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SHRRKRE T TORSMIZGT TOER
[ZR89 % BEEmRIR 5T

SERY D S )

1. FLC®IC

Febid, By &R CER (WEH) IZATET 2 1T LT, e e <El
LAZET, £, TEEEKBTWD ] LELLZENREZ42HDH, THL
T2 ENAELTLERO 1 DIz, ST (social projection) | & FEIIL 53R
M2 6 Db, Zud, BB, BB ORE (TEMEM R
. MEREFER E) &L H /\ﬁxfﬁﬁﬁpé WEM DD A 23— 22 B8
(automatic) [ZFH L CTLE 9 Z &I12L D, (Clement & Krueger, 2002; Krueger,
2007; Krueger, Acevedo, & Robbins, 2006) WA, B, TARE] <o [
Bl TR RS EWosT7-H5y Yar D & 5 BRI O ’ﬂb’(ibé (e.g.,
Krueger & Clement, 1994; Krueger & Zeiger, 1993; Spears & Manstead, 1990) 721F
T FREMIHEY SN2 OBIRY O E2ERICH L THAEL D Z
EMNZ L DOMIE ToH - T 7= (eg,Cadinu & Rothbart, 1996; Clement &
Krueger, 2002; Garmzow & Gaertner, 2005; Gramzow, Gaertner, & Sedikides, 2001;
Otten, 2002; Otten & Wentura, 2001),

—J7. ZOWRTHLNTRSTEEHERBRO 1 1%, B R, WE
ekt LToA—ELTAERETLIEWVWI 2L ThD, Thbb, WEHDX
N2 LTI, AR ERROBEN RS D (BLF, ROT 4 78S —
7. BHODETR L TWRWIMER O A L3 —I2x5F U CiE, R A3 i &
n-v, X, BoEFOREL T ERFSOBEEZEFS LIZV 35 (BT,
AT 4 THEH) EVoBEN LIXLITRBE TS (eg, Cadinu &
Rothbert, 1996; Clement & Krueger, 2000, 2002; Gramzow et al., 2001; DiDonate,
Ullrich, & Krueger, 2011; Mullen, Dovidio, Johnson, & Copper, 1992; for review,
Robbins & Krueger, 2005), Z ® X 95 7 THEMMIERIMEL 2348 T 2 Ol ik
255, HERDZL OIFRIE., Thd TEDX ST EL D200, ZDB4
NS EZYTTER, —FH, KRTIE, 20 Ted] £ACL200 207
HEZZONWT, ZAETITRHIN TV DN DO0DE T /L& HUDIZ BRERAY
BEtZ1T 9,
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2. KHMRKRETFTOREHBRFITOLRICET HHEETIL

RS E R 2 BB FERFREIZ OV T, T4, &b I HmE %
1IT>TUWbD DL, Riketta » (Riketta, 2005, 2006; Riketta & Sacramento, 2008)
Thbd, 61, EHMIERFRENREL D7 vt R80T, BamENNER
EAMEFRDRARIEZ ED L5 b D ThH D LI 2 i ——H [ M B LR M A
INEBEREE 2 D LT 5, BARRIIE, AR & AMER DY R B
RIZH D LRI NIUE, BCORMEIZ, WEME &I, MEFIC LA S
D, EHMPBEARIRERICH 5 &R S v, fﬁ:/\ﬁ’ﬂ"i% X, NERE
SMERZ ZBYE /RS 2 05 T Tk, WERHEISH L TEIR YT ¢ 78RN
ﬁtﬁéhé ji SMERNCT LTI, AYT 0 THEREPAH ISR o720
WEH LT H T 4 TERIEPETRT ol oL s b, FEE, &
lF'ﬁ'ﬁFa'g%f s %D ST E L LR L 72 Riketta & O —1H O AF 52 (Riketta,
2005, 2006; Riketta & Sacramento, 2008) TiL, Z DX 9 72 PHI L eIl —E L
TWDLDITTIERNEDD, PR ZHITIEWVFERBFLNLTND, LLFT
X, Riketta © (Riketta, 2005, 2006; Riketta & Sacramento, 2008) <> DiDonate et
al. (2011) Ze EICES x| #E2mRSIZEIT 52 9 LRI #REEL LD
F<HBALY D EEbNIEGREGHE LT, (DBALT - Toh ) 7 /R
(self-anchoring/differentiation) 7 /L (2)38ENIAF & (cognitive consisntency)
ET b, AN, Q) IR HERR  (induction reasoning) E7 /LD 3 D&EHY k-
L AR OB RIS O W TERER IR E A AT D .

M 'L 7oAV T/ EZBRBIEETIL

Cadinu & Rothbart (1996) ([ZH%k3 2% Z DT /L ClL, EHMIRIL F TOL
EHRERHNRRD L I 722 oD AT v FIC k> TAERT S ET5, 9. Al
HE & WEMN A 72B84% (a unit relationship) (Z& 5 & 78419 DL m
UC, HCOBRMEZNEMICERF L, NEFOREMEA A —VaH#HEET S (B
T TN 7)), EDO%, FONERA A=V LER KT ENTED
T, SMERNCET 2RI E N TS GERL), ZosEiTbhbhd [ER
b1, 7TV LR FCRLND THEMRZEREOMFH{L] (accentuation;
Tajfel & Wilkes, 1963) &5 — A7 FMEAICERK LTk, Lizh-> T,

1 Riketta (2006) TiL, BRAGEEUT ATREME (selective accessbility) €7 /L. fcili /BN (optimal
distinctiveness) €7 /b, LBNEMT A7 7 47 4 (common ingroup identity) E7 /L72 &
IZOWTEHEKLIINTNDN, ZDHRITOITZIISE (e.g., Riketta, 2006; Riketta & Sacramento,
2008) TiX. ZNOHDETFTILOZUHENRLT L EE LSRN ENRRENTWS, ZDOXH7
FRER T — Z IS L, AR T i@ﬁéﬁ#m%kmbﬂ730@%TW DUVWTHLY
55,
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SR BRI
AN

HoA A=Y WEEM A A — AERA A —

Figure | BL7 - T o B VT FBEETNDOA A=K
(Riketta & Sacramento (2008) XV {Exk)

ZoEELATrE AL, BEHABRKAETTCIEZ, 774V M B2 — U AT 1 v
2 (oppositeness heuristic; Cadinu & Rothbart, 1996) FJIZAR T 5 & b,

ZOETNDORERFFIT. SVERA A —DIFIRERA A -V 2B LT
(N & DEREERT) BlRshd T 58ICh5, I TIE, HEORB
PEA A=, (WERIA A —T 20 L0) M) I8 L FHlSnT
W25 (Figure 1), iU, WEMA A —UR, HoOA A —VEEERNT5 2
LIk VRIS Z & (eg, Clement & Krueger, 2000, 2002; Otten, 2002;
Otten & Wentura, 2001) & IIXHRIITH 5,

Riketta © (Riketta, 2005; 2006; Riketta & Sacramento, 2008) (Z LiLiL, Z D
EELVAMEHEEDR ED LS IATON D N E AT DD, %.FEJBQH* A
Thd, T7obb, W%.&%ﬁ.@%g%?ﬁ)m%é’]f%é oY SR AU ik
LM EZFL L TR X AHABREY . WERITIIR ST ¢ 7EHNN, ME
FICIx. X BT 4 TENPELRT < o —T7 S HFEM (harmonious)
ThiHrERMENDITE, NEM~OXTT 4 7HEFIMHI S NS Z LT
éoﬁk\ﬁmwxfy7f%5ﬁw7-7/ﬁj/7(W%lm@ﬁa@ﬁ
PEFA) 1, EETLRERICAE L 2 BEIRZR2RIMER TH Y (e.g., Clement &
Krueger, 2002; Krueger, 2007; Krueger et al., 2006; for reviews, Krueger, 2007;
Robbins & Krueger, 2005) . £ [HMBEFRMERREN L ITMNIZAE L D LRES LD
(Riketta & Sacramento, 2008)

(2) BAMNFEMEETIL
ZOETIVE, LRI T TOMSIES 2B A S ~0EgE-S I &
WOBLEPOIT 20D TH D, BAEMFGIEERD —>Tdh % Heider
(Heider, 1946, 1958) ® /N7 » XA B 5 % i ] L 7= Greenwald, Banaji, Rudman,
Farnham, Nosek, & Mellott (2002) & OfGEE “unified theory” NXFEHITH 5,
RABA GHERRR CIX, —MKIZ. AR, HOBERRICHT 2 R8ELIERY
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BAfRZ . AL & B U CTRER L TV Aot G4 28 /O IBIRR & 7
GV —BEMEA RO LSRR T 2R DL LT 5, bLEADLOM

IZFRAIN I B A MED RN TR WEA I, AIRIESCEENAMR S5 7

D, MR OLHZRFEORDE (2= NEFR) 280720, HDHKZIxT 5
DMERREZ (B, ROT A TR HT 47~ BIELTEDT5HZ &1
;@\%ﬁﬁﬁéw@w%%ﬂ%ikawdf%né(&ﬁal%éww)

Greenwald et al. (2002) 1%, Z 9 L7=@8Zi) 7" & A NERIT X9 D41y
BT kmf%ébék#é bbb, NE, HCORBMEZ, B ERY
T4 TROFEORSENH L LRIMT HEFICEN T 2EHANH L3, T
X, TNRRIEEOHW B EZ LT 0T HEThHD, WS, BWEN x0T 47
BRI D L FRAT D ERNTI LT \mﬂ%m@W®%.éﬁ iz, BHC
DL ERAE L X D £, TOME, 20X REMICRLTX, B
O & B DB E BT 23 0T 4 TERABAE TSI 725,

ZD XD RETMESTIX, NEF EAMEM R FFHIBERICH Y . REHE
WOMERIZKRE L CR AT ¢ TGRS AT D12 L, ANER~OXTT 47
BRI AR T D2 LD, TS LT, WNEER & AMER D P Btk
K%@\%ﬂ%ﬁ\mﬁl’ﬂbfkﬂﬁ SMEMNIZ L THR YT 1 770K
HE2AT 5 &2 2GEIIE, WEMENMEFOWThIZEBWTH (Ao
RS D) ﬁ7?47?§§¢f))ﬁﬂjéﬂé ETHlEiD (Figure 2),

DX, BB EFEMEETLE LT TR L TETIV FER T
?w@\%ﬁﬁ%%@%ﬂ®%@homfm\mﬁ@ﬁwbtﬁﬁ%%wﬁé

BT, ZO200FT NI, TDAER T o RTONWTIEL, DR
fﬁota_at%:ﬂiiﬁbfb\é o X oz, BEaEFEAMHEET L TIE, NEH
ENERDOWTNIZH L TH, QE(®E@)%EQW CEET D L T
L TRMEHEEN TN S L 95 (Figure 2), T72b b, AMEHITKH T 5 B4
X, WEMA A=V EMETIIThbs L LTEY, ZoRT, MERICH

WEERIA A —

S I BIARIE

AERIA A=Y

Figure 2 RAINEFAGHEET VOA A=K
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FTLEPFAPNERAS A=V SND LT D0LT - TUoh ) T /R
T E I, RES L > TWD (Riketta, 2005, 2006; Riketta & Sacramento,
2008),

2 ODFETIIVORAKBRAER, T7Rbb, SMEM~OEFDRNER A A —
T EBA T D O IIZ OV TIL, Riketta (2006) <° Riketta & Sacramento
(2008) THRRAMITONTWD A, L L EMMHERFRAFEON TV L DI T
(=S4

il 2 1L, Riketta & Sacramento (2008) DZEHR 1 TiL, RAEHIT T U AT L -
TEREMIEVH LIZERAL T TV — (eg, EETEHS YrY =2 FF—
L) R L, W EAMER & O TR & HFRnBIfR 2 Al H L 7=,
Z LT, 17 OMWERBEEIZOWT, BEICHET2EMHMEE (ACIZYTXES
FRED) . NERNCEIT 2 BMHE (WERMEE) . KUOSMERNCET 2 BIEHEE
GUMERIHEE) Z1ThE. £ 6 ORI O W TEREFES T2 H.0 & Lo
ANEIT>TWD, TORE, NEMHETEICEWTIE, BHHORLICED L
T HOOBWEZEINT R T ¢ 7N P —B L TR SN, AMEMHE
B LT, EHBDRBFHNTHLINHMAN TH L0 L > T, BOZ&S
TORENELRY (WG > BEABEMR) . £k, GEomic T
boledy) WERMEENT2Z R LNICR T2, 29 LIERERIE, B
TeTRN TS ERAETNE BT OO TH D, B, RO R
IX. Riketta (2006) IZBWVTHHEHN TN D,

—7J7. Riketta & Sacramento (2008) DZEEk 2 TiX., FiMDZEE1 L1383
RPN TWD, ERR2 TIE, BLEOHSEN (ERiHEOFET 2
RFOLEFR) 2T, SMER GloRFOLETED) & oM, Wi
H L IIBEMBERE AN T Ak TEV I LTz, £ LT, £kl &
[FER, MASFHEICEET 2 B, WEH. KOSMEHICOW T ORMEREE 21T -
Too ZORSE, WEMHEE, SAEFHEEONT I TS, EHHEARIC
Ko THEEZRN T HIREN R 2> T2 (HFRMBEHR > BAmBER), £,
AMEMEE X, WEMHEE & FEE, B 2 BEERN T 076 Tirhbil Tz,
INHORERIT, R LT, LA, RN ASEET VAT S
RTHDEEZ D, [FRORRIL, Riketta (2005) THAHINL TN D,

ZANHITANA, Riketta & Sacramento (2008) Tix, A7 - 7BV T/
ZEALET L, BHOFEEET LOWT UL > THRMBIH RN X 9 Zehk
RbRHINTWD, Zhid, SMEFHEEIZI W T, LRI B R5 6 O
HIEHT | BPHRGAEIZBNTYH, BCOBMEEZEFT 2R YT 0 7H&ED
REsnizZ &Thsd (FRD, BdoLH5C, 6 2200FT LTS
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b, BRI T CIIAMERHEEICREI L C, 3T ¢ 7EROAREZ THIL
TW5 (Riketta, 2005, 2006; Riketta & Sacramento, 2008), L 7-723-> T, {KIZ
FEEAE B, BABEROAHMA AR+ o Tholz LTH, £ 2Tl zﬁ
T4 TERPIHDL L TRHEEINDZ LEH-TH, N7 4 7EHOAR
[Ee R AN

*@;5V\ﬁw7 TNV TS ERAEET IV, RURBAENEGEET

IR RAE R L CWhaiFstiEfhic b & 5, il 21X, Robbins &
Mwm%m%)i\%Iﬁ%ﬁ?f@ﬁé%&%%ﬁok%@%ﬁﬁ%uo
WTAZGHEAT> TV D, ZOFER., WEM ENMERONTICBNTH R
T4 TERENEL TN Z ERREB I, BERMIZIE, B NEH,
JOVH .0 DAMEM ~O S ORRE & or 3 FedHEse (A BT 2 B R EiE
ENER, ROSMERIZBIT 5 BYEHEEE & OMBIRE) OFHELFH L
R, ZThEh, BE—WERBRFZE L L r=46, BC—MEMAZRFIZE
LTiEr=13 Tholz, ZHUL, WEHHEIZBWTIINR D RVWKRTT 47
BeS, Fio, AMEFIHEEICBWTYS (WEM L VIZFHWRNR D) AERKAY
T4 TERNELCTND I EZRIBL TS,

INHORERIT, BT T AU TS ERAAE T AR E AT T
TR FLEBAHSER Y, Tt LA, LLTIClR~R5 X5 74 NaiHEs
%?»1@mmMemlmmeMm&mwynm%)K\i@éﬁﬁé%
DTHDHEIITEDbND,

(3) IRHBIHERTETIL

DiDonate et al. (2011) <° Robbins & B Krueger (2005) (ZftF I 25 Z DE
T, A& BHRICET2E® (B &, REMSHMERICET 2 HEE
ZATOBRT, —2DHEMR TN FRnvigw, L LTRIATLE0W)
HIRIZYL > TWb, T2bb, A4, TAHC] WO —2D% U FILFEHRIT
HEONWT, (FORMEZENTLZLI12LY) EHBEOMEEEHER L T D0
ThHY ., ZhE “BERTHEIGHZRIFMIHER" (Dawes, 1989) ThHDH LI,
ZOEE, THC) X, BAOVFTET 2NEMICEL Tix, £33 L Z0EH
DAN=D—NTHDHENI T, REMIZOWTOHER Y o 7 NAFRD
12&720, ZORR, BHCORMEEZES T 5075 THERBIRD @M HE
s ROT 40 T7ERBEL D), —FH SMERIZH L TH, BCLOEM
TS END, E0nHDh, %%lkﬁ%lk@ﬁ %, HENCHES S H D
. BlAE, WTFRoERS TAM] EWod@Eo b7 3 Y —IicHa &
WG E WD b3 iuUE) EERITITEEMED TR RE WV E WS T Y 3L
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DN BHTH D (Clement & Krueger, 2002) ., Jifpfism €7 /L Tl 3BHE N
2O X REMBBELECRKSNTEY . LEER-T, BOOBMEE, NEM
LRk, AMERNIC b IR ESND & T 5, T2/, —fikic, TEHC) & THMEH)
& OBIEME (relevance) (%, THC) & TWNEM] LOBEEMELD /s
» (Clement & Krueger, 2002; Ward, 1967). #$HOFE L, WEFICX T 5%
NEV NS RD TSNS, FATH5E (e.g., Robbins & Krueger, 2005)
WBWT, 2O LETPHlE —HLERENELNTWVWD Z Lid, ek L7zd@ b
Ths,

ZOLXIIT, WWRIHEERE T VR, WEMOAZ 267, AMERIICH, ACO
BHENEHNIND (KUT 40 7&K ERET D, £k, EBERAEC
(unconditionally) 4 U %5 BEI 2 #EGR > A7 A TH % (DiDonate et al., 2011;
Krueger, 2007; Krueger et al., 2006) 7=, #H 7 v 20W#IcA LD (1
ATy )y DK%, HF2AT v 7T, WMERNIKHT D (RUT 14 7) BH?,
H O & AMER & OB BERHEORREEIZIS U, BB, FEMmB IS S 4
% (active suppression) & 3% (DiDonate et al., 2011) (Figure 3),

O &S IIFRIHEER T T L O T TIE, RSB G AR 7 s
BT EO XD BRBEMNMTOND Z LT DD, RETMTESTIE, &£
HIFBIRMREENIE, & LTH2 AT v 7 bbb, SMEFICET 252
TSN DR RICHEBZ KT T EE 2 b5, BRMICIX, EEFRER il
FTHY ., FERE BT EDOEEM (Ames, 2004; Jones, 2004; Stanthi & Crisp,
2010) M@ <FEBEISNDIEE SR T DR DT 4 TIRENBED | W
2, BHMPNBEANTHY | SMEM L B OO ERME L TRRAINDIE L. SME
MA~ORTT o 7EFERIMAOND (b LLIX, X AT 4 TEREPART D)
ETREND, —J5. WEMA~OERMCEL TiE, Jodo X 5, i, ﬁ
DB E O AR T D IZFEHEBN 2GR AT LA THY %.F’Eﬁ%@%f
OB T AV EZTRNETFRISND,

WEERIA A —

HoA A=Y

LM BRI

SRR A— i

Figure 3 JaiiOHEiRE7 L DA A — VK
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JFAARIHERR € 7 /VICBI L CiX, Z4UE TIZ, DiDonate et al. (2011) 235E5E
BB EIT->TBY ., 2Tk, ZOEFTAOZEERFEFEINRLTWD, 7277
LBk & OEBRTIX, WER EAMERIOBIRIENZIE= 2 — b 7 L 7REBITR 72
TRy, EHEOBBHENRES N TS DI Tldn, AROFETHR
RO, EMBRE T Tk, EBOBRYEIC X - THESM RS OB 4
DEIL > T DARBIENEWZ L 2B E T, 4%, SRR S %
EHHRET HZ LT, KRETVOBEYEIZONWTHERLMFNZITH Z L ARD
Lbivd,

3. SROEMICAITT

INETRTERZEIIT, BT - T oAV 7/ ERbETV, BHNE
BMEET V. IWEHEER T T UL, Wb I TIT b I s AR ST
FEORERZ —HIINIT 228, T TORREESWITHIIL 9 201 Tlidk
VY, Riketta & Sacramento (2008) 23EHiT 2 K 912, TN HD AT =X LM
?@éﬁﬁébfwéﬁ%ﬁ%%éoiﬁs?ﬁ@?ﬁ’ioTEETéﬁﬁfm
TARRL-TND LN ZEbEZLN., TOHAEITIE, HEHIFBRMER
ﬁjMWK\ﬁﬁfﬂﬁXéW®$E%Eﬁféi9@%%%.#???57
BEL+IEZXBND,

BlZIE, IFHEGR T T ALY - T U Y v S EREE TV LRI
FEMET NVOENDO -2, EHMBERIERMAERERS 7 0 2D R

BECIEHT 2 B 250 GRAMFEMHEET V). K VEBEWERETERT S
MEEZ L) URHEsRET L, BV T « T B ) o7 /e L) &
WIHZ LD, BREILDLAIEOIEI N AT Y —FER (category-driven)
DTBEATHDLLIEDLNLN, ZH LTI — - XR—=2DFH 71
RN =T A W%I@%%. XAV Iy b A Y MO O MR I
KXo TEIINDDONE IR, ’ﬁﬁj\*ﬁfj% (Bower, Gilligan, &
Monteiro, 1981) 1ZfAFER b L 912, BIF TR KRB E RIS, #€
k. FEEUBIITBI L CITEEanm 2 ﬁ%XA%EPiL\ CRREI DT I TV D D3,
SIE. 29 LICEE O KETREIZOW T HHIFIC AN TZRF DR SLETH A
Do

H:AE’J%EQTH%E IR LEHERFERO—20F, KFOFHIZ LB LD

NP EIHFRAERISG L TOAESGICELLEVW) ZEEZRE LD

&T%é Texid, BOOMBRVWERICH LTS, HCoRM (H5WiEt
ﬂkﬁﬁﬁ@ﬁi)%ﬁﬁﬁé ECHEMBEDA A=V ZBRLTLE DD
Thb, ZOZEIF, AT U XA TORMKLERMBIZENE bESBEDL, Z
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NETOMIETIH, MEF LA E DHEBPMERE KL 5N DH1ZE (Ames,
2004), F7-. HEEN TS H50151EFE (Jones, 2004; DiDonate et al., 2011) .
HODRBMEDOR DT ¢ TERFANPAER LT RD LRG0T D, A,
EIZOWVWTEWA A=V EANTWND Z ENEZLV (e.g., Baumeister, 1998;
Diener & Diener, 1996; Taylor & Brown, 1998) 7=, ZERIZxF LT, FA{LIM:
RBULMEZE U H1EE, BCORYT 4 7T RBHENEFN S, 2O/, R
T TIRHMEAA A=V NSNS RN < 72D, TiE, AMEM, &0
DA 2RI PR B EORBINIT, £H T H LD & 9 ITTERk
S AH DDy, Turner, Crisp, & Lambert (2007) X Pagotto, Visintin, lorio, & Voci
(2013) 1. AMERIE o#Hfib Ay TG HEE) T 2720 T, ZRBLEOHEb
TR TH, MEMICHT R T 4 T REEEEZS| ST Z A2 R L
T, A%IE. 29 LERMOBRBIICANLRR S, HRiiit & A7 LAt 4
A T DI « At & OEFEMEIZ OV TR L TW S BERH D25 9,

5| A3k

Ames, D. (2004). Strategies for social inference: A similarity contingency model of
projection and stereotyping in attitude prevalence estimeates. Journal of Per-
sonality and Social Psychology, 87, 573-585.

Baumeister, R. F. (1998). The self. In D. T. Gilbert, S. T. Fiske, & G. Lindzey
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