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Abstract

Fairness is one of the most important norms in group interaction. It is a norm for how group
members behave in a certain social situation. Over the years, economists and social psychologists
have used the classic paradigm of behavioral games—Ultimatum game paradigm and its related
variants to explore individual behaviors such as fairness preferences, altruism, and reciprocity.
Regarding the phenomenon that individuals violate the “rational man hypothesis” in economic
games, scholars have put forward three theories to explain the psychological mechanism behind it,
such as inequality aversion, reciprocity preference and equality-reciprocity-competition. Group
identity refers to some knowledge of one’s group membership together with the value and emo-
tional significance attached to that membership, which directly affects people’s fairness norm en-
forcement during inter-group context. Researchers have found that when group biases affect the
implementation of fair norms, there will be two phenomena: In-group Bias and the Black Sheep
Effect, which are manifested in that individuals were more likely to accept unfair offer from
in-groups or more likely to reject unfair proposals offered by in-group members compared with
out-group members. Currently, norms-focused hypothesis and mere preferences theory have usual-
ly been used to explain the above contradictory phenomena. Based on this review, future research
should focus on promoting the integration of fairness theory and group bias of fairness norm en-
forcement theory, broaden the group scope of group bias and fairness norm research, and en-
hance the research on group bias and fairness norm under the framework of gains and losses.
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1. ZFEFEEN

AP (Fairness) @ A L2 AR TE ISR ASINTE 22—, SRR M B 3RA 73 5 At A 2 ) JHEAT IR
EHIE NSRS, BRIRA T AERIESRA T NBRAS A& pl R AR AL 2 R
A IRAET, B —Fh AP RIRIL(E M, 2019). FRE A& LREA “AREFEMEAL” MigEBE, 7£
M5, AR S E O ERMEREANZE. B Adams (1965)F2H “AFER” J5, ERNIMY
SHEIR TAEAFIER LSRR, A THER” MEBET A G At A\ 7E T 2 808 BUE 3%
A - PR, T T — AN B A SRS

W 7038 A1 45 A 5872 20 Fe AT 5 R F AL N B0 AP RiE SR, H R mot & Gith,
Schmittberger #1 Schwarze (1982)#2 H 1) #x 5 1B R #2570 20 (Ultimatum game, f&i#R% UG), %32 H PRI 44 1
PR Z F$& 3 (proposer) Al Al 8% (responser) ) /MAIL [ 22 5, W42 531G 3] — @ BN &5, Bk
I B BAAT I, BN H B IR CE S BT %6, TP & B15 SR B ) ks 4 (B
FHIAM TR, W FHIEARRE. £ RETFEE R« B A7 (Neumann & Morgenstern, 1953)
THASR U 26 B B ) 2 f K A T 25 Rt BT A3 1 R e /N TR 20 BI85 Tl 238, 17 [ 7 8 DU AS 2 4 4 42
VA4 B R T 0 4B 7 %6, PR 4a s — 7kt (Camerer, 2003). 1 UG Y8BT T %
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HOR BRI AT T H G IR T AP RS 3T, B0 BRI F0 M E 938 05 AT, 5
AR RRESZE AT N, WH, FRUCER AT N E N — Pt 7SS I 3L, oA Bl T e o &
T2 3 AR 48 T BN T BE 2 R B gh 52 8 — B U 2 T B O &k, 525 a7 0 3=
BPRE M AT IS

fE AL |, Kahneman, Knetsch £ Thaler (1986) % Ji Hi 4l #: # 18353 2 (Dictator Game, f&i#k DG),
FEZIE A B R R e 2R UG IR T &, WA RIEM s ble, REAHRUCGE RO T, N
1M 5 A AT R B R AN A2 i, 3 15 AT B8 51 A [ B AN AR, F 938 s SR FH e U
T AT AR fh 7K > (Basic, Falk, & Kosse, 2020; Brafias-Garza et al., 2009; Engel, 2011).

TR 5 T8 202 58 = 05 78 1178 2 (Third-Party Punishment Game, f&j#% TPPG), i%ju i,
5 WL (bystander) fE R 55 =77, WHHRBCE 45 20 FL 77 23 AT [ BRI, 55 W AR B AN SRAFATA] 3
B, AZH B, W H R NEZART, BRI RS S ERE e 2 oS I e . 1T
O H F FAE 7 MR 440 A PS5 (16 17 (Basic et al., 2020; EI Zein, Seikus, De-Wit, & Bahrami, 2019; Liu
etal., 2018).

78 UG JusRdtat b, KR 5 —FA A Fu(Inequity Game, f&FK 1G), X 55 W & 1E N =
Ji, MR LS HEIATEERSE, Hh—RBIEAERNE, 55— 2 E % # (Mcauliffe, Blake,
Steinbeis, & Warneken, 2017). #H%+- TG EB I UG 1£55, fEMFIZFETIBIN 1G /£55 FHEx A
A, ENFHER LA RO AR, X —yaE s A TIRFAA T AFHE U 1B %0 (Cheng et
al., 2015).

TEMRZ RVEATF R, AR T LA lm 28, — 3802 5345 2 7 (disadvantageous inequity,
DI), Bl H BN TN 5B —3 AR (advantageous inequity, Al), B EH S BCIRANZ
TN o FRPUREAFIE, B 5 2 R AR A LA 7 A VG 3T - UG AT DG 6 Uil IR
WO A 25 P 7 FER B MR B R AFIRESEAT RS . ArZER 12, UG JuEd W E
L (PR AEAT N AR B AN AT B 50, DG Y8 TSR A B2 VE MR I AP ARl AT A . R, UG [
[ AN 3 BT B AR 26 32 AT AVE 9 #8E DI B4 F5, T UG Al DG #21LF 73450 T-H 70 il /e 15 A ~F /] LA
YERIRE AL 8RR .

TPPG YUzt 7 — Ml fm, S WE MEE, MBI “25 N7 ftbam e, 7 —1%
TR RIS, BT 0 S T AP RNE R BAT, X AT RR A4S DG A PR 1) 55 W3 i ) 14
LATIA RN TR F, RHELRBEA R TANFBEAAFONWTTE. FFE, 16 N =7 f R,
SARITEA S ARS8 AL A DI TR A — A PR . IR TURNZ 518 2570 2 B LA 7T
B = 1 FR:

Table 1. The purpose of the study of different economic game paradigms
1 TEEFEeRANMRER

BT %
IR
e i U Il 1
A fii
BRI 25 (UG) LA / %igg
ATt .
e o R ffi .
P 1 2536 50(DG) ey / A SEARET
%= )7 1E 55X (TPPG) AT /
FAFHR(G) ATt AT
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IS, A WM SRIGE A TAT AN, RPIR B M B iR SLIR A 7o R 3L, 76 UG
I, R S 20— e BN SR LA RN, RN AR — e R T . A
PRSRAE, $RIE 9 BL A A rp il A BUR AE 40%~50%2 7], ~FIEAE 30%~40% 2 75 AR T4 Fic i
Hi 20%I) 73 T 7 Sk [ B HE 4 O HEE N 40%~60%, 40%~50%173 4 i) 5 AR/ S il 4,  HAR iRk
7 = 30 48 B 2R BRI (Glimcher, Camerer, & Fehr, 2008; Sanfey, Rilling, Aronson, Nystrom, & Cohen,
2003). kAU, FEVCEBIA T4 BN A BT %8, T BN TR A KA E T %o
BEXHX 3BT “ERMEN BLRMHBL, R IR T LT SRR AT R

2. NFER
2.1. AEFREER (Inequity Aversion)

Hi Fehr AT Schmidt (1999)#2 i, FPR7ETAEBTIR I, AMTRERIESRM m i KALHT “4sF N7
MRFROAAN RS, HEIY TR ARERIR AR T H AT A A2 N7 o AR
PINGE I 7B s 44 FS AR (FS model),  HAERR AT RO 22 807 AEAN A1, I 45 5k
. JF BAEE S s Tl A, R0, e B SR R T B A AP R A, SERUR,
FS RERAMA XN x BRSO BR i aan

U, (x) = —aiLZmax{xj -%,0} -4 iZmax{xj -0}

n-1% -173
ﬁ:muﬂﬁﬁﬁmi%%ﬁﬁﬁ,xﬁ%%w%A%ﬁ%,mﬁﬁmehr%ﬁMﬁEmﬁﬁ
N

MPROHBUR, 3 max{x, —x, 0} 1L AT SR IAUE.
N

EZAT A, AMKPIR NS L STURN x BOFERE B, HEBR T EXR 2 3R A FAHE I B 52w I
BN, BE T IMAATPIRES| RIIZUHIR S, I TEEAME BB A AT N4E A (Klaus et al., 2012;
WEMW, ZEEK ABE, XIFRRE, &SEHEF, 2016).

2.2. HEERFER

i Rabin (1993)#2 th, HIIRIEALE T AMIARMNAGER B YR, MREHIM “4ta” H
bie NATTIE R B AATT I AR I 3 AT, S AT R EBCEAT R, KRN BN A
JEZBR AFAT A4 . Rabin JFEIPEHE RS BB 7 “ &35 %07 (Kindness Function), FLA
TRLETOEIEZE T, 1R SR bR O 7 R IR T 2R X007 )RR I8 98, 05 2 5F XX FHE S
(Belief) % %5 411 % (Geanakoplos, Pearce, & Stacchetti, 1989). H. B flw #4514k 1) %50 FH B8 B0 20N -
Ui (a.bj,c )= (a,b; )+ (b.c)[1+ f; (a.b;) ]

by
B U, (aby,0 ) MK, 7 (a,b,) {5 5 H MR #5
F, (03,0 )[1+ 1, (a,by ) | AR T HRARRIT A F 262 5 B 0.0 B
TERURh, ARG LE AR O R 7, (b, ) 30 O T OIRROH, 3o i o
B0 (1, (30by)) 010 ( F, (b)) AT b0y o R, LTI L 2 b5 2y i o 5 0 2
CIGEE e e )
AT RRE “EEVEA” (RTINS B S RAIEDBL E AR T 5 03 S, TSR
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AT (IA) N EFIFE SR AP RIS &, 30UE T MR AP RLF, FE7E UG, TPPG. 1G &iu 152
3% 1iF (Biella & Sacchi, 2018; Sun, Tan, Cheng, Chen, & Qu, 2015; Yamagishi et al., 2012). H. 2 kA 7 A Kot
J7 ISR B TR EE A BEESE T AMA B R I AR, JRAE UG Ju 18 2%k (Fehr, Fischbacher, &
Géchter, 2002), JEid FiRPIREAL MR, FRATAMER L, iR M Bt 52 M DL E R AN
Femlifty AN BB F R — N E R R, BRI AMOSE B ST A B 5 1R A
I B G BT RN 52, DA AR N BIAT A AR AT B E

Bribz gb, FATFHEFIE PR LT AR 2 B b 2 AN B T iR, BRI MR E
Wk 7 55 T GRS RS AR, BTSSR ME LU 55 Fr A I 22 5 2836 2, il DG Ja K.
BT R R AR R UG IR I T R, WA RIEW SRS, BN “@5 N7 Bk, UG NIZEE
AR E ORI, 10BN F U R B2 /M, 810, AR4E Forsythe %5 A (1994)8F 78 Hh LI 45 S
N, MEE R, PRUGE A N FH S BRBEIEARZ 0, WAREBT AT TR, HAe
KEFAAIFEFEAR R I T — 45 . X BETC L A B BRI S R AR, V@ T A P imir A
[At, Bolton 1 Ockenfels (2000)#2 H T LA R AR BSR AR M AL Z

2.3. Z - HH - 448 (Equity, Reciprocity, and Competition, #&#k ERC)

AR AR GVEMAE B 5 s B, AHEC T FS AL, [RIBS SS9 E A w2, RIS A
FIFEXH BB (12, 2011, 4 WHAE, 2016). [RINF, 7ESWMLEOAREE, 2T HEMWLE, §inoeEiMAeg
FEMRABENLE B . WTITEUF T ATE KR LA BT ORI AR 23 R, 2R lRiFE DG
oI B sE AR B (Weiland, Hewig, Hecht, Mussel, & Miltner, 2012).

3. BRI S AFE

LU E T ARSI —M, MAMER 2 B YR AR 2 R 2 50 R T AR A S IR AT AR SR
MR RP AR BUME R — W, AdEar, WK, &5, 20205 FHE&T, 2020). AF
VENFER B B B AR, SZRIBER S I . FELTRIRIZR,  AMAERAE 9 [R5 K B A 1 Rk
ORISR B AMEEAR RR 03 1 4R A B T R 2 P AR R AN R 1 [B] B2 (Biella & Sacchi, 2018; Mcauliffe & Dunham,
2016; Mendoza, Lane, & Amodio, 2014; Schiller, Baumgartner, & Knoch, 2014; Wang et al., 2017; Wu, Leli-
veld, & Zhou, 2011; FEai 5, 2014; EE2B&ECH], 2016; KM &B KI5, 2018). £ LRHFTH,
I A N AR R AEAN A A PR T IR G DL, S5 R, A A BE &
B0 N BEAA R R 5 SMEEAR R I 2 A B 2 e, B 2 M R S AR L R H A AP T
R E YT JIHIIE T (Biella & Sacchi, 2018; Schiller et al., 2014; Wang et al., 2017; F253C%, 2014; ik
W H &R 5, 2018), TM/DEBA B A KL N A SR AR 2 R BN EH E 2 iR R N, 3
T3 5R 7 A PRSI IAT (Abrams et al., 2014; Mendoza et al., 2014; Wu et al., 2011). 541, Wang et al.
(2017)3d3d UG JEzURI, AHLL T iEEA AP AIVAF I BT 2 A0 Tk B BRI AP/ o J7 %
FERZE T o T Wu 55 A (2011) 8 H DG i 2R IUAE AR TR B AR A AP 73 Bl 75 8245 BESE i Al . @
i TPPG Juzt, Schiller 25 A\ (2014)461E 7 AEA-FRVEIIPAT H, AMARIEIN H RIHE Al D0 5] IS RO A B4
{14 s 52 AT SRR R B0 il o 72 AP ITE IIRAT o, BEARLEAS [ 2 55 2050 Kb R I P R AR AN ]
FIELG, T4 BIRR 2 A A BER (R 52 (Ingroup Bias) 1 2 2 %% (Black Sheep Effect).

REHEMRE (In-Group Bias) 52 FEH M (The Black Sheep Effect, BSE)
#Her b, B EAMEL 70 48, M40 Brewer (1979)50 KL, AMATER S B8 bt BEAA 4 B
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AANBEARAN A IS BEA BRI DA S BRAR RS S — E 24N, OB ZEL I R L 1
252 FNGHEA R O, 1935 2 (1) SR B SRAS 2H A R () TR T VR, BB Y P B4 22 (In-grroup
Bias). SULIFNS, X AMEEARE I B D BRI R AR T 2 B RCEAITE BT I R, R AN AR
151(Out-group Derogation/Out-group Discrimination). S5UtAH&%, Marques, Yzerbyt 1 Leyens (1988)%2 i1
£ (the black sheep effect, BSE)Z BHAH LL T AMEAR B 51, /AT 7 SR IR Ak (1) P9 A A4 1l 072 PE0 B D99
Weo IFH, IXFhEELLIA] AL %N (Inter-group Differentiation) FIEEAR Py i 52 1] LAILTE T REAR N, BN, 7ERERR
HAH, AMATTRES [FII I H PR 22 AN BEARIZ 45 (In-group Derogation) . IXFf A BEAAR I 451 1 0 52
MIBEFR 2 =E RN

TESLERMBE AL, AR R L5 AP RO AR, AR T I R R HRE, TN G o] 25 B2 A 7
WA RDFAT g, AWEGR AT R N BEAA A A FAT T 5 OB, RO 838 )T R B el g, H
R th 1 PR B SR 40 ol i B P R A i 522 1 8 = R0

4. DNERZERITHE AR E IS &R
4.1. MIERBERIE(Norms-Focused Hypothesis, NFH)

TEAR A, AN NIEH B 5t NG 1EFI15 2] A P57 (Dick, Haslam, Tyler, & Blader, 2001; Fehr &
Fischbacher, 2004). 44— M ANEH NWEARBR M BB R T, ML SRR R ES), WA= EE R
PSR o T4 P HE AT S, IR B3 AT 9 AE K B BEAAR P B 57 B A LG Tk B A A0 R 8 I o ol P Jak
= ns@ &N (Abrams et al., 2014; Biernat, Vescio, & Billings, 1999; Valenzuela & Srivastava, 2012), I N
AT N B B 3 AN A AT 25 57 i AR ST NG X R R AN Rl 2 2k A P a AT, BARFERT
FlEEH, Wu Al Gao (2017)K H e fal BEAA VO AUER AR S 4y, A SO AEAA i LA AP RIVEAE 3~6 & ) LE 2
IR, KR 5~6 2 L B AH b T H AR RS By B AN 55 284 S A1 ) T 73 100 N AR IS I . [RIAEAE Pl 22
S SEEG Y, AUESE T[RRI R SR P BEAAR 1R A S RIS 38 1 BE NN (Mendoza et al., 2014) .

PGSR AR B RN, AR T2 THURI A J2 1T PR AR D T 15 DA AR VS 4E RR BB (Hewig
et al., 2011; KR5S, 2020). M&ZH b, —J7iH, AR E SN EAVEATT S A0 13X L 2 i
FHARITE RIS, 3 — 7, BTG X MR B AR AN E L 77 B AN N84T . BEEZ 1 |,
TSRS 1) Th RE 2 TR RE R A Bt SR D AR ERF AR 2, it AAEO T B 44 5] (Intergroup - Interactions) 1) H.31,
XLEHRTEAEREAR N (Intragroup  Interactions) ) FLANH BEANSR Y, I H. 5 AU SRR AR5 I i Jg AR
IAZOIEIFE R IEPTE “ANCLAEE, AROTIE” , BTG RTERG. BV EMYERE A 1) 2561,
WARTHAE A PR 96 I AAEAT N, AN T 4ERFREAR ARG 20 B AL ) A AR B 52 45 T 7™ 73
{18 5 2 AT DR AP RIS (R HRAT

4.2. SR RIFIRI (Mere Preference Theory, MPT)

b O B G BRI FH i SR AR AR L0y mh (R 3 5L, DA AT P AR i 7 A 17 0 LB B 1)
FA LW, EIEE. S1F. %A% (Hogg, Abrams, & Brewer, 2017). Tajfel A1 Turner (1979)%2 H! At
2\ A # i (Social Identity Theory, SIT)IAA, 2AMADIR B (Ed) & 45 € 4t S8, [H R HA R3]
VR RBEAAR 0 77 25 b (R 55 ERIANEL R I, 2Bt A 24026 A bhi . BURIX 2 = FhF B AR 1)
#E2x N IR (Social Identity), Jf H DAt HE M A O E &, X Fr B S 10UR B T A A R 5 AR DG I SN
AL . AR o AE T B CREER, YONE SRR AR LS, JRE SRR A 2R
A b o B AVA ) 22 S, S0 2 5| SR ) i DL AR A R 5, BT AR O AL PR 72 A R 1 i
JEFE i BRI A B BRI 7R S (K A B & Ak, 2006)
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MEAARI T T RIS EIARS, AR BRI AR I (Brewer, 1999)f 75 AT JE &
B2 NBER A I AAT R o IX B PRI B 1 S AT Sy 2 A A 145 R AR R PR BTG
BET A AR BT P REVE S50 . TR XA FIORF T, W RE R NS 55 N ANEEAR R
D SE R T I BRI R S I, AATTRE BRI R O A ASPAT R R B E S T AMA SR, YO EEE
FERRVE AN HE 58 7 S22 P 52 v, INITHRIE T BN A 23 BE BT 5 SR BV A B 2 AT 9 (CF 26 555
2014; K H &M ETT, 2018). XMW YLH] [ HEARINF R LW 1 A-F TS HIHAT .

—J7TH, SRR LF ER RN N TR R T RS AL SN R SR (5K AR SS , 2020) . P4 B4 i 22 75 B A 2
S IE — B[] 44 JE PRI AR SR AR NS T 11 B A R B T S A 3 A A S v DU 1) PN AR AR R 3 PR AR VP
AL, HOH T AT TEE R, P T WA R EZRILR .. 55—, B EAGREA
X B IAN A AT N BB E BN B 0 0 A R R R 2 R P Al 2 P BB S R, X R 4 ] el
Ly HEFE E(Theory of mind, ToM) I FE AR BE1F B fFRE (Perner, 1983). EREFREZNH, W 70 K IAMARE
ZE BT T BAT RIS, 1K D7 T 50K 2 A8 APPSR R R A 2E T, B, B 5T R ILLE T
X E AN A A EE, 23805 5 O BEES A OB I FT 250 K2 5T (medial  prefrontal cortex, mPFC)
F) % He 5 5 hn T 4 5 O B 05 [ (dorsal anterior cingulate cortex, dACC) 2 [ I REERE, IXAE—EFLSE
BT AT AT NSRRI G AL mPFC 5 dACC 2 M) REEH s s th s i T A 15 Bh A 22
AN TR AR PN N S iy i #2 (Fatfouta et al., 2018).

43 BFRAS A FRROERES

EMNHTSCATR, AMATEIEY “AU N7 BRE, X T AU Rk 5 B LA S S 5 TN T KA
FE, RPN X BCRERS S B Oy SRR 28 1 BN 8 DOUBAE L), 5060 75 7= A B I I Bl WL (L 2 e 47
B AR T A AP POEM SR SRR . Fik—DHh, P55 - B - SR B BRI AP 45
FRERBR TSI “Sag KT —— S NFAR L], FRRFHESE T DG i 2 R At i U (0 47 7E
(Weiland et al., 2012), ZZ/5 7 LA A ORFI CF R . # 2 0 B 225NN BRI 52 A5 B
YRR A R AR ELBN M S, BIAMAR B gl (0T N AR = A2 T R0, YONARES T AN AR R L, IR
RTINS, B EAE TR B P A T A R DR AT . (BAEFLSERIBEPR BN T, MR 2L
R, H E B G AR AR (BRI A, A1 MATE AP SRAT A B RAFATE 4“4 .
I, ANMIAT B B SRR R 2 AR BIR SRR, ERFAOKCP ISR B38BT R &K/ AT E AR AR
FGS A2 75 1 1 2 BE I B R TS 4EREEAL) -

FEAERT AR CEREBR TLBN T 5 T JRIFET,  JRATAME R DB BR P s 58 5 P b 1) 38
FRREATAE— 8 I BIRFIZE X o — 7T, FEREA R WD AT RS A B IR B, FRATT 4 A 30 2 A A 28
TR ARG . OIS HOR OB I s2m, Gl 1 BTR . TIN5 45 e I S R B (U
D) A5 75 R (L 2 i G S 28 ) DA R Qe 2 R st 77 1R 43 TIC 77 5 (oo BER B ) A e M A e 17 MR )
FPRRSE, X =R AR MR R EEARI I BB A R . SR, 9038 78 560 = A 0 1 [ I
HIE o 20 T BB ARG S I A FAT NG R, R WA AR R R e, LT M B
TS [RLRE AN [0 BEA 0 (M4 2 T AN A SRS (BEAAR Z DI T, 200 T AN it s i B e) . A
S PR A4 2= {1 Rl T+ (Everett, Faber, Crockett, & De Dreu, 2015). /XM, 7EHT SCATR A 7 Py
FHES R, APEEROBAR, P8 - B - E A SR B AUE 4R S LEL 2 A TS
R AMERIRBEINL . BERSEE . A1 2 WG S5 4k 2 O 8 e AR 2 Al 407 R - 5507 THI SR AR MR TE B A
HHERSRAT s TR e 2 A B ) [R5 o B AR 11928 TELAE 2 TEARE (R 0 R AR B v 45 2148 3L 1)
o
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Figure 1. The theoretical integration of group bias and fair decision
E 1 RIS ATRENIELES

ST, SFE ATV OLEREA A WAL A R SR ER e b, T i 52 R 3 = R5ORE A HE I SR B b e 2%
(¥1 H (¥2& — ¥ (Mendoza et al., 2014). 7T & K = RN ) H BN — b 5 v SR KR R RS T Y A
i 52 (¥ T LS, RIS I A5 28 AN AE 3T R B 3 (AN A AT D, T DL A A (B R AR B AR B 2R 7
IR AYERF AR 2 o PYBE A (i 52 A1 R RN AR AR, (H S P LA AP SR AR AR 2 1 1 AR %,
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