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& van Lange, 2016).
1.2 #aBE S AT IR

FaRAS S (S R LIPS & NIRRT L i e
YEFT M IEHE R Z (van Lange & van Doesum, 2015),
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HoRH SoMi Vi s (B E 2 MIRIR ) B TAIT M
ZHR LU =R E I EI R (1) 2 IRk HE
EME—Y s (2) ME—9) 5L FNAERE— ) i £ R RE 1
W (3) 2 ILFEME—W i, SRR, LT =
MO, HTPIR ABIT B R AR . (EA3{F 6 (van
Doesum et al., 2013), 55— 7 1a1, BR$lfih A )26
AP A S B PRS2 A 2 SRR, 8w
LR G 2R 3) — A A BSOS B AR T R, JFE
it DR il 1 45 B PR 45 19 & A= (Twenge, Catanese,
& Baumeister, 2002) 135 41 2 S ML A T B (Twenge,
Baumeister, DeWall, Ciarocco, & Bartels, 2007). 7 Il,,
T RA e, mh e S e AR
PR A FPEEEAL, RAF AL SRR . EAE
TERRE R, MIXLEER TS AR TN A R
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iz 1: AHE TR 23 &,
AR TR Z E BTN .
1.3 fefEmhArEH

15 A 2 — Pl gl 37 A8 0 AT R 58 1 A B
TR LA 1 T AR XURS: AR DR S (3R T, TR
H, =K, 2011), [HAECRME T BRI E1ET
AHYHEZEHLH] (Irwin, Edwards, & Tamburello, 2015).
IR HEEARA I RRE RSG5 EE. 61
TR RR, R DA IR T
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B E Bl AN e PR g IR, XA R ARG
RIHN AR T AT RN A B B2 BT LA
e e G R AZRE, TR AR E dhhit &
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B ) TIE#E(F AR A (Balliet & van Lange,
2013), AU, YR B T mAh AUk
B N7 =D W AT I = 6 o/ R B N @ € 2 e
B g ) TR A AR S AR 25 R KAk
i 2: AR EHESEE. SFETHER

FIEAHG;
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o o N O 3 1K 8 2 0 oy 1V G A AR A RS (R
SRR —HEIS, AWFIT ST B S IR B R
TRGALES (AN 1), W E SR P
PRI rh s e — eI 5 A ek — B I LA R4
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2
2.1 ik

WA R RS, 3110 44 (B4 38 44 ) fEREK
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s, &F CNEFESR) . JFHET R AL
%% (Bianchi & Brockner, 2012; Kowalski et al., 2015),
WA A B REBUE AR B S EH , a
= .66; Schuessler, 1982), #IE LM (6% H, a = 61;
Davis, 1980), M K#E (544 H, a@ = .88; Davis,
1980).
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choice paradigm; Hashimoto, Li, & Yamagishi, 2011) /I
SoMi {52, (van Doesum et al., 2013) AYFEAE FAETTHY,
B PR R A R CME— ik
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KR B0 At 25 38 % o 4L 1 A AL (van Doesum et al.,
2013), BIARHEBCAK A 1EdF R AR ILF A C 1 E
SCRAZ, RHBCHIEBTR A B H FZKF (perceived self
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Rhiheapiik. TEENE, iR A lRiA 4
BN G AT 55 15, T A BRI BRI A N S
AP FLRIE SN (GE—E N 490 ).

SN, SCIRAE T, WO SR A SR
INFEP TR . A AR S R R Y
SEARES IR UL K 5 s Bk s T A A (T
BERE, RNBIAMGaaE AR, — A
FLYLE MWIFRAS Y 5 Tk $t 1 45k (0~5
JC) KR TR (RN %) P, SRE ERbkes =
NLTAL ) 480 M AN 1.2 f5 )5 SE 2 AT, R
g Ly RSz e i) L N e Ay N SEAR DRV €T N
eI HGHE S S /F (Balliet & van Lange, 2013),

e, O RIS SE 0 B, JT ek
FE RN 2R A AF £ LA AT
2.4 SERPER S B

fis B, HefE T8 —48 FiE,
VST Nt M g Uy Y C A A e Y R AN [ 9
SEERACR BT . AR T AR . A OEA AT
ST, BRI

L TR 38, Mtk aEHad b ek
BB IS A FA TEARE A FIKOE (¢ = - 1095,
p<.001,d =-2.09), HHHEZRILK At = 5.69,
p<001,d = 1.08), HTHIEELEIN S AR S 54 / dbAH
8 (th0s = 494, p<001,d = 91), FEEGHHK A
HH (t45 = 5.61,p<001,d = 1.07). A[UL, idte
At S AIRMBI IR A EIAE, SRS
Xt S KO R R TR
3.1.2 HHMEEHERR

DURR A A0 ) 25 5 B (£ = 2.66, p<01, d
= 1.08), BPIBA: Ll AAE ATy e sk DTk i) 4
B My = 390+ .15, M, = 3.35+.12), W4k,
AR 26 A5 5 DTk 4 40 52 B 3 I E ARG (r = 32,
p<O01), SO S5 B4 B ek i 5 B AR 28 R 35 A
AR i A
32 fRIESATEIT e & LR

DItk al ol AR R, DAMEBIFR U 1 44
RIS PR, XA S R g P 4R e 4
B RMEAEAKT ) RSy it it i A Sk 440 ( B
GVEAT R ) HATATIR T 22000, BRI (FIEK

3 PN
S (F(1, 106) = 4.13,p < .05, n° = .04) FIEVEFT N
3.1 TsrAr (F(1, 106) = 879, p < .01, n° = .08) TEft 23 4%
311 YRR B ERO A E, RIS, B
1
1 2 3 4 5 6 7
IR S IE SR N
2850 H FKOF-(PST) - .74
3. B R (Liking) 80" - 51
4 FLHFE(WO) 797" - 49" 68"
5 R AHIE (DM) 85" - .53 72 69"
651K 307 - 24 207 .16 307
TH5VET TN 357 - 31" 33" 337 28" 357
M+ SD 435+.82 3.85+1.32 5.12+1.08 4.43+1.24 4.69£1.98  6.75£228  3.54+1.05

" p < .05, p < .01,"p < .001

R Ea 28 S E BB EAEEMAT (M gpms =
718 + 31, M gy nss = 6.31+.30), B JEUR ] /A
M TTHRTE Z B HT (M pprpms = 383212, Mgy ps
= 3.25+.15),
3.3 Bt GEE . AV NIAHE T
LUBG AFDK (B sy ). E0crefs, i
VSR A 38 U A2 B 1 - 49 VR A 233
ffahR, AR SEVEAFIEAKCFHERR, Lok
GRWERGVEAT IR, RO TAS R B (4N
K1) B E SHELAKF ¢ = 30, p<0l). &
YEATH = 35, p< .001) B FIEHE; FHEKTS

AT AR WA IEARDG (r =35, p<.001),
34 [FHEMTA RS

A WF 5% K FH Hayes (2013) JF & i PROCESS %
(model 4) K5 EAE AR 2238 5 5 G EF TN R HY
AN, IR 5000 Y BEHLIHAEE A bootstrap
FHBERARONAE, ARYE 95% By EFIX A& 40 A
0 SKFNWrH 240 ) B Pk, 4 95% 1Y EHAR XA
0, NIRRT AR B3

S oA 2 PR e SRR 2 8 mT 2 ) Ak
IEYEAT (B = 27,t = 2.31, p<.05) FUEIEKF- (B
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= .66,t = 2.53,p<.05), HJEHKESES (B = .19,
t = 1.66, p<.05) S5EF (B = .11, t = 2.73, p< .01)
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SH T BB GER FRI S S A E T, XA
AGIESE TR 1, M5HIE T van Lange A1 van Doesum
(2015) I iy “th o e o SR T A s
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TTMARIR T A8 . ISR R RShbL, BsmiEsz
BRI PRI R, E i f i s b A R T4
R F 25 W) & VEAT A (Weber, Malhotra, & Murnighan,
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FEEWBET, ORI A O S iR 2
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HIPE SRS SAFAE R E LS, — R EEE T
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FLH AR RIESE, IS B UE R IR SL 5,
SR As B E N B AR TR, B TSR R AR
AR, MR, AMRMAEEA R ZAL, filtn.: @
T A P FE SRR A IS . PR BIR REAE SL R i A
A RO ARSI R FUSE IR RS I T ) i
PRI 238 SO A R, (B R )G 1)
{EREMELAE RFEA 1
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Trust or Defence? The Enhancing Effect of Perceived Social
Mindfulness on Cooperative Behavior during Interactive
Game
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Dou Kai"”, Nie Yangang"”, Wang Yujie’, Liu Yaozhong’
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Abstract Cooperative behavior is crucial to human’s sustaining development. However, how such behavior occurs and how to maintain this behavior
are still less commonly explored. These questions have attracted much focus from different disciplines such as psychology, biology, economy, and
neuroscience. On a day-to-day basis, cooperative behavior can be conceptualized as a decision which is made based on the cognition of others’ (both
groups and individuals) psychological state, emotions, and behavioral intention during interpersonal dynamic processes (including both group-level
and individual-level). A number of prior studies have proved that, some motivation factors, such as award pursuit, punishment avoidance, desire to gain
reputation and exclusion avoidance, benefit the occurrence of cooperative behaviors. In addition, individual differences, such as orientation of social
value, sex difference and self-control are crucial prediction source of cooperative behaviors. However, cooperative behaviors in real life often occur in
the process of actual interpersonal interaction, and interactive information from opponents will certainly influence individual's cooperative behaviors.
For example, facial attractiveness and racial characteristic may influence individual's cooperative behaviors through psychological perceptions.
Currently, research on factors that influence cooperative behaviors mainly focus on external motivations and individual differences of decision makers,
but there are few studies that have examined how actors’ behaviors influence individuals’ cooperative behaviors.

Social mindfulness refers to one’s attention towards and protection and satisfaction of others’ autonomous needs in the processes of interpersonal
interactions. This construct provides a novel angle for investigating the dynamic processes underlying cooperative behavior. A simulation behavioral
experiment was conducted in real contexts of interpersonal interaction, aimed to reveal how and why the behavior agent’s social mindfulness would
affect recipient’s cooperative behavior in the perspective of trust.

This experiment was a single factor experimental design, 110 participants were randomly assigned to one of two conditions (i.e., 55 participants
for high social mindfulness condition; 55 participants for low social mindfulness condition). SoMi Paradigm was used and individual’s levels of social
mindfulness was manipulated by setting the proportion of Player A’s (i.e., confederate) selection of “unique object” and “not unique object”. Trust
game was used to measure the level of trusting the opponent, and public goods game (PGG) was used to test participants’ cooperative behavior.

The result showed that regardless of being a receiver or an observer, participants playing with confederate high in social mindfulness were
more prone to contribute more resources in PGG. The results of mediation analysis indicated that trust partially mediated the association of social
mindfulness with cooperation. Specifically, participants trusted more people with higher levels of social mindfulness, and believed more that they
would not betray them, and therefore were more willing to put more resources in public account to maximize collective gains.

In conclusion, the current research demonstrated that trust was a crucial mechanism that explained behavior agent’s social mindfulness and
recipient’s cooperative behavior. In other words, social mindfulness provided cues of developing trust during interpersonal processes and reduced one’s
motivational defense, which led to the possibility of cooperation and win-win benefit..

Key words cooperation, social mindfulness, trust; public good game, interactive game



