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(AP 0 Bl B AL 2 A & B 5O R R J i S0 =
FHAEM GOSN E T E A LR E, K 430079)

W OE AARETHERBEAE, MARRTXIREFZERB XA am kN E . ZEAA
AT A BAR G R AR, RAERBE AR RIFARGER . PR, BiRfLi. SEH AR, &
AP LA BIER KT HIRNE RS TR E. AICES) S B AR A ERET A
Tl AR R, SHIEH . NERE . AR R LAFEEZS AT FOERRE LA ZEHA,
AR IRFTE ZAAELRIT T GIAER BT 69 S BB 5 AV ZAH] . AR X RSN EBUE st F y mAE R —
wit,

KR AR, ERBN; A, MEKTEL, SHEES

S B849:CIl

1 ®I

il

Schmidt (2006)42# 2 fii 4 73 o =2« H HLfi 4
(reciprocal preferences) . A F i 4 (fairness
preferences) & Fl fth {4 (altruistic preferences), H.
B4R R T BT — 2 A, A2
T, DUBIEN, AFmLr, 2 A0TA W
525 22 R 0L, HFE T AR, 239
YA BRI 25 A B AN, SV S T AR, )
e el 2HERIFE” (Pareto Wastage) 1947y £ 4
FRIN; b G2 48 1 b A AR I B 560
JERAE 8 S AR A

i 525 C L Z B & BT
A7 W, A miFEIS R IET A W)
FRAMEFE SR .« e F AR Ao AR alike F A
By, (H—ZRFIEIRss B 2ur i, ATk A Fiw

CTE NIRRT IR, AR BN, SEa
Z AR ZE AR PR, fESRI AR Tk
KR ZW s, HEHEE S ARz g
WG & BN, fe e R g (ultimatum game,
UG) 4 $2 5247y, R AE 2% (trust game)
WIS AR AT 9 A IR AT 2R, 4l 3% K 1 2% (dictator
game, DG) " By 4 F 47 K, 2 35 1 25 (public
goods game) 11 & 1EFT A5 . X — RINEHFRSL L
SERURA )RR T X — R, AT RIS 4 A
FIF LR E A B 4L 2 I r EA T RIS, {12
U R (T 7y Tl P S ¥ A R L SR (M=
AR ELHSEBEETY NG — M E W, Camerer

(1907) B R 5¢ B MR th T+ 2 i AL 2, ) . p ‘
e A AL B i o e TOPE R TR LR, I (e R

(Bowles & Gintis, 2004, Mullainathan & Thalerb, LdRih Tk ke Ae . JOR, ke
2007). it R A FAL St p sy (VRBORIRIRIEABER YL, (A A i
M. 2 fidf (social preferences) A I Jds, £5 e AL IRAFIRIE A A UL I £ kR
KA AT e, dsetig g MBI BIDELT LIRS 10N 2
RPN . HE LA MGG . Fehr A1 7 AL RMARS AR S SO AR Y —

S N RAE 2 AR R IR 2 A BRI o B e s T
VR L 2014-12-25 BIE & AMRBE . R, WEYE LA ERE,
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EEAEH, R, 7R3 SRRSO T A F
FAt S i LL, A E R Tk ST [
Fm s (I SL 40 T4 RISk Be)a, BB
FARGF B St S, %0 B B Al A F)
2 MR R A R TE A&, B AFIZS o
(B4, Mg, T T, 2012; Carlsson, Johansson-
Stenman, & Nam, 2014; De Oliveira, Eckel, & Croson,
2012)

MEAEN, Ah s O 4 40 ak Hp H B B4 HE B A0N A2
FI) R R B 2o 19 S5 40 28 B 2R A LG B 2R R R
W R AT RIS B A o HEZRALUN (Framing effect)
AR, B R MRS S EMR R 1E
Pelmls kA= 5, Tversky Fl Kahneman (1981)4%
T B 3 T 40 S O BV N A SO ) B R
ZONCHEBRRLNL” o T AL £ A I PR HE 28 RN
(framing effect on social preferences) &#5, 4MATE
e h 2z B BT ZAEFE W R T R A
1E . BB NRIAAT R B A el s IR 4, SR HESR
SRR AL 2 i A AT g 3 FH o B AN 7 3 A R B
AN, R A FRAS [R5 B0A 1R B AN [ /Y
AR IRBTIERR vs. dE X FERR T HEZR, SR 45 T/ R L
SHH EAREAR Y give vs. take HE4E, 7ERIER
FEZE T, SR IO LR Y Y 20 3T SOR] At i 4 A
[5 Y proximal vs. distant HE42ZE | #J8 T4 & 1w ls
Hh (A HE B AN (Y I

A2 e i I AE SRR AN Tversky AT K ahneman
2 L 1 XL A 2R A7 2 ) Ji A 2RI 1Y) Y e, {HL
PRI RS . —, FRMZAF.
L DU EE R30S 30 KUBE i 2 o T A 2 i 4 o
BRAE ZR A5 D = B SG 1 N . B B ORI A o
W, SR ERAZRIE A R o B R
HEBRAL R AN AN HRSE o 3, FER R 2R B
Ko MAEASIRLFPHESLRON , Poik AR
DN, AR, EREELE . FRHS, gk Eik
WEMIEEE), ARk iR
WA EEMAIE A, ATE BT B ERLE, )5
Hom AR 5=, B B0 A
fif R KU REFR ) IR HIS R BB, 142
TP A HEZR AR T HLRR R PR A A 2 i, TR
A EIS I DU . S, e b i A R BN
] 0 XU A BR8N P i i 58 4 R, T AE AT
SARIFHERAN T, R T, (R R R
wJa, PR S SUAREAPE AR TR . B 40 XU A

BN B B SCAb i — 30k, 7E 2 BT S
THO AR o AR 2 i I A HE 22500
PORAT AW A2 B SR Ge i sE e . TEAR 1K
EXF, ARk E AR R, A1E . 5
B AMEAT A E 2, mAED AN F Xk, Uk
SEUMAR A AR RS, X 64T A H B X /b — 8
(Tversky & Kahneman, 1981; Gerkey, 2013; Rege
& Telle, 2004),

WFFE At 25 O 4 9 A 22 580 07 B A o B (1 B
W E RSB . IR B VR, DR SEHE L4000
WElE. THE . Flifliwss, BEA R4 MR
W, WEGATF WS B ER AT 3L,
BRI N BRI T S i 58 S 30 28 BF 24 BT H8 7R 1Y
— Z 4118 (Ellingsen, Johannesson, Mollerstrom,
& Munkhammar, 2012), MR i, &2z At
2t R REZR N, REE S m AR &4 . &
HEPURH R St S A s g SR, fedktt
xR MR, W Messer, Zarghamee, Kaiser #il
Schulze (2007)3¢ FA 3L IR AT, KB
1 R 32 HE 22 (giveltake) K 4 3 5% T 24 24 3l v 5T
BRI ERBAFTE M R 22 57, JERIN 18%3] 94%. I
T LA Bt 25 SR 25 e A BEA FHHEZE A%, wiReS
FIFANTR EF AT, ik AnE . 53 5ME
A REFRBEBRFN IR o, HRE &I
A FIHE SR8 WY Gk b 5 i 19 4 1 A LA SR 8y
IR A EMRRRE . ARBCT 2R A AR IR & A HE
WKL, AR R R PR A R AR IR = SR HE
AR A IR AL BT A Bl T 5 5 XU R R TR BE 2
K (Brekke, Konow, & Nyborg, 2012; Spence &
Pidgeon, 2010), XU HH T F FHHE LS00 AT LA ik
s Sl 0 e AL 87 0 ] R i e, 3% T A R A
Z A PRVE I EA RS

HT Tk 2 Ot 4 A E B A8 07 LA i B Y B
Bria AN A, PR ST A 2 O 4 r A A 2R 5%
IO PO BEAIL T LS e PR 2R A B

2 ILIEHLE

2.1 FuHEAEEiL

Kahneman 1 Tversky (1979)4& ! At Tl 315
(prospect theory)fE % 1 R AT 52 BR KUK D 564 7
R, BRI U R SRAT S 43 A G 6 RO DAL A~
AR ARG R, SR ) g i — R 1Y
a2, DA PSR 35 B0 45 5 AT JG 2L i TN A
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W, BB AR s EENEAER T, 4
W, B3, A%, Gld e AR R T RE M 45
A AW RS SRS, I AR A 25 B A R 2 A
PR —-SBATME Y. IS ED, RRE
SRR PR ERORN P SR A TR R BRI T 2R TS [R] 119
A, IR A BRI PSR . TR RS IA N,
AR S T A T 2 BE G O (B 2k s 38 ) T R 4
YRR AR, I E RO S B, ERR
XE2ME, fEREXZME, KX M0 HEE
B2k b A2 25 XA TE R BENS o PR, 763K 45 XA~
A 4o XU, R 3k, 7 458 2 DR ) T DR 50K o
HE AR 1477 A TE 2 T AT B AE BE A5 Bk
TEAR 2R X, TR T ROHE 2R 05 8 0 0 2R X i S 3
FI4E R

BB AR T B0 foc 59 R R AT XU 1
WA N, [HREETFRMIRA, BokiiZ
FIF 5% &5 T B8 51 A B J0 KU s O FH L A
Bttt IRE RN o 7 Park (2000)-7 f 4t
23 i v B HE BRSO, 1 22 LA 5T e SEERSR £
Ml A S R, EBURAESR T, Bl
B A RER, BN give MEZE, THITETHIAHE
T, BN FRZ AT R A, oy take fE
B PR A S B R s o DL — 2 1Y
Bl BB R T DR P 4 B A0, 7E give Fl
take EHE T AL X R ARSE . (HFE give HEQE
B AL TTHOR ] 5 T take HEHE, HEZRALN
ToarE . WRHFINR, EALGEIET, givetE
JATESRIE g BRI 2R, JOR P B B R VRN S 1
M, BRI EYORE R TR AR IR R — e, AR
TR SR IS S g 1] T XURS: 3R, D o Tk A A A AR
WL M take HEZLTE SR EAR2E, HEEAF]
wlEN SIS, Hbgal N E R B BUE N —
Bl 5, VE PSRBT 2 XU F 3kt 1, ] ot DA B A
HRBERECE D, B2 W THX SR EL,
FECT HEZRRN B 7 A (Ginti's, 2007)

A e AR AT LA Ak 2 (R ag b 9 HE R 380N
HATRRRE, (HBEE XTHERL BN DF R IR A, %
W — LB R BN W R . TR, BRI T
“HEZR PSS (framing determinism) A3 A, AR
7 BEANHE 22 55 PR 11 SR T SR A AH R A S g, 3k e
Wi A XAk i . FOR, BRI % IR
SRS A B NS 25 R R, 2T R H
o T A RS () SR, D B I ) XL ok iy i e 56

BT O R KU MR I R KU ok, FRIR,
T HIE 5 T PSR B A S RN, A ELSE Y
AWEEET, MR AR Z BN . A
L T R o B R A N G S R
(Sullivan & Kida, 1995). fz/&, B ff & 3B KU Fil
A I G LA D BALHLE & TR A, 2%
TR H A2 F (McElroy & Seta, 2007; #t
%75, LA, M, 2010, F4&4, HmEm,
WEY, CHE, £K, 2012),
22 BRI

AT R R EGE AT LUE I, RS
g, FRURHE BRI BHE SR T 1) 448 Xof 4550 P (B AH 55,
TR LA, TE TR SRR R BOM [ 3R
W o HRSE T b PRI 55T R E 2 el i 2R i
WO, IERH T XM mE, FETHERK
NP . AEAIEAIEZE D, ASETTERAY E B
30T LLIE i S 5 ) 2R 2 R ) B R B R AR
B Mo 1 I E BT A 58 R W] K T B
S H5EEM ST L AERRN IR T . P £
TFEE R I, 515 58 U6 RE 08 X 42 e 4f- v A HE 2
SN AVE A PR BE (Bayer, Renner, & Sausgruber,
2009; Ferraro & Vossler, 2010), fll Fosgaard,
Hansen F1 Wengstrom (2011) ) F#5 M HE 2230087 LA
J FGF 536 F&)¥ (Fischbacher, Gachter, & Fehr,
2001), ARG 14752 H 2042 AAE R 28wk, 15 ]
LI TE M LSRG HAT T KEEA LS . 52
B WAy SR, SR AR EG M A S
THZERRY, Wik 4 N—4, 7 givelEZL T, LI
TAET 4 £ 804 AT 50 e B, SEER R B
iRk, Wi RS R A A gt
i, S—iar A AT, £ take #E5L T, 200 5 Y]
BRI T A et 4 2 80N 2 S TP B R
KF 50 e AR &A% H O, T T W 3 1
oy, SRR AR B A2 e i B ACRR 2 A,
SRIGHE X BT 25 4 Aiks By, RA
FGF S 2y U - « — B fa & (RO A STk i)
B LA IR X TR, LR SinER )T
AEAL, 76 SE 56 o AT S R Ak #8158 2 3R A Sy T
ARG BRE, DLOE SR A0 B R A
RGP R 25 SRR, FE R0 0 25 T give
HEZL A take HESE, 7E give HEZE P A7 53%i10 1 i fiE
BE UM e AL FE (H F R, i e take FEZE X —
L ik 68%. 1 Y TR A4 I HE AR 45 S i, 7EFR
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P AT AR AR b TR0 45 168 4 SR s ) Bk L 491 LK
ZFTRARTENZE, £ — KA e )
T A A S5, S50 45 S 10 B A 1R 20 5 W HE R
N 177 AR B BB R, AT BRI T A R 5
R G EE . AESEI T, SRS R B T
BURAEZR RIS AESE, (H0 A A TH AR HE B 32 5% )
BLN—LEWE Y HFRE A, BRI AR th R
AE TR NS TR PR 2R B, b T Ik %0
22, DTSSR RN 58 TH AR AHE AR 2w AR

LR R U A R A 2 1) 0 X Ak 2 i 4
PUNE SRR R AT T M RE, A — A HM, 6
FRATT— B N KT HE BN 9 B (L Fl T X AE 2R AR
INF P A R AN AU B AR SN 7K B, X R IR JZ IR
WS T E R R %8, HILEMRRE -
TAAE—E JRBR T
23 LER)HIRE

FETRIN BT UL TUH BRI, 4350 A [R] AR X
AT R RE SRR N HEAT T MRS, (HE R &
WHEB.O S IR E s, J£F Ik, Dufwenberg,
Géchter #ll Hennig-Schmidt (2006, 2011)#H T —
A0 B )RR (psychological dynamic model)sk
BRI A T A HE SRR, X — R T AE 42 |
G, Shbl. PRAT N — RIS 2,
[F] B 48 9 &8 A5 & 43 A — B 5 & (first-ordered
beliefs) 1 — ki1 2 (second-ordered beliefs): H H
(reciprocity) F P PA R 3 (quilt aversion) . — B E 4
B, Z5FABEAMNES;, ZHEENES
HERE B CESRFIERT T R R
TE . AFIHESR A S XX AT & AR
We), T EL ERR P 235 e F AT A 1R ZR Bl AIL,
LR A P E WA AT N . RN, ZHfF
A (BRIl N B R 9 47 ) T HE ZR A0, 18 7 A ke
EIT A AER, A A X T e R b S PR e
1Y) ke A B R TR, OB B R R e FR AT Y SRR AT
(Battigalli, Dufwenberg, & Pearce, 2007). ifii E., 7£
FURAEZR T, HHEZW AT STEkAT R, HAETH
WAEZLTS, STHRAT S D) E T fE 52 N KRG (1 5%
i . Géchter il Renner (2010)ifF — 4 i, 24 il
15 A RE B H 750 5 A 0 1k (belief accuracy), M
R F X RAT AT /7 . HR4 Dufwenberg
G NI R R, FRATTZ il D T R A 2 A
K, i 1 s

AHEEF T B L R iR A s vk, 033

Emsts — 58— a0 | uiin |

HH

PR

¥ 1 Dufwenberg %5 A (2011) 140> 5l 7 45 80 ]

BERAH A CHBAEES . B—, ORF)
TG P ER O R Bl 7 X AE S0 (4 52 0, 32 %t
FIP RIS I — R R B AN . HESR I AN BE EL T
FEPRAT Ry, TR A R SR S AL PSR AT
B/ ata c%- A1 /P SIS | 6251 e LB I S /A
TAE NS AR S T, R X e Bk AR B —
PR SR . =, XTSRS —F
BT, X3 B B A SEIR I S AR 2, S50, X F
FE TN 22400 T N 0 PR 2 A A 2 it G 240355 7 ) A
FH, X HEBRASR A i R S S Bl . s, WM
S AIL Y I AR AN R A B R BR A,
Dufwenberg %5 A (2006)2R I 1 3k 4 25 1%, kit
T DN TR 4 A A L A I X T A A R TR Y
B, Ak E - E S MG S, WE T
Pt TR FEM, AR THE— 20 F w A
24 |REYHFIER

&4 4 31 P16 (mood maintenance theory)iE
1 8 % 2 i 4 TP R 2R AR B ), R BRI
PR W R SR EUT HEBRARN 1 R A, HEZR
RN S BR bR A R E &5 R 1 0 45 R (Mellers,
Schwartz, & Ritov, 1999), 1F &1 43016 Hi (i ek %k
JT 2R IR PITREE, A5 A B0 R B L S5 A A 25 BE
BURR, PSR A MERESL T MR M IS 4 5 T
IETEAESE Dok BT S AT T 2 B H0A,
IERXFIEAEEE RN TN ES, FETHS
s oy O HEZR A8 0 AP ik . 7EIEEB & T,
AT 1) T XU B 3RE, I A SRR 25 R IR AP I
AR ] T KU 3R o HL AR M 28 4R A T AS
RO, B AE RS R, SR XU R
A (A [r) T XU B3k - E A DA 5 T T 1E 4 AH
Jz (Habib, Cassotti, Moutier, Houdé, & Borst, 2015).
FEZHEe Y, RN IO 1 2 i 4 mh B4 AE ZE 30
N7 B R M e A, 3 T AT 2 55 A WA 9 ) ok
% (Cubitt, Drouvelis, & Géachter, 2011; Cubitt,
Drouvelis, Gachter, & Kabalin, 2011), Bougherara,
Denant-Boemont F1 Masclet (2011)7E—IiAE 45K
R B L 25 L1 (provision point mechanism, PPM)
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SEIG A, WS M creating AE42 5 maintaining AE
J5, creating HEZEXF RN H R 5T Hk AL (voluntary
contribution mechanism, VCM)H 4 give HEZ2, i
maintaining HE42XH R VCM Hifl take HE4E, &3
creating HE4L N (Y TTHAAE 1P 2 7 T maintaining HE
R TTER SR, BEIHEZLALN T ., X ETR
Al creating 125 K AN IEMEZ, AT
PRI AN E IS GOIRA, P ok 3 4% 1) 4R AR BTk
TEZMER, AmERIBLE S LR FI AR,
AR AR ARG £ . [, 1
maintaining &85 4, PLORH Ak T 5 2R,
AT BB X AE LR, TR — R EME G 2%
FR M, DRI 1] 36 436 ) A A 2% BBCRE D R K
FAF, ok 2 thig B & X F o sTikas, i
M ER, STl RITIRK Z — B, 12
SRR, BRI LR, T R EIR
ARG 4, S5 % Z W23 R R4 5T A = W] /Y
A, AR — B RS TAESRON . B
AT, TE A RER RN i AP i B T2 R R
MIVER .
25 MRTBKFER

i B 7K - B2 (construal level theory) J2 3T 4F
e R R ok () — A0 B SR AR HIE, X B R
i Trope il Liberman T 2003 4E42! . HIBIA N,
AT S 1 i 8 2 B B % = 420 BB 5 (I (1)
PEES ., ASMEEe ., thSFER . BB &
RGO, T AT R o BSR4
HUE SR PR B BOa, AR S . AT
SR B R AR X SR AT SRAE (R AKCOE R )
DEHE BRI I, AT T LR 2R R R
P ARRAIE X0 S R AT RAE (IR K ) o TR, 7E
FRESZRETT, 5 KT i R A DG YRR AE A 1A 1)
PR AW D R R A EEAEH, WA
SN, S AR i R DG 1 AR AIE A7 T 38 0 A
B 3% # P (Trope & Liberman, 2003, 2010), Ffi#
RIS Y R R, BT A TR &2 Az
BEE S fif BEAE ZR 44 1 o Nan (2007) 7E fift B /K F- Bl
WA T R AR AT S BE B FIAE AN I R R, BFSE
rh b B B R HE R A 2 A AREZR B FT, XU HiE
B0y R AR g AR HEZY, Ak 2 HEZE SR IH 2 AR A 25,
“hnsfe s Az T HAE AR 4, X fE R
ST R AT S AHER SR A AR 4R, <
Fe N IAgm THAVETFRR S, WIEHTE@FEN

i o BIESE S BRARAGHE R 554 S LA 5 A it e 2k
R BEAE AT B R A SE I THE , Re o A i
S ARG AR R AME S A AHEZR AR B A LR BCR T
BEA KA A . R BB A, FTRERY
JE DR A 2 HE 2RI BRARAE 2455 5 S ih 2 A 21§
S, TR KPR, DRI B A A 2 A Y
IR ZCR W Z 3. ez, A ANHEZR A 2k
HEZR A5 S AR K P i B, Bt 4 2 B 8 38 o 5 A
ROR SR, (R SEBRAT ST 5 B A BEAR AR I 1%
A KR, I RN T 2 — R
it TR K B MO BRERAE A BE X HE SR AL N, HEA T 73
B, A RERE 28 R B A3t T i g Be A, R
A EEAEEE o HR X SR R T A
Sl b BHESRAL N, 5 B 2 I ST A5 R
XL

BT Z, BN BRI, OB
TR SIHLEE R K B AN [ 0 i A
BT AL o i g b ARE 2RS0T ERIE OAR X 2
HE AR (L R RY # BETR A 3T 1 A 23 i 4 P AE
RO A AR, AR T R S R AR ) S
Z8 A AT A R A 2 Ml e HE R R ) B
R R i ) A o 5 A1) 228 A ) R i 22 1 L
KR X — G, NN THER N AL T —
NHERIBETE A, B —E B E X g
IR U B Ay 58 8] P 90 BE B0 3 (R 7 S HIL) TEAE
SRR A P VR S LERE W Sl ] 117 2
URAR] 52 M A 2 B 4 P A RE A0S By TR e R A
HHE U A B 1) A BE R A RS, BT — 2 1Y
BIHTE, RIEATARKRMF AT LT AR
KA, TR RIS 73590 AN [R) i 2R figt B A 2 Dt 4
HRIHESLRONE, AT 45 A R T o AR, Hhas
i G 14 HE 2R 2500 B 5 — b BRI Tk R BT AE
(Y, DA e HIE 2 Ak R, HARANTE, HAH
fledt o BEHEBTIEHAWTRA, RAHA T HEH B
BN R G PR B SRERR A B 2 O i Hh O AE
BN

3 ®FmEXR

FE 23 g 4 v R HE B A00N; 32 31 22 TR 3R A 2
WLOFRPE RS M EEU . KSR BRSO A
31 LIRS

PRI B9 (psychical distance) % #2x fii 1 H
HE B0 13 A5 B EE I . Charness Fil Gneezy (2008),
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Dreber, Ellingsen, Johannesson #i1 Rand (2012) 4 7
HETGEARI R, HMBEH e E WEZH,
B R HE FL A R PSR A R, el R N
B AR, RO BREE B R A, B T R
HRAZ BN SR 7, X AR ) AR i 2 4R
By E, R AR L B N, 4 Charness il
Gneezy WBFGEZJ5, A AN HFST X0 H I B
XAk 2 A - v B HE 2R 500 1 R I B AT T RS, S
A /T —B 84518 (Andreoni & Rao, 2011;
Xiao & Houser, 2009), X1, Bz . ARH M
W %t (2013) iz JH v [ 2 A 3k g it AT T BT, b
1B BRI B 2 A DU S . BPRIBE S . 2SIAliE
B SR LU, R R, M0 R R
BOREE, MRCHE T B FEAEE, MRK
AR, A HIES T AESRALN; O 3
BIBGER, ARE TR . A RenER,
AR, DTS5 T HE RN

A A A BN YE? H Y6, Charness
1 Gneezy (2008)/2 M S A& K L HRFT LIRS 5
o by P AE SRR N B G R, Bri & 55 A (2013)
DU B 440 B B 40 U A AN R AE B, A SR
T3 YA~ 2 ] Xof HE RN 7 A S IR, X AR
PR REAE T RE R AR XM 2 R R E 2 —.
W, MRRAMPREARFEAEBRRER . WT#E R
FHVE 7 g AT AT, T JE A I S b 2
SCAk 25 5 T i 2 T B0 2 i A RE AR I AN [
BJE, WERAARMERIER, §i# 2 mEH
TR, SRR ARG, S5 3 R A A 2 5 10 XU
gy, TERIAG R A, X =07 E W g R L g
R ERWEZERRE,
32 i{EEE

VFZ W 58 ¥ & BN (B BL1E] (value orientation)
SNt SR AT P REBRA N P A A (E TR
WA SRR meE . DANELTE . GEH.
FlAth 3= & F1 43 % 2 (Offerman, Sonneman, &
Schram, 1996). MHEZL {5 B 54419 M (E L
o) A — B, 2SR T T RS i AT X ) R
MK . a0 Park FI M EE [R5 &, A
65.5% il Jm > N F 3, 32%HilE AR, #
A% 2.5%JF T HAh = Fp2EA, BFTRB, HRAES
WER NN FEXEEET N, miXE1EFEX
0 I A @ (Park, 2000), JREFETET, HE4Lrh
HIAF B 5 A A A AN (LB ) A — SRR, AN AR RE 8 XT

HEZLAE B AT IR A BN T, 54 R 4 (5 5w
— B B GBS, I B & i 4
MEBRAG N 3 o 1 H, AT RE Wb o
MESE AL & M5 B 5 B S (E B AT Xk, 27
HELE o 115 B 5 AT A MM B A7 S, A
T 25 BN B W A A w58, AN I 23 25 AT
ORI B RS, AT T AR R 2
D] 8 23 75 78 X P HEZR S5 14, F I 1) 555 4 23 O 4
FF Y HE 2254 7 (K otani, Managi, & Tanaka, 2008).,
Nilsson, Hansla 1 Biel (2014)#x% i He 2255 i B 5%
t, WFSEEBENLIEIL T 655 44 B i 21 1 Ji AR
WFE s, 050 & A S AE S (R R Sk (0 BE VR I
U AE 9% B 22 ) L sk G HE A (A 6 426 2 €20 BE UL 17T 4K 9%
BV B 2 FIAT 4, AL s b i HE SR
BN R A, (R (IR 55 TR R Ak
N o TR, BF5E A % B 45 SN 2 A {ELE 18] A
SRR IR SE R S T A ER .
33 AR

A TR R FE WA ERERZ —, H
A 23 O v 1) R A5 A GBI vh L 4298 1 3
NAG B RS T, R A AKE . AR, RAE
/R 16PF. HE/K V-4, Fosgaard %:(2011) /A3t
A TR R B, R A RE 6% 3 3 A 5% 1 B R AE 4
BN = A S o BB, ME SRR & AR ]
B PE 5 AMEPE 3 E AR OG, TR T M W U
Ko WRFEEINN, HMBUE B4 3 25 B UE AT
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The framing effect on social preferences

DENG Ying; XU Fu-Ming; LI Ou; SHI Yan-Wei; LIU Cheng-Hao
(School of Psychology, Central China Normal University; Key Laboratory of Human Development and
Mental Health of Hubei Province; Key Laboratory of Adolescent Cyberpsychology and Behavior (CCNU),
Ministry of Education; Wuhan 430079, China)

Abstract: The framing effect on social preferences refers to the phenomenon in which individuals, who are
influenced by the frames of scheme selection, show the change of cooperative, reciprocal and altruistic
behaviors. It is the application of framing effect in the field of social preferences. There are five theoretical
models to interpret this phenomenon in the previous literature of social preferences, which are prospect
theory, misperception theory, psychological dynamic model, construal level theory and mood maintenance
theory. Meanwhile, evidence revealed that framing effect on social preferences may be influenced by some
factors, such as psychical distance, value orientation, personality and culture. Therefore, further researches
for framing effect on social preferences are expected to explore its mental and neural mechanism, to make
its research paradigm more abundant and to improve the external validity. Finally, it is necessary to promote
studies by using multidisciplinary methods.

Key words: social preferences; framing effect; prospect theory; construal level theory; psychical distance



