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BDP R — R A A R, R L BE AT i & 2 (Loasby , 2007) AEILSEH A7 BB
BRRIE , ATRE— AR, ARXE IO IRAZ 5 AT 1) il 25 0 2> i e s 58, AR I IR i

il

NI S 2 2, 3288 ORI 28 00 A 425 3 A A2 2 SO AR = 08 A1 28 52 i 1l & %o Bl 2
WS A B A S A B SCR EE (T Cope, 2011 5 Shepherd, 2003 ; Jenkins45, 2014 ; Wolfe il
Shepherd,2015;Singh%5,2015; ByrneFlIShepherd,2015) ., M85 R M 58 - AN S HE R W2 J5 T
20K e B— BT ] S5 IS & A sh & A0, TR T B — A 2f S e, Bk
W 2 B BN T AN SR B N R A LA A S, 1T 2 5 K > 15919 —Fh B i (Shepherd, 2009 ) . 6

ks H#A: 2017-08-28
E¢WH: AR ARXAFEALFFAA(71602001); B K a AAF A4 EF EF A (71532005); B R A KA+
A 4F4E5H (71502114, 71602097)
EB B A EH(1981—), &, BHMZ X 5 TR EH 5 159208, A+ 4 57,
K E2A(1965—), B, @ F K F R FREE, HEE 57,
MR A (1988—) , %, REFEXFHE F 4T GRIRES ) ;
& EF(1982—) , 4, BINKFEHEFRHIF,
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O AR 8 8 o BRAS R , FRATTA M (I R rh R R < e, B/ A G I 22 2] 1)
Fe I RIBE ST o 43 M RIS G 2 ey SEAE SE AT Bl T AR Wbk 52 RN = >0 DIl 2 DA 2R v
22 2] EE TN, X TR E AN B EE SO DL St A R IS SRy
1H-

LR T 28 5 22 F R IR A AR Ao 47 250 5 I RN DR SR 1 sz = 52 JELAE & (counterfactual
thinking ) , Bl 5 9.0 FE-F 512 B 5%, Baron (1998 ) KF L5 | ABIDEAFSE A 43 A Bk 2 i A 1
T ARRAE T B AR S RS B AR AR O 4 ke At A T AR S AR AN SR AN [R) A7
R B A S A W AR, 4 R s A BN [R] (Baron, 2000a ) o 3 FUEL4E 2 B AN 5 I
AR B 2 DA< BT 0, 0 A0 [l R 5, TR ] Rk [l R A e o DRI, A2
TP R g S R R A A A R a2 DL B AR BRAE | IR R AT A RN S A A A R I D HIL
(Arora%¥,2013) o 0 BE2EHFITUE SER ZEUERN ANFI Y 67 T S5 44 B RS A AR 1) e 552
B4t (Roesef10lson, 1997 ; GavanskiflWells, 1989 ) , R LAY 52 WO IS e 552 B HE L T —
ARIF G BE AR S 35 52 R 2252 Z R0 TR 252 M), Q0= (A B IR A R AT S S
SRR Ty ) Y FEITR BE 3T b, AR SO B9 SE Rl EUR < AL 2 S35 , Bk & An il
S WA B AN [R) AR O QAT 75 A AN [ 2 18 i) iz = 5 R 4 2 AN R S A8 ) i = S R A 2 25 )l e
RPN RN 25 5 A 7

=, DEFFEN I R B LR YRR E

SRS B TR R R Q3 ) 250 2 FIE SR A5 2 R ANG 8 )
SR A R OB R R R T 262 (Byrne, 2002 ) o ARHR /0 1 oM B0 B2 rp i =
SERRAEAESY , UGS A Ay Al b sz = S AR ST R R  IF A XL RIS R s o

(— )R rh i S AR

HEFHURN R SR AHE W2 A B NS T R A Co Mt 3% o AATT2EA 7 DR SR 051 R B3 ) SR A 3L s 7™ A=
R FE S IS A G R T REA S &, BV D H E AT an S --e e A2 0L B, DT
AR I BT, 3 A LA T SR R o i = S S 4 (Kahneman Fll Tversky , 1982) o Lo PR 1
SRS SONAE SR o B © 2 R A i e, SR R ARG JAS AT e 2 Hh B S o i
LB — R 4ETE 5 (Roese , 1994 ) M19824F- S [ 25 24 0 B2 K i DR & FF 7 R34 R e
SRR TS B kPl S S S R, 280 302 4F K Jie X S s S R AE IR e R LR D
FWE DL SRS T — R ISR P IF 98 O A% O (R B 3 55 R Ay ™ A 2 ] 7
A A BT R AN B B R 2

TR Z i g = 5 JE A i LA ML 5 | & ARPE 22 0F 22 iy B T 0 Bk, Bl 2 A AiE
SRR R 45 8 LR SR T TR SRR AL AT IASWHE SRR SS I, i 2 2 A )
WA = 5L A5 0 5 ] RE A RAR A JRGT LU, X6 O 225 B AR Ak 235 RARBIURS . o = S FE 4R AR B At 2 Lo A
FrANE], R ok BAT R S S B 4E (upward CTF) L F 47 [z 3552 L 4k (downward CTF ) P Ff
(Markman®, 1993 ) . i & &5 X T 0 & A B9 ARG an SR i B Fp 25 14, st ml e h B L B
SRR R AR A, < AR BT RE AR — A, R RE E R e, B LR OIS T T
A7 I = S RGN R AR —FP LSS0 Tl BE B 22 45 1, Bl A RS A e 18 17— 20, FR
P E A A SRR A S BARIC s 323 115818 30 DA e B, R4S R i 3l B A
TELCARAFAR Y 1z 2 3T T BRI 3238 0 SR T AT R g S 8 T T S < 25— Uk
SR G SR, T AR AT EAEAER AT R S, S 2 R E R B RO Y R
(Medvec¥,1995) . — Bk i, MMAE M T i F 44, &y = Az AT e 52 S04, /i #) 1 1 18- 5 7
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AT AT IR FE SR (Landman, 1987) .

SRS AR B A SRR XS e, R S AR AT
[]1Z (KahnemanFIMiller, 1986 ) . iz 55 5 L AE 5L T 0 BRABTDIGT O 28 A ) S A4 04 7 = J S R
YUk A BN O AR IR B 4R I 4T o 5 S E T 8 2% (Jeannerod #l Decety,
1990), A By THERE T, e Ao B 1Y e T o SR S B 4E L B A IR 25 e, e ATy
5 L8 AR o S T S S AE B AN (] T 5 S ) A PT R I 028 AT TR 28 AR, (A A v AR 75
SR BORE , HAE AL DL LR R 24l (Roese M1Olson, 1997 ) . — ki, 47 5 =52 F8
AR T A AT REME , TTREVS AR 2 M S 25, AN IR A AT RSl TR
TRk v BB B 22 A0 5 3%, (TS R B IR TE [R5 2 , WK SA46 (Medvecds , 1995) AN [R] S 7Y
1) o 5 R AR o HAT R R DR, an A7 s a5 S SR A b AT i 3 S R AT TR i vE R TR
A BT ARG 22, AT R g5 5 Ak o] DA A6 25440 A9 4 i /B (Morris fMoore,
2000 ) o MACRICEATIA S F AT I 35 92 G TG B , AT S = S T 2 LG A B0 A ot J%
B OGS R SR () HE £, T A7 52 2 S SR D) LX) A o8 1) TG T 48 545 RIS 1) 0t A2 J8% (Markman
25 .1993).

(OADEEE T R 5 b5

S S TR 5 ALY S50k A R 2R Ak 5 ) B A R R8T i 4 (Baron, 1998 ) .
SR 204E ) A i , AR S AL A R s S AR — g | A BB, AR
FEF GG QD F SR o 7 R F SR S =R S AR ) i B AR e 25 e e g S AR )
b U BRI T A A AL S5 5 1

S Bk Y S S S R B N 2 25 S o L S D S AR DL A R 8
b () 1) B S AR A AR (B ) 22 S b (), S A 5 4 124 ol 2 e Ll A A A T
2 J 3552 L 4E  Baron (2000a) i F 2242 S S IEFEAS | SR & I 35 /e i = S 8
Ak, TR AL R T8 1) S AR A, SRk S 1) LB B BAT R B A A i B
SRV INEICHS il SN Ve 22, B I 25 7y S B it , Baron (2000 ) 7E Bl 5 (RIS & B,
SRR HEAS R B BBl 3 25 81 22 M AT B = S LA i G H G e 07 T 4 2R D R 4
Wi iRy iz g5 52 B4, IR 3R 25 T 22 . Markman 55 (2002 ) 1A A Baron (2000a ) 5% FR s 24 A 1R
X EREARAEAE R 22 , BRI A B A ARG & A 34 76 B AT, B9 R B AT
BRSSO BE AR RN AR K ZE R AL Ry iR Tt s 5
g, A ARV 2, AR ZH 0 & 250 PSR Ja 1, 52 208 IR AT SR L i i
GO AT R 5 S 2 S R A i BE AN 2 (ER IR TR AT IR Al 25 A i 5 52 FEL 4 vy
TN R, Xt 5 2 S S AR Y DG H A

55 I SR O B T O AE AL BEE DFIE TR A 22 T IR TR Ze il
RS AR A B 1Y) 25 e VR RIS, R AR RS S 4 S X B 2 152 i, LR R A
b i g5 S B AR H FRALAERR L H AR o Arorafd (2013 )38 i SLUERF 5T & R, Bb & e 5551
AR5 B ARG = AR AN E BRI AICANL 35 1 B FRACRBIRR , (ER: B 2 AR D B 17 2
BEMERRAE 3 I n C R AR E & B 2L # , s R A A T —Fp B AS 25 0
FE SRS AN B FRRRERIE A G AH S, Arora (2013 ) A5 4 i 35 5 S8 4 Y I e 2
LAY A2 Mb A= T b 5 M =3 i 2% AT S g8 S AR X R 2.0 BRI 1Y) 52
M, HBEA RA AT A ISR 1) i 25 5 BAEXT A E D A5 28 AU BRARAE IR 2 0]

5= RSB AEZ AL AT VR AL S = S X AL AT R o AR R e
XFHILZS PR RO A R 520 o A 2 AT B S S IS T AR BUIS J% f 5l 1 )

Al M Sk TR 5 TS B R S G A B AR AR A
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T, B 22 A R RO S AURN A B PR AR FH L2 R AL 2 3 8 1 (5145, 2013 ) .
Gaglio (2004 )T\ fz 35 52 B 4E 2 —Fh RN AT & AB AL 23 090 PRBLH o 76 52 25 50 B AR 0T
FAIEREATEAL =B B, Al 8 2 SR e S0 %) e 35 52 SEL 4, BB A TR e BRI 2 L3 A
TR FPAS R R B B 45 FT A (1 B —TF- B R RHELL M@ 2R 0 2, bl
HAHTHERILZ . Wood FIWilliams (2014) WA R Y AEADY ML 2 PPAk p 3 rhy  FEAE 5L T4
SERTEE Dy Y e g S A, RE S AW A [R5 %8 L B O Re R Uit 5 T RER 45 R LR, o
CIENGEWE SS¥Cilso=Ent WL S0 N Eaidl e Ehso S NESE O 7 ¢ ARl £ iz i L U]
| RS N el e e Y| R 1 N P ] R

AL AT Se 25 A & SR Y S = S8 B AR R B A 22 S m) @, AR DA
SO AR RE A 2 G R0 ) -4 T i 3 52 8 4k (Baron, 2000a ; Markman 55,
2002) , (HIEAH AT I 1A 15— 518 . Gartner o 7E 198 54F 4R BN 25 =22 ] i) 25 S AT fiE
FER AN B S5AERNL & Z [0 B 22 570N, 5 Sef o8 75 2 0GR R B A% S 2 50 BB 4 25 bk
S ELAR U ELAT AN [ AR REAE ) A0 5 AN (R A7 35 i i = 5 R A 1) 2 S o Rk )
MP AT T A FH O B2 SR 2 WSS B T AT GE O s, RS TR AL & 7R AN RS 3 T 1) e 552
LA 2 SR FE FIBLR R TR S (fT 5145, 2013) 6

=, ghlkE kM E R ELBYE

B S I RE A A Bl 7 1 o 2 S A 5 i =B S SR AR 1 7 A AL 4 DA G o e 3 52 S 4
A A BRS A YE 91154 (norm theory perspective ) , iIZFRIBIA N i 3552 B4k & — H shib il it
P ZIBE A BN T 35 & R 841 B % (Kahneman M iller, 1986 ) o Il 2 44R
P 2 2 50T B X} S 2R B R R Y — P TR RN TG L a0 SR R A I S A A
PITE B — B HLT , 25 5 W R AR e 35 52 S84, — Bk U, AR T IE R 5 3 JEIE R
(IR ) 25 R 25 9 B R AR I S5 5 B 4 bR 1B I % P45 R B ) S BOR IEH , AT
{00 ) 3 1K 52 B9 DL DR 45— BOME T R g S R G it 2 S 3k B K A PR ST SR IR T 1
(Kahneman#fITversky, 1982 ) . — A i 7 ] 45 AR 2 BB AN S5 5 | LU IE M 45 3 RER | A £
Y iz 92 4k (Landman, 1987 ), J& HJEAMACR BUET a0 1 5 2000 171 1) 25 2 (Kahneman Al
Tversky, 1982),

EEFIAR R , A 2= E U RS BRI AN S A 8l A AR AL TR e e
5 RPN AR A, AR AR s 4 S R RS R R kS g8 S I 4
(Sanna%, 1999) X T IR T MIWFFEIA A 3640 B sy 7= A6 i 3 50 JE 4 i W P gl el K
(Zeelenberga¥,2002 ), 4NRoese(1994) AR 5T 25 30, 90% LA - 14 Jsz = 5 SV AR 2 T A 1 45
5 RN A RSO — B i ) AR IR I EESR , B2 ok — R 8 AR AT S BORMY 5 = A R
HARIR I 26 o DR L, AR S S S8 4k = A= ML), AN B 3l AR R R AL a4, R I Al 2
TR ) re e I S S Y AR ST ARSCOCTEAEADE RIS S T , AL & A 2 e AN
(AR AUE o] S S50 3 S AR 1 25 Sk o LR U, K s = S SRR o T A R I B
FE T — DL DRI R =S RS R MUE PR AR N2 ) S R anEN TR .

()& 5 s B e

C AW R ARG 28  BIL U DR XU LA S A i 7K1 4 DR 25 5 i) g = S JEL 48 (n
Sanna%, 1999; TropefllLiberman, 2010 ; RimfllSummerville, 2014 ) , 545 A1)l 4048 Jsz 5 52 8L 4
5T BRI AR YR QY S U3 , AR 53 B s e B Bl 2 A IR0 2 1) A KSR 0 R XU =
T 5 5 O B 5 S R AR A2
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HRKF
J=]73|

RISl

R BA

RIS ]
FEAE T

B gl kMiEET kBB ER TR

(VA5 5 1) 5 Jz 52 JEL 4

P R A SEBUREE B ARTE B FR A A v R B AR i), BT DA
43 AR RE 1] (promotion focus ) FFifjj € 7] (prevention focus ) (Higgins, 1998 ) , H:H fig 22 []
MR R TR AR TR R, SN G ) AR O TR 2., XS 2s A DG iR 8 S Rk s 1
PR i AR R 2 0 F S 2 TR, MO YT O TS S, X AE G
{7 B B ek (Higgins Ml Tykocinski, 1992 ; Shah flHiggins , 2001 ) o MV 2RI , Gk 35 (A 8 5
)5 | HE PR R L ) — B AR DR B IR B A TN Ry AN T 4, f
W | R AN ) Jsz =05 R A8 T o AR 1) 949 (A X6) 0 IS5 70 T = A0k 4 7 o = S LA s, 1 o)
T AR 7 T U AR AT B S AL 2 (%) S o B %, T B A ) 1) (A B AT i AR 5
WA LI R R AR AT BE 2B, el skt SR T AR 205 SR 5 TR 7 s S S JR 4

58, IME BB ORE , Bk 2R W B i ) i B #5458 AR I ) Y [ )
SIFRRAS A TN AR AR5 8 AR A T A I 5 o AH L T T80 2 ) ) BNl f i 1w 1Y)
AL AR R R 2 B RS, R R B R E TR ST B BB T AR &R, ANMOGHER
WBCHT >R A0 R A DG A5 L T ELAR 2 e R A A %) Aty T AT AR S, 2l i X U AN [] 7T g
AT N—EER I 58 T I I A AR AT A S B8 B B AT S LASE B LG B R i
AR S5 S W UL 2SR B AT S 5 S SR T T A 1] AL BN A B e
3K, VAR FIRE i 2 S ) AR SR AR T RIS TR IS B, B 2 7 tE K A 3t a1 IR
SEIAE 2 TARRAE 45 X os bRy 0 E AR T AR OIS — B 200, 1717 2200 1 %o R Wi A A
PHER 515 B (Shepherd, 2003 ), i3 24 A& LIRS AL 25 5 R EUCT 17 R F 52 B 4
TR

HW, IE B0 05 2Ok A A 26 WOUS BA A 3 2 1] 1)l 25 AR AT 6 AH DG A% 2 S T
B R, BEAEB iE ME H  EAN [F ARAT 58 R U A 2 ) i Bk 3 B 25 Syl it AT
JESLRE , AW O FRB AR e R AT h—25 R AR AR WIRA B R TBOC &R it
AR AT LG A 0 S AL 1 TR A AT 3l 5 8 a0 T MO A7 R 48 AR RN 488 T T )5 ¢ 1)
HBIE B 22 56 T AR ANREAS (5 A M50 LUkt G BOREARE R 25 51, il B 25 5 77 Ak M AT 3
SCRYE,

(2) A 7K 5 iz 5 JEL 4

A K HLE (construal level theory, CLT ) A AMASTEA R 1 EEA KT I R AEFREE
SRR G- NI SR S8 570 /S B 1) O S =1 O = A O i X e N A N 20 VY I R S B 1
) EAARE A RRIE RN AL AR 5 R KT A e 2R ) FH G ARAE , X R i B
b B ZAZRAE oA AT S R0 5 1A ) R 7T S B T 0 BEBE 5, XoF O B 37 11 =

Al M Sk TR 5 TS B R S G A B AR AR A



FARRAE 22 R R KT, o0 PR 2 30 7 U] 2 SR BRUAIK 7K SF- 8244 (Liberman Al Trope , 2008 ;
TropeflLiberman, 2010 ) . 410 BEFE 8578 B AN AR TE o347 B G R REWT , 25 3 T 00 e
W, 1717 BB 30 I B SR AR T AT O T B (A R AET, B IR T R AT P HI B (Trope fLiberman,
2010; RimfISummerville, 2014 ) . 5 F HAG K FHEE , Rim Al Summerville (2014 )3 15 2585 11
IR A O PR B A ZE R, AN R O 2 R AR R R G T m KR IR AL R AR X
FE KA AR AT S s s B A i O BRI B BT 5, AT 25 5 (K e i 2 3
1, RECRECTH A7 R e S 4

FERDE R WAESE T, B3 R B A g4, RS R B R Mo S5, IF K B A
2 FE AN A R AR A T MR £, R AR TR T BB XS H O AR & R N EL B TG
XFAA BB TE X B e WO A T = KT RAE , 25 5015 R AL 5 R B A7 B 5 JE 4, %)
FEAN R AT —25 5 48 R AR S BUIR AN 1] AT R o G 2R Ak 5 R UK -4, RE T
Bl R WA A ELAR B R A A TS R, DGR SR e SRR RE A5 A T B, AL A %
JEARART ZR A R B ) 175 2 A3, 30 o0 PRAE AR Lb B S 4 SR TORERCE A R 100 AT 2 IO 1) 47 ) 15
2, FECA TSR AL o BT Y R WA TR 24, 25 50 S8l & R B A7 s = S 4

(3) R W)= PR 5 g =i J 4

VA PRZAAT ORI AT A T R A A A8 RN fr a5 o U PR s e 1 Ml 28 2 D17 ¢
DA S AN ] U PR = A 7R R A I A, S — b S R 52 , FRSR A AR PR 7 i
PRI — 5 2 LA I PR, {H 0 SO A 2 A0 A bl BC S L % W0 A 3 DR B g 52 T /> 14474 (Jenkins 5%,
2014 ) o R Al 2 B A R 2 52 b 25 0 5 0 A e, T s i) i L N 2R AR [R] , Tk s
AL 23 BB R N R ZR AT A AL PT RE 23 OB A IS R R AR TR I8
HNERUA R, Ak 3 AT PR U PR BT, AR 2 IR R Ry B T4 HARX RS, L an S A AT
BB IS AR IS A AT RIS S B i A7 e g S AT LA RO RS T RERY 4
S, TR e O BTN I TR A A A 2R R LA BT R SRR B AR Z MR E R,
U — LA AT R AR BAR A 280 5 A Fh AT GBS SRIK R AR P B — S AT R0 ) PR SR A

SV AR BRI , Al 25 DA Ay 3 Js 2P 2 T ) D DR AN B A, ik LA ol L i
HUAEA, IEANREN B B BT s , o2 i Dt DR 8 s ) % e R AN A R s 4% (Weiner,
1979) o S A0ML 5 #EAT AN BRI 452 OB 25 AR e AN B 503 A AT A IR AN S22 4>
N H BB )R 3R PR O 22 55 0H B R AR S5l A R T OR AP Bk 2 1 F 28, A2 il #
SRS A WA N NS ES 917 a0 10 36wk el N <l o W R Ak 20 T € B S i Ry | el 4
FRBC M 7 R 2 G AT e

(A e fe g 52 4

Bl 2R W Bl 52 PRab R 5 8l B0 H bR B A — 20, Wl 2 bR E B # 5 R T 3 i
TCR, IR 2 X PP AN B AR B RS FE IE R AR SC R, CAA SCIRIFR R B, 5k 2k
Y= A O (A5 JE s i) o S JEL A P B R [, A D R AR | 2 DB PR ot R 2 I £ 6L P
AT HETE

(DRMUSAS ] =50 4

M A R B S ) s S LA 5 B, Morris FlIMoore (2000 )38 13 % L 23 i A 28
D3 7™ MU CAT O AR R S S R A B 2 S T D R R TR AT 0 A R AR
AR i O™ R FE 1) — > HE AR AR o B I 2 MOBEAS B HE N , st s A Bl S B
E5RMY 2 U FR O 2538 K, 3 R AR B (R IA R A e Al B Ml 25 B L (2 2] R gk )
L, AR M A5 R M A S A A AT S S SR e e A3 A T i, PR 1 S EE G
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VL R A B T 2 UL b AT 0, %o 45 SR %) A B R L SRR, AN IR AT R ek
AN, LAk F C r ALY H R o AT 222800 0 I eI BR {555 (Sitkin, 1992) , 5 /&
Ui TR B 1 2R WA BR8N 5 i AT S s S A e il — R A1 —25 R 2 R
e PHRIRS 56 , A5 B AL 1 BRICRNA T AR AR A (B RN EDURAE T , T2 B ) SR 152N
FIAAL

AV R I A BAT R0 e, — i B BE 1) R IR AS e 4 R B B ol 3 ok A7 B = S J
HESEAT O PR, 43 BT 25 il BUR AT Bl 7 28, SR T 53— 7 T e 1) 2R O ReAR SCA il 47
5 A I R 2l R W ARAR R B, AN B A 7 A S B A S O R A
o HR el ok — R AN A AR IR IR TR K AE R ARG 4, X e S T AL X R I AE B
AN Ak BRIt 25 DA RS 2 (Shepherd , 20035 Cope, 2011) o iX AL 2 B £ 847 B 20
SV YGRS 28 A R AR BORA 335 R WA DG 5 B, XA B SRR S e, Wk A R A7
SRR AR TS 4 o

(2) ekt ] 55 Jz = 5 FEL 4

HRAE AL AT BRIS , A2 B 58 R B TAR L2 10 & A i e () R B 4 ) , M fe
Z A [ e, HIOE R H 3R ETH AL (self-improvement ) , f# FLE#E 474t 2s Hodss s ikt T
A % AR W S (] BE B 0 ), AN AR TR i B 12 A2 E 1) R A5t , SR T R B R R AL B AL
(self-enhancement ) , 5 § B HERBU N 174125 HU#R (Freitas%, 2001 ) o Rim %5 (2013 ) & BN FiT
B R A A MR 25 ) P2 A AR i FAR S 22 BT A S SR 45 5 i KT Ay, A=
JEA 1 A FHEWT o B 5 Rim AlSummerville (2014 ) & BB 2 (1 & A I [ B K, MA T A S
AT RE 2 A7 ZMEREG 2 Sy B AR A ] fift S5 A AR A5 TR 4 A AT T A9 256 & 3 A = T g
RARR ARSI, A B TR 47 s 45 5 8007 4 A IR GE S,
Mg A 2] ST H RIS LA AT e BC N 7 s s S e, A R eCE L A A e R
7 255 B 4E (WhiteflLehman, 2005 ) .

AL R 25 A — RN A A e A I AR Bl 2 A= e e, T B et R 3t 34, 81
M AT 2 XA R W 28 D ANWT SR B BE RSB (7], 23 AN B AR A R i i -« -+ IS A ) st
AT REME: , 3 2 AN ] 2 ) i = S FEL A X G IO 22 B8 A 13 ) i 152 o B T v A 403 1 1) R 25, 1)
[ X A 25 B B TR e DA rp 2 ) B B A EE M o AR R A KO B DA S P 2R
s 1] i 5 55 s = S LAy T (¥ A JC AR T, 4800l 2 SO W A B, 58 2 i ] B g A
B, BV 2 B AT AT RE = A T AT S 3 S B4 i L 5 S T 9T — 3, Cope (2011 )i 13 X 8457 A7 2K
W28 Dy A sl 2 25 52 e B, 2 W 25 A b B — B[] DA 2R T 1 B 2 T et R, Bl i)
(initial hiatus ) BEFS BNV 2 5 46 8 2 WU BB 495 o o 2 1S TR0 34 , A0 2% 8 A e v K - 2t
F R W, i ik A7 R g5 S e AT R U IR P45 Rl AT RE AT R 7 R B AT A7k, % — 2
R AT BITR AL , T8 20 SR B A IA RN, S ARk AT R MO & o g2 Ui Bl 2k
WL AR R TR PN By i A7 e g S S Bt B () S il B2 i e A7 e 3 S LA

(3R A 5 e 5 50 L 4

Markman&5 (1993 )TA Ry 45 SE P A AT g1k s el B 3 5 S At 1), AR S 2
FRR B, AR 277 AT I 35 52 AR A0 50k 0 3 = T N AT RS S B4R, i 5 MR B 3R
035 BIATUAF DG o AR AN SR TN AE AN A AR AR T BB & AE R S O, I8 AW REF= A6 B AT IR 55K
SRR £ 0T R S R A — IR =, 503 U MR R TR I S AR 1 L
A2 A A ] TR IR A7 B 55 JEL AR AR P A %, AR DG S R RpIRAS AT E A
PFREME I AT S g S Ak, 5 Bl 2% iR o] (o = 45 SR AR A5 T4 o SR U MAA S S

Al M Sk TR 5 TS B R S G A B AR AR A
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AR B AT BE B, AR X R AT o 45 R B9 S LBOR , A T RESR MR AT Sz S JL
TN PRERSE 2R AT, TEAS AR S AR A A U, UEARSRAT 9 Sk S A

Sanna (1996 ) 7ERE 5 AYRESE AR 3 HH AR F0AR W TR RS AR WA i, S
TP B AN [ 5 1) Sz 252 S8 AR ) 2 o e o S 30 A AR R — U R A R I R
SRR A 0 22 R A7 S o S0, AR E A T A Pk — R B AL 2 , SR [] TSR HX
AT S TR g B RO TSR S TR X — R PSR AT R R AT R g SR IR
VRS AR R AT RE 2 E A B R MR 2 AR B 2 AT S S R AR ARAE L
IR A B, AE X SR TS PRI, ANE IR 2 AR, ORI P E ROk AT RE S H AT A
RIS AN A B AT RO SR AR 2 5 T A AT S S AR AR B I
SR USRI PR R YR, ELATBTAS UMb R WA A7 B TR AR sl vh AT vl g H 42 i
AR 28N WA A AGE B, B AT RER I AT R R

M, REXBH.KWRESES]

BE 2 DR R WU 77 A AR RS 5 AR B0 A7 A FRREAS BT 2 A5 TR IBOR R Y e 3
SE LA ST 0 2 TV 52 R 2 2T W 2 ARG IR B DA AN AR BT AN 5 THI A — 3K
B B | AN 2 77 AR T BRI R R, 2 ) R 1 R R A T AR A5 0 B P-4 (Festinger 1
Carlsmith, 1959) . AV e W& A I, BB RIME SEBRZE -5 AL & AT &, # FOA N 2
FEIS AP T LRI 5 R 1 AR O PR | — 2 s 2 It SRl 2 A 6 T, —
FETUNE A O S S AR R A R, T S 22 X R A ik A7 i 3 S A% L A g
TTR—LER TR R R I A R ARSI 5% 5 J5 B T 2 RN o N A7 R S Ak
N N RS

(— ) =S e 5 R Wk 52

BN N KB R 7 B 1 Ml 272 Shepherd 20432 32 H K 42 R 1 (restoration orientation ) 1] LA
B RME AR A2, ELARSE it et Il 2 7 1 0 DT AR AR 28 rh il e B, 22T R
I % J% 1145 (Shepherd, 2003 ) . Ifif Singh 25 A (2007 ) 1 H 2 KU AT L 1A JERER £5 180 16 S s 735
WA b 5 5 b A 3L TGRS 7O 38R ) AR TR 2 - © A WHF9E 3R WIS S A M 2 T i) S B 25
PR, TS Bl 25 Xo) 2R WA 2 ) S e A PP A B0 TS 45 (Jenkins S5, 2014 ) o 52 6 A faT fi
TEFPTA A s 2 e = A2 2 5 i) R ISR 52 e B 2 DR 2R, AR SO AR I i = S JE 4 22 T 0 i
X, SR ARV 26 2 S ) R AL

TG [RVRE R 285 5%, AN = A (R R ) s 2 S SR 255 | AR IS 2R 06— Bk U6, T AT
SRS AR RO B — P LS AT BREE IR HORE A 45 SRBUE 5T, el A R Bk S T R IR Y
gL HRADL EE 22 A0 AT BEE: , BENE1FS A FRAR 1Y 1E W) 5 244 - JohnsonfIMaggiora (1990 ) 55 A 5T
I N, B AT RS SR A T S EUMA T A TR 4, MAT R SRS S R
BT 25 o =5 58 A2 — i 2518 52 3R W (Sanna%, 1999 ), ANk 2 BE AT AR FH s 3 52 4
Mt R g g o) e Re Al A O s B AT IR, SR BUR A7 B 3 5 L 4 s A A Rk v T 4T
(Arorag%,2013) . .02 A DCHIE (downward comparison theory ) BEIA A 24 18 i B A S
PR AR TR, AR ] TR IO AT Fe e 245 A 250 A B B AR {d B (Gibbons 4,
2002) ARSI 78 5 A7) T FeAss, A A7 R g S - gl DR 5 H A R
BRI A U ISR S S A 2 IR 1 A LA L [ 20 L AL O R AR
JEAE AR VAR LT B AT S s S A, B e MRS SR BT A7 B 3 5 A S A B TR U 11
A .
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M 552 S () D RE AR B TR e i T S SRR X R I 27 > AN (B o S = S B A 2 i 2 &
A S B R — 2D B ) R A R, 5 B A 2 % 2 28 T A %) 2R e s 47 S35 e 1)
AN, TR 2 B S Lt 7 vh 25 b A1 S —A5 3 i RUR R, 8 1E A R 200 PR M, S8 A
CIAHR R, AR A AT REPE IR HEAB0ME 2 (Roese, 1994 ) o B ELIACK 15, i = 512 JEL 43 o
SEMA AR SC AR B B A B 2 2] YA C AR AR AF R R S5
AR AN R A PR RS (AR B DL A BRI AT 8l o AT S 3 9538 2 5 1
FU A5 T ] g 28 AR ) 3 B A5 A N R 2R A T 8 B At 25 SR E Y, IR IR e 34 TR (A
AN HIRESE P SR 388 2o o G o fefi 285 R AR AR B 41y A7 B T S R4, AR 25 5 A s i i
AR AR A (AT 3l 5 %€ (MorrisFIMoore, 2000) .

o X A TR, A A A AT R S R T R G R AU [R] A D AL A B R R 4
WM 5380 K 7 dE 4 (Gavanski T Wells, 1989 ) o iz =5 5 B Akt A7 B 5% S5 FR0E 1 778 Sy, 24
it & 2 2 A A T BOE B AR T, 58 BONHIZ S B i R A3 AT L 2 2R BGER i A
RIAT AR AR B S SRR A (S5 30, TR AL B SO o S o S R A i AR RO i
I NGFA R FE BG4, LA T AR A R SO, 3 AR R X e S S A iy A
I SRR R A AR A AT A SO, DT B T AT i AR L A T AR A4 L R
AT TR ] A A I AT R SR YE AR RS, A B TR BIARA T B KR
TR A DR A AR (Roese, 1994 )

AT B 5 5 TR A 3 X AT RRAEAE 2 AN FI B AL R 46 240 RURHEWT IS A fig
SRS AN R M AR Z R R LGUE—iE, R B E 22t 572tk 2T R s il
PR RBCTH A7 S s se B4, A B T G 45 ABASR] TR WS X E 265 BT iz 4k
BORRBE I T, AR TR M5 242 o

. ZRERE
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T A AN ], SRR JZ 04 1 R UG Gl S 5 26 22 5 PR A
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FEAERE RS AT 0CR S EE AR R B I 2 A ) AR A5 07 1 5 28, 5 I 1) M0 25 B et DA 2R I
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] REARSEAERE IR 14T AT 3, R AR AR AAT O ) JCHE 2 48 BRI AP PR 175 2 PR O i 2
WL BV SR AT S 2 S R A LU A ROV P AR A 28 D AU e X FEAS [R) 5 58 45 T RERY
SRR, AR IR M 2t i, BRI AR OCAR  JE BN AR RAT )0 PR | A8 5 24T M SR
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5 RN AR BN R AT A A A R B A A 84k S5 R BN A] AR S G
F5E ) R AL R M, DR R 28375 R b 3 7= A B ATl R AT R a3 S i e 2 L ATel AT
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A Theoretical Framework for Counterfactual Thinking in
the Context of Entrepreneurial Failure

Hao Xiling', Zhang Yuli?, Liu Yiran’, Pan Yanping'
(1. School of Business Administration, Anhui University of Finance & Economics, Bengbu 233030, China;
2. Business School, Nankai University, Tianjin 300071, China; 3. School of Education, Tianjin University,
Tianjin 300350, China ;4. School of Management, Shenzhen University, Shenzhen 518060, China)

Summary: The concept of counterfactual thinking, which is derived from economics, describes
how individuals deconstruct past judgment and decision-making. Baron (1998 ) introduced this concept
into entrepreneurship research, offering a new perspective for analyzing the cognitive process of

entrepreneurs. Counterfactual thinking is the imagination, reflection and re-construction of the events
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that have occurred in the past, with a purpose of preparing for future actions and events. Entrepreneurial
failure presents a situation that there is a deviation from expectations or the original goals, which is more
likely to activate counterfactual thinking. Counterfactual thinking is affected by a variety of factors, such
as the event itself and characterizes of individuals. This paper focuses on the questions: how do different
characteristics of entrepreneurs and entrepreneurial failure induce different types of counterfactual
thinking? what are the cognitive and emotional consequences of different types of counterfactual
thinking? This paper firstly reviews the research on counterfactual thinking in the field of psychology
and entrepreneurship. Further we analyze the relationship among counterfactual thinking, entrepreneurs
and entrepreneurial failure, and discuss the effect mechanism of counterfactual thinking on recovery and
learning from failure. In terms of the characteristics of entrepreneurs, we mainly discuss the influences
of entrepreneurs’ regulatory focus, construal level and attribution style on counterfactual thinking. To be
more specific, we argue that entrepreneurs’ promotion focus induces upward counterfactual thinking
while prevention focus induces downward counterfactual thinking; entrepreneurs’ high level of
construction induces upward counterfactual thinking while low level of construction induces downward
counterfactual thinking; entrepreneurs’ internal attribution induces upward counterfactual thinking while
external attribution induces downward counterfactual thinking. In terms of failure event, we mainly
discuss how failure costs, time since failure, and the possibility of reproducing failure information
influence counterfactual thinking. We argue that shorter failure time, lower costs of failure, and lower
possibility of reproducing failure information are more likely to induce downward counterfactual
thinking. In the following sections, this paper explores how counterfactual thinking influences recovery
and learning from entrepreneurial failure. After failure, entrepreneurs are more likely to engage in
downward comparison, using downward counterfactual thinking to reduce grief, shame, depression,
anger, anxiety, despair, anger, guilt and other negative emotions, and producing more positive emotions
in order to maintain their self-esteem, self-confidence and self-efficacy. Involving in downward
counterfactual thinking helps to alleviate negative emotions, but may not facilitate information
acquisition and processing after failure. Thus, downward counterfactual thinking may prevent
entrepreneurs from learning from failure. In contrast, by upward counterfactual thinking, entrepreneurs
can revise the invalid beliefs and update the existing cognitive system through comparing the
alternatives. Therefore, upward counterfactual thinking after failure helps entrepreneurs to learn from
failure. Finally, this paper puts forward theoretical framework and future research directions. Future
research should consider the impacts of other factors on counterfactual thinking, like personality. In
addition, future research can also divide counterfactual thinking into different types based on
psychological research and develop the scale with high reliability and validity, which will support
related empirical research. This paper analyzes cognitive and thinking model of entrepreneurs after
entrepreneurial failure, so as to understand the mechanism of recovery and learning from failure, also to
train skills and strategies of learning from failure for entrepreneurs. Therefore it has important practical
significance and value for entreprencurs and the society in the era of mass entrepreneurship and
innovation.

Key words: entrepreneurial failure; counterfactual thinking; emotion; cognition; cost of

entrepreneurial failure
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