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Table 1 Sample compositions

fied model). Z55F & PL(EN), L35 N5 & 25 17 1) F
A S0, FEIE G0 3 E m TR IS S 40, 2895 A5
SRR G 4 ) SN AN 2, AT HE RSN (sup-
pression effects)/ T ", &I BN ' 5 [B14380U8 ab
S5, UL SO X — AR S T 20 A fF XA
0 4 P e, HAR G0 Y PP A 2800 BT

1.4 it

LI ISR BR, AT SR, e MU,
JECEAR WA A AR (1), X SRR T R ARSI th & %
OAE 7 % A 50 RS 247 R BT 7 A ) BT Y
w40 R sz v AE S AT REVE & S R AR L 3
WL, ARSI LR XD, JRmSH e /b, %48
SRS A O S HLS FBBL 2 L K A S s L
i, F St AT R B HLELE # 7 T SSIEEE .

LI IZE IR RN, AR AN, KA
LR b E S P2 PN riaoE o QI 1 L2
W LA DC(F22). X ULITAR R A IS A e 4
e I e 3 PR 8 A LS O a5 I RPN VAL
. i, SCR IR I B PR U A B
X —HEAE, BE— I AT B ATV A

EH 1 (n=117)

F22(n=142)

L3 (n=368) T4 (n=225)

ECuiEEl Jashdl P4l Jashdl il 2 Jazhdl B mshdl

st 58 59 72 70 189 179 114 111
AR 47 45 57 56 152 139 105 94

EL N
WA 12 13 15 14 37 40 9 17
3B 13 15 22 20 67 60 61 52

P51

by 46 43 50 50 122 119 53 59
S ¥ 29 29 35 35 83 91 59 59
BAZp 30 29 37 35 106 88 55 52

%2 ETBOTHH. HEEMAXARY

Table 2 The means, standard deviations, and correlation coefficients of the key study variables

THEEL: A NIRA

T2 BRBR 583 G

M(SD) 1 2 M(SD) 1 2 M(SD) 1 2

1. & NE& 5.21(1.11) 1 5.21(1.11) 1 5.21(1.11) 1

2. JfE e 31.09(6.31)  —0.29%* 1 26.90(7.20)  —0.23%** 1 31.38(6.14)  —0.04 1

3. JB M 4% 66.21(89.20)  —0.19% 0.27%%  23.03(44.44) —0.19% 0.35%%* (122'2;) 0.11 0.3 1%

a) FHNASER S *, P<0.05; **, P<0.01; ***, P<0.001, FId]

4559



A% & 2023F£11F $68% %334

2 852 NS0 RIS G Db A BN
PATITE

2.1 BFRESR

R G*power 3.1 S0 2 i i o/ MEA i, 5
s 55 12, RS A4, I o VA
HON129. SEE LS4 K S 5900, SR
LT NE SR O RIERRIB A, BAS5E A
K142 N

2.2 WFSERERE R

W AE S I 1260, BR T LA P SREE: (1) A
W25 23 4 V- 5 FH L A B SR IE B 2 00, b pifh]
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0~2007C YR I DX 1], A 17T Dol i 7 3 (L FRI 52
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d=0.37, YiIASCEG2 HH 2 57 A5 SR LT

PO R, A B Ui F RS & AME &M
HRE 0 B ERR B, A NS EN
B RE. FH. . @B R HES
T 58 AT 3 2% 7 (Ps>0.05).
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EEHER . WRMEkHEIanE, i As
P X e S A RO R VR, e A B0
PET 2B N AR S0 A AR I B A L B
UF(F4).

PRI R (B12), NS hESAETFA
F MBS B TN AL 0, N B B IR 1
UM 0, 23 A MG & 3 fm J g 0, 3t
(PSR TE NAEFIMIE IR

] SRS BT (BI3) B, TE AN B E 1B, 4%
NG & 0 ) F A 560, f=—0.56, SE=0.04, Z=—15.14,
P<0.001, 95%CI=[-0.63, —0.49]; A A\ &1 EEErhix
—RONARE, p=0.05, SE=0.04, Z=1.28, P=0.200,
95%CI=[-0.13, 0.03].

K w2288 1F 09 4347 Bootstrapik, & filikE
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' 450
< =i
/Q"\
% (— | DiEE
EASS | -.CiB77003, SEZ006 L
Rl ¢: f=0.03, SE=0.06
B 1 SESL AR #+, P<0.001
Figure 1 The mediating role of empathy concern. ***, P<0.001
F3 BLEHTFHE. REEMMERAL
Table 3 The means, standard deviations, and correlation coefficients of the key study variables
TG OrE RS ANG O ERES
is4: B2 M JLTE S REITEBN 1HBi6: JLE AR THEET: & NiRwRer
M(SD) 1 2 M(SD) 1 2 M(SD) 1 2 M(SD) 1 2
1. &% AME& 5.32(0.99) 1 5.21(1.11) 1 5.21(1.11) 1 521(1.11) 1
2. LS 32.01(3.89) —0.59%** 1 30.82(3.96) —0.61%** 1 36.70(2.60) —0.12 1 35.73(2.60) —0.07 1

3. B

56.86(51.70) —0.50%** 0.69***  49.64(50.78) —0.48%** (.7]%**

105.75(57.99) —0.14 0.75*** 83.78(56.63) —0.06 0.73***
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Table 4 The regression coefficients and model fit indices of the moderated mediation models

2

B P ¥ df RMSEA SRMR CFI TLI
X*W—-M 0.36 0.001 13.687 2 0.101 0.018 0.987 0.913
M*W—Y 0.31 0.001 495.758 2 0.659 0.256 0.545 -1.956
X*W—-Y -0.07 0.087 337.799 2 0.544 0.194 0.616 -1.496
a) MIRLLA T HEZARUE: 7/df<5.000, RMSEA<0.080, SRMR<0.060, CFI>0.900, TLI>0.900
UN=1riES
HIBEXRIL FR
ANEHhE 12 < ::I M3
MEFABR
25518
NEDH
BFAED po---mm---d B=-006 SE=003 _________ BRS
B2 T AL+, P<0.001
Figure 2 The moderated mediation model. ***, P<0.001
£5 ZFEMESSEDIIFR O WIEE SR RERY
Table 5 The indirect effects of homo economicus belief on money donations via empathy concern
G NE SN O RIE AT B SE z P 95%Cl
TN B3 45 —0.41 0.03 -15.48 0.001 [-0.47, —0.36]
AN F L —0.04 0.04 -1.17 0.241 [-0.09, 0.02]

AN ik L RN R E P STV o v oA

24 PWig

SEG R4 L A IRAIE T S8 1 Hh S SO iy A
BN, WHE—E BT N B E TR ER (E2). 24K
R T IGTC N S FE R BN, 2T S vl it

38 r

37

36 | D——]

35
gal —~— BASEEE
Eal —A- EAS{HBIEE

3} s

30 S

29 | R

28

BFAERS  STAERE

B 3 ASHHETEETAE SR G0 Z [ aiE T e
Figure 3 The moderating role of physical harm in the path linking
homo economicus belief with empathy concern

T O E G £ 40, (B, Y8 h A S 10
FBF, RFA LT NG A FRIE G I 08 OG0
TR B (53, 35).

N F A B R e SO A RO R T — A3
FERAE, AEXE T H N ERHLR A AR A . B AT A
THREN B G BT b oA 37 50 B A RONAS 13
(E5). WINH-SEREED A=A S 0 25,
W A5 A A A R E N B B, TS
AT R, AN ATER B B, Z0% AXHE G 5%
HATHVERL R AT 5 AR TR, R B
PR 98 19 85 T REA R Z igdE g aml A
PR, BA N3 nY 48 04 1 55 Re 8 AR 15 5 = i 48
WA EEEN O i, A B ER S P AR G E
AN P 3 3 R D0 52 48 0 5 R ) — 1> AT R Y i R
S, ST NG S o e OO SRR G M B
IAERISE AR S S S 3K R B R EE b A
TR,
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R0 N4 S I AR IO 28 57 N A A% DA 2 I 2
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3.2 WS HRERL R

TESCIR20 BRI b, B xR PRI . AR
AT, TR RO, SRR LA
ARG EME R AR R L, TERBHRIN ISR, &
5 1 B T SR I < BN N 13K B 2 X4 8 ) 7
SRR, BB IR 2 KRR T REAS i
PZaR B RS, SHEE I B A TR
JITRE R B SR bR By, SR 7ok, SRR
AR, TR AR R

BRI S35 S 2 B S A B, UG SO A
B g i A g A A A,

3.3 &
331 R4t B4R A4 X AT
HAS R FRiE2E FIAHOC R B K6, ThsT
FEARAGHSE T R, FEhI X255 NG & n e [F AR
WEMRTRE4, #(366)=—2.10, P=0.037, Cohen’s
d=0.22, UL SCE3H A 2805 A5 AR ).
SR8, MR, TAG0E
B 20 M S IR S0 . 8 440 5 W2 T

Fo FEREHTFHE. MEEHERRE

K, BN FAG A A B35 (3L6).
332 AAGEWERBERBWLERERK I E R

FeXTREARAG IR LS R R, A B EEBE T
SKIBFN W E LT A NS ENE, 1(367)=—14.85,
P<0.001, Cohen’s d=0.62; Ji A Bp10i 3158 v AR Ik
MR ERTA NSO ENSSE, 1(367)=—10.29, P<0.001,
Cohen’s d=0.44. {HIHLEMZEF AT E, #(367)=0.28,
P=0.782. XU, ABUiEENABMTEL T I &
e R SEHARIH B0
333 HAFMEEAL: EEHEXCEHEELES

BOEME KT 43 FT (confirmatory factor analysis) & #i
(El4), TFRIRA ZHIEAL, SRR A
TR B, ZRE A AR SRR,

FERAED . PR T2 &li)a, AR mhE
RS RS BT 47/df=3.510, RMSEA=0.040,
SRMR=0.013, CFI=0.986, TLI=0.962. Zi3%P(%4),
20 NG & W O ) T OG0y, OG0 A IE
[ T e 0 B R S0 S 35 67 1 T e 45
0 B 9 2 1 1) FUU0 4 e 4 1.

AN R IR GRS R KRN, &5 N5 &l It
55 20 55 48 8 b M 118 e X P A S T 4 T 4 0.
Bk, 205 AME g, g G OAR, Rt
PERRAIL, TG 08k D,

3.4 ik

SLY 3L R — LR T S O N A
TR S OB PN A 25 (R5): ABF A&
T A A S O FIFR I 0 ZEPE A BE X A AR TR R 4R
BEERT). MBS EAGHE R =TS, b5
R e AR I MR (4.3.271), IRITATIINGS T 468 A
AR AT, SR, R3S SER R el 8

Table 6 The means, standard deviations, and correlation coefficients of the key study variables

TS ENES HNE O ER

M(SD) 1 2 3 4 5 M(SD) 1 2 3 4 5
L & ANEE 437(1.39) 1 4.37(1.39) 1
2. HERL 30.90(6.25) —0.15%* 1 31.38(5.76) —0.08 1
3.FREG 5.11(1.02)  —0.07  0.53%x* 1 5.87(0.91) —0.06 0.50%** 1
4. BEN 5.06(1.15)  —0.09  0.44%k  (,58%%* 1 5.67(1.09) —0.09 0.43%** (,65%** 1
5. TR 4.60(1.26)  —0.08  0.63%%*  (44%% (. 4]%x 1 459(1.20) —0.03 0.65%* (33%%x () 42%%% 1
6. IBEAH  54.18(53.73) —0.08  0.41%%x 031%%% 025%%  040%*  62.59(50.89) —0.09 0.30%* 0.26%* 023%* (.42%**
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Table 7 The indirect effects of homo economicus belief on money donations via empathy concern and necessity of donation
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Homo economicus belief affects donation willingness:
The moderated mediation
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The belief in homo economicus, which assumes that humans act rationally and are self-interested, has been linked to
reduced charitable donations; however, the underlying mechanisms of this association are not well understood. To address
this gap, we conducted four online experiments and sought to investigate how empathic concern, perceived necessity of
donation, and contextual factor of physical harm interact to explain the relation between homo economicus belief and
donation behavior. We hypothesized a chain mediation model, in which empathic concern and perceived necessity of
donation would mediate the path linking homo economicus belief with donation behavior, and the degree of physical harm
involved in donation scenarios would moderate the mediation effect.

Experiment 1 examined whether empathic concern mediated the relation between homo economicus belief and donation
behavior. We randomly assigned Chinese college students (n=117) to either the priming or control group to manipulate
their beliefs in homo economicus. Both groups were then presented with the same donation scenarios and asked to report
their empathic concern and the amount of money they were willing to donate. Results showed that the primed belief in
homo economicus decreased donations, and this effect was fully mediated by empathic concern.

Experiment 2 (n=142) further examined whether physical harm in the donation scenarios moderated the associations
revealed in Experiment 1. Results indicated that empathic concern played a mediating role only when donating scenarios
did not involve physical harm. When physical harm was present in the donating scenarios, participants showed more
empathic concern and were willing to donate more money than when physical harm was not present, regardless of their
beliefs in homo economicus.

Building upon the first two experiments, Experiment 3 (n=368) and Experiment 4 (n=225) used different methods to
manipulate participants’ beliefs in homo economicus and examined the role of perceived necessity of donation — a latent
factor represented by participants’ self-reported perceived severity of the need, efficacy of the donation, and social
responsibility of the donation. Results showed that participants perceived higher levels of donation necessity in scenarios
involving physical harm, which led to greater amounts of donations. This could explain the nonsignificant effect of homo
economicus belief on donation behavior in scenarios involving physical harm.

In sum, our findings suggest that stronger belief in homo economicus may lead to lower levels of empathic concern and
perceived necessity of donation, which in turn decreases donations. However, the presence of physical harm in donation
scenarios may increase people’s awareness of necessity of donation and thus amplify the beneficial effects of empathic
concern on donation behavior. Our study supports a chain mediation model that sheds new light on the psychological
mechanisms underpinning individual differences in money donations. The series of experiments not only enrich our
understanding of how homo economicus belief influences charitable donations, but also offer strategies for increasing
donations by promoting empathic concern and perceived necessity of donation among people with diverse views of homo
economicus.
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