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P B A B 2 U 7
2518 25 o AT AT RO B IR L

%k ®'OFEE X 2 B OB EAH' BRFES

TR IMTE R EE EL, B S 453007) C M KR A R R kA A Fl, KEE 300300)
C PR H R 2B, BB 850000)

OB ATFRRPATRIBANM A RFHEA B RET B RNFRUATAGERAFATH, WAAANELRE
FRFIERLGEF ST A G RKAER L. BAR I8 MR 2 PT B BEAR & A 6 S 50 B HL PT AT 3% TR B4k &
B LO A S g, ABYrmERIR LS P AN AFIEMATITA. AT EHFEZodeirsd, BRshFH
I HUE AT F B AR I A AL PR T T 60 R BTG Ko ANVA B R B2 M BRI 69 R i, £
H P BB & I % (the in-group favoritism, IGF), # i X £ /& FAE4 M BER R R 60 R, RILH 253
Ji (the black sheep effect, BSE). %], ShHipiF @At RET S F WA R MHELAMAMIEORE. £
KT AN E I S AP AL A 3B T T UG AT R L 69 A RS, PR B AP R R ARNPT BB e £ 7 b, ARt
AP 6y R AN, IR LB AT ZAIH IR K,

IR A FIEHAT; BRI, A RITIES, LR AR R

525 B849: C91

1 38 el i 5 IRTEARIG 2 F RIEHRATAT o (1 BRI,
FrAE, KGR, K4, 2018; Biella & Sacchi, 2018;

FEASE . ANEEEE A 3B SR 1y gk E E AT 2
‘Ef*7ﬁﬂf%;i§§$};f§;ﬁj;ﬂ:j( rﬁﬁ?f;; Everett, Faber, Crockett, & de Dreu, 2015; Jordan,

~o APinal JRngd A YNGR, . . .

¥ é,b;;'l jrens AEE;( W0 (0L 0 T 55 1 i N McAuliffe, & Warnekena, 2014; Reimersa, Biichelb, &
f /j{ K ARt = O‘ & Diekhofa, 2017; Wu & Gao, 2018; Yudkin, Rothmund,

S BRI HAT (fairness norm enforcement) & AfTH

£ B Twardawski, Thalla, & van Bavel, 2016), K%
5 25 SR AEST S INSETE AT SR 1Y 2= A4 . X .
BRI RETLER AP RIATA R BIBAIT o o) e v e oy i S e f £ B 0 26 7 B
4 (Feng, Luo, & Krueger, 2015), [E NI 2E KL

) ; (Zheng, Yang, Jin, Qi, & Liu, 2017), X} A4

8 BT Sl B80S A 15 R AE B9 B 7R A AT 55, Wt . . oo .
? J7 % FE B0 Y 5 B A PR & (Wang, Li, Li, Wei, &

J5i 18 FE TR (ultimatum game, UG), 28 = x5 i@ ALJT SRR BRENAY PE(Wang, Li, Li, Wei

MR (thind party ultimat TPUGHRIES = Li, 2016), Jf B 1E1E 2 3 8 i 22 F FL v 047
e ; 3‘;; fl?rdy pumatum fame’ )TPTG‘ (Henrich et al., 2006). 2 - B {EH T4 00 — i
FEvl IR S (third party punishment game, TPPG). ey ) figy okt 2o i A7 0 (KBS, DDLTF, 2
E, XM, s, 2018), HAE A MINAT, 1F
Llﬁ(*%l:lﬂ;ﬁ: 2019_03_22 %ﬂ@*ﬂﬁ]rgi&ﬁ?%*}:(yi9 fﬁ%%, E%“%s
TR A 2R MR H (2019CTY030) . T A RIEE, B, 2013), FASZB] A EHER
BRI H (192400410021) . FZK S8R~ IR R & AU (Giith & Kocher, 2014),
H 43 (31860280, TFIH A H T A SCHESBHEDT T DK B R AT A S R, BEAREME S
H (2020-ZDJH-152) 30 5 i J5 K 2= 1 LR R sh 3L 4 A E T BAGE A i A KA
(QD18043)FI7 45 U 5 k2% 75 4F Bk 3.4 (2019QK3 1) SIRG TR LA, WRARBULE,

ven) R JEFVERTIN N E , BHA L (group identity)
MAEIEH: FFHME, B-mail: qchizz@126.com; S MARIATT B T Ja AR SRR Y By ST
= 567, E-mail: gaoxiaolei2010@163.com 1 TR B 5 LM (515 44 (Cikara & van

329



330 O B R 2 it B

%28 %

Bavel, 2014; Everett, Faber, & Crockett, 2015;
Tajfel & Turner, 1979), & 44 2s 2 BREE
HNAE . TR R Ty RS A T ) PR e 5 H 45 A
N 1) 3 A & i 2 N Wl 1B B i
YRS PME R DB T E BN H ™ . 8L
b DRI 25 i T8 9 — > ER PR AR AT 2
X 43 Hy N B K 4 B K (Hewstone, Rubin, &
Willis, 2002). 444 & 4 8 2 345 BN RS,
SR A4 B R i W (intergroup  bias) i Bk
ki E X (parochialism), BIXF P BEARTE 3% & G4
FFI A, T X5 AMREAAR DN T AR s AL B RO
(Brewer, 1999; Hewstone et al., 2002), #l40, A4t
TAHMER R, ARG A R A TESE 2 1 &
YE47 M (Balliet, Wu, & de Dreu, 2014), X PREA
B B AN AT 45 T 55 B 4§ (McAuliffe
& Dunham, 2016).

AR, FEAIA R XS A P B AT B 52 2
B R 2 4B 4 #4119 8 (Biella & Sacchi, 2018;
McAuliffe & Dunham, 2017; Morese et al., 2016;
Reimers et al., 2017; Wang et al., 2017; Wu & Gao,
2018; Yudkin et al., 2016), 3%i#Z 2=k K
W H R E, 1 ntt£s2#(Dorrough & Gldckner,
2016) . AL} (Delton & Krasnowd, 2017), L33
Z¥(McAuliffe & Dunham, 2016), #1£:%}2~(Reimersa
etal., 2017)5%, JFHUS T A FRTAYBF SR . 2
AT 3k ] 2P IS PR AT P R i L R 9 7
e, AHX T HAON 7 1 P . A FIBILR] B iy 53
IR ST BNt . R ZHCEH R IRE AN 2
SECVHEAR i 2, 2 T 0 53 X PN R A R DAY 2
S AT (McAuliffe & Dunham, 2016), Ti/b%k
258 R BRI 51 1 2 15 £ 2 B0 R EAL
R (the black sheep effect, BSE), it am /K1
54T (Abrams, Palmer, Rutland, Cameron, & Van
de Vyver, 2014), % LAAEIFFE SR 19 R S BAL
A i T AN e 5 2, %50
SR 238, T ELRE A% S B e 4 LA Sk e i A3
77, P, A SO R A B T IR SUEY SEUEEL
i, LRAE T E A R L S B PIAT A Tl
DU AEAY, FEA I AR 1 A D5 1]

2 BHRIARSBE L TFAENITREE
1 DL B4 K S 4E

L PRI TR 3 M 2 P LT AR T DR 8CRE ) 552

WEBFSEAE A Th FAT AT 2E . 4D 2 R
SRR, K2 AT RO 3, g
W, HE R ER . AR BTERG M
SRR PRI EOE, DL — R A A B0 S S HE LR,
Ay ¥ T 2t 5 AR A DA ) 52 e P IS AT 1 7
AL, 52, BN IR 202 15 65 2 7
JUIAT, B ARG AT 7
2.1 AEMRE: BERIARHBRATHEHIT

R ZHTFE R BRE AN [ 23 5 120 - ML
17, B VT R 22 800 oAb 23 A AT LA
TRV B ) T W E AR AT R 4, EE A
MR E . ARKRMSERAR, BT,
Rigih, RV, 2019; WI705, ok, 2018). #i
PRSI TE, BT RMLER . ARLEM
FE S R TITTE B A DA ) #8823 #5520 - RS 44
T 1),
211 EHEER

I (A B REAE 2 (minimal group paradigm, MGP)
JE R FEREIR G R 5 AT R 7 1 52 588 3K (Otten,
2016; Tajfel & Turner, 1979), &3 iR S i 5 Bl
LA H S B YT B A 2 0B L RS
SMER (Lane, 2016). H AT, MGP & & Ji& U8 45
MRS BT . BB . MR T I
PUEL LS5 T =0 1) SE 80 R D5 05, A, 2018),
H R INWFTE K IR UL ZIE 1 RE A4 TN 5] 16 68
15 BT ZE X PB4 B 5% 1) P IS PR o 7E
AFEAWE I, A 25 R A MGP #2953 U7
PRI B 0y, 225K BN #5431 5 N AN I 5
SEM UG, 455 BN BE A B B3 A A8 24 P 4 i3
ZAW G TAMER R (£ 30 4%, 2014; 5K
H, #®EJF7, 2018; Wang et al., 2017), [EH}, Jordan
Z5(2014)% ] MGP Ju R HEAIN R, 2R 6 B
8 & JLEAE N = Iy 55 W DL S 5 AR
B AR SEAT S, RIS AR A 8 DL 1] PR R B
RPN TR, 6 2 71 8 B LA 2345 T ™
T RS
2.1.2 BARE%E

FARRR AR R . AE AR Ao
iR, BARMRAHSA IO TR E(Weisman,
Johnson, & Shuits, 2015), — LR35 R H Ak
K OANFP )RR TS IO AR SR, KIATF
UG AT A7 7E W35 1) ORI Ot 222 42 IR FHUE
22 TH A PRAR (201 2) 38 4o 52 A [7) i e $2 38035 )
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PR 2% ) S TIE R BHARX IR KERY = BN B SEUERHE
( Faxsou ) 6 h
%ﬁiggﬁiﬁ?s < pEHs® HEBHATER Wu & Gao, 2018

\ Wang et al., 2017 ) L )

( ) EIF, F%EE, 2010 )
WS 4%, 2012 ‘ ) I E,

Kitomern 013 [€] BBAE | B A FRE FFEF,2018
Mendoza et al., 2014

(. J . J

/ HIFHE 55, 2018 \ a I
HRPRFL 4F, 2016 S
Qﬁ&iittfi.’,zz%ﬁ /| HEAR | ER, Bk BES N|  MeLeish & Oxaby, 2011
Feng et al., 2015 Mendoza et al., 2014
Mi ? Morese et al., 2016

ills et al., 2017
Valenzuela & Srivastava, 2012

Wang et al., 2016 / \ J

BT SRR AT P A D DL 4 S TE 50008 7 1

T AL SRR 3 2, & B A2 00 3 o [ R iU
JIT BN 8 4 IR e A2 A T e R I
Kubota 55K R G AF BAG L 1 Rl B 2-Ffin
TRy, A3 E A B AR
SRR, JUHORARARRIL, W H 2 E A B
DA B o % s UL A e, RSO R A, B 2R 1A
ORI T SE B A R AR R RO .
ZI M EN G i W (Kubota, Li, Bar-David, Banaji, &
Phelps, 2013),
213 #HEHFR

B TR R ARLRIN S, KR
AR B TE Z At S fE B X, 4 E
FELORCR . B EEGFEWER S, 2019). HETHE
I MO — B0 e L2 Rl ik 2 2R B TR ROH KR
PRINIR], T3 IS AT (R 13k, (R,
JiAGH, ®HLL, 40, 2018; SRECRL, MRVE, R4,
B, 2016; Apps, McKay, Azevedo, Whitehouse,
& Tsakiris, 2018; Briine et al., 2012; Feng et al.,
2015; Mills, Tainsky, Green, & Leopkey, 2017;
Valenzuela & Srivastava, 2012; Wang, Zheng, Meng,
Lu, & Ma, 2016). /¢, [EFE IR 1 = e
Bt o A RER N IR], 6 100 95 5 P I AT
B, A IS5 (2018) ) FH Bl g fr) die i 36 R 12
W, KT FHMTALTHIL(8:2) 32 F
Fm TR, N S A E TN IE

i . e A RN I T Rk, )55 T A A OxT g 8
BUIESR o R, ST — iR A DL A R AR
FEAR, LR A& . Dotk W e = A im A B R IX
g5, FEON R PAT BRI S .
Briine 5F(2012)i i3 5 A1 5 b & 5 1R IUE 2 Tk
A FHFEERER, kgl R i 53WE Z 11
NI 4y, KB N 2 0 A
RO AL A A TR I F KBS (2016) R F R &
A TR 2 SR B AT AR B 1y, BLSR/NE— . =R
R ES 5 = ETUES, R EIR R
&R U ey B N 2 NN I (E R
LN AR G 4 A R SN B A T 5 S TN
FEIR, R ZARG /A A B T W) S A P9 B A i
I o dJa, BT R A R AN AR, i
580 1) 2R FH 2% M0 IR 407 (B 5 2 5 57 e 3K BA B
TR B R R, W BE T A
[ X2 S HE A BAT B 5 R . B, Mills 5§
(2017)R FH XL 2 5 5 2 A [F) 2 33K BA SR 45 A 14
S, BRITIE B8 B 38 2 B IR R A% 1 22 W] Y
1120, G55 R BN 35 %08 PR A A B A 4R 832 32
R T MR O . Apps 5 A (2018)[R]FER
FHER U FO S N 3 B R 2 B ik B T AN IR B
B WEHAT sh R v 3h = Fh &, 5K
ATV T FE A 25 B LR SRR B 5L AN 25 52y
SPAR PR RS, T TR 4 AN I 5L AN
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SR
22 BEFHM: BEAREFLSERERNIT

T3 — S 5T 3 ) & BUREMACIA IR 25 i & R R
BN, B AATTXF PYREAR B 8 A A AT R 2 4
TP EST AR . BRI R, (AR
FFENPBRAERULER . ARLRAH LR
BEH, L BCRR A A T EOE T AR OA R
PAT IR TR o
221 EWEKE

FrE Wu Fl Gao (2018)LA 3~6 % FhE JL#E K
X4, KRB RGBT S,
TORIR) & J B B Y L 28 Qn o] Ak 21 P9 B A O 2 5 28
SERVEPATZ R oo, EREB 5~6 F L HEE
0 1] FAE PO R R — R R
WA MILES, T 5~6 % 5 B4 [a S5 7L
TR NN R, R AR SN (A AR 51 1
FEES T &, XS R LR T RFE
BN
222 BRZ%E

F BT 1 o P R AR SRR R A
WRXR, RN TFHEHATHAAERERN ., T
T E 2 ZE(2010) 76 B B v 1647 R 20 00
BIECXS, & B35 Pk & B IR i 2 ot E
AN TR, BRI IR AL
PR I oM RN R 23 52 3 %) 7 P i R
Wi, BRI T AR AR J LB AR A o R e B0 2B i
XoF EL S AR IR R (T, HSE, 2D
U, T i, 2018) [E Ah 25 SR FH AR BC G R R
MR T 3 SAMEIR T ), & Bp R 5 m T 40
2 PN A B 5 4R 0 R SR A AR, TESE TR
A B ) a8 P R AR B A R R
17M(Mendoza, Lane, & Amodio, 2014),
223 #HEL%KER

TR 8 BRBMR A S SR RIE AL
MR X 5y, M A= HIETL S FECRER
W o 40, McLeish il Oxoby (2011))3 zh .3 X7
B E T AR R AR A, IR R a4 15 A
UG H RS2, LB AR 30 F 8
IR B AR T 2 2 R U B 2 TN IR R Bl
Mendoza 55 A (2014)id i KX & AR HABER X 53,
EEENUE T A PG T P i SR E R0, iy 5L
AR FURER A R 09 A E AR TE B I 195508 . Morese
Z5(2016) M) 2R I J& 3K BR 2K DA (] S 45 0 BN B3 1)

BHRER, RAPILS 558 =I5 1G30E 55
AR 15 7 O A PN AR AR 1) P AR A

3 BHRIARSE L TFHEMITHER
1 D0 B9 3218 B A

RN 5 AR AR S B, AT 2
TR I — B A 2 B R AR st o AATTAnAnT oA 0 3 i
X IR A AN A AT e R 5 v K B A
FEA i 222 B B PR ERONE (R LR, R B T
ANEHEEZ RSP, BRiaFRHE 2Rk
A 47 2L TS 1R 2R £ S SR A B A P AL AT
HHRE Ui D 1 A AR BILT
3.1 ARERIFEIE

280 B AR R i 4k A R R . 3 Hh Y
Bk S, AR AT P RREAA B 5% A T o LR 2
B A ST, WOEE . A1E. TR % (Hogg,
Abrams, & Brewer, 2017). ¥ {5 P8 (mere
preference theory, MPT)ia [l M P B A4 I 52 £ o
fifk T N SIS B ] 17 Xk P R R B % g 2 SF- 3 BAT
ARG AR HE BT SR T 1) A T2 10T A ) s
S R AW . IE 0 5 ST AR LT R
R RGL, XA PR AR B L R B A R 1 TA R
R G S N W) B 2N R S SN N A R % N WA
Mk g%, wE X TRk R AT R 4 T A AL Y RE,
e A A P9 B A B DA 7R B2 3555 19 75 5T (Choil &
Bowles, 2007; McAuliffe & Dunham, 2016),

SR i 4 BTSN R I RF IR BN FA T R A
HAL R FEN B AR E R W E B BRAR . — 71,
HeAiAt 2k R BRE, AT 5% IE A X
PR 7 A AT AT 5 B A Y, SHHAX
Vapi20%; & CE NCIV DN (IR /5% =550 A i
BEVR IR B (Tajfel & Turner, 1979), X Fhepy BEMAM
IRFFRA P (Brewers, 2006)3R i A A7 5 J 2 2L
Z BRI AR AT . BIEZ, RS
14 P BEAT k2 BRI DN )75 & 1) R DT
JIT AR H T AT 280 AR A T A AT RE A
(McAuliffe & Dunham, 2016), 5Kk A FI# £ 55
(2018) R ] iz ] B E AR Y SRR A IR AR B 103, oK
S EAE A SN 53 0 5 P AN B 5 A
Jo RIS, 25 AR BT PRI A AN 2
AT R HE 2 AW T AN DL, A A
G e el B /N T P S 2
(2018) F1) FH e 4t 1) s J L M TR BR e =X, RBr &
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AT T AP HR I (8:2) 4 52 % ik 3 v T3l 17 2%
P, IR S IS E T NRER R % . AR
IR, 55 T A A 2 % AP 3B R

Ty — T, AT G BAL AR AR PR R
RN PAT BAER SIPL . B H 5 T
AR R, FEW AT, B
AR TRAC AR, FE, BERE0H
ARZSIEHE G4 DU A N AT B BE ) (£ 45 3¢, 7K
B, 2002), A BFFER BT PEFA AL 5L F BRI
F 40 K 3B 17 57 0 B HE 2 ) BE 1) R ) 45 14 00
(Baumgartner, Gotte, Gligler, & Fehr, 2012; Fatfouta,
Meshi, Merkl, & Heekeren, 2017), Baumgartner &
N (2012) B [ = T S0~ XoF P REE A 18 53 79 1 R
TR T S RAL T, 55315 32 5500 JH4FE 0 00 265 330
TG EE SRR G, SR HL ik P S i O & SAL P R A4
WG AT o Fatfouta K H R (2017) K A
TS R e A A N BE AR A1, BRI
N BRI 3~ B 18025 154 5 PA 00 i 490 I B¢ 5T (meedial
prefrontal cortex, mPFC)AY 86 M 5 75 0 Ay Fn e
[7l(dorsal anterior cingulate cortex, dACC)=Z [H]F
UifigiEsE, Hrf mPFC RJE T O EIIB ML, K
B T TR AT B i B A5 H4E; dACC
TP RAF SN T, mPFC 5 dACC Z [0 D) B 7 4% 1)
B S T AT Bl BRI TR i R AR o
EJIFUR

A g 5 P SR figp o 2~ R SAAT PP A i L
BN RIS, Al d B B AR H 2 AR
T, AUURE G BEVE BE % 5 S ) D AR R [R) X
PR IAT B AR, R IZ e B A R 58
{14 ff% % 71 158 T (Balliet et al., 2014; McAuliffe
& Dunham, 2016). HK, WREHABULIFN FIFT N
B AL B VE T AR 0 TS A N TERY S HL R
A FNR 55 SIHLAE, 3% — T i i BEAIL A ()
1L, 877, 2014), FAXS R Y, BHHKZH
FHITEI . BE, WREA ROk TR TR
AR Sl i — R REBR AT AR, SR AT 3h
BUE—E R R T AR A5, X FhZh A
PESIHL N R S AR 3R A T —Fh R 4r A
P& o BRI, AR O GF BOSWAAAE SRR . — T
1T, VR BB e — A AN 6 BE A B 003 i A 1928
AR, SR T B S ) KUBS: A B
PE, SR e o B8 AR £ T AT PO AR A4 B 2%
28T PR SR A Ll N KA B 4 3 KU T

1 B (Valenzuela & Srivastava, 2012), 75 —7Jf
T, 22 i e B 90 AT OC T R AR 9 i) o S
PRI b G 125 A T R S AA 0, B2 PR AR A B % 3 i
SO R R Y I 23 3 32 7 D0 AR, KR . U
T & (Wang et al., 2016),

3.2 MEEREER

Sl SR R RS AE AT L s AR R4
Frrh e iy AL, A AR RE A A= 1% gl 2
T U B R RLEE, R AR ) (Balliet et al.,
2014), FEAGE B8 . BUT BRSO T
AR B, A AE A8 4 T AR A B 5% 1 T O 44,
HETARHE T A B S 00 5 (5 (McAuliffe &
Dunham, 2016). il H., A 53 38 i 240 Y 1
FEAAL RIS, ARAT5 H AR R AR B S 2 5
Flts, ok — Do ACHF AR i A R 3
FIA R HE(Bowles, 2006). 4T ik, MYERHEHIE
(normal focus theory, NFT)iz [£] )\ PN A4 B0 35 400 71
O BHLA N2 A Ae] IO Xof AR A4S 18 03 1) 2 S  RRA TR,
SRR A A YRR AR = DR Y, AR AS SR AL
AN VX A RIS 104 S A0 R A VTR, T LA AR A
= MIRE AT MR 850, AR 5
AT g3 ST RO AR TS BGOSR, AT
PR TA TR] A — o o 78 S, PR AT 25 77 D b 2 )
N BEIR B 53 AN A 4T (McAuliffe & Dunham,
2016),

PG SR AR B A g A ROV T2 Hh T
GRS R R e 2 R N W S B S G P B
B BRI EACE b, e T AATTx S bR
285 WO 2 ST UM A IA S o T 33 5 $18 (Brewer,
1999; Hewig et al., 2011)IA R, 5T Py B A 51 B
W 73 5 26 RRARL A AR (RS, AT T 1 T 400 P
M5 B2 0 1A VR FIEAHE M, PR
FEA 5L AN AT R 7™ A 15 AT S T,
57 AT A TR B PRI 2 (i L DRSS,
TS 8500 ™ 7 1Y ). Mendoza 25 A(2014) % ¥4,
FA L TR L 51, PIRFIAR A AN AT Ry 2378
BT ™3 A 4 FE RN ) 5 3500 A7 7E W 3 IE
FHIE, I B8 1G5 A2 T X P B AR 01 Y B BT
o Bl E RS IE SE T BRI A AR AT 2
SECE R ZF) ST (F 53 %, 2014; Wang et
al., 2017; Wu, Hu, van Dijk, Leliveld, & Zhou,
2012), E 45X HH AR UG H£:55 F MGP {5
2, BT SN QAT AL >R B N TR sl A A
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A AN TR, 4558 & 3P AR A
B AN 28 B UEGA S2 10F e BB SR B 1) B A G
17§ (feedback-related negativity, FRN), TIZMEA
HERTHIAR R IR SO S E OV (E 5530 4F, 2014;
Wang et al., 2017), %F FRN 1 3¢ i i S it 45
5 IR Z 100 A e 2 (B T3 22 B AR R AR ), TR
RTEE RIS 5K, FRN PR K, [H iz R
RN R B 3B fEAE iR 2 B B U, AAF
PR BN EE

AHET 5, RO AL R B LI — A 30 A A A
IRV b 7 AL, B e T AT A A e L
JERHARZO TR K AR 4R BB N,
BER BTSSR IE B 32 1 0 4 5 B A 1 b B2 551,
o2 R 53 BTN TT L SR T N A AT A fE U,
MR T 4B BT S B FARY PN B4R B 53 45
¥ ™5 B4 | %k (Bernhard, Fischbacher, & Fehr, 2006;
Shinada, Yamagishi, & Ohmura, 2004), #:5 2, %4
POREVAS G A 947 R )™ i 285 AR B, TR
A — A R R R 9 s 75 25 I T U, A T
A RO R H P TE 5 I B 1k 2R S R R
AT 23 % 356 o fd 25 47 Oy 45 LA™ DT A . ol an,
Shinada K H [R5 (2004) % AN T B EETIA S
YER AN REAR B LT AR A S VR R AMIFIAR LB, A
TROFER X PR B A 3Rt 2o T A FE RN
LI IE#B% , BT McLeish il Oxoby (2011)3F%
TR BRI FER R, TR SZ 03 45 W 4 b
B H B A F S5 UG 1155 T iRk v 52
P, BINBEAR S 2 T AR nT 22 S B
i TAMEER A 3l 2 W] P R (AR 3 7 4 R e
— T A ), AT B 4R LS B A A 5 ok B X
BB

FE RIS SR = A2, S —,
FE R ARG 0N 2 I BRI T Sy R
HTe S . ARAESEAEH, BRUSEI M R R
AL, AR PRI A 5 S 3 B B T
A, HABE N —FhEE bR b, PR R RO R
T YA ORI B A BE R 1 SR, &)™ DT iES
A AR B 53 B AN A 1T (Wang et al., 2016).
5, R TR A PR TR IR PN R T I i X
PR S B B E 2k, W bR B ghvh B 3T
1L R R R AR s A B B A AR Y ) ) T,
PEAE T —Fh b K OF 19 B i B (Halevy & Katz,
2013), 55 =, 5 AN i g B0 T SR VR 1) N R A

F S AUAH R, BT TR A TS T HE A8 1 PN B MR
E TR RIME I, B4 S AR R
RIJRPME, iR T RARGAEAT - AR S b i3
% (Delton & Krasnow, 2017). B4k, #yEREH S
REfS R &, IR R R, —0
16, A 5T K 2 34 S R 400 fn 4 216 14 T,
TR 2R A B 1 SR A 7 T D BER ST,
FE— TR EE T R WA 2R AR 0 0938 0 Pk FN A A%
PEAX B 2. Oh— 7, 5o AT e T TR
] P BRE R I 2 S ATLAR B, 2R DY R (R Y A B
R A TIB WAFAE ZAL TR T A 25 Dt 1 19 7 1L
At S EBE . AR 4 (Bverett et al.,
2015).

4 RE

P 3R SCHR 1B AT R, AR SR [ N Ah S 2 X
RN R R AP AEHATIR I T H 25 R MR
5%, HASAR A MR ST T A SERE AT P A R 1R
WG, REBS T IR ECR, (Hiz
TS — S i A i DR P T, 3] 2 0h 280 1Y) %
HUIFIAE FI 1 5 S anaf 7 Z2 b 2 R 45 0BT 35 s I
BB R R RN R RSO0 e A R AT
B PR IAT R A D DLV 7 1) Pl 22 B A
fta XA R T ARV IR AA TR
4.1 BTRATHERITRILELREH

A AR 0 2 B 5 73 7 3R WA A R] 23 52 il
ISP R PAT, AEJE X BRSO ATS A i AT 3 4 e
W28 SR T ol B A At M P i A5 R, BT,
TR A iy LA 6 5 A R A i 22 1 A7 R A Dz 44 9
Sk, BRI K 2B 50 1) T 3R A5 R R
%, [RHAREE 2R IR B E /- . 2R
1M, B W98 R A8 N A A 01 B AP R A
RGP F S AE T S5, X AR b R
I3 UL TC A RUX ST A 2 AN IR R 4515
Mg 23 - AT B AR XA EE (Schiller, Baumgartner,
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Abstract: Fairness norm enforcement refers to the willingness to incur personal costs to punish violations of
fairness norms, which was thought to be a hallmark of human society and play a key role in cooperative
interactions. Group identity refers to some knowledge of one’s group membership together with the value
and emotional significance attached to that membership, which directly influences people’s fairness norm
enforcement during inter-group context. Using a variety of asset allocation game, researchers found group
bias exerted a critical effect on fairness norm enforcement, while existing in two opposite patterns.
Sometimes, people were more likely to accept unfair offer from in-groups, reflecting the pattern of in-group
favoritism, but sometimes people were also more likely to punish norm violations from in-group members,
revealing the form of the so-called black sheep effect. Currently, norms focused theory and mere preferences
theory have usually been used to explain the above contradictory phenomena. Based on this review, future
research directions should explore the boundary conditions of this bias, compare the difference of this
parochial altruism induced by variable group identity, emphasize the integration of different theories, and
enhance the exploration of its underlying neural mechanisms.

Key words: fairness norm enforcement; group bias; mere preferences theory; norms focused theory





