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Abstract

Evolutionary psychology asserts that the psychological mechanism of forgiveness evolved in re-
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sponse to the adaptive problem named transgression from conspecifics. The psychological me-
chanism of forgiveness assesses the exploitation risk and relationship value of the aggressor and
makes a decision about whether to forgive after comparing exploitation risk and relationship val-
ue. Within this theoretical framework, several studies have explored the impact of exploitation
risk and relationship value on forgiveness, modeled the psychological mechanism of forgiveness,
and also found the impact of the psychological mechanism of forgiveness on apology. Future re-
search is needed on the definition and measurement of exploitation risk and relationship value to
explore the processes underlying the psychological mechanisms of forgiveness and their corres-
ponding neural mechanisms.
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1. BRI OERHLFIZ L TR EY

BEAR L PR O PR U — PR O K, SR T AR AR NS0 B e s A TR T B i,
B O R 2R AR KRR T ME S HESE (Buss, 2005). BELOFE 2L EEW T2, ABHILERZ AN T M
X AE N R A R e s A2 R 3P A A7 R AT PR R e i, i v i B (fitness, ARG T AEIMA T b
AEAFRVEATROREZS), o ARG SR AT R, TN ST T I P A A7 R AT R R Ry B AT A, & el ] 2
AER, TENFMHEARRYEEE, SRR RN, By T m Ao X sem @i, A
TV Z O HLE (psychological mechanism), X80 B & [T Af PLARs 8 S8 2 138 B2 1 7] @ (Buss, 2005,
2009, 2015)0 FEAGTE B L BRBLEIVE 90 WU P B0 — LR SR, 0502 i e 1 1AL 3 s v e 52 B
A A A7 AT BT RO A I R o o BEATL A1) S0 oL 42 32 /N8 0 5 A8 S 2.5 R0 A WL T35 68 L T W 1 35 8 ) AL
AR A FL e SRR R A5 S e 4 o AR B Bl AL C BEALA T 75 45 B el AN RAT Ny, SRIE Bk e & B 1)
R TT % (Buss, 2015).  1E2 B RXAE (0 FRATL ) 35 B A DL R DD M AE - AN BATT, BT LA eI TA 15 LAAF
TET A AR S L

AL OB A4 T O T 2RO B AL (forgiveness) B 78 A Rt Ak i F2 A AT (McCullough, Kurz-
ban, & Tabak, 2013a). A+ MERIYIA S I AZAE A R R MATRIZ LRI BLR , 8120 R i) He s A
RALE AT LGRS B ECARA S 2542 = B 5 & & B Y ES (Cluttonbrock & Parker, 1995), izt A2
RLxF ok B FEAASR R AL (Pinker, 2012), 4 1B IEFRZFNRIL, ZFH— 5 1T DAk & R IUAT
M= (McCullough et al., 2013a), #RT 8 A2 R KRB N LLECE WX 77 3 (De Waal &
Pokorny, 2005; De Waal, 2000; McCullough, 2008). %20 LL4A 32 =41 R LA H AL . &%, BAR
2 EH T LLEE R RILF R4 EH CHER, ERH TRIUE WA USRIk IRE 2 E#, M2 EH
SR E KKK, T XA A BT A Bk S S RAs, X X7 # A AL, T 6 58 20 AT DL
CRGARIR” BRI . Al IREETRESBIACHIN . BB R R, MR FHH A RAERK
BERLHFE R, IR HELZEFNP ARG KR, XEFEFERE, TTRSiiMbdb) 5RIEH
KR &R, B2 5&IUF B Bfu(Burnette, McCullough, Van Tongeren, & Davis, 2012; McCullough, 2008;
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McCullough et al., 2013a). K, 4 1 8 i 5 0] BEIGE B S K42k, 323 3 Al DU # S R U . WEAT
TR ENG R, E 2R INGER IR, YRS 5 E AR “EHEARXT” (tit-for-tat) ) 5K
WS 5 FHAEE R IEBEAE, 2SRRI TR T L—Rh A — S 5%
fJHE) (Rapoport, Chammah, & Orwant, 1965), REEHIL—IRE R, &L FESHZ A LS RIE
R, b AR RUTT C aE o Gn SRER AR (1) £ B AH X (generous tit for tat)” [ SRIS (S 5 & 1658 —F0 Uk
HIEREGAE, ZEWR Rk S — 0 R ICEAE, WA S 53 REEAE, R WH 5 — T R
B, WARHZ5EGARRNEE, WARKRER) (Wu & Axelrod, 1995), BN AAHH.
B IRIPE IR AT BT (McCullough et al., 2013a), T MK RE BA R T X7 BIF 75 F AN KRSEE K
R FTARRIL, NT YRR RR, KA BATE AN T faFB/MIRIE, BT 2550
HE KRB CHZME, b)) Ss TRIVETERGEH, X RILEBRINALT, HERELEIRE
ZEE, TRUGFEEN T IRETFHIEIF(Fitness & Peterson, 2008), & A 1ERAF H & & AR,

BT AR R R I B AESE 2 08 RPN RE 58 A /N R AR . M2 AR A EI R
Yo Ah 2 AW T2 UL B 3 Ak S R R A AR AR AR o T AR N S R v S R A ok TR A A 1
298, NFSHELH T 56 28 A O EENLE, SRR I — 3 B i A, AT SR A s e AR 1, S e B Sk
Thith 77 R ERT IR

2. BRAOIENHIRR RS

AT >R 1) B A Lo BEALAR R 1 RS [E R AR ), D UK T (NS B e A AR G
TR R, IR NS S5 20 0 AT T H XU (exploitation: risk) A 98¢ & 4/ {E (relationship
value). 7575 H FIE RS A5 RN E 2 J5, T8 A RO BRI ST R /AN T HA, @b vhe &5 5E 4,
WIS 1 5¢ R E T R0 AR, T 58 A2 1 Co BRATL AR B A 1) T 5 20, e 2 3 IRV K Tk RANE
I, B RO BT ) T AN TE A R XU 2 4R AR A0 & 7R AR SR AT RE 45 52 T 2 1 W IR)0& & FE 40 2R 1 7T
P, RAMMELE 2 FHFH HRIUH R K& A FE S A Al §e 4 (Billingsley & Losin, 2017; Burnette
et al., 2012; McCullough, 2008; McCullough et al., 2013a; McCullough, Luna, Berry, Tabak, & Bono, 2010;
McCullough, Pedersen, Tabak, & Carter, 2014; Petersen, Sell, Tooby, & Cosmides, 2012).

XoF 3R] RS PR Al I T AN T TS B, — TR RIUF BRI 2 FEH R, H— IR
B# R E RIZILHIEE S1(MeCullough et al., 2013a). B0, fRik—ArZFEEER TRIE, HEFLREL
BN, HEARAMNAEENEN FRREH QU EEASHRRILZFEE, BARILERKTRE
EASHEM R (Fehr, Gelfand, & Nag, 2010; McCullough et al., 2010; McCullough et al., 2006). FLban,
ERIVRAEZ G, RIBEXNZEERRFAE B MM EEE G, HRREEANEHENZHE
& 2B (Gold & Weiner, 2000; Nadler & Liviatan, 2006). [Flith, 52553 F = AL T ZE] . £
e G PR A O T BCE R BOR BT NS R G BURIC N o (B RAZILE (1) EaR R IAS — i HE 1 S Bt
T HESREEE, DSB8 AR R (Frank, 1988), RIULEMPI A EEBMKR T EE T ELER
[KI 2 (Henrich, 2009). #ilt1, RIUH AL A2 FHETER, SEMH 7 AR AR TR AME AL 45 32 35 38 18
128 (King-Casas et al., 2008), HEFRILE LT EHHE B S(Matsumura & Hayden, 2006), 2 2T
H A k#ik B SR (Syme & Hagen, 2019), #Bfg S BRI E X HEF 12 5 R R REUE IR, Rt
FAMERERC T HE R RN E R EEL R, ZFH N NBLAERIL G RN LR L
AR i N B A R i B (A #345 £(De Jong, Peters, & De Cremer, 2003), F AL A AR EEFRIE
F R SR ZL I AL BRI, YOI AR T BRI WRAE 4, I AR R I S T AR AN A T
FHE. BT PR SAWRILE SEGRMEEZI, mREEEERRILEAFFRILNGES, BAa
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ZHEREWSE BRI . WIERESE S, R — 720 R, KUY HE G TIRIUMEE
73, TR —J7 XA — T, A FE AT (McCullough et al., 2013a), M ARZILHEEW LK
HRILEE, RIH G HIREE m 523 2 Fn S FE s & R0 A AR 0 1 XU o

HEA T > ) 95 AL O BELRDE ZEH e R SR E R RSTER KRG 2 HH k2 DI, BIRIH]
JARSE IR/ o N S 52 35 3538 Be AE AR A (i) AR SR IOk R P SRR U 4k, B4 52 338 il i) T 58 A2 0
F o B O PR AR T A4 53 % (closeness) 7K i (commitment) LA &2 4 7% (attachment) £ 5% (McCullough
etal., 2013a), XL T RANE. KESADTHEP RIS RIBEH, AMIBEEREATLSH AW
XA BNFEE W) N (Finkel, Rusbult, Kumashiro, & Hannon, 2002; Karremans & Aarts, 2007; McCullough et
al., 2010), IXIEA2HT7E3E% K R N7 A R SKIAR) B3N R AL, 115 A KSR % 1 N Z [
K FZME LRI 2 - a0 SR 2 FH VOGRS 4E R AR A0 ¢ R mT DAFE B B DOl s — L 22 H A,
4 %2 H IR ILH 55 R E APt £ R (Ohtsubo & Yagi, 2015). BAREH KRR LUBN A2
SEARAR, (HE TR LR A AR A B A AR (Hruschka & Henrich, 2006), JIr LL4ERE A 2575 K
RAAE R IS, S2HEWatbin T RA S  H OARERRMRILE .

G ALY O TS S Ao AH DR AT B EAT I, VAt 0 ) IR A 5 R AN AR AE KA, Al e 2 15
o AR, LR OHEE F XA R AR T DA N R MARFE R i B . BRI A N A
X FEHEMNRILHEAA=ZIIHKE LN, B3 1) SHZI0E St 2 R SIHKFIBEAC, 2) Rz
UE WIS BB 3) WAL Rk SBT3 &, R — R g 7S, [al
RN 3 2 = AN 4E R ) N FR1RIU B HL & % (Transgression-Related Interpersonal Motivations Inventory, fAj#K
TRIM-18) KU & 7% 2 (McCullough et al., 2013a; McCullough et al., 1998; McCullough & Root, 2007;
McCullough, Root, & Cohen, 2006; McCullough, Worthington, & Rachal, 1997). #A T # i 7E ANURIESIHLE
RIEYEE R L AR S A PE(McCullough et al., 2006), 1X SR E B 15 10 = A48 B TC12 4%
X3 H o 320 It 5 3 BH 5 A0 00 &N 4 B mT DR B 6 08— 26 BUR B K (hostility to friendliness) AR FE
44 (attitudinal continuum), 1] 58 A8 5 S A AR IX — A B ALK b m) A% v (1) 284k (Forster et al., 2019).
AR FH MR, FEAUENR SR E G E R FEm b3 DL AR RIS S G X,
AU A (IPEC), AT A I L35 1AM A 45 - (VIPFC) A5 (31147 [51 (dACC), 25 1 %t i/ 5 (anterior
insula) FHSCHRAZ (striatum) i 2 BIAHIAE A, 50 5 5 105 0% 5 5 A R AR B8 08, SUIRARRIVE ER Rl R 0%,
PRI e B IU o, BIEATRNESh RS 1 2 H#H AR E SN, 53005 3 A < ik X 40
Hil 7 SR E A ORI X &S, AT T U T A R T A A B R o 2% Bl ik 1) 3K (Billingsley & Losin,
2017)0 FTLK B OB E R AR 0T 45 R R, S AR n] LB e Rl — NS LA B
PR, S R R A Y A RO BRI A R d aad E AR G R 0 AR R RIS () DR /N T R S A
VRS RE B e e, T A A A R AN T A

3. ARDIENHIRISSE
3.1. RBIKEEAX R MHEX TR

Burnette %5 (2012) 43 il KU FH ¢ 2 0B 5 58 20 R 2 a4 4 1 10 R YE . fERF R 88— s
Burnette 25 NRZ 1 AL T 2592 5 F8 G R 2 AR 0 LA AR 1) 0 8 5 5 28 (1R 390 IRV PRI 9% 2R o 1 e E TN
SRR IES T 9 R0 EFD 3 il XU B % (Relationship Value and Exploitation Risk Scale, 8 ¢ 2 /1B Al
FIHI R A7 B3R, 1R B KA TR AA 5 A2 X G058 R E AR KBS AT VP4 . 35, #k
HEWMNMIEREARER, —NERSAMIHR B3P &R (exit/neglect/voice/loyalty scale), H— 8RR
e NHUVRIUSIHLE R B EALIR(TRIM-12) . B 78 A AN 22 A8 A Rl &4t HAB AR I 58 K X =4
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ERMEL R IR, IR A RANME )7 B A AR R, ANURAC BB E L 1 &AL
T ) 0 B5OFH G R M AEL 1) 23 BUAFAE TEAH DG, T B A0 53 110 0 5 A0 SR ) RIS P 2 B FE AR O, 1 EL R
vy P 340 B XS 5o 7 A SR ) B AR 7K1, 9 R AR SR 1) IS o 5 28 %) 5% i A7 #F 28 HLAF FH (Burnette et al.,
2012)0 AT HE—PIAELL EEER, WA 45> Burnette 55 N AE S0 HP R ¢ RANEANRIEI RS, %
AN [AZKT 0 20 Z3 U0 B FH 31 1) XU % B 20 ) 52T o S5 180 B DU 2648, 20 il 2 v % R M L FRMER ST RIS
I ZR AR v 3 AU ISR SR AN B RIS 5 28 JRUIS: A RIS 5 ZR AN A v T RS, o S B 45 2R 5 58—
T A T2 R — 2 RS0 XSS & 1 0% SR AMEARES, AN ) 58 2, ez O S A v T )RS AR
B AN A ) T AS 5% 28 (Burnette et al., 2012).

— TR A TR T AN R T 20 Z U R0 ) ) RIS 5 35 1 T EL & 00 SR AN (B RN R ) R, F BB T
I Z B AN R XS 76 AN 74T N (conciliatory behavioral) 5 % 24 [ ¢ 28 HRE 21 (1) A1 A 7E I (McCullough et
al., 2014). FRAT ARIBRILE 2 HHRBWRAT R, W Dk E e ey s e, X RiT A2
R ILE B EREAE A #AFHEEEZ N5 B AR REF AR R, I EEAN AL R
P RS i BRI RAT A DL S T8 A IR BE AT VP4 o W FUSE SRR, B I IA) B HERS A ialik
F MR E ERAC IS 5] LR A (B AR AT A B R FE S A5 IR A0 & 1R 9% SR AN LA R I XU #RA7AE
FHIR R ZR, I H R RS SC R ES 7 TR A T FIRAT ont U8 BB, 3X S uRAE AR AT v mT LLd i
AR 1) DRSS R 4 1 6 2R B R H2 1 9 A8 7K (MceCullough et al., 2014).

BUR SR 3] ) IR R G 28 P L 52 10 4 A A 1) 9 0L, TS SR o 3 A A8 L 5 380 ) XIS R 56 R A (AN DL AT
FIPETRIN, AMARL Y 2R BIANE . A B FUIX P SR R £ B2 At AT >R 1R 5 280 0 Co UL A1) P B 10 42 1
TEHE (Luchies et al., 2019). 0 KA 17 U8 500 SZEG I TE0 58 AL AN DT IC 9 28 01 R0 360 1) RIS B 43 3K
PR BLHEAT TIRER . PRI REN, o R BT A e Bt R MR EH R, ERAE
SIS EEE TAN TR ERILFE, WERILHF MR D AMET 2 HE A EE T SR FR AR, 5
F e ARG T an SRARATT AR H PR R AR KT 0 56 A ) 2 bt e, DR A/ R 52 30 B 7 S0 1 XU, 552 v
DRI AS B2 A Al 7K B B 20 SR JE 1 2 08 B RME T 52 5 2 A R AR ) e A, e e
AR, By 78 2 BAME U O RUME RS, ARZKF 0 5 AT Re < U 31 52 5 3 5 R E A I E
KFR. FRHFFERENH, MEEMB RS ERJER, RS FRILE 1 5¢ Z 0 E A R RS A
25 TAMRK R, T Hb 2 MR 5 AR AR DS E(E R . ek 2R bR, %
W I B 5 #E 22 VF (social valuation)AH GRS AU T & (vimPFC), 1X — il [X 2 55 17 5% A SR 457 2 AU 2
FI3FAt (Fourie, Hortensius, & Decety, 2020), 1FELF X B35 T 20 149 Co BHATL 1 X 380 Hi RUSS: 0 2 22 404 RV P
it o D] ST F) PRI R DG B A M A2 0 A0 RS TR AN T BRI . B e R R R 2R

3.2. ARRHOIEHHIEE

B EIE TS SRS A4S R4 BEFE i (error management theory) X % 28 it Co BRATL il Aty A 3508 vk 2 3k
FEHEAT T 24 (Tan, Luan, Gonzalez, & Jablonskis, 2018; Tan, Luan, & Katsikopoulos, 2017). KRN T
PFRFFRINF R R R, (HRIET OARNELE A BRI AR KRBT AT AR 0 I Wr, R mT DLk 5
RN E B —FE SR, BIFEAHEE IS TR A R A T “BR” B A %
PN, BRI T “HN” BEEARR “WR” o xR “BAE” BflkaHihZE
BRI E, “DNN” RIS RIESGZFH W RIMANIRINE . RIS SRWEIR, Tan 5Q2017)RE
AR AR, AR VPR R, AR PUE HIWThRAE . IESE SR LR BRI R B
ZHRERMEEAL M, G 7T ARG A “RUERGARHLEHE? 7 . “RILEREHEILH
HIE? 7 M “URAE R BRI 7 EWAGER? 7 ), 1A R I T B AR S P R A R (AR N
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BT A CHLR” )BT AR S AR K, For ok BB A RN S 20 “ B I I, RIHIA
R T N7 SRR R, T4 ok RAME R TR EI B, 525 5 2 106 5 5 B 1) 40 W v vf: ke
T “EER - ATAY (IATEM “HIR” ), RZZHEESEBRRT AW AR g R - a7 (5
RN Y (WE D). T, BEF N iz & 22 SO (Franklin’s rule) FTER T3 - 546 P 0%
(fast-and-frugal trees) 3 Flt J2 15 S5 AR 1 (¥ e SR ASE L6 Bl S0 7 BUAE AR AR 0 SR 185 155 T TR 908 9 B LA B H)
WibR HEREAT NG o W 2 e AR U2 AL B B BB R R IR PR AR . PRl — A8 PR SRV 2 JR R R SR AR,
EAREME ek e B B, W R R — e R, MM sk, 15 BRI A e I 2R R
BAEF T —NRBEOW R —E K0, DUEHEGLE 2).

A/ ILA) AxlE5)

— WA TEFER

fRer I b

S/

N — 1 — R TEE

R T

Figure 1. Use signal detection theory to understand forgiveness decision-making
(adapted from Tan et al., 2017)

Bl 1. R{ESHENICIERRSE 2R %R (adapted from Tan et al., 2017)

I FIRERETR SR T, RRENRICFHA R UEE SR . BORE = N R AR R T )
A DL R AR A S R T DGR A 112 36 10 4 BT AR A A 7 1 2 S AR L v [ RS R
AT DAIE S bR R Xof A X, A e S 1 0 A 48 1 SIC 119 R S 45 SRR Ay 6 T P R SRS PR UL G HERA P
SR IR L], W RO R A R TR AR, PR 12 i 1) 4 W bR AR A B B BT DS 4 M 5
PR T8 AR, AR I RN E /N T R RS, PR RS 2R 3G 5 1) 4 BT v v 5 A DR~ B R DA B B 4
GRR ) T AR, T EL MR R S HE R BE AT AR Ry o R A BUE I R 2 v MO I AR - A4S R SR
RS DR B MO A0 5 AR T B, 1T LI 3 B A k2 i ok 8 R W o o A e S A A e R R SR A R

R T G R 2 S MR R PR — A4S P S VAR AR A BT DA G M A0l B RS, Tan 45(2018)
SAE 2 BTS2 i 3 mE_Eis B FR B B T H(process-tracing tool)#E4T 1A 7% . i FEE i T 5 ] LB 0 S AN
G BT AR ) S5 87 By R B 3 RO Xk 4 i R ) A2 PR M O S R o 45 R I AN 58 4 SCRE R PR Y
R — 5, SR R85 SRR A I - AR SRIE IR, M E B RBU A E 2L AR 3R
o XATRERRE, EARGE RO ERHLEI AT Lz FA SR e A R S AT AL, HRX — 0
HUHT Y A A AR ARAR A Rt — P IR R . X TIE R L RGN E] 7 PIAS, A Z AT st 7 “4290
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R H MR FERRICAT N R, WHTEN O IIANIZ 22 AT DS G AR 010 S 19 5 40 ok
FPAMRZINTHIER . XU RAOHT T34 mT BEAE 58 48 O BEAL A AR h 9 N AR IO 22

RAE REA R
&
o
=%
g
BARFRAIRINAAE
=
TIE?
=
%
A5
120 RAER?
= ™
Tl RPEAR

Figure 2. Model forgiveness with fast-frugal de-
cision making (adapted from Tan et al., 2017)

B 2 ARE-TRREEIANFEHER
(adapted from Tan et al., 2017)

3.3. BEAARVLERHUBIRHE R AR

HEAG OB ) R O B HLRIE A BT A A7 R0 AT (17)3& I 2 (adaptation) — & 5 i 77 7E T %> AN - AFh
ZH(Buss, 2015), FHIEILE FI5ZHE — A AR OIS, FFHT PRSI A QR T A5
A2 53 T AP O BRI I N . SRR B M E AR 52 EE R R, T4 th(ih) 2@ R AT K
A2 FERAEC . AUAMMNIIE WML K, FEE T KR ERICE BA & B 1 T8 ) 5200
(Ohtsubo & Yagi, 2015). HFFLN G ¢ RME 2 AR R 1) T H P (instrumentality), BIH:AfEZ KFEE I
Pem 7 — N NEIARR BARRI T REE . SHE— KRR R I T AN, 28T — D AKX — Ik I 5E %
J&(Fitzsimons & Shah, 2008), AT BEIFHLIGIF AL ORI, AP RN L S5ESE BB
RAMTAMEMEANAEE. BE XA TAEER, Pl e A4 55 d i A PTAHBAIE L K 6
AT bR ST HEEEEZN . REAESN . #h2 00 R eBR DU H AR 8 K ¥ B br) B RS H )
HEGIGHATE 77 LRI R, 8 ToRBERITE LT, KRN TREMEHMEZILE 1) & 1)
EWA RELW, KAMERS, RIVE BRI N2 HE M ER, WHRILERSL SN T ErAIE
) 5% 28 17 i H 38 K (Ohtsubo & Yagi, 2015).

WAL E FE RN T A2 FEE KRR, WA RILE FERN 2 E R w2 HFE N KR
B PN R HE 52 5 10 55 K F . A WE 3 (Forster et al., 2018)%1 X —H#ES 3T TI0IE, fhiT@L 2
FeINAE H 533 #(iterated prisoner dilemma)if47 5258, AT 1 ¢ R ELLE O e A8 R 5200 A BT kT 3 1
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IAEF o TR AR I U6 BT 2 A AT S e BT A oy “HRllcss” 8L “RIEE” WAt RIEH L
RIESUAR UL BAT S R IR R 45 2 SR 7 — DN, ECE ¥ E B %e L ORI R IE# RIE I SO
B, B8 A MR Ay v CE TR 12 5o NAE R S gR 2, BAAE N2 S — ORI B A s,
TR EXOTERE TR P HOE B GF, MREEEN 7 fkba e NH 2B, ik
REE TRIL. 7 R EHRSBNE =ME BP0 —f, X =FE S BIE B BRI R
FAF, AR TERMEABEENAF KT 50 & R E AR E RS =R B R N1 RN E
FFH R FEAT VRO, e E BT 10 R INGER B R, JFES ANUR LS E R -BE 4 i
(TRIM-NCO) R S 4Rt B AR N 1 58 20K o X SEBG R REAT J5 70 B L, 5 6F IR AL AH LIS B E S
BRI 7 PEAE N m AP IR, MR BRI T BRI 54, T
TC A T A B R A A 8 5 T T B A N T D% 28 0 0 1 0 XS (R VP A7 i 5 T i ot B A=
(58 R0 KF- o R] b 5 R A7 R 401 DX iy S /E S x5 A8 g s RS 21 T A VR (Forster et al., 2018).

B 7 bl O B B AT B AL 2 A, A B @ I ARG R IX A %€ (Human Relations Area
Files) 12K H 53 NSCALH 473 DN SCATE R E L H ARAT A BEATHE I (Syme & Hagen, 2019), AT
g PR R L Z ) b AT A I Th RS R R IUE 1) B L 52 B JLAT 5 3 S AN & B T, T
X R R A AE T 3R N 2 o a2 OB R S R B, N T 4 52 EH IR R,
RAHE M EREZ EEEATREAAC.

4. THLERE

KABLK, IR OHEZFATHREM —F “P5m” , BRAPONRRER a7, HZiX—B
M, RERIHEI B IR 5 A8 AR G0 2 D A SR I 8, AT 25 N (R8RSR B R 4 Ak
(McCullough et al., 2013a). BEEWFFIIRN, O 2EFATREL T 2 B R B 56 21 (Worthington,
Rueger, Davis, & Wortham, 2019), i, #i{p.OBE2FHREH M BB EE e —M 5”7 , ik
Dt RN G A e AL TR A OB, PSRRI R B R AU X — A R e (& SV 1) R, AT S
BN TERALE Z R E AR E, FEMNRZEHRN T ERBEASRILERRR, HERL
BEEKRAT LI B OB, 58 AR O BB FE g 2 4 S AR U F I N TRUE A RER, HEX
R EMFHAEE, I HAELREFENE Z MRS BRI E. 152 EE AR E &R
SR, AR Cib) e T 58 BURIUE s 2452 T B DA AU /&1 T D% R (BRI, Al () BE 4 ) T A 96 2042
BFE. LMMERF, EEEENTIRREHSHESEMcCullough et al., 2013a), HAREFITFELLTR
LA R T AR S EATH L BEALS BEAF TR, 1 1B A2 R g 5 A8 PR 0 BEATL A1) A R T A8 ke [ o 452 A0 3 8242 i)
A, REmAMERRE S, BT UAA S EAAE T AR

FE G5 5% 28U (R 90 ) DRI 78 B 20 O BT R B2 B ) SCRE R L, BN IREAT T VR 2 B AE, IR
WRIL T VF 2B R R A 8. — AN B e 82, B & T RS AN B AR 1t ] 5 5 28 05 R 340 Hi X
B BEACEAIITR 7 & AHE R I & TR G A0 B AN )RS 2647 01 & (Burnette et al., 2012; McCul-
lough et al., 2014; Ohtsubo et al., 2018; Ohtsubo & Yagi, 2015; Smith et al., 2020), {H;& &I R MM EAF]HI
AR A AR R R AH SG P, i 2 i O BN & T2 JE R 5% RANEL RIS I XS 20 S ok, X AT g2
FH T 9% R AN A I RS AR5 =OAH B RE e T 80 o ICA I FE LS T =M AN IR A R A ) 56 &R
W, BRI T NI LR = 95 20 (Smith et al., 2020), XFR R [ ERNETEE] Dlgt—D
Bl o R SR B T ELER R A R 5% F A RN ) 0 XU R B T, A8 O 2R A R I RIS B
BEAG Wb, [FBREEIRR S R M AR RS Z M B¢ R, AR H A BAER

L R a0 6 5 R AN AR S 1) XSG 3% — i i, A B B ) i) 0 i VAR R SO R AN AN IRV
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5 Z A ELRD 811 RS 72 I T ) 22 R S Bl 1 AF 9 A T T M () BR AR AT AE 25 7 Tan %5(2018)
XoF B A O BRATL 1R AT SR AR T K 5 AR A0AT S B A G I 2R 2R X 1) T 52 55 2 BT 1) 1 5% 2 (LR 1R
B, N IX e 2 2R SR VE A A5 5 A ik P2 e (0 UE 408 5 B, 1T 2 5 R AR ST XU 1 Sy 79 A5 5 i
MRS R IO, IR T8 IO BRI A7 AE 3G PPN U408 5 B A B Wb e A I 78, IXRE
T S AN T 3 R AR AR 3 S ORI T R S R Ry B T ok, A5 M E S SR E G RAMEFIR
i) AU AN i3 52 B2 038 B ORI 4 35 = B2, JR1M Ohtsubo A1 Yagi (2015) 7 3R B IE #ORIZ A0
I 320 R A 1 5% T R 3 ) SR XU RO RN o DRI SR FE X B 24 P o AL 2R A T A
REAEARR R OGR RIS R, T AN AR I B 2R T T 2 R MR R 11 KU o %o 5 ZR A AN S ) XU (6
S SURE B fIE R IUAE H BT B AR A E RER TRILE N F R R RICH ™ R EEE BRI E
FEEAR TTR) RIBAT R A IR E UL B AR AE 3 R 0 5% 28 A B RH 341 RGP 52 1 (MicCullough et all,
2014; Ohtsubo et al., 2018), {HAZFM K RMEAFRIEIARHF RARZ, EHELEK R LK
AR R (McCullough et al., 2013a)5F 85 A X AL TR LA BT B 2, 1% 28 PR 2% 21 i Ao ey 520 5¢ R A7
AL A0 1) ) JRUBG 32 T 20 B 20 IR A Ak SR B 78 R AR R

WawtFE I, FREAR . XRME—F, ZHEHSRILE Z R 5 A2 TER.
Ohtsubo FI Yagi (2015) K30 T 7E#H] T UL R B T HMEAE EAEME 2 LR RNEZ G, SRE ML,
S O TR A i i PRI TE AR, IR RS TR A B i TR 1) 52 A AT A 2 A M (1 R T S B0
FEHR AT HMEG R TRIBE KM (sense of guilty). Smith Z5(2020) I 78 &K BLIRME £ 5% R 1 T H
PEXT T8 A B s O B R A ER . L ESS R AT RE R E 2 HE R G A, RIUE S E
W, #R 2% B b 2 18] A7 B B0 o SR TTT M EELL O BE 22 () 1 B SR, BARTE IKE E 20K <R,
SRS B BEAF ORI 9% SR AN (EL RN S 1 RS ) B ARG AT, ER R IR AR By 2 Va A T SR P o BRIL A Flr 7
AR, A BT N AR A AE AN AT OE S e, 7 T A0 BEATL A1 SR AL B 1 B (MeCullough et
al., 2013a), 1HBGE I 5 R AR HI RS RE M 2] 1 58 RS o RIHKE SR (A 7 B PR 2R 17 IR 81 s o] 52 i
TR Z AR 0 RIS 3 T s 0 B A

HEA o B 2 50T 5 R Co BEATLAR] AR B R0 7 2 T 9 A s 2L W 9T . A B R B A M &
MU ORI FOR TG G A 8, — AN “9i” MESME R, R E L. Hhoisf
K 5 AL BRI A1) (0 B 8 M DS AR e 7 A e A BT A B, DR Z B R T A AT R K O B L
ARG T e A ThRE, 58 A IO BEALA () pR SR FE A T RS, DR 2R RT DR B A O B 2 e
W AT T . ERFFE 5% L, Billingsley £ Losin (2017)I\ABLAE 5 3 BRI 2 296 E, BEA
B 5 28 R AR A S8 % A\ UG HC B 53 YR 5% £ (one-shot relationship) I FEA: N2 8], FHEH HEE R A
BB MR IR s A, T o sy =2 p e RO 3R D S SR FE R IBAT N, I H ¥ K B BLsL
AT KA ETERIE, BT LRSI I R AR O (A B 200 T 55 A B U IR, 2 48 5
INBRIC R RN T ERRICAT AT K58 2, B REF 1 2% 2 0 (R0 380 11 IR B 2 4500 5% R Ay
EANFIA RS 1 732, DA S A NBRRIUBIHLE R . BR T LIRS R E B4, B8R %A1
O ERHLH AT LS FIAE 5 A e AR R BB N LA R, 04 58 A 1O B I 7R T BB AFAE 6 X Wk Ja SR
ANH T PRI o R SRAIE T AT LLKE 55 A0 SR T BE 5 A B (6 AN 8 PR KRN VE I SO B, AR AT Sy
5 A 78 T PR B0 FE 5% R % X (Loued-Khenissi, Pfeuffer, Einhduser, & Preuschoff, 2020)7E % 21 vk 3
(RT3 5 AN AR BN B A R

ARSI FUIE T AERZR 1 1) AL A . AR (0 R R 8 A0 O BRI 22 2 AR BRI B4 5 AL AR O3
WU AT AAFAEAMEZE s BRI E A 0 BRAG O0 8 A0 B R S N () HL 3 56 Fis BB R ) B
B3R & 2R (McCullough, Kurzban, & Tabak, 2013b). X+ ik i @A [E125, $5H B TR T AIX —) 2 47
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