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Abstract

Opportunity equity is an important part of equity, affecting social development and stability. How-
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ever, previous studies on children’s opportunity equity have not separated opportunity equity from
outcome equity, nor have they directly measured children’s opportunity outcome equality. There-
fore, our study used a modified version of the two-person choice task to explore the perception of
fairness among 6- and 7-year-old under different opportunity conditions. In the task, we manipu-
lated the fairness of children’s choice opportunities and separated it from outcome feedback (win-
ning or losing). The results show that, like adults, children feel fair and pleasant under the condi-
tion of opportunity equity. Children feel unfair and unpleasant under conditions of opportunity in-
equity (advantage and disadvantage opportunity inequity). In addition, negative outcome feedback
(losing) will weaken children’s sense of fair and pleasant, while positive outcome feedback (win-
ning) will enhance children’s sense of fair and pleasant. Finally, children’s perceptions of fairness
and pleasure are more likely to be influenced by outcome feedback than adults. This suggests that
children are sensitive to opportunity fairness and easily influenced by outcome feedback.
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1. 5l

NP AN SR FEAREN(T#, AFTHL, 2010; Cowell, Sommerville, & Decety, 2019; Cheng et al.,
2022). XFATHIEESR )2 FEE T % Fhi3R8i(Fehr & Rockenbach, 2003). £ 7634k (Henrich et al., 2006)F1A
[A]£EEE FEAR (Murnighan & Saxon, 1998)H . 785 B S F & K% ALY o Be . ATAEE HE R A1
LTI, XA T A ERA S 2GR 4ERE(Baumard, André, & Sperberm, 2013; Decety & Yoder, 2017).

AR B IF B 5% 00 45 B (20 BE) 2 F-(Schmidt & Sommerville, 2011) . £5 505 XA H AR [F AR
M A5 B A5 [ 4R (Geraci & Surian, 2011). & 12 N HBF, 2Lk CEAFAE AU, BB TR
FH AP EC(Ziv & Sommerville, 2017). 75 3 Z B, JLE R &S 5 fth \~F4EH 3B %25 (Olson & Spelke,
2008; Shaw & Olson, 2012). £ 4 Zf, JLEXS AL 73 BRI ARG 28 OB, i) THE4a% 3 &
ASFI ) 5 /3 L (McAuliffe, Blake, & Warneken, 2014). #£ 6 Zif, JLEEZE T 1 Y005 LUEE B A A1)
45 31 (Blake & McAlliffe, 2011; Shaw & Olson, 2012). 7E 7. 8 X LUJ5, JLEHME M AT, FFiiEL%E
Cu 7 FIIf %2 543 it (Fehr, Bernhard, & Rockenbach, 2008; Smith et al., 2013; Li et al., 2022).

DAAE IR FE R I, NATAMUE L R A, HEMHLZ AT (Aoki, Yomogida, & Matsumoto, 2015; £/
%45, 2018; Long et al., 2018; Yang et al., 2022; Long et al., 2022). Ml 2xAFRATFH 55— EBERYERE
(Arneson, 1989; Breen, 2010; Yang et al., 2022; Long et al., 2022) . 12 AF &8 AN S H AN LL_E FAME 2 15
P R 2 5 RCR A B2 (888 W, FMESE, 2018). Bilan, BURAS K ARESE R . BEMal iy
RIS A, Rl AR SE RS 2] T YISE4h 4T (Dobbin et al., 1993; Pager & Shepherd, 2008). %44&, #lL
DN T HARMIEL R AT IS A TR T, SiRARTRE R T RKIERES, HiX2n] L
BEEZE, EEARSS RANFRE(Marshall et al., 1999). #iltn, EZEMESEfEd, BHEEISHA
AIRE AR, (AT 2 X R A, AT DR 1.

Ml A58 RAFEIRANE, W 7R 5 AN A K B (Aoki et al., 2015). 5455 A AN (1)
K&, ML TRARBEAL 542 K 7 Y)(Range et al., 2009; Proctor et al., 2013), W] EAE NI JE 3]

il
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BHITHEAPER. AT, ROEAFILERILZ A, Shaw Fl Olson (2014) K3 6 %
A8 21 LEEAE TR E WA A AN BE IR 3 B 4 58 = 7 B2 # ), i L AP 7T (A2 H #H A
50% Nl E R IE) AR IE BN A AP TR WM — e AN SA AR, 6 B8 %
(LB H 2 R R IC IR L R, LA A . Grocke, Rossano Il Tomasello (2015)#F 58k — 25 & B,
WEREAN NI B R BN 2 2 — PR (RS =k Gt e, Pskihgt; st —
FRIGAR), 5 5 1) JLE S EE AP I EZA ARSI EL: WER AN NGRS R R BRIl 2 A,
JLE BN A2 3 TR, IF HAEA LA 77 AT SR .

DUERTILEN S AP AR PAAERN — AR . B, DAEXRTILENS A FRIT R A HE LS
NFEEERRN DT LA FI— N SEERHE R T OE s 85 BRI RE, A28 TR 4 R A F(Aoki
et al,, 2015). 1M RMERIWFFE AL AT B GE 1 3RIED IR ATk ik, DMERIWT TSR Bl
&2 )LE MNP A K. Flan, Grocke 55 N (2015) W AR HFER FINL A AT )M ) LE 2 R = IE 4
BUE AN AR EC 7 2, RIS R JLEE TR 1 25 35 (AN FIB L AN A1)l el Ak A 0 A7 T 1% 28 T A 147
B, A=A T AP

NT g B, AT T — A RNIE AT 45 (two-person choice task) IS EURAS, LAPRST)LE
I 2 AR XA, Bk 5 — 2 X T AT 2R AL EL R/ NIFRR, AR XU n] i 4R
RS, A 3 L A& Bl k4 f s> T F (AR A A, disadvantage
opportunity inequity, DI). # ik il AR 15 E 2 T X F (A RIS A A, advantage opportunity inequity,
ADFI A4 B —FE(HLAF, opportunity equity, OE). 5 A3 I 7E A [ 5 & 1 4% i o AT B B —
TRBEAT LL RN, G5 A P FR: BRANS, BRI 2 264 T, Bl iR 5 i X E % [i] 72 2 50%. &5 Yang %5 A\ (2022)
(IR FEIEAL, BRI R A PR IR o T A BRI 43, A E G BT ARRE n] e Hi 2 I AT A T A g
PUBTESY, XU ATiE — 5k 4R 5 F G 7 R S 4 Ll B 8 3R, ek BRIk AT A P A 0 BT 4 o

T HEEM T 6~7 ZILEA AR BEIVIR, FRATHEDLE 5 BEE NI AR, 85 7L
BAREE . BATE B, JLEMBEEN—FE, WP A TR, JLELE OF 44 NI E| AP A,
FE Al A DI 254 N IR EIAS AP AIA I ek, DUEREFE R L2 5610 5 45 R IR AR AE 28 AR (FME 55
2018), AT I LEF BN —FE, STAFEETEM A OOZ RIS A PR, a2 R85 R1
R GaEm) e . BeJa, BT LB T AR EEH, AT LE R AR H S N2 5
B BRI R
2. B3k
2.1 #ik

30 L E—ERFA, 1384 4LE, 17 4584, FHERN 6.47 (SD = 0.51), FRTEEN6~7 %,
28 2R R A, 20 AlcH:, 8 A A, PRI N 21.79 (SD = 1.07), EWSYuR N 18~25 % . £EiRYY
RPE, W IEE B IE G IR .
2.2. L. MR BRF

SEIAT 55 KRR Aoki 25 A (2014) 11 A i 4T 55 (Two-person choice task) &t imi i . Bosk [ & A
3 SRR T DA e B A — R ACRE, i A 4RRE R S 0 A B — SR AR AT LR/, R AR (A
TN 1~10, SEIGUFE WL 1.

NTEAEN AT, PSR BEE R N 3 AN(E = M), 1 FRNLSIESFEET 14
3N B AN A4k, BRI 1AL A (3:3; B F 2B LA 3 5R4CH Lk 1 5K; OE): A A
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LA ATF(3:1; A DA 3 SRAR R IR 15K, *FrT LA 1 3R B ik 15k ADFIARIPLEA
2AP(3:5; AT LA 3 sRARM F ik 1 5K, XTF AT LA 5 sKRACH ik 1 5K; D) =Rl 27K 1.
SCEGHT, 5 ROR IR ABE A F) PR ERHLREAT (I ARRR R, I REOR, AR . IESUSRI T,

Bk Se7E K 6 A trials FIZRSIESS, DMERABLIAESS . 1IEASLE P ILA 3 4> blocks, 44> block 11 6
A trials, DADSREALETT EIGPAR. B poalItFH e 18 FELh3E, h 6 FifEEi3 MLk 1A 2 Fb
LR BRI ) ER 3 T M. REFE LR D)JT AR DR R H R 2B “*7 5, 2BURE Y 1000 ms, 2
PRGBS R R HE ST IR Se 88 ARG B B Bl s B, SBR[ 5y 3000 ms, B (7 SesicE
AR TR AT LBEAT R AL 2 B (0 A7 3 AN Cu i HE, AR T RAHT AAE 3 5K L ik — 3K,
5055 IR EE RN 5 50 07 M A B AR T R T 1T DLBEAT IE R L~ B (- A 5 MR B IHE, AQ
RAE T RIS F AT UAAE 6 sk BLik —ak, AURIMLERD) s 8F RO 2R UOPE e ik h AR H 2
AN T (AR R PRI RN 2 (10 AP PE RS AR - 6 iVF2y, “17 FondER AL THatt, “6”
FoRAEE AL BN, BT EIRE “H BURFIN T A DU R, IR AP RS2 o
oere, PO ZAE 3 RAUE RS 9K, Bk B30 5 ok, HAsg gl 2 galn] DAGE %
IR, R IE E T AL E P S AT IR S, BRSNS B MImEBE /NS M e q & B 33T
FOR/N, WiRBEARR 1, PERER RS Lty “+7 5, fa P S HBEGr <27 5, SR REEIN
[ 3000 ms; 42 T SR TG 2R VI 5 125 T X Hh 19 00 L B 4 SR LA [ RN T 0 AR e 38 K e Jek
B ATIE LIS E WA . G0, POXTEIEE “TERMRIEIZANEER, G5E RN 7T AR AL
HG BN IRESZ B AR AR L 5 et e, R b & S IUARR W gl 7%
IR R AR RE R T ML, e B e R R AR, AR TN, BUE Ry By & Bos “+7
T, RZER “L7 5, RPUETEY 1000 ms; A5, HEAN T —RLETE.
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Figure 1. Experimental procedure
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2.3. BESH

SERGHT, W T AP EAE YU, AR 3 (LA ARILEALF. ARHLEA L) x 2
(A JLEMA, RAEH) MR EZNETT 200 SR mE, X oo, 2nkH 3
ME AP AAPEALT ARPLLART) x 2 (B5R: fi w) x 2 (4)): JLEA, KAEA) =K
FEIMETTZ0Hr. IR JASP 0.9.2.0 # {4 (https://jasp-stats.org/), K H Greenhouse-Geisser 1%
IEAEERIE it 45 8, SR Bonferroni 12 1F 5 J ELi 45 3

3. &R
3.1. &R RIRAETH 2 F R R IES

Bl 2 Js 7 LB BEE AN FEINLZ KT 264 T A PG A s . fE AP, HlakF
AR HAEFA R, F(2,112) = 1.33,p=0.27, 1> =0.02. Pl ERM R, F(2, 112) = 277.72,
p<0.001, 75 =0.83. %I OE (M =5.83, SD = 0.06)1 A T4 i & 7% Al (M = 2.64, SD = 0.20, p <
0.001)A1 DI (M = 1.76, SD = 0.11, p < 0.001), %I Al [JAFEEF4 83 =14 DI [f1(p < 0.001). A1+
HNAEE, F(1,56)=1.19,p=.29, n> =0.02

ST EP o 5 HE LR KCOF (B.5)E 4T BAREA t 1556, 45K XF OF MIA FIEIE ) 35 5 T 3 28K 1
(t(57) = 42.80, p < 0.001, Cohen’s d = 5.62), % Al(t(57) = —4.36, p < 0.001, Cohen’s d = —0.57)F1 DI(t(57) =
—15.40, p < 0.001, Cohen’s d = —2.02) [ /A B 43 i 1K T 3 28K P

FEMBLRR b, Bl kPRI AE AR 3%, F(2, 112) = 6.53,p=0.002, 75 =0.10, 24XHLe /K
B2 b, S5 R ERAE) LA KA, X OE (JL#E4L: M=5.77,SD = 0.49; W4 AN4: M =543,
SD = 0. 62) i &/ & m T4 Al JLE4L: M=3.16,SD =2.01, p<0.001; F4FEA4l: M=4.41,SD
=1.26, p = 0.006)F1 DI (JL#4: M=2.04,SD =1.54,p<0.001; m4EAL: M=252 SD=1.08,p<0.001)
(), b AL 2 B 2 = T DI JLEZL: p=0.001; RAEAL: p<0.001). x50 —3 0
Pk, S5 R BIRTE OF 4640, JLE A M &or oy 3w TR 4E 4 (p = 0.025); 7 Al 2644 ~, JLE
NIRRT KA 4L (p = 0.007); /£ DI 46440 R, JLEALS KREEAEAMRNURIE S LR E %
5(p = 0.180).

o fhn i T 20 5 SR 28K T B.5) AT FFE A t K56, Z5 R JLEEXT OF MM NuIET o 3 i TR 4k
K ((29) = 25.28, p < 0.001, Cohen’s d = 4.62), % Al ((29) = —0.92, p = 0.363, Cohen’s d = —0.17) {1 i &
P SRR TIRA BE 2R, X DI (t(29) = —5.19, p < 0.001, Cohen’s d = —0.95)F e bt B/ B 3K T
FELIKF . A AN OE (1(27) = 16.4, p < 0.001, Cohen’s d = 3.10) i1 Al(t(27) = 3.84, p < 0.001, Cohen’s d =
0.726) [y e B 70 8 2 T 328 K7, X DI (t(27) = —15.40, p < 0.001, Cohen’s d = —2.02) )i 15 B4
BT IR

3.2. ZRRBEH L FRIMIEETS

FEAF IR L, Bl /RSP AR AN G SR i = 32 HAE R 2%, F(2, 112) = 0.46, p = 0.63, 1> =0.01.
WL AKFRI M HAR B3, F(2,112)=4.92,p=0.01, 7, =0.08, XHLLKFE—L o, SHRER
LA KA, X OE JLEL: M =475 SD =0.90; &EALL: M =545, SD = 0.75) KA T KT
SEFETX A JLES: M=3.65 SD=1.20,p=0001; &FEAH: M=3.119, SD = 1.28, p = 0.006) 4!l
DI (JL#4]: M=355,SD=114,p<0.001; FKFEANL: M=291,SD=1.22, p<0.001)f, % Al f1 DI f
NPEESEREEZROLEA: p = 1.00; WEANM: p = 0.312). SHMH—S oM, 45HRE/RIE OE
T, LA AP B2 T KA Hp = 0.002); 78 Al 45, JLEEA S KA A TR
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W LR EZR(p=0.108); 7E DI %M+ T, JLEANA PP i3 m T K44 (p = 0.043). MoK
Mg RS AR 3%, F(2,112) =12.05,p<0.001, 75 =0.18. 4xfHle/KFRE—L o iet, 4558
INEER IR BONRIE, X OE (M = 4.48, SD = 0.21) (A PB4 B3 & T X Al (M = 2.83, SD = 0.18, p <
0.001)A1 DI (M = 2.39, SD = 0.18, p < 0.001)ff1, X Al A FIEIFE KT DI B(p = 0.016); 45 it N
i), % OE (M = 5.70, SD = 0. 58) {1 A~ E&iT 73 i 2 & T-%F Al (M = 3.96, SD = 1.70, p < 0.001)#1 DI (M =
4.09, SD = 1.70, p < 0.001)J, X Al A1 DI (A&7 T W35 7 5 (p = 1.00) o %) 25 R [ 5ttt — B 70t
I, S5 R EIRTE OE. AL A DI 25T, 4 I AR A1 R S5 25 (1K T (all ps< 0.001).
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Figure2. Fairness scores and pleasure scores of children and adults under different opportunity equity levels
2. JLEMBEARENSKEEGTHATFZIES FrkR T s

XA EVE 7 5 HE K B5)HEAT AR AR t K0, 25 R LL IR ORI %, JLZEXT OE (1
NIRRTy 52K %A 535 75 5(1(29) = 0.94, p = 0.357, Cohen’s d = 0.17), X} Al(t(29) = —2.38, p =
0.024, Cohen’s d = —0.44)#1 DI (t(27) = —4.26, p < 0.001, Cohen’s d = —0.78) ) /A Ik 73 i K T e £k /K
Py BAE AR OF (t(27) = 7.84, p < 0.001, Cohen’s d = 1.48) AT &Py & 2 i T I KF, Xt Al (1(27) =
—2.85, p = 0.008, Cohen’s d = —0.54)#l1 DI (t(27) = —4.56, p < 0.001, Cohen’s d = —0.86) A V- & F4> i
TRV HLLFRLE FONFIIR %, JLEXT OF (1(29) = 24.96, p < 0.001, Cohen’s d = 4.56), Al (t(29) =
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3.24, p = 0.003, Cohen’s d = 0.59)A1 DI (t(29) = 4.35, p < 0.001, Cohen’s d = 0.79) I AT Ik F/r B2 T3
2R 7K AE AT OE (1(27) = 16.79, p < 0.001, Cohen’s d = 3.17) A V&340 2 2 i T 3L 28K F, T Al (t(27)
=-0.27, p = 0.788, Cohen’s d = —0.05)F1 DI (t(27) = —0.27, p = 0.786, Cohen’s d = —0.05) {{] A P &4 5 5
LKA REESR.

FERTLRR L, Bl /KPR AN S5 s 5 =8 22 HAE R 3%, F(2, 112) = 0.46, p = 0.63, 1> =0.01.
WLz K AN GE R e AR 2%, F(2, 112) =5.96, p = 0.003, 72 =0.10. WL K FHE—25 40 Mk,
S5 ER G R FONTI, X OE (M = 3.72, SD = 1.62) (b /B 40 &5 2 /5 T4 Al (M = 3.12, SD = 1.65, p
= 0.018)F1 DI (M = 2.59, SD = 1.38, p < 0.001){1, *f Al [ BLEITA AT DI [f(p = 0.011); 455 =ity
By, X% OE (M =5.75, SD = 0.64) (i {5 /&vF- 43 2. 3 = 1% Al (M = 4.75, SD = 1.37, p < 0.001)#1 DI (M =
4.99, SD = 1.30, p < 0.001)f, X Al F1 DI B4 0 38 72 e (p = 0.21) 0 0 28 R R ittt — 25 40 #fr
i, Z53EIRTE OE. Al F1 DI ST, i s i i) e 1o 20 it 25 (K T (all ps < 0.001) . ZH 1 32 380 AN {2
#, F(2,112)=0.05p=0.82, 7> <001,

ST B2 5 LR KO (B.5)EAT BAREA t 1656, 45K PR IREE BN, JLEE RN
#xt OE(JLEELL: 1(29) = 0.09, p = 0.925, Cohen’s d = 0.02; Jk4EAZ: t(27) = 1.87, p = 0.072, Cohen’s d =
0.35)F1 AI(JL#E 4 : t(29) = —1.50, p = 0.145, Cohen’s d = —0.273; F4E A4L: t(27) =—-0.90, p = 0.37, Cohen’s
d = —0.17) i I BV SR K TR BB 25, X DI JLE4A: t(29) = —2.78, p = 0.01, Cohen’s d =
—-0.51; HEEAYL: t(27) = —5.28, p < 0.001, Cohen’s d = —0.10) i il 73 i 2K T HE R /K. 2 Eb P 4E
TN FRIS %, JLEE AR N ARG OE (JLE#E4L: 1(29) = 28.10, p < 0.001, Cohen’s d =5.13; &4 A4L: t(27)
=14.47, p < 0.001, Cohen’s d = 2.74), Al (JLE4H: t(29) = 4.50, p < 0.001, Cohen’s d = 0.82; J&4E A4: 1(27)
=5.39, p < 0.001, Cohen’s d =1.02)F1 DI (JLE 4H: t(29) = 6.06, p < 0.001, Cohen’sd = 1.11; A FEAN4: t(27)
=6.41, p <0.001, Cohen’s d = 1.21) {16 it V43 i 3 i T L 287K T
4. 7ig

PR AL £ 23 o EARAL 2 A, A2 45 3 A F-(Marshall et al., 1999; Breen, 2010). {H#F 7T JLEHL S
AT EUD BAFEA . Bk, FRATTR A e i 1) P N i 44 2% (Two-person choice task), 18 id #:40
BUR AN F 0] DLk B A 2 545 H, 7R T 6~7 ) LEAEAR R LS A LR 5 R A2 314 P2
fEo WAL, FREE AL, L B AP BN R A BN 2 K ke, BRI 45 R iR vl RE
SR Ma R, PEEATIRE: R, TEIR ISR R N AR A P R R A, LB R A TR LA
JAGT R L A N T 25 5 2 B 25 SR IR A IR 5

4.1. Pl DT LE TR SR AR

ATV TR I, Ml A Fm J LE AT, JLEMBEN—FE, 7ENL2 AT (opportunity equity,
OE) %1 MBI A, I R 3 1) A~ vm T Rl 2 A A1 (advantage opportunity inequity, Al)FIAF]
W2 AN A-F(disadvantage opportunity inequity, DI)2&fF. iX 5 Long %5 A (2018)F1 Yang %5 A\ (2022) 125 5 —
2, R)LEMREANAERILES AT JLELE AL A DI &4 FIEEIA AT, I HAE DI FHIA T
KT Al %4, X590 i5%:(2018), Long %5 A (2018)F1 Yang % A\ (2022) 4t - —5, R )LESSHPLEAL
PRUR, IF HPOBEHL AL (BFEE FIFAFLZA L),

AT TR, Ml A FRem ) LE M MmbUR. JLEMREN—F, 75 OF &4k Tl T Al
M DI, RPN RS 2R, LN AR LT EEENL AN A B fE LT
B (Aoki et al., 2014; Long et al., 2018, 2022). £ DI 254F FIREI A1, I EAE DI 444 R i i B
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T1E AL ZEF, X552 N (2018)45 5 —8, KWHILE W FBAFIN AN, EHL2H0Z 3 BR
2 PR A B Z A B T 28 (Aoki et al., 2015). X —45 RS B A RS2 R, 5 OE A1 ALAHEE, DI 5]
7K LPP HRME, ST DI X 47 A B PP 3 5k (Long et al., 2022).

4.2. Pl AFMERRIGNILE LRI

AR TR I, 2SR R 55 ) LE R AP EORTg s . Leaedm 72 fs, B LE R A
AN—HE, 1E OE &M FIAFIEKE T Al A1 DI, (H)LERAPREK, ZAEEHERNAFEE AR,
M RAE NATRIR B AT JLEEFEREEN—FE, 7 OFE A1 Al Z1FF, #EA S mrbhel & A, 7E
DI 24 NI EIA 1 . IX KL 2 BILLFRAE R TH AR, 724 TG 2, AP R R
X5 DR S —8(Tversky & Khaneman, 1981; #M&E4:, 2018), 24 AAITALT-F M IR BERT 2410 S 5%
HFHOHISER, MARVSRIAPE, (G5 AT 2 RS AP IERAFN R, mseEA
HIR L5 DLW 7 —(Grocke et al., 2015; Grimalda, Kar, & Proto, 2016), ENLSAFHIFIR T, 458 AR
NP UKD EZR, EREASTIRAA TR,

BATHE TR I, R 45 R 1T LE I At k. Lh3emt 1 25, JLEFE OE, Al
DI A FHR LA B NAE OF 2648 T B AF, 78 Al F DI 2644 F %A B B AP A A
& JLEABEN—FF, £ OE. Al #1 DI 564 T RSG5 . FRATKI, JLEZFIAE Al A DI A Nk
BN PRI MG G5 R o PRI, B N Ag w74 AL AT DI AR AR % 5 DA
i FL—E(Aoki et al., 2014; Yang et al., 2022), R4 1 H FIEHRAE A2 5 v] CLHISSHL2 AN A B g | i B9
Wetkes, WA PERE, fEmAFEA.

4.3 MILEEMHNS A FHIRE

JLEFEMNSATFHRIRFE T2 A T 8RN FA L, Shaw Fl Olson (2014) IR & HL, 6~8 ZHI
JLE EE AL AT 57 (EMEZ B A FERN 2P 5E), AR S A ATk —
MEZFHA LTSI 2R T ME— IR R AR R T IF, LR 5 S0 B R b R LA 4k
A, FERYBUR I L LA RN I LEEXHE I HL AN A I TR I H s AU PR . IR gl SR
W, )L AE AR BB AL 2 A, ABATTX AP IR TR T RE S 2 2 o T A A A . DT
ER PR SR I, BRI R A AP ) AT R S AN AP AR RG22 M 5 IR AS A
FEAN A K(Shaw, 2013). FRATHIZE REFERKI, JLETXSILEA AT (ERAFH A AT, 2
JRBIARNFFA . BT, FRATHEN L BB R APl Rt N 7Rl AR A .

JLEIERML A TFIERE BRI T APREE, AU RIMJLEFR TG, Z T I80REE
MABENZTHUAEMRXENZ T EE 202, IFANRIERAAFH(Elenbaas, 2019). % T H %K
DI EN P, AT EEOC0 R A AR AT RA RS SN N FERL2.
Engelmann F1 Tomasello (2019)3F i #& tH A IR T B E Rk . MATARNAFER T4 S1ERL R, JLEX
ZERACPE R POBIFARE T AR PRI BIEA L, T2 T 45 RA R PRI APr S == HTHL
2NV IRIFE R T SRR BL B RS, FRATTHEN L B B SR 2 A AT B2 s T A PRt & .

AR, FRATTRIIT 5 B LB A R 2 AN A1 1 RO K R 2 5T R 25 SR AN A DRGE . ARIAS
AT PRG—BE A — P TR A IR R L, B TR NI A, R H 558 F1 0 AT %
(McAuliffe, Blake, & Warneken, 2014; Blake et al., 2015; McAuliffe et al., 2020). ZEEATHIF R+, 6~7 Z 1
JLE ORI ARPL AL P DRSS R AR, RADE0 6 &) LERIE A
FIAS P PG E 5, %) 5C, 2015), BRI 7. 8 %, JLEA IFIAE LI H A FA AP % (Blake &
McAlliffe, 2011; Li et al., 2022). FRATHIBF AL R T Aoki et al. (2015)[1#Eie, RINLE AR HE
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44. MRERERE

BATVE FAAAAE— A2 o B8, JLEXNHLE AFHIPE 3 v] B8 52 BAE VRS 5 m . DAAEZE
BRI R AL, 6~8 % K% F(Shaw & Olson, 2014) A1 B4 A (Andreoni & Bernheim, 2009; Dana, Weber,
& Kuang, 2007)7E&A NS HEMATIAAFAT NN, BT RRMEIAF . fERATMAFFRH, JLEETERR
SRR, HTXLEMNAN 2N TTNHERE, FileREEE)LE. XaS80LE A #
AT AT, ML AP EBUR . EARMIFTEH, OGS — NS, k) LE R DEARZ A
WSO, RIVHEAHLES ARG R, fERATF AR RER TSES &4 FILEMILS A
RIEARDL, FATW AT LATE A RIR R AT G 264 N ILESI LS AP IR e, MRS RA T 5Tk
W, et A&z . 78 )LE (Rochat et al., 2009; Blake et al., 2015)F1 a4 A (Henrich, Heine,
& Norenzayan, 2010) 9, AATxS &5 S F 1 S ARE BE DR SCA BRA BE AN R i A 1R KR ZE 57 o FRATT AT DAFE AR R
WRILEMIN S A TR G WA T ESR .

5. &g

XS 6~7 ZILEN A THRR, BATKIULENIL 2 A FEUR. JLEAEN AT % F TSR
ot EHLE A A TFEFIRMARPLEA L) FM TREEALT Aati. HK, JLEKRA TR
T A 2 BB 2 B A AR L ROREME 2% 52 B 25 B 05t (B k) FEO 52D o VR A 86 SR s i 2 v 95 ) L 2
H AT AN B Es, MR S5 SR B 2 3R LE A A I AMa  fim s JLE A I DL R e 1t JaK
PO AR N BE 2R 5 52 B 25 R BRI M o

B O

B BUE T SCHE S REFE R SR 75 4F 52 42 (18 JC190015) ¥ B 4 3 K, IR Mo KA U S AL 1A 52
BEE, BRI SEI BT AR, LSS I AR SEIR B AR L 2 BTSSR B
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