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Abstract

The purpose of this research is to use third-party punishment game to explore the effect of human
relationship pressure and punishment cost on third-party punishment and analyze the moderat-
ing effect of the social distance in that effect by controlling the social distance between the
third-party punisher and the recipient. In study 2, the results show that the main effect of human
relationship pressure and social distance is both significant. With the social distance getting closer,
the punishment becomes heavier. Under high level human relationship pressure, third-party pu-
nishment is significantly heavier than that under low level. The partial effect size of human rela-
tionship stress is the greatest when social distance is ordinary friends’ level. In study 2, the results
show that the main effect of human relationship pressure, social distance and punishment cost is
both significant. The interaction of the three variables is significant. Simple effect analysis shows
that when social distance is at the level of strangers, good friends and parents, the role of human
relationship pressure increases with the rise of punishment cost. But when social distance is or-
dinary friends, the role of human pressure decreases rapidly with the increase of punishment cost.
These results suggest that the third party will not unrestrictedly sacrifice its own interests to
maintain human relationship with ordinary friends.
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1. 5]
E

& — B R YR pE 2 BT A ORUE AL 2 A P I B 207 SO - B . 28 = 75 %& 1l (third-party pu-
nishment, TPP)Fi& I A ¥ & B & F a5 1 8 = J5 % i 1 #1 2x BL3E i i & 11 1947 29 (Boyd, Gintis,
Bowles, & Richerson, 2003; Bernhard, Fischbacher, & Fehr, 2006). F&ATH; 156 1 2% W3R JTAE Bk 2 5 48
S ETIE R BIARRE . 5 =7 TSI BOB RS LAY SO 2 AL 2 MG 15 DAAFTE 1 2 4 2% £ (Bendor &
Swistak, 2001; Kurzban, Descioli, & O’Brien, 2007).Fehr #1 Schmidt (1999)32 !} A FmiFH it AN AN FIE
SRAFHIBR, HF HEESL TR TR AL, 7] B S A SE it A 51 1 28 =7 BAR IR — & )
RS, (HRafEH AR T RAME, Bants i 4 75 5, IR B A T SE it 28 =5 & 54T N
N FEETS 52 A1 (Barclay, 2006). 53 4h Quervain 25 A (2004)i@:id 1F HL -1 W7 )2 A H B A & BRI A 1% 371 47
NAT LSS TS N SCRARN X, TN X 5 250 T 0. I SR okl 2 1 22 3 24 I 4 - VAR
SR RG], ZEIRR AN LRSS NES RGN RS, YO A TRIR AR 5 0] 52
TR S E, RN TR, AATLER[R] R 77 R T AN 28~ 1) 23 e 25 5 58 401 ) 45 26 (Cappel letti,
Guth, & Ploner, 2011). BB A IR AN RIS =77 & ST N G HINLRI ZEE S 4. BAAT A% = L ERIF)
T AAAE, AR EE =7 D IR R AMBAT y, AR E A TR S A 2 T T (VR 2 e & T
2016; JARIE&EHK T, 2015).

BEEA S MRIE, NENZMASERIE AR, 25 =J7 3ok R &, AR =
75 FE T R AR AE IR, RS E — MR A B (fehr, 2004). 45 =75 75 T GBS 4E FR I & I S VE K F (Fehr &
Fischbacher, 2004; Boyd et al., 2003), {E&5 = 7 KRR B I SRR AL PG
K, AT A S SRR RR N AME R, B R N2 iR ARk £ 51 2 (Rockenbach &
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Fehr, 2003). K H e 7 TG R S0 R B — B IR SIS, AR SRR 25220 B B AT Byl i)
& 1E/KF(Mulder, Dijk, Cremer, & Wilke, 2006; [/, 4, &LEIU, 2015). MUk, ME AT
RN, BT N GG 25T = R . BEE TN B, ARSIk N R,
F=EDNRACGE RIS, xB, &FHE, 2013; FRi-F&EK, 2016).

11 #2BEESFMES

PR R R O H R B ) — N EEEAE L, SIRAMA ] AR BRI . AN SKRITE LR R G
N HE R S ) BE I 55 (15 R, 2015). @Rk T ST A SR R, KA S A
AT ST A W35 52m (Bechler, 2013; 1R7%, 4%, 2017). [FEFEMANFAEAT A, AR A CKIE
AN B 5 1] g P 0 2 /N T A 2 B S B S ) 70 O3 (SR 3%, 2013) 0 3 AP AT B R A BIAS 22
TR APV RIW EE TR RN, AR 2 2 852 R A 2~ ~F #2138 (Camila, Ludovico, Felipe, &
Boggio, 2011).

12. XFARES

hER MK SRRt AR T STIRAFE IR E AR AR, AERAR
T EfREE N5 AN Z AR B AR e A JEUA 1 IE U R BRGR B (Au & Wong, 2000). HEHES:, 1%,
BIFARBEXILIR R Al RS2 M BB M B e a2, @fHes, AEAEAIA
FEBATIHESR o (HAZ S — T A MBS TR T ADIEB, flin “NEHR” o KT ARG
ZRHIBT SR W NI IR 2 51 R NG PCRHET 51 R A - B B (1 Ak, VR, B 2, & 5K N,
2015). A2 BN RRE ML B, 871 (2004) 32 B 72 b E 0 dE 521 Th AR AE AL U ) FE
AP, IERAERANA TR, ST H OB EA 7R E S Gt 28 NI
= A RPRE B DA R, TR E R, AR — MR (222, 2009). E45ZARF
X NG e A8 R T B — R FE, TSR SIERT FE s b2 b J34h Lerner (2010)iA4
AR Z DA R HGE N ERAS R R 8 B N SSAE BT LA FE A9 NI UAEAS [ A2 B B R AT B 52 i
RLZA AN A .

gi b, AW ZE R SGER AR TN I A0 58 =I5 G0 K5, DLREAR R SR T, A
T I AT 2 R A BRI, a2 PR, NI R G SR R A v R, AT & i
EFEIREE

2. SH—: HEERMABENMNE=HETHRE
2.1. SEHRE

3 342 1) 8 = 07 A A (W) 5 1R 52 3 A 2 B B S AR AN R IO I 0 TR 6 2 S 3 fi L )
TR s TR 2, T FUR TR () £ 7 3R B S B WO B H MR RS 45 210E B (Zhu,
Zhang, Fan, & Han, 2007). FT EABA TR BE 24k B0 BOASCRERE, A5 IR 0 AN 20 ik i 7 410 o s 7 2B B 25
RSN . 34k, G P2 4 3 A 2 1 S R B =7 B T DR ORI 1) 58 = 7 I BRI NG I 0, AT
BEEH R FIEROAE T IUER, P SBRBEZHMAEIES . G ERE MR it la: 5=
Ti G A 2 BN, AT RO B 1b: RIS IR, =T AT
A ST 2 B2 T RN R T . st 1o BB SO b iR i, AR
X ER =TT R 2 IBHT IR, B Ak 2 B B O SRR, AR I o B8 =5 16 iR SRTC 2
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22. H5AE

SR BHKOR B RESE R SEA 63 N, b 8 A HRAEAE M 261 Tk £ — 4, KA
TR, RAHBWEAE S5 N, HP 520 A, k35 A

LISV R 4 (REERRS: BEZEN. EEATAL IR REBF) x 2 (NIEEJ: @ R BIB A
weit, PRIASRONH =07 EAT T &8

SKIMBL SRR ibgaE R BT 5 AR B LRSI —UlEsh 15 22K 4 1000 7o, 2 7] FEHLIER
&4 T HAF AN A TR IR SR SR FER, 455 A B OB 7 800 7T, 04y 1 B200 Jt. Ny 1 HEH
ARV, SRR IS i, RO ot BN SR =07, Mt bk AT 2 IR A
ANSRAN A IR LB 1:3, B ABR 30, APIKELABR 1 0. SERRARIR T H A Mt
PR, RN B FU/NKEISC R RBAA N FEIA . AR KBE, UGBS RVNGK: %
B &2 FIIEH ke IRANTE L5

2.3. SEIg4E R

HE S SRR AR : 7oK 36 AR BRIk, AT A VPN FE 2 A . AR
BB, SHATESZ 2N E 13T BRI, 0K — A, 6 REBIEE K. EAFFKAM T
Z R NAEE SRR FEAE AARRIEER(M = 1.92 £ 1.93). KSR (M = 2.75 + 1.66); 4552 ZINRIK
NHF, REEM = 2.44 £1.65). Z11H5M=3.33+1.77). JFEEREWNHE S E LN EE, F(1,35)
=1524, p<0.01, FEFMAETHIAEEEZERTAMBERMET, AESEHZERES K.
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Figure 1. The intensity of punishment under different social distances
under different human relationship pressures (N = 55)
E 1. TRt <ESE TEIERREAFEIREST S (N = 55)

MIE L ATRLE H, BEE IR R, S ESERETINR, BRACRKE, HAbih o PR RS KPS0
52 R ST SR T A AE KT o X EURET 4 x 2 RN &E T 2 g RiEon, thabe 3
RN R F(3,162) = 80.96, p < 0.01, RN EAw 5° = 0.60; A5 130N 3%, F(1,54) = 12.27, p <0.01,
R 77 =0.19; PIHZELHAFMEE, F(3,162)=4.00, p=0.01. i#t—S3k47 & B8N M4 R Rk
B, RAAHEEE RN, NI E TN AR E (p = 0.78), SXREANIE AR ik i Ao 48 §1) vk ok
TREES . H H a5 R BRI 2 B 8 A R A R TN BBk, i 7% = 0.26.,

2.4. i
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ok AT RS B2 & T RN S0, 3Bl 5E 1 Ses R 1la, 1b. SIHMESCEEKT,
PARII TR SEAZ NG T 520, (B IF AR BA MBS I Bl A e 2 PR S K3 A1 T 07 A R Y
WG, 1T A A 2 0 D A A A i R 5 52 N AR T 77 (RS e K, B0 3l 1 (R e Le. %45
RIUINAME 5 E I AAAE N 5 5 S BN I 8 O AR 984, 18 SR M AR AT =
HARHBUA F S 1 £ B

3. XK —: HER. ABEAMEIIRNNE=HFESHRNT
3.1 WREH

E M BUCRR GRS VE, BAEE h 3CA UE AR R A, /21 I Sl x4k
RGAEMAEEN, EREHARIR? HINNSERMANE R AEMRN, A ErERLR. 56
TAESRY— MR AR B AR, IR — A R IERAL [, B PR R AR AR
WSS =T BT A E RIS LU S 2 B AR L AR . SRIR B Rt 2a: FEEA SRR
IR, BRSO BTt ANATE W SRR T o= OB T s i 2b: AR RO AN, A T2 N
oI IR B 2c: EFAMESEEET, BRI IO, A 0 5 =07 1R 1
IR

32. MRAE

LA ok B4 E & =R IR AR I 233 N, K BT SR IR BR A IR A —FE 26 4 iR B
A s 207y Hb 554 111 N, %4 96 Ao

SEIGWETE: R 4 (B PEAEN. B A WA SQBE) x 3 (ETIAR M K. . @) x 2 (A
TG FiG . AR RSB, T Aok A &, Ao iR B AN o N AR B
DRI f5 R 55 = 7 TR R W S AR T 5 B

SERMEHS R RS —, AN TEIMR N AR, IR RN A A R Bl SR 5% 15 3
T 54441000 76, 255 A R4 T B200 UG, 5 IRBMER S ILEALE BURIT A BIAT T IS, H2
BN I SEE T S 172, FEAS R RSN A5k A8 T 25 43 1 75 46 2% 20 Jo/50 J6/100 JG, fHAZ
AILLiE A 95125 100 76, BRARAAT A 14526 Ll 43 il 1:5/1:2/1:1. 1:5 ARG TR, 11 Am &,
[FRE SR FH A3 1) 7 5 ) 4k 2 B VP RN

3.3. SCIGHER
BSOS N R R B SRR T SR B E R 1.

Table 1. Descriptive statistics of the number of participants willing to purchase penalty tickets under each condition (N = 207)
F 1 BERFHTHREENLET FHEERGIT(N = 207)

fIRAE A4 (n = 69) BSR4 (n = 72) I E SR 4(n = 66)
Gl FHth it Fkth it Tkt it
(YN 217 +£2.26 2.39+2.31 0.76 +1.83 1.44+2.33 0.50+1.35 0.97 £1.70
IR 274+2.15 3.61+2.06 1.63+2.11 2.26 +2.55 1.35£2.26 1.47 £2.10
L59iliY 3 5.10 +2.43 5.16 +2.49 2.88 +2.99 3.25+3.12 2.32+2.92 2.89 +3.02
REE 5.43 £2.90 5.30 +2.87 4.04 +3.66 3.29+3.52 3.52 +3.47 2.74 +£3.20
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WHEHRIAT 4 x 3x 2 MELEME T E0NERER, HEEEEMNEE, F3,612) = 101.05, p<
0.01, fi #°=0.33. ANIEE S LN E3E, F(1,204) =15.71, p=0.02, fk #°=0.03, #LFEE 5 NG
(A2 HAEH B (p < 0.01). ESIAM RN EE, F(2,204) =21.47, p<0.01, fiy*=017. =HEXHAE
R &P =0.04), Ht— L mR N b, EMETAR R, #o s E8NE#E@p <0.01), AFEE
NEBRARZE(p = 0.14), —FHZHAEHE(p = 0.04), & HRME PN IR, RS IER %A
T, NEHEAERNEE, FHIMESEE SN RERGE AN ST LR E 25 P SRPETMR
Wik, BB S AR ERRE, ZH AL HAEHEE(p < 0.01), WRFERERSITRY, i
BN, @A, BEAENET, $E52 3 AU SR AR R SR AR ST S B R R T AN %A
N o AR A BRI B (18 SRR R /N T A BEAN RIS (p < 0.01) 7RG SRS, A1 28R 5 F R 2 2,
MNEEERA R, —HZEAFHRE(p < 0.01), AP APTRY, WA S
AT s NG IR RN T2, 5 AN RERE I 7511 25 0 S0 2 23 /N T AN RS I (p < 0.01).
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Figure 2. Simple analysis of human stress and penalty costs
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AL BB OSBRI, SCRRRIE 2 T ORI S R T BRSO N T ARSI . AN R BoR S iR
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5. R4
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Mt BTG R R 2) A2 AMITREE =5 G5 R B, AN LBV, NMIAEZ

DOI: 10.12677/ap.2020.102018 142 o3 2


https://doi.org/10.12677/ap.2020.102018

IR

RIA M AE T AT 9. 3) AT rh &k 2B A BN, TREESZ NS IS RIS iR, (R %5t e A
FasE, PRGN LT, AREEAIMIER T, ATA S ERREE 8 SRR LI A G %
o

SE 3k

BT, #R(2016). AT SETTN XT38 = 5 B S TR B, O L 77 40175, 14(3), 372-376.

MriLEe, e, GEIIT(2015). 3 =7 EID-GART AR BTk o MV HOE MR, O 7R, 47(3), 389-405.

YO RER, B, BHEQ013). F = MENIFR —ANSERR. L5505 (5), 98-111.

Ak, VRAE, BEIRZY, Tk 5(2015). AFEMPE IO ERGRAE A I EAT N, SR IITEA EE IR IR,
51(4), 423-428.

WY (2013). LM BN FIMEE LT BN Ao 7. RS, EIK: PR KA.

TES4, $FH2016). FIMBAETT B 2 A4E RAL S A ES———TA LS SLIGW L. W 5725 5%, 37(3), 45-59.

IRAS, PhAIEE, WL, TEAEZE, RN, R 017). AES A ERPEE: MR =07 T IR, O F 2,
40(5), 1175-1181.

15K (2015). MG BT HIA G G450 XA R 20958200, RS0, BRI A ifive K.

BE5(2004). AN H TSR EA P —— 5 SR 5T R A LF 0T (5), 48-57.

HE(2009). KRR, WRILETAR. #2, 29(1), 109-121.

JAMRIE, P (2015). SREEL. ARSI S =7 N SRR SRR T, A E 7B &P, 359(5), 97-103.

Au, A. K. M., & Wong, D. S. N. (2000). The Impact of Guanxi on the Ethical Decision-Making Process of Auditors: An Ex-
ploratory Study on Chinese CPAS in Hong Kong. Journal of Business Ethics, 28, 87-93.
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1006117021164

Barclay, P. (2006). Reputational Benefits for Altruistic Punishment. Evolution & Human Behavior, 27, 325-344.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.evolhumbehav.2006.01.003

Bechler, C. (2013). Choices in Two-Person Interactions: The Effect of Amount and Social Distance on Offers in the Dictator
and Ultimatum Games. Undergraduate Honors Thesis, St. Louis, MI: Washington University.

Bendor, J., & Swistak, P. (2001). The Evolution of Norms. American Journal of Sociology, 106, 1493-1545.
https://doi.org/10.1086/321298

Bernhard, H., Fischbacher, U., & Fehr, E. (2006). Parochial Altruism in Humans. Nature, 442, 912-915.
https://doi.org/10.1038/nature04981

Boyd, R., Gintis, H., Bowles, S., & Richerson, P. J. (2003). The Evolution of Altruistic Punishment. Proceedings of the Na-
tional Academy of Sciences of the United States of America, 100, 3531-3535. https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.0630443100

Camila, C., Ludovico, M., Felipe, F., & Boggio, P. S. (2011). Responding to Unfair Offers Made by a Friend: Neuroelectric-
al Activity Changes in the Anterior Medial Prefrontal Cortex. Journal of Neuroscience, 31, 15569-15574.
https://doi.org/10.1523/JNEUROSCI.1253-11.2011

Cappelletti, D., Gith, W., & Ploner, M. (2011). Being of Two Minds: Ultimatum Offers under Cognitive Constraints. Jour-
nal of Economic Psychology, 32, 940-950. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.joep.2011.08.001

Fehr, E. (2004). Third-Party Punishment and Social Norms. Evolution & Human Behavior, 25, 63-87.
https://doi.org/10.1016/S1090-5138(04)00005-4

Fehr, E., & Fischbacher, U. (2004). Social Norms and Human Cooperation. Trends in Cognitive Sciences, 8, 185-190.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tics.2004.02.007

Fehr, E., & Schmidt, K. M. (1999). A Theory of Fairness, Competition, and Cooperation. The Quarterly Journal of Econom-
ics, 114, 817-868. https://doi.org/10.1162/003355399556151

Kurzban, R., Descioli, P., & O’Brien, E. (2007). Audience Effects on Moralistic Punishment. Evolution and Human Beha-
vior, 28, 75-84. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.evolhumbehav.2006.06.001

Lerner, M. J. (2010). The Justice Moative in Social Behavior: Introduction. Journal of Social Issues, 31, 1-19.
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-4560.1975.tb00995.x

Mulder, L. B., Dijk, V. E., Cremer, D., & Wilke, H. A. M. (2006). Undermining Trust and Cooperation: The Paradox of
Sanctioning Systems in Social Dilemmas. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology, 42, 147-162.
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2005.03.002

DOI: 10.12677/ap.2020.102018 143 LB A


https://doi.org/10.12677/ap.2020.102018
https://doi.org/10.1023/A:1006117021164
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.evolhumbehav.2006.01.003
https://doi.org/10.1086/321298
https://doi.org/10.1038/nature04981
https://doi.org/10.1073/pnas.0630443100
https://doi.org/10.1523/JNEUROSCI.1253-11.2011
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.joep.2011.08.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/S1090-5138(04)00005-4
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.tics.2004.02.007
https://doi.org/10.1162/003355399556151
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.evolhumbehav.2006.06.001
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1540-4560.1975.tb00995.x
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jesp.2005.03.002

JTARAL

Quervain, J. F. D., Fischbacher, U., Treyer, V., Schellhammer, M., Schnyder, U., Buck, A. et al. (2004). The Neural Basis of
Altruistic Punishment. Science, 305, 1254-1258. https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1100735

Rockenbach, B., & Fehr, E. (2003). Detrimental Effects of Sanctions on Human Altruism. Nature, 422, 137-140.
https://doi.org/10.1038/nature01474

Zhu, Y., Zhang, L., Fan, J., & Han, S. (2007). Neural Basis of Cultural Influence on Self-Representation. Neuroimage, 34,
1310-1316. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroimage.2006.08.047

DOI: 10.12677/ap.2020.102018 144 LB A


https://doi.org/10.12677/ap.2020.102018
https://doi.org/10.1126/science.1100735
https://doi.org/10.1038/nature01474
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.neuroimage.2006.08.047

	The Effect of Human Relationship Pressure and Punishment Cost on Third-Party Punishment: The Moderating Effect of Social Distance
	Abstract
	Keywords
	人情压力和惩罚代价对第三方惩罚的影响——社会距离的调节效应
	摘  要
	关键词
	1. 引言
	1.1. 社会距离与利他惩罚
	1.2. 关于人情压力

	2. 实验一：社会距离和人情压力对第三方惩罚的影响
	2.1. 实验目的
	2.2. 研究方法
	2.3. 实验结果
	2.4. 讨论

	3. 实验二：社会距离、人情压力和惩罚代价对第三方惩罚的影响
	3.1. 研究目的
	3.2. 研究方法
	3.3. 实验结果
	3.4. 讨论

	4. 总讨论
	5. 研究结论
	参考文献

