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i PIEETF A A A RSR () B AT IR A5 RA—2K, X AT R RN AR IR I 5 B R i 58
N 3 A B o 55 R 28 56 T IR SR A T R OS2I 41 24 (ELHU ] (social value orientation, SVO)&—F L5 (i) A Brod o,
BARAERT H AN GRS BT R B At e ds, SBH RSB R ARRE . IRE SVO X H It
RS PR3 () 5 ) B FEAL, SR A B CORIRE A2 A ) 58 B2 50 TR A WG TSR 4155 . 25 R R0 AR LRt &
FHRANGER T F W o R A AR DSBS ARG AU B A A T A -t AR sk 22 5%, (A
St N\ B A5 2 A BBUREE 3 0 A Fe— b A\ SK1 SVO 2. 1 SVO &5 [ Fo—fth A XU P sk,  ELIZss
AT DUGE R 25 1 DG DR BERRAE L BT AAE 3R~ A XU PSR AR S Rl SVO X — B S 3 1 A Be ot
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RAB NSRS B H - 2408 A S oo B
TSR A DR, AR A AT — s XU
1) 48 BRAH S DR (A B 6 )t H ¥ i, 3kt fif
AR AR S BT AT S R R S5 AT R D3R
U R 1A Y Rl G, MR, 2018) BIFST
NG A O PSR F ) A BRI R X
[, MR AR A F—Mb A TR (KK I7 4%, 2014;
Polman, 2012), H:H KU P36 2 4 T 9T 20, il
Hoox O T KRS I 4 A1 AR O IR % (loss  aversion)
(Andersson, Holm, Tyran, & Erik, 2013; Chakravarty,

1

Harrison, Haruvy, & Rutstrom, 2011; Ogawa, Ueshima,

Inukai, & Kameda, 2018; Polman, 2012)., FSR{CH
PUR W M B AT S, (Bt SRR
) FZRE AL, FIRE DR SRAT 55 AU AP 7 B i 2
— D AFREFRBEEHA, M, 2018), Ptk sk
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ANER2S e e Bl B E i LN R PPN

REIAT & A 205 B R AT 0 i 3 A8 B A I
AN BB R 2 S M EEUR (Social Value
Orientation, SVO)J&HE MA 2 B Sl 1) 5 H
1 A& 47 i (van Lange, 2000), #X1fif H A& T SVO
Xof AR RS W A AE AR A e o AN BIF 0 O T 2k
RINATH 1) SVO 2% H Fe— Mt ARG 2R 5™ A B A
ARSI, DL RS2 e 15 )5 1O BEPLA

H TG T A At A A< AT 5 XU i SR I 1 XL
Wz i 4 () BIF S 48 SR — 3 A I BIFIE AT e B A A
NS5 H B R AR KBS TR By R 25
(Ogawa et al., 2018; Stone, Yates, & Caruthers, 2002;
Zhang, Chen, Hu, & Mai, 2019), 5055 & FLXL
W Tk S Sl A A A NS AT R BT 22
S, AH2E 507 A AN S AR A o Gn SR DRURS: SR £ B2
F, AUGEE BN A A A AR 45 5% T
W, R AIR o AR E D L H
K (Eriksen & Kvaloy, 2010). [fif3 F#F55 & & BLAR
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fib N2 E R H OBtk R B B H 5 (Chakravarty et al.,
2011)0 TSR MR ZM: s 22 1 £ 32 i 1 XU 50K /B
RiAT ok, AW R IR SR 25 3 30 T XU
Hrp, BB O D A9 3E BRI 22 (Sun, Liu, Zhang,
& Lu, 2016). 1fif Jung, Sul FI Kim (2013)JH7RE &t
Tk k5 A A L, A RS R I
TR A AR B A 2 o 3K BN — B A BT S5 R B
T NS P o 22 2 BT AR e P, T REsZz 3 2
PP 2R 5200 KU DS AT Ry Dl o DR SR B
LR FRAE S [R)/E H 19 45 2R (Bromiley & Curley,
1992) XF FAUM AR S F, BRI T 52 L
50 B SRR R USRAE 55, (B TR IRAE R A K
PR A AR T N, 3 XU P SR T T A
RUERE A, PORE SEAORME R LSk
T (At 23 vt 47 8 T R 52 4 €A N P AT RS T 5
AT KB, CAHREVITEIEY], RREMEEHRIK
P75 I BRI 25520 H R~ A XU 5 (Sun et all.,
2016; Zhang, Liu, Chen, Shang, & Liu, 2017), X1
TR L2 I 1 2 e B A ABIFT, O B S ke
T AT 2 i e MUY (R R EfE 2 SVO,

SVO J&— A XS A e ) A K& 5 i (van Lange,
2000), HARFRTEAH AR AL ST, MMAETE
o REE A RPN A N T R A T R oS
(McClintock, 1978; van Lange, Otten, De Bruin, &
Joireman, 1997). 5| SVO #4328 &, —M
£ A N (B0 25 B N2, i T H O
Mg R R Al T84 I (TEZE 2R 70 P aE SR S5t
NG RAT B C B F) 25 5 R A) 5 28 A 2 B
(TESS AR Ay HaB sk [ b A Ay SR ) R 25 B KAk,
225/ /ME) (van Lange, 1999; van Lange et al.,
1997) o Herb A NI F1 58 4 W] (9 M08 B O Y
g E T AZ b, W IFRRE A 3 (proself) L m]
k5 SRt S BRI 5 (Sul et al., 2015; van Prooijen,
Stahl, Eek, & van Lange, 2012). fEZ5 SVO il & T &
(& JE, SVO Tl LIAE Ry — ik X BG4 22 1Y A%
b5 ] 45 29 2 (Murphy & Ackermann, 2014; Murphy,
Ackermann, & Handgraaf, 2011),

AL, SVO J&—MTET 1z At 23 1F 45 b s 4>
AT RSN R R . KEMFIEY] SVO R
Mtk s BB et AT o, WS A FRAEA A
b, Rt ESRALTZFEES EETH
(Kanagaretnam, Mestelman, Nainar, & Shehata, 2009;
Pletzer et al., 2018), JCISTEFT N L2 Mii% sl 4R
PR H B 5 ) AN N F- PR 2% (Haruno, Kimura, & Frith,

2014; Haruno & Frith, 2010), van Lange (1999)5% 1
SVO TN AR R RE S A R BR T Gt 2 B3l 4
B X AE S A AT M gE B A
fams | EE B4 20 254035 (van Lange, Bekkers,
Schuyt, & Vugt, 2007; van Lange, Schippers, & Balliet,
2011). AU AR MR THE B S A B, SR
fif A B T SVO XA AP 52 ] . A A
T B A N TSR IRy F Ot SRR A AL A 1) i
MO AR A 254247 A (Liu, Gonzalez, & Warneken,
2018), MIXAN A BE AT LIFEIY, SRt o oR A3
BB RI S A O SR EARRL, B
FASEH N HRAAIIRE R,

gi b, R T ARG U (B E A XU TS
HEEH], NS BAT R ATl 2 i) 248 1R
BT 55, BRI IAT IR, 5tk
B (B B ) X B 3t AR P 5k 22 S 1 s, DL %
XA T T B ORFEHLE o BT R RS W AT 55
BRI R B, A N BRI 8 B 2 R T H
(Andersson et al., 2013; Mengarelli, Moretti, Faralla,
Vindras, & Sirigu, 2014), 4 Jung %5(2013) /M
A9 N)FR LI, SEAEETE N N 5 R 5 W
TR 5 o A ORISR R AL, TSR A3 E N
TR B RIS 22 Bt 36 W 15 358 1) 22 AR 22 4 o
XU 5 oeak s E A L, 2R A RFE N A KA
AR 25 R, R AR SVO 2 52m [H Fo—
M AR SR B B R . ok L, o
B3 A AR e /Y B R 25 = R,
H SVO 2 m 2R BAEAM AT ST (R
—)o FAEXLT SVO HILGHHIIT K, BoE
YA A 3455 BE 7 8 3 (Declerck & Bogaert, 2008),
7T H 155 1 S — ol B A s A A 355 A2 B RE ) (/N 2=,
2016), 17 AE 7 B m 1K AT BE TE 5 Sz 31 45 2R
ARIE WAL EE, A AR E BTN,
WEATF 5 b 4 i SR AT & TS BB I X SVO 2%
PLAGTEAE T FE 2 O (R B 52 ma 4 Ut A\ Dl ST
B R R R LG R AT A7 o T B B AR R AT
FUUESE, LA IR IR R PR .

5 —, SVO i 3z 52 M A At AR5 i) 4 2 DR
K2 5 AR B LT Kahneman Fl Tversky (1979)
1) FOUHA BRI 4 HH A 450 2 DROE: 2 55 XU s - %% D) AH
KHIMEE, SRS —Fh 2 00 _E 4 2 bh 4 e 3R 2
AR O BT S R AR B (R 22 . BFRE R 2
Tt 2 DO AT R 31 28 PEAG e bn, —SButh A IRAE
DA e 3 v S At N B I 2R SR 0 45 2 PR B
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55 (Andersson et al., 2013; Mengarelli et al., 2014;
Polman, 2012; Zhang et al., 2017), M4k, A HFFTIE
W, 00k DROER A 5 ZEA QAN Ll 1 O e 3 A IXURS:
SR BN EAE A (Andersson et al., 2013; Pahlke,
Strasser, & Vieider, 2012; Zhang et al., 2017). &,
TAVER St ML, %A RELE A FL—MA
XU PR3 R A B R 8 2 DROIR 25 S, gk T T i B
ERzER TR, Bk, Ao A APk
FAE 50 H CURARR B PR D%, #E117 H 3%
— At XU D3 25 S8, o AR L, R
H A AT 50 R DOBAR FE 855, DOR 23
R E

i =, SVO 8 ik Xt A g 1) 500 78 B2 52 i
At AN BR5R 1) B B PE o van Lange (1999)42 8 fy 42>
M BB 1) 5 A R TA S A A 1 4 23 i (EL ) FR
SANEEER AL AE A IR GRS B 4
R IERR L, XM AR TR, IR AC
GIELWNERE s TR e AR I NS 5 S L E AR AN
AERDOR AT, JURESR S A DTk, Bk
SVO X AHE XU D5 1 52 M) 32 B X251 1)
KFRREE X AYEEEAE RN . A ERAE B AT
ZEVF A IR AE O IR T AT A, A 55
2 T R e SR 5 i) 194 RS f s A 44 % 1T BB 1Y
PR BR 45 45 R A OGO R . FRATHEN 5 64t
A, o8 A FRETE A F— KRS P ok o B R )
H A A F 25 OB 25 5%, XiF—5m T
HRBEENZES, BACkUL, FihaBx A 5 x5t
H R 25 A9 GO R EE AR, A5 A FR - A XURS: e
REFB/N 53X CH RO OREML, A
T XA 25 1 O TR EE RS, SEH K- A
RS TR ) 25 S 3K

2 PR

2.1 #ik

R4 G*Power 3.1 [ 3145 (Faul, Erdfelder, Lang,
& Buchner, 2007), X FAMF 5718 H 00850 0] 5 2
M7 22007, 78R E MK a = 0.01 H A28
(f = 0.25)F, TR 80%1 58 i 11 /K - SEEA
RN 52, RATPLHAFERFARHESRIAE 64
OB 28 £), RN 19.7+1.8 (M + D),
R S IG AT & B S R R, LR T LU
R . oA 1 g galre o ORI 1 2 g 0
N 100%, Rk R B . B O B B
AHH 63,

2.2 SEIGEiHAIR L

K 20k EE R kS, RHTR) x 232
M AC, MAOMIRA LRI, R %S bk
4% H de Martino, Camerer 11 Adolphs (2010)#F 5T A0 £
SRV T IR

HEMERE AN E: #1200 (EH e 56
(SVO slider measure)fi 7 6 881, Bk 7F A18 8
HBELIN 9 ASELE Y [ ORIl Y 42 4R 2 B 0 P ok 1
AT —A o ¥ B O A3 1B E A S 53 3
{8 2 b 28 5 1E V) ik e 15 3 4k 2 8 B ) B9
(SVO°) (Murphy et al., 2011), £:TF DIFERIBFFE(Liu
et al., 2019; Qi, Wu, & Liu, 2018), F&fi ¥ Svoe° >
22.45° I K1 43 S 445 # (prosocials), K SVO°
< 22.45° g K o Sk o F 3R (proselfs) . ARAFSY
AAEARE 27 N, FErbadE 36 N, EARANE
& SVOCER B E(9.19 £ 7.73 vs. 31.11 +
4.68, t (61) = —14.24, p < 0.001, Cohen’s d = 3.50,
95% 1 B A5 X [A] (CI) = [25.13, —18.94]). Ji5 SCFeA ]
FH SVO F/r s st S E LR, F SVO° RN i
AR RN EC I

HAERIME: AU E I, Fh2o 0 B R
FE 25 19 A U 3 7R B2 B (Declerck & Bogaert,
2008). PR T HEBR I B 52w, FRATTR 2w
Davis (1983) ) A Bx [ I & % 3% (Interpersonal
Reactivity Index, IRD) A SRR (FG3E, PNV, B5/)
B, R, A, 2010), I0ASBE A LA R
(Perspective Taking, PT). 4% (Fantasy, FS). 1
71 (Empathetic Concern, EC)HI/~ A\ 3E4Jj(Personal
Distress, PD)PUANZEFE [ i) #5950 M LE B4, Hod
PT Fl FS B3 8 2 f s kit ig15 53, EC #1 PD
Z R g 4 5157 .
23 WERF

PR S SVO WERINE, FifiJ5 7E L
SE R A W R, 5 )F S IR TR A I ek
A8 S E S MM TS BOAREA 100 WX,
T 550 N2 56 B TR A W T X, R e A T i
T et ) ARE 23R S5 i ok 8 T B AN A o R 0T (2
)RR E S5 5 R 0 MIEIR (7 721) o BRI 2 4%

T BEGRIRSI), WS RIE 7 R

INARZM ) o AN RE BRI 50% 4 HE 5 o — 2 (. (7
FEFRESME, GYHRI 50% 1M 35— 2 [ OB 7R (H,
L), G HYHUE {20, 22, 24, 26, 28, 30, 32, 34, 36, 38,
40, 42, 44, 46, 48, 50} F1 L (I HUE {20, 22, 24, 26, 28,
30, 32, 34, 36, 38, 40, 42, 44, 46, 48 ¥ ¥ it % 75 2]
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240 R A, TP HEENL AL 4 A BT AW
il 52 2575 (A S RIBEAE O &1 T & PAT 4 HikE,
it 480 NiAYK, 8 LHIEXK A T3 Bt AL o 5 1 ik
A B A At BE AL VT BL 2 115 55 A — A 52 56 1 [ P
SRR o 55 Bk a0 R T 2 E FEAS T 57 1) Aty b
FEOH LAV S S WA R, Tk T 24 i —
FE LU 4 N 4 o B A N B A B AL 6 5 )
— R B A NS A5, Tk e — 2 L)
A A XA B AN o B TT IR s i A T
WM Z 2e H R, B2 IME A, BT
1000 £ 2000 ms Z [JFHEAL, 4235 12 BLEI5 2000 ms,
I S 0 TR SR o 38 ok 20 A 5 Sk PR g AT DUARGE £E
B A B S N SR AR S T — R (Al 1),
24 HHRSMH

AT RN E . REE R, ik
DROG TN WA R /3K 2 W BB

EMRIER: MR S0%MARL G Ml 50%M 4
PR L B BE, S5 A A D S B 2 W 0 107 1Y) 39 22
{H (Expected value, EV = 0.5G — 0.5L), 7EXU& P35
RO T #Hi8 (Kahneman & Tversky, 1979)H7, ¥ 7E
EV RH & B 2 TR AN 2 /XU 10 [R] 6 456 5 3 i A 7
AR R XU oK (risk seeking), fAFRE IR, SR MIA
5T B T (0) F AU T 1Y EV N B2 AH S, RIAE
TE EV >0 Fl EV < 0 BYTE L . AR XURSE: DR 358 4 3911 B2
W {E P (expected value theory), VAHIERMME F Kk
AR FEA T ) R 5 2 B D TR (2227, 2016) B4 24
EV > 0 ghfE G KT LI, S0 23 r A Rl e,
MEV < 0 Wl G/hT L, S AR
FFERE, XTSI ) E B AR BEPE R (1 shpLE 3z
WFE W RN, SRR & LliRE, R HAE AP
i B BB R AR AT . Pk, FRATH EV <0
AP EBE S B, BB CHE 2 0 AN s JRURS: 5K
()R E A A VA B S AR B A 4R A -

KR BIGER: UK JOESE SR 0k iR £5

TR, RITETE 4RS00 AT R b, H
A — Fh AE B2 P W 22 (Sokol-Hessner, Camerer, &
Phelps, 2013; Tom, Fox, Trepel, & Poldrack, 2007;
Tversky & Kahneman, 1992), PIfEBFSFEH 46 2 R
MR R TT B0 SRR 45 R L e A T LR A, H
PR L dssnim ) I BSOS AT 2 A4 (de Martino et al.,
2010; Sokol-Hessner et al., 2009; Tom et al., 2007),
H TABF5E {5 % de Martino 25 (2010)0F5% Hh ik 56
55, Kt 2% HAT AR py @tk Jr =0, DU EE
B EV N HAZ i, S5 g RS R EST logistic
[l AL
log (P/ (1 = P)) =B+ B EV )
EV HIBUE L R[-14, 15], PAVES EV (X}
VL P18 S 2 i ) A 0 ARE 32 o R A 461 2K RO g AR
A TR SRR MRS AR NS, R AR
W TE K (Kahneman & Tversky, 1979), ik
TR A0 2 3R 2 A 51 R/ NI AR S5 IR (I 50%
WA A 1 100 F1 50% ML BT 100, BRI EEARSE,
EV =0), AR AR5 K, i i PN IZ
INTRRPEDRRIT Y 50%. FRATH Po AR EV = 0
I AR AT S A (1) 0 9 2 3, IR 4 0.5 — Py
D0 fz e 3 Al B O 22 O AR BE, T AR A A e
FEIS AR POBAR R o FRATTAT LASRAS B4 A
ORI A N PSR A5 B P40 2R DROBAE
MABERKEFMBEREEEURE: WXt
TR P SRR R A L 0 O 0 B A A, DS
FHERZR Y 1 15 8500 42 1 AR B0y 72 i il 4K (Hastie
& Dawes, 2013)H34f& Park %5 A (2017)8F 5% H ] 45
RURE A B, FATT LAV TE 3K 45 1B (G) FITE TEFL 2%
{EL(L) Ry PN A 6, LA A5 e P S WA Ol 4 R 7 &t
AT logistic [BIHREAICH TN T A B IRAYBIAY, X
A 3% AT BB S S A E #
A ST BB RN % [ A BT«
log (Px/ (1 =Pyx) ) =Po+ By Gx + Bi L« (2)

+40-20 or 0 +40-201 ?

PRI ek ‘-

1000-2000 ms

2000 ms HEIETER

K1 s
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X P, RN IERE 50%ME 3R G Fl 50% M3 4
L BN E LI x PR RY FUAE % . Gy SR x 1Y
TRTEFRIEAE, LB 1E T x BT TER A, B Frmpliiat
XPHRC VEAE AR 25 (A AE S0 (B A0 T AR o i
8105 2R 4K By P LA S WeHERR L A5 5, AMARAT R Xt
G LM HURIE, H B, lH KT 0, [H#RKE RNt
G A AL B RS, g 2105 250 By T LA S e HERR G 1)
MR, AT L AR BURIE, Bl E /N 0, fH
HINF RS LI AR AR ABURR  B, A By il S XS 7E
PR RN FE AR 35 OGO AR B . 5 S0 I e i 2%
BUB I FRAT G M L ABBURREE . FRATT T LAGRAS 4
AT A ORI FE 36 58 RN 3k 25 1Y BEURRE o

ARG R 3 BT BB DL 2 (SVO: Bthss, &
HI) x 2 (Z#H: A, MAHHRRELZM )T
00T T, AT AR A3 HT R, MK
FIASAR KRG 56 SVO Xt 1 e —fth A XU D5k 1) | E
B FREE L 45 DO TS A6 400 2 HUBRBE I s ) . AR
BN T3 T ff A [R] SVO M [ TR~ A e
RS, T 2250 WA BE 1A AR 58 56 1 1 HAR Y (A
2= 5ERE, BATHEAT M SL F O 25 0 A 1 R X B
(planned comparisons) (£74¢, TS, 2008), fHy
R SR A B4l F AR At A DR SR SR AR
HWES, DECERESA R A C AR A PR S
TR AR R 2R
3 4
31 SVOXBEH - MMARFKHEKRM. MEKRKE

A% 7 5 28 SR E BY 22 11
311 5xu#sHMBL, FEREEKMEARK
A5 5 &
HR 4 AN [7) 7K - 8 A 468 2 (B A AR 25 (6 T 87

N H BRI S MR

WIERAREG)

20 48
WIEBIRME (L)

P2 PIRNAZ 2 AT 0 A [V TR0 2R /30 A L1750 ) 25 8 A3 3 A ]
L. AEFRSMHRRN 1, BEFRSMHRN 0

YIRS, 193] 5 x 5 BB AR G 2).
EERFRAFIKT-G 5 LIWSHEHRP), P=1/2&
i, P=0 R, n] LI E L &3 G K L i/
SR, G/ L ARSHmREIL, A
TR RN 2 A 23 2R Bl Y A 53 25 O Wk 35 (89.54
+ 11.52 vs. 89.40 + 7.86, t (61) = 0.004, p = 0.997,
95% CI = [4.82, 4.84]), I H.PGAL i 7F I 1% 45 4
RSBk A R EES, XU —EBRE L
HEBR L% AE 1 xHZ 43 4H 18] SVO U8 1 T3

YT EV KT 0 F/NT 0 BFSERE2 0 1 &% SO
[ (W 3534y, O ERALEI A A TE, i1
FXT EV >0 Il EV <0 B S W50 %44 2 (SVO: 3%
oy, EAFK) x 2 (ZaEAE: A, MAOMELE N
H7 0, S5 WA 3A, X4 EV > 0/, SVO Al
32 45 ) RN S A A BN AN 3 L BV <
0 HFSWEE—FASEPER B B, LR SZ 2534 1
FRN B, F (1, 61) =24.47, p<0.001, n; = 0.29,
95% CI=[-0.19, —0.08]; & H C#k3 bb g fll AR5
B E BRI/, SVO M ERMNEEE, F (1, 61) =
10.57, p=0.002, 02 = 0.15, 95% CI = [-0.22, —0.05],
Frt o R ARE N E RN, SVO Mz i &
MR HEAEH B3, F (1, 61) = 14.51, p < 0.001, 0} =
0.19, FEARLR /AT KB, X TR A&RAE, 1A
PR SEMPCRE B E KT NACHRIKN S
AT, F (1, 61) = 33.54, p< 0.001, 2 = 0.36, 95%
CI=[-0.32, -0.16]; MZEFLHTEXFISIEAFIY
TEOL T B B H IR AP B R R R 22 R,
W 3A FEs

2t pearson FRZEAMT AL, BV < 0 BHCALA
EHFSW RS SVO° i AL (r = -0.36, p =
0.004), 1H SVOCFIILIE B EnE 4A Fimw) Kbt

RABNRIR SR

50

WEARARE(G)

20

20

WFERME (L)
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X %
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#® 02 m b A-L Xﬂ%@&iﬂﬁﬁe
A HE
ﬁ 0 —0.202* (a) LELIDIRES | 0.315%(b)
=
E o2
— kK2
0.4 svo 02267, [ e fis Aty
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gl FER Fika
B3 EALSACEAREEAFEE THSWEHERA) . BURPOGEB) . W8I 45 1 U EE (C) L B At W 72 3 2%

TRIEAERAL B AR AR AU E B AR B LA A 30 (D)
IE: AC-G MAC-L 2538 A O SR AW TE k(A TE AU, M -G AL 200 273 S Al R 55 ] R 9 7 3 2 (A

TR,

a= X AVEAEBURBUREE R SVO RN, b= X Al A VEAE 5 R BURR B AE AR A A D SR B R RR B B AN, axb = 42200, ¢ = ALAKNE,
¢ = WU AR () BB
"p<0.05"p<0.01, " p<0.001, T,

A

125
b =-0.05,p>0.05
115+ ” P
g 105 - ° . °® e .
~ °
L °
93%95 r. +..... ‘.',r .
= 85t ° b T .o’
Ji=g ® o % e®
& 5] @ ° @
< o
65 | ® °
55 1 1 1 1 1
-10 0 10 20 30 40
EHHEEUE (SVO)

B 12,

g 10} . r=-0.39, p=0.002

R

<

2

bt

|

H

2

M

=

02

4K\\ [ J

0.4 s . ) , .
-10 0 10 20 30 40
A2 EEUE (SVO)

B4t Eiom 5 (AR A - A R E R BRI KRR
e A PR R B ERD AL ERET), B S MEIAR 2E (AR EV < 0 WA AFIy 1 O U5k '8 KRR 1 22 5%

B AEFEAS AT I LR PEA GG R o 2Rl
BERLS341 Z B SVOCXT EV < 0 B A TS/ E B
A B E 5 (B = —0.008, SE = 0.003, F (1, 61) =9.22,
p=10.004, r’=0.13), JfH, SVO°5 EV < 0 it fth

N50HOEES IR B EWEEX R =
~0.39, p=0.002; B = —0.007, SE = 0.002, F (1, 61) =
10.69, p = 0.002, r*= 0.15), PEAH#E A3 AGMA, 10
i NPT ol A O o 30 2 Mk B S (ULIE] 4B).
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312 FHSEMFERERMARKEBALLA
HORKRENHREKRE

1E 63 A, 7 Al T8 A C s A Bk
FEOTAE SR (AT R B, AT R B X RLR (1) LA
2o Hrp 2 AR E RN IR S A, 5 AW
R HRATFERE EV A0 — AT R (=
Wi A W Ry PR, R DR B A R K
56 %4, HhrafHE 22 A, BitaH 34 A, W
ZHI SVO°2% 5 i 2(8.50 + 8.02 vs. 31.13 + 4.33, t
(54) =—13.70, p< 0.001, Cohen’s d = 3.51, 95% CI =
[—25.95, —19.32]). 3 H IR 4H A e+ 22l plal i S0
SRS A AR T W 22 e, R T
18 BB 1 R K PR SVO SO I T4 .

SRR PRS2 (SVO: kb4, SEATR) x
2 (%4 HO, AR E N &ET5 200 K B .
Z A H RN B F (1, 54) = 11.73, p = 0.001,
n2 = 0.18, 95% CI = [0.07, 0.26]), A4 [ C. P i
I PR 5 25 R AR N D SR i 408 2R IR (0.21 +
0.30 vs. 0.06 + 0.31); SVO i F5W % 8 & (F (1,
54) = 3.35, p = 0.073, 5 = 0.06, 95% CI = [—0.01,
0.26]), At HoE B3R F PR B 8 RO R
Z A SVO S H RN A o TR Y ok e
BRI, SR IR MR B DO 2N T
M C RIS, F (1, 54) = 6.73, p=0.012,
ny = 0.11, 95% CI = [-0.34, —0.04]; FAL2x# il
PN SE PN R T e N e S = Ny S U E N
PR, F (1, 54) = 5.02, p = 0.029, n2 = 0.09, 95% CI =
[-0.25, —0.01] (41 &l 3B), Xf#t2x M {EHLA(SVO°),
R PCE A ST Z B, SVOe 5 F e . U A
PSR PR O34 T o 3 MM G, S A-A
O 2 RO i) 2 (AR TG o 35 M G
3.13 FEHSHEMMM AR B SR &SR EHE

5L, FEHEXthARBAEIRSE FHK

e 63 A, 78 A H O sl AR il AP 1
AT B XA (2)HU 5 25 o Horh 2 N B3P0 o
WS/ ARSI, 6 NS TH R EAN . K,
P o BUREE S (B, TN B A R B A 55 44 o
FHIRE 22 A, FrhaH 33N, WU SVO°xE 7
3 (8.71 + 8.20 vs. 31.02 + 4.34, R BT 2= 551
Ko, M IE)E t(29) = —11.72, p < 0.001, Cohen’s
d=3.40, 95% CI = [-26.20, —18.41]). 3¢ [ F&£H T3¢
AP IE BT E 2. ST AR tR K
W, A EILE W AR PR A S T
SFEAFRAIA(Q24.21 £2.93 vs. 22.32 = 331, t (53) =

-2.23, p = 0.03, Cohen’s d = 0.60, 95% CI = [-3.60,
~0.19]), FEIAFHABLERE i B 2R,
BT 0 A5 R 38 55 000 VS 7 40 i (B0 B A I T
PERISECH B C R By r = 0.07, p=0.60, Bi: r =
—0.09, p=0.53; AN By r=0.12, p=0.39;
B r = —0.16, p = 0.24), Rtk n] LLHERR I 8 1 %t
TAE 0 35 SRR P SVO RN Y T

X B Al By, ZRFAAEA t KGR B KT
0 CHHCHREHAY B b =043, t (54) = 9.84, p <
0.001, Cohen’s d = 1.33, 95% CI = [0.34, 0.52], Bi: b=
—0.48, t (54) = —10.15, p < 0.001, Cohen’s d = 1.37,
95% CI = [-0.58, —0.39]; fRAb AP B,: b= 0.34,
t (54) = 7.17, p< 0.001, Cohen’s d = 0.97, 95% CI =
[0.24, 0.43], Bi: b=—0.36, t (54) = —7.41, p < 0.001,
Cohen’s d = 1.00, 95% CI = [—0.46, —0.27]), X
TN A IR AR, BEE GBI L i
WDES AT BB PR S W . ILAk, SFEITREA t K5
BRI P ILIHERERT B (AT : t(54)=3.25,p=
0.002, Cohen’s d = 0.95, 95% CI = [0.02, 0.08]; 1t
A: t(54)=2.48,p=0.016, Cohen’s d = 0.34, 95%
CI=1[0.01, 0.05]). XULHITCIE 2N A CPSRIE AR
i ABEE, L XHAT A B e G B K

Oy BI%E B A1 B EAT 2 (SVO: EAES:, SEHTR) x
2(ZA AC, MA)MEZM I 2500 X+
Ber SVO HY ERUNA R 524 B F R4 % i
Z(F (1, 53) = 3.91, p= 0.053, n; = 0.07, 95% CI =
[-0.002, 0.21]), i H C U LACM NP FERT XS G
AL U, 22555 SVO B BEAEHA 3 .
TR BORT He B & B, o A R E AL AR B,
INTFHH R By (0.24 + 0.30 vs. 0.39 + 0.22),
XA IR G W, F (1, 53) = 3.46, p = 0.068,
n, = 0.06, 95% CI = [-0.32, 0.01]; Ftt&EHENACD
A AR Y B WA W25 X BT &3,
SVO W ERUN % W (F (1, 53) =2.94, p=0.092,
ns = 0.05, 95% CI = [-0.30, 0.02]), Ftt&H 4 LY
HURR A Kok ARE R 32 25 5 1) a0 &
(F (1, 53) = 5.36, p = 0.024, n3 = 0.09, 95% CI =
[-0.24, —0.02]), A [ C P LLAC A TR BT LAY
AT U, PR S TN A B3 o TR A AR
X AR B 3C), 2k A FE A AP B
BRTNACHEER B (-0.24 = 0.34 vs. —0.44 +
0.28, F (1, 53) = 5.05, p=0.029, 3 = 0.09, 95% CI =
[0.02, 0.37]); AL FH 1 BrEN H & AU AR
ZAF FAHIE(=0.51 + 0.39 vs. —0.46 + 0.36, F (1, 53) =



902 N H

L

52 %

0.83, p=0.37, 95% CI = [-0.08, 0.21]), X B FHTE
Bl /NT 0, fHB/NERXT L A A bRk . 25
b, SEAR S E XK [ O R T 5 25 AU A
oL, 17T 5 B RN A 0 A N U
X SVOCFIXS T 7E 40t 2 BBUBREE (B, B1)AHIC S
BricBl, SVO°sh A USRI B, 1 B JC i #AH
K, GRMATER I B, TTWFLIEMIE, SVO°
A ADRET Y By MIAATEA 2 0 ARG (r =
—0.26, p = 0.06, Bootstrap F{Hi 1000 I~FEA ST IS
95% CI = [-0.48, —0.01]), #EH2 B MATEAMA
PR XA L AR U 3 th4h, SVOe
S A-H IR R B 22 (E I S 0 b 57URH OC
(r =—0.24, p = 0.08, Bootstrap Ffll 1000 MFEA 7>
MG 95% CI = [-0.44, —0.03]), X136 HH e 5 il bk 5%
H 3R AR - [ OV TR0 R SRR 1 22 S5 A AR
K]
3.2 SVO &8 #H—fib A XU R 5K B9 #L
321 MEARTBEREBEBER-MARKERHENE
5, (ETREEEH SVO MBI PN EZH
K 55 Ry AN TR 52 25 7 DR 5 B A 4 K DR (LA) 22
S A R R AE KBS DR B AN [ AT 30, SR
Judd, Kenny Fl Mcclelland (2001)#E7F 5938 7 %31
(R R A BN ARG T s B A AR (R A2 5 )R T
N5 & (R EV < 0 B S M 4), EV < 0 B A A
TRTR (1) 2 W % W 35K T2 A O PSR 0 2 i R
(0.16 + 0.23 vs, 0.06 + 0.12, F (1, 55) = 12.76, p =
0.001, n3 = 0.19, 95% CI = [0.04, 0.16]); Hk {78
M AR B (B LA) AU AP LA B /)
T h A C YR LA (0.06 = 0.31 vs. 0.21 + 0.30, F
(1, 55) = 11.49, p = 0.001, 02 = 0.17, 95% CI =
[-0.25, —0.06]); fc)a I A—F 38 LA 22 (EH 12
FUR F0I R -, Xt A — O E R R Y 25 (E Rk
PEENE ST, &3 B 09 1] 09 2R 00 e 3
(LA 21{l: p=-0.19, SE = 0.08, t (53) = —2.54, p =
0.014, 95% CI = [-0.34, —0.04]; LA i F: p=—0.12,

SE =0.05, t (53) = —2.27, p= 0.027, 95% CI = [-0.22,

=0.017), X Ul Wk B RERR > A K- N B

R R 25 5

T SVO (E AT, E4l£)E SVO°o 5 Rfill A
TR LA J il A — 3% LA 258 B0 W LR PE A ¢
(ps >0.05, HIfE SVO 51CA A PR AT LA ARG
Z 3, r =024, p=0.07, /4 Bootstrap H i 1000
MRERSIHTG 95% CI = [-0.04, 0.49173E2 75 0).
It SVO 7& [ 3~ A XS B3R b i %500 A i i ik
LA SRR, RNEEUEIA RS —,

3.2.2 SVO Bid X A B 7R K BB R SR &2 M
Kt NRREIE 1%

KGR 1 F ANt A TELE AR /A0 R USSR (B, /
B 75 BE i A 7 KRS He SR i AN TRl AT 2 8. i
Be BEAT W M N2 5%, ASih 2 AR
5 —25(Judd et al., 2001), FTLAFRATHLL BN
AR, IR B R S0 A A . 32 25 5
i EV < 0 B2 M, EV < 0 AU A PSR 1y 2
W A3 G 2 KT o O TR R S 0 R (0.21 &
0.28 vs. 0.07 + 0.14, F (1, 54) = 17.38, p < 0.001, 12 =
0.24, 95% CI = [0.07, 0.21]); Zz5H& %W By, ftAth
N B R T A RS AY B (-0.36 + 0.36
vs. —0.48 + 0.35, F (1, 54) = 4.49, p = 0.039, np =
0.08, 95% CI = [0.01, 0.23]), HIxFfth A v 7E 41 2k 1
TR L 55 T H O E B R I BUREE ;. DIt A —
A& B Z(E AN A, XA -A C B R
B 1 22 (B AR [ A 23 AT, 2 B A BRI 1) v ]
VAR B 2 (B 22 1H: B = 0.15, SE=0.07, t (52) =
2.06, p = 0.04, 95% CI = [0.004, 0.30]; B, & HI: B =
0.16, SE = 0.05, t (52) = 3.18, p = 0.002, 95% CI =
[0.06, 0.27]), X VLW B BEHS /A A K~ A\ H
FEMES.

SVO GEH T vs. HAEE) . M A EAEI S )
BUBREE (b N B AT A PSR 1 B S /A - 1 3.
PR E B2 S RAC, TENLE 1. KRk —
fELL SVO GEHIK vs. SEFESHERN AR, R
N E Bt R AR 5, Al By AR S A AR ik
79443 B (Model 4, Hayes, 2013), SVO #J L1 5]
PR A PSR 1 B B AR (B = —0.29, SE=0.08, t

F1 BLEMHEXRY

ik 1 2 3 4
1SVO GEAF, FEile) 1
RIRIPNG S AL ADTEEY -0.273" 1
3 EV<0 B A PSR 1 2 43 % -0.515™" 0.524™" 1
4 EV<0 N5 A T S M2 -0.510"" 0.472"" 0.873™ 1
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(53) = =3.66, p < 0.001, 95% CI = [—0.42, —0.16]),
X5 2 W 22 M s AR o 35 MR A v g AN
52 45 (2014) 82 HY A58 B9 A R0 A 36 TR R, K00
XA AT AT LA A B4 FH Bootstrap 7
AT 5000 REHMEE ST, AR SVO — X A
FERR B BUREE — A NP5 B R AR A
95% E 5 DX & i 1Y, RN ab = —0.06, 95%

CI=[-0.13,-0.01]; E AL ¢>=-0.23 (p=0.001),

95% CI = [-0.36, —0.09]; AL ¢ = —0.29 (p <
0.001), 95% CI = [—0.45, —0.13], H A& 5 BAk
Y FE 2 22% (UKL 3D), ¥ AS AR EV <
0 B AN SR H O IRE SR Z 22, SVO HA]
DL g ik A K- NRSE B R FEE 2Z R B =
-0.25, SE=0.07, t (53) = —3.62, p< 0.001, 95% CI =
[-0.37, -0.14]). HIRIFER T ILA5 5 (W E23500 ab =
-0.05, 95% CI=[—0.11, —0.01]; HFERY ¢’ =-0.21
(p < 0.01), 95% CI = [-0.33, —0.08]; E&UW ¢ =
—0.25 (p < 0.001), 95% CI = [—0.40, —0.11], /5K
N (7B A LI 2R 19% o

25 I, AR N PSR B X N A 45 O 1 Rk
AL A AR E SVO AMEFER A A DL B
P FRBE 22 5, WA LAIER AR SVO X 1 F—fl AR
B PR o B R B 22 B R

4 g

RHFERHZ 5B WL 55, Ittt E
HU (SVO) R 1 3 — At A AU R 5 1) 52 Wi e HE 52 i
PLtil o ESEIUERT T SVO XA bR B 52 2 52
oM N PSR B R AR, HET R A 3K~ A XS
RS, MG SRRE B M, 2k AREMBAR
SRHE B (UK, BOBCE B3R A A TSR
R B (AR, UERIMBRSE— o eAh, AT AR
AR PO A A G B S0 RE, 2
3BT UE 40 S DR G R At N 9 A 45 2K 1) 50 A
A LA R [ - A e sk 22 5, RIS A 2k
AL, H TN PR SR A 451 2 PR A B0 Al T A
P 1 SR BE 95, (AU N DS R B o
o B RIT SVO Ji 1l i 451 2k PR so0) il A F)
it I SRR BE R M F— A ARG B3, KB A
Fo— il AR PR SR A 5K KA 32 SVO 520, A
SR ICIE AR SVO X H B~ B B AR L (1 2 0,
Tok e WL — o i Xl AP A A5 R A OG0 i
A RLHR A i B H I A XU PR AY SVO R,
s S e e e B S - LSS | DN e =4 0 12

&, RSB ARES A & R R ke
fH; ok A A A ARy B S POREE (5L
R =),
4.1 SVO TR R KB B F—tb A

KX SVO v o8 & AT+t & B 3
PR AE AL 23 U AR B2 T #4710 (Hu, Xu, &
Mai, 2017; Pletzer et al., 2018; Wei, Zhao, & Zheng,
2016), AWFFEE R SVO WM & EIE B sk
Bh A4, UndE 3K (van Lange et al., 2007)F1 35 &1
Zfj(van Lange et al., 2011), FATRAHMEEAGHS
PR ZEBF ARG P SRAT: 55, BIRSRPA T & AR B A A
OXUR D3k, HAS ARHRARAR B 44 P A At ARSI 235
R, TEX AR AR B b POk, AR BT
SVO U o 242 W AEA KUK Mt 2 B 1Y)
FEF(BV < 0), AUl AR H & PR R
W, H AR 32 45 #0952 M A AR 2% A #1947
NRB L, TR R, AR A
CHOR—HEEE, 225 # WM . X 5HTAD
FEARFTE SR —2, k& A S A Dk
TRIAT AR, 27 H TR T B 24 A 58 LR
A W T X B B 22 e PR R B R I (Jung et al.,
2013), ABAPAL AR SVO AR5 B A R i ]
#R A B LAEE S A — B 947 45 R (Jung et al.,
2013; Zhang et al., 2019),

1E EV > 0 WUTEOL N, BATBA K I 2 55 # M
SVO TEZWEAT N E S BN o M) s 3 10 £
JES3HT EV > 0 5540 T B9AT R, “FoR 3K s 722
ARSI, PR PR AR A S,
BV > 0 WS TESR 4 K TR, “FRR a8 ry shil
i b, R AT DL — o R S A TR A
Pas MBUREE b, FRAOTA K Z 555 F SVO 1E
XPUETE SR o BURFE F YA BN, X5 EV > 0 B
1T R RINTCAE B RAANE N o QnRIRATA LA
JEH EV > 0 ST, 2Kk I RS
BE 2 KUK 5K /B B AR AT Sy, oo B A )
1520, A8 KUK 5K 3L T 4 B2 s e 1) 3l HILAS —
o BT FEAAOCE B 4ERE AR, S A R
M AEAFH N5, SVO FIAZ 4 #6547 Ry 5 e i 7
AR R e, XA REJE EV > 0 BT R
AR EZESWER

HAFEERE, B SRR A IR A il
TERE A & 2%, HIEMAKT | svo 53t
TR BB BB LM 4A). X5 Qi %
ANQOIB)MFFE—EL, A AT [RIAF Y & T HAdn &
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A RIEA H R AR E G RR 2R PR,
Declerck F1 Bogaert (2008)% ¥ SVO 5 M 45 5 #H
X, XFMA—ZATEEZEH TXHERM SVO AFERY
W 5k SAH 5 53 A #A BE 3 Y o AT SVO 43
K n) (=4, van Lange et al., 1997)3k75 H
MR HAE G A C B BRI
(T 2 A N B s BRI o SR A S U (B ) (G SR At 2 0
AIURE) AN SCE B (G S A 32 SO D)
S e A (B BB ] (8 38 P A IR ER), S IRI
(Davis, 1983)H 1/ & 4 AL i R 5 4 FE A543 4 5%
Y317 % (empathy quotient, EQ, Baron-Cohen &
Wheelwright, 2004)% /R 315 GE T, & PR B Fn
At EEUT S EQ ARG, AN SUHHE A
5 EQ fAHG, #Eiih SVO FIL{FAH 45 ie
(Declerck & Bogaert, 2008), ‘5%, XIH-HAH HIEZEIE
W] SVO MISLIFRE AL, Mt SVO YRt
SRS N FE SCH ) 28 43 5] 5 i A OC H 5 1) A
BRI SVO FIFLF A G 4518, XFhfEe
WA IREA TR, SR ALEERHHN SVOo 5
HIFMRR
4.2 X NBEBR KRR OIZE R LR SVO Xt

B 3t A XUG R 7R BY 22 M

FATAE B A NAT 58 A8 1 Ab 0 v 78 40 4 45 2R
O DFERE, 250 R AR NIRRT, et o
XAt BT FE A5 K /4R 75 TR E O — R RUER, T
A RE XM TER R R E AR AKL . X5
Hu %8 (2017) P45 R —50, B REEESH
FoE BBV SUE B &5 —AFE A A 55 B
AR TS Zh, KBRS ML A SX A C
285 R0 TR Bk LTS S ARARL, T R B A FL T B
FERBE X A AR T, B 5 0E A 3R
FAE R S B XSS R G, i Qi 4F
(2018) I L BF 92 & P, SVO 23354 He g i B
T RSN, BRSO A O, Al
1) et 225 3% Bl I T At N ) A 225 R T R T
MR ARE KR, AT RSS2, 5
XA FEAS R I, AHIF 58 2SR A AE P FD A7 25
AT S8 B AN AE X ST TR G I T AT 55 (U 1)
TCEE R ), ARG BT B AL Ak A O At
M NSRS O sl NSRS RSO RREE, 45
B ZFF T SVO AY#& G457 (van Lange, 1999),

FRAT 3 2 7 — 20 0 A SO0 S B e B At A
TETES R 45 R 1 OGO R BE AT LIR30 i BE SVO X
Y NENS22 7 i R S S R g S SIS B E P K

NBPVEAERVR G5 R T, IS ARG B H R
M AP M BERE BT, Liu 55(2018)H4 X i 4 £
gt A AHSCAB N PR LI 5 A AN D SR AH RIS Y
B —Fh oGt 220K M, de Cremer Fl van
Lange (2001)3A Jy %l A 285 5 14 5 U J2 4t 2 e AT Jek
AIPREL, FEIER B 5 4L 23 S AL BRI R AL 233 T ok
ARE R R R oM, XE—ERELS
AT R —FL,
4.3 WMEREEREMRE SVO 3B H b AXEL R

R

XA DR, FRATECA B SVO By,
WEA K SVO 53245 HE ML HRN . Toiexf T
AL H IR E AR, AU S 45 R PR
BN TN A SRR IR PO 2R DO RE R
IR A I A AR e 22 5, X SR ARIWESE
2L —% (Andersson et al., 2013; Mengarelli et al.,
2014; Polman, 2012; Zhang et al., 2017), HF SVO
SR PO AT BB ARG, AN R TR RN
Frovmide, ARAEUEIRI =, A5 EIAIRIR
IR — R U O 22, AT i A W 1 e x93
4 2R LTI S AR A AT Ok 1Y G e B R
(Kermer, Driver-Linn, Wilson, & Gilbert, 2006), Zhang
S5 N(2017) FH B xs TS0 i fk 45 SR DA 1 f 50 752
() 2B R R P 2R DO, I SR RE M REAE 40 R AE
ZER A N RURS: DR SR 0 22 S o R T T 400 155 U
Pt 22 LA R RO, FRATTA 5 SR 75 TC i T R 1Y
SVO RHEH ok EHEARK, 5 HCHREM
P, SR i AN AH S Al AN PSR A BE - 8 TR 17 % D
PR, W oRAh e E UL, A AP AR
oo B O PSR G T i 22 55, (H2 5o A C
PR AT A R BANRL . 41 & & AR UL (social
heuristics hypothesis) I\ FRATFE R I Y+ 2 B 50t
Firp, Fet AT AL BOARY B K, X sk
3l L8 SN2 5 W) SR T 24 i I i 2 25 1
B ) I (Rand et al., 2014), i SVO &2 %X
FRER AR & X B ERG AL bRl . X FhERIARE & T fE
AR BAERA N ZE RGO | AT
#t 25 E W) 2 iR %5 J7 il (Emonds, Declerck, Boone,
Vandercliet, & Parizel, 2011; van Lange, 1999), 44k
PR ML () 3+ 2 Ve, SVO £ [ sh ik b i A4
TEH PRI, BAKT A (R B2 e 45 5 BARN
DLHEAT 73T o

AL, AT L R A R A
ERINE PN SN R S B ) SR AW (DN S
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TR K HA T ] i (4N 18] 3B) . FRATARER SR
PR PGB R FENFEIR AT KB SVO RN 575 5E
SVO X 4 2k IR B ik A~ 0 B 5 (R W . Fermin 45
(2016)%F At R L liF X AN [R] SVO AN K 176
BTG, RIRAE S R B IR R
afE, BA S SCZESh, MATa CRRK B
RS R, HA R IR BRI S SR TR
TEAR G . AT A I 5 400 2R IR 2% U0 AH OC 14 fili X
(Canessa et al., 2013; de Martino et al., 2010; Genauck
et al., 2017). ABAARIE SVO MMAFTRE T 4%
IR ISR AN R X 43 2 DR W 7™ A 5 I, 1117 2 425 ]
REZ i 7E A N DR SR IN LE 2 B 3R A TR i A A
5 Bl A Al N DR SR A 451 R PR o (B pl T A AR 1Y
Fh 2 TSR 5 AR AR i AR SR B R 22 5,
Pokls Bk — L RFTAE SVO MRTEAC A P 3R
R A4 R Bl L

AWFFERY &5 2R 0] LLAE— @ B2 B AR SE AR RS A
TR~ N RURS: P 5 2 S 3R o R SR 5 0 3 1 XL
Jin T A% (the dual-process theory) A A P& o FllHE B
HRPAAEPDINTRG(RE | HIRSG 2). RSt 1
WO T v, B RS 3, I TR, RN A
itk RG 2 U8 TR, BT RN T, n T
MRS, R Z OB (Evans, 2003; Stanovich
& West, 2000; Loewenstein & O’Donoghue, 2004),
WA N A O3k AR A PR SR A T 5 (4 1%
J&4: A (Beisswanger, Stone, Hupp, & Allgaier, 2003;
Loewenstein, Weber, Hsee, & Welch, 2001), FH5&HY
AR FEIE ] T IX— 5, KN HCRRAEZ
W/ RmASZRT RS DWZS 5, WH 1~
(Albrecht, Volz, Sutter, Laibson, & von Cramon, 2010;
Jung et al., 2013), 12k DO 5 A 4% 0 8h 2% VAR %,
AT Ry — A BE A 3 L By, PRI R A A 2R IR
Wl 24 1 £5(de martino et al., 2010; Li et al.,
2012; Phelps, Lempert, & Sokol-Hessner, 2014; Sokol-
Hessner et al., 2013). SRR T [FIHABDTF IR & —FE
R BLA R DT DL R 1 R — A N XU DR SR 1) 22 5,
FATT I e XV AE 0 2K 1) 5.0 AR B2 AT LAfR I A
At NP B B FEEE YA . ANTH) SVO AMA I N
BB SIHLAS Rl ORCHE ¥, (e, XU, 2017), Xf
TS0 G A8 Ak A SRR BE W] DUAE — 2 R B 1 B A~
By NS BB HIL . FRATAYZE RS 75 S e 3 HL
At o U IR ) 52 ) 3~ XU, Tk 5 22 5 0
IR W, BT RS 1 b SRS A
K B35 2R RO i R 1 Fe— Ml A XUBS RSk 22 57, I 40

2250 T B > AL 1 P9 B B s AL mT LUAE S R
481 iR 1 R RS D3R 22 S AL PR R 2R

AWFFAFEAEA R, — 7 LI AT 55 1 T2
SRR E LN LS 2s, RIGET —FF 2s
OB RE, X S HE R R e PR s 0 I 8 S i A
WHEME B 59— rERATRIES % 0 SL AT 55 e 1
B XIS S A 45 AR R, P AR AR 40 2 DO 1 2]
P R DO R FE AR, SR TR 4 A5 BSR40 2 DO 1Y
e 1R ZFh(Sokol-Hessner et al., 2009; Tom et al.,
2007), 4 J5 s oA 2 R Ok DROBAR R K 48 s AR
4, BRI, & A AT A RIARL Y 7 IR 5E SVO
X 1 FR—Ath A XUIS: R 5 18 5 el WL ) e 8 0 BE A AE
Ja PR, FE S gD e R IR T S . B2,
N RSO & W SN G 200 e o B S Fvall Y e
(ECHRC[) E TR~ A RURS: DS A A2 B G T . AR
5T 2 B0 3R~ AU PR 3R 23 32 B At 23 A (B )
A2, At 2 A (B R ) AT DASE 2k Xl R 25 1 O
OFEBERE I H A ARG PR 22 5% . XAE— 2
FE b FE TR E R RS, W A IR
DU e 3 g F e B A3t 1 o S

2 £ x W
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Abstract

Previous studies on risk-taking behaviors in decision-making for oneself and others are inconsistent,
possibly because previous studies have not considered the influence of decision-making situations and the
interpersonal characteristics of decision-makers on their decision-making behaviors. Social value orientation
(SVO) is a typical interpersonal trait. SVO refers to the social preferences of individuals when they allocate
resources to themselves and others. Individuals can usually be divided into prosocials and proselfs according
SVO. The purpose of the present study was to explore the impact of SVO on self-other risk decision-making and
its mechanisms. The integrative model of SVO implies that prosocials care more about the effects of
decision-making on others than proselfs. Therefore, we hypothesized that proselfs might be more comfortable
with risk than prosocials in making decisions on behalf of others, and that the level of concern for the interests
of others might mediate the SVO effects of decision-makers on self-other risk decisions.

In the present study, the participants first filled out the SVO slider measure, then completed a mixed
gambling game on the computer, and finally filled out the interpersonal reactivity index (IRI) that measures
empathy. The mixed gambling game included 480 rounds of gambling, each with two options: the uncertainty
option, and the certainty option with a result of 0. Choosing uncertainty meant gambling, while choosing
certainty meant not gambling. Participants were asked to choose whether to gamble for themselves and strangers
in different situations. Uncertainty options were 50% probability to win a certain value (potential gain value, G)
and 50% probability of losing a certain value (potential loss value, L). The values of G {20, 22, ..., 50} and the
values of L {20, 22, ..., 48} were paired to obtain 240 combinations, which were randomly divided into four
groups. The independent variables were beneficiary (self/other) and SVO (proself/prosocial). There were three
dependent variables: level of risk-taking, loss aversion, and the degree of concern for potential gains and losses.

The results showed that prosocials exhibited similar risk-taking and sensitivity to potential gains and losses
when making decisions for strangers, while proselfs showed more tolerance for risk-taking and less sensitivity to
others’ gains and losses. Both prosocials and proselfs showed less loss aversion when making decisions for
strangers than for themselves. The mediation-effect analysis indicated that the difference in self-other risk
decision-making could be partially mediated by loss aversion and sensitivity to others’ potential losses, and the
SVO effect on the differences in self-other risk decision-making could be partially mediated by the sensitivity to
others’ potential losses.

These findings suggest that SVO can affect self-other risk decision-making and that this effect may play a
role through the degree of concern for the interests of others, which indicates that SVO in decision-makers
affects behaviors in making decisions for strangers. Therefore, in future studies of self-other risk decisions, SVO
should be taken into account in the interpersonal characteristics of decision makers.

Key words risk decision-making; social value orientation; self-other decision-making; loss aversion



