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Abstract
Social comparison refers to the process in which people compare and think about the information
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related to themselves and one or more others. This study examines the influence of social compar-
ison on prosocial behavior and the role of the social comparison effect through two experiments.
Experiment 1 uses the ranking method of an intelligence test to explore the influence of social com-
parison on prosocial behavior. The results show that there are significant differences in social com-
parison, and the prosocial behavior upward social comparison is significantly higher than that in
downward social comparison. Experiment 2 uses the situational priming method of learning ability
to investigate the regulatory role of the social comparison effect in the influence of social compari-
son on prosocial behavior. The results show that the main effect of social comparison is significant,
and both the social comparison effect and the interaction effect of social comparison are significant.
Compared with the contrast effect, under the assimilation effect, prosocial behavior increases sig-
nificantly.
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1. 5|8

SLAER N SRR E S EBE USRS, EEREAESEI RN, B AU FL AT Bk )
B, REFEARMSAT AN E RPN —ANEENE. FHESMITRERITHESZE. #olk.
WS« ACE RN IRAES 3246, EHESIAM S B AR 2 1P R R R R IE R DB AT “o8
FESATR” EAARIBR KRB —F 20, Fwr . AR TS iE G5, 2025). ik, #
fREAL S MBI, XA JE OB R R A B R, W B TR AL S E A 1 1 45 5

MEHHEER T, BRESHE S, ZFHms, REANLSER, AR BRIED, Xt A
IR T A E ORISR, IS 25 BTN« 2 B A ST N — N ER K,
B HAELE T AT AR i rh G R A, 2024) s ATEAKT BT -2 Hi b, B RIGRM B TR5E L,
BEMER “557 5 <87 WMARPLOEIAR, HEmgmaE A N7 N, GORW, ENFFRT,
Fean SRRy, RIS H2, 2011 FEEF— Dt HAERE, EERRANBE LSRN FE R
BN — o S EIR, RO JE RO 2R 146 B Fo B 2 v T i O B B (AR SR
47, 2024). X5 “TENFGFR T BB TER . A SEFFRGAER SR X R TP R RS 0T,
AT ISR 24T N Z B R R T DLHE R B S LR R b, #em)idive, AT HOE AN R AT LB
AR SEAL AT NP AR o BT A 2 LUIRAE M A AAT A P A AT S dE R BB (L AE,
2025), AICNHN, DNAIER 2 ERHCEEA], AN N B2 DTG 1R K 520 (Sarah & Tobias, 2017). 43
Ub, ARFFIRHERE 1. A S BT AN RSE 4T, AT R E AT SR A A B N =R

M LA AR FI BN, — P FA N, 53— o X LR R RS2 F AN A TE T % 4 22
PLE 5 B R, H SR T 5B R —8, BIAMATE LR E M T 3 AW AKE, BUER T Eis
AR T B RPN K X BSOS 2 Fe AMATE T AR 43 LS RN ) B ERIPAN LS, BIAMATE L2 4L
S E FIENKFEAE T He A BB & T H PR 7KF(Greve & Newspapers, 2006). AHRHEE 2
I, AE2x EUAS BT SR 1A R 1A 255 AR AT B80S #0151 RS A1 o
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KT F B TR I, 5B RIS RIS &2, WEES KA FATEML,
WINETESE, SEmEA AT N AR AR N A, AR T E SRR R,
FEAETAT AN, SEA AT A B LUBON I AR M B (Greve & Newspapers, 2006).

KT 0T LERON I TR I, MR HEAT EATHE R, SN E SR B bR, PR AT N,
Rt BRIV BRAR . 10 E FRPE R oA 2 B B SR A AT e AR AR R S M (1 FLR) 55, 2016). BRI,
FEox LBV FT e 2 U 719 4 2 EUAON SR AL 22 AT IS o [ Itk SR S N 1) T iyl i, AT 28 I
BmoRA ATy, M EERN, e R, 2 Ry S8 08, [ R R o AR B OREE O E
MR E AR SR AL 2 AT N IEAR . R3S R4, SR MRS 2. #hax EEACSUN I 15 4t 23 FUBON SR AL AT A IR
Mo SRV T S, EATEEA B N R R 3 = T NMATHORU B N R T TR LRSI &, AT
R AN E B T MBI AN BB %R .

2. WHEkFid
2.1. EHLTH

2.1.1. 8=

SRt 2217 H(Pro-social behavior)/& Wispe i&E R —MARE, 1EAKRESITANKR SCHE, & TR
“Ham TSRS RESMAFIERR” AT N, X2 — MR — R SAT RS, Bl
T, W, A1, =M AT ARE N RE S T A2 “Btta” MO 9k5E, 2025),
FERE B I AR B OO 5 — AN N 28R IR A AT B A NS 2 RS B RE 77, 2 24 fth A8 B R
MEFENE 5 2 A 2 R R B B 7 10/ 23 s MAE I S 4 24T AR &

2.1.2. FEIOEA

— IR, AR A 27 B AT R AE A7 A SR A AT N F B AR IX = PP R ML) |
Wik (a) %2, (b) AR AbRHE, BLE(c) MREEFITE K.

TES IR, SEHSAT AL AR, RKFEE FR RO EEE RS k222, A T HRELL I
AT 40X B g B 1% A T g AR AN 145 & (Hansson et al., 2024).,

et @ MR R . A AbRHERS, W55 412 TTAF S 030 7 A B S mT DA R B,
A NATTES DR FERRRR 1) B FRTE B I H C BRAR IR 2 N AN 75 3K (Jin et al., 2024).

NG R BB 1R M N B LB AR SR AT A AR . B R R 2B ER IR A&,
NN B sl s B R AR /N T B A X N, 1T L3 76 & F SOk P K A2 (Sndergaard,
2019).

BT BB LAAL, IUAAE A HEIR M, FE & TGN AT N H R B E B S T R AR
e B R 1 [E1 4 (Tsai & Kang, 2019). X AAIIE SN BENEFR A, AMEL S TG R AT H 3 45 5F
HERWAC, FRAE LA AZ R A EIE R T 5842247 (Sisco & Weber, 2019). AMATE LB EXT
A R R TR 1 P9 T A 75 P A R e R S BT R — IR AR 24T A (Rand et al., 2016).

2.1.3. MBS

XA AT MR, BT 2R SRS AR S S 2RSS . BRI SR A
PRIEFE Sisco Fl Weber 7EAF 7T FH EAK B (Sisco & Weber, 2019), BEARFR I LEM R Bl 52 AS [F37 50 A RH
EHEIEZN, HEBRKE, WEAPILES), MEEERfFER FESH ONEEFHIMEH EA
AWEERAN, BURS RS .
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To RIS AT 55 — BB INGE R BT . AJE IS . B B RAT 55 DA S # AT 25 (Liu et
al., 2020) IXELRF 7T 7 iR S ek B FROR 2 IE Rt N R 2R AT B 8%, HgE R R EAR R, AT
FEVEAT o fEGE Rl DL T iR 55 4L 2517 (Galang & Obhi, 2020). AN 70 % B s i3k A7 25 4k
227K [ 52 (Gneezy, 2008).

22. R

2.2.1. BE&

o R RAENTAEIE T 7 H . RN NEANER . 1P BRI AEE L, TERA
B BERVEM RSO T , AMEs 2 5 b WS AN e J733E47 %0 EL A P B 3 (Schlosser, 2016).
A TR 2 Wood A2 HUEUE X, #has teEGR I AT — A Z M N5 B CAHCEE BT E
BB R FE(Wood, 1996).

2.2.2. HEHLBAISA

Fhax L Ase ] DURRHE X LG 7 191 43 9 AT Ee %8 (upward comparison) #1475 (downward comparison) (Xu
et al, 2017). FATHEZIBHECE ~MLE I AT, REBELEAMAREN 2 B S s il N5
G EARER. NTERTE B P SRR, e i B R S R, o HE IR T I PEAT aE s, B
WsE#E4 AT 9(Zheng et al., 2018). FATHLACR IR S L H CRHAMEH#ATHI L. BEFLR, SHEMAEH
A N BN 20N 7 A s I RGN, At B RS AEANMEER B . AR, JFSENAEC
IR PEAT, BRI EARAT AR o (H U0 G MRS AE SR T RIS, TR AT B AU T LR o S A R,
M R 5 412547 J9(Gerber et al., 2018).

2.2.3. S LB

Buunk 1 Gibbons 42> HLEE FFE EE AATR 73 Nt 2= LB H] (Buunk & Gibbons, 2007). Gerber 28 A
Kt St AP A B, — R B B AR R B, A S ERE AN N SRR Be(Gerber et al., 2018).
B, R EFE LR IR G M F LA HE, 73R EATHE S R P AT LG SRS B m] 43
VSIGIAR SR DN 5 DA

IF) £ 2850 AR XoF B 26K 2 i AN AR T TR PPAN B 1] LIS 5, R AR R, AR A K0 E A5 B RN
S, IR HAT NHTIA R (Posel & Rogan, 2018). 24i3k47 A L HLEEH, AN K B IS K2
ETE, PEARNGE) . BRI AT IO FA SRR A A E BRI SRR, PR, RS R
(Bh %1438, 2015),

Xof LS Fe AR IRV R R 25 T I LU E bR, 8 ORI IX BITER, R+ )
= S HEBRTE B C VG Z Sh(Shapley etal., 2024) . FATXF LRI, e ATERAT LU, BIRIFAE 2R
i, MIMF=A RIS, WE S AT NN AW B BT R 5 M. HEE. AR50
IRZS(Block et al., 2019).

AT RN AT LI 51 RS 1 O AR 5 B I R S A ST T TR TR IR I o 2 MR SR A L
BB TT IR I 22 7= A TR, T AN T 22 S PR B U 2 = Ao U AksE . e Tt LR 3, B
RIS FH A B2 22 1R S O IA AR TR (SA) o [RIAL AR B At 25 LI A B R S R AU 5 25 53 1 11
NG BT PR 1 o AR T 45 RS RFIX — B, UE B R AR G AR A R ) 25 R A, T
of b 5 A FEAR 9 22 St AR 4 25 18 T (Shapley et al., 2024). BEAL, [RIALHE 2 HE B A 6 3 0 FEAUL: ) — A5
SSEVE, TR O A B Bt 0 22 S ) 96V o Block 25 NS T A B SRAESE T 8 a4 B RN 24 2%
(7, 43 A BRI E T 5% T I A AR AL A RO 5K 8 A (1 X005 R, AR R — TS e e %
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f%F B TAF (Block et al., 2019).
AW R HE PR A B AU G B AL, BIEH A A QORI A Q5 TR 1AL A FTAS R 2
b, AT SR A B A2 FL RN

224. LB FEHIIITANEE

AWt TiE IS A2 LU B S R I, A R ERBE N T AME ISR AR AT A(PIfT et al., 2015), — L2 %}
KEANIZ TR IHAT T A X HikE, 25 R R, MEMET TATHEL, AT R Skt 47 T D
(Posel & Rogan, 2017). {HAAG SR RAE, AT LA /S N Rfaks, Al ARECE £
FISE A2 AT N AR #M(Song & Chen, 2018).

Fhx FUBUSUN A RN AL AT R EZE R 3. AR R, S AN 2IIREIE S, 251& RS,
INTTAMRFEEAT ABAN, Sz MR (BT 2%, 2024). [N I8 5 2 [ A3AN A [ 4L 23 L (AT A
MR TAEE ST SR e AcE — 8, T2 SR 2 AT A BB (Posel & Rogan, 2017). 78855 A
LS U N 256 S AT RS B E R E G285, 2012), {H Buritica JUIWA Xt b 2508 2308 Mk
MSE 4R, ISR A BER AL AT 0 38m,  AMBER R 41 247 B AR (Buritica et al., 2016).

3. KW 1: HEEBIFRALITRNEE
3.1. XWENSEE

K 1 E BRI & O SRAL AT WIS . B LN A B NMASR A 24708, AT
EASE R R LN TPV

3.2. SEWFE

3.2.1. #iR

Z 55288 100 LR EF, FH 17 NHTREINE s & R s RIVE 5E s s, el 8di N
83 N(Hih &4 42 N, B4 41 N, “FHFER 2037 %, bEZENRN 1.05 %), it EES 558, &
36 5E UE 45 AR IR .

3.2.2. SRR

1) SEALSAT IR : B SAT MRS B M B DeWall 26 A\ I 7(DeWall et al., 2008) . #iak [ i52
Fett AN RKEL TG CERIRAER R, FEERAEFRRN SR 25, £ 7 fB ke LRV
HamfHEohEE, 1 REEEAEE, 7REEEIEE(a=0.70).

2) A BHRAE: A IUEAPR B BENLIY 10 38 S SO HERR A 3 S0 pI G 2 . MER5E S, B
BB I T80T 10% A8 J160 T J5 10% 000058 45 58, M HE 25 50 BAT EUACH AN AT LU . AR S
KA BB RS BRI E shit 2t . “OR3EE H S JKCF i ? 7 “/Ruafd | afEk
PO I T R GTR IS ? 7 (7 RER). N T IRIRAL S BB ARy, A S IRA T A I HEA
e, AJE BRI
3.2.3. SEIEit

K R AR B (AT E A vs. FATIRERA), ARSI, BB BN FAT LR
ARAT LR . AR & p R s R
3.2.4. XWIEF

B AR BE N 7 B 2 AT BB AT B AL . 5258 0] 45 FH— 5K A4 ARALRL, 56— TR SR SCAE LR )
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MEGH 10 &, 25 Oy — WIS R 238 B AAT 55 o BaR e HEAE — A R B3 R AT 5600 . 4%
BUFE P B 5e 1R 1R R R B RUE R, ESESE I B SCR NG, R SRR, AR A I
JRGUAE IR, A2 ARALTR . # ol P Sk, IR S5 B CHRBiEE, R 7 St
1= FEFABE, 7= FFEE. &5, FPESHRSLE H KF 4 7 ol 2o il

3.3. HiEAE
KF SPSS20.0 Gt it B 34T B HE AL FE 5 4047
3.4. &R

3.4.1. HSHBHRERI

FRATVE G R A2 H A2 LU AR BEAT R AR ARG G, B SE ikl B A ) R KA 2 A
YN E CAEA U F1 056 R 2 S PRl I HE 42 S5t gl s g 4, oS
BRI Rz, MEEHRM. A 17 LR XU MR HEA R, T KA AT A G 225 B S
B, A MR 83 A

3.4.2. #LHEBXFLSIT AN

T RIS LB SR A S AT A RIS, BEAT RO REA ¢ 5, Hoph i St E N AR E, X EATH
AR AT WA SR AT AT IR . S5 R BoR, PATHE (M = 5.52, SD = 1.235) 4L 24T N 3
AT NT (M = 4.67, SD = 1.746), #(81) =2.357, p<0.05, ZERUWE 1 Fir.

Table 1. An independent-sample #-test of the impact of social comparisons on prosocial behavior

F 1. HREBXFEHRITARMBMIIER 05

N M+ SD ¢
AT R 52 5.52 +1.235 2.357*
AT 31 4.67 +1.746

H: * N p<0.05.

3.5. it

K 1 MEURERY] EAT LA MARI R AT MR & T T IR AR 217 8. SR s HA 5
Ja BRI ZA AR B, A5 808 0 HEA 58 Jm 1 ) B LR AR ol 2 AR B 2 HOSR A AT N MR IRAIE 1 AT
B 5 A Bty N PEH,  AbBE BN ASR A AT N . X S UR B AL A 55 L i) A B
2B R B A 2 FIPRAL AT NG R ARF AR5 2023) AR R AR IR, K5
VI H KM E R SR, AT RO A S g A NI T 2 5], RUOu AT R ZEAREE A LA
I A RESE4F B 5E A CHIZETR AR, Fr DLAMA 2 3 5 R8BI A (Woo et al., 2018).

4. LI 2 M HBXFRASITHRRM: 2 BN AET
4.1. XHWENSER

S 2 EER G 2 LB SR AL AT A2 L R At 2 BB AR Fe b (R 1 . B FE B iR :
1) Hox B S Ema At 2470, _BAT BN MASR AR AT 0T s 2) AR BURRUN I T 4R 2 U ADR SR A
SAT IR . X RN, _EAT BB AR B35 T AT U B N R s TRt 56 B s
M&E, EATHERBNSERN TR MBI AR TR E %R .
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4.2. B AE

4.2.1. #ik
BENLAASFER KA 200 N, MIBR 10 42 AR BTN A Bt 2 LU S, e 2l 190 A
FHET0N, 120 N, FEERH 20.06 &, IREEN 1.28 %),

4.2.2. LR

1) SEASAT IR e 247 NI EAE 52k B Balliet (R 78 (Balliet et al., 2014). i Fa i 5e 1545
“H MK EL T RN [F Y, TREZRAEIERISAR” 25, £ 7 nBnfFER EREE K
R, 1 REBEFAEE, 7 REEFEE(0=0.70).

2) Hhes BRI S — A FER AL RS AR A 2B ), JER A C S X, B EAT R
B AT ERE A . HARHRE R DL %

3) A WA AR R RN LB R B 15— AN 22 2D e J1 KPR E R B S 25 2 AL
5 AR A5 o oF bk R L AR B AR S AR 5 RS A S 2 S A

4.2.3. g
KA 20k b EATEORL. NATECRD) x 2(FE 2 LEARUNE . AR L Xof B RSN ) Bl ) S 36 e it
RS wS PNV

4.2.4. ZRIEF

IRAEAL = LB = U 45 5, 36 4 FhsEgatsss, 70l BAT ERER AL, EAT LhAssxs
P, TATHCELRAAL, AT LRRORT L. £E BB et S R B EUER , Sl 41 AR
M 55 1) N S8 B A S B A . B S B B AR & LR S k. K, AT LU (R AL 55, e
Bl BB B R, IS H CHRBIERMIRE . SCIR 455 A POl R S B 1 9 45 7 i sl &

4.3. BIEALIE
K F SPSS20.0 Gt it A4 %o B g iR AT AL FE 5 407
4.4, SLIGEER

4.4.1. BRIERIELER

or gkt 2 BRI LR A TE B AR R LB RS, B “ORWEARIR S BiRZ AL, BE—ANFE
2 7 PATHOR AR IR © BRI, MATHEAEE R A0 o A SRS, Fibg
WMZARSER H, R RS AR S ST RE SRR, MR LLE T AR e . B, MRS BIAR BN S 3h
UEAE7 S

gz LUIBON [F A ZH A EE A RN R, B AR B A 2 LU, TRIAR 0 B ARG SRIFT AR LU JE
ZERMSTREA ¢ K06, 45 BN R RS AR (M = 4.12, SD = 1.550) 5 HLI0 G ARSI 52 3 w8 T 0 HL 2
RiZH(M =3.65, SD =1.626), 1(188)=2.077, p<0.05. i%%55H %S HLRRN IR A 20
4.4.2. HLHEBXFALITHOENE: 32BN ETER

TR ST AN AR L, o FMNEE, F(1, 186) =24.547, p<0.001, 1,2 =0.117, L
THHRAKMAEREZER T FTHRARANER. 2 RN 2N AR, F(1, 186) = 0.286,
p=0593. LSRR S EMNZ BEAEREZELE 1), FQ1,186)=4.029, p<0.05, n,>=0.021. i
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IS e

— BRI T I, FEFAGN b, 5TV, EATIESR M T2 B EIE, F(1,186)=
24.76, p<0.001, n,2=0.117; 7EXFLCRN b, FATHCRA FATHOERAB A BRI R EZE5, F(1,186) =
4253, p=0.051. Z5RNK 2. &3 .

Table 2. Social comparison and prosocial behavior of different social comparison effects

= 2. TR SHEEM RN S EEMFERRITA

[E 4k RN ot b R
N M+SD N M+SD
FATERE 48 4.54 +1.557 47 3.98 +1.511
TATHR 49 3.000 + 1.429 46 3.33 + 1.606
5 O FAFIER
45 | B 47 bk
4 L
35 |
3
25 |
2 L
15 |
1 F
05 |
0
BN ST

Figure 1. Experiment 2 The effects of social comparison of different comparison effects on prosocial behavior

B 1. 3238 2 TEIEEBHM A = LR R 21T AR

Table 3. Analysis of variance for social comparison of different comparative effects and prosocial behavior

3. PRIEBRMN M SLLIRRFEM ST AN A ES R

df MS F 0’

Fana e 5 1 57.146 24.547%* 0.117

AR AR 1 0.666 0.286 0.002

s bbi <t AN 1 9.380 4.029* 0.021
R 186 2.328

E: 4 p<0.001, *Hp<0.05.

4.5. ¥Hig

S 2 45 AR T Ak 2 EUALRON AR A 2 BUARDR S Ak 2 AT D9 Pl 4 o RARR DA TR ORI
FATHESRHE AT N EE W T MT IR AT W EERNI, AT BB A A B SRR AT LA
AN B L EZEER .

RGBT, RFAE HH AR AR h # O RS B Rt . e, AR BRI
SN RBE B, RS I BRI RE 0 B 5E 2 9 N JE S BOA N A KB (Yang & Robinson, 2018).
FACPESE R AT A SR L, BFOA R S BCE VO Z BN, $alEIREH IS A MU, Z5R75
NI RS (RS, 2017). (HZ0S UGN, AT LLBCE RItL A O sk, AR, A
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KA, ZiSACIEK, % E O RIFARATRENEA R, 5 mE S, MAEES
FEARER R AR 4, T AN AT e AT AL 2 4R Bh(Balliet et al., 2014). BRI EGRORIET, b RAT OB 1SR4
SATNER LR E R .

5. Bitip

ASCHEIEPIALEE, 73 HIEM 1 A& RS M AME R 24T, JF H A& PUBORON A 2 AR
AL AT NI R FE TR .

5.1. HESLEBREFRA T HOER

KR TR A2 UL R SR AL AT NI BN R, MRS ) T 72 _EAT BB F B i Ao X — 4
RATCLAH “FWRE” K RE(Rand & Nowak, 2013), ZEISANRETE AR, 1£5 Ll & AR
PUi, AR S WHRRBRA 24T 09, T R RARRG 55 R AZAT N2 b . AWt 7o AR
BB S ABR K AR A AT AT B ATHURRR, BIESE VIR AL I — iR A 2 T
YRR (R RIS, 2017). EATHE S IEBGERE T, $oulf B QR IR I SRR, AlE Ak
TARXT 5 AL, IR EN R B I G52 BB (E DA, 2024) X BRI 2 RE SR BIAMA I JE BiAT
FEHE T RFAE B, Rl M AAE BT VF O3 5, O T RN A B ZERATE R, MR A T RESR &
AT EAE S RASPE ARG, T AR NI BRSBTS 2R 7 SRR T SCHE 2 TRAB I R
AT NS SR TR A5

FIREEH “553 808" B ] DUFRSX —45 B (Zhan et al., 2020), 24— A ATE— AT AT HoX RETAT,
ft 2B E Cifak, MFHER NSRRI RIE S E . BT A S5 B
FNTE, BHTRIESDANGR, WA E2 R/ 278 HAFRTRAMMIHE, RAEZHN
WIS RETT, AT ZHO T HAh R AR, i T BLE SO, R BERER, AN R,
3D KA AT N

5.2. HLEBHNEMSLEBREFHESITRXRPERIE

ASLEG 2 S5, FEFMRRIE, FATHRSEA AT N EZE ST TR, (H 2% s,
1T A AT U SR AT N E R AR .

FEFC NI, MR E O 58 EEEO AL, AT 525 5 7 A2 38 2 ) 3R+ 2347 J9(Yang & Robin-
son, 2018). TEXTLLANE, FATHEIEETTERE 2, WReRF MR E S TN, MASH EHRTE
RS, TR I s B (R N 2 5 B4R G B £ (Zhan et al, 2020). 52 A0, FEHEREN FAT
FEER I MR A ) B AR BN, P2 TR SE,  TEARE Z > SE A 24T

XFECRORE N R AT EEA B8 3] 1 i AR SR AR VPAN . 9 T ORISR AR B, AT e
A S iR ) SR SR A ARG, S B R O B DTk, A ST ARAIE S TR [F] 2 R R SR AL AT A ) L
RIZR (BT 224555, 2024)0 1 AT HUECAMARLE BT AL BEAR T A BLAIC, O 1 45 B IRVE s IRV AR 56, AT
BT Rl RE LG ECA S . PR IS R AR R AR, — ERHA AR A LR G Rk & TR
AT HEAMA AR, AT SEA AT O™ B AR, 2014). IEA AT RS /2 BN AT LB AN A
NINIZRAS T AR, N T AR RFFOLA IR, Al 130 2 i i 4R B B ow UK 22 5 s A ko A B
FIPFEAN (Zhan et al., 2020).

6. 4518

AL A, 7 AER TR AR AT .
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IS e

1) BRI NEREE, FATHBICRHE ST EE T TR
2) A RSN AT 1 A2 RO A AT AN . SR LRI R, R4 EAT LEBCRAE AT
N T AT HE

S E 3k
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