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ABRUT RHALBLITANLEAREE, RARIREL, B BHMIRKENH L

B, ABRPER—FFB e ETEANBRG IR, NAS IR bt My, 5K, FRAHEMNAE
AFEIEFTHBERETP RRE. TFR AR, ARNAKRAAHE, BidREMNELER
FaiE T L, LB R RRIP R, T AL RNAREP R AR, RBERAE, FHRZREXNHERABE,

ARy o ZVARPP B by — AP T e ik
KEA zIEP R A, MBI, PR
S#ES  B849; C912.6

ZIHR ER B (stereotype)iX — Ri& £ Lippman F
1922 FEEHEE (AREIR) FEHREBHH. &
RMEABHBLITES, KER, REE,
2005), f“— R RN E Xt EA B iR
W& E A A Mg #” (Hamilton & Trolier,
1986, p. 133), B“FE—HSERMRAFTEEN
5 1E # B 5 W & "(Weary, Jacobson, Edwards, &
Tobin, 2001)"". ZIRENFIEAHRKE MM, AHE
BRENBGRUREEHERANEREMIN
Thee. BRI RATLBMM T HE SR, [
ARMNELEFLZHMHEE . RE—HBFEAZKED
%, RIS IHEIZE5 Z HEN —RIIE
fiE. HR, BCPPET 250090 T8 %ot 45 fa s 4k
AL, BNIEAE N AR T e A
HRRS L, MATEXERZFSLFENR.

EEXR, WE, TRRAGREMEE, B2
B RAEEMOEE, HNZRITSHER, 5
X3 THRAE M) T X4 (Ruscher & Hammer,
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2006). A SCBIMAE 5 ZIREP R 4ERF . WiB S
ZIR EN G R UL R YA 1 5 R ED R I 3
BT B R R R .

1 BB S RIWRED R A4+

HRARM, TRREZANHSWEHE D,
R 2 AMESS mW@ES, ANIEER T 4+
T B ZI4R B 8 (Clark & Kashima, 2007; Ruscher
& Hammer, 2006). B2, %388 AATEFEAL 3209
FRARE, HEERNAERESHMEREE®
ENEIN
1.1 BEMEERIEE

MBS, AMT—RE LGRS %R
2 — B ¥ (stereotype-consistent, SO)E &, T4 R
5 2% B0 8. A — B (stereotype-inconsistent, SI)
15 B (Ruscher, 1998). EIff e T — & SIE R, A
I RE R FRBTAREZCH IR SR
(Lyons & Kashima, 2006). XFFBLEHFK N ZIK
EN % —— 3 1 = (stereotype-consistent bias, ML F
IR SC R E).
1.1.1 Z AWM SREDE

FERELEMERNRBEE PN D ANER
HZHR—TARBYRENAR, WZEMEK. —
LB 57 ) % 5 A ¥ (serial reproduction) i A5
PR RE, W ARRBPRRENBHEL
{5 B f94£i# (Clark & Kashima, 2007; Lyons &
Kashima, 2001, 2003, 2006).
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HHRFBEERER D, 435 MERA K
— R 5 B 4 (serial reproduction chains), #
I — M RAIRAEHRER, UBEERN
WAKRERNEHEEL T MR, WFHSEAS
BB AR ZIREN R AR, AREMIFH SC 4
FH ST B AR — AR
HidjE, RN T REREE =M. kit
AHEHIEF —MRERE.

Kashima % AT LR ik R FEE 1%
HERBFEEREN SC RE—uEFELTINLA
ARG, K¥OH SC FREAEE T Tk,
mSIERNEF&F, RHERTHPFLBENE
4 (Lyons & Kashima, 2001, 2003, 2006). Lyons F
Kashima (2003) #5 24 (1) 8 % 5 1 ik 7 56 R
LIRFEHRNZIRE IR, Q)WEE I\ AT
AFTHE PR EN R AR AT, )WEA A
A BT AE AR B K88 4 A R %o 2 AR ED B A BT
B, WBPEESHI SCRE.

ERFENE, HeREHEEPZHUS
HIL SC Wz, FEEN SCERL SIERER
Sz, MRENEBRZRBENE M. Lyons M
Kashima (2006) X3, HHATHEEE, HE
R IR IZ R, BEREE SC MERKH
% B BN 82 AN — B {R Z (stereotype-inconsistent
bias, LA T HIFR SIWZE); HEJAWRAWEZHE
BHBEERE T MR, HERTYUER
SCwE.FAWENZEEHEEGEENEEBRL
A VA U A e — R RO A EE R —3, Wi )
BEHSEREF —BHARLSHRALE R IR
(Lyons & Kashima, 2001), FTLL5ZIMRENS —3
HERERS R A RE SRR E BN
o, HEEE, HEEFHNSCEEZTSIER
B, WHBERGEE—B, WBEERG T
BB EAR. X R AT AP IRE T
FreEREYE: AEVEBEAR NS, WE LN THER
HigdZ 414 B B — 3 (Lyons & Kashima, 2006).
112 MAREXEAkKAE

ETRAIBEENHAZEDPEEEN
BRAKREITZIRNE A ETE, REFEEH
EMEAMEMOLZR. AR, WAETHEN @K
Pk e, aHMEE AR, Wit 2R E

FEAMIIZEEETR SC TR SIS RN RIAE—H
(Lyons & Kashima, 2006).

S£—BER, HBREERSHRNE —HENREN
1% #l(Ruscher, Santuzzi, & Hammer, 2003).

Ruscher % AIBFR R, HERK 24 AXt—4F
BB AT — N LRI EIRE, ISR/ AR
I TR K 18 5 R AN AA (1) ZUBR EN S AH FF (stereotype-
congruent) {5 &, 2855 %R EN S AR (stereotype-
incongruent) ¥ 8. TH, ZIRENSHMHTERES
BN R BARMER e HEARLE, 2 ASHZSM A
BT B B 25 BNt R R B 5 A BRI
ZIM ENZ —BUHIHF1E (Ruscher, et al., 2003).

BRZENRE, 52 AHSMEHES
WML SC RMEMREZ B, 2 ANGEMER
REXNIIFEE R RN RPER . XFE
KB B E2 AR IEE P EZIR DS AR
FEMIHE L, EAZIRENE N 2 AE, 2R
NS HAERERESHEMNTEMA. AW, XHY
F 2 A H 6 EI % (Ruscher & Hammer,
2006).

R0, Ruscher I Duval (1998) 7£5£% 118
HTAHHEGR: EEBREFIINEET,
BFEARMG RN 2 AL TG 8 S amENIE
BER, SEESMNE AT SIFER, WEXH
X EFEHEENRLORE, ZIRNFMRITIHE
Wb vl B, BRAEFRISIHL(E FR)F W s e
B SC .

12 B8P EEHMRIZE

AL ZIR D Z AR BRI RES, WaE
FERIE UL REHEEEWE. TAKAR,
X mEMNZRNENERSEFREZEER
(Wenneker, Wigboldus, & Spears, 2005; Wigboldus,
Semin, & Spears, 2000).

XEHRA— I RABREEAZIB PR
HSCHAT A BT, i AR E F
SR BERRZIR AN B, BEMRME—
B H 8 & 7 B (Linguistic category model,
R LCMREN. XIMRBEZT RSN 4
A (Wigboldus & Douglas, 2007; Wigboldus,
et al., 2000): B AEAEIRMEENESA, fdH
AT MEEAT (0, “A F1 B BF); HHEMESIES)
W, #WER—MEEFM. AT H, “A FB)
B”);, R&EFE, #AERRE@, “A EX B);
MEBEMEWHER, HEAREYHHETR, RE
FURRFAECI, “A R K.



BIsHEIW

WIS ZIRE R MR TS -489-

12,1 EERESWINEDRAOLER

AAVHE S P9 BE 4R R 5 B9 BT S B
W R E AT RN, SERBEE N, “The
in-group member is helpful”, “The out-group
member is aggressive” (Wigboldus, et al., 2000)),
BEMEES, MHRRARERANASEATA
S BEAERR RO EAAT R, SAEREERR M
#ji8 (“The in-group member pushes some-one”,
“The out-group member opens the door for
someone” (Wigboldus, et al., 2000)), i& & &
ik XA EUR, BEARAIES BB R = (Linguistic
intergroup bias). XM imE Bon, AR ATERET
WHESHHEBEEREEZROE —BE AR
—HER, WHEMSRYESHRZRNRE -
FR. B4, SABREZREDRBAETR, XIE
RIS AT R RS E MR R R

Maass ¥ A (1999 KK, AMEHRS
BHE BT AR, ESRMBKFRTHRRS
WER—BHTH. RBLESZMRENEZAFHE
FRAYIAE LG, X5 204 ER S AE 1 10 B AR A 6
b, HMBKPER. XMHMR, #RIESH
1 8 1R 2= (Linguistic expectancy bias). 3 B 7T 8
—B R, WESES, AN RSB
BAKNGERR, EXASEAMSERRNES,
T 3 OX FE B 15 B B 1 38 5 5 0 i S BE A
RO#AT 2 R B & KB OH M (Wigboldus,
Dijksterhuis, & Van Knippenberg, 2003; Wigboldus,
et al., 2000; Wigboldus, Spears, & Semin, 2005),
REEGEFEZFEYHADSEEELEL
SRS AR, BMEE T ADR#A S5
B & (I B i (Wenneker, et al., 2005)., 5 B {kHik
Mk, WEBARESSEN BAREHGH—RL, B
BN AR B 2T ERSIEFE L. B
U, HARKESHERMHERRANGEREDT
5 BB X S0 Bk B B T B ZI R EN & R B
SERETARNZA AN, BREY, E5W
Eo BB IFERFCH MR K E % (Karasawa &
Suga, 2008; Wigboldus, et al., 2003).
122 BN ERSEERE

AR, REEHNEEEHF, MEE
7 B AT E &SN RE R
& & WZH W 1 B (Douglas & Sutton, 2003;
Douglas, Sutton & McGarty, 2008; Wigboldus, et

al., 2003). 7E Douglas 1 Sutton (2003) B3R, 4
BREFEN, AP EALRIHERRAER
T4, ibgR IR LOM R EB Jmfd . &R
K], 5ol HARCR A M O s X
AR, FHEEERFEETERM O
BREADHAMBIR, EEMEHTHEHE ESERE
HRRAAMAMHE. ZHASEREY, BdF
ERMIARRE B R, O RMERTHES
TRz, 330 HE I S B ZIR TR R .
1.3 %@ A & i 15 88 Th 8E ijt (situated-functional
account of communication content)

M ERBHARNBPRAEFH, AR
PEBLBARDZR —BELE, KB THEEF
GYHREN. ATEEWEBRSHENER
H135%, Clark f Kashima 2007 532 i T B A E
FIfE B Re v . ZHEIRIAN, SCIE B SIE RS
MERTHEHE AR HeEBDR
(social connectivity function) fl {5 & ¥ zh
(informativeness function). JWE{EEARME, 1F1E
FERMWEDIGE—IEE YW HREESAE.
BELRS TEERAERNEEDRNER
FRUREHRR. X T SIfER, SCERERF
HoERE, BEEHAR. JWEBENEHMREN
TEHBHTIHESER, WA HESKXEM, 2
MAEBRITE— B AR —BOAR N, X
VBT FE AR, EEFERY SC FRRS
WSIERABETESHMAH®. HAHARBLEN, 5
REARE X RARFRIAMLE, NEARERERE
FEH 2 AN, STEBELZHERIT SRR DR
TR, FEXTURENZRAILEOR,
4 FF H 35 % 5% & (Ruscher, Cralley, & O'Farrell,
2005; Ruscher, et al., 2003). {H 438K B BN
TREXGEDRM, X T REBHRERDN
PO, SIEERSFRE R LR EERS
i .

XA B, WP, ATEREEE
ZIRENZER, NMEEHFLRIREOZ B LR
AR, RAAMRFME. HEER.
EAFFHR, HEERNZIRED S, Ridks
REWEN TG, FHEBEEFTRATHLS
REMHR

R, WEBSEEAROS, FLRRDER
FIRERERE.
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2 HBEZRENRYTH S _

WEFRET, BANTEAEELTZAITER,
B HFEN SRR ZIIR VR AR R R A, B
PRIR) BV, JUH R BEE TR ) el B l, *f ke
EEMBI AT BEER AN — &
RIS .

2.1 BERaESRIRNRMREL

Thompson 5 AL # 44 P8 i R
T BE A A v T8 X 20 AR BN B A 2 1) 5 i (Thompson,
Judd, & Park, 2000). iT 4T, 4 PRI —4,
Hoep 2 AR E S —BAAE X A BEEMNAEL, R4
2 MEIRFEIE X B BAERME. 235, #Hik
BRI A BB BARENR, K5 4 A—&id
w. BWHIEKMT, MR ¥%] A B BERH
B, ERHT R ARRN: TR HT, M
BRSNS A. B BEEMZIRERE NN, WHEE
SR EFERAEENES—BE. B, &5
RBEEFT M RHE—AANFERFE I ZEAR
BARMZIRERELE . XFERE, A S 98
REHAS B, FaIIMER IR RERERE 4
ZIRENE b AR, BEAmsAE EENA MY
R HE), SR ENG AN AT REE

Brauer % A%} Thompson %5 A [ sE 56 #2 1F i
171 2% (Brauer, Judd, & Jacquelin, 2001). ZEAth{]
g, §AAK 3 AR ER—Hin#
R, RETHEMATX % B bR & .
%85 Thompson ZE AR, TR
X EH AR 2R ED B R AL . X B, B
W XHATHIRANME, #Xs BRI
% M4 R % (Kashima, Klein & Clark, 2007;
Klein, Tindale & Brauer, 2008).

A, EEEEBEEAEED, BERAT
REH LA HEHRIRENRER, EEEE
51118 — 5 iz Z0) % Bl 8 (counterstereotypic)E B . 7E
—sepy thrh, ATRES A SR E Bl fiE — g R 2
WERER, MAES ks, WA
BIAASERZRENRELE . XM RZIR NS
BRARRSGAE, Xitie e Rk BN =
W . JRIMRDEE B VBN, aEs
BRAHERKENZIRDZE BN —FIrHR
ZIREN A5 B, T8, A FERZRZFZ
RENR AR, HefE, MWmAIX B iR R RR
HESBBEMRK. R, URZIKHZEL

£rh e, MAFEENMRAE RZRNRE
BEf, IS imiig. R, #F
RAAMDBREROAN, EHERERM—FEZ,
HIANN B OB RFREX— M A, ER M
BT ROER T, PHEEHRSIVOERLT,
SIEE L a5 AR5 T e R ZRED RS
B, iR S Bk R 5 6 R 2B EN B4 BRI EMZ R
L EL. TH, S RZREGHE B HITRE A
A, RENZAW BT MR EN R 5 >
(Brauer, et al., 2001). X484, HERNEE @~
ERZIREDBIRHUIAS, ERIREDR(EBE
AL, BT LASZEHNE.
22 BMCAOBSRMENREED

BN ZER-BEAEKEHER M, &
b, WIB)R, £EESH KR AZERKBH
25 5% SR B2 M 5 1% B K 0 ZU AR ED % (Hilton & von
Hippel, 1996). iX#f, A& R 2B EPHAFRR,
HERZ BB E TR, SRS BEENESE,
EZNELERLRBHBEENORR, #HBHLE E—
MR E. 54, BTRETH, AN 84
WIRE G 7= A HGR, RS EN T HAE 5B
AR, 4R FE AR S 7 BT 2K 0 1K B (Pettigrew
& Tropp, 2008). W, SZ FBriAE R ZIRENZ
WEZAE X —ANEBERRE, @l AW 5B
VRN AR EXIREDRARL. REHEERE
BRAESZIREN S EEMHFT BTN, HE
5 < B¥ br B fh (intergroup  contact) 9 K E B R A
HMREE TR . FEohEab R v, Lk
REEWBREREIEZTIBEMRE.
221 HE#M —UBEAMNEGBEATR

B, B BB AN B A B A AT T X T
MBI . XA R B R R BRI R
B, R FIENAT U AW, —BHREE
BRI E B U S A B R R R B, WU
PR SRR ALK T, A RERRNHER
SBARSE, i S5 EE R A T S
WX A AP BRER IR . XEMREARLETF
MR 57— KPR R ST S A, b
5-AABdgammitisiTaias, REE
W EW RN ZI R ERSE. XBPFREL L
BT LRI,

HARFEMENEMBEREZRDER
5{mN.. Allport 3% tH T #¥ b4 b sl > B br il W69



EISHEIMYW

MBS AR ED R AR B -491-

BAELM, B WHBEFFEHIL; HHRAMB
BhHEM; WEATENXRERBEEEE &
B IR BRI Pettigrew & Tropp,
2006). EBE EHRH LR, 51K T XE WG
M8 . Pettigrew 1 Tropp (2006) 3 515 IH
KBESR IR RIAT T o, b koka
38 MEIZRM 25 k. BREM, # L Allport
BHEF RS E XEEBRDRAE, JFH
XELGRTFRIEAN— N EAHI,; HiXEEMG
HA AR R K06 & R, —2RHE Allport
FUEMEMETEET EHEMNER, BESEEN
2, 9% A KA HFEMBE, BFERTL
KT R, BERR B ARF R LA X RBCFHIX
MNAEYEE T-0.21,

W, FE IS BN AT R K
MR ATEIAG, TRREDSR KL HAREXS S
BRI ATEIAG . B, AN E T REH S
ZIREN BB KA., AR EREN T
PR B ARRNZEENEN, SRERA
B BN ERARDR, RFERFESMN
H. 7F Wolsko & AR —I#F5LF, 5 LA —4A
SER NPT, SHPARKEEN T ACE
BHFE), ARNEAN FTE/MABREEP SN
BUMER TS, —RH ES, AKORIS
MTAZIRENE -3, WES —LRNAH, 4
KHRANESZREPEA - SRENR, TR
MNAFEFZE, TRERFHEHT, widxdthT
EMAREMEIRS T; AN, LEEAKHER
MERTENANBEAZRENR AR -, H#
WHREZBFHABRERN, ¥RAMNT AR
WEPRBIBREA ST M. XU, EXREZRE
B, VIR FIANEN: B BB AN R
RERIBEZIRENER—BHITH, HRX
TREEEFER AR ZNBEHAYER
(Wolsko, Park, Judd, & Bachelor, 2003).

W, HENBEREMBRAES =EEESR
MAE 4 . Pettigrew F1 Tropp (2006; 2008) $5H, £
BB ESERE R, &8RS
R RHIEER PN FE. Ortiz F1 Harwood (2007)
WKW, ROBATEREMON, HERGE
it EALRBEE, NE R —5 R REE
fid; BRI EMATAIN S ERBZIRE S,
M, BEEMEEERK.

222 fEEEM— RGN TRAMXXRDB
£R
HTHEEMESZIHFERERERN

AW, HEVRE BT B & Fp B B

filt, BIY DA T K Ay b A BEAT BEBR VA E, %)

WRENR SR, WABERXR. H AR,

{8 N b VR 5 B B 0 18 P B BE PR 45 B (Ortiz &

Harwood, 2007). i #fih(extended contact)FIf{

T % fitt (vicarious intergroup contact) A2 ) £ &k

A AR B P A T
SEMRIE MR BA A, THABERR S55R

R R R IF A RIE R, BRI XS IE

# % B (Wright, Aron, McLaughlin-Volpe, & Ropp,

1997). X —BRELHARKNFERPHER TR

iE, Tk 5w B 1) 4% FE (Cameron, Rutland, &

Brown, 2007; Cameron, Rutland, Brown, & Douch,

2006), kb3S E AR BGE I (R WL (Pettigrew,

Christ, Wagner, & Stellmacher, 2007) % . 7E

Cameron I Rutland (2006) HIFARF, 2. 3 NI

WILE 4, Wi LENES LR HE

HIAER S HE. WHEPRREMER LERES

IEfE#R . EEHEF, LEEDHEHNITE. EREK

R, B MO (R R Al B9 IE % L E X R AR A/

IEHR RN L, SRR R R, M

MNMEERBRERAIILE-RESE5EMNED. K

PR BB UL B, IR BN T e Rl bt 19 B ek .
AREEMBRLAY, i &FEN B

PrEm i EHE R, e A MEzRaRS

P WA B B9 (Gomez & Huici, 2008). LI

PRk, —MRELHM. RERR S B

A KM, 5—FMRERAE R RAES

B EM, RERS. ZRENER T IR

UM KF. Ortiz Hl Harwood (2007) H)EZE R,

ZEERMESRGEMPBEGD, BESS

TR, EFEBANAQANNEKE), AFT

HPAY, HBHEELE EREREERAMA,

SRR RIETEE N R A ZERN,

BEIAMEEBEZEEM, #5E HE (social

distance, ZATF T 1EN BB AE R TEER)EiL. T

Gomez FI Huici (2008) A SERRAE T L E b

fER £, BAGER P BRI ERE) S WE

— B B S ERRBREAR 55 — ST EREA N ZRI R .

FBTHARAMERESTEHEHENEDFRAR
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HWHEHEE S, RIGFNFARIN. ERRM,
X TR AERB), REHERERGE
SRR F A BRI B R R 1 B AR BR A ) LE PEAS AE E A
WE, AU, 8 RENREEMZ
BB (BGRB8, R
fil7E — AR E B W LA X EN R A A .

BURE, BEOrEAL, 5500 A A KB
fi, %554 L B0 R0 RO AR BB R B AR AR
e A, ZIREPZACKILFE R Qb miE, LIS
TIAREH A B+ — KPR WA
AR R SRR EN S . (BIXFFABET ARSI
WAIEYER A, FEREE BT 108 S A, ZIARED
S BN RERN. T — S RAFITEE
HfER, RBRS AR EZEREL —.
3 INER

RICHI S BRH], BAATE, kB
FEER DL ER, B REFNESME, BF
SRR R —HER, Hmiek. gFcF
BIZARED S . [, CLitie 7 AT B A A
i, bR RPRBZRNE B EEELME
W, BHERRENRARGE HRim. TRERE
WZPTLAE G e R ZIRENGIFEZIREN S
Beimte, RERAAMNEENEEBNZ —RAT
BB B ZIREEREFERR Rk
B A RIIEATRIR, B ZIIREN R —~BE R, A
FTAMIERZX V@ AR TS AM1H06, Em
138 RO B R IE S BUE TS B AR B 4R
i, AMIEXEHFEREZRDEFA—HELR. X
HHEAFRERRRNERE B, HE,
REEFHAMNERTERSHERZXB 5/
NEH—BBEHE, WiFWHRXKRNBER, T
IX A 1F A2 95k /b B 151 200 B BN 2 ) R HE 2 BT A

507, EEEAT RIS 5 AV R A
BIEERE, XA R AERE, NE SR
A MEIZIR ENR M EARROR, TR, o,
LA, A AR R R B R AR

BRI R ARMBIE I 7750, 7T LUR S £R e R R A,

AT AR S B S AR, BT
D AW ARIXT SN BRI ZIAR EN G . s BT I, 2K
H, AUEABZBRDE. MAKITA’

* EABBREEBRESIE, HRTARES KBTS S
FRFENZBRENZR 5 W K.

(Karasawa & Suga, 2008), 17 LA Ay il . 9%
ZIBRNZE5RIAKEN TR,

HEREFENE, BENITREBAKNRE
AR AB AR R KT ELERNZIR
HSER, MEMEMOMANEY, WRHHk
MR THIABEZTRIBEANTEEER, B
BEAT BEAR 03 0 B R AR B IR B X AR BE AR R 1
V¥F4r (41, Cameron & Rutland, 2006). ] W., #¢&
BZZIRENS, HERKBEE LR TFANEER
BTHACEEERRDER-BHNER.

4 RERARRE

MEAANEERMERE, WREE SR
XTHRHENZIRN S . R, RIBEERAEN
TheetE sit, REHEBARNFAHLG R, K
THEEE. BHh, ANSREEREREER
BAE. U, E5EHHEFEHESR, X F&F
BEHREZNFETIRERAEE, WHEAFUE
B X . #, Ruscher & A (2005 B3R, &
FOARR 2 AR, MXEEES 1 X, BZHESAR
FEM 1 X, STEE £ IR a3k 1T 8 2R B0 54
B, HRERAERTERZIRWENS. B4, °O8
FHERERRMWEE ZEA, AR A I
HEVERGERM ARG BRR? 2443
ZIRNE —BERERA—HER, RESKH
FTHEFEURRNBER~EMABEEIFR?
CEFEREXRRNMBEEFBNRRET RS
—HEARTEESHERT ZRHESFWH
REERIH,

Fot, FRSCALE SR B AL AL 3 LR
Hg—BERNEERESTRA? Xt —4
ERFTHNE. 5SAESHAEM BREAAN,
EE M, FSPAMEIKEERRAMAG@,
FEA. BAN), BT EREER T SER
IfE(Kashima & Yeung, in press). M4, HHEH
ERBARAMARGEWETERSLEZ
RENR —BE B ?

MNEREREKAES: H%k, BT EEH
HRZBEONSEHOHE, KEEFHERE_HZ
RAEELPER L, BROBBR -_FRAMNRARE
T, HECHEFWREGR, ROBFEELE T
b7 00 BUE B b R R B — A X8 B # (Binder,
et al., 2009; Pettigrew & Tropp, 2008). B, W
He b D BRI I, SRR R HEEEM R AT R
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FEAERBRER, REBBIEE, —NEEN
FERMREME—TE. REMERSIEERN
YEIFREE, EEN BATATZ AR T ENFE
SEMAMB—FRER. HK, AERARKREER
ET T SRR AN D HRENZIRESR, 280
T OBEAEN ZHEE RN R . R, X
BRI D BB BB AA R RS
FHIRMBATRER RN : BB E & AR E
HWHE BRI S HA, MA17ES O BEA KRR
TS ES, UIFEEREARIH XD
BRI, AR, DEEARTIX KR B £ BEE
I BCRRAE B SRR, AR B B i S AR AR A A O R
IS A IR AR . MXTTR R, B
BxHR A HER, B2 kIR 2 BB X
D BB BRI R, TOXS g D BB R Y 2 SR
W w N, AERMRNHASEE;, REEHR
Y58 % BB AR — 5 OB MR BRI s Y
AR, 70T Rk 2D BOBE A X 25 BORY 44 (1 (s
JL.(Binder, et al., 2009). BF4, BEBRVE />R
TR RN THWERRY B ARNE
WWE? BB RTDIRZB AN R
REAEHTHEFEEES>HHE P =EEX
HIEmINE? KIEFFFARRPIARE SRR . B
Gh, SEHRENMKAREER M ELE], R
o ¥ 38 A AN R — PO K R Ak B A L L Sk
M. B@EDPERGIFERREE L, FARX
i O 2 EL B T SCRA I 6k (B 5 SR BEAB B 5 A
FAKR), FHE B Br 3 A 58 75 T B sl /D ZUAR BN 52
(Tropp & Pettigrew, 2005).

B, RO X E T8 S 1EH
TUEZWENR. BB, FRERKRRZ
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Transformation and Inhibition

. -1 1
ZHAI Cheng-Xi *; LIYan-Mei'; LI Shu
(Institute of Psychology, Chinese Academy of Sciences, Beijing 100101, China)
¢ Graduate School of Chinese Academy of Sciences, Beijing 100039, China)

Abstract: Communication is a tool for humans to exchange information, which establishes and maintains
mutual relationship and social behavior. A stereotype can be defined as “a cognitive structure that contains
the perceiver’s knowledge, beliefs, and expectations about a human group”. In recent years, researchers
have explored various effects of communication on stereotype maintenance, stereotype transformation and
stereotype inhibition. Results of these studies showed that 1) ingroup communication maintained stereotypes
or led to a polarization of stereotypes with strategic choice of information and biased language; 2)
intergroup communication, especially the vicarious intergroup communication, may constitute a possible
approach to stereotype inhibition. Identification of these impacts would help to further understand the
intergroup communication.
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