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BB EERHATRIF: ETNRAEEHNA

K Do Zax! REW? OdEE’ Las!

(AP ETE A OB B, BRI 430079) CYLPEITE RS OB R, A 330022)
CHE AR KB AFER, LR 100872)

W E AREEMERT, afINE AT RGO T EMIELRFEELZ TAT 2B, RBEREL
ik, SAFAMRELRAFSBRAZGE | PHADREER AL 2 P98 b e T —5, NEBBRH. Hh
B & A Auh = A7 @347 TR, B RE BB AL R R BB L F AT RmIF 8 s TR, AR
65 45 HARBL I A A AT AT A7 H) A AL s dlm T a9t R, A% | BT, &M= A= R M AT 4=t
BB AR Aot T AT H; Bk 2 liddeif ol B JEAMN . A WA SN ET B T BB, AR 1 AT EH
WPAE R T R B AR RE. AMEF R ER TR ESFRETRAYONRERL | PHASIRE. %
HAEZH—FRTEFREX, RAKEZEFHRATEZALMNZREL,

KR AP REBBEE, AL, NFIREF H B AT miFE AR

HHEES  B849:091

1 58§ T ARM fR AR, BCE R 2 A
EZWIrEL . R, 1B ZHF I8 45 S0 5 B 1 HE 42
P&, W PRNE ST 40 ~ 50% M8, T
B E SR KT 20%9 43 B (Camerer, 2003),
I, BFEEINN UG TEAS T A G I3k
(BRmt)e, 2014; LY, SO0, 2240, FE, 2015),
BATH T &5 N BRI A XA HRLEER A&
) g g KA« B R B

TEH AT ST, R EEINATE UG +
FELUEA V-3 BRI AT R AR TSR A, Tk
Fi F H A 2 B9 #E 2 I 4747 9 (Knoch & Nash, 2015;
Achtziger, Alés-Ferrer, & Wagner, 2016; 145 B,
ZERR, RBREL, XIFRE, & S, 2016), JF4rHIM
INFN L 1 28 A B HLAEAS [ 1 B B8 0 T AH R A R
BLEN(B 2, HER, T, REE, DK,
2013), AR IX L S AR ERAT T AH B (1Y) S HIE S RE,
AN A HE 2 AN 28 53 B A AT R A PR AR Dy a2
N7 A B N RAE <25t Nk T 75,

Mr 24 ATEREAR A X, ABEE
THAE BT R RAE D A AT A A, X FpIERA
Ryt el B A2 B T AR Z I E B O (Fehr
& Gichter, 2000), 5482 U A AN A1 2 3
M ARE, BRADS AR KK (Edwards,
1954), SR, RZWFF0HE R AT R 58 48
RFN S R AL <255 N, TR AR I 0
At , IETIAA TR At N7, X — 251
i 5 18 HE TR 2R (ultimatum game, UG)yE =0 Y 3256
53] T 3843 AR BN (Giith, Schmittberger, & Schwarze,
1982), 7€ UG ", Wi AJL[R) 7Bt — 2 5080 1 4 4%,
HAABEBUCERD AR, REREEZZ
FEE, W F X — 4Bl AT B, AR
g a4, W —H#AREIRIS S ER(Giith et al., 1982),
TEFRPEAESL T, ARy AR, #CESR
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* SR AREFILS TN 31200795); BIBER iy iy ) 25 i 77 20 0 3 — A0 B2 O 22 M 5

2 rp e R AR R Al 45 2% I H (CCNU14Z02015); . AR R AR e R 5 1 i 3

el 52 1 9K Rk 3 4 1T 1350 H (71571083); 2017 44 . ; 3%
IR 2 75 2% (236 S B 75 (201 7Y BZZ089) WIRRG 2 RN TSR i, BFEE R
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H 3l 1Y B A P i, A T S B R b s,
Kt , 48 48 A 28 F 2 AR 9 [ 3 2B (Rand,
Greene, & Nowak, 2012; Rubinstein, 2007), 1/,
— ST F N AR E S . B SR RN R H A
ik, MR EE AR BT A5 55 0 A e Rk
HAhl, Pk, fE4A R B IR B 45
H(Martinsson, Myrseth, & Wollbrant, 2014; Myrseth,
Fishbach, & Trope, 2009), HHl, REMITEHAMN
XU S8 B A A X0 3 — ) AT TIRR

XLFR G BRIA A2 T W D 2 483015 2
AT, FERSE 1 bt AT, B
KT R T, &—MjE&=UmL,
AN IR . MAERSE 2 AT ST,
Az @REd, FEFENERSS, FHRSR
% I8 (Evans, 2003). F1H Sin TAHLE, #E6n
T ESMRIE, B0 LI & W RF AR AR
W7 4% 95 R 43 it (Lieberman, 2007) . BUER 48 FLIS 11
PSR TR T2 IAR . I R A S
REWTEE WRTE, HBAIRE NN LRGN
3143 75 i F 7 #.(Bvans, 2008; M i, %K,
AR, 2009), ANIFEBFFEE X TRGME L. FF
F AL LR AE BAAAE 55 v % D) A5 5 THT Y
SRARAELEAT — 2853, Bil4n Kruglanski 1 Gigerenzer
(201 1)IA Ay WU 48 I8 HY 158 im0 RN TR
ST R o AEE W58 5 A0 SR G 2 1 4]
O34T — S B X LA 5 RN i R S
B &% R, 4N, Evans (2008) iR, #tftk. o
FE MR e A 22 5 D A 5 TGS XU G 1 9 25
T7 588, Ml I, WRGEMIRIFE—-XKZH,
EERZRE WA T —5, I HICTEAR K&
JEsEE P (BRI, 2013), 1E UG, Mg
AAFHIATHZABIERSG 1 iy A SN IE 2
ARG 2 PRI TSR 2R 45 b o g 5 Y
FI B0 SO b & R BB 2 5 45 2R

AR ZR G2 B0 1 £ B2 R X — (] R AL A
AR S S —, AR T AR 5T 20 51 IAIA R
1% 25 RN S AL A 6] # B2 AT R (B 24, 2013),
WRGHIINHTE UG FAMEIE LA AT 11T R
AN J2 TRT B b 52 155 2 DR R TSRSy, S A R R
ZHAEMWE A B, WRAGIISME T otk
NI R R 26 KR, MOAF RIS 45 58 5.
TERPIAERITT UG AR IE LA AT AT Y
JRE, ARSI AN TAT R T — AN

AL, X TARIT R, REZHIAHEIA
TR RS A S AR N A IR . RS
HE ST, DU SR AMEE R BT TR
MR, 52 BRGSO R R Y H 34
T.id 2 (Baumeister & Bargh, 2014), X A& & Hit X
ST EAMTE A LA ST NI ®E
(Chaiken & Trope, 1999), M A shiin T A1 &l in T
Ak KA IR T AR A PRI, A
B MARAS 48 7 A R 5T 3 X AR B 30 B8
HEAMWK, HEMESRTE NS AR,
Ry UG THELEA AT Ry g BEPE R A 2 4 4
PR UEE . B2, ACEAEET RSB
A, XETAFFE P TAMATE UG hiEd A
AT R B BN T R O T S S TR,
SEAREL UG s A ds 04 B o s 8 A il
T AR R A 2L, SR I L A
A —BO I G P Reny IR A, JF 48 i X A SR B
SR,

2 EBAATHMIERILR

AR, BFFEE B LI RS R B T
Jna] 52 e 23 SF- I 4547 24 (Halali, Bereby-Meyer, &
Meiran, 2014; Bear & Rand, 2016), 2K, A58
T TPAREFAT M2 H B i 25 J ik 2 A 3= H i
SR HAAE i . MIBNAR G IS, HAHE
FHINH A FIRIFAT HRRSG 1 PRy ASI R, R
MA —EMEHF NI 1T HEZIIRS 2 &
i TR, T, RREMRFERDT AR
IR o
21 B # i #& B & {& 1% (automatic negative

reciprocity hypothesis)

M X 2R, H H (reciprocity) g — Fh X il
NAT R AT A0 I Rz P ), 9] 2 oAt N -9 AT
AT AH L AT R EL R, REERAR B (positive
reciprocity), X XA ARLF AT R 44 T A EF Y
AT b WAL, RIYE % B HE (negative reciprocity)
(Guala, 2012), Halali Z£(2014)42 09 E 3h G H
BB R I RFE LA AT 14T R — 3 F 17
PTG 200 B S B . A UG o, X
NN AL, MRS A%, Rk
T528 T, AT RE T I A BRI R 2 A A
BIANAEA3EC . 10, van’t Wout, Kahn, Sanfey I
Aleman (2006)38 i1 2 54 B X (SCR)IE A4~
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B 25 B0, BF9E R BUAR L FREZ AN, A
IRAEIE LRI IS S O TR, i BAE 4 AN
I 5 AR A TR AR 0 AR 28 i IE A G
(Srivastava, Espinoza, & Fedorikhin, 2009), It4h,
WFIEIE e AL Z AP 5 15451 R 58 (Xiao
& Houser, 2005)F 3¢, 15 45 17 5w A FEARAS 2
S4B 4R (van’t Wout, Chang, & Sanfey, 2010),
M, MMEAELR A TFAT AT BER—R AN T B &
MTPETE 2 R AN . H3hTH R B BB
175 26 1 A BE U] T AR 288 A AT R R
g 1A B R

2.2 #Z£B%{Rif(social heuristics hypothesis)

o R R BUA N RS 1 1 B Sh KA T
NG, RS 2 AR TR SR 55 0 KAk
(Bear & Rand, 2016), MAIEA AN TRIERS 1
ERTF AR, HS RS 2 T B RShPLGE
At 2wt i, AR RIS T 20 A RIAT R,
HRZANTAE . HTRSE 1 AT AZZIA
FIPEIRPIREm, RS 2 BN T Z AR5
IR, IBAFEBREIFESME T RS 2 9VE R85,
TR I S 20 - 45 246 38 i g, D 350 B A (R4 48 A8
INVPRIER G LAERT By A 3 B 58 S ik, #fF
¢ IE i S S R AR D AR e 4 T B RO
PRE X —[

H AT oE hod & R e =0 . S—, A
it . AR T IRTFES S A S B A A
45 (Blan, iefZ—A =g — L), 5
W F I HEATISRAT 55 . 555 i BRAT 55 1 B0 A
L, TR 2L 2 5 I XEAE 55 B 402 i DA 0 67 4 B R,
HE SRS P AR ISR IR S /b, R, il
MR EZ 2R RG 1 b AN TR, B
K F G 2t N T Jr (Gilbert, Pelham, &
Krull, 1988). %5, WhEf B, HF5 bl & 2ok
B PR AR e 3R (B () R ), s SR T AT —
S I 18] (14 S8 25 (] [ S2E 3R ) o Isf [ s g 920 1 A st
ARSI T PLSs, AT AT B B
Too K, FERF ) R AR E 3 247 31 A 3l
TS, A () R AR 2 27 2 A R i T
520 (Wright, 1974). %=, ARMAE. HF5EH
WA BB S MIHARN AR IR RS, K525
WAL 55, X — T 5N AR A E . 5
58 T AN G IRAT: 55 1wl AR L, IRk 58
TR B Z BT IRAT 55 g E W RE I A 3R

WEE, FAREAN A 3h 5V (Baumeister, Bratslavsky,
Muraven, & Tice, 1998),

Hur, REWREEIN, 8T L4
WHEZRMRS 1 AT, AN
YR m . PN, BEIT A IS DR E] FE A
A TP RIS, AN (4 4
= (Sutter, Kocher, & StrauB3, 2003; Cappelletti, Giith &
Ploner, 2011), i %E 38 R HEORF Fif AR AN 24 F 4 4 %
(Grimm & Mengel, 2010; Neo, Yu, Weber, & Gonzalez,
2013), AN, WS R BUAR L TR0, A ARTE
fE IR 27 (Calvillo & Burgeno, 2015), [ 3k il 45
#E(Halali et al., 2014) L K TR T (Morewedge,
Krishnamurti, & Dan, 2014)%} A4 Be HHE 45
A A, XHTLAE(2016) W ML L A
AEJ) . HIRIFESE M UL T A AEAT R — il oR]
fit PSR R BSOS SN R T DA, AE
PRRAFERS, MEAEZ RS 1 P AN,
B AP, AR AT M, SR T A
Pt A BBt
2.3 A 1R 4F #25 #) R i (controlled-processing

hypothesis)

O i 4 AR A AR e SR A A S AL
R R ot i DO NN S N SR A eSS W LN
MRS 2 H IR E ORI S B R s, A
WA RN A PR Ar . B, HOCHER RV AR
2 T B 3 A0 45 8 5 BE ) 9 IS TE T B 2 R
N (Siitterlin, Herbert, Schmitt, Kiibler, & Vogele,
2011; Dunn, Evans, Makarova, White & Clark, 2012),
B Sy A5 1 B T G 2598 55 B I3 A S — Rl AR
BRI, AMABR RN 2, MAK 2 s R
5 2 {4 N T H VLSS (2016) A 7N
BEUR RN () H TR B ARAE T, AT RE R T
PR S R P . BIAE RS 2 mdsddilin T
N, MMRREE L H ARSI, FELEALN PR
HIK, Knoch, Gianotti, Baumgartner 1 Fehr (2010)
FIBIF 5T S B A0 R 2 XA SR TR B S AR
SRR OE o Bl 2 R S X I R T Bl R, A
TR S 2 i T Jr X (Miller & Cohen,
2001), X —Z R UMK A 3 B9 SN2 H A
HIEZ AN WA, WSl —S Ul T =
B RROC AR, S 50 E o I 28 G iR
CTMS)LFLHTA T K2 )2, SBOR A7 B 4 4
K [%AK (Knoch, Pascual-Leone, Meyer, Treyer, &



322 DI = N S

%26 %

Fehr, 2006). J&52eBF58 & 30 B 3857 55 IR T4 #E
(Achtziger et al., 2016) F1Hi# #e 3 (Hochman, Ayal,
& Ariely, 2015)AB AR MAMH R4 1, FBOR
NSRRI el DL, AR RS 2
M T2 F, EE2HELRNNT, dF—H5
TE T2 i g il B

VL W5 e F A R ) B B ER T UG i
NFAREFAT AT T R, (0 =3 Z e A7F e —
BB R 5 O (AR 1), 1%, 7E A 3 RO
TR SR BV O 7 T, B T A B AR A A
S Ie BABRULARIN A 2 P i R 50 11 A 8,
B2 Pt B sh IR ud; i il Bk A R &R
i1 1A SR, A TR sz il . R, 7
WRGEMER T H, AINEREERUEEZTENR
1 WINREAM ORI TR RE, +h 2 )a R IR ULAAE
il 1B BB A R £ - 2 A2 A8 A R S BL R 28
Tl Z W hse, REE 2 HREAEXFh b kAT
P, R T E RS R . AR,
LRI BIHLS 2 S S HLAY BT e 5 3 e X B D S AT
i (Civai, 2013), FIRA R BIS BB METE R
1 A SRS, A RS 2 #BaT LI G
SN HEAT Y, 24 A RIS L, A AR
ZEZANT, MO FmAE SR, MR E X
4 RN N EETEIRTSE 45 Rk B, L ERiE
B U8 A0S AF R 8 STEE S 6, (HBIFSE 45 30 AN —
=) S I = =P W N [ R e o e N LS T o § e
H RTAF 7 Hh 32 2 A 138 S T S S i e 2 A7 4 il
M, AR EBRFESMT, RE 2 WEFIDI6E
WD, AT AR, R CE R A A, B
WCE B FRARAN A 4 % . MR, A SR AP fh &
AN, FERFEIFERIT, /5 2 = AF

LA DI REWID, ARSI S G 47 AT o,
WO A G BE, O K AN 2 S R 4
o WL, 0T RS 1 MR SPLA FIEL
Dt 4 ) e S PR B B0 RN X — SE A (BB A AR
— S8BT [ 3 RO AT e 32 FIAR Z
R, N R BE— 2P A

3 FWBEsREZMEZR

AR A B N T BE SR A7 Bl — SR 2= R
S AE 55 FRAE R R B g, A0 #k S BB T,
INFISCERE ST, SE0 0 AN S8 S i BL 45
31 MEEREHR
311 #HMERME

2 (B (social value orientation, SVO)
EARA R 5 AT RV AT Bl A v, A AR
A R 45 J A0\ 25 5 22 B0 A9 A8 E T 1 (Beggan,
Messick, & Allison, 1988; Murphy,

Ackermann, & Handgraaf, 2011), FZAFELLT
PRSI . SRR S B m AISE A FREL N . R4S
] A AR A B R R K S A A B A E
Fil g KA, T 2R F IO A AT IO [ R £,
WEE [ 3R 25 Rk, ZAXT A 52 1 (van
Lange, 1999). FI AR & W R4t 23 B m) MATLE AL
2> [HE R n] RE 5 b\ A1F (Balliet, Parks, & Joireman,
2009; Bogaert, Boone, & Declerck, 2008; van Lange,
Joireman, Parks, & van Dijk, 2013), XK JTARIY
QOIS WA B, (EAEW) I BT IR AL T M 55
PALER, RSB EARERALEGNE
YEIKFE, 7 UG H, Bieleke, Gollwitzer, Oettingen
Fl Fischbacher (2016)AHF5E ZHAH L T R4 2
LR I T, SR AR SO AN ARAE B B T

® 1 EJaE IR IR G AT R S

i HA N WEL A B | AR YL SR
HE AR AT TR TR R LIRS ATHERMERS 1| AT eg Halali
HWEB TSRS T AR . ORI . R SR fpprgh  etal, 2014
HAmE  AMKESRATRMEERSE | EHT ATME T ATRERMERSE 1 B g Bear&
=8 MES R, MAEL 2 i ARSHLEE £ AR SHILA WAsEN, HR% 2 Rand, 2016
AR 2 I, AR BLI 2 AR 4 2 B AT LA A 4 R
WL TN e, B4 2 WM.
AT AR A AU i, RS g e kg 1 AR6 e Siterin
PRI ERATAK A SRR AR, MR LR W SR, HAS 2 fffck  ctal, 2011
G 2 vh TR R VR AR IR R kB, AT LA R AR R R
AR FE B2 AR AFARAT
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KT EATRRIE LA AT, Ui S B A A
O3 A B BE AT RS — P H BN . B, X TR
ST AN UL, FE A 3l RN AR
BR AR d, TxE T3 A B Ak, H
H 3 58] RE SRR AN A T-IE K B A5 -
312 INFRBEEN
NIRRT RIE TR RS 1 hE A
SN TN, RARS 2 Ha EE I T 6T,
— i 2 A A A B (Cognitive  Reflection
Test, CRT) M & (Frederick, 2005; Toplak, West, &
Stanovich, 2014), 7 UG ¥, i ANFI B GE 1
AR ZHEZ AN, UHAERS 2 BT
TR, AMRE AT AR Z AN, R T A
WA BB, A, A0S R O B S A
WHEZIRLANT, UWHHERS 2 MG T T,
AR AT REAR 4R, SR T PO 4 R
i, Calvillo Fl Burgeno (2015) 1 JeX} X — [A] 8 if
T TR, 455 KA M A 2 5 & A4S
W RREZ AN, WHITERS 2 SN T
T, MERE IR G B IRAN S, SRR T ARG H
BB, AHRUERE T St S M ER AT, &
SRR B4R A AR B 3l g, EARTRIIA R
JERE T A PR AT B 1) TR R AS R AN S0 0y
K, BIIFAE A w2 i Se e Bl 7T A g T
A2 S (0 B, B T AR IE R R
Gh, —28 N O EAREEA] RERTANA R B 3 R AT A

LA, BN, 4F S (Warneken & Tomasello,

2009; Shaw & Olson, 2012), Z(H T55(Carter & Irons,
1991) f1 %% # & 2 J& (Bellemare, Kroger, & van
Soest, 2011)%5 It 1] fE 22X MATE UG A 3l
S 7 A 5]
32 LBESHE
3.2.1 LR

£ UG ', AESER AR T A EL AN
T AMEhHL RE AR, 7EERE UG H, $E4A
ISR BEMAR TR AR, MTEREE UG
FELASN TS BE 240K 1Y (Rand, 2016) /£ 5
UG, EL AT J2 XA A K- 43 Be i —
FAETT, Tk ANTE S 2209 3 Be b #4724
MKILRF, MARRAFE . MR UG i,
ARG G L H gy, AMARSE LR A4y
e, AR K 23 b o IR, AN IR SE g Fe v A
AELE AN AT R, A G rghpLn] R TR . Bl

A UG ', MEIELA RN AT HENRTIEK
W, MEER UG H, MEEL AN 1T
E AR TRIER M5 . B, Halali, Bereby-
Meyer il Ockenfels (2013)FWF5Y &k IAEAH B H AT
REMIAHETS, ML ARIFESRG T AEZ AT
SECERIL, (AT HEMRMAET, MEAT
SRR UCE > K, M TR UG, fE£% UG
o, AN TAT N T RN B AR A AR A F AT
Sy, TGRSR AR SR A A4 AT . BRI
YN H3E AR 8 s v, EZAEAS [F] S5
BEE, MR A B ASR, AT R
FATWMREART . filhn, YA B 3h R R E 3R A
R, A UG 1, MEAFRES AT, HYE
Z4 UG ™, MKW BES R TR 25 i 45 46 4
NV, HEFR FEEE TR UG MZR, &
Z% UG ™, XFP oS siid 2 b i a7 51 52
VI B e 3 1 40 10 AR AR T R 23 S %k BUA RIS 45
P B B SRS, RIS AT DX X — [ R A T IR
AT
322 ZHEHMH

H AR 2 B S RS TE G - S B e T &6
HAT UG 1155, iFI el 5 Tk 3148
SR/ S, H L, TR B o R AR
B — /M 1 (Calvillo & Burgeno, 2015), HiEE
B, R BCE A 5 R4, R R4 Be 4L
B, NSTCEAS S, JF HildieEE R
SN T AN -FE 46 2 (Shen & Takahashi, 2013),
TE5 A S TR ZE th AR RIS, 7T RE 2k
MARGE | HAFE RSP R, 4404 R 58 Al fig
WOR A RE B RIS, T2 ST 0 35 T R
RS TR0 B 3R, ARSI 5% 0 75 DI B 38
EWMAEREZWMRSE 1 PRR SN B 3
K=

4 FEEAANTFHIRENFIX L

bl NI SRR R R R, R A T B b
VIR GE ey BRI R A 2 0L, ¥ UG
AR PSR RN I X A B A R GE: RS 1A
31 1% &% (anterior insula, AI), 717 #% (amygdala) 1 I
PN U Hi & M (ventral medial prefrontal cortex,
vmPFC) I FPHAL A ATy REE 2 i@t fnaly
J% )2 (dorsal anterior cingulate cortex, dACC)., &7}
M B %5 (ventrolateral prefrontal cortex, vIPFC),
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N ETAR M (dorsomedial prefrontal cortex, dmPFC)
175 A1 ) 7 % i (dorsolateral prefrontal cortex,
dIPFC)X REE 1 BEAT HB AL AR T, AT A
A F) 5 A -7 248 (Feng, Luo, & Krueger, 2015;
Buckholtz & Marois, 2012; Sanfey & Chang, 2008),
AT, SO Tk 8 —H, 7EmZHLH 1 BF 5T
H, AT R0 S8 T L RS R
41 BT EH

1E UG, H ARS8 8 % & (AT A4
FUIE P A1 45 v (vmPFC) B 58 B 43 A1 38 T 28 °F
Pt 5 2 HCA T 17 26 19 . A 3 1Y SV (Sanfey &
Chang, 2008; Feng et al., 2015), H&kii, 7 UG
L AN 23 T 23 0N 5 1 A R RE O Y il X
BIANAS - A3 B 51 & 0 SR I 26 22 0% AL HOH

U R 5 R 123 TG B A 44 48 52 IE AR 5C (Sanfey,

Rilling, Aronson, Nystrom, & Cohen, 2003), A1,
Al BHEPINH LA N T R EERTEEH
(Tabibnia, Satpute, & Lieberman, 2008). I4h, i
N 5E 0 2 B 17 B A (Harlé & Sanfey, 2012)F
1% 245877 (Grecucci, Giorgetta, van’t Wout, Bonini,
& Sanfey, 2013)J8 75 T A4 BLITE AL R,
AR TP . Feng 55(2015)MTC/ M4
R, HEHRG 1 AR A, U0 AL B8
5 B 3h B &R N A —3, A SR T A AR
HalBii. (HIE, WA RIAL 15 L M7
I 2 AR SE MR ALURIE, RN ARV N 2R
SITE, ARAESEL AL B AR B 2 (Civai,
2013), HRIEAPFFERIT T AL AR XS 7E ]
(Zhou, Wang, Rao, Yang, & Li, 2014), &8 Al 1]
=i i IR R S D o 5 S I -
JELA B R Ab F (Chang & Sanfey, 2013), H5
AT 5IAFIHE 5 5 A — 2 (Zhou et al., 2014),
I, AT FEFR LA TAT R v 551 45 R A HT R
TUHN WA G o

ek, AT AN vmPFC 38 % 5 4t 2 o3k Al
JEAL FA SE B (Gospic et al., 2014), 4% kT
B RAT R 0 RG24 S i, AN B AT,
PR A A, DRI AR Bo 46 542 &5, i
WA BOEIGEA ATFIE4 %, RS
BAE AN P mbrh A E1EMH . Xiang, Lohrenz
Montague (2013)WF57 & BB A XS A 43 BE 14 1%
24 [N vmPFC UG AHOG, vmPFC 7E 1% 45 15 o
HEZEEM . R, — 30505 A RS

RI, vmPFC Hi45% AXE AN 743 Be 58 i 4R 4
RHIE E N BCE A i X 32 50 N =
(Koenigs & Tranel, 2007). X2 A7E UG H11 =
FH 26 0] BE 1 2508 BE ) 2 T S B, fE—
FEFREE LU T AR 4 AR AP 2 —Fh B 3 T
BN o
4.2 ¥R A0 A LA

G 2 FEGATRIEBUER 53 Hr LU BT PEAL
Y 1, TS 255 3 F) (Briine et al., 2012)5
INF PSR (Fehr & Camerer, 2007), 7£ UG H, A
S G A0 B R B AIL Z ) Y e 5E T B ] R 2
(dACC)BIF, 12 X Il 7 T M 428 2 55 ] 4 FLEE XA
O34 BE 98 BN 22 ] 1 1 5€ (Fehr & Camerer,
2007).Civai, Crescentini, Rustichini ] Rumiati (2012)
TR X RTE A A, A A F
VLS G, Al B R A S wEeE, HIRE R
IV PN R N N T S R S N A N SN
M2 (Xiang et al., 2013; Zhou et al., 2014), it
ATLAGEH, 75 UG, 7R B A S HLANA - fi 4
hgE, HARSE 2 SRR RS 1 B A s
BN o

fift kb 5 14 7 AT BEA RN . — 7T, REE 1
SRS LY A S R RV & [N o S T BURS R I3 |
5 FH 5% 18 i Xk 52 BR (Silvers, Buhle, & Ochsner,
2013), FEORAFIEL ARG, SR AP A
. BAARUE, B AMUTETH T (vIPFC) T BE &
FEE T 04 R 845 ik & #0075 (Tabibnia et al.,
2008), 2 18 b X EL AR S5 F) T R T Al
B Vi (Silvers et al., 2013), g0y Bl H -
T B8 400 ) A5 4 A T ke A 155 R o € (Etkin,
Egner, & Kalisch, 2011). %140, Yu, Calder 1 Mobbs
(2014)BIF 5T ¢ BR300 Gk 1afy [ 400 ) A5 A A AN 2
SRS 45 RO, 150 A A% 22 R Y
SRR R LT A N/ B LWL UOE 2 LR

I3 —J7 L, BBl oA AT e T s iR B IR
tit SIHLHE L8 AN VR A e, ARV D 44 1
i (Baumgartner, Knoch, Hotz, Eisenegger, & Fehr,
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Fairness preferencesin the Ultimate Game: A dual-system theory perspective
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Abstract: The ultimatum game is commonly used to examine fairness-related economic decision making,
and the trade-off between fairness preferences and self-interest is assumed to determine whether
individuals reject or accept unfair offers. With respect to the dual-system theory, there are controversial
understandings on whether fairness preferences result from the automatic response in System 1 or the
deliberation processes in System2. Our study discussed such controversy from three aspects of this theory,
including theoretical hypotheses, influential factors, and neural mechanisms. The automatic negative
reciprocity hypothesis and the social heuristics hypothesis contend that fairness preferences are automatic,
whereas the controlled-processing hypothesis contends that fairness preferences are products of deliberation
process that suppresses self-interest motivation. System 1 identifies and evaluates fairness via anterior
insula, amygdala, and ventromedial prefrontal cortex; while System 2 reassesses and adjusts System 1 to
make the final decision via dorsal anterior cingulate cortex, ventrolateral PFC, dorsomedial PFC, and left
dorsolateral PFC. Individual differences and experimental task characteristics may affect individuals’
automatic responses in System 1. Future research need to further improve the experimental paradigm;
explore the moderators within the dual system and its neural network.
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