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A EHLEI (PSR IH ), Jf#E— P — 22 5
(4 300 5 26 A (B Ak 2 SCTBC AW ) ) T 0 52 el (B s B
HIES5TTR).

1.1 Xt AR HAE R he

18 (empathy) J2& 48 4~ 14 o B b 2R g Ath 9 17
TR, I TR A B b A R R R B 1Y fiE T (de
Vignemont & Singer, 2006), {{jZEM 58 E NN,
s A 45 DA AR RN 2 LA P S 0 ST 0 BR 4y
(Davis, 1983; Gladstein, 1983; & & &, 7 = 1E,
2010) HHr, AHIHLE (cognitive empathy )il & %
T 286 R 25 A 3L 5 0 s 1% 46 2L 4% (emotional
empathy) 0 55 T Tt A1 26 IR 25 14 J8% 52 Rl AR 55
(Gladstein, 1983). 1F N A\JEHY—Flim 215 2L hiE
LA AT D bR SR B 5 AN S 245 RS TE
ORHR, MNMTFE AN B2 38 5k 2538 Ny Hh A 4%
% 2 K HE AR (de Waal, 2008; #7545, 2008).,
HASHR A2, AR R —Fh AR E
MG IR G ), HAEAR KRR BT b 298 e 1 45k
X R PR, X, 2016),

A WY F A T X R 2R
Ko BN, A AL T8 R . AR RS
BB, A AGHE F RRAS O T I AR Y 35 N AR RN
BAZ GARNALIE R0y, JF 4 5 s AR TS 4
R0 (1 45 3L 1% S ) (Davis, 2018; Decety &
Jackson, 2004; Gladstein, 1983; & & FF, 7p =,
2010), Horfr, A 2 A B W AL 4E PR A AN ] A 1 U
PR 5 (Singer & Klimecki, 2014): —Fp 245 A fb A 1Y
1% 5 10 (empathic concern), 32 R T Xl A
SEMBMOCHE, WHE ST LS. L 5 IEE
TR Zh AL, Iy — PR AR ] B3RS AR
(personal distress), S 7 I XA 0 S 1Y
TR 25 52 0, 38 23 51 2 18] 3EE AR G 1) 1 8% RN 3l
Blo BEFERW, XA R g S g 7E — 8 FR BE AR
T IE X R A S By, Flhn, AR T AR
B B 44 A6 1 20 BOBR B AT AT A T A i 1 S g
(Brown et al., 2006; Cikara et al., 2014),

SR, AN SE A B A A X A 2 N 2R 2B
VIR, FRATA S B S anfar e IR R T A
25— NI (human—human empathy)5 AZE-3h¥)
1 (human—animal empathy)7E FME AL
Paul (2000) 1 Sg il i SSUEWFFEHE R T AMTR AR
1/ 4 L SN AT Bl ) )1 A SR SN A R
MIEADC . MofE, WFFEEATE— 20 B T 6 A3k

155X S HAE Z AR B R, JUHEX NETE
2 g Sy I HE OCTE, AR AR RN, fig
i b 25 F5UIN XoT 2 40 1) A S 0 R0 Bl ) A A 1Y S
fF(Taylor & Signal, 2005), fEMIEAEZ [, —LEhf
FE A B LA AR N 28 5 3l o G2 L4 S iz 1Y
255 o XSRS IE A TP AR SO B N BR XS 4
265 (B &R - N5 - R) B 5T Y AT
(Brown et al., 2006), ‘B THFE A F] (moral right;
Schein & Gray, 20181 kB X A2 5 sh ¥ 18
D 22 5 B ET 4R, BPHEDLIA Sy T (B A R 5 e
15 S DGR AR Bt o 710, T A R S g ) 1
i, Westbury Fll Neumann (2008) 75T A 13 5 21
AR AL REKEY) . Iy
52K 552 B0 F W 1 ST R, 45 R A
IR B W i A SRR R A s oy it 1wy, B
5N AL Py A, B i 5 1 S e i
i, E—2PHh, —Senf ok K 2 gk i — A2 AH
RLA: A5 S I Al ] B A A B TR — B A5 2R
Miralles 2% A (2019)fEMFFE HHAE T A AR I IE
18 BN 1], 4878 T NATTEE A ] T 2 N 2R
Yy Fh A T s ZUAY IS SN o T Angantyr 48 A
(201 1)7EXT e A\ 8 s 438 18 475 3 1 1 B sk 400 & B,
B Zh ) 00 AN 5 8 8 AR T s A Y A B .
Cameron %5 A (2022)INhy, % A5 2430 I i
) 25 5 0] e B TSR B sh B, B4 ki 75 22
TENZE RS R G i £ — A X Lk, T
NS ] v T e v, DR I ok kg B N i
XF N2 [R) 2 B0 1 o 22 ) s R IR T S B A
TFm PN ESE S, sl s S RAE RS
e

A HR T TEASR B A A (B BRI Dy B (R A 2
15 7) R B AT A 2R 20 5 %0 sl A1 ) 22 5
PRAL T ERK, SR —LEpF SR UETE F A S B R R,
YN (R | =S N koK e DB - DO
(Angantyr et al., 2021; Ipsos MORI, 2021; Young
etal., 2018), AN[F T IEMEAFI MM, AOF5HE I
FiE 1857 1T (moral responsibility; BEIYEXT S {F A
TR BY AR BE R 5 B AR Bl W A S e 22
SO B G R S5 580 % I8N 441k
{14 55 34 B 3 S AT e By B, HLZ 51 &
TE BT AT 0 B F 2 R (Weiner et al., 1988), kA
9T F 2 L T i5 AR5, BIIRI S
RN . BETARERM A WEETE, T TN
H, ABFFE 8 BT AT TR DO BT X TR 30
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(Betancourt, 1990; Betancourt & Blair, 1992; Rudolph
et al., 2004), FH L, MEWEMFEEZ G, A
TERE A O BN 2 1if 38 23 02 T a0 5
PRI R0 7 AT 25 4 7 4 W A B, 1D 524 5 A (attribution
of responsibility; Fincham & Jaspars, 1980; Weiner,
1995; 5K &M, X141, 2003). U P — 3 4 A A
(attribution-empathy model)th 2, 4G T B 25
RYRAEETZER ACK, a2 FHE it
BRI RIS SO, IR AR R AR
T MR, YRS R R A SRR T
HAWAMER R AN EE . g5 55t siesihh
ZEHANZN A CHINEE A THE, IR B T
Z ) 21 B2 7 (Betancourt, 1990), 3 R —If 25 A5 4
(attribution-emotion model)Wfig i, 5~ NN N 32
T H A SN AAA SHER, AR,
AR, IS AR5 . YGRS T s iy
MININ R Z HF AN IR TAMER R, 2574 18]
18 . OS5 45 308 v (Betancourt & Blair, 1992;
sk 7, XI4E L, 2003).

LRk, X5 A AR (g5 Nl 35
M TEAT I R S - BT e 52 8 1) 5k . Kbt
Fem s T NATE i X 55 Nl 55 #1945 BB LA
T 22 () P98 5 AT U5 PR 0 1] (Cozzarelli et al., 2001;
RV, kR, 2007), WAL, AfTHSF AL
55 A T T I 1) RT3 B 22 b 051 48 1 S P A
R, k=g 5 WESE, mE S HIHE T
SRR, s, Hle . s IR EL S R
(75 28, 2021; MRERZE, 2009; Z5#k, 2012; Weiner
etal, 2011), XULMERE T AN R AT AR 55 AR5 3
PR IR B 8 5 T A T AT T )+ 2 A ) O
FrpBUSE (M 45, 2021). B4, Vazquez %5(2017)
FEET XTI ZE AT A B Uit YR DL A 5T A B, 5 R AR,
FEERETIRM A C, M TR IR A I
T H A S NIER , [FE, X — R ETEE I F
)51 & 1 R R DU /D Y [ 1 A, X A%
B BH &Y 3% ME (Vazquez et al., 2017; Vazquez
etal., 2018), DL EAFFERM, X F Ak, JLHES
PEANFLIRDL), NATHE—E R A6 ) T AR 15 Al

1A BNz A 7 5T, PG AT BEREAR T A
(RSB YA

XS s B AR T e 7 SEBR b, AATTE ik AH
FENEEARRSNE, ATULA Ekee - 173, Jf
#47 H 3 % H (Baumeister, 2005; Nahmias et al.,
2005; Ryan & Deci, 2006; #%&HF 4%, 2017; VFHi#
85, 2022), PR A0 T R Y 2 MAOR AR (R
IRPOBE, ATHEARTREN M A A F N HC
A TE, AR A A S vy o 11 30 038
BN R B = 6E 3 1% (agency) Al I 3 P (Cochrane,
2009; Gray et al., 2007), I EA1A] G5 /b HighiA
R A B ER T, BN, AT I 3
Y10 N1 B I8 (Serpell, 2004), i ] K 20 4 (1)
e IR B AE . SRPBBEARIERE . B
YRS BUOK 7% 5 AR R, RS A 5 15
[Fl(Conner & Rasmussen, 2007)., A W53,
NATTRE N2 R0 3l W 78 I A A v ) B A 3 PR AN
[, Hean, Rajecki % AN(1998)FEWFFEH B4 T A
/N B IR A e ANAT R A B, 453k A
T AR RENNE ), AT shPx G (R iR
P BETE N SEZS, N e B BN Z R
TAL, WA RIR AT, WElul, shYiftAs
2R 5 N2 B [R) S5 Ay %) 38 247 4K (moral
agent) & 173 (Clement, 2013; Johnson, 1983), [A i,
AT N H CIERAT R 45 5 0T P9 A R T
REHEAIG . T DU L4, ARMFFEIA R AT IR
Fb X L YR B0 49 1 A = 8 0 A TR 22 0 A P I PR
], HEMTFEC T AT R IR DA 5D i A SO
Wik, AR DT R TR, A
IR IR DA 5T 22 %) B3 AT DA U DRI ] R0 5T /0 () 3
18 R (BRI 1)o T4 P IE PRI ) 26 2L 18 X 2 (T TR
P vs. LIRS R AR B 1Y 5 e vk g Th A
MRt 2).
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15 BN AB 23 52 B A 23 ST ) A S e o 44552
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NG AS L, Sk | AMATE 2 KRR E F4gh -6 3
L2 R F-45 (Pratto et al., 1994; 25, 2K E,
2008), Ft2x S LA ] iRy 1S A i A 6L TP
FER B SR A7, JF AR T35 44 155 K (Ho
et al., 2012; Pratto et al., 1994), 40, AHLbFAR+:
S, At s S E A e 2 i gy KL >
BOBTE |« IR A 55 $ A T 2 0 T AT P9 05 R
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[a](Bobbio et al., 2010; Bullock et al., 2003; Cozzarelli
et al., 2001), MM BB ] T 3 26 55 SRR
DL FIIE AR A I AT 25 N1 5472 (Nicol & Rounding,
2013), Ff x5 L AT 69 e vy A0l B A A 69 (R
(Halkjelsvik & Rise, 2014; Stathi et al., 2021),

EAFH A2, AH TR 2 S ) 2, =
2 LA ) T AR T 55 SO SR AEAE N2 3h
Y85 ELA 8 e 1 AT P R ) . — BB ST R W,
Fhos SR R A 3 SO MR L PR 2R AR
TR (BN 26 T8 2017 AT 5 #0048 A7 (Thomsen et al.,
2008). 4N, Costello #1 Hodson (2014)% ¥, *F A
X AU NOE RS PO E WNE I/ RiNE (T DUP S i
SRIBIR, A B GE v FIAS -5 1 18 B2 7] e 2
T 2 i UL ) 16 R 9 Sk Ailh o 3 T iX —JEfill, Dhont
N Q014X Rh 3 S it 3 SCUA Kot 23 S A
] Z [A] Y 2 R AT 1 0B oA, S5 R Bos, =3
Z ] ¥ 5 2 TR AR OG, 0 HG 2 i A 2 SRS 1) i A
T AN 45 SRR AR A3 1 D I o L 13,
32 vy 11 At 2 S AU ) (] S5 BT X 95 SR AR RN AR
ALY, 25 b, ABFEIA N, mitassOie
65 ] 5 TT BB X 3t VR DU TR 30 4 14 53 AT P 05 PRl
A . A5 A RTSC, REAATX AR DO IR 20
Yt 2 By 22 S 2 R T SR N IA R 22 5%, T el
T e A 2 SO 1) 5 45 [ A R A S R R A TR TR
DUHVIR B4, PRt T A0 A4 2% S0 i 1) 76 e
XF R ORI vs. Ui IR 3h ) w1 B2 i) 52 i o
EEA P IEEN . JEi, ARt DO R
B A2 SCBC A a) T A X R IR vs. WIR
SR BT I P B e (R 3); #ha S
65T ) 81 5 5 A P 51 DRI o) A 1 X 0 A S
S R RO (R 4). Bt R U, X Tt
T AR ) 58 v NI 75, T X RTR DURI L TR S 4 1Y
Tt AT A I DR ) 22 S 2L, HGRE 7 ) A S il
AETC . 35 22 5 3022 S ol /N o
1.4 TiEsin: SBEES1TA

X 3t TR DRI TR 3l 1 i AL 1 Sy 22 S 0 i 2%
R R R 7 A — ) 4 U (Empathy-altruism
Hypothesis)tAhy, il A RIS ™ Az 14 5 2017 S n
JeRBAT R P A B R R AR B U, R m
N B SRR, 2 T BOBR 1Y A R A R 58
R A S AL AR R ) AT 5l (Batson, 1987; TR
%5, BN, 2016) KAEEWFFIER] T 2% 50 % R
AT S e . Flan, Xt AR b BE 7 A 2
{18 A7 S T (T AN A w5 ) 7T DA S 3 1 1] F >

VR At 5 1 K B 47 30 (Batson et al., 1981), 24 IE
N IEFE T 32 BN - X (Leliveld et al., 2012) LA
AR 2211 4 8k 40 b\ (Klimecki et al., 2016), A
I, A TN FE— 22 B S 1 X G2 22 S Py
K L U, RN SR B B RN T R (s
SEARISC, AN LN R A TR S,
AR IR DA T 22 14 T2 AT P 05 BRI ] 0 AT 1Y
LIE RN, XS LT AT R EIE 5178
(&% 5).
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L BTk, AW B R T SR H R AR A,
5 NATTRT I TR DR TR 20 W) 1 AN 3 1 8 i
S 22 5 B OB AE O BEBLE], Jf i — P BT T X —

SR RS T W A B ST ) AR R 15
FE s AR EE TR 20 4 A A =2 18 8 A T 2 1)
TUEP AR, S 8T AR R IR U
PG S g, L3k — H A 8800 32 B+ 2 SR ) 1Y
P, A EOR RS AT SR 51T R .
Z g AT w A S Yk = sesh S A E 0%
(Cochrane, 2009), X zh %y i) 3% [ N 3= 2K B AE
1/ 2 T SO b I H 2 8 1] HeAf 0 G2 i) e 56 1)
(Paul, 2000; Taylor & Signal, 2005), P AHF5T 3=
B 7B A G By rh g A OGS

AFFALSE 3 DB LI e 6 5.
SEE 1R AR Z YL T, B UE AT R
TRDUHNG IR 2 W A = 18 38 1 S 1 s g 22 57 D e o8
R IE R AR, SE5 2a RTS8
WEIBE, AR A s Wy DR a1 s 5 o piaat, it
— 5 I UE T AT P H DRI ] 7 18 X 5 (TR L vs.
TR W) 5% e SO g TR AR SEES 2b Al
SEE 2¢ W R TR AR ok — 2P e S 45 R
RIFREEME, SE5G 3a FISEER 3b MR TTAE NI
it ), o A A 50 T AT P O R ] S A S BT TR
TR (vs. TR B9 A TG A 5 B niz 0 BRAIL
il o [RVESE, ASHIFZE 23 S0 e T B i A e 2 S A )
(L5 2a~2c) MR B B IR 517 0 (SE%: 2a~2¢ FISLE:
3a~3b), LUtk — 041 A S X 4 22 R A A
P AL T

2 SEEG 1

SE 1B H BRI AR S RIR S A EE,
TRDUR A 25 K AT 22 059 52 A A IE DR 1) 0 5
ISR BN . ARSI R HIE B LR 1977 %, ik
22 B A TR B ) 5 T TR DU 45 R A 2R A B A 5
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R ARAF/INB A RN B (dz = 0.40, XUIIAS:
5, RHI G*power 3.1 FRAFREAS 5250 B 55 e/ IMEAS
BT E R (Faul et al., 2009), 4550, 2/
T 2 84 A A BB ST AL BEIA B 0.8 LU b H &
BT A EETE R A RON, RAHELTEL T
Credamo A 554 3 plik 296 44, Hoh, FEik 112
N, Epaf 184 N Bl FH4ERE 32.31 %, brifE
24 9.23,

212 EWigItE5RRF

SE 1 RN T, Bl A
A ARG, ARG IR DUR IR s WA~ 25,
AR T S T I PR ], PR AR R SR A S .

E 2 R 093, 2% Levin 55 A (2017) BT
5%, R ST ) SCER AN [l 21 X 4 i 45 4F
RN o FEVRIRDUSAAE S, Bl B i3 — R iR i VR
DUTAT i FEVS DU RN Y50 55 A A7 PRI 58 A0l TR 41 0
FEMIR S 45T, Bl B i — s R IR s i
(AR yRA . M5 mimEcm iz e . B AR AR A
VRIS R IR E o R 1 sk e gl D S 5 E Y, 58
BN T — N EA A, BRI SRR T oA b 5
— et AR VAT T ) T 7 G ) P R A S
Ak 3 P A G L 2 B

RO 84 M o TR R B S, R
FH a7 b 3 1 ¢ 1 & 2 (empathy concern index,
Pfattheicher et al., 2019; Toi & Batson, 1982; {i[1&
U AF, 2022)45 0 IS R0 it YR TR TR 3 4 1)
HAF |, ZW S 3 LA H P <F1E
197 <Al AR ), EORBHALE 7 AER
(1 = ek, 7= EFE)TEACHEESKE
BE E R ARk v 3 VR B0 I TR A 3 A 5 3] LA
IRAZ ARSI 3 B A AE IR I (o = 0.77) Fll it
TR (0 = 0.77)3 35T H B35 704 S X VR DU
LIRS A SOV Ay, Hd Bl s, By
A SRR A

FAER IR G g2, RAZEHR(2012)08
A AR A G 45 T ) AT D PR, SR AAAE 7 A
mREQ = ZeRA, 7 = % 2)0 00EEME
IR S SO IR DU T E 2 KR R T
A B 0 PSR R (E N R T AT H D sl AR R R

(RDANER AT A PR I o AR R LA AIE 5T 3 119 s
(Hussak & Cimpian, 2015; 2%, 2012), 435 DLk
0T 9 VR 2l 4 s g R L PN U R H S A A PR E
AR5 0 25 AELAE Sy A i O T YR B0 ) B TR T
AT IE P A A, e e ol s, R WIpk
XoF it Y 2 4 T VR L 1) 3 A 2 O = A AR N S
PRI fii ) o

R L, B&a, BEHRE A O AR
FEENEI A WA = /IF 1000 JT, 2 = 1001~3000 JC,
3 = 3001~5000 JC, 4 = 5001~7000 7T, 5 = 7001~
10000 JG, 6 = 10001~15000 JG, 7 = 15001~30000 I,
8 =3 Hmll IHMFEEALTI(1 = A, 0= T)FAD
FER
22 HREHW
221 ERHWH

BEXFREAS t K g0 25 R R W, Bl X HmRI M =
5.72, SD = 0.89) Y 3 s b i E AL F I IR S (M =
5.89, SD = 0.90), t (295) = —2.94, p = 0.004, Cohen’s
d=-0.17; M FRIRIN(M = —0.83, SD = 3.31)
B DT P9 A PR ) 2 S TR B (M = =317,
SD = 2.34), t (295) = 12.80, p < 0.001, Cohen’s d =
0.74.

R T k2R A A R AR R, Rl AR
M= %, 0= B IASFREADI(1= f,
0 = JofE Ml &, LIS S0 A4k, 25
DL s 55 T A AU R ) Sy PR AR R AT O 25
T, AEH R EL, LA X0y AN B (ps <
0.012), Bl a0l 3 1R 0 B 318 S bz I & (IR T IR TR
S, TR R BT P S DR e TR TR
Y.

222 WML

Ry i#E— 2 il R R AN () A7 %o 52 ) 15 e
I 25 S A R T oA IH K L, >R ] Montoya
Al Hayes (2017)JF % ) MEMORE syntax #E47 #1:{
T AR 500 . 7E MEMORE #4462 H 43
LA AR P KO GRIR T vs. IR s ¥ I 3¢
A I PR ) Sy o A R, RS B P AKOF R
SN A R AR e, AT H A BN A0 BT Bootstrap K5
(EE I 5000 ). ZREHILE 1), [TEN
U PR [ i A R A AR S, X AN [ A ok 4 8
FNE ) 4 3 2% S (total effect = —0.17, 95% CI [-0.28,
—0.06])H4 75 M A I 3 (direct effect = 0.12, 95% CI
[-0.02, 0.25] )o [AIAF, BT AT P YA DR ) 14 ] 422 %50
W%, B=-0.29, 95% CI [-0.44, —0.16], iZZ5 KM,
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////(ﬁﬁﬂmﬁ@ﬁ%)\\\\\
2.34™ —0.12"*

‘ HERMBI =012 SLA% UL
R = o | GRIRLYs. W)

BT ST ISR 9 R S A 9 (S 56 1)
T AR RBONARRREMLRELL ™ p < 0.001, 7 p<0.01

23 IME5iTR

S 1 W RAIE T IR I RIR S 5| & AT
T 22 (W AT A S R ] AR /0 4 A B (H S50
1 RSN L5601, v RES) TRl I 525
iy, AT (S A5HAF 9 4 S A2 3] BRI Ak 23 101 B 3K
LA TRIEE, SEBy 1 19 R BRI sh i s iR
DUAS B () A A7 R BT, O R WA A 4 ) Ho 2 R 2 5
TF ST, 5256 2a~20 K5 R B M L 581511, I
T BRI A, BB s 1
SE B AR AR

3 5L 2a

SEHY 2a PAESCES 1 A FEAR R A A R] S 5
W H R PIRDUE A LR s 51 R AT £ 1
TEAT PO A PR ) A A A5 SR 5 RS S A
P2l 2K B 3 R T B W Rk R £ SRR
(Signal & Taylor, 2007), iX—4% & B N BF IR 5
BT — AN EONEURA T T, DU N B R R 5 T
AT P9 VA DR 1 7 9 5 07 % R 22 5 o A R BIL )
Y, SCES 2a UE SRR M AL S IR R AT
G PR 36 T AT PN UL R [ A G TR S S TR
POAE 2y 25 5 A AL o TR, S5 2a E— 25T
TR AR a0 A S S T ) AN S SRR e (ED R
BRI, DAtk — 25 453kt 2 S T e 1) 4 76 A 2%
A5 S0 25 57 ity Sk 1R T R

31 FHix
3.1.1 #ik

R FRAT/INE S R RN e (d = 0.4, XU,
K G*power 3.1 FRA:XF AL 56 T 75 fe/INFEAS 2 30F
ATH AT (Faul et al., 2009), 45K, H4H %0
T2 100 AP A BEME ST RRE IR S 0.8 DL . R
TR B HURE B 7, B AE R B A sh W A+ (AT
PR S 208 A4 (BLFE IR I AL B3k 107
A, WIRSAER 101 N), Hd, Bdegialon A,

L 187 N Bl FIAER 21.69 %, tRifizE
4y 3.85,
312 XBEFSNE

SCE 2a R MR, Bl
HAS e R AT 5, A IR IR IR s P A 55
P, A AS R TR N A R ), PR AR Ry e S
o AR B R

FE AT R BN K 2a SR B 25T 9 4 S
PRYA R HAF X G 0 ANF T8 1, 5050 2a W&
THMEAREE SR, BRNE, #lELsm
Bl 32— s WA IR (n = 107) B IR (n = 101)
A XA N B BR 8 I B 32 5540 1 [ 41 A

BB A T AL 9 )3 B A v 6 o RIS 1

e E R E, ALEEHEAEENSS
WFFE AR M 9 7T 53 L (0~100%) 1 A %o i TR T30 35 37 TR
YRR R, EiI T, S S 54
SEUG o B —E AR, I8 ] i kB R A 1
H 5122/ (0~100%) 48 45 0 B4 ) b (%) 30 YR 0/ 3t
R, M7 HIEZmRIT 3.

A X EAR G 09 M F , RHT Li 58 A (2006)&1T
14 H SR A 2 S TE AT 1) e 2R D 3k ) 2 ST
it [a] 7K o iz R At 19 4~ 5% B (A7 SefH AR A K 5
AUNHABRENR; 0 = 0.87), RHI 7 midtor(1 = 564
A, 7= 582FE) AL AT 19 A3 H
W 3 VR A S SR ) A5 4, A ORE
B3 1 A S A ) K

AR RE AN Z o T HERR R I X A
R R BIEEIRVE ), >R H 5K RUREE A (2010)1&
VTR H ST B 5 07 4 1t 3 v A s O T 4
(o= 0.7 1) & e ial 19 A B A O . i B35 6
A B A IR LR AER N, FREH A OO
KMRYIRSE?), R S St = AMEH, 5 = 1R
B ARSI LI AR 2 L i 3 404 N R
SRR o, Horh 8o, lolnyRe B
KA

R EZ, e, RS 1, #alis At
NG NN YN 3 =5 S
32 H#R5HMH
321 ERSH

M FEAS t K g0 25 R R W, B AR IR I (M
5.20, SD = 1.46)3E N B E T RIRIPIM =
6.07, SD = 1.32), t (206) = —4.49, p < 0.001, Cohen’s d
=—0.62; MR FIRILM = —1.32, SD = 2.31)f)
DT NI R ) S S TR S I(M = —3.59, SD
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L

=2.27),t(206) =7.16, p< 0.001, Cohen’s d=0.99,,

o IR A A e IR i 28 L s AN I
IR R Rl = 2,0=5). Hik
ANE R AR 1, o3 3 DA I 5 54T P9 05 R
] Ry PR S 64T 7 220007, S5 kB, JRIE X4
FRN I B (ps < 0.001), B R TR I 0 H i
R BT RIS (p < 0.001), 1iXF HiiR LAY
DA PN U R ) Je 2 e T IR 240 (p < 0.001)
322 HWAMESH

Ry 3k — A i R X AN [ 15 X 4 B S 1
N 22 S e R IR T IR N IR B ], DA X 431
= WIRM, 0 = WIRsH) N A28 4, ST4E N IH I
) Ry AR i, M R o PR AR B, R Y R
A KEA . e I = ,0= B)5IA
YE Rl As 4, >R ] Hayes (2013)JF & [ PROCESS
syntax HEFTH BN ) Bootstrap 46 56 (&2 fh A
5000 ¥K). ZEHKBLE 2), YT R 5 0
AR, X AN 7] A7 X6 52 1 A s 1 1)
B 3% 9% H(total effect =—0.71, 95% CI [—1.08, —0.34])
B A i 2 (direct effect = —0.15, 95% CI [-0.51,
0.211). [RIA, AT P YA BRI ] 1) ] 250007 0 3%, B =
—0.56, 95% CI[—0.88, —0.29], Z&5REM, HILT
TIRBNY, B TR DA e 1 e s =R T
Xof LA A A i B B A PN R o

2.0/' w."

HFH L FEH =015 .
(‘ﬁf’ﬁ‘avs Yﬁf.?ﬁiﬁ%) ‘E‘M — 071" 7 7N %}iﬂ

B2 BEAT P9 E D) £ o 5 A 35 (S 5 2a)
T BARRBCHIER I REL T p<0.001

SHEPNIERE T

323 BHBHRNWATHEE S

R T B UE A 2% SO ) A AR X 52 5w 5 AT
PR VA PR ) e A R RN, DA SR AT P R 1) A A
Ak, DIBEREXTZ(1 = MR, 0= WIRsI) A A
s, Aoy R A, PR AR L IRA
SRR A s A i, SR AT Hayes (2013)
JF %) PROCESS syntax #4775 %% i) Bootstrap
R 6 (B AR 5000 ). 2550 K BR, Hh2x S e b )
FRITE AT B0 2, B =-0.93, 95% CI [-1.63, —0.22].
HE—2B o BT R BI(ULIEL 3), B ARt 25 ST [a] 19 9
(=1 SD)XF TR DURTI TR 204 1) A S 8 3 480 1Y)
FATNIH I 2% % B3, B = 2.86, 95% CI [1.96,

3.75); B AL 4 S 1B (+1 SDYXF IR I
FIVG IR 20 0 0 A S B AN ) B AT PR U R ) 2
S, H2E BN, B=1.15, 95% CI [0.23,
2.07], WM& UE, At 2 SO A A T TR I
VG IR 30 0 1 /N S 28 38 200 ) A0 A 1Y) T AT
PIH

3 -
Ll e (A SR
--m-- ERESSEER
g 1T
E
& R TR
L -1 r
z
|2t
B |
_4 L
_5 L

P30 A SO ) A 981 SO0 25 R (S R 2a)

SRy Ay 0 4k 2 S TE AR ] 2 A5 IR Y B AT P H PR
i) 7 A X6 G5 e T B g e g A, DA
BB AR R, SRR = IR, 0 = iR
Yok BAER, TAEWNIEEMR Y A AR, fh S
S LA ] AR T AR, SR Bootstrap K 56 (EE 42 il
FE 5000 WR)HEAT A H A 1 8 5 800 43 B (Hayes,
2013; Model 7). Z5 LB, 2 SR A H A
WTTVEH 3, SOV E R 0.27, 95% C1[0.01, 0.60],
E—25 0 AT R B, 2 1k A A 2 S A ) IS
(=1 SD)AF, AR IR I L IR sh A £ 1) 5¢
AT P A Rl D, a0 1 S SO I TR D ) A Sy AT,
B =—-0.86, 95% CI [-1.37, —0.42]; i 48Rk 42>
SR ) A (+1 SD)B, AN AR X AL YR LR I VR B
P ) AN S 28 3 A QT 1] ACHE A2 Y B AR N R IS AL,
M3 30T HXE 38 10 2o 2 22 b, B =
-0.36, 95% CI [-0.67, —0.07].
324 XHENEENRIG

Ry 25 B AR AN [) e 1 X G2 1) T AT P 05 PR
] 5 e N 22 S S L RO R R, LR
XE(1 = WIRIL, 0= JIRSIW) R H ARG, THEN
U PR ) R B g R S AR, RO R R
RIS i, WO 0 R B OG5 o AR . PRI
(1= 2, 0= B)S5I ARSI A&, KA Hayes
(2013)JF & ) PROCESS syntax #4745 H /2400
Y Bootstrap A 56 (H &2 il FE 5000 ¥X; Model 6), %%
R 4), 53 P U PR ) R 5 s g 28 AN
[i) XoF G 5 M okl By A B v P B e T 2 3 0 2, AR
{5 M—8.52, 95% CI [-13.30, —3.67].



ofes AR AT RV R Sh e R TR DL JE T 52 4E 0 3 A A e 845

SRR

lER 5

-0.27"*
T ~

HEHO =-16.43"

FAE R

>
—1.49 "7 0

TS

> MR

(TRIRBLvs. FLIREI)

RN =—24.95™"

PB4 SEAT P A DR ) A S 0 1) i 2P A RO AG 36 (S 6 2a)
e B RBORARRREIL RS, T p < 0.001

33 INEHitie

550 1 85 R 8, S8 2a TE S AR S A A K
SRR BE T A B TR TR s, gl TR A
B AT P I PR, 2 I T X AT AN
S 0 (R 3% B . R, 5256 2a 4B /R T 4L
85 K2 IVE B R 52 25 S 0t 2 52 k1K ) A 7 R B
Fo BEBIIK 2a MYLEHE R EEN XA SR A
TP 0 ATE, 5250 2b $DU7E 8 AT G
B S 25 AR f v

4  SLKG 2b

N T IEIN RS R AR R, SCE 2b R
e B N RS PR 8 A AT 3 TR DU TR 3l ) A =
T3 Y LA B 22 S O BRI (RP 52 AR A I
fle)), Ifat— BRI — 22 R I A AR (A&
S )55 i e (R R B D

41 Fik
411 #iK

[FSE55 2a, SE40 2b 4 /R E 100 Z9
RA e Sk 2] 0.8 LA | o fe &8 i Credamo
FEHFASYL 217 AEFERIRNARR 110
N, TR AR 107 ), Hrfy, BHipkialod A,
L 123 A B4R 30.90 %, Rz
731,
412 ZHEFENE

SCHY 2b JE— R BRI, g
[ A4S o X G, TS IR DR R S A 5%
P, oA S AR U R, PR AR SR R R
Jo7 RS B 7 M

M R, AL 2a,

S BB Fe FTAE P )2 B A v B o [R) SR 2a

o FE RN F, [FSLE 2a,

AL X EARE AN, R Pratto 47(1994)%
il B4 FRT R 25 S O ) i 3R (o0 = 0.56) N 4 311
R K o iz RATE PO, 2t 4 5

H, &M 10 S0 = ek, 10 = Ea%
Ao ARSI LI AE 2 2R i3 1R S pa
Fhos S AR5y, Hodh Ao, Bk 23
5T 1) 7K T

R EF a, M 1, gl
W WA RFERE L TTE N 2EE B .

42 HER55H
421 ERHHH

AT t KB 25 AR, BRI (M =
6.02, SD = 0.73) AR IR S HI(M = 6.10, SD = 0.67)1)
HAE R I LB EZ R, t (215) = —0.82, p = 0.41,
Cohen’s d = —0.11, MAETTAE N IF B 2, BT
FRBL(M = —1.15, SD = 2.68) A P4 I PRI 1) 4k 35 1o
TFHIEsIPIM = =3.19, SD = 2.02), t (215) = 6.31,
p <0.001, Cohen’s d = 0.86,

o TR 2 R R, K Bkl 4R
MR = &, 0= ) IRASFREALDT(1 = f,
0 = JOMERFESIAER, 75 LA R 5 5T N
ST PRI ) Ay PR A 164 07 22 0T, SRR, gk
XTI TEAE P UH BRI ] & 25 8 TR 3 (p <
0.001); 1fij 75 317 5 b7 b 9 20 9 O 6 i 3% 22 5%
(p=0.41),

422 AT

BARILIE XS L GRIBIL vs. TR ) I A5
M 3 %) A SR, L ] R 3k 5 B AT A P
AT ] 2 10 %o 15 I 7 7 A T 422 5 T O 2% 7 125 A At
W2 0L Rucker et al., 2011), Kk, RH Hayes
(2013)JF & 1y PROCESS syntax 17 [6] 422 58 i 1Y
Bootstrap 5 5 (FE & fillAE 5000 ¥R). 455 & B A
5), BT AT NI PR e ) ) A0 2, B = —0.12,
95% CI [-0.23, —0.04], 7EZBAIH, Hof X 4230 1
T AT P U PRI ) 7 [ 8000 R 194 ] 42 0000 £ AR
ST, BUAHEGF IR s, Bl s 0 i X6 A TR I
FPoAERIE P, DTS 30T XA IR DA B i i

o

Il
=



L

57 %

846 L T
AR IR R
FAEXR EHS = 0.04 ‘
IRV, VIRBIYN [~ o 008 ) B R

&5 TEAT P T R g g ) 4 3550 7 A 6 (S 36 2b)
e B RBONAERREL RS, T p<0.001, T p<0.01

423 BHHRNHETRELSH

TS UE A 2 S ) 7E e X 55 e 5 AT
DAL R [ e B 30 T 800, A AT P 0 R 1 A PR
Apdd, DIILEX L0 = WIRN, 0= WIRaW) A
Ak, ey SRR AT AR, PR AR . Ik
ANGFRL D EG A i, R Hayes (2013)JF &
) PROCESS syntax 47 I 15 %00 1Y Bootstrap £ %
(FEZHFE 5000 K)o G5H K I, 23 STHECA ) Y I
TN k2, B=—0.52, 95% CI [-0.99, —0.05], #F—
Lot R E 6), BARA 23 SR ] /9 4% 18
(—1 SD)XoF it YR RN It TR B0 0 114 A = 28 38 A 1) B2
A P PRI ) 25 5 8.3, B = 2.76, 95% CI [1.85,
3.66); B RSy B ] A B (-1 SD)X I TR I
FIGL IR B9 A A =2 8 38 450 1 53 A P U DAL ) 22
S, H2E5 W, B =1.20, 95% CI [0.22,
2.18], WIE U, At 2 S BC A A R I TR T
TG TR B9 1 A =2 18 38 28700 ) T 48 o 8 s 1 R AR
IR

3 —
Al e AR
--m- - EAE A I )
g 1
= 9
=
o-ir
|
_4 L

Bl6 Ao SO ) B 98 9 2800 25 2R (S 5 2b)

THUEAIF AT

Sy G 6 At 2 ST B [ 2 A5 R Y B AT P PR
[i) 7E L7 X0 G2 5% i i S g P g T A 8O, i — 2P
K H Bootstrap £ % (&2 flAE 5000 R)HEFTH F147
B3 15 2508 20 BT (Hayes, 2013; Model 7). 455 & 3,
Fh2x S 1) B A R TR VR, SOV A A
0.03, 95% CI [0.01, 0.06]. #E—2E M, 44k
A A2 S e A ) AR (-1 SD)RE, AR X i TR I
LU TR S A B 2 0 S AT Y VA R ), S SOkt
TR A% S0 A, B = —0.16, 95% CI [—0.29,
—0.06]; i 24 9% i A9 At 2 SR M) 55 =5 (+1 SD)R,
b AT 38 TR UG TR B 4 AN S T ) A
R B TEAT P I R ], T T O
e I W 22 S b, B = —0.07, 95% CI [-0.18,
-0.017,
424 TR BEER M

k25 AR X AN [R] 17 6 G2 10 T AT P 05 PR
] 5 A f B 22 S B E iR R B R, Dk
TEXTRA = W, 0 = FRIY) N AR, 58
A P9 0 DR ) R0 A g R S v A AR i, R
BECHRAS R, M AR A S FREBLTTN
P 25 B, R Hayes (2013)JF & i PROCESS
syntax #E174E 241300 B Bootstrap K 56 (B &2 il
FE 5000 ¥X; Model 6)). Z5REAMILE 7), TEN
VA R vy R0 A s R 7 AN () X 4 5 ) sk B 2 Je
) % =X 0] 422 250 0 B 2, AUV (H M —6.95, 95% CI
[-12.02, —2.05].
43 INESTTR

SCEy 2b o TAHLE TR S, B TR
DUA B W T AE A R ], 28177 TR 4 S 380 T At
1B AR ERA KA I R . FE, 525 2b
ik —25 R BT At s S ) AT TR A RN, B
DO =% v vy T T R B S S EWIN E
Ah, SE5 2b LRI T M O N G 2 R
AR RWIUE SR UL B =Y

HAER
(FIRBLvs. FLikzh)

BB = —-5.21

MBI

7 AT P A DR i A S 0 1) i e A R A 980 (S 56 2b)
e B REONARRREMRREL ™ p < 0.001, 7 p<0.01



% 5

ofes AR AT RV R Sh e R TR DL JE T 52 4E 0 3 A A e 847

SR, AN T S250 1 FISESS 2a, 5000 2b If R &
RS X S (PR S vs. TR DO N A KR Y
B R T IE— 25K 50 A [R] X G2 1) 15 s i 22
5, IHR RO A R AR ENE, SCES 2¢ XTSI
2b ST I IE R I i EZ H 1R — %
UESZE 2b AOAE IR, JFHERR B T SC 80 4508 HEACRRE
S BEAILIR 22 T R I 45 AN —BchE . Beah, i
WA AR, BRI R R &SRO, i
B Tl A U M 0N, B £ 5 R 1Y) TT HE 1 (Cohen,
1992; HHALME 45, 2016).

5 SCIR 2c¢

T IS AE R AR @, SEES 2¢ SRS
55 2b Al bk — 20 5 AR AR IR ORI TR
Bl WA S T 3 I SR RN 25 S R T AR O BEL A
(RPSTAE P IE RG] )« 20 5 S5 (R 25 S Be it o] )
5 (BRI T R Ak, S8 2¢ ik —2
FELL R LA E AT el . (1D)SE50 2b HoR H Y ]
Ji At 23 ST 1) R e N — B R AU K (0 =
0.56), PFIUILSZES 2¢ KR FH 56 5 Wit it 23 S i ) 2t
2, URTHZI & B AE B (2) 5256 2b Hhoxd i B 2
AR AT, PSS 2¢ AR IS
PRARBHAT g, L v B b s gl 3k ) B SR B A
3l G)VAMEMF R R AT 318 (vs. ANZ)AEAL
() RE Bh BN (Gray et al., 2007), PR 24588 A
FifRRE, BT REIA A B S R A Y
R X} BE 71 (Johnson et al., 2024; Pejic & Deska,
2023). %F UL, LK 2 Sl — B HERR R E R
JEE RN RN, X R 7 BN R AR R . (4555 2
B — A — BT A I 4, AR IR X TR DRI
TR 2h W 1 15 B Ry 25 S5 9 AR R — B A T A 1
xR,
51 FHik
511 #ik

[ 525 2b, 050 2¢ A R ADTFE 100 £ 8
ARSI AELE] 0.8 LU b T EHIHFST 2b
IR ST IR, FeZE it Credamo V- S HIZEH L
K 300 & (AR IR LA B 150 A, FRIRshd
ik 150 ), Hidr, Bwk 80 A, ZotEpiik 220
N PR YIRS 31.94 %, FRifEE N 8.14.
512 XBREFENE

HHy 2¢ JE—AERE R, Bk
H AR A SEEXT S2, G IR DUR IR sh P A~ 7%
P, T AE S AR U R ), PR AR R R R

N FURCNAT o [FIEE, SRy 1 HERR VA 1% 5% e R AT 2
AR, SCB0 2¢ WL T IEMIG 28 . Ja R EH R
JERHURN R X BE 77 I8

AT S A B R, [FITE 2b,

S R e T AR S o T SO A S () S 0
2b (a=0.87). % Thompson (2007)M& 3T B FHL 74
TG 4 e 2% TP T AT 28 3 e 2 I e K Y —
THBCRE 25 Can: 5Py, FBHERH, 2024), ZE RO S
AR E dn<FHmey), #lH s 7 fEk
Q= 5eA, 7= k%), A C Y EITES KR
JE AR B M 2R 45 B2 (0= 0.80) o AR SEHG D)
TE 5 A5 3 o B3 VR R TS 4615957 -

TCAE )3 B AR 6y A Al T B R e )
Fo oA NI PR e 0 R [R] SE G 26, R T HERR
BRI R, ARTERT T HEE( = BRI
F, 7 = ABE Z2)DE T R 5 A" R R
(BP9 B mh TR DL/ IR 3 ) 1 0 R AR SE SR
Ja RANEE . LT 2 ) FIN X RE T
(RP<<387 P e 3 YR L/ YR Bl W) A 22 KRR B I e g %
FL SRR R ? 7)o

BBNAT AWM F , ARTEE 2b IR
J&, S 2¢ W T AR BLSCRONAT N B DI
WF 5T B85 (Ding et al., 2022; Martin & Randal,
2008), 1T 2 50 B — A A O B T A AT 55 LLER
FRAAHN 5 AR, 0T DA K A A MR ) O AR
SR A R DU IR S A 4L = B, 0 = R
B, VLS BB AR IR DL IR s, T
H 5S4 BT T o 58 BUAT A AN FH G
1E55 5, W A5 A 0L H2 P i 45 4 1 2 (PR B I B 1)
PR A AN RAS 5 JCHRI, T R4 I A B s
AT B A AN A 23 38 0 S A N SR AR I 4
AR ZHZY),

AL R ZECAR & 09 M 2 [A] 05 2a, R Li A
(2006)1& 1T 1 Hh 3C 58 & Wit At 25 SZ el 1) 3 R (o =
0.9 1) 2 9l 3 A - 2 2 AT 1) 7K F

EHEZ, &, RS 20, #ARE A CK
PERI ARSI SE N T 2415 B
52 H#ER5HMH
521 ER4HH

M FEAS t K g 25 R R W, Ol R HmRI M =
5.22, SD = 1.25) 3% s b i E AL F IR s (M =
5.91, SD = 0.76), t (298) = —5.78, p < 0.001, Cohen’s
d=-0.67; M#EXFIRLM = —-1.49, SD = 3.02)
B TEAE P9 A PR ) B 2 S T RIR B (M = 3,61,



848 N i}

L

57 %

SD = 2.04), t (298) = 7.13, p < 0.001, Cohen’s d =
0.82. SR, TEMHMAEL I, PIApidn 2 5IFAR
B3, 1(298) =-1.26, p=0.21, Cohen’s d =—0.15,

R TR 2 R R, K ks Y AR
W% A= &, 0= ). LA STHIIESE i
il Az g, 43 ) DA SO 5 T AT P A R ) Ay R A
WPEAT T 250007, SRR PR, SRR i 32 Rk N 2
i3 (ps < 0.001), BRI %o 7 R 10 B A5 12 vy i 3%
ETFRIESYI(p < 0.001), THXFH IR A 54T N I
PR ) 2 2 = T UIR S (p < 0.001). DL EZ5RE
W, BT AL TR DUFN L TR 20 1 1 B i 22 S 91k
U5 F— B 1 T B 15 28 L 22 57
522 WA

Sy 3E — 25 G 6 X AN ) 15 X 4 i S
N 22 SRR T IAT IR R, PSR =
TR, 0 = WIRSIY) N H AR &, TEAE N IA P e
AR, e RN AR i, RS PRI =
7, 0 = 5. WASWHEWEEE R AS G, SR
Hayes (2013)JF %) PROCESS syntax #1745k
MY Bootstrap £ 46 (85 52 fil1AE 5000 ¥K). 45 R KM
(WL 8), 4B AE P U Rt ) in A R A SR, Xk
ASTRI R G 0 18 I 22 57 19 8800 3t (total effect =
—0.64, 95% CI [-0.87, —0.41])# %5 /N (direct effect =
-0.26, 95% CI [~0.48, —0.05]). [FIHF, AT Py IH P
W) T B N B3, B = —0.38, 95% CI [-0.57,
—0.23] XL REW, ML TRIR Y, BlXR
AT 58 /0 B A% I 7 S VR T o A AT T 5 A 4 s 1 B¢

AR IE A
FHAL P IE B
1 % Wﬂ.
A% HHHUY = 026" ‘
(IR vs. VRSP | pasgny = —0.64 Fei SBE

P8 DA A PR 1] F) ) 22850 L AG 38 (S 3 2c)
T R RBCO AR LR B, ™ p < 0.001, " p<0.05

i — RN TR R B, FEREB A ST
Ji SR 7 R R RN I X g B b, TR DURN
TR YW 20 19 22 S 2 07 AS i 3 (ps > 0.14), RIS, J5
SRR BRI (B = —0.01, 95% CI [-0.06, 0.01])F/1
N XTRE FTESI(B = 0.01, 95% CI [-0.05, 0.04])7E3L
/5 % G2 5 M A S ) A RO R i 2 L DA
A5 R AT DLHE R JE SR ™ R R R B X BE T R
R AP AR

523 BHRNHWRATRESH

R T IR AIE A 2 SO A ] 7R 1 X R 5 R 5 AT
PR PRI 1 e A 3RS 0002, A S AT PR 0 R Ay R
st DISEREXTR(1 = WIRIG 0 = W) A A
A, FhSS SR R T AR g, AR L MERI =
7, 0 = B). WASHEWSEEEERA R, K
Hayes (2013)JT %) PROCESS syntax #E17#7754%
;) Bootstrap £ 45 (F & il 5000 1K), 4558 % PL,
b2 SCTC T ] Y 98 5 %00 .2, B = —0.89, 95% CI
[-1.54, -0.25]. #F— o RUIDLE 9), BAkt2s
S HC A ) AR (— 1 SD) X I TR BRI TR 3 4 AR
ST N B TRAT P P ) 25 5 R, B =2.76,
95% CI [1.98, 3.55]; % tt o SCELA ) ) 9 i (+ 1
SD )% 3 VR I HTAL TR B4 19 AS =7 18 38 A 1Y) B4 Y
VA PRI ) 22 Sl B 3, (H 25 57 W8, B = 1.26,
95% CI [0.47, 2.04], Wi, &t o SCHemm
B 6T 3L TR T TR B 40 1 AN S 2 2T ) A
R TR IH L

3 —e— (AR
20 - m-- EHA KR
1
0

ST T I
|

P9 g SO ] A 3 1 2800 45 R (SR 5 2¢)

SRy R 6 At 2 ST B 1) 2 A5 VR Y B AT P A PR
I 7 A X6 G5 e L B g rh i A, i — 20
& Bootstrap £ %5 (F &2 fil1AE 5000 ¥)i#HEATH o
FR 1 8508 20 M (Hayes, 2013; Model 7). 455 & 3,
Fh2 S AR 1] B AT TR A VR YT KON S, ROV AE N
0.18,95% CI [0.02, 0.35]. it — AU M 2, 2k
IR A #1252 B 1) A (—1 SD)AF, AN ARXT TR I
LU TR S A B 2 0 S AT Y VA R ), S SOkt
Hpy 4 i AR, B = —0.59, 95% CI [-0.84,
—0.38]; 1fii 4Bk i 1 4 23 SO [ 82 5 (+1 SD)A,
b 7T 6T 30 TR U TR S0 4 1 N S 2 3 2 ) A
R TEAT U B, DR 30T O A
e RN 22 R, B = —0.29, 95% CI [-0.55,
-0.08].
524 Xt ENTT AR

Ry 25 B AR AN [) e 1 X G2 1) B AT P 05 PR



% 5

ofes AR AT RV R Sh e R TR DL JE T 52 4E 0 3 A A e 849

Ti] 5 H 5 S 0 25 SO A E S R AT R, DA
XE(1 = WIRIN, 0= JIRSIW) R H AL, THEN
VA DR o) AN G S R Ry S v A s i, RO T
PR, BRI AR . (L = &, 0= 5). Ik
A SIS 4 1E il A8 i, SR A Hayes (2013)FF
% B PROCESS syntax #F 17 4% X " 4 %% 1 A9
Bootstrap % (&2 flikE 5000 1K), 58 LA
10), BT AT P4 U PR ) R H 17 52 1 7 AN [) X 52 5 i)
RNAT Sy v i S D R0 2, AN R —0.73,
95% CI [~1.22, —0.39].
53 RExTHHSITL

ANFFSLE 2b, 525 2¢ & IHE X 4 (IR I
vs. LIRS )X HAE S NV AETE B R . A TR
X IS B0 R 25, AR SCHEAT T R ST 43 BT (mini
meta-analysis; UL Goh et al., 2016), 7E - &
PEAT S AL TG A3 AT B R R 3T ARk [ AR T R
FH AR P 55 J5 75 (AL MG 45, 20165 Xu et al.,
2025), %7 AT AR 0N A T ORS B R, OF
Ry S 2 B R A R R T SRS . AR SR
Goh %5 A\ (2016)H2 LAY f R e 434 T, 38 1 w13
WSRO Cohen’s d R4S ZHREANHE, X455
Tk AaO6T P TR DU TR Bh 4 i 5 R 25 S A AR
NAE H—0.43, 95% CI [-0.60, —0.25], IHAh, 450
¥ 2a AYZE B ABI TR, TS EIAR [ 3
185 X 5 1 2L B I 25 S 00 S 048, 95% CI
[-0.63, —0.34], LA L&5RFH, FEARNFE ., g
PR vs. I TR ) X TLAF 52 19 52 e 47
FE/INE AR

AL, S 1 55056 2a~2c HRA M R L T Bt
AT P9 U R 1 A 7 o G 5 i L1 sy R
EWRAYER o A T 325 B0 BT A P I PR
O BRHLE], 25 3a A1 3b SUIRINTEAT P U PRI i ]

6 LI 3a
AT G B I AR e [R] Y PR AR SG R (Ge, 2023

-0.20™

Pirlott & MacKinnon, 2016), 5% 3a #l#t— 4814
PGNP A ARt R A 58 BT AT P U DRG] 2 75 2 36 AR
AT TR DAL TR sh ) 155 s I 2 S ) D L
R, S50 3a 38 AT HR N RE AR B O TR DR
RSP TAE N IE R, BIORA 2 ARIEXTE: Ui
R vs. WIREIY) x 2 GHAT N IT R - K vs.
P ) B B 5 18 R A 36 5 U YR DRI UL TR Bl 4 1Y) B2
AT PR U DRI ) S4 R AIR, X 7 o %) M1 T g 2 5
ST SRR
6.1 FHik
6.1.1 #Hik

S ARAR /N R A RO HE(F = 0.20, XU 6,
K G*power 3.1 BFAF XA 52596 T e/ INMHEAS 12 i3
ATH AT (Faul et al., 2009), 2590, HH ZE /D
T 50 AP A REMI G AL AE A ) 0.8 LU b o B
i1t Credamo V5 #i5:A 3B 400 44, HA, 5
PR 87 A, tEBL 313 A wlF AR R
30.33 %, brifEZEh 8.23.
6.1.2 ZWiFIHS5ERF

SIBY 3a A 2 GHEX S WIS vs. R
IR * 2 (STAERNIE IR : K vs. 246
Wit PR i oy Mol O AR AT R o

TR LT SLK 2a~2c, K FH I 15258 [
RIE B BRI 2 AR WIRSY vs. IR
) x 2 GHAEPIE BRI - K vs. F ) B ke 51
555k, Hodr, ZEARTHT IR PR ) /i TR A, B
T PR 32— 3R — 44 VIR DU/ Bl i 57, R
BN EBR BT, (H P& BUR R 536 Toik h H AR I
ReBh, HETFER/NX KSR, AR X TAEA B
UK 3% I 32 F A3 5B AR AR T AT P U PR fi )
JRIR S, A R — HIR s A
gl Nast s, (HPRIR SR BUR A 5838 Toik R
HARAUR B, HATAE /N B, X T AR
N G2 I B A2 76 475 1 007 T 3 T A YR O3 /4 ol
RN TR 2040 /A4 o) 4 ik ] 35 B4 M R R S 56 2

BEAE NI PR

> S

EEXTR

EHHESU = 0.21

(JRIRIL vs. FLIRBNH)

BB =—0.52°

P10 A P VSR DRI o 475 7 14 5 v A S80S 36 2c)
T BAE R BONARbRHEIL R B, T p < 0.05, ""p < 0.001



850 oL B 2 il %575
S TSI AR B SR, BRAGE SR T —  RREERARENE, DUARR . R0 = 2, 0= 59)
R BRI T RS AL R R A, T AR R, EIRSRAAR
5 A P9 U9 R R A A ke, SR SEE 2c p 623 XETEBIITARIRIM
45k 52 P 00 DRI 40 190 0 Ay B A 6 R DRI 0 G ol A At 3R SO Oy Hh A A2 ik
G437 2 R SE 5 2¢). S DAT g R AR, T AT PR U DR 1 kg 9 2

R R E . [HSIH 2¢ (0= 0.79). e AN = &, 0= B)HIRA NS R, R

AT A, [5G 2¢,
P EF, [ 2¢, POkHREIE A CRTE
AL AR SIAEAND#ER .
6.2 HERS5HMH
6.2.1 RNEI
MNTAEA t K I0 25 AR WY, AR TT AT P U R )
M B N A E e (M = —3.37, SD = 2.06)

%ﬁ??’ﬁ?ﬂ AFM = —1.19, SD = 2.37), t (398) =
—9.84, p < 0.001, Cohen’s d = —2.25, %% R £ FH
AT A VA AT ) P A R

6.22 ERaHM

VIALAE e AR5 R AR i, 64T 2 (ARIEXT 4
IR vs. WIESHY) x 2 (GHAT A . A&
vs. FEHNDI T 22500, 45 HRWIHAE XT G0 F 2800
B3, F(1, 396) = 24.25, p < 0.001, 03 = 0.06, Rig
XTIR (M = 5.42) LI IR BI(M = 5.77)f 17>
P Nz T AT P O R ] %) 32 350 0, Y 2, (L,
396) = 79.90, p < 0.001, np = 0.17, FHIH L T4

Z MM = 5.27), RFTAE N IF R R S5 4F R (M =
591)13’1 1% B B 7 o

RS, I XS AT P A R ) Y A
R, F(1,396) = 5.13, p=0.024, 1> = 0.01, iF
— 5 B AT B ASON R B (UL ] 1) B, ZE 4 25 1R,
XTI LM = 5.02) LI IR s (M = 5.53) 4 1
DEFEE R R (p < 0.001); 1 FEARTAT P U R 6 i)
ZAFEE, BHRXHRIBEILM = 5.82)FIRIEshI(M =
6.0 HAE S 22 A 2 (p = 0.06) 2~ T itE—2

T B R4 O RiRshia

U s R R A P

1L AR 0 GRS AR P U PR 1) 7 A7 B0 - Y 22 S
(555 3a)

Ffl Hayes (2013)JF % ) PROCESS syntax ¥E474 1
TR AR Y Bootstrap K46 (FE E HEE 5000 ¥K;
Model 8). 454 &I, I B AN i 3, RN
{8} 0.21,95% CI [0.03, 0.46], HE—H 15z,
TEFE ) S50, AT R IR I L IR sh A B/ Yy
A B g, S EOS R AT o B>, B =
-0.34, 95% CI [-0.59, —0.16]; MFEMKTAT N ITA
BRSPS B, B=-0.13,
95% CI [-0.30, 0.01].
6.3 MNEHITIE

SC80 3a AT ERH B TR NI E B, 8
T HATEREGIEET, B miR i iR s
AR IS SO TERTTAENIA B &, B
O S S 25 S AN B . DA g R —2
BGAIE T 57 A P U PR [ 2 s o e X YR DR 3
IR SN N 25 S B HL] . AR IMTSEES 3a A A
A, BIE R RE S8 HE 50 TE X TR DR = AR A A
1B 1) 2 185 B AT 6 T TR I AR TR sh Ay e s v 22
SERBLE . T VRANX — A2, BESE 3b Sl
PANATTXF L TR DL B A P9 A R ], 95 9 TR 2
Wy 5 v P UE DR /3 TR 0 DA B ARG PR U R4 )
MR DUEH AT A, SR A 50 X I TR I B 5 AT 9 13
DAL i) 2 75 S 1 B A AT o AN T 5 X6 52 (it TR I
vs. IR S W) TEAS S F R o 3 N 22 J RS L
Hilo MLAb, SEES 1. LY 2a~2c AISLES 3a pYdLf
S F 5 K e ) s X G i) s O T Ak
T AE RO I A, SEES 3b PR AR M Y
JAR 28 A8 5L A4 AR 1B S A O A R
) I o

7 SCEG 3b

SCHe 3b i i SRR Y 75 AR e R A
XHRR DAY BTAT AU DR, B SR P 0LPR 3R =K
B BT GRUIR S 5 P A DB /7 TR IS IR
PR ST PRI o) /38 TR 00 ) 2R 8 A 6 A L T s P U0 PR
I /PR, AT IR 3 4 5 8 A A0 PR AR ) /3 7R
DAY Sz L (475 5 O RIS AT v ) B9 22 S
T REAREIH R T o
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ofes AR AT RV R Sh e R TR DL JE T 52 4E 0 3 A A e 851

71 FHik
711 #ik

SARAS /N B AR RO HE(F = 0.20, XU 50),
KM G*power 3.1 FAF XA S50 BT 75 fie/MEAS 3
T (Faul et al., 2009)., 4550 %M, HH 20
T 82 AR A REM ST E L E] 0.8 LU o &
i Credamo V-5 A XA 300 £, Hrp,
gk 103 A, Lotk 197 A #alF 4R
30.77 %, brifEZEH 7.70,
712 EWiEITERRF

SE 3b S — R KPR, A
At 2, LIRS L e PRI BRI ) TR I
AR PN U PR 1o 3 TR O =, R AR R S
(ELAG L ST A A o) ke B 2 B

2R B Mo VTR BN 50 P A PRI v /3 VR DL
HAPRY S S5 3a AHRLEA LR B 7 B4 . AR
FAC5 3a By, SIS 3b M T & AR N IA B/ TR
DUAH, AEIZ 2 vt ) 152 — R 4 3 T TR DUy
PELOE . RORARMES . H AT DDR /N XA,
IO Fe 5 it 18 38 A X T AR N D BRI I B 32 F 5 1Y
B dRiE . S, o L Bl B L
=AY, Hoh A A 100 Ak,
R INA R, B e S L8 3a AH IR P
PR 530 H (43 T RS2 5 3a).

RS A F, SCES 3b R S )
A A T SR A A S P e o e DG
A TR S5 3a (o= 0.90) o R AN A 7 B b7
%% (personal distress index, Toi & Batson, 1982; JIfifl
7% A%, 2015 i B 7E TR0 IR DURNR TR A
SETE B B A N RN o I LS 6 AN TE 2]
H B R, o = 0.94), ZoREPERTE 7 SREE
Q= Eeks, 7= EF2)EEACHELZS KR
FE FARKRRRIDL FESZ . AR LD 6 AN H H Ry
S3AE SRy R i TR DS TR B A N v S AR 4
Horp ook, B A AR RO R B

BB & RN Z, AL 2b, BT E RS R
B S 5N A 73 H(0~100%) 48 4587 A R
TR IR I IR s, F T H RS20y T 2 .

H R EE G Z o R T HERR AR A X oY 4
R AEIR G, R A5k RUREE A (2010) &3 T 1)
R SCRRON B S5 1 48 B 36 TR A 13 5GHE (o = 0.81)
FA AT 2E B (o0 = 0.92)7 2 ik il 4 3 17 o6
TR A IR e KO o Hed, R 5 oG i g )
AR 6 MAH A IR R AER A, REH

AU BOROCI R JBRDE ), 4R B0 IR 5 18 0 0 9
5 MEBEGEER 2R T, BB . Fam
MELEE), BIRAS A0t (1 = ANEY, 5= R
Mo AT AR ST BIAEPTST 5 E 32004 R
R I A G T AR S AR A 4, P A R
AR, Bk i A T G T R B AR R v KT
o

R EF, [ 3a, PlEE Ml A a ik
IS 1 NP NN = 23 o SO
72 HREHW
721 BYKIE

M t R A5 SRR W, RS AE Py IH PR i ] /
T TR DL 3 6 TR S AT NI R (M =
—3.36, SD = 2.77)8 K F i o AT I A PR )/ TR
PAHPIRM = 2.60, SD = 2.53), t (198) = —15.89, p
<0.001, Cohen’s d = —2.25, %45 H WA XF I IR BLAY
AT P PR ] R A=A R
722 EROSW

LA IE R B A8 5, 3o A O 54 A
T SN PR AR S AT T 25 400, AR R4 E
S 1 d 2 S S F(2, 297) = 79.06, p < 0.001,
ns = 0.35; N AJRT: F(2, 297) = 12.90, p < 0.001,
ns=0.08), )i tLH L PR, 1o BTAT P U1 DRI ) /97 TR
DA B A FERE 3 (M = 3.95, SD = 1.60)FIf~ A
JAET V(M = 3.75, SD = 1.54)3) i B AL TR 54T
PRI PRI ) A IR I (B O : M = 5.82, SD =
1.04, p<0.001; N AJE#: M=4.57,D=1.54,p<
0.001)F it VR s 4 ik (LA OCE : M =5.86, SD =
0.94,p<0.001; ™ AJFE?T: M=4.80,SD=1.51,p<
0.001), TR ST AT P U= PRI 1] /3 TR DU ZH AL IR 3l 400
HPAR I (P = 0.83) 5 NI I (p =
0.31) o2 F(LE 12).

R TR A R AR A, DL BIE R B
Ate, FEPTILIEOCTE . FRIT R ARIE . M
(1= 2, 0= F)SAERERIAZ R, 755 D3E
K S A NIF 7 SN kg R A e AT 7 25 50 B, 4R
FEWIZE B 8N AR 35 (ps < 0.001), i — 2P HH#K
KI, LREEFAKIR AT
7.23 X¥BEEMZ I

PLAL0 A A AR R i, DA P9 A R e )/
TR 2 IR, e S A A v Sk A
At KBRS b, R G RRA
NI AR L (=1, 0=39) 5 A MRy d il AR
oA EHZE R, SR Hayes (2013)JF %4 ) PROCESS



852 L i 2 Eitd %575
71 7 -
L T 6
6 T 5 T
8 s I
;}5‘2 4t E 4
23 23
*K 2L <_ 2t
1t 1l
0 0
RRAR A=) iR RAEH EPRIAE iR
FIRDLAA FIRDLAR s TIRDUA TIRDLE shiya
B 12 ARAPGRTE I X -5 NI SN _E 22 (925 3b)

syntax HEFTHI AN ) Bootstrap A5 4 (EE &2 fil A
5000 K). Z5HREIILEER 1), HAE T HIERA
VA PRI [ /37 YR UL (vs. o PRI R4 ] /3 TR T &)
FIFIR S (vs. 15 P U BRI ) /37 TR DL ZH ) Xl ke Bl
TR PR AN S s I A AR 1 TR 2 A DU 34
TR . DL RS IR R, & I PR )/ R T2
BT I VR DA 25 B /D | A G (T RS A ),
R & B /DR SR
7.3 INESiTiE

SEE 3b dE A B NATR R IR DU AN
VA PR ], SR D VR 2l 0 2855 v P A R ] /30 TR
DULH LA RAR P IE DR ] /9 YR DL 2H R A7 LA, 45
KB, A EE T IR s W 45 v P A DR e /9 TR T
ZH 2 (A) Y 2 S B N 25 5, TR S SR IH
PRI 1] /0 YR I 0 2 [) ) L9 s iy TG I 2 25 5%, A
M — 20 B0 3E 1 52 A% P UE PR ] 2 i AT T AN
R 1 X G GRIR I vs. IR sh ) r= A 218 s i
Z S HIRBEHLE] . 525 2a~2¢ ML 3a AHIA], S
55 3b Wk 2P A&, B AR N H B TS | A
LA S 7 (B g 063, midEAS A ) A% 52 22 5
3 v g 0 AE R R R o X AR S T AR )
M AR OGE, midEHg I | 3RS R, 25
JRRH N 1 K B 5 SR 1) O B R 4t (Batson,  1987; T JRU

3, KW, 2016).
8 Eitie

Wit 3 A EE 6 L), AP T I
PRV PR AR AR A T AT i YR DUR I IR 3 4 1Y
i S 22 S S HLO L, IF i — 2P R i — 22
SRR R, 5RO, AX TR
Y, AR DR 3 2 0 5T N F e, iF
TS 201 X AT TG 5/ i e S o F s B s s
(o I O B =% s el i ) ) R % N 12K (DS
TRDUFTIE TR Bl ) 0 A = 18 38 4 {050 ) A 8 e 1
TOAENIE A, BRI 30T AR O i R 5 25 (U
RIC vs. LIRS A FTREAR A3 82 0 A2, 4Bt
ST SR FAS [a] A G 38 R 553l 4 O 47 4 T
BU) AN 230 R R (Ab T AE A TR 5 e ELAR
AN A [R] A I 58 B3 (AN 43 591 2R FH 4L 18] 5 240
W . #9285 1 BT SRR T DL AT
FA R
8.1 XRRINERIRNWEIEIER M

AT A o 038 R A R, B R S
% (selective empathy, |4l Stevens et al., 2021;
Wang et al., 2023), PR FEEE T AKIE
X4 At 2 By (/D BO% ) LA S i IO L B

F1 HEXFMNNEHEEAR S HRKE SR B 5 5 28 (238 3b)

A A ] 422 %8 SE 95% {7 IX.[]
(I P VA PRBE TR v, 85 P DR ] 3 TR 0

— i K R B 15.01 2.85 [9.92, 20.94]

- NI R R 0.59 0.91 [-1.22, 2.45]
(PRSI vs. & P IA PR ] AT VRV

—FE T - R B R 16.01 2.74 [11.03,21.63]

>N R R 0.81 1.23 [-1.59, 3.39]

T AR R BRI R KL
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ofes AR AT RV R Sh e R TR DL JE T 52 4E 0 3 A A e 853

SREPROCFR XS A SO sz, Jf R TR
FREAA A S 7 A 1wy, BS54 A S50l g A A 42 30t
B Y A% S 58 2 (Brown et al., 2006; Cikara
et al., 2011; Westbury & Neumann, 2008). a0,
Brown %5 A (2006)42 i J38 i SCUEMF IR UESE T N
PR LA fi 7] 1 15 (the ingroup empathy hypothesis),
HIEIE S PN E PN ES W POl Tk PN i3
TR 9 NAT T 22 B A% S o ASBIFFERE XS AN [ 4 25
B 00 19 N 28X G 0 S S 02 47 Jie 3 0 3l Wy 0 42 i
HAF RO b, Jf i A - AR IE 5 A K -3
WALEFEAT LLE, AR 1 AN T A D0 G 34
B bR TN 22 5, SO T AR 45 ) B
UL, WAL T A X G0 e SO 1) 5 e F
5o

BRI DR RN R T AT AR
S py s sOv 22 5, (HIX U R0 TiE 1S
L F (moral right; BI BB LB A EE, A AL
XN TR M L B A T 2 By s s () an
Cameron et al., 2022; Westbury & Neumann, 2008),
XA L, AR EA Y WARE . S, &
W57 3 FIE 7557 /T (moral responsibility; B yEXT =4
i FHE; Schein & Gray, 2018)HIFIE, LIAREF
RAETHER B g RS, 5T AT s A
Ky HAg RO 22 5. Ik, AFRAR T HARE
PS5 Y A SN 22 S0 5 4 A4t B 4 T A AR
A7 AR T EASORI] 38 7 5 AT 31X P S B TR AR AT
XN B W xt G A SOy 22 5 EAAAE R IS, fH
EATATREE ARG B . ABFRE S OCH T A
Xof A5 S BRI 1 75 44 16 55 O G (Bt TR I It
TR Zh W) 8 A SE R SR RO, fa o T AT
TR DL A SO e A T IR sh ¥ o x4 R 3R I
TESTALAL A 00 i B T] RE T 35 A A B TS A4 AR I B v
538 34O G (K TR DUt VR 3l 40 ) 1 A7 S 22 5
EAT 3 2, DQT TS 44 1k 58 #0 Ge iy 5 B 1
FAEE LIS X, RISy 44 46 55 ) 4l
HHIGE 0BT 5.0 MRS ME, KaE,
2007), MR A ARKIEMS 5. Wik, %z
LI G T B 2 X LR BFSE A 45 Ah FE AT,
SN S B R R B R A S s O 5 L DIERFSE R
R EMMAIE, Bz X NENLHI S s, A
I T FAT IH R A 7R 7 AT RIS
TR B S SO 22 S i N TE AL o 58 =, ARBT5E
Wtk — 20 5 T i B X 4 22 S b (A TR A I
T HL (RIFE 23 SCRC 1 )55 T i 52 me (RIS B 35 B

5478, U T ANZE-3h ¥y 2K BN 8 AH SEAE 5T
R
82 HRMEHEMBENRMA

HE I, AR T AT AEK-3)
YA IO R E, BN LR BR T HE 52
AR NSNSy A5 08 SOy 2 5, T2 1 OOORE 26
TR R ET X ALY Rt A 22 5, /i
SRR 22 5, I LUKOR B HIE AT A ZEA
NG SOy 28 S R e RL] o 6T ARV Y
WA, ARPFFEIER T AR DUR TR sl 1) 53
EER EAAEE R 2E 5, A IR iR
WA EZ TR NI PG, ST X R
DR IR sh A B0 B SO o BAR LIAERESE
E & BT ] A R Ui VR I 1Y) 55 B v 2 el T
MNANFHE S 2 (Vazquez et al., 2017; Vazquez
etal., 2018), {HAHFFEAMIAE T RFRIRTIE N
VA PRMB ] AAFTE, B4R 7R 13X R SEAT: P I DA i 1] 7
AR G CRIR DL vs. L IR W) IA] Y 22 S v e H:
Xof HeA B AN A T S S . (BSR4 Y A, A
P T IAE X R ORIR Y vs. WL IR DO XS HA8 [
W, ARWTSE 6 T SLg i tafdia s 1k
5 X 5 38 3k BT AT oAU DB 1 ) 45 o K ) A 1
B, X AAE—E R bR B IR DA TR 3l )
A S Y 22 S AEAR KRR BE BRI TR i 4k 2

DL S5 R S T A PR -2 e AR 5 K -
HAFHISBALN Ny, XAELIRPLETZHEEAC
PN 3 2 A0 DR 3R o 2 e A SN YOG B R
(Betancourt, 1990). B2 A Q] 76 A0 X8I 1Y 1
S5 PO AN SE A R U A AT HE T AR TSR
AR R B LR, AR ESRIRSIY) . X —
LRRBE TN . — e R TR A
HIEAE R, S —r et 7RSS e i R
PEfEE o MWHHARIH R fF B p M B =, iR s T
WA JE TR, R a] R4 3T 2 3k
18 SR (140 Brown et al., 2006); 1 MASSEF 10
BT REPEE B, TR B RR &R,
B ) 3 A TR L1 AN = 295 2R 5 2 b f B Dy el
HE R A 8 (Vazquez et al., 2017; Vazquez et al.,
2018; SMEVE, FkaADH, 2007), BRI AT AES
e B B D A RN o AT 45 R T 22 SR T A
TR AL, s TSRO T B b — 2E BAR
LR, 6 A EANAIRAR, RES X
Hh ) 2 SR AT DR R BT, AT 5 i 3SR B



854 1N B

L

57 %

B A% S0 L AN SE B 45 SR s T A S R &
73645 SO VR B (Lamm et al., 2007), Ff-BHH
T BT A 2 2 R AR 5w F AT AN 25 2R
FTHEWT, 3510 5 i 3 AT 1% 25 BN (BRI e, Xl 3%

Jii, 2016).
83 #HAEXEMEEETERSNEHEEN
=AU

AT GE A 22 S AL A 5L T R 2 SR
X —Ar i, s T HAEIE X RS S 3
5 SN AR e R A A R AR AR AR 2 S
g rh py A, Aoy SO a) Sk TSR A
[ FE AR [B] OC R AN 25 11 4 (Pratto et al., 1994; 2%
I, HBAKE, 2008). o ST A A 4
FEBE A [ AR Z 18] 0 S8 9 22 5, DR S AT RE A
NGRS g A OSSR 55T, MIMTXS
filb i1 A B /b i I I (Lucas & Kteily, 2018;
Sidanius et al., 2013). AHFFEAR B, kL2 AL
[ia] 9 S A T BEAS 23 $E TR Sl 4 A S5 AR A A
A, MR TCEE 2 FH A, IS AT A =2
A T2 A SO T v Ak 2 S e ) A A< U
1] K5 Dt VR 2l 40 R I TR DL XA R R B AT Y 2
FEAS, DR R AT A AN 37 38 3 X A7 55 i S A P A
PRI ), DT S 80T 0 38 1 A s B B3I
S SUR G| WEVEERT EMIDEE S I = e d
050 1) 14 A A 500 1] T 45 DA 5 24 AR N 2SR 3l 4 1
FUF|(Dhont et al., 2016; Hyers, 2006), 115 255 %}
SN S A L . 2 /b 3G 2 (Dhont
et al., 2014; Jarmakowski-Kostrzanowski & Radkiewicz,
2021), ASHFIERYEE RN PR N3 P 1% SO Y
2RI TR AR ZE S LA, SO T R s S
65 [11) 5 0 4 2 PR [ FEEAA R b 22 ) A P25 B S 2
LK 25 AR S FP Y B 53T B SR

AL, AT — A BB TTERTE T A\ 2K —3)
Py R R E IR e B T B A AT S BT S 1
JET, s IR DO IR sh W At Ak ER AL T
SHIAR . DMENFFR R Z R h 03z T, B
A GO0 LA SR O RE R, X AR X G
ROBAT R 3k — A SO Y B e A A OCTE . A
WFSE AR I, X I TR ORI VR 24 1 5 4T P A PR A o)
S RO (RN T, WA A ) 28 5+
W B A A R B R S AT . X 4 R R
P T AT A VA R ) 5 el B ARH R S B AT ok
Z P BRI R, Wit — P SR T AR
(empathy altruism hypothesis), B35 i 24l A4k F

RIS, AR S 7™ Az — P 1) 32 Bl XS G2 19 2L 15 2
SR, 33X I 2 B g 5 BE R, ARt A T i R B
RrHh47 R (Batson, 1987; Batson et al., 2007; T X358,
FERHIE, 2016). AW MISERFE, —mxT Fi5
AACHY IR DU, BFEARTTAT N A BRI, 25 A
AR AR S X T2 AR R B AT 3l B R Y
B SO, RATWT EG AR S AL
M SE 5 SCER PN 5, 2017), WEmTRES IR
S TAT N IH PR, REATC 2 AR ) R B g 5 AR
R RCBIAT M o
84 MRRBMRERE

WK, ARHFRAAHE —LOR R HRR, ARl —
ST . B 5, AN EERE TS AR
IRDURHVAIR BIH), S8 0 AT A AT i e B 1 2
A TEH B ARG IY? KR TE L 8
NGt g AR g R . Hik, At
FEAEARE b O AL YR DR L TR 30 ) 08 4 38 2 R
GEA— MY, S, ARREYER] . AR AR (N
FVXF Z AT e XA R A 52 e 4N, AR T AR
Tk, ANTATREF A ot . /INMEECE N AT
N YA 3 25 547 5T (Tiboris, 2014), X 1l gt
M1 5 M A I, 1 A S g 55 R B R B . AR SR F SR AT LA
X HEA T N E X S o R, AR IR DURI
TR B W i A I 22 R PTRE I A AR — S H A Y
fEREALE o ASTFSE EZEIE T oL H B g B AL A,
HAHERR T — M AT 28 | J5 ™ H AR B R %o
RE I B = AR, (BB B AT A TR DU i
TR Bl 1) 22 534 1T Be AR IAE 7 A i BEMIL AR, 3] g
T 2 5% P (capacity to suffer, Peden et al., 2020)5iE
240y {H (moral worth, Caviola et al., 2019)5%, XL
[) %) e e o A AT BB A 23 3 BOM AL IR DURN AL IR 3 )
AYAS A G S g, A sk stk— 25 A9 rh mT DA i 1)
AT IR AR
9 &g

RETITARHER A, @i 3 bkt 6
DT, AT AT S50 : (DA TR 3
Y1, MR IR DA B 22 0 54T N IH PR i),
T30 AATRHABATA T 5 i I iz 5 R Bh 2
S PV i R = el ik (N 1 R e N S S VR SN 2
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Are we more empathetic towards stray animals or homeless individual s?
An attributional responsibility approach

JI Tingting, WANG Jia, DING Yi
(School of Psychology, Nanjing Normal University, Nanjing 210097, China)

Abstract

Empathy towards humans and animals varies significantly in societal contexts. While homeless individuals
face severe survival challenges and social exclusion, public attitudes towards them are generally more negative
compared to stray animals, who often receive greater attention, sympathy, and shelter. This research examines
potential differences and mechanisms in empathetic responses towards stray animals and homeless individuals,
within the framework of responsibility attribution. We hypothesize that participants are more likely to attribute
internal responsibility to homeless people for their misfortunes than to stray animals, leading to lower
empathetic responses toward homeless people. Furthermore, we propose that this effect is moderated by social
dominance orientation (SDO). Specifically, individuals with high SDO are expected to perceive both targets (i.e.,
stray animals or homeless individuals) similarly, showing smaller differences in empathy and responsibility
attribution toward homeless people and stray animals.

Three experiments were conducted to test the hypotheses. Across all experiments, participants read news
articles to manipulate the harsh living conditions or unfortunate events experienced by different empathy targets.
Experiment 1 employed a within-subjects design (N = 296), where participants read articles describing the living
conditions of stray animals and homeless individuals and subsequently reported their internal responsibility
attributions and empathy responses. The results indicated that participants showed lower empathy responses
toward homeless individuals compared to stray animals, and this difference was mediated by greater internal
attributions of responsibility to homeless individuals. Experiment 2 used a between-subjects design to replicate
these findings among members of an animal protection group (N = 208, Experiment 2a) and general population
samples (Ns = 217 and 300, Experiments 2b and 2c), demonstrating the robustness of the results. Furthermore,
Experiment 2 revealed a moderating role of SDO, showing that individuals with high SDO exhibited smaller
differences in internal responsibility attributions and empathy responses between homeless individuals and stray
animals. Finally, these empathy differences influenced participants’ donation intentions and behaviors, as they
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were more likely to donate to stray animals than to homeless individuals.

To examine the causal mediating role of internal responsibility attribution, Experiment 3(Ns = 400 and 300,
Experiments 3a and 3b) further manipulated internal responsibility attribution to test its effect on the differences
in empathy responses towards homeless individuals and stray animals. The results revealed that participants
showed less empathy towards homeless individuals than stray animals under the control condition. However, in
a low or high internal responsibility attribution condition, there was no significant difference in empathy
responses towards homeless individuals and stray animals. These findings further validate that internal
responsibility attribution is the mechanism driving the differences in empathy responses towards homeless
individuals and stray animals.

In summary, the findings from the three experiments revealed that individuals attribute more internal
responsibility to homeless people than to stray animals, leading to lower empathy responses and a reduced
willingness to help the homeless. This effect was moderated by individual differences in SDO. Specifically,
individuals with high SDO exhibited smaller differences in empathy responses between homeless individuals
and stray animals. These findings provide deeper insights into differential empathy responses towards humans
and animals and offer implications for welfare and assistance strategies for vulnerable human populations and
animals.

Keywords empathy, human—animal empathy, responsibility attribution, social dominance orientation, willingness
to help



