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Abstract

There is a wide range of cooperation between animal and human society, which is difficult to ex-
plain in the perspective of natural selection and survival of the fittest evolutionary. In 1986, Alex-
ander proposed the concept of indirect reciprocity to explain the large-scale cooperation pheno-
menon. Thence, researchers have investigated various strategies, such as the reputation mechan-
ism, the image scoring strategy and the standing strategy based on the indirect reciprocity theory.
In reliance on information, the study of indirect reciprocity started from the transparent individ-
ual information, turning to the limited information and incomplete observation research areas
now. With the development of Internet and new media, there are some new characteristics of in-
formation: The amount of information is huge, the channels are more widely, the authenticity of
information is with potential risk and the background of information is more complex. Therefore,
when we use the model of reputation and indirect reciprocity to explain the cooperation, we
should consider the new background of information. Meanwhile, the local studies and researches
across disciplines are also very important.
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HE

HYMARMAFE ZHOEERR, IERARBERAMFERE, SFEFRHCRSIFERE. 19865F
Alexanderi H & EL B R BEAMBEN SIEAR, BT ZRETHLENH HRITIHEE, £
SRR SEARGE LM AR REt. MG BRKE L, HZEEENE AT MERE B THsE2R
8, JFEFREBA RN EERENIH. BEMNERZAFRESHARRRE, FEEREBEN
B, FEEEMEX, FERE¥ATZ, FANERRSWAIFERNK. Fit, HELERZAENS
AR REFHRFTNERER, AR LU RNE LR K& ER AU EE.
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1. 518

RIRSCHEWAR I N A TE RS, EH AL . RFEAEMED Iy &Y, i, BEEAELAT
PR SAFAESE S, ERE A DLORRE, TANIE 3 WA K H AR PTG IR . T ML 2R “ BRI 55 N7 (Smith,
1790), INRAE R BFAR CR), BEMEET AL E R s s K. i, EVRAFE IR AR
B E, ENSERAIE, BERSA, 5L aime, Hu, s, AE L aIEm s &3 iR
(147 2 4 O £ B PR I P R — 0 4 SR M AR L I SR T A S B B AR SE B S R IR (4, R
B, 2014); AR R RAANFFIER 2 AR, EAEEFM, GIEEEHST RN, IHH
NE LRI ERIEREE, MEZH, H#EZHERERZm, #UEREIELR. X R IR A
FAHEE A B S AN “HPEZBE N7 WL AR RS

20 tH4d 60 AR, HEAYHE S K Hamilton $2H “ SR 2k (Kin selection)” i (Hamilton, 1964),
R R S AEAT N SRR R AR IL [F A Y, AMA Sy bosfai SL IR i 2R R R AR,
HEAAE R T AT B PRI B DR AE S EIB B AR “ &7 R (fitness)” , 2 IEFEGAERAT N, Wi, 2

EFMIEVEIT . Hamilton [ ERIR BEMARE LA SR 0 R I M RIS AEAT A (H AR, #8141,
VROCHL, 2014), HTCVEMEREAESE R Z AT B A E IR & (Axelrod & Hamilton, 1981).

20 20 70 4E4C, Trivers $2H “ H 2R (reciprocal altruism)” FEig(Trivers, 1971). ZHiE AN, H
AR B AT R 2R LU SR, 2t B3 55 At I A Iz /N T 52 B3 4] B R 2 I, X P B AT
NP AR AT REME AR . MRS G 1E N2 TR R K A28 . — L8AH SC T 9 20 B 2R
MAMRECT BT BRI BAE R, @ik B AT DA A 4T A (Aoki, 1984; Axelrod, 1980; Brown, 1982;
Boyd, Lorberhaum, 1987; Peck & Feldman, 1985). 7E48; I 38 HAE A A2 A, 27 A —Ffrdh A0 35 1 (1) S s
BT EeAH X (tit for tat): MABITIR S 5 — MR EAE, (H2 RG240 —MMEAR R SRR, 5154
ST N . JER, AR ERESE, Boyd & Richerson (1988) % B H. B I A R 7Y 7F KA A FERL
HAE R I 22 52 B PR o



80 4K, Alexander #— DM 1 “ NFKIEERAH L AR L EP RS (Alexander, 1987), HLLX
oy B H S (AT TEE HE Trives FIELS AE B #: LB, PR B3 BB R0 R BIZE BT . fhfE (GE
AR R AED) ) BN R BRI S AR I G n] LU (0145 F AL SR i Re: B ANE BB, XX
N ERAS— 22k E 52 B, TRk E 28 =5 %2 B3 (Alexand, 1986; Boyd & Richerson, 1989; Zahavi,
1990; £t 11, 2007). [a)4 BB AP 1L KN =2 “ AEA MBI ARLE I 16 D0 T B4 B 45 2R (Alexand,
1987), 1M “H ISR #H LB EMIER T, 2007), %42 ENHERAA “AMEa NS =7
PAF R TAAT F 05 R, HARIE XL (E B g il i 37 (Buskens, 1995). A 1 ffRE 55 = J7 b AT
NHIEZE, Nowak & Sigmund (2005)#2 H 1 P R4 FLE B A, B« b3 = B (upstreamreciprocity) ”
AR H 2 (downstream  reciprocity)” , Jf HoR “ 44 % (reputation)” SIAFIBEA ., “ RjE A7
fRER AT T B, )5 BB C, BRET ML ME%HARR, — M2 AT EE
RGN, R EE” @EIELERSEER L, ME CHBIA, RN A YEHFEIT B, SLiE
W 5% 37 4% T i 20 B 2 (Wedekind & Milinski, 2000; Bolton, Katok, & Ockenfels, 2005), HL7E fIHF 78 HE A 4B
B E RO B X E AR ST o, EARIERE T DS R RN . 55 = AR
N H BT AT NS H — N, BT EET R EEIARSE, — AR 2 WA R R IR AR
MEZE G MRIE R, TREERAIRBCR BUEFE S, XWHME, Ty 148550 2 52 AATT i ) b A
k.

R LMIENE T BB IR A B T R IR AR AR R . T B IR RE R
—RPER R AR, T A IR A — IR SR R AR Ry “HHMaE” , AR
oML ) EAEE G1E, MRS AT BRI MEE1E. F SOk 32 BR[4BT R R Hx &
YERIZ

2. EEEEIBENSG: BRITS RIS AR
2.1 F&RIT5IRME

Nowak & Sigmund (1998a, b)#2 t 1 A4 B SRR, FRAE “TE 4143 (image scoring)” o fdifi]
KHATFHEAUSA 100 AR, BNN—420 2 B 3 RS EAEHEAENEE S, BELlENZER).
BRI, A MERITES 0 #A 0 SAMARILH I EAT RN, TER 8, WiE4aiEEns, 4
IR o RS E L— MBS BIRE k, H S RVEER(-5~+6), —A> k=-5 [Nk
S IAEATR T 805 T-5 M, RISk # 0 5 AFFR A R 26 A B AE ), k = +6 II/MEAS T %
PRRERA LR A B LA ), k=0 MM RREX MR, BEfBES 05 &L FER
AHI(X ). B—RERE, B N5 R TFRAE E— MR T Y, G RER, £
150 R Ja, fe B DX PRI SRS 22 SO FU AN, TR 3R HEAL AR E M. Wedekind & Milinski (2000)% F 4
MR NN SEEREGIE T Nowak 55 N5 tH KT Rut-43 w52 73 LU A 15 3132 B B0l A S s 1
5y, MEEEE MWL, AR T ER > w2 B R M H B . Seinen & Schram (2006) 8 & 3l
T A E 4

Jo %A R ) HeAa i MEE B T BB (Leimar & Hammerstein, 2001), 1 SEAMAGRE S 1 R i+ /0 158,
TR AE 4635 Bh AR L8 B BURE R MR R BEIRE CRIE R 5, DAECTARA & 285 B Sl BHE 4
VERN—AEVERAME, ARSI E SRR r, TR FRIENR ) 2 @ik R I Sk FE a1 .
{H 23X 5 SRR A 70 A 2 35 B 53 i AN AR T 4B 48 375 Bh B R IR M I 45 R A . Leimar &
Hammerstein (2001)F4i& — > (Jk [H) B A R SRt 7 ()4 LR, 25 SRR I SRk 23 IR AL R R AR TE R R



MRS AE N, RIZER AL (genetic drift) BA SEBPERZMA T, IREGRAE R BRI A IR H /NS OLR o TPk
A R R A G B O F R T L

22. BERME

FET X R A FEE R BRI, Leimar & Hammerstein (2001)A 4 Sudgen’s (1986)4% H: ) 44 7 1l (good
standing) X AR (5] H2 TR S A E S BAL S . EA BRI N, MEARVIE R A2 A, M6
L W 75 U BRI A B S A R, TN B RS 4 FE NI (AR A 24k H S 4 A . Leimar
& Hammerstein (2001)I\ Jy44 75 HEHE DL T o2 T 8] 42 L N SR G AR — AT AT B pL ] . — DMAMA R
AHEAFE MR RTURE B SRS, AT BEANFRAMENA ST EE SRS, HE2aHk
H 2 443 (Milnski, Semmann, Bakker, & Krambeck, 2001).

Milinski, M.55 A\ (2001) FRF 78 F SAIE A4 75 925k T X 70 1) 3 LR X I AT Lo o A AT TRIE 98 1 28 4K,
FHBR 7 N, XL BOE M IUR, eSS B R T — BRI B 44 73 FL 4 %1(No player), 7E5
— &, ik AN (donors of no player) 5% 7€ FIBLZ AT 25, 7E45 %, i35 44N B & (donors of donors
of no player) 55— It (donors of no player)iff A7 1825, 2 =504k, WIRE MMM ITK
(donors of no player)#BHTE Git 73 Sl 1) 0h AT 1 BN %8 BBt 2K (no player), T an S Ab AT 44 /4
S H)TE, AT RE IR, PO N8 B A B L a3 R4 ) -
T3 50 B K W R £ ot 20 Mg iR gl 218 e — e P e B B Bu s, i i H 44 75 SRS 1)
ik, MAH 5B (donors of donors of no player) N2 ¥R — 4 kS ROIE, RS —HRIiHK
(donors of player) 1 15 & FIFZ TS (no player) H A& FEARAL B QUi 44 75 (AR 4R 44 76 il , dE4a3E )
LA IAMEHFAREICE TR AE). BN T BRSSO TE B IE T30, Lt & 7.
SR IR AL TR 4y e B B R B AMA LA 44 g, TR Rt WA R 2. IF ARt
() B A A e R R A2 B R TR SR B L R AR — 7 B B, SRR RRERMAE T 2. %% Milinski, M.
£ N (2001) IBIF FEAE S NATT 22 B 22 (40 R FH T Gvt 43 B R ABL T 1% P 2 1) SRS, 44 75 S ) = 2200 22 T4
12 ReE (Baddeley, 1974), FREBEZHHELE, TAMT—BA B R HERZRNE R EH008 )
HERRE, NMTER T R A A IEF B RS HRE (500, 2011).

24 75 R B B B A B, (EAESERRIBE S, TR SRR AL S RFA H B AR g o8
Fx(Wedekind & Milinski, 2000; Milinski et al., 2001; Bolton et al., 2005; Seinen & Schram, 2006; Engelmann
& Fischbacher, 2009), BRI HFIEZE T, HAENTE RIS LBV . — N X HRAMARCR
Rty Skl R B TR 4%, I H R MRS FRAMEGE. R4 RIS ME 25 &
HOER AP A E, JFHSREMmE A AE, BARERREEEZ 2 HANRMIENESE. £
Ohtsuki Al Iwasa(2004) I 5T, AATTARIE BT R AE LRI 53 2, BRI F 1040 LLRARA1Z (8]
1) 2 AT AR 3] T 8 Rtk tbAa 5 1 5% (the leading eight) (Ohtsuki & Iwasa, 2006), % 1143l 44 75 5K
B EFEAE N, X\ PR REAE — € MARFE LB EEILR . HAE SR/ BAFKER, WReHR
HERMNBFEAR M EFZIES S HRRIEFEN Z WA, SLI0W 5, LR AN AR E R, 2
S5 (Fehr & Schmidt, 1999; Bolton & Ockenfels, 2000) {5 B HIAN 7S BM . S04 R M TAE G225 40
23 55 B oK (1) M 18 4%

1M A 2 BISRERIVE AL EoRE, 44 75 SmE 75 2258 2 18 TAE A2 68 & (Baddeley, 1974) PAiN T 2% £ )
B, MWITEETHIW AR, MRS WIEAES AT, °f LR ERE BAE, AMLERE RIS A R,
AL, A5 B R AR AN AN [EAE 20 “RET AT B 2 SRl DL A B VAT 9 R B2 e (R FEAE AR R AN BIE 9T



3. ERHMIFEM X TR EERESERRm

HI T B BT St oy Sms , AMACK T Gt 20 ik He (115 B2 6 TR UCH b — & il e,
Bolton (2005)#4 HAK N —Z 5 B (first order information), K JH—Zf5 BAF NS ARG S AFAE— AUl 2
ML B A 2 S BOLAE R — G T E 2 F I O 38 5, WA FERE, MA A 2R H
TERTE o3 XA XA VER) MG, B B2 R B, BRAEfhRefiE T — D FRAGX MR, Ge%
FHOHERFARH T ARMRAIE, SUEMERGEUGSEAERET X, Fit, CEE—RERHA%
T, &7 B RS2 e IRV I BT B sk i A TEME, BIIX 24252 F R R ERE IS B A TE R (&
1) 44 AT IRAMAR) I 2 1 A 1R (R 51 48 25 0 I ANA) o DRI 75 % FE 33 15 3 (1) — 445 )5 (second order
information), RIE:5238 1428 WRMERREX S A IESANIE, BABYERRNIE S0 R ik
BLFMEET .

Bolton (2005)% AW 72 [R] 4% B3 A AMATLE =FP{E B4 N IEAEE L. Hoh =FE B4 8: 8
SR, —HEE, PSR BOAEAT LA, BrA O AR ST R R, AN MEET 14 (5]
HIAEH, HAERIRBCE BT 7 S H, (ERBCE T 7 8 H . W T RERFMGT, il
W i R DR E A ENE, — B BT, SR REECE TR L E A RN RS
R, —PUE &AM, IRIEAAUNERE E—BEGERRBCGE R, @il E—EEH
Bz E AR NRVCE I, O ARG e . 45 R BoR 4T AR R LN, B RAELEE, —
G5 B2 —PUE KT, MERIEERAIAR] T 50%, 1fi—H 05 B ZHE BXT A E I IAEIE %
i, EGUEERMT T A IERN 86%, —HE B4 FHIAMERN 67%. 2RI 1AM S nm
R R A SRR E . JUHRAEMREH U5 BN, S MEN R EE E—REH
MAEERAIER, 7EIX— &3 S E MR E .

FEXHE BV TR, AATT— MR P P Aty 0 0 248 2 AR A o 25 (45 B AU BT — A N IAT N R ik
JE¥R (Brandt & Sigmund, 2004; Ohtsuki & Iwasa, 2004). 15 A 7 3R, WA RLFH, TiaZa4 it
WINPT BE B AE AL XBEAE BV, HOREMARAT N, £ EH2AEH L. Ohtsuki A1 Iwasa
WA BN L& R 52 3 Y IR I3 AN, 1 = B DA 5 2 At PR A5 JE R T 4 0 I 2
AT, IR — AN A HA 1 . Pacheco, Santos, & Chalub (2006) 32 H i 845 BUH) 7 (Stern-Judging,
TR b A ) 3 e — S =B VE bsvtE . ] 1 BToR.

FEHTRE BT AL T, S RN R ARRIR U o 22, W T, o EE, - EARREW
BTN, B EARBERE WA, FEERRIBCE DA WSR2 . SMNER U ob 1 4 25K
HT RO A, SRUGE AT RAISEPRI A 2. HIE, ZEANA, FBh— A4 R AR IR
Y Bh—ANR 4 P B MR IR S T B — B i 4 75, 1T 3 B — A Ak B 4 35 B — N 47 A R 0 2
TERL— AN HTHIR I 44 7 o SRR BB A T 4 1 o g, B Ag— R R I 2R — P 1A T R —
FSRHIAT A, ATAT N B — AN UF R 28 BT T RE 52 2 AT, B —NR 128 30 4 52 2178 31 (G Jek D B K (1 43
it A ) o IR AN AT S A AE T REAR LRI B R AR T AN, BRI AT DA A R A B R

ke AT R AR T M IR S AR I SR A R AE— BRI TR, BT IR R DR 8 8 oA N BRI AT (BT A 3
B FENBE, A AT ] — ASAMA 22 55 G AR RUAE S, VR 2 A I SR T DU AR A5
B, WHrSHRAMIE Ry, AWML, UKATLRER, BHE LARE RIS, RIS Bk,
Mg, ), HHEAMEASIEMEIE R, FHXMAAE T —EfRMRE. EH RS, AMIE
LH IR 2 ARSI A G B, AT BEAEX Al AN PPATI — %€ A2 JUHE R, Uchida, S.A Sasaki,
TR N AMA G TN FANEVE T RAERE R, NS B FANME S, AFERAA b A )
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Figure 1. Stern-Judging model
E 1 Hr R PR R R EE

YEAAE AR R VE) VP Al R 2 FOARITRR BUOAIIT,  AATTAIT At N G IR 5 A — A 12 IIBEHLER
(Uchida, 2010; Uchida & Sasaki, 2013). i B W FL AR 1 S8 B I8 A2 L B0 AR AT AL R B BE REAS 1B N
S 2 AIAILEE A o S8 b, G SRR A SRy R W o (R 7 N WL 38 0 — MR E I B X A AN A
MFRNFE L, AT RWEBRZAD DR IE A ARENAT N, BOCREECE R AR, XA 2R —
HARE. Bk, —BEWAMMEZ I T ALES, XA A AR A, &4 FBOL SRR
ALAIASILHC. SXBRI, B 7RG RAPAGEER, ATREaA Fomh i X 2 S B BUAH B B flan
ERAATEENE, NS ST el I B R RS, AT e I I B\ Er e BRI
& HIE G Y R AN VL FC AT T B R ORI o 3B AT AT BE A R 32 WL B0 B 5% 40 0 (Takahashi & Ma-
shima, 2006), 4/ MARHE IR AR T IZ IR PEHE B, B0 AR AT 1 4 B A7 A R R, BIAE A ATTLAAR
R BN, B AFERM A I LI R0 S PP oy E . FIN, MR
1%, WA AN AL I NAE XS R (5 S AR A AP AE 2252, BRI, S R0 XU B A A0 T
SRS [ 1235 7T E A7 AE A A FO R -«

4. EHEEESIMEENIEEY, BRMARNRE

e H O AR AR b s B MEH, BACSHRZERMBRIIRE, V2 Tt #m
R LRI BB S 56 5 19 AMA 18 25 (Nowak & Sigmund, 1998; Wedekind & Milinski, 2000), 1H
SN BRI ILG 2 25 AHE T B SEBR A 3 S ATAE — 8 BRI BRI, il 2 3 AR B AN T T 2
FFUEHIE 70 B Sz A 3 v () 42 B B A VEBEI . Van Apeldoorn & Schram (2016)f 7 — AN IR AR 7 .
ATV A T S 97 ANIRTT, T E BTN XS ANTERRAT Bk S A6 B — e I R A 1 AR 1k
— e SRR . MBS RIS IR SR, — BIXSEE R RIS R, T AR E R RS . BTE
FS R BT AR [R] R /MR EC R, B AR AIRAT #, BB AR TRt . WHou s dar 7 iApR s, —MRE R
EEFEANMEEMNIRMRS KT LA FOAMERSR), B—FRMEERT TN NEARE, HEEM
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AL, WoRR

IR 2 I QAR RS ZE) o TTE FLARRFAE 7 T, PR SR80 —FE (0 o AR R) 422 T A 1 Ui LRSS AR
AR RS R R P MR R A AT RES R B R . O R BRI C 2245 A fe L,
A A &4 B IR, MRS R A AR RGNS HEIRS T, Bl btk B IRSS
TR, LA SRt RS 4 I AT v REAS 2 N B o ABATTA 45 SRR S 1zl KR
FREZ IR R H RS R R AR R MR S my, JF HARSH € IR R tlm . BPATAYE
BB (R ST AR g i A IR 25 AR i oK, T IR RO AR e AR A By (ERARAT TSI
RINSCFE U E B UEYE « Van Apeldoorn. .55 A 526 UESE 1 26 B 5256 2 R AN ERE W, AR TR 2
] DAE A RERE A N Z (AR —FhbL] . X 58 B (Al T B n] BB AE V0 A e 85 B & ) (a8
BRI 5 a2 dE E .

AL, TWHRIT 7 R & 4 75 5, LIS AN [F) 55 2045 B 75 ZEAI I TP &1 -5 4 2L
FHIE o T A4 2 HLHRILE [B) 42 H R 78 TP B A% O E A o BRARTE R0 SR RN 44 78 SRS T A2 v s s
fih b, BEAMARIAT N RER BT NEBWLEE 2], DA A 5 BT se 23R b, B+ A4
AR B RN A CMERI DI s, WF A DR R IR B IS 9 Re il ik, Rk, JEHk, A
AT R AR <1 E FA A ME B (Uchida, 2010; Olejarz, Ghang, & Nowak, 2015)F14 52 % 31 2% (Nakamura & Masuda,
201) X A B A ) 5Em, F HAMA WG 0T ST I WBAR I A, SRBe =it FuE [ IS AR Vg b, FE SR AE
TR B R PR TR B AL SR AR R VE o (B, TR [ 55 Fl = 58 (2011) 3R B, BLE AATTXS
T 1) B B R FUER & 2T Alexander (1986) % [A]32 H 2 (1952 X, LA Nowak Al Sigmund (2005) B $2 H (1)
e 3 4 RS RN T i A 4 TR, 9 FLAR 20 70k Bk R Ui a4 B A R R AR T A
B, T R B R R A R E MRS A R — B IRN A S . R, AATTEER R B RS
VEIL G ASBEAISL IR SR F — Fb B ML B Sms, TR A B.25 G, FHIEIE R

WAk, R FH T B R S AR I W AU R AR A, AUk, g B AL &
4%, M MEEE, TEARITE (Suzuki & Kimura, 2013)25 0 #] 2 5 T ix Se 22 RL, T 508 A 1350 & 1 3
AR OHEZREER, WHEIR, SF, WICHE, WM EERAA 22 2 10 00E, R
BHA R B SRR A B2 X T AR T, HEARETUIOGERLT LA 55—, FE2IRI T 5 A
HERHINRIE, B EEEARF ORI E, FRATIE — P ER 1T B4 B L HIXT S AR e, 750 R 300k,
W2, (5 BAMENERRELWA R R E S =N, BEE U, 58S 55 X 28 5 A LE A 05 Hh 3
K, BEEEEFER, HEEREEER, EEMESLIEWRAAENR, AMEXFE T 5N T
FZHEFTEAL, MR T B O BRI RS, SREFEA e E R, MEMER N M. ME
REUE B RE ORI Z , BORBERE, A2 FEE 2 RN SR AT (5 B £5E 20 B i B R
HRECRIRYE R T, V%5 S50 5 5 7 6 147 S TR, TR )4 T AR (0 A L L el %
R? B, BRTELEMESIEZS, KTHEERARREM, v RO S 6t B iy R B4
W, BN LA S ER R AE SR . =, BUEIRAISGE M 4 B # 2 oy R i B 2
BY, AR IS A R A R b 3R ALY B SRR T, RSR AW ST AT DLV Ty TH s i, R E)
REAE S B AR g S 4 B U R S E L R SCiE ekl . S5 0Y, iSRS R &1E, T AMEOEE
IR A Co B () 422 EL AR (R o, DT 8 ot (B 2 EL RO SR MR (O RRE 1, TR R S g s A
LI 5T
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