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(P ITRAE OREAERE, RN ,430079) (CHAMERL LS EEBEALRE, R, 430079)

% = KfA/MBRUN(Big Fish Little Pond Effect) RFFFERRBF I h ¥4 B RS KPH—MEEME, Marsh I E Ch
REIRS R e, BV IRSBH N ERBH R R A RESBAR, TV HRSERMNERRIRNE Y A REE LK
B R/ MBS 2 R IS A FURE 2 A B EBERYE BT 40 517 A B9 (] 4380107 A0 X EG 30 , bk 4 LB R 2 B AR
M AR R R KA/ BRUN R R BT I AT LUMBT S J7 Bk Mo (815 R B i B b Fnils SO b U S T 9 R

XA REa/MUBE SV EREES M RO Wy

REFBBIMME K~ BEAA  HEAFETFY
BRI AR RS E S B EF A, il
BB I FUK IR RRE K%, AT,
KEHRE R EIN S ZRAITREEFAR
~-% (Marsh, Kong, & Hau, 2000; Seaton, Marsh, &

Craven,2009; Seaton, Marsh, & Craven, 2010) ; f§
FKFRIEHEB T , #E AT RSB E I F1
B2 AE IR R &R SR B IR AS B 7E i 2 B 2
Ao Marsh(1987) X /a2 A 220l B B & B9
R R : WSS B RS L
HIF R B 2 B LB R 22 B RS,
T7E P RS AR A9 R R PR LI 2 B = i %
b B RABE A, 23X 52 K # /) MO0 ( Big Fish Little
Pond Effect, BFLPE) , 24 B{BE K 3 LSBT K F *f
2 B RS AN R R, FERAERELE
AL STENFN ERYRT LR o

Bk ) B FALEALEE T2 B A .0 B R
FREE, W HXT AAEHLEER & HRA BRI 5
TheE , B R 5 3 5 2 R BURO B A U
& EHF MM EE BARZ — (Marsh & Craven,
2002) , EWAPETEARBEHFR LR, ¥l
H RS BEA R 22 2] sl R E S B RAIRE
VR LA B B J5 10 08 Bk /K OF- 583 A 5% ( Seaton,
Marsh, & Craven, 2009; Marsh, 2007 ; k81, E %
£1, 2010) , *l B MBS AL ZFEAEN NBEI 1
oM, b2 BEE 2 A BT T PE R IR 5 B9 A (] T 22 AL
I, XA 2 S SEE R RS S EE,
B LOBTERS R AR A AR B 27l B A
FURYER , \E2&8F5% BFLPE By SCFTTE.
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1 BFLPE g912it Eal

1.1 HEBsEe

Festinger(1954) {21 : MARAIEM B CRES
L RIS, M AR RG 2 WA E T B
BT B FIPM BT, B A ) T S A B HeBER
HIBE B CRRE T AL, BT LA LB 2 BR X S AT L
BERXMMEMBRAMAITARAEELZW, 7
BRI FA LR o, B AR ] /Y 20 WA AE ARSI
MEEAFE SR A EEARERNAFE, JEE= 4
BAARFKN BREE, MEE B RIFH e, R i
el S X HELE (frame of reference) RN EBE WA
e S UM R S E R

TR R MR, TR B KB
J16F, A AR S BRALL AR R SR EFEH,
{HRREE R S5 BRTTIRE S POX H 2 s,
HHER¥FERANEERE &EWN BEEEMN
LR, FURFH LESHEEREWMER 8 C K%
W B RS, BELBRE RN, BIE 24 M EK
e AHA 4 LS, KK BITA ES R EIRG]
FL, 2014 & H R SB0HE B A MPLSR H A R
HItL# 9. #£ BFLPE 5, 224 j L 5% B iR @ U BE
BB, R— R B FA TN B TR RERBON
PAE E R
1.2 Marsh B)BRi%

EWHRMER - EZEENEREN, ¥
BHG¥N AR EFEREMRRER, BN A
GIRER M F AR EIOK P B R BB B E
AR EHRE D (BHE A RS A A R
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SEVBAEREEW, —RFVAREEEE L
St A B RIS, X B I T B T R, XL
KRB BRESE, M- ek AR
RS AT LABE— B 45y RECF RS RER
Fb RS, Marsh WV BG40 5§ ABEE
MAE N AR T ~ &% A X BFLPE #{R X
(Marsh, et al. , 2008a) & 1 A=

FEN A

PR AT EL H

REMEMA MEW
FRCP (BFLPE)
BFLPE

1 X&/b3g R4 ( Marsh, 2007)
(“ +"RARIEME. " - " RRHBHX)

(1) ZFHEAN ARG 20b B A& 4 PR
i

(2) WA EAE I B RE SR S AR AR A 28 LB
Az b, 22T 50l B RS TE S R A
BE B A OKE AL, (B 2R R & KR 2
ALERBENFRE AR S ER &S TRGE
FIEREE

GIEERMEENTARSIKTE, 2RFE
JIKF 5% B MBS RAER

(4) EHIFERFHRESIKEE, Fl B RS
HEERR K EEMEX,

(5) R A MBS F 22 RV B LGP A bR R
B B RS B — B,

(6) 2R B2V BB 1 Rxt 2k B RS AR E
AL % B RBESH B H R (NS ik 5 AR
BAERER.

(7) Fr A SE R V88 1 KT & 1 2 B AR 7
ARk B RS, ¥ KCERE K E 5% 4
MERE S ZRBIZEIEAARNBE,

1.3 W/ S EHERRKA

Marsh( 1986 ) {#i Fi N/ 41 5 & f£ 22 # &Y ( Inter-
nal/External frame of reference model) 3 158 BPLFE
EE L EYLH .. WESEELEERRE¥ERACS
FER %R ERF RS S —¥F B # G
THE, B R R BGT S AR R # H
MG B B3 AL, A RAR 2R F B
S E] i B2 A OC, R A R — 2 B2l R B
BB AR Y RN BT BB 3R 5 — 24 B B AR R AT

I SR B AR A RS L TR A
RS, NS HERER R AN S B
B FERE TR RS S Kb IR B
MIBLESTHEAT LR, SR R 5 S R SR A o AT EL R (A
FRUUE B RRIRUE, BIRHES F) o

Marsh % A iy, BFLPE &% T 58S % HE R
RUTE U, RIS RE 1A AR FE R KO BER R 596 T ol
BT A RBUSEF HK A R, TR BE ) BE R 2
5% THRTFERRGAALE . ST IEA )
R B IREIHE AR B 2%, iR — R KA M/
MWESE A, A AL, Al H SR
A

2 BFLPE @&t SR

2.1 BFLPE & THFRSSE

BFLPE &2 —HiHik B IRIEM MG R, FAEY
KRB R S BT R A TR B R =
FE, BRSNS B ER AR
MAKRE, B, BT 7 e 4R A Rl B
KA, X3 A REEMSE R
RS A K

BFLPE #{ i & 5 % 4 8 1 K P A E B AE
L BERCF- H K 3 2 A 2l B AR & e, 72
BRI EAE E RN, NFERENHE,
BFLPE 3} f & B & 4 F I i g K M w/h , iX 2
A @ E R AR AUKEE 5 W B[R] 27 5 st
TR B AAEE, MK I8 )z 7
bR N B AR AT ] 3 I S

Feak JLERHAR 22V 5 883 th 2 B BFLPE,
Renick #] Harter(1989) B3 X BL, I AR ILE
T AR LR TR R A RS EST
HATHMEEAR LU  BEE FRIAK A, EI AR
BRI BRBMESERL AR TREMNERBE,
Marsh, Tracey F Craven(2006) B2\ w1 WF 5 & B, %
> RHE LA 2#4lb B F MRS TE I3 PR B ] 2E 4 1T
FREE T RE, MAERPBRIL AR S T o

BFLPE 2[Rk 5 X bt &R 3 (814 R i 45 R, &%
KRN F BB B MG B RS
[ RN o 2% A S I 20 FF 20 TE BB 4R 1T A AR — 55
KA, = 5 R B M A G FRBRER, A
BRI B 55 2 A B2 B FRABE & BT RE 2 48 F B
HBHIAR N, Marsh, Kong Fl Hau (2000) i 4
M — TR [l BF 55 28 S R, BV ( AR 26 R F A VA
RE M F 4w BFLPE,
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2.2 BFLPE il &

METHEZ B B B MARHMEA RN, ©3Z
BTSRRI, X T HEN R RIRE
P&, 7 BFLPE WA RF , ¥EMNF L BREES
Heg M BUERAEE ,  5 HA 2 A B e, BB
Rk R W 55 AR RN BT S . S8R BFLPE 5T
K% 24 Bt (Multilevel Analysis) , LLAr #E 53 T
BESANETR, L ERBEHNESAELR,
112 2L AR T 4T, PRUERR T BN F

yi= Bo t+ 31,($E¢Aﬁﬁgﬁ) + 7

By = Yoo + Yo (BERFHBET) + uy

Biy= Yo+ yu (BEBRFERE) + uy

Thri REMEE—BHFELSE, ARE—
BRFARBHE _BHE R8T HR
RIEBE, r, RIER AR, uy R IR A AR,
700*1] ')’0053’%']7% ,30,'15[l ﬂljéngigﬁ7 FHELE_E®W
PERZ B RAEE R (Marsh & Hau, 2003) .

3 &b :BFLPE #90IBHLE

3.1 HEEIEER X BN I 2 R

Liu, Wang #1 Parkins (2005) FiA S AR B HE
TR BEEX A 2 B ML B B e Fl
B, PR REBEE R TR EE N
Bk, REAE T AW — B0 =F A8 F L B st
& BREUN, VXY, KRR FEREE
BB BERTRAKTHER; =88, BKPHRF
HEHE B RSB EM TR P ISR, i155A
R APEZH) RS HRAMERSUK N E
WA, REBREH G RFASNBS AR, BN
] LB RN AR T ERAER . TREE B AL
2R TR B R & B , BFLPE X2 4 ik B A
& T EANGRT RN

wESHTACHR%HETUEERSHC
BEJS B2k R SR, BR A AT 3l b Y [F AL ZORE ( Dijkster-
huis & van Knippenberg, 1998) , tHFH PF5 KK, it
) E Hegest B I 8RR ( Huguet, Du-
mas, Monteil, & Genestoux, 2001) , XEKRE¥E
PR L R BAR BB ALK, H I R BUAR
AR HG 3N o

SRR P 2L, B[R —
H#x, Al BE [ I AEAE R AL FORT LU B RPN, — 0 T
RIS, EZ R SRR HRE L B RM
FH WA S, A ST BRI B R,
He St . 55— T, AR R R 7= A =2 i T X

HERSWR B ZEAUERERT AR S R
WERENFE. RIEAEHR KR, HREESKF
s T s LK P e R R, KR A2 AR e T
#EAT ] E B EE, X B F AR R SR
SRR R S5 T (Huguet et al. , 2009) . ftb#fE
W, PSR PR RIER PR FAELEEFERN B
Bt , 4 B &iE FARLIE R, X MEAS AN BT
HERFBATREIABI B RZMKTE, BHEEHC I
KIS ARMFE R, =R B RBEERNFEA
HygsR ., HM, ) b B A RN,

BN RS EATEAR IR PR BT B, Xt
HeEr B RAK SRR wa 7= X Hson s 3 7= A Rl 4k
B, AP, BEAER, B,
BFLPE # R A AT REHATE T BB T7 ], T E 2K
L2 BT A PR AR I LR RE BE AN A e P A LU BEhR HE
ERIF K,

3.2 EMPRAE: FEEM A SREFEMA

GRS BB AR (SCT) B, LK #H
BRI B R BRE R L E b B E fth
A (specific others) , iX — it BEE W LI
RIS, B, EFEEEEREINARNT
RRARGER B ITAEXRN, A2 5 BirRA LS
(Suls, Martin, & Wheeler, 2002) , #EHEAMBECH
AHERATRP BRES SR aEMEMERE
R (Y, ATE R, 2005) ., ik, #4718 SCT
TR xR i R B B L fE BFLPE SF A E R
MR ENE, BRZENABIRIT N,

$RT, BFLPE B 57 o () L B X RO BEFE M A
( generalized others) , 5k FIHE % K40 [F] 27 ) - 2y 2
WRGHE NS BEK N A C R RS, B—
A3l e BT, RFEL TE—HEF A
B, SCT i H, i LB ERAEBRH
R, IR YE0AA BB R B BAR, 1 L R
SHEETIA RN o —ESLIRF 5T M55 RER T
(Huguet et al. ,2001, 2009) , #iX Sk B L H
CHLRERTTECHAERLBX R, AR
FERE, Lk b2l B RBEE T B B R B
HEAGSZ IR, S A AR 8 fth AN BFLPE F9/E IR
W, FR S thaAE B AR X B B RS A
% 4E o ( Marsh, Seaton, Trautwein, Liidtke, &
Koller,2008b) ,

FEAL 4 LA BB S 445 S8 M A FORE 5 it AR
W BEC BRI MBS, XM KI5 Festinger
(1954) RN R LB RE—BM . AIERBHELL



160 & B OB ¥

BEIHR, RITE B RABHA Z 6], 845 {2 A 7T LAE
NARHEHEL M BERY . [F]AT, Festinger 1% : HAF1E—
NEMKAEH S R, MAOEASET 5 A
HILLBORIFM B MEBE N FILE . $;EFZ, H¥4
LARSE 65 8B BSHER A e A B MR &t
BIENEL T, ERFNHERESEA—RII®HE
FFE A\ BIAE S B B DA B 8 L 48 ) O L4
Heng . B, BRAREMERMEE TS M A BT
YT =4 89 BFLPE,

3.3 “EHEESER

FHRFEARN B ESFEARM RS
R B R ALt A2 o A S AN R AL AU O
FENLE R AT 4, Marsh 3-8 B BRI 00, X
FEHY (Selective Accessibility Model ) 4 B8 ## 11 4 H 8%
VERIRAL T FIB X #F, Mussweiler(2007) AN, {58
A R BRI R R, AR RS R, MA
BV R B SRR - B E AR E,
FEAE RIALSURE , TFEAH R Bt B, Mk Sk %
Pt B b SR ERIA— BN fE BN E,
Xf EEARORY o

A A E R B AR BT R, R B R E
AREHEFHRIER, AR (self - improvement)
RIBIPLIE AR BRI I T B C 9t AT HE AR, Rt
EIBGHBTER S IS BirrM o, Bk
BEIRHE R ok ok B | AAE, 3 P A [ 4L R .
Kb, B ERMSHRE B RMEHERB/M
BT ES &4, KIERZGRAE MR, R AR/
R R A B LAE B B RSB . Huguet 2 A
(2009) AR A, EEFMEENNERZ G BE
RILLBOKPiEHES B RA B EEMX,
w5 AR EBEEME.

RGP AR, LA AR — S TE Y
SHBEREXNMPBEAEAN, LHEEH
BMAEMS BN, Ostrom (1968) 15, 5 8 i B9 A
KR E R, EN1FE BIREN P 2% S 800
PAN (B, HHE B, KEM, 2006), Muss-
weiler(2007) AN, TEBUEEF L E HARMBR T
SRHEFIEM, WREBUR, YEESHAREY
JRESTHEAT B TRV M B 2 BR 1 b e SR s A 5 T, A 3l
ZF M AT FBOS R, 245t H E7EPER
RIS AR, BI4E B 2 5 A4 R AL E B
PREGZEBEAR L BT R A M AR B, R BB R 45
TRV HIK B R A2l B R A SR T7E 1%
FEKFRBMEERRE,

4 HLBXFLARBIHARIRIE

Fole B RSN A RN I — 8 2 BA M
XHER, AL & BGE I A E B SR A R X
HBCR RS I F X B AR S B R XRS5
[EERME T PP EE R o X T 1] b HB ™ A TR 2l
A3 ABE (BFLPE) MR R T SHH AR A R
VRO PR S B S G R B, AT RER IR T A
FIRF TS BIRNER . EHEREERY
Ak A SRR, BEX =Rt S BN LA X 4
B AR LAY, B ERRERPE LB RIZE R
Pt b8 (Dai & Rinn,2008) o B2 845 T &L
B R — Rl B RBEEIE P i R e ig
2z,

BoE R R LR BFLPE A i R A
£ BFLPE A, ) | FOME & i M IR U T 48 3 A o 0of
] b FEBUKF , R 2 A JO A R BE 4 B S 27K F-
FRHRZARRN I 22 A, TE V- 290K P52 7 R4 o i 2
Mk B FHHBEEAR, 75 P K F R BER iy B R
SR XBERE R BT M K B R
BI LB BIHL K 4, BESRAE 2 IR B4R 1 T B o Nk
HERIEER, MAEMER B EFE TN A%
FA GNRATE P BK P8 R PR, i Tie 4% B AT
HBUKFHRBRE SR . BB R R ERE T2
SR, BB ECRN o IR, SR A% L 2% B 2 A Xt
BRAPARI 20 A A SR e 2R, B T
HEPRELEES R .

- -

FlARES

& 1% 7 15 R
Xf ¥k [ RMK
0% W
(BFLPE)

B2 #HekgElaRBSKANKERS

B ERREH LR A EAIT R AN e R
# (self - improvement ) Fl F 47 L& 2 i1 B B T+
(self — enhancement) , BFLPE BJl & 47 L& % H
Z RV T BT LR o PR E Ml A L BB Y
PRERARR B B, LR B RS e B AR E 0
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SRR T M BB AERXT N, B3
i & HEIL (self — expansion theory ) IA A, A 12 B &
I EEMAR TR ME.BHENABRES
(Aron & Aron, 2010) , B % A SR AN MA B TR BE
SHEEHRI D, FEMAMN B S BEMERE
TEHY, 320l B FRMEE ™ A i 2 [RIMERURE

T RRp Rt S L, X SR
H & E B R FIXT LR 73 8 . H—1FAA
HECOHEERSHRT E K, 2 TEENEFEN
I EN, @~ 4 BFLPE, M7 8 S HEIBGEH
AT MR E R, 220y B B SR RO AN &,

5 WHHESRE

FEIEE R R AP RAE 7P B R ZHE
HES , 2EAESREHMEE—-REE TG,
REFURG, KB N BT, XHERHERERE
B, AEAEMRRE T HITZ AL S R
Birf&H. TX—UWBREEEN, BRHEEEK,
TREEN, BEEmB¥EAE N 8K ITM, BFLPE
ER K TEF R ARG X R0 3 00 B B — F O P 2
f@f, LA Festinger Y4t & L3 3 10 A AL A, Marsh
S \#F—H4R B I RIE T BFLPE i— R 51Ri%, &
I SLIEBF R B R T % He 3Rz F Rl 46 367 , Huguet 55
MRERFET THSEES2E A REE . F IR
SEMR R MK, X T BFLPE ffix SR 78
B ERESE REREBENRIE, WA KR
RIR B X FERMANREEERPFEENE
RESHELMERNFSZEKERH K. BFLPE
N EEREE LN K TSR, &F
WRREAE A B R B RS, BB ML
TR R, HFMEmFE RS, BXHA
LFARERENRRERAE LT B RS
Fir s, /0 B E R 1) B E B 2 Mk B B e
ERUWRE . #KHE BFLPE Mt & WATES I B o
AR EREMLE , S THEEILE(ES, EE
R, 2005) FiESJ A LENHE B AR,
A R B R A o S04 T B ORI BE Y 4 R R B0
WA EENHME.

{H1 ,BFLPE B3F KRR HLM Gt 58 B
BRENER, MEEERBENRE LA R P HIE,
BFLPE #3¥ {b 75 A fb {375 715, 5 T BFLPE Y
MR hFEEF— Ak, #n, 5 BFLPE A& K
PN IAEFE L UL B, #E & e B P AR W IR AL 35 3 %o
FERE AU T LG 3% 1) B GBS AR M, IE T BE 5

ARIB B BIEE K. HEIEREE BRI
BARSFEERN, MENM SR, ER
S RBO RN . e B, BiE ML A B
B AR HGBONE, (BAR L B REM ISR
ERARRXTLERAL (Cheng & Lam,2007) . fEREH
Xl B IR ML S At & LB X R 1) BFLPE B 5%
o, N SE INEE AR R B 2 R R K TR B8 1 K £ A
kEzR, W& HEREEYBRESE RSB
WENLEAAAE LT R R — 5T

F— FEHRANE L, RNEZRBLR T sl i f
2l BERMEZE AR, Flm,EEMEC
RARAITEA X BB A B R+ ] | LB i i W58 A
P, b B 5 B 77 1 A1 K 8% (Dai & Rinn, 2008;
Marsh, 2007 ), 3 Ui, [6] £ ( Flook, Repetti, & Ull-
man, 2005) S EEMA RN, XL EERLEE
BB R EERARZNR . MATER
IR, REE B XA TRER L FRA 2K
PERZFAERALH 2 B A&, Shoh, SRR H A
FHEEMLLE Bin, —&EFV BREETERF
KERABRERES BN T ERIERN A,

B R RAAEITTRE S AT ROk
5t# BFLPE MR Fik, HES BB E—FH
BB, Sk RAEE Bl — M a R e v e, B9
WA BRSPS TS |
W BICERAFR M %, Rinn (2007) LAK%A4
R IE Z B, 5 SAT B )5, S NEMRIR
BB ERNREELBAESIMERREZER
2l A RAK & &, BFLPE R K#AFE, B
I, xF 2k B RS B 55 5 UE B BFLPE )52
E,BR B RS B RSB, &
#il BFLPE fE R R ms B R B Lo

% =,7E BFLPE BI R A AR, EHE
FRITE N s /N B RS A L SEIE
37, Marsh Huguet 28 A BF R A2 E R BIE
HARAHERREN P NEE, RE Marsh & Hau
(2003) AW LB AEREELHERNAEX
XHBMPYER, TEREXETHRERKEE
KRR AR ERE B UL — . B2,
2 H IR SR 2 A AR R TR S 7 AR AT R R I £
Hx B mFIRMERMEZERTAR, BEHFA
F A ER A AR B ) O B R A g5, TEAE
AEL AEMER WS S5HEER T ERFE,
ERBEXABRIE. ZRENT/DMNEHED . BSH
BHE XEHAFHRENER , BEASEELEKH
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EZF FERERNETER, F4£ B B RITEHE
FEEAF RESUHTHERETHFLERES
TR EE . HATE WX T BFLPE ML R
—MEFFRINES, Bl AR B S
i BRI E F T 9 BFLPE 3173 A B B0 A 5K
S
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A Review of Research on the Big Fish Little Pond Effect
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Abstract  The Big Fish Little Pond Effect (BFLPE) is a specific phenomenon, which is based upon the social comparison theory of
educational and social psychological research. The definition of BFLPE given by Marsh (1986) refers to the fact that students in high-
ability classes and schools have lower academic self-esteem than their equally able counterparts in lower-ability classes and schools.
BFLPE refers to assimilation effect and contrast effect caused by students” different reference of social comparison-generalized others
(class or school average ability) and specific others ( target comparison classmate). Some previous studies demonstrate that either up-
ward social comparison or downward social comparison can arouse assimilation effect, contrast effect or both. It is the standard of com-
parison rather than the direction of comparisons that influences negative academic self-esteem. In BFLPE research, students are pre-
sumed to use a generalized other as an implicit comparison target. This generalized other is enforced as the mean performance level of
other students in make the same class or school. But in social comparison research, participants focus on a special comparison target, in
which the participants make their own choice. Therefore, imposed vs. self-engendered social comparison activates different sources of
social comparison information. As we all know, choosing a good student as a role model is inspiring and can improve academic perform-
ance later. But it has no effect on ones academic self-esteem. However, it is quite a different story to use the perceived relative standing
in a class as a comparison target in BFLPE research.

The selective accessibility model is chosen to clarify the role of social comparison in the Big-Fish-Little-Pond. This means that
teachers should guide students to compare the similarity to comparison targets, no matter how excellent they are. And teachers should
make students compare different stages of their own performance as much as possible. Although many studies have been done on
BFLPE, their limitations still exist. For instance, whether social comparison leads to contrast or assimilation effects depends on the ex-
tent of self-involvement. Activating the social self ("we" ) is more likely to cause assimilation effects, and activating the personal self
("I") is more likely to cause contrast effect. Likewise, the independent self construal leads to lower self-evaluation under upward com-
parison, but interdependent self construal reduces the contrast effect. And there is no difference in self evaluative consequences hetween
upward and downward comparison. In the end, future research of BFLPE should focus on early childhood education, perfection of meth-
ods, control of potential moderations ( contextual, developmental, and individual differences) , and cross-cultural studies.
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