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1 [A)EE

RUERAR, BYIH T — B R A 3 [H
FEVE B BT, BERE A BRE TR & R A T
ORI EIER &, AR K A UURBR
TR, TRk G e A R R . P (2023
IR IR AR A ) WoR, 87%MIZ i # o fi
SRR PR TN EE R, 65%MZUiH R
FORIN kB @R ey .. ChEEFREREY
APk Bz A5 ) Bt o EE SRR AT AE 2027
AEHEEB AT 8000 4270 L, T i M PN 28 45 R ) 7Y
B B X A R SR LA B Ko R M e B, X
e N SR T S

TH 2 5 B A B ) SR A2 B 2 &
LR 2B, 4E . R 5 1 28 TR R I AR DG AH
B, B R4 (Machin et al., 2018). {5 5 B
(Rebougas et al., 2017)%F; WA S EM:, Wk
/3 (Bucher et al., 2015). frJg2&%(Maehle et al.,
2015). A= KB (Lee et al., 2018)%%; &HtuXinysh

W I ): 2023-11-01

WUARAE, ANEf {7 Tijssen et al., 2017) ., IR (Fenko et al.,
2016)%; LI T ok R E R,
FH L5 (Hagen, 2021), fili % (Yamim et al., 2020)%
(53R W, Chan & Zhang, 2022; Plasek et al., 2020),
AR R TR ARE h Y SR OX — 4B, IR%
XTI 2 5y 174 i R B R RN e Rty SR ) 52
A SRR D SCHR T 4R 5 T B Y A WX T 2 &
JEH1 RN I B 7Y 5 e (U0, De Hooge et al., 2017;
Grewal et al., 2019; Hagen, 2021; Spieclmann et al.,
2024; Suher et al., 2021), KIS, XL KL
R TR B A, BT 23 T RN ULAT
A A ST AR . SIS R, T 1E] A
IRAINAT BRBE (AN T A3 BCBESE ) B . SR, 2L
) 8 56 R AN 7 A A TR 5T I S8 SOk R B, A5 e
R AT 4518 1 B9 48 TR 22 B X HE AN UL IE H (3%)
FAMEAS IE 5 (AN F6) Z B 22 57 o X AP XS LA BE
AN & /AN TE 55 109 A A R 1) 670 TRTB0NE , 17T AN BE
TE 48 71 2 8 U O 8 0 T/ — i A UL A 5 Ik
— X B R AR B Ok 1 T BRI . BT,
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A FE G o 36 I8 (vs. IE B 35 80 XTI 2 3 B ) fgt
R 5 IR PR SR

X 33X — [ ) B A R PR S S R
Mo MWERIS Foleidi, X HoedE i 92 B il s L 2
[) %) 26 S A8 BT 5o 4 T b 2R £ ) 36 I S i R
BN Z BB OC &R . SR BRI, R R TE
7 i 3 RUFN AN 7 TR 2 2SR DU AR T 0 |
J1, AR S WSk SR L, i i B SR Ak
V-6 Ly iR B ARG 5 SRR (H X Fh gk
TE B W) B SR & SR 23407 ARS8 R
Bl APBET I TE R <SE 2B BE, SR T i SR
AT T e 23 B AR 9 3 A0 fl R BT, W R ZRIAH
KM # S R E IR 7
1.1 HEEXNRWERN RS H

BYMEREEEN L EHEY TS AN
FEATUE, WMREEE . MEITR . NN A 55
% (Chan & Zhang, 2022). $A1M, TESZFRIASEH, JH
PEAAEAME LRI X LE W A5 R ala B 3K
5, WMERIERR N Tk 265 8. BHtk, M2 R
MRS Al £ 2R 0 B 0y 4 R A A7 3 00 40 b (] TR [
4%, 2017; Hagen, 2021),

Chan Fl Zhang (2022)¥f i S8 H] £k 243 A Wi
K. BB 4K (sensory cues)FIIAHIZE R (cognitive
cues)o BHARUIGMIEL R, WYL ME
{6, (Huang & Lu, 2015) ., JEIR(Spence, 2012)%; fili3d
LR, WEYIERE (Yamim et al., 2020), i (Li
et al., 2022)5%; LI M BR% 2k & (Raghunathan et al.,
2006)% . INHIZRNAEE Y 1% (Haws et al.,
2017). 5% (Lee et al., 2013)%%5 , i5c L6 S22 01 £
Py At R SRR ) 5 e VR T 2 1Y LS AR A (lay
belief; Deval et al., 2013), 3 % 5 IR RY K
MR 2], NS ER L Z [ IR R, TP
B R R At BRI N 25 B, bedn, ik
PR ALE S . JCES IR AY SR 1 5 38 0 A% T
XS 2R m ks S A R S IR Rk, BT
TERL T “fd =5 5t 0 B (s &, ey,
BRI R AU (Haws et al., 2017), IAN, BF5E
2 VNN B S AU N /235 AN R DS N (2195 -3 Y
wR =R F H WS & (Li et al, 2022
Raghunathan et al., 2006; Ye et al., 2020),

1.2 BYMEBEMNEXHR

% 2% (Aesthetics) — 7] Sk I T & M 15 52 1A
“aisthetikos”, KL “BURM B AT LAY (Chignell
& Costelloe, 2011), A% S22 BB R IR AR |

45— Y SRR 5 (Behrens, 1998), DA K= SCHRER
TIPSR O T 2 1 A PR L I SE PSR AT
AR B S0 (4, Bloch et al., 2003; Hagtvedt &
Patrick, 2008, 2014; Wu et al., 2017), B4 3/ (food
aesthetics) J& 8 & ¥ 3% 1K 49 3£ W 2 & (holistic
aesthetics; Hagen, 2021), G4, @3 . IR,
WAL AR, RS P A W 5 e R A
WERRZ—.

UTAER, ORI Z WS TT 1R O B S 180 T
BB BN AVl S B 5200 31X BERIFSE BT LA S S PR
X, WK FECHH AN YR AT
i 4 A% $E(De Hooge et al., 2017; Grewal et al.,
2019; Loebnitz et al., 2015; Mookerjee et al., 2021;
Reimann et al., 2010; Spielmann et al., 2024; Suher
etal., 2021; Zellner et al., 2011), K5, Xk
B, B SN 1 S5 2R (ARSI AR L A5 it
AL BEE]) | SRS ERFESNEY, &
BN e SR ) SIS S v AR, T [ e A DR H.
BB o 50 25 U O B W S SR o] 52 00 77
B 8% B ) H A g PR 4 B HTRD H) W (Hagen, 2021;
Paakki et al., 2019; Schifferstein et al., 2019; Zellner
etal., 2014), X LEHFFEIRIRE A B T B SE B2 N,
RO 2 A S S ULBRSE i B oAt D Tt B o 431
U, Schifferstein % A (2019)% B, 142 # T4 B
B15) HAF G MOAL R 7K R (A8 (i 2 ) LS (B AR 3
SRR G MR Y AR (A A% (0 B A5 B0 (1Y )
B N ANSERRFIE A 57 . Hagen (2021) 0] Aty i
LKFEMT R, RITEWIL RS H 14 5 800t R ek
FIRIRZNE, 2 BRI B I AR R FR (vs A XEFR) Y
B A SR AR o

A bR SCER [EE AT A, A AR T’
Py 2T B W H W 5w GF R 52 o R, X SERTSE
R IE T G A A BB Z M 122 57, REAT
B LAY ANIL . B B B S A W s B
VERT LG o FESCHR R, T 8 000 e 9 SR i I
I EAE T2, W5 2 a4 I S AR 5 |
J R A e )T U, BT SE ST Y & B S BR
I Z R T H WK ) &N (The “Ugliness
Penalty” Effect), 1fidl3% /8% " 34 (The “Pretty
Premium” Effect). ASHFFEXT LE 51 32 8% (vs. 1E I8
B 9 B S R R, IR B SE
SILETH BB B ONEERE, RIVR 1 ) i e SR e ok
L, 045 BT fiE 28 3K S 1740 (The “Pretty
Penalty” Effect),
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13 BYEXRRIERBRMMNEN: ZRECEHN
F e

WHTETA, DIAEwE s R 5IREEBA0 1, 1E%
FIEI W AEEBOA N EARER (A Hagen, 2021), A<
W, YR IE R i — D PE Tt 2 5 ek
I, T 2% X0 B %) i R R S T 23 A, X2 A
R SR WAL B T 2 O T AR L
PRRAE, W E IR S AR . A CHE, mit
FEOH P HEWT R SR B YR AR . B
BWE .

B, DMEWTIERBL, 7 5 e P Can i AR
AT ) AT LA 30145 1% 8 A G A i A Y
>HHERAE (mental representation), i 152 M 9% & 5
217 N (Aggarwal & McGill, 2012; Fitzsimons et al.,
2008; Nenkov & Scott, 2014), Fitzsimons %5 A (2008)
R RAR AT DL 3l A4 5 T2 i A 1 Y R
RENLC BESRAE, W82 5 2647 R B i,
B S (Apple) 1 fb bR IR (vs. B F IBM i hbs
POL kg T Z B B AAE . A0S A0 O AY.O 3
WES, BEMAEQUENAT 55 Hh R BLE 4 . Nenkov il Scott
(014 7R, F 2B RAFBEM 7 b BT W0E 1 2%
KOG T8 IR (Fun) ALC 3R AE, DT TR S5 227H
erh L N

BT bRy i JEm M S B AH DG Y0 SR
TE BRI K B, TEAM S Sih, AT B EY
[ 7 3 J% 2% 7 B0 S SR A2 (hedonism) Y T o 55
S YIRSz, ] DA SR BRAR AN | g A
% J2 i (Hagtvedt & Patrick, 2008; Page & Herr,
2002; Reimann et al., 2010), FEiE AEERIPLR . 1
PR, I ELAR 22 B X 1 2 35 T SR 1) R e 48 2
T2 i D1 ag JE 4 Z I (Menninghaus et al., 2019;
Wan et al., 2017). &G~ EM, Wi A%
TR %) S 1) 8 TS DR i b 5 2 A DG Y X 35 (Lacey
etal., 2011; Reimann et al., 2010), FIt, & FEEE
Yoz o N R i AR R, B2 50k
AH & )0 P L AE (priming mental representations of
hedonism),

SR, S25R AN faRE 00 PRFAE 5 w2 AH B b 28
1 : BRI EY 2 E N BIUR (b . B, T
RN 5 A ] RS R AE— i (Sela et al.,
2009; Wertenbroch, 1998), Kith, AfTFEAFEA <=
SR=AMERE | ANl RR=TE R H A S i, fd
FEEYCRIT . 2 ) WERSA W] 2 A 80 ek 3T,
TH DR 23 B U2 SR MR Ty, T i B B DU A 1

F#%(Schnurr, 2019), —SEFFAY 45t # A fd
B Y5 PRS2 KRR (AN 22 95 i & ) 4
TR 2R, R, SAEAE Y55) . XEFR
TR — LR A T I S R h I IR SRR 2 1]
ISR, L, AT S, Mok b HA
M EPINIL 235 BH 283 8 T2 R i DR TE,
T 3500 0 5 HEWT 2 & W S g

H1: 5IEH RSP L, T 25 o 58k
W i R SR AR

H2: HI1 AR T SRR B W AN T
TH P T2 IR O BERAE
14 HER=FER"HERE W

WRTArAR, EfE & (lay belief) &8 AR §E
AR A I SO S A 2T Y U F R B . R R
PSVKE S SIS VAR e Sl U e 1l 7
(Deval et al., 2013), AfTi#l # S 7EA [ F Y s M4
(] Sy B b 0 PR alR 5C 5C 2 (Faro et al., 2010).
PO ANTE 24 it 5T, AT 23 24 B D 8oRT s AR
Z I FEAEIEARDG, WAt 2 i 24 dh, BIVE
1, B8 5% (Wang et al., 2010). 7E 5= BRI 24 5 15 BN,
AT 25 (A0 < Dy s =R ] 227 00 09 A5 Al
J W AP 3R (Kramer et al., 2012),

i &2 PN IPONEIRSE 27/ R LI RYESEE RN
[F] A4 B85 & Fb 4 Cho 1 Schwarz (2008)38 7%, A
I ZARAE & 10 77 A i R A R A B B L1
—ME U, BRI EARERTEZARFZIRK
ST A T 588G 5 —FiE & AR, ZAREM
R EARRRBERB Y, TGN 2 ZRKIN
KK MAES% 41, Hung Fl Wyer (2008)7E ) 4540 3k 7]
FERBL, ANAT—TJrmmik A et fa HME R, 5
— 7T AR RS KRS AT EARAE
s T P DT B X T A 7 i 8 T A A R T IR
— A & S I8 S (Deval et al., 2013), E9¢(5
SYE B AT LAAZ B SN 2R 952 . Hung Fl Wyer
(2008) A BIF T rh, TR A ASOR 1 26 38 T b
JFE 25 3R R A T TE R A AR B e
SEAE A KHAR], HEMSE X S PR . AR,
A DL R 8l (priming) 77 28 I M2 AT
B AR A&, DT s e L S 22 4 B 5 H 3R (Cho &
Schwarz, 2008; Wan et al., 2017), 41, Wan & A
(2017) & BRIH %35 B T AEAE <36 R 45 ) B985 72,
PR 7 R B AL AR 7 i B 2 B8 s 4 A1 U 47 1
o YSIZEAR AR ISR B S Bh 2 R, TH O
T IFRFFA B3 5 a2 [ AR 2 g DT T, M
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I FEAR KT 4f- 7 7= b PR 4 o 2% T 0k, ZEARBESE T,
TR A B Wy 55 SRR OGT ft R JER AT ) ASORY  UE T T 9 T
R 1< R=AME I (5 &, 84 N vl
X {5 A 23 1 55 1 W e I SN i R SRR e 1Y) £ T
BN, WERRYL, WEARILE R E A, BN ER
@R Z AR R, ML RE AL
A IS HE IE IS RR I B T IO . fh U,
FATHE A ik

H3: e iR=AM@H 0 B (5 e U1k, Hl
AN 23 35 ) 55 -
15 ByEFEERERRERENSER|YN

pried

T 2% W IR H bR 23 52 e H 2 ) s - 5 30 4%
(Bettman et al., 1998; Dhar & Simonson, 1999), 47§
B R A R AR, 1S CEaEmEaa
25 B AR {d FE (Finkelstein & Fishbach, 2010), 415 Gkt
ZRWBAE BT HIWr Y i e R LR, b AT) 2
050 1] T 38 45 W0 E RN ST A R, gk
(vs.JE R . Wit(vsEse) e . SURMAS 5t
A% (Haws et al., 2017; Van Ooijen et al., 2017; Ye
et al., 2020). TH 235 AR B AR S HAOMRELR
WS AR 2, #EMTEE S T Y B SE(Custers &
Aarts, 2010), 540, Fishbach %% A (2003)& 3, Afi]
FEF BRI 9 T A OC 1 3R] 15 IS 23 T ) 22 5 ik
HEEY. Gao 45 AN(2016) K BL, WA FI{g A KM
Z R BT 2 B 2 B n g B bR, SRR A
AMEREE YRR . AR, SRR
V)2 WO TH 98 O T2 AR B O BRERAE, T T2
IR=AMERE I AR &, TH O il — DS 56
B L 0 SRR Y AR . Rt T 9k
R B ARG S, HXT R SRR Y i R
] 23 A

H4: YR B AR R SN, I 2% 500w S8 (vs.
TE SR B W A e 0 ) 23 B AR
1.6 SKIGHEYE

ASGHEN 3 ASFHFGE, 5 ISR A IR
Wo W5 1A~1C AR EYIG] . AN
KA FHE T Y SRR E R S vs. i 3R IK)
X BB 380, R T S AR AR A TR A A
o WG 2 38 AR =2 R =Nl R 1Y) B0 {7
HE— 2Bk R A HLE] . BFST 3 A Ol AH 2
(incentive compatible) Y S48 3511, i T &) 3%
TN ) Akt R JR SR 1) 52 i) AT T O R 7 B B e R
AT M 75 TH BT DLV (downstream consequence).

2 WSE 1A WIAG I T2 500 e TR
BRAB Y T2

5T 1A B B R0 50 B W DU i Fe Jek
14 20N A B SRR AE Y A 8500 o FRATTHE FHARAR /N
HREAE A S FE A, [ HERR T — R 50 a] e nd &
AR, LG I ARBN . FLSERA . SERR . IAE . BT
i FE i 55 (Hagen, 2021; Mookerjee et al., 2021),

21 FHixkfgiE

AR SIZH 2R FH B R A R T (IE 22088 vs. i)
FI) o, ATHEHE T ICHAL (QE H S FAE A4 AL
(1 S T8 1) AR /IS R AE Sy 5 560 SR 38 (D, T 8%
Bf s 1)o

FATAE Prolific [ ¥l 10355 T 200 44 K [HHL
(38% A, M 4 = 41.88 %), HIAE B —BX
TN A A, SREYLE R —1EAIE
SR IR R R BN /INEDRE,  JTX /N AR ) it R R B
HATVEMY: ARSI R i /N R A 45
B RMERNE? L AR E R N R SR E AN
fare > fRuEARE R NERSR BRI R IR E
Yo (s gmtth)” . <ARaats B R i g/ NEAE R B L
AR (Lmgmis)” (7 SmER, a=0.71; Hagen,
2021), £ B2k, Bk 158 = AN 52 AR IR AE 0 I 331 -
“B R N REAE 2 KRR FE B URAE B S A
Kyiig? 2. B R R/ NERETE 2 KFREE FikR
MEZRARMIWE? . B R i/ NEREfEZ K
BT iR R SYURA SRR 2 (7 SRR,
o = 0.79; Nenkov & Scott, 2014),

VERRBARPES RS, RATIEM G T [ SRR B (IR
oA B R NEARE 2 KRR B KRR
MOy 7). SRR (ORI R P R/ NERE R
LERAZES? 7). FURERE (IR TR/
HACA 24z ) BRI A (ORI 7 R/
WAEA 2517 7). B L CURue 1S 8 R i /N RS
TEZ KPR IR B 27),

YE RS, FRATE N & T 8B &Y
FIEAREE Rt A v i/ NERE SN L ey 2 >
AR As B R B/ NEAESMIE RGN 7L IR
AT R TR /NS AN B AT 2R 7 (7 M
2%, a=0.97; Schnurr, 2019),

22 #H#R

(D)FERG K 56

VR - I E L WO =E =Y VAN ¢ - TOLA N
SLPEA 3 v T IR SR/ NVEERE(M e = 5.85,
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SD =1.14 vs. M 2 =4.07, SD = 1.57), F(1, 198) =
84.45, p<0.001, 0> = 0.30, ZEEIRMPAERL,

(2)fg FE I

D7 225 A R B, R S ma iR /R
KR e RN o IA Sy g SR N R At R R
KT 1EH IR NEREM e = 2.19, SD = 0.75 vs.
M e = 2.46, SD = 0.96), F(1, 198) =4.93, p=0.027,
n>=0.02, H1 53 5K3E,

Q)R R A TEH

T 25T A R R, = SRR A BT 22 b
AR 21 5 T IR SEAYTAITE (M s = 5.99, SD = 0.96 vs.
M s = 5.58, SD = 1.12), F(1, 198) = 8.04, p = 0.005,
n’ = 0.04, /-4 Hr(PROCESS Model 4; 5, 000
samples; HZFEmi%: 0= IEH R, 1 = EHEFK
5N, SRR 58 4 R A 35 BRG] il B SRR A R0
B (indirect effect = —0.0668, SE = 0.0352, 95% CI =
[-0.1460, —0.0095]) . HAKIF, S5IEH S8R/
HAEAALL, SRy /MRS E RO A T 2 R
FEMBAE(B = 0.42, t = 2.83, p = 0.005), FEifij[%
X IV AL P f B JHN(B = —0.16, t = —2.78, p =
0.006) 4 il [A] 422 35017 i 56 J% %o fi e B 1 /) B 4223%0
N ZF AN i 2 (direct effect = —0.2022, SE = 0.1215,
95% CI = [-0.4419, 0.0374]), K, H2 15337+,

(4) HAth 2 5
T 22 a R o, RS /INERE Y 3 AR

L HSCRRRE . RURFRRE . BYDURREE | ORTEERE AU

K&

WA AR 55, SEROS/INEARRY 1 AR IR
BB ERE(M sre =2.81,SD =1.40 vs. M spru =
2.99, SD = 1.47, F(1, 198) = 0.77, p = 0.381), Xl &
SCIRANE A (M e = 4.83, SD = 1.60 vs.
M e = 4.75, SD = 1.46, F(1, 198) = 0.15, p =
0.698), XFMRIE . Mg . ik B2 WA i 2800 .
B, el on 15 i S8 VKR LU B i 6 BN
FEEMERM e = 579, SD = 1.19 vs. M s =
5.28, SD = 1.47, F(1, 198) = 7.28, p= 0.008, n* = 0.04),
MM e = 3.60, SD = 1.39 vs. M sgpaee = 2.73,
SD = 1.24, F(1, 198) = 22.13, p < 0.001, n* = 0.10),
I HHHEEM e = 5.33, D = 1.39 vs. M sgraese =
4.68, SD = 1.46, F(1, 198) = 10.35, p = 0.002, > =
0.05) K2 SRIRAR . WRIE SR . IAR IR | BT Je%
FWE ML TR 78T (PROCESS Model 4; 5, 000
samples), 45H R, HA T ARBAEAE 36 8O0 fdt Bl
TR 2 e RS 3] X 2 1 AR (indirect effect =
—0.0826, SE = 0.0396, 95% CI = [-0.1742, —0.0180]),
TEANZE R ILIE 1,

WFFE LA W I UE T 55 8 B0t fidt B 86N 1 171 T
S, JF B R T 2R AR b A EA . ()
B, FRATAHERR T — RII AT RE AU RS, 46X
W SR BN . BRIE ST . AR IR
FUHTEE BE IR . SR, M AAAE— R AT e, HD e
JEARRE AL AR AL AT BB AT 75T 2% 24 IR b T ) ANt
JHRE B3 (5 1) 7 A O Ay i b IE R 2 SRR AR I T 2

Indirect effect: [—0.1742, —0.0180]

EIRERAE

RYIER

Total effect: [-0.5080, —0.0302]

Direct effect: [-0.4914, 0.0165]

Indirect effect: [-0.0622, 0.0641]

BRIERRA

Indirect effect: [-0.0956, 0.10

Prig i

Indirect effect:
[-0.0182, 0.1358]

it BB

B 1 AW 1A)
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PR 5 SO R SN B /R o R T R B — 1] AR A
RfgRe, TATHEAT T —DMsr 50, R —F & L
B T 50 AP PR ARE E AWl B ATV
P (R BE A X SIS W, TRy B
K27 HRWEAFIX P/ NEAE Ol iy &, R
SERCER? 7, 7 miaR, BEBORAER m SRRy
A, 4 UEPIE T2 r=0.85), Z5 R Bon, #Ek
JEH IE 55 AR R i il 4y £ B 3 22 1 o SR R
EAE F AW (M = 3.30, SD = 1.75; S5(H 4
I, t=-2.82, p=0.007). HIk, AT, MK
R B AN I B A0 403 SRR O AN 2 S 3R ATT i U
ZEAGN I D PR T A

3 W5 1B EIRFEARMEEY T ER
R

5T 1A B SIS (RS A B2 A B
MR IE M, W RE S N sm ki) S SR B AR, SRk Xt
YDA BN i R B F AR O T A R R F
FER IR e MR v, S 1B R AR S
PR 55 B W) 280 (18 3k ) ok B 5 iU . A,
WFGE LA iR B AT %) I o AR 7S B 1) R A
i EE R % FL RGN, AT 1B USRI i —
A % i R TS O A 6 R
31 FHEFTIE

AR S 56 SR FH B DR 2R kA ) 18 T (I 388K vs.
o IR . FRATE R T IRIIE (AE 8 3 J8%) ) i 25 T
AR (T 380880 1 18 Sk AR Sy S 50 U (D0 I 8% e
F2).

FATAE Credamo Myl FFIZET 200 24 8k
Q4% FYE, M e = 30.11 %), B E B/ RN —BE
TN AT EAA, SRIGHEILE 2 — B4 E
R LR Sk, X Sk i B R L RN
EIRBARHEA TIPS o Al FRBN AL AE 4 T PR
R HE R R8RSR i B AR L IR
BE R gk A 2 EERE SRR 7. R
AT A Sk S 2 DR @R R U (R
) | AR BEAT R A1 Sk BE A5 1R R (IR &
) —FB4r7 7 (7 K, a=0.87; Schnurr, 2019), =
SRIAH (0= 0.94) I 2 [RIFFE 1AL LAk, FRATIA M
TR AN (7] S B Sk i 0 TR BE (/R A5 1
rh g S A AR EE A Rr e )R AR (AR e A TR
RS E B 2z ), Db HERR T
e REVE R . Bedm, B T AN SE B (0 =
0.92), M [AIAF5E 1A,

% 4R %57 %
3.2 #£R
() FRAE 5

T 22 A a B ow, AL W A LAY
TN A BEE S B v w25 848 3k 1 AL TE A
T IR AR L (M e = 5.74, SD = 1.16 vs.
M 2w = 5.08, SD = 1.36), F(1, 198) = 13.76, p <
0.001,n%=0.07. iEHASERERINA L.

(2) i B I

J5 225 s R o, S8 IRk I 3 R ) k) 18
Sk A il R IR AT o eI Ay R S I Sk T i R AR
KT IEH IR IE S (M s = 4.56, SD = 1.28 vs.
M s = 4.96, SD = 1.23), F(1, 198) = 5.16, p = 0.024,
n’=0.03. HI FHXRMERNEIE,

Q) RBA M A EH

Tr 225 Hr s R o, o 9688 Sk i gl T 2 b
AR R 5 IR K AYTAITE(M e = 5.15, D = 1.16 vs.
M e = 4.07, SD = 1.38), F(1, 198) = 35.85, p < 0.001,
n’=0.15, PISERAyAZE(EZARmG: 0= W
IR, 1 = @3RN, @R R RS, S RERAR
g AR B FR A 2B (PROCESS Model 4; based
on 5, 000 samples)Z5 7, FARBAR 232
JROUT it B S N B R4 7 (indiirect effect = —0.5821, SE =
0.1145, 95% CI = [-0.8200, —0.3670]). HA&EL,
fe R (vs B 7 RO Lk A TR 5
SRAH IR (B = 1.08, t = 5.99, p < 0.001), HEfi
R AR X 18 Sk AR BRI (B = —0.54, t = —9.21, p <
0.001) F2 il (] B2 250 i 96 BT fil e Ja R 7y B 25K
R AR FS N i 2 (direct effect = 0.1796, SE = 0.1614,
95% CI = [—0.1388, 0.4979]), H2 FIKIG3 L+,

(4)HoAth A% £

DA TR R R R I AR SR A A A PR A
FIBAE N AR R AT 2250 . SRR g
Sk e 36 R 18 Sk b E R 92 BB Sk E AT T 2 1
T(M szme =4.90, SD=1.47 vs. M sy = 3.50, SD =
1.78), F(1, 198) = 36.75, p < 0.001, n* = 0.16; )&
Ko 18 Sk BRI AR M 2% T 2 (M e = 5.25, SD =
1.30 vs. M sy = 4.92, SD = 1.50), F(1, 198) = 2.78,
p=0.097, 1> =0.01,

DASEICR [ AR o, il BRI Ry R AR e, SRR
RO A AR B, TR R T BRI Ry A7
4t 4> HF (PROCESS Model 4, based on 5, 000
samples). Z5HEn, HAZREE TP AEH L
2 (indirect effect = —0.4012, SE = 0.1342, 95% CI =
[-0.7157, —0.18517), il T % B J& %1 (95% CI =
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[—0.3172, 0.1439])F1 T KJERAI(95% CI = [-0.0191,
0.2755 M M EHEIAR B3

5% 1B R FE Y (18 k)& 2 5k 1 38k
Xl it BR SRR R, DA B 2 SRR AR AE L rp ) AR
o BFFEEE AR, w5 SRR I & W fat B IR ) 3%
o] AN AE S SRR 5 1) B W TR AR AE (BERE), TR IR
PEEARI & (18 k) R FEAFTE

4 W5 1C: L KIRE YRR
e B B K B RN

W 1ICH A HM . H—, BF5T 1A 1B T
e B SEES S Y o T &, WF9E 1C R
REY(FE) NS HEMI AN, 5, WK 1A
1B ¥ ik O B Y AL G R R AR SR K,
SR B ) 2 BRI FEAEEk .  R A H At 2 B 7 =0,
WF5E 1C @ &Y 3 (F AT R B30 B %
B, S RIS R B R AL 28 =, i
YE R R 200 T 0 KSR B WIAE R S 50 H 3, WFoe
1C E— 2D HEBR B W 98 8% PT RE AT 2k 19 18040 78 Jin g A
E5,

4.1 @I

AT B AE K 50 B % = SRS IR R SRR
FEU) 00 43 B AT LR JER R A 3 R 22
5t FATHE Credamo FFHZE T 50 A9 (24% 55 1,
M s =32.00 %), #3a [R5 0 S5 B 5 TF B S8 IR
M FEY 128, RIGTE 7 25 WU & 3 (bipolar
scale) P XTPIFME LA T/ A0 LU . A i AL
PIANYERE . A AEY)F kw3 R AR NI
“URBEAFIX A BT Rk, WA R 7 R
XA Y] k], Aok 7 r =
R AR BN (3 AT, f/R5E 53X 1 3K
-\ B A ED A, AR 7 AR
A E] Y R, WA AR
ot E EEEY R, WA EE? 0=
Ab, FRATT I T BT (VR DA X KA A )
Jrntw], BREREESER? ), ARG (ORI I
kR E R E DR, R A R Sk U T R
SRINFFFETRL? )0 16 7 SRR R I, 1 AREIEH
FRM IR, 7 REERBIER, 4 RBREA

W,

=
P2

<
=

I

I
o
H

5

" — IR SERTI (N = SO)aE— A5 I i T Ak v o S 6 o
Ak e ) 14 £ R BN 25 5 CURBEAR B A i AR AL D) e wD o
i F R RN R 7 ™), 45K, BRI IE B S
FE BB AL B B R R A 22 R (M = 3.86, SD =
1.25, t(49) = -0.80, p = 0.431; {4 #Lb).

Z  FIrf RMA 4 FH LLEC I AR AR R B 45 R R, Bk
TR A TE B % IR 5y 56 R B PR A 2 [] Y B AR A7y
ERARELEREM=3.95, D = 1.32, t(49) =—0.27,
p = 0.790), IE& AL BIEENHFEY F
HNAREZERM=427,D=1.74,1(49)=1.11, p=
0.273), FiFHRIEM =4.02, SD = 1.20, t(49) = 0.12,
p = 0.907)F FH 1) B 43t 35 A 8 3 22 5 (M = 3.70,
SD = 1.27, t(49) = —1.68, p=0.100).,

42 FHiEfdE

AR SZ 56 R FH B R R ] T (IE 7 SRR vs. i
HIB) o, FEIEH KR h, FEY F 35T HES et
CIN S =E S 24 L S D o A A 0 2 N
IR 25 B R 5% 3)

FATAE Credamo WUl FFIZET 200 2 #%ik
(29%FH M, M 26 = 30.49 %), #IELEH —B
KT RPN AN ENHE, RIGHILE R — 1 H
A IEH SR R AR D ok a], IRy
FMEE AR B | SEARIKAE . AR IS IR AT VR . (8
JHE B A I S WF 5T 1B MRl (o = 0.77) FAREE
(0 =0.96) MUK (o = 0.89) A 55T 1A
F1 1B A H -

43 R

(DFR DK 56

T AT EE SR, L Bl B AW A
WAy 2 22 5 o 0T 28 B A U0 ik W] Y AR
W TIEH RIRF AT A(M e = 5.78,
SD =0.86 vs. M 20 = 4.63, SD = 1.36), F(1, 198) =
50.37, p<0.001, 1> =0.20, F B LRI %L

()i BRI

7225 T ai R R, SRR S e o )
) ft BREJER AT o eI\ Sy e SR A AR ik ] A gkt B
M T IER RN FET A HFE(M e = 5.20,
SD =0.92 vs. M spx0e = 5.47, SD = 0.80), F(1, 198) =
471, p=0.031, n* = 0.02, & T HjE P
g

Q) ERBME M H A EH

T 25T R R, S A AL V) ok w]
I Z AR ) 5 AR CTRITE (M e = 4.05,
SD =1.43 vs. M 2 = 3.35, SD = 1.37), F(1, 198) =
12.56, p < 0.001, n* = 0.06, H4+/+#r(PROCESS
Model 4, based on 5, 000 samples; [ 28 & 4ifi%: 0 =
IEHERK, 1 = @mERSR DR, R
A 3 SOt B R ARV (indirect effect = —0.1316,
SE =0.0532, 95% CI = [—0.2486, —0.0427]), HAk¥
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Vb, R (vs IEH SR ikl R T
£ S5 IRMEIFEEB = 0.70, t = 3.54, p < 0.001),
T FRARH I B W A A (B = —0.19, t = —4.48,
P < 0.001) ¥ il (A1 FE RN I 3 %ok ft B JER A1 11 422
BN AT I 3 (direct effect = —0.1334, SE = 0.1203,
95% CI = [-0.3706, 0.1039]).,

ST 1A~1C 53 AEAS R B 2800 (2 SR 1 5 vs.
i MTEY vs. RIREY)) . KRR EREA I
T RGP vs 1278038 JFHERR 2 DB AU R (A
SRCOES. HIMR. A% HTEE . By EEE . B
TE)ERE AR TIRATBISMH B SIEH LKA
PAHLL, &SRB Yk 2 AR T 2 S Rk
R DT B AT X 4 A A BRE D4R o

5 7@?5%2 10 o AR B SR =N
oA I — AR IR ML

5T 2 (Y B By S PR g R R Y AR
(process moderator) U728 1 2% 3 i < AR =AM B
A A — 2L B E S SR AR TR VR o AR PETRAT]
MERE R, TH 3 Z T LA R i R R B YA e,
SR PR Dy e G BT TS SRR ORI IAR, TN T
%%T?%ﬂifﬁﬁfﬁﬁﬁﬁf,lﬂ N
S RGE, g AR, R, FRATTI,
MR AN Z R B S A VI, 1 SR
At R R 1% 67 T 0007 4 4 1 553
51 ZFHiEfidiE

ARSEHRI 2 (B3I SRR vs. IEH IR x
2 (ELEAm& Wl vs MIWr A pakim it 34
TEICAI Iy 538 R (IF 38180 ML TE (155 35 B 1
OFTAE Sy S50 B (UL X 48 R B 57 3) o

FATTFE Prolific Mul FHIZET 220 24 36 H Bk
1% B, M 4 =39.45 ). HETRANII IR S5
FRZ B B A5 A TR . FEVIral, Bl e
T — D REAE S . PIENA N — BT, R T
I AR T 2 o R B G T R, i AR 7 R I
N P E TR, TERER RS R B Y b i T
SRR SRR RE, g AR T . IRERALEE, T SR A
UE AT DI BN o B S ik B S JE o AT
agh. e T, BE /RN E . ZERI
IFEES# Wan 25 A (2017), 3L RRATE 6. 28
G, PR LA 21— 38 BE R 58 B
TE R, IFX IR T i 4 BREFR B N A WL 56 B AT 1
Hro DU U [T 1A

I W57 %
52 #£R
(DHFERINE 56

T2 Hr g R oR, S5 R YT BT AN
W R, R A R 5 BT W AN L I
DT HEINSEM(M e = 4.16, SD = 1.51 vs.
M e = 2.76, SD = 1.47), F(1, 218) = 48.18, p < 0.001,
> =0.18,

(2)f I

DAf BB O IR AR AT 2 (B Rk 3k
T vs BRI x 2 (A G YIWr vs 80 AY
220 . B NR, B I8 O R R Y S
AEE, F(1,216) = 0.42, p= 0.519; ELoefS A%
BN ERON A B, F(1, 216) =228, p=0.133, &
Py 5 IR LB AR A R gkt S R N 1) 28 EL AR
F(1,216) = 8.43, p=0.004, n> = 0.04, JF— Ay fij B
RNVAG S 2B, FEF gL, Bl v S5 BT ik
RN BT IEH 2T (M e = 3.49, D =
1.02 vs. M e = 3.99, SD = 1.10), F(1, 216) = 6.72,
p=0.010,1>=0.03, ZEVIWTLA P, Bt 38 oA
IEH RGP T MR IERAE A ZFM s = 4011,
SD =0.94 vs. M 26 = 3.80, SD = 1.10), F(1, 216) =

2.39,p=0.123 (JLIE 2), Ik, H3 53] %5,
TF o %2R
O B3Rk
6 -
St 3.99 4.11
4b —F— 349 3'7550 +
F T
3 L
2+
1
Ea bzl YL

P2 S5 O {d R IR B9 52

6 M5E 3. MR Hin S Byt

ST 3 1 E AR A 0 9 21 25 % v SR SR Wy ke B
AT BB R AT g R . FRATIOI, 78 23 1Y
fHE R H AR IS Z IS, A AR v S8 W 4 D &
PEPR SR 32 pR T e S B o fi i SR R iy ke
) G TR SN BT S B WFST 3 SR B AR A Bk
Bl A S A
6.1 FHiEFTE

ARSZE R 2 BT (R HbR: JE3) vs
) o FRATHEICT PSR SM BT AN 7] 1) B SRR
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KR IGE 262 45 B 7 0 ) S RO I 9% A it R TR R 14 52 ) 891

KE 7= SR A SRR I 95 Ok 3 1) [R5
TF, SRR AEIRIE BT (I D9 25 R o 5% 4)

FATFE Credamo ¥HZET 100 4K (45% 5
P, Mz = 30.46 %), BlHLS B 5E HAR)E s F
EEHld . FEER B Ar i shdl b, #alas et B
(A2 T ff AT AT BEAN T 45 o Bl A AT T 21 A D8
G B o R0/ 5 o R i 1 N & 7 B R
AN <R BEAFZEARW SN IR IR
AR G (FE 7 SR R FOR R H ).
e R4, YA e sT B B2 T TR
PN IR, SRIGES] 5 SRR IEF, IR IR
R HEAT VA o PP 1) S AR E AR s sh A AR . i
PR TT 5% Gao 25 A\(2016).

M A s BRI, FRAT R R &
W, IR R, FRATEAIE 10% 00 4 2% — 3K
FETERE S & o TR 30 26K O A A A 2 HE 40 5 4 A T
HARR T [F]— S (L5 7)o il [m] i 7 3] ey 56k
FIVIE 5 2 80 WO 3CRE AR RS, JF B A1 AR 2y —
Ao A, BHATE 7 55 XU & R (bipolar scale) I X
A RCRE AR B 2 B ARG R AT X EE AR X
PURAEAE RS, Wb —a S s 7~ B — A i
HE? 7 (r = 0.89), PAKEEAERER SN SE R “HRbE
FRIXPIFEEALRE, B —3 A SR 7 7 7 B
R, 1 RRIEH BEEEIERE, 7 R m LB
ke, 4 RREPIREARZ AL, AR & T gl xf
FEAERE 11 WA 198 0300 - AR o A5 5K R A B A, TR — 2k
Ttz o fa iRt N 02 80HE B

FIEEHE, RTOF G R R B hE R R Ty
3, BIIRATA AR O EAERE = &, BPEJS S BEAL
T 10% 0499 108 36 55 5L A8 A% A0 4 A (7] 4 0 1Y
B AR TN
6.2 #£R

(DL R

W 6 BRPE A FNEU(E 4 A LA ) PAREAR ¢ K6 25
AR, PR AR5 5 8 A AR RS T NGB (M =
6.61, SD =0.91), t(99) = 28.72, p< 0.001, Li{dHEH
Bl A AR &, G SEIRITAN (7 22 /0 AT 4 R o, fik
JE b 14 45 G AS 52 i k36T VO e A A 9 B 1K) F
Hr(M asens = 6.64, SD = 1.03 vs. M 455 = 6.58, SD =
0.79), F(1, 98) = 0.11, p= 0.743,

Q) BV

RO R A R woR, EEE H bR A sl 5 &3k
P BT (o = 5.26, p = 0.022), 1E%
il 2, ROf R HARBA G shit, Brf 9i4(100%,

50 N)IEHE T SRR EEAEAE . AR HARE shdl
H1, 90% (45 N)BEEE T = SR EAEALRE, 10% (5 N)it
T IE R SRS . RIS Shfd B H AR 2 AT 9%
T 2 BB (vs. IE 7 FRE W) e B ] . A
I, H4 158 3 HF

(3)fE 2

ARSI, B AE PR A Z (] 47X LT
B, 1 ARFRTE ] T\ IE 5 SE A AL AR Y B i
ATy, 7 AR T A R = SR A A A Y
PR AR T o PR A I S T 5 S 1) G
Jo, BUE B R IA A T 55 B AR A T fin gt
R, B R i AR R Bl i I Ry 1R 38 TR AR A ik
B DAMERERE B ARl 1 AR G, e R R R AR
2O R WoR, SEHAMLL, B BirE
B X R S S (vs. TE B 55 J8%) R A ORE A £ R J% Rk
FRRAR(M s = 3.32, SD = 1.84 vs. M gy = 4.13,
SD = 1.55), F(1, 98) = 5.66, p=0.019, 0> = 0.06,
— A 43 BT (PROCESS Model 4, based on 5, 000
samples; 78 gmf5%. 0= FEHld, 1 = @5 0
S EE R R, fd AR BBk
W] (4 R A 35007 48 2 (indirect effect = 0.5537, SE =
1.6506, 95% CI = [0.0653, 1.8868])

(4 HAh A

a4 AHEEAYERAEAS t KRS0 gs R R, B
TR AR B 5 1 S8 SRR AR R LU K R S SR AR RS B
UZ(M = 5.90, SD = 1.32), t(99) = 14.37, p< 0.001,
DI R H AR Ry AR 5, X R RN Y 7 22 73 B 4 SR
R, fERE H AR 25 S 5 R0 A AERE R
HIEIIM gy = 5.80, SD = 1.57 vs. M s = 6.00,
SD = 1.03), F(1, 98) = 0.57, p=0.452,

9T 3 KB, FIBA I shigt e B bs i i 2% 34 40
Lb, FEA B H AR 075 2% 3 X6 5 SR B W (vs. B H
TR W) 0 R B A e U, B H AR
KT 9 35 %0 e 36 5 1E 8 S B ) 2 Ta) g {t S
I 22 5 o X — it BN 25 S A — 20 S M Y B A )
BV G EEBAT R . BeAh, FATE S —Ih Sy )5
Dk — 2P K 55 T 56 B2 75 52 M 2% 3 T B W i i
AT . FER—F 5 Li#iE T 50 & gt Wi
AERE B 03 1 FEA T VPN (CHRVEAS X P K EEAE AL, WRAS
Pyt R ORI WA B AL R i, RS
SEHCER? 7, 7 MR, BUEBRAUER S KBy
MR, 4 [CERPIE 25, r=0.83), LAk, BATEIE
BT T WAL RS8N R RN (PR e 753X
W AERE R RN, WS RSP R? 7 sk, B
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L

57 %

B RAR S EBEAT K, 4 RERELESR).
iR, WOaE I L B AR i i 2
T E S BEERERI A (M = 3.00, SD = 1.44; S5P(l
4 M, t=—4.91, p < 0.001); MM REEFERE B~
T 2 FM = 4.02, SD = 1.19; 5914 4
I, t=0.12, p=0.906), £t I, TN, FEAR
(1445 R RO ST IR 25 5 01 AN J2 5 3R AT BT W 22 A%
Jof 1) JEE LRI TE

7 R4S 5HE

71 WREE

ARV T 6 1 35 I8 Anfu] 52 i 35 2% 35 0 &
Yy f RO NS e kR, JF HB S T S IREK
TR R AVER Bt 5 AL R, B (vs.
IEH RO 55 RA AR, Xl T %%
B R=AME R B B 5 A, F S BRI
1o SR W W FR B RN, M SR T R AR S A
SR Z 1) B9 BT A o AR B, 1 SR B R Jak
ST A0 TS T OB S5 . BRAR, YU B A R
KB E AR, X iR 5B W 0 AN R R 2 AR A T
BN 5 S BB W 1 D 2 AT
7.2 EibTEk

S — AT R I — 2P AN ST T A OGS
Bl 35 0T 1y ik B S 55 ) W %) T R A ) A DG ST
MR o DATEAIESE AN R A7 BE R T 52 e 3 2% 35 X
Wy ft BRI K (258 ) Chan & Zhang, 2022;
Plasek et al., 2020), AR BET UL R EYE
X —YEFE, PRIT T % 35 1 0 i At e SR R R i
PEIRISZ I, HE— DR R i SUs w5

55 AT S 3 4 s TE AR R AEURN = SR =N
B0 A TE B W 56 I R JEk R =2 () R 1 R A
Blil, #E—24h R T B s TR S A T e
FEVEAL rh 2 i L . B SCERIE R T 5 B Rk
JRHM DG — RN H A5 &, nest=fdpe” ., =
fRFE"4% (Haws et al., 2017; Li et al., 2022), %} F
EIRFUNMERR A OCER, BORA — S o S R T
PO Z (] B AE S, A AT 2 87 b Lk s AT
#%(Nenkov & Scott, 2014), HIZHEYIE N
i B (Raghunathan et al., 2006), {H i A&H U5 H
FEEIE AR SN R 2 ] A AR . AR 9 L 3 Uk
CEEIR=ANE B B AR S AE ) 3 BN TN B Ak
R SRR Z A TR AR, BE T AW
{5 &HE T F D RIPEAL A g VR AL RS2 0

AT B KB — L F 5 T KREY RN

ul 5 M 2% 2 IR 5 R SR o 78 7 it 58 2R 4
IR 5E K 22 3R F 7E 32 I8 FRAR G i) _L- (Septianto
et al., 2020; Sundar et al., 2020), £ ¥4 35k f) — LLIF
G A [A) R SRR Tl 98 M 1 W S (Hagen, 2021;
Mookerjee et al., 2021; Reimann et al., 2010), #X1fi,
TRITIX LA 50 B W) R B E A LRI, %
SCHR A8 75 1Y SE PR BT 22 2 < H O A% 53] 20 (The
“Ugliness Penalty” Effect), 1MiidEE F& X FAY«“3E
B MRV (The “Pretty Premium” Effect), [K Al
TR Z 5 L AR AN 56/ Bk e 5 1E H AP . 356 T Ui,
BT LB YRR AU DI, QB e 7R 1
B < 96 SR AL AT] &0 (The “Pretty  Penalty”
Effect) O BEALH], M= & M58 T &Y 358k
B A DG SCHR, X B i 4 T b A B ) 55 B ANl 52
M/ 2% 4 0 I T S5 A7 o e s B B e 2
7.3 ELEREX

A&7, K. AR A, SEYH
FIBa m By e, T B S AR S ORIRAR, Il
CIE IR =Nl B Y AR R e R £ 4 1 £ R R R
5P, X — R IR T AT A R SRR DG A A
b BA EEE e 3 B SO SEBRS R o

B, BEaE AT E A RTERTEY
HMWLBST N > 25 7 1 S5 2% 55 O 4 il RIS =2 1]
WA . — 7 1L, 3TN A P ff S RE A e 5 | T
e o A0S —Jr i, BA R R ESMIL B Yd v]
RES T RN 8 ME SRIAE, X AR AR AR AT 5 v A
. RN . RO AR R RE—
I, FRMBOT AT EEG B« SE b,
TEAMLBE T 26 27 55 it R SR R =2 ) 4 38— AP oo

5B, FIZKAT LU 5 A I R I 55 AR 5N
TR Z (0] Y v 5 7, 38 B 4 ) e S IS UL
I 2 5 f R BN OR BRSO R
e, RIR BB T WAL 3k = 2R SR IFHE B
AHHER, TR AT DU A7 A 3L . i an < IS TR SRR,
P AR R, XFER T A IBEAUR T B 3Lk
R IRYE, 5 S P F R B B Y @R A
[FIRE, —SLR i A AE A EARTE T il Ik
THESE AR, TEAIEAN IS 1 [a) B ik 2D 1 A fidt
SR A SR

5=, B EARYE AN R 0 77 b 8 AL A 43T 5
FEAE X AU S SR THHEA AU D3R o X T4 XHE K
129 A SR AN A TR R ek DA (295 S Rt AT =N
BUEAG) 7 hBET ak BE S IR Gt R R A7 AT g Ok 1Y
TSR, B A S SR T AN IR 208 36 1Y — e i it



% 5

KR IGE 262 45 B 7 0 ) S RO I 9% A it R TR R 14 52 ) 893

DA M 7 i 1) f B s 2 o 81 an i 2R 4> 22 T 4 . KIND
RS R EY), SN F R H 5 6 SR R A
(RIS
74 WMRBRERRKEERE

JE ARG A Z RN R YIS [R] 5 8k
A HR 7 X e B v S JEOGT 1 ) Akt R JR R 1Y) 71 T 2K
ARz M AEAE, B R HAR B SRR ]
DLt — 2 R RN W] B AFAE 19 S5 0 R B 4%
o B, BARIRATMSEIEM S P RER A TN T &
i, WoRA T RRE N, (HAF5R 1C TFEY R
FFAEREIEARN ERRINIE S . K, RARES
T B i 22 ) S f 40 35 DX T R R AR i —
RGN AR o AR T g U 2R IR 11 3%
RS GE L, AR BESE AT DL 1 ZE B A R L
(I L 3e 27 vs R L) LI i o iy 32
(classical aesthetics)Xf T3 iy & L HE A s I AR Hh
WL A RTFR . S A A . BRI L) R A R A
(Paul, 1994), T 3= X 35 2% (expressive aesthetics)/l]
AR I 30 3 20 R G 0 1 TR 3k RN S LA 0>k A
A, A sE A & AR A (Lavie & Noam,
2004), RARFG i FARZ AR T, PRI
FT LSS S, i T T &k L TR
ARSI, MR T 3T L a0, Bk
TOMAT & RS20 E Lo 38X RN X 3 AN [ 2
JE 1 5 BT DR AR B 5 0 TR B S TP S e 2
AR FAEAR R ST 7 1)

HWR, ARWFFE R = SR 5 1w S8 B g
BB SZ A, 48 7% 185 98 JBOxT fit BB A >k 1) 1

oM o 255 DA SCHR S TS B S 1 R SR
XA A S8 BRI AR B A R B Y 26 18, Rl
AT LA FRAE DN £ ) 56 I 5 i e J2% RN =2 8] P BB A7 T
—ME U BOC R, Riad SE skt HAR S S 20N 7
HIRAIE YA AR, RS 55 AT RE 2 dm il B A .
SR, 72 AR A S i) U BURLN (0 BRATL
il AT RE SR AR AN A . 9140, Hagen (2021)A9HF5E
& AN 56 B B Y AR I 2R A RN | AR, IR
S FOAEE R T AT A B AT R I e S I B
A3 9 35 R S 2 IR A, R T SR=A i e
() B8 {5 A A e SE R W T AN i . 3X
PR AL Z A 2] OC &R, W oh R e &, (HAS R
KR — PR ER

e, ARG LGB ER IR TTE 9 3 X 211
B S UnAny 52 31 85 52 5% 5% (9 %20 (Cox, D & Cox, A. D
2002), BRORER 2 1Y 7E L F B RAE S LT OT 5 K

JR 7S 58 56 T IR B Wy I LA 7519 3% 385 1 % R R
TERE o 2RI il i Aol o i 25 Y v SRS s, T
B S A I (R T BER 2 4 5 o B X A
B E AP, A SIS T Bl A i B B R 2 )
G A T e A A M AR AL

2 £ X #
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Abstract

In recent years, the impact of food aesthetics on consumer perceptions and preferences has garnered
significant attention. Previous studies have largely demonstrated a “what is beautiful is good” effect, revealing
that consumers favor foods with visually appealing features (e.g., symmetry, uniformity) while devaluing those
with aesthetic flaws (e.g., deformities, blemishes). However, does beauty necessarily equate to healthiness? This
research explores how high (versus normal) aesthetic appeal in food influences consumer perceptions,
particularly regarding food healthiness. We propose that highly aesthetic foods evoke associations with
hedonism and indulgence. Since indulgent foods are often perceived as unhealthy, consumers may view highly
aesthetic foods as less healthy compared to those with standard appearances.

Five studies were conducted to test these hypotheses. Studies 1A, 1B, and 1C (each N = 200) employed a
one-way between-subjects design (food appearance: highly aesthetic vs. normal) across various food types
(cupcake, steamed bun, banana toast). These studies examined the main effect of food appearance on healthiness
perception, the mediating role of hedonism, and ruled out alternative explanations such as taste, price, freshness,
and food processing. Study 2 (N = 220, cookie) utilized a moderation approach to further investigate the role of
the hedonism-unhealthiness association. Study 3 (N = 100, Osmanthus Cake) examined the downstream
consequences of healthiness perceptions induced by food appearance, with or without priming a health goal.

The key findings are as follows: (1) Compared to foods with normal appearances, highly aesthetic foods
evoke stronger associations with hedonism, which subsequently reduces perceived healthiness. (2) Disrupting
the intuitive belief that “pleasure equals unhealthiness” mitigates the negative effect of high aesthetic appeal on
healthiness perception. (3) When participants were primed with a health goal, their likelihood of choosing highly
aesthetic (vs. normal-looking) food decreased, driven by reduced perceptions of healthiness.

This research challenges the pervasive belief that “what is beautiful is good” by demonstrating that
excessive aesthetic appeal in food can backfire, reducing its perceived healthiness. For food marketers, these
insights underscore the importance of balancing aesthetic appeal with health-related messaging, especially when
promoting products positioned as healthy options.

Keywords food aesthetics, healthiness perception, hedonism priming, intuitive belief
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Healthy Indulgence: Indulgent Food Can Be Healthy!

Consumers are increasingly focusing on their health without compromising on the enjoyment of food, which is why
healthy indulgence has become a serious trend. Manufacturers are reformulating their recipes to replace traditionally
unhealthy treats with positive nutrition.

According to Innova Market Insights data, in the past year, there has been a rise in health-claimed launches within
indulgent subcategories. These included gluten-free, prebiotic-, probiotic-containing foods and no-added-sugar claims.
Meanwhile, a prebiotic dietary fibre, oligofructose, gained momentum, with significant 55% growth in health-claimed
indulgent subcategories.

The report says that product innovation by manufacturers is the emerging trend that is helping to shape market growth.
This innovation encompasses a spectrum of offerings, including nut-free, sugar-free, and keto-friendly options, meeting
diverse consumer needs in confectionery and snacking.

Please summarize the paragraphs in one sentence.



