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1. Bk, A XA4L4 BB (social dilemma)#) BT 50 i A AL 2O B F AR A 5 BB R RO L K&, B
R A 69 HF A A 3R AR (individual ) 4% &) BR4K (collective), % iE & 2K 45 #) 49 BE 4R (hierarchical groups)
W, E I RE A (R 89 S AEFAT H 3 AR ST A 69 ¥ra . ¥, BB 1E(trust in authority)
Fa 2 JE B (fairness) 2 & A MNA S B ST H W EE R F . BUEI5E(political trust) & =T vA F AEARAZ
1EH—F, BPERAT R T, AT ER(FEANMGEE, REFRE L RAE TR T Z AT
B R F B RATIRR, AR —FHEANEREH LA EEALSEATAHARZ T T A
A .

KR BUSEAE, MBRBEE, AER; SEAH

%S B849:C91

1 5l% HEAT A8, VP8 DA ARG 2 B, SRk
MR AT A K A& T g U TR,
W, HCA, W AERIGLHE N, ARV, - . e
’ ’ 2 B NBEEMBURERE
B RATHS, LRSI TR ) e
PP ECT AL R 2 A 2 A2 A ‘ o
O e (TR AT 2 o 250 RIBA A o R
8] {0 7 Ji& vh 5¢ H 28 8 24 (Van Vugt, 2000). 15 B[] o . , )
. N . HERMEM. HRES %A 8 (social capital
W, REMSEGREDLEANAN GDP M 1000 . , o A .
. o . . M theory), fH LRI SRGETH S BRI EIE LR
KL 3000 FOBRMORHINE, thedihe T R im
RN, ke PR AR A D o mmﬁﬁf;Lbfb%v oo o
(ZEEHK, 2005; H#kE, 2006). U1 20 K, Bk i %;;%mru;é[@% i;ange+A)ﬁ
R L BT e, 2005 7 SRR T B
w200, R RS A e T R e
A, BRI U it aop e )N I R TS A AL B
G, TRV 0 M BOOL 0 R 22K

B, 0B A KRR A QB frr E DIRAAR S AL kY
%H"]EE%%(:E;%Z, 2009). EIXREff AL s KB AT, OOV N B AS A S AT A J P 2 5K

R, WA A A, (AR g, 0 PRI TR SRR AL SO0
S A g 2 (03t R 25 1 T v e e VO PRI ORI RER R R, WA 0L
) B B i) S, A S LK T 4 S T O T ARUBUE AT KPR FEFAE. BT, §¥FFR2 &SN
RUEGA AT, BURGAERMBOA R A R RIS LRGSR, 2006, XU, 2004).
A E R EAT 0 (050, LA 4 1 1 o A48 ) 7 0 £ AE 1 41 2 00 38 2 SCE 8F 500 4 T

Deutsch [N i K 35 (prisoner’s dilemma) A Br {5 1T
S5 (Deutsch, 1958). PIitL, 0o B 22 B 505 de 9 AN
WgiHm: 2010-08°02 o PO 10 L AT 0 A R KA B £ o
SRS RAOTA 0731004 PIFFERAROL g g g oy 4 A TR 5 5T B

Hr TR 7 1 20 H (KSCX2-Y W-R-130). - - e N
WIEE: £, E-mail: wangep@psych.ac.cn @JM Bﬁ lj/‘J'U\u:n F, A jﬂxﬂ‘ﬁfﬁﬁ‘fd *ﬁ LL AN S *U
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A ORI 59 sOUEEUR 28 FAE O A5 & BONESS 1t 1)
H (generalized expectancy) (Robinson, 1996). It 4,
K A2 R 352 S 3696 S AR AT I WF oL & A,
AN A N R R SR B AT D6 R AT 2 408 T %
TR0 B R R, o] BUKHE AEAT N S R T 6
{E47 M (Deutsch, 1958; Hosmer, 1995), & T-£5F
SR 20 N B AR B R R T Sk ) B 26 4 L iR
(rational choice theory) W 3T{E T HE 1ESAL T HAth
TE 2R RS P 58, A A A A A8 T A RS R ok X
6 R A 25 F0 T YT R S (Burt & Knez, 2006) .
March F1 Olsen (1994) %J HVEE BB T H T it
A, ATk, HE R RS I A O T AMARTE
M A RR Y SE I A AN R o ALK AR AT
FAE— Tl AR AR Bl 0, TR 4 5 405 AT 1
LT TR LH . EER, ABKBEZ TR
HINH, FEISEMALFESEST, S48
ACELFE A O KRS VP AL, A AR E AL
S A N DL R IEA S OC R, SRIAAE AT IR
Hh AR 2 5% & HX ) (MayerDavis & Schoorman,
1995). tHSLml WL, f5 A2 — Bl B 2 M 2 4k B 1 L
HRZ (psychological state) (McAllister, 1995),
NI EG LB SRR UKMESKEAN
ot e 34 2 5 58 9] 22 (Luhmann, 2000). Rousseau,
Sitkin 1 Burt Z£(1998)%5 4 T %A= R HIRFALE,
PAEATE SR B0 59— 7 BB BT N AR R
MHmEREZ AL T AR 5% H 5K H
(vulnerability) (/0 FRARZS o AF AT — 7 AT LA
i N, AT LR AR, siE ) A&
HLH4 (Barber, 1983).

MRYEAF AL FR 100 %, A5 0] AR5 A 7KSF
{5 T (horizontal trust)FIIE H {5 T (vertical trust)pi
KK (Newton, 2007) o 7K V-5 AF & F5 0] J Bl A2\ F
54T, than, ABr{E{T(interpersonal trust)flfl4x
{5 T (social trust). TE 54T A& & X = HAL R 545
FEBMEAE, L, BUBAE fF(trust in authority)
FUEA 5 T (political trust). WF70#H RINL, FAELE
MN BEERRZIRZ AT LR, N Fr K
B AL S AT TEAR RFE B L I T A0 2 2 dk
S ALUIME AR, PR & s AL F A B 5
BB 15 T (Bigley & Pearce, 1998; Rothstein &
Eek, 2009; K483, f75é4%, 2002)0
2.2 REEEMBGREE

WEFCRIN, 24 10 Al 41 22 T I A 2 TR 5% i)

I, AR A B R A i AR A T ST
— R R R AL — A B A REAR R DA
FEARBUE K AT BEAR AT 9 (Weber, Kopelman, &
Messick, 2004) o XA (1 52 B 2% 7 75 143 77 T 1K) AR
R, 75 BRI T A R 5 AT R, S T TR
T T BB G FE AR IR PSR AL ) . BRI
H, BUE 45 K (authority structure) [#) 2 37 3 A b 4R
R A A DR ) R A R P, i U S B
G K AL A 0 A BRI i A2 35 B A AR A o
T ) AE o RIE, BRFURF AL AT A5 0
SRR A Z A AE, I RVER
) 8 (Dawes, Orbell & Simmons, & Van De
Kragt, 1986). i, BUSUF AT 20 RE & R
[ 2% & (Brashear, Manolis, & Brooks, 2005; De
Cremer & Tyler, 2007; Tyler & Blader, 2000, 2003;
Tyler & Lind, 1992), Tyler 1 Huo (2002) ¥k
15 A58 U NATIAE 2 R R B B AR A5 AU O O il
TR 76 3F BAEAT 9 Al DU IR R 5 4 K4
BOBUE AT BT RA R YRR REA D, iFx
BE. TAEH N, DLR Bk AR BOR BU g 1
Ko MWBUBAGAEME & B ARSI IE K, BURTE
{T:(political trust) =l B i} 15 fT (trust in government),
A LUEAEBUBUE AL 1 —Fh, 2 B AT BURG B R
BB AE #E (Citrin & Muste, 1999; Tyler & Lind,
1992). Miller (1974) A K BUA AT A2 A A BUR
AR A TR AR BT, A5 BOR AR AT 2 LA AR
o BUA A BB BA ML AL 2 T i R B s AR W T
#r(Miller & Listhaug, 1990). Citrin A1 Muste (1999)
LR I BORUAE AR 8 SOR FHE BUREAE, A
VAR AT A A 0 12 BUVA BUBIE M AL 5 0,
I FLEE N A AR 26 IRk 5 14947 0 (confidence) o
VA BV 2% R s A B 2 003 1) I S AR 6 BT
EARREAT T 508, B BUREAEE L~ ARAE 3
55 NI Z )X R A2 AT R o U e 0 PR PF A
BRI, 2007). RAFHHITE E4x BUA
BEAT TS S8, HBUREARLEA R AT T 5 o
5 1 I E AR R H A —B. BUABAE X G LA
S BOA AR, At n] BA b S BOR FT T BURE, B
A L RARIALENLG . FHENLOG, FEBA B
AN B AT N % (Citrin & Muste,  1999;
Sigelman, Sigelman & Walkosz, 1992),
2.3 BUARREBIMEFNIREHN

DL AR BIF 030 5 SR 2 AR 15 1) ) 4 325 % I
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BT R, EXm G, MHREZ
#1335 : American National Election Study (ANES)
(1964) [ B 15 1T 2 2R (Trust in Government Scale,
1964) (5 ™I H, 3 A8 K), Miller 1 Jukam (1977)
Y BURT 15 T & % (Trust in Government Scale, 1977)
@4 NMIH, 7 SER). XIER BTN
(general trustworthiness). fig JJ(competence). ¥§
5 (honesty) 7R %% F & (wastefulness) Fll 22 A% Fll 7
2 € (concern for the public interest) 1.~ 4 J& %]
AT M 5 . Tyler A Lind (1992) Ah A4k
Xt B V6 B I A5 AT L BE 77 (competence) Fl Bl Hl
(intention) i M 4EJ& . Mayer, Davis fll Schoorman
(1995) U175 i &5 i A 58 ) Bl b, B BOgUE AF:
(L EUE AT ) 10 4E 5 BE A O fiE ) (ability) « 42 %
(benevolence) FI i 5L (integrity) = /N 4EE . RE AN
] PRI 5 38 %o UV A7 AT 4 B 1) i & A7 T8 22 7,
HRART 5, R8T SALFI W SE (B PT{E B ZEAN ]
AT R &, RBUAGBAQ S K EE
YESZ

AR BUA E AR R A 07 0, 0> i 50
M (Levi & Stoker, 2000). Sigelman, Sigelman F/l
Walkosz (1992) 356 W H 51256 % i 7% 1996 2UER 5T
S NADR BOA T PP IR 3R, AR S g
AN TR Y25 1) 224 2 (vignettes ) 5 A8 T AT O .
TR AT 10 S5 50 AU, B0 R H S0
DGR T VERS S AU S R REAT . 75 Van
den Bos, Wilke FILind (1998) FIWFFTH, 4k
5] 152 5¢ 512 56 17 5% (Scenario) 2 J&, & AUBLE AT 41
) A T o 4 5 <A 118 i — A7 1 A AR ] BUAE
A s B, ol 70 RN EE G o5 R HTACTE
W AR AN, MBS R 4L Rl s 4
ST PRI e — 057 B A F AR AS AT DU AR 2 4 45 ik
B, Ao 2 7E R0 R 2 B0 T AL T I JEK AR A
#7, S5kl De Cremer Fl Tyler (2007) #EH:
AIF T 1RSI 0 A7 5 v 7 BRI — A < B AT
PRABAG IASHEAS FoAth N (Eein A =) 905 ) et 76 %
FEABATIR 2 P[] B A, 2% B R PR R 25 ok B A e K
BUSABAT o ARSI I BB SER 9T b, Al
M RCBAG AT R HEAT T 3 — 2 aitk, ¥ 07
WO NPATRAY, B4 e BB AT 5 AR B )5
WA, et s B AR AT 21 45 Bl 4 RN AR
AR, 2% FTBA 8 DKW 45 AT A i 1 3 72
PIVEAT Al — AR TR NS, BBk

N H A R AT T 1 2 B R, A
JEEEAS A B B A R A 2 B — 43 S B — N2
MAZ SR 2 5 B BBV P o i BUEAS
AR 2 i o8 BT AR AT BN 403 35 P AT 11 LY
AME s FRARAE Al A 20 B A7 i W BM T 3 3K
AR A2 25 FE TR A 257 o ARAS A A 4100 ) 352
P> SO 3 R PR R R T L, DAAE
SR =W IUI AR R ERAEAE LRSS 5
MIBOEAE HE, RN IRT L, JF AT 2
TORE AT AT 1 #5850 R B0 BOR 5 AL 1
I

3 HESRERREEITH

NATAE B A3 A 4 £ Tl AN N 26 F0
BEARFIZR I sE . a0 M 2R IX NGRS
[H35% (social dilemma) (Dawes, 1980). 23 K 15
W REBIAT A B, AT LR AL s N8R4 R
PN BT 2 NG K8 . YN N3 60, 45 [A 4
[H 4% (prisoner’s dilemma). 1H {£ %7 XX (assurance
game) Fl /N 39 Y7 %k (chicken game). £ A WHNEF4L$5
25 F B YR K 55 (common resource dilemma)Fl1 2 $
i A 5% (public goods dilemma) (Dawes, 1980;
Komorita & Parks, 1994). 412U 4L 2 4 455 11 [
AL, R BAfRAL O 22 NS o Ao R ) R
B R T EHARNAT B ARAT o SAEAT I W]
CLERfif Ny S — R BhAT b, (BN TEZ a6 N3
T PR ARORFR BE R 2 I ) RIAT A 2 J5 25 T 11X J51)
T 1 H B (Batson, 1998). A 1EAT A EME
5 VR & 3 Hl (mixed motive), 8T PR IS A F
i 1) 30 e R AN K 2 A LA 86 BB L (Van Vugt,
Snyder, Tyler, & Biel, 2000). H¥5 LU #2514 1%
BIF 5 vf i) AR P ST RN AT A UK S, Van Vugt,
Snyder F Tyler 55 (2000)¥ & 1EAT 4 20 A DUZE,
R 1P,

E1 EEEHNHR

B
PN 173)
TAHKFE  AME AL AMEATB)
AL BEAR LR HEARAT 5

. %EMFEE Van Vugt, M., Snyder, M., Tyler, T. R., &
Biel, A. (2000). Cooperation in modern society. Routledge
New York.(p.11)
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5L, WA WS, T LOK A AEAT
S I 43 b 29 W (Restraint) F1 17 3)) (Action) P 4~ 2%
R FEA LSRN ST, Wi Hardin (1968) #2H 14
“os H i A5 ) (tragedy of the commons), 752 A
TR E B CxF A IE B IR AR, BAHAT A
FEAIY I EEE T, W Olson (1965) 4 Hi =ik
B 9% & ”(union membership), 755 AT T 57k
Sk L I TE] SEAT Bl ok 7 a7 2 2L i (Komorita &
Parks, 1994), HIATaIAT . K, M2 A5
HORTE AT A K, W DK SAEAT A 43 AR
RIS IR o MK IS AEAT A 2 e AR 2
Gairyrh, NMTAKRKEEIT . MR K1
FAEAT 2 38 NATHE )2 20 45 K O A 35 T A0 1)
FAEAT N, 5 B8 At o A PR Z A o N B o 5 A
AT 4 I 5% (Weber, Kopelman, & Messick, 2004;
FHE, LS, 2003; X KT, ZEEM, 24,
2007) o FEA I BORLAL 84T 2 B BEAA AR
RANHF 5 73 WL #, X dE4 AN TR R 26, (R
BEARGEA B EZEIEH . BE ARSI R E,
TR K P 18 & AR AT 0 B 90 38 97 52 3] L (De
Cremer & Tyler, 2007; De Cremer & Van
Knippenberg, 2002; Tyler & De Cremer, 2006;
Tyler & Lind, 1992). H 1, fFAEREGVEAT W E
AT AR B, A REAEAIT A — R AR,
T H PG EE, o WL R RAING 5, FAE
REWS A A BEA R Z 0], AR5 BUBUZ 92 0] 1
4 1E(De Cremer & Tyler, 2007).

4 BURIERERMSEMESEIT AN
4.1 BB EX A5 B F 1T 0 #m AO R SR IR
LAk, BOR AR AR AR S BEFIAT 4 1 5%
B85 3 T — R FIF S 3 FF (Chanley, Rudolph
& Rahn, 2000; Hardin, 1998; Rahn & Rudolph,
2005). Hetherington F1 Nugent (2001) &3, Bif
{EAT 2 5 W 28 bt T BV AL T (power) Wi AT £ Ho
P BUR R TT BUR 2 2B 47 2 IEHI AR A dE
BURAH SR A7 45 R R W], A0 A~ JEBUR
10 S 4 B2 A TR 52 BBOIA A AT 7K1 1R 52 R (Chanley,
Rudolph & Rahn, 2000). {FEKP#kE, 22000
W9PE B 5 ) TR G R 2 A SR AR S H E A B
(Hetherington, 2005; Rudolph & Evans, 2005). E
AR AT BIAT i 85 R AR B & BOR 15 AT 2 AR L
IFAH SRR 3 s M2 Yy, Bt A i 2847 0 55
(Hetherington, 1999; Scholz & Lubell, 1988). Tyler

F1 Degoey (1995) i# T 4 H SR £ A LB N
551991 A48 Je WEoK F ) 5, A%
o i 5 BORF BIL A TR AR A 5 B AR 29 AT 5 1K
KFR o WIR LSRR T BUAE AT SR A RTE 2
Jic. Fs e 9% YR B BT 2 Hb 2% L8 B A R 35 (Bianco,
1994). Fukuyama (1996) AN, fFIE&=4 H K
125 %57k (spontaneous sociability), H & )27 1k
AT A BRI+ S SRR Al 5 A A
EAMOAT A, AT JE Ak S B A4 3R R H BR RN
2

AL, WFE KL, X80
BB (2358 B )2 ) B AR BT AR G o Tl o3 11
A FERAT A (T, iR, v 3CH, HIET,
2007; MayerDavis & Schoorman, 1995). Tyler
(1994 BT TR B, X A U A5 AT 2 ik AT 3 R
I N 21 2R S it ) B R 4y i 25 . De
Cremer F1 Tyler (2007) 3 — 2538 iof S5 == £ AL
B AT RN ) A5 ] A 0 U5, R T TE & Rl 1
B8 (A SUBOG R A+ S5 AR, BUBUF AT X &
FEAT o (A F 4 R B Hh R 1) L 4 % 1K o kAT
DL BRI Y0 ) ST AT ) sg . B R AL AR
AT 9 AT )RR S e T 0 240 8L 5 AT (turst in
organization) B4 4l T (1115 1T (trust in supervisor)
HHRLANRAT W FAGRIEN KRR Z, kb
R, 2007; JAIW]E, 500K, 2005). AEIRT LLE AR
TR SRR MAE R, A A8 A S A UL
BG4 R v DU BT 2 i &
MIBOA 5 .
4.2 HENIERFEF A ERMHNER

AAEAT AR T S —AEERNEE LA E
(justice or fairness). 3 2 1E B ST IR T A%
F3F (relative deprivation) I & (Crosby, 1976),
R4 Adams (1965) 2 H 1 2 °F # i (equity
theory), AMIE¥EARATHH R I 5 2 2% i A
PIBEN R LE AR B, AR A5 B Rk 5
DT BR 1 LA A U C I, IR 7R 4 TEE 25 B u R
o AR IR T A (equity)iX — 4> BC M 18 -
J5i 2K, Deutsch (1975) Fl Leventhal (1980) ¥4 fic
PrEIRK =38 AR STk D) P8
NS ECFEFE M)A H G FTFELLZ A ST
WE)o BT ABCHUME, 43 EC IR S A )
FH DL K v 5 il 2 AR 3 3 2 0 AT 2 1E 40 W
7= B (Deutsh, 1975). B 22 1IEFRR I &
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J&, AL ERE STV BN T R R A AR
UK, ST I LR A TE A Wb o SR E R R
MVEH, R 2 E BN 2 e 2 1F R A & v 4y
2 tH oK (Leventhal, 1980; Lind & Tyler, 1988;
Thibaut & Walker, 1975). Thibaut 1 Walker (1975,
1978) 2 ¢ P18 (theory of procedure), Leventhal
(1980)11 2 1E J| Wr 2 i (justice judgment theory) LA
K Lind F1 Tyler (1988) HIREAA MY 18 B 18 (group
value model) 27 5% 4 Bt 28 1E IR FE /7 A 1F A
SR B RN . Tyler 1 Lind (1992) ¥4 IE AR
SNPIE: IAFRT . A E B E T
AR &5 FE O SR A, T AR 4 T B 0 U SRR
TSR HIE SR A EA IE MR r AR
MR T A& BT I AR EHEN
R ECA IEBEME T A IEESEIHRAAR
TR TAEM R EMALURE, BRI R
( Pillai, Schriesheim & Williams, 1999), 451
NATTRE A 38 A AT Ay 1 B % 5% JE (Tyler &
Lind, 1992). [F4CA KT, M T2
BC 2 TR, R 2y TE S AR A ATIx T3 A TR AR R AL
F RO AL HEAT PR IR 5 SR IE A . G
WAREEROE, & & BUABURE, ME0EH 5
R AR, AR AU K VEAN AR A
1E B 32 (Folger & Konovsky, 1989; Tyler, 1994;
Tyler, Casper & Fisher, 1989). Itt4h, FEF A IF &
g8 {2 3E N AT AR 4L 25 N5 1 S 1R AT O (De
Cremer & Tyler, 2007; Tyler & Blader, 2003,

2006).
VBN G AEAT N P AN FE AT R AR &, B
AT TN IR B 9% R — L& W 90 3% S0 3 1H 34

(Greenberg & Colquitt, 2005). — BT E AN
O TE RS 23 5 AN A AL B A B LA T 4E AT
KV, BIUBOEAR AT 2 2 1E 12 ) 45 2R AZ 5t (Brockner
& Siegel, 1996; Korsgaard, Schweiger & Sapienza,
1995). 1M1 53— HB 73 WEFT# WA K BUSAR A2 5
mig N AT 28 IE BRI T, RIBOAR AT 2 2 IE
B K145 B (Tyler & Degoey, 1995; Tyler & Lind,
1992). HSCPIH IFAT &, M A FREKS KA
18 (fairness heuristic theory), 2480Ja AT {5 & A
WIBA (R I, 23 2 1E 23 5% R A A0 4 TIC &5 R 11
FU, BUFE P 2 1 23 52 WA PR Ak 1 45 A 3 1
SN A 1 24 TE BN o T B8 W AT A5 5 B 1 I,
BOZAT AT 0 3 A A1 2 TF B G k2 3 3 /E H (Van

den Bos, Wilke & Lind, 1998). Lind #1 Tyler (1992)
DUHE R B b 6 Al 48 T F 44t 1 455 284 (group-
value theory) 5% A& i (relational model), H—
SRR AT R IR 0 8 R AT 7 Mk .
TSR, BBAE 235 W S ARG 28 IE (22
FE PP A R I BE 0, AT 5% o 38 4 175 35 AN
BRERAT Ny, SBERAS B T )5 SEAH ST 0 1) 3 Hr
(Brasher, Manolis & Brooks, 2005),

5 Wit ERE

M BB RAGAT R A IS AR
H, (SRR IE R3S 8 KA AEAT 7 I 52
TV TEAS R U458 2900, (1 C A AH CHF A
AAFEAE LR = J7 THI K SR B2 -

WL, A RBUEAS R A IR R AR
R R 1ol A2 AR I PR (B A (PR SR T ' A
R A E 40 i BV BUAR R AT, IR 240 238088 1 i 51
7 R B N B o 2L B A A OC BV (5 AT
PR . A RBUAE AT MW, 5 R W 5
WEVER AR R Z ARG R, shb BREIRHER,
A R BURAS AT I AE FH RHLHI R 50 10 92 56 == 0 5T
R

HW, KB A BRI 27 A 1 %
XA BERIA AEAT A I RE WA, 28 TEAH G R o A 455 28
FR B E TR A IR R AER . B0t
FURIN, SO IR 28 (AL g B8 )43 5% Wi A 440 B2
JF25 1E I B 4N (Brockner et al., 2001; Tyler, Lind &
Huo, 2000). & =i A BE & SCAL T, AATTAT BEXS 43
e A IETE TR . % T AR VG 7 B A SR SCA6 1)
Z=5, I EFRBUAE A S GET N KRN
RN 2 Ry LA IE IR P A I . LA IE
TEFNFR T 8 IE I TR A e A Rl — P R 5

G, 1RH ZUEAT AL BUE A I AL 25 N B
WS, T8RN R4 NBER) H) 52 56 5
S A IRREARIABT A AT S 52 i IR 50 3R
B, BRI ASE [ R/ & S AN R IR 0 bk R 5 AR AT
72423 I (Isaac JamesMark & Williams, 1994). 7
LA i, AR R RBEAI T 5T
WA S IAT N EHE, DRI, 7E/D R A 21
T T 4 R A AR Ly 3 B IS A g .
S 2 3k
. (2006). [EAMK TR R 2 2RI, AlREHL
X, 23, 178180
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Abstract: The story of modern society is about large numbers of citizens cooperating with each other, trying
to maximize the welfare of their community and the broader society of which they are part. This type of
problem is known as social dilemma, which becomes a focus of social psychology. With the development of
group theory, researchers pay more attention to the collective solutions to social dilemma rather than
individual solutions, concerning the effects of authorities to cooperation. Trust in authority and fairness are
two important psychological antecedents of attitudes and cooperative behaviors. Political trust can be seen
as one form of trust in authority in the social context. Future researches should try to investigate the effects
and mechanism of political trust in laboratory and further explore the mediator role of justices in the relation
between political trust and attitudes as well as cooperative behaviors.
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