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TEAMNTREFE &fr v PER Z #h IR e 0L SF I R 3T A 89
PR . 1950 5, Adorno Flfih A [a] X AL EE A& AT T % . T JL
F Z kT Milgram (1963 4F Hg A 71 4 09 #F 58 LA X L. Festinger
(1963 TN I RS B R L T A X it & E #Eay ik,

60 ECA EIE B2 -MIEELAET A BRI RN S
Bz Hz VA N R R T &5 A2 T+ 55 -T- A £ A o, 31, AL {1 TR 58 S B9 3¢ 7E 1 BH
RO TE A SIEERERARE e E R T,
LB R A E A A TR TR AT AT A2 B4
BT - EE U AR AT B S A7 20 AR SLFT 28 L ABREE 3| F1 & 5 2] B,

(4) BHLSEEBM B GO ERLIE)

Rt LR E R R BRI T AMMEE SO
VT 2 W 88 Jo TR S gL . e fm i WL L 231030 33 95 5 ) 58 50 BN e 25 FF
AEHRAY AT, A BG4 M fEdl. 7 20 140 70 418, A
HINA TGP IRAFHI G R A1 0. Lt EER |, ik o) i3
FHREEI 203 AR, sk & .08 20 b M5 o0
i E H -2 L R B REYL . X FEYIE O PR 5 FRER M
ETIZ ey BB 2200 O AFERY SO A S R AT T VAT B, 0
MR FHA TS O YR ITRE, T ERIT X RS
HIAP AR B B r A BEm] MBI TAE N IE A o4 F B F 25 W 2 S ol L)L
I I Ry AZBITH,

TEEV 7o F MR EZ R . 0B U B R E SR
HoOBEWEERHEAN Vit SR FEE. A 70 E40F 90 &
ACLANTATIHE W A AR 8 X — & . b Weiner B R 3K
VT IR L. Abramson (1978, 1994) %f U9 B KL $5 &9 8 75 500 5L X i
FENMAT2E IR BRI Ab L 3L S A R S M AR S PEE R
HOGAERE BE. TR EE MO TS NS B
B 5 AZEAE s YIRS 4 o] 56,

FRIRMBEEIEA 1 21 B0 M H B KA H 808, 5
LM TR e R H S CHEFSFEM, & SN E
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R IE T4, “ R H L, B &AM 7X 0] 2 5 F# i e 13 e AR ol By
A T T H AR s R e kAT B 2 RS H B R s i
o3 D TR e BR R i) fo B Y B

=L 2 DBERIWE L T iR

1. #&/ORFEST YRR M

s gl 4t 20 BEE (soctological social psychology ) 5.0 78
%FFJH‘_”‘:JLJ M (psychological social psychology ) &4t L3> FES~
hﬁiﬁﬁﬂﬂﬁﬁz‘[ﬂf}ﬁ@lﬁﬁaﬁ%ﬁﬂifﬁl [l FE M L =0 20097 .3k H 3+t

FRUK B G AE SR P J AR 2R AT T
H mHAERE EH A S SEREEIHRNER. Bt &5
At S O FPRERAEHMNFIEFIITHH S OBEERBE. NS
Lo PR gL 20 E g M 95 A L iF I LA B SEE T . HRanE
PETETEANIAI A R BT LI E 4 HER A TS,
TOMET NET VAV SE BT B8t {1 302 i A3 43 00 B A O L T AN 4
EX AR ABMNEER FNER . NE . EHF WA S ERE
R, MEBHREANW RN £ FAARE, B 7 e LA
[ . FEWEFTAY B 18] B At -2 2 A k200 T 22 50 PR AR A b 2 0 I 2
R AR S HE M EN MR AL A I SEAeTS
SR TR R i {e] 1 Sh M A B R L 3R IE A 4 Gu ) 3 Bl 2508 Y RS,
XFEM AR TS CHEF R E T RSO, =M XSRS
1-1,

REZHB XA, (B AR L5547 R 4, B
WMTEREEMT O S MRS R B rh S rEmAE a3 2 &b
S04 B E 2 Bl &2 LAt — IR A RA Y B S O PR 2R 5 (R AT
SHHMBAERMA S,
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F1-1 FAHBREADIAESCESFEEE

CHEMERCRY | HAEmEELEE
TR 0 o 01 - PR A
FERTT MR | I ASIARES AR | SPPT R R i S
¥ A by BTy T
— LT L M | R B N MR £ TN

2. #20EPEHFRHN=TEE

b2 7 g BEVF 2o R L (AT A R e R . b R A L A
LR E R LB 2 B . A2 AGH *;H*:iﬂﬂﬂm
SR = N o B & L o B P o Wi~ U= e N I D = 56 I S s o = =
dea e L Y TN i Bl (o B = g e T

At & ¥ (social Level) X 2L FHEGHRHMBTFRE

o HEEF MG EEH HEE T EERBE ST . b
’ﬁi’,fl}ﬁ‘bﬁx?ﬁif*ﬁ\EELA,&?t%)JﬂE‘%ﬁEA%EI’ﬁ?}J,fﬁ;fli’.ﬂ}ﬂ’ijﬂﬁ
LIS N AL BT R L R AUA A CELRT A AN SR B el B AT,

A~ ALE & (individoal level) S A RSO 2 2 52 AP R (9

EE AR S AR CEEREA, A HA R A L k%
BEML AT 28, 1] 7 5 H A K FR U (personality trairs ) B2 8% (C # [F]
R8T, ATHRAR A AT 8 R

ATE B dg (interpersonal level) X3t o022 AR R

o LU FRURCE R D A RB T AR RE R R DR S B B A
ﬂﬁkﬂﬂ‘%%%ﬁﬁ AL IEB RIS TG R A AL S A A s L
RERIGESHITW R, S OCB2FREFEFTH R ATmit S s
e T AERIITH.,

BB N A A S AR A REERRRE.
PR BMHAESHEFRRALSEw, MU I8N SRR A
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RIALRIT o A &5 AR TTRTBE A B SR =0T I S 2T I L 3k
WA B Lk e 2oy TRER X S s i i & T — R FIBYIE
P, lban o7 ALIR L E A2 . 3k di & TR AT, 2F EUeha F. 54+
25 B 1H i R N 0] . AR S e PR PR a2 B T A R AT H B kA
R BNEERSEAFENESET. 327 ABEBEWE AR
v NI ER, N EER X D AME ST R, MR
FEIE S FRFAESF. (S O EFWM AGRERRE, SFTE
WP HE LA gt AP R AT S D E A R A B
BRI EE DT o] M A RS H R SR REEgIrL &3
BT A, L FE 22 L SO B BT & SEUIITR L H B Z HARET
.
3. e DEFRIHRIEIE

() B E A

TEMH S CHEFW R, RN & AP 45 B 65T 84
R, — R AR TESEH EW AR XTI RY EE NG
P 2 IR L B 11 AT LA BN Trisandis #2005~ A 1 % - 24k
2 30— 3 A AR R 3 TR HE D Y A PR R B o ) B Y B e
FHRALEBAETFERIEMR 5. FH Y5 A& T ¥ =
Ho 22 B AR, BN MRS A i A S8R o & L I SR 1] 45— ST WR 5 o i s
58] TIiX &5 R, AT T LLTA & Trisandis A9FR i #9852 aT ) g%
SR .

F3 0, BT BT L M S B P R i 1A, X S BRSO B Y 4 i
LW BRI R R T BRI BRSPS, o
TS L E PR REE L R X RS OTE L g i
AR 57 BYFIIE. PRim A B LARF S A B By 2k & B ik a7 11 m A
WTO RIS, AT AT IR RS 5 R .

(2) REFEREHE

Mg P RS I IR £ B By 4 ERT I A
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S, — REAHSC B 7T - D A 4 i 5 .

AH =T 72 2 45 48 20 M W EE Y A8 1 18] D AR AT RIS . A
WA FZRCEE L  AERT S AEMAM G 5 EHE) 7
MXEGRESRBEMETMHX (S E TERKREIM) . HEW5TRY
BAKMHBEREENGEHEERER, PERAERXCRZMW i ILEH
LT HTed sy, g s mAT A N ERTFEE. HXWR
AT L S 77 LB, KU o L R F. B R GEH
MM ML R Bt X Fer i o A s m £ 49
TORL . LC W A B R EE IR B AT AR AT A A B, O PR 2 5E 5 R B
AH ST AR AT 5 1 Tl 28 L] I 1T &9 S0 IR 9 R 0 24 e i 0 T
R B AW R AN R oBEAE ENA . F—ENE
BiwEM LA 25 8] 40 MEKE) .M E BN E IBFEEHIE L
FF.

LR EANLCHM AR SRR AR EENE.
HFIEH AL Bl B X S R S BRI T N HE S
HABRSHBHR > MXRIFTHE, EEFRAEREERA ST
MERAHAES TGS TR R AWIRS . AT e
SSIE A N R RN ARG EH BT L AT & F R TE, B
AT AR NN E . N8R r s 72 5~ 22 . B0 g
AEE DL L R AT YL A R i oy o A B R S s &
F 04 358 i £2 BE . 6T L4 8 52 36 3 9% 4 At . 3E 5% 5 B 5% (laboratory
study ) 71 Bl B B 33 (field study ) . BT 25 B A @008 & BT S0 50 i 15 69
)RR, BT N SRR, I B, DU g IR A 5
LRSS LMY ER., A safis S H]
AL AR IIER R RN S B SR NS, W & R LA HE 1 B S0k
FIEHESE TSR, NG RET RS N T RS AT 4% g
T i B — FPRF ST i, X P R B R T 16y, B
005 BT HE ST R A T L SRR RS L B A B T L b T i
WG TR I ER ISR SR A0 AT M2 RS IR,
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(3 WEHHBBNOE

W T MBS E AR A WER L RBENGG
LS8 A R AT TR R R R Rl ey 3 N JLRR.

AW EMGIN A A XPRAT IR B AT, B R E
ARG EREF TN OTRIT ST A SR TR B
e, GE LI AN ST EHE B R 1T . AT TE — SR B A, I B R
HLERME . LA ORI E R CEE,

W E (R B AR D X TP IR O I AR AR A,
RIS, TR EBIKENTE., EELET —SOEEEEE,
AT {KE EH AT T KRS AR A B . AR R
TALZHIFFERE, AfEEF A ANRBEIT LAEE. S8
.2 CHEPNTAN R ER T L EORED:.

5B BRI TG A R ISP R RO IR HERSE L (H
3R, N RS YA LU A RN 3 H k1515
hE,MER - FERAEHEEINLAT A . I E ETE 60 ]
70 FAH AL R T, i R ENE - AR EEM S0
FHEW, LA EATL O RME Pk it S g M sk,
e O E sy R — R A5, b R R I 2

FES X RGE BT A SR 5T T A4 T Sk B BTl
Y — PR i — S et H AR X AR A b 0 Xd Dy s A A0 2R
S8 . AT T S 3R A B

A Ak GBI R R, F A AT A B e B 5T 46 18 Y B
M —THEANH, L E LR ERET AN GIE ST R
Hzum ., EbU0 E. Maccoby 1 C. Jacklin 83K H T/ #00 F 5. @
AT 200 ZIME LS ERM RS IT AU EMEER L2
E LT LA EFEAER.

) ARG 5 H#HT

—HWE T ERTANMEU RG22 e, P RF A
LAXS MLz i T . R EME S TR SHE
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ek, S0 S T R L A AR 2 (V] G 5 0 (V] 0 L ¥ 728 ek TR L Ay
2 RS S A K A TR | o P R LA R 7 R ; B 0
tok R K 25 B RS 0 B, TR R A T O S ) e b S 2 )
) 5 EG T RE L TEREIA T 75 B 5 N AR B 2 I L VB B i A S 00 Y 1
BT A 0 o 1 A 370 bk S AR LA 45 o

(5) T2 P R 5 W 49 (5]

GAt £ LA E TR R R A U 25 6] S B AR T B LA g, 3 2 )
B ALHE LA F LA F7 i -

HOARSR AN U ACE X AR S R R R A 0 1
R 7= A B 0, 7 LA S R 0 AR P B0 R 2 i 1 F 5 o 3 o 7R B A g
B, Ol TRRPUX A1 BT ELR BBELIR AR I T, 1 A A AKT
B PRAT LS B R R R L, B R RESE 3 Sk ek
SRR BIA.

KA R X o THTTIAH 69 BI S 0 R £ R IR AT P
R K (0 REWEL , S5 LA T B 92 o R R OR B B T O B S 1 200 6
0 T R B /N, 53 I T SRR R AT AR, 9 T 0 R 55 L f
AT

XA £ BOR T S VR 2 8 A 1 FE ST 5 B R B AT
R L AT 5 0 2 57 1) T 200 M . R T S BRI R 22, 8 AT B I 20 S
AL 370 S 1R

f30 P b MR F FE R B 2 X i B S O
R AT 9T %, LT RGBS X B A . B4t
TEFE £ 0 B 2 7 5T +p AT o 2 TR )30 068 S 0 IR L, 75 — AR AR T
TR BRI R A VF RS > S, B 117 B0 A5 R B ik
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TE 12 ERFRSOIESE
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HERARE WL B XEoyir e T A ¥ k7 BIRH R
BYrE. HEOHE R XN EERAL S —MH.OCEER T sE
TR AR —A, T EdS 5. FEk SR A w35 AR, b A
LA ARA R E R L U, i ST A A e [ 2 AR R e,

AEAR R AR N EEE T A R RS s R E,R
EUL L E AR AP HF R E S L A P8R, thde — TR oyt B
FUABEE N RIS E RSO R T b S AR e e T O
BrHR AR Mfr: EEE

WE O HENSENM RN T E T - L s A B, —
A B FE 400~800 F AL . MES T2 &M i LR AT,
A XA P A FZU RS ERSwirds VaAEEANME
T # B I EG LB UL E W ey B

F1F B E8amMZEaT Koy EREPLLEE — &y
BB S X B e H XM SR F s RS TEFE
WH MR XFER, AR EAL AT E — TSNS .45 &
VAR b TR SR o Al b 3R I B b ie) R

sk R gr Rk VR AWl iR 0 M LB 90 R 3% Ay 38 it oA
F - EZERFTEGNFEE,.TUFTFEXINITE, FEHo X G4
TN W (1) %X (subjects) . L 45 ¥ N el SN S o 1 2
B MR OREEY; (2 N BEEE TE.EBEHE RS
EHETRA . MERELEE (D BF SR . A EF T8 2
FHECTEART WIS, R,

AR HH W AR H AT K NE T 5 8 A5 23 AT g ey
B ZFHMBEHAE - A EES MBS ey £ R
AR ZAEHREATELE N, TFX I a5 BE — A S,
HMEERNHE, MITRSEER —EE,. 5T 08, T
MRS AENEL ., Bob. At Tt i e oy AR, F i
AE % EHE

Wit HE NN EEFREE B NS LS ey,
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FYLEA B R R T HAEAT R v ik, I R B A B9 R e 2 el L
MEAWEHPAEREARIBRROT EHR -F ARy,

£ ETH HEHTREENRE N ZPBRE TS AR
AR E.ABEAHES. . HE . LE XV HATHEE, &4
LA EE R T LA B AR Ay K& (W LR F MR F, 47 B
RS T AT,

-k MFHBLIEHTFTAAETERAHRER.LLAHE
BB EERFRLAXN . ANLEORE - FELE K5 Y
i o

g . H OB EaY A A B i

[l — A~ el R W] LA M S 190 ) 2 il S B9 5% » T B 56 ] — 2 i P i [l
BBV A AR ey B R . BT RAITEHBH 0B s a4y
B IR 2 W0 #5007 A7 8 2 KR AAS I 2 4h, A 7R 20 47
RN T —RINER, XEERFNSHS OCHEREX, 51
WSS 0EE X, FTHRITESPIR LSS0l H X
WL B R X R A AR AR S OB ST N,

TFE 13 =LA LFFHR?

RELZAEHANE - BREEKANBEF IR T M 20 2 5%
EH., HOXFEMIOYYHBEEET XEEHI RS0
PINGR BEFLBFTH, R EANFT - ERA —E,
e R RIFHTLAEFHTH.AELEFN12 H 25 8 2%, 10
HEHE PP EESFELEFALZTETHN S AT ES @RGP
BEre#L . m7 —Aafwmdi, SN #8 K05 %5 E,
IE 7 [T 3 0 AT b B B R M 4 W BT AE 1 T BT, A AR R S B 3k

21



TR il Y Lo R R AR o AE LT R BUIR B L R R B,
BPawdd el L CEFNTFR. RS HITHT . T
FEMEFHAREN. - FUES . A FEA R BETATEHEE R
MIFIT R EN - RH ey ET AR EEE, FTEMGF.TE
by RS AR

I. i8¢

A2 BRAN L R IR U TR ST 40 4% (K. Lorenz) 25 A SRR A =
Xf N AT A eg B, Al A7 IR L A9 PR Ve 1T LAV A AR B iR Y TS,
WY E, NAIFE AL e R 5 E AT, X S
ERETATFOHEEREMAE, SR REH T AZEE Haois
PRECAS AR FI R MG EE LM AR K . AISS .8
&SI A IRAF AR AT L (E B — S R e L A
BUR . S B AN 2E00 U L R 281 /TR B R B AR, £
ARERIICEAN A 1%, MLE— M 48 SER, 7 B R HkEEas 1h
S . BRSO SRR E AL A, i
WEHRIEFE- N ERNEEM ARITINEREEER.

AfE BEEXTFL IR B A L RKUE? AT - FLAE IR A
TREERE SR . MO S A S A IR
HIABE , ARTESM PRI R X Fh AR SR AR B0 . 35 10 2 th A &
ARBZAEF I EXRE . AL . B8, 5023 a0t
Z1 /B EI 2 Goprinting ) 377 3 9 BF R0 8 3 7 R EEE WY
17 2 PIuEE . ngﬂ‘w'JmUﬂjS‘EE@’J‘%‘%E@ﬁ:ﬂ?(attachment)fﬁ‘fﬁjf&ﬁ
WHFERT . WSR2 R BRI & B85 /NS SEM e R S ER e S —
’T‘?ﬁﬁﬁﬂﬁﬁ%(ﬁiﬁriﬁﬂﬁiﬁrf@?-;\@“E%ﬁﬁﬁﬁiﬁ_fﬁj H-5H
HEE SRR £ L 7 2 R AL & B0 2, J5 ke A {10 i
Tk RIS I S SR - - 1 R A BE Y B L Hh a1 2k
HALENRMT M F S AR HHAE )G 12~ 24 ANEE, A LB % BRYy =
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SEHARL 2~ 3 ¥ . BIIBEG AR CREERE 4~5 ¥ . TTILEELE
RIEEEAYC AR 5~5.5 %,

Kk ER AEHARIAREERMITAERARM. K
A A FTAZ AR AT A B I 5 L A B0 P A ZTRE LA SR e AN s R
Fixmiz Ao hdE. &8, 5 HF L d sy AMHE XYY
gLt iR I AR SI0SE . B - - Rt ey AR R D L o A T ] 3R
W#EEAEVT-HR RIS LT A AR E A FTELL
Ko KT A FE AL A TRE ) T ISl G R 1T — M ARAEAT o ey i hn . Al
il AN 4 e Bl g R B A AR R R AR AR — 2GS
L IETERIX I A mEEE .

EZEMEIdmE AR ATT N —8Etestr AT A
R vy B, WE SRR A BB R A AT RN ML AR EE . AR
BAAEBEHHEMZ A ZHE . FHHEETE AMKBE#RE. . HAE
AL A ARKIANE. L& 2 :L8 %3 E. Turkheimer
(1988 AL HZE PR ) DA —a) 3k, 8258 — P AT A fEF HY
AR Y AL -FIT ARIEE S 2E 4 X . FE e
b, I TERFERE S — M RITIREAHE: 2. (HE, R {11
A H A e 2 PR AR A SRY AT A, IR BRI EM H A M a5
A AT B b SR A T G R ER B A e o LTI AT A ER R
BT —FF , BB~ A7 (el B B AR AR 2 A8 BN AT L BT iR R i T e
FIRT (R, ATEHU E BRGS0 S K EAEH.

2. )L

VR, BROOEM T B4 = OB F R NE A I &I
AL YIT A, B e E R R R A EENRIE. S5
I RENEEANR .. E I EICBIE R E S RE T IR
FA TR EEMNEIR TR AR ERITRN.FE
FWE D Z e I8, LS 2 HE S S e s
Bf 0K £ R AR AT 69 7 UL . @ 4n, 4 S 47 — AR 1
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1. iHE &S5 T2 hEN Oy a 7 3 - FEMadFR
BRIt B R . MR-~ A3 IR R Rt =5 i, (ML AT fE &
iR R A X F IR T =GN E Az e frl M %
F2o1-2 MR e W A A0 It s el Je i M s R B
PR At 330 -5 2 2 B A T R AR B 2T AR I Y R BRI T
i FEAAERRTC 1900 SEH I WAT . TR ARET RS R FiT R
Eafl, 53 CO L. Hull B3940 & G, Miller 1 J. Dollard 25 A %%
Y ATE MRS HP 3 &0 5 B, 20 e 70 LI, B 5
B3t S IR F BRI (A Bandura) S BB H W BB <. 8
ih T #1477 7748 (social learning theory ) J JERE A+ 7 0 F
S TR Kasaish .

(1) 32 IE YL

g IR A, AFERE S R S RLH .

F% #% (association) MR MR 41 B (classical condition) ,
TR DS R RA . BRI SR b R
A Br A — I RS A {E S Y S B, R AR B
S aMEN . Gt — B Rt EI A2 5 S S A R S i B
G AR L S P P A A A H TR FA 1, L Ao B S5
o3 PO TR B OV B Y . ST A SR S B TR R B ST BEAE L R L 1)
MU - SR SR IT B ES E — R, B i 4 5 & AR
A 21N R AR AE R IROR AN IR X N A] e b R L BRBE AR B ) iR 8 ] &Y

% 14 (reinforcement) B2 iSO, T R2IE AN LS
R AT AR E X AITHES Y B ER BN E Y phEE,
BA T LB R IE R AR R AT RS R . Al — D B o] B e N 7R
BiEEMa AL, PSS THP O RIS A
TTRRET, A B ZMUBRE . B — 1 WS A iR -
EIMSHE . N 7 X B B sk B AR EEEE .,

45 (imitation}  ANTHL 08 3 W BE fik A By 45 38 M A7 (2
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e E&EELITR. TN BETRE TS EEE A B ABEE
ENER AT Lol i A FEOIAT SR TERKEBE LS
SCERRY - -3 BT R B IF AT/ AN R AR b IR M AT e
FIEERM L= 4,

(2) FIBENK/F R

TR SR AL I MR AT R b 20 9 2 PR P B
BEATAT: (1) EREATHEER AL LA RS S8 sk, LIRITE
I 8] AR - A 5T 25 . BT A 10] 258 FF AR . B REJS B 13 25 b B WLE
B R AR AL R A L ATRUE AT O FLIR T 22 A 0. LTI R
SR A il QA0 AR AR A w58 1 SR B R IR Y B L 1 5 S eR Ak
AR B I R At R BCIE 2% a7 L, b A W R B E T . SN
PR A PSR T RS I LT T ARG AR A 2
I R 202286 X SR AT A 89 5, BRE T 2 e s s am Y,
C2) AU R IT 0 B U8 T /b A 3R B T 2240 1 A X IR B 89
MR SZ BRI S AR R L B B A L B SRR T R
PRV A B2 L DA B A R it B0 AT MRS ANMER L2 o)
AT AR R B, 8OR A B R T B B A O R AT,
BELTHIELE . (3 FIHRICEN UEMESNENITN. EIET
VR CIAR A KL 55 22 0 0, OB IRIL8I5 BAT N — — T
T FEE. M ET s BREESEERE.

3. HEEE

DB BRI B0 LA O L AT 28 BB F 1 1R X % FAT S 00 0] B 4% R R I
HI 5 B 340 L EA 2R A TTRAAT A e R85 7 ) =N 1) 2 20 B L 0 i e
FE R BT FP AT A o AT LA 7 080 8 90 TSR35, 3 95 2%0A S 1B T pk B Y
UE R 2 BB T Ol AE I A AR X BE 45 S B RTE AR S rE iR R R
B RE, D0+ 58 RSN MR X th R — R AR S B S L BT BEA
A A AL FEAE b (50 BEORY 257 1 0 A9 2K T B L, 33T (R AR 2L b S 1
0 LG R AR S8 ) IEFE IR B . B LU P 4307 12 R TR Y B il S i 3 —
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T AR IEE S b 20 1 - O A TR BT A A=
LB ch o - PR B R HE R

(1) BEMREIS

BPEMEHE 9 18 (rational decision-making theory ) 224 5 5 27 0
MNBTr AR R H L, A MR . R FET T, ANl
f53T A BT ey A & B A EY T RUIREE RS I AR Y B RAT O, R
A EERAMHIKREBRAAME. X —K2UWMIREHE £, KoY
Edwards {1954 ) ] #ii HHffi {§ i£ (expectancy-value theory)H#& H L
M B IR AE PR B AY B, AT T3 R 3R BT R )
WreS R BEM . (D) X R EF O G RN E G BN ER
T (2> K—De /5 R B E W BT AT BEE B S/ (SE B 3 b g5 51
HIELEE) IS P RAREET R A R 2 ey Enka
WL SR T, 3 RP R AL A AR A RE R T R M TR SR 1 I (e SRS L R UL R
A HePr e (L B, PR e O AR B T SR E S RT  AL 4
al CELHF R T 22 T PR at Ay E AR

(2> ZHhBiE

IR REFEY KA 4 A ZE 8 H 3 eh, 8 R
(Exchange thec&r}'},ﬁ#ﬂiﬁﬁﬂﬁﬁfﬁ?ﬂﬁﬁﬁtﬁﬁﬁ%_‘ﬁ$
DWW WRELREIR . AN ZEAT TS ER P T 3% ST & fh s 8L 49 40
1 B at B OB VRAS L AT P A9 BRI B B0 W L 61— Al T
) 2 1P SE T P AE &R — JRID Pk (A AL T R oy BE 3K
i DL B0 A A ABR LS A8, 0 AR S 4 PEfE AT
19 F e (REF B I B A9 1897 IE R Bo @) , T 2 du e 45 M 35 A
R PR BN, MREB TR AN & V6, 3 T 6w
ZENERG EXTH TR PR A AR A SR IESF
EREBHIESZ b, HINE S35 E S 7 W IEHE i
Fe M) 4 o oK B2 T 43 M B ¥ 4 5% (bargaining situation) B3R & 4t
18 TIh v S b 5 R o8 1 A o B 1 BT (i o A ik R R 25 g — 3%
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(3> MRRBEIE
FF R I 12 (need satisfaction) R —-FFiEF B, ZEIGIA AN

A A E AR ROEEHL. — T AZBr VT8 B gy g, B X
BEFT O B X LB e K e S AL . AT W e R B AR IB SR — {7
B RS s L Py MR RN N BRI H
b dflay MIFINE R, TN ERABERE, LM A
TZPTRB A T 0906 AL , 3 180T X 4 oK U fth A e % R FE B 1T 0T LA
XTI s ST AT N A A O IR R BE RUE TR B WY
FEPT S U, il AR LA 1 B B IT MG 2 B DX B AT LA G 2 b S il
WU EY TR, BRI 2 F R BRI T RE RSB RIM A .

PN & E s T mE Rt ik y e
HEME T A B PINGHERK B F 2R R, S
AT, B B ERPeK B S B AE < S I HE B T & b ST REAT 2 04 48 X )
o B AR KR , T A AR 200 T8 R R S ST o py e I &
TN SBRF2R BRBE, I B R 30 O - A EESR S T AR R B 4188
BREE,

4. AR

AN I3 i (cognitive theory ) & #2003 o B B B B9 TR0 22
— . TEBGAIFIIR W S, ARIAT A E b X 2T B ey H
(perception ) 550 Tad #8 . O35 32 FEBF 97 A0 305 1R g i 1
BL . 7 Rkt 2 F0R0 B A R A X P 4 R 0 B AR AL, AR R R
1B B SR 3 — 3 S IF BB 058 B AT S AL B R, R g
X HEXAIER BT R HIE — . 3 E RS s
fIEHEEE 2, AR T B AR, X T PR SR, 4128
BBBEEZW - AT SEENE N, X REES e
i 2 OB 4 R 3 2 1A 8l (social cognition ), F et RIS =G E v
lﬁ'ﬁfj’i’f—i’frfziﬂ@fﬁ'?ff”?ﬂ'ﬂﬁkﬂ‘ﬁﬁﬁﬁmthsiﬂﬂ%ﬁff]
Xl AN FEAFAE R A IO L B AR G £ HiAIR.
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(H IWABIEHNRTEFREN

s £ (categorization) RE{ITHWEFHagntii. =EGHE#E —
W AT 2P Y DR R T A 4 2 IR AT & B D ARYRERR Bt
{8 HE FI A A0 L)% 18 ok b=t A Bl ok s BT 0] gE 4R 1 Hb
I PEAT PRI AR A D AR AL BABE T AT RER R R S
H AR &2 00 X - AT S AR S (K A TS (16 A

¥ E docusy WMEEAEEEEHEAEGHEZ B, 2RSS
¥em, tbIEINESIRAmEe, rREAw S22 B8 H
ZRBEES,. AR O HEE A M EGr b i 2 8,
TAHE . FR L B E B M ET R . o — 1S ke
FAELE—FILEILESH.RINBHESHITEEE T4 HILIX
A ELAE A SR b L3 5 T R I AN A iE FE T X AR A B, el A T
Tt S E B FIBE .

BB AIR BN, AR H R E R
0 00 XA AR gt 15) , F HLe Rl g an DL SR A (i 1 SE R s B L Bk
MRTERE ST ER — B — WA EA LRI, RASIEE S Ho
EHF— D AS FHEE N ASR AR —ME2IEEMEY ., 5
HEMHNTER —XRAESLE T BN EE 8% EREB0E .4
BEEENFSDERAE A S LA BEEEE ., CERET R A
1122 EER K P ILAFRG] — AT A

(2> —SEFENHIADNEIL

TA F AR 2 F o P T PR T T B R

hg B 22 & (attribution theory) X - TE it ¥ & f§ Heider.
Kelly DA K Weiner 3¢ A2 A9 IR EZE i .3 fF A0 SR 1815 04
MR H A EE . PlmIBA)EEEE {7 R R R KR
B S L B F AR, SR E O L A R SE A A ASTE LY — A
Brda il AT S 3T v P g SRR i S PR A AT I 23X R I S R 3R )
R REEA R,

TA #o B IE # (theory of cognitive dissonance) 3% iP5
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H1 Festinger $£ #1384 ., J2 818 3 L ANINIAE Sfr 8 10—
SCH B, AT ol - oS Ee T A UIHEZFBiE—2,
A RT G TR e G B B AR O I A D i R A 2 By L
T PRS2 O R AT S e SR HIE

5. ABEIRit

AOMie 2L S P EEBR AN -MMe, i AITT
AERHHEMN-ESAERMNY . AAIEE R B B, 1. Biddle #1 E. J.
Thomas (196638 iH . #HEEN -ES5MEAF S PRETHAIA
X EE G STAT. AR EERIET Y E—fhg. -
RENEZ WMEE. ARBEINE. MRAARA. AOE. Mok
BESF AR G AP EBBET AMIER, A i 7B 3 11
TR A AT T A E AL S #Z 5 P e i B34 mas
it .

FREHEF Y.

1. Franzoi S I.. Social Psychology. Times Mirror Higher
FEducation Group, Inc, 1994, iiﬁiﬁﬂﬂﬂz%*i%*bﬂ%%{
MEPREE R, EAEE T H S0 8N s 4 i,
mEHWERE T FE 20 Myl 00 FRLEH S OCHERIRE, Hd
e B AR EEE RO 7 S0k 0 1 2 5T 5 B O PR 2 5
F RIS > o,

2. Crawford T. Introduction to Human Social Behavior { 5™
ed. >, Pearson Custom Publishing, 1999. XA B4hic &
80 FAUEN 90 AR W &0 P2 ) — e BB BT 5T Sy
PO, e F SRS O R E 2R T LB A
HTER..EWSE FLOARER S8R R s
S L Atk 22 17 28 Sl B S G AR

3. Mills ], The Human  Aspect: Selected Words in
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FPsychoanalvsis, Behaviorism, and Fristential
Phenomenology. Whittier Publications Inc, 1899, X4 {HF
TR AT B A SR IR R N LR el s 7L R
iR EEADH EE AR, RN AEEFERS SAER
BFETERE A H SR ) RUAE XD W0 A 08Y . 28 LW, i
IR H AT B AR RE.

EEHNY, CLHEHZEPTFR Ty, NRFEAFHBIL. 18950, XA B
REMCEFIR FEMNEF B - B RSO
PP HE R T EERRR, FEAER -2 A%
XAEPBHAREN . AL G AR iR 4
H. UGB QR IRiIT. St dT L RS A IOHIEE S .

EWHE ).

o 0 o~ > n o

- BT S OCHEEHIR S IR A
. A2 CEEEAIMT R MR IR S O E X NS T

= R

 FEWOH AT AEXRAERE T X REEER M S SRET

TR RPAER

. B CHFRIFTESRRED [ EEMEIR,

S FERtt e L H S S i S OB A K B
ORI EEm AT adF e

HT —m3 O B g W Lk

At TR T ST 2 Bl R e SR S A Rl 2

I EGE S A B EE R AN L R e By
PEFE A K SIT 6
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FoE s mi

A H B TS TH, TR T2 XK Ah E b A HE Y X Ak
WA R IIBEM . FATREER TS —KEFHN I FRENA S
Y. ATAEFEE 25 A 4028, W X T Frfe i sy F4, W E = med
AR, O EE P AT AN & R A A B R R AR
U A 0B R AN TRl T M O L B TE AT 38 BIFFPE e i) L4
2 B BRI R RE R, ENTE R AA XM e O B B
AL RCE R AR AR, 3T 8 DRy E . X H
DM AT HREEARMEE. T E R ML B e i
AT TR AT N 2L 53 %7 .

—. A A E B

2 FRATHIAN AGR— - A egBHE, B R EIR B AR 5 8 34X
TAEREOR,PXTARTRE—THEE DI AR B
X P L RR O T AN BIRE (person perception), [BI3E —TF {14
S EXFEHER, S FEES KWL, R41.2 1) < 547 &
—EWER AN A NRAME, BV sk e T X R EY
BB AR, 3L Fl BT 22 5T LA S 00 A 6 35 fE AB B B D A S R B B &
L ARTEPRIE R R B LU RET R EF R o] fEH W 2=

1. BERRAGEATIEIR?

X fi A TE BB SR @i BAR N BT RIE AL R S R T A A
FFAE LT ARSEHTES S5 . BT BE5ibE X
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PR B, ORUESE S Asch BE ST 7 SR 8E0 5. AW
I Asch §E AL O B AFRIE CICEGE AT R IR ik g
FRfE e SORET A B LS SR AR BRI AT e AR ER R IE N 1
EfE NN ISP IE R E R AN Asch 25, H At O3
FH AR EE A N R AL PR T TE L SR ML T LA Fm AT X
b FE AR PR R

(1) F—HIR

£ LA E AZCHEM AR RN ISR E ST TS
RUEB —HE., B -HRPEEE 40 W EHN.BPEZX
BELEWAiNR . B2 RESgF. A& B,
(H R A X MG A RG2S IR0 L 1R 23 i AT fth A B W ER 2 A 3%
A HE

Osgood [Suct At Tanenbaum %8 A HIE 458755080 3ER
BATHEr B et ILA- A g . ol ss b fi12s 8 ik —SkBr AT
AIFF B AR I 3, LB A1 IR -Frekay AR P s m - &
OIS U EIER A SIE6G T SR SR H 558 R B S5 1k 55 b
ERMHEHRESE . ELH%, Wikt E s R R EE
i s TR e A Rbay = A AR,

4 (evaluadon) 45X fth A o ¥ DT S5 L TR

71 ¥ (potency) &t fth A 3¢ 3 N o7 B 5 IR 95 5 & AU LA B
E .

& Bk (activity ) A5 X il Al 53 M B3 L5 % 5h 7 W Hn i
WE .

Osgood Z8, -BEED ARPHBET X Z48F L,
A2 R, A X~ ARG, BeX =g,
PET E B SRR, — U A IR A A FESX 440 | 52 437, IR 2 4
P AT H AR R A A - - A L T LT, fA— 3345 3 4
ATFE A M BRGNS 2 55 . &30S A A 77l . r LA A
EEE R - R M (AR RSen] SR, Tl
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S A AR A TR

Kinder 1 Abelson X 1980 7 E H L 5k 2545 WF 55 W A& A
Iio6F 6 88 i A AT IR MR I 2 . RE TN B S H . A& 8
HEHNRGE D A G EASSE . R EEFERERE. W
B AR e E . EBE AL REEEXTEAHE ik AsY
PR s 5L S B I A AR A X B D I R 1R b TR 2
SR R B

(2) BIKEH R

A FNEE R AR RBIFEEE, AR B
T ERESA BB AW EBENER, LHESR NOH.
Anderson % A M 20 Ub2g 60 FEACF O £ S0 M4 X P al B AT I
FLHFEATORTERAR BN T IL-AE B0 Cab MRy AR, s st By
i R RE AR SR N3 LE

“F 25 3£ A (the averaging model) T Anderson {/E 1965 #
MY AR A AR A R T Ak #2 , BB AT LA BT B -1y g A S ab
B fRR8A M AT E . W3 21 Frad: SRR 9w sy Bk e
FAIE B R AR TR A, A g O R 298 g BT AR S
PRINRIAT 9%, P IR E R 10T A TE R EY 204 R B0 B ok
TR R A

*E 21 B —XHESHFBHEAEREIEIR

el R I S dn o5 A9 VR
Fi T +1C
B HY 410
4 B +4
;=R B —5
A H FH{E — G
B R Ef & + 10/5=2. 00

E g R (the additive model) /AN A R BT S 58
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7 A AGE By ma e A R RATR IR 25 ' ey IR A, R IR
FAKHBE(+6), AR L HLE T — A MR A R a5 L.
Ly EL 1B O+ 1. R R AR A E i fth . B O PRy R
(+3. 50 L s S Ml . L HE B e 7 b 258 Foak i, P 2 — -0 (E R
EMEOCHF M IEHEREZ L AT X T 2R E mMER
A 95~ %2

o A2 F 3 3 4 (the weighted average model) X8 B 2
Anderson + 1968 4R UISRAYT, fZ B — AR, AJE LD R
7 ALK BT A R RN P8 (E X S AT R R 48 T3 R a4
M ELIN XY BHE ST & L 8 O (X A AR B T R A s 1 g
S 09 AR B D AH X HIT P SN T T L 0 AT M B A8 R B A
BRI i A TE R B A ER 2 it i A ag H R,

FIMMALOFHRBIEHE — 2 B IENISE B Fiske 3 A ££ 1980 4F
IR B R HERL Y (the negativity effect) , ¥ AT ETE B ER 2
B, X T fEE B AT IEHEE ES TR KA E, B TEE & HIFE
B3RO0 T, S0 FF I X ER S B AY Be o HL T HEFR R K . Hodges M)
MIX—Z 3/ T IEFEI RIS R S N 5D, &
E W F A (1998 TE — A7 3 I (9 BF 58 pr o2& B, b [ A7 SR
it A BIFT o T BB, TR TR R Lt A AR T a TR i AL T R2
LU A EBBAY AT AL BEG BT LATE A2 i v B SR A A . 2
— T AFRFRR— T EHRBNFSEHEET T LS. A8 KX (s
WA HAER IR G £ A, R e i E T 8RN a5,

(3D T AAEDNEE

TE A At A B FE A, AR 3 S H B — 2505 2 (bias) , 33X M
Z BRI B, AMTTRIESER S, T T80 5 0
. EANITEE G ENTAE. X mHEARE.

¥ 3 A (halo effect) Rﬁ%ﬁﬁﬁi.ﬁ%?ﬁﬂzmﬁﬁ—’f‘
A PPy O T O £ A 22 L 3 — -4 R U 50 B 5 Y B U T 2 5 e
= AR — T RO R T R E ik S B AHE A - - i R — ELEE
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IFRIE PR =W B2 e, Rl S X gyt S L R EE
HA LA — TS VRS B0 G U AT W E X TR AT & VR AT
S T A H fORE B AT PR AT 0 S X O R R AR E RS . 5 &
¥ % W AE T B9 R 10 B B Y (negative-halo) , WM E ¥ v
(forked-tail ) , TEAFIFITH X —D AR £ FFF RPN 2R
— 3 K4 ER R Ay S 0E 0 S8 . Dion . Berscheid . Walster 28 A
1L 1972 FAVEEAE WA SR EA T SR ANV W TFLE. m# 2-2 BF
g

T 22 PFHWAENUEE (Dion . Berscheid . Walster 1272)

AR WG| A F aEE AT AH
AEeatl =@ a e 65. 39 62.42 56, 31
BR [l Wb {37 2. 25 2. 02 1. 70
FRER B L Fo (T 1. 70 0. 71 0. 39
PR EL) AL £ 3. 354 4. 55 3, 91
tt= FHEETERE 6. 37 6. 34 5. 28
B 11. 60 1. 60 8. 83
28 F] BE 2. 17 1. 82 1. 52

BT, AR R .

IR RNV AR TR - B om & ATk A 97 .
— T RAERESAGEXRZR I E S AEESWIEN, Ha 4
WS BRI A HERE B — S8 50 AT A8 2509 A B8 41
B A RATFFFEHE— AR . SRR T B9 B 5 UV BB 2 1L D)3
£ SHRIXHFFE L. A Landy ,Sigall 2 A (1974) fE — I BF
FEELLBEHEAE B A YAl EdSEiEd s R B
TR R ZELH B KRS, i R EE
TEARIA A, B A9 IX S48 K A, b4 B AR IR 5| A, 75 S 4 B
ARSI A I RTHEGE GEMW, SO AER . 454 =) . 5
ESREEEIENEIESE8E HiXTERFHT S 2i18E
IR R R R HEW LAY A BRI, iy
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NH AT 0B A3 s op T I an T, &0 % R EG T 855 M FE{fr . Dion
£ 5 — IR R A K AR DGR S m F e R T R,
A PN A A FEE B FE A Dt B = R RN B /D R, WA
j;:_!;f’l?:fmﬁnE.Aronson(lQﬁﬂ)ﬂﬁﬂsﬁmgjﬁﬁﬁmiﬂ‘;ﬁg%ﬂqﬁ
R T A EH. R — PN AR — S
S A B I B S

B b R T B SR Y 250 s Bt 47 R GE a9 B e,
Sigall 2 AN (1975288 & ML, £7 —~ (L I T AT 9 5 BFT 30 0 9B P43 5 b
RS HF X G AER . A — S0 550, Sigall (2 #30EE 9 H
Wik —-fERF.ITHEEBAFSMNE. EFEMBI(SEAT
FOEFBIEGIRARF R, MaFiEHE — MR A E R S
NEVHRARTO B AE A . A BEIEVH TRIE. s 2-3 IS M E O
B 52 A A0 Vi SR TR B 1 R H LD

+ 23 PRWREXTEEHN G

R ¥ i R Rk il RS o
* DN AU A LY 5 i) 44l
_E’i:r’r 5. 45 4. 35 4. 35
v &F 2. B0 3. 20 5. 10

ik 4l £ (positivity bias) 1, PR 2E A5 45 W (Qeniency effect)
a2 f8 A N0 VF 0 it A BTl A 18 M BRI B Lt PR TR Y AT 6T 1
TE— IS rb, K2 AR 02 0009 IR ERE R “4F 697, B 4 A2 4 1
PR AL fil (TTIE] B A OB HE T vk FD SRt L 20 . Sears A 33X Fh
W2 H A ETEvERE AR, fh #r 2 H AR IE IR ZE (positivity bias),
MTiXFRERAEMIENE, SEYFHERPRE. — 253 Matlin
2 A8 B Sk B (poliyvanna principle) ., EFRIH A B2
9o 5 BT Al A B RS, DA S 28 AT B B A B L B e e sE L B
R AT A CBFEAN R, i E RSN, IS s T —it
AW TN, K INE 2R SRS E TR E Y SEEE. AN
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R K 2 892290 X B O r abay AU B AT M PE AT . SR
GBS RE ey FE E R P UrAa & F— Bk R A5 A B g S
FEAE L W Ry W EAE S o A2,

AT R AR BT A TR AR W LR T AT A BT L Sears
/i s ATTREErPE 2 8Tt A/ —FRAE (LS L A1 fth AL 3R 4
SR T B A A EY PR R L AT T X B CAEBCIT &9 VE R,
LIS N (N PR R R A S R SR L SR - 12 2 L N
A:f i,

2. T AEITEXIERR

(1) &

1872 £ A /R L MRt 69 S 0 1l A 6R 98 T 45 09 55 e (b
kR B AR T o S R B R E TSI im0
B AL B T 4 8805 L P LB B B AR 2 Ak B L 5 L PP R A9 I Rl PR N A
RILAEWKAKHFIL A0 E SE R UGS i m Ay R4y 5 b i ok . &
AE SRR A N BA £ AT 45 . M TR b A B9 9T & .

AR R AR P 1E G5 e HENT I A AT O FEAR S, T L BY
BN T MR AR EARE. I i A S E. T LAY R,
ANTRVBE & HERR AR &, ™ 3 1l ACAY P BB S , Rl i 4 . A
B EFR L. AR, AR 8T &l T
W, BEE 1938 B, EEH.L B H Woodworth s ] . A G152
VAR HE — P 7SR SRR b, o P 35 18 48 L TRk anig 4,
TFENTEEAHEE DA B . BLTES A ERAr - FH 25 47 M 3% 1)\
ANE LCHAESINEE.

(EEE TN = P
i & LR R
2 Bt =
b1
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RE .5
. B

TE 2-1 MXEUREE Ny

— A LEENS A EEMN . F ST OAAMERE B R
EMEREXAES A HEIMNEE TS ARFENEEREE AR
i, —MHALAAIMEE A EMENSE. M ERFHEL
*X. AT FEHZDEHE,Kraut f° Johnston {1979 3 T — & oC 35,
AT A B B OE OA R, LURS GF f 0 W R R L LR B R P Al
HFIARFITR R 08 A E S+ 4 8, b o 5 b o B & md {4 55 Tk
B SdER e F M H{F T F . Kraut 7 Johnston i# Mk §#
Wik EH Fo N AEER.ER—XLHRPHATHAEN, FTHREH
WAESFEH IOV E EME, MR EAR 23909 R 8] & %
K. TR, %EXEE—fMHaEFR.ELEHRFTNERELE., £85 —@HN
HHA . ARXERFTERPEN A AR T THMNARBIT(EA #
THEHFERISEBE N RAFTWER K., vk 2-4 Fra . E &
HMAREHBER A, TAXFATAREEEEANARE.AUHEER
Ty —3g, - BT, W T KA W & oy —#p
5.

F2a HEFBRENSSH

HES X5
5B ARTr 61 %% 5745
-] 12 % 504

(2) IEIBELRR
—AEE, AMEH=MGEEERERESHCHEXMIER,
iz FH B B 2 iF & 938 (verbal communication), BI- -4~ A 38 i&5 50 ™
7. HAmERIEESa . EMIRE T B itpsZE ., IFiE S WiE
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WMIGdEIEETMWMICREMNBIESHE . AIAIEAMT NG, T
P, BpR A  ANIIT A . S HEIRIEAEZ I IrEMES.,
NI PRIE LR E TS,

& T A AL R R ~EEE,- NS .SEANRS T A
A EEN R MER. mMANEFRiILARBHEDR
BUF R CNEE . B, BOTA LM B A I EE R T
Bt AN SRE . BE, £X BRI YIZESED CILE EX
ABRETEpIREmm . 5.4F 20 4 60 1L, PP 27 AT 9 A Bpy s
(B[4 g & PR 8 A& I, S0 HILAE Ceultural norms)HE 3F A8 5E
S AR EE ATE T A By a e Ry R LT
DL RMANPT R AEEEIE S, XEAEEERES N
P ALEZTEPRERIRS . HA0Yy —B M A fl— 2O ER
HAZEFERBHE . B AR ES 38 3 Aot 4 5 dh, T 35018 A
BRI A VST

TRERBEER, BN ARIER MBS ERNRAE L, RS
MART R B RE TSR R . M EHA R A S E R . FHILE
LS, HiF 2 LUK 518 S (body language) 3 -E TN 58 BE RS
th o R B AL A BT 5 A 2h T, 5 BE IF 7 Hi0HE 70 At A gy AR
e, BEEEXERMNUEEFEE.FEET2Z2HUEEL. 5=
SEEAMEE SR ER T MM RRICh, MEMTFT
FHEM RS  RSmRiRs., hingEtE . BFERELAEMAE
fE.HEABZAR W HBSAE.AETIFERENRS %,

=RHXEM., AW B L BIFEfEE . B reEm
ME LR RN FTE B AR, SRR d 5 —xt
W B M A OGS B N B R A SR R R, T T S A
B, 5 A WIER . G Hae b S A 308 fR3 4 il (B
LA A AL A RN R R, aTE R 6 oysEeh . 2 A 41
=2 O FRESR A7 A S0 HE P AT £ 05, 5 W 8 Ye g a]
THERMM FE, EMlEg{E >,
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HMHEETHREF BEGERRERBES PERREABFLUIIE
H.EmHAN—HIEREMES X, HWEEERAER D RN —
)30 . A e A S O 89 0 (] SR B4 O (W] = E R B R A E] A
AiFEFIER. LCAYERH RN . SIEFHEMHLAFES eI EET
ittt s — D A RIS IR S AR T, il A B e
IS AR s S E D HEER . Ekman fll Friesen (1974)A %,
AR H C RIS A E LFE B, i A NS E B 8. a0
HE - ANERESE B 2 T B IR & (AN IEE P iR
BRI TEEE . IR ALY NEEE Bk . MElm EBIE 5 &5
A ISR H L. Ekman (1976 %P, 25 A IR, EH T
P E IR PR S LR AT X R S B R L I e e i K 4y B Y BB
AR L I N TR . R SR R AR IS SRS VR
St TR A AR F YRR AR . Zuckerman ZE 6 A A, I=0F grad s
U B A1 97 5 o i LD B ER e 1]

REIEGFHERRGEA - EEBE EERE AR .
TEEFREE P, AN ZEfi A B GIRRAWEE N FRT EM|, Kraut
1 Poe (198C)4E [ - THAFFE . e ITRAPLBEE | R & . iL ik fr)J=
IR EE R W OC AN BE EFA LT R #E1E 4000 E LR L. B
JREFEYLEE T — XA, Aot . BirEE T g e
HBEANRFEANREEEREICEE N REWNIEES WIEIT Y.
WEhER R R I HGEE S A B TE M L R S P A
IRB R TR OLSE G5 R, B AR A IB AR 69 AE 15 5 PR E B AT AT (] T 8
AHER . AREEXAREKRE AN R AL KSR LR E
REWAH. FnibREHF AR FPEERE . BBk, X T
RER, M EERFED, ANNERRBIT VNGB,

—. A & m B

NS EAE T AT A S MR, RS e S
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SRS R A (BT AT AR . B TR0 LA S H FR N AT IS A
R S AR EMNZ . TN ESE X T e
HiTiv.

1. BEHEE

(1) BEEIN

Markus 1 Worf J H FF 10 (self-schemas )y iR B - E H Tk
MLE . HHAEIERE - AXTH S REERE & Br B L H X 295
MAxEdHEMESI YASEAEEMN-—E B FKIL7E&,. Higgins
Q8R7)Y F A A #F o5 WL ) 5 0 38 L1 49 B 3R & RY 20 BV (self-
reference effect ) gCWER] T 8 B IE A A H L I8N A E a1 H,
fil%=#, AL TS 4N E CFH XCHFE AN AER .02

TG R EAASE-IaIHFIER = F - Higegins 24 B 8
Z= I I (self-discrepancy theory ) 845 H . M EWE 2N H FE K
(self-concept ) L FH = TERAr  FRAE EH  (ideal seli) . Wi H
(ought self)FI LR H F (actual self), i X =59 =4 rh g0y
AR, MRS E REMATESE . RN FRAE. A
FHEHMESL FILTAFEAZESR X,

(1) MABCeI v AR E 2. ANTHE B 8 CoyirtErr e

(2> M ABITT R I P #HEr A O . ik AR IR EFEYR 2 4 A Xt
AW Z W BRI THRECH EESEZ—.

(3) Mttt W E 3, BT SR A, AN #eXt
HeHRHEHEEMMAR. BBMRIASE CIE P, EBH A GEIE
BHWE T #REE P LUE o 5 A9 AH & A8 tb . 86 b 7 B 4038 g9 a8, #1018
M RS A ACEAS, IR AT DA RIS IR B C IR T~ k.

(4) T B IR EHMERER O 3. a0 BRibR{FaE8, R 2{1 4
FEHY AW — B T . AT LR AN T E O T Mmigy
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H . Kulm (1954 42 & 6y “20 10 fiff & M 48 " ( The Twenty
Statement Test )R X — B TE . 23S ERMIA A —EM
o (B P9 Il 55 20 - [] 50 o e 20 g 2 Ml 7 e M g BAnd Bl B e 1y
ST MM RAaf g Bl H R B IHAIN A .

TEFE B M E RS B AT FE R I % L 3 2578 3 Mead $2 4
BY 3L 2= 71 S0 2 (social interaction theory )& {1 HET B — 2%
BLRS . M Mead g9, LRGP AN HIHE L6 £H S5
FTHEMASMEMNES.BREE - ABUGIrAERE SR
THFTS, ARMERE— i AR E LH O EEMIE RN

(2) BRHERD

H ¥ 9% & (self-awareness ) B T FW B 2 Bie &2 n
B CERR AR . Boss JEIXFAR A 55 4 N 74 (5 88 80 (private self-
awareness ) ¥l 2> &k H 55 ® (public self-awareness ), pif #7 - 45 i~
FEM A AR E LR EN. WS W RN ETa W
S Frim R fE R

BT 1 P9 BT R4 A B H g e 5 R IE L BT L b 1 F 5 2 iy
LM e AN IE . N TE B AT AT H SR SE R TE P, B i 1))
FHSHFT RO OCWERRE A R FiXx s A8 O aseir ik
K Fr AT B AT R BT B E R A
R AEHRHAERRIFECHITHTESEES . T KSZAS
5t R Y R,

SHAHRHARE.ARE R AN TREERIAM AL
RN, B LA A1 N B AT B 2L OB A AT S T AN TR
fri R, T HEENRK QM AR I®R, i EE Sr e
HHEBRE . FREEE RSN TER B EEE;: B,
ARE ST P ENIT e X R {15 S
X H BEEANF B R E I (sel{-consciousness ) A L4 X 4 Davis F0
Franzo {1991)%%&3‘3?.%1%%’1‘{%&%—%Ei?ﬁ%%ﬂﬁﬂ‘r¥1'~ﬂlﬂ*tﬁ
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Y E], E T HEHA MR EE. LR A E R AR R,

TE 22 AEBRSALBENIE

T @ 8 E A A 0 ¥ % Fenigstein, Scheier 1 Buss 78 1975
A 4% B9 B K B AR B & 7 (Scelf-Consciousness Scale 8 3% SCS),
HF“O"R TR 2FA T AR "R FTEEFELSH,“1.2.3"5 0 1
AT REEHNFTESRTFE. FEH ALY ESERET FiTew .

l. A EMAL S C. 0 1 2 3 4
2. BXLH DEF I A, 9 1 2 3 4
3. Ry ERM.AAEEMTL ATAF®E, 0 1 2 3 4
4. EEFREH D, 0 1 2 3 4
5, X H RN AL o 1 2 3 4
6. WBEH T 7 T oy 62, 0 1 2 3 4
7. AT g O 0 1 2 3 4
& Fx B LEA A ARAEE. c 1 2 3 4
9. /XA CHAESRT, 0O 1 2 3 4
10, EEHELEITEZLHHA—NFUHR .0 1 2 3 4
1. & EHEEEY s, 0 1 2 3 4
12, BHAEHEEFEET, 0 1 2 3 4
13. HEH®T -HEgLE®FEHIHNES., 0 1 2 3 4
T4, K &M AF K o5 F & ¢ 1 2 3 4
15. #Ext 8 OO0 T LR, 0 1 2 3 4
16, #xt 8 & aysh F B 305, 0 1 2 3 4
17. Sl et #HFHE G O 8008, 0O 1 2 3 4

FIAMFE T HEERI . RANE R WET 24 .1.3.4.
6.7.9.11.13.15 F 7. @M A E 2t HHE RZTLALH R &y
5 2.5.8.10.12.14 16, M A FEHEI T F, WA T K 0T
Tah 2, MAdEDBENTEH SN 10,
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2. SEERBFXMEAMBE

(1) B®

H B (self- e*%teenl“}g;j\mﬁﬁﬁ P ENEAIEHINE .
o ~MAaMEESTHBODL RERITHERER . £
FEXR AT OS L AfmApREg R Bl — T AWE
B &gy K 2ERT-OM 5000 4 H S o L P &0k . — B ik Me
HHCEH IR T ER L. . E ik A H O BRI .
Bavmeister (1584) G450 Mg H Em Ak REFERBIEY =
F OB HOH 57 v /20 L Fe L 05 B 3 8B 8 (self-handicapping
strategy ) (Jones l‘%?S)H’E}ﬁmﬁj@ AW A 0T s i B BE U HIL R A
BRI B B i s 2 2 (A R LA LA MR R FMEVER AR A S R —
J7 T B BE AT BER LA B S ICeiE s b 2. PR ITTEE ML
A ERIR S Y B LAy ey (ol 8

(2) BERANBREIA

H 1R - (self-enhancemeno) {0y {8 & 24, = B4 41
—F AT FI T B O EGE W R 7 RO A e B B AT
Ho. B AN Gsetl-verification) MRS 4~ S48 MRS 18, LK
o B SRS PR AMER ORBA F ATBCE — S5
PR AT AT BN T R G a2 r ol RN EN A B S
HAT -ECMERTINE RGBT TS H 2,

(3) BREZH

H & %1 (self presentation) th oY & @ 7R, 5 235 A 7142 )
AT H ETERET B Y B s TEH B A E S, AR AR
AMABCH —TRUBES,.FUERBHAOF L E PSR,
D HE2E A Jones (1982) B 2548 T 6 Rb {3 2 B A0 45 18

E] 3%, 4% 35 (self-promotion) BT B A O IETE
fof HLAEERE5 B AL

¥. 7= (excmplification) R AR H O8I EEFSHE. 2]
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il A IR

#AE (modesty)  AUEMAS O 2R B 450 SRR FT 5T ER .

B K (supplication) @RI AXRAECOHE AR S HKE . S
AATE -

14 °F {intimidation) RN kB NS B Oyl &,

AT (ingraiiation) PR A EWHIEE G FRMLE.

Q)  BRBERERB

AT EREFH G R E R Sl - - ERRS, HoP 5 R EEAS NS
(scli-handiwcapping )8 a8 F H —FH 3, E B A TR H S
MRS OBy — 2 F1r 0. FH AR, 4158 L
Y- dErT LA AR AR A8 KR MOA LS T8 68 F1; T R
REIh [ 5 & A Gedli HH e Jigy g I

WAn/E- Bl dgl, Sk =Rl it 3l 5 3% R if, o Mgt A S
B O, i [ 8 W PR AT RS | A AT — 3L EE A A
RE . HEEXRGWITHAENRT .S s g EurEmILT,
5K = o3 305X 0 R FR AR Hy SR 7 1tk 0 ] 4 50 M 0 AR TR Hb, B2 i
T E ] G B X - IR B REE TR IR . 2 s iR
ZHELSUMRE SWHEREY BT EAREA . AT ASANIXRR
AR AR FH I HR BT T, A NIRRT E LR
e LAY TFRE S . M BNX 2 B R FH HG .. ST T, HES A
AR UA i Ay BB BH 5§ 2

5 8RH=E

H ¥ FE (self-monitor ) B4 A IITE S A S w L #2ds,
AR AN R ERNH A8 ®RIFE LIS,
ERBENAGENREE T CHITH. M. Snyder (1987) F
Fiske (19929 AXT B AR HEIT 7 WM BIE . 15 0S 5 Rk
AT E L BT EE A A A s i 1 2 T
M S REIEAARNFT AN A BT RIVER S R A B E S A
IFENE,, RIAMEHCHINESESRZ P AMNE B
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Peam, MEETEF ik AR ER S HASHE . IFLL P E A TE+t 2P A8 Y FE
FIFEE .

AR B ERRELEEMIMTEEESEDPRBEAVEN TAE.
Snyder ZM . A TAERFTFFHEH,. S AFKREOANZE K T/ AE
B TR, il IR FTEM ANRGEFE SH 5 S ARCFFIEF B & /7
AIE AL ITfFP. S HREEMAFTTEZIZEHFEE C S LIFHNE
R AEATAE A A TR AR . SEAA T A BAREES
AW E H 3 H O 2MEM VL2 TR, 118 &M T.5 a5
R.EARFE. SH i % A0 X2 8y 2 51 2 B M (impression-
management ) ,Schleker (1994 A MFICER Ry — HPHE HH &
MR AMDRRAEESNATATRENN B SO0 —m\, DA i AN
HCOAT- TRTFMNEESE. IR FHMER T AT AaRimE,

(6) BIEME

HIETH & (self-fulfilling prophecies )0 B CHPIT = . T
AETERAIA b A E S B R A T AIT N B I E I
g AT F, O 22 FF Darly #1 Fazio {19800 HE1X Fh B 5 1y
M BILHIE . A EMEAG 12 s T BB /R (1968) 3K &
—FBIEHE AL — WA, FERIEBIRM — /a7 T 4ES
FIE T =ABE, RIS B HE § a2 W Be, ff 1 73X
— MBS — AR E B KA, FIa b S E T ax s
ARIET. H, XMW A Z2MELF EREVLB L ke, s A H 2>
JE . AT IX A A BRI L S, SRR IS RN BT
FHREA T BEM N, A 1T ST R T R
PEHT L TE X 31X &% S hn LA R R B R FRIEIRIEA T AR ES
SRS ECHE I8 . B3 6 B RE L BT k] 3 )L 25 i
hn 2w 4 7 AR A E M ETEFH MY AR T , (L L) & 0
FIHISE SR,

(7) £

1% (body image) & BRI R S5 E X G CL 8K = 508 5 S iy
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B SAFR . YTAEOK L EEE A A IRAR O SRR IR IR R A
F.HTAMHREEH CHEEFOAHA SHEIR, [ ESEATE
i7. Cash(1986) L —HIWF 5T R A .82y B L 93v M L fETR
HEACHINE. LHEEESNE CHEQRAH,. 85 %A K
HoWiZEE. T AT 10 B ANAECHE. T4 459w H
PEFREEEH COCER Y, Thompson(l1591) %P, F/LEXNH O 1k
YR e i e i IR R R 1 AR R AY L SRR Y SRt
=LAl B JL PP RR . D HE N ER  F LA O i % N 5

Sof RIS S AR DS RINN, AT YSE
HEREAT N EEERATT—RE . KES 8 ey — 364 m
A 352 W7 AT MK R 2280 A 2 A RS BR Y IR BR, 24— 3R K
BER A B A C ST AR, BEIA X A ST R
A

—=. # & A m

REANFIFZX FMAEE B, RITALM s Ea
B HAE- AN LA ZE 38 . McGuire (1969)iA%, A B—A4 N 50BY 3%
o &y (cognitive misers) , £ H B filt AR IR RN E R
A SR, AP AR L8850 FIFEFE . H B B SpyH
P X TE R ET & SR LB 5 B . Fiske §1 Taylor (1991)%f#t
o NI 8 SO < AN AR 48 BR B8 P i 1 2245 B T e A BR s 4
FIfEwR. MER ST R P . R SHAREHES Y,

1. rES5E=H,

(1> 233
FEA S Al A BT HH B , A 17 A5 2 9 N Y AR 3k 57 B A4, T
SRR - EUh X AR ERSE,. TR
&Gy SLHIEY . 228088, A TSR A FEREIR? (O BE 5
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Cantor (197735 H . ANITES MR AR T SRR
{prototype) (FFAEIPE SR 428 . R g o 25 e 5 i B iE
() — -~ S 7R Tl A A S A5 R B, G P T ) B R DR

AF 1Ak AR S, BN B IR S ZEERAE LR Bt R AL IH . 2
BATETR — TR AWEr i, M E SR A B P, 8K
A R o — A2 W 4 A8 LALLM 40 28 FR T ik A SR Ty
AP Kb T A B R TS R E =, wT RS A
AT I TR

(72> B

] 2 (schema ) (2 5 h Tavloy Ml Crocker 2 M3/ . = &
B —FEATHA  FEMAT AR R AT B & R 49 5138,
FHINZHIE TP IAN R Z A ey 52 R —EFreray Bl . b ATXE
0 AT REF A TR . B A REE T4
T HEFAB A E LHEFEREARARE NS
E2 s g I

I AE X (person schemas)  FHRAITH IR IEM LA
i, LRI B EREA T T AR X HMEAXENFER
- FBEN. A . B4,

B KB X (self-schema) 18 ANTX 5 O EFHE AT NS,
ESHRBESHFTEFHPRER. MFTEEIA A B, BT EE O
RRRCRT B A GX ML A B iR g FeE A 25 .

Ak B X (stereotype)  R2F5 I NTRT 35 508k B 4 &Y A H1 45
4 » A B -t ] B A 2l i EP SR . D PR 3 TR R 1 T B e iR U
— T R EEA R SR . IR iTE EIRIERHE PR IA Y 1L
AR AT GERE VA EE AR ..EZH A

i & B & (role schema) 5 A MIXTFE8k B £ & (B £ B
HA T AN NS HY , b A ER D S B an R R L sk
&R

BlA (seript)  $5 A AT B (F ol B F 89 Z PR FE L. LK
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EIe—ERFN— R PG IR FER T . LR 12| T sl
AT PRl AR P 2R s e A RS MR, s A — T
A . B A R AR T R AR A, PR — B AR AL IR
% AL R AN K IR AE S AL Hh DT RE ARG ¢

(3> BRI

AU AT EIEI SR L AR R KA R S A
FIE . B EEAM T T A -3 TR R £ A b K
HIREL S BER BN FE . (1) MEREFT i 2, M 3K 73 A 2k by e
(Z2) PEHEREEE 0 B AR IR FTIR A =B (3) XTRR T gE & vy
BRI AR LSy AR R A O U (R B AR A 4 F
AT AR Z 2, Bl AR AR 8 VR 4 87 SRR IR .

TFi= 2-3 A d o Ee i)

BiE R SR S A IR R L E R FE R by B0 R B —
FlAT, Ml E A NSRS AR RS F b 4 ey
ENHEBETWAE.FleE A 30 FR R E SRS )W RE LR
RELFHBZDmET AEIHERTEED,

1938 FF AT HF WYL HLAER AR ERELET &, bt
FATHY R AE IS F R R THE TG, &
EEmEEREN S ERNTRCE. EA BB T —RAmE,
WU THAE . FfEB A G 2R Ao, — ST E gL E
ok AR o4 TR

“EREHVMTERE IR EHFCHF L4 8 b, T AT
SMETHMIFT S, 1960 £, T A B FH B BEEHX"EE 8 &
MEBTWE L, A TH R REZETF Z R G H > A FHF E
LER . CMNHEYEAEELSE T, U2 EMETHNTET S H 4
AR ER, AMAS . CHEERAETEATRLE.EhEEES
MNEIMAE ZHRAAAE TR AR, A ALEE T &4k
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VL.EAH MYl E LB RTR ,AREES, B0 FRK
R EFGENHBR, TN S A ERFEAXENRET S,
(5 & ffr B B3 4k £k A9 B WM . E B F SCBR A R R OR K SRl A B IR T i
BEAR T4 E,

o BB Gilovich (1881l uE ] T E ARG —T A
%of M BT ACEL R P M AT . AR LE P B i T R R L X T
A SRR NN R B I KPR A0 E R
A AR A —APEB SR RN B AR E I R AT &
WE e HR.HFE2EFEY: D —ANERESEEE S HE CYFRY
EH SRy AL DD, oAb SRR . SR WA S 8
AR PP RS B e/ EH 8 5 X904 E 64 17 30, i 18 F
ARy 4 RSl BT N L O
Bt AER: T EEMSE XN EEREPEIFESREAE
RS, HmE RSB S N FE R {E S AR A A2
MZEHREZGENEEE FEMNSIEESMEL ZIARF IR
H ML W E R S S RS R AR R

2. 3L IAKIN 8 HEAYRZ 0

A E A EE RN EBHEE . HPBEEEW
— B RN R E N AKMEMEEA B, O IR & P FE
B R B A LA T LA .

(D NS HH

CHEHRERE L EF SV ES, B AT R ESE 5+
AT THAR S AR At R PTRE R B R T £ (W 2. 1. R. Anderson
(198 R , AR MARAI A - KB AN AR 2T H AL
R CHHREHE. T&E AR SESSA O ER,. &
HAGPEEEARYNM S XA IR ERESC AHEHE
. Jones T A (1981) I A I, BT B /R FT IR 09 A H B HE AR B BR >
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B A Wb il E S 0= A S K2R ay,

(2> HEBARDEKE

HIE RN EEP A B T, hin B it — P al#
WM W — T AL 8 2B N PR RAT PR, AT ER BT
FE = MR, (LI E Broome fll Wegner( 1994EERFIE T
AT Z 3 BB 2 M AT P& 18 04 1A 50 5 B | By LA f#
AGEE 60 B8 1, Philip Zimbardo (1981) % ASYAF3 3580 T X —
oo AEAXTIEF T S Zimbardo (hHEEFE MR EZAIWH L KA TE
TP S B LRI . RS TSR AR e A 2 A
PR/ TR, L5 2B AR 2 ESiF 34
HAEM LM RO BE DT, SR R E R R 25
AP, XA FIRE C 4 5 582 Ak ad 690 Bkhnd H T 1§
A.mMARAOCFSHARZ A SHE. DI e, i581%
th AR A1 .

(B HSANSERES

FH S LA AR R, OB R B A A ST AT DA S X
H B AR HEEL R . 1T X3 E 2 (behavioral medicine ) F fi
R L B2 ¥ (health psychology ) iR EX R E MM EW F & B X
B TERRR LB 50 F 3, T 13 B O f S35 P A1 58 g
HEEBREEARER. MK 2-1 FFER,

AR 7 4
G TS — - B b T < ST F N
(2 3 s S 4

B 2- 1 RS T AR ey B S R SR Y

Lo 38 75 2 AE T FE A S UK S0 R {8 R A B 0y B A o, SR A
A R B LA WA R B SRR AR R R A BRI R S A

Z— . H 1 Seligman (1987)#F] Peterson ¢ 1988) {2 T3X HF ey
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GEdE . TR SE sk Aoof 1046 5/ —IR AR 20 9 F X A 78
15RO TEAY SRR % P HE S 55 AR B A B R O i s T
A e AR AL

. 4 (A 0] 3

U ] (attribution ) B 45 AT ] itk A By 97 o9 8805 FE 2 A By
AR, AR RINERERFIIFIT 2 209 0 JR0T o5 A 2
S L P L O, p: 0 BT PN BN U RES i o5 IR LA i iy b e o G I 20
PR BT AR S AN AT B S a9 ISR B BA 3R BT R AT
AER FEHTUE, JUETEW AR T AMNA =AW, -BR4E
il P ECReY HE KWL R EEE R FE S AR
T8 A& AN N S 800 g 5N 3 & . fEF 55 3 I 0] 38 B, 0
BB T — S F8 T FELE, VT E &2 o AC0E A &y s m
MR LR . N0 5 JE P — T ax ve E i,

1. X AITRHRITRE S

(1) Heider 8913 E 2 ip

1958 £ ,Heider &by FAEC AR HR O E ydh, BGEAB O
FE% (naive psychology )8 B E R Y THM ¢, ZMie S
Y R AEE ST A S B Ay R . Heider P A WD
AR Bl — R AR B B B AT — BT AR A R IR ST
IEHY R T BB I X P AT R, A T4 A Fr Rl i A0 B i fer
iT5h. [E M Heider F5H , & P A R BRI 2E 3 #1415 5 5
A BT A . F R A H X b AT A8 1. Heider AR B 09K
RIFTTFATMPh. —BPAHE EWmESE &S A . EghE, 2
SR L BB SRR R L RS EEF . Heider RFE M, fE 1T A B9 T
e, A& MmN RO — 233 FE N (principle of
covariation), B f5 7MY E N B H 50 £ S EAE R F A E A4
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4 AR ES & LI AN AR, 25 RAE R B R A R
SRR L O R AW L et~ ACGE R B T A B
DRI B, DAl A R AR e, 3R TR0 <8 W6 B 48 #1314 7R 4F
-, AT T B HAE AR . _EHEERIAN, E ER A Ak

A oo iy e B R LURERE-THR , A58 AT RABERR 55— 77 T Ay U
|4 A — T PFRA BRI L R T AL AT AT b A AT A 3R 71
L&} A bt i o 2 HEBR ARSI Y e b gy A pk S oy B &

(2> Weiner B33 R B i

1972 4F , Weiner £ Heoider 85105 K EiEF Atkinson FEEE ShFL
eI ER RS T HESMHNBE G M el ay B IR
# BE R B S T SR BT AR BN . Weiner TA K . B 5 AR
HI R 5r RRREWYAER > — . feIFB W AR M 54— 480, |
ToiE 95028 B R AR08 L3 B -I-2E A Ik S, SRR T A
PREPII X Y Y Sl —3¥. Weiner #—2B4H-& T X P4 HE , 0
= 2-5.

™ 2-5 Weiner BYIIEHEEE

F Bz BoE
I ED 5 BE 71
LG ZER L& MR

Weiner 3 K PR e 0 3 A B B 7R E 25 Bt D LS
AT R EW IR SE M FARR/ R BE/ TR ES
JEH SR A AR B R S AR R M CH Sre 2 m) . IR A
THEMREMNBER. &F MR . BRI OREHES TR
HmBHCMRRETFAISBREMAN E. 481 E s 4 2005,
C. Dweck (1975 & 8L, AT T -1~ 5% 1 a1 22 4= bE O s Sh 1T T 8 /1
HIZFAETELLUE 8 TAER RREMEHR S B 2 WA T & 1 i A
TER BT T% 1oy ATEAS TEDIEmyaf s,

Weiner £ 80 FAUHE — R B T 0 R B S . T 1082 B
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H rU IS =T F o] EE# M (controllabilicy ) . B ‘B A IR E
BT ANBEFATEW 2 NIEEZ Sy 1 Weiner HK X =8 E S
e, I EEWREX -HE B AT AR Sl B A A Ak

26 HHMSHIEAEER (Weiner 19827

MFE #i*ﬁﬂi_ B
. Ceia 4 S A [ 91 0 . 3 b A TR ER
TEd RS TR E A 7.t 952 4 T &t L 0 T K
Fo] 5 PEREMIEE R Ao ST AR i HERE — P AHiE X

Weiner [FVITE M e S # 7 A ] AP A K& (attributional
styles Y VIl ER ) 24 HR, B E BB AN A B HIE N #E T 95 0 A B K,
R . C.Dweck (19757 — X0 B35 205 0F B 3X Fp i e A R0, 90
SRR R - AR IR 8 e E BE e, 5 R
P SRR E S ZXE N AT E ISR, IS B,
fr CE &AL T 3R D (learned- helplessness ¥ ;- ~Ff L if =
A 55 J7, B TE B AR A5 2. Dweck BIINZEIFRIEHE 25 4
BfE B, DR T B, AW R ERR YRS E g
a2 88 . M gL A Ay R, M-S TR A F B A R
.M ARBREZET . EEA LR HZ T .Dweck & #ix b2 4
IS I BRER 8B ENRS.

JLF £ Weiner [HHf, LB %52 Lyn Abramson (1978)8LM1 T
M HE B (depressive explanatory style) fll &4 3 % ( optimistic
explanatory style >R A #% , 70 5 H A SRR E N . M4
BAHE KA EE B H IS TSN B EnfsEAnEE >
L. ERRNEFEHTAEN A REMNREUNES B FUAE
A X R B MR IR B T I MR AR S R AR AL A A,
A LA 6 AR AR F A R R A B 2, e
HEM FHEAT AN R BREMR B AR L%, Peterson HI
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Seligman {1987 > §9 — Xl #4 F2 W1 97 S 5K &R BLEE 75 #R U I8 U RE 3 -4
R RN, REMTIARER AR 2™y BT LA E
i B o B v BERY -

- MMERERLHE R REEm T RN R AR, HERANHE 5 R
A5 .

- IMERBNIH A KR A AR — T Bk 7. {dEE
2= TE B) B 8 pe AR IS 3T

s FPERA ISR KA AR E ZME CHRBE.REE M WE
F= BEIR =58,

- AER RS IG B R RS B9 N e P ey R Eh Bk 3h . A~ &
zhith X FRKFH),

(3 Kelly Y =% 1HEE P

Kelly BHE T Heider A93EAEDRW ,+ 1967 4B Y E M =
HE T[] i8> (cube thearv), HL M .7 JTERFEIY AR A AT e g e
P 258 7 AT F 25 A4 1 A7 30 #F (actors ), B 84 (stimulus
objects ) Li A £5 318 75 B (contexts ), f0 XF 9K = 47 2= g X 4 5 55 1M
B, 5 = BAT3hH I R0 B0 TR e R R Iv 8. Kelly %
i A, ANMTZEER = E 8 —F #15 B (consensus
information) — - H fib A LWz — 45 8 { consistency
information)- — X~ AR NG i EREE 2 B (distinctiveness
information — Bra7 i A HL AT B30T R B 0L X f o SR B, 7 AN AT
HAL H B ERFEAIR I ? Kelly iA 047 /X SefE B, AM1ER T LA
FHRE . B Kelly S BT3B A TS B 5
Fb—~FE W, RBP4 do JE U (discount principle) FEIRAHEE R
HRFER S T MR R E TN . X —FER 5 /v H
TR ATHWARE, £ 2.7 B Kelly B3 2 2L
AR LR EE R —AT A AR
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F27 AaF4dEHEENREER?

P B A PR FE R B U_Illflé’f_f_‘,lﬁ

(4> X NI EE e

Jones fl Mravis 1965 5= 2 H 53 3 1Y #1018 (correspondent
inlerence theory )38 A F AP A TT R0 L 2 L B ETEN
2o AR N ATET RAUE F AT 13 5 i A B9 M E £ R (dispositional
trait) , BIA#F S E U1EF . Jones AR, — P AITHA—F
S AW EEE NS RAATR - -~ BB M AT LR
A 0 T ACERITEE AR — D5 A RERFEE. MBafl 2tz
FENTREFEIE — T A BT R S NI R BRAHI Y7 Jones 25 A
Tl Tt — BT AMIE S SR I — S AT
AAE AT AT A AT S e i R— P RS e A . 8
TR A B FRrE R — AR S kiR T AR SR TE S R A
HIFE /)2 M ey, A1 N o e T AR T ey .o,

2. a2 893E

TR B AT S AT L P PR e ER O N A AT A1 L AR 4 Fe 17
M H SEITT A ERFEIRE? Bem 6P TE W B A0 B4 0
ORI IRLE , fl A BRI BRR O B MRS . X A FRIE o, Bem A
AANEETEREE DRSS FEIOMEE 125, By o
FIFE e 2 B AT B A R AT A R B, e R 1R A R
L AHFE R B f . A R A ] A9 W DS FR X SR 1T 8 S 01T A8 T
RAWMEIR . TE Bem 2 F7, K it Ay DR 58 AL BF 78 T A 1%
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HeX{AFHEMAEHN, ZB AT O CAEE.SIHLREZIFTHEA
I8 27 AT - AR

(O HNECESENIIEEA

CHRIER T - ANINSWN A AEFHE X AHRBETTE C3INE

H A FAA R AFERE EZEmMERE O ERE . {H Bem I iX#F
WL N AN TR IN T XEBCESEMNARNEHRERBLS.H
M A B A ER L RENMEEAEEAHFE THA D
MIfT M TE CMARE .. FFELS SN ERTZASE. N TEIE
H 1 E Wi . Salancik #l Conwav (1975)i 1t 1T - -2 2 47 A
R R TRER PSS FE A HENL SR A HB A, |
ANHFEERTERCAMEESHI . ¥ B Rk i
Wi B) -4~ ARIRE S5 . B A vr & B g al i B i L3 22 80% 5, B KX
HAFFRHEMEN AR FEEITR., WX B A, R RSy
XA H - RER-FEI T SEE MM, N — A5 R R ST R
AT AR T oX T A 2F R YL S BC A, I I R ik 1]
SEMMPISIHIT ARTE EN . Bh FRIER A ERIF R .5 - a i
AREHOCEMT AV EHES, B HBEARAE O S M T A28
EH . REREE T SR GE N EHE RIS RSB RS Yt
R A S R,

(2> BBEIHNNIEHE

SE R — VRN 1Y LYEad, 58 fE A1 EaE , Bp 3 2 By
LA TARRE A g $R B . T 58 R AE Rl 89 46 30 1 3 s e i 3R s et
AATEERTEEHE LB E 2 SRR U H M, T2 3 &
B3R BT 5| R X A B AT P 48 RLER, B A HRORE MR R 1S
TAAEMBWMIESNEMR AR B R, MR H- T T/EM T &
Lo E S AER B A AR S E R M S 5% S A PI e R, i
FEE T H B W8 TAE 40 128 3 2 REAL 32 P 24 8, 38 2
B 55 &1 3 2R B A 8 S HL A B LI R R AT S Y T S 0 e R
SR 4 7 TR P21 , 98 0 B % 4 9 LU 3] A7, St s A4
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ZATRHE Va2 g, M IE T A B ¥ A R,

(3 HBECHENIBEA

FREAT AN M. AMIEHFEEA CHERBRE. CHRER
S| X AR B SR FE R T e H S aYiF S (R 5E R . 14
ER N EERE T A AMNER SR AR SEHERE.B
FLEEBE NI S E KR8 1 4 . Schachter (1962)IA N, AfIZTE
T8 &8 B SRS B S AT B &2 by gy A B A S A B2 HE Fn A1) B fd
HITARIAR A BR, MR S A T B — A B, AN E
AERELSHWIT MMAIFEE, Flm, B — AREEIERESNK
o, HIEAEHEBRM LEMER A AE. St H S IELE IR
T T R AR PHST e A CXTHEE A A KR, i M
H M ER . Schachter #F— 20 iE T iX-— 8150, 1A 35 AT
BEpaN 2SS ESNER.

Fi=2-4 BRI HFABRSEK

ANl FHSCREAEDBT =T KRANBERSHA R &
W . Schwartz # Clore AW . ERXAEHNETE,AfN2H e C
BOAETMARE, 2 AFE. RIFH £E R, 5 8 £ 0
AL DRI HAIAE 1~10 A K L HATIFE 10T EH 5.
HY —FYHRFTEAMEABENER, B — L EPTRBNE R,
R 2-BET R L EBBNEFRE,ANE ¥EE R,

*+® 2-8 XK= 1N0 RN

B K FA X%
Lt LR IRMERE 7.5 5. 4
B AR SRR 7.4 5.0
A IE A A ENE R IR E 6. 6 4.9
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3. IHE PR HIx

(1 EFRIFAEIR

AT AT R ARSRKEEFANESE L.
A AL TR AR . L. Ross (1977) .z AR HEE
5 (the fundamental attribution error) ., IRX FHEIRFRIN S
MEHEEA X, —RANEG —M B CENGERAFTHIIEE B
LL R Zh A PR TP & TR L T RS A BT fr Ry e s A
R AP L b B e L B A ABRIE RS- Tirah . m
AmIERENE., EARAENFIRAR R ATIHIHFESREF ZEY
1 % (actor-observer bias): 24 A 114E &8 — -1 FEfr 20T i AT 28
BT B AR R A TR EM RSB E 2 ATIENH
FVEUT & X C T AT E e, 2E A T EANSE AT IR E  BPIR
EEEETANREER.THEGEEREEAEN.

1= BRI HE SR —M A S H it AR ETIH . Ross ¢ A
1977 F AW H R 24T 7 — W R, T R IR A 5 B
— %, —Mm—%. —PEE0EFE, —PERZEE., Ldik & FEHF
Héw 10 T H AR EPHEEAARR AR ZE), mgrmF ZR, 2
BEOMESIAT A, B i A VRS H SRS IR, SRR A
[l 3 Fir g ) [R) RELAR BT , BE A F @i R M F g & iR, g #F A oy
HECHE. G FHARBER ., DR . AT gE # i E AN E
HIAT 7 T B RS 5 B ) E LA A fm R/ R AR, A b ] E
i X SO HE A S (HER B 1B TS R A NEE AN E
[6) 35 0] LA 4 35 (17 fth B C & %0 I 8 . ik 4P ] S e 08 IR R 4 B 52
B It , R el EH AR LN A X B S B S e EHr, Insk 2-9
B R .
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= 2-9 MBS SMADMRRITEL

) W N2 L
TS A % [R] & 10 B fa] A ST
FACE 53.5 50. &
1k 7] 34 66. 8 41. 3

. SRR N o~100 4,

(2> BERPHER®mE
H F 22 (self-serving bias) B —FFZhHL MM, = B4 A

riflial T8 AR HE PARAE R WRE . 8 58 mimm
TIEH S ey R MR+ ShEHE #

BN % 8 P (impression management ) B+ 77 L 5 19 Hi #% 52U3

N gy H FW 2, 3 RGX i, AR IREE -k,
REIHEPRLUEM AT E OF — 4 RIFEIFEN. IBiXx—HEsHR
HAMREZEPE, L 5] AR BEEE, A1 /A &1k FHE, R 5
ERWHT RO, kBN REEES S, sk A a8 iE XY 7 4 sk
= PR

FEIRFIEY.

1.

Ekman, Paul(Ed. ). Emoction in the human Face. (2™ ed. }New
York :Cambridge University Press, 1982. %35 X717 &% [qj £ 4=
T VEHIRT AR  EZRAET T AN T30 ar A At A A 3 17 5 DT 75 45
Anderson., Averaging vs Adding as a stimulus-combination
rule in impression f{ormation. Jouwrnal of Experimental
Psychology, 1965, 70: 304~400. X5 L&A T iz BB %
JE2 25401 R AN 2 fil A B B S i T 1 B Y A, |

- Kelly H H, Michela J I.. Attribution theory and research.

Annual Review of Psvychology, 1979, 31: 1~79. X B B
BT B B VE T B 0 BRI 5 8GR,

1. Baumeister R F. The Self in Social Psychology. 1998, X &
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P EAT D HFTHET AN M . EE B XEMRERAES
HATHHRMD. AW . X EH. GHE . GIRHAE. g
AhEFERNE. R - FHEE G,

5. Peterson C, Seligman M E P. Explanatory style and illness.
Journal of Personality, 1987, 55: 23~—27. iXfS X BAEFTH
(7] 04 BB BRL A e 1 £ 3 R 659 S )

6. PoiEAh, BRI (LS ORY ), PIEE2ESE AR B REE, 1996,
XAE-BHWB=MPBHEHITTMAE T A6 H AT SE A
LB RS RENFE I SMEA .

FEEIE.

AMEFETS AT/ AB9ER S 2

T 2R SR N EXFHRITNEM AT AErEme
AT 26 o B 2 2 2R 2 AR X fth AL B FRE ¢
TATEFHE H R

el R H Ao ERE .

fr BB, ErT s A8 Ly

LS INHIXT AT ES 2,

A Heider . Weiner . Kelly 1 Bem 13 & FE it
CANTEREYYSIBH A mEEy

iﬂ?ﬂ*&mﬁ.ﬂhmmi—*
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B ARHETHh

MR R ayefitR, R M BRI RESHERMEHE
EFRERETT AT EHEZKAEA . AE S H bk 353X 14
BHEEREHF — T RKESINWEE HE - HERKRE
BIATEM .

AT HRE . A RWRRESERESHIE TR N
PIES: —FP B X 2 sk AT 2T O . FR 0 14Xy oY il g
2:9T7 A {prosocial behavior), My A FT7 R FMRIT R 55 —Fp AT
=R HEFEHITR . BRI Z M+ 2974 (antisocial behavior) . 1E
Ritett AP EEFAFEENERILTN.

—. ARl
1. PESTRGEEY¢E

EARITAWERY BESIFHEIAIREFTZFENIEH—&
RCHEEREHMMTABFRFLOFEE LB LEME A, AXK
MRAEENDAR . EAERNMERER. ZIEE TSR M E
ma , 8% 1% B X A RAT A B E g R AR Al 7 - A5 5 Hh 3% 1
SPRIFEHREMN T ANREEN R CEEE BT AEX
IR RE.CHEER T F AR 2 KB, AT R
B AR B e A et i SR ey, REE RN
e, WL A) LABE G R TH AT AL

(B L5 3 b BB AH B, 7B/ PR P2 A 6 B, ATt e R
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BMIEEHZEWMERERER., EMINESIT AR+ 247 08 5098
i r 3 A ARAEEE s AN BT 1T 20 EN AT LA R AR EE
MR, AN L - SRaBnayfE R .. BB B ABp — iR T,
FHiHF--HHEETARESRERERSE. BEFEETINARGEIR DR
Bl TR . AR R AF S T ER R AN A — BT S Sh YL AR A
fEmanATx., REEXRMECREE®RFI X —EipERXEFE
i ER L BRI SR R AN TE S LRI T v R e,
ESHY R A A e R 2

BEE /LIBAEAGE - ERE, ARSI 7R Sk fEdkE ik
EEHNENLCHESTR, KN S22 IER RN T AT AFR
ARz . . FFHERNTHERE . L AREHFEORADOLE,
EEHTASHSEAEEEHIEER . AR W & 8t iF L0038
FRFEZ . EF AKX AREMES.CHEERGAGE SR A
G HITHMA N, R XM THBRREESFARPE, 70 4
¢ BA H B ) 3 2 2= ¥ 2 (sociobiology ) B B 90 SE il EI M Rl
FTHIMEMEH T X — . o255t X3 A A s
o st i . A 28A 30 7 ot af L@ A 8t % T 2845 C Ho i A
BHTRMETT 28 A PSR 2 i e & 8 M B 5 ¥ 2 2 I TE R
AT A My B WO 3 AT A0 X Fhiy I B0 ok g %6y

WIFARD EANFRNANXTRESEEE NN Ei
AT A RAIBI R S AFHER RN 2R IS Yy
W {H R “ 18 70 35 8% X B BUE X AT A E 4k ny e - a)
AR B &M%t IEE R R AR AE W, 3 H A
FARBITFERITGRABIT R,

2. BEEREITHERPIIFER

(D EVHEILNNR
A — R AT R #BE B R R A0, X R T SR 30 A R
SCHIHE I D B SRIEFES SIS T AE YR 5 R B EF UL B R
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P AE B 10 LA S R B T R E A AR 4 R 1B T 3 BB 89 58 Bk AN
[F] &R AT A ANGER R A AR TE . 33X —FEIC AR ThHR e 7 A3
i 2 0 R R . R L A SR E AT R AN AR BT B a1 X
FHE= R AR BIFAEAIEE . Fhmam SFATESE W I T ALK
fTREFRAPEHEMECRINE X EERE - HAEEERPE
L) B M OLE ek A -TO sV kg , o0 GEHE ET S 3 T
i3 N BIH S R AT,

HE, SEEH A, ANENITESH ST ROSE. LS
IEACHIER B M RO IT A s A b i . N 7B
724 Hamilton FHREFEE—L P R 7L ER. tils
(AREFE ARG MMA AT iAW B HiE LA T 5 iR K
I I AR A R AT A AME T . 33X, — 14 - A< ) g 4540 it Y
A=W A A 8 Y I SR W S FE . Hamilton (7 0W & 5 3 8
Wilson F AGIA TSP 3 I — M ie, RN ip EiE
RN E B IR T HREIT AR B PR 2 A s
LA HH . Hamilton . Wilson %5 AFFEG X ~-HiEBHREZH T
A8 # ,TE 80 TR A ML (AW 4% &, 5 B b5+t
ERIAEEe — . S AT B AT A B, B R R A R
B Birm s,

() MESNHMBLEENXRA

{EfF —FM LSRR ST NE A E EA . BREERE
ACERF R ST AR E bR SR R —8 . ALTIA
B AL W B 00 FEAE iE B B AR R TR BE I TE DA S e e @ b
K B[ E B H UESE 0 — I L AU . Horn % A B I BE & 4218
T3 00 AL ) B2 v 4 B BE A R SR TV A 2L [ 2 B a7 L)
FEROLEA BB 50 50 1590 008 52 T 34 JL 88 Sk i, 39 % 1Q
BT FTRR S i 5027 . Plomin (1987) 4% —Ey£58 & B X — 7l 4
Wil 1 S8, 15 L A e B 1 B v & /i ap AR AL, B R A0 3R
ST W 7w SR B 3 &Y 64 58 BT ok,
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MFRER i, 2P S MR DR IERY B T R AR
55 AFESE IR AT s a0 GX PR AR A AR B AT S EH W AER . LR
FE O ARFRRAIEWRC MiFETFIRHAIEY . Eaves (1983)if
AP ILE SR A AR S £ EN, RN ABEEERS MW
e -shr M, R E . It B IrEm . EZEE S 4
SRR BT ER IR RIELE e ERE.

3. MM A KRS IT AR

TEFEZER A BRI A SO GIT R BV ey iR
MAT R BT ET. BT AEZXEH —lsmaBREl
gt —EAE LERTHRNMNEN. B4, ME.OHs
FI i --2E R S ik, ANTIGR 2 F I 3 T /5 XM B E E X A

(1) REWK

HEERAMEZHFBEBWEAEELE, TEH A BRI 534
SHEMERETERETREZ PN, NEAIPRERE FAT
IWEM CEEZREFEWM A REINFER,. X — S CSWiF2 s
LB R BT AR SE RIS £E R B 09 &K BE TR . 87 1 T 1 35 0K [A] g g Xt
T3 7 2 . T 20 BT {8 80 78 53 17 a5 0 B BHR BT U R B, A8 SR oK
[4] R 1% - A9 77 AN , T 5 7 327~ 178 10 B A . iR 47 o 2
FEHPER.

H TR R CEERAETREEE WA R
E—THREBRENEG —ITETFHEREEMOR Y. THEIEER
EHEESR  ZEFMEEEEEWNA R ER . EFEaSELRE
Y R W B S AT R 9 ST AL B S R I A g IR, I S B
R HEKF AR EE S . SHEFENRLEN AEE T
FY X 5 X1 #F 30 Plomin #1 Daniels 45 , 5t % JL 38 5} & 69 4 B i
BRI R T K AN SR A B T BN SR BE 2 T H Ak 1 I
i [E TR 0T R BRI ET , B T4 Skt B Ab AT 0 7 2204 AN, 43 ik (T80
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AR EBES R ALTE TR —F A B EEAN R R85 & BE 220 5%
R R FRrE SIS R MYER K EER R . IFIE
BiX -JEK .Maccoby EHEEWIIRA A M IZHAFERFZRH
EZ /N b3k,

(2) L1

HIEERiT A B — P EEEZRE L. 5EY#HAE —FF . X
i FEE M EE . it 25 ik rie sl E—1RCm T —
IR E, ERE Xk S5 7T 220 e, el =
e L, AR B SIS e B, O th AR e &
A BT Bin SN .. Ht A 85k - ik 3
it e,

i AFmH,. bt FECHFFFA.E - O AEFE FE,
SEMF{EAH W, ki {EdAEEER R Ak —mE ST
B, T- B et e, fr o b 3t b Rl 2553 -Rsk LS AREE st .
AL B R AR ER SR A iEE,. SR8 EF.4E
M4k A S Sha A — v By, oAb 3 4k W e 52 Tk 4y 7 3m fay fd
HH X2 R IR RARE ST .

bR ABIFTE A S [H T LA 1R 8 S fk 8 F
Morelli (1932)TEPFIEMH R P EMR. 5 Kt <A, B 1 MHh
IR R FE T UL B XFZFIREHHZ TR EEE N
HE. MERKM PR C RN EN, Ember i@t HF 55
BRI —XIETBES U HEMERBER, W OGN XLER
B HERB R AR ERE ERK A B, iR B TR
XHEJRBRERBR EuEs2R.

TF¥E 31 AfEdedlE

LR 2T R R HEF T ESANEE, X BT
WATA . EEFTRNASFRERG . EFA XS, WHFE L E
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&, FHEN-LAE e fE, AXEDRT w0, FEmllw A
EH L, HENE . REEFAFABR ESEE A& ,E/#N
WHEFEALSERSE. HFTL2FH . ABRTARACTTE.ER TS E
H ., MNEREAEER, AR ERES, L ERTE, R —FHE
L, B KA ER. B FHMt LT R NMFETE?
FENEAZEHLIMANKBE T AX L2 HE R, EFTHLSHAE
Y. S CEFEFEER,EEH T ENERKAE T TS
AR — Haqbid g,

et EHa M AELARE B FTIARTER SF 4y,
At e A AR R NN EREEBTENS DS A R
FRENEARBH, ATA—DERAETE T —HH 2 A3
THBEZEEAEZTNRE R EPEIFEATLE LB S EESHA.
F O EAEfm U R AR RS,

FRYAS FEFPHANEERRT . BRFEL.BTF—% T
SHERI AR FNEE . XFTFENEHTHE ST NEFE
THAEERZFTEITHMANEHRAENETE..EBF 1 2 0LET,
WRHRXEBRFHAEMA A LB T HNER.BFHEEMRA L
FELEF BTHHAEELSH—F -5 . LB EFEET
BTN S . BT EEBBBAFER TRBAFESAH . RERL
HHBFRT AN EESATBEF ARG E oot
A, oBEFRR . RERB PR FERETLRL 5% F 4L,
FEEASMANKEE. A AFRS AP BB . ELF LR
Fiy B W YIRS S AR A,

FIt %4 SERATERE,.BTHAEENSEEw, B %EE 0N
MABBB N -—ERHA BRERTHRE, TR L 22—
R, EBE L R Bt BT ah B, 24 B
HEENMNR SR ERFTET LS EINGFR . 2 M ER TR
REZEMNBITEPARASNA . FRAZTFHER 00 AL
WERAEEENR . SR EERNET, ZTFLRFTUAEY —
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TERET EM S FHENT S AL

BTk X EAAHEFRAOSY . TH . E, B,
HBEALRERNEHENEBTERERHESNIFHORNT A, R
BT T A, AT BT £ A A T A

4. BEESHIRIBIEIER

EARCHEEGITAMERE . BE S EMIEH N LSRR
Rl e, AR OE T RIT LAY R, AR IR T R A .
[ % TEHE AT A ] — S 2 [ 4 T B

(1) BERHAFENMS

Scarr i H 893 — M8 B TR IR TR S 1 0 3 B IS
HERHEAKR, T ZRAY %R T LB 5 A B8 ar gk 4
I ERIS (genotype—=environment } . 1% FR 84y HoFE . ¥ sh A
(passive kind) : S0 BF VB T P2 A Fr S 86 , 1 #3t {% 53 b
A AL LA AR SC &, IR E A B e A FHE B A %\ T
B BN ; A 2 Y (evocative kind) . X FTL B2 L {Eik Pz
RIS IX B S W 3 —- 2 s b T s#HE §R A , I S 00 SR A A TE
HRHEBENE TS U2 XER S X S EEIT Y 1R
Cactive kind) : AIE PR FFIEIEIFEIE & H C A RS, F] 418t &
9 L R R BUAF 41« £ Bh SR8 MEFE A8 32 5 Scarr A%, 1AW
R ERFS IS EENNSE R, EWME R ERS . “ A KM
WS 3 REEA L Z A TERE 0w, 7 AU 2 HE 5 ik 5i
H 3 e

FFr ML S ST AMA R EE, RETITRAR G
. HETISRE—&8H#T. 3R Stebbing iR G TREE . (F 58
FHE R 693 £, BTIR IS M T IR G £, 5 el e, i ax —
VIR Bl M S . BT 52T 23— o iR 6 .
2 R AE 69 40 8 2 4 TR S A2 4 -2 o db iy 3E L WG T R B R R A
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/U

(2) TRBEFNIESE

BRI A . HEMIWHEEZRmIEFE X —HZ
AANF e gain] 8, 437 2428 1% 5 (behavior genetics )WY T TE —EF
B BT X e 8T Ko eI R, i S F 1R
T PRI — PO A BT 2 OB F1 43 30, 40 B 1E A 5] i Bsf (] A
B R AR — 2 E A DUV T RAE s — RO IR AT A i iR AT D .
QUA T L@ T SRR L W Z L TR R E R E . EIAV A E S
b g X AriE s &AL .97 vistiss — FmamiEsiE R
FATTr AGRENREE D ER N AREFR A BEERTEITN.E
HEAT A ey A . AT A0 R RN AR B . L 8
AP G L EREHMFEPIHE R ERFEEREE,

T 452l T 22 F BF S (family study) A T AF 3T (twin
study ) M Y 3z #F 9T (adoption stiudy) 3 X 43 = # 8 & 1.
Gottesman I RINFTA A EFERB Y HEBE S RMEMNEE
B M ABER 9~13 15, Horne TERE B — W S W R
MR AREE ETHERSESENAEAXTS. 41k i
W I E R BB RE  HidR2m, AR EES A
KFE, E T FACELBY AL L X 25 B R ELE B TR B AL B R R
MHIET A — TR TFIFERFA PR FTVYRE,. B TH
R LIRS 15~20 4r.

MW e A X e B R & F (monzygotic) il B B XX 4 5~
(dizygotic) B TR K4 I H B  . B TR HF Ir a4 @ ny
BEEERREHNAGS. U WU HEE i HE =2
X {Ro:—Ra), B H fiFRBETREENTR Rl RS 310 &
(=] BH 3 Az - 1R B 00 A= A4 5 A 26 A % 4n , [5] BR A 2= F 2 (E]
ORI 0. 75, RN A F AR X EH N 0.50, R H =
2X(0.75—0.50)=0.5=50% . L EIR . TEEZRHN S04 ETF
AL, XTTE) B A ki, BRI AT LA EE B4k 25 . ik EEEl -,
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— Mo 7 iR M F B U e — 2B i T S A B EE A A X B
m . #5 i AE ARERE R L{FAIEH &S 50% . KT EpysEum . iitiE
SRFSHERREHE L. FEAEmK B EN N 2046 ~50%). &
FIHT 50 ~—80%EE Filt{F, 15U ~ 252 5 5 R EFBE 47 36 ; BN 7 0
TEHRBRIERE.

(3) EEHNIE

Gottlieb (19983 TEC- L PRIC Y R B T — B0, My
% i (probabilistic epigenesis)BY f I 44 T 15 SR8 L = Y2
ol Ean{eI 3 AREH . hiEE .S T EY FRiEEE T E R
MV VE A ZiEil DNA—RNA— FBHES K. SHHE , BESEEm
R Sy RS 5 AL 1 3 S ARG FRBEAE B T DNA, MU =
ETHEHH K. Tooby 2 AtRE A RS, 4 TN A
Plikmrk b  ERET Sl . M E S —fEMR, —
a5 EME S A VLA BB

FRBESFESARITHHERAMNCRYSEBE RS S
. EFBTRIMNALCEFEMRKBASEMERERIAIE, i o
FAGER 2 EM o0 BT R IARM SR ERBIE T &
TR EZEIT AR ESEME, BT A3 EE A A B,
HALF X EHFHHEALIEAGER ., IEMH E. Turkheimer (1998) i $5 1
B IAHIMESER N EBSRERRYIF LR T L RIERE £
TELHS R PEI AL Z RN EM, AW TR S
BIFAX. A EMEREMN (LEHELFERE S — 2o RiThee
MHECER . HE, WA IR PR A RYI{T N, IR
B, B2y R EAM AT A ER — MR,

HmAaw A A, — 1B 70 F A8 A, B g 22 2 BR Broca
RAR U R L EEREHE. B— 1A 25 FHER AL
MAT PRI S RIS R BN, MR ER (X
T ABTERE ST HN G, T EERE g AV B S . TS 58k
ARG . XA B E ARy B AT EM R ESEE
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KBrpHE R, TR EEINARERBORE, RERLBEHR L X
iR HERERIE.AEBPACEITE L. NCARTHEERE R
EWF O ST BREAAED.

MBI EH KX PEATHE RS EEIRE
X REHTFREUAN R EZR VARG, XFHERBEAH LN
Eefith M2 SR aT e B, 4 B REIRE KPR A B EW B
FISBERWEIZAEZR. SIAXHERMENF TINEFTAER —
A WRA. BTl RITVTEBSHERMEF N ZEE AR, M
G AP A CRFIBE T AR TR -TRAg k.

. AFEmERIEITH

1. RLiTHoEHE

(O A EB@IBTTR?

ZILET M (aggression) B EF R E G E=R e = A G570,
ERODCHESHBR IR AR ESITHZ —. XTI
B, FESBE KRR B RE 1964 SER A BEY B2
EERAX AT KRR R )G, & FIERIOA T2 A1
T — P A/bpyHEE R AE R A BRI S S Ak ]
ZHERA BEABMAITLHEMNGS , FUMIIBERE T TR,
FHE—HFRAE 1964 FH T L. Y - BN E S ENSF
EMBEHEN,. FEILHFEREHDI MG EER, (BT A 8. EEL
AFTHRIERE., SFETEEEFAEG CHESZFIIELE ALK R
FIFUBh A (0] &, T AR AE L 42 2 55 33 W1 1a] SR, o 38 i ] 40 #r
AT AL

ATZICIT R R E A = 75 T 8 1A 4B

—EET AR TN AR — &, RS XMiT R
3=
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R MR BE L RT AR L E R T A, BT aE R R A
=97 M K EARIRTT A A AR S ITAW BT T AR
2 FF BE I . N7 BR 2 5 1A 8] ¥ 42 30 4T 23 (sanctioned
aggression) , LIS ER I AN ISR Mg RR SR & 57, A & &3
3-2 B iy e i

— BEALTT A AR FH 1= B T 15 48 Y (aggression-feeling ) ,
HOAHRE . REYET A A —E S REGE BB — - AW N ER1H 48 . (B
KA FRILE B S5 TURBE AL —4,

T 32 HEHEIERISIFF

AT EFHF AL THAEGHRMTENERE -, WL
TTHLET HEFH LT EHI AN HEE A SR e4T H T4,
EEMEEFHK. AXHE LA RATNETHER SN
A BB TN ARS., R PRESTF R E 00 F T
AATZEE RO E FITah &4 . 70 56 0 H 3 R A4 A H
TaYHEMFE,300 5 FERARREFARIAT &S, £ KMt
Wy AR L BT B A SRt R BT A KB,

YA ARER"H PN PEH . ERATRENAETREUE S
HHEARAPEMNERYR FIARERTTEFER L AL
R BRR . FERZNENERER, T E o,
ANl BEARER“HBMA7EE AN, EA AN 2l “kity
RIF"H B, 5 XL RTAWLEMTF R G 60D A 3058 7
A, Hl AL EERE BN STF AN NTATEEAR
M

(2) MES®|IRTR
HTASMEBRE"NER S E 2T A SRR,
NG B Do b 7
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EoE A S AHIHN RSN T L E, T
2 L. Berkowitz (1983) fe gy PSR A7 A0 20, 29 A fTiE B8 R A9
SHERLBAMER K ERS A LR R AZIEHEES LA
Baron (1977454 .3 Tk AgyIcdr, ATE S RXKHEH LA TR
AR E X M EEFIARIT AR DR ET M A, M. A,
Straus (1980 AW ITH KE IR 0T @ F5 U, X PR A A 1R & (%2 R
HNEARE ZpIH ER .

HB 2., 24 AR BVEURSEE 0 fal B 0y o D SRS 2840 3 7 AT RS
R s ATME Y RAN Gy RSP FE- -2
Lrhzh . F P EERAEILRAD . —EBHEA T Y . 215 0
SR RIEME T A7 (8254, 49% ) T LA 3H 28 5% Wir 1e] Bt o6 ] 25 (599,
11240 B AT (40°%6,10%), T EMRBEARHITN . 21 E=
AR (4220, 34 ) B E N HILEF HBEE LA EW(25%,
9000 RS . BISW S A ik (329 .28%) s e
— A 242.25%) . WRIEM &HPEIT N . CI5 F#IE 30 60%,
60260 s ML Y B A EILALAT (59%4,59%) .

R MM YT Hrustration ) &2 5 {07 I 8T 35 A2 M 4R 52
BEITHA B AT ISh IR F . I R A A BB T RAITHE S F ks
RReT A R AR RIS IR i 2 L
WAL HEE, BB LA SR IIE . ML R I R ETiE,
I H k2 5 it (catharsis ) R M A 2IL B F 2L F 1. J. Dollard
(1939) , Miller . Docb #l Sears 25 A 3 1 18 Pr 42 30 8 1% (the
frustration-aggression hypothesis)ZC B T #7512 43 27 6] (19 26
. FEAATE R, I HRILZ B H L REE R, H I ko
RAERIE.

(B2, FEE RN, AT MTEIEE S 3 r—usHt
B, B Miller Q4D ER#IFH A ESSWBIL. PFITEE
B, BRI EEETMALEEEMR, RIS GHE
ABAT A5 BRI R IR 0 A &= it i 35 Bt AR s £ 4, S, Mallick

73



A1 B. McCandless(1966) /N4 SR ILE Ty r —IH =L b
wE e Wi — A B HEFR AR BF 2R, A U P - P E TR LR FERH
B B By T 5 e e Bl i e iR HE R R AT AE % L N PR I 52 AL
f£% . 2K/ -S4 FEERZRIRIrNMERE ZINEITHEAOH S
DUAT R, B E e IR R, AR LR — 8 ETEER
IR HRTIE R R T 8O A0, i 5 - # e A AR
T-rEd VR IR L TR X TR LT LB TR B —EE F IR HE
AN WEE, iL B VI IR F VL S F BT E B X T 5 R 5,
e o] R IR F R AN LB B U A BN R R H 52 AR AT
F. HREW.BRIEEFHFEARERS FIE T B H AL, &
r— R &S EARIEITH GX 45, 2 A A b AT S48
TLE I et EAIELIE LT A E 2,

FEAFIX M g i, Berkowitz (19892 B T 3X —FE iE, fth 1A 2o 7
TR ESIRSIRMERS — XSS ERERR . WBENEE .U
ACHA P TR a9 ACF PR AT A T189-0 BT A G EIR AT R, ¥
TP ER AR PR, AREEHFEPERETOEN
WU R RS i S2 158 B8R ILER TR, P EH KB 2
A E, FURNAF A —~ 2 RE) , X Y Fh N 3 I 41851 5%

v ey el - DB INLIRE R R RS IR T, X
ETZEHFRLAMEF X AR BT R AT EHERHE,
B AT fik AT A R 22 e 3] B 5 20 N2 R 0L By 4b # A%
BRI S AT ASE LS S O RERBI 5GF A Ced, 1
B P R AR 5 . 0 2 AT i AR & GF S anh 3R
SRS,

(3> WRBITHHNHES

FHERIILT A= EPEEFEEE EENHER,. F i Sy
{d NERE BT, M R A LR IR IT v — A EEE R R
AL T AT R BB, EES¥FH%, EmsE3
BT SRR A2 04T SR T 28 B2 5 TG 3K 15 L BRAC BT X 252 3T 1 R
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HEHRBEZ Y., Bandura(1961) it 49 W 222 5] 4 (observational
learning > B A 3 & B0 1R - HE 18 0 1 77 =) X290 47 29 % 32 R,
Bandura ik 5, JLERILIT AN KEEBH I --EBERL HEZFIKBE
Fhat fES] A ardE, LI LA ME M A M T BT RS 23
A2 Jh B K T T 7 2 X 2897 N . TR . Bandura 82 JL B 47 E —[A]
BFEZE—ZARTH . EF—TR 5% %, —fPRKAIETRE
HEHYS M EI EEITNFNE - RKAREM—A AL
BH T AR HMERE . L 4HA LB ER K A HF H XK
DT A .FEREMIILESIINERA LENESE Ok E.
HLETNIE T m . BRI s —EAESA R EE
TTIZFRMIEHEARE T, iR B R 881 b A ITe,
P EGEM AT T . 2 SIBE ITFAE =M E T . ETFHE
—MEEL AL B MR AL SR B ARG . s ARy JLE
REREMJLEFRBIE T F 24t LiTH.

2. SELITHEXWEER

(1) ES5®IBITH

FAE 19 gy, — ol RF R R AR TS REIT R
ZRIFEERE — XA W 20 FE3E, X T MBENHRTE .
@ Rottom (19851 — M EM R E WS RS2 HILSwA
. Baron{(1978)MF 5% BIDTE IR G2, i@t s s 4
FERRUWBTRASRBHXE,. XN EE2MHE Uhs, &
BI~—85 {RiIC R, BELA B BB L. MR ES{ERE SN, A5 5
R ROEEE L AR 1 T B 2 I R E IR A 35 A ) L (B
A& Z 3] J. M. Carlsmith il C. A. Anderson 2§ A B9 HETE, B
T Anderson HHMB B XtiX — MU B, I HESEHNEDE
BHEHA.RAOFHNELESBEESMREVEXE MBS, 1T 38 5
41 R AR BEE RO FE. AN RIS, B
X TREZ )G AT AN YL TR, RIS ST 8P4 f
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Pl exth ¥l

(2) XBRBSRIETR

H FRECEE AR ICAT A S R HE M BORE , Arel .o %
ZCAEENGE B - IL AR R RO S R Y AR BR B A BGR B G SRR B FRNE AT
bz E. D, Zillmann (1972,1954) FF ATEH 2 F 700t
fi 2B, A AL R SIS A AT E SR E BTN IT R 2 b ik
FroX — O T #8208 L0755 BE (exciwation transfer) . Zillmann A A
IR AR T EZFP WA IR EIR{T A8 & 4, i
— I FEH7, Zillmann 11 3548 7 9 B -F 5 3 OB H e wR . ok
PSRRI, BRRFEILE G —Payail T XKiEsh
ARG, T 7 — iR R, KBS AR eE T 1
i B F A Bl 42, U M Zidlmann BT OELAY , IS H R AY A K 1T
FEHEARKWEAMNESHBIER SBF. BT 8®HE, KW
AR ILER R BES S AR S AT I

(D EERERSEBIRITN

RN ER B R 51 EZICIT A . Berkowitz(1967,19793 %
B AT AR AB M ey —Se2RE . a0 J) 0 R F IS MRS R N
AT A= LR A, fib 33X f 8 % B A G 25 BT (weapon
effect) . BRT J] M H U DR ICHELRE ., G M S8 2y
BEBEIIEFILMEE. HiN,.Frank(198R) % A% 8, /208
WAR BRI ER L P FRER®A-- TR 2N EN LIS
BT LR WILeE . FE A KR TE S PR
S8 EARHE . M. Carlsan (1890)%f 23 TN A 35 Fr il &) T4y 7 &2 7L .
ST XA RE RIS RAFIN, IF U a5 E D4R A
F AR i Ea

(4) E TR SRIE

2: P 1E 1k (deindividuation ) £ i .0 F 2¥ %K Zimbardo (1978)
Ml Festinger 5 ASEH A ., TWER & 19 4D 50 4F48, g2t
2= ¥ 3 LeBon (1896) T WF 78 BE R 17 A4 0P8 0 % 5L, fU B4k o
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MEM IS S IR RIS PRI A 5, AT A2 e fFE A Ay
P AFEE B -2l 4B A BCA I Zimbardo 1 Festinger X4 FF3R
SOHAT M3 PRSI BRI EEREs R A S
TR AR L T REREBSFMNIERMES DEEER AW
§HCHE ST A B P R A L AT L 3R A ENME

Zimbardo AR FIT AWM AHEISH ERT . — 2N EAE
ARFTAN ARG AT, B LA A B R RN AN — 2R TE B A
FHHFE S, BIEA AW EOAY 8 C . B A2 X S g SR
T AR E. TE Zimbardo PI— IR B3, 4 BES O AR — T
AEH BTN IR A BE AR A ER R AT IEES . S0 P A A NeA (A
A AWM AR I S SR O Ot an
BT B 2HMINEREE: 5 N/ hA(EA4D T iR EHE T
IR , 3 B SL 19 e e aoan . o% B E BTl k) g BR AR . 18
2 EH B B LU R d fil AR B0 SR R i, BT L B A PR R ey 3 A4
HikiTAF EEEY Fuy,

(5> MABSRIRTN

HRLLE, AT —R N AR EEE A S 5 T 3R M i -,
2 A 9 IR Fh B % . B2 & Bushman (1990 Gustafson
1982 A LB WF s HE W , ok B 69 A B e 8%, T S 81 1
EHRIEME E , IR L, T A BT RE(E A 1184 L Mg — BERR 3¢
FA R EIRIEIT AR T A6 e 3, S w e A
0GR B M, FE T S LAY “RHE ACRE 7SR 20X - 2 i e 2 ¥
e AR WA AR MR T AN 24 e fd . Hall (1986)
il Steele (1988)5F A PR & A% 3: 1 # 7 (disinhibition , 35 i iX fd
il X2 AT AR A,

3. R BRIBITHBFL

T AERMEE TR SRBBIARTIRBET = ymmnHE
RO HEMEBRE MRS BRI E L R AR R T Y T A
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IR ILFT A CLLBEERIL, S 3%, 8007 ey Tk e
—I::EEI-J_Lﬁ=

(1> RIAZESIAORBITR

B AT HA A 25997 A v] BE 8 S2 AR 10, T 2008 5 3R B2 30
TRH.EHYE FENAAFEZPENHIILER PFEILERIAE
ZHTIRZILIT H . L Straas ZE A (1980 B MU I T R EHE F1HY
bz gpemn , ARSI B 22 BT A T AR, A 2 FEE 52
P2 mBasm WhHYEENEA —TFEEP . XML
el B Ri%iEs F AR E--IMFERERIN.CEBmEY 55
AR I ArAT HME . A 35 UWRY AFESL - -EFTT H 2 A #F
T MR Wt SO B B AT e AT HAT 10U A £ -
T H EeY 2T . YRR EEIHIEAE A, B 27 %R 907,
B, i AR R, LR 23 A K XKBAG
HAERRMBAHITTAMFRA .S HER FEBES T —1E,
Straus PR UK ER Hhovik 23,

LI BT P AL AT REEM W AT By E3017 28 . AR R}
NEESHELRERENFRILIT Y MiEEWNREEREEI M ER
WEIEA R A TS 2. 56 - B EIRE MR o 5
AR, Bl BRI E AL NRRA A X IE AR R .
AW S HE WM EIRLFHIEE OB ERE . X A — 305,
B R R OGRS ETT 20T At EE L S EE A
x.

(2> BEEARNSY¥INRECNBIBTR

H TR ASRITEEFEEMNB A, Fri @i IRk
M BALTT A BRE— MR, EAEERRIIVIEEEES
HOoSIT, RER b Afirm g . RIof, Rija = 554
B CEIRILET 2 oo L4 ) = 2 il . T8 0T L4 % £ 40 B i WA 3 7
itk . BHE A CHITHRESH M ASERT 2N FE- -
FHEAGE S L AT HESIAETAC .S MR
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B ZILIT A .

() FAERSG ST it

A& R PRI BIEL B T AR L KK EIFERA
WO ASBEAN RASR B2, FESCFE 0 T, AT EE LA A 5 =X 5 — H $s
RN RILT A XM REFIEIEE BRI EEIE
(displacement’ . BFEZI00Y EH A& H A 2, H iRt 8 S dr3e
A AT L, RS i B bE AT R 2 A0 rh s g 5

H e AN S B & i (catharsis) ¥ F iR/ A S — %
AR, FL7E 20 BEag 3. & R ERTE i T M SR RHME R 2 T, 24
%"J\Iﬂ] HoUFii  BUETER IR R — S 2 5, 5 A S 1

S BNUFRE T RP B R B &l 5Tl A 0 PR B X

I AT b FRAZSCIT A 7 . AR T A 38 A& B L 22 P H A3 30 4T
A2 E Db T Z PR A Sk . Brid LS & ek Pl <, 1 3R
eI NS B O AR A e b e itk My S L Ak ] B3 — 2B 240
By SO B 2 558 .

4. EERESRIITS

BE 2 B I 5 44 £ 4 i o 4 P A AR SRS R K 0 BB 2 %t JT B 3
T LAY B WA B R . A S AT N R S 5 OB A S L T A BB 4
B A AR N TR B B A A AL B MR 70 SRR LK, iR B 5 i ik
R R RO R R AR A A TR, T
RT3 1 T30 AR TL T SR s T 1R i S e

(D ERAB DN ZFTFRNDTHINER

PHAE W BMTE AMTEE AT H 255k, AN HIFaesE
ERXRERTMBR ISR EEPANRARAMXE. H
70 FARLIK . EERAHEEMEARUTAMNY R EHEME
UAFH BRI BRETRB AR E , I BT SR S . 5
FIAANTA N 230 544 B2 1 BRI A T3R80 & & Y 23047 3, 40
60 LS W .G. Geibner FAE 5 T 2R U4 BA — A 97, 25
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v LA 55, 1T R iR & b 4R W W F A8 1 S0 N
ZHfFAERHE K CHE ML R R K HGFEFLZEILEYS EA 1T
TE XS LR TR 3 477 prsa Ak R, X 2 8EEER A
A CERGE TR T A A R R R TR ©F
AFE M Z BT Ak, R E AR RS T R iR AR A
LA X rip) A R AR RE

FHTABNE S AfEREEE IS 10 EhEE R EEFRIER2
RVE AN MR T S . ST — % 41 00 R 45, Leifer (1972).
Bandura fl .. Eron ¥ AM AR T —TiFE A S HEB T 825
R W EREMENE THMILEFEE EMEIIT R, W
FADGRIBTAHAITMHIHEXRZRCRAEE RS e HE,

X—4#5iEEa T W EH TR . IFE TR
46 W S R BLHI A Bk BT R B B L ETE st & rh SEad R 5
i B & 5 ) B e] (Liebert & Sprafkin 1988; Murray &. Kippax
1979), IE—MIEF FERB MK I K H, Eron f R. Huesmann
(1984, 1972 )UK 4 [ L E 8 .19 F LI K 30 #atey— EZNE
B REAIILENANBARARTFSRITRAGHENIT A
EEHEENEL.OE 3-1 FFmx:

10

NEAEE

{l

P 3-1 wTESRATHBRISFRBTHHNXEE

XAt REZEMAIN 7 X iFEITH. 5 ¥ Eron
Huesmann FEMCH|W ,3F 22 L6 3], Botha (1990)7E 354k &= =
AW AL FF X430 B S S DI IR A S R AR e R L (F &
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HAHEMEANX R AN EZETFHIT AR E T LHGL. RN &7
PIFERRE A E , ITE B ZTEX -7 A BB .

HHAEHIEHTAX it RIFEE. F & 1981 47, S.
Feshbach 7 - T ST 8L 2 725 7 T 0 480 =2 g9 0 &, ﬁ_ﬁhq"
Foshbach iR R A TR R AXER IR . Ho#A
For T h BB AR ALAT O L 5 R IR A 5 S 58 i Ao i B
Wy HE A T PR AR, TO AR mes T i1 2B T H.

FHET A2k, AR A LEIEITAREMNSFILEE L, BE
e R N R RIETT R, ﬂmT%%%ﬁEfﬁ[ﬂ?ﬂ%ﬁﬁf&ﬁT%?ﬁ
2 SIS - - AR FEAT LRI R B, AT B IX el L Straus
2 T LI BE R A7 AP A M FEE RS . A R N 52057
AL A EERE R T IEN SRIRER WIS . KB
B/ HIEAT R EE — D AR A R R,

It B R HEI ATNMIT AT ERmugy O M2 5
Franzoi (1996 A AN S I FIL- AW IEEHIE.

= #7# Bandura A9, 53 AR IR 4
HKLUEFR DN T CRBIFTAHRIMPE ., HME e R maRE
A2 AT AR E TR R e R, ARG ARy RS
SIE W . Drabman(1974) 3 ATE —WiRFST Rl & A, & KR
THRIKEEAEER IR ENERNREN IR SR
IS A MER TR, ERARREE IR A AN
T8 FaxX e ag fy  FR AT = A o i il

M a2 S B X Huesmann(1988) {45 T 1A OB 25 W #T 57 ,
IWHILBEWER N FAEE, &R IBHE - -5 1250 ¥ gy B 4
(aggressive scripts) X PRI B TERIDHFREHIEFE, 5
ETiclzd . HEBEEHE T AT N, BRG] £51 0 sy
Bandura W 3T 28 = Bt T X FR A BU 2

A Fe B B (cognitive priming} O M 3 0 25 88 A 6 M- - b
RILHER R B MZILAT BT P B B fE- - JESE B oo b 28 42 1

81



G| & FENITH., HK, AFEMFE X B, XERIB AT R A
A YERAE A, B A X 6 g 8 ) A 8 F74T 2 09 I S ) 4 A 9 RS
f).

(2) EERAEPHHERD

ANTHFEE 2L BT B IMZIBAT e fem . i B BT /A 8
SR R2AGSHNARIRr SEEE) S8 EX R R 0RIRE
MAEZR? XE—gRAMBEFHEMRBE., s0 FUSHER
WAL T =MLl ER 2, MR EEBPL AN K217 8
B, T RER AT IMMHEE ZE R SR EHX BRI S5
AhEAT A DRI A A IRID AT M B A B TR
Al . BIITES LR JIEILR AR, X2 A RN FENR
B, TEE I FAR GR <70 Boa PR .

HoAb G 2 Z AW X el BB T 35 . S5 A TEPEIE SR (0]
& PRI LR R RN T A RS 0 R L (H S5 — 440
ZETHEE . RHER A EXE WITERR, R REe B R EKT
R AL, MSERR LB TR, G AR . ERER Y
BRALAT AW RE D, R E Rk H BEEAF . & Malamuth
(1882 WA I M E R T AWK H . FFaEB A U R PEgE At
AR IEAT A HIECR . KRR B S ¥ T By EE & k%t
URINSE . FEBEHRREEEHERLIE,

=. AFRmEHZITH

ARHIEM ST AR B ZEmEB b A RE 5 T E

R fth ABITTH, AFEHIEIL ST T4 25 FIEAT ML A 17

A BHPBAT MBS EEERX T A MBIT N, My

Caltruism) RS FEE T BHR AT HEFE T, R b MR By A @9 47

AT AT AR — U1 R T AM7T 0. B R AT .

{BIETE B W A= 3 b, A IXEX AT A R A £, R
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AR EIMELIIRE R EY —HEEAP T H S ERIT AN
PSR E R EEE, AU OREREFIE HFBAE—& ML
e,

1. FE SBY A ST AR MR

(1> # & & ¥ ¥ (Scciobiology)

X EAE. Wilson £ 07— R0 5 . Wilson A, {F 0] i
% ERA®EFIE. AT M s fF o EEFr i, 12
HA WM T — 18 260 0 m) . 22 Br L ik, 2 B v B 3 R e
AR R NMEESFEETF TR . FEEAEFZA R
B— MO B AR E . R S B 5iiFRER RS
iz P S S8, ATWERAEES. i, HE- a8k 7
AN RFEFTH AR EHEAEY . AW S EE T
KBEFEE EZMNEN.ERERUE. BRI EIIEFFMIE
HEE., RMMETFARKSEHELSERN . DSWBIK. ik —3k.
AEET R EBT IS ERE M NV X R TR,

Wilson 83X — i kR 0 A B XT #4720 o SR B, 35 13 55 Bh
it ARy T A R R ER B R RENFSEEEN .
R R AL, —T SE3E e A/ NS RHE G — TS & -3
R EERE HgEERMA s R SHEF MR M IERER
HAEERYIF. RO HABISFEEICHERLTHMME, B
B EE R A T M BT . R. Trivers{1971 )M M A5 5 vEi¥ f B AR T 3t
P S fiB K O 2 AU 1A i 2R AR 24 R B 4T A (mutual
or reciprocal altruism) A VI {E 42 EA)REaE . fiB LA AP 4k
AT D R AL A, D 2R R 1R RS E i A S BB I BEHE BT HEY .
2P ERMALT AN B S WUE, i B A M5 2094
Rz B &f/EHEHFMIT N,

(2> #t RiH1bie

EEHSEYFUWAERRI] A LTE 80 UM E—/, (At
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WESI[FHME.FHAANA S SE S EMERERFE ST .
Campbell (197548 B i 3t SR iR SRR B T AHI 3T A~ m) a2
TRLAX RIS IR A A AN SO R R E A NEERREE
e HFAL A S edEGE 5 & MIE R A VB A SFHMRI T AEBA T
WA FL AT A B E T AR TP R TIRE L, O b &
ALY - A AT I U A —FMELE M R T AR EE.,

FE -2 5r 8L E (social responsibility) 1 2FH{LHIE 235 A
1AM LS E AR (I RN B ey A,
AP FEARERIEEFAER 2., AT HEIZE
Ao TP A BRI TE E R B AET S M.

A8 Z MM GE (reciprocity) A ECMERVEHL ] T EIME, TR
ANIZ RGBT AFT AR iZ 2 T Eay, 5 ATREL I3, 88 2 et i
HEYAIA BN F B AR M B Bl R ay A BB ZE A O X R T 4
FARXEMDIBNEESEREEMNE X.

At 2 T ML (social justice) #1240 T R 5 #F By AR 8k
HEFEMA FERFEED, RITEREREE A FIERTNES
HIERXNE R RS EENE, BRI A R EBEE.

(3> FIBIEAMI

FABIRERFERANIMB A SHFH T oL, A LEERE
BT R PHRE AT MR UM IR EEINER, 2348
IR F IR RS, ILE SRR A BN 4T %, g
BN H O ERED .M AAX TS, LHaEF TR T A
TR A KA.

T 3-3 DREBIEEAAY A M

ERWHANTHAEHERAMNE S RSO ERF, —FH
AMETEFUBAN BAME -HEE . 5 —FH, AN 4
W OBh L A S AT A HEBERFPTEREEZETETE &,
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Pancer (197 % A WHT H W L L. & — L FHFE T ANl £ b 3 @
WA, FRFEATEELIEEF—-KET . FHEE 53548
FH . HHEHEMNLEMET, Pancer & N M &£ 5 F & HE 4, 47 A
TR R T R M B AN ABE R TS B REEEY
At AL ERETFEREREGEATERBITY,

B TR\ I A, AN At M 3ESHE, S EHy Tk
% B, FF B A FXWE, Y Brehm(1966) & 45 $# 3 #
(reactance theory )R AR X W BT 4 I EX —B3Bw, AL EZE
FHOHEREN IR, MBEZ LR ANTHSBEREE O MK
HEH. SN ER NIl FH RN R TR
B 7o M, A T TR E ik BE RS BE LA {R R gk ar it 7 # 3E # (exchange
theory Y MR Z B BN AR EF X P, 46 LE S0 A0y e
> LR ANH, AT HREEF M A, FFHEB
(attribution theory} A S E Z R WMoy /A B &4 A7 o @ 47
A A EZUANIBEFRFEEC A R, 0 F - AEMR
ARG IEFFH LSBT EBITY,

2. WITHHER

HHITANHRAERE, TECIEHEE . B A SRR #HS7r
H FIE#E

(1) MR R

A AMUAT VB UT TR R B, BIME I B A AT i e AL E R
LT P N R AL AL A S BT L S B X A T8 R AT o
HEERRW GERBAITANNIERERRL, EEafBAN
.. PERGHNEEDRER A AFE.

A AL 1964 FF— MR L, AT — & & EEE
FEIRE LB T F EWIZEE . N Ay 38 RS 7 ofog e,
AT IR 30 P IR M N S oA iR, AR ZE- -4 H
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B TR e d R ERSRIEWRREIT. kAL )E,IFE
H RO XN RERZ —FE S, O3
lLatané fll Darley A . 5GBS EFIFFEN TE AT REEN
A . 5FHAL ATFERT, ANTA XATEE X A A, Fofh AR,
5 By ) A] GE T8 s, [ Bt 25 T # B a9 REIE R [R] AR . Latane
Darley 83X FrHl 22 1 55 W # ZLFY (bystander effect) , X Fr Bl R /Y
FERES LA A ey EEAT G

(1Y FAET 8 (diffusion of responsibilitvy . BP & B 4k A & £,
B AR TR LD X R TRAT 4 AT ARG B AT 5.
£ T BAT T A Latane W T Ny FHHES,. WERE
M. A/NEEAERAAIRE RO /ELE . AR E
WY ERATEEE X T RTHLS"RIGE S T —Ei . X#b
FHEEA/NERH (iR ES 24, LM IEE T
25, 00 H IR IT A A S E Hi A Eas A,
BAFHUGERIE RIRGRIETITN.

(2> 1507 A B0 84 (ambiguity) . MRS B EEF . A
fIART R ER - EREETE L B2 X e, EKfhm
FH AT S B R0 AR HLE A BE ER ITE A E XL T B
FHREAT A R A BEM A S, Bk RSB S 2 H s
HEE.BIBVITREANVEGEME 2 H %% 4. Latane I
Darley (1970 it — B8 G, st PiE A XE 4 ET
— Ui, L e E B EE S SILE A 8, 4 5 6 4
ZEERLE  FHIABT RS PREGHRME, SR EHR, LA
BMH-- AN ANSHEABEEEESE -THEREAHNSE. MAH
S AESREREREXIMMER: MU SWm LR F -
RESFENGAEHMEI FEAREEEEH/Y . B H 10%5 A
LR B AR HoA A BRI LA I X RS R
¥ .

(3) PR A (evaluation apprehension) . 0 8E A {4038 91 A
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EEHE S O .S EM—9 i AFE © 200514, P LI %
KEFEXKMAF ARG E IEFEEHF G, LNBETERER 895
T, g SO TE A ABB IR R UTEBREY , a0 R B SR AL a1
={FE R A B SRR T oA/ A EE Ut L A e e 3 S JE MERY O
A T AT B A7 A (Schwartz 1980) .

MM AEHE X PHIFGAWESEm AMSEBIAZTE,. XS
S fF G R/ R EE R M A SR B X AR B AGT AP
Fz A, Cunningham (19798 i TR B/ AF AL T RSB A
THLEHIHE. TS MR A R FERITAILAETTIE B
HiEAENE., A RANEH I CHE. SBEPHRIEET, AMN
FAMSERBBA., B0 RELE - PTERNEEFUNER
KEITHATH .Canningham (L% B, 7E K EFAT AN 189 - 38 11

Br RS, ANTRr 889 +E KA N 2 mm AT A9 BY A5 #) fih 55
Mo o BEERT AN — 2R eI &, BT B Ay A RAH. i
AT B AGT e B A MR S 1F X 5B A . Houre
(1978).Korte (1981 FIFEBMH T FHIE N . EF L TFE B DA IE
Az A BT A/ DRI AW G . Amato (19833851 82 55
T AE X P A T8RN AFT20 , % BETE fib Br s it 9 PSR T . /b
WHAT AT AE AP B ER S PORATAA . X EiEEa
FRIERITADEEZERT LHRN . B A SH R B2 AME
PEHUFRMASE, (HiXMay R 0 BE X a4k A Sy, Wl ik
L. R TTBEMB AT RS /A E S RATH 52 A H
BT G B BT R B A s G A B LR AR A ER T R
B Ze) Ta MR X 29, HAHA A, IO ET W
T REBIAT .

MR R RZ e A T8 B A AT b . — AR50 T . AT A 0
}ﬂgﬁ‘fﬂi{'}kﬂ]ifﬂ:%qJﬁ}%ﬁfﬁf%%ﬁE&D Sherrod (19743014,
M R FET BT, I R A A i N, AT BB 48 P A
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B 0] fedE 4 A CERE . Mathew (19750 —2UERA T X -3, 76 -
Mazge e fh BRI Z RSN ETD AN B EHERNATRO A
A Fe it HE BN R A TN 9 B T B S b R R K I B, T2 00 i B
SRHBEWFHRBGEN B8 M SBInt, X B A 379, H
R F AR T, B AR R A AN B T BRa rhpy Hofh 44 4,
FHIEAE AT/ e B i 1 B

By &) % 77 B & BFE R 7IERE ANISTBY A4T 8. Rk
AE AL R WAROGE L X R A EREZIER LRI — S FF R, {2
A FEMUE T FE A MR A R e Ra B F LR, I X S fa it
FFWEY Wik -SRI BoR. AR -FFE T . RN E LT
Bt A, A0 2 R AN 6%k 3 Bhfik A . Darley (1973)%
MY TE AR AR SR LR L {1V R EBE A R AR i
AT — I B A S 5 RS, LU A I AT i ¢ s v b I Ay
T 2L FF A L P ST TR IR A B A IR B — A wE R e
15 Bh <2 . A< Bl #L BT (u] 5 M 517 55 Sh— 20 35 X 7 76 25 4tk 4T, JBF LA 0
RRGEZE. TEETZEP, 3l — PR E e A, R
Mg H S HiE., RS ENE. iSRS TR B, &4
RAAMAIFEE - AR B A 109p AESER . X EG I8 —
HAE 63% N AR T R,

(2> BAINBNER

THEHA A a2 — - AR AT A 8 vl e, R
B A B, — 5 A BME fE A PGSBS B R b A LT
AENAEERG M RME FERER AL, TRENAZWE S
RAEE L EE IR A6, MoaxX 4 AR E , 5B A &
AT AT BE E a8 L FJILA- 5 .

AN E G AR FE BRI RBI AR A 7E H—
AR E, R LI EET - S AR R, el iE — A A
FE — S fE 5 TR I LI BT A 5 FIHL M 1H] . Satow (1975) %
AT SR ITHE RS A, EaRES BB M TS, (B3R A
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TR B A AL AGEFERET A P 1 A LR RLEY A B A
NMEZFRE. D—FARBRERERE2r&Z05EEE. f£—
IMAFFEH s London (19702 DA 7" HE 2B &L B ZERCET AL KA
HYEEEHE . X e A MAEREM T ABER. FHSHACMLE
AR AR - o R AL, BRI T A A ST L. AT W
BRI R IR IEEE B AGT N EATER R,

A & OMER SR AN AT, RAEER
T FJ P ACCE RN AR THFEhfiE A . BE A Isen (1972,
1978 2 AL IEE B ER e BT E . ERETERR —
BRE . £330 F B T YER BT s WT BN ET IR 89 & 4R L BB B 1 — 1~ A
BhY NATFTEEPEIG TN . I SR A A s M S A Ot IR B B 2 4, ik
T B A ] 8 BTN . R BRI IE PR 25 M T A i1 A

RO EPETH 48 P =4 ) R F ot e B 42 BPR 41 . 155G,  iF 0
W RAIE AR —BEE, AN 2008, 2 EEREEM.
H o, Ry i AR BEH 8 A — 1 ABRELCAF , ISty 4
5 REE — T ANEY B AFTF N Usen & Simmonds 1978y, & A L1F R
FE)NGEE CH RFEEREE R, E6aHEEN R
AT MM ES K52 A FR T WSS AR
EFEH SRR R, T RRE T BY A 89 P fE+E (Thompson 1980 ;{H
EZIRIFIET b A BB — 4 ARG, R 2 1
AR BJ1F 45 (Cialdini 1981),

AA KGN EE HEMHSTNEBRXEENS —M.OmE
AR (guilt) ., PSR RIS S AT T —4H ik y B e
BRI TR B ML i) — PR AW R 48 5 7 B IGX R 88, A )9 &
IR PEZ BNt A . 7F Freedman (19673 ANAT— I 95 4, 8 ik
ALK T PRI, AFEWIES, ST ST
M. ERVERESET A RARSE T —Hh %S iRt
HEREEFREET AGRCAFOVOR, M8 IR1T 8 51 0, A X
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By = NEER. E54—FEIEE, 2 FREEE .
LA AL SR &, FRPIRBEMAEEE A /=%
FTEEMAB AT A TRERENER, R REANEES A
RIP RIS 3¢, - - H ., AW RPN AR EEMMERLIRE B
CRGE: B — . A EHAEE S WA 2 EH, L ol
1]

ERABEEHAT IR REPFELST T TR, XD
T8 (confession 2L . MTHGEER — D A OB EIG2, 68
IR EREE K . Carlsmith(1968) A TFSE X §% T XMl & . 1 —
TEF e, SR8 Fr Bkl . i I AT S E R
WrEmmsghif, 2 — ot aiemERnETESaons
VR 57— gl My XYL S, R EH- s, i%s
IR AR OO T Rie s 4 /S I B IS S8k e 2
SCRGRIRY ], 25T E AT R BRI T AR BN AFT R 5
MEREAL T 9B, /b B AT R

31 KR ITIESBIATH

) H & & 5 53— 9748 § B E]
A 1. 33 B
¥ HE2H 2. 67
FE thil 41 1. 82

I H Carlsmith 2 A (1968)

MNSABEI LS B £ P A T (personal distress ) Ed5
29 VT il A A2 RERT B = AR S AR R, I RR | TG B a4 E fa] 26
L4 4% . IR 5SS H1 (empathic concern) 38 [0 150> M 4T il A Yo 0
S, R R B e 2 a4 5 i AR, — 219 X 5]
ETAIHEEABPT rEd . MEHiEESEdEwSEFg - 4
AR — T AREEERE O ARGHR A5, AN B LS
L G E b AR FX — B AT A AT kR e RS S N T
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N H 5 i AE P HEE AT ISR F R S i b A ERAR .
V= AT E AT T WL BE i AT AY S5 £ 4T 8 (Hoffman
1981)  7i- ~ IR R P AR T IFER — T & HH%?E'&*J:‘C%HE{‘EEE
AR BT X AR TR T TR B . 8RS BHib i — j
R EF RIS &0, MR G EERE %% &&ﬁﬂﬁ?%&
LW SR e r B S S IR R R 1E O TS g - B, 3 s 4y AR
8 FEF 2B EX WS e e RS R T - 2R
M s FE R AT A0 2 B, 30 36 L0 B S B R R I WS SR VIR S
FITNFE, AR LB, iR SN — & . SR CHAT 7198
ABHRLF Y, MEEECHFEBA B & 33%( Tol &
Batson 1982y, (BB EZZ Davis (1994 )EF3F A6 X B b4 o6
g T - B O IR 3-4 HR R R

T 34 PTABRKSEEECHFHAR

TREFETENEE HELTFTENDIHNERE LTS 7L
e s .
Hep . 0=%2T 8%

1= & TR #

2= T ¥ &

I=F &5 &

4= ¥ % &

B oE M T E .
I BFIAIATRAG, RETEA-HERPRIISES,
2. BEFIR AR T AL BT AR, FOH B R S ()T

3. ATA R F T Oy AL B HH R XA
4. HAFHE—TH S8, AL
5. MHEAIN ATGRS.RHFA XN,
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6 AT EASEETFERS L,

. REE TR AL AR ARETNRE .,

A A HIEERE

1. ARAEAERT.AREFEMASTEN. R 32

2. B THEEFHRELNEE L . BEE R A/ KB,
3. R ZH AT 5% A B A E Fr N E R
4. BHEEFHEeSAFESRCEAEENS.,
5. T EEFERPAMK,.RBREME,
6. FRINAZFGE . B4R ESFT FWw,"
_ T RAMANEEELSE —f RS G O AR,
A A RO AR A
FHEXN B —=19.04 4 =21. 67
TAEH: FH=9.46 & =12. 28
F AT = "B B E it o, i B IRITFNY 04, ThRitS
B R 4—0=4 4,

(D RMEMF =

AAMTHFIBY A AT A 2R B B 45 S A . Slochower (1980)
AEBANMBEHERIBROITHRSESTERW AT L. W8S
fRFRE—TIEFRE AR, KEEFRSIBER . EWmE AT AR
B AR EEIE LT LA,

AL RAEE AMBESEBHOREXRAA,MATNIZ
AR BFRE T FHE ISR SHHOE SR E g,
EWFEERT . RAAEENAETREFKSEAM L. & Beason
(19760 5F ABT — A B 35 o . SRS P I — r AR A 2 |1 i 3R
WAV AHABETIE. X LECSUEL rogs, Qasss
i AF ST B MR T AR R — R B . R R ISR LW iR e
FIRE A ATET NG OB g iE A, A RIEEH LB A AR R
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MR 4, DEEs, ATIFE O EEF o ith 3y H A1 iF 4. BT 70
HZE.RIFSE A EMHELCUPESEBIAITANE L HIEEE,
Emswiller (1972)TE-- TR & o LIS B - B8k, AF R AR 118y B
AAT R . WF P hiE B FATIH R “ I E L (" HR A" SR %
.77 E A TR T FE2X M AE 32U AEE TR IEEY
A7, KEF—IdzE LA R UCHEDIA 5 B S8R IS 8 A7 N

R FHRF-EANS P ARSESEEFERERS BT i
EAEARER . MWERE D AfIXS SHFa— 1 HEmmmaE
BT AT AN N2 E B — TR {EH I EEN . Weiner (1980) 311
AMKFEIIREEN MR KEEINAECHEERES FRER
W] % B | &, s B I TR AN E W R L T S SR A i
gyl Ham R 2w TR EEIEE . i A A FFi0E D, Wk~
XIREHEICHSERY. By - AR O A ST
£55, ATHEA = E Bk .

PB4 F e MEGIH R E W ET AT AN LB, Eagly
(19863 N RBIL AR BN, B A2 I L B B a9 8 A (i
L HAE AR FIT A R etk ¥, R &
TE. AR EBERKEE . 5 FBERLXFRIT AR, LB A Fa9 By
AATANAZREFENGEE, F HESENE T d
T El A . Hodn0 Shumaker(1991)F5 itk MNErEBYI B
e [H T F 2 S8 ST IFAT . o aS B AW B B e,

FEMFEY.

1. Chen M. The smart parent’s guide to kid’s TV. San
Francisco: KQED Beoks, 1994, 3 B —ZA B S48 H .= h
HARIEE TN B AR f 7 B E S TR B,
PLECERER A SRR EEHE TR RERS R,

2. Plomin R. Human behavioral genetics.  Annwal Review of
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Psychology, 1991, 42, 161~190. X X E M JL-TF H I+ 5
T A7 AR R He AR R 3T O Al A G ER ey AT A
Spacapan S, (Oskamp 5 (eds )., Ielping and being helped.
Naturalistic studies. Newbury Park, CA . Sage, 1%92. X &
FrUC R A A H & ESE P AT A8 wism ik AJEED
s LA BRRERR B AITHA.

. Wilson E O. Sociobiclogy. Cambridge, MA. Harvard

University Press, Wilson, 1975, X4 2GS ¥F
HEAEANT . S B SA2AW A RS T A KAH
irk.2 -FERFEZHE,

FEE I,

1.

NP o

e H R, HABEMRRIBEEREEARITYERPRE
EFRIEH?

AR 2 =R IR IEERL R EHBE AW 2ILT Y
By 7

AR R 2R3 Tk A R W S X BAC T K A B

A RIRIT AN AW

HE AR R IREE R S LB e,

At PrEmidt bt B B A KA H AL T A 7
B AT A EES R
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B & FE ) &8

FORE B i NN =: e I 2 IR L1 [ BT o I i/ L A 3
Murphy FIF & . “ /#0220 F 7 0y 2 SRS, W IF 3 A7 — =
b B EFEEG PO OTTER ML L S E R
AT T AN MR (AT HRINNESE
R X AE I . AT s A eDE R, BB, LIRS
BE 54 WL LA A A B Lo #r

—. & K B

1. BERIEM

(MO HABEE

SERHSLOHZESEILZE S - AFEWNEEEHEA
Fle e L., HEFAREEIESEEUT Z8#F.

G. Allport(1935) AT H E X W, A AEE R —F-L i
LRI HESE RS, S0t 2B H SR8, M S AT TR S R Ry,
fik i € XERIAESE B TE SR E R PIIEA .

Krech (1948) MK 258 H B Xt B O Ar 4 75 1 /5 o 5 s iy
KPR RS RE VNS AR AHLE, e LB
i ESS% . mIEREN EMNER WA SRS BEIHEaEER
LIER BT, R T A e B e 5k .

Freedman ﬁﬁﬁﬁ%%ﬁif%d%féfﬁ%‘iﬂ%ﬁﬂ/\%@
B ET DA, 1 SRR AT A ] = A~ 0 2H L A9 O PR 15 L 4t i S LR
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V8 AR R TR E S BB R R AR eI RRFE,

(2 SENLERIORXRE

Frecdman Xf 2 B E L& 250

NF a5 BRI AT AR ERNS . REH S/
TOTT CETIRAT IS S DA R S R TS HE L B o 0 JE

M R g BT AT AT RS R 2P AE of 07 B B PR LA A AR i
SIEEEEN R IFRR R EE &G0 8  [E R e A%
VA s B0 £T R I IR M 43

FTAM e &4 EES AT SEINRFE R R,
EHRAGHESYER . 17l B SR A 16 SR 32 B g hY
HNLGEHEAREF FARIT . ENIZEACEDTHE 4-1 4557

AR 198 A 5 47
Hx = 4 = A
i nd PO
e e -
b - =
EF Wik T

B 4-1 &BEpyalla M HX FA

2. ZESTTHR

AP EMSITAFFIEFTETHN R, RMNST A AL
R B EAT R . sk =R AP Fr A R A R
S A B A AR IR I R Ry g, O S
T ARAZBEHFAE—X LR, EERAE T hEN . EHFARE T
7 Ar. LaPiere (1934 WA SEREAE S0 HH RIS BE T AT B R H B K
ArHEBRRE . 30 AU, 4B K ERSr 2B AT B A B M PR 1R
R, 5 T4 AT 20, LaPlere 282804 T - -ItE E T M
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(49 AT 4% e 2 48 75 0BR8P AR 1T, e (TR 22 1oh 6 iR 180 1§ JE 6 B 4
gx AL PLABATAT 3 A& W LT fE 2B FF X X R FE? 4584 3 T
AT ABIT4ad 0 68 BRI IIE 1| IEHELLAT1EE .M
184 HKIRIEE A — KB B M AITHTE . i K LaPiere 8 X 251125
LIV SRGT [ —&E . M2 T EEESEMNA & RE
128 HFEIEMER, 90N SEF., BER. MMM AFS
TThAEZLETFE. JL+82 5. s .0 PE 2 5 3 LaPiere i ffF 95
HAT T #E—— L0550, A ol T S AT Ay A AR S 20 & L
TILA-AEATEHEE.

(D SEENTEEKE

HETEEBMNIT AR, BNV EEESE RN
— R B E BEF PRI . R UDHE LaPiere BWF 5 <P, 25 18] A0 WF 3
AREESHE—TEMHMAMNSEESEHELAE . HHESE
I M A oA, A M e — s F = o 9% 7% (Newcomb 25972,
Weigel 1974) % 3, & B AT FF PR VERR &, TL 0090 £ A0 0 o 4

(2> 6 ia & 2%

HeF [E] ] Rt S B AT A S HE T AT Sy ey el . - -3 e, 76
SEME ST R REEZMAM BE SR, R FE s seE
FITAZ R ZA RTEEYEAR A . o Fishbein (1974) % B 2E 2545
PEEE D, —RAIAREEES BT — H Ay K& s5 27 i
BE 24358 o8 A HERR .

(3> REIR

PITE B EIR &I AR N 3 587 A bR #E, B A b 4]
FISSEMMIT A EESMEE  MOA D RTINS A L XE
FAE W TT 2 AR HE, BT L A LA B Ak 1] 69 25 BE S 1 15 Sk o A T
Froming (1982) %F A A TR IEM] T X - &, #F 7% 7F 15 a8,
Froming il & T X-ZHEIT{E T AI S HE, S8R5 M P HE Gk 33 3t ik
D139 B X 7S B HAA O Hofh A 184 12 389 A, I PERR R IE T ik 88
ANIEWTE H AR A TLD B HALL S 3l B 37 0F fit A 2300 f0bE
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BERKEE RSk A, TEL T Milgram 69 oy 2586, DI#E
HIEFRMW FHEGREENETHE.

LERIFE T =FHE.E -HREF P T -meE
FINTEB IR, MBI F 220 25t 7oy A IAFED .58 "k
1% F 128 LAY AT H L BB A L 1 s A IR g il e A A s E
(AR B BIERY S =H AR H . BEREE T, HRTF W AATE
fr. SRR NTEE o 6 2 AT S0 56 L s s® R L i 25 A [
FH L AR AT E T Edr. B 4-2 B,

4

FrymdRERT

i

NTEETI Rl 2 0E S
42 FREIE S RILIT a X A

() TEERE

L5 85 0 & AH W L 9@ A Y 35 B T O i e B VE T K (Perty
1992, (EREFfFAREFEEETIMTE? Davidson (1982 % M, Xt 4
BRI BEREENEERLELE AT SEAMERI., £—
B 55 , Kallgren (1986 %a10] | i I — b BF 5% [a) 35 04 745 5 , 2R
WAL ZE MF R IE SN S5 R A B B B (e 5 E E 4010w
IR ERE ST A —BERE. MINESEMEN S -1 ReR
IENTAZLAEET S PR ILANS SRE S E N AR
HAEFPE RAERIMBA AN ESERMNEE ST 80—
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(5 HEENOZITY

Ry El I HE (attitude accessibility ) FEEF B IR A 2
LA Z S iR R A A TR IR T TR Eps . —
AR . X H AEALA A BT AMEN K, EE X IEHE
By 1f3EIEHE K. Fazio M Williams 28 A (1984) Ml &t A {113 AR &
P ETEM P EIYE, HFr A fefs BRI 5 B A 224 (7]
AR R ER ey DL PSS, Be BV BRI B P ERR K . =1 H 22 G . 2
BECIREE SR FRA S gl UE T L S IR T i e
WIASBESEBITHZEMMN 2HEXRZTE 0. 8O RS T &
PR 3R LS R B 0. 66D,

3. EEMNOBETHEE
SEEERINITMEE P EFERENE L. EFEMNDIgEELLFIL

}i\-:

() WMAEIBE

DY BE Cutilitarian) tL05& . THEE L iX FhE 8B 2 A 133K
BB 5 A BV B RN S5 AN TR S 52 B £ 7 —-
AL HY R, TR S AR e S M PIHEBRR RS W T LS
R R L D RE A B AT BT

(2) HAiR I

ML E AW A R EERE T RITH206 X200 5018,
EEFERE R ANED FRIREGHIAMNEEN R ROF O
REEE T RUREI S X — S Y FUAOHE XA ThEE.

(3 8BERFDEE

SERT AT AMRSGEEARIRS, ¢ BT AR
A AR 85 2, XA SN B 198 3 58 59 SR L W dn 34
AN LVERE FHIK, (B4 3 22 5 H1 58 [ 3000 45 52, S2BR _E il 0 35X Fh ok
A Akl T DUHE 35 BLOE Y P, Bl ft Y BE B S PR BE .
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(4> MERIXATHE

BEERGL PAMREE RSP E, k-
A B FE LA PIaE I, IR g iX M8 i 3h vy L
fh Fak O S A +E 2 TR, T IX PR RS S g R Eay iz
L, FaL X P A A REE ML IR A T A I 2 .

4. TEHHE

HBER—MBEMAALCHEMEN A ERE U MES. I
e HMR R

(> BEENE

HE B AR ERE B B (self report) T & g F0 0] ¥
. BBRE X ATEE SN E, i AW ERETIT YL
HEWT , (6] 4 2 MR R M E iRl ar ey MR i 2,

) LA F & (Likert scales) T RTFTHASERE,E@®ES
AEL 7T ARk 1~ RF -3~ 3 R, Ik
MBEALAEFRBASEN — s SEFNT .

WH 13 5 RETRAFEXN TFIF MR ESR I RE.
\ 1=iRR X .5=1RBM,.2.3. 4 AFE - CEEERKITIRBN.
BT BB A T R E R R s kAT,

1. AFEASE—TET . L2 a@a®
2. BEES OHFRMAMBEET. L@@ ®
3. EBETAHE. @@@@@\
4. ATETSREEKAET. D@D
| 5. ATETSMERHE SR, L2a®@
6. ATETEFRELMTRE, DR2E@WwE
. OHTEFWINT e R ER. L@@
8. ATETIUEREAMEERACHFBZ.OC @G

_ |
F AW F £ (Thurstone scales) SHFIEpE B HE—
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TR TERE—T 11 SRR, ELEREMNIER 1—11 kR,
Mt EREF.ZEHUEESMRSHEERENERNAAEREN X
A BEARE L BR, A o] AR S B R B B R XY &R 2 [A] ey 2 Gl B R
el A X v bt da TS BCR ST LT . B TR B A A AT A
#ZEEENTR S . BT L, R e/ RUEE B SR R -F A i X PP E R, aX BT
B S ERMAERMESELEER, BRIEEFES. #I1ERE
AR A, HL 11 ABRXREFAXHNEERFERITT.
N4 Likert ARSI NEEH T 5 57 SEREFHE
LA R P FHEREB T ERLCE EMER, 11 SBFR D
HEEFS, AR AT 8 uE M, By 2L R RERE{EE .

XRS5 FER SWEAMSERERR . BRI ETIE Y
X 41 B 3K (semantic differential scales ) F] I 4% & 2 i . N 65—
R, BRI PR E W R IR X Ay B2 R s e, R OUER
WARAR T, XA A EBN ARG, (LminEE ., S5
ATt JLE PRI hERYE T HE A ABEme ik
(Big Seven )£ 0l 3

BERILHEHEBE MBS RN ESEN. XA SHH
BT 89 = BV iR 22 (social desirability response bias), EF LA,
FE M B AT — 26 3R P b 45 I RE A 25 BE I, BT 1E R M i Ay
N EEER S P2,

(2) B ME

B 7 BENE A BRI B SR, RO AT BT — 2
BRI TR AT, MERESE TR e
A R RLRY B —Ph R &, e R s .

BEFHARK BOBMPHFTSERAY —FER. 5 E 20 4
FI.EREER N T LHEZE THMEAHNOIER L E L
B, £HHEARTRFARESEN N E TS5 W B (chematic
apperception test, Al X TAT) . X FF A @ik ATH S oL E
S T T BT ZOW B A A P9 AL AR ZS L B B R BE S LA BT 5
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MR AN HiX Aok,

A AgHF N E  FAHMERIIEFTLGES B Ay — 43¢
FEARE AN AL AR B SSRE, IR TR R LB
R F—T AR EFRERE, B HIKNE Pu.iEXEsE —HABHR
Bl . FICIR 2 0T & B0 P A 208 AR B B S i 28 9 i &
&I .

A MR #F JEWIA Fazio BYTFR P AT R A
A Fe A etaE AR AFEARTYE . AT AT H S BE R G $5 i B A NI T8 i
EHE. I Greenwald ¥ A (1998, 20003 730k L F W 55
¥ H 89 B2 & 0 52 58 (implicit association test f§#F IAT ) BE L LU
R BLET TR R, & AT A2 B 3 — 5 el A~ — S0 a9 ) KT IR 0
HER.

oL BERIERR

WHTAEM L  MEE. 49 2HEE. A S
O HERE T ESRINARG AREY. ixBEF—4
[BIEE - A THI B F R A 2 RFvE? B8R, AT FH ey S B
A RS EEAR, TR IE KRBT,

1. ERERSSZ]

SRR G TR ETU YT MiERiEE,. 9
St Hovland FIMLHE & KR FER LA, MG BIEABS
EMEMT IR, 8RS RIBY. SEMYEIHE fY
w, R ERENSE S RSB E A — R, A, 2
BB B T B AT B A R W 09 S B — R 5, il T #
B AR ST IS B (N T 435 BL07 50 B 8 B0 I8 15 PRk 25 5

13 Hovland 4 0 25 #H ) . Keiman (196N A EFNEKRS
IR =D FE S — 2R M EAEANSE TFHALOZENE
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¥ e AR PP EAGT (] 4R . MR EL S ftb A BESRAR- -BAFTH: &
A [F] HMHOHEFEISHEIFEAGH —8; “ENb—458F
T A B B —2ad, MER S TE RIS E.

Ti= 41 5900 KBRS EET

RAABEME EREER PR ETBHEH Y AETINEFE Y Janis
(985 WMEF ML AFL T4 ERTRTEYFEBR AT, —
MorFEAE LENHRET LB T OTRR, B —E45 894
W T AR FR.SRAT A BN FEL L LB BB BT A,
WAL (R 4-1 AT RAF . A AT AT H oY 4R e
FOYEEABEGE LB E AE T WS R A K eyt By
#£)

F41 AU RFNEERTRORE T

E=8L] H A Foel
WREIasT | 814%4 62 %
FEEARLEL 67 %4 439
HE it 55 % 3097
EALN: R 67 % 60 0%

2. HEERESERRP{ER

HELUF PR e A B MR R 38 e A SR 38 4T 8.5 3% (L R 3o i 2
AR R O PRy AE A BMREANIZT AW ESEEN S
MAEEEFHXR. ESHEBEERXOEERERZ . BRI 5
{mere exposure &= H ﬁﬂ{]ﬁﬁ‘sﬂﬁﬁ'ﬁﬁﬁ_ﬁ%%)\ﬁ]iﬁﬁf&)\ﬁ
SV S T R RO A R N T A S MR AT — RS . O
F A Zajonc (1968 i VL3 HH T 33X A £ — A 970 , Zajone
LB MR I AP I SME i 2 #— R Sy
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10 i F . HPm A2 HHA L .- F I 2 3. A
ST FHE 10 BT 25k, 510 MIFEL .. &HiF
X 10 MIRFREFLIEFIR LA —T 7 S _ERWx
S| AP fUSR A R BT IR . 45 R I, e ie b 1 B R B 2 AT,
AT E RS . WA 4-3 i . 53 Zajonc FIRe 3R HE B #0
MAE X WA UERA TaxX — 22,

4

£
P
.Tt;g
Ll
2
12 5 10 25
X 2

I 4-3 WEBRAESFREE

Bornstein (1989) fE — MW LAr $THINI TR 2 B, 25745 200 TR LA
PRI R 25 . A i TR G R R B S A i 18 R T R
R 5% T {5 &, WX — B0 18 5 1A 5130 89 00 2040 2 . £E FETA ST o5
HIAB RIS TE R, B R 11 R S 058, RIS A 41542 1 35 2.
TR FEIF G EERRYE? 2E6R B, IEA Eagly (1993) BF DA . 35 £ 0
HEREZR ATHBRNGSE AR AR AEE, 18k
b ISR RN 5% F a5

3. BER AT RHAFIEE S

AR EXNEFEE R T EEER . X 2iFE Lo TR 22 IR
ABT RO, LA i 5 B A AR T B 1 R I M R L R
it (theory of planned behavior) , % P & Ajzen (1 591) A\ IRY4EFT
A i (theory of reasoned action) ( Fishbein & Ajzen 1975) %
R tH R AT e TG — IR AR, A 2K IR FT B - A
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MRS, 5 58 EMMTE LA AN MR B IR, nE 4-4
FJ'E"?]‘_-T:

@7 AREE

| £ M # 8 —e{iThEE - SERTT A

EOHE P EhA

=l 4 4 11‘JEIHT }Jiﬂlﬁﬁﬂﬂlﬁﬁfﬂ

LEAT PRI T A IR, 35T A AR E e E
B, - BRANMNMSITAAERMES. B X F N FEN.
Fishbein (19?9)iﬁﬂﬁﬁﬁ3ﬁﬂi{i%ﬂ:ﬁ&ﬁﬁ'&,ﬁaﬂﬁmﬂ‘]m
S TS s M i B S T E . = A H A% (subjective
norms ) FEFE — - A XT3 5 b A B3 2 FE ey M5 . Bl iz A i3
EPERIIT AMEE,ELHMN I AAERE . —EESIHpER
ATARIHAE , 2 POX AT U S . DA B T899 8 6, i
e RS Eag EM A A B o |- R |8py A it 5 A
S REER NG F 5 HEHE 7O LA B ih %t b0 A28 i % ML 374
CEREERUBL AU R, MBI E BRI A 2 84T S B A
MEELFY B B D . Ajzen 5 M, LB TE A 1133 528 AT 8 #5 i RY
By fet , 3 A BRI GEZWTT . ek S BN 30 LR
CAFFORE B VR A BE >, BB fif te A T 38 A 10 BS A 2 3 Ak 704 , 77 1k
H AR OB At 1] CEXRHL A D, SR T 78 LA S 708 A0 5L 72 b, 8 i ) e A
SRR 2 Je, B BEXS B O K A5G (BRI TR A/ KM
FHRR ., IR ESE S EWMM B, k=R TH,

AHiFR eI e R -, IR SR e
MOTIHN: S PREE R, AT A AR RE G &0 . TN
s 53— - #O PR R R T S BEy e iE, IR A2 B
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B 27 1y B2
=, A

IR S ST RSN E X TER  HALEH S
2 oA LIV (G TR PN - O S e I o LA = v s B A R
A ARAT Bl E= L

1. BxrisEMTHIEE

LR AR 3 B A P D Heider Y V- 45 3 38
{balanee thecory) 1 Festinger # il 59 1A 1 55 1B B if (cognitive
dissonance theory}.iX P THIC 59 FREIA B EEHIT T HSEE
AR Y R BT,

(1) Heider B3 B it

Heider (1958) ML ABR G FZATHPIAITES & . DN A fE— P En
INHI SR FAEFE X E25EF — MR X m
P EEY R R A A B (e T . Heider B PO - X 48
R X — W, EPF PR AME=3.0RET—1P A
(b 4 &) X U R 1P (—FA ) M ABRRX £/55E
FEH.P.OX ZEMAXFEAIFHHGT, WE 4-5:3k = (PO fibdy £
OO -HRELECOMSERTOXE MRS K =F WX AR
R, AR E ARG R E.WMBK SR Ol A, R
XPERIER R — T PN RS ERER L ENTESE BEaH
b R AR T - S 0 o A E AR I L B, SRR Y
AL T LA AT BT S ERFER LT
RN, B S8 T PR & RS B T 16 S R IR oL, R A
BEFERSE ., A Heider (M. A EHAMWADTE .k
SHEAERMASER . BITWEEXERE — 1248
R0 AT 6T 0D B I A T8 R SERR DL FAYTA M . A (1]9% 2 RE At
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MO S B R T ERGE RS A B T R
H 2 R 2 E A R E A AW =4 A V-8, T 38 m) 8 e JE
R MMBERHABESFWET AmM % AT, IHEEH#E
v, Newcomb B -FHEEE Wi dE T 45 (nonbalance ) , i A~ & A~
- (inbalance) ML E R, ATIFRLEEZM TTEXK AT
JE A3,

P P P P
O e X O " x £ - X O - X
r r P |
8 — X - X O - X 0O — x

B a5 -85 ARG E

(2) INAXEBEE
WA AT S A i & AR —E RSN —F. TR Y Festinger
(19572 P Ui S HY — FFID P, ¥ Festinger B3k, IFiBM A SIEIF 2
ol P T — WS8R U T R RN RFRO R,
WA X IF B VR AT B AC, SEBR 285 T @I, Festinger A %, &
—RERT . ATTAEE ST R -0, MR IRE ke A - -2
MR AHRERSGHREL TS A, AGRMEEE ST 502
A S, WUE IR R R IR LRSSk, (A T 4E
WA AL AR E ST P AR B IR S 3 iEEm
BT TR IR A AN AR R ENR, ATIEERRE
FrE A, UMV B SRR, LI 95, (R hs
RE9 RS . (645 R T R 45 IR BB BB R X 3 T — %48 . e
R AR MR G S R IR R AT P R RS, Bl A e Sl
AR v LA SR A LA TURR A et B F AT S 1 42 09 1A %0 2 38
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EAAE MAHOCSAHAMEMER. . MHESLAIMT A —F
(CRE WA, FAE B LAk PR R D

3§ pe ik de QTSP INEIAR — 8, T LEA N E 2 - BrE
A RN SR el 2L S IR O L R R B S AR R R R TR A D .

A EIAFEE R I CEHAMAARMESEE.. S
INHIE AR B (R AR LR 20 RIS B FHEE),

Moy FE EHOHMHEE C HARLUEE S5EEMATF IE T
AIEECHH QR RACEE AT A 2 E 77, 38 S EESE TR A R
R, JILiRED.

AEATAH FHOHITAHARE SAEEMEIRERE R AR,
BP A 550 AEN 0 A~ $)

2. SIARKREREXIR

Festinger WY LA 5025 F 800 4 BB I S S 69 75 B B 8 - By
BRI, P AN N EEMANE. — BN TS AEHTF
BYiTN: T RHER KA.

(MO MNESEEEFPENO R

AN FR R 2 M AR S ST ENITA3ER,
R EA RIAFRBME LT .

T SR 5N, XH BELLME®R- - WEHTWY T
TR, TESE M Z /B8 1T R S AT 3R B . #Rd I 3W T VE A 75 10 & ol i
WL & 7 FiFiX - AT, Festinger # Carlsmith (18598 T —-3E
R B EI IS AL R AR P TR S TR Y TAE . -0 L
MR SRE, BB 0N L fE R AH DB 48 /KR, 4 W HT
30 48R . ZREIFEIR X AT R EIE H 6 R 8980052 B T
YEB SR U] 52 4 AT Ze AT I U /R IR 6 1 i . 5046 2050 25 3R ik
WRH T AFRE, FEBOR SR T D, R4S 5 R 5 F—
TR A X TR A BB . AN SR MY, — 2
HEEATHRE, 2581 FITH R, = B4 20 25STHIRM . o
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5 HUE Eilif i 7L B E S FWER SR E 4-6.
F

BYEE

A 17 203650
P 4-6 FREN AT S B AR
(A HICW 1L4ENT .Festinger §f Carlsmith FAiW A~ 2B di#8 (251 E0
M SR AR mER. A R RS2, T iE X &gl
(#5 20 ELMHEOEAGEEIAARB. HUEEEEE  MoeE., i
H|/WHE T E L (¥ R IE, Festinger #! Carlsamith (1959 Journal
of Abnaormal and Social Psychology .47 : 382~ 389

TE 2L WA 9T o Festinger $ Carlsmith A 5838 ay g
SR W R AR AR - - N E U EE 57
RZE B A —B D, RN TIEAE .45 1 T
WIAZ BrlAS B, & A (12 R Ay AL ife, M
20 FZTATBUA S Al IR RE SRR T Y. ST IR T
FERIEE &7 409 1E X 2E ) (sufficient justification) . 52 T 1%
MT —1TFA NS HARABRRE ST AZ AN AR —, Bk
KEENTESE., 1 EoX . FTERAETEEFEIT AL LM
A, 0 & A4S 2 FE /B (insufficient justification).

/ey Eh el LAG [ & A 15 R B T Nl 52 mW
EME =R YAMNABET A S ET R IFEOAS LT d,
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Aronson F Carlsmith (1963) FEMF 95 JL B8 Hf 28 F 7 A 89 2L 86 1 FE HY
Tix -, EERT. A s CILE—HR A VKSR - hoE
AiFfeir]ie . R E T TS F R HAOET, e KRB I
TR A HAZREENAE FHANSETIE N ERKEE,
FHHMBE AN SIS B RXSEE H Mt [ X A%
FIFFENI ILEHMNEY A B EF . EHEI SN
Tl AHEZETT AW ERmM SIS EE . AR, fEHE—
i e EM A T ILEME S Cir A0IRIE . MR
TS T . SRR IEE, TS,

AEkiF5iieiid HIt—PTS5AKIEE XHEERA
W I T8 E A —S09 17 AnTey B Rk 80E . T ikEeaf ik 514018
e A OO R O T ST AR R AT A TR By S L At K 2
HRKFIMAE . Linder €(1967) REFFEIEM [ iX— &, B
AR KZES —R 08, LR b R4t 8 0e i AN TER B &
REHW. Lhs EEEHI ST X a8 8 T 3459 AR
. MESRAE X 2URB < #EFOWE FRiR i BT 0.5 2570
N 2.5 0 BEFEI A RERA CIE . TTAEFRER T, frid
PRI B IESEE X EM H H;ELRENE T . A8 88ita
fERATHR, S ik b 115 X BE Y SO 8 45 52 1F a0 vk S0 2 U 9 36
THARY . 7 O R EER, IR 0.5 oM iXEE TRAHE
FEERE , IR 2.5 Bed) AN B 55 EEBERE ., fEH%
RO T, ARG FE R, HEFS 70 1 ey sa b B . 47
AETE R Z BN SRAL BT, AMXTFT A S B i B P . 41 -7
Bron . R TER § SRR &, AN A4 fEikss Bk 5918

T HRsX W BHHINMERIEN SRR Axsom (1989)
HI MR A A H A R, (SR ks, L5
FHAE 1958 ., 0 H2 5 Aronson 35 A B B 3088 5F O 7 30— & |
FEBTFEFARAN]LE B B2 D358 1 & 05 A i1 iR 3 2 P 0 38 I GX
PB4 50 FREBEANBITE — TS . FRHE B L4 4 25w
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ARAEE

= NEE S EREES

P 4-7 HfERET =Lyl mkig
(h AT Linder .Caooper #l Jones1967 558 308y 55 B 4E HLUFD)

T (BRI I G R A A — IR R D P S 52 (R iR
fh AT {2 —2E 5P X BERT Iy LA M FE 20 . A 2098 57 45 22 |y »
FHHFHEE, A rMFREAMEmEDS O.CRiIG, IR ESZ W
— - L I AE " (embarrassment test ), ZEFR X EERe Hah & 24
T EmeysrdA Bl ig . e aTih e i M _ DAL A — 1
A, —& iR EXYERM. Vi G . R Fiteiid H o—~100
SR A AR E R A FREE AR ER, S
A (97> #E XY AN 2H i1 B 3R B A S W S A (82O Fodws i
#H. Aronson g .5 8 AR HAE . LRI EEENAE
KM, kT MR ATTRGEZEH CAT XA AR, N
ANERBEB/BEW.

(2) REB XA

AV — PR Z e B /=4 il X Rl B sy
fi e 3 f7 52 1Bl (postdecision dissonance) ., B B L4 38 i v 28 X 5% £
PR PEAE SR ML, Brehm (1965) A0 iFRA X PP % . 1590
B rp b o ik 2o el & A PP R P, Ao il el 0 L L eE Bk S, 2R
EHMNSLNNSHFRTENFEXKERE. ZEESNHDEWHEART
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bR A kO e BT LA T R e P BT AR Y L B D
HiIFEM TSR EREE — K. 85 REA . £58 2 RITERT,
FE A 5 2N Hb M (R T B A F b BT 3 PR AT P ok 89 PR L ol BE T AR
PR . WIEE 4- 2,

¥+ 42 R GKIFrI R

1 K ERy 3% 91 &t v T Sl BEAR AL
SaciE | 0. 32  _o.53  +0.85 o
{% 414 - 0. 25 —0.12 +—0. 37
PR 0. 00 v 0, G0

He . R ERE R EH AR RMITE SRS, R EEE TS B
Wit E AR K, TR IEEE I A REH.

(3> NN AK IR IE 89 it iF

INH RIS A SR, 8 3840 1 i (self-perception
theory) 1 B FH A FRIE (self-affirmation theory ) 5E#E 1L T4 E B

Bem & {1 /7 B FRREFEI AN, 8 ATIH B E 557 AR -3
i, A B o M ShEE L30T A N . xR £af, o+
fEEN FEE L WX -8 IFR— 2 adilmilg g .. W&k
HIPESERT A ARG PRI 7 X B> IS 45 . 7oA S0 S iR 28
W, SR BEENERY . REAG P AT, 4
SIS AR R R R S T S B,
B GR SEAT o SHEWTAY , 0 IR Ak o 5 25 B SR B RS BT 3 &b
B8, HEBRE AR RAERZIEE A 124558,

AR A FN R WE - PE8 X4 U 7 Fazio fE4FHF | 49 253X 77 10 9 B 5T
LR, XA AT EEE AT, A AR T IR SIS R —8E . A
R ERES B R EVISCEEN S TR B ThEY . 5 &5
MHEI R E R AT E S5 560 R — BorE 0% 0 o 48
Aronson $THH .~ A B EFHNIFTA S O RES WL
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PN AR e A - cERATRT IR . DA 2 R i 2 PRI W MEE R L T 2 0] B
TFTEHERRXAARI T EE ST A WA EESE AT, § #FAaan
i AT

C.Stecle FIEH FHXFRINITEIC WA BHF -1 B EHREAHN
ANMATAME M AR S ARy 8 W EFAEF - -l fE
HIRFA A S S 1AMy TRER--SWT N RS
HFRAED OB RM.E. ARFFER SN EETAMES
{7 5.

3. i AREEY

AR B a8 a0 IR R P e A SRS, DR AR T e Ak A
BB A A T, [ B3 Hovland % AT T %A
P HIE RO R DA T — IR IR 2 TR
R A XHHAE.

FMNMEH I FI AR — L) Hovland 8 8 5 B8, &
Sears A0 AR LY — T UL ER B85 (P 4-8) . fEIX MR, S5
R T A AR T . LRIR £ SLHTUE B TE SR 4R 52 L H b 6 AR FR A9 2 e oh Y
G MR EE REME T F A BRI R b
H B AR AT VLR E E 10 B AR  /F 4 Bt g
TERSES  WRR A T EMARE EE R -
EREBEER BN -1 HONIE RS S a2 a H bk
W2 L HEEINEESEHAIWEETR ~Baf F2r 4.0 -
BT, — BV EE A SR EM . - EHEMER A E IR SR
AT R FEX PR . A AL LT R R B A A A IR (S
B - 3% B LA H1 2 B 1 (cognitive response theory 3 UL 21, A {17538
WEIR H ARG RN .. &4 — &R0 30 B3, X 8 57 BV 3T
B E AT E B AT IR K HNEEA R EER T S
Bis | e ny i B2 R B rE I, 0 X AP R B S R 2 R To e, W e ok
AR R IR AR B WA — BT RAr R IR S
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{5 Bk i S i IR E E AR F AL fE R

o} ST i AR AT S RIS & R
R & AR
\ S EE =
3 B AR T ’
BT eE T AR 7
/ PN RO i a
RN

¥ 4 & B F Hovland W 25 1 4 Hit f#1 5

4. B HARMRBIETE

MUAREIRI T LB H R IRFCR R 2 B EH ] 29, X 5 H
HEESMAELTILA A

(1> REEHHERE

- SR U AR AT Y BT {5 B (credibility ), — B BLHR FH 49K 31 A
(attractiveness), H.FPu[{F8 ZBR LT LR ETS (expertise ) fl
o] B 4E (trustworthiness ),

FE M BHFUEATE ARG RO A AR A& e i
HE, Aronson F A (1963 BF FTUEHH T 3X — &5, 4 BF & 42
Aronson IS L M AT TE 1 2 b — - IR 22 B o SRR R TR
FH B oA NI A LT ERE) . RISIE S A — 1 AT
WA ASEY - THEN O A NIRRT
F AR ANEICERH P ERTFANRS T A RAIH L&
My — A AMBARKEENES . g BIEMAGTFRREA, Salis
HIRREBER T EZ2NE8FE,

T 42 UEEESEERMNE

T g E X 1R R R OB | 4 W OBE % R (the sleeper effect) |
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F i iF g Ay 2 E., Kelman f1 Hovland & 3, & % B¢ T Eﬁ'?jf : fr (]
FAEKpTize aaFryaitll. mSkEHEFNTEFEELETRAN
AL/ FRIEHN BN F AT ER, $mi€p~‘mu'§ﬁﬁ?
hEE,ENAFESHERES LTS ETRF.EEZNE
MZEFRERHA T AT EERGEBRET N Em S S5 T E
RN HE I %, Kelman #0 Hovland 7 i # K 5 15
B E 7R T EEETESN NS HERB N,
= Rl B4R B RCRCH KU TS R AV R R B T 1 BT B
AL EFAFEE .

A

S=E|

e Al R

HERETHHER
/ P
L.-
YA
g
BER

-_—
-_-
e
.

ArE[l 3 E IS
B 4-0  BiEBRE 4T WV V) iE

Cook %m# —FHRTERRMET AL TR A 4,4
WH TRk - FRES BT S R, 28y BT
B & ﬁ‘ﬁﬁﬂ%ﬂﬂ*%?aiﬁﬁ&'f“’ €23 S M, BT E
BN E R B EGAE # B X MR T B 8. R
Pl e X BENAE TR ANBEZ L T AT, AfE S
WA ZEMNEENEELITL.

M EESI RN SR T GEAE T BA 0. — 5
BB L KB R AL AT F ol Ao i B Bl 4 A B A A L e RO L,
HEBIERTE K rbhir — N iF A LSS &8, b 8w
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HHLWATE LS WS WL ey E NS R b B AR i A e
ZEBRENSAEAGSE? WHRNE S LA 5Fel T 28T
Frab . Aok £ FIREE,

TR M BRI E GES i AT 0 AR S M AR R
MAPANMKAHRIRFEEAA CHSH WS 463, ATHE S5
WHARZT AT A 2 M, BT B R R S AR B A, AT B A - A
PR CEIIR . OERH T FE RS R R AR Y &
S M A LAy T, Walster (19660 % ASE LIBA 7 0 5% e %k 46
R4 F AR TR TR AUAI ML 05 88 2 B SRR ol 0 L B A R L
F1. AR M LIS H O AR, R . &5
HAIUERH T 53X — S (FE 4-10) . B AT BB 4 S5 5K 1% fin bk
A BT i E BT R, T TR I TR X U TR A A O e A T EE R
2 BT A B PIAY e B 1R .

’ L J
- -
5 =
i -
= -
o FEIE -
= Pt
- -
b RAE R ' BiodiEER Y

E 4-10 WIEMHSIHBEY
(LB FE A5 8 S F 5 E M rimat, R R 8 o)

AR FE IR R S — A EEWRE A SR,
AR ZE [ CAIEE W5 S Wi AR —5K. MR
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e E S AN A A = A AR N # H e AR Y Ak R
(physical appearance) J&: 7 0] 22 (likability) B4 A 58 52 R 3 49 #H
A E (similarity)

— AR OK , #h R BRS04 N A AR T 3 47 PR3 (Dion & Stein
1978; Chaiken & Eagly 1983}, 44 Chaiken BJIFIE . BF 5T &
LR EA AR —BRAN EIERKESES N — N EEES . & Rard
BEAR T 43X AN T H IR T 32% a5 A . Hibhgy A E 5 % o e
SRR E L EEE S T AN AR BT EE, N ARET
Fe LA A SR U 2 B e il ) LR RCR , B A — AT B A A A R
FIAEY TR ST A BIRRGE AT 32 35 fth A BANR . A e B B o iy
HEREM, WU EOF T EERA ., & BB (reference group)
Wrbn TR LA E RS BRIk . MR ATER A S BB,
ERR U E ER SIS B R, B RS T A A A
HE. AMMTEEFRTEACHEE.USE CHMM AT,

(2) REESNEE

WATEF BRI AR FRITE S804, WAL 5%
IR SRR A, S E EA L TJLAHE.

—aRRRE RN BN S SR NRAEASE MM
JE oA e O (R = 11 2 fal i 26 FIAFAEInfa s, Z s
:"Eti:,fr’ﬁ;k:ﬂﬁEEJ‘:r,fHZ?—iE%F”EE?EkE@EJEEﬁ*EeﬁﬁﬁIﬁwﬁivf
X RGN 5B —,AZER S KA. EIARESET S O
SEATREMAATIEERX FhE R A B T 28 N A
EAREE, AT NZARAE 2, i AN R e A A B . Freedman ¥ A3 A &
iRAE . TE K- - PR P, 75 B DA B 25 25 55 0 59 0 75 48 0, Rt A
KIS ISR 25 R Ak 2 18 0, 75 B SR R A B 2 15 A 4 SR 15 R 3

LIRIRE RS AXME D & RS A AR ER, e
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e 4 2 78R - R 2 BE A S el He gk 20k, B 3R 15 B R 09 A R R A
I, A2 S R A o] BEPE 1 B (RS 2 S Ena R A B R
TR — PRz ANTE S E =i A Aok,

LMREEFEXXME ITHEEFLMNEN FA . QI5 R
PR fS Ry AR F RO T Ly AN M VR AR O MR AT A &, A A EHE I
I TE A T ¥ AE B8 (mass media 'S face to face YBURL EEU IS
BT AC AR R . FEULARAT B HE % B Avpy b, T Ay B4 (3 W By
e RO BORECH 0 B A5 S R AR, S8 47 . IRz .
EEE:F: AR SHE S NEERE Y HREE 24 15D
ZPRERPART BRI R E R W IRRA . S A NEEEZEE
H o BT T HE O RS A . N P fE E A LA S B SE E RGIA H A TR 3R
KHEFAFHEEFHFEERN A EAE - 53 B EE e
HEE . 04 BE 53X 215 B 091 5 5 B U 5 2RI (Hovland 1949) , &
4-11 BRAEM T X — &

BREILE (%)

B i AR X i iR
B 411 P S53REHR

(D HRBEOEIE
EEHLUTILNAE,. —EERBHN AR, CEF ey o
we AR P . S F H B, A2 A BE W EE B 2 AR P9 A 1S B i
B , Hovland "S3EiX F1 A #5524 W] 35 AR HE B AR T A e A AT
o5 S AHE LR AT . X PE AR H & IR VE . 8 D IR B2
W HARATNERAE HBRSEEURR. TESFSNASE
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B AR LR . H 2fE e SREYIR R . /A EEH. B
HOEFHASEENASCHAEZARER. AAXHEEC . Hm
Srak iHAR .

TR AR BT 1E  Janis FTHE A [E] B (1965 B L WK R
L TEFH RN E S TS24 AR ERYEIR S . TE— SR, fib
i1 Lk 2 gl i PR (R RS ST B e R Cuf Uik HOE
o, mn —EwiEMIC,. 4580 - SHEETE KSR NI,
Gorn (1982) Milliman (1986 R R ML RiL 2 EL£H B
F R eIHTE . Bohner(1992) %5 Schwarz (1990) FH TA BB A i Y IR
AUEH TG AR Y LB DA LR A TEF B L e
N A, AL TR AN E TR B gin iR . oW X IR %k
ERERHEYI DA AT RIAIER L. 8B BRI o
e ALCEMTE, A T R H SRR e 048 . A NI K& 238 55k
W R ERESE .8 TS 20 AW A,

— Bl R FFEY A Gnvolvement Y2 B, Johnson # Eagly
Qo8I BN R -FPLRAE, MRS E RSB E S
BN, ST RME, Perry 25 A U3 A S MF AR, 5
] 22 8 5% BY #& A (issue involvement Y 1 5 H £ 4 X 47 & A
(impression-relevant involvement) . Bjf#F M IEAX E B EER
Fie8 5 H M- E P EE A ALK, 5H M EEmmiE A =W
B2 R 52 3 At A8 B B X i e,

WA AT AR R A B et B A A S B T R AR AT 3
Vo B S VER . RAURHE A E) L AHE B R A AN TR E B 1S
FHOATRIKIHAEREZEARS F8. EfEABEMIGX- - SIB? -—26.0,
ERBR A BB v L 47 30 MO A IIRT S R e S,
Janis (19650 T3~ -0 A7 3¢ A B9 51 55 P, L0 B a3 38 W, — (o7 A 9 A8
. S H ORISR A I EE X S8  BEN S F
EHRERIE, HEROS EEFEFREINTEER PR, RESDH
T P A SRR R T A B AT 5T 3K B — R I A A e R B
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L, S5 AIE S NHR O A X FREE D (9 R S R SR PR T Al L oS
A AT B BRI ST R 3, & DT X FR et ge py gk 1 VR ok £ T i 8k
o 7 R A

PU B2 AR B SRR b A R R e B R — 1
HERTEGIRRSERHRIRRFT S EE A MEEE TN
] AfE . 50 BEATHE PR S o & B g ad e D L i S a1 (el L B S W
BEMHA GRS EZTFrrER2EZE A ANMFEHLUEIRRETEERR
P ME

FLlE T E R AR I TSR (need for cognition )y, @ e #
TR AMERIETES SIAME S EE .. FIAGERMAE
IR B IR FIA R E &, )25 $rid 65 . XA A0 55 348 H 4n i
K 4. Cacioppo fll Petty (1982 1592 )45 H S il E R 89 A AT 3L ER
FEHER BB R (central route)§y2b 3 7y 2, ftb {111 40 5 7 IR T 55
HATE R, R B DA TR O A B SR AR R
2 (peripheral route ) I IT T AL I AEEF RS TE R LR
AR EIE M iR AR IR S S K B IRRE A
BRI R WEm RN R, BERREAN AR R 8
LW E REFE AN B SN EMNERE HEHE . Snyder(1985)
FANEBREESPHFHIST SHE TR A 4 -8, H— g
(soft sell), BN ™ A AE S S P ML BB, I B B T 2 45,
WA EE T RAEFE NS . B — PR IESE (hard sell) , &F
WEr=dmay R M R, iR AR IBINMEM RS ®, 3§
ek 20 A AT TR B A9 By B IR 60 A B SR B R RE A, T
e KRB AS ZEGE R AESA . . A 4-12 BFR, 82
LRI IR ZE R, Schuman H Scotr (1989) #2211 & 5 & B {18
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Krosnick 1 Alwin(158DXf 5 1956 F 1980 4FH 31X -~ ik 47 7F

120



FEAARF F IR X — R LI YT RISk B X 200 EEEATIE AN R,
2 BB AR ENE D18 F 25 FRTATE 4 FFEHEFE B
=,

14
13— —|
5ok [ saRHbE
® L | RE=gitcEs
= _
= 10—
A
E2
e R
5 1-12 HEEESERE S
(4) 1% 55 B 2%

XA EEQRLTEN T — ETAE S, MEF LSS
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W TR, I e IR e R B ma L X3t 0o i B8 002 BE A R 3ok iy
XREFEFEFEEMNET X,

1. 8tk

(1> H4A2MR
T LA AT A AN IE 8 ol R 75 4 B9 45 8 0 10 408 T 76 18 1% 0
ARBHEM AT EEH RN EESZW AN SESEEX, B0
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4% g Ashmore (1980 #& 8 AY # £ 2= 57 TE & WY A
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prophecy > P . R WAL WIFATFE 0 S0 17724, 10 Bt m
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REATLIA M EEE.LW3 T —EMERLUE—
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Heha PO RE., SHARIMAHEELSHFLENE K
REFNBARF A AN 2B R N AERECE, BT
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HEMENFTRABRA CARNFEFR DB I ERE; 2 5k
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134
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GERIFHEAIPI IS L ENERRE, EoWRas —4&4,0 M5
HYBEERE"NETFEAES E LB AR kBT oy, Z#
T TR A0 A AR (contrast effect) ; 4 85— AF oy A ¥ H 4
TR HA TR EEE .M AR TEBE #H .

BRI MEBHAT T# P W R, 0148 S ot b B4
T2 BRTAE, WS HABR WENEHE I EF2ERTREE 4
TBEZEFFRA-—MREAFERE 2 B ELE R T 2
Fo HULERAMEBUWT — AR, ZR PR AENH A L4 —
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A K -—BWESFRE,F—UEZAHBETFEEERTH N
BRI DNATSRMA AR AEE A, XFHHFTETHA
FRREFSFETAFNEREEA R - S MANIHARZIEE A
B & XL TT S B OA R R B W o AR A R,

(27 /LM

AN S T ERESE I EW. M8 R AN TS
H A AT A . Kandel<1978)3F 2000 4 &5 vh 4= §9 & 18 3¢ 2 BT il
AR FEIEER 73X -8 it — S R eSS B S i 89l
BLIFTFIE S A RACHER RS EMMA %S, K452 5 B
HHA YR FEH ER B PR S A M A S E S
H At A .

ARG HEEZEASHLUEEAUL F LS : — & A
L1 %5 fiF /48 2L 4 (demographic similarity ), s B, ok Ry
o EE B MR, TR T AL (artitudinal
similarity ). {F¥ Byrnc(]g?ljﬂ}ﬂ'*lﬁ“f’ﬁﬂqm?{cpvﬁﬁtﬁiﬁgﬁ_‘
(o B AR T EiLf A58 S5 — P A AR E R X AR
B H CHEBEEENE LA ES A SEHIRT . L FX S AR
TRVl 2 i T B i B Y, 7 A O R I 2 A 5 B it A
AR T EZREK. &2 S ERE RN AN
WRREL 25 RIE W A IR BB A B+, S B S S 3 T 2wl
B, & 5-2 Bk .

Bi LA _EPE T, ShRAA LIV R A BFRIR G| . £k S
MBRABEFE, CEYRERANEEMNE P RESH SR
?FHLﬁfﬂ%%ﬁﬁf*fﬁ,Berscheidflﬁ?l)fﬂﬁﬁﬂﬁfﬁ]ﬁj‘?“lf_ﬂm
{8 iZ " (matching hypothesis). Hill(1976) %t 24 £t {1 & — 0 B 5%
BN RAER BN SR INEBI A S FEmaE
AHARL, FEBE T Hill 58 % 21 BR 4635 58 B A DL g 1848, — 4B LS 4
FA[REFE . /] Feingold (1988)1A 2 B 1L A1 A7 “ UC A {845~ , 5L P
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12

10F

%3 H

Y =5.44X+0.62

0_72 — Df-’-l l D.IIS ’ U..H l l_lD
B HA
B 5-2 AR EEFHME SN S F 3 & (Byrne 1971)

AMAMANAYSHCKMAEILH ASH CHBR L S {E.

J £+ 2 A L HE 34 A BR TR 51 400 M 8 B? Festinger (1954) |
Goethals (1986 HaEmL 4t 2 LG B 8 9 A TR IR (self-validation)
ACHERE . b 7T A o 21 I A O AR Ay RS, AT fE il S5 itk A 89 Eb
FEAMIAE O, MLOAEFEAPR AR SE S5 C L8 A CHaE
HIWER LI . 5 5 OB A — R ZEENTH B3, 3T AT
A LA e A E (R0, Heider B FHF IR WA N, T4
A EHERTFEH AT A T EEAMATHIE- -k, 0
Fi— - vk O] DLSE T B el AN E A R B E AR AL, i B B S
EFRTWE LA AFEE RS SR A AR, Bk AT E
BB IFE CE LA A, SR AT S EH 2 AN 89 A DT LA
ey ik L T

(3) T ¥

TERZESWMPXE D, AfIERREEKRS 8 215 5877 54l
REIA . Buss(1980) 3 37 LT A MR EMN . E£REXEES
FHEFWERN L, LN EWE— S BB T RN,
Davis (1990 33X Fr BE g2 WY {47 #H 52 ¥ Hb {37 (looks-for-status ¥ . H
EXERLEEAERVENINERE. MEHEERE SN EHRA Y
il 1AL H G # 7. Townsend fl Levy (1990) FH S48 e iX — 4%
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e, ISR R BLFE R, — - ik FL B ag R {7, fth B fof A 2
SR REMR G| Z¥E W0 B A B A et LB [ AR, M IR SR K 5]
Tk AESE - -3 B B O AE I AN B 5. ot A b D7 f M R AR R B PR DL I
AR FhHE LR R FTRE . X F &L wh P A I A B TE S A R 1k
FE L, betn e AT RS BT A kbR A E S B AR iE E A E A,

(4) BB

AR R AR SIEE AT DA AT 4B /R A i),
HAGEEN ANTAFRE B A E R iR SR 1R 463X 35 10 69 3 v
- MR BIRTIH BN SRG, TTESR . ETRTAAE
ERICERS LR AR RMSIE. BEEER AT EH ER.

ABESHERAET RS ERI14H 2T 5
R YERL R, R N B2 B 804 UG BE T . 5K B 4 0 it Ak i =
IXKFLEE . B T Moreland 1 Zajone % A BI W98 . Mita FEANC1977)
MORLSE AT B S RFLA S iR raxf il s Bi1TmE. 840 A
MAEIMEHCHR S AEIMNER - . ACEIINSE L
EHRER. MR AEINWEHE EETWHE R, RIS S ay e
VLA N BLIZ R AL TR0 B R B B AR IR L 11 B 57 3 S
X R P RS, Mita Ml -S4 EmEF REHEED
A1 A N RISl A S A R IR HE L AT B W 3 B Ay
A BN FEBRIAAMAHRD L 25 T T2 AOF 208 i B4R (A A
ATTET .68 AT N FREE P14 . Bifb AT H AR iE# B A (M B & T
H IR AZTWIER A ., 2l . B AT Y &5
FIRE FHATIR,. M A F DAY ZFig. AR LR W E
. - FFAR AT AR S R el T R tkRt, MAiR A i
AR . ﬁﬂﬁ—ﬁ&ﬁiﬁzﬁﬁﬁiiﬁ,ﬂﬂﬂEﬂfémﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁﬂﬁc_

BEESERM R L BEEHEE S e nasy
Y B CE b, B R R 2B B B Y B4 BE IR B BCIE T 45 Y A R ] 4
FrABRYGHC Y 2 W B BE T 5. IF £ 6 % A e &
FoE REA O S, B BRI NEETR B A (1] fh =g,
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Grush (1978 IA A ST FHA A TR G2, -5k
AR EZ,BMEal S 2RBEHNERE; —2iraoyE
e ABEIFEETH R REAEWNERE A EEIE B 2R — R
AFEMZ AT A B A By, Bz Ay HaiEFR T .
A9 RO 2 e NN ) 2w,

A ROAEEHT B Eary I EFEMEL A,
Bornstein (1989 HH L iS22, il e etk B 4,
M EEFH LA DAL 77 AU R AN BGE B B iR B B, T X Ph e At
A~ A B A4 TR AR R OBNaR, © ER {16 S e, B G RS
A~ Bl AR 5 AR R, 25 3R AT 0 Sl 15 B i 1~ 0 28 % S5 B 5 B S 3 1] F
B EEESMESE ST . SR CHREREFER A L F,
MANZTZ B EYEE R LR o, R — 6 ) M otk Oy I
FAEEA MW, I TIA S EZ LB AT LIRS Nt 3P A FEIA X
EH W E RS — 2, A BT BGE AR A R AT A TR AR R 5,
AAEPEWR T & CAELIE,

(5> #FIEE

HiAERIEBEEZT AR W AE EZ —, Whyte 2
C1865) R X A IEH B G BF 75 42 B, A BT 6 6 B9 A2 i 4 A 22 3]
ANANTZ 6] ) B8 BB A 32 ), {45 80 T s AR 5 AT 81 R O BA Ac B
N2 BT R FWE 7856 . EE I tERE S I R ME , T AR 3L, , 253K
T AT RE MR A IR L BT S A E B e E S SRS L T,
AMFEEREE RS A S H AR AR, inETmEE
SEIMETT — KR, i Sl A BB 09 A3k FREde ey A S 48l
B. A . WS Ea A5 P EERSE LB 8 RTE 5
IRAGR B ik A 8957 4L, fik A T RABE S S B B #, SES FERY A SR 2R iR
AR/ BB ST L. ERA S TSR, F 8
PR EAT R ER OV e A R R S s EERE,
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.EE R FR

ARSI AR ZERMEMEE LM, 75 ARESIH
Hah . AflfzBHXHEN—BENXRERBIFEEXE.
AN RFURFRESFXAHB T REXR, SIEFEFELAX
RE- - T AREFREL AT AM,. TEIRINERSHF XL EZE X R
&= i

1. FREXRIME

(1 FBXHROE X

TEE XERFREAZ KN TEN ST AMLUE ¢ LM%
Kelly (1983)th A, A B~ AL GEE MHBEWM X, H A 5
ARHCH . R E , H A7 M D A2 R B A S i B e, 1k
MABEAE NI RIFFFEF X H . Levinger 1 Snoek (1972) £53iX
T8 B R Eal EEE S - T O A B (model of
interdependence) , 3 & EHAERE F B #i3 R AW b, 35 £ 4k
FIRER . AETIRAP N A 2 HI S 2 R BB A B4R A ) 2 HI Ay 26 £
SRR — 2 A HGEN N EE, R XA,
Br A T 1EM (zero contact) ;s & B2 (awareness ) : — 4~ A_H1 1§ 5B
— T ABIE B (A ARE 4 B = 2 % % 42 Mk (surface
contact}: B T AP E I, IS RIS B E . W 2R X R
(mutuality) . FA T ABIKEREFERIN. TEIEXE£D, 5 A
HofME TR KBRS, BOANTHE X FF3E & Bk 3B 8 % £ (close
relationship),%%%ﬁ%ﬁ.ﬁ%ﬁi’ﬁ:—'%ﬁﬂﬁﬁﬂﬂ'rﬁ]ﬁﬁﬁ
B T REXMXEAPEEIFIFLEAFERMEAESI T4, SR
2 MR 0T G a3l R 24688 2D AT 2w 98 e

2) REXRSERHEE

A. Aron (19863 JH B & £E{f (self-expansion Y FR 8 A_{{].2> (8]
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AT IR MEET BHTEFELE RS A S5 AES E
WAL EMBARA RS, XM ERENHF LN
etk —RHEA BT F 50 E FH W (actor-
observer effect), B AR ) S fk ABIFT AR FHE,mMIEEH 2
BT A E TAAHEAIEER . Nisbett (197D R BH X EZN R,
M AR AN XFERIFAHM, ., ANTTE
HEie H QAR AT AR TE H  F A St ant—+, &
A HFNEE S WIE SRR, 5 RARN TR ARL ., ATE
EWENMEHCHYECXREFHANRSE NEE. A
Aron(199 1R R F.EH T ANV AERPRES T EH. NI
LRI AR, B A OHFEIE R G TEEXEPayit
FH -X: & (communal relationship), —-BFEH T .3/ E R EANZ
[ R E i, {H M. Clark (1979 1989) R H , A RF XL B, A%
WA ST H A 320 A TR 3 200 B RE48 25 X v 48 (4
L. IERFRFZF.EARBRHN —FH . EAHNTEHRREASD
HHEE. BEHFEAEEFR B F Markus (1977 B8P B 3% B
(self-schemas}, Aron(195 1B ELAFFE 4 A BH A AT H
HER,. EMEREXAT MO ERFPFES TIHRA . X —SEE
AP EB R R K IIFA (2001 FXFE A H R0
MABKEHATX —&H., BE -MHEMIEEX S FHEICK
(transactive memory), Wagnaer % A (105 1)K M. R EZFH A
TES S PEFF AR EE B A — 1l syictz £4.

(3 FEXRDEYK T

ARBHINEDRXARAALTGSEBEFZEAKRE. AR
JLHISZ B2 (A1 — FhSR R A S B R . B R0 B4 5 J. Bowlby
X FIHE R RSN E A S EEE G ERAE . il 2% 2 )L 3] 48 &8
R AT E e R, Harlow (1974 >3 A £ 2550 B 99 0F
FEWAESE 15X — &L B IR 02 RIERKSE R A Kay 2
BETT M.
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M. Ainsworth(1989)3F A G AN X F il 7 —2Fa7 0155,
FEMWARE RS =R, — R, LRI TR &R
i LA Rz B2 0RO i i B AR BURR L X FRE R AR IR T T . A
i SEF2REECEFEmMEF. a2 . B0 EZTF
PR AIEVIE . B R GER, S e RO R, BB ALAY
B R IR T I S - Y SR o R e B, FE X RRE
TRy = T RGBS R, TH B CRREHE B HE
HBIE/ FER, CEIE YRS AR -2 . FrHMERX O TR
AR NER . TR A BRI S L ESERE/ TR
A H IR A SRR NHE B R REBEAEE T FM R, X
EAREAHCRE AR TR R AEEZ R, 7 = ol ge o
E AT Ay A i& MU AT LA RS 8 AR ER ]

AR AN B 5 &3 [E47 , 8 A Z BT FEE R, R T 3
TR EARARGERIIEA I R AN ST XE,C.
Hazan T A (1987 Bt T — - BB /D dag 18 = S -,
AR RER W ATIHREBEEAR DL AR E 2
EAGRIUEHEZLHAOABREREE,.FAHESMARBESFX
FyUbERIpy AARE S AT EE R L5 g/
FREEAAMITEH AWM RE X ENR, H SR RE 82 ]
M H O RER, XMAEMEELEH T X SR RISE®R A R
LG . S BN 5626, R 25 % . EEIE/ FER S 19%,

2. BERBSERXENER

(1) ZiBEX R
FEBRE AR, AT SR TEEMIE NEHT & A FKEIE
HRI T3 AR T BZEXEPRA G4 . P. Wright
(18O T IH A x & 4 W P 2 K. | 1 B3 X (superficial
friendship > #1 & J2 HH & (developed friendship) ., §/i & 65 7 B #{%
Fese = B X MOCE MM EER .. 5 & TS R a5 a2
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Ay, Hays (198538 AT 46 2 X W P A A B s R B G #L AR
F LS AH AT A TR A MR A M el R Sl AR L 5 i
SHBEHAMAZEEA R -FHEE S RS EMES R R
FHA L, EEAEW R ACBEMBEAERBAY .. AN RE—FE

L HECE MR R A S L B AT E R
EZER.BL.BETYZHE AL AN AFRXAR, UM% %R Eder
L9783 {E- - LB AEH S APV RPRER . EETF R ISR
CHA A BT E R -8 A —& B, Mo £ TR -3 — AT R By ; % B 4
ARV HEZ MBI X REERARBRTRIIESSNN T HE®
W, a0 — R B R BRSO T sl AR A PE B AR AN A RH A, - — S B 2
A W RE. Wright (1982) {8 S ¥E 22 A2 49 W0 7 B v T A i ({ace-to-
face) HALIMIENFELHETT A FRAWBMAIERE (side-by-side)
it

HX WHRERLKEXAPHTEE RFE., BEEEB O,
THRERAHBS X E£PHBETHBETER. . MinaRtESs ©
AP THMNAEXFH PEAF AR S S, TR B4k
R, BEEEHREER RN XA RIERINE

el B SR E XA SR EMBRE R AR, L]
RAIEFHEEEXLRN., L—HP5EH, Derlrga(1989) ik #id &
HECOENGUEE CHWA KRR RS, 45 R E IS
1 4% st i s T 55 VR A A2 2 18] A 5 4o 8 30 R Yy K 5 ) £ e
R¥EZE, H2AR R, W FLLRIE A S, 5L
MRS SR ENIR R Y — R S ey e,

{(2) BRER

REHFTFEFETUHAESHRARESZSE LR GUHEA),
ER RIS L g = TR (self-disclosure Y LB H H L B
ITRBI . ARBEERS MEEATXEH O AN B 584
A (Jourard 1864), 5k A dbre g ﬂmﬂﬂ.‘ﬁﬁ@%*ﬂf_‘ﬁdﬁw B
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MR ER, PARTABEYMMERESZSEH B EBEMNERE
7 b, Fitzpatrick (1987 )35, 408 - - A E S AR 23X
FhEa e ik EMELL S AT ZE LB A, itk Z T
HWERRE.

I Allman (19732 H #1 2% & FE if (social penetration theory)
kel S RBEREAKE AIHSERT XA DIEA R — e,
Az MEFEXRXREMZES ARAETREIER KA, HE
B iR AL, AMMIZEMAX R R M ERESE., O REmat, A
TR R — L E- N ALWIEE., MRS . EAFiE3h D R RAT
AL IR X R THT A ZZ RS E T BIR . A T8-S BR X firkt 2>
sefn X AT AR RE — 2R W, W IR e - A E e
. AN EEOEF]R . HRIIENSES, A)ZE
REXRFZEREEN T M EMEY EiF. EEXMFAEEAMNA
R A EANTSER T H FEERE N RETMSIEA BRI,

HSBFIBRLTE N, S AR, ATE 8§ BRI
{6 3 <F A8 H ML AS (self-disclosure reciprocity) . Bl § OB E K
-5t A 8938 iR K A AT B L AR AR SR AP S B T s, A
1& 5 KT EHT B CU8Y 1A (Cunningham 1986, Kaplan(1374)iA
B REEEPIAIZIHAAMEAEE S AR EMNETSERRAE
TR - ABIXHERLNWAE, TR AESERKESR
X EHEWEL,SFEMBAFHAGREE, MITEH AR R RIZANE
B s R

B T AR EEXEFH. A RBEHUATIE S 4 AN
FAWEH. LR RAER, Y EIF X F LB EEA RS, — 8 AT
LA G T B T A R R R B BRI T BE T M X BESE E o IR Y (Baxter
1987y, W —HMA LB ITiIeIRE. 0 InE REEWNEE
FZRBLR LW EH MW IET —FER T . AfIEBEnE R R&
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() BRERXLER

TFFER B AT B 38 8% 85 100 16] 52 ORI B2 MR R K . B S MR
FE IS E B . Barnlund (1975345 Ting-Toomey (1991 )3 A & W
EEEHAMRASE —TNTENsEETEAGR.NMESEEE
X3P EMBE R A RBENEEREEBR. A AKX
FERRMTEFAKGTEMAERAAHAEFENEFE XL, HR
AL BIE TR E P A E XLBEEe W . Triandis (1989)F Pratt
Q9IDTEMBEX M ERIHR B S5KE N A T BRI E
KERFAREAE MIHAAZHATRKEREER, EE M BI1TEE /8T
THREREVFACH SHRAR. MRS ASRNERERES, EHEY
fik AP 1A~ X8 8 fib ALK B 5 R E .

Hw KT T EHRERENEZ R LR ELTHR AR L 7«
P e, REFAIFESEFRIAE — D ABE &N, WEERE ik
rLmeh E L B A, AT IR i R A A R A, H AT
HARHE AN F IRy A T A RS W 5 9 (Kang 1983), TEX
R XAERZT.RE G O B DE S5 A & B A S 2
BT BB -3 S =0 . REAEM AT B AL,

TEs3 #JSpRERE

— BRI SRR ELABEE, LR ERAFETF N
W.TITRHEABHELZREE . EEETRBES M AS T RN
iﬁ‘u%ﬁﬁﬂﬁ'ﬁ?CDzby(lQ?S)ﬁtﬂs[ﬂﬁ%?{i:ﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁilﬁl
WIBBE R T HE TS SR A EE AL ERTF RS H =
By ] M Ao O, R H Ok R OA R,

EALTHFTAHFTERREXAPEE L, Caldwell #n
Peplau(1982) £ . K ¥ A M E TR o O oL A A s =7,
HAGWARFTH T HOZEERFEL TN ERS Fe
MEREFINED . RTTERR LT B ZEETHE, —o
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ME,AFHNEAABEKRFLEMAE,. LAXSETFNEE KT
AEEAE, ITREBEEN AT ARSERETENRE S H ., 2L
A ERE AWM TEN G %R FENKESE,

MAEELEH REFEEHES T IRRBEENEENAE.BMEE
gt AE BN AT B . Hacker(19831) 5 M, X HZ KB E g °
ey —w. A ORENE LN B TS FENAERE 2
HHH LRBR WL — &, HAR AR &N, BB
BEAZE“FHEALER. 2 EF LT HETS T S
TH:EHPEEN £ A" 8, o 4 oHE 5 88 1%

Rosenfiled (18793 H X T AN AT LA A H B2 A EH T
REBENFBE LAY T LW WS .08 O FEHae
HEMHEELENREHA B E.FHAECHTIEAS T4 & 0
fAIERAE . MAHUERgCCEBRNEEH AR AT Y
AF A H B E ey X £

3. 1%

(1) HARFERK

R ZHERIBER E A AES EE., BT 20 thea g1, 0
HeRPWE « EMACESEE TN OGS MRS A KR
EZWHEATT . fbfE . SR —FER M AR —FER. R
EHFERL, T ARSI R, EhEk, AXNERESEN
TEERE GO I B EA AL B L X S T AR s
M Rubin 2 A F) LEFF4669. £ Rubin &3k ZfEE—MAXR
Fh— P AR FEMEERN B SER . EAEF X EABREEKR. &
AL EAE S X OIS LM N R A R R S I A A g e
FERVEE,

Sternberg (1888330 AR iR b A & #1750 67 . i I i 38 i

148



WP =AM, ¥ Sternberg H3K, B H ST A4 &8 S
(passion) . ZE & (intimacy ) M1 /K & (commitment Y, H ¥ {FH1HF
# ey R EFREOE B8 E AR, RS Bk 11 305 T
B, X=PiEm T 7 FENFERC AR WIZHRE 8 F,/8
= FR IR E A &)

« EWAEF Niking); EERE A, B AHENARE. WA
o< &,

« AEAGFLEIE (infatuated love) . T R, 185 8 ME
b RIS

~ i A EE (empty love) AR IE B =, 80 F SR,
M T ARe =1,

- RE A E 1 (romantic love)  HIEIF M EF, B H iy,

- G 2 1E (companionate love) - HAE M AAE.,. EH B
.

« BEFFH (atuous love) . I KIE A B ITHE0E, 1—
LS

- SRR FZM (consummate love) : 1 AR IEfI =¥ HA .

*7 Sternberg AIIR 2 FH{L , Lasswell, Robsenz (1980) 3@ 1oL I
FEI I T 7SRO 1 248 iR 238 19 (romantic love) . 5k om 71
T B R R B — M SRR I R B o
#FF. 5 HRENW (possessive love) : XP B AT - IES, B 5%
L SEE IR A, IR B 3B 15 (best friends love) ; B
M AT L BB 2 B %30 H R B AR T8 At K B2 3k 9 & A e 8y
FEFXFE, LA Z (pragmatic love) . M L FRELE] & 15 , FEEEW
AT T T BEA TR, B R E W IE 135 . F 4k 2 3= ¥ Caltruistic
love): Jo A& #F 89 3 M. AT H A . #2830 B 1% (game-playing
loved . BuFH ZERRITPFIL —FE. XN S #I R T
ARPR IR AR EFIE A BB X B SRS . LW EIE
HA T 2 P FEEE B 2 R (Hatkoff 1979) . 4L 3 il @ 2 2145
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(—IBMH) SR A EE OB AT B LHEFWFHH A
EZHLHELHAAER I HERNERESHSASBTTTEGT X Y
B A RYAIRT %, ith ETERE— AR 1B R S 1E 8, i oMk H]
FEFR A TN .

(2) HEWNLE

Rubin B F i XT 2 #HAT RSN RE . dRB 0 25 B &
TEME M{EHASEW S0 R EE R
R L — Wi B AR _ Wk, "2
MRV HERAMB HES AR EBE S A ER.HE P
AURIESE N HUEAHE " SmH, () BEREREE.H
BEMA LA - EiRAT A

Rubin M X 4y M EWBM AR LAV ESBERBHU RS
LA R SNSRI EENNE,. TR E A
RV SR R A (N .

BX I” Rubin A T &, i1 2 K a9 3 £ % F Lee (1988) &
Sternberg F A _ LM ARG R T — 9 m &2 fE 2 S
Eﬁuf&ﬂ%ﬁﬂ“iﬁ%ﬂiﬁiﬁ:ﬁ‘fﬁ\iﬁ?iﬁfﬂﬁiﬁiﬁﬁ]ﬁ%ﬁ'
RTEEPHLAG HaMikE. Lee A ixde = [ 6 7] DL H) 5 &
ﬁ&ﬂgﬂﬁ%ﬂ:ﬁﬁﬁm%ﬁ(Pragma)ﬂﬁﬁ?ﬁfﬂﬁiﬁlﬁ‘jﬁiﬁ},
B R PR 2 W (Mania ) 62 3 80HE #1157 28 89 8% 4« T 0 55 04 3B 48
(Agape) L FBARFI AT . ¥4 5-4 L EXTIX 6 FE LA — P iaisp
WERE.

T 54 MAHEAREHAR

THREETFRNE.FERAERRTF - XA, (C
Henrick 1985)
% iF & (Eros)
AT BT FE A — .
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{1 & FREH 4 AN E,

£ EAMNKPRER.

i 2% A, ([Ladus)

F BB RAE X E A R GE

AHEREEAHTSIHE DNARFTXE,UFEAPHEEE S KW

FEMG T E oy 8 5L EIF K,
XK 18 & {(Storge)
A, RO A ERT AL
EHELERLEEZ—MERENETEXR. AWM NEHE.
i IR H B BY F N R AT T B R T Sk A,
3R H X (Pragma)
EmAMFHEAREZN. L OTHRT (T4 E,
FEHREE AZ N, # o B At dk A i Bt R,
THEBFELENENHBE . RL A EXT T SREE ANE R
& FH A (Mania)
EREERARNE, AHELETE,
—HBANEW , BETFTHEHFHAREE B UE L,
WEERNZALBETE AFF LT B ELRILHETE,
$l #. X, (Agape)
HTHACFTR . ETIERYE ALE,
BrdEE A EAR, T b 7~ 2 £ 45,
HTEA BBEELZZ 408,

G EMITARAERE
Y AN AEEENATTHN,Swensen (1972 @3 ¥WIE T
AFEE R A LM S EEE XN ERT A . — RSSO
FHERE, MR RER _EARBEE . CHRENRSE R
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Tt F s M DN B2t L AE, Eb U A e IS A /AR S B AT
FHYE IR AT O LR R 5 A XFR BN, a3 A
WUt R E AR A A AR . I ST r A E A I A B
FAE A EALT AT o BE R OT i e, SR U B ERIT ARIE
EN, ey L AL REBEEELD Y, HEERE — L
HEFFIXFROCH

MEERPRZREN. EHS AR ERFEHRANELE -
B ECHY . Kanin(197031ik 679 {Z N FEiFE 8 S 4B i s
R L HT R BL 70008y A AT AN F B 37 U8 A e B 1
LAEE 209009 A BIIRARAR 22 M A BB EH CIEFR . Fony
220 AR AT F B aK s 20 BT A G TR H BB ;20 /Y
AF TS ELEME RN,

EHIT A TR R SV E TS, WEMNEE S RIER 2
BIEFE RS, Simpson(1987) & M . LG E BE X EREN—4
gl AYEC R MM S WIS H RSN S EgaT e K. T
Blumstein (1990 W 5 HiBE F X £ LR, AMITEE W E L F
T i#E. Howard # Dawes (1976 E R AP e B 25 4
HHPERER,SINT A SN AP EER =R
Pl — b BRAYET AR A I, A B e Sy P A pE AR AW oS, wh R AR
L W E RS .

4. FERARIMERS

(1) £ H

%’%%%%%%Q&ﬁfﬁﬁﬁ%ﬁz T B2 P (equity
theory ), fE{EMM T 2 AY ABR JCFE b, A8 0 1E 5 i3 5 Ho e 25 A%
Wb PN RS S S e e Evb, AT IR R BB
P& AN A L TR E 3R — TR R S f B il 2 18 3 & o)

(2) 1A

REAMIMETLRZRGBEAND -THEBEANASEAED
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BB 2. Bradbury & A (1090) B, EREAFREFLS R HEE 1L AT
Jr Fo i T Bl (partner-enhancing attributions) , B8 X7 F B #8157
Sy U1 g X5 P RE LB 10 $ELSH 7 A S BT S U155 SR 48 e
FH B2 . A 3 A AT K FE B R BT AR 19 P (distress-maintaining
attributions ) {8 X 75 R ZFR9F7 A H A RiE , MIE R &84T 4
TP A Fr .

(3> 3

B3 T W AP TR % A b 5% 9K T 08 B a5 R 1), e 3 ER kB
NHIREXFZHBEEN 5 THEMNZEERZ BiE. Halford 2%
N0 B, EM BN RBLE RERAEE M FRIEA
TERITR S, IS S A i . 7 — KA TIER LT XL EIT
F1,J. Gottman il R, Levenson (1992 % B, 7€ % &R 0% 2Y B9 &5 1
FLIETER I HIFEHEM, AN TR RIE, WHFES
MR EETERA TR T S EHER, I FRIBNiT e ®
RN SO E g =

BB R FHF ol 5 3 0 SR e ZE A T TR A LD
5= 2% Davis (1987 > 83X Ft .0 B R 75 0y i #2 W 5 (perspective-
taking) , BRI AEFFX 30 RO VEE ., Fi024 9, L B
TEEER A HHEBBELUAEBERBES A E VA tLIE &
TIX BTl R RBHTFE N M.

(4) BmE S ABFRXHR

Hupka Q991N BRI Y S MEH B F X EE L
A 52 B FL I e ABR A R B B L A 7 A (R — - b 00 R Y T 4 T Y
BIPW RAIWEERB, QX th AR, 1 4E, BT 4 A& Bk B
. BEERKITH. EREXED.EKP —HEH LR SIE@ENY
A EER LR T MR MO £ R EdE. B—Jr T, sy
AT A 51 A TH IR BT G A7 20 . 24 33X B0 1 4R 1 45 B /L R Sy i 4
A B R A8 B by B,

By AR HEBA — . A A SH LR, FoHE— i
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IR AR CFE, o White (1980) B S AE I, =4y 22—
ML FEEMAESZ - FNEIEEA2EE CHHEEEEE QAT
I AL, ARG S A gy e . AMi{Efk {1z Mg ZEimE Y. 1%
MBI FEP L BEPEIN S AEERRBER AR — TS 1EN
T . XHEPMAEREMECRZRZIRE, T T AR
HE.

AT HEHBAATES B O LG White f1 T, Helbick
(e8I HENT —TH A RENEPERIENEF . ZRFEE
FREL,EABREH L - RiEd T I R FI M S
HIEEMSE R, 2D ENFESMHNIONE SHEET; =
EFHID T AR b R A S g N R R e TE
Wt BRI TR T &I My i1 SR B R e T Ak
.

5 FEXREARE

EEAMNEXN SR AR HEIFERCER HBEFE LK
FHFEREXRRLUBBER, AN AREFEZFELRELER
By AEErE DB,

(D HEFRAANES

AN ZE E’J%%’%ﬁ%fﬁ%iﬁé‘]ﬁﬂﬁ.c Rusbult
(1984545 M AfMEFE R I L F R F 0 257 o 20 X M #Xt 85 5 A
MR X RS TR K A 2E . %R RIS X
PR BEL L X P O 4 R .

+ HX(loyaley) . 36 B 2 % 30 # 22 3R b 1h B0 69 24 980, R B
PO B A B T EN R IT A, BrUA AR B EE  HEAE BAT O
F PR . HEE DA E IR Y B,

- E*ﬂ(neglect}:ﬁ%ﬂlﬁ%ﬁ%ﬁﬂ%ﬂqﬁ@_ﬁfﬁﬁﬁmﬁs
il i) = B g X, 53 A A AR B A — 2 SRR ER o
(] 30 5 1Y 185 L B 3] X Tyt e o0, X i 0 g 45 i S B 1 4
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fa Zh ¥E ] O 0 R 4 L Bl R B pie e {0 i A R e TR X Mo R R A
A .

o B M Cexit) B AN AE A ST ENI PSS B AR, A
il #H AXF AR, 2P0 R SHEeg .

«» FTiK(volce) : W H T AR M &8, SR EHF S 14
FREF LA, XE—MES . BIBENFTA.

LA Gotlib fll Colby (1988) ] BR & X 5 (L BRI BE AT A2
BT ARt B s BT R I, fh TS TR AY v S B IR R Y
Pl (destructive quarrels YfI {7 ¥F (good quarrels), 3535 1wl
FTHS AR AN EE . — BRAE K, A 51 AT M5 5 U B S mb ) () B U BR Bk
IR HFEREMAZ OB ;S H S S0 BN M I K
[ F 38 7 3 O F & i A BT S 5 D3R R PR S T o 1t A B S b 5 B
b AR AD SRR RS A T KRBT,
BB vl o BE S s 5k HH R B s AR AT 48 B R
M & A, X A8 — S RE 8 0 7 32 3K 2600 0] 38, 4
HARP AT, M A EZ 4208 — S RE s e Iy o A Rldk e
5

(2) XRBEAAMSHENIERSGS

FEXLRANBREESRWN T EMRWER LA E, L2
RBAEXPES M BRI AR, P e B E O e A S A 1k
FYURICE,. WH RTINS 5 A — BT EHE,
i I ER T 2 P R L A9 .

ARG EREEEW, ERBREXLRSEHmNE
HESEIE AT . Fll 3F A (1976 R B, — M SR L SC IR IBEE WL R 1Y
—AMB L B ARXMENN AR S LA FEFHRB
(Helgeson 1994) ., Hob . £ F e R -pim S MBI #hdy 5, HyEH
TYEE BB MRS . — R AR A
A B, 1 B R BRI AR 8 a0, B 2 S R E &
R A S R BRI, B S ke RS SRt g 2
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FIR M EEk. F. W FREEARSEPEERAY —-ITAE
SRR E AR T M E TR, 0 T IE TR TR AR RS
HIRESHEEKX.

AT HAXHPHAE.BEATEESEFHE RS EERT
SEHOHMR. L ilEd i R E FIERBEABE TS . Had
AR S PR AR E T ER, LS E & E
A SER ISR A IE B RS A RSN ey e
1.

(3 T S=/~F

LM FHFFEEFEHGEME, ANbeyEtIRkit STk
BEEFE 1. 2T (social support) 235 A i 1E2 DI sk 5 A
BY =0 FI 2 7 (Raschke 1977) . # &F B B AR WIEF A IR
AR FE ARG SRNMNERZ ARWHMA . EEEE AL
XFFHIEXBR R R IF S LA Wl B R RIERY ., OB 5T
Gore (1984)F1 Thoits (1982) A X A 1R EF X ZavaifE. F
EfHAMY S ZFHFERESR AN EFRp e,

HeEXRERINMAEE P A EEEAL ., RT1EE, AR
BREEFE - CEHHLSXAMNEEZ P, X PR ELE R TIBEHFE
WFHRIRP . Berkman(1950)BH R T & R/ EFEALFZHE
WL N =P H R T EEANHSLEFTE . — RSN
EERIZEM S RSy, GRS M R AR R MM S X RN ER S
ME,. —_AREFA S ETHMANEHET AR =1 REMNIEG
BIEEH SR/ EFEANERE S ARG RBMEM, #4E
AZBIIH =X R T F ORI, Mery 25 A
(1990) A B A BT TS B R Shab FI 8 fT M
ma, BT EE N N MER Y RIT R SRS S ER.
L ET SR A ORI 3 R ThEE P4 B 0d . Elizabeth
FHERA S R A PR A . E AR AN S ISR E
STHHIIMHE R . M-S S5 SFE N HEREE YY) 13%. #2
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IR AR LRSI R B XM X ERM
BRI 2058 . Keneth 3T T R A K ¥ SEEZEFED
B P EAEFEEN . ST FE 2T A SRR K EMAR AN
=3 FEx.

M Sosa WA (198 FEXTFH S FIFH ORI WEE S
A IX AT SR BRI E . XTI B 6 E Mar Sdrsy—if
EEER T, B #HATH . TEF T PR R A B E L P S I L 4
AP AL SERR H M PE R 2 P L A 33 A, BHIEHFT 103 £
H AT EH IR AT HLS . I H — B R E
AR O, ML E R m Rttt & F#%, AR F 25~
WEFTIE /O mMEREH - B RiEZ kg Ed ik, tbing
m B KIS, TR FRETEAET. — R4 rmrassEgnt
ML, EXR, 515 ABSH . ERHAM T~ HEBE T F
MIET 8.8 /bbb, UM As =X 1 19. 3 P/haf. 3£ H
LRI EET SN EHNBEE. P MES e TN
WL AAF Y 3T AR R, M A R Bk 70%.,

B 3 AL 18 W2 A B 3t S WS A A 3 S IR BT
AEEEI R AR K . TR A C oy A SR, 310
H B EFRAFHEIFPH RIS,

FHIEEFIRY:

1. Altman 1. Taylor D A. Social Penatration. The development
of interpersonal relarionships. New York: Holt., Rinehart &.
Winston, 1973. 5 RS T EECEN L RBHE. 5
Fit THRBESEXEZEBHYIE.

2. Berscheid E, Walster E H. Fnterpersonal attraction (2™ ed).
CA: Menlo Park., 1978. iX KRG F AREES| 48 W
—&H, Eem A F T X - - FIRA SRR

3. Peplac L. A, Perlman D. foneliness: A source Hook of current
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theory, research and therapyv. New York. Wiley-Interscience,
1982, IR E PG REFT T BEALI 5T, M T mm # B H R
T ES .

. Franzoi S L. Social Psyvehology., Times Mlirror Higher

Education Group, Inc, 1996, XA R/ FEAZHFEILESDF
TR T ARRTRE S H0 S8 85 ¢ - S SR Ml S,
HEK, 2. (PFPEANCESITN - — 2R FEEEY,
G5 . EEEw AT, 1992, XK FHH 87~ 142 TIURFE T 55
R R AP E ATt S Be th S H e WS e B,
IXFE BRI AT AN S S —iE.

FEH .

=1 & N o W b
= ®*  #* & 4+ n

ARt a5 H%S]?
HEHAXRRREB N TR EWT

B AR RS0 H K F Ry

fraZZHe 2B HEW AR
TraREBRREE? BENERERBARKEER?
HAEHOCHERRREFE SR AMIEZF XL
ERER 2 SR AT 20 2 R R BT i A A IR B 0

158



BN th &2 S5k e R

AR EEER . FZ R ERERERINTEFEEE . =
A SR AR X B R R Y EEAN- T Bt
3C H , FATHE % 2B SR S Al AR FRAF IR A L T A Rk S R e, FR A1)
MEE [ H O FIFIGLA R & . AR BRIt SR B SR
A R, ST S SR e SE R L SO RS A P A R o L B RE T X
SR ATIA AR N RAT R .

—. & & B

fE Lo P22 33 0/ . +1 £ 35t (social exchange) B A K &4
E AT TEAT R A RN 2 — . IF 20 38 1774 /i 1T 2 i DAY BR £, A5
BT EFETHE LT, CREHSEFER AN EEES . LR
AN, A L S mIEEMRE b E R,

L MmN~ SERE

#t 2 AL H F P (social exchange theory) 2 AL AR T &3
AT MR A i, i i B P i £ E 2% % Homans 7
1958 SR HH . e fhdy (il S8 eI 2970 Q195 e+ & 17 2% .
ERERBER QIS EFEEFEH B TH ST B, A1E
XS EFA R, L FS Homans R, 485
2L HE % K Thibaut #1 Kelly., Blau 5 A 4 M 0 BE 22 59 £ BF 38 i+F
oo 30 R 47 B BN, 70 CBE R B 3t & 0 B ¥ ) (Thibaut & Kelly
1959 At er G A B S A 1y (Blavw )y S H A, i fiTth 3 A
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Hi oy fr T30 2 AQRATLEFE . TR | X aT EMTT 8 31
SO FRCE A ATE I T S e A AT HE R IR

(1 BREXNEFF

FEARTR P - By@ A oK 0 - S ESE AL EMITTEE,
MREFEEIE AR —BAE, AMIZETHESP S5 AT G, SR
FRPERGE SR e Nagt il e, AR A e R i F L8 Ar &
ATAT Y PE B SR 3 AU B/ NME R BN A KBy IT A B A py A PE.

X AP O A S By ze B B AU R PR iR
KT ieiEYE A . Hormans 24, X AR IT A M ST el
RSB ANI 70, B, th ER T B LS5 ay
JUA EA N FIEEMMA 7 H AR, 28 FJ 55 .

» AFF AR REERE R . H Y 5 b A 32 R AR 1 8
F — 2B af b,

- AJFIEE BIEMA . B E AT AR B AL A Sk
it o

*c AFARETHERMNESEER . BEAIINES LFEE
PR AL S W 2 A R

* TEH SAETE P, 225 A B R AR 3cH% R a94RH,

« AFIFESS B A DUE R M R H ¥, B A e 2e W JE 4 % 8 2R
CEREIEA BT RS =

(D TTRENMEE

EHER . BT B ER RS AT E RS HE T
Homans —E8TIRAE . T 0OAN, ABTTRHZLIIRIS 5, 5
T NE AL B a8y . F470 3 LB, Homans 8574299 M 3
VT MR PRI T 3 2% 47 0 £ A5 256 58
gL i

+ EMETEE S PUEEDE ™= 4 fE A 308 B IR B /8
FHRTAT 247+

- PO B R EL RS S 2 PERATT R,
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« FEL R T RS FIMmAAEB AT SI T . L E = W
BT 4 s

- HLEEME—-Fre a0 fr A iE Einy ek gy . 12 77 i {1
5 MU AT 82 7 AR B AU AT A L SR A g 4R B

Homans 8172 E X F7X 46 F R N 3EFZ B F A E£F ¥ A
A —RVER it S ie a3 E B XN EIT AT
A EFEMETEE RIERER A 84T A

2. IRAZHBPIC

Thibaut A Kelly {1878 .Blau (196434 A2 Burgess ] Huston
(1979 OO RS0 A BETR AN o 87 T 75O B S rh i 31 & 30 3,
it M]3 (1 2= 2c e AE e PO i 8 T A MEH 23 P an
{al{H A X —PE i,

(1) BB SRLE

P B 75 T M A BRSS e B KB R (E 0 K P8 . gk
Fe A THRBE IR EI LR T CRAVEE B AT A RS R AR ERE A
WiE . E— P AFREEORTE, MATREIA S — X FRE., Foa %
NBER ST AR RETEBE R IR T AP ESBE. 2. &
B MO HNR VR AR S A 138 S B, 13 S B 0T M B i 4 B
VLar28 . — B ¥r 8k (particularism ) - 35 B0 B @ #7187 B $2 {92
PSRRI FF PR A BN OE , I 2 M {H . SR F NV B AR — SR Hfa 5w
MM E, LPEHRaTEEgERHE. 5 4285 5B x4k
(concreteness) TR H W . BEEF B IR HINH ARG, L BRI B &
TERRIEEA AT B SRS . B 6-1 MBI T X BE8Y 1
TEXHTHE LR .

e RE RIS M AR P H SRR
PRS2 30 B Bt (80 0 1, 5 WS LR B v SR B A,
X e R A R AT 5T fil A SR AR S AT Y,

(20 BRBMN

MBI B, £ AR B, A 1S EHc T
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s oy a5
lij
&
mig %51 R
o
() -
,—_Jw '} (_ }\-}
‘ At

K 8-1 =¥ A I E

A~ AR X2 £ B B0 TR B B RS RN A 1 A B AR L OF BB T B ARR &
F o T B R 1R B R 28 SR Y A P (BB 1A 55 A A G )
FRA) ., HARTTLIR AN R T — A . R IXFhins
B A EE LRSS BTG EA A S SR REM. A
{126 et 475 B2 347 B 4 1 04 49% SR B 95 %6 He #2843 % (Thibaut 1959)

R ag AR FEAEGA R B O R A TR S £ BN R
BRI R R £ REZH A AR R HAE R, A
5 AE A A AR HE . 2 X H AR T Al B2 B H A~ A 2 i AR
X ABR, TE—MERNENE, SNSRI,

A aR AR FEMIE - ABRE R BRI AR RN T
L HB- A MBI LRI AR SR, X LR IEA
N2 LB RE— ABRER, HH N HITHEEE AFFE £ gt
iy 2 5 TN B R DA 01 &b T T B B 5 Y

(3) SR

BT, AN SSRGS R TR . in—xf i
BHIER TR EREXER/RNEAN . ETHBL - ~EHY
%M R MAEBEE S BRI, Tl e e H R, T
o [ B 3T, B LA 2 0 B0 LA A e T AR g 3 S o B A B
PR AR AE 2 o A6 T b PR A M 5K
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afel M F R E ? e HTE B B I AR A
e T AL RS R . B B E AR —
FERLTE . ZER A E D, UM E T LR AL 2R3 5 R I ;
MILA Y ICHEG, R CE S, LA RBIFEFFH R
A OXPPER AR S S MANERSE G, At SN SRR
B ER R MENIT AR AR RN E S EHIEX HEMR
TR ThiEE C Sk Ayt 38T ETHEE R,

(4) P AR

it SEIEIR AR, HATTANMEBHEXRBA FH I
ARG FIR XM BE . RER, - MPAFTFEFANE ., WA FH
HEMAMEH., ERLESTHBiIE T A TER
(Greenberg &. Cohen 1982) il AR £ FEH: . Z¥itH
SR Rm . R BOR A R K R — - R N R B AR
THL ST A AR ARMRN L EEFHEME IS B8
WA TR EIRE - AGXETOTPTN,. SRFDENE LR
T R A REFTBH LI PRE 2057, X ERITrEa E o355k
IR ANMMERLU FTRVNERE AFRLREREGAT. -2
IR, &~ A FIEFES R 35, Austind1980) % HE A & (6] B BE 4E A
Z 1A B A S R LM R AEH H Z (Hook 1579, — 8
BHERFFIFN S AN ERAAEENTESE BB A
PRy F R eSSt A, =RPFEBEN., 8§ AKEH8
Flfx SRR IE L . T HA S HB I F R iz L,

3. HETHMBIL TR SEA

C1) O30 75 2 i 155
IR A0 PG MEHE 15 2 B Luce F1 Raiffa (19571 i 6 — Firidi 13 .
ARFFETERI AR vp SEAF I T A IR 3E3E., fETFSSPRf s B T 4
T B AE 5 .
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LERDYAE T HE- T8I0, dh AR 25 Al i) = A 3t =] #i
T —EE AN EEF (A FRAITEE,. 2 D114 5%
M IHFEHATIAEMPEEE, A TER R IASE ., WEMIT AHF
IR, IEE OB FIME T ER (EHE MG 8TE, Br LI B R ]
LX)t 152 A0 Pl (L 450 I S i ) = ACERA IR, il i) < b L
HALESEESERAEAEER (1o ), B iXE A6
H—PTANAGR. BT AFIAEE, A TR, T R A9
B ab L 2R (15 4E) L, W E 6-2.

SEI0 A
P RRE = 1A SE

ﬁ g NES e A R

L4 == B #|H} 158
[ ]
=
ir i

ik A HF 15 F P AR

SE B # B 104

B 6-2  [A]FU P R A B ) AL A Y Ay

TERX AR L A0SR R B BEAR A 0 b Y 1R 2 1A S L R 4tk i
O A0 A AR 5 SR 47 A &5 B2 R b (T TR A BRI 9B, MR T AR 5 BB 3 3] s
PRI . B, &0 SR R R R AR A L (T S AR AR (B
IR P — Z IR A RS SR HR A i [ & i
SR SE SRR A LA SE LA SR 15 R Al . LA AR S0 B il 4 SE NS 2 B L 26 1A
U W HENE B 5, BT 5 YRR 45 B B 0T, (R P& Vb 47 LA S 4E 2 2
Bl , WIRR Z FE WS Z W B & ERTRE = .

(2) B85 %%

+ ZE ¥F 3 (Acme-Bolt trucking game ) & ¥ 1 Deutsch I
Krauss (1960 R GF R B X vh e i@ mf . fEAF S oo S misk
BRAERACOAELZE —PMRIEAT (HRZ), Bk 5 22t
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A ER S S AT AF &G E MRS E G,
BHAE - NEBFE. BT A sEEEbR —BEAERES, X —
Bipg REfdred. WE 6-3 FF .

B R - Saaig

Ay
. -

il - FIEEY
-
- LY ™ - -
- [ LT
» - " T L Y
3 - - » -+ -
- - = 4 - L
- - - [ - b
- - - - -
- - - 3 -
. - - - - "
- - - - -

"'--"«’I E """" .'I“".'g.LH{]% _F%ﬁ%
63 U0 IR R B 4 B

X T RA U EHERE— TR — M EET >
A ORI FEA BB . IR P A £ B e A B Hh AR, 2 5
AR E, HF R FEI MRS, B, B2 A EX ARE -
FHH AR, X TR AR R E R Y RS E T L A 2
H—FRHEHCOEME HA L BERIZRBMEE.

BEAC AT ZEHE R IR AT 5 — R ER PR AT ARG 4 L I B e 1
A2 84 3l A Jr 6 0 4 O 2 BR 2R, L Y FI BT AR 4Y L 3L 06 3 451 B Ak
MBI HAARBERTEERD . BEHIERBELIT FE£E5S scipst
S AT - R MEBESDE TR BT EEE RN
A G FR BT RITER, (H 2 8> | 307H 45 46, 3 5 B 54
PR RITRMEEN, HFE Y78 B R At S el G 8 B
FEW AT T] , BH A RS Al oo, 45 SR v A 8B 2k 2o 4 ¥ FERF 98 b, B
AR, 27 B, X S W R, — LS
FHEB AT, B BURY — F i 25 R i e — 2 {8 S M 25 8 7, FL A5 76 Y
TEHRBEESEEBR T . FAUR QRIS . SR MR 6-1 BF
FARE
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F61 HiEBHEPFTPZLUASTRIHE

] A i
=8 o B Ry B B AL Fi BE R
o ok s 3] 203, 32 —- 403. 88 —R75.12
H iR % 122, 44 — 118,58 — 4086, 56
7 8 wF B0. 88 — 287, 32 — 488, 56

A b BN SR aE o E L F i R

Fhr B HERIT X . FADMAKT A NEE. X
R R K IRRR SE R I TROKE S R B . 4 Rt 330 356 1) 30y 1+t
B, GEMR AME —RI IR,

(3 HEZERBICONME

Lo o B e R T i sh AR 2 AR o7 S8 0 A2 0% R g0 & Fh A
&, e P BT AW EE DR .. IR 4/ ATk
R AR DX FEIE RS L, AR B YO E ek s,
M B ORI K. O R FRIE I 22 B A 54 IR £ L4l
AT Z 18] gy b 38 53 28 3 8L BT (zero-sum ) 1 B2 55 0 AF 85 F]
(variable-sum> M ZE &, BT BF - H e 3E B4 o, =¢
BT RSN, EREXNH B2 100 T.BE S 100
TG M S PRI -~ TR RAE R —E R F A, I FE S HE
AP REIR B .

TE U 7 BT AR i 52 2 o, B 3R f0 FE B XX — i A2 O &
T . B 6-4 AR PRS0 2 2 0], 3 Ay =AY fVRas &y
ZEEER — TR ERE . SRR IREBRT S N 4,
FIREH — RSB IRRH 6L 3 X Ed iy — A g 55
LA — T EME AT . e R M 0 27 (9 By K 38k B Xt
TG AT ERMTOE, AT S — Xt W A
HE X B HF i .

CREFORER Y iR D RN TS X WS AR . T R
P2 0k SRR Xy B 30 5 3R 35 B ih AR 60 S5 BE . Hamner 1 Yukl (1977)
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LM Bt o T e G

4 '
0 200 400  SOF--RNEANON AR 1400 1500

piaya: oF ak-o T 7 ;AR H ERbr i
B os-4 WM AFHAIETEERE A SHERA{r

UERH [ SRS T R L S XS R A R R . R B L IR P, &
NI Efr SRR B CHER. XEREFER
TELIGHIACE T HEETFH .

2w

EASERED, BRI CEMT A ERRDIEHEEMEE
ISR, X LEHE BERAAHEE L RN ABLURM ST AR
BB CHI S £9 V6 A RN B AT 2 2 ma , AL TS 25 Fhat:
SABRTREm, T B & iy o . A kA . ML R B
PR 0B ) A A R K 55

1. TSR m?

#1282 1 (social influence) 52 B~ A+t <
(social power >TEFFE 1.2 Lek a4k ASESAT N . X HFHWG
e hBRRIEEmF ALUSIEMAEZENT IR ETILw SRR
B, CHEHIEETTZ.ElS5H S BB RS SRR A, W
HIEWE T ¥ 2N 2 W LN JJ . French #1 Raven(1959) 3t 34
NEFIEEHITT P AR TSRS ey R 3.

« EHFEBA-IE AN R ARG EE . IR E 4 E]
BIEHE N TR EREFXMp A, LM ETFHNS AT E®
¥,
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- RHRMR D SEHEHVE DB RE . mEA B8 AR K
VIATEE 7, RS A SFIR AR A ET T . E VR A DU
71

~ HIRAR A AR AL AR E - EEN S
BRI, SRS —EESEERN MRS TR,

- HEMB IS —E LM B RATAR T, WS AR R
G A2 2R B 5 AR A7,

s TR - SFREFREKESB S, mEAELIEER
B A ST 7 BUE RAC AL B E BR-F S TR RE T .

- [FETTT A5 7R A R AE(E ST EAg A,

2. XL SR N

FATE BT CE— P 0 Z oAy R B B IS R . %2
W HEURBHERAMER, AT EENTER T iE 2
AERTHLY OO R HRGE LR R, BRI R R RIS R RS A
SAZREEEHIMALET . XN ERESRE R SR
AL S U E XS A AR AR {8 R 0T R VE A S e - - Fh, 3
AT ZNM CE ST AMFEHAEBEAER S m, T BITmMAE
P ERAESR — F3Xbr B,

(1) BRE=

I EMEANIAERES, REISCEAT AR89 5 IS
FEEFENER. AT AP AN EHREH M, S.
Cousins (188 AHMB B ANV EHRUITRETHRE.MEH AN S
HABFHFHE A M A . David Trafimow (1691) Az H 6] 3 XA [H
ANEXENGIX IEWRAESE TiX — &, (IR B2 EH A £3H77 8 #
MOERIRT RS B AR BB E ., mi T E AR A e e
I £ wb iR P EY . Markus F Kitayama(i1991)i¥—H % B T3
— 7 EH B B R, BN T # 37 B (independent > 1 # #i B
(interdependent)#) H REFM, 7 Bl S5~ A X A4k 3T
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F7 . an & 6-5 By 7% .

Adr B pdy H Ik R Y ) 3%

M 6.5 M rASIKEAA A RESHE
(2) &= FXHF

At e R S 3tbAi e, FdusEn K FAE R . PEFE
KA KEEERASLCH AR HEXKZRATAEK
{ Whecler 1989), Markus A Kitayama{199 D 2 B fEEE = X
i E A e, B E S E R 2 SR A 5 A1 A 2
— 3, AT/ B i o 25 0 itk ARV S fi AT TR AE R X FRATIE G
F. EXEASS, AR 288 7 Aahds ik AR T &
Zguih | (mEEHRIAIN A EE . T A SRR, fb A
B LA TSR SRR E , KA S ik AR ML, AT JE R H 2 H BA
fk A, FTERXEEAIE S, B— D A AR — DI & . E S R R AT
BY. AMeH E—FHERIMLAER R8I0,

M3t 2 iA [l (social identity)R B EERF . Bi& T ¥ c by
ANEZ T WA AT Ao e B S F T fth A . HeimAE R NTEZE , AN]E
I i AR ERAbA SRS E R E . S8 At AR
B .y . TERMUERAEEZ TSI —N A, MEDTAE
AR AR, ATIBL T B Ml AR B B L3R M A L T 2 A MRS A
B A4 R AT 0505 T VRO ik .

(D BEFHH

AL BEFH AN FRFE T F R AL A E X SctbF, L6
MbhsEEEEFE RV EREENEN A TESERE . ZTEE
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AR EHCH HE. . THAFEMAH A RZIE O TF{H#8 . 5F
FHLVBEHRKELRIER B AR EREH PR ik TR 1H AR IE R 81 1.
B EHEE LTI ATMS . LFffE BRI A E AR
i) P34 anfaf 5 T R A Sib ASIFLL A5 A
TE. LGSR IFEFTREETH BF.

1) AFA2iE

AMVHI L 22 338 A 5 3048 F 3. Triandis, Brislin 1 Hui
C1988 T H - A B i AR E X otbay AR T -t
iSRRI TE R G Tk AHEMPL A EINEFT L EZNRTE
REEM R . MEMNRKEREFIE FRENELSTILE . EiIf g
DIEEAGE NN B, XFRE EAN SRR E AT IFESME
BEIEL L, LT E AN SR A EASE BE, XL ERRINAE
LR JLA A

MELEEE KEUEHASRABENEE.HfFAER
EEHHERL R M E AESRAEs N a8 R E R
LT R R R oSS S M BT L iE R ATIA . AN E . A
I ZL 8 — A AN A BERH K 3T A E IE & .

WENE TEREAARMEMARR. FIRAGESERNES
FIE R E RSP ER : B E AN P25 S FiAE S aiEeE, B
WAAERIEXRZG, B — X5 - T e isE, o 88 B Acwd JC 1/ g9
HAFRIH W R E.WEDTR, At KRS ETTHmMTT
NG EEEmME, P AETERNE OIS E R RS (&
FrEA L AR .

wE SR PEHER P CEBHYEH.BRNGHESZNEE 5
HEE L PP AL A S I EAR . 8- - B AR R4 0 32
WRH.EZETFRFE R T I REHRE, JHYXEEIE; AT2E A
KNSR AR EESE OIS, W RIS ks
A% FAREREH , fib iTRE 25 iR R I B FIRdE R 2 T F A
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= MAR RN S5 AR A

*i*ﬂ*ﬁiﬂﬁ% HEARERECH ALWITAEEFEEIIRE
VEA . SRR R A AT S IR BE B KA BT A5 9 Ak DRI 5
HR AA

1. MAITHA

T 1" M A (conformity ) iX —#:5, AR Y- FR 22 2 0 WS A
M, (LFRF 3 Myers KA M AR ETHWILE T a8 H ik
KA P S5 E MM . TS, Franzei I L E 5L 3T
HaE IR EH RN 18y PR M S FEE L EEF HE RN
T3 ~#EEAYE TR . B A — P R J1 2 7 & A 7 2 ole A8 Y {uif
[,

(1) AXAANSEHAR

A7 R AR £ IEH/ W IR, — T & Sherif (1935081 F &
R . A — B S, Asch (19518928 5L BMraas |

Sherif & XM E A R8T R B BT M AAT R34 7T 908 3 9
I3 A T 2 F HA.CIE# 3K Sherif, 1935 4F Sherif & & T #b6Y
A o B 4 30 4 fo] T R A9BSR RS L FE X RS IR A P, 4tk B A B2 T i
ABELGEFERENZ —8 F. Allport 3¢F BE 4R ol B 5 W & . A
AFEA R R E pE S, FliE o PR L,

ATIEHEASBEFRG THIEE DS Eg T
me} . Sherif ) H A 8w R0 H £i2 31 F (Autokinetic effect) i
FHRFEH A HEIEFT. L2 REE T BEENEH
EZMEMNETE. S ANMITEHE —PNBILTReA Y S i, &I
M/ EEEBRI IR, TEFFFR P Sherif {4 =4 A4 %
—#H i M FI D S B ME R IR G 2. 5 - HAeHMZ S
EH OISR GRS H AL H Ak,
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R 6-6 TS e Byt AMFB EERMBLL.FH
W AGAAE R BE T BT MHE AN B3 rFRILE
~1 L (UEE A I [E] 59 HE £2 . AT PR A ] — 200, B 58 =T Br B, Br
AR A AW A FRE ) LA BER T — Ik
[E] 87 5 HE . Sherif A AX PErBrsEfs FESBE T AEMTE. X
Pl AT A AMIT A SIE SR ERVEH . A SR E, £
45 BB Sherif [a] 2 00 32 S & 8% 20 b 1789 20 B 2 & 52 3 fib A 69 32
), 25 R BOAF T IAME AT A O F i . Sherif 8T 7838 2 AL TEH
BB AR AN PR 0 UL R AT A 08 A 8 SORIBBIE . ATk A
5 Wi 2R oG .

g
= a6}
-EE N
ﬁ L - -ﬂ"._ - st e -
w ok po—-- g v
ﬁ I /

0

Alone #1 #2 #3

B 6-6 HMAEEIER(B1,=2, 03 BX /A R

Macneil F Shertf (19761 — i 3F W H 2 a5 B R
LR AR ML N BB 45 T 78 &5 A, 45 51 & B U 4k 0 3 s i 1 i 9 48
Fl el 58 AC » AT 2 AL 905 0 PR (e 1 32 FO R T PT BB PR R /Dy, 3k 203,
B0 A B B 5T B, B RS B B T BE LR L 2 i AT
BT RANIEMR N L3R A MBI STE—®& 26 A e,

Asch 672 B #7503 5 Sherif B9 HF548 . Asch & 5 9%
WA KRR XM TR . T Sherif BYBFIERE T — Fhis ¥
B PREATH, T LA EIA AR A SRS AT
FH AW, ML, MIERBHBARE, ASFR S AR

Asch T T X AT SCIR I BE . 2% FUE S0 3058 09 Fo 2 4= it
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KelEBEMMNE.FH oM SACS HEENETREMHIACEE
HET . L LIX 6 T AR Asch FIEEER B ¢ n{a] i) , A 716
FIWi R Asch TR VAT, MEREAMX 6 TABESR TR TR
JEvAsch IT SERFRABMIERBER LXK FFAIEIF &
BB (IR ED . D A =R KRR, FHSNIRE AB.C, CE
6-7), Asch FHUFBOA M ITET (L 5T AL e 4 tE A (B.C 8%
ERBCMRHEZR B —FE IS
L] [l

P 6.7 Asch ff9BEE£R 3052 k1 ¥t

fREZR WAL E TR AESEHES, LER Ty
FIAFRREE 1 B RIEEMAIE R, A E L8, T8 0 E R
EFET IEFRF EE BANE =814, 58 EE - Bk
M IRFE S (Ehi AD . Asch A8 138 6 SRR I 1 28 i 2 R 2 Jh
ARWE? T2 AN B AT A7 R B BN M A
HE AR BEMAS& EET G 33V o Mo Ak, B S B 5 s
BRIEX -FHER. SHEBITRANBRH.H 6 UMATAH
— KM &

1E Asch tF9E 228 E .M. Deutsch #1 H. Gerard (1955 3 3
B AR GFT BB AR T 150 B L AR 7D 6 O L R A (1T M S B A )
AP BN HE Cnormative ) 71 {35 B 4E {informational ) # # <
W LA R AR ARSI SR iE TR )52 Rk 45
17 B2 A AN B3 T ik PR 4 BB )L B 15 48 W 1 15 BSA tE 3 Campbelt
FA Q986 EAEH , AMNEW A RIKEEE ., LR R
BARTEEE , B L ATTR ¥ A AR S o o £k .
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(2) MMM XY E K
Asch BUTF T A FEFREE L ETEHH 1 AR 2 AR — Fir 3 A

[nf, BIAF Asch REfdy.LCHEREMEGIFEZE TS AN L
iIThAERE, XMEEARE HEEENABEFE.

A £ BEMNAITANHEEEREAE. RGBT =1
A — REFAAA B Asch B9 & ¥ 046 0, #4858 13 22 48 0] i
I (il 1 —15 NS, R EHE AR, N i
AR AT TR BIARERAR T 3~4 AT A4
L, ARUE MR LA SBE A SRIT AR . WE 6-8 F.5,15
T ABIEHELAF AT T AW A A 3 4~ N85k,

&0

ETyY 8

20

MARFTLES (b)

L 'l 1 1 1 '] k H L L L

o 3 & m 1z 15
B 6-8 AZITHfr viiEm

FHob—FIEREEEZA KNS E . Hogg (1992), Lott
(1861 FARL  FE—BEI T . ARG BEE A, M EH
BRI, ATTBY AT HRURER 4 . B=FHSEEEMESTES
SCFFTE Asch BIBFFRAP . IR E 2L FH AW EEEE T IEHE
BFEAEHEREFESEMNZES) . B SMM R eSS F 24 45X
FERY — T AR, i A SR TTEEE- SR K T RE BRI X — o
ERTHIM S 2 —. Allen il Levine (1969)#0#5 1B 3 & 3 358 3 f&
AL S R M T ATET M AT 47

AR E AN ALRITAMEEZE ST, 5 M
AR AEEGUTFIL AN —EER . ATEERTIRMY
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AEHEEEHEA S AR . AR EAS A E LIP3
B AR LA AR R SHIEEN G S A9TT oM, BTLAA &R
AfgetEE R, ARG E MR TR Y S RIE LA
Bf i AfIIA RS 2R FFEFE SR 8 &R 1 (Maslach
1987 ;Snyder 1980), FHH¥E Snyder (198300 SRS 7, b B 5Gil-&
s ay gl MAH{E O CREEW 10 A8 E LS B4 1000 M4
HI SR AT . A NISEerEE . SRRl imh & eis,
SRARERR Lt A ZERBR AR EAS R ES A
AT SEma SR PR F M- — M I SR A T2 8 B K LA 5B 65 fib A, 7
WETVES . HBRMRRIT AR XN ER BRI E S K H
[ . = A BT M T 5 AT 0 808 B R BB S R B A ]
ot A ERAT A3 IZ WY Jack Brehm (1966 1981)32 H iy .- FRIEHL A b
(theory of psychological reactance}sB ik 25 AIAME A H O H47
AT A B 22 X R ) B S BRI e, A1 fE RS
PRI =L DR A R E . TERE PSS AT a1,
IS5 B O & JUAREME D AR, )L 2016 18 2 #15X
DA, Mz BT XOREM . 2R RSB IERE A S e

Jerry Burger (1987389 — I8 52 15 HH T # ) @oth MA S 75 0 Y
SN fh 1L 5 R PO - 28 Hr 69 T SRR (SERR b D e I3
WSS, A B A B PR B i) B S8 A w5 A iR I S
22 5 s (A 7L PR B A, 358 0 I B S5 i A K 2 0 BRH ) S 20 B
& PR (O BUB R BRI 50 ) L T & 7 P AR 4% 5 C o9 0h o 9, g 3%
6-2,

*e-2 BEESBSMLTS

¥ i R
it =]
L =Rt Ty 43,7 19
A 44 3 73.2 62. 1

(RS 21 100 45
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Br T Ll B EZ A TR AT S b G, 750 A AR AT B SRR
223t MOARAT AP A w4 PR R, b 2 i BRI ET A MR
Al GEMERE A AP EH L S fik AR AR BERR, MR FTREMERR S . PES!
S AT Ay A R E AR, B A BT 7238 A v o PR M AR g
LHEES M HEEZPFREIF AT R LT i, Eagly (1987038
LR E LR RITT R EEERMIWN . BN EEFEBER MY
B AT A A EEL T

kR aslk AT AAART . BREMEANMTRUE )
AHTR NN, E W KM EF R M & Canticonformity ) 1 Ift 57
(independence) . Frp Iz MR J2HE .- FRIEHLS IR A4 TE FF F i 5
TRHFAARGIRE, ESE WA ERISIGHE ;#7298 A
1A TS 22 0 Tl A& 10 g o 0 57 &9 AR 1 P4 209 FE 1 5 fik AR
ER.AEEERAHCHEETS.

2. JAK

AT R F MEEH SR A THEAESRSH rEeam
SE R M, A AR TR A A N S T A 2L 3 A T MR AR A L

1> A

Nt B\ (compliance ) 2 f5 TEs A BT B 3BT R FR AL A TR 40
YA [, TE fl0 o M0 AT S U B R, A TR BB FL R B B fl A 3% R,
WA R T AR EA A IER . TR EFHOAHN T sy
o, FRATTES B ) A A 3R X PR IR FE A SR, A fth A BENT A TR 11159
WMASFT4. Buss (1987281 Gody (1983) Xt 3] R M 5 FF15 55 &5
B FEAT T #E T, Ha B Il AN M B9 3 75 5 TR A 8y T e
B LH CE AL R A ERT B O . SER{E b AN MR i1 49
R, BRI FRAER B, b = E B BT
— A A7 VR B A B A RN R

— A TR B 1 4 AR S A e AR A TN MRS R RERE T ok, i B
A BOR A A SR S B A AT R AT (dsen 1987, (O F bl &
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X FERNER, IR 2 — 2B O EFsy AR E S TV gER S5 &
S 24 FE B 1T (Batson 1979) . 55 - FHBERE U LA H 47 84 018 2 8 A
Pt e AR AT IEHAZ . AL MR AR VA ME I B R AT B AR SR By A
(Carlson 1988 :Forgas 1987). Hj F a0 -G B BShohm M, , BF
LA AT 22 F o A i AR BE SR Z B Y s fth A — S 34k, Linden #0
Mitchell (19883 JE5X FF B IR ELHF WM PR 24 1+ 4F (ingratiation) , 7
Fo 0y i & FT R XTI R M 1 4 T 3 (Byrne 1074 ; Kacmar
19927,

R R PR AT S By TL R R AE b S R0 T L N T 6 A
BRI AL R, RO IR~ ALS B A T B A A
T PARNR (Gouldner 19603, 20 Bk A 85 MR T1— M fg4b, Ff 00
FUEFHE M 2g A — 27 4t X FRBEHEW FE SR P Y
PRI LT HA B AR R T 2 A B9 — FFBr. Dennis
Regan (197108 — I SC4 AP A UEE T B M A9 X Fr 1 .
TEF PSS FBah—- Pk RN — Ve, B R g2
ARSI B A B F IR M LT fih X 3% AR R AT, T A48 B S —2u
o0 AR BOAA A R FE S5 AR B AR B F i 2 T —2
Uz iE XA T FISRG EHRE S A 45 P8 ok — R eK
B, FEE AN B RALBIFER WL ST & 25
oI M B A R AR AE O AT 80 A R ER K, W H A ol
R AT —3EE. SR 2 B R 16 8 R
FLAHERETHEEEN P N ERHE A RTEREET N
a5 F R S RIS L R R A R, Y A TR
R HEH R, S5 S8 ATIRIE G F7 2 2585 /ML,
MNP oeIE R Mg im A fIa9 M e,

SREEMIFEE AR BRI A A S R,
= e AREZS B AR — & SRR R AT a5, 3 (I MR A4 T il 48
X, Ellen Langer fﬂfl@ﬂﬂ':”j-?(19??)5@%@&5{‘1‘&%1}5“@&[&{]
ML TR, AR it B P -5 mE"TE- 4%, (5%
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i FE RIS, AER PR IR T RASEER X 5 T
g2, 5 B 60 M HEBA A AN T Bh FAIZE R, M 1E 55— Fp
BT 8T TR ES, iR R K T LU SEET X
5 BUCAAG 27 ¢RI o4 WO HEBA A9 A M T B F a0 =Rk . (L4 1
- - TRT B B B By B R RABS b4t AL AT, 2B A KT 3BT AT i
AT AFIREN .. EHRIMBHAGREARTSE N R 8584,

FAE A BENG M ith A I A UE 7 B FEIF T A
AIOF S, R0 T — FILFRHE I M B HE 15 .

“Hp {7 4R A 44 55 ” (foot-in-the-door technique) X & —Ff
TP B SO IR B T . — S it AR — R, S ik
AR EERZ IS B EE N — B BRIt X 7 i R e
KNEBSRA el EEE g, Freedman (1966 X 22 BE == 1A 3538 25 4= [4)
AW TR UL T X Bl /R AVE , ZEBF I P Freedman %91 . %%
ZAFEB L EXARAL . S AES CHEETF FRIB PSSR
WEA &S T — M AGSY ,17%). J. Schwarzwald
(1983 X MMAFR P BN ARG B 75 . LA & Dillard (1991 ) % i fa]
A LA T S IS ARUERY T iX — A A A Sk

At 2 B AE T ) BE P9 BT 7 RE B8 A0 A T AB B Al A &9 (5T 1) e ¢
Freedman 45 Dejong (1979) % A A X 5 8 RN A1k B H
XK. PIMAE Freedman $18FFRE P . HEXT AR WEINYE O ER
ZMiE A AL, — AR E T 30863 /e SR I 2
B ENAD, . N ERESR TSR ETL . BERET 4.5
2GR R IZ R T E MR E S A . BB E I — A R
HIM 5, B T S L LABT S B AN . 5 B ik, 32 ey s o
T EITE SR B X TR T X LS 2T e A FE L.

“T 187 4 5 " (door-in-the-face technique) ‘E5“BIfE1#4 e
IR R X P 2R e A - - B R B SR, At
FIR 2z fm ERERES — /DA ER TR/ N E R g R gy T
AETEM . R. Cialdini MR S Q1975 X M 34T I #F 55, 1]
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EEREMERMXFEE T —SEEASERME 2 ABrBesmE &
B —Be K LAER G B, KUAE A A 484 < B8 B ek “ O HH #R " a4 B
e, LR, B FAELBEIRASHRE.FLIEF ASRE
EESIER. i . R HFXEH TR M ER. A MTETESE
BN R TIXEEMNES R S0 R E S —E R T
B NERAFERA A AR 17489 AR ZEREISH /NER .

H 2. “TIRF I a0 BinE I =-TAT 52 . & 55, 5 9089 B =k 46 50
AR BT 2 AR 28 I B R AT A 4 B O 4 R Ay e G e
AT NS R, B8R 2 A pg e E R T 6R
AL HIEME L EFBRRSWA., X S5 HET#EREE RN
B . e B it = 8/ iE R A F A A 820, g
I LN £ 5 S A N B

“TMarHE I a4 S5 EHEE 2= . Harari Z AN Q980N K.,
AT R A A A ik ERd, (BRAR R AER S 1000 5TER. 98 10 i
BREATML DB < RPN H B A R A7, B X4 A B9 1k 2645 18 5] 92
M EESZ fit AR PR X — Sk E, TR TS B L AE] )
HE P E TS AR . I E ytmat 3050 S IS s B 5 4 R i ny
hetEE.

“Ir I 37 (that’s-not-all) PP EIRIE — B —
TAR KW B AR, 76X 7 8] BY 2 A AT 5T St 0 3 25 S 7 3 4k 1 &F
£b o557 T ATHE T AR L, 23X Fh 15 o R 88 A R A 1 4G S R AL
2. Jerry Burger (1986 B 5% B X R 75 89 85 T GRS 89 580 01, 6 0
24 JON A R M) 32 6R B O AR A9 T LAY, dn RO AR e BT R L IR B
WG 2 (5] R 2 1 B U il 1131 W L THT B A & 3 — (8 4L 4, Had 2
H 73T A STESEE 2 A R4, 2 0 25 3] 52 48 BUFS 4
LA 1A FFEMILS HF IR T SR O SE R 3Ly, Xt
H 402589 K exWsE,

“HEH” Qow-balling) B FER VI 07 BRI b ATE T > )5
NEWMEAE FPHOHWEREMRM, REBH T HENSSHERS
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Hrod, AEF AR BT LUR B F o, & AN BTG IR TH R AL
At 400 LT, B2 R BRI SRETET s, S N RIRIX EXRRIE T
MEESMIAT ., ARKN el G, hSBEER SRR S
A KA BRMYLIE 200 56, XAt 3 003 R S HL RS IR iR
AELZ 200 TR O] AN Fr e PP T B P TE X RS L T L 4
B ANAHIRIEH RS 2B e g,

3. BRA

B M\ (obedience ) L 45 1 i A BLEE 6 5 2 N i BfR &
I IR] , TR 25 B g A fi] S AR M HY 37 i it A BRI R BI 5. 50 BE,
N EETEARERITARENA TS 3R R Sk AR M B~ 4~
NS -5 P = Sl = TG o

FTE 1963 55,05 % Milgram SEEFEE T A TIETHR M B8] .
T3S oF , MR SN0 5 0 A A SRR 5080 B s, 0 & &
TF K 5 B A — A N —2 & — I 5 3 iR 5T e PE Ak B
B 85 L[5 B ik B Ll 1 Bl S8 T B0 T A4, 1T ik 55 sh— A By i
HEBR P EE"RHEGZE AR LR FHNE)., BidmiT
F o B AT P Ro X 5E iR B B R X S i o, B EE TR B
15~450 PR, A EIIR — IR EIR,. BT B EMM I 15 £, 58P
EMERFEF T E"RER TIFESIE. MBEFT 150 4
HYEHEE, “E " R FEE BRI — 2 EFH, <47 kon A
W L,RFROBWORGS S . “EIMTABHREAT RS EER i
MRA BB, R HF S5 IR gk 8 T 227 208 TR 4R850 4
HEEE "L R RS TTIRE,  AR SE T 2758 7ESC 5 2 W . I M o
KB LH 10 ARMNER S dr 2 W IBEFFIHE 450 kg
B HEfk X HHis® 7 o650,

2T #8583 Br BIHR M 6] L Milgram FEHE B8 o gk o i sx —
77 TH BY SR 5% . 4tk A8 8 £ A AGEEY A 2 E] . R A E AR M 25
HA A LA IR R B T EERIE RS T AL
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il &ty BRI —FERY R Le . B3R 10 PFERE 20 3 50 Bl
B SN T X LR L RSMEMR EH ARMEX 5§ S35
A BH s HESHHEERRHMR, 3R AEFRFRD
R T W I SR, TR BE A R A AR B e IR A
B3R 5 .

H FIZ IR AT Rt R E s, O BRI W, Milgram i
TP S A — R A IR AT AR L iE s, i —
EZMAEESISE R IMAG 0y 2058 5 L3538 A SR AR M8 H 5
HaEExigd, B E S5 el (A E I A A > a gy ¥E 2816 % Bl
MERm.IEERBET R RS, FraXEMaNss 5,
Milgram $i5 HH 0 MR A B —F B A1 . 52 H i E 4 R F
UL T Milgram BT B9 AR A A7 0 89 35 1 , 1078 F4) VF 3 -
EL 2 68 % (Kilham 3 1974).£#9H 25 83% (Shanab 5 1977) ., {&
H A8 B HIFEE 85 % (Mantell 1971) .

4. HEEQEiIL

HENAMEESE I AT IHEFB R0, X
Mja] 4 {of e 4 B SR O PR 252 AR 5.0 A9 [ 36 . Bibb Latana 38 A9
2= BZ 0 B R (Social impact theory) R R T - 2 B g — e =
ot

Latane 8 . = — M EH 2E B F . e g b At &
"ﬁﬂaﬁnﬁﬁ&?z’i\?\fﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁ:f&kﬁ@ﬁ%(number,‘!\ﬁgﬁ
(strength ) H ¥ (immediacy ) ., X T S g & E 1 B A9 AL
SEEER] —FE, LR B ST £ - VI _E SR SR E R B e R
HAMNRRTFRT ST MHRETIROERUE S PFEH
AIFEETRRL . SISl I 6-9 Bk - A BTS2 5 b A BY B2
Prfe ARTBE b AT EEMELL KA SR EREE S,

A e ¥F HAEBEMABE. EG ATy,
- - ETE A ET X 50 DA BT B HO R T A 10 A 4R Ak B 8
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5 5-9 2R B LA

o ABVF Rzl A HTT R R FT MBI EHE , Asch 194 % Bl EE =
ANTLHI I, 1R A DK FEE B, 107 4 3 B BE 2 A B g 1y
JJIT-?i%%ﬂI{ilﬁﬂi%ﬁ%? Jrii, . Latane 32 1 T%i%%ﬂ@m%“”i‘ﬁ
o EREE RO A BT S L 4 AR R B TR,
TAREREE - BN PNANE N D TN 1) ™ A G
g . U&lﬂhﬁﬁﬁﬂﬂﬁﬁ'%?%iﬁ,fﬁﬁi?%ﬂﬁ—”ﬁﬂ?@%ﬁﬁﬁﬁﬂ‘
{E,ﬁﬂ%ﬂﬁ%:’?‘ﬂ,”Ei%ﬁﬁﬁ?%ﬁﬁfﬂﬁﬁ%ﬁﬁﬂ;%%ﬂiﬂ
PAIBE—2 N, 4 4 W INTE 15 BY a5, B i 15K 1R HE R 5081
HAEEIT M. & — TSN E T FEET.

RAGEFRME WM A K Tl A B M AL
AR ARERLH., LI ir £ i - BEEA B E N —
@mﬁﬁﬁéﬁ'k;ﬂﬁ)&éﬁiﬂﬂ{ﬁﬁ}%}\ﬂﬁﬁk,ﬂﬁﬁ]l&ﬂi%%ﬂﬁlﬁﬁ
R .

A GG B A TEM E 5 2 A i A R
B, 5— 11 20 k8 A48 1, =TI X T AL A XTI
A B B,
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. Has a2 m

FATRS ZN AR A2 EH F B 1L S 5 ARG R0, 53X M e AR KRR
B EREFRINVEE AREHEARESOES T LERZE
A B2 i XSk SR AS W] R B FAR MO B0 A R L Bl
Xf TERAT W RAE R 2 7 BT, X AL R om E A B A S TEEY
W2 /.

1. #e{RH

(1) BX

#t 2= {3 (social facilitation) 235 A TITEH s A S W HI 151
T L{esREI W C RMBiTilaaie . BRI EBHTHS
B F& Triplett (1898), fth X #1 £ i #F ¢ E PA th 2 B B 59+t & .0 P
3%, Triplett JEBEBIAEE T2 H 0T AN 2 69 8 5F W B ph 35 &4
Aeffige i, R B 3 7 — 30 508, IRiTILEE S AFETEM BB 21
e EE, A8E T AR EE . ILE RS ek gy g oy, 24
HhAFTFET MR TERES S,

HALi L2 RBEM T X —&,Allport (1924 > 1H 3 i 58 /%
— RS, RSN RS B B R e RN S R A
A ITAE. B2 BaAE AN AR TVESELNE — 4 ALEE
Biaf s, HESESEH AR EEE AKE . Chen(1937) 5 M 7
R BRAR T A R EL R A, G AR A, A L1 e pY P H 3T
& B FRAGEE B A = .

(2> HHASEHIEBNEELRE

— A AR SEH T SERHER I 2%
EHIFENRNEMRE, H ¢ Zajonc (1965) H #4 A FF #E Cmere-
presence) MR- -FUE . fth LA 0. ik AR PLATREAR , S0 AR
DR o L T X AR BRSOk e A A IR EM . (AR, X ff
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AR AT A i B A A E I YE AR SR W T PESR AT X, 4 A 5T Ak
A 55 4R 1] DR B a0 47T 20 I BB, fth A T2 76 X 1R L BE 5t
RN T2 I Fay TAE R AT (e 4 . TR A Y &0f. fih A
BYAT 6 R A b A 5 B ML 85 0 BT i g 2 05, fth AL i HY B Xt 5 & faT e
TP AR (A B (o 5 A 2 TR S 4 B, T A 7E
PR 2 HE. Bond (1983) .Guerin (1986) &F 300 24 HFFE 4T 71
S B Cor it il r At R SR A T AR R g,

oo M OPEfr 2R ORE AL 2 {2 HE. IR M B4R ] 8 (the
evalualion-apprehension ) W M 220 8 il A FEr R RE T X —
R4 | Cottrell (197201 ff:f.E?ﬁfﬁk#&ﬁﬁﬁﬁfﬁ:ﬂlﬁ,kfr]m??ﬁb
i AXEE CRTIE I 51 CRGRE RN X TR e
fib (3 - - I9 A 5, Cottrell R T =PI R R R
IR F— T E 58~ Frts s BIE il 52 ¥ U Vet o080 Bh 210 11,
FFEIAME R LA SE = R — P 580 . B B
R FE S 89 TAE (B I T 408 S0e ) H 6, 5250 3 5 )F i E
TEREAY — TN BESE T B R M R o T S L i
AFEMEA BEPEH S T R . R E X —HEh
AR =EHERAE N, RN S e ER . h FREY
WP fin AN B R, B i Y SO AT TR Y, B L
X — 5 R CFFIP M BRI, T Sk A FEREN BB T S i 2w
3 3 FF [ Cottrell # 45 #> (Strube et al. , 1981 ; Worringham
1983, DNEL. BROIFr BEA O A, mEM A D2 N T,
R A TR ER, 169 H B At &2
HIE R .

B =PI MRSy L 52 ol T R AR HEVE R AN AE A S A
E.ETFENYWR LB HFRERS EE MTRIEEDYREE S
“HHALTIRHTET . ST SEERIX - — &, Baron (1986) F Sanders (1583)
P& H T 500 32 3 35 (distraction-conflict theory), ¥ &E;xX-——1
W 2 NAEI K — TR T AERT, fib AR 327 F1 8059 M N 2 1 43
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o X PR A fER-EATF ST HFRRREESEFORME B =%
— PP gE X pRof IE R ISR B M S 2L SE AR . i E
e RERE T MR/ DAV B AR L A S & (R P B E 1 R (Pessin
1993 ;Sanders 1975),

2. =W E

(1) EXSHR

+h 21 & (social loafing ) B EEFF b i T &R REIZ A
B i DAy T R B W — T SR B 3 A e TR R KR
TREFIAR. LHES S Ringelman (1880 BB A T #2122
FMMABY AN --RIE THNEN T B I — 4 A 2
DI AP BI b F/h . ER T AbiE S i s T AR Hfrdg 73
W fir Sy, LB “FiF . A T A B Mbr . He 3 A—2, FA
8 A—# . IR 2 {EiFEaI WS, AMS1ARXE L A TER #iEE
IR, EHETISHEHEE M fEer, AR 63 A=A
—ELIR SR 160 25, A 53 4 AP A —BRPrn, B
248 05T, AHIRLH 31 40 . AR h Al —2s

Latane flfh g R HF (1970 SMEM S BME T H—EH
WEE TE H P Ay —IABF 5 A, ik o2 A AR PR B p0 A R ]
HE ML WRAT , & A r BIEMRE .2 A 4 Ak 6 A—#HMER T
. ZFmE 6-10 B, 80 A BT A9 R R B B {3 A R iy e i
m SR A B R R AEA D LRSS, T H W EETE A
e AR A HE & A BB (Petty 1977 ; Weldon 1988) ., By ER R —
TR 5 AL 4 (Weiner, Pandy &. Latane 1581), B E &2,
TERFEE L P . BB R G A EX 298,

(D WEHEWEBENFENEE

M PR3t EFE ST E S aTIL I A ER. 5
— FFI R B Kerr, Bruun(1881)#ll Harkins (1989) %5 A 32 4 3k
R REMT AR HES , B PR ARSI S SR Sl AR
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b=t e La
T

Bk (EE /FTER)

o

Fs 10 HLWaeT
(SR U T/A T UM, LRI RE S 1>

ff1 (lost in the crowd , BF LR 8 T 7T A9 7 EBEFEL, M0 A~ X
B8V HEEAKTFTREE. MiX - -S L3EF . HSBamssm™m
£ HFESHEA X MIFRCSESD, B E A e R
7K -FEEHIEH . MAREHS I AR . B 2,2 Latane
WMt aer-E TARMAESESZ . wE 611 B
R RHER T E A, MMEEM AR E—HR, BFG
B A 22 B2 R H 3E R R, 2 15 6 i A K e, RE 2 R b 1
s 3 <= 1R 2 B & W 5 A TE PR 4k AR 5L 52 B 44 A 1t AFS B 3 1R
Bt B — 4 PR E SN A B HirZ —. 4 A3 & R 241
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AR RE— AR & RO By HHE FAS LB L, & — 1 AR EEF]
I FE Sy B2 G

Tt M aBR U TERMEE. UL AN —EHTE
R AU AT iR .2 . Latane 1A 24, & AT BEARTE A {6 25 7 Ho Al A JF
AMRECH RS MA TR fE 2GR RESIHFACH
VIWK S B NS . PR T ESRRL. Bk iR E R R s
FIah s A A A R T E BN & 5 R FEIE.

3. =&

(1) X

AL fE R i NI B 5 — o IE R L ki
(deindividuation )M E , E2FEMEELTIHHFMA S50 S R0
RIARF B iT AR HiIKE] L AT 7 — X T8 EH S A as
Rab=17H. F B S & M Eas B 30 8 B 4 LA 5 A B
B HIBES R EFEPEH LN E M IHS AR HENBEEH+
S M B, EE A2 RE — 4 JE BRBA A BREE K] O H 2 A9 B BA 48 BR T 5 4B
FE—HS W ey at i, i TE e i ) B Pt R R RUAR A i . B
HE GRS CEERACK.

BRI RREE 1 EEMEES% R Le Bon(1896), fitk
HE 3 Sh o 88 Ak T 1] 3T A W] 4 0R32 #9720, B o0 - i i A 4 aT 1L
LA B TR R T B - R BT 1S AR N
B HAH , HoAh A2 T2 . Le Bon #9335 F 8] 2 mjfi =3 2
% H” (social contagion). lLe Bon 3Pt & /& 3L 525 25 1F 8 £ ) #1,
W e AE T, BN E AR N I R A SR B e 2 8k AT
RIAT . B R RAL A v SR A it AT S R 1 5 1 Bt 7
Mo FLELIE¥F Festinger (19523 ., Zimbardo (1970 84X fli 48 1t
PR T —PERRMZiE-- ZMEE — oy TE RS
LA B 3OA A B R A R BT BAL P AR SR R E L B RE G
S E Tir . EEPFE L TFAHAYIES b E 4 &b aiE
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R TACERM E R DA AR T BB E R ..

EiE 6y HEHRHTEERE

£ Em T ELE S L oF R, Swahl(1982)% — &
FRE.X—FHHER B EHE-THEPFLCIERARIDSE
R T LTI ATIR S SIE R L P AT, S T o R B & e
AT b m] B sk A HE AR TAF IR P — P A AR R B R sk
B, AARRE WA NS EIE TXEREEMS . H il
WRITELEYHBEERATHD . HEHFEWNEMT EHXE R
My EE AT HBRANSEE. ESXM T AEEH MRS By
MBEFENEFHMBIT . SRXAXAELRBEREHRENTET.

1983 F,EZ M EBEN SN N ERBFERITE,.EEEEF+ %
ZH.H My ARRET -HEFRKAF., £ —KZHAF 300
EN A FEWABER . EFERERIZ TUEH L EY /i
HAZE R XEHARKTIRZ RS BLFE  BAIFELS
EREF : XE. AF.FH.RAES, U AR FEUET 54
MT&H.EUEHETFAREMBRT R TN,

EHEEENMFLIR IR AE T —HHEHFAEHS RS
E"HAF, XF R AERBFLERIEF2ERCBBEH"
Golligan.Pennebaker 0 Murphy (1982) i\ H X fhik sy o £+ 5 |
WA X, WHLEEFE "SR EEE"WE 4+ @8YE L&
M EEAEFNR ., v A ERP . THAR 2
W EH R EN TR, B0 E M M 6y R By 28, F 18
i EXE EEXRAFBNRALTES TEE - PH FE,.EH
WM&k g RILHWEKRAALBEK ALK AT,

“BHREBHERERETEY AL AR FE R EHEEME, S E AR
WEFBAMBMUEANFR LB . E- P2 EHMTE~RALE S
HoRHMA.GEH T A &R o . A e st
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SRR AR R A EERE R, E
e maER S BREECHBE Y., 2R TMIEE S E.

(2 ETEIETRFENERRA

T EAE MBI RINEERBFARAIEAEZESTTAGTRCH T
Hy. Zimbardo INAXFEREHES5 =M FEMNEEE < 0K
( arousal >, BE 2 % Canconymuty ) 4 A 5 F 4 8 (diffused
responsibility ) , 0 H AL -GPSR IEMERE L MR R E A X
WEHMAEITITE -

BELEk BEEAMESIENMERICE. RN ABEBE, BT
B E=REBABELSBERHR A STHAILRR . E—HBE T, K5
ARGBMNAAEFEHCS. MERETHAP.OERENEEERIA
Fl . tHE.ORMINTRF EFREM E BIAR, 7 2 7F%Ss e
2B .M AR AFTEAIT .

Zimbardo FIF ST AR T AE SRR . TE8F R H 1+ &
A AR RS S ASmR G ER., EAA X 4
A AR LA REZ A PR, 3T BB a5 2 B, R B A {5 55— gn
FLERMTFERKARR . BEEFE LN BN SREWESHES
e AR FTREHERATHE Y 2 152 . BEREBEAEBEEIET YA2R
MM RFE T “EN IR SR F AR R AR ST Y
EQ NS R O e

Diener 28 A (1976331 JLEMETIT M RAWIE TX — &,
AR A s, il F F R E TR FHICT . XT R —K
BN P PRSI 2 K AT ZTEE T ENL S 6
FEBIPAIPER A RE TIF T E KRR I 6-12 Brs , R
AR/ NI A REES S, BifEmRITME LT ST~
1E Al AN 220X BE Y A

gAE FMEEREFLHE AR S A E =N
IHEEHI T BEA 3, Diener (1980 A MS IR EIMEAT M E E5
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= Jh i 19 EifEx ~5: )

5 6-12 BESFESIEET ok

AIARIA R B2 H REIR, AT BT SE T EEIN I E#
UL AR S s R ER A KN RS E R E
iRk HXEEF ThEE, MMTedEY R A B S WiT A28
Fpy—/Mor X E S AN SIS A48 iy AR iAW
EATRMEER MMM FEE SR 2adT A mindE L
HIAMFERXILEFZRME Z SR I5A T . Dicner X0 2% 15 1
T R R AR T R EE TS RN E 7T
— Ml F. SRR AEANNEL DB N IR . EFE BN H
HAEHBRERES. AT EH S TT 8RR A EEEM DG BT L
HEMAT AT LB T RE. BHH 12% . 0 X ik 28 25 7 BRI FETT A 69 B 3
Jr34%. EfF L AMAKZEHANWEANFLBEREE v EH REIHMEE
hfEHERMm I EeY.
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1. Cialdini R B. Influence;: Science and practice. (3rd ed. }. New
York: HarperCollins, 1993, £ iZ B EF X FH X &8 m 49 W
R T EHAMH, FEESSHEFEEHEHEEIT ANTHE
H.2—EBZZHH.

?. Diener E. Deindividuation. The absence of self-awareness and
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self-reguiation in group members. In P. B. Paulus {ed?
Psvchology of group influence ( 20% ~ 242 ) Hillsdale, NJ.
Lawrence Erlbaum, 1980. Diener TEiX 7= 5 A Xt -~ K 4k 77
AR L R R A T AT i, A A R — WAt
gk,
. Homans (G C. Social behavior as exchange. American Jouwrnal
af Sociology, 1958, 63: 597 ~606.
. Homans G C. Social behavior: Its elementary forms. New
York: Harcout, Brace & World, 1961. Homans f& % £ <
HieH AR VI FHAZ —, LA CEALGX A A ey i
) 52 B BRI . 2489y i 0] LUT AT e AR — T,
- Markus H R, Kitayama S. Culture and the self: Implications
for cognition, emotion and motivation. Psychological Review ,
1591, 98, 224~—~253.
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Implications for selves theories of selves. Personality and
soctal Psvchology Bulletin, 1994, 20: 568 ~579. Markus BiX
PGS XCEEER T I AL R X A B8 800 F2 09 , 2 30 4E e 0 B 2
R EERE Y —., FEXE S, KBS Ry o
RPHT AT —TEHREAN I #&.
- Milgram 5. Obedience to authority.: An experimental view.
New York: Harper & Row., 1974,
. Milgram S. The individual in a social world: essays and
experiments. Readings, MA : Addison Wesley, 1992. iRpg
A3 Milgram X BIFFREILMEIE,. LR L, Milgram
A A B HR M 10] 7 B 55 R LAY B FRSE B S LE 3R 17D R A A AR (R
FIFE R A . 7€ 1970 4F, Milgram 5% % £ {£¢ $}¥ »(Science)
A ERBT H L ABIMIT A IS BRI 0T, 07 A KSR
FFAE 5 LA
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AEE M,

. RS AR R T e A AL R AR HARE
. Al R e ik e P g A8y L 51T Y
fI- Z 5L A Ak ? Sherif Fl Asch B /EHERT A BN AFT 0?2
AR R N AT RBIE FE .
iﬂf-bu N WA ) 5 X A il A

FreaemReRE EHRRE Rt AR
b2t @ity Yt asgisEEsiagkd
BRARPEHE LR IRIREFEAES M TR SRE?
xR EMEARS R EF LR E.

LDDC""-JG‘!EJI-P-?JN—-'
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FHLtaE HELESTTA

P AA 2l 85 0 A0 3 A AR R AR A i 7 AL AiE W iR 2,
AR LIRS IT A R EAT DR S ED AR 22 R A0 .
PR AR N0 20, IREF LT T HAH AT #er A B A
BE . T BB LA R A 3R G A AE B G R s om L b A S AT R

—. Hl & % &

AN REEEREFEAXHEREANESHE 2P, LB ER
McGrath (1984 R e X e > FI A& S EFEE R4 =
A LA T LR,

« Brit B S (statistical aggregate) ' EREHITHWE M
A RSr. a0 65 B ERIEAN FEETR.,KFEEE, —I-8it
e R HE SRR, AR TIPTREE AR A e
7.3h,

« WMAEE(an audience) . WM EFREMG“WHRE AT RN
X AR il 140 e S AR JTE B 3, (X AL b il 1 89 75 sh Xt R 5t 4 #F
5] FERY S5,

© BFAR(a crowd) . 2 AT Sk LR R, 3F H X H — g5
B MR R, R ITTFR 2 B A . N FE 67 3L B AR ik A 3T 3Ry —BY
NCHERHEREFEIEN ORBKEBEZ B A,

» ABERA (a team)  —EH AT BRI HrE HIRTOE £, H{
BT EH A A . L AEE R, R BRI SRR BRI R B SE,
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# AE (a lamily ). I 2 | 8F 80 LA Bl 37 2C & ¥ W B A, JF
AFEE{EE —$&£.

1IE #FEH 41 (normal organization) . —BF A — £ L iEFEE T
FHESHAF X TIEUEERIESE VHFEE ML #R. Hadaa
FoAE R RE ARG LRITE iR AR A AR, {0 R .3t 2
Fl =& 5 Brda e FAR 2 — D& SO EF R 20 .

i. HTaZEA&E?

(1 BEEX

I AT TES TP TEAT L & B a7 O 8% 4 2 00 3R Jit
. A B, P R 4G e A AR R LR NR A A AR B SR
& L R A W Y 18]35 F T X iR sR B sh iy vl EEYE . iRk, —
THATR G M — B A E — P E . B 9 T 9% e A4S D3R,
B WX A $E A . B A 2w, T 0 B e 2 BREA Y BR B R
=B R AR AT R B S BRI

PR PAEIRE XSSP A I E . B R L Beidas
Bffe] B2 AR AR R AR BB AR — R E R RN
HHEE. CHEFEITFESHFREEEPE3IH 20 AFIHEZ
. MIFEERTE E& ., RSB 55 B AT L SE SRR, 70 5% B iy
SR EERFE — B Eif B r R, — B4R G AT s R &
A AR A—8, R A S EF & &0 O BEU .

(2) BRI Ihee

B 05 X AN AR A B, B A S T4 T
HEHCIERE, AT LR EAEREM AL T ILH
T -

EAEE MANRAN -FRTHCHASHRE, hm%Ent
HIR MR T AR . A IIERE N LA H &G, Bl
AP E-RIMFHFR. L OERESR. EHXER. L EAE
FEWRE . — D ARRIE AT 2 7T, b8 2 F 3T 8 .
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P 71 B,

ARl TR BT — S B R H M 5 T O (R 8 A IR ST B
R ER A 2 R EFETAEESE S SIAE SR OH
F s 1 S B B i B e, AR R AR R T R G E ST A RER
B R T AL B D SR A A N R IRl B A IR S AR TR E A AR 5
mt, [F AR RN EE ST AN E R C RIS,

A HF B TR EE TATSHENERN . FEEDR
2 LA BEVE T M A X R ST . BRI A& LS T
FREMMLCHEGUEEEFEMBEESRMT. YBREZEZSIREEIES
|~ G A, A 5 IR TS R A gy . T8 e 13 f2
B A B = SEFR AT AL, MR BT {8 3 & PR - — 1~ A
VAR B AR Ry .

TBiE=71 AMBHAaEmABA&E:?

AXNFEEFH IR LITs2T U TR BEXFTE E
HFETEE. TRLHARAFRABRININH L2 EERIR Y EE
By, iE 038 # R Shaw (1981 FF &, X M 8 46 #1149 4 = 8 5
TWEAEEWNFFE, -RINAEEFESENE o Bk,

—x Bl Es o Bk B AR LA R 5 0, @i B a8 ]
Tl LA SE R B A By #E DLk B 99 B 4T . Sherif (1966) 8 — [ I35 & %
IR T BEIRSEHHEN. AN FEF. S ESENFAEL
(M~12 FOR I AEERSFEL AN Fir8 g O ES Ty,
TR H NI MG LB E X S R —A, 5
AT e — b R B H RS A AT G4y TR, 0 — 24
AABRTEE SHRELN, —2 LS FHHE S B G4
WY HEAEHER, 2N EF(—H R, 82— 8 8K
“ETILHEBERRT A BAE AT AAN, EXxBEAHag e
RGBT R T R, R
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RO AT,EAM OB EMEITALRT AT 10 ko3t oF, BUE
B OBYHERESEFES R B, _
CREAAANEXURFELABAEAR : ANERALFH
R R RA T ESHAABOARFRRIFTX.BMEAE Lo H
R R G ESENERBFMETTER, MANEZG b B AH
TR E A AABRETEE RN 5 BREEK,

2. HisHE

(MO T 4aZ2EEMDB

AT IR B S B Ry SE B . AR A B0 A0 29 TR Bt EAEL
16 & 55 17 A iy ME T, 330 i S R B A 3 B3 2 457 P2 45 B8 ST 1940 o I i 2
AR . EREE TR AT A A TR T AR
—3E. AR .HERBEHFEAITERA —F T AE, 2L
ME T —Tal3EZ28FA a2 AEE.

AR EL T W DR A R A AR HE RS A B Rk, (RO RSy
HEMABMAIEREHEE S AR B EMIEE A E
AR AR A ERS0F B SCUE R 1 B B 2R e F 4y H e 6
AEEPATHRLA, e SR E o E%,. FmE
R T EABE D HJEERM UK AL EM . o 52
BIAT AR HE, RS IR, EERBE R IFE TIEERXFAE
Ly B AR FEE T IE A F R,

(2> B 4K #3819 ¥ A

AR ST E ISR — PR, A E R E
R ILAN U

PR FRE A — B AR EENIT AR R B TR
7R A - FotE T LR B R L A A AR AR X A — S I )
WAL, PERRE —FE MR TRV RE &GS 508 F
o 73— 77 0 LA P ER B R AR HE T Uk B DA BT A MO L T M P S
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WA R B RS PR R —E

TR ARSI EHES T RN R F — A, R
R NP FEEAFE AL R T A aE 2 i i 32 4h 4
B H DS AT TR —Fr#E, 3 - PR AER Y AL B IR L HIET
AARBY I RO R 2 BT At

= AERLTE IR PEYE AT - B R R R A A R e 1 29 A A S oK
L EER AR AR RBAF K E BN AN A — T E A KF
b XA R R A ERWR P AR AR, E--1TE
FEANE A T E A N AT CAYE AR BE A8 Mt AN R A 22, T 2 1%
FE—-TERAAKTE. - THAER THESER. =3
R AN & LR 2, HoAhal AR o= F — Sy B R A 58 s,

3. BEEESD

M EXSEBRE

B {4 B 3% /7 (group cohesiveness } &2 ¥5 B8 {# ] 1% B &5 — &k 119
SE.ESTEARAEI AR ARSI AR B E %S Sk
BEL, 0 Festinger (1950 HNA N . HFBEBE A A HREHEHR A .2
EAPRR G F M IEHE S8, R e h T8 EEEAF L
AU B RIE TR, SR AERAGFAEED R A E B HE
Z—L FEZREEINHENEE NFREW . X R EZELEUL TILN N
] -

E &% 2 (satisfaction of needs) — T AEBEENE N R
HEE, EXNBRAARII AR, CHER SRR, g
AT B TR RS R T TEEZ IR T B A
A b R R R BRIk TS R SR AR ER T
SRR E A T T 5 Ak 30 ke o 5o,

Bl 4% B #7 (group goals) XK AM A HIF S H 4 B 4348 --
BRI TR B BE R 185 (Lot 1965), SSIHAE B4 A& H
PRI O SR ZBE R, e IR 52 88 6 N S BT o, s BEA AR
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£, XZXFEINNEE T EE.

H 14 & 3 #v 45 F & (group activities and leadership) H &R
EHELHLURAS MM AaEMEIITE BEEMSE IR E A EA
PR 1T s PR o |, A4 0 B 3R R BN S (Hackman 19763, 7351,
LA 14 i1 40 S 0 B2 0 B 3 7, Cartwright (1968) % 30, TE g S b f2 i
HEEZ2SHREEAVMSFGERSHVFKIEE .

TEE 72 E5XEKMNENNE

AR CHEFESEHEN SN EHITR R, P —
AREEWNFBAEZ: TARETHEZS FH%r REFEE 20 624
HY . 4 29 09 F £& #F % (Hawthorne study) 3 iF P 7 R 38 & 5 % A
fFRFREFEERS "2 E LT L EEENERN .EE40BFR,
A E - Fied — B E&FiEib, & 7THRFxAEH,
Vroom ' Yetton{(1972) M THEF R G 5 TR AL E T B W H
WEVEREDSAZ AR . (DS AEREE, S T8R4 T
MRAE:2) THREMFEMRAEAFEFEA DML . HFE R T O E
KD P FHTHFRARHFEES FLZ.REE A HRE; (4
AR LETHE AL EP M, BN ST (5 BAEiE,

BRI ES R AEREL A IR H AN . TEESTE T &
R EALSHFHE, Locke(1979) 3T dh An 0L 8. & 4w & 7.1,

w71 FTERBEIER

) A== X 1T PR 5 58 R
Bish 32 22 5% B0 %4
o ¥ B ) 2218 9 o
X 55% 31%

W& G ﬁi’[’ﬁmﬁﬁtﬁﬁ%ﬂri% KT E R A& R ER AR
&E%&Aa&@:ﬁ% ST lbpsbthfFENBE, TiEd A sv %l 7
L EATFREOYPE B, AL TS AN T £y fi,if I {E
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WA ANNESHEFEELRT —MFFE LA FR.HTEL E X
BE b aREER.

(2> BEIOHER

—THFEME . ENMEINSRABEFEBFEEEN
B, B BB LR AMREMETEW.EE B ASR AN
G e H I R AR E TRRIAK . EHITE AR EEE. K
W BERE 10y AR A B R B R e O D, SRS F T A B O i 2
AARAT AR ABFE . STV EE R 7 5 B AN P E S 09 MLk
BB AOMREWRANMNES. 5SBEREDEMABEEEMAE AHE,
GER DS RHMER R A G E S H.C L EHT R TR,
Julian ,Bishop 1 Fiedler{(19662 A N S8 T A HERES B 7
BIE MXHEEEEN AR ES,. FH - S A B8 5.
BA.ERENDEWBEAM LW ER 7-2 FRE TR, S
SIS EN T/EM SRR ST AR S, AT
WP LR IENE. BREEXEFEEE . .EEE 5 ayH
b, BATAEMENEE ST, AR A S B A s
WA S WMBER RS, 2~ ER N2 &K (Zander
1977).

O ERIHNNE

S FAERIWTER NN SEmA R, REERTH A
AFET T B AR A BE R S o0 LA B L B B Ty 1k X A A Y
W 1308, FEmREFRATIER AL —THhERE B
Hrii i34 B SRR B E AR 7. B — 2P gE
T BERE BTN E- - THA®R . IR E R TR E
HEER NESIR . X PR T IE S A - E AR, (B E R R
(Eisman 1959, FI{E--TH&E S, A B HEITR AR iRRE VE
T, EFESFAEES B R RS AL

FR O A1 B EUR R IR 169 T Br R Moreno (195333 iR 8 L3
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ok BRI E — ARG AL B 1 S R S A R S 00 Ho At
PN R R SN L LR SR NG oy TR N T A2 BN (T IR N N - &
B ) B hE v R R 0 il A b P A BY 51 BT o B EE A A R — T TR
FHOAER A Y RN LR PR T AR A TR R Y BE R AR

TEAD B 2 B g B4, Moreno fEF 7 —FP B it Hm E
YT IR R R Ry TE AR B T AR A AL & (E) 89 48 &3k 4%, (=
7T 1M T AB.C.DE A AR KT SR BT A HEE
PPl A, W87 S 1 ] DR B A 1h L, XU LI AR RS, Q
AR 2L A BB 5P AL BIEREER 1 TN A A ER Y %

TR TG i £k Ay,

T '\/
SN

B 71— ABEA SRR R

. AEsiaE

MF-THHEMS . RENASFCRERENEEN .S € —
AP sRAH By B B R A 4R N R O R BB A S TR AR BT o
ER . IEWBERRNFEEZ LT REMENILRLY, 5T
HY M7 R A1 & R IR B T ) L ARIE .
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1. 2 BHES

AF F b4 Rkt 9 33X A WA, A [F] 69 0 2 = Z e A F R KBy
ZR .FEIGAGMEGF R NS AL 00 Bk — s AN S 3 E
AEThFT REEEER A . FFAT XM T2, O IE S 4 Hollander (1885)
VG MU EMHRSE A AESEMAEITT A SEEmINE A
MR A RIS R TR SN, P S B E Bk R 2 ey 5
LA Bz {24 B {4 18] 3/ F BRidHH .

ML B RAT AR E ,Bales (1970 {ER S o M F R 26 5,
— BAE F AT T (task leadership) X #8500 B F = H ¢
LR, T ¥ 19 FRBEMIsS 5 —F SiFg s
(socioemotional leadership) : 3X #8220 F{E W 152 5 A Br
AR VT L X LR N SR R AT AE M A S AETTE &b
PP ERAEHERE TR . [Ee il AN E £ 59 B 5 i )
(Fiedler 1987)., X FXEMPTSHELA R HE RS, B3 — &
MECEE Ll K4 WY R4S, Zaccaro. Fori Fil Kenny
(1951 A A R ER X R8I F MR BB RETF AT
T E R EE A 2T AR RN IR AR ESERTEE -,
T A BMBETE AR R . B BRE— 1R K S,

2. HxEWMESHERTE

(> MESMISEEIE

HEHRMITITEEFFE T, Cariyle 8 i . " H 5 w5t R4 A
B DT 52 7 3K I e Y R, A S TR R 7R A T S R i
AR AR AT I R E S WIE T AMIEE SEESR Y
MSHIRXRE L IBHT -FZFIWHEL . LW Gibb(1969)1A Yy, T4
RN B BRI S, A L A5 LR A 9T . B 9R Ak IR R R Ak
AT ER A Sh AR AR A A E R iEERE B 1E. 5 Gibb A
B8 AL, Stogdill (1974) Wik — B3 K T4 RN O H,. i\ H S &
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iz BoAr T FE I R B a2 i) 1R ot fE MG EIB R H $rey i 8
A T AR LR AR T EERY B TR 4 B e 8B 4ot
B2 s [ 15« BE TR #F Hb 4h Y BR324 % M4 %

BEE AT SRR A LR /9GS i B X F
B EE I MEYE . Hun (1991 ) fF B8 25 30 - A m e sy et e H, s

SPANID 2P A SEER A S 0 e w1 i RE C AT e S ST & 2 5y 2 0
VR — (AT Bt B SRV IR T, Burns (1984 )32 HH B ol AR Bl 45 5 2
{transformational leadee) BEALIX #H I B FHE B .House (1971
1993) 2 2 AF AR S0 S 7 44 828 47 ¥ 1 89 8 5 # (charismaric
leader ), X PP FFHER T B F 158250 Aok T FIBATTF X, 18 e
BEIRSFA AR 55 00 Hi . AR 6 R R TR . T IR e
fir . M TR FETR AL BE Lol H O BT R A T 8 A 018997 .
Bass (Avolio (199314 & Hater, Bass (1988 FHiA&E MG ik 59
2, Ko N T A BRSSP ER Ak .

« B {charisma) . IR T IBEE. FME LML A
fa) H-BL T ik

= B AN YL (nspirational motivation ) . 50 5] B & #fF £ B %
BTN £ P 0 0 AR B bR A BB e

« 59 0778 % (intellectual stimulation) ; SN FH I T B EFG
EHOCHFEMNER, FAEERE O S a5,

» A tB B F I (Gindividualized consideration) . 31 5 # 2igk
Sl AR AR F=UA Y X E FR,. S8 TR
—EE A TSRS,

OIS AR E RIS R B TEIC R R — S S ENIT A
FAOE . 0 X 80 At AT fE 3 S A AR o S DL B A R M B
(Bass 1985), tfh ST E AR R A EH TR ETS . R
k.
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TFE 73 SSEFINERZAEMAHMSIE?

MR FHRGE T —HLRA PR X TN E,FE0RE
IR 5 ag 2 W S . F W E EFibF T Ao E I
2L FH — PR P HEINETFEMN LR F L O FEXK
McClelland s+t 8 2 /L1 F 095 F. 8 {85 — 4 v 5
F i E RS EE LTINS W

- HE A0 AT A Cachievement and action) 40 5 F R 3 A &4y
AR e A S R IE N R A RE N G KA L e
P W T R F eI E Froal g,

+ Kk % & if (helping and human service): §& 45 % £ 1tr A 49
FEL.EFIENEANNESER. AR AR AREESY.,
HABARENWEE, A RENEASH .S AR T E TS
A FE X £ HA A T8 8BRS,

- I (managerial ability ) : 52 4 4 i A 41 3 F 4, pL{F
AT RKYIN S, ERHERAWR S, 5 M E%E . 3T AR
T e 2 &

* A FPRE 7 (cognitive ability) ;B3 W S5 th & % B
A IREE S,

* P A% Ak (personal effectiveness) . @ 35 3 5 &% a9ds ) . g
Taf TAE P Oy Ry M, B4 B o o0 40 2 A,

B ZH S E T EE Lk S, 5 L. A e
RPN . ARG ET S . T E WY, AR ENARBEE &

# McClelland sy &85 b, O 5 4 5 & /R # (C. Wilson) # —
M EF BB Y =S F .

« P Z . (envisioning change) . H A F . 4% 4,5 F &
e T B BT R AR, B ZL R LR

« <F 3K X #F (enroliing support): # 1 & 8 LB E LS .H
BB AE 44, 5 i AR 4t
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G AR F (Drive): H H G by B E.H &5 HiEsE R F
R eI el o
P A A4 G A av W A48, E X NuaHE 205,03
K WX AL AR TR R A E T AR, O RS EEF AR
Bl # &R FE gy EFENEE. Bk, M McClelland,
Spencer \ Winter & A oy —H#Hh O F 4 A NS 8 5 F X
By 4% AR 7 7 12 5 4% R (Core personality) . B 8 45 5 (Sel{-concept)
fr K W OFF 5 (Surface trait) , 2§ 2048 F & 45 D3 oy s Ao — 2k
AR . C2 R L REEENEAB AR O —NAWET
FWMEN, ERNARELERE AR EERFEL BN, &
B — AT EA Y20 18 fod 8

REWNH AN H B S  BANS- - T -
el , B T 28 7 S0 5 3 S o) Ay a8 7 7 i A PE R 1915, BE R B L
FEAMNAHHEZIIX— 5, # 8 E. Hollander (1993) iy W 2 , 56
FH T RZER AR S SO HRIE ST S8 pEaT 4,
WiHs S AT O LA B s b bR AT L £ T T 9E 5 1 O AR 13 4 45 S
B S5 G T AR TR AR SE MRV 2> Hollander (1981 1~ A B R 151
B (diosyncerasy credits YATIX Fb A2 40 D AR ES . B ik AP R4 &
1o 95 a0 45 B PR S 3 B B A0 G A BV B0 T T AR AR Y AR S
77, 3T AT O BRI 2, ey RS E
R EERE b K, Lombardo 28 A (1988) 3 9¢
sl A . B A R M ARSI STER S T FYag iS4
Zha MR MAAAT A TEM TS b i A A et . B G L N R A
R i

(2) NI/

FHIP—ATH XM FHIBD A E N F. Fiedler 31 54 4
i (contingeney model of leadership) , Fiedler 1A % S0 S R S H
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P VS E A ANE E SR E ey i EER WSS ARS
Y7 SR PLACHFE T th E F S5 . Fiedler B PR @ /Y -~ &1
Srd R, R -— A S8R RAES I, Hi =141 S5 BEHFiE
£i%.

5 AR R —#F, Fiedler 0405 X #% (leadership style) it
S APAZE AL 5 B 6] 87 3 5 (task-oriented leaders ) #1235 2 B [ 85
M 57 (relationship -oriented leaders >, — i~ B £ J2 BR GA 17 755 27 &5
A] HE 2= = 55 B a7 305, P 24 HiOPE R fib Sie 108 e B o8 B A9
m— X AR BRAMBGENSE SRS, B B30
AR BITE S O AR R R E A EHEE,

A€ W] B 31X P kA0 5 LS B B 162, Fiedler & RE B T — B 0y {#
“ B ASBEAL CH FH B3R 7 (least preferred coworker scale)®) T H., ik
WFRIEHAAR D O CA A RBIETH ABRRIE. IRt A 4EEH
PRUM A F ) T SR T A BE . B4 S5 BRI B 40 ; 1R B i fh
AEBRRBEIFN AN SE X LRI ARRIERE, B ARE
ZEMAIHE.

Fiedler it $5 . ME BEFREMLE 22X ET N, 1106 S
2 RAE A H o TE BT o UFfil 10T AT R 5 HRE I B2 i AU K L A BR L K
BB RAE R SXHRERS AN ELG L. —EuS
HHEEMX R, SRR RSB, T RIESSEW . E &K T
SEFHFERE, BB ERR, NBEMIEE, = 2956
BRI B SR AR B ATA . T LA SR FT .

TE Bl & T A P67 2 B 45X T R R BB L Fiedler %5 & 7 SR
FHRFUE RS IEENERMA N N2 GRS - a6 —f8S
AR AL T .8 BH - HEH - -F9 SRRS S 2 B3, =1
ZEPRBAAE 72 ER. X ERHEHSNSERISHEREST
BB GF T 55 B A ) ST 5 78 3 ) R 2 B g R R SR A B A

EERREEROEEFEE T . AT ETE LSS, TS
FINF IERFRE R AT 5, B LAAL 1S 5328005 - A R L 26 R IR I 19 5T
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KA ELA

Bk L

(3 H Lt
TE I R

%] 7-2 Fiedler B 4237 b

FEFHWHEREE. A RKFEMXEFEMNES, IrbISiREr 2. JEh i
RS, EFERAEASEFEN B RE QR TE ST A A4
FRFNFEHHF K MX R EBIF SN EPIS 2 2T H R
K B L FI R BE » Fiedler 69818 35 1R 25 £ 37 % B E 32 (Peters 1985;
Strube 1581).

3. EMEISEEN KRR

Br TS AR SHEHNE, OB EMRE L AN iFEH
A esHrWESsgEEw, P HEEEATFEAREE .5
Hxik,

D5 HFHF KA. Eagly ¥l B. Johnson (1990)Xf 150 I
H XA SHF AR XFENHEMT oo, R EH LS FE S,
D BV S EEE SRR EEAE -, FAEHM SR H
EHEMSEMETRAR EMNS 50508 BN, oS H
FrlEEBE  TRBB2SHREIE MBS SEIRMBEMES
TEQI i, B — RSl A 55 By B8 BE O 3 . o T 2 P R 4T 5 I
g @l A — A2 (Eagly & Karau 1995;Helgesen 1990) . 7E fRFE X Ff
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il /N2 AT EHE . Eagly N 2E fe b L B ARTEEER &
B HMEE, XSRS R E N ARSI

T b5 MmEHF A Lfhth &R s ey kiE. Triandis
(1993 sk A RS 1 L A B Lt A0 H sh 3 £8 11 5
FrH A PR AR E Y R, ORI E S AWK RN
HE AFERE DL HHMENE SR TR ERE T EATS
Hefik ¢ Ayman 1983; Sinha 1986). WM ATET X BT, L
ES Ol AR RIA TR EEAESHI(EFHLH
WG R RS B2 S FRAMNER .. ITEZE CILB R
H 45 A X A (] 15,

= . WM

AT — A~ R P ERER 2 T R B2 (AT AG 58, 19 38 B {9 IE A
AN EAYRER LI AT R B, RR A ES T EE
WA, AR R A ST NS, B RS R Rk S, WR S
FRHAT TR 7 AA L BEiEH A T8 T AT,

1. E&amayistE

AWM FHEETIEEEPREEE . LB R BSE M
WMFAHEEPA ESEH.

(1) RBREENTFEEHK

TR B R A — NI E AR T R AR .

FEEABRAEL . GHPRFE R EE AR SRS, i it
LFEH) T AR Lt A3 B R AR B > 18 LA R S R BGE , E R i b
RIEFR . B S A — - A ESITiE A5 HE . Stephan % A (1552)
AT IX PP A R AR b LA R, SR B X MR B #50k T ax AR, o
P 7-3.

AT AICY 4.6.8 ABIPHERAE AR RS R . g
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a0
i3+
K10y
20p
10k

RAE AT A I,

o i 2 T4 s 6 7 8
%l 7 3 AFEAMEEE AL G R KA
RHOE - PARSEE. S - PAME ST RER LSS  FIKiE
BE RS AR08 0. A 8 A A BTETfE v, BT 8 {07 5 5L 1 R T AR R BT
FTESMOU,BEPAGE 14X HMB AT AN 26%, 488, F
FA A4 KR BB AN [a] & BT A Ue e iE i 4 B4k, (B A E 2R B g i — R
.
(2) SN ESIER
AR E S — TR A ES SR E R ER, o8
FRENFERIMARASHEISRILASREMNSE T EHEETHIE.
AR EP B ERE S, BHER £ — D ImpTaE depy AR, g
— AT NG FH ST AE S EIEFERA A — 75T
A IR G W F B, EE e T EE R A e . VI,
Bavels (7 — I 55 . TEDF Sl i @83F T—F kP2 T T/ £
IS NI, XMoEd RE A — D&, (Al RaE,
BT Ed = TR EE - i1 2 A —
35— TEEHiEA TS 10 80, IF H & iIRb ]S H f ATER
e B IS BB AIAITiE. MEBARALEETAESHKE Y
BffEl, ZEGEAREASESHE. FESTHRANSSE I, &
NP, ST RN EN ST T IER R AR,
FECHEBENERETFESE -THE . AEAHRES 4
B B IF A R0 BT R #F i R — e ik, B SR I T Ay R B R4
BLim IR ELAT R T 2 H SR RIE 83 T iHE R T i B 4847
FE T R R AT IR IE B T AN . B Er B s gk 2 A
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1L 55 — 1 B B HE 8 PE g D B 30 A 3 2 FRAE I 80K H R B T e BT
P B E T e 5N T B B D e
Froa . SRR 7-2 WioR B AT T EAeY . 25 — T FrE . £ 3
s AL R IR AT A S BN 0, IF AL TP RCR 7T LA RS 3 B 3R AL
AT =0T EL. [AIET X M W g0 bR A N RS R R iy AL, TERE
MR AN AR TSRS R EHE R WIS
TR E M DN ANREHF A M S EMETENE, £—174
AR, PR EESh &5 BT EER AN S H . A EM
A GBI USRI iE B R S B T X S L 70 It A R X — 4%
RACGEH . KR EARE M F A G KA TT AR R v gE
LM — P EERA T R R E L rEST A RS I,
M R OB RIBEE, T NIENE S RS2 —
A AN B AU A S G A L B

FT7-2 XMMOBITHSEWSEEHFE

P I = [1ig 3 me WE AR SH"
B BB AT e 15. 7 1.77
W EL (B AT YRS AR 37.0 3. 30
BT B (AT BRI 26. 9 2. 70

a. HFERREESSLSHAELIH TS W
b. TS 1L EABENITFHSHRO EE.4 25

2. FiEiZA

(1) 358 BY Y 48 &Y 355
TE— TR SAHENA, AN E TR Efn, mp
BX X IR — 8IS S — S R A 3. 8 T
FERGTT 3, IR g3 XX - ATtk 3 Bl B e et =t o
R . HMTEBFF A RAVT LA 7 — 4 i1 5 > A48 P& ,
HRBEX A A BB B . 85 Ry a2 a il 2 HE
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(EAN G A ], R APk 1 L YL ER F 5 A il S sa A Af
PP B BB e A U0 AH A age . MAOTE AT LA P A U Rhogs S8 R 2R . I -4 By

2 R

Crr OO~
[ 2
v & z
s

B 7-4 JLMREMRERT

B A X FEXpAE TR AR N LR T F N
A MBES M EREY AW, AARET Hofth A vy id .

A ATCWNEREIRE A RS — N AEGE, Hih=
A AW PARIE 55 A EE R RIF IR AR EREE,

Y & HEUEEOX.SEAN="THAHEAAS 28R
WA, AHEPA N A —FBTSFHS ALK, B—-HB005=% A
AL -

2R HF—ARATFM O AR, Had A HeE5 4
A BB B B B S .

(2) AENBA TS SHENERE

Ridgeway (1983)#1 Shaw (1981 )3 A % F 79 3H B 55 g X+ =
RGN FEG R ER . RAE 50 0, Leavitt (195158 B, H
R 5z RIAEEH B2 W E A b 18 P S RS M & L 68 SRRy
oAb R B 35 a A E RS .. R E S .M T4 EEFE S
LG, R EEEMILSE S AT USSR EES - —
R R, TEFES 2, XSRS 4 —pheE .
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BEiA g fih A BPBEE B O, Mo BB 2R 32 K, sER b il iy iX o 18 B8 3
B T b g HR A | #a8 H 22 e b {3 o) B8 P Y R 38, 446 A DL TRT 22 ] g
PR, 82 A B S Y FALE B AT AL 1) A S o7 CAAR e Ml SR B R A Y
5 & M AE AL TR 5T R n B DT , £ s RUBYiRA s FH LB Sk A ]
A s Btk % PN = N

3. AE S SERFR

R - A 2H 2R ol B R B H AT A e B H AR, H B AE R e —
AT EFAFTXHEXRBFEN S, EWEEWN 1E ¥ HF E.
Lawler JEHH Ay .76 - BEMNXETHFAESPENTFMN LS,
R e SR B RAFEEAI TR P ST ZE . Lh NI SR A SR A B
AL ERTHEAMNMEES.

(1) ABRBPERAMNMEFDLENS R

LR, AR REEN I RE M SRR A TR
R A B AT R KRB AR ETE MR, T
BMSIEF AP, B9 S seRisaErh sad— gyl 2%
R IR S X PSS 5 R B E A YERY T 5T 2 A rp ss iy B3k
T BT AR AR ST R O 10 R A v R, B 0] A G T ST Y < TR S
MECTR ISR IR FaxX #rmr g,

J. Hunt M\ SHE B R B D T £ 589 ARR M 32, ik 15
Ch IR VT 2R L R BRSNS A P R AR L s e ) e BRI FE
HALLH YR K. W. Thomas NI Ak 4 f B 35— 25 4387 A 7B
RAPSEEI TR MM AN B O 5 Lt A B4 X — 4 A
AT, B 7T AN ssgy mer =, e 7-5.

g M R Y AR B  SEA A AR E OB R, T X
filb AR AL, LI 2 A LE AT B A ISR AT AT, 25 F1 25 b e ok
SEHYIT R fth FUB | CATMREE . RS B A RIFEIS . RIS L
R REH A B R ER B T o 5 RSB A,

e g PERER) A B R S AR K A rh S BYEETE L it 7S BT B Ab
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i =4

Zi

*EGC

9K NIGE e
%

(1% ) =
oAb A

(g7 5 mrEEf R

Go g il AR X A NBEA S0 B DA ER IR EM MM AT RE.

WA gL RAXTR A EE AR XEBAPBRZSR
KAl H CAYFESR M i1 W S e X s ik BifE g 2
Al TR AT SR HEM.

LW ZEHEREFERN S S H AT, ERE8 -
Zh. EEXMLLERGE B asHIFS M. ST
H & S AL T P FE AR,

A F TR et I e B BT I A 4 @) R £, iX AL g
R IR RECERA, SERNOFRISS.0E O IRARS.Cf AL

(2} HEABABEPEER

e H R s op, AV a5 8oL th e S il e AR vh 22, IR 3K
B R BE R Ry B A LR . SEITH g A+t
BICHE S OHEZREDRTIBP RN | — g, P 2%
B AR LRI R SRR B R v, i HWT DL {i G SRR i A A B E
RAETW AL . XA EAIE = A ITeI P Zs .

— JE i B A PG e 3 by - DA R A B T ER T
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LA B SR R H AR AT, PR R R EY B
FISAFHET G0 B AHIB A BV 7GR AH MY r BILF (Cherttoff
196723 A AR E S ERITWINE MR, AW 2N
B S E A UHEHA R KA, IR E Sy s, Ty
REEZEMAME . a7 W, 5 5EaE M r g At A 2, MmaE
H O,

H L B GRAE 8 LA BEAE T A R HE AT R SRR X SR
FTHHEAE X . W AAEBRP. BT ASTMEN SRS — T8
L EK PR P - AT BB — A O
REME IRy M4z, 5 — I MR A AT A S48 58928 . MR
B 6 ad) 5F 35 ) L 1201 146 A9 KA S R TS B 11 L 1R S i B S0 A SR )
AEW Y oAk, R, REGXMIER LSS, S
X BGR AT RS, M A WTREME ARG 2 1k, AR L S8 1) i1
H .

CRIERRDERIL S B ERERAEPRELRESE
W HIMBEASILEZ AR S TEEHIT T, OB %R
Komorita (1968) % NBFR T it 2R EuE A&, R MIEth fE . o
A — I BR R A /N BY L S AR 4E U B R B9 LE 4B A Y (B 4k a9 ik
EIRE P, R TSR E M T JoRi-F.MEEAMT 2 %
b2 AR E A SR .

AR SK B ] 4R S N . R B R G Y S W o7 B R 48 v i e N
a2l I EE B B S . B e S P S VE F L i & e BE
FEUMERER, WS E ML — S, T IR MR
25 C. Osgood (197D 4R H [ —F §5 BF 5 “ 3% & B # 7 89 ¥ Rs 2 0%,
X AR LG A2 % Y (B R o A, R vl R T —
AR IEI AT SR B - RERE Y SR AR, i 12
RRENE LA SVEM T k7. BB L5 . 8% i — 4
HEHEACIEEEMETK,. HHEBR=AE C IRV ERBEME S
S0 p T LL 25 R L R EY 1 RS A R R A ST i AR Y B
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FroACEE AN A - B AR TR 50k 30 Ky, HIK XTI R E
O R R ECEITMERA”. 8§ DX ir AREN A ESE
£ {aF 167 38 9 i T fi B8 8 L 3 B PF A2 T 8 Fe 7 GBI R & (= i
ERBA BB ) L e ey i e b AR A s 2 B R X O BN B T L R AR A T
ik AD . LR O R S PR A O i T I A B T LR AP, o {E
wh SN Oy B g e wh R (IRGE — AL ik — &, (RRL.RHEX—FK
o = O = 3 S fav i wa X O IR S AL T B = =ira B ok 7l = e N 4
T YL H G E,

(3> MAPEA#ITRIE

M td b aEes PAFRABERX K. O OHES
If 62 0 325 e D X M iR 5E L SR BHR R AT AR K B R E A SREEEE . [
R 0y PR AR R R PRy . 3 LR T AR RE R R L AN e A AL E R
HELRAEAEAEGER . AP R AR b ZEE AN
W ABIR L . PE AZ BT BES B I AR E A, S a]l AR
AR AR I Fra X HAE, i TET — O F
BIgAZRE I B B RM 522 /5 SR M LR A BB 2 T A %
Y EREME N AYib A EE RS "R, A TEHLEHCM
T, A A K22 m i A LB 2E B i A Eig 3w L SE AR X
— A, Podell 7&- - XA 57 A7 850 A2 B, 45 A1) fih ACfSH 1026 p et
R AR ATEGM A E AN EHPIERARKRKAER . PEATTE
HF AMMIATHREE 55—V R E S —8 . IF A E# M arih i ok,
B e} R . A (B A I AR HE R 1 wb S I 7R R 1 i i
tHE Rk

M. H & g %

F 4 4 1 02 A SR o 4 i e R A 77 A, 1 A B i e R
IR — BRI R AR, A MR EE AR
P Ay (SRR ]2 P 4 A o) B8R e o BT P A B 2807 1 M B 4
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M X544 EHBAKA ., B 4£ 20 12 30 0, H847 L
b 55 400 PR Y R L i PR B0 0 SR R s R is s g
FRiE. BHEEFRHUAYEZ  FREESE R Ty 0iE, INF
HHF A3t 2L IR A S T S AR e A SRy — R UMM,

1. B EREH—B 6

TEFA PR el A My ab iR . K W B R TN, A RES
A —EREERITEEETERF G . AN ERA T SBE A
AR, EX PRSP, FiFERBEESRIIGE.

(1) W2 3R Ta)

INFFP R S BB, A B a iR SR B PR T E 4« m&E b
et . Laughlin(1880,1982)iA 8, ANTBEI A 8 e kx -
A EHE—TEEF, EXPEEEN —mBE g
{intellective issues) , XM MG IEWHHSE R . LB WIS H 2
BN E R EIX-TIESEEMN B SR WE S8 B & X
A 22 i FIET o] 8 Gudgmental issues) ., i35 26 0] & 25 7 HE - IF 0
&I MaEaSE T AN ER . FERDEASHFEREEL,

BEREBAEE A ANFEMEYeE B ANEZt AR
e LB R TITERT T 2 2 Wt A 3B FE , A S A E T R 1T 2 m
SRR EERTR A FEEME SR SOSN8
HET ANMAAABILEGEHE MR AER, ER2WRERTT
B ARG PR3 T S & fE T AT ey 184, BF L XT3
Wr i % i 8 e 3 A (Kaplan & Miller 1987 ; Stasser & Stewart
1952) .

(2) ZEASDLDHEANEN

EIHR, AR REEESH AT EMN, W H.
Kalven fil H. Zeisel(1966)7[8] T 225 £ R% o F A9 ak 61 , % PR F 4&
P IR BRRESEWAMNE R —3., R, mHEE
BB K 2 8O SR ) SR AR B B R 338 3 A R X i T
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RN FEF —E RS S ZE, AW EE DB —PE. e
T — PO A R SR X F R B T EH s,
R HRERPERTFS AN EERNA R, B ERE RIS
MEHBR XA . LLTE— D@, —F 5 W FE RS
AHABE HIERELSH, TR —IMFER T, Py
B 5 — R E R E KX,

FHE IR RS AR RE .S ufEEesE
F. FRELGHFHEF Lindsay (19853 F THE AB ST ST
WA ER A TR AR, b 2 B 5 2R (] ) &b F S] 25 e o fe] R R R S A L, b
HE AT B2 HE. & W F 2515 B 75 @ A S h 32 43 55 S 69 V6 B . 4T
SEEMAFERIE . EPOLCAMVE L ANESHIFE St Ry EE
FIFAEERE . LB/ . CXEHEHET,. XESSNHe A 8.3 5
RELGE G PR IR RSN BRI N . S kT
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B, HHEMRR “E T EUM a2z, IR
sBR bAoA DR R MR T BRI IR E R S AT
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o B s P IFH I EZ X FAHERE. i g0 7 o0 sl
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TAFHZPTAREREHEGHFE . IX 2 M AEEZRENERE
ek K1IT A R st fa (R Z W) . £THFE F Moscoviei W igit
T —PA . 6 BETFHBIEAR. S ER EmMEidEkeE
UK 36 SREJIT F, HBERBIAKXE B S EH O RN, S8l T
ARSI EZRANE N F0m, S HEH 25 e ia s
REAHEL , SERR AT REIR Y BN T 8% . 363 T 33%. ¥ AB95x
MM T LD LRE AR ITERERSRAEIN,. RS2 A WX
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(3) B{EREBHRU
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AR BRI EHE ARG, TG E A0SR,
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A & 52 TR B . (2) (R B HEE N 34 AR 50y,
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FrE i o (RS AT IR SR AR 0y R . 648 T e s £ |
BYRT R, AT RE SR IE S i BE A A9 .t 7T BB 36 IE =0 T B R Ay
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T IEBEwZ .

T RE R S e e A B . TR iie A bl i E SO
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() BB HNE N
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1982), b iBIT N R EEMAF 2 RBEF ;. IET B0 A i
FRTGT R BT 2 I, PE AL FE S AR B R D s o, ERAE T F
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Power Dynamics Within Top Management
and Their Impacts on CEQ Dismissal
Followed by Inside Succession

Wei Shen Albert A. Cannella Jr.
Departrnent of Organization Management  Department of Management
Rurgers University Texas A&M University

ABSTRACT: Following a power perspective. this study longitudinally
examines the aniecedents of CEQ dismissal followed by inside succession.
Qur theory highlights interest conflicts and competition within  top
management. wWce propose thar CEOQO origin, CEQ) tenure, non CEQ inside
directors. and senior execulive ownership are imporiant antecedents of CEQ
dismissal followed by inside succession. Evidence from a samplc of 387 large
US corporations suggesis that non-CEOQO senior exccutives frequently play an

important role in CEC dismissal. (73}

A major focus in current succession and governance research
explores the influence of power in CEQ dismissal and succession
decisions (Boeker, 1992; Boeker & Goodstein, 1993; Cannella &
Lubatkin, 1993; Cannella & Shen, 2001; Ocasio, 1994; Zajac &
Westphal, 1996). Theories of organizational politics highlight
interest conflicts and power struggles within organizations,
especially among senior executives (lLazear & Rosen, 1981;
Pfeffer, 1981). For example, Fama (1980; 293~294) proposed
that competition among top managers plays an important role in
the internal monitoring of the firm. Ocasio (1994), drawing on
Pareto’s (1968) circulation of power theory. reported that the
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likelihood of CEO turnover among low performing firms
increased when there was a high proportion inside directors.
These scholars note that the presence of non-CEQO 1nside
directors on the board can facilitate the {functioning of the
internal monitoring system and reduce agency costs in the
separation of ownership and managerial control. However, much
governance and succession research has guestioned the
elfectiveness of intcrnal monitoring by non-CE(Q top managers
and concluded that senlor executives are often allies of the CE(
{ Finkelstein & Hambrick, 1996; Walsh &. Seward., 1990C;
Weisbach, 1988). Further., little research has directly focused
on power contests within top management as an important cause
of CEQ dismissal. To advance our understanding of the role that
scnior executives play in CE() succession decisions, this study
explores the power dynamics within top management and
examines their impacts on CEQO dismissal followed by inside
SUCCession.

[t 1s important to demarcate the boundarics of our study.
Most CE() successions involve an incumbent CEQO stepping down
at an agreed-upcn time, usually around the ages of 60 to 65
(Cannella & Shen, 2001; Friedman &. Singh, 1989). Often, the
retiring (CE() is replaced by an heir apparent identified well in
advance and groomed as president or chief operating officer by
the CEQ before the final promotion ( Vancil, 1987). More
importantly, powerful retiring CEOs exert a strong influence
over successor selection and prefler successors, especially
insiders, similar to them (Zajac & Westphal, 1996). Our study
is not about these “ordinary”™ successions. Instead. it is about a

subset of inside CEQ successions resulting from a power contest
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within the top management group in which the CEQ is dismissed
and has no influence over successor selection. The relationships
and the underlying processes we cxplore in this study thus differ

importantly from extant literature on CE()} succession in general,

Theory and Hypotheses

Much of the governance literature emphasizes interest
conflicts between management (as a group) and shareholders,
and places the task of effective internal control of management
primarily upon outside directors ¢ Walsh & Seward. 1990). In
this line of argument, when firm performance declines, it is
often not only the capabilities of the CEO alone. but alsa those
of the entire top management group that are called into question
{ Boeker & Goodstein, 1593)., Further, this view implies that,
because of the fear of losing their jobs. senior executives have
strong incentives to ally with the CEQ and defend their positions
{Dalton & Kesner, 1985%. While this managerial entrenchment
argument has received empirical support (Boeker & Goodstein,
1593;: Weishach, 1988). it neglects important interest conflicts
and competition within top management groups (QOcasio, 1994,
Pieffer, 1981 3.

A primary cause of interest conflicts and competition among
top executives lies in their desire for power and career
advancement. Senior executives are ambitious individuals who
have a high need for power and achievement (MeClelland &
Burnham, 1576). As they move up the corporate hierarchy,
their desire to become CEO and “run their own show” becomes
even stronger (Pfeffer, 1281; Vancil, 1987>. The extraordinary
prestige and material benefits associated with the CEQ title
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provide further incentives for senior executives to challenge the
CEO and to participate in the power tournament in the firm’s
internal labor marker (llazear. 1989; Lazear & Rosen, 1581). In
addition, the external labor market generally values executive
talent through the pertormance of the firm., When f{firm
performance suffers, so does each senior executive’s reputation
and value 1n the external labor maarket (Fama, 1980). Senior
executives thus, even if not dircet power contenders themselves,
have incentives to monitor the CEQ’s leadership and join others
in taking action against the CEQ) when they perceive him or her
10 be less than capable.

The interest conflicts and competition between the CEQ and
other senior executives put the CEQ at risk of power contests
from senior executives (l.azear, 1989; Ocasioc, 1994). While not
easily observable to outsiders., we argue that the power dynamics
within top management will affect the occurrence of CEQO
distmissal as well as the choice of the successor. When senior
executives successfully challenge the CE(} and gain the support
of cutside directors, the CEQ will be dismissed and one of the
contending executives will likely be promoted as the successor
( Pfeffer, 1981; Sonnenfeld, 1988). This scenario is very
different from the one widely discussed in much of the
governance literature in which outside directors initiate a power
contest against the CEO or the entire top management group in
contexts of poor performance and subsequently appoint an
outsider as the successor (Boeker &. Goodstein, 1993; Cannella
&. Lubatkin, 1593; Weisbach, 1988). We believe that there are
four factors particularly reflective of the power dynamics
between the CEQ and senior executives. Below we develop
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hypotheses regarding the impacts of these factors on the

occurrence of CE() dismissal followed by inside succession.

CEQ Origin

CE(} ongin refers to whether the incumhbent was an
employee of the firm a1 the time of appointment as CEQ (Kesner
&. Sebora. 19594 ). It has important implications for power
dynamiecs within top management groups. Building strong social
networks and coalitions within the firm is an essential task for
those who aspire to be the CEQ <{(Jennings. 1571; WVancil,
1987 >. When they are promoted to the (CF() position. inside
successors not only have the approval of outside directors, but
also have support within the top management group ( though
perhaps not the complete support due to internal competition).
In contrast. when outside CEQs take office, they lack the
internal social networks and coalitions of inside CEQs.
Accentuating this problem is the fact that senior executives from
the firm’s prior regime often have a hostile attitude toward
outside CE(s because of the changes these cutsiders may initiate
(Boeker & Goodstein, 1953; Dalton &. Kesner, 1985; Gouldner,
1854 3. In addition, because outside successors are often
appointed in periods of poor performance and are expected to
turn the firm around (Gabarro, 1987; Zajac, 1990), they are
under pressure to take gquick action in restructuring the top
management group (Gouldner, 1854; Helmich & Brown, 1972).
This intensifies interest conflicts between outside CEOs and
senior executives. Thus, compared to inside succession. outside
succession leads to a higher level of tension within the top
management group and places the outside CEO at a higher risk of
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power contests from senior executives. The high expeclations
the board and other stakeholders have toward ourside CEQs
make them more wvulnerable when challenges from senior
exccutives emerge (Puffer & Weintrop. 19391). All else heing
equal. we expect a higher rate of CEQO dismissal followed by
inside succession among outside CEQs,

Hypothesis 1. CEQ origin as an outsider increases the

likelihood of CEQ dismissal followed by inside succession.

CECO Tenure

New CEOs coniront significant challenges upon taking
office. Promotion to the CEQ position typicaliy leads 1o
significant changes in both the exccutive’s responsibility and task
environment {Kotter, 1982). New CEQOs must adjust to their
new roles and quickly develop good working relationships with
the other members of top management, the board. and powerful
outside stakeholders (Vancil, 1987). The learning process is
stressful and time consuming (Kotter, 1982). At the same time,
new CEQOs are charged with specific strategic mandates
(Hambrick &. Fukutomi, 1991), which further increases their
task difficulty. Finally and perhaps the most crucial for new
CEOs is to establish their authority in the top position (Gabarro.
1987).

Authority 1s legitimate power and is of two types —
authorized power and endorsed power (Scott, 1995;: 305~308).
Authorized power is granted by those superior to the power
holder {Weber, 1946), and endorsed power is granted by those
subordinate to the power holder (Barnard, 1938). To establish
their autheority, new CEOs must be accepted by bhoth their
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bhoards of directors and subordinate executives. While the official
appolntment represents authorization by the board of directors,
it does not necessarily caonfer endorsemnent from subordinates
(Barnard, 193%; Selznick, 19573, Further. the authorization of
the board is likely 1o be somewhat tentative, and can be revoked
guickly if directors perceive significant concerns about the new
CE(Y's leadership capacity ( Vancil., 1987 ). Indeed. because
there is little proof of accounrability in office, the leadership
capacilty of nvw CEQOs 1s under close serurtiny by outside directors
(Alderfer, 1886). Thus, until they can prove their competence
and meet the expectations of both the board and subordinate
exacutives, the authority of new CEQOs will be much weaker than
established CEQOs ( Hambrick &. Fukutomi, 1991: Ocasio.
19943,

The challenges facing new CEQs leave them vulnerable to
power contests {rom rival executives. The fuct that new CEOs
need time to establish their authority in the top position
(Selznick, 1957) provides an opportunity for ambitious senior
executives ta challenge them early in their tenure. Onpce
incumbent CEQs have proven their leadership capacity and
estabiished their authority in office, the chance for senior
executives to successfully mount a challenge is greatly reduced
(Ocasio, 1994). Thus, CEOs are likely to face a higher risk of
power contests by senior executives in the early years of their
tenure, and we expect to see a higher rate of CEQ dismissal
followed by inside succession during that period.

Hypothesis 2. CEQOs are at a higher risk of dismissal Ffollowed

by inside succession in the early years o f their tenure.
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Non-CEQ Inside Directors

Inside directors are directors who are also executives of the
firm. While the effectiveness of inside directors in governance
has been widely questioned (Walsh & Seward, 1990}, theories
emphasizing managerial interest conflicts and competition
suggest that the presence of non-CEQO inside directors has
important 1mplications for the power dynamics within top
management. First, inside directors are the most likely and
viable challengers of the CEQO (Ocasic, 1994). A seat on the
board gives these executives exposure to outside directors and
enables them to build social networks and coalitions on the board
(Jennings. 1971; Vancil, 1987). This narrows the power gap
between them and the CEQ, and lends them more confidence to
challenge the CE(} (Sonnenfeld, 1988). Second., for senior
execatives to successfully challenge the CEO and to advance their
careers, they must be able to voice their concerns about the CED
to the board (lL.orsch & Maclver., 19893. Non-CE(Q inside
directors ., if not challengers themselves, can function as conduits
between senior executives and ocutside directors. making ocutside
directors better informed about the concerns of these executives
(Fama, 1980; Vancil, 1987). Finally, the presence of non-CEC
inside directors limits the CEO’s influence over the bhoard and
increases the chance for senior executives to successfully
challenge the CEQ. Inside directors have valuable firm-specific
information about the firm’s activities and market position
(Fama, 1980). Through non-CEQ inside directors., outside
directors reduce their reliance on the CEQ and are more able to
gain accurate information about the CEO and the firm’s
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operations {Bavsinger & Hoskisson, 1990). Thus, the CEQ is
likely under close monitoring when there are other senior
executives on the board.

To protect their own 1nterests ., incumbent CE()s may try to
use thelr position 1o influence inside directors ¢ Weisbach,
1988 ). However. interest conflicts between the CE(Q) and
ambitious inside directors can be inevitable, While inside
directors may have supported the CEQ in the past, they may not
continuc to do s0 when their own career advancement is at stake.
Prior research has concluded that under conditions of clear
mformation about preferences and pavoffs, coalition formation is
often  issue-oriented and temporary { Stevenson. Pearce &
Porter, 1885). Bocker (1892) found that even inside directors
appointed by the CEQO did not reduce the CEQ’s risk of
dismissal. All elsc being equal, we expect to see a higher rate of
CEQ dismissal followed by inside succession among {irms with a
higher proportion of non-CE() inside directors.

Hypothesis 3: The proportion of non-CEQ inside directors
increases the likelihood of CEQ dismissal followed by inside

succession.
Non-CEQO Executive Ownership

As an important source of power (Finkelstein, 1992}, stock
ownership will affect both the credibility and the incentive of
senior executives in challenging the CEQ. While stock ownership
by senior executives does not typically provide encugh voting
power to remove the CEQ, it increases the credibility of these
executives’ concerns about the CE(’s leadership and helps them
gain support from outside directors. Further. senior executives”’
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stock ownership increases their mfiucnce in the selection of an
inside successor following the dismissal {Boeker &. Goodstein,
1293). In addition,. stock ownership gives senior executives
extra financial incentives to moniter the CEQ and thus weakens
the CECY s influence over them. Corporate governance scholars
emphasize using stock ownership to bond managerial actions to
sharcholder interests (Walsh & Seward, 19%0). Stock ownership
by executives has been reported to reduce agency problems in
caorporate restructuring ( Johnson, Hoskisson, & Hitt, 1993,
All else being equal, we expect a higher rate of CEQ dismissal
followed by inside succession among firms with a higher level of
non-CE() executive ownershap.

Hypothesis 4: Non-CEQ executive ownership increases the

fikelithood of CEOQ dismissal followed by inside succession.
Method

Sampie and Data Ceollection

The population for this study is large, publicly traded U. 5.
corporations. We initially selected a random sampie of 512
puhiicly traded firms reporting at least $ 200 million in sales for
1988. After we deleted firms with missing data, a total of 387
firms remained . comprising the final sample used in the analysis.
A t-rest indicated no significant difference in annual sales
between the final sample and the initial sample. Data were
collected annually from multiple sources for the vears 1988
through 1997. A primary data source for CEQ turnover.
successor selection, and board structure is the officer-and-
director list provided in  each firm's annual report  to
shareholders. Additional descriptive data on CEQs and their
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successors were collected from Dun and Bradsireet’s Reference
Book of Corporate Managemernt and Dow Jones Interactive®s Wall
Street Journal and News Wires. [lata on executive and director

ownership were colleected from proxv statements. Data on firm

size and performance were gathered from COMPUSTAT and
CRSP.

Measures
CEO dismissal followed by inside succession. Identifying

CEOQ dismissal is a major challenge in succession and governance
research because firms seldoem fully disclose the true reasons
behind CEOQO resignations (Denis & Denis, 1995; Fredrickson,
Hambrick, &. Baumrin, 1988;:; Weisbach, 1988). (iven its
importance in cur study. we took two approaches to identify
CEQ dismissals. In our first approach, we relied on news reports
(Parrino, 1997). We searched Dow Jones Interactive’s Welf
Street Jowrnal and News Wires to collect all reports about the
CEQO during a three-year period, from one year before to one
year after the year of succession. There are 340 successions in
our sample and we found news reports for 334 of these events.
Among the 334 reported successions, we first excluded
successions due to the CEQ’s death/apparent health issues (14
cases ), the CEQ’'s acceptance of a similar position at another
firm (16 cases), or mergers and acquisitions (3 cases). We also
excluded frem ocur analysis four CEQs who were reported as
serving on an interim basis. Next, we analyzed the news reports
and used the following three criteria to identify CEQ dismissals.
Firsi, the CEO was directly reported as fired or forced out (1]
cases). Second, the CEQ was reported as resigned unexpectedly

or 1mmediately due to poor performance, undisclosed “personal
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reasons ' or the CE(}'s desire “to pursue other interests” (35
cases ). Lastly, the CE(O was reported as taking * early
retirement” and there was discussion of performance problems
(18 cases)., While a CEO might step down voluntarily when
performance declines. our experience in analyzing news reports
suggests that this 1s rare, Further. the CE(Q may not have any
option other than stepping down when the performance pressure
is very high. Thus, we classified a CEQ turnover as a dismissal
if it met any one of the above three criteria, We identified 64
dismissals in our sample bascd on news reporr analysis.

In our second approach. we used both CEQO age and
continuity as a board member at the time of turnover to identify
CEQ dismissals. Because many firms have a retirement policy,
some previous research has relied on CE() age to separate
dismissals from rectirements (Qcasio, 1954; Puffer & Weintrop.
1981). Age 64 1s often used as a cutting poiar in making the
decision: CEOs who leave office before the age of 64 are treated
as dismissed, and afterwards as retired. An examination of cur
sample suggests that relying on CEQ age alone to make the
decision is tco crude for our study. Many CEOs in our sample
relinquished the CEO title at the age of 62 or 63, hut kept the
directorship or the title of chairman of the board until the age of
64 or 656. These CEQs can hardly be treated as dismissed because
it is unreasonable to keep a dismissed CEQ on the board ¢(Lorsch
& Maclver, 1983). Given this, we used continuity as a board
member as a second criterion, in addition to CEQ age, to identify
dismissal. A CEQ turnover was classified as dismissal when the
incumbent terminated his/her service as both the CEOQ and a

board member before the age of 64 for reasons other than death/
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health issves, acceptance of a similar position at another firm, or
mergers and acquisitions. We 1dentified 75 dismissals using this
approach.

We compared the CEQ dismissals identified by the abowve
two approaches and found that the 75 dismissals identified in the
sccond approach inelude all the 64 dismissals identified from
news reports, In other words. all the 84 CEQOs classified as
dismissed based on news reports left office before the age of 54
and simultaneously terminated their directorships. This finding
gives us great confidence in the 64 dismissals identified based on
news reports. We then re-examined the news reports of the 11
non-overlapping cases. Among them., eight were reported as
normal retirement following company policy, two were reported
as early retirement after the accomplishment of restructuring,
and one was reported as early retirement due to the need for
restructuring. We elected to add only the last case as dismissal.
‘Thus, we identified a total of 65 CE() dismissals. We then
created a dummy variable -- dismissal-insider -— to measure
CEQ dismissal followed by inside succession. It was coded 1
when a current executive of the firm was promoted as new CEO
in a dismissal, and ¢ otherwise. There are 38 such events in our
sample. Among them, 36 successors joined the firm before their
dismissed predecessor’s appointment as CEQ, and only two
joined the firm during their dismissed predecessor’s tenure as
CEO.

CEQO vurigin as an outsider was measured as a dummy
variable. Corresponding to our earlier discussion, outsider CEQ
was coded 1 if the CEQ was not an employvee of the firm at the
time of succession, and 0 otherwise. The early years of CEQO
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tenure were also measurcd as a dummy variable. In a qualitative
study . Gabarro {1987) suggests that the process for CEQs to
establish authority in office generally rakes from 30 o 48
months. DBased on his study and our preliminary analysis, we
selected 5 years of tenure as the cutting point in our coding.
FEariy (RO tenure was coded 1 lor the first 5 vears aof a CE(O’s
tecnure, and 0 afterwards., Consistent with our theory,
Proportion of non-CEQ inside directors was calculated as the
number of directors who were current execurives of the firm.,
excluding the CEQ, divided by the total number of directors
( Daily, Johnson, &. Dalton, 1989 ). Non-CE(} erecutive
ownership was calculated as the proportion of the firm’s
outstanding shares held by all executives other than the CEO
who were listed in the companyv’s proxy statement.

Contrel variables. Firm performance importantly influences
the power dynamics at the top of the firm in that poor
performance weakens a CE()s credibility and increases the
likelihood of a power contest against the CE( { Boeker &.
Goodstein, 1993; QOcasio, 1994). However, bhecause outside
directors rely more heavily on financial performance to assess the
CEQ than do senior executives (Baysinger & Hoskisson, 1990),
power contests against the CEQ under poor performance may be
imitiated by ocutside directors rather than by senior executives.
Given this concern, we did not develop hypothesis directly
linking firm performance to power dynamics within top
management and their impact on CEQ dismissal {ollowed by
inside succession. Instead, because firm performance is widely
believed to reflect a CE()’s leadership ability ( Puffer &.
Weintrop., 1991; Weisbach, 1888), we included it as a control
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variable for CE() cormpetence. We first chose an accounting
measure ol performance Return on assets (ROA }, and
calcuiated it as income betore extraordmary i1tems and
discontinued operations divided by net assets. To control for
industry effects (IDess, Ireland, & Hitt, 1990), {ollowing
Edwards' (1995) recommendations, we included rndustry R(OA
in our analysis and measured it as the average R(A across the
firm's primary 2-digit SIC. We also selected a market-based
measurce of performance — shareholder returns — and measured
it by compounding the daily returns to shareholders from CRSP
tapes over each fiscal year. To further distinguish the impact of
power from the CE(’s human capital, we controlied the CE()’s
industry experience. Industry exrperience was coded 1 when the
CEO had more than five years industry experience at the time of
his /her appointment, and 0 otherwise.

The ceorporate governante literature highlights that the
board of directors, particularly outside directors, plays an
important role in CEQ succession decisions (Walsh &. Seward,
1590 ). Two factors. the proportion of outside directors and
outside director stock ownership, have been extensively studied
in previous research (Boeker & Goodstein, 1993; Johnson, et
al. »+ 1993; Lorsch & Maclver, 1989; Qcasio, 1994; Weisbach,
1988). Because we included the proportion of non-CEO inside
directors as a predictor, we chose 1o include only outside director
stock ownership as a control. This measure was calculated as the
proportion of the firm’s outstanding shares owned by directors
who were not current or past employees of the firm.

To control for the impact of CEO power, we collected
information about CEQ duality (Finkelstein & D’Aveni, 1994)

241



and CEQ stock ownership (Boeker, 1592}, CFEO duality was
measured as a dummy variable with a value of 1 when the CEQ
also held the title of chairman of the board, and 0 otherwise.
CEQ stock ownership was calculated as the proportion of the
firm’s outstanding shares owned by the CEQ. Finally, firm size
may influence the power dynamics within top management
because the (CE() succession process at large corporations may
have become formalized or institutionalized ¢ Ocasio, 1999;
Vancil, 1987). Wc measured firm size as the natural logarithm
of the firm’s total sales and included it as cur last control
variable.

Analytical Methodelogy

In response to {requent calls for longitudinal studies in
succession research (e, g., Datta & Rajagopalan, 1998;
Finkelstein & Hambrick, 1996, we selected a continucus-time
event history analysis to test our hypotheses. Ewvent history
analysis is an established methodology for analyzing dynamic
process when the outcome of that process is a discrete event
{ Tuna &. Hannan, 1884). It is appropriate for our study of the
effects of the power dynamics within top management on CEQ
dismissal followed by inside succession because it takes into
account the effect of time (i. e. , CEO tenure) in estimation. We
conducted our analysis using the software package Stata, which
provides maximum likelihood estimation of both monotonic and
non-monotonic parametric models of duration dependence (Stata
Reference Manual, 1999). Further, Stata allows estimation of
survival-time models with time-varying covariates and takes
right censoring inte account by using the information provided by
the cumulative survival time of censored subjects. While
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succession is a repeatable eveni from the perspective of the firm.,.
it is non-repeatahle [rom the perspective of the CE(} (Boeker,
1992 ; Ocasio, 1994), CEQ tenure thus 1s the duration measure
in our event history analysis. To permit annual updating of the
time-varying covariates, we divided CE() tenure into fiscal years
(Oecasic, 1984. 1999). In gur sample. CEOs appointed before
1988 are subjected to left-truncation. To reduce the risk of an
upward bias in the estimates, we collected tenure information for
all the leflt-truncated CEQOs and included ali CEQ-years,
beginning in 3988, in our analysis (Tuma & Hannan, 1984).
This procedure also reduces loss of information and increases the
statistical power of the analysis.

A critical decision in event history analysis is to evaluate and
select an appropriate parametric model for the data {Yamaguch:,
1891). We started with the generalized gamma model. The
survival and density functions for the three-parameter
generalized pamma model are:

SC) =1 — Ik, kexp[=/(EVY)])
@) L& /TR )]k )V dexp[ b 2 (ke — e**)7], if 2 == 0; or
SE) = 1/[2r)" 2 Jexp(— =%/2=2) if & = O

where I (k. a) is the incomplete gamma function and

z=[ln(z>—AJ/e¢. This model is implemented by parameterizing
4, = X, 8 and treating the parameter k and ( as ancillary
parameters to be estimated from the data (Stata Referepce
Manual, 1999, Vol 3: 440). The hazard function of the
generalized gamma distribution is extremely flexible, allowing
for a large number of possible shapes, including as special cases
the Weibull distribution when £=1, the exponential distribution
when £2=1 and o= 1, and the lognormal distribution when &— Q.
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We then conducied analysis by estimating other functional
forms. including Gompertz, Weibull, lognormal, exponential,
and log-logistic. Qur analysis suggests that the generalized
gamma model provides the best fit and has the largest log
likelihood with the smallest AIC value ( Akaike Information
Criterion, Akaike, 19743,

Previous research has consistently demonstrated that CEQO
dismissals are {requently the outcome of power struggles
between the CEO and ocutside directors (Boeker, 1992; Boeker &.
(Goodstein, 1993: Cannclla & Lubatkin. 1993). To test our
theory and convincingly dernonstrate that power dynamics within
top management groups simultaneously influence CEQ dismissal
and subsequent inside succession, we ran analvses not only on
CEQ dismissal followed by inside succession, but also on CEQ
dismissal followed by outside successicn and CEQ dismissal in
general. The purpose is to examine the similarities as well as the
differences between the factors influencing CEQO dismissal
followed by inside succession and those influencing CEO
dismissal followed by outside succession. By comparing the
results. we are able to better understand how the power
dynamics within the top management group contribute to CE(}

dismissal, and the limits to that influence.
Results

Table 1 reports wvariable means. standard deviations, and
Pearson correlation coefficients for all observations (all CEQ-
vears). Table 2 reports resulis from the event history analwvsis.
Models 1 and 2 examine CEQ dismissal followed by inside
succession s Models 3 and 4 examine CEQO dismissal followed by
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outside succession, and Models 5 and 6 examine all CTEO
dismissal combined., Chi squares for Modeis 1 through 6 indicate
sirong model signiflicance (p<Z. 001).

We proposed that CEQ origin as an outsider, early CEQ
tenure, the proportion of non-CEQ inside directors, and non-
CE() executive ownership all increase the likelihood of CEQ
dismissal foliowed by inside succession. In Model 1 where ROA
1s the measure of performance, these four predictors each display
a significant positive mmpact. In Model 2 where shareholder
return is the measure of performance, three of the f{our
predictors (except outsider CE(}) display a significant positive
impact. These results provide support for our hypotheses and
suggest that CEQ origin as an cutsider, early CEQ tenure, non-
CEO inside directors, and non-CEQ executive ownership all play
an important role in CEQ dismissal followed by inside
succession. In contrast, in Models 3 and 4 where CEO dismissal
followed by outside successor is examined, only early CEQ
tenure displays a positive impact. Qutsider CEQ, the proporrion
of non-CEO inside directors. and non-CEQ executive ownership
all are insignificant.

Among the control wvariables, while firm ROA and
shareholder returns are negatively associated with both types of
dismissal . outside director ownership, CEQ ownership, and firm
size are only negatively associated with dismissal followed by
inside succession. CEQ duality shows a positive association with
dismissal followed by inside succession in Model 2. but it is
negatively associated with dismissal followed by outside
succession in Models 3 and 4. Finally, in Maodels 5 and § where

both types of CEQ dismissal are examined together, only four
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variables are significant. (Qutsider CE() and early CE{(} tenure
cach display a positive impact, and {irm performance and CEQ)
ownership each display a negative impact. Neither the proportion

ol noen CEQ) inside directors nor non-CE(Q) executive ownership is

significant.
IYiscussion

This study helps advance our understanding of the role of
senior executives in CE(Y dismissal. Previous governance and
succession rescarch examines either CE() turnover ( Boeker,
1952; Ocasio, 1994; Weisbach, 1988) or successor selection
{Boeker &. Goodstein, 1993; Dalton & Kesner, 1985; casio,
1699; Zajac & Westphal. 1996). While there is little direct
examination about how CEQ dismissal influences successor
selection, firm performance has been consistently found to be
negatively associated with CEQ dismissal and positively
associated with inside succession (Finkelstein & Hambrick.,
1996; Kesner & Sebora, 1854). Given this finding, we would
expect a negative relationship between CEQ dismissal and inside
succession. {Contrary to this logical inference, we found 3% out of
the 65 dismissed CEQOs (58%) in our study were succeeded by
insiders. Further, the contrast of the results reported above
shows that the antecedents of CE() dismissal followed by inside
succession and those of CEQ dismissal followed by outside
succession differ in important ways. Thus, to understand the
role of senior executives in CEQ dismissal. we believe that it is
important to examine dismissal and  successor origin
simultaneously because they often reflect the outcome of the
same power dynamic process (Pleffer, 1981 : Sonnenfeld., 1988).
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Interest contlicts and power contests within top management
groups as an important cause of CE() dismissal have not been a
focus In empirical studies of CE() succession. Instead, most
extant research conecludes that executives are allies of the CEQ
and that having several executives on the board leads to
managerial entrenchment (Walsh & Seward, 1950; Weisbach.
1988 ». By cxamining CEQ dismissal followed by inside
succession and outside succession separately, the results of this
study are informative and revealing. The two predictors about
SENIOY executives the proportion of noen CEQ inside directors
and non-CE() executive ownership — both showed positive
impacts on CEQ dismissal followed by inside succession. but
neither influenced the occurrence of CEQ dismissal followed by
outside succession. Given that we have controlled for the impact
of firm performance in our analysis, this finding suggest that
having executives other than the CEQ on the board and giving
executives stock ownership can limit the CEQ)’s influence and
increase executives’ incentives and ability to challenge the CEQ).

A competing explanation for our results is that the positive
impact of non-CEQ inside directors on dismissal foliowed by
inside succession does not reflect the power dynamics between
the CEO and senior executives. Instead. outside directors may
have taken the lead in dismissing the CEQ and subsequently
picked an inside successor because there is a sufficient number of
inside candidates available. This alternative explanation has
some appeal. However. if this scenaric prevails, we would
observe a significant negative association betrween the proportion
of non-CEQ inside directors and dismissal followed by ocutside
succession, rather than the insignificant relationship found in
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this study. Similarly. without reference te power contests
against the CEQ by senior executives, it is difficult to explain the
positive impact of non CE() executive ownership on dismissal
followed by inside succession and its insignificant impact on
dismiszsal followed by outside succession. We thus believe that
the above results suppart our proposition that senior executives
arc potenual power contenders and play an important role in
CEQO dismissal followed by inside succession. As to the
insignificant impact of senlor executives on dismissal followed by
outside succession, our explanation is two-fold. First, because
their careers and personal weaith are at stake, senior executives
may nol resist outside succession if it 1s the best choice for the
firm. Second and more likely, senior executives may simply not
have much influence when outside directors take the lead in CEO
dismissal and successor selection.

Resuits about the impact of outsider CEQ and early CEQ
tenure are also informative. The positive impact of outsider CEQ)
on dismissal followed by inside succession disappears when
shareholder returns replace ROA as the performance measure.
This result and the significant negative impact of shareholder
returns 1in Model 4 together suggest that the higher risk of CEO
dismissal followed by inside succession faced by outsider CEOs is
primarily due to their firms’ low performance in the financial
market. However, when all CE(Q dismissals are examined
together, we still find a higher risk of dismissal among outsider
CEOs even after controlling for the firm’s accounting and market
performance and the CE()'s industry experience. We speculate
that this higher risk of dismissal faced by cutsider CEOs is due to
their lack of a social network and power base within the firm.
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Early CEQ tenure shows a consistent strong and positive impact
on both dismissal {followed 1nside succession and dismaissal
followed by outside succession. This finding corroborates the
proposition that CEOs are in a weak power position and are at
high risk of power contest in the early years of their tenure
{(casio, 19594).

The two conirol wvariables regarding CE(Q power provide
additional clues about the power dynamics at the top of the firm.
CEQO ownership shows a negative impact on dismissal followed
by inside sueccession, but no impact on dismissal followed by
outside succession. This result suggests that stock ownership
increases the CEQ’s influence in the power dynamics within top
management. CE(} duality shows a negative impact on dismissal
followed by outside succession, and some positive impact on
dismissal followed by inside succession. This suggests that while
being chairman of the board increases the CE()’s influence over
outside directors, it may also increase the CEQ’s liability when
challenges are raised from within the top management group
because duality makes it difficult for the CEQ to blame others for
low performance (Harrison, Torres, & Kukalis, 1988). Thus,
we found stock ownership and duality play different roles in the
CEQO’s dealing with senior executives and outside directors.
Finally, the negative impact of firm size suggests that power
contesis within top management are more fregquent in smaller

firms.
Limitations and Directions for Future Research

While this study advances our understanding of the role of
semor executives in CEO dismissal , it has limitations. First. like
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mosil research raking a power perspective, we did not directly
observe the power dynamics leading to CEQO dismissal discussed
in our theory. Insiead. we examined the antecedents and
outcomes of that process. While the results support our power-
based arguments, 1t will be more desirable to have field research
1o corroborate  the findings of this study. Second, our
identification of CE{()} dismissals was not based on first-hand
information and may include some errors despite our efforts to
avoid them. Third, due to the focus of our study and the
constraints on  the awvailahility of financial information. we
divided CE() tenure into fiscal years. While this approach is
common in organization research, the fiscal year may be a
relatively coarse measure. To more clesely examine the power
dynamics within top management during the early years of a
CEO’s tenure, especially to test the existence of a “honeymoon”
periaod granted to the CE{ by the board as often discussed in
business press, it may be necessary to measure CE() tenure more
finely.

The internal monitoring argument of corporate governance
suggests that inside directors challenge the CEQ when firm
performance declines and the CEQ’s capability is gquestioned
(Fama., 1980; Oecasio, 1994). In contrasti, our results show that
CEQ dismissal followed by inside succession does not always
derive from the CEQ’s lack of capability in that our power-
related predictors display significant main effects after we have
controlled firm performance and the CEQO’s industry experience
in analysis. This finding suggests that cutside directors need to
closely monitor the power dvnamics within top management and
make sure that the competition is under control and contributes

253



to the firm’s operations. For management researchers, it is
important to examine the interaction between CE(Q} capability and
semor executive power in future research ta fully identify the
causal mechanisms underlying CE() dismissals. In addition. by
demonstrating the effects of power dynamics within top
management on CEQ) dismissal. our study suggests that there
are 1mportant differences among inside CEOs. To better
understand the performance consequences of inside succession. it
1s necessary to separate inside CEQOs appointed following their
predecessors’ dismissal from those appointed following their
predecessors’® ordinary  retirement ( Shen &  Cannella,
forthcoming). This implication may be equally applicable to the

study of the performance impact of outside CEQ succession.
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Culture and Systems of Thought:
Holistic vs. Analytic Cognition

Richard E. Nisbett Kaiping Peng

The British empiricist philosophers of the 18" and 19®
centuries, including [ocke, Hume. and Mill. wrote about
cognitive processes as il they were the same for all normal
adults. This assumption of universality was adopted hy
mainstream psychology of the 2ot ;-:entury, where i1 has been
predominant {rom the earlicst treatment of cognitive psychology
by Piaget, to mid century learning theorists. to modern
cognitive science. The assumption of universality was probably
strengthened by the analogy to the computer, which has been
implicit and often explicit for the past thirty years (Block, 1995
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Shweder, 1891). DBrain equals hardware, inferential rules and
data processing procedures equal the universal software, and
outpui equals belief and behavior, which can of course be
radically dilferent given the different inputs possible for different
individuals and groups. “Basic” processes such as categorization .
learning , inductive and deductive inference. and causal reasoning
are generally presumed to be the same among all human groups.

It appears, however, that fairly marked differences in
knowledge about and use of inferential rules exist even among
educated adults. Work by Nisbett and his colieagues {Larrick.
Nisbett, & Morgan, 19%3; Nisbett. 1%93; Nisbett, Fong,
IL.ehman. & Cheng, 1987; Smith, Langston, & Nisbett, 1952)
shows that people <can learn statistical, probabilistic,
methodological , logical, deontic, cost-benefit and other quite
abstract rule systems and categorization procedures, and that
training can affect their reasoning abour everyday life events and
even their behavior. Significant effects can be obtained not
merely by extensive training in formal courses but sometimes
even by brief instruction in the laboratory. Given that inferential
rules and cognitive processes appear to be malleable even for
adults within a given society, it should not be surprising if it
turned out to be the case that members of markedly different
cultures —— socialized from birth into different worldviews.,
practices, and habits of thought -—— might differ even more
dramatically in their cognitive processes.

In this paper we argue that the considerable social
differences that exist among different cultures affect not only
their beliefs about specific aspects of the world but also 1) their
na? ve metaphysical systems at a deep level, 2) their tacit
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epistemologies, and 3 ) even the nature of their cognitive
processes-the ways by which they know the world. More
specifically, we put forward the following propositions, which
we develop in deiail later.

» Social organization directs attention to some aspects of
the field at the expense of others.

* Whart is attended to influences metaphysics, that is,
beliefs about the nature of the world and about causality.

= Metaphysics guides tacit epistemology. that is, beliefs
about what it is important to know and how knowledge can be
obtained.

* Epistemology dictates the development and application of
sSOMme cognitive processes at the expense of others.

= Bocial organization can directly affect the olausibility of
metaphysical assumptions, such as whether causality should bhe
regarded as residing in the field vs. the object.

* Social organization and social practices can directly
influence the development and use of cognitive processes such as
dialectical vs. logical ones.

First, we review evidence that we find to be a convinecing
example of the contention thar societies can differ markedly in
their systems of thought. This evidence concerns a comparison
of the societies, philosophical orientations, and scientific
outlooks of two highly sophisticated cultures—— those of ancient
China and Greece, We summarize the views of many historians,
philosophers of science and ethnographers indicating that the two
societies differed in marked ways both socially and cognitively
and that the social and cognitive differences were related. We

next present a general proposal concerning the relation between
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sagcial factors and cognition hased on an examination of social life
and cognitive procedures in the ancient world, deriving a number
of uite spoecific predictions from that formulation. We then
present a review of evidence regarding these predictions that
comes mostly from our recent research comparing maodern
indhividuals raised 1n societies influenced by ancient Chinese
thought with people raised in societies influenced by ancient
Greek thought. This research shows that, to a remarkable
cxtent, the social and cognitive differences that scholars have
reported about ancient China and Greece find their counterparts
among contemporary peoples. Moreover, these are not mere
parameter differences, but in many cases differences that are
gquantitatively very large and even qualitatively distinct. Finally,
we speculate on the origins of differences in mentalities, sketch
an analysis of the factors that might sustain “socic-cognitive
homeostatic systems”™ over millennia, and present a consideration
of the implications of cur findings for claims about cognitive
universality and for the traditional distinction between cognitive

content and cognitive process.
Ancient Greek and Chinese Society

From roughly the 6™ to the 3™ century BC, many
civilizations made great strides in philosophical and moral
thought and in scientific and techrological endeavors. notably
Persia, India, the Middle East, China and Greece. We will
examine the differences between the two civilizations that were
most distant from one another and probably influenced one
another the leasi-those of Greece and China. In addition, the
influence each of these civilizations on the modern world is

283



particularly great. Greck civilization gave rise to European
civilization and post-Columbian American civilization and
Chinese civilization gave rise to the civilizations of East Asia
including japan and Korea and also greatly influenced Southeast
Asia.

The Ancient Greeks and Personal Agency

One of the most remarkable characteristics of the ancient
Greeks (lonians and Athenians in particular) was the location of
power in the individual. Ordinary people developed a sense of
personal agency that had no counterpart among the other ancient
civilizations. Indeed, one definition of happiness {or the Greeks
was “the exercise of vital powers along lines of excellence in a
lile affording them scope” (Hamilton, 1%30/1973, p. 25).
Though the Greeks believed in the influence of the gods, “divine
intervention and independent human action” were seen to work
together (Knox, 1950, p. 39). Their daily lives were imbued
with a sense of choice and an absence of social constraint that
were unparalleled in the ancient world. “ The idea of the
Athenian state was a union of individuals free to develop their
own powers and live in their own way, obedient only to the laws
they passed themselves and could criticize and change at will. ”
(Hamilton, 1930/1973, p. 144)

Related to the Greek sense of personal freedom is their
tradition of debate, which was already well established at least
by the time of Homer in the 8" century (Lloyd., 1990,
Nakamura, 1964/1985; Galtung, 1981). Homer emphasizes
repeatedly that, next to being a capable warrior, the most
important skill for a man to have was that of the debater. Even

ordinary people participated in the debate of the market place and
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the political assembly, and could challenge even a king (Cromer,
1993, p. 65).

An aspect of Greek civilization that had a great effect on
posterity was their sense of curiosity about the world and the
presutnption that it could be understood by the discovery of rules
(Toulmin & Goodfield, 1961, p. 62). The Greeks speculated
about the nature of the objects and events around them and
created models of them. The construction of these models was
done by categorizing objects and events and generating rules
about them for the purpose of systematic description, prediction
and explanation. This characterized their advances in, some have
said invention of, the fields of physics, astronomy. axiomatic
geometry, formal logic, rational philosophy. natural history,
history, and ethnography. Whereas many great ancient
civilizations, including the earlier Mesopatamian and Egyptian
and the later Mayan, made systematic obscrvations in many
scientific domains, only the Greeks attempted to model such
observations 1n terms of presumed underlying physical causes
(Cromer, 1%93; Kane, 2000; Toulmin, 1961; Lin, 1936, p.
84 ).

The Ancient Chinese and Harmony

The ancient Chinese provide a particularly valuable contrast
to the Greeks. The Chinese counterpart to the (Greek sense of
personal agency was a sense of reciprocal social obligation or
coliective agency. The Chinese felt that individuals are part of a
closely knit collectivity, whether of a family or a village, and
that the behavior of the individual! should be guided by the
expectations of the group. The chief moral system of China,
Confucianism, was essentially an elaboration of the obligations
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that obtained between emperor and subject, parent and child,
husband and wife. older brother and younger brother, and
between friend and friend. Chinese soctety made the individual
feel very much a part of a large, complex, and generally benign
social organism where prescriptive role relations were a guide to
ethical conduct (L.in, 1936; Munro, 1983). Individual rights
were construed as one’s “share” of the rights of the community
as a whole. “[R Jole fulfillment in a hierarchical system. ..
( took ] priority over most other goods”™ (Munro, 1985, p. 19).

Such an emphasis on collective agency resulted in the
Chinese valuing in-group harmony. “as when the occupants of a
soctal group. .. perform their functions and do not transgress the
boundaries of duty or expectaticns that accompany those
functions™ (Munro, 1985, pp. 20~ 21). Within the social
group. any form of confrontation. such as debate, was
discouraged. Though there was a time, called the period of the
“hundred schools” of 600-200 BC, during which debate, among
philosophers at least., did occur (Yang. 1888), “[tJhere never
developed a ‘spirit of controversial language’ nor a ‘tradition of
free public debate” ” (Becker, 1986, p. 78). “In philosophy, in
medicine, and elsewhere there is criticism of other points of
view... [bJut the Chinese generally conceded far more readily
than did the Greeks, that other opinions had something to be
said for them...” (Lloyd, 1980, p. 550). So far from debate
being encouraged in a society with such values, one person could
not contradict another without fear of making an enemy
(Cromer, 18993, p. 73~74), and ta “he involved in a lawsuit
was Ipso facto ignominicus™ (Lin, 1938).

Chinese civilization was technologically far advanced beyond
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that of the Greeks. The Chinese have been credited with ihe
original or independent invention of irrigation systems, ink,
printing , porcelain, the magnetic compass, stirrups, the
wheelbarrow ., deep drilling, the Pascal triangle. pound-locks on
canais, forc-and-aft sailing, watertight compartments, the
sternpost rudder. the paddle-wheel boat, quantitative
cartography, immunization techniques, astronomical
observations of novae, seismographs and acoustics (Logan,
1986, p. 513. Many of these technological achievements were in
place at a time when the Greeks had none.

But most experts hald that these advances should not be
regarded as the result of scientific theory and investigation
(Cromer, 1993; Kane, 2000; Logan, 1986). Instead., they are
reflective of a Chinese genius for practicality (Nakamura, 1964/
1985, p. 1893. “In Confucianism there was no thought of
dnowing that did not entail some consequence for action ™
(Munro, 1969, p. 55). (See also On, 1996). The Chinese did
not make formal models of the natural world but rather
proceeded by intuition and empiricism. Indeed, it has been
maintained that the Chinese never developed a concept
corresponding to the iaws of nature for the sufficient reason that
they did not have a concept of “nature” as distincet from human or
spiritual entities (Fung, 1983, p. 55; Lloyd. 18xx; Logan,
1886, p. 50; Munrc, 1969; Zhou., 1990).

Chinese and Greek Science, Mathematics, and Philosophy

The social-psychological aspects of ancient Greek and
Chinese life had correspondences in the mentalities or systems of
thought of the two cultures. Their metaphysical beliefs were
reflections of their social existences. And their tacit
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epistemologies In turn seem to have reflected their different
metaphysical beliefs. These resulted in wvery great differences
between Greece and China in their approaches to scientific,
mathematical, and philosophical guestions.

The cognitive differences between ancient Chinese and
Greeks can be loosely grouped together under the heading of
holistic vs. anaiytic thought (Nisbett, 1898). We define holistic
thought as involving an orientation to the context or field as a
whole. including attention to relationships between a focal object
and the field, and a preference for explaining and predicting
events on the basis of such relationships. Holistic approaches
rely on experience-based knowledge rather than abstract logic
and are dialectrical, meaning that there is an emphasis on
change., a recognition of contradiction and the need for mulrtiple
perspectives, and a search for the “Middle Way ” between
opposing propositions. We define analytic thought as involving
detachment of the object from its context, a tendency to focus on
attributes of the object in order to assign it to categories, and a
preference for using rules about the . categories to explain and
predict the object’s behavior. Inferences rest in part on the
practice of decontextualizing structure from content, the use of
formal logic, and avoidance of contradiction. The distinction
between holistic and analytic thought rests on a long tradition of
theory about reasoning beginning with James and Piaget and
continuing to the present. Holistic thought is associative, and its
computations reflect similarity and contiguity. Analytic thought
recruits symbolic representational systems, and its computations
reflect rule structure. Sloman (19963 has recently reviewed

evidence for this distinction in the cognitive realm. Witkin and
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his colleagues (Witkin, T)vk., Faterson, Goodenough, & Karp,
1974a; Witkin et al. + 1954) have made a similar distinction in
the perceptual realm between “field dependence™ and “field
independence. 7 (dur definition encompasses both reasoning
aspects and perceptual aspects of the distinction, as well as the
helicl systrems that underlie those differences. Historians and
philosophers of sclence seem agreed about a number of important
differences between the Grecks and the Chinese which fit under

the definitions above.

Continuity vs. discreteness. A fundamental intellectual

difference between the Chinese and the Grecks was that the
Chinese held the *wview that the world is a collecrion of
overlapping and interpenetrating stuffs or substances. .. [This
contrasts | with the traditional Platonic philosophical picture of
objects which are understood as individuals or particulars which
instantiate or ‘have’ properties” (Hansen, 1983, p. 30) which
are themselves universals, e. g. “whiteness,” “hardness. ” This
profound difference in metaphysics had many ramifications.
Most fundamentally, the Greeks, unlike the Chinese, were
inclined to see the world as a coilection of discrete objects which
could be categorized by reference to some subset of universal
properties that characterized the object. Thus although the
Greeks debated whether matter was best understood as waves or
particles, the Chinese seem never to have had any doubt about
the continuous nature of matter {(Needham., 1962, p- 12X

Field vs. object. Since the Chinese were oriented toward

continuities and relationships, the individual object was “not a

primary conceptual starting point.” (Moser, 19986, p. 312

Instead, “parts exist only within wholes, to which they have
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imseparable relations” {(Munro, 1985, p. 17) The Greeks, in
contrast, were inclined to focus primarily on the central object
and its attributes (Hansen. 1983, p. 31). This tendency likely
contributed to the Greeks” lack of understanding of the
fundamental nature of causality in the physical domain. Aristotle
explained a stone’s falling through the air by reference to the
stone having the property of “gravity” and explained a piece of
wood’s floating on the surface of water as being due to the wood
having the property of “levity.” The Chinese, in contrast.
recognized that all events are due to the operation of a field of
forces. They had knowledge of magnetismn and acoustic
resonance, for example. and knew the correct explanation for
the behavior of the tides (Needham, 1962, p. 60),

Relationships and similarities wvs. categories and rules. A

consequence of their assumptions about continuity and the
importance of the field is that the Chinese were concerned with
relationships among objects and events (Lenk, 1993, Zhang,
1885). In contrast, the Greeks were more inclined to focus cn
the categories that would help them apply rules allowing them to
understand the behavior of the object independent of its context
(Nakamura, 1964/1985. p. 185 ~ 186). The Chinese were
convinced of the fundamental relatedness of all things and the
consequent alteration of objects and events by the context in
which they were located. It is only the whole that exists; and the
parts are linked relationally, like “the ropes in a net” {Munro,
1985). Thus any attempt to categarize objects with Precisicn
would not have seemed a terribly important epistemic goal
(Chan, 1%67; LLogan, 1986, p. 122; Moser, 1594, p. 118).
The relationship view vs. the rule stance is well illustrated
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by the difference between the heclistic approach to medicine
characteristic of the Chinese and the effort to find effective rules
and treatment principles in the West, Surgery was common in
the West from a very early period, because the idea that some
part of the body could be malfunctioning was a natural one to the
analytic mind. But the idea of surgery was “heretical to ancient
Chinese medical tradition, which taught that good health
depended on the balance and flow of natural forces throughout
the body™ (Hadingham, 18%4, p. 77).

Dhalectics vs. foundational principles and logic. The Chinese

seem not to have been motivated to seek for first principles
underlying  their mathematical procedures or scientific
assumptions, and. except for the brief “Mohist™ period from the
end of the 4™ to the end of the 3" century BC, “the Chinese did
not develop any formal systems of logic [or] anything like . .. an
Aristotelian syllogism ™ (Liu, 1974). Indeed. there was an
absence “not only of formal logical systems, but indeed of =z
principle of conrradiction” (Becker, 1986, p. 83). It is
noteworthy that the Indians did have a strong logical tradition,
but the Chinese translations of their texts were full of errars and
misunderstandings (Becker, 1986, p. 84). It has been argued
that the lack of interest in logic accounts for why, although
Chinese advances in algebra and arithmetic were substantial, the
Chinese made little progress in geometry where proofs rely upon
formal logic. especially the notion of contradiction ( Lloyd,
1990, p. 119; Logan, 1986, p. 48; Needham, 1962, p- 1.
(Algebra did not become deductive until the twelfth century,
Cromer, 1993, p. 89).

In place of logic, the Chinese developed a diglectic (Llayad.,
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1990, p. 119), which invoives reconciling, transcending, or
even accepting apparent contradictions. In the Chinese
intellectual tradition there is no necessary incompatibiiity
between the belief that A and #not A both have merit. Indeed, in
the spirit of the Tao or yin-yang principle, A can actually imply
that »eot A is also the case-the opposite of a state of affairs can
exist simultaneously with the satate of alffairs irself (Chang,
1939; Mao, 1937/31962). 1t is this belief that lies behind much of
Chinese thought designed to find the “Middle Way” between
extremes-accepting that two parties to a gquarrel can both have
right on their side or that two opposing propositions can both
contain some truth. The Chinese dialectic includes notions
resembling the Hegelian dialectic of thesis-antithesis-synthesis
and finds its counterpart in modern “post-formal operations”™ in
the Piagetian tradition. for example. understanding of part-
whole relations, reciprocal relations. contextual relativism, self-
modifying systems, and so on (Baltes & Staudinger. 1993;
Basseches, 1984; Riegel, 15373).

Experience-based knowledge vs. abstract analysis. * The

Chinese ... sought intuitive Instantanecus understanding
through direct perception.” (Nakamura. 1964,/1585, p. 171).
This resulted in a focus on particular instances and concrete
examples in Chinese thought (Fung, 1983; Lloyd. 1990;
MNazkamuora, 1964/1985, p. 171). The Greeks tended to favor the
epistemology of logic and abstract principles., and some
philosophers actually viewed concrete perception and direct
experiential knowledge as unreliable and incomplete at best, and
downright misleading at worst. Thus they were prepared to

reject the evidence of the senses when 1t conflicted with reason
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(Licvyd. 1990, p. 118).

Ironically, important as the Greek discovery of formal logic
was for the development of science, it also impeded it 1n many
ways. After the 6" century lonian period, the experimental
tradition in Greek science was greatly weakened. It was
countered by the conviction on_the part of many philosophers
that it cught to be possible to understand things through the
senses alone, without recourse to the senses (lLogan, 1986, pp.
114 ~ 115}, Importantly . there never developed in Greece the
critical concept of zero, which is needed for an Arabic-style place
number system as well as {or algebra. Zero was rejected as an
impossibility on the grounds that non-being is logically self-
contradictory  { Logan, 1986, p. 115)! Eventual Waestern
understanding of zero, infinity, and infinitesimals required a

detour 1o the East.
Deriving Mentalities from Socialities

It is possible to derive the intellectual differences between
the ancient Greek and Chinese approaches to science and
philosophy from their differing social psychological attributes.

If one lives in a complex social world with many role
relations, one’s attention is likely to be directed cutside oneself
and toward the social field. The Chinese habit of attending to the
soclal environment might have carried over 1o the environment in
general, allowing, for example., for the discovery of the
relevance of the field in understanding physical events. As
Markus and Kitayama (1991) put it. “If one perceives oneself as
embedded within a larger context of which one is an
interdependent part, it is likely that other objects or events will
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he perceived 1in a similar way” (p. 246)., Attention to the field
should foster attempts to understand relations among objects and
events in the field and should encourage explanation of events in
terms of the relationship between the object and the feld.
Similarly, the world might natvrally seem continuous and
interpenctrating to people who view themselves as part of a
larger whole, and who are motivated to maintain harmony within
it.

(Jn the other hand. if one lives in a simpler social world with
fewer role constraints. it may be possible 1o attend primarily o
the object and one’s goals with respect to it. The object’s
properties may thus be salient and one may be encouraged to use
those properties to develop categories and rules that presumably
govern the object’s behavior. The belief that one knows the rules
governing the object’s behavior might encourage exclusive {focus
on the object in explanation and might encourage the belief that
the world is a place that is controllable through one’s own
actions. The world is likely to be perceived as discrete and
discontinuous by those who regard themselves as fully distinct
and autonomous entities having limited connections to others and
possessing the ability to act autonomously.

People whose social existence is based on harmony would
not be expected to develop a tradition of debate. On the
contrary . their intellectual goals when confronted with =
contradiction in views might be oriented toward resolving the
contradiction, transcending it. or finding a “Middle Way” — in
short to exercise a dialectical approach. In contrast, people who
are Iree to contend with their fellows might be expected to

develop rules for the conduct of debate, including the principle of
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non-contradiction and formal legic ( Becker., 1986;:; Crcomer,
1993;: Lloyd, 1890, p. 8 — 9). Several commentators have
maintained that the Greeks brought to the pursuit of science
essentially the same principles of rhetoric that governed debate in
the market plare.

Science. in this view, is an extension of rhetoric. It was
mvented in {Greece, and only in Greece. because the Greek
institution of the public assembly attached great prestige to
debating skill.... A gecometric proof is ... the ultimate
rhetorical form. (Cromer, 1593, p. 144)

Contemporary Social Differences

If the differences in the nature of social life between East
and West have been maintained, and if the original differences in
cognitive orientations were due to the social psychological ones,
then cognitive differences might also be found today, and not
just among the intelligentsia,

There is substantial evidence that the social psychological
differences characteristic of ancient China and Greece do in fact
persist. China and other East Asian societies remain collectivist
and oriented toward the group while America and other
Eurcpean-influenced societies are wnore individualist in
arientation. For reviews and general treatments of these
differences, see Bond (1996), Fiske, Kitayama, Markus, &
Nisbett (1998), Hofstede (1980), Hsu (1981>), Markus and
Kitayama, (1991a)}, Nakamura (1984/1985), and Triandis
{19723 1595). As the psychologist L-H Chiu (1972) put it;

Chinese are situation-centered. They are obliged to be
sensitive to their environment. Americans are individual-
centered. They expect their environment to be sensitive to therm.
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Thus, Chinese 1tend to assume a passive attitude while
Americans tend to possess an active and congquering attitude in
dealing with their environment (p. 236). [ The American ]
oricntation may inhibit the development of a tendency to perceive
objects in the environmental context in terms of relationships or
interdependence. On the other hand., the Chinese child learns
very early to view the world as based on a network of
relationships; he is socio-oriented, or situation-centered (p.
2413,

Contemporary Cognitive Differences?

If the social differences have persisted, and if we are correct
in believing that social factors influence metaphysices,
epistemoclogy, and ultimately cognitive processes, then several
interrelated predictions, derived from the theory sketched above,
can be made concerning cognitive differences berween
contemporary societies that have been influenced by China and
those that have been influenced by Greece.

Attention. We believe that attention 1o the social

environment is what underlay ancient Chinese attention to the
field in general and accounts in part for metaphysical beliefs such
as their recognition of the principle of action at a distance. If this
notion is correct, we might find that contemporary Easterners
and Westerners attend to different aspects of the environment.
East Asians would be expected to attend more to the field than
European Americans, who would be expected to attend more to a
salient target object. Process implications follow: East Asians
should be more accurate at covariation detection than Americans,
that is, the perception of relationships within the field. East
Asians should alsc be more field dependent ( Witkin et al. ,
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1974a 3, that is, they should find it more difficult than
Ammericans to isolate and analvze an object while ignoring the
ficid in which 1t 1s embedded.

Conirol. If a sense of personal agency underlay Greek
curiosity and the invention ot science, then Americans might be
expected 1o perceive morce contrel in a given situation than East
Asians and to benefit more from being given control. They might
also be maore subject 1o the *“illusion of control” (Langer, 1375},
that 15, a greater expeciation of success when the self is involved
in mteraction wiith the object— even when that interaction could
not logically have an cffect on the cutcome.

Explanation. If East Asians continue to have a metaphysical
commiiment to the notion that the whole context is relevant for a
causal assessment of outcomes. we should find that their
explanations of events invoke situational factors more frequently
than do those of Americans. East Asians would be expected 1o
explain events, both social and physical, with respect to the
field, that is, contexts and situations, more than Arwmericans .
and Americans would be expected to explain events more with
respect to a target object and its properties. Thus Americans
would be expected to be more prone to the fundamental
attribution error —— or the tendency to attribute behavior to
dispositions of the person and to slight the role of situations and
contexts (Koss, 1877).

Prediction and “postdiction”. We are proposing that East

Asians have always lived in a complex world where many
relevant factors are important to a consideration of outcomes.
Thus their predictions about events might cast a2 wider net among
potential causal candidates. They might also be expected 1o be
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less surprised by any given outcome because ol their ready ability
to find some explanation for 1t in the complex of potentially
relevant factors. If explanations come to mind verv easily for
East Asians. we might find that they are more susceptible to
hindsight bias, or the tendency to regard events as having been
inevitable 1n retrospect (Fischhoff, 1975).

Relationships and similarities vs. rules and categories. If

Easterners and Westerners focus on different aspects of the
environment, it would seem to follow that they would have
developed different tacit epistemologies and strategies of
reasoning about events. In particular., if Westerners focus on the
object . they would be expected to organize their world in terms
of categories that apply to the object and rules that apply o the
category. If Easterners are oriented toward the field more
broadly, we would expect that they would organize their worlds
in terms of relationships among events in the environment. More
concretely. East Asians would be expected to group objects and
events on the basis of their relationships to cne another. for
example, “A is a part of B.” Americans would be expected to
group them more on the basis of category membership, for
example “A and B are both Xs. ” Other predictions would inciude
the expectation that Americans might learn rule-based calegories
motre readily than East Asians and Americans might rely more on
categories for purposes of deduction and induction.

Logic vs. experiential knowledge. Formal logic apparently

has never been an important part of the East Asian intellectusal
tradition. Instead, there has been a preference for relying on
direct perception and concrete experience as a basis of knowing

the world. Tn contrast, at least for many ancient Greek
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philosophers, there was a long-standing distrust of sense
experience. [f the scant role plaved by logic in the history of East
Aslan mathematics, science and philosophy has resonance in the
thought processes of ordinary people today, and if the sympathy
tor formal approaches remains in the West, East Asians might be
expected to rely more on experience-based strategies when
evaluating the convincingness of deductive arguments than do
Americans. We might also find that East Asians would be
heavily influenced by prior beliefs in Judging the soundness of
formal arguments. Awmericans should be more capable of
Ignoring cxperience and setting aside prior beliefs in favor of
reasoning based on logical rules.

Dialectics vs. the law of non-contradiction. If harmony

remains the watchword in social relations for East Asilans, and if
social needs influence intellectual stances. East Asians would be
expected to seek compromise solutions to problems, to prefer
arguments based on principles of holism and continuity ., and to
try to reconcile or transcend seeming contradictions. If the
debater’s bugaboo of contradiction continues to affect Western
approaches to problems, Americans should be more inclined to
seek solutions to problems in which a single priaciple drives out
all but one competing solution and to reject one or both of two
propositions that could be construed as contradicting one
another,

As we will see, there is support for each of these
hypotheses. In our review, we will not provide details about
samples of participants in particular studies. Suffice it 16 say that
we find supportive evidence whether the East Asians studied are
ethnic Chinese, Koreans. or Japanese and whether they are

299



studied in their own countries or as foreign students at U. S.
universitics and whether materials for East Asians are in English
or translaied into their native languages. Though most of the
participants Iin research to date are students, there is also
supportive evidence for nonstudents. It is entirely possible, of
course, that there are significant differences among the wvarious
East Asian populations with respeet to some of the issues we
discuss, It should also be noted that the only people of European
culture who bave been studied are Americans., and North
Amertcans may well differ more from East Asians than do
Europeans or Latin Americans.

Attention and Control

Work by Meyer and Kieras and their colleagues (Meyer &
Kieras, 1897a; 199%b; 1999; Mever, 1595) suggests that
allocation of attention is highly malleable and subject to learned

¥

strategic adjusiments such that perceptual “bottlenecks” can be
ameliorated. Work by Rogoff and her colleagues (Chavajay 8-
Rogoff. in press; Rogoff, Mistry, G% nci, &. Mosier, 1893)
indicates that people in some cultures attend to a much wider
range of events simultaneously than do people in other cultures.
Thus East Asians might be capable of attending to both the
object and the f{ield, and te a wider range of objects in the lield,
than Armericans. We might also expect that, if Westerners
attend to the object more, and if they believe that they
understand the rules influencing the object’s behavior, they
might have a greater belief in the controllability of the object§
than is characteristic of Asians. Several implications follow from
these considerations: 1) Easterners should see wholes where

Westerners see parts; 2) Easterners should more easily sece
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relationships among elements in the field but 3) find it more
difficult to differentiate an object when it is embedded in the
field; and 4) Westerners® perceptions and behavior should be
more influenced by the belief that they have control over the
object or environment.

Holistic vs. analytic Rorschach responses. In an early study
by Abel and Hsu (19493, Rorschach cards were presented to

Furopean Americans and Chinese Americans. The investigators

found that their Chinese American participants were more likely

[t

than their European American ones to give so-called “whole-

card” responses in which all aspects of the card, or its Gestalt as
a whole, was the basis of the response. Their European
American participants were more likely to give “part” responses,
in which only a single aspect of the card was the basis of the
response.

Attention to the field. Masuda and Nisbett ¢ 2000)

presented realistic animated scenes of fish and other underwater

objects to Japanese and Americans and asked them to report
what they had seen. The first statement by American
participants usually referred to the focal fish (“there was what
looked like a trout swimming to the right”) whereas the first
statement by Japanese participants usually referred to
background elements (“there was a lake or pond™). Although
Americans and Japanesc were equally likeiy to mention details
about the focal fish, Japanese participants made about 70 percent
more statements about background aspects of the environment.
In addition. Japanese participants were more likely to refer to
relationships between focal fish and inanimate aspects of the
environment (“the big fish swam pasr the gray seawecd™). In a
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subsequent recognition task, Japanese performance was harmed
by showing the focal fish with the wrong background, indicating
that the perception of the object had been *bound™ (Chalfonte &.
Johnson, 19967% to the field in which it had appeared. In
contrast, American recognition was unaffected by the wrong
background.

A similar “binding” result was obtained by Hedden and his
eollcagues (Hedden et al. ., 2000; Park, Nishett, & Hedden,
1999). They asked their Chinese and American participants to
look at a series of cards having a word printed either on =
background of social stimuli (e. g. » people at a market) or on no
background. The words were unrelated to the pictures. Then
participanis were asked to recall as many words as they could.
Chinese, but not Americans, recalled words better if they had
been presented on the background, indicating that recall of the
background served a retrieval cue for the word for them.

Detection of covariation. Ji, Peng and Nisbett (in press)

examined ability to detect covariation among environmental
stimuli. Chinese and American participants were asked to judge
the degree of association between arbitrary figures., On the leflt
side of a computer screen one of the two arbitrary figures was
shown—for example, a schematic medal or a schematic light
bulb. Immediately following that, on the right of the screen,
one of another two figures was shown-— for example, either a
pointing finger or a schematic coin. Actual covariation between
figures on the left and those on the right ranged from the
equivalent of a correlation of . 00 to one of . 80. Chinese
participants reported a greater degree of covariation than did
American participants and were more conlident about their
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covariation judgments. Their confidence judgments were also
better calibrated with actual cowvariation. In addition. as Yates
and Curley (1596) found. American participants showed a
strong primacy effect, making predictions about future
covariations that were much more influenced by the first pairings
they had seen than by the overall degree of cevariation they had
been exposed to. Chinese participants, in contrast, showed no
primacy elfect at all, making predictions about future covariation
that were based on the overall covariation they had actually seen.

Field = dependence. Because of their habit of

decontextualization and analysis, Americans should find it easier
tc scparate an object from the field in which it is embedded than
would East Asians. In order to examine this possibility Ji and
her colleagues (in press) examined East Asian and American
performance on the Rod and Frame Test of Witkin and his
colleagues (Witkin et al. , 1954), in which a frame about 16 in.
square is rotated independently of a rod that sits inside it. The
task is to report when the rod appears to be wvertical. Field
dependence is indicated by the degree to which judgments about
the position of the rod are influenced by the position of the
frame. Ji and colleagues found that East Asian participants made
more errors on the test than American participants. East Asian
participants were also less confident about the accuracy of their
performance than were American participants.

(Nlusion of ) control, It seems likely that if Americans

believe they have control over events, they might pay more
attention to them. Moreover, control is sufficiently important
that people often fail to distinguish between objectively
controllable events and uncontrollable ones. This “illusion of
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control” was defined by llanger {1975) as being an expectancy of
personal success higher than the objective probability would
warrant. The illusion of control can actually result in
improvement of some cognitive functions for Americans. For
example, participants were found to perform better on routinc
tasks when they believed mistakenly that they could control a
loud noise that occurred periodically during the tasks (Glass &
Singer, 1973). Some cross-cultural work suggests that East
Aslans may not be so susceptible to this illusion. Yamagushi and
his colleagues (1997) found that American males were more
optimistic in a condition in which they had an illusion of personal
control over the environment, though American females and
Japanese of both genders were not.

As these considerations weuld suggest, both the covariation
detection findings and the field dependence findings just
discussed were affected by manipulations intended to give
participants a sense of control. In one condition of the
covariation detection task, participants were allowed to push a
button to control which stimulus was presented on the left and
they could also control the inter-trial interval. Whereas this
manipulation could have no effect on the degree of covariation,
Americans who were given “control” in this fashion tended to see
more covariation and express more confidence in their judgments
about covariation, whereas Chinese participanis showed the
opposite tendencies. Moreover. control actually impaired the
calibration of Chinese judgments, whereas this was not true for
Americans, Similarly, in the Rod and Frame task, when
participants were allowed to control the movement of the rod,

the accuracy of American males improved whereas that of the
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other groups did not. Finally, the confidence of both American
males and American females was greater when they had control
over the rod, and this was neot true for East Asians of either
gender.

Thus the attention ol East Asians appears to be dirccted
more toward the field as a whole and that of Americans more
toward the object. East Asians found it easier to see
relationships in the envirenment but found more difficulty in
separating object from field. In addition., Americans and East
Asians were affected quite differently by control or the illusion of
it : American performance and confidence improved with control
whereas that of East Asians did not.

Explanation and Prediction

It seems reasonable to assume that people attribute causality
to the events they attend to. If Westerners attend to the object,
we would expect 1o attribute causality to the object. If East
Asians attend to the field and the object’s relations with the
field, it seems likely that they would be more inclined to
attribute causality to context and situations. Each of these
expectations is supporied by a substantial amount of evidence,

Dispositions vs, Contexts in Explanation

Causal attribution and prediction. One of the best

established findings in cognitive social psychology concerns the
so-called “correspondence bias” (Gilbert & Malone, 1995) or
the

tendency to see behavior as a product of the actor’s dispositions

“fundamental attribution error” (FAE, Ross, 1977

and to ignore important situational determinants of the behavior.

If it is really the case that Fast Asians are more oriented toward

contextual factors than European Americans. then we might
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expect that they would be less subject to the FAE. Choi,
Nisbett, and Norenzayan (1999; Norenzayvan, Choi, &. Nisbett,
1999 3 have recently reviewed research supporting this
contrention.

Work by Miller (1984} initially suggested thai1 the FAE
might indecd he more characteristic of Western culture than of
other cultures. She found that whereas Americans explained
another person’s behavior predominantly in terms of traits, for
example. recklessness or kindness. Hindu Indians explained
comparable behaviors in terms of social roles, obligations., the
physical environment, and other contextual factors. A similar
demonstration by Morris and Peng (Morris, Nishett, & Peng,
1995; Morris & Peng. 1994) showed that causal explanations by
Americans of evenis such as mass murders focused almost wholly
on the presumed mental instability and other negative
dispositions of the murderers whereas accounts by Chinese of the
same events speculated on situational. contextual. and even
socletal factors that might have been at work. Lee, Hallahan and
Herzog (1596) found that sports editorial writers in Hong Kong
focused on contextual explanations of sports events whereas
American sports writers were more likely to prefer explanations
involving the dispositions of individual team members.
Norenzavan, Choi and Nisbett (2000) found that Korean
participants were more responsive to contextual factors when
making predictions about how people in general would be
expected to behave in a given situation and, much more than
American subjects., made use of their beliefs about situational
power when making predictions about the behavior of a
particular individual. Cha and WNam (1585) also found Koreans
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to make far more use of situatonally-relevant informaiion when
making causal atrributions than Americans did.

Importantly, Norenzayvan et al. (2000} found that Koreans
and Americans were able to articulate metatheories of behavior
that accorded with their explanations and predictions. Koreans
endorsced situational and interactional theories more than did
Americans. The East Asian focus on the field and the American
focus on the object can be apparent even when the East Asian
attributions are dispositional in nature. Menon and colleagues
(19882 have found that East Asian dispositional explanations of
events (for example, scandals in organizations were more likely
than those of Americans 1o refer 1o group dispositions.

The different forms of preferred explanation apparently
extend beyond social events. Morris and Peng (1994} and Hong,
Chiu, and Kung (1997) showed participants cartoon displays of
fish moving in relation 10 one another in various ways. Chinese
participants were more likely to see the behavior of the individual
fish as being produced by external factors than were Americans,
and American participants were more inclined to see the behavior
as being produced by internal ones. Peng and Nisbett (2000)
have shown that the physical theories of contemporary Chinese
and Americans reflect those of their respective scientific
predecessors two and a half millennia ago. For ambiguous
physical events involving phenomena that appeared to be
hydrodynamic, aerodynamic, or magnetic, Chinese were more
likely to refer to the field when giving explanations Ce. g. » “the
ball is mare buoyant than the water”) than Americans. (For less
ambiguous, lever and “billiard ball” events, the explanations of
Americans and Chinese were almost identical.) Thus the
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attributional differences probably should not be regarded as mere
belief differences about local aspects of the world, but rather as
deep metaphysical differences not limited to rules about
particular domains specifically taught by the culture.

Acttitude atiribution paradigm. Omne of the first experimental

demonstrations of the fundamental attribution error was by Jones
and Harris (1967). Participanis read an essayv, either supporting
or opposing some position on an important social question of the
day, that allegedly had been written by another student. It was
made clear to participants in 8 “No Choice” condition that the
target had no choice about which side to take in the essay. For
example, the target had been reqguired to write an cssay in favor
ol Castro’s Cuba for a political science exam. Though
normatively this information might be expected to eliminate any
assumption that the essay reflected anything about the actual
beliels of the target. participants who read the pro essay
reported believing that its writer was probably much more in
favor of the guestion than did participants who read the con
essay.

Choi and Nisbett (Choi. 1998; Choi & Nisbett) duplicated
the basic conditions of the Jones and Harris study and added a
condition in which, before making judgmenis about the target’s
attitude , participants were required toc write an essay themselves
and allowed no cheice about which side to take. It was made
clear to participants that the target had been through the same
procedure they themselves had. The American participants in
this condition made inferences about the rarget’s attitude that
were as strong as those made by participants in the standard no
choice condition. Korean participants, in contrast. made much
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less extreme infercnces than did Korean participants in the
standard no choice condition. Thus Korean participants,
presumably by virtue of seeing the role that the situation played
in their own behavior, recognized the power of the context and
made attributions about others accordingly. Similar Sensitivity to
situational constraints in attitude attribution was obtained with
Japanese participants by Masuda and Kitavama (Kitayama &
Masuda, 1997; Masuda, 1996)
Holistic Prediction and Postdiction

Attention to the field would appear to have clear advantages

for explanation of events, inasmuch as it allows for avoidance of
the fundamental attribution error. But attention to a broad range
of factors might mean that any event can be readily explained—-
perhaps too readily explained. If a host of factors is attended to,
and if na?ve metaphysics and tacit epistemology support the view
that multiple, interactive factors are usually operative in a given
outcome, then any outcome may seem to he understandable,
even inevitable, after the fact. And indeed, Choi, Dalal and
Kim-Prieto (2000) have shown that Koreans regard a larger
number of factors as potentially relevant to explaining a given
event. They gave Europecan American, Asian American and
Korean participants a detective story and listed a large number of
facts. Participants were asked to indicate which of the facts were
irrelevant to solving the mystery. Koreans reported believing
that far fewer facts were irrelevant than did European
Americans. Asian Americans were intermediate hetween the
other two groups.

Hindsight bias., An advantage of the more simplistic, rule-

based stance of the Westerner may be that surprise is a frequent
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event. Past hoc cxplanations mayv be relativeiy ditficult to
generate, and epistemic curiosity may be piqued. The curiosity,
in turn, may provoke a search for new ., possibly superior models
to explain events. In contrast, il Eastern theories about the
world are less focused, and a wide range of factors are presumed
to be potentially relevant to any given outcome, it may be harder
to recognize that a particular outcome could not have been
predicted. Hindsight tras (Fischboff, 1975), or the tendency to
assumc that one knew all along that a given cutcome was likely.
might therclore be greater for Easterners.

These notions were tested in a series of experiments by Choi
and Nisbett (Choi, 1998; Choi &. Nisbett, in press). One study
presented a scenario based on the “(Good Samaritan™ experiment
of Darley and Batson (1973). Participants were told about one
particular young seminary student., who, they were assured.
was a very kind and religious persen. He was headed across
campus to deliver a sermon and along the way he encountered a
man lying in a doorway asking for help. Participants were also
told that the seminarian was late to deliver his sermon. In
condition a), where participants did not know what the target
had done, they were asked what they thought was the
probability that the target would help and how surprised they
would be if they were to find out that he had not helped. Both
Koreans and Americans reported about an 80 percent probability
that the target would help and indicated they would be quite
surprised if he did not. In condition b}, participants were told
the target had helped the victim and in condition <) they were
told he had not helped the victim. Participants in these

conditions were asked what they believed they would have
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regarded as the probability that the target would have helped

--— 1f 1n fact they had not been told what he did --— and also
how surprised they were by his actual behavior. Again. both
Koreans and Americans in condition b) indicated they would
have thought the probability of helping was about 80 percent.
and both groups reported noc surprise that he did help.
Americans in condition ¢}, where the target unexpectedly did not
help the victim, also reported that they would have thought the
probability was about 80 percent that the target would have
helped and reported a great deal of surprise that he did not do
so. In contrast, Korecans in condition ¢} reported that they
would have thought the probability was only about 50 percent
that the target would have helped and reported little surprise
that he did not. Thus Americans experienced surprise where
Koreans did not. and Koreans showed a very pronounced
hindsight bias. indicating that they thought they knew
something all along which in fact they did not.

Influence of alternative possibilities on surprise at

cutcomes. An additional study by Choi and Nisbett indicates that

Easterners are not as surprised by unanticipated cutcomes as are
Americans. We would expect Westerners to regard a scientific
finding as more likely if they had previously been presented only
with a theory that would lead them to expect that finding than if
they had also been presented in addition with a theory that would
lead them to expect the opposite. On the other hand, if Koreans
are in the habit of regarding outcomes as inevitable, then we
would not necessarily expect them to be much more surprised
when presented with two opposing theories than when presented
only with the theory predicting the actuzl outcome. And indeed
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this is what was found. Americans reported being more surprised
when presented with two strongiy competing hypotheses,
whereas Koreans were no more surprised when presented with
two opposing hypotheses than when presented with only one.

Surprise when an “cutcome” is found not to be true. In a

final study, Choi and Nisbett showed that Korecans expressed
hhittle surprise cven when an cutcome literally contradicted an
outcome they had just read about. Participants read either that
scientifie rescarch had shown that more optimistic people have
better mental health or that more realistic people do.
Participants rated how surprising they found this result to be.
Then, under a ruse, the experimenter “discovered”™ that the
materials they had read were mistaken, due to a printing error,
and that it was the opposite hypothesis that had been supported.
Apologetically . he asked the participants if they would fill out
the materials again. Americans reported substantial surprise if
they read that it was the less plausible, “realism” hypothesis
that, after all, was the correct one. Koreans reported much less
surprise than Americans,

The resuits support the view that Fast Asians have
complicated but underspecified theories about the world that
leave them insufficiently surprised by outcomes which differ from
those that are anticipated. Thus, we would maintain that the
same cognitive predispositions that make Asians less prone to the
fundamental attribution error leave them prey to the hindsight
bias and may also reduce their epistemic curiosity.

Rules and Categories vs. Relationships

If Westerners attribute causality primarily to objects, it

seems likely that they do so on the basis of rules that they
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presume to govern the behavior of objects. Rules in turn are of
value only if they apply over a large number of objects, that is,
to a category., Thus rules and categories would be expected to be
a major basis of organizing events for Westerners. If Easterners
attribute causality primarily to the field, then it is relationships
between the object and the field, and relationships among events
in the field. that might serve as the basis of organization. There
is a good deal of evidence supporting these expectations.

Relationships vs. categories as the basis for grouping. Chiu

(1972 ) gave items consisting of three pictures of human,
vehicle, furniture, tool or food categories to American and
Chinese children. Children were asked “tu choose any twao of the
three objects in a set which were alike or went together and to
state the reascon for the choice” (p. 237). The dominant stvle of
the Chinese children was “relational-contextual. ” For example,
shown a picture of a man, a woman, and a child, the Chinese
children were likely to group the woman and child together
bhecause “the mother takes care of the babv. ” In contrast.
American children were much more likely to group objects on the
basis of category membership, for example. to group the man
and the woman because “they are both adults,

Relationships vs. categories as the basis for judgments of
association. Ji and Nisbett (Ji, 2000; Ji & Nisbett, 2000 )

obtained the same results as Chiu with adult Chinese and

American college students, who were tested in their native
languages. They asked participants to indicate which of two
objects out of three, described verbally, were most closely
related. In all cases two of the objects shared some kind of
relationship, either functional (e. g. , pencil and notebook }? or
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contextual {e. g. ., sky and sunshine) and also shared a category
(e. g. » notebook and magazine) or some feature that would allow
them to be categourized together (e. g., sunshine and
brightness ). Chinese were more likely to group on the basis of
relationships and Americans were more likely to group on the
hasis of categories or shared cobject features. Participants were
asked 1o justify their groupings and Chinese were found toc be
more likely to offer relationships as the justification (“pencils are
used to write in notebooks”) whereas Americans were more
likely to offer category membership as the justification (“pencils
and notebooks are both magazines™).

Family resemblance vs. rules as the basis for judgments of

similarity. Norenzayan, Nisbett, Smith and Kim (Norenzayan,

1998; Norenzayvan et al. , 2000) presented East Asians (Chinese
and Koreans) ., Asian Americans and European Americans with a
series of stimuli on a computer screen in which a simple target
obhject appeared beneath two groups of four similar objects. The
groups were always constructed so that the use of a family
resemblance strategy and the use of a rule strategy led to
different responses (Kemler-Nelson, 1984). The objects in one
group bad a close family resemblance to each other and to the
target object whereas the objects in the other group did not much
resemble the target object. Instead., the objects of the second
group were all describable by a unidimensional. deterministic
rule, for example, they all had a curved stem {(vs. a straight
stem ), and the rule was also applicable to the target object.
Participants were asked to indicate which group the target obiect
was most similar to. A majority of East Asian participants
picked the “family resemblance™ group whereas a majority of the
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European American participants picked the “ruile” group. Asian
Americans showed intermediate reasoning. having equal
preferences for the rule group and the family resemblance group.

Categories and induction. Osherson, Smith, Wilkie, Lopez,
& Shafir (1930) have proposed a theory of inductive inference
from categories which holds that people’s willingness to

gencralize is in part a function of the extent to which premise

categories “cover” the lowest level category that includes all
premise categories. Thus when people are told that lions and
giraffes have a particular property they are more willing to infer
that rabbits have the property than when they are told that lions
and tigers have the property (since lions and giraffes provide
more coverage of the category mammal than do licas and tigers ).
Work by Choi, Nisbett and Smith (1997) indicates that Koreans
make less use of categories {for purposes of inductive inference
than do Americans. For examptle, they were less influenced than
Americans by coverage of the category -unless the CAlegOry was
made salient in some way. In one manipulation, for example ,
the category was mentioned in the conclusion ¢ that 1S »
participants made an inference about “mammals” rather than
“rabbits”). This manipulation had no effect on Americans but
increased the degree to which Koreans relied on the category.
Thus categories are apparently less spantaneously salient for
Koreans and hence less available for guiding generalizations.

Category learning. If East Asians are relatively unlikely to

use explicit rules for assigning attributes to objects and objects to
categories, then we might find that it might be more difficult for
them to learn how to classify objects by applying rule systems.
Work by Norenzayan, et al. (2000) suggests this is the case.
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Adopting a paradigm of Allen and Brooks (1991 ), they
presented East Asians, Asian Americans, and European
Americans with cartoon animals on a computrer screen and told
them that some of the animals were from Venus and some were
from Saturn, Participants in an exemplar-based categorization
condition were asked simply to observe a series of animals and
make guesses, with feedback. about the category to which each
belonged. Other participants were assigned to a rule condition
and went through a {formal. rule-based category learning

procedure. They were told to pay artention to five different

properties of the anirmals—ocurly tail, knobby antennae. etc.
and told that if the animal had any three of these properties it
was from Venus, otherwise it was from Saturn.

Asian and American participants performed egually well at
the memory-based categorization task with respect both 10 errors
and to speed of response. But in the rule condition, East Asian
participants’ response times were slower than those of
Americans. Most tellingly, when the test trial in the rule
condition presented an animal that met the formal rule criteria
for a given category but more closely resembled an animal in the
other category—thus placing rule-based and memory-based
categorizations in conflict—Asians made more errors of
classification than did Americans. (They did not make more
errors when the test animal more closely resembled an instance
of the category of which it was also & member in terms of the
formal rule and thus either a rule-based decision or an exemplar-
based decision would yield the right answer. } Asian Americans’
performance was almost identical to that of European Americans

ior both speed and accuracy.
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Thus the results of several studies indicate that Fast Asians
rely less on rules and categories and more on relationships and
simtlarities in organizing their worlds than do Americans. East
Astans preferred to group objects on the basis of relationships
and similarity whereas Americans werce more likely te group
objects on the basis of categories and rules. Americans were
more likely to rely spontaneously on categories for purpases of
inductive reasoning than were East Asians and found it easier 1o
learn and use rule-based categories.

Formal Logic vs. Experiential Knowledge

There 1s a long Western tradition. from the ancient Greeks,
to the medieval Scholastics, to the propositional logic of the 19™
century. of analyzing argument structure apart from content,
and reasoning on the basis of the underlying abstract
propositions alene. Such a tradition has never been common in
the Fast, where instead there has been an explicit disapproval of
such decontextualizing practices and an emphasis on  the
appropriateness of plausibility and sense experience in evaluating
propositions. Several studies suggest that East Asians do indeed
rely less on formal logic and more on experiential knowledge in
reasoning than do Americans - — at any rate when logic and
experience are in conflict.

Typicality vs. Logic

Consider the following two deductive arguments. Is one is
more convineing than the gther?

1. All birds have ulnar arteries, Therefore all eagles have
ulnar arteries

2. All birds have ulnar arteries, Therefore all penguins have
ulnar arteries
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(JOne way to mmeasure the extent to  which people
spontanecusly rely on formal logic versus experiential knowledge
in reasoning 18 to examine how they project properties (the
“blank ” property ®ulnar arteries™ in the above example) fram
supcrordinate categories (birds ) to subordinate categories
{ eagles. penguins ). Notice that the two arguments have
identical premises but their conclusions vary in the typicality of
the exemplar (eagles are more tyvpical birds than penguins).
Reasoners who apply logic would “see” the implicit middle
premises of each argument (“All cagles are birds,” and “all
penguins are birds”). Such reasoners would find both deductive
valid arguments equally convincing. But people often find typical
arguments to be more convincing than atypical ones (Sloman.,
18532,

MNorenzayan and colleagues (2000) asked Korean., Asian
American, and European American participants to evaluate the
convincingness of a series of such arguments. The responses of
participants who received only typical arguments were compared
with those who received only atypical arguments. As expected.
Koreans showed a large typicality effect, being more convinced
by typical than atypical arguments. European Americans, in
contrast, were equally convinced by typical and atypical
arguments. Asian Americans’ responses were in between those
of European Americans and Koreans. (When an expertmental
manipulation was introduced that increased the salience of the
typicality information, all three groups showed the tvpicality
effect to the same extent. )

Knowledge vs. Lagic

In another study., Norenzayan and colleagues ( 2000)
318



presented participants with syllogisms that were either valid or
invalid and that had conclusions that were either plausible or
implausible. In addition. some arguments were presented in
abstract form with no content. Korean and American university
students were instructed to evaluate the logical validity of each
argument, deciding whether or not the conclusion followed from
the premises. Results showed that, overall, there was an effect
of logic as well as of knowledge, consistent with past research.
Thus, participants correctly judged valid arguments to be more
likely to be wvalid than invalid ones. and incorrectly judged
arguments with plausible conclusions te be more wvalid than
arguments with implausible conclusions. As predicted, Korean
participants showed a stronger “belief bias” than American
students for valid arguments, being more inclined to judge valid
arguments as invalid 1f they had implausible conclusions.
Importantly, this difference cannot be attributed to cultural
differences in the ability to reason logically, since both cultural
groups showed equal performance on the abstract items. Rather,
the results indicate that when logical structure conflicts with
everyday belief, American students are more willing to set aside
empirical belief in favor of logic than are Korean students.

Drialectics vs. the Law of Non-contradiction

Peng and Nisbett (Peng, 1997; Peng &. Nisbett, 1999) have
maintained that East Asians do not have the same commitment to
avoiding the appearance of contradiction as do Westerners.
Examples of rules about contradiction that have played a central
role in the Western intellectual tradition include the following :

+ The law of ddentity: A = A. A thing is identical with
itself.
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e The law of nonm-contradiction . A7 not-A. No statement
can be both true and false.

» The law of the excluded middie. A 1s either B or not-B.
Any statement is either true or false.

Following the proposals of many philosophers both of the
East and of the West (e. g. , Liu. 1974; Needham, 1962/1978;
Zhang & Chen, 19%1), Peng and Nisbett argued that there is a
tradition 1n Eastern philosophy that is oppoesed at its roots to the
formal logic tradition ., namely the dialectical approach. So-called
“na? wve dialecticism”™ resembles the dialectic of Hegel and Marx
inasmuch as it sometimes involves the creation of a svnthesis
from a thesis and antithesis. But more commonly it involves
transcending, accepting, or even insisting upon the contradiction
among premises {( Huff, 19%3; Liu, 1974; Lloyd. 1990;
Needham, 1962; Zhang & Chen, 1991; Zhou, 1990). Peng and
Nisbett (1999) characterized dialecticism in terms of three
principles.

* The principle of change: reality is a process that is not
static but dynamic and changeable. A thing need not be identical
with itseif at all because of the fluid nature of reality.

* The principle of contradiction: Partly because change is
constant , contradiction is constant. Thus old and new, good and
bad. exist in the same object or event and indeed depend upon
one another for their existence.

* The priniciple of relationship or holism. Because of
constant change and contradiction. nothing either in human life
Or In nature is isolated and independent but instead everything is
related. It follows that attempting to isolate elements of some
larger whole can only be misleading.

320



These principles are of course nat altogether alien tao
Western epistemalogy of either the na? ve or the professional
sort. Indeed, Western developmental psychologists (Baltes &
Staudinger, 1993; Basseches, 1980, 1984; Riegel., 1573) have
argued that such “post-formal™ principles are learned in late
adolescence and ecarly adulthood to one degree or another by
Westerners and that “wisdom™ consists in part of being able to
supplement the use of formal operations with a more holistic,
dialectical approach to problems. But evidence we now present
indicates that Western reliance on dialectical principles is weaker
than that of Easterners and Western reliance on the foundational
principles of formal logic, especially the principle of non-
contradiction, is stronger,

Dialectical Resolution of Social Contradictions

Peng and Niskett presented Chinese and American students
with contradictions drawn from everyday life. For example, they
were asked to analyze a conflict between mothers and their
daughters and between having fun and going to school.
American responses lended to come down in favor of one side or
the other (*mothers should respect daughters’ independence”).
Chinese responses were more likely to find a *Middle Way ™
which found merit and fault on both sides and attemptred to
reconciie the contradiction (“both the mothers and the daughters
have failed to understand each other”).

Dialecticism and Preferred Argument Form

Peng and Nisbett (Peng, 1997; Peng & Nisbett, 1959) gave

Chinese and American participants, all of whom were graduate

students in the natural sciences, two differeat types of
arguments for each of two different propositions and asked them
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to indicate which argument they preferred. In each case onc of
the arguments was a logical one involving contradiction and one
was a dialectical one. Thus in one problem two arguments for

the existence of GGod were pitted against one another. One was a

[1 Led

variant of the so-called “ cosmological” or * first cause
argument. It holds that since everything must have a cause, this
creates an infinite regression of cause and effect unless there is a
primary cause by an infinite being. The dialectical argument
applied the principle of holism, stating that when two people see
the same object, such as a cup, from different perspectives, one
person sees some aspects of the cup and the other sees other
aspects. But there must be a God above all individual
perspectives who sees the truth about the object. Americans
preferred the argument based on non-contradiction in each case
and Chinese preferred the dialectic one.

Judgments About Contradictory Propositions

One of the strongest implications of the notion that
Westerners adhere to a logical analysis of problems is that, when
presented with apparently contradictory propositions, they
should be inclined to reject one in favor of the other. Easterners,
on the other hand, commitied to the principle of the Middle
Way. might be inciined to embrace both propositions, finding
them each to have merit. In one study, Peng and Nisbett (Peng
& Nisbett, 1999 3 presented participants either with one
proposition or with two propositions that were, if not outright
contradictions, at least very different and on the surface unlikely
to both be true. The propositions were presented in the form of
social science studies. For example, one proposition was. “A

survey found that older inmates are more likely to be ones who
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are serving long sentences hecause they have committed severely
violent crimes. The authors concluded that thewv should be held
in prison even in the case of a prison population crisis. 7 Its
counterpart was; /v report on the prison overcrowding issue
suggests that older inmates are less likely to commit new crimes.
Theretore, if there is a prison population erisis, they should be

released first. ™

Participants read about one of these studies (A or B) or
both (A and B) and rated their plausibility. In the case of all five
issues presented, Chinese and American participants agreed on
which of the two was the more plausible. In the A and B
condition, Americans judged the plausibility of the more
plausible proposition as greater than did Americans who read
only the more plausible assertion by itself. Thus Americans
actually found a contradicted assertion to be more plausible than
the same proposition when not contradicted, = normatively
dubious tendency which indicates that they felt substantial
pressure to resolve the contradiction by buttressing their prior
beliefs. (This finding is reminiscent of one by ILord, Ross &
Lepper (1979), who found that when people read about two
different studies, one supporting their view on capital
punishment and one opposing it, they were more convinced of
their initial position than if they had not read about any studies. }
In contrast, Chinese participants in the A and B condition
resolved the contradiction between the two propositions by
finding them to be equally plausible, as if they felr obligated to
find merit in both the conflicting propositicns. They actually
found the less plausible proposition to have more merit when it
had been contradicted than when it had not-also a normatively
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dubicus inference but utterly different in kind from that of the

Americans,

Persvasion by Strong vs. Weak Arguments

If Westerners respond to apparent contradiction by trying to
decide which side is correct, but Easterners respond by yielding
paints to both sides, then the two groups might respond
differently to arguments against an initially held position.
Westerners might increase their confidence in their initial
position when presented with a weak argument whereas
Fasterners might decrease their confidence. This is what was
found by Davis and her colleagues (Davis, 2000; Davis, Nisbett.
& Schwarz, 2000). Thev presented groups of Korean, Asian
American, and European American participants with a set of
sirong arguments in favor of funding a particular scientific
project. They presented another group with the same set of
strong pro arguments and an additional set of strong arguments
against funding the project and yet another group with the same
set ol strong pro arguments and an additional set of weak
arguments against funding the project. Korean and American
participants were equally in favor of funding the project when
presented with just the strong pro arguments and the groups
were equally affected by the strong anti arguments. But the two
groups behaved in qualitatively different ways when presented
with weak anti arguments. Americans were actually more
favorabie toward funding the project when presented with a weak
ant1 argument than when presented with no anti argument-
behavior that is normatively quite suspect. Koreans became just
as opposed to funding when presented with weak anti arguments
as when presented with strong anti arguments, indicating that
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their primary inferential goal when confronted with a
contradiction was to find a “Middle Way” between the two
views. This behavior is utterly different from that of Americans
but also normatively dubious because one would assume that the
sirong anti argument should have affected belief more than the
weak anti argument. Asian Americans behaved identically to
European Americans.

Justification of Choice
The Western preference for principle-guided decistons and

the Eastern preference for the “Middle Way ™ appears to apply

also for actual choice behavior. Briley, Morris, and Simonson

( 2000 ) studied the consumer choices of East Asians and
European Americans. All choices were among a triad of objects
which differed on two dimensions. (Object A was superior to both
(Jbject B and C on one dimension and Object C was superior to
both Object A and B on the other dimension. Object B was
always intermediate between A and C on both dimensicons. On
average, across the range of choices, Americans and East Asians
in a control condition were about equally likely to choose
intermediate Object B. In an experimental condition, Briley et
al. had participants give reasons for their choice. They
anticipated that this would prompt Americans to look for a
simple rule that would justify a given choice (e. g., “RAM is
more important than hard drive space”} but would prompt people
of Asian culture to seek a compromise (“both RAM and hard
drive space are important™). This is what was found. Americans
in the justification condition moved to a preference for one of the
extreme objects whose choice could be justified with reference to
a simple rule, whercas Asian culture participants moved to a
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preference for the compromise object. Justifications given by
participants were consistent with their choices, with Americans
being more likely to give tule-based justificartions and Chinese
being more likely to give compromise-based justifications.

Thus there is  substantial evidence to  indicate that
Easterners arc not concerned with contradiction in the same way
as are Westerners. They have a greater preference for
compromisc solutions and holistic arguments; they are more
willing to endorse apparently contradictory arguments; and they
are more willing to move their beliefs in the direcrion of an
argument even when it ts a weak cne. Finally, when asked to
yustify their choices, they seem to move to a compromise,
“middle way” instead of referring to a dominating principle. It
should be noted that the greater adherence to the principle of
non~-contradiction on the part of Americans, seems t¢ produce no
guarantee against normatively questionable inferences. On the
contrary, their adherence to the principle of non-contradiction
may sometimes cause them to become more extreme in their
judgments under conditions in which the evidence indicates they
should become less extreme. This tendency mirrors complaints
about hyper-lfogical Western habits of mind often expressed by
philosophers and social critics (Korzybyski, 1933/1994: Lin,
1936; Liu, 1974; Nagashima, 1973; Saul, 1952).

Creating and Sustaining Systems of Thonght

What produced the differences in ancient times? What
sustains them today? These are matters of speculation, of
course, so we will confine our response to brief considerations .
especially for the first, historical question.
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The Origin of Mentalities

The explanation for the cognitive differences that we prefer
is a distally materialistic but proximally social one that we have
put together from the arguments of scholars in a large number of
disciplines ( Barry, Child, & Bacon, 1959; Berrv. 1976;
Cromer. 1953; Nakamura. 1964/1985; Needham. 1954;
Whiting & Whiting, 1975; Whiting & Child, 1953; Witkin &
Berry, 1975).

Chinese civilization was based on agriculture . which entailed
that substantial cooperation with neighbors was necessary in
order to carry out economic activities in an effective way. This is
especially true of the rice agriculture common in the south of
China. China was organized at the level of the large state very
early on, and society was complex and hierarchical: the Emperor
and the bureaucracy were ever-present controlling factors in the
lives of individual Chinese. Harmony and social order were thus
central to Chinese society. Social scientists since Marx have
observed that econornic and social arrangements such as these are
generally associated with “collectivist” or “interdependent” social
orientations as distinguished from ¥ individualistic * or
“independent ” social orientations that are characteristic of
societies with economies based on hunting, fishing, trading, or
the modern market economy.

In marked contrast to all the other great civilizations of the
ancient world, the Greek economy was not completely dependent
on agriculture. The Greek ecology conspired against an agrarian
base, consisting as it does mostly of mountains descending to the
sea. This sort of ecology was more suited to herding and fishing

than to large-scale agriculture. The sense of personal agency
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that characterized the Greeks could have been the natural
response to the genuine freedom that they experienced in their
less socially complex society,

The politically decentralized Greek cities also provided great
scope of action as compared to Chinese cities. (Greeks who
wished to leave one city for another were free to de so — — the
sea provided an escape route for dissidents. In addition, Greeks
were involved in trade at one of the crossroads of the world.
Thus they would have had plenty to pique their curiosity and
much to discuss. The nature of sccial refations meant that debate
would have posed few interpersconal risks, and the authority
structure of the ciiy state was too weak to prevent the [ree
expression of opinion. Indeed for Athens and other city states
debate was an integral part of the political system.

Speculative as it is, this view has the virtue that it at least is
consistent with the economic changes that preceded the
Renaissance, namely the reduced reliance on agriculture and the
rise of relatively independent city-states with economies based on
crafts and trade. During the Renaissance the West recapitulated
some of the Greek social forms and intellectual! traditions.,
including the rediscovery of science. The invention of the
printing press greatly enhanced the conditions of freedom of
thought. Ironically, though the Chinese invented movable type
before the Eurcpeans., it was suppressed in China, on the quite
correct grounds that the authority of the government would be
undermined by it.

Some research by Witkin and his colleagues gives credence
to the notion that more constraining social networks might
produce a more holistic orientation 1o the world, Berry and
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Witkin ¢€1967: 1976: Witkin & Rerry, 19753 showed ihat
farmers in a number of socicties are more fiteld dependent than
hunters, herders or industrialized peoples. Witkin and his
colleagues { Adevai, Silverman, & Mc{rough, 1970; Dershowitlz,
1%71; Meizlik, 19732 found that Orthodox Jewish boys, whose
families and communities require strict observance of a variety of
social rules, were more field dependent than secular Jewish boys
who in turn were more field dependent than Protestant boys.
These differences held even when general intelligence was
controlied for. Moreover, individual differences in  social
orientation within a culture apparently are associated with field
dependence. Americans who are mmore interested in  social
activities and 1n dealing with other people are more field
dependent (even when intelligence is controlled? than people
with less social interest (Witkin & Goodenough, 1977 ; Witkin et
al. » 1974b3.

Finally, Kiihnen, Hannover, and Schubert (2000) were
able to prime field dependence on the Embedded Figures Test by
a variety of techniques intended to make participants temporarily
more collectivist in their orientations. For example, they asked
participants to think ahout what they had in common with family
and friends {vs. asking them to think about how they differed
from family and friends »>. The results confirmed that a
collectivist prime led to more field dependence.

Socio-Cognitive Homeostatic Systems

Mere inertia would not result in contemporary differences in
the way people think. We propose that systems of thought exist
in homeostasis with the social practices that surround them. We
will describe a number of ways in which the social practices and
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cognitive processes could support or “prime” one another (Hong
et al, , in press)}.
Hoelistic vs, analytic praciices

The practice of feng shuw for choosing building sites (even

Hong Kong skyscrapers) may encourage the 1dea that the factors
affecting outcomes are extraordinarily complex and interactive
which in turn encourages the search for relationships in the field.,
This may be contrasted with more atomistic and rule-based
approaches to problem-solving characteristic of the West.
Consider, for example, the naturc of approaches to self-help in
the West: “The 10 Steps to a Comfortable Retirement” or “Six
Wavs to Increase Your Word Power. ¥

Employees i the top third of the Japanese economy are
rotated among their company’s divisions frequently, so as to be
able to see the company’s operations from as many viewpoints as
possible. A graduate of a top university would be expected to
work in the factory for the first year or two of employment and
might actually represent union employees to the company
(Hampden-Turner & Trompenaars, 1893).

The West, beginning in the 18" century and continuing at an
increasingly rapid pace into the 20" century, introduced
“modularity.” that is, uniform, atomistic and interchangeabie
design and production (Shore, 1996). From the introduction of
piece good manufacture in English cottages to Henry Ford’s
production line to the chain restaurant, the West and America in
particular remain the innovators and chief consumers of modular
production and products.

The most popular game of intellectuals in the East is Go and
the most popular in the West is chess. Xia (1997) and Campbell
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(1983) have pointed out that Go is more complex and holistic
than chess. the analytic game par excellence. Ge boards have 15
X 19 spaces whereas chess boards have 8 X 8§ spaces. Go pieces
have more wvariation in possible moves than do chess pieces.
which must adhere to a {ixed set of rules for movement. Hence
moves in {0 are more difficult tc predict. The appropriate
strategy for (Go has been termed diqlectic (Xia, 1987 in that the
“compcetition between the black and white is a well caleulated
trade-off. . .. It 1s not wise to bhe greedy and overplay” (Xia,
1997 5.
Argument, Debate and Rhetoric

In daily life, East Asians go out of their way to maintain
harmony. Ohbuchi and Takahasi (1994 ) asked Japanese and
American businesspeople how they dealt with conflict with their
fellow managers. Twice as many Japanese as American
respandents teporved using avoidance as a means of dealing with
a conflict of views, and three times as many Americans as
Japanese reported attempting to use persuasion.

Peopie in the business world in East Asia go out of their
way to avoid conflict. Decisions in boardrooms and executive
councils are often nothing more than the ratification of consensus
among members obtained by the leader prior to the meeting.

Western educators often complain that their Asian students
do not participate in class discussions and that they do not follow
the requirements of rhetoric in their writings, for example.
statement of principles and assumptions, derivations ,
hypotheses, evidence, argumentation, conclusion. Neither their
cuiture nor their prior educational experience has prepared them
for the canonical rhetoric forms that are taken for granted in the
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West (See Tweed & ILehman (2000) for a review. }

Galtung (1981) has described the intellectual styles of
academics from different cultures. The Anglo-American style
“fosters and encourages debate and discourse. .. and pluralism is

(p. B23 — 824) In contrast, for the

»

an overriding value.
Japanese, “the first rule would be not to harm pre-established
soctal reflations” (p. 8257.

Law and Contracts

Although the ancient Chinese had a complex legal system, it

was in general not codified in the way it was in the West
(l.ogan., 1986). Today. courts of law are relatively rare in the
East and there 15 a marked preference for solving conflicts on the
basis of the particulars of a specific case and by negotiation
through a middleman (I.cung & Morris, in press).

Easterners and Westerners have fundamentaily different
understandings of the nature of contracts. In the West, a
contract is inviclable and unalterable; in the East a contract is
continually rencgotiable in the light of changed circumstances
{ Hampden-Turner & Trompenaars. 1993 ). This drastic
difference of view has often resulted in conflict and bitterness
between Eastern and Western negotiators.

Religion

Some scholars have contended thatr Christianity has far
stronger theological concerns than other religions, finding it
“necessary to formulate elaborately precise statements about the
abstract qualities and relations of gods and humans” (Dvyson,
19898, p. &),

Religions in East Asia have long been characterized by their
interpenetrating and blending qualities. Societies and individuals
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readily incorporate aspects of several different religions into their
worldviews, In contrast, for Christians, there is a strong
tendency toward insistence on doctrinal purity.

Religious wars and persccution of individuals have been
common in the West for many hundreds of years and have often
turned on small points of religious belief. Wars and persecutions
across religicus lines are rare in the East and more likely to be
reflective of political struggles than differences in religious
commilments.

Language and Writing

Perhaps the most pervasive and important of all practices
that cperate to sustain the cognitive differences are those having
to do with language and writing. Indeed, some scholars, notably
Eogan (1986) have tried to make the case that most of the
cognitive differences we have discussed are due primarily to
differences in language and writing systems,

The basic writing system of Chinese and other East Asian
languages has been essentially pictographic. It can be maintained
that the Western alphabet is more atomistic and analytic by

nature and "is a natural tcol for classifying and served as a
paradigm for codified law, scientific classification, and
standardized weights and measures” (Logan, 1986, p. 55).

The actual grammar of Indo-European languages encourages
thinking of the world as hecing composed of atomistic building
blocks whereas East Asian languages encourage thinking of the
world as continuous and interpenentrating. “[R Jather than one-
many . the Chinese language motivates a part-whole dichotomy”
(Hansen, 1983, p. wii).

East Asian languages are highly contextual in every sense.
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Because of their multiple meanings, words must be understood in
the context of sentences. Because of the minimal nature of
syntax 1in  Sinitic languages, situational conitext is highly
important to understanding sentences (Freeman & Habermann,
19863. In contrast., Heath (198Z) has shown that language
socialization for middle class Western children quite deliberately
decontextualizes language. Parents try  to  make words
understandable independent of verbal context and utterances
understandable independent of situational context.

Although Western toddlers learn nouns (i. e., words
referring to objects ) at a much more rapid rate than verbs
{words referring to relationships), the reverse appears to be true
for Chinese (Tardif. 1996) and Koreans (S. Choi, in press). A
possible reason is that Western toddlers hear more noun phrases
— - referring to objects - from their mothers whereas East
Asian children hear more verbs —— referring to relationships
(Tardif, Gelman. & Xu., 1999; Fernald & Morikawa, 1993).

“ Generic ¥ noun phrases, that is. those referring to
categories and kinds (e. g. “birds,” “tools,” as opposed to
exemplars such as “sparrow.” “hammer”} are more common for
English speakers than for Chinese speakers (Gelman &. Tardif,
1998 ), perhaps because Western languages mark in a more
explicit way whether a generic interpretation of an utterance is
the correct one (Lucy, 1992).

Consistent with the above findings about category usage, Ji
and Nisbett (Ji, 2000; Ji & Nisbett, 2000) found that English-
speaking Chinese used relationships more and categories less
when they grouped words in Chinese than when they did so in
English.
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Thus there are some good reasons to believe that social
practices and cognitive ones maintain cach other in a state of
equilibrium. Cognitive practices may be highly stable because of
their embeddedness in larger systems of beliefs and social

practices.,
Implications for Psycheology

Magnitude of Effects

The cognitive differences we have discussed vary in size, but
Il is important to note that many of them are unusually large,
whether the standard is the magnitude of mean or proportion
differences (often on the order of two or three to one or higher)
or elfect size (oiten well in excess of 1. 00).

But in fact many of the differences we have reported are not
merely large. The East Asians and the Americans responded in
qualitatively different ways to the same stimulus situation in
study after study we have reported here. For example, American
participants showed large primacy effects in judgments about
covariation whereas Chinese participants showed none.
“Control” tended increase the degree of covariation seen and
reported accuracy of Americans but tended to have the opposite
effect on Chinese. and “control” increased the accuracy and
confidence of American participants for the Rod and Frame test
but had no effect for Chinese participants (Ji, et al. , in press),
Similarly, Cha and Nam (1985) and Norenzayan, Choi. and
Nisbett (2000) found that Koreans were greatly influenced in
their causal attributions by the sort of situational information
that has no effect for Americans. Choi and Nisbett {(in press )
found that Koreans showed large hindsight bias effects under
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conditions where Americans showed none. Peng and Nishbett
(1998 ) found that Americans responded to contradiction by
polarizing their beliefs whereas Chinese responded by moderaling
their beliefs., Qualitative differences, with Americans responding
in one wav and Kast Asians in another, were found in other
studies by Briley . et al. (1989, Chai &. Nisbert (1998), Davis,
et al. (20003, Norenzayan et al. (2000) and Peng and Nisbett
(1899 3. These qualitative differences indicate that literally
differcnt cognitive processes are often invoked by East Asians
and Westerners dealing with the same problem.

Universality

The assumption of universality of cognitive processes lies
decp 1n the psychological tradition. We believe that the resulrs
discussed here force consideration of the possibility that an
indefinitely large number of presumably * basic ™ cognitive
processes may be highly malleable. When psychologists perform
experiments on “categorization.” “inductive inference.” “logical
reasoning . or “attributional processes.,” it does not normally
occur to them that their data may apply only rather locally, 1o
people raised in a tradition of European culture. They are of
course prepared for parameter differences, but parameter
differences between populations on the order of three or four to
one or more pravide an occasion for wondering about
universality. Qualitative differences between populations, it is
no exaggeration to state, preempt any claim to universality,
uniess there is reason to believe that experimental procedures are
not comparable across groups.

Just how great the cultural differences can be is unclear at
this point, of course. Moreover, although we have looked at
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tasks measuring lmportant perceptual and cognitive variables,
we have no way of knowing what population these variables were
selecred from. It is possible that the particular variables we have
examined exhibit cultural differences that are substantially
greater than the differences thar might be found in other tasks
that are equally good measures of the conceptual variables. Bur it
15 equally if not more probable that investigators have not been
uncannily insightful at this early stage of research and that there
are variables and measures that would show even larger
differences than the ones we have examined. Moreover. the
participant populations, consisting mostly of college students,
would be expected to be more similar t¢ one another than to
tmore representative members of their parent populations.

Fixedness of Cognitive Content

It 18 ironic that., just as our evidénce indicates that some
cognitive processes are highly susceptible to cultural influence,
other investigators are providing evidence that some cognitive
content may not be very susceptible to cultural influence. Na? ve
theories of mechanics and physics (Baillargeon, 1895; Carey &.
Spelke, 1994; Leslie, 1982; Spelke, 1988; Spelke, 1990), na?
ve theories of biclogy (Atran, 1990; Atran, 1995; Berlin, 1992
Berlin, Breedlove, & Raven, 1973; Gelman, 1988) and na? ve
theory of mind (Asch, 1952; ID’Andrade, 1987: Leslie, 1994;
Wellman, 1990 ) appear so early, and are apparently so
widespread, that it scems quite likely that at least some aspects
of them are largely innate and resistant to social modification.
Theories of causality, both highly general ones having to do with
temporal sequence and spatial contiguity (Seligman, 1970). as
well as highly specific ones such as the link that all omnivorous
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mammals are likely to make between distinetive tasting food and
gastrointestinal illness experienced many hours later {(Garcia,
McGowan, Ervin, & Keelling. 1968), are clearly a part of the
organism’s biclogically-given cognitive equipment. Hirschfeld
(1996) has argued that “essentialist” beliefs aboutr the nature of
the social world are universal and Sperber (1985) and Bover
C1993 3 have argued that even religious conceptions such as
spirits and superhuman agents, are remarkably similar from cne
culture to another. As Sperber (1996) has written., the human
mind 1s equipped with a set of cognitive propecrties that make it
casier or harder to think certain kinds of thoughts.

30 it appears that the assumption that cognitive content is
learned and indefinitely malleable and the assumption that
cognitive processes are universally the same and biologically
fixed may both be quite wrong. Some important content may be
aniversal and part of our biclogically-given equipment and some
important processes may be highly alterable. While it is still the
case that widely different social and intellectual traditions exist
on the planet we have an opportunity to learn a great deal more
about the fixedness and malleability of both content and process.

The Inseparability of Process and Content

Our theoretical position is at the same time less radical and
more radical than the assertion that basic processes differ across
cultures. We are urging the view that metaphysics,
epistemology ., and cognitive processes exist in mutually
dependent and reinforcing systems of thought such that a given
stimulus situation often triggers quite different processes in one
culture than in another. Thus it is not possible to make a sharp
distinction between cognitive process and cognitive content.,
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Content in the form of metaphysical beliefs about the nature of
the world determines tacit epistemology. Tacit epistemology in
turn dictates the cognitive procedures thal people use for solving
particular problems.

People who believe that knowledge about objects is normally
both necessary and sufficient for understanding their behavior
will believe it 1s important to find the appropriate categories that
apply to the object and the appropriate rules that apply to the
categorics. The search for categorics and rules will dictate
particular ways of organizing knowledge as well as procedures
for obtaining new knowledge about rules. Such practices in turn
are aided by a reliance on formal logic., including especially
attention 1o the specter of contradiction which undermines beliefs
about the validity of rules. Abstractions will be a goal because
categories and rules will seem 10 be useful just to the extent that
they have wide applicability and because it can be easier to apply
formal logic to abstractions than to concrete objects.

Similar points can be made about people who believe that
causality is a complex function of muitiple factors operating on
an object in a field. Complexity indicates dynamism and constant
change. A belief in change and instability will tend to make the
habits of categorization and search for universal rules about
objects seem to be dubiously relevant. Rather, an attempt to see
the interrelatedness of events will seem important. Contradiction
will seem inevitable, since change is constant and opposing
factors always coexist. A concern with concrete objects and
evenis will seem to be more useful than a search for
abstractions. Logic will not be zllowed to overrule SEensory
eXperience or comincn sense.
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Thus., without saving that Easterners are unable to make
use ol categorization or that Westerners are unable 1o detect
covariation., we can see that the differences between cultures can
still be very great. 1) The circumstances that prompt the use of
one process vs. another will differ substantially from one culture
to another; 2) the frequencies with which the very most basic
cognitive processes are used will differ greatly across cultures:
3) vonsequently the degree and nature of expertise in the use of
particular cognitive processes will differ; and 4) tacit or even
explicit normative standards for thought will differ across
cultures (Stich, 1590).

Claude Lévi-Strauss, the great French anthropologist,
proposed that, in their attempts to solve the problems of daily
life, people might be regarded as bricoleurs-handymen with their
bags of cognitive tools. Pursuing this metaphor, we may say
that even if all cultures possessed essentiaily the same basic
cognitive processes as their tools, the tools of choice for the same
problem may habitually be wvery differcnt. People may differ
markedly in their beliefs about whether a problem is one
requiring use of a wrench vs. a pliers, in their skill in using the
two types of tools, and in the location of particular tools at the
top vs. the bottom of the tool kit. Moreover, members of
different cultures may not see the same stimulus situalion as a
problem in nced of repair. A sceming contradiction is a problem
for Westerners but may not be for Easterners. Indeed. as some
of the perceptual work we have reviewed indicates, the different
focus of attention of Easterners and Westerners indicates that
they may sometimes not be seeing the same stimulus situation at

all-even when their heads are immobilized at a fixed distance
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AW ay fl’OITi a compuier screen.

Another way cognitive processes can differ across cultures is
that cultures may construct composite cognitive tools out of the
basic universal toolkit, thereby performing acts of elaborate
cognilive cngineering, as Dennett’s {1995) characterization of
culture as a “crane-making crane” (p. 338) suggests. Modern
statistical, methodological and cost-benefit rules provide
examples of such crane-produced cranes, Nothing like them
existed prior to the 17th century, when they were constructed in
the West on the basis of rule-based empirical observation,
mathematics and formal logic, and there is great variation among
members of Western society today in the degree of understanding
and use of these rules. Similar points may be made about the
transformation of the ancient Chinese notions about vin and yang
into more sophisticated dialectical notions about change,
moderation, relativism, and the necessity of multiple
viewpoints.

The psychological ideas that cur position most closeiy
resembles are those in the Vygotskian (1978; 1987) tradition (e,
g. » Cole, 1995; Cole & Scribner, 1974: Hutchins, 1995; l.ave,
1888; Luria, 1331; Rogoff, 1990), which identifies thought as
always occurring in a pragmatic problem setting , 1mcluding the
cultural assumptions that are brought to the task. This view.
recently referred to as the “situated cognition™ view, has been
defined by Resnick as the assumption that *the tools of
thought. .. embody a culture’s intellecrual history. ... Tools have
theories built into them ., and users accept these theories—albeit
unknowingly— when they use these tools. " (Resnick. 1994, pp.
476~477).
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The particular cognitive orientations we have been
discussing have endured for millennia. One of the questions that
intrigues us mast concerns what it might take to seriousiy
disturb the homeostasis of one of these historically-rooted
systems of thought, It 15 not hard to introduce Westerners to
cosi-benefit rules; and these rules can affect their reasoning and
their behavior and leave them fully-accepted members of their
communities. It is far from clear that it would be so easy to
introduce East Asians to that rule system, that it would leave
members who adopted the rule systemn so fully accepted by their
communities, or that i1t would leave unscathed the sccio-
cognitive homeostasis of their societies if the rule system were to
be widely adopted. There seems to be one quite interesting case
of resistance 10 change of a homeostatic system. The
introduction of the highly individuzlistic economic clement of
capitalism into Japan 130 years ago appears to have had far less
effect on either social practices or. as our rescarch indicates.
cognitive processes, than might have been anticipated.

A related guestion is what it might take to change an
individual’s cognitive processes. We know that Westerners can
easily be taught a variety of Western-invented rule systems, and
it is clear from some of the work summarized in this paper that
Asians move radically in an American direction after a generation
or less in the United States. It might be a mistake to extrapolate
from these facts, however, and assume that would be an easy
matter to teach one culture’s tools to individuals in another
without total immersion in that culture. It is far from clear
Americans could be given many of the advantages of a dialectical
stance by normal pedagogic means or that Fast Asians eould be
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taught to experience surprise a1l cutcomes when surprise is
warranted.

We hope we have persuaded the reader that the cognitive
processcs triggered by a given situation may not be so universal
as generally supposed, or so divorced from content. or so
independent of the particular character of thought that
distinguishes one human group from another. Two decades ago.
the senmior author wrote a hook with Lee Ross entitled,

modestly, Human Inference. Roy D’Andrade, a distinguished

cognitive anthropologist, read the book and pronounced it a
“good ethnography.” The author was shocked and dismayed.
But we now wholeheartedly agree with ID’Andrade’s contention
about the limits of research conducted in a single culture.
Psychologists who choose not to do cross—cultural psycholopy

may have chosen to be ethnographers instead.
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