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Capraro, 2020), 993 L n] GEAF7E 8 H
Ay, BI—2eg Y e RS rhs T o) — 28
Yo TEDE RIS EE sh i), A% 18 5)
Yy e B R R, 3t DX R A ] g ) ) B ik
(Piazza et al., 2014), RV 924 B0 S B0F W) e o Ja v
22 5, 0 I XHRE R M PR, RS AR G
Y5 AAE 58 T W NSRBI By B R A7 o T RY
WEE FZE PR S B e A R B A R |
e e sh P (R BT & R 0 A R 3IE), RESh
TS 1 s W A R A R R (1) 3 78 M {37 (Carruthers,
1992; Kant, 1981; Steinbock, 1978). H.i2 34, H#ik
A R AR I RE ST, PR LR A [ T A 1 A
i E R A Ay, A2 (Wilks et al., 2020), H
UORIRAZ P (RIRZZ . SR v BRI RE ), 8%
2 VR T 1Y Bl B A Dy G 7 M 57 T 5 (Bentham,
1996; Korsgaard, 1996; Schonfeld, 1992; Singer,
1979). fil4n, % AT EEIA N Y M0 A 200 T1
TREATE BB S RS SR RE ), D s 7
Y fE S A B i R B i e, 5 RO R
(Evans-Wilday et al., 2018), fim§th FlCTT 348
AT fEHA B B (Wilkins et al., 2015), L5
FE 7 (B0 45 BE BN PR RN IERSZ % ) B v () sh 0 Ak A
RN BT 18, 55X sh Wi 2 J147 o 2 T
K(Potocka, 2021). BRILZAP, Piazza % A (2014)1A
Ry, 6 T SR TR By T A 5 = ANk LR,
IE A5 F AN B AAEAF BB I, IR Y SR 4
W BN S & 1o ASIE TAL G5 W) R 3 Al ok
B> %5 4b (Grajfoner et al., 2021), JEfE5 Y —
SEARZYIMERY, T AT REX H ALY A A F AT A
DLR A AR B, AR ORE R HE A MO 2 M, 38
TEAERE I A 25 2R 85 19 XU (Schuppli et al., 2014), —
SRR ARE G Y T X E N R, R
LAt (Ng et al., 2018). Zi b, fEGE Y AIfEIN
Hm Bzt REshPE AR SE H M, IR AR
AL T Y e . P, FeqrT42
H1: g Wi @i s TR S Y, %
ZsemBeshtk . Wz fEEEPA
1.2 FEAS 70X T8 E i AL =R & B R0
FEOR BB ZE R RER T YR,
WFIEHE I, e P fk i 22 B TR v JBmT e e L 45¢
FIXF 20 9y 38 18 A7 1 U AN OR 5 S JE (Zen et all,
2009), B2 1Y T W) fil 35 s o X 3l ) 1 1 b A Y
FA A 5 P (Heiss & Hormes, 2018; Rothgerber
& Mican, 2014), XK FFTE N G0 7] GEZ I AR

INFN Y BB A7 o FRATTA W98t % B LA AR 57
TN, FRRENNN FE W) 1 8 A I B b o sy, %
P B 3 X (Xu et al., 2022), X 0] GESE K N IR R
NV AT R Al R i At S 1 IR Rk R, 5
FN . I A& FE A [F) 45 5 2L (Meehan et al.,
2017), Tzivian % A (2014)7E L IERE F AL, X EY
Sl 2 AR AE 8 ) FE N AE W 3 A T I ]
W, EREZ B T R U AT R AR . Xk
RN N EEAMA, IS5 BY KRR
WM AR = & (Guo et al, 2021; Liu-Pham et al.,
2022), FEYIUKA(Pet attachment) & 78 ) 1 A2 2 [F]
SR 58 M A RO JERIEE & (Johnson et al., 1992), TEK
A HARRFERE, 53R N R RAAT 23R 1B
JEMEHb AT L RO Y, X2 B AR AR BK Bh Y
(Every et al., 2016), JASFETER Y IERE Fs 571 2
% (Araujo et al., 2021), {HX} T4 K ZHF 8 AR
U, AT T S A AR Y RS AT AR

PL_EAFGEXT KRR R AT TR AR, (A5
AKX B CH5EY KL RBEH (Bouma et al., 2021),
Ph B A AR 2R 7K SF- 25 ASAH [ (le Roux & Wright,
2020). 45 RHB 52K TN (34.2%) LK R« b T %
Y v R SR, ME%E N (47.1%) T 2 B & KR
B 43 T BCRE ) 45 3% 78 ) (Klaphake & Smith,
2002), #4557 % N FAEAL G235 9 N A [\ 9 1) 3% 3
ML, FECEHEM N T C R A B (Shukhova &
Macmillan, 2020), 1% %t 3% % N ) 7% 915 B 28 &
TAAE G FRTEN o F256 NN T8 W) A [ () 1 Sk o AL A
FEARZR T X WA R ME IR, i —2 80T X
TE W) T SCRUHLA A AS [R] B (Blouin, 2015), [Hitf%
%7 NI RE NN H O 78 W) Y 1 18 b 7 55 T At
Y, MiAEE G AN A XA EGE . 5
(1) 35 % 5 3 5 8035 8 6 Ho At sl ) 1 25 5 o R
B« 4y fdi P18 (Serpell & Paul, 1994), 42015
TRFT X —8 8, B, RS Y R O R T
W7 XF3h B 0 3 4t 2517 R B El (Auger & Amiot,
2019), 579 WAH B AT S, Rl 2
A 7 49 ) S8 A D R R 5 T AR (Possidonio et al.,
2021). £k b, WlRIAREGE TR BN, L85 N S
T T W Z [ A T DR AR IR IBE 2R, 1 N 8 155 Jik
Z T RE 23 5 A Ao H Al 5 4 1) 3 AT

H2: F2 5 N B3I 1 Je P2 AU g ) 1 7
PR SZ e, Horh, 2 58 5% 8 N 245 52 T8
VAR S ) A T i B AR AL, AR S SR
T N B A% 55 5 ) A AR AL 55 78 ) HL A AR ALY
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T2 4t 57
1.3 TRk AR 15 St T 49 18 15 b L B4 T3 E A

T ) MR 7 55 X6 By 1) T A DG T RV K- 1 )
Fl 32 SCEETEARDG, HLIE ) #0789 G O R B, 3
Xof oAt T ) B B 4 38 78 4] W7 (Possidonio et al.,
2021), P IbAE G837 8 N5t 5 91 AR 78T g 51 % Xt
5 558 T ) 0 TE L A T T 2 S, TSR Y R AR AN
BAL G T T NIRRT S A S R ) B s sy . LA
EROT TR R, LR SR Y e 5 AR S
XTI 7= i B L R B SR A OC, XA OC &R
SEENYIASFEA T (Heiss & Hormes, 2018), 5[]
BF, AR I A %) 8 KA 2 T BURAR S5 14 PRI 2 (e e
110, SR L. E /- 7EH (Rothgerber & Mican,
2014), [A]BLC(Empathy) e 48435 B Ab Hi B A
N BHIEAZ RG2S, I ™ Az 5 4t A A — SO B 1
JOL AR B8y, A5 D2 T (A TR R A A 1 A
PR 25 A7 SRR T (A2 R0 (] 17 At N 19 175 28 %2 )
(Ghasemi & Kyle, 2021), Wil L5538 5 B Y)
MREOCER, ST T SRR 1 3 ) R RS B,
AL AR B Py 32 SOKF, B B S R
SV . S AR DL e sh ) At AT o K
(Auger & Amiot, 2019). 1F 41 Hawkins Fl Williams
(2016)45 i mY, FE WU R HE AT S Hy 0 18 1 O
T, HCH R A AR R e 2 3 BOH 5 Y 2 ) (R
Lo [RIBHLC 5558 3l A A R 1Y) T 775G 73 AH O
(Ruckert & Arnold, 2018), XJah4¥ % e [ BLO AR
TR A EAE I R T, S BURAR Y R 2 R
(Camilleri et al., 2020) X 2l 4 i [a] BLL 2 A AATTIA
g S A5 15 56 1 (Ghasemi & Kyle, 2021; Gruen,
2007) B Bl i [R) RO R BE AT DL 51 R X HME G
VB TE s AR 25 5o B, FRATTER

H3 : ABGE 57 T8 N WA T 1) A% 5t T )
EfEH A, [RIHELCEFAER

Zi b, AWt T S EAE S SEPR A Y
328, TR EAN GGy . FEYIZREL S TR BN g
VB FE M7 A, P S AR SO, XEASHIE
FH L G R ARG T T 8 S WHoE 1 %
BFRTNEY . TEY AL T Wy Re Bk 72 1) 18 12
LB FZ M (BHIE H . H2); WF5Y 2 7E8EHil e IR E A
REEABEEPOD) TSR T, = RUETR B AN &0y
TRV ) 2 R0 X6k . ) 3 A b A7 ) S e/ FH (B iE H2);
WEFE 3 TRRALGE SR T N T8 WM 2R304 5 v ) 5 )
) [ By, 32 T 5 Wi X6 A% 8 . 400 T R A ) A FH AL
il (56 UE H3) o

2 TESE: IR

G W SAEAL G MY 3 28 RSk . IR
MANEEMARE . AT i R A0k, XA
W L SR FARL G T L, FAT#HAT
TS
21 FHik
211 #ik

i Qualtrics TELFAFF RN, R R EAEA &
N=29 FrEA: 9, AEFREN: 20; k. 9; Ltk: 20),
2 5H AR 20~27 B (Myge = 23.31; Dy = 1.73)
212 MRt

TATER T EWiAL2F & EX TRy 8
a4, BT HETTA SRR YR IR S ), 7R
FHUGR I ZR o FEMIE IR LIRATS I H THTA
KTAEG GARL G B Y S, HBA $E 3 2R
TEYHRAL, HRYRIEAT AT T LB
G327 AR o R U 0 A% e T R I 1,
FATDSABIGE b 1% 52 G AL G R MO o Lo
213 ZBRMERER

PO A AN DE BG, 7N R ik
PR AN AR G, B2 TR TGS A Y
AL G T W oA
22 SRS

K FH SPSS H 143 )2 824 (Hierarchical clustering
program), & #fx f I B (Furthest neighbor)#E 47
i, VABE B 2. dRRWIMZE . 2k
B MR R R, HREY N —F
K1 A 2), PIRTEARBISE s . Ji2e . 52k
e Bk REYOE SCNIEGEY . X TAEESE
T, AT 2 R TR R R L B B
Ao BRI Z AN, A B RR A . FRAAs G
01 2% S e R T3] R AN E 9 S T AL S S AR AL
G2 W o 2 ME X (Bush et al., 2014; i,
2010; B /N3 28, 2021; Rachel et al., 2017; Reaser
et al., 2008; ¥, 2016), LKA T INES
TEDREE SR BEE NI Bz AT, kL
GEREWIBE SN T ANAME SNy, JhRe B
AR

30 BESE 1. RS EY SIS TEY)
AE T o7 R

3.1 A&
3.1.1 #ik

{8 ] G*Power3.1 (Faul et al., 2009)#17 /550 43
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Br, RV f = 025, BEMKF o =0.05 4
I power = 0.8, 41N R AL correlation among
repeated measures = 0.5, Jifq BEEAE R 120,74
R E BRI R R, T Qualtrics 76 A B MR AE
LA o MR TS 50 8 2 ) 28 0 DX 43 DA ik
HE RN EYEH 4, EEES R AR
g T AR, HEBR T R AR S, 1
TP ) IR B R IR Y S > AR
o > i R SR Y e (Y AEFR N o I A
At N=146 (GG FEEBN: 41, FEELEFEN: 53,
RFEEN: 52; Bik: 69, . 77), Fih 18~38
B (Myge = 21.75 %5 D, = 3.94 ),
312 WMRiFt

KH 2 (WAL A5 Y) vs ARL G RY)) *
3 (FERANGN: ALHFTRN vs AMEFEFTRRN vs. A
FREN P R IRG LI i, kb 228 5 h 57
TN G0, WA T PR, PR G T
BivF4y, AR RN RESIME | B L A FE M.
313 ZWHBIKER

BRI G A G B, XEMEMm AL S 1~5
ZrRRE R R = — 8, 5= JEH), A
By b . SRS, XTREYIREIH 1~4 25 5 ¢
wERW( = BmIAFIE, 4 = EFRE), iEhGe
SIECERE . WU R AAIET) . WrAr); Bk
ZVECH A mPE . BRI A . BEARIR PR © 1R
55 . U, AEFMEMGEE . 20, AR, P
MO W4y WA, EEMAL . fesh
P Az S H R R H MR A Piazza 55 A\ (2014)
5T
32 HRHMH
321 HEFEREKRRE

BB 2R B IR A AR, TREs
LRy e 22 ), R A I A R T R T TR
fil, {H24 T WFsE R PR R R, FRATTHE— 2k
JH Harman 50 [R Z 4G 56 1748 148 ) 45 0 o, 36
PRECT 10 M7, FIERY KT 1, 5T rIERE
RN 28.45%, /NTIIEFHUE 40%, BIAHE 5408 AT
T ) ] 7 i 2% -
322 HEHW

X IE PR AT T 2203 M. G5 ARERWL, Wk
T 3, ARG EYI(M = 4.14, SD = 0.73)3H
ez TARE S EYI(M = 4.00, SD = 0.77), F (1,
143) = 16.95, p < 0.001, 12 = 0.11, 95% CI [0.03,

0211, FRAFH ERN B, F (2, 143) = 3.62,
p=0.029, n; = 0.05, 95% CI [0.00, 0.12], = JFH%
SRRV, LSRR N B W 4 1 A b 7 5 T
AFEFREN(p=0.008), IEEGFERNGELGEREAN.
ANFE T NN B 1 ) 2 A TG Y 25 R (ps >
0.123), BYRAMIERA SN ZHEAEH R, F (2,
143) = 6.46, p = 0.002, 07 = 0.08, 95% CI [0.01,
0.17]c AR TR, TEfeG Y b, 1557
P NI 2 1 Py 1B A A = FARE S SR B (p =
0.016)HIAFETE A (p = 0.009), F (2, 143) = 4.17, p =
0.017, n3=0.06, 95% CI [0.00, 0.13], FEE5E3:% A
EARFEREANT R E 2P = 0.810), TEIREHED
b, 5 FTE NP = 0.014) LG FHTE NP =
0.043)B A 2 () FE W iE M = T AR KRN, F (2,
143) = 3.60, p = 0.030, n*,= 0.05, 95% CI [0.00, 0.12],
B F RN GGG RN R E 2R (p = 0.558)
(M2 1),

®1 fReEYSEEEEYNEEBAFHENREE

TE I FRN GG M sD

G TN 4.42 0.46

lEEw EIFEEE SN 4.05 0.84

AIRTEN 4.02 0.74
- EEREA 418 072

[ L] [ PN 4.08 0.81

AFETEN 3.78 0.73

o AR E W NNE [ (3508 YN
ANFE T NN B () e Py T A 22 53], FRATRHE 5
FERN . AL T NS TR T N2 1 78 )i
TEH A HEAT t K g, SRRV, R EYBILTRS
TN BB 1 BT A & TARE R Y, t (40) =
3.08, p=0.004, d = 0.48, 95% CI [0.16, 0.80]; f£4¢
e W) 5 A A% Gt T W) 0 AR A% e 37 T8 N B 11 1 1
M C W #F 25, t (52) = —0.53, p = 0.601, d =
-0.07, 95% CI [-0.34, 0.20]; G BTN
BB B E e A = TEHRE Y, t (51) = 4.32,
p<0.001, d=0.60, 95% CI[0.30, 0.89]

323 tHXHSH

AR EERRHLER 2): BYRAEHES
PERUEASZ MR B A OC, SR B A
RESh PR RS AZ P S s A 52 0 2 IEAROG, fa vk
55 TA 1 A 5 R O



%10 M

A 2 ARG T FRBEANT G . YIS T W X T 0 1 o7 4 52 ) 1667

%2 TEWHEXS TR
AR M <D 1 2 3 4 5

1 FEYHA 0.50 0.50 1

2 fiEghtE  3.01 0.58 —0.18%* 1
BZPE 297 052 —0.16%*% 0.65%* 1

GEME 221 051 0.21%*% —0.40%* —0.29%* 1|
B 4.07 0.75 —0.09

e BYRICh B, EREY =0, FEREY =1, ¥

RSG5 L, **p<0.01,

0.53**  0.43** —0.35%* |

324 EYEBEEEMA.: L. BRZHESE
=R AT R

HA RN ST A R R, R 2 Yt 2 4 ] Tl
W EES; 683 & 2 1F m) WU T fE b 57, H P
BN Bootstrap 95% 1 AR X A A 0 ([-0.23,
—0.05]); 7 W2 AUt 2 07 [ PN R AZ 1 RSz M
20 [m) TN T 18 A, H P A AU A Bootstrap
95% ) B 5 X [ A& 0 ([-0.08, —0.00]); ¥
AU 25 0 ] O A e A T A I 0 S A
Mz, H AR A Bootstrap 95% & {5 X [A] A

£ 0 ([-0.10, -0.02]) (AN 3), FHIH IR0 23,

AR A 3. ik, AEshtE . B2tk S
& F A e W 2 T S A8 A 2 Tl ke Fh A A

R3 EEIPM. BEUHESREUHNPITUESNT

N Boot  95%  95%  fiEak
AL MU pomin FROOER gy
R -0.14 0.09 -031 -0.03
RO 0.05 0.08  —0.11 0.19
RESI PR #E80% —0.10 0.04 -0.18 -0.03 70.87%
JRZPER RN —0.03 0.02 -0.08 -0.00 23.60%
fe e —0.05 0.02 -0.10 -0.02 37.07%
Reshtt
Bz
faE
TR A 005 TEFEHA

Bl 3 figsht: . RS2 S e PR T ) SIS RN 1 b
Z [y A4 F AR 1
Hi: **%p<0.01, **p < 0.01, *p < 0.05

33 NG

WESE 1 B00E T H1 A H2, 55098 4 %) 18 1 b o7
fm TARME G Y, seahtk . BesztE . faEHThA T
XA PR AR 25 5 TR B e R
Z—, WEARFERA, TR NIEKN 2] 1) 7 ) 18 1
PR . YIRS IR T N — 2B 4n o, K BUE S
FERNRI M XIMEL Y N, RIEE S TR
N, GG FE e NI 2] 1 1% Gt Fe ) 18 11 b A7 T 1
[IREE| e i PN = g whs & s Bk =% PO E X 2L
1) fld 2%

Frit =z 4k, 48 N7 3 e (Ethics position
theory), AMTXS 3 W1 35 55 0 3 12 52 1 18 AR 1fE
AN —FW AT A B A AN R B, BAR 35 SCHC]
(Idealism) 3 P& AR F Ja W) A7 P 5, 1 AR X 35 SCHR
] (Relativism) D) 56 98 %t T BB 2 A9 0 1 o D) <5 P8
BERIASE, AS[R]E TR AR AT REXT B YRR AN
[F] Y 18 750 & (O'Boyle & Forsyth, 2021), [P JH 57 3
HF SR IR T TR SR i rT BB 23 KA A B 5 %8
YregrE R, TSR E A N T I T BB B Y T ) 1
b 57 B vy, TEREN) T2 SO 3R 8 N AEAMI SR B ] g
SR A5 T R B, NS IO 2 S BUBN 2 1 B )
B o A T HE— PR g R AR A,
9% 2 B EAEER A S B, A RUESR A
B 53 FIVTE ) S TR % S ) T A b A7 P S M A

4 WH5g 2. EEARSFEASN .
e S TR KT ) A TR M S 1) e

41 FHik
411 #ik

f# F§ G*Power 3.1 (Faul et al., 2009)#E17 5c 4
M, BERUN A f = 0.25, BEMIKF o = 0.05,
G IEL power = 0.8, HNAIKREL correlation
among repeated measures = 0.5, FTig B FEA T N
98, AL R Z BRI AR, 3T Qualtrics 7E A
JEE WNE A E LA S0 o AR 981 552 50 114 8 0 28 ] IX 3
PR IH S (IR B Y et 4, ElUE SR
NI G IR T AP, AT N = 148
(g RN 72, FEGEFTREN: 76; Tk 74, &
PE: 74), 4% 17~46 % (Mg = 25.28; Dy = 6.01),
412 WRiIFt

KH 2 (R (L5 Y) vs ARL G RY)) *
2 (FERANGH: LGRFEN vs AL GF TN
KRG LW BT, gl hiHm e A S 0, #%
AR YRR, PR a e Y, AR
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R TE B A IS
413 EWMBKER

B S ARG B G, AR NG
TR FEASTE f2H) ] (Ethics Position Questionnaire,
EPQ-5) (O'Boyle & Forsyth, 2021), & %) T —
FRYNEFEIAE, A 1055 H, ol b R E s
FRREE, 1 AEFEAEEF 5 ARF RE)H
G R AR B AR S Sl AR X T R R
TH A ) RS AT 1 AR TR, A 8 E REBILLE .
42 RS
421 HREFEREKRE

AHFFE B AR H FRAR S IR, W hEss
HF R ] v A 2 [ A, R A it o A v AT TR
wil, [H4 T WEIE BB A R R, AT — 2k
JH Harman 50 [R Z 4G 56 PE1 T 48 48 ) o 45 R o, 36
PET 7 AHET, FHERBRT 1, 85T
R 24.76%, /NT Il FE 40%, BIARHR 52 5005 A1
e ) 6] 7 i 22 o
422 WHMAESH

X IE PR AT PN T 22 000 . GRERW, BY)
KT RE, EREYM =4.42, SD = 0.66)11
A & TARME R B M = 429, SD = 0.69),
F (1, 144) = 4.34, p=0.039, n> = 0.03, 95% CI [0.00,
0.10]. EWEMAFRAG AT EE, F (1,
144) = 5.83, p = 0.017, n3 = 0.04, 95% CI [0.00,
0.12]. AT R, TEt85 Y b, 155
FE BN B 1 B kb = TARE SRR, F (1,
144) = 4.68, p = 0.032, 03 = 0.03, 95% CI [0.00,
0.10]. 7EARMES Y b, 1L557B NFAEL G5 T
NN B TERA G2 R, F (1, 144) = 0.03, p =
0.864, F=7 NG ERNA R, F (1, 144) = 1.45,
p=0.231 (L% 4),

x4 FREEYHSEEEEYMEEBAFHENRES

TS FE NGy M D
(T IN 4.59 0.44
L5960
" LG TR 426 0.78
LR DN 4.34 0.62
555
SRR e 423 075

R T ik — L WAL B 57 e N AR B3R N
TR 3 (4 T A A A 22 ), FRATIAHAL B TR AR
AL 58 37 8 N BN B (1) J6 B AR A HEA Tt AR5,
SRR, LG RV 5857 0 N3 ) 16 18 Hh
M TAEG Y, t (71) = 3.94, p< 0.001, d = 0.47,

95% CI [0.22, 0.71]; 5% SAME5E W HAE
&5 % F¢ NI B 1) 38 1 07 TG 8 25 25 57, t (75) =
0.45, p=0.652.
4.3 NG

5% 1 FBFST 2 LR B0 T H2, iR es
Y, g NRM LS R 0 R, B
AL G Je Py A B e TEARTE G gR e N5 B
WA ISR B P 2 o FRATIA IR AN H BB
G RS AR ST K2 A B BY TR FIZE, X 1]
RE A PR ol 3% 8 A6 9 B T8 1) 1) 155 JER A B 4 g ) L
Xt sl W A, R BETE X S i R ELO |, TS
Mt [ B 0 1 T Ja b 2 B I RS . R TR AT 7
7T 3 st — 2B IR T X Fh I 2 A VR 6

5 5T 3. LGSR N EYE
TEH AL AR A

51 FHix
511 #ix

AV AR HERAAE R R, 181 Qualtrics 7E H
JE W MELAE 2 S o AR 90 ST 365 1) 8 0 28 ) IX 43
PR S ) SR Y et 4, R g 5R
TN . e FEAR R N=202 (B 94; bk
108), 4F#E 17~59 % (Myge = 27.40; Dyge = 6.35)
512 WRiZIt

H AR 1R R ARAR, AR R S R L,
PRIAE 1 AR 5 T Wi TR A
513 LEMHBKRERF

B IUE BAME B, 558 L sh P R LG
ix 7¢(Empathy for Wildlife, EW), % H Ghasemi
M Kyle (2021), FATH: &2 il <BF A= skl
“ghyy> (AW H ) Empathy for Animal, EA),
AT sh i a0, 2 10 45 H, SRR
[F) 2 (1) B 3R ZU R (7), 4508 e s Xt 3 9 1 [+]
LIy 4=r

SR JE 0125 2 W) M7 5 4% (Lexington  Attachment
to Pets Scale, LAPS) (Johnson et al., 1992), LAl &
MR YRR, 223 4 H, EIEMHE
T, SR 4 eRA0 = ERAREE, 4 = 485
R MES RN 3 YRR — K 7R (General
attachment) . 1~ A {C(People substituting) . ¥
F(Animal rights/Animal welfare), 543 #8 & %/~
X 0 0 A 7 R R . AR R DAAET Y, R
K Z %Yok & E Al A (Guo et al, 2021;
Liu-Pham et al., 2022), HF5% 2 A9 N R A
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ZER W (WL 5), KR R gt T W A MR
NS A, A BIESE 18 T~ AR 4R (psLAPS)
PEATIN A o SEEMLAL A R AESE 1.

x5 ERFEASEVXRFAEER

NFE K Z [ TR NECHS )
A H B ) 31 (43.1%)
Ry L AR 22 (30.6%)
FLIL. BB, H par 10 (13.9%)
B AR 5 25 AR R 8 (11.1%)
E| 7N | 1 (1.4%)
EIN 32 (44.4%)
R YIAE A2 ff £ i3 31 (43.1%)
HEEY 9 (12.5%)
H 69 (95.8%)
ERR YRS T )
¥ 3 (4.2%)
52 #HROMH

521 #HEAXEREKRR

AT E AR A RS LR, WRess
R [ Dy v A 25 IR, B AR I R b AT T 4
i, ER T W98 BBk A, AT —2 Rk
JH Harman 5. [N R KK T A 16 45 R s,
PEHT 8 NMHT, FREARIKTF 1, TR
FN 19.49%, /NTIGFAE 40%, BIAWF5E 88 A1E
FE T EE Y e [F) R R 2
522 [EF45H

JH J& W) MR A A 1 X6 A% 98 9 ) 308 0 A i A T —
JULRMEIIE, R #E A ¥ (Enter) £ 57 AL AT 45 I %
BLFE DR A BEVR RCFE IR BE 1Y) 3.1%, F(1, 200) =
7.47, p=0.007 &KX AL 55 T W) T8 1 A7 AT 1E
] SO o PR R AT T4 sh Py [ BRLC A Ry A, 3E
— B A VR AL
523 XS

MR R EBHLE 6): BYMKAREhY
[ | AR A7 52 5 25 B ARG, Sl B0 58
8l 7 % 2 TR A OG

*6 BEEMHEXSHR

12 M D 1 2 3
1 YRR 3.07 0.47 1
2 HP B 5.38 0.86  0.24%* 1
3 JEEH 4.44 0.53 0.19%%  0.25%* 1

HE: **p<0.01,

524 FEYIMRIRSEEMAL: 3 E OB B R

HA BN A AT A SR o, T8 WK 3 O [
W 2y [) 340 T G e O B AR b A 5 5y 4 () B ik
F0E 7] 70000 G 7 M, HLoH A28 ) Bootstrap
95% Y EAF XA L 0 ([0.02, 0.12]) (A15R 7), #
WA ROn 2, AR BRI 4. I, (%
Bt 5% e N B ) 1) B0 FEAR B 97 T N e AR 7
St g ey 1B A S Z R PR, T RO
SN Y LR R 27.04% o

RT UEIERCE PR SHT

N Boot 95% 95% sk

BB RO pomis TR RR g
R 0.21 0.08 0.06 0.37
LY 0.16 0.08 0.00 0.31
[A] 25500 0.06 0.03 0.02 0.12  27.04%

BiE 71N
0.13*
TR 016 TBREH AL

Bl 4 B[RO 1F 78 P A 20 A 22 8] Y A AR
R
T *%%p<0.001, **p < 0.01, *p < 0.05

53 N

5% 3 SAE T H3, XFsh¥ iy R EOfEfL g5
T N T8 P 7 5 A B . ) 3 1 A G R R TR A A
., X505 2 g5 R R R ML 5o 3 N\ E1E 5%
YWAES RN A RS R BN, E—2
R TG N5 RS R AAUH F T
NFEXTT, A ) T %8 H Al 55 5 ) 18 18 1 57 11
AN,

6 Sifie

AWFFEAE LA E A2 S0l 5 R X T A%
GHAALG Y, REHHET RENG RS REWHE
TR T Wy S A R, I — P B )
Rt AR BN Y . TR | TR BLOAE AR PR
K AL e 57 T NIV B 14 1 52 T ) 1 18 437 B 7,
Xt T Wy 4 [ BELO A6 A% 2 5% 8 NI T WK 5 2 4
TEVETEHAL R PR B RAE, XRUIMESTE
YU 5 [) B 97 T N RSN O RS B AL S T
V) iEFEHA
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6.1 FEWEB S TR B EER A AR

MNATEREY), FHIA R A E S T H A3,
XHEFR R PP Fh 3 L (Caviola & Capraro, 2020).
FATHYIEFE LB, X ) B T S 403 X 7,
RPN FE LAWEET RN, Lsmy £
SO NATEHEAAE G Y, ¥ ey a TARE
Gz b, G HERANIE . ST AR SR
— B, Y-S NIRRT E e % JE
Sl ) £ F RN K (Tisdell et al., 2006), AAfl]
0 1) 78O R BE L4 NS sh ), e Bk
FL S AN R 25 BIRATE B R ARF T i
SEYSUREG. 5. @, Wik —ATaetE L
G 2 Mg AN TR, TE NS L5
TP LR AL S YNkt R b, SR RE A
Wrfs 2 ik, A5 T4 PRl b g vy R e I A7 SRk
Fo TEALG TR NCAE G RYINE ¥, 5 H
ITHEAm BT, REEYIEEIRS LA T
B, (HHAT R FIEMIR T LIEFEE A A 28
PR A AT, PRI A% 498 T ) 1 R 380 O v ) Y g
F1, MIANEZE A FEAG B A 31 (Bastian et al.,
2012), HtlRlm, %585 40Kk 2 DGR A FaT 45
Pk, 23 Z 4 ISR T8 A TR B B FEAR R4,
MEAE RGBSR AEE | ARy . AJS sk
% B TR TE 16 F (Ng et al., 2018; Schuppli et al.,
2014), fIFEBERNEFEERNZR, MF2ZAmE, JF
RS T MG . Y YRR A AR
Y, W ANEA NI A Wit Gy Y
My WA A AT 2 | Al X5 IE A NG IR
U Tisdell %6 A (2006)FT i3, *F AEHY 5| F FFA
B 0TI R i s O R, AR GE )
B R 1) B v 3 A b A
6.2 FEAFHIFEYEEMALAF

FEIE NG Ko J W A b 5 A M R B, L
EATERN, F7 5 N2 1) T8 ) 18 15 7 5,
CEHIE T IATH B . AR RSB 517 02
#4213 H9(Wilks et al., 2020), 2% N S5IEFHEE AN
LA ANEEZ L, X —d # P AT
WA N R IE A Wi ik fh, 7F—a fE LT
BT X —45R., XWl RS0 PR E S
(Psychological kinship; Bailey, 1988)H %, FE# A
A R BRAE R, TENATAT A Y
RN TEARMGE, REZBFRTEANSHMATHE
Y45, XA REIRE T — Fh 4k 2 1A [ (Social
identity) (Finch, 2008; Gerhards & Hans, 2009). 37 %

TR RE 2 AT A g 0 A0 R 5N 2 LA () A5 Y
AR, AR A, TT I ORI AT Y
YR o R, TERL T <FRAT IS . RATHIDT
SR A ILEAETR A, F2 A EHm T A 2
T FAEE T A (Xu et al., 2022), K ILFE%E AN
TV AR, AN, ANFshIHE TR
Mkt 23 BER (Amiot & Bastian, 2017), S5 BEARA]
1 1E M W (Brewer, 1979), {HiX Ff g UL vl L5 o 43
DA ] Y 42 fil e /L (Allport, 1954) . I FAWFSY
PR TR AR A TR EY), WA IR EDW
f ], FRATIN AL TR o A B YIS, AN
S F b TR BY . AH 2 N IR ATE H WA
EhAEZ WS YA LZs, B2 0 Y il
T 7 5 X5) 501 40 T8 71 b A7 %) 5 1 A ) R R 0 R
(Heiss & Hormes, 2018; Rothgerber & Mican, 2014),
FERN 518 % 0 FE Y T AN A At S BRI, ST
H IR RN H A T RS, X R EEA]
DIHET™ 3 HA A B 425 5w 4 il 1) S A 1L
g, BT R EY -

TEXS S5 T Nt — 25 2050k, FoATT A B3 A AR AR
BEALG T RNG F V] BNEs], L55R%
NRIL XL 58 T D i 22, AR BRAE X% 58 8 P 1)
TETE A A, X 5 T ABFSE— 3 (Serpell & Paul,
1994), TMiTEAEAL 5L 37 e N 5 L IF 8 K B kAL
G Z, X5 IATH R BARRT . RAE 0 2 B
PR3 AT AAE A R AR Z [ 77 A4 D3R, H
R BRIDE R VT BEAEAE B2 S, MR AR S
FANGE | TR 2 0 N R S AE B IR A A
(Sani & Bennett, 2009), X TARLE 7 ARG 4E 250N
A] (Social approval)f) AR UL, A T7E ANPRac i s AR
SO RAESZ L KB A SN E P B R, B
AN 258 A M R B O B S AL (Venaglia &
Lemay, 2017). JEAL4G TR N AT GEIBHI X T R
SrNMTE, ARG RYR TR . 51280, kL
ESVE IS AN B 2 A 1T O s o G e SR sl = 93
(Watson & Friend, 1969), BEFEIMA RIS, A
FIL X AR AL GE R () D 2 o

SRR AR G AR B NN T 21 e ) S8 R T b 5
()RR ABLPE W] RE R R S e R R, B R A A
(Self-construal) 7E A< W 3C A6 T B 2 3% 30 i B4 AY
(Markus & Kitayama, 1991), iX 2520 AATTHY T
WO F IS BT AR A PLORIBERE, 2%
F, 2006). AMTATRESA T4 /AR, A
AL G R YNE R —Fh S RAE; WS A W FRE
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RGN, TR RES A T A sl A,
WA S Z L E R e K — RARE g Y . et se
Fr T N—E R b AT REKE T W) 2 A B R Ak 1 X 5
(Gruenfeld et al., 2008), f&—FP A AL, HT
B A C5E At 22 BARE T H o XEHEE S R
SRAL AT RS2 B HE AR B, i 7 20 ) AL
PR B8 3L A7 AT BB 2 9 3l AT e 5 28 9 1Y 5 5K
(Harrington et al., 2019), X BA —&E 5[ FHEIT
F AL G 55 T AAEXT A SR B Y I A E 2T
fiff ) Bl AT SR, AR TR R R A AN Y AT
REtE. BRibZ A, X&' S H &Y ik (Self-
expansion)#5¢, TEARMLGL IR T N5 P s 5C
RIFIRI B, AT 2RI 2l . 2
TR, TRl B &Y 5k A (Aron et al., 2001), B
HETRIHERS, & R 0B N B (Tsapelas et al.,
2009), LG8 TR T N R IR ) 5% 9 40 149 ks 2 B e
H 3P K TR, XY RIS TR, A5 %
WS R R R, AWM R R R
i 2 o 37 e NAS ) i ) 5 Sh AL S B2 TT il N 1 Ik
X & (Shukhova & Macmillan, 2020), A[A T4
TENS TP RIS BAR A, T AL S5 7 N A
5 A SR EYIY R ZU KA SC R, I RE S 2L
X HEAL G TE W ) BRI TR S L
6.3 FEYIRISFNTh Y E) I O 3HE G 7w 7 A B

EI B 1% 4t 92 ¥ 1B 1B M 3 59 52 11

g N2 A 5 5 Y RIS, 228
TV BB, E5EFR T NT T W)Y WL IR
SECA R IAFI G B RE, 2w T H A A Z
[E) 7 A O BRI 2R A AR BE, - PA] MM 7 T 77 25 0 o 8 v B
HHEDNY . 75— IR RS NN TP iE
TR 25 W) T NZE, IF5 T WA e 5 A R 1) 1 J%
#ZA5 (Blouin, 2015) A ATTX AW AT 1) 2 LA 55— Fi
EARR T W, GIampEtE. SRS, AR5 EY
AT LAAE A A0 e AR A X 5%, ke — R X5 #R g4 2]
F SR, XA BAUE ST NN X TP OC R 2
AEXW, FIEETEEY S EIRIER B3 A K
HAME] . BN, LS BV R R B
AT b R HE R — BB g o AR L AR iR U
(Pefiaherrera-Aguirre et al., 2023), 7E30¥9I4LH L
i, AEMZZE TaWRpeas . A3 A7 ARG
M, BEE ARG BT RPN SEE D, L5 %
P A s [, A XS T 4 Fl N2
KRB TR ZL,  [R] i YAk 2 Py 2 B
5 Z ) LAY R 403 3 [ ke, R % 3R B A W% G T ) T

TR ) PR

FATHIBFFER B, XF 204 1 [) 30 FB A5 B
BEAL %% N DR AN AR Ak, BIE 4897 %8
N TR B 1) 37 35 8 07 XA 5 0 400 1) 38 728 b A7 1)
R, TR B HE ST TE AR b A S [R] OG R G 3R L
A P FEELO AT, ROURAZ, shiE
FEALA H P E N, 1E A0 A28 BRI A 32 3145 5%
B AS R 15 2005 % . L sh P IR B0 515 AT
SRS 3 0 JE, 25 B N TR B sh i B 1
oA, Bl NS PR R IR A, T &
Bk A BE SR AN H IR S, A TR
A B At AT 2 X6F At B K [ B0 TN BB A5 B
(Aron et al., 1992), [Hl I, %5857 % A X5 9 M7
S EOG Sh R G [ LG, T RS R A sk,
5 NKECRIR M sh P B e g7y, Wit shyy
14 TRV B B S 25 W5 5 e B FE M s = AR 52 e, i
fEAMNIXHE G R PR B AR
6.4 EXSMNE

58, AR AR T E e A
(48 ) o B — 2 I BTk . AN AR 5E # XT sh i
PIRESAE T AR R IX 43, B4 Leite 55 A (2018)3 5]
Yoy Y . BRI . WS EF A s R e
W | 3 A A S, ARG R A DX 0 1 N T
HE o ARWEGE N SEUE S AR W) oy M AE G R S5 AR
G, LA R N L R RIF T 5T,
RS Ry A K 14 8 Wik 5 B AR R AL A

Howk, B SR SEAR, YN T R
TR E A FREAS A YT R
T BARAR, R EEOHER, WIS A
JERE, XIE—FEEsR R N R, ELITE
PIBEFE R, T E B 22 A% R 58 R4S B E NG
Z bECGEBES, FRETTE, 2017), Y% iHE 25 5 B Y
Y0 PR B AT AE I, U AR A AR LA A
JEE W A AT TE AR 55 (Wi F, VIR, 2018), AS
WA SRR, FRRBNNNEGERY AL G Y
B R, 5ARKREREE, FN, BYHK
ZOS N [v) B o 4% G5 57 8 N O RSB R O 2 T AL G
Yy iE AT o P ) A 3R 25 206 R T g
WRILIE N R b B B TG 5822 7 46 R (R 258
W, A E R H IR 2P R IEA T B N,
Ivi) i1 %o T 2 e B ) L B2 11 T 1 Rl 43 T
o MR, XUEIRTTEE ZIEA MBI UESL

FEYK, Serpell FI Paul (1994)34& i <Jg ¥ 3t
W, HIFRTE N5 Y 3 5 R A F 305 ik
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AR T HAL Y, S 200 A P BB .
ARSCHGUEIF AN T X Pz A0 (B L, e T 1%
iR T N5 T MR G R ] LLRE 3R B 22 )
T B R RIS R, (HX Rz AR B 2 Y
FIAEAL 52 T W B B AT RN L, AL 535 2 NI
teg e YaE AL S TARE S Y, R, JEL 5
T N BAR ML G 7 ) 5 ARAL 58 % W) B A ALY
FEBGE R A7, HE X [ PSR ARE S P )
EHGETES R . LRA XM T, FRATH 2 AR
ML T AR AR g Fe T B UL, 5%
YA Rz S Re s . BRI fa P, 1T
Refe it TR NGNS B R &2,
UL G 57 T NN 2 ()45 58 5 1) 18 8 A T 0

wE, NEH YRR AU TE S 22 5
(Gray & Young, 2011), BRffi7E[R]—3CfbFF 5, XF
JE ) A) i -, Bt o 5[] 1 A% 1T 22 16 (Herzog et all.,
2004), 7EVG 7 3cfberh, BYAR R SLHEA T AMT0 4
i, B E S, R EY I E1EN<E
FY B e, B E, ARG RY E L
R ZRAE . WEIER . W@ YIRe, KEBa3%
TN RZEN, o T 29 E g
g O A RN A TR AW OR 13 7 A
FPEXTF A B AN TAE Al Jm A RE, §h= F By
Mz BN E, BYSiIELE R T E, TR,
— S YT AT, SE5EY
AR, XREYIHAE G SHEEL L E,
PRt 5 ) 5 3 I B sS i b, I T AR SR
YER BN Gt S ThRe, KR AR C R
W2 R RE, MR G Y B E 2. E A an
I, X5 G878 P AR 7 2 B3R 98 T RE R i A2 Xt
TEVI IR, B E A Y R AL, Y
Pl S, BN L, HEIARR G EY £ XL,
BRI T N XA ) 2y 25 70 ) S FE A HE Y, %
THREE 5 AR HARL, R R BB, A
A E TR A B v o NS — B A ey T
M7 By N RAR ARG R, S IOR T R B
YR LG, A RIS E Y E A, X
FERY R PRI B A R T3 R EAS AR
gt
65 AERERE

AHFEATY AN ] bt B M A AE — S8R . T,
HRYEIAERFSE, Y Z e AT TE TR i T8
Al A Y £ 5 (Liu-Pham et al., 2022), KHILHFSE 3
IR T RS- NS R ST I , AROk

AT 5 AT A 3k — 2 32 FH 8 ) M 3 110 G A 4 2
PEATOIIE . HIR, T NS NTERR,
WHFE 2 Pl T N SR A T ME B (BES S 0T
AR, R L AL T 2 AR T AR S LG
PrrIAAL AR, R RIS T DL — 25 4RT hi hl
WIS G ARL ST W Y ) 4 sl R BEAT N K R IR
o BRICZ AN, AR e S AL S W e SR 5
T P AT O, ARSI AR A 1 Sl IRl i T A
MIXHIA —FfRrE BV R, 2B R A
C A 1] 3% 8 1 A KB AR Y [l B2 O i — 2B Ok B 7
R, P L DA B A A S, TR A Y
FRRNIE, ABAIX TR FRA MRS 7R
IFFE AT RLET X X o o A AR IT it — 2005

7 4B

AT AP EA PR, KRN
e SARMEG Y, BRMT 458 (HFREANMAE
It Te N — B0 N % 58 T W 1) 38 18 7 5 T AR L 4t
TEW; ()[R IR T N B 13 B 1) T 4y 18 P8 3t (5 A7 A
DX, R BLAE SR N 1] (LR AR TR N, FRTEA
TR 3] 1) ) T AR Ay B v ) R e 57 e i [l (1L
EARLGIRTEN, LGEIR NS 1L 58 Y8
fEMAL T ), ()EHETR T NIE ML 58 e 1y i 78 b
B EATRE S, T WA R W0 3 B () L,
G SR T N BRI 25 AL G T W i) IE T L

2 £ X #

Allport, G. W. (1954). The nature of prejudice (Vol. 52). Addison
Wesley.

Amiot, C. E., & Bastian, B. (2017). Solidarity with animals:
Assessing a relevant dimension of social identification with
animals. Plos One, 12(1), e0168184. https://doi.org/10.1371/
journal.pone.0168184

Araujo, D., Lima, C., Mesquita, J. R., Amorim, I., & Ochoa, C.
(2021). Characterization of suspected crimes against
companion animals in Portugal. Animals, 11(9), 2744-2757.
https://doi.org/10.3390/ani11092744

Aron, A., Aron, E. N., & Norman, C. (2001). Self-expansion
Model of Motivation and Cognition in Close Relationships
and Beyond. Blackwell Publishers.

Aron, A., Aron, E. N., & Smollan, D. (1992). Inclusion of
other in the self scale and the structure of interpersonal
closeness. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology,
63(4), 596—612. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.63.4.596

Auger, B., & Amiot, C. E. (2019). Testing the roles of intergroup
anxiety and inclusion of animals in the self as mechanisms
that underpin the "Pets as Ambassadors" effect. Anthrozods,
32(1), 5-21. https://doi.org/10.1080/08927936.2019.1550277

Bailey, K. G. (1988). Psychological kinship: Implications for
the helping professions. Psychotherapy Theory Research
Practice Training, 25(1), 132—141. https://doi.org/10.1037/



%10 M

A 2 ARG T FRBEANT G . YIS T W X T 0 1 o7 4 52 ) 1673

h0085309

Bastian, B., Loughnan, S., Haslam, N., & Radke, H. (2012). Don't
mind meat? The denial of mind to animals used for human
consumption. Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin,
38(2), 247-256. https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167211424291

Bentham, J. (1996). An introduction to the principles of morals
and legislation. Oxford University Press (Originally
published in 1789).

Blouin, D. D. (2015). Are dogs children, companions, or just
animals? Understanding variations in people's orientations
toward animals. Anthrozods, 26(2), 279-294. https://doi.org/
10.2752/175303713x13636846944402

Bouma, E. M. C., Reijgwart, M. L., & Dijkstra, A. (2021).
Family member, best friend, child or 'just' a pet, owners'
relationship perceptions and consequences for their cats.
International Journal of Environmental Research and
Public Health, 19(1), 193-210. https://doi.org/10.3390/
ijerph19010193

Brewer, M. B. (1979). In-Group Bias in the minimal
intergroup situation: A Cognitive-Motivational analysis.
Psychological Bulletin, 86(2), 307-324. https://doi.org/
10.1037/0033-2909.86.2.307

Bush, E. R., Baker, S. E., & Macdonald, D. W. (2014). Global
trade in exotic pets 2006—-2012. Conservation Biology,
28(3), 663—676. https://doi.org/10.1111/cobi.12240

Camilleri, L., Gill, P. R., & Jago, A. (2020). The role of moral
disengagement and animal empathy in the meat paradox.
Personality and Individual Differences, 164, 110103.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2020.110103

Carruthers, P. (1992). The animals issue. Cambridge University
Press.

Caviola, L., & Capraro, V. (2020). Liking but devaluing
animals: Emotional and deliberative paths to speciesism.
Social Psychological and Personality Science, 11(8),
1080—1088. https://doi.org/10.1177/1948550619893959

Evans-Wilday, A. S., Hall, S. S., Hogue, T. E., & Mills, D. S.
(2018). Self-disclosure with dogs: Dog owners’ and
non-dog owners’ willingness to disclose emotional topics.
Anthrozods, 31(3), 353-366. https://doi.org/10.1080/
08927936.2018.1455467

Every, D., Due, C., Thompson, K., & Ryan, J. (2016).
Conflicting perspectives on nonhuman animal rescues in
natural disasters. Society and Animals, 24(4), 358—382.
https://doi.org/10.1163/15685306-12341417

Faul, F., Erdfelder, E., Buchner, A., & Lang, A.-G. (2009).
Statistical power analyses using G*Power 3.1: Tests for
correlation and regression analyses. Behavior Research Methods,
41(4), 1149—-1160. https://doi.org/10.3758/BRM.41.4.1149

Finch, J. (2008). Naming names: Kinship, individuality and
personal names. Sociology, 42(4), 709—725. https://doi.org/
10.1177/0038038508091624

Gerhards, J., & Hans, S. (2009). From Hasan to Herbert:
Name-Giving patterns of immigrant parents between
acculturation and ethnic maintenance. American Journal of
Sociology, 114(4), 1102—1128. https://doi.org/10.1086/595944

Ghasemi, B., & Kyle, G. T. (2021). Toward moral pathways to
motivate wildlife conservation. Biological Conservation,
259, 109170. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.biocon.2021.109170

Grajfoner, D., Ke, G. N., & Wong, R. M. M. (2021). The effect
of pets on human mental health and wellbeing during
COVID-19 lockdown in Malaysia. Animals, 11(9),
2689-2698. https://doi.org/10.3390/ani11092689

Gray, P. B., & Young, S. M. (2011). Human-pet dynamics in
cross-cultural perspective. Anthrozods, 24(1), 17-30.
https://doi.org/10.2752/175303711X12923300467285

Gruen, L. 2007. Empathy and vegetarian commitments. In J.
Donovan, & C. J. Adams, (Eds.), The feminist care
tradition in animal ethics. A reader (pp. 333-343). New
York: Columbia University Press.

Gruenfeld, D. H., Inesi, M. E., Magee, J. C., & Galinsky, A. D.
(2008). Power and the objectification of social targets.
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 95(1),
111-127. https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.95.1.111

Guo, S. P. (2010). Talk about "Pet Keeping Phenomenon".
Chinese Journal of Animal Husbandry and Veterinary
Medicine, (11), 4-5.

[FFHEF . (2010). WU SRV RAL". FHELEFEEH,
(11),4-5.]

Guo, Z., Ren, X., Zhao, J., Jiao, L., & Xu, Y. (2021). Can pets
replace children? The interaction effect of pet attachment
and subjective socioeconomic status on fertility intention.
International Journal of Environmental Research and
Public Health, 18(16), 8610—8621. https://doi.org/10.3390/
ijerph18168610

Harrington, L. A., Macdonald, D. W., & D’Cruze, N. (2019).
Popularity of pet otters on YouTube: Evidence of an
emerging trade threat. Nature Conservation, 36, 17—45.
https://doi.org/10.3897/natureconservation.36.33842

Hawkins, R. D., & Williams, J. M. (2016). Children's beliefs
about animal minds (Child-BAM): Associations with
positive and negative child—animal interactions. Anthrozods,
29(3), 503—519. https://doi.org/10.1080/08927936.2016.1189749

Heiss, S., & Hormes, J. M. (2018). Ethical concerns regarding
animal use mediate the relationship between variety of pets
owned in childhood and vegetarianism in adulthood. Appetite,
123, 43—48. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.appet.2017.12.005

Herzog, H. A., Bentley, R. A., & Hahn, M. W. (2004). Random
drift and large shifts in popularity of dog breeds. The Royal
Society, 271(Suppl 5), 353-356. https://doi.org/10.1098/
rsbl.2004.0185

Janssens, M., Janssens, E., Eshuis, J., Lataster, J., Simons, M.,
Reijnders, J., & Jacobs, N. (2021). Companion animals as
buffer against the impact of stress on affect: An experience
sampling study. Animals 11(8), 2171-2182. https://doi.org/
10.3390/ani11082171

Johnson, T. P., Garrity, T. F., & Stallones, L. (1992). Psychometric
evaluation of the Lexington Attachment to Pets Scale
(LAPS). Anthrozods, 5(3), 160-175. https://doi.org/
10.2752/089279392787011395

Kant, 1. (1981). Lectures on ethics. Indianapolis: Hackett
Publishing Company Press.

Klaphake, E. A., & Smith, J. L. (2002). An initial assessment
of exotic-animal pet owners in Utah: A survey with special
empbhasis on personal characteristics and expenditure tendencies.
Journal of Avian Medicine & Surgery, 16(2), 115-122.
https://doi.org/10.1647/1082-6742(2002)016[0115:ATIAOE
A]2.0.CO;2

Korsgaard, C. M. (1996). Creating the kingdom of ends.
Cambridge University Press.

le Roux, M. C., & Wright, S. (2020). The relationship between
pet attachment, life satisfaction, and perceived stress: Results
from a South African online survey. Anthrozods, 33(3),
371-385. https://doi.org/10.1080/08927936.2020.1746525

Leite, A. C., Dhont, K., & Hodson, G. (2018). Longitudinal
effects of human supremacy beliefs and vegetarianism
threat on moral exclusion (vs. inclusion) of animals.
European Journal of Social Psychology, 49(1), 179-189.
https://doi.org/10.1002/ejsp.2497

Liu-Pham, R., Patterson, L., & Keefer, L. A. (2022). You get
what you give: Pet relationships in a communal orientation



1674 N i}

L %5 55 &

framework. Personality and Individual Differences, 192,
111590. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2022.111590

Luo, X. Y., Wang, R. Y., & Xie, J. (2020). Research on the
development of giant panda cultural industry from the
perspective of deconstruction. Industrial Innovation, (12),
20-24.

[(B/hlE, FA4E, W4, (2020). @k 32 ST B9 K AEAN
SCARFEL K RAIEGE. P BY B, (12), 20-24.]

Markus, H. R., & Kitayama, S. (1991). Culture and the self:
Implications for cognition, emotion, and motivation.
Psychological Review, 98(2), 224-253. https://doi.org/
10.1037/0033-295X.98.2.224

Meehan, M., Massavelli, B., & Pachana, N. (2017). Using
attachment theory and social support theory to examine and
measure pets as sources of social support and attachment
figures. Anthrozods, 30(2), 273-289. https://doi.org/10.1080/
08927936.2017.1311050

Ng, V. C,, Lit, A. C., Wong, O. F,, Tse, M. L., & Fung, H. T.
(2018). Injuries and envenomation by exotic pets in Hong
Kong. Hong Kong Medical Journal, 24(1), 48-55.
https://doi.org/10.12809/hkmj176984

O'Boyle, E. H., & Forsyth, D. R. (2021). Individual differences
in ethics positions: The EPQ-5. Plos One, 16(6), €0251989.
https://doi.org/10.1371/journal.pone.0251989

Pan, Y. J., Xie, R. D., & Liu, Y. (2022). Analysis of pet market
problems and countermeasures -- A case study of pet market in
Weiyang District of Xi'an. Chinese Market, (14), 117-120.

(R, fRIEZR, XIRF. (2022). S 40T 35 18] 4347 B Lk
KW R —— LAV LT R XY i35 . [ 177 7,
(14), 117-120.]

Pefaherrera-Aguirre, M., Figueredo, A. J., Steklis, N. G, &
Salmon, C. (2023). The role of cross-species relative brain
size variation and time since domestication in explaining
human empathy towards domesticated mammals. Personality
and Individual Differences, 200, 111914. https://doi.org/
10.1016/j.paid.2022.111914

Piazza, J., Landy, J. F., & Goodwin, G. P. (2014). Cruel nature:
Harmfulness as an important, overlooked dimension in
judgments of moral standing. Cognition, 131(1), 108—124.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.cognition.2013.12.013

Possidonio, C., Piazza, J., Graca, J., & Prada, M. (2021). From
pets to pests: Testing the scope of the “Pets as
Ambassadors” hypothesis. Anthrozods, 34(5), 707-722.
https://doi.org/10.1080/08927936.2021.1926708

Potocka, A. (2021). The moral foundations of care and
authority and the perception of animal mind in relation to
violence against animals. Anthrozots, 35(1), 105-123.
https://doi.org/10.1080/08927936.2021.1963547

Rachel, G., Montrose, V., & Alison, W. (2017). ExNOTic:
Should we be keeping exotic pets? Animals, 7(6), 47—58.
https://doi.org/10.3390/ani7060047

Reaser, J. K., Clark, E. E., Jr., & Meyers, N. M. (2008). All
creatures great and minute: A public policy primer for
companion animal zoonoses. Zoonoses Public Health, 55(8-10),
385—401. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1863-2378.2008.01123.x

Rothgerber, H., & Mican, F. (2014). Childhood pet ownership,
attachment to pets, and subsequent meat avoidance. The
mediating role of empathy toward animals. Appetite, 79,
11-17. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.appet.2014.03.032

Ruckert, J. H., & Arnold, R. (2018). Empathy-Related Reasoning
is associated with children's moral concerns for the welfare
and rights of animals. Ecopsychology, 10(4), 259-269.
https://doi.org/10.1089/ec0.2018.0039

Sani, F., & Bennett, M. (2009). Children's inclusion of the
group in the self: Evidence from a self-ingroup confusion

paradigm. Developmental Psychology, 45(2), 503-510.
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0014167

Schonfeld, M. (1992). Who or what has moral standing?
American Philosophical Quarterly, 29(4), 353—362. https://
jstor.org/stable/20014430

Schuppli, C. A., Fraser, D., & Bacon, H. J. (2014). Welfare of
non-traditional pets. Revue Scientifique et Technique, 33(1),
221-231. https://doi.org/10.20506/rst.33.1.2287

Serpell, J., & Paul, E. (1994). Pets and the development of
positive attitudes to animals. In A Manning, J Serpell (Eds.),
Animals and human society (pp. 165—182). London: Routledge
Press.

Shukhova, S., & Macmillan, D. C. (2020). From tigers to axolotls:
Why people keep exotic pets in Russia. People and Nature,
2(4), 940—949. https://doi.org/10.1002/pan3.10125

Singer, P. (1979). Practical ethics. Cambridge University
Press.

Steinbock, B. (1978). Speciesism and the idea of equality. Philosophy,
53(204), 247-256. https://doi.org/10.1017/S0031819100016582

Tisdell, C., Wilson, C., & Swarna Nantha, H. (2006). Public
choice of species for the ‘Ark’: Phylogenetic similarity and
preferred wildlife species for survival. Journal for Nature
Conservation, 14(2), 97-105. https://doi.org/10.1016/
j.jnc.2005.11.001

Tsapelas, 1., Aron, A., & Orbuch, T. (2009). Marital boredom
now predicts less satisfaction 9 years later. Psychological
Science, 20(5), 543—545. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1467-
9280.2009.02332.x

Tzivian, L., Friger, M., & Kushnir, T. (2014). Grief and
bereavement of Israeli dog owners: Exploring short-term
phases pre- and post-euthanization. Death Sudies, 38(1-5),
109-117. https://doi.org/10.1080/07481187.2012.738764

Venaglia, R. B., & Lemay, E. P, Jr. (2017). Hedonic benefits
of close and distant interaction partners: The mediating
roles of social approval and authenticity. Personality and
Social Psychology Bulletin, 43(9), 1255—1267. https://doi.org/
10.1177/0146167217711917

Watson, D., & Friend, R. (1969). Measurement of social-
evaluative anxiety. Journal of Consulting & Clinical
Psychology, 33(4), 448—457. https://doi.org/10.1037/h0027806

Wilkins, A. M., McCrae, L. S., & McBride, E. A. (2015).
Factors affecting the human attribution of emotions toward
animals. Anthrozods, 28(3), 357-369. https://doi.org/10.1080/
08927936.2015.1052270

Wilks, M., Caviola, L., Kahane, G., & Bloom, P. (2020).
Children prioritize humans over animals less than adults do.
Psychological Science, 32(1), 27-38. https://doi.org/10.1177/
0956797620960398

Xin, X., Cheng, L., Li, S. F.,, Feng, L., Xin, Y. J., & Wang, S. S.
(2021). Improvement to the subjective well-being of pet
ownership may have positive psychological influence
during COVID-19 epidemic. Animal Science Journal, 92(1),
e13624. https://doi.org/10.1111/asj.13624

Xu, K., Ou, Q., Luo, D., Shi, X., Li, K., Xue, H., Huang, Y.,
Turel, O., Zhang, S., & He, Q. (2022). Moral decision-
making in pettism: The influence of animal type, pet
ownership status, and social distance. Psych Journal, 12(1),
54—72. http://doi.org/10.1002/pch;j.594

Yang, Z. (2016). Research on the pursuit of "New Pets" by
Chinese college students. Heihe Journal, 224(2), 187—189.

2. (2016). FRE KB BB Y BT, EA
£ 7, 224(2), 187-189.]

Yu, F., & Xu, L. Y. (2018). Chinese moral structure: A moral
differential circle. Journal of Nanjing Normal University
(Social Science Edition), (6), 65—74.



55 10 1 A 2 ARG T FRBEANT G . YIS T W X T 0 1 o7 4 52 ) 1675

(M, VFANA. (2018). A IE AP E R LS 18 22y 1. Attitudes of Turkish veterinary students and educators
B F A F I FESFIFIR), (6), 65-T4.] towards the moral status of animals and species rating.
Yuan, X. J., & Guo, S. P. (2017). Differential mode of Kafkas Univ Vet Fak Derg, 15(1), 111—118. https://doi.org/
association in Chinese interpersonal relationship affection: 10.9775/kvfd.2008.88-A
Evidence from extrinsic affective Simon task (EAST). Zhu, X. H., & Lu, T. H. (2006). An empirical research on
Journal of Psychological Science, 40(3), 651-656. luxury consumption motives of Chinese consumers based
[EEEh, 3. (2017). R E A ABRIEEAY 2548 R L & on Self-construal. China Conference, 177(7), 1272—1284.
ok E EAST (SR, 0 FEFLS, 40(3), 651-656.] URIEHE, F4875. (2006). BT 1 A AL 1 o 55 4 40 1 9%
Zen, A., Zen, R., Yaar, A., Armutak, A., & Eker, 1. (2009). SIFLISSIET 5. AL, 177(7), 1272-1284.]

Traditional pettism: The influence of pet owner ship status, pet type,
and pet properties on pet moral standing

XU Kepeng"***, OU Qiangian’, XUE Hong">**, LUO Dongli'?, ZHANG Shuyue'***, XU Yan®
(' Department of psychology, Faculty of Education, Guangxi Normal University, Guilin 541004, China)
(* Guangxi College and University Key Laboratory of Cognitive Neuroscience and Applied Psychology, Guilin 541004, China)
( Ethnic Education Development Research Center of Guangxi Zhuang Autonomous Region, Guilin 541004, China)
(* Institute of Chinese National Community, Guangxi Normal University, Guilin 541004, China)
( School of Psychology, Shenzhen University, Shenzhen 518060, China)
(° Beijing Key Laboratory of Applied Experimental Psychology; National Demonstration Center for Experimental Psychology
Education (Beijing Normal University); Faculty of Psychology, Beijing Normal University, Beijing 100875, China)

Abstract

An increasing number of people treat pets as their family members. Although there is no specific indication,
that people first think of traditional pets such as dogs or cats when referring to pets. In this study, traditional pets
are defined as widely popular pets that are accompanied by human beings; Non-traditional pets are defined as
unique and novel pets that are different from traditional cognition. The factors that lead to the difference in
perception of pet moral standing are not only pet properties but also pet ownership status. Recently,
psychologists have sought to explore the relationship between people and pets. Such research dilemmas are
focused on traditional pet owners and their traditional pets, and few studies pay attention to the relationship
between non-traditional pet owners and their non-traditional pets. Here, we aim to investigate whether pet
properties, pet ownership status, and pet type can affect the perception of pet moral standing and its mechanism.

To define the traditional pets and non-traditional pets in our study, we first conducted a pre-study (N = 29).
For three studies, we used the snowball sampling technique to recruit participants voluntarily online via
Qualtrics in Baidu Post Bar through a questionnaire. Study 1 explored the impact of pet ownership status, pet
type, and pet properties on the perception of pet moral standing, N = 146 (traditional pet owners: 41,
non-traditional pet owners: 53; women: 77). In Study 2, based on controlling the basic moral orientation, the
influence of pet ownership status and pet type on the perception of pet moral standing was reverified, N = 148
(traditional pet owners: 72; women: 74). Study 3 further explored the mechanism of this effect, the purpose is to
investigate the empathy for animals in the relationship between pet attachment and the perception of traditional
pet moral standing, N = 202 (women: 108).

The results showed that: (1) The perception of traditional pet moral standing is higher than that of
non-traditional pets, agency, experience and harmfulness played a mediating role; (2) Compared to non-pet
owners, pet owners perceived a higher pet moral standing; Compared to non-traditional pet owners, traditional
pet owners perceived a higher traditional pet moral standing; There was no significant difference in the
perception of non-traditional pets moral standing; (3) The empathy for animals played a mediating role between
the traditional pet owners pet attachment and the perception of traditional pet moral standing.

Pet speciesism also exists in pets, traditional pets are higher in the hierarchy than non-traditional pets. Pet
owners regard pets as psychological-kin and in-group members. The positive attitude towards pets in
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communication and interaction can be extended to all pets. When further subdividing the pet owners, this
positive attitude is more obvious in the traditional pet owners. This may be because traditional pet owners are
more idealistic, and the two-way emotional attachment between traditional pet owners and pets leads to stronger
empathy for animals, which ultimately manifests as a more positive moral attitude towards traditional pets.
There is no preference for non-traditional pets in non-traditional pet owners, it may be to gain social approval or
a strong attachment with pets isn’t formed.

Keywords moral standing, pet owners, pet, pet attachment, empathy



