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(P R 24t 4 S50 B2 BE, LA 100081)

B E RSB B X AN TRIAR . AT B RN, TR B S AT Z R R L,
AR TSR RA EE, W FFERRT A EHIPLHEASRZ AR . AHFTEN A BT i T IA,
KM 3 WRETE(S A FHHOBRT T 11 BT S 5 WEA T o Z 81/ FIPLE] . BFFE4E A8 (1)1 BORTER Bk
SRR T oA R 5 AR R IR T VR - X T T R A AR, BT SR AT AR T R, SRR
ARG 3 22 5 T SRR A, LA 7 o ) S A TR B A () BER e > A i
AT NI SIS A 5, AR T o AP EBNE DR T ZF SRR IIZ 0B, A T b5 A

TR IE R
KR Msk, R, BT, ST, BTN
2%ES  B849: (91

1 55

Fii ik (scarcity) & F B¢ R 19 L5 e = 5k 3 Jek
) () e PR Bk = i 51 K B R F BEAR R ARAS B
Y —Flo BUR S (58 58, 2020; Krosch &
Amodio, 2019). HRKE | ST EHLESWMAE MK
X %8 At LT U B gk %) 2 AT (Laran &  Salerno,
2013); A5 FH IS T B4t T 2 VA 1 1A 1) 8 B A e
HI(Park et al., 2020) . Fh % U5 F Sty R i Ff Bl A%
ARG | B AT R 7 AR A A RS
(O’ Donnel et al., 2021; Rad et al., 2022),

M HOR ST AATHO AT N 2 2 e & D
W7 B 50T A BRI A Ay B R Bk B ) TS AA fi
PEREAT M A AT REPE . MIZBHIE i A, WFFEIN N BT
i R A4 5 4 ) B (Roux et al., 2015) 3l
AT HHE /D (Penner et al., 2005) | 48 2045 & L T AL
(Korndorfer et al., 2015), #&R1M, LAFESIHEE IS H

W5 F 32 2023-09-30

R EPEAMEARBON Ty - BT SRt T2 T
I A= 36 7, B AT B 2 A 1E B8 SR AT
¥ . AR A A (Keltner et al., 2014), LT, #F5%
N AR Y i S R NS DN = VA S e SEY D=V Y
o . HREOCTE B A A ARE AL, RIS T 2 1 P
17 (Durante et al., 2017; Piff et al., 2010), &%} I
W FEFERRR, HHTHEIT C 125 DR Sl I £
FrifE(Malika et al., 2023)  SEAE 217 010 H bR X 5 25
5+ (Kuang et al., 2021; Madsen et al., 2023). FfE4
1125 (Han et al.,, 2023) . 2554 SR P31 BE
(Schmukle et al., 2019; Stéphane et al., 2015)% J5 1
HEAT TR o AHAEAARR U, S 1T X A i 5 WA T
Z [E AR FBL AT B = 3 W B8 I

{BEEAT A BA 2 5 s & (Thielmann et al.,
2020), A PBrE Bl A i U SR T R 5 e 5
M (AR O o T —Fh - i fh 25 BRI 42,
A2 T NATAETE S OCHE, XA BRAT A 5
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W (=480, #4408, 2013; Tsang et al., 2013), [T &
S B S R A s N, X B Bh AT R A A 4k
F¢ . FEFH SO A9 T BEME (Chan et al., 2009). I,
Shy TG Ml ] Ny AR R R, AR SE AL 1 R A A AR
FAYIA, PRI - B TE BE TR B S A T2 Z 1)
AIVE o S XA [l R, AT RAARS B A T 4y
Hb R BE R R 5 IR A T R Z B DG R AP JE R,
W OA WSS EIS TS . R, X T 2 AR 2%
TE R T B TR AR R S ke 285 G AT 5 i PR REA T
Ry KA 3 G F2 RN S A B L R S
11 BEREMUAATHEF

H IR A IIE I, AT 3 AL H
O 5 8 B OC & U 52 A A0 3 517 R/
Ay B K (Markus & Kitayama, 2003). Stephens

E(2014)% A IR EMFS TR BFE 2 0 2 s,

FIER T RIS R AR5 MR P IAE
o TR, BTS2 L9 IR 4 22 AR 2 SR 3R 45
BN, AT OGRS A B ARG H bR RS
B METR 3 X (solipsism)TA IR, 1M 95 YR AR
Bl A A T 25 7 2 0 AE AT BB A B v, TR G
AN IAEE M I I 5% 3 L (contextualism)[¥)
NI,

FEoz OBz, R MR TE AR E 1 B
R B, R AR IS R AT A At 2
PEH BTN S (Hwang, 2006; BRETA 45, 2023),
NATT 2 R B R At 2 PP B B A T, s
R W B A 2 A i 8 B 2 1T (Han, 2016; Ho,
1976), KRR WIRF AR TR A AT E,
AILAE SO NI B 22 (BT AR 4%, 2023;
Hwang & Han, 2010), A #F5E & F1E 74 st e
() FE R T (1K), i Sl NS Ty KA
sHRE IR0y, Wil AR S, S
e Sk R A, J5 3 IR AR T8 18 5 o A
2574 (Ho, 1976; Hwang, 2006; Qi, 2011), MATE
F 2 B B 45 5y 32 S RER I B R4 S8 HTE 1Y 52
ST 5 X 81T A ) CHK (Zhang, Tian,
& Grigoriou, 2011), T, AR ETH &
T ()X — )2 11 1T BE AT AR AR 4, T
DU —FhBE S M AR L RS . ST T B E A
KRBT AS, 38 8 B R Sy i R SR M B T,
B TR (R A R 38 A D T BT A, T < R
NG el N R T i AN S T
(Hwang & Han, 2010), i FJ2—FfRAER, £
SR, AR E TS T S bR AR Y

TEEEA G, IKIT AR, WHAHME AT
e Y MEFR 32 SCIAHT L BERAR B AE A B 1 “IE B
FSCNE, W RLE O T I R R R Y B R A
SRR, TEM RS AR Sh T, Tt =
WA AR,
12 EFEREHBRSEBRTAPHNETIER
MEETT 2 (generosity) J2& 38 1> 1A B2 3 4 Al 42
HE LT I BB B 22 0 1 B B Sy, AnmpE] L 4k
ZF(Park et al., 2017). A2 25 T A BYIRIEST M,
(R TG B AT IR, DR es o 1) 28 5% B T ik
i BEZAT M (Park et al., 2017), 24, e 5 e
170 Z M 6 R R A RAATEA—B, WA B
h, HHBCRA B G| A RTE R R ) S AT 2
BF (R AU T e S AN B T s A T A
(Nhim et al., 2019), 653247 Ry, o 2508
/> (Petersen et al., 2014), Korndorfer 4:(2015)%
HAMRBHEFEAD 8 M5 R, RSB 2K
(RAE AT R BN T At S 2 AR, SR,
AWFREE A, KT K774 (having less,
giving more), A %4 B, 3EELT 25000 Itk
AR EER HU A 4.2%F8 25 T 2636000, ik
A 100000 370 & VL IR EEALTTER T 2.7% (Louie
& Rieta, 2018), A WF5T A, WAL = BT
TREEHARAAE AN 25T B35 B s (Piff et al., 2010),
WSS, TR BT 2 B 3 2 2Pk nd G
(Kim & Nam, 1998). 7EF SR AL T, HF =K
SEAS R AR B R ARE A T o0 R IR T BEAS[R) o MRS T
SNBSS R 55 EAEAR DG, WA BRSO R
RO, 1 T R TR R AR R 23 00 R i U
s, PIABATT T 25 5 52 B4 23 1% 58 1 52 e (Zhang
& Zhou, 2023), ¥ GRS IRAE AAT4% BRBIA AT /Y
FESSHE RN BT, 2 Sk S AR 25 AR
57 BTGB 4 (Hardy & Van Vugt, 2006), 4145 #ff
FERIL, T B R ST A2 A,
LMW EN BT A (Wu et al., 2022; Shi et al.,
2018), TEAEACHEME b, THIF B IR & MR 2k A
PIE S H B TR PN S SN PN 53
$#(Brafias-Garza et al., 2017; Leimgruber, 2018), [
TR AR TE 222 38 2 At A Y IA AT RS ROk
IRAG [ 250 A9 5 2 R 1 B (Jiang & Shan, 2016;
Jin & Kang, 2010), Xie il Shi (2021)k H i E 1 %%
R AE i, 255 ke BRI 55 %% TR S AR SR B o
Z AL ST R, FERTE AL, =il T
N =R H T AR .
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56 4%

L

FETF LA, FRATTIA A BIVEE Ay o 5% 5 e
EOL T, TR R B MRS IR A T RE S i R
AT R, B ULRY <55 KO, SZAMk, X T+
BARBAR ARSI, BT AN PEN A AT IE A
JEEEMBNIRIE, MATTER SR F I mER v | Z0,
0. B4 b b B A S P BT SR 1Y T, A2 AR
5 45 AN AL BRSAS A5 IR (K esebir, 2017). A3 i,
T BRI, 729 S0 B i 19 0 T e fin 3
PR B 1 B 2 TRIRAS, S 0 o 9% 5 1A BR
P B D IR T . BE T UL oA, FRATTHE
R 1:

Bk 1 R IRTER B S PRI T R e & b
R TER . X F 7 2R Ok U, 98 IR
BRIE S T AATA B2 RIS, SRR E A
IG5 5 e T 1 R A A,
A7 0 ) AT R A
1.3 & HETFERFET?

YT ST 4 53 4 1 - (gaining face) T4
[fi T (avoid losing face) ™4k i (Hwang, 2006). 4
A7 B B BT A (4 S PR S, AT RN 2 T
TR R A #RAA A [F] %32 (Hwang, 2006) ., 405k
DN RAF G AL A AR EOR, gmT L4 -,
AT AR MIRSZ . B, sy BT,
ACPH F 1T AR 45 A AR B A R T ARG I (Kim. &
Nam, 1998), PFH 44 11 5 1 F AU bR ifE AR, LA
S| S E I S RN 2l | ) O B B U R S S A
SAEN A C i+, (HR R T PR HER A —E
22 L T(Ho, 1976), HUA A 2 BUK T T &k

i AR /K, A4 F 1 F(Zhang, Cao, & Grigoriou,

2011).

Tl 745 B H 32 (face management theory)ih A,
AR AZ B TH B, AT T R T SR
Fa) BT — Fob i 5 B Y 41 2 3 ML (Goffman &
Newill, 1967). X & K~ Z [+ i K i iE S =
TS R T3 1 i SR AR S SR, R 4sik
MATEIE S HIRE P . I, AR DO TE
{HJE—E &l % | T (Liao & Bond, 2011; Wang
etal., 2021). M.OFREMILARE, ST AR,
P15 A A B Bl AL ) A5 & (Cupach & Carson,
2002) YA I 2% 18 T, 0 AR A A
) H 25 5k oA RS B AR . IR R A,
AR T s SR MA R LA C
PAFE -, (HEH Tk L1, MEETZER
e AT At 2 R EAE — 2 T 232 97K F | (Ho,

1976), 5T LA L 4r#Hr, FRATIN K ZEY) B0 B 15 1l
T, NATTHE 22 i PR Sy D (T AR 5 T ) i R AR
1. iz 2:

A& 20 BPIH T E ) OO i S AREA T oy =2 T
HAER
1.4 WFZEHEESE

PEEAT R T 48 1] 1A X G AN ], 2 e S50RR SR e
WEAT N W5 A7 AE 25 5 (Kuang et al., 2021). M H
By B FA AR AE #B 2 % 4k 42 8 7 A S i (Van
Doesum et al., 2017), PAFEAWFIRHER T2
S B Az AR A T oM (PIfE et al., 2010), WA WHFFT4E
PREAEAT S 14 X5 52 48 ) 7] 2% 5 & (Benenson et al.,
2007), ASFFFEEHCP AP ERESS Y, DUSGIE 2 75 g fs
B — SO TS S A, BRI XS S 48 i [6] 2%/ I
() N BRARAEAT A LA B F8 ) 56 = 5 4l 2L 1R R0/ 25
PR TR -

AFFIRA 3 AHE5E(S DR REE L
WS WFSE 1S 1a FIBFSE 1b PRI F-RIFST
K T8 o 3 ST AR B BB, WS 1a BEEE
UL «Bfifn £ ETEIE S . BFSE 1b WECER IR
PR e B, ST T R R B S A T
Sy Z 18] AR o BIFSE 2 (BFSE 2a. BIFE 2b)FERF
9% 1 AYFERN I, 0 5 B SRR A T, [
i s o AN O 7 TN S N T T R R 0
Kt — R = H Z MR o WF5E 3 SRR 45
s, PR E TR AR S A TN
652 ) 22 [ BT A P P FH

2 WHIE 1 RAMEIRMAT A

21 W% la: “BEHRF = THHRERITA
211 #ik

ARG R B R SR B, ALY A Al S
YIS . R G*Power 3.1, ¥ BB =
0.25), itk Ji(1 — B2~ 0.80 B, T+ A
THRIEAS &8 128 A IE L 508 i1 WA (Credamo)
F-E5WEEEIE, %7 & W8 ATE BEAE LTI 5T
IUE RAFCRIE 4%, 2023)  ZEIGE T, RATHAMT 2
EHRWEH, DI AEAEZ o, &, 5L
WA AR 198 44, HhH M 67 A(33.8%),
M 131 N(66.2%) . 44444 30.58 %/ (SD = 8.25),
AR A N 19 %5 51 56 % o ik Rl HL 43 C 2 P
SERAH (BRALAS 99 N)o
212 WMRERF

B, AR DA R F 0 Sl 7
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3, BRI Y R Bk (Bickel et al., 2016), i
Bt 2H 40K Bl 2 B — BeOC T A S im Rk, 7R
S TAE Z BB AT AW A P ST ) T FEAR
LA ) 32 3 — B T & AR, JFE T
BEHRHT 2% B SCFEM R ORISR S, BT
HIRTEZ S N AETRIRE 5 RZ IR E TR, =
SRABATT 5 1) I 25 22 BT o Bl i R [ 225 )
“HRETM S, R AWCARSTE N, A 15 1R e 2 £5
TE, AE BRI PER L

R, T 2 o0 B 7o R IS S I 5 . AR
WEFE I B HENEA T Ay 17 52 Sy A3 7 (W) 9 1) 1 4 5
KA B R T AR T 48 5 P A< B Ay T 1)
BT G —hnifE, (B2 — 23 7E 100 T-500 TG Z
) ] 7 5 J e 2 [l 28 <R e 4 TR o By~ 114 46
BECh 7 AT A LR A AR
A R P P 0 £ A o

R, B 22 58 LI 75 2 5 3% (Zhang, Cao,
& Grigoriou, 2011), Z & FRILEH 11 EHH, 1UE
PR A <R TR B O s A L RTE
RN — B R 5 o 2 0.90,

wJE, #kse — R OG22 Ar b, A4
PERI . RIS SR
213 WRLEER

(DHERG K 55

SR A S7AEAS € RS 30 R 4 A P A 56 R IR A 7 A
5, 455 BoR M i R s (M = 4.37, SD =
0.84) i % = T RMABHAM = 2.55, D = 1.12),
t(196) = 13.01, p< 0.01, Cohen’s d = 1.84, FHHAHT
FE R R A RS B Y

(2) T~ 2 TE W o A R 5 A AT S 22 1] A A
TAEH

B, WATAMT B B+ & 81T T IE
DKL, 5K A B, B0 T 480 1) s (skewness)
h0.59, IEJF (Kurtosis) A—0.32, KIEMES/NT 2,
WEZ5/NF 7, BIAT R4 IE 2543 4[ (Finney & Distefano,
2006). P, AEHRIE S AT T — 2L EEE T .

ST R I B R AE AR B ST S 2 ] Y
PP, FATRA process 3.2 ;A RIFAL 1,
PR BE R [ AR B (R SR AL A% R 0, & Al gt N
D), 1 FERERE A&, BT 0 B S i
RS REHEAT R AAE I A . BREEE SRR, a4
Hilds e AR . WS IRR L . BB KA A Z
J&, T R TRTE R B 5 PR A T R = (R A% 9 4R
#,B=-0.29,t=-2.01, p<0.05, 95% CI = [-0.5682,

—0.0055]. #F— 20 By AT B RE 2R A0 B R B, X T ik
AN AR, T R TR 2 I [ TR A 1) fe 8
BEFL 4%, p = 0.63, t = 3.35, p < 0.01, 95% CI =
[0.2581, 0.9945]; SR F & # 4 AR UL, T
AT B A AL & A B E R, B =
0.07, t=0.38, p = 0.70, 95% CI = [0.2581, 0.9945],

DL 1, 45 R e TR 1.
360 -

L

340 — EH
& 3200 —
& 300t .
= B
2 s0f
B 260 |

240 | v

220

HFEPUE HFERE

BT e T 7 R RO BE AL 4 A S LA

22 ®E 1b: “BEH=ETHIREBRTA
221 #Wik

[FWT5E 1a, ABFSE N B R SEgR it R
G*Power 3.1 15, ARUFFTITRIFEARRE R 128 A
W WA G S A S 188 KM 57 A,
30.3%), #IAE4ER A 29.99 2 (SD = 8.04), 4%
SAATE RN 20 5 2 59 %5 g wk R AL FC ) S
H(95 NFFAEML 93 N).
222 WRER

5, POAT B2 MU IR, BRI
FAFFE la. BHE:EE, Bialod BUMMEA T i 16 S5
55 o ASHESE IR T O B g A LA RIS
. (Jeong et al., 2019), L5 & “IH &KW 1) 17F 1%
HEAT o B “TEM BT BE R — K, AR AR [A] 25—k
EWZM, PRUEE S R IARRSE R, B RTA RS
FFAVRIZER, WERTELL N PR IUE h ks,

TRE 1
A¥I 119 78

RIE 2
A1 149 3¢

EFXF LA EAEBE, #adE T ORELRIZA LT () .
(DIRTEZ KRR F BB — KBS QR
ZRFLE PR EREE FE? B, whtEs
S AR P R A o S T DAS ] B A B ke
BT, APPSR Chan %5 A (2009) A4 T 7 25 iH
R, L E S EMH, RS H e FRIT IR
M, PR 7 sy, Mk, AR
FREUUGER, FEARDIZE D, ZERNNHR—5E R
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56 4%

oo 0.85, SEMIERMMGE, PHAFEZRA
Agit A i s, BAREAEFER . M. U5
PROCATH WA

223 WIRGER

(HERGAG 5

SR M ST AEAS € RS 50 X 45 1 A B0 A R A 7 A
55, 455 SR vl i R sk (M = 4.36, SD =
0.70) . % = T M A 9HA(M = 2.48, SD = 0.88),
t(186) = 16.27, p < 0.001, Cohen’s d = 2.38, FEHA
FFE R R R R 45 I L 1Y

(2)TH 25 TE ) A R 5 A A T S = 1] A A
WAEH

DIFR S A5 T R S IR R 2 R [ AR
i, PO IUL M EECY AR R, AN DSt eE A
WG R, XTSRS TR A R R U 2548
Bro B A g AR, Wb iy =200 W3, sk
HANRBERE 119 TS B E17(M = 5.49, SD = 0.17)
STk 149 STIRE (M =3.22, SD =0.17), F(1,
179) = 10.56, p < 0.01, ki n> = 0.09; 1T EIHLMFE
BN, T RS ARERE 119 JTiRE R
(M = 5.55, SD = 0.18) % & = T F & 4
(M = 3.50, SD = 0.18), F(1, 179) = 5.39, p < 0.05,
i m2 = 0.03,

FIRF ARG RIC LI, Wk 56, W1 2R
SRR Z A = Eg EAEH R, F(1, 179) =
5.98, p < 0.05, fi n2 = 0.03, & FARILMT4H0Hr
AN TA) T 2 UK T ik 5 AR B 2 R Y 58 B
fEH .

XF T - BRI AR UL, R 5 1k 26
M2 HEAE B3, F(1, 79) = 1537, p< 0.01, fi n? =
0.16, HMKE, X T+ =PRIk UL,
SR B e 119 JURJE R EM(M = 5.88, SD =
147NN % W& T 5 #rdlgil(M = 5.26, SD

1.61), t(79) = 1.95, p = 0.05, {HZ7E 149 LK |,
Fi e WO B = (M = 2.69, SD = 1.48)i7=
i) W FAE T E A APEAM = 4.31, SD = 1.75), 1(79) =
—4.66, p<0.01 (L& 2 7).

X1 TR U AR, RS R A
[ AFEAERZ AR, F(1, 95) = 1.17, p=0.28, Hik
S, H g R R 119 STHUE B (M = 5.11,
D = 1.92) 5 E A A HIAM = 5.17, SD = 1.67)
WA RFELESE, 1(95) = —0.17, p = 0.86; [FFE, 7F
149 JTHR G Y ERE b, Fdt A MR EREE M =
3.95, D = 1.92) 5 EHr A #iA(M = 4.38, SD = 1.67)
To I 2R, 1(95)=-1.69, p=0.11 (WK 2 1),
2.3 HWEE/NGE

T 1 R 2 W5 (W5 1a FIAFSE 1b), 43
B DAE R Rl B RN S N 7T K i U e i e T a5}
MGV R R EIRIEAT A, ST T AR BRI
S TE NBRSSHE B T BB T M B S R o BFoT
REH, B FRR G, YT, w1
TR AR UL, AT BEAR - 1) 4 0 A % T ik
BEUUE 7 5 FEM AL B AT TC B 35 25 S eiE
FELERBE TR 1. LT 1 Fr i B s 5
SN b -85 751 3 & NN 7P EN ] 2
2 RSB T A&), WF5E 2 B 3mirs R 5|
RN 2R DR IEAT S S BE, 43 BRI 55 4y
BeFI <N 2 48 B WS 5, R B4R a0 T
FEEMEREG, HE— PR R R R
TS0 Z M &R .

3 BFSE 2: ML R HERE T

31 R 2a: “MEHE H=THIRETA
311 #ik

AHIFFE [ A B DR 2R S S e o AR B A O
LI 2 ) A 0 ok 58 K, (RIS B T (R

7r Tr

o =3 -ﬁ
B s F 6r 0
%5- I AH %5— I
24 | =M I
< <4
<5l Z,l
& 2 % 3
hoyl Ay
= =

O L J 1 J

119TTHUE 1497CHUE ¢ 1197eHUs 1497CHUE

Bl 2 ik 5 T RORTE RPN R RO A2 B



% 9

BB A 55RO . A IR T W R SR A T A A5 e 1181

vs. 1K), [REEHIBOFSE 1a M2, RA
G*Power 3.1 THREMFEIT FHBMEA R, 71 R1R A
AR 128 Ao EUSEE0E i WHCE & I S5 A 3%
ik 190 Z(FE 68 A, 35.8%). WX TFHFER N
29.23 $(SD = 7.27), FR/AMIEHEMN 19 2 5] 52
% o WRE AL 0 E B T B 24 (96 N) RN T4
w94 N).

312 MRERF

BT 1 S T S R BRI A AR S A
PR ELC AR — R, R RO SRRk
M & (Sharma & Alter, 2012), RO ERILALS
11 B H, RS H e h T ok, FEHWN
TS BRATHRARKIE S, R 7 i, 118%
BT E, T REFAEFEFE, Mo RER
AN BT R A KPR o 12 R AE AR5
— R o K 0.95,

B ik Xl Bt AL 4 e 32 1 - R LR ] AN
BT o LR 43 ) 1) 15— BE U A ek di) i
HOGHTE P SRR R TR AN FERL S AT Tk
MARAF AL S HUA RN PEAY o 1% AR AR FE 2/
—HWAEE GEFEELOE W S KT EHEE/AEE
W, IR TR RETEAN iR, LIk g 3)
T B SR . RS W T A AR TE 2K
FERE AR F IR dEw mEE A 2, /i1 30
JEA AL BRI B H SR S ST (1= — a4
WAL, 5 = EHEL), FFBRARAN I
T,

HWR, Bl T 57 IR A T A ) 0 i, AR
WF 25 % H 2l gm B VLA 9 U1 55 78 2 (Clobert et al.,
2015), HAKINAE Ry ML —F, RIREE S
XrERis 10 HARM, RSEARTXEE?
FLAR UG B AROK 22 4y O A 9E 4 b, R R I
ile Bk R & 0B LB, W15 HIEE
SEAAC RN K. BEIWTE S .

BEHOR T ER A OS2 R EE,
FEE . AR . AR IRIR A A A SR
313 ARGER

(DK T

SR VM ST FEAS 4G 56 X 48 A M A 560 R 30E 4 7 4
Mr, 25 5% 0 R 7 5 2 4 Bl 0 T R
(M = 5.23, SD = 0.64) & 3 & T 1 F A H 24 9k
(M = 2.27, SD = 1.04), t(188) = 23.72, p < 0.01,
Cohen’s d = 3.45, FK AT XS 1 T A 2 A
I

()R e . T F TR 4 0 40 i ) 38 L5 )

ok, ATV KRR vs. FoHy)FIHE
THEMWGEZ vs. AEE)NHDE, WEMIE
Fefl o AR &, YRR AR B IRARES . BRKE .
AU G N O Geit2gAs i PhAE it X Frfs i i
TTEh I 25081, SHTAWFFEAIE], AR Bl s
fls R 98 4 B0 (R 2 2 A PE ATk, EAk
WFESEA RN WA BRI A4 o

WFFT L R B, 7S le 45 Al e ) L, i dske
(4 800 Y 3 R RZE AR S B 45 A L Bl (M =
37.05, SD = 1.74) W EH LT M A MA ST B 45 At A
(M = 47.21, SD = 1.79), F(1, 181) = 15.13,
p<0.05, fiii n>=0.08; ¥ 5 ZPEN FERNA 3,
1T B A e 4 AN EL (M = 42,51, SD =
1.69) 51 F A EZH Bl A AW (M = 41.75,
D = 1.66)Z [T E 2R, F(1, 181)=0.15,p=0.74,

i ke 55 T8 - E B Rl RE B 2 R sC BAR
F(1,181) =4.38, p< 0.05, fiif 0> = 0.07 fa] AR A 43
Mrég i won, XF T AEZE WA AOR UL, 7
Pk EC A M AR EL (M = 35.41, SD = 15.11)
FR T M HPIRM = 49.70, SD = 18.66), 1(92) =
—4.07, p<0.01, Cohen’d = —0.38 ; [fij X} F i ¥ & %
A A AR 1, Sl 4 A 20 Bl 45 b N T (M =
40.25, SD = 16.89) 5 M A BIA(M = 43.24, D =
13.95) i E 2% 5, t(94) = —0.94, p= 0.35, HAK
K3,

40

EL 1

351 |
E 30f I
x
g 25¢
gzo-
ﬁé“ls-
R 10

5t

0

HE AEE

B3 Moo S5 EEEN AS . ARSI

119 52 B AR
32 % 2b: “AmIBEH R THIERMRITS

311 #ik

AHIF 5T A A A () A R D e A ke, (DA S Ak
BYRGshmr, MEHNRLE &I, @il
G*Power 3.1 THRAMFF T HRFEAS I, THRIR S
AN 128 N AHFFEE i WECE & 240 S5kl
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L

56 4%

192 (B 79 N, 41.14%) B 4ERE R 30.48
# (D = 8.60), BIXAEWTEFIN 20 53 56 &, B
TR BEHL 2 2 1 L1995 AN )i FASEH Z 4]
97 N).
312 WMRERF

B SR 58 R R 0 AR T 1Y
BRYN(RIWFST 2a). S5 2a AN[E A F2:, ARHFFEE
TS T RIS B . W E e A B — MBI
T 4 o), BER @R G a . b
Ja, AR R R A N LB AR A5, 1] R
AR LA b T 6 K 3 H AR Rt 4 1 LS i B
B, AR R AR, W B A P
Fifi J5 B 1l R GBI T N A A (DA EZ
KB F BB RN ? Q)EIEARR SR
SRR EE N DRSS 1-7 S, 5
L, AR EIE B B GE . Q)R AN iX
FEIX A — 51, SEAEA R S48 16 o) b S S48 B Y 4
H JUAHEAE 0-500 Joz MM s, f)m,
POl T E W — R A DG RIS, BAiR
AR AR BSIARNL . BE KR A .
313 HIRLER

(DG o 45 51

AHIFFE R SR A ST AR A ¢ 4G 30 0k Th] - E 2
PTG . S5 Eon, T 5 2 g i
FHEMRAIM = 535, SD = 0.63) &5 T
ANEELHHIRAM = 2.18, SD = 1.03), t(190) = 25.64,
p < 0.01, Cohen’s d = 3.72, FBIAAFFT X 1H T 1452
NI

(2) s fife 5 Th] 2 B JER RN AR R TR Y
EH

B, FRATRAIE I 48 3R A T T IER

”

€

a .y -
2l $

HESLERE, BHIHLLE

#, FRERLE L “fl" XS89,

ARELETT RS, A+ F A0S,
2AMGE, LD RERN, FREF20E

HABH.
RETWEEDE S, B il
REFRA !

E,
1
[l

S

PER 5, 255 K B, 483K 4 F Y B (skewness) ol
0.64, & J% (Kurtosis) N—0.21, MKIEMmA/NT 2, 1§
AB/NT 7, BT IES A0 B Tk, SR i
5 E XA AR R R A, AT LA SR
TRV FITH - EE B Sy F AR R, AR AR R
SRR, PR ARES . WSWRIRES . BOE KR H
WA SEN B Geit AR i S AR 5, X A A0 cais
HEAT T U 2200 o BE AT A R AR B, A R A T
T H BRI R AR R e A O N B, R
M AR IR RIS B AT B 38 B,
F(1,177)=3.57,p<0.05, fii n2=0.02 . faj AL
TSR BN, X F TR EZE A AOR UL, Gk
AR B AR H(M = 66.62, SD = 6.86)
BEMTREHBILM = 90.69, SD = 8.14),
t(93) = —2.83, p < 0.01, Cohen’s d = —0.84; #XIfi,
Xof T AR T, 2 B R R AR K
HSE 4 %M = 81.97, SD = 7.80)5 S 4 ik
(M = 7758, D = 7.26) L EER, t(95) = 1.30, p =
021, BRI S,
3.3 WFFE/NG

AW 2 WU B S5 (W5 2a FIIFSE 2b),
DL 4 43 W A X4 B o SE e B, Il 5w
T 19 E B — A RS T R T R
EAT R 28 BAEFH o DFFE 25 R 3R T IRATI BT AR
B, X 7 S AR UG, BEOIRRR B MR S
YR FEAME B A ATE 3 BC 25 A N 1) 5% 4 LB (BF 5T 2a)
DL RS- BIE A B (ST 2b) BRIl B 245, H
SRR T T BRI AR UL, B IRAR S A AR TGS
TE 43 T 25 il N 9 5% 45 L) 1 3 2 78 - 348 3k 4 4
AR R E T RS T A 5T 3 K —2F
PR 5 e AR A T A ) B AR

C

- Il
\se The &:g:' ’

?

|
e .

$

R

—_— 2

Bl 4 AWE5E b TR AT S A1
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120 .
m FEE O
100

= 80 I I
5,
% 60|
=
B )

20 |

0

BHE AEE

Pl 5 vk T S AR SO 1 S AR ]

4 WHIE 3. STl R T
R MR AR A T R O A
FEBFSE 1 FNBFSE 2 AORER L, ASBETER A %
PR D7 e, PRI TR P TR 4

TR B2 M R 4 7 o0 R VR
41 #Wik

[FIAE ] G*power THEEFEAN L, H 5400 524
2= 0.25, G 11 — BN 0.80, FHESILFEE
ik 210 A AW o WACT- 5 43 55950 300 44,
I3 299 3 A 2L 45 (55 P 86 N, 28.8%), #ik-F
YIAERY N 31.27 % (SD = 6.88), 4EMATEEIM 19 % 3|
58 % RHE 81 N(27.10%), I 217 A(72.60%),
1 AN(0.3%); #IF LI 18 A(6%), AR 211
N(70.6%), WF5EAELL DL 225 70 N(23.4%); H
W AFE 5000 JCLL FAYA 53 A (17.7%), 5000~10000
JCH) 108 A (36.1%), 10000~20000 JGIY 107 A
(35.8%), 20000 JC K A | 31 A(10.40%).

42 MEITHR

Hi e B o AR AR L A 5 R I A

(R R (R BFFE 2a).

- &R, SR F 75 % i % (Zhang, Cao, &
Grigoriou, 2011), % 1w 3 A0 45 35 i+ A1 9w -+
PANYERE . b o R AT 6 I H, 14
FPERE e Ay BAE M AR R, IR 2806
M, P o R s SEEH, REEEH
IR I B F O BB AN LA A RE . R
KH 7 Sy, L RRE— S WA E, 7R
WA, Ao EE, AR AR A
) IR o IR RAEARVI SR N — B o
FHCH 0.90, HrhdE o RN B o
RECH 0.89, YT E RN —BE o R
5 0.91,

BEWEAT A o {8 Smith 1 Hill (2009)% #1 ) A
P A% 12 % (interpersonal generosity scale, IGS). %
HRIA 10 EBH, RREEE nERSMmAY
KFR b, TE—DAEFWEN N, “FRAE MR AT,
S S EBIHAN ", EIRA 7 S, 1Rk
AR R, 7 ARER AR R, B B B
AR T B RS . AEARRFSE R, s R
P —H MR B o 0.85,

43 WRER
431 HEFEEREZE

WY K Harman BRI 7K 56 38 47 3L [W] 7 ik
TRZERLS . Z5RAEI, RN TR AR S5
28.28%, /N IR FARUE 40%, FIHAWFTTERE A
AFAE ™ E Y 3[R 7 9 e 2% o
432 HiRESH

AHIRGE BT P S e B IR A R LR 1
AR, BT RO A S 35 T RN A A A AR
FERYAESE(r = 0.20, 1 = 0.36, ps < 0.01); ZAHR.OAE
NBRBEEAAAE h AR BE SRR OC(r = —0.18, p < 0.01),

F 1 AHRPEER ST EE( = 299)

AF M (SD) 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
1 M5 — 1
2 FEE 31.27(6.88) — 1
3 %0 5.19(0.58) — — 1
4 U5 1.74(0.46) — — _ 1
5 AlA 2.39(0.90) -0.06 0.41" 0.27" 0.49" 1
6 FWHL.OLA  3.03(1.30) 0.13° —0.26" -0.06 -0.26"" -0.34"" 1
7 BT 4.81(1.31) 0.08 -0.19" 0.06 -0.06 0.04 0.20" 1
8 P F 3.60(1.48) -0.03 -0.33" -0.06 -0.32" -0.317 0.36" 0.46" 1
9 AFRIEME  5.84(0.66) 0.04 0.21" -0.11 0.25" 0.29" -0.18" -0.06 0.30" 1

e G <175, <24

“1” /J\iﬁ [/J‘F . “29’ %}JEP . “3”

R/ R 47 GFL L S ARBERI L USRS : 17

KU, 2700 . 3B, HUA: “175000 JGLL TR, “2” 5000~10000 JG, “3” 10000~20000 JG, “4” 20000 JG &% I,

"p<0.05 "p<0.01
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L

i 15 ABRMEEE A A 53 (r = —0.06, p = 0.42),
SRR T F 5 PR TR 2 1 25 IEAH DG (r = 0.30,
p<0.01),
433 HEFHPEFERRSEBRTARNF
MMER

KRG Mplus 7.0, VIFEIRLOE R 28
i, ABRBEREAKT- S A AR 5, 40 1 R4 i Sy o
g, NG As sl As 5, X8
AT T 4549 J5 B R 0By o XPREASR ] bootstrap
1000 Y%, F-2RHH 95%F1 99% i &A% X ] . i &%
R, BIRUA AR, AR S A A RON
B=0.12,p<0.01,99% CI =[-0.19, 0.01], TRk
i AN R 0.12 /[-0.21 +0.12] = —130% ., EiAk
B 25 FEAR RS, A HE o 35 1T o A o A 2 1)
HISEI A B2, B =0.02, 95% CI=[-0.01, 0.05], %X
T, i R 38 o 4 T XA T R s e R, B =
0.11, p<0.01,95% CI=1[0.02,0.21], VL& 6,

0.18" \ 0.09
0.42"
it —0.21" A BRBRAERE

0.41" y 0.25™

Pl 6 F5iH1/4r 11 7E A iS5 AT o 2 18] A9 P ]

4.4 FRFING

AHIFSE 38 2 (7] 2 DU o 1 7 i, A X 299 444
AHEATI L, PRI T 45 RN AR AR S
NBRWEREAT o Z M E . AR R B, X T4 i ¢
bW i RO 7 N (W 97 N BT T R Al 1R i € R 3 172
720, ARJRAATT 2 R T 24 B O 04 T 17 A5 R
TR MRS R BE TR AT 2,

5 g

SR W) SR S IR T O Y SC R, A G
FAERIEIEAR—B o AWFFELL A T T 1
A A, i 3 BIREFEGS AT T
T TR AE ) S s 5 R A T 0 2Z ) A5G AR o i
FEE T AU, N A R
5T N TR BEES T o AR 1 BS54
51 HHFAZME vsHEBESME

TEGEIRA BRAG AT T, AL R DR T 0 i
S WA A O BT IR AR S o SO T 4 i
AEHIAE 27 ARSI R TR, R I

THRBERTERT, IR SR R T A
WS BONAE R . AR, TS EIAN A2 R,
A e 5 IR AREA T Ry 1 G Rt s Bl A AR 1 TR
A AN [R] T K 2 A

FIRIH ARSI A A £ B ®IENAA
SR SR ST, DRI IR A AR e s BRI S 2
AT M & 1 (Penner et al., 2005), fF55iAN, B4
PRAT AR SR A R A ), (ER S i 5 AR DGR Tk
SRR, BEUR A% BRI (A5 AR TE B U5 A0 Tie b T s 1Y
KU A, 5 B BT 2 9 174l (Shah et al., 2018;
Dolan et al., 2021), AWFITEERINR, 765U G
BMATER RET, WA T ARSI O . >R
VIFEWFSE, 33X AT B8 B A Sl g 25 38 A AR 1 [] 2
(Cui et al., 2022); WA AT HEIE K B¢ U5 Bl A9
AR B A e e B R A 77 U R4 (Raihani &
Bshary, 2015), H hEZRE, fETESEERET,
TR R TEANRAAE TR EZM, N AREWH
PR AR 2 P T SR S5k o HE AT A 1 e A
JU o E L B A PR ) SR e 5 A T O YOG
R, B [A A 2 R R IR A S AR T Ak i A S 1
o REMFTESDE R, HErEDERFE X
R T SO b, X AP AR Y SR el TR Y R
BETME B ERFAR GE, 2023) MAR H S M E .
R G5 SIB R AT L2 AR, AR
AT R Y R B AT B PN Y BT B
Z—o MK, WA T EIA R, WS ass
FFF i N J0 8 — o i AR, AR JE A Sl 1 o,
45 N Br ¢ 2 W s JF 4R 3 87 A28 75 5 ¥ (Zhang &
Zhao, 2023; Zhao et al., 2021)., [fi X — 32 UL 1§ 5%
S AR i 2 A A R R K AR U o FEIX D
TEOLT, R T B IR BB AR UG, AT A PR T
F e A2 R U
52 HFXF: —FLIEREH

“O5 ROT IR WA ) B w550 mg N e A
W2 NEA A GES S RIS i . BT
CA¥HENRTEMEMBES K784, W
Novemsky Fl Kahneman (2005) M i 2k K 3% (loss
aversion) XS H A&, I RIER S AR TAC
AWy R XE R 28, PTG At ] o i e e e I i e
AT A AR 2R L o o 6 T DA iF o0 i,
B IE RLAAIN, “95 KO 2 2k
T AR R AREA T R R 4R A K L Rk R SR
PRRASZ ) — R 7 2, S MARB AL A 2R

i ¥4 B B 18 (face management theory)ih A,
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MAMKRTE Z 2 0 F s, A TXF T B
1E % T T SRR B — AR L 5 Z A 4 25 Bl AL
(Goffman & Newill, 1967). il 1 %% J1 B 1k Z 1 (1
RI4P ) SR AR E O %o 52 T AR 257 >k 0.0 21
B WA T = s | S D ORISR R e o U N T
T H IR 00 A2 T ok g Mk G T T (R BT
%, 2012), T IA R AN, (AR EE T
HE N NARSS Tyt G i) o 32 PR & 1 T4 R 1Y e
ST, R A R S — i B A ) R Sk A A
A2 K B AFLLIE # #17(Cupach & Carson, 2002).
AWFFE N A E SIS HRE T e 8, BRATI TS
SEFIRE LB, W I e 1 A A 2 DR Ay 7 T 1 A
WEWEAT R, 1B FT 4 SR R AR OB 8 4R 4L T IR 52
Feo DULAARE okt /M4 He 2% 1w 1 48 i
EAT S R T AR S B 25 Rat 2k ], DA Sz Bk i3
AR TR (B A S O 58 B N T i Y
TR WIRRMREE DL, A AE i O I 17 o0 ok
EIBIE 4 DL AR AL 2 PR A ST RS R 48K,
it BB SR T T 20 R ™ E TG A,
BB EAE AR R 4R A 5 R TR
SR Z [AMSCAT-SP- i, IfaE— 2B 40 A A B AL
il (RO BRAL A RIS R, & RO RLZ T ), B
T S AR
53 ®mRIOLEENMEHOLESITA

Shah %5 (2018)7E A FI % U5 A KR BRIS (A LAtk I,
A A A O B 2 5 20 T 2 1K) L 5 A it B A AR
FE T I 5% P8 A SR A9 47 S e SR 8250 (De Bruijn &
Antonides, 2022), F IR BT BOMARTE SRR B A
(scarcity mindset), 0Lt — 2L m A1
W AP 2K (Huijsmans et al., 2019), 2R, S4Ai4
R AH S5 2R T A R R, 3
V] X 7 i S HL 52 g 1 F 5 3 Ak AR R 2B B B (R 5
4, 2020). MY, o AT B0R OB EF, 4
XFFE IR G, AR AH X B2 PR 7E — B st ] TS A 4R
FEAE o FAXF TR R AR B 2541 517 R (AR A 7
G AEAT ) IUHABAF G 1Y G . A2 TR 3 1
FAL AT RN LB, TEIRZ BRI N A7
FEJE A DS SO E R PS8 4F,
2016). X AHXT 2% R A4 i s it 00 A DA BOCEFE 23 1Y
AR O] AR b4 2 A, Bl G BARXT S A .

A AT L AR B4 1T R, ARG LA
] A R REAS R I, A DT A dite g v L A R Y
ot o BRG] B B & A AE (Yang et al.,
2020).Banerjee £ Duflo (2007)F) & 45 38 s, A

SO R 5 (AR, R S TE N SES 5 A& H AL
Y FAETR I Z 0 AR, W B = BT IR AR B A 1R
J B AR 46 18 (Kraus et al., 2010), W45 058 N2
L2 T8I &3, TE B8 R G A it ) A A 32 SCSCAb T B
N BB A VEAT B £ (Henrich et al., 2001), 4T
XX SRS EE L, MRS IA R, 32 PR R A s
ANAKE b A TSR A AR (Samu et al., 2020), {H
FEEORE, XUSHESY H T B 7R L R )2 1,
Xof A B B4 BRI A LA B AF I 4 300 55 2% P F 9 48
o WS AR RS Sk T R E —H R R
AR, A 1 IR,
54 MRBRERXE

e, WA o R . WA T DL SRR
B ST O R IS T . ASBIESE LA Bl Ay 1R
“TERWZR B AR I R EWAEAT R, DL <B4
SyEC At 248 B i 3 S VR S R g MRS T
A Sk PRI AR S AN e, RT3 B 5 4R FH 11 2 B
AR T . AT, SR Fok,
AR 250 ZE AR AL BE b 5 B S0 AE T I LS bR
Hh g PSR R T R 9 SR 2 AN [F] 9 (Dolan et all,
2021). YA B R T S A FE R D &
WA B KT, T AT 1975 4 80 (Paul & Rana,
2012), fHIZERFRT B FEATIER R 1 2 52 56 2 1 B
Jash K ARG LR . B RbrZiEkE). [
R G Y 2RI AR B A2 A%, WIS RN 2 B B mT Loy hy
KRR B A IR Bl (Shah et al., 2018), MZEHY |-
WyJoT . B RDRLC BRAR SR, AN [R]85 A A X A A
PR AT R 5% A B HIL ] AN )L A [A] (Cannon et al.,
2019). AN FE AT LA ] Bt 25 & AN [1) s e 24 700 %o e
EAT A B

Howk, ARWEGE W RIPESE, JovkBE T &
TR R TE AR TR T Z 5 OB 517 18
TEULFT IS e <PEEE I TIE A2 R, #RR
T SRS ARTE AR A T A 25 B RS, R4
W] & A5 i1 1 7 B R IR st i e A T o 7 T
i, 2% UL R A s2m, A8 IR B 7F 2022 4F
11 AnZits, 28 MRG58 8 235
B F L LU . RAMFFE T L2 4 T i
MIREA SR — 2 B UEAR TSR 25 3R . B2, RAEARDF
AT T — 2 ME IR SR, (A5 SRFEfE— 2k
5T Jm BT 2L I St o m DA ek atk, o HE— ey 7
() 300 5 A L BRAIL A 5 B 0 — 25 I A2 4 AT

IeJa, Aok S e b 7 2L TH TR 265 B i
PR A A, FRMm IS AT, T
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L 5 56 4

LA AR T, ML ESRT, mTLASE I A 4%
T (4 A G L BIEAAR RO I A T o SR, SR
PRI 7 32 TR, I R BOR i AL
FESP R BTy, AT Bl e . andif -
T 5 A AR T KA A I E 2[RI AE ST
24 SRR T At 2in BRI T — 2B H AT
Z R IXAE D N VB R ) X, AE e se e 5 a0
S, R PRIEAT T DR AL S E AT R
EXISEENE SN WAL Iy
AR 23R8, BeAh, T RE B IR T Dt T DAY Bh 3T
PR M DA AT I 3R B SO S 3 B, (R it pk 2
1E, fedbtt 25t ki, £ Al X 28 Tl B IR
BRAYIAEL, FIAKBEIR . LHFITE IR . T %
i tife 0 25 B8 AN [] 07 T R A B A1) B e o P £
R X B AT A o A SR BEA A B il A
Jit H 2 S B RO AR I IR, AR BE A i 2 A
AT S F1EL IR o B4 A T

6 45t

PLA AR A T BT TSR, R
)& A SCER U SE & (19 3 FFE (5 10T 90),
AWEFERT T TR AR o B IR k5 A AT
RZ BT . BIFFE R B, AT B AR kAR
Ui, R A AR B AR AT O B
i A A SRR 7 o B S LA TE T4 5, i AE
T o AT E U T P A R 95 K5
X—HHBE, A H T4 B JEG 415005 B IR
BRI T NIRRT G TR [, 3T 2 A IR%
$1: 0 o R i i DO e S R N S e S S
B IR R o
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Generosity in poverty: Theimpact of material scarcity from
a self-construction perspective
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Abstract

The current research on the relationship between scarcity and generosity continues presenting

contradictions. The theory of resource depletion suggests that scarcity of material resources limits the possibility

of individuals engaging in generous behavior. An alternative hypothesis from the social context theory posits

that individuals facing resource scarcity possess a more context-dependent cognitive style and are more reliant
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on others, thus being more attentive to others’ well-being and displaying greater generosity. To address this
conflicting relationship, some studies have explored relevant discussions on the measurement standards of
scarcity. However, a clear understanding of the mechanisms underlying the effects of scarcity on generous
behaviors is still lacking. To better address the aforementioned issues, this study intends to approach this from
the perspective of self-construction and investigate the role of face consciousness between the two. We argue
that face consciousness plays a moderating role in the relationship between scarcity and generous behaviors.
Specifically, individuals with low face consciousness experienced a significant negative effect of scarcity on
generous behavior. Conversely, for individuals with high face consciousness, the impact of scarcity on generous
behavior was not significant. Furthermore, material scarcity prompts generous behavior through a lack of face
motivation.

Three studies (comprising five sub-studies) were conducted to validate the hypotheses mentioned above.
Study 1 (Study la and Study 1b) explored the influence of material scarcity on generous relational behavior. By
manipulating individuals’ perception of scarcity, Study la utilized common life scenarios like “sharing a bill”
and Study 1b focused on the scenario of choosing a restaurant for a meal, investigating the relationship between
face consciousness, scarcity, and generous behavior. Building on Study 1, Study 2 (Study 2a, Study 2b)
incorporated scenarios involving rule-compliance or charitable generous behavior, measured individuals’
scarcity mindsets, and manipulated the perceived importance of face to further investigate the relationships
among these factors. Study 3 employed a questionnaire-based measure to investigate the roles of gaining face
and giving face in the tendency toward scarcity and generous behavior.

The research findings of Studyl (Studyla and Studylb) revealed that to those who experience material
scarcity, individuals with a high face consciousness showed no significant differences in the amount spent on
“sharing a bill” and the choice of restaurant for a meal compared to individuals in the affluent group. The results
of Study 2a showed that, regarding the proportion allocated to others, scarcity and importance of face showed a
significant interaction. Simple effect analysis results demonstrated that, for individuals for whom face was not
important, the proportion allocated to others in the scarcity group was significantly lower than that in the
affluent group. However, for individuals for whom the face was important, the proportion allocated to others in
the scarcity group showed no significant difference compared to that in the affluent group. Similar research
results were obtained in the charitable donation scenario in Study 2b. The results of Study 3 (n = 299) indicated
that individuals facing material resource scarcity did not engage in generous behaviors to gain face for
themselves. However, they exhibited generosity in upholding their own face.

The results demonstrate a significant main effect of scarcity on generous behavior, indicating that scarcity
has a significant negative predictive effect on generous behavior. However, based on one’s perception of the
situation, the relationship between scarcity and generous behavior also changes with an individual’s
self-construction. Based on previous research, this study proposes, from a psychological perspective, that being
generous despite limited resources is more of a way for individuals to maintain their levels of self-esteem and
social identity through generous actions, a manifestation of an individual’s defense mechanism. By studying the
scarcity mindset of relatively impoverished individuals and conducting research related to prosocial behavior, it
is possible to promote social harmony and scientifically manage relative poverty.

Keywords scarcity, face consciousness, gaining face, saving face, generous behavior



