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Abstract

In recent years, a rising number of scholars have focused on the idea of proscriptive morality in the
study of morality. Proscriptive morality is concerned with what we should not do, and unlike pre-
scriptive morality, proscriptive morality must be carefully evaluated by society due to their greater
overall impact. Prior research has verified that one of the crucial elements that people must take
into account when participating in different social activities is reputational concerns. Individuals
who get attention from others are more likely to engage in prosocial activity, no study has looked at
the effect of reputational concerns from the standpoint of deceptive activity. Using a proscriptive
moral dilemma (deception dilemma), this study uses a one-way between-individuals design to ex-
amine how participants perform at three degrees of reputation attention. The findings show that:
Individuals in the overt context chose to report significantly more amounts than in the anonymous
and ambiguous contexts; individuals who receive attention from others are less likely to engage in
deceptive activity, and even if they do, the amounts reported are substantially larger than those who
do not receive attention from others. The results demonstrate that, similar to prescriptive moral
dilemmas, individuals who receive more reputational attention tend to behave more prosocially in
proscriptive moral dilemmas, and that this applies not only to harm dilemmas but also to deception
dilemmas where the emotional conflict is less intense.
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1. 5|15

FENATH H#AT o, ADBI=RIRE, KBNS, RATA SR 78 B S R AIW s, A
KAHAFURME AL, B BRI T 5T EAT A, NP B Wi, RIE R
WARAE [ B A A 35 B K AR 2 AU (Rand & Nowak, 2013), JE e SRl e — Rt B 4 2 03, BR
IESRAMRE GG I TRV RA ERIPR2R, JE 7275 [E R TE ARG 5 A2 B B 2R (Rilling &
Sanfey, 2011). IT4F, XFEAERIBEFCIF A6 AT A G &BuE ) A 4h SO IR &AR ) B> T7 THI I 43 9 DU A4 52
(Janoff-Bulman et al., 2009; Carnes & Janoff-Bulman, 2012). -, 2 1F8IE 2 RN SAZMI S, M
EE T8 S 8 5 i ) 10 5 EL AT 38 BT M (Janoff-Bulman et al., 2009) . FAFAN AR 2% 11t 16 18 PR 355 i3k A7 e
ISR ZR,  ReibMAREE G ANAZ S, WAL RE, dERprt Mgt e . B4, fELEIE
P A PN 58 A B TR AT AT 2 L rb RS R (R 2R SR REE R 7 i AR AR R, A ST
KRIEHE S HAIWT ) — DN EER R, ATRRMAT N SR AR I N 15 5 AL R0 B O R AR K W] RE
W &3 (Hardy & van Vugt, 2006; Tan et al, 2017). 1 H 7, *FEMERENIH AR L HEE FHEEMmIL, /Y
BINAT R, RUEZRIE PRI AE RSO 7D o AT S O e AR I MR AR v 56 22 T A AL R gk, 1
X LB RIF 55 2 % R A R A0 2 KUK (Bixter et al., 2014; Arfer et al., 2015), ACKs RURF2 1] Sy 75 26451 2 R
W o T 1, AT T < B R IR X — PRI 3 30 5, B8 R A o IR (75 407 2 IR ) A ok 5 2 W) (TR 2R
FEEEAR T SR, SR N0k DR 70 B DR R K IR T, IR AN [R] P 25 S 7K~ 0 458 1 e i A PR 35
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PUOCH 55

R SR S
L1. ETERFTVNERZHEES K

MG IR ST 4G, BRI 0 e L — BRH — I AR . R A g SR A G
WHoed, SRR E AR 175K R PRSI T G A 45 5 SN AT A R SR AR SSATLR DA B
MR R R, IXFERIRIT 7T 5 305 2 i 2 B S B3 1) (Zhong et al, 2017). Janoff-Bulman %5 A (2009) ) — Tt
AR AR E RS - A7 IS R BAS)MAT NG RGBIS) AL OIER, LA - [l gFh L
AEZLISTE B RYE X  18 S M IE R A2 4 TE 8 (Janoff-Bulman et al., 2009). B3 AT MBS 34,
RIEFRAINAZ S, 58 UAT s R, S BATA RLZAM ) F (Janoff-Bulman et al., 2009). #F 5T
iR, BAGEAFE LT R ST, (RS AR . Mt R R OOA R e T, AN
By, FAHEMNAAAEREZSAN; FE, AEBMNABARESHEFENN, B DX fhiE
R IARE T A FEE M BIHL(Carnes & Janoff-Bulman, 2012). FH, Carnes & Janoff-Bulman (2012)if
PR HIX ) “aEE” —iRSibr R TouERMA, B TEME S AEME, s S S R o e
SYEEEAT AFME R IEATEEAT . RIERUL, AT DLAAT A (R &AM i) FH 45 SR (10 7 & A 8 18 ) W 1 72 4y
NPUZ(Carnes & Janoff-Bulman, 2012). WIS & 80X ANMT N2 T5 ZRRA TG0, BOE R Th U i 18,
WOH RN NATERS, ATE NEFIEEEAT N, FEE B FHEAEET )y, 25 E SN 5 3L
ARG AT AR, B b VA TE AT il RR BN, TR SYEATE AT I R Z 0L, W
KB AT N NAZAEAEAS B O FEH LA (Janoff-Bulman et al., 2009; Noval & Stahl, 2015). JEl, AHFFE kR E
MAZXKI 53 1 FERIE LA b PR T A SR R R (R 2R R I A FE LA o

1.2. FEXE

22 TGURE F0 R I 255 OV S S e B A R SR I — MR AE B BN 2, 1IN AT A W] DU [m) Bl AN 1 6 4
2247 N(Arfer et al., 2015; Fu et al., 2015; Zhan et al, 2020; Zhan et al, 2022). %41, Hallgeir 25 \ Bl sk #
IS R IAH L T B A4 480, ATFSATIIN 7 st A2 1 003, AR -E 7 AMA I8 647 9 (Sjastad,
2019); Bereczkei 25 A (2007)ia B X 73 75 25 5G730 A A BLEE R AR BINL, R I 4 B IEH AT AR A
TERF, EREFE LI 25%ERTH 2] 50%; 104 78 NI IR IR LA O, RILAHE A3 5 AT N )
AR ENHIM G R, FERRFIENE =T EESS5INMRIT RS F Z(Liu & Xin, 2011). 4,
A SRS U AMARSE AL AT NP A2 52 ) 2 —FhaT BE I A RS A2 % 4 ME R th 3 Y (competitive altruism),
BPAATZ B AR I A 32 X, el TG P RETE R, FREARKIKDEE 2R 28 . AR A0 ) 2 42
THA 5 W] U R BE 2 (Rl 4R I 2 R I SE R, S 2 WIANER, SX Bl 32 SCH s RR oy “ R 2 R At 3=
X” (Barclay & Willer, 2007; van Vugt & Iredale, 2013; van Baar et al., 2019). i 55— F R U & 75 20 32 7
g, RIAMAR R A B R s AR R A By, TR AR IR AT RE4ERFIX — & i (Emler, 1984).
FEIX—FR T, A 2 PR SRR, AU MR H S BT S (Hopkins & Emler,
1990). BT SO 50T BOKIAME NN E EAEHARIE, EERAKR, JFHXNTH A
B AN B 2 (8] (R A ELARAE M B A T 5 2 25 B R & IR (Markus & Kitayama, 2014), ZIEBTE AR T EH N
. MM, T AT BRI R, P O I — DR B N 2 Y 3 R e A AT P A L
R

T AEAETE RS, S TR MBS i E 2, Rl B NAT R, BN R 15 I i 2k
H &K S ER B 18] 25 75 Bh it A\ (Zhong et al, 2017; Yang et al, 2017; Zhan et al, 2020). [M2Z (b IEETEHE T
I T D, BIAMAR 5 R BN T 390 B TR f ok 3 30 K 0 550493 F 4t A\ (Janoff-Bulman et al., 2009; Zhan et
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al, 2022). A2, FEESGEX AR I EPETE S YR s LR B 2 AUE S E A T ZE R ? A, MR
SV P 7 B TR KT — MR I 1 B A [ B A4 R R 1) PS8 OV 1 B (A T & B 44 & B R IEAT B AN ), A
A7 15 T B2 2 R 7 2 R AN ] o 75 25450 2 AU B AR B 52 B 75 2 32 A mT e e . Bl 444
Bt SR ATFRE, B SRR BIR O AT R T O S AR R, I RO 2 AR
(), WOMRMME RS BERAEE NUBHEHR. JFH, REKFS50EAETILRIEME G
AR, — RV AR R, —F LR FIHLE R 2 B0E R AP EAR AP (Palmer et al., 2013).
%111, Shenhav & Greene (2010) A& ILAMATEMOE 78 1 SR A2 BF PR sy, R G A A 7 P 52 J5i R0 B SOER A
FORIILH B S U e B O O T 7 e S [ 52 B XU K R R o A 25 3t UL o e 3 v 11 XL
B (5 B2 T AMA R T AN TR S, G B 40 2R AU N A 2 Al 5 22 1938 MR 4% (Fu et al., 20155 Lee et
al., 2018)c 1H/Z, IR T AR 0 i 45 N £ B 15 2% I ME 28 SRS/ A 7 T8 728 R 5% P 2 ] 52 381) JRU S
IKFFEMR R, R T RS AT (5 B R R H T IR SRS AR S AT, TR AR 5 51 g o0t 5 A AT
NHEAT R (Bixter et al., 2014), MIMAE—@EFEEE R T BORAZ B2 B 14 2 AR . #E2s KU A2 X
Brf—Fh, 5 AL i B KRR R B AR (Zhan etal., 2020), XF HBHATHR T EA N EME 55
Mo WO, FRATTAT LA FE S B i A PR KU 7K S 5 0 A e S 2 TR S AR I 90 P (05 K, HEBR e 1k
H BT R IAT N, AUNSRIE LA A 2 RS, B i 8 XU (Bixter et al., 2014). 1878 XU 245 24—
AN NI R E BVEAE 00 S S8 B 38 = D7 KR, — AN N oAb T84 KBS 2 R (Arfer etal., 2015),
BRI AR N E XS ) —F, SEMEICRAEE RV R, FK, BT AT 2SN T 6K
(17, AT AN SZ P2 G S IR P REAETE — 2 5o I AR AT R AR IR TN 3 SO R I
SMEAS, TEA LT HEEA L E A s RS 7 AR, T E S BEA R REAENEX
FESHRFIE. A0 R BN BT SO S R ST, RIER E SO, B TEET RRR,
ZHANMH SR EREE LS T H SRR, X EXHMBATH B RMERIEAIT AR 4 T A F R
FERCM(E 5746, 20135 Weietal, 2023)0 4, HESCHT B AREATE AFEAS [FRE R F 4L 2 I, At
ATV L 4 8 e SR BAR 2 AT A FE 1) 2R IR 2

1.3. IEEfHAR

A 2 82 PR 240 R R 5 28 B PR TE AR SR ¢ R 7L, RE Zhan 45 A(2022)iid — AN K& H i A5
F 5 SRR P MEARUETAE 45 06 3 R R AT IT . B R BN AR 475 36 PR 355 A0 38 8 e S5 25 — b
“CRCRIRM S R TEAR I, PR VR LA A 15 R ) AN oAk R S R SR 1R AT R R DR 1 2 A
IHE R FR S 7 OCRER, RISZ A Z QIR MAMA S R I B 2 MAMAT . RAERT BT, 251kt
TEIEWERE T SONAME RS T 3900 B FRU & oK 32 30 9 545 35 Ath A (Janoff-Bulman et al., 2009). 1 4% Ffth
N B ) B 15 B S AR LU IR Bl At N 25 7 A B 22 R S TR i P R R 5, IR 4 7 2 R TE I B )
TER A —Be? Hatt, A7 Zhan 55 AN(Q2022)H R A& STE#R M5, I “ b A LA
I 52 28 8E TR EF IS P ERUE GBS, DA AN B MR B VR N R AR AR AR, 5 5% A 2 KX 44
Wb PETE B N R PR SR o AR b, FRATTIIUN . AN R P O K P 2o S B PR B R PR T 4 e 2
FE A AR R o

Lr b, FEEGEMNAMESEA AT N B, I HAENFE S NAEZE R (HEATEAERIES
TE B SRR A A, Bl 32 AR A A 2 U 5 XU 5 (1) 9% &R (Bixter et al., 2014; Arfer et al., 2015),
B B4 R S5 (8 S T A S K58 R (Fu et al, 2015; Lee et al., 2018). TS24 5 iH AN K 44615
SR, R AR RKAEBEAR F2 ST B TR A o) 7 1 e e 5 e DX (P 2540 2 R ) AT 2 1)
PO FIBCA R Z o WO AR S ST T 78 DG 0 28 1 i ol R B e S s, 43 B s 1
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PRSC&

FERIE RO AEZRIEVEIE R IN BT i ook, BARRIUN, BB ATHEST R MA M
SR IR AN TE R R

2. SEE—

SRS — [ H B8 575 8 RE RS SR IR E PR N B A TE AR SRS . B T ) ks 4R
PEIETEIRSE, RIS A TE R R MG A I PEE fE R5

2.1. 53k

2.1.1. #iR

K G*Power3.1 SKREfEREA R, BN f=04, o=0.05 iIHEREH, TE 66 LHRkiks] 0.8
GRS 7)1 (Faul et al., 2007)o EEULBIIE R EEAER MR RS A4E 107 N, BEAL 3 FC 28 = Fh 75 25 oy b 3
W, SEIRAE I, SRR E S O BTEESNSCIL I IR P AR SEIS I RE . AN SRR
ST PRBESLIS BSEEI AR 15 1. JRU A R8s 92, Hp B 21y, LA 71 1, IR
19~27 & CFHIFR N 20.8 £ 1.684 %), BT A #I7E L0045 R 54252 10 JGHE LS AL .

2.1.2. LT

ARSI R ) B R R R B B, AR RN R R KO (g R 2 KR At N B 31)), SR 4
ATF @R =AN KT AR BRYONANEERE, HREAAREERE =1 - syt
SH/100, BEME MREAT NRIVEAFF S STEEMVE . FEFENLE, XBEMAEERE AR
WS 5HEER, PUZFATE T SZI0HAE K —FARIT . X T se il (B s i a3 S A gak), T
ARSI S R AR IR I AT N (RO AR SRAT ), ORI G881

2.1.3. LR

A% 11 T A R

Bixter %5 A(2014)7£ — IUTE 8 XU R AR DG SL S0 B 78 rr, SR FH R A 55 SRt 3 ] 453 2 5 A Ak XL Bk
FEZRBIR R, 45 R R Ik S22 (4 22 0 B 3 BRARARA T A SE R R I AT . X AT RE A2 Y
BIRBEALT, 525 5 8 BT A, RIS I R AR B — e e, 6 5 4 R AN 2 A
TTARAT NI REE R . AN T IHBRIX A S8R AT E M, BB AT N ORI, R
FH—AN A7 51 3 DA I B TR A 7 1 S5 St S A A PE 28 1 b P T A R 458 v PR e 5 o FEAZAT S5 AR
R B R R TORIRMTENG b BI—NBENLEET m, RIPERE N 58 A I SEER AT 55, 15 50E m
2/, IRFEESES)LEMIHEHEFHRE — 88 a (a <m), ZJEIRIIBREIR a2 FIHERY,
PREFAT m — a/2 AR E 7y BEIRTS 2] m =200, (HIEREHR T a =150, WHERYIRTE a2 =75 B4, AR
A3 m—a2=200-1502=125 451, 7, T 2RI  “RIEEHRE, KFHHEH 2
. VR AT 9 [E 2 1R 10 J6 + BAMER (S WERAR A D0 o AR 1) a RO, TUSRAS AR A 22 il ek
AN, Ha=mf, HEEE 10 0. AfRHRES = 7 BRIRR] 58 MU S5 HOG . AR 1) a O, AR AR 5%
FRfAT L, ERRERSIR SE AT, Ma=m i, fhEiEsEmRIES. 7

I DL BB pRE, KR IR E T AN R AN DAREEE 22 0 a8 & PR ARE TR S AN 5 S A R 2 ) —
BN . 5EGuEE RS A F 02, BRI EA RA SR B ik . R R Bk O
R R R R, el E Qe a2 A0SR IR E TS . 3 O
W2, RZEAFINEE . XX B 5 R AN B AR B R R AR S50 1 R AR B 4R b

P TR IR SR B R
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MR Arfer 25 N(2015)% P2 RTE MR M T 1%, BT PSRAT 55 2 A0, Buli B B8 IRAE RE AL 7>
FEHISER A R — KR, EEAFMT, FER IR RAURMS A Ak £, WA RE
RIAT A=A IR ™ s FEATFRAET, BER “MES5EMa, TRIIERE BRI RAELR, LK
ST R PR R SR AT B2 M A T TS 25 1K 7 (Arfer etal., 2015)s FEASRAZ&AE R AN 2 R I PR 2 AH G AT (5
B FEFERARRNAESS 5, ALK 2 S B — S F i [ g R A R B O, R R T AR AR 44 75
fE— R EARRBE RIS, AR bl URRE N RO ARITEN R o 2 J5 BRI S —> AT

RETE O MER( = —EARE, 9= —ERIE)RM RGN 7 ATHE SR . R EHS A%
FAEA 9 MAEJIFERR( = — R AR D NEELRZEYN, 9= G M NFEELZIRAY
i), RIS AP S R R R ORUE S0 UE P 58 S IR AR AT R, BB a0 W A iU 2 PRy 7
PR B o

22. XBEF

EFTAWRS SRKHT, Sl — AN i S RO R RS B . S AN LR RE S %
Arfer %5 N(2015)7E— T 91 75 25 0V E 5 284 24T R R I IE B XS I AT 55 . O 25 38 AR IRk i 2
P SEIGE, vl R R I R 2R v BeRE M, BT A BRI AN AE SR P S . B R e H N
Rz H5EWOREM: WOES AT, EXMESHEHMERNS5E, SRS
W, REERTERNIRATR RS = A, AR ZHAERE N A — P51l 3Tk, IRITHEBE 7 i
BN, TAREEANFE RS SCI0AFE B AR E AL 5 A Ao e T, S e s, 2
PRIUAN IR o 2 J5 AR 2 4 s B[R] — S0 =, AR ARATT 0 A S — S HARAE B o HE & i ATt 4 S,
EHNIERSLI R, S 5% HA MR DE S CHBVRIMES T v E ORI R R FH, FraH
HRA S OB P 2H, 2 P DA R IR0, 2 DR DA A SIZBRFR) I FR) i 48 8 A A L 2 L P 0 PR 855 ) e B
T MES R EIAS 5k FE R 2 H LR B pk(Arfer et al., 2015). SR AN RS2 5, N7 HRE LK
RS, BATRERM EEMSS5HEARTNEFE, SEEL L TPaT, BRREET 2 ML
Flo o, BEST 1 NAT NERSRERES, WEST 2 NIERANREJJNES, Sy Ga it IV RE, R EPOERIES . FL
L WAL IR R BRI R AT S, WA 2 RS R E R DI

AR b TE A
PRISEAA R

R L
i

RAE A I

Figure 1. Experiment flow chart
B 1. kaRiEE
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PRSC&

SEIGAFEAE E-prime 2.0 TP & LT, SIS A R TER A K Ay, MARTE et — s vl LA AT
ARk 2 N — I, fEIERSIe T, He MR L2 BEIIR B, 1E 500 ms EML S 2, 25 Ak
R R T —41; 25 FRR EBEM A 500 ms, KRG AR F TSR, DU EARR SR
BHEIN s AR ) AR A SRR R (A T & A &M, 7E[R]— U IR B S8 m, B 5
SEAE T R0 U HE Fh 4 N AR B (AR IR B 80: B JE 2 — MR R ES, BAsEE AN LSE B,
DA 36 A5 XA 75 DA L D S ) DA B 7 25 SR A B IR A A . VR rT SR IA 1.

TEFTA SEIAT S5 SE UG, AT W g — L) d, FZAaHE. 2EHE UL THREKED . 2
RS RGN EIEES. BRI E BARA T, JEEAREMEISLIE H 1, DMEHERR— Lk
BRI DA A G B EEE . T TR IR AT N AT Re 2 R A — o O A, R R4 R
JRIREEAATII PSR R AN EAR ), 2RES 5 H S ASEhs LT NE R A, ZH = B
R, AT R A RFNG B AGORE, FTA AR R E SR . FEH, fEF SR, TR &
ERRERDIRAE—E L EHAL, HAEE B AR ER 208, SREHRE, SAgilmaiieg
i 52 1 10 JeER2L i

23. &R

2.3.1. EERERREURE

Xof P2 S I T W P R IRV AT T 0, AR OR, FESSEACTEII RN B, FQ, 89) =
34.465, p<0.001, n,*>=0.436. H/5ZHLE LR, BHIEMD =427, SD=1.363) H A & A5 K0T
AT B BT AFFAR(MD = 5.97, SD = 1.332), {HEZE & T 4 4A80(MD = 2.97, SD = 1.586),
ps<0.01, BHFEHEE P2 S EACT I8 s, Wik S0 WUER 0 2 (4 75 25 32 4R K mT Rtk S R B 2 o 1245
RLI A RIE R 2L

2.3.2. BIEMHEEFRETHEERER

e ok 3k
I \
09 A%
) %
0.8+ [ —— |
0.7 [
0.6
Y
BH 0.5
E
i 0.4
}é
0.3+
0.2 1
0.1+
0 T T |
4 A wIF
TR K

Figure 2. Degree of immorality of subjects at three levels of reputational concern (note: error lines indicate standard errors)

E 2. ZMEEXIRFTHRANTEEEECE: RELRTINER)
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AN[E) IR ZE R 2, F(2,89)=0.155, p=0.856. 2% b MEiE M ks b MAFTIR &
FITERRFR P AEE R EARFEE R ZE 2R, F(1,90)=0.004, p=0.952. Ik 53 W R R0 1) ok 2 1 4 3 1
YSRAAEAERZI, KL, WRBAHMNELEST 71T

SEIGEE RGN, B A IS S EEE 30 4y, o 0 NGB SRS (AP an sk & 45 440, FOH
AL 30 4, Hob 1 NEBWEi, AL 32 4, Hob 4 NOEFIEeiii . BT ARSEI ST 1R Ak
IEVEAEEAT R, WEEEAR AN G S G b

X = A TR S U R AR S AT AR, 1S BTN E AR T, T S A R F AT B R K 5y
Mro SRR, FEFAKTFRIERNEE, FQ2,84)=13.534, p<0.001, n,2=0.244. Fj5LE KR
B, A TTLH A ANTE 1 R E 459 70 (MD = 0.38, SD = 0.18) 42 K T & 44 20 (MD = 0.65, SD = 0.19) FIEOH 2 (MD
=0.50, SD =0.23), p; <0.001, p><0.05; &AM AEBEREERR S EE S THMIA, p=0.009<0.01,
iR 2 s
3. Wig

AR SIEB8 R FH — AN 0 B N AR HCSE 22 S0 2 DR AR U S AN SR A A0 A ML 2 R 28 L S AR IR 58, BRI FE =
FRASE B2 DA FAME A TE SRR R R 2 G . 2R RI: SATFHFMBIAAALL, EAUH
AR I D REAE AT N, I B E BRI AR, AR AR R, B e T H AR
HAMAE; SHOMAML, ATFHSRWHEZ TR, XK, AR B E K20 5w 58 A
(NIRRT ot s N TTE AU 8354 WG = 5 8

AR S, AFHMRS R INEH ORISR A RS . AHBATR UL, IXFE “B
HEKAE” (8 AR G508 H AR R —A RS RKIAT R, WO 2 2k FBEAE B IR WAT 9,
RUAEIE PR TR, IR EBZ BRI B LA AMR IR SZ TS b, 35 B B A K
T2 FE A 22 A N3 K

TR SIS SE AR I Sk ], FRATHERR T MR SOURE S R AN, 2 T MR Ok
TR S IE R R 2 6 R AU . W F0 R = R S K XM SR A AT R A
Wi, %45 S5 A B AR 3 i 90— 8, B 7R B DG S MR B e 3R 1) — NI FE B R K (Arfer etal., 2015;
Fuetal., 2015; Zhan et al., 2020), AIRTEMAETE SOOI R FAR T ST BB, 72 SR T LA
B E A TARA TSR AT 8 . X WAFE RSORR R TR &, TEVRCREME GRS, Wtk
TR B AME R AT A — @ W GE 5+ 115, 2013; Wei et al,, 2023). fHZ&, AHFFIFAGEU
BN [A) SO 1S 5T A e I B R SR R B A B, KRB T AR IFR B E — N MEE
SO (IR B SR Pl A — 3% Z TR I 22 o AR AT DASE R F AR 3 SO T g iadh A7 %o RSB, 3
— IR AR T G AME SO ST R AR E R I E R . A, ARIERT A E X, Rk kiE
Y e SO R TR IE BN T 380 B PR a6 >R 32 3l 5545 35 A\ (Janoff-Bulman et al., 2009). Zhan %5
(2022)7E— TR TT P2 G A DM 528 1 Ml Al P 56 2 A1 DG R AW LR R 7 B s i 4 5 TR 85, 3@
o R BYHUEEIRRIX — AR, XE TR BB SRR EER S T H AT R
PRV FE I PR S8  AMAR IR R BT 22 2 B B OGRS I R s, X R A FE i) — T 2 Ak

EARSIG AR AMIFEIZ, Bixter 45 A (2014) 1) — TG T 1845 KRS (14 3 [F] 453 2% Mg 1 s o, R B0k
A hE 2 PE B H A RE FEAR /MR B AT Sy, o T A XSG R 3 AT IH R B L L AR [ O — i )
AR . {HAE, Bixter 75 )5 £ AR FEIX & BT BT S5 AFAE — A “RBENL” FIRERIE, B SR IS 8
FERGRIZE LN, A2 T R T M T AR B A MR R SR, AR R e X ARG i, IR AR AR E
AT AT FERI(Bixter et al,, 2014).  H T XML MR AN SEREE RS S, FOAAERA
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Tt RES, SBENTURESECLR, HOHFASRMIEME L), X417 BN “ BRAT 9 E
7o WO, ARSI — AN A AE THERR T SR R IX — R, RS EEXSE RN S
RIEBERIRAR N, @ AR 25 DORECE 2 R 250, X 5E4a T B Sk, SRkt 2R 3 AH B
BRI T, B ISR KU .

BEAk, AT S R HABESCRE TR PRI 3 SOX—H18 . X2 T AW IR AW B FRAH X
—RERFBEAEN, RIRIEER S WA FL B 24K F(Zhan et al., 2022), FrA#EREGZBEAEN, T
T TR UL, $2 A5 2 IR AN RE T R JG AR R T el o, AAAE R B AT . (B2, XWIRTE
7 B 5 A R e T Re M, AESRAR SO R K I ME A IR s B A =R, AR A
AERA 2R R, FEYERFE S — S RI ORISR R 71, 20135 Wei et al., 2023), NFE%E$Z
TSNS TAEHE(Emler, 1984).

RMIMTEZ, AN ARE R 7 4R R, R o o2k b M TE A e T M 4,

G — A R 855 A AT s 2 B AR 25 QX — R R 5o o 45 ORI 518 T M 1 R 53 AH ]
A% 11T A PR T T )M A DR SR TR 2 52 38 P 288 oy K P B S i), HAR SR I MR 52 21 (1) 75 255 VR
M, RILPSEA AT NZ, IF HIXPhsgm AU E T4 45 AR50 5 21 1) 495 35 I 58 (Zhan et al., 2022) 47
TE T LRI HAS R RE SR B B O R 58 o 5T A3 0 SR FH A G ) A 9 M R B0 “IBAT 557 SRR
WAMERTEE R TT, X — B e R RE A T I S B At 2> R AIE B IR B, AR RIS L. A
ISt AR AR AR R B E R 58, MR R NE RN S, AR R AR, R SR 2
RERIATHRE, MR A R AL RN ) (Zhong et al., 2017). [, ABF T AR KR 7R
B A AT N(Bereczkei et al., 2007; Sjastad, 2019; Yang et al., 2017), TMiAMNRKIWITAX —AEREK, 8 TiE
TE YR BT TR . AL, AHEE T VB AEAT Dy, A5 1 EPETEZEAT Oy 5 st 5 HAT 8 33 1 (Janoff-Bulman
et al., 2009), iF A (1B AR AT B BRI & TR0 . ASHIE UGS B9 IS A PR A7 L 1 T A R 5
PP AR, A BT T AR L A R SR P S e DR A WG, el T SR A AR S O ek A
AR L ANEAEAT g, AEAMARE G A ROZ A 3, S AR R A 2 I AE RS E

K FEAVIRAAEAN R Z AL o B Je R0 IT B AR SO R IR IR, BN AR SO N A
B ORTE S TE R 2 [R] 9% F B T AR TR RS o (RS E i 16 e 4 6 [ R B, IX A A B
3 T e, X2 RUORE SRR 3 SO 5t T KA RS WOl R 2 SRR 32 SOtk AR
2 5 B th 2 PR 32 SR T 92 DA R e P A A K R A SOKF, - RSk T BLE 1R B 2 1)
W7V AnE IS AE SR R AT S5 T8 ST S5 S5 R e 5 R il (A E 2. 55, 20165 Kitayama & Park, 2007,
Brewer & Chen, 2007). IR, AR, PENIX—AMEZE 7 F RS0 54247 87 4 B E 520 (Diek-
man & Clark, 2015), F R 230 AR S48 b R (1 28 1 VB AR e S 7= AR 5o . BUORAE 2018 AR — Tk
TANE) BAAS 280k B N PR SR PR A 7 o, 25 SRE B BN o S 47 58 b ek ) Ml AN A k2 22 S (XS P i
2018), {HAXH IR M RN NIHE AR IR A B mZIE R E SN, AR bt EEN . A
SES I IS 7 ZE A AT IR B T AR RS ANV I 0 AR B TE AR RS AN AE R, (I RIRA R AN E R B2
XA b M AR R BE T (R PR SR 2 AR, R SR ST AT AR IS FE AN 3] 39 B R 58 H A ok S PR A2 1) 22 S R e
FRME . e, BRAZERIES, EHEEEPREREEB S 5IMERER L, Rl 2 EARN 24
(Barasch et al., 2014). GWFFTEKH, MBI R TR FALSMAAAE, & T & Fh i 5 1 = 2E S
(Yates, 2007; Yang et al., 2017; Jiang & Sun, 2019), WA H G KRB G A — N T ERE %,
JEH, ARFTREREZE “EEIREKT” SEPR B MO ks KR RN, T RS TR B R
PEAG A0S 5 A4 26 B8 (Appraisal-Tendency Framework, ATF FE i) 7 [ fff 52 P (certainty) 19 il /& (con-
trol)iX P A A 0P 4E 5 S S AH 92 (Smith & Ellsworth, 1985; Lerner & Keltner, 2001; 4% W4E, 2014; 14
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4. &g

AR SR 3 — R G PRI 58 25 5 AN [7) 7 25 DR 7T R 4 LBV TE A IR B8 R A R SRR, 1 E 4 e 45
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