R AR ZR X SR & an VT RS2
—— U S AR AR SRR Y A T R
Fh#D E B0 R W B M

(MM KT &5, B8 330032) QI KFALE s de, BRI 430072)

7 OE SCIRE S RS R E K SRS R 23, 7T RS SR E SO 5E
BN 55 4 iy J1 52 B0 @, 51 IR A E S AR RE ST Ak AR G T AR B P VRN . AR
WEFE M SCAIRFE 7= S S A AR LA O, BT NI L8 al 2 b, BR80T T AN A E BRib
E 22 SR % (140 SR FH 2 T A 5% 1 3 25 28 %) SC A N AR I R 3 T 5 M0 AL AT 1 6) SCAR VRS 7= i IR VR AT,
I H SR IT T B AT RRAELE B N TR, RIH 238 1 U BCER s AL (R AS R AR SR . 7
ANSEG 25 AN — WRIRAIE 1 A0 AN TS R e g5 18, BRI SCALTR B 77 R <4 E S k-
BE [ SCA FAE SR SR B, 23 2 35 7 AR A0 B S A 038 7 REE SO B G, S 80 2 )
72 it B PP 22 0 S TSR < BRI SO0 B SO A SR SR s, L B SO N AR T e 4
A TE . B E B2, RN IR IR AS 5] SO TR A HE SL 308 G 75 8 sl 2
T I 22 S Ve TR A DL R A R Y ) A2 S M A o SRS B A A2 AE, 1T 24 3 B0 A2 Y o 3 IR AR 0
PER A DL S AV R O R AR SR IE B, 1% — RN 27 O o R AR EINT H T 51 &
PN SRS I G = R HE R M S N N TENLER, S0 T R0 AR 4518 i@, o4l
I SCA TR FE 7= b RS B SR T SRR 7R

XHEIR SCIIREE, SUIUNR; HEZLSRRE, LLIEE Al fRRE SR

%S  B849: F713.55

-
1.1 [ERERE

s BRI R R, FTRA=AE KU, FRATRIMEA R E ], tn] DU sz 30 4t 525t
A7 B s, BIAE 2 2 A P e Re ko 2 7% E A R R XUE . B fiscth. R4kt
Fhoxrh, ATHEFE 2K, KB AR SCAAE SR RAETERT S5 5 A R 3 f sl m — 7= 5 b
L, SCATRFE 77 it it 72 ok B P AS B 22 [ 5K () SO AT 5 (R s 52 30 o B 7= (Cuid, X,
Wang, Qualls, & Hu, 2016), b mi Mg . B E o H ORI R ZE . X T XFE ) SO TR
=i, ARSI ANEAEH—Br AR, (B AR 2 i A5 S R A 2 R B IR
o T A R, WU N [ — SCATR A i AT R R I A A (R B P R O
fhn, X TSEEE T HIER CDIRAER) MR, BRI NIXZE— R F E e 7 55 E
W, BRI EI AR IR 2 — R AR 36 [ b i v (5 e

HE 4, 5T SaMIRLY RN 2R 2 R 15 7 2 3 56 ST TR BB 72 i B OB 2 A BIAT 1 SC AL VR P4 AT
F, 2EEA AR N SCATRIE B B B RHIE 0 ] BRSO RT 5 945 N 5 75 (Cheng, Leung, &
Wu, 2011; Cheon, Christopolous, & Hong, 2016). ALFF 5 2 [8] ()R &L (Chiu, Mallorie,
Keh, & Law, 2009; Yang, Chen, Xu, Preston, & Chiu, 2016). 3 ALFF5 ) ALK (Yang et al.,
2016) LA Sz 3e Ak 2 1 f) g &0k B (Cheng, 2010)4%, DAL 238 BN AR AE G0 vy 2 & 1 AN
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] (Morris, Mok, & Mor, 2011; Shi, Shi, Luo, & Cai, 2016). A %1155 3K (Torelli, Chiu, Tam, Au,
& Keh, 2011; Keersmaecker, van Assche, & Roets, 2016). FET- 115 (Torelli et al., 2011)%% ki
ITIRVY, ENI> IASMEE B A5 38 B AR 2 BR T T B2 v 2 2 06 SCATR S = R v P e BRR
TH R 7 A R SPAN AN 23 52 277 i B B DR 3R 2 D 2 R ), 3 2 52 B Aol i E B
& A 2 152 (Homer & Yoon, 1992). H AT A Cui 55 (2016) T FefT 1 AE XA IR 5™
VB AR FR T R, AN A 7 A5 S R HE 22 S s 11 R FH 6TV 2 38 1) SCA TR 72 iR AR 1)
AL

ETESOHZAERHER A RRERIEA, Cui 55(2016) % S T SCALIRFE = M 1
PFPHESE SR — 2 A E SO —BEE SCAb >, BPAME SCAGPE B2, 1 B E ST e 3=
Fol; R BEEDC AN E SR, BPREE SO E BRI, A E SCAAE S 3. AR
Rajagopal A1 Burnkrant (2009) i 70T %1, %I T DAk 4G (B 44 10— 44 3] ) T XA E PR 2 1)
A2 ESRU, BN 5 I8 22 57 B R, ARS8 0 DL A AL 32 200 M rp, 22k
S 2 A TN N A AS AR R AR B T — AN 1T R A R AR SO [RI 2 I K S AR 2 T
(RN 22 % (Chiu et al., 2009), BRI 24 SCAGTRFE = it K AN [F) & G bR 28 i, 251
R B e AR AN SO (BE B SCAG) 2508 BRI ST AR (O L SO ) IR . T B T A7 A8 N 48 B
(Pronin, Kruger, Savtisky, & Ross, 2001), 4/B%04M E AL A | BEE TGRS, MR AT RE]
AThM8>, BT 51 K SCAGORS BB, BRARXT SCATRFE ™ dn BV, T 24 J 0 B8 B S04 e g
TAHME AR, AMETERTREEAT N A, HETRGE SO S IENHL, B E SRS S
PPN o DRI, 2SR <o b B S A —BEE Ak (RPESE B 1 b [ BE ) I MEZE SRR s, ¥ 2%
X SCAVRAE 7 it BRI VP g BH SR AL TR FH < BRI SO A4 STk (B b ] BE AR 7 58 [ s ) 1)
HESE RIS

SR, X T3 Fh A [ SCAK VR 5 22 R0 IR AR F AL LA B T B A7 A [ 3 57 2% A 20
FERBEATIRAN RS, 5 TAEAT MBI R 2 R0 25 3G s B 2k 55 AN 2E, 1 AHTE Sl B
TEMR IR L ] @ A B FE48 H, ORI ST Al 1 /2 NS — A §E (Kashima, Halloran, Yuki,
& Kashima, 2004), 4EEE SRS 5476 W18 22 7 (0 A0 SO 5 AT IR FE I, 25 B A1
B SCAk AT e v Je sl e BE SOk, B 31 B E A ) e B A AR g, (2 51 R TR I
H1(Chiu, Gries, Torelli, & Cheng, 2011). X &R, Cui 55(2016) 42 i 1A [ SCAL TR FEHELL RN
(A7 20 200 [) BN i A2 PR A 2R, — A BT A 1 BRI SO 5 5 41 B SO A5 Z TR A7 A1 B
WS, IR RGN A E ST T e R sl BEE SO . HEiE, AR T AR ST IR IEHE
BERGON TP AN TR T AR B, — 2V 2 LU A, BIDH 9 3 1 = e RAEAEIRFE I A A 34k
P55 22 (B 22 S Ve 3d AR |, 3 2 52 i 26 e 281 1 BE [ SO AT 5 5 40 E SO AT 5 2 R )
ZEVERERE, R AN AR SRS, B Al X AN [ SCAR TR FEAE SR 1) 02 5 R RIS 2 8
PEARRE, X2 52maH 2 BN B A0 B S OB BEE SCA AR . 28 BT, ARG R T
AME BRI A, KHHELLEES, JRNIRTT AR SO TR FEAE S8 58 B 6 SCAL VR A4 7= S W
IS, B SRS 7 VH O L ARCAR RURI A M AN [ AR S S PR 8 15 25
1.2 #AREE
1.21 HBELBRESKNIBTSER

4% Rajagopal F1 Burnkrant (2009) FIAF 78 AT %1, 1% FH o B SCA—BEE ST 4k File bR EH
A=A E SO HE R SRS () SCAGTR 8 77 i okl A 24 MR B 2R 4 1 40 E S Ak 5 BRI
S TAAFAE B 22 e I, A = A2 A0 [ STAK (BRI ST AR 25032 BEE STAR (M E SCAR) B RS
AT CEELY], G T SR I AT e MR T3z 7 b, iy Ko 1A
FR) % S 2 S 1% (Torelli et al., 2011; Li, Kreuzbauer, & Chiu, 2013). ifij FL# R i BEMS (L A8 AMA T
25 [ 25 T PR PP A 22 1) 1R 22 e ek BORHLARA 1, 3 T 48 56 ST Ak 22 TA] ) J2%6 R 22 S M A fBL A
(Peng & Xie, 2016). Mussweiler 11 Damisch (2008)F5 i, 24 )5 AR IE R AR, AMAS TR



EEA B R (A0 B SO A ) bR A (n BRI SCAb) 2 TR AR AL, 1024 JE 3 22 S PR SR AR, MA 2
B SeyE E i B bR bR 2 (8] () 22 5% . Cheng AT Leung (2012)5 Peng i1 Xie (2016) (1) 7T U
RIL, AR T BRSOz TR AL B, 2 BRAR ST A 2 i) R e 22 Sk, 1T 24 )8
BRI 2 et SR AR, T 24w SO ) R e 2 S

Pot, FRATHERT, 48302 e B AR, R <A E SO —BEE SCA HE AL S, 23
AN E SO O T REE A R, T SR SCA AR IR, AT BRI SCA TR 7= S 1
VRO, A R 2 B SO -4 B SO IRE SR SR ms, W) 2= 5] BRI SCAG 2 T AR E SCAE
(RGN, AT B ) SCAGTRAE = S R VPAN o T 248 BIAR A SR AR, BN Ah B SO B SC
22 TR I e 22 S VR B ARG, R 2245 P << Bl SO A — BRI SR (I HE L SRME INF, 2 H1 55 41 [ S
A5 T REE SCAR BT, AT i ST TR RS P PR, T 2R BRI S A —A [ S A
MEZESRME I, 2 B REE ST 1 A0 BB SCA R IBE N, AT B ARG SCA TR 7= b IR PR A o

H1: 4JE 307 903 1 22 5 1 SR AR I, AT 10 SR FH < BRI ST Ak — 4 ] ST A FRIHE 22 S5 W B (1)
SCARVRFE 72 S VPN 2 4825 15 TSR o B SO A — BRI SCAL (R HE 22 SR B o

H2: 4 JE 37 93 I AR DU SR AR, AT 16 R FH < BRI ST Ak —4h S b A sk [ sS4k —6E
B ST A (R HE B2 SRS IS 1R SCATR S 7 P Z A A S AEE R E 2 7.

H3: AR AN T 0 S TR FEAE S SRmE ANV 9 2 LU AR s SO IR A 72 i v
M IAE HEZ M
1.22 I AEREREEAETER

AW FCRIL, BT <210 -1 NS A A, 2R AN (5] (4 f e SR i B 2 S i g
W A AT TSI IR BE . Wisniewski (1996, 1998)45 Hi, X TS 20 &3 % B A Pifh A
[F R SRS . — R B RS, RSB IE B — Bl A v USSRy Al i 3 32 268001
TRERFRMRE, I RRABMR SN AN N R Z B — R BB R . T Rajagopal Al
Burnkrant (2009) & 3K, *F TRl —#EEH G, HRA B, ERNFAEA TEME
S SR R PEERRAE, 58 5 = AEAE RN B T S R, R AMA TR R e M
HAT PRI, 12RO R MRS, R BB LR P 7E 20 RGBT 00 5 F 200 B R AE
—ig, A MKEIEMBIHIN LR 0 b, A G BN L T 3000 ) &
A1, R R S A AT T2, BBk, Sujan AT Bettman (1989)tH 5 i, 4/E%0
— A B 5 AR S B BB R R, BN, BRI —
BB MR R T — AN MURE S B

P th, FRATTHERT, R 2 S 1 R SRS I, 5 SR <4 SO —REE SR B AE 22 55
W&, REESCAAE B T AME SCA SRR AR, AN B n] B AR A0 B SCA e T REE ST A Y
BN, AT B R ST NAZ AR, 11 B AR NS SCAL TR FE 7= S O VPA T 28 SR FH < BE [ S04k —
A S PIREZE SR IE, AN E SO B T BEE SCA B SRS R, M Al BE AT e 7 AR BEE S
PFEI T AME SCAR B, AT % SCATRFE 72 S PP o 10 24 K FH 2 0K R R SR I
o K A E SO —BEE SO FIAE SR SRS, 2 B AR AN L SO el 8 7 B IS4 R T, AT
F 5578 2% 0 SCAO AR BOFRR, 36 T 42 ) SCATRAE 7= I PPAN; T SR < B B SC Ao B
SCAGIIRE SR SR M, w2 FI 55 BF B SCA 2 M 1 A ST IRBAN, AT PR AR R SCAG TR 7= b 1
P

Ha: 4R Jm VAR RIS, T8 228 0K BRI SCAb—41 B SOk R AE B S s T 1 S AL
TRFE S S VPO 4 2 v TR A B SR SO O HEZE SRS B o

H5: 4RI ¢ R ARRERT, 18 22 0 K B B SO A4 B SOk Fa < B S A —RE 5L
A7 BRI HE S8 S B IS R STATRFE P il PP 2 TR I B 2

H6: BRENSCAANAR H A T 0 SO TR FEHE B S5 W AR A AN [ AR SR S 0 SC AL VA 72
PR 1A EL 52



FEROR, AR E A SEI SR UG UE P 5 H A0 O s . SR 1 B AE U IEA [F) S04
TRIEMESRLN, I 5 AR 7 2 PU B R RIS 1, S8 2 JUAGEEG: 1 Aol AN R A e 3
WS 1 T 2L

2 61 HBEEKERESNETIER

S 1 EEE A BB — 2 RIS UEAS [F] SO TR FEHE 28 S 0 28 SO TR IS 7= i voF
Wrivggmm, CARBENSCANR BRI AE AT R SR 2% 35 LU AR s OGS [R] SCA TR P BE 2
REIRTAVE R o FRATIGN, 245 3 2 S B ARI, Y 238 X SR FH < BEIE ST A —4M E S A IR AE SE
SRS I 1R 7 i PP B R 2 v TSR <A B SO —BEE SO RO HEZE SERK I 5 T 24 J3 S AR AU 5
FE, Y8 9% 38 X0 K 1K PR S AL TR B AE SR SRR B 1R 7= S PRI Z [P A B 22 7.
2.1 LI 5HR

BATLEWIAL SO B R AR 55 T 279 L AR (N e = 134, nwn = 145; “FIHJ4F#S 19.80 %)
Z 5500, HGAA TR AL 2] 2( =0 SCATRIEHESL SRmS A1 B SO —BF [ S04k vs BEE ST AL
—HME SCAR) SR Fe LA a5 AR SR AR vs. 25 e R AR vs I I 4) I 4L IR) Bt i 6 A
S
22 LWL BEESRIHY

BIEWIAS 5 — 4 N R AN fERe 1 5 7= A B, FE8 AR 2R A
TR N FELE R, R T 4 A RO — IR AT, WS B AT 4iE 5 R R, 2R JE A
B 2GR E. w5k, a4 MRS B T, IS H 12
PRI AR S FEIXAMESSH, BATR R AT A AR LA B, SRE AR R 2 G
IR o 28 TN [7) SCAR TR FEHE 22 SR 11 6 RSN P AR s (1 15 VR F AR 28 = AN 44 o e

JE BT, BB RAT AU E TR R — T BRI AN 5. R S RO, kgt
AT L AN EES AT B B BT AN F 2 A, T 7EAR A Pt B L, D AT 4
Xf LA S M A2 M I ATA ML b o FERR TR T B BT SS J, RATET T
—ANPEUEE RN, ARt SRR A . BT, LR ISR B A TR kD DL DY
PR (A RREIK, FRRIZO, EATERBEFE A, KECREk) A ZMAQ = FEEAR, 7
= JEH ML) (Mussweiler & Damisch, 2008). T 7EF I 2H 294, #Ak WA A HIE, Bf
PURCEE U R E, BDTERR AT AN BIEEAT LB B R AT AR IS [ 2 AL, B3k ARAT 12 B
Xt DY 2% 5 R I RIAR AL -

X e v 5 B SCATR S = i, FRATSE AR DR (3R E SR ) 5 A DR (R I
SCAAF 5 ) TR, Jd it i 7= i 44 RN A SRR AN A IO RE 2L S g . LAk, 72
“HNE S B E SO I HESE SRR 1B DL T, B iR B — I 44 B H DF R LR
R4 Rajagopal I Burnkrant (2009) FIHE-S2H & 8 8 75 v2:, R AL 4A 9 an T~ Fridk it 37 7=
A, BICPUER F DR — 3SR AR DR o T B ] S0 [ S R HE B S g
THEOLT, BAAE B FFE—tRH = B, A AR H PR, 72 S ZH A
N FDUER R — 3R A8 F F DR )L e

R, FATER S SRS B RO, K2 Shavitt, Swan, Lowrey A1 Wénke
(1994)FE I — A =101 9 B N ERBRUFM—ZEM, YDA SZHEME), SR
X =4 B 4). T HHE BB R R AT 0 BEE SO 2 B4 E ST N R IR E, FRATTR A
T 44 H Cheng (2010) ¥ SCAL N R BEF, JE Ik P AN I (1) 7 A5 3 SR 8tk P S AR S Al N
1RFERE, 732 XA B S AR 55 B ST A A G2 19— P AR A R I AN = i o
F A E A —FNR? (1= AEEARE, 7= ERFEE). (AN SRS RAENE



R EE, FRA1A T Wan, Torelli F1 Chiu (2010) 32 H (1 S04 7455 GAEPE /K P & &
I PYASRRIR) 7 AR B A BN S TR RS 77 i (R SO A 5 AR B E SR E AR
ESCAIIRERE, ane A PR K 3 7 2 E S8 = AR AR, 7= EHEFRIER).

FEL, BEASEHT WL QAR E, W 2938 SO IA R (Shi et al., 2016)F1 S AL IRFE 7= i (1)
RGN = (Peng & Xie, 2016) 23 f M f SCAGIRAE = dh I VPA, BRIk, FRAT T ) SO ]
KPR SCARTR S 7 b B B AT TR . BAROR B, FRATRA T Wan 25£(2007) 19304k
INFE R, o, i E S A RN & S T A A AN, (R S5E E SCAG A R &
W OREE 7 = AN IR, BIER 1B o — AR E D FRAR BRI Oy — A3 E 1R
REZXEAEI, Fos a2 E AL = EFAFRE, 7= B FR). T 3R
P RN B B, FRATIR 52 Peng A1 Xie (2016) 4 FH B2, @ IS 7 HE
KM B A SCAGTRFE = i R A B ARV o 23 A AN AR A N B S X AN
T EOR VR A (1 = AEFEAFRE, 7= EFFRR). &G, ALY 1 8 i v 5 A
[EEERS
2.3 LWMLERSH

BESISRERE @It 279 L RTHREARZIR R 705 &I, 7P BESCeA
& BEE/AME SCA AT 5 RAEYE  BEE SCA A R LR B v P4 2% (1) Cronbach o 4371124 0.92,
0.91. 0.82. 0.89. 0.92 #10.85, HH, AIME AN [F] &R AL BT T 38 E 307X — @i
J5 ¥] Cronbach o {24 0.85, #SHEIE T 0.70 (WA EAZbrifE, X 15 B/ B R 30 B AT BT 1
R T HURAE s BRI 2, AR DY ZH AR R PPN BEAT P 35 T B — AN B N AR AL
PEAR 53, B e A 53 2 B O i (R B AR AU K ST o P IX AN 0 AT B IR 3K T 22 e i th 1
FU e A R — A 5.3 30N (F(2,276) = 26.09, p < 0.001), B AR, AHALE: 58 A2 41 () 9 1 A
bl 72 S SR AR ZH B AR A HE — AN BH R S R R AR AL RS 73 (M s = 3.93, SD = 1.15 vs.
M zpa = 2.72,SD = 1.13, t(183) = 7.26, p < 0.001, Cohen’s d = 1.07), [F#E, ALY AL K9
A ZE L4 1) 2 e A o B s PR AR ALPE AR 73 (M s = 3.93, SD = 1.15 vs. M s =

P v TR P bR SRR AR A, FRATEET T A 2(Z ISR AE
ZETRIE)>B(IH P LU LA RO =77 Z 0 #r, &5 AR R T Z 0 ST TR FEAE L SR g
1) 3 3R (F(1,273) = 24.08, p < 0.001), HiE/RH T =oAL IR FEHEZL S FIYH 2 & L A
MR AR (F(2,273) = 7.19, p < 0.01) (B4 1 FToR).

r | B[ SCAL-Ah E S o4k [ AL -BEE SO
6 -
5 F

sS4t
iy

og
H 3t

R R FRBAE SR £5 Pl

E 1 TREHEBERTH~RTN



TEFHIAE LT, SO IREE = SR DU H DF (B s B SO —BEE S ) FIHE S 55
WS, A S VAN B AR TR A A RN (RIREE A4 B SO0 ) PR 28 S s
(M nsree = 5.52, SD = 1.60 vs. M wess = 4.09, SD = 1.59, t(92) = 4.37, p < 0.001, Cohen’s d =
0.91)H, IX/NEE AR 51T NI FE R DA — B 248 S a2 7 1 SR AR I, SR <ShE Ak
— B[] SC Ak P HE B2 5 W B 74D 7 o A B B SRR TSR < BF [ ST A=A ST AL 1R HE 28 S s
(M mpme = 5.45, SD = 1.64 vs. M wean = 3.97, SD = 1.61, t(91) = 4.39, p < 0.001, Cohen’s d =
0.92)i o SR, 48 A% AR AL PE SR AR, Ak 0] SR FH < BE SO0 B S <ok B S0k
B SCA IR AE S SR ISR i PPN R AN AE 35 22 58 (M e = 4.71, SD = 1.61 vs. My
wpnp = 4.80, SD = 1.57, t(90) =—0.27, p = 0.78). [HIt, {Bik 1 F1 2 #4533 1 SLI8I60F .

RANSCUN RN A T IUE AR A T 6 SO TR FEAE S8 55 1 X 5L
FIRFE P PR R, FRATTR A T Process 213 T E. 347 Bootstrap H /M RUBik6 56 . HJ
GERKH, 1E 95%EE X T, H ke 4 R A4S 0 (LLCI = —0.94, ULCI = —0.40),
TSR RN, B A A 8% K/ NN—-0.67 (BARWIE] 2 fizR). Bk, B
SAUNAR IR FEA A T G SCA TR FEHE SR SR B X SCAGTRAE 7= S VPAN IR 5200

AR

— T MR A 2 e (¢~ 028, C1=0600.03) .
- Ak SCARTRIE = SN

\ 4

2 RRAUNRHHR AT

FERR, T REIG T O A P IRER AR T SO TR FEHE B SR W 0T SCAL TR FE 7= S AN S
(AR 1 28N A 52 BRI SCANAR IR AR, JRATTEAT 7 — /N s A RO R 5 . B iE Y
SERRH, 1E %I EGEXIER, AN T 0 U TR FEHEZL SRS AT 2
bl B ER RN SCATR HE 72 S VR 19 28 EL sz, FL R 1 AR A O K/ A -0.73, XTI AN F 4
O(LLCI = —1.03, ULCI = —0.46) (FA&4nI%] 3 frzr). Horb, 243 sh il m) 2 me e S8 AR, B
SCACNAR B A RN R 2, HRG M K /N A—0.66, Bootstrap 45156 () B 15 X [7] 4(—0.94, —0.41),
AELHE O, T4 8 Zn A AR AU PE SR BT, IR AT NR FEAAELE R /AEH (-0.38, 0.24), 1%
X 0. M, 1B¥% 3 thiFE] T SZue Bk i 3 k.

@ 37N ZIC AL TR FEHE S SRS A 98 AL rOn i ST Al
AR IAE H

b TR AN SR IE = ST I 52 i
T B s A e X N L s e
C* TR UG SR TR A AE SR SRS RN 9% 2 L AR U SR 8
R =R ]
(a’=1.07, Cl = 0.65-1.50) [b =-0.68, Cl = —0.78—(—0.58)]
TGS TRAEHE S S A 4 > AN > SCAGIRFE S ST

(¢’=-0.03, CI = -0.41-0.35)

3 BAXUNREET R AN

UL, BATEHER 7L AT RERIE T RN 0 B AR . A RTREAS A — e SCAL TR



FAHELR HEmE 2 S BOG SCATRFE 2 b AN R B =, NI BRATTHEAT 1 — AN REAR A3k
PBRIXFPEARAAERE, e 045 R, AR SO TR FEHESL 7 50 T B 10 72 i 110 ) 2 S R
BAREZER(=044,p=067). Ak, HAEHTFEAR IR, #a0E St =
—1.53, p = 0.13)FI3E[E SAk(t = 0.10, p = 0.92) (1A R AS BEWS fRE At AT 16 SCAL VR A 77 S VAN
25
2.4 IhgE

AHFFERIGIE T Cui Z5(2016) AT 74518, B 24 0L TR 5= S K B} B SeAb—4h <
A IIHEZE SR INE, Y 228 00 7 i AR VP AT B 0 285 1 T SR FH <O [ ST A — B ST AE (1) A 2 55 s
i, HEFI SO NR R E T TN IER . BRERERNE, HRERN, ZERNAER—A
RIS, TH 208 107 =) ST IR FE P A SO 5 2 (R 1R 22 PR T AS AR o BRithz
Ab, 38 BRI B RO B A E SR (B SCAR) 2R T RE E S (A B ST Ak), AR 4
Rajagopal #1 Burnkrant (2009)#4H ¢ ] &1, XF - [Fl— & 4Gk UG, 24K H R TR SR & i
FE T RE G| oA B, T 2SR FH 0% B AR S B TS T g 51 R B3 IR R o PR U
BT RBATHE RIS A LA [F) AR SR s A R VB F

3 I 2: A AEREREREAIETIER

SIS 2 [ 32 B H A2 56 UE A A (R AR SR o AR R R VR, BRATTTON, 4R AR
PEARRE SRS, T 238 X R FH < BE [E SO~ SO0 PRI S SR ) 1) 72 S PPN B 3 TR
FHHI B SO~ B SO R HE S SREBE I, 17 224 5K FH OC 2R AR SRS INF, Y 98 38 50 SR B 3 P M 3
AR TR AEAE B2 SR B 017 PPAN Z IR ASAETE B 2 22 57t o DRITE SIS 1 Wi FH A BRI B8 ¥ 5
ARSI @ T SAEPE U (H OF) R o3 14 A3 (L E8) P IR SCA R 5 VRS, 9 T #h it 7t
SERT IS, 7RSS 2 thRA TR R AN SRAEPE U SCA T 5 AT TR AR S S 56 e,
Rl Cui %(2016)7EAIF 7t - 45 FH 1 BT ARAIK 2 R 45 & 1 ST TR 377 b
31 W SHIR

PATHEW I SO Z e dH 55 17 177 BARVE( 5 =91, nwx = 86; “FIYFR 20.25 )2 5
SEAG, FEAGABATBENL LR 2( e SRS HESL Sens . MBS —BEE Ak vs. BEE A4
[ SCAR) >R (A MU AS [F R SFS = 8 M AR vis. 2K AR MRRR) RO ZEL IR BE T HH I 4 AN SEBb 2 24
32 LW BESRIHED

BAEW RS 5 — I e R AP AR, LRI — 3 1 28 B 2 = B i R
TN A T 3 (0587 A PP o SI286 w11 SCATR A8 7= & K 22 BRU (35 B Ak ) R BT 4R (R
B SCAR) TR AS, o T HESR SRS (B d RSB 1 A — R, RPdh B SO —BEE SO U HESE 56
R L T R oK R BTAC, 1B E ST A B SO FIAEZL SRS A5 0 T 2B 40K E R,

TS T/ [F] f e SRS PR 428, FE BRI L T, <K& BRUBY AR I 7 i A A K2 R
BIAR R — KAl & 7 oK R IE R BT 4R, 1 BY 4K E R fh A 2 BT 40K B — 3kl
G T BIARHIE K B EC RMPRES LT, oK 2Z BRBTAC 7= i 2 oK E R BT 4R —
BT BOKE BRI BTAR, 17 BYARKE B HR 7 i A 20 BY ARK 32 Bl — 3 BT 4R 7 4
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Abstract

Culturally mixed products are products in which cultural symbols from two or more countries
are presented simultaneously. This perception promotes categorical perceptions of culture and
draws attention to cultural differences, which in turn enhances the perceived incompatibility of the
two cultures. This perception, when coupled with a situation-induced cultural defense mindset,
can lead to exclusionary reactions for culturally mixed products. The articles in the present special
issue studied four major features of culturally mixed products: (a) the involvement of in-group
culture, (b) the extent of mixing between cultures, (c) the level of cultural symbolism, and (d) the
direction of cultural influence, all of which lack the perspective of marketing communication to
discuss how to weaken consumers’ exclusionary reactions for cultural mixing stimuli. From the
perspective of enterprises’ marketing communication, this study explored how the bicultural
framing strategy (“foreign-culture home-culture” vs. “home-culture foreign-culture”) influence
consumers’ culturally mixed products evaluation, and further examined the moderating effect of
comparison focus and interpretation strategy.

This study used two main experiments to test the hypothesis. Experiment 1 sought evidence
of how people evaluate culturally mixed products under a different framing strategy and how they
evaluate the moderating effect of comparison focus. A total of 279 undergraduate students from a
university in central China participated in experiment 1. Participants were randomly assigned to
six conditions in a 2 (bicultural framing) < 3 (comparison focus) between-subjects design. The
participants were informed to participate in two unrelated studies. First, they were told to
participate in an “observation and comprehension study”, which functioned to serve its real
purpose of manipulating the comparison focus. Then, the second study was a “new product
survey”, in which the participants were asked to assess a new American-designed product entering
the Chinese market. Experiment 1 used a culturally mixed product made up of moon-cake
(Chinese culture) and hamburger (Western culture). In the “foreign-culture home-culture” strategy
condition, the product is titled “Hamburger moon-cake”. In the condition of “home-culture
foreign-culture” strategy, the title is “Moon-cake hamburger”. The objective of experiment 2 was
to examine the moderating effect of interpretation strategy. A total of 177 undergraduate students
participated in the “new product survey”. The participants were randomly assigned to four
conditions in a 2 (bicultural framing) > 2 (interpretation strategy) between-subjects design.
Experiment 2 used a culturally mixed product made up of paper-cutting (Chinese culture) and



Mickey Mouse (Western culture).

The results of experiment 1 showed a significant effect of bicultural framing strategy on the
evaluation of culturally mixed products (F(1,173) = 9.54, p < 0.01) as well as a significant
interaction of bicultural framing strategy and comparison focus (F(2,273) = 7.19, p < 0.01). In the
difference comparison group, when culturally mixed products adopted the “foreign-culture
home-culture” (i.e., “Hamburger moon-cake”) strategy, it led to a less favorable evaluation
relative to the “home-culture foreign-culture” (i.e., “Moon-cake hamburger”) strategy (M moon-cake
hamburger = 5.45, SD = 1.64 vS. M Hamburger moon-cake = 3.97, SD = 1.61, t(91) = 4.39, p < 0.001,
Cohen’s d = 0.92). However, in the similarity comparison group, the product evaluations did not
differ significantly between the two framing strategy conditions (M moon-cake hamburger = = 4.71, SD =
1.61 vS. M Hamburger moon-cake = 4.80, SD = 1.57, 1(90) = -0.27, p = 0.78). This study also found that
the effect of bicultural framing strategy on culturally mixed products was fully mediated by
perceived cultural intrusion. The results of experiment 2 showed a significant interaction between
bicultural framing strategy and interpretation strategy (F(1,173) = 8.81, p < 0.01). When the
enterprises adopted the property interpretations, the product evaluation in the “foreign-culture
home-culture” condition was lower than that in the “home-culture foreign-culture” condition (M
Paper-cut Mickey Mouse = 6.63, SD = 1.78, vS. M Mickey Mouse paper-cut = 4.96, SD = 1.81, 1(84) = 4.28, p <
0.001, Cohen’s d = 0.93). However, when the enterprises adopted the relational interpretations, the
product evaluations did not differ significantly between the two framing strategy conditions (M
Paper-cut Mickey Mouse = 5.80, SD = 1.83, vS. M Mickey Mouse paper-cut = 5.77, SD = 1.85, t(89) = 0.09, p =
0.93).

Our research contributes to the existing literature on culturally mixed products. Though
previous research on culturally mixed products is mostly from the consumers’ perspective and the
product design perspective, it lacks work from the perspective of marketing communication that
discusses how to improve the consumers’ product evaluation. Our research, through exploring the
influence of the bicultural framing strategy on the evaluation of culturally mixed products, opens
up a new perspective to study the phenomena of cultural mixing. We also found boundary
conditions for the effect of bicultural framing strategy. The different bicultural framing effects
only exist when the consumers focus on differences and when the enterprises adopt property
interpretations. When the consumers focus on similarities and when the enterprises adopt
relational interpretations, this effect disappears. Furthermore, our research tells the companies that
a “home-culture foreign-culture” strategy will be an effective way to form a positive evaluation on
culturally mixed products.

Key words: culturally mixed products; cultural mixing; framing strategy; comparison focus;
interpretation strategy



