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Abstract

This study examines the interaction between power and social distance on allocation behavior in
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children aged 6~8 years, with particular focus on differences between first-party and third-party con-
texts. Methods: Experiment 1 employed a mixed design with 2 (power: high, low) x 2 (social distance:
close, distant) x 2 (allocation proposal type: advantage inequality, disadvantage inequality) x 3 (age:
6, 7, 8 years), involving 140 children. Experiment 2, conducted in a third-party context, used a 3
(power: high, moderate, none) x 2 (allocation proposal type) x 3 (age) design, involving an additional
140 children. Results: Children exhibited a stronger tendency toward altruistic allocation to close con-
tacts in resource-acquisition scenarios; 6-year-old showed higher acceptance rates for disadvantage-
inequality proposals; 7-year-old began considering the recipient’s power, demonstrating alignment
with the matching hypothesis; in third-party contexts, children aged 6~7 favored the compensation
hypothesis, while those aged 8 shifted toward the matching hypothesis. Conclusion: Power and social
distance jointly shape children’s allocation behavior, with age serving as a critical moderating varia-
ble. Fairness cognition among children aged 6~8 shows significant age-group differences in both al-
truistic tendencies and strategic matching behaviors.
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1. 5|15

BEUE 53 BCAT A (distributive behavior) @& 12y BN HHIAZ O BUE, B TAMEX AF. IEX SRR
PIERME . LB AR A AT RO TE 8 R e I R AR, R AL 2IARIRE I I AMER (A T, ZE755%,
2017)0 FENEAS SR /RATAS B R B FE Y, ) LE ML E N RO i Bz 8 i I 21 §e %525 FE A\ 75
KE AR B K, KESCUEF R 1T LELE 3~8 & Z B AR IR PSR & (Fehr et al.,
2008). Rochat %5 N (2009)7E-LFSCAE 5t N RIL, BEEFEBREK, JLEASEAES T “HER” 17
M MANAT RGN B AR RA, 4~8 & )LEAE R BHIR A FUAT 55 0 A P20 Be AT N B A 8 18 K i
B SCEE, 2017)0 SR, JLE RIS BCAT R FE AR B R AP SR SRS, 2R 52 #h 2 1 5 R 2 (n
SYBCAT RIS KN SEBR R (ZE S5, 2022, BEPHE, 2023). Bt REHEN 54400
A 3L A PRI LB B ICAT 9, 0 T ERAR LB AL N A S TE A S L B L S

B 1(power) @tk 2 EIR FIFEARYERE, $8MAXTBHIR . {5 B 9 2 A N ¥ HRE J1(Fiske, 1993), E4L4>
IWHIERBHELL T, B BRI HIBT 5178, WRAEY) LA 6 8IE ) LB A2 8. iR
B, JLEM 5 DB T W BHAMAL, R 5EASESEIAE S ELRHAWAU £ 7045
FAE, 20215 FERTESE, 2018, BUHEFS, WEMR, 2020). BEEERNK, JLEAMUIZRE T REA R K
AR AR ) LB ) T4 52 e SO PR SRS (A8 3F L a2 RIS IR T, TR ) LB I e U ik T R
HIBEH AL JJ(Cheng et al., 2013; Hawley, 2002). £EBIE/MFCAESE T, AU An{RT 5200 ) L 2 1) ok SREAFAE P b
WL VLA % (matching hypothesis)IA A, JLEREB IR RR, FHMRH T4 TRIEE 2
PR, DAYERRRER AU 451 #MER% (compensatory hypothesis) UTA fy, JLEE £ & iR BIRL ) 2 7 R
AN, WA T8 TN EE L 7R, LUPEXFAANGER, fraFh, 20205 KM%, 2022).
iR, ATEHQ020) KM, 3~4 B )LEEREILERI, M 5~6 &)L FHIZEHH 4MER ¥ . Charafeddine
LENQOG)HEF R, 8 % JLEAETH X #E4 AL IE GRS, Wi T45 T 52 (s B 2 %, 200, X
BERfF 5T R Z A = B OLEAY K B SR &) i T, HAUIEAE 7 NG vs. F B PE) AT e sg i 45

DOI: 10.12677/ap.2026.166289 27 PR


https://doi.org/10.12677/ap.2026.166289
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

" T, R

Ko Bk, A LEAEG—HEZET BRI LE BT AN, X3 E T (A S S 500558 =77
(BN L) 1 856 -

A 22 B (social distance) 2 18 MAEA 2 BB SN ORKF I 0B S SEPRETES, SO 1 2R B R IR
J (Karakayali, 2009), #t£ B0 B AL N B 2P HIBr(R R I555, 2017), tAE)LE )70 BeAT b A4
HEAVEM . Fehr 25\ (2008) KL, 3~8 % JLEERILH A AT PG, (HIXR RG22 BoX G AN H]
AP, LA L B A NS it , 2 iess K AR S & 2 TN 8T R552019)# 1L
T BRIR AR 55 KRB, A FIEA PR SE, ) LE 2 HE B I 5 HAR A AP 5 AT
FIEMK. BTN Q023)#E B, EEIEREET, 4~6 %)L AR SE4 5T~ R I e 7 i
179, HIXMRON 52 2 70 Bos SOREAE L BT . X019 BT FLR B, 7258 —J7 45, JLEXTAh
AR R ST TR S G, 10X AR AR DU BE s [ A A 2 FiE o X EERT ST BRI, A PR R
JLE N BAT NI RBE IR AR, (H UMEST B RN A S B B S BUI IS BAR R

EHERRE, PSRRI AR . e b, @B R SRRt
PR A ORIR (B, ZI0 . BRKARX T LT 5 B MU, ] e OB BGE I 5). )z, i
K33 (AR A TRJ G N )38 P B A AT ) A 2 BE S o SR8 b RS2 GUEAT A ) 5 4 S R A 2808 e DA
oy CATRRAIT TR YT, BUTZIBED B (iR B RS AR EE ST i 2888 2 P AN AN T A 2 B X R
R IR BC (R RIS, 2017, SIS, 2013). SRT0, £E)LEAEAS, BS54 R an e St (= 5 73
BeAT A, JUHRAEPIHE PRI (A R B MHIE AL B “ SR AR Em A 2 R B 1 “FaE
AT, JLERE TR, S Z RS

UEAb, FEE R LI ST AR R A R . 6~8 & JLE N “HI AP 16 “HIEAF” SR
FREEHICAHEAE, 2019). 6 & JLE R REIZH] A Frh o BYEAMFE IR 2 HIFE0, 1 8 2 JLECREE AL
MR 2560 TTER M RIS TR TR . WEITRY, 6~8 B LEAE TN P &%
ETTERIE N, X — WA AR SS RS AR (Y T 5F, 2021). ik, A RERERIE IR,
BT 1 Gt 2 PR RN 1R AR A o

AR BGOSR, BRAEE—TT(BASH5F) SR =TT (K MHTEET, 68 %
JLE RS EAT AT 2P B S ELRE o B DU BRBE, 20 R 1. LB I A 2 B 2 0 573 e S 1A
(RPE52 5 2 HHAT R BOEBUA 145 F 8 2 50R); Bt 2. AU -S54k BB 73 HoAT 0 K 52 i Bt
FWAE, 6 % ILEH A RIS, 8 ¥ ILEE A ik 3. EH—TitEs, JLEAES
AP EER VT 2 PR 2 BRI i A B R 5 5 R 4: SR =I5 5, 6~7 &) LE AT G AME R (0
MM EZ), 8 %) LB BT ILRBIR(D LA S IEEZ).

2. S£I61
WRAEE— I EE(E GZ 50, BUIASEEEN 6~8 % LA BAT NI HAE .
2.1. #iK
R DUTT RN 140 4 6~8 5 )L, FH 78 AL 62 N: 6 546 N\, T4 4T N, 8% 47 N. i
AR IER . TOHER, S AN miE .
2.2. LR
TefE A, BERAE T

5 541 CH R BECREMBU I By BEARRE 1 (FUDEFS, A2, 2020), B FIAE 22 FE B 1 B 40 °F -
(1) Tefl R I KRBmAERZ IR, BT m s A DU AR NI A, BB R s 77 .
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(2) DUflaRns : RN Fara it 2 B R AL BRI (3) DUM BRI ) DU AP ZH & 4T -
R - mAE R CRBU, RERSE): RO - IR 2B KD, RORERN): B - mAt iR
BUNDLE, RN KRB - ISR D, RN (L 1),

Figure 1. Doll style
B 1. iEsEs

2.3, SKERIT

KH2(BU7: s AR) x 2 (REBEES: 3 3T) x 2 (P ERAR DAL (RABATFEE;, HHATPE) <3 (4
ke 6% 7% 8 ) MIREEREBT, HhBU. SRR VAN AR R, FRPER
AR AREON ML) RIEZA (R =1, 4 =0).

24. XBEF

DARAE 22 2 B AT, —xb— M, B2 4R20 15 28 . LR s U SR PR 5%,
MBS B SN I1E S5 0BRSS PHE.

EBUE S Bl “ B ORISR TR IREEREZITRHE? 7, B LEBEEEU KR
e, WRIREIS “ENAZIN” (AR “ARERZIN” (EAt 2 ) BES . DR RER
10 RBEHLE B 7 RCHR (4 B ATEE “F 4377 17« 4 IRFHATEE “1-XT747 0 2 RPEE “,
1-X075 17 AR ), L RIS 1 78, #ERFORIBEL4E 0 0, Filidx.

B EEE: Eulifyi] “IREERMEF I AGEHE? 7, BEERIXEILS “UFA” GEA “AHER)
NI GBI EEAESS, B BRAIRESE AR 10 RBENLIRIX([F)_EiR 7 Bo 2 ) .

VU7 X B(E I ARGERIZIN . A ANAZE I/ RO I 2 BUBF R T 05
SKIZE R A, I JLEEIZRAT 5 BHERVE il .

RJE R T R BT R A SR P, R SPSS 26.0 HEAT HE AL B L 0B -

2.5. &R 5118
EE—FERT, JLESEAT NS TR AREZINSE 1 TR

Table 1. Descriptive analysis of children’s allocation behavior in the first-party scenario (M + SD) (N = 140)
1. F—HERPILEIEITHNERMESHTM £ SD) (N = 140)

RARFE LHATPE
e PR k) TALL R AL EE Uit
6 0.83 + 1.54 3.48 +1.36 3.80 +0.83 0.80 = 1.60
=] 7 0.43+1.14 4.00 + 0.00 3.83+£0.82 0.02+0.15
8 0.00 + 0.00 4.00 + 0.00 4.00 + 0.00 0.17 +0.82
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6 0.57+1.36 4.00 + 0.00 3.83+0.83 0.52+1.36
ATy 7 1.43+1.77 4.00 + 0.00 3.81+0.83 0.09 + 0.58
8 0.13 +£0.65 4.00 £ 0.00 3.96 +0.20 0.09 +0.58

BETTENNEY, ERNERNEE, FQ,137)=6313, p<0.05, 56 %M 7% ) #HME, 8%
JUE S0 Bl BT TN S, F(,137)=5265, p=0.023, JLEIMEB X REEZ5 5
BT EAIN R SRR RN EE, F(1,137)=8.759, p<0.05, TH<SIEEXN RAEZE ST
TCHE BT R DECHICSEAIN ERMN EE, F(1,137)=6.612, p<0.05, JLEMEHEATFEE LN
XS T HBATE. BROIRFERNAZ AR EE, F(2,137)=5284, p<0.05, BN EH, KK
JIFAETN 6 BT 5 )L EHZGrET 8 8 )LE: mibUI% T 6 5 )LEHEZ[/ & T 7THM - % LE.
WA AR B MR AR R, F(2,137)=5.959, p<0.05, S f@isass ot e Rl 7R
NEAET, 7 8 )LENEH SN RN EZA S RER TEEENR, 6 HM 8 5 LETIESR;
AR FM TR ERAY LR E ER . B SIS pERVCRHAER L EER RS, F(2,137)
=6.785, p<0.05.

BB iR L E 2 A 3), TEMRAU . IEAESFEES . RAANFEZMT, 75 ) LEEZS &K
By (R SRR BRAPEEXIT, 6 ¥ )LEEZR S m: Bl wisiEs. 545
AFEEZAT, 6 B )LEEZ[rRERT THM Y ILE, H8DmT T4,
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Figure 2. Interaction diagram of advantage inequality
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Figure 3. Interaction diagram of disadvantage inequality
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S 1 GERE], RO, ARREREL SRV SRR AL AR R 6~8 ¥ LERHE 7
SECAT . RS 1 SR 3 R EIABIAE. RSB R SRR, LB TCIR TN AU I AR 0
B, BIEMAEZNHA TSN, U4 8 SR, T S X RIS B I, %4 R
BHEESCRFEBE 1, 5 Fehr 22 A (2008)F2 1 3~8 X )LE AN AT RABIZ W K I8 — 5, WENE T H#&
FRBGX ) LE M ECAT N HAZ OISR (TS, 2023).

FEHHATFERWIERZE b, LENRIE 2 S ER EIEE 2R, B 1R 3. it
BB A AT EN ST, 6 DILERRBEERT 7. 8 ¥ JLH, ZERSF IR ERR, F4))L
K AE L 5 X7 T BRI 1S, E SR AR RCTT RCEWT, J5ZHE, 2013); BEFERIGK, JLER
A PEEAWTIE SR, RO AT R E TR a2 b

BEAh, AL BRES AR AATFEEE T, 7 8 ) LB R B m T AN R, ¥
Bl 7 %) LB CRERABUIE R, MBSk RO AL, K55 R42022) 82 K LERUIIA
0N UG AR B A AR AR O AR 5 BRI S, S 1 4878 1 6~8 % JLEL /M FEAT WA CLBK3)
(6] SRR 7 R S E B B2, WA 1 A B R 300 ) L A AR SR

3. SC8 2
RSB =SB (A AT, BUIX 6~8 )L 3E A FRAT NI SEIR o
3.1. #ik

BRI/ 140 44 6~8 B )LE, F 79 N L6l N; 6544 N, 7549 N\, 8% 47 N. Ji
BHAAM AR BOBEE, 2R AMERE.

3.2. LR

T EAS, BERE T

TR/ — AN KIUBAREI, BEmd & — D ETERR 2 Im, R 5. WA
BARER DK R FE BRI, R RAEREBEENITR), IR .
3.3. gt

KA 3B s Wy ) < 2 (IR UCEEL: (RAAPE; BRAANTE) <3 (Fl: 6% 7%; 8
R SR, AP BRI BUER B AUN AR N AR &, SRR R AR i RS S o i 7 S
TR =1, 4 =0).
3.4. LWIEF

TERTFHE S B, ARSI — 3 B OMZIMED 75?2 RS RN EIT&1E? 7 SONEsE
i g CAREIMHESL TR 7 CEIMARKHEDL TR 7, B IR O NN — By
B BOIESRE, JLEKXERS=ZABOTRREEM. K. AN EAES, WARRSKE 1.
35. &R 5T

EF=TIEETN, JLE BT R PS5O bR e 22 03 2 Bt
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=516.131, p <0.001, PEHAFEDECAEE N MG RE S T HHATEIA . BT I H
TEMEZ, F(2,137)=4.559, p<0.05. MM HEAIL, 6 DA 7 5 JLEAANFBEEL T 2z
BABRAREES; 8 LJLEARMBINGEE TG0 B35 5 T B, PBOIEE T i2s
o2 T RIS DU SRR UG R S AR B2, F (2, 137) = 48.999, p <
0.001. LRI R, ERBIIFMET, 6 ZH 7 ZILERRHAFERZTTBESTHHA
AR ARy, T8 B LENM S FEFRFMET, 6 B 7 BILEMIRHATFEEZB T REST
FIHATERLRZG D, 8 FILHENEAT REES; EEBIFMET, 6 8. 75, 8 B ILEMMRHATEE
BRI RES T HIATERZED.

Table 2. Descriptive analysis of children’s allocation behavior in third-party scenarios (M + SD) (N = 140)
2 2. EE=HEEFTILENTIT AR 2 HT(M + SD) (N = 140)

Fi MBARFLE FERNFE

6 3.82+0.84 0.57 +1.39

Ry Y] 7 331+ 1.46 1.04+1.73
8 0.34+1.13 4.00 + 0.00

6 3.95+0.21 0.64 + 1.38

Htk AU 7 3.63+1.13 039+ 1.17
8 2.47+1.96 2.81+1.85

6 4.00 £ 0.00 0.30 £ 0.80

Ttk 7 3.84+0.80 0.24 +0.97
8 3.91+0.58 0.09 + 0.58

SEEG 2 RAEE =5 i, XTI 1 -7 eI R, 4R EOR R 4 5570 5AE,
W GRS BAE 5 s ) LB I LR SR . (B8 = AN KA GRIE &ML, 6 Bf 7 2 )LE
SIECBHIRIS , SRk B 2 SR B I AR it B, SHIRAL T« TR R I H 0 S 1) 4 A 1
FFEAMERE, ZERGER, TEFEQ20)WAFFL e —2, PGS L3 285 ) 5534 # 1650 Bl 77
X, PHARU 2 R A AT

8 B LEMAEAT NEIHBHEYT, AWRF 8 B JLEIFARMIGHMEBE, S 58 0 7k 25 95 43 i
BERUIN S, SRS, X5 Charafeddine 25 (2016) T 5T 45 RAFAEZE R . RHJER, O
TRAFESHAAR: DA TR SRR OGS, BOEE R i 55 F Bk w4t 7ok
PR, DLBUT . RKIBBIEARN 1R, LE 5 I CRHER IR fUmvrr, il
A] AU A A 2 H AT (Kajanus et al., 2020), FUFEFERERE T, 8 % LEBMGFAMERMS, UL
Bie A 3 1 Ay A 5

gi b, SIS 2 AP IRIEB 4, R S ER B ILE AT AER ER, 6~7 & UAMETSHE N
Boly, 8 H G S VEILECA )55 2%, #E—30 5856 T AU JLEE A PRI R R AR FE AL .
4. Bitig

JLEE XA R MR IR AT N, A% O B SRS S MR BT, DCRR AR % 325K L3 $4A
JIR/NECEEBEIR, AMEE AR LB XM 8 4 T IR AME . AP FUE S — 7. 38 = WG B s
5, RGWEAT). HeEESERZEEN, Bk 1. B2, Wik 3. BiX 4 B35 EIE, B
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i 1 6~8 % JLE 7> AT N AR R .

ST A RIUEER R 1 5 3, JLEEXTIT AR ER B R T REE, Xz Ak 2 BE B0 AR %
Ay B SR e, BRI iE s MBS AN P ERBNEZ R, 8RS Fehr 5 A (2008)# 2 H 1)L #E
AN OB R SRR — L, EHIE T 42 B S A O E (P45, 2023). 6 %) LEE A2 451 R A3k 5 M)
B OEERZANGE(ES, JREA, 2013), 7% )LEFGBEEBRMEER, XEtl#F B3k, fFalilic
BR(E B, 2022).

BTSRRI 4, 6~7 %) LEEIGAMER G, 5 2 SR T4 A IRBUI 0 3, BAF
MR Z TR NCLR, arFH, 2020); 8 % )LE N FILE R, eI RRRS mRIE, 5
Charafeddine etal. (2016) 098 2 F I8 TR 5 07 XA JLE 5 5 B (X AL TR A B,
AT PR (Kajanus et al., 2020), 2% A 7 B MR R I H i 4H 370 B 52 2 555 (Cheng et al., 2021).

IR 2 13RISCHE, B 5SS B BNAFE R EFRZ R, 6 & LB AT AR AR R IK
2, 8 L ILEUBI A DREER R, 74 RSN, 45k, 6~8 & JLEK AT INRFER Ml 5[ 5 5
BEVEVCHC I B R 22 e, By Al B S5 3L A 98 ) L 1) 40 e T ok

AW ERE 22 57 7] OB . PATThRE. TEAEAIT R R T DURRE . OB )L B A )
AL SRR RO ARG, 6 % LB OERBIS R R AN TE R, A REARYE AT 2 BE B A A i s 7~8 %
JUEOIRERRIZ D B, AT R S G B 2R B SR (07, D54, 20135 4%, 2021).
PAT D BRI E] TAE ) R R, BB LEGIR] Crlal, ARAEAL )54 2 8E 5 50 il R s P ok
0 EEAWKF R SR T ESD JLEE N “ G5 R A ey “EEEAE” , SEILZ A SRR B RS (XS
£, 2017), ACKATEN ARG ES Bk AR & R

MAL A BN TEIRKE, JLE B RRIENE “H R RIS - LR - BArikst - SOV -
ITPAT” KE SR (Crick & Dodge, 1994): 6 5 Ut 2R B 2R, 7 DITIRMINABUILZ, 8
][RR G RE RFE I R . S E SO, 8 % ) LE MR VLIS s )%, 5 A Rk = 0
o “ AR BB IR = R G, SAAEEAMER I 6~7 % )L M 7] ) S e A 2K B
WA A 2 AR R, ST RS B AR G KB AR N 3 i TR R 0 #8 (K ajanus et al., 2020).

KW FAAAR ST G EE XS 6~8 % JL#E /AT NHIVERT, (B A7 AE SR BR - Bl 75 6~8 27,
NSRS R, MELLE R R RIE: B UAIUEREMmRIN, RIX I SCRCE S B R e
PREAN I I, R BN SRR S AT AR R, ASBUEA L .. KRR TEF
WG . AU SRR YRR . RTHMESAESHE, S G REHTR . FERREZERANIRTA.

5. &g

ARG R Eor, R 5 EILEER T 6~8 5 JLE RIS BCAT N, FER KR35 =805 1EH
4 TIF ARV BIIGUE . 55— 5B, JLE XTI A 2 B B0 G4 e SRR, Loy |/ GF; 5=
FEET, 6~7 % ) LHEIENEEMER B, 8 & JLE L FILE R . 6~8 & JLE A FINHFFEFERHE T,
A2 2% 0 M Ath 465 171 32825 4R 1) SRS PEDUT L, 200 B 2 P IA N R F2 1 e B 34
E&InE

AL RILHEHERFE MR 22 5] R D FEAE R IR LB X R, bS5 : B-b/2024/01/185
HIp B R 2 — .

STk
FEME, ZEHE, KFHQ018). LB AL SRS AN KRR, OHFEZHRE 26(2), 283-293.
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XU, EEH, XIS, R, KR, 255 (2019). JLEERFLNES N 2T RIEME BT NE s NEEHE
WMERER. OHFR, 51(5), 584-597.

XN, TR, SEUUEF, Z5H, B THE2021). 4 LIEAREIEARIHE R S B RIW: “BIER" SN, D517 T,
19(2), 237-243.

FNE, FEFHEE2017). BRIEXS PG LR IR BCAT MRS, SZai 2 B0, (12), 24-36.

IR, Fi, B8R Q017). RATEWET AT & F A 35 2— 125X R 1 RE 775 4 2 0 5 X6 42 R G0 m] (5 mm. 0 2
HIR 49(9), 1206-1218.

T, FREREQ2013). WG OEIR S )LEARIBER PO A T, OEFR 45(11), 1242-1250.

M, XU, XIS, R, sk, ZEk57(2021). WEHAIRE S5 )LE I T BRI B A T OHEFS RS
H. OHEXESHE, 37(4), 498-507.

TR, B RA, BT, BRIE(2013). BUIZIMRED R K HIRAB NI, Al O B 5444, 21(5), 751-753+759.

BEEES, BRi%2(2020). 3-5 4 LU INE S 2 S IRMI TN IR B, OBSR, 52(2), 149-161.

TR, B, dkM—, HEW, BKBHZ5(2019). #2850 B2 FEx LA FIAR AT RGN, ORI 42(5),
1141-1147.

HiR, arEHI2020). HSBUPNAEET 3-6 2 41)LA A EAT NN R BRHMERT IS, MELy LFEBI 7R, 33(6),
44-51.

R, TEE, BB, KEHEQR22). HTXHMA RSN SN 3-8 B ILERIRSIAITE . MO,
28(2), 115-124.

BEFY, S4m8m, BRAS, 2R, KA, ®RrDL(2023). M ECH R ECAESINT 4-6 B 4L EAT NN, DL L
#E, 39(5), 609-616.

XS, %E, ikE, ArEFQ017). 4-8 8 JLEAFINAEIT NZEE: #aHEMER. OB IR 49(12), 1504-1512.
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