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T EREAA T EER R OB EYL
—ETFEEEEPRTENRE
mEk A #

(P E BB O PRI AT AR R S0 s, bRt 100101) (FFEBREBE RE O ER, JEET 100049)

H E AREELEEAARZWNEAT @, TRIFREFIMENEEZL L, AEFREHIEERTL
R, TZRTFTAGLEGRLER AP A f SRl ES5 7 m, B5%, ARFTEFEHAER SR T4
W FEHRFEIA T, BEABBATREAET AT EHSEPH, FtARD 52 Y RHRES, WwETE
AT A TG RAH B, B e LA R B R T 38 X b 69 B R0 2 B A A5 452 Jo AT T AR 09 73X —
HFERM, RAER—FEARTFER T, SH5EBNANRBREER, BB THAPRBAFEP, UENER
B Fo F AR AETS A S F A AR B AU

KR AFREAE, AR, S EER, bRk

HES  B849:C91

1 3% MR WS A TR, Ve, SRR
I, LA DX ) 2% 45 i 2 R 2 TR 9T

(A rust) AR DL TR 2k by — e PRREC T SER B 2 R 7

i e CBR A F 002 05T, 6 T 4 F 6 LR o

77 (Snijders & Keren, 2001). WRARIEDIR gy ) oo 40 12 1900 R 28 B (Krueger &
4 %] (Wilson & Eckel, 2006). AFR{5fE PR LT e D FEATAR 22 pL) (Krueger

(interpersonal trust)ff: i 5 Ze A0k 2 1 Bl 2 — Meyer-Lindenberg, 2019; Riedl & Javor, 2012;

4 . . Y 3 - . VR
JEFE 2T 2 T O FH (et et al., 2014). "/l:zmropoTllos,%ZOAl3/i /\ﬁ/\,. mt (ﬁ’_‘tk, 2009,. /\Jiﬁ:
RGBS AR R, [itps 0 200 A R, 2015 B, 2011
BA8 AT XHE T Bt ey 20100 MBI TARRAM 1A AL LAY
T G T T Bt ftg TP Sl U T 2
PR e o KB %, 2016), (R MG BRI ) IR A
A 1E), TR E O AL T USRS i B — 0 B

N S AT AT I B 13— b2 ), (51T
5 (Krueger et al., 2007; Rotter, 1967), MiE X H] A e T . o
FHBRIHEN GRS ER . A A | VTR UL BRI AT O L,

OB AR S B 2 4 ﬁ%gﬁigﬁgﬁﬁT%° ! edeling
I T ; . TN , T 5 I (computational modelling
%g;ﬁgiifgégéﬁziéigﬁfé P IR S, LT R A
B 2 FE 2 (Trust Game, TG)., ediat 0 PV S0 R S DI e 5%,
B R E A BRI B DR EIRTEROR U o XA

7 A5 I 1.0 R 450 0 o 28 SRR T — R A
J8 B (Montague et al., 2012; Read Montague,
Wik B 2020-04-18 2018). [RI, BORREE TR Rk Ak i AR

*op [ B2 g0 BEAFFT BT I H (E0CX 163008) % Bl . ) R 5 A SR ] S A T
BEVES: FIE, E-mail: zhouyuan@psych.ac.cn AT LU i B A B Eﬁ%%’ AT DU A
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AT H W b AR TR B T A M A R R T A 5
(Cheong et al., 2017), o, 12 2 AR
W M RE. EEEEIED, AMF
TEMEWT T T2 B 0 RS, T B R W B
8 5 M (recursive), Bl —FE G IR FER LR
T3 VA M T R 2 TS AR T A A% L AR,
AL 7R ik 22 1% BIF 90 4 1 BB A 1 T e 46 (5
FRAE AR Z A e b, DU SRR 4 ol
P4 TS IS 0 P ZEAL ] (Ray et al., 2009),

ALERNBTHEEMREX, RENAT
HHRRRIA NS, BIZE“fF AR I iy X —
BRI BEA T AR BB AT N F T R
Ui D RE 2 AR I T R, AT I 98 T {5 4
TE WG B O SR 2 LI A o o R, ) X B i
HROA R, Rk — L ERHEETE RALH R T
BT R

2 BRRIMBEEEEHEE

BRI 2B A PR B B i . 78
2 MAE AT IR {5 R P (Kreps, 1990), H BS54
% 5 4 BB U 3R (investor) Fl B {5 T
(trustee) W M €0, THIRRIGG, BTG AH [ EUH Y
Bk, HAEMBR T EEGEEGEREIZAX T
FUAREAE GEER A B AR B Z M AT PSR AR ik
BARHE, WARRHEBRENERSEAECE & =)
SR, R, WA R ik 45
W, WAL, RGBT & B B —
2P BRI 25 0 ) AR B B (R R 2 FR AR B ) 2 (7]
HEATHR o AR B, XU B E B3R 253
R IR A LA, R EEA T, WgE
PR AT = A5 T IR an S8 BB, MR E
IRas A o 8 S B T LR E A (trust) 2 4L
A% B E MR, o Be S A 15 g M AR W
(trustworthiness) & b W B (FAEH 9B . Berg %
(1995)7E e At _E AT B 1 b i (s A PR
5 W GEEHIEARZAET, EmREE T
T, R0 E M E T L A R e 45 B
FHIRIL G T 2 /D8, AR TR el H 2
PRER o ] LI R FKE R E AR B B, SR
XA, Berg Z(1995) % FLENE 54 AR
HAT—IR3E T, NTE RSk B E AR E 2 i
Hix — w5 45 R A 45 25 2 W55 9IE 32 (Declerck
et al., 2013; Johnson & Mislin, 2011), WA 5% #H

R84 2 1Y SE 8 B iz AT T8, flan
FERAR PR T VIR AT 1 Sl i ih 5 52
i, BT AR R AT 2 B AR AT KR A Y
Sk, 5 EIMECE TR A L L,
P K 5t 2 M A K P A TR) B B AR AT 3 P R 55 45
PLHOR R SE A TTEAR A 2R h AU R AR AT 132
i [Kl 2% (Ben-Ner et al., 2011; Blue et al., 2020; Ma
et al., 2015; Tzieropoulos, 2013),

TEL WA FEAE A, W] —XF Bk Z 8] (4 1l
R L FLIR Y (single-round), {HJEBLSCAE 16 A L
REHARD KT —k . Hitk, WFEsdt— 4t
H T A5 AT 19 2% J0 X (Repeated  Trust Game,
RTG), HPJR]—X§ Bu R Z )3 L2k 17 2 R 5 AE R,
BURAE TR rhn] LA R i 35645 B 5t At ok 9 4 —
WHIRE (K 1) A THRREEMNZE, EEFEE
TR v e S X ER AR 7 AT RER SRR A H O
BOXURE o PRIE, AN O AR T 22
FIWAFAL R I BRI, PEAEHRHEE
JEBTE A BT R (TR BR AR AL T 2 h, # A5 F
AR H AT ). WA, EEEEE
IR R BE R AT AR T BRI . A WFRE R I,
ERIR S e R e A N R LR B
TR AT 1R 340 1 48 0 LU TE BRIR 95 Hh 22 (Cochard
et al., 2004); T H.Z 5 i i {5 (A H 20 Tk
R B 3k i B, O R B4 R ALV (endgame
effect), MI7EMIZREIE RN E, S 5H5EH
{5 AT LI B BB e 3R SRR F B (Anderhub et al.,
2002; Keser, 2003). 5. FAEMIEAHLL, EEE
FETZR P S 327 2] | M3 DL R SRS T 45 A
N AR, XOTRSRAE TS 0y AR T —Fh
BAERML R, WSS B TS
A AL 2= 3 T A i T T fiE (Anderhub
et al., 2002; King-Casas et al., 2005),

BRAHGT
RIB/AIRA

Y

BHE | e

K1 EEEEEIEENTER
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3 HERBEEFEEEFERNA

31 ITEERERE

THAR AL A 4 1 B2 3ok Aok 20 i A 36
FheH FyhaE 3 DL R B s A A8 Ak i 72 (Hackel
& Amodio, 2018), ] LLTEAT Ry B ki ol (1 BL i
20 I B sh A AR Ak O B i (Montague,
2018). TABERUAAL AT LUEE TAT MR O B G
WSS R, AT LS s QR R4 Gk
PRUT OB R T G I HLH . o, 75 YA & R
B S T RO 5 R R B R A A A W T s,
il ;T4 8 (model-based) (4 31 B % Hh 4% 1%
## R (functional Magnetic Resonance Imaging,
fMRI), fMRI 4% K38 i3 # BOLD (Blood Oxygen
Level Dependent) {5 5 19 25 £ 5 I & 4 S 56 70 84
Frif & G g, RIEEANRIX ) BOLD 55145
REFRTXIN X G . NIRRT NI R R, 1E
G IMRIBFFE Y, 058458 %% BOLD (55 5
POX A HERR A S I SR AT A AR bR R B R
AT A5 G AT Ay fi 1) -5 A B i 5 3 =2 ) i) SR I8¢
(Engelmann, 2010), Ti#EFHAIF) MRI (model-
based fMRI)F5Y, AT DL AR 504G — LE R fE
IS 56 91 2 L RS B A PR AR () 22 R
TR 22 . 2 20 R AT B rh AR BT R, A
P AE R MR T G N E ZOAA R B
X e R SR S A & 1) BOLD
fRo @ T B R, LTS AT N . AL R ik
TIBeIE B Z A e R, DT B 4 b PR A T N IS
AL (Charpentier & O’Doherty, 2018; O'Doherty
etal., 2007),

AT T ABME AR AL AL T L4
s, B3 T 45 R A9 B 7Y (outcome-based model)
LT 2 E A5 R (intention-based model) (McCabe
et al.,, 2003), H T RAGBIRIN N 7EF AL IR,
NI FEE R A EE, BN MEMNE
PR R R, WEZRS P AN EEFE
HA A ORI RS TR T TR AR AR TR DU i 9 A7)
WX o7 1Y B B A R PR S R R, R
EH S ARG 5 W Z EAEA R sk . H
T TEAR AR TR vh 3 F SO 45 SR A 0 32 B 3
Ab24 3] iR (Cisler et al., 2015; Fouragnan, 2013;
Radell et al., 2016), H&T 7 & AR B2 DL
W7 (Jung et al., 2017; Moutoussis et al., 2014;

Ray et al., 2009), W75 RO SR b 2% 2] BT RIEE 5T
NBRA5 A B3 E B ff O T Je 50 ] {5 B2 anf] 42 4
{5 AETE B 18] S, i DL it S A8 2 A A BR{5 AE AT
Hp 3 A R 1 R T R A I n T 4 AR AT R
BB, TR AR R 9 17 o I
AT EAESSR, T H H e AR R ST A
PR PR ARAT A DG IR RS, 3 HOXH 58 54T
RIHEAT AT, T LAAS SC N B 1Y #A B 43 B A A
2R P E AT AT AR R A ST 25 K .
311 BEFIER

i fk 2% 2]} 7 (Reinforcement learning, RL)f&
T T4 55 o 3R rp s BRI b 2 AL ) AR ) T 5
BERY, ISR Al e A AT el M5 30458 2 0B 3l 77 AR
Y B W5t i 472 2 (133 #2 (Read Montague, 2018).
ARV A A 55 A0 R A5 HL Bl Y i AR R R T
F Y3k i # (Markov decision process, MDP), 1%
R, R RER A (State, S), MATT B
(Action, ALK — 6 R Ak PR BAR
(Transition Probabilities, P) 1% 5 (Reward, R).
ORI R S T b AL RS HE T AMA
RERIUIAT B WIRLL, ARISHEFE A 38 3R R BCR
MiTah)E, A—FeRESFE A2 5 — AR 1Y 7T R
P (Puterman, 1995)., WE 2 fizw, 78 t Bz A&
(agent) B A1 Y A BT AL RS S FNY T TSR 3% R,
ZIEREBATH A EMREUNATEI 251K t+1 B
ZIRIE T AL BIRES Sy VA B FAA Rewy, MTAEZAT
Bl T I8 A — iR G 28 A o) — BIoIR A 9 T g Pk
HI AR S FE MR P (Si+1|St, A) (Fouragnan,
2013), SRk I BERIA S IA3E 2k > 45 2 i T ik
WERE T AT NS IR RZEIN LR, B
WM 2= (Prediction Error)fJEmll | 5 3 A RDIR 4
FIREFAT NI EERCRE, AR OB

JIRAS state S¢

BH reward R
Yv Raf A Su
ig‘; enwﬁ?i‘nent P(SuilS, A)
473l action
A,

&2 ke ) B HE SR K]
WRKIR . Fouragnan (2013)
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4 S U] AL R AT S o IR R, T i 2
8 1 2 TR (B A S BRI A =2 (B] (Y 25 B 24 2] T
BT MR TR BT A, ki
A R RO B R R, (B R 3 B A A
Xof Sz 45t 25 R T A R R, BT U B AT (A Y
T il (Claus & Boutilier, 1998),

R AL 2 2T AR AR SR A5 A A P B 1 43 W T A
% (model-free) fl 3 F #i & (model-based) P 2
(Montague et al., 2012), JCHL I35 {b 2% 2] BB A
R, AR <4 (trial-and-error) J5 ) #E 4T P
F, RIS s AR 3 6 S A5 1 25 R AT ok,
2 F ) 3% — [ W (stimuli-response) 1Y >J 15 1k
(habitua) 178, f F AR L& Rescorla-Wagner
(RWHRBLTR T 56 A T8 A 3 1 2= > BRI Oy, A
BT RS B—A~ F 5 X S0 20 55 B 19 7Y
BRBLAY ZAR A A R X 1 R S P9 B R AE,
AMATE BEBERE_E 5B H FRF: ) 47 M (goal-directed)
(Daw & Doya, 2006). —# M FEXHIAE T2 EG
PR, TR AU 1 3 b2 2] PR L LR PN AR
R, FT UM T AR R O A R, 7RI
IR AR O R AR A A R

T RTINS, BEHEFENRHES
K A TG E R BRI 4 Ell F R b 4 B0
%0, LRI BT, REIFA
BHRANGELEEAESHGEHELR, BEE
HB R SR W E AT B 1 X Ty TS B ACE AT 3R
M5 TR A SR Ak % > b, MR 9T & 5%
AR X T 48 25 e R B E AR FH O B — A & T
HSeae IR, SR 5 JE T 3k Pl e 00 3 BB T BT S 22 1)
138 i 7% (Fouragnan, 2013),
312 DR

5 b 2 S AR R R S F 2 4 P AR A
W sE MR, HiEE X — 7SR E
A &% LA W 9k i 18 (Fehr & Schmidt, 2006), 3+ H.,
Sk 2 2 BT AN AT 3 ) R W) R P 5
IRBOAE A AT REIIRES, ER AR L Prtt 2
g, AT BB N 1Y R ER ]
BRI S N O TS o s B S 3 T D VR
JRA] R I P2 (partially observable MDP, POMDP)
B D IH- A% R (Bayesian model), ZA BRI 4
RAERIMER . fEAtSE AT, AT IR IR
FIT AL ARAS S FEFP IR 4, S0 O 4 B 44 19 S 56
{5 & (prior belief), 7EH. it fer, MASEET

R AR S AR H O RS, XME
a4 & B 1Y J5 5517 & (posterior belief).
RSB T R B0 A5 S 38 PR SR AT . &
FEA A — e >R I E 3 43 A S 7R {5 2% (Kaelbling
et al., 1995), W& 3 fin, FERMERT0 Pr &
/R E R (agent) FE N TAMESS B AT L5 E &, H
JE I MER A P 3R AN A5 BJE AT REE
FARRZSTE U 5 B A & o, e i 205 5045 &
BT B T 20 T B9 SE 3805 & Pr, t BF 2 3
RIS O F2 B A A R ALRIVE M. &
IRTE S5 05 & BB LR BT 3 Are EARCREUN
FEiFEESTI K t+1 BHZIA9 B AT A4 Oy,
DL IR B RS Ry, T Oy I Ry, FAE
1550 LA K S B0 A5 A A5 B0 ik — 25 s,
AR BT S 3615 &, 76 41 I 20800 B A5 30, I
340 A TR 5 500 A 2 ST B R X SR T, IR B
FENESE 4 [ B R AT (I < oy (= rassa i Bt
1585 J5 5015 &) B i (8] 3F 47 25 48 (Friston et al.,
2013),

W4 observation O,

¥ reward R,
4
Y Ry Ot
P, |
SRS 5
prior belief A environment
Eff | k
agent i P 4
I
FlfEa ;
posterior belief !
.
‘ #3730 action
A

B3 DU s A AE 2 ]
YRR . Friston et al., 2013

I JRAT R PR B P R SR AE SR,
[ 33K S 175 AR A SR AN 52 L0 43 m UL %) ¢,
AT LA FH 3 43 AT 08I0 R AT R gk 3R 2 R ok R
(Khalvati et al., 2019), WFFCHELEMIER i — 2
$2 0 T 38 B UER 4y T I B R AT R e ok O R
(Interactive POMDP, IPOMDP), 7£iZit & h &>
AN P i AR R 2 AR fE 1) POMDP, Bl IPOMDP
T POMDP &4, HEEFEMIET LA K
JEPIANMAR) IPOMDP, X7 B Ak (iR S #0 3E T
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XoF 7 P AR PSR LA e 18 B TR W DG T X A TR 1Y
FiAI(Hula et al., 2015).

DU S 32 B2 F P AN 8 S B N AT
ol 3 T B HE W AT Uk B E s b, B RFREE
{R MW AT, K0 FEHS (Theory of Mind)”Ell
NATHEWT B B 5l il B R fiE 5] S DLt
B (Ray et al., 2009), WF58#E A ANTHEREZR
45 75 2.0 BN X B W B B DL AT R ik AT
PR W% H (strategic reasoning) (Gonzalez & Chang,
2019; Ong et al., 2019), FEfF{TIEZRH, OHES
PRI AE T2 R T % X 5 A2 A S 78 g 3 - i 47
HeWT iR, Db A B 2 s HE W g {5 1 3 2 fo] o
KA, WAFAE A S HEWT R T S R T, $ R
BT F B TR AT 2 AT D 2R L4 2% (Rusch
& Glischer, 2019), FH I 57 & AR 5 A4S [5] 9t i 7E #E
WP IS 5 B 11 2 0K A AT 0 IS T) B A R 2 1
I H S Bl = A R 1 B4R E (Ray et al., 2009;
Xiang et al., 2012), Friston 25 (20131 )\ 374 /A 501
B EPEATF, i/ B H BE R N (free-energy
principle)5 | A B UL 3R F v 12 Y =8 XL 4 T A
#l (active inference), LA AMNTZESE (T ZE
J1 1 P 54T (Moutoussis et al., 2014), FIEETF.0
FHEEYR Y DL T B RO, 3 L4 DRy D0 i B AR 78
P S0 R R B SR DRSS,
TR S ) FBAE VR B
32 EFRUFEIEBNEEEETAFENE

BER

5 Ak 2% 2] BT R A8 1 Bl O 5% B O AT Y LA
TEE AR IR D, B0 AT 5L T P8 45 B8
P L R e 15 5 e 2Ll . HBEAE B iEak
PAE PSR AT AR A A X T e 30 v 5 BEAR R RI7E B.3)
oo o AR B X ] AE B 5 B (Fareri et al.,
2012, 2015; Fouragnan, 2013),
321 {TAE#HR

H AT R 2# M9 32 2 3 b2 ST BERIPR Y
A REHORAE A SR T E T, A2 a8 (5
{EPe S . Chang 45 (2010)38 it $23k 1 £L 7T 15 5
(R /AR JE B 24 5 2R, Sl X e = i T8
Y[ fh 2 2] BRI T T S5 56 nl {5 B e R el {5
R BYFEST o 3X =R b 2 2 A5 A 56 451 % B okt
(Gain and Loss)#it MR (SR zsAH L, A
IO S R MR XURS) . 2 T8 A fhi 22 (Confirmation
Bias) it AN (AN B3, SH#IE R B

RN B, AR RS R
—EMERAETR), DREERBMISEE
AR, BRI AL R e 5 BTEME
PR B AR 3 AR B B S AR AT S A R T,
B STE SR IR B LRl E IR okt 2 KT etk
HEMNES, RRREESHE IR 2 %A
BB SREI, ShA MR SRR i ek
AIE BE R E AR T U R 0 S AR A . R, F
FENNEAE R TRE T E NG S BEN
M ST Y o

1 75— WUWF 58, w1 ol i i 9 3K it ke
(ball-tossing game)=# >J BB {515 & B PEAS L7 3R (U
IR, ZJE AR 5 o8 R ME AT R
(Fareri et al., 2012), YE& I 1 2% A 45 101 26 2
W TR R sk 2 I AL, AR B, AT
AR RIIRHE SN R 2 5 IR 2 M .35 3 1Y
GG S EAER], S Eg s ANTHE 5 gt
P AR AEAT A, 00 E Bl b e A Y S i s R 2
Rt R MR DR, WIREN R S B
AR R rp ik ARER . Fareri 5(2015)7E I 5L Al
RS T S R R OC R AR BN R A X T e 2
e T A AR AT PR T R AEAT o DR T
WAk BEA AR EDLN T, IRFTER AT (5 K
PR RAFEARAT I, 25 R R AT Tk
00 24 2B N T, A B Bl Al R v S0 g 2
ANo BRIEZ AL, Radell 45(2016) 0% F T A Al 52
it LA RW S A2 > AL 1A [ 0 i 284
A (FEAESE R 2 7 A1) 50 [0 36 A7 2 ) X AN [
AR BE K B0 - e il 5 AR e SR . 45 R R B,
AR LG TR Bk, 0 ] B Bl 2 X v A T A
BEAKSF- X5 T AR ARAT S D, 32 Ry 4
TP 0] F o 55 R AF B AKOE X T 100 46 15 A (3
IR 3 3R WIFE A 2 v i ] TR ] 8 AT Ay 19 1K
bO SR Ak S EPSE e g U IE EPSNEE T e AR

B T A AL 2 ST B ARDR T 5T S e 4 B R
WA W A5 AT R Ah, DRER Xt b T4 Jese
15 B AT 2 0 foy A A5 AT D SR AT Y .
Fouragnan (2013)4% H £ %% 35 AR X F e 5 vl {5
BER 7 A PIRR, BR T B2 HTE R 55 w5 B
A g )T N2 Hh, R 50 F HEL
S TE AR B WEFE X L TE A A
FIEE TRCRY Yy s Al 2 SRR, IR T EA R
{5 BT, Wealre 1 X {5 BE A =5 AR 6
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MO ERAT NG D BELE] . W5 & BLE &
T A S i AR A A AR AT R T R AR AT
R AR AY 5 Al N A A S 7E R F AT T
ZEh, SR E R B — M2 E S, AU
SR AT IR SR A, 38 23 T 1 B R 15t 1Y
2 s A PN (MIEE S MRS 3k SUUN IE- S
A5 FEAT BB W — A TX Iy 2 A H AR A 15 1Y
Xt 5 0l {5 B K - 19 15 & (Trustworthiness  belief,
TW)o 33X 5T x5 I A5 BE KT 45 & ) 4
Tl R — AR R 2 il (bonus) 7E3% ] pRER h 84T 3%
o BFFE B, AATHEA T3l 5 B4R 2 1
Tl 7 XN BUE AL PSR, ST B B U A SR 1Y
FAl EIEOCT X TR ETFENES, RGRIE
X F AR F B R TR, I IR S O 4
AT o MICSER TR AR B B, A1 Sk
14 S A 2 RO A5 A 38 R 5 T2 15 T A 14400 i il
WI{E (Fouragnan, 2013). 1345 i 55 { F 3 fb 2% S
RUR A R AR AR IR, ATSUE AT N
BRI H AT R, e AR, A
13T 2 R B3 iy R s R AT e 3, i HoX T
22 U CHL By v T B 14 235 2R Sy SRR, BRI X 9
RS AR, ANTHET — A ZE b2 el i 5
BIPR, DTkl & M 47 4 (Haiyan, 2018).

B, AT R R R B S AR R,
B —AAWF T W R, AT AL 2
WKCH. Bl Th AR B 45 3 T3 X 7 24 B KR JE TeE
S AR XSy B B, TSR Ak 2 2] B AT DL
BRI SASE RE
322 HBEHR

KA REREIL IR AR B, DR H i — R
G TSI AT E BEAR AR AL IR A i 2L o Fareri
E(2012)RF T I AE P SR AR AR X Oy 1y Se g AT
15 BE X HAFATAT g LA K 15 22 B0RH 5G4 1 Dy e 175 2
MR . FEIZBEIE T, s i iR R = Fh
AN EE AT A Bt T (i /R AR B g Bk i ke, A 2
X FRAENIREN SR . 7E4 PR EE(E
FEZE T, Bl i B0 B9 A @ ) i 2 Xt
FHATEZE . bR EXF T 047 2B, 588
BRI AT A TE G . BEFE R ] RW s Ak 2
BAL 3 AT 1 SR AR AR R b sl R AT g S ik
TR, M-S A —SHO AL, 80T
28 I3 RS F15 S B B 42— SR ik S 15 A i
BATRP; 7E DR B A A S s 285 SR, 5

25 R AH LA 1) SR TR 10T [ 0 8005 2
B i H AR AL A ) 3] B AR SR X S i X Y
BOLD {5528k i 400G, SR, 25 0] FE ik
XY BOLD {5 % [ Wt T 7647 K F F SR T HiAT
TR 25055, B a 2 fi X 67 37 4R /52 0
TR BE A T 22 AR S 0 R, XL
EIREH, AN E A SE 8 S5 BRI LR Ep
S oiE i A ST HLRI A — BUF B sk ah -, 18
BB . Fouragnan (2013)i 13 %) b iR 7E
A ICSEI AT A BE PR S5 A T B AT DR SR B AH I
TR DX, FRIT T S T AR BE 52 ) A ATAR AT TR
H R Rl . SRR, SURMEEKE Sk
BRI 70 Ak 11 R e v (5 A R A
WA, SeUR T {E B ST X oM DG FER
SER T AE B AT, W XX FAF AE AT
Sy BsF R B SR AR 671 35 T 5 A R T2 2] A
o ] BRAH G, R AE TS AR AR
AR, JF Heol S R e i (s Bl &
55 5 e I ANAHAFIT o 1 H, FITCSes Sk A E, A
I AT A AE T T8O A5 AT AT B,
BRI AR SOBIE T R . JE I E B S B TR B0k
A F0 A AT A K2 2 (ventrolateral prefrontal
cortex)Z [A] AR F2, 3 T 9 15 g i oxt i AT M 1Y
KB, XMERESEIRNIRE RN,
[i) Hsf 21 56 AT 5 B 2 52 ) 3 1 ) LR AR AT SR
T 3% S R 76 77 40 i B2 2 s B o BRI 24,
Fareri 45(2015)38 i 76 5 fb 2% > BET o A T 41
SMER AR TR T8I 50 F R R m R
i HAFAEAT A A it . B EF A g i
R FENAC, S5 WA FEE TR
BEATAR AR o AT S Wl I B Bl b R A5 1
FUREEREE T &80 A+ S M ER 5E S, X
A E R B E S AT X 2 E 0 E e
TRk 2R o WS F R X it S R BE
JIA RL MM BB o 25 R 3R W, O R % Y
Eah R R R S M ER RS, X
Pkt E2 B AR5 S M SOIR A PO w3 -
J% )2 (medial prefrontal cortex)J i T2 & ik 5 4H 6
XEWEFEZ S EIT, AMIER-SNELER
B9 R AT R R

X AR 2 W5 AN E T 47 Ry 2 R A
THFRAEE R, #hFe kBT 80 v {5 B 23 52 i Bl ik
IR E AR DR, IR BT (51 sh 25 2% A fin 3%
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filt o Forb, 2F L e ) SORAA RO AT 1117 [ i e
AT S Y O 25 SR A S R R e TR
JEE X5 B 0 e 5 A 2 SR 1 52 Wi 2 B A i 41 P e 2%
G b BCRR ST B2 2 ) 3 A5 R
S W T B AE AR B oo A B AR T A A
33 ETFIMHHERNEEEETAEMZEK

EHR

DT - S AR 7 A A 1 3 v 9 P 4 v T B
T 5 52 AR AR T 2 rh 500 5 G fof A T 25 1T 4 0l
TRAT IR B AT J5 i 2 LR
331 1TAFEHR

Ray %5 (2009)44 .0 B B i 5] A UL - Hip 5240
FESET DU BRI A9 IPOMDP HESL I X 5 & (51T
IR S ARAT WL T — M5 &2 BT (belief
hierarchy model), ZRAIIN Ky, TR FIE A H &
BAEAGVEMZER, HIF R AP T Bk iy 258,
Bl e A s e fE BRI sh S IR . B T T2
4 A W S A5 S AE WL B 19X 547 2y i L it
AU 07 AT R B . Do A B AT
23 B X T X T 2wl R MR &, iz
o —RINARIEEZR: BRFH N
fRAEH —AT KRN BAEEFE N BT IR
il H C o AR NSRS . PR BCRAEZ IKE.
AE R EEA LA X R A A E, AR s ik
B — A EF W Do B 48 A 3 47 (Bayes-Nash
Equilibrium, BNE), 1% 5 (1) G137 55 & 7€ IPOMDP
HESLR /Y DU S B 5| AT M S 27K, LA
IR A AL 22280 L SR KT LA R S 36 15 vt
NATEAEAT 9 0952 0 o 38 3o 4R 2 % (model
inversion), AJ LIARPE B 78 2560 H S & AR AT AT
R Bk K 43 1 R W BB 4 7K - (strategic thinking) i
TR TR S B B WA AT, SR S A 7K - s 8¢
IR BT REC B o X — RO AT B {5 A
HH AR 22 S B AR TR e L

Hula 55 (2015)f #8431 00N 52 45 - 2 AL &)
(partially observable Monte Carlo planning, POMCP)
SLRSE T AE IPOMDP HESL T () 5 & 5 A1 95
SRR, BEAETEIE 10 ARSI O T
Xf TR A Al AR &, T2 O AR E i AT
o FTLA, MRS HTERT 10 WIZE 4T
A LA BT £ G P 2 WA o i B O S U, X
SR b 4T Ry AT DA PR 4 B A TR H B
BRA SR B o A P2 R 5 T L e A e

HE BT L 4 a4 I o A PR A RE T o

Friston %3(2013)7E3E T D1 M-8 ) IPOMDP
HEZE T X AN S BB PRI NS T —
A E WA WT (active inference) DU ALY, 2455 Y
SIAT AT 5005 &m0 Wi 3 S50, X Pkt
AT AR, 4 A T SR B BE Y U (free-
energy principle) ¥ /5 % {5 & . Moutoussis %
(2014) 1 X Fh A6 B FH 7 A5 AF 1258 b, K 00T vR KR
(utility functions). JolfF&MAE R Gk, &
3L T R FR BB, A% 0 3 A ST AR AT
M A R, AR BT A S X AR 10 A
A, BB RO R A R R &
Schwartenbeck %(2015)i# i 590 KB, SR A
ROH PSR BRAH L, EWHERT T /Y g B g
B H TR AT A B R AT R

AIF 5T 3 o S DL S0 A A8 7 P 3] 52 o [ L
o Jung FQ017)M g T BRI IE B A (E AR
KW 5T LRI . IR oE v, WFoE &%
TR VLR A5ON B ST T DU AT HE R, DK 9%
JE RV PE o3 /ST USROG R, I 143 X I s 5
Gy, VR AN 2 P AT R S H T ATR
SN Z [ A 2208 . mt, AT &g 3
WP 22 7T LAEE T DU - 3 A5 8 v 5 55 43 A 4 T BT
5o 3 LA DL AR A 1 AR [l A A, TSR
RIS 2 e TR R, i L
DU SRR AT LSO AT B 57 05 A 12 vh 9%
R ERIFETTH -

Mz, BT UM HERT AT Dy =B N
MTEELZFEEIE D, £S5 IR A A
AT AR WX J5 2 A5 AR A5 &, AR 7E I RE il
AL PSR TR N HERT A B R BE AR,
ROAE g o A8 v i B AR AR R TR
332 HBEHAR

Xiang % (2012)K T g 0 2 4 m 15 H R R
SEHEWT AR ) BE T R A5 R A ATTHE AR AR 1R
B AEAT S & A D 25 1 & WA AR 12 9 (objective
biomarkers), BF5% & R F 5L T00 SIS (%) D13
BERY, PR S50 R AE R A TR B,
AR 3 R A T B 1 3 20 s /T AR = 2R Kk
IR, S T A 1) SO AR VT R 5 T
JEYETRBE UL K 45 R TR B A, A = LA
VR 5 0 BE R A G TR 4 A X
(Temporoparietal Junction, TPT)# 1% F2 & B3k T
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UL SAR B GR A  , X R, LB R
BB RN B 5t 4G SR TR UK, O R BEARE S A AR
VL F B AT, T e S T T L o
Wil A 2 B 47 5K . Nihonsugi 25 (2015) 1
fMRI 148 /i & 3 H, i) 384 (transcranial directcurrent
stimulation, tDCS)¥; RIF45 A& IFEMRAEL, HRT
W7 At N = BRI S 45 285 SR AR AR PSR AT A Y
S FE AR ZE AL 2 R SR B RS,
5% W MUK IR % (guilt aversion) . A 2 - IR
(inequity aversion)5 3 £k 2% ] B8 v (14 280 1 oI 4K
ARG T RIAY NI A o AR SRR
SR N T BB SBES RGBSR R ER K
B, A SMIETARI B Fi(right dorsolateral prefrontal
cortex, DLPFC) % 55 F B B B & Tr ek 17
RA S, ENBCRAAR TN A AL WS 5 5 T Rt
M 22 B SRAT A DG Tl HL XS DLPFC fy 5 42614 3
B IR T R R PR AT . g R SR,
il DLPFC 7e T 52 56 T = B 0 A 1B 8
HEEZVEM . 25A HAF5E & B, Nihonsugi %(2015)
P2 AL A AR g v R A AR N B TR
BT RGBSR AE R %, A
138 5 2K B 3045 3 (1 22 5055 (BOIR IR B0 ),
AR T >0 75X 5 1Y T {5 BE K SF-(DLPFC AT ] 114
V), SRG AR BL Al D A 3 I MR AT S (G 2 iR
X /) BOLD {555 #5578 v (14 T 00 4 2 8 28 4 56);
T HL B35 A {5 B S A~ R Z B R,
XGRS, AMUEI T ARUE YR B
A RIEATE AR PSR I AN A 22 T g pp 2 3 mly, i L
RIAE B AFAEIE D, 77 HE Wy it A S R R
TR AR S 5 B AR 2 R S

4 AERERE

L5 DRTIR, SR F I SAR Y A 17 Sy 2 F0
AR D71k, WA E O B 2 B2
BT SCHR T A5 BE X T R T A ) A A i
{EAETE B, X A1 2 AT I B ) 23K — [ JB AR
BT EHRANBE, (IR — SR JE A
— BRI,

41 HHEHERNEZRE

H A 7 A5 AT 1R A T A A T A
R Ak SRR DU AR R AhAE S R R R
FARTE BRI, AR 2 11 750 Jw
25 MR B IERTXS AT AR, O 4 2] R Al

et A AR BB 2 R I BCE RN (P A R AR A
ZESeE) o AR A R S Tz N TE A R
155, JF TGS H 5 IR BR &5 &5 1E 4R
S8Rl B 2B T RE Ty ARG TR 2 H R B
(Jaafra et al., 2019; Lee et al., 2012), {H &5 1k2% >
AU 18 2 W 1 38 7 1 27 2] el FRAR i I P 7E 52 A
R SRS SR e M NG SR T AR N IO NIURIS - S N
WY, [FRAT A R ROTE R R R, 75 Z A
Xif AT HE KT (Mathys et al., 2011),

177 D A R R A BRI ik, 4
A DU ST B, R R A AR AR A R B 15 A 5
YERAT S R R, 7T DAAR A b 220 i A A A 1
XA E 1B 5 T PR AT N (Mathys et al., 2011),
o WA I AR R ) 22k S T A (] 4
BT 7 (Friston et al., 2016; Parr & Friston, 2017;
Smith et al., 2019) #F 7% # il o B A A B T 3%
WA R AT O B R E S5, RIS TR T . PSRN
EPE. SEIR{E AAE4E (Smith et al., 2019), {HHRTY
A — WU 708 H B A5 4L 1955 oF (Moutoussis et al.,
2014), AR ZETE W58 N IZBROR AU A
TE G FE, B E R WE AL T UM B 24, TR iR
THUIRESEARAT: 55 SR K 30 G B S R ol 2 Ll A
AR 3 A AT TR AR 22 S5 1 o AT L) A o 2 A

LA B e I R R L e AR 1o
BEAY, 4N, Mathys 82 T 432 i 0 g s 7Y
(Hierarchical Gaussian Filter, HGF), %A% A0 D1 -
S0 T AR A4 20 AN S 1 ) O X R A e 2T A
T e 220 A 2 S (0 ST 5 AR A Rk o T
4 SR 7 R 5 A o 20 AN B S ARL (LA T R 22
UK), ANEZALTET 43 2 o PR A 2 LA A
X SR Mg B B B AU A DAy o T R, DLk )
N ATAAT7E B 458 LA SR B AN 5 T HEAT DR Y
PR, A S ORI AR R T TR T A
Wy Al N = BB A S 32 8 19 B St (Diaconescu
etal., 2014) FRILZ 4N, A B0 AL 24 > A
AR BRI 55 DL i S AR A8 v (9 R ARE 23 220 o AN T o8
PEZE AR T Fehr-Schmidt A/ AR T
(Fehr-Schmidt inequality aversion model, FS model),
TE 2R AY v A 20 A4 22 5 19 2 ) IR S8
ARG SHL, WA AR R S
BYRESE . =TT RE DS E, WL
AT AU A TTE (S AT B 2R Th PSR AT o BFSR
FE I RN F T (e R m R E R
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WA BRI Y S8, SRR LT R
i T AR B, Bz T MO (R AR
HEEHSE I PRSI NEZ MR, X
2 B i ) R BOE S AT A S R AT
£ KA F R (Luo et al., 2018),

SR T LIARHE IR 5T B ), Z 36 Mok £ 0 %
A BB TEE IR, DI 5
HSEMR A B, IE LI XE AL P A A
25 55 100 BRI 2 ML 1 R o
42 ETHEERNR-ITHARRXRZWAR

AR FE T IH R AT W I 2 AR A58, AT LAAA
(i) 7122 [i] 79 24 32 Sk 220 ) Al 8 AT AN R A A
PR R e 29 Bl B S R Y B A AR AR, KA TR
i )y e T R AR, R R R AR AT AT R —
TIRe Ry a8, (M2 YT s R RE & T S
Tl Z AT DR AR DG ZR o % 453 45 S8 8 1Y) TR SR AT
N AT (Gu et al., 2015), 7EHEDFEE
i XA A S R R E R B A EEE Y, H
XM RA G EL . LLZ f5iRE )3 (Transcranial
Magnetic Stimulation, TMS)FI tDCS i A MR L)
A AP R R AR B B, R SN S PR AT
FERRC R T AT RECGRILE 5%, 2019), 14
10, Zheng %£(2017)f# il tDCS #4347 M1l DLPEC f)
Mgk, RIS R T i
WEAEAT . BT —IAF 55 8 F T 36 A Al
1y MRI 1 tDCS AR, K IMAM A 5T
i WAt T PRI TR B 25 SR R B T A A Y
122 255 (Nihonsugi et al., 2015), KT 2 H Z 1)
WFEHG AR R AR IR A | IMRI FORFI 5
RS G, EREMEMIENIERT, i —LHERFE
BT B FE T G A0 BEHLG 5 o 28 2Rl 2 [A) Y
FRX R,
43 RBHERBENAREEINAR

AR, T ARk R A T A
RULE NG R P N, JF H R R — 37
rFE 4, BB R (computational psychiatry)
(Huys et al., 2011; Montague et al., 2012; Stephan
& Mathys, 2014), THHEHE i 2% R A L T B Y
TE B HR AT R S5 5 AT S AR 28 06 BN 1 i RO
JEA, DA A7 RS #9% BE (Friston et al., 2014),

VIR 5T & SRS s iR B (R AR g v 2
R S8 ST o B0 Stk A B i 2
(Borderline Personality Disorder, BPD)#HI H 4] 4iE

(Autism Spectrum Disorder, ASD)JL#E &R H T
/L B9 {5 4547 S (King-Casas. et al.,, 2008; Knoch
et al., 2009; Maurer et al., 2018), LI & /DAL
I R 2 AR o B {5 AR AT A T AR S AR £
ORI T D B (E A7 (Mellick et al., 2019;
Wehebrink et al., 2018), {H & iX Lo L2 A T
BEEEAT T, T BE N 55 ET
RS .0 BT AR R LM AN T 2 . B TR
— T LK P9 R N RS 2 A AR R 4R
BERIMESY o 25 SR O B3RS 1 DL Hip A 7R
W, G NG AT AR B AT g A
SR I AN [F) T A 4 58 I Rk R
TR o IRE Y R BH X 3 0 BRI Y DLt B
TEUAS 118 S A V% 5 T X6 o 1 Ao 422 s g IS B W] LA A
SRR S E AR AT O B & AR IE Y (Xiang et al.,
2012), ARSERIBFFERT LA TR M5 2= 0 A T IR
ABEFERE S R B 5 AR 1 S 2
b o BHABAETEZE . AR DL Rl 5 R R
GRR MBI T3, AU LUIME AT IE 7R 2
N ANUEAETE L 2 i B (Sanfey, 2007), 16
FENE P B R A S T RE RS PR AL TR LA .
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Psychological and neural mechanisms of trust formation: A perspective from
computational modeling based on the decision of investor in the trust game

GAO Qinglin, ZHOU Yuan
(Key Laboratory of Behavioral Science, Institute of Psychology, Chinese Academy of Sciences, Beijing 100101, China)
(Department of Psychology, University of Chinese Academy of Sciences, Beijing, 100049, China)

Abstract: Interpersonal trust has permeated all aspects of social exchange. It is the foundation of promoting
and maintaining social corporation. Using the trust game paradigm, previous studies have investigated the
theoretical models, biological bases and influential factors of interpersonal trust. In recent years,
computational modeling has been increasingly applied to the research field of interpersonal trust. It enables
researchers to explore the psychological mechanisms underlying interpersonal trust. Combining
computational modeling with neuroimaging technology can deepen our understanding of the brain
mechanisms of trust behaviors. The current application of the computational modeling to the trust game
primarily aimed to answer the question of “how trust is formed”. Future researchers could further combine
advanced computational modeling techniques with non-invasive brain stimulation technologies to uncover
the unique process of trust formation among patients with mental disorders. By doing so, we hope to gain a
better understanding about the differences in the psychological and neural mechanisms of trust formation
between healthy population and patients with mental disorders.

Key words: interpersonal trust, trust game, computational modeling, functional magnetic resonance imaging





