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W OB AUISETIEE R R, DIBE 55 N SRR R K E SRt 4, 558 1 LR AR ARG B
SRS B RO S AL o R (R AR R R AR AR SR I SN 1 SRR AN ]
ARAVEIESX, B ] AT REAS A R0 B R XU B 5E 32 R S8 2A HE—20 B, RU)a BEAE 5
BT LR NI RN R IS 452 TR IR R AR, B P 2 P VR 35 5050 2B SR it 2 s
TS A ENEIE, S5 5R B R L R RN R 9 800 A 2, (SRR Sy i s FAR 2, AR LT)
i A AR IRT . AT R T 3R AR AN (S REAS B AR I SR U7 () 2 432 0K, T LT LA 5 ik
KUy Bt — AP REAR ST 52 TR, MR A B2 D G M A8 =22 [ ) 555 AR 4R AL TR LA

KR EERR, g B, WRARHRINRE, SO, B8 =

7SS B849: 91

1 55

FITES B2 B DG R IR ORI B 7 3% o)y U] - Je i) ik
filt, AR ) RS A 2 1 A R 4y o SR, B
2= BUEUR B R BT HEDE, 78 B 7 FRBE R B ol 3 A s
IR Z A S R, RERE SR H 5 %
ik, AR BRG] KB b5 02 R fif
(B3 45, 2019). Gl fin s Bs 8 Uy 2Z 6] A [,
Gt B Z I P i, HESH RN B R DG R S AN
BTN T AL S RO S AIRE DA,
T B2 AR v g, B R BT R 4 AR B A a2 IR
(Competitive Victimhood) (3, 2018), RIHEA
SUNH B O TE AR s th iR R 2 F A, JF
FR Mz A O 2 B R0 EORIER A O B ik
ZEZ GO, LIRS =07 iR MR, b A
CPEREBR P2 () 5E4E(Noor et al., 2012), {HH T
A7 i = A Y SR BIE 5 G B B R 2 I Y S A7
SRR R VR A s e PR A R AL

R H 351: 2022-04-11

1.1 RHEZER

TE 32 H RGO — Ml A TE T RER vh 5 B
THOHFEFL S (Young & Sullivan, 2016), FEAZZ[H]
— HP R GE, REAR R 25 A IR AR B T AR
R AZ 2 T R EE RV, 1 R A 2
R R iR R 2 H A, AR M A A R
SR T A SRR, HAT LI e AR A% deb 1k A A S
L —#B4r(Lupu & Peisakhin, 2017; Noor et al.,
2012; Vollhardt & Bilali, 2015), =4 #4> el
R Z A e S R A58, BEARUr
PR T A SE R ] HUGR R R G 2
E SOy a0 I (Noor et al., 2008), HIE432 F @&
HENTAE N E WAL b, A2 A EAS B (1Y
W E AR, SRIE AL 2% 52 A B0y 1 KA (de
Guissmé & Licata, 2017),

HHl, i JC % B A ] 58 52 TR SEIE AT ST,
HEA#ES BRI R SRy A 5w 2
&, BE 7R AT RE SR A F8 TR BE AR v g ot ) O
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X i A [ YRR IR R RS 52 IR s K AL 753

A3 3 DA R0 B 3 (R 4%, 2022), MR
FIBHAZ FHH B E 58, 2016); THEEIEN
PR I AR, A T RS R T SR NS L BR
FIFAT ARG Y . BERRE, Ntz 5%
FHHTERCLUR, 2018), a4 52 35 i = 18 XU %%t
Ty RER P HE AR B AR ER 42, BT T 0 o B 0
i SRR, A TE IS HUE Bl R 0 X i 4
H WA TR, BB R IR

KL, 7 SEHRERRAUNTIFE, FER
Vi) P 5 e A7 SRR, i a0 B RRIEAA N 8 32 Ik It DA A
P PN 1 NNTR A - R UL SN & A 3 6 S
Fo RO EE R IL IS T FSE, W Noor & A
(2012)4 HH 34 A 50 1) A o ik T LU S8 AT e
T A7 R, R A A I D) 22 42 ok (o AL 52 42
fl )y LA [ RE O ROCR (E I, 2016), Adelman %5 A
(2016) & BLLEHRIA iz FIAL 2 i AU o7 =S ] L
R e G 32 F K, BEAh, 8 ERERR ) S B
fiff, T IR Y B A N R R B AT o 4 32 5 R Y
A WCHE i (Shnabel et al., 2013), 753 & (19 B2 97 52 8%
o, B AT S [ Y R A Y 243,
B HESF N (2016) 118 B FLIRE IR A & 53
P ges SR W AR 27, I ST e AR ONUE B oy A
B ENGE T BE O HRAS, B o] DUEWT, dEar
FL[R] N BE R DA TR B T TR it 3 Y B AR
Mo SR R ER B 55 N DA B2 5 F A AH R s
iE, RMESEATHE, KU LB S0 HAG a4k
(14 2 8 R AA B £ T =X
1.2 EEHNBETABERSEZER

L [F] Py BEAIA [R] B8 (Common Ingroup Identity
Model, CUM)#&H, o BB et 2 By, s
X FEAAR D SR AR I, fofE i S R AR R0 7 A s o A [T
AT By, TRATT RN AT 1 A3 2 ) BE HLA

FVERY<FRAT I 02, ST A i L[] N AR A TR,

Hl T AR AR LS, BRI B OB B E
AV f-t T BB R B T L R A N R, AN OGUE
TR Z I ol 5, DA TTT S X SR 1 2
J# (Gaertner & Dovidio, 2009), X4 By T/ H %
ZIHREN G FNEE R W (Brochu et al., 2020), PAK A
BEBR 28 7= A 1) 155 2% 1 25 (Dovidio et al., 2016), fi#f
BEPROC R T INANE . %k e w5 B R 9 g 3l
BRI AL R AR Sy, A0S AR A
SR A CREE NEAE A EALREAR (NIRRT,
il A7 B JE & JR 50 45 [ A (Wohl & Branscombe,
2005). H3EEEAMEREPL T H G 3 AR

i) (38 [ ), X A0 B 1A 1 155 68 15 4 B AIK (Utkes
etal., 2016). [FIFf, Riek % A (2010)[#F 58 & B,
EESEE YN IS PNEESNR DA 2NN IE PN
Xof AN T B8 1) 220 i D G R s B R0 2

MG CIM A, HE 7 3 [m] iy AN ) A7
TR ) 25 5 ) G2 LA b 5 4 32 35 S T R o 491,
Shnabel 5§ A (2013)%& HLAE AL AN ) B 3N (1]
JE SR BB RS, AT LA TR X5 Y
RERHIRSR, DTS FEHe fi, FRARSE 432 F IBOFIA K
Ff#; Andrighetto %5 A (2012)& B, ZE/RYEV A FI
FHZRIR AT LA b 48 1 42 fik 0 A Sy 3 ] YRR 44T
[F) A B AR S 32k, HL i R 2 3 o 39 i ks A1 i
PRI SR PR FE AR T . AR DL EWFSE T
MR AR R T8 A R vl o, (EATS AT L AR
B 7 K —— Qi BN R R A w8 v e A 1 S 2
T SR T LA o vy S ] Y LA A B i A 2
WD, IR TFE 1 B BRI, ORI
WATREA W ? AL T R R R vh e, BR AR Z W]
14 1 58 K 22 1h AH B A B RN AR B8O ) S L
PR R YA, HAE AT REAS R A5 2 92 BtE A A1) 25 1
e, AU 0 B T Y T UL T R A A AL
Fo BEZ, Wb BE R ] T 52 RO ek
BEAESCRTREA EEME L, 1Ak, hHESUIE R
DAAC 5, KRN K], sy e [m] oy A DA ) 1Y SR g
W 7] RETE 25 ) i Il B R AR i 232 0 &5 B,
A FE IR 2R I [m] AR [) ) 03 2 0o B A 1) 5 4
ZH IR, TS 3 1 BRI E A A5y
— B X5 A N ZESL [R) XL 1 B 10 I (k
DRI A, 2021), T RESRRAR B2 A2 H) i 3 4 52 0K
M, $RINBFIEREE 1. I E AN R RE g /b
B ST 38 4 32 R
1.3 MAZEEMEEZTENHNER

Nadler F1 Shnabel (2015)%: T 75 22 4% % (The
Need—Based Model) (SimanTov-Nachlieli et al., 2013)
P, RO EAEEGE RN RNT S 52 EE
ST R o S A RHATEREPR bR £ T M
£, RAFEDBHIR, @R 2 EH Sy, TTREs
PAgAt W AME R BT, SR B B 2 1AL
717 3K (Kahalon et al., 2019; Solomon & Martin,
2019), MIPEHRFAAAL R I 2 AEEE K, A
AR —FZIMEN R, LA R A
IEREAY My SR I 9 (Fiske et al., 2002), M55
PR R TCEER . S B8R (Branscombe et al.,
2015), JIr AP 4B AR A SR 3ok 38 4 52 5 3 B 3 LA
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PE IBETEIE %, Pt 23 Am LGS =07 iy IRl
SRR, IF A REACR IO ) BUR A BUEOM AR S At
1E 4 PR (Bar-Tal et al., 2009; Belavadi & Hogg,
2018; SimanTov-Nachliel et al., 2013),

VLBt n] i T B B S, HEE XU
Hiu o7 BAT X M, U5 ER R AT DL 3 1) — 1T A 55 3
W —T . MBI &, BEIrA 2Ll
DATEEEEMARAT BT B8R, A C AL TH 3z, i
4 BFER 2 Ve BB AT DL Hi iz (Solomon &
Martin, 2019), I H7E 3 B A7 75 245 200 2 A,
RT3 A TR A SR B (TR 1T, 2020), PRI AR
ARSI R A E AU Shbl. [, 7E
B ARGE T, BT 20 DL i B B
(JH%:, &M, 2019), PUAE HLEEIE RN
K, DIRAF RS b 3Cie . A RARR, BEJr
TR XS B B RS R 2, X B2 B A ) HL 5
HYRT SR WL(AE S, XI5, 2016), B I7 XA
BRI BT AU 32 B T U, HIEs T A E
Iz B FE AL, FrLLE WA R 2R
IrESAEhIL. A, B bR A AR EETT P
BT BRI | TS SRV R ZI AR BN
R, MBI IE KRR BES R, BT LB O AT
WA HOBE IR R R (B /DR 58, 2019). Hit,
A L ) I G 30 12 B8 XLy AL ) R T R A TR
2 A R AR

Wb, WEFEIE B[] Y RE A A ]t AR % i /b 7
U7 B AL S it I8 78575 % (Nadler & Shnabel,
2015; Shnabel et al., 2013), 7£# 37 &I Y BEAIA
), B2 07 LA 5 RE S 3 A H IR 21 U5 R 2 X 4t
R RIE RE A A T2 i L N S
XT3 #B A BRRE A% (o AR A (R, RO I8, X AT
MTBERZE B FEEIE, —Jrm, @ ILE R
[LSINCVEZ558 i e T L R A S0 9 B2 S L
BT RS2 e A R R, DT R AR XU X B T
BT 2 53— Jr i, Slm] RN ) 20 G 7
PATH] B A, XU 4 0 X6 g — T TEAETE IR,
B 2 & S5 RUTT 1 38 1 5 L 23 AH W 1B 9 /b (Nadler
& Shnabel, 2015; SimanTov-Nachlieli et al., 2013),
g BRTR, Rk 2. RO E A R A
[7] PAREAAR D ) %o 55 4 32 5 R ) il v 2 A4 T

AWFSE LA BE D7 MR TV T FERT G, FEBUTSE
Beqih bt 3 A SER R T I E, TSI A
] AU 3 T s B Y 2 55 N R E M R e
5 32 H RN, ST B R A TE e 2

I SEE 1 ERSTILIR] N RN R0 52 32 R B
TR S 2A DAKCSCHR 2B 7RSS 1 A FEA L,
it — RGN T 5 ZENTE LB 2R e 3L R P
PRIN R B2 S8 X5 5 4 52 3 TR 200 H e 31 v 4
(8

2 TESE. R AR IR] S A2 FE R

21 B#®

HAT, S50 A 05T B ) B AR ) 5
Gz FIE, I, AR Noor 45 A(2008)
2 il (4) 5 4 22 Rk ) 4, I B R DU R AR 5
G EFR, URPERERAES

22 FHik
221 #iK

AR IR SRR 265 A, Hrh BRI 3
FrEBele sy AL 127 N, Hd B 52 A, &t 75
N, FEAER N 36.23 + 9.65 %, MENEFTHIIIGT
N4 mE NEBFEFRIE 138 N, Hbh Bk 65 A, &
73 N, FHER R 37.36 £ 13.91 %, ENETIF
FEXT G o PR B R JE vk e ARG, SO A RS
TR A BB 12, BE AKBTET 112 RIT
M2 KB 405 M4, P45 A BUFEi2YT = AR R
FHGRGN G, RAES5EN, IR
g, BT/ NALY LA Bk
222 EIgd

(1)7E 432 F RN 45

48 Noor £ A (2008) 2 il () ] 45 24 2, ol Hiid
HFEERWESE, A 5 NI H, JRIEe0LTE
REAE s, . “fEEE e, BE RRIEZ T
W0 E B 55 AR, “fElE b e, RSB E K&
KB BN CEM L, BE45 A 51 0 8 A 22 3 1
ARKE", KA 7 S, N 1EEE A FE)F
TARR R ED) o B 5 A3 B A5 20 i P8 R e 4 52
FIRAT 4y, A EOHGE, R IR T G a2
GO e e R el | =T e sl =W RS e
% EH(Noor et al., 2008), A FHF 77 i 7 4+ 37 &
73] 5 1 PN — B 228X Cronbach’s o 24 0.69,

23 4R

A ¢ R IE EEE By SE R R
FE 4 2E5. S5RI, S 7 BRIASE 4 32 K
(M= 5.60, SD = 1.00)\ 3= THE 4, ¢ (126) =
18.02, p < 0.001, BITFHATEFZFEBW = 4.61,
SD = 094 Fm THH 4, ¢t (137) = 7.66, p <
0.001, Ui BE 8By BIFEAE 3u 432 35 I8k, B phaT
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FEAR ¢ K90 % 5 R By Se 32 FIRIN 22 57 0 45
R, BT BRI 38 32 I 2 T RO, ¢
(263) = 8.26, p < 0.001, Cohen’s d = 1.02,,
2.4 itig

TOURIF 5% 11 245 SR UF BH 5 RR 22 [R) A7 1 5 32 UK,
T T £ S 6 A e ] 9 /b B AR ] ) B A a7 R
B LB o AR L [R] PRE AN [RI B, Y g
XUJ7 TR A 37 R 55 1 v 58 B 3 A S 178 e [) Py
kR, ] DL AR H 58 4+ 52 3 J& (Shnabel et al.,
2013), P, S50 1 BRI IE R PR TR X 2= )
T G 27 E IR

30 SCEe 1. BEARRUT L E AL
[F) X5 B 4 32 SRR R

3.1 H®

FWFIE 45 R FK W, BRI IAAE e 2 E
B, P, SEEG 1 AR b, g AL ] YRR
[) XoF 5 ER XU 5 32 B S R

3.2 AiE
3.2.1  #iK

it G*power 3.1 ALK T B E ., DA 2
(FEARE0y . B2 vs BT x 2 (BEAIATE] A 8l - L[]
PIBEAIATRI AL vs. 45 il 2 i gt 0] Oy 22 50 WiV A e
Wk, WESHPERN =035, BEHKF
o =0.05 Githa1 — B =0.85, HEENEDFE
BREA MR 105 A, B 27 N, BAFESE 176 NME
SRR S

VEHC AU 3 B B BE 45 A Bt 90 A
TERBEFT RS, DR EEREERIRIL 86 A
YEN BT TR XS . TEBE B FEAR R, BEALEE B
B B 2[5 N RE AN R A il 2, o, B
CE N BN S sha 4t 45 A, B4k 25 A, “otk
20 A, FHAER K 31.93 + 8.87 % ML [E NRE
Wk E shidt 45 A, Bk 21 A, @ik 24 A, F
YIRS R 3538 £ 9.96 %, BTSSRI 45 A, B
P24 N, 2ok 21 A, EIAERN 33.16 + 7.12 %
BoOFEHIAIE 41 A, BrE20 A, @21 A, ¥
FEHY N 32.61 £10.05 %

322 LEHMBIRERF

(D)ZE 4 52 F IRk 0] 45

[F] P 5T, A S0 Hh 58 52 35 IR n) 4 1) P 8 —
Bt 2250 Cronbach’s o = 0.68,

()L [F] N REAIA R 3

Hi#f Shnabel % A (2013)MIWF58 64T g, H:

[F) PN AR DA TR] 25 1 A kB 52— W SCAR, ik B
SRR & X e (i 2[RI, # R i g A vl
B B E B AR I S R R
g K B B B 0y TE SR BRI SCAS, 7 I SCAS 450K
TE 200 “F 224 o MRl 18 15 2 L S MR B A
PRPE DL R AERR PR TVRAR IF I DME B, i SCARJR,
BAE T 11 A0 2R A XA R T, 45
20 7 DU BA R A AR L MR, R Y OC B
%5

3)EE R

K2 (BER GGy B2 5 vs B 7) x 2 (FEMARIA TR
Jagh . R NEEAIA R AL vs 426 21 ) B Bl o] 52 56
wit, WA AT 2 FEN B ', Kk
B BIL 40 i 2 2] 47 o) 4 R0 ] R AAIA TR S sl 4,
[5E] 152 A 7 114) SCAS P9 2% o B I, G 60 1 4L %) sl 3880
BRI PG Noor 58 A (2008) Y L[] P A
A ) ) 25 e 20 114 300 1 4=« 1y AR BB )y 6 TRl R i T
AR BRI B, IRt )8 T X — A, “[FE
Thi B AR, oA MERE A5, R 7 M98,
B2 AT AR5 0 P BB E i e b . A5, ik
PRI E S ez FIRRI A . SCRAS R Z )R, WA
Bk & AL DA SR, RIS, SR Tk g b
RPHE R I TR S R, 1 g R R LS
33 #ERE5SW
33.1 HERFHTABNENEE

ROV S o NI 8 e 7 29 VS GO RO W a2 RS
il 20 2 [ 3 [F] N R AA TR 25 57, B 7 R S 50 A
A A RN [543 (M = 6.51, SD = 0.62) %
T4 (M = 5.52, SD = 1.60), ¢ (88) = 3.86, p <
0.001, Cohen’s d = 0.82, 7 BEKSZEG (M = 6.47,
SD = 0.63)M 2L [F] P FE A A [R145 43 I 2 s T4 il
(M = 5.89, SD = 1.15), 1 (84) = 2.92, p = 0.005,
Cohen’s d = 0.63, X 3 I H XUy A9 2L ] Py BEAACIA
) e Bl AT R o
332 HEABEARMNERESTERMNYIT

DL B BB XU 36 4 32 B AE M R AR R, dEAT 2
(BER S0y BEJ7 vs 7)) x 2 (BEARIA RS 3l . 3]
WREIARIN TR 2 vs 3 40) I 7 25 50 B, 25 R B0,
PR B0y 09 F 400 8.3, F(1, 172) = 5.89, p = 0.016,
n, = 0.033, EFMEGZEEWM = 5.03, SD =
0.82) i &= TH (M =4.67,SD=1.11), p = 0.004,
95% CI = [0.18, 0.96]; Ft[a] )Y HEMAIA IR 1 3228001
B3, F(1, 172) = 16.58, p < 0.001, n; = 0.088, Ik
) PN BE A DA [R) 4 19 58 4 2 IR (M = 4.58, SD =
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0.93) i FAR T HEHIH WM = 5.15, SD = 0.96), p <
0.001, 95% CI = [0.45, 1.20]; FEAARE 0y AL =] Py e
I R BEAER AR E, F(1, 172) = 2.66,
p=0.105,
3.4 itig

S 1S AL [E R AA LR, X B RN
PR BT G 2 F IR T, 45 R & B R PO B R
WA [FI2H 1 58 4 52 R b B I TR 2, X wd W 3]
PR [R] BE RS A 850082 B2 R XU 1 36 4+ 32 35 Ik
BT TR, AU T A R R
ZHBEI AR, RO WS R,
4157 F GBI (Nadler & Shnabel, 2015), JIF LA7ESE
5 2A Wt — e b AL, KA
T P55 2 A S (] P R AR A ()5 ) 35 4 57 5 JEkrp
AIFEHT

4 SLEG 2A . AU R EERE T Y
HR AN o3 AT

3
fr

4.1 FHix
411 #iK

T G*power 3.1 B S I rifs ik i, S48
WESTRE 1 —3%, i(tAR20THEEA DG
105 N, B4 27 N, BAHZE 147 NERFRATS

VEHOCR | B 3 B EE B BE 55 A B 3
71 ANEREIT RS, DL E R H KR 3
76 NAERBIBIFEX S, 87 LRGSR
SRS A ARiEE O TE 3 N, B 73 AL FE
B2 RSB, BEAILAEE 9 o3 i 2 e (] PN AR
[ 2 A i 2, Horb, By 2L R N REAA S shgh 3k 36
N, B 14 A, @it 22 A, FHER S 30.58 +
539 % @Iy ENBEARE sha 3 37 N, B 18
N, P19 N, PR H 31.00 + 7.24 % BT
FEladt 35 N, B 14 A, Lk 21 A, FEAER
H}29.57+4.71 % BIrERAIML 36 N, BHE18 A,
M 18 N, IR 33.83£7.97 %,

4.1.2 MEFERF

()Fe4 32 F IR G

[, A S50 b w4 52 3 IR IR 45 1Y P 8 —
B 224 Cronbach’s o= 0.62,

(P EIE T INES

Hi4E Shnabel 1 Nadler (2008)1) 32 #1720 4,
i HGE F T B R E BT . 26 4 500 H A 50 g0t
BT . FRA5 B E /B 55 A BLREXT kit
FEAEZHR) . SRA 7 50048, M1 AR AR

BF) 7 AEF RIE) B 4 AN H AR5 080T
A SC B R AL D) T B R 0 — B R
Cronbach’s o = 0.78,

(3)IB TERG 2 )45

H34% Shnabel Fil Nadler (2008)HY & 172 Jw,
i HGE ] T BSR4 DI H RAS SR gl
AT, RABES AR/ BEAERNTT
HARTLGTCN). KA 7 5085, N1 AEEA
A ) E 7 AEW ). B4 0 H A m 80T
Oy o AN S b I AR BN A N — B R
Cronbach’s o = 0.84,

FEP 5 A0 1 SR —2, wlal s sl [a] o A
ARG shelddil 5, KK SE AU Z N .
AR ST e v = A I E
42 HER5HH
4.2.1 HEABETARIRAKRE

LA ¢ R B AR RN SR A 5 R
il 2 2 [ A 6] RN R 9 25 55, B2 5 BEAAR SIC 362
F LR N BRI R A543 (M = 6.71, SD = 0.50) 2 3
BT EHIE W = 5.20, SD = 1.48), t (69) = 5.80, p <
0.001, Cohen’s d = 1.37, 7 REIARSZIGZH (M = 6.05,
SD = 1.03)Ay 3L [F] I REAIA [R145 70t k35 v T4l
H(M = 4.96, SD = 1.29), ¢ (71) =4.01, p < 0.001,
Cohen’s d = 0.93, X FH = H XU A9 SL ] Py BEAACA

A5 B A R
422 EBRVNARSZER. MAFTEMEREFEE
B EST

XU e 52 FIRAEAT 2 (AR S . R
J7 v BTT) < 2 (BN IEE 3l . 2RRI P REACA Rl 20
vs ERI LT 2500, G5R LW, BER S E
ROV R, F(1, 140) = 7.96, p = 0.005, n; = 0.054,
BEJ5(M = 5.12, SD = 1.0 0 2 HERES T
HBIT(M = 4.67, SD = 0.98), p = 0.016, 95% CI =
[-1.00, —0.10]; H:[F] A FFAIA IR A9 E 500 8.3, F(1,
140) = 13.54, p < 0.001, 0} = 0.088, FL:[m] N HEARL
()55 452 FE (M = 4.60, SD = 0.92) % F% T #551
H(M = 5.19, SD = 1.06), p = 0.032, 95% CI = [0.04,
0.951; FFAA B 17 0 3 [6] iy FHE A4 DN (] 7 3 1) 22 A
AR, F(1, 140)=0.36, p = 0.552,

XTBE AT W i T 2 (BHR Sy BB
vs B T7) % 2 (BEAIAIRLG 3. 2R R P BEAIA R 20 vs.
WA 0 T7 225081, G5 AR, BEOR B iy 5K
I 3%, F(1, 140) = 12.80, p < 0.001, n; = 0.084, P&
7 (M = 5.54, SD = 0.95)A J1 75 2 . = T/ 7
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X i A [ YRR IR R RS 52 IR s K AL 757

(M = 4.06, SD = 1.04), p = 0.022, 95% CI = [-0.97,
—0.08]; JL[m] I RFAIA IR 19 200 2, F(1, 140) =
11.89, p = 0.001, 2 = 0.078, FL:[AI P BEA S sh4H 1)
WHFHEM = 497, SD = 1.00) 50 E % T4 H 4
(M= 5.52, SD = 0.99), p = 0.009, 95% CI = [0.15,
1.06] . HEAAR B 153 FtL[a] Py e DN [R] 79 35 19 28 BLAE
ANEFE, F(1,140)=0.11, p = 0.738,

XS BTy ST AT 2 (BHR S BB
vs 7)) *x 2 (BEAIA TR G 80 2 LRI P9 BEMARIA TR 4 vs.
PN A AT Ir 22508, SR LI, B RS Hh e E
BN R, F(1, 140) = 39.05, p < 0.001, n7 = 0.218,
BEJT(M = 6.42, SD = 0.67)HE a5 i 2w T
77 (M = 5.60, SD = 0.87), p < 0.001, 95% CI = [-1.19,
—0.47]; H:[E] PIREACIA R 9 =200 AN 3, F(1, 140)
=0.03, p = 0.853, FFIA G {73 1L [F] U REA DA [R] 99 2
A2 BEAEHA 2, F(1, 140)=0.01, p = 0.919,

DI g5 REH, SEEIAA A, SRR
PN 7] BB A% A7 35 3R AIK 5 FR OB 1 5 4 32 IR DA
B 2E, ARk U AT B RO AN B3
423 WAFTEMEEETEMP AR

(14575 St [] 9 AH 5 3 AT

ARG, T AR B OB 45 7R 22 [B] A A
KN 1 PR, BB ILEI B IA R . AU T
BN A 32 IR (R A AH OC b 2, i L [m] P AT
Ivi] 5 38 P T B AOAR OGN 3, PR AR R T
7 e [R] AN R RN 38 4 32 35 8% (8] Y H A 25007
(LM, MR, 2014) BN T 55 b 35 UEAS
FEBRRE, s B2 OB B PR TR EE A A [0 )3 7
HEAT U TR A 43T

x1 EAFEDHREAABREINED. MNFE. BEEFE
MRSEZEREX

1 2 3 4

1
e

1. e [R] N A .
NG
2. RUhFHEE —0317(-0257) 1
3. MM —0.08(—0.01)  0.2(0.397) 1
4, 3R EIR 0317 (-0.347) 0.5177(0.61°") 0.12(0.32") 1

o *FRIR p <0.05, **3FRIR p < 0.01, ***3KIR p < 0.001

()R T L R0 A 5 2 1 U R AR A3 Bt
i 3 PROCESS Model 4 i 4T 43 T (Hayes,
2013), 435175 £ s B WUy ) o B 44 DA ) % 35
32 E IR TR BN T AR A R AR
FEAR SIS, L [R] AR DA TR 8 A [R5 gL (L [R) 9

PN FAL . BHADBEgis - 1. 0, 1 ARFEILFE
HEARIATE 4, 0 fR et d .

B WL TP A BT 2 S 1 s, Heh A
T B TR B 3, A THE R -0.23, 95% CI =
[-0.52, —0.06], iEFETEE A AN A B, ATt
{54 0.006, 95% CI = [-0.05, 0.08], F[& PIREAIA
[E XA ) T B B N TIER, B = —0.64, p =
0.006, LL3a 43z F Ry PR AR i, S W) Py BE AR DA ]
X} e e 37 E IR WAE W BUNER, B = —0.48, p =
0.042, A7) T BEXT 5 4 22 5 JERAT 13 1 RN A
B=0.36, p=0.003, iY77 2 HE T LM A
B 2 G, R PR A ] 0 58 4 52 3 8% 1
MAE A5, p=—0.26, p = 0.273, A
B 2 Jy A [R] PO AR A DA TR RN S 4 32 R ] A
AER

BT E A R E 1R, $555 A
TN BIT AR FREL, AU B T RN
A H-0.25, 95% CI = [-0.55, —0.01], TH T3
1y A BN A B 2, A THE SR 0.002, 95% CI =
[~0.10, 0.10] o H:[m] A BEAA AR XA 75 A 1 2 1
TMAE R, p = —0.48, p = 0.040, VU542 E W NN
Apte, LfR] YRR 0 5 4 52 B I 2 Y T
YERL, B=-0.70, p = 0.002, #1755 %} 55 4 52 3 K
WA BN BAER, B =0.52, p<0.001, i 244 /]
T EAE AT I A A R 2 5, LR PRI
[F) X 5 4 2 JEATD AR A 0 2 B FNAE L, B = —0.46,
p = 0.014, ULEAAS) 75 BLAE B 7 2[R 9 B A TR] AN
Se 2 R Z AR AP AE

—0.64*(=0.48%) 0.36%%(0.52%*%)

~0.26(-0.46%)

FERNEHAIAR

R

—0.06(—0.01\)\\‘ - L 01-0.17)

P B D7 (BB ORU ) BERE 5 2 S A A
T *FIR p < 0.05, **EIR p < 0.01, #¥*FR p < 0.001

(3) AR 1 5 2 A

it AMOS XFUL b AR HEAT T A
AT, 43 A B F XUy HR A A58 45 B 42 R A
2258, R ILE 2, &£ KEAESHR 2 501G A
FO AR 26 SHE /N T 1.96, Ui WTREAR B3 AT 1%
HA AL,
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55 %

x2 HNRBEEFMEBEFREENBERBERIER

7

BI7

% Mgl 7

B p B p
e [ Py AR DA TR A 75 22 -0.64 0.006 -0.48 0.04 0.51
e [ Py AR DA ] —3 R 22 0.06 0.75 0.01 0.93 0.13
K75 B — 38 4 32 T I 0.36 0.003 0.52 <0.001 1.05
SIEECIR S S v 1 0.01 0.318 0.17 0.21 0.49
e [ Py R A F] — 35 4 A2 35 Uk -0.26 0.273 -0.46 0.014 0.71

43 itig

S 2A PR T I [F] YRR DA R X B R ] S A
2 I R W R T R R SR 0 T AR
o 5R R, LR PR IA R AT DU R AR S
X7 HZE G 32 FIK, X 598 1 AR -3 AU
T BLAE & 7 RN AR T e W) N B AN R 5 3 4 32 R Uk
Z R B RAAE, X 7R 7 AU 5 2] RE 2 St ()
X 9 9 B A ] 5 B B8 BT 56 4 32 3 IR TS A
MLl A7 5 B B4 ARG RN e ] P A4 A ) R sk 2D T
B2 A ] 5 52 Rk, O B AR Rl PR TR 7R ek 2D 5
S 37 FIR R, P T RO, X 5HET SN
Y B iS #5 A A PE Y (Nadler & Shnabel, 2015;
SimanTov-Nachlieli et al., 2013), # Ifij i {87 B ) p
MAEHA R

5 SLE 2B HUBUWE L AR i
PES 5

51 B#H

S 2A PSRN, H LR PR AR T
DA o 9/ R AR 1 A 5 B R B AR LU B 3
Yoz TR, BT 3 A AS TR) G T 32 O RG 5 H
PEFIHLED . R, S50 2B SR F BT BumdE £ IS

8RO TN e W A N 2 9 L R B 7 N = £ 2 a8
Ja Bl B OB A 2L [ RS TALR], LA 56 v A A5 7
A RS A
52 FHik
5.2.1 #ik

Wit G*power 3.1 i LI TG B AL, E
ZHCH IR 2A —B, RS R BT EAA S
105 Ao e lipiik 108 N, BRI 4T 27
No il B IR SR AT 2 52,

B W T 5 T T v A ) B A AP A Rl H
AL BERESE A S PR AE N BE TSR &, LUK
Ak B 27 A DGl L P 4R 2o it BE 2 I iy R 2 4k
YER BT IRFE X 5. 7B RPN HEIAR T, FEALE B

IR e 2L [ BRI Rl s il 4L, Hodr, Ry
LRINBEA G s 27 N, Bike A, Letk21 A, F
VIAEwY 22.56 + 1.22 %5 By ILEINTHARE 340 27
N, BTN, otk 20 A, FHAER 22.70 £ 2.69
2 BIrERA 27 N, BTN, Ltk 20 A, P
I 22.70 £ 1.17 %5 BITERIH 27 N, BrEe6 A,
LM 21 N, FYIER 2063 £ 1.71 %,
5.2.2 #MREIFER

()FEr 2 F IR 4

[T, A SEO6 rh 5w 4 52 35 IR N 45 1 P 38—
F R %L Cronbach’s a=0.72,

QB E 4

FISCG 2A, ASSCR A ) 5 22 0] 46 1) 9 6 —
1 22 %0 Cronbach’s o = 0.80,

(3)iE T 2 )

[FISCHG 2A, AR SCHK v 7 55 22 0] 3 1) &6 —
0 Z2 %0 Cronbach’s o = 0.84,

(DAL [FE A AR RS 20

S L5 JE 55 N (2020) i FH A9 S 0T WAL X
(Recategorization) i3 sl AN [] R % B 12X 1) H: [|] P e A4
N A 7 s, BV A /N 16 8 & BT A AR A7 1)
I g PRI TE R N 4% BRI LT B R R S
EIYE S NS OB A AL NN

(5) gty

SCIGMERS B . WA 12 A SR AT RO H
SEWPRAE S ST, AR AT HEI R S
ML ZUE AR R AT T R

1E IR B B - BB XU B BEYL S A 2 36
AN, BRH 3 N EITE BER B — 3, RS
¥ B MR — 3 Ah St 6 AFERIZ S,

TR ST B B . R S TR 2 18 58 B 2R I S 56,
WL DA 4% i A B2, RS
FI o dLHE T e Se it AT AL AL e, ERpA
FIFFERAG L A 5o A, Jf 4 T B HT4E 2 1) HE P05 55
Bl R, BEJr /N <z, BN <883k, 1
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X i A [ YRR IR R RS 52 IR s K AL 759

WITIRHEY, 2R A 2 B9/ MR — AR
M4, IR IR SO <A +IRAR 4R S —5E
PHETT IR, P B 3 TE & AN A A7 R, 1 [a]
7 oy o SERIN RGO RS 3l 2% 0F T BT ie
I B AR MR A, BRI T g
FETERXT 12 PRAAF A 2 B —BEEY, e
TR BRRThesidUE, SRR S
F—/NASZR, TENFIZA R A A SHAE =
J7 ST A S
HHEWEIE R B . PRI 3] 2 il S
NN S s 40T, EildE A 6 Agakfr
ITNEAHL I R, B3 T IR EE, 8 TR
AR E S AT, BAETEIRIT I A S8 6 ASK
Az /NN T R — A AR R I 44 7, B A PR 2
RABME S A C R ES, IFEM<BAE, b —

20 A4 AN (5 2 I 40 ) A B ZH T A T G 44 )4,

N T E SR A SRR, W RFIE S S5 —F
By JFE, ZJE% 12 PRk B— 2 HE 4
B, BRI 7 435 PSR U RS — A
B RS 5, TR EHIR— A0 — 4R
Bt R HER S R H, 53 AN KN TE,
1T P AL AR B3 A EIC AR, AN TS .

Wi I L 5 A PR G 56 ) T i) B i e it
FEAR, PALEIRE 15— A A R [ g e v,
ARG N ST B A, SR T ST, T
GERABF] 7 AEFAR) . BEJS R U7
G NI ER ot A IR S| B v 9 ST s S s
ARSI AR B AR B, A i — a2 BB HR I
53 #R5H5%

53.1 HERBEIARRIRNEE

WIS A ¢ R I 5 B RN L A S
il 21 22 (B 3 [A] N R A IA TR 25 57, B D7 R S 50 4
B L] N BEACIA TR AS53 (M = 4.94, SD = 1.49)18 3%
T HRI4L(M = 4.04, SD = 1.75), t (52) = 2.05, p =
0.045, Cohen’s d = 0.55, 7 BEARSZER 4 (M = 5.06,
SD = 1.48)1Y 3 [F] PN B A A [R145 43 I 2 s T4 il
H(M = 4.02, SD = 1.48), ¢ (52) =2.57, p =0.013,
Cohen’s d = 0.70, X I = H XUy A9 FL ] Py BEAACIA

A B A R
532 EBRVNARSZERNNFTENERETE
B EST

XFBE U5 S 2 H IR 2 (IR B . R
J7 vs. JBI7) < 2 (BEMOAIRE 3l LRI A R 4
vs. FE AL 5 2250 B, S5 R EI, BER S0+

RO 3, F(1, 104) = 26.52, p < 0.001, 2 = 0.203,
BEJ7(M = 4.99, SD = 1.00)i 55432 E K Z 5 T
HJ7(M = 4.11, SD = 0.83), p < 0.001, 95% CI =
[0.87, 1.83]; F:[m] P RE(AIA [ A =200 A 2%, F(1,
104) = 1.58, p = 0.212; BHRE Gy A3 A A REAIA
[ W52 1922 AR S 3, F(1, 104) =7.43, p = 0.008,
N = 0.067 . T BARL I M4 3R o, 78 B 5 R R,
ST AH s 2 E (M = 4.65, SD = 1.05) 1 F 1%
Tl WM = 5.33, SD = 0.83), p = 0.006, i HJ5
BRI S IG 20 35 52 E IR (M = 4.24, SD = 0.96)FI 5
4L (M = 3.99, SD = 0.66) JC it F 22 5+, p = 0.301,

XTBE AT A ) e B AT 2 (BHARSr: BB
vs BT7) x 2 (BEARIA IR G 3l . LR P BEAIA TR 2 vs.
FEHI )0 J7 22508, S5 R Z I, TR B Oy i 5%
N3, F(1, 104) =24.48, p < 0.001, 0, = 0.191, &
T (M = 5.47, SD = 0.97)WAL 175 2 5k & v T2
(M = 4.52, SD = 1.06), p < 0.001, 95% CI = [0.79,
1.86]; FL[E NHEAR ARG RN A 35, F(1, 104) =
1.64, p = 0.204, FEAA B {5 R [F] P REAA DA R P 25 19
LTHAERNS% B3, F(1, 104) = 3.82, p = 0.053, 1, =
0.035. f# BRI AT as R oR, FEEITRE AT, 52
A AL T EE(M = 5.16, SD = 1.18) B FH L T4
HIZH(M = 5.78, SD = 0.56), p = 0.024, T I FEA
SR N TEE (M = 4.58, SD = 1.05)F14 il 41
(M=4.45,SD=1.09) R #H%ER, p=0.634,

X EE AU BT AT 2 (BHR Sy B
vs BT7) x 2 (BEAIA IR G 3l . LR P BEAIA IR 2 vs.
WA 0 T7 225081, G5 R, BER B 5K
N, F(1, 104) = 1.19, p = 0.278, n; = 0.011;
FE[E N BEARIA TR A 80N A B3, F(1, 104) = 1.91,
p = 0.170; B3 AL [a] Y BN R] PR 35 1 58 B
YERIAEE, F(1,104)=1.36, p = 0.247,

DL EZSRERI, BB, Rl RN TR]
REAE A B KA T 5 52 1 IR LA A ) 5 8, iAE R Ty
FER IO A 2 T B R AR R L SRR AL RN
P ) 41 2 [R) T A B A 2 25
533 WMAZTZEMEEZTZEMNH A

()45 78 18 0] A AH 5 53 AT

AAHTEE RN 3 R, R T 0 P E b I
AW B IE, K 2= BB U5 4528 dk ) Bsf 40 A OB v
i e aB Y o e

()Rt 2 T 0 2 1 U T A A A3 A

i i PROCESS Model 4 1743 HT (Hayes,
2013), ZERE 5505 2A —3,
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x3 EFEAHHEANBREINE. NWNFE, BEEFE

MESEZERMEX
12T &2 1 2 3 4
1. HF MR
NG
2. AU —-0.24(0.05) 1

3. JEfEFTE 0.22(-0.02) 0.15(0.01) 1
4, THZEK  -0357(0.15) 0.407(0.34") 0.07(-0.05) 1

e *FIR p <0.05, **3FK/R p<0.01

= J5 WU A AT S SRR 2 iR, AU R B
A A OV R 3, A THE R -0.12, 95% CI = [0.06,
0.26], & 18575 Z 0 Hh A RO A W, A THE R
0.001, 95% CI =[—0.07, 0.07] 3[R P9 FEAA LA [R] % 4%
IS B ENEIAE, B=-0.32,p=0.017, U
T G2 E IO AR g, S fR] RO R X 32
A B FE R TINAE, B =-0.34, p = 0.011, BRI
BN S 37 IR W BUIUAER, B = 036, p =

0.009.. 1115 254 1 5 ZERIE PR ZMA BE T R 25,

F [R] PN BE AR DA TR X o 4 32 3 JER B TOON A FH O R
&, B =-0.23, p=0.10, PiHE A EAELL R
RN TR RN 58 4 2 IR Z RIS W A VR

WhEE
_OﬂM WO.W**)
SEF P REAIA R ~023(0.13) > EHZER
. T
0.23(0.02) "~ R _.--70.004(0.002)
a EEEE |

B2 B (R ) 5 B A TR 2 R TR A R
. *FIR p <0.05, **FIR p <0.01

BT P Mg R R, $55 N RO
"RE, BT EN AN A B, T E R
-0.02, 95% CI = [—0.14, 0.09], BT K A%
M B2, AEHE R 0.001, 95% CI =[—0.03, 0.06].
PRI £8 7 A AR RS BT o
5.4 it

S5 2Bt FH i W A 3 S B TR s AR AL
TR TE 32 TR 3, 25 R 5908 2A A,
FL[R] IR A TR ) 235 AN (2 2, (RS R B 1
FETESE HAEH, BIAE B gy BER v, AU 5 B e AL )
PR LNINEID O v 9/ dil Al LRVl P (R |
BT AR BT, 7T AR PR AR SR i K2
AR FE O G RTLA LI AR E BT 12 0 BT R

YA P 22 5%, AWPRE SR AE B b i T 3
FEARYIEIA

6 MiTie

6.1 EBEZHFZTER

T R B, BT H AR S 2 H IR, BB
SR A L2 A f 2L [FAR, H8A A SRR RE . L H
PR AR R[] E 2% F bR, BRI A BT ORI
SRR E B B — AT o HAn4, BT A
S b AR E X B AR v s R Yt e g, A
BB OCR H 42 Bk, BB IS FE T v 58 B X) 57 1,
HIAN A C R R R K2 EH

HRk, Bt kM, By ez G T
BT, ZEERESLE 1, 2 AR TUESE, AT
ML, B2 NGUEEA EM B ER ), K&
ARSI T o b B RO R B0 B A5 )
H R S, 66% 1 B= I 28 Iy 4k A [R] A B 1) = A8 o
R(THET, 487, 2020), (PR 0BT )
Wag i, FUEITHLL, BiRABERICR G EITH R
THEZMAMEEE(TRF, 2018), Bk, EHHEE
T T H O AR B RE RO R TP T 555
—T5, AEGERERZHFR, HEERHEA LR
L OZES A BEA RN, ARDITE T 2 RS
A FE FEAT B IE
6.2 HEHNBHFIARMNEEZTHIZERNMN

B U7 B A R ) ) B By, R
FL[R] N EFACA TR, REGS A R85 MR 1 58 4
ZEW X5 UL IE & A X — 2 (Andrighetto
et al., 2012; Shnabel et al., 2013), F[a] N FEAIA A
i = 28 XUy R IR BB A 2[R B % e e i B
b, MG E9 BARIS, P B X BT A AR I
Xof — A~ BT k5 R A g 58 iy 3 W] H AR,
Eys et Q=R NS A N OO RIS S L)
HE, BRSO S XU 0 G4, RIR PR
KR WAE A AL d 45 B 22 A1 (Sherif et al.,
1961), [F]EE, X b3 m] BRI RO T E AU
MR, R AR YT B ALy SRR, XA
B B Bt i J 3] 1 L [E RFEAA, R DU
PROCTE T Y Ar AR Z g vh2e, T ZHh A B0
A 38, i/ X MR AR 114 T A0 200 Al B 5 R g
(Brochu et al., 2020). 55 7b, H:[F] Py A DA [ 3 n
TR B EGNAR UM, T AR B A B
sl e, #Emsgem T APR 5] (Alves et al., 2016),
PR AT 10 BERL & (B 05 58 4%, 2020), WD
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X3 A SRR A A TR X PR A

S 2 IR R S 761

P Z A RO, MIMTREAIRSE 4 52 08k, DFOT4h 2R
g ] A BRI [ SR s 7 ] B8 AR G 2R v i 0L
PR T SR SRR AL R
63 NAZEENMEEEEEHLRANBEETIARS

ERIZIERZENPNEA

SR 2A SRR, B EAEE T S TT
Fity e [a] YRR TA TR] 5 3 4 32 3 IR 2 ) v AR,
RIFN I ZHAR L, 2 W) BN R B AR 1 B2 R XUy
A ) e B S G 32 IR, AU s B Y BRI S —
WA T 32 HIR

XFFBEITE, el N RE A R 5 32 R
)52 el RS A ) 5 BE R R A VR T AR AR AT 1Y
“KBO—RIRENE, BT B4 19 Ll BE 27 R
7 B BB TR (R0, 2014) Bl 25 5656 9 ) PRk %
J&, ST ARAS BT R S E R N, XS BE 5 A )
T R, MR R TR B AR, BT RS
THF NI T ES 52 % H 54 Nadler &
Shnabel, 2015; SimanTov-Nachlieli et al., 2013), ]
R B g Y 2 B ARl X7 Hh ook A2 S A AR
KR, AT 7B —E H ERUWEAL F, ik
TEIFTERYT R AL, X5 7 5 & s NS
I7 SRR R A ) AN Xy B 1) L [ BT, I T X
Ty TEBE SR E S R XAy 3B K, DT REAI T B A
e TR Ji— T, XA, A
P REASTATR] 14 J5 2l 2 ok A 2 = B R R[] 5 R 1
B2 H B B0, (A W AR TR
(Robinson & Heritage, 2016), J&/> T £ 77 W14 H 1

4%, W TR BT BB ED R (XIBF IR, i, 2020),

WA BT 384 52 H IR AR

Fem 2A AR B, SRR A R S B
BERYAH OGN 3, IEPETR AR L [R PEAA [RlAE
ATgzFRAh N a, Xaaeh T, 5U
TR 5 v X LA figp D 1 el ol 9 R 45 48 P AN 7 45 1
TR L, B ZAI 56 R AR Bk, Hib R
AR AR, B A AP, B AR
X7 B H B RIS e — R o TS
PE, MTEF S ac i b, #a BER 7 R 4 iy i
TIL 4, % B P RREIS, fEEEE P
N, XA SR AR S — T AR R BT, 2
JkasE, MELIEKZE 19 (Smith & Ellingson, 2002), [
W, e [R] P REAAR DN [R] A8 — 5 Rl 20 B2 8 XU % T
RIFEEIE 20T E . R, nTREE T BB
HIN N B O b iy 55 AR, RS LU IR,

SRBARS 5 G2 FH IR T AU 2 DR
A C R, PRBCE Z AR, XS R A e
T 4 0 75 B A 1 (Solomon & Martin, 2019),

[FIA, SCO% 2B 3 i o A S I S I 4 1Y)
BEEEALIES, PE— 2R T B Oy v A AR ) R gt
o SR, R L] PRI R0 58 4 32 35 R
YER VLS A HLHIERAS BT, X 5500 2A 12
ANTEE—F, (B AR TR B
SRR, 98 2B RO I A e a2
(M 3.99, SD = 0.66) % F X T 5C5 2A 1Y 8 T 141l
ZH(M =5.02, SD =1.03), p < 0.001, H =12 57E
TR BRI A ELD], HELEIF T ER
T8, MEFHRIEERT T2HEE T B, M
AT DAHEWT, 275 AL T B e 1 5 T Be XS J A i s 4
ZEGEA T W, Y ST EBERT, siFss
PRI X 5 9 1) 8 P ECHE BA A 12 118 ST 8 7T 7 2 A e 1Y)
e FIE, MY HE IR RS, X R a2 FE R
SBWRREAR . PTREIEZ T UL RN, A 505 2B
Hh R O P 20 ) R B G 32 T IBOKOP AR, SRR A
SERMELL S Hy g 2R [FAER, X BRI
R, P T AR 2 B0 I B i 1 B B A
XK, FAC BT RHR R FAT, BT LAWK S 5 v sy
J i) 2L 19 6 4 37 T SRS 23 TR Ry 7 S s e B 5 1T
o Z5 BPTR, BEBeRsBE nl gexd B BRI 55 4 52
TR AR AR, R LU A e IR
TR GRS UR IS S5 it R IO 4 32 3 Uk
64 WHS5ARE

AW G4 T 15N & T B b 98 BRI ik iy
0, BT HOR LR T R A, B T L[] R
PRI TR B2 AR ) 57 4 52 35 TR A 5% Tkl RN AL ) 75 22 1Y)
FAPER, S 4 Bk i B R OC R AR TR
By, RN =N HEEMERT
CIIM ARV HLR N A . 1 58, AU E RIEl] T3t
(] PR AR AR DA (] T I S A 5 4 32 5 U Y I8 2 52
- CIIM B (1% 385 FH 3 DA [ R T 4 Je 3] s R
by HR, ARFRIESE T CIM BEALTE Hhr [E S0 ik
BT AYRTHE PR, 3R] A TR T BT Y
A ARTRAL 7SI R JE, SCE 2A FISLE 2B
3 SIE BT D 452 SC 7 A Rk DA R o 3 Ak v =X Y
BRPE, FE T CIUM BAEIEE shii=

A FE R PE R0 S RO B A R Y S
B 7R o EEA7 AR [E A E AL AN R — A S
BORRTH R, AT T B BB R, i
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n, AR BEBE BEdEAT T SCA R S5, L AR E
R 55 AR T R 5 R R 23T DU A S ST IR
AL [F Y BEAR AR (R 242, 2020); B TR EEAE
FIRRERE A EALUR A ILE, EEASERE
R Z b S T A2 B B AR
KTRIFTENHAER, A LB E AR B R
W I IEARK S o — 7 T EARIE B EIRYr P &
SR, I A G BT AR B AL (BN S,
2019), kG By Fe AR dn ol BE IR T SRR, i — 7
TN 45 T BB 7 — /2 1Y H B8, WNTEA BRI N 1
BRAMGT TR LERITE RS,

AWFFEBAFTE— SR 2 Ab . 5, ABFIER
BRAE F TR U A ) 3 BT EE B, B AR IE]SE
G52 T R )RR I T 1 52 3] M el R S 5 26 R TR R Y
SER . SRS G MY RAEASKR IR, JFE Y3 ke
A, IR AS [R) ZO04 T RS [R) 90 s Bt 2 5
BTG, R, M TFEBERLT &5 LBETE
ZWHPETE S, FREE B LR (He et al., 2020),
PIE, R ARBFE AT IR B R kB A %
B % h 5 28 ) R T A 37 R BRI 25 S e D K
X ] RO R B T IVE A . 55 =, ARWFSE R A
(1) S M B i 20 2% R E BT Y B A 20U A s AR TR
PYBEAR A TR 8 DL O3k, AR SRAF 5T mT L i 58 i
FEAR G sk, #lan, S5 3h% (Glasforda
& Dovidiob, 2011)H1P B& 5 i i — 20K 3 Fi 4 T
WS L5 RS RUE o 28 =, AW A R
METERI R FERTEA M RER, £k itk
PRI T8 [ B B T 1A 0 AL R 2 A 5 2 )0 B
gk, JF R SE R R T, tnT 24 0F & T
TN A S 6 9 2 A s R XU I AL ) FLE
(TR I 7 e S i i 0 N N TR N E PN
TR T BB ST Z AR, AR5 &
B SRR PR U (Demirda & Hasta, 2019; Riek
et al., 2010), FEIAR(E A& IS (Andrighetto et al.,
2012; Noor et al., 2008) 2545 4 7E e [a] N EE A [R]
FIE e 7 TR B AR

7 458

AR SCAE T FEHEA Fod i 3 SRk 1 3L )
PR TA DX 12 58 38 4 32 T IR 2 i L AL, 452
AR A5 ()[R PUHEAR DA TR] T L 35 e A = A 1)
3 452 G (B E A B B XU 3L R N A
WNJRRISE 4 32 B T Hh A 1 5 ) EE BT T e 1k
TR 1 B J7 BEOR o A B A A A

Z % x M
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Abstract

Competitive victimhood is a psychological phenomenon pervasive on both sides of an intergroup conflict; it
implies that one person believes their group suffers more than the other does. As one of the most prominent and
growing barriers to positive intergroup relations globally, competitive victimhood has gradually attracted the
attention of researchers. However, little research has been conducted on competitive victimhood in Chinese
hospitals, where the doctor-patient relationship is increasingly tense. The common ingroup identity model holds
that by reconstructing social identity and breaking the boundaries of conflict groups, members can develop a
common ingroup identity. This identity improves attitudes toward outer groups, which may help reduce
competitive victimhood. The need-based model argues that power and morality are ingroups and outgroups’
basic needs. Members of both sides are threatened by power or morality and are motivated to restore their
identities, affecting competitive victimhood. Therefore, it is worth studying whether common ingroup identity
can effectively reduce competition victimization between doctors and patients and what roles power and moral
needs play.

In Study 1, 90 doctors and nurses and 86 patients and their families from three hospitals in Shanghai and
Sichuan were selected in a 2 (group: doctors vs. patients) x 2 (common identity: control group vs. common
ingroup identity) design. A brief story about doctors and patients fighting disease together was used to improve
common ingroup identity. Then we used a questionnaire about competitive victimhood to investigate whether
common ingroup identity affected competitive victimhood between doctors and patients. In Study 2A, another
group of participants was selected, including 71 doctors and nurses along with 73 patients and their families
from three hospitals in Shanghai and Sichuan. Participants underwent the same procedure as in Study 1, then
completing the power and moral needs questionnaires. Study 2A aimed to investigate the influence of common
ingroup identity on victimhood between doctors and patients, as well as the roles of power and moral needs. To
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further test the hypothesized model, we selected 54 medical students with hospital internship experience and 54
non-medical students with recent treatment experience in Study 2B, where we activated common ingroup
identities using a re-categorization strategy.

The main results were as follows. (1) In Study 1, ANOVA results showed that compared with control groups,
groups with common ingroup identity reported lower competitive victimhood, and there was no interaction
between group and common identity. (2) Study 2A showed that power need mediated the relationship between
common ingroup identity and competitive victimhood. The indirect effect of power need was significant. The
moral need was irrelevant to common ingroup identity and is not a mediator. (3) Study 2B reconfirmed the
model for doctors but not for the patients group.

Based on the common ingroup identity model, this study proposed and confirmed the applicability of this
model in the doctor-patient field in China. Additionally, the study proposed new methods and perspectives on
the doctor-patient relationship. In the future, researchers should focus on other mediators, such as empathy and
trust in different groups.

Keywords doctor-patient relationship, competitive victimhood, common ingroup identity, power need, moral need





