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Abstract

Cheating is a ubiquitous phenomenon in daily life, and even intensified. It has evolved from a dis-
ease to a culture. At present, research results have been published to explore the relationship be-
tween others’ cheating and their own cheating and cheating attitude. In order to further explore
the relationship between others’ cheating, social loss, cheating attitude and Machiavellism, 758 un-
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dergraduate data are obtained through online questionnaire survey. After statistical analysis, it is
found that 1) Social loss mediated the relationship between others’ cheating and cheating attitude;
2) Machiavellism positively moderated the relationship between others’ cheating and social loss; 3)
Machiavellism negatively moderated the relationship between social loss and cheating attitude; 4)
The mediating effect of social loss between others’ cheating and cheating attitude is the highest at
the medium level of Machiavellism.
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1. 51§

R B B DSRIEVE N E E PRI S KIS, BT i E SR R, 5l e
WG ERE Z . B RIS RAE I O SOy ARG MR, “AEBREL 2L Y9i —FERAT 7 (Fang &
Casadevall, 2013). S H1 A 50%~60% 1) 5= AL A TE M A58, 7EE0 0 Ml A 85.5% 1 2% 4 R 5 ik 1
MR Z BB LA (5 T, TKARAE, 2008). AT OB T L TEBGS B IRETT, AW R DI g AE
BR B R A AL BRI I — 3 N R SRS AP AR ARG R (B7 27 5L, S5 ha, 20k K, 2018),
AT TR VBRI N T 5 2 B N B0, ARHE S0 0T AT B 7

11 b AEBERMEBETS B RS AL

— B NMESR S HOHADAAMESIX RIS, CEBBREF AN E. H— DX ERME LI, b
AR W= (R R AR BB PR, R A B I S () Bk e, SRHR B SRR & S 82g
TEASTE FHTE AR AE 4k (Teodorescu & Andrei, 2009). #E£x45 2% /2 B ATHIF 78 & B A\ AE B o Bl i
Wi ¥ S TE S ML 2 — (B 500, S5 ha, 567k k. 2018).

FLE AR FHAEZE AR ME S AR T Ok, AT LB N R e AR, USRI AEE 2 A
MR T IR S R, RURABFE 4 iR 5 AN, AT P AR i R 8K PRI A4 (2014) . FH0
P (201 1) i8I TGRS R AR I, 5> K AE A B0 GBI E BRI IR I 0 5, 7 A “ AR
Iz BRI AR A F At R 53 I8 AR RS R AT A 2 AR AT A AR B A BE R AR R . LR
W, M AR B H O BRI BN A AL IS5 R, S CATPHEOET 5
Uz IR, FENMR PR T B AR B S AR VP I I e 2 o G A AR T I VR B (] RN,
oS R B R A 1 5 3, T 2R E R RO RS O RS, TkARAE, 2008). ARYEINEIRIHELS, 178
IWFIHE B mZR, MA 225847 0y, EVE OISR, Atk 3k RSk,
RO E SRS FE, 40070 B CAHCRIUERE 7 AokTE D H O R &, DLkt B Ol 2ok, thak,
REPL(2007)7E (PEBESCAR) B, MEMEEOR B T AL TR A Re IR T, H BB E
LRI E . WA A A S P BTE I A SR R EE A A SRR E AT, AR
10 R F- 22 A A B AT LB SZ 1), AT 52 i HoAE B2 B (Day, Hudson, Dobies, & Waris, 2011). ] WL, M
S NAEBE 2 51 REE P2 A “AE R K, dE R e Al A B ANV R B 2 2 18] 56 2 1) LA
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12. DEMYEREHETER

MEZE M NAE Y, BURMEZE N AT IE BN E K7 %, AR AERTA AR TR 2 & 2 K E AR 1)
N7 #(Kahneman & Tversky, 2013), {EAE#IE 5 sz 2 e 5 iR BT A NS B A% (Lahno
& Serra-Garcia, 2015). HREMELER] I L NSRRI et SR UL AR R B S BE A . SRR R 3= L
SERIE TV B — RS, R EAR AR RN —FE, SRR —Fovi B A A EY, AT
B, AHBAT BRI NS, BRI LA R RS TR 2 M ml 4, i A &b
TEBE B 5 NS 8> (Christie & Geis, 1970). O F #F 78 a5 FE T« BERE = 5% (1 AASRFE
EE¥Z R R, RIUESRS D HOHE 58] 32 5 IEAHDE(Flynn, Reichard, & Slane, 1987), [ Py A 7t
RIUE BN G VE AT A 35 EARDE, 5 BRI NG FHAMESINL, EH Kb LRI F A,
PO B o] 4 32 32 ¥ (Barbaranelli et al., 2018). MZUFEMAER, HiRMEHAT AR —Fh 2 H] TR H
MZTEAT N, PERBRAGEIEN, B8R P2 IR EE R (4 o4, 2003). AT, HalAEsE ) A ESh R T
LUOEB) EARCEA) SR — B LKA MR B SR 28 W KA (R H =, 2006). T S FEHEAER] 3= X
PN ERHELE TR T 50, D AR, EMEERM A VERERS, A AN R FL R 5 B4 ) 32
N2 BIARIRE R i 2 A0 FE T 06, BRSO BORAE ML B N AEBRINS, T B AL 32 SR B R sy
NBRTE S H TR, BRI de, B S BHEER] 32 SCNKE IE fmg 8 5 A\ A B 5 4 x40 2k 1)
KR

s 1 SRR 32 SO IE A 5 Al A AR SR S SR R R

IR I, Dy FEAELER] 32 SCNA R D LR 3= AT NG 3 B e (A &7 12, X, 217K T, 2014).
e Sy B AR 3 SR MR N R RHIE R IR AMEATE, AR A e A 20 B 2R AT
Frefoxt (R 2 S, AR A (Christie & Geis, 1970), R BEAEAR MRS T H S8 SE I BE /S F) 25 70
WEER 2 — VIR AT (28712, X0, F0K T, 2014). 782 b v D IR ML R 1 SR ATk
(R TA T2 AR BRI AE A BEEAT VR AL, SE R OGTEAR SRR RN B ik o X TR B AS FEA B st A v 1Y,
RERIABIR R HI, KBRS 22 5%F b F B vl AT 1 (YR HT, 2009). #52, mE
YR SCRME, RSP E, FEAZAMAAEBEI 520 . oS5 S B AELE R S SR A B 0] T 1R ik
AEAB RS (02 H B SRR st st HIL A R AR A AR, 5%
A% PR3 (Christie & Geis, 1970; Williams, Nathanson, & Paulhus, 2010), A N EALE TS i % 3R 16 JEE 4
RIMWZT, WADRRBURIERESEE, BEM . SRR AR T O0E A ORIk, Gk
HELER] T2 SR AN B ARGV, B2 B4 6 I A L4 [R5 @t i, VEBRS FE A i
i) RS R A FE A o ARG HHEE R 3 S TR FE R TR, YONESOR A EE, “iEps
B SR AATIANE SRR B B R R (5K T, 2015). {HEFF ORI, RIS R S IR 3 MBI SR e
R 740 “TEE HE” « EHERIE. AL FIZEHERIREE TR 5 mm T s2iig F T 8 ar
170, RIS RAR S EAEE R 3= Lk, HAT Rt 2f 65 R 28 (Jakobwitz & Egan, 2006). McGuire
1 Papageorgis (1961)tHiESL, M AN CIERMESEN R AT SR EN, HHERS 2 ZENEK ),
RMTER G S RE AR B nT DR, EF SRS, D IR S MEME H KA IE,
WRTEBRERIAT N, MEREZ RGNS R, ERSHEERMERNZ Rk, F
B N SRAF R R TS N TE 2, AT 51 AR P B S MR R 32 SCAN R FA A1 B s 88 O A i 7 1 15
A, BAAT . (RS EELER) F SCRAMAZ B A T R IR S B 2 R AR R, (RS R FE ) 5 i e
YR SRR VR SRS B O I RR FEAN IR o L) SRR 32 SRR ST /M, LA B 06T BRI 25 gl
HHECATER, PR FARE TR, B4R 3 SUAMAT 5 HAESGS A S KA B SE. 52,
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Figure 1. Model of Machiavellianism’s moderat-
ing effects

1. DEFEEFEXETERRIEIERE

2.
2.1. B

i (] 25 R B A S R AR A AR AN B B 2 (B (R AR L SRR 3 SOl AR
2R KRR AR . SRR T SO 2k B ARSI TR -

22. IRMR

T W AR R, RS BB TN R AEE — K G . BT R SR B K2R,
BHR A 758 iy B4k 337 44, (A 44.5%, Zrf 421 44, (K 55.5%: HRAKERS 16 %, HREER
25 %, “FIJERN 1954 %,

23. METAH

2.3.1. fAERIEE

218 O’Rourke %(2010). Akeley 1 Miller (2012) % Jurdi, Hage i1 Chow (2012)1&77 i i% . T O’Rourke
#5(2010) % N 1) AR A (academic dishonesty) 1] 500 2 1 #0228 AAVEME L F53 18 5 9ils 22 SCRSE N 4%
DAL b At A B ) 5 O B O T B iR BRI T H SR BT . 125 88 MARE AN IR it R L 42 3
A ANAEBNEL, B “Hlnr, GRINEETHL. gEEEN . BRI, R4 R
W EIX AN 207 5 4 TG AR “SEaE " B “dER 27 5 St ar. M4 o REC8 0.89.

2.3.2. HRHRKEE

BT A NAEBRIAE SR A (7 1500, S, S0k K, 2018), fRIFRALSHRRINAG . HRAMELE -
MR IR R A AAEBE S R L SR AL, B “ERXFER T, MEMSSiEA TR 1%
B AEE, WAERAMN CAEEARFE” B RS 5 M. M o RECH 0.89.
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2.33. fEREEIRE

HRHE Allen £5(1998). Anderman A1 Won (2019). Gardner #1 Melvin (1988). Jordan (2001). Rettinger
A1 Jordan (2005). Stone, Jawahar il Kisamore (2010)3% T 2 R R A& [0 B 42 A BT T e ) B2 52Nk
X IR E B SZ AT (AR RS, B “H R v DA “H il EsoE I 7iEm s & 4
o RN CAEEARR” 2] “AEEFER” 5 mitar. M o RECH 0.73.

234. GEBHEFIENER

W 5e48 F Christie (1970)%5 A il () 5 JEMELE R £ L RRIMEANE T H ., ZERLMEE ARG
YO TT DA BRI o Sl H RIEN D3RI (B Ei8) A1 GRIGR) o ZERA 20 NI
H, A= HHAR: R0 H5T, a0 AERED, =Rk — R, AaaiE <R
B G AR N A GEREUTS)” “ 2R R IFMME RN 25, /7 S8ERE, B985
&, RPN HEFELER] E CAFEFHE I . EE NS EAMORZ IR, SRR RIEA RIGIEE
ML

3. ARGR
3.1. XREAFZEREKRE

AT AR B BN B AR R ST A . R B RIS vk, R REAR R IL R T R ZE . Seit
b, AREEFCRA Harman SR FREIGTE, XFETA AR BT R AR R T 01, 5K, FHE
RATF 1LHEFE I, F—NMREFERERZTEN 17.36%, Z/NT 40%H)lEFE. T, KR
16" 8 L R 7 VR £
3.2. XS

BiAth NAEBR . $E 00 DIHEGER) 32 SURUE SRS FE R A 5 b, S5 3R, A Ak,
S Ty IR I SCRIE RS P Y A7 AE 5 28 IE A SR (VE LR 1)

Table 1. Correlation analysis of all variables in the study

#* 1 MRBLENEXSH

BH bk % 1 2 3
1. il AR 8.66 3.19
2. btk 8.409 3.32 0.37"
3. D4R 3 L 72.22 10.08 0.18™ 0.30™
4. {EBSEE 8.26 2.82 0.20™ 0.33" 0.25"

*

“p<0.01, "p<0.001 (BB, TR

33 MAERSIERSENXR: FETHPMERELN

A Hayes (2013). /G BEAI 515 (2014) M A, 56 R A SPSS %7 PROCESS B 4 fade:
FEEBURAEAD NN SR SRS 2 AR A EH, R EIR, fh N VEBRRE 2 T4 24525, a=0.36,
SE =0.03, p<0.001; flt AMESR, #EosBi e M N EIE RS, At AR 8RS 35 TR 3RS, ¢ =0.09,
SE=0.04, p<0.05, L&k aeEEMIERRANE, b=0.29, SE=0.04, p<0.001. 2R 1ERIH 307
Bootstrap J7 V2K 40 B, #Lax i S AEAR AN B S5 R BAS FE 2 IRl h A fE R 3%, ab = 0.11, Boot SE = 0.02,
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95% 1) B {5 X 7] 24[0.07, 0.14] . HH SR8 o A 0B LE A5 ab/(ab + ¢') = 53.34%.

%25, RF SPSS ZFEFF PROCESS [f#i7 58 A5 th S A4 F) £ AR EH . 453 ER, A
VRN 4 £3451 2% i 2% 8 55 3% (B = 0.0.31, p < 0.01, BootLICI = 0.24, BootULCI = 0.37), filt A iz b5 0 KL k4
) 32 SRR AR TTURT A 2453 2% (0 TR0 S5 2, B R R 2 SCAE At AR B 5 40 B FEE ) i - B AR A T T A
FH(B = 0.08, p < 0.05, BootLICI = 0.02, BootULCI = 0.14). b A\ {F Bt/ B B 2805 2. 35 (B = 0.08, p <
0.05, BootLICI = 0.01, BootULCI = 0.15), <4 2k W B B2 1) 25 W 42 2 (B = 0.28, p < 0.01, BootLICI =
0.20, BootULCI = 0.35), #1452k 15 Ly JEFRAE R F= S AR TURHE 3RS FE I 0 2, B 5 S0 2 S
78 5 2 47 1R A 2 25 (B = —0.09, p < 0.05, BootLICI = —0.16, BootULCI =—0.02). A W, ZhILfEgEf]
F SAE AR ET S P8 A R A, AR /R R 7 T A B (PR LK 2)

Table 2. A moderating mediating effect
2. BRETHHNER

5] Y= 77 7R &% EVEES eSS
sERAR TR AR & R? F B 95%Cl t
b N A i 0.31 [0.24,0.37] 9.29™"
FAR-SITEN BRA 0.20 61.28"™" 0.24 [0.18, 0.31] 747"
L AAEBE x I QA K 0.08 [0.02,0.14] 243"
(LNC(E S 0.08 [0.01, 0.15] 2.32"
Bk 0.27 [0.20, 0.34] 7.06™"
TRBA 0.15 32.24
CLEYN S 0.13 [0.06, 0.20] 3.63
FEak x GIRAM -0.09 [-0.16,—0.02] —2.62"

e GRS B AR 3 .

N T B BT R TR BRI, H BT 2 IR — A PR ZE R K5 e v S B LR R 32 SUKSFAR
(B TP A 22) VIR S R AR R 3 SOKPAH R T P8 — AR HEE), RIBEHE DB RE4E R 32 3K
PR S, RSO i R sz 2HLH EAHEH(B = 0.23, p < 0.001; B = 0.31, p < 0.001; B =0.39, p <
0.001), %+ Johnson-Neyman M AR, 15 H DL MELER] 32 AF 5 Bl F s A& 52.31, 2RI D34 3 X
KT 5231 I, At NAEBO R RN 2 2 (PE LA 3) o B S FEFRAE R - SUKP IR R, AL A0 Rt
VEBRZS P (s B R #4345 = 0.36, p < 0.001; p = 0.27, p < 0.001; p = 0.18, p < 0.001), LhILHELER| 1= X
YR S 52 89.30, FKEHIIEMELER I ST 89.30 Hf, #EA R A MRS BE (50N B 3 (PR L2 4).
FEEAR AL AR A A B 5 1 BEAS FE 2 [A) PR A A A P L P 458 R 1 B BE AR 3 SOUKT B (T L 22 5).

Table 3. The moderating effect of Machiavellianism on the first half of the path
= 3. DEMUERN E XERFBEHETNN

B SE t 95%Cl
K 0.23 0.05 4597 [0.13, 0.33]
HKF 0.31 0.03 9.29™ [0.24,0.37]
K 0.39 0.04 8.96™" [0.30, 0.47]
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Table 4. The moderating effect of Machiavellianism on the second half of the path

4. DEMEHENE XERFBEAETHN

B SE t 95%Cl
k7K 0.36 0.06 6.317" [0.25, 0.47]
HKF 0.27 0.04 7.06™" [0.20, 0.35]
K 0.18 0.04 407" [0.09, 0.27]

Table 5. The moderating effect of Machiavellianism in the whole mediation model

5. DEMBERNE N ERBNFETIHE

B BootSE 95%BootClI
KK 0.08 0.02 [0.05, 0.13]
HHKE 0.08 0.02 [0.05, 0.12]
7K 0.07 0.02 [0.03,0.12]

4. g
BFFCIEI ST R I, A M B e 2958 e WL B T A A JEE P A B, B AR
TR 2 S AE A B AR AR P AR R IRV, (ERTEBE YA . 25 R B
A, BFICLE RS T IR Hﬁ 030 R I 2 0 S 1 At A AE e 5 4 s P 22 Ty oA A7 R 26 o
SR BE I T S R4 R 2 SUKP
TS 3 STE A AR B 5 45 5 2 TR I (R P B e ) . SRR PR 7 g A
VEE QORI S, X TR AR SRR o FCE AR S5 T BE A 3 SRR 1o AN %) 42 R A
%, BEBROER, JKE, 2015). MR MESAT RN B A, (UL U IR R 3G
I TF-Br e M TR DM e 2 SR, s TSR R 1 SR TP R 2E, BRI, H A
NEBSE BAABIIFAR, 2BZEE LI SBT3 H 5 SFE 25 5 15 1R WS B 2 [ £ 1
VAR, BB O SO T3 I G, DR 3 SRR BB g N R SZ B4 2 45 kI
TR B A PR 5 o5 o LR SRRAE T, 0 DM 3 LI NE 35 SR Feh, 2RI “ A
ﬁam FTEARTER” . “BIEWE, AR Mt AR, $kE, 2015), MI12PES%
W, AR FEER, BRI, NERLAEH ) TR ITAT . AR A 8 1 e )
B AEWT E CFBE, RS S B s B2 AR, T LUt AAE BB S8 k245 5 3 A AT
1 WAS FE RS LS/ o T b R i T MR 3 SRR, X TR S B R eh Sr 1, SRR BE RIE
HARHEF, AUURBEBOZR . 4, MR AEHIRRZ B2 5, KX TAESAT A2 5t
LA TR, iRt R R e, SRS S5 AR AR I B R (PO I [, Zsiitig, 2004), #5748
F G NFESHAME . Bk, MM S BNt SR, SO IESES I, Rk T i D
FEMEAER E S R DR AR 3 UM, AR TR A B R e AR A, (S Bk 245
BRI, ot T 1 L IR A PR, At A TR R A 30 S A T DA 1] R T AR (A S )
FIFIAIE, D5 Bb i SR A R R AE . AR AR I, SO A R A FE (4, AR e
SARR A, SR AR R E R TR, A5 R(EL 2, 2007). X4 A] DU A4 DR
ESGRIKIA, (SRR . AT, ot tefb A MM 5 1R s B 2 1] i) b A1 P AE rh
TREE (0 TR MR 3 SUR T o REEZE T, o DR UAME BRI Z B Sk R %, |

DOI: 10.12677/ap.2022.128326 2742 o3 2


https://doi.org/10.12677/ap.2022.128326

hpt %

HAGWNTTESAT Y, (BRI  R/N . TR S I AR 1 A BB BS E e e , (HH
IS PURERAR . P2t 5 rh,  H A AR BT BETC i 5 A S SR 1 MR AR 2 1 2k
(B0 SRR L A AN AR A AE — S RSN, SUESARE T e S R AR AR 3 SO 2 S S . BRI,
SEREPE ) SRR F SCMA H B AR 5 <l B R .

5. IRBSTRE

Al A AR B i Ak 22 B R ) PR A A PR AR AR B B A28 ) AL 5 S AN R KT I %
P R BIANFEIRE R . FERTEE, SRR 1 S0, Al RSB iR, 12
JEB, DIEFRAEA TSGR, S BRSOV R SRR, ThARRERE Y S AR YA
SCAMAE, A AAR BRI A 2 B 50 HA R BEGS FEIREMDBOR o I — T T4 R o (R B “ AL gL 33 “ 5
NRE” , AAEERSLE SRS AT, SR T SO — MO K AR5, KT
U (ERAFURI, AR SR FRLER 3= SR MA A IR AE R IR AR " AHE. BT FT R IR R A
UER A H BB AR B, AL SR E = S R BRS EE RE ME 23s . PRI, AR S B e i B
W, YR AR NBER AR, fxbHat T “mipnEs” (L2, 2007). IR R,
FLAAR SRS RT LA B AT 75 R0 A AT T 5 (0 BLSETT, AEAS AR AT TSR AT B 4% B 2 118 sl BRI AR B RN “ 4
RIK”, fe AR R B AR, T59R RS ORIF AL

AT A AT, W HEERA RN LR B KRR, AR R TR, #A2R A
PR R K A /e 2l Se iRkt — PRIk

6. &

FEA A B I A S 5 R WL A B FE L R, E RN 3 S [ A AR B S 2
PR RS BUR SIS, SRaE, PAFRE R SRR AR R 3 SCE 2 BRI B K .

E&ImHE
K22 AT B A A 2 O B LA (SK2017A0273)

Sk

FR¥7(2009). T RIAT ABIR R FAEBEAT AR, FEAFFH #HF5K, 30(4), 159-162.

BRIT, £i(2014). “HUAT R R"MA TR R AEBEEE . A LI ZHIR. HEFFR, 21(11), 55-57
e #I(2007). FEHEEEG A, SRR

FERN B 2(2007). /TG 250, NI H L

ZEJiAR(2003). WERAEBR I BRI AN B AL . EACH B85 4R, 16(2), 25-27.

FRGE, TKARAA(2008). “HHAR VR RS AAEBE B MEL.OIT 5T, BRI EHI, (1), 112-114.

FE L, R, BUKE, BEATEE(2018). fEMONM A SRR HEBURMEREENPNMER. OBLRSHE,
34(6), 664-671.

MRS, ZEtHIE(2004). K22 AEERIEBAT NI TZR i X8R, a3 # 5, (8), 26-29.

BER, FKEQ015). HENJE BN RIS, OB FERA 35(1), T2-T7.

DErR, XL, KK (2014). v E TR 95 3 ST AR R R I SL I . A E VTS 355, (4), 83-87.
AR, HHR, SETEQ011). KRFEZRIERING i R EE SRS, @ Iiie 2k %7K, 32(11), 93-96.
A, TE4E2014). BIRTHIRA BRI T SRR R BN OB FIR, 46(5), T14-726

iKFIR(2015). SZEN RS A4 SR o AT TR e 2. T 5L, s A rp i ok 2
K HR(2006). B4 FEAR MG HEHI A A, WL 2B AR, FEAR T PEIME K

DOI: 10.12677/ap.2022.128326 2743 o3 2


https://doi.org/10.12677/ap.2022.128326

g

Akeley S. J., & Miller, A. N. (2012). The Effects of Instructor Fear Appeals and Moral Appeals on Cheating-Related Atti-
tudes and Behavior of University Students. Ethics & Behavior, 22, 196-207.
https://doi.org/10.1080/10508422.2012.659603

Allen, J., Fuller, D., & Luckett, M. (1998). Academic Integrity: Behaviors, Rates, and Attitudes of Business Students toward
Cheating. Journal of Marketing Education, 20, 41-52. https://doi.org/10.1177/027347539802000106

Anderman, E. M., & Won, S. (2019). Academic Cheating in Disliked Classes. Ethics & Behavior, 29, 1-22.
https://doi.org/10.1080/10508422.2017.1373648

Barbaranelli, C., Farnese, M. L., Tramontano, C., Fida, R., Ghezzi, V., Paciello, M., & Long, P. (2018). Machiavellian Ways
to Academic Cheating: A Mediational and Interactional Model. Frontiers in Psychology, 9, Article 695.
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyq.2018.00695

Christie, R., & Geis, F. L. (1970). Studies in Machiavellianism. Academic Press.

Day, N. E., Hudson, D., Dobies, P. R., & Waris, R. (2011). Student or Situation? Personality and Classroom Context as Pre-
dictors of Attitudes about Business School Cheating. Social Psychology of Education, 14, 261-282.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11218-010-9145-8

Fang, F. C., & Casadevall, A. R. T. U. R. O. (2013). Why We Cheat. Scientific American Mind, 24, 30-37.
https://doi.org/10.1038/scientificamericanmind0513-30

Flynn, S., Reichard, M., & Slane, S. (1987). Cheating as a Function of Task Outcome and Machiavellianism. The Journal of
Psychology, 121, 423-427. https://doi.org/10.1080/00223980.1987.9915496

Gardner, W. M., & Melvin, K. B. (1988). A Scale for Measuring Attitude toward Cheating. Bulletin of the Psychonomic So-
ciety, 26, 429-432. https://doi.org/10.3758/BF03334905

Hayes, A. F. (2013). Introduction to Mediation, Moderation, and Conditional Process Analysis: A Regression-Based Approach.
New York: Guilford Press.

Jakobwitz, S., & Egan, V. (2006). The Dark Triad and Normal Personality Traits. Personality and Individual Differences, 40,
331-339. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2005.07.006

Jordan, A. E. (2001). College Student Cheating: The Role of Motivation, Perceived Norms, Attitudes, and Knowledge of In-
stitutional Policy. Ethics and Behavior, 11, 233-247. https://doi.org/10.1207/S15327019EB1103_3

Jurdi, R., Hage, H. S., & Chow, H. P. (2012). What Behaviours Do Students Consider Academically Dishonest? Findings
from a Survey of Canadian Undergraduate Students. Social Psychology of Education, 15, 1-23.
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11218-011-9166-y

Kahneman, D., & Tversky, A. (2013). Prospect Theory: An Analysis of Decision under Risk. In L. C. MacLean, & W. T.
Ziemba (Eds.), Handbook of the Fundamentals of Financial Decision Making: Part | (pp. 99-127). World Scientific Pub-
lishing. https://doi.org/10.1142/9789814417358_0006

Lahno, A. M., & Serra-Garcia, M. (2015). Peer Effects in Risk Taking: Envy or Conformity? Journal of Risk and Uncer-
tainty, 50, 73-95. https://doi.org/10.1007/s11166-015-9209-4

McGuire, W. J., & Papageorgis, D. (1961). The Relative Efficacy of Various Types of Prior Belief-Defense in Producing
Immunity against Persuasion. Journal of Abnormal Psychology, 62, 327-337. https://doi.org/10.1037/h0042026

O’Rourke, J., Barnes, J., Deaton, A., Fulks, K., Ryan, K., & Rettinger, D. A. (2010). Imitation Is the Sincerest Form of
Cheating: The Influence of Direct Knowledge and Attitudes on Academic Dishonesty. Ethics & Behavior, 20, 47-64.
https://doi.org/10.1080/10508420903482616

Rettinger, D. A., & Jordan, A. E. (2005). The Relations among Religion, Motivation, and College Cheating: A Natural Expe-
riment. Ethics & Behavior, 15, 107-129. https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327019eb1502_2

Stone, T. H., Jawahar, I. M., & Kisamore, J. L. (2010). Predicting Academic Misconduct Intentions and Behavior Using the
Theory of Planned Behavior and Personality. Basic and Applied Social Psychology, 32, 35-45.
https://doi.org/10.1080/01973530903539895

Teodorescu, D., & Andrei, T. (2009). Faculty and Peer Influences on Academic Integrity: College Cheating in Romania.
Higher Education, 57, 267-282. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10734-008-9143-3

Williams, K. M., Nathanson, C., & Paulhus, D. L. (2010). Identifying and Profiling Scholastic Cheaters: Their Personality,
Cognitive Ability, and Motivation. Journal of Experimental Psychology: Applied, 16, 293-307.
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0020773

DOI: 10.12677/ap.2022.128326 2744 S 250 B


https://doi.org/10.12677/ap.2022.128326
https://doi.org/10.1080/10508422.2012.659603
https://doi.org/10.1177/027347539802000106
https://doi.org/10.1080/10508422.2017.1373648
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2018.00695
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11218-010-9145-8
https://doi.org/10.1038/scientificamericanmind0513-30
https://doi.org/10.1080/00223980.1987.9915496
https://doi.org/10.3758/BF03334905
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.paid.2005.07.006
https://doi.org/10.1207/S15327019EB1103_3
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11218-011-9166-y
https://doi.org/10.1142/9789814417358_0006
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11166-015-9209-4
https://doi.org/10.1037/h0042026
https://doi.org/10.1080/10508420903482616
https://doi.org/10.1207/s15327019eb1502_2
https://doi.org/10.1080/01973530903539895
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10734-008-9143-3
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0020773

	谁更容易近墨者黑？
	摘  要
	关键词
	Who Is More Likely to Be Polluted by Others’ Academic Dishonesty
	Abstract
	Keywords
	1. 引言
	1.1. 他人作弊对作弊态度的影响机制
	1.2. 马基雅维利主义的调节作用

	2. 方法
	2.1. 目的
	2.2. 研究对象
	2.3. 测量工具
	2.3.1. 他人作弊问卷
	2.3.2. 社会损失问卷
	2.3.3. 作弊态度问卷
	2.3.4. 马基雅维利主义量表


	3. 研究结果
	3.1. 共同方法偏差检验
	3.2. 相关分析
	3.3. 他人作弊与作弊态度的关系：有调节的中介模型检验

	4. 讨论
	5. 研究意义与不足
	6. 结论
	基金项目
	参考文献



