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1 55

P JB 2 T A A 3 B 1 4 25 06 R IR AL B
(R4t 25 56 RERBEIA 1 2208, o — b 2 WL 1] 1y 41
2:9RS7 (Peplau & Perlman, 1982), R4 44140
IR Fiat 2g W28 AR AR ks . S &, A5 A
Z R3S H 46 5, (R IIOpERAD ik 5k, 151]
4n, McPherson, Smith-Lovin fl Brashears (2006)
A e LR i BAH LU ARG S 75 S5 it #5408 Bos
Pk (A EL BN 1985 419 10%H M E] 2004 4F11)
24.6%. 2013 4EIEEE S SHERVIAE 12.5%M1%
B RE Ik, W E 2010 4F X —E{E 2 10%
(McPartland, 2013), 3—7J71fi, RIfHJEEE AR, 1E
H A3 2 R 7= A= PIOMUER, 4 Rubenstein,
Shaver Fll Peplau (1979)%} 25,000 44 3% [¥ 5% 17 & 5 4%
RIA 79%H9 NAE R 23 8ess 2 Ik 2006 4E58T TR K
Xof F A0 T R R A AR R A TR A, B 4 R B R
A 70.5%09 NINR “FRATTERTE A B & H By, IRk

— A,

PIAE O T I J3% %) A 5 4 v 78 % 35T I g xsf

ARCERE S S, AnHAR(Weeks, Michela, Peplau,

& Bragg, 1980), &34/ (Schumaker, Shea, Monfties,
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& Groth-Marnat, 1993)%, DK~ i A 2 fik
A G, B AN Oy Il 48 9 9% (Caspi, Harrington,
Moffitt, Milne, & Poulton, 2006), 5% 71 T K (Kiecolt-
Glaser et al., 1984; Pressman et al., 2005)%5 . {H & fif
A7 58 5 v 2 P X 2 1T A B 5 i (Wang,
Zhu, & Shiv, 2012; Pieters, 2013; Lastovicka &
Anderson, 2014), Wang %5 A (2012)F 58 & 3 = P
BB NAEFA N6 T i & /N A B9 77 il (Mlinority -
endorsed), T fI& 9 20 J&% A9 A A & K AR B 77
(Majority-endorsed), P4 ix Fpit £ 54T B & 1Y
PRBCRASVC L, (HAZH5 T 27 iR A 2L 6 IR,
e DIURR ) N 23 T e PR R AR B T i, PRI Ay v A
R NTE S A6 A5 0G5 B AR 9 58 L D
SEAE LIRS, Pieters (2013)R 1A I T AR RN By
JoT 3 ST R B PR AE PR OG5 3 SR A
LB 23 0C R B, i A /% SR AR A B
W 5T DAL I o 3K A4S A AR RO I 2 e S A T
A AIF 5 200 J BR AE DI 2 A AR B S AL — B8 9 53¢,
B A 27 O 2 DI AR R 1) T o 88 S R ) ) o =
HERIEN T TFoRAE S SR B B it AR B o (2,
PR B4 2 365 A PR S 2] 1 B Al 7 R OGRS,
G T B G (BT A0 B SR A i T e 5 Y
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1) (Moore & Schultz, 1983; Solano, 1987), [fijiXLk
FEAE $50h 23 X6 HH 2R PR 77 AR 5 )

2 ARHUBRIAN G 2 P PEE T 9% 4

2.1 ARk RREIE HI 6RO A0 A H IE 1 e

RSN F5 il Bl 2% (Perceived Loss of Control)i&+5
AN B B X HD A Y S A Bl 2 5 e AR
il (Newcomb & Harlow, 1986; Whitson & Galinsky,
2008). 4N, 128 P Y AR I I S o a AR
) SRR 428 i R 2K (e, FRIBRGE TCIEAE T A O AU AE T,
TR Fe iy ) e Tz SORALS:, AR H O
%% 77) (Newcomb & Harlow, 1986); i i F 55440
W T] DA B AR 4R i Bl 2k, an bl 58 s A
BRI S5, AR H LY 2 PR A IE W R,
TR A X2 AT: 55 R BLC k45 ) 1 S8 (Pittman
& Pittman, 1979; Whitson & Galinsky, 2008; Zhou,
He, Yang, Lao, & Baumeister, 2012); £ FEilL/MAn]
1C— 86 DIAE AR TG [ T i S A AT DL
FUBN 45 4 B g (Whitson & Galinsky, 2008; Zhou et
al., 2012),

DI 58 3R WA A B I BB vy, Bk 31
CRTAEE . SRR A A B =2 ], X — SR TERT
FH/PAERIBTSE (Moore & Schultz, 1983), K2FAERY
5% (Jones, Freemon, & Goswick 1971; Hojat, 1983)
AR N BIHFSE (Moore & Schultz, 1987)F1#R75 5]
TEE, I H BTSSR 7 2
B, A RIRRTT (e, g RIEERAC SN
K IE) 7R TE) (Jones et al., 1971)F1H 2 AR A1 1Y
R (e g AN ANBATE H COXTAETE . A ar s
P, S NS0 R AR T IE ] A B
{74l ) (Hojat, 1983; Moore & Schultz, 1983;
Solano, 1987). R/ T Boda il Jdph 2% 14 Ji X AT g
=R, WAL AL B 3R A BE (Moore & Schultz,
1987), {H 2 LATEWTFE I A 38 ik S5 Tk H5 40 A6 30 9
JERORT R4 ) R 2 () 2 AL, 3 O PR I
RSB e ARG At O LR 5T [B) PT B A AE B, MELLIX 3
(Weeks et al., 1980), S Gk, DIEWFFRE R —2
b 3 B DI g SRR 45 i dfe 2 7K SF- T

Kelley (1971)PA & White (1959)ik g #5 hil jg&—
A AR P X S LA EE AN G 1, PR — 2
WFFEERIT TR i 2 17 A 7E KU | 5 B
SEARTEOUT BRI SR T 2 AHOCHIFFE B4l
TR R I e, R B AE R R I R 4
F3EEXURS . Whitson 1 Galinsky (2008)HF 5% & X

T AR AEAE IE A B R UE AR B S i s, AT
T I B R (R T e R 1), MR e
TR B LT (B T 0 B AR ) 25 i Al 1 I
SRR AR, RN 23 T/ B SRR U R S T
Y. 2514, Martinez, Floch, Gaffé 1 Villejoubert
(2011) & BUAER A7 A v 425 T SR v e o 2 (L A5t
AT 1 00 KR 5 ATE 2 1 I . Horswill Al
Mckenna (1999)F B2 3 7 58 T RIMLIYZE
IS R A, & B S A AT RE A 45 VR AT B (FE
FIHLAA L), b AT % %28 G R R T S A TS
REFE R AT (FE M e fA (), WSk icte
RSB0 R o PR, AR 5T U W R e s a2
S FEONE MR T R o 45 G DR R BN 42 il
BB SRR, ABFIT AR

HI: IKARE QIR 3 0H o4 69 T oh T B AR KT .

H2: B Sm 3 ) B K P A IRAR BT R 520K 5 1R
HFag7ea.
22 AHEMMEERRIT: i, BERE

Fo BERAETH

T2 T PP RV KON e PE B P, 4 3R o
TR AN 2 M SURT 43 o AF BT E FIAE BN 58
#%(Kahn & Sarin, 1988). 15 B A& 4815 B
RN AR T R AAEAE— € (IR, N 5B ik &
29036 AR IR R 97%, HIZARE 4 10%
IALE: 2 {7 BN T4 W46 R RE AR5 4 1H A TH
PP RAT B, ANTCHE BB N B . ARG
WA T i 26 R I R AF . STk, AP IR E A
Ty fE AR 19 3 7 i (5 B AN 8 ) Fn AR 38 AL %6 (f
SR TE ) VE R 580 G 98 R I BT AN iff 2 1 9%
PRt A 2 i), ) s 3 2 ML AR 1) £ LR 1 ot ——
HESRALAY, A 56 IO AN By 22 FIL e T 2% O 4 1) 1
JHBLH
221 IRk EEFNET S SRR AT

BT SR A ol AR HCTE A O A RN A A1 1T A G
L ARJEOR S IR EAR K, 70%
W TE RGN 18 AN B AR B[] P Bk A O K
(Cierpicki, Wright, & Sharp, 2000), Hr—A>F %
D DRAE T T8 9 X8 7 i 52 5 8 (Rogers, 1995)
NG % N VRa B S S P S U AN E 5
A, (HIEBEA RS PE(Ostlund, 1974; Ram &
Sheth, 1989), Ram HI Sheth (1989)45 Hi 17 i XU
FEAE T A& i R R R R B A
I A AN R P S 200 Dy i KUK (Functional  Risk)
Herzenstein, Posavac #1 Brakus (2007)3— 21\ A1k
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B i D BEAS B M Y DR 3R AL A 7
1 Z AN HAB R R, B AR R W
1] (regulatory focus). Herzenstein %5 A (2007)WF 57 %
FAE #E 52 1] (promotion focus) - AHH . B 18] 22 7]
(prevention focus) AT 25 5 #5252 Hr =i, RN
I 0 1) 1) A A O sl 71 T 245 SR (AN 7 A R RIS AT
M), AR B S ) AR S T TR 45 SR (B
FPEREE ) B 55 | JEE S | R A B8 AT 42(2013)
AR 1 I8 775 T W3 7 it 4 52 T SR A 52 e, -
30T A SR . ASCA R I — AR FEIE
R 2 5 M) 20 687 7= i (R PR, 45 A ek, s
P i i S RN A PR RE (R YOG R, AR D -

Hla: IKAR B 5 €)% o0 37 7 do fm%F, A28 4%
R R Su R #A
222 IIEERFNIEBA SRR

P i B A Ry T R, T S
IR B VAR, 520 B 0 R REOE S A
Hl(Underwood & Ozanne, 1998), ANAHLINFEIR K
£ 4 42 TH I 2 3 X 45 i 19 4 BT (Folkes & Matta,
2004), K77 B G % nl DL R S T 2R E I L R R
(Raghubir & Greenleaf, 2006) ., 1= fif £ 2% 12 7535 B 1
SR Y 2, BT TN e
WA SR, He— 25 R a2 A, H 02
s ) 80 (Deng & Srinivasan, 2013), IT4E%,
75 AL A AE ™ S B R AR Bz N, BRI B
T 2% & B W A A AT 22 W 3K 19 4R P (Schiirmann,
2008). Underwood 1 Ozanne (1998)#5 !} EL S0Pk 2
72 AL AR ) — A E v, AT ST &
PRI DB AR M BE 7 i bR 2 RN A B ME, And
B 25 v A5 A 2B 1Y /NS RE B L7 i 1) e i
i BT o MTEARE WAL, I 2 E ok 1
FEEAEN R R . I, JEE I e Xt
T SEFH UL PR F e —FE B AS, IHE
TCEM VI MBI A= s . AR S, A
T 23 JR% v B9 2 e 5 1 IXURS: o 485 45 LR AN 1
PR RE 200, ASBF R H

Hlb: KAk R %)% 70 AF 5 91 @ 7 Jo 49 3741,
A2 IR Ak B 2t 1 B L3 69 F SRR #h .
2.2.3 ISR ERFOEE R AR H IR OF

HE A2 B 2 Al )iz ok A — B A 4 7 =X
(Altstiel & Grow, 2006; Smith, 2009), ] ¥ %E 1k
M B4 5 A8 2 R 4 AP 1% I K 46 s 31
— S SRR B G B, SRR A, sRis
TH D3 AT AR AR R i 2 B 4 AR 7 204 o A S

BerP MEAAR E g N, HE R TR A S 2
UGS IR 1Y (Kahneman & Tversky, 1979), A5
SO g LR T 2 E AT e s HE R ME SR AR A . il dn,
Goldsmith £l Amir (2010)% U4 1 7% & e i AN
R AT (EP s a7y Rl R S e At ki
MEA, MR85 M ORI K . Laran A1 Tsiros
(2013)F 5% A BRARE A2 495 02 75 A A8k T3 2 8 1Y
TR EE T, WA SR AL SR, A AR B
(vs. Wi VEAE B SRR AR A SE 1] 5 4 R T 84
PR, MERAE A (vs. R PEAR8Y) ) 25 4 5 ) K
E. 1], Yan fll Muthukrishnan (2014)fF 5% 2= B R A2
BN B2 CR I A BN ), S 23
FEAR AT WA SE ], PR A I A 2 Bt 2 S R AR AT
P ARAF IR AL T R AT R WA AL 2 11
BT LR — PP R AR 8 7 =X, EUR 0 2% 3 XA
2 XU 19 30 5 7 R PR 2 55 i R 341 1 O B A
R, TP AR 2 52 e I 2% 5 AN 2 B ) — >~
TRFFAE, PRIEASCER Y

Hlc:  INARR AN 30 2 2T 5 AR 4H 09 1R 4T

3 BISE 1 AU b e O S

31 MR®ITFATIE

5% 1 {33 Amazon’s Mechanical Turk 355 T
102 £ K E R, 54 IR — W I 4 %
i AR, WEEZIHE AT N . LT AR
S B PEBEAE Amazon’s Mechanical Turk
& A (Ward & Broniarczyk, 2011; Baskin,
Wakslak, Trope, & Novemsky, 2014; Durante, Rae,
& Griskevicius, 2013), %5 0] DU AL R |
2L BIREAS, L AT DAARAS B a9 A R R
(Crump, McDonnell, & Gureckis, 2013), Al 57
WA 19 %3 52 %, PRI 31 %, Hd
63 N.

WHSE 1 R 207 SRHE : AR B E W vs. BT
i TG4 WA ) > P J% (G 2 ) A28 1) A S B
T, BRI — R &, AL 58 A
T M 2H 43K D] 352 38 1) — A% e U e A S
SRS EANE S, BUEYIE 120W, &
JE 10 Senf, (E THUGE R R a2, FMs4a T
e Ay — e JR P G E B, IR S A, s
I Wl DA i R AT T 7 il Ok e 2
B ] 1 B — R R A B TC R 2R T
JE—A R, T UEFT USB f76if, H& 15 4 UikE,
RE#% By 1k J8 1 & A5 5 T3, [a) ik T 45 47,
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WA T 0 A I DL SR 0 AR i T
2B A T Y B A T AR A AR R A e, (H
BT P R B B T A T A A T
REAETE 8% M55 W IXURS: >, I BFFA 08 3 7 27 4
#5511 A (Ulkiimen, Chakravarti, & Morwitz, 2010).
Bel 52 52 T W45 B, Bl 05 i 0 2 2 R N R
FREESEAT VR4, PSS -2 8 i AN A
H(a = 0.931). ZJ5, BOPE T AR
SRE T G B ER NG B, A P RN AR E A
L H (BGREE B S 15 )5, a = 0.813), S IR
FERAG S IS4 Ry 7 R

FROk, BB T 10 AN IR R
(Pieters, 2013), K FIMEIEMY UCLA PRl %
(Russell, Peplau, & Cutrona, 1980), UCLA #l &
FEIL 20, EA AR R 4 B 4F BE RO, RIE
S 3 AL AT RS-t B8 18 B A 1 B ANl
Ji£ 323K (Cacioppo & Patrick, 2008), #EiX X 10 Bk
REITAR A H 5 A 06 Bz 2R =
KA, 2= 1R, 3= FE, 4= %, 5= 2%),
S 16 BB R e 43 I, 10 ARSI B SF- #4789
RSB (o = 0.856, CR = 0.858), JMEH = 2 75
BOGRZ , F R B A T A S E R, A
15 MR . BT A IRl A R R B SCUAR .
32 BURHERMITE

BRI s, BOR BRI BT P i G4 5
TR, M esem = 3.81, SD = 1.00; M sxswm =
4.44, SD = 0.80, 1 (100) = 3.49, p = 0.001, Cohen's d =
0.70, PMBKAIME N 2.70, brdEZEN 0.78, [FIAT
At 235 5 W) 2H R 3 I 2 i) 2 9 3 I B A e
Z5E M i =2.62, SD = 0.75; M psim = 2.78, SD
=0.80; #(100) = 1.05, p = 0.298, FH] L5 S
ARG IR, TIOR8 i, &
R AR, HIHA S B (Irwin &
McCleland, 2001; Spiller, Fitzsimons, Lynch, &
Macclelland, 2013) A @l spotlight 75 % 45 4%
PEATA3 AT, K I IO SRR 2 75 37 7 5 X5 57 W B A7 £
SEEW . DOEAH 0 = B, 1= 1%
SR, bnfE ALy PR o 38 B [ AR
X PR AT R I . BRSS R WOR, R
2 SR I PEAR A7 AE B35, B = —~0.702, ¢ (98) =
2.46, p = 0.016, Cohen's d = 0.50, FEHAH % 35
M), 3T o s 2 7 i TG AR e T Sk A
SR AR i A DI O W AL 14 32 LS )
S =0.632, 1 (98) = 2.20, p = 0.03, Cohen's d = 0.44,

BLEL 1 BARIE, ARAUER IS 52 i g 0t T i
T IPENY, B = 0.153, 1 (98) < 1, p = 0.44, Cohen's
d = 0.16, i XF T80 b JoL # ma, A s ) A7 7E
M, B = —0.479, t (98) = 2.28, p = 0.024,
Cohen's d = 0.46, RPN A A X 7= i JC 26 2 i)
PR BAG ., AL, MR Rl ARG, 2R
B0 b AP BT 7 i A 1) 28 B s 4TS TH S
S =0.587,1(95) =2.02, p = 0.047, Cohen's d = 0.41,
W3 1,

7 A

=—0.479, p=0.024

B=0.153, p=0.44
4
- - - - fBgEm
— BTN
3 :

&I (—1 SD) 9l (+1 SD)
PRI

11 PR A5 87 7 it X 28 2 & el PP 1Y 52 B 52 i)

x 1 MBRAMEEH =X EEFWITFNFmeyEY3

HRE
. AL — L
B P B p
TR -0.235  0.016 0262  0.008
o AR B A R 0319 0.025 0307  0.033
HA<ARUEALBIPOAE  0.307  0.030 0.285  0.047
AR -0.021  0.829
51 0.150  0.133
A -0.026  0.789
R’ 0.113 0.135
B IE R 0.086 0.080

FFSE 1 & BN B3 BTG 2 25 %5 A D e X
x5BT 7 il PR D -, (XS A 5 118 330 7 i B AT 5%
My, BFSY 1 LU SO0 4, $adin 4 _wi b 2
R T M AN 2 PR 1 T 2w G, BE9T 2 B
TS 93 oA 58 & W g B, BIFEEE &
WL RN DL T, IR R A 23 RG220 %l i
IR ELEE P2 W PEAT, BF5E 2 S B8 Deng il Srinivasan
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(2013)7™ iy B, e 2 77 378 W ) T80 T 4G 36 AIAh 25 ) AN
E WL %D 4

4 5T 2 PR 7 i AR i 1 1)

LAl

41 WREIHFEE

WF5T 2 [6l £ 14 Amazon’s Mechanical Turk #f
realdnsE, B 123 BEEIKS N, 4900
PAF—E MBI, w20 B 5] 48 2,
AR 31, Hih B 68 A, BFSE 2 N 2(fu 2k
Al mEUEAE vs. BB IR < PO GE LN it
DI, B, BB R L A CER
Ty, TN — IR 2 J5, P g R
B IR A RIS E R, RER RS
o0 SR IRk . bk, BRIV . WA
{14 DX 0 7 T 375 BH A 208 4 1) i3 ] DA o A 4 o 3
G2 PN A it IR R TR A e A, W2 TE
it Photoshop 4K {4 7E 17 W (. %< SE it |- Ab 45375 I 7
H, gl ICk B 2R R R R, [ ™ SR
s B R TR G IR A B B N IR R, B
A2 IR 7 B AL 23 1912 112 % Deng Hl Srinivasan
QOI)WFF HIE % L yieit, RIEEE EAAE
WP L, AR AR S U, AR aT L
PRAE PG 2H A 258 i AL AR — B0, 7R B e 58 7= i M B
Jei, B B2 T R R ) A R R RN S R, 1
K 7 MR, AR E R, 3
SO N IR IR B AR R (0 = 0.810), ROk, B
HIHZ T 10 AN IR 3R (Pieters, 2013).
H R RIE T AR SF R, EARER . MR
A .
4.2 BB RFNITiE

B, A S e ) A R IR, 10
PSR PO AS 1 (o = 0.841, CR = 0.848),
3B R 2 2% BRI . BT A 3k 1) IO Bk 35
2.47, bRifEZE N 0.75, [FAT5E I 4026 41 Fn s W 4
FEHPAIIMBI AT 255, M smur = 2.43, SD =
0.77; M psmus=2.51, SD = 0.75, #(121) = 0.551, p =
0.583, WIS SeHR P IF AT i e 12X A I /%
(R AR B R i 22 A8 JEiHE 4T spotlight 23477, LA
EEEVAEO0 = B, 1 = EEIELR), Ir
YHE b B IR SR A — 3 28 B30 Ry [ A X A i
AT ERNE . BRas R won, B 5L g
HRARIF (52 1 PR i 35, B = —0.486, ¢ (119) = 1.85,
p = 0.067, Cohen's d = 0.34, F2HIAH ARSI (2%,

BT 0 g 437 WA AL 1) IR R TR B AR RS
175 WA IR0 8 SR A7 R 28 B SE R 1 35, B =
—0.547, ¢ (119) = 2.07, p = 0.04, Cohen's d = 0.38, L
K20 BRI, AR AN 5 0 7 W] 4 2 1y 1 2R
T, p=0.115,¢(119) < 1, p = 0.53, Cohen's d = 0.11,
TG 2 375 B AL 17 IR AR, DIOAI g DU A7 7 17 [ 5% i
= —0.432, t (119) = 2.28, p = 0.025, Cohen's d =
0.42, VB P ity A X 375 W 4 2 10 R i 47
Ko BEAb, AR, M, WSS, AT
IR SR A BRI IH B3, B = —0.542, ¢ (116) =
2.03, p =0.045, Cohen's d = 0.38, W.5% 2.

6 -
p=0.115, p=0.53
5 <
£
B
24
4 p=—0.432, p=0.025
— AR B %
---- BH%
3 ,
EFA (-1 SD) B9 (+1 SD)
PR

P2 IO 2 757 175 P 2 0] 1 SRl 4 1) 28 LR )

* 2 MEBRMELRERERENBRBIFHRTEZNEYT

HRE
- R — R
B p B P
S 35 W] 4 2 -0.163 0.067  —0.165 0.068
oAb B I R 0.077  0.535  0.073  0.567
MM AFMEALBI PR —0.257  0.040 —0.254  0.045
A 0.070  0.451
51 0.000  0.998
A —0.064 0.491
R? 0.072 0.079
K IE R 0.049 0.032

WHFE 2 LU S P X &, PR I
TR AN RE T % D A7 A T ) B, BIAE G
DIVRIIGE A2 A ) 7 it JAR PERR AR IS, IO R £ ] 52 01
TH 2087 i B o P 3 R A6 95 I RS R
P B A2 MR, ] A 0] e S 42 o e 2 1) PR A B o
UEAh, HTRFSE 1 RIWESE 2 RFEARS N4 A4
SRR EER, BF5E 3 dei s e p iy
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I 2 R U KR S AR
5 W50 3 MBS AE B L PR AY

Al

51 #MR&ITFAIRE

5T 3 Aok | P E R LR G R 2= 113 A K
Z, BTG — DAL VE IR, PR
21 %, B 46 N WF5E 3 A0A —4H B 5=, Bk
e B AR ST HIAE A R0 R M PT 0 AE AY ) A gk
o mot vl R A EETTIEY, 1A
WA SE—ASIKHR, KA R 90 J6. Z )5, #Eialk
KA PR A X, 2 R rn e A,
Pranhy 8 v, H T i 2 ny Iy A g K AR AR,
A 20%HI B2 G 3R AR KAR, 80% A AT REMENT 423K,
SR AL £ 7 RIS A8 . Z R IHE T
R i B e B e (Newcomb & Harlow, 1986), 1%
RS SAEI, AR T B O AE
W RIS Ty, aneRIERE] [ O S A BT
BEAPLE, MAEAHCHE 7, RHTAER 1
FoRAEF AR IZBRIE, 7 FoRIEH FEZER,
AN RTINS 2 Sy R A A ] R AR (a0 =
0.718)c SRIGIHA T AN 1) P Bk it 2% (Pieters,
2013), f/a kA TRAMSFER, WIGEE .
P FIA S
5.2 HUBLRFITL

R TR, R IO S e D R R A )
10 /> I A (A AR Ry AU AR f (0 = 0.850, CR =
0.856), 43 {ELHK =5 FR 7 I e s 21, BT A 93l 1
PABSAE R 2.52, bRifEZER 0.62, RATKE BN
BAR I A BRI, * (1) = 13.46, p < 0.001,
Cohen's d = 0.74, IUA 32.7%09 N L £ RAL 4,
XA BB A PR A A 2 A B 5 st 2 B AR R 3 3
Bl izt KU LR (Goldsmith & Amir, 2010), 1% T3k,
K Logistic [1EXF W0 sE 74 56, DAME A5 7 =ik
£E0 = [E7E 8 91, 1 = MERLEE9) M AR i, Jphk
Yl A A8 HEEAT Logistic [m11H, % &h B s 9
BT A B AR EN A MmN, g =
~0.702, Wald (1) = 4.14, p = 0.042, Cohen's d = 0.39.,
BEAb, BARRS . MRS WA IR AR B, LR
HAGIH R, p=-0.801, Wald (1) = 4.46, p = 0.031,
Cohen'sd=0.41,

LRk, AR SO R4 i S S 1) A A 2
1RG5, +i2 18 (Preacher & Hayes, 2004, BfFm, FR&T
JE, X SCHRE, 2013) A9 R Bootstrap J5 ik 7

MK . HEPE Bootstrap FEAS T A 5000, K2
MEER T, HEHL 95% & (5 X 8], ZdiZs i Wos B
A DI BERT PR AR ) AN (B = —0.702, Wald (1) =
4.14, p = 0.042, Cohen's d = 0.3 7EFE il H A & 5
AR B E (B = —0.356, Wald (1) = 0.93, p = 0.355,
Cohen's d = 0.18), i H4728 &2 B0 i B B 2k i
=, Al AR RN R -0.3656, AT X [E]AS
f34 0 (LLCI = —1.7089, ULCI = —0.1597), W%
S Rk 2k 2 ME— 1 TP 41 (Zhao, Lynch, & Chen,
2010, Bi#GSE, 2013), WA 3,

ARG

0,825+ f=—0.533%*
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The Impact of Loneliness on Consumer Preference of Uncertain Consumption:
New Products, Product Packaging and Probabilistic Promotions

CHEN Rui; ZHENG Yuhuang
(School of Economics and Management, Tsinghua University, Beijing 100084, China)

Abstract

Despite the popularity of social networks and new technologies that make social interactions easier, more
and more people feel lonely now than before. Prior research suggested that loneliness significantly affected
social behavior, psychological cognition and physiological health, but little research has been done in the
domain of consumer behavior. Building on prior research about loneliness, perceived loss of control and
uncertainty avoidance, this paper argues that loneliness will cause perceived loss of control, which consequently
will make consumers more uncertainty avoiding. A series of three studies were conducted in both China and the
U.S. to test the above hypotheses in the consumption domains of new products, product packaging and
probabilistic promotions.

Study 1 used a 2 (product type: novel Sony speaker vs. traditional Sony speaker) x loneliness (continuous
measurement) between-subjects design to test the aforementioned hypothesis. 102 participants from Amazon’s
M-Turk pool were randomly assigned to one of the two product type groups. After reading information about a
novel Sony speaker (or a traditional Sony speaker), participants evaluated the product and then completed the
loneliness scale and some other demographic information. The results revealed a significant interaction between
product type and loneliness. Specifically, loneliness had no effect on the evaluation of the traditional Sony
speaker, but loneliness was significantly negatively correlated to the evaluation of the novel Sony speaker.

Study 2 used a similar design as Study 1 to further test our proposition in the domain of product packaging
(transparent vs. non-transparent packaging). 123 participants were randomly assigned to one of the two groups
in which there were asked to imagine shopping for nuts with either transparent or non-transparent product
packaging and consequently to indicate their preferences of the nuts. The results showed a significant interaction
of product packaging and loneliness. Specifically, loneliness had no effect on the preferences of the nuts with
transparent packaging, but loneliness was significantly negatively correlated to the preferences of the nuts with
non-transparent packaging.

Study 3 aims to further test our proposition in the consumption domain of probabilistic promotions and to
test the underlying mechanism of perceived loss of control. Participants were first asked to make a choice
between a certain discount promotion and a probabilistic promotion. Then, they were asked to fill out a set of
items to measure their perceived loss of control and loneliness. The results showed that the more lonely
participants were, the less likely for them to choose the probabilistic promotion. More importantly, perceived
loss of control totally mediates the effect of loneliness on their preferences of probabilistic promotions.

In summary, this research finds that loneliness causes uncertainty avoidance in consumption preferences,
across a variety of consumption domains including new products, product packaging and probabilistic
promotions. Further, this effect was mediated by lonely consumers’ perceived loss of control. Finally, the
findings have important implications both theoretically and practically. Theoretically, our research is the first to
show that other than the attachment motivation, loneliness can also affect people’s cognition that consequently
affects their consumption behavior. Practically, our research suggests that firms should weaken the uncertain
information featured in new products and probabilistic promotions or use transparent product packaging for
lonely consumers such as the elderly or disabled.

Key words loneliness; perceived loss of control; new products; transparent packaging; probabilistic
promotions



