2O A B KRR

AR R EEBET RN FE FHT ELENAN EFR-ST
H. R EN 141 £(B 69 4, & 72 %) F D EE K 24 MEE BRI RN
EHTT EANTH AT R FF D FR LN ELLATH, LEBHEE R TH,
W Foor KD, RARINBHELL TN LR, EFRBERFRENN
FEHETAAAE 56 2%. HALLH, RELSZFHA(SES B F &
FELOERLMELCTHNNFAD A Fofh K £ ERF D ER LM E-LT
HHBEFARS T EEHE 25 BEAF 6 ERFL EWR L LH B4
My kARG A REFHLT AL ESL T EA BARLWIL A x4 4
THEZES ThE.

CEOE OWNE EHATN BEEBEHR%

20 20.30
. (Wispe, 1972; 18 .
, 2004), Ce
. (Bergin et al., 2003; & 2005) .

* AW, 2B HFAFAXC T F .5 B (DBBOI0520); 4b 7 T F £ £ 46 AL, bW
TARFALREZBHET BR TR,
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(Lauree et al., 2001),
(Barrett & Radke-Yarrow, 1977; Greener &Crick, 1999).

70% (Greener &Crick, 1999); ,
4% 28% (i@,
2004). )

(Greener &Crick, 1999).

M

(Radke-Yarrow et al., 1983), ,
(Bemgin et al., 2003; #f& 2005), «

, (Fabes et al.,
Naparstek, 1990). (Carlo et al., 2003) ,
( )

1999;
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A=

. 2003; #2005 .

(Greener, 2000; i 8
2005), “ 7 ,
(Rushton et al., 1981) « 7 20
; (
. . )
(Eisenberg &Miller; 1987). )

(Carlo et al., 2003;

Bergin et al., 2003),

9

(Focus
Group Interview, FGI),

;  FGI ,

FGI
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( « » 2007 )s .

, 43 R
( )3
s 43
, (
« »2006 5 ) s
) #aR
3 ( 1 ) .
1, 3
, 6 3 (
1 ) . . 1, 6 .
24 ( “FGI ”), 141 ,
69 72

(O TR
1. F AR F4E T A B EFRI7 KRN

, (Bergin et al., 1995, 2003). i
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(2003, 2004) . “ 7 ,

, ,  FGI

B DAL EAEAARTS P, £RMNGT L, REZTA
XA A 7 MGG AT A 24 A AT R 3R ST AL, A BT o 8%
B AT F B8 A% AT 0 £ F T AT BEF.

RIS G A N Ml X AT A D9

¥, KK BT =T, ARANS A R A2 F M =L 55 AF R
FAF ARG AT R 9 K AT A AL A RIAE RAFAL, RERE B R4
W Wk F EAF BRI,

KR B RBHAR R ARy A, AR KT 2 AR HILAF

%
%

PREZIL X DAATRRY BARGY T BT A, st 5L, 1 B
WA AT A A A A LT KT ZEATA 7
KRR &, MPTE "8, LEGAR SARST |

2. K AR GH AR AT WAE R OATH AKESES AL
)

, . SES

O WFRIM PRAEEARIAMARLEH F @, BA1ERTFR BEGRA P SN
UL X S AR S SR STl SO 2 UNIEAULEE S SR S - 4
A AR R AR,
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97%¢(
« ” y )0
() F DR KPR AR AT AR
, 43 C 1
FGI ,
, , FGI
C 1) ) 20 15
, 14 2 C 24 ).
Spearman
’ 0. 9539 (p< . 001 )o ’
FGI s
1 FGI
1% 1%
1 121 1223 24 100. 00
2 71 718 23 95. 83
3 67 677 18 75.00
4 s 55 3 5 20 83.33
5 51 516 17 70. 83
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1% I
6 45 4.55 17 70. 83
7 43 4.35 15 62. 50
8 3R 3.84 14 5833
9 4 3.44 12 50. 00
10 2 3.24 9 37. 50
11 30 3.03 14 5833
12 26 2.63 12 50. 00
13 24 2.43 13 17
14 23 2.33 13 .17
15 20 2.02 11 45. 83
16 19 1.92 9 37. 50
17 19 1.92 13 17
18 19 1.92 10 41. 67
19 17 1L.72 8 3333
20 16 1. 62 9 37. 50
21 16 1. 62 8 3333
2 16 1. 62 9 37. 50
23 16 1. 62 7 2. 17
24 16 1. 62 7 2. 17
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” A .43
( )
( ) 43. 68 %;
) (
) (
) ( ),
( . )
56.32%, ,
1 . 43 .
( . ; .
) (
) ( ;
; ) (
; N
( ; , )
ORI AR 50 AN R St 23T A A
. ZXFREVFR LG FHATA
K—W
« SES ” . .
X’ (=27 609, p<<0.01; X’ (2)=752.529, p=<0.01;
X Q)= %0.187, p<001; X  (2)=18704, p=0.01; X
(2)= 51.190, p=0.0l. SES
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A SES

K—W  ,X(2)=10985 p<0.01,

L2 23.15%),

H . . .

H

85 ( 43, 98%),

2 ).
2. KRR AR B8 ik 247 A
58 43
K—W ,X*(3)= 2 041, p>0. 05.
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2 5 2 2 9
kel 1 2 4 7
% 5 2 2 9
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36 3 4 0 7
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% 1 3 4 8
&) 3 4 0 7
) 1 3 0 4
41 0 1 2 3
¥o) 0 2 1 3
3 1 0 0 1
29 435 325 %9
1% 23 15 8B R .86 100 00
3. B WA F R G0 FARITA
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16 22 48 73
20 14 10 13
8 16 23 7
13 13 4 :
8 5 6 5
8 9 6 1
8 8 27 16
14 2 19 13
4 8 9 3
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1 2
20 47
133 164 152 | 133
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(OBFDFRY KPR AT AR
43 ,

(Batson, 1991; Batson & Ahmad, 2001) ,
(pure altruism),

(ego-altmism).

(13 ” y 43
(Krebs & Hesteren, 1994) ,
) ( )
( ) ,
(Crick &Dodge, 1994; FEisenberg & Fabes, 1998;
. 1999; . HE 2007, .

2
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(Penner et al. , 2005);

CEOANFNEREAR D SN R 28 24T

1. ALY ER

SES )

) .
(%6.32%),

(Bergin et al., 2003).

b
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SES ) . (Robert et al., 2002) , SES
SFS
(
) , SFS ,
SES . , ,
SES [13 2
, SFS
2. HRER
’ 6 ’
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( , 2003) 6
3. HA ER
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, (meta-analytic review) ,
( 7.93 ), (Eisenberg &
Fabes, 1998). ,

(Zarbatany et al., 1985; Ealy &Crowley, 1986).
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which has been widely used in social science. It is argued that falsificationism is not only
chticized in scientific philosophys but also unsuitable for wcial science based on
probabilistic casual relation. The author discusses four problems when using falsifi cation to
justify the scientificalness of social theories; 1. we should distinguish necessary condition
and sufficient condition; 2. it’s necessary to notice auxiliary hypothesis of theories 3.
statistical theories cant be falsified by a single counterexample; 4. the theory of scope
limitation cant save falsificationism. Based on the discussions above, this artide argues
that only by developing theories strictly instead of using the falsification carelessly, canwe
make the social theory progress continuously.
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