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Others’ Cheating and One’ s Own Cheating:
The Mediating Effect of Social Loss and the Moderating Effect of Zi Zun
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Abstract: This research viewed cheating in the exam as the outcome of risky decision making and investigated the mechanism of the in—

fluence of others’ cheating on one’ s own cheating behavior. The research consisted of a vignette experiment and a survey and found

that: ( 1) social loss mediated the relationship between other’ s cheating and one’ s own cheating; ( 2) Zi Zun negatively moderated the

relationship between social loss and one’ s own cheating; ( 3) self — esteem didn’ t moderate the relationship between social loss and

s .
one’ s own cheating.
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