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HoRAFAL, HARHE A B TE R Pt BR 45 TH T 5 R AR
B ERE AT T 2% 35 7 T X T A ot W S A AT
AN PR G5 T BN B0 [ 18 T 2% WS 3 T SK
TR 5, A2 R T Qe 38—~ BE AT LA 2 2
FITG 2R SOAT DASE BB TR AR 77 o S, TR
TRATAE LRI 204 A — 8 A e, 3 dn R
1 BT RE IAS, B SR 2 7 R S — S A
g FH AR (Luchs et al., 2010), 1 5t 2 R 25 ) 3K
TE L7 i e A A {E RN T R =2 TR R AT AL
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A R (AN AN S v A L oD (i AR PR 55) . fl
TIETENEXME AT 5, X A5 9% 5 78
TH 7 (it RS B TN DR, A AT AR M A 5% 1
$- 2 R0 IE TR AE DL AT th 220 Dy R0 8 A 2 18
Ay, :‘Lﬁ‘ﬁ%%E’J@X@ﬁ%?ﬁ%%’lﬁ’iﬁfﬁ?ﬁ%f =
SN SEPRIE AEAT R 2 ] i) B LB (Hassan et al.,
2013; Herzenstein et al., 2020),

SR AHETE WA A A2 B AT 2 3 DR IR M 7 —
Fh # % T H.(Puntoni et al., 2021), #Rifi, SCRi#FF
A ATTAE T 95 B 42 PR 1 ) BT SR s, A
e R A AR R LAY i i (Bigman & Gray, 2018;
Dietvorst & Bartels, 2022), #5 2Z, TEEMEH S
b, M9 H T RE A SRR AR S T B AU 2
FIHE S SR A LA T P i, (H 2 e AN A8 PR A
i 571 2% P RE 7 AR A TE FE A (E A9 BE JT (Bigman &
Gray, 2018; Gray et al., 2007), ArLATH & IHAG
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WG G TE Ay QnAar 38 Iy 2 25 78 18 72 2
BE P X A ERE AR AT, B — T BB Y AR e 2
B BRI T, ASCHE B854 T DLUE o AR % 1E
THZIF 2 1) B HE S TR W R 52 ) T 2 3 W SR A A
AAE AT — 48 4 & B T SRR S i (vs.
“HIHE)Y I, B SRR AT 5 R A G 1 T
PP BIHERE o “HHE > BOARHE L8 8 7 1B 27 2% h,
TH 235 55 AN A R ke 3 B 3R B8 Skt 2,
LR B HE QL I S A FE B R 2 b, v 51
TEAHSCTT Z A FEAE DA A 25 B i 58 - <l BUA
HE Z SR W 9 2% 5K B S5 B A O T A B —
A [E A g A, AT MR T DDA (R 1A A
ZIE RS O FR, P B RN 58— 75 5T 502 (1 D A
PrAEE s Z (B AN T A58 5 = b i 7, iR
PAE 23 0N F 1 1B FE AN E T LA 3% A6 Sk —Fh B 58 vz Al
FERBAY DI FIPEA A, IR AT 52 S 4 e 2t R Xt
HAEHBEENNTATHS 5 NIFLLL 5N
PSRRI 2R T o PR, 2 B (vs. “HiHE”)
AU HE B A5 B A TH 9% 35 T8 A AT BRIy 76 T8 180 2%
T, SCHLEEAE S SR a5 St R AR S A T A
WA A Tad Y, LBt T B AT BB AR A A0 D A
A8 e R AR D 0] ) B T H L BB 48 FH Ok i e 1 1
TH PR PR IR R

Ja e B RUARE B S BR B RE e T
B0 T A B D R I N B B A R PR S A AR
I TR A T B A A B R TE SCIE BB AT T
F_EBARHY, TH 28 SR 1 TR (R D) A (R
PRI R B IE o <Rk AUAAE S 38 2o 735 7 5 Mz 1K
77 i B A E T AR O™ b B DR ) >R 5 8 AT
XTEFEMECIE ST RE K . X oRA T8 e iE
TR, BDOCH B IEaf M 20280 . & T
PR, AMTEASGE X E IR B9 2478, IR
AR LA TEHf A AR FE A1 T (Miller & Prentice,
2016). AHLLTIT 7, dE Lk LRI 2 F K B TR S B R
“HeR>, iR S BN H O SRR O T 2R 2
LA R (Hiller & Woodall, 2019), X4 BhF 5 b3
T ORISR S o 2 A 38 SR 45 e ] fA
1) 1) 25 e R Ak 2 S B0 0 o M ) — B 3 5
(Conway & Gawronski, 2013), K, ARUFFTHEH,
JA B BR (vs. R BUARHE SR 2 e Al %
Jinak w2 Bl A v 2 A o SR i D) ot A 7 7 2 TR 3R
PATTIE I T NATTX 38 1890 2% 4 B vh S e e 1 A5
fEFERE

W 3 AT, AW T AR AU E
RS (LB Vs, AFE4E )RR SRR AR
SO, SCH 1 E KT TR eIl (vs. “idE”)
B HE S G fu] 52 M 1 2 2 X HERER IR (L N &
FOMERE AT, 455 BoR<dLmi (vs. e )BUA
HEZE ) 2 P2 T TN SR A B AR A ) . SR
2 b — DRI IR BB (vs. <A ) BUAHE ST
PR AR AR 5, LA TR T8 8 (0
SHHAER, SR ERCIE (vs. i) BUR
HEZRERTE T 0 2 8 0 R T SR M 5 A, R
NRLZFWERE I C R . k)5, AR
XFede iR (vs. A7) AU HE SR TR W 1) S 10 S
FT KA. WFIT B, “Hemi” (vs. ik )AUAHELL
(YRR AE FH G B B AR B AT R, ) B Tl
R E i
1.1 EEHBERENE R

T TE I 2 W TA A T 2% 3 1 5 TR B T B
(B TESZ A, A8 2 D T AT G S 0 ) 3
AT Ry, B E R 2 JE A FE AR S A
A2 5 JE 45 (Hiller & Woodall, 2019), K AMITH %
AR IEE, A R fOE X IR, T
WP AATTRAT AR BN Lo AR, R ik e, 45
P A — SO A7 T S RS 4, WYKL 251 (Zollo,
2021), ST 7 JE R AT B R AL E RS
M EZNEEODE 55, 2023), BA I & BLE
TEIE AT M BENEIE N sE 48 B (Hwang & Kim, 2018),
% fif At 2 HE R B aly >k 1 J8Wp (Trudel et al., 2020),
10 VH 2% k37 B — B g FH 2% i (Tezer & Bodur,
2020), Jr UGB 7 247 S BE S B PR LA R A
1B, BPFRASIET47 08 78 A i — RS A A

TH 2 35 70 ARCEL AR 0 S Y B e SRS, L 4
b T 115 45 A S A (ELAS A 1) [7) 8 (Hiller & Woodall,
2019), HRPUREZ BN B EZ . REH
B B AT R N TR 2R A, K SR DG 1R
B BAR A ZNE P e s b, (HHAE S PR b
AN LR Bl MK T A A E— 9 3% H AR AR
JEUU (Hiller & Woodall, 2019). Az, 2% & fEHR K
w7 L[] I 2 7 A S AR AN A S H S At 1) )
PEAEBEFEN ) Z MR TH oA T
w28 H RS T S N R AR i i 28, X
o5 45 LT B3 DA A% 4 114 3 A i rh Bk AR AR A
{ELFN TR A 7 T34 B 1™ o

TE T P PR 1) APk R R AR T A T
B T TR (BT AU Ak 22 T RE S 2 vh o€ Y D)
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Wl TEIEFE/ MiksE H 4 FEn Y T, EREH %
DR T 2 2% JE AR D T 22 . Y9 2 T i 1Y
W SIE TR SR TN A 2, At AT B AT R ik A Bl A
J& X — 3 (Chernev et al., 2015; Herzenstein et al.,
2020), T B 7RI 2 B8 S ME LLE AL R I 2
SEPRIAT B o

SR R TR ) e 4 AR AT A o DR SR Y R
PEARAE T — BRI R I 2 0T ORI TR 2R R AT
FRIRGEILRGR, WA AT AL atny
A H AT (Puntoni et al., 2021), HETHE 20 28 & fE
W AEAE TR, e B TR O e 3R v ok A T 3R
PRALAME B o T 2 X TR SR AR AR Gk T
T8 28 X R AR 5 DL S T 2 A PR U SR A . AR
TR P H AR A BT, S AT REAE I8 79N
LG TR
12 EiEvs NEMEBERIW

BLRRTEWE 2 05 T o N PR R b i,
5% A BUA ARV Z TAE 55 BRI B it v T
ARG B (Dawes, 1979), fE#E G AN HIFE
F1H9JRIBR (Lim & O'Connor, 1996). ffi# £ A 4,
S U0 RN R SR G ME BE ARV 2 R b S
& T & A+, #4077 i (Commerford et al.,
2022). EEJ¥ (Leachman & Merlino, 2017). #5 (Luo
etal., 2019). AJJ % (Tong et al., 2021)%5, IL4h,
AR AR A WA S — R = 0 R R A R T 58
N2 T fioh B B A BRI, TG RISl 4 {1k
WRSS, (HRTE RGEREE X I i F P B A 42
BEAPEAL . HERR DY DRRHERE o DR IH P e 2
—/~ BL7 ) 5] F- (Davenport et al., 2020; Logg et al.,
2019). T, $RALE TR PEALIE T rE T A
RAIELH R EMES, HEOWHEZHRE
(Gai & Klesse, 2019),

SR, BT B A S8 TA DR 3R v oK 4 i 3138 4 g
M2, A VL2 B (Haenlein & Kaplan, 2019),
R, BIF5E 8 T IR S T 2 38 SRR RO, B4R
B A R AN A (Burton et al., 2020) . FHIEAN
{7 A T 50 B0 A — 1 o 22 it R0 2 4 3 b oA
R AE — SRR 5 v SR R SR Y B S RE A B £
Uk AP R B, T P A B T A A R U
(vs. EWHE) YL AT %5 (Castelo et al., 2019), £ X
TEIRIY (v SE VR )TH SR AE BE, T 2 B Rk L
(AL &K (Longoni & Cian, 2022), 7EEJTIE
B, W FE VAR TR AL E I —FE R 54

PRI 1 22 5, INTTREE 1 B0 D0 RR SR VIR o,

AN R B BE PR TR LR 1Y R T IR 55 (Longoni et
al., 2019), FERHE IR B LBRN—FREE 77,
K — e VR . BORME AT 55 (Logg et al.,
2019), AMT2 AR BEd A i S oA B R ZE
E i —FE (A S AL SEPE (Jago, 2019).

TEVD S B AR A PR A W S0, vk o 5 8 3
KA o BE ANk % (Martin, 2019), T8 48 FRPEM FE 1
AR ANEAFWEES), W R AFER M 1B TE
2256 FIA 5 SR K 4L HH (Gray et al., 2007), i
B RGO R TGN — 50 1 1 T
FIGE T, DA b TG vk AT 38 1 AH O # 3K (Bigman &
Gray, 2018; Jebari & Lundborg, 2021). W53 & #, A
74 T8 1 oA ok Bk e 5 2 — 2R3 R R
KA KA A 25 PR Ty ik, MUK N M8
877 T R, A2 R B (vs A28 Tk
WA — A 16 YLK 77 %8 (Dietvorst & Bartels,
2022), K&l TAEW SOEER R ek d, A48
FESE PR R EE L FRIER R, BT OOk
T R Z IRl 5 o BT A TSR R A AR
FEA OGP bk Z2 0GR A, 2530 T BB 3L
TETA X A4S IR PR (Dietvorst & Bartels, 2022),

TEAWE ST BT T A B PR PRI 4 b, I 2 & A
HEAT YA 23 P K Dy R ] 25 030 12 (B X PR D T
[N 2, #% 18 Dietvorst Al Bartels (2022)1 3¢, 14 %%
FUNFIE HREXT DA 45 #4715, an 2B K3
) F1] 5 FIE KB S Z BIAFE v 5, B ATE T
RN SR A TR E I PR P AR .
Z, WRREAE I A I 2 A DCIE PRI PR
SR UM 3B SR R A1 g FRAE SR B FEAN A 2Z TR 0GR,
TH P B TETE TR 2 U R PO S O E A T RS A o
13 EEHBENAIERREEEEERRR

X [] — = 4 5% AN [\ B9 A0 T =k A7 4 1A g
% 52 ) NATTAH DG HI T, X AR HESRAS N . )
BAZ M, AEEGRHESE i f 8 55 B
Mg AT =5 B A A A R, X A AT
ANREE AT, TR AN (] A 25 BE RA T Sk i
1] (Sher & McKenzie, 2006), AAfTX} FLe Y hY >)
T AT 5 AR AT BB 25 B R AR P, A
M FEHELRHN . A IRERRIE LI, B
Fe A PR A WA N H A K i AR, AR TR
Z N PR Ry — B AR, 23 TN EE OG5 vh g il o
9457 % A (Lee & Schwarz, 2014), T HARKIF
FERM, $ HIRSEI AR —BOREE, BT LR
FFEAH i, SEAF T ANES LB B 5
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g2 5 HAR—2UWAT R, O T2 He e i 52 i B8
Z WG B AR e U BT AR S 2R, MR 3 T AL
KO0 A (Huang & Aaker, 2019) L UL, BUAHEZE
OB T AR AR I 85 OG Z R H AR B A A A

TE TEIH 2 PSR w5 KB TR AN {E RN ) A B A A
TR o RE TR 9% B9 AN R BGAHE 2 v] BE 2 i A
AR TE PEM AN A 2 0] 5 ZR AR, ek
PR B AT S BLE A R B . X SR T
B0 TE A 2 P HOME £ BN, An SR 2 AR
T 2t R R X T R T T T SR i R A e,
AT 2 T A 25 T AR ) T T PR SR I, ]z
HER 2y R =E 8 R R L
131 EEEFNRERNEERE TR RN

XoF T 2 () — b LAY B RUAME SR, 2E3E 0K
AH SR ETEANH, 5 S A A58 o T A e
FOHE ST o AE 48 T 2 PR ST S S BT I,
DL M B A I (B A 2R VE (Gao et al., 2020), “4ff
AU AE JR R0 B R A B0 A H B AT (45
I, T % AR TH B Al T AT AT S o i LA
> AR HE 2R 8 Sfe 2 s A T 9% B X R — AR,
RV A e AT A T BE SO 2 AR
PR AL, R BURNEGLIL 5 5 1 2 5 SRR
Xof B B A AN U (Gao et al., 2017), #15
2, TR RO AE SR b ] T W AR B S AT B A
P ERIESK, AESRIDFI Tl T S22
5 B FE 4 (A 1Y 92 B (Ruttan & Nordgren, 2021;
Fas 4%, 2022).

21 A R B T 2 Y <A LA AE ZE
DN ANINFIAE R ETER R o, M E ST L
Hu 7 RGBSR A B DA (B 52 BE 7E A {22 8]
Y SE o T 2 T AT BB T T 2l o SR P A Ry AR
TENEANAS N TR Z 18] AT A 1 [R) R, Hepke
TR MESTE TIH 2 & WA 2 KA oy 1 iE 18
M T S A (B (Hiller & Woodall, 2019), /1 T
TEPEAN A B REIR P, A AN (EURN D A A (R Y AL
e Z 2 NE M AT IA R BE ST, X FhEE
FEAE BN b 2 Bk r AN B 45 19 (Bigman &  Gray,
2018; Jebari & Lundborg, 2021). Jf H. 5% T 45 14
THE )R 25 5 R AR Y P 3R T 2N o 25 BHLASH
P LI E AN {H (Dietvorst & Bartels, 2022), H T
TH 2 & 25 A R B TE i e 0 e B AR RN DA (B 2
(] 1 GEAR AT XA 1 [) B AFAEAS A, ABATTAS K A RE
{5 A PR T B A A 2 A e ke SR

AWEFEHR P S a S (vs. <WIHE”) AL

RAEZEA ] BESE THIH 9 5 1018 18 9% D 5 v X AR
I o S BUAHE S i ] 38 5o 38 7 2 St
B A5 BRI R E Z A o5, i 2 B[]
MIRFR . XA N AT N R L IH T
T ERH OG5 iy e ) ) 2 e R Ak, X BT ofe 146 42 < 3
B o A B b Y — I R A A R R
N 2K N SL [R] R 25 IR J2 B 32 22 1Y (Gustafson,
2013). X — JE S AE & SO R AE Bl SEEE
PEME R B AR ORI T N R RE 8 T 4
b & J# (Yamoah et al., 2016)., 76887 271037504,
TH 9 S5IEFEAE G T 2B bR R £ 2 Rl A, 385Kk
J7 5] A1) 15 fe KAk 5 N 2 38 5K A TE A (E H AR
(Xu & Ma, 2016).

M I A O 5 B R U S TR AR
KTy M 2 Fe VAR, AN A FIE R OC 77 1 D) Ay
{HRESC I A] o 53 Y 1B TR S A (a0 vl D) 42
FrHAL R AR BAR R 25 o F T8 SR DRI A 1Y B
Yotk 5 LB TEANH Z RN FEAE T, H s &
TA Ay e [R5 DR A Al 2 1 0 9 WL | A
Z R,

TECIRR > RORHELL T, 4 2% A L 6] Al 25
KA B B B A, AL A %
IR AT ZAEFEME . Nk, T8 2 E S
O Y S LB TEME R B, #h 5H—300
18 SR 2 S R AR R 25 19 DO R B R Ak B A o T A 9%
149 AH DG R SR R A T ey 552 B XLy e [ ) A A (B
A e KAL), L P SRy AT ff iz 25 )
BRPLF, ERENS A T E AL T PR 2 J7 T AR . R
BB A R A E R EE B, AR T
M Ak 4 Jmy P SR T 8 DA 52 9 3 [m) R 4% 1Y) B R Ak
(Puntoni et al., 2021),

T 2D TR S, A Y BT DG 1 Y S T O
AR AEZE (LB vs. W) SR AR W &
TEAEF AR O (vs. R0 IRR AN A A S A
SCHR H B TE T 2 A AE R (B vs. “HRHE”)
S ) 1) A2 T I 2 A 0 A S v 1R O {8 R ) R A
B 2Z 18] 1 06 R . /T B ST BT o6 B i <1 2 (vs.
FIA) VR SR X 43 9 2 T8 5 7 b B AN B 52 25 5 AN
W BN, FaSH St ) 2% 2 o R I K
FEP XA S (vs. “MBAYIE B TR, T
IR 3l J4 %% # V847 18 78 7= i W 3K (Green & Peloza,
2014; Ryoo et al., 2020), “F . (vs. F ) Jr=R A 7E
FHAE UL TE TR 2% 7 i T RE 43 ) 5 4 1 45 T A
B R E R BT 2 1Y A 3 (Egoistic) B A
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i 3= X (Altruistic)fiii[5] (Ryoo et al., 2020).

SR, A H] C (vs R ) VRS HE SR 0 v
fiff g LT SRR A A 05 ) o 76 4] O /Rl 9
WFFE 3 DT S T B 2 W S G 7 i A B pIL, il
XTIEFE = S R A i R . TCIeTH P R TR
CLR & A FoR R SRR TE ™ o, TETE ™ fh ARt es
8 2% 5 W (AR 2 22 o (W A 45 D A A0 (A 45 38
EMAE ) MR B — Y, R /At R R R A g
T RIS i 31 9% 25 L 38 RR A 3 2 22 S0 (B 10 3
AR X — i AR TE R 2 R R AR B
e, POMSEEMERER) H RS B 2 E fEAR 2 E
T3 it B A =Z TRLEAT P A o A AN [] 0 HE 42
(v s AR5 5 i T 2 0T 7 o AR A A
DRI A Z 18] ¢ 22 A B, DA TIT AT BRI 2% 3 7
TETEE 2 7 A B I SRR AT )

SEER UL, TR Im B R S B, R
T HFR2s kS 3 (Reczek et al., 2018)., “4lidk AGAHE
ZEsRIRFEIETEIE 2 b, O 5 HAWR £5 A0 O AR AE
Fl g v o€, SC LB FEANE I 21T R B R A
H& M 45 BT EENESOA NS AR REFR
“TEENERA R IAE G, 5 IR E XA A AT ALY
A PENE TCIEARZS, T 2838 2 i) Tk oy B s
PEE—FREER Y . A N B B A A0 T 04 A1y
{8, DR ASE AT FE T 5% i LR #E 77 (Bigman &
Gray, 2018), T > A HE S 5if 318 S 0 18 T2 (B
FLHER IR EZ FIIEA e, EBEHE S, A
O 5 AR 25 40 T 2 A s SLRAR, i 47456 18 1k
Ji D) B4 9 9% A7 Ry 2 R A e A 000 1) ) A1) 4 5100
1k, R 5> (Gray & Schein, 2012; Gustafson,
2013) H T BUA HESE {199 2% 37 20 figp 3] 38 SR i
TEAN B 2 AT 38 3k 52 80 () ) 25 79 e KAk o 52 81
(R, AR ] DASE o H S D R (e KA 7 2 1Y
DL B 1 SE B MR, P, I 2 3 2 T B A
{FAE AR AL PR HETE . AR LR
s

HL1: R e <dLmm (vs. “PiHE")BUA
HEZEIEHIN T 1 9 5 A0 18 7890 9 o o 3ok 78 v P 35 ik
WA AR L
132 DFSEEMERSHFTER

TEREAC Y B AR R T, A AE P A 5 anfe]
XHEFEME VAT R B S 18 SGe 5T,
B SO T A T AR TR R AT O R AT
GrEE I, B R R RO T AT A B XA
Mrs T DI D G R G FE AN (A P A AR R IR e T 4T

R R A AL R AR 25 45 R, ThAis I T
—Fh LY ) 25 38 (Mencl & May, 2009), 1 T %
PR Y H A S R A AT i A0E AR B
1%, PIILIE SGE B s AR XS T DR & 45 2 B
N B FVRE ] o (HTE e ) DG ) 7R 5% <18 1
IER B A E AR R T S 1, AR SO AN A4
SRR S AR AN IR B0 37 3 1 AT T8 75 1 i 1 i
BT REAR 220 S50 ARXNEI S, BhAIE A 45 45 R 1)
FARER B R IX — ), g A 25 25 R Ak e
SR CEEER N o X AE— e FEEE LR AL T IR
UIREROEEI R S N R f I E Iy 4 PN
AR B AL A ) T o) — 3

TE I 2 i BUR HE RN 52 i FUE 38 AT
FEANE & . 2452 3138 A5 I 2% 1) G BUAAE S5
Ml FsF, T 9 3 2 K T TR AR ) EE B v T DR A
B, HSEENE S B RIF M E A oY o
PRI I 9 2t 255 70 TE A i T B v, 2343 0 %8 7 i )
TENE RS R E AT IRAL, IR0 TR S A T
PHE BARBIRTREE . AN, W 2% A R aB SR DA
{HJ2TC B T 358 S BB A Y o T8 AR SR PR Y
WO R B e g B FEE R T R, S T
A JEAE B G AP A S BT T L

I 9 52 B TR 2 0y < BUAHEZE 52
Ml A, 2 A O 5 TE A OC Ty S A 2 S R A,
TE A 2 AE S LA FEAN {4 5 38 SR DR (B 2 1) I
NS, PIE R E AL BRAY OC 2R o T 2 R T
i [a] T4 52 D) FS T A, MR 25 T D A 1
AR IR £ 8 R PR A 18 A5 A, AR B AR T DA
3 o A R R e R AR AN . R, ARt
(vs. “GEYBUAREZR U SZ I N, T 938 200 m) Tk
(] P 2% R AT G D RS A E TE M E & T
I8 118 T A A0 (B /2 R o T TR A 0 A 6 2 DA
IR B A AC AR o T 2B SN LT
iR 8 e R AR RT3 B PL s, Damsgm 1
HXPFEMEREAEAE . AR 42 s DT ik

H2: JETEI 2% R AE SR (et vs. “HiHE”)
X o AL E AR O E A R A E L, A2 20
B3 X DR B FEAN (A e 32 B R A o BRI
A (vs. R RO HE SR IE o 52 TH I A 2 1E
A (B 78 7 T T 9% e O v %) 4 52 5 3 i 34
TSR SRR R R
133 HEEFRINATIEAR

T TE M 2 BUARHE 2 X B vE HE A (5 AR 52 i 22
FIVAAETE, 2 PR T 9 3 DA S S8 A (0T LA 3 3 A
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TSR DRI ER T PPAL, BRI 9% 3 X A
ATIETEMERE B A AT RS o SR, TH 2
A BB 2 5 FEOKE 18 18 ™ i PSR TP AT O B R AN RN
RN AE Al s R T8 48, LG AR B Bk ok Al £
i BT B, FE IRl b F e NS SR A X
7 it T AR B A R AR 255 R, TR i
LR

SR T SEPRAE B b, SRR N TR T
BRI R, A3 45 574 1 58 7 (Brynjolfsson
& Mitchell, 2017). Frikigsn MHErF RA48R% 5 A
KL [R MR 78 R SRAHERE . V5 2R T Y
FF 5% B 2 34 i R 3R T 4 B DU 2 5 1R
(Luo et al., 2021; Sampson, 2021), [ A 7H #%#& T
W 45 & BE 8 E iU BE /1 B4 (Burton et al., 2020),
ABFFEN N R R A R OBHERE vs SRk
T o AU HETE ) T R Ay 1 T 9 AUA HE S5 i T 2%
BRI GAER— DT R . TRk
R, ANZEREME IR AN A TR B AR PSR | Y
Mo PRt, JCie i 2% & A T I 2 vh i T (E R
DRI E YOG R R b R B2 — B0, TR e Rk
e o AR HE T vh AR BE ST 40 A SR TR AL BRI A {8
J7 TR, DT 05 HE B8 Xof 432 1 i AU 4 77
PAF AT R BE RS2 B 1 55 o R at, A4 LA
T ist:

H3: IEFEH P AR HE LR (“ILB vs. A7) %)
VLT AT A 52 MR 32 B SRk SR A B R4 o %
BIERAAHETEN S, <HLh (vs. Wik ) RUAME 4L
TR P X LB AR, AR TRk 1 v A
A, “ILmR (vs. “HEPE")BURHERLA 23 5200 I 2%
FXHE

2 SEE 1 GEAETH SR RUAHE AL H
e URES R VST

21 KEHH

7R ST 0 W K T AN ) I TR ) 0 Y B R A 4
Xof T B S IE A B A BRI o PR TR T 2
sk, A E T B RS AT AN, Z AR
A RGRHE SR (LR vs. “BE) 4 B i £ 2 8500 2%
N T T D B B A AN (R ) A 2 1D
KRB RAFAEZES o AUFTRHM, “Hfh” (vs. “ffi
PE )RR HESL 25111 2 3 00 LT A G
TEPE I 2 TSR . B, TSR SR
T 2 M i B i SR AR R S B

22 ZWiEIH5#HIK

S S0 R FH BRL DR 28 28 1) 33 T GE 7R T 2% A HE
ZRIEAL . <L vs. “HHE™)o RS B ) B 7
P P IE B X & R T3 RE B i pe SR i Bh Y
AR &F . 83 G*power BT HFE B & /K
4 0.05 AW K- (Odds ratio) >y 1.6 B, il ik
£ 90% G it SR BFEAR I A 171 & AR
S2IG LA (Credemo) F 5 HIZE T 199 M S Y
2 s, AT EIAE RS 27.39 #(SD = 7.63), Hirh
25.63% K 1 o Bl BE B 53 TC 30 7 A S5 2 rh
e vs. ik 4.,
23 ELLMMEERF

AR5 SV 1) A AR R A8 2 BUAAE ZR 25
Y, HE S5 R T 2 R A T B N AR A
K7 AP AL, APk HE SRR R T % A T A
b NOZE B FEER A H O DI RIR 55, SR A
Fil 2, P B - bl e T D ) SR, ARAIF SRR
FHAS TR 1) 38 1500 2% A R v ) ok 5 | 33 2% 3 I 1%,
T SEIRXT [ A% i R

EARIS, S8 IRAEsatEg A c 22
mnMERY B 3 ST AR AR A, 2RO — K Ll
MR G- & o 2o S EL T — R A
A8 Gy I UE” Al 5, A8 5 0 2 5 I S 3 2
MET 4 2% 2 WA S S e 525 L1 55 3™ H oA
PAFBAP LT AN, SR T Y AR T,
VLR R 228 AR T e 55 5, T A s —
o WO S A B — 5K A T2 Z I 1 B A%
WA o e LB AL, RN E AL TR R E AN
B, LR arANs>, D pio st &, ikt
RN, TR, iR E A E R
S AT, RO — 0 O, DL B A — A,
PR 8 R/ S N g [ g w e 1911 | AT 3
iR ok F ESMR R TE I 7 1, G A S k) [ A
AN [ 1l DX A R 2 LA AT, A gk T e
] A i 2 b 3 A T AR R 1 SR S ) G S D (R
M 4§, 2019).

b5, Wl BE T TR A S EEMEZ
V) e S B P 1 JE () S i S AN 2 7 7=t 1 Yk
M EWE I H A —E WA R, <P
FERNEZH R, W E ST E S, Ty
H SRR P LR 25 Z RUE AR R (1 =
JEWARE, 7= EWFE, o = 0.85), XLb[n] T
VERN B AR B BRI EE, Il (vs. i) BGAHE
2R 25 kBl R D A A 5 38 PR (B 2 8] 1 i 58
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XE

S <IERRY vs. AR B TETH P RGANE SR T 2% SR A AR AT A R 185

/N

SRIG, SRR ek, AR = XA T T
RS, 028 Zy A UE B il 2 AR T 2L
38 IR T 2E AN BEAR T o BT AR B — AT A R
Tihs, A EAFiE e, B 22 MRS BRAY S B A
S G o 1T G A B RR G 2 ) S B Oy
2, MR I 2 E R A A, S
— Bl AR S BT BN IR P AR
T Bk B — M AR TR

B, WO A T AR AT A ok R 3K
WIS — b e 52, X — P SR B BT R R (1 = dE
W, 7= AEWEME). #liE BAE T A DSty
THT P9 [ A8
24 LR

HAEFITERIR A, E T Za R B, <dk
B BHHER(M win = 4.19, SD = 1.22), M T4
FEZH (M saerifice = 4.72, SD = 1.21), BANTHFIME 5
AN EZ A REAL, F(1, 197) = 947, p =
0.002, X—45 REN] T BOAHELL I LN Y o

ARSI SR L A A 1, <Ak AL GRS A O,
WP RIS 1, AR L M D
0. LUBTEIN PR RGANESL Sy [ A8, DIEREE R
MR AR B AT 00 logistic MIHAHT . 45 R B, B
T R AUAHEZE X BE P45 A 35 IE M 2 (b =
0.63, Wald’s x* = 4.84, p = 0.028), #—, K5
M 7S A Tk 20 (43.43%) B sk, <Fe i 4i
(59.00%) i # I 2 BE PR A VE HERE (vs NS & KA
17) (xF = 4.22, p=0.040),

R T4 o G 2550 R, <A
F14) B 1 JE A ke SR R R B <k 2 T W 2% S
F(1,197)=0.61, p=0.435,
25 ZHRitie

ARSI RN TR S BUANELE, B AR
TR BREHE TR AL M T A X i &, 450 3R
B, 4 P 2 B IR (vs. “WIE”)HEZR Y52
B, AT TR AR 0% B RLAHERE 1Y LU 9 i 2
o X —E5RAF G IRATH B, BPZE“ILER (vs. 4
PENOVREZL RS N, I 2% 5 S 3 vt Sk (S AT,
KAHESE H 46 TR R . 29025 Rt S e,
R (vs. AP )HE B IR 52 Wi T 2 5 1 e SR A
MERRFE B, HEBR T X — R = iy ] ge k. ik —
A M, PATT A A 0 A 2R S A A 4L ) i
T, KRR ILER (vs. “HEPE)HESL X 2% %
2 M N FHEFAT AT 09 53 5 52

30 E 20 IS E SN E MY
HA RN

31 XEHHW

AR S0 1 — A K I AS A 9 1) B R AN A 8K
N, HARITE, A ZT H0 G Y 2 LA (vs.
TG ) A A HE SR i T 9% 3 6 TR T 1 A (B
WA 137 B, b i S ST 3 2 i T X
B B AT o I R P AR HE R IR 2R
TE P S 2 B AR FIEAR TR
32 TWigit5#iR

AR 2 GEAED PRAUAHE RIS LR
vs. “UEE?) x 2 (HEFE . Bk vs. AR L R4 Rk
he WA W R E XSRS NGEE ., Ead
G*power HPFITA I 7E B E KSR 0.05 HALR
HoN PR /N K (F = 0.17)F, T IA R 90%F) 48
THHK B EREAR R 2 /0 366 44 0 AR SZE0 M LEX
(Credemo) 555 T 408 MRS 54k Fors,
P B4R 28.93 #(SD = 9.02), HrP 3431% K
e, WL B S] 4 A SEER A
33 ZWERF

ARSI R T 55086 1 MRS B R . 1R
BT 57 HE S S S8 BT T AR S A
TE MIHE G, JFBEAZ T ek B A > AU HE 42
51 S5 B 25, Bk [ A8 m R n) (o =
0.85). FifiJi5 5 | 5 A4 k45 JH 1 g X LA I i P 5 253
MEG 2R EEAR), V-6 178 2 S it —Fh e pedl
W%, mBEEEE AR L RE B EN, Pl
W& 2 EAEAT U R EH L R A I (E T
IR P I AR AN IR, <fE AT Lk
Bk FEAE W T S AR AR LR AR S R,
MEIT R FE/ L ZA O R, A%, TEER
HUE, 5T R/ L AR T R e
WP, 1 = EEAFE, 7 = EFFAE, o =
0.86).

Tk, S GRK I A A Y i e A 3K
PR DA A A R . Bk U, B
T BRI AN SRS A O e PRI S — K nME &, DL ik
e DA ) BB R ], — 3R 8 AR, R 4
A7) 35 S Wl ) S T S T R E S 2, S 4
A ] 31 Jz e 7 S T A 6 TE A 0 0 B 2 R
(Tanner et al., 2008), HARPI 41T : “BE BT 2 KA
X — B PEAE A AT 20 A Y S0, P A
R S5 O R B R, iR e RN
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L

X — IR LR AF G A5 5 R Yy, AN kAT
2R GG H, “IEFR AR R HA I FR R A AR T
(BRI, BB e B AR 4 2 i i —
mi A ST, TR T P O3 — ™ il >R ) ) o
i) 25 25 5L AT DAUE IR LA M, ik — 77 i e e AR i
SR b BRI AR, X A R I BT Y
b2 T (1 = EEAEZ, 7 = EHHZE,
ISR a=0.76, 1 XiLHE o =0.78).

s, B T AR i AT B ORI K
W — e Ml 2 GAUE B AR AUERY), 33X — PR 58 14 gk
HIFMERERE (1 = dEH T E, 7 = dEH IRME) . Bkl
W T N Geit Iy ),

34 LIGHFR

AT IE TR AR TERL R R A . Ty 2
AATEER R, SIRATA BN —2, EEE AR
HE ZE 50 1B D AN 5 AN (=2 18] v o
WER, F(1, 404) = 9.39, p = 0.002, n, = 0.023;
HEF 7 28 U SR D) R (B 5 18 7R A (B 2 ] i 5
TolR R, F(1, 404) = 0.41, p = 0.524; W& ML
HAEARE, F(1, 404) = 0.01, p= 0914, “ttj>
ZH(M win = 4.36, SD = 1.36)AH% T4 4 (M sacrifice
= 3.95, SD = 1.30), #iM BT FI M E S5 E =N
B 2Z [ ph o HAIG o 3ok 3 WY ) 38 T 2 U HE 4L 1y
YOI -

TR RS AR A 2SS, it 2
AT B, TE I 2 AUAME SR FIHETE 3 A
XA B R (AR R B 0 2 EAE T 5, F(L,
404)=11.22, p=0.001, n2 = 0.027, AN H 735 25 4L
IRAE R F2 8500 i 3, F(1, 404) = 5.56, p=0.016,
My = 0.014, TRTEARON S BT & B, “H i 4L B Bt (M
aLwin= 5.22, SD = 0.96), FHE T flifk 20 19kl (M
Al-Sacrificc = 4.68, SD = 1.00), Xjﬁ/f’ff?ﬁ%fﬁﬁﬁi
JEHR, F(1, 404) = 16.48, p < 0.001, n2 = 0.039; if

PEW P AUANEZR I LR (M fyman-win = 4.91, SD =
0.98), M4 (M Human-sacrifice = 500, SD = 0.82),
R ik 25 M A L RAEFER B AEFEEE, F(1, 404)
=0.43, p=0.510, EETH P BUAHEZERHEAL AR 1Y
SN SR B E G LT R

SRJG, 38 I 7 22 0 AT R 6 T A 2 AUAAE ZE Al
I 77 3 SR N Bk 3k T R 1 T A (B 0L 3 A2 B 1Y
SO, SRR, TR 2RO E S X D) e
P2 A WA R, F(1, 404) = 50.81, p < 0.001, 0}
= 0.112; HEFEHEIHAZMEE, F(1, 404) = 4.12,
p =0.043; IE{ETH T BUAHESR 5 HEF H KRN H.
YERIAR B3, F(1,404) = 0.14, p=0.707, EAKI 7,
SRR FIE WS ZEM win = 5.50,
SD = 0.80)% 2 & T MW HBHAM sacrifice = 4.93,
SD = 0.81), IHTEIH P BUANELE(F(1, 404) = 0.46, p=
0.499), HEFFHZEAI(F(1, 404) = 0.01, p = 0.969),
DA K W B9 32 HIT(F(1, 404) = 0.02, p = 0.884)%}iH
SO IETEME S Z e R . LA 1,

)i, i Bootstrap J7 3K 56 T 15 i £ T
M) (4 A4 o A6 564 PROCESS 1 ## model
14, LUBFEIN e BUAREZR (LB g 1, <4
e iR 0)k F AR i, DA e 8 7 AN (B U &z
ZRE R A, HEAE A 2SR R AR (B
o 1, NELREHRIEN 0), FAERRE KK AR G
1745347, Bootstrap FHFE B 5000 IR 455 o,
T 28 RO AE ZE 0T 1) A1 38 8 A W & 4 52 B
A B IE (b = 0.57, 95% & {# X [ CI: [0.41,
0.72]), TIFIIe & FE AN (W& 4 32 JE 5 AR E A8
HIOHEEA B EWIERZRb = 031, 95%E(H
X [A] CI: [0.09, 0.52])o [ 7 i 7531 9% AUAME 22 X}
PR AR i (5 AR R B ) A5 A (RO, AR S Rk
A B 2 (b = 0.21, 95% &{5 X.[A] CI: [0.10, 0.33]),
TEMERER WKL ZI A E R (b= 0.03, 95%

UEE v DR 52 B
5.60 - it 5.90 - o
i SO " 7 543
520 i|: 5.00 491 5.50 - I
5.00 - 530 F
4801 4.68 510k 5.03
460l 490 4.83
440 470
420 450
4.00 430

ks AEER B AEER

P SEBG 2 SE PN AR T A A SRR AT R B AN ) R 38 T AN (UL 2 52 8 14 28 LA
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BAGIX[E] CL: [-0.06, 0.12]). [ 28 &3 80 2R AU

A R0 PR A8 5 A R JBE ) 8O AN 35 (b = 0.1,

95% EfFIX[H] CL: [-0.09, 0.30]), 45 HH %00
F5F5 3 (Index = 0.17, 95% & {5 X d] CIL: [0.05,
0.32]) #E—2 K18 SIS TE M E IS4 Z JEAE N
DA R ARERL, DL b 25 AR IR Aa e, A i A
BN HE AT 2 (Index = 0.15, 95% 5 X 1] CI: [0.03,
0.29])o 33X 156 WA 38 77 2 BUARHE XT3 115 AT 1 52
M) SRS O Sk B AE AR, DO RS IE T M E
WS Z B T X —52 M, H2 1931 305

i Tl AR 1 30T o 38 AT 5 25 3 AT R 0 T TR R AL
TS HE B 77 3 S BRI R SR TR () s ) 245
KB, JETEE P AGAHELL(F(1, 404) = 0.20, p =
0.653), H#EFFHLARI(FA, 404) = 0.12, p = 0.731),
DA S TR 2 RUA HESR 5 HERE T B AL B 22 AR
(F(1, 404) = 0.15, p = 0.698 )X B 1Pk 5 R M TG {5
AL
35 HZHRitie

ARSI 06 308 3o A A T T 9% AU HE 4 Al
SEURIE P E R AR AR B RAGE R, RIEE
TH PR RGARRE L RZ 00 T I 2 2 0P R A5 A, i
AR LROGEERA B EEW, S5 (vs.
“REPEESL RS R, T SR AR AR, A
PR e 75 50 BB MBS AEAE T B o i —2B v
AR K B, DR A A (RO S ) A 1R
o XRMALETLER” (vs. “PEHEHELL R, T
B 35 T AR T 0 I A 2% p SR AE A TSR T e Y
AR, TOIA R AT A 04 SOk T U Sk, AT
WUAE TR BRI R T AL R HEE,
TR (vs. MR )VHE 2R R U AT AL 5
1 AT A A AR AR, M AR K 5Bk
AN, R TEE AT A

4 SIEy 3: BLPEIMIREHERE I I T
i

41 LEHM

TATZHTBEIT R, “FLR (vs. itk BGA
HEZLLE T8 2 5 0T 22 Mo\ o T 15 3% b %) 38 AR A (B
SR E R PR, SRR 2 B Re A e
LI D AU R SR TR IR BSR4 . SR 0M, 7E
kR A AW S LT, JORAE S g, thE
FHATIAIAE T, FE RS F R ALK
B T P U A5 1 e R A M R, I T T B ALA
HEE R T 9% 3 B AS B A DR T B 2 ko

4.2 ELIHFITF#R

ARSI SR 2 GEFEN 2 AUAHELLIS A, I
vs. i) x 3 GEFEDT S AR A vs 5.
PR AINESE vs AR B M A et RAR G
Sk T B AR TE R B b e A R E AT . A
G*power FAFITH I AE W E MK 0.05 HAUM
SRR /N KSE(F = 0.16)IF, TINEE] 90%H 48
T K AR AR i 2 /0 498 44 o AR S50 M LK
(Credemo)F- 5 #1235 T 541 A S 54 L0,
P YIRS 28.19 % (SD = 7.94), Hrb 28.28% K
Bk, MATHEBEYL LR 6 s dl
43 XBERF

AR LB A AT 4K B . AR SRR
ST LR . B, #lHR AL
H O 2k —is sh AT R0, SR kAT
L RHE I SR RS AT g L T
— PGB R R L LB AT 4 . BT R R AR
SR A ), RN [l B 4 R R A HE
FEAIK 20%~45%, (HSZ A 77 AR 23 5015 8 v it T 1

Wi J ] 52 A () 7 0 2T AN AE 2 7 Vg 4
FEPI SRR HEZR L vpr AR PR 8 T T L Yt i
i 9 /1 H B A A SR AR HE I A A A T R
PR AFRE IR AT, SCERHk B xR,
YRR TAT o <R 4 (0 B AL T8 WS R PR H A7
RBIEfA N A TR Ay, SeBIRaR H bR, REfgILEEsE
UF A o H A A 0 IR ARG A (), A 35 S A5
TR B Y 1) i A 0 T R o T B o — o ) TR £
P, <A H AL R A, TH R A R
ASTHE, < N IR £ 0 A RE R, SCAS T Y Fa it
() A 2 XE LUCEN A e (1 = B8 AR,
7= AEWHE, a=0.77),

Bifi J5 5 | 3 A e 45 JE gt X AS [ R 750 P st
S AATEMBTE . SRR . S RIRE DL K
ISHERCR VT 2 22 5 o WRISHESCR A 14 7= i —
P A At 5 T ARG B 5 o SR AR A M A g
WA — K RERE o B 42 AU BRI TR Bk, AT
DLRTH 98 B AR 2 i . NS L SRR 4l 0 1
HEREF el TR 5 o BT I o PR 4 A 2 e o R
VO i A2 SO AE 506 0 42 AU {5 8 B PEA 25 21
Kefil i BOATR E RIE R A FEEL R AR LR
) S DL (AR AT 3 UK 7 5 A R 34 1 18 4 0,
Ao R HE B P AR LR AR
()7, A AT LR WO HERE A8 IR AU, <5
11 R SHER I R OR P R B A IS R, 1 =
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EHARE, 7= FEFFRE, a=0.82),

ROk, SRR I A AR R FL B B AT I
S ) PR (O A2, I [ 0 S0 2 —
HENFILEE 0 =0.84, EXILHEE a=0.78), &
J T8 2 A TR0 28T IR R SR M R N 1 G A 2 )
i,
44 LIGEER

TS 6 S 50 4 AT e B T R (G
EANEZ B g s . FRATLL A LRI N
2 BEZH T A JE $UL 72 o (B e A QR o 4 1 4
Ak NBEEZFMEEY = 0, BB AL = 1,
BIEERAMETELE = 0; SBA R AL HETELH i AR
e ARLRIMEREA =0, BIEBCEREA = o,
ORI = 1), )5 LU E S
BN E 2 ] v 5 AR 5, DA R 40 AR 1 I
T TRRURMESR, DL RGBT P AUARAE SR 5 4 1B
PUAR 1 (4 38 5 IRy [ AR s AT I A 20T o 25 5 R
T FETH D BURHE G BN B b 547 1B 252 (b =
—0.69, t =—4.30, p < 0.001), B EFHRAMEEH(D =
—0.12, t = —0.76, p = 0.450)FI & L4 am AIHEFEZH (b =
—-0.07, t = —0.41, p = 0.679) P4~ & FUAE & A9 8] 5
FRECIA B3, FR B AR 2 0 A i S A
HRARMELR AL ET (b = 025, t = 1.10, p =
0.270), A B B33 1 ot 70 44 7 4 i 400 2% o 5 0 Y
PRBGRHEZR Y AZ HIT (b = 0.10, t = 0.45, p = 0.655)
WHA 2 . DUETEIE S RGANESE Jy A8 5, SR
WA g Sk A F A8 22 3, 48 R s <Al i
(M win = 3.81, SD = 1.06) YA b 28 W E KT
HEHEZH (M sperifice = 4.38, SD = 1.07), F(1, 539) =
39.18, p < 0.001, n = 0.068, X FHHA S K Tl
A B B HEZL (1 B LT Y o

P ORA I A A AR i L2257 o DI SR
AWAFEE NN A &, DI | AN 2
BUARESL, DL R T 15N 2 AUARELL 55 4> i LA
(58 H. 35 R [ A b AT E 00T o g5 SR s, Bk
AR T 7 4 R LA o 5 3 T 2 BUAAE JE 1 38
HI(b=0.46,t=2.48, p=0.013)%0 W&, LFT
H3. Jf H, B3 sm e 2 i 400 i 5 TE 1 2
AUAHEZRRYAZ H I (b = 0.25, t = 1.40, p = 0.163)%%
NN, SRR AL S B (b = —0.09, t =
—0.69, p = 0.489) . F LG IRAHETEH B L 1 (b =
—0.04, t = —0.32, p = 0.746) LA S i 1231 2 AUA HE 4R
(b=-0.12, t =—0.94, p = 0.349) [ RN A .2 .

=LA R W], X TR AR, A

TH 2 1o BORHEZE(M Arwin = 5.19, SD = 0. 78),
A F i BURHEZE (M arsacrifice = 4.86, SD =
0.86), 4 hin T 11 o 3 X A vk B AR B AR 7E 1A AT,
F(1, 180) = 7.55, p = 0.007, n; = 0.040; X} T34 k1
SRAUIELE, TS PR AGAME S I 5 (M tyman-win
= 5.04, D = 0.84), RN (M fuman-sacrifice =
4.91, SD = 0.94), oK I 25 52 W w0 3 e 1 i A
HeFA NS AT RERE, F(1, 180) = 1.05, p = 0.308; Xf T
N R FE, 18 1 % BUR HE J2 J& « 3k i
(M fuman-win = 4.83, SD = 0.95), if J2& <444 >
(M Human-sacrificc = 4.95, SD = 0.86), WA i F 5k
WX AR L HZMLENETRE, FA, 175) = 0.81,
p=0.369.

FRATT LA 56 T 45 2 7E T8 AR AN (B & 2 B 1
225 WA R, “ILER (vs. “HldE)BURHE
ZEXF IS T &2 SR E (b = 1.02,
t=28.61,p<0.001), BEBERAHESFH (b=10.26,t=
2.21, p = 0.028) LA G (1% [0l )T R4 2, SRk
SRIIHELEZH(b = 0.11, t = 0.94, p = 0.350) A4 40128
AR REON 2% . BB O R A
5B S AUAHESR A B I (b = —0.14, t = —0.84,
p = 0.404), LA KGRk 48 o AU 47 24 Ji 400 A0 B 55
I B BUAMEZR 1Y 32 H I (b = —0.06, t = —0.40, p =
0.693) AR . LATA RN 2 AGAHESL N A AR 5,
TRE 8 P B 37 B oy PR AR O 22500, 2551
RS FRHM win = 5.56, SD = 0.73) I F|iEE
T 3 P 3 8 TR (M saerifice = 4.61,
SD = 0.85), F(1, 538) = 195.92, p < 0.001, n,> =
0.267., FEILKE 2,

T RHATH A 00, K% PROCESS He
() model 14, LDLIETEI S8 BUAMES Jy 7 A8 i, T
WIE RN E A2 B o As i, SRR
TR R S A, (SRR NN AR R, E
SCVR TE A (N 2 B2 A7 B R B 1 4 R R o A A R
A 1 A AR 1 4T3 Hr, Bootstrap FHMFEIRE N
5000 YKo 455 BN, TN SRR E ST T A1) e
EAN A2 A B IE R m((b = 0.95, 95%
BEAFIX[E] CL: [0.82, 1.08]), HIFSE fE &2 1
50 AR A AR AR PR B 1 38 B IURHE AT A
FERIE (b = 0.30, 95%E {5 X[ CI: [0.14,
0.46])o A 728t 1A T8I 2 AUAE G PR A {5 (T
FE R SR AR R8N, FEHERE R S 2 AR 1 i
R EN (b = 0.33, 95%E {5 X 8] CL: [0.17, 0.50]),
TEHERE B WAL FIELERH R AN B E (b = 0.04,
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550 HERE

530 - 5.19 " ﬁ%

5.10F i 495
4.86 421 I 4.83

490

470 - I

450+

4.30

RN Ry ARER

6.00 - RS A B
5.62
5.60 T TAE 535 5.50
' ElT
520

474
4.80 1 459

4.48
4.00

HEER Ry ARER

P2 S 3 RN B0 5 K A O 3 (O 2 O 58 FL A

95% & {5 [X ] CI: [-0.06, 0.157), [ 7% 5 i {5 27 4%
IRAE S50 PR AR 1 A R R Y N AN B (b =
—0.02, 95% & {5 [X.[a] CI: [-0.19, 0.14]), P AP/
N HE AT 2 (Index = 0.28, 95% 5 {Z X 1] CIL: [0.11,
0.46]) . 33X 15 I 38 77 2% BUARHE XT3 1l {5 T 1 52
ma) AR R B A I B T A e, DR B &
P2 A T X —5

AR B A AT o DAJERN P SR A 2 M Sy DR A i
PSS I | GBI P AUARRELL, L) BB 1 2
PR HE SR 5 AN FiE $U AR & 119 38 B0k [ A% i 64T
LU= 53T o 3T 2 AU HE SR 0 JR N DR 5 2 2 M T
WEEN(b = -0.28, t = —1.17, p = 0.245), Bk
RAHEFFH (b = —0.17, t = —0.72, p = 0.470)FI%E %
R A HEREZH (b = —0.30, t = —1.26, p = 0.208)F i
A AR B 0 [ 3 RO AS W3, SRR AT
20 1 M U0 o 5 A 2R BURAE R ) 22 B (b =
0.39, t=1.15, p=0.251), LA KB o R4 7 4 i
PR 5 TE T PR AUAREL A ZE B I (b = 0.52, t =
1.56, p=0.121)WHA L2,
45 SRV

AR S0 A 6 T T TR B AUA HE S0 Al 5 e 31
PB N EE AR | R A L SR
fRAERRRE . 25 AR, BTN 2R AUAHE L XT3k
BRBIELEE AT B, %Rk iR 7 A
NBL ZFHAZ 5 A A 358 X T A AR
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Abstract

In making ethical consumption decisions, consumers need to consider the instrumental and ethical attributes
of products and make tradeoffs. This complexity is a critical barrier between consumers’ ethical consumption
intention and actual ethical consumption behavior. With the development of artificial intelligence, algorithms are
increasingly being used to provide advice to consumers, which can reduce the difficulty of decision-making.
However, studies have found that people are reluctant to adapt algorithms to make decisions in ethical trade-offs.

This study aims to provide a potential solution for increasing consumers’ trust in algorithmic
recommendations in ethical consumption contexts. In particular, this research proposes that marketers can
influence consumers’ trust in algorithmic recommendations by changing the narrative framing strategy for
ethical consumption. When ethical consumption is described as “win—win” (vs. “sacrifice”), consumers are more
likely to trust the algorithm’s recommendations for ethical consumption decisions. The sacrifice narrative
framing strategy emphasizes that consumers need to make personal sacrifices to help the environment or society
in ethical consumption. The win—win narrative framing strategy emphasizes that there is no conflict of utilitarian
interests between consumers and other stakeholders in ethical consumption. Moreover, this strategy encourages
consumers to consider that ethical consumption is for the greater good of everyone. Therefore, the win—win (vs.
sacrifice) narrative framing information will enhance consumers’ belief that achieving moral values is
compatible with optimizing the overall utilitarian values of the community in ethical consumption situations.
Thus, consumers are more likely to trust algorithmic tools that maximize utilitarian values to solve ethical
consumption decision problems.

By portraying ethical consumption as a win-win, consumers perceive themselves as part of a common
interest community with relevant stakeholders, helping reinforce utilitarianism-based moral beliefs.
Utilitarianism believes that pursuing the maximization of common interest is a rational way to achieve moral
correctness. Accordingly, activating the win—-win (vs. sacrifice) narrative framing encourages consumers to
identify more with utilitarianism in ethical consumption decisions, thereby increasing their trust in algorithmic
recommendations in ethical contexts.

Through three experiments, this study examines the impact of ethical consumption narrative framing
strategies (win—win vs. sacrifice) on trust in algorithmic consumption recommendations. Experiment 1 first tests
how activating the win—win (vs. sacrifice) narrative framing affects consumers’ preference for the source of
consumption recommendations. Results show that the win—win (vs. sacrifice) narrative framing significantly
increases consumers’ inclination to choose algorithmic consumption recommendations. Experiment 2 further
examines the influence of activating the win—win (vs. sacrifice) narrative framing on trust in consumption
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recommendations and the mediating role of utilitarian moral values. Results indicate that the win—win (vs.
sacrifice) narrative framing enhances consumers’ trust in algorithmic consumption recommendations but does
not significantly impact trust in recommendations from human experts. Consumers’ acceptance of utilitarianism
in ethical decisions mediates the preceding positive effects. Lastly, this study examines the implementation
boundaries of the win—win (vs. sacrifice) narrative framing strategy and finds that it only works for consumption
recommendations from substitutive algorithms and has no effect on algorithm-augmented consumption
recommendations from human experts.

Keywords ethical consumption, algorithmic recommendation, deontology, utilitarianism, framing effect



