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ABRE DX S 1EIT AR R ENL & K AR B

LT BEWME
(I R HE # B D FF R, LifE 200234)

=

Rl AEA ZRBR s &k, SHALAPZLELAELEL . AFR Y AR iR A,

BB ARG AR . R AR A IR AR A I A M R AR AT, BAR AL PR G 2 A B el
. AT RGNER . e R OIS AR A, FH AR R A BAR T 2 AR F 6 R
A BRMATRER | AR A R AR T Bt — P AR AT M E AL

R oA R R T N R TR A A

2k
Ae,

XEHE ARRY, &4F, AAaREL, BRI HIAR, ARMLAREST R

%S B849: (91

AL - S 1 — 308 T B R BUE T v R
20885, DS TR B A BA A R 3] 3 55 4 — 1Y)
I 398, R4 (synchrony) & AJStt &4 16 19 % L
TPNFRAE, [R5 d i SRR B — Bz sh
. Lakens (2010)tA kiz gl 15 A 14 A ok 1
FANERE FAL SRR E 25 BRI . B
K, |62 Re % A AR i 4L 2 Bk 45 (Tunggeng &
Cohen, 2016), 5 i A [ 25 I B A= 9 4> 1< [ 52 57
28k R 1A % F Bt (Ehrenreich, 2007). [6) 4 Ay W
FEAT LhiB ) B SR AT . A (ritual) 2
AR, ANKRAT AbRIE, R R A &
By, WAL EE R R OERZ
—(4R/NHE 45 2018), Fischer 25 A (2013)IA W4T H
£ 1] 25 S 1 ol 2 A0 (2 R ARG A i 5V 3
ML AT R AL . B ATXS R 2547 R
N RHEE R R B S0 3 A
ZRE, RE TR M E RN .

1B #2228 AR R A T B R ER 4514, A BRIA]
# (interpersonal synchrony)547 AP H (behavioral
matching) [f] J& F A PFr ¥ 8 (interpersonal
coordination) (Bernieri & Rosenthal, 1991), I #f
TR NGNS HIZ 3 L —8E, (e 0T
] 11 8h 16 K% 8 I A7 76 22 % (Chartrand & Lakin,
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2013) o 17 R VT B X FK 47 i X i (behavioral
mimicry), BIASE 405 i N B9 sh 4, 3 i 3l A DT mT
TE #8358 0 B ) 2 3R, ) 4R AT R (initiated
behavior)5 % & 17 N (copied behavior)[] — B A #E
i 5 s (Chartrand & Lakin, 2013); APBRIE 48B4
B2 N SELER A B ES, A4
DA b B~ L B ] 43 22 /80 5 (time-locked) (14 77 X
JE I 19— F 33z 3 (Cirelli, 2018). 4R /NHESE A
(2018) 5 7] 2B B 4 s Ay LAAH [l 451 2 1 (5 &1 40
X JEIAPEAT I E AT UG FL AR 3, SRR (R R L 2
[ B Y R — Sk . e, B LR HR A3
VEAERF B FIAHA | (in time and phase)5 % —1 A
B4 RS 1 VT i (exact rhythmic matching of actions)
(Mogan et al., 2017), 34T A [F B (in-time)[F] 40
(in-phase) &k A= . | Y[R AT LIAL 35 [R) A8 7] 25 Fi
#H (anti-phase) [F] 25, @140, P4~ A R B LLAH R
T2 A AR R sk LR [ 3 R 2 e A2 R, B
FIAA 2 ARGS9 AT 2540 RH — A 265 A2
1M 55— NZS A, JUIAR S A [R]{E A5 R AH ], B
FORRIRIE o BER [] AR RSO RE AR 2 A i I RAR =X,
{H [ #H [F] 25 8 R Fa € (Rennung & Goritz, 2016),

1 ABRRBEZ X &EER RN

ke 8 22 (I 5% TIE B PR [R] 45 RE i 4 1t 444
H&1E4T 4 . Anshel F1 Kipper (1988)#% i a1 5]
EARTERHEIT 5 AR A, 165 R
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A o AT R B, R AL R ¥ SR T A
BRI A5 A, [F)20 0 s T IR GE R 5% o i A 4R
174 o Wiltermuth 1 Heath (2009)i%3+ 7 3 4525
2 - INNCE DR (A iR s -2
FATEES T 5 & RSB ABRF LG,
ANk 7R 55 3R 5 B 98 I % (Weak  Link
Coordination Exercise) " X3 i A B & 1E Fi i) o &
m TR, =R R A PR S Y%

DI b RS P B AT o A 2 LA (e HE5OR,

Bl 5 AW A AR 4%, 5 ARG S i A A AT)
IR E & 1F . Reddish, Fischer #iI Bulbulia
(Q013)H5 & VEAT iyl 12 D2 gy 5t Ui 2 e 81
AR IR, 9F — P &k B3 5 ) P (shared
intentionality) 75 {iE i [W] 25 BE AR & VB b i) B 21,
)20 Sl F 5 3 B RS I A B B AR KR
IR, X R Y R AR SR F BRI S 2
AR A4 . AR NBR RS 5 A 1E1T R i 56
AR KA, AUKNIEH (Cross et al., 2019;
Rabinowitch & Meltzoff, 2017; Valdesolo et al.,
2010). = AKLL B 2P (Good et al., 2017;
Reddish, Fischer, & Bulbulia, 2013; Sullivan et al.,
2015), 2 K MU B B 1A 5] 22 (Jackson et al.,
2018; von Zimmermann & Richardson, 2016)#f 1]
Ve HESAEAT o T H, X R etV A7 75 T
25 ML) 5 AR S 3o =X (A B TR 5 R 2 34y O el
Z¥)H (Cross et al., 2019; Fischer et al., 2013; Good
et al., 2017; Sullivan et al., 2015), W T EEL
AP AT M AN G E S — T 45) (Jackson
et al., 2018; Rabinowitch & Meltzoff, 2017; von
Zimmermann & Richardson, 2016), JGZr#r &,
[ 25 X5 B VEAT Sy 14 A1 26 A P 0 2800 8 7T L 3k 3]
0.25 (Vicaria & Dickens, 2016),

R RMABERE, R XA A0 1R 2 200 46
TAHTWE? WFoE kB, 12 S H 4L S&FRM
XF AL B s, MTSE S A C s s
H.(Tunggeng et al., 2015), 4 % JLELEFRLHFH R
HilfEE sh e 2R M E 2 [ R H BT A A Kk
15 YE4T M (Kirschner & Tomasello, 2010), 5 52
BEECRIZ SR, TEAT 55 BT Z AT 3R A 14 [
Lissha iR T 4 B ILENGIERRT, FPH
5500 A= [ e N 3R] 58 A VEMEAT: 55 (B 6 #1 5AT
SR RS MR, ) 2 B
TARPEZ R BACH, M- 30E 2 R 5

4 1E(Rabinowitch & Meltzoff, 2017).
2 BEHRESIEHTIENF

[F2EAT DA G VE? N A SCHRE, LIE
W58 38 32 B DU AS I 1 i A T R 26 5 AR R
A WA RGN BOERR AL T AR BILR
A AR 0 5 298 T 0 B SE A, A S R4 IRk
A4 5 FERRA 15 2 1 e A AR 1 T N B KT A R
"3,

21 MHEEERSHEE

B, 17 A ok i A B[R] 25 (physiological
synchrony) A By T HER L I8 . BAFRLLER T
= A2 5% S 25 i 1900 H JELRD 1 R AR5 A B
WEER T, R IAT A R0 0 A B R] 2D 47T DL F
AN PRIBN B W REREE SR 1, B A AR R 25 T
TG 896 1F (Gordon et al., 2020), AS[a] 25541
A= R IR] D B AR T AT BES TR] o T A T % T 1Y T e
PRI 358 U0 X Hh 0o R R B2 ok e 281 R BRI 28, R U
JUk FEL A [F) 2514 BB TUI 5/ (Behrens et al., 2020).

H, KIGr 2 258, W KR M)
LI Pl e 2548, Al5s T — > 15 1) 9 % Il i, A
MAERIE RO th R FVER . B9 RA IMRI 5
BRI EAT 3G AEAT s, & 35 il A TR 25
R AR RS B — A e A, I B AR
A BRI T, R RGES S
TX—ATH, BRESAT NS TR R R R
AR AN 7R B £ b A5 B[R] £ (Kokal et al.,
2011).

w5, Moty e i NIEMNERT R Ra
(the endogenous opioid system) )T 5 T 414>
i (Mogan et al., 2017), B-PNMERKBE R BN Ky
] 25 P 2 00 9 YR BT 2R 8 AT 3 B0R Ak
1P NAT B3 N (Loseth et al., 2014), AA]
B IR BEAE S PIHERK T8 b5, PIMERK T 55 4
S EOAIR BE RN, [R5 S A PR A 1 T
T NIRPERT 7 RAEPEGE . JLIA 2 ABRIFI2E
g, WIAEPRRIfE(Cohen et al., 2010). [A]4: 3
IE (Weinstein et al., 2016) , ;¢ (Dunbar et al., 2012)
FIBESE (Tarr et al., 2016)3 % B 5 b A 7125 J5 5
FI{E N, Lang 25 A (2017)%5[5) 25 1) S 4L 228800
53 R 75 BE RN (BRI R) 20 472 2 5 % B 4G ) AnAT sk
N (RD [R5 AR i 5L FE AR S 1ETTR), KBRS
(B 0 5 5 2 B RN G R A At S PR AR 2 I A
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TE & R ARG, [R5 AT B E A 2 ey A0 R {E R 1
IEAT IR SR m 2, WIRPERT
RGMWEGE, W B-MMERR AR, AT RS
YRR EELN % . 1 Sullivan 25 A (2015) 9 0F 58 B A7
R IPETR B AE 1 R AR, FTRER X —WF R
FR ARSI R Z 3, P9 B R &
T AR AR A il Al ) 783 2635 sl h 52 R
22 HESERERHIERE

2547 AR EE N SEERE. APRFL
HA N E W18 3 7R T, 3% Se e 5] LU kA2
IRt ¥ E#E 2 W& (Macpherson et al., 2020), #t
22T 25 (social bonding)2 ™A Xt J& Fl tH 5 B 56
FROEBEEN AIRAELE, S AT IR T RS
(AR/NlE 55, 2018). A WFFEXTAE xR A I Y
i 4 LR AR AT . SER M (entitativity) . FHE.OC
B4 (interconnectedness) . 2E&E . W51 1. A
P B, 25 M (affiliation) . fllya 56 & (rapport)
BRIy BB, RS JoaT & BLE 2D X 4
23 BRGE BN A /N B 1Y OE ] 52 R (Mogan et al.,
2017; Rennung & Géritz, 2016), EARFZ ] L4
R=ATI I

T, [ AT ARG I ) ) i B . R A
o £ . Hove Fil Risen (2009)# %5 ik M1 9256
Hr AW R AR 2, SRR RS
HCRID WS . W2 T DL DL, 3%
R, A A A B U B Al AT A [
(Atherton et al., 2019), — I FH LR 18052
(VR)W BRI, IR oL 5 L R 2
HEMWASOREE R E & TARL K, KU
2577 A A R T £ R 0L B S8 AR L B AT 0 1Y
(Tarr et al., 2018),

FLwR, TR AT DA 0 %ol A A T 45 s 1 4 o
Valdesolo #l DeSteno (2011)% #5554 AAH H,
ARS8 [ 25l A AR 5 2 Y TR, R AR R
EE T AER . RSB 5 A A A
53 W A B L B {5 AT X U7 (Wiltermuth & Heath,
2009), X BERE FLETTRRIE N — N EAF S,
R 388 3o 3 A 5 R it A A 5 [ 28 At N 2 8] 1Y
AU B G — 1, FF VR B S 091 24 B g F i A
GV B

e, [E20 LA X AR 2AE . 5
Tl N1 1R 2532 Bl 234l E AR A R AL 2 A TR], DA T3
IEEAAR A0 B9 A 1 (Good et al., 2017) . fH &5 ] 4

o AT BEAT R AN RS2, i B () A6 14 e atoxk [] 20 Al
NBIEAT S 1 F0 W LA [ 25 5AS 7] 26 09 4 5
iy, X #E 1A A1 45 19 J& A (the  perception of group
unity) 141 73X — 4% (Chvaja et al., 2020), It4h,
HRERH B L SERE RS, B E]p 35T
R/ R R Z M ARG, AR R A
SH G, WIS N AR E BBl [RAE K H bR
B fE J1(Gvirts & Perlmutter, 2019),

23 IANMRGFEMRA

(6] 25 % A R R ) S e b B B T e
DS | AR5 PR L X B B4R,
B5EEA L B R E SR e T
Sa, [ 25 ] DL IR 0 0 19 RURR 7 (perceptual
sensitivity), Valdesolo %5 A (2010) % Fi[6) A #2244
ST UK LA SE A Bl ) S R, AR
A A2 B S Y G AR AT 55 P AR AR N . IR
HBURIE S A T RL XSRS B, Ul
W15 At A TR) 26 AT L3 i 4 v SR AU 42 % ]
PRI B B SR EE AR, DT 30 A A ok A 1 T 30
ORI AT REME . R, ABR R B A] DU A R
1904 4k (mentalizing) o /0% 46 Z 48 R C
PR RGHEWT, TEAE ST B, XA AL B K
FLARZS B HEWT 5 0G0 26 F) TR G/ S5 051t 2
1728 o AR AR HEVE T H R IAEXT R 25t N i 4
I, 1A AEZ Ak (Baimel et al., 2018).

H AT A bR [ 25 4R 3 A VR o ik A R Y
KK, AR AR ARIEESHIL: A
K- ANESER—FINAZELE, 5,
2019), APr[E:ZE AT DU #ExF A 35 il AHE & R AL
HIRNG o BRI I A R R R Pk S5 DA T e A [
A XF G A AR FEAE FT v by 8 AT A RE Y f (008 T
LW Z R ST
24 FRIEEGRE

NI [ 25 X R A 28 vy msie e EL A R A
S TR 25 2 A A R BB, 7 AR R 2K
(Galbusera et al., 2019; Mogan et al., 2017, 2019;
Tschacher et al., 2014), JT4HT & B [E) A5 4 X B
155 28 B 1E 18] B RS H 45 (Mogan et al., 2017), B
FSCHR X AR 15 4 0 ) 08 AR AR S . —
B AE T SRR S R . A SRR 4
REIEAEX, SIS R MAHER, HXRCRAE
[l 25 3 ¥ R £ P s B8R (Tschacher et al., 2014), 1
WiE A P A EEAE, W LLE [



1320 DI = N S S

o530 %

WA BB VEFT (Rand et al., 2015), P [EE
A A e v 3 o 4 SR AR 15 2 S AR RS AR AT
B Al A BF 5T 7R 5l N (R 25 A 38 T et J%
(Reddish, Fischer, & Bulbulia, 2013; Wiltermuth &
Heath, 2009), & Ao ARS8 545 5 ¥ 3R
B E & BT AR I 45 T B (Tarr et al., 2016)
X BT BE S TG S AR B e R M E T B
o, B 5T E T 2 AT .

25 BRTR, ABR[E X & 1E AR i3 B AR
PR IEAEINHURIG 26 (78 Ak b, 0 S e Ae A B N
kL BRES R W, SR, i TR SRR AR R
149 b [ R0 5 A AR TR], PR R T 4 5 K
REJFSI R, BRTCI: 2 A& SR Z a1y CBK,
OB A R A R By 22 5%, ek ion
AR Z EJE SAFEL AW . 5T ANPrE.g)
A A, TR0 X 1R B 52 I o — A 2 2R Y it
PR, BT 5T Tk PR 52 R 1 B RE AN T

3 BEHREFIEHBEERERE

FEF X 725 AR AR R B s R o B, AR B AT
FEEANT T AR f B T = Fh [R5 A2 BE 5 A
AR : F IR~ N GRAE B S BRI A A
b X B 35 A FRAEFNAT Ay AR R % G A
S5, AR HESAEAT A A AR s A5 B il
LIRS E B AR BN A R SR AR R AL
BT, M HE S AT s SR 1Al IS AL RN Sy
5 fl AR 25008 T — P B i) 15 28 0 L, A iR
LA TE G T 7 A BRIRCIE 245 5 Bk E], A
MAEHEAVEFT o FELL L = AR IERE [, 45
A [FD A E 5 AR A DG SCHR, A8 SR T — AN 25
BEAILE 1), RS T R AR
[ 3 AL AV A A1
31 BE-MARMTEESER

AERTT R LR R AR S Az
[i) LB (A4 2 FN 5 | 5 (Baimel et al., 2018), Aron
FNAINFH R AR NS S, AF-
b N\ F11E 5 B (self-other representational overlap)
SRR H BRI (the blurring-of-self model), %
RERIN g Bl AT 8] 28 i 3l A FRORIt A
Z ] PR AR TSR . AR T RE S B Wb F O
Fiftb N Z B IX 5y, E2EMmANA AT, Kb
NGEN . W AR B A C W —3 4y, 7ER
TEf A FRAE A i IE B RIMEESH AL

o, FEME, 2019) 5 IRt A HF 7T LA
BYAAT R, W6 AR NS R, AR
By AR E R, BIANEEREERENRT %,
2015), A W] 20 B A I B) A 037 8 1 B, ()
VRN TE 2 M B -t N

Tz Wl m i mT LA R 2B AT o OR, A —
FERRENAN LS, 7T RES: B0 A A s 3 &
AT N )R A (Paladino et al., 2010), HRIEEHN
iz B K (Perception Action Model), [f]E4x8K )
#1420 (Behrens et al., 2020), $ Ik LRI K
H O — 50 T BE 2 5 BURE b 3 AR AT
(Fischer et al., 2013; Overy & Molnar-Szakacs,
2009), [FIZEAT AT EREE I 1Y S IR R 13X — 51
(Atherton et al., 2019; Chvaja et al., 2020), H Rk H
HIB XS R 0 BLEEE R, (B #H Z 3
A&~ N E S X m E v s A EEW
S REAE T o AR AT R b ) 2D VX [m) 20l N 35 2% i
B2 3z 2 {3 & - N8 & 0P A (Lang et al.,
2017). Feng % A (2020)i—2-fif ] INIRS #i3 T
[7) 25 % At 268 285 3t XK R SR AR AT A RS,
X RRAAR G, TR 2D A O B A AT S R A
A MET AU B 2 B A BR A 2 R)2 (INS) . B3R —1ih
ANES | B ERGER O S, B A
FYEE S INS 2E47 0 [R5 5 S5 4t S A7 R i s i
EHBITHMEN.
32 AfEmMEZER

1 £5B€ & (social bonding) i T LI HEAK A HF.0
ML 2sIANF o R 2D AT B2 B N 2 07 AL 23 43 T,
A~ R T Z2 5 38 R T g FE AR A R B AT O (Macrae
et al., 2008), BTG IIAE M4 B 51 18] 9 4 25 R R
(Wolf et al., 2015), #Esh MR Z 204 S8R
J1%E4L MBS 4730 . Reddish, Fischer 11 Bulbulia
(2013) 42 H 1 A VE 58 5% 7 (the reinforcement of
cooperation model)INWy, [F2E47 3l 5 Hlm] B ARAH
dia e T AEwW, Ot SRS ET
Ho B RIE D B R H AR, X R 2D R BE
5 R T B A VE SR R B i, RIVBRA 2 19 R 25
M, ARXT A R B e R B, i — R
AT RER A S5 090, AR R A gk sz 3] o
RIGFAEAE L, ARAF A A B A A R 2 i
HAE, DT aE R A A

Reddish, Fischer 1 Bulbulia (2013)%% i T [F]
Ao A A8 S 2 TR Bl A VR RSB EK S, B A
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ODFE ARG BB EIR RN EIEES, BIRFL
BTN 58 Bl A s 5 m OFf [F] 254 S /s
ML B AR WA &N SR, Kk
R AT S K AR, B A SR
L, b TR B AR ST BB S N R
M, X KWL R 85 ) A0 [ 2D e il A A
N EC S/ mMEE, SR LA R
AR SS G, AR VR W R R, S Ze bt
FEAEHA, BB A VR KA R 2D 5% B kA
P R ) R AR B T AE A, RO BR ]
A TR A VR AR, TG T XS
BVEX 4= 7 (Lang et al., 2017),
33 KRR

ANEAETE W FEEAT R, Bk 58 K&
W, R N R n) BRI 2, EE R T AR
STy AR (collective effervescence) it
FURIAE Durkheim (1915/1968)% 2 4% 2K i %
R, FRE I FEWE TG ) 0T Sl Hg i AR 1 2
Ak 2 BT F7 A B (Jackson et al., 2018), & {48
e AT DR VR N/ NE= G = N A
Durkheim ¥i“—H MARELE —dL, —Fle A fth
TR ™ A, JF R EOR A ] & S 31— AR L
B 1 BE o FE L SRR I, %8 834 15 (Hive Hypothesis)
I Y — A ANVURAEA SRR T, At 11 52 A Rk
2195 (Haidt et al., 2008), A Br R 25 & —Fh A4 ]
PLSE 4 AR [ 19715 28 AR BE T A7 o 05 5K, 7E 1R
G S TP NMEE R A O UURFERIE RE A,
AR L S S A BN R, T AR £ AR 0 T
S AERA IE A R (EEL 48, 2018), HL]E
BIRAATT BRI INAAE . BRRREER, R 5
BCAETE Lo IR I A A P A5 70 114 96 LE P T 5T
B, BRRALREA RIIES Y 2E 5 (Tarr
et al., 2016; Wiltermuth & Heath, 2009), {HiFZ 4
5% # AB I ) X — 45 A 1% 1T BB 1 (Gelfand et al.,
2020; Mogan et al., 2017; Tunggeng & Cohen,
2016), E G, HLHEARAAN IS E L, XA 1A
Ay BN A AT B EVE T HOR, SR E
o) R 2B 5 B SE 1 [F) 25 2% 57 5K (Mogan et al.,
2017), S5 bR [F] 20 v B4RV E A AT 2 2 B A i R
A (an, E R Em, SECERE D E P
(n, A7 7E SCPLBE Y % 2h TR S A, g B s
AE R, U, ARG TR RA
FEMNBROE,

DL = A BE R R A AR X)) AL 5 — e N 7R
WA . AR E AR RS T BRI 52 e 1
A3 TCHE T 5% W AS [RI BB A 4, /NS (A B
G AR N RIEESBIRL, 1h7 KRR R b A
A 195 RS8N 1) i ] BE TE 4 (Mogan et al., 2017),
AR = AR [ 20 AN A R4S A I, R R
OHR R R D B B AR — AR, £ NS A
e, AUREAT A AL AR
FG 450 238 7 5 R 20 X B a5 A 7 — i,
FEO PR IR SO R R 83 . AR RS o X
Y5 Michael % A (2020)% 3 {12 3 e 4k 23 i AL
HY PR IRl . 5, D R % AR A A D
(concern for others' well-being) . {F/LAIFT 37K
#/¥%(sense of commitment to perform an action);™
H 24t 22 Bl (prosocial motivation); H:K, JGig
BRI SR KOE, PR 2] LS B A ] 53
FESAT NN G, BETR R AL S PR S HLE I AR 32E R
AT R . WHHAAKE, B4 i — A 2 )
B & F I8N AR (8] 19 A0 AU (similarity), 3XFh ik
RS AT (B, [FIRHMSEAER ) . BARcEtRE
H AR )FIOCTE £ S AR R 2D =K, A2
Al FpACE B AR, PR Y SE AL S RN 3 R AR T
BEIR B 47\ W] (group-identification); MK K-,
AT AR AR I M B E M ERLR, K
D o R WIS O B B R I RE ), R A
JHI A 54T, 2% Michael %A (2020)/)5 %,
A = ABRIERY b, A I T 2 (R
GAER OIS R AL LA 1),

MRYE X — A, [6)20 BE AT DL B 37 2k S AR Sh
MUSRARSE GV, mT L i B A G VR X 4 0k 1 43
SRGVESNHIRIG HE SR, WA R nySLmAT
FL{R] B Ar A0 ] 2 DA SRR AR A 45 U S & B R
W AR 25 T AR i X 3 0K 5 03 1A 6] 5 0k [R] B
) 20 A% 35 1 [l £ fig 7 s AR A g b N B0 R Y
BESHEELR., HENERIA— I
fl R 2 R AT BES & MAM KL . B
{RATRURE R, HEmiss & A1Eshil S & 1E1T Mo
BAR N BR[]28%F G AR AT R 08 4 2 AR A 9] 55 35
FEIHRE MG RS LITE, Rl —3h BA
—E R E MR, (B[R] A AR A AR R B ATh R 4
ZRNAK L R R GG B T 2 A RS .
GEIVIFAET G N, EARGELRER S
] — B LR VEAT A A R FE T AT REAS IR« (54T
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i oAl !
: Al !
FHkSA
§ > ittt Ne=uil
c ()

> e

- AR SHEAE T

: (EHFEE) > ik

_________________________________

B DA R R 0 B PR

SRR, XA TR 2 B B & 1 B A AR E 1Y T
AR, et AR RE B OGO AR B T A AR & v X
M AF £ 090G, PRt ] REAE R A TR S LAY 5
P, JUHSEA AR A 25 i 28 19 52 T 1 51
T E MR W R R E MR B 22, AT B2 3 A A
17 85 25 D ZR A 5 M DA T A6 AN [+ 6 1) & A v R
ANTA], ARXATY G B 2T AR E . PRI R SR AF
FEI e BEF_ b AR v A T B AR R T B 2k
PFEAT 2 B0 L

4 REMAREE

T )20 5 A PRI RR I R A R AR A
(Anshel & Kipper, 1988; Wiltermuth & Heath,
2009), EAWFREEAZ HFRE RN —
., e, 78X Wiltermuth F1 Heath (2009)(%) 5 &
SZE R, Schachner A Garvin (2010)%) SE 56 2 k47
THEBRY, GIRBA KX S A R
Fl; Cohen 45 A (2013)% 6 58 [A] A& 5 THAR /532U
HXTEVEFT M EAE M, K RA KBRS
HAVEFT MR 5 B X AR A, TR FE [T
REJE % e e R B R, sh iR fp . &
5. W/ HAR SR R, AR SR AN R LA AR
PEHEG AR Z5 A, IZAT TSR K IR 2P 5 P 1
B F 38 m FAR B . BB 28 (972 4k Tarr 5§ A
(2016)tL B A7 & B[] 20 418 7 AN PR A 28 5 T ke v 1
TR, AT AE I PR Bl B 2 ) [ 2D S VR I AR

HHL b B SR AR s 276 3, AT 1 % Al
NIRRT . UL AR, W% ST M
e HERL N2 5y 2 BV HAM R 2 B T3, ARRWFFE AT
HE—BIRER

e, NBRIE DA AEAT 0 i R A
P SN P A AT = NI PURER (I NS
7 0 B i 25 A R 2B AT R 85 RIS SL 2 520
(Atherton et al., 2019), WA WKL T ABRIE
TE 5 )5 1 I p O 4 23 15 ORI R 2 8 1) 41 R4
JH (Feniger-Schaal et al., 2020; Keisari et al., 2020),
BFEZE X EAE T M B A 2 A, BEEIEN
— TR AL SRR 5 A 1ERE ) T By
WHZWFUEN] . eAh, )20 B R4t 2 300 RE AR
ZAL? AT SERIE T A A [A) 20 4 S A 2 RO BA
SEFR I, AN FO YR (A S 01 R I At o
(Tarr et al., 2015); AW #H &I M5 = vk
TUE B 5[] 28 Al A7 7 45 5 3R 2 (A If, - Bl
55 =05 B SRR DA R T LU B 2 1 S
Bli(Cirelli et al., 2016), HZEFEALIES XK
At Jo AR A 2Dl A A R E 2 B AR
(Reddish, Bulbulia, & Fischer, 2013; Reddish et al.,
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M echanisms and models of inter personal synchrony
in promoting cooper ation

MA Xinyue, CUI Liying
(Department of Psychology, College of Education, Shanghai Normal University, Shanghai 200234, China)

Abstract: Synchrony, a core element of collective rituals, is of great significance to the survival and
development of groups. Interpersonal synchrony is a kind of coordination behaviour that emphasises the
coordinated consistency of movements among group members with time- and phase-locked characteristics.
Recent studies have found that synchrony can promote pro-social behaviours such as cooperation, and the
potential process mechanisms underlying this promoting effect involve the activation of neurophysiological
systems, an enhanced sense of social connectedness, increased cognitive sensitivity, and evocation of
positive emotions. Previous researches have proposed three different models of this positive effect from
different perspectives: (1) the self-other representational overlap model, (2) the reinforcement of
cooperation model, and (3) the collective effervescence model. These three models have their own focuses
in explaining the role of interpersonal synchrony in promoting cooperation, but they cannot fully explain
how interpersonal synchrony affects cooperation. Therefore, this paper proposes a new psychological
process model of synchrony for cooperation that provides a more comprehensive and clearer structure of the
direct and indirect paths through which synchrony affects cooperation, and identifies two important
moderators (group size and identity/cultural background). In addition, this paper summarises the
shortcomings of the existing researches and provides suggestions for future research to effectively increase
the pro-social function of synchrony and reduce its antisocial risk.

Key words: interpersonal synchrony, cooperation, perception of social bonding, group-identification, self-other

representational overlap





