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1 Bl

A (Fairness ) 52 NFEA AR AR ML Z —, HSEBURAMA A A 45 5 i AN F) £ 2 (8] 267 1Y
R e A LR “ANESEMEA” in B, R, A Pdugst e 3 SO O LAY
AN WFFEE 1 = 0 BT 55 KW A P iaEsk . Hoh, e lmyiu=U il e - 4%
SR S R ZR IS (ultimatum game, UG) , iZ3ECH A BEFRZ HEIE (Proposer ) FllA]
Ni# (Responser) MIMASLEZ Y, PIS 5EGR @B SR, hIRBCE XX E 2RI T2,
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e M) g e R e 0 vl S [ WNE S E R %2l vy € S 5 i 2 I 2 N oL v S
THBRARNE, LRATEEIRN AR ORISR S [ BRI 25 R A AT SR
P et/ MUY S B 25 (Rl T [l 25 WA SR A R BCEAT T 245 FH SR T 0 Mo e 7 58, A4
EWRE RO o AWK E PR RIAEG 7 arEO S, MRS CEME AR A
TEE BTG, JF BRI LE A TR .

NS P G AR B A A AN A RIS R L, AN AT A BL 7 R 22385 AR
fdklEgs 0 o WRRWHERK T 5= Nl 2 A0 (SRC) st MAR ARSI KE, KB
ETFHEZANT-, RN TR, IEEH0E TR, I HAE4e% 5 [ Feidt SR BHRIE 46 2 IEAR G
NI 2B 56 T A ISR BRI R AN 3 L 7 28 23 WG 1 AT Ak &% ( Anterior Insula ) | A {4%
(Amygdala ) 55 S5HREZEAHOCHIMGIX © 7 o JFHAEATPISRS, MAEZ MR T Ens, SrEpE R
HMUFTEGRT ( ventrolateral prefrontal cortex, VLPFC ) BN DX I sl 5 LA K mifisi £ S A5, VLPFC 385 9
PN S TGS RE AR, R MARLE TR /BT B0, BSCHE T AR IR IR "

REAEAT 2R TR A% o ANSEHAETE— AW R RO B rh, DAGKJE B4 RS B 2 k2,
B [ 15 #0308 3o 03— A AT AR I RS AN T o0 2D B TS SO i S 8 L AR AR T B
TR EL A — NRFIESE, MALT S ) T XA, RIS AR BOREA, RRERAR Y
BB RLF o A0SR ER (Brewer) 7 AR IX PG BIRFALBUA R, BRIARAS 51 2 02 I A4l i
BB IE T PEN AR Z 0 BRI 2 (In—group Bias) o WFSEE N R N IEIR R 2 0 7= 1E 2 R B 1 41
MsEAt SR, BIAEAE. 16, JE85% 7 o b, SRl iat S A a2 i DY AR O 22 IR G S —2b
B T AR SRHAR B, ARIAN SR B SRS, PAEEZNAETTY T

TF5 35 300 3 PN S (AT AR A 2 I PRl 2 B SRR AR 43 i) 7™ A 3 S IR AR ORI, EL AR,
PURSFBME S 5 NBHIRA ¢, BUREHMIGE S SOMEARA G 1 o Soosfeigi 7 45 8 Nl g4~
PRXIANIRIZE DY . AL AR 15 4 TR 3 A SN, & BN XSS A [ AR 1) TR 2 175 1 S ATl 1A
BAE SR AN X, JF HaxX i 2s SRS RIAE W s BAE T, IR, MR L SMEEIA Y
BT NG, It BAMERBG 5 & 5% RV A TR A £

SR A 200 1 DR 1S SR ] AU 17 4 RS TS e AR B 5 s A T 7 0 o B2 SR A il 4F
MG IR IG YT IIAR | F5 RERE A 55 28 YT S - Ba i — R, EaRAMR AR RN A R, Oz
F T R A EOIRAS 7 o B S R R B 2 SOE T RS2 SR G A RS A 0
TER, JF BRI Z R A R TR g AR e e 7 o AT B I 4 T o AR rh g
HAAHIETE ( Cognitive Reappraisal ) FIZEiAHIH] ( Expression Suppression ) WIS, 23z G s 26 0l
PAB A N IHBE A T I 2, S 0 I 26 & R AWARAE = o JF FY AT Al PREHE A, K
T T 2 A R D A R ISE R TC AR Y o AR L TONE P . IR A B R
TR RN B DT 2 WSS R B A g IR B 46085 i B 0, O HREA SRR B Fs
SREIESy 7 o I, TEEERZYTYL . RSN IR G RSB, A B P2 AN RS A RO
W BSR4 R SR R CRIER

L5 BPTR, BORBZ IR E SR 2, BERR I DX 2SR, JF HZ AR PR B
B, AMEXSR AN SN T R AT B 22 5, MR Z B AR Z , A
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o8 BRI MENBHERIAA TR

BERBHABER J1, ARBOIEE TR G T . T S, BT IR S TERE A UL A AT
3D R /NS ST ] Y e 2 i D0 R N< 0K e S (9 L R LN A R VA T ST S 7
AR AR SERR A I 45 S, AN ISR RIS 227 3 U S A S T AR R A G . S8 T2 SR VR o — ol
BRI, JCRREE R SRS SN AR B O A . e AR SE I 32 BN iz 1)
R, A, TEARRIEZRMAMAIT , AT 22 A0 2 A1 DO AT R B e 7 ABEFE R
T EAE S BRYICE PR RIS A=A, IS AR SO A B RS, B i WA
PV ARGFAERESZ ARSI TIRAE 55 PR B, WRSEIBRE . (1) 432 SR A RO T RE A DL T
AAXS 2SR BB LR LR AT s (2) TR PUES A SR i e E A 270 I T 9 A
RN (3) AR SRS SR AR HE P20 BC T RYSMREARIZ A

2 Kk

21 By

R REASEEA TN . SR, RIS O RS2 SR IR MR I 2 RS, B 5A BRI
SRS TG T A2 SRS XA i DL A IR 25 52, 1R 25 8 [l 46 32 SR 0 E A D UL T 2~ Y
E RS UM S A

2.2 o

88 H A TR EE ARSI, HepBA 36 N, @A 52 A, P4 21.80 +3.05, 23
B IRAARIRS—Re BT RIS 00 e s 1 2 A 0al, $8 BRI AIE 1 1 280 LA AE2 A 43l 7 560
3 AT LAY 3 2 5 70 9 IR 2 44, 2RI 80 44 o BB RIARIR S — R B AR R4 ( the
state—strait anxiety inventory, STAI) 75 43 F M (S-Al) =39.40, SD=9.44, M (T-Al) =40.60, SD=10.58,
Beck VARINIAS M504 M=8.45, SD=6.42, FrA#RAM IS8 EMIESR , TTOE SIS, SO R,
HMARS IS, SCgony, FialEis A sl R E0r 28 % TAs R E 15

2.3 SEHNRIT

R 2 CREARZEAL: NRER SIS ) x 2 (2 FKF: 20 L A ) x 3 (B2 3RS A RS2 3 |
TCREPHESZ RS | =HI4L) MgalN SR Bot. BRI, 2Pk TSRS s R
A IR0 2 AR Ay Ty R 4538 ( Reject Rates ) LUK WG LRSI 53, — BN AF BN HER

2.4 SCEHFSFMRL

KRR IA TN o MR BAS Z= T, 4355 P42 FRVCECAY RS ( PR e 4 )
“MB WlAFL A e 0 A-B BYAKSINGS . F: H A Ea R e S22 B S RIA AOPIAL “B Bl Tk bz
TCIEHEAA A A i B, Wi “B HaRm AEBIERE BEHL > A— A Bl—A4 B A ({HEPHK
FEAEEE ) , B, Sl AN A (B) , B AN B AR A-A (B-B) . ZMHA A-B (B-A) , ABIA
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L ERE, BRUMSHEEMRER. N, AMHARI DAY NE 0, el Ll ABBA Jx0Fr.

KA FEAT SR Sh OB YL Z RN, FRRIHE T8 A IR k. LR 2T
FENRIBFTE, BT 2 A TRUBUT A A1 Hp e Hh A i) (e — AR 4 ) dll— Bk e
WA SEEE HE BT BRI A FEOR MO E AL 15 D& A 2 (Il AR %
) AT, s REK. R, RE . AT A CRAIZESAET R ER G EA
15 MAEGAHAL MG RSN AT, B RR . 4. BHE. Wb AL WA IR A EEE . A
IR R WS S8R FERN N BeR, IEIE LR R T A ARy REB, IJFL.
PN AS B ARl T R s, I AR, B BB ] IERATE 4 A SRR, B
FRARF IS HARTAEIIN G, SR RSl o —FE MR A O S54SR —F AR PIRE, DMEIET
TR, 7 2 AW A RO A R P R T I SPA

SR FH B i 308 P TRt U e AR ) A IR . i [ 5 7 9 4 DG FCR Tl e 50 8 AR e i a7 71
FATSS . SRS S IEE 10 BN ART, X7 (B Ve AR ICE T 10 SeEUE
NETHEATEE, BARVE N [0 e B2 s g R4 % 5 140 Ee, b AP Be i e <A 3% i
N=5: 5466 47 , RAFHEHFEN “AFk: fbA=1:92 : 89 : 118 : 27 ", Fakiw
TR AR S AR PR -l R AR 8], SEBR RN aRRARAS T 10 T + BENLA BRI HIH .

E G LA VE S R LSRR AT 1 9 i AIRIE LIRSy, 57 IRRTEIKT, B
EBVIN, FORIE RN (M R, ST ) |, BB, FRoRTEansim (b, e . #sh) .
155 B I B AAE — > 7 A2 SRR i R I 7E 2 OB AR LA A BR A A Nk, <17
FONBAMIE, 77 IR, ROCT I H A AR I AR 2R

2.5 SCHORAE

SCHH E-Prime 20 45, SRR | PR, @RS gaARIA S =S, B AR,
IR 2 BRI RSE N A-B BRGS0 215 — R NE M SE SIS . BaliE feoe i
HISR ST (AT EAUESF ke il ), SRS ARRIBEORX CoRFERaRlaRr-ag ) S8
JRBRERERE S, SRS AR S PREE RIS | 1 BRI Y, ol aupessdin A1 TR .

1 KBRREE

Figure 1 The flow chart of the experiment

AT EAUESS TR OB IR E S — N RE /NI, I H RS8R 15 IR S
HLU s L BERL B 5 Nl , Blialis N P et 4 AR, — MR IER) . ARSI SR A1,
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IR A SR, A ERN A S AT 8, RN RERA, WSS RS S b a6 Jo E R
AL WOTE MRS EE RS, KB 2 /BT Eg L, T T 5.

e Jr M TR W R . LI GRS R S, SO I, g AR S (AT
THAETHIAT S5 . Bedsh e i Je i IR 1000 22405 HE [RInF 2 IR 10 JTEI%E 800 ms (ffiSEg 5T
PNESD) |, SR DGR I B 48 3000 ms, BORTTEAE 3 BB NI T — PR <1 sk
WATBE %, SO HHE 37 ERAELIL BT 5, RS R IR BRI A5 1000 ms, Z 5 RS
800 ~ 1000 ms Y75 ht, HZNIEA T 46, A TFHANATHRMM UGAES LT 12 48, fam gz
RAEEER S AE R HE AT 24 58, IERUDRITIEFRRAA 10 1252 trails DUEPHRBGEFHARR, 10 2 FiR.

E 2 mEEEERESRER

Figure 2 The ultimatum game

3 H#HR

31 EREIEHBERL TNATRANGI DTSR —— EMIBERR
W4

ARV BN TC B P32 SR XA UL rP (8 I A I 48 8 19 PR, DAY | 2P oK
SERE 4R 1 R A N B, L B R AR R T O S 5 SR S LR IR S R R AR R, AT
FRM I 20T, S5REM, WHHEFETRMSH EZN BE, F (1, 79) =12.73, p<0.01, 7,=0.14,
FHEE THEMILH , (8 FHIC RS2 SR A B2 R i it sl 143y 28 0 IS 26 PP 40 A 1
— b PR LE IR R R BAEH B, F (1, 79) =16.10, p<0.001, 7,=0.17, JF—H ki
BN TR, MG REmIAL, A A U TC R 32 SR T R 5 X A R ARl 53 1 15 2 ez
F (2, 158) =11.95, p<0.001, 7 ,’=0.13, A HA IR0 Z S0 1 RRFR IR0 SN SR 1Y
W%z, F (2, 158) =6.33, p<0.01, 75,’=0.07,

BEREAL . AP FIE 46 i SR iy =2 AR b & B3, F (1, 79) =3.79, p=0.06,
7,/=0.08, Xt =H A HAEFHIFATRIBRALN /00T, S5 a1% 3 s, ENBHERLUNT, YR AT
B, A LG T4 20 A DG BORRA RS2 3R i 3 B o T ) E S G AR Ay (M R EZ R
W& =6.12>M $E il 2 =5.89, p<0.01; M A EIREZ K =6.07>M 4 =5.89, p<0.05) , M4rBl 7 /e
AN, AT, BRI RS2 SR 2 R 4R Bl S R4y (M
FRBEZ MG =4.51>M 241 =4.28, p<0.01; M A RiRTE3Z 5 =4.68>M 156 4 =4.28, p<0.01) ;
WE 4 fis, FEAMEERA S, YA BT AT, MR Hl gL, 6 GBI 2 R
F AR T B WG G RISy (M TC RS2 SR =5.84<M #ETHI4H =6.00, p<0.01; M A EIRIEZ
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Flg =5.88<M ¥4l =6.00, p<0.01) , AN TFIEHTET, SEHAMLL, IR RAH EiRE
TG AR T Y LS RIS (M TCE RS2 NG =4.41<M FEH 20 =4.57, p<0.01; M
H B PEZ MG =4.48<M FEHI2H =4.57, p<0.05) , FRGEHEEEILE 1,

1 UG x5 Bi s REEEE RIS MRS ITER

Table 1 Descriptive statistic results of emotional experience scores in UG

ke e A (M+SD) N (M=SD)
SR PRI Sk DI Sk
TCRE IR 451+135 4.41+£1.20 6.12 £0.82 5.84 +0.82
=20 428 +125 457+1.29 5.89 +0.55 6.00 +0.97
BRSO 4.68+1.26 448 +1.04 6.07 +0.88 5.88 +0.99

E 3 WEHEERN T AT KEMEZREX EWBEEET TSR
Figure 3 The effect of fairness level and acceptance strategy on subjective emotional experience

score under ingroup group

E 4 SMEEORZER T AT K EEESZ R EMIBEEE TSR
Figure 4 The effect of fairness level and acceptance strategy on subjective emotional experience

score under outgroup group

www.sciscanpub.com/journals/pc https://doi.org/10.35534/pc.0406085



02 EZRIBET 2FFEAPHEHAMR AT RS

3.2 ERREBNEHAMRI THNALRANFEITDITER—EBR

SR B VURIIE 3R 42 52 SR HE A UL v 1) 2 BT R VR T, DARRIARZAL | /K-l
AR T SR S 2 N AR i, L T R D X A R O 3 B SRR A A R AR B, R AT E AT
Ti 2250 M . GERANEL S R, AV KRG 4R35 R i 2 EAE R, F (1, 79) =10.93, p<0.01,
7,/=0.12, PRI ST & B, AH TR R, A PG R RURI G R 2 R ) B
TR BLA 4R F (2, 158) =6.07, p<0.01, 75 ,7=0.11, FEPRE R FIE 25 815 5% s 19 28 HAE
M, e fiw, F(O1, 79) =11.29, p<0.01, 5 ,=0.13, F— & RN 8 & B, AL T4
L, (O PR A7 SRS AT R A2 R A, 2 T MR R 5 R Hh I A e SR R 4, F
(2, 158) =9.43, p<0.001, 7,=0.03, FFAL T Xk PR B4 1 0 40 il 5 B4R, F (2, 158) =
6.64, p<0.05, 7,=0.11,

5 APKEEREZRZREHULZEER (EEHX)

Figure 5 The interaction of fairness level and different acceptance strategies (rejection rate)

6 BGEBEREZEZIRBNUZEER (EEHX)

Figure 6 The interaction of group type and different acceptance strategies (rejection rate)
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+ 703 -

REARZEH AP KRG TR = E L BEA/EMBE, F(O1, 79) =11.04, p<0.01,
7, /=0.12, X = HE A2 HAE AT RN AT, 255l 7. 148 fin, TEANAFABLAIE T, MET
P4, i JC BRI B2 R S S B AIR T X IR B0 AR 4 (M T TR SRS =49.18<M
PEiilZH =55.80, p<0.01; M AT BRI HRME =53.05<M 514 =55.80, p<0.05 ) , ML T B INEEZ RIS,

TR 32 3 W 0T N A A 5 % ) R 2 R TEAI (M TG R T SR =49.18<M A7 I 15 SR W =53.05,
p<0.05) ; AHILTHEMIA, ISR IS RIS 4R & T X AMIFAR IR A (M o IR 5K
W& =57.08>M ¥ 2H =54.58, p<0.05; M A ZEIRPHTTHRME =56.85>M 452 =54.58, p<0.05) o 1EAFIr
BCAET, AHEE TR, e ORI B2 g 2 i e T (M JCE U5 SR =2.78>M
BRI =1.11, p<0.05; M B BEIRFTIRNE =2.855M ¥Eil4l =1.11, p<0.05) . SMEEARAL S (M TERRIE

IR =5.00>M =2 =3.89, p<0.05; M AR TI R =6.67>M ¥E#i|2H =3.89, p<0.01) BYFELLR,
M TA CERIEZ R, A B R A BN R RE 4 50w (M A R 50 =6.67>M JC

BRSNS =5.00, p<0.05) . FRGEIEE R4 2,

F2 UGHIEER (%) HEREITER

Table 2 Descriptive statistics of rejection rate (%) in UG

AANFE (M=SD)

N (M+SD)

(CEQLRPH S

IR LANETE PR AN
B2 49.18 + 8.16 57.08 +7.81 278 £0.57 5.00 +0.36
eyl 55.80 + 10.15 54.58 +7.64 1.11+0.35 3.89 £ 0.87
HEIREZR 53.05 +9.30 56.85 + 8.97 2.85 +£0.89 6.67 +1.00

E 7 AAESEARTEHALRBNBEERT REIELRHZIT

Figure 7 Influence of group type and emotion regulation strategy on rejection rate under unfair

distribution
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o4 BRI MENBHERIAA TR

E 8 AFEHEARTHAXBMEE DT REIHELENZIT
Figure 8 Influence of group type and emotion regulation strategy on rejection rate under fair
distribution

4 i

AW ISR A2 M, 25 BT IS ) e 32 i (8 S TR A D WA TR % I 47
HFELIIVEN . SEIREE SRR, 12252 SR A RO T AR UL A AT BT T R SO 4 R3S
TEAFIA L YERE b, RIS AE 250 1 SRS O SS AR T35 . R | APk R 26
TG = H A HARN NG 03 FEAFIRAIMAT A RE I, L S SRS 26 0170 SR e 19 28 AR FH Sk 3%
PRV 45 SRS S AR P35, REZHRAY | W K1 R 4 )7 SR 119 — B 58 A% 8%
BRI, A TE R R R IR SRS 5 1% A REACAS 2123 BE A I 28 (AR 43 ELRRAIR 17X
NRERRA P3O SRR A8, TSR 1 N RHA 2 A VR, OF HLIC R SR Y e HEAE B
I s A T TC R BRI R AR T X SN S L 7 SR W A PR 0T 43 0 H3G i 1 X oh
PRI BE T SRAAELE AL, TSR T XM AR IZ B 9, O HAT BRSSO i L A T SE N B 4 .

SEERAERIAE T AW R IEAMR B, RIS SRS A ST TR UL TSR 2P 1 2 AR
ARAELAT Sy, 2 R G T RHA TS P N A R A . O B JE RS2 g 1o
FETHAYREA R WSO AEA A0 BC S B, A R U 52 SR 225 B T A R E Ui DL 28O0 A 23~ F- o3
[ E LN

ASBIFSE S 2 R AR T A WL A PR a2 — A>T el 1 28 R 1 S AR b R o A SCHEMA i DL AN
AN PARGF AR Z TG T REBR B3 rPoRE R G AN A PR A se BAE R, B DA 2l
BRI 227 A PRI DL, X PREAA ™ A i e MATI 2052 AN 2 23 E 5 SRR AR AAS IR 453 T2 778 2
SRS, RFERRZ BB T o BE—D L, AT AL A R R ULl G B T o) M
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il b, RS TR UL AN AP B AT A, RIS MR Y A B S R 1 4 U Y SRS A A KT
VEFIRY LRI b A s o RSP (Inequity Aversion ) ZEARBEAMAIETY “HRMEAMBOL" BHEHA
REANFRI G, MR I (AR Z . PREROL) B A S -5 D a7 A AR
TEAWIGE AR PR o o e 52 SRS At I AT PRI B B2 88 1 O AN P 2 BE D7 SR TRZ S FEAR, TS
2 4R P R B R DA P52 SRS AR 2 1A AR B 1) 2 LR 28 AR 7, R WX R AC K R Y
AP ARBEE y, REY AR i S A7 BT B ITT X 2 B D e TR . X R A
AT Y ) JE SR TS 1) X R AR AR B, o — DU 1 PR Al 2 1) 7™ A S i A SRR B
A AR AR5 SEATBER 0, AR A ARy gt SRS . BRI Z AN, e 32 R[] el 5 A S
PRBL B B R Y 2P R - S BC 7 S8 R A8 IG5 25 48 8 B 0 B ARG SR AR I B 14 32 WL A7
By, RTINS B LT SR R L TR, XM ARG R, i) 1 X AN
PREGIZAL, 0TI UE R T 452 SRS A2 E A RRE A i 2

Pt M, AHFTEEE R T 2 52 SR M G AR A i WL T AP 2 - Ol e (R I S 20 R A AN [R] S
FIAEIRF BRI AIAANR . BAARRDE, TCR IS R0 AL T X R AR 21 fii 4 1 3
BRWEN R, A ZPHEZRIEITEA PN XM alERA T R, SRGEHIED UG A
TR AT BT A R B 52 12 TR R B sl, AR 26 s BAR I S Zeid A2 0 R A 3h
T E B AR, IMATEZE AN 04T o T RESE th AN BE S | A B TP 26 R B AR S8 A B U,
IEAEABARIBER ik 2 a KB R G 0 HRIZHURAE A SO, wf LA 2 b
FIMEZ AR R, N2 IR M I AT FE R B A B, A AT LA 3l 5 22 AR5
ZE AT ARG ] o TEREE T, 5 VRO R RO B AR B VR B A R X A
TERFR R A AP AR 2540 o B, T LA M FTE R R 2 R LA AP B T 2t
PN R i e 2 2~ i e 1) 11 3l S AR SIS S8 SRR B, 3355 24 D 1 S BB R T T 4 R —
BOU o AU, AVmEEERIEGL T O MR BRI A SR, R A R B R AR
i A s AR s, AR AP ks i TR RS SR I AR TN, RGN
H D REND, AMAKELLR B AP BOSREU R AF , TP iR 2 RS, AN A 22 AR 48 MR I B 7Y
NForBee R, TROAC S A RS2 SR A 22 - 23 e S5 A SN A 352 3 R -4 H 30
AT 7 Al /N S SRt 1T

AW i 7R S 2 5 T R SR 2 R, GIER] 1 He S SRR Mg LT B A ST S R
LRI HATPR T, I8 S PRS2 SR AR o 1SR B A MR AIG T i X AT RESE
HARIESy “FE N AT S RAA R AR, A SRR A 3R 5 LR AR T, e
FEVRINTA], T 24252 SRS A T AN 2P 0 BL 7 S S VRS 4 1R vk, SRR T — A Hhy
M R RSN, RIRLAREAR . SEaR AR AT, MO P i 2 0 SRl BT
AT ATERE AR BBl R T4 (1 4k fs, ARHTTE R BURASE AP BL AR T, AN AR A 2
o BCH) ET A ARA TR, EXTIMEEAR I B T, O BAE T e BRI . S
PRI A A O SRR R, X aliVF it TASSAEIRN AP, H 4 2 6 6 : 4 BB 554
XAV S 2 5 IRRIAS A A5, TR il 52 SRS sl A AR TE SR 4B 368 1) 23 - AN S AR X A 2
s BRICZAL, XM oM BC T 58 WU A AR DT A3 (T Bk /I PR A 2 e 32 SR 5 R
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o6 BRI MENBHERIAA TR

AR, ARIERIBIHL A R B ER, X5 A RR BRI, ] fEHFER RS
SRS GRS A A R

AHIFFE R SR T S A XA B i UL AN 28 V- (i e B0 5 0 2 10T B 28 R 1 AR T, R ] ATEARBIE ST
Hefith b, SR FIA R 2R 1 05 SO SGEA RlE S2 R A R 2R AR . WIS ACEE, P300 22—
VIR A OCH ERP Ay 7, R AN al A A A RS i i A BRI ARRAIT
FEn A S RO E R Z R A R 10 E 2 i IR O, 2 — PR R 2P e R
P WL VR o

5 £5ip

(1) H52 SRS AT BT T HEA UL T AR AT hy BB A RS o I 17 25 4
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Acceptance Strategies Regulate Group Biases and Fairness

Preferences in Economic Games
Xiao yan'? Zhu Haidong’ Lei Liang' Meng Huanlei'* Zhang Jun'

1. Normal College, Shihezi University, Shihezi;
2. Xinjiang Production and Construction Corps Seventh Division Education Bureau, Huyanghe;
3. Center for Psychological Application, Shihezi;
4. Fuping Middle School, Weinan

Abstract: Group bias and fairness preferences are common social phenomena in life. During social
interactions, researchers usually use the ultimatum game paradigm to explore individuals’ perceptions
of fairness, and furtherly discover that the emergence of group biases directly affects individuals® fairness
preferences. Group bias and fairness preference both have an effect on the individual’s emotional
experience. In order to explore the emotion regulation effect of unconscious acceptance strategies
and conscious acceptance strategies on fairness preferences and group biases, this research aims to
test subjects’ rejection rates and subjective emotional experience score, while unconscious acceptance
strategies are motivated by connecting words to form sentences and conscious acceptance strategies are
motivated by special instructions. The results show that the acceptance strategy effectively regulates the
emotional state and behavior of individuals’ perception of fairness under the group bias; the unconscious
acceptance strategy strongly promotes the in-group bias under unfair distribution, which verifies the fair
preference automatic hypothesis; the conscious acceptance strategy strongly promotes the derogation of
out-groups under fair distribution, which verifies the controlled-processing hypothesis.

Key words: In-group bias; Fairness preference; Acceptance strategy; Emotion regulation; Ultimatum game

paradigm
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