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W OE: AGEAKRAEFHORFFREN, Fmitbom T ERARG B 6§—
BEEZEZRGEARX LR, HAE A, X X R R RGARERF A
Y, KT E—wB A AET, MALg B, ATBRA, BFaEl, BR—RAH
Bl FH RN, AR B RE——FE R b A Z M0 R T, RBRAARTREMB =R
RXZ, AMTAARELEEAWRERE, TR —F L5097 H R TAR
R, WA R R T % (AR, FIAFR) 694 kgt 22 i
LR E PRI ILE

KW : FRAT; B, ik, EX; A&k AR

Xof S KA R, I AR FRAE TN R O R A I o AR — PR A
Z20H: (social psychology) , HSUEIFAEIFAL Sy, MHRBFIFEARLL KA 5 b A
MK FR . FEX TR, BT S TAN MO BERLHE AT Ry HLAE 5 48 7 #0215 SE IR I 5
RO EREIR, BFERKCHEMY, iEAFEHEIR; mHSNERNGFEAR, Hhh
S, AR SO B BCE ER S BT BT BAA BB S ) B 3 R, HAA TR 5
REIE, fERME L b, BBt st — s AhE ik, MRS A
—Hf, EREIEMORSE ATIA T, Ry b/ ) /A G B AL, ZEFCE R B0
B

SEIBHAE, JEREMB UM TR RIER R OB R, IR ATER 20 3]
2 A5 sk A K 42 458 5 4 22 18 282 4 James Davis . Samuel Komorita, David Budescu il Harry
Triandis, 7EFHEMZIEA H FH, BT EER. /NRBHT SRR — ) 5 S 00 R =5
ZEERIRZ AN, BAREEFE I — ARSI =, 2531 T2 KRRV S
WWrgE, BUS T MBSO, ARG HERIAROINGE . NI )5, SEE0 (i

@ BREEHE, AR A AR R R 22 e



2Bzt HEZMUBTASE L

THEERMOI TR, 5 mE T 36 m bk
— &, IEIRAE BB ATL AT B, # L AN
FIAS AR FRN 2] B2 36k [ 2 3 g
FEIa)?”

iR NN B 7S W i hEZ S
Srepal, RJEAERA ERIE A M TR
HAnFRAT IO 55 s o A A SR AT R, TR S
JEIAS 55 H R R AR T R U A A i A
TR, DA BRI 4R 1) RN 7E I E 28 1R AT R
BCHR AT P92 T 0T SR L SRR, SRS gy
AT TR S0 S5 56 i W o 3k g
B, TATR S VFMAT7E S KA LK
AT TR R B ] (mock jury) BB A A €1,
FBEFAR TN, ZJa MU A KA Rk,
TREALAL R o A SRR, SR 5 X B 5 e 1
AARBU AR (verdict) o B UFIXABE
¥ S22 Ia, FRATHRAE I ) 8% A — A~ 58
Bl st tean, RATAMBFSE B Ry FwH
FERTV I H P U X i e SR A AT 452 e
] BRLFRY A A B0 TS SR B, SRR R
FIRWIF o AR T — POk TR g
AL T AR TR Bl R IE Y B L7 5K
Bt S R R R OF B e OE 4 B 1LY
PE RGN T GO BE RGN T %
WA

AR FRAT A BRAE SE B 5 — v i G o 141 d5
Ja IR S — RS TR 1 B 2 v TSR
o o R B R TE, IR T LA A e
SRR 2 2% 52 W) 655 D ) e s TR SR 2R
A S35 S T (B A P ZE A0 — SO R TR B
Bl F¥A R 2E R, ARJRAEE 2B TRk |

WS A S R AR R S, el A
2 —

75 FN PRIy W 8 B P e J DR SR A S (R 2518
M s, ERZENT % (Davis et al. , 1984)
MRS, B0 S R BADG TR 1 R ., e
oI S — A B B AR B AR T ™ g i
e,

FESE 5 2 B 5 S i B L 1
HSE 3 S E T A A E S (mundane real-
ism) , SRS E IR REAE WS A A AR B Y
AR, G, SEE AR BRI £
ZRTORME S, B5 PP OCH) A AL BN E R
. REGEAZE, Nt E (1) X7 A&
AP S 2 N B I =0/ € ML 6 . a7
TrikmEBEE, MW, fESG TR 30 41
ERHRRZIG, R ILT A 08 B n] 8,
HER5 NA R, # AR o 5250y vk 1%
B B s B 5

SRE Gy Ay BT T A SCFE AT R
AR o

—. EETEXRENE

TERFFEA PR RO B SE 3G v, O B2
FIMEL S REWRATREZ G, KW TR
He— R FIR S B30 (experimental para-
digm) o X LESCIE A HA G L 5N ] Z )
CAAIR R LIESCR A IS 45 05 ), WARAR
BWEFERY S [A] — e M i — A/ INEAE, AR
AT AL A X A, B0 iy 20
fi— /)N ] B DL A AR BB H I LA K A R
AR AR B AT SR v SR T e — A
K ie, fREdZHEMRE, —HBRK,
AMER T — A E — A LS — B HLVE,



T HL AT DA AS ) 52 55 ) 45 2 B b7 be e, ®
B RIBRIER S

THANZIUA RGN LRI, K2
AT DUE B 5 U7 A DGR BT Z

(—) BIfy (Asch) MMARIIENEA

AR S 565 KM AT DASEE S B 58 AR E AR 22
Al AT B B, 4R (1951 4F) BT A A
N, SEECERIE AR SO, A AT BE M AR
s, U T T ) LA EG L
HMEHE, ARG AN, A TKREAC
R, it T AN ER,

HE, WERBIFIEES 5K, XA
A A 2 HELE B O i 3% R A A
bR T POAN 3R, EREOR B LR EZ AT
22055, I HA UFAAT 20 B AR 11— 3] b 356
HRE S

HW, FTERBNEE N TAEES, Az
KEH, T HZA &AM MR A 5 bk
TR K AW AL S5, P — &P ER
M, REIREE =R REA -1 HL& LY
AR — 45 SR 4 h AR B 1 B R BEATRD

R, B ARG SAEBARREA B K,
A [F] N B DA AR FT BEPE I 52 1)t 2 4%
MENNAFF IR (AR + —Ap0k) , SRS
ARG R B A E T — A
%) o

KX AVER —H— LT ok, ik
WA AT EER, e, FkEEK
FE AT AR G RIS AT . A T5% R
G — UIR BRI AR L, 582 A2 5
NGRS B O IERR IR 25% , 4a %)
se/bEOnAE 28
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HEIRMARBIFFE 1 H 1852 W58 22 BN X 4
AW, B A AR, donT DLt oE
BT ZEN RIS 0 B )5 K S i
FEY LG AR TP AT — A NZRIE A [A) 2 UL A I
f, X JE AR A BB A5, XA [F]
WA DR R . BRI, BT URFRR TR,
S At S B AN R et R A Y B . DR
A R S R AN Al AR Al A o A 2 R 26
AR SE 30 E A F TS AR B 5, 74 B 2K B &5 2R
(Allen, 1975; Allen & Wilder, 1980)

J A 2 4 28 AL i) ¥ 57 36 [ =2 Ab
RIS, WA TRZ B, I H M
SRR (AR 32 i e ik = SR m ) X T
AR R B8 AT R PE A S5 A 2 R . B TN AE
H AR AN B A = SCH (i SR 1) bG48 B Y SCAR BR
B, Ml 2 A 4% I AS DA R 2 B AR N A B
fBe, MARK AR B T REVEAR T 36 [ [H7EHR & 2
WA, AR & 2R 30 AR v T
%[ (Frager, 1970),

() Wik B (Stasser) S5y FEMA UL IR 92
IS

Wi B 2 4E (20 fH20 80 4RAR) Uil DA 8 4k
W (Davis), FIRKMITIL, HIRTRA S 00
fEALE 2L T, HJERIATIE A AR 2 |,
A TAE S TR AR A B 2 EAs DA R
T o AL OO TR RS, JUH R REIE
PR O 2 B A A R S R ER REAA
DRSRGEIR I FE A o A 2o 1t 15 A 7 34 35 )
O, MORTEMELRL E T T A S Al
SRR

S S O R ) 2 AR B B TE B =2

PR A5 B o0 A 22 g S AR A TR e 7R
_3_



2Bzt HEZMUBTASE L

AT, DR RS A A BB R A TR PR SR
FREAEF Ao, wife TEE 5, BIHA
LACHARME SR Z A, Hil T
WHAES EM. AT RAER AR R X A EH
e, Wi IR s,
HoRA— D= NN, R —REd
WM MER R E, EPNS =AM A (AL
B, C) iAo AR B ER,
FERTHE Z AT 2545 /N2 % 32 15X
=R NRIE R, XEERNAE. BE.
B B A AR SE R ) H AR E
FHAPIEZ b REATER H R, RIH
e ZWThe EARIE A, H28EA T
BEPac R TR (MRB. &), UAELE
ZIE ST
AT Z 5 EBOEE 5058 H A A
A SC A I 35, el B g A b
EER, PIRITE A e A B R AT o
AT — A SR AE 1985 4-A1 (Stass-
er & Titus, 1985), RE—MIFRIVERETE, W5
[ B RR I B THE R M2 5 KK &
EIHE T A ME R, U RS B
SRIANEIF AL, ER AT Tt A S 36 20 BRI G
AT5HY
WML N A FI B, CF AR LKIE
R, KT BAMKERFE.
LN — MEVHEZ AT, = AN
B (X, Y, Z) #iks] A M B MTA

&3
H./&ho

LI R T Ve AT, AL XU E] A
M=2%fHE (al, a2, a3) M B WP KIEE

(b1, b2), HibL Y U ® A B =% fEE (al,
N 4 N

ad, a5) FIBMPIZKGER (bl, b3), Wbt Z
s A =255 R (al, a6, a7) F1 B PSR
R (bl, b4), REFEN, BRX, Y, ZIL
A wfE BB ARE, HNAEMA AR, TEE
e, o B al Fl bl X P 45 B2 BT A /)
AR TR, AR A B AR AN [ A A
mEHHAR.

SCERNE R EVHEZET, B X YE] A
M=26M5 5 (al, a2, a3) Hl B 19U 515 B
(bl, b2, b3, b4), MO Y UH A =25 R
(al, a4, a5) F1 B PUL(EE (bl, b2, b3,
b4), B Z WU El A =& 1EE (al, a6,
al) FI B RPUA{EE (bl, b2, b3, bd), 1&
XAEE S, XL Y Z 0S5 B At H]
1M HARHR > F B35 (al, b1, b2, b3, b4),
B, XTBMIEmFELE (WA 2T AW
(=%

AR X X S5 BT P Z ),
HEASUE R RPIE X PIAMEE N . 525035 78
B B B WA, AL XA i AR S
WHHRE, /DM R RS A 53 B
ERgr, Zia, MR RMIES NS, [
AT A M B MER, HF——5
Tk

REATARG, BANEARTHE fe % 740 &
SRR, IEAANERIIE R L2 S
=, B PZ S S S — T i — A
A G AR AT B/ FE IR OCT A R B T 5 .,
B A f-E4F0 B DA IE (5 B, e A
(OS2 LN

RS 2 SRR ) = 2 B, SR IRl an
o B, MATRAIERETHE SR T, R



B I E B IR ACHR 2R 2 3L 52 05 B al 5
bl TARs B {5 B2 gt K £, HK,
BAAES I I R — MR P, Ba ks
A RTINS T2 R 28, HJRAE LR 5 =
e, ARSI /NALIERE T B B B, X2
B A H g7

BT RIREER, 4R E 75 B A R
(information sampling model ) Jii DA fi# B, 5k &
Ui, ARLEH A AL E R, SRR
Pl 2 TR Al R IR R R, A
SEIE A BT I8 A M R 2 RO g AR 48 I ¢
HA A A L, IR S R AR
HEFE L, o iZE BRI A B AR
K, SRR SRAEAA 7 1) i 25

LAY, hr e 58 B L [R) = =2 A
ZJa XACEE N ARG B =4, Wit EZ
FIAZ 2R A1 o o T A2 A 360 15 U2l A A 7R A o)
D i 45 A e P (Stasser et al. , 2000
Stewart & Stasser, 1995; Wittenbaum et al. ,
1999), WREZE .

N T I RAFREAR R RIRAE LS, P
RETER— KGR BIRNE, W EmEF
a7 EAE# (hidden profile) {53
(Stasser & Stewart, 1992) SE#FSTITS S (f#
Pela i vs, UL XHE B A0 R R
RREE R . AEX DV, W5 5
JEERERBE I A o R, LR AN R, R
REIR T BH T 5, TR L8 bk 5L 5 1 58
ZAERYE D o XIS, FEMRR A H R 2
R, WEPRTP IS SRS R 2, R AKX A5
THA T, S F AR FEXFRE O
T, SRR B IR S5 A L,
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FEARL DU & R B THe ey, RR#
TG R ERRE, XMEURRZE,
WP 2 AR BRI & 50, AT 4
HOMBIR B, R —sas 5 (i
WA A XA AR SRR 5 2R, il LU
B[ Y I NI L L VI R S A
( Greitemeyer & Schulz — Hardt, 2003; Steinel et
al. , 2010) .

(=) th 2 BE (Social Dilemma) 9255
sk

A2 TR A 52 36 9 U T A NAERTSE Al
MR Z I —4, HORFA A LR XT 05 AR
FAEAT N BARZI DG (KRB, 2014) 0 4Lz
PR R A PRI R — Aot 2 36 BT U A 55
(commons dilemma) (Hardin, 1968), JH—#ffiZ
MM R (public goods dilemma)  ( Olson,
1965) . MTEAK) (AHER) — XA F
R T AT IRIN S R JEUA s TR R AR (4
RATBh 2 ) — 5 LS X 28 Ly il IR S5 4l 1
RAFAEE . X PR IR SR IE AR —Ff
FERTE T X e 28 BE IR A e, T EEERR (RIR
HE) ATRAEAS A 5 o Rk, HE 24 b
NFIERIR B M £ 5 5 — i ik e 7 20
AP, IR s A B A R A E
e, —H R, AR (BIAS
PE) WA AT LI, (E2 AN R NER T B
YERNBIE, ARG 860 FEBETt AR A A R RE AL,
XA NS T 4t o SR T X AN IR #0421 3L
FIRPER: B, AalEfr e Nk
ZF 45 HWK, ISR ANEEAGAE, 2t
SREAEAGRE, T H RSN AR AR S

S PSS e N SR o R 1 A S
_5_
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(Dawes, 1980) ,

TS 48 AN A] RE B 36 4N 1t 7% R A+ 2 31
Z, ML FEAT R ? OB e B HIAE B
RWART, G ZHER 2. MR, e
PO ARk . AT AN E e, T
1 David Messick S H[FZFA1]57. ( Messick et al. ,
1983) , FAEMSCHATEANFIR . HFE ALY
WHE A, a5 2012 I A Rk
— R R E NI R B E R (continuous
Pl WS 7]
SR IES (step — level public goods dilemma) .
TR T B A 2L T L R T

XA A LA 2

Hi—, N-JOUNH, B G ARSI
R LA T —E MR 4

B, XAV/NHBL TR AR AR IK
FURIAMADR ;o 3500 20 4R AT P B Y 4 2 3R A
—E A, ER A R ) SR B e
JTA LR 2 0 5 A B, SO B A A B
MRS AREMAE, HE2EE#HMEAC
WA

=, PR ST R AR BE AL TR

S0, BRGNS A = A A
EARIK PR > R B BT 8 + S AFRTEA
AR B

WAEE G A H AN, B AZF] 100 5T

FART, RARIK P RF 2 100% o XA
ZROLENH R A, REFTUER, 840/
D 5 15 B A U T A 2 45
DS, T HLIE 5 HA R 5 B SR B VA G
RBAR, XAFEARI 1T REA R Z )& 4 A1

Kk & (interdependence ) , 5 A 21 it 1 B
— 6 —

public goods dilemma), % —2&

K (endowment) .

LA, HRREE, X TR B R T,
R EHRAMER P E R L, BENIRA
Bim . HE, RATE A B C R SRAENR
W, BB NI T B A T 5% 4 B
{E 100 JT; 1MW 2R P AL B S RS 8A
BRI TS, I8 4 RS N JE A 25 2
B4 BHKAE A P AR R 200 T,

XA BRI, (HEEH SR
BEr SE BUER AL B AE N 1o T HL A R
BT HM RN, BT MRS RS 2,
FRATTAT LA 5% 4 B AR 418 52 5 1 H 19 Az 5 H
24k, FCE s O A %5 . ARE . H0T
Sy BRI TR ARG (SR E R
NPR) B{ & /N @l Bc ¥ ( corporate strategic alli-
ance) (Zeng & Chen, 2003), =& A B\ A
TiUH o W R A A T DL ) B AY  R]
IR, i deas, & A COist S W
XAZAE, AN LA — Rt 5,
sl 2wl /D AL 5 Ak s IR BT B By, PRI
ASEAAT RAR N BB VRV 2 2 108 B
ZH

FEUNBIFFE 2 Dl A 5T0 A 3 DA B T 0 I Xof
e B 55 AT BB O35 AR AT s, FRATTAE
A TXAYE (Chen et al., 2009) , 7EHH
—Asemerh, JATSO T A BRI 5,
I3 A E 5

fat—: OLKHENSOEEIFIT; @%
J BEG I s DRIl BE L o

i OTLREEOEEFT; Q%
FHHI LI RS B .

= O] S0EETT; QH
TERFIFEIA ;. QIEEIFITHL



MR DTS IE ST ST ;. @
S T S PO 5 (3 S i 6 1 o i
T

RO, TENR— . R R
5 BRI GL A A B TR O 0
BB AR SRE, AR R
AR T 5= AR, LA =
o 5 8 TR, R T AT
BB O L I S iR 10216 A
AU G A1 A B RO RACR,
R LA, JUR AR IR, HIR, T
V)7 SR G B0 2 AT 3 B S A
WY E AR

O G L XR B2 AT 4 95 B
WAMEAE YL (Mumighan & Wang, 2016), I
U (ultimatum game) 54058, FR
BFGEA TR, MR AL 30 A L 75
JAE# 4% (Chen et al. , 2003; Pillutla & Mur-
nighan, 1995; Pillutla & Murnighan, 1996) . 5
HOANMEIEERG (trust game) S50 (Berg et
al., 1995), A FHREALMFE (B R IL A
LT, FAGEHAR BN A 2 05
ST o5 E TR A A
LRI, fEHR—— Yk

. RWIRITHER

BEAR LIRS ad, A TanfT AT T0E?
PR T HERA R R L T B RS0 BT i bt 45 &
O(BRBEPESE, 2012) ZAh, A4 KL
AER

(1) BEPLIE (randomization) . BEALIL L
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Wiz ab, B TREALE, RATHAR ZEMH
OB RRIE . SCER R ], L5 . LY
i (ARSI R ) SEE R R X4 R/ 1
S, BENLAL T 2 AL SC 50 19 B — B TR v 45 3]
R O KA, BELE T
KSR QFE— e iR, BEHLIE#E
— AR (IS 2 x 2 I, ARsk &
AME S T AT — A ) A S 2 I S5 R A
@URA A TALIAE, EHA TR D,
BEPLE R — DS mE; @IESCma b, # it
JITAT AR P s Ak 5 L St 3] 49— A 92 50 1 5t
o AR RGO 1 BE AL TG IBORE 2o R A ok i
FEGEE R N Z AR AR 0 R O RO E R, B
B SIS A R DR R BT A AR R R[]
MR, 5 AT (] R R AR A Sk

(2) #i[A] (between —subjects) it ZHP
(within — subjects) ¥ 3t. 2R ITHE 1 A2
175 A 38 34 A ) 1 Ak A T Y S 36 1
SAOREM, XM, Bl & Rk
B, TR, EAREAE AL 7E
AR T, AT LHEHAZ H A
[Fi) 220 , T A 1 S B Y 5 B AN TR A 4
Wo ANBITHE LR R — 80l b TR TR Y
SRR 5 R A [R) S 0 1 SO AT i
Wi, FEXFESLT, BB R 2R 9050 1 5
BT A B LA, R g s i, —
Tyt BUAE o —Fh g st Z 0, TR ) b — ik
ik, 25 M s AN, X, Rid
A DA H A 52 56 3 SR AR 52 e AT
M, BERG R AT AEE ST . IR R4l %
HWEARS, AR REHRZE R LR

BT, (R 2 B R R AN
_7_
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BRSO T g D, AR —A
YORSEIE TR DL RS sy, BRAR KR
(o FHE TR B2 — 2

(3) XF MR 2 sk & 45 il 41 ( control condi-
tion) . ANERAIMIBTH AR AN BT, LA
X HERZELAE Sy El A 1 e il A R foff PRAR G R 9 e
FINATEE . FOE R BRAL, FURERR BRI,
ANHEIATAT 5 B S S ARER R A SE IR AL (exper-
imental treatment) [F 8¢, FLANZERTZREE 1985 4F
M SEmnHr, SR e — DX IR R,
KSR LI IR S R SR IR R = (FEfE B
MR Z G ) X5 B 7 = PR 45 AR5
o MILEBRBEFESE (2009) 25 —ASSE5h,
S DU — S 0 BRI S, T B B R,
F T3k A S 56 AR B e A 41 ] BT AL P B
JUE, ERVURE RN AR BT o BRE &, X
AR T BT RS S A

(4) BAZEREZNE ML (orthogonal ) |
BAEK% (manipulation check) o SEEG BT TS
— A EYPOR R R B AR Z R N M iR
— AR A A AR, XD EPEAE
B2, WZELRSMRMA KT 2 M A LR,
XE, BB REIE X — . WR AN B AR
Z AR B AT BEAT SR HE, R4 ANE A B AT
F|— AL g KR L BB 5T B A A
CAEAT 55 AN 8 VXS CAE Fsh Pk m, ok
PG AR 54 55 A e M 2 TH) 58 2 A K&
RAXPA B A8 kT DL e i 4%, SR &
Ef1& A (main effects) B F LG K (inter-
active effects) XA A 32 3P 7™ A B B0
AP E % — T, AT 4k L SEX

AREEA S EE NAERC AR, RNl o A
— 8 —

e 18 A O T e ) A R — B XA
S BEIL EA TSRS A AL BRI T o

SEY RIS A I R R BT S g
s b, PR DA ] — > A2 e A 45 g mT LA i
ZRPRAR S bE I A 3 AR RN ) Y SR
AL — B0 B ol R, S — il
Tt al DU JF—410k A LRIk
YT —H M4k A s B ol Lk B
WAl LA S A BN, sk — 4R A Ak
LB B UK G5 ) 45 o (H X BB I\ 5T 3 1
EYN - MRIEYEIV S S SN E S S
23 (manipulation check) , 3 ¥ 23 i 315 )
BTk WA, SR ol Uk B A
B HOE 1IN [R5, I e B e
I8 AR T BOR IR BRI s i FH AT

T X S AR FR NG A SE IR ok, R
WEELD—ARBHRE, EASGEEN, #k
NG IE, K5 X el R BN & W
AR SIS T AT TR AR

(—) BB DI & 1. 384 (coopera-
tion, competition) 17 ASZUG

A N AR JE b dc L4 FE 3 1Y BIF 58 40
SEAL S BT, DARAL T an e R B A A
1T RS, TEX SR I VR 2 2 1)
S ESy, CaHME (e iR a1k
PLLERHLE . BRIGEPEAETE IR SCEE) (BRI,
2014) —prp, A GERATEEE W] LA R AS

() [HRTTHA (reciprocity) HISERIFSE

142 & N 284t 2 vh i 3 30 A 1 1 5SS AL 74 )



Z—o “HRZUIBE, MZLIET, “THKZE YL
WA, BT HERE” S5, #RETE
ENILE1 ) R R DN e R = SN E (3 ¥
ARSI+ s B, A TR ARAT R
s SCA 22 5, JUHRAE R A NS A Z 1) %
THEMMAT N B 2R, BRI TEEE
WG XA T, AT AT T i i Xk,
EXF I AT T H R LA SRR ATIPE H Y

LA R DA, R A BEAL
SCAE—HBEE (AL B) 243 100 Jo, MM
R A BRIy, 99 T AL, |
JLEARTT; BE 50 JT4h A C 50 Jua Xt 5K
H10LH AT, 90 LA T, S5, BT
AL B R A RERIUE, WM E
ez adEde, WARAEZ, B4 AL B AR
HEER LIRS AnsRAR4s, B4 AL B Ao
H0,

N TS RRAT Ny, FRATTTE B Mk EZ)E,
BN TR — R, WA UL, X B R
P, A BOMRE# . XRE—ok, AT
AT LAGE ) P O 4 e (2R i LA
K/N) RAEIP I 8N IAT R, AT LR
EHIAT R (b 2fids) DIKRTEA OB
RV W, 23 AT ARERY HE B 2 4.
FAMEAX A LI B, RERE TRIGER
P2 (20% . 30% . 40% . 50% . 60% . 70% .
80% ), RITH YA BDMMITREE R, —15
Fdt, TR 20% 45T, 53¢ EpLH I,
W 32 ok BT AR /NSRRI (20% ) 1
g2, RUIPEANEAEZ KB AN
JNSF3H (Chen et al. , 2009) ., {HEFKATd %
WS A SO 22 S AR TR 45 2R, I R K
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NN 50% W3R E A, MRSy 70% I,
Pz plt 5 50% R EES, KT
— ML PO RO (egocentric reci-
procity) (Chen et al. , in press) .

(%) X% (Chinese guanxi) [1)J:45HF5E

HE AR R BRI ) — IR SR, %
RXMEEE A, WRE R, IS
BTS2 38 2 ik S TE F 55 A0 A AH 22 i HE B
P UA—TT 36 A B o 2 X A e, 1B ok i
TR T ELREN R, 4 KA
A I SCHR B DT AR K =5 (], T3
P N E AR R

HHPRE251E, i —EBERE T =RH
& (Chen & Chen, 2004; Chen & Chen,
2009; Chen & Chen, 2012) F1—55%4:3& (Chen
etal., 2013), FLCRMIEMATHEDE T, H
SHERFIE 8 A — B2 W IR TR — e R,
REFEFA G B L MR R FEZ EEE L TRZ
[ SC R AP IR, R 5 T00I X A 25 SR 45 75 T
52 G EiERINOR C P NN 59 =8 =S v s ]
G R, By AR, Badrver KM
ZWE NS Z 5, %3G 555 (scenario
experiment) WG IE, KX FEREA
WA, Xaegfigil AA AR, T&K
B 7 ST R (40 AR [R]85 & 4
SR an ] A= A8 A Y ) %% VIRH OG 1Y) S 30 1 5
HHitWIAHLZ AC 5SS XRXNR (LIE
R E SR ) AR T I (R RO
Ry, BOE B IR R ), A/
(YA o s o/ = 11 D AN 3 (1K 0 I E 102 el T
MR FRIFR . RATEI T A A 2 B4

AR, S AF A A e N SO S A [
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] AT 9 06 R SR AR AT G B JEOR S A
MR o3R8, A8 AN 5 R FHIFR A A I
Ao AR HOR R (BB EOR TR
KA R GIE A, AT K2
WEAR R HORERE . M, MTEREAR T
PRI, B REI I KA s B E W
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