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Abstract

The current research applies the Stroop task and the variants of the Dictator game to investigate
the effects of loss situation and self-depletion on altruistic behavior. In experiments, the deci-
sion-making situation and degree of self-depletion were manipulated and the level of altruism
under different experimental conditions was examined. The result shows that self-control re-
sources influenced the altruistic behavior in the loss situation, and the self-depleted individuals’
altruistic levels significantly declined; loss situation further deepened the degree of self-depletion;
thus the level of altruism was lower than the gain situations. Our research confirms the opinion
that the rational system deliberately controls individuals’ altruistic behavior in the loss situation,
given that loss situation can accelerate the consumption of self-control resources. The current re-
search is helpful to further explore the nature of human altruism.
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ERERY, RYJSREHRS BRGEER, FRFAESFLEZ4 TR PR SR
TRFEE T MERFIMDAT A Z B BREH RIHIRN, BRI MER R K BE R SRR SR
MER) HRBFEER, FEHAMBKFRZ TRERFBRER. FUSCRRAESR T MR hT 22
YERGA BIEF MR, AR RIESRS IEMh B REH BIROHE. SATPTARBTHE—PH3
SANRAMRATAAR R IRER -
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1. 5|

Fltb (altruism) 47 H 2 —Fidb 2 ANIEFAT . FrEAMBAT Ny, SR AMAdE B O R a4 A 3R
AT N, HERERMT 5 H O REIBENAR(Trivers, 1971). J#:# 1425 (Dictator Game, DG) /& 7t # ]
PAPEAEANMA RN KT 1 E e, R 7E A B R 2R (Ultimatum Game, UG)FIZEAE_E R JE K. DG 1455
o ELE AP — B EDE KRS M A RSHEZE, LR REWA A, #2EBIIEZ. ZIE%
Hh 230 R AU 20% 8 4 A AR AN, R B B A B, (EEARAE, SR IR
— SE MR AT A RN A7 B (Camerer & Thaler, 1995),

—HLK, KTRMAT AR NS RARRIE &S RAT HIE — B2 4t . ARER ARSI
(dual system approach)ih Ay, Flfth47 Jy52 FET 73 H7 (9 H M 22 St (deliberative system)FIE T B3 (15 2% &
4t (emotional system) (3L [EIFZMA . B T BV RE R RMAT N R Z 2/ MK B RIEHIM SR, 532 E .
TRV RN SR R M, 12 T 162 R RIMAT AWIDE TR B B IRME R, =R ek B
ARG o

S AR R NI ARRE, B Bt MBS PESEHF si(Henrich et al., 2006; Rand, Greene,
& Nowak, 2012), AT Z IR FREIRE, FbIEAEANISHIAGE, T2 —FsZ EW R IREH KA ETH
(Achtziger, Alds-Ferrer, & Wagner, 2015), 3231 5 3% 6| SR A2 . Xu, Bégue, & Bushman (2012)i8id 7
KA IR 77 ) 7 AN T AR PR S SR AT s, 45 ORI B AR LI B 3R
FOREW 1R R 5 D 5 YR LR B SR AR At ;. Osgood & Muraven (2015) 7 JE 4k il Ju 2UR1T 2857
THZMES 5 T HERBRERT MR SR 215 BORAFI 52 m, L 45 BRI H RAFEA S BB MR 2 1)
AP S B3R AL SR AT AR A IR s (T2 45 (2014) 18 A & 1 4R4T %5 A0 Stroop 1155
W T HEFESARRUEAT NS0, 25 R R DU b T% B FRBFEE, = B AR R 5 D 1 4
171,

XU AR, HIRBFEAN SN RAT MR AR L%, 1 B A2k 4 2 B BARs 47 S (o R i
ITRYRAERILE . NURGEIAEER, NRIARBRARRF O, mRMR TR MR E R 5 H
g R . SR, DU R ZH iR TR IG5,  BUD A I ARG B N MR IR AT Ao TESE
FreBvgeh, A BB E S T AR, 6 00— T 43 B3 20 2% W07 T I 4 e 45 2R 1
AN 2 PO IR LR S 2 IR B RMT A, (ORI R A 7 8, b R i MR 8% 045
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PRIEAS K (1) A 3 ph 2 T 25 32 Bl 7 HH B 2 (1) 5 45 ?

K EMEZE RN 5 RS U I FE 3R B, MR B A 1158 RO B &F (Tversky & Kahneman, 1991), #i2k
R 05 BHRE R KT SRR R AT R I PRARRE o BFFCRIE, B PR A2 NS 5 A (R ) — o0 BEARAE
(Harbaugh, Krause, & Berry, 2001), & NZEF] 8 E ) —MAGERI, & KMt vl fe 25 B AT PE A i —Ff
FEARFE (Chen, Lakshminarayanan, & Santos, 2006). th4), Tom, Fox, Trepel, & Poldrack (2007)ik M\ A 3 2
FAFEF HANRTEAT A 0k PO b 22 50T DU — S8 X R 2 45 R PO SR 1, & EINER R 51T
N EHIUR PO ARG . BB S R AAMA AT R I . Kern & Chugh (2009)if i =AM 52462
BT AR B PR TEA0] 5Z BV AR AR B R BRI, 45 SRR ITER RS SR T, MA S 2 A EE AT N,
1M Grolleau, Kocher, & Sutan (2016)7 F LS55 F 4 55480 1 U A4 2R A B0 MR AT N sz, 45
BRBABRESE FTHREBKCTFEERS TGS, SME2, kB RmREs T, MAEHEERE
E IR AT R A IR

IATET AT S, BURIEI R B MM SLIe R INE ? FA 078 A RE S T E 2 T 5%
HEAT THRE, 140 Buchan, Croson, Johnson, & Wu (2005)F ] UG 1F55 bb A T AMATE IS 35 A4 2 15 458 T 1K)
IR, RI KA MR A PAT RITiE 2 TGS B 3R OB . 5 UG {155
AFEIIAE, DG AR B AR5 EL )T AT, DR 57K (one-shot) DG 145 RERE A MATEAR
Z H BN RO T SR, BRSO AME R R KT A, A EG T eI e i 7 SR 2
AMEFIFIBIKT, DG AT HER R B E S 1R, 13 DG 1155 15256 45 5 T LA PR -F Sl i) R il
T SO IAA B PR K. IR IR, Neumann, Kierspel, Windrich, Berger, & Vogt (2018)
i/ DG AR5 AR E LR 715 KGR T MEM SRS TAT N, KIMMEERAESE FTHAREEEE b
F+; {H Cochard, Flage, Grolleau, & Sutan (2018)[FIFEF]FH DG 1145 48 2% MR AEAS R AF S T 4 BCAT
N, HRIMETER R AE S T RS EINIREE. %5 /&2 57 AW 7% AR DG 1455 8= kIG5
XFRIABAT A IRE , BT SEBeYE AT A2 DG 1455 UG AR5 3T IR &, (43 S0 45 38 5 2 3R «
DAL 224 Wi BIF 018 BTN O JE Atk Pl =% 2453 A B0 MR TE DG AT 45 b BT R BLH ARt AT R o B2

ARG — PR RBURE T B REFEMARRIMBAT R sgm . AR, &0, FMbhiT AR
N EE 2 AREHRIES SBEED), BRI > 2 AR AMA R KT, RS B
FIREFISR SR I  —FE > R BLHE B RAAERN . IR, B BRI A B AR B BA T AR5 2% PRSA 1 114
REPRTE(Corns, 2018), [ P il BRI il e 2 3t — 20 AMAARRE I B3 [ N, S I H R AT 3 m
s .

2. ik
2.1 #iR

WEERARAE 126 A, HiF 5436 A, 4:90 A, FIHER N 18.48 %, FrE2 N 0.89, #i
NEHFEM A IEE, BEEGE, DERSMEFEAMBEHLE . R4 Gpowerd.l 1t &
(http://stats.idre.ucla.edu/other/gpower/), fE4titAi3 711~ B =0.95, HMAELE o = 0.05, & f=0.4 1]
RIAR N, HATWRE T Z0THEERFERE DN 112 N, BV FsaR 2Pk B RIFeE0E, HhmE
WAHERM T 63 N, IKEHIRAFERATT 63 Ao

2.2. SEMET

2 (HBRAFERESZ: o B IBURE . R B BAHE) x 2 (RORTEE: AR TEL. BRI W IN R IR & S5
Beit. Hop, BERSFEREEONBORIA R, JORTE SOV AR, BIAR RO L R B R
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7K

N TAET LB AR TEA RS 5 RIRIMbKT, ARSI Yin 55 A (2017)177iE, THEBMIEE T
ISR A B (X) (BCEEAE SR T2 EE X > 0; BURTEEE T /Bl X < 0) R A AR 40 B i (X)) (XU a1
B =0, X'RIEE = -10)Z R ZEY). EWREERE T, Y=X-X"=X-0; fEHRREET, Y=X-X
=X+10. # Y =0, WEMEPRIEWE (IR ESE T /B4 77 0 (-10)0; # Y =10, M= #kTE
W3 (30 R) T 5% K 438 10 (—10) 76 U aS (303 2R) 0 Begh % 5 (H ) AT BAERAR 1, 24 Y = 0 B gk
MR )R RAR(R)s MY = 10 B, B AIRAR R ) K P Sem() . Btk Y {8 T DU E ol e Sl %
AT 5 TR R AT T B e A

2.3. SEEaMR

AW FE K F WUT 5575 7 (dual-task paradigms)skE:N B FRAFE, X2 B RBFET L sy, R
AP i I W — AT 55 1) B FRA HE RV #E A PR PR I s 5 4 H $584E 55 (Muraven & Baumeister, 2000).
VER—Fp LR F9E E s HE R, S2a6 = PR8N % Stroop fE 455K & M B EBFEIRZ (LI, Nie, Zeng,
Huntoon, & Smith, 2013).

(1) EIRIAFE Stroop 1155

KSR Stroop /E5515 RAMER) B BRIGFEIRES . SRS MmN, 3. 1. SZIUAEiE
FER “a4” . w7 YT L /7 AR, aABe ST X BUA BRI . 2
SRR —BORESAL Q B, XA —BUEHL P . fELAIM B, R EIRECN 16 K, Hh—ERIA
— ORI 8 ks FEIESNMT B, BICEIRECN 120 R, HAm BRBFERMATEH 72 AN —Z0RER
48 A —FORI, AR B IRIBFERAT T A 72 A —FOREA 48 MA—ZUREL LML 23, Stroop
FE45 KA E-prime2.0 Zwfl, B—RR SRR 1 . Je IR S48, skt s hEla b,
L]y 1000 ms, %45 S —AMFRLEI 1]y 200 ms BVERL AL, ARG I E AR, #R 7 EAE 1000
ms P30 RIBOHEAT AH R AZ B R SR I THE, B S LS BE RN R — AR

+ A

Y

1000ms 200ms 1000ms

Figure 1. Single Stroop task experiment process
[& 1. #% Stroop {E&SEI RIS

(2) B ER

N T G [ FRATFEAT 55 5 M AMA R 17 Z80IRZS T T8 )5 25258, Bt 5 R FH DMK 25 (2008) A& 1T 114 1E 47 14
1548 53R (PANAS) VAL AR AR BTV A% 2 RAS , FELE R BRI = E R A 1Al Fik e 10 ME 2%
TEZAE RS kL. BR KA 5 i1, M1 E] 5 FEEKIKIGR(L BRTEaEE, 5 RNERZ).

(3) FMthAT A7 TR

U SEI R MR AT S 0 FERE |, 2% Neumann 25(2018) [T 9T, BB 7 U 25 R4 26 Rl AN R
MBS . WKAETE SR T I B M ST S5 M R, (HTEBURIEIE T, Zr o e 52 4 3L A 43
K2k, ECEABRE B OB #H & HRIMEU B, I R # TR . 553800 2 4
block, block 1 5 block 2 2 [a] $24t 30 s [{ifA ELH 8], block S BT 75 4% i3k 18] °F 447 . &5 1 block 45 8 4™ trials,
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G 4 MRS TEE trials A1 4 AR5 trials, trials EIUBFHEAT 7 BENLILALEE,

TEAT 55 T G610 A iRk 15 50 S BENL ZHEA P L, BRI R Ge 2 Jo i BEATLUT iE — 44 AS 6] ) B
ADER (2br L i B REEN) . SR T M 16 ROTUTE SRR IEA BIE), B b gk i
7N 16 44 B AR RS2 I S0 T (F S SR 150w ) DAY B SO S S ) LStk o 3 44 Wl i D AR G 1T A
A 10 JC N R MIRIGREA0, 7E S50 HH I B 2K (1 S R AR 0K 7E ) G 4 40 10 2tk b oo B —ikuk sk
AR 2 frs: AR 1000 ms 5 IR TR R, BB LE 5K R L R S B (e s R
CA”HE, IR LY BE), RIUEREMY BOCRT RIPBR G, B iR RS B I R i R IS RO
{RFF 1500 ms. Bl J5 2 IAS RliE R BEAE BT K (52 38 ) i £ R 25 3, OREF 1500 ms. L SR il An BE
AEBTRFTE R R S A R 8, AN I FEAS] 10 c AR TUREEEE), #ilHEER O
B AR DU SR (B2 52 38) Z IR A B 4% RS I BB IR 45 AN — 8, A0 ¥ FL R 2% 10 Jo N R (it
KAEEE), AT A A CMPEAEDOR (2 ) Z 1015 Te A% B0 R 1 B 808, 43 eI BTG i ] PR A

Wah o
CRLUJ513E1107T)

-+ JEPE A LR ET S JSPIRTLETS

ML
(RT3 107T)

1000ms TC s [F R 1500ms 1500ms T i) R

Figure 2. Experimental process of a single DG task

B 2. BRMmREEFESIWRIE

24. KRR

TF QS B0 FFE FT ph 2 X o A o 2 50 R — U U PRI, B S i e R M B IR FE R FE I
Stroop f£5%. ZJEHIAIHE PANAS M35, IHE 58 R0UG TFAaMEE [ 48AF 55 R Mk AT 40l B 73 Fl &
PHEAT B IF . SCIRIT KL 8 43, CAWHIURIALE S & B AT S5 )5 75 E &g 20 10 78 ik
B GEWK 2 B R S 1 1 Az H1 /K (Tyler & Burns, 2008), Kl Stroop 155 Frids & 1 [ FoA5 48 5 %007 DL 4
FREEA SOOI B . Balp 5 A A NE B AR R IR B A R, 250 INEE AR, B
HEBR AR 2= TP LB il s A I 52 Tl 7 Bl T, I DU b o4 [ i R s S B A i o

3. /R
3.1. BARERRFEAEBERS LS

R 7 a0 e AL SE R ERIFEAT 25 5 I RS A S0 5 ST AR I =L, SEae Xt
M B FRAFE A RN B SRS AT MO t ki, 25 RER M, ALl BRI 46 IR
BHAVEWIE RSN RZE 27, t(128) s = 1.45, P gz > 0.055 t(124) e = 0.58, P supae > 0.050

3.2. BRARSHEFRENF ok Ea%R

DA AR S R R A KT N AR R, #EAT 2 (A IRIRAERERL .y B RARFE. (IR B JHHE) x 2
(W2t BE: Yan s BURTEE) MR BEREME T Z 0. ZPREW], W tsEm BN 8%, F(1,124)
=17.99, p<0.01, n* =013, HAREE T MRFIFIMKF EEMC TR EEE: B FRBURETR ) 3 205 &
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%, F(1,124) = 47.23, p<0.01, n*=0.28, & HEIFEAE LRI AT BB TAR B RBUEAME; Bigk
5855 A R E M EAEH 2%, F(1,124) =7.31, p<0.01, n*=0.06.

XA HAE AT E— D W BB AT, Wik 1 Fos, RIVEWGETEE T, & B REFEME Rk
S TR B RBFE/MA, F(1,124) = 14.27, p<0.01, n?=0.10; EHEBE T, & ERBFEEAEL
Filfh K7 535 B E AR TR 3 RIAFEMAE, F(1,124) = 4143, p<0.01, 0’ =025, XEPAERBKEE T
FEREEESE N, AMATE B BRI VRZ I R I R R KT . 245 B R, AMERIRRT A
IRATRE S — N B £ [ BRI HI RIS 5 BB 3h B2 o S 5858 ) 1 Gk B2

Table 1. Altruistic levels with high/low self-depletion in gain-loss situations

* 1 MIEIFR TSR B R MR F bk F

25 45 H R BFERE FIl7KF Y (M £ SD)
w1 B R AFE 4.30+0.09

W o 45
i B FeARFE 4.78 +0.09
1 F FRARE 3.68+0.11

i B FeAFE 464+0.11

MR =T HE, FURIGEAWEE ST RARKTFAEAR B IREFE 51 F3A 2 5 (p > 0.05), {HZ&15H
G BEAC AR B R ARt K- i B RAFE SR A N ARAE 35 2 7 (p < 0.01), HIRIEEL T A /K~
FACT WA E B T RAK S (p < 0.01)0 145 R — SR, UAMMEE 9% 0 B IS ZEIEN, BPfE2
FEBURIEE T, WA e 55— FER LA R AR AT, (R 5ias B LG, SR T Ak
PG 9D 2 IR AN R 2K
4. ¥1ig

DAAE G T B FRARFE anfer s R ABAT 9 A Fo R B, AR RIARAT 52 B B Feds ) BRI A . 244
PRAL T B BAGFEIRAS IS T 5 = 2 08 i B, Joik3mi) Py s R S b sh I R B H 5D iR AT N .
SR HT N BRI 78R 2 B AR AR 1 B2, T A B8 T AN BIRIAAT 2 15 52 31 1 FRADTFE R 52 M 18 A3 17 60 o
DAl AR IE FUAE BT AN FE (25 E, R Stroop 455 248 MR B B IRIFEIRES, 18T MATE M4 ¥ DG E
Z AT SR TS SRR, HEEAURIGE T B A M SR SR AMARABAT I s2m . 1A
(RVRIE 70 AR 2 195 B A R Al AT AT R 52 21 13 FR A i SRR s o[RS AE LG T as 1 5, PR Al 5
AMASZ B RAAE R 22— iR

YR TR DA 2 5 58 T B FRAFE AR R A K P 2 2 FRAIG, X 5 A BB 9E 45 R — 2 (Achtziger,
Albs-Ferrer, & Wagner, 2016; Ruci, Van Allen, & Zelenski, 2018), WIAEUREREE N MERIFMhIT A2 %
P EREBH GRS, AT DU R EE KRG BRI AR . AR 1 B s ) SRS 2
L RS AT ThREE < T B&, Jovdai il R &b 3 193 B (Kermer, Driverlinn, Wilson, & Gilbert, 2006)fi %
I AR AR A o BEAE, S ETEEIIE R IAE R RAE B T B BRI R A Kt 2 3 BRI, X —
ZER G RAT LI TR — 8. X R B RIFEAL U as 155 AR RAEAT A, T H R
Wi 433 A B2 T AR RMABAT o BRI SAE B2 T AR SE A5 0] T R A8 2 A O3 — o] R A HH 4 — I 4 it
HEAWH b LR AN B T3, B4 Neumann et al. (2018) KIHF 7 i EiEFERR K A E R
RS S5 45 B P2 A (IR I, 1T Cochard et al. (2018) AT 7% i 4k 1k o 4R sk 4t 2 57 AT 8 PO S0 17 Ao
R AREAT v, AE G T eSS PRI AT 0 A 38 AN Wi g N T TE 1 s e (R R HE Bl 3 e 4 R B N NSRRI AT A
MR o AT FE 25 RV TR B N AR m) TR, IFAE— e BB b SCRRIR I B R AN )
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AT R 3 T BV R S8 EH BB 45 5 (Dewall, Baumeister, Gailliot, & Maner, 2008; Kocher, Martinsson,
Myrseth, & Wollbrant, 2017),

B FAFEMATER R BT IR kP 22 82K TAE NGRS 58 R IR K. st dl, MATER
PRGN B B IRAUREAR B 2 s TURER I B8 T 1 B IR EFERR R . AEFEFP AR FE B mT DO R IS Bl 1
AN B AR BRI R . AT ARV RN EY], RS T MERE SRR AR E, BRI
AN R —Fh F S (Rozin & Royzman, 2001), £ 0G0 5 Fr b LA B3 M SO A 25 6P A5 5 40 5K 1Y)
X (Xu, Liang, Wang, Li, & Jiang, 2009), 51 KMMER PSS iAL: . — B2 ibErs g, MEE%5)
Zoil. AERIEHIAIE TR I, PR E g RN T B R 1 A TR R, AR I AR
H 3w (Muraven, Tice, & Baumeister, 1998). AHICHIF 7t 2 B 7P A% 25 23 0 bR B 47 1 £ 2 JUC A T S i)
J& AT 55 I (Tice, Baumeister, Shmueli, & Muraven, 2007). B, AMA&H T 5o iRk HH45 2 4% 55 B ids & 10
G 1 26 2 AR B A H IR, AN B B T 1 B IRBIFERE B R T UR AR 1B 1Y, (A4 k1
B2 R RS BB K T U 58 . EBRATHIE FOE R IAL TE B IRBFERE T I MEER R NI
AL AN REZES, XU SAMEL T B RIFOIRASES, BRI BEIRARRT 72, i
1548 T E FE R B FRAE H ZHIRE A 2 LA SR AN B RIFRIRES,  TIAMATTE R 881 B 4558 71 25 7o il R
CED, K RIFDIRE T IR R BT IR AP A R E 5 .

B R AR — AN LA I B, AT I T8k 0 O B8 D54 BE A 1 O 2 i KA
T B AR AR AR BE A B FR PR AT RE. AR L TR, R O AR B B G A A A AN A0 A A 1
B o TR T T A AT 5 2R I 14T A 22 2 tH T AR Be iR 2% 18 (Cialdini, 1991; Maner et al.,
2002), RUEIRZ FOCUE BILE LG BEEo¢ R R AT AT 2o v It R B I AMBAT Ay, AR R R A AT A LE S
i EHASTE BMER A OR . B2 AR ERLE “BREL7 B, Az, #W
TEE /N FAMRBTRAE B B, AR AT A 0 iR DR VR R E T 52 B A A A R RN
FIREI, AEAE BA TR A O b sl o 4E 5 4k 2 N A 55 (Qi, Wu, & Liu, 2017), #Eiy 2 F & TRl Fe sk
SRALSAT N SRMISEAL AT A 5 DR A EAE I T B, MM RIMBAT I ERERT R K. &
BREVHIRM AT, AR A N fURE(Wang, Ge, Zhang, Wang, & Xie, 2020). 4R 24 /MAHI
XU DG AE 251X K% V) A% O 2 IF I 205808 1 S R s 1528 TS B, AMAAR B IR O O 27158 2 ik
SR B A B R R, BETTR IR AT . RS, AT TR B RMb 2 A2 B Bzl
SERMA COA RARM BRI, MATEARTT 240 H AT (Maner & Gailliot, 2007; Mook, 1991).

5. &

LRI Stroop 455 M SRAE 55 A IR TE 1 HURIE 5T B BB MEFIRAT N KI5
Wi, EREY]: (1) BURTEE N MRRA AT 52 2 B B H IR . AR T B RGBSR,
H R 2 A2 % 14 18 BA2 ] BRI JCIR 3R S A R 3l RELH SEAR AR s (2) BB i
() B BAAERE B TR I SEAR A M o A EE TUSRE I 58, BRI AN B B B R it — P
s A TR ST

SE K

BEAR, #B55, FE€(2008). TR EIE G R R (PANAS)IETT. WA 40 FE5, 14(3), 268.

12, ZHis, AR, X, MRS, ZEMRQ2014). F AT B IR T AR O AR R —— 5 T B I G TR FE
FUUESE. OPEF7K, (6), 841-851.
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