(LEZFR) FRELSEERN

AL A2 AL AN TEE R R T AT 2T MHAROCR
e Brifife P bk

$—i

HEA1EL:

AW T OIAE 51 S S R IAT N b DA SEERE S T ph o A BRI PR TR
RUAE E S AR IR YRR IS EC X TV P B R B B R s . WA B 81 @B A — e 4t
L, IVFR AL 5 k22 0150 XUAE EN AR X — [ G Se S it 1 A8 A A o T 4
I B B RERN B FRRABERI SR A TR 2, WA BT T MR T NS B AL . 7R
WEFR st b, B SR T ORFEAR LI T, AT G I kA 2 OB 5 i O B A AT
MER . HARXGR SCEAMS, LR, iR gt EAEE LisE —E iz es b,
[BIRZ : 5 BRI L SO0 ARSI 78 ORI 70 A A AT 55 e | R BAR T & A d it
P S WA E T FAT TR A T8 R R IR RS, AR B IS B4R T 5. BAR
AV AHME SR W ER VM B . AT R ER S H N, EFZRELRE, RAIbRE
TEMNEEIE S EARAE, Hb P ORI, L AT HCRABSEERTS).

B URREAYE “HJIREBE” ZRVLHC. 75 A R sy, (E# AR T — & 1R KA
BT AR TEVR SR A Z O B, SEARYEVR SR 5 B8 JJULHED « SR IX — %k R AR 25 3Tk b
IRBRIRE S0 58 XA AN . ARFE Fiske et al 25 NATF, 16F% (warmth) /25 5 AP
KER, ERAT NEE AT AR L, TRES) (competence) Tl BE 22 52 FIAN A4 (R BT A% (1)
AT R AHFRAEIX s SCE Y, AEF YN IR IR S ROZA MRV RGN, fE 7 5N i AR A f
SRGEIE o /3 75 B T 22 (R BOR SCHRP R A X —HEWT o RIFE IRIE AR 28 — LR ik v,
YEF A “BERPEURR k&R 2 7, BB AR &, Wi THBEMEE “BITE”
1M S AT B AT IS T B — 2 FIR S A REsEIL 7, 7EIX AR BEARUR SR B T #EAA ) =,
£, CAERES . TAEAMAMER R, fEE UV “RAprEe”  smiiAMERER, i
THARE R ZE iR 2 0o (HAERX —HEWT T, LM YRR R “Re 1 R ClTRe)”
FER R . FAEX—1HOLN, AT 9R iR R /RE ) SRR I ULHES, VR G&E i IM 2 ik
VAN [F] () e 0 4 B2 5 R SRR B UL AL
IRz B FMMECH . W ER, RAEBERR T “ R @ag 7 555 12 5
MIANAERAT 7 EME 58S . B4 TAEFEBSU T =7 HEIT:

T 56, SIE M A E MO AR R R 77 2SR AT X 0l o FRATT A B K Y5 5 AR P TR
RN 53 AL EAN T A 57 22 S R AZ A 5 A A 78 B A% 0 AR B ——TE AR Rk 77 e

(1) BEERIE SHA K . IR (moral foundation theory, MFT) & AHF 7T [ B¢
FAil, WARAMEMEVR R SRR R BRI KHE . MFT BHAR 1 AT 3 B0 i TR 7 TR KA
AEEMER R, o &S MM F (carefharm) . 221 /3% Ui (fairness/cheating) A8 100/ 35
(loyalty/betrayal). FUg/# ¥E (authority/subversion) LA & 4fi 7% /FE 7% (purity/degradation) (Graham
et al., 2011; Haidt & Graham, 2007; Kidwell, Farmer, & Hardesty, 2013). 1%} Fik 7oA 7T
TEAEAIWT N A E A BT 25, ATTSTE R R T8 5 32 4l (moral foundations), B4 2
fiti(individualizing foundation) 5 # 4 4: 3L 7iti(binding foundation), iy &l B 1% 72 31 iy v A6 < PR
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Wi N VPERIRYERE, T 53 58 S A W e (SRR B AU R RN A VB U5 4
] N %5 (Graham, Haidt, & Nosek, 2009; Mooijman et al., 2017; Smith et al., 2014).

(2) EEYRR T AR5y . MR (individualizing appeal 5% individual-based appeal)
AR TEVR K (binding appeal Bt group-based appeal) 2 3t -3 £ L fil f if R 4> 285, o am i e
FEAS A B (AR B 3 s, RO B 470) 1T 52 1 AT 5% T8 42 (%) 4] 7 (Wiinterich, Zhang, & Mittal,
2012; Kidwell, Farmer, & Hardesty, 2013). B4R E, AMAEMEVRR N E MRS 0@ “—A
RZE A RTEER)” ), SIE NI E AW B S MG AIR YW LB 1 O B
PR SR U Y AR B A (0 “—BE AP B A A R ), FEUONATEE G 15 )
B IR BUBURIR AN Al (A VA 44 FE 1Y 9 45 (Mooijman et al., 2017; Smith et al., 2014).

(3) PMPUFRIMANG 2 57 . PIF AR XNAE T, AATREEIE) Sk B T/ ME &
Y3 (N AE DR S )il S B B 4 (AMEBKSN) . Critcher A1 Dunning(2013)fRF 8 & B0, 4 ¥ — 4>
NHIFEATHS, A& HEAMMRZ AT 8RS ), i@ #E s i1 (moral conscience), 1M 24T
W —FENPEATIS, N REREZ I IRE0 77, itk i+ 77 (social norms
and pressures). XFREHE, AP R SR B 5 1 TE A R S A AN A SR B AE R (TR T A
“UTE” PTEEEAR), TARAPEVR R T R R BB A Al i e VR A B (e T
AR CHME” BPEMEMYE). AT, AMAMEVRR 5B E R R IFIER R <R vs. “FK
117 MO0, s lde B TAMEZIESECR” 5 B TR ZmmEmERk”, &
T I AT B CLIIAS R B A AL (MR B Vs BEEAAR B 0 ) 1T 5 | RS X B Y T A R 5 1) 7 2

HWR, AMIERR S HS R I R TR IR . AT EAREN (CEREZ )7 2 “R
CUTRE” —— A2 A A R YRR 7 AT A AR R ), &8 KA Ha Al BA SO BEiR
EFRELE, JRATVONER R “8lE 17 M R TrRe” iR A RedEm i a4
W, IEFT RS SR BLF R (AN Ny “SRARATEN” vs. “HSZATEN” )o NIRIES™iE
PERIERR I, AT EATT AR AR, RSSO I RSO (e mve M A R IE Rk 7
AU IR TR ROR Y o AT 1E b HAB SR8 3R (an R S0 “BEAR YRR SR ok EERE 2 )7,
“AMEMEYRRRIAR CATRE” 4F), BRATHOAEBSR P IE THGRR.

B, WO CMARMEVRR-IREE vs. BERVEVRR-BE707 X — XA e S RE. B
FEB ©oeeeeeiX — X NG A SCERALL P AN [ -+ SRR R TIN5 N FROC R, BT HEE R
FESAT XN, T RE TR 22 S AR I ST M AT A N, AR 3 TR R 2 A R S
FER A MTIX —HEWT”, Xfuk, FRATAARIEHES X 7 5 SR B HER X PR R R 1 B«

MMES FRE, AR SRAEE AP YRR R T DUERF L “AME” (BarAT3)) A
CRHART (BUEARATEN) B SCCEAER UL AR IR TR Z T RE YRR Y 5 OC Ok
THARZ I EEYRR” ). 2500 5, H KA L (Self-construal Theory) H i it 57 84
(independent) vs. H.4&K (interdependent) ¥ K 5t 5 i fE AL A BAS () MEME vs. BEAATEVR R
AFE. —J5TH, Wi iR R P AME SR R ISR, M5 #H R USRI /)
P5 T N AE (N T8 A8 e R) I8 2 AME (RNTE AR RLIE) s o —J7 1T, U 38 8 >Rk F 1) B ) “ 37 vs. “ 3K
117 HATE BRI, M5 E &ML mue, 8 IEE RS E AR A A, ik
MK (Kidwell, Farmer, & Hardesty, 2013; Simpson, White, & Laran, 2018).

WIFTATE, AMARVEVF SRR R SR SERR o i e WA [F) B (MR B 1 vs. BEAR S
A3 )T S0 AT 25 A 34 BT (Wiinterich, Zhang, & Mittal, 2012; Kidwell, Farmer, & Hardesty,
2013). fE 05| FAHS% SCHk (U1 Gershon & Cryder, 2018; Critcher & Dunning, 2013 £5) ) L
b, BATERHA T CAMEVEVRR-ERE vs. BEAMERR-BE S ILETE A S R

(1) RTAAEMEVFR SRR RN AR ICE . AMEMEFRIEE T “MEE 7, S5
MATHEF EAMEZ AT AR 7 (B RR), AT G2 “ME SV i
157, BIELE TN St N 32 30173 2518 #8417 Jy(Critcher & Dunning, 2013; Kidwell,



Farmer, & Hardesty, 2013). BRI EAEER ERFE8E. 2. B, 56 REL
Z5R¥ i (Aaker, Vohs, & Mogilner, 2010), X £e45 s 1EJ& AT AE BOTEZEAS 5T BTl R Y o [RII
M e B 0 Al 3@ o B A B8 v i A L =l (communal intent), 288« [ R Mok 2\
(AR L b7 (Gershon & Cryder, 2018). #i#RbHEMN, IGBE A48 E A& (&M UA) A
AIREAEDCMR B A TARE AR I T, 5 M SR (1 3E A8 SGTE BU — S (Winterich,
Zhang, & Mittal, 2012). KIERATINA, 2430 P Fnoe A48 F AN RIE BT, SRECAMA MR
KI5 S FRTH WA RBOER A R (B A SR % Hla) .

(2) KT BNV R 586808 AR UCHEL . BEAPERRIEE T “BHA S 07, T3
MNATTEE T E R 2 1T 1 B 3l 7 (AN & #8H4E) (Critcher & Dunning, 2013), Il A7 5 46 i i
“CREARIATT B G 7, 1 dE 2 T AT IR A AT 2 25 4T 4 (Critcher & Dunning, 2013; Smith et al.,
2014; Winterich, Zhang, & Mittal, 2012). B¢ WRMIBEREAGR ST HiRE. WREENE, 5
FEARYEVRSRAS B EAT 5T IRANBUBL (04052 ) 55 1 7k B A %5 V) 5% & (Hoegg & Lewis,
2011; Kervyn, Fiske, & Malone, 2012). f5ilt1, T JE1T At SRR EM 1. D1
(Gershon & Cryder, 2018; X355, FL229%, 427K, 2018), rmAe /I AL B8 50 47t B AT 12>
TifE. FAb, BRI IR 2SN T (BRI HE N FEME =, R AR R R
Wb 26 (Castelli et al., 2009; Hoegg & Lewis, 2011), TfidEiRBR(FTE “EAER” ). /iR
MR E A (U0 ZEE N LAL) TE A P ReAEEAT TTAE . WL BB BRI R IR, SRHATERR
FRAE 1 3 5Kk 35 32 4 (Kidwell, Farmer, & Hardesty, 2013; Smith et al., 2014). [k, 423
L MR AR RE ST BT SRR A I 1 SR 7 SO U8 RO T 9 (B A SR 3 H1b) .
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RN 755 ILIESC PL [L18~29); P2 [L5~11); P3 [L1~26].

B2 VrREBIMERINIR . VR AR BARHT T e SR BB IR MAEAE RS U
(IR 7RSI LA, BEARMEVR RGN “OUFESEBRATIEFAT ok R, NETFATR —
WA RNARTUE, 7 SEbr EX— RIS TR, —DEEET, mH—1 2T
fFo EAMEMEVRKR T, EE R T AR, —NRMENATS), —MEEO. XA
WA R K TIRBH R, AT EE MEVRRIER ? 382 FONEE BEBOR T “ 3t
£7 vs “F07 MHR?  WRBAVZEIXHHERARE LS, G2 “BERETRA1HE
FATHHER, NETFAWMRBZ 07 vs “BERH T ATAIER, AETFAIR—h ARRPAH
PI5AE, 7 SEREBXNEARE? RN EEEEE 5T vs 0, A AT
AR AR TAT-RE DUCEL, 22 O-IRBRVCHES, Wt RIBEARMEYRR vs AMEMRRTEK T . 18
S 1A, X e A LL R R Y, AR A AR SES 1A R AME R R SR S AR RN R R &
5] IR RN 5 5 B 1R, B R ME TSR SR SR BLR SR RN R B B T 20
MR, XA FHIERA R T demanding effect.
IR : BT R AMBUH R E RSN XX — mEEE 2 G HE, RATA N EEEEF
SRICHER T 15N 1% T E TE YRR IS AT, AT IR 1 8B 4 1 i
(BFEEIR R 73R8 LR H XNEE). £ “BR” ke b, FRATER BTS2
BE, R FR T BRSSO AR A R

TEBRIR B ISR B2 BT, FRATVCARRE T T RIB R RIS, BIVRR A IR 0
TEAE TSR T O R SRANEE A V>R ) S B b2 8 Me BB AN [5) 5 4 (M S vs. HEAR &
B3 )T S0 AT % 18 72 £ 340 B (Critcher & Dunning, 2013; Winterich, Zhang, & Mittal, 2012;
Kidwell, Farmer, & Hardesty, 2013). a2 Ut, X475 # & W IERFIF X A AN E, AR
I X FNET BB T E B TAMEZ I I (O IR)IE A OR T e “ kT
AR Z I (B SSERAN), PRI EIE f5 AR BOE AR “ BRAME” X —BL5r i
A X —HE ST N2 —8), Flin, Kidwell 55(2013)7EMHF AI11Z 5 R1T
AR, AN AR SRAE G /& “ You can make a difference! ”, FEAA R K44 FH 1) “ You can
join the fight!”, FPRFXT SAFRIE R CRFFAR R B0 IE 5 A SEEG AR nT DLk 5 J5 2 1 B2y
TRV I R S 25 SR SR B S

EZEERETE R, B YRRy S0t o] DL AR N« 2&3 TE A1) 5 51 ” (moral emphasis of
the charity, Winterich, Zhang, & Mittal, 2012). Kidwell Z:(2013)#5H, AMAMEVRR M iZ 58 H
“sense of doing what they alone feel is best”. “sense of reducing harm and suffering of others”
SEfE R, TRHAEYRSR R 1% 5mIE “sense of in-group affiliation”. “sense of duty” A1 “sense of
authority” 285 8. i, JATEMBDRE P E e 7525 1. 2 F1 3 BV R AR .

NI, FRATRASESS 1 AREEATED G, B FRATHIAE R AR ATk EEE R R
RMAZIR). (3286 1 HFEH Y Hil, WEIWILX K LE R P RAE, k)



Fras ke FERE, AR I H BT &I 25 70 L X 122K

CAMEPERR Y 0 BRI IL X LA, BATANERIE ! ML R B, RT3
XL IERNEBIE—FEIN, AT LD TT R R X S 110 5, Rk 2T L X
JLEHE MR E. RIL “sense of doing what they alone feel is best” 1 “.0 R MR H A
T, SETRAT X k7 KRB “sense of reducing harm and suffering of others” U
“RR TR N IR L (A

CEEARVEURSR ] A R FTE, R AT SR ! H B3 AN L X 1 AR B 5
FEREEIAT 9o IEBRDNABIE RN, FRATTRE SE 47 3038 B A 25 90 T2 P A, (k2T A Ll X
JLEHH R RE . ARBL“ sense of in-group affiliation” 71 IR Kk 58 — 247 S RIE ”; 4ABL“ sense
of duty” 4 “#HiE A R TTE. RIS THERMAT N &I “sense of authority” 1 “ 58
L B R 2 6 80T B AR 59 AN SR G R AR R SR IO RE AT L % B T D
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AN BN 22 ILIESC PS5 [L1~7); P7 [L24~29); P11 [L1~5].

B3 Iephe/ ARG VER . 1EE BRI T X AR T R . (HRAE
SEHG 2 TR A S AR A R AR I D BRI T, RAESEES 3 R R B B AU
B ERIBIBEE, SN AR, AR E T R% T B X P A R AL Bl
ARMAR PN, XK, FRBOHEENN 2 GRRER: HBAET vs AR x2
(Rdg: B vs MDD X WARRCRIREN, XRS5 TR S InI5 .

5] 7« JERIA L S 4 30 o B A 3 B o FE RS RR A Hh SRR 2 5CT I R f IR 0
R EGTTERICRA i, AMES S T OAb s TASC A . Eibhlsy, JRATEARAE
RE ) SR AN ), — 2 AT AT T2 525 2 A0 3 SRIL AR e i b e, — 2
AT RATT I P P A R () R RBIRAE g/ AR R T AN & 9 AR

BEREEE— AR, B4R b, SEES 2 0 3 AN IRSS T IS AE R, SEEG 3 2 XTI Hl
—ANSERR AR LS, (HP A A TN . Q)MNSERT-BORE, Lk 2 it
LRI v A AR B 0 7 NI S N R e/ B RARE R TR PE R, T SESS: 3 Sl i R g Y
TIETRIRISAIE 1 HE T S S ACREAN B FRALHE I N AERILA] , B4 APR FlAS [5) 28 7 1) R e 2 (Keller,
2006; Han, Duhachek, & Agrawal, 2016). Spencer, Zanna #lI Fong(2005)\ N, XJ 448 &4 T
R A AR IS 0T EL R A UE R A OTVERI A N R . QRIS R E, SKES 2 M
ST RIS TG BN B RALRE A I BN AR HEAT 1 EARI &, Hh B IRAABERI K H O “EATE 25
BERRAEEO” A IR R BEHUACE E I X S (1= EEARE, 7= %
[A=;r=0.81, p<0.001); MNABERIZKH N “ATBMEERERE A7 F “ 55—
H, HERTARAHN” 1= FEFANE, 7= JEFIAFE; r=0.72, p<0.001), M5 3
XoT T T 30 R P e DR 2 250 A4 8 T 45 04 175 45 (Keller, 2006; Sharma & Morwitz, 2016) .

BEXFEE AN A . w3 N BB 9T R 2 25 58 T 15 IR 3L 1% (emotional  empathy) . P KRR
(perceived guilt) X} 28 35 35447 N B 521 (Cryder, Springer, & Morewedge, 2012; Lee, Winterich,
& Ross, 2014). ANFIT-LAMERFFT, A A B AT DL PR A [3] ) 25 e i —— B FRALRE A



LR REN T RAR T MR B AT I N AENLH, T8 sk T7 205 0048 AR SRR 2635 MR
SRS HEH AR o Z P LI BRRBRIRS, =7 P& R MR e PAT FFAT 90, X B S
1T JTIVPAL 55565 H bR S 2401 () VP4l 52 0 45 5 22147 30 (Bandura, 1982; Block & Keller,
1997; Keller, 2006). £ K& KLEAER T,  HIRALRE (self-efficacy)fi (K2 MAMHE H OFH
eSS SE HARROME &, 1 SN Rk B (response efficacy) IR A& /A ok 7 485 S 2t )
TEAti(Han, Duhachek, & Agrawal, 2016). fEZ&FEIAMEIELE T, HIRAEERHIRIBIE XS 5 &
RE 10T SILEAE — H br (et 2835 F VR S ) RS2 g DAk, T S R 2% e A2 48 T 2 0] 447 &

(0 F5 B2 AT i 2 N) A 250 i 738 (Sharma & Morwitz, 2016). Choi £5(2013)f8 i, H &AL
REAN IS4 e 35y m) DU 25 B THE B Ui 2, (R dH@REAT kAN, 45 b, FRAIAEERe S
KRR BRI E A R A AR &, DA SR AR IE A8 7 3R U7 205 W48 AR SR AN 2835 VI 2
RIsm, RATS AR 2 A7 T % KPTHE MO T A e Bl & 2 IR S TR N 2
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R FHME S N A Z WIESC P8 [L19~23].

B4 TEEEZHEL, St 1A FISL 1B A B EAZ, — AT ENIZEIT
SEE6 1A A5 % Pilot Study, TS 1B AR s SEe 1.

[B1R7 : JEH B L KA THRAVES B 400 SR AR, “ 3000 1B B0l “ 5K
5170 FIANER — R ATE BT AR TSR 1A, FEARSCSEE 1 A TR IEAE
YFaR 7 AR AR B R AC B, B0 A 3G =AML . Hodr, S250 1 BAERIEE S
YRR T G B AR VCEE RN ; S5 2 B AR R LN o AR RE AL (TR BE =
SRBERR)s SRES 3 T e Y AR R A PR IR IR UE T T B FR AR AN R R AR R 4 I EE L
file AERAAE RS RS G B, IR RE ST i 3 0!



BIS SL 2 R IE S RE RIER L AE R HITRE, SRR DY T I iR AR L ]
LAEAE NSRRI IR YESE , L3k T AT ARORIMBE JILEL o (ER I 22 573 A B AT RE IR
REABRIERE, 1 BAREIE R 7 AR ER 55 SR, gl T2 RE . Hanii

AN AR 18] 22 57 T e 2> LEAR & HEWT H AN R LR S sy B, R IX AR B th S iR
MRN8 B BE DRI WA AR A, (ER AR 3 1 R AR B R &K

BIR: 2L PEREN. R, TAHFA B+ R 1t
BAFS BASEREME, g KB R (R AR RNAED X kb E 7105 i
ATE%, SR ET N T RIEAT ARS8, ABKTE R 5 51RO BRI R
AR R RN E, 10 S/ MBTa T 51 RS At 1 R R RE 71 R0 5E (Wang et al., 2017). XA
FME, REBRKENRREEEMIB TR, KEBONEIRE IR AR BATEH
Photoshop CS6 (I G AL BB )R Al — AN NIRRT i, TP R RN R 23 L
AR . N ORZ I TERIA A, BATS PTANII S 7 R S 3E4T 1
ANFEAR(n = A3) ST HT I (t A B S5 R W T R E 2R, p > 0.10). F T 44E T4 SRR (R AL
ALY AT SIS AR B R R W% Co

*W ] B2 7% STk -
Wang, Z., Mao, H., Li, Y. J., & Liu, F. (2017). Smile big or not? Effects of smile intensity on perceptions of
warmth and competence. Journal of Consumer Research, 43(5), 787-805.

AR HE N S ILIESC P8 [L2~7].

B 6 I 1B T B RN I HTAFAE B . M8 AR RR R B RE 1R, /R E R
LI T = ANURR ISR 22 57, B VA AR IR B R B fE ) R A rh HEAT = R SR S R ) 7 75
oA, SEEG 2 A ESR L . Bifis !
[BIR7: JEH BOIE Z NS & B A S @ . 5% T T BN A T AR i 1), FRA1 L AEE
SR RN TR T AR . PR T RS E, 7ELLDASEES 1 o). 184 FR 7 S R4 BRI
THARH R, F(2,245)=12.31, p<0.001, n 2=0.09. EA&IM =, 4FBAMEERRE,
FHECT-REJIZH(M = 4.59), T PRAH A SRS S4i(M = 5.79, F(1, 245) = 22.43,p =
0.001, n 2=0.08); 4 REGEEATEVRRT, AHEL TIRBEL(M = 5.00), Ae 4B EA F =
5 4 45(M = 5.60, F(1, 245) = 4.93, p = 0.027, n 2=0.02); 4REUh PR, JEREH 568
TR BB S A B 2 % (M = 4.95 vs. M =4.91, p = 0.88). [N, X FiRMERMIEE
R(F(2, 245) = 6.89, p = 0.001, n *=0.05), SRHAMAMEVRSR I $HIERCR (388 L4018 T3k
PEVFR (p = 0.003) 5 H1 P 1FR (p = 0.001), FEARMEYFRS R VR R BRI B 2 R (p =
0.86); Xf T-fg J1 48 L AR(F(2, 245) = 7.69, p < 0.001, n 2=0.06), SEEEEAARM:FR M4
RO T AR K (p < 0.001) 5 Hh P 1RR (p = 0.01), MAMEYRR S P PEURRIBRCR TC 2.
EHMEER(p=0.23). S 2 1T RSN AT 2T 5

AR B N 22 WIE S P6 [L20~29); P9 [L6~14]).

HiRA 2 BI:

The authors examine how the compatibility between donation appeals and charity
perceptions influences donors’ charitable responses. They have conducted well-designed
experiments and competent data analyses. I also appreciate the authors’ efforts in generalizing the
proposed effects into different donation contexts, counter-balancing the order of donation appeal
and charity perception manipulations across different experiments, and, more importantly,



providing process evidence through both mediation and moderation approaches. | believe that
with a further revision to address several theoretical and methodological issues, the paper will
contribute to the charitable giving literature.

8] 7 = JRUH DT B L SOM AR SCRIE 98 T AN AR DTk 45 3 I IE TR PPAN | AT AR 248 ik iz
ML, FEIAN T AL BRARAS OO L B2 b, AT AR AR AT T o, DL 2 RISV
NI LR ERGHE, ERZRELRE, RAWRE TSN EEE P RARAE, Hh
PN, L OATECR B TESTS).

= 1 My major concern is about the way the authors conceptualize donation appeals.
Specifically, authors distinguish between two types of donation appeal based on Moral Foundation
Theory and term the two appeal types as “MAPEYFK” and “HEARMEYRK.” They further argue
in the conceptual framework that “MAPE1F3K 7 is associated with “ Z&fik % 0»,” whereas “#
APEVRR” s associated with  “JBAT 371E.” However, “MAYEVRRAEATEVRR” and “J&
17 9T AE/ZE/R%Z0>”  can be totally orthogonal. That is, “/MAM:F3K”  can also go nicely with
“IBAT TR (e.g. itisnatural tosay “IAERHLATLATEIRER, R—MmARKTIE” ), and
“EEARMEVRR” can also work well with  “ZEgR%Z.0>”  (e.g., itis natural to say “ILfERLLETK
THEFATEIE R, NEZ T E 07 ). Tome, itisthe “JBAT Ti{E/ZE#RZ 07 part of the
donation appeal that drives the demonstrated effects. | suggest the authors to re-conceptualize the
donation appeal construct and focus on the component “J& 1T 51/E/Z5#k5Z(»” while keeping the
aspect  “/AMAMEVRIREE A PE YRR (welyou)”  constant in both the theory section and the study
section. In the current four experiments, the donation appeal manipulation was confounded with
the two aforementioned components.
IRz JEH R LK KB AR S i SRR, AT B A s
57 WO HHEATIE IR, SRECEEVRRIAST, BRI E S AR I BERE
— 71, FEEMHREE. RN ELU TSR =R (@4 Z AR TRR AR
PEYRR? (D)PIE X A4 ? () IMAETEVRR vs BRI YRR = AMA vs BE R . B
T8 LAl H8 (moral foundation theory, MFT) & AHF 78 F BE S JE Al , 2 AMATE VR SR 53
MRS BRI A o« AN R SR (individualizing appeal B individual-based appeal) 5 #4414
¥R (binding appeal 5% group-based appeal) /& & T iZHR [P VF=R 5328, 5@ 1 E i e AN [F] S 17
(MRS 3 vs. BEAR B 43 ) 10 5200\ AT 105 T8 18 71 40 B (Winterich, Zhang, & Mittal, 2012; Kidwell,
Farmer, & Hardesty, 2013). Critcher £ Dunning(2013) R 5T & T, 4TI — S NI4T,
IS EHEMEZH BT NS /7, B 2 - (moral conscience), 1M 24 Tl — A )3
AT, NI S5 AR 2 I R38N /7, BRItk a4t 2 /7 (social norms and pressures).
X N BE AR YRR TT 2 AP VR RN B AR S 0y (0 — N AR A S EE7),
SRR NATTR 8 A B DS PR ASPIR S 4 1 DT s AR T R SR T o S A B 43 (n
CBENRZEAMA RIEER ), SEONATEE SGE A W (S R BRI R
4l [VE Y 4 FE 1R P 25 (Kidwell, Farmer, & Hardesty, 2013; Mooijman et al., 2017; Smith et al.,
2014). AIOL, AN YR SRR P R SR AR 5T X 55 A 8 e B AAT 16 2 BIAS [F] B4 78
RLOMEE AR vs. BEAR S 03) 1T 51X N B TE R AR )
AEN, BBV, HREFE S (Self-construal Theory) 1)k 37 % (independent) vs.
H A& (interdependent) 73R 5 AT 78 H 1 MAYE vs. BEARPEVRRIFAME . — 51, BI#E 8
W R URR T AME SR REOC R, & R YRR TE IR ) 1 T N A (LB )
WA AME(UEERTE): 5 —J71, A R A L) 37 vs. “IRAT” HATE BRI,
MG & —MER-a Fve, 185 8 I R T8 LAl A 1) P92 (W 58P I )R H9 (Kidwell,



Farmer, & Hardesty, 2013; Simpson, White, & Laran, 2018). fEVfRiUar 4 E, ET/MEZH
FEFE YRR (e, MAMEVRR) S5 TR Z M0 E UK (e, BEAPEVRR)IE A 44 BN IZIX
FEERBRMA: MEYEVRRIFIRIRIFIF N R “AMEMR”, TRIXFFRTE T “treatments of
individuals”, BRIFMAMAR A FEH KKRERE “A 2 RTEME” 1R, BRI R I 3
T G2 “REARIFRATT 7, T2 I AR R B8 GPE R 5B “binding people together”, 51 M
TERTI R RORB R “ATa&TE4E” 117 8 (Winterich, Zhang, & Mittal, 2012).

7, SOESERTT R . ESEE IR R I HE A b, AT TR . 5K
B i BAA 2 ( “ Manipulating the donation appeal construct by varying the  “J& 47 5141/ ZE ik
%.0»”  component and keeping the “we/you” component constant across different donation
appeal cells”)— 3, TEEVFR 7 2IRPPRL P EIF X R KIF \l%ﬁt#f*ﬁm(l e., &), REIMEZ,
AMEPERR ™R “sense of doing what they alone feel is best”. “sense of reducing harm and
suffering of others” %{5 BRI MNAMEZ I RE), #HAEIRR ™ 5 “sense of in-group
affiliation”. “sense of duty” #1 “sense of authority” %5{5 2 (5% I WBEAR 2 1125 FE) ( Kidwell,
Farmer, & Hardesty, 2013). FATHEIAEE SR B #7925 1. 2 A1 3 TE AR R J7 2N il
fWﬂEW%L%L PAEE SR G T EEYOR NS SA BT E X, 1B48 T M 3L
BRISIRFE 53, FF FEHT St S 56 DA SV b B i &5 R 5 4518 .

*5 K (275 SCHR -
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Critcher, C. R. , & Dunning, D. . (2013). Predicting persons' versus a person's goodness: behavioral forecasts
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KT HIB A e N & W IESC P1 [L18~29); P2 [L5~11); P3 [L1~26]).
KT SLIGHER A BN B W E S PS5 [L1~7); P7 [L24~29]); P11 [L1~5]).

=12 Below are some specific comments about the empirics. In all the experiments, the authors
measured manipulation checks before asking participants questions about the main dependent
variables. Such a measurement order may produce a demand effect.

BIN: B EREFRRMENEN. NERET KIS 5EE.e., demand effect), 7EAHTFT
s rh, AR AR R IR RN . BRI S, £ R IUE R RT3 50 B
RIRIBA R 2 )5, E B A TR R A SR (R R ) AT I &, KD IR B i )
N7 TS 0 R A 8 5 T o X — A e S B bt e R gl 1 B Hh I B4 8 “ Measuring the
key dependent variable right after the donation appeal and charity perception manipulations,



without being possibly contaminated by other measures”, 3= % 25 () /2 S8 R 73457 -
FARL N 52 ILIESC P5 [L27~31].

=1 3 When decomposing interaction effects, the authors only conducted simple contrasts.
However, there were no pair-wised planned contrasts among different cells within the donation
appeal factor. | noticed that the means of the neutral appeal cells were generally high, especially
for the manipulation checks. In the revision, the authors should report all the planned contrasts for
each pair among the three donation appeal cells.
[O1R7: R L B o AR ST RO, s, JAMRE T 208 @R A A
RMEVRSR v AR TEVRR)*2(WHE AR TRIE A vs. 58 /1 AY)AC BAE H Ja 58 B s EL L

PASEES 2 9l TEAEYRR DT N SR B HAE 22, F(2, 288) = 13.45, p <
0.001, n 2=0.09. BEA&IME, ZRBAMEEVRRN, LT HI4M = 10.46), IBRA B
WA H R 4B £4(M = 1455, F(L, 288) = 10.74, p = 0.001, n 2=0.04); 2 RECEEAAMEJF
RIS, AHEETRARAL(M = 9.69), AE 1 H AR A T = R IE 4 (M = 14.75, F(1, 288) = 16.23,
p=0.001, n 2=0.05); 2RECP YRR, RBEA SR8 ) AP TR S AU0 B 3& Z 57 (M =
11.54 vs. M =11.30, p = 0.84) . [FEIR}, XFTIHEBEAIRHE TR (F(2, 288) = 7.79, p = 0.001, n 2
0.05), SRHEUAMAMEVR K B X 48 ROR (FEE 80 L T RHAVE VR K (p < 0.001) 5 PEVFK (p
0.016), FEAMEYFR 5 PR RIHARCR T 5.2 2 7 (p = 0.13); XFT-RE I AR 44 (F(2, 288)
=6.38,p=0.002, n 2=0.04), REFFARIERRAIRFHRCRI T AR R (p = 0.001) 5 itk
VYRR (p = 0.008), MAMEFR G FPEVRYABRCR TR & Z 7 (p = 051).  HARMA LI K
FCAR, AR CREAT TN 7S, fEIEATER

FHRL BN 252 WLIESC P6 [L20~29); P9 [L6~14].

EI 4 InStudy 2, it is not clear how the authors conducted mediated moderation analyses. The
donation appeal variable is a categorical variable with three levels rather than a continuous
variable. However, the Process macro can only deal with categorical 1Vs that have two levels. The
correct way to use regression analyses to conduct mediation/moderation analyse under this
circumstance is to further dummy code the three-level categorical donation appeal variable into
two dummy variables and then conduct two separate analyses with each dummy variable as the IV
and the other dummy variable as a covariate. Also, before reporting the indirect effect analyses, in
the text the authors should describe the donation appeal X charity perception interactions on the
two mediators first. | noticed that in Figure 2, the donation appeal X charity perception interaction
on response efficacy is shown as significant in the regression model. However, according to Table
1, the competent charity seemed to result in a higher response efficacy in all three donation appeal
cells with the magnitude being larger in the “individualistic appeal” cell. It would be very difficult
for such a result pattern to produce a significant donation appeal X charity perception interaction
(suppose we run a donation appeal X charity perception ANOVA). | doubt whether the reported
significant interaction is due to the mis-specification of the regression model | mentioned earlier.
Please check your analyses and correct/clarify these issues in your revision.

IR : AR5 TR E SR, FATES S T X AT 76 3% . K rh IR RAE S
H, WE WA E dLCMAERRA RIS R 1, HAbGRID N 0)F d2(EA e R =R 50 1,
HAthgmid oy 0). ¥ d1 AN EHAR, BIRMEES RBMRAREE TP AR, FRIGEHE Y E R
i, 12H] Bootstrap #£/3(Model 8, W+ ZHIHUFEA TN 5000, fWZERIEMIESEH 53100
F)BAT R AR . SR RN, HIRBEER A E R 2 (A B A2 AN =-1.81, 95% ClI



[-3.1636, -0.7763]). 1EFEFK T X540 F AR KA AE BN B AR~ A2 (B = -1.06,
t =-3.36, p = 0.009; 95% CI [-1.6846, -0.4392]). 7FizH& 2 [ FRARE Y A 2500 I8 2 (1A] 52
AR RN =2.07, 95% CI [1.1901, 3.1386]), [Mi{ERE /B4 B FALAE 1) A A RUSLAS I 3 ([R]85
%12 2N=0.26, 95% CI [-0.5326, 1.1612]), Kk, HIRGEZ IR Z R FE E AR AR VF
RO PG PR RR)$EF R IR R L. s, BATE d2 /A BB E#AT R
oM, SEREIR, RNV RLRE R H A E R (B AR RN =3.17, 95% CI [1.7599, 4.8134]).
TE SRR 7 5 W48 AR AR AE B0 S M ALRE = AE R (B = 1.14, t =4.28, p < 0.001;
95% CI [0.6217, 1.6574]). fERE /I AL H e SR RE 1) A 2508 S 35 ([R1 2 % A5 RURE=2.84, 95%
CI [1.6929, 4.2037]), i {5 B Y 20 Hh 2 87 S3CRE 1 R A 380 AS S 3 (1) 42 4% 4% RAUR =-0..33, 95%
Cl [-1.4134, 0.7505]), A, SR RkREEAEBE /I BVIA4E F 44K R BRI VR SR (FH LG T rR PR ReR)
FETHNIB BRI AN . FaR g R H2a 5 H2b $2 4t 7 3 S FF .
AH L AE By 28 L 1IESC P9 [L16~31],

i

5

:J0 5 In Study 3, the authors mentioned that  “SI256 3 38 i 1 154G 56 1) 5 V2 B BGAIE T S vE
KREAN AL BER A RM.” 1 would suggest the authors to re-frame it to be =256 3 i i i
R 56 1 U7 VR PR IR SR T 2 T S M AL RE RN B RAAE M N E AL .7 The purpose of a
moderation analysis is not to support a mediating effect; instead, both the moderation approach
and the mediation approach serve as methods to support the underlying mechanism/process.

MRz : FEHRME R IRIE. WERIE, LRERRRIE AL, HE#H
Fe A 7 RN LE AR, X R AT IAE SR AR T vh R SRR 3 BT . R i SR R IR Y
PEEEPEAIAERG I, RS, FATRL KRN, 5K 3 1Y H Ry i R
B 7 VR TR OERAIE 1 T B FR AR AR AN S R AR B Y AL EBLA 7

AN B BN 28 WLIESC P10 [L15); P12 [L5].

.

S

3

To address the above conceptual and empirical issues, | recommend the authors to run an
additional study, in which they can do the following: (1) Manipulating the donation appeal
construct by varying the “JB4731{F/ZEmkZ.0»” component and keeping the “we/you”
component constant across different donation appeal cells. (2) Measuring the key dependent
variable right after the donation appeal and charity perception manipulations, without being
possibly contaminated by other measures.

Good luck with the research and look forward to reading your further revision!

[EIRZ : & S AT BT T i ) B 8 5 SICAIE ) @ i 2 3 PR 2 PRI, AR 98 1) S BB 2L
TAEFRAE 7w BB AT AT BT 58 0 R T R, FRATI RGN, 230l LT 3RATTx £
IR LA, 2 IR, FATTHEH B AE TS B SR RS, RO A L E B AT HS !

HRAIEN:

The current manuscript sought to examine the effectiveness of using individualizing and
binding appeals in donation solicitation. Differentiating fundraisers into two kinds (warmth and
competence), the authors showed that individualizing (binding) appeal is more effective when the
fundraisers are characterized by warmth (competence), and that efficacy perception (self -
efficacy and response efficacy, respectively) underlies the interactive effect. Below, | outline some
of my major concerns.

[BIRZ : Al B ZAE P02 mh il S 5 10 IR 80X AR SCHEAT ARECRR 1], 8l i A F i



25 1 WA ST MBS EBAR KB R L 1 S IE I e SR B G DD 1] R, FRATHE Rt Xt
HSE AR DI M8 AR N 1.1, B0 1.2 FI L 1.3, BB et A seis pre
(0708 TR R 7 A 0 (B, A 28— AN SEBG IR L 2 43 R 2.0 R 2.2), FRaHE s
WHFATIZ U 5583, DUR VRGN B . N 2 AT (B X RS § W, (£ R E LR,
BAWRE TSN BAE SR B E, Hrd P oIS, L ATECRAE R ERITS).

=1 Theory: Authors based their conceptualization on moral foundation theory (MFT) and
stereotype content model (SCM). The former theory constitutes the grounds for the categorization
of the two kinds of charitable appeals. Despite such conceptual support of this categorization, the
current manuscript lacks a discussion on prior literature which has extensively researched on 1)
what the common types of appeals are and how their effectiveness varies across situations, 2) how
the characteristics of the fundraiser affects the effectiveness of donation solicitation and when the
characteristics can help or hurt, and 3) how efficacy perceptions modified donation behaviors and
when a specific type of efficacy plays a more critical role. Without a comprehensive review on the
donation literature and mapping the current manuscript on a specific stream, the theoretical
contribution is undermined.

IRz R B & FZ B ) 5 58 W FATIEF N FE R A, 2% I5 W i 2R iR
A e SE AP A IIAHE 7T (R BEAR DUk HE TR S =AMR e B T ), A TR T IA 1)
FRIET, Rt ENRE T IeRKNE, W6 @)EMETF R RIEA ., O W&
YER s (b)X48 T AR TR IR /RE TR ot S VIR R s () AT AN [F] RO RE 28 A ) B il S FLAE 263
RSB I EA . X = AN A B AR IE DL A R 1.1, B 1.2 FE L 1.3
FRE BRI N2 A o Ay BRI e 1R IR AN AT DLREAH 5 ARG f AR 8] 1 5% 2R 19 I8 45 BE i T,
REN BT NI T 5 AN 2 M die — e, AR AT 78 B 15 38 k.

=1 1.1 Conceptualization of appeal types. Literature has long suggested two distinct kinds of
obligation underlying donation, personal (e.g., | am a kind person and so | would like to help;
Langer and Abelson 1972) and normative (e.g., it is expected to acting for common goods;
Cialdini et al. 1975, Schwartz 1970). Based on my understanding of the manuscript,
individualizing appeal highlights the importance of being caring and emphasizes on personal
obligation. That is, people help not because of fulfilling the expectations from other persons or
society but because of internalized motivation to make the world a better place to live and
minimize damage. On the other hand, binding appeal stresses more on the obligation to prioritize
public interests over self - interests. However, the uses of terminology (individualizing vs. binding)
is rather confusing; for example, individualizing refer to any kind of appeals making use of
personalization message while binding conveys no idea of normative obligation. These terms are
not precise enough either in Chinese or in English in conveying the focus on different kinds of
obligation and moral beliefs. Besides, some Chinese descriptions, such as “ZEJgkE0»"  for
individualizing appeal, are distracting and lead audience to associate other donation - relevant
concept like empathy (caring about another’ s predicament). If individualizing appeals become
more effective because of the stress on personal obligation, it is possible that those who are not
caring and kind may not follow the individualized aspects of moral foundation. Neither would
they see the need to Z2J§k2.0s. If this is true, it is a boundary condition for the effects under the
individualizing appeals. While the authors may have identified two important kinds of appeal
which may lead to interesting prediction, there lacks sufficient justifications how these appeals



map on the previously identified appeals and how their distinction from those appeals is important.
Despite practical importance, the authors should also elaborate theoretically why it is important to
pull the two types of appeal together.

IR : Lo e R W AREE T FRA TR AR I RN . T, AT mE LR AR
HR SR JUAN TR, B S I IRAT B 0 1.1 AR R P B T %

Ho—, BFRBTARIBEEELF) R E: “---the uses of terminology (individualizing vs.
binding) is rather confusing; for example, individualizing refer to any kind of appeals making use
of personalization message while binding conveys no idea of normative obligation. These terms
are not precise enough either in Chinese or in English in conveying the focus on different kinds of
obligation and moral beliefs---” FEAH Fi 1, MAVEVR KRR 172 “ BT MR R R E R R
(U FAMART A LTI BN, BEATEYRSRAE IS e TR T AR R 7 (A TR
MG BIN). Binding & “ZI3, 445, %% 2, binding appeal & MEEAR B H & 1T,
1E 1 Smith %5(2014)Fr it i “binding people together and helping them thrive as groups, tribes,
and nations”.Mooijman %5:(2017) 245 tH binding moral values #&“ group-focused/ group-oriented”
[, #IATINTY, binding appeal FIEHFEy “HEAMEVRR”, SR AN TAHARZ T 1 5 8%
TEE A )RR, 5 2Z AR L AMATEYRR, 2o AATTAAAMA I J2 T R 5 TE A A ) . FefiT 2
BT AE SCHER Rl rbon “TEAEYRRTT 307 SRZFEMTIRIA, AR5 R M. xhitk, F-AT
FEFRE 5838 T AT E VR RME S AL A, DAL B0 4 M B A P R R oK

Ho, BFEER T AR R A 8. “---some Chinese descriptions, such as

“Z&jgR%0”  for individualizing appeal, are distracting and lead audience to associate other
donation - relevant concept like empathy (caring about another’ s predicament)---” > T & 50
JIT U ) 1) (A P 3R] 28k 52 o0 7 S5) 28 SEIG A SR A R I T-P0, FATE B 1B YRR AR
Mkt

Z M Kidwell 55£(2013)7E S50 (3R T7 20, AMAEPEYRR N i “sense of doing what they
alone feel is best”. “sense of reducing harm and suffering of others” 2515 & (55 i /M Z 1 25
fE), BERHBIUE “ZO07 XFERTIR. B, SEER 1 AMEMEVRSRCON <0 R LXK T
AT, WAT BRI | MG R FLNTE, 8 BOFE T RIAT B 0 Y . IERUN AR — RN,
FATAT LAY D S R IR e T RI05 S, (st ST L IX LA R R .7 He T IEE TR K
PR R AT IR %

H=, BFREVUBZEDFIIEEYFR OB B “---While the authors may have identified
two important kinds of appeal which may lead to interesting prediction, there lacks sufficient
justifications how these appeals map on the previously identified appeals and how their distinction
from those appeals is important. Despite practical importance, the authors should also elaborate
theoretically why it is important to pull the two types of appeal together---” FA/ 138 i 5 Fr R H#H X
ORI, W T IS I AU . DU, BATE S AT S AN
BN XA IR UGE, 5] S IR N .

“EEAL” AFFECMERIAT I ZE R, NATRT DAIE T AMA T B 2 RS RE <A
T ATEER N AT, AT S I AR/, X S B RIFE I AT 9
Ho B, xS 4y (gender identity) (A [8] 52 AATTXT PN BE AR RN AN FEAR (R 45 AT 9
(Winterich, Mittal, & Ross, 2009); F§401, XFEE & 4> (political identity) FI A [Fl 5200V 9 35 46
4 &= B (Winterich, Zhang, & Mittal, 2012). &N NBERMOLHIAME, 2 th B AR R —H5
(Mooijman et al., 2017), HA “XEEH”. U{NTER B — N EFEEINN, WBATEE
ATREM “MES " KFEIE, WA “BERE M KB EXAF . 140, Critcher A1
Dunning(2013) IRF 7T &I, 24T —A NBIFEATI , AAT4 B8 BAMA 2 1 B0AT 9 akah 75,



LTE 8 5 17 (moral conscience), T 24 UM —#E N PIEBAT I, AT A HEHAZ ksl 77,
itk 2x ALY (social norms). AW, MREEANE] “ B4 7 %k NATME B AEAT ikl s EEAVER
TEAT A, ATV A F B YR ROE A SR BN A vs A S 1 T B

AMEME vs BERPE YRR O FS R YR . JE LR PE 18 (moral foundation theory, MFT) B 1
AT 38 3 oK T R S R B &R, 20l 2 Ok PRI T (carefharm) A P 1K B
(fairness/cheating) .t/ i (loyalty/betrayal). A&/ 35 (authority/subversion) LA J 4t v /EE
7% (purity/degradation)(Graham et al., 2011; Haidt & Graham, 2007; Smith et al., 2014).

A v BEARME R SR BN 5 X ) . AN AR P R SR (individualizing  appeal 5%
individual-based appeal)5 #4414 73K (binding appeal ¥, group-based appeal) 72 3 - i 7 3 fifi ¥
WIURR IS, SR M BEAN 5] B 0y (AR B 0y vs. BEAR B ) T 52 0 A AT DX T8 4 11 1) e
(Winterich, Zhang, & Mittal, 2012; Kidwell, Farmer, & Hardesty, 2013). EAkii 5, AMEMEIRR
MRS (N AN A R TEE ), 5 1E AT TE A W R S A R
OPBRYRAE S OVE s BEAATE VR SR U A AA S (U “ —HE AR B AMA ZEER 7 ),
FECNATEE S TE A W e () R R BB IR RN 7 TR 4 2 () 9 %5 (Mooijman et all.,
2017; Smith et al., 2014). ] ., MAMEVFRAFEAR MR SR 0 AS 5T X ) a2 il i re i A0 B
CUPIAS R Sy 8 S (MR B 3 s, BEAR B 40 ) T 7 A AH R (1) 3 A 0K )

AR vs BEAPE VR R S HARVRR IR R . HAREEE, 40 E 3R 8 A B e (Self-construal
Theory), ‘& ha7 % (independent) vs. H 4 % (interdependent) if 3K 5 Mt vs B MR R 5F
AHHIE . —J7 10, BRI R R R R AMAE SRS RISC R, 15 2 Vr K 18 YK 5)
VST WAE(ANTE AR =R )IE /2 AME (WNTEFERNE): 53— 7T, il s R A R “ 37 vs.
CRAT AT BRI, T JEE R MR G R, I A T LA N AR R\ (Winterich
Zhang, & Mittal, 2012; Kidwell, Farmer, & Hardesty, 2013; Simpson, White, & Laran, 2018).

HABEFEH R T MR SRR TE VR SR I RBCR UL, BR T MFT 324 T AMA Rk 5
FEAVEVR R 703, AN ISR TR P& (R SR ROR AT T BB dr . #ilan,  Kidwell 55
(2013) IR FE R W, SR FHAMA VR SR I B8 REAT 500 ik B FH 32 S0 (BLRR AN N L 3B SR PS5 R
ROBATER T B, SR BEARYE VR SRIN B B IR R ~F 5 S8 (Lo S R . B8 AU R
ROBEATEEIE 9% . Winterich £5(2012) 78 K3, 4Z&EN A ) B B 3 S s MR MEE
IRt (e., MAYEVRR), T A ORSF 3E SCGE SR AR R T A (e, BRI URSR) BT BB 24
LN HIELE 5K 5AMA R BUE S AT “RAE” MIRTHE B PRIE . 2k, A
SCAE R AN FE I LAl b, Ak X P RE AR R SR iR 43 770, 5T Stereotype Content
Model (SCM), 45 A A+t 05 N AR ok 77 200 2858 AT A B 520 S N ZE R o

*i K 1225 SR -
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MM BN AL IESC PL [L18~29); P2 [L5~11).

= 1.2 From warmth to personal obligation and competence to normative obligation. Whereas
the match between competence and normative obligation is more apparent, that between warmth
and personal obligation is more elusive. Related to above discussion, not all individuals are caring,
kind, and even moral in nature. When exposing these individuals to individualizing appeal, would
it be effective? I guess the answer is “no” without considering the characteristics of fundraisers
because they may not be aware of the importance of being caring as a desirable personal quality.
This is to say, there is something more than “matching” effect occurring. I am not fully convinced
by the simple match/ fit paradigm as there are so many missing gaps in theory. While we can
generally describe the effects as fit effect per se, the underlying mechanism is more complicated
for each kind of appeal, and particularly, for individualizing appeal. The authors should explain
and examine more clearly how the warmth of fundraisers affects how the appeal recipients
perceive the importance of being kind (personal obligation) and how this affect the weighting on
self-efficacy in determining donation.

IR : ZEFKEIWME R, FERINSCERSCEE AR b, FRAD BRI “AMAPE TR R —iR IR
MHB TR — B A — 2R 7 RS B R 3T 1R,

(1) iR (warmth) & MAXHl AT A E B (I, 4F 2 good intentions) (7T 5 45 4 (Fiske,
Cuddy, & Glick, 2007). Gershon F Cryder(2018)i\Jy, i K4y HA & i AL &
(communal intent), 235 “ & F OIS 320G N B R TBE O b7 B BN N ARIR IR 1) 48 (=
BRI R AT AR SR BE 2 “ A L7 (for ulterior motives)(Cuddy, Glick, &
Beninger, 2011). "I, RFERISMIE BARPTEA BRI, AUEROE S NAAILE KA
a0y T AR A 2 Pl (Aaker, Vohs, & Mogilner, 2010).

(2) METEVFRIEE | “AMES 7, FEATEE EAMEZ 147 R 3) ) (G R),
PO ARATTBE SSVE A2 “AE YR RIS, Gl 4 TSI Sl N2 20
263 1#47 Jy(Critcher & Dunning, 2013; Kidwell, Farmer, & Hardesty, 2013). I, B A /MkME
LG NATT G AR 2 T =% R 1) ) & A 1) R T P i IROR R E B CHIAT e FEZEE W)
AR, REEA YR FAER R B B IR B A RSO UE R AT
7E FR3E 42 2 1 BT R (Critcher & Dunning, 2013; Gershon & Cryder, 2018). F&AI 19\ Jy, AiAi]
R EEEE S AT R KB AL ATERREADYAE AR, By A R RELE A
RHATE EA OO, B, A FEIE AU RIS H (Winterich, Zhang, & Mittal, 2012). [,
2V T AR E AR IR R YN, SRECMAR TR RSR TT O ST AR BOR A AL

(3) H T &KL #E (self-efficacy) 45 11 & MMA M E H & F 68 /1 SLBLEE 2 B #5 1915 & (Han,
Duhachek, & Agrawal, 2016). —7J71fl, MAMEVRR T 871 2% 50 58 A AMAJZ 1 K 5 EIE



1 5] R (Kidwell, Farmer, & Hardesty, 2013; Winterich, Zhang, & Mittal, 2012), fbAIIA N ECA—
AN IEE RN &I N PR TE R SR (M RS ME R RTE I & J0) KRG, B InRE T
XS HAT NI L 51 S i B B ALRE(Ajzen, 2002; Judge et al., 2002). 55, i
R« PIE A2 17 2 S R (emotional social support) i 2 7 P 25 (Zhu, Sun, Chang, 2016; 4%%%
T, BR A, 2018), T AMA BTN B 1 RO AR 2 SR BE A 5 5 R A% RE (Aumeboonsuke,
2017). #F 2, MMHE BN ER R, JE R E T A ORI E R IEERH A
HHE SRR AE O, BIMEE B3R RE. 8 b, IRIBEADYHE TR A AMA YRR SR I 32 Bl i
4 5E { FRRLAE T HE T E R (Choi, Krieger, & Hecht, 2013).
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FRL B A 25 ILIESC P3 [L1~9); P4 [L6~14]).

&I 1.3 Role of efficacy perceptions and its underlying cognitive appraisals. Related to the



appeal conceptualization, the authors conceptualized that individualizing and binding appeals
evokes more intense self - efficacy and response efficacy perceptions in specific conditions. These
efficacy perceptions are underlain by distinct cognitive appraisals concerning control, attribution,
and thus obligations (Lazarus 1991). Given that the authors conceptualized these perceptions as
the underlying mechanism, they should highlight more clearly how these perceptions related to
different moral foundation and what specific kind of appraisals may be involved.

BIRZ: H32 Lt B 0T PR AS [F] RCRe B (B B 3R AR R AN B S 0RE ) W frT /Ry 9 AE
PR RSB AR R R T 35 3R BARR R WA RCR F i A, BAMEARN S WA R

HG, KT PIFIANF R BRI AL O e MR TR E PAT ZEAPAT 9, 5 B S AT 1
VAL 5500 H ARSI ROk B VAL 2 i 25 5 22147 3 (Bandura, 1982; Block & Keller, 1997;
Keller, 2006). H ke (self-efficacy)fi it 2 MAMME B CA A8 ) S ILREE H AR 1S S (e,
the belief that one can take the steps required to achieve an outcome), fj 5N %% fiE (response
efficacy) 4 ) 2 M 4f T &5 A 2 1 vEA (i.e., the belief that the steps taken will result in
the desired outcome)(Han, Duhachek, & Agrawal, 2016). [ 3 &RE 5 5 i 0 MAHT B B A Rl
MHARKAESEE, BRET IR, N RABEA R LR —M “ 4 R REE”
(outcome expectation efficacy), Il 455K &M, i3 B EA A SIEHE H BA A F ) HT
MgERAE, KRR T IX 2B (Keller, 2006; Sharma & Morwitz, 2016).

H, RTA AR R B P R - 30 AT R B L4 LR T & A
[l k2 1 85, g e i AR 75 175 5% (Choi, Krieger, & Hecht, 2013) . MiFE 45 th /& —Fh it iR,
RN BESERAE 2835 M B 1% 15 b 72 3% FH i (Sharma & Morwitz, 2016). A WFR KL, SIHE A
B B AA 2015 (vs. LT 1538 ) 15 A B T4 T ANTHISAE R, X2 4R 8 2 i iR 52 i )
(donor’ s perceived impact) it 3z #)(Cryder, Loewenstein, Scheines, 2013). 7 Z& % 4518 1% 1%
T, BRBEERAIN T RARIEE XS B B B8R SLBLIE — H bR (03 B 1) 52 Wooh R el 3t 2 35 5
MV ) HIFEME IV o S N RY e S R 26 JE— H Fm (a0 35 B 31 52 Bk SR el ik 2835 Sk K
JE)PATE R A BT . — MBS, APURE e, ANMTIRBUTHIH SRS
G (Keller, 2006). Sharma F Morwitz(2016)3f it S E A 7830 P A A [8] 1 XL RIS B T 28 3545
MetE T, tONAHE TR AR 5 SER PR At 1 EE KSR . H1 b, BRI A
A —— HIABE S LR AE A IE [ R R AR RO -

B, KT TERE YRR TT 205 X8 ARSI A UL 5 e 368 T 9 A 5 e 0 X 8 R0 7 A
SO o AP YRR TR BVH 9l 3 5 s U A4 2 T ok RS ] L (Kidwell, Farmer, & Hardesty,
2013; Winterich, Zhang, & Mittal, 2012), AT\ RN — MBI NN N 7EEE RN
(M ARAMEREAA TG s 7)R S BL, - RIT 23 BE AN SR AR T 0o HAT a1k 5 i)
H &L BE(Ajzen, 2002; Judge et al., 2002). AT/ HN 347 B 4L 2> ¥ Fr(emotional  social
support, UdEEE, ) AR A RO aRH 5 I AL AE (Aumeboonsuke, 2017; Zhu, Sun, Chang,
2016). ik, RERIDMAE AR AR TEVRRIN, T 95X A CREAE R I H AR
BA T B A E O, RIMEHE B3R AEE , AT 42T 238 2058 (Choi, Krieger, & Hecht, 2013).
HABC, REARAERSR T AT 9 2 D 5 0 3 MR J2 1 HE AR5 S8 T L, s SME AR RV ) T
JIVERT, IXLEEAME R RTE AT AR AL 2R L A 2k e st A\ S99 7F S5 4148 BT 3R (Kiidwell, Farmer,
& Hardesty, 2013; Smith et al., 2014), P A7 F A 11 18 A Al ) NANTAE AR P b A 1) 42
TEEAT R SEBUH B AN AR A EE T BRI, AT B 8550 50 H 45 R 2218 JF
BAMRBRAIEE R (NG & Butts, 2009), 5 57 AME A (U0 24 WL HIBLE0) % 351 H A Rk
EAVER . REIALYIAR T 5 UM 45 SR AT R (RIS SR RE) B UIAROC . fldn, Bua ek A fe
TRV J3 RO (R0 I e 7 448 PE) 11 1) T B o 4625 (Hoegg & Lewis, 2011). (Fh1-1eidk « T
Fa) A8 “HERIE YOk, RELL LEONIAIE, WARCKTY”, 8RR RE ) A T BESE I T



WHEFR. 2, BEJI AR AR B R SR IS, V8 2 2o0] L i 47 53 1) 28 5 10 H A Rk
PR RVEAL, RN R, BETER T MI4E 2R (Han, Duhachek, & Agrawal, 2016).
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FER B 2 WIESC P3 [L28~35); P4 [L1~27].

E I 2 Methodology-Study 1A



=00 2.1 When looking at the experiment stimuli, | found that there are more than one aspects
manipulated. It is unclear whether the authors manipulated “Individualizing vs. binding” or
“you (BRAER AT LLATEN#E 2K) vs. we (BRAE BN TATEIALK)” or “Caring - oriented
(R BT MRR B — A B0 IE R AR IS — BRI, 1M REAE 70 T ) 52 (R 4 g v 4
R PRgEH R ) vs. obligation - oriented (Zf% M3 — 1 A RIEA KB AL T Mg ETR
SE AL R i B L B8R ).” Notwithstanding | understand individualizing/binding is a
complex concept, it is critical to isolate their effect with other established ones with clean
manipulation and experimental design. In particular, the concept of individualizing should be
distinct from being caring. Related to the discussion in the abovementioned theory part, it is
elusive what the two kinds of appeals are in essence and how they are related yet distinct from
other related constructs which have been extensively researched.

1R : U R EH G 5 T o @il fEBSEET, FATEXHEEYOR A IS R 34T 1
SRR, SRR MAVEVR R SRR AT Z 5, RS AT AN R T vt 1 59
ML HEBR 7B R AHEM . BAKI S, AW IE YRy S w] ARy « 28 8 1R B
/.7 (moral emphasis of the charity, Winterich, Zhang, & Mittal, 2012). =i Kidwell £5£(2013)
IR 7T, MAMERR 28 H “sense of doing what they alone feel is best”. “sense of reducing harm
and suffering of others ”2&{5 &, TR/ F 3K 51 18 sense of in-group affiliation”.“sense of duty”
F1 “sense of authority” Z5{5 5. P37 2 TAMAE SR Z 1 55 6 N 78 5 A ME I 8 15
9Xzh. N, PASER: 1 ERIEAE ], BB ERA TR AR T AT IR B

(o081 R EE 5] Hl, W2 WLIXEJLENCEEZ PREE, 0k 2 s Fil.
FESE, A2 2 300 H P 5 sk U R 28 2 N LU XA 22 A

U APEYRR Y O R L XA TATT, AT BRI L M0 BLAE, HIAE-T-FIAT 30
SRR LD AR —FERI N, JATTAT LR 22 R X e 42 7 005 3, (et 38 X
JLEHB R E. B “sense of doing what they alone feel is best” 1 “0r F . %8 MG JEE L 4N
i, IR RATBhR X7 K3 “sense of reducing harm and suffering of others” 1
“OR TR IR X B £ A

CREAVEURR Y IR A REIFUE, R —ATERIE ! 3BT L X TR AR B 57
FEREAT Ao IEPRDABRIE RN, RATTRESE fF i A 25 903 104, e 30 L X
JLEHE MR E . 7RBL“ sense of in-group affiliation” 71 IR K 5K — 47 B KIE 7, 4ABL“ sense
of duty” 4 “#HE A RMTE. RAEIMETHERMAT N &I “sense of authority” 1 “ 5
IF B B 23 78 ST DA S A SR 0 TE AR YRR A R AT LB 5%

* e (275 SR -

Kidwell, B., Farmer, A., & Hardesty, D. M. (2013). Getting liberals and conservatives to go green: political
ideology and congruent appeals. Journal of Consumer Research, 40(2), 350-367.

Winterich, K. P., Zhang, Y., & Mittal, V.. (2012). How political identity and charity positioning increase donations:
insights from moral foundations theory. International Journal of Research in Marketing, 29(4), 346-354.
FR B ER N 252 WIESC PS [L1~7); P7 [L24~29); P11 [L1-5].

&I 2.2 Concerning the objective and findings of this study, this study showed that appeal
types could affect the perceptions of fundraiser’ s warmth and competence. However, the proposed
framework conceptualized the characteristics of fundraiser (warmth or competence) as moderator.
The observed effects on these perceptions seemed contradictory to the conceptualization. That is,
the independent variable should have no impact on the moderator. This finding also hinted that the



manipulation of appeal type also manipulated fundraiser’s characteristics (or related concept such
as being caring).

1R : R K i R W 2 T IRAR A F T8 R R B B A 2 (e.9., 853, FHIA),
PAHER RAE T B e 7RI RE. AT, Z PrEA 2 2 th s 1A iEs R, JErris
JZ bR IAFERAT A AEE YRR R A bt 778 dm “mg e, 20 B ARl T 51 e T
R RN BT L o AEAE T T SO A TEAE R SR AR R 2 S5, AT, FLSia i 48 B 1 45
PRASHERN, ZWAFEEF U AEE. Kk, AL TR PR 1A
T A IEFARAS RIS R ERRatE T, RATERZCISEE 1 AT A — sk, 3R
THEE YRR ZOROHE EAARSERR WARRCR S TR . AR5 & SR IE !

=M 3 Methodology-Study 1B
Given the same materials used in both studies 1A and 1B, the authors need to make it clearer what
statistical test is used for analyses in manipulation check. In particular, they should report if there
is any significant interactive effect of appeal and fundraiser’s characteristics.
[EIRL: L RIECH I 5 E 0 W SL50 LS5 1B) R IS5 R~ DAAMAME
BRI FAR BN R AT S AR B, TEAE R 7 N E 2 E (M AMENE = 4.65, M BfEE
P =358, M it = 4.09; F(2, 245) = 16.98, p < 0.001, n 2 =0.12), M8 FARIEH K F RN
(F(1, 245) = 2.08, p = 0.15) LA S 9 & (152 LN (F(2, 245) = 0.22, p = 0.81) AN 3 o LAt
BRI FAR BN R AT S AR B, TEAE R 7 A E 2 (M AMENE = 3.63, M BffE
P =472, M it = 4.05; F(2, 245) = 25.19, p < 0.001, n 2 =0.17), M8 EARSSH K F RN
(F(1, 245) = 2.01, p = 0.16) LA S i & (138 LA N (F(2, 245) = 0.28, p = 0.6 ) IIANEE . H4h, i
e 2H e 1xt i A 4R R LA BAT S iR B (M IR = 4.87, M fJ) = 4.39; F(1, 245) =
12.09, p =0.001, n 2 =0.05), & fifF>R 773 (F(2, 245) = 1.50, p = 0.23) J 1 & 158 H.348 (F(2,
245) = 0.33, p = 0.70) AN e J1 AR IR0 B 28 28 LA B A T8 i Re 0 AT (MR IE =
4.13, M fE /1 =4.80; F(1, 288) = 21.07, p< 0.001, n 2 =0.08), & ijf>R 5 R (F(2, 245) = 2.10,
p = 0.13) 2 P& A HALRI(F(2, 245) = 0.44, p = 0.64) AN E35 . b iR 45 5 25 B Sz rh il 7
K77 G MR EARRBIEIA R

AN BN 282 ILIE S P6 [L6~17); P8 [L28~35].

&= 4 Methodology-Study 2
= 4.1 Using gender to manipulate warmth and competence is problematic because there are

too many conceptual differences across gender apart from the interested constructs. Along with
other differences in the description details, the validity of the manipulation of fundraiser’s
characteristics is questionable. While it is good that the authors ruled out the difference in
attractiveness with a pretest, the manipulation is not clean enough for understanding the *fit*
effect. It’d be better with either male or female alone while varying two characteristics with verbal
description or smile alone.

EIRE: #2 LK EMEN, BAESBSR P g —RABE R (FR— AR RKANAFD St
TR/ ST RN AT g, IR TR IS0 .t TSR BOR T 5 5] R i SR A 5
PR RN 0T, 1T SRR A0 /DMt 1] T 5| AR A PR R R0 R 1 BE /0 10t (Wang et al., 2017) . FEASSE
o, AR B RAERFHARIREA 8 T4k, REBUVNERER IR TR R
PhotoshopCS6( &5 b B A AR )X [F] — AN N ISR A s FEREAT S 5, T2 UM AN SR KNSR
REANY) . FATELISZATIZE S T PIH NI S] JFE N A SEE . B W% C.
*5 e 225 SCHR -



Wang, Z., Mao, H., Li, Y. J., & Liu, F. (2017). Smile big or not? Effects of smile intensity on perceptions of
warmth and competence. Journal of Consumer Research, 43(5), 787-805.
BB SN A S WIESC P8 [L2~7].

= 4.2 As in study 1B, the authors need to report non - significant interaction effect for
manipulation check.
EIRz: B FMEREIN. AL 2 Fg M i0 45 F AT 7478 (5 A 2 2 3808 -

DA 1 T A Bt A [T R P O DR A B 7 22 0 i o, TEAERSR T R RB LM A
M =4.43, M BEAYE =3.49, M H1E =3.90; F(2, 288) = 16.44, p < 0.001, n 2 =0.10), #H
FARRI F RN (F(L, 288) = 1.24, p = 0.27) LK & (1932 BN (F(2, 288) = 0.53, p = 0.59)
BIARZE . DA IETE R R B A AR B R 0], B Aok 7 N R E M A
&M =3.65, M #ffAME =4.62, M H1E =3.98; F(2, 288) = 28.02, p < 0.001, n 2 =0.16), #5
FARA RN (F(L, 288) = 0.33, p = 0.57) LA K H# 19232 BN (F(2, 288) = 0.70, p = 0.52)
BINEEE . 53h, RGN P A 2B UM B S i PR A e (M g = 5.17, M BEJ) =
4.60; F(1, 288) = 26.21, p < 0.001, n 2 =0.08), i&i itk 7 2\(F(2, 288) = 0.50, p = 0.61) J &
A FLRN.(F(2, 288) = 0.34, p = 0.71)3 AN 3 s e 1 A3 0) A 48 26 35 LA B B 5 g
KM IRPE = 4.64, M Bt} =5.36; F(1, 288) = 47.66, p < 0.001, n 2=0.14), B TR
(F(2, 288) = 1.07, p = 0.35) 52 9 & 1158 H.RLMi(F(2, 288) = 1.50, p = 0.23) A 3 . k4 3%
B, ARSI H)IEAE YRR T 305 VA AR SR T R i )

AN BN 22 ILIE S P6 [L6~17); P8 [L28~35].

=0 4.3 When looking at table 1, I find that the pattern for donation amount and response
efficacy were consistent with prediction whereas that for self - efficacy were not. Specifically, the
difference in self - efficacy between individualizing and control appeal should not be significant
(5.19 vs. 5.05 respectively). To this extent, the difference in donation amount between these two
conditions should not be explained by self - efficacy.

[ R - R X ABCH A 5 E ot . R 1 S22 E YRR T 205 4R AR
IR Z 5, AT ™ M RS P BT St 1 SE56 2. MR H X RO, fEAIE 1 )5k
PR B RYE . TR RS ), B s i e 45 R 5 JRATHI R — B

FRL BN 252 WLIESC P9 [L4~31].

= 4.4 Related to point 3, the mediation analysis involves a three - level IV and a two - level
moderator. When using model 8, there could be more than one level of comparison when splitting
along the two levels of the moderator. That is, the authors should report further analyses to
indicate how each mediator explained the difference between each pair (e.g., binding vs.
individualizing, binding vs. control, and individualizing vs. control). Without considering the
control appeal condition, the findings basically matched with the theorizing. However, the current
findings hinted that there was a drop in self - efficacy for binding appeal when the fundraiser was
warm (i.e., a female), and thus that self - efficacy may not sufficiently explain the proposed effect.
The findings echoed with my speculation concerning the warmth - individualizing fit discussed in
the theory part.

B2 : B L oK I ANECH ) S i S TR, AT HETR 5 SEAIE 73 A 1 7 THI
PEANR I () BHEE AR 70 AMAPERR T FRVH 2l 5 9 AN AR J2 1 H AR5 8 1) it
(Kidwell, Farmer, & Hardesty, 2013; Winterich, Zhang, & Mittal, 2012), i3Ik A — N FH1E



FE NI TR AR R R (T AR AME R ARG 1 ) RSB, R 2 B SR A - 0o e 3
ORI R, SHESE R E AL RE(Ajzen, 2002; Judge et al., 2002). A ATTHTEH 2 1 A
#1223 ¥ (emotional social support, "R, #E) A 2y 5EIL 3 IR AGE(Aumeboonsuke,
2017; Zhu, Sun, Chang, 2016). [lith, B AY04E AR FAMATEVRSKRIN,  J5 280 B CRE
ERETH P RIEER A B R AAE 0, RIEE AFRALRE, NI ST M2 (Choi,
Krieger, & Hecht, 2013). (2)SE/ AR5 EAEYFR 7 02— D& =K PR &, el
TR ATRTEEAT TS SRS AL B . S, H R MEVR R NS IRA, RE WA S
dL(MATEYER RS A 1, HABZRAD A 0)F1 d2(BEAPE R SR HmAD A 1, HAhgmis A 0). R
Ja, K dl fEREAE, ARMEES RPEEE TN E, SRR, EH
Bootstrap 2/7(Model 8, 1%+ H G HHUFEAE A 5000, Mz IERIAESHE 7 60i%) 47+
IR S5 SR, B IR AR R (AR R AR RURi=-1.81, 95% ClI [-3.1636, -0.7763]).
TEFEYRR 77 5048 AR R A2 B0 H JARE ™ A 5gm (B = -1.06, t =-3.36, p = 0.009;
95% CI [-1.6846, -0.4392]) . 75U FE B 2H 71 [ FARE T A RS I35 (0] 42 B8 42 8 =2.07, 95%
Cl [1.1901, 3.1386]), fifERE/JZBYZH Fh [ FRALBE I H A BONA 2.5 (1) 42 B 42 8. =0.26, 95%
Cl [-0.5326, 1.1612]), Fit, BHIRRLHEZERRE M8 AR AP YRR (FH LT P HERER)
PTNIERER IR I s, FATE d2 (B AR TR AR o, SRER, R
N RGBSR 2 (AT 2 8 A2 R =3.17, 95% CI [1.7599, 4.8134]). & irsk 77 20 5348
FARRA AT B I [ MR RE S AR (B = 1.14, t =4.28, p < 0.001; 95% CI [0.6217,
1.65741). TERE 1 B A e B RRE I H A RIS S 35 (18] 82 B A2 3. =2.84, 95% CI [1.6929,
4.2037]), T7E R Y 2H A s S AKRE R H A RO A S 2 (TR 42 0 8i=-0.33, 95% CI [-1.4134,
0.7505]), DAL, S Wik HE A B8 77 W48 25 AR F B A I VR SR (FH LG T R PR R R) B TH W B %

SR RIpLE . FIRZE R R R H2a 5 H2b #2473k SR

AR B A 22 WIE S P4 [L6~27); P9 [L16~31]).

=M 5 Methodology-Study 3
=1 5.1 Manipulation of appeal type shared some features with other studies like study 1A and

1B. Particularly, the individualizing appeal highlights the importance of warmth and caring in the
description 1485 i 2 e M f B O R IRT 5 4%~ which activates concepts related to warmth and
thus causing a match with the warm fundraiser. If so, this effect is a priming effect rather than a fit
effect.

IR : BT R A E St e W A CA IR 5B S A B Rl B, A1 B
TEPEVRR B R AT RIRA T S 2.1, B0 2.2 R A), B ORE YRR 77 N BRA A+
PR AR BRI 2 Ent), 7R L EEAT E PRI P 20 # 4R 8RB VTR RS

N BN 22 IWIESC PS5 [L1~7); P7 [L24~29); P11 [L1~5].

=0 5.2 While the authors reported the significance of interactive effect, it would be better to
report in a table particularly when the design was complex.
R : #EXEFRESTEW, RIMCA/EBSR P s 72k 3 ras HANE FHE. 2
FEVERIRME, AESEE 3 BBEAI R I —H TR,

FARLRIE A 25T WLIESC P12, 3R 2 FIEK 3.

&I 5.3 Choice of dependent variable. The measurement of altruistic attribution and attitude
towards the company may not be intuitively consistent with donation tendency, particularly for
altruistic attribution. Altruistic attribution may not be relevant for donation decisions under the



individualizing appeal condition and/or the high self - efficacy condition because in these
conditions, people are concerned how their contribution to remedy the victim’ s predicament is
easy and whether they can manifest such personal qualities as caring and kind through their
donation. I don’t know whether the investigation of altruistic attribution helps or hurts the
conceptualization.

BIR: R L XMEHER S EH BN KT HERREIRR, AR L KA, A%
BT URE, MR AR TEAR (BRI AL BRI AR VA ) > DA BR AL BE . A5 0 S 5 BE AR
Sy DRI E B 1 15 rP i DR AR B 4B A S8 N i (Kim & Johinson, 2013; Samu & Wymer, 2009;
AR, AR, 2017). JEEHERITEIE !
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Kim, J. E., & Johnson, K. K. P. . (2013). The impact of moral emotions on cause-related marketing campaigns: A
cross-cultural examination. Journal of Business Ethics, 112(1), 79-90.

Samu, S., & Wymer, W.. (2009). The effect of fit and dominance in cause marketing communications. Journal of
Business Research, 62(4), 432-440.

LA A, MR, (2017). 3 PRE BIFIRIE KT 51 B AR — A th B0 RS R 6. O PR AR,
49(5), 692-698.
R AME N %52 ILIESC P11 [L14~15); P11 [L28~35].

All in all, the authors conducted four studies in a systematic way to examine the proposed
interaction (i.e. the match) between appeal types and fundraiser’s characteristics. While the
findings provided some converging evidence for the effect and the potential underlying
mechanism. The contribution of this manuscript can be significantly enhanced if the authors map
their conceptualization on the extant literature better and elaborate particularly more on the
mechanism underlying the warmth - individualizing match and the role of self - efficacy (or the
cognitive appraisal underlying such perception).

I wish the authors best of luck with their research.

B
HRA1EL:

L BBUE S CEAATIRHELE | MU P ST IS T —E i, EEEEE Ed
TR TER . WA B B — i B S SURBIE B 3, (B AE SRR 7T 30 3 ia A — Setth 77
T, EEEPWRAAE SRR, D2l
[B1R7: AR RS 0 AT 78 S AT G PE O RR AR EAR, RIS X FeAT ] B — BB e CAE I B
E, JFMEE A @R I, DI B E B E R PR T SRR, TR E
BN = AN SEEG (RISSUEER 73 ) 70 il 7 Bude @il DLR, N7 Lo ), B i
¥ LA T B —F (R RIZhR ), BEEIRATO & 2 W AT IR R, JF48 I HAE &
SO ) BARAL B (P R RS, L BRI E AT HL, R TUERAT ).

B 1 2 Winterich 55(2012), AMAMEURREH A “IXMVFRARILE 700555 NHE/ IR
FANARRN 8 G475 (0 = 0.72); BEAPEVR SR 5% B A IX VR SRARILH T ORI B 25/ JE AT
AREIBERE (0=0.77). FHHEFETTZEEE R LR, MEERRA R HEA A F A
EEILRR(M MAM= 4.89, M BEAME= 3.68, M iE= 4.31; F(2, 64) = 15.13, p < 0.001, n2 =



0.32), 1M FEEAA T VP 3R 2H P i B A (R A PR T R A (M M= 3.78, M B PE=5.17, M
= 4.47; F(2, 64) = 22.71, p< 0.001, n 2=0.41)., WREHBEERLEL, BAEE ANOVA
ZJE M Post-hoc Analysis 247 P9 P LLEL, R U1EE RIVEE AR R & B, AR M2 >
AR or Whitkdl (FEGETE2E B, AEH A W IS RIX — 4510 0 TR MR R % H
3. HRAEHEM5E One-Way ANOVA 2 J&5 ¥ A i Post-hoc Analysis.

[BIR7: JEHE 5F EEE 0 M Bk 2k 1 BB 1E . AT EB ERE T 78 T 25 L (LSD) )
W MR TE YRR AL B A [ M A PR TE 8 A (M M= 5.10, M BffAk= 3.82, M Hiftk=
4.42; F(2, 55) = 14.96, p < 0.001, n 2 =0.35), HAMENEFRAEE & T HHERRAPp =
0.021), HPEVFRAEE &S TRAAMIEFRAP = 0.036). H4h, BAMIEIFRAR R E
AR PETE FE LA (M MA= 3.86, M BfAk= 5.03, M H 4= 4.36; F(2, 55) = 17.02, p < 0.001,
n 2 =0.38), HABEMIEIFRAEEZE ST HEURR4 (p = 0.008), HriifskAE 2 E &S T4
P& NIEVFRH (p = 0.042). #hARMINES WIESL P18, L13~18.

B2 EREMEAN “GH R4S MAL T 2017 48, TN L I ZCE AA TS DR T s
L, TR E T A LE /MR eI BR AN “GH eSO T 1995 4R, #
B RIMEZIAR 1404 1070, BEBIRMES A2 574.8 T34, 3R e Jm b BV BRI 22 Ko
TR RIEEVEE RS 20 R MR B, (R X R TR R AT 1S 2R
AR 1 HEESRE S O FA L Bl Skl & 18 BB R SR M, (R A A A i— AN isr
BUMRAERIREE vs. Be IR ER R, M2 B AE IELUSEIR TR T 2 dhah, Jhar gl i
5N AR AE AT D Ik A IR R 12 S50 X NRBE Vs RE DL IR S AR 2 e 2 7
RTINS B
EIRz: UL RWMEEH RS EREN. A THRERNEEE, RATH LA E/fE
FIBORL )RR, RSBSOS SR 1 RS T B s iRk . BT S, RATRA AN B
B 3 T R4 . Labrecque A1 Milne(2012) M 846 5 €4 i (hue) 2 54mia AATTXT i
REANE T Horp, R A B LE AT Z S0 R B . AT I (B & ), 1T €
SR ATIARIZ S LA 58 770 (BD A8 J1 8 1) P04 THI K ot R /R B R (b, AR %)
PIRFF— OISR A)o TREULIAIAZ, FRATE =N S258 H H TR/ Ae T N~ AR,
BFEHE (S50 1) B (S5 2)LLASCF (S5 3), v Il A R R T, NI
A1 IR BEEONRRE OIS . BXCER2>Z2 WIESC P18, L19~24.

KT B YRR 7 AT ML AT )8, FRATRIE T XFEMEE: RAISH/ AW
(0 Kidwell, Farmer, & Hardesty, 2013)i& i+ Hi AN [F] ) AE R 3K , {H A2 T Hh 08 S0 2 7 55 1l
WAV E X FES R BRI RN A 240, BT DAARAE AT IR XSLI0 1T Se xS T A 2%
PERCSS, Fmid, AR 2 T8 R R SLE o XA AT 2 2 F 15 e RSk
BEEET H T B USR8, BRI A TR 2IAE 1 U250 A D A sk g =l & fe 4%
36 . S4h, FEARSM =N IESEIGH, AR A 1A & 5 I (BC7E R AR =) 1 77 2K,
PSS IEAZ 00 A8 A TR QS 00 R 4A% 2 15 B - AH OGN 5 2 L IE SC P18, L9~18; P18, L28~33;
P21, L5~8; P24, L1-~4.
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Labrecque, L. I., & Milne, G. R. (2012). Exciting red and competent blue: The importance of color in marketing.
Journal of the Academy of Marketing Science, 40(5), 711-727.

Kidwell, B., Farmer, A., & Hardesty, D. M. (2013). Getting liberals and conservatives to go green: political

ideology and congruent appeals. Journal of Consumer Research, 40(2), 350-367.



B 3 ZRMETREEEEEIRT HER), (R NAMESRIE, 1E& A5
SR L 2 (Bhn. IR HEREA T = 48 447 blabla)

[B] Rz SR R B R 518 I R AE R Z BT R ATE Y, BT e St
TUAIE. Bekdl i WiEC P19, L16~29.

B4 G HANEN T HEEN M RA E mAE I RISE(MIERE = 4.13, MAES) = 4.80; F(L,
288) = 21.07, p < 0.001, n 2 =0.08), HEHEYFR I (F(2, 245) = 2.10, p = 0.13) K Hi # 1138 FLAK
JRi(F(2, 245) = 0.44, p = 0.64) AN 2 o bik 45 BRI S50 vhiE v sk 77 205 W48 AR
AR ARSI —A “2887, XFZERMIFEARATTE .

B R : B FKMBHfa 518 1E S . /X E 1) “288” J& T2, BUfC& T kiE.
A XA R R4 T o v Bl ok 1 IR, FRATTER BRI, Dy 18 S ISR ABA e R, AR 20 i fy
SEH 25 SR R ILES AT TAFAR A, SRR i .

W5 KTHEFEH G AR ARSI 35 E T skewness "5 2 41 5 highly skewed (A
HIEADAE), NAZHHT A BE AT 04T

[B] 57 = BT SRS ) 5 5 D3 W o FRATILE 23 BT Z I S50 2 Hh A I 4 40008 3 i 52 214 7
HIZ BRI DA ESRIES A LR EES, WA SFEREATT & ESS .

6 RIS B ) B (0 3% 2 S ) el iR K fai 5, EARSE H OB 7, SRR ICEENZR T -
R B M SR B & AT LAEE SR b 78 1 PR AR 2 (0 3K 72 J2) i 350
WA H K ERIEENE . BN ES W IE L P23, L33~34.

=
=
=]
I

BIL7 AN FEEEZSE LT BN T AL, FREAREF XA A
1B 47 77 2N 127 A2 0 A S P i 00 23 3 R A 0 A R, 75 DA S B0 AT 45 FE AR
SR AR TR AR S IR SR EAE — A SEE T B X SRS I H , R0Z R
BAERAR B2 )5, 750 S25 45 A B 177E demanding effect FIGREE. FEETE L2 b
HREGE— K LRGN, AR A Lo R B AR f ML T, 1 5 — e ) B A 1 308
HH R INRT S, PR YA A AT justification SCRE AT 206 11X BeAr 5 R FH AN [R] R B A B A =X
iz !

[E]R7: B K IANECH b S8 WAE . S TR, fFEARRES, FATS RIS A
BB AT T e S5 ot . fEMRR B WA AT, A B L2 I S SRR IR AT AE AR 7T vk
SE SR F BN R FH A0 0 S8 B - TN 2 e 7 A B S8 RO R, FRAT 12 Stk A7 i
W, DA ORI 250, W SR A 5 e AT sSL iR B R IES A T — B A 07 K, kA
FRASKRECETI, ARAE AT 7 7 sRE B T IERSLIe b . Fln, 7ESe8s 1, BATEE
YRR 77 ZOREL 7RI, R R T-3RATIFEA BeR 2 Hh 9 SO 9T (W Kidwell, Farmer, & Hardesty,
2013)BHIEIT SR B S IO R R A AL, BT DAFRATTAR I8 T — N i 0 SR ey 5 A R
GEEAN, WAOUER 2 d— P HRER SR b Msese 1 iR A 5 85 ok
TERRIRE F1, X2 5 ET AT 58 45— (Labrecque & Milne, 2012), A1 ELEEH HH 5256
1. gh, T 2 AR A B (5% B), FRATTRELHTINZ v 1 4 46 4H K]
FrAEM 5] Ay RG] SEME A G2 S (Wang et al., 2017). BRI, BTN H BI#E N 7RI
ARG F RO Bl e 75 gt — 20 FH BB USE i 2 A, AN 8005 0 B il o 3 A 50 1
sz, AR, A rIsEsR g — R LR IE UL I iho s s AT, X
S S RE R AR BN E L JG, AR R SRS B kS (E W& KT, MaE—ERE L
S FSEI R . BN A S LIE X P20, L33~35; P21, L1~5; P23, L24~34.
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HRA2ER:

I greatly appreciate the authors’ effort in revising the manuscript thoroughly. In particular, the
authors further clarified the conceptualization of the two types of charity appeals and addressed a
set of procedural issues by re-running main studies. Now the manuscript is in a better shape.
Below please see some suggestions about how the authors could further improve the manuscript.
BIRZ . JEH B ZO AT b — R B e TAE RV, FAEIX P o v 4k e th oAy B Tadk
e S E R R E N I, BATR ISR SR WA T RIS, BRI
WHEATIZESR RN, FF48 BIHAEB SO 1E SO 1 BARA B (P Fon TS, L RoRPTAE TUATHL
KA TTERTS).

= 1 Conceptualization of charity appeals

In the revised manuscript and responses to the reviewers’ comments, authors further explain that
(1) the distinction between individualizing appeals and binding appeals derive from Moral
Foundation Theory (MFT) and is borrowed from prior research, and (2) this distinction is different
from the distinction between independence and interdependence. | totally understand that the focal
construct  “MAEMEVFSR vs. BEARPEVRSR”  is directly built on the well-established MFT.
Nevertheless, | still feel that the current theorization and operationalization is not clean enough
and instead confounded with more than one factors. For example, the message “fH;E A KA 54T,
R —ATHIERIE” can be changed to “4HiEARMTE, #ATshRIE”  without
sounding awkward, so that it is more equivalentto  “ .U R 1L X (7% T411, ®iATshikig.”
Similar to what | suggested in my comments on the first draft, my recommendation is that the
authors frame their appeal construct in a cleaner and less confusing way, such as “care-focused
appeal” and “obligation (or norm)-focused appeal” rather than borrowing the construct directly
from previous research without any reservations. This is especially important given that the
Chinese translation is even more confusing and somewhat misleading. The authors can argue that
“care-focused vs. obligation (or norm)-focused appeals” are derived from MFT and actually a
refined version of the previously developed MFT-based appeals.

[EIRZ: B L X AN ) 5 5t B o S TR R J7 SEIe R i 1)@, A1 e &qE
R\ T ULt . B, & “CHEA RETUE, BRAFK TR B0y “HiE AR
BT, AATENESRIE” (L5 1), JES:RIM AN SEEG o E YRR AR TR A il A
B, L ORI AR RIS BN S AN A A 2 LIESC P18, L2~8; P20, L21~26;
P23, L26~30. #4h, FTFACHI individualizing appeal/binding appeal &3 i) &, 14K
ARG T R Hwarail, BT care-focused 173K 5 obligation/norm-focused. iér
FHRENEWSHERA 3 B LER 1), Afedeh, N5 “MetirR” &Hh



COMRNEVRR”, T CBEAMERSR” O CBERARNEURR , DME BB T HU AR A
YRR PIAZ 0B L5 N, RIS E — e RE R 38 G JEURI 1R SR (TR AR S R mT e o 8%t
paSiikE AN

=0 2 The logic chain regarding the mediating roles of self-efficacy and response efficacy
Study 2 demonstrates the mediating effects of self-efficacy and response efficacy. However, as the
authors also noted in the manuscript, the efficacy measures being used are generalized measures
rather than measures specific to the focal donation scenario (such as those used as manipulation
checks in Study 3). Although it is possible that scenario-specific perceived efficacy may spill over
to generalized perceive efficacy that was measured in the study, authors need to make more
elaborations to fill this obvious gap in the logic chain.

[B1R7: JkH SCAN ST B B 5 0012 ) R K 38 LA . DR TS5 2 TR AR IR (I &, ar T 2%
HARMGTE5E) 5 S50 3 HALRBIR (R, M T 28GR 1 50) < A S0 v B, AT EES%
7 Sharma 1 Morwitz(2016) ¥ ¥ £, LA 29 1) Study 1 Il & [¥ /2 general perceived efficacy,
FE— ERESE b3 G e 1 52 285 AT LAL) R8T (AN e SR ERBE D) B F40, T2 ELRARE B 5 13K
REJEOR AR H I (B0 p.47  “To avoid manipulating the actual needs and abilities of the charitable
organization, we used an experimental manipulation of perceived efficacy that was independent of
the charitable context, and that encouraged participants to consider their general ability to take
steps to meet their goals.” ). XFEIASCA LA, (W EALEAMEA L RH T XTRESEHL
WIS, A MRIAE B RA AN, XEEEPANLEMIIRRERRcF, RIERE R
() S BN AT T 26 B I8 1% 15 (0 p.48  “In practice, there may be limited opportunities for
organizations to encourage their donors to consider times they could accomplish their goals prior
to requesting charitable gifts.” ). JEH B L K LRI, *h7e (AR IZ 4R K R MR IA RE
BRSNS 2 5520 3 MR R NEEFIES . FHRBMNAES WIEL P23, L7~9,

*i K 1225 SR -
Sharma, E., & Morwitz, V. (2016). Saving the masses: The impact of perceived efficacy on charitable giving to

single vs. multiple beneficiaries. Organizational Behavior & Human Decision Processes, 135, 45-54

&I 3 Theorize the moderating roles of self-efficacy and response efficacy clearly

In Study 3, demonstrating the moderating roles of self-efficacy and response efficacy is a more
stringent way to reveal the proposed mechanism. Nevertheless, the authors should clearly predict
how the efficacy priming would moderate the basic effects in the first place before presenting the
results. According to the reported results, the self-efficacy priming turned off/inhibited the
response efficacy mechanism in the binding appeal cell in the competence condition, and the
response efficacy priming turned off/inhibited the self-efficacy mechanism in the individualizing
appeal cell in the warmth condition. The authors should clearly explain the rationale underlying
the proposed moderation and specify the moderation patterns beforehand.

IR : B MBI H B S EE . RSN, JATET 7 LT A THE: I
RS 3 B RAT, PR AN B DU AR R SR AZ AR, TR TR R #5905 B B Rk
RE 15 S L R0 RE AN ] 7238 AR R R 77 305 0048 T2 A4 S 1L o8 W48 28R 0 58 EL S M v A 4423 19 4 T
(i.e., the moderation patterns). AHMNAZMN %52 WIESC P23, L16~18.

=0 4 Direction of comparison in result reporting and data presentation



According to the way the authors propose the hypotheses, donation appeal is the 1V, and social
perception is the MO (all the hypotheses state how the effects of donation appeals (IV) differ
across the warmth and competence conditions (MO)). The result reporting and data presentation of
Study 2 should be adjusted to be in line with the direction of the hypotheses.

Specifically, in the result section, “[EIF, T Bz R X 48 44 (F(2, 245) = 6.89, p = 0.001, n
2=0.05), REMAPEYRRITRHRRCR (R G0 T HAAREYR K (p = 0.003) 5 1 PEVFK (p =
0.001), AEAMEYFR 5 PR RIHARCR T 5.2 72 57 (p = 0.86); X T-RE I AR 44 (F(2, 245)
=7.69,p<0.001, n 2=0.06), KPHEEAAMEVFR PRI T MEMETRR (p < 0.001) 5 H 14
PraR (p = 0.01), MAMEYFR 5 R R AR 0 8.3 22 5 (p = 0.23)” should be discussed at
the beginning at the paragraph. “JHAKN 5, 2 REAMEPEYRRES, AHE T8 /12 (M = 4.59),
TR O B S RIS S 40(M = 5.79, F(1, 245) = 22.43, p=0.001, n 2 =0.08); 4%HL
TR MEVR RIS, AH LT BEZH(M = 5.00), 8141802 A o = 198 £ 401 (M = 5.60, F(1, 245)
=4.93, p=0.027, n 2=0.02); ZREPPEYRRES, EBRA S RE AR S R0U0 R
Z7(M =495 vs. M =491, p = 0.88)” can be discussed as supplementary results later in the
paragraph.

In Table 1, the presentations of “JEEFR A" and “¥HEF4AZEAL” should be swapped in
order to be consistent with the direction of hypotheses and data presentation of Figure 1 and Table
3.

B R L RS T HdR 4 Rk B AR U SIE RN, AT T I BT K T
o3 BH S5 SR RS U RIS S IAE AN [R] AU 48 32 A4 R T 2 )38 & ARk 7 SR B RO 2
S, FRANFE R AN [FEAEVR R I & 248 RGN RBOR Z 7. HRBBNES WIEX
P21, L32~35; P22, L1~7. 5i4bh, FATHH 13 1 B fEyek Iy N 509R AR &,
fiz St B 1R 2 i SRR — (k3 P22, % 1),

EZ I 5 In the result section of Study 1, the DV should be “JBaz/&” rather than “JH4 4>
#1.”  Hope the above suggestions will help.

EIRL: #2 B RIFRIERE N FATCEX 5 1 R0 1% 3= T LAY IE . &gy i
1E3C P19, L16~29. AR H & o8 ik firfy & A @ BB RO, BT AR & 3R T
AR AE 4 Ja it T /KT B4 m e it 1A s A

HBAIENL:

The revised manuscript improved several areas (e.g., using more refined manipulation, including
more manipulation checks, dropping some problematic studies, and using more relevant measures).
To help further strengthen the manuscript, this review will focus on new issues raised by the new
data/revised theory section and lingering issues brought into clearer relief as a result of the
extensive changes made to the manuscript.

IR : FEH K 500 AT E— B TR H € SR, IR th 4k 2R s A i
W, RFEICERFE Bt S 57%8%. IR, SR &UFH S IR T RIZbr s, B
Ja R FRATXT AT 2] 5 150 B AR NAB EUN 5 (P R 0, L R e AT 2, R A0l
AT )

Theory: Introduction / Part 1.1

= 1 In the introduction, the authors started discussing the importance of their investigation
from describing the moral foundation theory (MFT), stereotype content model (SCM), and their



possible interplay in charitable intention. Before such description, the authors should elaborate a
bit more about why it is important to use the two types of moral appeals (vs. neutral ones). If not
making different moral standards or value salient (individualizing vs. binding), would one
essentially be moral? The most basic assumption of this manuscript, | guess, is that people may
not realize their moral values unless being told. Highlighting this assumption may help the authors
to set up the importance of understanding about the different dimensions of moral values, their
relationship with the two types of appeals, and what being lacked in the current manuscript, the
relationship between moral values and charitable intentions.
Concerning translation of the two appeal types, | think the current Chinese translation is a bit
confusing. I am not sure whether fEf&14% and #f&14: is established translation or not. However,
these translated terms can be easily mistaken as independent vs. interdependent construal,
concerning which there is considerable research having been conducted. Rather than translating
these terms literally, | suggest translating them based on their specific implications in this context
(e.0., TINEFRRKR vs. BERETATFFK).
[B]R2: JRGIAH L 2R AU o B 5 A B0 1 DA o AR TS i 1, FRATIAE i iR TE Aok 7 U5 348
FARRBIX AR RCR L HRM 2 B, 478 1 R NGB YRR ARG IR K 1 B ZAE )
FRER . Bk, CAUTRERY, JH9E K50 e 2w H e 24 sk 51T
(Winterich, Mittal, & Ross, 2009). £ FARKIFEMI ST, W 920 B 5 1) 5 € 7 2 HA 7]
IAVE R, TEREYRR L T 9 3 I BRI “ B i 7 B9 %07 02— (Winterich, Zhang, & Mittal,
2012). FEABIFEH, MENBEVORSEAIETRR, 720 FRAIRET “MEE 7 ik
e “RHES 07 R EIRL, TR EAAPT R UROR M 1% 5 8 SRy iR G, A s %
R4 R (Kidwell, Farmer, & Hardesty, 2013; Winterich, Zhang, & Mittal, 2012) . AHN frJ#h 78
W22 ILIE X P14, L20~21; P15, L16~17. 75— 71, < F CH P AE 17>k individualizing
appeal/binding appeal F%H i) R, FATHEH 8 RIS U, O s e A 2 i e i (=
W) WRBNVIEH . KRR 53RN, ATRE, fEARR B, sk “wxhe”
FAERERIE T 30, iR “AMATEVRR” BN “AMENTEYRR”, T “RHAPERR” B
N CREARRTETRR Y, DMEERE. WA I E R R 202 S N, BAE—ETE
JEE b 3 4 JEU SR BRI (R AR VE VR SR vs AR PR R SR ) R TR B AR S AT REE
*W R 2 SR -
Winterich, K., Mittal, V., & Ross, W. (2009). Donation behavior toward ingroups and outgroups: The role of
gender and moral identity. Journal of Consumer Research,36(2), 199-214.
Winterich, K. P., Zhang, Y., & Mittal, V. (2012). How political identity and charity positioning increase donations:
Insights from moral foundations theory. International Journal of Research in Marketing, 29(4), 346-354.
Kidwell, B., Farmer, A., & Hardesty, D. M. (2013). Getting liberals and conservatives to go green: political

ideology and congruent appeals. Journal of Consumer Research, 40(2), 350-367.

Theory: Part 1.2 and 1.3

=1 2 The authors sought to base their theorization on the effectiveness of persuasion. That is,
the effectiveness of a donation appeal depends how the appeal is constructed and conveys its
message. Concerning persuasiveness specifically, one critical consideration is the fit between the
appeal type (individualizing vs. binding) and the characteristics of the fundraiser (warmth vs.
competence, respectively). Concerning the concept of fit, there is considerable research (e.g.,
Gain/Loss [Rothman, Martino, et al. 1999]; regulatory fit [Aaker and Lee 2006; Cesario et al.
2008]) having been done. The authors should acquire some insights from these works on the



possible “fit” mechanism, or at least, should acknowledge these works in their paper.

IR : SR L RN E ] S H BN A THER COMR) 1) “ it ” Mo
R BBR )T 3500 LAY, FATXS XA WA 7 AL P, (HEANTWAIN, 2N B EE
T SEAE AL EERIE L), R, AR, BRATEBSRR RGN 7 56T VTHC R0 {5
BURBCR K AR S b, Mdat R — M E R, HECRI TR A5
BT A5 B A ORI DA K & SRR FEUE S T 2445 B W A BHE SR 515 B0k
F RGN A RS AT SRR AR VEBC I, 156 AR R4CR B 4 (Uskul, Sherman, & Fitzgibbon, 2009).
B, 2445 5N 25 AR 35 2 £ (Cesario, Grant, & Higgins, 2004). BUAHLA (Kidwell,
Farmer, & Hardesty, 2013). i&7£\ [7](Winterich, Mittal, & Ross, 2009)H UL, {5 85 A i
MR71. AHRIAE N A S ILIESC P16, L1~4.
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Uskul, A. K., Sherman, D. K., & Fitzgibbon, J. (2009). The cultural congruency effect: Culture, regulatory focus,
and the effectiveness of gain- vs. loss-framed health messages. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology,
45(3), 535-541.

Cesario, J., Grant, H., & Higgins, E. T. (2004). Regulatory fit and persuasion: Transfer from “feeling right”.
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 86(3), 388-404.

Kidwell, B., Farmer, A., & Hardesty, D. M. (2013). Getting liberals and conservatives to go green: political
ideology and congruent appeals. Journal of Consumer Research, 40(2), 350-367.

Winterich, K., Mittal, V., & Ross, W. (2009). Donation behavior toward ingroups and outgroups: The role of
gender and moral identity. Journal of Consumer Research,36(2), 199-214.

&0 3 Looking into the mechanism more specifically, the arguments in regarded to the
individualizing appeal and warmth in 1.2 and 1.3 seem to be not quite consistent. In 1.2, the
authors highlight individualizing appeal stresses internalized moral values “from heart” and thus
people are appealed to someone being similar with them. In 1.3, the authors highlight social
warmth as social support, a kind of psychological resources, and given heightened support, people
feel themselves having more efficacies. These arguments are not conceptually coherent and may
lead to different predictions (see my comments under study 2).

O] R« R XA B 5 5 KR L. Dy 1 S L e R R OR T 205 WAE AR SRR R
TR AE LR () v (AL (R SR AL B A S BN R RE), FRATTATER 1 B2 ) 1.3 /N AT 1 %
HMUE, 558 1.2 /NETRWIEARE R Hd, JATER 1 52 SR STk
(BROA A EAR S HEBAR S RV, IEAE 5F), REFSEE 1.2 /D1 — B s BRI =,
AMENEYRRIGER | AATIEE TR H 2 TR 5 R B AT O, EAE IR e — M 5K 5)
(value-driven) ik, BIMZZ&. SCMENIENME RIS (Zhu et al., 2017). 4 AATHE 2t R AR
T PO AT A BRI, AR B CRAT N EA SO, RUEABGE I H IR (Ajzen,
2002; Judge et al., 2002). ifaFi VA E AR T MeBE AT R . IRIESESHL, A
ATHE B CREE I AT IR I AR E I RE SN & $5 2, SR EAAR R
KON IR IR, VP B CREE R IUH AR R T A E m i A A0, RIEREE 3R
RAE, XA EH IEEREIE AN TRBGRMEATE), AHETHHR%CR (Choi, Krieger, & Hecht,
2013). AHMNMESIN A S WIES P17, L11~18.
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donation proximity on consumer response to donation framing. Journal of Business Research, 76, 44-51.

Kidwell, B., Farmer, A., & Hardesty, D. M. (2013). Getting liberals and conservatives to go green: political
ideology and congruent appeals. Journal of Consumer Research, 40(2), 350-367.

Winterich, K. P., Zhang, Y., & Mittal, V. (2012). How political identity and charity positioning increase donations:
Insights from moral foundations theory. International Journal of Research in Marketing, 29(4), 346-354.
Ajzen, 1. (2002). Perceived behavioral control, self-efficacy, locus of control, and the theory of planned behavior.

Journal of Applied Social Psychology, 32(4), 665-683.

Judge, T. A, Erez, A., Bono, J. E., & Thoresen, C.J. (2002). Are measures of self-esteem, neuroticism, locus of
control, and generalized self-efficacy indicators of a common core construct? Journal of Personality and
Sacial Psychology, 83(3), 693-710.

Choi, H. J., Krieger, J. L., & Hecht, M. L. (2013). Reconceptualizing efficacy in substance use prevention research:
Refusal response efficacy and drug resistance self-efficacy in adolescent substance use. Health
Communication, 28(1), 40-52.

= 4 |Infact, the proposed mediating role of efficacy perceptions is still not clear enough not
only because of the issues raised above but also because of the lack of consideration of alternative
accounts. For example, for either individualizing or binding appeals, people may just feel more
“right” when encountering a warmer or more competent fundraiser. Feeling right (as a result of the
fit between moral values and fundraiser’s characteristics) is a quite established account for fit
effects. Besides, it is possible that for individualizing appeal, people may not intuitively have the
moral values of being kind and warm but such values are made salient when encountering a warm
fundraiser. Such encounter evokes their caring standards and leads them to be more altruistic. As
for binding appeals which concerns obligations, the encounter of a competent fundraiser may
evoke the idea of “the more power and ability, the more responsibilities” which matches with the
normative expectations. Notwithstanding the presence of evidence of mediating role of efficacy
perceptions, the authors did not explain why using efficacy perceptions is most relevant and better
than other parsimonious accounts.

O] R : SR S AR B ) S A . FRAF A 7SR IR TR R
Nt . C SCHRIC 25 B0 IE i 1 (feeling-right, 21 Cesario, Grant, & Higgins, 2004; Ran, Wei,
& Li, 2016). & A& (involvement, U1 Wheeler, Petty, & Bizer, 2005)%5 )4 1] B 5 & UL %M
A RIELRE N, ERTLR 2 g hn 7 eI E S5 . W75, SR8 o
LR R DR IE SR PRI AR . BR S BORCHETE, e I AR BAE Dy h IRl R LAt
AT RE: MBRRTTHRE, KERNCA T ORI 7 i#n feeling-right 2548 & 7EULAC
RUNE R FERIAE R, SRATTROBIE 78 3 Ay AN Be AR A —Fh 5 T W3R ARz b A2 &, A
IS DAy %0y 1 AT UG P RO 38 4 — Tl R AR A o BRI 22 T FE 3R B, AR 2RI ) R REAE
e NI4T A6 m) A e 25 S< 88 iR A (Casey et al., 2009; Han, Duhachek, & Agrawal, 2016).
TE R ARIS B WP B B BBUR W 98 1 B 3R EE(i.e., belief in one’ s ability to perform a
behavior) 5 J M 2 B (i.e., belief that a response will be effective) 3 & 25 < B 32K . MR 77T
KRG, LLEBAREMERE feeling-right Jufi, ASHE T (L5 2) b BB R R R 75 305 04R AR AU AH
VLT ffy S ] DASE T feeling-right, #ATH0, EARIRBEA AMAE NEVFR@B =0.90,t=3.12,p
=0.002, LLCI = 0.3338, ULCI = 1.4724) 5e JHH ARG R K@ =061, t=211,p=
0.035, LLCI = 0.0421, ULCI = 1.1743)¥J145% | feeling-right, {EIX Fh VT it Foi% 8L feeling-right
PRI =T 5] EEARNE S A IG N, th S RONAS B35 (I3 AR 20N = -0.23, 95% CI [-0.5016,
0.34471). Zi L, FATE:TRIRT7 T ANEEE 77 Ay 5 I AL 5 SN R RE W AR A ASHIT 78 280



— RN A B E BRG] . BEARANZEAT S IIEC P21, L13~16; P22, L17-22.
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Studies: Study 2

=I5 The items of efficacy perceptions are not specific to the donation context. It is rather
surprising there is interaction effect rather than a main effect of fundraiser’ s characteristics. Based
on the proposed mechanism, warmth provides some sort of social support which in turns boosts
self-efficacy. If so, we should expect self-efficacy increases under all warmth (vs. competence)
conditions while it mediates only the effect of appeal types when warm fundraiser was involved.
Given the observed effects, the link between social support and self-efficacy was not fully clear,
nor did it explain the pattern sufficiently.

B R SR L R EU b 5 B AR WS R 3 AHOCIE, A I AE T4
SRS HIRRABEN 2% R BEABE OV AT IT B AR YRR 7 205 SR B AR RS AR T R
FAE . EL 538 S BIRY, fEESR b IATE R T 5SSO H SR, I R
57 RT BB AP AT BSUNES WIEC P17, L11~18.

= 6 There were problems in the mediation analyses: First, more updated version of
PROCESS allows using a categorical 1V more than two levels. The authors can make use of the
new version for more user-friendly analyses. Alternatively, two dummy variables are generated
from a three-level categorical IV and both need to enter the model simultaneously for accurate
analysis. That is, when putting d1 as IV, d2 has to be included as a covariate. Second, rather than
reporting the bootstrapping effect of the interaction, the authors should report the pattern of each
mediator based on their ANOVA analyses for clarity. If not, they should put superscript to indicate
the simple effects on the table. Third, based on the current reporting, 1 am not sure if the two
efficacy perceptions were entered to the model *simultaneously*. When putting both together at
the same time, the results can be quite different than when putting one each time. Current
presentation is confusing because the statistics reporting can hardly be matched with the given
dummy intuitively. Besides, the author should make it more clear how they segregate the analyses
(e.g., splitting the cells either by appeal types or by fundraiser’s characteristics) and not just



mentioned how the dummy was coded. Overall, the bootstrapping model was not stated clearly
enough. The presentation of mediation analyses was mixed with what supposed to be presented in
ANOVA. Everything adding together makes it a bit difficult to understand.

1R R K U o b 5 T 5l i R TZSLEe b A A ge A i 2, FRATIRYE B
BAREWCEF AT TICR, ICARAE BRI 58—, RO ST PROCESS i
BEAT MM BB, BAMER 1 PLEARRE AN W] T =R AR =, IATFR
1 HIRRRE S [ N e B T AR AL 2 ARt AT o B AR, 2509, ) B R AR E AR Yok Uy ik 2
FRAE IR FARRAR M - s . BRI I8 2 WIE S P22, L8~17; X 1.

Studies: Study 3

=0 7 First, please indicate the simple effect (contrast between cells) with superscript on the
table. I understand the constraints in length that the authors cannot report everything in details. For
a more comprehensive understanding, readers need to know which cell is significantly different
from another especially when the design is rather complicated.

[l e SR SRR B B S . AT C G BEAT TR B 70 dr, IRAERR 2 thAb e
THNRER(EARER). BRSNS NES WIE P24, 3 2.

=1 8 Second, the manipulation of efficacy type was not clear. Did the participants elaborate on
or read something? Please clarify. The rationale | ask is that predictions can vary depending on
what were primed among the mind of participants in the self-efficacy conditions when they saw a
competent fundraiser. Suppose the manipulation of self-efficacy focus narrowed the basis of
donation decision to the perceptions of one having ability specific to the context. For
individualizing appeals, people may in one case think another person’s ability may not matter to
their decisions. Then there should not be any difference for the competent fundraiser under the
self-efficacy group than the response-efficacy group. However, donation decreased directionally in
the current case (3.46 vs. 3.83). This potential difference caught my attention. In another case,
participants may draw attention to their own competence when seeing another competent person.
Such attention should increase altruistic inclination among those who are essentially more
competent as a result of realization “the more ability, the more obligations.” Putting these specific
arguments aside, | love the idea of using moderation in validating a potential mechanism yet am
not sure if the current manipulation is clear and sufficient enough to confirm the mechanism.
[ R : SR E R AN ) 5 T 5T @ o X TSR AT RL R IR ANBE I MR A e i, AT
S Rkbse. ESLE 3, ATEESHE 1 A ARIHEFT (40 Han, Duhachek, & Agrawal, 2016)
X ARHEAT A R RRE IR RN (A B2 TR 20) o 6T F 3R AR, Bl S N
“E AR I SRR R L, TR S S T RNAREA, BIEEN AN “ B AR
B REN A RO, BA RIFRIZCR 7. HINBINES I P23, L30~33.
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Han, D. H., Duhachek, A., & Agrawal, N. (2016). Coping and construal level matching drives health message
effectiveness via response efficacy or self-efficacy enhancement. Journal of Consumer Research, 43(3):
429-447.

The current manuscript has significantly improved in terms of both theorizing and evidence. The
new studies consistently replicated the proposed effect of appeal types and fundraiser’s



characteristics. While | am confident with this basic effect, the conceptualization should be further
streamlined. The authors may need to rethink the choice of process and the importance of basing
the effect on different types of efficacy perceptions. Moreover, despite the presented evidence for
the role of efficacy perceptions, I am not very certain and comfortable to believe the proposed
process given the confusion and missing links in the proposed mechanism. Anyway, well done and
good luck.

=

HBA1ER:

1B UG I SCEAEBSR SRS 018 3 7 — @ il (iR — gy T . &
JafRtH— I,
[ER7: JEH B L ZBAT L — RN TAENE &, FHLRE Ea#RMrE L, D
SCEE SRR T LUR, & R B A ST R4 0 ek = K L4 s 1 iz — B
HOFRIZEARH), BEJEBRAT 54 R WAEAT IS UERA, 48 B A S e i BAR A B (P 3£
IR, L RoRFTETIATE, RAGTERITS).

BR SLE 1 E. N “RIBEONIZA M H I (r=0.90, p<0.001; 1= 5E&A,
7= ARH)” AEE RO B D AR R H SR A S

(B R « SR X B AR 5 B I o AT I — i, IR AR BORR Ab T8 1AL AR
BRI N2 WA SO P53, L30~32,

B2 SEE L BRI, EEROEIS I T EE AR R T PRI S R, HIE RN
planned contrast (1: M MA& =4.68, M #{& =353, M H1{ =4.12; F (2, 231) = 21.54,p <
0.001, n 2=10.16) [AIFEM iR H AL SRE: 2 MISEE 3 s

[BIRZ: B R AMBCH RS F ot R . FRATES SR HICiR 78R S5 LRI R . LA
SEES 1 O O T AN IE LA, TEERR T E R EM AMEE = 4.68, M BEAARME
=3.53, M F1% =4.12; F(2, 231) = 21.54, p< 0.001, n 2=0.16), Hr Mk NEJFRHEEH =
T YRR A (p = 0.001), FPEYRRA T = TR RITE VR KR 4 (p = 0.002) . MidE F AR (1)
FRLRE(F(L, 231) = 1.93, p = 0.16) LA S P& 28 FLAAME (F(2, 231) = 0.34, p = 0.71) A8 8.3 %
TR E IR, YRR 7 BN B E (M MY =3.56, M BEfAYE =451, M HiE =
4.02; F(2,231)=11.78,p < 0.001, n 2=0.09), H ARG RRAEZE & T HEUFR4AH@p =
0.010), HFEFRALEZE m T AR N EFRA (p = 0.024) . F8F AR E RN (F(L, 231) =
0.61, p = 0.44) L J P2 (58 HLAUN (F(2, 231) = 0.55, p = 0.58) A B2 . 7 FRATIXS S8k 2 A1 3
WHEAT THIRIAN T . BRI RS WA SR P54, L10~18(5256 1); P56, L28~34(S24: 2)
P59, L13~17(52H: 3).

B3 1EHEMAZRIEIE 4401 skewness £ 56 BN IE SCH T AMUAY A2 £ HILAE response letter
B, XFEEREA ST AR AT .

EIR: B EFMABFERSEREN. RACEEBSEH 2T 86811 skewness
RO A 45 B, DA s T AR BRI . B N E S A SRS P57, L4~5.



HRAIER:

There have been continuous improvements in the manuscript throughout the review process.
The current framework is more coherent than before. The authors have gathered evidence to prove
the existence of the proposed effect of appeal type and donor characteristics. Despite the evidence,
the underlying mechanism build on self - and response efficacy remains unclear both
theoretically and empirically.
IRz : AR5 500 FAT b — R B TAE R IE T PPAY | RN S S AR I RV o 4K 23R
AT PO EmR A S BN N, TR B SoE WA T RIZR, B
X X B R WHEATIZ 2% B R, I8 B AR B ek 1 SO i BAR A B (P s 0ihd, L R I fE i
ATHL KRBT ERAT ).

=1 1 Role of self - efficacy in explaining the effect concerning individualizing appeal

The authors proposed a “value - driven” mechanism that individualizing appeal draws people
attention to some desirable values such as being kind and caring, and these salience values may
alter how people perceive their ability to help the needy. The missing link lies in what exactly the
salient value shapes. In the current conceptualization, the authors argued that salient values would
be sufficient to alter how one perceive themselves as being able to take steps to help and such
perception would be strengthened when the donor is warm rather than competent. First, | wonder
if making caring values salient is sufficient to alter one’ self perceptions. Although | can imagine
people would use those values as a basis for decision and judgment, whether this would boost one’
s self efficacy is not clear. Second, it is ambiguous how warmth comes into the play. When people
base their decision on warmth - related qualities, they may find a warm donor more capable to
take proper steps. They may not necessarily generalize such judgment for evaluating their own
ability to take the steps. There is a nuance difference between the donor and the helper. It is
possible that the appeal recipients (donor) consider the charity (helper) as an agent and would like
to donate when they perceive the agent as more capable. In theory, such attribution concerns
whether proper steps can be taken to help. This echoes with the definition of self - efficacy. Yet in
this case, we should not conceptualize it as “self” efficacy because it is an evaluation on the
charity and not the appeal recipients themselves. The authors should highlight in their theorization
that concerning the warmth route, it involves the efficacy perception (which resembles and may
lead to self - efficacy) of the charity as an agent of oneself having the ability to take proper steps
in caring the needy. More precisely, the authors cannot directly equate such perceptions to
self-efficacy without more detailed elaboration.

IRz JEH R L R IMECH S FE SR W FRATRIDGOA WA . BB L 00 “IR R
TR EAR” e “AMR NIE R SR —— B IRAAE—— IR BRI CEE R 5, 1RINFE
FHEW, B LA E « HIRALRE” WIAHSRERAR M — D i B, DTS B8 Aeh %
R A KGR R, FEIETINRHERE: BEEEERAS EREFE DR R ER AL,
T AR AR (28 ML) R B A TR E RN, fEIXEL, XA AR S 7 b A
FHIER] . S, EREERGIEET, AMUEERE “5” Wik T, “177 hBlE
3 o BMRIRGE AT FEAMAT IS, X B S PAT IR S0 E AR SEILAE R B PR R
J& 4 1947 51(Choi, Krieger, & Hecht, 2013; Keller, 2006) . /& NI T3EAT 3B 47 9, 23 jE 3“7
FERX ARG T BE R FEERERIPER] ? “37 R BRI R R R EF BN FATW N, |
THRMEH AR B RGEAC 2 32 3 T B, el A EAARAE 9 — MR A R 58 Bidh
W, FERMAREE L ARIE AR AR BB Z AR B LEE S R ElH 8 . BIE



BRI, T (48 & N N BT —Fp e I, ZBERE ik A1w/sd e o E
HhE/1. FAH{E50(Gershon & Cryder, 2018; Langan & Kumar, 2019; Zhu et al., 2017).. A3
W, ZEERIE P51 R B TR 2 R AUUR F A8 o n AME NI YRR TE ™ 2. Zhu
8201 7) FRRIF SR 42 L1 O FFE MR R SR g, 5% )y 5 1) S % (effort-oriented strategy) 5 fig /15 [f)
% (ability-oriented strategy), Al il EAER I H BN SE DM L. HZEETIM
KRBT HORE SN, ST HHATERPHY, AV EEA R PTTR
N, TSRS T TN XM E R O & B, IAEAEEN AR
R BESK (Krishnan, Netemeyer, & Boles, 2002) . iz 1% U %48 3 4 A 5 7T DA R A AI 158 7 L B0
B SEBIHL, 7RIS ) F MRS TR G 5l R R EHE T “OE5RZ)” (W being kind or
caring) 2 K EBEAT HIMr S v 5, 1% 5 MR ASE YRR (BT3RS V7R )Mt A A 138 T AN
() JZ TR 5 AT NARAS 2h 82, it — DI T BIRAkRe, Bk, XPARRM S, 29 ot
FRIBERAR EAR IR RLR, SREC AR N ER R (vs A RETE URoR) 77 20 AATTHRAE B CRgiE
i FEFAT 9 (B R) T A A S & (B 3R AR T A i, TR & U4 2R A 2K
WATCB LE AR B R HEE T 4y, ARSI N A S WA SRS P51, L5~18.
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= 2 Operationalized definitions of the two types of efficacy

The authors based their conceptualization of efficacy perceptions on Keller (2006) as well as
Sharma and Morwitz (2016). These researchers differentiated efficacy perceptions into two types,
one concerning whether people can take the steps (perceived ease) and another concerning
whether the steps taken are effective in achieving the goals (perceived effectiveness). This
research gathered process evidence in two studies. In study 2 (p.21), the authors measured the
perceptions (general) and examined whether the perceptions could mediate the proposed effect. In
study 3 (p. 23), they manipulated the perceptions(context - specific) and examined the mechanism
by moderation. With reference to the cited literature, the operationalization of efficacy perceptions
in study 3 is more coherent in terms of face validity and context specificity, but that in study 2
seems to be too general and vague to produce an effect. Unlike control perception, efficacy
perceptions are usually more specific to a context. When exposing to a warm (competent) charity
under an individualizing (binding) appeal, I wonder if this is sufficient to boost one’s belief in the
ease to take steps (response effectiveness) in all aspects even not tying to the donation context.



Honestly, | am so surprised to see the empirical evidence. Rather than considering these measures
as indication of the psychological mechanism underling the proposed effect, | wonder if the effect
on these perceptions would be a result of positive self - regards arising from making effective
donation. Furthermore, the current translation of the efficacy perception lacks face validity and not
so consistent with the construct defined by either Keller or Sharma and Morwitz.

IR : JEH IR L KM R 5 T oW T RIRZ LG E 7 JATT0 L5 2 s
[F) 2R AL R RE (B FeRae 5 OB AL RE) I & it — 0 % . RS 2, AR 10l B4
RS T HIPE R RE R, —Fhje perceived ease Eikimh HARMI A SFEE: 5 —Fh 2
perceived effectiveness BRI} Bir i H (1) 5 it o) SEEA H A5 1K1 21 (Keller, 2006; Han, Duhachek, &
Agrawal, 2016), TEFRARIELN BT, & RVFRNEMRE— T~ E—Rdhunt#iEm—
LeFE: (1)Z27% 1 Sharma M1 Morwitz(2016) 7T, & H AR T MA I REIRAE — €
FEFE bR G AR PR 3R (W Z& 5 WU BE /1%%), WL p.47 “---To avoid manipulating the actual
needs and abilities of the charitable organization, we used an experimental manipulation of
perceived efficacy that was independent of the charitable context, and that encouraged participants
to consider their general ability to take steps to meet their goals-+-”. (2) 3 A1 175 F& 2 AATTEAKR IR
At (general efficacy) 2 —E 1 “HURTE”, Sk B RRGER AT RERRE X B O34T H iR
BE T B4 Lo, SR S 2 R RE % ey W) B SRR B H 285 SRR 1 34 It ] A (Bandura,
1982; Block & Keller, 1997; Sharma & Morwitz, 2016), X it il U 9 B R RE s AN X
CLFE REF ARG P B8 I M SN H AR B 28 55 A 8 A v » 11T S 2 R RE A v A0 28 354 G 1
H BA R BA B m vl . REAEET DL B S5 BN Z il , JATH N 9% 5000 e )
SERE AR G BN, N T MR URIX — SR RS, FRATTE T S T SEES 2, R HUN E context - specific
) FRARE A SRR : B FRALRE M 2% H O “ FO B SR RABIE 19 H FARAT 5 07 F e 3K
IWHNSEHREH HBRAESK” (1= FWAFRR, 7= FWFEE; r=0.69, p<0.001); i
RRERI 2R H O “ARUGREHISE RAE - A 5m 7 M “RUGREIR S RS RE /7 (1 = %
ANE, 7= BN, r=0.75, p < 0.001). 7EHT—WRAMIE SRR, FoATTAH L 7E S50 2
Fr Bl o i 5 45 AR > BB AR A B A S LA SR P56, L18~22; P57, L18~26.
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=13 Alternative accounts

In study 2, the authors sought to explore the effect of alternative accounts including “feeling -
right” and involvement. Several considerations should be noted. First, the authors did not report
the ANOVA analysis for these constructs. Neither did they report the mean pattern on the table.
They highlighted in the review letter that there were some effects on “feeling right” measure.



Without the details, | cannot make a judgment if these accounts have been properly addressed.
More importantly, the authors conceptualized the feeling right account as the extent to which the
appeal recipients think that their donation is “right” (i.e. morally desirable). What I mentioned in
the previous round of review is that “feeling right” refers to the fit (subjective fluency) of the
match between the appeal type and the charity character. These concepts are rather distinct in
theory. To this extent, study 2 could not really provide insights for the role of the fit account.
Despite this, the authors probed into mood in study 1. Those mood measures would be a better
indication of whether the appeal recipients feel fluent and “right” upon the exposure to the appeal.
Analyses on these mood measures may potentially address the fit account. Again, the authors did
not report the statistics and deter me from understanding whether the fit account is sufficient or
not.

[B1 R - JRH XA BCE R S5 5 0 L o AR FO b — e b TS ) e i R 1) AR e 4 TRV AR
KT WAFRR R A R — LN, & K EH RGN T AME . AR B, AT LXK
G VR 7 AT PR KT 1T AR 2 — 2 SR He 2 v (R RN IR 7 (feeling rigiht) 0 21 Ft B8 e,
IEHnE S ATt “feeling right refers to the fit (subjective fluency) of the match between the appeal
type and the charity character”, S5 i 4 70 B 45 2R CAEB B H AT IR, AR L
FEVAN AR EHRBIE K S R . EEAN R T T

(1) 0 sEge 2t IEATEEAT ANOVA 70, S5 EoR, TEFEYRRTT 205 X8 RS
BN IERAYE A B2 A B2 (F(2, 237) = 2.27, p > 0.10), SAHMEEHINTT : MENEJFR
0 M iERE= 4.58, SD =1.24 vs. M fi£ /1= 4.05, SD = 1.25; FEARMINEIFRAL M {5 #E= 4.05, SD
=1.26 vs. M Bt /J=4.27, SD =1.10; {14 M iEFBE= 3.98, SD =1.29 vs. M ft /J=4.13, SD
=1.17. MR ER, TIREAMMENIE YRR (95% CI [-0.5381, 0.4397])ik & ERF AL IF
3K 2H(95% CI [-0.2563, 0.21997) A /8 1E i P i A 28 S 2 AS il ar (X a1 25 0).

(2) XY 2 e AT ANOVA 73T, 45 3 BoRiB R R 77 :U 5 0HE BRI 5 N JE
(128 B2 AN 2.2 (F(2, 237) = 1.02, p > 0.30), #ZHIMEEHLATT . AMENE YRR M iR k=
3.74,SD =150 vs. M fi£ /7= 4.18, SD = 1.61; #EAFIEIF KA M ilfE= 3.44, SD =1.33 vs. M fit
71=13.90, SD =1.43; F{iFR4]L M iRH%=3.96, SD =1.53 vs. M fE /1= 3.84, SD =1.48. H/rk
R, TR NTE YRR A(95% CI [-0.3076, 1.2917])id A& 7 BEAR I TE R 3K £H.(95% ClI
[-0.2450, 1.2477])4% N\ JEH /BS54 B 2 (X TR 2 0) .

(3) AFEES 1 H IR AR S FNTH AR B 461317 ANOVA 70 #T. PA(BRIRIE4R): Rk 75
WIAE F AT ARG 28 158 B2 AN 53 (p > 0.20), SZHIERB R AMENEFRA
M if#E= 3.89, SD =1.38 vs. M fi£ /1= 4.10, SD = 1.19; AL IFR 4L M iEH%E= 4.07, SD =1.06
vs. M fi£ /)= 4.37, SD =1.11; H i K41 M iR &= 4.40, SD =1.04 vs. M fi¢ /)= 4.40, SD =1.09.
NAQGHIES): TEEVFRTT 5048 FARE R R 45 1028 B 2w AN .2 (p > 0.50), %
ABMERB T AMENE YRR M R IE= 4.27, SD =1.44 vs. M fE /1= 4.10, SD = 1.29; ##
ERLIE YRR M iR FEZ= 4.10, SD =1.28 vs. M fig /)= 3.89, SD =1.23; it iffsk 2 M iR = 4.14,
SD =1.07 vs. M fi£ /7= 3.88, SD =1.04. A1 BiX L4l B 7t RE 6 Bl o K AR I K58 18
FRATTIRI I 221] 5 — AN B A& e v X e Bt i Tt s 2 ih 528 22 . b WL 3 HHOC 12
B 255 LA SR P56, L22~23; P57, L26~30; P66, L4~6.

= 4 Minor issues

a) The superscript on the tables is not properly marked.

b) The organization of table 1 can be improved (following the structure of table 2).

c) Please report the mean pattern and statistics for all measures (e.g., mood in study 1, feeling



right and involvement in study 2).

BIR7: L RIMEH RS E BN FAVEB SR b XX = 8 7 MBIE: (1)
A ab RoRPAHIE N Z FIEE B E K F(p < 0.05), IR 1LAE2; 8K 2 1R
SEHER 1 Q)EIRSLES 1 ARG FITE AR 4E « S8 2 RSN IERA VAN N FE IR 3 (B A bR
HEZE SR AE . IBIUN A S WA SR P57; P59 I P66. v BRI L K II5EIE.

The empirical evidence is stronger and more coherent in this package. The manipulation and
design are cleaner. Still, the comments concerning the theorization is not minor and it demands
proper attention in re - conceptualizing. However, | believe the abovementioned issues are
addressable. Good luck.

UL
HRAIEML:
The revised manuscript has manifested your effort in improving the conceptual framework and
empirical package. It has been advanced substantially. | agree to accept this paper for journal
publication. Aside from that, | notice that there are couples of empirical issues which the authors
should address. The issues are stated in the following:

1) Study 2

- Please state the number of items included in the scale of JE&X1IEAfPE and % A JZ, in addition to
providing a sample item

- For the manipulation of #f {4 4 i& £ & fifi , please explicitly specify the statistics
(non-significance) for the JEfEIFKk 720 X Fy45 34424 interaction

- Before reporting the mediation analyses, you should report the analyses on MEAN pattern.
Concerning the word limit constraint, you should at least report on a table and indicate possible
difference between pairs (in appendix)

- For mediation analyses, you should provide information about model specification. PROCESS
allows you to include all possible mediators (F FKALRE, KM RRE, BANEMTE, HAE) in a
single model. Before reporting the indirect effects for specific contrasts, you should report the
overall mediated moderation effect first.

- You mentioned the consideration of control variables in the last sentence of the paragraph
concerning mediation. What specific variables are those covariates?

- Table 1: please also superscripted the statistics concerning =4 37K.

B R = I 5O BATME S AR R € I R SRRSO g fF . A2 8L Rt — b W
BEAT T LA S0 s (1) 3900 SR SR e TR 1 RO A N FE I T, SRR AR 4% H BLIE S (I
ACREH 58 U1, 3.2 SEIRFRFF). (2)#bseE R h TE AR YRR 7 20U AR AR SR A2 B
VE I HIEHE A5 R (AR 5 58 11, 3.3 Bdl Ar 545 5. (3)TEMT b hn W mI REAFAE UM
ZEF(WASTRIZE 68 TT) o (4) %P Fe BRI v/ K 56 v g P A5 1 5 A8 e A AR D0 (A SR 5 59
T, 33 BHE T 545 R (5)% F A S 45 | 38 5 73 ) R 5 42 Bl A #AGEJE o % 2k R [R] 1
FERE AR FIARE 2,  CAE P i i de 5 — BOdtAT S (A SR 5 59 1T, 3.3 ¥l
T EEE ). (6) DAEAARLRIFAG PARTE T A VR R I EARTF S, AR ZE Rt 4 R (WA
SOMES 59 T, K 1). BT K AIANECH AR S BAR AL

2) Study 3



- Is there any marginally significant effect concerning manipulation (check)? | notice that the
current p-value is greater than 0.05 and not 0.1.

- Please add the superscripts for the H1{4:1)¥>K condition and make sure the superscripts are
aligned (Meanwhile, the specification across efficacy conditions is not consistent.)

EIRZ: JEH IR L K AP b FRATLUNEM SRS ()R8 3 #RAIn 45 R .
PR AL R BV 48 - Ak B B 2 IR BRI (M JEBE = 4.86, M REJ) = 4.35; F(1, 449) =
18.35, p < 0.001, n 2 = 0.04), TMAJEE/IRLMHE EAARAH L a0 (M i = 4.10, M
AE7/) = 4.67; F(1, 449) = 22.65, p < 0.001, n 2=0.05); M NIEVRRALE R A RETE fE2E
(M M = 4.78, M BEfR =3.90, M H% = 4.21; F(2, 449) = 19.93, p < 0.001, n 2 =0.08),
Horp AR B YRR LR 2 = T R RoR 4 (p < 0.001), Ak iR 4152w T HEA G R R 41
(p = 0.029) . FEAARI I U =R 4L B A R REAA P4 3 A LAl (M MR = 3.95, MAF{R =4.80, MH{E =
4.33; F(1, 449) = 18.19, p < 0.001, n 2=0.07), HAHAMIEIRRAEZE & T RRA@p =
0.001), HPEVRRA R = T MR B YRR 4 (p = 0.007). HERABEHYIRX B CHIATSIE
HiEoM B =4.82, M N =4.27; F(1, 449) = 21.38,p < 0.001, n 2=0.05); JeMkfEdl
I H A R (M B3R =3.97, M V= 4.49; F(1, 449) = 19.58, p<0.001, n 2=
0.04), H:A4x RN Bk AT H AL MSAREE (07 s> 0.05). LA HHE &5 5 A Bl 25 0 2 (R 5 100
(2) CAEAH R R A ARV 1 PEURR B EARTT S, DARMIZ R Hras ROLA SRS 61-62
T, 3R 2). L R gnE e be 5 B AR E L.

Meanwhile, the conceptual framework is much clearer and three studies have been improved in
terms of design, analyses, and reporting. | am grateful to be involved in the review process. Hope
you find the comments useful. Thank you for your great work. Wish you the best in future
research.

REEN:

FR AR, HBEEHRNDFEL:

1. FERFANSREGH “SEIRRRT” SN “HER 7. B, BEORIE (4?2 KA ),
PERILLE], “PIJERS, FEARRR T HE 1,

2. TERASEIRH “Hl b3 5 g B W Ui S BR sARX i bRiE . H AT A SEI— Ul
i

[E]R7: JEH B2 SO AR T IA AT o FRATT 4% R SR S IR P LR AE ST P A R 4
BT T A7, BARWR: ()7E “SRIRRRT T AR CRIE . FEACEL . PERI A8
TR SEAME B, T WA SCRYZE 56 TT(SL5G 1) 28 59 TU(SLEE 2); 26 61 TU(3L4 3). (2)7F “4
P HT S EER” B Ui S BRI AR (WE S WS A e R DA AR BT %), 10
AR SR 57 TU(SES 1); 55 59 TU(SLEE 2); 28 62 TU(SR4 3). /i Z AN S 174

FURAEH
FHRER:
T FEIRT SR A2 M R AL 1P, A B IR I APE A SERR i« 18 SO B ER R A
PR B TE AR YRR 7 AR 2 A FRUR IR AT BE 77 0HHR I B AT BRI, 0l 2 S8 TE B UK
TR EIBERRENRIZ AR, AER TR 2P RBIAME®, ARSI K



RMELR . AHSE, PRI LA 25—, SE3G 3 At A KT PRI, Nt AARiE
GRS, W AR BAE SR ULEA ? 5, 0 TR ORI IR BT A AR
RN, HARFENSEREERMAA? HBANEE: H=, 2R 1 RAMRST %S,
b 0, BB BN AT, FEAR BRI ILERZE 5, A KE A D5
BEEEHRELESS, WA R,

[B]RZ: E5H R 3= G AHF 78 S B TAERI . BRATAEE TS H 1 LA &,
EHRINT RIS 5—, 9250 3 Hoc TR MLl FHR R A R ER IR A J7, d@id =mag
RN R R, S B E I A SR 56 (R 558 2) 145 #4h 78 (Han, Duhachek, & Agrawal,
2016; Spencer, Zanna, & Fong, 2005). £, J¢T#RRE L H A8 TN AN i 35 I B 45 51
BAEA LR G IFE I T A B & R &, IR IIEMWE, 20 P58 (2.3 7
ek, H—HRE). P60~61 (3.3 H¥arth 545K, H—HREK). P63(4.3 HE i 545
B, F—ARE). =, BAOMRBEREIE SRR T 5258 1 R geit t4dE, 2 0. P58
(2.3 TSR, FEARBY). B, RTHARMA G I BENLL A, IREE IS I,
AT =ASLES FE AR EAS B AT T A, o sess 1 A E(E B4 a2 W, P58
(2.3 TSR, F—HARE), LI 2 MFEAEREBA A NE 1(P61), L5 3 HFEARER
T 2(P64) . UBAN, FRATEX LEMHRIMAIEAT T RAME HWE, JIReCEHEE
BURSCEER Y . PR OB 4 AN E0H 1) 5 S 50 W, B CE gt — P .



