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Abstract

In daily life, people constantly process various pieces of information to make decisions. The final
behavioral outcomes or goals can exhibit different persuasive effects under different descriptive
frameworks, leading individuals to make different decisions. This phenomenon is referred to as the
goal-setting effect. While this effect is closely related to cognitive style, it has not yet received suffi-
cient attention. This study will explore how people are influenced by the goal-setting effect, how
they are persuaded, and how this further impacts decision-making behavior through two behav-
ioral experiments from a cognitive style perspective. Experiment 1 used the REI-40 scale to select
participants with different cognitive styles (intuitive style/rational style), with cognitive style as
the between-subjects variable, frame type as the within-subjects variable (positive /negative), and
persuasive effect as the dependent variable, to explore the influence of trait cognitive style on the
goal framing effect. Experiment 2 builds on Experiment 1 by replacing trait-based cognitive style
with state-based cognitive style. It manipulates individual information processing methods through
time pressure, with intuitive style under time pressure conditions and rational style under no time
pressure conditions. This further explores whether the influence of cognitive style on the goal fram-
ing effect varies with situational changes when trait-based cognitive style is not distinguished. The
results showed that compared to rational-style individuals, intuitive-style individuals were more sus-
ceptible to the target framing effect; persuasive effects under negative frames were superior to those
under positive frames. In summary, this study provides theoretical and empirical evidence for indi-
viduals to make correct decisions in real life, as well as for efficient advocacy in public policy and
health behavior promotion.
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1. 518

TEAG BREEIEMRAR, &ME R FE AP E AR, JEEE B —g U RE, =y
BETE T EASERMNELS, KRR BSR4, A ER IR R, SRS
SRR PSR (1) 5 A2 B A 32 B BAERER H AR AT s R PR H IRESE R A Re T, 1X — IR AEFR A
H AR HEZE 2N (Goal Framing Effect, Levin etal., 1998). X — 2w 5 I HE 42 A RUKE 5 6 AR 5CR (Levin et al.,
2002), 2415 BRI 5 B — 4T s SR AR AR Ja SR (IE AR 40) BN AT Al S 30 T A R (AT AESE)
B, 2SR H RS BT 2 AME B R B TH #) 2 5(Peng etal., 2021) . 140, 755258 A v B ik
Z 3.5 B 2 (Breast Self-Examination, BSE)r K (& A A ansi i AS 2 51246 A s R IR A BE REIUR AAT]
ZER A EE (Levinetal,, 1998). HUZ R MR, FRoIHEAIEI(2016) L3R 3K HHE A H ARHEZL R0
X B AT A RS (I ATE 7 P R B, S TR AE 4R L T ) HE S T DR R AN A H BE 2 4RI AT A

1.1. EI¥REZRM N VTR L IR

PERHE I TRUT 30, FARHE SR RN AT AR 15 L) BT AT 3 A B W B AR1T 9, PRl
TN THE R EAEZ A ViE(He etal., 2018). 1E FAEZAN G FIMES BARAERA 7 X EAFE R, HiR
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KRB RN TIRBNF—AT N H B — MR, G AESL T (1 150 AR AR EL I 1] HE 22 16 R RCR 5 3 (Levin et
al., 1998). KT EEI7fREN — T /TR, SCREAT R8T MR T332 SR AR 45 B R I B M 8252 1k 4%
TR (O’ Keefe & Jensen, 2009).  H HI ¢ TR, (IfERE K 2 S8+ T X0Uhn 1. 2218 (Dual-Process
Theory), ZHEEIEH, AMIT&B R F R EBARIN TEBMURGE, —M2dRigE, B
TR . RS0 T AT o5k, B TR T, B — MR HE, 28R ER BRI
B E G HRR, WA EORES . F RS R EAE B G E SR TR, BT e RN T
(Petty & Cacioppo, 1986). AR#EX—Hit, 4 AMTE B f[aIHELL 2 BLIUE S (FL ik g i P R T A 45 1)
A T RO E S SN IRGE, A5 GRS R AR TSR, XA A BT AR
245 BRI IE T HA 28 45 R, AMTZSAPRGE . T, (RBLH R p Bt B, Bk 4nin T
MR XN THEBERE, MAAFE R B ASHESE B E AR RN LA, X2 HARHESLR08 H B
JEIA .

1.2. INEXA

BEXFIX— U, 2B ATE I DG vk 2278 & b (AN 22 S (M L AR08) AR RME 2. (5 BRI T 5 FE
BB EHHRT T AT REMIR M R R (P JE0KEE, 20135 T-422%%, 2012). SR, HERHEZE RN 515
BN J7 AR B S (WA XS PR B B ), 3 108 R RS B8 40 000 o ARG 215 B T
M ART, AR T AMALE N FNIE B RS & MR A, 38 Ak g o Bl B AERE . o) R ok
£77 T (Betsch & Kunz, 2008), £ sMi MY > G TAE R E 7, SEFFRREEDIMEL. AHE
(RN RN AR 2 32 AN R A THDOS AH [R5 2N 2 AN A R B A RE, ERLIG, I FE N XU R IR N T AN 14
ST 3 A i) LAY SR 45 B B R AN A5 [ K B 12 (Cognitive Experiential Self Theory, CEST)
fart, MG EM L EHAFAT AR LM R85 20 RGN RS (Epstein, 1994). &30 R4k
ST M BER AEREIER, T CUEAE AR S IR T DA R oy Xl Tie R, H
ARG ZRNIRE R, X — REZGENE TR Z . B RS E M2 2RT EE R
BT RS, WKEMERRE IR E NN BEIER ST, 885 A A5 B 5 o b 23 g AR A o i
XA RGREWE RN PME, (AT REAEAE M RS, 0, BG5S E5 R, FEXE S5HE
PRGN . AVFFOCRHZ M, AR 73 9 B8 KRS I XU, 3 73 2807 B FR o 2 5
- BRI 1 KUK (Rational-Experiential cognitive style).

1.3, INFIRE S BFRESSS R

A AN BB N R X — 73 2T E R HE S 808 (1 BB RS WA 5T AT, A XU 4 450 Fr
FIATEAL - MRHE McElroy %5 A (2007) (R 78, MILLT B3 8 &= 7520, R RS0 HT M In T
NG 5y SRS ON 52, AT B8 AEAff A LA SRR e . [RIR, A A R I 75 2R (need for
cognition) 1 Ak S XU [ — 543 (Cacioppo et al., 1982), F8HIZEAMAS 52 B E, 5 KEHEZE
R RIREAELE AR ELRE A G 28 . Smith A1 Levin (1996) & BRI &N 75 R AMA L A0 75 sRAMAR B 28 5 52 3]
DA HE ZE RO R 0, A O 1] AR FR M Y W 3%, Shilloh 25 A (2002) (IRIF 72 tAIESE 1 A0 75 SR ] DL 5 KU
MEZRARN, . DA BB FER I, AR 75 SROFIER P4 A 6 XU P i e ok SR P R B N X — 4%, T 1 HIKPTAE
BORROSLOR IR . ARAEZL RN B T B HEZE 00, 5 AR AESE B MR E @ 5], FRATICh, 3
PRGN A 22 L BB A0 XU A4 B 25 G KT H ARAE SRS (520 . Putrevu (2010)8F 78 & 90 H ARAEZE
RONAELEMEN ZE 5, BRI T P, VLB B ARHEZLROR H (AR 22 A ol 200, Jd e i 70 o 1 A
SRIRAE K A HE 228507 R 5 MK AR R AR AR AT A B AR, 33— 2D 3 AR R B e o
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EASE RS, KR A AR e P (R o, 5t T 5 ol o 1) % 5 52 17 358 AT 55 242 740 53 i
KAEARE(Krishen & Bui, 2015; Manczak et al., 2014), 1545 a @i in L7 s B ARHESE RN 7= AR o m, Ak
TR ARG 26 1)/ TE 5 328 S R s, ) TR A B 2047 8 RN, R ) R A 2R A
TG VLIRS o 1T ATV B A 28 ) A B [ R FH A SR B A 0 AT RE A 0 T, RS ) 7 [ A B 0 B
UL S1(Tong et al., 2008). [RItk, FRATTHF AT XME 73 A2 75 P DA R XURS FHDR 25 M A R XURS

AR CLAERIE FE R AR I, DA R0 JRUAS Xof AE 2280 1) 5 Ml RO 6 BN />, (L 2 B A0 RS AE S8 R AIE
REZE, T 5L — BN RS KT H A HE SR 808 (1 5200 ) fE 75— DA e, RIAS [RIA 0 XUk B AR TE A
FRR ) HAMESE PR B SEBAR, fESUAM RS 8 B METE R 5 %2 2 HARHESLH
SO, AL, FRATEEAE SLI0 = R R IE I P AN SR IGTE,  SRI0— K IARE TR PR DA S R H R, S ok
T I XoF B 8] 7 R SR (58 R 0 T 0 2O BORZS PN AT, ARFE A £ 50 B TR 48 R,
PR DA R ARSI A SEA 1) 036 1 R e AR ERAE I, 1T B 5 A 0 RS A IR R FH i e om0t
GEEALLEE, Rk, B R MATE S 5 %2 B HARREZL RN s, FLYE 7 A SE R TR R S A R

2. SEHE—: FFRMEIAFRAERT B AR HEZRI N KR
21 BMS5E®

N T B AUERE B DR KUK Xk FARHEZR SN 52, SEI6 —HUCRE 2 QARG L XU vs B X
1) * 2 (HESEEAY: IEFIHESE vs AT HESR) AR & SR ga e i, IR AT i ille) B AC &, HESRSRAAE
Bok W AR, RARRENUUIRZCR, RIIEAHESAN G ARESE T R FAT 2 (-1 208, AN 1) Teil i
AU, B AHESR 5 B SR 0 T IEFAE S TS B /1 2) AEL T B RS A AMA, - B0 XU
(3 BE 75 5y 52 31 H AR HE SRR R R -

22. 5k

2.2.1. LWHH

1) I\NAXEE 4 REI-40 &R

TEARSZIG R, FATEH T Epstein 75 1999 4F- Fw il K AR ERPE - 2256 J 4 5% (Rational-Experiental Inven-
tory-40, REI-40) (Pacini & Epstein, 1999). ZEXAE 7 BVEMLF. BYERE ). L5 m i &5 RE /15 Y
ANAFYERE, S4EEIL10 MEH, RA S sidd, Hi 1 hRRTEEAFFE, 5 M RRELEFFE. F
SCHR R SCER 22 235 BHR ) REI-40 & &% Cronbach a 4 0.816, 4 MNr& KA EE—EHE &% a #7F 0.60
PAE, 0B E A BT B — BB B QIR S, 2012), 7R IECSEIORT, FRATH BRI i L A ER A RS ) s 4y
VERNERPEYERE . IR FIZ I8 RE J1 R VE N B AE RS, LIEAE AR 43 AN R0 R R (R A 3

2) 1EJA) - SAAESE T B R SRAT R

%2 (Rothman & Salovey, 1997)#1(0’Keefe & Jensen, 2009)S256 it F IATRE, IR FME Levin £ A
(Levinetal., 1998)%F HARHESL(E B A A I & 7575, ok 5 49 BIAHE 70 o BT OGSRAE 5515 B KL ik
A B RER BG4, ZARLE MAESE B R AE LSS B0 2IUE T 23 MRS ESRRE, &
AMEBE A — AN IEESE T RIS AAESE FRIA, 3t 46 KRG R B, xHFEHREHES,
IEREZERIAR N R T IERATIK P 22 4 DL NP5 B 4x, 151 S b 3 P A o8 S
FITEIL Y, SAIRRESE R IRy A8 BE A= sl A S R e ROR IS N85 1) FH 1 2RA3 I RERITG 7= 0 128 XU
PR T BT ARG BUAH N BRI, 2 75 2 0/ B A sl P A FH R s, RAD 5 e sy, 1R 8
AN, SRNEES. ELRF, ERAFHHELEMRIEENLED.
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2.2.2. #iR

JE I ) AR A e X 4 B HL R T REI-40 104, HEREEA RN A& 128 1. AR M 545 70 F 4 il 4
P RUAS LA B0 R 2H, LR HE e 4 ) A5 459 40 4 R R R L 4 82 ) o B 4 9 M v B A T HE
B, BUERIEAS0HEA T 35% LA K ELAEAS 20 HEAZ BT 35% 73 A BRI XA ZELAN B AR 4H.. oy, P
oy HAR G I BAREAT BB, AR 19 4, BATk el 72 4, RN 18~24 (M = 20.09, SD =
1.42) HEPE UM ZH RN B0 AR 4145 36 44, BRPEXUE AL 594 20 44, A 16 %4 E XM 5L 14 4,
w22 . FTE ORI AR BRI B IR, AT ORISR IR 2 B A0 B 22 01 () AL HE (PN -
202300015). fESCIRIFURTT, FTARCAE RIS R, #hiR7 0 A LN AT R

2.2.3. KRR

ARSI YA S5 FE TR E-prime BRGS0 RFEr IR0 XUR S P e o i 175 1) 50 6 s o
BEATSESG . REBVERI RS, Ok E bl B iR A R OLRTE SAE, ISR SIE Sy, DR OR IE A BE A 2
KiE. FEZRIBL BRI 2BL 10 KA FMESREE R, B4 62BN RFIEDIBL 1
R E BRI B AT e, BIOZAE BRI FIRERE, DA AR PR AR P SRR AR B SCR

FEIEAR R SLIG T, 46 2% HARHERLE B BN 2B, HAE (5 5 DU [A] 55 DR SO R VA I 8] BR 1,
LA DR 78 A OIS TRIEAT 1 PRARIFAE gk . AEBLIYIIE], E-prime R /P & il s B 5615 B 3K
SNEIRTL, - DAASE Dy 56— S AR TIN50 B 4 e 1) g 4 e 4

23. KR

2.3.1. NG S AB RIS

kI o A RN, 23 i B AT FIEAVEAR 7 AT IR RS . R BoR, PAHE WS E R
3%, t(70)=7.728, p<0.001, Cohen’sd=1.83, 95%CI=[12.06, 20.44], T A% ZH 1 E 5157 (74.94
+5.43) 0. T BV 4H (58.69 + 11.39) . WZHFRMEAG/r 2 R 2, t(70)=-10.428, p<0.001, Cohen’sd
=-2.46, 95%CI=[-18.60, —12.63], ML EEPEA57(78.08 £3.25) % 3% = T H i 4 (62.47 £8.37), XK
B, B RS L AN R S L AR AE 2 2 e, SRR A AL

2.3.2. HRMEIAHIR ST BHRESSSIR K F 0

R TR HARAE BN A 75 52 BRI RN AR B 52, DA XURS FIRE SR 28R oy B AR &, AR
AR RIS AN A T, AT EENET Z08r, £ 1 RS R, L — 5 Z s 1o
K1 AR

Table 1. Persuasive effects of frame types in different trait-based cognitive styles
= 1 AEFFRMEIAFXUS THEZR 2BV A 35 AR SR

INE RS FEZR Y M SD n
1E ] 3.63 0.43 36
i !
11 3.01 0.45 36
- 1Em 3.59 0.47 36
A1 1) 411 0.26 36

BEEWETTZ0NEREW, RIS TN A R, F(1,70)=0.875, p=0.353, n?=0.012. &
BRI F N EZ, F(1,70)=72.041, p<0.001, n?=0.507. AKX S5 B ARHEZLRALAZ HAEH B3,
F(1,70)=5.731, p=0.019, n?=0.076.
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HE— D W BRI AT R B, 24 AR 0 XUk S B AR B, S RIS RN SE T (1) S IR R AR 3
Zy, F(1,70)=59.205, p<0.001, n?=0.458. H&EI N, LT IEMHIELR, 7E5n  HIRELRE %
T, AMERFESE R, BMEEEABMRS. S— 7, B XU ANALE I 1) A0 G e AE 2T B 3 R
B AR 2SR, F(1,70)=18.567, p<0.001, n?=0.210. X% HAMLEHZ 3] HARHE SR om0, {H
L IR 2L 52 A7 1) E 98 5 ) 8 KT 3 XU 4

A B
5 * 0.8 *
ek Hkok | —
il —_ i
" =
:1%(( :W%é
% 3 %}( 0.4
= £
24 m 0.2+
1- T T 0.0 [
P2 Hitd A Hd

e ABINTTZ TSR . B BN HARHERBOSAE A STFEA t 252, HARHERLMONAE = A AgHE
B35y — IEMAESRAGSr. *RIR p<0.05, ***FK/K p<0.001, RELFRIRMELR.

Figure 1. Experiment 1 data analysis results
E 1 B—HEINER

H4 AR HESRAF 3 I I 2 TR RINESRAS 73 I (E 13 B B ARHESE RUNAR, T2 B bRESE 808 i 2 i F2
B o XTPRALIE) H FRMESE RSB BEAT IO AR AS A6, 45 5R BN FEME UM ALY H FRHEZE M1 (0.29 +0.35)
AR BB AR 41(0.51 £0.44), t(70)=-2.394, p=0.019, Cohen’sd=-0.57, 95%Cl =[-0.41, —0.37],
Tt B ER R MR TE AN 5 52 31 H AR HE LS [ 520

3. L= KM INFRAE ST B FRIEZR SR KIS i
3.1 HHWERE

SR — R B ARG A 5 B KUAR A AT 52 3 F AR SRR (5, LB E KURS A BE A 5 52
B HARHEZRRLL R FE o AB A, WA AR I S AN R R 2000 07 32 757 A RIS 2
N B IG U AR #B H ARHEZL B2, SO0 — S BRI R T s 0 Rk 3R, AT e 38 A BT it
FRINTTTTE, RIS RE BT AIRUES AH O R FRPIR AP DA RIS o S8 —RIX 2 GA AN AR ELRIRES vs 2
PEIRZR) * 2 (HESEEAY: IEF vs A7 A TR & LGB, P HERSRA O NN AR &, IR ARIRURS J9 i
WA R, NAZENUURACR, RIAFEMEZE T RACF G, Sei Bt 1) TR ReRas A s ],
HARHEZER N A7 A, A FIHE SR DR RCR IR TFHEZR M BE s 2) AR LE T ERVEIRASAMA, Bt RaESMA
S 5y 5 B HARHE SRR ) R o

32. &

3.2.1. scladH
AE [ A7 R HE SR R SR A5 AR S —
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3.2.2. #iR

TEE SR SR KT A 64 44, FHe N 18~24 (M =19.24 %, SD=1.35), HF 530 %, @i
34 4, BIHBENL BRI S A, IREERAGE 32 A, B 15 A, otk 17 N)FRESHEEHAEE 32 A, B
P15 N, 2t 17 N). Fra gl R BE R ehgom A EMATIER, BRSNS AN 2525 AL
CLRAFIRYI R 2 B2 A PR R 53 2> (R AtkHE (PN-202300015) » A #0048 S 56 BT 2 28 A 15 (R =, AR 78
SERRIG N, FERES 5.

3.2.3. XZRIE

B BIE AR AT SL I %, K LB B BIRAS B L (I 1) R ) ARG M L (E A1 R F7) . SE
36 2% Benson W 7T RN [R) PR 7V, 456048 S B I S AN T LB B0 B I WOk IS B
PN T8 R 2 T(E ), CIE IR AR XS 1) B 5. AR SL 56— A sl bas 2 Rk
AT VSR IS TR T T35 24.26 FRRIARAEZE N 12.47, W4 PR kit (a2 — Ma ik 215 2 11.79
PP, B ZA3 B AL (R (] 77 20) BBt TR BR )y 12 &P, BRAE 12 F0 PN 75 56 BB SR TR SR AS B M B 5 . BRAR LA
JRTE o

SEES T RERAT ST B E-prime AR/ gw], HRKRE BB R 1 B 5 BTSSR . A
B EAPRESER AR SBEWNR: “RRIPEEI—FKEE, G0 NEHX R W, % B7EZEH
FAN R TVER T, RS — 2445 S IR B I R SeAE a3k O 12 Bbeh, BRAEA B B
AN, EREARE BUE BRE — E A RN R, R R WIRAER e R R, %
213 BRI U E BB R TE R o AR I 46 S5 AITAETEAHOCI(E 2, FRAT DURRHE [ i 5k
FIWr, A 1~5 MEGIVS, 1 RAEEASNS, 5 RRNHTS, MMM MR, 7 B
RS e FIEESCN:  “BRP RN —%EE, FEE TAMSRIRE, IREE— &GS
HH 3 B 0 T PR B TR A ATART BRI, 335 X645 R AT A0 B 58 5 T el A R ] R

33. &8

N TR IRAS P K R KT E ARHEZE BN (52 ma,  DLIA I XURS FIAESE 28 1Yy AR i . Ui AR ZCR N
B HHT E AN E T 00, WIRG ARG 2. L T ESE R 2. FEMERER, A
IS I E RN A2 23, F (1, 62) =3.321, p=0.072, n2=0051, HEEBRERNEE, F (1, 62) =
43.200, p<0.001, n2=0.411, AFIRIS SHEQERA I BAEH B3, F(1,62)=13.050, p<0.001, n?=
0.174.

Table 2. Persuasive effects of frame types in different state-based cognitive styles
F 2. FEARZSMINFARAS THEZR KB A I ARZLR

NS HEZRZR A M SD n
1E 3.63 0.43 36

P
1 [A) 3.91 0.45 36
- 1Em 3.59 0.47 36
11 411 0.26 36

HE— DR AL TR, MR T ELOOIRAS AR R I, A FEHESE N R ui IR R B3 %2 R,
F(1,62)=51.868, p<0.001, n?*=0.456, fEMAIMELE NAMARRFAT G S MR T BRI A
SIS, IE A AE 220 6 ) A 22 R AR ROR th A B3, F(1,62)=4.381, p=0.040, n?=0.066, 1 [nHE
B AME R FEAT 5
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A B
sieskesk
5 — 0.8
e kk
* — Bl 1
1 =
4 - | - 0.6 —|-
E% E
::\E% 34 _]Eml-]{ 0.4
2 m 0.2+
1- T T 0.0 [
PR i HEA EHd

e ABIONTTZTE R B BN HARHESRRUBE ARSI A ¢ 4558, HARHEZLRONME = fi
MHESEAS Sy — IEMAESEAS 5. * RN p<0.05, ***FI/K p<0.001, RZELFRIAER.

Figure 2. Experiment 2 data analysis results
B 2. LKW ZBIRSHER

IR ANERZ 2 T EACEZE RS2, (HAH b T 3PRIRE A, BERSHZ B e K
SO SN, BV ESOIRES MR TR 5 2 B H PR HESE RN 5200 o F B ARAE 222508 AE (B 47 1) HE S245) 43k
F B FAEZR ) M BEAT IS REA t 656, 45 SRR, FEMOIRASA HFRHELL LM {1 (0.15 £ 0.38) & K T B3
JRA4H(0.53 +£0.45), t(62)=-3.612, p<0.001, Cohen’sd=-0.90, 95%Cl=[-1.41, —0.38]. iHIFEMAR
BUERFRER TR EER B/ DT RSHEAFRER T EESs, MEMRREHERE
5552 3| H ARHE SR REN [ FE 1 o
4. 7ig

AT FEMNFRAME IX — L E AR BT R, SRS EE 5N 04 B 51 A7 = B i) R AL A
WA NGRS, I AT SR DA RN A& AT 520 H PR HEZR RGN, 12k B BB AR o P DA R XU A
RSP JR XA T2 73 BE X H FRHE SR RN ™7 A2 500 1K — i g

SEES—H LT H FRHELL RN A2 15 23 52 BTN RN RS () s ELAnRr 52, MR BN R0 XA & 75 e sl S
BomL 7 A= AR H R HESE RN . S5 REW], AT R R0l B Mg il A 5 2 2 H
FRHESE RN M, BN B RASFE IE . FUn HESE T 45 0 22 57 2 2 v T BRI KU st 1 B Bt X
AR G WU At — DRI %45 R, Sea0 /R sLih — e at B oesh, TEARZIR IS HI AR AR &
DA UK BRI 50, T 368 o 2 s i) s 70 00 77 FXBR RS T RS RS PR R AR, B P FOIR S MR
ARG EA A B ARHEZE R R BAAEES . SRERH, HiREMEEMEREMEAER 5 2ZE H
P HE 0 (R )

SIS — SIS T R G AR IR G RIS T8 IRE T 4R B8 SR RS A 4 R AT 2 5
M) AN AA0HE BN, T s AR BRI A S, O BAR R AT A IR @ R S ORI S A
) PR T 22 SIE S RF

4.1. AR X B AR HE SRR A9 RN
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