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TR XA B EN G vh (T A R B LU RE D AR il 22, (IR R R . BFFE 2 akARR
HE A Hh ) — 2 I FITRE 05 Bl FEfiad [ F st i E Bt AT, IR AT 0 2R o 2R A
BB Z I B R 5 ] U RE B At 3 1 F ST 2L, T g 2 A A R e o ] LR e i) i 3 3R
I B o K SEAE AN WA 2o i 2 X Ak 2 T 5 i A7 7 ) AR S AR AT IR YA, i EL X B v A B 2=
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1 55

I (warmth) Fl1 B8 77 (competence) & #1 2= % 3
MY HEAS N ASYERE, SXFRE T AN AH F, XTI )
e BA G Je P (the primacy of warmth), X 244
B B FEAS LA (Abele & Wojciszke, 2014; Fiske,
Cuddy, & Glick, 2007; ¥#¥, ¥k %, IRLH, B
Wik, 2017; ok, R, W77, REWR, 2015).
SR, P FTRE 7 ) AU A A5 5 (Dual  Perspective
Model, DPM)¥5 i, “XREEH /NP A 5 v s
AR, “Iroh#F/ AR ETERE T A, KB,
ARTE N SE [ 3R E A SE AN B X B8 T %) R
Him. RIEMSIZ R S mELE, MRS
B )22 A, 2 X Ath, 5 40 JAV IR O 2 SRR ) 7 AR R
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M (Kraus, Piff, Mendoza-Denton, Rheinschmidt, &
Keltner, 2012), A4, #h&H5EH G o4
T 15 23 BE G A A RN e A AL 23 B T2 B A [ T
AFEYE? T AT ARBY 2 A 2 B gl rp = R
1) Z0) Al B 2 [R5 008 AV R RE ) B R0 A 0K (Fiske,
Cuddy, Glick, & Xu, 2002; Cikara & Fiske, 2012),
FEARRAGERSA T, Ao Br 2%t #E Fae 7y 7eit
SR T E SRR, AT DR A AL S R B
PAF e A AR, AT DLy R A AR o 2 i A
S H FR B R
1.1 ARIBFENHNAAERE

T FIVBE 7 2+ E 23 G 1) A BEAS P 25 4
(Abele & Wojciszke, 2014), " HiE FIHE 1 (1 XL A
Fi %l (Abele & Wojciszke, 2007, 2014)iAJy, HuiF A

BERNITHE BER(16XNLQOS), bt AR AT AR S A T 5 H (2013) .

U SRR b, AP AE R L SFRIRA 10 FhLLE, RRIFSRE AR IHTAF (S WL Abele & Wojciszke, 2014; W 4%, 2017), FAT, i
A R BHE S FARH PIF, IS RIGE S (Fiske et al., 2007), 3542 (communion)FlfE3li(agency) (Abele & Wojciszke, 2014), 5 JERIAHF 5T 4 &
SRR NS AL SR THENT, TRXERERIN, IR T i ORI A 5 B, AR T G FIRE Ty & ik . X 4H
IR DL, FEGHE—2 B A OGSk
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KRR A R T 5 HBAG A 4 KB T3 HAb A,
J& Fth A\ F)4E 5 (other-profitable traits); HE 1 4H
KHFREA R TR A E A SEN, J8 T A%
A F|4F 5 (self-profitable traits), MHELAIAEE,
BRI G R T AN AAE, RS E X T A
(B B PR, TS 728 B k4 25
o Z 7 S A 7] BB A9 (indispensable) . R, 7E4L
SxAEE R, TR AR R R T LR B T 1) R A
FIWr 2L, PRGOS . BE I S a0 15 2
T2k B Z 5 1 A 5% E 4 B9 52 FF (Ybarra, Chan, &
Park, 2001; Willis & Todorov, 2006; Abele &
Wojciszke, 2007),

AR — D4R . AE A REN, XA
I A R BT S W B ) g — B, 7SR /A
NHA T 2w % B A RIS RE ) 4 B 54T
S B, fEfrshF/ AU T EZH
Mo Ik, XTEe M ERREEITaE/ AR A
AR MEEE M T m . A4, #EFRE
TP — N E L — RN R, 7ERI
SR A NE, P SR LR ) T (Abele &
Brack, 2013; Abele & Bruckmiller, 2013; Abele,
Bruckmiiller, & Wojciszke, 2014; Abele & Wojciszke,
2007; Wojciszke & Abele, 2008). {H 2, 751988
W H IR, RS RIEA—5, —2ef s A, A
1TEA5K L BE ) TH B B (Abele et al., 2014, BF5T 2;
Abele & Wojciszke, 2007, 5% 4); 75—k
B, PVIE IR T 0y E LM AT 3 25 - (Abele et al.,
2014, WE5E 1), A —SF5R A, REJ) LEHVIE
H % (Abele & Wojciszke, 2007, 5% 2; Wojciszke,
1994, #F5% 1; Wojciszke & Abele, 2008),

XU 71 455 78 DAV A 5 T A il 8 2R v 1) R 1Y)
XA —SEE R, B, P EA BRI sl 1 g
AANERILSERNE, A& AT 3h 3/ B 3 X R
fig 1 EEMEE A AR A SRR . SR Y38 B
B R, AN HARAY SE AR MEAE AL S R Y 25
rRSE B, BRI R E A S AN R R OC R 2y
XFSCEE H A HARA Fl(Abele et al., 2014; Abele &
Wojciszke, 2014). KIt, RIfAEHIE B IRES, 7558
23 I BV T Re ) T A CE VS S e E
WA ZFIEN . U, SRR, BRI A
W FRATRE ST LG R B, H N R AN
H R L v At B AR A5 T g AT
&/ AR UAEEEE A XML (Abele et al.,
2014; Abele & Wojciszke, 2007, 2014),

Zr b, BRI B IR S R ) S TE WA B
AR, BRI TCIE R AR S b, iR
SEUEAESE b, BTk g A E BB SR .

12 #HEHMBEMASIAIER

AR A A B SO PR . AT SR T
B W (RS = 7N 3 ) N 51 I/ SR B 1= K 2 T
AR E K2R, Rkt O H2eny 2
&2 —(Adler, Epel, Castellazzo, & Ickovics, 2000;
Grossmann & Varnum, 2011; Kraus et al., 2012; Snibbe
& Markus, 2005; %K E, #itte, 25#k, /05,
2015), AR X LA S Mk B R o 3 WAL 23 B 2 X
BB 2 BT P2 Az i 82 W (Kraus, Tan, & Tannenbaum,
2013), (HEZFR b, AERFMESHIR, b2 EW
SO E, XEAREY 2 A S T R SR 2L Y
(Kraus & Stephens, 2012),

B A S ELS I - ARBY 2 A
5 3 Y (contextualism) B9 IA K 75 X FIHE 25 &R F 1)
BB IR, AT R AR AR AR AR TN Xk A A
FANE PR 0 29 9 R EUR, A BAR A 45 R,
XFAME U B R, T AL A AR SR
AR AT, M, =2 EAMER 3 X (solipsism)
AN 7 SRS N 3 SO F FRMEA, M3z AR
TER B A5« E 25 RS IK SN, A &0E A N,
BRI RN ANE RO, AL N H AR A IR ARSI TE,
55 NS A B B ) i A8 4 AN 2 1 B 45 (K raus
etal., 2012; /NG, 2=, PiEER, KK, 2014).

G A B, AR E X A BROC R U,
Al A #E 37 BE 2 (Johnson, Richeson, & Finkel,
2011), fil4n, SEbrEsaL, K EAUTE RG]
7 R v ) 1 4 R g S B B ) At A 5
T 58 A (Kraus, Coté, & Keltner, 2010), T1ij H. 5 &
= A5 B At A\ (Piff, Kraus, Co6té, Cheng, & Keltner,
2010), H{EE 54X MR, AR M RRAEIX
(Eriksson & Simpson, 2014), fH)z, S{KHTEH L,
YR B SIS N B AR, AT A 2
I H F A (B (Grossmann & Varnum, 2011; Kraus &
Park, 2014), N, SEYEA A3, AIEN
(Kraus & Park, 2014), i HA#E 2 W F178 .
T ) A5 3 (entitlement) AT 7% (narcissism) 7K
ST (Piff, 2014).
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H RPN SR )W, [ HBATT A PE AT AR
TSR DLWl N AT Bl 2/ 8 3 PR ok
Va2 T W WD TR 9 1 N R (T R N
WL MBS A 5 A, L R ] oAb AT
TR T M AFOC R Ty A AL, BB i BAR
F> (interdependent self); i 55 B J2 AN 1] F A
“Arah &/ AU E R A, HX R e ff b 4]
T AN ESCH | M, RV Bl 57 36
(independent self) (Stephens, Markus, & Fryberg,
2012), — 71, ARG R SR b e+ 2
wh G B IC R R ERE ), B —Trm, SIREE
TE AN ) FRAE & 5 M A N Fn AT 8h &/
HI PRI A B HE IR R B4,
AE P R RE LIS, LA KBRS 0w At RN
o 3 9 T 45 vh PR FTRE ) WIS B Y [R) R
S S BEAE RSB 2 0 AN [ AN [R) e 2

1.3 #HEMESHRIFEMENHNR AR

170 & g 1 P R 3 g ) S BRI Y
AE ) B A AR — B, [ AR SR I RS I P WL
(Kraus et al., 2012), fKBYEZ T A EA 15 3 LY
INFITT K, 2 O AT B I B = 1S AL T IR 5
32 B NN IAEE (1452 e R0 R, PR N )
OB ZI R R NSNS PR O U, LA S % &
5 N A VRS B AN Y sk St E Oy H
by AR, B2 Z i AR MEFR 32 SR AT =X,
& UOABAT TR 248 2 & IR R R 00 T B 32 Bl
HHMBIAGE IR, ] DAl Sy b 255030 A 3 A H AR o

— i, e P L RE I R B, 1R
138 S0y ORI DE~ S i S 3 1= | NP2 S = 1 i
T FBE R e — 25 o R, ARBYZ R
MR ETERMM AN R B AL GE, WA SMAGES
FITARBYZ R4 B B STIRAA R, T A S B A 3
B bR, AR, mBYE T DMKEE B GRS B IRy
R, NMRARBTZIBFETE AN SR miPFAL
PO Re o SRR R OCHE, Pt il AR A
RSB IC 2 L X i i 2 T

P, BB 1 R AT, SRBTZ R IA
AR O RE ) R S (H X Rh A O S 00 X I B
JZHEHI.

TEFAE A I, ARHYZ AR 25Ny #1 LE e
WEE, PO RRTZ BA AT 2R B A
FTMEE, TAE AR O SRR, T
TREF S RAFISC R, T & A TRBEA PR
A, 2B A N FE SO ST i B IR,

B O A NS Rl e A R B, B
WAHEHEEBIRER, BRI, SO AR
AR A R TS O At NG A, X 3R R R R,
T 5 032 R KSR 2 PRI A 0T 2 38 b T B R A A A
SRFRMNT I A T B AR eI EH . BAR, X —
FEEAZ, AESGEBZ.

Pk, BB 2 A58 A IRES, (RBYZE A
155 FL BB B, B2 Ak BB ) b A B
HIEL,
14 HEIAR

RIS UE FRFF AR, ASCE IR 2 5.
WFFE 1 SRR TR 55, S HUE & VI FI6E )
PR ) ) F Ol i 8 — A BA A2 N (Cislak, 2013;
Wojciszke, 1997), k& WAt £ B 2 KA [ B K
2 Al AT AT A8 380 1) T 25 1) %o i B A N AT
VR, SR 38 2 At L3R v AR B 23 A R VIS g )
BB 2R &2 /0, BF5T 2 SR AV FIRE 1 45 R
BVEPEEAT 55 (Abele & Wojciszke, 2007), ik 3
LR m AR R R R AR B, BE4h e i
— 24 A FVBE T B T 25 TR E A IR Y
BT, SR)E R R AR 2% 44 A aE 1B
TP EMARE 25 . WA B AN,
A e A1 2 A JE0 b AR AT 1 3R R X6 B R
IR 22 5, KRBT E R HAE I sk
VAN R (EAE S

2 BT 1 AISE A NI 2 B E XS
PG LSRR T R

21 7k
211 #ik

T AT PR AEAE B RS IF SR Y 128 £ K224,
HEBR A 58 O 78 0 B US, 5 E3A RUCE8dE 122 43,
Ho A 47 N, FHFRE 22 2 (SD =1.59).
212 MREZITMIERF

K 2x2 BITRABET, 4LIA)AE 5 R0 At
SR, N E R ERRBYZE 2 KT AR R
FAE S HBE NS, S EIERRE ST 2 K. R
R R R 25 TR TR S RN RE ) 4ERE AT

Z: M Cislak (2013)fUHF5E, Mgl B 8 4
WA NAT AR AF, A a)F a5 A TE
PEFBE P O7 T RS B (BN, o NsREEH T —
AR AT B T vk SR A e 22 DB R O XERSE, O H A &2
2511 500 TCR A ME L T — AN KT B2E 410
247y, BEREOE R RSN TF 25, H—1
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T (RPN T R DI GR A PR E AN . BT
S A d I A F 20w - Wojciszke (1997)3256 H BT
fifi A B4R o it 5 440 B R ST AR IHE S 00,
IZEHL 8 M) XA T A R E 2R A Y
SBRAETG AL, I H I RER [R A B A
ONSTESAFE FNBE 7 W7 T8 A RS o ASBFSE T FH Y 8
AN, R R R ) R R (/NIRRT
— MR B 7 PR R DR T BT xR, JF HAE
EIRZ 1) 500 TR A EA T — VA K& 5] B2
S TR R BE T — T AR A (/N B B HEBA L
P 20 T SR S i, At s M R T R A
TN 0 B S BORLAR W32 45 T A7) . WA RE ) — Bk
AT /D ERC o, A RMZR T8, H
BT/ TR, RO I 0) .
TH P RE 7 — T B R (/AR TE — IR M BR AT LB rh
TR 22, (HIE LU FRES NG, fhaF 2 40
458 R A0 B B AT A . XA fg
J1 . BIE T TR T A 2 B A R AT T A AR
il . 4 AT IR IRE AR, SIAk 4 Nk
TERFTERT o A A Aot 2 N g B A 4 i rp e
A IR (#AFTE, Ybarra, S, 2015)% ¥
IRTEIE FNGE J7 48 L A AT 1 RE o i) 12
I LR — RPN A A AR BB ).
PG AN GERE Ay BIEAT 7 RO -3 R
PR RE ) HoA T, 3 fRERE M@ E N
TR e 3R A5 T B ARSI L T AR B 1AL
TR RE J1iali . T MAE S R4S 40 4. ARBFIE R,
B P24 A T T 9T B R 22 AR il 57 2 BRG] 22 X
PR A [0 24 HEAT PR o T SRR 12 v oA g [ 25 1y )
T, R A R R AR B AR T PG
BAS 43 G S i e o O A Bk [l 24 el i, g
AR R T (B = R R 3 [ 25 ) 33 1) ) S ),
et FH ) SCaR) e 3] 2 v A5 43 it [l 24 () 1l i
(1) 224 [R) ARl G 20 A FEim) R vt B, IR 29t
BIEVERE . S34b, QR [ml 24 iy AS 2 R i 2 114 )
W, BUR A TR IE—ANE 2, R4 & R AR
%o BJa, B TEE AR BIE FRE T RS 4 B 1S
SN g NHE, I 8 AN H A . BB
AN FEAS Ay I E, 1R R pl e B RN RE ) 954
BE R ZAT 5. RO, RV A% B
R BB A . A IR ST PR BTN S5 SR A R
B —EE (raw = 098, 7 s = 0.85, ps < 0.01),
PRI IR 35 B IE AN 25 AR A7 7 38 R AR R il 1) B
L3457

WAL H R, R 2013 AR EZES
#t 4 JH# (Chinese General Social Survey, CGSS)H
FREA WA | SCBHEE— I 32 i e 808 KOF
WAEH . A, B &R E A A5 R
FZHB KRB EWNIEHLE = 049, p < 0.01),
28 Piff 5 A(2010) ML, K A8 bR i bR Ak
(E 2 S RO b S AV = K0 U S ] 1 = D B U
K 2 B~ RO I FHE, B0 A B = (e = 59,
M 5= 0.73, SD & = 0.52 YFUEBYZ(n = 63, M =
—0.68, SD = 0.48)Mi4l, Mdltt &SP E /S
B3, 1(120) = 15.50, p < 0.001, d = 2.80.,
22 R
221 fEERMEITSHEXSH

AR, R 2 FIAE G R BN & 1
AR o AT DL BFE 22 [ J2 5 0t A 4 S 1) SRR
R E A = —0.26, p < 0.01), 55Xl A
AE 1R B T ALRE P R B S IE A G (- = 0.19, p <
0.01), EARFI N, +osB )2 bliss  F ALY
AE, Fho3 i) e B Al A Y e
222 RFESWH

R, R 20 itk — 2B ER A2 By
JEXHth ARG FBE S AR . LA B4t &
B2 (. AR 2 ve NS (A . e Jn)h B A2
i, DARE U A TaE g i 5 o AR f kA T 2%2
W7 25007 o G5 SN0 P9 28 R0
. F(1, 120) = 76.91, p < 0.001, n>= 0.39, MAEX}
b N R 4 O ) T LR B S e T RE AR Ah
2 ERO% A B3, F(1, 120)=0.13, p = 0.72,

M NA S SR BAEH B,
F(1,120)=19.39, p < 0.001,n*=0.14, K 1 R T
ARV 23 B 2 0 B U S0 v B, X AT AR
FIHE R AR E Y 22 57 o 6 M 32 A PR A £ PR
NAEHT, SRR, K E X ARG M = 2.16,
SD = 0.16) W E MR W& = TREJI(M = 1.93, SD =

24
23} m AP

=):ip)

[ RS et LBz

BT IR A2 )2 0l B R RE ) 5 T
Jo Y LR
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0.15), F(1,62)= 75.30, p < 0.001, n>= 0.55; =2
S AIE (M = 2.08, SD = 0.13)) 5 PR L ik
EETHESI(M = 2.00, SD = 0.11), F(1,58) = 11.60,
p<0.01,0*=0.18. i HILL, MKZEHEHZEMR
P Z T EMBE R T &
23 itig

TERNBE A AT, #1230 58 PN 2 0 00 83
TR X6 0 b N ) T B B R T RE X b At
N A X — 25 SR UE T S A AR B A
I B AR S B BE S W5 (Abele & Wojciszke, 2007,
2014), B, HIEH AL YR AR E S b
WA HAE o BAR = ARBJ2 76 5058 A BT
AL, (R R A O SN X AR 2 5
L R

HR A RO AR, A7 s 35/ [ 3600 s 38 ot
RE BB LAR BE, T 2 A A AN E U 3R
MES, HESLHA AW HARMR AR, mAEYES S
Tl NG RRER R o B4, B2 % e ) i A A
SITEHNE A TR R BUAS T A G, B S e AE
AW WFFE 2 fifi BT A 4T 2 AT 55 LA e S vt
A R AR G 2 0 AR A BE ) i LR 22 57, JF
DLAER 2R BB, R F 0t 23 B 2 145
IR RSB 2 BT R

3L 20 S A TSR
BT A S 3

31 A&
311 #ik

i LR R AR B BRSNS E0 1Y 147 44 BB
W, AR RA N 137 4y, Hoh Bt 64 A, F
YIAEWS 34 % (SD = 7.13).
312 MREFITMIERF

K 2x2 R AT, dLIa)AR 5o A 4t
SR, S REmBTERREE 2 DK NS E
MR RINE, o G FIRE S 2 K
7 b Ry RO AR o AR B Y AT

K FH I T BE 7 5 o7 3 22 P VT 8 AT 55 5 55k
TTE 0 1 X T A R RE ) 1Y B A FE B2 (Abele
& Wojciszke, 2007) [H# 2B 12 A8 SRR,
Hr 6 ANl AN e 1 R TR (A 10 . FUE
. ARCEN . Bshim . BER . ARSI, 5
Ak 6 A iAE S B PR BRI CR T B . 5
NBEW . R WIAERE ., vJ5ER . 6
D)o BRI FX 12 MR A O

AP B, 4T S S = — SR EE, 5=
e EE), PIELEE (a = 0.69)FIHE J14E 2 (o = 0.86)
() PN — SO o A3 AR A e O 4 R R
HE 2457, #5300 8am ARk 2 I v 4 5 1) B 22

K E AR E 25T A F T MacArthur 12 32
(the MacArthur Scale of subjective SES; Adler et al.,
2000)i &9 X WAL S E . Al E R —4
HA 10 MEHET, bl g e RE
T A b B )2 M, SR, 3R
TR AL A 9 2 7 s o SRR B R4
SER P WALE . AR R, DOE M =
5.50) MG FAE, Bl At S ZEm = 72,
M = 6.67, SD 5= 0.84 YUK Z)Z(n = 65, M =
420, SD & =1.00)/4H, W2 DEER T
¥, 1(135)=15.66, p < 0.01, d = 2.70,
32 #R
321 HWAMEITEHEXST

AR IR AR UEZE IR OC R BN 1 T
No ATLAERIFESBY RS XT A FRAE T i ALRE B A
RFIEMIK(=0.41, p <0.01), RIFE2H 2w
EUWAKRBEET

#=1 TEWMAMSITEHEEXIHER
M (SD)
T 1 ot 2

1. #E&B 2 0.00 (0.86)  5.50(1.54) 1.00 —0.01 0.41™"

2. PUBERE 212 (0.15)  4.24 (0.42) —0.26"" 1.00 0.28"
3. BEAHEIE 1.97(0.14)  4.17(0.67) 0.19” —0.04 1.00
W AR, MK TN | SR, ML LR
WFSE 2 Zs R,

** p <0.01,

1 2 3

Kt
i

322 HESH

0 S i < e T = = I ) I 3 ey S| A AT G
1 BT A A, LA R o R R VR4 R
A&, AT 2001, SRR, ALEmZEmE
BN %, F(1, 135)=4.03, p < 0.05, 1*=0.03; =4
JZ(M = 4.28, SD = 0.05)%F [ F& (GBI FTHE 1) Ay AL
FEEE B TARHYZE (M = 4.13, SD = 0.05), #H23H
e BB ERON A B, F(1,135)=2.08,p = 0.15,
EEME, B2 5S84 28 BAEH W
F,F(1,135)=14.85,p<0.001,1*=0.10, & 2 &~
T L2 B 2 anfar 52 g A R B3R I R R D Y
PURREE o X A B AR R EA T 18T BABRON 4B, 2R 3R
B, AR 20T A ARG (M = 4.28, SD = 0.39) 1 H
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4.5 m B
4.4+ oieh

HEWSHR fRE2BR

B2 AR BZ T B B AR FIRE 7 T
Jo F E LA S

MRELESTAHIKRESIM = 3.98, SD = 0.81),
F(1,64)=7.98, p<0.01,n*=0.11; 5ZAX, &=k
EXTFARAESI(M = 4.35, SD = 0.45)89 & L FL
WEBETARMEWM =421, SD = 0.45), F(1, 71) =
7.76, p < 0.01,n*=0.10,
3.3 itig

TERE A FR, FE B R0 R0 B, S
JEXF AR A RS W = TR R X —
SRR IGUE T4 S B 2 A SNBSS, RIS B2 L
H ey, AR 2 0 A E A 3K (Kraus
etal., 2012), BHHEEIE, T ARG,
B ETEE AL A IRATRE R AR LT A R A AE
FIReIE, AR S A [ R B R S R,
FEARBY 2 A58 A IR, AR AEAE RN DL Se R0 o 1M
TE = B Z e [ 3R, D7 A T fg g T A N
(TR A BE I PLAEAEN ) o XSO B SR TR 2

4 B

ARG S 2 MFFEEL T AL G Z Al
FIRNE B X PR DI e vt R A VR o 45 2R %
B FE MRS, SREEEACO IS T, H
Tl AT DG ST 5 XA B J2= T s B 1 R
HARBTZ N Bl L RE 7 B E 2, i sy B 2= A
SHRE T PR RS 1 AR 2 13 TS
X BB AE T A5 R BEAE — 5 TR bR uk T XU A A
AR, S I i A 23 T2 X BV D8 SE R0 1 3
TR, XA B A WL s 1 b BERY b FE A
2 R o TR, MBS FIRE ) P> A 4R,
LA K W M A AT 33/ 13 PR AL AR o i
ATl 22 B J2 AR, WA A2 B2 AT 5T 2
BT RS
41 HEMEERFORBRENRFTHEER

HIE X

PAEFRE S A SR BRI A LERE, If H

P HLRE T E B, X R AR et & S0 A Y
HATAH (Fiske et al., 2007), SR, X ikt 25509
AR DL ST 800 2 32 B 058 35 RN 5 17 45 10 52
FEF RO A B AL (T 52 A& BR : 0B At B AT T T
B, ARG F R A R GE 7 WIS T AR AEAS —
BT IE 45 (Abele & Wojciszke, 2007, 2014), F
4 At SRR X — B IRy R 2, IR AR
B R 2 SAE R R EAE B A R e X G R A A
Wit 2 A5, EEE RS L SE RN (AT 1)
SR L, BN Bl A s AT I 2 850 X6 —F K B
EHB R WS 1), A [ 3R E S S 8o HAF
TETARBYZ, =0 A i 3 A ez (WF5E 2).
T 4 8 R W 25 B J2 AR A v Al N AT 3 3R PR
Fifei 458 bt P A e Rl B AN 8] B 3 s VR T o [
BF, AR 2 7E BT RN RE ) 2416 T T 25 5 AN S 1]
BN R i x: ALY W O Py = X R
3 MFE R F F AN AN AP R ISR T, 7~
A AN TR ) RE DG SE BRI G S 2800 1Y ) A
PRANHTIA, R A AR R AR R [ AN 2 Ak B A S
PN B AL b, TR R T ML M AT
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Social class and social perception: |swarmth or competence more important?
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Abstract

Warmth and competence are the two fundamental dimensions (i.e. Big Two) in social cognition. According
to the Dual Perspective Model (DPM), warmth is the primacy of the Big Two and the Big Two are differentially
linked to the actor (self) vs. observer (other) perspectives. In the observer perspective, warmth is more relevant
and more important; whereas in the actor perspective, competence is more relevant and more important. Another
domain of literature on social class psychology suggested that lower-class individuals were more sensitive to
external environment and valued interdependent self; whereas upper-class individuals were more self-focused
and valued independent self. The current study combined these two domains of literature and examined possible
moderating role of social class on the link between the Big Two and the actor vs. observer perspectives.
Specifically, we hypothesized that both lower-class individuals and upper-class individuals would value warmth
more than competence in evaluating others, and this primacy of warmth would be more evident for lower-class
individuals (H1). In contrast, lower-class individuals would also value warmth more than competence whereas
upper-class individuals would value competence more than warmth when evaluating themselves (H2).

Two studies were carried out to test these hypotheses. In Study 1, 122 undergraduate participants were
presented with a list of 8 sentences each describing a behavior of a stranger. The behavioral acts were
deliberately chosen to be amenable to both warmth and competence traits. Participants were asked to use a
single word to describe the character of the subject in each sentence. Information on participants’ objective
socioeconomic status (SES, family income and highest parental education level) was also collected. In Study 2,
137 community participants were asked to rate the importance of 12 traits (6 on warmth dimension, 6 on
competence dimension) in evaluating themselves. The MacArthur scale was used to assess participants’
subjective social class rank.

In Study 1, more warm words (as compared to words on the competence dimension) were chosen to
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describe the character of the subjects in the sentences. This pattern was consistent among both lower- and
upper-class individuals. In addition, lower-class individuals used significantly more warm words than
upper-class participants. In Study 2, lower-class individuals scored significantly higher on warmth than
competence. Contrary, upper-class individuals scored significantly higher on competence than warmth. Taken
together, findings from these two studies provided evidences to support our hypotheses.

The current study contributes to the social cognition literature by integrating the DPM and social class
psychology. Social class does influence the primacy of warmth vs. competence as demonstrated previously in
DPM. The primacy of warmth in evaluating others is more typical for lower-class individuals and the primacy of
competence in evaluating themselves is more typical for upper-class individuals. Moreover, DPM further
develops the ideas of social class psychology. Lower-class individuals showing contextual social cognitive
tendencies and upper-class individuals showing solipsistic social cognitive tendencies are reflected very well in
the primacy of warmth vs. competence in evaluating others vs. themselves. Uncovering the nuances in social
cognition between lower and upper classes also provides important practical implications to promote healthy
inter-class communications.

Key words social class; warmth; competence; self; others



