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Abstract

Objective: Previous studies conclude that for a cooperation task involving multiple causes and a
joint outcome, each cause bears the full responsibility for the outcome. This is not consistent with
human practices. According to practical experience, the authors propose an addition account for
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responsibility judgments in the cooperation task. The addition account involves two points: The
correlation principle that responsibility judgments should increase with the role of causes in a
cooperation task, and the addition principle that the sum of responsibility judgments for multiple
causes should be equal to the full responsibility. Methods: Two experiments tested the two prin-
ciples in prospective and retrospective responsibility judgment, respectively. 120 college students
participated in the experiments. Results: The two experiments consistently demonstrate that for
each of the unequal-role problems, responsibility ratings increased with the role of causes. And
for each problem, the sum of mean responsibility ratings for each cause approximated the full re-
sponsibility. Conclusion: Responsibility judgments in the cooperation task followed the addition
principle.
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1. 5l

TEAL AN T, IR 2 RS H SR LSRR TN . RAGTERES P IEA FHE R el E &
TS, HIBMES A RERED; BN EEAES R MifEX AR, AR R IR 36 A 4 i 2
ANER), 2B FIRZ 5 R EEH 2R 5 BT s S R Bt iR R/ e o, — Tk el &
B GRS H, F AN RS RN =225 B AR RS RIS . B4, 56
TEAESS SRR H R 5 252 ma AT STAEAI W 2 56 B AR RIE S R 2250 1 ) R 2% 42

DU AT LAy R REPE TTAR A WA B E ST AE AT . BURSTE SR HIWT R 4e, FEG R AR, K
JER R A o o ke 4 SR (MO 1) 97 22 K () B4 (Hart, 2008). [m1E SR HI T2 18, E b Rk A e, #
b B IR A %o 45 B 47 2 K 514 (Gerstenberg & Lagnado, 2010; Lagnado & Channon, 2008; Robbennolt,
2000; Zultan, Gerstenberg, & Lagnado, 2012) .

o - BB T B AT W P AR o AT A SR A5 R (the expected pivotality model) A1 i 5 3 & A7 (the
simple heuristic model). HAfFICHEERE 3T Rapoport $i2 H i i HE P 5 BEME & (Rapoport, 1987). 1l i 14 I g
sefi: EFERAN, SURREERMES MG R SUEHIBME S A R, 41X 4 A0 A1 BA 45 R 2
RTBETERBEN), EO ARG SR DA AR CBER T,  ESARAESS R AETT, FHMTHESbEE
FARECE G INTIN . f6B R R SRRT,  FE SRS R AT, AMeAIEES A 20Tk, B4
TR EAEAESS PIR S ER 2 A EE 1, BT DA R ATHE VR OCEE Y, #6742 6 51 1F (Lagnado, Gerstenberg, &
Zultan, 2013). Lagnado, Gerstenberg, & Zultan (2013)% {75 BAR B RN i B 5 A SR RUE 7RSS . ABATT
I AAEAT 551 B 1 5 S SR AT RE M S AT, Wil 1 FR .

HE L F, AFBRARESEESFHER A, ERER, §ikMRFE A MBS 5MESNEEL
%o BORIMTSS MBS LB A G, PR SRR SE BT T e v FE R . SeIR sl R, ES1FT
S AT, BRI T RE A AR B SRR RTRE M OCERE , WO EAAFREE A 5T . Lagnado et al.
(2013) ¥y S B6 25 SR A a7 5 R AR ZRY (98 F0MU i AN A B4R G SR ABE 28 () )
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Figure 1. Diagram of the prospective responsibility
judgment in the cooperation task

1. A1EESEEMREFIEROEE

SXoF [ ) e A 0 W A A 3 1 1 A A2 &5 #4578 (the structural model) (Chockler & Halpern, 2004), &%
MRERLN, FEATEES T, SHERR/NIGR T S BRIE BT tH Rk B F C X458 E & B i i 2
1) S S SRR R IR X B O R BRI 0GR, AR GRS E RAS, Rk C ] DL I
BERE, Ba CXERE RFEN, CEMEATUE. THETUERHARA: Resp (C,E)=1(N+1). &
1, Resp (C, E)HI& N, F—JRH C X 45 E EAMTHE; N IS SO, ZEHM; C 4R E &%
B, BR C4b, BESCRHEERE RS KE. B, A, BRI C = ANAIEREMR—TUES. = AH5>
fESHRIM, BAEAEATS R ISR, I A (53T 75 B0 50 H SRR 1% 100 Hh % 21 SE 3 A
X G AFAT 55 45 B 2 JSR I FT 7 00 S TS U i I, BRI A S N B S48 B #1 C 5\ B 2R AT A
S E OO I (R IR S iR), B A BRSO v 7 A VESS R . BERT, A XA 1ESS
B4k, N=2, Resp A=1/3. [F¥, RespB=RespC=1/3. WHBE=NKIIMMELSE R, mE&E
VEAESS LT . MR, SERRERITN, — A5 R0 CHN, A E A THER 1. B, 2
BUONH, BARES RIS, A FAF ST E: AIEES BRI, A FAAREE 45 5T .

Gerstenberg 1 Lagnado (2010)X &5 /RN EAT 7G50 . HLSLIRes R, A 1RSSR, ME5%
I AR S BE A 5T BARAESS BRI, i g — A F AR AT T . X RSB
Zultan et al. (2012) S 56 45 R R RERT & S5 AR R T o

Lagnado S5\ N, A AEATSS Hh 0 53 AT I B [ B 52 1 i I 1 G Bl e R [ 1 4 DG S 28 1) 5% ] (Geerstenberg
& Lagnado, 2014; Lagnado et al., 2013). Al 15X HAfr S BRSO AE T ke 4521
SCREfE R R AR . RS, A AT 2 IE VR SS 1 EI (n ] 2 o) 77 225 St i) [l 1 5 A 1 B o
EE 2 W, VT RORES T, X7 RAATR R WIRENE FEE, AR A AR S RIS
ROEZRMTUE SRR, SRR G AEAT 55 B T 4T %G AR AT 55 SR Bt Tl «

. ®
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Figure 2. Diagram of the retrospective responsibility judgment in the cooperation task
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FE] P AT 9 2 BB SR AR DN DR 3R (A0 S AR U W RO B8 A ROIRA . STEMISRAY. MFH AR M.
AIEARIE . AT NBIHL LA R R DR )AL S5 ) 0 T AR R W iy sz e (0 8 42, 20125 4522, 20045 2555, 2015;
MRERE, 20015 gkIZ00, 4L, 2003), B S EIE 2R (A0 5 B VR )X STAE AW s e, ik
BHEREEVEATS ST R

R, SEHTRTEAEAT S5 D AT W7 AR 9 i U i DR SRR PR XS S AT T R s o 1 B AR e R TR AR 45 1)
BN, XA VEAR 25 AT HEVE B AT AR & VBT 55 BN 5 (I STAT W, RN R R S Al 5. 4R
i, XHEAFEAMPIELEL . EREMEIEES T, 2AERFARNERE S TS BRI R,
K 7 H AR A R R R 5T, AR SRR AR ST, thAh, R R @R IS H Bk
g3, LR B R R R SR 54 . SRl I 5T 25 S R AR F G ST AEHI T 2 . AR X
SRS, W 2 A RR A BT (I — AN EER AN E A EE R — N F RIS M ST HIWT, FA'
M R B 1) AT SR A e JE ), BRI AT 45 vh B A TR DR P A A s AN 25 T 43 34T
2) o 5 R BT AT W I K /N7 ) 23 45 SRR I ARDOE R/ — 880 3) T DRI 7= A D &5 SR A AR A FHBROK
FOOT T 45 SR DTHRER O, IR R PR P AT A AN X A R R ), B AR B A R
ER BT, AR B EAA R THE; & TR BN ET 20T, 4) X RMMER, BT
JR R RIS RE S ORI 25 5, BT DU — 5 R S B0 Ml SR O R ARSE Y, B AN TR I i DR
PRI R BEAT o AR B AE AT L N B A R R 3 B AR, R AR A L & 2R SR W (1)
BT, S TUERE I N S T A T T 7E RIR PUAMB e, vk i DU R 1) B T A 0 S
Fe B2 E W I RRE] . IXFE, XA RS R TERIWT,  FR PO AME B R LA S5 0 A i 0 1
fife e, FRATTIRZ N T AR 0 i R v A

AW L G B AT S R R AR X ST sgm, ML S BiR R % . SEIe—H 804
VEAE S5 (I HTHEVE ST WY,  STE6 — B8R EARAT 55 I [ 1 54T . SEE0 35 4R S

2. SEER—
21. &

2.1.1. #ik
AR A 8 K F A AR A 40 N, P B4R 10 A, @4 30 N, Bl aE R JE o 17~20 %7,
PRI N 17.98 % .

2.12. M8

SEIAPRE N — SRR P . O S EENANEE . BN E BB = BN —
W FR

5 21H

THIRB LU R E , $ MR M H 8o 6 TR IR, AR AR R R T 4T 20 RIS AR A
B2 o 6l I, 15 0%~100% 2 8] (1 — A 11 3 MRS AR IO T, 71 0 BOBOR SRR R BE = o 4%
NS F I ST N SO SE Bl U I O A A

1) FEAMEEEARR, Allen EZEFSTHRIEARKFARIEIE. Bob WG STX FARIBIEAT I HANLEIELS
WATRLSE TR BT — 2B R RS AR LT ARTE Allen A1 Bob S 1E5E /K.

a) fESLIRT AR, Allen B EE (/N T45TKT) Bob HIH Z .

b) Allen Xt FARBIK 54T 2 KK FIE? ()

¢) Bob Xt FA MM A 2 KHIBHE? ()
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2) WA —NMETHIETWEE L. HTXMEFRE, FEMAFER LA Carter 1 Duncan
—REER A B A T LERIES, Wosid R, WA BaE M T A i,

a) TEMIE(ESSH, Carter (EZEM(NT4T KT) Duncan [ E ZE 4,

b) Carter X {T-55 BUW 51 A 2 KB 5TAE? ()

¢) Duncan X 4E 55 M 1A 2 K 5T4E? ()

3) W BATH B A NIL R ERES F F15R 5047 o ALTE AT (19 N BE 2545 07 I RSP Al , SCELER B FH /7
ARTE G TH N R TR BREE F 1. B Eric A1 Fisher — A\ 75 BIL IR — XN AT %5, 58 BAE FLE I ) Y
FIAHH AT S5, Herb Eric 7ERT, Fisher 765 T .

a) TERATAESH, Eric FEZEM(N TS T KT) Fisher [FJHEZE M,

b) Eric T M 1A 2 K 5TE? ()

¢) Fisher X4T45 W i 2 K THE? ()

4) BUTE BEA— A B 0 PAR E R B — A b, X R EFASFFER T George 1 Hugo 7E /i
IR — R A RS

a) EPLFAESH, George FEZEM(NTFEET KT) Hugo A E ZE,

b) George XHE55 I 2 K TT4E? ()

c) Hugo XHE 55 UM 1A 2 K 5T4E? ()

17 2 o PO AN R G 4 R RSP ) VR A o — BB i BRI, 5 — YT AR S R I
Hlo FEREARIR G, R RE AR S (8 E R0 5 R A A 4 0 8 H A8 SCHES

2.13. it

SR R F A N BTt SEER A AR SRR 55 P SR AL K4 PR RN (FFE AR S A
AAHEEPIA SR AT) o PR B A S PR ST AR I T o

1) 56 B DY A 20 g i e T PRI AR S5 gl AT JER R4 P AS AR S i o 3 B R L PRI P S 4 i
PR A R Eh 4 R AR L. ARG AT 8 H & TR R ARSI H o 53 40PS 8 H & T R R A
MR E . SEABEEE = 55— G ER PG B P R R B 2, A B Sl U
ERE e B H b A B AR A R AR ] SRR 7 A S R A A 2 P S A 0

{7 B R A AT, AR S AR S5 AN R R BOAE P AR SE, AR B R AR 2 A 5. TTAn
ARRETIN, AEEVRARESS R, X rp B A ST AR W 2 Bl A i AL FH 8 o 3+ 9 Bl s A1)
WeRE R N S, BRI B AL DA S AN 35 T 2 A DA E

2.14. BF

BORFE B H R R R S s . SRR — E 2 Er i = Bt T . A H HEA IR AN R B F ) 5
Y232 HEB ) 77 AL 5 R AR R 58 3K 0] 4 1R B TR A BR, SEBRSE T 1) K208 10 8. RK4AH
AN— AR
22. KR5S

KA — AR 1 s . £ EVE ARSI E L B a8 (100%) A A P SR R AT
o FEANRBEHE ISR H T, K2 HR MK T 70%) 08— B (Allen 57 Eric) i #2244 K
T 55— JEF (Bob B Fisher)[f) B 221 . Bl i RS IE b 0 B AN 780 L o 99 A DRV R RO ARG K/l e X 5
W e R FAR N KNI BB R A R AEREANEEE s RS S R S A W £~ 22 K 0 A R B
T, XERW], PO ATIEE SO — BT S ik R
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Table 1. Results of importance comparison and responsibility judgment in Experiment 1

%1 SR EEMRAR MR

e Carter Carter = Duncan 52.20 (11.62)
s Duncan 40 (100) 51.80 (11.70)
_— George George = Hugo 54.50 (15.68)
Hugo 40 (100) 54.50 (15.68)

\ Allen Allen > Bob 74.08 (17.86)
A Bob 28 (70) 37.43 (22.59)
i Eric Eric > Fisher 62.83 (13.79)
Fisher 32 (80) 39.68 (15.80)

X TR RE ARSI H B3R — SV RAH SR P A SR R 23 Sl AR 48 50% 1 534, XS AN IR
BRI E FE A5 4 B3 24 T £ ot ) B 4810 (97.59%; 100%) i 35 KT 6F R A J5E DA/ AN R 45 114 B A 40 i gtk 1 B 51
(2.5%; 0%) (* (1) = 14.44, p < 0.005, W = 0.60; 4* (1) = 16.00, p < 0.005, W = 0.63). T J& I FH A HH A4 1)
PIANERE o 32 225 K (Allen A1 Eric) 57 A1 4 (¥ - 280 2 w5 T % 25 DK (Bob AT Fisher) B 44 i 1)
H1%(t (39) = 7.13, p < 0.001, d = 1.80; t (39) = 5.32, p < 0.001, d = 1.56). X, BIMENETATHIM&BEE R
DRI FH R 38 o 3

R, WA AVEAT S I RTIE T ST RIS IVE MR T, 1T AT & a7 50 8 R U Y (1 T o

3. LG —

Feo AR A FISIHS B PSSR SN 5 A AR 55 I (S % A)RIBL T (S50 BT DA 1 )
[ A AT O

31. B

3.1.1. #k

B AR A L0 KA IR AR R 4 80 N, 06 A Fil B %40 Ao 236 A B34 15 N, k25 A,
BARFEWVE N 17~20 &, ~FIJ4ERE N 18.20 % . S86 B B4k 13 N, ZcA 27 N, #hilEidyu oy 17~21
%, FHIER N 18.13 %

3.1.2. #rRFNET

SIS A LR S SIS — PR i, RIS IE — H 1 4l SRS 1) R SO R R P R I
ThEE SRR . S 1) 468 H o WA ST R, B R R B LR R . SR A BRA RS
DRI PR SEATHIWT, 556 B HERAEAT S5 BTN (M STT 0. S208 A RISEES B 18 B Rl a0 R iR .

HAEAES RIS H -

TESMEFFEARET, Allen 2 61 ST# A AR I F-AR4AE . Bob M 6t 50T F- AR AEMRIEAT T 3 R0 I8% 25 AL
KHEETAE. WA — 4 BEFEMIMEIFAR. HFARTFE Allen 1 Bob A1F 58k

1) fEFARLFEF, Allen RMEVIFRBAIRIEAL, Bob TAERFEHVE. &, FARALREH,
BHETEHRFAR.
@O Allen X} FARKM A 2 KIITHE? ()
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@ Bob X FARKMAIA 2 KITHE? ()

2) FEF RS, Allen #AEFFEHITE, Bob X astliE i ANGE, UJIEGy. &%, FARZKRML,
B HERRTFA,

@ Allen X FARKM A A 2 KIITUE? ()

@ Bob X FARKMAA L KKTHE? ()

3) T RIS, Allen RANEVIFRITALHIAIEALIL, I H Bob Xf StliE d AN, V) IRy, 2%,
FAREREN, BEFHEFRRTA,

@ Allen X FARKMAA 2 KINTIE? ()

@ Bob X FARKM A L KKTHE? ()

AR EH -

FEANBFF AR, Allen I 2 ST #AF BRI T AR$AE . Bob A1 5T6 TR SR MHEAT I B A £ 85 A4
BIEETAR. DU — 4 88 & Z AR IEF AR E Allen 1 Bob & {E5E. EFARLFEF, Allen 1]
JRUIBR TIRSEALEY, JF H Bob X8l RIS . &%, TR, SEEE.

1) Allen X FAR M EINEE R A 2 KINTHUE? ()

2) Bob X FARII I G RIAT 2 KITIE? ()

XA AR P A B AR RIS RN BT 5 s 3 — A TR

FEETRAES . A EARESS AR, SRR AR AR ER T, A i R 1349 2 i 4 0 5
£, BRI L5 EETRAES RN, SMERTI, AR RN /E R S, R4 R
DAL A f DA TOANVARRRETIEIN , 3o L v S DR ) S A i 2 B 2 T DR P a4 m - 9 FL s
(¥ BT R T i B0

3.13. EF
TR Y 5 S8 — A [ o

32. ZERE N
S ISR 2 PR AEREAS B EF BRI D I SRS RSB IR S AR i 1
PR S AT A ST IXRY, BARXK ST I — AT SR B

Table 2. Results of responsibility judgment in Experiment 2 M (SD)
2. LW REFIEAILER M (SD)

SEEG A
A SR i 4 JF— T fk RIS %% B
Ve ENG FIEN

o Carter 79.75 (24.41) 24.75 (30.28) 54.75 (17.10) 53.75 (13.34)
e

Duncan 20.50 (25.08) 75.50 (29.76) 55.25 (18.26) 53.75 (13.34)
s George 79.50 (26.40) 23.25 (29.51) 55.50 (18.25) 53.38 (13.65)

Hugo 25.25 (30.55) 81.5 (24.81) 55.50 (18.25) 54.13 (13.44)
- Allen 89.75 (13.30) 16.75 (23.25) 61.20 (19.00) 63.00 (18.60)

Bob 9.75 (13.06) 85.88 (15.97) 52.00 (20.28) 49.63 (20.39)
w Eric 60.12 (37.78) 43.75 (32.06) 54.88 (19.26) 61.10 (14.41)
BT

Fisher 40.63 (37.20) 62.00 (29.52) 54.63 (17.66) 41.65 (14.09)
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SH A RERH, TEAEESH, UAEE— NI — AN R, SRS S5 R A AR AT 25 2R
FEBEMTAT. ERAD BRMMELIRMIKAE T, ST HRARE = EEHEERNEE, XA R EE
AHEE 1) 53 A 40 07 PR A3 1K P B 4511(92.5%; 959%6) ¥ 35 e ] I At AR AN AH 48 1 513 A 1 T ) 4k 1) B 491 (7.59%;
5%) (#* (1) = 11.56, p < 0.005, W = 0.54; /% (1) = 12.96, p < 0.005, W = 0.57). XEH, FEE1EE5 KM,
P VR AR S RN R E A S5 ) STAT R 0 T IR R = AR E A SR H . EFAREE S, B
Xof 32 S Al (Allen) 53 A I B (111 350 800 (6 1. 2%) ¥ 25 v T % 22 5 B (Bob) 53 A1 I W 1 T35 50 (52%) (t (39) =
3.11, p < 0.01, d = 0.47), {H & 50% 40 Wr 4™ B IR 43 70 A 4H 50% 534, AN S5 R ) ST AT A2 4
G TESRAT R H v, X 3 5 DR (Eric) BT W7 P 38 2505 0] kB iR TR (Fisher) 53 48 40 W 1 ~F- S50 80 ) 22
SR ZE (L (39) =0.06, p>0.05). A F, HEVEAES TR PG RIE I, o R A J5E R 57 A 40 e
ZRIAR, B ZH MR ERL AT T X T & 45 M BRI AR 0 T30

TERRINATS5 %1 J5 PR R AR S PRI R, 0l 9 A 5 DA A S8 P 5 A4 0B 7 4 X ) L 4871 (100%; 97.5%)
S v TR A DR AN AR A B A T 0 K 8 R 451 (0%; 2.5%) (7 (1) = 16.00, p < 0.005, W = 0.63; /*
(1) =14.44,p < 0.005, W = 0.60). XKW, TEGIEAESRIINT, a1 AR S 0PI 5 R E A4S 1) T4
ST o T JE R VE P AS AR 0 5, o6 32382 SR PRI (Allen 1 Eric) 554 40 BT () ~F 4080 8. 35 v T 6 ¥k 22 ) R (Bob
A1 Fisher) 57 4T 34 7 (9°F 418k (t (39) = 3.58, p < 0.001, d = 0.68; t (39) = 4.89, p < 0.001, d = 1.36). iXF*H, 7E
PRI GRS, STAERIAIWT 2 e S5 R F A 3 DT 3 K, o FE A A S R B A 40 7 ) s R s 4
WIAT. LU RAFE AR RO, AT G S5 MR R T o

R, SEVEARS BB ST R, 4B AEAE S A SR PR AR O, xR A S B8 ) ST
Wi — MR AR, X T O A MR R AR I T o A A AEAT 55 I ThiT skt 75 A i DL 1) 348 ) B
(AN K /N5 TR BRLE FH I AERE DR /N A — 350, AR IR BT, T ASFF & S5 MR AL Tl o o
4. #ig

SIS — B 5T IS AN R I S AT R . LA IR, XA VEAT S5 R AT RE M BT W 52 S R A
FAMISEI, FEE IR R T, AT 1 B 5 R AR Y T o o A VEAT 45 R Il v Do AT, 5
5 B R, M EAEAESS BN, Bt A S5 DR 53 A 0 U i SR R4 P 34 0 g B 0 . X RF S I R
BT, T ASFF & S5 AR (O T o S36 — ANSEIG B 7E 54T R 0 45 A LR Al — 8. X3 HH, 4
PO R B IS AN R T & R, ST AW R RAE FH R, FFS AR BN, AT A
BT OB AR (1T B 3 A R AN 5 A S 28 ) () F

SEH A BIEE IR, ARG TR A 5L DR R SR T 3 Bl R AR IS, A 1 B 7 A SR R % A
—Y BT, FUTAIW S FIEIE A TT . X TS S MBI R T, A A T OB I 1
BJR R AR B T . X b2 A U, W RE R R B A DR R R SR R SR S A DL 5 B SR
P, NIRRT R e ont 285 B R OB S AR PR A S5 1Ko BT, AN SR DR AR I, &5 5 2R I ) B
T EAR B 5 B0X — SR 5 A 78 43 1 Ji R Sk 35 29 7 4H

R TR, AR AT 55 45 R DA RO AN [F A STAE AL . X TR EE R, R
5 D DRV 77 A2 s D 5 SR R DR FH DR/ IN SR ARORE 2 (8 S AR BT, T LA S 4 e R0 475 D ) 384 v 84
BER, R AR 6 7 A i ah &5 SR b A TR AR P o T4 TSR e 46 R, AN SR IR Sk IMORT &% SR AR I e
(R FH R AREE R, B WA A S R 6 &8 SR R ORI AR S5 1) 54T bl SRR /R F 2 5 B et S
MIFEF o [EIRE R D5 DR AE 7 AR B D 45 R A A FAS [R) T A S BURM A R R o 13X 3 00l 45
AR MR B A [F (0 STAE IR 2o (R, R SR I B A 4 WA Qs A5 - v A e i Tl

LIRS ot gt JR WY, AN RN A VAT 55 (1 T B 1k 300 2 (Rl o S A 0, AATIIG S P — S
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BT IR E M IR, ARG R T R OCE M R R . XN, BEESH 2R
MGG RHER, X—FWRGIYE T AT ST AW A% R I FF G s R 0], B2 A R R i 5
EZ ARG T AT EINEENIBRE T, XA AR T SR R SR, BE 5 R e S 802 R
VR I 3G o 35T 5 DR S B e 1) 15 B J5 R B TR R 5 R Y Tt s A SR R AR AE 4 AT, T B
(1 285 SR B AN SCRFIX R TIN .  HARr DB 5 R SR O 0l — J5 AT 114 X e ) D R T S P A 2 B
B AVEAT 55 v 5 R B R N ek, AEURE AR TR S 08 A et RS 1 S AT I W i vk SR 0, BT DA AN e T
DU R AE PR S BR85S, AR i) A R FUMU AR 6 i DRI 0 080 P 2 I A 141 7 I 5 R0 R 8 v
MR . B2, MAEMTFRRE, AIEES TR SHTHBIRE G INE R TN . 5w 5 IR R st
IR LG, VAR e % S K2 FE R ILAE 1 SR IR 25 2R

PUAE S 36 25 AR F Lagnado et al. (2013) (15256 45 5 . Lagnado 25 (A 78 2 475 181 5 s R SRR A i 2
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