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i HHE (2016 4F B EZEE AR B ), BRTFR
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HE LR L,

CA MR, SR 23 AR A
TE WL E IS o FEANBRBIAM AR EF A B LT, Xk
PEAE S BT AT |« A SRS 0 U W] DL b b,
B $E (Thaler & Sunstein, 2008), AELEX —
SRR, A R A T BOA S0 —FR e i e
W7, H RO #5 1R W 37 5 b B AR I 30
IR T 15 B X6 AR I R S AT R s . AR5
AR, i 4 0 P R A TR I 8 R A W 1 A4
WM e, X—EBE MERZAT R EER R E
AIRE T AE i H S B ROCR o BT oo g
(Brown & Krishna, 2004), A<HFFEHE 5 4 40 BN
TEII (vs AR A 400) 1 B 233 S 9 38 1l 12 ak
MR G 224a g = . tedh, T Bk
Pt (Reed, Aquino, & Levy, 2007), ASHWFITHEH A
A ETEIN R A2 R s r il A4, 518
SEE - YIN b e N/ IR =S = K S IN b N R N E
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WEAT R AN 2332 BN BRI I % B 15 . BFE 25 ie ik
AR T IR GE A L b i ], WAFE T4
I PR S5 e PR 2R ) BRI SE

1.2 ER5/KE

121 EFEEEMHN . BOAB BN R 1ER

TE PR A 5t Oy O AR PR SR AR AE )z N
Y 5 Wi (Dinner, Johnson, Goldstein, & Liu, 2011;
Johnson, Bellman, & Lohse, 2002). M - ASHffi 72 P
B3k H (Amir & Levav, 2008; Slovic, 1995), wE#4E
S Iy AR AR T e e AR o B AR A i T
BT 7K FE 3 1 5 W] A A A8 g g A BE £ (Johnson &
Goldstein, 2003; Thaler & Sunstein, 2008), 1 Ak
LRI —Fh, BRI B AL XA R PR
77 I 35 52 (Johnson & Goldstein, 2003), 57 H:
JR R, — 75 HAE T BRI 3 & A TR IA
FEEJRIEFE(Johnson et al., 2002), 55— 7 I 7E T2k
TAIEI I AN R AL B0 [ i, BIORBREAAT]
1k 4 B E J1 (Dinner et al.,, 2011; Goswami &
Urminsky, 2016),

BRI TE I B AR 25 | A BRIARON, B3 2
PR S A E, TEANSEM IR+ 1 B Y [l i 754
PRXTIZ T A BB A 1G I o HAX O R e i e
SR DA 35 T SH ISt b 184 A4 A o8 B 12 358 T 1 WT e P
(Dinner et al., 2011; Thaler & Sunstein, 2008). 4,
AW RN, M TEEEE S AER T, ik
BAE A T NI, 2 S T e ik
Tji(Johnson et al., 2002); TE#% B 4818 26 28 B 45
T e TP i 152 R <SR I, R TR I A B N
I T 67% (Johnson & Goldstein, 2003); 7EV<%-
B, R T AR R BOA R T, T P
TR BB S0 R L B Y 42 3 (Park, Jun, & Maclnnis,
2000)%%

SR, BROIAES ) B AE AR BT T
HR BN PR e, BT TIH B ek b
) A EACH A . BEEF, RS ERIA BRI Y 15
B A LR B AR YRR TS, ST
JEBERAT R SO Th R A8 e PR BRIA R I, B4 TR
NN S AE o BRIA RN I 7 H (backfire default
effect) &8 7E L LL15 Ol T BN R I & 257 A2 16 15
R P 3CR, BV ER T BROA G 100 0 7 A8 AT A5k 5 8 XoF
12308 T 1 308 3 I 1F % I (Brown & Krishna, 2004;
Krishna, 2011), {0, 7E083K ik, 1 2% % 7l G
23R i T B BN TR R TR R B — O AAF, i
T FE 248 356 £ 155 BRIA L T (Brown & Krishna, 2004) .

1.2.2 BESHBART RAHRIESEERR

M BTG BT A L AN E B R
JE AR O T i Bty i< 05 sh oo Al
RE 7 2F i 000 BRI A T A BT 25 S, AT R 45 A 128
Tl o MERR B9 HI T (Brown & Krishna, 2004), JG
A Hl (metacognition) J2& X TA HI B TA AT, 2 A4 6]
RIS S A FRER L A FR R A 1Y (Flavell,
1976). MR SCINFIRE I WA 2hs, ERIM A
PTG IEFEAL FRAAE BRI IAIR L R R4 Tt
701\l (marketplace metacognition) & 48 T 71 B2
T HTCINAEL BRI T B B XTI S R
LRI R, EAARSR AR XS 11 37 v 4 Bl 8 B O
W& 19 i 132 (Wright, 2002). 6140, 7 78 2% 58 2Rk
WU A RS 2 B H A R SR 5 1Y RO HE 7 (Prelec,
Wemerfelt, & Zettelmeyer 1997), B4 11 9% & K 2k
INTETIUE 8 K R 17 HR 5 0 i 2 0 B0 T8 2%
WA 3K [ —Fh 8 4 SR i (Brown & Krishna, 2004).
WU, BRINEIUA 2 gl = 28 0915 B4t
(RPEINHETE ), WA I 2> 0 B A O 10 Al
T B (BB 4545 ) . TEARDFFE Y, Y0 2 & ek
Z AN LEA LU — 15 B, T2 s otk
SR JEL A SR i N SR AN 58 T ) B B L (Wright, 2002),
AT %oF 2% A 8 18 AR L B o 4 09 41 BB (Brown &
Krishna, 2004), JCif & BRI LE 0 S B A 9l s 40
AR I T On N AR ) 6 T B fF B Bk b
R T E XA,

FETULEHSTE 5, AR = BN S8 ik
23 Je Bl A B Bl 1R SRR, el G 7 A 7 TR,
T AR AT AR G S e . B D R A

Hi—, 50 4 % BR DA e T3 5 X SN B 4 7 1Y
SO o MBI 0 SCRIE AR, IR B
% (inference of manipulative intention)$§ f%) /21 2%
TG B RS SN G L ARG 2
RO T 2ok B0 A AT B BT P A A 0 3RS R
(Campbell, 1995), $RIA LI 15 Bl b 3k 1 ok
RH N2 BRI RN AT, AN PR 2L A0 323k
PERY & X (Johnson et al., 2002), A4 BRI\ LI pl
BEE A A, MR eI Al 58E DL I
T 38 3 3 P B v 3 T ke AR O s A R £, 2 T
PR T R I B A R (PO B, R TR —, R
J7,2016) o Wb, H BT AR R 5 Y 5 4 55
5 S AR W U A E e F AT e, XA

! https://edition.cnn.com/2013/06/13/us/worst-charities/index.html
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H =, B R WG S A RS AT
RAEAE RN T AR F B R SE RS, s it
S AL B R A Bl AL B A il e A 2 B A B Y
M| & g HL% (Andreoni, 1990; Shang, Reed, & Croson,
2008), (Kith, AR BAER AT A PR R —E 1
gk, SR, mABEOAE LS T A AR
W4 TE Z SR K, Wit T AR TE R B E i)
gk, A AN R IR B 5 2K 58 A8 AT R,
REAS A= AL T B B B, Xl — 20Ok T AR
AT A EOB AR AR Sh AL, H ™ AR B S 2R
LSBT, RIS 7R A A R L
17 R (Clee & Wicklund, 1980; Wei, Fischer, &
Main, 2008)% . TEABFFEH, MAEN T IRFFHAER
W5 S Y ) PR S P A R PR R A A R A R
BARLAAENG . 25 b, AR B AT B

H1: A TR R GE I B o IR E 0, KA
PRI 1R Bk 2 A A, A AR I R R TR I

H2 : B R R/ T BOA I G A = I 5 48
I 2 [ VR I OG R o AR TR BRI S T 18 5 Ky
RAH, B BRI EI % B & ST, AR g
PRI O, E AR G BRI
123 MREZEIAEKTERIATIER

B 8N [F] (moral identity) /2 Fl 2% 45 i f54F Tt 1Y
27 Y S OC T AR B IR, AR oy
N E C ) —FhFa & 1938 1545 i (Aquino & Reed,
2002) IEFEN[E SR o3 s, —F e A
O B2 1 A B SRRSO B ANAS e T, D —3 53
S A 230 B2 1 A BE SR ST 1 B8 X B A [ R Y
sZ 0, SR TE {389 5 22 4 (Monin & Jordan,
2009) AW TR R #, RIE B Y E I
) 7K F-

A NAB WG PSR AT Sl 2352 B S0 FE 2 A5 I 1T
FEANFRFRI, 1078 AN R 16 0 S5k b ok 8
B —~ 520 A % (Aquino & Reed, 2002; Hardy,
2006) . HR 4B AR AR BB T A, T R
INHEEAL R TBTEAT R 0 OGSO BB, — Mo ik
A NAB I BT o AR E R — Bk e AT DA
AL YR BT —RE R A N, ARk T AR
22 1B T Y G A AN B TE ) F 0 (Reed et al.,
2007). AR B0 T AR E AR, MRS R
P TETE B IR 0 — SRR AT, ZRmE, 2014),
5z, HEMENFEKOE I, MRS R T
A FEAT Sy — 2ok, M 32 B S B R B

M, 7532 BB &8 — S R R WRITECT,
15 T BN R KA AR 1 48 8 B AN S O BRI 4
B s AR 25, 2, MiEEL KT
I, AR5 32 SR R s, ik, 24523
BRINIE S & X — AN A N RN, BN R K
SN I T SR TR A RO 4 U R A KT
FEEZES, A TIERIAE S, SBAEH T
RIS AL . 25 b, ARSCERH DU IR

H3 : A AE A R 7K 05 T BRIA S I5 4 4 5
AR AN N HE T T8 ) 5 )

H3a: 4RI FEMRET, AR T4 BRI ik
TR AR A A, K BRI BRI O e s,
NHE G = A

H3b: MMAEFE AR EEE, Toies BRI eI
WE N SRR RN, AR EEANEED
EESR

ARIGE 4 AT L BT T8, B
RIS, SC80 1 BGUE 7 /000, 5286 2 i B s
506 RGN E IS AR I AT TR, U 3 AR
TR A 4 1 v A AR FH I o HL Al T R 1 i R IL
HEAT T HERR, 5555 4 K30 T AR IE FE N R K OF-1Y
PR . N T SRS AR AR, AT
KT 2R AR REAR LR 2, 3,
4); AT TSR E SR (R 1), HEFSR (L 2)
FMLE 526 (5280 3. 4); 18 T AFBIA 2615 B AR
S IR RE, G0k 1 s XL 3 A ST P A (S
1) KA 5 3 T AN B 0 SR I (S 56 2)F
Z I X LA MG i LAY (25 3. 4). AR, A<
W R FRATRE I B (L 1.3 4RI T Ry (5
5 1. 2)ARHEAT TN

2 SEE 1. BOAEIEHSRIEE
JEHY AR

21 SR SHRL

Sy 11 A S 90 G SR A BT A A A
$H BRI (HD), AR CRAET R EIAT, db
FURTE SR 110 #2262 05 TARRS S . S0
B R ERET: 352 vs RSB M 15
IR T 13 480 A LS ) 1 it 2 52, 1451
FRREA 97 Ntk 71 N), i Bk G A7
46 N, MRBRIASBIAA 51 A B IRHTABITE, A5
SR FTIRS BB ADL i 291 52 B 197 2ok X BRI 2 i

23 SR A B R, 10 4 8180 1) i 4
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951 %

W% B AT T #:4% (Rooij & Teppa, 2014; Goswami &
Urminsky, 2016). A T #5515 55 455 & B0 S5 1% 0,
FRATTRE ST 3200 W 4828 75 7 6 T ELSE A A 25 0
HXHEWE AT Tt Rk, S 7 pilc
AABFERFE, TEEEEMR P IRATRA T RN 4%
IS g LA 25 PR AP 25 00 H “B AR 55, AR
S0 [ Bsp 0 TR G R A TR, R 4 8 4
DA SI 56 T 1

22 LWRERNE

SEE YR, R BE AL A C S S BN S A
(IR NN O R ER S AW D s S e p Sy eI
M (EPONE RIS SN B r Rl E P s S e NI
M. BARKE, Bl eE 8 —Bh AL«
> i RS B OC T B AR PR N 5 I H B A IR, H:
RO TP IA/NE Tk4 A2 | W U B D /N R Tl & |
A, UL RRZEZR Birfg g s . b T id
PR AN FLR S TGS BE, BHE TRATE R
T [ 250 b VR 5 3 T 2 Sl ST 1 TR A A B A B R
TG,

B, BEAE B T SRR B A R
PRI 100 1 38 73 o Bl i ST ) R A B e DA HE 5
A g S SR, WU R EE A .
PG AT 238 n B S AR W 1 WU 2 /D, IR
57G. 8 JG. 12 JGLARAIENS, FHrh A 4RI I AR
FHCO™ 2 1 kS iz e i R i T H0E T, gt
AT BB <07 TA A A2 f I 4 0 8 T DA T 52 Wi S 56 45
o AFBZ, (RN S84 B gl E 2 a9 EA
VRIK 5 TG; i i BRIA 4 4 2 1 U 3] A R A BE 0
12 TG R T EERIT RN, FATFIH Qualtrics
A9 Randomizer ZJHEXT 5 JT/8 JG/12 JU/ANEMEFT 12
JG/8 JG/5 JU/ANTE G AR AT T RERLBE RS, FE
PR BRI E R, #aE 2N —BOg
ORGSR S A s U, TR DA
B2 HIEERZ 3 BT TR S0, Xt
A A 3 7 0 5 8 4 9 2 WO R A A 1) 4
SRR IR bR . BeE, O T T
PRI ARSI . 2# DA S AE N Se i AR E ()
L, SLIES R, SCE A RO B H iR T
7R o AR I P B AT T AR TR G 4 A0 Y 5L

* FEHEBRIBUF RO, FRATRT(1)5 TT/8 T8/12 JE/AREEA(2)12 TC
/8 JT/5 JC/ANAR G W FPITT 64T T BENLIE &, IR AT 4 453k
0 G AT RE AL B, RO TESEBR A 45 BRIN S B B PR
HPREL T S AL 12/5/8 BX3F 5/12/8), HELF L5 KB B
R4k T H G EAT IR

BRI, A 45 88 A0 Bl AT T 4 A S 00 HR I (¥ 15
JB), SEE 14,
23 SRHERS5HH

fB5E 1 T, AR X R BRI BRI A AR 4 A,
P BRI BT 15 R = A, N TR R B A
P S0 1R AR a9 000 et A 5 4 0 R O /) AR
WEAT Ry (2B 4 B0 WA ER 53, L AT 43901 LA AR g
R 8 4 0N PRAR AT TR SR . B O,
KMV EREERWAHFERGE =1, /F = 0),
BRNIEI 4 = o B AR R (H A8 = 1, LA
0)i#17 Logistic MIHAHT. 25 iR, BRINEEESE
Y e IO A8 G AR AR W A (B =
—1.41, p=0.002), RIAFHHL T BRIASE I B AR 4 40,
B AN BN = it gl E R R E T
W, B, ARG &80 AR R TR R
2200, AR WoR 5RBON S @A woAE L, = B
NG HH B AT HE NG S B R(M 4o = 3.00 SD =
3.00 vs. M gampsun = 4.86 SD = 3.13; F(1, 95)=7.92,
p <0.01,0>=10.08), ¥ 1348 T 2, Likss
FW, TE 2 15 WG G BIA RO I A AFETE, BIKE
BRI FE TG 326 I 15 Ry o 4 BT AS 23 42 4R T R
(A7R), Rfigs| & BRI R AEH

B, AV XHE RS BAR AT T —
AT (LR 1) WIS, B E . P
LR ST I TR R A (RS R AN
SR, SR AE SR IS4 48 A A A
25 WM ESH kA, RIrfma REV &
BRIA 4 590 20 RIR RN 4 B AL 7E AN B0 A B AP AE
FHES, (3)=9.98,p=0.019, ¢ = 0.32, KI5,
WL TP PR IR G h S (8 J0) . HAAI(12 JO)
NBHZEAK, (HRERGIREHG o)A L
e BRI e D TARBRIN S, (R v BRA 4
AR NBGE 2 TARBON &84 . X UL ZEAR
BRI\ S B KR ZHN A2 T BRIAZE S, 1778 = BRI
S B 40 K 22 BN AE A 48 W B R T I A 4 I 4
&, B BN SR ) T R AER .

30 e 2. HIE TR

3.1 It S5#R

IS 1 RAT R BT BN S R e 0 2
REARR AR A 4 0 B SRR AT R RN, PR TR
1 SRR G F I T, P 458 re Bl A
R R AR T A, R TS AN, e
5 2 rP AR A S0 R i — 2B BOIE AN, T



%4 BV RUEE: 25N 35 6 BRIA R 0I5 B XA~ 98 18 2 JB 1) 5 i A A PR ML ) 419
F1 S 1 BABRFRLR
3 . . ) \ LR AT
ZH 5 NEC A BEER BEROCEEEEE SEEE R - _H -
570 8 JC 12 76 iEl
[ NN 46 23 50.00% 6.00 3.00 18 3 2 23
B NINE= 51 41 80.40% 6.05 4.86 32 5 4 10

AR MBA F ARG 20, FRATTH 1] MBA %%
AP T —IRIBMETE 3l o AH b A A5 2 AR AR,
MBA BERMAERE | WA RLRokE 2 Bl 5 25 T B
mzootk, W EA I, NmTREN T 555 1
PR RN R . 5 SCE 1 AL, SE5 2 7EDE
U BT A ek B, SCEe 1 Rk e
I 4 50 N SIS AR N R, PR T e S AR
XHE R AT PSR, AT = A S iR 25, SR
2 JEMEPSC, WA W S SR [, PO A
T AR X () R st o B T AR R B SE R D 22 . HOIR,
SEHG 1 (R T R, PRSI Y 22 A
ATRES = AR IR G R o R T ahE 0% ) R B,
S 2 A TR AT . R, SR 1 ELXHE
Wt 4 7451 BRI 32 30 194 G0 308 A7 1 it AL Ak R DA HE Bk T
JERONE, S 2 AP I SN B B, 7R R A
AR R T — R, RIVER I8 I # E  Uf fo7
S, AR A A Y A S S OO
32 ZIRESNE

FEN TR TG SN N 2507 T, FRATTR & T <4 H il
BB/ 50 8l, FLARN AR P MBA 22448 350Ch 2
I YA AT 1) AR N 53 I S I o 736 BB 2
JriE, FATRATL LB R 7=, 2%
Boh BB s A5, K mTE
BBV AR R R, e PRLk BT AR S B
B SCRIBEFE AT 5 RIS, S8 T35 oA Rl
WAz K, AT MBA S#AEBKA S EH T
AE A RS B HEDR L EEE MBA 22 MUIERENV =
474, BLHHIN 1 : 1.2, M e =32.40 )L K ATIE
P /N

WA IGRET, ASXEH S MBA #ARKA &R
T I B AR T IR A RS HR N sh &, X
HIMSCRES | BEHR ., B FREARE
WA AT TR A MR I L S (L 305 . MBA 2%
IR TFANRS LEZIG, RSB shE L X
%, MG A EEEEER: . LT8R BE B f A A [R5
£ Qualtrics A, 4 71, HHE 1 ST AR
THRFGE SR AL 55 2 DURR R BRI,
43 R e TG BRIA 4 P R A, (IR BRIA 4 B4 v 9 4

G HE B HBEE S 10 JC(EIA)/20 /30 JT/A
fHWG, BN S BRI R B B A A I
30 JC(BRIN)/20 JT/10 JO/ANBIY, Z 548 3CE A1k
BRI A 5 3 TURIRAR Y, x4 2
MBA 224 A 23 157 [A) 24 I U5 O — 4k 65, 48
AT e 5 38 i U SRR R AR G Y 4
BEATRWOR T, SEARFG 125 4 T, $HEGH
WS TR, . SR AR 2TPAs A . ARWARX
WA — ], — 8RR TR EEE, 83505
BhE e FH i MBA FABSE S50,
33 LRERSHA

P& Qualtires J5 &8s o, 050 2 s 63
MBWEEA, fEHERR TR EAR R, FA11H2T 51
NERREARY, Hohm B il 22 A, fIRERIAZE
TZH 29 N FRATE SEHAT T FRON K5, Jr 2K
SRR, B ARERIA B AE A - e
FH2ETFEM swien = 13.64 SD = 7.27 vs. M gwnisn =
19.31 SD = 11.63, F(1, 49) = 4.03, p = 0.05, > =
0.08), = BRIA 4 #0041 1Y~ 19 45 0 4 40 W 2 K TIK
PRI\ B V-S4 48 G 440, PRRERIE T IR 1.

FATH L0 00 T HEA S8R (3£ 2).
TN &H AU RE, R R D
IRPHAFE S BRSO AR EESR, ) =
13.58, p = 0.004, ¢ = 0.52, 7E = BRINEHA W 22 A
i, A 3 NBERE T BRI ED(13.60%); {H7EAIGER
INGETA B, 29 AHAE 11 ANik$e T B8Rk sk
(51.70%)0 1 BRI\ S A0 4L AH L TRER A & B4 T A
R REBRIA LT, RO & AR RS | & T #RIA
ROV RAER, S5 TR 1,

4 SCEG 3. BHIBEREA A EH
4.1 SEIEIT5HIR
SEIG 3 Y H AR TG 56 B Bl B b i e A 1

(H2), [5] B HERE HoAth vT BE 09 A BEHILR], I - UK 56 1E
R 1. 552580 1 MSCs: 2 Ak, 5256 3 AT

C TRAEALTT 124, Horde s AFTIFBERE R RBEISERIES 1005 7 Ak
2 LRG0k 1 1) B AT SR GOAT T A 8, 0 50 T, 100 JEAR);
BROREA R, 3 NI 152 380 55 — DU 4 4 AR TOUS i 3R Y o



420 AL i 2 Eird 5145
F2 L2 BABRMEFRLR
" " v X T8 4 5 43 A
205 N EELEDN HWAE PR - - -
10 75 20 JG 30 JG A
= NI ] 22 22 300 13.64 17 2 3 0
BRI &% 29 26 560 19.31 11 0 15 3

AFZAL: H—, I TIRAS WL, L5 3
FESCHS 1 FISCES 2 fSEah B30 1w, R T
PR ZREAET . SHE8 vs. LS vs. XTHRZ)
ML, 5, S TR ANER AR, S

5K 3 3 3 [ N — ZER BN 44 R 25 8 A 5 $H S5,

I 108 HHIATELS S TR . 7TEMER T 13 &K
INFLSE R S R 2 )50, AT 84 5kEAR 95
Byt 56 N), Hh@m&mid 17 A, K& 32
N, XHRAL 46 N felm, SC560 3 X iR G 5 I 4 A0t
177 S B B (5/10/15/ 48 8, TR IR 1758 1)
FE AUV 25 AL < 2 A I 48 28 25 101 H DA 5 B
PRl
4.2 TIRERME

SEE YR, R BE AL e S S R SR
fRBRN & A 2l A il 2 . #lil g S e 3] — W) 6 F
T AL N 15 B A 1 RS B S0, AL <k
RFF PP 25T EH A R S5 H AR RN 35 3K
LNH% . ZIE sl A Bk
T A BT 0174 45 R PR A S 0 6 P 4 o R T
WA HHATE 4 DS REEEETIS 6. 10 J6. 15 JTTHIAS
5 184 ) T 36 45 19 4 K ) £ (Rooij & Teppa, 2014;
Wang & Tong, 2015), Hrr, & & %8R IA eI 41 2 81
BRI 15 JC, R4 A0 Bk DA 18 10T 41 522 0 1 Bk
INEETIUIE: 5 7T, ¥4 20 0 AT AT T BRIA L 301
55285 1 A1, S288 3 XF 5 J6/10 JT/15 JO/ANTE 8 Al
15 76/10 JG/5 T/ B I PR F HE4T T B HL I &
T BRI 280

B, B8 BT A AR RS AE TR A AR
W, B, SO T B R I, AR
U PR BE % (Krishna, 2011) FJEH1 o 35 0 1 %
(Campbell, 1995)a93Eal I, BN I EH 5
ARG R, 4350 (1)IX A s DU TE R4 TR Y
BERBE(RIn); (2)i% ZK A 2 LA B AL 25 3R 1) 48 0% 4 401
PRIy ALY (3)iX ZK 2N s MUAE & HE 25 3K 1y 45 104
AT A EFRARAEF IR (S 10); (4)iX KA s bl
i 4 L 28 R 10 45 G 4 A0k 0y A i 43 o 3R

FHIE =N t5 LN

SH, T B R S BEBE R, 3 4 58 U R A, 3 4% SE I
[ELTEUR SN

R ERE; (5)IX K i MM HR 45 T 48 I 4 A i
7 RARIE W o BT 2AE 7 RimR(1 = EH AR
B, 7 = AREBERBOXS IR HEFT T 73 (Cronbach’s
a=0.80),

HR, ASWIFFEE AR B30 S0 BRI 2 0 7
ANBEAER TR S s 7R SOOI, BRI R
A AR B30 S BT BE S B vk, A i BOE 15
HR HIAT M (Levay & Zhu, 2009). 5 4 & BRIABE
WEAE N —MIIER R, EEREEE—FALF
MBI TS 3, AT RE SO AR Y 39 S B, 3T [
RIS = E . R, FefToRA T Hong WO LY 2 i3
B 7 AR = ARRARRE 7 = AEH R E)X 0L
F PR I BRI )38 SO BLEA T T I H (Cronbach’s o =
0.77; Hong Psychological Reactance Scale, HPR,
Hong & Faedda, 1996); fE1&%575H, AT W54
N AR R R 2 T R AR R ARk,
Ak BOLE 2T AW R AR (T BE, EHEX,
2016) AH TR A S AT, oy BRI 4 A 20T ]
RE2x 51 A A AR ST AR 4, 2 I e A AR I R
PR, FRATTHRE D155 2 o — ST TE 1 v A A2 i O 0 it
AT T, ZEORPORTAE 7 Him R B = JEHRIEE,
= JAEHUF)RF I B AT AT o (B 2R, e,
—#K, 2016),

5, TS AT S u vh 28 K o I i Rl Ry v
R BE I FHAZ A5 SR S A 38O A 1) i 1 o A
EN TN R DN A e L RE =Wk iRl E R
(Instructional manipulation check, IMC, Oppenheimer,
Meyvis, & Davidenko, 2009)%f #% i 1E 47 17 M &, HP
“TEANZE RN E(7 GER)”, Ak T s
PR R o R Jm, B g 7R AR
A¥ A NAGEHE RIS, SRR,

43 LWERSHH

(HEB R

e, AUFFERHRBE 1 34T TR IE . J7 2
SIRTEE R BN (B 1), (BN SR S BN AZH
X HEA A R G R B AR B T (M smieman =
6.18, SD = 5.73 vs. M wwuswma = 9.69, SD = 4.20 vs.
M wma = 10.44, SD = 4.69; F (2, 92)= 5.09, p < 0.01,

7
1
=



55 4 1

AP RS P28 2% 4 1 3 BRI ST AL X8 A~ A4 T B ) 52 e B A FH BIL 1 421

n’=0.09). FE—LAIFIR LIRSS R BoR, BB
DA T 4 ) 45 TG e T I 2 IR TR 4 A R A e 0 A
(M smnsmn = 6.18 vs. M gaisua = 9.69; t (47) = 2.45,
#(61)= 3.00, p < 0.01), {HIZAIK 450 RN I 2H 5 %)
FRLH 45 0 B EAAAE 3 22 (M e = 9.69 vs.
M wwa= 10.44; £ (76) = 0.72, p > 0.1), FEREAIE T %
BE 1, RIBEER AR G e 100 14 Ry v s A S e ik
fEmG R, RO AR T IE A R AR .
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10.44
9.69
E ;
- AL %
&= /
4 %
/o

BT SR BRIA RS 50T A 9 1

i — 25 (0 R AR B o B A R R (LR 3),
FERRAONEL . SRR U, S EA S
ARG TR ERIA B4l Xt R4, 68188 4 7%
YA JTIED, ORI 2 A 3 B i RO A A0 4 AR R
INEBALE NB A A B 2252, °(3) = 9.56,
p=0.023, ¢ =044, FHEINSHA PHLIEE YA
BR 6 N(54.5%), AKERIN £ 55140 b5 26 45 84 i A %K
H 1 N(3.2%), B BRIAE Y B & 5 T AR
e BRI\ 4 5 4 55 0 TR 4 A 48 T 4 A N B0 A A
TEREZES, ¥'(3) =8.98, p=0.03, ¢ = 0.37; fIKE
NG B4 5 0 B2 AE 45 D BN i LR AE
WEXES ., WA, R 3 BIELEER, KRR K
NEC, 33RO Y8 38T 2048 38
T W TR R IA 4

Q)RR I

HWR, FRATTRE B B 1 R A VE AT T R
5o AHFIE LSRG SRR R AR B, BRIA I 4 A0
e BAS B, BBy h A A &, #- T LARE
AR 5000 [ Bootstrap H1 % (Hayes, 2012;
Preacher & Hayes, 2004), 25 IR, 7E 95%M &5
XEF, BB AR IR 0
(LLCI = —0.91, ULCI = —0.02), % &K /NR—0.33,
X R BB A B W R VR 3 RS TR
R — AR, AR 6 PR AR S K TH
FH(B=-1.55p=0.021), °JULEAIBEERIEE S T
SrFAVER, H2 153 T S FF,

i, FRATREE 4 AN s 520 B T TE HR AR
PEAT TR . IR B 45 R R, SRR S
BRI UG 1 5 A7 AE i E (B = —0.38, ¢ (107) =
—1.98, p = 0.051), XJ 380 S0 BEANTAAE i 52 (p >
0.10); {ELT5 28 F1 3 5z 00 RS A FE 8 258 L 1) 5 i 1)
AW (p > 0.10) X Ui B 265 13 SO 3AE BRI
6 4 s o e A R o i AR R R e B TR AR .

SEHS 3 RS R EIE TR 1 Ak 2. ARXET
ARG, = &8 ERIA LT T B9 A B =
AR WA B e BRI Rl 5 h
IAER . Bk UG, 5 BRIA R 1% 4 40 B A L,
MBI e AR, AT 23 A2 3 T 58 1) Bl
B, SRR S Se iy f8 G =R e Ah, 505G 3
I FHERR T 28 A R0 B TR AE AR

5 SEE 4. JEAEA KPR R

51 It 5#HIR

SR NIDISNEOPRY ST ve i nwiNBIER N S oS
RN IR TR (H3) o MRAERI 3, AR Y 1E 1
IARI AR, AR T8 4 00 BRI I, oy 45 % R
TAETI A 40 I B A, 17T A Y B A R K
B, AR A BRI 4R I BN AETE
FHES ., LK 4R T 3CRINET . &eH vs. [k
SR vs. KPR x 2(GEEIAE K. & vs. R4
Rt 55550 3 MHE, SEi 4 R TERN—
FERIVINA W TRV G558, Sat 217
WIRTELL S 5 758, TEMIER 1 25 BIEAINE I
)3 MR, A9 B ROBEAR 192 (&t 107 £4) .
52 LWRESNE

SEEY R, BOABEREAL L E] 6 DL ERLH L
TATE Rl AT T IE AR A B . T
HIFAX T AN R B A 35 i, FRATTH HAR
N E AP AP K - (Aquino & Reed, 2002; Wang &
Tong, 2015), AR THIAMIRD T % (Wang &
Tong, 2015), ZR#LL)E TS5
B M AR . TR ST E T, 9 E
2 9 AR AR, Horb s E A R A w0 E 2
WIEREXZ ., FEL. AE. 4. . B
hy . OC . RS EEAA SRS, EFE A
[FIA % 0E B IRE 8 AT 4 B =1 40,
TR . UM . AT TR EEESEThRETE . 25,

O Hor, 11 43 WA S R RN 7 44 AR S8 U R MAZAT S5, 5 44
SEIRIN [B] i 46, 2 44 58 B )i
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ACAUESE o (&R T 3SR ST 4™ T, AT
THEERSK, 32T Aquino Fll Reed (2002)F43HE 7
AR R A B A R ACE AT Tl %
AL 4 DD, 352 N B AR Z— N iz
HT E B S T, BN — A B AN
B AR, “FRAT R 52 5 — 5 5 E 5 T
KHIES, MBFEIFARREE () (7 HmE, 1=
AR, 7= AEH P Cronbach’s a = 0.83),

e, WOk AN s 1GR3 7. TR
o, BOAE SEE R S 3 A R A B AR A 15 5t
SARFE N SR . Z 5 R PR AL 2TER
INEHA, = BRIAS B AT IR, 5505 3 FH A,
TEE & B AFE 4 DA PEETL, il 500, 10 0T,
15 JTHUANIEIY o Horb, S BN S84 s 0y BRI ik
TWijE 15 oo, RERIA B B BRI 5 g,
X REZH v A U BRI R I, FRATT (R o P AL 152
EIHER TUF 08 o Hed, FRATTX w45 I B
AT T, 50 3 A, 45 Y R R i Y e
B S TR, &5, gkl riEEN
WEAAPER] . AFREE . A S EANAERE, 52
UsEry
53 HROH

()ZRIFIE

B, RATXTEFE AR AT AT T HAER R t
Ky 25 R o, o 18 AR KT 20 B B FE A R KOF 5 T
IRTE K LH(M e = 4.83, SD = 0.64 vs. M g =
4.63,SD=0.87,¢(189)=—1.83, p = 0.068) i I\
[FIZKF7, TR 33 B Gk 2 7K SF- o 245 SR U I A BIF 52 %o
TE RN A 7K B R T

TR I6 45 B A A 1A R 4 A B R TR 3.5, R
FE BRI I 7 A TR W Sy AN 2, HJR T 80 1 38
(U Aquino & Reed, 2002; Wang & Tong, 2015)F1%} 47 3¢ — Bk Ao {4
UE, FRATTFE B2 R I P A TR X — R =

Hyk, FATHERE 1 AT HIREAIE, J7 2234
5B R 2), (RBOAEAIZH | 2 BN S A ZH FTXT
A MBI SR EAAE R E 2R M wvnsnn =
6.64, SD = 4.88 vs. M gaiema = 9.34, SD = 4.78 vs.
M s = 8.06, SD = 4.68; F(2, 189)= 4.99, p < 0.01,
N’ =0.05), HHLTREBIAEHLL, mERINEHAN
B EEAR(M snnemn = 6.64 vs. M gunsnn =
9.34;¢(123) = 3.12, p < 0.01); AHELTXHARL, =BIA

8.06; ¢ (129) = 1.70, p < 0.1); Tii % M4 5K ERIA S
BLH AR I R RN B 2 25 S, X BRZH AR I 4 40
WEATR TR BRIN S B (M s = 9.34 vs. My =
8.06; ¢ (126)= —1.53, p > 0.1), T2 45 RIS T
i 1,

10¢ 9.34

i V 8.06
w7l 664 /
6t /
z 5|
g4 /

3|

2| /

! 7

(SN T (5N Xt R

P2 AN TR BRI T 40T~ F) 48 1 T

e, AT R EBE Ge 25 R AT T bt
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8 BT 48 U5 T, = BRA S B B TIK
BN G B A HRL . X IRl RSB RCR L B F
P40 RN - 2448 S8 7 T AR IS I BRA £
4y Hyk, TR E% 5, RTRIas %R
AH e BRI 4 5 2 AR RN & B A 7 N B0 A L AF
EREER ¥(3)=9.61,p=0.022, ¢ =028, Hik
e, &8N FH P RIS (S o) ALK
(52.9%)i Z TLBRIA &5 41(30.4%), w2/
(15 JO)MNEL(19.6%)it /> FARERIN L (33.9%), A
TE G 1 N 52(20.3%) 2 TARERINZH (8.2%) . X i 1]
o RO 4 A A R AU A B R I ) AR T AR
S, WU TR G FIRE, X IR S A
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EHA . RN BN LA B3
EZ5,

QYRS SR L
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Ko FRATTE JEXt 6 4 rh 45 41 A 4R G B HEA T T4
WG . IR 5 ATRLAE S, X T & i K
AR, RO L IRBRONZH AT B ZH B 45 3K
RS- Y48 AT o i TR TE K7 i B
T, mEOAA . BRI ZH G BB ZH B 48 3
TR AR R ES .

TERGIBTEG 25 LR b, A SCE I 22K 5%
XTEFEIN R ACE R R AT TR . o TET
VT VR, FRAT R BEEE TR (R B IA & B 4
AT T 0. W 250 a R o, T FKF
IR DA BB I01 4 401 v 1K =2 1) 19 28 EL A8 70 B B 3, F
(1, 121) = 2.754, p = 0.01, 1> = 0.06., 4 ZH B HL 8%
g WoR, X TGE AR KO iR U, = R
DA 0 2H 145 0 e B ) 3 I TR A < A 2 1 45
BEM swoemn = 5.00 vs. Mgsssan = 9.83; F(1, 121)
= 16.54, p < 0.01); X T & B A [FKF g
K, FACEBERIAET T (E M R A B =
INM gsinsmn = 8.50 vs. M gwnsma = 8.91; F(1, 121) =
0.12, p>0.1). Ktt, H3, H3a A1 H3b 15 2| 5HF .
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LI NFENLTI AR5, SRR as R os, BIAR
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S4B BRI ST L, K BRIA S I Sk v 4 A0
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BRI 0T (A5 (4= A A i 1 45 s B, ki 5
BT BARM I WG B (L5 3). WAk, ABFFHE A
A TN ) 7K P2 R A 4 0 1 5 e I A 4 T
JER R T, YA R TR R KRR, AE X
TR BRI ITOR UL, 755 4 A0 BRI BE I T S5 B AIR
A NIE IR Y I A R KO R, S AA
BB EIT G Z D NI R EAFAE D EER
(S50 4). b, T 7ESIE 3 MISLE 4 ik B
M, FATEB, MRERIN S50 10 - 248 B %A i s
T X RELH (SE 5 3), A7 W o T X AL (S5 4), 25
WIFARRE o SR, X T BBk U, 752
[ 4 S SEa v, HOF 3598 G 4 A A0S T B4 AN AR
BN B, B 80l 5 T ARG,
6.1 IEitTiak

AAF G N BE BRI 2 B 7 SR BRI AT, R
T HE 280 2575 56T BRI 4400 = I A~ A48
AT Ry ) 5% ) B Ly BEALA, HAT G BRI BTk«

e, AHEIE AR A I A AR R BRI R R
M AARIE MG T A — D EEEE, TRGERFEET
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X —sg MmN &, FERELSE T DIAENFGE R F 3507 =
HOCTEREEAL [, ARFRER TR AT 5, K
2 F PR BN B I A BRI ek rh,
PRREIBWGAT o 52 me PR R 2 2L 7B i SRR, R
R M5 T A RO TR T R .

HIR, A5 es s S (vs. R4%0)
T2 T AR R, B 4 R B A R IR
TR PR B 1A H R B ROR, RS R T
SRR 7 98 8 17 Ry R SR 0888 P BT T 5 RS BB
Nof o BRI X — Rk IR T 2 Bt SR sk, AH
KMo F2 B SEMAR I T TR SR T, AR B 2L
#J(Johnson, Hershey, Meszaros, & Kunreuther, 1993)
FIZE 4 3 (Park et al., 2000)% , £ JF 5 £ 1 ¥
K A NR G ARz, 107 4855 2 58 s i )
A 25 (Janoff-Bulman, Sheikh, & Hepp, 2009;
Rooij & Teppa, 2014), MiX—M A K, ARF5EH
TRMETT A PR N 8 AR Pr sk ia s . SR, AT
FRIFRMNIER TR S5 A TFFIR I X BI5IA, &
AR DN S0, 7 45 I 47 Sy e SR el b 4 A 5 5 0
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R EBREEM, FERFRE A2 2040 AW a2y
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PR, AFSE 52 BN B 4 45 e Lk s o 72
ORI T A ER . WETSCTIR, BUABFIE RN
AT D ERARON I BLE AT T IRE, W
SCEAE AL (Dinner et al., 2011), R JEHAMA
(Johnson & Goldstein, 2003), LA K AbFJ=y BR4: 40 fA
(Kahneman, Knetsch, & Thaler, 1991)% % #53#k1A
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Abstract

Increasingly, people are turning to the online donation platform as their preferred means of giving. Thus,

determining how donors’ donation intention on the web can be improved has been increasingly emphasized.

However, few studies have explored how the option settings of online donation platform affect individuals’

donation behavior. Based on the literature of default effect and marketplace metacognition, we proposed that

default amounts (high vs. low) have negative effect on donation intention in an online call-for-donation message.
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High default amounts (vs. low default amounts) led to lower donation intention, because it triggered individuals’
perceived inference of manipulation. This study also examined the moderating role of individuals’ moral identity
in the aforementioned effect.

Four studies were conducted to test the hypotheses. Study 1 was designed to test the main effect of default
amounts on donation behavior. Participants were assigned randomly to two conditions (high vs. low amount) in
the lab setting. They first read a call-for-donation message that introduced a fictitious donation request (to build
libraries) from a fictitious online charitable organization. Four amount options were then presented with ¥12 as
default in the high amount condition and ¥5 in the low amount condition. Finally, their donation intentions and
actual donation behavior were measured. Study 2 validated the results of Study 1 by conducting a field study
among part-time MBA students. In Study 3, we employed a three-group (default option: high-amount vs.
low-amount vs. no default) between-subjects design to examine the mediating role of perceived inference of
manipulation, while ruling out the potential explanations of reactance and emotions. Study 3 was conducted
online using a different donation message. Study 4 examined further the moderating role of individual’s moral
identity using a two (default option: high-amount vs. low-amount) x two (moral identity: high vs. low)
between-subjects design. Moral identity was manipulated by instructing participants to copy nine moral-related
words (vs. ordinary words) twice and write a related story.

In line with our predictions, high default amounts (vs. low default amounts) led to lower donation intention
and lower donation amounts, driven by perceived inference of manipulation. This effect was robust by using
both student and non-student samples, different call-for-donation messages, and different default amounts. Our
results also revealed the significant moderating role of moral identity. The default amount effect was only
significant when individuals were primed with low moral identity (vs. high moral identity).

Our findings contribute to literature in several different areas. First, by examining how default amount
influences individual’s donation behavior, this research extends the default effect in the donation decision area.
Second, our findings shed light on the default effect by exploring the backfire effect and its underlying
mechanism of default options. Third, the current research contributes to donation decision literature by
proposing that options settings (i.e., default amount) is a meaningful influencing factor that may elicit a negative
effect on donation. Finally, we also extend the application of moral consistent theories in default effect research.
Key words default amounts; perceived inference of manipulation; donation intention; moral identity; (backfire)

default effect





