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Abstract

The hypothesis of rational economic man in classical economics assumes that people always want
to maximize their gains and minimize their losses. However, the behavioral results of classical
paradigms in behavioral economics like Ultimatum Game and Dictator Game have suggested that
people's behaviors in economic distribution are not in line with the rational assumption, and they
are likely to make irrational choices. People tend to avoid unfairness in distribution, and even pu-
nish unfairness proposers at the cost of their benefits. The present paper reviews the use of Ulti-
matum Game and Dictator Game in the psychology and neuroscience studies and relevant results.
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FHE MK RF BRI S E BRELRNERER T MIELF 2B P A —E #RMEME R B,
R THE “HEM” KiER, MITRFREAATFRIE, E27EMEE CHAREEIAAFRTA.
AXEBNR T AT AR ENZLh P AR REEREZE. MR EEALEELR.
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WP 2 BEAE H W AETE T REAR AT L, KB B SO SN BEAT 35—k 58 RIS, /MBI S R T
RILTE, KBS ANE T2 R 5 4 o IR 5 — S8R R ARy 5, RIVE Ot 2 o BE 22 /0 1 1)
A 7 BC A 75 T A i BB T X 22 5 2 S RO T IR & 7T, ANOUAT BAAEBAT T di 3t
BEAT B AR, T H AT DUERRATTRE 1 S A g A A 2 B S HoAk 2 B T . AT PR L
NSRS, AT BLESRATAE S = B B FEATT S n ey o BC IV 7 LR AE 23 P R T R AR AT B
AR BE A B o

FHJ7, BEERSNIEEY, IR AR, D A R D REEAX AL IR (MR, SRR G
HIAZ(ERP), Z R (TMS)EHARE BT NAE T h S e, s idge. BUmmpE.
S, NIRRT AELE PO MR NS B, DL TS 22 P B AN 2~ I DR J5e I A s 1) A1 2 ]
EmER. MR TRRERERIRATE 7 #7250 i MR AT KA L] .

2. fTREFFHNWR

2t A S EE NSO Y, N BLSE 4nE SRR 28 0 H T AT 22 BEim sh i 4k, A#8
A HLUR AT e (A Y SRAF IO IR EERIWACER, I NI FI AT Bre SRTMIAT WA T2 h 4 L (0 i T i
2R, R MRS I aE R BoR T O E LBt I A —E AR EEE N BB, AR “BRIE” [
WFE, AL REEA AT B, H2E T SRR S5 A L FRT 8.

2.1 mIGBHEEE

1982 4, #/miBREH 2R BLAE Gith [5256 h (Gith, Schmittberger, & Schwarze, 1982), H 43 5%
HEAT I, — 4318 (proposer) [] 55— 44 1 3 2 (responder) $2 HY —Fh 8 I 70 BC 0 7 28, 4 SR 3 2 ) 30X
— 5%, WERBX AT AT SR IC: WERA R R, WA A FAAR] . 2B Nk, R
BRWF D BB BC A W N, W N UNOZ R R . RO E A A ARG . B2, ELIMK
B G B ZE SIS o, KT B TR TR0 20005 %, BiRIE 4 T 2D, XAERER
A SO 50 R 2 AR [E B (Henrich et al., 2005)

IR SIS SRS B AR AL T, W S AR AT A e 2 B RS o S A AN A 40 T AR < AR S SR
T W B R LA AT T BTN, 2 R AN FETE A 5 T ) e AL B AR ) 4 52 4 T T % (Straub &
Murnighan, 1995). Shupp %(2006)i#47 1 — M= NBUR G EREEEZE, —MRUCE M M2 E IR B I T7
%, Hp— N2 HEANREREZERIBLA S, H— DRI o . $allE A& 1T
S, GEREIR, TEAATATT DRIV RIMRES, BITEAR AP Bon 28 =& AR HE 4L, 158 2 i 2
T 5E=FHMEELE ST E AN 77 % (Shupp, Schmitt, & Swope, 2006). 245 K1 B 2l 78 — >
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FCH A B R R D B2 E AT S IR T IR

SE S B 5 55— ARG BEAT UL, AR HE 28 AN A1 J7 S M IRBUE 2 s TR 145 00 5 2 BT IR A S8 3
AT ULECHI T L (Declerck, Kiyonari, & Boone, 2009) . 1X/>SEH8 #5150 F] BE X U ATELEA 21 7 AT 9 T
TRV, ESFIRNCEBATILRCR, Z AT RCR P “WR” 1, BRIARATSE TR TR 289 109
WHEFREIA AT R BT 5 i m RS 25 2 B2 G 2 i L A0 P AN 2311 75 A A [

2.2. JhEEEIE

P TN i SR R IR AT B, I H S k4T Eeisi(Forsythe, Horowitz, Savin, & Sefton, 1994;
McCabe, 2008), Fh3E 18 ZF U Wi N2 56 S 0 (3 Bl ) BT 3R BRI & TR AL, B4, 3X A4S0 e 2k ) LA
B PR 7 o XPEAE AR AT T BR AN IR Y MR AR o ERXE, m N EBAE
A, FERFH U MEE) WA . BB AL, BFA BRI — e R X T
o R, FELF IR 45 R R W] BP0alVE Sy g7 g iy, ARn LUOREE BT A W = 1%, A
21% MBS R AE T AP 140 Be (Forsythe et al., 1994).

[FEAEAS 7 A 3 1 2R U AR T 487 7R #5417 s R 25 . Eckel F1I Grossman(1996)
{EH 7 E T ZRE AT T HCE BRI AT M (Eckel & Grossman, 1996). AlI#] 1 #2523 75 B3 Bh el
PR, RIETZ BN “RifR” GO, $RUCGE 17 FO#t w2 g n 1. 3 Ut 3 gl i B e
BATRINE T B ORRE R . 0 R AER] T2 F e b AR Ak e, il S0 im) T4 58 22 i
PRI IR, RIS AL SR AT NS (Servatka, 2010). Tan A1 Forgas(2010)
RILTAEMEE FZE s, Y ATAERRILEARAT B SAMd N 8] 2 B AR SR S5 05T, AR BR8N T B AT
AN, AEGRLEE AT E R A (Tan & Forgas, 2010). ] #8H 5 KE RO 3E S BRI 17 N 3R
LML, AR BRI AME IE PRI T, BRI EE OG04 22 Y (Tan & Forgas, 2010).

TR I [ A g TSR AR AR AT AR AL, AHMER I, o R A R IE AR g i T R
HAEBANEE, SHHECE B A A BT R IAT RPE IR, SERAEM B R R i & o sh e
A=, XEAT REARF S AT B AR, T H B T AL SR T2 AT &R ) =
BRI R . FEATF LA NATVFAELE—FA 2~ BB e, REEE A AR B0, AP 1953 B (Fehr
& Schmidt, 1999).

3. #HEHBIEIFASR
3.1. ThREMRREILIR K2 42 MR RI MBI X 5T

AR, MR T B T S MR R (FMRI), 28SRGS (rTMS) R IR AT 48 5 27 3 S I 45
Ay NEAVER TESTFRIE NG sh. FIFEHL, i 28R e 0 RS S A i Rl 07k
iy, AMUNBAHER TSR P AT ANAFRAT NN, BEiER T AN L .

E—ANE I R I ZE S, AR BGE KT I & (insula) R S M A& 52 J2 (VLPFC) ik X
REWE, XA XI5 AN % RARNARG A KRR, ML A FHEUGHE KR T AT & 52
BERITES), RIERIEEERE P WEZEMEH. E50 DL Ad, A PRRCEECT B & rm bR e
M5 R 2B XS 0E , X PTRER T, A TR — P B R, AN A I3 U A IR Al i
B Bz J7 (rV LPFC) AT I ) (anterior insula) it 22 5 245 5%, 173X 19 /4> DX 3 35 3t DA Dy 73 ol 5 175 2842 ol R 47
PEIG A 0%, TRIX A AT B8R 10 & 52 70 e A AN A ~F 7T e 75 B2 40 47 1 5 26 (Tabibnia, Satpute, & Lie-
berman, 2008). HIT—T rTMS FIBF T — B AESE 1 A 00T A MU AT AG X 71 15 g L, Hax h
W2 2] T AMRFIE ORI (Brune et al., 2012).,

AR, BT RN A AR5 Be 2 R B ORI, A A0 TR 40l 4 AR R . 7E Ming Hsu



Lot o3 b AT R R O BLAE AT ST HUIR PR

F1 Cédric Anen ZERIRFFEH, B AR X BT 2 BO I UUE R, i MR DS RN TS B .
gt FARATE — P s AR HE TR — P AP I U2 [ AT BT, AR R R 25 7Tx—id
2. i (putamen) I BN SR AR, ZIXESE TRHE SN L. FEWEIINNSE TIHZRE RN
B (insula) ZE AW 7T HB 5 (120 B AT 9% 1 R/ B X (caudate/septal subgenual region)# Al i 5ix
W RS AY ) Pe S (Hsu, Anen, & Quartz, 2008).

3.2. EHRXELIBEXIE

PAE fMRI AT rTMS BIBFFLSR AL 7 BA m S [ 0 PR S R, s TR 5 2 PRI ML . 55
— 7T, SRR IS AL (ERP) B B S AL B 1] 73 3£ 1045 B (de Haan & Thomas, 2002), X #45 HHF
FEoRAS 1A HER AL o BRI, T S 5 i ) ERP B ST AT LAY R AR 55 7 P o 21 AH S
TSN EMAR . AT 7 R IE R T R E ISR, A5 RIS AR UUHELE,
rh LR AU O (MPN) IR IR EE AN A PR IO B3, SR AT RE AU R LI 2 3 o &5 R 5 SIS — B,
1M B AT RE SN 1 3XAN 7 Be 285 R 1 AL 2 B AR TG — 3, BRI AN S5 R 7 AANFEBEAT 3 BT A
AN S0 H RIS, BoerE Bl f2 2 75 AT (Boksem & De Cremer, 2010). De Neys 25 A\ & II{E No-go
o B R N2 YRR 8 ) - 75 B 5 Il R R 2R AR 8 AN A P 43 Bt (De Neys, Novitskiy, Geeraerts,
Ramautar, & Wagemans, 2011). UL, 2 B A #F 70 R BT 2 Be R A A F IS AT BEE R I 46 N, 1%
Tl 28 I B 5 BN BRI DASE ], DARERZ AN AP 4 (Brune et al., 2012; Knoch, Pascual-Leone,
Meyer, Treyer, & Fehr, 2006).

BEAh, TENG R 7T ks — AR B AN = o O TR AT AR I B, A EE S, A BUBSE I 2 [ 2R
B BRI 2R, AT DR X LL R0 7 B A P IS2 I (Wu, Hu, van Dijk, Leliveld, & Zhou, 2012; Wu
Leliveld, & Zhou, 2011; Wu, Zhou, van Dijk, Leliveld, & Zhou, 2011). 4 RI0A 7 B 77 4146 B BU
AT A TR B AR A AFRDE. AP RRFEE R T A MEN, (AT
FERIEERLIREA, 105 BRI L5 P300 22 T 520 (Wu et al., 2012). 7R & fa B ZR R, an & kgt
PR 3 T TT R B8, AN AT ZFERERE R T MEN AR 70 Bl P s 5 -1 1 0 22 7 08 A
S0 MEN, {EUZ 520 1 f5 A 8] 26 1) LPP Bz (Wu et al., 2011).

4. ZRERE

ARSL A BRI Y A T 2R A i R R AE O B R S 2 B2 7 T e Y DA SRR R R . A
R G Jm R I 2 T B R e T ANATTAE M 2 BC e 33 0 Tl 0 AN P B O A RER B i A% G
Dref s I ERAE NRAE R IR AT 9 A6 Sh RERE L ARAN N FRIC SR AR AE S 5 RN AR5 3, $87R
TAEXS A AR BETT RS RIS o Th RERE LR K 45 SR T2 TR WA 1 1) 73 il 5 DRI ) 22 5
DX, 5 A AT RN ] DS A 2 A7 ORI, AR SR RSN — AN B 2Ry R B S 1 IR 22 HLAR
e s b — BN RRE AN TR BB AN MEN, iZE7 & — DB MRy, e 1% 7
B4 REIVPAL, ANSZBMG I BEI 7 B A B A R 3R AR

2 JE BRI FUAT O RUR JUAS TS I FE AR 2R A i Jm IR RV s U, A BE 2 B R 3
P brorid, BIair) 2 & & Hr(MVPA), LS HT(RSA), ik F RIS 70 B4, W] LY 3RAT
R 5 2 AR R AL o

TR SR BOR 2 LA PRI B (IDCS) s i FL S A A R 5 R R T DS K A S BV 3 SRR
L, WEFC I R AR A RN A, — S A R AT R R AT DO 2 se i v
CLBRAT T 12 sk B HE A A e AR o SR RBIE TR 20 R PR - BB AOBIE 7E, X2 e o 2 1 DR & (R T e
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