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XEEIE ARS e ES TN FELG; BIA; fEEK
235 B849:G91
1 Eﬁ—;‘ JLU-F-1 55 4 15 W )5 5 ThI 18T (Festinger, 1954), {E1545
=

(FFRLL) = “hzZ A, BE, BNt
B A&, BT, kWS RT
TR I E AR, A A LR
H O W5 % BT e e R - 35 0% 580 123650
W P OB Bk, TR TR E SRS AR
HET R E 1 85%; e NE & 45 2 418 i@
145 {CH 70, 295 HBE =0 1/3 0 X 2L 4] - EE T 4t
ST AL LR IR E WL R IRTE R T B4,
BR T R WAL S pr b Ah, iAo ™ A 0
O HURAZ b IR T 2 7 A DL Y 4 R W 7

HEWAL ST A L, <9575 <R T 20}
i J2 BRIt B A 7 A 1) 3 00 BLURR AZ (Z
2Bk E, 2010; Mentzakisa & Morob, 2009)., Frif“Lt,
ERNR, AR, ATIES 8 o X Fpat 2 s
FKANPRPEM | 3K, IF 74«95 5 ik my.0 #UE
¥ HAME WA AN LR (1) B2 ), AR
DR ERY“55” (DL IR, AT 2SI A L
10 O R R = 3 N O N o £ 9 S 7.l G L
). Rtk IR SCIR R, #h2s W TCAE AN TE,

R H 3): 2014-06-23

R, DR S 2 LB i 5% K 22 50 i H i ™
Az B Y J5 SR (intrapersonal consequences), {1 H
TS HEIKE, SURRESE R A FRAT 55 RIS,
T W 20 56 3 HL i s ok 19 N B [8] )5 SR (interpersonal
consequences), WIXTAB A FIEEN . X FH Fo-f A SCHR
Y32 i 55 (Corcoran, Crusius, & Mussweiler, 2011;
Exline & Lobel, 1999). #X1fi, #t2x LA —AH.
AWENBR O B SIS, HAH S5 AN 22
WEAZME S PR JE v, SRR . o S
A A T TR N B Jm PR o AR ST 24K
MER 23T R IX — NBRAT 2 J5 2R 07 T X6 3 — 0 35
AT HRIS AN SEIE AN TE

2E412597 M (prosocial behavior)iZ F8 AR LE Al A |
ZEEARI b F FRAE, T HARAS 14 i T REPE TP
HA 47 8 (Rosenhan, 1978), AZEAE M BERE M A4L:
SVEAY), T BB PR G AR B, A REAR LS i
S VEZ 5 N O A AP P s A= 3 R B S P NG Y B
ARt R R IRETE, [A R O PR 4 — A4~
26 A B BTG 405 (2 W 458 Penner, Dovidio,
Piliavin, & Schroeder, 2005),
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o] o SR & B, A SRR B SR A S
FEBO SR AT 2 AT ARSI, Klein (2003) K B,
T R Z G, ATEEER b . e S5
rh 5 R0 R O S IR AT 5 SR B LG ) — A L g [
U 22, SRS BT SR [P S LT B8 L
T3 —SLEAT SR R . BRI, WOXTERE
ZAETH AL 2 AR E B, BREE T ) AL 23 e
ZJa, BIEBEL T IR A TS MELE.
Van de Ven, Zeelenberg il Pieters (2010) )i i3 15 &
B S A B AR AT A S 0 2 Jily P R R B30 R 45
Fhos e . TR, IR — 7 A5 40
SRR, T 55— 5 B A AR R, SRS A i —
I7 o3 W B R4 52 R AR 0 — I WSk Bl o #R,
Klein (2003)F1 Van de Ven %5 A (2010)AlF5E 14 H
TRUE T EE X LR B G 0y 5 AT R o AREFFE I — 20
P, 1R LB A AT o RS SR AE I R R
TR XX 4, ME Sz bS] — et i 75 2
HEEh AN

I L, PhIsen AR F IR ENTT LM
SCUE_ERIAEEAE T _EIRiEW . 10, Isen (1970)7E 5K
55 s RO T A s SR 5 B RS T
AR T K, g5 R B, RN H Oy R
fe TP K 1 B 22T SR 1 Bl AR 85 v T 2K
TR, JF B S SRR A 2EE0 . TR
Z R BE WAL (warmth glow of success)”, Bl Lk
A 20N R Z 5 7 A BRI 25 25t ) 31 H:
i A FE SR AT AT HAE N B IEYEAT A | (Isen, 1970;
Isen, Horn, & Rosenhan, 1973) 4R 1, FrilaY“BE iR
FETE IR 4 7 SR ANl X) SR AT R R AR AR
Y7 Isen 58 AJFARBL AT IR S AR 5 B0 iE
ASCHEMEA B —2 45, 10 HARsH i 1 5 A
AT At N A 35 A T) By, DT R g R AR S AT R
51

] B> (empathy) 2 8 X6 HoA 75 2485 B i NG
(R A% FOG O B AR B, 2 000 25 4t 24T o Y E
A5 7 (Dovidio, Piliavin, Schroeder, & Penner, 2006),
dm L CABEAABANZL” EFAENZ R
Ay R EEC AR o X6 Al N7 A ) 3L R I 45 1 02
AR DA B RIS N oK o 7EAE 23 LR AT
Birp, ARxtie BB, #Tm TS R Z A
AN B R BB BR IR A RE ) RO, 1Ak
L AN D N1 Rl e, 3 [ = g (O NI
Baumeister, Bratslavsky, Muraven F1 Tice (1998)$%
h, r2 BRI 0 B F 7 AR R — N A

BEUR, XFPGEIRR OB R, oy BRI . FE
—E I, AR BRI R A PR Y, dn SR
FIAE S5 CUNFR R . e B . T IE 46 55 )THAE T —3K
SBEIR, B4 R TS ST 55 1 B URAE 232D (ego
depletion, Baumeister et al., 1998), [a] I ft4 Ho B0
HRECLHE S B IR G RERE, BEEL, 2012;
Eastwick & Finkel, 2008), fij i % i F [ T il J2
T B E AR O B PR A9 (Sherman & Hartson, 2011),
e, ) B R, AT A O B R D,
AT A A AT 238 A R B8 & v Tk 18 B i I
Il A TR) 8, T AN B N AR 28, RIS [R)3L0
MIREAR . AHBZ, 1) F4E4s el 1 3R A5 210 8 Rl
JE(Wills, 1981), MIHA B & 2 5.0 BRI A RE
T F R ARG SR, XAt N B A 55 T AUk
Hk, WEIEMSIILA BRI, 1T BN
Pt b LB A AR T A B B At A . Baumeister
F Leary (1995)# 1, 1H)E B (need to belong)j& A&
M EEAR BN Z — o AATT— 5 T3 3 A A\ (getting
ahead) >R ¥ il BN 1 Mo A2, 55— Ty 1T i B 4
fib \FZ 9 F1IA T (getting along) (Wolfe, Lennox, &
Cutler, 1986). i, AMIAMSL A C R 4R,
[RI B DG A AN ARk DL e A S SRR . 7E
o teAE B, A AATAT LA XS oA
AT OB LR, (HA B O B ] R X
%, J = A4 $H4K (outperforming related strain) .
DR AT BB VR T 5 FL B R EE ik T . ¥E R
18, FHO AN G277 A i 2 4 52 1% 45 (Exline &
Lobel, 1999; 2001). 40, Exline F1 Lobel (2001)il:
B 2R 2 LA BP0, R R 1
WEFFATTCX AR G 25, ATt APROC R
FFEDE . XA LA TCIERE . KA L7528 A
JE B K& 2, A ] A K (Aronson, Willerman, &
Floyd, 1966). [Fitt, #h2 Hudser=A: (1 22 B gl A B
FEES, AR T ANBR R M MAERE, Pril<sab
AMETFE” , 3X — S AE A 2 G S R BUA 16 35 24H e
YA P, 7E Ishiyama I Chabassol (1984)fHF5EH, —
25 A SR B A SRR N A I R AP i A AR, IR
FLOFR A R PESEA PRGN TR T 7E 2008 4F 38 [F &
Grza ik, b TPk 5k RZ BRI R, Wik
RIE 4, RS A B SR A4 e ik A\ %
PR AT 2 AE I (elite) BUFRZE, <5 N
(Fiske, 2011), “K§oe il 1 5€ [ B0 HL e ) F
P HR (Greene, 2010). Aronson %6 A (1966)H
WEE A &, SR m AR, LEZE
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AR IR BERS B AL 75 MRS | g o ORI TS BN
HHROR SOE AN AT SN, AR D Al A T T
WAPER @R, FLE TG E S A Z 1 A,
MEABATE B 5 5. 2T Bk Hral LUE

HAANTERE A C A AR, TR0 AR,

oA S B B A=, SRR, X
R A 1 BT SRS UL X B LB RS 42, T
B B — ) T

25 L RTiA, AT M T REE: S im E A
TR AL, 1 a4 AT Y[R 2R,
BEMTIG AT — ek R At AT R B O T K%
AT S BEALE], FATE T AL

BT 1 448 2021 =1 A e A ff S B A5
WR5E 2 3ok e R 1000 R AR 22 W 1,

B H AR E A, dE— LRI 1 45
e f

2 WFFE 1. %> LG L Asoh Bl A\ fhi
[11] (1) 52

21 WMRFAE
211 #Hik

et AR TER AR 100 A, He 54 40
N, L 60 N, FIJ4ER 20 %

212 EWRIT5RE

WF5T 1 2R A R gkl e, il RpL o
BBl b bedsd, R A s E A, RAUE
% Lockwood Al Kunda (1997)) 7%, #4243 il
St LA 3 AR A 25 LU T 1)

S T B IE B Py 25 0 i A R M S
FEIE LR 22 17, FATT Rl — w3 s A v Bl Bk B
T 31 ZAARRVAEAT T —AE . FRATIERAM 11
AN 2 A T T Ry T T R (AN RE AR A
WG, DAAE L SN A IERR T AE )i
AN T e E LR =, DR R S A
AT ORI =3, 255K, A AA SRR GHE A
REX H O S PG AA 10 AT A
PE ), 1M 2E S MG e 4 H SOk 5 AN HETT R
A 12 A$2 5. Rk, 2L SiE N
BNA RS RAITEREFEAR A1,

BRSSP S E SR A O B 224
(1) 27 2] 1.5 4t a5 (GPA) 5 7] b [] 4F 9 HE 44 26 —
() b b ) sl HE 4% B (1n] B L4l ) Y ) 2
rheds. b TR b LB R, FRATE T —
AN A A ] AR R AE GO (] 2 A= 75 B A AE G 1k

GifE g, A bRl AR bR AR Y B9 E 43 L,
A BRI BEES . Rhum 1%00RE
— A IEINL S, B/ 100%8 R )5 — 4 BT e
AL BB EORY A O HES 558 — A 8 )E
— AT AL, JFHARCH B C AT i HEA AL E
P25 ) 21 A B PATAT A OG5 ) i sl L B 1 o
AT BRI Z 5, AT T 8o st &1 R
6 [ra] 1 AT B ) A AR B L NN 2 IS B
B, DASCH At i 28
213 ME

FHRTA

FEAESfT S Y% H DeWall, Baumeister,
Gailliot 1 Maner (2008)IHF5E, Mot & H5 Bh iR
. WEERIBEIL . A S R EBERR . R
KIXIERE 4 DBIUIER . Bl R m Rz E,
167 AEFRER BRI AR B R, 1 UER
EHAEE, 7 REREFIEE (0=0.70).,

EEER

[Fi) B Y 0 ek 504 ) Davis (1983) 9 A BR B
18 ¢ (Interpersonal Reactivity Index, IRI)H A9 [
Lrie e MR FELO A E S, AT ST 2
AEE, JFARYEHES BE BT 1S g, E
IR XN SE A A B[R] RN OG0 - (1%L
AN SE RN T I TR B R R B 325 ()T AT H X
PR NR BB RN R 7 A ey
R, 1REFEFAFE, 7TREFIEF R Z(0=0.77).

(K

I 28 W I = {5 i Y 2 Watson, Clark Fil Tellegen
(1988) Y 1E 1: - 171 M 15 45 1 3% (Positive Affect and
Negative Affect Scale, PANAS), F:4u$5 20 M8 H .
Horh, 10 AR H P4 I T 25 (a0 = 0.87), 10 i
TFUTHE 26 (0 = 0.81)

B & IEM

KT K ) T A T A T B e B R
W SRt 2 AT R, AT T TS R
ZJaMEE T e A —Rehe ) IR . Hirh ez e
JTAFRIFMEFELLT 3 MEAH : R A O
2RI F I R A O SR
AT 7 PRueAs B SRS Re a7 (1 = dEH
2, 7= EHNF, a=0.89), —MEES HIRIEM
FAELLT 3 MllaE 45 H - 3ROSR RE T 78 IR AR
Mg, ERZ RS EIRRMAAER 47, I A
CARFE A AR EFARE, 7R FE, « = 0.80,
2% Tafarodi & Swann, 2001),
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HipzhlT =

R T HERR & S HE 2 X gE 25 e T,
IR E T AT LAY G HE 2 (1% R 5 —
2, 100% TG —44) 0 BLA, MG T RS 1
WA EZME( — A EEL, SRR EE) )5, #
WEE TR . FREMAED.

22 HR51E
221 HEBEREZHTE

TATE KA NGBS AR st h
AR A A AR A R U A3 AT o 45 SRR WIAR I8 AR 21
SIRATAAZ O AR 1T 0 A OC, (R RIX B A 51T
A R . R, FEJR SRR AT AT R
R, AN RAR I AR VR .

Hoyk, FRATiE L [B1H 53 AT A 46 1 2 0 1 i S A
DR GEAL AT R . BRI, B SHEA
X EAE AT R T 355 (B= —0.06, = —0.43, p =
0.67). ML, FAEA ¢ KIn 2 R IR, MG T
b HeE R ) T A B R R (M e = 3.87,
SD=0.56 vs. M ;;; =3.83, SD=0.65, t= 0.24, df= 59,
p=0.81),

222 BRigRIw

R T R AE 2 FE RO R At 23 AT A I ROV AR
HH, JATE AL S BTy m 5 SIE R A28 5, Rt
ST Rl AR A PR AR AT U7 2550 M. AR R,
G LB S 2 i S AT TR SEA L AT (M e =
5.50, SD = 0.81 vs. M ;; =4.88, SD = 0.86 vs. M s =
5.04, SD = 1.26, F(2,94) = 4.46, p = 0.01, 1> = 0.09).,
18] e %58 (planned contrast)4h 0B, B H & 1AL
GHEA S e — AN Z )G (T ), #k
R B R TR B AN (SRRt ¢ =
1.85,df=97,p=0.067; Sia LKA =239,
df = 97, p = 0.02); ¥Hl4l 5 M LY 2 R TG R
FXS(1=0.69,df =97, p=0.50), W&k, PERIMKFE
RO, ok AN A B AN (M e =
534, 8D = 1.04 vs. M 4= 4.83, SD = 1.11, F(1,94) =
6.50, p = 0.01), PE5I 5 LTy M) i 38 BAE AN 1B 2,
RIJCIS Xt B P e MR, ) FR s S 80
2R AL 247 MR, F(2, 94) = 1.52, p = 0.23,

BRI T e v 4 p s, 455 3%
B, 1) b He A 510 HR A AR IE I 4 LA
EEG(M 1yr =339, SD = 0.39 vs. M ;5 = 3.25, SD =
0.66 vs. M s = 3.20, SD = 0.70, F(2,97) = 0.91, p =
0.41, PAWIXS L p (EHIIRF 0.19); 7825 b
WH B ELEREWM yr= 258, SD = 0.63 vs. M s =

2.48, 8D =0.74 vs. M yy = 2.41, SD = 0.78, F(2,97) =
0.54, p = 0.58, BWIXtEL p (KT 0.30).

Hk, AR T ARPEM LS . Fh2s i
YT PR ) — M [ IRAE S PR B E WM e =
4.64,SD=0.83 vs. M s+ =4.55, 8D = 0.90, #(59) = 0.43,
p=0.67); X2E e BRI A B E (M 5, =
3.69, SD =1.10 vs. M s = 4.49, SD = 0.97, t =—3.04,
p=0.004), SR, #R 0 AR S5oEiS17
it Z 18] 6 A (r = 0.08, p = 0.56). A,
W1 HEBR A T BE T PEA BRI RE R AR .

T, X [RIEEC Y TS 20 B 2 B0, 44 EAse Xt
LA BEFLM(M 4 = 4.15,SD = 1.04 vs. M 5 =
5.13, 8D =0.97 vs. M s = 4.94, SD = 1.15, F(2,97) =
7.34, p<0.001), Ifij[F] B0 5 3540247 2 0] 8 & A
K(r=0.36, p<0.001), N T #—2L 50Uk [F) B0 A
AAEA, FATHRYE Baron A1 Kenny (1986)#: 13 )5
o lEAT 7 =R AT SR R, ARas A
X EAE AT A B BN W (B = 0.36, 1 =2.92, p =
0.005); ¥l [ HEL.OMER Z )G, o i R4t
AT I RN AR B =022, t = 1.66, p =
0.10); #h4 LB R BLO 52 3 (B = 0.44, ¢ =
3.81, p<0.001), #&Hiltt &S, FHELOX R
SAT MR WEWMTVEHB = 031, 1 =239, p =
0.02) (WLIE 1) E—2 1) Sobel (1982)k5 4% J 2 1,
[ HRLC— P AR B (z = 2.03, p = 0.04), [tk [A]
PR W] T 4k 2 OB T A A7 R B N TERIL I

B=0.444%%%

3 S > By AT

B=0.356%*/$=0.217

B 2 ) st HE RO Bl B ) 5 i ) v A A 56

223 itig
W5 1 WL RUE T RATA RS, RIS AbGE 4 22
NI Z G, ATHY R 27 ) 23 1 3 44
1o o X FICEAL AT B HE B R G — MM Y R A
By a5 8, mEHERR T LR 2 A S, X
PLHI PR B 25 SR 3R I, b &80y -k i Pkl ™= A4
TR AR IR g T i R RE D B, iR R R
Fh 2 O I TE T NATT R 55 SR 1A 74 [) L
BIRTEWTSE 1 h FATTIN & 1 9l i 2 WL i
2, SRMAE LG HE £ 10 e s T B v, T3 8RME LA
SEAHERR L 5 b A X 2 2 [] 0 5 W 22 1 S 3K
AISEM o B XTI A A, FRATTAERFSY 2 sl T b
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i A VLA S5 N 0 D S L R A
LR, R R RAT R IR 2 1
e, AR LA 2 5

30 W5 2. BN HES AL S 1

£, 2
PN B R

3.1 #ik

JCR F B ER AR A 80 A, Hirh B4 33 A,
AR 22.6 %

32 ZBwit5ntE

SEUSSR A Z AL M (1) L A4 vs )
IR vs 45 2H) o $ B JE 58 L — 1 B 20 JEdESC
TR L B B SO NS o DS SE S, ) b
Vb 35 2 B4 ik R A AT A 000 20 A5 S A T A it T
FEARTHEZ 55 10%; 10 T A 20 i il o 1 H:
HEATERT 10%; 326l 20 B A7 PR AT Ao A7 JC D 5645 43
R E R o A BN GS A, Bl b w4
T8, JIFRWACKHIBRER(Q = EEAERE, 7=
R IR o TEBE— 2B TR s & e i — 0Tk KK
rh 2 e R F 4 BEAR AR B A 25 15 3l AEBE R
PIXT LS TAE, AREEBA, FEAREE RN
RN N s R 15 e S 7 e (B 3 PR/ e 3 A
Bk, AT T 9% 55 B BEAR ARG [ FEC, )
AR HEFSE 1,

A, TR 6 2% B T W 26 1 2RI 1t ik
SR AR G 4R, o 3 45 H I R
T2 (R 2400, XLA510, B5RY, o = 0.81), 3 -l
THIIEL QHER, ANLH, W%, o =0.90), T
K, AUEHLUT 2 45 Hilll 2wl 3 R IF
PREEASF A O IR F1K S anfal 2 AR5E A5 H O 7E Bk
B v s R A (7 SR, N T IRIIE
BRI R, AR T 902 75 A TR AT T 45 1 HE
ZIs, DSOS B Y. f5, X8
RPN, 25 TG, I RS S H Y
33 #HR5IHR

4 ARG I HE A R R, A
IFFIX 4 2 NGS5 i h IR, B T4008 50t
IREARR N 76 No LIPERI A PME &, 47T 2048
G . IR vs. T3¢ E & e . 1) L
A vs. 8] F OB vs TG EUBOIR G 2008, Hor
FBRAEEE M N R . SRR, fha s E
WOV, F(2,73) = 5.98, p = 0.004, n’= 0.14; 8K
T8 0 FERON A B2, F(1,73) = 0.05, p=0.83; M
(538 HAR A B2, F(2,73) = 0.25, p=0.78., K i,

TEJRSL AT, AT MBI T2
JEVE AR R bR .

DI Z 5 AR I o AR i, ARk
A AR Y BRI R 20 s Rt — A R, #h& e
B Lo M 4R AR (M 55 = 5.96, SD =
0.71 vs. M sy = 4.98, SD = 1.25 vs. M sy = 5.40, SD =
0.99, F(2,73) = 5.98, p= 0.004, n*= 0.14), 1% %
SRR, B FHEERT 10%(H T H ) i pk
FEEE R (SR, = 1.98, df =73, p = 0.05;
S F AN t=3.45,df =73, p<0.001), il
HEm EAAZ RN EERE = 1.51, df = 73
p = 0.14), BLAk, Z N ZE AR F— R EHE T [
PO A YER (LI 2). Sobel K3 KM, %
HA O i (z = 2.19, p = 0.01)

B=0.524%+x

BB HE B

B=0.443%*%/=0250

P2 T HE A4 A FH R B e B4 TR A A

KT RS A 2 HR AR 25 e, FRATT 4 R
TR AR 28 UG 2 AT T BRI R 7 2200, 45
W, HE S 2 S ma g A RS R 55 (M =
3.73, 8D =091 vs. M ;51 = 2.63, SD = 0.65 vs. M sy =
3.45, SD = 0.65, F(2,72) = 14.80, p<0.001, n* =
0.29), 3 H# (Bonferroni)Zh 4 W, 5501 H & HE
AAETG 10% 98 1 18 BRI 46 1R 30 o 251G T TS A
25t I ot A AN R HEA4 TE AT 10% 980, 5 4T
W2 . MHHBE A AT R S i R B, HE44
S A5, b 2 52 e B A T AR 2B R B (M s = 1,79,
SD = 0.86 vs. M sz =2.85, SD =1.03 vs. M sy = 2.13,
SD =1.00, F(2,72) =7.89, p<0.001, n* = 0.18), HJ5
R =3 T T O = 2 o o 2 S S B 2 N
P Z R ELS, MGz G R E S,
23 LA NI 26 1) 52 0 7 1) LT 5 X6 46 30 BE A 52
M —3, P FRATHE— 2D I 1 4 2 A 25 T
g EEZ MRS T AEN . s LR, #
il ah 2 e 2 5, BRI 48 8 2R TG i 2 5
(B =-0.04, t = —0.20, p = 0.84), H1E L HE =
JETE B R (B = —0.007, £ =—0.04, p = 0.97), A
I, BRI ST RG220 A, (HAE 4522 b JT
AT B O BB Y A

FET ok, Xan) B RIFM T, SRR
W, HEA BT i R AR 07 A IRIFA T o 2 Y
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Wi, F(2,72) = 1.37, p =0.26; %HuFRM [ RN
W ERW, F(2,72) = 23.95, p<0.001, @K, W3
HE2 SERT I RS T, # h A © R AT
T B HE 2 58 J5 RS, A A ORI ZE M =
5.52, 8D =1.08 vs. M ;5 =2.80,SD =1.83 vs. M sy =
4.36, SD = 1.15, for all contrasts, ps<0.05), #Ri,
55 2 B0 [ B IEM AY 22 5 048 kR R G 8 R
(8=0.10,t=0.56, p = 0.58),

gi b, WY 2 SRR iR S R, %
FLH TR IE 52 o SEIe 45 Rk — L 90k 1 )
T AT B TR AR — e SR A ST R, IR
S RV ELC AR A TR A R A AR

4 Fihe

PUAE SCHk o6 Tt & e 5ok &1 Z )
KRBT A XS 52, HLOBEAURIASOM AR . ASHE
TRV T 4L 2t — e s a b AT i s, Jf:
P& ] b A A i A AT [ O 2 T R v R
FESAT NI, BEST 1 I AL 2 S HEA
BRI, 5% NS ENREREZ G, ERF
A RIS T s Y BB A5 2 3 kA Y S
TE5 BRI, M550 A O A TN HES ek &
OGP, B R IE B A 3G s XA oEih S
AT R v AN FUR BT X FL X 42, TS X —
PERY T EEH B A f N o AN, PSS 3 ) R A,
RO S P A 55 SR 1 [ B T R A o

T 05 48 BV 2 T R At ) 22 481 S
e, BRS AR B TR IS A DO S
9% 37 ALF (independent sector) 2001 4 7E 4 [E i
Bl AT I A 20, AEIATES25,000 LLTF A9 3E ]
FEEF T2 G B L Bh 4.2%, Tl A8 o
$100,000 [ ZK BEZ LI N 2.7% (Toppe, Kirsch, &
Michel, 2001), — 63873 A9 I8 2 25 AL Rl A & BE, 1K
WA S BE X T8 2 T Ml 1 98 84 L 491 L v A R JiE
W& (Greve, 2009), X F FERIF5 <3k W SEH K
TR B EARR G o PR, A B ML FEAE S
17 R Z [ A] BRAATE S M B & o 40, Piff, Kraus,
Coté, Cheng il Keltner (2010) #F58 &M, 4bTHk4s
JES 22 B4 AT T B2 35 Bl ) b N 3% B O v ) [
L, HFHEREEMNFEEH ST R Kraus, Piff,
Mendoza-Denton, Rheinschmidt Fl Keltner (2012)i#
— AR, B W T AL TR S B A AT
TN 5 E X (Contextualism), B[ E 3¢ 7 Al AR
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Feeling Better and Becoming MoreBenevolent:
Impact of Social Comparison on ProsocialBehavior

ZHENG Xiaoying; PENG Siqing; PENG Luluo
(Guanghua School of Management, Peking University, Beijing 100871 China)

Abstract

Social comparison is the process of evaluating oneself in comparison with others. People actively or
passively, consciously or nonconsciously engage in social comparison. Upward comparison---comparing to
better off others, engenders psychological inferiority, while downward comparison---comparing to worse off
others, elicits psychological superiority. The purpose of the current research was to explore how such
psychological inferiority and superiority information resulted from social comparison would influence
others-oriented behavior, namely, prosocial behavior. We postulated that downward comparison could increase
people’s empathy towards others, and thus would promote prosocial behavior.

Two studies were conducted to test the hypotheses. In Study 1, undergraduates were randomly assigned to
the upward comparison, the downward comparison, and the control conditions. In the upward (downward)
comparison condition, participants were asked to compare their academic performance with the classmate whose
academic performance was ranked the first place (last place) in their major. In the control condition, information
aboutacademic performance or comparison was not mentioned. After making the comparison, participants
indicated their willingness to help in four hypotheticalscenarios. Empathy, self evaluation, and emotion were
measured. In Study 2, we used donation intention as an indicator of prosocial behavior. Rather than asking
participants to consciously make upward or downward comparison as in Studyl, we manipulated social
comparisonbygivingfalse intelligence test feedback. All participants completed a subset of Raven intelligence
test. Participants in the upward comparison condition were told that their performance in the test was ranked the
bottom 10% of our population. Participants in the downward comparison condition were told their rank was in
the top 10%. Those in the control condition did not receive any feedback about the test score. Then we asked
participants to read two scenarios and indicate their willingness to donate. Empathy was also measured using the
same scale as in Study 1.

Results of Study 1 indicated that as compared to the upward comparison condition and the control condition,
participants in the downward comparison were more likely to help others. There was no significant difference
between those in the upward comparison condition and the control condition. Empathy, rather than
emotionorself evaluation, acted as the mediator of this effect. Study 2 further replicated this result, and
suggested that those who knew they were better than others showed higher empathic concern for people who
needed help, which in turn increased donation intention.

In conclusion, downward social comparison would promote prosoical behavior by increasing people’s
empathy towards those who need help. This effect was not driven by positive emotionnor enhanced self
evaluation, but was mediated by the empathetic feeling.

Key words social comparison; prosocial behavior; empathy; helping; donation



