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The Effects of Punishment Impacting on Social Trust
and Cooperation: Controversy and Interpretation

LIU Guofang' XIN Zigiang’
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of Social Development Beijing 100081

China)

Abstract: In social interactions punishing defectors usually is an important approach to improve trust and cooperation and

its validity has ever been proved by some researchers. Recently however more and more studies have found that punishment

may undermine individuals’ trust and cooperation especially reduce trust level of who is pro — social or has a high initial trust

level. This destructive effect is due to that 1) punishment releases signals of distrust and low cooperation; and 2) punishment

changes individual s motives of trust and cooperation from ethical motives to more calculative motives. Thus people should keep

cautious when using punishment to improve trust and cooperation and need to construct the legality of punishment first as well

as take the effect of trust types

Key words: punishment trust cooperation
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individuals’ initial trust level etc. into account.



