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AMUSEREHTEE: EEMS SEERT

L iE

o

(BP0 LA B BB /D AF I 2500 B 54T N B AR B il %, il 430079)

H E RERANRISEAR, EMEANRZPHRERZFABSGEERT, LTRA

e R

fEh 2. SEGERBIETR R, 1R EZ QG FFANGAE, BE 2 ERATRE, BEREF FETE
A3 H B AEEAR I I ik R R I, IR R A T e AT AR AR A AL B AT & 09 434K R, 45442 T )
F T TR B MR BE AR AR F . RRAL T — T RN ERRFEOAET T H. BFREER
LA A BATAEA MG AR I dm T AL | IR R AT A 0 IR fe A A BN A Fo ok dm AL 89 13 AR AR R

0, VA B A AMUIRE

KEIR BERE, SERE, BEMH, BERT, ANRE

SES  B849

1 3l

RAET e TARM R RS SRR,

HN35% ¢ F (Rempel et al., 1985). 14 2% )¢ % (Kwon
etal., 2021), Z41% & (Meng & Berger, 2019), &
5 & (Petrocchi et al., 2019)%5 , AR ABRSE
AEMEERER, MRS KA CRrEZ,
HRAE, 2009). BEE HLEH AR EE ST AT,
5% AT & AR AT A7 76 T AHLAE B2 v (Hoff
& Bashir, 2015; Khavas, 2021), 48 3045 4R A 0 BF

SRR TEWE 48, 2021; Lee & See, 2004; Mayer et al.,

1995), B AHUFAERE L0 MERTERE BT A 2 5
BAMe s T, XTHLAR A REHE B 0y L3 H bR sk
AR C 75 SRR R OO, (5
EXF AL ERELEE, EAMNRARMEHS
BB AU AT $2(Sanders et al., 2019), 2 A#L
A 1ER LAl (Esterwood & Robert, 2021),

AL FTREAGERISA . HE. AT
Paez B E, BN S a8 A Z EH 2
HohE IR RN A6, AMLEZE A, AT
BREALEE AWM AT K vl Be s s, mT fEadfIK,

Wk F YT 2023-06-23
* [ H R4 B E (72371113; 71771102)%5 8,
WAEVEE: ZEME, E-mail: liye@ccnu.edu.cn
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B & Mt BE {5 AT (Over-trust), J5 & NG IEAR R
(Under-trust), i BEF LS REMTT R GEHLEF A
A Y WA AR (Misuse), fRAEA RN &5
37 F(Disuse)o 5 HEA BRI ARSI A
HL3E B R 52 4 f E (Hancock et al., 2011), PtA
AT A SRR T R S o T A 2 ) A T
1 i (Calibration) DL & #§ 15 4 1 5 1£ K F
(Madhavan & Wiegmann, 2007), 44MAR04G B E
RAF ARG AT, /b st 4038 o] B R AR AT ML A,
A A ROZAFAL LA A (Al et al., 2022), ABLE
AEAE A T W S5 iR AR E AT A R T 3 (Trust
dampening) 5 FE5E T 7 F30 ) 2R £ T anfey B
TR S bR B8 AR AT K, A5 AT 52 Tl =
TATHE TR R F K . F5 R A2,
A SO BT R AT AT A iR 2 A 24 8 A
E4R T, WiEHE LR b & AR
(Trust repair)o FATI A “FALE R 758 B HY 2 B
AR FEHLAR A H B (T 753 (Trust violation)
Ja W AR KT, IR e an ] 48 A~ 4
RF IR B AR FEEN . MHLLZ T, “fF
FEAR T R T 4 b 45 A1 S WO TR AR I N 2

FEAMR R F NS X MG ER TR T REME
(Alarcon et al., 2020; de Visser et al., 2020; Ososky
et al., 2013), H% T AHUFEAENR 2 A BN, H42
0T AE R 5 AR R HE SR B, (H X SRS IR LA Ay
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1, R = 02 U S UEIF 5T B R GRS S B
T8N, FURTRE X AU A o SR 1) A 280k i A7
FEA, HAEN TR 22 H OG5 A5 A 22 1 b
— 7 W (FE S AEA R 80d BE AR ), 200 T
RO LSRR ER A RO R
B S EEANE . T, ASCAAPLLE A AT fE
B AR AR D 22 AT, R B AHLAS B i i v
PLES A ARA Sy | I BER B R M R AL 22 19,
DAL Qo 3 5 A5 AT £ 45 £ A 400 1 4 2 i A o
MHUFEAE . SRS AT 22 (ULIET 1); AR S i
T ANHLAF AL HE SRS (9 3 525 PF, R 1 kAt 2
BRI

2 AHUSERE

TEASCH, AT A ATE AL B R B
o 1 3k BE A5 AR G AR AS 2 e FR g AL AT M 22,
RIS T X ML A BE T B B R i 15 U0 AT i
BIRHEE . AHUE AT 25 2 S BONMRF AR L AR
AR R, BUNEAE L AR HE Ak
(Dzindolet et al., 2003),
21 AHERRENREE

it FEARARAELE A A HL g A B8 A
WA IIRE, BUMAII LS N REH B A TR
XUBS: A1 3% T (Borenstein et al., 2018; Parasuraman
& Riley, 1997). i FEAFAL 2 B4 S EUMA R AL
e NIVRE ST, IR W AR B JOR A B i XU, 3]
WE H 232 WS N B eI (Agent) B2 ) 14 BT A D
HIT R AN JEIZ PR T4 B (Khavas, 2021;

Khavas et al., 2020); i FEFAEA I #2200 A
Y A= i i R . Borenstein 48 A (2018) & LRVE
H AT Se #E R LA NS R R AR 8 0 5 A
R 2% 1F T iz g 3k e JL 3 4 it — 22 19 5 Bh T R,
AR AR AR 2428 3k LT 1 ZRAS R S AT i)
7 AT S KUK iz gl (1] an B2 ) Inf, Ah i i s
ARG TR A Z 0% o X At AR AEAL
i N ) R 110 £ I [R) A H SI7E A 30 2 B v < JOS 6 %)
T A B2 B B AR AT Y AL 45 ) 7E 2 3 ik
T2 PR FT I B A9 1% O (Kundinger et al., 2019),
AT 34 0 4 B0 38 9 7T e o

S EFEEAE, HEARNEER/D, B
S TR B AR AS AL S AR 1] TR AL
B BE S (Parasuraman & Riley, 1997), AHEMR 4
RIS, AT ¥ 55 A2 00 P B30 vk iy ke 1 e Ak
(Ali et al., 2022), 2T AHLEMERSSe B L Rk
G, BERALABARCR (Okamura & Yamada, 2020).
22 AHfEEEEZR
221 EHSEANEXHBEER

M. s AR S SHRMACHFER, 1E
NHLAE B Z W% AHUE AT 1952 R AR K (Robinette
et al., 2017b). LAR[FEM:(Reliability) g #, ©HEA
ML#s AN PERE B A AT 5 — B (Hancock et al.,
2021), —AAFERIHLES N, R B4 AT, P
fEFRE SRR o AILER Y A S P IR AT B S K o
A, WATREYE & 5 A 2 (Shi et al., 2020)., H A&
eit, W AATE S BIHLEE AN RE S P REY |
AR . WTHEUN Y, SRR T REOA XL

AR AR

Y v
LA AR R, B | | SRR, | | I TWILHKICHTALESN . IARITHY
BT TR B A NS TR AL [&ﬁi/%ﬁgqﬁ/ﬁgg%ﬁﬁ BRI BT AR PSR g
CIEING RN
LA KIfE 2 AN XTI . Bl A RS . R/
L ERUIE el B R A5/ 2 B B T B 1 R S A 40
t ¥

NP2

B AHLE A 22 2 B LR R e e s
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N B SEEF I, SR XS AL gs A B =
ZWEZ BIEEA R, IEWETSCITR, Hlds A
PERE S AT EEPE R UIAAOC, AN EZ LA A
BRI I N 21 RAF AR Y, SRR (IME)
Xf 32 A5 7 (BLe A B3 AR 28 ) S04 A 15 & B AR O™
¥, 85, 2016; Kim et al., 2009), 5515175 & (51T
BENERNFER . BRSNS
b BT &/ R T el o R & R N S 2
(Alarcon et al., 2020; Correia et al., 2018; Lee &
Moray, 1992); —J& AMTAEAX THRIEHRXE
R BURMERS, BRSNS, —HR
gl 4 H 5 H (Dietvorst et al., 2015), F4b,
iR R AR PEBE . BERS T
KB AR AL (Rossi et al., 2017), Ffix A& Ak 140
B8 E, BEEZ, e SRR TR
SR WREEBR . BREDLAS AR AR
Hh, —BERORIZ AN . JETUNAT R AR L2 3 5L
{51535 - Lyons 55 A (2023) & B 4 L% N 1T3h %
LME S 5HEEARENKLZ G, S 550
T 15 AT SRR AT {5 B Y T R

(EA— 3R, FEXTERE 1 2 S B AR
BLas NIMEAE TR, AR 48 0 7 A s i i
S5 BN Sarkar 25 A (2017)48 H, SHRA SIS
5538 X B N AT BE SRR S 2 1 A HLMEAT:
S5 Gk, ARAATT R Bt 2N T A S AT 55 1
FT (55 ME B BR &) . A R (16 ROl F 4
W B HEBRE S, ARSI UL )
FERZEWEW, GBI, PLaS AR
BHIRA N T Z (Ragni et al., 2016), HHl# AAL
WZJE, AMlssefd e s A Mt Bt
ANE W (Mirnig et al., 2017; Salem et al., 2013), —
A58 R BBl N BB 2 Bk TR H 48 (Biswas
& Murray, 2015), XALEPIE T 78 AMLE 3l 1 [F]4#
FETE H H AN (Pratfall effect)”, 7E“HY J1 4 S Ai”
TExh, HBLAE A S VR B (W B T 4075 AR
H Ol 1) EAT AR TR B 5 2 2 )5 s
H O RJEAZE L0, AH T ICAEAT o i i 4
BLas N, AATTEVEBR AT 5HLAs A4t 2 5 3)
WIS 3G, L TE 2 5 g LA AN B BRAT R BT UK,
JUEARAT WL AR BRSSP (Short et al.,
2010).

fe & o NHLEEHE Y, 465 (Embodiment) % {7 (T
WA —EHW, LSRRIl ARIE R TR e

Efl(van Maris et al., 2017), EEX|5 ARk
=1 (Physical embodiment) o i B (Virtual
embodiment), #FL B 5 HL#8 ATE =4k 2s [a] i 2
HwAAIBW . PR E A, B A R RS s
¥4 5% (Haring et al., 2021); i & L4k S (45 2 i U1
PLas MR BTER F b b, BORIIA B S ik
EE S Z R . AR T LRI, ATHE =
WY E RIS N7 H . YRA B 2
i1t &% (Social presence) M {5 iT, MeE A
TR HLER N BARAS B, B ALas A it 2173
# (Social actor), HET X} HAE H 44k 5 (Jung
& Lee, 2004), JUH SHLas NRA SRR BIR, 2
TCIEHG KA T E AT HE 2 (Robinette et al.,
2017a). Bainbridge % A (2011)%&#, HX}Fimfs
AN, SR ARDERIESE S5 S 5EKZ
B, Z5FEMPLE AT a2 1 RN RS
o TETRHLAE NS KT, RES5EHIN
BIFBRBRZK, H 22 S 5F A 12 ZE 20
MHLAS N BIHE 756 BAE T B Am; AHILZ R,
AR B AR T AUA 2 803 22 5E M
TRXAWA . WEUHIR, AR IR
e KB B 2 5 FAFEL A AR
222 EMEXRMEER

A, o BEAE AL AT AR T AT AR 23 1
(Social loafing) () zhdll, RIAHEET A & 5k TAE,
N B AE A (A B9 8% 5 T /D (Onnasch &
Panayotidis, 2020; Parasuraman & Manzey, 2010),
ARG PG A TAERF, STAE BEZEA A
PLas Nz B 438, PR AN HLEMERS 58 b B nl B
H B <R3 4234 7 (Dzindolet et al., 2002), Cymek
FENQ023) BT R, B Sk TAEH R
PLas NPMEL )2 5 &S A BAETEAE 5 A
TREHRE Ty, AHXS I TARGTRUR IR T AR Y
2 535 U1 LW HLE AN PMEZH 102 5 54155 SR8
o Cymek 55 AN AE 552 90 B BRI 43 2 = )
B, HLES ADMEL & BALE A B o] SR &,
PR AT: 55 fi J B BOBORS E5, oR RE S 408
IR YN

B #Az s YRR A RAE OB A Sl
HEAERS, MEAE R AR BE P IREEA O
AMEXS HBAR DAL, W AT B 1o MOl T A 3l
ft.(Lee & Moray, 1994), 7 5 —FMENL T 575 &
o BEARAE, AU g AT B 8 B,
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M A ZE AL 7 /N (Shank et al., 2021), HE 553,
W5 AR M L, Bk E hynl s, o
HEWf (Mosier & Skitka, 1996), Dijkstra (1999)f
T, BE LR ARG T IEE R0 BRI B a0
B2 E AL IR, 258 a5 B 2w
WZZRGENEN., HREREN, RES5%
A 9 B (B T AN S A DT B R A 1),
EABAT B AR T NBRIE B R R G ny i, B
T EUIURIRN . IR R T NEIE B R RGN
S 5EXE LR RGN TR, BUSAK
BT E . Xu 2 A (2018)L K BARX T AKIGSF
RS, AT MG AEHLES AGE IR, IF BAERE
A3k B A A 0 XU <

FoR A BIRSERA IR LR
T B R AT A A8 1] 1 5L R, BB 95k iR B¢ (Algorithm
appreciation)5 5.7 % (Algorithm  aversion) i &
P LAY B B L SRR B S A AR AR
AT A Y, R R B X Tk 0 R
1T, Logg %5 A(2019)% B, R di JC i ) Wi oa 1 uk;
ANBPREERYE, YSH5F AR ER AR
PR SE AN ZEIE, B 7 25 25 10 R 5 P 25 52 o
B—REn, AR E A SRR %, XAk
Jok B RN LA B AT 55 i —sohE . AN ARRTE T
HLAS A e AR AR B T XL A PERE 0T
(Lyons et al., 2020; Shin et al., 2020), F¥ERE R
e BB A G, WM, Wit fEEK s
R, — T, SR A TR AN ERIA
A, anBLAs N 48 A 4K (Anthropomorphism) 23
Ha5H MMA(E 1T (van Pinxteren et al., 2019); % —J7
T, i AR AT RE AR ek B B SR BG 1 25 5. i)
WE—TRHEIE R, YHLEe A FE 58 AT 55 19 R B4
HQE” (—BRHFMY), SRANEREGEA Al
HRZ LS 5E AN AL INAT &8, DAk fof
DLBEf# FY) AT #ERIA (Ehsan et al., 2021),

A5 AR K -t 5 5036 R % BB M X .
Chiarella % A (2022)% BX, W40 i [W] — 12 il X
AR 1 BRI 1Y 22 R i, AU B
ME R A 2 AL B2 ma A 0 T m AR
3 SEIF 4y, HARSEI R AATTX<ADE & 1 P4
BR . FILPOE AR R BT H AT R AR HLES A
SR BE AL D, N2 K o 2% I AR AT 1 2
MRPEIRIE IR E S (Bl AT S4E TR Kok
¥ & AWLKIRZE) (Demir et al., 2019), G

TR AR X BIL A N B B TS B, 3 T A A
PLAR BT ER 52 o B DR T BB 2 T AR (7 1
% (Trust transfer) ) J5 2R (Okuoka et al., 2022),
WRAME Z AT FIHEAL . FHLENIZE A
BORAE T RIS 52 07, X FE RS B & iE
%2 58 A B 2470 L (Lee & Kolodge,
2020).

P AEA L B (Mental models)fE£eid 41
ZUPRVHREEN, TREXT TAESREE AR IE; A
AT FE O ZHRLASE T80 Sfe ot im0 R fige 8 AU AT )] R HE SR 4T
Sy, MBI IET 4E, 2003) TE AN E Y
T, O BRAS IR LA B A4 B 4 b 3 2 2 R
HEWTHLAS A N AR S IE 10 B A B T (Lee et al.,
2005), HA, mFORAEREE AN AL
vz B, AR kA, O AR
Bl AR, RS AR 22 ) 0 AR AL AR ] g
AAHE (Miiller et al., 2023), AMLE AL AT
RATEEIER . & . ZFUHE FHLE AL
58 Baimun, A AR SRR 2 0 A
R DLRAE B LA N B T . 28 Bk TE, AHL
ZH A, HA PSR S g A
MR BT, NS AT LA AR AR LA AT
(Breazeal, 2003), [Hitt, GRAMRIAAH X WL ANE
ML EEAIR, AR R AT AL HEAS AT, RZ 4
T X BLAS B BE 7 A6 T 5 T R 3015 A 22
(Ososky et al., 2013),

223 EBEEHEXWER

W W 55 B 18] R 7 o e AU R A B 23 3G KA
EAFIEPLA NBIHEZ . Robinette %5 A (2016)ff 5%
, S HEEIBANES T il E. Yl
NI T A RSB, — 2T A AR 30R
Bk, —FRANTE WY E R A . SR FHAE ] i
ol WS 5 A S WE DL AR R fg
LR . M H5EINBESWERWTEIER, 7
R Z WL 2 B X R A . TR A S5 H
FREBE T HLAS A, 2B T ZRiHLEE A BALRE
1o BFE R WAl AR, RS 55 %
R B A, BEA AT RE M ALAR N SR AT, R
B2 20 T 1 Bt A5 R (Xu & Howard,
2018).

RFARBAE B AMRFIH, SALEMIL,
NATTXF T R DR SRR B 1 DG B e R 3 R 1%
BRI G (105 L fE 11 (Hou & Jung, 2021), N
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AN R B AE S Ty T Bk B AN B A3, W
AT REH BURLE RO . B R BT 2 W, AT
FERZHAE BT S NP SR FRA R,
— 7 R P N PR e kA R 3 T A 2
N A N R R N (8 I AN
(Dehumanization){& % (Formosa et al., 2022), 1 %3
— i1, M9 REIFE AT AR ER, 5P
NAHEE, AT o LA A A2, W A 4
FE A T3 (Barfield, 2021), 5L RIAF, Hesf 40
I YRR D g AT DR S AL, B
PG AN M R, NSRS =2 Y
BRSBTS/, HIR TR S8 N,
NATH AR 32 58 26 I B A0 A8 o R, W4
UM B AT B A AR 1] TR RS B ey L iR 2
R A AZEH Wi (Dietvorst & Bharti, 2020), X Fif
X TR 1 O WL SR AT B AR T PR,
FRPR NN . AMATHE#H, HERRL
GR35 R E 2 U 544 (Lee, 2018).

3 AHEERENREZ

AU AR WAL FE S AT I8 5 (5 AT HE T P 5%
WL D)o FAEMGURSE ML A JOES A
FEoE s R AMBUD IE R R JS, B AEREARA AR
SEPRAY E R KB IE B (de Visser et al., 2020);
FAESETE SONTERI IR A HL A, JREURF RS E
&, BAEME AR B BARAR A A5 A A B B AR
W 435 3l (Kim et al., 2004) . A2 50 ABLES A
AMAR L IREE = T G0 I A EL AR A AT A T SR e

31 ENB{AEELMEERERE

#U BRI RTINS IR RE v LU T
FEA I B {5 1T (de Visser et al., 2020), [m]Bfd 0] LA
T THMEEA E (Lyons et al., 2017), {H BT
5, BUEREATAUESEGET. SRS
1] 13 i 48 G TR A i T AR A9 4 545 2 (Bhatt
et al., 2020), LIS BT RS (Seong &
Bisantz, 2008). % k% T H & o] # fif 4
(Understandability), ik T @ 58 2 NEB K2
BATHLE], (FATHFIEf i Rk R G, B
G ATFHILEF AW TE T W (Inner speech),
PLES A D5 A P AR . ShHLd e . H AR
TR R B4 FH P (Chen et al., 2018; Geraci
et al., 2021), M0 5 o HLAF AL AT L K B[]
FH P B A SRR B, sl i 15 A9 7 5K
& 3K B T U5 IE A 5 75 B AR 52 P (Okamura &
Yamada, 2020). IEANATSCHIAR, BB E LA
N AT SR P B R o 2 — o M HLAs AR
FE .« AR TOIEE, A AR I 2 6 AL N Y )
PESEAT HERG PEAL o BRI, S a1 AR R (M RE
A, B PLEs AT BE 7R 5 SE 0938 B it AR o
B BE R R B S, A R T S AT
Beller %5 A (2013)3 i 2 Sl AR ST 55 40 3 A B 22
PECED F 3h 28 3R A R REAS I o S 0 s B
— A R BEFRIEI emoji) e 15 AR AL v b A
gt R, SHshlgiA L, ASH e 41 6E R %
FO T A2 R AR, SR P O A ik
WO U 2, R REAR R P s d2 sl . S b b

®1 BB ANEERERRILCE

wocn R e e A W 0 5 FE B B U S
Buginca ctal, 2021 {S{EIVH TR THAE (SIEHARNE T uIE A THAES i Rk A 1%
Belleretal 2013 GHEMH L 0 (ORI BRATARZE  RARWERL
Wang etal, 2018 T gt BTN BRAHARZE WA
Lomsctal, 2023 (TR BN ARfiTREs oI R SR R
Kim & Song, 2021 f5{E429F  HeAismaEicam g;ﬁiﬁ&ﬂﬁﬁﬁ“ ERETAAZE B
Scboetal, 2019 frfpaegr ZAPLEA MBEEREREAT L o ik

NAO

PRUIR
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A AL WK . AR d NS 55N
TREFE L WMT S5 BRI T, WA S W H A
e BT 40 % 95 45 R 55 Kunze %5 A (2019)
FEAR B, AR A BT PR R
oI, R A HE S AT o EAS A 2 M A5 B i i
ST BT AT AN Y, RS A s L B A
SHARMFEERE, HATREE LT = TAEfRZE,
AT BEARAT: 55 831 (Kunze et al., 2019),

SR AR O T8 BTS2 B T B B Y SR e 2 —
(de Visser et al., 2020), fr/DFRECED AT B IEH
PORMMER, BIe B AMTRIZTE AL (5 046 5K
i BT 00T MO AL TEAR O T8 BUR 1155 B0 T A
H T HIFIK . McGuirl #1 Sarter (2006)%& 1, 1N
F Sh L RESE L S T3 15 DR B A Bh T 64T
RS SrBCFR & 3E5F A Bl b R WS
T ASCHE TR A A BSR4 Tt T
Kt o U, FEAMLE B A, WERLEE A REZ W
] F P AR B X 58 B AT 55 5 O e B, MR
SCVE R AT DU B2 46 BOE B B 55 A DL N

fiE#s Al Y AL (Explainable AL XA A
TTER R HEAG AR B LB K4 (Adadi & Berrada,
2018), 75 A2 7 AT 30 1 /Y 32 2256 % 2 — (Buginca
etal., 2021), XAl T2 0 F P24 B UM R, T
Bsf -t AT ) FH P R B BE(de Visser et al., 2020), B
WL P T % AL PSR RE, DI AL 45 1R 45
PRI BB P R UM R4 . AT =Z BT L
XEHLAS A, MLEs A< B (Black
box)EHA T RE R H P WEEHNE, WREAN
2 H Z R RE ST FF <SR -, s RE R A 1A
I WG AT, IR B S AR ST X T LSS A
B RGP LHEERIRL . Wang S8 A (2018) k3, fRREA
FIFRMES SHENEE, WIS 5 & 5 i
O PLSR . Y PLEE A S T R, S5
H oL EFEALES NN RBHOR KR, Mz
T, ML ARAE R, 25F XL A K
MR T o BRILZ AN, 3 YLk PLEs A K
Jri B AT LAt — 25 A IEAS AT AL a8 A ) g
BIRE, BIAnPLEE ARG S HUH T H O RE ISR
FTIAE S5 R BE AL B, DA TG 368 G A 4 H B 2 FH L
o5 N DL (de Visser et al., 2020),

e, AHLAEE A Y LS A S DT,
T 1A T S b T AR IR R A L
i, 3 I 4 H A S I 4 R T s i R Y 3 R

AT FHE A o A B A 435 U B R & A Y D TR
(Correia et al., 2018), FRINGEIRIFMH K4 T45
H— > B A5 HE BT 1 DR S 56 &R A9 P (Bhatt et al.,
2020; Lyons et al., 2023). $& i ge[n) B In ik
(Hald et al., 2021), ff B2 5 P AR 4
VLt (Adadi & Berrada, 2018; Kim & Hinds, 2006),
IR R AL — A TR ARIE R RE, SOk
P —3k Bk, FFREARPLER A BB BE . SR T, i
B B2 35 75 i Bl (Papenmeier et al., 2019), &
ERAMATRERZERFENERESTEA
%o TE Correia 25 AQ2018)IHFFEH, HlE AN 55
HEAVEERPRE LTRSS . SHLE AR R
HELE O S B8O R e, R Y S5 H
BLAER A AT LAk 22 58 LR T B AR 55 s, Bl A1 fi
BABRR, YTEERIERN, MBERLHT,
EEEXMBE THMBELSSES5HENEL
KRR

AR, RIS T IE O T ek e S A Y,
T 200 o T 945 4T J7 (Trustee) B Ayl /f F 36k 552
Jo R) R Y A A5 AT (Trustor) IS AL T %, J& &
DU g 5 4T 0 DR g T A R T A SR B AT Y
WIRr v UG AT FREG™ 5, 5, 2016). &AL
WG TELEE Z B ANS T AN RE, ©
BFE T NS T O AR . B XA — 28,
Esterwood #l Robert (2022) % 3, 4™M& Z Fij %l
i N RS A B R B, R Y& AR A B 3K
TR AT AR A A L AT RE I 2 2 IR 1Y
KA R B S B, ST AN F G TR, T
AR TIEEBE . £5%HE—3, Sebo % A(2019)
KB, WA G AT BT b T T |
MR, A DA 7 TR R A3
Gr, BVEEAEAT S5 RHLEE N RO OIR T 2 5 &,
H 5 ARE T A O S BRI R, 25
FARAE T XML A R ST

Wk, WS AN BB E TR H LY
Jrid, BIE TR BE AT E (Quinn, 2018), iH
W e SO ARGA H O RS8R e ok i 53
£, JFRIKABIR(Kim et al., 2004), i #HE w2
AR AHEEZ . 40 Kim 1 Song (2021) & H, &
AAFATTE S IS, A B A0 58 03 B K OR s
A6 PR U R R s 114 288 A A %Y 8 14 T
BEAGAT; %4 FAA 15 I 28 KR 1015 8 1R AR
Ko HPLEs NFRE BT A WIE L, #anis
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PREF, M TEAEHERIROILEAN, 5%
XPIAF AR B SR s SE R IE T
Rk, NALFERRERT, FAEKF ARG 0 S I
(Kox et al., 2021), [FAF, EEHLEMAREEE,
Robinette %5 A (2015)38 1AL K 5 AL HLIE BT K B,
TEGAT BT 2 5 MLAS A A9 37 220 30 R0 i T A g
B AE EARAT, TAE ML 201 A TR RE (18
WORR T, KB 10 2 5 3 25 e 3% 53T PR B BL
AAHIER S A . Quinn (2018) L JFt 5 it #k
A RE s DAL N B 2 3 oA PRI ER R A A1 E0
M FEARAR AR A8 2 A R .

Fik. BN FIBE IE HAE S 0 5
(Sebo et al., 2019), FINFH WIEH NI R KR,
BE RN ZACGMAT ] 37 4E, A /R B IE(Kim et al.,
2004), HFNAT T HEEFEHE M ERRY
JRBE, AN Al A R R, T R —
PP B R BEAT MR ), X RES A
PR i 75 R R AG AT AT A 1 AR (Kim et al.,
2004) , {HARXS 38 ik 5K W B 2K HLAS A B R 7
T ANEEAET, A T & TAE gk 414,
HELJCTE B UEALAS A B 1E B B0 1k T 3 e D
B, A A AT B — T & 19 48 & 3R 1% (Quinn,
2018), ABBEYIE, Sl A HBIE HALE R RS
THIN, BRIGES 5 EHE M NEEKT 5 HA
ZMHESR, MR 60%HS 55 SmBEELE
T HLER AT & (Sebo et al., 2019),

. WITRBEBEE RSB K —FhR
W SIEMCHEISRL, 48 TR d s W KB R
B, HEIENEE NS AR 5T H BB, AR5
RIBUHEETFHLEE A H & N R A (Groom et al.,
2010), 1A ZESMER ISP GRS 5 =05
%o KRR FEEEZE, ML T2 5,
T AR DT HEAT R R AR AT N AT RS
WBENES, (HREHERILS 5 H R R TN IE
HAEF - Z M (Jensen et al., 2019), [FEE, HIFA
ST I8 TEERAT R, QAR AR T AR IR B
OB AR I AN 238 B R AR AR R A, A4
BHENLER A TTHE I ATRES RS 5H N
51T %591 F F¥& (Kaniarasu & Steinfeld, 2014), Ky
— MR ACUHES 5 EHEAR )WL ALk
Z 5 FHIFFN B, B[4 A LI A R
Wik NG AT, R MR s T
AR

MAAG, WAL NKFFAE . ZhAl. &1
S0 BRI T HE AR S 040 B AR Bl A A 22
SAFTRE 45, 2017; Epley et al., 2007), ‘B8 LI
TR ANNGE . FEIE & Y5 vkok . it
ZURBE RS, AR RS TP I — 2 5 A
SR RN B R I ERRAE, E N e AL N (5 T
B 5 m v ER), B SZig AT LEE N2
NP4 B (Borau et al., 2021), Toader %% A
(2019)iE5E, 5 H LW R AL AAH L, R L v
PR Y NERSIISE D0 i e W N = SN SE o=
TSR, AR AR S S I R . T
PUNAL T B N S B PN L, R,
AT e ik 2 5757 4 “Hlas AR AL —
B 5y B BN A (Aroyo et al., 2021), g
HNAF AT 340 (Trust resilience), i BIAMATE A &
THLEE AN OB A (Ososky et al., 2013), %2
ARG S5 E WG L T B3 (de Visser et al.,
2016), A—WWRE S, LB AN FEMLS RS S
H5FEBWAGEILS S HRIMAGEYES .,
e F F AN ASRBESS LA N, — D RESCIR
AR A A OV 45 (0] 40 #5153 2R 22 5 i 22 i 19
F) SRR IR IO (G2 g X B 2 AR AN (R b v — Y
B ANEZS5H 5%, BEYENEEZE,
Z 5 E5 X M EERETIA W T —A 85 O
i 95 0 B ) H U1 BK A9 ML A% A (Hamacher et al.,
2016).

SR, WA AT BRI RS . P
e BEEMALBRE S ML, Byl
ANEHLES AR S B & L (% . 1
WL, FEH XL A7 A —Fh iR 0 AR,
M K 0 H 2 AR ] (Wagner et al., 2018),
I, XTI AR AR AR B A, BEARBLES A B
MNCFRAEd 2 HEAE N TR Z—

32 ENFEXNEERERRE

¥ ik, HOMEZMAE —E R L RE A
XL NS . TEAR AT T I, WFoEuESE
B Y3 N (Exposure effect) [ A7 F AN H Z
/i (Jessup et al., 2020; Wullenkord et al., 2016), 5
BLAR B4 TR TR L 3l 2 359 AT I BL A 45
(Haring et al., 2013), ¥ /> A#6 2 P F0 XU B 0
(Kraus, Scholz, Messner, et al., 2020), 8 gEA~AR%}
TR AR, BT ANBREE. BB,
DAGE i 1 B PLAF N3 T — A4, METIRA
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S 5E RV, 258X THLE AR EIEK
2B & (Ullman & Malle, 2017), Mg 2, 5
BLAS A 52 BREz filh v] 8 23 B AR AR X LA AR 171
T i UL AR BE, 2 IE AN R Gk e AL AR A AT B A
R NS A, B AR A AR Rk S HLAR
NGk 28322 f 1) 72 1] (Waullenkord et al., 2016),

$efil o AT DA — i B b AR TRk
AE IR, WA S E . AP EZ
B EPIEN 5 A SR B AH S (Goddard et al.,
2012), Haring % AQ013)BI5E T, SHLEEAR
HHTMA AT REA AL N B IREL, (HE Y HIE
5B ALEZIE, Z5FX LA AR
WOR YA BEAR . E ST R A5 R A
Wullenkord 5 AQQ016)WMFR T2 TEE . 25
HAE DL T RTINS HLEF A 115 26 UK 06 M ik
HRIEESHSANGIZ)E, WIHESELEIR
FIPLER AR SEHE, BT LIRSS B A1 26 th b b
TIEEME D, HLZ T, EHAENEE S5
N H S 5 F AR DL A BE 1 Bk
BN o SAILAR AT ek A 52 B 22 36 ol S 1A K AL
% N fE 1INV 4R 8 F IE % 1k (Sanders et al.,
2017), MMis B HEGIERROCR

M AR M 2 B AN B A MM A 3 el 1) O 12
Z—o [FAEM BB R R A TE S Bt 72
HRORR A BT (5 BT AR X LR AR RE R R, A
WA RXS TALES NN E S5 P88 A 32 H.
IR AT AS W 8 3 (Kraus, Scholz, Stiegemeier,
etal., 2020), Pop 25 A(2015) %5, Xf AEfb B4
R T P AR T A S AT SRR B AL B
BURR, (HHUAR — & 2 BA BT M E LA MERE
A Sk RE SR A I, F P B E AR HERLAT, T
4 H SRR BRI, FAEMHER 2 Fitk, R
AL N B EAER S &, e TS (Forewarning)
B WA ik o i S S A 5 MR
FEEEST P A O AT RETE AT 55 th R I (de Visser
et al., 2020), P iHS B VRH BT BOE AT Y 5 22
(Lee et al., 2010),

#B{ Ik E A Bk FE SR (Algorithm literacy)
FEALFEPAA T : (D TR App P HE
P A R A, () P AE B2 1T; (3)
JH P BESE LA M b PE A SR A0 i TR SR (O P
AEAT ALAL B 42 17 43 72 v HH B9 a) B (Dogruel
etal, 2022), GNRAMEHA RIFHFRZEFRR AT

PLSHLAE AR A H, I AL a8 A A e v 2 B
BTN AR T 3 0 B AR B (Naiseh et al.,
2021), FILFEIFRV L2 S $ETE, BlAnE LA
HH P T w5 B A A A RO, 9 37 246 5k
{FAEHLER NS, PLA8 NGB 1T/ Al LU R ML
NERYIAESC A PR, 5 B AMTIE WL T f L as A
(Aroyo et al., 2021), Mi$&F- &8 HEAE L,
FEAR T LA A O . ok, F P TR AT
DU it A 3R 23R R T AR, SR AT TXE AT
HIATR, LA B0 07 RS AT

33 HREEEXNEERERE

N T, AL TR BB RS
M AV IR S far o B 26, AE S U ST E R R
A A A 2 B B R R I B o AR A
47 a7 B8 (Cognitive load theory), AT AEiC
258 F1 A PR, T A0 9707 S0 Sk P9 AE A By
Ao FVAMEN N G o PR FE DA 67 A 32 By 2 )
55 = A, AN NN G R B F 5 2 20 4E
55 TR FABSRIR, FlInFREE (Sweller, 2011), M
Z B &, AHLEE B R A AR 9 DA 0 B g
FA S S ECMA TR IR A S AR, A
Wi B A s A2 171 B0 T RE S ik AMA T A 54T 5
TCK B N AEIA S T ff (Lyell & Coiera, 2017), A%
IR, AR AR 2 5 B B A AT 5k A g
[l (Chien et al., 2016), Ktk AMLAS B 335 5%
VEA 82 = DA 09 R SR S s AT, il
TR A Y FH P ST (Naiseh et al., 2023), D&M
AT PR Y 5 AR R 7R (Wickens, 1995).

Hok, ATHEPGR YR B b 25 5 2 3K
g kA, FEIERLZ T, Buginca 58 A
(2021)$2 H T AH N 9 TA T T T3 6 o At AT LA DA Y
CE N T8 YIS, 48 AT A R
FEXE RS, 56— ERGER &M YR B (146
Ja 2R EEERR), REAAT R 0 58 AR FE
7 38 4o B — 28 FRAE 8 H W7 55 UL 3 (Tam & Ho,
2005); 5 ARG T EAER B, RAOR UL,
AT R 280 H 8 YL #0802 38 5 s & T8 A4 52
(1, S Ak R R ok B8 . T AR A
TRAR DB G o Ml 2 534 AT A A
3 (Cognitive forcing), o2 E RS HHE LT Al
o P, SR HEIN AT 25 W E Y I a] 25 i
G AR, NEURIES S H A L R A A
A AL, BRREY, TR T2
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5H AT MBI sh AL, HE—B b T
Z5HX AL 5 B AR

B 3% g AR P AL A(H )M K, Hou
A1 Jung (2021)IN, AZEIFARTE—BR M 10 T 5
NP, ASRSE T 1] 1) R R TA sl AR
JErEA By . EE ALK T REALTR
A AT EE MR R AT, BRikz
A, AE R[] AT 55450 38 DG i A [) 20 3% A AL 2 AT
DLHE B A G b 2 gL g N, L= R T
R 55 BR BT v, ARG L B o 3 R 55 Bl A A
R T = LS, AR DR 5 0 RSG5 BB
A ATTHAG A 1 735 B 1 i 55 AL N 2 B 4 o o 1Y)
¥ (Liu et al., 2022), AAfT38 % PR AE— 2L H
F AR S il B, A R AR AE X LE Bl

WA AT 55 T i — S W AP 2% U0 = S fige B 1 3 4

AT DAREAR 32 0T 55 i« = XpE, (S5 5 0T L
AP Rk UOR . s S s i i 4
R (EMAL 55— B BT Ll A K
T (W) BT B, 3K B AR AR e R i
T 453458 (Castelo et al., 2019),

4 REMREE

AW B ELZE B ET H & Ly m
T, 17 A A 6 T4 AT A5 5 ) %8 56 % (Perkins
etal., 2021). 4R, f5fE HA 4eRFAeth 24 MK A
REME UEA B ADLATE . — BAGAT B v i
G S, Bt AHLE E R i — & i, ™
W BEXFAE TR M. B RTE X AMUE (TR
BARC LA REZIT AR R, HR2FER
JE RO AS Bt A
41 MURERREGHWUEFE

B—, Ng ik EE, EANGESED
S W98 T bR F B Oy X% 5840 A s ik
f{EAE (Merritt et al., 2013), {EAS R TAMA(E AR
HEZ R A shib/HLEs AN AE AT, R KB4
IRAE AN B I T {5 1A 25 30 801745 AT A%
ZEMEBESNRBETNE, 2, KEGILEZE
W58 B AR ME AT i 3R A5 0 sl AR AR AT 54
15 AT A8 AR AR A A {5 AT A48 A R R i 2
%o BAVAH, BREGFEZ B A CE R EANERN
SNBAFAEASEE, I E AR N BE TS
JEE AT g b A 30 A58 o SR W ) A vk 5 S . DA
F AL R B, A A AT LA 2 5 4T i R 56

0T AW AR, AT SE e P BB AR 56 R )
15 AR5 AR N B AR AR K P J2 15 AT FRAIK,
X HE AR AT A0 6 SR TE R AR A AR AE N B E R Z
) P 25 57
42 BREEZERIAAN#BEITE

PAFE ANHUE AR A DGR R 245 B AEAT R 5
45 b, BRIC 2R 585 I 4 A AT 221
WA 2= AVUE T (Eloy et al., 2022; Oh et al.,
2020; Walker et al., 2019; Yen & Chiang, 2021), |
NALER RIS, A A A A0 A 0 A0 i A5
R )2 UL SR B A 28 I BN, R Y ) e 3% 4
5 5 [ % (Hopko & Mehta, 2022), Fi1H Kz J2 )
B N (de Visser et al., 2018), {F{LE— A %Lk
MR, (SRR AT . B SZARRNY R S E
AT DG Z P RS B Y T B R SR AT A O 2 A
SR AT 5 A S IR) (Hancock et al., 2011), [AIAREHY,
SE R A AR M R A A 2 2 D R AR L -5 A
WK /2 R AR E =B B o AE ML AR BIA
AR 2T O TE BT A B B, SR AR ML
fEAG et R, 0 A 8 O 22 15 4T K S 2F
TR F USRI 6 2 5, V5 T S WP Lk A 0
S B EEA W, X — 618 X T ABUE
ER W BT, ALAT LIS R ANUE R HE
A PRBLH, AT S J5 S A AT A T SR e A Ak B A1t
R SRS o RRBIFSEE TR A BRAE bR 52
A WA AR A 57 22 9T BUMF AR HE IS 1A
HVRR 25 B AR A B, HE— 2D A B T 4 2R A
W EES SRR
43 HZEEEERHEXNEERKEREIHITHE

HILF 3R

FAEA B RS E KRN R A, LUAEXT
TARAEMHE AT 7T R 22 02 56 T #2500 B8 W 1o F 7
AR 75 52 T AE 2111 B B o Qe 4 T s A 1A 15
K, IR LB LA % 505 K & SR A
ey E & . UE AR B, APLEE H Z 6
AMATTRE S A R T A X T REIE RS,
AR RE AR, ARAE SR e sc B
ARG BN T R R AR, SR R e X T AR
IRBE T i OB 2> B AT e, S ER T8 22 A AT e
ZAMENATDEE T, IR R E M EARE T
(Washburn et al., 2020), Filiz % A (2021) %, £
40 FERYIRAN T 2 g, 255 AT LLEFEARLE B
O E R, (AR5 RN 4 5 100 1 5 R 1
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B, BRRAMSS5ENIFREREMGEAC, Ak
AT S B OB T I A R R, ]
WABH LA G . R KA — 5
HARE T ER . SHLE A CE TR R
Mt T AT e B, X R T AL D
2 1Y B 2K 56 (Positive disconfirmation)£xil A
TS B pLas Nic &, JF B oo ik &
(Kim & Kim, 2021), 7EXFIEL T AMIXTHLE A
FEA B EEAE, SMATEANZ B b
B BRI E KT REA T 25, Bt
N 2R A R AR AR SR s, (H LIRS TR
TNLAR 43 o o o T it — 20 % ABUE A 2277 26
BN TSR, 43 J31) B A A ) A A o SR s 10 45 R,
PRBR Bl T A A i 22 A T R e
44 FRITEERENLREHE

o, HETAWUEE ARG LT EB7E B A
XEAMLEEN . HUAE LA G EIKF- 19 & e A8
b, T A G Sh P BIBL S AR AT A o b A
L, JCHRBHE s g N, RS R A
X FR B R SRR A S, Mk A
HIR RS 2 (P 4%, 2019), —NE B RIE R .
TR B HRE R 174 S e B AL A AR TT RE A S ] {5
(Song & Luximon, 2020), sh#RIHLEF A EALIAL
HLEs N2 N B % (Li et al., 2010), AZEMEEEEL
B AT LGS A )46 15 AR KPR Y e R 2 —,
VR R e B J: B 405 I A AT R SR s B 2 1) 3 0 (3
A 4, 2019), R4 M HLES A i nl DLk As
AT g T DA B2 15 00 R 05 AR KT IR R A A
205, W s R AL AT Rt 2 (15
BRI RE, BESGHEEE .. X TEE
PR VR, S52AMERAM L, P EIPLEE AR
AT 1 30 o A P AT A B, [ I sl A 12
A WL # N BT m] B8 A7 TE 04 B UL 45 )
(Loffler et al., 2020), i FEASAAE = E LTS
AT AT BE 23 B R 28 A ML A A0 30 o= AR
P A, RO Sh I HLES N B/ 23 AR AN 1At
JLO AR HES, T GIE A . Akl i —
X H 28 ABLEE NS s BB AN AE AR AR e 7
HEA, MREFENZ, iR i
LA AR S WAL, A5 25 5 10 B2
Wi 4 B0 (Loffler et al., 2020).

Hk, Bt AHUEITSUE &4 158 & H R
KFEMEERRZ . AR S P AL E

B 155 1T 7K F 19 25 4k % J& (Montague & Xu, 2012;
Montague et al., 2014; Xu & Montague, 2013),
U Martinez 45 A(2023)% 58 T A4 B0 AR S 1
ARG (2~3 NTEFETT . sUESS, WHLE AR
BN FSZ = A BB Tk s LG N E AT 53
ZRE, SRR BB S PLAE Nl 2, SR
Z 5EX TS N E AP BEZ S K, |
ERER T B 5 3 005 AT 5051 2 It 25 42 fnk 1) 358 o i
K, RMAEZWAZES, WAVRERR TN
ARIEAMUFEAE PRI, kBT 5 B AL
s ANV 8 T S X T AL AR AR, AATE
BT A AR T LA A B I 7R I SR il 2
I AE 515 R 87 (Volante et al., 2019), X I 5
WILRR T ARTERER hoa] BE 25 Hh B A5 AR K F-
A, AE R 5 R ) 5 o A A o A Y 15 AT K
o AR E A SO T L P T 2 5
TERFAR Z 8] 19 AAUE A KT 22 53 07— 2 42
T AEREUR Y EAT (5 AR AL U, R AT B AR5 AT O
22 SGREAAE AT I 22 10 22 52 5 30, SRR L REIA
{5 Al 26 A A 1) SR e

IR, A AR RE A5 H 2 HL S I ke T A4
PR R, A SR W 1 A R AT RE AP AE AR 22 57
Bl Lee % A(2010) &3, XF T A[H S5 510 1y
ASRTT DUR A F IE AL IS SR, Frf C R
6] (1 2 5 2 3 WO O AR AR B SR, T4
AHIF G101 2 585 SR R 2K S BT R
PFE AR RS . Ak rTHE— AR H P A B i
o, TEAMLAS B R Al P AN W AR 55 AT A
KBYAT AT HAE (Pynadath et al., 2019), DL
iy 75 AR HEAF AT

gt R E AR R A U IR A 3 SRR
&, R mILsbFE R pEAARALGERET
ERA T IAEB,
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Trust dampening and trust promoting: A dual-pathway of trust calibration
in human-robot interaction

HUANG Xinyu, LI Ye
(School of Psychology, Central China Normal University & Key Laboratory of Adolescent
Cyberpsychology and Behavior, Ministry of Education, Wuhan 430079, China)

Abstract: Trust is the basis of successful human-robot interaction. However, humans do not always hold the
appropriate level of trust in human-robot interaction, sometimes they may also fall into pitfalls: the trust
bias, which contains both over-trust and under-trust. Trust bias can harm the human-robot interaction and so
trust calibration is necessary. Trust calibration is often achieved through two ways: trust dampening and
trust promoting. Trust dampening focuses on how to reduce the high level of trust in robots, while trust
promoting focuses on how to improve the low level of trust in robots. For future directions, we suggest
further optimize the measurement of methods. Besides, we also need to clarify the cognitive process and
explore more boundary conditions. Finally, in order to boost human-robot collaboration, researchers are
encouraged to explore personalized and specialized trust calibration strategies based on individual
differences and further clarify the various reasons why trust bias occurs.

Keywords: trust calibration, trust bias, trust dampening, trust promoting, human-robot interaction



