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1 [a)gg i

CENTRARIT, AR ERIET RS A
O 77 2l — BB B 19 )3 7R (Sniezek, Schrah, & Dalal,
2004). H AT, RZHIFHEDS M A 5L,
ANE WA SRR B, R B S B e S 4 [ 4
NATE R FSRAB N BORTT B A 2P E o i,
e ) N S 5R LA BB R A e A At AN B
PRI, B T A AR TR, 4R
AR — R UL IR A AR, RR R R BUR S G,
SR AN B3l B, O s e R AR B,
I LA R E A R R A

IR AR AT RE R 7 S e R, Xl Sk
M 55 U AR ) BB P (Milliken, Morrison, &
Hewlin, 2010),

LG B H & i A AR AR S S, T2
F4 2517 A (Michniewicz & Vandello, 2014; F 18,
T, s, X2, sKAK, 2018), LTS )2 H L
BRMWEEAER Z —, A e AR 7R
FsC B, AT AL R R, IR
WG A NS S 5B, BRI T2
155 RHL I R RS A SR BT e 7%, A AT

W H 3): 2019-02-25

WG 2 A 35 Tt 25 B A%k, [RIa 2% b A i) 5%
FH25 AT R L $E 0 (Bjornsdottir & Rule, 2017), 7E 4
AR, FREWER T AR —MEE, &
W AR B TR B AL A5 5 IR R &, Xt
HASEE . AASSEAGC AR, 1T P S 1 6] i
fEHs Bh . EE DGR A R R —Rhordh 1T h, R,
FRATTHE I 45 A 58 1 L IR R R ] e AT B T
PR UCE R R . BeAh, AT —
R 2 BUE B B 1 AR U R A R Ay
PR, LA SCHESUE (A R I i 4 A e 7 H v ) 98
YEM .
1.1 B 5EUEY

FUUIE — Pl T 78 DR AT 4 B (8] 3% AT
W R I RE, R BT 6 e SR TR XE G N T R i
(Goldsmith & Fitch, 2010), H 5T H 2 /DA AE I
M. @i TR & (advice seeker) IR PRI M
FEFRMAE AN HEIHE H K (advisor) b
TR TR E 7 o o e T sl A 1 8, IR HAR A L
TR o Ry —FRRER SR, ANE AT LY
PR HRMEE R BB A, BT HESER
(Gino & Schweitzer, 2008), [r] it 1] Jhy g 5 42 {3t i
T B AL S R, I R IR E AT R
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(Vardaman, Amis, Dyson, Wright, & Randolph,
2012) o 33K SE G 1 (01 o 25 el S0 AR [T 41
FEHR H A ) X 55 (Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005).,

AR B UCR TR 22 812 R, BN T4
RO IR (VR R, BRI, BER =, 2017),
T B H (advice giving) B &% 4808 % HLA
¥ % B9 77 In] (Chentsova-Dutton & Vaughn, 2012;
Gino, Shang, & Croson, 2009), 34—/~ A 2%ik# it
AU PR B, 38 I E O RR g s Al A
W 5 5% 47 M (Cialdini & Goldstein, 2004), PHAix
2T AR B 457 A 2 (Peluso, Bonezzi,
Angelis, & Rucker, 2017), &/ MARE5E 2% R4
AW T RE PEAR /NS, RS AN KR R AR
(Bonaccio & Dalal, 2007), k4, ZiIRH 5 ikE
FET R B UIAEC, BB AE SR A g UUH BA
FRAAEMER . A, (HRZE R E U oA
FIEARAPER . AEIE R (Deelstra et al., 2003), Bt
WA AT AN B A B2 30 RE, Fenile 4
1w F O A e ) A U [ RIS, 33 s Ay S R
— Mk ik (Tost, Gino, & Larrick, 2012), £x/55 ) H &
(Reinhardt, Boerner, & Horowitz, 2006) .
1.2 FREFUFESEIVIEDH

WU T L #3719 3 205 BT N 2R 0 22 i il
HeAF 2 % B (Bjornsdottir & Rule, 2017; 5K HLH],
JASR, £, 2018), AN THALAE A TILT 2
ABEVER N Zh ik, AT F 8 KA R
fH ] JE47(Sato & Kawahara, 2015), £ WIVER
T ERE B Al AR 4, B AR E AR S, H
TR H AL 3k 0 5 AT R AR IR B, R 2s%F
FBEHEME P8 S50 T (Emery, 2000; Haxby, Hoffman,
& Gobbini, 2000), AZETEHT A= JLIHH R E 22 BEAE XS
AT B30 7 7] 4 Fr X 43 (Farroni, Csibra, Simion,
& Johnson, 2002), FEMLEIE RAL %S+, IEMERY
BEA AR BT g 2], Y525 i b g T LA 1E LA
AAEXTINE B ARV 2 4E K (Senju & Hasegawa,
2005).

HYE15 5 Hi8(Signaling Theory; Connelly, Certo,
Ireland, & Reutzel, 2011), 7E{EEAXFRAVIESE T,
5T B 2 BT 5 &% 3 3R 4L A9 4H O A5
B, DR TS o Rk R AT, PR AR
S AK Y (Spence, 2002) ., FHETH 7E R E AL 75 4 H 4
W2 F 3 T TR k& AES, IHE ST
FRF B SALFNEr, DT 5 e B S 2 1) A
170 MREEAE AT ALAAZ O R E, TEFt 2 b 42

T K EIEF EMEN EZ(E B (Ristic & Kingstone,
2005). MR, IEMME 52 E Kby SR
AT R, Bl 2 N R a2 B R B2 (Kleinke,
1986), XFhRIKBRAEF SMF B WG RS
KA, JRAE AL 2 FZH 2% B b 7= A 81 B3
RN S N S B N e G WS RE X (B e
(Glikson, Cheshin, & Kleef, 2018), 7E-5 G4 A58
Ak, A4 i A0 HOCZL R IE BT,
N5 H O A B4 B OGHE il i A B 1 15 8T
HATW 51 3, 330K A2 kA 4 i) i — 2D g At 25 52 48
(Mason, Tatkow, & Macrae, 2005),

IT 10 440K, IREEZON (eye effects)5 ] T 0
PHEEF 4R ) Bl 2 I — M R O A R )
KRR R, 28l IR 247 0 kA28 1k,
e, ol B, i T S5 AGAE,
R Z ) F th 47 4 (Burnham & Hare, 2007;
Ekstrom, 2012; Manesi, van Lange, & Pollet, 2015),
T (AR 3K )R A5 5 000 255 R Al A i) T8 B
B, FEUCE X TR E BTH TN T BE 2 M 2 W 2
[1] A5 Z (Carnevale, Pruitt, & Carrington, 1982; Casciaro
& Lobo, 2008). A, T H B 2 584 14 ),
HCE W AR N2 B B EAS R, EIAAT
B A A BB SR ok AT BE X B 2 A 4R A
(Carnevale et al., 1982), F-3KFETE TR @ L&
IERAES SERENEEZ I HOWE &
5, A3 R T REER O A, i 4k
3 FL V-2 AR S 2 i T KA R 5, I
FARAERR Y . ez, RPLETEIE AR H C R
KRBT EZHNIEXNFE, TEEMEFREXN A O
P AT N IR, B A ETCEE A
Zaw, HERFRESIIHE B O &R, A T
AR R AR T ol B AT -

HI: AHECT AT 10 R i SR &, I
PR A 2 ol N B A Hh L
1.3 ENEACHGRMNPNER

MRAEE T HIE, 758 2K A 2RI
FIEE S B, IEXE S 10 SO A s D A
(Branzei, Ursacki-Bryant, Vertinsky, & Zhang, 2010),
NATTRE R A T H 6 T 4% 328 145 5 25 J15 T £L
BTG 25, W REAR R 10 ) ARG O AR A
o, 2 AHNE &% (5 B (Kleinke, 1986),
AW FORE RIRERIES, EE S X ME
S RN EI T IR, IR B OCARZE B fl AER
B B X 7 IE AR B A H O (Pfattheicher & Keller,
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2015) 2 AATHRE T X0 S 2L 1 B3 i S RHUE iU B, 4
FRNE IR 2 e AR N 9] 28 5 e ) B4 (Eden, 1984;
Eden et al., 2000)., MAXT b A BT 25T 1) Ff (6 321,
O REAE XS AR W R B BRI, R4S P[] Y
T BE T, SR R RN # A B T g, AT A
B T.2Z [A](Duan, Li, Xu, & Wu, 2017). B4 F%5 A
Z [i](Lepper, Martin, & Dimatteo, 1995), ¥ H 4t .
FBE RN 7 I B 2 sk 01 X O 213E Y
PPAL, e 252 M) 21 O ) 3 M T AE AR B
(Carmeli & Schaubroeck, 2007),

— A N BTy, A R D e A B

PR AN R AT R 2 FE S 448 3 TR 0 8 4 45 T 1 e
XA R (Ajzen, 1991; Eden, 1984; Eden et al.,
2000), fEXH, WA ERE —FCOMERE. 5
h A C AR E A L, A B I 2 A g
W% e B g AR B Y R, AL 2 % A 2 )
(K 4E B (Jonas & Frey, 2003; Kray, 2000), HiX 53R

HAE B e AL R 1915 5 (I IE ) AR R IR B Fr,

W IAZ Bk [ FoRE W OESUEHE, i Ei
SAS DN W E LA, AT E B3 AAE
R W H X — AR T R WA (Carmeli &
Schaubroeck, 2007), <22, B M T m{5E—
PRI A5, SR ASBE N H B 2 TR E XA O
PRAEVAT AR, HEBEBCREIX 7 EE, AR
R P BB 2 GR . F FR AT R

H2: @ BE B 20 A A i A T T 1)
PR I R, dE SR E IR 7 ) 2
ol IR RN B0 2 e AR, ik T
FLER U R
1.4 BENEWIEARMMBATIER

N BRBUB AN A £ I8 A T A EZ . 4R
28 FURE (rejection sensitivity )FE X ) A HE 4 4
TR A PERS RRAE, X 4 0 fE R U | A PR
b I BE R B — F ) (Downey & Feldman,
1996), X F T ] (AT BN MR AT KA & &

M, ERRTT AR RR RS, Mo & — e a4

RO A S IR Y AR R R AT B RN B, XHEAK,
TEAR, 2016) FH L8 B0 55 1A AR X HE 28 19 15 5
Sy AR, IF AR S R ECE s 2 DO
25 TN S PRI (5K 2 B, EER, 2018) AT TR,
o 1 28 BUBE I NTE 5 N S2 E B BB A O
P NAE L, RIS A 0 N B [ 3 A ) AN A AIG

i AR 22 2% i (Downey, Mougios, Ayduk, London,

& Shoda, 2004) . Ak, 1= 246 AU 25 o 1) TKs

b SRR T AT A 8 R N PR 2R D Sy 4
F, LRI ERRT A O EUME B, A
PlAE A (4 U S8 5 OO, AT BB A R ALY
INFNRVG RS, ange Bk A8 Bk el e A5 0
B )2 i (London, Downey, Bonica, & Paltin, 2010),
24 ) AN ] A4 3 5 B ) B 75 A RO A 22 1R B Y
AT R B I, A 4 UM R i N RS 2 iz i Berh
TN 5 E I ZR R, R I R sz 38 T 5 2 ) A 4
(Romero-Canyas, Downey, Berenson, Ayduk, & Kang,
2010), MLAk, 48 BUSMEAE RS EA AR TH I
LU 1T R, I BE 2 bR ARG A B DG &R 1)
#1352 F1 52 )37 (Breines & Ayduk, 2015).,

IRTELTT 18 FT R — R 5, (HRA A Y
w T RICE X A TR A A, (55 A
RMEAE—ERR I b i NCE AR E, IRk
HXE S AU, A PABIES, {5 KR
W] IG5 17 (Gulati & Higgins, 2003) ., H- 26 B4
N ] RE B2 5 52 B (5 5 /Y 52 Wi (Highhouse,
Thornbury, & Little, 2007), FATHEM, 454
B e B U B ) O T B oK AL R Y R
MU, JER AR 2R, I A G &
I I7 IF B HAEHAE A AU — B, B
AT A O HAR B A, A, 45 24 SRR AR
AR 22 20 s TR A AR R R TERLE =, Bk
WEIME S5, X RE S & A HE 4 2 AT A [R] ik
FEAR SR RNZA R SR (S . TR
LA R

H3 A5 28 OR8] R A A R
ZIAIMOCFR . AU o R R i, S
SREEMAAE T R, i iy gl
R S OE B 2 R AR, T
[ X6 S TSLHRE HY ) 52 MK R 55 T R 2K

H4: B BB A o R 7E 7 1) 5
IR B SR 8] B R A A 2 e O By JE 4
TR BT IR T o R T v A UM Y U SR,
R E Y A € 91 150 0 DA R A R A R e AR
83 O TR 2 SR A R R i, U 3
P RERERS DO N N E RO L he - A N SRS AE I DK
ES PN
2 WEFE 1. SR RTERLT 1) X

WA HY Y52 ]
2.1 BHM

g 1 Ffifiik 2, RRTEF KRBV EE
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R ORT] AR i) S 75 2 i I A DR B
IR, B R A B
22 Fk
2.2.1  #ik

TEZR BRI AFARZERAR 107 A, FrA Bk 2
H SIS, eSS A% — 0y NALIAE [l
iz Horb 5 AR BEE AT, B AIBR .
IRZAFRA AR 102 A, 39 B HM; M= 23.76 %,
SD = 4.39 i if G*Power i3 (Faul, Erdfelder, Lang,
& Buchner, 2007), LA RWISTFraE R 30 &
RO IR, IR 80%IMG AT, By
FEARRIE N = 90, 3 Mg aygilm ks 7 ik
BRUE o Y RTREAR G 21 5 /NRLOV, B {4 Cohen's d
=0.56, G310 80%.
222 FLWRIT5RE

R LR R g ] S g i, d TR AR
AT 1) B AR g %o BE 4, TRV S0 dl .
BB FC BN 45534l vh . SC80 R E-prime #1044
B, Wl LA S RS B A F T, s
F 2 TR AN R T 1) 9 1L S BT R A
B b B35 i bl R 8 R S AR e i I AT 55
I ok 2 1 LA R B

S 6 JIT 3 1) T LR SEORE R 1 v A AN [
B R R H AR LAY o el B R 3k 3 5k, X Se i A
JEEMIRT 5 AR A TS IR R, H
U 2 ek 215Kk, HBRTEFLAR W H v A TR
P, KM . JCEIZE, HLFTA L B TR T
BIRIEM . SR)E, KAk LR A HR I i
M £:5:d Adobe Photoshop #X{FIHHEHR 22, 435154 hl
WA A ARV, AT SRR S R AN A, 42
FH XA R AT K AR BE, bR e AR F 3 X B X
- (A T AL R o S0 R SR FH IR AL e 56 PRI M P 155 5%
mr:

“XR—FHENE ARFRE L ROFAEE
KR, XA ST ARANE], ARIEARE
ANTHE_ERPHNE)FIR, TEFHTHENIY
=5, {8 ik E) BRI RZAT, Ml Rk
RIFE LR RFRLEAE, B—B5EHT Rk
3, BRARERIZETNENE., ANELEH
M, o defTikE, BIGR A A E, 7
223 MEIR

AR R R AN D, AR 2
W, HEEERERN AR 7 RIAETRS
SRS, 1= BENER ]S = EEE,

ORI . 24 H Farmer, Tierney 1 Kung-
Mclntyre (2003) 5 Carmeli Fil Schaubroeck (2007)%
il Y @S X 3 T RY B & ) ] B (leader  creativity
expectation)® £, It 4 AMEH, BHA.: <A K
MR- @R ENCE, CRRAR A R
AL, SR ER G, <A TR EEI Rt/
IR LR A, “A A BIRAELS T/ i . %
HRKH] Likert X 5 fi0Er, <l = 522 AFE”
F<5 = ELME Pl kg, WA
S R AR B S . A xR R A P —
HMERBUE 0.75,

VERE LS| AR AR N O G240
B il AR i 1L ] SR A B 2 v
7 ST iR A, SR B L s Y T L Y T
SIHFEATVESY o 7 LEB O TTFL I 5 | oK
7180 7 309415, 1 RERRA WG 1, 7 2R
BAWS O g, &%, INVET, ZARAR,
2015),

23 4R

DL R WL 0o A AR &, g o A
AR XTI A TS FEAR ¢ AR, A5RA B, IER
H R (M = 3.59, SD = 0.88) 8 WL &
THRWEWM = 3.14, SD = 1.14), #(100) = 2.17, p =
0.03, Cohen's d = 0.43, Y34k, TEALL N2 il 1L
FRFWTEFL S S1(M = 3.89, SD = 1.30) 540
H(M = 4.00, SD = 1.03)Y 2 H|H- A B3E, #(100) =
-0.47, p=0.64,

el FH 2 9 1m0 05 43 7 o8 36 i 2 10 3 T O B 1 A
o R 7E TR 1 T A 1 R A 3 1) A
$ th 2 Z A iy Hh /4 ] (Baron & Kenny, 1986).
i IR, SR B A 1) 43 46 R
HA B EMAFEB = —0.42, t = —2.17, p = 0.03;
95% CI [-0.81, —0.04]); {40 J7 Ia] 42 % ff €6  F5
[ HA W& R 52 (B = —0.43, t = —2.20, p =
0.03; 95% CI [-0.82, —0.04] ); 4T KHF MMy
] R IE AT [ I (M = 3.43, SD = 0.69), TR0
TEOLTR (M = 3.11, SD = 0.77), 5% £33 0
() fA AR (1(100) = 2.20, p = 0.03, Cohen's d =
0.44 ); N4 TEFLAERL T 0] | A CIREEAIE N A AR
i, IR A O R AR S EA TR I A AT, TR
77 16 F 11 2R 50 i35 (B = —0.19, p = 0.26; 95% CI
[-0.53, 0.15]), 1 &85 B0 B A9 1 3 A8 14 =13
ZHEEB = 054, p < 0.001; 95% CI [0.37,
0.711)0 £5 I, A I RAIE B TR F AT 1)
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5 R R R 2 R B TR E

MR E AT R A, WF5TiA s FH T Bootstrap
K 5 HH A 18 FH (Hayes, 2013; Model 4), B4 51 K 1
LW 5 I3 AR Ry U A8 1 AT TR A RN A B, ik AR
5000 W, fE 95%E(H XIAIF, WA h
R4S B R 5 0 (CI = [-0.51, —0.02]), fRbn
WEREAE O b —0.24 . 45 B T H2,
2.4 Vg

WESE 1 BAIE TRBE 1 A1 2. 1 FE AR A v E
D7, CHEY TR BT AN IE AL, @
PR A B R, O O X Rl oA AT
SN Y E B H TR A IR H e, s T
TRFXSH OO AR, ML, R TR
HBOR B ERMLE B, &E T RES A X It
ARARTHEH ORI BF5E 1 45 RE 2 T ¢
TR B T ] R 23 1 25 b s it A6 H
TIFLI S | T3 T, b sl 2 8 3 A0 [ e S 4
BB I AR Z B LA s AR, TR
i, HEI TR AR . AR IR SR TE A AN R
Mo 3] [ AR 2518

ST 1 S A0 ) %o i 1504 ) %) 32 R4 A R
BT T4, 0% 45 BT A A A A
FREAIEES, S50 R EA R
Tt — T, L, 7ERFSE 2 o, FRATEREL
TG 3 R A 2 ) AR TR A DRR AT 55, PR 30 R
J5 B A B, IR RO

3 WESE 20 R4 BURE TR TR

31 B®

57 B0 IE HE I T 3R A A ) ) U B
R EIE N, RS 3, RN
HE 3 1) AR SO A R S R S R T X — U
32 A&
321 #ik

TERTP IS ERSE R0 318 A, i
AR AR, IR G A — 0y /ML
YR 155 24 B4 M=21.74 %, SD =1.49,, il
it G*Power T8, & BUARIE L FRFEA &, Al 2 fe
/NS HE M Cohen's d = 0.43, G830 0 80%.
3.2.2 I

J6 DL IR 46 T8 20 & 803 o 95 4 {0 ) % i 3R
(Rebecca, 2003)4 i 4 1 ) 45 o 40 2 UM,
TR SN E BRI R S HES, R s HE
FF R 27 % AR A v 5 4 SR PR 4L (86 N, 35 5),

J& 27% IR A R IR 4 U 4186 N, 36 ).
323 ZWRITSRE

SR 2B ) IERL vs BHR) x 2(HE 48 ik
P & vs AR MBI SE BB SRS R
E-prime 42 2, B0 A HL5E AT 55 o

S0 17 B 0 A4 Rk H BE M 358 85 14 5 35 2k A G
H o 2e ) AR E B, BARIE .

B — B GBI, A Bl 3EB A iE S BE
KT . M dss f ST Bae)itr], BAGRE
LR, AR S A AR LM A, HREY ]
ASNEFAR #9952 ANNEFCE L. M/ AT R R B
— R B RANE G4, 122 B R FAMRE, &
A TR E L JIRIMERI, X R ANE R /bty R
Je—ARMA., BABHATAZRR 3 1. 2 4
AN 25 AR AR, A2 B R F KE T, R RARRE.
A B FCFIRAF, Biht AR S T XA FR, A Rfid
Z e AT P, AN T A/ BiR B e 23 R,
REJL SNt T IR . A NELEE AW, BT
KA, ”

324 METH

TR AURME . 2RI Rebacca (2003)7E Hiti -8
SCHIF R (IR 4afii o) i 3R ) (TERS, the
tendency to expect rejection scale)df A1l & . & F It
18 AN, 2R 5ae 5 s bFAr, Horf 6 A3 H by i )
05, ARFNE B P L AR U, Bl JE LA
T 32 X A F S IRAR L EL, RO F A TR Az
W, TIFA TR IT4) %% . %
RAEA 25 b B Al — Bt R 0.75,

AP RS, RN B 1Y A R s o A
LW S R s R 55 1 —8, AL
R B Y A R AR N — B RO
0.84.

33 4

TN REAS ¢ K56 e I 5K 3 B 1A ) %o AL
P 10 R SO0 2, T 1) A TE AR
AR R (M = 3.46, SD = 0.96) % W% KT
AR N B Y 7 (M = 2.60, SD = 0.84), 1(170) =
6.27, p < 0.001, Cohen's d = 0.96, FR-XIIET HI,

HE— 25 56 U 4 U PR T E T, A
AR O AR G, IR E R T 1) . =
AR A SRR E S A By H AR &, Kt
AR MBI LR | AR AR i, AT
Tr 200010 G5 R LI, AT ] Y B RN S Y,
F(1, 168) = 38.38, p < 0.001, n? = 0.19; i £ fJdek:
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BB A R, F(1, 168) = 0.65, p = 0.42; {EMTT
] S5 HURPE R S HAR T W, F(1, 168) = 5.11,
p=0.025,12=0.03,

x 1 BURHEREAINGE. ERGRM EavEE

M4t (M + SD)
T 1) e I 4 FURR A IR HE 4 fUR M
EM 3.58 £ 0.98 (n = 43) 3.34+0.94 (n =41)
A 2.37£0.79 (n = 43) 2.82 + 0.83 (n = 45)

R TSV AN R R ORI R EE R, 1
PR )% T UUHE s, Ak Sk A7 AT RN o
Mriad g i a5 31 w2 1), ik 1R, ek
BUSHER S5, BT ORF IE LR A IR
B(M = 3.34, SD = 0.94) & TARHPURE T i E IR
(M =2.82, SD = 0.83), AIa] A7 [a] 4041 [B] 1) 2
SR EN), 1(84) = 2.72, p = 0.008, Cohen's d =
0.59; 1M 7€ = 46 4 UM 9 25, @i Tk #H IE
PR g S = B (M = 3.58, SD = 0.98) i T
FHIVIR A TR B =W =237, SD =0.79), H2
SEROFRRE SN 3, 1(84) = 6.30, p < 0.001, Cohen's
d=1.37, MILATAL YHE4fUSbE s a, 28k T
TR T e IR A R S ), Y 4 A SRR R IR,
ATy T R T SR S R S, H3 53T
RS,

[ oEm e

M 3f8 3.34
5 T 282
m 3 2.37 T
E t :
<2
i

1l

R4 R e 4 SRk Pk

K1 SE A SR E AL T 18] B 52 HAE

3.4 Tig

WF5E 2 R AME T FE U 1) A U
BRER, 25 RFEEIE TRBE 1, 2, PRI
IR IR B T O T T 1 ko) AR R
HOTE TE) 500 o I Ah, BIFST 2 i & 302 803 A4 o
5 24 R A i s, SR BT 1] A IE AR
i A IS H R B R T AR A T 1 Y
I ) 4 4 AU B IR, A )Xo L
1 AR T 1 M R A S o

TEBAE 1AL 7 1w %)l AR Y R S ) 32 20000
A AR E TS, @ 2R, X SE RN 1
WALV B S R AL, F38h, T RS X
T RN A AR . BT 3 dksiin R
T RIS FEEE R B LR S R0UE

4 WEIE 3. HBUTE N EMRDT XS
AU M B W P

41 B

H BB F M AT Bl 2F AR XA S (E B
XA, iAol A T Bt oM, TAER T
XPEAL T ) S A okt 205 8 Rk, DRIIL AT 3 ik
BT —A kT TAES I YR s, LAk i T
SRRk, Sk HE SRR BRI
42 FH&
4.2.1 ik

TER = A AR SR 5L T2 198 ZAE R
i, P g R A R A S, I AESE IR R AR
=/ NLYIE N Il . 88 24 M= 31.20 %/,
SD = 5.06. it G*Power 1758, & P32 Fr ik fE
6 3] 5% /NN F A Cohen's d = 0.40, SE313k01 K
80%.,
422 ZWRIT5RE

KR 2R o R S 96 Bt R ) IEAR
vs BHIL), B LT I R E T AL 2 BLE N B
IR A B L 58 BUS 20 451 28 f 0 £
SEE R EAR S IISE 1 —8 (A T X Bk E 4
HUBPE R L . SEERE S A EgRETAnT

“A RENEH—LEF, RN QA EAIE
S4B %, PR %, KIRITAEW et Bk
BET, TALBAFH UGN L2HT —HHE 40
RGWIZIIE, 2 A RAEHIFITRERIELN £ 4
Ja, B A A AR X @A IR R F RN
BIFT, RRBFAWE LR QZ)|, 505017
CREAAENBAREE S I, (25 —F &, #/
WX RREY EANER, 105 ERK AR, FT
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Abstract

Advice, given or taken, is vital in decision-making processes and social interactions. An individual can
either exert one’s influence on others with advice, or use others’ advice to enable effective decision-making.
Given the importance of behaviors related to advice, it has become critical for scholars to investigate their
antecedents. However, previous studies have focused largely on advice taking rather than advice giving, which is
equally vital.

To fill this gap, the current study, inspired by eye effects, seeks to explore the relationship between
advice-seekers’ gaze direction and advisors’ willingness to give advice, as well as the mechanism underlying this
relationship. Drawing from Signaling Theory, we examined the effect of advice-seekers’ gaze direction on
advisors’ advice giving, as well as the process linking them. We focused on the mediating effect of perceived
role expectation and on the moderating effect of rejection sensitivity.

Three experiments with different decision making scenarios were conducted to test the hypotheses. The
advice-seekers’ gaze direction (direct vs. averted) was manipulated using same images of faces (3 models, 2
males and 1 female) in three experiments. Experiment 1 employed an undergraduate’ career decision-making
scenario to examine the direct effect of advice-seekers’ gaze direction on advisors’ willingness of giving advice,
as well as the mediating effect of perceived role expectation. A total of 102 university students were recruited for
this experiment (39 males; mean age 23.76 + 4.39 years), and were randomly divided into two groups (direct vs.
averted). The experiment 2 adopted a 2 (gaze direction: direct vs. averted) x 2 (rejection sensitivity: high vs. low)
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between-subject design to examine the moderating effect of rejection sensitivity with an undergraduate’
decision-making scenario in daily study life. A total of 318 undergraduates were recruited (155 males; mean age
21.74 + 1.49 years). Using the tendency to expect rejection scale (TERS), we deployed 86 participants (35 males)
who scored in the top 27% in the high rejection sensitivity group and 86 participants (36 males) who scored in
the bottom 27% in the low rejection sensitivity group. The experiment 3 employed a job-related decision making
scenario in an organization to examine the full model (a moderated mediation model). A total of 198 full-time
employees were recruited (88 males; mean age 31.20 + 5.06 years).

The results of the three experiments showed that: (1) advice-seeker's gaze direction directly influenced the
advisors’ willingness to give advice. When the advice-seeker's gaze direction was direct rather than averted,
advisors were more willing to give advice; (2) perceived role expectation mediated the relationship between
advice-secker's gaze direction and advisors’ willingness to give advice; (3) advisors’ rejection sensitivity
moderated the relationship between advice-seeker's gaze direction and advisors’ willingness to give advice, as
well as the indirect relationship of advice secker's gaze direction to advisors’ willingness to give advice through
perceived role expectation. When the advisor's rejection sensitivity was high, seeker's direct gaze direction had a
stronger effect on the advisors’ willingness to give advice, as well as on the indirect effect mentioned above.
These findings contribute to our understandings of how to help advisors to give advice, and add to the research
on eye effects as well.
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