Advances in Psychology (02 ZHERE, 2026, 16(9), 218-231 Hans Xl
Published Online September 2026 in Hans. https://www.hanspub.org/journal/ap
https://doi.org/10.12677/ap.2026.169446

HIFEHBRFE FL S E XS ER RN

—RRBRARNBTER

R o#
TINKZEHE B, L7575

Weks H . 20264F7H28H; FHER: 20264F9H7H; KA HEH: 20264F918H

wm B

BB BT _E LS 58 B S IRM SR AN FL 5 BN AR RSB KIRA A, FRER T AR BBR &0 i 18 35 1R
Fo SR EH, ANTSEREMNEL, MIEMR TEESIERRIEL, X TRELTEEES,

MR TEERELATGEEEL. HXTSETREXE, SEBREL T AMIETREZAEREK
MIEE. H—J7E, HANTREZPRERFBEIRME, STERRAEEXESPRSTRB MR E 4
PSRRI AR TR A SRAANE, SRRSO FR R GRB A ME I E R IER. X
WHERRY, SHEMSATLATREESERMAMIERLESHKIGERE, ERFRREAFSET AR
BAZERIEERE AREARRBIR, R LS 1R TR R B IR B AR R HIRE W o

Xiid

AR, TR, SIEmG, BB, M ERAES

The Effect of Resource Scarcity and Face

Trustworthiness on Trust Decision-Making
—The Moderating Role of Scarcity Perception

Xuan Jia

School of Education, Soochow University, Suzhou Jiangsu

Received: July 28, 2026; accepted: September 7, 2026; published: September 18, 2026

Abstract

This study created a simulated online hospital registration scenario to examine the effects of
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registration slot scarcity and physician face trustworthiness on trust decision-making, and to explore
the moderating role of scarcity perception. Results showed that people were more likely to choose phy-
sicians with scarce registration slots than those with abundant slots, and preferred physicians with
high face trustworthiness over those with low face trustworthiness. Compared with the abundant-slot
condition, individuals were more willing to accept low-trustworthiness physicians when slots were
scarce. Furthermore, relative to individuals with unprimed state scarcity perception, slot scarcity sig-
nificantly influenced trust decisions only among those with primed state scarcity perception; and rel-
ative to individuals with low trait scarcity perception, slot scarcity had a stronger effect on trust deci-
sions among those with high trait scarcity perception. These findings indicate that both slot scarcity
and face trustworthiness affect trust decisions in online registration, and that under resource scarcity,
people are willing to bear greater trust risks to obtain scarce resources, with scarcity perception mod-
erating the impact of scarce resources on trust decisions.
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1. 51§

BT R — PR R RAT R, FaAMETE TG A A e e, R B S EHIRFEAT A N, I
DI AT B RS (1 2 S0, 2015). HAFET — Ukt AEiE s, BB a3 T ABRZEfE(Chang et al.,
2010), WMATREHE BASAE M8 A AR 222 /5 S AR A (B PRI, 2020). BHEEIRRERE DA HuHE D))
TAE S AETERAE S, DANSON B NBRASAE B g . ST, W2 EAE iR E8E B RIMA e S
AR, PER IR AR N BRSBTS I I 26 3208 . SRR AR PR ZR R AR B = (W 55445, 2013), /MA
S IE A FRAE B R HER A N\ TS E 4 (Todorov & Uleman, 2004). Bk, 76/ _E38 5 A & 2453k
1T IR 8PS AT HR 5K (Heyman, 2008), IX KRS TN MK BT 26 & A A 20k th A M E RIS 2. o~
RANRFOX — I FE, i T A @ I B S ) S B A 5%

AR,  “HBMN+” BB ERANETI, W LS B HE AT RS 3] T2 B B
&E,2021), WECH T RZESH PSR CEFTEEE, 2020). RIEEIEMIE L (Mayer et al., 1995),
AT R A B i R e S R AR 5 RS BN R AR AT B AT SR R R, RN R AR TS,
FAEX TR IEH2IR, (A SEORAEM KB . BARM B S hih = X LR, H
WA UK A IR RIATE BN L. W EMAHES TE s B8R 12EE. EENmAGEE. miz
B () AN R S S BAEEE, FTUAERZHIT, RELLRACN T EEH S MO . WO 7t LA
W BT S B, B AATTE M F AT AT SRS R R R R R

HFLRFEAES R PR EES BN A R, JF HIHAERE et HARNEESE LR (L et
al., 2017)o LTS FEFR MG SN SUAFAE BT A2 32 tH I el (S AR B, & —Fh B M B . A 7R R B AAT
AT DAAERR . BRs b T TR LT 5 B9 NRR S (Ritchie et al., 2017), X2 A[FIFEAHFLAO RIS B, #E4s
S AATTRE AT R SR (2= PR I0%5, 20205 #MEJC, 20195 Todorovetal., 2015). FE{SATHZRIERR A, AT
B 232 2 ALE BRI, Bk n TE AR L BA A3 AL 2 FE N (F RIS, 20205
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INETG, 2019) IEFERFFUHE—D R, HFL RS FE R R0 7EAN [F) 4 5 A4 b 38 B R e 1 (i 71 55
2023; HILEEAE, 2024). DAL, THALAE XS AT EAT R KR A HEMSEME.

il RS YR K A H AT DUE G A AR 14 S B AL TR BOIRAS, MRBRBEMS AR AR D S A T R 4
fEF(Brock, 1968; Wu et al., 2012; Kristofferson et al., 2017; F725%, 2020). 62 B AN 1B
1, Brock (1968) AR i BN E B T n 8R40, Wu 25 A(2012) & B &= i AT E VP B3 s T 7
BT e FHULHENWT, SRR A AT F B ANANE, HEIEE A rTEEM L), BTG, BT
5 A, 2 3G 5 A THRT O B BT A AL, S AR A 7= A SR A M R 0 R VB i 1R AT R (R 5255, 2020)  FH LTI,
FEW BT S 5 b, AR5 IR R AR 08 18 s A 1R OB P A AL, 015 H = A ik i i 5 IR AT N .
AR BURIRAR TR H, 75 SR H 2 (5 AR 1) R SR S el XU B g XSS 33K, DT i T 0k v JX
S 1 T ¥ i 4F-(Miishra, 2014). 5 S BEURAR BRI AT 0] RS AR T AL IS BRI ER AR, A2 T KIE AT
P LR IR R 2 U o TG 37988 1) 5 2 2 BB SR, AR B AR L 10 2 A B 22 e O SRR R R . (Rl
A DATRHAA 73R B A TR SR 36 2, AAT T Il — o i 2 2t . b TR 5 IR R, AR T
WRIEAT R, RBEASZERIEERR. BT, AT 2 E 8RN g5 sl ay
15 FE AN 2 S U NATHE AR DS R 520 o

Midkaeds “HE” T “FE” F0AMullainathan & Shafir, 2014), A HEHEF X AT K THHA
M IPAL, fERE XS i (Liang etal., 2021)e SAMAP AR GBI, A BREER I 2P0 ERE T R )
BRURER T, TARHAGEE, Bk “EH7 o EISMEURM REERE R, AMETEVE R 2 H Al
WAEA S B (Mullainathan & Shafir, 2014), TAKIBEYR K B = 2060 AMAJ5 22 BRI L 5 $AT D Be i it
¥E, AH L S phBh % £ (Shah et al., 2012; Mullainathan & Shafir, 2014). FBUEEI A 20 AIRE M S5HF
Jtt: A AR E T B R AN G| A B R R ARAS . A HT 54T N (Roux etal., 2015); J5& &
e BN R), KB = BRI, ST %58 7 R HERR H AR {E B (Haushofer & Fehr, 2014; Norris
etal.,2019). HIULHEN, /RN 22 72 0] Re - BUMAR S5 B SR . Rk, AREHEEE = ANH P
7 5 G AT YRR RS AT TR S I 52 00 DR 2 R R RS DR Bk B e R R S VE

ZE LR, ARSI G0 B b P S I 1R SR A S YRR T L AT BB AR R s, I
H MR ZSFHARR 52 TR 70 S5t B R LE 78 4 5 U563 A RS (0 s e v P 15/

2. LY 1: EFLAEESHASEHREXR N EFMYES DEERRRNE I ARSHRR
RABEBIER
SZHG 1 B TR S, SR A S VRN E A TR AL RT3 P S AT R SR RS, IR S
LG S A F PR S HUE AT, L SRS TR BB 75 2 VA1 4 S IR ECE S AT R SR 2 m
2.1. #ik

FAZET 66 L RKFHE, Hi 1 4S5 LM RIEE SR IHER, SIBREILE 65 AikSs 5 EAL
5. HORIERE 18~24 Z [B)(M =19.907, SD = 1.508), tHh4cA: 34 44,

2.2. SEEOHARL

22.1. #BEBIE

SEAG A I BT SL LG, W AE S5 5 SO B AEE M I SR e R R B R RIB R
HER—T, BER T 15:30, REBREILE SRR T RKIERMLE, fRIFRITE 16:20 2] 17:30 #
R AN RER IS IAE, RERE T ZERMN EFE, AN TIZERKEKETES, #E&R 3
LS. AR bEE & SO EARER . 2%, . K. 16:20 2] 17:30 B[R] B N 458595 F0
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Figure 1. Example of facial stimulus materials. Faces were masked to protect portrait rights

E 1. EEEAMEIRGIE, ARIERICEGR, amL T ERLE

22.2. M&KESREHE

TER I EFZ)HSH, 7E 16:20 2 17:30 BB 38R0 10 ANS5U8, BT LARIR S IEEH 3L 10
FhIEDL. HZE 31 ZRFAEM AT 7 55 EEX 10 BB LR & SIEAIRMEFEEQ ZoRIAEF Ak, 7
FoRAEFEFREOBATIE . 2N BA BE N —EE, Kendall’s W=0.481, ¥%(9)=134.255, p<0.001. %
HEPP oy I, IR HURR SRR FEAS 20 10 2 /N IIECH (1, 2) 1R SRR A RN (M = 5.952, SD = 0.616); LI
BRFEEEAS S 2 ANHECH 9, 10) AR SR TS R MBI (M = 2.242, SD = 0.342). JROTFEA ¢ K06 45 1 BoR i
FZIESEE, (2)=7.446, p=0.018, 95%CI=[1.566,5.853], Cohen’sd=7.446.

2.2.3. EFLAH

MR E3REC 80 SKELAETIALIE F, HA 40 5K ot AR T ALAD 40 sk B AR AL #7235 30 4 AR
Ak 80 TREEARTHIALIPIAE B MRS . MR EE . WaNBEEAT 7 P (1 RonAEEAT(E; 7 RnIEH T
f&s WOsRIE 1), BEAEFRIE 30~45 208 ZREFLATEES 1 E%, M LorEEE A AL B v E
AL &R BT S FEAS 400 12 AT ALIE A m vl S BT AL 19905 12 AR FLIE KT (S BT AL -
MSTAEAR t ke 45 R R R AL ) PTG A4 2 A 22 7 3 5 1(46) =9.293, p<0.001, 95%CI=[0.426, 0.662],
Cohen’sd=2.683, MaEEE. #RE. MNERPEAREER, ps>0.05. 48 5KHEFLEF H T I1EsE
sy . MRIRTFLE A, IR Tk BYEERA LR 1 5K Lot AR T AL T-25 2138 7

Table 1. Ratings of facial images on trustworthiness, arousal, familiarity, and valence

F 1. EERAETEE. WREE. REE. WENTS

I e Ji 5 AERE Tt 5
M+SD M+SD M+SD M=+SD
% 5351+0.173 4.740 + 0.423 4.480 +0.331 4.480 + 0.426
4
& 5293 +0.197 4.828 + 0.605 4.265 +0.431 4.677 +0.365
5 5.955+0.181 4.626 +0.570 4.588 +0.188 4.576 + 0.405
b
L 5.778 + 0.228 5.065 +0.528 4.500+0.179 4.858 £ 0.461
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2.2.4. REHHRBAHBRAFIRNEIE

% Pitesa A1 Thau (2018)SCHR A [ 3T BHE NG BUB K KB SR, RS 36 30 8 BT 55 X6 Fi e
AN BRI AR, BORTEAE R RS 58K Roux 25 A(2015)f 5 EERMMEAS B H (40 “ /R sk
AT W ETESBOR R 45), JERA S REFREATIEE( = EFAFER, 5= E&FE).

2.2.5. Hita

IEHLLE 2010 4E58 /N IR AN 4 A 45 S N CVRGHEZE R S A7 A Ik BRAE D B AR 0 IR RL GRS, i i
15, 2014). BEBECA—FTRAMIERE, RIS s WINEE B4 FR, KA 2 s ARERE . A
TEHRE R TSR E TS S IR, FreAg— Al R 1 .

2.3. LIt

ABFURA 2 RAB: AT, Wb <2 (ML 2. 6) <2 CRATBUSE. RE20. H3)
RS, A SR AL T (S BRI R, KA USRI R, DS N BRI H
2 R GE RSB

24. SKRERF

SCHGAE B[R] FLEAT, BEATLKS B 43 BIRR SRR R JE B (N = 30)FE BN = 35), 2778 Bl
it Eprime 2.0 £ 588 A KA FHE 8 404

S A=A B, BRI B RSB B R S B R Sl B BB SR AR A L ) AR B 2 B
AT AL R IR BCE SRR R B OB EHE RS2 X 5 TE BT A H (Roux et al., 2015)
HAT 5 BVE . SRR B AN, RSB ANERG . AT A 1 AMRIK, B IR
BSLIGiRE . EE TR AR R R S IR 5 B 3L 4 RS5O, O T SENSE L SLIEEE, Wik E
B S I ALAR R PR B AR S S, BORBE T — AL R AT HE S, FrRAdt 6 P& (B 25 T LM
BESFIR U R A -GS E), RIS &0 A 4 M, —38 24 Mk, etk
BEALEIL, SRR 2.

FEE

EEMARER
+ y ¥ BRARN T2

Wt
SRR
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Figure 2. Flowchart of the decision-making phase

B 2. REMERIZE

2.5. KRR

25.1. BRI
DARGBIEEIN B AR, 5 BRI N AR AT AL AR ¢ K06, S5 R EIR, RS R
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B, FERIEA G Sh A 13 7 03 = TR B RN A 3 B4 43 7, 1(49) =4.355, p<0.001, 95%CI=[4.022,
10.911], Cohen’sd=1.578.

252, HESERERSH
XA R A TR S R AR g T4 R Wk 2.

Table 2. Participants’ registration intention under different conditions in Experiment 1

® 2. IR —PFAREFHTHRAESERERER

[ECIEEIEZ i T AL AT {5 5 5
IR SIHTE R 5 R R Rl 5 IRTE L Tl A% 5 R
M SD M SD M SD M SD
iﬁ%gfﬂu 5.433 4.074 5.467 3.298 6.833 2.520 6.267 3.162
iﬁfﬁfﬁ;” 2.686 2.111 7.743 2.091 4.800 2.055 8.771 1.664

a3 5l ARG AN [F) 2R Y e AR I B 5 IR AR B, RS TR SR AN B R ST IO REA ¢ /56,
SE R BN A A B R BT AL T E BRI AR SR 78 R R R AR 5 IR B 2 & T B SR 5 3L 1(63)
=3.484, p<0.001, 95%CI=[1.172, 4.324], Cohen’s d = 0.867; 2 &hZH L5 B (KT 4% S V5
R A S IR BUR B TR s 4L 5 kB #63)=-3.370, p=0.001, 95%CI=[-3.626,—0.927],
Cohen’s d = —0.839; K J& B4 1% % 171 FL AT {5 5 a5 U 7o A2 R AR R A 45 PR OB il 35 v 7 JR sh 2L ) 4
SUHL 1(63)=3.583, p<0.001, 95%CI=1[0.899, 3.167], Cohen’sd=0.891; HJ&FNAEFHILAT(EE
TR A S PR AR B ST 2 AR S BB B R T R S S ks, #(63) = —4.077, p < 0.001, 95%CI =
[-3.732,-1.277], Cohen’sd=-1.014,

DA S IR BO AR &, 30T 2 (LIS EE: IR @) < 2 (RIARSUREE . ma. M) <2 ¢k
SMEREA: KBS BN EZNE S Z 08, 4R E7R, HALAE R B8N 8%, F(1,63)=40.513,
p<0.001, partialn>=0.391. 45w HFLATAE B 2R A IS IR BUIME (M = 6.668) K T FAR T FL A {5 FE =
A S R B E(M = 5.332), p<0.001, 95%CI=1[0.916, 1.755]. A 1hiFL 7] {5 & AR BRI 1) 22 EAF
AAEZE, F(1,63)=1262, p=0.266. FIRSIHEEHEKFUMNEZE, F(1,63)=12.853, p=0.001, partial
02 =0.169. LEFER| AR SRR G A R EE S B E (M = 7.062) K TR #0422 5 78 2 BB S k)
fH(M =4.938), p=0.001, 95%CI=[0.940,3.308]. & ZIE%HMAHHEMAIZ LML, F(1,63)=
16.283,p<0.001, partial n?=0.205. BRI 3)BoR, FEMGEMESIRRM T, FIRSHER
MR, FASIERESAE N R B REIE (M =8.257) K TR A& SR FE L AK T R Ak B (M =3.743),
p<0.001, 95%CI=1[2.906,6.123]. {EMEEEAREINMEKMT T, FIRSIHBALE, TINS5 PEMHHRFK
PR BFERE R EIMEWM = 5.867) 5FIR SR AR ACE FHNEFRRE(M =6.133) LREER, p=0.760.

el A S VR AN AL AT A5 B S HAE I B2, F(1,63)=3.597, p=0.062, partial n*>=0.054, &85
R BT 4) R, TERFIR SR EEEMmEr, Haldksta. (KL EEME AR TES iR
R R H2, RS SHMTALATE RN & (Cohen’s d = 0.596) K T %l &5 U5 Atk 2H
() THI FL P {5 FE 1¥) 350N £ (Cohen’s d = 0.325). X R S5FIR SR EHO FAHE, FIRSERBIEL T,
2 A T FL AT A B AR R S i B s /N . THIAL A . RIRSEEE . MG = 2 A 22 BAE
AR, F(1,63)=0299, p=0.587.
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Figure 3. Moderating effect of state scarcity perception on appointment scarcity effect
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Figure 4. Interaction between remaining appointment slots and face trustworthiness in Experiment 1

B 4. L —hRKSHEMEILAEERNZEER

2.6. 11ig

K8 1 ORI, BRAERIFRA S IR RENS R RLE R TR S R AR RS, AR TR R
SR T MRS I B A BT A H 5 o BR AR I FL AT {5 B th e 8 S ma AMAHE I _E L 5 5 AR
S, AMABUE TR LT B e R AR BT A T . RIR SRS I E R TR, L
WA SR TS R, AL RS R RN 25, EAERIR S IRTE L MARAE T, mFLATE B R
FE R ARSI 5 AL R Z MRS TR A R, TRE A S SPIRER R, AAT#E
@ﬁ?ﬁ%ﬁﬂTﬁF%%@iﬁﬁﬁ%%ﬁ (LR AR 500 B 5 A e SR 5 0 R 2 32 BIAR 25
SRR YT o 3 R RN AT AL, AR S SRR RN AL, AT I S AR AR S PR AL T
GURS MR AEFAT L EE S KRB S EURAAL, 4 5 IR SR DO NS AR RS 7 4 3

S o
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3. 5280 2: HFLAIEESRKSFEHENM EFMLHES PEERRIORE T RER
RAKBTER

SRS TR BRI L, 5 Bk s SRR — o BE AR R AR BT o 25 50X — e o (o] S A [+
KT IEERSE, X TR EEAT NN MR BA EERIN R RS L. MRS 2 S MsRmER
DUEEASATR RS R SR BN, 25 G (R 5T M Sl SR 0] 38 % 5 YRS M £33 A 2R SRR I 9 1

3.1. #ik

5L 66 HAELTER AL, FITE 17~22 Z (M =19.803,SD =1.126), HFZ 33 4. WA
SR IEM I3 IR, Z A ARSI AR SR 1 556

3.2. KR

3.2.1. BRREBHER

KH Roux Z5 N (2015)FF K1 4 IR GBS AN 22 DI B R5 AR BB RN (. “IRIG B IRFR B 7 “FRFE
REWEZ0E” 55), KA 7 St (1= EEARE, 7= EEFE), SrBmERTURAMBRE. £
W 7T H AR BB B 1Y Cronbach’s oS4 0.858, 15 W% 53¢ H AT B U 1) A 35— S0

R RTE1ZER L5, CLPRSE bR R 0 A, mfshs i (M =21.613,SD=2.801,
N=31)AMEF BB EI (M = 15.286, SD =2.122, N=35). JUSZAEAS ¢ K56 45 5 85 7% 79 24 70 s Bl e vy
R EZREE, #(64)=10.412, p<0.001, 95%CI=[5.113,7.541], Cohen’sd=2.568.

3.22. HEME
e SiE. HALMEL B ST RS [F S2 58—

3.3. LISt

AWFFER 2 RIARSIE: o2 Msh) <2 (IALAMER: & AR < 2 CRERMSE R IR, m)iR &Sk
Wlit. RIS S ALAE BB AR, RS RO R AR . AR RN S
EREFHES KA.

R0 A% S R SR AR L R 20 RERIR SR E 1. 2 YONRIR SRR, FRIARSERHE 9. 10
WARIARTIEFERL . WHTPTE, R 24 5Kl (5 LA 24 SKAK AT 5 i SLIE A T SLA R .

3.4. SLHIEFF

SCYRAE SR By ) BLEAT, AR FPAE fB N I Eprime 2.0 223, SERN (B RLIFHRE 5 43 fh.

SIS APABT B RITOLSEI BN R PGB B . DS BLr AP35 20 B0 ME AUSE 6
Tre SAMAA 1K HERIEPRBE LTI . 1R aCH7 thi FLAD AR A S A H 3L 4 R
a7 BTSSRI REPAAR F PRI E R, BRI R A i
TS, DL 6 MALE KRR E T ISR 53R ST R G B L P AL E), RSB KIE T
#HA 4 NG —3L 24 MRAG PR IIRBENL R BRI I BESR B 58 o SR A B R . TR
PR SEig— 15 2.

3.5. KB

XA FSRAT TS R R TS T 45 R W 3.
73 AR AN R SRR B2 AR 4R 5 IR BON RS |, R U BRI RN B S AT O AE AR ¢ fe e,

DOI: 10.12677/ap.2026.169446 225 a3 2


https://doi.org/10.12677/ap.2026.169446

b

8 5 5 T AR AR P i 39 438 1T L PT A5 PR AR 5 R 7 A SR T IR AR 5 ) B 3 v T s A R i 2 1
SR, 1(64)=2.461, p=0.017, 95%CI=1[0.337,3.239], Cohen’s d=0.607; {HHH BN 1% FLA]
15 PEEAR TR 25 YRS R S 2 [ AR 5 TR B S T S s B AL () 45 IR B, «(64) = —2.367, p=0.021,
95%CI =[-2.784,-0.236], Cohen’sd=—0.584; i ZHiEFF 1 FL T 15 [ o 8l 4 5 U5 70 A2 S A e AR 5 IR B
T FE R, 1(64)=1.133, p=0.261; PAIEFFILAEE&FER SRR R E A S XL R E
Z5, H(64)=-1.524, p=0.132.

Table 3. Participants’ registration intention under different conditions in Experiment 2

®3. IR ZPFAREFHTHRAESEREERL

L AT {5 BEAI T FL AT A5 P e
Pl AU Tl AU Tl AU Pl A2 5 U5
A Fitih v M tift
M SD M SD M SD M SD
(SRR 4.143 3.309 6.200 2.888 6.086 2.661 7.571 2.768
e R R 2.355 2.470 7.710 2.194 5.387 2.305 8.548 2.392

AR Sk BN R A &, HEAT 2 (LB E: G m) <2 IR SUEEH: L. W) x 2 (kr
SRR A K. SMEZIMET Z08, SGRER, I EEREUREE, F(1,64)=64.129, p<
0.001, partial h? = 0.501, &4 = 1 FL AT {5 B B AR 4 5 IR B E (M = 6.898) KTk BRI FL T {5 = 4E
FIEE S IR BUSME WM = 5.102), p<0.001, 95%CI=[1.348,2.244]. B4 L 7] 45 55 A BB 128 HAF
AR, F(1,64)=0.385, p=0.537. #RFIEHEMERNEE, F(1,64)=27.437, p<0.001, partial h?
= 0.300, LR A4S IERELLE A S IR BEMEM = 7.507) KTk BRI 42 58 76 /L B AR 145 s E
(M=4.493), p<0.001, 95%CI = [1.865, 4.165] . ol %5 Y5 £ H FOM SR BN 1122 HAEH 53, F(1,64)=4.667,
p=0.035, partial h>=0.068. & BN T (W 5) B, TEIEH B EIE 2K, RIS HMNESEE,
ps < 0.05, (EARFR BRI ZH (1) 8 B (Cohen’s d = 0.587)f1 T 1 B G IR 01 2HL () 283 B2 (Cohen’s d = 1.651).
KR EMBBEI XA L, R SR % H X SR BB 4 S S IR B R .
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Figure 5. Moderating effect of trait scarcity perception on appointment scarcity effect
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Figure 6. Interaction between remaining appointment slots and face trustworthiness in Experiment 2
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