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B, XFFEEAR AR UE, AN UUEE M Y 7 O RE T
JE AT ZEAREESR, X T 58 sk, ARSI
FVE R S RE W R AT B R EER, T4 S
ZRNFTA A E R, 25 F4 R

H3a: 7= 2Ry 1 F0 A 5 40U 2 P %
WSk s BAE T BRI, XFTSE A, W
BB TR A 04 7 B B 2 IR AP A 7 A T R
(I SE RS, A 2 AR, PR [ 3R A U 2
B v A T 7 A T R Y D S MR

H3b: PR SRR A 25 KUBS: B H Ay 7= i 28
AL AN S B IR A X 2% K R R 28
HAEM,

ZE b, ST ARSCHY BRI STHELS, anlEl 1R .

2 TRELE

TS 56 /Y H A 2 1 X SE 6 BT A i . it
Ah, BT I RE BB T RS M S A K 25 R, Ik
JEE T o TSI 6 e HE ok T R A 1 T

(O RTt

LI BERE T 6 A A G R 0™ 5, 251k
AT T ATEM . TR BaUEIROKHL, R
FHT= SR B R AR IR R, DL e 53 s 7™
R BTN, A3 R AR A
T AR 8 B R A — 1 o

OAF . DIREBHT A MR I (5% Rubera
(2014) i3, JFAR 4l 52 90 A7 AH I A 1B 2, (45
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an = 3.37, F(1, 138) = 24.23, p < 0.001, n* = 0.15),
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AR S8 e h, B8 H BRI IE = 5 ISR
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0.35),

()T 5

ER I TF IR, X525 v b S B 07 i 2K
RUGEATHTI . B 4G, 10 8ial i 24 S A R AR i 1
WEE, BB S g A, X S g ok AT
w2 Y () A F# 32 (Crowley et al., 1992), X5 7Y
77 i PR X R — AR R MR G LT, B
WIS iz, R SR B, A Ak, X
SRS AR R R X e — K AR T I B S T, AT
R . ERREOME RE TR S B, HOkAEE A
RIS SR, T [T 4 TR PRI X 3™
mn JE TR SR S S, 1B 7 AT AT 4y, <1
KR, TN R R, R
1M s = 5.02, M g5 = 2.98), F(1, 300) = 161.39,
p<0.001,n*=0.35,

e — AT, FRATTN 7 A A A
2351 I B AE L) RE BT AT M BT <SP W #9 1
TR () 22 S IR A T I UF o[RS T 3k < T B
A7 << B SO A A ] A P T ot 3 5

Indirect effect =—0.41, CI=(—0.80,—0.07)

AR

\ AR R
Indirect effect p=—0.24, CI=(0.53,0.02)

Direct effect p=—2.30, CI=(—2.98,-1.61)
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BATHe BT R 200N A : IR vs ) x 207
PSR SR vs B AR) x 204 RIF: <ThBE B #irk
TERT vs. “HMULHT M 7E DAY 2H B 525, LA™
OB SIUE 118 % 90 WS VI Nt <0 I d o | AU ST T i 2 S £
S LD EIREITE R A SE AR, AR S S
Wit, B REEHES SR (IR vs. &
PEY. R AR S vs 2R ) . AN
0 RT M T ) R  #0E AE DGR, Ay ke A R
PE D REHT A M 5 R &2 HEAS [R) AT G837 >k 1 T4,
eI 21T T Bk, IRA33] 8 Fhin] 4,
ARG . “PIREF M M A48 Stock
F1 Zacharias (2013), JfH3 H& 5256 A5 S AH R A& 24,
ALFE IO i 1 DR T AR 8 L 330" b
IR BIA Y . X 3™ i 5 U 7= S R DI REHT
PR A AE 35 25 57056 3 U AN UL 7 v 1)
D 5 sy g S g Al P AR R A 3R, TRIRE A 2
Stock Fll Zacharias (2013) & R 47 T AH N A& 2L,
ALFE X b AN BE T AR 333 b )
MBI BB . X0 i 5 A 7 RSP
BOEE T AR e W 22 54 3 NI, RN
Likert 7 sitE 3, 1 AR AR, 7 HAEH R
QIIFEIT o AW I Bh )6 27 & #1758
P, AR B bt i A A DL B BES QQ B
DWW G2 NS5, X 8 Fhlal s, 4
R HGHEAT BRSO 1 5K, 2em
W 93 iy, LW, DA
OZER AT o T HEXT Yy RE BB B R4 7 22
G, SRR, SMIUBIEIPE(F(L, 85) = 0.06, p =
0.81 > 0.05). F=fMZEAI(F(1, 85) =2.27, p=0.14 >
0.05). BFF(F(, 85)=10.03, p=0.87 > 0.05)L4
K =F WA HAEFH(F(1, 85) = 0.28, p = 0.60 > 0.05)
PIRAAAE i 22 5, RN, ARNOUBT A 5 = fh 2 A
A HAEFIA B3, F(1, 85)=0.22, p=0.64 > 0.05;
S M 5 e R 0 22 BAE R .3, F(1, 85)
=0.09, p = 0.76 > 0.05; 7= 5280 54 i 1Y 52
HAERW AR, F(1, 85)=0.14, p= 0.71 > 0.05,
Rk, S5 FW, SMHAMACE . 722 m Ll
TR, BIARSH R i D Be T #1922 8%
X 4 BT #0 P SR R AT 0T 22 50 AT, A5 AR R,
A1 S 751 P X5 471 XU 200 A R R P 5 ) A A L 25
5, F(1, 85) = 50.53, p < 0.001, 3%t B & U035 591 14
MIERDE LI, H 7 a 2R R (F(1, 85) < 0.001, p =
0.99 > 0.05). EEJINF(F(, 85)=0.42, p=0.52 >
0.05)A e =FH s HAER(F(1, 85) = 1.09, p = 0.30

> 0.05) ¥ NfEfE & 22 5, WIS, AMULHTM: 5
AR HAE AN B2, F(1, 85) = 0.23, p=0.63
> 0.05; FMULHTEUE S B RIT 2 BAE A B3,
F(1,85)=1.58, p=0.21 > 0.05; =&k 55 F
FF 032 BEAE WA B3, F(1, 85) = 1.14, p= 0.29 >
0.05. [HULFRUA, I8 2% & 38 ixd Jik BT AL 8 1 7K 7
ANTE P L R, RE % Bl J8 e 2 A UL #5122
S, IX 5 BRI TS 2 R — 2 H AT R Y
IR I 5 R 2 DR A M R 25 5

g LTIk, FRATHGE T 4T B i 4 A Xt
“HMULHTRT IR B, R B HERR T S 2R A
AT F I R AT RERZ R, LA KL LT A A
IR S B RT e 5] K& O < D) BeE A i
25 SRR, B PR DI BERT AU N 23 5 Wl )5 22 0F
B f i SEE O

Q)IER LTt

O BRI\ . A S5 R A I B S G 2h
A3 H#H), 2% Gardner 5 (1999) i, imid ik
W R S WA R, A O — D AT
AH RS S RN AL — ARG [ 3R )
RWeBen g5, VIORIE s IR & . 5 sk L
B AR <A BCRAT . FRATHY R AR,
BORYKIE AR B S — A PR

Q7 gL, SPGB A (0= 0.75) . FRET
K (0= 0.85) 2 KU B (o = 0.80) LA K W 3K 75 JE
(o= 0.78)Ay R 55 2 HH[F

@IIFET o SLHRFF KL 8 2. HoAh
Y 558 2 #AIA . 7E0E shoe AREM G, [FFEE
A E A P T A “NIA AR AR 3R AR 2] TR A
O “MIA AR R AR 7RO /RN
(Kiihnen et al., 2001), M 1 3| 7 #4547 47, “17"Fmw
CSERWA”, T RRGTERE

O e

OEIKL . 2200 &3, A REM )G 8h
PR IE BT, Ihr A R A gkl alor B 3%
052 ) f 3 v T AEAR A FR A AR Y il ST 3 3R )
M gzun =4.72, M mrar = 3.10), F(1, 300) = 59.10,
p < 0.001, 0% = 0.17; AH4K [ T EA P AY AR
F A ) 3 v Tk ST 1 R A 2 R ) AR E
FRATT(M pgnn = 4.62, M gopn = 2.48), F(1, 300) =
97.59, p<0.001, 0> =0.25,

QMARFETT R o DA PR TR SR o R AR Sk A7y
ZE0r M, S5REERM, AU EYE . BIREE S5
R HAE B3, F(1, 294) = 14.39, p < 0.001,
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N’ =0.05. KT EMERE, AT, ST SC T,
SMILETEPE S A R A B s BRI, F(L, 294)
=535 p=0.02<0.05 n>=0.02, X7 5 Fed
FIRTE SR M5, SN 7 B A
FUPERY = SR BES | B MR SR (M o = 3.18
< M wimwan = 3.78), F(1, 294) = 10.06, p = 0.002 <
0.01, n* = 0.03; XPAHIMKAE [ A BT P H =,
RN T 55 1 5 v A 00 7 P Xk A v T R B R
WAAFE B E2ZRM woruwse = 3.31, M wapwman =
3.35), F(1,294)=0.07, p= 0.79 > 0.05, X TSR i,
FARSMIHT R 5 F TR 2 BAR 2, F(L,
294) = 9.44, p = 0.003 < 0.01, n* = 0.03, {HXFFFh
HIREA TS, MU 0 7 R L AR MR
FVE Y S RE T RS T 2 A SRRV TR SR (ST B
F: M gsrmsrmn = 3.64 <M gampun = 4.31, F(1, 294) =
14.77, p< 0.001, n* = 0.05, HHK HIL: M iwommnn =
3.31 <M o = 4.73, F(1, 294) = 70.65, p < 0.001,
n’=0.19),

@2 KU IR o AR 23 XU SRR Sy PRI A%
TPl 200, d5REMW, SMEEtE . HIREM S
eI R BAE B, F(1, 294) = 14.75, p <
0.001, 1> = 0.05, KUy fEffRE, HAT0d50Hr . X F
S, BRI S A R A Y 22 B W
F(1, 294) = 17.69, p < 0.001, n> = 0.06, {HXIFiFh
FAAGIT T, = SR R G 7 A LA SR X
FIPE Y 7 Al RE T | A T 5 ) A 2 KU SR RN (et ST 1 FR:
M igsrmimme: = 2.32 < M g = 2.70, F(1, 294) = 6.34,
p=0.02<0.05 n"=0.02, HIKAIE: M gsummn =
2.44 <M mownsn = 3.87, F(1, 294) = 53.45, p< 0.001,
n® = 0.15) XFEIRE, SMUEEITE(FA, 294) =
3.11, p=0.08 > 0.05). HIREH(F(1, 294) = 0.31,
p = 0.58 > 0.05)LL k= FH L BEAEHF(, 294) =
0.61, p=0.44 > 0.05) 1 i 3,

DAL IR o DI Rk AR 2 3R 17 430407,
SR, AMET A . F IR S S 2R RS
HAEM S, F(1,294) = 10.82, p=0.001, n* = 0.04,
RITAESRRE, $EATATA T X TS A, BARAE
MUE B S H R EM L AR R, FQ, 294) =
6.46, p = 0.01, 0> = 0.02, {EX}FFh [ FREHT T,
I A0 397 00 4 1 7 0 L v D L A 1 7
5 & H R A L I M 7 H K M s = 5.18 >
M ssmimmn = 3.23, F(1, 294) = 99.54, p < 0.001, n* =
0.25, MK ATR: M wrwmmn = 4.69 > M soumame: =
3.40, F(1, 294) = 56.15, p< 0.001, 0> = 0.16), Xf T

EIRMEE L, BORAMIET B S R AR 1Y 28 BAR
FHB 2, F(1, 294) = 4.37, p=0.04 < 0.05, n* = 0.02,
R PR FR AR I, SRR A 7 i LA
AL 1) 77 it AR A B e A A S R R (b sy 1 3K
M gomman = 3.27 < M sausan = 4.83, F(1, 294) =
79.16, p < 0.001, n* = 0.21, HKEAFK: M whwpnn =
3.59 <M gmmsman = 4.67, F(1, 294) = 51.36, p< 0.001,
1> =0.15), H3a f3KIUF,

O ALK . S I Preacher 45(2007)F1
Hayes (2013)4& H (175 8 15 (%) /- 1578 (PROCESS
Model 12)i#47 Bootstrap 4, AR BEEE: 5000,
TE 95%EAG X F, KEAbar st fE Sy A AR, H
AR AR 1, P2 ERE R AR 2,
MARPET RAE i As e 1, #h S KU AN R
AR 2, WK EEAE N ARG, 25 80E T A
75 b S8 ol e 5 SR I S R ) (B B340 (B = 0.18;
LLCI = 0.03, ULCI = 0.44)J J% [ 725 34t 23 KUK
JERHN 21 Iy 3K B BE A (R 42235007 (B = 0.18; LLCI = 0.03,
ULCI = 0.41), AMUUETAE . FRAAE 57 5 2 A
14 3 A FH Jb 3 R e T 2% 8 R IRR R TR SR (B = 1.34;
LLCI = 0.65, ULCI = 2.04) , #E-2 XN = —1.19;
LLCI = —1.81, ULCI = —0.58), IMfish4rEsmR@p =
0.14; LLCI = 0.02, ULCI = 0.25)F1#+23 XU 80
(B =—0.15; LLCI = —0.28, ULCI = —0.02) X . Z ¥
Wil T 2 5 WA K R B . AR e . A R 5
i 28 AR 1 58 B AR TG I 2l 5 W) K i B ) A AR
3B =-1.50; LLCI = —2.20, ULCI = —0.79, A1
0), WA S PR, X R IABIREE T SR A 2 KU
N ELATH 43 A 2800

FE T X S R AR 0 il R AT R A RN
v oA i M 3 € T O 3 e AN S 1 B2 A
(B =-0.30; LLCI =—0.56, ULCI = —0.12), M43
SR8 a1 32380 AS i 7 (LLCT = —0.07, ULCI = 0.15);
XFFEE IR b, SRR T R B R RON M IE (B = 0.23;
LLCI = 0.09, ULCI = 0.46), #:4s XU 81 1 1] 4
BN AN A7 (LLCT = —0.13, ULCI = 0.02), H3b 3%
Ik

Indirect effect $=0.18, CI= (0.02, 0.42)

LS XU B
Indirect effect =0.18, CI= (0.03, 0.40)

Direct effect p=—1.50, CI=(~2.20, —0.79)
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ARSCHT HREWBEIE, it 3 AR A
XL 00 1A XoF T 9l 2 ) S 3 e ™ A 5 e 1) PN E AL A
PhRGh A4, B2

SEG 1A X B R H IR A KT R, SR
T AR P SN UL S T 9 3K
(38 AR o SE5 2 SR FH—Fh A FREH A0S s T ik,
PR E T B 3R A 5 S8 U8 8 X 0 S =R
ZHAEM, JEHIA T AR 5 SN0 r 28 B
A P38 3 20 R P T SR 5 A 2 IXURS: SR 1V 1 I 3K
BRIEMPRENLE . 5256 3 RS —Fh AR E 5 3)
Jrk, GEAE X AR ARV, BRI T A Tk
P 5 50 XL 0 e X ) S 5 B A T A 1 LR, -
FE T R E .

6.2 Bt Tk

A ST ) BRIS DTk AR BLAE 4 A>T T :

()AMFEASE 3 T AL B o i B 1A R
T SCHE Y, X T8 #  dnfe] 52 e 3 21 24 10 I 3K
BRI —a) i, A SCERAAAE B L 4B, T X T
AN T 7P G0 fe] 52 o W K TR B AL B AT 26 S R
o DL, ARSCHE SIS TR T, @i gl A A
g M A X A/ XU 0 S e g S 8 A AL o
JEWFSY, I BRI T kgt — AR &S
PR SMEAE rs e , ELACRE, X Tk TR
PRI 23, e AN UL 2P T B 7= A S R R f
X AR F FR A T P, RSNULBA A 2L

(2) 5 2l R0 XUSS: B 38 5 | 1 08T 750 14 5
BRI 408K, #4881 AL 251 M 5 i AR 1 5 R
A2 DRSS R RN E 1T 52 i g S R SRS 1) v A /R R
DT AE B RN SEIE b X5 A U85 #8014 4] 52 i 1) 3K
B TIRARZE, Wk 7 AMLE AR T
o A T 2R 5 2 IR S A s T R i 0 S L Y
INTERL, wxkb TIA BB 2 -

Q)BT M 5] ATFFEHELR, B2 T Ah W Hr
FVERRAE I RS . BESR R T 7 i 2SR
TAHMUHT R 5 A TR ) 28 BN B I AR,
ARk YE, XFFSCR s, BT I 2 AR S0
AP i B TR B S R, M TR, BT
1 B H R R AU R 7 B Y I S
B X OMAHIEZE B RN K R A BLE R E T ik
S, 7 BRI AN AT T S R T Y

HEZR

(HFE o HLE B 3 b5 AR R 1 — Rl A
Jra, A TR AT IR A R 2% 5 a1 22 07 MIAFAE
MBS SOk 22 5 o DRI, ASBIFSE RS 0K S AR R TT i
T2 0 85 SCAR A WUB SO T S BEAR 48 . eAh,
AR AL T HT AR | Fha s 4
NH TS AR HLAA, 30 AR T K
O IR IE AT BRI O HA TS 35 T A
6.3 EWERER

[E BN 4 i /P DU R LT O e
ST B T S — i R BIL ] B2 TR 2 I SK
B o EARAR RS IS T, SRR A
HA oy B RIME L, R 7 7 i 22 S O /)
47k (Chitturi et al., 2008), 1M A AN 1E A% f5 K
ke, MO T (Bloom, 2018), UL, 4nllwh
0 fen P EE AT Tras FIAMLEE B . Hak, @l
5 L XS AN [R] 7 il 28 L ) i 5 B 0 UL A
W X T RARMIN S, 385w A B SN AR
RN IR IR T B A A B PR TR TS
Mw, APEATINILE T S iR oK A9 ST B
RATFE IS T 5 DI RE R A R A K,
X5 AR S AR 2 AN B 0™ it 5, i 2 o
WU R D SR AT BT R o BEXHER T SO R
4 FE G IX, SRR 19 FRARRAIE fif B 1 1 2l 5 AR,
B AP BEAR B 7 i XA NS Ok
F W EZMHIX, o7 F B AL B R T 98
FEUR, S AP ULRT R PE = 177 o R, BEREAR
(] ST R K B8 7= i, AR L kA
SRS B A R 7 2, T A IR RS ST B R A
Fiv A FREA, DL 5 SN R MK P A RS R
64 ARTEESRE

AW BRI T — 247 2 U E58, B4
TE—SE R fR I 5, P90 RAESEIRIREE N #EATHY,
HAAUE I A s BE, midE ™ fhAs B o &
SRFR TR S B PRI AN S i R AR IEAT T s 42 1
XF R R EAT TR E, (BRI 515
PRS2 R Al S B S B T BE AR AR B 22
S o HOUK, AR ITAT S50 AR SR TR R Rk
SRS R AT B i O AT T A, (BRI |
T B K P i 28 96 25 07 T -5 H A 2% BF A A
a5, WEFEASIE R BA 8l S S, A Rt
— L By HE

ARARMFFEATAE LR J7 ) IF R (DR HA — %
R SCRFIE B RBEAST SR REAR, 7RIS BRE h #E AT 4
KM, HEUNTE ™ il JI T 2 B 0 ELAT T S8R Y
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Abstract

This paper studies the effect of self-construal on consumers’ purchase intention of products that vary in
visual novelty, its underlying mechanism and boundary conditions. Specifically, we propose that products with
low (high) visual novelty should increase the purchase intention among interdependent (independent) consumers
through decreased social risk perception (increased consumer needs for uniqueness). In addition, the interaction
between visual novelty and self-construal should be reduced when product type (hedonic and utilitarian) is made
salient. This is because all consumers should prefer utilitarian products with low visual novelty but prefer
hedonic products with high visual novelty, regardless of self-construal. Three experiments provide empirical
support for these predictions.

Study 1 uses 2 (visual novelty: low/high) x 2 (self-construal: independent/interdependent) between-subjects
design. A night-light with an ambiguous product type is selected as the stimulus in the form of a color print
advertisement. We recruit 112 participants, design different models, distribute product pictures with different
appearances, and use an existing scale to measure participants' self-construal. We confirm the interaction
between visual novelty and self-construal on purchase intention.

Study 2 uses a similar between-subjects design, and a wrist-watch with an ambiguous product type as the
stimulus. We recruit 140 participants and manipulate the product’s visual novelty and self-construal. Consistent
with our prediction, we find an interaction between self-construal and visual novelty on consumers’ purchase
intention. In addition, we provide supporting evidence for the proposed mechanism for the interaction effect that
is due to consumer needs for uniqueness and perceptions of social risks.

Study 3 uses a 2 (visual novelty: low/high) x 2 (self-construal: independent/interdependent) x 2 (product
type: hedonic/utilitarian) between-subjects design, to test the moderating effect of product type. Product visual
novelty and self-construal are manipulated in similar manners as in Study 2. Desk-lamp is used as the stimulus.
In order to minimize confounds, we manipulate the product type and verify our manipulation in a pretest. In
another pretest we also verify the effectiveness of the visual novelty manipulation and rule out the potential
confound of functional novelty. We recruit 302 participants for this study. The results provide support for the
moderating effect of product type. Specifically, we find that, regardless of self-construal, all consumers prefer a
utilitarian product with lower appearance novelty, but prefer a hedonic product with higher appearance novelty.
In addition, these effects are mediated by consumer needs for uniqueness and perceptions of social risks.

In summary, the results of three studies provide convergent evidence for an interaction between
self-construal and product visual novelty on consumers' purchase intention, the moderating effect of product
type, and the underlying mechanism due to consumer needs for uniqueness and social risk perceptions.

Key words visual novelty, self-construal, need for uniqueness, social risk perception, purchase intention





