the value of a used car \,vere stronglv influenced by a
suggested anchor value.

Fur thermore.  there is  rez lson to bel ieve that  anchor ing not  only  in f luences
inexper ienced la1 'people but  a lso ma,v-  bc a potent  b ias in  juc lgnrents of  e\per ts .
P r e v i o u s  r c ' s e a r c h  ( e . g . ,  J o v c e  &  B i d d l e ,  l 9 8 l :  i v l u s s w e i l e r  e t  a | . . 2 0 0 0 :
Nor thc ra f t  &  Nea le .  1987 :  w r i eh t  &  Ande rson .  1989 )  has  demons t ra ted  tha t
c-r 'en exper ienced exper ls  are in f luenced b,r ,a sal ient  anchor value.  For  instarrce^
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t l ) c  c5 t i r na t cs  o l - cxp r r i cnccd  rea l -es ta te  age  n t s  (N< t r t hc ra f  t  &  Nea le ,  1987 )  and
c a r  r r e c h a r r i c s  ( l r l r r s s . " i c i l e r  c t  a 1 . . 2 0 0 0 )  * e r c  a s s i n r i l a t e d  t o  t h e  p r o v i d e d
ancho rs .

I r r  surr r .  t l rese l ind ings indicatc t l ra t  arrchor i r tq  is  a pcrvasive and robust  ef fect
in  hrrntarr . lLr t lgr r rcr r t  t l ra t  rc l iab l l  in f lLrcr tccs nt t t t ter ic  est i rnates in  a var iety  of  nat-
rura l  sct r ings.  IJccausc cr inr inal  sente nc ing t lcc is ions t r  p ica l ly '  per la in to numer ic
quant i t ics ( i .e . .  a  pr ison tenr)  or  a f ine) .  thcsc l i l td ings sussest  that  anchor ing a lso
rnay  be  i n f l ucn t i a l  i n  t h i s  p rob l cn r  don ta in .  [ r u r t hc r t t r t t r c .  t l r i s  b i as  i s  l i ke l y  t o
inf lLrence eve n exper ierrcecl  . iudges.  I ' ron t l t is  pcrspect i \c . . judgmert ta l  anchor ing
const i tu tes one possib le erp lanat ion l i ) r  sct ) tencing Cispar i t ies:  

' lb  
the extent  that

jLrdges use'  d i f ' lc rent  judgrncnta l  anchors tc l  t r take thc- i r  scnlencing decis ions,  the
resul t ing sc l r tcnces are l ike l -v  to d i f ler .

Natura l  sct t ings npical lv  prov idc c lcc is ion ntakers r i i t l r  a  host  of  potent ia l l l '

i n l l L ren t i a l  ancho rs  ( \ \ ' hv t c  &  Scbe r t i us ,  1997 ) .  I n  sen t r -nc ins  dec i s i ons ,  a  sen -

tence that  is  dcrnandcd by '  a  prosecutor  or  at torne) '  or  reconl lnended by a proba-

t i on  o t l l ce r  i s  l i ke l l  t o  cons t i t L t t e  o l t L ' po te l l t  ancho r .  I n  t ac t ,  t hc - re  ex i s t s  some

in i t ia l  ev idence suggest ing that  ser t tencing dccis ions ntav be in f luenced by such

anchors (c .g. ,  Chapman & Bornsle in ,  1996:  Ebbcsen & Konecni ,  198 I  ;  Mart in  &

Alonso,  I997) .  Speci f ica l ly ,  analyscs of  sct t tence hear ings and cour t  f i les (e.g. .

Ebbesen  &  Konecn i .  l 98 l ;  Mar t i n  &  A lonso ,  1997 )demons t ra te  t ha t  t he  f i na l

scntence tends to bc c lose to the one that  is  detnandc'd b1 ' the prosecutor  (Mart in

& Alonso.  1997)or  rccontntended by the probat ion of t lcer(Ebbc'sen & Konecni ,

1 9 8  |  ) .
- l 'hc-se 

f ind ings h int  at  thc fact  that  a del t tar tded or  s t tggcsted sentence nta l '

servc as an anchor to i ih ich the f ln i r i  sentence is  ass inr i la tcd.  Al though suggest ivc '

t t f  t l r is  possib i l i t r .  houever,  th is  ev idence docs r t t t t  d .n lonstratc a d i rect  in f luence

of the dcntandtc i  sentcnce.  Speci f ica l l l .  the rcal - l i1c cases that  uere used in these

analrses d i l lc r  not  onl t 'u i th  regard to ser t tencing denrar ld,  but  a lso to an in f in i te

nurnber of  other  lcgal ly ' rc levant  t 'actors (e.g. .  the sever i ty  o l - t l le  cr i rne,  cr i rn inal

recorc l  o f  thc dc lenclant) .  As a consequence,  the obsc-rve-d re lat ion may rvel l  bc

cuuscd by d i l ' l i rences in  thc cr in te i tsc l f .  ra thcr  that t  in  the sentencing demand.

I ro r  e ra r r rp l c .  a  p fL )sccu to r  t t t ay ' dcn tand  a  h ig l r c r  sen tc l l cc  i n  on r ' case  than  i n

anothcr- tccausc thc tw'o cases d i f l l r  wi th regarc l  to  t l l r 'dr .srcc of  r  io lence that  rvas

invo l re t l .  I l - t hc . j udgc ' s  sc ' n t cnc ing  dec i s i on  i s  cons i s t cn t  r , r i t h  t hc -  p rosecu to r ' s

c icr land.  t l t is  nrar  bc t l tc  case bccausc h is  or  her  decisron is  c l i rcct l - �  in f luenced by

the dernand or  because i t  is  i t t l lucnced by d i f l 'erences in  the sever i t r  o f  the cr ime.

In pr i r rc ipal .  there ex is t  an in f ln i tc  nuntbcr  of ' legal l r  rc l ! - \ant  i lc tors ( i .e . ,  sever i ty

o l ' the cr i rnc.  cr i rn inal  recorc i .  v ic t inr 's  behavior)  s i th  regard to rvhich any two

ei l ,en cascs can c l i f ' fer .  Consecluent l l .  i t  is  in tpossib l r ' to  contro l  for  thei r  in f luence

on  the  se l t t e r r c i ng  dec i s i on  and  thus  to  de r r t ons t ra t c '  a  d i rec t  i n f l uence  o f  t he

derrrarrdcd or  rccc ln l t tcnc lcd sentencc.  In  ordcr  to dt l  so.  onc n lL ls t  prov idejudges

w i th  idr 'n t ica l  cascs that  d i l le  r  onl r  s  i th  rcspect  to  th! '  s ! -ntencing demand.
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ln thc prescnt  rescarch,  uc rv i l l  use t l r is  s t ratcgy to expl t t rc  whcthcr . judges '
sentencing dccis ions arc d i rcct ly  in f ' lue ncccl  by a dcnrandcd scrr tcnce.  Speci f i -
ca l l y ,  S tudy  I  exa r r r i ncs  r vhe the r  eva lua t i ng  d i l l e ren t  sen te  nc ing  de  mands  o f  a
prosecutor  in f lLrence thc sentcnci r rg decis ions of  cr i rn inal  j t rdgcs. l  l lased on our
theoret ica l  analys is ,  such an in f lucnce may be conceptual ized as an anchor ing
e l fcct  ( - l 'versky & Kahneman. I  974) .  Doing so a l lows us ro apply our  knowledge
about  the deternt inants of  anchor ing to the rcal rn of  sentencing decis ions.  The l i t -
erat t l re  on judgmental  anchor ing suggests that  a sal ient  anchor is  in t luent ia l ,  even
i{ ' i t  is  c lcar ly  i r re levant  for  thc judgrnent  at  hand (e.g. ,  Tversky & Kahneman,
1974).  Study 2 appl ies th is  ins ight  to  the case of  sentencing decis ions and exam-
ines wliether the influence of a denrandcd sentence depends on its perceived rele-
v a n c e .  F i n a l l y ,  S t u d y  3  e r p l o r e s  w h e t h e r  a n c h o r i n g  e f f c c t s  i n  s c n t e . n c i n g
decis ions are indeed independent  of judges 'exper ience,  as arrchor ing rcsearch
(Norrhcrati & Neale, 1987) suggests.

The major objective ofthe present researclr is to denronstrate that sentencing
dernands can serve as anchors to rvhich a f lna l  sentence is  ass imi lated.  In  addi -
t ion,  the present  research at tempts to shed some l ight  on the psychological  pro-
cesses that produce anchoring efl 'ects in applied settings. Anclroring constitutes a
rnul t ip ly  determined phenontenon ( tbr  a d iscussion,  see Mussrvei ler  & Strack,
1999a).  and a l though recent  research (e.g. ,  Musswei ler  & Strack,  1999b,2000a;
Strack & Mussrvei ler ,  1997) l ras speci f ied the processes that  under l ie  anchor ing
eflects in more controlled laboratory settings, l i tt lc is known about the processes
tlrat contribute to anchorinq e f 'fects in the real rvorld.

Study I

T o  e x a m i n e  w h e t h e r  j u d g e s '  s e n t e n c i n g  d e c i s i o n s  a r e  i n f l u e n c e d  b y  a
dernanded sentcnce when other  potent ia l  in f luences (e.g. ,  sever i ty  of  the cr ime,
defendant 's  cr i rn inal  record)  are contro l led for ,  rve gave prr r t ic ipat ing cr iminal
. iudges ident ica l  mater ia ls  descr ib ing a hypothet ica l  case of  a l leged rape.  In  th is
scenar io,  rve var ied the prosecutor 's  sentencing demand.  Speci f ica l l .v ,  for  hal f  o f
the par t ic ipants.  the prosecutor  demanded a pr ison conf lnentc-nt  of  2 months:  for

r ' l  hc f indings ol ' l rbbesen and Konecni  (  lg l t l  )  suggcst  lh l t ,  in  rnany cases.  thc sentcncing reeonr-
l r tcndat ion ol ' lhc probat ion of l lccr  const i tutcs a n l i ) re polcnt  anchor t l ran thc prosccutor 's  dcnrand
J'hus.  an al tcrnat ivc stra leg) to ! - \amine a t i i rect  inf lucncc on sentcncing dccis ions is  lo \ ,an the pro-
bat ion ol l lcer 's  rcct tmnrcndal ion. ' l 'hc prcscnt  study,  however.  r ras conducted in ( iernranl .  wherc
suclr  reconrnrendat i r tns arc not  g i !cn.  In thc ( icrman legal  sy- �stem, judgcs are typical l l  not  adviscd by
probat ion ol l lccrs.  bLrt  ntakc thci r  scnlcncing dccis ions indcpcndent ly.  As a conse<1uencc,  manipulat-
ing the probat ion ot l lccr 's  rcconrnrent la l ion \ \as not  possih lc in our studics.  Civen that  thc pr i rnar l
conccrn of thc currcnt  rcsearch is  shcthcr scntcncing dccis ions are di rect ly  inf luenccd by a denrandcd
r: l r  rccotnntcnded scntcnce.  ho$cver.  the spcci f ic  source of thc dcmand is negl ig ib le.  Bccausc anclror-
inu has proved lo bc a vcn robust  and ubiqui tous phenomcnon. s int i lar  l indings nray be erpected i f
lhe pr t lbat ion of l lccr 's  recommcndat ion rathc-r  than th! 'prosecutor 's  dcmand is manipulated.
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thc ot l rcr  hal f .  he dcrnanded a sentet lce o l '34 t ronths.  I f judges '  scntcncing deci -
s i o r r s  a re  c l r r ec t l f  i n t l ucnccd  by  t hc  p roscc i r t o r ' s  den tand .  s l l o r t c r  sen tenccs
sl rould bc g ivcn in  t l re  l l rs t  case than in t l re  sccond case.

l l t ' l l t t t t l

Purt ic i l tLur ! . ; .  We recru i ted l9  ( le lman t r ia l . iLrdges (  l5  n la le,  '1  fcnra le)  as par-

t i c i pan ts  and  randon t l v  ass igned  then t  t o  one  o f  n ro  e rpe r i t r t en ta l  cond i t i ons .
Mcn and \ ! 'onren u ere equal l l '  d is t r ib t r ted across erper i tnenta l  condi t ions.  On

averasc.  thc par t ic ipants \verc 29.37 years o ld (SD -  2. l l )  and had 9.34 months
( .SD = 10.-52)  of  cxper icnce in thc i r  jobs. ' fhe par t ic ipants \ \ere approached dur-

ing a scnt inar  on st ress Inanagenlcnt  in  cour t  and t tere asked to take par t  in  a

stuc iy  or t . iL t r id ica l  c t 'c is ior t  n tak ing.  1 ' l re  exper inrenl  uas condt tc ted in  one group

session that  inc l r rdcr . l  a l l  l9  par t ic ipants.
l l t t te  r iu l .s  ut r t l  l t r , t te t l t r rc .  Par t ic ipar t ts  were f i rs t  handed the caSe mater ia l .

a l ong  l v i t h  cop ies  o1 ' t l t c  r e levan t  passages  f rom thc  pena l  code .  They  r ve re

instructcd to thoroughll,rvork thrclugh this rrraterial and to fornl an opinion about

the case.
l -hc casc matr- r ia ls  u,ere fbur  pages long and consisted of  br ie f  descr ipt ions

o f  t he  i nc idcn t ;  t he  v i c t i n r  ( "Sab inc  K . " )  and  the  de fendan t  ( "Pe te r  F . " ) ;  t he

opin ions of  a rnedicolcgal  and a psycholegal  expert :  and statements by the v ic-

t inr .  the c le fenclant ,  and two rv i tnesses.  Par t ic ipants took about  l -5  n l in  to s tudl

these mater ia ls .  
- I 'he 

t t ta tcr ia ls  inc luded a l l  o f  the in lorr la t ion (e.g ' ,  psychologi -

cal  conscqucncc 's  f i r r  the v ic t inr ,  res is tance o l ' the '  r  ic t im.  threats b1 '  the assai l -

ant)  that  has becn lbund to be i rnpcl r tant  to  a l lop 1br  an ascr ipt ion of  gui l t  in

cases of rapc (Krahö.  l99 l ) . - fo  fur ther  ensurc that  the ntater ia ls  rvere real is t ic

and inc ludecl  a l l  o f  the necessary in format ion.  thc l  r iere designcd in c lose col -

l abo ra t i on  $  i t h  seve ra l  cxpe r i enced  t r i a l  j L rdges .  Spec i t i ca l l y ' .  t hese  j udges

lvorkc 'd through the rnater ia ls  and supplenrcnted thent  u ' i th  in format ion the;

thought  to bc necessary to deterrn ine a sentence unl i l  they deerned the mater ia l

to  bc conrplc tc .
' l 'hc 

r i la tcr ia ls  pcr ta ined to a case of  arr  a l legcd rape:  Sabine K.  and Peter  F '

gct  to  know each other  at  a par ty  and star t  f l i r t i r rg passionate ly .  
' l 'hey 

dr ink a ter i
g lasses t t l 'w ine logethcr .  At  the end of  thc par t l .  Pc ' tcr  of l 'ers  to g ive Sabine a

ridc honte. but then takcs hcr to a ncarby fbrest instc'ad of her apartment. In Spite

of  Sabine 's  re s is tar tce.  Peter  at tempts to have sex u i th  her  and f ina l ly  penetrates

her.  u,h ich the v ic t im exper iences as rape.  ln  the end,  Peter  takes Sabine back

honrc.
- [ 'hese 

case ntater ia ls  \vere pretested us ing 24 senior  la \ \ 's tudents as par t ic i -

pants.  Af ter  going throu_lh the mater ia ls .  these panic ipants rvere inst ructed to

de te rn t i ne  a  sen tence  fb r  t he  de f ' endan t .  The  a re rage  p r i son  te rm was  17 .21

months ( .SD "  10.09 r r tonths) .  Based on the resul ts  of  th is  pretest .  the h igh and
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low scntcncing dcrnancls for  t l rc  tnain st r rdv ucrc c lc te lnr incd.  t lo th r lcv iatcc l  b1,
abou t  l 6  n ron ths  f r o r r  t hc  rncan  o l ' t he  scn tcnces  g i ve r r  by  p rc t cs t  pa r t i c i pan ts .
Spcci t ica l l r , ,  2  ntonths arrc l  34 nronths serve d as scntcncing c le-r lands.

Al ' ter  par t ic ipants had lbrrned an opin ion aLrout  { l rc  casc.  thcy rvcre handecl
t l t c  c r i t i ca l  ques t i onna i re  (uh i l c  keep ins  t he  case  n ra te r i a l s ) .  I I c r c .  aboL r t  ha l f  o f
thc par t ic ipants $erc l ' i rs t  to ld l l ra t  the prosccr . l tor  dcnranded a scntence of  34
lnont l rs  fbr  the def 'errdant ,  \ \ 'h i le  thc other  l ra l f  was to ld that  he dcnrandecl  a sen-
tence of  2 nto l t ths.  Thev u 'erc t l tcn inst ructcd to indicatc whether  th is  sentence
$'as too low,  adequate.  or  too h igh.  Subsequcnt l l .  par t ic ipants rvere asked to indi -
ca te  t he  sen tence  tha t  t he1 ,u 'ou ld  g i ve  i f  t hey .uc re  t l r e  j uc lgc  i n  t hc  desc r i bed
case.+ Using a 9-point rating scalc ranging fronr I (r 'ci1' trnc'ertuin) to9 (r'ar.y' c'er-
laii l). the1" rvere then asked to indicate horv certain thev rvcre about this sentenc-
i n g  d e c i s i o n .  t - ' i n a l l v .  t o  a s s c s s  t h e  a p p r o p r i a t e  n e s s  o f  t h e  c a s e  m a t e r i a l s .
par t ic ipants rvere asked holv rcal is t ic  the descr ibed case \ \ ' . ls  on a 9-point  scale
ranging fronr I (rrr.rl at ull reuli.stic') to 9 (t 'err. realisric').

Rc.sult.s

Pre l iminun'  ut ra l . t 's is .  An analys is  of  the f ina l  quest ion revealed that  par t ic i -
pants judeed the case ntater ia ls  to bc appropr iate.  Speci f ica l ly , .  the nra. jor i ty  of
pa r t i c i pan ts  sau ' t he  case  as  rea l i s t i c  (h l : 7 .17 . .SD -  1 .30 ) .  Fu r the rn ro re ,  t h i s
assessnrent  d id not  depend on the c lcrnand condi t ion,  t (17 )  < 0.20.  p > '  .80.

Sentcnc'ing tte t ' ision.s. As expected. the given sentences nere highc.r for par-
t i c i pan ts  who  eva lua ted  the  h ieh  sen tenc ing  dc .n rand  ( i l l . -  2s .70  rnon rhs . . s l ) :
6 . ,5- i )  than fbrpar t ic ipants * ,ho cvaluatcd the lo \ \  sentencing denrand ( ,1/ :  18.78
n ron ths .  I iD  -  9 .  I  l ) .  / (  l 7 )  -  2 .75 ,  p  <  . 01 ,  one - ta i l ed .5

( ' e r t u i n t . t ' r t r t i ng . ; .  Pa r t i c i pan ts '  ce r ta in t y  abou t  t he i r  sen tenc ing  dcc i s i ons
( I / -  4 . -53 .  SD:2 .29 )  u ' as  i ndependen t  o f  t he .  de rnand  co r rd i r i on .  / ( 17 ) :  1 .50 ,
p > .  15.  More inrpor tant ly ,  judged uncer ta inty  d id not  in f luence the ef f  ect  of  the
demanded sentences: Entering certainty as a covariate did not rveaken tlre eff 'ect
of  dcrrand on sentencing.

Di.scus.s ion

These  da ta  i nd i ca te  t ha t  j L rdges '  sen tenc ing  dec i s i ons  we re  d rama t i ca l l y
in f luc 'nced b l  the prosecutor 's  denrand.  In fact .  f ina l  sentences d i f l 'ererJ by,  r0

rNotc that  th is scqt tcncc c losclr  rescnrhlcs t lp ic l t l  lcr :a l  procedures in Gen.nanl .  In contrast  to the
Atr ter ican lcsal  s\stem. r rhcrc t l tc  scntencc is  dctcrnr incd in a scparatc scntcncc hclnng af icr  the
actual  t r ia l -  ( icrnran. iudecs t lp ical l r  Announcc t l rc  sentcncc at  thc cnd ol ' thc t r ia l .  lhus.  conrrcrrorr
and scntcrrc ing arc nol  l i r rnral l r  scparal ! 'd

5N( ) t e  t ha t  none  o l ' t hc - j L rdgcs  gave  a  scn t cncc  o f ' 0  n ron ths  l h i s  i nd i ca t cs  t ha t  a l l  o t  t he  i udses
sau t l rc  delcndant as gui l t r
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l l l ( ) l l t l l s .  I l t c s e  t c s t r l t s  a r c  c o n s i s l c n l  u ' i t l r  p r c r ' i o L r s  f l n d i n g s  t h a t  d e n t o n s t l a t c  t h a t
i t t  r c a l - l i l e  s c t t t c t t c i n g  d c c i s i o n s .  t h c  l l r r a l  s c n t c l ) c e  t c n d s  t o  b e  c l o s c  t o  a  r e c o n t -
r n c n c l c d  r r r  c i c r u a n d e d  s c l r t c n c c  ( c  u . .  I r b b c s c n  &  K o n e c n i .  I g l J l :  M a r t i n  &
Alo t tso .  l99  r -  ) .  I Iowctc r .  bccar rsc  t l rc  1 . r l r : scn t  rcsearch  cont ro l l cd  fb r  o t l rc r  poss i -
b l e  t t t c t l i i t t o r s  o f ' t h i s  c l f i ' c t  ( c . g . .  t l i l ' l c r c r r c c s  i n  t h c  a c t u a l  s c l , c l i t l ' o l ' t h c  c r i n r e ) .
o r r r  f i r r d i n g s  a r e  t l t c  f i r s t  e  x p c r i r r r e n t a l  d c l l l o n s i f a l i o n  o 1 ' a  d i r c c t  i n l l u c n c e  o 1 -  a
s c t t t c n c i r r s l  d c r n a n d  o n  . i u d g c s '  s e r r t c n c i n g  t l e c i s i o n s .  I  h u s ,  t l r c t  p r o v i d e  s t r o n u
s u p p o f t  f i r r  t h e  l t o t i o n  t h a t . i u d g e s  u s c  t h c  s c t r t e  n c i n g  c l c r n a n r l  a s  a n  a n c h o r  i n
r r r a k i n g  t l r e i r  s c n t e r r c i n g  c l c c i s i o n s .

Or te  r r ra r  we l l  a r_ ! - t te  tha t  in  rca l - l i l c  sc r r tenc ing  dcc is ions .  us ing  the  prosecu-
to r ' s  c lc rnant i  as  a . iL rc l tn rer r ta l  anchor  i s  a  r ,  iab lc  s t ra t r -s \ ' .  [ :o r  onc .  p rosecutors  a re
lc la l  exper ls  r ih t t  have thorough lv  s t r rd icd  the  s i ren  casc  and can thus  prov ide  a
lcga l l , r '  con lpc ten t  op in ion .  N lo rcovcr .  l l r c r '  rnar  bc  rnore  know ledgeab le  about
t h c  s p c c i l i c s  o 1 ' t h e  c a s e  t l r a n  i s  t l r e . i u d g e .  l r r  t h i s  s i t t r a t i o n . . j u d g c s  r n a l '  s e e  t h e
p r L ) s c c u t o r ' s  d c n t o n d  a s  v a l u a b l e  i n l b r n r i t t i o n  t h . r t  t h c l  r c a d i l t ' i n c o r p o r a t e  i n
t h c i r  s c . n t c n c i n g  d c c i s i o n s .  [ : ' r o r n  t h i s  p c r s p e c t i r ' c .  - i u d g c s '  s c n t e n c i n g  d e c i s i o n s
woLr ld  be  in l lucncec l  b_r  thc  p |osecutor ' s  re ( lues t  bc 'caus€ i t  i s  scen as  a  re levant
anc l  in fb rnra t ive  inc l i ca to r  o f  an  appropr ia tc :  sen tcncc .

l lo rve t ' c r .  conccptua l i z ing  thc  observe 'd  in f lue  ncc  as  an  anc l to r ing  e f tbc t  suu-
gr 's ts  tha t  . jL rc lgcs '  sc r r tenc inq  dec is ions  n ta l  be  in t lL re -ncc-d  no t  on l )  by  a  re levant
o r  i r r f i r r r n a t i r c  a r r c h o r .  I n  l a c t .  r e s e a r c h  o n  a n c h o r i n q  e l l c c t s  i n  o t h e r  p r o b l e m
c lo t t ta ins  h ls  repcated l \  ( le11)ons t ra tcd  tha t  anchors  thü t  a re  c lear l - r  i r re levant  tb r
t h c  c r i t i c a l . j L r d q r r r c n t  b c c a u s e  t h c r  a l e  i r n p l a u s i b l r  e x t r e n t e  ( e . g . .  C h a p r n a n  &
J o h r r s o r r .  1 9 9 - 1 :  N l L r s s r i c i l c r  &  S t r a c k .  1 9 9 9 b :  S r r u c k  &  M u s s w e i l e r .  1 9 9 7 )  o r
s e l e c t e d  a t  r a n d ( ) n r  ( C c r v o n c ' &  I ) c a k e .  1 9 8 ( r :  l \ 1  u s s * e i l c r  &  S t r a c k , 2 0 0 0 a :
S w ' i t z e ' r  &  S n i c ' z c k .  1 9 9  l : l v c r s k r ' &  K a h n c r n a n .  1 9 7 . 1 )  s t i l l e l i e r t  a n  e f f - e c t .
Anchor  ra lucs  dc tc r rn inc-d  by  sp in r r ing  a  u ,hce  I  o f ' lb r tune ( ' l  vc rsk l  &  Kahncman.
1 9 7 { ) .  r o l l i r r c  c l i c c  ( N l u s s w c i l e r  &  S t r a c k .  2 0 0 0 1 ) .  c l r a ' , i i n g  a  c a r c l  ( C e r v o n e  &
I ) e  a k c .  1 9 , 3 ( r ) .  o r  s i r n p l l  s e l e c t i n g  t h c .  e  x p e r i r n c n t  n u n l b e  r  ( S u  i t z e r  &  S n i c ' z e k ,
I99  |  )  car r  h i r rd l - r '  b t '  in tc rp rc tcd  as  pro l ' i t l i ng  re lc ran i  in l i r r rna t ion  lb r  the  c r i t i ca l

. ludgr r re  r r t .  S t i l l .  thc r  p roduce rc l iab lc  e l f i ' c ts  on . jL rdgnrcn t .
App l , r  i r tu  thcsc  l lnd ings  to  the  rea ln t  o t ' the  presc 'n t  in rcs t iq r r t ion  sugScsts  tha t

. j t rd r rcs 'sen tcnc ing  c lec is ions  nra t 'bc  i r r t lucnccd b- r  a  rc r lL rcs tc t l  sen tence,  even i f
i t  i s  l css  l i kc l r  to  p ror idc  rc l *an l  i r r l i r r rna t io r r  f i r r  t l re  c r i t i ca l  judgr len t .  S tud l  2
w a s  d e s i s n c d  t o  t e s t  t h i s  p o s s i b i l i t r ' .  

- l i t  
d o  s o .  * e  h a d  h a l f  o f  o r r r  p a r t i c i p a n t s

cva lua tc  the  sentenc ing  denranc l  o1 'a  l cga l  lay 'person.  For  thent ,  i t  t vas  no t  a  p ros-
ccu tor  u 'ho  demanded a  spec i l i c  s t :n tcnce.  bu t  a  l i r s t -y 'ear  contpu ter -sc ience s tu -
c l c n t .  B e c a u s e  t h i s  p e r s o n  h a d  n e i t h e r  e x p e r t i s c ' i n  l c ' g a l  a f l h i r s  n o r  a d d i t i o n a l
knou lcdge about  the  casc .  h is  denrand shou ld  b r .  s r -c -n  as  lcss  rc levant  to  f ind  a
lega l l y  appropr ia tc  scn tL . l )ce  thar r  the  denranc l  o f  the  prosecutor .  f lo rvever ,  the
a n c h o r i n s  l i t c ' r a t u r e  s u s g c s t s  t h a t j u d g e s  r v i l l  s t i l l  a n c h o r  t h e i r  s e n t e n c i n g  d e c i -
s ions  on  t l re  dcr l ]andcr l  scn tcnce.
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Study '  2

Itlethod

Purt ic iponts.  Senior  German lar .v  s tudents (32 nta le,  l2  fcnra lc)  in  thei r  f lna l
yea r  be fo re  g radua t i on  r ve re  rec ru i t ed  as  pa r t i c i pan ts  and  u ' c re  randomly
assigned to one of  four  exper inrcnta l  condi t ions.  Men and r . r ,ontcn lvere equal ly
c l is t r ibuted across exper inrenta l  condi t ions.  On average .  thev u,ere 27.-56 years
old (S1)  = 2.11) .  Par t ic ipants \vere approached in the univers i ty  caf 'e ter ia  and
rvere asked to take par t  in  a s tudy on jur id ica l  decis ion rnaking.

l v fa te r i u l s .  The  case  ma te r i a l s  wc - re  i den t i ca l  t o  S tudy  l .  Ho rveve r ,  we
changed  son )e  aspec ts  o f t l r e  cen t ra l  ques t i onna i re .  F i r s t .  t hc  l o r v  sen tenc ing
de rnand  was  se t  a t  l 2  mon ths  i ns tead  o f  2  mon ths .  Some o f  t he  pa r t i c i pan ts
in  S tudy  I  had  i nd i ca ted  tha t  f b r  t he  e i ven  case ,  a  p rosecu to r ' s  den rand  o f
2 months seenred too lo iv .  Thus,3.1 nronths and l2 months served as sentencing
dernands.  Hal lo f  the paf t ic ipants received the h igh demand,  rvh i le  the other  hal f
received the low dernand.  Moreover,  rve inc luded the sentencing demand of  the
de fendan t ' s  a t t o rne )  i n  t he  ques t i onna i re .  Spec i f i ca l l y ,  pa r t i c i pan ts  r ve re  t o l d
that  the at torney demanded an acqui t ta l  for  h is  c l ient  and rvere asked whether
they found th is  dcnrand appropr iate or  too low.6 1-he at torney 's  dentand rvas
kept  constant  for  a l l  condi t ions and rvas in t rodLrced a l ier  par t ic ipants had evalu-
a ted  the  p rosecu to r ' s  den rand  ( i . e . .  i n rn red ia t c l l '  be fo re  g i v i ng  the  sen tence ) .
F inal lv ,  to  asscss the perceived re lcvance of the denrands of the prosecutor  and
thc contputer ' -sc ience stLrdt - 'n t .  rvho took the ro lc  of  thc prosecutor ,  par t ic ipants
werc asked to indicatc rvhether  or  not  th is  denrand rvas re levant  l i r r  the senrenc-
i ng  dec i s i on .

ln  l inc wi th the previous reasoning,  hal f 'o f  the par l ic ipants r .vere inst ructed to
evaluate the demand of  a prosecutor .  The othcr  hal f ' ,  horvever ,  u 'as to ld that  the
same scenar io had been g iven previously  to a number of  conrputer-sc ience stu-
dents.  Thus.  i t  lvas c lear  that  these students had the sanre in tbrmat ion avai lable as
d id  t he  j udges  themse lves .  I t  t vas  po in ted  ou t  t ha t  t hese  s tuden ts  had  been
instructed to take the ro lc  of the at torney and the prosecutor .  In  the ro le of the
prosecutor ,  a f i rs t -year  cornputer-sc ience student  had denranded a sentence of
l 2  n ron ths  (o r  3 .1  mon ths )  o f  p r i son  con f i nemen t .  Pa r t i c i pan ts  *e re  asked
rvhether  they thought  that  th is  sentence was too lorv,  appropr iate,  or  too h igh.  ln
surn.  the four  exper imenta l  condi t ions resul ted f iom an or thogonal  conrbinat ion
of  sentencing demand (h igh vs.  Iorv)  and re levance of  the sentencing demand
(hieh vs.  lorv) .

ÖNotc that  hccause in ( icrntan legal  pracl ice thc quest ions ofgui l t  1 i .c . .  convict ion) and penal t r
( i .e. .  scntcncing) are set t lcd in prra l lc l  dur ing lhe sanre t r ia l .  the at lorne\ 's  denrand ofan acqLr i t ta l  is
rcasonahlc.
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l a b l c  I

\ lt ' t tn ,Scttt i 'rtt 'c.s h.t ' Scntencing Demuttd und Relevurtce

I tc Ic v an ce

Sentenc ins  c lenrand H  i c h [-o*

I  l i gh

l .orv

2 -s .91

r 9 . 0 9

2 2 . 9 1
1 6 . 1 8

r \ ' . r 1c .  Scn t cnce  s  a r c  g i vcn  i n  mon ths .  , \ ' -  | I  l i r r  a l l  c c l l s .

?rble 2

,\'tttnlrt'r o[ ['urtit iptutt.s ll'ho Judged the Prosec'utor's Dentancl tct Be Relevant
l'er.su.; lrralt't'unt Jitr Their Senlencing Det'i.tiott bv Rtlcvunta

Relevance

l le  le  vant? FI ish Lorv

N o

Yes

I J

8

20
2

Rcs ult.s

Prelinitrtttt '  unuly'.yis. Again, the majority of par-ticipants judged the case to
bc real is t ic  ( , \ l :7 .49,SD -  1.60) .  

' l -h is  
assessment  d id not  dcpend on the demancl

cond i t i on ,  / : ( 1 .40 )  <  l .
Santattt ' ing cleci.sions. As the rleans dcpictccl in lable I indicate, participants

gavc h ig l rc- r  sentences af ter  evaluat ing the h igh sentcncing dernand of  3r l  months
( ,1/  2-1.4 l . .SD -  9.00)  than af tcrevaluat ing thc lo*  dcmand ol  l2  rnonths ( r l l
17.( r -1 nronths,  .SD -  7.86) .  f ( l ,  40)  :  6 .96.  p < .01.  This ef lcct  d id not  depend on
rvhc-thcr this denrand rras made by a prosecutt-rr or br a contputer-science studcnt.
f I  1 , 4 0 ) -  1 . 3 2 ,  p - ' . 2 5 ,  f o r t h c n i a i n e t f c c t o f  r e l e r a n c e a n d F ' ( 1 . . 1 0 ) <  I  f o r t h e
interact ion.  N' loreover ,  contrast  analy 's is  reveals that  for  both re levance condi-
t i ons .  t he  h igh  sen tenc ing  dc rnand  y ie ldcd  h ighe r  sen tences  than  d id  t he  l ou
demand,  l (40)  > 1.85,  p. -  .035,  one- ta i led,  for  both contrasts.T

Re levance  j udgmen ts .  One  pa r t i c i pan t  was  e rc luded  f rom th i s  ana l ys i s
because he did not ans\!er the crit ical question that assessed perceived relevancL..
' lab le 

2 reveals that  fbr  both re levance condi t ions.  the major i t l ,o f  par t ic ipanrs

7: \ga in .  a l l  o l ' thc  par t i c ip : rn ts  saw the  dc fcndar r t  as  gu i l t l
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indicated that  thc dcrnandcd scntcnce was not  rc levant  for  thei r  scntcncinq dcci -
s ions.  F lorvever .  the proport ion o l -  par t ic ipants who sar .v  the c lcnrand as re levant
* 'as h igher  whcn th is  dcnrancl  rvas rnade b1,a prosecutor  than r i 'hcn i t  was nrade
b1'  a conrputer-sc iencc stLrderr t ,  X2(  l ,  ̂ '  :  43)  -  -5.06,  p < .02.

( ' c r l u i t t t t ' r u ! i ngs .  Pa r t i c i pan ts '  ce r ta in t y  abou t  t he i r  scn tenc ins  dec i s i ons
( ' 11= .5 .5 -5 , ,SD  -  1 .87 )  u ' as  i ndependen t  o f - t he  ancho r i ng  cond i t i on ,  / . ( 1 ,40 )  <  l .
for alleffects. I\ ' lorc inrportantly. entcrins certainty as a covariate did not rveaken
the ef l 'ect  of  denrand on scntencing.  1 'h is  suguests t l ra t  cer ta inty  d id not  in f luence
our f ind ings.

D i.st'uss iort

T'hesc findings denronstrartc that the clcgrc-e to which.judges anchor thc-ir scn-
tencing decis ions on a dernandcd scntence does not  depcnd on the pcrceived re le-
vance of  th is  demand.  Al though a lmost  a l l  o f  thc parr ic ipanrs judged the demand
o f  t hc '  con rpu te r - sc iencc  s tuden t  t o  be  i r r e l evan t  f b r  t he i r  j udgme n ts .  t he i r
sentencing decis ions r r ,ere assi rn i la ted to t l r is  dentarrd.  ln  fäct ,  t l re  s ize of  th is
anchor ing ef - fect  was contparable to that  obta ined tbr  par t ic ipants rvho received
lhe more re levant  dcnrand o1- the prosecutor ' .  Thus,  anchor ing in  sentencing deci -
s ions appears to be indepcndent  of  t l re  perceived re levance of  thc ancl ror .  Note
also that  thcse t ind ings are the f l rs t  to  denronstrate that  i r rc levarr t  anchors can
produce an ef ' fect  in  an in fbrntat ion-r ic l r  appl ic 'c l  set r ing.

One factor  that  nray in f luencc thc cxtent  to  rvh ich a judr :nrent  is  ass i rn i la ted to
a sal ient  ancl ror ,  howeve' r ,  is  judges '  ext r tcr ience.  Onc nra l '  rve l l  argue that  the
nrore exper iencedjudrcs are,  thc-  less l ike ly , t l re l .are to rcsor t  to  a sal ient  anchor in
making thei r  sentencing decis ic lns.  ln  fact ,  the l i terature on. judgnterr ta l  anchor ing
is  consistent  rv i th  th is  assul t lp t ior l .  Speci l lca l ly ,  i t  has bcen c lcnronstrated that
more pronounced ancl tor ing ef f 'ects  resul t  f i r r  par t ic ipants rvho have l i t t le  knowl-
e d g e ( e . g . , W i l s o n , H o u s t o r r , E t I i n g , & B r e k k e ,  I 9 9 6 ) o r u h o a r c h i g h l 1 ' u n c c - r t a i r r
abou t  t he  c r i t i ca l  j udg r l en t  ( Jaco l v i t z  &  Kahneman ,  1995 ) .  To  the  e \ t en t  t hc t
exper ienced judees ar ! -  nrore knor . l ' led-u,eable and less uncer ta in,  these f ind in-cs
suggcs t  t ha t  t hcy ' rna l ' be  l ess  suscep t i b l e  t o  ancho r i ns  b ias .  I I oweve r ,  p rev ious
ancho r i ng  resea rc l t  has  a l so  den rons t ra t c - c l  t ha t  pa r t i c i pan ts  r v i t h  cons ide rab l c
experience r.vcre susceptible to anchoring (e.g.. Mussrveiler et al.. 2000; n-onhcraft
& Neale, 1987). Thus, it remairts unclc'ar rr,hcther thc'etTects that w'e del'nonstrated
in the first two studies u'ould hold also for more experienced judgcs.

Note that  a l though rve used leual  cxper ts  as par t ic ipants in  Studies I  and 2.
one nrav argue that these experts were fairly inexperienced in making actual sen-
tencing decis ions.  In  fact .  rve usedjudges in thei r  f l rs t  rvork ing year  as par t ic i -
pants in  Study '  I  and lar i  s tudents in  thei r  l ina l  Iear  of  lar .v  school  in  Stud)  2.  lb
examine the ro le of  expcr icnce,  in  Study,3 l l ,e  used t r ia l  judges u i th an average
of  more than l5 l 'ears of -exper ience in thei r  jobs.
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Stucl l ,  3

I  l t ' lhr t l

Purt ic iput t ts .  We re cru i te c l  l6  t r ia l  . iudges (  l2  nra le,  4 l -emale)  f rom one
rcgional  supcr ior  cour t  ( l -andger icht)  in  Gertnanv as par t ic ipants and randonrh
assiqncd thcnr  to one of  two expcr i t t re nta l  condi t ions.  On average.  the;-  were 4 '1.6
ycars o lc l  ( .SD'-  11.56)  and had u 'orked as. j t rdges tbr  l -5 .40 years ( . tD:  10.61) .
I )ar t ic ipants were rccru i ted by f i rs t  cc lntact ing thc head ot- the coLt t ' t ,  who agreed
to col laborate on the study.  Case nrater ia ls  and quest ionnaircs rvere then d is t r ib-
utcd to the af l l l ia ted. iudges rvho rvere inv i ted to par t ic ipatc in  a s tudy on jur id ica l

dcc i s i on  mak ing .
i l lutt 'r ' i t t l .s unLl pr()L'L'(lurc. We used the sarrtc casc materials as in the preced-

ing stLrd ics. ' l 'he centra l  quest ionnaire rvas ident ica l  to  thc one used in the lorv-

rc levance condi t ion ofstudy 2.  
- fhus.  

a l l  o f the panic ipants rvere asked to evalu-
atc t l rc-  denrand o l 'a  computef-sc ience st t ldL 'nt  in  h is  f l rs t  year .  r . rho had taken thc

ro le of  the prosecutor  in  the descr ibed case.  As in  Study 2.  tbr  hal f  o f  the par t ic i -
pants,  th is  dcmand rvas 34 rnonths;  whi le  tbr  thc 'other  hal l  i t  ivas l2  months.
I )ar t ic ipants \vere sent  the case mater ia ls  and the centra l  quest ionnaire.  a long wi t l l
gcneral  inst ruct ions.  In  the inst ruct ions,  they rvere to ld to fbrnr  an opin ion about
thc case befbre ansrver int l  the que st ionnaire .

Rt's u lts

l ' r t l in t inLr l '  unLt l . r ' . \ i . \ .  As in  t l rc  prcv ious tw'o stLrd ies,  par t ic ipants judged the

casc nrater ia ls  to be real is t ic  ( l l l  -  1 .81 ,  SD -  1.2(r ) .  Again th is  assessment  d id not

dcpcnd on thc dcrnand concl i t ion,  / (  1 .1)  :  1 .20,  p > .20.
S.ntcn(' ing deci.siorr.s. As in Studies I and 2, thc qivcn sentenccs rvere higher

rvhcn par t ic ipunts cvaluated the h igh dcr land ( ,11 -  i -5 .7-5 tnonths,  'SD: 10.82)
than uhcn thcy evaluatec l  the lou dcrnand (^ / - '28 00 ntot t ths.  SD = 6.76) ,  / ( l ' l )

| . 7 ) .  1 ,  . { ) 5 .  onc - t r i l cd .8
Conrpar in{  t l rese scntc-nces rv i th  those s ivcn br  the law st t rdents of  Study '  J '

uho a lso r ! 'cc ived t l re  scntc-nc ing dentand of  the larperson (  Iable l ) .  reveals that

the expc-r ienced. judges who par t ic ipated in  St t rdr  3 gavc h ighcr  sentc 'nces in  both
d c m a n d c o n d i t i o n s ' / ( 1 . 3 ' 1 ) ' l - 5 . 6 4 . p ' ' . 0 0  l . l b r t h c n r a i n e f - f e c t o f e x p e r i c n c c '
More important ly ,  horvever .  the anrount  o1 'anchor ing d ic l  r to t  d i f ter  for  the t rv t r
groups.  F(  l ,  31)  < l ,  for  thc in teract ion of  dentand and erpcr ience.  Fur thermore.
anal l 'z ing the erper iencc of  the judges u 'ho par t ic ipated in  St t rdy 3 as a cont int r -
ous var iable by reuressing ycars ofexper ience on the sentencing decis ions indi -

cates that  exper ience does not  in f luence the obta in"d et lects ( [ ] :0 .01,  p> .90) .

tÄs  in  the  prev ious  s tud ics .  a l l  o l ' t l t c  p i r r t i c ipants  sa \ \  thc  J . ' l cn t l ln t  ns  gu i ln
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Cerlainl.t ' . iudgntent.t. Pttrt icipants rvcre highly ccrtairr about their scntcncing
decisiorrs (,4'1 : 8.06, .51) : t .06). lvtoreover..iudged cerrainty neirher clepended on
thc dcnrand condi t ion.  nor  d ic i  i t  in t ' lucrrce the ef t 'ects  of  anchor ing:  [ :n ter ing cer-
tainty' as a covariatc did not rveaken thc anchoring ell 'ect.

Cornptrring these certainty ratings lvith those given by the corresponding par-
t ic ipants of  Study 2 dentonstrates that  the exper ienced. iudges who par t ic ipated in
the present  s tudy were more cer ta in about  thei r_ iudgrnents (11 -  8.06 vs.5.4 l ) ,
F(  l ,  34)  =.  22.33,  p < .001 .

Relevunt'e.judgnents. Only one of the pafticipants.judged the derland of the
cor lputc-r -sc ience studenl  r rho took the ro le of  thc prosecutor  to be re levant  for
h is  or  her  sentencing decis ion.  Thus,  93% of  the. judues saw th is  dcnrand as i r re l -
evant .

Discu.ss ion

J'hese results irrdicate that even.judges with an avcrage of more tlran I5 y,ears
of  exper ience in making cr iminal  sentencing decis ions are in f luenced by rvhat
they judge to be an irrelevant sentencing demand. Moreover, conrparing the sen-
tences wi th those g iven by par t ic ipants in  the lorv-re lcvance condi t ion in  Study 2
(rvho received the identical nrate'rial) reveals that the size ofthe anchoring effect
is similar for both groups. l 'hat is, the degree to rvhich the expericnced judges of
Stud;' 3 lvere influenced by'the sentencing demand does not seelr to be diff 'erent
f rorn the one apparent  in  the. iudgments of  conrparat ive ly  inc. rper ienced larv s tu-
dents.  This suggests that  anchor ing ef f 'ects  in  sentencing decis ions do not  depend
on judges'  exper ience.

Al though the exper ienced judges were s inr i lar ly  suscept ib le to the anchor ing
bias.  they stated that  they rvere nrore cer ta in about  thei r  judgmcnts.  Compar ing
the cer ta inty  rat ings wi th those g iven by par t ic ipants in  the lorv-re lcvance condi-
t ion in  Study 2 demonstrates that  the exper ienced judges of  Study '3 rvere consid-
erably more certain. Thus, the level of certainty appcars to be independent of the
actual  s ize of  the judgnrenta l  b ias.  This in terprc ' ta t ion is  a lso consistent  wi th the
suppiementary analyses of  Studies I  and 2,  in  w.h ich contro l l ing lbrcer ta inty  d id
not  in f luence the anchor ing ef f 'ect .  Thus.  in  contrast  to  ear l  ic . r  f ind ings (e.g. ,
Jaco rv i t z  &  Kahnen ran ,  1995 ) ,  t he  cu r ren t  resu l t s  demons t ra te  t ha t  ancho r i ng
et fects may be independent  of judges '  cer ta inty  about  thei r  judgment .e

e()nc obvioLts d i l lcrcnce bctuccn the current  par lc l ignr and rhat  used in prcvious rcsearch in
which anchor ing *as lcrund kt  depcnd on part ic ipants 'certa int l  (e.g. .  Jacowitz & Kahnenran.  199,5)
pcrta ins to overal l  lcvcl  ofcerta int"- .  Spcci f ical ly ,  part ic ipants are l ikel l  to bc nrorc certa in about sen-
tcncinq dccis ions than about answers t ( )  f i r i r l l  d i f l ' icu l t  qcneral-knorvledue quest ions (c.g. .  amount of
r l lcal  eatcn pcr \ear br  the arerage Amcr ic i ln) .  I 'hus.  onc may spcculatc that  judged certa inn only
nrodcratcs thc anchor ing cf lect  i f thc o lcral l  level  ofccr ta inry is  f i r i r ly  lo i l .
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( i cnc ra l  I ) i s cuss io r r

l r r  the present  rcscarch.  rve have invest igated thc-  ro lc  that . ludgnrenta l  anchor-
i ng  p lays  i n . j u r i d i ca l  sen tenc ing  dec i s i ons .  l hc  r csL r l t s  o l 'S tud i cs  1 .2 .  anc l  3  i nd i -
ca t c  t ha t  eva lua t i ng  an  i n i t i a l  sen lenc ing  den rand  hcav i l l  i n f l uences  the  f i na l
scntcncc that  is  g ivcn by the. judge.  

' l 'hus.  
the prosccutor 's  denrand may exer t  a

s t rong in t ' l uenceon theg i vensen tencc (S tud1 ,  l ) . - l h i s f i nd ingcons t i t u tes the f l r s t
dcnronstrat iorr  of  a d i rect  in f luence of  a denrandcd scntencc on judges'  sentenc-
ing decis ions.  Notably,  th is  in f luence appears to be indc 'pcndcnt  of  the pcrceivecl
r c l cvance  o1 ' t he  i n i t i a l  sen tcnc ing  den rand .  l ' ha t  i s ,  even  w 'hen  thc  demand  i s
scen as inelevant because it sterrs fronr a person riho has no legal expertise (e.g..
t l rc  conrputer-sc ience student  used in the present  research) .  the g iven sentence is
assinr i la tcd to th is  denrand (Study 2) .  I r ina l ly ,  th is  ef lcct  appears to be indepc-n-
dcnt  o l ' . judgcs '  cxper icnce.  Speci f ica l ly .  expcr ienced ludges rvho are h ighly  ccr-
ta in about  thc i r  sentencing decis ions are a lso in t lLrcnced b1 'a sentencing denrand
that  th* ' . iudge to be i r re levant  (Study 3) .  ln  fact ,  the s ize of  the b ias does not  d i t ' -
l 'c r  l iom thc one apparent  in  the judgnrents of  less erper ienced larv s tudents.

Our ändings add to a large bod-v o l -ev idcnce denronstrat ing that  sentences
given fbr  s inr i lar  cr i rnes nra l ,d i f fe l  substant ia l ly ' ( lbr  rev ie ' 'vs,  see Ebbesen &
Konecn i ,  198  l ;  Hoga r th .  l 97 l ) .  I n  o rde r  t o  f u r t he r  ou r  unde rs tand ing  o f  t hesc
sentcncing d ispar i t ies.  i t  rnay be helpfu l  to  analyze the sentencing process rv i th
respcct  to  thc- . judgnrenta l  tasks that  are involved in i t .  Doing so a l lows us to re late
our  knowledg,e about  the general  pr inc ip les of judgrncnt  and decis ion r r rak ing tcr
thc rcalnr  of  scntcncing dccis ions (Arkcs.  l t ) t l9) .  l lccause legal  judgrnents o l ic 'n
rnus t  bc  n radc  i n  s i t ua t i ons  o l ' unce r ta in t y ,  t he l  a r c  l i ke l y '  t o  i nvo l ve  t l t e  samr '

. j t rdgrnenta l  s t ratcgics t l ra t  are character is t ic  o l ' judgrrrc-r r ts  uncler  uncef iu i r r t l  in
gencral .

' i l r e  
p lesen t  resea rch  has  dcn rons t ra ted  tha t  j udg rncn ta l  ancho r i ng  has  a

strong in l luence on cr inr inal  sentencing decis ions.  Conceptual iz ing the observed
cl ispar i t ics as an anchor ing et1 'ect  a l lorved us to dcr ivc novcl  predict ions concern-
ing thc ro le of ' the pcrceived re levance o l ' the sentencing denrand and the expcr i -
cnce  o f  t he . i udges .  W i th  t h i s  resea rc l i ,  we  hope  to  have  dc 'mons t ra ted  tha t
incorporat ing the general  mechanisms that  undcr l ie  judgnrents under uncer ta i t t t r
i n to  t he  r ca l rn  o f - c r i r n i na l  scn tcnc ing  i s  a  p ron r i s i ng  s t ra t cgy  t ha t  i s  I i ke l y  t o
improve our  understanding ot ' the sentencing proccss and ntay thus help to opt i -
rn ize it.

Notably,  the s igni f icance of  the present  f ind ings extends beyond thei r  impl i -
cat ions for  legal judgnrents.  ln  par t icu lar ,  they 'shed new l ight  on the ntechanisnrs
that  under l ie  anchor ing ef tects in  real - rvor ld set t ings.  As rve have pointed out
previousl l ' ,  anchor ing is  a judgrnenta l  b ias wi th renrarkable pract ica l  s igni t i -
cance.  Not  only  does i t  in t luence legal  judgments,  i t  a lso has c lear  pract ica l  re le-
vance for  other  decis ions in  real - rvor ld set t ings.  For  example.  pr ic ing decis ions
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( lV lussw 'e - i l c r  c t  a1 . , 2000 ;  No r thc ra l t  &  Nca l c .  l 9 l l 7 ) .  cs t i r na t cs  o f ' p r i n r c  i n t c r cs t
rates ( l {usso & Schocnraker ,  1989).  arrd outcornes of ' r resc l l  ia t ions (c .g. ,  Chcr tkof f
& Conlcy.  1967;  Gal insky '& I \4rrssrvei lc ' r ,  in  prcss;  Ncale & l ]azcrnran,  199 l )  a l l
r r rav be in f luencecl  b.v '  thc anchor i r rg b ias.  Al thour : .h ntani f  cstat ions o1 'anchor ing
are t l rus p lcnt i f  u l .  convi r rc ing t l rcorc ' l ica l  accounts c l f  thcsc e f  lccts  are not .

Onc possib i l i ty  (Jacow' i1z & Kahnernan,  1995;  lv{usswei ler  & Strack,  1999a)
is  that  anchor ing ef tects i r r  natura l  sct t ings are pr inrar i l l ,n tec l ia tcd by,pragrnat ic
i r r f 'c rences (Gr ice.  197-5) .  Rccarrse c ienronstrat ions of  ancl ror inc cf lects in  appl ied
set t ings ty 'p ica l ly 'use anchor values t l ra t  arc c lear ly  re levant  lbr  thc judgment  to
be nrade (e.g. ,  the l is t ine pr icc of  a p iece of  real  estatc) .  thesc ef f lc ts  may u,e l l
be  n red ia ted  b1 ' t he  i n1 -o r r r ra t i on  t ha t  i s  con ta ined  i n  t hc  ancho r  va lue  ( see
Musslvei ler  & Strack,  1999a.  1999b,  f i r r  a  nrorc.  e laborate d iscussion of  th is  pos-
s ib i l i ty) .  Speci f ica l l l , .  iLrdges nray rcasonably,  see the anchor value as in fbrnrat ive
u, i t l t  respect  to  the cr i t ica l  judqrnent  and rc 'adi ly  use th is  in fbrnr i r t ion.  l -he current
data.  hoivevcr .  dcnronstrate thnt  anchor valLres do not  need to be seen as in fonna-
t ive in  order  to exer t  an ef l -ect .  

' l  
l i is  suggests that  a l though pragrnat ic  in lerences

nrav w'e l l  contr ibute to sol le  anchor inq ef t 'ects  in  natura l  set t ings,  they do not
const i t i r tc  a necessary preconcl i t ion. ' fhus,  a d i t lcrcnt  nrec l ian isnr  nray be respon-
s ib le lbr  the ef  fects of  ancl ror ing in  natura l  sct t ings.

ILecently', w'e havc suggested tlrat anchoring efiects are nrcdiatcd by a selec-
t ive increase in the accessib i l i ty '  o l 'anchor-consistent  know' ledge about  the target
( fbr  a nrore dc ' ta i led account  of - the sc lcct ive accessib i l i t ;  rnodel .  sce Mussrvei ler
& Strack,  l99c)a.  1999b;  fbr  a re latcd r rot ion,  sce ( l l raprnan & Johnson,  1999).
Speci t ica l l l , ,  par t ic ipanls ntav conlparc the target  c luant i t l ' (c .g. .  an appropr iare
sentence)  to the anchor by ' tc 's t ing t l re  possib i l i ty  that  th is  quunt i tv  is  s imi lar  ro the
anchor value.  For  exanrple,  judgcs nra-y decide rvhether  a denranded scrr tc .nce of
i .1  ntonths is  too h igh or  too lorr . '  by test ing the possib i l i t l  that  th is  senterrcc is ,  in
f'act. appropriate. 

-[b 
do so. they' selectively retrieve knorvlcdge that is consistent

* i t h  t h i s  assumpt ion  (e .g . .  " 1 ' he  v i c t i n t  c l ea r l y  s ta t cd  t ha t  she  d i c l  no t  wan t  t o
l iave in tercourse."  and "- l 'he c le l -errdunt  used fcr rcc" :  

' l ' rope 
& L iberman,  1996).

As  a  resu l t ,  t he  access ib i l i t y  o f  ancho r - cons i s ten t  kno rv ledge  i s  i nc rcased .  I n
order  to make the f i r ra l  serr tencing dccis ion. . judges thcn re ly  pr in tar i l l ,on easi ly ,
accessib le knor . r ' ledge ( l ' i igg ins.  1996;  Wy'er& SrLr l l ,  1989)so th i r t  the i r . iudement
is  heavi ly '  in f luenced by the anchor-consistL 'nt  knor . r , ledge generatcd previoush' .
Consequent ly ,  the f ina l  sentence is  ass imi lated to the one dentandcd b1 ' the prose-
cu to r  ( l b r  e rnp i r i ca l  suppo r t  o f  t hese  assu rnp t i ons ,  see  l v l uss rvc i l e r  &  S t rack ,
1999b.2000b;  Strack & Mussrvei ler ,  l9L)7;  for  an overv ie\ r ' .  sec IVlusswei ler  &
S t rack .1999a ) .

l 'hus.  f l 'orn a select ive accc-ss ib i l i ty  perspect ive.  anchor ing resul ts  because
. judees re l l 'on easi l l  accessib le ev idence to nrake the f ina l judement .  Compar ing
the targ,et  quant i t )  to  thc anchor valuc.  horvever ,  se lect ive lv  increases the acces-
s ib i l i t i  o fancl ior-c t tns is tent  knorv ledgc so that  the knorv ledge base that  is  used
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to  t t t akc  t h i s . i t r d r . r r r t en t  i s  d i s t< i r t c r l .  Spcc i f i ca l l y . . i udgcs  p r i r na r i l t ,  use  anc l ro r -
consistent  kr tou ' lcdgc.  As a resul t . . iudr :nrcnts arc l rss inr i la tc 'd  to t l rc  ancl ror  va lLrc.

I t  i s  i r npo r l an t  t o  l l o te  t l r a t  i l r  con t ras t  l o  t he  p ra tn ra t i c  r - xp lana t i on .  t h i s
Acc()unt  docs not  rcqui rc  t l rc  anchor to bc in lbrr i la t ivc.  Rat l rer .  thc v.ery procc\ \
o l  co rnpa r i ng  thc  t a rqc t  qL ran t i t l ' t o  t he  ancho r  v l r l ue  l cac l s  t o  t he  desc r i bcd
i t tcreasc i t t  t l te  acccssib i l i ty  of  anchor-consistent  knou ledge.  

- l 'hus.  
the lact  thar

t l rc  s ize of thc anchor ing b ias rve obta incd rvas indepcndent  of the pcrceivcd rc l -
cv i l r )ce o l ' lhe se ntencing dcnand see nrs nrore consistent  tv i th  select ive acccssi -
b i l i t ,v  tharr  u i th  the prasmat ic  account .  Al thouglr  thc presc-nt  research was nor
expl ic i t l . r 'desigrrec l  to  test  fbr  the nrcchanisnrs that  ntec l ia te anchor ing ef tects in
t tatura l  sct t ings.  i t  suugests that  sc lcct ive accessib i l i t l  is  l ike ly  to contr ibutc ro
these  e ' t l ec t s .  c l ea r l y .  t he  supposed  gene ra l i t y  o f  t he  se lec t i ve -access ib i l i t y
r r t echan i s rn  a l t houeh  p laus ib l c  on  theo le t i ca l  g rounds - . - ren ra ins  t o  be  tes t cd
e rn p i l ica l l1 ' .

Re f  crences

Arkcs. , , \ .  R.  (199 l ) .  Costs and benef i rs  of  . judgrnent  errors:  lmpl icat ions for
clcbiasing. Pst,c'hctlogicttl Bullctin, I 10, 4ti6-.198.

Atrst i r r .  \ \ ' . ,  & Wi l l ianrs,  1- .  (1977).  A survey of  judgcs ' responses to s intu larec l
lcgal cases: A research notc on sentcncing disptrit l  . Journul of'( 'r ininal Lor
urrtl ( 'r imirtolr.,.qrl 6tl, j06-3 10.

( 'e lvone,  D. ,  & Peakc,  I l  K.  (1986).  Anchor inq.  ef  t icacy.  and acr ion:  l 'he in f lu-
ence ot ' . iudcr lcnta l  heur is t ics on sel f ' -e11rcac1'  juc lgmcnt  ancl  behavior .  . . / r . , r r r -
trul of Pcrsotrttlit-t' utrl Sot'idl l'.;t.t'lktlog: 50, 491--50 | .

Chapnran.  G.  I l . .  & Bornste in,  B.  t l .  (1996).  T 'hc n lor ! -  \ 'ou ask fbr .  thc more 1ou
gct: Anchoring in pcrsonal in jury r,crdicts. .-tpplied ('ognitiva p.st,cholog'. l l).
-s  l9- -510.

chapnran.  ( i .  I l . ,  & Johnson.  11.  J .  (199- l ) . - l 'he l inr i ts  of  anchor inq.  . lo t t rnul  . f
[] a lr trt' i r t r u I D e t' i.s i t t n ll I u k i ng. 7, 223 -212.

Chapnran.  C.  I l . .  r t  Johnson,  t ; .  i .  (1999).  Anchor ing.  act ivat ion.  and the con-
strtlctiorl ol 'valucs. Orguni:tt l ionttl ßalttn' ittr und Htttrtrtrt Decision Pt'oc't.rst,.s.
79 .  |  - 19 .

Chertkof t - ,  J .  l \ ,1 . .  & Corr lc l ,  NL (1967).  Opening of l -er  and f requenc,v of  conces-
sion as bargainint stratcgics. ,/otrrnLtl of l,arsonulit-l.uttt l &tt ' iul p.t. l.,cholttgt..
7 ,  l 8 l - 1 8 5 .

Dickens, C. (186 l). Greur expat:!trt ir., ir.r ' . Boston. NIA: t lecltbrd.
Ebbesen .  E .  8 . ,  &  Konecn i .  v .  J .  ( 1981 ) . ' l he  p rocess  o f  scn tenc ing  adu l t  l e l ons .

In B.  D.  Sales (Ed.) .  ' l -he 
r r iu l  proccs.s (pp. . l l l -458) .  Ner."  \brk.  Ny:  p lenunr.

cal insk l ' ,  A.  D. .  & Mussnei ler .  T.  ( in  press) .  F i rs t  or lers as anchors:  Debias ing
b1' considerine. the opponent's alternative s. , lrnrrtrtt l of- pe rspnolitt, anj &tt ' i ,t l
Psvchologt'.



1550 ENGLIcH AND MUSSWEILER

Gott f iedson,  D.  M. ,  Got t l iedsorr .  S.  D. .  & Conl l - ,  C.  l l .  (1989).  Stakcs and r isks:
lncapacitative intcnt in sentcncing decisions. Beltut,irtrul Scierrc'c.r uncl thc
L n y , 7 , 9 l - 1 0 6 .

Gr ice,  l l .  P.  (1975).  Logic and conversat ion.  ln  P.  Cole & J.  L.  Morgan (Eds.) ,
,Svnt&t ond semontics 3: Speech cct.r ' (pp. 4l-58). Ncrv York, NY: Academic
Press.

Higt ins,  E.  l ' .  (1996).  Knorv ledge act ivat ion:  Accessib i l i ty ,  appl icabi l i ty ,  and
salience. In E.'f. l l iggins & A. W. Kruglanski (Eds.), Soc'ial psvc.holoEg.:
Hqndbook o/ busic principles (pp. 133- 168). New York, NY: Cuilford.

l logarth, J. (1|971). Sentencing as a huntun process. 'Ibronto, 
Canada: Urriversity

ofToronto Press.
Jacorv i tz ,  K.8. ,  & Kahneman, D.  (1995).  Measures of  anchor ing in  est imat ion

tasks. Perror aI it.t' ond Sr tc' i o I P svt.hol ogr, ß u I I e t i n, 2l, | | 6I - I I 66.
Joy ' ce ,  E .  J . ,  &  B idd le ,  G .C . (198  l ) .  Ancho r i ns  and  ad jus rn ren t  i n  p robab i l i s t i c

inferences in auditing. Jottrnal rf 'Ac'counting Reseurch, 19, 120-145.
Kahncnran, D., Slovic, P., & 

'I'versky, 
A. ( 1982). JudSiment uncler uncertuinh,:

Heuri.stics and biuses. Canrbridge, UK: Canrbridge University Press.
Krahö.  B.  (199 l ) .  Socia l  psychological  issues in  the study of  rape.  ln  W. Stroebe

& M. l lervstone (Eds.), Europectn reviev oJ sociul ps1'tholog,(Vol. 2,
pp.279-309). Chichester, UK: John Wilev & Sons.

lv lar t in .  E.  G. ,  & Alonso,  C.H.(1997).  In f luence of  the prosecLt tor 's  p lea on the
. iudgc 's  sentencing in  sexual  cr inres:  l lypothesis  of  the thc 'ory of  anchor ing
by Tvesky and Kahneman. In S. Redondo, V. Garrido, J. Perez, & R. Barberel
(Eds.), lr lr,rrnces in psvc'hrtlogr'untl lat,: Internutittnol contribution.y
(pp 2 l  5-22.6) .  Ber l in ,  Germany:  Wal ter  de Gruyter .

Musswei ler ,  T. ,  & Strack,  F.  (1999a).  Compar ing is  bel iev ing:  A select ive acces-
s ib i l i ty  model  of judgmental  anchor ing.  ln  W. Stroebe & M. t lewstone (Eds.) ,
European review o/'soc'iul psl,cholon' (Vol. 10, pp. 135-168). Chichester,
UK: John Wi lcy & Sons.

Mussrvei le l  T. ,  & Strack,  F.  (  I999b).  t - lypothesis-consistent  test ing and sernant ic
pr i rn ing in  the anchor ing paradigm: A select ive accessib i l i ty  mocle l .  Journul
o.f' Ex p a r i n e nt o I Soc i u I P sv c' h o I o g'. 35, I 36- I 64.

Mussrvei ler ,  l ' . ,  & Strack.  F.  (2000a).  Nunrer ic  judgments undcr  uncer ta inty :The
role crf knou'ledge in anchoring. ,Journal o;f-Erperimentttl Sociol P.syc\ulu*',
79.23-38.

Mussu'e i ler , ' t . ,  & Strack.  F.  (2000b). ' I 'he use of  catcgory and exentp lar  know' l -
edge in the solution of anchoring tasks. Journal of [,ersonulity and Sociol
Psychologu',78, | 03 8- I 052.

Mussweiler, T.. Strack, F., & Pf-eif ier, T'. (2000). Overcoming the inevitable
anchoring efl 'ect: Considering the opposite contpensates for selective accessi-
bility. Personality antl Soc'ial Psy,c'hctlog3, Bulletin.26, I 142-l l-50.

fv ly 'ers.  M.  A.  (1988).  Sentencing behavior  of judges.  ( l r iminolog ' ,26,649-675.

ANCHORING IN COURT 155' I

Nagt-1.  S.  (1962).  Judic ia l  hackgrounds and cr iminal  cases. .Jrnrnul  of 'Cr imint t l
L un, ( ' r i n i ttr t l  ogt', und l '  ol i t i  ctt l St. i a nc a, 53, : i l i-3 i9.

Ncale.  iv l .  A. .  & [ ]azernran.  I \1 .  t l .  (199 1) .  ( 'ogni t ion and rot ionul i t ] ' in  naer i l iu-
/ir.,r i. Ncw' York, NY: lrrcc l)rcss.

Northcra l t ,  C.8. ,  & Nealc,  M.  A.  (1987).  [ : rper ts ,  amateurs.  and real  estate:  An
anchor ing-and-adjustr t rent  pr- rspcct ive on prope() ,pr ic ing dccis ions.  Orguni-
: u l i o n u l [] c lr Ltt, i o r a n d LI u nr t ut l) t' t' i.s i o n [' xt c' e s,s es, 39, 84-97.

ILLtsso. J. I l.. & Schoenraker, P. J. I l. (1989). Dec.i.t ion rraps; The ten borrit 'r.s t,t
hrilliont dacisicttr-nruking und hott' to overcome /henr. Nerv York, NY: Sinton
& Schustcr .

Saks,  lv l .  J . .  & Kidd.  R.  F.  (1980).  I luman infornrat ion processing and adjudica-
tion: 

-[ 'r ial 
b1' heuristics. Luv, and Soc'ic[y Ret,iev,, | 5, l2i- 160.

Strack.  I ' . .  & Mussu'c ' i ler ,  T.  (1997).  Expla in ing the enigmat ic  anchor ing ef l 'ect :
Nleclranisrrs of selective accessibil i ty. .Journul o.f 'Personalitv uncl &tcial P.s.y'-
r ' l r r , / , , . ( t .  7J.  J i7-416.

S r i i t z c r .  I .  S . .  &  Sn i czek .  J .  A .  ( 199  1 ) .  Judsn )cn t  p rocesscs  i n  mo t i va r i on :
Anchoring and ad,iustrnent etfects on judgment and behavior. Organi:atiottul
Belttty'ior and H untun Decision Prrx'e.sses, 49, 208-229.

- l  
rope.  Y. .  & L iberrnan.  A.  (1996).  Socia l  hypothesis  test ing:  Cogni t ive and nrot i -

vatitrnal lactors. In E. 1-. l l iggins & A. W. Kruglanski (Eds.), Soc'ial psychol-
ogt : l lundhrtok o/'busic' princ'iples (pp. 239-270). Nerv York, NY: Guilford.

- l  
versk1.  A. ,  & Kahnernan,  D.  (197- l ) .  Judgment under uncer ta inty :  I leur isr ics

and b iases.  Scicnce,  185,  |  12.1- l  130.
\ \  hy ' tc .  C. ,  & Sebcnius,  J .  K.  (  1997).  

' l 'he 
ef t -ect  of  mul t ip le anchors on anchor ing

in individuäl and group judgnrent. Orguni:cttional Behayior and Hurtttut
De c' i.t i  r l  t P ntc'e.s s e.s, 69. 75-85.

\ \ ' i lson,  T.  D. ,  l louston,  C. ,  Et l ing.  K.  M. ,  & Brekke,  N.  (1996).  A ne"v look at
anchoring eft-ects: Basic anchoring and its antecedents. Journol of E.rpcri-
nr e nI uI Psyc'hoI og,' : G enerul, 4, 387-402.

Wright .  W. F. ,  & Anderson,  U.  (1989).  Ef fects of  s i tuat ion fanr i l iar i ty  and f inan-
c ia l  incent ives on use of the anchor ing and adjustment  heur is t ics for  probabi l -
ity assessment. Orgurti:ulitsnul Behut,iot' untl Humun Det'i.sion Proc'esses. 41.
68 -82 .

Wrightsman, 1.. S., Nietzel, NI. T., & Fortune, W. H. (1991). l,sycholop.antl the
legal svstem (3rd ed.). Pacific Crove, CA: Brooks/Cole.

Wyer, R. S., & Srull, T. K. (1989). lvlemory and cognition in its social context.
Hi l lsdale,  NJ:  Lawrence Er lbaum.


