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1 5

ZE6 AR AT T RIBLOAAMB SN, SHE %
NG T 12 B s g N AR AL R SR A AT R (B
b, 2009). VENEE =Yy EE T, 2
HRWIER WAL . 45/ E 2 it s
ONPRRE S5 T R AR AR, S S ML) &
Hbrp EEIRAE 7 2%, 5Kk, 2025), A& 1
TR AP EE S HIRM A AL |
HARme sz 25 N, DL Gl TAE sl X148
I (Du et al., 2014), TAEZ S48 15 2835 DAL fE
e S B 1] P9 fidas oK T FERR I 2, 7E S5 A EOR
TR YOI A B e DL S
WK 55 KB E S, TAESITE R oh 2835 5540 11
R, BN, AR TR SR 44 2GR T H R AR K
FEJE FARIS T T AR T 0 5548 LR (BRm B 5%,
2010),

R TAEG S8 e s b 200, HLLT
Y& 373 0 b 28 35 45 W% 37 5% B9 WF 98 8 /D (Christensen
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etal., 2016), IAMRZXLTEHLZHHAZR, WT
Ve B 5 (Nesbit et al., 2012) , ZH 211\ [F](Christensen
et al., 2018). #H 7 /K- (Christensen et al., 2016)%,
B M NBRIAAITSE O TR AT R o 0 TR A
HAMLEHY, N ST AR T RESZ 31 HA
TAEOAE B 52w, 4 ) [) g 0 B 4 B 9 52
(Jin & McDonald, 2017; Kiewitz et al., 2023), fE3£
Berhr, Al ARG R T WA, LA IR TEAE
s FIES S 011 2024 459 H 7 H~9 H, 1l
Vri e o IR A 255, PR T L —H
871G, M Sk E I T SRR RS TR T
Z BN R B AR 04T A R 1R (Blass,
1991), IR, 0 TIEMERG ST NG, &
PIARRUA 7 A7 3 . SR, MRS AR 51 0 3 is
(Similarity Attraction Theory), A&7 AP 8
=5 B 5 PG A ) By Al R 2 5
(Forehand et al., 2002),

WA BT F R T 17 FARAEI 0
AT NP RIERON, N 2 A 24T i (Wang
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et al., 2021)a || S5 ZZ4E 41T (Breeze & Wiepking,
2020) X HAth 57 TR B E MR, {H 3 B Z XA R AT
S FAR N E S Rl ) 2B AT D AE B R DL TR
P EIZILR . Wik, AR BEERG LR A EX
5 Rl 048 e 5 B 5L TAT A A & e 25 5%,
FFRRE AT RE Ry Co3RALH], LI 5T 4 T M 3 e T
VE) i 5548 4123 52 ) SR WS 1 SEBRRICR, I A fkds
W BT P SRR S B TE =

11 E% vs FEREFEENTESHN

#2520 (social influence) /& 48 AMTTAY1T M ke
W B A AT R AR B Y S I (Claldini &
Goldstein, 2004), 7EZ&HHMG G, R LB
5 8 (5 B 4 W 3 B S S0 9E W A Y 48 g A
(Gichter & Renner, 2018; Shang & Croson, 2009),
HJF ARG a)fth ARG (E B 8 4t RE, [
24 ¥4 T A 4T (Van Teunenbroek et al., 2020);
b)JE WA WG A0 1) 5 et LA (B MEFR I £ 2) (Duffy
& Kornienko, 2010); c)4 X} 28 FHLH M ZE 3515 &
Y15 1% (Van Teunenbroek et al., 2020),

SR, #1252 W) AN T N A T4,
BTt A& i (Shang et al., 2008), FEZHZH,
g B TR EE ST AT B LA g
> . Bandura (2001)IAy, %5 Mo AL 945 FE B g5,
KR 0 T 5B SR AR Hir, HOTsH A
BORERT, W LAE ARG 5 T AT R, iR
YERHAL A, MBS AU, Wi
FRR B3 T AT M 5 A BARLRE (Fischer & Sitkin, 2023).
MEFRALUrNF, %S 5908 SR r
HERE (PN 55, 1999), @ EuiE B LT
A A BABE 51 100% 465 185 28 1 36 5K I 2 52 ) 51 T
6 14 2 L RN 98 I i (K eating et al., 1981), X ELHF5T
FRRIE ERAESEIR P BB (o, SR, B9k
fEE BRI T L By mtt 252, AP 5e 20
T B —3ERER . PR, YRR
N EYESUFIE S H O AR, At 2352 ma i B AR
G kA Bilan, S ATEME Bt SR E S
H ORI, AT 45 %5 T /=5 (Shang et al., 2008).
FSRALNE G THAA YA, 7 H & T/ES
3 B2, ME R B B(Kiewitz et al.,
2023), MM L2 63 5 i -5 GO, P1A T2
BB, 50 TR EFATE 2R .

12 TIT1EZETMH S T R T8 AR =0

WA 5 20 7 O W AN T P ol A 5 HA, 53
TAEHGE . e, APRCRSET it & A

(Brown et al., 2007), ft& B0 BAT . FATHIE
PHE: FATHRR R SAbBE AT & i, P AT H R
JESARIE R, AT AR S AT 225K A
AN D5 [ At 2 B S35 ma AR 1) oAt 2571 R o 9]
m, MRS AR BT T 25 09 N EL BT (R AT E8R), o
JEET A NCBIRSE 45, 2015),

XA G P IF R, AT 5 5 U 4R G 4
X — GBI A T 1 72 o 4 I8 25 220 KO0 3 SR i,
N2 HR 1 V4 T A 5050 k48 8 T T SR DA 1 4 g
2 SRR 4F, 2019; Goswami & Urminsky,
2016), MAE TAES TSR ST, FIRIEMA
(s IR =) i 48 4 {5 8 A8 22 (Campbell et al.,
2017), MWLEEH TE L9 (vs. FIEHBWE, &
ETFH5HM S BokdR ., SHEEME, AT
X} b A T 25 B SR B B | K R R i 5
A9 . MRIEAIXTHIZF L, AR A O
WS RBHARL T4 Hmt, 2ximad HAh A7 A4z, W
I 1 B B (Zhang et al., 2016; Zoogah, 2010),
Karlsson %5 A (2005) &8, 5255 R00H 473 st
SAFAFANARTE N E A A s S A
TR R AT R, B — D N IREERS 4
T —AN, TR AT N S 3 5 b Y AR X 4
(Zhang et al., 2016), Mk, AoREMEH, B TG
WXl AN 25 R FE T, AR SCHR AR

H1: AT RIFHEHE L, YRy
BURIE T B TAR .

H2: BN AAE0 8 & B0y (E g vs. [FIZ)%T
7 T s 4 5 i) 22 i) A A T
13 £HBEEEREEENER

G BR RIS (] 45 G 2 A1 2 520 2 0 7 A 32 22
J, HERBAE S THE . R R A R,
(AL TR AN R], XA B TAHURNA T Ay 8 5% 1)
AJAl(Mogilner, 2010), M IEFHERE, SE—
AT AE BRI, vl 2 Aoy 3, H 544
HOAE | BRI AN I I DDA DG o R 4 B
RS 5 S AR Z RI7E IR | GBS it &
W fr 55 7 AP E = AR ERE . &80 TR,
IR AL TaX e 22 5, o 51 T 5 B (vs. [R5
Fb A 45 SR SR R . PR i 3h 4 R A A 2 Ak B
T 5 E(vs. [AF)ZEEES . BEAHALR 227
MBS A T A R 2B, R AR B, PR

2 AR 2 W g A /NS SR AR T, e 5 T
10 JG. 20 JTAI 50 J6., WRH AP st g gikE, W 5 JToHifk
Z R BRI,
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Ja St Rl ek i T 5 9 (vs. [A1 &) Z [H] fig
Ji. BRIERAHLALP 2E R BT, AR SCHR B

H3: L4 vs. [A] =548 W 015 5 X 51 T 48 i 4
A 4 A AR B 4 R T AR A ] 8 0 L
14 WRRAK

AMFFEIE 1L 7 0SB A O (] <Ry 7E T
P(vs. [FFHFREM/WGMESE T, 0T mnl Ge48
WA /D2 S0 1a Fl 1b HRAE T B9 vs. [RlSH 481
HiAE BT D T AR AT B B A, R 5 P 2RV
HRERIAIERGMEZES, S0 2a 5 2b BEEHLD
FALH, RSB L e, R HERR B AR RS, I
R T At 0y Al RE TR A B8 AR, Ry i A 2R 4
Wr, SEE% 3 3L ERGNJRN 2 ik — 2D IRk AR R
RAHLE A PR SEES 4 YT R T R B i
AL R Z RO AR Bz R R, i
5 XArAERAR G SRR, PRI E R
YEM o dE it B R—HL R —3h A i B T HE 2L,
IR GEVEAN T L9y SR G S w1 S PRasc o o

2 S la: B vs. R SRR G EE S
Xof B4 T4 W A ) 2 2800

S la A K vs. [F HARMEA(E BT 5 T4
I 40 ) 5 T, %5 388 T A A (L v (IR DL B TE At 515
BATTREA RN, SCRRAT 2 (Sehidam
By HELY vs. [FE) x 2 GAWEEEE: & vs.
%) + Tt fE Bt 5 Apaiit, Az F|
H G*power % /4 (Faul et al., 2007)i 155 H 7E B &1k
K o 2 0.05 H AU 1 Ry H AR RN B (F = 0.25), %
BB 95%5e it S /K- A i 2 /D5 28 305 A 4
S 3 3 W BCF & (www.credamo.com) 3 55 B A,
SR A S R A ok, ST 313 4
18 Ji% MUl ERTERA G, “FHFER R 32.74 %
(SD=17.75 %), HrhZet il 66.33%.
21 EEZEWEIT

PO ML EC R 5 22—, IR S H
FT e TAE SR IEAE AU £ A 3E 2R 285 0 H
fams ., el R H MR NS G, ArtbafE
B 4 PR A <ob ), R TR SR A — 17 B
Bz /IR R iZ 265 0 B ARG 20 J6/200 JT7, 55,
PO ELRIAS [ O R IR A VR A R AG A
BB ZE SR VT AL S iz H A58 20 56/200 JC4F )
ERREREQ = EFAK, 7= JEW R, e E R4l
WA B R RS AUE B, Bl b 3257 2835 05
HHNAE, HEGERISE A s, gl

B BAT 55 I, il TR, R, ZEE KR,
F AT LA B i A T AR B ot (5 2292 50 A H
SitE B 5 AR .
22 H#REIT

MSTEEAR t K50 R, B 200 TG HE Y
M 5 = 4.80, SD = 1.02) B35 & T 20 JCHHRIE 4
(M i =3.57, SD = 1.24), t(248) = 8.55, p < 0.001,
Cohen’s d = 1.08, ZZ5 KW, 20 JoH 200 JTIYH
I 1L oo (KR N 25

5 HFEAMTHRBEA TN M rams = 102.83,
SD = 54.38; M su.s = 17.31, SD = 8.98; M sy =
150.13, SD = 71.53; M g = 29.03, SD = 20.68,
M xirzappn = 104.92, SD = 99.58, H T4 4 %5 5
A3 (Skewness = 1.65, SE = 0.14), [ JH X 16 14 %3
X EU Ak (Simpson et al., 2018)fE AT 88143 H7

o, MR AT 2 CERRWGE B HiE
g% ovs. [AE) < 2 (ABMGEE: & vs. AR 24017,
25 L W OR BT IR G B SN W2, F(1, 246) =
18.67, p< 0.001, 0} = 0.07., FHMEAH(ER Y 3, F(1,
246) = 405.93, p < 0.001, 3 = 0.62), —H L HAEMH
AN, F(1,246)=0.01, p= 0.91, g4 AN HERAEAS
HONPME R T AT AN R A ST A1 . N AR
R 75 2 T 5 I 505 e A1 AS I 2 (ps > 0.05)

Hyk, Lhs A48 A2, FRIG R ECh K
A AT ANOVA 434, 4558 R 5 40 R
Wit WE, F4, 308) = 71.85, p < 0.001, 0} =
0.48. FHG M2 R WoR, Joih 215 B 4148 4
(M xizpoa = 4.19, SD = 1.24) 1 5 T [A] F X5
EZHM o = 3.18, SD = 0.77, (123) = 7.04, p <
0.001, Cohen’s d = 1.26)F1 KA E LM 1o =
2.82, SD = 0.41, t(123) = 9.60, p < 0.001, Cohen’s
d= 1.72); B EMTHF—SHEAM wras =
4.83, SD = 0.73, t(124) = —4.41, p < 0.001, Cohen’s
d=-0.79), 5 E%—mEAM TR E2ZRM
s = 4.48, 9D = 0.62, t(124) = —1.99, p=0.27).

B lagh R, SRFHGBUREMHL, -
GRS AT B TR A, A Rk
H1, Jott 25 B g i 48 WG 40 5 HoAth 41 48 5 491 1Y
XL, B R LA (Y S R ARk ZEARE (A A,
TCie S b G A3 2 ] = 241 8% 3K 9 4 8 A5 AR A1 T
FEAME R, WA EAR, oAt 8 Ak
FIEEEE S ERATCER, (HRDT RSkl .
— GBI, BEERERN TS, REHEER
PR R G A 2 T sk & F 8 4L, B2
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I At S i U AE I (Croson & Shang, 2013).

IRt AR ETHSEREH. AR
W E S AE T e B vs. RSt &0E B 08
W) XE 51 AR WG A A s e, AR R S E R
TeXT R MEAT N S A S ) PR S R R T
P AT HES SN, (HETHLFHT R
(A B3R R B£45) 22 o T 5 G A0 Hh e B (VL RR 88 5%,
2019), S25% 1b SUHBeRENE . HAh, TSR
6 G 2 B A FN4E WG B (. TC 38 BR85S AN F-
XA EE SR o B, SE 50 1o SR e 285 0 H 7 5%,
ARG B0y T2 R0 P A At R 3 7

3 SEEG 1b: PEEERUE RO

S 1b HE FiE—2B Uk B9 vs. [AIEF4E
It 45 A5 L XoF B A I A ) s 25 57 B RO
LAEFEIT P IERE A O A IR, ARSLKR
PR RPN CERTIR G & &0y B9 vs. [
=), FIH G*power #{F(Faul et al., 2007)3 15 H 7F
HEMKFE o K 0.05 HRLN RSO (=
0.25), ZiKF| 95%Geit Ji/K-FBIFEA 5 2 /D B
210 A, i WECE S sl 2Ry
18 % DL FAEHR T AR N D o A 5250 S B oA i v i )
K i el SIRAE 307 A 8 . Bk Ty
AR A 32.34 %/ (SD = 6.78), Horp 4tk b b 74.59%.
31 IHEZEWIEIT

B Bl AL 4 TG 1) 6 BT 4R G o 1 92 B [
il PO B R R T TAE R IEAE N 24
“TREATEN B 250 H AR, RS S L B
(vs. [A1Z0) AiZI0 HABE 90 e, FEef) A A=
TR ) 480 R AE LT 7 A B0k ik B —1:
0 Jt, 30 JC, 60 JG, 90 JT, 120 JC, 150 JC, 180 JC., ZJm,
PR TE T E R I, RS A O SiHE R .
32 #H#HR5iTie

P S5 T IR A 53 58 M s = 61.18,
SD = 30.95; M jsa = 92.14, SD = 37.28, M F K~
4 18 %5 5L e 25 43 A1 (Skewness = 0.66, SE = 0.13),
PR I A 52 56 XoF 4B W & 0 BG5S AT GE T e A
(Simpson et al., 2018), Jy 224315 2| L Z0 2 71
6 1 51 ik AR T R FH (M rww = 4.01, SD = 0.56;
M usa = 4.40, SD = 0.67), F(1, 305) = 31.86, p <
0.001, np = 0.10, 44 AN 2275 5 Ry B AR i1
B, &858 AT, F(1, 305) = 26.09, p < 0.001,
Ny = 0.08, WMEE I, BHKAFE(F(, 305) = 4.01,
p=10.046,n>=0.01). RO g HI(F(1, 305) = 6.37, p=

0.012, n3 = 0.02)LA & T#4(F(1, 305) = 8.09, p =
0.005, n3 = 0.03) X} fE A0 A7 i EFE . LA A o
Yof 415 I 2552 i) F41AS I 3 (ps > 0.1)

RS RCSR T 5 220, 2Ok TE
SRR e, 2 Bk ) B R R N A Y A R
(R0 Jt, 30 JE, 60 JT, 90 JG, 120 JG, 150 JC, 180 JLik
B 7 A2, T R S M T REAEAE L
I A 552 55 i — 20 ok A OE A T 58 O80HE 1 Mann-
Whitney U £555, 455 R & _EJAH IR HIM =
114.35) B ZL T FFHM = 193.38, p < 0.001, r =
0.51). RHZE(J5 2253 H7) FldE S % (Mann-Whitney
U K3 i ik i il — 3 3, 2510 .

SEHY 1b FE T 2K 1 TR A A Ak T
HIEAETR, HROR K B 9 20 A ) S /e R e 1 1 77
TERFEZES . 52K 1a fl 1b SL[REEGIE 7% 4 003
PR M . FEBL IR I, SEER 2 i — R IX
PRS00 BEHLA

4 SEEG 2a: FEFN ARG R
A EH

SIE 2 BTER S AH L TR SR A B, B
F I 451 £ 5L B0 T ek 2 8 g O BRAL R ——
BN S, IR A e AU R . BRI S
Fhb, 5L TR AT R BOA R R 28 LS g
H ST BN % B . #5245 (other-enhancement)S& T./F
Y B w LAY BN 445 BRI (Kumar & Beyerlein,
1991), AMAE W2 AIK 3 FREBCFE 4 b A DL Tt A
JE 4 (Bohra & Pandey, 1984), [Kitt, 2§ 24815,
B3 AT R i AR I Ak e SR . O —
7, 4 4H 55 AL B A (shared  responsibility) 7R A fE
FEUBME L Y MR IREM A BRI 2 T
R, HAS NS 1142 T B (Wagner, 1995), #g1L,
AT IR SRR W I B, R Mg #E S a] sefli 51 T
N HC R Z504F, IR F BB .

AR S8 R B D R g R R T GE R & &
e B9 vs. [A1FF), FIH G*power {4 (Faul et al.,
2007) I8 7R i E K o D 0.05 HAN & R
SEREVT(F = 0.25), ZiEF] 95%58iT JI K IREAR
R /DTEE 210 £A9500 AL g0 o WACE B A %
A5 18 JAS UL EWTERR D, I BRI 2
FE 5 7[R HH A [R) S5 R0 B 42 9o S B R i i
TR IFEAR J5, ARSI 252 98U,
AR R 32.16 4 (SD = 7.67 %), Hb Lotk it
60.71% . <SG #EAT T F W (https://aspredicted.
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org/d534-n9qh.pdf),
41 BEEWIET

Bk B AL 43 TC 1) 2 1T 4R G o 1 G A Bl [
Fdl, B, WOl R G T e TAE A IEAE
R 45 R UD A AR AR T BR300 H B L B
PO TS g8 Y (vs. R Z T, JFE
ik H H % TAE (Fitzsimons & Kay, 2004), %%,
BORAE BB L 3 B Y (vs. A3 0% 30 H 15 1
200 JofEdiit F CREIBME B A4, I 10 e i
HUE, B IR EG Y 7 SR, Hrh 1=
WA, 7 = FEFHR): T/ 5 3K (Zhao
etal., 2023, 24 H, a = 0.77), fn“vZl, ik hh
ZIH AR ARA R IR A TEAE, ORI A /(R
[A] B2 AT JEN 9, Fim R (M dw H Paharia et al.,
2011, 9 M4 H, a = 0.88), <S5t AL, FRTEE
SKEFR T m A T 45 % 2l R (e B
Kumar & Beyerlein, 1991, 7 ™48 H, o = 0.92), 1l:
“pez, T AR A i/ dh ) FE G R . B
Jo, B 58 MU R O A R, VRN X E B AR
FEEE( = dEFARE, 7= EFAZK), IHEE D
FEE
42 #RE5iITiE

B, ARSI TR E S (vs. [H]
YL RPN 250 H W RABFEEM  Laa =
5.48, SD = 1.15; M s = 5.36, SD = 1.16), KILH
HATETE 225, 1(250) = 0.91, p = 0.36, HiliHk
B T 9T A 25 00 H i AR S 8E R T et

(1)fA W4 %5

PO ZH 254 T B4R WG 450 73 501 M s = 127.15,
SD =55.92; M jyys = 188.64, SD =61.57, M TH1
5L I 45 (Skewness = 0.39, SE = 0.15), ARSZEKE
WG B A S HEA T S e B . AR R R
SRR g R F RIFHM paa = 471, D =
0.68; M uss = 5.15, SD = 0.62), F(1, 250) = 77.10,
p<0.001,n;=0.10), IT AN S ECA ISR, 4598

MRIH AT, F(1, 250) = 32.17, p < 0.001, n2 = 0.10.
s g, WA TE [ B4R WG &, F(1, 250) = 5.71,
p = 0.018, 12 = 0.02; Fifti A 12775 kx4 s 4 5
M Y474 i 3 (ps > 0.1)

Q)Fr TR IR

LA SR BRI AR 1, 5 25 0 i B
N BRSBTS TM = 2.12, SD = 1.02)5
[F 3/ FH AR IS S AE(M = 1.98, SD = 0.92) T 3%
25, F(1,250) = 1.36, p= 0.24,

€ R ST

DIRZE NN IR AR 1, 5 2550 i B0t

RIFR2EFHLM = 539, SD = 1.11) B Em TXf [H
HIHR2ESIHLM = 4.86, SD = 1.24), F(1, 250) =
12.80, p < 0.001, n3 = 0.05.

(4)ER A1 %

DU R R AS 1, 7 2550 B A BIAE 9 m
A A S 25 (M= 4.62, SD = 1.09) 8 & = T7E
[F) 2 T i A BT 5 (M = 3,50, SD = 1.01), F (1,
250) = 71.67, p< 0.001, n; = 0.22,

5ot

PISEHiHR G By (B LY = 1, RS = 0)
hH AR R, RS AR G U AR R, R
X} 25 I H BGEE BE DL N 1 AR AR O AR o
YEAT H BUREAS R 5000 4 Bootstrap H1 41 46 46 (Hayes,
2013)0 455 WoR BN Hyh AR 3, K gh
WARALE 0 (b =-021, SE = 0.08, 95% CI [-0.38,
—0.09]), W& 1 Fias. A TR 56 5 w45 84 25 B 1 Xo)
A AR T A0 %) 5 e 2 5 VR T R 4R T AT B R R 2
Zhil, ALK E T Process Model 4(Hayes, 2013)i
ks, LT HIHEERA (b = —0.06, SE =
0.05, 95% CI [-0.16, 0.03])FI442¢5hHL(b = 0.06,
SE = 0.04, 95% CI [-0.01, 0.14]) /#5645 40,
0, PABNA

ARSI IS TR H2, BRI ATE - P (vs.
[F] ) 72 0 45 8 A 53 TS A48 W 40 5 &R = A v A

SRR E S

(1="E%; 0=

c=—046"" (c'=-0.25"")

BT BN 25 SATE ST R 8 55 B 0 %) 51 T 4R W4 A0 i 1) vh A4
T *URTE 0.001 ACE B2, &b I R 809 AR bR Al 1] 5 2 8
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YERL, JERHERR T 0 4B SRR A ED R A B P R 25 8l
PLRRCIERE . 200 2b DA T HAl Y 7T fig
%*%O

5 5L 2b: FETEEAT OV ERIEE
S F AR

R T AR ST R AR SRR, SR 2b SR
RN A2 7 1 (Farmer et al., 2020)K: 56 4% vs. [A]
AR WA Bt S RE i 22 5 R RN 4 S A
ML, [R] A S0t 2 R 5 4k 25 R 0 Y AT BB A

AR T E by, B TR A A 2
AT BB X BEE AR A A Bk ik . PR, 4 Bk
ROCIRM S, B TR PRRAR & EAT G Ol R i—
DU SB R A AL 2 R, A S50 0 1A 30+ E 23 B
ik, dbAh, MR A I PeE #IS (Deci & Ryan, 2012),
AN R AR B PR A [, &40 B
PUHESLN . EHRIA T, RS R e G A T2
LA F 0y Ik shat 252, nl R 5 T8 94
ARG, NI AU T AR A, R AR 5 g
WA B4k 23 R Bk

AR S50 R FH B DR 2R g Rl R T R RTR  E B
fr: ARG vs. A E) . IR HRIREAS 2 ] S5 56
2a, SLEE WECE G5 18 B2 KL EATEIR
NG, SR A T R e i el S LR B 247
&, FIJAERE R 32.94 2(SD = 7.44 %), Hd ik
hi bt 64.97%.

51 fFEXWI&IT

ARSI R R AR 2 1 T - T A el 4
BBEHLIMER 5 A FRTE 200 JCHANE . Pkl FEAL
S E A FRA, AR AR E
Bh2f 28350 H SRR B IR A B1cmi H) . ol
AT A H SR 200 JCH TR, R& S
h1 200 JCIR A AR WG A, ) A% k0 i WECT 5 R
FEMEH o th LRI =R W H . #4E, #lF
WG H H 3 g (vs. R4 T, 0 2R H
H % TAE(Fitzsimons & Kay, 2004). Fifi/53k7%&1%
Rz ZEETHER T 80 T, JFHEEACE
JER R R (] R 0) MJS, TR 58 A — 20 3
WA 7 SRR, Hd 1= AR, 7= AW
BER): BOIS R R(FHT, o = 0.85); ok
AHERQAAH, a=0.90), RS, KK
TR N M /A S At R ERe
%H, o = 0.92), W EgURFERT, REREHTE
i, AEARE . BJa, s T AOEER

52 #R5itie

()45 104 %5

PIZH A5 N AR G #0 35008 M s = 93.95,
SD =35.82; M 15s = 66.11, SD = 30.83, HT4HIE
% (i 2% (Skewness = 1.29, SE = 0.16), A< 5256 LA
B A I 45 I A0 A PR AR R R AT 7 22 53 AT (Simpson
et al., 2018). Z5H /xR, LA THRBHM=
4.07, SD = 0.68) W E(L T FHMAM = 449, D =
0.41), F(1, 245) = 35.17, p < 0.001, n;=0.13. 44 A
N EVRRIEAS f5 R DR 1 AT A3 A AN S I 9T 4518 o
N H AR S v 2R K1 I ] S50 4R A, R,
245) = 6.01, p = 0.015, n; = 0.03; HABAZH R MY
AN 2 (ps > 0.1),

(2)J8% N 25 #

PUBA S SO AR &, T 220 Hrig 2 51 178 1
AR ELHM = 4.48, SD = 0.96) % # = T[H
HFHHAM = 3.93, D = 1.15), F(1, 245) = 16.80; p <
0.001, 3 = 0.06,

()73 RAS/ RS

DAt S G B AR i, 5 25 0 B 3] B g
B H R IEA R TAE S MEERAIM = 5.09, SD =
1.67) % 3 5 TR SF 8 WG AU udHM = 3.42, D =
1.88), F(1,245) = 54.68, p< 0.001,n> = 0.18.

(Dt

DAt R R AS 1, J7 2250 s B AR g
BRI R THEAFEIG M = 3.32, SD = 1.61)
3 TR BUR AWM = 2.82, SD = 1.59),
F(1,245)=6.15,p=0.014, 1} = 0.03,

QL

DIJCHIR I B0 B A8 5, XU s 0948
W AR, N H 2 AR i R R U AS i, A TREAS
41 5000 1 Bootstrap H147 K 4 (Hayes, 2013), %%
WoR, BOAHENPAMERRE, RS RAEE
0 (b=-0.06, 95% CI [-0.11, —0.02]), < kR0 A4
MMERRE, KEERALE 0 (b=-0.15,95% CI
[-0.22, —0.08]); tH&E IR NKERES AL 0 (b=
-0.02, 95% CI [-0.05, 0.01]), PAIiHERRAE 2 f1ix
— R . e S B G, — R
S Z M B A 3 8(Zhao et al., 2010),
Mt A Rl Z — btk
UEFEFE f AL SIS W Je 8 4 34T A8 ST 1)
ke Sy, AT LAT 0. Eek i a e S A
Fl2p AR i I A AR i, X B 25 a7 i ke
5, 5 WORTER T S ME G, BN S
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b=-0.07"

V

SERTREE

c=—0.39"" (c'=—0.22""")

(1=F%; 0= [F5)

EELL

7

a2=1.67""\

AV

by=—0.08""

Bl 2 S8R5 S A SE TR G 5 By Xt B3 T AR S U w1y rh A AR
TE: TRERAE 0.001 KPR, TIUERAE 0.01 KPR, T P DR FR B Al b v A T R R

AN AR .3 (b = —0.02, 95% CI [-0.06, 0]);
Hok, WA BS54 S REE I AT A AR i,
[FIAF99 A Model 4 #ETRIES, —F BN B E . B
BIIH AR (b = —0.04, 95% CI [-0.09,
—0.01]), #H&HAERH AR A (b = —0.13, 95% CI
[-0.21, —0.06])(I&¥l 2), A% f 2 [a] i R EE B 45
IR, BN S BRIt 23 HLE A RN B8R B 2 ] 1) 22
S0 0.09 HARSG T2 (95% CI [-0.002, 0.19]),
AT UL, BN 45 2 — AT AL S E I HAL
N HHITCZE M A AR, PO AR S 3 O
L HMAE, BT ATE T |G 4k S LAl 32
FRTF o At 2 BB i A BURIAT TR — 2B IR A
Ik o

SEHS 2a Fl 2b S 3E A P A AR i (RS B
AT BT T, FEAR T IS AR 5, S
55 3 K3 i RN A AR Sy Sk — 2P I SR 45 B
X —HLEE

6 SEER 3 TR EON 9 S R
NIV A (B3E!

Sy 3 0 H S 38 2 ek B R 4 R L
HE— 25 B UE S TR WG 2 B 03 X5 D T AR 8 5 el 1Y)
AL KRR SCE R, 5 g (vs. R S )AE L ik
KT 5 TR 3, DAl A 138 5 AR 1 4E
A1 7 SORME RN 5 A DRI An SR B 25 S R A
BN ST, B2 080 B3 T JER A1 45 ol =14 i 1A
CAR G KT ASLE R 2 CeRiimms s S &
B vs. [A1EF) x 2 (GBS BN A ovs.
To)yRH Z B 153 M G*power #K {4 (Faul
et al., 2007) 3155 7 R IKF o 2 0.05 HAS &
T AERENE(F = 0.25)), FIAF] 95%5E i 1K K-
FEAR R /DR 210 A0, ARSI WECE &

BEARSE 18 JA% R UL EREIRA B, ke
A [ B A T = R B R AR A B, SRR
WA OK, REILRE 210 £k,
SEAERS H 33.59 #(SD = 7.41 %), Hrh4pk b
59.05%.,
6.1 I(EEXWIEIT

B TR R G LT TE AR B IEAE Ry B AT
TR PR R i T H 283547 5 (90 H i ) LS A
& )e HEMIARBH EH L9 (vs. [T Nz HiE
X100 TG BRI BN 4 B LR AR T AR
Az LRSS TR BLRE ST . HARSE
PR P 10 9 IR R A2 N SR R R L) AR an
PR, BSOS TR 4t % (0 = 0.88), LA
LA 50 /L R RN 4 A BRI R A5 A 8 4 WA
WS AW . tba, Bl iz Az
I H PGERREE, JF Bl 7R A L S IH
5T ANO¥%ER.
6.2 HREITIE

FERBRY I BN 4 S50 Ll i, plialak g
BHH(M g = 3.90, SD = 1.15) B FHML T AR ER >
AL BB B (M s = 4.63, SD = 0.92), t(103) =
—-3.66, p = 0.002, Cohen’s d = —0.72; FEF:Z\ Ik 2> ak
LA EFARN T, BHNLEM gy =291, D =
0.90) i FH AR T AR IR L FHAHTNM e =
3.87, SD = 1.10), t(103) = —4.84, p < 0.001, Cohen’s
d= —0.95, ULEIBEFEH BRI 4 S 4y Al
PR BN 25 ST BEAIG, el 2 8RN 5 S5 A
.

4 HEMTHEBEE SN M s msa = 97.52,
D =46.48; M sy rom = 60.96, D = 31.27; M sy_pisem
=158.49, SD = 99.72; M 1 = 101.42, SD =45.91,
FH T 45 0 0 55 B 52 i 25 (Skewness = 13.61, SE =
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0.17), PRI IHG XoF 4 W 40 6 B3 46 5 i A T e 1o B o %
TR T 2 CERiBMEE . L9 vs. [A1E) x 2 (K
RSN H BRI B vs. OB 200, SRR
JNFEHTE B B 30N B2, F(1, 206) = 18.04,
P < 0.001, ;= 0.08, Yk /b1 45 S A 5 PRI bk 25,
F(1,206) =31.54,p< 0.001, 0> =0.13, —#HA
IR, F(1, 206) = 0.018, p = 0.896, &5 I 3
R R AL, A5 A SR 5 A 2 4 e
(M g rma = 4.64, SD = 0.67) & = T AR B
AL BB MM ko ran = 4.00, SD = 0.76),
t(103) =4.81, p< 0.001, Cohen’s d = 0.94, S Hij 45 I
BN FEF AL T, R BN 2 e A R
BRI wamrn = 4.92, SD = 0.59) 0% 5 T AR #EH
WD I B BB (M s mpn = 4.38, SD = 0.88),
t(103) = 3.74, p=0.001, Cohen’s d = 0.73 .,

ARSI 56 30 3o P8 A ek 2 ol B R 45 A ) O 2
—HRAEFAHLE . MBS EG vs. RIS A Y
TN 25 B b, SRt 265 0 H ARG . ek HL,
ARSCHRE K B ORR A ASER TR B R, it —
MARERNSAARFRIE R WG REAA, 5T
AMUZ B OB LR, a5z HAhZE A kg
SEIR . S0 4 4% BB g BB RS AR
NS Y T = (A AN or o Nl e &~ b o)
G TARWEAT R (5]

7 s 4 RIS YR BT
W4 1 5

SIEy 4 1 H YRR IR TR R E S T, ANFE
A 120t 63 TR MG s ), I PR35 S 4
P AR 2K 4% g BRGNS Ry B g
B PON L9 LIRSS B9, I SETTHE
WIS 4 AR HE R TR YU
) E . IR ), B SCRIFR S50 A [ 4,
B LY, EEH LR, S Egd ., A
TAE TR AR, SO AR U = GO Y
WA EHTE BN B, SFERT] AR Sy < HoA
HRITHY Lg%, LA G*power B 4:(Faul et al.,
2007) 35 AE B MEKSE o A 0.05 HLAW i R R 4
BN (F = 0.25)F, FIkF| 95%F8 it S KRy REA =
Z /DL 280 AP, ARSI E i WACT B A B
55 18 JAY F L B R HR N DA O R B 7 T AR
B AL R B R AT L g, TR O g, SEERIT)
st A | ST R URE = WAL ik e I m e ]
286 Z Wk, FHER K 32.48 B (SD = 8.11 %), H:

e T 63.28%
7.1 LIIEEI&ET

BB BENL B R 4 R B2 —, BBk
e 152 2635 01 5 5 B (R 9256 2). MlBese 280 H A5
BJE, #l k05 T A S/ i LR
T 5] Rk 44 R H W T AR
SR 5 R & L ) o/ B 4 R = ) 5
BT Oz HIE T 100 TEHE A O W
fBmaE . 2, PO ML Z AT TS N BRIk 4 K
FRNEE, I L HEER @ = 0.87). &/F,
Bl ¢ B T O A A R S8 3 AR IR B N T
AR R
72 H#RE5ITE

()45 04 %5

Tr AR, 4 AAMETS, RGN,
F(3,282)=22.71,p<0.001,n3 = 0.20, #—HHyH
JA AR 5FEE4HM wsa = 92.30, SD = 19.91)
AL, HHEEERAM apraq = 6623, SD = 25.68,
t(142) = —5.76, p < 0.001, Cohen’s d = —0.96), 5
M EHAM s s = 56.01, SD = 28.38, 1(140)
=-7.97,p<0.001, Cohen’s d = —1.34)F1523 1] | %
ZH(M sirream = 68.83, SD = 32.93, t(140) = —5.15, p
< 0.001, Cohen’s d = —0.86) = 2H 41 T 8 4 % b 3
FAL, LRGSR IUF T 1 i — 2
e By R T AR -

(2)J8% N 25 #

4 MBS H LT B E, F(3, 282) = 30.59, p <
0.001, 13 = 0.25, F/F K56 s : S RFHM = 3.57,
SD = 0.95) L, B LJHM = 4.72, SD = 0.90,
t(142) = 7.46, p < 0.001, Cohen’s d = 1.24), &%
) EHLHM = 4.95, SD = 0.88, t(142) = 8.91, p <
0.001, Cohen’s d = 1.50)LA & 35#K1] F% (M=
4.51, SD = 0.97, t(142) = 6.05, p < 0.001, Cohen’s d
= 1.02)J8JN 2 # i

3ot

KT HE— IR A L, SEE DL S TR
KARVER A, FRMGHE R AR, B R
AR, #ETREEAS SR 5000 1Y Bootstrap H A A6
45 (Hayes, 2013). T HAE R N2 AR H K> 2,
BT IT ¥ S % 07 AN (2017) 2 50 A8 1 Ay 2 BT
P HTIR G 2 B Oy (IRl B4 B9 e gom
g T RGO g AR R, AN 1A
A P As E, DLIE SR UE B A S T
Bootstrap 1440 #r, 13 BI45 N3 1 FroR, SEhiiE
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5k HE BRI, BRI B, DL
IT B2, B B A 35N (EL Y A DX TRl AN 4
0, FEBAIL B R AR B, DL RS R K
Fr TR 2, BPBAIE HAE LY (vs. RS /RIEHH
M 50 R 5% T AR A A0 2 ) B A AR D

®1 BALBEP N RS

T AR fhivHE 95% CI
DRSS
B LG BN 18 e -438  [-8.47,-0.33]
B YR -24.77 [-33.23,-16.29]

T YR Y L G— BN 4 H— 4
e 450

B YU Y G — 8 I —35.46

FRIT LR S BB -3.57

ST e -21.98

-539  [-10.33,-0.33]

[~44.04, —26.89]
[~6.98, —0.25]
[~30.61, —13.35]

8 SEHY S: 4k vs. MIIH[IRNG 2 &

TEI G b, 36 W ] (BRI D 3R B AT 3R
FE AR 55 ) FNAE B2 AN ATTHR G A w222 05 =X S50 5
HERY FY vs. [RGB (vs. I AD) X HAll
UTARWEAT A, LR R ] 2 (JERT1R
g vs. [A1F) x 20 PRSEA: 44R vs. BRI
BTt ARSI THRIFEAS B[R] S5 3. S g i W
BeF A S 18 F2 KL ERT7EIR A, MHER
AT T R A e, AR B RCBE 250 17,
SRS R 31.86 2(SD = 6.44 8), Hip Lotk St
70.80% . ASZEG AT T F W (https://aspredicted.
org/2rhn-5tzp.pdf).
8.1 SREfEEIIT

PO 2 4 52— BFE4E S 2
A ERAR G A I I AR AR [F] o w2 R A R
TE B TE A BE I — 28 L 24 A Bt 45 2 (RF 7] 45 184 2H
NEIEMRSS ) B E O EOR T —FR ][R
B EY A, JFR A S HH W TR, Bk
#H, BB FE F (vs. BZO)T MR FIBEFR K 300
JG/E SRR B MR IR 55 6 /N 2, SRS Wi if)
7] 3 B AR A B IR o5 I KO B N E R .
82 #HR5IHE

A S 55 AR g B — 7 B ] WA K T SR

S OMRIESIEY 1a 528 4 P BARI0 H A, BT 5 5 A
THERZ812070, BRLAERE AT KE(21.75)x8 /Nit, feZit
BHERTI TN 46.47 JU/NIE . AT BT IR, S8
55 R R4 IR 50 Jo// N A R IR 45 5 TRD 5 4 R 300 JTXT AR

W, B SRR 55 B B [ e A Sy O I Y A, DA
FHPRAS AT LA . 4 G4 T - Y98 B A543 il
MM suims = 152.06, SD = 82.01; M su_msun =
26545, SD = 102.31; M wpm.raa = 302.32, SD =
150.42; M wig_msam = 278.37, SD = 152.57, M T
%0 52 2% (Skewness = 1.03, SE = 0.15), K48 I8 %5 %
BACEAE R AS &L, J5 2250 B85 R o Jemia s = &
0y RN 3, F(1, 246) = 11.41, p < 0.001, 0} =
0.04; FEMETTIR M FER 2, F(1, 246) = 18.94,
p<0.001,n;=0.07, ~FLHAEHEH, F(1, 246) =
23.68, p<0.001, 07 =0.09, EAKMIF, 74401
s R, SR E S EmER R EM s =
4.84, SD = 0.71; M us = 5.49, SD = 0.47), t(123)
-5.83, p < 0.001, Cohen’s d = ~1.04 [fij 7£ i} [] 48 184
YV, Seniing# &0 s A R E M e =
5.57, SD = 0.62; M ys = 5.45, SD = 0.67), t(123) =
1.05, p=0.293 (& 3)o A PS50 B AN 52 M e ¢
g5, PRI AXHEAUE M B, F(1, 249) =
39.70, p = 0.043, n; = 0.14; HABBME 300 W5
M (ps > 0.1),

| TeEE -m-wim
' B .|
?ﬁ 55¢
& 52
=
£ 49
4.6
43 : '
EiES %
K3 EG(vs. [RS) RN IRE G BEIRA5 S 0 TR 617
s Al

ARSCESIE TR H3, E) T AES T SR8 K
(GBS MR S5 (W DTS 8EF, B9 vs. [FHA
WA B0 DL AR A T BN AP A 25 57 o xERdR
WSS, YR EE B EYE T B 25 TR
FHAMGBUE L, 7R ] AR 1 00T X0 22 5 AN
B SEARERN: WG BRI A
IR, (R HA AN RO R R, X5 T AR A
AAE i

9 MiTie

TAEG P SR N 2 2 IR IR, Bk
P o B SR T SFRRCR AP TEA B R
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(Christensen et al., 2016), AHWFFEIE L 7 -85, &
TR S4B E 5 T, M TR FRmEHE L,
AR A BRI R B T AR A AT, SRS B
A H R EELO LS . L5 1a A1 1b BasARET
SR AE S, L RIRMEHE S 5 TR T8
W4T . SCHY 2a AN 2b K BB 45 B B TAE R 98
5 I B R A  SCE 2a [RIBSERITITHERR
TR RS TR AR SN, L
2b W E B, BTG, S+ SR i1
H, JEHERR THESE M ER . L8 3 WoR, M
W HARAE S D (vs. R H)HE 2 Hodse b i R
HHIKVIG, ToiBIe b YA b 2 [R5 41 (146 18 45 14
BERE . LK 4 ZB EHART R TR R
g, WA HE) B HABAA G . IR _E R
SR B, BeJa, S8 S R K vs. [AEEIH
It 25 175 JEL X B4 T O 4 i 2 S PR T 4 R 4 R i
ANBEHETS B[R] 45 5 .

AR F B R Yovs. TR F R X 51
TABWEE R, LASIBA S PR . SR
Mg e rh, BATAYI KBS — e rh A2 e —
FEAFTE 4 AL SRR VE AT B TOlAE LY T
G (R 2 A €0 RIS T PR AIK TF HE  4 (2 4
IR, 2014), % FAE 2 0BG R th 2 L] 4
FFEH, #haSMEnT et h ALz —, TR
WFFE ) 3 A T IR 45 X — h A s i, PR R g
HE— K At S E AR, X — R BRA R AR A
FEMPATREN o BAR L, ARFFR A E R BL(EER 1a
F11b), FAHICHE L (Hh o3 Hr, SE5: 2a F12b),
RS GRAE P A A, SR 3), fJFiEatsl
A AR (AR AR vs. ARG, So 5)k
Wi R A A e, A R 4 S AR BRI T SR
AYIEHE (Spencer et al., 2005),

9.1 Eitm

JOT SEAS SRS RN (A I e 3 L SE i STk A
o HLA A AR 9 7R WV B 5 (Bandura, 2001), {HA
o8 kB, TEZFREELE D, FgoRuRins F
[ 2 7R o X AB /R 1 AU T B 7R J 280 A1 3,
M 2% B Ay —SCPE AN G2 D5 PR R Y o B9 e T
1 0 8 B 8 v A T VI A A A R, 5 9 [
(1) By M RUPE T BE LAY ) 25 7 T RE R Bl ik A R
Wi, A ZFT R Tt SR i e TR TR B A

B AR LR, SE50 26 K TR AR B

PRI

TRACAE 2 F AU AE 4L 245 R R o, P
AL NS S5 A X RIZFHLE (Walker & Smith,
2002), MRS IR T 0L T8 5 E AT AT HRASHT,
DRUERHT 1 B FEGE TR . LT 8 45 S (BN 45 4 I s
A FE W N FEBIL] o 31X — & BB s T AR R i an
farsd o R R A AT R R AN 2 e, R T At
2 IS TE A SN SRS AT P R iR T .

7 U P X Ak S R AR
LA R 5 e (IR S Y 22 5, BFSR IR E T BT R R
(TR A AN B | AT b A o] A X Ak 2 H g sk
IF AU A FH o 4 Ak 1) i A AR iR e A7 2 S R
17 B T G A P ARt M 55 4k T e ah b, X —24
ISR T Mogilner (2010)F) % 5.0 BilE MEFEEG, N
TR Ak S 5 M 9 38 RN BRI T SCTE 3
R, R T 2 BRI T i IS AE L

R ZE P AHLE T RENE . DF9E & US55
PO, FIEHE R TAESEECn <%
BARF” WA EMAFOBTE A ER . R
WP AR ARG &, A3 TS0 L i
t Z BRI, SR E T Aok xt 1t & 5g &2 A4
ML B 22 4 HR 5T
9.2 EEEX

TAES T S48 (A0 52 TR OME R 58 =R 4 i
F14) FE AR, LA OO 22 T R R ) A ) B
ISR AR SR . Al 55 0K iE it 26
e m A2y, SRIAHCR AR, TR B
2 53 TR B 9 U o GE 2R SUPL I AT )
Fic (AR S B DA TR R DAk g4t
KFG, SEEL TR B B R, AR 3
) & A S B Y 285 48 WG HL R O Ak 2 A1 T SRR
Wi o TG TAES B 558 50, e TE A &5 3
R SREE IR, RAEHE =R AR kI F
#rrh i BB AE
9.3 WERBR

e, SRR M 4 AE BN 2Tk, 2R%
i B Bt S e, salnT e AR 28
B A8 I B RS o (P 25 70 45 5200 250 F By —
Foetk, ASFE L IE] L AR RLRE . ok, WFSR A
LT HLUEEE, K% BRI B8 =
Fetk 5 WS 2 5, <[ SR A RO S T
REZ LU S5 25 FRAE BRI o ARATF T T 45 & A
b LS S ORI, AR TN,
TRV R 8L S0 Ak 5 J2 RS H T 7R S 800 1) 22
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S HeE, ABFRREARIR T S AU B Sk
T 5t, SIS TEARAUT B B SOk b )38 FH M 1 7 15 S
RISIE . LM a IR BRI =, sty . +
AEBAT AN, LA 4 1 8 7% e A 24T R il 0 B
B
9.4 #ig

ARSI R T TAES I 5548 T AUBUR 5 16 £
TN : AH LG T [ S e iR g, YOS (L R )
AT RS, SR TA S, DA 4
FRA0 5 ) RS HR I I, By TR 540 kL4 e
T v A (8 BN 5 A s R AR LR I 2 2% 35y A 3
FE 42 B AR G 1T AR B Rl 4R 0 R IE IR 55 ) . BRI & B0
FEoETEALA PTRE S A AR i AT R
[l GE T A% G PRS2 T AR IS I IA N,
R BT R E I 75 2 LR AR T e 5
R
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Abstract

Workplace fundraising, which serves as an important source of charitable funding is an effective means of
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quickly engaging a large pool of potential donors. A common strategy involves having superiors donate first,
aiming to set an example and encourage employees to participate. However, the effectiveness of this approach
warrants further investigation. To explore this, we conducted seven experimental studies with employed
individuals aged 18 and above, examining how donations made by superiors (versus coworkers) might suppress
employees’ donation amounts and identify the psychological mechanisms underlying this effect.

Experiment 1a (N = 313) adopted a between-subjects design with five groups: 2 (previous donor identity:
direct superior versus coworkers) x 2 (donation anchor value: high versus low) plus a group without social
information. The results showed that employees donated less when informed of their superiors’ (versus
coworkers) donation amounts. Additionally, under the high-anchor condition, employees increased their
donation amounts. The interaction between the previous donor and donation anchor was not significant.
Experiment 1b (N = 307), using a different charity scenario and a fixed set of seven donation options, replicated
the suppressive effect of superiors’ (versus coworkers’) donations on employee contributions.

Experiment 2a (N = 252) examined the mediating role of perceived disadvantage and ruled out two
alternative explanations, shared responsibility and other-enhanced motivation. Experiment 2b (N = 247)
employed an incentive-compatible charitable donation task to further examine the mediating mechanism of
perceived disadvantage and to eliminate alternative interpretations of social pressure. Experiment 3 (N = 210)
further validated the mediating role of perceived disadvantage by manipulating this mediator. A 2 (previous
donor: superior versus coworker) x 2(perceived disadvantage manipulation: present versus absent)
between-subjects design was employed. In the perceived disadvantage-manipulation condition, participants were
instructed to imagine that their superiors or coworkers performed worse than themselves in various domains
including ability, goal achievement speed, resources, and respect. The results showed that the manipulation
increased donation amounts for both the superior and coworker groups. These results further validated the
mediating role of perceived disadvantage. Experiment 4 (N = 286) further categorized superiors into direct
superiors, higher-level superiors, and superiors from other departments using a four-group (previous donor type:
coworkers, direct superiors, higher-level superiors, and other department superiors) between-subjects design.
The results showed that participants donated significantly less when informed about donations from any type of
superior compared to coworkers. These results further supported the hypothesis that donations made by
superiors (versus coworkers) suppress employee donation amounts and reinforced the mediating role of
perceived disadvantages.

Experiment 5 (N = 250) compared the effects of monetary and time donations on workplace fundraising.
Using a 2 (charitable resource: money versus time) x 2 (previous donor type: superior versus coworkers)
between-subjects design, the results showed that donations made by superiors suppress employees’ monetary
contributions, but this suppression effect is not observed in the case of time-based donations.

These findings suggest that in the context of workplace fundraising, the current top-down donation strategy
may not be the most effective. In a top-down approach, employees’ donation decisions are influenced by upward
social comparisons, where the perception of being disadvantaged relative to superiors suppresses their
willingness to contribute. To mitigate this effect, organizations can minimize the impact of upward comparisons
during fundraising campaigns. Encouraging generous employees to take the lead in making donations may be a
more effective approach to maximizing overall contributions.

Keywords workplace fundraising, social influence, social comparison, perceived disadvantage
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