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Abstract

“Food is the priority of the people, food is the first taste.” As two common taste preferences in so-
cial life, sweet and spicy taste affects people’s eating behavior and social interaction in daily life.
From the perspective of food taste preference, this study explores the influence of taste prefer-
ences on interpersonal communication and its internal mechanism. The results showed that: 1)
Compared with those who do not eat spicy (sweet) taste, people with a preference for spicy (sweet)
taste have a higher intention to make friends. 2) The degree of spicy taste preference has a posi-
tive impact on individuals’ interpersonal communication, in which sensation seeking plays a par-
tial mediating role. 3) The degree of sweet taste preference has a positive impact on individuals’
interpersonal communication, in which agreeableness plays a completely mediating role. The re-
sults reveal the influence and mechanism of taste preference and its degree on interpersonal com-
munication, find the social value of food taste preference, and provide useful enlightenment for peo-
ple to better communicate and interact in social occasions.
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1. 5|15

“RUBEAR” o B NRELMLRFM L —, MUBEBRAEHEMFEREARESER, &
B By FTEFIE B #4551 (Vartanian et al., 2007). “ A LAY . NEIEYHE B AR <R,
FATEE EHKEYE, RECTLUAGY “BREEE” MUK, XL OWAUR T a3, g
EHMITAEAE T EPEEE S mir. Gl AMISREASECY Duck AW e fac A 2 A E, JFHE
BEIERY A T SRR DR I AR B (Birch, 1999; Krebs, 2009) . — /%1 &, AT F (i {0 FH R A0 35605k
ANERERG IR . WA RE, SRS PIREHE #h 78 4R P9 I FE 7> AT RE & (Birch, 1999; Buss, 2015;
Levine et al., 2003); BRI EA PR FEME, (E#3 QYT %242 (Castro et al., 2002), 4t BBEMTEA
REAE R A% AN R G FE - FF(Hachiya et al., 2007), Af &2 E|— & FIMEFEMER; MERRAS B BRE WS
H 5 % (Beauchamp, 2016; Schienle et al., 2015).

FU AR - A R T MAIREUEAT B 3R R WURE WIS E AR, s ms AT 2 A0
AN FREN G . CATFARE, SRR AR S AA S b N EOES:, (3R 14128 B 3l (Fetterman
etal., 2016). 7EANBRAAEH,  AATTHAG ) T4 O 4 6 10 B A2 NI SN SIS R0 A (Meier et al., 2012);
YRR H O EXRBR B RIRHE, AATTEZE 5K W 5 & 5 R i et al., 2013), BLEAE B 1)
KU ki m(Wang et al., 2016). “FHF &z BRR &) 00 N 2% 3 3B YRR v 2 5 = (Batra. et al.,
2017; Meier et al., 2012)
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X R IR S TR PR i A AN NSRS FFfe s PR TE RTE 3K, 385 NS ITA 5 %5 DB & (Sagioglou
& Greitemeyer, 2016; Xu et al., 2020; BFREIS, W54, #5308, 2022). WA, 1&3EFREBR BV
UFZ AR B IEARSG, AR BB Al 3 TEAR G (Bymes & Hayes, 2013, 2015, 2016). &4 53K
TRMETREZAR, iR, G40 BAREREAAL, JFECREUVERL, dhar. PR KT ERAT N
SRIREL LA EARES 1) NHERE I (Zuckerman, 2007; FRNNAISE, 2006). Zuckerman (1979)#&H, &t TR &
LB TR R . 278 RCHT B RS, IR AR AR A 2 XU DA B 1) d e R K S AR
IR 3R 3 T e ) TR AR . FRE AR I, B 02 IA BRI R M ik T . AR
B, BB B -5 A BNV T 2 [ A2 AE 22 1R TEAH G (Meier et al., 2012). B AR KR TS
PEREr —, IR T MEXBNFTREA RIS, S8 EAE il Flfb. A i, FBELOSAS YRR .
FEHNERMERGEEMA . BHENER. RTEIAN. BRI OER S, R AR AMATIZRIH
FERE g LA B o0 et A\ (Heaven et al., 2013; McCrae & John, 1992; Rothman & Coetzer, 2003).

NBRZRAEARR Efe— Rt A fERXPAE R T, AT R A T8 1 8% DA 2 S8 A 75
B, FRER M SNUIE T, P EMA K BILSEE SR (Carrier et al., 2019).  TEIEFEAS KK
St, AL SerEAM A& BT 45 5 (Benson et al., 2019; Fiske, 2018), M1AZ4EX R E A . HiELE
(Kervyn et al., 2012; 1455, 2020). &R 78RR CORAR A7 5 AMA S Le KR A 6 2 UIBCR,  8E N Pr
A, R B AT RE S M o A AT T A N AR AR W, T s e A R R R S ik AR

AL, FERFEY R 28 K EMRpEE SHAN, HZBVF 2R, W8 EDL
kIS (Drapeau et al., 2007; Parker et al., 2004) F1& 4 7] 15 (Sorensen et al., 2003)#z 1545 %2, [AFE 52 4MA
H S IR . Rk, 28 Vartanian 25 A (2013) 4w H1 &R FEIR R R 105, AW 70 W ME
(VAR B i e B WUPRRE 55 7 A D7 THI gk AT 42 1 o

gi b, JeRiiE AR T R TN B R S0 (Meier et al., 2012; Ji et al., 2013; Wang et al., 2016),
EEXS TAE N BRASAE A VR g ff B A FIMLAA A BR o SR X 7, A Bh TR ER N B AR &4 110k
UFPENBRASAE BT IIE T, R B 6% 35 B AAT TR FLRT 28 & Bt 2 SO 3L, 3533 EL AU (R0 1% it
IR T . DL, ANBEFO B IR I X — M BE R, IR R 2 S LR FE ) N BRag AT 1 52
e S FC AL o B TCRAL: 1) IR f B R FE 2 i AN NBRASAE P2 AR il o 2) ket SR AE B 1R
IS5 KERFRERNER . 3) B AMTER Oskmir 558 KB RIERAAEH .

2. 5k
2.1 #k

WL MG R RN R, FAZERR 162 4, BIBRTEAA RS, b RIUCE 2R E 154 0y, BREN
95%. v, HMAH 70 N, LM 84 N, FRE 18~30 X 2 [)(M =19.20 ¥, SD=2.21%). Ak
YHIEZYS, NMEBIEETESHE— e,

2.2. SEREE

KH 2 (FIRRLF: R vs i) x 2 (FIRRIMAFFESE . Tolr vs. A ) AR 3 i s B iseit, b i
A WU AR U e Bl BB ol M DRERAS, BRI R NGRS KB .

23. iR

2.3.1. BB FRESR - INIBHR(Brief Sensation Seeking Scale-Chinese Version, BSSS-C)
R AR SR R - BUB AR FR D465 A (Chen et al., 2013)&7T, 3t 8 AN, KA 5 A4 = 3k
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WA GIREANAR, 5 =R E/REEMARE), ZRPAMN P EFERGENFERRE CHILFRT N,
WG OFEIANGERE : BRI ME AN . BSROFEERE. sh= AIREST, PrABUH KR
i RN IR L TR R, ARHIE TR %R (1 Cronbach’s o %04 0.76.

2.3.2. FEIKAABERE AR (Chinese Big Five Personality Inventory brief version, CBF-PI-B)

SR F i A5 N (2010) Sl (0 o 6 K o A B 3R T QR P (1 B A M oy e, 3k 8 AN, SR 5 miit
L= EFARFEIEEAFR, 5= FEAEERE), AW ERN Cronbach’s o 2% 0.71.
2.33. AYBAEIWEREE

22 Vartanian 55 A\ (2013)4m il &P R R W45, 5 3 /MEH, RICN “REZHR” . “IR
BB EY)”  CREREHREY” , R 7 AV = EEAGR, 7= EFE/FE).

2.34. ENRIEMNIE)E

SRR N (2021)BF 5T, EERBR A B SO A 5] 10 i 46 R K58 A

WA EIREAFRE, 7= EWHEIEEFAR).

2.4. LW

AR S0 B T AT T 1R 1 £ 4 (A AR AN 0 29) A g 52 B o A4kl (Landau et al., 2010; fht2%,
2021), Kt CIRBEAT SR04 G ) OSSP RE, T 33 48 B AR N\ e 38 A S BRI 7 B X 44 B AR i
BT AR SROGHTASRE . 5, BRI FITEAL PR A A 5 R 0 5 it 5
SRANE AR5y . BE, MR BRI AT R A KB
3. &R

FERFFE R, 3ot R (8] 1 R AR AR (58 A B R IR Ge i 45 e 1 BT

B, R 7 mivEr = dF

Bl

Table 1. Descriptive statistical results of the willingness to make friends for different taste preferences(M + SD)

F 1. AN AR ORREFIMER X BERHR MG T4 R(M + SD)

IR A 4 bR 25 TRUF TS TR B
Telmbs 413+2.07

HF R
UV 5.06 + 1.54
Telm b 370+ 1.72

NIV
TR 516+ 1.62

3.1 ORmFRRRFEENZAZERRM

PAETBRARGE IR I FE BN AN R &, IS KEIEVE A AR &, AT E & T 204, 4
UL 1o BRI FEE E XN B2, F(1, 153) = 75.37, p<0.001, 5,2=0.33, LIBR{RLETF5S Wk dr A2
ZHAEMEZ, F(1,153) =547, p<0.05, 7,2=0.03, HWRfiFENALEE, p>0.05. KRR
[EHHT RGO, S5 HRM, ToiREE IR A B W, Bl PP X G I 0 A i 47 P D i B 1) 58
REBIBHEEE m T e 8, XRS5 1 WR i 47 F2 P 22 BLAE P AT s oA, S5 SRR,
EBIRAERE b, Ha T E X E S A% %.(M = 5.16, SD = 1.62) Lt 2 X A 5 (%6 44 (M = 3.70, SD = 1.72)
HEE MBI B DR b, Bl T2 A X 5(M = 5.06, SD = 1.54) Lt} 5 X TCHE 1)
XTR(M =413, SD = 2.07)HE Hm M KRR 24 IRAw I FE FE RN TE R Ui, o B T R(M =
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4.13, SD = 2.07) 5 E XA % (M = 3.70, SD = 1.72) 38 K R IEVFM A BB 2 5 24 DR I F2 B i
IR, B B R E BT Z(M = 5.16, SD = 1.62) 5 = X4kl %.(M = 5.06, SD = 1.54) ({138 K= %
HREER,

6L *kk [ Sk 1 %1%!1’}
Ly

a3k R TeHE L
BRI LS
e IRELACKFFER, p<0.05, "p<0.01, ™p<0.001,

Figure 1. The willingness to make friends for different taste preferences and their
degree of preference

E 1. #HiAxEERRORES RERFEEITFNIRPZEERITS

g EATR, AWFFURIL, IR B L FR 2 NBRA A=A e, AHEL T ARz B ED MR, AT
SR DR - MAE & S AR EIR . fEA S EaT, wld il &AW & 7R 2 MR A BRae 4
FEAARRR I B B ZE R, R SR ANE BRI P 8RR TE ZE 1o IR S R 2 P P 22 1 ¢
RIS R AZ, FHOR SRR S 2 — (20005, 2012), TABRMRAS B b2 —Fh Bk, J&—Fh s &kt
(Richardson & Saliba, 2011; {544, 2022), FHAMTRAMGEER, 05T BRI R AR R AR,
FE AL 2 AR B R 45 22 Tt R B T T I (Rozin & Schiller, 1980). [Ritk, AT LAHERIASFE LIk fwls 5 A b
AEATZ NA) ] REAFAEAE AN [FISERAILI, SOAHI FORE 3 TFARIR IS AR Al 1 B AR T N R A2 AT (1 s AL o

3.2. BROMKREFIIZ A EIBR AN

oG, WEORMAE . TR BEAVE. ACRIEEATHR T, AR IE 2. Bk, ISR
5K G RPN B85 IR, Bk S BN Z A5 H R

Table 2. Results of descriptive statistics and correlation analysis between spicy taste preference and other variables

R 2. RORRFSEMEEZ BRI G I RIBXDITER

AR 1 2 3 4
1 B 1
2 HAN% 0.01 1
3 R 0.18™ 0.15" 1
4 TRER 0.40 0.21" 0.36™ 1
M 0.50 24.50 29.90 4.60
SD 0.50 8.94 7.10 1.88

E: R RBER, N=154, p<0.05, “p<0.01, “p<0.001.
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SRJG, A1 Process 757 4 oy 5o B it SR AE B R it 1f FH A AR IR AT AR R A S80S o AR 11 R i e
(eph. BB NEZE, BT RNPNERE, TRERNFEARE, MR R YURFRE .. Bk & imir
PRI R, BART S, AUV . B B SR 2R B AT AR UE AL AL B, XoF 358 11 R Al
UFHEAT REAL(WE) AR FE kb ¥ . 235, R FH Bootstrap v5 5 & HliFE 5000 k73 Al iHH 95% 1) B AE X [A], 45 Fink
3 F7R .

SERFW, BT AT 553 1E 1) U TSR AN A A R s 2 Wl R S 3R TR B T AE A
RS, R i e S35 TR A AR, R R A AR SR A T R, B T SR B 1 W A
A2 R I AR A ER, W 2. FRAR8A 0.09, FL 95%Bootstrap & 15 [X ] ¥[0.04, 0.16],
AEFE 0, AN EZE, AR RN 11.25%, W 6.

Table 3. The mediating role of sensation seeking
3. BRI RPN ER

iR L KR JiRE 2. TR JifE 3 KR
T AR &
B SE t B SE t B SE t
5 0.09 0.0 0.87 012 011 -1.10 0.11 0.10 1.08
GRS 0.09  0.05 1.80 012  0.06 2.11° 0.06 0.05 1.16
YU B -0.06  0.07 -0.88 0.07 0.07 0.95 -0.09 0.06 -1.35
BRKEL A f 025  0.07 371 0.15  0.07 211" 0.17 0.07 2.51"
B AR 5 080  0.10 7.90™ 035  0.11 3.24™ 0.71 0.10 7.20™
T I 0.26 0.05 5.02""
R? 0.47 0.31 0.54
F 17.03™ 6.47" 17.90™

W RN SIRAH, "p<0.05, “p<0.01, ™p<0.001.

IR CH) o

Figure 2. Mediating model of spicy taste preference

B 2. OB RNER

3.3. B OARIREFXZEZE BRI

Yo, SR ORGLE . B TR B KRBT, SR 4. E@itk. BAMS
AEREIB P TEA G, BRSO TSR R AR R

SRJE , f# ] Process 7 A5 AY 4 K56 BN PETEFH W i i R0 A8 A RSB 2 181 FE) A 35080 o DAH 1Al - (O
W phEAR R, BN E, TAEE NN, M ER. YURFEEE . S R s
Wil . BRI S, WOURFEE . ERE L AV SRR T AR A EE, X R a3k 47
REFOL(WE) A% B Ab B . 345, SR Bootstrap 25 5 & dHFE 5000 k27 HEE 95% /) BLAS X IH], 45 B w7 5 fian.
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Table 4. Results of descriptive statistics and correlation analysis between sweet taste preference and other variables

F 4 HORREFSEMTE BRI GT REXDIER

e 1 2 3
18 1
2 M 0.41 1
3 b R -0.02 0.41" 1
A TR EIR 0.25" 0.48" 0.31™
M 0.50 26.97 24.21
SD 0.50 8.46 9.06

4.60

1.88

VE: WERETREMAE, N=154, "p<0.05, “p<0.01, “p<0.001.

SEARYL, R i S 2 T B N A RS AR s R 1 R e A B A R P 0 52

I,

BNPE R E WA A I T R 4 28 A RS A E AN 83, B AR AE b 1 Wl S AN A2 A B
It ER, WK 3. RS 0.30, H 95%Bootstrap B {5 [X 7] 49[0.07, 0.17], AVELE O,

H RN 2, R RO o RN 60%, WL 6

Table 5. The mediating role of agreeableness

5 EAMBTRNER

L XREE iR 2 EAME T3 AR
T Az &
B SE t B SE t B SE t
51 -0.03 0.11 -0.23 -0.07 0.10 -0.66 -0.03 0.10 -0.28
Gt -0.02 0.06 -0.39 0.04 0.05 0.78 -0.04 0.05 -0.80
URFRRE 011  0.07 1.70 0.20 0.06 3.21" -0.01 0.06 0.10
FHR B It 011  0.07 1.67 0.09 0.06 1.48 0.05 0.06 0.78
HOrkfmiF 050 0.1 456" 0.82 0.10 8.15" 0.20 0.11 1.84
HAM 0.37 0.06 5.89™
R? 0.32 0.49 0.51
F 6.83" 19.13™ 14.75™
W LUEHEAS A, "p<0.05, “p<0.01, ™p<0.001.
A
0.82"* 037
R A (R s o0 > RN
Figure 3. Mediating model of sweet taste preference
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Table 6. Bootstrap analysis and effect size for significance test of mediating effect
5% 6. BN BEHERIEHY Bootstrap ST RRE

b RS Effect 95%Cl SE RN EE (%)
THR LBR
HHRN 0.71 0.52 0.90 0.10 88.75
UK - BT
- 2R (BB R 0.09 0.04 0.16 0.03 11.25
BN 0.80 0.60 1.00 0.10
HERN 0.20 -0.02 0.43 0.11 40.00
- BN
‘}“;“i E';Mé EIE2 3 0.30 0.17 0.45 0.07 60.00
- RXRER
SR 0.50 0.28 0.71 0.11
4. +1ig

AW TR I VAR A 4 S FLRR P St AMAR ) N BRAS A = AR 52, HLAS[R] 1R e 47 A7 7555 AN R (R 2 i AL
Hile BAKI S, BT AIZBE) PR, AT BED DA il M B S s Bk
i F 2 FE 2 AN A N BRACAT P A AR s ], Bt - SRAE L RS 0 /e VR o i A (g 4 B2 A 2
MBI NBRASAE P AR I, BRI AR A EA

T2, W FEAR B A B R 0 AN R iT DLod i Jeb SRR sz e A AR S AR 5 — 3.
BRR B YIE AR ORI &Y, B RE XM (Glendinning, 2021). AHFFRMIEY, 7EAPR
BﬁﬁjAm%ﬁ%%ﬁwtwﬂ%ﬁﬁﬁﬁm@ikﬁﬁ%%m@i?ﬁﬁﬁﬁEAﬁﬁwmm2m&
Wang et al., 2016). Jid>k, mEat G sRAMBEAAE E IR B DR Y. Mt ul, MWL B, FK
SRR R, AR S Al N IO T R SR S B R . thAh, DAERFARE 2R, BT
KREERAT N ARITNEERERMASS, mBEh. BB N(Wang et al., 2019; 52, xI@F, &
i, 2014), (HAHFUR PUEGE T 3R A BEAE 1F [ T4 28 AR X FESRAE AT . IR RN S
SMA IVERS ARG (R R e, A, 2007), el GRS IR R F R & . 2R R ARG,
FAEA AT A R I m i AMatE, g sm AT e KR

R, BRI, midd DR i AR T DUE S B R i A\ H e KRR, S5 aEd—
o MUREENVIREPER B E RS, ZHE R A MRS, ERelk SRR S &, T
MEITE) SEAE, R RE AT (77, W54, Wcs, 2022). AREFRERM, MiFak e
N, BEAEEEAME, ATEEE T8 SRz e’ mAMEr e B A EsrE A, RZ,
v BR8N S R Bl IR (Meier et al., 2012). WAEE UL, AN BB w4, B AR,
LR T 4 A N B 9 B B A o BN NS AR B 0 — b, o B NP A B VR 22 A AR o 5
B HI. M. SR TEIA. 8. A RGO (Heaven et al., 2013), X565 A F) TME A Br
LA EN . B, AR, EANBRAT, mE ARG NI GURFIE 1 ARG P K
L) (Mount & Barrick, 1995). XA Re B 4534t AAE 5 HATAEIN 2RI B 2 iR TG 28, A S
PAFBN PUEATFISCRE, eI 3 A TR 128 s R

Kﬁﬁﬁﬁ?D%ﬁﬁ&ﬁﬁﬁﬁkﬁxﬁmamﬁﬁﬂ% NMNATHEARAE S A5 rp 5 - M A8 A F0 HL
R A RRE R AT, ARBFIANE — e S AN R TR AR ARk P . o, AR
ZIAMFAERE B LI R ST AT IR AR 4, 7T R 23X S0 45 A AR AE IR, RSk m] Lhgk— 2D gk
ITHEHl. Hk, AT R R MAT N E AR R 5 T AN NBRASAE R, AR ] Bk — B4R 58 1
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R 2O B RGOS N KR ML o B, IB B 2 A (Ve il %5, 2018), ACHIFFE Rk d H W AR i o
R R R BOREATH 5L, LI EIRA 1 T BT EERLRK

5. &g

1) AR AR ) AN, NATTRE 3 (R 1 RAT i A4 35 B e R SRR
2) BRVWRA G2 L 26 A AN B S AR P AE RS, e 3R AE b R A AR 2y i A A T
3) FH R S R P 26 A N B s e P AR R, B NP R e A AR

E&MHE
P R DT AN R RIS 5264).
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