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33 4ERE. FIEfES . OBRRELE. NN . 1B
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LU EHIE S OIS AN R E; Bl
WHREIG, 3~4 2, ISR S OISR AT
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PN AT
b
=

B A A TR R B
TE 3~4 Fl 5~6 2 WAMEIE BN R T A28
NG, DV A a R kb s A5 SRR 1)
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75 (Decety et al., 2018 ) . #JLOHFBLSAEE S,
PRl L G M BRAFE A 5 AOARE ST A T TE I 1
J%4F, 2013) , HEmMEGH RS ULE TR . BiE
TERIA LA REIR S5 &0t 5 A 2R &R
IR] AT, A R i fth TG AS 350 B4 42 i )
SR, HLRE DML AR G &
W — R GO, PR RA T Z 4 LREIX 43
UGB 7 A 0 N AR B 45 FAMER RN, JFaE
AR M Ui YOO R A 25 T R B — R 5 I Y
T 2lE (Zanette etal,, 2016 ) , HFE4 LSS
2E IR RN 4 LAS O PR K TS 1 e
T, EREEASUHERR UM A O BRRAS TR A
NS A, TS g B A At RSz . AR
WF5E A K I L B0 O B A AT 0 2Z 8] Y
W, HTRER RN EEA . —, JLEXH
NG R A R 0TS 4 . 1B IR R H 235
F B A FEIRZL [ TAE SR A L,
75 3~4 25 G LA 015 AR SR IR I, At f] S
EHSBEREWIOC, M5 A CA XIS IR
FRIRZ . BEEFR IR, BHZERIE &
HEHOE” MRS, BRI ZENE . SR,
5 BRI EA LR R —10F, 5 3 FREH

UL TN EXT “HRRMER" s, O3
WHINHIRS A 1 & B R TS 45 RN . LATERT
FEM SR TIX—2518 Ik, XS5, 2015) o 26
=, ALBYIEER R AE 1 S OB S A TR
SRIGOCHEME, M SEEBENXEREAK (Limetal.,
2020) . 5=, RTIEHBN E K- R,
TG R I R 2L, 2L pifb AR 152
FTike Rt A 2 0 B RN B A s T
MRS, LTSRS 7O LI A 3 e
ALIEENIR L YNG WY s A UL St S e
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The White Lie Behavior Involvement on Theory of Mind in
Children: The Partial Mediating Effect
Of Cognitive Empathy Ability

Lyu Yong"*’, Sun Yunrui”
(' Key Research Base of Humanities and Social Sciences of the Ministry of Education, Academy of Psychology and Behavior, Tianjin Normal University,
Tianjin, 300387 ) (* Faculty of Psychology, Tianjin Normal University, Tianjin, 300387 )

(° Tianjin Social Science Laboratory of Students' Mental Development and Learning, Tianjin, 300387 )

Abstract Children are taught, explicitly or implicitly, not to tell the blunt truth in some social situations where the truth may be hurtful to the
recipient. White lies can help children to develop their social skills and establish more positive social ties with others. When children are confronted
with a situation in which their true thoughts and altruistic wishes conflict, they not only need to understand wishes, intentions, emotions and social
norms from others, but also need to experience other people’s emotional responses. Thus white lie behavior involves theory of mind (a “cold process”
at the cognitive level) and empathy (a “heat treatment” at the emotional level ). The vast majority of studies do not distinguish between white lies and
black lies, indicating that theory of mind is the cognitive basis of lying behavior, and empathy has a positive predictive effect on pro-social behavior.
However, no attempt has been made to evaluate the relationship among theory of mind, empathy and white lie behavior in a model simultaneously. In
addition, existing research on empathy has paid less attention on the emotional component of empathy. Therefore, this study aimed to investigate the
effects of children's theory of mind, cognitive and emotional empathy on white lie behavior, and whether cognitive and emotional empathy may play
mediating roles between children’s theory of mind and white lie behavior.

A total of 308 children (age range 3~6 years, 152 boys and 156 girls) with an average age of 53.76 months old from three kindergartens in
Tianjin participated this study. These children examine sequences of ToM, the Measure of Empathy Continum and white lie behavior. In order to
measure children's verbal comprehension and expression ability, children asked to test the vocabulary in WPPSI before the test. Results indicated that: (1)
Compared with children in younger age groups, those in older age groups showed higher levels of white lie behavior, the ability of cognitive empathy,
emotional empathy and theory of mind; (2) With age and verbal ability controlled, the theory of mind was positively associated with cognitive empathy
and white lies, and cognitive empathy was positively related to white lies; (3) Cognitive empathy played a partial mediating role between theory of
mind and white lie behavior.

These findings suggested that theory of mind has a positive effect on children’s white lies behavior, and cognitive empathy can provide an
explanation for this effect. However, this study did not support the mediating role of emotional empathy on the relationship between children's theory
of mind and white lie behavior, and the possible reasons have been discussed. To sum up, theory of mind not only has a direct effect on white lie
behavior among children, but also influences white lie behavior by the mediating effect of cognitive empathy. The findings in the study contribute
to understanding the mechanism underlying children’s white lies behavior, and improving children’s theory of mind and cognitive empathy can be a
promising approach to promote development of pro-social behavior. Meanwhile, it provides some evidence for educators to understand the process of
children's socialization..
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