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Abstract

In order to study the relationship between narcissism and moral hypocrisy, and explore the in-
fluence of cognitive factors on moral hypocrisy, this study uses the situation assessment method in
processing separation to measure moral hypocrisy. The results show that narcissism is positively
correlated with moral hypocrisy. When social evaluation exists, narcissistic factors have a signifi-
cant main effect, while social evaluation factors have a significant edge and no interaction. This
study shows that narcissists’ emotional and cognitive adjustment will prompt individuals to make
different moral judgments.
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1. 518

DA FIEEGEARN “U—8, M—F” . “PEFRRR” . 1999 4, Baston KB H
MEVE AT T SRR IE, UESE TS O AR E T AAIAT IR, HRI T BN B AR — PR A H 1
B, RUEEEMARM B8 EE AT, HSEhr FIEsRAEE BRA A, JF BT Ae i 2k
S B 1A 48 BT 75 1 AR (Batson, Thompson, Seuferling, Whitney, & Strongman, 1999). T iX FEM T H 11572
TR KA RIFHIVPAY o i, 20 T AR A 7 3T R i 4EF7(Sachdeva, lliev, & Medin, 2009). i
FE H AR AR E O & T T B RGE, JEE N T4 B, AR AT B AT
H P& T (Judge, Piccolo, & Kosalka, 2009). ] T*SEWF 58 (7 7%, A= Fi], 2016) KM, BHRHEAEAKHIB
NHMER 2], Sz IR, WX IER 5 K EEAT N3 /) (Pavey, Greitemeyer, & Sparks, 2012). fiff LAA
W FHED B AR S E AR O 3 2 A E R R .

11. BEBMERAENXRERR

BT B ARAAE IR AR R E AR, RO B AR B AR 75 2N — s 2R A B LR . A
B — BT AR, N AWM EREKIZ () 28 A FE H K (2 DLBRIER) , RS 55 o T AL 2 VRN T 8
A S E AR AL AR RZ, i) 8 X E AR AN AR Z AR S (Jordan, Giacomin, & Kopp, 2014). X H &
ANt N\ 04738 A DA IS A5 FH O b e A2 T A O 3 R IR . B S8 8 D % D)5 &R (Naso, 2007),
HARWENIMNER B QR TERAEL, TGS ot ANR U Sl K. o g xigd, B
AL BRI AN, SEHE, 2011), 4 AMTH A H b 05 1 B, BIfER
HENAVRSZ 77 AR EAE 5177w b, s R X g, i SN AN A B IR R R 4E R
WO B AR #E(Hale & Pillow, 2015). T DAAH 7B B B AR AR I H At e P A Oy 362 7K P

1.2. EEAEIEREAM

TEAE Dy R NPT IR BEAT HiA . WAMACRTS B8R Oh 8 48 NAE T B BF AR TR AT
MHFIEREN Y, BIEATA s MABR LS, B S 4R MAE AT B PR I X 2R R KB
PRAEA—H(Polman & Ruttan, 2012). A XIEENEAT BRI, AWFTTE S DR, Wk 1.

ARSCRTER T B TEAE Dy 3 M AE XU T BRI T AT N EE R B B RFFIB T TUERT, TT152E
0 T 3 2 75 B A I LB A W AT k3R, JEAE O ¥ # 0 W 2 I R B B SR E 517 9 A — 3
MR . BASXFPBIHLIE R, 5 ORI S KRS n] el 1 AR BRI T s B O % . AR IR
PHELE, HAMREXTATFRRLAN, SESTRRA B BB EA TR, Bk shERE TS
PRAE AR Wl D A FE 57 A — B eIy, £ 2017)0 B AR AN T Be 20 A ™ A2
SN, TTREMIEE D2 o AW TS AP T, A 2XEE AT
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Table 1. Summary table of explanation of moral hypocrisy theory
%1 EEMSERHBERLAGE

PRI AR TH 1 (g 35 A
A BEER A ARSBRTPRNER ., SBRIMPEAEELNES, Baimik,
. R RHEIR TR AR RE, Smtats EiE s
s . IAIE TSR AR E R RHE R B — BB B0k, MiiE Oy 3% al DLk | 4 A
H RAME 2 m B KT 5
I MNIZ T bAS R A TE SRS TR, IR T 5B RS MR 2 S A R 8L AN IE

HPTEL, SE A B R ).
EEGELZECAIT R WITAEECALRESEEESEZESR . XA

UNSIPS TR PRI 2 O35 2 7 A IS D B B A ANEF GRS, IR ) AT & it 2 93l
NS @
ST i BN R UEIRS 5O ERIEE I TR B 252 5 09 1 AR B n AR HAF H
UERE

T AR BT TT S A

2. MRMREFE
2.1. HRMK

B R FRE A 5 v BT Jb 8 K22 2E 400 AR ABF RN %, A8 E 28 A 1) 36 A1 7817 1 4
B RLE 331 4y, A RBICE N 82.7% . B JG HhHGHR /4L EE TR R 24 1650 44, 3E'S B A W4,
ke HAE AR AR, O NPT ST S A S R4 S0 . W 2 FTR:

Table 2. Statistical table of demographic characteristics of college students
2 2. KEE AOFEHESITTE

e AEL H 47 (%)
5 110 33.2
4 5]
4 221 66.8
7 146 44.1
T
HR 185 55.9
W 201 60.7
JEAE
At 130 39.3
K— 109 32.9
* 83 25.1
2
K= 79 23.9
N 60 18.1
R LT 77 23.3
RUT 184 55.6
— 58 175
= 12 3.6
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22. fiRIE

221, FBEBKERNE

AT 7T 45 F B 2 A% 1925 (The Narcissistic Personality Inventory, NP1 HSCRR (e, 3K3h, R, i
Tty 2009), 75 S50 F 0 REAT B AKSFINE . 3L 56 388 H , MRAE1S 1 h e SR s A 2R3 (155~240
5r), W AR (135~154 43), K AZN# (40~134 /1),

2.2.2. MEBAEKTHNE

15 BV B VR RE I I e N B 2 T T 7 O 38 R 5 0 o SO 35 (AR 7E Polman AT Ruttan (2012)
FLRHEA . b, SIS BT — 58 BB T RO (] AL, 2017). R IE A1 5T T BRI T K
SRR TEANE OB BN . EEPES N5 2 5, T\ ANEEEESL, TR E S A
DU . TE D38 KPR o F QOB B B 2 it B O B0 4

2.3. SCIGBR

23.1. #fHE—
RIS 1) T 2 BT A6 8 K52 A 400 A4 AF B FERT R, R TBUE A M 1) 26 AE TS B 170 il
AR 331 4, AR Ty 82.7%

232 WER=

KM 2 (AR RAR) x 2 (RS RSP PO St . Hh AR ERAN St
PP, PRAR R TEE OB AT

FERI IR EE TR R SN BB VE 2 SL I RS2 170 44, S ARSI, ikt B 28
# 64 N, RADE 50 No AR 5e s Bl S S RO RO AEAT B AR W . AHT FEM R 225 R ) S 6
FHBE AT EMADY A CREEERE SR ISP, IR, AT 8 B NFEEEE ST 2
ik, FE)\AMERER S E . Yol s LT IR .

i E-prime F2 /PRI BTG FIE AL 8 MINAA RSB B R . galiat #hiTie#.
WCRATEr o IEASLIRATHEAT IR ST, MEBOAAB LI . N 1P EREERS SOl A B 297
FIRIMGFP O, BEHLGEFE— S VA LN EARRTERENS 5, SR O AR ITEE RS 5L,
HAPBUEPH LA QO EAREER S, HIPAIM A EAR R TEE R 5.

3. &R
3.1. KEEX IR

TEEBNMS R GEF, 30175 40~134 Z A AMKE AR, 8 135~154 2 W N H R, & 155~240
2B A . KEAEMEAAEEAPUR, W& 3 fin, TEASERSAESE 190 N, S 57.4%,
B S5 i T 7 (23.3%) F i [ A5 (19.3%) .

Table 3. Statistics of narcissism status of college students

3. RFEEBBIRG TR

M N SD Hrt
kg 119.5974 77 11.43317 23.3
O A A 144.5737 190 5.44257 57.4
mEHEE 166.9375 64 9.90571 19.3
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Exf, K

W% 4 fros, HRSEER(t=1.61, P> 0.05)f1JE{EH(t = 0.81, P> 0.05) L =R AR E, MAERT
AR b7 R (t=—2.55, P < 0.05),
Table 4. Analysis of differences in narcissistic scores of demographic variables
4. NOFTLEWBBESIERINER
M £ SD t P
5 145.27 + 18.66
51 1.61 0.11
«© 142.00 £ 16.83
= 140.35 £ 18.98
A -2.55 0.01
& 145.25 + 15.95
I 143.72 £ 17.61
JE 0.81 0.42
A 142.12 £17.35

3.2. REEMNARIEMHREBTEINER
5 RE, KRFAXNUA AR IEEES 5 & T DA Ay EARREE TRy, B EE L
(t=-9.084, P < 0.01).

Table 5. Difference analysis table of college students’ moral scores of different evaluation objects

5. REEMFEIFNNRBEITANER SR

M + SD t P
il NIE TS5 5.363 + 1.540

k -9.08 0.00
H LB P4y 5.916 + 1.777

6 X RAEAEE N E ERVE R Z R AR, TEEO S ENE EER B (= -1.99, P <
0.05), AIEENESETHAE, R UEEEE SR, Lot B FIEET A AdE
TEAT NbREZ 1] ZE BB K

Table 6. Gender difference analysis table of moral hypocrisy of college students
6. KEEBEMENMEINERDITR

5 “
M SD M SD t P

Dy

i3

0.38 1.13 0.64 0.09 -1.9 0.047

. BBk ESERMAENXARDH

H7 7 ATLLE A A AKCPFRIEET A R EES, & EAEEN H CEEF M = 7.07, SD =
1.79) i T AN B PE53-(M = 6.08, SD = 2.10). AS[A] B /K7 NGB 83 73 (F = 12.30, P < 0.01). H &
B34 (F = 28.09, P < 0.01) FiE 443 (M = 10.68, P < 0.01) F3 7 B3 % 7.

7% 8 BoR A SiaE ¥ BAA B IEM S (r = 0.190), LLEEEKENEARR, M NETE
R4, 25 SRR B A TE A Dy 5 — e i TIAE FH (8 = 0.19, P < 0.01), HARNLE 9.
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Table 7. Analysis of differences between narcissism level and moral scores of different evaluation objects

* 7. BOKFEETEIFN M RERTESHER DR

REEHEN=77) FEATEN=190) =HLEN=-64) F P
At A\ T8 FE ) 483 +1.37 5.34+1.28 6.08 +£2.10 12.30 0.00
H i 14y 499+1.21 590+ 1.75 7.07+1.79 28.09 0.00
TE £ KT 0.16 £0.72 0.57 +0.89 0.99+1.11 10.68 0.00
Table 8. Correlation analysis between narcissism and moral hypocrisy
% 8. B EEMEKENEXITR
SRSy TE R 3% K
SRSy 1
T 35 K 0.190** 1
**7E 0.01 FH(RE), MM,
Table 9. Narcissism predicts moral hypocrisy
9. BhEEAENTUNER
DRl B A R® B B F t P
TE LK EREN 0.04 0.01 0.19 12.36 3.52 0.00
34. HLNMFET, BEEEEMNEERSW
H192 10 A 10 04, FASTER AR O35 AT LK N ¥ (F = 4.050, P < 0.08), &1L i ph %

m¥L£ﬁWL%E%mzsm7P=0%a K\ EEREEE LS

P 2644 F (M = 0.484, SD = 0.990)

TG TR T ZEAR AL 23BN 261 R (M = 0.945, SD = 0.952), Ik EHZFE M I FERES R, %8 Bk
B, mAESTEM RS, AN B IR IEEAT ANt N AT AR E 2 B ZE BRSO 3 K T

. MRS AT, MEEE KPS AR5t

PR AE HAE AN 22 (P > 0.05).

Table 10. Descriptive statistics of moral hypocrisy in different narcissistic groups under different social evaluations

% 10. FRIBTBAEARRASITEN T EEMENEES IR

M SD
. AL 1A 0.94 0.95

B ,
=Yy 0.48 0.99

TH 1 {35

s AN 0.46 0.99
- BV 0.21 1.07
. AL S 4.82 1.97

A ,
. EE S 5.39 1.45

il N B S
- At 23 5.41 1.39
= RS TEY 5.10 1.26
. ﬂi&ﬁ PR 6.04 1.45
r E AR
. 23y 5.87 1.54
H QB4
- TEEﬁ: PR 5.87 1.88
- B S 5.33 1.67
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Table 11. Difference analysis of the influence of narcissism and social evaluation on moral hypocrisy
11 BRSHSITENMEERERNNER IR

S5 F H F P

T 4.05 1 4,05 0.04

B i N TE V53 0.63 1 0.25 0.61

H CEE sy 3.66 1 1.38 0.24

TEE Dy 3.55 1 3.55 0.06

T ft N TEFET 53 0.48 1 0.19 0.66
H B 3.56 1 1.34 0.25

B 0.31 1 0.31 0.57

[ESE SR Y b BBV 45 5.44 1 2.20 0.14
H CUE sy 0.95 1 0.36 0.55

4. g
4.1. KEE BIEIR M —ARE

WHRAR TR, REAERZAEDEABKKF. X2 —MENER A, AR, Eptt
A S AMAR) B BAAE R EARSC, XM RIS A R B B LA, DL B AR AR X
Th(H#E, 2004), RIEZHBBARME S ART RN R RIS, X, 2017). AWK
FE AR LA R MR R, ERFE LR sid R e, 8L B B A HEEK. AT %
PAE ARG S B AR U SAR 5 VR R B /N 2 v (200, T40%, 2015).

AN, AWK IUIA T2 B ASRR R W R T AR A T (P < 0.05), T RE AR KR BARSK EE XS T4
AT SRR E, BIAAE T LeRUOA SRE R ST A Sl i) J R T A2 45 SR PA B ot RHE R
M2 HRET HRETEE, 2004). WEAEMAIHT LSRRI : WAL D BORA s TR A X
W, X5 PMERT LR AR HORM YO A QRIS . RARm(E8 =, £, ik
LA, FHETE, 2018) A E. AT REM SR RLE B BOR B AR M FI 250 A /KT 5, 738 Z2 B ok ),
R AR R DR D o

4.2. BTEXERAENRIE S

e B AR RO E AP B m TR E A, 1A R m A B BT AR E IS AL, B
A — P EWIF HIA SF A IELN B 5 B J7 1 ) — F0 BRZS (Jordan, Giacomin, & Kopp, 2014), x&—
Tt BAT SR 2 I OO BT B I AR 0T AR XU LRI, X T Re R R E B ARE X 3 CIEEAT N
HEAT WA ] T AR BRI T, At AT TE A T A ) TR N T, xRN 5 i 4 B S B0
OB A (PNEI, B, &, £E, &, 2012).

HARSEMEEA AR R, HIFEE AR S, BB PG & . X Re2 R A E
AEAEBAT AR RS I B N LUy, S ) T DRI R R SR, S MR 2 1 1) R 3R T e 2 3 e B
W AT B AR I, SEIE O AP (R, 2015). (A2 SRR, BAKHEE Y 1T
WSLIEA T, Frbl B AR TE DG M — AN e R 2, (ARG YENE, mTREEAAE H AR sEm H 2

4.3. BBESHSVFNERHAER RS
At HRFERAMMEA L, St PR T B = ACTH MR TR SV 25 T Bl
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VR AR RORASAT b, REAL S R T BRI A D 2 . BORb SR B4 AT RE LB A
1K FE T DO TR 24 (5 A 54T M IR R — B 2 1, P B B A A BF
fr, desk “EAREIR MR BVFE(D 52, 2006). FERELIHRAENRIAS, BT B
A IER S, BT DCKRIBGE MR 3 B 5T NI — 30 WX TR, PR B 3
AP, 1HE, KK, 2018).

44. AIRAEERE

AT TR IS KA 2R A DA SEI Al B3 F AR S T8 A8 00 35 R R AT W IE, BARWE B IEMR, (2
H AR E 7 O 3 A TN T O A, AR Ul AT BEAFAE AR L R TR 3R, A TER X AR AR - S34h,
SIS R AR SER R U, ATRRAREMAZE S ARSI T A FH TE AR O 1 I R T A DL A o K
BB AN P Ny BRSBTS 5P 2 22, AEBITIEANRERTE T Dy 35 I S5 BEAT IR R, AELURT]
PG SR AT IR FE, - DAIE IR TE 1 Oy 38 1) 2 FH AT

5. &

O KFAEMBEEETRL, HRSHUTFEETAT

@ KEAAEHNEE T R E CEN R, BTG, BT LY 5 T
ks

® MECTIREAHE ARG, B AAHEAS S, B AR T, s,
@ HEVPITFERIL T EAE AT TR, R A T L

SEEk

SR, XU (2017). KREFAMAESHE S B XUHTR. 52 L X 5, (12), 52-54.

O, HER, KK (2018). IEEONEMERAKFILA TRIAMZE R, K550, 9(1), 32-35.

iy, Km#i(2016). HEHME: B HESNETFMMEICR. O FK, 48(2), 199-210.

T IBAE(2017). A 5248 78 ] 76 1 1500 18 73 (5 2 192 7. 0 sg, il DY )Y oK 2.
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