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Abstract

Relational mobility refers to the ease with which an individual can establish, maintain, or terminate
relationships within a social environment. Based on socio-ecological and regulatory focus theories,
two experiments were conducted to study its effect on cooperation, focusing on the role of reputation
concern and regulatory focus. The results showed: (1) In the experimental setting of this study, indi-
viduals cooperated more effectively under conditions of high relational mobility than under conditions

CHERERE

WEFIH: FEM, KFIP, LHEIH(2026). < RIMEPESIET NN, L7 16(7), 28-37.
DOI: 10.12677/ap.2026.167333


https://www.hanspub.org/journal/ap
https://doi.org/10.12677/ap.2026.167333
https://doi.org/10.12677/ap.2026.167333
https://www.hanspub.org/

of low relational mobility; (2) Reputation concern partially mediated the relationship between rela-
tional mobility and cooperative behavior; (3) Regulatory focus did not modulate the “relational mo-
bility - reputation concern” path, but it did modulate the relationship between relational mobility
and cooperative behavior. These findings provide preliminary evidence for understanding how socio-
ecological factors and individual motivational factors jointly influence cooperative behavior, but their
external validity still needs further testing in real organizational settings.
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1. 518

B L2 R IR 2 AL B TR 85, 2% RIBHE (relational mobility)iX — il i 2R BERE ()
A, Hai ™R AR ST NN RSN . SRR & METEA SRR, 4EFFai b
KRS FEE (Yuki & Schug, 2012). 2k RS PEIR AR AT T 300 A28 4% I Ri% H R REA
KER, MR RIS EIR TN GERE B FTRE A 2L, R R RHEREE, AMIAKRESSEH O
R R XMIAELZE FAOBEE MAR AL T30, AT B S AEAT N AR IRIE I e . ST e
e HBN P EEH G, RIS E5E LA RV 2 B & s MR A 2 H M Hsh) 5K E.

CHEMREM, RKRRSESEW AR 2P 51T AER, BHAESET AR ER S ENA
it — DG . MIBT Sato 15 Yuki (2014) 3 ZEMAE S TP S H 5031 3E B 45 198 RHE R R 1)
TER, AR R R — B oI NA I e I SRR, BB SR A M A R
WEREMLFTAER . FR, 26 WE T EES EVLHA T8 (Van Lange etal., 2013), A
RERFAL S ERE R FHENH S AMESIHLE ZAN IR — A HEZES, DL 5 BT kb 35 8 AN 5] S AR BLIAE
AR RIAEEH AT REVE

11 XRRIMESESETH

KAWMBN IR Yuki 1 Schug (2012)8&H,  $8/MRTEFE 2 W 48 g S A1 A B8 N B o6 20 5 B .
XM R IR T X R PG4 AT A ZE R IR, BFFCRME, R AL 2l DU SC RIS N RRE,
NBrok SR AR e HACHAMO/E: 7 +12 W DA 8 R PE NRHE, METER S E LI AR KR, (H
WAEBEE R385 £ F1(Yukietal., 2007). HAZORAMETE Z KR e IEAER A AR X R
FAEAZ A2, X B B R R 2 [ 5 1AL 2 AT A AL BB AT

EARAT AR S B P I — PRI, — Mkl SOy T SEBLSE R H w5 At B4R 4 )
(Ballietetal., 2011), @RS HE. B0 EEIIWLLL AR NS FRE &R 520 (Van Lange et al.,
2013). WHFERM, @R RSP RME BIRTER G @R R, HW TR A R
Fho A, WIS E Z R EENL 2 MEMOC RSN, AMER AR R R E, ST
g ) B 5 B ST A KT ) L B S RARR T B AE 2 b (Schug et al., 2010). BRI 5T K £ LLEE SCAL EL A
5 =R A A AN R A 2= G5 R S5 24T R R BE IR (Y uki et al., 2007). Sng %5 A (2018) K SZE&HF 7T 2 1,
BIRRIMAMEAR I 2= A 2 5EA 24T . JAh, A ORI SR DT T 2% RIS B AFRIAT A
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et

%

EMKRR, WD) T AU K JE(Van Lange et al., 2013).
BT, AW HRE 1o AMAFTA AL IR BN B 1 R R, MARILHB A ET N
. BARINE, SRS KR T @ RMAITER, AR E &K EET .

1.2. EEXFNHNER

752 53 (reputational concern)fg A 1960 H S8 NP FEEE (Romano et al., 2022). DA 5N
N, FEERABIMIEEATNE RN RS, X — KRG LU SRR RATAME R, IR MR IR
R TSGR LRGSR T, WRIERANTS FEEMEM, WERE AT B2 ME1ET N
(Beersma & Van Kleef, 2011; [/ 85%, 2022). fESEHLSPESUR, AN ERIE M AN Hog 247 A A
FIHLEIVEAS, B, 2B £l A (Engelmann & Rapp, 2018). Kltt, AN A A2 AME 54t A )
KEFHEERE . A RUEFHIEE 2 S RN SZ 2 AR, A 50T 5 42 7 20 0 N ) 2= 40 [ ik
FiEsT, HEREEAHF(Romanoetal., 2022), MER IR W RIPXFEEE KRG, 2RN—ENK
B SR At AT B SRR, IR BRI R TR A G (Milinski, 2016).

I NAT R B2 @E AL AT DUR L, M4, NRBAT N S B A R A3 4 2 A 0] & RARFAE
N1 RBBEARINFE SSBAEAA AR IR 2, AMA 2 E & Stk 2 R AT A 7 LA AR 3.
AN 22 = AT B B (0 P A RPN P2 A A SR, I kAT A B B R 2038 (Milinski et al., 2002).
Rltk, FESGEEASEN FHREEEEEH, BBl FE B EHR AR R SRR, Miadd
GAEAT RS EA 2 A%, DU ST E S AR I 4L 2 A7

BT, TR 2. FEEOGEE R RIRBMEN GAEIT AR s R A E, R & ot R st
AR RTEAWTAAL AL AT W 28 v 7 R P A5, TR NV B AT MR, NIMRKZS 561,

13, FHRENATER

{47 5 #2716 (Regulatory Focus) @ 1 HL/G FE A 4R A2 D3R8 2 —, 1X—FR I 1 Higgins (1997)42H,
F TR NARTE H AR 18 SR B R ) 8 i A R SRS AT 8 BRI, MERIZINLR ] LAk N
12 14E 58 £& (promotion focus) #1155 481 58 £ (prevention focus) W Ff 1= 2K AL, B4R AR IE SR 2 A MITATIK, X5
PEITE AR A R BB TR ik S AR SR U R A7, 0 SR I AR &5 SR UK

T RARWEN IR (Yuki & Schug, 2012), 215t % RIBNMEKF 54N B A 575w 1952 B
VER W e s mi Fotk 2 B AR SE M) SRM o« 245 K R IR BN IR BT S5 8 ik SR a AR A &, N4 mT Rl E fii 1) T
T R T 00 R LASR IR 2 3 TR IS At s TG O R A Sl PR B 35 Hh 1 977 40 3R AR AN R D T il B Sk
Y I o6 28 DLIRE G 38 324 7 I UK (Sato et al., 2017) . XA RS TTBER LN : miok RS TERSE T,
FEX B AR SR AR 10T 5, (R SR A A ) () AR AT BB 2 7E T AL A ML 2 BRI % g JEK 1R LA SE m A &2,
M BE 2 A EAT N A SC R, P &5 5 I 2238 P Rk — 20 S ECR R UL SR . (et
SRR T B AR AR RS AR, [0 R A A DU ) T 43 0% R 4 5 S (Gelfand et al., 2011).

BTG, IR MR 3. AT R R O RIS S S EAIT MR RINIL A %A, Bk S, 2
BESRFEARTE SR RIS MG S T AT e R I B8 S A AR AT 1 B 480 SR AR MR TEAR DG RN 1 B N
Al R H AN B m AR KT

2. 3R 1 X R REIEXTS1EIT RN
21. BW
VIR B R R EVEIT AR R, BRSNS RZMM, WEEEEEITAL
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MIZE5E, DAHORPIP ARG OC Rt an s ST s, SR Rst 1.
22. %

2.2.1. #isk

i/ G * Power3.1 B THE AN THFEAR R, ERRSAIT I 1-B=0.8, XML a=0.05 MHTH T,
FRAESTAEA ¢ ARIG I ZER, 8 BT T M/ MEAR BN 128 Ao [HL, SERRHZE T 154 ZAHt, R
R RN 140 13, FHA B M 79 A(5 G 52.43%), #PE 61 A(i5 L 43.57%).

2.2.2. W

il P R R A s g e it . Horb, BRIV RRANE(R v AR), PIARRENEIET N, Wi
IR RPN E AT T AR A SR IR B AR AR MR R SR, AR T
Kol 2 LR B KT E

2.2.3. PR

(1) AAE R RFNEERI T R (% H Dong et al., 2023; San Martin et al., 2019), # i Z25K 535 —
BOCT MR Fr e

(2) BRI RIS RS L0 K F 5% R i 8l 1% #: 3% (Relational Mobility S cale), H Yuki % AT
2007 FEHF A, FT PP AMARTEA: IR BT o N B o8 R BN M B AIKF o iZE R 12 M8, Hpa
6 MARMEH . WEaPREMN “17 AEFHAEE)R “77 @EFRR), U e & S 55 A
AT Z R R I B o RECN 0.81. A EUH S, AR RN MK

(3) PRI B G AEAT o DA A S it T 2R A 28 (e L R TIZS, 2014). T &S VERERE 4R bR 2 =
BB NRT RIS E, ZEE S, RS ENRIEEE; AN E, PR M E 8K, Bx
EHHEKPEN.

2.2.4. EWIEF
SKIGRAE D N =ABT B AT ERHS NO G228, 2 )5 BN 3R T % R s P R,
B ) B A 06 e (0% AR B VE R BCR I I8 1L 2 389 i R SR AR 55 R D ok B S VR AT

225 HItIR
KH SPSS 26.0 Gt i1 X Hdfs AT 45 R 14T

2.3. MIRGR

2.3.1. (RRINMEIRYP RIS

N TIRFER AT B, AW SO AR ORI LT T 3AE . MO A RISt
IR BRI 1), SRR TEL NS 72 A B #E K, t(138) = 2.60, p <0.05, Cohen’sd =
0.44, FRAMENMELTES(M = 10.33, SD = 2.00) &3 = TR RIS PEAL IS5 (M = 9.24, SD = 2.87),
R AL

Table 1. Manipulation check of relational mobility

&1L XERRHMEARAERLE

ZH 53 N M SD t
R AR PE 70 10.33 2.00 > 6o+
KR RN B 70 9.24 2.87 '

FE: ¥R p <005, ¥ p<0.01l, ***£5%p<0001, F.
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232. AOGiHEEENGFTANR R

AT N D22 A BN 5RO S AT NI R R BEAT T S8 B e e AR AT N BoE VR AR &,
IEFASIREA AR FRPIE ANOVA J5 Z2 73 Ak 98 M T3 ANAE e RO S AR AT T P AE s . gt oy
W W], Bl B R R AR R0 S AT 70 B3 5

2.3.3. XAERINMEXNEIEITHRF M

e 2SR, p=0.06>0.05, #5275 %25 ERRiE. YRBERNEET NN, HE 2 01g,
KAEMANEWAEZ R E (= -7.13, p < 0.01), mRRMBNEL(M = 12.83, SD = 3.37)HIA1EIT N E =
FARK R MBI TEL(M = 9.20, SD = 2.65). [Klit, %A T 45 RIGAE 1% 1.

Table 2. Independent-samples t test of cooperative behavior under different relational mobility conditions

2. AEIXARME THAAIETAR 14850

45 N M SD t
KR R B 70 9.20 2.65 -
ok R A 70 12.83 3.37 '

2.4. iWig
WAL 1 SEIR A SR 79T 1 BB, (R AR — MR N TEAERALE A . ik, 5
2 ¥k — PR K R s VM TR R AR 2 S AEAT D, ARG IR B GAE t 58 Dy 4 THI R A
3. {5 2 X AR WEEIT AP P A FEFER
3.1. B

AT T 1 A E, GEE SEIR R RPN M AR, SINFE BRI s o
g, W REMONEARE TR, RIAAFRRE T RRRAMES ST NI ESR, HFRKR
TAER S AT A AR OB, S S RTBITE R AMA S AT AL 21, Rk 2 Ak

w 3.

32. B
3.2.1. #ik

i G * Power3.1 B THE AL I FEA R, ERRSIT I 1-B=0.8, HEMELK o=0.05 FHET,
e s/ EARR R 128 N BRIk, R4k FF 6 s R SChrif s 154 A, 4SR5 A 28R 136 1,
HoAr BdE 70 A (& EE 51.47%), Lotk 66 A (5B 48.53%).

3.2.2. LWt

AWFR 2 AWM & vsAiK) x 2 (T RAEE: Pite vs A2 k) Falia se i st . o R R
BRI RGO &, TR NS, WAERENEEIT .
3.23. SKWHE

(1) BEEXRASMEEZ) T FER A 1.

(2) FBEAIEAT NIRRT 1.

(3) FR AR B 7 2R S I SR FH AN N 7R 2% 563 5 3R (Personal Reputation Concern Scale), i Leary %5
AT 2001 EHF K, F IS AMAREAS NS 2 M BUSRR B R ORI . i ERAE 8 AT, Hd 44~k
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RIA R . B T AR RN N G RR R, PR brdE A “17 (AR ARR)E] “77 [(EFFER). AR
FR R R o REOEF] T 0.83, VP52 HHE B S U8 A B 10T AS N RS 25 1) DG R gl A S B

(4) TR AR T OB X w1k 8 7 5 = 8% (Regulatory Focus Scale)#E47 &3k 75 . 1 Higgins T
1997 £9F Kk, HFMEAMEETT RS, SRR REMP AT RENANEE. ZEREY
18 NI, Hoh 9 AN T VPSR AR AR, 9 NI T I B AT R . S TARYE LA
AR AL B ARIIEE, M 17 CEEARR)E “77 ARFRZR)BETIES . AW, REER o 23
N 0.84, FEXTNZERE EAF ok, Ul BH AN ARG . R SR AR AR . 9] A S AT R A AR P
Ry TR R ARG, WA 12 i 1 1 SRR 08 ) S B SR

3.2.4. LWIEFF

KPR NI T BG: B, BEORPTAPORIES N OG220 s, AR AT R R ah tk
BN, 25 ERBIAE 5 RFAN TR BRI VR 56 ) 26 IRl 1L A 380 i 1 2 RAE 55 T Bl i S 1R AT F
S R T B IZAE 55 (AR T B RN, 555 SR A AN N P28 S B R AT 1 S AR 1R 0 ol R I B sk g 7
EORTERE AT REEE . RIETRZ )G, BlRad s a4 TSR .

325 itTHR
K H SPSS 26.0 Gi i3k B dim 3t 47 45 R4 Hr .

3.3. ARGER

331 AOZiEEENGFTANRWE

AT TS N A AT 5 RS S AFAT NIRRT T ikt B e e AR AT N BE N AR
IBHAMSIREA AR FRPIE ANOVA J5 Z2 73 Ak 98 M T3 ANAE e RO S AR AT T P AR i . Geit oy
Bra& W], Bk B m R R0 & AT 70 B35 5

332 FEXFEXARIMESEIFTHZENPTUNIH

HARENFIH ARAEZ AR SCHERE IR 3 Fivn. WRFTA ORI, KRR 8 T AEE
B MIEMG, BRE R RN IEMEE, A ERE . KRR S ST B8 IEMK,
W R RWEE T R SRS IEAT . FERE S ST R R IR, R REXT S 1RT
AR R S ST N S LR . i R A S R RUENE . P OIE L (E
RIRE RPN o R, ACMRE SR 0 A e A4 TS Mt 1 & A B2 R A FEBR &, R i Bk — 2
KHAERA D HTITE, RGBSR A EE R ABIRRR.

Table 3. Descriptive statistics and correlations among relational mobility, reputation concern, regulatory focus, and coopera-
tive behavior

F# 3. XERRE, BFEXE. AHREMAEITAZEREX

B3 M SD 1 2 3
1. KRRWENE 1.57 0.50 1
2. FEERRVE 17.17 4.89 0.73** 1
3. AT R 1.426 0.50 -0.12 0.07 1
4. HEATH 14.89 2.44 0.47** 0.45** 0.18*

R REAE NP A AR, B PR TR R SIEAT IR . BUE A AR BN R RIS K
-, AR N ERIEMEAET N, ] Model 4 #EATHEAY 5000 ) Bootstrap HH B4R I . WL
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W: EEPRRET, HEENTREEAEEENENXAP=047,t=6.12, p <0.001), KRz
PERES IF ) T P2 6y, RN RS TR BRI R, AR AR B BN E A
Mi(B=0.73,t=12.20, p<0.001). 7ESE=JEAudarh, BI5CRABPENI A B REABEN BTN, KR
MBI = 0.30, t=2.71, p < 0.01) A ZE57E (B = 0.23, t = 2.13, p < 0.05)F e . 2 1E A Fi & AR AT O %
4). 1E 5% EAGEX AT, FERE R BNAL IR 45 RAEE 0(95% C1=[0.01,0.33]), MIiHER 17+
EREM P ER R, I BAE R3] 755 /AR FH o b rb o ROSEAE S5 R8O8E v e o B A Dy 36.24% (I
# 5),

Table 4. PROCESS results for the mediation analysis
= 4. Process AR I LER

IR IR A5 & HAS R R R-sq F B t
b HEITA KRB 0.22 0.21 37.39%** 0.47 6.12%**
. s KRB 0.73 12.20%**
H: drgﬁ N * %
FE W PR SCE S R ot 0.53 0.52 148.80 030 5 7
B=2 HEIT A PRI 0.24 0.23 21.46%** 0.23 2.13*

Table 5. Total, direct, and indirect effects in the mediation analysis

5 BN [EHEMR K PN SRR

Bootstrap 95% ClI

YR LR L e
TR LB
FSYV 2.29 1.55 3.02
BHEERRL 1.46 0.41 251 63.76%
STk O 0.83 0.01 0.33 36.24%

3.33. WHREEXRRIMESEEITAZERIBTHHRE S

U BRI 5 45 (2014) B2 H AR B8 7 V25, RSB R i = AH RV 7 AR I S EGHAT T Ak TR 1IX— D IR
EEHAT AR RIS, BRERXRMNMESEGEITAZERIRR, FFREFEERE R A
PAS 5 SR AR I SN o AEXF RN 73 M 10, K A 1) Z5p A Rk AT 1 w3 . AR &, X
RAMMNER DI B E N ICRFEME =0, @R RN =10 R, XTI R AR gL HE
Bt iReE =0, fRHERE =1, N TR G RIS G 1EAT N 52 A 5 1 R A AL, R Process
AT b . HARE R K RIANNE, AEREERNBER AR, T RERM B ER A,
AN AT S R AR AT RVE NN A B, (1 Model 8 34T T A AL 0 Hr . 45 B R B,
BT AR A B (K 1),

R 6 Fon, (1) AL, RRFSIERNEIEIT IR R, p=2.29, SE=0.37, 95% CI
[1.56,3.02], #tHIXRimaNEBE, HAn] Be MG EAT NIk s . (2) B 2 v, SRS
FEERSCVE IR 2, Pp=5.48, SE=1.76, 95% CI [2.01,8.96], EI#ZikAI% RimEN Mk, HAE2eE
TPt ey s R S AR A SR R B R B 2%, p=-0.39, SE=1.88, 95% Cl[-4.10,3.33]; < AJish
PS5 RENZ BN GEITANEmMA RS, B=124, SE=115, 95% CI [-1.04, 3.52], LXK
AU PR IGE R AT BRI . (3) BEAY 3 o, RIS RIANEXT & 1EAT N 2 A
3, B=-1.46, SE=1.11, 95% CI [-3.66,0.17]; ¥ 7 REXSGIE/T MM B3, B=-2.60, SE=1.15,
95% CI [-4.87, —0.33], BRI ~5 28 £ bk g [ 2 idE SR AR, BRI T-&4F . DG RIMBN LRI 15 SR 4
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HIAZ BAF RS E IR %, p=2.36, SE=0.71, 95% CI [0.96, 3.76]. iXEH K RIAFNEREVEIT AN
(RS2 52 2R R AR o [, Y7 SREETE A B OGRS AEAT AR b AR R 2R E A, B
=0.07, SE=0.05, 95% CI [-0.04, 0.74]. HHULERHH, AHFFAE IR RSN HEXT A EAT N IEZ I AR
A A BIRTTRON, E O R IAA AN R T R AR 128 AR XS VEAT IS R 3 .

] SRR WA |

Figure 1. Moderated mediation model

1. BFHHHARE

Table 6. PROCESS results for the moderated mediation analysis of relational mobility on cooperative behavior

< 6. XERFMEMESEIT AP ERETHHP N YKL

eVl A 2 R 3
(H& s 51E1TR) (RA . FEEE) (K& S1ETA)
B SE t B SE t B SE t
KA 2.29 0.37 6.12*** 548 1.76  3.12**  -1.46 1.11 -1.31
PR -0.39 1.88 -021 -2.60 115 -2.27*
FAERMSME * W EE 1.24 1.15 1.08 2.36 071  3.35**
TR IR 0.07 0.05 1.24
R2 0.22 0.55 0.34
F 37.39%** 54.73%%* 17.04%*
4
g % RN
17.30 -=- KK R
17- — R AR
H‘ 16
%
&
<o 15
14

B 2R £5 et 3R ﬁ%

Figure 2. Interaction of relational mobility and regulatory focus on cooperative behavior

E 2. XERRHESEHREESIETATHNRENER
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et

43

N T E— D R R T SRR AE R RN MR A AEAT I R R, Gl — 2D T SR ARORE A3 B (14
2), fHH LRSI TEIRHEREE RIS RIBN X S AEAT NS 2%, B=3.60, SE=0.49, 95% CI [2.65,
4.56], BPTEARRESRARE MMAMATE B o8 RIAIER U S EAT NE 2 ERHERENACET, XRM)
PEXHEARAT AEIRN 2, B=1.18, SE =0.52, 95% CI [0.19, 2.16], {E{Ef53VER i 2 MK MR % R
AN N B S AEAT T 2, RS0 2R A 00 e X e 11 D% SR U 8 ek el B8 A o) T 42

3.4. ¥Hig

WHFC 2 TERF AL 1 IJERT B — D 88 1 R RIRAN MR A A EAT I AT Re O BN 510 5% 1. 45 5%
R, FEERIEAER RS SR N ZARIE 7oA ER, X E AR TR SR E 5, &
KR AR BN MESAT W] B il I 5 A A dE 22 VPR I DT 5 58 @ I AR ACE AR OG . S bRy, A 5 i o
IRERURIR SRR W REIFREZF TN “CRRM M- ERE” ki, MR T RRMMTES
EAEATRAZIBIR R RBE RN, FEARBER AR T, R R BIE S A0 BB o R A A K P
TERI VR AT, ISR AR A F e BRI, 15 SR AR B0 IS B A 3R ok R BN M R & 1R AT
NI, AR L RS E TR 2R

ARG RONE ST MR S RS HERR B T 27, BT A SR IR A B DL RS T 5256 )5 3
5T, AT S B SR ILAE LS S, FHBAR G S8 R RN 22 5 11 A3 by 2 A0 75 25 S 151 375 B
FERIEEN, TR S BEAT A Je(Lee & Aaker, 2004). AR ATEAME BN . T H /NHEREg H 2, @it
DG T — AT IR e OC FR, AITTIESE “ DULRECAN AR 15 S AR R A 578 18 00 R Bl 1 B4 85 R AT A 25 fie ik
A1E” (Grant & Berry, 2011),

4. BiHe

BT 1 ESE TR ARMBIMEXS SAEAT MBI IE PR A . EAERRE, 5 Balliet 22 A (2011) 17ty
Prafi R—80 AFTFRKIN DG AR BAFAE B0 . SR T FU 45 Rl UE Y, AR TS
BENFMT, RAERMES EIEATNEERG R FRRRATEHA LY R IR P IS 1EARCT 2
W TR R . 2D TR ], P RIEAE —FH R R RIER A, LR & i
RN 36.24%; SULFEIN, AR AP R RURIRSCR, R A IE HRIA A TR E O R
Wt S GVRAT R AL T AT, AR E SR A Z T h o g 4e . IX— R IUFERL T Beersma Al
Van Kleef (2011)F)se 4518, RIVA 25 7768 3% 3R T+ A 3 i SRAE 55 P O BTk oK T

PRI, FEWET 2 Sl NIRRT R AR WAL R, MR SR RS A A 5
MBI G EAT O, (ERIFAE AR SE A R RPN ERT S AEAT MR, AT T IR Y
B RREARE RS, B (LR IR AR 1 A A LU B S A M MR I B 2 A 1E AT, T HIX
Tl 2 A v R RIS RIS SR rh A AR, FEBTESRAERIKSE R, (RIS RIS SE AL MR A& 1F
7. X8R0 T Higgins [T RAERE, RSG5 MASIHL R SAFAE L AR . R4
b, Gelfand %#(2011)iHid SLI0 AL, ffeidt SR AR 1A I8 AR AR S RURE, BE— 0 SCRF T AT FC NI 518

AR AAAFAELL T RRA Froei . B B, HARAGRIEAR L IR A
AISACERNE EA TR, — @R BT REsem Sl REETE. 55 =, PR ORTE S I T IR AR I B B R
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