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Abstract

The experiment randomly selected 219 college students in Nanchang to participate in the trust
game experiment. Based on the Construal Level Theory (CLT), they passed the Behavior Identifi-
cation Form (BIF) to explain the level type. The experimental results show that: 1) In the integri-
ty-based trust violation, individuals with low construal levels have better trust repair effects un-
der penalty methods than compensation methods. On the contrary, individuals with high con-
strual levels have better trust repair effects under compensation strategies. 2) Among the compe-
tence-based trust violation, there is no obvious difference in the effectiveness of trust restoration
under the two strategies of compensation and punishment for individuals with different construal
levels. This shows that individuals with different construal levels face different repair strategies,
and their trust repair effects are different. In addition, in the context of different types of trust vi-
olations, when individuals with different construal levels face different trust repair strategies, the
effects of trust repair are different.
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1. 5|8

fEAE R NBRASAE R AT EGER ) — 343, FENATTE A vk #E5 EEAER, (S4EA R NBrIA]
AR e, ERNET mE K. G708 oGBS S Al 2B M FEXHE AR T
KREMBFF, FF46 H N Fr{E 1T (interpersonal trust) e $& 75 A Fx B30 AT 2 2 BT DA S 15, 7&K
B DA 11 Sk BPS THD RO 1R AT SE M 1) — M PR EE (Rotter, 1967). 22 5B AR &, I ET 2
—FOHEDRE, ERXFORE T, NN = BT 9 IR AR A B, FE R E CE TR
5% B A ERIALE (/N %, 2019; Rousseau, 1998). G /EH K BEIA BIME AT H X H AW,
EEEPEFER TIRE, dibsrsE 7544355 (Elangovan, AuerRizzi, & Szabo, 2007). HRIF(E(FIE
NS SR AR, FAEEY 2 8 1E B AE 4137 (integrity-based trust violation) Al § /7 A5 4Tk
H (competence-based trust violation) % Ffi(Ferrin, Kim, Coope, & Dirks, 2007). B # #& 18 T 2R3 & 118 18
WS I T B 58 [ F A S8 BT & B AR I E TR R RGBT B &R 83 EUR e
T2 5E B s R AEAER G, 7735, 2013). HREERAT NITRESE— R EEE, #lA
PR R, HRERARME, WESIRELE, 2017), HE, OHEBLAZHBOH, %, 2016),
W2l D E A TT IR MAT N (Ferrin & Dirks, 2003). b, IS4, Bl 2 A 5 A 11 2 2 o0yt 25
FEEE M.

fEAE12 & (trust repair) & F8 5 4533 8 J7 K PO A RIS 12 B 32 38 0 5 C S AR L B2 (Schweitzer,
Brodt, & Croson, 2002). {EAEEE Rt F 250 N5 1E LB EMIT N EMEBE. SEBE LA
1B (apology) VL EK (silence) 75 I\ (deny)% (Kim, Ferrin, Cooper, & Dirks, 2004 ; [l , &, 2 482, 2010;
SRIEAR, FESE4AL, 2010). HATHGHIH R 2802 512 HES, AT NIRRT U > . 4T
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R FRE RS E H RS, RIEREE EEMEIERITIREE SEEE CRPEERR. T
SEJR M AS 2 O B T . #ME2(Dirks et al., 2011). &5 (Bozic, 2017; FEE3E, 2016). M (Dirks, Kim,
Cooper, & Ferrin, 2005; Kurt, Dirks et al., 2011)5F. #ME(EFAME) I8 REE T ETEMHEETEEIT N
o, SUNBAEH PR AL S AREE B S B E I ot 5240 1S AR 8 REEAT AN RUIAT A FE (Desmet et al.,
2011)e /AN TQ014)IWAATAMEE S KA I T BRI, 2017), HBAMEEE MRS 28 m
BEFEXN REHFRGEER, MMEEEWNE Z BIR{EER R, Sitkin fl Roth (1993)7E 71 A B 70 LA 42
AR, FER AR AT ARAES], RS T ARRAT NI AT AT . iR R, R TR
1577 3 HL 52 AH LR & ) B2 AE — e R BE BT DB 8 52 5 07 B AT 7K (Dirks et al., 2005). #ATf, ZEAR
(I I B b A AR, AT A EA R T EEEE, BB B Z A G SEUERR 7%

R 7K F 312 (Construal Level Theory, CLT) &8 T i [8] i B ¥ 18 (Liberman & Trope, 1998), & & —F
FEEEERE, FERE A AN PR BN AR A . 2z — R AT S BRI S5 B e T AT
PIOERAE . OBEERAEA R B — 2 BAEIRER . CLT A AT AR AR (1) T 32 B2 AR 50 3
BEAT IO BEERAE o — 70 AMAT 1) - FH i SAL IR AE SR AR 128 31 2 41 (distant future event), 1288 [{)/MA
— A 7K P AR (high level construal); AHR, 53— 43 AN SE A 7] T HARAL B RFAE SRR AE T JH F 4 (near
future event), X—RRFMERIN N BAMAKFER. Bl AR MEN B REA T FEEM
W, MR AR AR A D9 B 15 2 45 o I BRI 44 (Trope & Liberman, 2003). ILA KAREE K1
SRR E S R — SRR BRI, — 2 Ay — P AR TR A AR o
PR K — BT Vallacher £l Wegner (1987)1 11147 448 %€ % (Behavior Identification Form, BIF)>kll
B, XMEERH iR A OB R PIFANE DT 25 MAT N TR, S AME
PR H R IR BCE — B 1 5, 2 BB R MR R K ks . BIEFR W], O BRER B AR AR
AP B0 K R 2 SR A — B R (X2, 2018). HEuk, HEMAMARAS A Rk P rl Re 245
BREBEFE— RN (H, EREEMRACHE RN R B0 S ERE R 858 R 1T
FARD, RSO AERT AT R3S B, AN NIRRT A BER B AL — & Z AR &R o

2. iREBAEREN
2.1. AREIEABE

TEIA R T EABERT T, FEMRETT AT, BTG S SRR ARG R EE K
B — R 5| S EAE AT BT IE 5, WRAS & I AR BRI 50 545 A QR 3B AR 18 R 15
M o T AT XA AR 7 A AR 03 ST 2 (5448 B ORI SR 7R 2, RO B R K PG 5 N BIEAE
BEMTER. Rk, ABFTERE KB FAISER L, IAGEET AN NIRRT, a8 AREETE
B IGE SAMEFE S A EATAE g, HIRT MEAE 75 I A5 2 07 10 £ B SRt AL M (S AT IS S B0UR
MR . AHNILEAL S AR TE BB AR S AT R R, SR A3 B RfkHE . AR b E AL AR 2013 47 K A
Mg EdE, RIE H T SEAEKF IR 2 TR, ARG RS —29 K. A 20%2] 30%
IINEAEREAENCER TS, 3R, 2013), iR AH IS RIS 60%H S kg 2. Wil BB 2 EERN
EE

22. ARBEX

o WEEITHIMEN TEEBE W UEEFEBEMRIIFI AR, NEE0FEEE R RS2 E 1R
FEZHMHIRSHE, § K T EEEE RIS RT A, IR 10 T 5 T AP SSAE RE R AR
NBAAE 2 H st Bk A PRk IR LRI TR T .
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o (EAEBERIBIFUNBISLAR BA —EMie T E L WU ABRSSAE U b N BRfE A8 R A0 3 S B AS
SR SR SR 5 SRR T, ABI T Z M R KSR R

3. W ERFRR

ST FURTHEA R EAEE T BT, S R AT (AR 2 DN A R S AR R S (R 5 154
I, XRGEMFEECERE, Nt P RRAF R R R F R = L] .

AT TT I -

AN A EARARREACT B AAE TS A FE AR T T S (M2 5 BN E B R AR R & =R .

4. fARGE
4.1. ¥R

TER B M SRR S T AERRF AL 230 N, HIBRH TE BEEATEMMRE 11 N, &&H
WA 219 N, HA 54 70 N, &4 149 NFERRTE 16~28 B 200, “FIER 19.48 &, FrifEZEN 2.190,
HA R 30.1%, BERVE 69.9%, SEZEE & 29.75%, REFEA L 703%. BTG S 582 HIER,
HEHEBES ISR . EREIERXI AT, ZREEE TERER. SRS RE, RIEmd
BRI 73 O R U 25 25 7 — 5 LI 2 e . il AE S B /R 2 B 3 (B Th B AR ) o

42. TR

17 8% € F (Behavior Identification Form, BIF). Vallacher fll Wegner (1987)fJ47 AR 7l & 3% Kl &
PRI BERE KT . 45 R 25 T H Rk, B AR SRR KT B 47 I a B b P FRAN [
i, EBOAXT R IAR O AT & B R ERE . XSRS R AKCEE TN 1 4y, (RARERE KPR
A0 5y, EFEZE Kim Ml John (2008) 4802, K FHIME DI 4015 R Bl iR KT o Bl (R i 35645 40
RTEET 14 3(B0 14~25 71BN AR AL 07320/ T 14 23 (B 0~13 40 IBE AR
filREAH o

{EAE 2% (trust game), WRRARTEISE, RMPAGEBERNSISLRIEN. BN R R €
(1) S 56 1A TS5 {5 AT AR SR B R 4 T AT I8 M B 2. (BRI I A T8 i, Hd, — AERE
£#%, B— MERNKRER . WOTHAHER 4SS Jt, LRESREEH LA Mo B X B0 <X
< SR RAEE, M REF AT 3X SR EFE R R &AL, 3 BEEE T, REREE
BB RIEHFEEE S Y B0 <Y <3X), HAEEEREFNLEHTNES -X+Y)76, KEFHFFREGH L
SHAS +3X = Y) 7t BAEEEEAAEN T HAE M E, &R A W 209 RS T & AT EE
B G AT K.

5. &R

N T RAEA RS T KB SAEE SR N A F R ACE X BB SRR, SRS gE
ROR(FRRARAE BB R R R0 R S AR E) MR A&, DURREKT G R BRI A B R &,
KA 2 (R KT, (RRREKF) x 2 GEERAL. e illEY, EEALEN) x 2 (BEH:
A, AR SER .

el oM R G854 SPSS 25.0 AT A HR A4,  BEARGERINE 1.

B 1 AR, RACHR M BRI ERBUR s R A AMAROR B 4y, IEEASHIS LA
BB EBOREL, IMEET NGB ERIRELT.

e
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Table 1. Descriptive analysis of construal level and trust restoration strategy on trust restoration effects under different types

of violations
%= 1. TEESEE THEBKESEEREE R EEESNRATER TS
filRE K R ptii Mz
e R 8.07 +£4.06 9.48 +4.06
= R
IEERETY 2.73+4.67 23.33 £4.00
e IR 9.92+4.47 17.10 +3.93
ICARRE KT
IEE AT 26.71 £4.78 14.79 +3.81

F 2 SERER, RKTRIERN R, FQ, 211):4323, p=0.039<0.05, n2=0.020; FI MK
fERE AT N L SR A I N BRI R T b . BT R MBI 3, F(1,211)=3.687, p=
0.056 > 0.05, n2=0.017; BEHEIEEHNIHFAEE. ﬁ’iﬁﬂ(?%ﬂ%ﬁ g A2 AR R (Al 1), F(l,
211)=4.994, p=0.026<0.05, n2=0.023. XFEEANKFAEERKISELE DR, @ERAKTFIIA
TEREASATEE G, REAMEREE T RM = 16.53, SD=2.91) L& 5 XM =5.77, SD = 3.13)E(FEE
E’Jxﬁz%?iﬁ% SRR KT B AR B, RN T 5 RS 2 AR R AR BB B 22 e (22 3)0 R ZK T

YR G N = H 3 AR R ZEE 2), F(1,211)=10.224, p=0.002 <0.005, 12 =0.046. X =
BAERE— DT SN AT A B, TE IE B A A, AR R AP AN TERE T 7 U N IS AT B R T
M7 RAF, F(1,211)=6.60, p=0.011, 12 =0.030, EfFFEACFAMANS AR, BIEET R IETEBE
x&%%ﬂﬁﬁ%b{%‘, F(1,211)=0.75, p=0.016, 12 =0.027; fERE/JBLIEE AN T, mIRAERACE MK

ESTFIAME M EAE B AR ARG R Z R 4).

Table 2. Analysis of the difference between construal level and repair strategy for trust repair under different types of viola-

tions
F2. PEEEEET, BRKESEERENEEEENERDH
25 RUR Ss df MS F P n2
R K 2070.002 1 2070.002 4323 0.039 0.020
R 1765.319 1 1765.319 3.687 0.056 0.017
1B 5Rug 995.913 1 995.913 2.080 0.151 0.010
IR * B 0.025 1 0.025 0.000 0.994 0.000
IR * R 119.354 1 119.354 0.249 0.618 0.001
BEE * MRk 2391.277 1 2391.277 4.994 0.026 0.023
HE R * BIREE * R 4895.847 1 4895.847 10.224 0.002 0.046
% 101,036.478 211 101,036.478 478.846

Table 3. Post-test of the trust restoration effect of the restoration strategy under different construal levels

3. EERBRETFMREKTTHEEEENREFRE

R (DB 5 Hng (NIBE AN BIMEZEEJI - J) SE P
o & N -10.761 4275 0.13
KPR . )

M FET 10.761 4275 0.13

TE M 1.849 4.349 0.671
KPR )

M FEST -1.849 4349 0.671
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Figure 1. Interaction diagram of construal level and repair strategy
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Figure 2. Interaction diagram of construal level, violation type, and repair strategy
2. BRRKE. EEABMEE RN EERE
B 3 AT, %ﬂﬁ“?ﬁ’ﬁFTﬁj@w GO AR BB A LR, N SRS A8 A5 RO BB
HWEHREA RS, ZRUPHANS NZEH —E REERER, (FEEE R AR BHE ABRE K
%EE?%/%  MIAERAE T T —E M Bh it e, P Z (MRS RS R A P2 .

Table 4. Post-test on the trust restoration effect of the construal level under the restoration strategy under different types of

violations
F 4. TEEBSEETHEBKEERERE THETEESYRERKRI
A R (DB 5 %k (NIBE N YIMEZEEJI - J) SE P
b PN = —-20.606" 6.142 0.001
IEH ALY X
M FEST 20.606 6.142 0.001
KRR
" TE5 M -1.414 5.747 0.806
fie g
FaNE FE T 1.414 5.747 0.806
&5 NS 11.926 6.108 0.052
IEHALETY
M FET -11.926 6.108 0.052
KA AR
TET N = —7.180 5.950 0.229
e Y
M FE T 7.180 5.950 0.229
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Figure 3. The effect of different construal levels on the types
of violations and trust restoration under the restoration strategy

E 3. TEBFBKEMNESLXBRESRR T EEEEN
R

6. g

fEREACHFEEN H TR AT, FEARIAE M RAMETE A 2 7 B BRI, BA
B R R RE AT R R O T B W B O PR, R U, A A E AT O AT S A, AN TE AT
S INAN T A (B A7 1322 52 36 SO AT I RE 155 s MRRE 7K ST LA P A A A1 v W 5 sy, B A
AT IE B CRAEEMNAT N, MEAGEZ. HREINA, RX2EFNEEREAKTERIT BAEX T3
PRI ZRAESE AR, S8 o R 4 ) 5B AR S, B AR S A W B Dy A s T AR 7P AN £
FARA W H AR, T EE RS ER, BV R G A ), DR kT A ) T B B A
(Agerstrom & Bjorklund, 2013). fE—MRIEMEAIWIFFLH, MRREAKCTFEIRKE, BAR&EBREAKTIA
NI H 2 MG FAT ) BARTE 5, AR EE S 3k PR AR A VPN ATy, AN A S 5 AN s P T8 4 ) BT, TIAIG
fRBEACEAMRIE 2% R F A R AR BRI 5E, ﬁﬁztljK%M*&ﬁ%%ié%%ﬂ%ﬁ(ﬁym, Liberman, & Trope,
2008). HELAUL, X BT EARMAR K IERAERT, — @i AT NS “IHAam " , —5m AT
NS CERRTMART (BRI, GRAEE, 2017). 1EE BYAEATE T I R 2 ik S TE A ) A, 7R IE B S
HAEF, T A RRRE AN A T 3 R AE S A A G, o TR A U, Akt 0 e ) W B
g WAL, SRR AT AR 2 D N TE A () SIS S NTE A, DA AN A S5 SN AN T A,
TARAERE KT AN T AR R AE SO HAR, 2 M EEIEERER, B0 1 R R 1E sk ),
W, ARATTE T A B A e . TR, AR X [FIAE A AN E AR ) A S R AN AR B
2 AR R MR, AR G B A TEE AT . B FURI, TEMREKF R B, AN
5 B RAETT 2NUE T IE W, AR K- P T8 4 4 B O ) 38 S S, T v AR K A A [0 3 1)
Wi 22 D) 3= XA (Aguilar et al., 2013; Gong & Medin, 2012). #10, TEFREH, RACT BRI AMRTE e
VA A B R R A 1R R, TR KT AR R A AR 2 B DG VR A AR BRI AR v i AR 25 1) R
(Giacomantonio, De Dreu, & Mannetti, 2010). K AEGAEETS G, 1EIET 5 K BUCRMEZ B 111 5 e X B 7R #h XL
TIHEAER R, BT SR AMA T 2 1) S AR E R R 28 1) B4k v, BrbL, fEIEEA
B F P Y EAEIE T 5 R HCME B T 0 48 Tt R A BB S WU 58 2R B 7K ST e 1Ak 2 B A ) T b
ARG TR AR AT B4 BTS00 B0 S0 S Ak T o v PR 5 I A, AR T M A it AT

DOI: 10.12677/ap.2020.1011197 1701 o3 2


https://doi.org/10.12677/ap.2020.1011197

&
M

&

SEAG ) T AR A, ROCERAS AT T i A R TE A ) R B fo v ) AR ORI AT, B e 8UE
BT B AR R BRI )5, X BUEAETT Ja SN B R XUMEAE IR R TR HUE S, AR5 Tt
R K MR AR I ROR 54—, T A AT, AR K1 B M BB AR B 2K
RN T =R ACE A

FRHEFN G A, BB MR ACE BN NAES AR RAE B R, BN NI SGEF AR
KRR, mAREHEMRER, RmBRAEFLZHEGIT N, FESH ﬁf’?ﬁ'@ﬁ(Fujita & Carnevale,
2012). MHECIEERSE TSR T, MIRKF R R MALE e VM IR T, (BB ERCRE R RHAFE.
AE M A R A R R G T RS E T B & R S BUE SRR I B AT, AW G AT
HE T HEER A, XSS, SRR MEASE IR T EERRIERERBE TE,
R AR KT B AN TR A R AR O R, AT i AT R A A B T IR BT RO 2R, BESRUEK
TEF AR, ANTTAE T B AT 7 R IR AME A TS b, R T 222 R L, ABATTBE S5
VEXUT Ja AR B R e, 3 T2 AN BAR S AR 8 1 7 AR AT MR TR B AN R i, 0 Tk
SRR B AT Rt R B2 3 7R IR, 162 — @R IR BB T, BTLAEE XS T U7
H I IRAMBEAE R R AT, m AR E XS I S A AR R 250, st 2 PIRh i it T AT ke
HMEAEE R UGS A — & RO BLPURAE I, XUTEHE — E 12 BB R 1 X07 Z RREER R, fi2 i,
BEEERRASHRRIAR . 1 T35 77 8 ) a8 S BURKF R 5 B R R R A
RIS, AR R A T 06 T SR RO SR AE S O B, AR EE KPR S K M i, Al AT 5E ok
WM RAE LTI EAAGR, Mt MN1SER T EERRMBIR, FEBM AR INEM R
AT JRITET AT AT RHAE AR 2 R U EAEAME A A BON B IIAS . AT FUREL, ML KPR
FETH O 15 2 F T B M 2 B R I HS B 58K 8 1 0 5 5e IS T, AR R MR B R D 89 1R 2
(Fujita & Han, 2009), XHBLARRE 1, KK ARRE AN AR TR #ME2 AT AR ST 8 T, FEAMEEFE It N (S AR 12
HHIROR 2 EAR S8 Tt 4R 2 1 S AL

7. &hig

MR KT 2 R S EAR B R HA Rk R KT A L R R AT AR EEE A T
TR - AR EARE T HEOHEEE R B SA 20, AR e M B E IR AR
ANTE IS S SR R R S R B AR S 7 AR M, AN LI SR E AR A R AE LI A S S 5T
AFEFEREACT DN AX T EAR B R RIS WL . Bk, ERRAIMAES S, RABEERACTH
AN N AR I P AE R SME BA W12 B G TR B RE /AT B N U B e b2 50 o A2
IEHMET T, BARRERACE A NS BA B SRR E AR, B BURAR R AT (4 4
FERR TSRS N R ISR ERCR
8. RRSRE

AU

AHE T I R BRI TR B RO, B AR A R, TR EEARIEA L
SR ETF RO TERNA R, X g SAART AR, FOILBEE, "6 T ool ABuks ErA
A, FEARERD PTG LR SR T 7 2 R i, AR R A R .

PXhatany

S 5 S B R AN B B B BOA el RS, T A AR A S T 7T R e B R A M R
BRI AR A AR5 BB T SAZ B BAR R AME R AT SRIG O 7E, AR U B ™
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