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WAL NE Bt
HEE h F OBERD HES B R

(M V2B R NS G SR Bt S O BRSBTS, P 710049)
CHHERZ OISR, LR 100084)

B E DALRHFALRBE. M. EORCERERTIEAN LR ERREMREF. ALY
A ZBIRR T HRAIR. AL MARAL RS Hoh, AR OIET AR, BAR. 4. B, i ®
FE WAL, 3O RO WARBIRS RBLRPAT A, st MB. B T S MAA T X B 4.
BERAE. ARFRHBETHREAMNBEARLARDANE T HHAZFA L,

KEIE WA, AMAL; S A-MBARE;, SEL

SHES  B849:C91

1 35 2 BAKRIBER
YERN, TR N2 B TSR A ARAR [ 21 BARBRE
AR, AN, EAJE O BEE GO R R, T TERRE, XHUNER TR E A Z . RIUF

SARSWHEEN, EBNBUE L e g PR TR s e, Bl (CBSCRT) ), B
WO PR RITHE . IEARBEEANMGZ A S PTEEEZ AT, B AR TR % A Z 4 B
(dehumanization)WF 574 75l (Haslam & Loughnan, AR XU 3 0 B G AR T8, HIRR
2014), 74 T A/03iR(e.g. Fiske, Cuddy, Glick, BN Z x4 K AE N, B i sb AT R m A,
& Xu, 2002; Gray, Gray, & Wagner, 2007; Haslam, AR AT T AVEIE S8 M. s,
2006; Vaes, Paladino, Castelli, Leyens, & Giovanazzi, AN A B Ry — Bl SO R R R ik, B
2003). ifi 22 NPEALZ R B R S AR o IO RS R (B ) AR A,
A BRI R A B, SRR WKT H AN PEAR SR N BYRAIE . XS AL
HIE ST A2 I ST | G 50 5 THE, HE T 2= R B TCBE R T B0, R T
LY DCE VL I 2 A5 DN EIPNPPNGL S I ERSY NTTR=ID O E VDN f b i
SRR, ARG R gy O TR R R R AR
Rt TR S AR B 2 e, W7, LA Ak (anthropomorphism)—if) I T 75 i
U A 2 A2 v, R TE<Anthropos” (A )F1“morphe” (EARETEZ)AIZH
NHEEHEFRREY, AR, wgz 0 W BIEEES QR (Xenophanes) i
N, BRI RS A A th, PR SR BRI S HAR A nph R Z [ A
T T (9 HE AU (Lesher, 1992), i B ) 2 4n 75 1t

AN— e R AR, TR I G B R N B Ah

P e (N S N7 PA A= B N VDN A UL e DY =
VR 2017-02-23 WETHRWEEH T X MRS ks
o 515 RIS A 4 E (71501105, (David Hume) A 4y 53 HORIE T A 8 Iy ik iy
WHAEH: %, B-mail: yufengx@xjtu.edu.cn SRR A B s iYL, TR R A AR,

1942
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NAT R # A 07 5 DL A O VRN N 2SRRI
(Hume, 1757/1957). W LTk, BRI HEREH
FIRFAR T TR P PR R T X — S,
AXFLAACA B R IEREA, KL R AR
ST B AR AACSP R AR BB, HRBR T5%
B g, 5 A L IR A R,
PANACAE g — Bl AT AL G0 5 0 5 .0 B 22 4 A,
HELEAERA GRS G . AL A B %
NZEEHE . Pl =i B0 B A T9E AT 42
(Epley, Waytz, & Cacioppo, 2007), #tH:FEHIE X
M5, AT L& —Fhit 8, 77 L& —F ),
o u] LU AE A S A B 128 AR

FOST LA A AT L, GO 2 BRI
YN ARG 00 Dy e e, (A ERE e T
WA N, B, AR R —F
fRTERL A AP . AT PR, TR — Al A
B B0 R T R AN £ 19 5 2 (Epley et al.,
2007); Lk, AN RE PR T A AR R B 1R
B NIMERPRHE, HETREASNEMA R
JL>HHRE J1(mental capacities), 1457 i (consciousness) .
7 W (intention) . YK 2% 1% 45 4 H £ (pride) . 7 B2
(hope) . [#¥X (guilt) (Demoulin et al., 2004), LK i
B IAHT ) 43 AT (analysis) . 204 (imagination) 3 RE /1

(Haslam, Bain, Douge, Lee, & Bastian, 2005); /&,

PANACIIRT G AU R T B2, mE 2
MY . AR Pl E YR AR (Waytz,
Epley, & Cacioppo, 2010),

T T WA A, FIRHOEE TR
Befta. B, TEEFYMAE LS
B, B 4E, #8Afk(anthropomorphism)5 A
ft.(humanization) A Al , FARAR Z BHELLA AL 5 A
PALAR T LU AR 2 25 APE 1k (dehumanization) ) AH
Rt R, HEEAUA X SN FREZS
(e.g. Waytz et al., 2010), {HLAZIHE H B2 ™4 ok
P, NPEA TR B F 2 AL, %
(Maclnnis & Folkes, 2017)7E [ LA AR i f8L 0% 4
RSCHERIT AR L, PRI SR LA AR TE a0z 19
& AR GAUGRAE N F IR SCF A, 2
NP B AR AX &, s AZA
B o A AN 8 F 1 2 A PE A B — FhRr ok
TE2, A RE % F LA AL A Sk B 1 .
MO A & X 4 &, M 4iT (MacInnis & Folkes,
2017)Ks i R APEAR 53 3 ATl AR

L (human-focused perspective). FH TR E M
(self-focused perspective) LA K 3¢ & B £ 1 A
(relationship-focused perspective), H L AL
B NERMEAM, 755N e FE X T B
— e N SRR TR R BE, A E 28 N RE M A
(physiognomy) . ZEALRFEAAM:, W HKE
AL AR TR I 50 O AR — B, XRREM
FA R 5T N5 S OG 2& [] BR 26 2R 22 1] (4 A8 4B
P AR, SRR X4 R IR 2L 7 1 B
B, Wi L AWIBIR 2B MR, TR
i I, 00 P22 5050 B AR ASAR T8 1 X 4 -

HR, A5z R (animism) A A, 12 R
WXATTWAERE, ERRXTIHYEARALA
SR, BRBIFEATT 17 e, J5kZ HE
RZ M, BN —FE B AR BAEMA . A
S5z ReALEZL, ENHEE—EREEL
FAE N BTG . ZRISEZ BT 0B
R, R RIS AL EARER,
R T B BN B B A 1Y 3 2 (Puzakova,
Kwak, & Rocereto, 2009), {H2™#%ki, A1k
A RNFR Tz Rig, a0 ES T3
WXy Z RIS EEANIER B R sH
Wr B & E R, R RTIE A AR IR A 2 IA
B B &K P (Guthrie, 1993); T AALIEAR 2
AT B b 61 2 09 << 2B A KT AR A R R (Waytz,
Cacioppo, & Epley, 2010), &5 2 ik 7 A X J#
Bl PR BT v B AR NSRRI B 5851, 5 2,
W RSB EEm It ARALNER
R, AR AL AL A R T T X 4 B A 2 2 B il
&, AR BB LA 1R 87 1k 2 8 (Epley,
Waytz, Akalis, & Cacioppo, 2008), &2, 5iZ RiE
AH LG, LA 2 AT Pk JL AR 2 N e
IAERR G I, A2 5 5 bR 3 ok 2 i <A
A7, RN AR B R A, B AR
MAEAX R G FRFEA M, AT E T ALNE
RSNARAE . OEERE A
22 HAkRYNE

WE AL, O B2 PR & 2l A O & T
B RSBk R B ILAR . AR5,
TR LMES —Fhid 72, (B[R] A b AR Sy — A
i) o AR BRSRIUNAL T e S —Fh B i A7 AE T 5
AR SO AR R B AN ), AR RE 8 A 48
TE ST st B4 AT S B B B BT S N2
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FRAE, IR 3 A % 22 5 T 1) o S 2 R 05 0 o
Mo XA RZER N RATTRE R TA
FMSCfb . &7 #E %454 J5 1 (Epley et al.,
2007), WFBHILE 4 L EaEE X Lag . A2
A i BE 77 (Barrett, Newman, & Richert, 2003),
K A R K IRARFT I IX ) L 2 58 A 1ol sh i
1k (Atran et al., 2001)55

AR Z AT AT 2 3 2ot R ) B S0 Ak
J7¥%, W Kiesler Fl Goetz (2002) 5 £ 7] #it Ak
NFERBS . 1705 NERAELIE, Barrett Al
Keil (1996)if i A9 iRk P12 A 2 AT A A A
SR F2 AR BT AR #5125 S AT
Fall &%, (HEF 2010 4F, Waytz, Cacioppo #
Epley A 42 T8 —A R LM 2L K 22
S 1Y B R —— AL A A 22 5% 7] 45 (Individual
Differences in Anthropomorphism Questionnaire,
IDAQ), IDAQ A7 3 i WAL AR £
4k A2 3% (nonhuman animals). [ 4% 524K (natural
entities) FIF}4 15 %% (technological devices) . H: Hf Xt
3 RIS R B RS 5 A E: HIR
(consciousness) . F M & & (free will) . & &
(intentions) . > & (mindedness) Fll & 4 (emotions),
BaneEm e 2 KBE B AR ER? 7. “—
B HHLIEZ KA Fa] DURIRTE 257 %, i3
b 15 ANIHE, RA 11558, N o— R
F| 10 TR ARKRFREE>, 155718 T WAL
R, [RIA, IDAQ £ PN — B0 I I 15 B 44 3%
WRAF . BT b3 B2 1 T I LA Y 15
JEEUH LIS, Waytz, Cacioppo Fl Epley (2010)i87E
3EMAEMZPAHT T S AR 15 MR
15 3k 1 A 1k (nonanthropomorphism) i H (IDAQ-
NA), 135 it H (durable) . A H (useful) . & WM
(good-looking) . 1 3lj(active) FlI¥ 44 4 #L(Iethargic)
TAT5 I, Ry 3 IDAQ-NA fE— &5
SEE T SR B A N ERRUE IR AR E, PR E
Bt R T O T A DA Bl I LA AR R
I A HAE S IDAQ 19— 53 (Waytz, Cacioppo
& Epley, 2010).

BEELT, ILEERZ WP GESRKIE
NSARAUNAL(Epley et al., 2007), {H IDAQ J&:Jk
FRABEAR, HAHWHHEE (free will)ZE)R
PEMET R LEERT R . A T BAMX —25 8k, Severson
# Lemm (2016)7F IDAQ Ay LAl 455 A5 )L

BRGNS T IDAQ JLE K (IDAQ-Child Form,
IDAQ-CF), R G EY . AR, B =Fh
BT S, BFEXTX 3 FEA KT G AR,
Z e LE ST [ R (free will) Y HRAE F1E FR,
IDAQ-CF LR T 3 A S5ZAHKMIH, Fadtit
12 H . BT WE M L4, IDAQ-CF TEiH
FERE WA S, JFHob T kL E R
TGy R R, AR R ES RIEBUE 2 T PR
A3, A0 B AR AILAT P PR S AR 475 A 114 SRR i e 2
WRA, WLHZL0? » HHEAET A CRMT
27 GARETE, BAERIEZ /D7 7%, ER
B — o, LB R R B A B R
5 (thumb up, Yes)s“4F#515 7> (thumb down,
No)o HUURBHXMIZ <>, Wit 0; R EZE
“Iev, MIgRSEn S s, kiR EE S L
PR P S R o — 0 o &R 27, IR
WA 1.2.3, 1555 8w U L AL AR B g .
654 £ N BUYE (4 43 M7 45 3 8. R, TIDAQ-CF 5
IDAQ WM EERM A ERY MK, £W
IDAQ-CF 55 1A 1) IDAQ & 3 T il i (v 2 45 74
—F

) 2 i 3 B A A ) SR M DL ). IDAQ R
H ) % 45 B, Neave, Jackson, Saxton #ll
Hénekopp (2015) 4w il T # (9 #1 A 1k [a] &
(Anthropomorphism Questionnaire, AQ) ., {H 5
IDAQ-CF AR 2, AQ HUZAEM H this i T M2
RN O 4R, PR X Bl AT SR R T
JEILE . AQ 7 A (AQenig) FIELHT (AQeurrent) I
MOEE, B RER 1040TH, 3204050 H,
SR 7 A4y BARSRFREH SR
HARFTA M BLEAESE, MmN REENE T
e, AT I 23 %08 3 fe 3 % 1 e 2L UL AR < 1
2, B R WA W E A B E
BOEW IR KO D4 I RS, B AR
Z B ZTE N E AR B R, R oy A L
REAMBA M HAERMERRL, HZEWN
5T R, 5 IDAQ MLk, AQ HEMS ¥ iy yth T [l
47 M (Neave et al., 2015),
23 #WAKEERY

BARXHAN I A AR AR 2 5,
AR —Fp NSRBI ), HZEaE %) H
T Py A kg o A< 8., B AR T LA g R T
BRYNY, XA RE A S 8 728 &= ) AR 5
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L S R DT DN (A EC S v s €
VLR B

WP T SO SO R AR, X
FEYEAR T — BT ORI i a0k S 56 11
HIRPASR AL . BRI RS R,
WAL ST 0] Lay o T 3 Rt sl A
Ko TEFEINBPSCFHRN D, SLEAPRA & IF T
WA 1], R AR 2155 2O B
A BE R BN SEE AR NS, AT 2
BN RrIE amWE B = gioiizenih c e | NER S HE YN k7
YRR, BN, Aggarwal il McGill (2012)5] 54
R MAES h— A AN, IR R XA
CNIAE  AMURRIE L WA L LSS, 5 R
AP & A LR TP E 4 T X — AL
5% (Hur, Koo, & Hofmann, 2015; Kim, & Kramer,
2015); Butterfield, Hill 1 Lord (2012) T ¥ fi4
A, W EEZRPOTE I M A H B . R —
A AT, DL R OR S R 5 A N K AT AR Ak A
S, BRI SCTF RN, 2R HERE R R A vk
1Y SE 6 b ) e Al AR I 3R B R, [ RAR
A o BN B B AR AL . AR S
A5 FFRAC TR At 5 < fth SR AR B (Riva,
Sacchi, & Brambilla, 2015). 55— AFRe iR AR
B AFRAHR . R EE” (product family)R
REFF= LR (product line) (Aggarwal, & McGill,
2007), LAK S5 NISLAE R FRIF(Tam, Lee,
& Chao, 2013)%

55 AR T IR . 5 SCF A
Lt, AL 0B T 87 B RT ELA, A% 1k B A R
XA G, Rz 8 ZMRFENE R, SN0H
R TT DO SL Yy, ] DU R s, 3
AL 4, A LRI 5L 56 41 R} 09 SME
SRR AT NZEHRRIE, I ks B A fk i H
P o H v o A7 2R ) AN AR A TR 2 X A A,
TR (AR I ) RN — & (W E20) 3 AT A3k B4R 47 i 481
TR . A IRFSE % (Hur et al., 2015)4% iz HI7E
PET L, BRI R B AT B4 DT s I,
#H44 A(Kim, Chen, & Zhang, 2016)i i3 X 7 =
A B F A, 458 TR R R R 7 2R A 5
W, J34bh, HECH WLAAMNE AL IR R BT A%
PAH BT (3 B DU ) B HL ALK, 4l Touré-Tillery il
McGill (2015)3 5 H B & AT T PR 2%l g,
Puzakova, Kwak #l Rocereto (2013)5256 HF (¥ #471

BLA I TR R, Br T AME R, XA
BIAE R o2 SR IR A —Fh, AnORHR <Ak >
TEVOMERS |l K FH (Puzakova, Kwak et al., 2013) .
HHEYIF4THEBR” (Connell, 2013)%, {HH T3X
Fh e AL Z AME B AMERRAE, s AR 5 D,

BARN T BE 2 Hh U BB 3 i BT
B, AT WAL BN X2 L RR, |
EERM TSR, AR ERYIE AT
AN BRI R0 . AV LI AR A
= Mgk &k (e.g. Hur et al., 2015; Puzakova,
Kwak, et al., 2013; Wan, Chen & Jin, 2017), Llik
S AT PSR

3 MALMERE

FER A DU B TR 3RATT 8 22 5 3, LA Ak fit
B AEFE MR ZE T, & AL 3214, AP
ANEH SR B, AR AW ESREE, [
O S ENERIE FE PN Y- iR s N N T
M4, AT Rl — X G AR B 25
FEAEZERIWR? A ATRATSA A E s — o %
WAL, T B0 AR TR L, B E
YA WE? ALY 8 22 5 A TEAT AR BT TR
B A W 7

b Xt AR BE 5 “When” R “Why” () [7] 1,
Epley %5 A (20072 H THIA LK = HZ Mg
2 1)o ZEIEMNFFSIHLI Iy T E T BIAE
B =AdeE M &, Bl A& R AR (Elicited agent
Knowledge) . L At sl Hl(Effectance motivation)5 #1:
2: ¥l (Sociality motivation), fajFK SEEK <A 2
&, A AT 3 4y 5 A 5T [ (dispositional) | 1 3%
(situational), /& F&(developmental) 34k (cultural)
PUANJZ TR = AN B 2 AT R4 A

= HNFE ISR 2 G5 (e.g. Eyssel
& Kuchenbrandt, 2012; Puzakova et al., 2009)#{it
TR A A ERAL, KRESRT AR H 5 AE
2 WA G B 58 4008 X = AN E Y TE L
H ik, AT 05 SEEK BLR il Afb il =4~k
FE H R L5 6 B 5T SR AR
31 FREMKRMIR

VUN AR T W DS B PN NS EE i
AR, XA AR 3 AR W
THRT AL A SRR B IESR B LRAE
VLR e 2 T 3B AR B AR (Epley et al., 2007).
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z1 HAUM=EEZEEE
FELHERE
SES S5 ———
%Kk FARANR B REBhAL &L

At ] VNI AR ik IS i
g AR R WHAZE H. | 3 T [yt
K BRI 15 PRET ez
Ak 7. B, AR AN o ANMANEGEERT X

PSR . Epley £5(2007)

B XA SRR AT 0, IE SR BT AR R AR R AR
FIWTES, FRATEGE . BIEFHRH T T ALK
sAMAR A IR, A RAFETHEAMRAEN
P B4, A ATRATTE R AE AR G 23 it
AT KA SRR ZRESER
Ma . 5XRTAEANZFERGAFEMELL, T A
JE R AR A TR 0 0 R R AT Sk U B «m] K
(accessible)”, FMTAM AN, A ABEE . A
B SE . NRIRE T, IRATEBGERE A Bz, & T
R MSRBREA D

FrLA, HEATUARSMERHE A i, 515 &
TN A I A 25 B B R AR 235 e 2 AT AL
MR BE o AR 22 5 09 B R Uk, RN TR SR
(need for cognition) i AFE TS M H i S 5 /b
ML, B AT 52 B2 0 B, EXA
ST T A A T g e 2 TR ARG T
YIAR B 0 0IR, TAS 2 A7 B b AR O¢ T H B Y
I (Epley & Gilovich, 2005), MBI A 5K 7,
BN RXT R 5 B 5 B A M UE (perceived
similarity)ff, FRATUL 2 A B 3 o0 15
LI TR, FIAIRIE Z I, 5 2RIPLE AEK
frcn sir) e, A2 Afe—15 05
SR AR AT AN TE LSS N (Kiesler, Powers, Fussell,
& Torrey, 2008); T HER TSRS, FA
iz fi(Morewedge, Preston, & Wegner, 2007), 75 iF
(Schroeder & Epley, 2016)55 21 A A5 22 i fil
Ao IWE RS K E, TR AR
BE DT I BEn, DA RSt SR R E R S, TR
S R S R tOF S I RN E R e S 2 L TE [N
S n] R A9 B AR B8 (alternate theories) LB
ZHEM . R AR R B LELE R H
Frhut w22 (S ILALARSC) /N Epley, Morewedge,
& Keysar, 2004), 17 Tl bR FE 25 X A 7] 3 [X
AT AL AR A ] 325 BUSE L (Ross, Medin, Coley,

& Atran, 2003) N TE 5L
32 MEEENML

WNAL A AL AT A 16T AK A
SRR AR N B AR ST A AR, (H AN )T 94
HEFLAHLEDIE AR RIS TR, B2 R E
BEEH LA R B, NS ShLAL R B E AR
AT — e WA R . S
S-Sk R RS, BRES LRI AA S
PR 8% B 1Y 7 B (White, 1959), BRI
R, UBEEIHLEL AR TE 5 AL N B KA .3
(B b 800 KN A B BB Bl 1 (agnecy),
Ty N B AR S FORT b R 5T B B . TN R A
(72 (Epley et al., 2007). M H A% F 2 4E &
BB, NZEFT T I i A 3R OK 22, X o 2R
AR SR S T J8 T — o i RO
IECS DAl ORI =N (PO UE | N2 LN
KT HFHRA B Z 231k N 227 fil b gk 3 £5 TR FR
N E LA SRR AP PN SS ST s = [N N E )
MY —Fh e B . R W TREE Ry s
Ao E I T .

MINR R B B %, P& 7K (need for
closure) ¥ il Ak (desire for control) &5 AL HE 5l
BUPIAS AR R . 50 G5 2R
BRI AR LE, 1 P G 0 235 7 38 30 ) el g B
AT FR-AE AR, EE I AcE %S
T3ROS A B PR 4R ], SR YRR A AR AT
T ) T A ARG 880 K . Davidson F Laroche
(2016) I BFFE R, KR T M & 75 2 Fn4a il a L S,
A NG5 R 3K (personal need for structure, PNS),
BV SR TN 1 AR X AN A 1 DR, s 23 i R 4D
NG . WNREARA SR FE, A al i
W4 (unpredictability) & ¥ & 3K BE S ML, 1M 5]
WAL EZR R i, AU, e
AW MBS, AR E I R Bk
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45 5 % A R SR AS AT F50I ) 4 480N 4k (Epley,
Waytz, et al., 2008),
33 =@Ml

IEIW B A 28, A2 — Rk 2 vEsh Y,
FRATA A A T & Fhat 22 R M e, X 5 Al
INiD) ' E I EIIY A YL EY 3PS
PRI, AL AT SRk 4. SRR
71 E A ) NI I e e B e A e N | LN = i
2200 2, UL T DL g —Fh 53R A
e FRAIE F TR ANTI X —TEEAR TR .
MHZ, sl AR B0y 3 58— 5 1 2
3 g 1 R AR T SRR EE b S A S B R B Y
oK, o —Jy R i BT AR AEAE AR S iR
SN FRAE A [ ke SCEL Y (Epley et al., 2007).

PR VYNAPOE & TS EUE VPN (e 7 P an
SO PR R LR IE . — MR T,
W H O B AR R AR AN Sh W (e 9L
Oy — PR b, SR LA 2 F AR )
(4151 (Epley et al., 2007), ALK F1K, BIA
A &k it, KPR (chronic loneliness) . 14
Ri 7 (social disconnection). 475 & J¥ (attachment
anxiety) %5 # £ 358 AATTAYIL AL BT (e.g. Bartz,
Tchalova, & Fenerci, 2016; Epley, Waytz, et al.,
2008)., WFFEERM, B ANEE GBI A O A
KB Y (Epley, Waytz, et al., 2008), 7E3L56 )5
SRR, L2 38 i AATTx % 4 g 4R A fii
I FXT R AR BLR B (52 (Epley, Akalis, Waytz,
& Cacioppo, 2008), 7EZJ5 M —A~ERE M5,
Bartz %5 A\ (2016) I KA & 2 0 UFE T Z |
Epley, Akalis, Waytz fil Cacioppo (2008)7£ 3L 4+
FrAg A 5L Z BB R, I H R IR
TNEE SR L DI BB A% B 4 b, TR0 480N AR 7] (Bartz
et al., 2016). HrITHFFY & B0 o ] 3 Bk iie kA
WA R A S S e R G, Bt s H R
Fanas) LR R g WU A=A 2 1 NG A ¥eri) S T}
WERAETEHr LA L2 Hi AR AR 5 A A S AE R HL
23, D) 32 v 55 B HE IR 25 X 480 A Ak L W 3K 2
I%l(Chen, Wan, & Levy, 2017). XS EHLA
AL BE s WA, 34 2% B H3 I AT LA
(AR 2N

2% LR, Epley 55 A(2007)1% = PH 2 #iS A
NHVANSIHLE A F X AR B R R 64T T 58
TP ESR R EE . SR EAR T AR, ms

= RS A CA L 10 4R 2 A, eI
(] - J0 87 i) BE A DL IR, SR FT A AL S5 AR 5C
(9 SEUE BT FE 0 R X — PIEHE SR A [l . X
— GBI BE S SR (938 4% A K i
UEBFSE B Jmy R, AT A S Sl 3 A4 s
BRI SE P BE RS IR T (4 SR i

4 ALHBRTR

41 BEARMIAL

Xt AR SR B A H 403558, 7K
BAKRG T 0B e, AT R U HR L FR A
“HbBRBESE”; 7E H A AR MBEIREE, TR
FORORENTE B HbBERSE I, 7 T 6 28 H Sk
B A SRR FERE, FATHE AR K AR AN
WE . X ARMBIARE T A0 AR R,
MHLAAL F AR ERBE S 09 i 4R LTt sk Ry
TR P E s F IR SR 3 ik
T =R XTHIAM ARG (Tam et al., 2013;
Tam, 2014, 2015), FHSZE M )7 S EPIE T X — MW
Mo Tam 55 A (2013 )38 2 1 k) 20 0 5 A% T
BeAl Ak B SR B9 SCEE AR AL B 58 A0 I 5 15
WPoRf AR, S HERNET
Wk AR R R, DL RSk S
FERRBE AR bR MR 2 V4R bR S IR R ) o S5 2R R B,
B A RBAL S AR S H AR R B,
DTG 77 A2 B Z2 R 4P B35 (1) 3 10) (Tam et al., 2013),
TEJG B, Tam (2014) 30K =K E Hi8E H
Horp, IESERGRESI AL A T AR B SR 5 ER
B4 AT R Z I e 2, B R B0 AR ) B 5 1Y)
BT A B . TR R e A SR e AL BE )
AR L, X2 ] ik i 5 2 3R 4% 47 Dy (Tam,
2014), F X FRAT 2 A AL R IFIT, Tam
(2015)38 3 W 58 & B, X FRLRE FAt & S PLAR 5
FBE R U, A AL B AR IR B BRI &
TR R, X5 S AL Sk Ul AT g A VR
(Tam, 2015), # ¥ M = Z LR MERE, X HR
PR B 5T 2B N = RN Z B P A ShL A
YIA, —JHsRiE 7 AR F R . W A Rt
H5ZHME SRS AL BRI E R,
T3 — 7 A2 sh AL iR A XA S AR
SREYAH A T — B, xR SRR AR
R UL, K H AR BRI SRR IR A
B (Tam, 2015), 4K, WA ARIREREEZ
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BSUER R AR T RS AR B T, iR 5
11055 . BARXHUAAL A SR 1Y 52 bRz FAR 2435
B HET S Z A PR K2 & IR T — B RS
{4 4 11 W (Frimer, Tell, & Haidt, 2015)HI# A&
(Norenzayan, Hansen, & Cady, 2008)%, HA#F5TH)

WA 3 5 R BT 08 11 SR AU AT 1) B AR 22 57,

EF XA AR H 9K 2 S5 SR T HEAT 1 2 AR 5T
TRTHL, REFHE AN RPN R A —E B [
TR =T
42 FEBABRMAL

FEXRT I ACHE & B IR h AT $E 3], AT
X AR F A CRE R A ) UL R B R
FHRTEMG . BEE DR IF 50K 48 AL 7] 4
)R 5 SR, Bk A 2 I 2 3 e 4l O B A
B BT — i A MR TG R . A (e.g
Atran & Norenzayan, 2004; Boyer, 2003)IA}, 5%
BT AN 2 A0 B A (mind  perception) fE 71
R 5, AR ATRESE B SR MR T 354 DL )
A0 B A BN, Epley, Converse, Delbosc,
Monteleone FI Cacioppo (2009)% BLTEFE NG . SETH
VLR RS R A b S B A S U b, 5%
AU B AT AR b, AT B B0 5 I A
P2E RN A )W S TE AL, RPN iR
et 2 AR B HEWT I B A AE B R PO R 25 T
PEBEAE IS 3, AT 8] 1Y 5% i e rh 3R
TRTH AR ERGEIL(G I (Epley & Waytz,
2010), WESR UL, X0 32 A W 80N AR i 1) 52 A
FKEEERW, BAE LG REE RN R E—
DA BRWE S B SR, X — W SRR L
BYWFFT P 453) T %3E, Shtulman (2008)ik 25 44 5
2L R HACER 5 3 P ARG, A,
Y BE R KT8 A SR K, SR AR A
b, JLEMR TR BAEAE (R MR IE 2 A2k
¥k, (22 J546 B 58 # (Heiphetz, Lane, Waytz, &
Young, 2016)45ili, EaF.00R 5 ALK RM K53
T Bt Z AR R R 2% e, B L
JLEASN R X5 BB —2Z, SRMAE N B Z T,
N5 L X E 1 X A3 BEERAR /N . X R/ W, A
Xt B0 RS MBS TUR S5 EHERM,
T ELAE P B2 T L IS 2 i 4 A 0% 7 385 g ik
Ao WAk, WA AR FIRT e ARG
BB, A 2%& Morewedge & Clear, 2008)if i X
43 HIBHAEMIIR KB, X LR T

15 B LB 2B T 38 I 9 (Ten Commandments)
BT (AN s BB 78 e LIS . I BRI,
LI A R SIS A iz,
AL O BB R M I X — R | DR
WS Z AR EZR . o EE AT R fE R4,
I H i1 T8 A AR AR H B R e AR AR, X
AN TR 2 HLE X QAR AT A .
IR = R B RS, AL A AR
PAFIT EEAE D TIEE BRI, BT
K& RIS 15, DU e
FIAREIR R, HFRZEM T RO,
43 XFWEIALL

#1 25 IN FI A7 AE 4% (social cognitive chain of
being, SCCB)J&—~ LA {E 532 K il B A AL 1Y
FOSHESE, % BRI A N R T 9 (L 48 N H B9 TE
B A% AL R E T el Al AR, (H B b
DL HE A AR 22 5 0, T B RS R AR BE %
B A7 TE A S — AR 1, S A A 2 ik o A
L) — R R L X (Brandt & Reyna, 2011), ZHj
WA 2% (Eplay et al., 2007)38H, #IAALZ AT
SAEVF 2 2 GUCHS AT AR SR I L2 R 3, w2
PR S B B AR N8 AR AR Bl T (ELAS B 2T S A G MR
BEEFR, R TR, A4 2
K LR A T TE R By e s h 5 A &6 4
MAFAE, RGP ENTNA B . Franklin Jr
SEN(Q2013) I FI 2 RE 2 10 7 B HAE B UE T AATTXS
P AL, MRI IR R, AM7EE 2 [F
M 2w MR, 5 RN AH DG BY R A R R
(anterior cingulate cortex, ACC)FIH{ it & (anterior
insula, AD)ZHKIE, 1M1E 232 00 R R R
2 X P4 X 38k (Franklin Jr et al., 2013), %
TNACZ 5 2R, A PR AR S i WL Ao
— UL R R T L AL Bl AT R R 4 AR T,
Horp R HA B /E Wynne (2004) 008, Al
AR — 1 R KSR R 2R R, ]
X o fR7 B (8 B ] I T il R A S 2 i S A TR o
PR AR B WL 5 7 T Sl 1 TE 5 T 2 4 sh W o
SR AT, AR T RATX S AT A ERERAE
RZEMNR . T —F A XA R B E S
B, JF R B9 S B UE I 500 1 8 AR X S £
PR IEER . #ilhn, Butterfield 48 A (2012)11#%
BB B A G 1 SO RE, S5 R IS AR AL
WEAEM L, WA S AR E 2
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Bl i SRS B ] 51 5 s e i i A3
JEME(CANA KRR . AT BT ) B R 28 1
(e REC WF A4, SRR, PN KR
PR B PN A0 2 1 SR R R R IR A, I X B
YRR SRR DL S R B R SR A B
HtH B U R R, AT RE S G K
(45 SR 2 B AT ST I A T, B AR X — )
THE M AR I8 — B, [Hal e e, Xt
Py F0 AR B A T4 2 DA A AR BE i sl A
FE BT NPER SRR, X Sy Bl R 8 A S R
PEPE T ATRE . 1A SR A S P IR R R T AR
KB Z, ARG AR R ) = B R W,
LA K FARA P B AR R RS2 e . RRE S
HLP U R R, LA KAt 2 shll v K 9t 5
KRS BT XU AL S A R4 55
44 FFHLBFHIIAL

BLAS 5 WL 5 22—, (A5x4
NS SR, B ADLER A —Fh A 1
2, 2EE AT A B S FE AR HLER
AL, TE T AT A S 2E X AL LA O
WA =R E AW ), LB AP A H
Bar B ERNER,

Waytz 55 A (2010) NECRE ALY A R ¥R T
AN ] T AT AR LA B EVE D, AT
308 g AR R AR B N G PR i Y
IR Y AT, 25 A B, AT
B RN W N E Y OE S VNG ¥ )
o BEAN, A W 5E 35 B IR AT U 14 (perceived
risk) W 23 M A TR HLAS A9 A A (Kim & McGill,
2011), WFFEE BRI T it B RURS: 2 A KA
B, ZJE B R AL AL R B 0 P4 e B,
S 3] e XU 23 35 AT AS ) 38 % 2 FR LI LA

BILAS A B A 16 7 of 1 8 B U 7 &8, (HA
X BILAS 1R T8 2% 200 01 oA Bt 2 B 1 20 i T 1, I
B, AnAr 3 i AR HILRS B 05 AT B — e A R
T S [R) 5 e i a5, TR AR U A 3k — 1]
A AR PR AE T B Y T B . Waytz, Heafner Al
Epley (2014)7E #7241 J0 A 25 B 75 4508l 5 55 #UL N
XTRHE AR AR R, RIS TN E W E A
feist, Bk SN THEZWETESEE ., ZEX
F i R AN [ O A (& 4R R B T — R 3
SRl E V NG o = NS 2 =N D R ol W
1R 5 15 52 () S 5 A5 B (de Visser et al., 2016).

LGS B AR B IR R iR . DAALEs A
K, fE— I N, NP A A B2 bl
HRNACEEE W BT T, E R A R 5 E
— B LB AT, ) b R s S AR R A i,
AT X Bl A= AL OB, X2 H ANLES AT
KRB LA (Masahiro Mori) T 1970 4F#2 ) 9«24
4+ (uncanny valley)”#it . B A T8 BEM SR &
J&, SHLEE AR ALEE E 8 H 7R SN A
WA,
45 ¥ ERAEFAFERALA L

ZHTA 5 AE AR B B A G R R
TR AL E 85 R B UARAE S f i 2
JCFB AR (R, EEENS, 2014), XA
ESCHE T RIAE SN A FRMERN, B
RXWAN Z MR A2m., BFZ, A
A0 B AN AL HE X S AR, B LR X
LA, R A B DU 7 2 s
T & (Aggarwal & McGill, 2007), @9FT Ay
CER . PORBHL «ih 248 AE . 28R, BT R
7R S PR AR AT 2, R A A R R 4
PSP, E15 K R AR s
FIARRIME) . ZLBESHHLCAn T4 ) LA B 4t 25 shHLcun
KA = AR F ST H R W 2 o
451 XfmMEEIHIAKL

vl RERLAEL N A 2 A <0 2l 3 O R R R A
ek DR RAMBPIT I EIZAE, IF
B HAE A SRR EZ N R (Puzakova et al.,
2009), MILRE CATHT, b AU AR 28 H VR
BAE TN S M S 2 2 M AR SR, DAk
2 3578 B 2 X R D A DK B . Aggarwal ATl
McGill (2012)F+ 480k i JELTE 5598 2 3 i 4k s B
F o I Y £ 5 S IR PE” (partner) FI<“f b A
(servant) o I THFGE & 8L, AATTXFAK AR5 A 2,
Bt 5 AT A LB 5 ) Bk ORI R Ak, L
3l Kellogg’s (— ™ SERMCH . #AMEZEZMN
PRAE SRR, Wil AE B 5 A SE 56 P BE 2 BE B R Y
o= TR A R e s it T4h A
i, ATEGTIRE, MERMIT S SHRIE LS
T—, WRHEEHE S B A X A AR
BUAM A ERSE, IR A 2 IR A f 2~ i
M (Aggarwal & McGill, 2012), Kim Fl Kramer
(2015)7E XA T2 56 MY FE Ak B 3R3T T 78 9% 38 > A4
X it A AR AT B S, AR 4 S SEER IR,
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MEH) 32 X F (Materialists) T 2 524 M A 5 T AR £k
P S, 3R 2 ME ) 32 SO RN Y 4
TR A, I H QAR A . 28R,
Y VN A e o NS Ol T {2 R T
T, AR T RS IE IR R . FRR I,
214 5 B W TR 5T R S B B AR R,
N A 25 X5 1 2 35 TF M & WL B R TR (Puzakova,
Kwak, et al., 2013), /2, SAERIAALH R
AH G, A S TR AL B I SR 25 2 1 B 2
B B o 3K S A F 7E SEARIE (entity  theory)i 9%
8 LARIAR U NI W, B O AR S A B AR
FE M, T SRR L AR A AT IA SR B R N
A i 2 <6135 (Puzakova, Kwak, et al., 2013),
BEAL, AL AL I 23 1 5T 2 3 XA A 1) Rk
PE, R BI R IR Eeqi 0] T H B 25 B R ALY BES
e AR ST VN A T ) I (RO
iR M AN A P B AL (Kwak, Puzakova, &
Rocereto, 2015), BT 5, BUA UL GRG0
KRB R 2, —HorWro & N &, %
LN AR 5 R 493 38 ) €5 LA 2 4y, g — R 43 D)
MIHRFHE AT, I ANE SRR
SeAS R, IE ST DN A S EEAT TIRA
YRS .
452 XFEEREIBIAL

KT AT S B s, s BRI
HE 2 2 Aggarwal FIl McGill (2007)%E T = —E vk
Hif (schema congruity theory)$2 i %), fbfiTihA
i H ANEE K (vs. P05 B O — B0 &5
T 27 L R . Bk UL, B  AE
SEEG PRI R RAE . RPN R

i, KB AR DL IR SRR (vs.

A, WmERUR IR AR, B i S
7% B — Fomd, gl Xk T 4
(Aggarwal & McGill, 2017), R X — Bk A
B AR B, (BRI 5T UK 1 20— S R
FIAAAL SR, X F AT A 7 it AU A AL 1 52 2%
WG L) S EAEA R BE T AT GE i A 5 e 2 S
Ko JF2k A 24 (van den Hende & Mugge, 2014)
P TR B, B R 4 L
KA FUARBIL A €, AT e 30 RIAE A 7 t 1] 2 A
— O OREA ZE R I, gl sl s i 51
P 2 — B b 23 A S 2 38 X7 i g LA AL FER
WeIFfr o [RIRE, WAT 228 R AU AL ™ i AT e

PRAETEROCR o BN, AR S XX BT
BT 5 SR AR AR 2 A NG G0 (AN BRIy 1 B 58
BF, USSR AT 4 77 AR B 2 90 34,
I H AR ) H AR A A BRFA(R S 19 72 JE (Puzakova,
Rocereto, & Kwak, 2013), b vl W, 7= @il Afb
WA BT 2 & T, R A &
T it R A RIS 2 R R R TG 2 A8 FH DL A SR e
A R S EH T HE AR B B UR

5 &g

LR B TR, — RAVE XL AL A4 22 57 1 [
B T B DL K] SERTAT B A o 45 A ik
C Ak, BFRE AAUNTE R FARAR . 2L
RESHLAFE 23 B HL =7 IR A 50 B T AL A
PTEIER, & Bk, BEKR. s, HL
A BT ) AR AR R X G2 0 o
KIGRIATTH R E . ETIA NS TUE
WR, AT AR FEA P B E S
OGTE :

B2 N-Hles A3C H. (Human-Robot Interaction,
HRDF AW AR, AR B R—PEAEX
5| 7, BT B AL N B A28,
EHRTEX AL A GINF . AH L AT i B
(Broadbent, 2017), #7 2Z, AMLAZEE AL
R 22 B R B RE, TE 5 K 533 VI SE
DEEERE, DA = HZ #Hig k& gl
R, WEoR R, P A TSR A LA A TE L
7% A1 (Eyssel & Reich, 2013), i B {3481
MNMEBIBLES N, YA NS Z 7t B g i
HLER A B IOM, Walg AT EHTE 21
SN (A8 1K) (Hoenen, Liibke, & Pause, 2016), I
UL TR BE 0 A B2 0 AN B4 AR A, T8
VNG| R 2 SO IS o N DS I
WL T HIL 28 9 480 A AL 3 7 o NS B2 1Y 26 R ()
W, ARRER, ANTETFO LSS AR 27
I EEA DR UL (Eyssel & Kuchenbrandt, 2012), fizh
AN ACTR B A 5 & I HLEF A8 5058 o XoF
NETAHE, %4, BWIRWETZ W, &S0
XF N B G AREE R U, IR X R LA A
AU RE 71k N\ 250 (Yogeeswaran et al., 2016), X
F A AN B P NI LA ARPLES I S
RUHJE FLSCAEAERY o BRIUL, ZERSRIAFTE , HHL
i N 1 A e 5 35 fnar, an R B TR, TR
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2 WA G fal AN S HLER AP A TF 9 A
MLAZ B B AL = A g [a)E; SRR R )
;2 B AT AR AR A < B, I 7E HLAN LY
PANAL b B R R 28, ELRLEE AT AR L
T I SRR, 00 1 0 AT AR A5 AT
8, XEEE R GRS R L

R ZE WAL 5 7] 2% (cuteness) it 3¢ £ ) L,
FE U 32 v SE H AR 0] B REAS R K (release) JEk
N2 1) S BEZ BE (parental instinct) (Lorenz, 1950/
1971; Nenkov & Scott, 2014), #ili5| &K E L%
FATH o XN ST Z X R ITIE— EAEE ST
I, —M&LL Sherman 1 Haidt (2011) A2 1E
T8 A, A AT BT A TR A S, AT
FAEAR T | — PPt (sociality) U BRI, BEMS
RN, BFZ, AMTERESKILE A 3hF
B A5 38 18 5 PR AN P A A2 ) 16 19 18 7 BB (moral
circle), TATAT REML 7 % LI B Can K ELEHES)
4 S AL 4T 0T BB Bok Fhod A2, Rk, R E
iR LB BB TR F At At L RT
BME WGBSR, R TSR R
Lz —, FEMmEE T ALY 2 (Sherman &
Haidt, 2011), #—#h2 Ll Waytz (2016) M0 HY
Sm L, IR SR N BRAR B AR T 2 Y
ARG, WORE R 4R RS R A, (AIA A X
AT E R EN S5 TR B, (15 A
2.0 T AUNAGAE Ay — Bl 8 22 (.0 B3 B AT A=A
MBS SR, Nt e N2 B R AR M EAT .
SERBEASE BB A L WRR UL S BT A R 258 B
BRI , AERE 2 A B, AT# 2 N2 shPL
MAER T ol B AL AR FEE R s 2
EHERTRNACHITE )5, 28 Tl 25 Ak
ARBTG5 o ST PR UL AR 23 T RS
HEFR TS = SCBiEdE, UL AL 57 & Z A
5 Z 58 L QAT ELAAT 3, 384T 15 B 2 SR 9T
IUE7NZ 8

525 3Ok
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Anthropomor phism: Antecedents and consequences
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Abstract: Anthropomorphism refers to the psychological process or individual difference of imbuing
nonhuman agents with humanlike characteristics, motivations, intentions, or mental states. Elicited agent
knowledge, effectance motivation, and sociality motivation have been found as the three key determinants
of anthropomorphism. Existing research mainly focused on anthropomorphism of nature, super-nature,
animals, machines, brands, and products. Previous research found that, anthropomorphizing nature
contributed to pro-environment behavior, while anthropomorphism of animals, machines, brands or products
had diversified forms and ambiguous consequences. Future research might be mainly conducted in
human-robot interaction area, as well as the relationship between anthropomorphism and cuteness.
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