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FRIE FAT Ktk
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PEIL e RAT S MIE A SEA U . IFERTTE A B, AR BRI S CRBE A RRI6E A ) 2 x P fse ™
AP, EAERIE [ TR, PR ANAE WA B B AN E P o AT S L ARIE S AR 2 20X — 5 1Y
PIER, ST Bass: MR, SR EARA A EE 2, (FIX AR DL SR B2 R, e 3 3
i, A REZ A LU RE T B 2L, T2 A RE T HEAA S B L BFSE 1 SR A e i — e A A Y
A IAERIBE ) AR SRR 1, RE R ARDE AR B TENRITE, TR TR & A2 . S92
P R EEX A B EN G vh il TP e i S L RE 0 R Al 22, (BRI R R . BFFE 2 kARR
AN & H ) — 2L B FITRE )45 BT A 1 F i S B A T, IR AT 0 2B = . SRR
BB Z I A R 5 ] U RE e B i) At 3 1 F ST 2L, T g 2 A A R e o ] LR e ) i 3 3R
PR E 2L, X SEAS RANUE A 22 [ 2 A 2 10 330 A7 ) P DL SO A TR AR, i ELXG B i A B 2

TEH B P4 o) S A REE TR, AR el e A 176 B S rh T e A g b o, WHAT—E R R R

HSBZ; G, 88J1; B A
B849:C91

1 55

P (warmth) Fll 5E 77 (competence) J& #1 2 H1 58
MY FEA N ZSLERE, 55X R8T AR AH L, X HIE Y
N BAG A et (the primacy of warmth), X 244>
N A HE A B H: (Abele & Wojciszke, 2014; Fiske,
Cuddy, & Glick, 2007; &, K E, KLY, &
Wk, 2017; foak, (R, BI5J5, ZREL, 2015),
SR, FAF FTRE 77 1Y S A 5 8 (Dual  Perspective
Model, DPM)#g i, “WEEF /M AR A 5 1 E
AR, “Arah#F/ AR UM ST ER AR, W,
AARTEF T F TR LG Al N B X fig 7 Y LR
Hime RIEASZ R SIS, MRS
B )22 1, 2 Xt fth, 3 A0 BV 38 2 SR AL BE ) 7 AR R

e Fm H3: 2017-02-20

M (Kraus, Piff, Mendoza-Denton, Rheinschmidt, &
Keltner, 2012), B4, thasmim b i#IE LB %
R 1 23 B A SR L AR R0 35 A 2 B2 AN TR T
NI A== I RN (B0 =1 (A1 P 4 3 ) K e
14 22 M B 4 R R 5 08 A R RE ) B89 M1 A8 DK (Fiske,
Cuddy, Glick, & Xu, 2002; Cikara & Fiske, 2012),
FEAR N GE AT, #h2BY 2R Ffe ) fEAL
S E YRS, ASAT DR R X 2 0 vk
PG OL A A, T DLk A S IR 2 A A
SHFRAEH LA .
11 RIFMEENBNMRABIRE

PG RN RE 7 2 Ak 23 000 1Y PR A~ BEAS N A 4
(Abele & Wojciszke, 2014). ' #vI{E FIHE 1 9 XL A
iRl (Abele & Wojciszke, 2007, 2014)ih Ky, #IEHH

* PR IREARF ARG O SR A SEAS BRI 55 B L 0U5E 6 B¢ B It H AR (16XINLQOS), Abati A 2 A i AR 3 A Tl H (2013).
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VSRR b, B ORAIEARLE B HE SRR 10 B L, AR S (S W Abele & Wojciszke, 2014; W3 4%, 2017). BT, i
A R BHE S FARH PIFP, HIEFIGE S (Fiske et al., 2007), 3542 (communion)Fl1fE3li(agency) (Abele & Wojciszke, 2014), 5 JERIAHF 5T 4 &
ARG FIE S A TR, MOEXT RS RN, IR T SCRIAT A 5 B, AT T #E FIRe 1 k& ik . XA

KA DRI, HGH— 25 B A OGSk
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KRR A R T 5 BAE A 4 4B T g HAb A,
J& Tt A\ A F 45 5 (other-profitable traits); HE J1 4
KHFREA R TR NIAE A SWEN, J&8 T A%
A F|4F 5 (self-profitable traits), MUELAIAERE,
FER LR G R T AN AAE, R REX T AR
B BT PR, TS 728 B e E 4t 25
o Z 7 S 7] BB A9 (indispensable) . R, 7E4L
SxAETE R, TR 8 R A T LR B T %) R A
FIWr 2, PRGOS . PG O e a0 15 2
T2k B £y 1 A 5% E 4 B9 52 FF (Ybarra, Chan, &
Park, 2001; Willis & Todorov, 2006; Abele &
Wojciszke, 2007),

AR — DA . AE A FEN, XA
B R R BT S 8 B ) g — B, A WS /A
NPT Az A, X A A RS RE R 51T
SHEM A 25—, fEirshF/ AR T HZE
Mo ik, XaeERREETTSE AR A
AR MEEE MNP T m . A4, G IR
TP — N E L — RN R, 7ER0
P B, B SR LR ) T (Abele &
Brack, 2013; Abele & Bruckmiller, 2013; Abele,
Bruckmiiller, & Wojciszke, 2014; Abele & Wojciszke,
2007; Wojciszke & Abele, 2008). {H 2, 75198
HraFemt, MFoEai R RIFA—3 —LEisE B,
TEA5K L B8 ) TE B B2 (Abele et al., 2014, BF5T 2;
Abele & Wojciszke, 2007, WF5% 4); 75—k
B, PIEFIRE S 0y E LM AT 3 2 - (Abele et al.,
2014, WE5E 1), oA —SEpF5R &I, REJ) LEHVIE
H % (Abele & Wojciszke, 2007, W5 2; Wojciszke,
1994, #F5% 1; Wojciszke & Abele, 2008).

XU £ 455 78 DAV A 5 T R il 18 SR v 1 R 1Y)
XA —SEE R . B, P EA BRI Bl 1 g
AANERILSERNE, & AT 3h 3/ B 3R X R
fie 1 HEMEE R AR A LA . SRR 38 B
BLHI R, AN H AR A SE AR MEAE AL £ 6 R A 25
rRSE B, BRI R T A S N R RN OC R 2y
XFSCEL H A BHARA Fl(Abele et al., 2014; Abele &
Wojciszke, 2014). KIt, RffAEHIE B IRES, 7558
23 i LAV e o o R CE VG S e
WA ZEFEN . HR, S ABIIIA S, R %
W H FRATRE ST LG T B, H N R AN b
S [E5 i N RS it 1Nt = G R 1 W 141102 e
&/ B IAEEEE A XML (Abele et al.,
2014; Abele & Wojciszke, 2007, 2014),

Zr b, BEXPREIE B IR S R ) S TE WA BT
EE M, SRR AT R R EE b, R
SEUEAESE b, Tk g A E R SR .

12 #HEHMBEMASIAIER

AR R A B SO PR R . AT SR T
W (RS = 7N 3 e ) N 51 I/ SR B 1= K P2 T
FHAAFEE R ER, Rk O e ny B2
&2 —(Adler, Epel, Castellazzo, & Ickovics, 2000;
Grossmann & Varnum, 2011; Kraus et al., 2012; Snibbe
& Markus, 2005; ¥k E, #itle, =, H/05H,
2015), FLAR X SEAIF S MR Bk R o 3 WAL 23 B 2 X
BB 2 BT 7= Az 82 (Kraus, Tan, & Tannenbaum,
2013), {HEZER b, AERFMESHR, b2 W
SO E, XEAREY 2 AR S DT R SR 2L Y
(Kraus & Stephens, 2012),

B B SV ELS - IRBY R A1
1 F X (contextualism) B9 IA F 7 A 2 C &R F 1)
0 B FRAEE, AATTEA R EE AURAE T X R B A
FANE A5 0 29 o UM, A7 B A A F5 il
XFAME U B R, T AL A AR SR
AR AT, M, =2 EAMER 3 X (solipsism)
AN T SRS N 3 SR H FRMEAS, M3z AR
TER B A5« E 25 AR IK SN, A A A =i,
BDASE RN AR R, A N H AR A A IR ARSI TE,
55 NS A B 0 ) i A8 4 AN 2 1 B 45 (K raus
etal., 2012; /NS, 2=, PioEER, KK, 2014).

WS I, ARBT 2 X0 A PR OC 2 B fURk, o1 B
Al A # 57 BE 2 (Johnson, Richeson, & Finkel,
2011), flan, SEEM L, IRBEAAERNIR
7 L R v B4 1 4 R g S s B ) At A 2
T 58 A (Kraus, Coté, & Keltner, 2010), 1fij H. 5 &
= A5 Bh At A (Piff, Kraus, Co6té, Cheng, & Keltner,
2010), HFE S X AR, HIA RS R IX
(Eriksson & Simpson, 2014), #Jz, S{KM)ZH L,
R B S A N HARASE, AT A 2
N H F A (B (Grossmann & Varnum, 2011; Kraus &
Park, 2014), i, SEYEA A 3N
(Kraus & Park, 2014), i HA #2178 .
= Y 5 2 17 (entitlement) A1 [ 7% (narcissism) 7K
ST (Piff, 2014).

n 2R HIAE A BE 0 n T ok B A iRt & By
ERWTTE A, AT LAUIR Y 210 S AU A G N
75, HA SR ACH R, M ETE S
TAXKNE, H A SR (E D AT
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H RPN SR ) WA m,  [RIHBATT A P AT AR
LUE DU 2 L (NG e eI E VA E A R U Vi P73
BT K BE B 5 & B, AT LAV B 2 AN A 1] T A
WL E AR A 3 A, L R ] oAb AT
TR T M AFOC R Ty A AL, BB i BAR
F&> (interdependent self); i 5 B J2 AN 1] F A
“Arsh &/ A FUAAE R A, H X R e b 4]
T AN ESCH B M, RV Bl 7 36
(independent self) (Stephens, Markus, & Fryberg,
2012), — 71, ARG 2SR i e 2
A EAEIL R R 'R —Jrm, SIREE
TE LR AN TR FRAE & 5 M b N Fn AT 8h &/
HI PRI A B HE IR R B4, H2
A H A IIE L SE ISR, A SRS At A F
o 3 9 35 vh B FTRE ) WIS B Y R R
S S BEAE RSB 2 0 AN [ AN ] e 2

1.3 oM ESHRIBFRMEE DR H 5L

SR b, AR BRI NS, S AR
AIE ) B A AR — B, [ AR SR I RS I F O
(Kraus et al., 2012)., KB JZZ Br LURAT 58 3 CHY
INFITT K, S O AR B R B = S AL T IR 5
32 S A NS R IR A 52 W A BRI, PR ok st 7 )
OB ZI R R NSNS PR i UK, LA K% &
5 N A VRS B SR Y sk St H Oy H
by AR, B2 Z i AR MEFR 32 SRR 2K,
s WA TR 248 - & IR R 00 T B2 Bl
FANARPASE A BIR, wT LUl Sy 3 255230 A 3R A H AR

— i, e P L RE I R B 1R
138 301y ORI R~ S i S 3 1= 3 | NP2 S = 1 i
T FBE R e — 25 . e, ARBYZ R
R BTN R B ASGE, WA SAGES
FITRBTZ -4 B B STIRAAN R, S A S B A 3
B AR, AR, miB R DMKEE B GRS B 3Ry
R, NMEARBTZIBFETE AN G AETE . MiPFA
Pl Re oS B i SRR OCHE, P, il AR A
R ST IC 2 LU X i i 2 T

P, BB 1 R AT, SR Z R IA
AR L RE ) R B, (H X R AR O S 00 X I By
JZHEI.

TERISE H I, ARBZ [FRE 2 A B L RE
WEE, PO RRTZ BA AT 2R B A
FTMEE, MTAE AR O SRR, T
TREF S RAFSCER, T & A TREA PR
AR, e B 2 B AN SCRTh e Fe iy B FRAE

W O A NS Rl e A R e B, B
WA HEEBIRE, BRI, SO AR
AR I R TN O A NG A, X 3R R R R,
T 5 032 R KSR 2 PRI A 0T 23 38 o T B R A A A
SRR AT B eI EH . BAR, X —
MIEEAZ, AEAGERZ.

PEt, R 2 e F R, KB E A A
155 L RE B, I B2 A BB ) b A B
HIE,
14 HEIAR

REUE R F AR, ASCE TR 2 5.
WFFE 1 SRR TR 55, S HUE 5 VI F6E )
PR ) ) F Ol i 38 — A BA A2 N (Cislak, 2013;
Wojciszke, 1997), k& WAt £ B 2w KA R Bk
2 R AT AT AR 380 %) T 25 1) %o i B A N AT
VP, SR 38 2 At L3 v (TR B 23 4 R VIS g g
B RIE 2R &2 /0 BF9T 2 SR AV FIRE 11 45 R
BVEPEE AT 55 (Abele & Wojciszke, 2007), ik 3
LR m AR R AE R 2 AR B, SE4h e i
— 24 A FVBE T B T 25 TR E A IR Y
BT, ARG AR AR 2% A A BE 1 B
TR EMARE 25 . WA B AN,
A e {1 )2 A JE0 b AR AT 1 3 R X B R i
IR 22 5, KRB EA W E A HAE
JoF B IR 1 VE

2 BT 1 AISE A N2 B E X
PG LS ME R IR 7R

21 7k
211 #ik

T T PR AEAE B RS IFE Y 128 £ K224,
HEBR A 58 S 78 9 B s, S R8s 122 43,
Ho A 47 N, FHFIE 22 2 (SD =1.59).
212 MREZITMIERF

FKH 2x2 pIR A T, 4 ) AR o R AT
SR, R E R ERRBYZE 2 KT AR
SN, sy HAERIRE T 2 AR, AR
R R A TR T R A RN RE D 4R AR

Z: M8 Cislak (2013)fUHF5E, Mg BE 8 -4
WA NAT AR A, A F 5 A TE
P FBE I J7 T RS B (BN, oNsREEH T —
AR BT B T vk SR A D 22 D BA R O XERSE, O H A &2
2511 500 TCR A ME L T — VA KT B2E 410
247y, BEREOE R RS M2, H—1
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T (P F AR DGR A PR E AN . BT
S A d A F s H Wojciszke (1997)3256 H BT
fifi A B4R o it 5 440 B R ST AR IHE S 00T,
I ZEHL 8 M) T XA T A R E AR A Y
BRI H IO RER R A B A
ONSTESAE FNBE 7 W7 T A RS i o ASBFSE Tl FH Y 8
AT, RN AR R ) R A (/N iR R T
— MR B 7 PO R DR I BT xR, JF HAE
ZIRZ 1A 500 TCR A ER T — VA K& 5] B2
S TR R BE T — T AR A (/N B B HEBA L
FEA 20 T SR S nn T, At sl R T R D4
TN 0 B S WO AR W2 45 T A7) . AR RE ) — Bk
PAF (/D ERC o, A RMEZR T8, H
BT/ TR, RO o B3 ng0) .
TH P RE 7 — T B AR (/DR TE — IR M BRXAT LB rh
FIARARH 22, (HIE LU BRESoR T, fhaF 2 ik 4
458 R A0 B B AT A . XA fg
1. A R O TR A S B g AT T A R
il : 4 AT BRI RERTLERT, YIS 4 ARk
TERFETERT o A A Aot 2N B A 4 i rp e
A IR (A5 TE, Ybarra, B 2015)% #
IRTEIE FNGE J7 48 L A9 A AT 1R o 1 in] 12
A EHA X — RINE AR B RET .
PG DU GERE Ay BIEAT 7 IR -3 R
PR RE ) HoR T, 3R R EEPIE@EEHE N
TR e 23R A5 T B AAE 1R L T AR B AL
TR RE S iali . T MRARE SR 4% 40 4. ARBFIE R,
B2 A T T 98 0 R 22 AR il S7 2 BRG] 22 X
PR A [ 24 HEAT IR o SRR 12 v oA gt [ 25 1) )
T, R A R R AR P A T PG
AR 43 0 SRR v I A Bk R 2 ) ) o, Sl
AR R T (B = R A R 3 [ 25 1 33 174 ) S 3],
et I R) SCIR) e 3] 2 v A5 43 dn it [l 24 () 1l i
(1) 224 [R) ARl G 20 A Feim) PR vt B, IR 29t
WUEAEIR . 5340, An S [m] 225 0 R 2 4o Jo 2 A 1)
W, SO TR IE—ANE A, R4 & R AR
B o e, BRI AR A FRE 1 A B 1A
SN NHE, I 8 AN H A . BB
AN FEAS A I AE, 1E R ol e Bl RN RE ) 95 4
BE LR LA 5. RO, RV A X4 B
R BB A . A IR ST PR IR S5 SR A R
B —EE (7w = 098, 7y = 0.85, ps < 0.01),
PRI IR 38 B IF AN 25 AR A7 7 38 R AR 3R il 1) B
ZA357 .

FUAL L E R, R 2013 AR EZES
#t 4 JH# (Chinese General Social Survey, CGSS)H
FEEAWA | SR — 2 s 208 K
WAEH . AR, B ZRE A A5 R
2B KRB ENIEHEE = 0.49, p < 0.01),
Z M Piff % A (2010)19M80%, KPS H845 A4k
AT YRR R R WAL S E . B WAL 2
By 2 B~ RO I FHE, 80K = B = (n = 59,
M 5= 0.73, SD s = 0.52 YFUEBYZE(n = 63, M =
—0.68, SD = 0.48)Fi4l, Pt &M )ZnE2E R
B3, 1(120) = 15.50, p < 0.001, d = 2.80.
22 R
221 fEERMEITSHEXSH

AR, 2 FIAE G R BNk 1
AR o AT LI BIE 22 [ J2 5 0t AR 4 I 1) SR
JER I E A = —0.26, p < 0.01), SXHlA
AE R B T ALRE P B S IE A G (- = 0.19, p <
0.01). EARFI N, o B )2 bilss h F MY
AE, Fh23 B )2 e B Ol A Y e
222 RFESWH

ROk, R 20 Witk — 2 H ER A2 By
JE Xt ARG FRE N AR . LA S B4t &
B2 (. AR AL S s A (G . BB D)o A AR
i, DARE I A A a1 g i A5 o AR fE kA T 2%2
(7 25001 o G5 s « +h2 000 P9 28 R0
. F(1, 120) = 76.91, p < 0.001, n2= 0.39, M}
b N R 4 T ) T LR B R T RE AR Ah
2 RO A B2, F(1, 120)=0.13, p = 0.72,

M NA S SR BAEH B,
F(1,120)=19.39, p < 0.001, n2=0.14, K 1 R T
AN [FFE 23 B 2 B B A 0 o fl B, X TRV g
IR AR E Y 22 5 o 6 M2 A R A fRT PR
NEAEHT, SRR, K E XA BIE M = 2.16,
SD = 0.16) B MR W& = TREJI(M = 1.93, SD =

24

23} u i
o 22F o fiEh
E_jﬁ_‘ 2.1F
=20}
% 1.9}
= 18}
17}
1.6}

Hitk bz itz

BT R A2 2 0t B R RE ) W5 T
Jo A F LA
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0.15), F(1,62)= 75.30, p < 0.001, n2= 0.55; =2
ST A BE (M = 2.08, SD = 0.13)) 5 AR L ik
EETHEI(M = 2.00, SD = 0.11), F(1,58) = 11.60,
p<0.01,n?=0.18. FiFE AL, KB 2L EZEM
P Z T EAMGE S AR T R .
23 itig

TERNBE A AT, #1230 58 N2 0 800 B
TR X 0 b N ) T B B R T RE X b At
N A X — 25 SR G UE T U A AR BE A A
I B AR S B BE S W5 (Abele & Wojciszke, 2007,
2014), HE B, HIEH AL YR ARE S b
WARFAESE BAE o R = AR B 2 76 058 Al A BT
A, (R R B O SN 6 TR 2 B
o B3R T

HR A RO A AR, A7 sl 35/ [ 3800 s 38 ot
RE B ARBE, T 2 A A A E U A 3R
MES, HESLHA AW HARMR R, mAELES S
N BTG RRER R . B4, m bR X R i E AL
STEHNE TR R BUAS T A G, A E Y
FEAWE? WFFE 2 BT 4L S AT 55 FL A TE N ot
£ F B 5 A0 o J2 A R RE ) A LR 25 5, JF
DLAER 2R B, SR 20t 23 B 2 45
IR RSB 2 B R

3L 20 S AT SRR
BT A S 3

31 A&
311 #ik

i LR R AR B R SIS E0 1Y 147 44 BB
K, mAMSEARUAE 137 . Hdh B 64 A, F
YIRS 34 5(SD = 7.13).
312 MREFITMIERF

K 2x2 RRA BT, dLIA)AR B HIE 4t
SR, REm B ERREE 2 K AN AR E
At MBI N S, s A RE T 2 DK
BNk WO S DI I i DR B

K FH I T BE 7 5 o7 3 22 M VT 8 AT 55 5 55k
TTE G X TP R RE ) 1 A FE 2 (Abele
& Wojciszke, 2007) [ #i 2B 12 A4 SRR A,
Hr 6 AN AN e 1 R R (A 10 . FUE
). ARCEN . A, BER . ARSI, 5
A6 Al LAY VIS R BUE R T BN . 5%
ANEW . B0 WAERE ., vJ5ER . AR
D)o BRI FH X 12 MR A A O

Bf R E M, 47 5 SEa( = — SRS, 5 =
e EE), PIELEE (a = 0.69)FIHE J14E 2 (o = 0.86)
B P — B I8 i o A TR AR RN RE ) 4 A
H 353, 1595000 ARz At 23 e 4 B2 1) d 2
P o

K E AR E 25T AR F ) MacArthur 12 32
(the MacArthur Scale of subjective SES; Adler et al.,
2000) M B A £ AL S )2 . A R — A
HA 10 a0 T, ikl e e rRE
T AANEA L S pr b i B 2 HA, 90k, FR
H Ak i B 2 M B o A AR A O AR AL
RPN B . AR, LEEEBW =
5.50) Al FAEH, # ok A Er S ZEm = 72,
M 5= 6.67, SD = 0.84 YFUKA B ZE(n = 65, M =
420, SD 5 =1.00)/4H, —HtMENEER T
¥, 1(135)=15.66, p < 0.01, d = 2.70.
32 %
321 WAMEITEHEXSH

A IR BRAEZE IR O R BN 1 T
Ro ATAER RS Z S X A IR A R AR
WMEFIEMEGF =041, p < 0.01), BIFEEHr 2B
EUWARFES

x1 STEHRMFRITSEXIHER
M (SD)
T 1 9T 2

1. 722 0.00(0.86) 550 (1.54) 1.00 —0.01 0.417
2. PVIEEER 2,12 (0.15)  4.24 (0.42) —0.26 1.00 0.28"
3. BEUIFERT 1.97(0.14) 4.17(0.67) 0.19" —0.04 1.00
e MSCHIRE D, XL 1 MR, AL LN
WFoE 2 25 R

** p <0.01,

&3

2 3

R

322 HESH

(D S1 e 30 1 = €= ) I 3 = S A EAT 28
1% BEJ) A A A&, DAl e o T B B PR AN
RSB, AT 2001, @R EoR, FLEmZEmE
RO 2, F(1, 135)=4.03, p < 0.05, n2=0.03; =K
JZ(M = 4.28, SD = 0.05)%F [ F (FIE FITRE Sy M
FEEE B TARHYZE (M = 4.13, SD = 0.05)., #H43H
B N AR ERON A B3, F(1,135)=2.08, p = 0.15,
HEENIE, +HASB 2 SRS N 2 138 TAEH B
F,F(1,135)=14.85,p<0.001, 2= 0.10, & 2 &~
T A2 B2 A er 52 A AR B3R RS R EE ) Y
PUAREE o XF A B AR FHHEA T 18] AR 4B, 45 SRR
Y, AR 25T H G (M = 4.28, SD = 0.39)/ &
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45
B
44} ofEd
b 43+
4.2
R4
2
=390
® gl
37}
3.6
BEW2nE (R F W2 2
B 2 . AR WA HEXT A R IE GRS P T T
oY LR

MRS E S T ARSI (M = 3.98, SD = 0.81),
F(1,64)=17.98,p<0.01,n*=0.11; 5%, =
EXT T HRAESI(M = 4.35, SD = 0.45)89 T FLE
WEBTARMEWM =421, SD = 0.45), F(1, 71) =
7.76, p < 0.01,12=10.10,
3.3 itig

TERE FFRES, AR B2 00 00 W, SR
JEXF AR A R W = TR R . X —
ZERIGUE T4 S B2 A SR BRE, B 2 DL
H 3 ey, FAR Y 2 3O A E A 3R (Kraus
etal., 2012), HEZEARE, LT HIRAHIG R,
YR A B IR AYRE R BT A T A R A fE
JIRRIT, ARBY)Z T A IR A G R WAt 2 U,
TEARBTZ A58 3 IR, ATSRAEAE R AR Se %08 o T
TE = B2 v [ 3R, W7 A T fig 0 T E AN
(AT AR A BE IIPLACREN ) o X BEE SRR TR 2.

4 Eifig

ARSI 2 P FEEEE T A RTERI R Al A
FIRNE ] BT PG AL Se R0 R VR o A5 2R &
B FEM AR, SREEEACO IS T E L, H
LA R oy QA K N 1 P L R T ST A E i
SUAAREYZ A Pl FERE B E B, e i J2= A
NBE ST HE BV B A 1 AR 2 A5 B TS
X LB AT T 45 R DR AL — 5 TR L LUk 1 UL A A
A AR, ST I 4 7 A 23 I J2 X BV I8 SE 300 B4 3
TR, XA B AL s B 1 b EERY b FE A
e R o [, MBI FIRE 1 P> A 4R,
AR S M N Ry sha/ B 3 PR LA e A
ATl 22 B J2 AR, WA A2 2 AT 5T 2
AT R
41 HSWEERBABERERE BT ER

HIEX

PABMBE T At R IR N, JFH

P HLRE D T E B, X R DAFEA oAt 2 S0 ML A Y
FEAINIH (Fiske et al., 2007), SR, Xkt m58
AR DL ST 00 2 32 B 05 3 RN 5 17 158 10 52
FEF RO A B (AT 5% A& BR : 0B At B #AH T T
B, ARG F R A R EE 7 WIS T E AR —
BT IE 45 (Abele & Wojciszke, 2007, 2014), F
4 AL SRR — B IR R 2, IR AR
B R 2 S AE R R EAE B A R e X G R AL A
Wt 2 A5, EEE WUERVE LSRN (AT 1)
(YRR -, BN Bl A s AT I 2 3500 X6 F 1K By
EHE R WS 1), A B 3R E S S 80 HAF
TETARBYZ, b= 0= A i 3 A Se 2o (WF5E 2).
T 8 R W 25 B J2 AR H v A N AT 13 3R PR
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Social class and social perception: |swarmth or competence more important?
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Abstract

Warmth and competence are the two fundamental dimensions (i.e. Big Two) in social cognition. According
to the Dual Perspective Model (DPM), warmth is the primacy of the Big Two and the Big Two are differentially
linked to the actor (self) vs. observer (other) perspectives. In the observer perspective, warmth is more relevant
and more important; whereas in the actor perspective, competence is more relevant and more important. Another
domain of literature on social class psychology suggested that lower-class individuals were more sensitive to
external environment and valued interdependent self; whereas upper-class individuals were more self-focused
and valued independent self. The current study combined these two domains of literature and examined possible
moderating role of social class on the link between the Big Two and the actor vs. observer perspectives.
Specifically, we hypothesized that both lower-class individuals and upper-class individuals would value warmth
more than competence in evaluating others, and this primacy of warmth would be more evident for lower-class
individuals (H1). In contrast, lower-class individuals would also value warmth more than competence whereas
upper-class individuals would value competence more than warmth when evaluating themselves (H2).

Two studies were carried out to test these hypotheses. In Study 1, 122 undergraduate participants were
presented with a list of 8 sentences each describing a behavior of a stranger. The behavioral acts were
deliberately chosen to be amenable to both warmth and competence traits. Participants were asked to use a
single word to describe the character of the subject in each sentence. Information on participants’ objective
socioeconomic status (SES, family income and highest parental education level) was also collected. In Study 2,
137 community participants were asked to rate the importance of 12 traits (6 on warmth dimension, 6 on
competence dimension) in evaluating themselves. The MacArthur scale was used to assess participants’
subjective social class rank.

In Study 1, more warm words (as compared to words on the competence dimension) were chosen to
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describe the character of the subjects in the sentences. This pattern was consistent among both lower- and
upper-class individuals. In addition, lower-class individuals used significantly more warm words than
upper-class participants. In Study 2, lower-class individuals scored significantly higher on warmth than
competence. Contrary, upper-class individuals scored significantly higher on competence than warmth. Taken
together, findings from these two studies provided evidences to support our hypotheses.

The current study contributes to the social cognition literature by integrating the DPM and social class
psychology. Social class does influence the primacy of warmth vs. competence as demonstrated previously in
DPM. The primacy of warmth in evaluating others is more typical for lower-class individuals and the primacy of
competence in evaluating themselves is more typical for upper-class individuals. Moreover, DPM further
develops the ideas of social class psychology. Lower-class individuals showing contextual social cognitive
tendencies and upper-class individuals showing solipsistic social cognitive tendencies are reflected very well in
the primacy of warmth vs. competence in evaluating others vs. themselves. Uncovering the nuances in social
cognition between lower and upper classes also provides important practical implications to promote healthy
inter-class communications.

Key words social class; warmth; competence; self; others



