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ROE— A SZH BT TR SBT3 Bk T SR PR AR ] Z R IR D &R
TR H & 2R 2 287 i T H L, Al 2 TR LU L B 2, LU AR e oK A5 & SR AR s il
FHRT Z2 (0 R/ NG i IR AR R N2 s e St ar R e s 5 SiE L
LK INEIIE S Y RS HS Bl T AR AR G T AR R RS 6 o T 2 B R A IR I AU D R T
B A, B REH B R 5 A R OC R NS (Berry FIMcArthur, 1985 ; Glocker s,
2009a) , SRR THE P4 P T IR AR 15 s 1Y 7 B (Nenkov FlIScott, 2014 ) o ST 75 2, $& T+ AT 2 8k
HUE—FhRE 1z 12 FIT HAT Z AR EA R

FEFB AL, ST AR BRI SCIR B AT 22 AR DO B D SCE 2R S 222, N
B AR AT R SR 3 AT R I AR DRI X 0 2 75 X A SR A Dk s RN 258 264 7 4 B RN 43

il

ks B #A: 2018-01-04
EeTH: BR AAXAFALFETA (71702189); BE A KA 44557 8 (71302095)
TEHBEN . EM(1987—), B, P A MAEBE X P TR FEPLRAIF, LA FIFGRREE);
EOAE(1970—), B, RIXKF L5 5§ F iz, 44 30,
A (1975—), %, RIAKF L5 L PRI, M AT,
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BT L AR RAR G B FIE (Y TT K RN 5835 B BE Al s SIS BORTE , WP R RO R RE Y D A5 L%

SR T e TRz FH R S A A L AR SOR S T8 B LA, B ] 2 TR A TR 2

VEFIBLI LA By e 4t
Z. AIZRAMEXFHE AR

W E PSR A BEXT A=A T 1 SC: NIH 25 M2 T R, HellenflSaaksjarvi(2011)
AN AT A B — L R 2 Y I TR 5 T DA™ /it i 3 R, Epley 45 (2007) il
Chang? (2016 )48 Hi 7™ i 5l 5 L T 2 2 AL — PP LRI S0, Bl i B0 A B L2
AR IR TIE R A I8 W] % 8 B R 1Y e — Pl i AME U T3 e 6 55 7 ORI THE 9%
BT 7 /e URT  AR R AT | & WASKAT A (1) B 4T 311 (Desmets:, 2001 ; Norman, 2004
Chitturi, 2009 ) . 7E 7] Z Ay i 7 2 b, HETIIS FANAEAEA Dl — R A8 ] R VR
2 B2 RS, L inBellfield 45 (2011 ) FMIChang % (2016 )7 -5 R 15 ek R Il e g ) 22 e
S5 11 3 — 3R 22 W ol FH 22 3 1 3R 36 T 2% ) LR BB 2K, L 4N enkov FlIScott (2014 )i
FHR % D NEW AN A N2 Z W FEE” (cute,, adorable, endearing ; 0=0.92 ) 3X =™ [A) 11 e i
BT 7 i ) B AR T R S R, b AT Tl i e B 32 405 R L IR ] (vulnerable , naive,
caretaking; a=0.76 ) L S “/N[E] 55 1 KR IERY A5 #% 7 (whimsical , playful , fun ; 0=0.85 ) 3433
W L2 AT 2 AN [] T AT 22 3k P APOAS [R) 20 i AT 2%

AN[R 2235 Y8 1 ] 2 R 0 KA AN IS AH 7] o 7ENenkov FlScott (2014) i BF5E 1, B 98 &
il FH 3 W 70 2 DL R4 5K 1 (0% >R A 36 7T 2% 19 S0 0L 5 3 PR Ao, 2 3 ZE B S I BF 92 T (Scott ATl
Nenkov,2016 ) XA IS AN 2 ) o0 22 oK J5 30 Al 2 I8 L Bk 2 4h , 22 LT 25 6 & (Gornés
2008) JLEE 7 K% (Argos,2010) AR bk i FIR BT HAT 2 (I o e 42 T R AR, A SC
F41f % Hassanein FfllHead (2006 ) 58 12 48 , 1 BAT SCRR e AR E 1 7T 2 803y LRl 414
CERGAD I H B AL o ED RIS LR (2 A 507 T R 25T 2 T B 9 ™
i/ i R JZ BN R LR FLAn MR A RS I BB B 2R R PR AR % SRR M EE R,
AAEASIAA X5 1 PR A BE

(— PR T Z SN ) N R 2%

A 2 BERS AR BLTE NG 2 1 o Cheok (2010) A A i Il AT hsd ok B 5, A4 it Zh A i E
AR B AR AT Rl A i 22 T o B ARTEBrosch % (2007 ) YA FEHY , AT TR 7 i AL
B Ry (L an L5 b 5 S AE ) L Ry <=k T RSk A2 B LR SRS e , PRI 2%
o SR i BB AT 2 BRI, Ak v U LAR JUAN I T T i 58t L 7T 22
JE Pk

1. ZMi% it

(DZ)L/ A Wit g & 15 BRI A M2 B 2 ] % o (51 17 2 25 AR 2]
WL LA i Z2 R 5P (Marcus , 2002 ), I FLE P i B A5 25 2 S5 8 A T o [RIRE Y, RHR
it Ak AR BB U I KR, BB IRAR BN GRS 0 i (L I RTR VR i 44T )t 2>
AEMBIROER (GornE,2008 ) o 73 4b , /NG AR FR 22 1131 2% 5 KRB B 4F 4l (Mc Veigh, 2000
Marcus, 2002 ), 3 H = A= W 7] & 2] 22 L — i 190 3R A= 3 5 0 (Fullard fReiling, 19765
Glockera,2009b ) , b AnSR URE A hokh25 A5 e 4 RST BYEE AT & L e Ak, B A e s i 9 5
AT 22 I8 (Yano, 2004 ) o 76 PG 5 F ], B2 L R 2he B30 00 325 P (54 B (N5 2 R %)
b U DAV R 5 RNy €0 5 oA 3, DL >R FH 30 T A g IS AL 2 €2 174 7 it S AT e L EH 2 ™

B Y TR RGBSR R
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AT R e, PEAT S ZIMR EN G, Lo AR e i CEL A P o i 2 ) B 6 sl PRl 58 ) 1
A AN Z B R 7F—i (Kinsella, 1995 ; Locher, 2007 ) .

(2) B2t TH 3 B 2 WA shy e i 7= IR 2 mT 2%, o] LU BRI sh ik
(Heansg R IT BAL, BURHE N 2 A A A g B R ), da] LU i sh ik (L an
TEVEA) 5 h H E B R LA RBGE RGBT LTE”) (Gerbasi®, 2008 ) . HerzogaF (1991)
T8 SIS 5] E A OC R R, thanmiiFL s Kk 2 s 5 2L BN R (B
) NG EESNIURFE (Gerbasi:, 2008 ) VR 2 8B (U HE (L AN S ), s (5 T L5 1 A0
P M Al ZHKA (Cheok,2010) . RIAE S WS AH EE TR AR BREE B2 ik i s 4 (ke
Gl ), BLAE B LR BT/ NI LB Can /N /NS RN S, ) BEAT AT RE S | &3 24 i mT
2 %1 (Gerbasi&, 2008 ).,

(3) R FisE T . NenkovHlIScott (2014 )4 1] 2 B4 43 ) LEE 0] 2 J8 A1 (kindchenschema
cuteness ) A1 # FLx 1T 2 /81 (whimsical cuteness ) o ifF58 & A —LEE [ B R AY Xk e R Y 1%
THREAEHE FHIE 2 & 1 AT 2 8, P sl X 5 0C 2 0 A 58 R TR o 250U i, Ulbricht(2005) |
Ferreday (2011) L) K Gerbasi®s (2008 ) 3445 1, HIATT W REASHE T 283 i T 281 BT TR
T8 (ARG R BT RE 1 | [R13H 9 2 i D BB A 22 A — B4 7 (Warren fllCampbell , 2014 ), L 4N
WA S 12 B DU AR A VKL, B2 BN R 10 Kk B (5] 8 1 D e s A ) T JiE Sk i 3 ], R T
RETEIHE 28 BB ] 2% .

2. T o R S A OGS e AnBR A s i T O S AR S e 2
FEH1 (GunastiflRoss, 2010 ) . Yano (2004) 35 Hi , “4F427 () 7= fhfin 44 (L 4 “Baby Phone”“Mini
Cooper” ) BENE 11 TH P & B AR 2 2L LAY J& 1, I DX I 8 & 1 2% & 1 T 2% 800 5 [l , Brown
(2010)FVandenbos (2007 )¥5 i , 5 Sh A S G LB ™ i 44 (LN K SR 0 A RS R
R ) 2t AR , U HR A B il IR Se R 51 LA B Ls PER st .

(PR T 2 BN ) B B R 2 3%

1. {538 2 1

BIRFEL R 0 SClk b, T 2 B A —Fh o o e (ER ] 2 [ AE RE AR B B 3h 2 1,
s A MESURTE S 772 L (GornE, 2008 ) o 76 A T H A Zfef FH 40075 3R] ( Hb G emgge<nie>)
(Klink, 2000 )5k # & & i) ( LL anefis s <> ) (Shaffer AlKipp, 2009 ; Argo%,2010) , #3114
T X GBI ] 2 S BRAR A (2016 ) UE S 2 fib W44 BN 2 38 B8 AV 1A S 28 52

T RIS O/ IR ) 5 SR A R AR A5 AT 2 Bk (Marcus, 2002 ) o FEAT 2 TH7R 55 , 4 2
FoR AT B, GBS LA W AS ] & Zebrowitz A5 (1991 ) BUESL , FEF LS T, HEE TG
D23, ARt AT BRI ] %

2. R

Yano (2004 ) & IF-5) 305 N I 5z (1) 76) 388 JXUAS BE P& T 2 3 A IR AT 2 AR B Ak, R RN
T 24 AL AUV (Kinsella, 1995 ; Healy #llBeverland, 2013 ) o % i BRI ML R 154, J 31
R ECIAR AR B S E R S T 2 T 2 A5 T % (Aaker, 1997 ;Gorn%E,2008) .
NenkovHIScott(2014 )\, —LL F AR R IF NERLEEEE 1) PE R OCA TR , REAE ELAEEE T 2%
F AT 2

M IR SCRRR T, BT W5 OG- ] 8 Oy =X, J0 2 BBl 2 TR A 3 A v A B
P Nt 22 0] B A G B L M L R Bl A A T T o R o AR S R 5 3 A2 1T
A B K (A E Z T A BREE NG, DL NFER TR R B RS ).
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=. AIZERAEFM

(= ) T B SRR 7™ i/t L %) L TR 552 1

L IH A T )2

FEE RS, TR R T RE A By ot LRI ™ S AR A5 % 8 A IE A 78 [T . L A Taco Bell i
FELEA) R R ke, DA ST R ARV S R B i 44 L ARSI 2 T R 5 TR 7 Sk
IR Z R IC R , AR e 28 mIHE D A SO AMP3RE s , Bl AR NTE R 22 ) LE
fiE, PN KR B Sk 30 9] % QA 5 8 (Cheok , 2010 ) , 25 k7™ B EL 3 4 g n] L, ]
Fe BB L T ol R 5 B B B B TR R A2 G, AR R LA A59K & (Hellen, 2011) o 1]
Z2 B S INAF AT 3% 10 S8R (Brosch 5, 2007 ) , PRI I BT 25 2 0L 1) . 7= ffy 00 Rt e
D3 0 T 2 3 SR A T R A R Y FE AIIA I EE (Morreall, 1991 ; Sanders, 1992)

TiAb  BAITA] Z RERS R TIIE 2834 5 b L] (%) 7 38 o o T 2 RS LE AR S A5 T ik s, B
A A RE R A A4 (Zebrowss,1991) . (A I, Holbrook AlWoodside (2008 ) LA X Beverland il
Farrelly (2010)48 Hi , AMTTTCIEA B 1AM FIAF I8 Qn ey, #5545 50 X6 ] 2 140 7™ it 8 RS
%% .Sprengelmeyer?s (2009 )IA Ay, 7] 21k AAT TR R BR , MTEE AT B8 f58 25 22 7 ity /R R P8 2
W, AT AT B ) 7 o R R AR R A BL 2 FE T S AR D Y AT TR BT 2 e =i, ]

SRR HOARAS AN s , /O BRGTIEAS ) S, o SEAT A i 2 SR 2R 484 (Sprengelmeyerss,

2009) . [k, NekovAlIScott(2014 ) A M2 ShermanZs: (2009 )3IESE, 7] 2 REAS TR T A AL FEE
B/ FEEE (carefulness ) o PRI, X538 2% 5 fT FH AT 222 047 i, Al AT T2 5 i/ N FRES A

B, T B B R AR T B STt R A AT R T RE P (H Ul SR €577 i ) (Mie-
sler%,2011 ; Shermanf1Haidt, 2011 ; Chang5%,2016 ) . 7E T 37 JAAF v, 76 3R 55 il 8 vl 22 A0 )i
Yy, He A R O R LR G 1 R A T, SR 65 s AT ML, RE LR N 3 sh i 2 5
AF, B0 R AT A A [T 225 [ B (Bellfirld 4%, 2011 )

2 ISR EINAZ

] S SN2 LR T 2 5 AR BRI (Dijksterhuis %5, 2005 ) R4 7] 2 AN —E 23 FL%
AR E R B (0 (LR AT BE A B T R ok 3 B 2 1 VAN B o . Nenkov Al Scott
(2014)F8 i, AT BT | & 098 9% RN A BRISARL, A SR ok I B s S5 30 3K B 9%
S0 R BAT FAUB MR = A B R %R AN S B R = I 2 )5 TH 2 2ok
MR 110 7 it 2 A G TR X K 7= i B P (NeenkovA:, 2008 ) . 73 41, Nenkov HlScott (2014 )
TESE TR RRAS TR I 9% 5 1 F TR R £ . A FRAL DR AR FR 2 AN 150 T R15 2050 , Hank
PR AR, B SR AEAS B AR o B, AT 2 R A B R 2 1 2R T SR SR A Tk, AT ]
SNFTE AR R A UM IR (Babins: , 1994) AL 76 5 ] BAMAR I sh 2z v 4 B i
A AR IR O 2 N R il A2 I8, AN T $2 T R A% B/ (Sherman 1 Haidt, 2011) o 1 /& 1l B4~
PR R (LN SE AT 22 (07 i ) I RE a5 B o i gl 1 T ) A FRAt s it &8 4 0T L
I HERRAR L PRAE I (Huddy f1Gunnthorsdottir, 2000 )

() T 2 JRRREONT 7= it /it R % 71 T 2 )

A A Z AT M Y Sk N, A SCRRZ LA AT T

1. 7= S 2 T

4G, A % 0] e 2R % XU . Shermans (2013 )35 1y, Al & 21 EMA AR /N BEJIAE ,

IXAEHELEAE LT JE BT o DAt R it J2 DO I 7 TR T B SRR, A R 2R ENR N
ARG Y, 2 ™ SR B W] SR EURIR BRI S A BBV EATRE

B Y TR RGBSR R
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ASJE (CuddyZ5, 2009 ; S5 M8 FITE#, 2017 ) .

TAN, AT B 0T REREAIR TN 28 U5 AT (Berry AlIBrownlow , 1989 ) . A S AW WL K F 5%
it ARIEAE S ZIRED G, T 3% 8 2 A R AT MR BN SO R B2 3 AT R (H& T AT
AER NS I, NS R 4% (ZebrowitzAlIMcDonald, 1991 ) . ZebrowitzZ5: (1991 )48 Hi , v &
B AR N 25 5 J B T 6 0, s A B0 A A7, RS A VR XU B s o e,
Brownlow (1992) (5256 & 3K, SRR AT Z 1) HACH A HU LB F N A AT 4

2. BT

X B A R UL, TR A SR, AR T4 R (GornSE, 2008 ) o LAk, AT
T A b MA B AS AL TR B A 2256 (Kinsella, 1995 ) o AJ 22 (GEEERS ) 19 &7 3 2 9 B4 1]
AERLO K=, A 1T BEJLAE (ZebrowitzAlIMcDonald, 1991 ) . GornZ (2008 )1A K AJ Z (1K) 415 =
R A AR RN B I, R TT e 1 21 2 SR A RS, o ZEAAT T AR 5 T, Tk e ) 5 FHL R A 3R
M AEHLIT 28 A R Tovk e E IRAT IR , 2 2838 ST 9 R BT fE LR A 0 o

3 IHPEE T

TG, 2 A RE S E T I BRI 25 o L WNenkov FlScott (2014 ) IE S 1] & 2 & TH B &
AT ARG SEAT R, R X e N BE LT P B R B Pl (R A & R BT B 0% i
THPRE WA IR 25, 75 & e Mg o3, DT T 2% A AT RERE ™ b/ i T o

WK, A% M F W 2 I P B DR 0 i 7EMay FiMonga (2013 ) ¢ T A ALY BIFSE
o B A PR R AT & A Y s HI 55 TE B B B AR R, R S | RTR 2 EUR I S BUE YA R
TG A R R

%7 , BryantfllForsyth (2012 )45 H 7] B 255 | & BLLe A 2  B If IER A BN, iX 4351 &
—SARPF A AT S TE AL A RS, L AN AR BRI AL SR A O R T AT AT 2 sk B —
MR AR DL s B FR A AR PRI PRAS 2535 4 S T 2 2 RO AT 2 ICER, R
YA NS A Ry

AL UL, AT e S — P RE A 0 T 2% 5 TR 2 B AR T, B A AL —FE RS A T 2 %o
i PNTE R B (Epley 5, 2007 ), I PR G ede 28 9 9 287 1) WA S R s it PSS X 3RAT T e 31 T 2%
X — S E A AR W ES 0], X EEARIAE DU 18 8 0, F 2RI 3 T il &2 IE

SR, T S 67 T35 M () 4 v Ak e 25 B B o LR, A SRR A7 A RS 5 AR B 5 00 o
e NenkovAIScott (2014 )5 Hi 1l 2 A8 4% 42 Tt 78 9% 4 8 404 FH r= b O 1a] , i May Al
Monga (2013 ) 22N AT & 25| & = sl o 4, iE 24 0 IWE B BEE R R T 2 B i &
YER, JEH= A R F 0 SCHRATI AR AN (o i, — B4 e Wl 2% £ 18T 52 1) F1Y Sk (4N Bryant 1
Forsyth, 2012) = SEUESCRE, PRI AR SIS S AR RN e e AT AT (EA Rt 2 A

M., AIERRENaY(ERLE

W Z T AAT R (KivetzAlSimonson, 2002 ) JB& 1 (ShivFIFedorikhin, 1999 ) i J&
(Garg%,2007 ; WinterichflHaws, 201 1) 55 /7 TR 1 0] 2B 2% 4 S R s mpL ] o B
W, A SCER LR LA Z i T 783

(—)KEOLH

VFZ SCHREER) , AT 2 2R I 2 3 OB TS e i ) LEE OG22 O B, DA T e A8 At AT 0T it 55 47
JER B o AL 2522 A B 3 AT, AT R AN ARG AR T 7 (Hellén 1 Sédksjdrvi, 2013 ) , [A] B,
RRFEH KA TS 32 45i%E (Berry MIMcArthur, 1985 ; Brosch%s, 2007 ), i3 22 & M RE A5 1 % i
NI WIAT M (Glocker4s:, 2009a) , S JHB AR 4H.Co B2 8 (Sherman?: , 2013 ) o 447 1] ZHHIEAY
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mn SRR 23 5 | e NATTRCRAP AR DRIt Pl 22 R R B B S8, SR 75 &) A 9% 3 1 T A [ i
(GlockerZ,2009b ) . Lt dliMieslerds (2011 ) AlIShermand¥ (2009 ) & i A] 5% K =X RE WS & AATTHY
Forsa) , H LA T A TR A At 32 ST, B 2= L AT s Al & A8

() b3k )

Gerbasi®¥ (2008 ) fINast (2006 ) FJHE S AT 7] 2 i 1o R U F 2k B B0 A B i 752K
GerbasiF (2008 ) IA M FERA NG AR T, AR TR AS RN , SO H6E 5T AR A vh 3l . X
T RAENZ TSR] R A A TR B X 2T, LB S ) AN 2
PERE 2SN ARXT o BRI BGAE N, JUHDE ST G T8, 25 i A b At L g sl
Sy A O 2 G IR 5 (5 F b 1T DU R {0, b e« B2 LA A% B AR 5l 2“1 55— A
7)o ikt A2 i S HE R B, ATTSAN R A £ 3407 Z i34 LK 28 (Gerbasi
25 2008).

(=) By ZEAh

TH S8 S AT 2 Jm AR B 78 il F 3R B0 54k o 1T 22 9 77 i RE RIS 1R A AT 7 B A 2
iy R AT 2 S BB LETH 9 AR EARRS AR O B P R IR BE G Z A EN S (Baumeister,
2002 ; Holbrook f1Woodside, 2008 ) . Hirschman (1994 )IA Ay , AfiTX} A] Z )« K3k B (neoteny ) 1%
THA 5 85 O TS S5 2%, 2 o AT 2o X Bl T B it E rh AR AR5 RT3 077 1) Jm M
T AC, R ELR B FRIAF DL B A S Gerbasids (2008 ) UL IESEH 9% 23 7E A] 2% 1) 5
P 3485 B OB, IE = B AT R B R A, AT DR AR sh e 4 1 41
FEEFE 7] (Holak , 2008 ; BryantflForsyth, 2012 ) (FLUN &N B SCAk ) , 3 B T sh W e 28 )5 If
LT AZE (HLAnAE 5 A SR, SO i), A T4 Bl it DG 2% sh W ok AR 15X S A (1Y)
fig it (Fausto,2007) , JF7EIX L5y i H i T3 53 A R — B0 2R, DR SO 10
/2 (Keaveney, 2008 ),

(DY) A= B 2 g

MAE2E R BER T, Brosch®F (2007 ) FEAAT TGRS i m sl R T ASRAE S N i A
MR E R (AR vs AR ), i I8k 100 45 SR S /sl 1ol e R A S R AS 1 T8 B R 1% 2 B A A
% Sprengelmeyeras (2009 ) FlLobmaiers: (2010 ) FH B i I FE A {242 i B2 ) LTa 25 161 A B4 v o A
FE CEbaneh 28 105 L), & B 7E & 30 A 2 0 T 25 (BE Aan R I ) Rk IR Kz )23 B et Bk
Sprengelmeyera§ (2009 ) & BE , 47 2| A] Z (YT, AR AU HOZ 2otk , 2577 A B A A= 3
N o X — WS FHEA IS ARLST  FT Lk Py AR A R 58 MEMEIR DA SR [ X RE RS WA TA4E R
B B8R AR 0 2 A R R PR B L EE (SprengelmeyerF, 2009 ) , iX Bl RE J1 REAS A
Bhft T o g b & BRAER T H O % F- o Jones (1996 ) & 81, 5 M ths 25 X6 B2 J L2 AT 28 7= A 1E T S
N, 3K 2 R A A B AR R A B A WA, X T B R U — R R AR A5 B . Glocker4F
(2009b ) FiKringelbach (2008 )57 & BR , X4 LA N LT B A= 22 LAY BB, A R i B2 J2 2
(ER 7 B VAR Ve o Nl = s IV 11 (8 = R BN s o <00l 1 N S o T /A 1 o
Nitschke4¥ (2004 ) Fl1Zebrowitz55 (2007 ) IA A B2 LAY AT 2 fE Lk A ik b 22 4515 IR 43 o 4 32
T X LT T AN BB ABURAR B LT o T O B XS AT e 1 SR S R e B AT

IR,
F. AIEBRAZIOE RS G

F T AT 2 E A I BE RT i Ab T A ), A S T 1Y [ R A SCUERE S B B> AR
FRSCRR T, FTE AT TDAIH 2 e B R 2R DA R S B DR 3 WS 2 AT 1 #R

B Y TR RGBSR R

61



62

(—)IHPEE R AR

TH 983 B R B0 AT 22 O RCRA B I T VR o 1 2, T 8 38 B M 01 2 08 ] 2% Y A8 i g
SN o 2 PR T 5B X T 2 1 ) B AHURR o Glocker i (2009b )i it 55 56 & 30, AR 5 1A
A R [ — Y AT ] B R B T i A B R (RS v R A
A Z ) o Bellfield 55 (201 1UESS  AH LG T Bk, e PEAEIES [n) F k206 Jid) 121 o] 22 i 54 o
IR, FER il T 2 ORI 2 ), Lot SN B A 42 2 ) T S HAR T 2 5 I AR I 2 X6 ]
Fz R YE B2 (Sprengelmeyer?s , 2009,2010 ), SEHGIESE , 24 i 4 AL T HE 2645 8 AR IS
B B A= 7 B DL R AR R A TS BN 2 v R Y B, Yano (2004) 35 HiH 28 4 1
SCARA ) T 68 23 5 M LX) ] 2 A HE N AR BE o AR LU 55 1 32 ST ) BT 9% 8, ot 32 S 1)
TH B 20 AT 2 W 2 B SR T B PEA o BEAh A A RS N H BRI 0] = 32 )
AJA] . ZebrowitzFlMontepare (2005)48 H , X FHIEEAN APt & 2 fg AR U, AT B AU
FEATZ 51 7 FHR 25 B W -

(COHTER R

/5458 R 2 AT & (YRR AR A 5 7R FH o Gorn S5 (2008 ) IF 95 A& B, 1 & 1 A w4 3R AE H %
ek B S BAS BN E K (Brownlow, 1992) , Al Z 1) & 5 AT ER BN A 21 E AR
FI AT 4E (ZebrowitzFIMcDonald, 1991) , fHJE 7 FEECRRRAE AL, LU REHL , W] &2
FEARIH 2% 8 045 0 o 5381, Gorn % (2008 )4 H , 1T 2 AYCHR 32 2 Al i B 72 1 2% 20 B rh 4 e
BN AR « ARl 257 23 BRI ER SRR AN T S, Fb T 3L B DR A J 3 3 2 2
SRR I 55 B T AROIR , 5 2 3 ot 2 TN S Al A i S RN 2R 1, Hh T B O e AL
HSZIR , T 22 A0 AR S B B T BRSO T 22 A8 g Ak (IS ) , 32 B3 2 50Ul T dn 2R iy 48
PRE IR SE 0 (BB ) ) AN R TTASREREAT , FL AnAE TR A5 T2 5 AR (b sl TE i AL B Ak YR
L HE A ] 2 JE R M2 5 A S TRTIRAR o (L2 224 St R fa AL A 6™ IS, 3K ] 9 80
ST, Z I R U Y R E L TR JE A S TR SR I, DRl T B R
XTH AW SEN B ATk B YR 2552 a] 2 U ASCR o Rule il Ambady (2008 ) I\, 7E L4635
BT, LAY SRR T, AT 2 B AR Sl i 2 2 2k 51 0 o

FH DA BT L, B SR AT B A i) e CRI AR 3R | (R A AR TR i A SR 7 A8
ST AT B A AN ZS B, - ELDCET B AR RE H R 6 T A7 i 2 3 60 T 2 1 e R ) 2 g RN DA
SEAT R B R FFASTT AT o A SCBE B SCRIR A ik 4% 35 PR A (2L IR ), 7 SERE S X R SR Y BEIE
AW BUR e S UN e

N BRESRERAREE

oAt S it TN AT 2 SR A AN O REAS B3 22 570k, S REAE SR THE 2wl MR A S Y
[R5 A AT YT DG T o S 22 8 T THE AR ST TS TV 2R R MR, (E B SCRRA3 47
TERVFZJRIR N TIEARR BB IR AT AT Z S, A SCRE T E A IUA |, X ] & 17 S ARHIFL
il R L SR I AT T IS A AR B UIRE B AR OB M it LS BN 5% B4 M A FH
T TR IR AR AR b O AN B AR SRR A R ZE SRS Al LA LA JLAS D7 T
HT

(— ) AT ZE R B R A e 7 XA
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A Literature Review of Cuteness in Marketing

Xie Zhipeng', Wang Tao?, Zhao Jing®
(1. School of Business Administration, Zhongnan University of Economics and Law, Wuhan 430073, China;
2. School of Economics and Management, Wuhan University, Wuhan 430072, China )

Summary: Cute designs can be frequently found in products, brands and advertisements. Scholars
have paid close attention to cuteness, and yet the existing literature scatters throughout sociology,
biology, psychology and marketing. Due to the absence of integrated theoretical framework, some of the
findings remain contradictory. This paper therefore seeks to provide a complete overview of the
literature on the topic of cuteness perception. It discusses the methods, consequences, mechanisms and
moderators in provoking cuteness.

This paper starts with a discussion of the definition and manipulation of cuteness. Cuteness refers to
a set of favorable and adorable characters originally found among children and females. In marketing,
companies create cuteness perceptions through manipulating the offerings’ color, size, personality, etc.
Based on prior literature, this paper categorizes two ways to create cuteness, namely impression cues
and interactive cues. Impression cues include using visual designs such as round shape and bright color,
or texts that generate baby associations. On the other hand, interactive cues include demonstrating warm
or whimsical personalities.

Cuteness comes with mixed consequences. Cuteness strengthens the products/brands in many ways.
It not only helps to create intimate customer relationship, but also increases customer patience,
carefulness and self-efficacy. But in the meanwhile, cuteness lowers customer trust and perceived
competence of the products, and increases the possibility of excessive usage, which in the long run,
damages the brand/product image.

Literature on the mechanism and moderators of cuteness exists in different fields including
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sociology and biology. Researches in respective fields prove that caring mental set, escapism, identity
extension and physiological responses can all be used to explain the effect of cuteness. The consequence
of perceived cuteness depends on the customers’ demographic characteristics. For example, comparing
to the male, the female are more sensitive towards cute stimuli. Also, the context of the event plays an impor-
tant role in deciding the effectiveness of cuteness. For instance, during brand crisis, or in competitive
industries, cuteness does more harm than good.

Based on the existing literature, it is safe to identify cuteness as a multidimensional concept. Its
value in marketing is far from being fully understood. The authors of this paper propose several possible
research questions related to cuteness: for starters, there still lacks a scientific measurement for cuteness.
The researchers can therefore fill in such a gap by identifying different types of cuteness, and their
presentation. The existing literature has proved the association between fluffiness, softness, warmth and
cuteness, and yet cuteness can also be demonstrated through body gestures, facial expressions and so on.
Moreover, definitions of cuteness vary across culture, and it is interesting to observe and examine such
variety from a cultural perspective. In addition, in the future, researchers should examine its moderators
based on contextual or customer-based variables, for example, will cute products/brands fit more
creativity industries or certain brand personalities? These questions are of utmost importance for
product/brand designers who are interested in cute elements.

The new technology provides companies with brand new insights into brand/product design.
Cuteness in the modern market, as a result, can be demonstrated and generated in ways so innovative
that we cannot yet foresee. It carries countless possibilities and rich potential for further researches and
discussions. This paper hopes to serve as a foundation for future theoretical development.

Key words: perceived cuteness; marketing; children schema; zoomorphism
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