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Z—o M HAFFER SR, Xt 2 B 5 B AT
B AT AT 5 0 AT AR P S R R A g R v B Y
i (Brewer, 2008; Kramer, 1999; Lount, 2010;
Maddux & Brewer, 2005),

PAAEWTFE R AR T 8 — B 1y Bl HE — e i B
A BN ZR A SE MR, 38 e A B 17 (A0 o e s A 1)
S T NAMEEIA, DI SRR — S 4R
AT A TSN B B (F AR R 22 5% 0 T H., X
SERIE T R 2245 — B Z538 . N30 % AR L
SR A VA B B JEOAT, AH B, 2B AT TN HA
FEIARRT, 23 IA X AR 0L e B O e A Y
A B3 BN AS {5 15 AT (Brewer, 2008; Brewer &
Brown, 1998; Foddy, Platow, & Yamagishi, 2009;
Platow, Foddy, Yamagishi, Lim, & Chow, 2012; Yuki,
Maddux, Brewer, & Takemura, 2005), $X1fj, 7EHLSE
ARG, AETETRHAZ R MATT RE R A5 2
#t 2 & 1)y (Ashforth, Harrison, & Corley, 2008;
Roberts, Dutton, Spreitzer, Heaphy, & Quinn, 2005),
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AR, B—MaB, FERBIBN R . — 01505k
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B AT AT AR B IACh B O 2 2 Rt 2 BEAAR ) A% 5
(Chiu & Cheng, 2007), #%, AM1¥E 4 3] 7 FpE
Ttk 2 & 5y (Brewer, 2000; Roccas & Brewer,
2002), WEZE. R, ML B, SRE BULIR
SIFAE S 2 B AL 55 . S RIS R 2 E
Fhos B TG PRSI . R, ASE S H S 4y
(R —1, BRZHRN)X WA E XWEEHE
(R FE 23 By 2 22 M 0T 25 58 B X AR A3 AT A5 1 1Y
R o

X H T A2 B R A v X — AR A 36
[E 2~ Brewer 5% A\ (Brewer & Pierce, 2005; Miller,
Brewer, & Arbuckle, 2009; Roccas & Brewer, 2002)
SRR BT, (AAEABEFE T i & SUA TR R (R 3
R o 4t S B AR B R AEAE R, HIRATX ZE
Fh2s B0y i ELRNE B &2 AR vl BRI A W Y, iX
SRZ M AT BB W o SRy T B G b B 22
AL S B RALB RN, Brewer M AEERH T
12 By &2 4P (social identity complexity, SIC)HY
WS, BRI A C 2 ENFE S0 Z
KRIATEMRIER T2, BRI 20 Z Fh R
B 5y 2 6] 1) B B 5 FF (Brewer & Pierce, 2005), 1%
Fh2x B A 52 2 PR I AR 2 LR R —FioRE X T 1k i B
Py EEFRAE, I TERE— 200 EZAMEAAR R 51 i1
IRTEABZE N B RSMER . Fln, —fr o F
Al pE s B M s AR R I AR MR, H
HAth L PRI A BN R . SR, mt s B iy g
P NI 78 JE— 28 1) b 2 PN B A Rl B 1) 4[]
BFAE D) — 280 b SRR BL o filan, —AZo ik
2, FER B0 b, WA v e 5 A
YE RN BRI B DY, SR IMAEPER B0 b, Wb AT ] fefs
5 [R) A R MR BRI

Brewer &5 AXT#t4x B0y &2 22 PR il i, J2&iE
kO PR AR BN B ) Z Rt By Z BB E &
2 FE R SE P (Roccas & Brewer, 2002), 140, il
S E R o B S e, e ik ATs s B
T R 9 & Rl S BRI R G . =%, BUR .
L4, IF HAE DRSO R B O X ] e A 2
R KR I, REBEHAEIIH 2 4 PRI S5
By, ATAR ACREAA . KR A R4
MRZIR A . SRS, SEMER XA B 5 it 25 5y
FEA IR AT — FR 50 & T N REAAR B 03 BT A e X (WK
FHHERSE E ) Z 8] 56 R BRI P R, Gnede K 3
B A 20 NEREA, “TERFEET, G20
NIBER FHHE” BERGPOLTE 1R B 5(RZA—F)

F 10(AF)RY 10 giiR b, XFREE T —— A,
XA AL T DA 1k S O 3] 1) 2% ol A R A B
ByBCRT BV SR o BT AT FOX A SR AR A Y
R A By R, W RONESR
ik 22 0 B 3 ik v o B RO A 2k

o B B R TERIBE S F N 2002 AREE S,
Brewer B4 L) N HoAb— SeqIF 53 & AR A {8 FH (an Al
Ramiah, Hewstone, & Schmid, 2011; Crisp, Turner,
& Hewstone, 2010), W54 FEHV TS8R
FePE ey 2 el AR TR PR A8 IS BE o FEa 2Rk
B, wmt s B E 2 MR S IR S B i B
FAEMMA T RE AR DM, X B mtt
B 0y 52 2 Ve S R TE A ] RE R IR B AR S — AR A
By 4E 2 b2 MR Y AT RE [F] i 78 i 26 [ 1Y
YEJE b SOZ BRI L, DA REEARXT P A A4S A AR
PEHT, Bk AR Y 45 2L 5 B SE (Brewer &
Pierce, 2005; Miller et al., 2009; Roccas & Brewer,
2002), Bil4n, 7E3EEMULES KSR, #1580
S22V R YA, 6k SR A 1) 25 22 B2 5 5 (Roccas
& Brewer, 2002); ZE{lh, o By 5 A v,
5 RIESMEEAR At 2 PR B B, X RO SR A 1Y
25 B B (Miller et al., 2009).

AR B B A ME R B 4 A S
CEFR K, 2 [5R, 2012), {HJEROMIZERIE KA EHF
58, I LU IA I JT T RS E A T . — 5, 4t
S B 8 22 N2 AL & A W A2, (A5
FHHPL BT o Brewer 55 A\ MY HS F 22 N MR
fEZ A E S By B2, IZBIeBE ANIA S
BAZHEBEG G, FENMDITACHEANZE S
1y 2 1] ) i 25 R R AR AT F P DA e H A ek,
EIFARVIIE S e 2R, SR, B AR
AW B EREZ ARG REA—FER, I H S0
Z/OH HHEMAI T SR etk T, M
D8R Z /DA G HHERAII . i, ABFSOS R
Brewer S5 AN RYAE G, MZULZ X+ 25 B iy 52 5%
PEEHEATIRAE R E, USRI A W25
B2 AR EAT B2 B 03 B0 Bl (5
A, RIS e, B s e (@32
k), Boym i et MR3E Brewer 58 ARYERIBZE
e, XFPE WAt 2 B Oy A S F P, T RE R AE 52 M
NATRHB A TN TR, 52 e %5 s A AT A5 1 B PEA DA
NG LR

S—Jrm, BIXrASSMmA . BARG, e
By S 2 VEA AR FRATRIE RN 0 A B 5y 19 &2 2
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P, W EHERIE R MM F 1R 22t A
It & ac e fst 2o R, BhooE T anfef SR1E [ &
At 2 By, WAz F anfa] AR 42 B0y
| HATM1E, Brewer 88 A B9t 2 B &2 et aic H
KA NRAEEN G A 5 4k 25 B 0 52 2% Pk o] 52 e
HXA N BN BREN 8 85, A 5 BB AEIEE
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K1 s BRE L2 B 0y 52 At i 26 A0 4y, AR —
it disn, A SR A E A S5 s B,
2 BB 2 /DR BLH B A2 By B
P, — D AFEM ST, BMERIEA St s g
By, WERAEM A2 S0y, R A A R A+
SRR, MPEM RS A, w2 S E
Ao Brewer ¢ N FEZICE T 1 reRAE 2 A9 (R &
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I H Al IS A £ 4L 4 5 (Blader, 2007; Chiu &
Cheng, 2007) 4 A1 2 &N L& B0, 5t
S REARAT A —Fh At 2 B0 X TAA TR 2 PE, M
BOR B R T BRI AN IR i Rl 43, $E
T e 2 ) B8 Z2 B AR o Y FRATT N e B A HLA 1
ZEA GO, X FEERATLAE I X i 7
BN, 21 AT BE T ] T XAt AR o REUAR 1)
PEM (Crisp & Hewstone, 2007), M2, G AA1H
RN Z EAL L By, AT BRSSO 5 Y
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SEGHICH AT, FRATATLUE B, AH A,
NATTXS A FE AR B G Y AT A5 1 2% BE IR (Tanis &
Postmes, 2005; Yuki et al., 2005), H1 I ALLF AT DUHE
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8.3%.
222 ZXWwIt

KRR W Rt T fsmsy
BB BCE] 2 DA R SEa0 A . P —41h
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FE b4 m B oE B AR AR, T HLRM# 4288 7T RAGRIE
PRI T BRI A, REAS A R B 1k HAth e K (1)
T4k

T, LR B e — 0y [ w0 ARk

XPatos By S A PE A THR N o A SEHR T H W A T
R W s —— a4 T el —
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B e, RIAAOCHIE, 245 75— Aol i AR,
Bk R A N ZE s A JE U e, HE S i A
AREFNH 4B TR); 5 Hpolm e
MRS S — AR 1, 4t T A FNZ EA S
BHrdandiR . AaEAN L k5T S A
WLEE) AN S I6 {28 Bastian A1 Haslam (2006) A9 5%,
K B R R ks 30 +E & B 5 22 M4 90 02
BAEM B 4 ADWE (R KA By TEP 5B ]
KA AR TR L2 BT I )
K FEAP AR A A LI 132 T i e, PR — 430
ikl B pr el i 42 4t & By, IFZER B
X T4 GO B A AT 7 B, Dok
ZAt o B S A M ERAE IR 00 . 7E R S0 90 2 A,
VL T4 R 0 45 b By Ay 23 At N PF 2 3 b, IF
HRR WP E R4, R BN EZESR .
18, R T EGNE BiE 2 052, X E— Bk
B Z 8 By MRS T4, PRSI 74
SEANEER, ARSI IE X . BRI, TR —
SRk, SHTEFEOR A B S s A A A
N Z EHA B0 E BARLE, 24t 74 En—
SE B RRRIEAE B, B mrh A, SKRRRL, BE K
AHNE”, DR TS,

HWR, AEw B 5 5E B AR 58 iU T A A
KEZ 5, WEFEE A Rl a BB SR 58 i 47 7]
o Hp—{3 2 W Al (4 F) il E PP Y
()45, HIEAE R 1 IR UE S 1% o 21 A0 3% W]
AT, T B A2 LSRR — A r
AR, BT W o R A MR, R ARILAEAE A
Wr ARJEE TR — 51 IS H A G R A 1
WERDE AR “HIRER—T, YIRS EFEHY)
AT, RS is A ER AT MG IR H1E
A F, BRAEA 75 0 B RS IE B AR N E A AR 1Y,
MR YR 7 S0 (1=1E AR &, 7=3E % R &)

PR, BORh 258 i — 1 A orh 2R B i R] 45,
T 2R Brewer, Ho, Lee Fll Miller (1987) A/ 53 X
YT ALY, AL PR BEAF VR AN 4 3 2 (A AP
“SEANRA — A RIT I A TS, R HERE R A
O A A A4 AR, A et LAy
T2 RAR A — 2 W AR, I L EE SRV A AT DA
HEFZm A, WHAEREIEES EFHITCmME
g7, Ji4b, BEIE—A0 ARG (CH TR IE
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A OR 5 e B, 1 BT 0 W AR 4 3 5 A R it
BT o B AR T L HEE AN R R) A, 38
FER Ik, FHABWT AR C L HEZ Y, IR B EAE T
KRl AE i &, AERF T AL B. C. D, E, F,
G LA, IR A S 4 R L Rk
BIAE LR A 4 =2 HE b ], IS AR 2 e HEFE
WEASprlalwe? ), FrA R B BR 7 iy, s
TAES M m it 4y, Hor, i 3 AN H & —Fh A bk
W, 10753 Pr AT 55 TR SEBR, 2RI —A Py Rl
i, HRH R8I H L — Pk n 8, itk A5
AR AT R R X 4 A8 H BRI
e, BT R A R Rk B &
R MR AT 2 B 19 52 A 2 B [R) 8, AP
BER BT AR b B K ) A R 2 B R AT B
VS (an, i R LA N5, 1=, 2=
ANFE) . AR, ZERpESE R LIE N OG22 Rk
PR E, SIS . Mo R A, IF Hf
PR B H iy, RN RS, WF9EEXT
SEE 2 53 RN IR
23 HRE5HH
231 BIMEI
TEARSZEG T A Bl a3 TE ff b e B T R A
H iz sk, 2O S0A B R s T SCs ek, Jf
BB 2 3 P B At 2 By . BARAS RS20
2 BRI RE S 0 T o B R s, H Sk
T4t S BB, B A 2 E S
B0 AT A F 04 By i A2 B T
MR M e = 2.87,SD = 1.19; M gz = 4.27,
SD = 1.05; F(1, 58) = 23.25, p<0.01), K1)
RIS 1 S AR T sz B (R AT
o B Ak o AL, A R0 i A
S By AT BT W 25 SR, WA f — R
Fh2x B 0y AT AE MR P #R A W A 4 (ps < 0.05),
XEE R T ST A R B R B Oy S B AN
At oy By (1) 52 2 P FR A [
232 WEAEBHSEMNERUEEHEMEMXE
S WS AT B A 2 B 0 B 2R X L] A
MISZI, FEASSLIR H, FRATUAR G & it & By
BePEGE . O AR, LI SR AR
HATERINZR I 22000, fRGEHEE RN 1 s,
H2R 1 AR, AHEE 2 B 0 5 e MR AR
158, AT S B 03 52 e 358 v B A A i )
fEVEACE T S PR . Jr 225 A R WoR, 4t
23 B AR RN R W E Y, F(L, 58) = 142.12,

p<0.001, W*=0.71, XULW, M BPETE 2T
2By A BT RIS AT HAT {5 e i S i B

£1 FRSRBEHRIHEATEETH 0S5

AR =R M SD N
1% 9.67 1.42 30
= 14.13 1.48 30

233 #HSEHPNYEKRIE

R TR A S R B TE WA AT E AL S By i
PRz = E v B R A YE R, ARYE Baron FlI
Kenny (1986)Fr$& t B o A28 0 45 36 7 4T 1748
APGRE 2). B ARRNTEBAFEE WA FEEER
AR, #h 2 B i 22 M N B AR & R H 4 65 oy
e, Mt S nE A= -1, aa8hE
Fetk= +1, TICHLLSLTE A B IE, & Bt
2B R I R 3 AY, 1(58) = 11.92, p<
0.001. )5, ¥t SHBENHA R, SR
FePEAE R A AR AR I, 25 R RSB E
AeMEXT A S FE B R B, RIS By R AR
P, 2SR B G, 1(58) = 12.95, p < 0.001, [f]
BF, FATEAE 2 B & et Rt S PR By F AR &
DI AR TG ARy DR AR S A P I3, 23528 G
N AR B SR e R R RS e AN B 2 1(58) = 1.89,
p>0.05; Tfi4h2 s A R MOk i 2%, (58) = 7.81,
p<0.001, MIEFE 2 v[H, BR R 0.84, HEL
N4 0.65, FRANEEN (A Y LR 77.38% [F]
i, FRATXF AN 1T Sobel K302 JE &K, 1t
SR A BN A (2 = 4.04, p < 0.01). I,
FE BB FE AR AT A AL 2 B 5 A2 X T 5 1 1Y
s | 5E TP EHI (WA 2) 3% 3R, M s
A A R AR (A RN MRS 4 (=2 8 e R
FE B, MG A TR (5 AT 2 0 AT 5 A

R2 HIEBHPNBELE

AR RAETE AR I A R [ 2R H50H 0
B y = 0.84x SE=0.19,t=11.92"
o2 m = 0.86x SE=0.18,t=12.95"
=k y=0.76m SE=0.10,t=7.81"

+0.19x SE =0.26,t=1.89

Wy = AlfEHE, x = HaBHhERM, m= s, *p<
0.05; ** p < 0.01,

2.4 itig
SIES 1RSSR S S T AT 1 AR
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B 20 HPREW], $UFEE B0 B A AT
fEVEREIT A R E R . S B B AR 4
EHLE, MR ER 2 EES SRR M),
HATAE AT B W AP o 77 AR X — R B9 L
il e, BRI 2 EE S B H0E T AN 5805
1B PR R, B 5 K AR AT 2 O O ] — A
PRI, DR AT I X A A 3 Ayl {5 P
o AR R PIE K E BRI, POV F oA
Iz, REA A PRIERIF T 45 R AR S

SR . b= 0.84" (FHAY: 5=0.19)

Tz By 5 Atk {5tk
b=0.86" b=0.76"
B2 tSEENhAER
. " p<001,

X —Z5 ] DA B DI B9 S FKr o AT
AAFEF M2 EAE S B0, AGe X 531k
15 O N LURRN, 258 (5 AR 35 T I AR i -
(Crisp & Hewstone, 2007), 1ijJE¥4 H: & A0 S EE
PR T — X LR IAAEAT . ZHA S B
PAE VAN R RRAE T, AT DA <tk BE B 1L
MR R A ZE S S0, AT
AlRE RS B & WA, Pg SO &
RSN | DO R (DN K 3 E SR K S DR E DO 1 e
LRMFRRY], SRR E, +oSIER R
(Charness & Gneezy, 2007; Hoffman et al., 1996;
Rigdon et al., 2009); ASHFFEH, Bl A5 29 (51T
HRZ B0y, WRLITH M TSR, M
M T 5¥EEENASER, mMEeAamRe s
UEH, AESsPR B A4 /)N, 233G 30 AT A5 1 B
#r(Buchan et al., 2002; Glaeser et al., 2000; Rigdon
et al., 2009), AILAUL, SCHG 1 ARGER THIETHE
Fh2x B 0 52 Z S i AT {5 I BIL T o

TESCES 1, FRATTE A W A ke IR AR A I
AU R RHAR S0y 22 5, AT 55 R AR % 30k
HR— B NBE, I8 ™ R E AR R AR S A
(N M) . SRMAE B # ARG T, FRATT5E 7 2
I AT AT i D 8 AR o) AT A5 P Al o 3P A1
AHECAMEAR, AR PR B AT 3 A i T A5
PEMr(Tanis & Postmes, 2005; Yuki et al., 2005), {H
SRR W AN N 5 2 E s B R A s R
e NATTRE R A B 03 %) 1l A5 M PE A W 2 i HAAT]
5N B At S R AR B, IR a4t i

8 TR A A FHXGE PR RRE A B ) 382 W 2 75 S o SRR
PRI A B2 MR B R 2 W7 (R, TR T ORIV SESS: 2
H, TR Bt — 20 B AR AR AR B A2
gL S e AR LR (T

30 S8 2. MM R B A
AR AERZ R A IR VR

31 XBHB

ARSI 55 33E — 25 A5 AT A X 0 S 8 AR R4
TEUR, KBRS 4k 25 B0 52 2 MR i (1) 9875
ERL, ENBAEAEE R S5 S B h B etk Z
(B A2 A 38 AR, DA s i 28] 4t 25 B b A 1
1) R, M AT E AT B AT M .
32 ZWHE
321 #Hik

KL S 5H RFEARVE 120 A, Hh 5
A 62 N, 58 NAFIRIEEIN 18 & 5] 25 %, F
YRR 22.39 %
322 XIWZIT

R 2R . BRI . MBI <21t 5
Wy et m L AR R R, Kk
HARVFIE 2 B B ARS8 Ao A8 1, BT Y 52
52 5EH PP ECE] 4 SRR SEER A, A4y
H030 N o ARSZES H R AR R R SR A R AE AR
A YE PR 55
323 KIIEFRR

TESESS 2 vh, AT BAFATH L2 B0 52 A=
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Abstract

Trustees’ trustworthiness is a precondition of other people trusting in them, which may be influenced by
trustees’ social identity complexity. Previous literature has revealed the impact of single social identity on
trustworthiness; however, few studies have examined how the multiple social identities of a trustee affect his or
her trustworthiness rated by others. The structure of multiple social identities can be measured in terms of social
identity complexity, a concept proposed by Roccas and Brewer in 2002, which refers to the way in which
individuals subjectively represent the relationships among their multiple ingroup memberships. Concretely,
individuals with low social identity complexity see their ingroups as highly overlapping and convergent,
whereas those with high social identity complexity see their different ingroups as distinct and cross-cutting
membership groups. Roccas and their colleagues merely concerned how individuals perceive their own social
identities, but neglected how they represent other people’s social identities. Moreover, social identity complexity
not only reflects humans’ mental representation of their own or others social identities, but also represents one’s
factual quantity of social identities. In our opinion, the quantity of social identities can be defined as an index of
objective social identity complexity, which role has never been paid attention to. The present study expanded
Roccas and Brewer’s ideas of social identity complexity and examined how trustees’ objective social identity
complexity (single social identity vs. multiple social identities) affected people’s judgment towards trustees’
trustworthiness.

In Study 1, we tested the main influence of trustees’ social identity complexity on their trustworthiness. The
experiment was carried out in sleepers of a train traveling from Beijing to Yantai city. Sixty train passengers
were enrolled and randomly assigned into two conditions to read a news report about a Volkswagen car (a
middle-class brand) crash respectively: one group read the report depicting the driver’s single social identity
(low complexity), whereas, the other group read the report depicting the driver’s multiple social identities (high
complexity). After reading, they rated the driver’s trustworthiness and social distance between themselves and
the driver (trustee). The results showed that trustees’ high social identity complexity effectively reduced social
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distance, and led participants give a higher remark on trustees’ trustworthiness. That is to say, social distance
mediated the impact of trustees’ social identity complexity on their trustworthiness.

In Study 2, we examined the moderating effect of trustees’ group category on the impact of social identity
complexity and social distance on their trustworthiness. One hundred and twenty college students were
randomly assigned into one of four conditions in a 2 (trustees’ social identity complexity: high vs. low) x 2
(trustees’ group category: ingroup vs. outgroup) full-factorial design. The experiment materials in this study
were same to Study 1, except that we used two distinct car brands (ALTO vs. BMW) to manipulate trustees’
group category (ingroup vs. outgroup). More specifically, ALTO as an under-class brand, its driver would be
perceived by college students as an ingroup member; whereas, BMW as a top-class brand, its driver would be an
outgroup member. The results confirmed the findings of Study 1 that trustees’ social identity complexity had a
positive effect on their trustworthiness and the relationship between the two variables was mediated by social
distance. Moreover, the main effect of social identity complexity and the mediating effect of social distance were
moderated by the group membership of trustees, and the two effects merely occurred for outgroup trustees rather
than ingroup trustees.

The present study provided new findings about the correlates of trustees’ trustworthiness, more importantly,
which enriched the theory of social identity complexity and previous research. Besides the theoretical
contributions, the present study also had great practical implications for making people’s judgment objective and

promoting the positive intergroup relationships.

Key words social identity complexity; trustworthiness; social distance; ingroup; outgroup



