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(1. ZETEAFHGRFFR, T 241000; 2. FEFEAFOEFR, &1

Ak 23 A G AR B BE (W vh A

A ED FHAE

210097;

3. WEAFOESE, TR 400715)

W OB AT MEA R B ETIE AR K FE RS PR A ST IR H A kA S E S g 2 R R
AN Sl i AL AR K A S A B 0 4 X P B R P LA kAR Sk o 2 A i . BT SR R A AR Bk B A AR
SMAFE MHESER A K REREGF L, 5765 8 ERKFERTEE. EEHTHHNFRF—RESH

BB A Fo AR Bt TS B R 25 , PR A I (1) R AMEE EGFRM LR ¥ kAF S &

;(2) HEAFEAMMA

VR S Ao LA 4 R AR S 0 WAL WP AN (3) AL AR 5 B 25 A M A S 5 AR5 45 AR i 2 I e
X P AN o BER A TR AR S0 B TR A A AR T AL

KGR LA AR TR RS M HES
%S BR44

1 55

F IR T 22 Ry 42 BT I () ME RS, VR B i N
HobokpiZ, VEBARAE Y —FEAT” ( Blachnio &
Weremko, 2011; Fang & Casadevall, 2013) . 2011
R I 4. 5 7 R AR ORI s P A
#&( BBC, 2012) ;2015 4 3 A HIF LI /RIL L 300
4 GRA TN R PR A v R 2 i BT L A
BEPIAH( BBC, 2015) ;2014 48, R I #CSFE 2R A
Ui s ROTER A TR B B S22 R AR O RR b
B S 2 B NEOY 22. 98% ( 36 MR- H WHoT
L, 2015) o FiAAEREZ BT DL 1545 Juiis —FE AT 7
( Blachnio & Weremko, 2011; Fang & Casadevall,
2013) , HCA] BE Jit A 502 — 0 3 AAE B XS 55 — AR o)
INIVESWI A RSl WREL AR
L1 f AMESEREMRNEE(ELE

— AR NAEBE S BOH A AR RIS, B &
CEIPNTEM IS e LN N (LSS S )
VEMCAY B FE 52 i (K 26 o TR 151 ( Brodie, Hunter,
McNeilly, Takla, & Zirk, 2014) . FFjiit 2% [ % 8 25
( Antenucci, Tackett, Wolf, & Claypool, 2010) 4 [r]
[A]#: 8 2% ( Bernardi, Banzhoff, Martino, & Savasta,
2012; Jordan, 2001; Wray, Jones, Schuhmann, &
Burrus, 2016) &5t 525( O'Rourke et al. , 2010; &7

HAL, Mike, A, #KE, 2017) LR E S
( Blachnio & Weremko, 2011) Z& 8 ifF 5% < B WL 52
SRS SEE T AU, BT HILEE R A
(W 1 £ P B 987 ) 10 5 1K1 2 ( McCabe,
Trevino, & Butterfield, 2001; McCabe, Butterfield,
& Trevino, 2006) .

XU EARAE T A AR WSS A O A
USRS A R EP Sy ] S B PN (L S Pk 2
U I VR B 1) RSP 52 0, oK R 38 s A AR B WL ¢
HIRSAE KRR . AR, W — R A A
S B WA B 2 I BT AN 52 e 2SS & 1Y e
SR IR AN E B B0 R PR T 40 R, VB
M FUBEA 2 FF e ™ K, A R I “IR AL g
i —HETAT " o AT AR, — i S A A AR B T BO0
B IE O B R A8 A, AT BOW 5% 78
JE SR ZE D 3 Sl AR B, TR o WL A Y Sl AR
Hik 2 RO R RE A BIL AR B0 2 59 ANAPEBE, B AAE
BEA RIS P R A o A AR BR 3
WLEEH o S A Bk, ARl “f g 7 iR . I
U, EIARBIFGE A FE DU AR R B ) A e ™y
o A, TEARZ WS, Carrell, Malmstrom I
West( 2008) b — M, X 32 5] M\ 1959 %] 2002 4[]
(1 2060 4 KA #EAT T NI IB BRI & B, b B
BOgtVE s m) Rapop AR, HAE R R S BUR 2

* ARG H 2017 AR L RIE A SGHESBHEWFFE I H ( SK2017A0273) .
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FEST ROt AL By AR A ARSI TR

HoAb Ay 2 A AR, O HL B A B R 2 A AR i
7R Xk — 2 O 22 1 R A AR, WA 4 L At
NAEBEXS WS i S A B i KA 52 0], AR 4 b 4 ik
A2 YRR “IL Ye k7R i [HE, RIE Qnitt,
Carrell 25(2008) L&A IRIF/ERE “IL 4 7 1 N TEHL
1l PRI AT 5 1 PR 0 At A A i Xk WL 7 J 8 A e
M HLR AT R

1.2 M ANEBREWRE TSR HSMmAMIELE
SENEXHRNER

WET AT, A F5R 32248 b T HR Il AR i
Xof W 2 IR B ()52 W), B N AT SIS SRR ST R )
T AAEBEXT SR J SR B 7 A K 52 i B BIL A
H AT W A O T X AL i faf sRie ik . i,
Teodorescu Al Andrei( 2009) +5 i, K 1352 1w 1 £
JERE, SRR H R BR2s S 3O AR TS EITH AR
54k . Teodorescu F1 Andrei( 2009) $5 Hi T 4th A fE ik
X WL A S BE B AT 52 00, H AU AT TR X 3 A
RN AT . M H, BT Teodorescu Fl1 Andrei
(2009) , BT TCHIFFEHE It A AR BT 5% 35 1 B ™= A=
KIS N TEAL o PR, FRATT 7 22 DA Al A i
X WLEEE SRR e RIS Th SRR -

MacGregor FlI Stuebs( 2012) 8 Hi , filb AfE#EZ B
DL OS2 I VR e, 2 PR A s A B i S B0y
T LI E T M A E RS R AL, BISE R S
BB B85 B Al A AE BTS2 I A i
XA ER] . eSS RASE BT S ks
TN JEAt 2 U A5 R, & LAt 252 B ( social
reference point) A &> A2 18 &5 ( individual refer—
ence point) FEAT LA HY 25 5, 7RI 5 b 4 oY Al et 25
W2k ( social loss) , 5 A 1 2% ( individual loss) —
B AMAR B AT A HE RIS EH]( Gamba &
Manzoni, 2014; Lim, 2010; Wang et al. , 2016; #§fi%
Ik, B #EtEe, 2014) . IIt., MacGregor #1 Stuebs
(2012) HYWLA AT LU R A, #E 23 401 28 AR B ZS BE T
b A BEFIULEE 5 21 I e 2 ) g =X P AR
Day, Hudson, Dobies 1 Waris( 2011) $§H, {1 —
AN P AR A 23 PR A Ao 4 2 R s
M A SRR RAT Ay, 23 B AH 1) T2 23 A Ry e
SRl DL A2 1, DT SR U W52 19 4T A Day 45
(2011) 55 &5 Jah X1 B 25 B2 ) 520, Sz Bl 1 45 A 1
170 SO REASL o ) 38, AR R4 R AT o 3
(R A S AT LIIA A5 50 2l o A B B S e 4R
BEAT . TR e — MR, HAB A AEBO 42
PR PO (P S5, 2017) , PRI AR 96 Day 45

(2011) FRUL R AT RAAETE , A A B i 4 25 45 25
VRS BE i X rh A VR FH XIS 35 1 S5 S VR B - A
RN o 2 E AR, A8 MacGregor # Stuebs ( 2012) |
Day Z5(2011) B0 53, AT AR B A A B3 o+ 2%
I AR B A s 0 A A IR LS 8 i S A
Wik 7 LR ROV o

AIF R AR 1o [10) 25 0 e %o LR =X b A P
TRy T L, Al AR B WLEE 3 J5 S AR e i
RN S LA, T 38 5 2 [ 38 R A 9E A4 RE 46 iE
Ry TSR MR ] ) 4 R A S IS e X Al AR e
AFE S0 R I 38 1 2 A B2 B AR 1l Y
THOLFAT , VR BAS BEm oh D BE 2 A I I X A i i)
BEEARAT, Ja SR e i W 2 27 AR 7E LA H s 19 4
AR VB0 2 ) BRA A5 A B — N BRI
i) 255 3, (I 9% e KR e AN ) 5 . PRIUE, |
RS AR B B AL A

H1: EAS AR b i A AR ead aod #2546
I AR B B 0 2 A AR IR WL 23X A2 1 1
AR BB [0 7 A= R0V
2 WHRITIE
2.1 #ik

2017 4F 3 J i ok 0 28 i A 4R 45 AR BR A 1 2
P, ARAFA 45 806 e HI T =AF A PUAE R AR
Al NGREARE RN, I T LAAIBR . He3k45 430
Wik 765 45 AR N 94.9% « BE 323 4, Lk
442 % B ARAR IS 16 %, i AR 1% 23 % SF AR IR
H19.38 2,17 NRBAEIREE -
2.2 HRIA

A\ AR Bk (] 35 , 2 B O Rourke %5(2010) | Ake-
ley #1 Miller( 2012) }% Jurdi, Hage #1 Chow (2012)
BT . H T O  Rourke %% (2010) | Akeley I
Miller( 2012) f Jurdi ZE(2012) )24 AR AR ( academ—
ic dishonesty) [a) 46L& 1522 M A 567 18 3C
G it 2% SCHR A N2, TR I At A A B ) 45 6 B O
Rourke Z5( 2010) .Akeley #1 Miller( 2012) Az Jurdi &
(2012) 27 AR AN i 1) 25 G T2 VR B iy 100 H 25
B [ HEZAMATE BRI R 4¢3
ARt N AR B i) N A8 Bl , A AN BE T
PL AR AREREA o b2 IR i A i e 3%
Y bxX 2 NG 2074 4 T 046 R A
“SERBATE AR 275 St are WiEtEH R 4>
BT AL 10L& 45 5k x°/df = 0.09, SRMR = 0. 01,
GFI =0.99,NFI =0.99,CFI =0.99,RMSEA =0.01,
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5 6 1]

M o ZHCH 0. 89,

BT ANAE B4 S8 R R 5 (87 L4,
2017) , FFRAE SR 45, TR B EAMERTE BAS
PR ZZ e PRl A A i 5 RS 0 4 2 4 2 AR, A0
CEXMEO T  AER bR S TSNS
I (= R TE 57 3 SR N | 7 N e I |
FFE7S it Wubtk R o #r R ARG 45
?\j)(z/df =8.03, SRMR =0.01, GFI =0.99, NFI =
0.99, CFI = 0.99, RMSEA =0.09. [0]# o R
0. 89,

VEBK S B M) 4%, FR 312 Allen, Fuller F1 Luckett
(1998) .Anderman F1 Won( 2017) Gardner #1 Melvin
(1988) .Jordan( 2001) . Rettinger 1 Jordan ( 2005) .
Stone, Jawahar £ Kisamore( 2010) & F 5 AR A i 245
JERIELE GBI VBT T 1928 B I & 2 28
=F( Jordan, 2001; Whitley, 1998) : &f—Fp 15 X
i34k & # ( semantic differential measures of atti—
tudes) , LEAMATE A 14 T 25 1) TC X ) e 5 3 1
XAVEBEHEAT I A; 25 M2 B 8 A A © 50
NAEBIEHE fff ) 72 2, RDAE e 28 B2 v 14 Ak 1) 463 ( meu—
tralizing attitude) , 5] 4L, “VF BN 25 45 3 2 HAth A
I AEROR SRR “Hoa By HoAb AR AE AR Bt
VEB G BRI A S X VR B B 0 e 0 s o =
Fofr 0] i — R A5 U 45 ( gemeral measures) , 44
PAK AR B 1% A A R AT, 97 o A i A TE AR 1 R
SERRIY . AR AR T 3K R OR A A T
JE ERE R BT o HIE, EIRXERR — MRS
JEDN &, A5 1 A 0 A SR B 422 DN A S B2 1 10
SR (B SN (LS5 R AT SN (5 3%
fra—E W 7 B o B, RS
) % 16 B Allen 4§ ( 1998) . Anderman £ Won
(2017) . Gardner 1 Melvin( 1988) . Jordan( 2001) .
Rettinger A1 Jordan( 2005) Stone 55( 2010) [a] A X}
VEWCS B HHN B I H 2R B RS H 5K
X2 AN B 45 52 A AT R B, A B B R
T LAEAZ I A B S 1 R0 A5 4 JE
o RN DR AR 78 “GERF RS A
oo BRUEE DR 20T IO BTG 45 8 3 /df =
1.90,SRMR =0.01, GFI =0.99, NFI =0.99, CFI =
0.99,RMSEA =0.03. [i$: o Z%M0.73.

Bk A B 75 1) (0] %, 2 B& Alleyne 1 Phillips
(2011) .Stone %5(2010) #&ITTM . H T Alleyne £l
Phillips( 2011) % 7] 4 B 422 51 004 e /5 B o 1) 2R 4 7
T, PR HCRs SR A B 22 1) () 0 1 22 3%E - Alleyne 11
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Phillips( 2011) [y [a)#. [R]Ef, B F Stone 5%( 2010)
(7% S T A 25 AR W B iy Ay 1 45 3K 1 i S i
HEC R I %) T R, R AT 5 A A
7] 35 5 G AR 2 S ) R 25 1 v VR e iy T B,
TIERA 2 R IR R AR | TR A )
AR i e, B AT 5 X B Al o 4 7 R “HE X
DRI R kb, B R iR 73
Bl RN 2R AT a8 “SE Rl i 77 M
e T RAE 3 EM, NG AR AR IEE R R
G3 MR B S8 A8 R4 B8 24T 43 AT, PRtk R R Pk
IR Z8 4 W 6) 0] 46 P S5 A S8 BE R A 7 0B e SRR PRI R
AT A R AR Y 83.81% ,3 1H
B PR ZE G far 20 34 0.92.0.91 F10.91. [M4 « &
Bk 0.90.

3 WA R

3.1 IFFEITHH

K HI SPSS17. 0 AT ARSI, Gt 25 R W&
1o ZESFA b AAEBER T 2451 W B AS FE F1E Bik
B YR 2 (A A G R B B
3.2 HEAFEBERR

K IR R 22 43 A A 6 2 [] 1ok s 25 , KT
BRI A B 4 AN T R 73, 07 % 78 S, Horp 5
— A HFRBET 38. 77% MI7AS 5, Rt 40% il
SHH: 2K Mplus5. 0 Xl AR B 4+ 28R AEBES
JEE RN B 1) JE U AN AR T AT I &R T, 5
PP AR LS R IEAT HL AR, & B R R AL T
PADR AR, G5 LR 20 3 SR U L[]y vk A 2
N

*1 BRETBHOHAMSIT(n=765)
Wl b1 2 3
[P S 8.54 3.11

2. thaHik 8.39 3.29 0.33%
3. VEBESE 8.17 2.77  0.18%7 0.31™
4. VewE 6.48 3.82  0.47F%  0.43%°% (.54%

H: Tp< .01, p< 001 ( BURKLR) o
F2 BREZEER MEZEERNESIEE(n =765)
X df  )*/df SRMR RMSEA CFI  TLI
B FE A 3388. 106 90
PO AR 220.50 84

37.65 0.14 0.22 0.51 0.43

2.62 0.04 0.03 0.98 0.98

3.3 HBBEIGIHLER
¥ A process F& FF ( PROCESS-Model # 6)
( Hayes, 2013) 431, 6 4k 25 458 2% AR B8 B AE



FEST ROt AL By AR A ARSI TR

s N AR BN B 1) Z TR B v AR o i AR T
Ph—WRMEAS 31 i A A0 4 20, 9 AR
K 55 45 S Al Bootstrap {7 X [0 o A 7% K5 4 1] < 4F
W ARG B — AR B R B ] (/N2 R0 m e R
AR A BiC) 128 A B 6% T B 1 ) (/N7
s P RS LR 8 8 A ) AR 45 A2 1 2
AGETE o WETORE SR — YA B B4 I [ 1 28 8 A5 Bik Y

TEUG I 1) B2 1) T 7, 73 08 v 227 2 — AR Bk Y
I [ R 28 55 A e 1) O i I T A R o o M ) 4 4%
o A8 AR AU i R A A O LA B R A B
PR g i R L DN E S P RO (- By 5 S X A
At bootstrap ¥, B & fill Bt 5000 YK, i i 95% ) &
15 DX ]G 26 v A R0, 8 A5 X AR 5 0 6 B Ay
BN i . GITEE R 3.

x3 #EKXPAEIFHH(n =765)

PRI AR £ SRSy R? B ! 95% A7 X[

Ve ] P51 0.27 0.05 0.77 [-0.08,0.17]

AR 0. 06 1.82 [ -0.008, 0.13]

ARG 0.28 3,177 [0.09, 0.48]

5 — YR A B[] 0.16 4,407 [0.09, 0.22]

S VR B T LR A ] 0.04 1.02 [-0.03,0.11]

LN 0.42 13.09 ** [0.35, 0.49]

FARASIEN 51 0.15 0.19 2.75% [0.33, 0.06]

il 0.01 0.35 [-0.06, 0.08]

i 0.14 1.47 [-0.05, 0.33]

5 — IR AE BT[] 0.12 3,14 [0.05, 0.20]

Lo VEBE ) T 1R e ) 0.05 1.49 [-0.02, 0.13]

il N\ A B 0.3 8. 59 [0.23, 0.37]

VA i PE 0.15 -0.05 -0.53 [-0.18,0.09]
AR -0.06 -1.72 [-0.13, 0.009]

LR 0.38 3.99 ** [0.19, 0.57]

H— AR TH] 0.16 4.15%* [0.08, 0.23]

25 HARBENG T LE B[] 0.04 1.08 [-0.03,0.12]

[ARZZ N 0.24 6. 59 [0.17, 0.31]

b N\ A B 0.06 1.52 [-0.02, 0.13]

VB 25 ) 53] 0. 44 0.01 0.2 [-0.10, 0.12]

AR 0.08 2,707 [0.02, 0.13]

RS 0.11 1.36 [-0.05, 0.26]

H—AEBRRT ] 0. 07 2.08" [0.004, 0. 13]

8 H AR BN T LR s 7] 0. 007 0.22 [-0.05, 0.07]

(RSN 0.2 6. 40 [0.14, 0.26]

VEBES 0.35 11. 83 [0.30, 0.41]

A N\ AR i 0.32 10. 75 [0.26, 0.38]

H:"p <0.05,%p < 0.01,™ < 0.001. BRPMEBIFERSN, B4 A FH RS bRk ab s .

HRAE O A L, Goil b g A4 il A2 B i) 75 21
AHJE Al ( Bernerth & Aguinis, 2016; Becker et al. ,
2016) o B, WIS SIE pEE RIS WA G
CAWFIIR I AR R TEAL 23 e 4 A
25, WE A By i A7 1) b4 25 BB ( Nesi & Prin—
stein, 2015; Pulford, Woodward, & Taylor, 2018) ,
PRI, PEARHEBR PSR PG 00T, A AR B i+ 125
I 2R P A B 28 AR R A B T o) 9S80T REAUARL
SE RIS HE 24 2R 1) 52 el 1) A4 3, ST AT S 5 e
T SIHEBR P S FE 2 U R FIE RS B s« -
TR AR IR FAE A D Pt A2 A GE T X
JE DA A A VR B BE A AR B TR 1T e S BE AR IS

S SN TN ERAY 93 DL NS D S B oRZ g i
FIRIR AT 0147 50T A1 Bl 285 B2 R0 4 A A1 i 38 1] Y 2
Wi o PO AIFTEAG 55— A e Ay S [ M 28 1 B
TR AR R P i AL B AGE T o X —R o3
AL AR BT BRI T2 Sh A BN R D 2 2 T A
BRI o AFEBR AT U T A6 VR B A I 18] 5
MR 2 H BRI B ] B8 32 VR Bk AN K
PN (R, ANprE e (R SN A N e e
i NAE RIS WL T S AR Bk R 28R, F 5 3 o e
P HE R S — VR B e [ 0 28 AR B T 45 ]
XA A AT Bi T ) Y S o

XA RN B I M A R R (R 4) 4
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5 6 1]

5 AN B B A b AR BT DA A B 38 ) 22 [
[l 352800 1Y) Bootstrap 95% {3 X (6] A 2 0 {8, 1561
X A7 H A A A BRI e 1 B 7 ) 22 ) 7 A
IR RN o 3K — A RO f A T 2N
A 55—, A AAE B S R R e 2 1 s A
A T RRON, 1, AR X ) AR5 O A, e W3 2% it
= Y ) 2 AR (0.06, (&L AL R 1Y
13.90%) ; 55—, p1 fill AR B — 11 2 80 K > 1R B S
JE 1 B R [ B AR 7 A O TR RN 2 A A X RS
0, FWILAREE R A B4 77 A 3 I IR Ak
R 0.03, 5N Y 6.03%) ; 45 =, b A #k—
VB 5 B — A e 1) B A 72 A () TR 800 3 Y A
DX I 75 O fH, 28 BH 3 A% 6 428 7 A 14 ) B2 40 A i
o M ARV B R ) 7 A AKONE F A A 5]
1 ffirs.

&4 AEEETUNERES E B 5 RS AT
FBLRME  SE 95% EAFIXE]  AHXT AR

SEEESN 0,10 0.02  [0.07, 0.14] 24.54%
TR 1 0. 06 0.01  [0.04, 0.09] 13.90%
W 2 0.03 0.01  [0.02, 0.04] 6.03%
[F] 3225 3 0.02 0.01 [-0.008, 0.05]

pa S k2 T W LW (B TS s s SR (B S-S M e v A
PN LUN (R S A i S (R S R (R - N N L 3 AP R I LUN
R SR R (R S B

0.24
HEHUR (3 =:4
020" 77
sk Z 0 35***
0.30 0.06 .-~ .
-7 - 032 Hkk
(YN (e T . FEBR R T

1 R AR B A

" p<0.05, " <0.01, ™ p<0.001,

4 g

WFE A I (A A R B, BN HR i A
VERAAT A L3 20 4k 2 3 0 X 088 5 (14 1 il A5 B =
AU L AR T REE 3 33 A 199 2R 2% T A e 1) 728 1) 7=
AR ISR 25 SR S T IR
4.1 HSHRREMAEEMYRE G REEZR
Z BT ER

5T B, b2 40 % 7 Al N PR B8 R 5 38
RAEBeR m Z MR P A E-. CAE AR, 4
S0 A Al AR B X8 3 X s A i 2 [ e A
VEFH( &7 8 5045, 2017) , H LA Jt 22 fib A £ B
SEOREEH AE TGP AR S, HA SR
668

HA WA KRR B AT o LA 1145 2% 19 7 H ( Del-
gado, Schotter, Ozbay, & Phelps, 2008; Gamba &
Manzoni, 2014; Lahno & Serra-Garcia, 2012; Wang
et al. , 2016) o Atb A\ AE B o #1235 2 % WL %
L (S N e B VAR % N R 1 P o e
B HEAT A RCT WA IE OO, K2R Bl B At A
VEBER 7K A AU 2 B AIREE 22 23 1 &5 ( Carrell et
al. , 2008) , fils A AR B B R i+ 23 451 2% 3 T RE 4
FEERE R HY 7KF TR g WL % 3 Al 2 TR O 4 2k K
(loss aversion) TMI7ERE R 1 X h B FEAE R Kok
A LUBE R 2 Tl B At A AR B K - 1 FOUL 58 45 4L
SRR E MR R ITWE Y, E— 2D IR R AR AL 25 40
KA E MR T 107 2

FESS T I AE M NAE BRI R A B 1) 22
[ PR A = A5 n e e B4, fF9Eh
BT A SR A AR B S L B AR B OE &R P AR
P 30 B 1 At 24 2 3 A M A8 1 1 P st G 0
FEEP R BB 58 4 T At S R XA AR — i XU B
KB ( Delgado, et al. , 2008; Gamba & Manzoni,
2014; Lahno & Serra-Garcia, 2012; Wang et al.,
2016) , MiF 5% MR T 4k 23 401 28 XA R 25 34 e
Rl XA T A 9V S e AL 25 10 R e A A
Hike 15 WL R AR B 7 1) 22 TR S rh A AR T 200 40 A
ST RS AR R XA RS AR RS BT T A A
Ho HWR SRR DA 2 S T 23 LR
PG A T8 e 2 2 o DAt 2 U B £ 2
PRUTIIRLE A AT WS4 10 52 Wi 5K, SR TR 8
S TR 2 A PR B2 b A2 B Al A Bk 1 5
Wi , 5548, A2 FEACH £ B TR A PR T Al A A )
WEEEAERER S FEUC AL R TEM AR S
WLEEEAERE G Z b i L, R A BRAE B Y “f%
e ] DU AL 245 R X A th A 3R AT WA T
T 9 /0 Al A B o WL A B 0 2 i), BRIV oo
0 T B FRARML 7 A A 2 400 2R, B0 3 2o 5 1 iR
TR R AT 201 2 Xof WL 5 A B AR 288007, LA ke L B £
BRI “AEY” o CABIE R, H RS T AL S
ORFIILEE IR ) SC R L BUEE 3 AR5 7K1 8
e A A2 R SR BAT Y O SRl R H
RE AT LA 2 40 2R X WL VR e ) 300 (T 18 57
A5, 2017) o DI BRI ZE A A S SRR
F&TE BELIT 1 e “fE 5% v 594 o
4.2 HSMKRMIERSEEMAEEMYRER
SRIEBEE M) Z B R R N ER

WF5E A B, 2 45 2R AR B 28 B Al A A i A



FEST ROt AL By AR A ARSI TR

WA RA T B s ) Z AR g = A PR Wl 2
W, At AR B oAb i 2 X VR B B 7 A Ak,
TR WS A A B 3 ) = R KON o AR R A
B PETE M NAE BB R A e 2 1) 22 ()
KPR, HEEA RS, i T8 AR A s
H. B o M4 ( Cooper, Blackman, & Keller, 2015;
Crano, & Prislin, 2008; Williams, Kern, & Waters,
2016) , PRI s A\ AR B AT DLSE 3o 4 2 460 2% X6 W 48 3
AR B B 7™ 8N, [ B |l 1 1 B S P R A iR A T
S FNVE B R 1] 1) B2 B 5% 1) [K] 2 ( Alleyne & Phillips,
2011; DeVries & Ajzen, 1971; Hsiao, & Yang,
2011; Simkin & McLeod, 2010; Stone, et al.,
2010) , PRIt Al N\ AR B30 2ok 4k 25 451 2R F0AE B 285 B2 1Y)
S 2 A HIR LSS e SR AR Bl i o) 7 AR S )

W% % F57 T Teodorescu A1 Andrei( 2009) FJ U5,
FEH e T MacGregor £l Stuebs ( 2012) B WL 55 Te-
odorescu il Andrei( 2009) $§ 4, M RN 1Y £ &
BRI HI AR S B AR AE e,
WIS R T AT AT o [RIE, MacGregor F11 Stuebs
(2012) 48t , fth A AF Bk 22 Fir L3 BOW 2835 4 i A
Wi 2 R Rl A AE B T S B A Sk S 80T Mg
FAEBSE 7254k . MacGregor Fll Stuebs( 2012) 4
T2 AR WL 5% 24 I A B 1) 52 00, T 5 D)
A B8N 440 £ o A A AR i o Ak 24 2R AR
Wi B R X A R R RS 28 1 Sfe A i A g =
ARG, 1 T MacGregor I Stuebs(2012) B3,
N 8 B AT A% e e N BEAR AL Ges — MR AT 7
XAME .

FEZ A0 I R B85 A Al A A BRI 2R ok
VEsE R m 2z s AR, B = A i =
o BSE ARSIV AR S B BE R R
UFHbAR AR T VR BRARAL Yl — AR AT T XD B R
VR B A A X AR B LU R A, PR
A AR 3 4k 240 2R IR B B B P AR H]
Xof WL A R A B A 1) 7 AR AR O, B BAT T K
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Is Contagious:

The Mediating Effect of Social Loss and Attitude Toward Cheating

SHU Shouli' SANG Qingsong'

GUO Yongyu’ HUANG Xiting’

(1. School of Educational Science, Anhui Normal University, Wuhu 241000; 2. School of Psychology, Nanjing
Normal University, Nanjing 210097; 3. School of Psychology, Southwest University, Chongqing 400715)

Abstract: In order to explain why exam cheating is contagious, this research explored the effect of others’ cheating

on one’ s own cheating intention in the college exams and assumed that others’ cheating had effect on one’ s own

cheating intention through the serial mediation effects of social loss and attitude toward cheating. A sample of 765

undergraduates were recruited for the study. They were required to complete a battery of questionnaires, including

, . . . . . .
others” cheating questionnaire, social loss questionnaire ,

attitude toward cheating questionnaire, cheating intention

Questionnaire. After controlling for gender, grade, the school time when first cheating happened and the school

time when frequent cheating happened, the research found that: (1) others’ cheating positively predicted one’ s

own cheating intention; ( 2) social loss mediated the relationship between other’ s cheating and one’ s own cheating

intention; (3) social loss and attitude toward cheating play a serial mediation role in the relationship between oth—

) . ’ . . .
er’ s cheating and one’ s own cheating intention.

Key words: others’ cheating; social loss; attitude toward cheating; cheating intention
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