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AR A PG A B AT T RIA T, L
PR NERTEIE SROKE ph ok A2, WITFAE B S AR AR
PERIC SN, AR X ARG . BNERIE”
Y0 BILFR A 4% 7 B #L (Legacy motivation: Zaval,
Markowitz, & Weber, 2015), Bl AfT&HEA LIS
HIRANSCE D ah . 0 AP R I E WS RE
9% 5 N fiA% f44ic (Fox & Wade-Benzoni, 2017).
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FUHGTEX 2 BRTTRSS, B mT LA 20
HA 5z 7=, i anss 5 AU R Y . o (Eolak
#H Nl 4 (Price, Arnould, & Curasi, 2000) . 52 b5
b, —UIaetAURA MMER . #hg A BN ST
LSO B ALK AR (Belk, 1988, 2013). JIrLA
AL 7RO BHIE AT 36 A7 75 19— Fh 3L (Hunter &
Rowles, 2005),

AL ZE T AR ] 52 3 B R AE 4 A
SR I — AV, PRI x ARR 2
AT R e BRI M (e.g., Wade-Benzoni, 2019; Zaval
etal., 2015). {HIA 2= HAUUNTEACPR B IR 3 L5 20
UGSV T AL RSP R (e.g., Bang, Koval,
& Wade-Benzoni, 2017; Wade-Benzoni, Tost, Hernandez,
& Larrick, 2012), BRIt 4k, L RshHLxT A HAD
RFAT BN BEFEATS T o3 B =2, AR SR U Y
AR 2% AL AR E AL 5 MRS Rl B B AT A B SC R .
SCEE 22 i LA 4 il XU, £ BE PR AL R S LI 2800
— 7 T2 P o N 284 I SR LT #2505 K 3 KU
AR S (Mishra, 2014; JA3, 224, ki, 20, 3
1138, 2019), PRIUARTE 38 1 R BRI E AT
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XHEARBILI T fif; 1 — 7 2 R 7E At 2,
PO S A BRI 5 55 A0 1 4l XU R SRR A A XU
DRSO EE B B, 4 Rl JRURS DR SR /N 25 i AR S A
K E 52w 2 2 M 5 1 2 K IR A % (Greenberg &
Hershfield, 2019), PIHCHFEHEE IR RSO E 2L
TR, ARSCE S SA E , 2a
[ DAT [ (1)A% A SHILIE 15 235 0 > 44 1Y) < ol
BRATH? (2) BB &N A& A 1O BRAL SIS 47
Q)IZRN X222 B AR By e SCEd L 4
ASSEEG X LR AT T RN, SRR AL AR S L
A3 ANATE R B FRAE BT A 4E R B T e e
PERGEZLPE(RD m r ARk B R 2 tE), #hmssfik T
NI 4Rl B AT R, I HAAR P4 2 28 55 B A X
R AR BETE N . ASCMUEE T A R
AR HILAN G Fil AR SR A9, 3 S FRATTAner iz ]
A PRS0 E B AT R AL T SEER R R S
1.1 fE&EhL
AR HLAE AR B E T A CENE, B
fib A KA —FhOBl(Zaval et al., 2015), ‘B AER
(B 4T ET T ARG UK AKME, 2085 A
i1 B2 F R B e i< AFE7E (Wade-Benzoni, 2019).
— VIR ACRA B R . T IR A YAl LA
BN ERIEAR, XA AT A Y, e
FETCTE LIS . KSR (8 A5 9 25 (Bury, Kreiner,
Trevifio, & Gioia, 2018; Hunter & Rowles, 2005),
A KT AL RS 5T F2 B4R b F i AR BR
Peif(e.g., Bang et al., 2017; Wade-Benzoni et al.,
2012)F14H 211E 5% (e.g., Converse & Reinhard 2016;
Fox & Wade-Benzoni, 2017), ] Ul7E B54Br e 56 o
G R AL AR B L2 AR A 1R 43 e T 22 i B R 4
RAAM A, MiIEH T A (Wade-Benzoni & Tost,
2009); AR AR T 5 AR A A7 TS SRR AT
H(Zaval et al., 2015), 1E4 UGB IBF5E & BLAL
AR B AR N B AT A 0 E ] (Fox &
Wade-Benzoni, 2017), 2T PB4 S E /A
it 71 540 J1(Zacher, Rosing, & Frese, 2011), 5§
&, BEEIASCER, FRATTRBLER bR S U
HAFR A, BHEITIFA T 2 0 AL &S LR
7, ATHZIPLB IR T2 LB B, 46T
I, AR SO TR 4 Rl SR SRR TR 7R Sl AL 25 dn ey
38 2 5 A UAHE B TR 2 B X 1 3R S SRR
HEAE T 4Rl 8 AT 8 .
1.2 fRESNSREKBHELE M
TERF T 4ERE b, [ 3R 0T LAY by Sy i AS [R] s [

HOERY L A E A S B 1 A B L — AN LA,
g R AT AR A R AASE A K (Parfit, 1971),
Aok AL R A HIE AT 5 Rk A
=2 8] 3% 22 Fnfs e A2 B A9 R (Urminsky, 2017).
X TARLEAI B FRE L i A4, o i S PRI
HIN AR BIREE T ARZEAHME ER, A
FR Pt 5 I a] 22 Ak 1 A2 Ak Y F2 BE 25 541K (Urminsky,
2017). WFFERMIEETIANAR R B 30 3% 2L I 1Y
KHTE T4/ AR S Y T RO B R, 58
=38 Z IR R A IR FU Q3 o 4F 1 v 8 A AT LA
TEAMARIERSZ ) 3 32 AT Bl I () RS 9, T
SRR H M R Z AR AN R
(Hershfield et al., 2011), ASSCIA AR SIHL208 it
AR DA R R 5 2 T TR ] 0 BRI B R S TE AT
ARk A Z ) AR

WHTET S, AARSIPLR I ER T 5 B3 ¢
MRS I E AR e 2 Rk, DU [ IRAEA K]
gk 22 77 AE JF 77 A2 FE A P Y 52 i (Wade-Benzoni,
2019), X TEIRE A B [ FRAE I ) 2 B LR
AOSELC, XAl Ay B R AR TE 2 Tt 25 I8 <
TEARFRN 23 B, AR IR S WA 5 844,
TRASKIFA T BN T T B g,
WA SR 1) F PR A% 7K Sl AL 8 SR T AR A5 B i) i 3
545, M IRE AR ZE] I WA
FRRERE, T & Z a4 T ] e Bl Sy B T
AR IPE ST EE . I, Jashik RshPL e fiA
R RT TR G AR Z M OB R, 4T
AT B AR T A PRI, FRAEAE S EIRATAT
BT B AL RS A BIESEAFTE RS,
A 1Y SEIEAT ST AT BT U WAL 7R S L AT LARE AR
T ACHAKRACDZEROHEIER, ST H
WL B ARBR IR AT 7T R A L R SIHL A
P2 25 P ON JE ARTREAR A, L A0 SRR BE 22 A B I
G, BEZMAHEIGSBESAAC
(Wade-Benzoni, Sondak, & Galinsky, 2010); . ank
AR T R A AR IR BRI N 2 R AT R
(Zaval et al., 2015), %, HTHERFE X Ll
AKX B I —Fh ZEHIE 2L (Hunter & Rowles, 2015),
PRI FRATTHE T A2 AR S UL AT DA TS T B 2 X Rk
H O R R IR, HE MRS =35 22 M) i O BEER B

s 1: ARSI TR Ak A K IES:
PR
1.3 AL RREREEMHSEMERITA

2 AT R KU SE SR & 2R Y AR AR
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(Outcome variance; Bernoulli, 1738; Friedman & Savage,
1948; Mishra, 2014; Wang & Johnson, 2012), =Xl
IR R R A e Y 4 SRR A R TR . B3 45 il e
TR, B 48— T4 Rl RS A S B0 TR 45 2R 1Y
ARG RN o AT A A A 2 B3k XU, T AT
(19 2 it - DU 2 XU 80 1 38 (Risk-sensitivity
theory) AN X e TAMA R TR AF AL, BIY TR
502 H #r Z 18] #) 2= #B (Caraco, Martindale, &
Whittam, 1980; Mishra, 2014; Mishra, Barclay, &
Sparks, 2017), il A WAL TEFHEM 1100
JLE 1300 JC; B HEI A 4 3 [ A 400 JT3 2000
JC, MR SRR (B o 1200 JT), HIE# K
70 Ak R R el A XU B g o ARG Y H bR 2
RAYNA 17700, AR TEA 9000 7T, R4
AT A RE e BRI AU i A ZE 00, QSRR T HA
8000 JT, R 2 Ath BEA ] RE e 4% = KURG 119 B 110
W, DR R T DA Ry AT T X XU P 5 2
Prog IR 251k A O HARTE 25 IR, A&
WhBRIE SR K26 B K A (Mishra et al., 2017).

AR IXURS: SR B e, FRATAT LA K 30 KU the e
=5 A A Y T AR K H AR E B
— YR T AR B AR B 5 AR RIS T
AEAARE, BT LAGE A E R T 4R, RS P S ks
e T T R APIRS 5 AR R B bRz 18] 1 22 iR
PRI o AR AT R HAr (A 84 1 J1o0) 5“4 T
FRPREB(HA 8000 Jo)Z M A KK EE, A
ARFE S ar R s S22z, SRS A TR R R
1) B bR 2T FHPRAS Z 18 1Y 22 BE AR K (A 9000
JCE| 1 J778), A2 HLakE XU o AT E T e
R, FRATTEE A AR B 4 Rk 1 TR SR 235
AR SRR G BART S, (1) A KIESMER
WRAE A FRAEMS A 4R ARSI, X MRS e PR Of
AAKAKREET HRME ARES ST RASAHE
EoRm 2SS, B, 256 G EERMERE, BAm
AR 19 TR LM SR 1 A 2 T G A RS 1) 38
T, (2)E A WFIE R B BAT = oAk A 3 34 L2 B 1Y
AMARTE S AR B~ Fe AR P I 23 B Y R X A FR
B e P DR — B, WL RE AR A (bE A0 e 45 )4 1T DR
B¥); Yang & Urminsky, 2015), [ AR 45 XU A< &
e SRR ), ook H Rz SR B
PSR ST 6 i e AF XS 1) 36 30 (3) A IAT — 8
WF5E b AT TT DA I 4 4 W oK O I 3 2R M 2x
TRA PRI XU W4T, b o 2 BH & oA ok [ 3R
SRR 1A TE JE AT it E5 FR 2 (Joshi & Fast,

2013), H i {6 (Bartels & Urminsky, 2015)%, X4k
1T R R & 26 R T BRI R 17 F8 00 W 55 XU T 512
it () — e XURS BB A T o0 o g 2, S A R 1 4RI
(AL AR SR TR AR A FR g tk, A1
TR

s 2: fEAR bl B T 1 3R Stk
HE T REARA A 4 Al J B AT R o
1.4 #ESZFHARETSER

&2 5 {37 (Socioeconomic status; SES)il F
i 1 2 NATTAE AL 22 B 2 rh pH Xt A 1 8 5% A
2:{3i & (Bobo & Zubrinsky, 1996), — &1, Bt
ST M ARSI AT S 2 0 55 BE R L B R 0 B
P SRR R 1Y R K B (Yoon & Kim, 2017).
AR SCHE A 25 26 5% i ASE 23 PR 15 A5 AR sh L R ok A
EipuRsmcivhA N

WFTAT S, A ARSIHLAE I a4k F i R R ok
BRGNS T H IR uE, Mmide TRk A IRiELL
Vo IR 1Y % A S PR A 2 — T, BT
XU AR A B IR AR, WA iT R Rk
MR AREMEAK, KA, BRARSETAC
RS RIS 1, AR Al e A
CUAEME AR X TORAS, Ml 71 9 24 R 3K A
FE AN, LN Yang Al Urminsky (2015)5 & L3R W/
SRR T AMA S 24 B O T R/ AR
AT ) F BRI AR TH 5 Ak A 3R IBEE, . 5 A SCH
KW, +hG U MR R AR XS T [ R0
BEMN—ANEEA R, St ST kTR
2B, BA TR ERER, FIY T A&
FEA B E AR, S TAEAR RS gER S T
() e A 2 28 B ML (Joshi & Fast, 2013), T2 42 71tk
BRERIE RSN, A4 AR SR S Bk A
FRAEA BN A, PEMRAF R Ak A RELSE . ”
2, AL 22U M B A A e = WEUR S i K, O
LR 38 [ 3, SR TR R A AR T
PABRAE [ & AL e By, BRI AT A 0] 2
N TH R FRAE 2 KR (Joshi & Fast, 2013) . & Ai]
AL DI W7 B8 Sh I At 25 20 B v 3 A A% 7R Sh AL,
AT R IE B Y T AR S Aok AR HRES . 45
ERTSCAIRRE 1A 2, AT I TR

R 3: MAFE L 25 M7 B2 TH £33 Ak AL 7R
BIHLAA B TS AR, T e 4 il B
T

SCEE RPN 1 R, S 1 ALK
ST OR A TR T SL A, SES 2a
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B EAL R SIS Gl B B AT O ) 00, S
2b SEREEEE T ARSI HLIE T ROk A FRE LAY
I AR R G Rl R B AT N o SEe 3 BB Y

LURVASSRE REE (ST
R ARESME \

Bl SCEBRL R A

2 S 1 HRETPLE ARk A K iE
Zifk

SEES 1R FEE H R ARSI B
SHARTE RN AR R A T B LR RATTZ BT LA
B S 1 FRAL AR BN S e SR Ak A 3R
HEEVE, BR TR RSk B 3% S METE A IS b 49 T
HhA A ENAAZIN, HoOEZENEERARA
IR 3% L M X AR AT S AT £ T 1Y 52 WA (Urminskey,
2017), XAEATAT 32 B AR B 3R 3% B2 52 W AT
FRAT B 32 BIME AR B HLAG R, BT LA L FR 25T 0 i
BHHRREZNE AR EE YRR, ET
Ph %, AR E eI ME RSN G e
SRR AR H 3R 1 2 MR

AL, ARSI R S L R BN G B e B 4
SRR B IR E TR, DU — P HERR L K
Sl { R EEER L R e E AT
AT REE . ORI TE S e sl firh 2 55
FHERC B e g s e U REES (FA
BRI X TR BA ), mA- i B % G
Al NG IC 1) s Al BE 23k B FR 1 SRS HR AR
WA EE. iS5 SR mBHCIEA
ZRMDMMERBARAARNE T, LS55
A R — e XA ST TTER A L, FEE
DAEMFR O ARV RS 0 A mES S
FE 5 PR R I BT LARR Z A K BIL (Self-
affirmation), ‘BT MAR A B /K- (Park, 2007),
1M H 3 2550 AY 4l 'S 470 (Duclos, Wan,
& Jiang, 2013),

B2, MRS A FRGEL S AR E
PRGNS, — 7 TR & T IRATHAL AR S AL an o]
e H IR, S b — I A L RS PLE i B
TR A WIRA A 5 el A A Y 4 il B B AT R AR AL T )
Lk .

Mg P

el SRERITHR

SEEG SR R RN K- (&L vs. 5
W) kB, 3 184 B R¥ES 5K
GLh B4 78 44, PR 21.05 %), MEAIFIAE %
I ARG ALK SR 38 B2 [ 38 34 2 AT,
WJE S5 B R B K el
2.1 IHMBFIRIE

JIT A 256 2 5 3 B B VLA Tl 2 1% AR sh ML 3h
ARSI B0 2H RNt 7 s il 4, e A R sShAILIG S 3h
%% Zaval % A (2015)L4 B Bang 25 A (2017) 41
%, ZHEBEM— EBCNRAEEE ANSiIDE
REfEAWE? "HSCF IR GRS . A IS 58 5%
BOZAE S, ATE RS 5F BERe@SAad
O JE N E B B 7 2, ARSI KGR
RS S /3 B/ Sk, N R A B AR S =R
WIa NEIL? 7. S 5ETFEALN 2 £ 3 518t
] 25 58 MOz ARG AR 55 . WHIAmS 5 HNRE —B
FROR PRI ARA 30 )5 A4 LERER A
W7 NS, T EAETE 2 2 3 438k By a] R
HARK 30 AFJE AT A TS FNEAE 4 A T A TR R
], fhfi]2s iR mpee it s F m, M dEAs ik
R EREAY . PIAL S (I ) 5 R R
—,

RESUE FARERGAE v S S A RO, FRATT4H
BT 5 RSB AR —E 91 B RFACE P T A 24
2, PR 20.10 %)k HEATHEA SRR 56 T
P, AATTE e AR [ O BB AL 53 e 3] 1) 20 531K 56 B
FIRARRIESCFRE AL S, RIEERIE T 5 EA
Wt RAL AR B = IR A 35 (Zaval et al.,
2015), sl R A BAERE, REEWEARKA
MERIC”, XM S, A N T e S H
)2, KRN, hth2s BT IE R 2,
RN E N A TR A N R BT
INERFEE” (1= EFARE, 7= FEFFRE, o=
0.71)c FATE JCH LR 5 A5 A YEAE 14 & Bl
BLAK ST 25 A B4 8 B (A S b i A 25 0 0 7 72 2 35 B
HIEAE N TEAR), Fiitah 5 woR 5256 4 (1% 7R 3h
HLKFEM = 533, SD = 0.88) 0 & T4l 4l 1%
HEBIHLKFE(M =4.95, SD = 0.79), F (1, 89) = 4.57,
p=0.035, Cohen’s d = 0.45 . i%Z% 5 3 B A SCR Y
SRR AT LA T b 38 A TR B A AR S L

F g 2 5 58 U ARSI IR ST 55
Ja, HWES5ER T, RATAFACE R 5
T KA A I A2 7R SN HLER DN 1 B ) M (43 ) S < F A B
EIRACIE, TR N KAWL, <X,
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gyt oy BT AR THT Y R ) 2 A R A TR
JFANBATHE"; 1= EFARE, 7= EFFRE, a=
0.68) . BEH% A AT I 240 A R 1 TR % 2L Mk i 8 A,
TG I B AR SR b 9 28 0 7 (e g,
Bartels & Urminsky, 2015; Hershfield et al., 2011),
RIEMZ 54 T A AR, —MURBERR,
73— MR T EF IR, PIA B 8 A s 2
FER AL RIVR”FN AR PR Z 0] A I 3R U
AT 7 XF HAG BN ) 1 [ Pl A e, BB 3R
B EAT R AR A RIEL R, 25, 25
B ARSI B4 5 AT 1) T R P R e (A
“PRIEGE H O EE RN, TR T A A 2
ABAER, LSRR EAF IR AETER T IR A5
N ULAR B 2174, Kim, Wadhwa, & Chattopadhyay,
2019; o= 0.85). IeJ5, Z5HEMEHCIEAAND
GEIHE B R .
22 FitoH
2.2.1  BRAEIE

PRI ST R IR 2H I AL 7R SIPLK (M =
5.30, SD = 0.87) %4 & & T 4l WAL K B HLKF
(M =499, SD = 1.20), F (1, 182) = 3.91, p = 0.05,
Cohen’s d = 0.30, X BLHAFRATAY S S 0& BP9 o
222 FEHR

PIAROK A FEESEPE RGN AR 1, J5 22 53 &
BAEAL RSN HLIE S5 B A AN 2 T 35 /K- 1Y
o H R IELEME (Miegacy = 4.25, D = 1.50; Meontrol =
3.81, SD = 1.44), F(1, 182) = 4.08, p = 0.045,
Cohen’s d = 0.30, IZZ5 A HF THRIX 1, SRR, LA
HIREEM AR, 4550 LR RIL R3S
B IEATZ AR F TR B (Miegacy = 5.30,
SD = 0.91, Meongror = 5.32, SD = 1.09; F (1, 182) < 1,
p = 091), #5Z, HLRMPIFASRTAEXT H
PR H B S
23 iR

Feg 1 VLRI R SR TS T A 3K
5K ARG, (He It A m A A 33k &
FEAERYHNT o H ] WAL R SHAILXS F 3R 2R
FRT B Fe A 5~ 4 2 4 B2 (A A FeE ), miHdEE
GEHPRTE TR B REOKF- . R T SCHER G R 1R
AR AR S HLXT 3 F 3% Sk 1Y 52 e A0 3R E S Y
SO, PR R B — 5 TR AROR AL AR ST ST 4
BET AR, H—Tr o HBGESMER B A DT ST R
BT R %, BILAEARATA AT G852 3] B 3% 2L 52
(AT R HRA T RE 32 BL AR S HLEY R

TR T RIS, S35 20 45 WAL
SHLRTHE IR SRR T, 53 2b K0
G LB T, S35 3 K — 2 B A
HE L2 ML T SRR 0 15

3 5L 2a: ALRBNHLS B RS R K

SEES 2a WY EEH AR RIEE ARSI E S
D B % N N 55 1 S i R NS S 7Y 2 2 2
RN JR B 2 PEBEE A 25028 1y el s
DL R EN A BRI A 1o X2 R IMARTE A A%
AR (R E A O A MBS AL,
AAREXT A AR A 5 . A B RIE 2%, B
A AJRE A N2 AE TG 4 . AL, AL AR ShALEE
KB HIRIEA AN B RIES, BTl fefe
FEASA P A2 B R A8 B R 5 2 (AN Ay BT 4R R B O FE
fls A0 B EFENGR) o 25 AL AR SIS A1 24
AR5 B G A8 BT ) 52 MR I R AT AL 7R A
IR R

SR T AR R K- (e ARSI HLE vs. F5 T
)P BT, AT 5 RV 6 A 5
# 261 AWAFEANS 598, HrhBdE 122 4, 78
WY 3275 %
3.1 LRSS

Z: 58 YL BC B SE g 2 Al 20, Sen e
25 H B ee N R SE g 1 — A SCF R G AT 5%,
JFAE S LAl b R 2L ) 13— B &4 RS, BN
Bad: v E AR ARG B A R A 0 e AR, 3%
i 4 B G At 0 3G v NS 3 0 A Y e AR
IR . S 5 B iz s e W 2 ()% B
SCF I L AR LA K )R IZ B O T s NERG:
HIRZI NS o SCFRE 5 B B2l i 3 J7 =Un)
PLsRAL AL AR SH ALY IR 3l o 02 19 2 5 35 0[]
TCNHER BIIAE A O & A T A AFHE, IFE T H
R A ELFN . RIS IMES LSRG, =
H5HEZMFESE 1 —F 3 ERHI ST (o =
0.55). BiiJ5 2 53 i — BT & 4 BRI XURS: fh 4
(Y SCF U B (Kupor, Liu, & Amir, 2017; Study 1D):

KA T, REB AN EALL TR T FHF
B AR AR, 2R TAEEF A B R, B
R ILAEA HLR VAR & 3 KR IS A€ok, 23 T
VEARA VT k4R A [N, (2 TR b UK,
RASYLE G AR E SN T KL L, &
RGEFEA T RN B G2 e b £ Z ag A7 IRk ?

S H5HWEAE 7 pimE LB A, Hg
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{1 TRk S A A TR, BUE“7" R RS
— 8 AU PR 5 o, ST 8 R 3RS B 4 IXURS: o
ZE, Z5EREERET HY, 8 5HLEH
(AN o o e R A R < e 2R Y [ R R
farFetZIRe H RN A Zm (1 = BRI,
7 = AEH %/ ; Duclos et al., 2013;r = 0.71), 5%
MW ALEE 3 N IERTEE TG, AZEMESE; 1= L
A, 5= AW L a=0.83)F 3 HE (L E,
M, 1= LKA, 5= EEZ; a=0.77),
BN B U “FRARTE B R EGFAMAB T T
U ER G fn TR 2 R de R A O 7E il CHR H i
%7 (1 = EWAFRE, 7 = EFFEE; White &
Peloza, 2009; r = 0.65). fix)i, S5 & WA A %R
AN BAGEHE B EER TS .
32 Gt
321 BKLE

BRI R R R R AN S 5 E AT
B R AL R BN HLK P (Miegacy = 5.82, SD = 0.81,
Meonirol = 5.44, SD = 0.89), F(1, 259) = 12.84, p <
0.001, Cohen’s d = 0.45, X UL FRATTX AL A& SR
Ja Bl I
322 FEH#R

DL T AR MR AR B, 4550 iR & & shpl 51k
T AN B HL A v AR (RSt B R TAE Y
A BEYE(Miegacy = 4.22, SD = 1.84, Mconirol = 4.66 SD =
1.72), F(1, 259) = 4.09, p = 0.044, Cohen’s d = 0.25,
WAk, AR SILG 215 I AW AR [ 5K
(Miegacy = 5.03, SD = 1.08, Moniror = 4.83, SD = 1.12;
F(1,259) =2.19, p = 0.14), IETH % (Miegacy = 3.32,
SD = 0.90, Mcorot = 3.14, SD = 0.93; F(1, 259) =
2.66, p = 0.10), fIAI1E 2 (Miegacy = 1.87, SD = 0.85,
Meontro = 1.81, SD = 0.72; F(1, 259) < 1, p = 0.52)
AR ED G A BN LI TR FE (Miegacy = 5.48, SD =
1.06, Megnirot = 5.47, SD = 1.21; F(1, 259) < 1, p =
0.93), o HEZAY R, TEEHME FIRASE R S,
FE ARSI SR 1T LA I 35 1 52 0 4 R X XUS: T4
B, F(1, 255)=5.38, p= 0.021, n*=0.021,
3.3 itig

S 2a BH LIS, YT EREREEEEN
S RS O e 0 5 =X, ISR SRR W R Bh A% 7k
SIHLKE 55 16 R N = Gl B AT R A AT R . AR S
TE A WF 58 v I AL AR S DL K 5 A4 1R XU
TRl Z M AFEG A G R . Ah, ARCRAZE
RITFSEE 1, (HAS AR A A 77 2000 A A R 25K

-, PR AL ARSI A 2 AR A 2K,
XA — B Rk T AR ST A B AR 5 FF
WAL Z VR . )5, CEERIE R
BLXS AR 175 5 7K 7 LA S B4 38 B B AN A e
BERIR

4 S 2b: ROk A FIESERY AT

S 2b (Y FEE H AR IUE ARSI S 2
SR Sl B AT, PARCR Kk H R E SR TR
XA R R T A A A, SRR, AR
B K HERR AT RE A RO AR, b AR ok S 1) B9 4
F, Bh C A B & AR R R 310 5 5 B A7
2 ] 5L B0 17 A 5% 5 & (Robbins & Bryan, 2004) ., 22 i
DL AR S (0 Se PR RS, 2 B L 7R sh ALY
Jash e R AR [ O Rk, #Em AR ok
], AFEFEE 1 s b4 2 0 25 & R AR
RO A T ok S B A AE AR SR R 1) b ST A
ARSI o FRATTKS B I S 5 3 R B ROk
] A B, DT 78 S 25 T HE B 1208 1 1 A g

SRR FH B R P (15 AR S HLA vs. 4251
AR ek m BT, A 110 £ KFEAES 5RO
A 42 4, PR 20.96 %),

4.1 LWRESHME

Z 5F T A S8 1 — AL KB AL 3l
155, ZJ5 2 R A 5500 1 (o = 0.78) 0 7EIX
Z 5253553 5 58 R R 1H 3% S R I £ AN
A T, RO 18 TR S 1 0 T[] S
1, KA A A 3 AR R, o B TRA
KRR, TR A oA R i D i 85 0 T AR Fnegk
FERR TR B GE  F IR (1 = B
AFE, 7= %R Z; Bearden, Money, & Nevins,
2006; a. = 0.63), )i, = 5H EMA MM 4l E K
17 A+ (e.g., Duclos et al., 2013; Kupor et al.,
2017), BT ZEAE L A CEN— M RRLEHAS
597 BARME, AR e 20 T T —
B SCH:

ARIRIR R — RN R FTEREA, F11HN
) W S IL W e DA AR HATR ¥ h — 4 g Y
So A, BAw C T4, BAMERLFH—F. ©
Mg 5 e L4 T

ARIE B X HAE, o AR S0%HEE K AT 30%4)
Wi F, 2R EH 50%F T 24%;

ARAB I LA, TF S BA S0%MEE KT 16%49
W E A2 R AAH 50%E TR 10%;
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RIEHLHE, F8H C RARRZ&, A
100% 89 L5 RAF 3% a9 .,

255 B HA N IR AR5 A4 . (HAS
VLIS, R = AN 000 AR A B0 UG - A7 7E 22
(A W XU e, © AU Be/0y), H =35 i ST 2Rk
5 HIEAH R (B 3%)

4.2 GiitoHh
4.2.1 BRYKRIE

BRI R B R LRANS S5 E LT
B B AL R BALIKFE (Miegaey = 5.44, SD = 0.86,
Meonrol = 4.97, SD = 1.29), F(1, 108) = 4.58, p =
0.035, Cohen’s d = 0.43, X ULHHFATXHE R BSIHLAY
Je Bl B
422 FEHFR

TATE AR = Sk B s 2R i, RJ7
G 567 118 245 S 2 B AL 7K Sl B 3 5 A4 1 4 Tl
FIEEE, ¥A(2) = 9.46, p = 0.009, HAKIF, LK)
PR A A e 8 TR 7™ i C A 38 DA i) 201 v
() 17.2% 0 E VIR TL 2] 43.5%, kst =5h B Al A
FIME A3 N 62.5%F1 20% T [ 28.1%F1 17.4%.
ARG RS R T AR S HLES AR A il E R AT R
HIBRBE . T3Ab, HT R =7 G XU T B 5 326
WO, PR T O AR AL A sh AL 4 il
BAT A s, AT ™5 AL B FC Bl {E N
BUE 1. 2 F 3, BUEHB R RN NTOERES . 25
S I 7R AT R B BIL A 8 A R 36 A0 XU 36 39 ) 1T g
PE 25 5 TR AR (Miegaey = 2.26, SD = 0.74,
Meontrol = 1.97, SD = 0.62), F(1, 108) = 5.05, p= 0.027,
Cohen’sd=0.42,

E—2, AT HER IR 2 R AR A
Bk AL AR ShHLN 4 il B B AT A BRI, AR
SCE S L A BRGESEE e A, RIS 1 —
FE, ARSI IS Sh4 T+ T AR B 0% S B A
(Miegacy = 4.48, SD = 1.53, Mognror = 3.44, SD = 1.33),
F(1, 108) = 14.41, p< 0.001, Cohen’s d = 0.73 , HIX,
RATUAL ARSI B AS HE, AN A BRI 7 il 3
B S RIS IR AR i, DAAROK A BRE St h
75 hE, 2R Hayes (2018, Model 4)1 43505 43 #r
FERL, REAHEZEFR N 5000, 76 95% % {5 X ] i Jf]
Bootstrapping 72 A 56 [ 38 % L2 19 R AR o 4
B RFEIMA A 3R 3% 22 M B 5 A% 7K S HLXTE B
FEEREREAT A R AR R (B = 0.17, SE =
0.13, p = 0.21, 95% CI = —0.10~0.44), HIki&EZM:
AN GE A R A T AL AR B HL AT X A R BRI 7 il

PEIFE (B = 0.12, SE = 0.06, 95% CI = 0.03~0.26),
M, BRAf A Ak R ), Aok A ik gtk ny
IAETHIRAEAEB = 0.11, SE = 0.057, 95% CI =
0.03~0.26).

RHERR AR T 1] AR AP AR, FRATTE e B 48
AR BB AR SR T 52, 4558 oL K SIHLIT
ASFEMR AR AR T [ R 22 5 (Miegaey = 5.17, SD =
0.87, Meonirol = 5.06, SD = 0.99), F (1, 108) < 1, p =
0.54. HIR, ¥ARK A& Ak 7 1) i
A 8O AT, G5 R ARk R 1) TE ik AL K
LR G E B AT AR (B = —0.0062, SE =
0.02, 95% CI =—0.08~0.01),,

4.3 g

SEH 2b SR I G B FR IR T AR RSPl 2s
S AR U A 5 K7, O LA Sk H ey
SR S AR XA L R A ] R AR . Sl
B, AR SZEARHERR T AR S 7R b IR AL U0 T Y
WIEH A ER

5 SLEG 3 AR A BT LA AL R
N7 1) R

S 3 T H MR R AL RSMLE T [ TR
SRR WA AR 4 il E R AT o it R AR S 2
WA AT A f R B, AnRT AT, FRATHEM
SUA AR i 4k 25 2 55 b 57 Ak 1 4R X6 458 1 7K S
LR ShALA T RS 3 [ FK 34 21 5% i 4 il B B AT
Ko 2, WA AR T Ak B 125 2055 M A7 AR X AR,
B2 B sh AT 08 A% R sh AL e vk 3 T H A 3R
PSRN, R ARl E AT . R, A
SRR 201 RN LA vs. I x 2 (H
ST AL K vs. EDEYBR RIS, Hd R D)
MU R S iR TR SE 56 1, 2 20 o7 o 2 I o
PoAs o HF 149 B RFEAES H5ASL S, Hh B4 59
%, FHAFR 2072 %

51 WRIESME

SCH AR SIS 2b, HIS 5 e oE g R
SIWLE TS5, BEHA R VE AR A H RS 56 0
(o0 = 0.82), DARZRMISLE 2b (WA Mo . 7F
FEMHARNRE, 2558 5% RAK A FRE L,
A ST VN O SRR A e, 552
55 2b AN[a] S, ARSI e g A B, RN AR
i, A0 R — 2 RUE T 5 7R PR R A T
(R

TE S S E RGN A C LI 5
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FEA = i ] HE PR (52 42 [ SE 5 2b RYHIA) . R
K A IR G A I (W] 525 1R 2b, fhas B AL
IR 10 Gt 3R89 22 o Bl ) et vk
(Goodman et al., 2001; FHIEE, X|FifE, £RKIE,
JKICHE, 2016), S HEWER—NHEH 10 HHHs
0K AN R S b g T =S [ W Y e R U TPt
HABE, AR B2 i EE i
Z NEAL IR BT R IH R RS 2, H
AR, WAZHHF . A TESGEE THER
Z NG 2 5FMRIE A O REN IR LY
AR ERAR A O A CKENHSNZ, Bl
LN N ER) N Y= =
52 ZIitoth
5.2.1 BRI

PRGN 56 b s 5255 41 9 A% R Sl HLK T 3
FHEHH Miegaey = 5.55, SD = 1.03, Meonrol = 4.46,
SD = 1.46), F(1, 147) = 26.52, p< 0.001, Cohen’s d =
0.86, TEULILRE b, fGRNHIK IR L2 5K
SRS A T AL AE B RZ (B = 0.09, SE =
0.12, p=0.47, 95% CI = —0.15~0.32), %4 R £ I
TIXHL AR SRR BT
522 FEHR

[ S0 2b, FRATTE SE A AR Y 77 S B R 4y
FAp i, ROTRLER A 45 R R WL ARSI b 3 5
PRI 4 B = SR, 7(2) = 12.25, p=0.002, BLAATT
&, ARSI AR B TC AU 7 i C A3 A
P AL i 28.75% i LT 56.5%, LR
B il A AR BN 55%F0 16.25% FFEE] 30.43%
1 13.04%. RSG5 3 Hr TG RS HLES fA 1A 4
e AT MR . A, BT R AR
(%) IR 7 5 T3 il ) A A, DRIk Sy 1 B U B
FER BT 4 il B B AT e, FRA TR BERE ™ i
A. B HIC o nIWE A EUE 1. 2 A3, EfEdokEk
WA NBRDROE XU o 7 22 53 B o A R s LS Bh s
S8 21 ) A A 1 5 AR XU 7 i B T PR B e T
FERIZH I MME (Miegaey = 243, SD = 0.72, Mconyror =
2.13, SD = 0.66), F(1, 147) = 7.50, p = 0.007,
Cohen’s d = 0.43, %45 -1k & BAL A& S LA (A~
IRAEW S5 398 h FoRORSFAT M o [RS8 2 —#F, &
MIERUARELSE TN E, S Hayes
(2018, Model 4)F AR S ATIIRY, FEA FEEEE R
5000, 7E 95%E 17 X [0 T i ] Bootstrapping i A5
55 [ IR IESE RN . R BREIMA B IKIE
LR S AL AR S AL Gl B R AT S 1Y R e AR A5

F(PB =0.20, SE=10.12, p = 0.08, 95% CI = —0.03~
0.44), 1 [ Fi% 22 B 58 4 A T A& K sh LT
ARG RE B AT A RSB = 0.11, SE = 0.05, 95%
CI = 0.02~0.23), XLk B 5570 2 2k ot 4 —
B, R T IR 2,

R YGUFAR 5 3 v B B A A 2 28 T A A R YT
YEH, FATE SeFIH Johnson-Neyman k584
AR HLXT [ 3R % LM B 808 7EAS R KOE i 1 2 4
U5 Mo I 9 3 1 (Spiller, Fitzsimons, Lynch, &
McClelland, 2013). 455 & AL &ML 514057
HiAV 32 B 52 AN A6 ROk B3R 0 E S AR =
0.42, SE=10.13, p=0.002, 95% CI = 0.16~0.68), i
—, YA S LTI A T 4.26 I, fL7K
S B I SR B IE M B, YA T
4.26 B, AL 7RIS F 33 LM 1) 1F 1) 52 MR 2% o

)5, XA B 52 SR R4 T 4 43 AT
(WLIE 2), 218 Hayes (2018, Model 7)4 545 i) H 4
BN AT B ALY, A AT BE R 5000, 7E 95%E (5 X
[8] i Bootstrapping kA 50 MR 2 24 55 M
PLRA X 2 Hriy b/ i AR SR R 45
RGB3BTS4 5
A 55 v B (S FE AT S 2 TF L (B 1 b o
Z L), RSP AR &Rl B B AT,
HAREZMEER FAEHPB = 0.19, SE = 0.08,
95% CI = 0.05~0.37); {HY4MAFTAL IS 25
PEARE (3 fEAt S S Ue i A 1 fbrifE2E
PIF), R s @O shARfE e, RS shAS R i i&
ARENALIFAR SR T AR A RGBSR, 3E 10 %
4Rl 8 AT M = 0.03, SE = 0.05, 95% CI =
—0.04~0.15), Bt —2, B SR <H IR A
N (Moderated mediation) /& i & Y (B = 0.05, SE
=0.02, 95% CI = 0.01~0.10), EL7E¥H 7 Kk QK

KA

B=0.42"
1R FHLXSES A S

p=—0.12, n.s.

B=0.11"

B=—1.25,n.s.

p=0.21, n.s.

> ERE AT

K 2 U AL AR S AL i F R S R e 4
Bl 'S B AT A B R VR R A
E: * p<0.05, **p < 0.01



1012 N H

L

52 %

LR A ERG, GRS &l B AT A
AW AR A (B = 0.20, SE=0.12, p = 0.08,
95% CI = —0.03~0.44),,
5.3 itig

S 3 AR ISR AL A BBl e A A 42
fal RS e S e O T 7, OF HLF R ZebE i 2 T
MER . FNEERE, ERRIE T MRS 25
M b3 H RN R, R s AR HA
T T AR B2 20 5% A AR XA i B AR 5 b5 it
TR 25 28 B Mo A7 AR X B A AR =, B S
G RS TC I B2 TH AT R ok A R Sk
B, ST IC R R AT ) Al E B AT . A
T8 2, 9 3 AR S 2 B A 1K
AR P — 25 ) B AL R sh WL 2 an ol 3 ok 1 3R 3% 2
PEAT Al B AT A = A R, PR Y AR e
1AL AT A HE T A0 SEUE 45 S 0 AR SCHE Y
BLRI AL T 550G 1 (R

6 kit iie

6.1 RHLEL

ARICGHE T 4 A LE R T AR R S Rk B
FRIE L AR S A AR R Al B AT, JF HAR
BTt 2 20 b % b RRON IR AR . SR 1
K IAE 7R S ML AR R ok B 3R % 22 M i B
HEIFAZ AT ARG EEEITA . S5 2a
K IUAL 7K S AL 55 b A U BE B w0 2 E XU e 5 1
TAEMATREYE, Jf Hk & SR AR S HILIE AN S > 44
B HBIKF, RS RN R A, X EIRE N
R I HERR A FRAT A7 A IR AL R S AL AR 2 T
— MR, L 2b SR IR BAL K S HLIE o £
FEASA B AR 3R 3% 22 PR I 55 4 AT &l
BrAT R, JFHERR T ARk R M AU iR . SE50 3
B 7 i — 20BN bR RN b, T R S,
B R At S 4 A S IR AR AR S LT AR H
W E R, B AR L g 2 26 5% Hb Ao B
(vs. BRI A 25 DRAR AR S WL A 8% 24 1T B T % G
E S JEEI e i1
6.2 IEiLoumk

ARSCHYHLE TTRR 3 BRI AE DR JLAS:

B—, ASCHES T RATAL A S BEfE . IT
A AR 2 A A% K B 75 22 (Hunter & Rowles,
2005), A A e ] LAY Bh R AT 5 Bl R 0 SCRI A,
AT B PR AR T BRI A R (AN T& U8R, I Il 22 AT
<M AT 1 A 7R B9 [a] 75 (Burke, Martens, & Faucher,

2010) . 1R —Fht i A7 7R ARSI L, B X AZER)
OISR AT 45 7 AR S2 R (e.g., Wade-
Benzoni & Tost, 2009), {HBLA 14 A& Sh AL AL BERL N,
WY F B TR RSB (e.g., Bang et al.,
2017; Wade-Benzoni & Tost, 2009; Wade-Benzoni
et al., 2012) LA S 2 ZUE 5 S5 AH G BB (Fox & Wade-
Benzoni, 2017), N, EARJREIE &L K5
BURMEA AR FCTE Z 1 SR g AR, IiE T
H . (e.g., Wade-Benzoni & Tost, 2009); 7£ZH4UE
B it o8k AL AR S AR N F AL AT R Y
FR [ (Fox & Wade-Benzoni, 2017), &4, 5 i
HFRAFR I, A SCHAL R SRR B 5840 e 2
MRS R, KIS T, ML
ARSIAILAIVE T 23 It 4 XU, S5 /N R 2B 20
e+ XA R4 Bauman (1992)IA N —>
B 0 A i 2 R A8 7E B S AR BN K AL,
It HAEWEIS B A B SO E . iR — DA RE 1S
FHBUMNZESCH R LR AT, T84 Ath AT BE A2 15 5L
T =" ANAVER NP ig s 24T B Kt . IRl e
MEEMAE TERE T ARAEE—FE K6
P, B4 A IR AR R AL R 2 548, 153
ITREAE I bR P PR T 2 AT SR AN IE 8%, SRR
KA TR, FFEAb U R, BRI
ORI K BNFET (IR &, —FHZ M
ST AEAE . B b, XAETS AR SRRV
AR = AL AR S PLIY )R K Z2 —(Wade-Benzoni et al.,
2012), & AT LIFEZ M 50T 0 e 1B T 8
Wk, LN RRRE A 0 40 T 2 A AT S A A
AREAEH I B B O A ENIE (Sligte, Nijstad, &
De Dreu, 2013), SC0F I, FRATAE BEH5E 202 17 4F
NCAYE 81 &4, FHAERE 31.02 2) /il BB CA 1
A 22 5 )2 A AL R Sl LA ) 5 3% 5 A0 T 48 TR
) 3, T o D -0 M DA SR 2 T Sk A% 7K Bl
MLSPET- S m PSR & 8 AT 4%
AL RSk H B 5T (Zaval et al., 2015),
<A BERILE, REVEAKAWEIL,
“FAET e AR & E 2% (o = 0.89); 6 1
I 3507 B8 T A & ) i 3 TR AR Rk 3 B A BE AR
(Wittkowski, 2001), n«HZEAEF] — HIKIL T, HF
A 1) AR FURE AR BEZ I O, FF 1>, <A
FIAH—HRE L, WAL, "5 (o =0.97),
TREMEH F 3 AT Won HARA A, e J5 1 S
T ZEMRRERIRT] 72.31%, H.A&—A4 0 5miER 4 50 =
BT e BN ZEENHF L, W20 5
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UEPE R4 B 45 A IR 3R B T AL R sh WL 5 8T £
Ry 8 T AN AR E R 25 (2/df = 2.44, CFI = 0.95,
NFI = 0.93, NNFI = 0.95, RMSEA = 0.084),

5, ARSCR UL RSP T TAMEXT AR B
I LI, R R BHE RIS Kok A IRE
VEMPR A ELW IR, — O, DIMERAL RN
9% FE LR R INE SR T AR A P05 A Y
JF (e.g., Wade-Benzoni & Tost, 2009; Wade-Benzoni
et al., 2012; Zaval et al., 2015), FlUN7EE{CPRPL R
WFFE b e AL AR B Bl 2 f 4l A 1A 43 Tie B8 22 1) B¢ A
HARKAB N, MAEH T H & (Wade-Benzoni & Tost,
2009). A SCHYAMUARR Z AL S Kk B E [ AE S XA AR Y
H RS A 520, W\ H FRAERT [ 4 AR e
PR &, SCE R BUE RS AL AT LR MR R B 3%
RPN, X E R FRATTR R W] LATE 22 M 56 1 i Bl L
X [ FRAME S Hp HA 4 B 1952 1 (McConnell & Strain,
2007).

TIAb T, AR R AR B &SRR
Fpraysem R R, B HECIE, RIS AR RS
R AR B R Sk B 3R GE 22 T 0B 2D (Urminsky,
2017)c BRIRATIIEN, AT 1520 P R A5 4E I3 (Rutt
& Lockenhoff, 2016), ¥ A A Fii#H(Yang & Urminsky,
2015)., iR ARk B FH B[R] 20 BE R vs. 4F; Lewis
& Oyserman, 2015)F14X JJ (Joshi & Fast, 2013), 43
TN 15 FR AN BHAIL AR B Ry 3k 5 A S 4L 130 D, D
FrARBIHLAT LA T AR B AR 3 3% SL I

3R 35 X ANR A FI AT AT E S,
4 7% (Bartels & Urminsky, 2015), fi % (Hershfield
etal, 2011), i F P (Adelman et al., 2017)F1{EER/
iz 8J)(Rutchick, Slepian, Reyes, Pleskus, & Hershfield,
2018), S8 o AR BIAR A KIEZLE 255 041k
R XU D &, 32 PR A e Aok F R e e T 12
T ARE AR AKRZE IS, KPS 559104
T AFIRE SRR ARE BisZ MRy 228E, M
T RE ARG T A4 G DRSS 118) T R 1Ak (IR 4 DU Bl el
HSHE M) FRATIN R AR RAEG 3 — 2 X K R
H 3% 2 5 AR I 5 22 8] 114 OC 3R AT IR A
R, HUNAS [R] 2R A0 (18 XU 9 315 VR 45

AR SO K AL AR S R R B 3R E S 1 52
i) 2 57 B A A BT A ) 25 28 55 Mo, B SE I o 1E 81
B, ATt A CHeA BRI (Leary, 1999),
HZ A8 Sk B {5 (Johnson & Fowler, 2011), LA
XY B RIAE BB 9 A AT A AT BETE AL 7K 5
PLEYVE AT SRR B 3R e A 2 R0k o (EX TAIRAE 2

2L AR S, AT B AR TE T8 2 R
A, IFAEER Y TR AREM B, g
AR A Sk [ 3% LM i 4 THE A 7 e 2 B A
B PRI IEA I o #hSs 485 M A A9 R AR FH
TN AT TE AR FE AT DL R 2 1 2 R AR K )
PLEZ ARk H FIE SR R R

0L ARSCEE T RN IORT R . TR
{1452 M) A 45 Rl XU, DR SR B B9 v, AR R
BT T AN FI ] 2 (e.g., Long, Fernbach, & De
Langhe, 2018). 1 /&K # (e.g., Reimann, Nenkov,
Maclnnis, & Morrin, 2014)F11E 3% K 2 (e.g., Duclos
et al., 2013; Kupor et al., 2017)F 520, HL i MATE
F b X2 F AT AR B S S e A AT T s w
ZEI AU B (Long et al., 2018), MAEREZ 2] 1) A
% (Hope), X — G 2235 i H H K174 (Reimann
et al., 2014), DL RAEP R F2 rh g B v 0 i B T o
ST MR 4Rl E B AT 8 B9 AT BEME(Kupor et al.,
2017). (HIA WFFE LB T SHLE R XA 4
RS B AT AR (e.g., Novemsky & Dhar, 2005),
A SCEE G AL R B AL IR 5 XU SO R (g,
Mishra et al., 2017), BFEHL$E IS UE T & K3
ML R R & flE B AT .
6.3 BRI

AR SC e L1 R SE RS R 2 R SR A5 T Llis H
TR L5 B R A R B 4 ZU7E & il R BT gk v
e 2 T R AU B B . FRATT AT LLid ik 7R 9 il AL vh
FEAL AL 7R 1 TC ORI R R AL AR BE, Df
PRTFHEXRS 2R, oSG B S R e s . 53 b,
X 25 A 5, A SRR B i PRI A
U387y, AH 2 388 0 A BRI e I s, mT A
ARSI R IR AATIAG 7GR S T AR B 2 )
AT DA AR AR B R SR R Lk AT A B0 45 95 v T
ZBEPRORBS IS 0™ i, TR A 25 e E XU o B
= B
6.4 WMERBRSRFKMARTSE

[ AL 5 —HE, A SCHETE—E W RBRME, If
H A ST H R AR L AR S AL XU T 4 56 & 1Y
T, KRAHEZNEBEAH D0, BB
LU

HE, AW 4 DL ER S S E S, X E
BRI TR AR i % &, ARk T LA 22 i A
WHSE AN . L anJF R 3L, SRR A
GAETF B A AL AR B A BRI 77 i T4, DT 5
FERBIHLT NZEELSLAT N I RE IR
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HR, AW 58T KB AT A 0y 55 KU,
% L& B AT R B I MR (Wang, Kruger, &
Wilke, 2009; Wang, Zheng, Xuan, Chen, & Li, 2016;
Weber, Blais, & Betz, 2002), AWF5E 0] DL % 24%
AL LA TR g U A T R 52 ), it 28 XU,
B e XU, SRS T (P, 2248, 2005)
&L A, ARSCRTET EE ST T RAL ARSI
BN BIEGE, BARIRATT T sk B A 85 SR i1
BEadm i M, HAR IR T 2% pb it — 25 Bk o

5=, R NERIC R AT DLGE 3 % 25 S0 1F ] 5%
Mg AT S BRA% 7 5 1Y, W s i 0 T 38 AT LASE 3 i il
fy<ast BT AR 7 gk e . T LUR 2EX 5 K sl HL
B 538 TT LA T8N S 1] R J5 sl A AR shpll, BASAR
s NidfE B C AT A N4 (Zaval et al., 2015), {H
R T A HESTE T IEF GO0 AMTXT A O &
JEHFA AT (Leary, 1999), &4 F A1E
(Johnson & Fowler, 2011), FrLA#E H O HH S
ARG S SH W REIE . NG Gk, Mt
TSI EE R . A, MARZ S [ IR AL R0
= HIAE A C AT E SR AN B BT AT, Bt LL3E i
RS R AE B O A N R IS B % R Bl
HILAL FT BEAEAE AT R [ A

S0, ASCH I RAL RS HL L & Rl E R AT
AIRIONE, DA E FRAMEA 0 A BE 4 T A & B R BT
PRAF ISR AR B LR i RE, JFHERR T
A2 1645 . BN R 5 M) 55 ] 5e B9 i o
TR IA AT DAk S i 5 HoAth o] RE A0 i AL, Lo an
AR BB 5 A W] e AR (AR TE H ARiE 5 1R EL
95 4 € 7] (Prevention focus) W&, iy 76 KUK 2R3
= Az 3 ST fl 22 (Conservative bias, Herzenstein,
Posavac, & Brakus, 2007)? {HJCISR A RMERE, K
A 5T HR T L 45 KU AH DG ) B8 2 Uk S el 1%
ARBIHLL e K Lerh [ AL, T B KA T4

S, A SCR AL AR SHLES A AR I IXURS: D 4,
THRSRAIETE AT DL 5 A7 AR R R AR AR 1 DL AT 5 1%
KRG LI o e 7E HA FE R A 8 5T 04 £
i AR SR B A Tian, Bearden, & Hunter,
2001), B FE LSRR RAT S5 IH IR T, AR SIHLY
WO SO 23 32 T+ AATTRE IXURS: B4 41 2

2 £ x #
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Abstract

Legacy motivation refers to the phenomenon that individuals want to leave a mark on this planet and be
remembered by others for a long time. It is a fundamental motivation that has been widely possessed by human
beings. It can have important psychological and behavioral consequences because it offers individuals an
enduring meaning for self-identity and motivates them to extend themselves into the future. Previous work
examined the influences of legacy motivation in the domains of intergenerational decision making and employee
behaviors. However, research on how legacy motivation influences individuals’ other behaviors remains in
infancy. The current work takes a novel perspective and focuses on the influence of legacy motivation in the
domain of financial decision making. We examine how and why legacy motivation affects individuals’ risk-
taking behavior and when it occurs. We propose that legacy motivation would diminish individuals’ tendency to
engage in risk-taking behavior. This effect is driven by future self-continuity perception and occurs among
people with a high socioeconomic status (SES).

Four experiments were conducted to test our proposed hypothesis. Study 1 was designed to offer initial
evidence that legacy motivation would lead to a greater perception of future self-continuity. This study
employed a one factor (legacy motivation: legacy vs. control) between-subject design and manipulated legacy
motivation by asking participants to write an essay on what they wanted to be remembered for by future others.
In the control condition, participants were instructed to imagine and write about what life would be in 30 years.
Study 2a established the main effect of legacy motivation on individuals’ risk-taking tendency. Participants were
presented a job recruitment advertisement featuring a high wage but low job security to measure their risk-taking
tendency. They indicated their likelihood of adopting this new job. Study 2b replicated the effect of legacy
motivation on risk-taking behavior and explored the underlying mechanism of future self-continuity. Risk-taking
behavior was operationalized by asking participants to select one of three financial portfolio products that
represent different degrees of financial risk. Study 3 investigated the moderation role of individuals’ SES. A 2
(legacy motivation: legacy vs. control) x 2 (SES: continuous variable) design was employed, in which legacy
motivation was manipulated, and SES was measured.

The propositions were supported by several convergent results. Study 1 provided initial evidence that
activating legacy motivation would result in a higher future self-continuity perception (Mjegacy = 4.25, SD = 1.50,
Mcontrol = 3.81, SD = 1.44; F(1, 182) = 4.08, p = 0.045, Cohen’s d = 0.30). Study 2a documented the main effect by
showing that legacy motivation weakened individuals’ likelihood of engaging in financial risk taking (Mjegacy =
4.22, D = 1.84, M oniro1 = 4.66, SD = 1.72; F(1, 259) = 4.09, p = 0.044, Cohen’s d = 0.25) and ruled out several
alternative interpretations such as self-esteem, mood, and impression management. Study 2b confirmed the
mediation role of future self-continuity in driving legacy motivation’s effect on financial risk taking (f = 0.12,
SE = 0.06, 95% CI = 0.03~0.26). Study 3 investigated the moderating role of participants’ SES. We found that
the legacy effect on financial risk taking as a function of future self-continuity only existed in participants with a
relatively high SES (B = 0.19, SE = 0.08, 95% CI = 0.05~0.37) and disappeared with a relatively low SES (f =
0.03, SE=0.05, 95% CI = —0.04~0.15).

This study contributes to the literature on legacy motivation, future self-continuity, and financial risk-taking
behavior. It extends the research on legacy motivation by documenting an important behavioral consequence in
the domain of individual financial decision making. It also provides a new antecedent for future self-continuity
and financial risk-taking behavior.

Key words legacy motivation; future self-continuity; financial risk-taking; socioeconomic status





