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ANRAE R 7= i T AN EAR IR, TR 20 b s )
fITHIE K47 M (Rettie & Brewer, 2000; Underwood,
2003). AAFFEHE L, T 2 A NG ) 37 e Al ) g S
PUEh, A 90% e 3k T 7 i B9 AL Y (Rettie
& Brewer, 2000). 777 A BT b/ B4R, 77 b
AMIE R A TE N BIVER, AR S
5 M E (Lee et al., 2019; Underwood, 2003), 3£
AR 22 [7) 28 i St v J 850 i b, JECESE 4 A S D AN AT

Beo Al —AO0F B AP ILBTT AL BESE T il Y
BREBRAEL, 3 REHS Bl ol S B 22 S Ak, $RTHI 2 1Y

rm RED L, B 5 B9 §T 1 (Krishna et al., 2017;
Underwood et al., 2001),

P A A P B B R SR T
/\ka‘ii%i%—'?% OHMPRIES, T ™5, X
NATINER 25 B AIAT SN B 52 W B SR T 2 AR G
(Chamberlin, 2000, Cobb-Walgren et al., 1995; Durmaz
& Vildan, 2016), @ /MU BL T 7 S 1 R7 A5,

T S AL AR Y B (Schnurr, 2017), KL, E—2
MRS 7 it A L A0 fe] 5 0 gt RSO LA R R

W H 3): 2022-09-13

, E R

Hix A SO T 8RB A S . Kk, AR
ZEE TR il s B P B )T 280 (Deng. &
Srinivasan, 2013). /= PEA (Riley et al., 2015; Sabo
et al., 2017; Sofia & Pantin-Sohier, 2020; Tse & Yim,
2002). WL JE(Billeter et al., 2012; Sofia & Pantin-
Sohier, 2020) X #3577 : (Du et al., 2021)H 5,
NI A RGP K= i 375 B PR X BB ERHT R ) 13X —
Hh \o/ﬁu{ﬂ:lﬂﬁ, jij(%ﬁf%??fgnuﬁ%@(ﬁ%
vs. AR B )X 982 S BRI L ] FE
JCRE R it LS EE SR, O SR MR 1 ™ s R e (Ul
P vs, AR O PR RSR G vs. $E
)RR 5 E W AE b RO H IR VR
AWFFAALSE 5 D TLIHFTE . TSR RAIE T
s 375 P B A 1 R R S R . SR 1 IR T
7 it 225 W X 2l bl BB B2 e o e M,
vt 175 BF P 20 3 552 00 9% S 1 A 1 SRR A JE
TR, T MR BRI 1 T RE PRI . 5K
56 2 0 AT T it SRR 7 o I B
PERG P BT VE T . R, R A
(vs. BALG ), 7 fh 375 WP XoF it R B P 2 R v
SN o S 3 R T A URORTE P s B
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M) s L T B v B R R R BOURSR T (vs.
P 2H), 77 it 3ds WP T ot AT SE M e 2K o SE
4 RIT T 7 i ids MR R S 8 it RS ARV R
2 BV 5 1) 78 HC PR AR T R E A
S it 41375 W i, SRS R A e 4 AN 37
T

SRUL, ASON 4 ASTJ7 T & T A
Hi—, ASCNERE BB MAESL T s e S
JHURN Z 18] YIRS, 40 1 7 il ids BH PR i 0T 58 0
(Billeter et al., 2012; Deng & Srinivasan, 2013; Du et al.,
2021; Riley et al., 2015; Sabo et al., 2017; Sofia &
Pantin-Sohier, 2020; Tse & Yim, 2002)., 2, A
Tt SN BT B A A E— 297 58 T R 9
i UEAI Y R 2R (Hagtvedt, 2011; Hagtvedt & Patrick,
2008a; Schnurr, 2017), 2 =, ASSCIRSE T BRIRMEFI
JEE R AR, #7517 i a7 B R  E 2
i FEURR /Y N ZE AL PR (Hagtvedt, 2011; Hagtvedt &
Patrick, 2008a; Schnurr, 2017; Xu et al., 2017), 55 P4,
ARSI A B T 7 it 375 W P S W Y B i LR A
BEERY A, UEH] T AL R RR A
P E A P R, R T R
FE A VRSR 5 T 8 ] A AH G ATF ST (Blijlevens et al.,
2012; Landwehr et al., 2013; Molden & Finkel, 2010;
Sunaga et al., 2016; Xu & Chen, 2020),
1.1 FamiERAE

BV — W B 1, RESS T Y IR Bk iz
OEL, TE W HLE 27 5 R (Du et al., 2021),
PEAETE A0 57 B B 77 il O 7 il R T 2 BH 1Y
AN, WA AR B 37 B Y 7 o (G5 BT SO 7
AR B —FR).

TEALREEITERIBEFE T, A7 27 18 A %A B
PR AT REAE BT 2 X i RO Y . — 7 I, i
A% (vs. AN i B A0 28 ) W] B 451 9% 8 X 77 il 3
Y SEANE T, b A7 B 2 el 9 91 2 08 7 it g B
RN T E (Riley et al., 2015; Sofia & Pantin-Sohier,
2020), Ay iE A% B 5 5] J)(Sabo et al., 2017),
FAH 51T (Riley et al., 2015; Sofia & Pantin-Sohier,
2020), WEREET A U (Tse & Yim, 2002), 55— )5 T,
75 W0 2 0 TT BB 7 ot PP A 7 2B ST RO, L i
W02 1 — D BRAR T A0 5 7 A DR 8™ i (i
25 DR PEAT (Batra et al., 2010), I H 24&E ™= 55
Hop A NPDOER 7 S iy, AT 7 B 4228 1 1
L 5E fi (Morales & Fitzsimons, 2007), HAh, £ 2F
A O WAL R W B o B (R 2 2R Y

i AR AR 2 AR . TN RN B
MG S TR, A e B AR o T
KRB, W4 8% W2 5 4 3 #( (Deng &
Srinivasan, 2013), PR3, 2 W43 040 AT GRS MRV 2%
BRI S, B AR (vs. AN IE WAL B9 7
S B 7 A R RO AE AR, DT A B ) I
SEE E (Billeter et al., 2012; Sofia & Pantin-Sohier,
2020), HIX PR 23527 B 7 i 2R 5 AU 7K SF
TR o R T v RN BTt UK, 1 7 i, 35 B A i
0 254 R T B X 7 SR B A, DT 4 T 3K
RS, H Y R i KU K PR, 3 B ke
Xof W 3K 7 A Y B (Sabri et al., 2020) i 7E
KT AT BB L, G55 KA TA
P, 37 B 2 (T Bl SO I 2 AT
Ao HABWCRE 25 B AT 92 x5 2 B i i A
SIS BB s, THARAR 48 T (09 2 28 X3 W1 7 i 1
PEAN AN S AT AR (Du et al., 2021), 7= & W
[ SCHR [l B AN 1 B 7

FET DL BB FRAT A B, A T ™ s Pk
ATSE F BT TALARGEY] B, SCT ™ H B
I FEIRAR D UL o oAb, DIERISY 32 ZE4R 2 ™
i 325 WX B WD e g . PN L DR
WSR2 TR RE R, AR WG A 22 R 5T 7 i i ]
PRI B 25 i JURR RN B 5200 R R i o T
HWHEOH B NP4 (van Rompay & Pruyn,
2011), — IR S EIE G B TR THE 2238 L 1
SE B JE AL R (Creusen & Schoormans, 2005;
Miiller et al., 2013; van Rompay & Pruyn, 2011), #{
ms, EmUER— R R B CELR, hfa ik
s LA R B AR 3 I DT R ds T T e i A I 2
b A AR AR B A B R AMIUE R, R
JEIBZMA I . S RS WA AL S, (A =
Gy 3 X B IR A ST A1 2 1Y ) A
1.2 7= s B M X R A o R B I R AN Y

200

P AR S T B 3 i i AE — BN, AR
AT RRSE MR 7 o R AR PPA . B e, TEBLSE AR T,
ANiZ WS T R DL AU s HE 2 (Simmonds et all.,
2018), i B A1 & AR A 4F A AATX 72 A
JEARR . CAVITERY, ARBU RSy L)
YRR E(Alwitt, 2000; Silvia, 2005). H.A Alwitt
(2000)TERIFFE H A B 24 T 45 A 1 45 )= FE 95 2 A
(I AT E BN B Ja A RE A T 5 BT A% 33 145
), TS SR N A TR R R IR 37 B



1698 AL i 2 iid 5555 %
R 1 7= &% B RO STk [E
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TR MF AT IR 38 W A 2 {3 9% 3 o 7= O %) i Rl R B v, TA R L B {H Riley et al., 2015; Sofia & Pantin-
HEE Sohier, 2020
PRI S SEA R M B WAL T B 5 ) Sabo et al., 2017
7 AR B T 21 38 00 1) 325 I A28 7 5 A IR AR B Rl ke Tse & Yim, 2002
P ah PR 75 I AL 25 E— SRR AR T AT 5 7= A RO ™= i (W 24 &) Batra et al., 2010
T o
o L 235 W 7 i S A A DO P S i, A% & W40, Morales & Fitzsimons, 2007
e MMt AR
B SR 5 WA 3 X B ) T 2 BCR LA (R S 0™ VR A AN Deng & Srinivasan, 2013
THA AR
W ST 7 WAL i 2 e AR SR A (R AT S, T F 3R A Billeter et al., 2012; Sofia & Pantin-
W 3K IR Sohier, 2020
g 3K 78 I 175 W40 25 Bl S S IR 1 9% A S0 v SR R A XU 7 AR JEH ;. Sabori et al., 2020
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AL TAEW ™ 5, 8 W7 20 9% 25 AR T 15 45 ot

e A S EY e .

Du et al., 2021

PR (vs. AN B )T 2 T — R
TRy, G 92l BE X i B 7 ™ A B
SR AR R VR oAb, O] TR B
2N R IR R R NS, A EF
BN BT AL ZE R RV o X MR R AT e ift— 2
B &% AATHY &5 43 0 (Hagtvedt et al.,, 2008; Kwan,
2021), HLAnXF AR S AR RAT N 2R AR 4
&7 L>(Hagtvedt et al., 2008), Hagtvedt % A (2008)i%
WY 5 BIASTR] A A A SR, I A X A
[] 25 it IR B2 B, 45 2R SR DI RE MRS B o PR R S %
AR B ZARNE BB AT H IR A LF AT O o B A7 L
JB 15 R BRUR P 1Y T 42 RN OC £ (Albornoz & Shuck,
2008; Hagtvedt et al., 2008; Peterson & Hidi, 2019),
DT AS T FEHE T, 11 2% & ] BEIN 328 B A X A
B AR, BT BRI, AR

HL: 3 B il LEAS 33 BH 7 il R 5 | 10 2l 35 B
98 P R IR PR R

AT B 58 2 B IH 9 2 25 JE Xl B3 TC K Y
BN 336 25 4 b 85 9% & h8 (Balachander & Ghose,
2003; Hagtvedt, 2011), i AMUAE S 2H B Al 405
LR M EZIRGy, TG WIES . Rk S
1y B4R (Orth & Malkewitz, 2008; van Rompay &
Pruyn, 2011). 7F 3% XJ 7 fi ALY SR AT RE 23 15 326
B, S AT R R W, e an R s
PR b AL AT BE A% 128 B 58 14 5 J M A BTG (Schnur,
2017), HATZ AR 7 i S W] RE A% 328 T 5 Y i
Jif %5 1% J&% (Hagtvedt & Patrick, 2008a). i Al %1, %

W7 i AN 328 W17 BB 5 | AT 2% 5 T 5 A A A 17 J
AL, PR R PR AT T RE AL B SR TR R
TE BT it A BIRT PPN o AR AR 35 (2013) & 81,
J A R R A2 A T Al ) A BT IR . Hagtvedt
(2011 BN R A 1) IR AR 1 J 0 2 £ 3 58] £ Ml J22 T
PEFHIH D35 XAl BT MR . R, B W
SRR () SRR T 2 A% 3 B b, AR AT
XoF 2R FH 325 W A0 SO0 B4 7 it it JE 7 A T 1 B 1 S
Mo PEI, AP

H2: AT AEB ™5, S s & H
B2 TR A ot LB PR, At AR, ERER P
HE P AER
1.3 FrmiEAMEX EE R MR E R

220

BTG W . S i e R R i
BN I, 37 B RE A DR/ N DB T A B 0T D 1 Wit
W, S Y BN G B SR AR, 7 R
=, S Z MK (Dissanayake et al., 2021), 7EH3EA:
T, B AR T B 23 I A B, i3
=T ABE P N (Bosset et al., 1994), ik ATEALE
RIS S . R MAE g, VR
e 6, S ™ S E A S BARRE U, X
Pl A0 22 51 T N 7= il J&E 2 AR Y AN
[7](Bullough, 1907; Walker et al., 2010), & 554k T
AR 77 it B8 A0 i JEE L JB A, AT S B8N 2 W 7
LU A 375 W 7 i 23 A 3B 1 — P JEEEE (SRt . Walker
2 N (2010) YA ST AR A T IE ] 13X — A0, R B
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RPN =1 BN (A S SR o W L5
A ke S o, 25 b, ASCER

H3: i B 2 BRI 2% 3 i )R E1 8, i W ™
w7 | R ) VB E IS T AN W i o

pi LTI P JER R i DO X R — R
1 Jot 8 PR RE b0 &2 I 2 #4011 09 F2 B (Schnurr,
2017). Hagtvedt (2020)/F 5% & 35 B J8 B 58 1) 7 iy
AU LE N R B T FH ot TR A, SH AR (2018) A B
SEULFRIA, VH 2% 3 X0 B R 1Y) 7 i 2 7 A T )
TR . AR A2 (201 I W R R PG5 5
BB, B AR AT R, T 2 E AR
W Z SEEL I PS5 E B (Deval et al., 2013), KB E
TR 375 B A ULAR T RE 4 A A% 3 AR T 5 i A1 3
2§ (Hagtvedt, 2020; Kardes et al., 2004), fHlL2Z T,
AN 375 B A1 S B 375 BH A0 S 6B L A JER R 21 B 5 11 JEL
J&, X A B S s B 0T i R SRR R S T B
Tz T, B Ay, B s A ] AR
PEAAT, 2018), 5 b, AT, HHELTE ™
mn, AN U S AR 3 TR SR AN W SR SR A, T 2
L X SR FHAS 325 B A0 XL I i 7 A T 5 A T S
AT, R

H4: AH LG T3& W7 5, N3 W™ il Be 5 &0
B34 T 58 1) ot R P ER JER, AR AR v, R R
EHEFER

Zi b, #NTARSCAFIESE, ailE 1 FR

2 THELES

21 =ZWigit

300 #4 Credamo #{i{Z N T MSLE, SFIH4ERE
H 299 %, HAp B 110 4(36.7%), @it 190 4
(63.3%). T 1) F 2 H W20 TRk RE 1 51
B 3, BISULZE W E 52 e T 2% 25 A A 1 S i i 5
AL, LSRR R 2 KFEGEW vs. NiEW)
OEZEN 51BN R A E
o A HRRR LS A G S A RN R e, FRATR

FH AL B SEMVE Ay il 44 HEA TS50 o R 400 St
“SEM” JL-F- & A AR AT AT 5 5 USRI G IAE 2.,
WAR THERO Sl (TEVE 55, 2014), FEBE G 1Y 3256
H, FRATTE A RIS [ 1 i 24 DA B L AN [R) AU
O LR SRS, AR RIS B 2R .
2.2 LIgEE

B B e R AT — A O T A T
A . i T PRI B “SEM & At 22 Bk 2]
X —>, HEW TR UET W, BT IR AN, fi
7 2R FHCR &I, 5 UL A,
A B IR & TR . ARE
= it 28 P A 3 0] 25 kA a2 R AR O W AR iR
T, A At 2 A B — R A AR B W 3 i vk T
CERPEHNE 2 UrR). HE, kst ARG
FETUTH, BRI RN 772 i 4 A P J% 0 R 2 o )k
T R R AP g T e R Ay 33k o AU L A
LA BRI XA L A BRI TC I A (S A
iy X MAMRE| & T A EFAT 07 X R A
SINEER” (1= EFAFE, 7= EFRE o=
0.94) (Lee et al., 2005) i J5= 5 Jak (1) 0] £ LI Sy <3
Pl AL E N RS2 S L <X R AL Bt 2
AEEA”, X RN LE A SRS (1= JE
WARE, 7= JE%¥FE; o = 0.87) (Deng & Kahn,
2009) . £ T A I PEAT T 7 s BH B2 (35 % 1K
VEF AN B TP 1 = — R iE A,
7= W EH)WRERE . &, golESEAO5
TH#REAFE
23 ZWHER

BRIZWIE , 22 APAAE S E BRI, 7R
SRS T AR . B S, FRATRE T i W P
ATHRRGTS o LA™ s W Sy 1 AR 1 0 B 38 22
ST R, B E BT o i S TS
BHZH(M sm = 2.21, SD = 1.81; M s = 6.38, SD =
1.03; F(1, 276) = 558.08, p < 0.001, n2 = 0.67), FH]
75 R A 56 L)

H2
Hl N > BT R
7o s B
GEWHAINI vs A HH AN
= > JEE® >| T PR
H4

K1

IFFERE R P
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K2 mscs s

ALK TEFN R B R o BT 0™ i A 1 TR E )
AT B SRR 7 22 45 R R W, WA 0 T
BRI AR SR PEAG W B AN A BARRTE, iEWIA
S BT = A R R PRI (M = 5.04, SD = 1.50)
W E R TAEWSNLT B9 (M = 4.60, SD = 1.67),
F(1, 276) = 5.40, p = 0.021, n} = 0.02; i A Ik
SR BT 7 A Y JE S HI(M = 5.27, SD = 1.25) M
BEm B AN T (M = 3.91, SD = 1.31),
F(1,276) = 79.26, p < 0.001, > = 0.22, KiF T %
1 51X 3,

24 itig

oS 56 2R WY 3% WL 7 it LU AN SE W P, 25 R
SR )RR R T AN A2 B 7 o LU B 7 i 2 5 | T
MR, PP EE TR 1 SR 3, (HIERSE
B v, SF T O B PR R A 23 S A O R R
A A FEATIRSE o DM SES 1 R o 0 52 3 )
Bl F, R 5 7 it 37 P X 3 9 3 i L R A S e
I it — 25 50 UF B A 1 0 i JER A G BT R 3 iy
MEM .

30 S 1 KRS i ad A X A
ST B4 532 M) B AR P 5 SR
ForPEH

31 XEWHHY

SCHY 1 EEAA 2 HA: (DEIE &
TH 2% 25 i RGBT 1 JE A R e T JER R R i 1
FROV(RBE 2 SR 4)o (2) %0 TR 1 15 B Jk
FE 7 i 375 BH P 5 ) b BB 3 e JER R R R T A
RN R R AR (RS 1 S51R5E 3). AT
LS, S0 1 A EBE AR (D)X LN A
AT T VREE, K5 QPG A N AR S50 Y 2 4005 i 4%
QXTSI F S P AT T IR, T EALAE N 52

AR AR BT R AR R 2 AKF-GEM vs. A
75 B I A 18] SE 36 B 1, Bl B AL 4 i 228 B
5 NS B P 4 5 200 44 Credamo #{id S
TS 1, TR 28.4 %, Hdr B 92 A4
(46%), Lk 108 £4(54%).
32 XIuidiE

S g AR, Bl e B R AT — e
i B AR T S A, 7 A 209 B QPG fh R R
I BURE 20 ke i 22T, M T —3CH UL,
ZAEALR B AL S5 R, $lie & A
B — 3B EAL™ 5o 10 ASE B ™ 2 )
B HIZ A EALR AN B AL, R & F 3]
— AR IR BHL T S R p R 1E 3 B
N MBI, O S A NS, BRI
T i A T S SR AN B PRI, 4 R e xt e
fi AR RAE (0 = 0.93) MR H (o = 0.9 D) HEAT A -
IR AEIER T 7 A R R A TN A, ot
TR A 0 JR ) 900 5 S — 3
XoF it JER P ST T Ay A M) AR 22 KRR
AR AN SR R I AR 2 R R B L
XA b R AR Y L T R 2 KRR AR X
A A — MR TR (1 = — WA, 7=
EH 545 a = 0.83; Schnurr, 2017); X & A8
JERHT ) DN I Ay <3 ) R 22 KRR B e A X —
BRI EL R TE AR 2 KRR B A X e —
B B (1 = — SRS, 7= JE% 5815,
o =0.93; Hagtvedt, 2011), S5TszE A, R Kok
WA HEAT T 7= B B R 5 . s, wilie
BENAG 2 EAE R .

CEREL S

3.3 LWHER

BRARLE, 14 20 i TR A, 7
SRS TR . BRI TR, BB
BT 7 3 I AR R R TR B LM s =
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1.57, SD = 1.07; M s = 6.32, SD = 0.93; F(1, 184) =
1040.22, p < 0.001, 03 = 0.85), FHILEA L ™
i 75 MR R R BRI

DM EXT 5 REATHT R ANOVA 437
SRR, T B R E B R AT R ) B
SHPEIEIIM s = 4.34, SD = 1.58; M 5 = 5.93, SD =
1.16), F(1, 184) = 61.08, p < 0.001, 03 = 0.25. LA
AT SR Ry RS B Y ANOVA 43T 3, 7 2 ot
ANE B (vs. 355 BH) P R AR T R I T T R
FI(M x50 = 5.69, SD =0.77; M s = 5.38, SD = 1.07),
F(1, 184) = 5.38, p=0.022, 0} = 0.03, =& KI5
SR RN 4 T 5 PR

8
5.93
7
g6 4.34
s
= 4
=
& 3
og
2
1
0
ANFEHSNR SN
B 4 7 s BH P X R S P SRR P 52 T
7 -
5.6 5.38
6 [
£
s
=
E4
og
3 L
ARFEHSNR SN

PS5 i aZs WX it R T 5 1 R ) 52 i

AT B1XF 7 R PE ) ANOVA ik
T, T 2 3 6028 BH 7 7 AR T iR R R P R
(M %xazm = 3.97, SD = 0.85; M s = 4.85, SD = 0.57),
F(1, 184) = 69.68, p < 0.001, n3 = 0.28, il /= i
JEH A ANOVA 3T 3R A, T8 2% 5% AN B 7= i
FEAE T H SR JEE B AHI(M sm = 5.25, SD = 1.26;
M s = 3.53, SD = 1.36), F(1, 184) = 79.45, p< 0.001,
ns = 0.30. K52 I8 Hayes (2017)F7 42 H 4 sh A4
A1, F|F PROCESS (Hayes, 2017)T.E. LIy~ 5
SR AR, SRRV E R A R, BRI
VER AR 8 #1700 (Model 4, Bootstrapping
5000 WK, EAFIXE] 95%), 25 FAEH T ek TE =

v 375 I P 52 Tt R M S R o A R A A (effect
= 1.474, SE=0.09, 95% CI: [1.293, 1.656]), JfHF&
TMIEBAEMA TRV h A As i fs, 7 i W
P i R B PR BN S T R (95% CI: [-0.012,
0.599]), iXFW], ERERMEE 4R T 77 5 W P
TH 20 S AT R s ), B0 TR 2. 42
HIRATLRE LI B 5 A ARG, ST
PRIBRAE Ry R AR i, JEE A Ry P A AR S A T A
M7 (Model 4, Bootstrapping 5000 X, & {5 X [b]
95%) o Z5 A UE T V5 FJEAE 7 it a2 W 1 52 i) i et
AR PR X — o R 1 58 4 TR A 4 H (effect =
0.14, SE=0.05, 95% CI: [0.035, 0.238]). K MTEMA
JEEIRAE Ry A AR RS, 7S WX T T
P B 5 ) A, AR A5 AN P 4 2 (95% CL: [—0.398,
0.235]).
3.4 itig

TE A RS R A SR R, SEE 1 UESE T
175 B 9 A A BRI A RS, ARG UE T 7 B
P T it L0 T P J% 2R R it AT A S R S AR
AN, RS T ASHI 5T 4 H i BRI R R Rk rh
MAEM . FE T —D0E5E, FRATHE IR 5 S A PE7E
77 s 25 WM 52 e o BRI M SR e e IR R

4 SI 20 Rl SR 1 I A
fER]

41 SRBAM

HLFAIPE: (typicality) 8 & L — IR GEIC £ —
A2 RO FEFE (Veryzer Jr & Hutchinson, 1998), HL7)
PR 00 53 R AR 2 T A AR MRS G i S B
ST R Y — ST R )RR )23 1 A LR (R i T
BIAEAR . Bl . ROPSEAF G 28 I D),
AMFFE R £ T 2 1 19 9F . 78 (Noseworthy et al.,
2011), fil4n, BEIERETRTRESOA N L =MIE&
B TR SR (BAZ ), BT REROA K A
gt o HAC R M ()2 1) (Huang & Sengupta,
2020) 0 M BRIV A BETT S, SR T I I BETT A )
S A FRARR LT AE (92800, (H R Bt RS &
e g i N 1 I S VI Sl N W T NG N2
(Blijlevens et al., 2012). TM7EILATEF, MilA
oA LT py MR ) R R
THAEY AR AL

A Z R, RS A S T — 2 iR i A
JE A (Celhay & Trinquecoste, 2015), i HLAF= 5,
A A= 5 AT REANIR 24565 I e O g b, AR



1702 N i}

L

55 %

o5 AT E R T ardy, Bl gEgTAl &
B A #8419 (Orth & Malkewitz, 2008; Schnurr,
2017; Schoormans & Robben, 1997), &% )2 1 Ay AE
MUY P A D R Y AR, X T B A R R 1 R Y
FEMA AT BEZE K T 77 iz WM A 52 (Schnurr, 2017)
T AT SCIRATHE Y, FE W (vs. AEEID BT T
T ERERYE, A T R A o LR TR B A
L FRATTIN R, 37 W T 5 | & B BT IR N R4 N T fig A2
S5 o SRS PR (B P vs, JEBLAR S SO R IE S .
FEAEMAY =GR, TCIe 3 B i i R R A B i,
NATTRE R R B AR AL T — A B KF, i
B 51 & 0BT AN FT RETH 2K o i AE LB 1A
B (vs. ANIE )BT RE 5 | E AT 5 A0 R R P
TR, LS ST it LB S ) S e R AT SR A AE o
FT U, ASCHR R 5

H5: £ 7™ i 125 B P 52 el it BEL A 307 2 JR 2R 1) ik
P AR R E R . A AR
77 it 325 WP 6F i LRI PR SRR ) R e A AR FEE
TR = v g P T LA BT M R Y 5
M 315 2K o

S 2 FEA 2 AHM: ()EE S UE A
PR XTI 2 2 il R 1 JE% R S e B R A M A
A E (R 1 5 2) ()5 i Al
P AE 77 i 375 BH P 52 ) BB P R A v e 9 Y AR
(B 5)0 525 2 W) F 2S48 (D)7E#AT THT
R = T v QY 1 162S % N = D= R 7
vi. (Anken)VE R I 5E M BHH B AL 4G o ()X SE S 1Y
FRE AT TR, e T S EAE A SR

42 LIGtFE

ARSERI 2 GBWAF= i vs. JEBIA=M) x 2
(LAY =5 vs, JEHLAL P EO R A R L0 T E . B
H 320 44 Credamo kSN T 524 2, FIJ4FIE N
30.7 %, HAR B 134 £(41.9%), &tk 175 4
(58.1%) o BHIXBEBEDL T 4 DL Bl
FERE R IAT— AT R A T e, &
W20 114 4 a3 3] 22 52 (Anker) S BB HE L T — 2088
S R, MR S BB i 2 B 20 9
TR DU ER B A5 A LA UR AN i B BT . AR LRI,
s AR 2 =l D 2 (9 k3 2 0 ) B B D 1 R
Jp M 1% T 3K 7 L R T (L R B 6
IR)o HE TR, BIRKAEE SRR RN it %) A1 7 P
A0 = 0.90) IR 7 i R K (o = 0.93)TF 4,
bR R R Sy 1 — 3 B R s B
i AR (IR R % 7 (Anker) X S S IS 1 =
— WA, 7 = EHAZL) (Campbell & Keller,
2003) DA K= i ) SR (R 22 R AR b A X S
— R IEE AR T = 57 7, R KRR b
PRI — R B T = 57 7 1= —
Auefise, 7 = R WERIZE; a = 0.89) (Huang &
Sengupta, 2020)i#47 T P4 BJm, BlRIZ AN
Gt FEAG R
43 LIHER

BTG, 16 24P ARIE = R, e
JE ST o L= g BH R = i R R A
AR, S BN S R B ANOVA 4
Br B, 7= i i B 0 B0 B3, F(1, 300) =

.//

K6 S 2 SEya iRt
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459.49, p<0.001, 1%, = 0.61, HEilH, FBIHL(M an =
6.09, SD = 1.04)1) 7™ fih i WA B o 2 v T AN W4
(M s = 2.53, SD = 1.76), 111 7= & S AU ) 324 0
(F(1, 300) = 2.59, p = 0.109) 1P & 1) 38 H A4 M (F(1,
300)=0.24, p= 0.628)4 R i &

Bif 5 LA™ ity AR SRR Ay PR AR o, X6 7 o B A
PEFEATHRARG B0 . Z5 R, 7 LA P Y =000
B2 (F(1, 300) = 45.70, p < 0.001, 3 = 0.13), 45
ZH(M s = 5.06, SD = 1.47)FR 1972 i S8 FR 1 i
Z T ARMAI (M ganw = 4.02, SD = 1.45), F=5his
P 8 32 0% S 25 (F(1, 300) = 54.67, p < 0.001,
ns = 0.15), RBIHHM ssm = 5.11, SD = 1.43)Hk
(147 it ML AR R il 2 8 T i W (M s = 3.97, SD =
1.46), ItAh, WE R BN B2, F(, 300) =
11.59, p=0.001, >, = 0.04 . 1 — A BRI S B 1,
T RAEBE AT (M s = 422, D = 1.42; M o =
3.71, SD = 1.47; F(1, 300) = 5.60, p = 0.019, 1, =
0.02), MAFEIHHT(M ww = 5.87, D = 1.00; M s =
4.32, SD = 1.38; F(1, 300) = 51.99, p < 0.001, 3 =
0.15), 7= iy LA 0 B VAR S B 1Y o

ERBL Mo LA™ bt i DI PE RN i B PEAR Sy
HAS R, A BT R R S s i T ANOVA
bt . SIATH MR —B, S5 R R MaE M
F RN 3 (F(1, 300) = 28.40, p < 0.001, 03 = 0.09),
B (M sn = 5.64, SD = 1.02) 0 5h A 5 80
BERETABHHEM ran =4.89, SD = 1.61), IL4h,
Wi 2 (0] 22 5 RN 8 3, F(1, 300) = 53.83, p <
0.001, m,” = 0.15, i — AR S HT L, TES
RUF= b 7 s B 5 A X R A 1 S R e
F(M ssm =4.01, SD =1.52; M 55 = 5.73, SD = 0.89),
F(1,300) = 81.28, p< 0.001, 13 = 0.21, 7EIEHL A=
dl 7 S A T R T SRR 5 e AN ik 2
(M 5sm = 5.81, SD = 1.11; M 2w = 5.54, SD = 1.14),
F(1,300)=1.99, p=0.159,

BRATHRN D DU IEVE N A i 17
) ANOVA 4341 & B 7= i ids BH 1 19 B 3000 8 3%, F(1,
300) = 51.46, p < 0.001, n3 = 0.15; EHHM sn =
5.77, SD = 0.95) MR M B0 i 25 TR B W 4
(M szm = 4.86, SD = 1.61), ILAN, 7= i B A=
s TR P o R R M ) 52 LR R AR 3, (1, 300) =
92.34,p<0.001, ;= 0.24. HE—f AR 4387 &
B, AEMOR P, 7 g B S X R R S e £
TEM £z = 3.80, SD = 1.41; M s = 5.87, SD = 0.86),
F(1,300) = 142.71, p< 0.001, 03 = 0.32, 7| E ML

mn Y, 7 W5 A RO S I 5 (M s =
5.97, SD = 0.89; M sy = 5.67, SD = 1.04), F(1, 300)
2.93, p=0.088, ;= 0.01, F| ] PROCESS T H.t—
ARG 7 i MR PR A R VR L R B i S Y
PR W A (F(1, 300) = 92.34, p < 0.001,
Model 7, Bootstrapping 5000 ¥X, ‘B {5 [X.[i] 95%; 4N
B 7 R )o 7= i o SRR = S, BRBR i R A
Y FHASTE i 3% (indirect effect= —0.30, 95% CI: [0.645,
0.04571), M4 7™ i Sy B 7= G B, R i eh AR
FH AT 8K J& 7 76 1Y (indirect effect= 2.07, 95% CI:
[1.727,2.408]). ficJm, H it AR BE AR Ml A8
AT AT, LRI RN (B = —1.82, 95% CI:
[-2.253, =2.372DABRAFAE

6.00 7 - 581

550 T
£ 5.00
#
sl
¥ 4.50
=
piie 4.01
nE 4.00 — e T,

--m- - R JR
3.50 L
3.00
BN RBHASNR

P75 i ML TR ) 308 20 P

4.4 itig

S 2 BB H TR S, BFras R
FEHH, MR R 7 B LRI R IR 1
WS8R A7 TE, (HAEAR AL ™= 5 Pz i k. S5k
[ A, S5 2 F R B8 TR 1 Fis 2, i it
PR B 60 S 0 SO ek ) 28 S R e R I S L 44
HEATSCES, dE—2E 4R T RIS AN o $ T Ok,
N it — 20 50 JE E R A LT, IR SRR Y
PEEH

5 SEH 30 KRS SR URR IR TAE

51 XEHH®

b e B AL = S, AR S A R AL RTERAE
1 Ky E B AR (Kaul & Rao, 1995), Jf H7E/ i fg
& 5 AL R R o SO R R SR AT R AL
iR, DA = e, fEsR I AR, =
s P <52 TR SR AR AT Ay i S 7 o B A% 1) A (]
FFUL AE, 2020), HF I 2 7= T G T A
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JEMERT . BN, XF T S A R, B R
SRR TR AT A ERR . IBA, MR IR
SROERR T, AR AT RE 2 BRI VR R 255
7 7= 5% 1Y B B (Burns et al., 1993; Lien & Chen,
2013) XS PR A 7= i 38 BH 1 o) VR L JER ) 2 ) 2
B I RGN TR R o 7 SRR AT
Al T . SOk EESE R SR, F, X
THAB S M UFR, Y77 R R TR, ST
XoF 7= it JEE R A S MADK D 5 o IE— 2, 7
AT it L T SRR ) L S R 5 L T R
R, AR 5T 4 R 6

H6: 7E 7= 75 B 52 M b f m] & P JaR e 1) 3k
Frrf, PSR R vs. BRI 4l ) 2 1 VE A .
R, FERE I, 7 E B T SRR R
HU S A AE s AR “R2 B IRk, 7 i i W
st JEL T 0 P R T S T T 2K

SEES 3 FEA 2 AN HM: (D)EE KU 5
P T B 3 i R T e SRR ) R g B R R e L
A E R AR 3 511 4). Q)% UE™ SRR
FE 7= it 325 B 5 ) R T S e SRR b 1 R T R
Bk 6). SE55 3 1Y E LB 45 (1)XT 8Lt i 44
PEAT TR, 2 ETR VB N AR 25K A4 K2 0000 i 44
()X} S 56 () SRS M AT T R AL, R T LA R
SEE IR
52 It

ARSI R 2 GBS S vs. AEEIA S M) x 2
O mmURsK: BB vs. EHIH) YA B SRV, B
WAL R 4 Dcmdid, S48 h 400 £
Credamo #iAZS N T 5256 3, FH4EE N 29.21 &,
HA BV 129 £44(32.3%), &tk 271 £4(67.8%). #
I e BRI AT — A ST i R A 1 T 3
. R BTFoR 4 APk 5] <2022 4F ETR i i
TTT Tt g, B T —3miE, %6 L
B, EAEAERSZA . R, 207 B R R
B, ZHTMR AT R RACR, BT E T
RZ /NI, (575 50 R HEF B i b, Bk
HA TARMEE, MR KRS T 2% 7™ & i &
7o P A BRI B 5 H1<2022 4F ETR i
T TR T, e T — 3B L, %07 i LT
fa], TEAHAE A 2. A&, 1207 b BB R R
B, XA R R S AR RS, o TR HES A
FIE), MOBLEAE TR SN —BUR, BT
w7 7 B AR 3 B A1 0 gk a0 43 ) 51 35
WA 2 B P B EL (S M R NI 8 FR ). 55

1 AR, B2 el SRAR YRR T b JE iy T 5
PRI (0 = 0.84)FX 7™ i Y JE (o = 0.83)PFANT,
D AR5 Sy 1 — 30, 2R R 7 it i W K
77 BB (R 2 RORR A R K0 i e R BT
M7 7 1 = —SWAR, 7= JEWBRI)IET TH#
Yt Beha, BOlEAE N OS2 A E R

N

.

P8 5 3 SR kbR
53 SLIMLER

BRI o 32 AR T BRI, 7R
JE S5 R AR o LA g B R i R RAE
H A, 77 i WS GNAE S A2 &1 ANOVA 73 #r
FO, 7 AE I AN B, F(1, 364) =
949.32, p < 0.001, np = 0.72, FE5lHh, BWAL(M zn
= 6.56, SD = 0.68) 1= il 155 I A1 i 35 5 T AN 35 W
H(M gzm =2.62, SD = 1.61) TP iF=R i =200
(F(1, 364) = 3.09, p=0.079)FI P # 1Y 28 AU (F(1,
364) = 0.90, p= 0.343) 4R i % .

Bt LA i 32 ORI A RS £, 07 iR oK
PRONHEA TR o 25 SRR i VR R Y 00 2 0 3
i), F(1, 364) = 153.80, p < 0.001, n3 = 0.30; JVF
SRABIAM pma = 5.83, SD = 0.98) ) 7= il 1 o S
T E TR pyn = 4.16, SD = 1.54), 177 &
7 B Y 0% (F(1, 364) = 0.67, p=0.411) I
B A2 TR (F(1, 364) = 0.08, p=0.783)¥ R B &

FERBL T, LA™ S R SRR VE R A
AR, AT AR R R S AR AT 2x2 1Y
ANOVA 3#. SIATBIE—3, iRk,
77 s WP it R T SE PRI SR AE, F(1, 364) =
4.55,p=0.034, > = 0.01; NBHLHM rizm = 5.40,
SD = 0.96)%F it i AT 5 M AR e 2 T A A
(M sy = 5.17, SD = 1.08), 1= a5 7= fhif
SR A2 HL 30X it B AT S M Y F50I0 4R 3 B
F(1, 364) = 2.92, p = 0.088, n2 = 0.01, XFHH=
375 W T s LT e 1) S A2 380 7 R SR B R Y
(InE 9 FiR)o #E—25 BN 3B, & BLAEHE I
drp, 77 s B SRR SE PRI (M s = 5.61,
SD =0.63; M s = 5.20, SD = 1.09)[IF M 77AE, F(1,
364) = 7.34, p = 0.007, 03 = 0.02; TMi7EFEFIFR4
W, B TER M 5w = 5.18, SD = 1.17; M gy =
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5.14, SD = 1.08), F(1, 364) = 0.09, p=0.765.

BRATHHRNDW DR RE N H AR T
2x2 1) ANOVA 73#r. 25K, i@ m E
BENAEAE, F(1, 364) = 5.58, p=0.019, n = 0.02; &~
BWLHM s = 4.45, SD = 1.38) 1% 5 T IR i & 75
THEWHM 0 =4.11, SD = 1.46), HF#H Z 01158
HAEH R, F(1, 364) = 4.29, p=0.039, 17 = 0.01,
20 T BN AT R IR, 7 it i P R R Y
S TE R ZHAFAE (M rsm = 5.20, SD = 0.92; M s =
4.61, SD = 1.39), F(1, 364) = 9.78, p = 0.002, 1% =
0.03; 7ERFIUFRHIRM wsn = 3.67, SD = 1.35;
M s = 3.64, SD = 1.38), F(1, 364) = 0.04, p= 0.837.
B 5 HE— B F ] PROCESS T ELAG 56 7 SRR i 18
WAYER, 458 R SVRR R R S B
(F(1, 364) = 4.29, p = 0.039, Model 7, Bootstrapping
5000 ¥k, EAFIXIE 95%). e dl 4l h, TR A%
%*ﬁﬂiﬁﬁ(indirect effect pwar = —0.21, 95% CI gy
[-0.338, —0.084]); TEFLFIFRAH, JEH A
Y& 7 2% (indirect effect sma = —0.01, 95% CI sma
[-0.153, 0.133]).

570 5.61

U AT
B9 7 b RoR Ak i 1 2800

54 itk

ARSI W T 7 VR 7 B 0 P
TP B G5 P, 5 BP0 T
TR 2 10 I B 06 O S L o 6
AL LS, AR T B SR bR,
HE— ST T BT 0 S RERE, BETF T BFER0
BEo A TS, M A T
AL 0 B 6 2 0552 4 o T R 30
S A

6 SCHR 4 AT R TV

6.1 SRIGHE/
P ) BISR [ FeTE T R G0 AR ik E 1]

TR € 7] (Crowe & Higgins, 1997), FEALFRANF
B, R 1) A R R A TR, X B IT
JHCPE R 25 P T 8, AT e A0 T R v 1 7 i
(Forster et al., 2003; Herzenstein et al., 2007), T il
7 1] AR B ] - AR A A B T =, il
TR S b i 2 Ak, X2 A M 1 72 T E
B B A sE AU A R I (RE 2 %, 2015; Molden &
Finkel, 2010; Xu & Chen, 2020). 1 T i% B 7= i g7
Sk TR A BB, AR ] 2 3R] AR T B UCR
FHIE WA T4 R o T A 378 W 7 i F T %) ] 4
T, T A2 1) AT B T RE T = R TS B W BT
(1R R T S B 7

H7: 85 8 1) 76 7 i 3175 B 1 52 ) o R85 B 1
AR BT ER . AR, IR E ] T 9
B E AR T A R T R 1) AT SR
T U R R 2 W T

SRy 4 FEEAT 2 A H A (DK 5 B X
i RS B S T (2) 56T 3 Y R 1 A 7 g W P S
M) it R B it AR eh A R R . BRI B il A IR
A, AL AL e AN B B A
6.2 SLIGTiE

S 4 SREL 2 GBS vs. B < 2
CORIT 5 1) ) A £EL TR 52 6 B3, X 9% 3 0 98 35 5 1)
SR BRI 2 e 0 1y 2 s B AL 40 T 2 3 B
= SN BEI PR AL . 240 44 Credamo #(iA S
5T 4, FHFEBN 294, Hh B 94 4
(39.2%), @t 146 £(60.8%)., Hik 1 ol Zsk ik
AP — A K F = AR T A . b e 8
S A RIS B AR SE G 2 SR = A — 3,
P2 R R B SR U T T i L0 285 B8 (3 ) A
BFHOXA TG 1 = — S WAER 7= EEE
%) (Mitchell & Olson, 1981). i it i) T 5 1 JER A1
(= 0.90) . AT PE B (0= 0.90) LB X 7= iy
AEBIR M (0 = 0.949)FE & (e = 0.88)PFMY, B
WRZSBEAN, HARD S 55908 1 MR, 25, #
3k (B 228 49 22 [ A4 0 1 RBLIT (Promotion: “FR 2 A5 3%
FEAETE S T ), < MIRE B L AR R
A, IR ks Aok, ke w MLk
B A SR R A 0, <FRIA M A O BT
TESS 1A BRI H R —— S B R A A 28 L SR
#171” (0 = 0.70); Prevention: “ANE/ N0y, A4
TR, T 1O H A0, TR R BB
] 38 e 2 0 R R I, TR H O R RAESS T
BT R A I A O —— B TR AR ST . BT
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X5 (0=0.75); 1 = FEFARE, 7= EFRE)
(Haws et al., 2010), i 5 () S A5 536k 25 701 B 2 1]
SR T B A TR R AR A . AR, R
PR HE A )R B o 2 SR 7 i o W B R i LA
BEIAT TR, &5, PlPE N Gt 3eA
EPSHS

6.3 KWHER

BRI, L7 aaE Ry A AR B, 7 ahiE
WRIAE A RS 1 ANOVA AT 6, &I 7= i
HEYEIEIIM 50 = 5.57, SD = 1.05) B FHEHTA
B M wsm = 2.24, SD = 1.72), F(1, 238) =
409.51, p<0.001, 07 = 0.63,

FERB M. Vit BIVEAE Dy S5, &
BEEVE N N A B #EfT ANOVA 4301 & B, 72 4
P il B B TG B 252 (M sm = 5.00, SD = 1.05;
M rsm = 5.02, SD = 1.24), F(1, 238) = 0.01, p =
0.911 . LAt EBIH M BN AE S PR AR s 164 7 43 i e W,
PO ANIZE B 7 i, 32 W 7 i BE VR A N T i 1 1 12
JERHI(M sigm = 4.38, SD = 1.48; M s = 5.60, SD =
1.33), F(1, 238) = 45.55, p< 0.001, > = 0.16, 1%l
Xof it R S SR A A T A SR, FRR I B R
AW 7= S A7 AR TSR Y AT SE PRSI (M ism =
5.45, 9D = 1.05; M s = 5.08, SD = 1.20), F(1, 238) =
6.56,p=0.011,m; = 0.03,

AT T P XHE U S (vs. B )
FEAE T SR AR PSR (M ram = 4.20, SD = 1.54;
Miw = 5.55, SD = 1.18), F(1, 238) = 58.27, p< 0.001,
My = 0.20; Xt R W= fh (vs. W= f AR TR

SR 0 JEF (M s = 5.75, SD = 0.95; M sy = 4.40,
SD = 1.45), F(1, 238) = 72.82, p < 0.001, 0’ = 0.23,
BiJ5 A PROCESS T HigEf7H /43 #Hr(Model 4,
Bootstrapping 5000 X, E {5 X[H] 95%), 45K,
AR 52 4 A T g BH R B SR
AYFZ I (indirect effect = 1.171, SE = 0.16, 95% CI:
[0.866, 1.480]; direct effect = 0.054, SE = 0.11, 95%
CL: [-0.159, 0.268]), JEHEE&IE A T 7 i
P GE i R AT 5 PR R Y 52 I (indirect  effect =
—0.465, SE = 0.12, 95% CI: [-0.737, —0.247]; direct
effect = 0.093, SE=0.15, 95% CI: [-0.211, 0.397]).

WL H o FlH PROCESS T HX 7= i i
I 5% 45 2 [ 3647 floodlight 23 #7(Hayes, 2017),
PRIT VAT 5 ] 7 77 i 175 B 52 00 & G 25 B o A o
FIETAE T o S5, JAT S ) ) R 9 4 2 B
FHI(F(1, 236) = 9.83, p = 0.002, Model 1, Bootstrapping
5000 WK, EAFE X 95%) HARINF & B, HphE W
5 43 6 = )T B o O i A AS 35 BH R A (effect =
—0.41, 95% CI: [-0.804, —0.007]), {2 [7115 43
1o R 9% 3 T 4 375 B = i (effect = 0.49, 95% CI:
[0.094 0.891]) (W& 10 Frzs, V839 & m15MMK T
—4.32, =T 4.69 BN AETE) . A i SRR BE A
SR AR B S R AT R B, AR PR TN AT SR AT
TE(F(1, 236) = 9.01, p = 0.003, Model 1, Bootstrapping
5000 K, EAfF X[ 95%).
6.4 iTig

M 10 AT L, AS[RIE ) 2S5 3 2 4 %6 AN i3
HH P 5 B Ml 2 S /0, T AR 0 1) 5 0 1

—4.32 4.69
i
¥
=
o
20 -16 -12 -8 4 4 8 12 16 20

K 10

0
WEER
R R REES VA
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B M a2 W™ I, T [ A 8 )V B
PR W 7 b o FEAS S8 (T S8 H A D S 5
OB, RS UE T TSR B A, SR T TS
MRTEERE . EAh, FEARSII HIRTT T 0 0 AR 4G
RS, TRAN T BRI AN R . IR R
TR E () 767 b g W T i RS R R A 3R Y
VER, 3458 T SCEE I BRSO (BRN S BR 2 S

7 BRI

7.1 Eigmm

S —, ASCHESE T v A B v A
FTo TTAEMFFERM, 77 il i WP X i o Bt
(Deng & Srinivasan, 2013), 7=fiEHr(Riley et al.,
2015; Sofia & Pantin-Sohier, 2020; Sabo et al., 2017;
Tse & Yim, 2002), Y3 J5 = (Du et al., 2021) 3£
& (Billeter et al., 2012; Sofia & Pantin-Sohier,
2020)F & TRIC M o A SCTECEERT |, 47 s
B P AT 58 90 Ji 28 it LU, AR T 77 iz W
PEXT it RN B 2, RAR T 7 i R A BRI AN
fH. MeAh, LITESCHREE th T ORI e, R i
A B % W I 0F 78 480 (Billeter et al., 2012; Deng &
Srinivasan, 2013; Du et al., 2021; Riley et al., 2015;
Sofia & Pantin-Sohier, 2020; Sabo et al., 2017; Tse &
Yim, 2002). M4 SCLA [ B B i AR o EEASE
X4, FEXE R ES v SRR E R, EE T A
X —HF5E A

5, 77 AN KR 2 (Hagtvedt &  Patrick,
2008a; Favier et al., 2019; Schnurr, 2017). & JiEFRIR
RO (Hagtvedt, 2011; Xu et al., 2017). f 54K
Y% FH (Leclerc et al., 1994; Winke et al., 2007)L4 &
B AL )7 R (Kirmani, 1990; HAETE 25, 2020)
H5 T X I D i RN AR SR, AR S A
BT R AA K, B T X i AU R I R R Y
WEFE o 7P AR S T 9% 2 B fal it LR 2 — BN 4R,
DAEWFIE e B AR ME B S UL BT 23 38 i o L 2 45
J&(Hagtvedt & Patrick, 2008a), JF#LAY i) SN UL 1T
2= Al il %25 B (Schnurr, 2017), i 24 5 549 48 WL
B2 ham 5 MG (Favier et al., 2019), iR
W A BT T S i AP LA W 5 LRI P B
AL BT SE PR BN 22 [) AR 2R o AR ST B8 1E A2 %
st LT P BRIt T S PR T R R b 7

B =, RSO RS ER IR R SRR S i i
B S e T 2 i U T B T VR, s T
vt 325 W PR 52 W 9 9% 2 o R R 1 N ZEAIL B A AUF

FERIKS 1Y fit AR R 214 16 T AU, /NS
Y i AR TR 2 A% 35 T 9 ) A5 I (X et al., 2017);
AN GERE I Al AR IR 2% 33 TR 1 B HTIER, S8 R
JEAR IR 23 4% 388 T 5 1) 15 41 /8% (Hagtvedt, 2011), TiiA<
SCRBLE W 2 5| R SR ERIR M, A% 338 TR 1Y
an LR BT IR, AN B e AR B R R R, AR
SR ) T S

SIGIRII, ASCH ARG 177 R R 1 A
MRS o RIAGEAE S5 iR (R0, AR,
2013) . AT H BRI (Hagtvedt, 2011)F19E HLEY
WA= (Schnurr, 2017)R] PA5| A& bR A9 AS[A],
7 it g WAL T DAL | R R R P B 22 e . A,
K I F= i B2V ' (Deng & Kahn, 2009)
72 A (Yang, 2020)F1H 5% (Sharma & Romero,
2020), AT LAG] K 7 i B R 22 5, 7 o A
U BB S MR T 1 X 7 ity 5 SR 4 B

S0, A SRR 17 i VX 2
NS B W 55 e, ASCHER T
T I FRAS PR OCHIFGY, R BIAE 7™ i 35 WP 52 il &
JRASFE R AR, ANTR]E 1) 2R B A A 325 B B2 A ()
77 A 22 5, PR T M E ) BE iy s
(Forster et al., 2003; Herzenstein et al., 2007; Molden
& Finkel, 2010; Xu & Chen, 2020; fhHBE4 45,
2015), HK, i EMATTE R ARG T 7 A
XTI 2 7 d PR (Blijlevens et al., 2012; Landwehr
et al., 2013)F14 /B A1 (Schnurr, 2017)f520H, {H
JEIFARIRFEAS ) 7= il ds W T 7 i RS 1 52
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Abstract

In the current market, transparent appearance is becoming more popular and is increasingly used in product

and packaging design (e.g., transparent frames). However, previous studies have focused on the effects of

product transparency (transparent vs. opaque appearance) on food consumption quantity, product evaluation,

purchase intention, and consumption decision. In comparison, there is a paucity of understanding of how

consumers’ brand perceptions are affected by product transparency and the underlying mechanisms of these

effects. In the current research, we extend the extant literature by examining consumer perceptions and attitudes

toward brands when faced with the appearance of products with different degrees of transparency.
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One pilot study and four studies were conducted to examine our hypotheses. The pilot study (n = 278)
examined that the basic hypothesis of product transparency, such that the transparent (vs. opaque) appearance
would be perceived as more interesting, and the opaque (vs. transparent) appearance would be perceived with a
stronger heaviness. Experiment 1 (n = 186) investigated the main effects of product transparency on brand
innovation perception and brand reliability perception, as well as the mediating effects of interestingness and
heaviness. Experiment 2 (n = 304) used a moderation-of-process approach to further validate the moderation of
product typicality in the process of product transparency influencing brand innovation perception. Experiment 3
(n = 368) examined the moderating role of product claims in the effect of product transparency on brand
reliability perception. Experiment 4 (n = 240) examined the effect of product transparency on brand attitude and
the moderating role of regulatory focus in the process. To document a robust effect, we varied the type of
experimental material in five studies.

Our investigation results suggest that transparent appearance (vs. opaque appearance) allows consumers to
create a stronger perception of brand innovation through the increased perception of interestingness. Meanwhile,
opaque appearance (vs. transparent appearance) makes consumers perceive stronger brand reliability through the
increased perception of heaviness. The effect of product transparency on brand innovation perception is
attenuated when the product is atypical (vs. typical), while the effect of product transparency on brand reliability
perception would be weakened when the product is lightweight claim (vs. control group). Finally, we also find
that promotion-oriented individuals prefer brands with transparent designs, while prevention-oriented
individuals prefer brands with opaque designs.

In summary, we bridge the gap in research related to product transparency by exploring the effects of
product transparency on consumers’ brand perceptions, as well as the mechanism of such an influence.
Furthermore, this research also explored the moderating role of product typicality, product claim and regulatory
focus in the process of product transparency affecting consumers’ brand perceptions and attitudes, which also
enriched the research on product typicality and product claim and regulatory focus. From a practice perspective,
this research is an invaluable guide to the selection of a company’s product appearance and the creation of a
branding strategy.

Keywords product transparency, brand innovation perception, brand reliability perception, product typicality,
regulatory focus



