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H B BEEMRFR YA EGBRRARE IR T B IRE ARG ST iIAL, B, 305 RN IR AR
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FWARPAER . BRI Fo il AR fRBL K R L, BERIT RS X LAE AR AR S
3%, MR T FEFRIEBG I, ARARE 2R —FH KRR AN, LR H IR 2R,
36 B ARAB A ik Ao T AR Mk 0 B S B, R E AR Ak A 0K AR AR e AR A AL, ST — T IR R A B A e
H AR Ak R A AR 2N 6 B

KR BRI AR, BARRE; AR, R A
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FEPREE Al B 23T 70 AR feqh 20 B2 vh i P8 (Pettigrew & Tropp, 2011), X FhFUH
Higm ez —, DLk 3Eah i R it ot % )RR T X REBR B Al A TRIA A, A, R4 ET
WA [ A 2 A 1) P 2 i ) 422 422 Ak 8 W) 280k X SR F O O mR RE ST, A5
LREPR G R, H B A BRI B S0k — Stk SRR (U P AR e AN L SR AR AR
(Lemmer & Wanger, 2015; Miles & Crisp, 2014; B2 R AL 23 B Ok B 22, 33K 74 18 TR 7 BN 2 f
Pettigrew & Tropp, 2006; Zhou, Page-Gould, Aron, BB R RV INE, AL T I B A 14 55 R (K oopmans
Moyer, & Hewstone, 2018; Z=FFFk, KA, BEK & Veit, 2014; Pettigrew, 2008), K tt, HICHEFM
K, 2R, 2010), SR, LA SR R BB E FER ] BRI BEPROC R I RZ i AR S ELLASF . ST,
el ig¥s 2, I WIFIRA W, Bmie R Pettigrew (2008)1F: W3 B 422 fil ot 55 35 % I 58 %o V)
e B A 7K T & T 1N (Barlow et al., 2012), WA AT SE . 3T 10 453K, EISMIF 588 % Bl
8 i PR R SR B B ok T B TR R G R Y Bl 2 fioh R AR 2 kR B R O R A S I I R T R i S
72 T 30 552 A 0 OSSO B A2 ik, A7 A T UERFSE, i A SRR D . ASCHE RIS
M2 fih (Paolini, Harwood, & Rubin, 2010), 4% A SCHRA SRR b, B0, AT AR AR R Sl RN I AR
il 25 X5 FE R OC R 7 AR TH AR W, I 1) 55 FRUR 42 TR T 7 ey LR, IR A FRARG 422 k80 7 NV
%{@(Aberson, 2015; Techakesari et al., 2015), B2 A b sk, G T W 3 ik sk o7 1) PR A B R
B, T REACRERRR I $2 SRR A 1 i, ST TR HLEL SR)E, BT AR R f 3 AR R
TR B 2 b T 9 =2 B2 DG T R 2 b oy TR B OC & IRVE T R AR 422 fioh— T B0 42 Sk %) AN Xk 3580 i N A8
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Bk, TESSUERTTE A DU A [ A 0 LB o 5
—, R ATV L R T AL AE S AN R
SUE I RS2, LA AR Ay RRORG 5 ik R i 4 fk
LB B A8 bR . 140, #E Arnadottir, Lolliot,
Brown Fl Hewstone (2018)fMF53H, W5 #& L85
VPG G 8 B — AN R 51, HAE Z KK E] Y
RIS H] B PR SRS
K =ANTIAE, LAk i A% 2 90k i) RO 42 fi
P e 5. 55—, i iEgaIR 5 5 At
A G B3 B OB L 50 (e MR % i B B ) sl A
Bl (WA A TS 5% AT D0 ) A3 ke It BRI 42 fh 19
ez fik(Meleady & Vermue, 2019; Pettigrew, 2008;
Reimer et al., 2017), Lb4n, Reimer 45 A (2017)7E
SRR A, SR IS4 <R B, BEE . K
UFERAE . UG AN H, TE D ST AR i
B = = AN S T SN 0.7 N L SN Y 1 45
BORAGHE, @ R AN AR
i P A o R o ) T A e A RRURE 5 ik R A
Hefih

Hayward, Tropp, Hornsey #1 Barlow (2017)7E
ff % Stephan, Stephan, Demitrakis, Yamada #/I
Clason (2000) 1) 210 H LA K 2% i fe A 3 i 4% 14
fRER b, 0 BRI RN O ST TR, XS
=P LR MR RS T 69 ANTH, Hd 37
AT E AR AR 2 g, 32 NI I T AR A
fih e . TR RAAEE IS, BEFEX G et 21
Atk B 22 T, QARAT, AR S IT AN X e i 45 56
AR SR o BT, IR AR AN #Y 2
B, T AR 3 RIS R A A T A A o K A
FEAE R B IZ R R BAT RAF IR, A 24k
16 FHo3E A5 BE (Hayward et al., 2017),

Barlow 4 A (2012)%} 2R FH A4 -4 fih 2 74 f ]
R AR AT T RN T RRE, AT He ik
B— 2R IE, AR A4 il AR
e, DLW TERT G X0F HE fih 28 50 (4 25 A AR 14T
i, XS PUAMI i B o Barlow 55 A (2012) A9 7F
FEAEFH P TH 53 590 0 S 40 A AU 4 fnk 22 4
(PR A, AR5 IMRER R 5L B B (IE D) 2 itk
HEZE? YFIEREMA R P ERE, RS
ANV LA AT T AR (BT 2 A 27 ) Sk
[F] 2 BIF 5% s 22 A S 3 M 7 125 R 47 D &5 (Bagei &
Gungor, 2019; Laurence, Schmid, & Hewstone,
2018; Meleady, Seger, & Vermue, 2017; Techakesari

etal., 2015)c AR, A BFFEH xR A H— i H )
FRURG 5 foh AR 9 R A o i 4 8, DA AT RE 23 i
A K1) I 1% 22 (Techakesari et al., 2015), {HE
R AR NS BN = S ol S SRR g s
(Barlow et al., 2012; Techakesari et al., 2015),
T AT LA Ok B AT 5 M (Bergkvist & Rossiter,
2007),
1.2 ARDIE

K H A 1T ok ik e 0
TR 1% UM 422 fih 5T R 4 o AN T sl B 1Y 2 A2 3 9
TURRAE DL Bt S BRI MR 52, T PR 25 43 B 7k 1)
PIFRANX — R, B A X b 7 2 2 L E Bl AR s e
JE [0) 28 (042 55 AR B S 22 7, AN Rl
T H b BN FEAT VAl (Graf, Paolini, & Rubin,
2014), TESCPREEAE, Pl e B i & =4
B R FAZ I R AT i 2 i 22 50 . IR BB 12 AT:
0] 55 SRR ok B2 ik 1 22 T 2 3 AN AR AR K
TEAR G 5o H B9 AT A F AT 7 AR J2 ] 2 2R
W7 Z05, Hh ST VS AR AR AR R A 4 6 00
Pl B4 i 22 50, K 0 G ) g RO 422 fih L O
e B il A B o 4 % fih (Graf, Paolini, & Rubin,
2019). F34b, BFFEE LT LATE BHEA btk — 250
BRI 3R 110 42 o 177 5% SO Ml K A X A o 285 B 118
520 (Graf et al., 2014),
1.3 #HEMEoHE

IRWR T A —E B R BR . ln, B
B fil A< 5T F S — A3 B ik #e, HLL E
T D7 3k B N 2 30 1) S B o )RR A, B E AR
VR PR A2 fioh— 7 ST IR0 ) ) R A Ak, T AR
58 53— J7 J2 75 0 K 33K ol 422 ik 1] A SRR Ay RRURI 42
il o BT EE RGO, IR H 2™ R A B £ (0
Tt S SR R L B By, RN, BB RAE),
X AT BESx 51 R AT SR I TH A% S N (Wl fer et al.,
2017), 1%k W45 2 H7 ik (social network analysis)
ATaRAh FRAN R . Ao MY AT, R
VIAS 3] PN AN REA B0 ) 3 0) (14 A G &R, 1 HL R
T o AN 5 R R B B 1 B (R R L B B
BEN T A5 Brb E 2l dE), l LR i I &5 B
1 X MR (8 T B S0 e/ IME(WoIfer et al.,
2017), %T U, A2 ™28 23 B i 0 AE R JT IR
JHENBE BRI fil i 5% 7P (Wolfer, Faber, & Hewstone,
2015), filtn, 78 Wolfer 2 A(2017)AFFEH, BF
T ek AR 2 M a2 W 2%, R A
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2eEA 2 A AR ACCERR 10 4Y), DAIE
KM . HTZRCZE T HENEREL,
ST AR LB B N AR RO I B0, AR AT 4%
H P SRR B8 7 TR] 1 A 3 DG R B A 3 4 B 42
il o FEVPAL TH AR FE MAAT, [RIRER R fEER 4405, ik
RS AR AR A BB A —? » (T
58 1) “UEA BHEXT VR A KA . “UEA BT R
IR 7 (BT 2 FIFSE 3)S5EAH SR 5 441
10 [R5, 54N R 5 TH B OC 2R 1850 SR R
R TR A A
1.4 KIE

B R = A5 i Ah, 3 AR R S50 1 % 2 fil
RN AR . SR, BT IR PR ER  R S
567 25 25 SRR 2 Ml ARV I ke %) R B O R AR,
TR T A D R AR 2 Al AR 90 b 2 ke %) S B A 52 9 R 1Y
AR TR R AL AR AT

TE B AR S pEgE B iR T S g
YEEZA LT WA . 55—, @ BRES A 52
R, AR G SR B 5 AT A A 2 A e
2 LLUE R M DL Y ROl sl e R 42 ik
(Desforges et al., 1991), 55—, W5 [FH
F (BB (9 AR T 384T S 75 A AE g ) R B A%
Hefiito 140, 7E Paolini 45 A (2010)II A5, HF5T
38 I B\ [ R (B ) i AE F R AT ik
AR 25 1) T I SRS (REU, 2 k) 8 i 5 ke O A 2 i)
P AR SZ B (R R ) o 1T B T SR 5 )
W R I AE TR AT A B E AAR I A HE A
WF5E # AR 4 Witt £ Wheeless (2001)# & 1IFE 518
(oL v 0 B i 1 2 S i S A A A i
HI AR SR AL 2R BN 5, #F5E
1L [ T RiTBE B T A 5 Bl
TR T 3C, LA G40 S0 A8 5 1 5% ) o

Ik SR FH 52 30 30k % RRURRG 0 T A T B o af A 7 4
AL, AT I X R AR R A %) TE] 25 422 ik A A 45
o=, 7 BT FIE M St d, M
S 4% fh(imagined contact) A 5T 7 2 52 B A0 X
TR, ARG ik 0 1 st B AR U B AR AR AR
AR RS AR A il 2, 2R AN [ A 5
B4R 15, PR EMA N 2R “HIRIE
1 ARt L A 2% —RIBR T — MK
B, TR RARNTAY S AE SR B L TR Y
EPMRE, TR A 048 TR T RAE 1 408k
BB AR S A OB — OB B T — AN A

T VRA AR AT SR R . B TR IE
M7 o TR AR A5 RN, AR R
1 RSS2 )5S HARZR N (Birtel &
Crisp, 2012; Paolini et al., 2014), 4 WF 53 B3R ¥
REMPESZE, BZEWN N HRA R, x4
ANEA 2B 2 AR ZMEET A4, RS
XU fil 2 AR (R ) ? 7 (Paolini et al., 2014),
AL fih (vicarious contact)f 5 — P[] 322 322 il
K, AR Ll T A AR R AN AR B B
B A5 B LLYE K AH Y 2 il AR 35 . 7E Joyce I
Harwood (2014)AF 55, 8 it ik gl A N ok
TRE (A ARUR, 5 f i T B 42 ik ) 28 57 e DA 2% AH I 1)
PR SS . 28U, B B — ITUF 5 A ok
TN A [R) B e FRUA B8 3 AR 199 B 38 19 LA,
VL7 & AR I 19 32 fil AR 56 (Andrews, Yogeeswaran,
Walker, & Hewstone, 2018),

Zi b, AT R ol R T A ok ) T 5
BT Zoufk, FIRH RS A R 2 F
JriEI M. Rl — E 5T b 2 8007k i FIAMY
TN T REUR A R A 2 MBI 5 2 SR Y 2 AL,
[i] B, m) X A W5 7 vk A ARG b S . i,
R P95 43 A AN ASCRT LAt o RO 432 fl R A
MR, AT RAT Y SR IR B 5L A B SR RE R
P2l 175 5 P A 1 ARG, AT B A b 8 7S AR 2
ik 60 4 R 2 ik ) 15 2 DL, T I 1 % T PR A 2
A 2 308 8 SR LR R AE — A TOUAR I o o 2 Ak 15 1
PP (Stephan & Stephan, 1985), 5 H 3 HEPREE
File 155 5% R 0 15 2 A B v A 25

2 FRAR B AR AN TE AR S AR SR B R A AL
CIVSSER LI

2.1 FAAREERRFE AR AR R 89 A AL
211 BBRIEZ

(1) THM e

CAHVIE ZI, BEPRAEE . BEPRRUR . B
BB S5 T AR 2 PR 2 Ml R R 42 ik 280 7 v S
Ve . TERR AR JESE T PR B Bl AR v ) — e
ARG 2 [N . KEBFFE R, R fik v ok 2>
FEPRAR IR, AT ™ A B 0 4 R 28 B RN AT
(Pettigrew & Tropp, 2008). R4, Kz, THIRIZE ML
ST 54 3 S Y IR R PR I R AR B G R T A
(Barlow et al., 2012)? Techakesari Z£(2015)i&# i %
FIBFFEAESE, 75 = AEBEPRE 5T GEEE A vs
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BN FUEN vs KB BhETE vs BHIT 2 200E),
R Br £ SRR RE th A BB A0, ] Hr A Y
FERRN o BREFPRAEIESN, BEPR U RAEREPREE
fil X FE BR OC & B9 52w bR v A AE T . Seger,
Banerji, Park, Smith F1 Mackie (2016)A9HF57 & K,
TR A fil B 22, B R ABT AT AR, HF B 285 B el
AR . BT RIR, T BR RN A A BRI
ik 0T A A %o B R A B L FEBR VAN 9 5 e v ke
HA AR, 34 BB H A PO 2 ik R A0 2 ik )
B [R136E 4T A A9 520 (Hayward et al., 2017), BRibZ
AN, TR T FRURRG F5 ik R R i 0
HEABRA . BI1E5 0 — St (Aberson, 2015;
Kanas, Scheepers, & Sterkens, 2017; Rupar & Graf,
2018), iU, Aberson (2015)7E 3 [ H A KRR
A b BOBIETE A I, R A S R R A S 43 31 3 ok
U8/ B T R Rl Ok [ 42 52 i o i L, LUK
R A A R 2 S 5 o v DL 2 1) ) v A 200
KT FAE A fih 55 48 B Ml DL 1) 1) e A 00, |
IR AIFFEASAAG B A Ry — 1 v B 28 (L
SAE RN B S ), 5 5 HAE AN [F) AL B fih
N AR R, 3 430 G I 3 0E T G kb B
S IR A A RN A i 60 9 A0 4 ik 28007 v ) oA A
FHo A, FEBR U AR 22 52 BRI AL
HYEZ M (Al Ramiah & Hewstone, 2013), — M8 &
WFoR R, T Fm 422 fid i 5 a2 G AE P Sl 4 v
BRI 2 B AR B TEAR, {E G AE 1 g b A B
B4z fioh 55 22 BOREAA X D BIORE AR B 3F A ) AS 2 A
1£ H (Ramiah, Hewstone, Little, & Lang, 2014), #X
I, AR T EAE 2 D REPR T 5T 20 51 5 5
SR I 0 TE B 2 ik T B 42 202 4 1
JE AR 23 32 B R Al A7 25 R T, AR Y
S5 —5rk.

(2) B %

WFERM], oM L PUR RS BRI 2 2
FRURRE 422 o RT3 A 22 M 28 7 1 A AR £, R R R
e 2 ok vk /0 B B A L Y EE BN 245 WL 2 —
(Pettigrew & Tropp, 2008), AN [RIFEAAR A] it FURK 422
il 2 1 AR, TR BE PR O UL IR 4, AT
T8t S DA S A [0 %) T A0 5 f 2 ok v /D A,
AR RERR R 7 Y HTX — R C A5 2 SSUET 5T
B4 % ¥ (e.g., Pagotto & Voci, 2013), i,
Visintin, Voci, Pagotto il Hewstone (2017)7F £ %
BEUR LRI R R, T8 AR 2 fih 2 38 5 s 2 1 v

R TEERR R DL, Hayward %8 A\ (2017) 76 /D BOREIAR AR
A b A B E T 1 A T BB A AR i P A A
o oihb, Eokitsr M, PRI — B S 25t 2>
HR A FEUR 22 fih A0 T 7 Al o AR B 56 R A R g, AR
A 42 fi 308 ook 48 v P P 2 At e ) PR A S 3 TR
WO REBR O R, T A 2 A D) 2 B AR R AR K S A
M 3% Ak 7 bR 5 & (Hayward, 2014; Kauff et al.,
2017), 7E LG FIHR AR X PR R % 45 =2 A, KR
2 B Bm 22 il v T R AR 30 B ) BRI S 25 2 — &
Seger ¥ AN (2016) £ EH A A-BA | FERER-F
PEZRPAFE PR St PR B, BRI Mtk 2, Xt
ANER I AR AR K b R, T B O UL K P RRAIG,
2, TH WA flote 22, ARAR KT BRI, T B i DL
KOV, 5 22, B AT A R 2 il R
A 2 i X A o A DR, B 552 WD
2.1.2 EPREE

R BEBR 1 25 0, U fik R A% 22 fih Af, m] 43
91| 388 2ok 398 o s /D B BR A7 AT (intergroup - trust) i 1)
MR R W . BEPR G AT R — A2 B 22 R e
PTG, TEREBROC R IEGEh, BEBR(E 248 ¥
A B B3 6 A0 BE R B 5% RO S U 1 B (Lewicki,
McAllister, & Bies, 1998), 5Bk T % ZMEEM AL 51
TIAMBRAGOHE M, HIRETEEZE
FEPREE A2 e, BRI, RO fl 2 5 B
BRAG AT, 11T 9 A% 2 ik U] 25 B A1 45 1F: (Koopmans &
Veit, 2014), Pagotto FI Voci (2013)FRFFEERIT T
o B A5 AT 70 R 2 finh A iy 0 7 A 3 o 3k iz Ay o A
ER . S5 RBEB, BERFINEG B RO I B 3%
ik, 38 A R R AR AR A G R PR AR L D
FEBRR I . BEARXS AL IR 2 A A8 1, T i A 22 D)
0 3 P TR B A AT AL B PR S L BN AE B et AL
PR ALIE R AT, S Ah, IR & PR PR
{5 AT ASA A A T8 A B 2242 o %o R 5% R B R0
A BE A A A ] 422 2 fl (R A2 fll ) % AE B O 3R
B, ERE TR A, BEPRE AT P A B
V1) 82 22 f (e 2 k)Xo 0F o i DAL 70 2 ), 2 A
V1) 422 27 ik (0 J 2 fl ) RIVREE o i D D) S 2 o A 4 D
(Visintin et al., 2017), 3% — J7 Tt B #E B {5 AR 26 TH
R I) 22 422 il 80 B T VR PR A R B 2 0 5 IR 4R 119
B, 5 — T MRS AE AT 04 s A1 AT RE A ()42
LM AL B R R TSR] o B G 46 1 s £ AT 72 1)
B A AORE, g ) 3 A 2 b L I, N
5 BRI A ] 28 2 i) 28 2 oo 1) R0 o 45 1 2 3L,
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FEHE G AT DU B SR

FEURR o0 T A 322 35k 17 A DL B 5 o T A
TR BH FEUR R A0 22 MR 1) B AR S, A BB
KA Z M T —FEE T, Flan, aTLl
A BT G | A AN [ A Bl 15 25 08
WG RIHELE TR, DL RIE 5 TER
R R A i 55 R B 6 2R =2 [) AT R VE
2.2 FRARIE AR AN AR A A R 9 1R T AL
221 WEENX

#1437 i BUn] (social dominance orientation)
FA AR F X (right-wing authoritarianism)J& 4
R A TR BUR E K P4 BE (Altemeyer,
1981; # 51 A4, $okE, 2007), HP5HE R
Bt L 25 VI OG o o, k2 S Be B n) s i frg 2
AR EE B OE T AR IR B S B AR R I
B o AN 2 SCEL ] A PR SMEE AR R A AN [
MRS B, B TR 2 S BB A, Eh sl
B TR o) -4 X A/ R A R A B D0 VS A A B R S
(Dhont, Hodson, Costello, & Macinnis, 2014; Kteily,
Ho, & Sidanius, 2012), & LAF5E H KL T 43
e T ) X AR R 2 k0 R () R VR . AFSE R,
SRS B A9 A B, B il R BE A Al D
/0 e At 2 3T B ) AN AR Y B BRI D0 (Kauft,
Schmid, Lolliot, Al Ramiah, & Hewstone, 2016;
Kteily, Hodson, Dhont, & Ho, 2017), Dhont Fl van
Hiel (2009)7%5 £ T 4t £ 7 g I m) 78 B A3 4 0
P Al N TR R . S R A, B
T e S IR A A, AR S TS BT A A T B 4%
JE A TLKSFBEAIG, iR S AR i, i S B E )
AR B i 7K 8 A S BC TR ) A AN AR . G A1,
— Wk A N T I ST AR 4 B R R DU B4
AR SE T A 2 S T 1) 7T R R 2 A A T A
22 fh %o} B B 122 A 75 J 9 52 1 (Wang, Huang, Sofia,
& Vezzali, 2019), BAKTI 7, fEDUEHA L, Rk
2 fil 308 25 FH0I0 &5 A 2 S T BB a) DU A 1 FRAR AT
AT ), A A S 2 T R S T T g U A
P RAT A m) 7E4E B R IEREA |, o
T i) Xof T RR R 422 25 10 0 9 5 A T AS b 2, (ELXT
T IH AR B AR AR T VR R B Y, T AR A
TN Ve S T o) 4 AR R R 8 T AR AT A A )

Bt 23 R A1, A AR 3 A R AR
F A IR, AR E IR . HZE
F SCRAE Bl = A A (BB, K K,

2007). AN[F K AL 32 SCAMAXS SMRER SRS A 1Y
Pt WLASTR], AH XS TARA L = S, Ak SR A
PR e A1 ARG B B I DL (Weise, Arciszewski,
Verlhiac, Pyszczynski, & Greenberg, 2012), 7£ it 3
fih b, WS R I, AU SCT R B AR B il RN T
We 3% Ml N; o L an, Dhont Fl van Hiel (2009)WF5%
KB, RN fik Sk 3 1) T #2 AOER E SCAS AR 1Y
ol e O, T X RS B 32 S AR ol 7 Al D, ) T30
AW, RZ, THRE 2 E 7500 S AU E
SCA A B IR UL, XA R 3 S A Al % Al L
T AN 2

HOAFRER b, T — PR it
23 37 TRCAG ) A0 A (A AR 3 SCIR 5 B 22 fih 0 T
e anz, BVHEATA AR NS b
XK A R T TR AP R 2 i R I 42 e 00 1 A
AP ALARIOT T, A IEER AR BT 5, 33X AT AR
o B O T2 (it v i) A2
222 FEEMH

FEHTIT ST 2R BIRE PR O 2 th AR i B3 OC 3R
4) 27 285 B T R 0 R Al X B B 06 R s o 451)
41, Wright, Aron, Mclaughlinvolpe F1 Ropp (1997)
SR FH S5 B RIS CHE S8 R F AR AR R B, A
TR G JR R KT, 246 R R B KB
BF, B 2 B R A5 b A Ko A A AR ) 2 Al D
%o Mg, DABEBRAS BN AR S A R ik 1
X —25 5 (Wright, Aron, & Brody, 2008), It45, i#
ZWIE R, MBT — MU i, 25 B A
(151 2 5 B2 ) BB 7™ A= B A AU B PR 8 (Davies,
Tropp, Aron, Pettigrew, & Wright, 2011), Xt h3E
%5 B AE PO A o 2800 v 1 4 1 AR AL T R 3
BT AT 5 3 BITARE B OC 28 532 8 B8 X0 T A0 2 i 2840 07 12
227 520 (Fuochi et al., 2019; Graf et al., 2019),
40, Graf %5 A (2019)LABRIM 5 [ 1276 4 K4
R AT — T IR R, R PERR A8 HI 55 7
A At X B B S B (T AR T A 28 D7 2 7
W fid HL 5 SRR B 5% OC 2R 2 9% B AR A I A i
F . G Ik T R A 5 AR R D1 O R R
e AT SR AAR 180 53 47 A S R 1) 25 2 (Grraf
etal., 2019), iR AFFEAE 2 B2 T 19 3 7n B SR
BT IR e B R A0S TR TT R R, BR T RS
A [ B A ok, 7 T ) BB 2 A S oAb, 185 A [ B
AR % T1] G 2R 1 23 28 A T 0 535 T A0 2l o) B
K FR AT AR R e — BT AT Y ik, B AN 2R
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RAE ML PEIR T o A, fEdRE ERRWA 2R

BT DL B 40 A, 22 X T B A e
8y e A AR 5 LR 0 IF Y S B R B TS
TR A b 00 LRI B9, FLAE— e R B 1)
T4 7% T A Ak 80 1) A AR S BILARL, A
WA MBI TE . SR, X R0 B = BES TR R
B, Ph X ST bR A A S Y ) b A R A A
il 9 T A R LRI R A . i HL X R gk 8
BRI — AT AR PO T AR 2 i —
AT BRI AR, AFL K O SR A5 B S IE A 5 S
o O 04 R A S B R T R A i e A 5 R R,
FRORR 422 ful RO A 6 ok SRR BE AR OG, e 2, =%
IEAE — M P I, T SR AH X0 S Y S 4 (e,
Reimer et al., 2017; Wélfer et al., 2017), ItAb,
2 i R R A i R0 T A0l X B 0GR B 52
W) #% 4% 7] GEAS [H] (Paolini, Harwood, Hewstone, &
Neumann, 2018), K, i H 322 Ml s ow A 4 AR 1
B 8 R T A TT 58 4 MR BRI 42 S 000 o A 1
FHLH R IR, 7N T A T A A O BT
A A AT BLE, LA B A i B AT AR AR 4 ik
FH R TR 2R 5 25 5+

3 FRAR AR RN AR AR A0 A 3 FR AL
MRz EH N

YA BR T T BRAR 22 Al 280 0 T R fh
BN ) A AR AT AL Ah, BRI IR e e TR
R 422 4550 I AT A B M AR (] IR R, ELARAE
PO oE B . — 2 LU AR 5 i RT3 A 42 ok 7
B 2% 38 5 M B R /N— AN X BRI, — A I R
i R T R 42 A%t o R O 3R 8 38 A FH—38 HLAL
NF o AT 4300 SR B ARG A ik 0 Y B 2 fh P AN X R AR
o FIZE H N SR o
3.1 FRREERLFDIE AR AR A X FR R

R W IR L AF TEFRFL” (bad is stronger
than good), A2 Ui 7 A% 10 3 M5 B AR B F R
e 19 0 P A R X A AR B R e B S SR BRI RE AR
AR IR AS KT FRALN (Baumeister, Bratslavsky,
Finkenauer, & Vohs, 2001), [EN2AE 25 A
8 BAFRT T R R, T AR R X N ) 5 i)
PREL(ZE M, E4ite, wou, HuE, BRI,
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FIBEHASAEFH,  ELI 95 R R0 1 1 s s 17 =[] S
R o X FBUN SR E T &, H T2
Ao 308 5 U it f 44 TR PR G R B R, T A AR
L BIF 5 T B AR X — H bR RSB, AN, 28 vhak
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4 MRTESRE

VLA, T B 2 i R 53 AR 2% ik Ay it 7 R
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emotions) (Paolini, Hewstone, Voci, Harwood, &
Cairns, 2006), Kauff 25 A Q01 7B &, % T
TR 2 M, A0 22 fih 5 0 2 P B 28R 551 ) A DG
TR . SAh, RS N 4 i
PR 1L 5 A T T S B [l A TR
TR 2 53 1 5 R T AR P 1 2 A RN 2 fd 740 3 A
e SRR | IR AT Z B RS E L
MAER? XA FFIUE . X FREATHLH, KAEFHE
KB Z PR AR, than, BRI, B ETEE i Sh
REVRR 52 15 2 T TE R AR i R SR, e
TUE A2 FRUA 422 i 2% B Y HE 22 9 Y A% &t (Dovidio,
Love, Schellhaas, & Hewstone, 2017), AKX 5T
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The effects of positive contact and negative contact on intergroup relations

ZHAO Hebin; WANG Changcheng; XIA Mian; WANG Xujie
(Key Laboratory of Adolescent Cyberpsychology and Behavior (CCNU), Ministry of Education; School of Psychology, Central
China Normal University; Key Laboratory of Human Development and Mental Health of Hubei Province, Wuhan 430079, China)

Abstract: Considering the fact that there is a ‘positive bias’ in previous intergroup contact research,
negative contact has also been taken into consideration simultaneously. Currently, questionnaire, content
analysis, social network analysis and experiment are the four main research methods used in research
considering both positive and negative contact. It is demonstrated that positive contact and negative contact
exerted positive and negative effects on intergroup relations respectively, which were mediated by
intergroup emotion and intergroup trust, and moderated by authoritarianism and intimacy. On the
relationship between positive and negative contact effects, two kinds of research ideas were employed, that
is, asymmetry and interaction, both of which were supported by empirical evidence. In future research, it is
necessary to examine the generalization effects of different valenced contact, especially negative contact,
expand the effect scope of positive and negative contact, perfect the mechanism of positive and negative
contact, and further explore the factors that affect the asymmetric effect of positive and negative contact.

Key words: positive contact; negative contact; positive bias; asymmetry effect; interaction effect



