O 31 = o1 = ol A] .
AR A3 D ufol] Bk o] &2 A ZA AT
9_33%* '\‘('_)_“%;ﬂ* . _8__061_8_** B} %1%5‘***

KSARICHEIT CHEI 2B SADH - “NEAIZIHEIT CHSie Z2oimh M -
*ASARED EAIZZEE
I . Ai% i:—l" /\}i]oﬂ/\-] ?—)\j%%o] 7}]?194 o]‘—’-].',% 2}‘?“5‘]-}5 CQ

20043 NEAZE A, B0, dedsty FL2R £
A% AeFL o8t AEYAE FASE B
B9AZ AT ol&3t B} BT TA AU,
uEhA £ dFE MER ASdevlel] A o8zt
AHzAAT 19 ZAEHAE EHE HEFE01E]
#2H EFdolA EARE A AR o)
2(Social dilemma theory) & =18t & 7ke] o1&
L7 3F ol 9% FolA 2= 2SS
st Ag et SAS AT 43 o)EA o]
4 2 BEjelye) mt ojuld BAE A=AE HES}
o Zaate Atz d
o1y

.

o] §AZARE ARSI Ln} o} &2} A FES A
7] 98 4 ZAREORSE 107] RAMRQICE AT o]
Atk ZAKE ‘0187 olf R Bd JF 5L
(© A&33A4, @ BA4, @ A4, ‘H2F
& AR A (O ol 44 £, @ AR 2o
94, @ B ox), ALt HAE AT <
A5E (@ A2Ed s oddeE, @ R 3
A o WE-S P AERAHEAE SAZ A
QAN S TR 27 FEIAY oS
Tstd MEedged v ggel 28 ot WS
Aata sjatE AASHLA P

. O[EAL 3¢ o]2U+

1. AlslEla|ote] iy

3} 150] $3 Qi Bl 3F0l0) BAFn o
sl Qs B3 ol AL ¥ 4 k. 1
2t 3ol olae AES e A7k o] &
2 wAle] B5olole] A 22 YA A%
A 7iQle) oo FFekE U BRaE A9t 9
ok ols} o] FEAIA AL ol 3
sj9) 5879 Bl Aolold WS 25 Y
#wtety &rH(Edeny, 1981).

2. ABIZRin} sjHe Slst ®

AsgdEt AFASS) B Yl 20
Stk A3l Belot @42 Ade] Asted AR
FPEse 24 A R4 87, FEEd
817, 1A 54 T2HA F9e) JIRe-E
2T,

1) AAF 2Qe)X 9 ahF et

MABEY Wsts ZaA A 2HvE sAst
E I UHeE gF g5 9% niAe A 5
A e Ad o)5E e AN BFS AAHoE
WA F Y= i EE #e] A3 At gl
g} ARt 2 E 9% AFUAIA AAS F
la] 7 dol&2tel v o]gxl, B HE 97
& 783 A EA) veh 22 QS AEE
e wos Ay dZg Py Yo W
(face to face Interaction), ZF4& < AFYA A
AE o8 TR FAHAE Bl A it
2l4& ol Weto|tK(Information and Knowled-
ge) (A8, 191).

2004 FASEER WS =2 21



2) F2A el Ale] s At

FZ2 AYoiMe] s ek o] S bt
A, HARRE WA O ol Devizt oA
st Zolt}, o2 59, B} FZ(incentive structure)
(Rapoportet et al, 1962), A& A Al (sanctioning sys-
tem) (Yamagishi, 1992), 3% A& fAskcd 492
gk Bore Bujah= wha(Sato, 1987), Elti4de] &
(Messick et al.. 1983: Samuelson et al., 1987), &=
SR A FE(Kerr, 1995), 9AHEA A3HE A4
8}= WH)(Schwartz-shea and Simmous, 1995), A€
5 749 9JALAE 713 (Bornstein and Rapoport, 1983),
281 Jga7l(Marwell and Schmitt, 1972; Ham-
burger et al, 1975 Bonacich et al. 1976: Fox and
Guyer, 1977: Komorita and Lapworth, 1982, Kerr,
1989)5¢] ¥yt 2YnE 4% & Ao A+H
ATHA Y, 2001: 112, A<AE).

120} 7§21 2ol Al o] oY
2 o 7Fs3 7249 | 2AE BAIYL
FrHAREY, 2001: 113, AL,

A4 vt Aol elele] tig Agrt @2 AN
& AR MYPF P55 sk AHES AA

871 98 AAE Fysled 33 g o gol
7)%-8}2(Yamagish, 1986) A AE7e] 5% ol A
o7} 2 ), FEAYLE Bl ALE Hiske
HE A AYE 2227 A8 AdE g5
gt AL Al 725 =Y H Messick, et al,
1983; Messick et al, 1984). ZATZ, g 27], A
AASAN AdA7t @ePe Aolg EAL
(Caldwell, 1976). F& ALEA A4S JALTE
AE 713 FUL o, A J9Ee] ApLH2zE F
23 dukg 7|12 AEe BEY Wi A 2

3t tH(van de Kragt et al, 1983).
v, Za o oE

1. JHOIE XpojMe| o Agkot

22

A& o8l U ol&&TE e 5 A
ek 711 ol g $i7E T elel fEE EE
FANE AL A olAE Frshe dol EF
she 97 gAste, iRl ol et S Al st
ZEHQ e Aojel N Aol Wshe elviel w
AA 2 Aol

MERe ARG o1 B Belol] ANFEE B2
AR ARG AHHF7E £E IF0 WE
2o} o847 HowA AR dade 4
SIAT 400 oldel DFol A EE EL ol§
£7E W A0z ettt olf B BelXHeEol
A% A ALt FaAsht B 2
P& O oA MG FFE PIAEA
b Qlajat] FatEE A 2SS oMIMTIE &
Ak we A& AFAE o84S °f
& 3 e B8 AL B 2FE Fole Yol

EAa]of & Hojrh

0.

o I

O mu > WG oJ
2 tlo wlo

2. TZH AR0IM2l of Aot

olgatse] B Tk wg WA ZAHA
A A0 BF o8 AMshs Adle F4Fol, AN
QoA AL AEA M ARk ALE FF
9] ojglythz 7HQ1Y o]AFTFE AN U A
22 HAHAT ol MEFY olgatEe] e
FZE o4t A oS Ihstet 4los}HA
U, 428 Sl dou guge) oxe ta A
9 B&o2 YRR Rake A T I F RE
olsld & ck.

LB ol &AEY AEYS HAE A 44D
TFAAE ol FetdA SEA 683%7F THHL
2 Ssidh 2Rzl e it 2AEA=
7+ 23 2F9| Aol EAAT L o¢
Ao Beo] L 72AHY EQ] FAE =Y
ool AR 29 Byt AFde £33
oA HAEEYeE HFHA HES AAHY
ol9e] £aE HA FoWAM Fxo Wilee S
=ste T oldg Frsteie Aoz Rz,
A APoAY A e gE AEFR HE
B9kl gk AAE 7HIAY, EFe F3 AEY
e} A(Yamagishi, 1992) Fol Atk Teiu, B



9 5% 242 A4T9 AHRE AN F AL A
RAREE Aol B4t Af $Folt 2 o824
Gold £8 Qrks BL(Clark et al, 1972: Power et
al. 1973) Fejajaof & Aot

HE&B7 o)L FF o8 2 Bl U
Ael 2 Atk o) felol) o} BRAY] Rsje] E
3 A3} 645%9 EAF FHAY S9E Gk A
ol .« Auighile] Heldoje] FEAHY AR RYdlE
A Fog g, Zyot AstlA & 7l
gEo] AR vAE T A7 A»AR AA
o) ANY HBFo] oy A FoS HjEIY 72
o RS Ao} Ao} wiAE Ao} i Eo)
Azks) 53, Age] At g 7)Y AYAE
Zohsich Wl AYE 24T diet HEE AT
o] Fjsid A Holr ArgA FEE o
48 & e Ag 22T AR ATINATY F
Z2Eqlo] AHoE HEFHF & Ao,

Mo

3. JHQIE M TEH Q0129 Y

M g3 Argse) A9 AYydh hE o)
AEol 23 gdolaty Azkehe Al ArHel &
A Ueht M3 ol Sof thE TAUES) tiT
At i g B Aoz Aggd A v
A 2 PARE R AR FEE Fole AA
HIZ 9 FHYLE 39 ARE Fo)7] A48 AL
22 SdM AYSe] §F A5 S v Fust
A = gekak 2Aohd 9439 e S22 #Ed
W3t KM AFse 9oty FAAE(regulatory
system) & FalA §E3HA S Al tiEiA AE
She el BAsojol & AR wodnt

A eAgo] ol 2B old Aalo| WY oL Y
¥ RY BT g% A oy A5
T2k 22 AR VERT B o) ENE AFUA
o}d Mg o183k Ao Wel sigol Hasith
Algigoie] YA AAsty Tt JPPAE 8
A RO e AT NLHR o1 AEY
ol F3Q) Azt et Algldel distd e bt
27 AR sioy O ArglaEel A el
O2 FYHA e AAZE B, AU o(dZ
GABEA, BFY o|AE A& dohe Ao o]

£ Sl TRl Al daetel e e
o BAlslolol @ Zolet. WA MEHAe o183
299 20 458 AVNe) 28T 292 22
222 olgdZe YaAel oY AL HelE
2 Wiz Wpe) Rslolof & Aold

V. &8

AEBRY ol B Azl oM AFE sjdsdte
Ul AF qiE o4k P8 732 A@ers Ro
ohz} ¥ Gl T Ee Zap o) AR HAa
oK Individual Solutions) & 7323 2 Structural
Solutions) & B&AA A Algistelef & Zlojul 74
A iRl o] AR EY ol& ¥ AAYE =
o), F%59 A7 He JHE PN AR
T (social norm) o 7§24 4 (personal norm) 8t H
A2 ¢ AER 7 4 ARURAENY 272
o 393 723 2tls B3 (faimess) e
A A=(regulatory system) & TG o1 4A A%
A9z e o) Belo) Fof A3 AER 3
A7 YA ZHF LEH R

o} whajo] LS H4E7) Hside AR
oYU ZE A G Ak RIS $554
9 ojeke & AR e AfFUAA e =Y
7 P2F adele 2 o8zt Al AR A, Yo
RAY 9, AN IS AT EE §
Folut B4 59 siAygtEo] Balo Badht

A& AR el Bk 250
olojA T ol AR At FaH £, ol E
A9 ol% 2 FYAYS Fo)T, BFY 7147
= A"s A3, A3E P (socdal norm)o) 7R
o1& 8 (personal norm) 3 HoAE & JUEH 8471 A
g A ARUAR 71 A Frddd
FARQ IS ARELA, A, PMBEE
23 G384 g F2EU Ak Ay #F A+t
A&H 02 Fyx|ojo} F Zlolr},

et

==

=1
o2

o

LA

T Q%) AXFFERAS AL Sodal Dilemma
L

{
ol S StElx] 80(3): Z1. 287-295.

2004 FASGER dEsl =28 23



©w

10.

11

12.

13.

14.

389 (2000 ArguEeel i R

. AE2, 1 H Gramann (1992) $¢) F4A felld A1)

ARaty ol&e 2§, §FzANA] 20(2): 127-140.

82, 25, e (2002) FHTY YEEA U o8

A, FFARNSIA 16(3): 287-295.
BN HAND
A4 B(1): 107-136.

A4, 282 (19%) TURY PEA DALY 2ol

2 9% BETEOYel Kl Be A7, BRZANA
25(4): 82-88,

. Bonacich, P., G. H. Shure, J. P. Kahan, and R. J. Meeker

(1976} Cooperation and group size in the N-person prisoner’s
dilernma. Journal of Conflict Resolution 20: 687-705.

" Bomnstein. G.. and A. Raport(1988) Intergroup competition

for the provision of step-level public goods: Effects of
pre-play communication. European Journal of Social Psy-
chology 18: 125-142.

' Caldwell. M.(1976) Comraunication andsex effects in a five~

person prisoner’s dilemma game. Journal of Personality and
Social Psychology 33: 273-280.

Clark, R N. G. L. Burgess. and J. C. Hendee (1972) The
development of anti- litier behavior in a forest campground.
Journal of Applied Behavior Analysis 5(1):1-5.

Edeny. J. J.(1981) Paradoxes on the commons: scarcity and
the problem of equality. Journal of Community Psychology
9:3-34.

Fox. J.. and M. Guyer(1977) Group size and other's strategy
in an nperson game. Joumal of Conflict Resolution
21:323-338.

Gramann, J. H.(1974) Communicating Rules in Recreation
Areas, USDA(US. Department of Agriculture) Forest
Service Research Paper NE-297,

Hamburger, H.. M. Guyer, and J. Fox(1975) Group size and
Cooperation Journal of Conflict Resolution 19:503-541.

Kerr, N. L.(1989) Illusions of Efficacy: Thr Effects of Group
Size on Perceives Efficacy in Social Dilemma. Journal of
Experimental Social Psychology 25:287-313.

24

15,

16.

17.

18.

18.

20.

21.

4.

Kerr, N. 1.{1995) Norms in social dilemmas, In Schroede. D.
Ar(Ed). social dilemmas: perspectives on individuals and
groups(pp31-~47). Westport, CT: Praeger.

Komorita, S. S. and C. W. Lapworth(1982) Cooperation
Choice Among Individuals versus Groups in an N-person
Dilemma Situation. Journal of Personality and Social
Psychology 42: 487-4%,

Marwell. G.. and D. R. Schmitt(1972) Cooperation in a
three-person prisoner’s dilemma. Journal of Personality and
Social Psychology 31: 376-383.

Power. R. B.. J. G. Osborme, and E. G. Anderson{1973)
Positive teinforcement of litter removal in the natural
environment. Journal of Applied Behavior Analysis 6(4):
579-586.

Rutte. C. G. H A. M. Wilke, and D. M. Messick(1987)
Scarcity or abundance caused by people or The environment
as determinants of behavior in the resource dilemma.
Journal of Experimental and Social Psychology 23: 208-Z216.
Samuelson, C. D. D. M. Messick. and C. G. Rutte(1984)
Individual and structural solutions to resource dilemma in
two cultres. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology
47 94-104.

Samuelson, C. D. and D. M. Messick(1986) Alternatives
structural solutions to resource dilemmas. Organizational
Behavior and Human Decision processes 37: 139-155,

Sato, K.(1987) Distribution of the cost of muaintaining
common resources, Journal of Experimental Social
Psychology 23: 19-3L

van de Kragt, A. J. C.. J. M. Orbel and R, M. Dawes(1983)
The minimal contributing set as a solution to public goods
problems. American Political Science Review 77: 112-122.
Yamagish, T.(1992) Group size and provision of A sancion
system in a social dilernma, In Liebrand, W. B, G.. D. M.
Messick and H A, M Wilke(Eds.) Social dilemmas:
theoretical issues and research findings (pp 267-287).
Oxford: pergam.



	JGHHAG_2004_y2004m10a-0030.tif
	JGHHAG_2004_y2004m10a-0031.tif
	JGHHAG_2004_y2004m10a-0032.tif
	JGHHAG_2004_y2004m10a-0033.tif

