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Abstract

Telecom and online fraud susceptibility refers to the tendency of being victimized in the context of
the telecom and online fraud. Domestic and foreign studies have investigated the influencing fac-
tors of telecom and online fraud susceptibility. The article sorted out and compared previous
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theoretical models, and discussed the future research directions. Grounded in the Chinese context,
future research is needed to develop a measurement system of the telecom and online fraud sus-
ceptibility, and to conduct systematic, refined and localized research, aiming at helping Public Se-
curity Authority to screen and educate potential victims, and construct early warning system.
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BRI TED, iR DARE S AV AR, MABREMERARTE, Wi, IFEEmEr, Rk
NANEPIAT . A B RSO e R T B 2% A0 AR AR 28 VE SR N BB AR A A I 7= e 4L 03
LAREAAE S NG IR THKEM . TR, FERI— RI5A R2AE, @ik 7 HREM S TER L
TR k. (HEEE MR ERKIARE, VERBKRE MRS — D s, VR FIEAWTH I, VR
BeHUE, BARIGE SR B AR

H RTEBEAR I A A e Siirf, 2218 28 BOR T BO LS IS VRS R TEAT £2 48 7EVE S 2
HREAT TR AR VR B 45 AR5 B AT B R A5 07 sUT MG BE LS I8 VRS AR . BAR EIREOR T
BRI N R 2 &7 S T BRI, AHIFBCA MARAS Ll > S I 28 VRS AL TR I R A BEAE (S
BRI G A R, BEAS FAE VRS B B RO SNER B 37 R Dol T e, E AT AZE G R “ 595307 KRR
iR VRS U R RIS T R IR FEAS A VEDRINT . AMTHOE SRR OB S PSRAT I 2o R o 32
B E I, bR R E A GO FLAE 2%V O 2 S

FELAS X 28 VE B 5y SR P 2 PR LE THT IR 2 PR I 28 VE D i 858 1 Wi 52 55 2 (B HR I 5 451 2R (i e v
Yo WO BIE B T — RIVMARHE (S OB AT WAL SRRIESE), REERFAEAEVE S 1545 T B
fRAE LA R B R A BT BB AT . BETERY], EMg L e, NRRMESS. MR, maEsoR
AGi(Yan et al, 2018). Rk, X HUFMIAEVER#E 5 BYEMBI A+ EE, AITIFREEX RAMZ H
FHEAE. T WA TR RSO OB AR A, X S X 2% VE B B SR R DG B R 5
BURBEATHREATE S, JFR R T ST B LA

2. BBIEMLEIENR S R ISR E

HEl, Caf Bl 75 i s VR 5 BAEAR S R R . IR MBI K 22 52 D B 22 Al A
SN SRR B RO IE . A 2% VE S U SRR AL AR E BN PR BB 5SS Y, 2 VE D
FURZEFEE MG A Q. Bk, "TLASEIT 2 f N Br0 Ghn  i5d AR EE V0 H0 2R g8 P A5 19X 2% 1 B o
AT e A 5 K G B IR S 28 S B, X SRR T LA 0 45 VR Bl By A RO BIE 7 B ELEE )
SRS WA, AWTFORXT B AT AT A0S RV e 5 L B AT A B

(—) S AR R I e

Y rh e NRIURE I AR LS RS 4
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Figure 1. The interpersonal deception theory model

E 1. APRERImIEILIREY

2) HRm BRI LA

Grazioli & 15 B0 TEIG AL A - H T Ik Im PRI (the Deception Detection Model), VAR FLAMA
FEND TR A5 SN AR R o 2R R G BRI R 2 W DUAS N RO B BOE AR e PR
SRV, AR YAl 25 SR A A S [ N2 A [8 824728 (B 2) (Grazioli, 2004).

BOE R MR BT R 2 IEE B SR A — B MR R I & B R E S,
H 725 B — oK) AR IR R TE M ERA — SRR L B =0 IR AT VA
WE W RREE MR, BHERNRIENGESER. ZEAMAE KB BT —DRE, INHIR
W PR 28 35 0 3= B0 Dy X VESR AR B BIMRBEAE . BRSNS =AMT A B Horb, BN T VSRS
SR AR I AT SR UE (ArE s A B BORE . ) e 5 D7 ) B R . 5 N BRI B AN ], 1A
TR A S B A AR VEIR I, HE G VEIRE BN S, TR S VER & W B3 .
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Figure 2. The deception detection model
B 2. HImIRMARE

3) MUk FEAE A

VEDWE i IR 52 58 AAE B O S0 S 2% VESR 1 G IR, DRI A £ S 4k 20 B 2 v 1 i IR L 12
RN E A O IR R, PR AT RIS (Elaboration Likelihood Model, ELM) (Petty & Cacioppo, 1986)#1
Ja R - 7T R (Heuristic-Systematic Model, HSM) (Khalifa, 2022). ik 5 Fiofs 71 24 Jg 3t RS 7Y
BERE T AT BRI TAIZS B A8 it F2 . HSM RS R4 B0 T2 e #r o T A0 s &k Xohn T2,
A A FR A P A AR BRI, A6 2% B 2 R I IR0 B AT 78 /0 B RN 1, @il sk Ja
HRFRAE AR R B, 05 FEAACHE BT RACP A RN T, PR e . ELM
BRI KA BN T RO B AR RIS B A%, 8 S5 0B sORE U TR AL . R BRI,
AR R A S BRI T8 B S RS i, I T8 S B L sh WA RE /. (B K
A A B R BEAT RN TSN A AR R, (H AR T2 5 I B e SR R, AR PR )RR
(Trumbo, 2002)

B AW RN T S M VESR G 5, VEDRFE 10 VE DR SR0E 75 ZLR T RS RIBTE 2 EX R
JE RN, LA N T, DAREINVE DR IR ZE (Luo et al., 2013). il K2 H0 o iR {4 #5
TR R 2R 2R (AN s 1 I () (6 5 S B R T E ) S R AR T B R U T, KEE BN LR, 2
AR RS 2R 2R, TCIE X5 R I P 28304 78 7 4RSI, 3 7 5 M () A 38 4% (Vishwaanath et
al., 2011), e R Ui IR RIS B VA RE FRDRE, W 1 R,

Table 1. Common persuasion techniques in telecom and online fraud

= 1 BEERTE LR ARRA

PiREA AT HREEREDR
BB (Authority) BRAREER@EEGEARARER, #AEE)
% /KF(Liking) FERERVEIR(TE S VEIR AT e 5 R FEH BV KR)
§8 ML (Conformity) ﬁ%%ﬁ%%&%%ﬁAﬁ,ﬁ%g?ﬁ%“ﬁm”,%ﬁﬁ%ﬁﬂ%
S3atE(Urgency) & #4541 (Scarcity) ol B IR RN ZSVE R ( “ PRI PL R il i B 18] 7)
425 (Reward) HRARTE IR (ST EK)
125 (Loss) BRAREER@A “HE” S#ile i)

R = AN 0 WA REREA T R s IR AR . Herh, IDT BB EON A, B MBS
BT RO I Sh SRR, HUAAT & A S VRS I SE 8 55 (HLER GBI, EDEE IR
BONTGEZ R, 3R B0 3w AL A1) b A B0 35 T 1 (B 3 R T R 0 0 B 14 532 D 2 AN D 2 VR A ) o S8
PRSI DSBS B 20 AT 1 AN AR G 5 B AR OB RS, 55 IDT BIgAHEL,
FAR T FHESER, SOEERE, D PEBOE & R B IR S5 LA M AR ) LA P A VR DR SR AR
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WU FERRL A H AT % . RO MBS —, MR T AMASE N FRia s el (s 2on T i ki
BRSO, tHFE AT e s X — i FE R SRR, LeBUE S T S A VE IR 1 R LB % .

R B VR R 2% VE B PRI (1 3R H B AR B S = . i, IDT HENS i ScE HE R
(0 A2 B RS KSE SRR RIS AL A S 8 A TSR A A B A, XU R AR 2 i HH e 0 R BRI A4S
FEBCR AN, SIREAS[F) 22 A A, TR 1 0 PR VE B 2y SR AR A

(=) VEYm s 45 VE I 5 J i i 2

1) Langenderfer [ VE 3 & & 1 155 704

MR RS PR, [ T VESR A SRBE LASL, Ul AR BE TR LML E 2 5 m p g T Rt . M
XS BN TS LERSE, 2 2 8 A 20 TR OB AR AT SR, AR B Wi SR, At
BEFE U DONAMREERR SR ISP T, 3 5 B8 U5 ST A A A58 v ) 47 o B A% D1 38 B 3 | (v B A 154
TS BRI, (FHME LT R AN T X P TE 3 FR O AN R TR 2R 1 5% I (visceral  influences)
(Loewenstein, 1996), AR 2T —FlEMGIKENIPIRES, BlInRAR ., YUk, WS, Wrahss. kb
FRX—RET, MESF= AR BRAG 2 1525 .

NT FERAGS FEAE R AR BE R R 52 2 8] ()57 J& , Langenderfer il Shimp (2001) & J& & % VE IR 5
VEDw 2 PR, i 3 B (DA SVES ) FERLAL T, BRIl I VE B ) I8 VA o] 23 A B A B
B, S BONERCGE B S ENIKT, 3B B BOAIR B AR R RIS AR R, PR B R 2K TR A
LA S [ 2 A A (R VE B 5 IR K
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Figure 3. Langenderfer’s model of scamming vulnerability

& 3. Langenderfer B7VEMR 5 Rx 1R E

2) T NI VE Y Sy B HESE

AT 7 3 TNV B VE U 5 SR MR 22 57 . Parrish 25 AVE DN 32 = % I0/MAR 2o PO R R LT A
R VE B Sy B PEAEZR, W] 4 s (Parrish, Bailey, & Courtney, 2009). ZHEZE /AT M, A
SINIRIZR . N R 3 RN 0t R 32 36 R T A (R bl i 5 e, BRI R RIAAE S IS AR . A
RERE TR AR IR 1A% L, X VEDR 2 A BT BLHAE R o il IR S e PR/ B 25 0 < I 4
AT Gy BN VESm AR BB MR B TE SRS AT, AP, DR S A TR XV B A2
IS 55 S TSR 45

PRI IR SR Parrish 45 AT SCBREZRIR AEG /3 BT A3 20010, (RIFRA AT RGWIE. MEA T8
Tof 1) 2 A A ARG IE 1) 7 22 AT T AN RS AR 0 VE Bk 2 R PR R I (Modlic & Lea, 2011).
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Figure 4. Personality based phishing susceptibility framework

4. BEF A&RY1EYR 5 B MRS

3) HAE BN TEAL(11PM)

FET AT ASEHE BB RAL, Vishwanath 25(2011) 3 1 56 T8y b4k (1) % 505 5o T8 (Integrated
Information Processing Model, IIPM), 415 5 Fron. AR RO AMART £ IR AR5 BN T4 i RS 4
TN E, B MR BRI G ). Fodr, VERRE R TS N, SHEXT IRk
P SOk TR BUaVESE BRER: RSN TR Fe AN I S B 2R R AN S 06 KR 2 TR ST
BRI . SRR RA L, NPM B S ARSI T A2 5 7GR, ok, Raniin
TR T RO IR A e () A R e SRR RS AP B B R4, 2 REAE 5] N FHIGAE T A
DR 2% A SR DR 20 R R 3 RS A AN T ok R R R Bl 400 &6 SRR s, n i B9 f I () 38 NP 1
U MR A AH SRR . R S

B T

B 57 B9 o BE 1

BARE AL

(FE: WL AW TS RAAESE)

Figure 5. The Integrated Information Processing Model
[ 5. 11IPM FEIRHEZE

T
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4) Byt A G oy SR AR

ARG R, AN IR A5 S PRI 75 AR IR A8 SR R, M I, 35 JE i3 S R ) L
GR, WATRERNCNZ FH . R E, Alseadoon i —BRFL 7 ICIE IR AIVESR 5 S BRI, $H T
AR TR B F R A ) S AR R (AN 5] 6), R AR AT SO0 A5 1R I 77 V5 0L 24T 56 UE (Alseadoon,
Othman, & Chan, 2015). &5 5R AL, MARUFAEMBT S AR AT AR =5 R B2 T 1 58 3 (145 B o) JaK
P, 1 53 A 7K P BE AR R AN A% [m] S A ) AT BE PR (RIS 2 F 8 BT REdE) . BbAbh, Ahrth. EONTE.
TF B NS 57 220 BEARRR T A VA 2 e S F) (BT MEAT D5 AP S Ol PRI S R o AT B0 IR R AR ) =
' FEFE (AT T R S WS AR 6 I 7 A = o R P B3 ) oS AP 0] AT DA T R T = BRI P 3
A, MRS 5 RN, AR S RN EE .

EEKE

BB A=)

(FE: SRR AW TTAE RARIESE)

Figure 6. The model of phishing susceptibility
[El 6. £ mR AR 5 B AR

5) MREE. WENFI A B L (SCAM)

R AR A 3 AT S0 A B b Y 4 VE G AN R i TR . Rk, AR RO
T SRR B E N CO7 R, DT AR R R R ae 7T SR, AR — 07 A
FEFLIN B AR, X2 Bl I 1) R R AR 1 in LA (Ferguson, 2005). X 3t W45 SN L AT G JE VR B
Gy BEVERIME— B R 2R o BR T A B IR BRI T AN, AN E Sk 1 W 2848 A7t R e s2 e VE B &) I8,
UK TR P JS A4 >3 15 . Vishwanath %5 (2018) sl b & J8 HE 7 PRBE . A 0RT [ 3 M 452 284 (Suspicion
Cognition and Automaticity Model, SCAM), Wi 7 fizR, FEHT TORIGIGIUE. ZHAUN, MRS RIL
PSS E &R T 7RI T 25 B BRI NFR RS, Ik XUR #4512 TAEH T8 B EKF. it
Ab, BB E8 AT R I AR Can BB A0 F 2) ) S SR A mOR BAKRIIN L, BRI AR PR BE Ko TR
— R FERZ ) 5 AR R, B E B KPR R AN AR ST AT N g ) ) T i

BERMI \

MARR B IREKT
SrinT

BHREELRE HB 1445 F SJ 1R

Figure 7. Suspicion, cognition and automaticity model
[ 7. SCAM 2P & HY
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6) 2%V B B IR AR

Dove (2018)3d i Jii P45 AN SLUERT I 5 A R 1 VRS S YRR, JFaEAT 798, W1 8 o
AR T U T, AR H A B Ve (5 S, 2R PR TG TATIKA R, W
ROARGRIN AT EE . Z25E0%. Fli, AR TER R E R 5 PHHI AR VRS 2T
Wedle BE— AR VEIA A, VR S EIERR T VR S S MERER AN T wi AT R, VEW S
S RIBURYE . AR FA TR RESRTTVE DN 2 1k MABRI R AR TIRAE . piahik et
I [A]. Dove Ay, XAV HER M e A8 535 BRI VE DR 20 Sk 1k, DRI 2 HISS AR BB R R (5ml, (R AdE
P NP AR B . BEAh, HAMAE R G ERZ )G, 2RI R R8T 9 B 2 T R B
R ST B B 5y A B 58 ST RIBUR B A AMEE SR o B Jim s 5235 BB & 2 J N4 O 2l vk
Bl VEY R R AN S b, ALRAEEA S B X—{F &2 B AT In VE W 15 52 T 805
Pk, REMTHR T4 2y A

GIESES
B IR 51 =
ey C

E 7

——
(%m¢%%%waﬁm@§
AEITENIN
e, HARERE
FREFRS NI ERKTE

MERER

BR AP

FRMEARRE

IRSR RS [8)
REBMADI, 5 RAEAEREL, T
BERS iE FelERE

RE ARG RNEITA

B —
WRREEHS HAE VEYR 5 Bkt

FETVER X MAR R
BB MEF S R ST A R
HiHR (Bltn, EHARTERRE)

HAEMNES
REEXME, B
BEHES

Figure 8. Dove’s model of fraud susceptibility

8. Dove BIML&1EYR 5 R MR EY

7) VEwE BRI G AR A

TE HLAE VE S 20 PR BRR A 2 1, A A A 32 B0 H A VE S gt 5 I AR v (1) 5 B ME R R 7 IS B R 3
(VRS S8 A AL 25 A R ) A AR 3R (35 38 B AR R)» Norris 55 NiE I Jo /A i it — 2 g, A
9 HA R 2 VE B Ik P Hp B2 52 35 3 DR TR 35 AR VE R & RILE BR R M2 EERE, FHAL
2RI AE R R R R, HRBA K 9 Bros(Norris, Brookes, & Dowell, 2019). AT, HH
M8 VEY & — N RS, BERRES N ANE RSN, SRS H LR ORI, Mo
T X 3
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9. EIREFNRA 5 RAMAREY

8) 2%V B Sy Sk PR A Y

AR, FRE S W IT AR HLAE P2VE O 2 T R RGEVERT AL, JRSHE TS R R . &
A PR BV R ) D YA JEE Y P A DN VR B 2 SRR Y, o ST R R HEAT IR AIE, An ] 10 P (it
2021)o ARFX—BIRL, AMAKHEIRAE R FIR A LSRG | (S RURIRAD 5% XU 2 22 1 5 A5
KT 220 B8 32 T AN A VR B 2 A . [, RRVE R AT AT A A I I 2 5 VE I 20 R R & 2
ZRGEFE KT AT B e A5 AR MRS R P A o BRAR 57 5 VE B 2 R 2 IRV SR & SR EL, ok L A5
W2 Vi A E SIS AL RE , T T AR 2 S R PR 2 (f S 0 T ) RO AR T A'F X ¥ B ) J
PERIRZI .

BEBRESRRE

e —

FREEERRAR

BT

Figure 10. The influencing model of fraud susceptibility
10. BIEMBIER S R EFRE
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Table 2. Summary table of the telecom and online fraud susceptibility models

3 2. BIEMIVEYR 5 R IR IL IR BURIE
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' & Langenderfer | o bt Dove V£ o SV B 2 JRK
BRARR o e om vﬁgifﬁw 11PM %@ﬁe@ SCAM o ke Ezﬂgﬁuﬁ Wb
VEg S Vi By P feE st AR WESTVEDM O RERTEDN RS TR
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3. ARSI S BRI RN B =R

GEERT AT, ASO O VEDR 20 BV AGEAT TRREERIL R, S8R 0E 2 B, AUFFURIL,
VES ) MR 500 R 25 v] LR GAMMARR R R TSR R AE BN TR =3, Mefae & 248
ANNHA G ORI B 2R M, HABORARE M 1HSRR R S NS VENRIE & N VER#H X E
ISR A OG5 BN TR 2R 4R 1E VE U B o il R I AE A 5 NI B T sk 72, BATE =
W B — R H T 2R,

EHUE AT, FLAE 2 VE DR 20 MR — NMBOR BRI &, 222 BRI ER B 56 AN [R] BR 3% 1 L [R] 2
X5 FT MR TS o — 80U, H R AR TR R SR B — e e R 0 B BRI 3R . B, Neupane
5(2014) BB 7E BRI BN TR 2R B RE0 o S8 BER PN — R W T2 S R B sl gk A7 W, [
I A G IEIR ISR E 3 . SRR, BOREPATES N R SR R, mEfk. E5H
AR AR A B R A S 1 — R XS o 31X T B A P 4545 B SO FIWTE Je— R E 2R 1045 B
T2 Wen SRR F0E % HL(E 0 26 VE Ul 1) 52 35 8 0T B VIR, S HCH VE D 25 S8 1) A 32 2
OHEFR. 2R ZHL. R ZENAPERIEERES. Hrh, 31 =% 2 51FERIG S0 ME
FROMATRRFER); WEIRIE 28 W AEVEDR 1 5t T FPIRESKBE R R (E BN TR &), XEFE R L FE A
TVESR G S N AMAN PO BRSSO VESR T St Shadel (2012) WA VESwid F2 4 &, BRFEA
VEY G B YER TS SN 2, AP B I—THBESEZ NS EIP. KEXR. R, EE 5
Jita 3 S o

UbAh, FERT AR FE, X H A — SR B B D R AT AR B T B A R, SRR AR
J& o XA RS AN R TG B HLAS IR 2% VE SR R BRI FH AR 58 ik 22 G 0. filn, K240
B ST S A AL R () VE O B R AR s T R ] 2 v AR S P B T R R M 4 VR T L R
AISEBRIE DL, Bl SRR AN E R VE SR G 2 R A . Ak, TERTSCER BN 8 MR RIA , H
H 5 AR 7 IHES B IEBERUE(LE 2), HAEH TR VEY 5 B fats, Bt ol st S 8045 11
S

AR, CU A BRI B 5 5 L VE B 2 S8V AR i TR R B Re A . H FLAE I 8 VE DA o S A b &
T 5 SR RSRZLE 5 A5, 3 5 A 6 Vi 95 155 552 O R R I T GRX TR RZ0 8, 20225 Norris
& Brookes, 2021), 4 Langenderfer il Shimp FIVEY 7 BPER RN ARELL R 525 VIC, HATA
(BRI AR A 1) R B He A A% 48 DR 3 VE B 2 SR MR RS2 o FRETT N, H AT A 48 VE B 2 SR P AR AL
B E MR ZEAA, ARG PIRTIE G E NS VERIE R ER, LIS S A 2= 158
HAEH], FB N B A5 4% VE O 5 S O BRS RE A o

4. BEERE

() BE—2D o HEAE R 25 VR B S A IR 7T

HIABIE TE 20T R A3 0 2% VB 2 R RS2 i R R AT IR, IR 1 AR A BB, (HAT
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