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1 55

11379 1k (objectification) J:- AN WL, « T H A”
HT TN “kEE S WATIE 0 — B2 XUEE 2 AR U] 7]
B UMETET RIS Z R, ¥ —1 AN, B—1F
NYERAEAE, FEAK R4 B b7 (Kant, 1797/1996, p.
209)”, L%l ik(Martha Nussbaum)iR ik T b2,
JFUATEM . & A £ k. TR, iR
M A B AN 3P HE AR AIE (Nussbaum,
1995, 1999), Hirp, T HM WML E %0 (Orehek
& Weaverling, 2017), Jf9%) Z B 58U Calogero,
2013; Gervais et al., 2014), FEHAT, YRHEA
(fb NBH B Rk il B B TR, AN, i
ML R 7 20 Fe AAFIEAT 45, 2022), 11k
Wt Z4ETh TPk (AN Calogero, 2013; Saguy et al.,
2010; Schmidt & Kistemaker, 2015; Skowronski et al.,
2021), EPLZ X5 BRI AR R Tt gy
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R —, BIAE TAES TR AR A 4 i ack 7 i
], 2B T AR G &R ) TR RO A ) A5
5 (Baldissarri et al., 2017; Belmi & Schroeder, 2021;
VFIRAR 4%, 2022), J&— B4 i A Br E gh Jr 2R
T HIEM. B3Pk r52m 2= —J7 5 A MG,
AL J1(Gruenfeld et al., 2008)4, % — )75 T/
FHOG, QN TAERYE A M4 BARRRE (Baldissarri et al.,
2017). TAEMBEAYEE 44 1 (Taskin et al., 2019)%%,
P74 Ak 1 000 -k 308 650 4 I P40 4t (40 (7] 455 Belmi
& Schroeder, 202 1)1 g4 & (41 IAT; Baldissarri et
al., 2017) M FP . B Pk e T B TAEH 1) 554k
B4 (Marx, 1844/1964), H Tk FEAavLISK, A=
SRR, A LA SN T RE . MRS R i
ZET N, A NERAS At &0y T2 MR 2251, 4
NS S MARRA N T H, A=A Z (i >k
ARG, SAbredr, N T H(Marx, 1844/1964).
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[ AT TAE, &l AR B =04 Bl B 4 gk
s DS SR U S S B R IE S 5%, 2022), A
ML R B . AL IR AU, X2y
EONC R R IPNC7/E f

U, W5 R HLds NS5 3 i kR
A NZESF S, AT RELE ™ AR AT
fE T E & HAfE 2, B fbn Pew Research
Center, 2017). Hlas A FZAT LI A PIRN: T4l
A AFR S HLEF N o Tl ML N &Hg A shiz il 1,
ATEH AR RN, Z BRI T, A EE 204
Al AR, AT LA E A by 8% 3 H T Tk H Bk
HI” (ISO 8373:2012), M55 Hlas A&+ AFuk
i Tolk 1 3l 1k 2 A1 9 3% & ST A AT 55 i Pl
N (ISO 8373:2012), AWF5FEH AERIZHL A8 N BE AL
& Tk ALas N ALFE ik 55 Alas A, BI7E R 0 55
HEL . 5 AR TAEM AR R A . B
BLds N Z T iz Ad R NSkl Fn 2z 4= 55 5 T 7 AR
B, A XE N 2 By R N 2 RE A 7 A g T
(Yogeeswaran et al., 2016), 53z fl#s AAE—FP A
Yy, RO LR R AR B R Ok BE LA R 2l K,
BT AT RE R AR D — SEAAR, s N 2R A
1A BERR B FEIE (Stephan et al., 2016)Z6H, AMEE
PRZ1E 7= B S R (realistic threat) 5 2 1EPEJak
[ (symbolic threat), Fi#4 A 55U @UH, ¥ A BIXT AN
FER I B R0 3 LA KOS INBEARA DT« B8R AR AL )
S T A SRR X AR IATR] L A (RO A kR
A9 B (Stephan et al., 2016). BLSZEM B AN UL,
LR N 58 B, AL T /K (Borenstein, 2011),
EEEATTEIAE 2 APRCR, AT E ARG
LY A R TR, EE 2 H 5 g i a] s ml DL
(McClure, 2018), Mg AXTFHAR TAE 5K 159550
AR TR M TAE, MEAFRK . HERER

I H.27 ) 8 7 058 9 TN T 25 5 9 U (Borenstein,

2011). 44K, BR T XF TAERALAYERSEAE &, ALas A
AT REAE BB rh 6E N 282 4 al CHR DG T 7 A B S
B (Murashov et al., 2016), #2142, Hlas AH
THARE T 5AMUAUN, 38 5 1 A R B (E A B
Jo BRI v B ARV U ) . AL N B TR K AR
BRRE SRR, 8 BT BN I Hh
X NI E CPERHE ) @ =, 20205 M=, F
AR, 2018); AT, HLas ASMULL AT Hi A FL A0 e
TR, NS AARDLEE NS, AT
AR NSRRI %, 2017; MidE, FEN
A, 2020)177 385 BT A B A AR A ] U

BLER N HEAHRS, b A8 2 052 g il A )
B, AT BE e S P R, T O AR A R Ak 4 2
T A A8 S5 I v (Greenaway et al., 2014),
J W BT ) 455 7Y (threat orientation model) 2 4% 2 1,
il B (perceived control )&k = J& 25 7 BN b SR 25
S (Thompson & Schlehofer, 2008), K45 X} H & F14h
R A A TR NSRBI K, NAER A S
15 3h 1 (Landau et al., 2015), — H 35 i8S 4,
WK 7 B AT A M o # M | 228 (compensatory
control theory; Kay et al., 2008; Kay et al., 2009;
Landau et al., 2015)tAR, AN T il B
FAFFA N 23 R BURME S, o DR 42 ) Jadr [m]
o SRUMATAMEE 7 — P SRR IR R I O & X HE 5L 1Y
(R N i R Qi) 3 = A G D= R (NGRS
IfE& . WORS50HES), B G Ry Bk
W, DT LE N TETER L 335 W 71T — S50 e B At N\ 32 AR
TSNS, E 1 7= AR i RMES . BT R B,
W T R A k= e vEr R gy, T
O TR Lo AL, R SRR B A B A
KRB, TE S RIS [ B 5 e [R] 2 4 5. 1 77 R M
BE 1Y B T 0T W) T OKf [ 35 4 4k (Landau et al.,
2012), X4 i RIME: SR WS PR S 1 A8 AR AR E 45
(nonspecific structure) iy il #M S W o T )t AT A1,
BLES N 557 80 I35 N7 A B -5 A R g, i
(R PRSI R PN A €t i Ve S NS E AN e=£
TR, AR & e g5 07 X E B 1k

MR, B AR REAE G R SR A X TR R ME Y L
b = b S W& A, RIS A BE 3l 7% (personal
agency) . X FFAMAFBESNI T (external agency) LA S E
B 45 4 (specific structure) (Landau et al., 2015),
T E R A8 45 F S AT ] TR 8 R B AT
S REAS T AR M AR T AE A, 1 AT B2 R
T T B8 AR S B X oD SR A ] B B AR B o 2 45
M5, WA RGN BIALES AU R 5 R R
FE S B SR W SR AN BN R, B A AT e S AR
fFHA SPLEF N UIAESC By A7 =25 21, WAl
P AL AR IR (P o8 80— 2 RE A 1 il A LA A
(A5 FrE a5t AR PLER AA B, i tb A2
EE AR E LR, BV ELHE X A s g i i pL
ar AL o s> NResh 245 AN — D AHA
WA B BE IR R AT 7 AR R A5 SR BGA B R E B Y
s 1 —Fh ek — 447 M5 &> (Landau et al.,
2015), 40 [ 35 E H 5 BEGS i HLAs A B 5L IR A
REJ1, NN A C LA ARYBE B o, Al LIFEHEAL
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e ANBCE O 2 HE TAESE o i SRS e Bl i 3=
HIAMATT LIRS A FR LA R G, A~k fg sl 1
AT TR E BUN, F{E NS R Ge 2 P8 0 9% Ik 52
MARE B, DIERERE, HF 22, AMTdheE
TR B AL A N B B B fim S R BORF BE TE A )
P, DA IHAEAR BOR 3P RE 88 7 T LA AT PR 47 il
ile HaEAEFE S 53X =AM, B
EEE A A A B R IEAES, WA B XA
AXPAMBR GG S, EE R4 S MY R 5T
() B T T, T 3K 2 7 T AN 7 SR 42 T ik 2 1y EL A
TEREE N FmA 45, 2022), HE R =Rl
I TR B E S AR RS R A2 DRI AL 4 N B
JolR 7T 32 458 s U, DR b R R 9 RN AL A R
RS X GOERE LY R

SRR A 23 T[] % A8 T 4 S 1 JBR N ML
[ 2x it IR WAL 25 RS T2 R, ELBUB 2 X A
R O 2R 3 B T TS 2 ELSE TR P AL 4, 2022),
Rl 25 7 A B T N BREE IR, Qs i AT TR 5 Y
AN A, W2 B AT Z2 18 335 R A1
TN, DT 38 i X e % B BUR rY 52 RE (an
Frey et al., 2018; Im et al., 2019), HFHLEF A
WARAFAEF L, BNt A wFoe K3, PLEs A\2538) 7]
YRR AR BRI W NS A L m] B 5y, DI 9820 %o
NZEAMEEAR ) I UL (Jackson et al., 2020), A kA,
TERl—t5E, 374 E R i i gde £ 0, o
£ 42 AR [ Sk BE e PR B 6 ANEEAA R 71 S Al
WABIEIN T, X —5 WA —E LR 5K BT
Sl A S (Jackson et al., 2020), XM,
ML A AT fig 3 PRHORE N 2877 A= 1 2%l 46 gl 1 Xof
NBRE R AT . P, A< SO0 T RGIHL A%
N X IR M A 52 i ) ER v, —Jr A B TAEA
T e R R R Y T 5T S A TR A B i M
YAl — P A 2 n] U ) A AF 98 A% 0o U (I T
AOAF, 2022), U5 —J7 UL RENS 7E — @ FE B b Wl
N2 B8 AT b 5 252 i) N B 6 3R 3K — 1) A7 1L
T, 38 3 B3 TR L A T 52 1Y) O
T U IS ()

AR 3 ARG, AR BB
N2 3G A AT [R5 i HR W Ak, o s i b
2 (PR HEOAE R e A BIL, T LAt M 5 s 0] 25 0%
B HAON o AFFE 1 2 AT IR ERTHE LA L
[ 5 23 EZ Ak, FEBLSE TR AT 2% AT
FIEZ IR BAETE, IEUIX — I A g, JHHE
B NI By 2 AR F SOREH . W5 2 dE

3 TS, RTCBAHL G AR R AT 238 iR
Yrf, RIEG kil AR R A LR, AR — B
A AR IR A, Il AN R 4R T Nk . BFSE 3
FAE 3 AT, Tl M B BT 5 B b
PEd Rms, R NMARRESIE . SNERBESIE . R E ST
fRASAE R i, PRI — R AR

2 WS 1. L AU HR
YIRS FR

WE5E 1AL PRASTF-WF 5T LAUE B BN AL 25 R0y
SRS PIL R, P la R SEPRAL
i NS F) v AR SRR R AR A 3R A DG IE B L
WIS FR, MIBFFE 1b WSR3 28 & S8 7
BEHEH IR ER, IRz AL E e,

21 ®E la: BANHE A BB SERA L RIHE X
211 #ik

M3 N LA N A S R SR 5 s . F
SIS 1587 AWK, HEBRARIE LR B 1 1
ERAE L 361 N, RAHAMIAN 1226 A, Hrp
1 830 £4(67.7%), L 396 £4(32.3%), “FH4EH
31.38£7.01 % . A8k B B S e s o f s .
2.1.2 ##

ReFn LB A BN o K FH Yogeeswaran 55 A (2016)
] (R BB R P 22 . IR R YRR
TSN A N IS B R AIL 2% AN R, 1
AT S AAH . BANPLES AL R Y 5% B an
T (D)“FRATH AT H L A A B e e S
HAFELA; @) BLas N TCIEAAR AR TAE;
G MKIERF, HLiw AXT N 2 4 FfE a4 B
BRI, (4) BLas N AR 0 & 23 B N2k
AEFHLE; () Blas AFE H & AT 8 H 2535 Kokt
ARG 2R T . Hh&H 2 MRmitar.
AL A ARSI 25 B AR - (OALES ATE H#
ARSI N SR BB R, PO E AR T A
B Z [ 1 TR (2)F kA A A i bl A2
B NAZW, FREMSARILEEX 5 3)FH
A BT HEAD X N A TR ) T Bk (4)pLas A
R AR S IE WU AN SRR (S)PLER A
THERBOM AN S5 HLE8 Z M AR . %N Likert7
HER, 1 NAERAFEE, 7 MAEFRE ., Aussh
TS NS R 4 £ 1) Cronbach’s o RECH
0.80, JEFNHL#AS N INIF B 2EFE A Cronbach’s o &
BN 0.84,

By i, WGP T Belmi #
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Schroeder (2021)A9HF 5T AT & 2l CFF 2% H %) 32 44
B ), mEAT 7T KH, B T YR
By 7 4k FE (Nussbaum, 1999), &5 ) BAK S
HanF : (HIRE AN ERIEAF S, =22 F /b he
R 25 (2)FRAR A ST R H 1) A SN R
(3)FR Iy [ = %o ke B2 nT B AR (4T &l
[vi) 5 2 AR AR L Ath /A e (5)FR 2 F8 [R) 24 4
— AT HEX R ()RS KO RIFHMRZ, HRRK
FLATET-A/ At 8 A A s (7)WIRhE [] AN [ s Fe =,
Tt Saks gk [/ iRl Hp & E 6 AR M4y,
N Likert7 st 3R, 1 HAEHAFE, 7 HEH
B AW HiZE RN Cronbach’s o RECH 0.71,

T AR g 4 R A R e, AR N
ATUTF#EGAE R () TA/ESTESEHEIEA: 2/
s ()RR 5L AT 38 1 i (LA Sy
A7), )X HLEF A AR (Leo & Huh, 2020):
PRILEEAA Z3EK? (1= — 1WA, 5= 4%).
B85 v A LG, ARCHARXIHLES AN 2 T k7
(1= —mWA, 5= 3E%); (DFEML2BZE(Adler
etal, 2000), LLRPER]. 4E#E . HAGL . 2707, 2AH]
JLI A OS2 #Ar
213 HEFZRENEHSHRIG

AR5 38 328 SR FH P 2 B 4R | 543 E S )
TH 0 S5 1 it IR P b 4 il S [ O vk i 22 L, R
S7E, 2004), %P Harman B PR 2246 50 X0 BOHE 61T
L [E P 2R, AR R o 25 21
BEGEAFIER KT | (RT3 34y, IR F 2
RN 31.22% (/NT 40%), PRILASHE 98 AN AFAE
J B R 3 R O R 22
214 #HER

B35 W Ak 5 T B 7 N B0 S T 2 i 3 1 A
K(r = 0.15, p < 0.001), SEAPLEF AR Bt
B EIEMEGE=0.18, p < 0.001), IIAPER] AR
TAEGFREAIAA . LK | Pl AR

fi A FHEER AL 2020/9/25 9:36:57 475 @@ W

MEEA: BKARSSEH?

AN EMVFE TIE. RIBRE BT R A RS ABliER

BT BOMALE AR R R R

@ren

(Ffe P KR BHEF SRR 2020/9/25 9:36

MEWAL S ZE PRI, Y5 AL
i N B b LA S S BIL A A T a4 4R 1 5
MFTEME(r as: =0.16, r ywm = 0.20, ps < 0.001),
2.2 AR 1b: BAYLEE A BT ERIF 4L B9 520
221 #Wik

WL A G*Power 3.1 SR PTRFEALL,
P O A KT UL A 557 3l J1 A A58 (Jackson et al.,
2020), BURSSUNHE £= 0.2, BEHKFE o = 0.05,
BRI KRR ) 3T 2L 266 44 B A fiE Ik
2 90% MG TR I 1. TR AL, DFoEik
BTHE XM BRER, JFAZEIEEEES
HeBdwi— 2o, P AEAE Credamo -5 133144
55T 507 Ak, Hid 106 449K A i v A
o, PR 401 A, TR 29.41
% (SD =5.24), @t 201 £ (h 50.1%).
222 ti2

EN SRS e S A N 2 g g
BLT B B e BB as N (5t 94 N, Lok 96
NSRBI N BT 106 A, Zot: 105
N)o 2% B A WFFE (Jackson et al., 2020) 2B 8L,
TAE T W5 AS [ 8T T R LI o anfEl 1, A
HIBLAE N2, BB 52 T — 58 24 S pLgs A« B
RNZEZ78 17 "R ML, BT AR T Pl A
L] R 22 A6 A2 TAE o 7R PLAS A
B, BB T — R A DL A R
17 "HRHE B, SCEEREIR T AL A KGZE TG A I
R ZENIETAE . IS DL A Jey o B P 1
K R AR AR RN o BB S8BT A RS S
T AL N B A E AR (W EEFIESY 1a, 7
ARG, B AN BLSL R 4EE ) Cronbach’s o
ZECH 0.85, BIIPLAR NIAE W 4ERE %) Cronbach’s
o RECH 0.89),

FESCI 2, FRATRERATIERE T 3 AR I
W, o ANE AR B R Lo e g s n i,

LR | BEAERLE | HG7RE | TR |

il

HOL| #0109 | Bk | A | 2| K4 |

HMmEA: R

W, e ViR iR A, K
TEMIAIVE S TR, MBS T LA R BLER A MG
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AT 6 5K T TAER A (LI 2, TIRTFHA).
W SRR, X — At St or >, ]
HE B — B A — L B Rk R A AR
FRN, EERAE AT IETE A s s b 5
MR H g N — R AR, BRI R Ao i A2 A AT i [
Fo 6 SRR EIAUT EBEVLEY, $E B Ak
HRR J R AEL 5 R L 14 10 46 (U7 ) A 1 00t ] 40T 5%
la, KXJ 6 sk - P2 )E, ARAFsErh R
Cronbach’s o %8 0.88), BE X, HEIXT
6 TR 5 A I AR | 27 S B

K2 B et & AR

TR, gl E e AR EXME, R
McFarland %5 (2012)% il B97Z A28 £ LR, Bk
BRI 6 LETE, M EIEEAA P RPE, (0 [R 1
W SR AR . Horh — AR R TR,
J3— B MR ER NS, wlpl Bk e PR A et
RABNTIATE AT A B 52 NKZ R R E
o flhn, BEEEMIASSE 2T 4 18] B =R g A
H & 58— Ry N ZRMRds, Mk oe 4
o 5 1 15 Bl ) SRos el 5 P A A R AR R %

ZIRHE A B 505 1a AlE, ARBFIEE
HE R M BHE X 2 0 TAE s bt 4,
PR A 5 K T A ELAAR S 4 FN T A 37 o B 5% 1) 42 7
T, %A RXTRSY ISR (Belmi &
Schroeder, 2021), =203 128 &= AL A ER A
AR, BRFZBEIT: (HDAB: <Xk

PR LRI BRI (1 MAER AR, 7 AR [H
B S BE R B g AL T (1 AR
ZBE, 7 EAE SR GG AR A
XA NAMRA 5| J10g 7 (12— f A )
G103, 7 RAREA WG I1); (4R —BOR UL, RN
NN B XS A7 (1 4 R,
7 RAXTELER); ()P ZAT T VRIAH R R X
MANAERIIG? (1 H— S WA, 7 HEEA
B, (0) B AUEEE R RN, A
ZEAMA? (1 — S ARER, 7 HAEF FWR).

BEI TR EAA, DR s T WIEE
BERAEE, MARBEREEAER R, Ah, Exf
BRYNTRH N AT TR, BEH T (DR
5T, BUAEMLER A S 38 0 TAE B A7 el (1 AR, 2
AR/, (MR X T SRR S B Bk, HLES AR
JIRVERE R HE AL TR R DR LT (1 AR, 2
SRR

BJGHEE AR . MR BERE . FIRA L ]
LGN TAE BRI R RIS IR e it24 15 B .
223 #HR

FRR T 200 R EoR, m BRI R0
HI IS BN M = 4.69, SD = 0.99) 15 & = Tk
HHLES ABUIE (M = 3.10, SD = 0.98), F(1, 399) =
260.72, p < 0.001, n2 = 0.40; =/EEHLES A B
FIAIR UM = 4.43, SD = 1.26) 17 2 5 TG
FIALES B (M = 3.22, SD = 1.19), F(1, 399) =
97.31, p <0.001,n2 =0.20, FHIRNAR.

PR 2200 as R, RS R
HEE (M = 3.54, SD = 1.01) 183 & T
HHLES ABUIE (M = 3.32, SD = 0.92), F(1, 399) =
494, p=0.027,m; =001, X—&5RERfEN,
il T AR AR . AR LA BAF IS, AL
NE AR B = 3.53, SD = 1.0D){38R &k
TG B 4L(M = 3.32, SD = 0.92),
F(1,395)=5.19, p=0.023, 1> =0.01, 4k AL
TINE Rl AR i, 25 53R W1 i SR AL 2% A JEb 4 1)
Wik (M = 3.53, SD = 10D B & TR
FIALES N UM (M = 3.32, SD = 0.92), F(1, 394) =
6.02, p = 0.015, n; =0.02, FHIAXTIHHAY
(I PEA AR 4 il A d, 445 R 3 B v BN AL A g
A Yib(M = 3.53, SD = 1L.ODVREEH T
RSN PLES N B (M = 3.33, SD = 0.92), F(1,
389)=4.01, p=0.046, 12 =0.01,

Xz N SGHATR IR, BRIZR Ty 22 40 Br gt 21
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WoR, mEGLE BB Iz N2 (M = 4.32,

SD = 1.14) 5LEAPLES N B4 (M = 4.28, SD =
LINTCREZES, F(1,399) = 0.10, p = 0.748, 2 <
0.001, JFH, Wiz N33 UAE il i, 53 %
A BN AL B 4 i R 0 (M = 3.54, SD =
LODBER 8 2 = AR FIMLES N B4 (M = 3.33,
SD =0.92), F(1, 389) = 4.88, p = 0.028, > =0.01,

30 WEIE 2. R R

WHoE 2 W5 3 AF0b5E, 5T 2a LLRIAG IR A Y
07 ST T S BN B 2 g 7 1 A 3 (B S
S5 N TR g ) 52 e BRS04k b B TR AR BT
5% 2b HSZEHR NI AL AU O DX 434 ) Y
FREE TX—HEN; BT 2¢ W4 51E ShHL
e NS U5 1L NI R, SR 5 2845 il I ot
TETE MR AN b A5 R R AR
31 R 2a: #E=HIRERAYVIRE AR R InER

B PR TMER(RISBHR)
311 #Hik

AWFFE K ] G*Power 3.1 B Af:(Faul et al., 2007)
B8 PTG FEAS 1, X T AR SES0E A A DG o0 i, 2
FHEGE 1 BIAH T4 RNV & p = 0.16,
B EMEKT o = 0.05, ZIKE] 90% M GE I ) 2
DAFEL 402 HH0R . IR R ] e A Bl rh kiR kg
A R A, AR E T S A S T
480 AAFHES HILHSY, 56 UG T ARTHAH Y TR AR
2241 BiE T Qualtries V- BUE M4 )45, JH7E
G IE T IR AT 1 48 B g R . et
75 AR 8 T BOR I T A A, B
OB 405 1, Horbotk 213 £4(52.6%), BT A AL
B B4R N 18.75 2 (SD = 1.61),
312 igfe

JEFNHLAS N B (FEAS B b, B HL A A B
S 4E FE Y Cronbach’s o RECH 0.67, BILAS
JONE U 4E BE 1Y) Cronbach’s o 2% 0.81)5HR
A (i T A5 Bl o AR A2, PR
BIMA VLT S8 . “HR R G A — KA
A TAE, IRAE 2R, ERPEARXT LA BRik 1 [H
B, AW iZE KRR Cronbach’s a RECH
0.7 1) & [F BF 5T 1a.

R I 2R Lachman F1 Weaver (1998)
v ] A TR ) 5 1 SUIBTT (L e 48, 2016)
12 7] A6 A5 55 T A ] AR 0 %) A B - s SR R S i) e
(1itar), aalh 4 4B/ 8 M4 H, 124

B, EEBWAHWT . )T He0Z i
Folg, BILTPHARREMEN"; ()T 22 AR — R,
— e ER BRI 4R BRI I (B) TRAE 15 B FRAE
BARV, ERWEREZ R, (4« Ak i,
FERGR TR A, REEMEB M. ()FRhe
A A A BRI 4 Z2 21 2 i At AR GE 1Y (2)Xt
THRAEWHPRZELENFN, AT E,
(3)“7E Ab BR A 3 Hp () — e [r] R, R RS T B
(A)FRAETE th T A R S W R R B E R Z A
(5) M FRAH LML FIERT, Be 28 HALFHFH
T (6)“FILTP AR A& e T B ERYRE;
(7)“FRE A BA IR AR TR BT A R ), (8)“F
Ao FRUBR BN AE A 1 h FR A I AN SR . SR, i
FM Likert 7 w3, 1 W2 AFE, 7 H5%2M
Bo Aok R R R . FEARDESE T, 2B
2% H¥J Cronbach’s o ZEN 0.83, & 4% H * 254
FEBRAESH, REHS AOSI4ER.
313 HEFEREMEFHESRE

ABIFGE I 2ok R FEE 44 B WAk A4 I H S 1]
THor S5 1 it IR e b 9 o e [) 7 vk 22 (1T, e
S75E, 2004), SRS Harman FPH 2546 56 %P8 HE4T
LR T ik ZE R0, AR ERE R R M 1o i 4 2R
PEPCHFFEAR R T 1 T3k 8 A, Il KT 2
RPERA 16.75% (N 40%), A58 ANTEAE
7 EE A 3 R T v 2
314 #R

AT A SRR, B 5 BRI AR
Jolp B LA 2 1) B W 2 A E A G (r e = 0.12, p =
0.017; rum = 0.18, p < 0.001), HUIZW1L 5k
FMHAAEFE R B E AL wu = —0.12, p =
0.020; 7 50 =—0.12, 7 mw =—0.23, p < 0.001), JEH]
HLAR NI R EU 5 45 il B2 B 3 BA 56 (r = —0.11,
p = 0.025), TiEAEIBLAF A IS B W -5 4 il 2% 67 A1
KA EF=-0.07, p=0.152),

AT 5 R A ] R T AR BN AL A DA [R]
X B W Ak ) 52 e Ao e AR, ffE ] SPSS Y
PROCESS 2 ¥ # 17 fif 22 B IE i Bootstrap £y %
(Hayes, 2013), ZEEMHR 4, [ B AL 5000 K, 7E
95% EAF X IH]) T, K BALES O R EME R B
A, KRG YIAAE Ry RS B, A A S TR A
SR O/ RS A TR P YOIV 8 B T TN
95%M1 Bootstrap & 17 X AL 0, DAL gk
AT BRI A [E) JE  XF HR A7 4 A 1) 2 i (] 42
BB =0.02, SE = 0.01, 95% CI [0.002, 0.038]), 7E
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56 4%

L

Pl TR, AL A DA TR E T ER A 1k

1Y L SZ A R 25 (2800 = 0.11, SE = 0.03,

95% CI [0.042, 0.170]), 1&AAF HlEGRHHATER .

3.2 R 2b: ¥=HI BRI A RS2 I ER
WP RATER(ERFAR)

321 #ik

AHFFEIE i F A G*Power 3.1 i iE T s FEAR
i, WS T A T LA A 55 3l J1 4 A9 (Jackson
et al., 2020), BHPEER N H £=0.2, BEHKTF o=
0.05, PP WKFR 3 i 222k 266 44 8%k
AREIRE] 90%MGITE T 1. B TRk,
PR B T3S S5 o HAET7E R, JF B 5 82
K ts 2 HEBR B — 2243, 7 Credamo V-5 - 3Li1H4R
35T 359 gk, Hih 62 & A g A
o, AR R 297 N BHCEEFER Y 31.52
% (SD =5.68), L 184 &4 (15 62.0%).

322 t#&

N S i NS Y N (215 2 ) 7w
BILA3 B 3] 1 JE AL 25 Nl I 20 38 A1 SR AL 2 Nk
J e, TE e 4 A R D, R AL A A R
148 N, (RIEFNHLAS N 149 Ao Blilr i 52
(R BRGNS AIL 2 A 2 B B S50 A1 BRI AR 5T 1D,
YR E MRS IS T AL A8 R AL
B I RS 1a, fEASSCEG Y, PSR 4
BE[) Cronbach’s o RECH 0.92, AR B 4E R B9
Cronbach’s a ZEUHN 0.9V MEEK A . SR )5 AT
P a2 (B T B RBFSE 2a, EASIE T,
445 H ) Cronbach’s a RECH 0.91)F1HLYg
YLD (BR3P AL B I 2 [R5 1a, ARSCEG %
%1 Cronbach’s a RECH 0.80). Ml & 4% H 284
AEBEREEH, REHEANOSIT4ER.

323 %R

BAR R 22 M e R, B AL R R
ZH BRI AR AL SE (M = 4.83, SD = 1.11) {8
i TR AWLEE N (M = 2.83, SD = 1.14),
F(1, 295) = 210.81, p < 0.001, 0’ = 0.42; ERJRAHL
i N U AL BAHLES AN R BN (M = 4.49, SD =
1.37)W 2 3 & PV AL N dl (v = 2.91,
SD = 1.25), F(1,295) = 108.42, p < 0.001, > =0.27,
RBI AR

PR R 20 e R, B EGALEE R
AR PIAL(M = 2.85, SD = 0.90) i3 5 TR
FIHLE NBUE (M = 2.64, SD = 0.65), F(1, 295) =
5.49, p = 0.020, n2 = 0.02, FHFKI/PHrEsFFLI, J&

LA N B R B (IR ] = 0, EEihdl = 1)
Sl B A (- = —0.14, p = 0.018), SHH
Y S BFEEAE(r = 0.14, p = 0.020), 56l
SR 5 B E RAH R »e =—0.50, p <0.001),

T B0 4 ] SRR 5 AE RN ML A R X R
i terysgma b s VERL, S5 SPSS B PROCESS
TP AT 2445 1E 19 Bootstrap ¥4 (Hayes, 2013),
PREEASHY 4, FZHMEE 5000 YK 7E 95% 4 B 5 X [A]
T, R EALES A RUEE S A AR S (IR A
B = 0, mERAALE NS = 1), KA
FEAE R R AR G, R AR S A AR i, e A AL
RGBT o A RON A B 45 R R, 95% 1 A X (1]
AL 0, PR il b A 1AL a8 AR B B
WAL s (Al 42350 = 0.11, SE = 0.05, 95% CI
[0.020, 0.228]), fEfEH] T MRS, BAIPLEE A E
ol Xt HR 7 4 A ) 2 5 W AN B (LR RN =
0.11, SE = 0.08, 95% CI [-0.051, 0.266]), 3451
BGREeThAER
33 R 2c: TEHIBREARE B MERAL

rR A R A4 A (SETE R 3R)
331 #ik

ARG IE R G*Power 3.1 M 5E s FEA
i, M AT O THLAR A 55 8l 14 SC 58 (Jackson
et al., 2020), HUHPAERNa f=0.2, BEMHKF o=
0.05, FRHZE =Ko i 23t 321 A4k
ARk E] 90% MGk )1 . TR IR Y1k,
R E T 85 &0 BRT7e iR, JF H % B8R
G 2 HEBR A — e iR, 7F Credamo F &5 FILi1H4H
BT 359 k. Hrh 10 PR A 8 S
&, AR 349 Ao #HTFHFRR A 31.49
A (SD =17.14), M 196 £ (i 56.2%).
332 IiE

AR R B R R = AR e, gl bk ke
FLAT BB B S g 2H . DA [R) b 2H Ao FR2H, 78 A
LAY, WL 115 A, AR E A
117 N, *HEH 117 A

R TR EGHLES N AR A TR, Bl
o BARE — B BT S, Hrp s g 41
(45 FIEMT

“FEEATH AW iR E, Wb PR AT LA
it 50%8) TAEARE ZARMBAFT B3, RRMBEA
o AR A A0 TAEH B A KRAT S, AL
ATIHEAZTFHBRM., ERXH KRR, MBEAZR
ARAER S FHEKTAE, BEANE TAEW AR,
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RUBRAMIMAENFGF S T4, sTALERE
KO I E B, A G IR R AR B AT 69 TAF WAL
FE B VUG He AT AR AL 25 A PT B X, VA B AR B W
Fa R Z G L@IEGELCR Y T 100 F),

AR B B 38 B AT

“REEANTAARN KR ARE, MBEASARY
FMFEAE R T, AEGMBELTREAR Sy, £
W d, FEMBALALGITBAMERS, A
FRSEAA—B—H, EEEAR ; Ak S 7@,
FEMBARRAGAL MY L ERTIAL, AL
AR T T B A TH RRE AR LR HFAFA
BHITLRE, ERRTRBAEZ A ZZA, 2
AMBEA, FERHFHE-ANASALZEMMLE
Tk R o 0 L3 A sfARAE A — R a9 1k 4F 1
B 75 A B, VA BAR B Z )G AR A @ s 64 1 L
(R F 100 F), ”

XTHREAH (Y FE R IE T

“TEA LR AR, LKA Xt
ATHFSARED, HRF LA REIE A
BIANEWZFCRY T 100 F),

B VEES E, BRI S Bl A
BB R (FIFST 1a, TEARSCIR v, B Wl b 4 i
i) Cronbach’s a ZRZE(N 0.82, 1A [a] )& W 4k 1
Cronbach’s o 22400 0.88). = iHlE M) 4 (FWF5E 2a,
TEARSZE H, #8543 4% HBY Cronbach’s o R 4L
9 0.90) IR WAL SR (FIWFSE 1a, TEA LS hi%
3R Cronbach’s a REHN 0.77), mERPFIHA T
R AU N ASBUE B AE N R R, RAIEY

NAGH2AE B
333 #ER
DI REEH = 1, BLSCEihed = 2, A JA]

el = 3)MER AR R, DUBHIBLAS B S 8 1
Ry RIS FE AT BRI 2R T 2550 M, AR LB R
BN 3, F(2, 346) = 44.35, p < 0.001, 12 = 0.20,
I J5 2 L8 (Bonferroni) 26 B, X BB 2H A4 JE& 0 AL
NI/ (M = 3.70, SD = 0.99, 95% CI
[3.52, 3.88) B E MM T ML MM = 4.55, SD =
0.96, 95% CI [4.38, 4.73)FLA[E EUIZH (M = 4.85,
SD = 0.95, 95% CI [4.68, 5.03]), ps < 0.001, i Pz
RN R R 2 1 22 AN B 2, p = 0.057, LA
HIEN A AR, DUBEN AL AR EUME A AR
W PEAT RN R O 22000, S5 5 PR B i) 32500
F, F(2,346) = 52.35, p < 0.001,n2 =023, FIF£
i 0 # (Bonferroni) & W], X B 21 A9 J8 0 BIL 2% A

[F B (M = 3.54, SD = 1.26, 95% CI [3.31,
377 R E T IS4 (M = 4.47, SD = 1.10, 95%
CI [4.27, 4.68) A [ B4 (M = 5.07, SD = 1.10,
95% CI [4.87, 5.27]), ps < 0.001; 3fH. A& EUrH HY
LR NI R BT o 2 8 TS U, p <
0.001, XFKM, FPBRILAFFE T, Hrpik[E
JEU 8 BRI T BN B N 114 1 s SR A i

PSS NGB 5, XFRRLL = 1, BisS
B = 2, INFEDERBR = 3)WER AR, DI
YIACAE A DR AR S A T B R 3R T 22908, 45 SR R Rk
FHLES N B 800 W3, F(2, 346) = 3.68, p =
0.026, n; = 0.02, FJ5 L L (Bonferroni)FZH,
INE L RS AL R 53 (M = 3.11, SD = 0.82,
95% CI [2.96, 3.26]) .3 1= TXf BiZH (M = 2.85, SD =
0.72, 95% CI [2.72, 2.98]), p = 0.028, 11 ¥\ 52 @i i 20
555 BEL DL BN ] ol 4 X5 G (. 35 22 5+, ps > 0.05,

R T R i R A TR B B X R
Ytz b e AE ], fdH SPSS 1) PROCESS
TP AT 2445 1E 19 Bootstrap ¥4 (Hayes, 2013),
PREEASHY 4, FEHIEE 5000 YK 7E 95% 4 B 5 X [A]
T, LUBHLES N BUE R H AR (VIR = 1, B
SR =2, IR B = 3)IFKs AR FE e ikt
B R, VIS E R R AE 5, DUAE il %
e A, b A0 e dr . G5 RERW, 7EL
X HEZH Sk 2 BR300 STl i 20 e 3k 4% T s HR 35 4
AL ARV AE A 0.064, 95%F) Bootstrap E {5 X
8] 47[—0.025, 0.166], 37 0, FHIH A &UN A 3
A TR 3 2o 4 il B BRAZ A i TR A 0.116,
95%I%) Bootstrap &5 X [0]4[0.027, 0.215], AL
0, RIAPAZON W2 HnA A28 4 il s,
IATR) L X B3 Ak 0 BR800 R 0.132, 95% 1
Bootstrap & {5 X [i] 4 [—0.030, 0.330], {1 0, £
HEHERA 2, EREGE 2 ER. L
SRR, B AN F U 23 i ER T P Ak,
X2 TR A [ gl B 2 R AT AT | 45
J&, HE A RS T AR B S R

4 BT 3 MR R
58 AU 5 WA 1 F R

WHFE 3 4 4E 3 AT T0F5E, 0l B 5 MR RE
stk SRERRESIIE | R AT SR REE A D
AL S M B AS B X R A BT . 3
DT FEER IR T Ay, A aTsE 3a
K BOIALA N B B BRIy T BRI rHA R]



218 N H

B, A5 EWESE 2 th ISR A 3 A5 R S
3a LS R A YRS R, 7EWESE 3b 5 HF5E 3¢ 1E
2 ST I 1 R T IA ] g5 0 BEZH X 1

41 ®HR 3a: M ABEFERNATIER

411 #ik

KA G*Power 3.1 KM A58 T 75 IIAE
At RIECA XTI NS5 3 140 A5 (Jackson
et al., 2020), HUPAERN B f=0.2, BEHKF o=
0.05, BAPER =K PFRam B 23k 321 Zal
ABRILE] 90%MGE I J1 . TRk,
PR BEE TS 600 e, Jf H2% &3 nl 5k
AR TCPE A A A, JFTE Credamo V-5 |3k
THEZE T 340 Z9l. Hrp 10 908 i
B, RABHLE N 330 A #EEEAER N
31.56 % (SD = 7.25), ZtM: 179 #4(5 54.2%).

412 IiE

AWEFE R B R = A ] it Bk bl
BLAFC 20 S Jg W . A R B 2 R BR A, AE
LAk, ST 110 A, DA IR 2
110 A, XFHE4L 110 Ao XISl . AR s
2 RN B ZH (R RS R R F 9T 2¢0 7R 58 G VREAT 55
Ja, BRI S B AU R (RS 1a,
FEASZ S, IR 4E B ) Cronbach’s o REH
0.81, AR EUMM4EE ) Cronbach’s a REH 0.90) .
PR R & (RIFSE 28, FEASSCHR Y, 45 i B4
2% H¥ Cronbach’s a RECH 0.91), > NRESI T 2 R
MR Yfe R AF Y 1a, TEASZIHiZm RN
Cronbach’s a Z%H 0.81),

A NBE B 0 — 4 2R 1 DA R
2l SCHK (Beck et al., 2020; Shepherd & Kay, 2018),
TEARIEADT T 0 B B AIESE AT T AR B M, X
SR AR 3N AH  (DIRVCTR A O DI E
XPHLgs AR (BN AT I LS AN A THE;
G NI AR EEZ T, o, R
P rd e d e A ARSI PR 2 X, B<IA Sl —
A NI L ZE Y TR R AT 77 A 4 8 45 R BA F
FeE H B P 1) —Fh sk — 4147 M 19152 (Landau
etal., 2015), #MFE4wiil T 3 5 H : (DIRIAHFEKAT
DAFERIHLAR A ()R N FA Be 1 v LA Pl N
QYN N FA G AT L pLEs Ao DL B~ A
AEBh PR 25 H I K Likert7 MR, 1 MAEW ANFE,
7 RAER FE . AW iZ e KR Cronbach’s o &
RN 0.910 2 R AT U B G A I AR AU
AR AR, REEHE NS ER.

2% il %56 %
413 %R
PIH RO IREH = 1, SSiihel = 2, AR

el = 3)WE b AR, DUBNHLES A B S 8 M E
R RAR S AT LR R Oy 25400, AR R IAL Y
RN E, F(2, 327) = 22.44, p < 0.001, ., =0.12,
I J5 £ L8 (Bonferroni) 3¢ B, X HR 21 A JB& 1 AL
28I B4 (M = 3.93, SD = 1.04, 95% CI
[3.73, 4.12]) B EK T BMAL(M = 4.71, SD =
1.04, 95% CI [4.51, 4.90))FIA R B H (M = 4.74,
SD = 0.98, 95% CI [4.55, 4.92]), ps < 0.001, T #L52
B AR 22 AR E, p = 1. DAL 5]
YER B ARG, USRI A A R B Sy P A% e ik
TR 207 22500, 45 Sk B S0l ) S 3000 I
F(2,327)=22.06,p<0.001,n; =0.12, F)5LHE
4% (Bonferroni) & B, X AR 2 19 JER AT ML 2% A DA [7) )k
JH T4 (M = 3.83, SD = 1.43, 95% CI [3.56, 4.10]) &
ERT IS B (M = 4.55, SD = 1.28, 95% CI
[4.31, 4.79) AR @M 4H (M = 5.00, SD = 1.24,
95% CI [4.76, 5.23]), ps < 0.001; I H., A&l @i
A4 SR HTAIL A8 T[] SR W 43 dnb 25 57 T B0 S I b 4
p =0.037, XFHBPLHYZERIEATT AT, Hfk
IF) PR A X T BRI A S e 38 A R 45 o
DUBHIHLAS A (RILEL 5, XFd4 = 1, Blsk
B = 2, INRIEU AL = 3WE R AR, LI
WIARAE Ry PRAR AT B R R 7 2200 B, 25 58 R Uk
FOHLES AN BUE Y 800 3, F(2, 327) = 4.76, p =
0.009, n; = 0.03, FHJ5ZH LK (Bonferroni)ZK W],
AR U I BR WAE P53 (M = 3.23, SD = 0.93,
95% CI [3.06, 3.41])i & = TR HRZH (M = 2.88, SD =
0.71, 95% CI [2.74, 3.02]), p = 0.007, i ¥ 52 @i 2H
55%F B2 DL S [R) g B ¥4 T (35 25 5+, ps > 0.050,
R T SR A R A AE B ML B X B
Ytk sge s AR, (1 SPSS % PROCESS
TP AT R 22 1E 18 Bootstrap 465 (Hayes, 2013),
BEFARIY 4, SRR 5000 YK, 7E 95%HY B A5 X 7]
T, DUBINHLES NBME R AR (VT RRZE =1, B
SR =2, AR = 3) I HAE R ik
B IAR, DRI R A i, D i sk
YER R A i, MO AN AT . FELIXTIRAL A 2
HEESF, 30052 ol 2 0 g 42 il ST BR 3 Ak 7 v A 2
RAE A 0.107, 95%F¥) Bootstrap & {i5 X [4] 4 [-0.001,
0.244], & 0, KPRV A W2E; AR B
i A R  Y A Th A B 0.133, 95%11
Bootstrap F {5 X [0] 4[0.024, 0.268], AL 0, £
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WA B 2 Hom A TR AR S, AR
JA T XE W 3 W Ak i LR RN S 0.217, 95% 11
Bootstrap E {5 X [0 4[0.021, 0.412], A& 0, £
W BBV ATIAR B3, i IRGE A r h Ae VR .
DL SRR, BB AN B 2538 inHR 7 P
b, R T BB AR P 2 AR AT 45
NV AINE N N R 7/ i Re 7L sl UL (DN

T R UEAS N fig sl MR A TR B AL AR U
XoF B W Ak %) 5 e A2 9 AR, (] SPSS /Y
PROCESS & /¥ #1722 /% IE A9 Bootstrap 5 5
(Hayes, 2013), GEFARL 1, [ &AL 5000 . 7E
95%IM EAF X [H] T, LUBAHLES N ek | AR 5
WHRREH =1, B2l =2, AR = 3)3F
P HAERR P P i o e i, IR AAE R
At DAAS KBRS AR IR 1 A8 &, A 19 3500 43
Bro W ATEE SRR, DX R4 S A, B
SIS A NRE S MR ZE BEAERI AR 3% (b = —0.14,
SE=0.11, t =—1.30, p = 0.193), A[E @ 54 AfE
YE R B B EGB = —0.32, SE = 0.11, ¢ =
—2.79, p = 0.005), LB 5% R4 IR Y10
Tl FH 25 (b=0.84, SE=0.58, t=1.45, p=0.148),
A TR] U 2 ) HR A Ak B 3 T X R (b = 1.81,
SE = 0.59, t = 3.09, p = 0.002), > ABESNIE Y =K
Xt HR3Z AL TC i (b = —0.07, SE = 0.09, ¢ =
-0.75, p = 0.452), HAIE) AR® = 0.02, F (2, 324) =
4.02,p=0.019, 7EMRA ARESIPESAET, BLSL U
XTGP SE AN i35 (b = 0.28, SE = 0.17, t =
1.58, p = 0.116), Tk [F R AT EGYA W35
(b =0.57, SE = 0.17, t = 3.30, p = 0.001); 7E&=1
NBEBI ST, 30 S WP T B 0 A 1) 52 i AN
(b =-0.03, SE=0.15, t =—0.19, p = 0.848), A[dl
BT R Ak B S A B (b = —0.10, SE =
0.16, t = —0.62, p = 0.536), LI &5 EM, IAHE
54 NResh A i 3 e BAERL, 5 AN Besh
GBS, AT EUR 25 0 2 IR Ak s~ A
ks, AFE R g e AN . BT
WFSE 2 FIF ST 3a o B0 S g0 A 250 02 O F A i 2, TRt
FATHe 5 BT 5 i ek SR A TR U, B XA
BN 5 X R EAT R
4.2 %R 3b: SMEBEESNIERYIATER
421 #Hik

X G*Power 3.1 5 AF(Faul et al., 2007)#f %€ FF
T AEAS T, X ARSI IS A BRI R 2508, R
P & A ST AL AN 55 30 1 A G 58 (Jackson et al.,

2020), B LN f=0.2, BEMIKFE oa=0.05,
BALTR 2 P KT R R T 2 200 44 954 B A
# 80% (1-P)GITKL I J1. % IEEI ] BB pikrp
IR B A T A A, e R M A RS T
256 ZARES 5MHISE, 56U AT ARATAH R PR
220 #iE it Qualtrics S 5 3 M 2% ), -7
WFFE IE 2T AT B 52 T 48 Fif 0 F 0 W ek dt
42 AR TE B I SR S o T A A, A
OB 214 4y, HoAP Lok 121 £4(56.5%), FiA A5
XS 4R N 20.17 %(SD = 1.37),

422 78

A FE Jy B R P KPRl ] et wial bl b
PLA B 2N R 2 Fnxt BEZH, e e KA 3k,
AR I 107 A, SFERZH 107 N 72 S 1ET
%5, BAR A S A AL A R B 3R (R 5
la, FEASZEG Y, I EUAERL Y Cronbach’s o &
ook oo.61, KR EBZERE R Cronbach’s a RECH
0.80) . =il IR0 B ([RIWFF% 2a, FEARTZH H, 21 Jak
4-F 2% H Y Cronbach’s o %00 0.76) . MR HE sh
HEMPGY I ERFEVIE la, 7EARTE Pz
%1y Cronbach’s a & %N 0.66).

A1 BE Bl M 1 D e — B 43 A G 1 LA R
52 SCHk (Beck et al., 2020; Shepherd & Kay, 2018),
FEARYEAAE T 1Y H ARG SE AT T AHRAE M, X5
AR 5 A H (D FA R HLASE AR
AL ZE 5 BURT; (2)F A BB AR BRI HIHLES A
) FRXT ML A F il ALLT- B BURF ER 5 5 (4) FR AT L
ar N B b BUR 5535 (5) TR HLAS AR $a il 78 B
I EREZ . Ak, MG RMEd e T AN
RESN MR B, R X — R NS x A 2
AER A EEEE, A ARSI sC 4 AN R g an
SR, 38 26 AN FR G AR OR K A2 1 R, A
15 AN 2 B8 23 8 20y B2 5ok S BRAT A A/ b 1) 25 110 245
$(Landau et al., 2015), #hseduifil 73 M4 H: (HFK
AU AT DA SI LGS A ()TN BURN A BE 1 7]
PIFEHIALE A TR BUR A G AT U H P a8
Ao VI BRSNS RESh M 25 H ¥ Likert 7 54
X, UAHERANERE, 7 MAEWRE, AR ixE
Z% 1) Cronbach’s a RE( N 0.82, BERPFHAFE
R A RN AU AR R R R, RS A
HEit 2405 8.

423 #R

U 22 AT A R R, A TRDE b A B

B EESr (M = 4.19, SD = 0.78, 95% CI [4.04, 4.33])



220 L | 2% # %56 &
% T BRZE (M = 3.88, SD = 0.71, 95% CI [3.74, 9 THAERIE (5% O
— - 2 _ = T M

4.01]), F(1, 212) =9.22, p = 0.003, 0> =0.04; A[{l | T Mean
B BN R BE 43 (M = 4.20, SD = 1.18, 95% 832k
CI [3.97, 442y BE = T X LM = 3.69, SD = 0
0.95, 95% CI [3.51, 3.87]), F(1, 212) = 11.91, p = =301
0.001,m;, =0.05, FHHIFRRLF 2s

PR 220 s R Bow, AR 4 B R 3% )

Yi(M = 3.18, SD = 0.59, 95% CI [3.07, 3.30]) .
T X R M = 3.00, SD = 0.63, 95% CI [2.88,
3.12]), F(1,212) = 4.66, p = 0.032, 1> =0.02,

R T I E A ] SR R A A BN HIL A A [R]
XTHR 7 W Ak 0 5% ) ol A AR T, ] Hayes
(2013)#EIt i) SPSS 44 PROCESS (Model 4), DI
FHLEE AN E U B 28 B IR = —1, ARk
el = 1), R A AR, RGP A i,
WE Bootstrap HEASE R 5000, SRR 258 E /T
5, HEHL 95% B XM A TR A BN A 50 . it SR
R, FEHVEEHRAROVAE R 0.02, 95%[1 Bootstrap
BAE X EH[0.003, 0.051], A 0, FHHANE
AW, I HAEEH h AR R G, Bl Al E
JE W X W 3 W Ak ) L BN S 0.07, 95% 1)
Bootstrap B {55 [X.[8] 4[-0.012, 0.151], £17% 0, &M
HEESO A, B HSAE BB A TR
Jolt B 1 Ak e 5 e kS 2 A TR AR

VLVER W4k Sk R AR 1 25 S I 2% A TA Tk
O BRZH = —1, AR = 1) 5o Resh P
ZHAER, S5 R FPURFALAS N R SR g
X IR YA A A B E L BEAEH (B = —0.10,
SE =0.05, t=—1.98, p = 0.049), JEINHL#s N BHr4H
H B 1k 2 T BB 4. (b = 0.09, SE = 0.04, ¢ =
2.17, p = 0.031), FMEESN MR ST R Y16 T
EE (b = 0.02, SE = 0.05, t = 0.44, p = 0.661),
FERIEY AR = 0.02, F (1,210)=3.92, p = 0.049, &
HAEWE 3 FoR, @RISR RV, FEK
HNIREEShPE SR T, JEANHLEE AT TR B X6t B 374
LRy & (b = 0.18, SE = 0.06, t = 2.63, p =
0.004); TiTERAMRRESI M1 T, BUIHLEE A
[B) @ T Bz Ak i AN B2 (b = 0.01, SE =
0.06, t = 1.10, p = 0.920).
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Abstract

With buzzwords such as “tool man”, “laborer” and “corporate slave” sweeping the workplace, workplace

objectification has become an urgent topic to be discussed. With the increasing use of artificial intelligence,

especially robots in the workplace, the workplace effects produced by robots are also worth paying attention to.

Therefore, the present paper aims to explore whether people’s perception of robots’ threat to them will produce

or aggravate workplace objectification. On the basis of reviewing the related research on workplace

objectification and robot workforce, and combined with intergroup threat theory, this paper elaborates the

realistic threat to human employment and security caused by robot workforce, as well as the identity threat to

human identity and uniqueness. From the perspective of compensatory control theory, this paper proposes the

deep mechanisms and boundary conditions of that perceiving robot threat will reduce people's sense of control,

thereby stimulating the control compensation mechanism, which in turn leads to workplace objectification.

This research is composed of eight studies. The first study includes two sub-studies, which investigate the
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relationship between perceived robot threat and workplace objectification through questionnaires and online
experiments. This study tries to find a positive correlation and a causal association between perceived robot
threat and workplace objectification. The second study includes three sub-studies, which explore why perceived
robot threat increases workplace objectification. This study tries to verify the mediating effect of control
compensation (sense of control), to explain the psychological mechanism behind the effect of perceived robot
threat on workplace objectification, and to repeatedly verify it through different research methods. The third
study includes three sub-studies. Based on the three compensatory control strategies proposed by the control
compensation theory in addition to affirming nonspecific structure, this study tries to further explore the
moderating effect of personal agency, external agency, and specific structure.

The main findings of this paper are as follows. First, perceived robot threat will increase workplace
objectification, and perceived robot identity threat has a stronger effect. Second, the sense of control plays a
mediating role in the effect of perceived robot threat (mainly identity threat) on workplace objectification.
Specifically, the higher the perceived robot identity threat, the lower the sense of control, and the more serious
the workplace objectification. Third, the other three strategies proposed by compensatory control theory, namely
strengthening personal agency, supporting external agency and affirming specific structure, can moderate the
effect of perceived robot threat on workplace objectification.

The main theoretical contributions of this paper are as follows. First, it reveals the negative influence of
robots on interpersonal relationships and their psychological mechanism. Second, it extends the applicability of
compensatory control theory to the field of artificial intelligence, proposing and verifying that perceived robot
threat increases workplace objectification through compensatory control. Third, the relationship between
different compensation control strategies is discussed, and the moderating model of perceived robot threat
affecting workplace objectification is proposed and verified. The main practical contributions are: first, it
provides insights into the anthropomorphic design of robots; second, it helps to better understand, anticipate and
mitigate the negative social impact of robots.

Keywords workplace objectification, perceived robot threat, realistic threat, identity threat, compensatory control
theory



