LoB2EARET 2024, Vol. 44 ,No. 3,257 - 263
PSYCHOLOGICAL EXPLORATION
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B OEABRAN, 5 RN E N AT RE AR R A BRI ERE R
HA, AREIFMNE B REFNIM A TR ARG I REH, PR 1 HER R ERENR
FBARH W F e E— AN H R E R E BRI R E R 2 B B S K 09 3L 5 £ A oA E Rk
KEREF RN EEFLANEGABP ERE, &REIN: (1) @ATIERE R BR, BB K
EANZ o2 Z R E B, RI B A RAIE, RO RERN TG ARPERERRE, LI
“RITHAE, (2)HH B REFFNF AV RRBIR G AR LK T E AR, B RER R
NHExE fLEF AL G REFN KA LR ZR LT LM, Bk, AR PERE

AN H B REA KM GAT

KRB ARITE; AREANKM IS £ 2085 ZFHE

E 4y 225 :B848 HRFRE A
1 5§

Efai syt e, i L& il A R E M 22
B 4325 ( Multiple Categorization ) JT JE4 2\ 5, AL
TR AR Z PR BLSE , ik B B B ZI R ER 52
Stk 2o A 18] 398 307 7 (Hogg et al. ,2017), #&
MEESLIFELERBRM . HREHA, 5H—H
WAHN BN HEAR L, BB LS 2 5
SRS HBE W, 5 2 05 55 £ 5 J1FEL
M. ( Buchanan & Fitzgerald,2008) , & —IiELF 50
T30 T HEHAE TS PR MR P AR IR AR g
FERI, BB A4 L Bt — I B H AR T
AR, BRI BIER A2 |, 52 2 5B
H14:#5 (Woodhams et al. ,2015) , WFoeE H L2
K H A {B % ( Double — jeopardy hypothesis ) : 5 B4
— AR S AR Al A A L, ST AR IS R AR kA
TRETS AR B 5, At AT 7T B W I 25 32 T RS AR
SO MZIREN R K 7, 32 2158 = F MR 05 B R
(Kang & Bodenhausen,2015) , “XUf&” I “ X" $8
KA (LA L) BRI SZ0,“ /87 W
JE TIZERN BB R IE R, [ RS T PR AL
FI AT REPELE IR .
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EHEEER 38 ¥ 4135 ( Cross — Categorization )
FEIRBIESE , E LAMER 2 A~ 432k BE R 0 B AR I F R B
RS AL (BUE 55,2009) . 32 X 4r25HT,
PN U FITE OB A (ID) L R/ S R4 (10/
OT) HIBLAMEEAA (00 ) DU 5 5| ## 44 (1: In - group,
0:0ut — group ) ( Doise et al. ,1978) , A5 (H/
) SHER (/T RERF:NEELENS, &
P2 O Bk, B E B M) 00 #f{k, FFE Ltk
ST IEHA, BB MR 10 Bk, 2 BAnffipr
J& W XU FRAS T R T AR 1, BV B — 28 1 1Y
ZIMRENG VAN BB R T AR 1) 5 = i S 5% 22 LA AR
PP B0 i L R AT Ay 32 AT 8K, % FH B LR B 4
IR B RN T P 45 51, B EL % O Al
00 Hfa AN O WZIMREI R BB 25 .
REVERG) ZHAAAETHSEFES,BA
REPGIE S A8 A B 2285 B W AT
B, FHESUER U] BB AR Sh . aRE AT
X BAZNE” BARZIR N ARXS TR, (B0 Hod
PEVM A B ML T 2B XTI Kang 7EZIMEP S A
ZRHEL R ( Stereotype Content Model, SCM ) ( Fiske et
al. ,2007) W EERL BA8 L, 2 BARBHR TR MR 4
FANEIEFIRE I 4T —BET , ZIREN R SR,
T 24 P12 P A T v 5 i, 220 5 B0 4 ) T g
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fRE ZJH 5 (Kang & Bodenhausen,2015) , Kang %
5 P T e 7 T RUSE AR T ) A 1 0 B AL
il , (X A A BEAT SR T2 RS 6 A0 i AL A
FA A RS sk B 4L B R MBS ITR 21 2R
ENZMVER , A ik IR T 250 204 B4 1) & i
(Craig & Lipp,2018 ; Kk 55,2017) . IGET, X
— AW FEW A S, T E AT R DASE = AT
AN E AR 2N T, PR X B At S 2 IR BE
THEZIMR IR B R ME— R

Rt TR & SR X R Z B
RN E Z AR EPR B 5 878 ( Damer et al. |
2019) , #RHEFESIAEIBEE (Social Tdentity Theory )
FE R IJAZ5 B8 (Self Categorization Theory ) ( Horn-
sey,2008) , P& B R B 23 e ot 5 &
J I — 223722 4k ( Reynolds & Subasic,2016) , SR
BEX S50 CTER R KR PR3 T EA IS,
B2 4r 5B 5% B9 AH SC B 98 U/ A X 1 55 ( Hogg et
al. ,2017) . P E X B B 28512 TR K s I A% 11
A, ] BEAS USSR U AP A i R S g

AN 20 e B A S S AR AR S B 3RS
25 (Self — Categorization ) ( Turner, 1999 ) , J2iE 3 FL 3
A E — 2 RS B AR (S5 R AHRL, 55
W HIE) ARG SR, £HaRIEAE,ME
B VRO AN S ERARE R AL A A HLAE ( Turner et
al. ,2012) . MAMAE H CEE N —BH AR R A,
S A CRERE ML S0 ] A5 de B a6, 4L &
INFI 2 B I BB 3845 (Turner et al. |
1987), HFERFLESTHEZ I 3 RIEF (Self -
Enhancement ) FliJg /> A5 52 1% ( Uncertainty Reduca-
tion) Wi~ A UL 0 (2 FHF, 5 FF W, 2006) .
K R 5 RIFZE BT, A — e B ) TR B Bl
R R E R, 45 | [k 5 AR X T AR
WAEZMNEG . BRIEIISIAN, MAET P S
BRI 3B A BERT B &, BIRIEEBR
i 15 1 B BB LAY SR 3, {5 P9 A A 2 FA DB 1A
PR A — A 3 (1 B B 0 3 (Abrams & Hogg,
1988) .

PRI A AN 2 B 250 h R R TR A
SRR H RIS, 52 28 5 AT B M R I e 9 3R
B (Hornsey, 2008 ) , JH#K 1) B 3 IH St ¥ &
Ao BIHIREH R, MEE O ERENE T
WA, (B AR R, B B & 3hbLAh,
TR 2 B 5% 36 RT 6B 32 21 R 48 A IE B #1L ( System
Justification Motives) F¥] 5% 01, 5 30 1 6F PN BEAR (1) F
JEZSFE (Jost & Burgess,2000) F14MNEE{A AR 2 (Jost et
al. ,2002) , JEEERIR R, AR A I A BESE

YO FHIE N TR S 4y, TS DR A AT
PRSI NRE R B 2, FE 532 AR IR 1 ]
B4R P TR R 1 LA 0 35, R B o TR AR R A
( Coull et al. ,2001 ; Owuamalam et al. ,2019) , B] UL,
BRIHAE R 22 5, BSR40 A RO (BRI
W) BN A B IR, X AN AR BRI S S E
BRKEMW , REMKE ISR BRNMTR 18
BT FE o SeE , {EAE A 90 BT (R W 491 S b iy S A 56
o, PN I B RIS M (BRI EER) 35
AN EWE R

RS XA TR HEMN F B TR0 >t
ZIMEN R BRI . B AR A WA E IR
(1) 32 BN M BRAE. B 30 BUE R 2 B
S, T B B AR X R B E R AL S 285 [F i 2 2%
FT GRS BER LR BE ZLHNEBIZX
Fhl. ZXEHZERIME SRR IERHE L
250, H I, 22 R IR TE & B B R, 2
B AR BEE TR i BV B R VG M Wkt 28
e B, BRI X HIHE R R — N E R
o RIBAAS £ SCW AL, BRELIRZ MRS —
ANERII AR BB, B DI RE ) o 2 B AR
AERYZE 7, 5T Be A VG P BIF 5% 5 2 1 T AR 28 0
(Turnley & Bolino,2001), (2) Blazpl 5 AT 2k
FEE . A DB B SE 2RI AT
AEE, AP RS R R A B A AL
SHERE . TR A LW B 7E 448 L Ar2 i
ZIMR NG B B A 5% /% ( Derous et al. ,2012) , FFok
W o BITER AR 5E o I BESS A A XS B8 H AR
ik,

ST 1 Rl S WA E PSSR I E R B
A, K56 1P & PR X R XS
G B2 PR B TR . BFSE 2 RE R B3k
AN AR SR, BT R 2R P 50T
Y, SRRl EF Ak )3 3 sk i 3 S 38 ) (BRAR BR
THAR ) , B E A [ 2 50 854 B 4k 5 3% A0 B R AR
LA BRSNS , 2B S B R B B .
2 Mzl BEE RIS IE R 2K B2 R ED &
gtz op- ANl

WFSE 1 T LA S AR 3 T I AR R AN B A P4
MR EE R PHAN A I FIE M (PR HR) ,
JEMHZEAZ 2G5 RN BB . SER
VEIE TR IR L, o B ARSI AL S, BT
VEPE XSGR Wt Y S 2R JEL B, [ S iiiAs +- 1% , 4003k
PRIRREEE N RGN, R BB GER A LS
&, BJa— it & 532 1) (Social acceptable) {5 44
RHN BN 4 (Puhl & Heuer,2009) , 25 T # {7
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& XS R, TR B FE UL B R, P 4%
LREFIERZZ T,

R T E A S A 5 B THAR AR, TR T
RHR /AR By, ¥ % T =03 254 45 (Triple
Crossed — Categorization Task , TCCT) #:/E g & IH &
(Van Dommelen et al. ,2015) , %3632 —FPEAL
ZH B RS2, RYIRA B 24 5K
A AR S IE” 208, 2R B E S R R
AR By, B A S i E R
S6 1B, BRI T E ., R AE A
R ARE B RO 58 R AR B AR H
W, 5 BMEEM L, =00 R7EHE ME B K
AR, RE >t S BB M . AR R B R IFE
YRR Al 1) £ R TN, 7T 8 B FRIF SR BT, TR
| TAEN(FE=0ARES T E S TR,

e ERIALMILRE L TR 1 ik 7B
LRG0 B 2B AR BT, T B A 4k i 20 A
EN VAN TC B 2 08 , AR A i i 20 AR B 5 7%
I EAL, BIAUERHE
2.1 #k

@it G o Power 4K 44471 E ( Faul et al.
2009) WA &, Mg it T Sy ik F 0. 95 i), FHE
64 Z ik, B IEE 208 )y K —ARERE AR
W VB FRT O 132,12 £72.73 Fbo BRSO B /)
T 1 AR BRI T H 4550 0 5% 100 1
iR X161 MR HAIT T Sttt B 90 A, &
71N, TRAETT AN, AR A 84 A ,M=19.78 % ,SD
=1.11 %, AARHEHFRBRERRE, REFR
FEREFMLERHEE KR B RAEHIH (68 N),
PR B AL B AR AR SR AR PR B RS A
(34 N
2.2 HREHHESF
2.2.1 WEEit

PFERECR R R A I, B RS04 (R
W/EHR) A M A&, 68 ) ( Competence ) i
FAF (Warmth ) [ 550 D00 G 1 R 20 42 ER 2 VR4
T6¥r, BB 045 BB BB T AIA B =R 00, P
BIERE F OB A= VES I, R TE 0 ~
100 (¥4 B3T 40, B 28 28 (5 i) o 2 47 B 43
(T F A8 (20 M B G BB (B AR R R S 48 7 o
2.2.2 WFRERF

B 56, A A TE RE ABR WA TR A
FEETEARIEAT 2000 ED 2 TR, W b PR 1 B 2R 4R
KFo

HR,EHAF R =HEE S, FH=3H
KESAEFNH B — R 5 RIFIEW TR m

KR PO R LB A R A T AT &/ H K
B, R LRI PR, AR ATE A EIH
SRl S ISR, B A HH At 28 50 5T 8 B 3.
A28 TRE BRI SO TR A AR
RANF . BAEBERN B E Tl (3
B ) e (/4B ) IR PAME Sk A
CHIXEA B . W, —AN5E)m BRIk DR AR
B RYPOL, S TE A BT RHE B B AR A
C XRHERHAE D SURAS P A P 5 BRL R4
N AR =IUIHRAL 57, YA 72 XU o [ 2%
“Pratis B O ARER —3877 . WA RIFR N HR
BRHE” PO TE A ERAR AR B SCRHLRHE
T R . A IR PR A RIAASHT 6 A B
P&, 7 AL R B IR BOAE B RIFK
i LRI, S HERL S

e TEPORN RRE LR A" AT IS FIRE T
PRYY R BB E A SR SR o

2.3 ZREHH
2.3.1 BT

89. 6% IE B L P L W FEFFH A S LR
Ao RFAIC logistic EHZEATHIR 4T, H R Z
(AR, 2 TR NSRRI as R, B
(R B2y =14.36,df = 1,p <0. 001, % 77 4L
BiB3E B = - 1.49,p <0.001, OR(95%) =0.42
(0.10 ~0.52) o FERFEH], HHAAE A B IHFE Wi
THALHAELR . AR B RITFKHBUR i, %
BEA SR BIRT AT 5 , AR R B KR
2.3.2 BRIGIHM R

JrZEar AR, H BB RO B F
(1,100) =9.23,p =0.003,n,> =0.09, W& 1, 4
XPFRREE ", BRI (R A 3k
REERA” ZIRENR & TIE(M £SD = - 18.36 +
28.81) R “IUE"RHE. THIH K H T HI PO
(CBRA) X RRELR AT 5 RBEE " B ZIREIR
WA ERRBE(M £SD = -3.63£19.67),
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WS 1 B0 LA SRR R ST
H SN AR FE — R BRI, 32 X425 2
WENG B E W, REFMEX A S HEHR BRI
FIRIBA U IF AR 28 B T T R I 2R P
A5 B IRASFNPEM & A LG, B RO 5 T 4k
AL, BB AT BRI R LS
3 BAR2 MW AFERINLM RN KL TR
=AU

BHOE 1 AT T WM B RIS TE2I MR EPG s
A AR T - FE TR SUHAR ST &, TRk B SEHIPE
B FEAR KA AU BRRL, T 3R LA 20 AR EP 42 4%
. (EBFSE 1 SERRREE BRI N TR X R TCEIR
TEHXT A — R RSN . BRI BFSE 2 (51
BT BB — 2l B A EEIR, TR Sl
B BRI FNHAN B[R, 3P X 42 59 28 5 35 1
S B, B DU S 8 X 2 AR B g i As
FISZIR o
3.1 AKX

fERT 181 ZRFAWIA,8 AFBGRE, f#
HlaE B W g 173 A R8HE, B 58 A, &
115 A,M=19.71 2 ,SD =2.12 %, {§iff G = power
(Faul et al. ,2009 ) ( Faul, Erdfelder, Lang, & Buch-
ner,2009) ZH MM BN « =0.05,/=0. 30 (R
o IR0 0 R, BB R, 2017) L AEA B R
RI0.99 KA EHRE T
3.2 HREHERES

B 2 (PP ST S0« PR/ TE R ) * 2 (3F
W& B RN A BARER ) RE &I, TR
KL ANE R, T F B RATIEAM R 4 H
e, AARINES RS 1, BAg 52K 58y
KHZIRINZREZ %,

B S E A i im 2 B3R 7 = ( Distant Planetary Para-
digm) FRFG— R LAMER B IR EN SR . =L
Al RIS BB IR B ok S i SN Y
L HER LB RIE S ML RERM TR
(el 55,2018) . AR —HKINENE R, A
B[ XEIRE A BRWER, EATLUMERIE
AR BAREF " I H0ATE 0 ~ 100 F 45 B X HFF
BUHIFAE” 5 RUIBET” ENZTEMY , B TR
YERSMEZIR AN S

HRBHAIFNHE B R, B2 3
PRS0 B RABATL S, IPARYE 18 R 45 R AT W
HIE, DUE ¥ BE (5 R ) BN BB 11 28 51800 i )
AT Hig FREBREF (BT ) , BRI T
REHWEF (REETT) » BIAFTEEW M ED
HRHE B OB SE AR 4 “ A BEIE T4 2R

CIERE 4098, 1 DARE(T B % 23558 I8 B A48,
“XU B G T4 : 3618 LB AR SRR, SRR A B 241
H A 2B LR

FRRIRIITM SR B2 50, 45 1F B0 A B
BRAMEAMSE R T DB, A4 015 R I RRE 4
OB IEFIE A, 1T RN SRR
B

BE W BRs BIx BIESMNE A S IESNE A
Frl AT B EI G S
3.3 #R 55
3.3.1 RIEHRE KB R AR EIRIEH
YRR KT, NS BURHATHER . LIRS 27% FI
F i) 46% 5 AR SME 4RI PR R AHE A, B R
EAHT I AP XS F(2,170) =363.02,p <
0.001, FEHK BT 3 ARBEBEESR (ps <
0. 001) , 3335 B 322 72 S RV A A Y

PR BRI B O A SRR 4L, B
I 61 A BB 112 A, PERIS AR MM
R RY], R A RB B WERA RE ) =
1.35,p = 0.24,
3.3.2  TRME AR SIEO R SR SRR

W 2 7, VPR S 2 B AT AR
HBBM BN B, F(1,171) =96.47,p =
0.001,7,% =0. 36 ; AT 5 BB 1 T RO .5
F(1,171) =12.74,p =0. 001,771;2 =0.07; B
MM ER R B3 F(1,171) =0.89,p =0.35,
n,” =0.01, RIS AMHT I  HITM x5 285130
W, TP RN E R R F
(1,171) =15.02,p =0. 000, Fith G KK 1% (&K
H) MZIRESR RS A EEEEE TERAR
KR (BAELL) 5 MPEH X 52 1 2 BB B
B, B 1 TR B (L) A A R B
(BIBA) MZREDE W ERBE, F(1,171) =
2.85,p =0.10, T [ IR HFAM [ R HH
MZIR RN RF BEET F(1,171) =
27.72,p =0.000 F1 F(1,171) =69. 24 ,p =0.000,

ARG, BN TR TEN (L) 1
INBEIRZI B EN G A 3 B3 s Wik B TR BISE M &
(EIBA) BN BEAZIR N TG B % B, %4
WIRTE THIZE 1 G55, T BN X 2 B,
HIRRANENE SF R RIS, T A
R DTN FMFI LML S . BN
FERX B B R B O SR B B (0 BN
i, A, VRN R B S RN S R B
FR, SR E, R ER G E R BN
SRR B 3 X4 R AP T, AL T
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#HEA R 8 REA(HRD

FIRRENR SR E

TRIREAIXT 5

BUREAIxT S

B2 RE S0 TR I3 LI ED SR TR I
FAN R AR EAR . SXARBL T 2R AL
TEIAER, EASUEM AT B FEA R, t
M Xt A R BT

H B RERENEXT 5 B DI = MER K
BIMSZ I HXT R PP B, B A BIEHIEN &
x5 B DI AEUR IG5 X R R
15 , XU HA PR T 52 S 085 Xk 221 Al ER S kA B AR
MEZEANE B LM P, B2 E &
B, TR B BRERI P BEAT A LA XS
WA SRIEBROZREDS . TN E ORI
AR , RARX 58 TR 1, Toie PR 4
SRS W E B RIS 2= R T R S B

WENRZEF M EMERE
4 Bitig

P HENABMNE TSR], Kb A=
EEMERM HRER, W RNEREZ AR
REHY, T ERIE BUERUL” BBFST , I Xt
G FN B IO N Z MR BN AR I e e, 2288 T
& B REFNEMIEH . AHRAEZE LR
e —3 X2 BT, 8835 T 9t & A 32k
FHNFEZIMR IR B . TR BRE
VM B ] BB N BRSO R 5 T B 3RS
FE P, B A R TETE AR B ISR A%
WIS PEM X 52 1 2 A EN 2 B 3R
4.1 HH G R EE G AF RS

WFEE 1l I SE R ABA B R S AN X 5, 5
AR HERITIE MR EP R MR, kIR
BIRIAXEVZARPZ R L HABE, MAK AR
JHZEE MZIR EN G RN I 2 3 AL RRIE . RAETH
B BREINIFEN E R NEARZR P2 B LB EK
. HEBRPER, BH T 2N T, X —
ARUER S % 4, B @ B 3RIE2E, % A
TR SR R 18R ] BEAA B XSGR 81 A1

TEME R

ARt A RS, 3 £ HuE P 3th fR R BN
LR HIRH— TR ) R AR BB, AT BB
DRI N 8 R 5 40 T % EL AT R 40, 7 A TR R A
Ji (Black sheep effect) . MM X ™A&Z & J& T HAH
W5, IEX A& 28 ) A SR L 5L T R 38 X 4y
JEBF, AR F ARSI , 2R ER R AR e A AEE
P R T HA ST AR LA B AR . AEZIRREN S
RIS R BUE” B BT i .

PP R BT R 2R A5 BRSNSy 22
[&] KA, Al BE 2 REOX PR E N . PR &
R B FRZEHN B80T GB A BT 20 B BP 5 1 RS 15
], X — S RRAD T AT 5T R R TP & N A
&R B /> ( Chen & Li,2009;Linden et al. ,2021) , i Z
MEHZM AR, I\ 8 TP E 5 RIFETA
MR NGB IR o
4.2 ZARTF FEEZ IR N FENHAES R0
F EILAF IR X E 7R

BH5E 2 H R W2 VR O B iR B 7PN
MG B AP N7 8, s TR E 5 R
R RPN 5 2 AN TE 2 A EP R 1808 i 3L ]
YER . WEESREE , PPN XT3 38 51304 X 2 Ak B g
BB B 50N S, TR A R Z AR BP0 B 5 e
WHIEWNE, 51—, PEor B RS TEZI AR BN
R RYET TR, W) B e B 2 Al B
ZEUUER

PO E B R 5PN XTG4t 250X 20 Bp
ZUUEMIEEIER, FER T BT AT 2 Fhfg
B (J=%% 4%,2018) . —FhEE TR, IRIA
BRSOy B9 5 ) — Rl ZE T AR AR 5 28
S B L, R A & | 2 E S AT RN
(Turner & Crisp,2010) , — & LA, 3X W Fifift 1B HL
[l F BN R ST AR T, BF S 5 R A B0 ol 3 i
ML RIE R R Ml fE, PE B RE AT N “ 5 =
I RAE M 2 EmEAXNE, WA UIERSE
RIHEBHER BEN" S 52N E . ik,
ZIMR EN G B Z BT A 2 B IRAE 5 P & 0
B 3B RS, BEEA & A 0
4.3 MhA &KL RABKE R

T EBZEM E BRI 5 RN 1E
R TR B R (TR 5N (A1) 19
o, —EIFERR AT 5HEE XA, MERE
A, A R,

B, CRERIMTWERS L. BRHSE
RARESHHES S0, T2, MIMBHR
Wit oK e TN BIRIFZE, BT AR EHE:
TSR, B RIHEE FREAEAERBITE S, MEAE
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PRI E A B RARBE B T HAL &
RER HWK TR R AWEH 5 EE 13
Tio X FEIMRIAETH MNP & XIS B R 1A
AR T, FXT BRSO 0 G2 R RRAR P AR
o XA RSN PR 22 55 FT RE A AR )
R, O 2 Bl A e se G AL 2 Bl B ATES)
J1o HFHER T — A THR AN, 0] BE X ]
SOLC N S AN T IR R P T & i
i DL BT S SO S 3 0 3 A0 FRATT BIA R
KL, wJm, “FAXH” BARTIEN. AR
SAFNREAR LB XA B R S, B 7E 3L 2 285 &
X TEBRPRAT IO M o - — TS N TR S )
BA—E R IV, A EEA B B, AKX
SrIRABIKZ T KBTS, AR A RETENGET
50 UL VB0 U, 1B T LA AR R R B B BB AL
A BR BRI, HE A 25 00 B 22 ST 1 PR 0 BE 2 )
TR

LR LRI, PP E B B RIFR, X AR
I TREA SN E AR RN L 72, AR I T 2R ER
LB BT R b BB
4.4 ARSEZ

YRRV R BB A — )RR (1)
R, DG SEIE N ETR I B E 24k
BB, ST 4 R B R AR e T B UL 5 B
(2) BaAB R A, T T 24 T 28 50 B e
LR NAER B, SRS R RN, IR iy 2R
ARE, (3) BUSLATE o BT AR B A PN H 2
TATLE NI 108 7 T S0 TR B 0 (1 7
W LB AR BT, 4 Ja AT U3 kb
B SE = B AT 215 A T ET Bl B 5T
5 #ig

B B B E X DU R R F AR B 2R ENR
BEFEAL, R “XUE” FHIE, THAR B R0 H 8
ZIRENGR RN B o PP RTRIETIBAM X 2R
EPS BRI , 32 2P B BRI B9
fEH.
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Double Jeopardy or Protection? The Influence of the
Self — Category’ s Valence on Stereotype Change

Wei Jin' ,Zuo Bin®
(1. School of Tourism and Hospitality Management , Wuhan City Polytechnic , Wuhan 430070 ;
2. Department of Psychology,Sun Yat — sen University , Guangzhou 510006 )

Abstract ; The Double — jeopardy hypothesis posits that compared to a single negative social category group,people’ s stereotypes change
more negatively towards dual negative category groups. In order to test whether the self — category valence of the evaluator constitutes a
boundary condition for the Double — jeopardy Hypothesis,study 1 activated the negative category of the subjects to examine the change
in stereotypes after both the evaluator and the target share a negative category,study 2 primed the subjects’ real categories to examine
the change in stereotypes after the subjects share a category with the dual — category target. The results found ; ( 1) Facing dual negative
category groups ,the stereotype change of those with a positive self — category worsened ,showing the “dual threat” characteristic, while

«

the stereotype change of those with a negative self — category was not significant,showing a “protective” characteristic. (2 ) Evaluators
with a negative sell — category have a more positive change in stereotypes towards dual out — group positive groups, while evaluators with
a positive self — category have a more positive change in stereotypes towards dual — category groups that share a positive category with
themselves. Overall , stereotype change is moderated by the evaluator’ s self — category valence.

Key words:double jeopardy; self — categorization ; valence of self — category ; cross — categorization ; stereotype change



