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AR SAEAT A LA T ERNYh, RINA AMEREA B IR L RFMAFGIA R TIRESAE;, F/k
T B KA AT AR R ERAEL, WT A — SRS AT ENAAE, KRBT 2 THREL 4741
AR ST, BT REFGETIE, FREMEHGZLEIAH, SR ERAH AR LD T P8
FHEIH  RRDEFENRFKAERAFGMA, BIAFROAEIIE, RARELRESFH N ENH, 2K
FARAE L B B R AR AR R e T oM, AR EPEIAT R TR FES ST EFRAR—F
R

KR KRR, ppRIER), SMEATA, 3L, W3

SEKS  B849: 091

1 5|

K £ % £ (partner choice), J&48 A S AR 4
A ASARBEAS 25 [ O R AR 25 1M B sl 4 40 5 Al
TERSTARPER R AT o AR PR BE AR FL IR BE AR 1Y
R B E 4 IR Ak £F > 1Y E J1 (Barclay,
2016), FHOCHEA T YA RB B BB Z 02—
WIRE N, AT LA B IT, s — bk HH
flfk B AT Bogl . X AR AR T REPE, 45
GEHE W LS E IR A OB RE, 5T
I G VE &, XBET B ok & s 2
(Barclay, 2011), RE L S5 SB%FR A M,
PR T LA AT 5 38 s AT 0 S 0 T AR #E
PE, dnicn it 20 By 5 gAML Z 8], Al
AN S A M B v 2 8], DL R B )
TR 22 (B 2] LA WA A AT 2 SR o B 5 L T
M I E R AR 55, X — i R PR A
TTE R E R AR ZE G A SBAEE AR
Y XS (Baumard et al., 2013),

il

EAETT N R —Fp e R AL SRR 25 1947 R,
T A A A AR A 1 R 5 R A A Oz
R 25 (SR 5, #NEE, 2020), 4HEMBEAIET
ol i NS o SR i G DU T 1 R L B 7
(reciprocity theory) . % it 78 & & [A fi [F
(iterated prisoner's dilemma)l# 755 Ay HREAE FIE
BT LA“RLF B F (tit-for-tat) 5 W b A% 0 4 12 5
BAE— R EFRAIE, REEZENER
LR OE R DSy e Y briE e A Do e (Y
HOATE, X EHN A C BT R (Axelrod, 1984;
Axelrod & Hamilton, 1981), #R1, XJEH HK
W6 A2 35 T4k A 42 il (partner control)i P25 H 9 o £k
e B, MRS AU S 2 AR
kAR .8, B B8R WU Y J0 ik B T ST
k£ (Bull & Rice, 1991; Trivers, 1971), R, 7
MILAFED, MEIIEARB —ESE5NFREE
8, MEIX A GRS, ANMEE SRR BT,
BRI . R B I8 SR SE I 5 WA
F LTI H SRR A S5 A AR Lk
W, KRR A — L R & 1 b
N #VEH (Engelmann & Herrmann, 2016; Schweinfurth
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PEEVERYRE I A A R, Z04kK T — 28 5L T Lk
R HESEMBE ST, AN SRR R EE I
WHIE R, FFA R A BEUERA 43 P AT 1 & VR F
EE1EH, PR LRI T 4K £ (Tooby et al.,
2006). PRITIITAEA, X5 4E BT8R 4 Th e
Aif A —ZELAN [ it 5 (R v R AR A P e B Ak fE, DA K
A KA QnAa] B A% 22 B H 6 BRI 56 R i R vk
7% (Bird et al., 2018),

BOR B 2 i BT R WK AR S 7 AR B AR
) A bk B HE 5 #1209 /E ] (Barclay, 2013;
2016; Everett et al., 2018; Eisenbruch & Roney,
2017; Henrich & Muthukrishna, 2021; Martin et al.,
2019; Smith & Apicella, 2020), i 5 SZIERFST %
B 25 NATT AT LA e 45 8 S0 1) 28 T 2 1) 5 A O A A
W, AR 2 R — A~ B2 E 1 TR Mg 3% 4% (Aktipis,
2011; Barclay, 2016; Bednarik et al., 2014; Harrell
etal., 2018; Rand et al., 2011), [AliF, AfiTiA24R
P TR R BAR SRSy, DL SR (Barclay
& Barker, 2020; Jordan et al., 2016; Pleasant &
Barclay, 2018) . JH & i [ FJE A8 5 0 72 AR )
B AR SR 55, ST 1A R VO AR B (Martin et
al., 2019; Shinohara et al., 2019)%:45: 5 )2 M 115
B, EEE RSBk R, JFTE LRy T gE
A By B R E KA,

B AL 2, A4 BRI FAY T TR BF 855 g
P A S B R e N 2K i i 2 [ AR Y
a3 E S RO 25 B A ] A, T 2R
WrAg T, 53 RZ w28 . Rk 55
LeRAT Ry 5 ), #2903 XHK PR e R AR
iz o BT LA, BRIEAK AR B VEAT A 152 MR
KN TEHLHBA EE A IIE ML L, AL
W 25 B KR TR R SIS I A 5T E R, IR IR K P R R
AR B HARRAE, AR PR X0 5 AR AT B8 S i 1
L PARAK A e B AL 3 G AEAT S 1] RE A N FEAL
A, e BRI T, St — BT Y ET A pE
PEPEWFSEHARAFAE R SR B, DL K AR BIETE T 1]

2 ftARffFERE

PR BERT DLGE o 5 0k B4R DR Lok 2R AR
e B TR P K R o o R R R R TR B PRI B 1R
X—d B, MEAERET S5 A0S 24
TR E B8, B R Wy 8 Ieik I
MHTAKFEBull & Rice, 1991; Trivers, 1971), Mk

R A 2% 1 1 B VR i 88 W ss (R0 & X
HHE A CWESET —RERET IO T 2K
U IR [ 4 5 R #E e O & E (Schino & Aureli,
2017), AIASBER U 25 TF 5 n) Hofl & 125 1)
FR o FRIET XML ST R, Axelrod %A
(Axelrod, 1984; Axelrod & Hamilton, 1981)%¢/5 &
JEI T LL“LUF IR 2 oL B B — R G5
TP I T AR AR A AR R R Rk ) B S, A
R — Bl (B 9 32 X RSB 2 A 1R 1T 0 R
(Roberts, 1998),

SR, FEBTEH, NETEAR AR —E S A
—FEEKE R E S, YA R IR T AR AR,
APRIE AT REERE<IR 7, B SRBCGE FF Y 75 =061 HL,
VP2 PRI T, MR IR R 28R
AR ALK ARE, SR B R A RS, AT
RESHRBIEINGVEMIRRE . XA PR B 0 AR,
% -1 Dawkins (1976)7E 107 Mt A0 F: FERLAT $2
) (RIS R 25 2 4 5 SO0 RN R R AR
HEPEANMASEED), I H Axelrod I Hamilton (1981)
TEIE IR TCAL A N TC A A 18 0 1 5 F A G 4R 3,
B JEAE R 2 VRN LE 25 7E ¥ B v 7 DR /0 LA i
Tk B BEAN R 2L (Bull & Rice, 1991), {HAERHS
HIEVEDTIE b, AP R B Wy — A Fh
ML ek, PKPREREH Nog SEHFFEVE R —
ol fige g 5 A 19 0 S AL DI A B2 0O R R R Ok
(Bshary & Nog, 2003; Bull & Rice, 1991), 7Efkf
PR, AT LIRS A ke, HAA
2 7 LE U T B, T AR AR RN K Sy TE A I Ak
f#(Baumard et al., 2013), fkFERERER] LIZREL A
(a)FE A~ 3% 22 AT 1 B R AR =22 ) 1E AT 4
b)) S ANE S —BR G, EERRE LR
EIFBUR R BB SRR, (oM TE S 1ELK
fER—LfFE, RERESZHD; (FFIRIEF
7R, ARG TR Y AR B3 G TR IR A0 A B A4 % DL B
B A4 PN 03 X BE AR PN B R A9 9 R (Martin et al.,
2019), Kith, fEAKFPEEFERE R, SVEE X IKTE
BT BRAT g A8 8 S AT AR 5 55— ANk R T
B EIERR, A BRI SR NI,
AR HBEEFE 5 S ATk BRI A B AE

Noé AR AKPEESEAE Sy —Fh LBk =1
BHEE, R EEM R (sexual selection) T # A
PR, HEXTAEMN E B — B g R AR
F|(No& & Voelkl, 2013), MEShfk AL —H
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FHVERFHLE % &, Noé Al Hammerstein (1994)
T HEEFEMIS 52T ERE L T4y
MY~ (biological market)H &, F A5 J# 76 5 41
GRS T 20T T, KRR RE R E Ak R A%
e (partner switching), DL K X4k £ A9 38 4+ 48 (Noé
& Voelkl, 2013), MRIGAWIHTHBIVA, H IR
WA R TR L 5 fe P g AR R WA HL
e, BT A VR BE 0% T A5 Dk AR AR B 2 ik Es
HGECEREY . &Y. R, B ZE A (tolerance)
S (Barclay, 2013), YAAFEIK IR SRS, AT g
STEER R h 4, HA Rt 4R At 2 a8 al & it
B MO A BRI R (Barclay, 2013), 8
S TTHR LU AN N BB HEBRAE SRS 2 5 o

X — BT, VF 258 T i F Ak Ak B A
BANLNEET R, XHEPAHEEH- LML
(dynamic social network)f 5% (Barclay, 2013; 2016;
Bednarik et al., 2014; Melamed et al., 2018), 5t
B, AKEE B —Fh o R, o 2spill
J—Ahfe S Smm, R IR Ak B e T, L
KR R B ai Ak pE AT SRR RE T . L,
Barclay (2016)fE Kk B HE2 S0, B TP ol fi4e
“PAKFERIRE J1; Martin 55 A (2019)48 & SChy,
AR H SRR AR IEAT ARG, BEEE SRR
25 B O RIR S AR C R, BT IIRLE A iR
25 A O R IR 2R AR . A DRI A RO AR B
4k SE Sk % £ (kin selection) . HE 1K BE $& (group
selection), B %1 B (direct reciprocity). [A]$%H
(indirect reciprocity) & &1 (punishment) % BHiE 2
i, X— Rt AR i oL (Geoffroy et al.,
2019; Martin et al., 2019),

AR, IETT UK S 9% 5 B S ] 42
BB YA LA T B BRI AR e, LATE G e
PP E B AR . KRB T i # .
TG, B TR AR A L, AR TE Rk
BOFSHTIKRE, B AR 0 R B NS Bt
S5 FARAR Il Tk p 48 0 R AT LK B3 Y
X7 B Faks, n] DS B 8 = WA
B Fakes . Hk, BEHEE EUE I T R R
TPUAE 571 B 5 30 14 5 W Sk AR (A A (L e DL 2 e
R I R, KR IE PR AT LR IR R
T8 AT A O T AR RE SR, B ORI B AE
W F A AEH RATHE SR, WA R T T
PR HBAE . KRR BEOR R T a4 B B,

T, HEEEMRTN, Z25EAISHE S —
AT ACEA 25 BRI A~ N, MEEAK A
PR AR, AT T DA AR Ak ik AT B
AR, XM EWE KR BRI T — P L ] 422
R AR 1 R, BN RT LR e 4 b 1
Fr LB SRR 19 & 1E (Sylwester & Roberts,
2013), ok, Sl B 206 2V R 8 R A,
RO A 7 B AR, (KRR R AR e i Xt G 4
TN EE ] (Melamed et al., 2018), 1/,
TR FEEMEN TIPS A B R
WAL HES 1EFT M (Sylwester & Roberts, 2013),

3 REFEENEEIT AR

MHT, KRR REX FE RN g —
o MR AT S5 2 mh b, TF R R AL LA 5
MR I, XS M I 55 B .
PR A 125 (dictator game, DG), /5 i M 1 25
(ultimatum game, UG), {5{L1#4% (trust game, TG),
T 18 A 18 35 (bargaining game, BG), |ABE K 55
(prisoner's dilemma, PD)LL K /A 347 i R 3% (public
goods dilemma, PGD)4§. K fEEEREX G 1E1T 21
Ve, EZEW UM LU 5. 5, HE
AEFETRENN L, A FEBFKEHLZRD
AR AR, Lk, EReR Ot T Ak FE S B L
23, WA LA — AR i S AR T N B 77 A o
31 BAFERETHRENATRESE

B, HEA B (walk away) ] gE, JFA
T B LB TE, RIATfE s SRR3R o (AR
ARSI, o ARz Bk 26
ARAE 0 B, DT A5 B S RO AR, e,
TERN A R B R D, 423235 7 LB I 24 i
AHLE, T —R A LB A MR, 43
e & 0 T 4 45 4 52 4 T 2 0 4 (Martin® &
Cushman, 2015). 7E ~JCi Bk M55 i % 9,
KA AT DL SR H A A A e, AR S B e
- 44 HiL 43 Bt 45 2 (Debove et al., 2015), — I 3E T4k
2= 2% (social networks)HUBF5T & B, RO K 4 5E
e AKCPE 1 B A e T 75 3 28 B 2% (dynamic
network) (9 B &Pk N B, A EAE A6 B 1Y by,
LA S A VE (Bednarik et al., 2014),

HR, B P 8UE T (ostracism) # R 174,
ReE AR I RE A G 1R itk BN, 7 Aktipis
(2011)F T+ 28 I 4 i IR 455 P 3 4 47 1) T AL ASE 4D
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WEoEh, AR DLIAE R th i gs R A T —
S (SR vl | 7 el == a s 1 e 7 N R ]
RN REA DT IR . PR RMY,
TR R B AEF 2T o, s i I AHE
B A R T AT A . G SRR s
WA R B K SRR A LR . W)
Aef, LTS T Lb SR Y X, A R T A ER
WAk, BEE G VR LB R 3, BEIARA AR
KL, BT LB W B, dkmiTE R
FE M EAVERER . UL, 785 — TR Y
R, FRFBLL T MR G EKT, Ik
.3l BEHE 52 1 M N B AR A AR KT AN R AL
R AT IR R, HX N EE
AR T BT BE B2 52 M R IR AE K, ThzAS
IRSBTFXS T . 5 R R, BEA BT B R, BEATE
YA VEACEREm, AR BT RE 252 1Y N B AR A AE
KL B, AR TIZKF A XA G AR A
Wk B A B, X — LR & T #IRA EKT
(McNamara et al., 2008), 4FEA 51 AT DL R B
AN R, AT DU SR A VR AT S kAL
L4, Nakamaru Fll Yokoyama (2014)7E 3 T3 34
site PRI B2 1L 2R AT (S HLA AU 9 oh, R 24 4R
JRARAE A RSP B 1 75 2 NI T A P 1l B 1Y
ST S8 7 2 i e TR A PR e Y A B, A
FEFXT G AT A I SE AR TR K o 7R — TS g &
R R, SR TDEIEGEEN, B G
SRAREHEFRAEGER, FRFARL G Z R 2
RIBIINEAE . ARBTG5 IR fL b
NG EGVENIRE &M, RS TR E i
FEF A B AEK AR B 51 B, Bl e A 3Ly
st RIS T op B STk e s, [RIBAE b — % P pidE
FR#RET — Wb S RIAE T NG 1E
(Feinberg et al., 2014),

HE, HHEME R, HMALIET 540K
KRR, £ F A RFA M Pkt 55
W, AR ] TS fln, 7E—Tpt
SEh, PR BRI T MR E M4, 56
ML, IREMLE . EefEME , ks
[ AR EEAT B8, e sh AT, =5
WG T KIS — 2 ER R, 5™
R NS BT E B C R, IRE Mg T, Bk
5Bkt msh i W A SR e R BB, B
TR, AW, 7638 M 445 7 1A 1

KRR S, AL W73 1 & 1E KA
P HE s, A T A3 1 A VR KT TR RE A BT 42
(Harrell et al., 2018),

3.2 BEEFEMEFTRHGHE

TN SRR B TE B 0 [ ) DL PR A A,
GAEARP RS AT B E— D4 . B TAE S 4R Y
— RYIBEFE R AR AL T A ROAESE . BN, — 0
DL S NG IR 2R AT AL 2 W 2 5, 430
A L5 N AR BB = 5T AW — AP
F, I (A o 5 0 4% b A Al N SR R IR
AR B, WA D) 5 At ST BT IR R
SERBI, SERAS M CRE AT IR PE R A L,
B PRI S ERE R, HAERAME
T 28 48 vk 88 n i #F — A 3R 5 (Harrell et al,,
2018) o HULZEM, 185 — W E 5 NG R BT F 2R A
o, FRERE T RS ER)E, H0lA
10%7H1 30% 1525 LA L2 e fK Al P AR S50 2 A7F,
SRR A 30%E R4 AT AR AR B 45 T R
WEMEAKFE &, AEWEINEE Rand et al,
2011), A FIEBEAFEATRE S (2 35 N R B iy
afE, MHXY T2 NREE R S ET b i
e . Hetm, FE—IA Sy R 58 R S 1
t, 4 N —dH B TIEE, 4, TEEH S
WAMT, S25HTLUERFESHERD), BIARE 3
2585 2RFREAR D A R b S 24 5K,
SRIGWRIR B OB 5EE 3 R B S I At 3
TTHET o 45 T ORBEIE A R HE e R4 T 8T 404,
Mz EH, Z25E A S5HEATER =N
F— o BRI, HXS TR A, X AT LU
FOH T AR T AR, MRS RIS A AR
(Page et al., 2005), A& EMIE, BRI F KL
TR —E R AT, KRR AR RE e HE 5 A
P G — 5L T N GE RS R B R B, 5 JC
AT PR S5 A L, TR RAEFRE EX
N —E A, e B — R IR R L2 A B
HEATAK AR R0 2600 T, WOl R T m
A 1E/K¥-(Barclay & Raihani, 2016),

AT WTEF N R SR h ] R B A
25 BPE . Melamed S5HF5T & #E— 408 H
THEEMEM, RIUEBA S EEL, SN
Y RE PR AR AR H S S /E R (Bednarik et al., 2014;
Melamed et al., 2018; Melamed et al., 2017), HITJ]
VLB AR Ry PR P e B SR AR A VR AT o A it G B
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Hean, Melamed 25 A (2018)7E 5250 R RGN H T 4 Fif
TSN A ML CIEI AT ERE), SN
2% H.Be = G B (T LI ATk PRk, B2 5%
AHGE AR ), shaS M HS 5% AE
A A 752, F—N T BSE A B A R 45 (S
5 FUMIE M ATAR 8 1 25 . Hoh, X EE R
PRI R A Nt BRI, 25 R B, 3
ARG =R AT BT LT[R R K F
BAER, HAER R T IR AT 0P R 45 1 w25 0
2R, X UL BB HEAT I RE R B A 28 A B
AR HEGAEAT i A R

LA UL RS, ARMER , HEAT DIk fT Ik
Py RE, MR R Al B IF TR, MRAES A
R HE A AEAT i kAL, B (AT B2 T ok
TR AR AR P B IEANT M. X fE—E R 3%
W, PKAEE R AL 5 VEAT T i —Fh Al S L]

SR, F5 BRI, AR E N kR ik
PR EEE — B EE A BE AT B S . iR
FUVE T KR 0 38 B R PR sl RS, s K
BB FIHN AR E B R (Noé & Voelkl, 2013), [f]
B, WA RS Tk S DI 5 o R R,
GAEH T RER S AT R, SRIRE T AT . i,

Shirado % A(2013)7E A TE R BT A T 2h 7 M4,

WEBT 9 PR LME, WAE 0%, 5%.
10%. 30%. 50%. 70% . 80% . 90%l 100% ) “#k
XA ML ST A B AR 56 R IF 3 28T K
R, EXNBEMLE R, MeSZ kL
20% M T BEEESE A PER R, HE1T 15 S8 INGE I BT 1
2, RN, TIRE S KIE 9 ik
PEEFR SR, BEMLIETUHE R H 7 (0% . 5% . 10% .
30%. 50%. 70%. 80%. 90%FI 100%)11# i X],
TG 2 1 B AL BRI — 45, A6 AL H.3)
MRAE E MUk )E, BoRZgOEE 2B
Ptk P e o S5 R A B 70%M 8T B AL S
FIE A KA 56 R ITTE A Ik A 6 R4 14 F,
GAEAKF- B o I H R 7E 70%3) 90% M 1 L T,
GEESEREABIESSE, T 70%305 T
90%HAFI T HVEH S IRE M35
33 THRUHEEENERM LR EEFEEH—F
RFEEE
ZHRFVN, YGERLET ikt —E G/
B IRl b HEAT AR BT, AT LR A
FAEs bR S I G Ve, Mk R A1

#H, BIEKFEAEE. Ll Gallo 1 Yan (2015)i
1T SIS 2 S R, AE A AR B Y R A
SR T A0 TR Gl S IRINAT R vs. T iR i
WA NI 5 IRINAT AR S54SR CR T
TEFEERFATAI AR Z BB R vs. T IRBER A AT
AMRZRNEER)Z G, KRR &R
PR HER . A T ITA AN EE R
Fitt 211 (social knowledge))&, & 1E#& vl LA
B A C At X, B IW 58 mE e R, 4B
HERSGMATRR . [, S1EHEBER—14
LA 0 T AR BOAE X, IF AL X P 3 4 AR E A
FHARBCE KBt . AR 2B, AZEnT LUF]H
BRI R, SRR G M . AR T
WK SRR IR . BVEAT I A KA VEAT R
B A & P B 55 28 X (Baumard et al., 2013),
AT & AR TR SR R {5 B, IR R I
H AR (Rockenbach & Milinski, 2011), HE3ET &,
SAKAEAR B T e, EERIAAE A . Xk
AT N2 S B T A, LA AK AR %o B 1Y
R 2 AR B T o
331 THRETARENER

TENR RS T T, AR I H A3k
FERRAT R ZE R . SRz, R
R WA N ZEE R, KRR B AR
WA VER, S S A RS Z MR DT BC P B3
tbln, Sylwester fl Roberts (2013)ffF 57, FEi#E
Pty i MR S, BT & S A sk
s B Hodm il — 5 ISR AT A G B AT, K5
iEX e 1 ASCE 2R E R 1A
WATIR AT & o SR A, Seal T LUK HE A
FT AR 25 B H B — AR I PSR AT O Bk AR AT
JE ARSI, AT S RIB SN A KT X
F WA B At N T 450 25 A7 8L B Hdpcdle — e 1)
AT R, ARBIRT B S VERIKIE . 7 Gallo
Ml Yan (2015)03hZA M5 T, ik mr LLgk
BRTFMNEZITHZHAEE, el T i#
P Wb NI 5 fE R P SRAT MR . SR A
B, AHXF TR T RAR R G S SR PRIT MR,
A T LT T AR 5 R PeRAT MR B
B, SEMATE. AR — B, 1A
i AT NIE SR A RRAE, B A A VR R T
SRR — R B9AT R, T LA B A R AR
H A VE#H (Cuesta et al., 2015),
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BeAh, YA R B E B X S e A e
mF, o SRR AE LR, X
TEEEZ MRS A e, B, E—TLitt
S HEAT IR 5T b, W 7E B — % 1 TR B R 55
TR G ER 23R A A AE M 5 | & B shik
PR TS AT Sy, BRI R B0 A0SR X A A B
B i 1 T 5 AL B g, W e T R i
i3 B {5 v) T £k £ (Bednarik et al., 2014), 7E
53— T T4 S WG I, A 2R,
R — A IR 2 SRR A ARt 2 3R A — R i bk
RATH, FRREER LM T EIEE-TE . W
WME-ERENNE, WA EEZ MR RE
fil% 7€ (Rand et al., 2011),

332 THRAFHEREEMNER

FEARBIEBLR, AR AT LR BCE AR A i
AE | T 5 S R BN R ST A A
AR BB S e AR L A AT S R 3
MR X P 2 B TR ARk B, BEUE A A
(i SRR QUL

e, MRS ARG AR KA A ELA IR
AT 2 ) SRR R U R S S A e . Hn,
Fehrler Fll Przepiorka (2016)F9#F57 & ¥, AM1HE
1 1) 35 R 4L i) 2K S LA 48 K 1 A AR A R B B
KA, IR Z )5 A5 AR TR vh 8088 45 % 5 B 2 1)
¥#4>, Raihani il Barclay (2016)7E—Jif1 788 44
TNTE R AR g R B, w0 T AR 4
AR W R g R (2.50 3ETT/0.50 £ T0)7EH —
53T (50%/25%) T A TR 5 IS, 0 i A R
P R R DR 1 2 R 2 o A SR I R AE 5
I H, TEWE & FHERE T A A R i % BTk AR ] 1
LT, AR A ) T S B R HE ) A
YE4k £ (Eisenbruch & Roney, 2017), %, 3~8 %
14 )L A 0 ) 4 T 2 DR AE 1) A 1A B 2 ) U
(Blakey et al., 2019),

ANARTEMCHE X 5 R B R A AT R R A R
HEATAR PR T, O BE RS A2 30F XU i 3R 13 K SF
A1E. KN Jordan %% A(2016) % B 44 A F 3| —
AT SA 55 BB, MRS ST A,
a2 MEEEZ D, 18 ST A &
BT LA I, T AR BB 2R A AR T £
Mk, I EKTAE. I A B
B, i —WEB, FRESMAIE A —Eik,
BUR A AT RIS BISE =07, BUR A R &R A

I3}
e
i
T

S WRAE At 75 A A S B 30 = 5 e A A S L
fBCL B A DRSBTS ] by 7RSS BB, I
B 5K A TR, &5 REM, YK
B BHIIIK A REF AT A S B A
PURBTRITE AR, iR B S ELEIEK A, 751G
EHZERBE SR A BB 2N L, JFHX
HYFENIIR A USRS IR B HEZ M
o SILZEM, ME/ B AT A RAH LRI, A
AT ) TR B AR BAEIK R, IR A S
2y Hhh i WA G, FE—IEEs D, A
FH NG 3 AL —4, Hrp 2 A
PORXHEATAR G WK, O — AR A = kAT
S, AT 2 AT EE BHA 10
X0, IFEUE AR A B B A IR W 45 R AR
P R R, MR TR LI S5, Y
BRSNS =7 Al LUHGE B O 048 380 55 —
J5 ] DR BAK AR AT N —Fe Rt AT B4R
HAE PR %, [FNE, 20T LLEAT Ak Pt 25
AF, 57 =yt A 1) T 32 4 0 4 ) 2R R 2H 248 3R
Z W AVERN BBk R, BRI L4 8 45 £ 1 B¢
IR BB ) TR E A ET N
(Barclay & Barker, 2020), 7] WL, 244MAZREE] %F
IR WA . SRS AT A O TR AR AT,
A DLVEE A AR A A, 1 I B
TE1EH, HFRIE K EE1E.

YR, AR SRR XS 7 A TE S S (L an &
& U5 IS0 ) By FEAE T AR e R i AR v R B 1Y
TE AR SR 5, ST ALY AR A B ORI B
HE® NE1EH Martin et al., 2019; Shinohara et
al., 2019), 7 ¢ T8 78 5 DL (0 PP Jr 1w, A8 &
AT DAAR AR — L6 b iy 2 AL H W, L4, Tetlock
85 N (2000) 23R AT 0 W — 107 = B 45 B 3, fldh
AR — DB EZM T — A B % 0 A A (A TE 1
MABERFE, XABU R IZIE 5 R E) 2 18] i £,
B PR — B % 0 A e R RS B 100 J7 36
TCZ R B B (A TE TR 1 A Bk, XA AU i
ZAEF AT ) o TERGRERIEN T, AT E
PEFEPR BT 12 1Y B PR B R, T A B AN T
I B B BE BRI B 1945 PR E AE T R K, A<
MERUAG 451 T, AATTNE 2 18 177 AS J2 0 388 S
TE I L T O AR, TGie ik B R KOS 5
(Baumard et al., 2013), 5 I25{l, Martin Fl
Cushman (2015)% BUAHE T 244 A 45 >k 1 S BRI
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i, ANATFE SRR E I A E AR & BA AT
MR R, A R PR AL T 4 IR
B AR AN U BT 1) e E B AR R E AT
IR RS VR, BT T e AN S il A i
A T B < SC 55 AT AN SR o T A )y A S S
e KA 19 <Dy F) 3= LE 7 AE A AR KB (Everett
etal,2018; EREE 4§, 2021), H%,8 £ 10 1 H
DRI Ll A ) e 4 5 A A 20 A N s
B AR AR EL By, T A 2 OIS 8 5 ) At N i B 5 7Y
fk #(van de Vondervoort & Hamlin, 2016), ZE{51T
MR eh, AT T X B R R R T
(Centorrino et al., 2015),

TETEFE G T2 Ah, A AGE 23 A B PSR
AR PRI A PEARETR 55, ST B A
JE A E BRI AR A & E# . LbAn, Simpson
EANQOI)FEFE kS 5 FH e ML T NS
VEAK XS K2R 2 R AN AT P 45 2R, AR5
TEH P P — (K AT RO A5 AR 45
R, AR TP H 22 AR AR AT R A T
B TESRRIRES RN, 2 5% H RSk 5T
P AR AT A AR AN T A ) 3 R SR AR U
SRGEKAEHEAT G T H, AT T A K = 1Y
TRTERER B 5 VPAN S B, T B
BEIK B — 53 (van der Lee et al., 2017), JFH, A
i 1) F 3 G 5 1 RCGE FERLTE MR AR, RIE
AR 35 J 6 3 M (L an il B . SLAR S iy A A
(Kemper & Newheiser, 2018),

AR A A\ TE L S5 R SR R T T Y
F AT AR AR SRR, A (0 RE 31 A8
Wit e SRR AR, IR REE— L AEXUr Z [ JF
JEE KA e, fE—TEERIED, ZIEA
WE Z A N T SE S i — Bodlil, 25 e =&
HACFTMRSRFAZICAN, FHIHRERKE
B ZICN, XEEMHN 2 ik AZIENT
e, R E R BT A, W) R B R OB R,
HAHC T, ZHAHA 3 Fik$E: FREHZE
FEMEM &, BICHRFTN BT &, BRibH
ZAEN 172 % & a5 S HRRE, &
FEN B SR A 32 FE AT R R B L R,
ZAE N RTAGE BE S5 AT VP4 . DRSS R R I,
FKEBOANN T IME LA Z I NE RSB ZITA
MEAT, ZHC AT T XA 185 [, ax st
B NG NI R T R W i = R

(Centorrino et al, 2015),
4 (REFERFEHSEITHAHRNENS

PIAEWF I, AR B A RS2 T (D)
TR A B AT RE R (2) 2k Ztk 1l 56 R 0 b
VLK (3) 5 75 [A) 38 G 15 AR KRR R e — R 1 e 4%
(Stremland et al, 2018), BRI 4N, HIEAYIT Y
BB T o N B SRR, KA £RE 23l it
AR F I 35 M FI A TR (competitive  altruistic
behavior) M Ifii i€ # & 7E (Barclay, 2011), #:F 1,
AR SCUAK AR B FE X5 AT S B0 A2 HE A AT RE 32
BRI AT ALE L RTHLE] . Sy SEVCECHLAR L
KA vh i 3E AL IR SR
4.1 1ESIHLE

PRfEE R Z T LLRESE #E 5, ATRECH B
EXNAESEE MRS B, KRR AT LI
B Ry — B ™ g R ARSI A, PR SR e Bk
PR IRE, MES HEDW S KFE S CR
(Martin et al., 2019; Feinberg et al., 2014), 40,
W R AU AL TR R L, 25
HIRRIEZ BN BRI B, TS B 4]
BA RS 51 55 1G4 (Bednarik et al., 2014; Martin &
Cushman, 2015),Debove % A (2015) % L 4 5 ghik
FEBAT SMIB PRI, AR 23R A b 53 TE B
(EEEER~ L0 CL SRYES S R QR G o I A
i 1] 312 53 P 42 ko

TEAK PR RSN, 0% w] U AR B IF IR
PRAE, DUk S g R AR B SR, T2 R A O
()4 17K F-(Liddell & Kruschke, 2014), [A] Xt T
AR R B AR B, AR R — R A R AR 2
LU RN T B, iR E sl i F (R
WL #E— L4 K (Feinberg et al., 2014), FRZ4 AT 1k
TR AR TE I NEER R 25 o BR T 2 TR BT A1,
SR S5 R S PEEIE (social pain), RIS
By A 4543 5 25 UL B9 )2 B (MacDonald & Leary,
2005) i 3k F6 % UMM FIE AT LA 28000 ] 525 2
HEERAT R, MHE S

HR, MR — R, KRR e AU & B
AR S R0 o AR v B AT AR B 2 PR A R e
FE A TR, AR SR I %) 7 B e
R . ABEFEA A B AR IR 95 T2
B ERY, R IR 44 R A5 AR ki
55— 7 k5 LU FROCH IR AR, T
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WEUE A CRAT R, B AR AR R
FEFE R Tk GRS OB 4T H. 3 (Martin
& Cushman, 2015), W52 350, 754 Leif o0 T AR 3%
I 45 A AN & B ARSI O F AR IR B A
H Y, AHBC, AR XS J7 231 10 3 1 e s A filf T A
SIE R ABEA S A E. W Martin 1 Cushman
(2015)#RFE T —Fh 7] LAY 2L 5 S PR SR AH 43
PR TRk . FEIZWER A AN T, — A
NTVET . WEIBE 56 a8 4 A
c, AR 1~4 BREERCFE R — A H A
HEET . BRBT 14 BB FrE RIS S,
FNEF 5 M6 RPEERTI 4L, IeR, ArBCE AT
VI B A 1 BB R PR BT, (Hl T
BT RO IEE, TTRES B B AL &S
Fo TEXPNXT A TP 1 B EME P A T RS
PAE LT, AR SN AT B 23 s Bl S i SR AL 2 AT
o AHBC, R 5 A T Y R T A
TR, Uk SHgkE: 5 8, MABMAERT &
fEo MAMEEBIF R, £ Y M RS T,
S 5HE MR ERE BT, ki
A i B B AESTSE A AT BELE SR I A NS K
(Sasaki & Uchida, 2013),
42 EEHH

PRPE SRR Z T LA BB AL B4, 0 B 2
LR EGEFRE S DR PR ML, &
S5, KPEIESE T LI i 45 2 5 & Ok A 4
A, EAKFRERE AT, 258 BT LUK
JRA B TT TR, e e A R, AT Dk
PRI LERE AL A7 R A 25 9B VE &, et &
fE(Raihani & Barclay, 2016), Sasaki F1 Uchida
(2013)i i T ML R W, 7 2 Sy IR 35
gerh, TEAZ W ER TR0, X3 23
MR TR /D T 52 5 B NG X4 BT R A AR
BERRL DU R T 2 H AR 55, A A TS
YEAT R i kAL

Hk, kBT DGl 4 55 H ok Aok
FE5 S 1E, 4N Balliet 1 Ferris (2013)RIHF5T
WM B Rk BN, FERIER G IR AL
FEAR A O SR A 2K, Bml 2 2845 3 4 4,
PUHAR AR A1 45 o 72 1 2F 1] A0 8] B9 15 00 T
AR T PRl S0 T B A, 2 5 E TR
PR 5 R BRI UL £ B A AR 2 H )
PR S i T BE R AR 7 T T RER D T B EIK PR AE R

KA BE P AW A Y RE F1, 1T 0 ARy A= 7 g
Jo R B AR R Ui 25 (Eisenbruch & Roney, 2017), 7
IRPEERESRAT T, AR T TR AR 5 1 S A
FER f2 RAEHEGAE . DHE R WIS 2 i AR D
T B 140 R 30 1 T 8y 5 At o o ) 2 B R BT R,
filhn, JE ISR A AT BN S B
R (A (5, T HLIE W] e w0 A R K Oy (FF
g, W] REAE 2% R i O0 T B 2 n] HE MR
o). PIRE BRIt S 5EE1ET R, B
S EREA L, S5 E RO 7 B R T
DL R A 5 17 355 D 3 3R 25 (Hackel et al., 2015).
HABWFR R, 800 76 % 5 H 5 A FAE
95 WA N Z ) R AT eI, ik S fh 1) B 4%
WEAE (H %% 55 (14 £ £ (Raihani & Barclay, 2016).
(EAFE AR, DA TR A 4 2 5K
KM s B A E A 4, HOBIRY (S B2 AR, 3
T P 0 DX AN )Y o 7E SR SR A E ) i 1
AR TSN T IR B R, R T2 O R B
X, 3 2 0T 5 Ak 2 B0 R G A9 ik X (Hackel
et al., 2015) X KW BIRAARAIIRAE TR A 5, (2
SR A 25 7 T OG5 B Ry DGR T
HORR AR B, X J7 o 75 A e 10 3 1] A5 T 8 ot S5
JZ 1 1 {5 B (Baumard et al, 2013; Martin &
Cushman, 2015),
4.3 S ZELEHLH (assortative matching)
MAETTLL A RS E SRR, KRR
A LIGE L S 2R D AL R S A . Ak PR R
WA EE S GEFIR 2, e s, 1
PEAETEZRIEHEAL T, AR T oA k4%, HiaT
PLhIgr 55 e R R, @5 5 AEE BRI,
AR LA FRIRE1EH 726 IR FISEIENT ST
HERH], XA EEE RS EEE RS
HAbSAEH AT E D), R aES 2R L HE R
G R, TR 3 S A Y #E Ak (Dakin &
Ryder, 2018; Melamed et al, 2018; Rand & Nowak,
2013). XFPSAEF PR RN LB AL B HIE
I, B BE A I I RS AR 2 5 A
7, NS E1EE G EM K R TE—iZ(Fehl et al.,
2011). GAEHE T L HE B 4 F e T
ZIERR, W T GAEH R ARG B . A —
LA 5 4 AT WE T b R B, A TR A 3R
., RN EZEMET IR SF AL EMBA
AL T Z R, RN, P SR A S T )
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TR AET y, X5 MR EE R
TN, HEAMEIN R R W N R SETRT
HE RIS (Melamed et al., 2017),

IO, AR IE B 4G BB B TR G AR 5
REVERER . Aktipis (2004)H) —JC 2R A6 51 K 1],
MEVEF MBI R gy, HRM T I &M
GE NS %% s 3 -l VW A Bk T A
(win-stay, lose-shift) 5k B&4 o 25 5 0 3 o A 14
PR B HE R A 5 AR BB R 25 Z 51,
R T B T EENSEL . XA B IR #
) [FIRE AT AR SRR A AR B Rk . 7E5E T 28 [l Y
Ay SRR G, A GE S B R B AERER,
BAEGTEREA, fRBE T B VERFAR 43 2 DL R A 1R
FEAR A% 5E T (Aktipis, 2011).

PG VEE 2 IS0 DUAE SE 36 2 S i v 5
F T K . Brekke % A (201 D)WF5E 2, A~AiE
T EFE AR SBIATE T SR /325, dm
T E1E. £ 3 AALYRFE IS, #ik
AL BES I R R p i — b . RS A,
A B0 AT LA ARAS T R A A AN AR T AR T (B A
H, BRI SBIRE SO T e B AT
A B R BEAL A A — R A L) 5 N
s, 2, TWSHFLEFEMAAC

ECHIREARZERL, FEEAT 10 588 3L IR B 3R

55 =R 5 A B IR], AR Z AR AE TS
12 5% 0 IE G — R b B BER, Jf B RS
WHEINE] 20 2. Z5REW, £ RHIEETD, K
BAEARFA R T 8 H, m A TEKEA ik
BT aEA ., XA AR RE Z A 1A
MR A S 2R (W 2648 ), 1T LIRS —
B, WHEAEKEEERSZE. HT
IR Ay 25, S5 @A, aadlim A rEKRF
MN—TFF iR &, HATEK S TR, o,
WA W B S A SRR B R T AME RS AR
i DX 4y At 3 SO FIA 3= 3, DA Al 32 X
FHIRA Sk H AR M I CEIE A EE S
25, Pradel 55 A (2009)i1:5k B 6 DMPEZLL 127 &
2RI 15~19 %), UUBEGh it TE A
R TR, Jf R — G AR AT A
Sy BCE 25 T AR AR, 2 5 LR AT S )
B (DI AATE B[R 2275 Z /i 09 23 B A 55
M T ERER M ECHE s (25 R ABATTIA Sy WP L[]
FRAMATRA A&, WP [E] 2 R 0 NS, TRk

[ R N AR o 25 3R 3% AN (AR BE A8 T0 0 Aib
TR B AN AT M 3R 1 5% b i R AR AT S K,
It H A 3 S35 FL AR At 3= SCE =K .
4.4 YT i%(biological market)H BT FALHI

AE AW 3 B 5 R B SRR ik B
AR e A DA 39 430 3 5 B G WL I 7 1 K DA T
AR AEAEY TG, A X meAE kAR
e, R UL AR TR B A i N AR A AR
PRAEC R o FEX PG BT AT AR o H A SR
i, FHim X T N & R E S I
A TERAREST . T 2 0 %R ol O 8 A S AL F)
T o X PP LG4 FR O 3 4 1 B At (competitive
altruism, Barclay, 2004; Roberts, 1998)m¥, 3 4+ #f
Bhi(competitive helping, Barclay, 2011), SZiEMF5E
R, AN ME i X e - PE R I T B O
GYEAKF e, SEABMAHLL, A RE 5
ML EZ B i} 5 8 B 22 (Barclay & Barker, 2020; Hardy
& van Vugt, 2006); 4MAEF 1] BEGEMELH it —
WA B EAKFERE, 481 ik £ (Barclay &
Barker, 2020; Sylwester & Roberts, 2010),

EARFE B R, XA T A T
GRS R T AIESA RS, S24HE Rl 32 LA 2
KM, Q0 Dessalles (2014)HFE 2 1 24 & B>
RREHE IR 5| Z G AR ERT, BARTT = AR
SR TR AR, ROp RN A 2 Tk A
R id v B A SR C R (HY S5 A
H IR Tl B BT, AT S
b A AL F B TRD B, 2 J0 S K AT AR 5 | 8 o
AR I ], A R BRI TR B A AR
PR, KOG BB E AR T gtk
FERILS, SR 5 AL Bt SR8 A 2
AR T A e

RSk, LR 4 FhALEIEA M, 530
ARTT RIS S5 1S RGN AR &
VEAT g B9 N AE L A e R o A3 5 B HILAR
M ARFT R 200 SR IEECHLEH S A P i b
B TEFHLE], N MR & R G R TR #HAT
R QSRR — AN AT AT L, ARSI HLE AT LA
B AR R AT 4 B T U R R AR 1 A A %
B 5 QR IC ELHLEI VT DL b7 W f B AT 4 B ik
FERT LAPEHE S A o AH AR AR 24 56 T 19 o ROk UL,
AR NE & (02 FHREE S VEM KA LGBk
Kk zs, MARIENIN 7o B, 75200 2 H %



45 10 341 FEOME S AR S AT N A VR S AL 2365

AL . S DT ECHL ] LK 5 S AL A e LK 1
BePEXT AR R fe it o A=W S b N SE L,
WU AT PR A A F B2, PRBEHE T O 2R
— DG VER IR A RE AR 5 TR A5 R Y
Blezo RSN, ATPORERI RS, Lk 4
LA ERAS 97 e A PR E #1155 BT 2 35 1) 1 2k 2
RS NAE R R PR

5 RESRE

AT, PR (R A T 0 7
A BU L R, R R A
AR T A S A IR, A )
A AR K SRR B TS
BT WA T BT, T DA — R L
FRRNIE TR M B B 5 2 T AT A 2, 3
B TS BB 2 A S 0 0 05 R, A
R, B, PR R T LU A fE, B
(AL LEAK 36 2 FE R L M7 o s BE At AL 2
e FEUN B TFIE A W AT B TR T R, ok
FUA R I OB, BDTT AR AR, K
Ve, IR AL HE 5 AR A — S8 08 26007 S 223,
o AR AR R WO RE 5 . TR TR
O AR T A M AT B T, AR
TR 45 P S 0 S R (S
45 P T AT 21, Dk PR A% P G T
B S P A e 85 T R G BRI, 9 T DK
0 0 5 ) 2 L TR R . T
iy K PSR A P AT M 1 PO WL T
ST HATHIG, KPR, AT
L T R R AR BTN, 3K
T AR BOBLA, 15 P T M 2K
W, D R 3 4 M 75 0 B A A FE K B
SEHUR, fRAE AT,

R R PR PR 2 1 05 0 L
LEBLA TS B 20 T — SRR . ELR A R
ST LB 5 T U B3 — TS A 5

B AR A K )
Bl B F— RS . E, B0 A
VS IR, KSR SRR
S0 e 55 h B I S 4 SRR B 1
i, I 1 T A PR SR, K i R —
AT A IAE S, LW RS ARAE — s R Ay
SCHIINE Hi SR Pk R KR, S RERS B8 T <31k

P, SEEEAFAKAE" o 73X — MR A 1 ) SR L
A RAFGT T LA — A5 B R PR P 1 B T A HE &
W, TS SN R, IR LR B R
o EpA ORI G = N 73w = B S PPN 3 S NG
WA Rk e B RE 1, AR AS S0 2 T IR 1k
P, AR LN R Rk —ae . 5
BE R A, AT B R W A 3 (response modes)”
AR IEREAK AL B R o B 5T R BT < B mk 4R
4> |7 R 3 4 B WA AT B 3% % IR 4 (Chen &
Proctor, 2017; ¥ JGHE 5%, 2021; Shafir, 1993), &
SR FE T LR 6 o sz oz 4 B g B A
IR B A VE B 4k £, b, Chen 1 Proctor
(2017) A MAEXT THELAEAE 55, AMIHESEERAE 55
SHE B PR T, HO BRI SR E RS
FREE/IN, BRAT 08 10 A0 98 ROk X SR T AR B 1 {5
BATHREM T, AR, TR
M, AR 4 R BT, BRI AR bR
WESE N S ¥ (Huber et al., 1987; McDonald et al.,
2014), TMiFEsEAEMA R AL T, MR IR E
BRI TIPSR, DLRAEA 2 %0 T S 8h A
AN ) B4 2 0B S ) R, A — 40T o

AR AR T PR B BT S Ak R
P AT REME I, BT MR MRS R T, SEAK AR
H R —Bh itk R0 B 3%, B AR AR R E
BB . AR RBFFE AT LI — B i — 25 %
AR AR RE R A ME A, I DA AT sl ) 2 523t 2 T
TP EE AR A Y B HLAN BR ) SR 4 IR, B A A
AR TR O ), Hean, A E A
EENGERSEEF S, R T RE 14 35,
6 Felge Z Ja AT IR B AR T 1B E KT 22
5, BREM, SHAMRGEKERPAE L, 41
R 2 5 AT IR B A R R B KT
H¢ 5 (Wang et al., 2012), Shirado 55 A (2013)% ¥t
— BRI 70% BB AT LE B AT Ak Rk
IR, BRI H RATE70%E] 90%
Bk RO AT DL R K PR B S AL, S AE
HHEREAFISSE, KT 70%805 T 90%
AR T EAEH 5ERFE 55

55, AKARBE R 5T AY AR S AR I T i —
T BAEMNRERZEE T LR NATE
B YR AT A5 TR BA ML, X S A T ) LS BR
H i BCER IR AR . Bk, XLeu A s
ISVE AN T B N AGE Rk R, 2R
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WA % R T EE AT AR . Bednarik %A
(2014 85 7E 2 Gt 1) TR B PRISEE o s i 17 AR AR 3% 45 1
AR BRI, TERIHIER R, (1S
BHKPE G AETZAT AR R R0, SRR irk
A B R, B IF IHAK AR 9 AT B v st ik . I HL
SIEFEHAKEE T A B ANAR L, 75 246 2% AR 3k
FERKPERIN, SHIER S ER B T, Bk
A g, KRS R B A A L BE B
O PR A SE DR R 19 7% 5, T LA ok (4 A 5 0 4 48
SRR NS INEIRP Qe S e ISR (I PS
EIA

HWR, xSl i S g e =Bk = XA Tz
R M REME h BRSO DG . b,
ZRWTS R AR MEE TR | R,
BRI B3 X GO — A IR Y 50E A
& WIR MK £ (Eisenbruch & Roney, 2017)8#
1E5 5 E M S F G AL G AR PR R
i 1Y 35 # 55 (Pleasant & Barclay, 2018; Raihani
& Barclay, 2016), XFEAIMEE, SR Ik
PRI T g LR IR . ISEAE TG, AT
MR — S B BAR, WA T RE AR A
X5 7 AT ARG R . TR IS MR SR —
ERPEG R T REME . o, 76 —TUE AR,
AR S W T A A VR KR B A DR X
BT, AU b B SR B s S R E) T
L 1Y% %% (Centorrino et al., 2015), S5 AEIKK
AR EE, MR 55 D3 LI 0 T B R A 0 Bt 25 A /N 2
1Y 7 (Bujisic et al., 2014), RFABFEXF L, HH
X HERE B R AL AT, MR X R B R IR
B EIKPE, PSR R AT & .

TR, PRPEEEREE TR ZREE, aniA ok R 55
&, AN EAR/DS A T A3 20 A 4F (mutualistic
cooperation), i FH 4N BE 1 2% (stag hunt game,
SHG)Z 2 11y 115 2 58 B 4 by AIF 5 20 4 30 3o 0K 1 3k
PR A G TR RS, )
X7 [ 465, DB AT LA AR RE A R
AP AT S, WA A L R AR S TR
B, HAWNERESERE, WA A5k
CCRO = R S B U T R DR
(Tomasello et al., 2012), MHTATLIE H, S5AHHN
SR SR R PR IR SO R R AR T
TIEAIR], TE5 RE SR th e 5 AE I A 2 L
AN B A S AR die R A AR A A (RS 23

SECRIf A ), TR AR A AR, 58
AR TCIE B e TG B, R AR A B 5
PN O D Y = =R N ' 1 R0 P2
KIEIE. TR T AR B RIS R W,
AR 23 5 3R] o 1 BB R ] R A i i) JH A A
A VE, JFERR X PP AR AR AT B AR B 1L, BT
e R RE AT SRR 22 2 T, S EA A
TR ac B S A G VR TE B AR A~ 7K Z ] (9 B I & A
(Mcelreath et al., 2003), Tomasello % A (2012)F44H
HARBUR B, AT s RS B 0954, 3%
) B R A A1, RIS OG0 2 5 NAE AT B
FEAEEFH R AR, R Bl 46 B3 483
BEF REH, B AR S 76 A B RO 55 T ANl B A AL
KRG AR . AERXFME LT AR B AT 55 A
SR R B A R A A, TR e] R 3 ik
BETERIEE,

0=, WM LIk R R S R AT
R NFEDLE o 58, FEAKPEE AT, IR
T EEM AT REACRE 2 T B O EAO TR
K, AYEAR G B, mAREA 7 S1EF Bk
B R 5 . ARYE A 3R P B8 (self-determination
theory), ™A EA LB T RAE . A 4
(autonomy) . X & Pk (relatedness) fl fig 77 J&K
(competence), HH, B FHETHE RIS EGEL XS
TP B, 6 R PETZRIE AR AR J5 B 2
B Al A0 OG0 5 SRR, TR — FilIH s
(Ryan & Deci, 2017), fkFEEBEZMT, MEGE
TEATZ N AEENSE, FEERABKRNIA
%y, Ch A C W EE R 5 R A, X SRR
RN A EM. RS IRTE. L,
B F R BEIX A7 A 5 A] R A AR A Rk
H, #i A ) J1 347 254t 2317 4 (Ryan & Deci,
2017). [FIES, ZEA LN O T SMFE Y BT 22 5 I i ml
RE S FEAUAMA R A AEMIM . 41 Newman #1 Shen
(2012)if 3t 6 4~ SLHG, BT Bl w25 4A
T % 57 TR ST o BRI AL A R — S 2 4y 3R 3 R
WHE G E M 45T KR RS R R, REKR
Z RN (B IBAT Sy = O S0 T, SR AL L4
SRR, (PR X R BOH > T 283598 K,
It H2& ALY (03X R IR M 52 i AE 45 R 2R = 0L
TR W o R A AR 22 IR G T BERK IR T FR 4R
R B AR T R R

HR, AR B B XTIk PR RE AT S A0
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TE 7R 2T PR W, EFTREW MIkfES AT A
PR ATARGE . BRe S SR I FE s E AN, DL A
4 4 AE B R 45 Jy T UG FC R B 9 %5 & (Smaldino,
2018), HUCHCEE &, TEA G - A dhng, ok
B3 T34 o 3 s T DA B BT 400 R i 1
A (hyperscanning), #RE £ > K (9 % 5] 1% 20 (9
[7) 2 (inter-brain synchronization) (Dumas et al.,
2011), A 5 J2 75 0 1 B0 1 T2 B # T A Bl (Hu
etal, 2018; HLIJJIE 4, 2019) M MABRE 5 il
GAEIKAE, MRS KR L KA E, i
TR B S BE Jy . W, AR R
AR 251 AR, T DAt — 2D R
HiNE AR KRR B 5 SR T 2 M P A AR
L an g Ath NS B4R A KA, slouememe 5 1, FIhg
25 B W B 4 (Faleo et al., 2019), 7 A Ji
(gratitude) 5515 45 R IG, 1741 #EAS 4™ A = 7K 7
A AETT ; WA SR, S T4 k2
R, XEHHEIAER R GIE NS4 E
FE VR I 45 )8

S0, AKREZE R TT L DS o e 25 I 2 Ak
P4 i 54 T B9 IR A /E A 18] 7] # (Harrell et al.,
2018). FEBILAETE T, AR Wi 20 208 R LA
PEATORAE SR, BV A BE M A R AT TG
RS LI SREEANRNEER, Hln 555 g
T AR fl A8 96 2 (Offer & Fischer, 2018), 3+
S S N NN N B3 | S v e PO U | e o
AN, MEN THHEZN, B TS 5H8R
BRPRE . XAELL T, ZhA ML X G VR L
TEA, S BRI Mg 29, B2 M 45
PR PR R & Ik R R G, MAAUAEL S SR
b AR EINAVE, [RIEE, 7 H S W 4% b
7RIS A AE (Harrell et al., 2018), SRMIAFIT A
B RTAENR BRI 40, sS4 5 8
22 K L i I o 2 O 28 v G VR AT A AR 1 T o
K, [RIET, LA 2% 1k I 45 R g ~7 A7 K 45 T A
PASE A 23R & 1E17 0 (Harrell et al.,
2018),

wJa, FRA LR IR AR H E Sk
BRIk RS AERE . F5 1, hEX
B & 5 0 TA R A BAR . than B
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The impact of partner choice on cooperative behavior and its mechanisms
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Abstract: Partner choice refers to the individual’s behavior of choosing or refusing to engage in
partnerships with other individuals based on whether they can bring benefits to him/her. Partner choice plays
an important role in promoting cooperative behavior: cooperation can be facilitated as long as individuals
have the choice to leave or choose partners independently and can be further improved if they can learn
about their partners' behaviors or traits. This study found that partner choice may promote cooperative
behavior primarily through four internal mechanisms, namely, the punishment mechanism for walking away
or ostracism, the reward mechanism for seeking cooperators, the assortative matching mechanism, and
competition mechanism in the biological market. Further study is required to clarify the concept of partner
choice, improve the ecological validity of partner choice research, explore its internal mechanism for
promoting cooperation deeply, the use of partner choice to solve cooperation problems under partner control
and explore the relationship between partner choice and cooperation in the context of Chinese culture.

Key words: partner choice, partner control, cooperative behavior, evolution, game





