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Abstract

This study adopts the Intergroup Parochial and Universal Cooperation Paradigm (IPUC) to explore
the impact and mechanism of moral information on cooperative behavior through experimental
methods. The results showed that in nested social dilemmas, positive moral information can pro-
mote universal cooperation and reduce strong narrow cooperation. At the same time, moral
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information can also influence universal cooperation through common ingroup identity. This study
has certain theoretical and practical value for enhancing intergroup cooperation and achieving mu-
tual benefit and win-win outcomes.
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1. 5|8

TEAL ARG R, AT AE AR SR R AN TR, 8 DA R bR e B Rt N 23 28 AN [F] (R A
WA, MMTE KX B CFEMRAARR S B TR IIREAR, BN BA S SN, FEt =4
PN Al 5 RN AN FEEA2 D 35 RO B B i WL (Abbink & Harris, 2019; Simon & Gutsell, 2019; Tajfel, 1978). fERERR
I — B AE ) 0] R T AMAR 2 5 B R 2 DA SRR R 2 A EL P, AT & Bl ik B 2 IR BE (Wit &
Kerr, 2002). FHEGT DAME R RAMER 28 SRR 26 2 PR st N, SE WIS s ik,
ERELSEE T, BMAAREG ARG 0. o, AHPR R TREAN IR, &R
HAMH G, RN W2 ZA R R L PRPEPAERENFHER R, 2N AR, [N
SRR — R AR R S, B FRARAGEMF 25 IR Y 5 R A R (Wit & Kerr, 2002).

MRYE e = 07 R R T 7 ARREEAT N0 e S VR E S WA A S ) S kR
YE(S N BHAAAE B s B VR AKCT) (] 145, 2025)0 AR R, ERE L2 W5 A5 2 3 i
& 1E(Aaldering et al., 2018; Israel et al., 2012; Wit & Kerr, 2002). ITHER, 1ELERBUR ST R A WEHEZE
7 50, Bl 32 X (parochialism) B £E 43RG Bl N T 30, [ 52 8] 1) G 4R BORBRH A /N 82 1A/ XS
R, %5 E i X PRk A ET NI RG2S, S P EEAAROR 2 1) Ik B A SR T AN T o R
A [R] THI 0T (%) B K ) o DRI, ) B s A e Ak A ke A, D BEBR T R, S H RS SRS T
HERP

AMARE AR HEAT PRI, 20 3 R fuk 16 5 0f SRR RE 0 o AL S RIE G RN, B O SRR 1) A
BN G (Brambilla et al., 2013a). A RKRIMEMRE /7. H A FEMEE BRRIEEIMHEME SR, MENS
N Z BV D AR AL 520 2 NATTRE SR B 53 IS FEFIAT o AHRBE AL R, TEAE(E BAE G RREI R
AT 75 T G A A J2 B I H AR P o Rt N\ T8 688 P J R 60 4 BRI (1 A A2 B8 70 BRAE A8 4 FE ) A2 B R A&
FIFERY, 92 v e NS AN B 52 47 A I JE Al (Brambilla et al., 2011; Brambilla et al., 2013b; Brambilla
& Leach, 2014), AATTHERVE RS AMAERFIEE T I FITE R, A S H BRI EIE R (Brambillaetal., 2021;
SimanTov-Nachlieli & Moran, 2022). EARR U, AT IS8 KR 57 AH 5 i S i A% | (B 2, i 45
JSZ R 7S 2 AR LU R A2 (0 A BEAL ] (19, AN A5 ) BRCRE g 1 7 1 A% [ (AN 8 B B ) B K (Hauke &
Abele, 2020). [, TEAEAE SN AL AR B ORIF RIS R)XT EPRIE B 58 Rf A B 520 (Pagliaro et
al.,2016). ML T RN Z HHME R, MIEBESEHAEZ ALY B GMEEESR, ArEERN
B R O % R R [ O TE 1 5 T R 4P K % (Choshen-Hillel et al., 2020). i, &GS EA
SHSRAIFEE S BT YE I . AN A, AR, AN K TE AR AE B g N R 1 B R R
K1, EZRILTORE. BEfalid T 2 2(Goodwin, 2015; Goodwin, et al., 2014). 112 AT 2 AR
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Wi s K, £ R BIH B 22 (4T 4T N (Brambilla et al., 2016). Ht, #REEE 1. fEHREHSHE
H, TE AT RS T A

BT 8 A A AT N AR TS KPR Ry, A OGN B 115 5 2 BRI P B 1 P R A
2, SRR )8 45 A AL (Cehaji¢-Clancy et al., 2023). Xa‘%ﬁﬂz!xE’J@%Mﬁwﬁléﬁwﬁﬁ%m
FE1) % 2 % (Munniksma et al., 2015), TR V2 B & 43 (Putnam, 2000), a0 ziede [m N B A & 4. 3t
ﬁ%%ﬁﬁﬂ@mmm&DmmmJMQ%m,Kﬁ%ﬂ%ﬁ%@ﬁﬁmﬁ@ﬁ%ﬂ%m\HA*%@Mt
S FINE ) SO A J3 A 3 AR Car B AE AU ) P LKA AR R AE 203y — B ( “ BT Bl — AN EER A
BB TIPSR, XCE S EL “FRAT + AT = AT ) XM TSR] R S BN
AT AMEEAR B2 77 AR SRR I R ORI T A ) o AR X — AR, EE T4 2500 H A 2 R G Hh e BB
SRR, BT AN R 0L, A B 5 R B i DL R A RN AN BT I AR 2 1n) T 4 S S AN (R R oG
Z(Dovidio et al., 1997), Mkt SMEEA I WL o LR P BEIRTE B LA S, A ATT 24 SRR ) A B A i 5
MAFLRI N BRI — 5, AT AR R, XSO R OSE RIS S AR AE A
PRI, SRR, 2 M R AR R T N B B A 2, TR A A AR AR (R 75,
2021), BRI THENFRE A AIE. Bk, PR 2: LR B R T 445 20 A 1) 52 m
A AE

2. 53
2.1. SCIEEST

KR R ] SL g e it . AARRONEEE S, 2= AP EIWGE RS B M EE S S 4
). FRENIRELR NS P&, BT AR G1E. sk a1, g9k et A
EAF), MEFEAR IR Bogs 2 AT A

2.2. #i

G G*Power3.1.9.4 fHFEA B (Faul et al., 2007), fE&EZEMKT a=0.05 HFZR4MN (=025,
TRIIE 2] 80% MGt 1T /K EFEARREE /DN 159 4. @ WG 6503t 174 &4, LN
N IE (S B WEIIE S DA MEEHIA . thah, PRAHE T O AN AR TE B8 45 B A EAT R RE I,
WA AR E B AR SR PEAS 56 0 B rp B0 85 SR AR 30 H ik e, BD AR, B 5B
UHE . IR S, R AR 166 (2 100 4, FYE 66 4), FRAE 19~68 4 2 [A)(M =
29.36, SD =8.97).

23. BF

SIS TFUA T IR AR AT [, Al 5 540 7 BHARTE AT S, 1ER S b 5] SR E
MATTRAES BRI AL BBl S2I0 o AP TESE 300, BORBGRIAS — 0 B IR T \FE
ROEEG BN, 5B BETTHE 5 AT S T o, DR A S . )5, nﬁﬁ
RS O NG RS . 758 R, 5 AR B S AT R 3 1 28 P SR R LA R [ e
WA 5 Ef%&&%#%%mé%m¢ﬁm%%£ﬁoﬁ%t%ﬁﬁ%%ﬁmm,ﬁn&ﬁﬁﬁ&
TR B U TR, 2t AR E A AR N IE RS0 . BRI R S Ak, AR RS
S BVPRIE BB BIRRGT, # R B ) DIRHUE (S B . 2 E ik i A .
JE EER PR S BB S BRI S, IHHS LR AN R M B A D205 B, SRRE R, R
E R S BRE I, AR I R
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2.4. ¥t

H VPR . SR ATL(2024) 58 UF BRCA BB g il i el 5, SRR B O 3 B SR AhRRIE, 3
18 A, KA Likert-5 fit4r(1= dEWEALFFE, 5= FEFHFFE). SMEMUNR 9 T & m st S50 AN,
DA TE B BRI R, i 5 SR R #4704

BT o5 LU PPAl o SR A Tidwell 55 N (2017)MIBUETT 4 o LU PPANAT 55, G & PIFPAS R BUEA 11 07 Bk,
BRI W] REAER A T E T St EE RIS ETT I A, R R AR KRR A T %
P2 —(R 75 75, e, 2018). SEES A A AR AR B e J7 ks o EE VP AR A 25 LS o0 Al 2 AR A 28
SEBRABENL 2, DA S B A S

BHA S RIS . 2% Doosje 25 N (1995)IBFFT, 3£ 4 B, KH Likert-7 St (1 = — A, 7
= AEHEFFE). 1, TR AD R R R AL o ASEERH,  PYANEIY Cronbach’s o 4 0.70.

TERE(E BRI . RN\ BB LS EETT HRE S . ERNEEEEAES, & mpiln —HES
W BB, AR, FEAFESFIAS RS, RIWHE. EEEEEEHAS, &ailn —4H7E8
W IEE AN TEE AT AR, IR, EHAASTEETER, OGRS 5 —4l
LTRSS -

EAE(ESS . K Aaldering A1 Bohm (2019)f7 bk 15 38 ik & 1F 4T 5% (Intergroup Parochial and Uni-
versal Cooperation game, IPUC game). Ji#3kH, 25 0] UL H HEF QT 2B 10 METBIPYANIK A 2,
TR AT R R IS5 A . DLt iRl an 44 1 2300, i A BRSSARRE S 1E. Wb B RISRPRE & 1F
W C B A AE . (REMBEDA SR, M MBRBREERWT: £ A P RERE—MUT, GAFERR
A3 0.5 MU, BIFEAC: £ B PR —MUT, A RAR R A B O3S 0.5 MUT, FIE
—HENROVEIR 025 MUT; AE C HhERR BT — MR, BRI — H A ER RS 0.4
R, GFFEC: BRE 1N, 3OS 1 MUT . BalEA R 3 B R A F S
1T B ETRDR.

TS BRI . ZERGAR B “AERIA ek, RN 7 — A 2 KAEE E RADURNRFE? 7,
3L 6 @, KH Likert-7 pitt7r(1 = —rithA, 7 = FEEFFE). BB EOR A8 n) 5 T8 457 T 17
P, FEEHIA. ARSied, NS Cronbach’s o 4 0.96.

FL A A BER A RN o A48 Leach 55 A(2008) 3% [F] P AR DA [R] 1] 3047 e, 34 3 &, SR A Likert-
7 R = EEAERE, 7= JEFER), RN ORGS0 T B SR E R BHA A Z AL

“CORGEAFRS T AR S URITE R BHRE 2 KRR IER A, “UREE 2 KEREE Bodfsxt 77 BEAA S5 VR P ZE 1)
BB T — N BIME” o ASEEs i %1 Cronbach’s o 4 0.88.

3. &R
3.1. BESHRUKRE

HER S R 50 100 B 3543 738 5.83 (SD = 0.64), WE S TEERF AL, #(165)=36.86, p<0.001,
Cohen’s d =0.64. LA FZERRE, /NS 2Ce D b 6 g e i IR B4 B 401

3.2. EEERENRIE

TEEE BRI H MEE AR R, UEEEEENEEE, TR EETZES, ERE
e GBS SRR ERNRE, F(2,163)=82.59, p<0.001, n) =050, FFELHELBLEREY, B
i

W T8 B AE B A B PE 53 (M = 5.60, SD = 0.78) 2. & 15 TVH ARE 7845 B 41(M = 3.20, SD = 1.18) Fl#z il 4H (M = 4.76,
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SD=0.95), VEHGEME SHEEMTEHA, ps<0.001. DL ESERRITEME SRR ZA .
3. EREENEIET RN

PUE#E(E BN E AR, MWRMER A E, RN ESE. SmRk o 1E. 398 a1E. REME
NN ERATZ 0T EZITOLE ). S50 ER, AN ERNAEZE, Pillai’s effect =0.017, F (3, 159)
=094, p>0.05, n) =0.017; FRPEXNAEE, Pillai’s effect =0.024, F(3,159)=1.29, p>0.05,
n, =0.024. EHEERMERNEE, Pillai’s effect=0.164, F (6,320)=4.76, p<0.001, n, =0.082.

bR R B, 2 KA B SRR, B B RN R, F(2,161)=14.19, p<0.001,
n, =0.150, FURIE RS B AL S 1E K (M =2.37, SD = 1.56) 2. 3% # T2 41(M = 1.29, SD = 1.27)FI i
Mot B ZH (M =1.06, SD=1.26), ps<0001, TV ARE AR AE B2 (M = 1.06, SD = 1.26) 51| 2H(M = 1.29,
SD=127ERANEE, p>0.05. S5HKY, EHE(EE R0k 1F .

N A O SRk A VR, TERE(E B EMRLRE, F(2,161) =631, p<0.01, n, =0.073. Btk
TE 5 B sk fii S B /K (M = 1.70, SD—171)¢K%TEE?{I%WLW1§ (M = 3.43, SD = 2.83), p <
0.01, %uﬁ%ﬂéﬂwzzm,w:z 91), p<0.05, TiHMIEMESEBHM=3.43,SD=2.83) x4 M=2.67,
SD=29)EESR, p>0.05. 45REH, EEGEHEW 7 mpmEaE.

MRAR R SR A VR, AR ) Eﬁia&ﬁjﬁﬂ%, F(2,161)=0.49, p>0.05, n, =0.006.

BRGNS, EEE SN ERNARE, F(Q2,161)=036, p>0.05, n, =0.004.

. OHREEREE B SRR
4 i P
T * T
. —
i 3r 1 [
> |
B 5 L l
=4
1 -
0
Wi {E IR $5 ki 1 At

E: *p<0.05,"p<0.01, ™ p<0.001.

Figure 1. The contribution levels of cooperative behavior under various conditions

1. BFERHTHEIFTATEKFE

3.4. {EARTARBFNTER

W APE R E v d B g, EEE RN AZE, Wil ARk &1 v R, JLE PR
N AR, K Bootstrap 7:4#HHX 5000 0% /B8 (Model 4)iE 4T 1 56 (Hayes, 2013) s HA 2808 53
il R, JEMEE R0 = HIOEMEEEH, 2= Hd, 3= BH0EEE B min B eE, Fa
BRMABEAELA R, FHXTEST R AL EE

B B 5 AVE R R A RS . DOBEEEE AR E, EEAREINE AN R, ik
HYENRAR &, HERANER, R R R 1| PR, ELERIEMEE B4 NS R, BkiE s
5 I I e R P B [0k 1 1 R A USEA 0.365, 95% (1) Bootstrap B AS X [H]24[0.118, 0.632],
AEFE €07, RARPLERE, 5SROV BN 40% (0.365/0.893);  H I HR A 3 [R] Py B AR ]
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J5i > BB A5 S 3 1 (1 BB UNA 0.529, 95%11) Bootstrap 15 [X 1] 24[0.095, 0.962], A (L4E 0,
R BN R 2, RIBUCGEEE 08 A 1 F 1520t 36 A AR R B2 vh o o R4S SRR,
BB TERE B AAT A 2 Wi A EAT N, JF HARNIE (S 228 i 4 5 3t [F) R A TR e gt AATT i
e A 1EAT

Table 1. Analysis of the mediating effect of moral information on universal cooperation

1. BEREEMNEESEEMA PN B ER

N N . 95% CI
A RS AR VAR R —
fi& =
PUE R IE 5 RS R
TR E B A5 B — 2 7] RO A — 8 A 1B 0.365° 0.131 0.118 0.632
P IE (S B — iR A 1E 0.5292 0.220 0.095 0.962

e a BRI RN

T A 25 R P R A VEAT NI s A RN o AT o DAIE BEAE BN B &, SRR AN Ry AR i
SRR A E MR AR &, EHIER AR, RIS Rk 2 FR. 7ELLHIGERE S R4 SRR,
AR A A 5 2 3 5 3 ] P A DA D] ik A 1 1R R A BKOREAE -0.291, 95% (1) Bootstrap 15 X [H] A
[-0.615,0.004], HE “0” , HAMNARE; BIMNPABEILE N EAIAR G, FIRIEREE B X5k
B o 1E ) ELEE RN N—0.373, 95%F Bootstrap B 15 X [A]24[—0.831, 0.085], fE “0” , R H BN A
B, HEERRY, SLFE NN R AR E A B ANk S E 2 AR A ER

Table 2. Analysis of the mediating effect of moral information on strong narrow cooperation

2. BEERXEIRE S ERME P AN LR

N N ‘ 95% CI
A RS AR BN RZE —
i& =
DLYH R IE A5 B NS
FRARIE A5 B — JL R Y B [F] — e s A 1 -0.291 0.155 -0.615 0.004
AR IE A5 B — Sk s A 1 -0.373 0.232 -0.831 0.085
T a RPN RUPLE .
4. ¥ig

ARUFFARDS T EAEAE EXEAEAT A M REm S AR A BUH] . 85500, AR EL T AR E 85 S A%
H, FAMCE S BRI 0 AR AT R AR R s A VR K, SCRE TR 1. PR K AR
W, TEREPE K SN TERER . A RO RS . R ASPAERHIE), 148 T A /M A R ENE
B, BEBEARIT AR B A E ERIE A 2 ) (Abele & Bruckmiiller, 2011; Brambilla et al., 2021;
Wojciszke, 2005; SimanTov-Nachlieli & Moran, 2022). ANGE {8 (K 4P EEHEAA 5 AN AT A FEAA (1) A2 77 1T g
PERG R T S EAR B, IR ) 22 AR R T B (Brambilla et al., 2012; Brambilla et al., 2013b;
Leidner & Castano, 2012). 5 AN I ZMEA R AR LG,  TEAE SN R 02 AT BE 2 Lk N AR Rk 02 B 52 31 5
A AR AT B, A8 AN TR PR T S A P R R AR 2 TR R ) BE R AR R 2 S SRR A
SR T A R T X7 SRR, ARG AR O S, A SE I B B ) R =) T
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S5O R, BEEAE BT DL e AR L[] Y B [R5 VR K, SO TR 2. AT
WA 3 ORI A R RS I TE A K HE, A OCHM A TE A8 15 S 2 BRI A B A R R R
AR TR 1) T8 42 () AR AU (Cehajic-Clancy et al., 2023). 24 N BEAR R A E456 3 B 5 FT B AR 5 SN R fE i 18
U7 THAFAEARLZ b By, 3X T e 2 V8 A A A4 1 D3o0) AR B oA I WL 506 58, B B TAE B
Z AV FE S R Y B B A R o FEIX b3 (5] P9 B A4 Sy AL o R b, BRI o D 2 B AR O A
(I, AN T IR AN AR 1 SR s 78 1 BB AR, T /2 A A AT TN N IE [B] AR I Y mE, MR “B 2N .
TP B AR 2 5] e N BEAAR J 5 0T AR 1 DR AR AS FE R 7 A, TR A A AT ) B PR i SR i A AR i 7
FEAT A 2RI B 22 e R s 7 PR ) 3 5 VR AT 9

A EA—E WERE AN EH. NERETRE, AHAFEE TSRS ET AU
BRI LR o ASHIF FU3E I SR UE 1 3[R Y B A A FEE (S BT SR T s s R, B
fife T P 2 AT SR R B OC R AN G ARAT SR AL TR LA, b — P T 3L RO R Y B FH Y
MEZERE KRR, AW TR bR A 1F . el B L i B B SE BB . RSV, XA
W EREEESUR, Wi AEEENGETEE R, AT DA 2 8] B R 12 A DL, (2 a2k AS [R1HFA4 2 [R] )
FHEERAEFIEAE, AN HES) BT 2 1 e KAk

UEAh, BEFCARAE — SO s O, AT R B T A4 0 S 2 B 5 I AN e i F I A A
W FC R B R D8 R SIS — € £ 57, ARKRAT L@ 7E B A FEAA Th I R SL B0 R 18 St 7 AR S
R . ik, ABFFUAGETS SN S T IEE AREAOA R, AR Dod i 3 [F] R Ry S —
A BRIEIL [F] A BN [FIE TE A8 AE B S EAT AR I A o G, ARBFTER A B RSN =1
TEHEAE B S S AEAT N IR, T 558 DR 3R (0 P 255 ) MR I AR AT 9 L R, RSRIIEAT
A AN 55 R 3 0B RS B 5 G EAT A B8 RIS HET S0 RS AR DT .

5. &g

TEfR BT, FRGEEE SR (R g S 1F, bk & 1F. SIFE, BUREMmEE R
I AT DU 3 5 ] A AR DA R kA 1
EEMA

AR R AT 2Rt R H (S202310446036).
SEEk

5, FA, MBS, 205, BEIBREQ025). AURTESS B HR & 1T A IS, B2 57(4), 513-525.

FRTFy, FUHE, F"EEQ2021). H OB R R WA T8 2 o R R R AR B R A B 42 —— 2 TR R A R
INFIERS. ACHESATY, 12(5), 17-23, 108.
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