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Abstract

Third-party punishment, as a kind of prosocial behavior, plays a very critical role in the coopera-
tion between social individuals and the maintenance of order and is widely used as a means of
maintaining social order. However, there is no clear and unified explanation for the generation
mechanism of this behavior in the current research. People have gradually discovered that there
are a number of factors that affect third-party punishment. At the same time, researchers in this field
have put forward many hypotheses to try to explain this phenomenon. Through the summary of
previous studies, this paper expounds on the psychological factors that affect individual third-party
punishment behavior and some related hypotheses.
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1. 5|

HENFARM LN RRAAGEENE L, AR TRATREESE, MalENREESIT
IR, VIssmsh s, FU g s A — B LU — M EEE, Hx T A S EEEA T T
W[L] [2]. SRTHAS N FI %6 5 BT AE AR 25 18] 0 ph S B BB AL RS, XS AR~ T Bl . i 7 iE—D 4
FrAE, st WEER, @E AR A, 4 S IEMA S MTE[3]. T TRk & 1E A 2k
e E BT TR E gl , Hdr, %8 =75 #E 5(Third-Party Punishment, TPP)7E k44 i\ & Ja /b idi ¥
1T R4 R A ARG EE S 82 —[4] [5].

2. B=FES

Fehr &5 JOREX A 85 =07 15401 € SOMAAIHE B SRR S 3 ZBIBIERIB LT, Tl e 5 5 A ik
XA E AT AT AR [S]. TR RAT g A G R, R AT AR, IR
REFE B2y 7 AL oSSR, DRIk B2 230 5 R % 45 51 (Altruistic Punishment) KR8 X1Z4T
[6]c XAMET] BB R BAIAAE R BAAEE R 2 MR AL S MR AL, et 2 S 5%/t
VG ) 2 T & [7] [8].

BEE BT FURERE IR, AT AR B 58 =77 IS0 A Se G B TR & 1 /KF, 40 Boyd 45 AR THENL
D7 BB IR T TR KRR R e i KT S AR R Z26 1 [9]; Balliet 88 AR T Tk, AR ou et &1k
MFB, IR FSEA 4] Mokss, BERSE NI =T G It & s i E 2 s —
T3 15T (R TR 5 32 B4 T o0 it T NEEAT AT O RL[10]. I HWFFE A I, ATEEAE S =
TENFREEAEE, B TPP AREAE G H N ZHEH A RE[11]. D5 5t R 22 i 55 =77 1641 &
[12]. AT, 28 =5 B 3 St A AR B A AE AT 38 B0 44 75 o 2 2 IR AR G Ak o [RIIN 58 = R §1 e g S g
M YB3 R SRR S I E AT, JUHAE AT AT B (K15 L R [13]

HAR—IFURHOWE 73 B i A 28 =T FE A A& — PRt 3 SC[5], BIAN 35 =J5 R FON A 5 AR 4F
A7 KW R . HRKEFIARY, B=r N R RN, AEEE bR AR R
SOMA[14] [15] T M FRATTHE X — 1 5 ) 5 i (K] R 3EAT A

3. FEXMAE
3.1 B

SRIMBEE T FCRRN, ATZH R B =05 & T — P T RHA L R [16]. F2 i Ca kM,
B =T AR B O R I, rh g 5 TR S e i AR ) s DL [17] [18] 0 B[]t DRI 2420 P A
GO A FRUU, S =05 AR LU A s R T, TR D FERRAR AN R O i SO, 5 =07 R AL
B 5 [19] e A 22 DR RS20 A B 2 [16], 7] LA 2008 1358 (Mere Preference Theory, MPT)

DOI: 10.12677/ass.2022.1111664 4874 HEREERTE


https://doi.org/10.12677/ass.2022.1111664
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by/4.0/

FKALH

HAFRE . RN RSN B ORI LSRR B S LA Tz ek B i ERIOME 51645
32. (R&E

KEAHER TIHE AR EEAT AN RS AN, G0 EEE S S
WM EVE[20], 04T e 28 AR 2 BRI S, FEE s 17 4 [21].

FLI R 7 2 R IR B T W8 I — N B R Eh (K R [22] . 3F B E & A W W 2 = 7 & 11 5%t
T MR A C[11]. 1 Kwaadsteniet 55 A 1RFF 78 3E— 25 5 50 7 S50 R ARURK il 38 (a2 ity 41 A2 b 17 46 0K
BN T E TR AR OGS 4 (BRI ECR) 3R 5l , 2l R RS ZE Uk B, JEERJeR . RS =T mIRe
A5 FH AR [0 PR i 4 (2 SF DA B A N SRAS ) SR o A6 T B, AR HES) I SR B I 5 28 0P P A [l [23] . Ay
AR PGB ST Poe i, SR POEARE, B n LOE 0 IR = B S5 0 IRE Sf & DL 4
HIX PR TPP, MR RGN S X 5 2 Bl B FAEY) & B0 mT LRSS B S 1A%, R0
A GRART U SN 4 BT (1 2 0 [24]

3.3. IE X HUE4E

1E SCHURAE (Justice Sensitivity) /2 — N2 RN EER,  ALFE BRI AS 24 TE S48 [ FORHER HITAS A TE A H 5
FUR BB, R B T 2Rt AT N M TR AR B2 [25] . 1F SCRUBME A AL I ek H
REMEMANF I, A3 KEINIETIERIE LR, HRP T AN ZH R BURNE: 11538 L Tk
GRIHl, BN AT, & —FhoRAE S IEIHL[26]. Yoder 2 N TT A DA 3 ) AT E B 17 1 11
SCRBURR: BB G R S A R SRR S R R A 2B, T R IR RS IR U R RN NN, SR
AT NAETE B (I PETEAE) FRARVFR, FERIN T HE P47 A R E aE R 55, 1 T8k e H B s
AN I B AT ) 1 i AR 64T N [27]. 1 Lotz 25 N FIMT FCIE B 1 IE SCRRUB M X 55 = 5 B 51 () 2 M [ 28]

3.4. B

ol RUBANAE NS LIRS I UK AE 0, I bSO NS4RS, B SRt 21T
WEhRER, JFEM ek b s EEMIERI[29]. MAEZ G HIBEFEH, Ouyang 58 AKIL, AHXS T & A4k
B, B =TT R R AN ARG AE T BRI P200 (A4 [ B S R I LA %), IR 1kt
FRGETT, $R4E TR X B =05 1 T AR S A (R UE S [30]

3.5. FEFEER S

3.5.1. ERMAE

A2 BT 9032 WA AE T A G B STAT 3 R, R P AN ST ) S R B, B 18 T AR ) BT
ARSI I A SR S 1 bt B 2 T B [31]s B ELER S N BB TRt — 20 R IR AR B U, X
BT RA I BB, IFAN B RTA S BRI TR SE T R T R S Em B, B5 2,
AR T ONATT OS2 4B A= [32] .

EAR BB IRTE™ BRI N, RS ST X — WS AT 2 2. T Balafoutas
S NIB R SCIERE FE R BB SE R & B R G B0, ERAR 67 T 155 445 B 5 () 0 AR BT 18 o, (R 7 )
1T HHEEA BB 2 BLEAE TR 2 A ETT), T g ol i 35 22 i R i T 2% 51 BoAR (R 38 n Oof
FARE AN, S HE RS DT BB K, 0B A B AR ) [33]
3.5.2. REIMNEFE

— LS nd AE LRI, SR =5 M 1 e S 2R T AR AE AT [34] . I FLZE— s o, S A R B AR
o R X AR AT 23]
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35.3. EAHEM

IREEANH 58 PEATAE 22/ DA 1E[35] . Kwaadsteniet 55 A\ id BF 78 R 90T~ 5 2 35 =07 EAT ) B IR ik v
5 =7 A T AR SO L R SR B B B, T 2R AR L AN I~ S 2 BE U AR R B2, T 24
AAAESR A E PRI (B, R TASRBRIEMIRAN), PRS2 T 1E A0 I BA R 53 R S BE HE R 04
=P RHE IR UL Oy s AT R BIBAR ol 2, A7 52 282 1) 2k 11 55 B D 1 2R [23] -

3.6. B=FRIETIEIHN

TR AAEAE A — € BN, 55 =07 AN R AR ST Sl HURE S0 55 = 75 46300 107 A AR 3 411 07 3
WU A BUAN 7] 8 5 A O IMA AT s By S8 35 AN R RS2 [36] o et £ a4 2 S oLt A A
PRI 3T 5 22 R BONIE SR AP BRI A P 58 [37] 5 10 24 TR 45 SE 9 R R, AN B R Al P A 510 D 3 20y
TR R [38] . FENCERAS b, BREFERSE AR TSI HLR 4 AU 1) B - REE BRA
2) BE - Wb eSS 3) R2dE - Rk BRAA]; 4) B2 - Wil @R Bik[B2]. ik A
SFEIHLHT AP IR ERE, SR AR St A A P AR SRR KL RE RN T 44 B B SR N RS 2,
FRIESRAMEM R, BRI AR N B AT 2 BINMA SIS SRR R i, 0. FUABRRRE; T E 3R
R, MEA CEESH M EBEAN AR, e A, AKCL BRSSO T

AMASE 1T AR B AR TS R0 AT Dy, an s, IR, 168 RS S AR (5 5 218 (Costly Signaling Theory)
AR AL: a2 PR, SRR D0 T BRI e B OS2, BRI T AR
i B CRME . (B S BIHLI TSRS R AR TG 3 BAR S WA i — DR R

4. BigRix
4.1. #2BFHRI(Social-Benefits Hypothesis Posits)
ENRFNEFEP TR, S A EARS AL TR, SB=T7 Tt ik, er1EH &bz B
53 1% PR SRAAR R, T A2 R 1 0 3 BT AT AN N BA AT B8 s A 1R A A7 R 2 [8] [39]
4.2. AIEE R

2B BT 1R % B B3 18 (Indirect Reciprocity Theory) Al A 15 5 318 (costly signaling theory),
WONTE ST H i AT i R I E O, M2 00 S it 78 ST — P 52 1{5 5 . Barclay A
W=7 I TTRE AR ORI, TR B T A E 2 A 78 . BRI, =T
IR LA ZIIRPAT T — @ BRI 5T SCRF[40]

4.3. SR (Deterrence Hypothesis)

AR VN ANTS 55 =07 T — MR IRB) 1. B OB [41], 208 1 BHAE E & Lok
NRSEAFEER A, MRS B SRR R B — DA R NRREEE,  DUSAREUR B AR A
AIRERCN Hbr e B —/ NS I PE RN, URH T B PR B4 AR AR DL AE A8 BIAthA 13X — 52 s Tl
TN AR B L BIATI[42] o XA BOAS RAT kAT 75 517 0] DABH (2 J5 0P AR AR BT 2 A B N B AS R
R, FEA BRI 4T A0 [43]

4.4, MIEHERIBIL (Group Norm Maintenance Theory)

SRV — A AR IR, BERIE 1 R IR GO 0 1 3 ) A SRR (B L E VR ) i 475, RIS A

SE TR ST RTE I T [41] 0 oW s N — Rt i OB, B 7R At S R A5 4
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SHE, RIBUTED, JRAEH A b SEitix S i [44], BVERIE ] BARE A IR, ERVER AR B
—REREE: BN SCAGIE R R R A AR AR R AR 8] o A A TR AR A SR e VR R AR AT 1 T AR A U
FERTE R« IX AT RE AL (R OA BAT SEA ROV AR AR LU FLA R A 2 4 AN B8 00 B PR B i BE AR [9] o i 1
T RMTERIN, GBI SASE R, M ARIGETE T, IF SRR 1A A
b 5, RIS AT R R B [41] ZFRIR VO A TPATIER AFEN AR 2L, 255 =7 %1
TN T IRACAEAHEN, AT B S MR R R A5 BE A 2

5. B4

A AT LR, BN = M S R RAT N, BRI R E 2 BT
B, 2R A TN B AR T U ) S s B8 =T 1A, (L LB IR — IR BN L, $R e B ik
W Ro [RIE REASBTANR X ZAT L] A BEME, AR TTIZAT Sy WL 235
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