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Abstract

Prosocial disclosure holds significant social value, yet the publisher often faces the “boaster’s di-
lemma”. To address this dilemma, this study grounded in attribution theory, explores the impact of
different prosocial disclosure elements in user-generated content (UGC) on user engagement be-
havior, aiming to provide a reference for platforms to optimize their content strategies and enhance
the effectiveness of public welfare communication. The article takes tweets posted by Charity Miles
users on Twitter as the research object, extracts variables, constructs a negative binomial regression
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model, and tests the impact of each variable on user engagement. Discovery: Simply mentioning the
sponsor without expressing gratitude or issuing a call to action significantly reduces user engage-
ment; whereas expressing gratitude and mentioning the charity project when mentioning the spon-
sor can greatly increase engagement. Research indicates that pro-social disclosures should empha-
size emotional expression, steer clear of vague sponsorship information and direct behavioral appeals,
and aim to guide users towards positive attributions, thereby effectively overcoming the “boaster’s di-
lemma”.
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1. 531§

VENH IR BB E B2 —, A4 A 45 (User-Generated Content, UGC)#iA g & —Fh &
BEEER, B AREITH BN S TE[1]. AT BB TR SR [ 2] A0 26 3 4R 0 e 2 [3]7™ AL B LR 0

At 217 My (Prosocial Behavior) 7E) ™ S EFa B A Al N 5 4L 227 28 (947 A [4]. SRAL i aR BT -
fE UGC V& Ly SIHRAL AT NN A . ATV 2 BN B AT & CATT IR AR AL 452 1) UGC ok
HABE P 2 5 R R S R, e R A R R B LRI & s 2, SR P SR AT N[S).
REGENAMERT TFENE, @RI THANTASFARNE, #8285 3 L L T [6].

EAATR TN BISEAL AT N 2 R 2 R AT, Eeanil oo se 4 i TR £ 3, /T TER
Fk; L UmA bR T R AT B B S R IA B B O H SRS [7]. Bt Al AIAS AFEATTH:
SRALSAT AN, EEBEA T EREIB]: AP EA RSB NEREAEEE, X555EE
B RWIFAEY: MBI oI BE AR A TR SO R4k B SR 28 . IR IR BT e S BT H
TSR B I REFUUER, M BR H 4 S AR AL SR I B A 2 Flk . B 2 ST R Al B2 B R
FNHR T 2838 15 3 2H 2358 01 44 52 75 T FRTE 7 «

gZib, ASCEAETIHEEE, iRt lEk UGC MW A4 RN AT IR, X K4
ANEARTH S SRS, DL B IR B AR SO AN IR EUR TR AR AR A
SRSl

2. BpER
2.1. FHLWER UGC

UGC 1ML s S ARG A B B A, B RS NS, B2 B [0], o
PR @R S A SR fit 1 5 Bt i R IR[10]-[12]

AR R UGC IBIESIHIR B T Hefill. AR AR W P or AT IR E AL RS . B IRFIE
AR 2 A ) 58 A AL B SR I UKEN[13], thAT W FCHE P 20 ML DU R 2« 22 M0 Jos s HOR I
BRAE R IAE L AR A AARIEE[14]. XYL KA WEH N AETR S EES, FOE Rt
1T A Bt R —Fhsi A I HE RIS 5 F Rt AR R 3.
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M2 5T, FEMOCRME NI KATHRHESE R 200 2 5 K282 1[15] [16].
RGNS 5L VIBATHES, (HEATRRERIE: SRt E b B A A k(. 26
BRI TT L R R AT B0 BE S A R 7 (KRB e L B R mT e PR A7 i AL A

2.2. JAHEER

R RS AR T X A2 O B BRI AT, 00t 40 RAERIAMT R R 5583, IS By 0 ERE . AL
ek EEBEEMBE R R N E R R —[17].

FEAL O H S, I DR EE e 1 TR AT A0 ] o A A ER A 5 ANt A AT IR R [18] . B SR A
RRAMIIE, BIAT MBI R A2 AR R (N ABEZT S PERS) ISR AN A R (3. RR), #EBh
MNATAE N LA AN e S A 48 B W A3 6 [19] -

MNITATRE 20 B AR B UK [20]. AR ZHCT T, BRIEHE S IEAESE BRER. A
FOI o [21]; IR B BAEHAEAE 251 B S LR, A7 B0 B S 71[22]; 1 H 24— Al
B HHE R B SRR AT IS, SXFPT T BE 2 PR 09 A8 EAE A SRR AR A A AT S5 I AR [23]
BRI T A NI B2, SRAR AT R 2 T AR SR

HABIASCH, WA E]— 2 Charity Miles (UHESC)A,  FTBEHS K AT K4T 9A R T AIfh[8] . 2%
2 RIZHLNAE: fAEEES), BB T EA. BIRMERRIIPL[24] (NFE: MABFHT), SUEsME
JE ST (AN s & T IpT7 EORAIX AR (), ANFRIHESCRANR, TR/ T 2R e o) S R AN A R

.
3. ERRRSMRRE
31 BEMAZHNTRAFS5EHNEME

MEEH . ARBITRE, SRAL AR NEAE R 2 DT — FSCRR L, Bluns2 s Bh i i, 414105
o E IR SR K UGC i R B AT 1R 3= P9 BRI AEDG At A T 5% 77 BRA T A3
#r AT REAE D N BRAL AT N AMEIE T HAb AR . Bilhn, Kelley 8 NIRRT FT[25], Wik — M7 AT RER) IR
PR Z , SRATTAUARAE I T AT B0 B LB LB AT 4 o (HA AT AR RARE MRy, R —
ANMREE IZIHLA RESE SRMRERT, AR AX AN SRS 1M 5 W . DN RTRE A e OG0 10
A BB R EOR, BRI F eSS, AR AL JEwRMR Iy 3, AR AT 1
55 SR 2 AR N PR IBUT 20 10 B R R AR A AT U SRR . BRI, SO 3R KA N 1055 1 &
FENEE S E D .

H1: #Escrh a2, AR, S EMEENS5E.

3.2. MEBEUMHRRBENTHAFE5ENRME

MRS L SCRTIR, B Al R i N B TTER T 2R M S IS S . AR, I R RREOT BEBOA N BN
Fo DA ERBRIER LS S G, siAe 7RIS, WL T BRI S, AW e
DL A RIS, SIS 5. HEENE, —DMAERE HAL TR B I, Hef
BRI B % A TR I AT T REREAT S AT ONETE —BURAE[26], UAJE AT AT REEIE & TR B HY
MIAT . BEAh, FRIKEC NS LR IR R A 2 58 A W e AMTRER A A B R ET N
LRSI, D5 ARSI A AH 5 AR A7 45 b g B0 5 S A sk = SE e 5 AR . BT,
ARSI At N 055 727 IR 2 06 m R S AT D9 AE AR R T

H2: HESCAESR BB B T RGO, X B T R B s iR m & 2 5.
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33 REIMBIMEAETENTRHAE5ENZRE

HESC 3 S AR 2835 00 H 2R, BEAE i W SR AL SCEE IS BEE B, T2 Hout B A 3 S
VBRI 5 TR o AR B X1 78 25 N RO T (27, 2 A AN ) A 1) 2 3 Sl A7 18 [ 1) i 0 5 L g i
E52, B, BEEEFSS “IRER CRRGE” SR AML AR B Mo, BEITEE S Tt
KA AT ERE 5 N8 2 ST o S HESCIH AR HE e 2635 2RI, 0] G 5 B 00 B 3 AT 0K R A 3 SR A AT
R EAE— N EAR . WTEEAA SN ETERE N . R EAR R T AT AL, S < H T %
AR A RFAN R EY) RO 7 X— WA TARISIHLARZSEAREME. B, AL 283 10
HER, BB THaniEr W E S EAHEN, #mRAnEEnss5ER.

H3: fRB|EERMSREmNEESEE,

3.4. MEE L BITEENNTFRAE5ENT N

X W R B 2 B AR T T BE bt oS 5 PR A BRI . ER A T At N A RR Bl 3 1S B
KM 5% 70T LRI — AN NI Te AL BB, 3 H i A B IR0 0] B 2 Sl a8 v E = D M B Fe sy b
T, AR B — 2267 F RS e 5 o EEER, B 8E 4 3 8 10 H oA S 148 2R
B 5% J1 R )32 B A48 ORI ) — S B8 e L N B B L B B AR, AT S s R £
MK TR R

Ha: HIL 5 AT SV S BT 4 215 1
3.5. fisEE

RSO NE] 1 iR

%ﬁ%ﬁ%ﬂi¢A%ﬁﬁﬁ‘%&#>

&iﬁ%jﬁ:ﬁﬁiﬁ‘ﬁiiﬁ:>
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Figure 1. Research model
1. ffRAER
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4. fRET
4.1. BHEFKIR

AL LR 59 Charity Miles APP i il 2 7532 2)) f5 44 B APP 1SR R AR TEHERE_F 1 HESC & FoAd A
S50 8 PP SEEUR . B ARE B OUH BRI SRS S, B4 “1 ran 15@CharityMiles for @Eve-
meﬁwmyﬁﬂﬁETuﬁﬁﬁEﬁﬁiﬁwyA ASCULEE T Twitter P35 - 2013 4E 6 H £ 2025 4
3 A =4dlE, LA, 53 FMHECIRR, FHMbR AR EE 30 ARSI s, e 3
380,981 2k %ii# -

TEENX

AW FE L 25 B (Joins) VE N iR AR i o FEALAC BEAARSE A Ty AH SCHIF Fi vk, SRR A0, PRIR S R
Hom H W AEH P 2 517 R0 RAEFRFR[28]. ARGVGHE SIS E BRI, SHEWE I ITE
[29], ASCE AL YRR EU S R BUL I 0.17:0.37:0.46 (1 ELI O R INALE fE s, M9 “Joins” fE
NZ5ETRR, DA RSO 51 R A 2 5

ARSI AR AL B SRR T HE SRR R AN R e R B IS L. S B MR, A SCERLL T B EAE
PR R AN B IR (Work_p): LU P Igsh i) ge AL & . B mnia 3l & T g AR A W AT A
RUNFhENAL, T E R A A A A& B H 1I[30]; #1224 (Fans). K Af KE(Days). #3254 (Content_length)
FIAR25 405 (Tag)

I AR B SCRIR R R 42 1

Table 1. Variable sorting

%1 TEHE
RERRY RELAHK REA of 2 I ZR BB R b 2
WAL VAL 25754 Joins MR x 017+ PFibE x 0.37 + HE x 046
TP TT Sponsor RGBT, ARIREN 10
T HRP|EEIH Charity_proj RILHIN A 0, FEBIN 1
FET R ER IR Any_Call R ZE ) B AR, S IRESS 1RO
NN IR Work_p Weitg 1B F o B
I Fans PR A 2 5L
P A & RATREL Days RATREL
HeSC 73 Content_length HESC TR
PREEH Tag X T HESC P AR R B R AT T

AR Z AR TR 2 fon, TR AR REOEMERET 2 SIS W, BRI IR BE
M ARSI “RMIRBIRBT” 5 “REFREE” 8, HARSAARE MR R B ERT
0.3, R ALLAE™ ) 2 BN
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Table 2. Variable correlation
F=2 TEHEXE

Joins  Sponsor Gratitude Charity_proj Any Call Work_p Fans Days Content_length Tag

Joins 1.0000
Sponsor  —0.0061 1.0000
Gratitude ~ 0.0071  0.8895 1.0000
Charity_proj —0.0056 0.1037 0.0931 1.0000
Any Call  0.0319 -0.0560 —0.0471 0.0021 1.0000
Work_p 0.0405 0.0027  —0.0001 —0.0005 0.0214 1.0000
Fans 0.2577 -0.0569 —0.0687 —0.0088 0.0120 -0.0172 1.0000

Days —0.2014 0.0439 0.1589 0.0908 —0.1425 —0.0490 —0.0549 1.0000
Content_length —0.0074  0.2918 0.2090 0.1213 0.0706 —-0.0149 0.0284 0.2904 1.0000

Tag 0.1200 0.0800 0.0100 0.1500 0.1800 0.0050 0.2200 —0.1000 0.2500 1.0000
4.3. {BREST

ARSCR Joins FEAT 4 FE AL BE R AR (B PR R0 . AR B, Work_p F1 Fans A7 7E AR i 7 {E
AT R BB e AR S0 . F T Joins SR T, HOS B2 sial, HIZERIA B A mAG T, 74h, B
TR R AL EAAAEREMEN, B, ASCRAMRE A . SRR S, 57l
g H A AR AN

Log(E[Joins])=4, + B,Sponsor + B,Charity_proj+ B,Any_Call + 3,Work_p O
+ f;Fans + 6Days + S,Content_length
log (E[Joins]) = B, + A,Gratitude + ,Charity_proj + 8;Any_Call + 8,Work_p @
+ p.Fans + p;Days + f,Content_length
5. SEIERRER
5.1. #EH&1

BEF AR AR IK BB T A (Gratitude = 0) AT @ 2 6t IR RS AL AR A 45 AR & 3 Fios(N =
67,660, 2 = 14654.23, p < 0.001), IR H1, H3, H4.

Table 3. The result of model 1
3 RB1ER

Joins Coef. St. Err p-value Sig
Sponor —0.151 0.017 0.000 -
Charity_proj 0.224 0.052 0.000 -
Any_call —0.216 0.059 0.000 -
Work_p 0.115 0.006 0.000 -
Fans 0.547 0.007 0.000 -
Days —-0.325 0.005 0.000 -
Content_length 0.036 0.006 0.000 -
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gk
Tag 0.082 0.003 0.000 -
Constant —-0.797 0.053 0.000 -
N 67660 Log Likelihood —79041.741
Va 14654.23" AIC 158101.48

VE: St Err AR BFRHEDE, "R 100 E K, TRIR SRR K, TRIR 1%0) 2 KT . AIC = Akaike
information criterion.

SRS KRR, EHRR T ERFRE RV F =W THE, ZOE B E RN B B m &5
MIsZIA R AT S, 7E38H 7T AMEAS IRREE . M 2 )L KA B R AR KSR R G, BRI
B, AR L BITT (Sponsor)df F 2 5 e AR T IR 3 1 AR T AV (B = —0.151, p < 0.001), X—KILA
“EEHMNE” ST HEAEE, R IE BN BE BBk EE 5 AR AN B, AT
HHSHEE, i 1R85k H, 2ZED0H PR (Charity_proj) £ILH 3 IE (B = 0.224, p <
0.001), FHIZEEHME BN ERREE A RERTH 2 5, ik 3 B2I3CHr: =, 173 (Any_call)
[FJE 52 02 2 1R SR (B = —0.216, p < 0.001), X S5 4 AHS,  AIRRIE T REIFAT A M B i Tl Ak
BRETHR[31], B A EHE B0 10 BE R T eI AN — M B e, AT 51 FH P kA 4, J
I PRI U8R . VRIR B R AT REE[32].

UbAh, AR B P oRy 22 FIUBE (B = 0.547, p < 0.001) 54N N %3 H1FEFE (B = 0.115, p < 0.001) 5 K1 IF M) 3L
R, #E— BRI T R ATERAEEAL R BOR P A AR A . X I SE R R B, fESR A S R SR
AR SR F IS BT S R N AR LA S A P 2, EEWREEH .

5.2. $&H 2
AR T oF 5 K % Bl 75 TR SC 1R AR (Sponsor = 1) AT 2 1) F7 — T [m] EASE 2L 43 A 25 (N = 324,530, 2(6)
=40845.85, p < 0.001), i H2. S55WF 4% 4 fis:

Table 4. The result of model 2
4 BRI GER

Joins Coef. St.Err p-value Sig
Gratitude 0.554 0.016 0.000 -
Any_call —0.318 0.057 0.000 -
Work_p 0.060 0.003 0.000 -

Fans 0.424 0.003 0.000 -

Days —0.465 0.004 0.000 -

Content_length 0.199 0.004 0.000 -
Tag 0.075 0.001 0.000 -
Constant —0.842 0.015 0.000 -

N 324530 Log Likelihood —394929.37

Va 40845.85™" AIC 789874.74

VE: St Err MR BFRHEDE, "R 100 E K, TRIR SRR K, TRIR 1%0) 2 KT . AIC = Akaike
information criterion.

SCUESE KR, FEIEH] T AMARES JIRERE L M L2 UL R AT I Rl R LS — R AR IR IE R R A

SN
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WEFCRI: 2B—, IEBERIA(Gratitude) 230 H AR N I 2 Ho 5% 3h 1 1E T 240 (8 = 0.554, p < 0.001), X 784056
UE T & BE S e S B R O 33], ik 2 B 2ISCHE: 58, 4T3IFT(Any_call) 2L % 1t
A2 (8 = —0.318, p < 0.001), HE— BHEsE TER Bk SR 1E SR T HEG | SR S5 et~ EHF 0. H
fth 75T S B — 45 RIEARORFF— B IXEERIRA SR, (B E B O T T,
DAFCM RIS, MR T i “BESHEWNE” « GRS 5 R GR IR

6. FiRLEie

ASCEETIHE B, WIS EEIZ B UGC RBHE T, IRAIRYT TR S AR N AR
X2 5 R L] . OO KBS TR C SR NEDT MO IR RS BAER, mAE T
WS T N B S R R IR R . BARSE R S5 B R R T

6.1 ERREZWBEIZEH “AR”

SR R R IUAE T4 1 IS 42 308 Bh 7 2 (B AE S 3 BV [E 80N o 2 HE ST S B 75 T
RFEIBIRBS, X P25 R A B2 ) g2 (8 = —0.151, p < 0.001); 4AT, FEHE21%EB)J7 1) 5Ll
AR CAE R R, M REFLAL X — R THI (B = 0.554, p < 0.001), i /'S 5L 74%.

ANVAES I P AT SRAL S T, SRR . SRR B R (S B L [33]. MR, LS| S
TEN AR H RS ERIE, AU SN R T3 ) “IRIBGEERISCRE” . M SERN “ H
BRoR” B B LR .

6.2. BENBAKERRASSEN “HEHF”

AR T REETH B GENRI, fn 7 HAEARR AR TR IER- (8 = 0.224, p < 0.001). 44K
FRAT NS R B OGRS, 3R REE IUH A B TR AT BRI B AR R H B, S R
AmITH RS R E K, WITE— e R EE L gfiF it Sk =

ANV AE SRR SEAL S AR 3R I, N3 FH 2635 100 H B 75 - 76 N 25 WA JROR BT SCRFI A 21 0 H S B h UGC
N SR A SANME S8 IE 2, MR T AR TE B S G 7).

6.3. THK “ITEE” SESEHK

KSR, TCRAEFFESE T, ATSIEIT 5500 S5 BE =2 T B35 I S s i (B8 1: p=-0.216,
p<0.001; #%2: p=-0.318, p<0.001). X—REWEKKINEN, TEHZ LG5 BEMT UGC
W, BEESI SR AR ESNSS T (R R E A ), RS EREh CBL” . ISR O EE.

TEVI 1) UGC AL FE M By, WETEALE FH BB AT BP0 . B0y H SO o S e A @ O B2 5 A
L, mAES TR PAT A TR ERVFE L T IR JE ARG A )5 B A R4 (31].

6.4. HIRBRSREFE

ALCWAAEE T JRRIE. B, “REAGREMT” ZRRKMEITE: W T H0E AT S R
WA, AR 2, (A5 R E ML) 7 A AKHT FT b B - AR A AT IR . ok, A4
AR T Twitter & L) Charity Miles H1/7, HERAEHABA BT & (GilfE . 15 BRSO
SN RGKAREAL, AP R%. &5, REERETAZENZSEEER, RIS
PUFRESEITT %, IRARRIRX LN T 5 1L B L] -

7. &RIE
ASCER KIS SLIE T, REHI T UGC srapik & iixt I F 2 5 B . BRI, s

RV
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BRAMITII N 25, BESAXNTHPAS5EEEANFRREREM, RS R E SR AR
RIT MV ELFERPIF W P A S R o ISR IARAG T X SR AL AT NAE R T B TR L B FRE, oy
UGC & N SISt T RRTR T AR H SR BN T, Al Pt 2 (B 5 A A
I, ERYARAGLRFAMFFERER.
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