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B OE AT | S RN A — B EE S EAROGE B AT o T I PR PRI A A E G P A
B, WEFEEEE TAEA AR 2 LR B vs. BE ) R O RIHE M b, PIRRE TR T AR GETRR vs AT TR
SO IHRRCRA RN S ILATERLH . 3 DSBS R TR IR (RE ) B RdH A S A NTE TR (AT TR
SOE R R, TAFTHRTIARECR, RBEAAR E AT AR GEVRR 32208 1 Mol SRR B B RN T

HRCR,
KR
NES

HEEVRK; g YT g,
B849: F713.55

[ 4t

A B A 2 243548 8 1) 2 2 6 (Simpson,
White, & Laran, 2018), IT4-34, K& H E A R46 14
R AR 5 R 2540 B 2R 24k, S AR E AL
Syt sh 2 E A R SR E T ) BREEENL
(I 258, Jeds . RAS RIS 4 224l th 25
2B R ME SR TR MR AT Al Ak 2 BT AT Y E1 EE )y 1)
(KEEH WA T EZE LR (2017)) ), PRI
Al 53 T AIYE 2 T4 A8 1 (Lee, Winterich, &
Ross, 2014; #&XI55F, #2280, FERAR, 2018). Hit,
Un ] 3 1 2838 8 DO 5 S HE I8 B I | R T uiE sk
A 2E BRI B O T 1 B

EER RS S b, WS E X A B S0
A LA TSR PE Y, A R ROR JE MOAR  9h 3
BN <B4y B9 A %807 2 Z —(Winterich, Zhang, &
Mittal, 2012) ARESZH0S7 (AMA, R A SRR
[ —rF, BADE GG, [FFE, 76 W,
AATE AT AR B 4y 25 i — A A a0 ol i A i
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1T RE I BRAE T AT R VR U S50 5 40 UK ) S I AR 1T B T 3R SR
HAAHE, e

3 ] AR B 3 25 i — T N AAeT A
(Critcher & Dunning, 2013; Mooijman et al.,
2017), 1 X X7 N & A g 8 72 3L Al 2 18 (moral
foundation theory, MFT)XI] 43 A% W4 Ff il 75 5 oK J5 =X
— ST AR YRR (individualizing appeal) 5
BE TR AR JZ T Y U oK (binding appeal) (Kidwell,
Farmer, & Hardesty, 2013), #& HAZ%.0 W52 X,
DU B GERR R A AR N GE VR 5 BEARRLTEJRSK (Smith,
Aquino, Koleva, & Graham, 2014; Winterich et al.,
2012). ZIH BN G N 25158 (stereotype content model,
SCM)#5 i, A2 Hug (BT B 39 19 4] 1)
3= 2 M\ % (warmth) #1 i€ 7 (competence) P 5 Ifi i
T3PHr (Fiske, Cuddy, & Glick, 2007; Wang, Mao, Li,
& Liu, 2017). iz AL A 2 Bk H O
o A7 8 N AR A ilcFE 0> | (Gershon & Cryder,
2018), 55 iE AR AR E R IR A TR R (RIS
EUFR)B N A MR IRR 325K SR FE R 1A
FALANTAT . BUE), I EERLEE F BA — &
AU HE 71 25K (Kervyn, Fiske, & Malone, 2012; Hoegg
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& Lewis, 2011), 3Z I Jd A&, FRATIHEDNE 7R J5 =X
5k 23 198 22 (8] AT e AE A B A ik R 42 48 1 DT T O
Fo SR, AWIFE M ARBEXI T ATHE R, 7
Hb, AR NE VR SRR R R 7E S bz
Az, A0 H RS BT B LS TR A
BT, JUHAE 28505 45 88 4538 o A S R S R 1
RN =

Zi b, AW ST iR T T LA B R 2 i B
GNEAEIY, DA 008 i ) B AR A R oK
J7 X AR RCR B 5w, JF 4 8 L FE RO L
il o A SCHIFSE R BEAA B T4 e A 3= BE A e,
Ry B #4625 A8 G A Z ] <R SR — e Y R
P H ZhERAEET A A
1.1 BEEMEIESZIRENRASFEE

BB ESh, AATTAYIE TR (B AR R 8T
TEZEAEEZ b, FEAHE M/ (care/harm) |
N /IR B (fairness/cheating) . G i/ T B (loyalty/
betrayal) . A&/ K (authority/subversion) & 4 i /
B ¥% (purity/degradation) f. K J5 [ (Haidt & Graham,
2007; Kidwell et al., 2013), “MA N TEVFR 5 HEA
JEUFR R I T AL A UFR 228, 9 108 3 1k e i
AT B AR By vs AR B0 ) Il 5 ) A AT X 3
5 %) 31| B (Winterich et al., 2012; Kidwell et al.,
2013), BHAKMF, A GEVRR 2 A B4 (0
S NI B A R B ), F1E AT E
TEFIWT B OS5 AR IR AR E YOG TE ;B
AR DR D0 ™ S A A By (- — B A I 0E 44
A JEIEFERT), FEONATE G 0 7 ) W b %) S
[ OB BUEL /IR R Al BE TR 4R RN A
(Mooijman et al., 2017; Smith et al., 2014), P& A
J XA T, AATRGEFEIR 8h )y 2ok 3 F A~k &
Uy (P AEIR B0 2 AR B (OMEIK SN . T8I Yok
AT AR R I 52 298 2 5 0 B0y s L S 2 X
8 F K 14 4 A5 52 0 (Winterich et al., 2012), A
I W A48 AR B RS 5 T Rk O X —JF
Wit

Z M BV G2 N 45 A58 B SR ) G T 1Y) 2 Ak 25 AR 0
W (Fiske, Cuddy, Glick, & Xu, 2002), It4E %A Wrif

U A Y A A A IR TR G R (Fiske, 1992)., A
H (Turiel, 1983)4F #ity, M X KRR BB N Z M, Wit X4
(community). H FA(autonomy)Z% ., % TFAHFIT A T S SN FIE 1Y
iz TR B BEDT, [A]E h sk e Al AR VG, AN SO I8 Haidt Al
Graham (2007) . Graham, Haidt £ Nosek (2009)57 5 44 (1) .41 P 25 Jié
FWE5E

J& 2] A~ 4K H0 % (Judd, James-hawkins, Yzerbyt, &
Kashima, 2005; Wang et al., 2017) . ZHZ21H14& (Aaker,
Vohs, & Mogilner, 2010)5 5 #0145 (Kervyn et al.,
2012; Pefk, Y3k, 2015; #fe, WHk, FASZE, 1%
St T, 2016), R SCM BYSEA JFU, F 2250
B (RIATTRE N SR 25 90 10 0 0 ) 3 k= T 5 6 Ay iR
5 HE S PIRHEJE (Fiske et al., 2002), i SBAA]
DO =N SN N7 AN ER 1 3 =R e < e ST =
HWHEAATAROR . Afe. Rod. Hifg. Sl rss
J& % ()8 A1 (Aaker, Garbinsky, & Vohs, 2012; Hoegg
& Lewis, 2011), DIMERFFRIRIT T RG0S A4 B2/
RE 7 0 58 1) 2% F, ] an A 1R % B (Wei & Ran,
2019). AMAFRELE 5F, 2016). ZIMRENR (TS,
Be3t, 2015) K i (Wang et al., 2017)%F ., 5 A
B (LN AL, 2R v 9 $h 48 S A TE TR A RE ) 7
HFFTE 25 5, AN 2838 W AR K53 S T e 7Y 3
EEX NG E S & S R SVl -pI B EEEX N/

ARET45 N EF).
1.2 ERIFRKAR SR EREE S UNBHR
MR B

MR B F 2 H WAE T 3h RS TR G AT
(Simpson et al., 2018). 48 YIE X4 HHEE¥45 F1
43090, HiE HEE T 2 A Ak . Wk
F} ] (Savary, Goldsmith, & Dhar, 2015), J&5#& |2
DAIASARIE 2 w2 AR MG A7 R, Gnst RUE A 4 (UL
R, RRFE, 2017), SR b, WHRd R E B
MRt 7, HACR B TR G B A g5 S
AR, LA R B SEIERIFFEIESE T 2445 B i N
2 EHEZE 515 BHCE B9 | 1 S ML A R AR
AH DT BC I, Ul Al 8% R B 4 (Uskul, Sherman, &
Fitzgibbon, 2009). #1401, {5 AE SRR
P fE (Cesario, Grant, & Higgins, 2004). FiAHwH
(Kidwell et al., 2013) . iB #& 1A [7](Winterich, Mittal, &
Ross, 2000)AHVEECES, {5 B8 H Uik 71,

WHTFT R, AT JRR el T ARy,
SECNATHE T8 T Wy v 50 E A T AT O K
1 (WEE ), AT OSSR E <A 2
AR X B FEAE, B 25 T Al AN SR | Rk S fi A
% 3| 4); FE B {847 A (Critcher & Dunning, 2013;
Kidwell et al., 2013), EH, SEHREA AP E AR Y
AT CBE T AR J22 T 2% T A8 ) R0 ) 2 o) S it T
BEPORYUE H AT . 1SN RE R, R
RIRRR FARAEIE R g3 m . B . = A
[ 175 /o S5 45 A TE 2 AT PN 7E 1 3 R A A 1Y
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(Critcher & Dunning, 2013; Gershon & Cryder,
2018), Zhu, He, Chen il Hu (2017)f#FFTHE H T 5%
715 8] RN 5 B S SR, HCrP R AR R ML
GRS L o HZEE N RIS )
FHOWAE SIS, 232 T AT HAAT 45 R TN,
N E A A RERS BRI ITas Z N, I 248 A
ZF AT G 2R X R RE SO TR H C & B
M H A W& B9 A R ALHE (Krishnan, Netemeyer, &
Boles, 2002) . i 1% R %46 £ AR B A] DL g A A 55
BLOHEK . PRSIl RIS Ty T g o T
2o 5| K B B BT o (H 3K 3 2 TR 3R AT ) W
HUR, X5 MMENEURR MR TR TMER 2
TR 7% I TEAT AR 25 52, Wak— PR T A 3K
BURE, WO 2 RN 3 AR AR IR A, SR
AR NGB VFR (vs AR RLIE R R ) 77 200 48 7+ 45

AR, FEAREIE TR MR T <Frik B0, 2
et AT AE T A BT e TR R A2 T Y BK 3 ) GE
fHERIE) (Critcher & Dunning, 2013), 1A AtA] 5 45
) g FEAAA P B S, BIANHE Y BT L IR AL
i MBI 417 M (Critcher & Dunning, 2013; Smith
et al., 2014; Winterich et al., 2012). i 7445 £k
BAR) . e, ReREmit, SR IRE
B g siE . ISR (ST %)% Tk B AT
2 4] & & (Hoegg & Lewis, 2011; Kervyn et al.,
2012), fln, BT At STHUER LM I W)
F1 W8 A (Gershon & Cryder, 2018; #X 575 4%,
2018), = AE S A Ml BN B8 B e b B AT A 25 5t
o T340, BEJIHRR BUIR 1L 28 ST 38 (AN BUK 55 ) I 4%
SENFEZME R, R AR IR A 2555 5%
4 (Hoegg & Lewis, 2011), 1fij=lE iR B FF B (an<Z&R
FLIer), BEIRUIA EARE A A RRTEIR AT ST . M
AR TG R R AF, SRR 1y
8 ik 324 (Kidwell et al., 2013; Smith et al.,
2014), L, 478 9 8 34 A BE ) B,
R WURE AR B VoK (vs MR N B R R) 5 208 A )
TRT R . T UL EHE, AN, EE
VR 7 25 A48 ERE R Z [ AFFEVE FL RO, 2
R

Hila: 43 9% 5 F008 340 A B A, R
WA AR NGB TR SR (vs AR B SE r3R) I 200 428 T 2
FARCR AR,

Hib: 478 2835 MW X4 FACh R I R, R
ORISR R (vs AR B IR T 2% 42 71 32

FRRCR AR
1.3 BHRMEEFMREEES RN 1ER

AR E PAT IR TR, X B PAT IR
VAL 5 X0 H bR 5230 RO 0 PEAl S i IS 2214 T
3 (Bandura, 1982; Keller, 2006), £ (1.0 B 24 AIF
i, HIRELEE (self-efficacy) 8 U J& MAME A &
AR LR E BARIME &, TEANEIE AR R 58
<0 2655 10T H TS 9 T DL R 2 B A AE
B %5 5 B2 (Choi, Krieger, & Hecht, 2013; Keller,
2006; BT A, 3%47%, 2017). S WAL HE (response
efficacy) W 45 A9 J2& A 4 6T 151 191 235 SR A5 2Pk 19 1P Al
(Han, Duhachek, & Agrawal, 2016), 7EAHFST HhiAk
PO 285 H A . HeE 2, BIRAGE
IR A T 6 B e ) X S IR — H bR (i 26
Fll & J )Ry 52 W 3 PEAl, TSN A5 RE B A I
XoF It H SO (Can i B 3 TR 2 ) B F5UB1 A 7 (Sharma
& Morwitz, 2016)., Choi 55(2013)fg i, H FKALREA
S L RLREX AT LR 2 52 THE B UL R A R, f2 ik
T#FRAT RN, CABIFERY], KON SHE R B FRAL
FE A2 Al R by Xof 7 2K AR e B 7K P DG I 31 0 fdt o 156
FIRASCRE 5 e (1 7 A AS )0 BEAIL ] (Han et al., 2016).
BT 2R, A o A AR GE
YRR RR © IRBE/RE T M fE BRSO Z
[ TS TEER 2R, $2 1 IR e R B TR T U S
iR EARGER R L ACa b R A E

—J5 T, MR NGE YRR MR T AT T AN
SRR FEETEAT O, BAEREMRLEE ES M ER S
VR G, BMT2E . S SENTEM (A Y BK 3
(Zhu et al., 2017) 5 AATH 22 b 2R A5 T AL B U X
HAT ARSIy, EEX A S A A E L, B
B A 50 A 3R AEE (Ajzen, 2002; Judge, Erez,
Bono, & Thoresen, 2002). iz B 1 %48 = A5 [m] - e
MRS . Hl . WAES L, (EA AATARTE A
C AT R AT 2 (AR 0O T & #5445 & 5
P, 2, YRR EARRR A SRR, T
P E X H O RETEZEE T B SRR T B TS Y
WG, BIEE B FRALRE, XA FRALRER
PEE AT R BRI AT 2h, M $2 T+ %48 8OR (Choi
et al., 2013). 3 —7J7 i, FEAMTEVORT BH 2 #H
I S i ) DA A J22 T8 A 2 o 2 & ) R, s R SR
TRRLTE P T VE R, X SEAME R RIE T DLJR At SR
W FE S B 2 SN A R (Kidwell et al.,
2013; Smith et al., 2014), K1 ELAG FEAME 18 fE LA
A9 AR B A 3 b ) 3 00 P A Sy 119 S A
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PRI T MR 2508, T B B 550 E 45 R Z 1] 1%
AR AYEE 22 (Ng & Butts, 2009), Sl 8 &35 H
B TC KR M HMES A (AN Z& 35 LA BB XT3 H A 3%
PERPEEANE T o BT AR FK 5 U A5 A Rk
(RIS R34 RE )2 VIAR DG o i, Byh e A Y hE
FVE T3 R AE (3 @ 18 77 4 B ) IF [ 190 0 G B Ty 356 %%
(Hoegg & Lewis, 2011), {FhFI=i- Il ) WA
. “HCHERAE SR, BELL BB N EIE, whRiK T,
HE R R E A RECILTUH H bR, &, AR
UX4E AR BRI IE IR I, 1 2 & 2% Hor
T ZEE T H AR A AR OPEAL, 8 5 S N AL
BE, FEMTHE T B %UR (Han et al., 2016), %5 |, 42
R

H2a: XfTIRBERIZNAE T4, MARR H FRAGE
A T AR T O AR RCR RS2 e

H2b: X T RS BIRN4E E4K, AR SO AL RE
A TE AR T O AR RCR S e

2 S 1. EAEVROR IS TEAFRL
ZABE T B IR RCRAR ]

S 1 BAEBGT E AR RR Oy 2 AR AR
X MBS B, BIRGSR R Hla A1 H1b,
YR 3 GEMEYRR I AMENEVRR vs AR
FEVE YRR vs I PETRR) x 2 (W48 BARZEAY . R IR 7Y
vs. e S A2 (] R T
2.1 SLIG R

05 Graham 25(2011)F1 Kidwell 25(2013) 46
58, Wit = A AN A N 28 IR AR S B 8RR 7 =X
MY . Hodr, A RGE YRR ™ A2 18 %
RN, WA RO R IL X YT, Tl
FERIE L MO BTSSRI FE T M4 T St
PERE . IERCNA GRS N, AT LI 2T
XHEFAT 03, AR ILEBF YRR,
LN IR NGB S 3 N S T 75311 DN A E o
“HRA R THE, BATSIE RN | S B 2% R 1 XA £
TR STHUERINAT N . IEF A RIS —FE
FIN, FRATTRETE A b 3E Pl 23 25 401 35 1 20 £k, (2 adk
FZR LXK LEH R R R, bRk 4 sl
HERMET oK o EIFRIE S 220, Seilftr T —4
MSZHTIM (n = 58). #ik(48.3% 55 Pk, V4%
20.66 %, SD =1.44) [ AR WS UF K J5, 5 UG P il i
FEFL A Al (Winterich et al., 2012; 1 = JEH A A
B, 7= AEE ) MANE TR A H xR
PR T OG0 55 S HE AR A AR ASUR /38 e 45 3

&

=

>

(o0 = 0.84); BEARRLIEIRR & H Ay WTFR R B
TR BEAR 25 /BT AR XS /EEHAUR” (a =
0.75)o 4R R, AR TE YRR 4158 A R A
IRVEE IR (Mew = 5.10, My = 3.82, M = 4.42;
F(2, 55) = 14.96, p < 0.001, n>= 0.35), HrpAM&A
HEFRA R ZE S THrERRAP = 0.021), THEVF
SR o 2 5 THEARLIE R 4 (p = 0.036) . 73 5b, B
AR VR SR 2 1 4 T DA () S 2 T T TRl (M
= 3.86, My = 5.03, Myw = 4.36; F(2, 55) = 17.02, p
< 0.001, 0’ = 0.38), HABEAMLIRRA WE =T
FtERR 4 (p = 0.008), HriEiRoR A W E & Tk
NIEVFR A (p = 0.042), &k, B MERR A #RE 07
AT F ORI IER L5

T % /6 77 0 i 3 3 5 4R RO [ B 1Y
BB Rk T . S I E A W5 (Labrecque
& Milne, 2012), & B& %45 3 4R FH #4812
T, 877 XAE F AR I AR T
VR 2 T ) A JR R R (s A, AR S ) B PR 4
—F
22 TWBERF

EJMBERFR =S T 237 £ RFEAEHIR
(46.8% Bk, M e =21.59 %, SD =2.96 %), LK Bf
P H A B . BB LA S, W7 s i
e RUREAE S . B, PR P A B A
— MBI BT, A3 AR IR e AR R ) AR &
i SRIG, SRR R 4 04k 3k 15 152 A0 B 19 U SR P 2%
(PR s S EE MO R —80. 55, i
AR AR W oM A O W NN R (S RE = WAk i
I5 0T, it B BH L 48 4 72 J (Simpson et al., 2018),
o2 JE, WEAnRIBE R Nz AW EHBR (o =
0.90,p<0.001; 1 = 52&AR, 7= %), LTk, B
RS BRI I H, 5 — Rk &%
6t #2(Aaker et al., 2010; Kervyn et al., 2012), &
BB 1) 2 H A FG IR FAE 2 KRR LAk GH %k 4
2T B/ B Y 5 B2 (o= 0.89), AE 1B
4 B M UR7E 2 REERE LA GH 342 EhE
B IRTR /AR B2 (o = 0.84), ¥I7E 7 Hfa 3k Bk
T(1= — WA 7= AE%). 5 80 MAPEE
TEILR (o = 0.78) 5 HEAMEE LAl (e = 0.91), 5%
H 5 am i 5 AR o AT ZE R A 7 Bk
| 5 AUIE 250 15 (Watson, Clark, & Tellegen, 1988),
ALFE TG 26 (185 2410 24 3 I BB 1, o = 0.74)
FTE ARG 28 (U0 T2/ E R A0 0 758, a = 0.76);
1= S8R, 7= dEF Mk, Lok, S50 1 immE T
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AR L HE 28 L AR E L XL R [RE
A2 L) N BN AR I B M (Lee et al., 2014; YLA74R,
¥, 2017). Fofa, WOERMER . FE(E R,
PR AR SC R H 1Y), I A& i
23 DRER

SRTE B AR B S (11 AY) . RT3
WAL RQ MMFEARTS, TR 237 1A &8
NJGEEAHT . X TR AR, EEFR 77
FRN I (M = 4.68, Mysise: = 3.53, My = 4.12;
F(2,231)=21.54, p < 0.001, 1> = 0.16), HMEA
EIFRAM = 7 REE TR Mn = 81; p =
0.001), H¥EUFRA W& THARBIRRAN =
79, p = 0.002) %48 F AR R M E FE LA 1Y
FRON(F(1, 231) = 1.93, p = 0.16)LA M EH AL H.
B(F(2, 231) = 0.34, p = 0.7)XR &, % FHEA
PRI, T VROR R RN B (M g =
3.56, Myun = 4.51, Moy = 4.02; F(2, 231) = 11.78,
p < 0.001, n° = 0.09), HHFAMEITRA G E R
FrtEURRH @ = 0.010), FHEJRRA RESTA
WATEYFR A (p = 0.024), 3hiH ARG
TR ) ROV (F(1, 231) = 0.61, p = 0.44)LI %
Wi 128 B (F(2, 231) = 0.55, p = 0.58) AR i
. BN, EBEARIM = 118)% GH 4 aa 1
T R R W (M = 4.82, Myey, = 4.31; F(1, 231) =
16.69, p < 0.001, n*> = 0.07), EEEYFR Iy 2% 1 BE
(F(2, 231) = 0.93, p = 0.39) K& Wi & 138 H AL (F(2,
231) = 0.87, p = 0.42)¥ A B, e 1dHgA@n =
119)%F GH M4 H T mie I M (Mas = 3.92,
My = 4.56; F(1, 231) = 17.96, p < 0.001, n°= 0.08),
T ERSR T XX RE I (F(2, 231) = 1.88, p = 0.15) %
Wi B9 38 AN (F(2, 231) = 0.51, p = 0.60)¥ A B
o WL, EEFR S0 BRI A R

VAR I 2 R Ry DR AR S i U 255 BT 2R B, TE TR
K R(FQ2, 231) = 1.05, p = 0.35)FIR48 FARKHE
(F(1, 231) = 1.39, p = 0.24) 8 ERW A B 2, 1iiE
YRRk =S s AR HEAE R B, F2,
231)=17.67, p=0.001,n*=0.06, BEA&TI, % Tk
e 448 EAR(F(2, 231) = 3.59, p = 0.029, n* = 0.03),
K HAR NGB UFR B AR R (M = 5.56, SD = 1.13)
P TR IIEUFR (M = 4.87, SD = 1.14; p = 0.016)
S pERsR(M = 4.93, SD = 1.30; p = 0.028), HEA
MR 5 hHEIFRIBRR LR EZR@ =
0.80); X Fhe 148 ER(F(2, 231) = 524, p =
0.006, > = 0.04), >R AHBLIE IR 09 R RCR

(M= 5.43, SD = 123k TAME N EVRR (M = 4.55,
SD = 1.37; p = 0.002)5 ¥Rk (M = 4.80, SD =
1.35; p = 0.024), MENEVFR G PP UFR 45k
RT3 (p = 0.388) o [F] I, LRI NE VR
SR, AHECTFRE 4L, B 20 9l 5 A B 4
EE(F(1, 231) = 12.36, p = 0.001, n*= 0.05); 4%
BRI URR I, A TR 4L, A8 dlpit A
AU AR B (F(1, 231) = 4.03, p = 0.04, n° =
0.02); 2RI HEVRR T, TR 5 RE A By
FEME B TC 2 (p = 0.62), I, BB Hla fl
H1b f30E. Figds . ZE T mBGEREE . XL#EM
[i) 17 i 32 R JBRHTHE  o B oy BN A B A )
B ARy 205 %4 3 AR 2K 8 58 AW AR SR B
ST, WA HERR A g ] AR e AR B S SN R
SCH 1SR 1 PR

EAMAANEVER B BASETRR O Fkk

5.56

AR

TR
BT EAEYRR 7 S AR RS A 0 R s
SO (25 1)

AEI R

2.4 Vit

S 1 HRFE TR Oy S AR RIDT iy
FRWOPIIE L€ ) A NS S P (R W oI K VI =)
TR K HE ST B, SRBUFE AR R IR Oy 20 n] P A T
o P R, T B B A #E T AR TR PR
SREC AR GE TRaR AT 7= A T g 4 I R, B
Hla Fl H1b Jo7 . [FIRS, FRATHERR 7154 . &5
MV AR | o L ) (R R LA S SR 4 e o
PESEN R IR, SR 00, BF9E 1 A AL Hi—, B
VR 2835 Sl o LR, s rh 2R Sl
Bz, WRWRIIHER . AR Y7 AL,
WFFE 1 9T W58 51 14 B G 70 3K Se 40U 5 R 8 AP 7E A
fi%ot. H, ShiascRisbrk AR SR, 8T
P F A, BT RS R B8 5E 4 I S PR
0, PBLFRATAESLES 2 A o e PR A8 s iy X,
AT MR bR (LSRG 2 40), IKIRSEE: 1 AYgs
WAEATNZ T LR e, K=, FEP Rz
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FOEE, WUH AT RE R NI (B IR 99 2
ti) o 5 BRI H LA AR (Wang et al.,
2017; Wei & Ran, 2019), fCRAY)FT5EMHE2 0
AN A LE . F, RS 1 R BT R E
RN B R A L AT LR ERAIE, 8O TR RR Ty
345 248 RSB BRG] 52 0 %140 ROR B9 N TR
PLERIFANBAM Sk, WF5E 2 K FISELL L DUy T R TT

30 SH 2. JEAEURR ISR
e Ve BCYE R FR AL 5

S 2 WAESY B I TE T IS UE ROV AR S A AL
R A YER, i SRR 7 SRR AR Y
VEHC 3 U A A B A AL o AR S B0 e PR 1 253
Flr bk E R, R 3 GEMEUFR =0 A
NIBVFR vs ARG TRR vs. R PETRR) x 2 GhiR
FREAL . EBER vs.BE 1RO P
3.1 IR

OB A RR ) S AR T 255 H (Kidwell
etal, 2013), HAKIMF, MMENBE VR AL RKIX
N, BIESHATaEARIE ) ALK BLAE, B
FET- AT SRR B8R . 24 S A B TR AR A
URIMERT I XN B33, T4 b S Bl X 52 1
H 280, BRI RR 4R A RTE, #iirsh
I 5 B 22 % A SRR B A 2 BT IR Y
TR ARG E AT RIRMEIL S, 20 Hs
T of R T A M A B O XM AR H A s ReR
WA faf B AR AR S 75 2K o MR AR A p s Al A
BB R R T . ARAEET AR50, A
K255 | BRI S IR B A5E, A
B/ ) 15 | Ak 3 A SR G G2 1) RE 1 A1 8 (Wang
et al., 2017), HILFESLER 2 H, AR RKERER
BRI AR, RAR/NE R IREE ) B4 A
FAME H Photoshop CS6 (EIMG AL FRER 4 ) o [a] — 1~
NVEZS AT s, TR AR RN TR 0 2455
MUARR A (LB 5R) o BRI FEAS ¢ K555 (n = 43)3
W, ARG J1(p = 0.34), BRI EEE(p =
0.1 EER.
32 KRR

K2R (58.8% F 1, Mg = 22.14 %, SD =
3.44 ZYEEHEDN NMER AR . FRAE), %
Bg g . SO0 1 ANE, T2 2 YA T YR
TR BB YRR 7 AR, RIS R IR iE
EYRR 2R, R EIICR A B A .
B G, W IR 2 0 2 T A AR 30 B B A

NBREE, “TEEE BEEW IS SARLE W
B 20 JT(20 5K 1 ST AR MR & B0 4 i 5
TE T, T E RS 0 4 )5 o 25 2 DA e il 8 35 40 4
HEATIE M (Lee et al., 2014), T 1 JCEAKNE R T
D7 BRI TR S e o H B A4 s g T L
JEE A T T 20 i I ) 38 0 B 4 ¥ AR A7 40 S (L P e
R IEL D (e o i (B i = = P/ L e
TERAGE A T B nT . B2k, wiloe BUA TR
K BRI 56 515 (Kidwell et al., 2013; Winterich
et al., 2012), FLFGMARMEE LA (AN <S55 %N
BE”s a = 0.78) R AR B A LAl (@ A7 A R 3¢
f£7; a = 0.82), LLRXTE R AL AR A 8o
IRIR (e = 0.87)FURHIBE S (o = 0.8 HEATITAY,
WS SC80 1 AHF(1 = EaR, 7= dEFE ).,

ZJa, XFrhAy AR & g AT I 5 (Keller, 2006;
Sharma & Morwitz, 2016), H.ip, HIRZEEN K H
IR O IAS ARG ) B B ARA {F eI
N SBARIE H RS0 (1 = JEF AR,
7= AEHFRIE; r=0.69, p < 0.001); WAKBER 5%
H A A YRR I 1 25 SR8 ™ A 52 R A YR AR I 1
SR SEAMN (1= EFHANE, 7= JEHINE;
r=0.75, p <0.001), FATIF BN T 7] GEAETE Y RF
RVE R AR B, AR IER PR M, ane e
b FRA YR AR WG A8 BT B 2 5 #R B 5 Cesario
et al., 2004; r = 0.77, p < 0.001), % A B (2 I,
et AE FEARRAE BT T 20 E 17, Wheeler,
Petty, & Bizer, 2005; » = 0.71, p < 0.001), &), #
TR W X I ¢ 452 B 1 AR B X6 e RS 1 [ 15 R I DA
Ko JR A et R, S 0 B B [0 Bk U A 0 e
SE H R, I 0w S 5 Hh Y b R B A R AU
B
33 BESHELER

FERIBRERE AR (17 4. RERITA
SCEEIR(S MIEEARIS, FIAM) 243 1A S8
HEAJG BRI HT o XA AR A IR, JE YR
I RN B (Mew = 4.65, Myy = 3.74, My =
4.20; F(2,237) =991, p <0.001, n*=0.07), HH4
R NBEVRRA R ZE S TR 4 @p = 0.04), ik
YRR 4 W 2 i TR RLE R R4 (p = 0.02). 3h4H F
PRSI AR S A AP 3 A 3 ik 9 32 000 K R A Y A H
RN I3 (p > 0.20) X THAAM:EMEEA, &
PEFR 7 N F RN B (M s = 3.94, Mpw = 4.96,
My = 4.36; F(2,237) = 15.56, p < 0.001, n*= 0.12),
HAp B AMEIRRAEZES ThEFRAQE =
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0.006), HriEURRA W& T MENBVRKRHAQP =
0.005) 48 A A E AP T P At i) 20007
K B3 BRI B3 (p > 0.40), Bk, IRBE
AREAXT U B T SRR A (M = 5.01, My, =
4.40; F(1, 237) = 16.07, p < 0.001, n*= 0.06), jEf#
ViR J7 200 B2 K W5 138 BN BTN B 3 (p >
0.50); fie ST A BIRXT UG A B = 5E S 5 (M e =
411, M 4y, = 4.90; F(1, 237) = 30.62, p < 0.001, n*=
0.11), & FEFR Jr 2 RE J1 B W6 1) 38 B AL 2
ANEE (P> 0.10), HSZEEI T,

SR 5 LATE I 4500 R R ARt gk A 7 PR R 7 22 0 WT o
TSI TP P I 4 A0 B i B A XHE R 0.42, BdE %A
A ERIM G . 5508 1 4583, BEFR TR
FUAE ARSI ) F2 2400 4 A B 2 (p > 0.30), T1fijiE
R J7 25 A8 ERE R BEAR W, FQ2,
237)=6.26, p=0.002, 0= 0.05, % TR BE K 2hiE +
#(F(2, 237) = 3.51, p = 0.03, n*= 0.06), FHEK
JGEVRR B BEUR M = 15.23)00 T REA ML R
KM =12.13; p = 0.01) 5 HEIFR(M = 13.05; p =
0.05), HERBLIEIFRK 5 vt R K 348 8808 T W 3
25 (p = 0.44); MFFHEHRINIE FARFEQ, 237) =
3.56, p = 0.03, 0’ = 0.05), REBGFARLIEUFR A )
ARRW = 14.69)8 T MENEIRWM = 11.68;
p=0.02) 5 PEIRk (M = 11.98; p = 0.03), MMEA
EYFR G R PEURR RS T W E 2 5 (p = 0.81),
[EI R, YRR NTEJRR S, AT REI A, IR
W% 2H 9t LA T S AR I 4 80 (F (1, 237) = 8.62, p =
0.004, 17 = 0.10); R ECEAR ML AEURR I, A H T
Wz 4, fie Bl B T AR e A A (L,
237)=4.71, p = 0.03, 1> = 0.06); 4R B EUFKET,
MR SR AW AN REGeH LR EER@ =
0.41)0 M4 B UREEE T B 1% Hla F1 Hlb, #Z.0>
7 b I A5 A I R b o 25 HLAR BB L2 1

x1 TERWRMRIT(ELRE 2)

T YRR 72 W (n=120)  BEJIAY(n = 123)

TS 4% (00) M SD M SD
AMENGEYFR(=80) 15.23° 566  11.68°  5.73
BEAHVE YRR =81) 12.13° 502  14.69* 531
FEVRSR (n = 82) 13.05° 5.65 11.98°  5.48

TE: 0 PIALE Y 22 535 8] 827K P (p < 0.05).

1% T3k, 1211 PROCESS F2J¥(Model 8, 1#%
HAAFBCREAR RN 5000, M 2280 AESEOE 4
Pr)xF F FRARE 5 S AL REHEAT A A 5 (Hayes,

2013), AR R, A IRABETEA AR B VR X 24H
R Y 5% e 2 [] SRS v A AR (1R 42 B AR A =
-0.95, 95% CI [—1.9273, —0.10117), M4 A [F] )4
5 T2 AR 2 7Y 43 S5 A 56 Tv) B RGN A2 15 A T ) A
PEHE SRR 7R TR B AL { FRARE Y A RN
(]2 FRAR RN = 1.09, 95% CI [0.4022, 1.9341]), Tfij
FERE ) AL rh [ FRALRE A T A BN AN fb 3 (R4
= 0.15, 95% CI [-0.4797, 0.8760]) . % — J7 Ifii,
JR VLB AE R A BT R SR X 348 S50 1 5 i 22 1]
AR (IR #2422 = 0.88, 95% CI [0.0441,
2.02057), Hrre fE g B4l RN R RE B R A 800
(A R AR A= 0.98, 95% CI [0.3133,
1.8167]), 1A I B 789 20 o Jz 0 3% B 114 P A %0 AS
2 (1) 42 B AR R W = —0.09, 95% CI [—0.5495,
0.7462]), LIRS MR IE H2a 5 H2b 244t T HdkE
KRR HHEBR B ACPEMR R, B BN IE TR AN A ST,
KRITEE NGB YRR 2H(95% CI [-0.5381, 0.4397])
SERMARLIE YRR 240(95% CI [-0.2563, 0.2199])H?
TN IE 8 P A RN SN ST XA, 7EAS
RN GEVFR4H(95% CI [-0.3076, 1.2917]) 5 BEAH
JEUFRA(95% CI [-0.2450, 1.2477])%: AJE A%
IVESRNTE NS J=p G T RN =g (NN e DA )
Rirh, R BEER S R A HI AR R — 2, R R
TR IR 9 1 B A AR B | o IS 118 ) 75 R L %
S 8 B 38 R S i AR B 5 A5
3.4 itig

S 2 BGUE T R N AL AR S H FRARE Y TR AR,
iz H2a Fil H2b $R S HE Rl i, FRATHER T
TRWGAE BE (R Az B), JFH 5 1470 J2 1 AR i (R
SIEE), BE TR 1 S5 RATE—HE %
55—, PP S6 b a0 Gk N JLEE AR R,
I ATEAR N ZE (B s R B 4 B WA, AR STy 45
WRAMKIR AL ? 55, WIS SO0 382 5 48 4z
MIARMRCR, 8 EACh B AL, EEEHER
Aol — o 1) 4 19 %0 48 T Be (LA 2 3 W 3K N i 4,
HACR I =, AR A28 88 ik
AES5 M RLRE)MEAT RN, BB S8 3 HEATAK
N PR AR B, ARG R S B 25 R U R T o
4 SCEY 3. RO YRR A T

S 3 B R A R AR 1) T v PR IR S T
H FR AR RN BN S8 RE B AL, TR Ay 1B oK
75 =X 4 5 ARSI AR DT e 5 07 1) R {4 (it ik —
AR o ARSI BRI 2R3 Sl & A AR (1
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L

M ), 4 B, DIHZEEER SN
SCEERE, CRA 3 (EAEVRR T BEARLIEUROR
vs MR NE YRR vs P PEVRSR) x 2 (W48 4R
. JRBEAY vs. BE J1AY) x 2 (BBEZRAY . HIRALHE vs.
SR AL RE )AL ] PR -1 o FRATTHEM, 4980 il Y
H IRALRET, TR B AR 4 S AR AR GE YRR N
oA R AR I R, T M U Y R AL
REMT, AE 772348 E AR IR A MG VR % 257
A TSR R 4R I R
4.1 ZBRFFMERERF

ik (46.2% T M, M 0 = 21.51 ¥, SD =2.24 %)
WSS NG EMEELRANEBE, mkiEas by
SE R H NN A RS AIH, LA 100
ATEA BEFAEY TR R 24 FREEHG WAL 7K 50
PEAEARIP XS G2, R4 b B fei fa 7K 5 B A S 1
) — DRGSR H . I, R ATE e,
WG 23 A (A 44 BB i 2 5 3] 1T H o,
RV FLIH 2% 8 W — 3K 1 REXT, WG B ] 322 £
HIEH 0.5 77 Bl 5, Bl i329% 28 7 I ] S 41
EAE A R WG A rE—FKIWSEaE . RIEMR
F0Ak; BTN WG AR —FK T I
JE ARG SRR, B B A R R K o
Hor, AMMENEVFRA 0D RK AR, BAEBAT
SRR L ML BLNE, BO R f  AG E Hh
(TEF- FIAT Sl 6 B 88 o T MO B, 32
Frx AN H >y BEARRLIE URoR 41 oy <3 R 3T,
PRAESRA T BNk | LR 4% S A6 S5 b 2 (R R Akt 25
TERRAT N . T EIEE 7 H R R R R WE S,
SCREIEANTH ;PR RoR ) H R RS K .
S, O ARLRE 2 AL B YT 5 (Keller,
2006; Han et al., 2016), Xf F [ FAAEL, #1075
B N 25 R < Bl g AR L SR R R, AT DA
B 7 X T R VAL AR, AHN LN AR
“GARRE IR A RO, B RAFRAL
B 7 BORBEEN I HXT WG 2 7 AE KT (1 3K
BN E 2 KRR FIE R WG A A1 fg
KI7 7 1= 588, 7= JEH; a=0.89; R 2014),

FETT R, BRI 8 B 728 1 (R 45 ARG 55
T, FEALE VAN WG 2 ] Y I 05 (0« A 4
7 o = 0.88)FIAE ST HIBE(UN“BET 1Y o = 0.84);
AR A AR T A Il (A< A E; o = 0.83) 51
R E LR RS EAUR; o = 0.74); WA AT
BLRE (AN IR A5 O TR e AE FR ORI H P BTk,
o= 0.81)5 W ALHE(An“FRIN N I8 B0 H GE7E A1

HH S AR, a = 0.72; Keller, 2006), [ARf, 5¢
DG AR (R, A PR G I H ) BGRRR
XERBEARY ) SRR . BRI 7 ik b
AT (1 = AN, 7= dEFINE). fa, SC58
Bl 3 5T 100 9 0 S8 H 04 M1 1 190 I & T T
42 HEHSHNEER

TEGNBR B ST E L (19 ). RIEETA
SEH AL TR(3 AN BCE S L H (L ARl
A 461 AR . BRIK IR, R iR 2
U 4E AR B T 2B R (M = 4.86, My, =
4.35; F(1, 449) = 18.35, p < 0.001, n*= 0.04), ANy
RE SRR FRE AT ZRITFEFR(Mus = 4.10,
My, = 4.67; F(1, 449) = 22.65, p < 0.001, n*= 0.05);
A O Ak 2 B 1Y) 32 A0 B B8 LN YO 3
(ps > 0.05). AR GE R 41 5T\ [F] A4 pA M T il
il (Mrw = 4.78, My = 3.90, My = 4.21; F(2, 449) =
19.93, p < 0.001, n* = 0.08), M IGE VKA B
TR EERR AP < 0.001), THEURRA S EET
HEARRLIE VR R4 (p = 0.029), FEARKLIE YRR 41 8N
[RIREAAC I T FE LAl (Mo = 3.95, My = 4.80, My =
4.33; F(1, 449) = 18.19, p < 0.001, n*= 0.07), #E{k
HEURsR 4 W2 = T rh Rk 4l = 0.001), Tk
YRR A W3 & T RGBSR 4l (p = 0.007); HA
Xof T 8 5 il 1 = 2800 B A8 HOAKON 4O 1 3 (ps >
0.05), HIEAMBEABIAN A WATEHE L
My = 4.82, Myw = 4.27; F(1, 449) = 21.38, p <
0.001, n*= 0.05); SN &% BELH G XTI H A w5k 7
S (Max = 3.97, Mz = 4.49; F(1, 449) = 19.58,
p < 0.001, n* = 0.04); HAXRAERRA F R0 558
H R AR 3 (ps > 0.05), HUSLE WD .

DA S 35 S oy DR AR e 0 AT 5 22 A B i 45 R R
Wy, SHTMASSEE—2, EEYReR TS A R
KR AZ TN B, F(2, 449) = 3.28, p = 0.039,
n’= 0.014, YRR I 585082 A Y 28 T
(F(2, 449) = 6.43, p = 0.002, n*> = 0.028)FI1H F 1k
KR GHAER B HI(F(1, 449) = 6.65, p =
0.010, 0> = 0.015) k3 B F /K, HEER I,
FEFR 7L AR BRI A SR RE A =B 58 HAL
N, F(2, 449) = 3.46, p = 0.032, 17 = 0.015, X1t
=W s BN #E— o, SRATRHEN — 2, Y
PGB H IRABERT, S R A ReR O R Sk
B 25 AU TE TR B A48 EIR(F(2, 449) =
6.33, p = 0.002), T 4G # L RN SLRERT, AN
[) 1 7oK 7 3T W 3K B R Y 22 AU TE T



F 128 MRt i 45t HSE A T ARk Jr 2 ar 4 248 s R 1359
F2 TEHRRMERITEER3)
o H B RELL (n = 231) SRS BEZH (n = 230)
;Ejlff:;jliiﬂ IR (n = 118) it J1 8 (n = 113) IRIE R (n = 114) it J1 8 (n = 116)
o M SD M SD M SD M SD
ANMENEVFR (n = 149) 5.16° 1.44 4.13° 1.19 4.04° 1.24 3.95° 1.17
BEARRLIL YRR (n = 158) 4.18° 1.30 3.88° 1.23 4.08° 1.45 4.84° 1.15
FERSR (n = 154) 4.22° 1.26 4.19° 1.22 4.09° 1.24 3.81° 1.25

T 0 WHAIE M 2E IR B B KT (p < 0.05).

I8 R (F2, 449) = 7.17, p = 0.001), FeAITE 4%
I R 2 RS RS RS TR 229,
SRS 3 AR T4 SR A T SEE 1A 2 IS IE,
RWFSE R H1 R H2 $24E T 3k — 2 S04
4.3 itig

S 3 38 A A R 00 0 R IR T 3T A
FRALRE AN SR SRR A BIL, JFUESE T B YRR
77 205 #h 48 A AN ] 42 3 4R L B AT R AE Y DT
BERCR, 528 1 2 458008 IHhse. Aah, &
T IB T SR R R S A B2 0. BE 2, LR
3 JE A NSRRIV L R AR
P S 0 BT S SR I S S ) 24 SR R AR T AR
it (A3

5 ZiEifie

W 3 A, AR TR SR T
TEAERR T O 28 E AR RCR 2, JEx N TE
(Lo BRAILTH (B 3 FRALRE 5 S AL RE BT TR A
ST AR A E S AR T EA B SR,
W ZEHH A A TR T H 2555 %

5.1 iRk

B, WAL RIS #1087 X0 B R LA P e
K HORTR R R 7 N e . R DT 2 T 7S
FERBFIS X ARG F AT R ST 2 Al 1A
FEANLSE I T F B AR DT (Kidwell et al., 2013;
Mooijman et al., 2017; Winterich et al., 2012), {Hff
B WY 5 1 B 38 5 LA BRSBTS 1 S A
B I FR o A SCHETE AN i 13218 fE S A B 8 1)
fih I, 455 ZIM N G2 N 2SR, ) R FN 35 I 38 75
SR M 4E FE RS AR 3R AR 2 R () BRI AR AR
SRy — 25 D\ PR o R et e AR L Tk &)
WA o FEZREAR G Ok, EEAH N R 512
X 25 3 2 21 ol A b 3 e i B B A 6 (Lee et al.,
2014), IfifiE YRR J7 2O S W48 E AR L AE
Bz — BARE A FEERR 7 Xk 730
8 B B 3 A7 AE, (H H AT JCSCUERE 5T LS 1Y

AL ERE . D3 — 5T, JRoR IR B 2 RE T3k
N, WANTAAEA -G, B, REES
EOH A XE R CUBABE AN R, T 55 3
12 XURS: 72 I 8- (Wang et al., 2017), 180 1R B8 A
JE AL SRR AT AR B I ) 3K i (Zawisza & Pittard,
2015), AT UL, $RER 542 vk 4k B AR DT RC Y R 2R 4
BORHE, W, AUFEAE— & TR % 2 A Ep
G NI KAt 22 e B B AT 25 #h 78

HWK, F Mg )7 BIRATSE, S 3
ST 2 2z 8] A R Sh R E T B g AL
o BRI R, JCIR R P IE 2 it
ATHERRAT R . IRAT R IE Rt AT, HBY#R 2
3 2ok 25 U IR X G A% TR R AR R T S e 0 B R
17 AP (Chang, 2008; Choi et al., 2013; Kidwell et
al., 2013), DITEWFSEA M ULIRE 1M 2, B BT
G BN R, AT I R 52 1) £ B ke A
GO 22 5 X5 BEIRROCR 520 (Lee et al., 2014;
Winterich, Aquino, Mittal, & Swartz, 2013), {HA 5%
B0 R KT G X6 %y 150 4 (%) B SN () BIF 58 J R A
MR Abtgeds i, i FARFE U IRS R TRk 7 =X
5530 TR A5 R M4 A A I B /RE 7 SR A 2 D L
RE R RAERCR . MR, AT AL UZ T T
TH 285X W48 E AR AN ZE S DL B, (AR~
TRJZTH T 1 985 % #48 AR ACERADND W A%
FEFWE, Sy O A 2 TR o S AR AR . O —
Ji T, AR EOR i B BA SR AT Y 24 rh
FEfif U AR 4T (Choi et al., 2013), FRATHILHE—
HAEAR RN 2R AR R IE L, 554 P X H A R
AT FRAE ST W PEAG IR A VE R, SR T R AP
MIRL BRI TR AR o ASBIFSE R ) s 3k e A E 3%
RBERY AR AL, W15 B U R4t 1 B Y
i BEALAA, [RIEE 98 T A Re 3R i N FH Ve L, X
w15 B R i 5 B B A AR B BRI A 1A

5, ARSCRMEFR R A R TR SR 21T
RGNS . EA AT HBERT LR A &, a2
A NG T & 4 i (Savary et al., 2015), 81 1E g —
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FRELRN SRR AT, B KA 2 AR FEBLA AT
A5 HAb Rt ST AN IR . BERS) TR EA
A 2 AL . ARWEIE B UK TE A LR PR S 2R BN 4
WA RLLE B e —i, oI Ed i 1A 8RR Jr 2ok
TH O A B SO B RERAE 1T, M AR
S4CRE RN LIV, A5 RE B HP TR AL St BRAR SR AL AT A Y
K, AW R T i — ST AR ST
W5 B IR B o
52 EEBETR

TEEHSE R b, AR SO IT 458t 4l 41 85K
AR R SR T S ARG . — 5 1, 2R ML L
Al E SR FHAR [R] 9 38 87 K 7 =R AT shaa isf, WXt
H S AT R AL, FIWR )R TR 3 S0 2 6
FI =SSR, IR SR E ST LATE R, T LA
R BRI R FH A 8 P R R O 20 Y R 3 B R OR
IR R E R, IR AR AR NGB TRK
fiE 77 R4 FE AR R RS TR R 9 45 Bic iz AT
DA SR T ShAB R, ARG AR BRI 48 8 4 40
A2 v 110 s S g S B D B RN () A AU S
o A, HAURR A AT N)RERZ M TH 98 %
HIBEFIT, FEEERR AW B PG HOE 4
i 5B B B B IR IR /Re ) 4 FE A A
Ty —J7 1, FEE AU Al N G B s T 2 B
FRCRE IR, 5N A% RE I o 5 VA 48 S 1T H A st i
T B G LT SRR I H A RO PEAR, T A 3R
AKCRE IE I 3G SR 2 A O AR SR I I E R AR
W25 R, PR SCRR IR ) 5 34 Bh T8 730
AR . B FRBRZE B H LU AL, LG
W RS AL TAR AL (XS5 254, 2018), B
SCHFFRZE X Aol 3t B B L A RS ST SR T
SIEA—EMEER X,
53 MRBIRERE

AR GEAMAFAE—E R BRYE, 55 S 58 1)
H— B S, B, TR KA
A, RAE BT AR T A X, w1 ek
ZENG Y, AR 2 5 SRR A — o 22
FH, AR 5T B R A A SR AR 1 T 30 ik
). 3B, ARWEGERT S5 AR R SCFEIE K
AR GBI, BRACA 6 o] BB I A7 A HAAB 1SOE
K, WHRWE ) RSy . BHARMUBRE S, AN E R Ty
R SR B i 5 R R 55, X
AT DME R AR — DR Il 55 =, AR5 A
PRI BN FE 2 R Sz 5 2 R G AR
B UIAE ), 12N FF48 8 FRA 25 48 8 2 R g R

X8 # R RS KT (Simpson et al., 2018), F A&k
W Al it — 2 LA A& B (A TF vs. FAE ) H 3
BB ZE 5o AN, ROFFEAER TIERERRTT
K58 AR VC BLRLN, 1246 51 2 5 iE R
SR 75 O DR TE A 18 9% 5 4 S5 (I 3 7 1)) oA — &
Al & s T o
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Abstract

Previous research has long paid attention to how to improve persuasive effectiveness in charitable donation.
Based on moral foundation theory (MFT) and stereotype content model (SCM), this paper proposes that a match
between moral appeal and social perception leads higher persuasive effectiveness of individual donation. More
specifically, relative to those who are exposed to a binding appeal, consumers who are exposed to an
individualizing appeal are more willing to donate for warmth-oriented organizations. However, for competence-
oriented organizations, a binding appeal will garner higher persuasive effectiveness than an individualizing
appeal. Furthermore, two types of efficacy (i.e., self-efficacy and response efficacy) mediate the interaction
effect of moral appeal and social perception on donation effectiveness.

Three lab experiments were conducted to examine these hypotheses. In particular, experiment 1 employed a
3 (moral appeal: binding appeal vs. individualizing appeal vs. neutral) x 2 (social perception: warmth-oriented
vs. competence-oriented) two-way between-subjects design. We found that competence-oriented (vs.
warmth-oriented) organizations will obtain better donation persuasion results when consumers are exposed to
binding (vs. individualizing) appeal, supporting the hypotheses Hla and HI1b. Then, in experiment 2, we
identified the underlying mechanism, such that the interaction effect is driven by consumers’ response efficacy
and self-efficacy, verifying the hypotheses H2a and H2b. Experiment 3 further examined the mediating role of
different types of efficacy using a moderation approach. Participants were randomly assigned to one of condition
of 3 (moral appeal: binding appeal vs. individualizing appeal vs. neutral) x 2 (social perception: warmth-
oriented vs. competence-oriented) x 2 (efficacy: self-efficacy vs. response efficacy). Experiment 3 replicated the
findings of previous experiments, showing the robustness of our conclusions. We also ruled out some alternative
explanations (e.g., empathy) in the study.

Theoretically, this research observes for the first time the interactive effect of moral appeal and social
perception, thus extending both moral foundation theory and stereotype content model. The current study also
enriches existing donation literature by examining the mediating role of response efficacy and self-efficacy.
Managerially, this research has rich implications to charitable organization and companies when they aim to
improve persuasive effectiveness in an individual donation.

Key words moral appeal; warmth; competence; donation; self-efficacy; response efficacy



