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TETCARAT LA S BL T, AT H FRPE 5 i A2 7
T Y 1E B0 (better-than-average effect), EJ
N EBTER T7 . WA L ARG 5 5 T 2R B
R 28 N#S T 4 . A (Alicke & Govorun,
2005; Brown, 1986). 5 B 0L 75 A fth A LB 5 4T
X— {22, 51k — RILOIATT G R,
Hean>E 4t 2347 M (Schlosser & Levy, 2016). #J5 3
Y (Zheng, Baskin, & Peng, 2018a) . *HE N 241N
(Zheng, Baskin, & Peng, 2018b)%¢ ., $k1i, XTFit4&
B ffer 52 o) AT B A AR PR TR AT Ry, X — [R)AE
ENCEIPE
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B 2 F kM5 3R (Tian, Bearden, & Hunter, 2001) .
YA ) R T & (Zhu & Argo, 2013) , #E2 4
J¥ (Bozkurt & Gligor, 2019)% Py 4P R 25 (95400
Horp, fE R lREdE SR AT M R AT E AR A, Ry
PRI I 2 AR A 3R 5 A =2 R] 22 55 1 Jak
Hl(Fromkin & Snyder, 1980; Lynn & Harris, 1997;
Snyder, 1992), HiZmiH R WG: +h&HFHH W
Fa5E M (Wan, Xu, & Ding, 2014). 755E B9 B HEZR
(Jin, He, Zou, & Xu, 2013)%% . ARIEAL FF- A E R,
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] TR RN 34 7K AR 38 1 L S R
AR (Klar & Giladi, 1997), Mk AT 254
AEIAY . Jd%FH) (Hoorens, 1993; Snyder & Fromkin,
1977), HMEATHL, A SN LR, ATHEK
e 0 H MR . B4, Y S AR TSR 221
M T HEECET, AT AR PR IR RN 25 2 A (B AR
Ak, VUK R BRI R SAT R ROV E 7 AL
FSCHR, ZHATAR R RGR VTR X s (n) @, A
WF5E B 75 %5 854t 23 LL O VAR 1 3R A7 R 1 52
RASG SRR A TR A AR, Ik — 2R Tk
PR T AR PR X — 230 B 3 TR XA 2 b
B AR TR YERON . FMETE T 24T A AR A A DG
SCHRAEAT B, 7E LAl b3 S AT g AR % .
L1 #SHBRRESM

NATTE 38 A 45 ARE A R B T, %0
R 2 /1 R I NITIE = 31N g 2 o (S (1N B A
(Festinger, 1954), AAMTHF )AL 2 F 5 B9 4 B2 4 45 1
WG 01 B AR FEZ TR, 2
W03, Z2HE¥%, 2015; Argo & Dahl, 2018; Hoegg, Scott,
Morales, & Dahl, 2014; Schlosser & Levy, 2016), &L
b, SE2E 0 W RRMA SR T HIRIEN
55 1 30 2 B (Wills, 1981), i 5 5040 75 i fill A He
B S XA B FRAME S AR by . BT B, JF

1996) . X FAT HGH A B, A2 38 2od i 328 T A
575 1 L35 4 (Pleban & Tesser, 1981)., F&AK 4%
Y FEXT H O W) B (Festinger, 1954), PANE K H
O JC 1 B 11 HE %58 %) 42 (Alicke, LoSchiavo, Zerbst,
& Zhang, 1997)%% E KW AR XS, 1LAh, EATEHE
BOL o FEAMEEW P A7 o B, AR5 1Y
AT OB S AR AT A A S T R Sl AL T4 i X
T+ A B A E W 5] 1 1 % (Markey & Markey,
2010) ., WKLk 6o 7 i BOAECHE OGO At A £ 19 28 3
(Li & Zhang, 2011), ZEASHHIC AT 9 40030 i
P K P 5% (Sobol & Darke, 2014)%:

RN, DMERZECFF R ET R4S R
de B, Wb E MW 5] J1(Argo & Dahl, 2018; Li &
Zhang, 2011; Sobol & Darke, 2014), #1£Hu v (85 1
b, XNFIAE, LRME, SKRICHE, 2016) . B AR
(Smeesters, Mussweiler, & Mandel, 2010)%, Frfs
TR E5 0 ToE B IE T H B2 A, I
Gk, RAETTN RIS R S R B B R IEATY,
HUEARAS HAE S —> 58z B & HEAT ¥R (Collins,
1996). SEBr b, AT A FRIF A E 2R AR 3R

ML, #oreE R A RIS AE . AR
ARl P2 T 0 B YR X Y S 7 T (Gardner &
Pierce, 2010), &7 225 FEMF 58 P8 H 3RV HAK
1k M 4t 2 & 45y A 3 ¥F ¥ (Luhtanen & Crocker,
1992). AFREIL A FLIFA (Clark & Arkowitz, 1975)
& AR AT B AT B E R R A &, AR A
o e PR B T B S HZ R R, AT RER IR
TARLER J7 . M BARYE B iy AR IEHr,
RNE 7 O I A LRy 1 R A R 7 N [ P ]
N SRAE th AATHEAS FE R AT A] L 32 A A% &0 i 1]
TN H BRI T K F(Alicke & Govorun,
2005; Brown, 1986), LI K AT HE &% AMTFESE
FE AR B Y B IR IE0 7 A LR T (Aspinwall
& Taylor, 1993; Collins, 1996), {H#E4s HA 215 L
Kedndar sz AATTR A FRAFEEIEREN, 3 IS SRR 5
XTI HEAT IR VT
1.2 MFEHEMNES B HR RN

MY AL 2 LA B8 (Festinger, 1954), AfI1EA
—Fped B O A Ry ) B BR Ty, H TR
AN AR F5 B AL B8R i A %R L 151 (Alicke, 1985;
Allison, Messick, & Goethals, 1989), YEAFEITHE4E
R LT, AATH B 3R iR A E A LT
SEREMERN, BIRH CEZ YRR ERRIE R 2
BT AE . AL IR (Alicke & Govorun, 2005;
Brown, 1986), JF H B &R\ N HETEIEN ., T
¥ (Hoorens, 1993; Snyder & Fromkin, 1977). i it 7]
H, AT “F 2 [ O e A G i 1) 3K T,
M HAE w8 A C R 138 KR
PINBR ). F5E b, TERZ SR, FBK
I s 22 B9 NAE L8] B AR X RAIG, M aERy . R
F KR S 4 R 28 R, <R 24K
NI AALREHS B A AR B . AR A% 5 IR E Y
g, ik BE R Ak A A R B (MeClelland,
1961). %5 L, TEARSMAEWIEN T, A1
A7 B e P AR R BN, A2 P R SR R
(B FETE & NTECHEK

et e, AT IR RIS LA AR B B A
CUBA S Pt N TG BTOLAE, BT 1Y)
T E A TN 2=, AR e (E A O
MR SR, EAT IR ST — H RV
2%, PR IRE B BRI G T 2K,
DN )T 8% 5 I o BT AT & iR AR B
K ER MBI P (Tesser & Cornell, 1991), FITE F
17 5 2 5 0] Befs A FR VB ) R R 3 2= 30K
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SETARR TR, AT SR 2K
SN Y PR RS R AR Y (Klar &
Giladi, 1997), 2= A 5000 A TR AR RRME R
ez, AT AT, EAT RS AR A Y
F Rl R IR AR R AT P AT Y, AT
230 T B B AR AT T B 1 T 25 S ST W 3K R
7 B 55, PASR AN A B 7R U0 B 2
(Mandel, Rucker, Levav, & Galinsky, 2017), —J5 i,
NATEAEAR R G AT B, e ah R 5|
T HRAR A 1A T W SE R S 4 AR SR 5 | T 1Y
77 hh(Hoegg et al., 2014); 73 —Jr i, AfiTifexfelt
B P e AME A B RN R, HLansh RG]
AR P A AR T AT 1) 7 A A G 1 450 J e A S A
41314 2% 5K (Sobol & Darke, 2014) , F B H 5 5 1 3%
*ES AT MBUEN (LI & Zhang, 2011)FIREHEME R 9447
M ] (Zheng et al., 2018b)%% ., I TR N TETS
KRB A T &2 B B 5 R AMEETE 9 AT Y
FHL O PR 2K (Mandel et al., 2017), ik, E47kE
BN A b A P RN Y B T 2 51 R I S AR Y
MCREPESSRAT S, B T 6 1] T 328 0 o R A v
(87N AR 7= i B il 4k 7 & (Wan et al., 2014; Zou, Jin,
He, & Xu, 2014), 4T utt, TR

H1: HXF T T A7 8, BB anl A B
AR AR SR AT A

H2: Fh2s RO e PR S-SR AT Sy 19 52 i i ot
FRPEEARA Y . BRI, BAT A (vs. TAT D 2
REAR A B R PR, T R 1 R AT o
1.3 EREPUKATE %

AT 455 5 T W = A B0l 114 2 oz 2 52 381 JR
FUBLR T AR R B 520 AR TS, B BLIR AT
PR B AT T 5 8 B 55 ) ks BOIR B sk
BRRMEE, e maE AT T U i Dk 0 A
J (Cannon, Goldsmith, & Roux, 2019; Roese & Olson,
2007). HAKIF, YEMBUR AT AR PR S i, AT
ARG REME 18 1 ) B 55 ) ek 28 1k A 6 Y PR B
AEBE, B O T B O B SR T LAAS B 2 il
S5 S AMENEDT g SO A 2 Rz, YR
ARTTASPEAARIY, AT SE A ) T AR {E DR A IR 12
M AN AR TRE 1, ok | 555 e Bk,
B A T A O U A2 25 19 B s, (A5 A
ATTEE T 6 SR HBORH L (8 A MEEPEA T S 10X S s

R AN 2 AT oA, 25 4 S 55 5K
T SRy AR B S e e, MEARSHEHE
B e b B R T 2 AT O Y Sl BIL AL 2

(Mandel et al., 2017), FLAnBF5E & B0 23 o HE0
HIREE M EAT IR G, FAT RS AR
HIMEE P RO T Y B AT S (0 ) AR 55 AR Ihe &2, 5210
T, WM, 2014) R, AEAE SRR B, SR
AR T AR 5 R P TR AT R AT AR AN A X |
A7 EAsE U 1) L SR e IR SR W, R Pr R 4
AR A BT b 2R 2 1 o 5B R AT AR PR 55 v
MMRAEE BEARKSE 1 B 55 T U B 22 IR, DA
BRI EAT LA M AR B B U, Rk T
MBI ALR IR FORAT AR S Iz, U
IR AT AR PRI, AR EE B B %% e s B
AREUAF BHES, TCIEG R LAT H AR A AR PR B Y
B, s BOR AME TR T S X S, AR A
AR TEAME S HLAY SR 3 N SR AR . ST UL,
PEH B

H3a: BHII0IR AT AR P I8 5 4 25 BBl R
FRAT MR S ERIR A AR AR, AT
FE X AR PR SR AT R ) IE ] 52 i A5 2 A, 2k
PR AT AR PR N, AT OB I R TR AT
1) T[] 5% M Dl 5353 o

H3b: JENBUR T AR P 8 5 42 Eb s i A 4
PR A AR TR AT B TR ) 22 R AR T
AFPERARE, IR IR A A 2 H AR X gy TR AT
R R e TR 3 R TR PR M R W] AR
P AT, AR SRR ) A R AN

2 SEES 1. fhos B EROM

2.1 AT

R T W E T RS e R, AR SR
18 H AT 28 10 JE Atk 1 16 Y 7E 24 JE Pk AR
AFARL B4 PR A e 0 S ol ——35 5 & 5 CL L B 4 o &
VI (Wan et al., 2014), 38 i —> 00 7 i i 46 56
P 7 O R A A 1S . BTITE 55 ZATERCREE
HE(43.6% B, M ye = 21.47 )T, AT E
A=A T7 T8 OO PR A SR PR “iRaedi A |
R AW S| T2 (1 = 52 WGl ), 7
= JAEE AW 1); HRXF DL Ui Ak ) = R
W (1 = —SmEAEK, 7 = FEFHEIK); “VRXF
DL F R i Jok b B SR AR B AT 27 (1 = — s 3
&, 7= AEE ). PIA SR A A BEAL,
PAHEBR I TR VE S . 25 A WoR, A A St
BRG] I PEN M ems = 5.36 vs. M wrs = 5.40;
t(54) = —0.16, p=0.87) , B WFEEM wis, = 5.27 vs. M
s = 5.33; 1(54) = —0.31, p= 0.76) FIBRFEEM v
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5 =5.38 vs. M suy = 5.27; t(54) = 0.43, p = 0.67)%)
AR E S R, Ik ™ SRS S A S .
22 TWigIt5HIR

T E AL 64 SATERR P (54.5% T, Mo =
2255 %,9D =294 S 5 T AL, #EALREE
Ja, Bl g L E B R R (fh s e AT vs.
AT S BT H o, AT 32 A, T
THedd 32 Ao
2.3 KWRIE

Y HT A5 (Schlosser & Levy, 2016), ANSE
L8 NPT E (B & i O R ST R W Sl
THA A, BT 2 A CIANRI BB 2 = A
A, X=A AN BT sBURAR L H O sy
i, JFHX =N AR E FHE Tk, M5,
BT ZN A O FIZE I = A Ak — A, FFER
A] BT A ML AR A A BCR AnfeT B B O AL SRR
o AR, 7E AT, gl EMN A CINRE
N2 = A TR s Bk e O 22 %S
BN, Bk = N2 0 E RS TR H N ik
— A, TR VR M IR A B BUR anfer e O
W L TS5 oA ) AR, wE
AT DUS AT BEFE4H b A T NP4 o 58 AT 55 )5
BT B 7 G 2R b e B s LR R R ARG 55
Wi CARTEZ KFRBE B et F O ny 3R LR AR 1Y
XAANTL? > (1= —HBAR, 7= 9E%).

FET R, Blaalae A O T B2 A5 M b O 407 (%) 8 0F>,
12 53 T e A R R R AT R o R
RS RRAT AT 2R AR A SR B S A
S PBRIERS LR, I Ay BE A 1E U iR it I 4R 22 i
TR 2 A AR XS 33 AL i Ui R S P R o AR,
A IE T i AR 4l 2 T v A R 2 AR A o i i
DT, A 81%HY A A A By, A 19%I1%
AEEARAT B 5o oA T HERR B W Ak S 5 A 4
MR A, X bk 50l 5 Bz (8] Y B 217 1
Pifii E . WS, wla EEARYE B O IR A e A
SO TR BERE . AN, ARSI A R A AR I
At WAL EE, JIF HAE22 St . S AA R
SR RS RE ) S I B 2GR i T A .
&, PSR FR SN D GIHE R, JRSUER
SEUGHR I
24 BIESEER

PROVKGEG . A E ANOVA 453 R, HXT
AT H(M = 5.06, SD = 1.19), 47 HA4 18k
(M = 3.22, SD = 1.09)\ N F I BDIR T 2%, F(1,

62) = 41.46, p < 0.001, n* = 0.40, FIXFELs L
AR A IS Y -

B RE S . B4, R SR e B T 4R,
B PR R AT AT ZE RIS 0, HE/NA TS
SRS 1, Hk, DAt il AAR R . HiS
J&i B 5 S R A AR HE R T 0T Logistic [F1IH, 25
R AT HR A kR /D AR B Y B LG 1)
(53.1%) 8 FE b= T R A7 L 41(28.1%), B = 1.06,
Wald = 4.04, p = 0.044, £ FITHESFEE
T AR FORAT o, HT 7581 508

5, Aol T RS LR 4R EE (LR 1),
S5 R R R 28907 AN A 7w AT T
(81.3%), H: ¥k J& 2% b 1% %5 (60.9%) 1 4t 52 fE

(56.3%) 55 4k, B4z B W 52 56 45 il T 24~
(AR R I i

=100%

g s00 | BL3%

i

& 60%

8 39.1%

ﬂﬁj ;g;’ 25.0%  21.9%
2 i
K 0% : 4
R A 2= R &l RKE S

T
A4 & #h kP &
K1 gt AL e 4 i

2.5 iig

SEEY 1 WA EE T AT B A R TR AT R
MY IE s, HIZ S50 I R4 s HOD B . 3T
R B SIS0 K X R M B A TR AR A TR S, [
if, B X H 24 (Collins, 1996). %44 (Aspinwall &
Taylor, 1993)# [ F &4 it /B (Sobol & Darke, 2014)%5
TR VB e BRI T 20 B FHERR
3 K8 2a: ANRRMERN Y R A RN
3.1 &

SR 2a SR T MAZ B S BT HE o i R,
IE T J — A2l 37 i 0 LA At R S 56 A Rk 8 R AT 8K
P TN i 2% 0] TR T T, 39 44(33.2% 5
P, M ew = 21.56 Z)ELIH TR ES S TR, ify
S 5 H TR LR =A T il B Z 35T A, B,
OFATREI (1 = —HE&AEWE 1, 7= AEHAHWR
SUNMEBRBRE( = —m#HAER, 7 = EFHS
MO o 53R Bon, Bl =R E 8
B 5] ST (tas (38) = 1.26, p = 0.21; tyc (38) =
1.63, p=0.11; ty ¢ (38) = 0.34, p = 0.73)FI 3 W FL
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(tas (38) = 0.39, p = 0.69; t,c(38) = 0.57, p = 0.57;
tg.c (38) = —0.26, p = 0.80) Wi I =2 [A] Y AN F7-AE I & 22
o PRI, ARSI BEHC 7 SRR A IS Y .
3.2 Tt 5#HIK

TR =L 68 S TEALRF A (16.2% 1, M s =
2229 %, 9D =585 SN T AR, #EALEE
ZJE, SOl E B R N R h S R AT
vs. M)A BT, b, BATICERY 34 A, R
ITERRR A 34 A
3.3 XIWRIE

5580 1 AHE, A SEEA R N R A58
X it 2 LA AT R o B R e AT 25 HL AR R R AG:
WIS, 16 7 o b ow SRR BN — R Ay
At B P ASIUITE, D5 2% 1 1 ) oS R 328 BB i 5 T
NWF5E ) FE Al A5 T JE 4 (Tian et al., 2001; Wan et
al., 2014), HARGHE: “FRABURIETR AT A 2
FE7; TR BURLEFR 5045 A O A IREEREAR (1 =
AR, 7= A% [FE) . b, Btk 27e 7
Gt R LR A S SR A IR MR A
ff B AR I I, o, F % (o = 0.835) i 4
i “FAAFIRIA IR ZHEGTFB ARG, <K
H O —JoaAb; ik b, R ARBE R (1=
EEHAFE, 7= JEH A E) (Rosenberg, 1965). 1
(o = 0.956) I Ay : IR L ZI RO andaf 22 (1 =
w2, 7= AEWI; 1= WM, 7= RIFO; 1 =
RAKYT, 7 = fREEY) (Wan & Wyer Jr, 2015), H ¥
BRI (0 = 0.865) AT AL 35 : T 17 {7 AE AT 0 Hh 1
ASP AT Ay 5 2an HC ke By S A ;< BIVAHE T X PRI P A 55,
FAARE A O REMAF AR L, “FRAR{E A CRERE A K
SEWENARRPESE” (1 = EWARE, 7= 8%
[i]7) (Chen, Gully, & Eden, 2001),

Tk, BRI AT M HITESS . ZEh o
BORYOLIAE A CATREE I —1F T2, &8 —F
1)) Y A 1 J P = A i I S8Rt AL B Al
C, BT B P — R SR BRI AE 2 Y T 4l
L, IS8 BRI 3K o Bl 1) gl R s =A%
I B R UG RL  TH  A5 B 41% 0 BT 1
T A KR, 13%MIELERE T B KIS,
46% % HEFE T C BB BT AT (Wan
etal., 2014), #E#E B KIS TR A 1w A Re
FRAT I o R T HERR B 28 3K AR B (IR VA 52,
PN Gl W IR ALE S Sa IR DX R =B 10
BOXTHEAT T M s, Ol T 2R s LR E R, 7
A GG PR

34 HIESMEER

PR TS . BN ZE ANOVA 453 R, HX T
AT HCE (M = 4.68, SD = 1.49), 4T HCASAL KBk
(M =3.38, SD = 1.18)/8 | B BUIRTE 22, F(1, 66)
=15.73, p < 0.001, n*= 0.19, FM X2 B F#E
PIERLII o

AR E . w5, XHeaalag = Sk BT EE
Hitith, WP RARE R (41%, 46%)1)45 K155
540, R/ AR 2 511 (13%) A 45 2R 4 i oy
1o HOR, DAt tei oy B AR i . gl s i i i
g R AR HEAT O Logistic [M1UA43H7, 4558 Wk E
AT LA 21 3 B M RE 1 /N Ak T 28 8 T 18 43X L )
(61.8%) . F Hu i T N AT AL (35.3%), B = 1.09,
Wald x*= 4.65, p=0.031, F-RZH: HI,

o 6 TR SRR TR A VR T o X6 AR P SRR
R 2k B AT R, BORASINI(r = 0.753)945 5
PHEVE N R A AR B R . Ut S AR i
FEME A R AR S JF R IR A 40 B, S5 oR, #ha
HE B Bl ) Il R R B A 2 R B ) S e (B =
-0.38, t = =3.30, p = 0.002), HPAH& T FA7H44H
(M =3.60, SD = 1.04), 47 LA 4L i) 2 4 4 JEk e o
IS, BT H CRAMAFM = 2.75, SD =
1.09), F(1, 66) = 10.88, p = 0.002, n*= 0.14; [&]}¥Hs
Fh 2 BRI R PR BN S B AR . BRI R TR
M AR EFT 0 Logistic [B1UH, Jl 4RI X6 /)N
AT A P ZE 18T BE 8 1 52 1t 3% (B = —0.64, Wald
X = 5.04, p = 0.025), {HIHZELERT/INA T M2 &
FEATH RN R EP = 0.63, Wald * =
1.33, p = 0.25), FIAMER B E B h A1
FHORE 2), H2 153 3245,

AR ,
_0.38“ _064

ISy 5 3 HERE/ARTHIL
(1=EA7, 0=T17) 1.09" (0.63) R

B2 gl B Y R A RN
W ** p<0.01, * p<0.05, n.s. TR LI,

K PROCESS 2 7 % b R B i 1 v A 500
PEAT KGR (Model 4; Hayes, 2013), 7EREAS Ik
R 5000, 95%MY 5 IR, AhREME R Y rh A
IIHTEE R AR 0 (LLCI = 0.11, ULCI = 1.40),
RN TR /NA 0.54, I HAE R il 2l R 1 BT 1 15
T, Ak RO AURE 7 i BE R Y BRI A
(LLCI = —0.45, ULCI = 1.72), R0 A o
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Ja, MRE RS IET 0. BIHSHT 4
REIR, FHSHEXTAEEPB =-0.04,t =029, p =
0.77). BB =-0.12, t=—1.01, p = 0.32)F1 5 FAL
BEJRL(B = —0.05, t=—0.44, p = 0.66)FI ANTE1E B 11
SCMYER . SR PROCESS F& ¥ 1 & th A4 43
45 R 8%, H %.(95% LLCI = —0.11, ULCI =
0.22). 154 (95% LLCI =—0.37, ULCI = 0.05), A}
H AL AEI(95% LLCI = —0.28, ULCI = 0.09)/y
ISR P A 0, Kk, ATHERRX = NMRE
R RS HE, TE 5 22 S5 ol AN B R TR
3.5 itig

SRS 2a HE— AR R T UREE BT AR A,
[FEIFHERR T A2 16255 B IRARE R R TR V8 il AR
FHABSEES 1 FNSEYS 2afF7EE —E AL cH—, 7
AL BRI I S Rk ST A R AN AL
JEAN I B2 B RG] e, AR k2 AR g
R EAT HCEFN N AT B AN KT, TR AT A
PP ZE, PR I TC Ik A ) DB At 2 bl A 000 R AR
PRk 3 K R AE T EAT AR T T8 & R A7 LR
T B e 7 i B I s Bem, RVETRAS S
B UL BN TR 77 AR R R 7 A I, (HR
NBEFERY P it R E P A2 . 82,
ToHERR I O FH ARG B BV RS B SR 50k
BEARSZ UG . BEZE ) X — R

4 SEER 2b: HEANJC H AL B I 2H

4.1 LWt 5HR

ARSI ) H R S 5 BN IC LR s AL, LA
7] s FJ LI el = e 03 VA ST S ) S | S 01
HelREMmR T bR . FEE, S TR S5
45 IR IE T PG SCIR IR B LU AR # A A, AR
SZEYYE Amazon Mechanical Turk (MTurk)F4 FIF
J&, W TARIERL . AR ZEE KT &uF
KR, AR AR 25 A BEAR R gl A S R, 145
WP as Rl 71, 36h 143 Z2808(36.4% 5 1)
SN T ARSLE, FER X R 19 £~75 %, 1
AR N 35.76 % (SD = 13.44), FrA #aR g b HL o i
B EATH A (44 N) . TATHRRA (52 N)FITC L
HE47 N)o
4.2 LWRIE

ARSI ARSI 1 AR 3N T — AT
R4l B, AT YR R AT s ad ol
BT SR 1 AR R AR AT S (EAEETA

W OPRERE 4%, 2015), JCHEA P2 1T
it 2 LR RME 2., B3 A BRI A 56 0] 3t
ZAMO I B R ER A, A AR A AR B P A
I (r = 0.703) #eAk, H TSR ETSIT NN
# Bk I (Garcia, Tor, & Schiff, 2013), 1ij3a4+-S:1H
SR NNTRET 2R VLR, Bk, 38
G Al BB E WTER PR . STk, AL
X5 e 0] (o = 0.842)1 4T T I &, MIIELHE: <RI
T LU A A A, TR ZE Ry BBk
PR IER ™, I ME SR 2Z S, <R T 3RAT K
U, eEAE—UFE (1 = FEEARE, 7= 9
i [ (Martin & Larsen, 1976),

FENOR, AT Bl EE A — A ST 7 I SE R
o BT S AR R 2 B R TR AT
Ay B R I —(Lynn & Harris, 1997; Snyder, 1992),
It HLIC TR S Wl = iy 11 52 0 30 At B 7= 5 ot {5 08
A S 30 A X T Ak A 3 R AR A Xk AR
FRAT A B A, 0T AHERR IS 28 & 120 A B 25
A5 R B 2 A SRR 32 0GH Y L 25 077 X
— R . AR ORI T — A L LA B,
FENE N HEEL T M ERAAE L M Y
B b BB T A2 i, R4t T 42 % il 1k ik
% o B E A AR FE B4 W SK— 1 o iz R B+ Y
WATHE T MM, 0 n] LA AT —3CH A R X%
BT Mo HAERRE, O A T A A% L S
mi R T T AT T ML S AN A s v — 2 Bifi ),
PO A A O E Y T, Jf BAESS A
AR AROE R AL E OO ] T BIWSE AT
T i85 o
43 HESMEER

PR . AHET AT (M = 537, SD =
1.31), EAT e AT A O IR T 22 (M
=2.39, SD = 1.51), t(94) = 10.33, p < 0.001, Cohen’s
d=2.11, FIAXIHHZ AR DI

AL . B AT A . FATHA AL HE
B RS 1, —1 00, Bkl T ML
frak T A 25 R 0 gmish 1 fi-1. R0
Logistic #EA7EIHAHrES R ER, MHEFT T
4H(21.2%, Walds x> = 3.88, p = 0.047)F1JC Hb 8 40
HHER(25.5%, Walds x> = 6.21, p = 0.011), F47k
B MO A ) TR T HM(45.5%), (HT
AT LU TG e i Ot e il T A A9 0 - A
A 35 2% 5 (Walds %= 0.27, p > 0.60), Hit, #t
23 LE BNl R PR SR AT S 7 AR S I B AR A BK B )
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FEF AT AR T T HE R AT AR AR T 4 %t
IR S R AT, PR HE H

B, X R P R g A RO A TR B . DA
Rt A ARG R PR R S R AR Y
ANOVA ZEJL 7R, A A4 i R e R A 7 k3
#Z 5%, F(2, 140)=5.69, p = 0.004, 1> = 0.08, HiA&f
5, EATHE A MR HI(M = 3.56, SD = 1.28)
EWAR T AT 4 (M = 4.43, SD = 1.32; 1(94)
=-3.28, p=0.001, Cohen’s d = 0.67)F1JC lL & ZH(M
=4.46, SD = 1.72; t(89) = —2.82, p = 0.006, Cohen’s
d = 0.59), H AT LR RITC H 41 i b i B
AR R FH 2R, 1(97) = —-0.08, p= 0.94,

i —25 R il PROCESS F2 [ it 4P S 1 1) v
BN AT KB (Model 4; Hayes, 2013), HBFEA &
HUH 5000, 76 95% &5 XA, AREHERANT) b Ay
K 4 b R 414 0 (LLCI = 0.03, ULCI = 0.35),
2 W RE MR B A TR A RO B, AN A 0.14,
PR SCHF H2o AL, 58 4 5 ] 1 Hh A 2500 A6 26 45
432 0 (95% LLCI =—0.03, ULCL=0.11), £33
S R AVE IR B2, TOTA R 25 LB il
FEvEFSRAT RS2 E ], AT 7 DAHERR, 7EJ5 220
SIS R R LA TR
4.4 itig

ZIE UL MTurk P& B EE R 2R RERAE
BT RGN A BN AT B, [ HERR T
FEE (RO . H 2 H ARG O I R 1R
B, FRRGZER T HL M H2, R4k TS24 B R A fit
PERIBEIR 1o oAb, 8B Je R iRl 4, i
S E— A5 e o Ak 2 P RN 1 B OE 3K B R
T BAT BT T M AR T AT HRAREAL T AT
MR, R B0 R E SR AT .

SR, SEHG 1 25055 2b AU AR B A X4/,
A BES IS LI A R B R 01 o [RIET, ik B IR
W 558 4EFE A TRV 2 A5 7E At 23 T ph R
FRAT A B e A R RAVE ], R S
FEMRIE, FIL, 8T 3 — 5 R oy 25 50 i
MR 1 SRR, B2 TR SR R A I HXT
R [ RIEM 5 R 4B A R OE A 2R AT A
Br, DAHERR IR VE S
5 SCHG 2c: AN ARAEPEAS 5
5.1 &

S 2¢ RFIPUIR AL S R SR, O
T ot N7 LA R S b ek AR AR o

HIAE 60 44 (41.7%F M, M s = 21.63 B TER K2
TR, BT T A3 i X 3 A R A = Al
SER (A, B, OMBGEREQ = —mBAAE, 7 =
JEHEALK) . WEI (1= —HEEWSI S, 7= AE%
AHWEIIDMERBREQ = —SHAER, 7 = 3k
W EOBATEAN . S5 R BoR, # =gk
PRI (tas (59) = 0.46, p=0.65; ts c (59) = 0.77, p
= 0.45; tc (59) = 0.41, p = 0.68). 5| H(tap (59) =
0.09, p = 0.93; tyc(59) = 1.33, p = 0.19; tzc (59) =
1.43, p = 0.16)FI = KR (ta s (59) = 0.51, p = 0.62;
tac(59)=-1.09, p=0.28; tg c (59) = —1.96, p = 0.06)
TN A B 2 25 5. PRI, SR IR 7
YRGS
5.2 FTEEiIt5#%IR

A 146 RTEKRKZEGI%EE, M wn =
21.97 %, SD =2.17 Z)Zhn T AL, Pl pk Bl
AECEIR R R GRS AT vs AT AL BT,
AT 73 N, TATHAA 73 A,
53 KIRE

B Y% hif AMWFT (Zheng et al., 2018a), ASSZEGTE
2l a2 R AT R . LRI
P B A — [ FE ALY, I Bk Mz
ST ) B A 38 22l s R BT il K= AR
TS, TE AT A, AT 2 A O L —2%4F
)5l 5 5 2% B (GPA/ZE AR5 BUR) S R &l . [\
EGHEA S — M RS2 T AR, I A thn A b
BRI A CHERA N E . Hoh, bR A At
RE—AIENNE . MR, N7 BT
BB O 8 B 32 BL(GPA/2E R BF 58 iR ) 5
[l . (R4 ZHE S i e — 44 I ) 2 AT LR A,
It HAELS iy As bt 3R E] B O HES A7 B H,
A bRl i 2 i AR R B Jm — A T E AL & . ILAk,
THRIRHOR, BOA T IR A A A O Y2
v LS 5 5 — %4 (B — &) M b an e, DL R rR i ™
AR EIRAZ . WS, B8 B4 LR RS
M “ARAEZ REEE LAt A C i 22l il gt t
EREEXREL (1= —HWAR, 7= 35%), L
S AR I B PRSI 30T (r = 0.750) [F]IF, & % 7]
A CHik(Zheng et al., 2018a), 5| S8k 58 &K [
BAVEM AT <z, RN H R R e 2>
(1= JEH 2, 7= dE%a0), DRl is A RIFAN
AT < pb 2], RN C ol il S 3 BRI Sz
far? (1= 422, 7= JEHLT).

e B RAESS I, e A — 30 5 i 4 )
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L

52 %

WF, 18 %1 AWTSE(Wan et al., 2014), Bl B4
HOATH R - BN SR, ZaddHe
AT R Ja R = s e 2d st i, Horp
QSRR A B SR 82611 3k, 5% B MY SR
3067 IR, 4skh C Wi 79335 . AHEL
M, LR BAERE T SRS R1T R
i), EREZL SR AR C NIAR 2R BRI i ok =
SRAT IR o R T HEBR 20 5% AR B PR 25 R TRV
SoMR, R =ERal sk i 5 R Z M R R HEA T T
g E ., T ERfEE, PolT e = a kb
B

54 HIESEER

BRI ST REAR ¢ KRS R R, BT
B BN B O 22l S b BT B T 42
HEM ping = 3.14, SD = 1.42 vs. M 51 = 5.10,
SD = 1.56), t(144) = —7.95, p < 0.001, Cohen’s d=
1.31, FHXTHES LR RS LT Y o

RBEATS . B 5, XN 20 5k R ik B T g
15, B BERE A S 4 S (82611 IR, 79335
WM ZE R B gty 0, Pk AR S d i 2 5% A
(3067 W)MILERgmi A 1, Hk, k& =
EATHE, 0= TATHE) N AR . Ak R iksEN
AR B #EFT — 0 Logistic [FIHMr, 2458 Won EAT
HE B ZH BRI AR 28 58 i 8 L 1811 (67.1%) ik 35
BT R AT A 9K (46.6%), B = 0.85, Wald =
6.18, p=0.013, 3 HI1,

o g gk RPN i AR . RJTT PROCESS
T2 XoF b R SR R 1) v A B AT R 3 (Moodel 4
Hayes, 2013), BFEARBRES N 5000, EA5XE K
95% 1) A K B0 45 R S s, R R SN 1 A 2
FFARAL S 0 (LLCI = 0.12, ULCI = 0.72), Uik
/R 0.35, KRB Y A 2N PR AS 2 B IE,
HHF H2,

HEBR IR VB M s it FL R ANOVA 45 3R B,
AT B AR AR IEN M cors = 3.77,
SD =174 vs. M i =4.42, SD = 1.65; F(1, 144) =
548, p = 0.02) 522\ W& H IFN M cinn =
4.10, SD = 1.45 vs. M 0 = 4.64, SD = 1.25; F(1,
144) = 5.99, p = 0.016)#f &t & ML T F 17 L4 .
K PROCESS F2 ¥ 70 BIXT EL A4 [ FR PR 5 2401 i
& [ AT 19 A O824 40 BT (Model 4; Hayes,
2013), FEREAREECA 5000, 7E 95% B (5 X[ T, %
RN PN RS R PEE 0 (LLCI =
—0.09, ULCI = 0.24), 2\ ai&t H FITEA 146

ok W 495 0 (LLCI =—0.16, ULCI = 0.18),
WA, TSR R [ TR B S e He A e
(1) A FRIEM, PSR S B Al e TR A7 R =
S BV FE SR REAIL, T T LAHERR
5.5 itig

SCES 2¢ AP RPGAFEA S | FEL A ETX
— R YRR DR e, FRREGUE T AT R
XAl R TSR AT A B IE Rl 2R, A R A Ry B 1Y
A VER, [FIETHERR T8k B 3P0 SR e 48 A
WIFN X MR R AR i, i — 2R T WP oE 45
SRR P S

S 1 XTI A 2 F AR Y AR FE ) S B SR
R, BRT s, fueRvi b4 EE A
SRR, FERIW YR E . WA K8
DTN IRIEIFTRARIL, KT RFRA M EAT
B 352 A, 2 A R BN 1 T A R T 51 & il R
FRAT R o FERE R T, A AT LR B 2 5 AR
BUZARX B2 B . MELLY AR, EAMAXS T RE AT
SHBUNSE=S Sl A 280 R AN SR R = A R = 1K (!
O HBAZ FVET R RN B2 T R S R AR T35 IR
DL — 5 A2 LU AR B, I S B0tk mT A5
BRI 2 5 i 8 (Yoon & Kim, 2016; Yoon &
Kim, 2017), X H 15 E I RIRA R 58T 5856

6 SEEY 3: UM T s PRy Iy
YEH

6.1 IRt 5HIK

kK H MTurk “F-5 1 124 256 E A (43.5% 55 PE)
WEREDLTRCE] 202 HL#: BAT vs T AT) > 208
LU TANTE: B vs AW B L Bt o,k
rHds . masrimshdl 32 Z8k, ATHE . e
Trimshd 31 A9k, PATHE . WA 31
AR, TATHER . RATF s 30 29,
6.2 SRIEAIE

{8 S T SCHR, A 2502k <5 ) Bl 1324 55
Xf R 28 55 U sh M Y s R EA T R A (Yoon & Kim,
2016). TEEAIZ T shPE K20, ki 1 32
BT ) b A < S A A S 4 U U Bl M Y AT
B! (American Dream: Good News on Economic
Mobility!)”, 7 I N A% R A0 JBAE . <4 iy
K EFE SR T UL, AATAT LLE R E O RSS
T G B L S 2R U LA, 20T TR A TG ]
N — R SAT )i FAE ) EEEER T, MR
GEU s AR 2H, 40 i I 432 0 P 108 s A <5
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E AR A A iishtE/E4 T 7 (American
Nightmare: What Happened to Economic Mobility?)”,
IR A% O AR g s a4 19 36 AL S5 02 ST
IR ohc RN AE= 2K - ¢ D NCE i/ ot B = N
Bt g v AL, Ah R BLEAL T, %
B I R S — B E N RIS E S — DB E T
BN — BB — 00 B S RS T W, PR
BT B R R . N BRI RO R —
H, ANEREINEE FATER . MR, rasalk
SE R IEMIT: <0 = A AL TN
B TP AL R 8E, 10 = KRR+t S 405 AL
BT HRA S N7, <0 = RRMFES LT AL
F2 BT I AR RO T ARV, 10 = ROk I
FE 2328 T M 32 BB T3 A R IAE R

BT ok, ARSLEK MacArthur 2% B Bf & &
(Kraus, Coté, & Keltner, 2010)-5 /i A& AP
iR ¥E(Schlosser & Levy, 2016)FH45 A X2 BRI 1)
R BT RN . A B A —A B R E L
55>, TEIZAE 55, $Ok T 20k 5290 vUm bR
BT R Z N B C T Ab At 23 ¢ R M 2% rh AATTHY AR
XL, A T oy 8 55 7K 7 ) 5 0 R 000 B e
BN, T A~ I it D) Sy 428 5% 7K SF- R 40 3 W0 bR 5 e
ZEMIN, — D NAEIX AT b B AL BB U 375
AL RS R N, TERS T b B BB A R B
b B ZE N . BJE, BAT O B9l 2
A SRR A e A AR 31— Ak T8 - T
s N, FEERTES EARICH B CARRTIZ AL,
TR A7 He B4 /Y a0 7 2 H AR T A B8
AN R TR TR N, JF HAERTHS b
Fricth B CAX T2 ANBIALE . BT R, pod®
e A 23 AT A FR P AG: 56 DN 10T LA B A A SR R £
BT (r = 0.754),

T PR Y AN AR, AR S A A
0 7R 7 it A5 X R SR AT A AT I A HLA
MF, POl A —IB AR AR R 2 0 B e 1Y
155, ZAE 55 LR PO B ORI A — 1
HARHR, 8 R 5 2K A ORI EE B 4/ N
WA AR ARER . Hi, “Words of Wisdom” 32 i{E
IRERPIAT 513 24 | B Tt — U ARAR
23 DAL ] GRS A B PR BT | AL DL 2 A Y 3
] 5 A AR ; “Beyond Words 52 -FAR SR ERIIA 43
AV BT RPN TR RR BRI 3 A Y 52
PIREE . HMAE 2 GO PERRIE . Herh, i
B RARVEIN, 0I5 3 /AT 78 B 52 41> 132

PREBGE BN A Z G, WAHERE 7 RmE L
WA A Rar, MBS “URA 2 K] aetk s
AXAERERT? (1= JEwW AT g, 7= dEwnl
B); “fRAEZ KRB LB E M A XA B HE R
(1= —HUARER, 7= EFER). EX8H, W
AP H AR 2 A WO AT 2 BENLY . AP,
R TR WER S B LA 55 A EURR I, FE e L
WATS5 5, Bl 75 2 MR I8 R AR 5B
2 5 NE8
6.3 HIENMEER

BAPKIE . A1 4 AP AR i R iU,
HCKE AR, Fax 120 IMEARBHE48.3%BYE, M 4 =
33.88 %, SD = 10.37 )l T 1E &R 534 o R
R ZE ANOVA XL F s (o = 0.875) 1 #
PRI 25 R R, AR TR 2 B T sl AR K T4
(M =6.81, SD = 2.99), AT sh P s K4
BT i ) TN O [ O RR A 28 U ML A B T
LI5S J1(M = 8.38, SD =2.01), F(1, 118) = 11.29, p<
0.001, n* = 0.09, & HAX N2 55 I sh P i R g2
W . LAk, AXTF R ATHARAM = 3.92, D =
1.78), AT A MBI B O Y HT 2 3R
XM =3.01, D = 1.64), F(1, 118)= 8.45, p= 0.004,
N> =0.07, FUIXTFEE A BRI AL AT Y .

AR IE o X B il A A 132 5 4E AR R A 2 1)
S BB AE, JF H B “Beyond Words” {2 5k 8 55
“Words of Wisdom™H AR #(1 I A B[] 22 [0] 4 2518,
VER IR AR e de bs, A (ELBR /55 2R I AU R PR ok AT Ry i
R, PR ZE ANOVA 458 WoR, #XF T FATH
BHM=0.13, SD = 2.16), A7 a4 69w 5 fg
-2 5t N /D1 Beyond Words” B2 3 HAREFR(M =
0.90, SD = 2.03), F(1, 118)= 4.11, p = 0.045, n* =
0.03, FH] AT T| & T 5 & i e v S5k A7
fiia], H1 15 2] SRR E

R 56 SN 8 B U sh M R AR L 24k
Fee: BAT vs FAT) x 20T s & vs AR
ANOVA K35 BRI Gr i sl 5 1E L 4553
7 A 23 Pl BRI N 28 B I B0 1 1 A8 B RN B 3
F(1, 116) = 4.25, p = 0.042, n* = 0.04; #23 L
FROW AL, F(1, 116) =4.10, p=0.045, n* = 0.03;
RBAIZ T sl i ERON I A 3, F(1, 116) =
0.45, p = 0.50; FH 16 AT 0 ER RN 22 5% I sl Ik R 1 3 AL
2 OB R TR AT R RS2 o fRT BABEN 43 B 445 2R
HE—2 R W, MRV s m KPR, BAT
LU 20 RN A7 P A R A R v SR AT AN A Bk
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52 %

L

EHZEFM piwr =038 Vs, M pirrr = 0.40), F(1, 116)
= 0.001, p = 0.98; MEHZ T sh P MK TF-1T,
AT B A A R TSR AT SRy A ) ik b R TR
TTHHEHAM hes = 1.42 vS. M e = —0.13), F(1,
116) = 8.49, p=0.004, n* = 0.07, H3a 15| ik ,

I )i, R PROCESS T2 /346 56 B 1 28 B i 8l
P X 2 BT R A RN 8 R Y A (Model 7,
Hayes, 2013), #EFEAEA S 5000, BAF X [H] 95%[H)
SIATEE R R, Y2 TR s T A KSR, il
REPE B TR 30 25 SR AN B 0 (LLCI = 0.08,
ULCI = 0.64), B ILB ol RE M BN AE 4125 L)
MR PE SR R ORE B R T AR &K
N EE R 0.29; BRI, 4RI L 55 i sl itk b i K P
MR RN R A RO R TP 0 (LLCL =
—0.22, ULCI = 0.15), IR b PR R ) A
BRI o PRI, JERA 28 B U Sl X e e R A
(AN A B R VE R, H3b 159 8] 5 8
6.4 i1it

S 3 AE L PRI X — BRI LB A B 3R
T AR S A AR SR AT o R A, SR h
KRR 7 IR At 25 LA, AR IR0 TR 7 5 4k
rRO S % R SR AT R, 2P R T A
FAG R B AREPE TSNS . SI4h, KB BR AT
7 P ELAA Ak Ay BN 22 % U Bl M X — T R AR B A Y
P&, IRA G EEIF AR T I8 28 55 I sl Mk i R 15 R
FH, FR A 7% X6 28 5 R0 04 AT L3R T 2 1
AT B8 TR
7 Wi
71 HRER

T T LT 4RO 5 # M I 8 AT R AL,
AHIFFE DO KD 00 R A7 g A A 2 LU 3 R
PEFRAT R Z MBI RIRC R, B4 T MR R Y
HRANRONE, I LA R IR ] A ik — A% 1A A
it BRI B A B sh M, ES TR — 4
PIFE 2 LU AE B F IR A b T I & 35 i s M
PTVEM I 5 AR5, AR IR AT L (vs.
AT BT AR SR AT R B IE 1] R (SR 1),
It HAB 7R BN 7 A AR AR IR Bl [ A T L AT L
BEREAR T W AR NAT LB B T T AR F 3R AR
SR, DI B A S TR B S HL 7 A T e A A
Bk R AT A A (525 22, 2b F 2¢). HeAh, Bk
BN AE R BRI — 5 1 LL B4 B A fEAE, JF
AR BN 28 55 I sl e 1 98 Y VR R 45 315 b 5

55 (L5 3),
7.2 EBitTmk

ARG XS HE 2 Hed . AhREE TR AT N A S AR
PRI AT A SRR A G SCHR A 2 R B 38 BT
e, T OMAMER LA, ORI REE SR AT
FAE Rt 2 U AT R JE R AT 5% . RS 241
C Bl Zett 2 ha g | R M AMEMEAT A IR R IR T K
HHFTY, A EAT RS S B 32 L (Zheng et
al., 2018a) . WM 2217 4 (Zheng et al., 2018b)
P ik (Sobol & Darke, 2014)4, (BARBTETEAR
ZHRTHZIR M PR TEAT AR &, [Rli), B Txf
PRACA NG R AEE, AT B BN 438 A R AL
NS T 2 b B A b e, Mt ] BEAS
A 355 T G 8 A AR L A 58 A 2 B S IR 3 T v 1Y
FEMEFRAT AR X — 2518 . RN, HETM J#E
FEAL 23 FU B (A AE 2R S b 43 A Ak 35 W8k 45 Ach 5%
B2 A A i R IR IR SoRAT N R 22 5, /D
RIS WG 15 2 SLUEF AR I S AP UE . ASAFSR LA
AN B FRIEN B T E RN R BRI S0 1, B
X B3R R) R R SRR 5 B 5%, M EIFIRuE T bk
AT H A A Rt SR AT M IE s mifE R, JFh T
PR, WS T AMEMEE AT
h L R TR AT R AR AT 5 AR

Hk, AW 5T H IS e A AR P B B A AR
H, 58 T TAb & s B0 FAR 2 1 FLS I 5
WA, EALS B IERF S, FEITE 2455
T H% (Morse & Gergen, 1970). ¥il"(Zheng et al.,
2018a)., [AIBLLOBERE 45, 2015), FakAlfh 3 X
M EhHL(Schlosser & Levy, 2016)% 4l 2 i 5] &
A O BRI, RS L SRR M IR X — 0 BEAG
BN EL BRI R ARG AR 2T
KefF o AT R T T EES, #EE A
TTAEARBEAT 4125 LA I I8 100 55k A 5 48 5 174 2
FEPE BN —i8 5, T _EAT OB ST A3 3k 4+
A BT IME A FRIEM w2, AR AT T
H IR 2 PR, SBEARA R, A
7 28 37 A 2 B A 5l e SR R 2 T 8 B i
KA, I Hilat— R 5 S50 W bl R e v E A vh Ay
YER, 33 a2 Ho Ao B SR AT TR AL 5 4k 30E,
SR A P T SR SR A A B S R R

e, SIS BUR T AR P i R, IRk
TR W] AR PR B AR SRy B 28 B i B PR X — T
BEERTF IS A, RV T2 B o e &
GERBE At 23 LB th R HER R, R T
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BN Z BRI SIS ANE . AT BN, RS
Trim s MR G AT Tl B 5 %5 s & %
RBPE SRR, SYRME | g v i 5
WS Z M B U SC R, I HARRER B 52
A A VAT X 0 B A7 R B0 BRF AT S SRE
(Yoon & Kim, 2016; Yoon & Kim, 2017), 4R, 2#
BATEISEZW A & AT BB ER A 0 A R o
AW A RAE TR X — E A2 A
HERE, RS IEAZ IR BUR AT S Ve 5425 LA
Z IR A BRIE OCHR, 487n 1 R 22 55 U sh M Bl
P G 2 TR AT LB 5 | & gl v 1) B
AR
73 RERBRT

W FELE IR XS T Al A AT 2% N 5 YA
B 2B E m (. 15, MRIEITIE e, i
17 AT HORE, AT /NARES |« i A A 7 i 58
W br 2x g5k, BRt, X TOFRE S . 1R
ZE s T RET PR mE, ol L
e B AR T 37 08 A0 T S0 2 5 AN BT 9
FEUR, LEOnE R Gl . BT . P AT,
XA BRI N5 4 1 S S AL 55 1
[T b, DLT A Crybss . PP B O RS
SRR IR RIS, T AT e A A A < —
) A9 5K 5l 1 (Festinger, 1954), X5 A&
PSS AT EAT LA, HEMTTE R B Sl R PR B
Y IXZ T i AME P R SRR SR AT . T,
Al T LA S A S SRR S [ 2 b A sk SO R IR 4 1
A IRINART it BE AR )4, AT SRR
v D 4 ) SR AT o

AN, AT LG ok W S AR . /AR
i B IR 55, VAR EAT OBy b o T 2 B AE H
A 1 PR AR U S B R A L, Herh
AMALSE 5 TR EAT AL, A wa b 5 AL
75 W A i N—— B AR A7 1 EAT A
AT R RRAR A R AR, s A AR AT Y
TR B F A (B, i3 2k 0 S AR . /AR
77 it B IR 55 T LAY B 2% Ak e b AT HL AR H 3K
TUREPE Y SRR, TERE A B TR AR R
WAL, TEA RATHRBL AL 23 L, B & 3 i
B IE N N AT FCB B B A ORI i i R
MA@ TR S P IE TS S, TH 2 E e IE
BN T8 A B 5% ) Bl R ok 28 IR O %) BRB T
M G2 AR AE EAT HAUS TF BRI B 3 4 P 2 e
SR 10 BB

7.4 MRBRIKKARSE

AW FRAFAESE —E AR AR, LLRA REAR
Kt — LRV L, 4N, 7875 54t 2 L Bou
FEPEFoRAT AR, AR 5 I A TSR T8
ZF AN PE AR AT AE ], AR A SR A 0 7 i
P BN BT A BRI SA & = L AR AS KO 1Y 43
FARtE, ez AR A BE R o B R . T
AR5 . FREEE  #hasutk . K& %L )y
T PR 2R BRI, AT Ak 25 2 5 S sl P () IR A7 AR
EAMRES, I AR N R AR E R,
A DK B RN 22 % U Bl VA Ry 3 8 1 A M 2 S A
AT LS PRSI RR I, AT IR X LR IF 43 Hr
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Outstanding others vs. mediocre me: The effect of social comparison on
uniqueness-seeking behavior
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Abstract

Uniqueness-seeking behavior can be driven by various factors. Despite the common phenomenon that
better-off individuals seem to seek more uniqueness and express individuality more frequently, no researcher has
investigated whether and how social comparison influences uniqueness-seeking behavior. According to the
better-than-average effect, people tend to perceive themselves better off than the average on many important
dimensions and are inclined to see themselves as unique when there are no social comparisons. Building on the
compensatory consumption model, we aim to investigate the impact of social comparison on uniqueness-seeking
behavior, and further examine why this effect occurs as well as when it will be attenuated or intensified.

In social comparisons, comparing upwardly (vs. downwardly) may threaten individuals’ pervasively held
better-than-average self-evaluation bias, which motivates them to adjust their self-evaluations downwardly to
the average. Prior research suggests that the average is mostly seen as ordinary, mediocre and unexceptional.
Therefore, we infer that people comparing upwardly may experience a decreased sense of uniqueness, which
drives them to seek unique options in subsequent unrelated contexts. This effect holds for many dimensions,
such as economic status. In that case, perceived economic mobility acts as an important moderator. We predict
that when perceived economic mobility is high, threats induced by upward comparisons will be mitigated, as are
individuals’ psychological and behavioral responses. However, when perceived economic mobility is low, the
responses will be intensified.

Across five experiments, we demonstrate that upward comparisons increase consumer preference for less
popular scenic spots (Study 1). The psychological mechanism underlying this effect is that upward comparisons
lower perceived uniqueness, leading individuals to choose minority-endorsed products to compensate for the
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negative self-discrepancy (studies 2a and 2¢). The fundamental driving force of the main effect is that upward
comparisons increase consumers’ uniqueness-seeking tendency (Study 2b). Furthermore, when comparing
upwardly on economic status, consumers still show stronger preference for niche book clubs, and the effect of
social comparison on perceived uniqueness and uniqueness seeking will be mitigated when perceived economic
mobility is high but is strengthened when perceived economic mobility is low (Study 3).

The present research provides evidence that upward comparisons can lead to uniqueness-seeking behavior
by examining the mediating role of perceived uniqueness, supporting our basic premise that individuals perceive
themselves as unique when making no comparisons. In doing this, we make theoretical contributions to research
on both uniqueness seeking and the strategies for coping with upward comparisons. This also sheds light on
marketing strategies that enterprises can employ to increase sales of unpopular or customized products as well as
coping strategies that consumers can use to alleviate threats of upward comparisons on different dimensions.

Key words social comparison; uniqueness-seeking behavior; better-than-average effect; compensatory consumption;
perceived economic mobility





