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XBIE FEHE; REAHEA;, AEHRE; EHES 4LASm
SEE  B849:C91
oA 0 B 7 SR S AR A P T A R A7
|

B AR I B B Y AR £ T 5 AL (] T )
PPk, At 2 B2 R AR X — R RS
7 (Davidai & Gilovich, 2015), 7E 91 [E, 58 [R1EE N
o —J7im, AR ERIAILE R B R E
KEERBSRATEST S ZHEIE, J—Jm,
W2 AL . ARPR2Z [ she sy, (732855 40 d
P G DA — 5 . IR R, AR
JZ R 1) 3N E AR AR AR M (e.g., /IR,
2014; 47524, 2014), M2 T M58 H, B8
B2 52 AR L T B 308 38 AR SR A R B 78 (s B
A, iR, 2014), 7EMFE ST, AR E X T
RGN BEEA & O . TR T Y A4
R ANIETE . AR TRz 7 HIRSZ A 5B
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X X B [0 B PRI AR AR 17T 2, b
P B FIRATNE TR R AR &, RA T KR
2 RAR O BRSSO B R, SR AT LU 2
BUIE Y S AR

I ATECAEM I, O P22 X ARG (B A A 4R
B X BANGEA 42 2] R & A AL B8 (system
justification theory)H i — W5, BIMICBY 235 L s
W23 A it o RGUR G R, SRR R R
(Jost, Pelham, Sheldon, & Sullivan, 2003), 2R, It
NS — EAFEE R KAWL (e, Sk E, ZEH,
2013), H-MAR Z X 45 B a M e, A& BLAIR By
JZ S B T 6 2R St (e.g., Brandt, 2013a), A4
HE W EM L, KRR S I RE G
We? ASHFTORE DAL IR U BLE kL, DL E AN

* EK KRR ARG BT E (71171094), FE 50 2B 5L G A 00 H (13AZD087), A i sy v de i i SE AR AL 45 3% (A 3¢
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[ At 2B 28 B G i, H A m R 2 4 TT
KRG HMENZES, JFHET RE S PR 1 R
BES R, SR S LA i — AR R IZ R
RO BEHLA S AR
11 HEMESREEEL

#1 22 B 2 (social class) e — it 2k s e~ 1R 7E
F2 BB A A E S AR A2 2, — A
At 2 B 2 AR T Al (i) BT 5 A 0 2 LA 2 B,
DL K 3 b B S 20 (1) B Ak 2 Hufv (Kraus, Piff,
Mendoza-Denton, Rheinschmidt, & Keltner, 2012;
Kraus, Tan, & Tannenbaum, 2013), R4 Ak (system
justification)#g & MARZAEY . ZLRFIAEAE SRR,
FHIN KA AR IE S —FP i (Kay & Jost,
2003, 2014), — 78 LA RS0 A B KSE AT DL i
ARG Pk R (system justification scale, Kay &
Jost, 2003)MM75, ARG A BB AT — 2L BRI
OHELANFT RN R Jost et al., 2014), 37 & FHIE H Y,
AT H ROCTE R — M X B RS A 3L,

ARG BRI IA Y, MERAR K A 2
R B RGN AL IE %) (Jost & Banaji, 1994),
T ILAESR, Jost %(2003)7E— K& P A B, S
WY EAH L, ARBYZ & A7 S 1 R 588 FALKF,
WA RG G IR, ATLVAE ), X —45 1%
T ARG A HALBIS R U LB IR B E, oA E
Ui AT 2R 48 A M B SRR T LB O AS A
3R RBY R TE R G h AL BRI AT RN R G
B, FrLAUAREYE BN RS G B R PUEC R &
GRS R — A EE S (e.g., Jost, Banaji,
& Nosek, 2004) . SR BEE WFFE AR, BOR B 1
A VR BB s TR E A R Eie, BIMIRETZ
OLF S 0 [ X 2R 48 i (e.g., Brandt, 2013a, 2013b;
Kraus & Callaghan, 2014; Lee, Pratto, & Johnson,
2011), Brandt (2013a)#: 2 FL 3 ) T X T Jost 55
(2003) [ £ 4 VT B 2 PR Y BT £

TEOCHEM A, AR Z# R G A B K
e U A B = IR S A BRI LA, Jost B Hi[R]2H(2003)
W 12 A 2 fie 5 DY A B A R A AR 2 2
I, A I R A A B R R T S (e
Brandt, 2013a). Jost M BA ST AN T X — 5, b
MFR, M2 G Hw R A, X—hEERE
Ay, AT IR, W2 785 B A0 B
i (Kay & Jost, 2014), H X F Frig < H oo 2 i
27, Kay Hl Jost (2014) B ARAMH 7853 P IA . T[] A
A N &, LA Brandt (2013a) k1% 2 A5 xf

JR7W I A WS ETEAR I B O 2 K02 &8
B 2 GE, Wk EUl, R0 2 i oS E R 2
R GE A FAC E R TN OC R, (RS = X AL ik
A E A LS AR

12 #ALINFAURANSIN:-SEMEERZSE

L E =7 R EHLH

AEXFENL T, Balif 2 (Hussak & Cimpian,
2015)3 T INHI4 48 (cognitive pathway), ¥ T R4
HELIE IR T — AN FE AR . AR AR TR
AHBRENZSRE G R, (AT
WAl LR, Kay F1 Jost (2014) L T BT Ui (4 < HoAl
DI,

IZONHIE A 1 i B IR B R 0 & B R
FEAM TR, BIAS AR MIART A2 RGN A HLE,
HEXRE A T — A EE AT, e
SER R A A A SR [ A O 0 ) R R G B A R
FERYCIEA . NMARTERISE S MY T 22 S LN TR
FEOE, Lt 20 A5 R AT N ERIA A, 2 DL R
3 22 B At 4 2 55 2% 5 (socioeconomic  disparity)
(g5 NFVE NI, 5t2s B SR A SS9y 18] Z By A
FEAE 22 7 02 R N AR IR 3 AN TR (i 22 e LA 336 22
SO R E NSE N A B BA AR TR, M
XAt s vk 25 S AR I AR 2R, K AR
HERETHHEYEHZ A ESGH . NIZ R
(Hussak & Cimpian, 2015), 7£HAF5¢H, Hussak Fl
Cimpian (2015)%5 #1#% i Blarks Lt Orps & A (M
NI R JEA), A BRARE A S S [ T ek ok 2 S 4
WIH DR f# B (H o8 Blarks He Orp B8P . BET), 1 H.
PR ISR PR U ) 0 R 45 B o AH DG 45 BRI 5 A
Ng Al Allen (2005)t8 % K, A~ 7] T 37 & 22
SESETHEEAS AR ANFE . 8RR EAR)
TR SN CanA il A UL, DU JHE S bk, iy HL
AR AP = AR B R R s R
RCFU LA XA AR TN R s
U PR ) A Jb ) R v ) O SRR T, 308 B TR R A2 R
PR RS A AL RN, AR (A 251

ARit, NS AL f# B (Hussak & Cimpian, 2015)
XFRGE G HA R PR TR A —E IR, Ko
BRIANTIT AT NAE U R B #0 J2 T e dE A R 3R, A 20
TAERZESR . WA TR CEMRRY 2, H
VA R4 ) 7T A TEAH S Y YE 4t 22 By 20 B
2#(psychology of social class)$i A G Z
— BB ZE 4t 2 A B (social cognitive theory of
social class) il BB 1R 3 . AIRBYJ2 BN I B U1K
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3% 3 U (contextualism) Y, BITE ZA W ARITTAE
ZRNAMRAEBE R R A5 i YR E g A
5, HEZUN AT R B AR N R e
(Kraus et al, 2012; #H/NEE, Z2%h, PaEs, Bk E,
2014) AR Z 5%t AR /s AR B 2 19 U1 A1 ) 8 S5 58
Ay 2 P DR 2R 1 B v B AN R # (e.g., Grossmann
& Varnum, 2011), BEIEXTF & 1 IH K (Kraus, Piff,
& Keltner, 2009; 2=, 2014), X Ut TR E %
Kk, RG0E BB IERIAIXS R LI .
H 2, INHEAAR B (Hussak & Cimpian, 2015)K1>
PR T2 6T 04 P E PR ) A R R e B B TR B
BL, X —H A AT HUY, HE 2B a7 o % JE A
B2 T 2 AR TR P g, DA R T B AN
A Y R GE 6 B 4 L

PAELEFRATT NS W5 I, KRR E R A B
K i BT FARHENSHES:, ARSI
B J22 35 14 VA R 1] 5 0% B R 6 AL 1 DA T B A
EEEAER A, H s m TN RS
B, MR EE, AR R
ZK(e.g. Brandt, 2013a; Lee et al., 2011)F1#5 Cfb(Whyte
& Han, 2008) 54 &8 W /s (KB 2 50 R ) X R 4¢
B NBLSE A, IRB 235 A S T I B8 22 (R R 2
(e.g., ZHH, 2014), HMETHIS . WFF AL
2 EHH &, AU .

BiZ 1: HEMEHAL, K EH 6 R 5%E
22 ALK A8 2T AR

Ak, RS WoR, X RUE 2R E
PRI 1) 7 R 2 I B )2 5 3R G A K T AR Y v
MHZE: BEA SIS (Kraus et al., 2012)#E 7R
THESFERFNXR, R HANIANNRE
f# Bt (Hussak & Cimpian, 2015) X [fiAR T % & IH A
YT RGEA AW EEEN, MR X WA 2
TSN B HESR AR ZE A, PT LA AR By
JZOKF . BRI R M R G A BE 2 R, WA
TEE WY E—AH—AF A R . A
WFFEHEH

BiX 2: REPERAEALSNEL 7467210
RE| P AR, ALY EMAK, RV IR E
£ RN )2 B A, A TRAN LK R AEHE
AR &
1.3 #HSIAHERZNBR: 126 ERNIETSIER

RV 2 EERE b, AR R i — 2 % 5% 1R
AR ST S AR . R IR ATT A R A Bl A
SNAIEISHESE, B A4 R EH i

—INHBLE = A= 52, AR YE F iR B E A2 A R
TR (Kraus et al., 2012), #&Hill#(perceived control)
AR X —EH .

P il BOR AR X T [ & FE AR SR RE ) Az 3
A8 B ) AR B 1Y )21 (Lachman & Weaver, 1998;
Skinner, 1996), & MAZERA G, W23t
25 B 52 M (Turiano, Chapman, Agrigoroaei, Infurna,
& Lachman, 2014), 7ERYZt S NAIBLISH, & H
JEJE— A EH B . Kraus £(2012)F8 1, KB 2
HZ BT AR AR R B AANAR R, SAATTR
e R A B T Z BRI A OC, 10— BB E
T, AT 2 e TR B 2R LR )2
AN . Kraus 45(2009) A58 1T LUK I 42 3
SCHF: ARBYE B ARG Sl L 2 2 T
HRPELR R, (HE 3SR 2 AR IR 50 2] oy 42 il
BJE, MR 2RI, AREZ W IT iR T 2 b
R, BT mPrE A, e
ZAEHNRA AR o AR Z 058 DA ] £ 2 1
N T BT TR 2 & WEMAER (Lachman &
Weaver, 1998; McCoy, Wellman, Cosley, Saslow, &
Epel, 2013; Turiano et al., 2014),

Xf Tk S8 PR SUFIIF T4 2R, FRAT AT LK
B v I 0 AR Y2 385 0 2 R M . SR BE AL 2
NG, R R AR A AN, AT DA R )
TSN S R A, (H G P BB i, ]
S ] T U046 B g Y )2 AR, RIS T T
FRARAE A A J b ] o PRt BAR BACBIFSE, AT LA -
UNSRARBZ P04 2 PR, Wvraltn] LA
BEAAFIE, 7RG 5 m B2 TR A R v A 22
S, ARITBUE RGEA PRALKF- o PRI A 4 i

Bk 3: EHRRPETNE—RGHEIE—F%
SRALE T AKX R, W B H R E R I AR
MG )2 B X — AR R 5K T AR A 6498 (A
WA FHEAR): BRI B BB AR R 2 M
LEFI RGN, ZFNMEERRL, HIENEH
RE PR ELEFRRE.

AT S B GE 1 B o i T Adi4h
WAL, AT T IS . ISR R X bk

RGEATML
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3 MBI GHATR S, EATER T REARAS R LA,
T2 IR X A £ 2 S R PR A % B AR i K
R RN R B E M e . vl &2, BT
IR BB R AT B ) E 2 E AP RS . —FIIAH
B T B EH OB S T Br Abf E 3
VLR (L BD F W42 B 2, subjective social class)
SRR B BB Z KT, A X T A [R] )23 )
D2 ST R oA ) (Kraus et al., 2013); 5 —7Fil)
W FE WY Z 5 RE S A AT T AR S B AR
LI 2 WS b (WL BN & W4T 22 B /2, objective social
class) FH 25 & ok & 2 4t 23 By )22 7K °F- (e.g., Dubois,
Rucker, & Galinsky, 2015; Tan & Kraus, 2015), X
FABOEARAR H UL, PR FRAT T AE PR AN F 5 b 43 5%
HEWFE bR AN . B G B bR o S i g i i By
2o FRULRE TR, A7 SCHR B e A EAS AR T A
BERTARPE, B DAKE LR A7 7] 465 D0 s R0 S ey P A1, 4R
Rk, fRZ M58 (e.g., Kay, Gaucher, Napier, Callan,
& Laurin, 2008)if7E AR F WP 45 & % 4,
VI BN EGUE . PR AFST 1 06 et A 7 S g0 45
A, BFFE 2 KR FH A S 0 LA £

AR E, BASIESE AT OB B — % 1Y BoAb
KFR o WHFE 1 R M4 s 45 il g 5 At A w5 9 [
RKR, HEERE LRI, HAON REE1E— My
AT A BV A A RS, T HLR R AR S
AT, FEARSAXTEN, PR AT AR, T
5 2 38 4o B RFEAS By i Ay, 358 BOAS R R U8 1) B 1,
A RITE—EFERE XS BN R PR AR

2 W1

21 Ak
211 #ik
I K e 2 AR B, HEBR A
FHOCHIE 5T 28 D MR B 58 bt e i B gkl 753
BRI 241 6y, Hp B 110 A, FIER 21.77
%(SD =2.37),
212 MRIEFMARIE
W H AR R a2 E, RN, Dl
Lt AGeTt; R AR O AR, R S
W, PRSI Kraus 5 (2009)10 1. Btk
LR E R, BN EAE S MEE SR
IR0 Z ) BEMLR B o0 A e 4 i RS 3l 21 sl I
TR B2, HRINHIE B s B IR TR R,
e A R P E AN 5 R ALK . 4
SERUR, RECRLE, SR E .

B 2 10 I £ >R T T oM A0 ) A0 5 i 1) B
H# 7 (Adler, Epel, Castellazzo, & Ickovics, 2000), Z&
PR BLE 2 RS, TEHAS AR UER
T ER A R BE P AR AN TRl B )22, A
FoOR FLFT A (4 B S A o LR e A
O B FREEN T 1~10 FAHE—)2

K2 Brisig

P i) AR O\ R F 2% U P Y [0 AE: 55 (e.g.
Friesen, Kay, Eibach, & Galinsky, 2014; Kay et al.,
2008) . XAMMES5 kw3 m IS T — 1
AR 56 21 58 42 B O Bl v P TR RO B TERE N )
O SRR B B 4, Sk A7) 27 P A 6 21 AN [)
FERBEAPIRAS . IR Z HI%- 3 (e.g., Shepherd, Kay,
Landau, & Keefer, 2011)# 1, 5838 1< 7052 46
FEBYROR, 66 2 K F AWK (HWHIE 1 FEAARR],
HrpBE 27 A, PR 21.0 2) BB AX
MRS, ZJ5 %M Lachman Fl Weaver (1998)%
) 4 ) i e ) L gl e B 4 R EOK S A T
Tt (o= 0.83) 0 45 W7 i 4 B Sl 4 A £ ) JR
F i TR 34, «(64) = 2.92, p < 0.01, d =
0.73, UEBHZ S 56 BRI S 7T L 532 i 13X R A A 42
il A

F U DAY AR SR O (20 14) 2 i 9 2L AT R
UHERUE KRB 2 A R4, AL45 T NERIH
IASNER A AN HE R, 2547 8 DI H o A5 T
JZ Ik 2 P AT E 3 A, BT )RR At 2y
P IR, NIHP R 2% B e N Ay 58y
HRRBEATE <A NRIBE T AN W) 745 SME I 2% H
A TERARB T “FEET S B A4 N
o MFR—RIEN, LEpHR S R E R W
MRREE, SR 7 miitor. 7RISR R0, TSR



11 3

Wik Je 45 AR ZEE 1 R G BAL K 3 R 7

TSN A I 5% 1471

FE RIS b T B 4 2 9 U R, AR BT 5
(Hussak & Cimpian, 2015)f7%, o2 T H 4 il &
(Z5H, 2014) A, BRI A7E P IH IR A i 3R 0 8
LRSS AMNAR R T 8 BRI 2ZEE, BN
B IHR A5, 1o, SRR g ny Py IE PR )
E . FEARMIEH, . AMEEAY Cronbach's o &
oy 0.65. 0.78,

F G BRAL I R I ST 9 R
ARG AR (Kay & Jost, 2003), %1 21 A
IR R G AT 2 B R A (R, dnerh
UM ) R Z 8 BUR R 245 RARAT SR T4FAb> . «rh [
FEEIETE RIS BOR B AL (L it 43)”, mRIL 8 IE
BH 2 B w4y, R 7 st i E A I E
158, 1o BE R B R G A B AT
(a=0.75),

Siit et SPSS18.0 gk, W TR &
X — BB R 2 A\ 24 78 1 S T 5 i (statistical
control), WFFEEAE T/ D EGE 24 S @il (e.g.,
Becker et al., 2016; Bernerth & Aguinis, 2016), K&
AWFFERY B R G bR AR AR B AE S A
S ESCR, MAFETE IS B 175 2 HE R
FELE AR B () T4, T DAASHIE 5 7 B0 b B R %
G (5T 2 [F3E).
22 %R
221 #ERMZGTSHEXSH

A T T IR AR U 25 FIAH DG RE PR AN R 1 7,
PR T A R F R L AR 5, <1 Bk, <07
Lot <1 Ry, <o AR HERA, JRTRl. Tl
LIRS RS R A AL B3 B =
0.15, p <0.05), MR 1 423 HF. BrZ2ME w3 A
(r=0.15,p < 0.05) . Fx & HR A GG HAL(- = 0.37,
P <0.001)HIEAH I R WY B
222 NP

K, MRAEOPES T E (Hayes, 2013)#%, f#i
i 22957 IE B9 AE S 805 4367 bootstrap £ 46 (il 1000
MFREAR), R Won, SR RGA B Y T
WL .35 (B = 0.09, SE = 0.04, p < 0.05), 95%[K) &
{% X [6] (confidence interval, CT)’4[0.01, 0.16], BiX
1 A ENEE; AE 23 B 2% 205 U3 PR A T4 FH 2%
(B=0.76, SE = 0.32, p < 0.05), 95%CI “~[0.12, 1.40];
[ AFE BRI E NG, HaBEX RS
A FRAL A TR A 525 (B = 0.06, SE = 0.04, p > 0.05),
95%CI “H[-0.01, 0.13], #A & HKXT RE ALY
AR 535 (B = 0.04, SE = 0.01, p < 0.001),
95%CI 247[0.03, 0.06]. %% & IH P 4 FR A% >4 0.032,
95%CI “4[0.006, 0.069], & EAVAY 35.9%., LA E
SR RAE R H AR 2 R S A B b
MAERAEAAE R E A EH, S 0L SR
FIH(2014a), W5 2 [A1BE), ik 2 153053 4F.
223 BAETHPNBLEE

ik 3 1Y BRI A A 2 42 il Jont Hh A A AR i~ B
(TR VR, PR AR i 3 A R I 52 4 (20 14b) T
AR IR ik, NXTAIR 3 A5 AR TR e (A
F2 R, THIZERIE T bootstrap #5015, 1000
AFEAR), BRI BT BN REGHME = ¢ +
ci PR + o WA + oy #h B E <RI +
el (TR 1)o 53R, +H&FY 2 S54RI 28 B0
X R GEA PRI TIAS 2. 3(B = —0.15, SE = 0.08, p >
0.05), 95%CI }[-0.31, 0.01], 4% F KM A 5
HEA = ag + a #EEBE + a WHIUE + a3 #ES3BE
FEHIR + ey (R DMMABAGEGHIL = ¢ + o H S
2 +b, FEHHE + e U5t 3). e 2 BRI SS
R, +E B2 SRR 3¢ B IO 23 & UH R Y
T 52 2 (B = —1.58, SE = 0.67, p < 0.05), 95%CI K
[-2.90, —0.26]. Jrfe 3 ML R, 20 HE
X 248 A FAL R L 52 (B = 0.04, SE = 0.01, p <

W BT A B R BRI 2 B A BB AL 0.001), 95%CT S4[0.03, 0.06] HR 45 i 2 B A 52 45
*1 BFTLEWAMG U EEXIIERN = 241)
ik M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6
1. P35 0.46 0.50 1
2. EIB 21.77 2.37 0.03 1
3.tk R 4.33 1.42 -0.09 -0.02 1
4. PR 0.47 0.50 0.03 -0.06 0.08 1
5. FHEIAR 2.88 7.19 0.07 -0.19™ 0.15" 0.11 1
6. RGA AL 3.98 0.85 ~0.09 -0.02 0.15 0.05 037" 1
. " p<0.05" p<0.01," p<0.001, K[
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#z2 BHRATHPMREEIE(N = 241)

EHTT R 1(RGEE HAL)

U AR

mlH 7R 230 H )

FJ R 3(R G A HAL)

B SE t 95%CI B SE t 95%CI B SE t 95%CI
5797 0.08  0.04 203 [0.00,0.16] 0.64 033 1.91 [-0.02,1.29] 0.06 0.03 1.66  [-0.01,0.13]
P2 il 2% 0.06 011 059 [-0.15028] 143 091 157  [-0.37,3.23]
YA 0.04 001 574"  [0.03,0.06]
28 H I -0.15 0.08 -1.92 [-0.31,0.01] —-1.58 0.67 -2.36" [-2.90,-0.26]

R’ 0.04 0.06 0.15

F 3.03 4.85" 19.05™"

(2014b) & H bR E, AHIFFT T B9 A P8 1 19 Ay
BERIAS 8 T HF . 0 TIRA T A JE 5 1 h A 180 1Y
SEJGT, 203 ek TR R A 56 o B A [ 4 o] gk
ZAF B ZEXF TR A B TN . S5 R BN, K
FERIRSMET, A2 B 25508 I3 R AY I 1)
HWFE (B = 1.39, SE = 0.44, p < 0.01), 95%CI K
[0.52, 2.25]; {HFE SIS, KRN E
VAR 5 S B2 90 i 35 25 (B = -0.20, SE = 0.51, p >
0.05), 95%CI N[-1.20, 0.81] (A& 3), f)5 ZEAE
RERe e N i O N S YO N IR RSP
W RTEAE R SO, PR AR Sy, R
FRUEAL I FR A SO% A 0.06, 95%CT 4[0.02, 0.11],
A R8O RO Y EE A 50.6%; T AE g 45 ]k
T, R AEBURN ST, AERRE Y TR A RN
}9-0.01, 95%CI “H[-0.06, 0.03], H1 T & 15 X [a] £ 45
0, JUT LA AR (5 B0 ) EE A8 o] DL 220 o DA 4
IR S RE TR 3 BB .

4.50 4

4.00 4 S

3.50 -

3.00 -

K
o 2.50 4

Bl
i 200
1.50 -

—— fiR R
-0~ R

1.00
0.50 -
0.00

KBz (-1SD) FiBt/z (+1SD)
B3 gl Ok E 2B = 22 5 5 P a g 1 R (5 1)

23 g

WFIE 1 LSS SRy T AR IS 3 MR . 160,
ok H PSSR AR, HRGA B KR
R AR, X5 5 404 B S A9 UL S A1 (e.g.,
Jost et al., 2003), {H 5K ZHEL IR W7 AH — 2L

(e.g., Brandt, 2013a), #t—F R A, EB TR
VA PR 33—t 23 DA A A AT DA B A8 0 b A B 3 — 33K
N, WHMKHZ # RS E ALK AR AR, R
PR FR AT T N5 A ) 7= A2 s 28R
F14) it 6 T g 1] T M, T A/ bR I AT DR T
N IEASGREZ LI E . BiE—PkE, X
R 2 —IH P —5 B AL Y A 32 5 2 52 3 s
KBRS, R 2 25 R 30 380 4 vy g 42 o e
WA R G SE RN 2R, st
TR o IR R T A T A S I L A 4
YA I 59 i TR A A, T DCTAHIBIL ] 1) £ 32 > B
e L R R AT AT 1Y) o

3 W5 2
31 Ak

T 1 SRR 74K 3 Mk, HIET AR
SR, RESSE IS, 5T 2 KRR T
HRFEA B A DL PR K 35 E iR ik o
311 #ik

SRIUy R AR s e AR PR R A | A
IBYE R | YEBURA: | LR B 2 B AR AL 2 A o
ik, A RA RN 829 fy, Hih B A 357 A, F
¥4 20.71 % (SD =2.12),

312 #MRIA

BRI, 256 % B EWME 5 & MEYZ
W7 e bR, JF 2 BRIE 28058 0k (Tan & Kraus,
2015), 3 . WA FE BRI 05 AL R AR 53 BOR
SR, Sk S BT E At SRR . B E
M FAESE 1. 2B 2R F BT 25(2002) 88 i 1Y
T HEA R, DERG . £05% . U IR
E7ap Ui N = N = (AR R AN ES PR S e
BHE B S Tl A A 10 N, 7350
1B 1~10, gt AR 5E FHRF L, =
] T3 Ja B BE A s s 1 3 BOR ARR R e i %
SR 27K
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PEHE , KA Lachman fll Weaver (1998)
S i) 1) 42 ) B 2 1 TP SRR (ZEHE, 2014), L HEEE
P B il (B2 [l 143 PR AS W AR N4 B, 2L 12 4>
WH, 7 5314, e AR gl d s sy . A
F 75 v A Bl R, R A MR R A, S =
3.49, RMSEA = 0.06, SRMR = 0.05, CFI = 0.92, GFI =
0.96, a Z%H 0.77,

PR A RN RIS 1. BT 2 S5 EoR, &
FAEM R BRI, y/df = 6.37, RMSEA = 0.08,
SRMR = 0.06, CFI = 0.84, GFI =091, . 4MAH
1) o ZEIH 0.78,

ARG A PRI R RF ST 100758 2 85 R Bon, &
FKAEWE B, y*/df = 5.78, RMSEA = 0.07,
SRMR = 0.04, CFI = 0.96, GFI = 0.97, a &%} 0.80.

3.2 %R
321 HEFZFEREEHSKE

g i e R vk w22, AR R AH DG d L (A T
JeSr R, 2004), WFSE AER T 7 T AT T AN $5
R BE 44 07 AT I Ay L 5 2% B AR B e A
& BRWAEE UG, X Harman B8N 71567k
AT [E T R 25 R 56, 25 SRR RRIEE R T 1
W FIHA 9 A4y, HEE— KPR AR R &R
13.73%, /NT 40% 1) llm 55 i o Ak, & fd ]
Mplus7.0 KX ZE . #EHIE . REEH . REH
AL 4 ST IRIEE R Z 0, R LA R L
SN AR AT e . A5 R, PO PR Y
PUEFEEH W4T R AR DL 25 R AR R A

WFREAAFEAE ™ F L[] 7 i 22 o
322 HWRAMKITEHEXSH

AW B AL B T R BRiEZE A EATTRY
PRI 3 R, WLLE SR SMZES A5G
PRALAEAE B 3 IEASE(r = 0.08, p < 0.05), K% 143
BT, SRR EHRFEGE=0.16, p <0.001),
WEPANMAGE S I = 0.31, p < 0.001)IEA]
KRRWBE, S5 1 258 —50
323 HAMMERE

PR R A R R ESE 1, HUEZS IR Hayes
(2013) Ay CUCRIMRIL:, 38075 P8 T 27 A X 2= AL 1 ik
EXR. SR ER, LS EWN RS G
BN (B = 0.05, SE = 0.02, p < 0.05), 95%CI
4[0.01, 0.08], B 1 15 2IG0E; #ESBY 2R
U IR A8 A i 2 (B = 0.73, SE = 0.15, p <
0.001), 95%CI 4[0.44, 1.01]; [a]HF40 AAE22 B )2 F
FE AN G, SR RS AHEA R WIAE A
HE(MB=0.01,SE=0.02, p>0.05), 95%CI 4[-0.02,
0.05], #1 & VAR 2R 484 AL i TN AR F 3% (B =
0.04, SE = 0.004, p <.001), 95%CI “4[0.03, 0.05], %%
B A A SO 0.03, 95% 1 B {5 IX 6] N
[0.017, 0.045], FARON d7 2SRV 67.6%. LA
SRR TR 2 BT .
324 BHRETPHPNBEEE

AP AR RS (LR 4) BRI 1,
SIS BT 24 R X2 1) i 6 7R (Hayes, 2013),
L, B R SR A BN R A

®3 BLEMAMREITSHEXSITER(N = 829)

A M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6
1P 0.43 0.50 1
2. 4EE 20.71 2.12 -0.01 1
3. B2 0.00 1.71 -0.06 —0.04 1
4. ik 4.73 0.73 -0.03 0.00 0.15™" 1
5. FEHE 4.09 7.38 -0.06 -0.12" 0.16™" 0.25™" 1
6. RGEHfk 4.03 0.94 -0.04 0.05 0.08" 0.24™" 0317 1

x4 BHRATHFNERLIE(N =829

S— W75 fe 1(R 54 HAk) W15 f 2(3% & VM) |75 #e 3(REEa HAL)

B SE t 95%CI B SE t 95%CI B SE t 95%CI
By )z 0.03 0.02 151 [-0.01,0.06] 059  0.14  4.097" [0.31,0.87] 0.01 0.02 0.80 [-0.02, 0.05]
25 1k 028 0.04 642  [0.19,037] 235 034 696" [1.68,3.02]
TR IE 0.04 0.00 9.90"" [0.03, 0.05]
ZTH 003 002 -1.33 [-0.08,0.02] —0.41  0.18 —224" [-0.77,-0.05]
R’ 0.08 0.11 0.13
F 12.18"™ 17.54"™ 25.65™"




1474 i Bt}

EE ¢

48 4

LB T AS 2. 2%(B = —0.03, SE = 0.02, p > 0.05),
95%CI “}[-0.08, 0.02], /7 & 2 i, t+H& W2 S50
T AE B IR VA R A i e (B = —0.41, SE =
0.18, p < 0.05), 95%CI H[-0.77, —0.05]. Jife 3 H,
T0E A PRI R g8 A BAL A F 25 (B = 0.04, SE =
0.00, p < 0.001), 95%CI >[0.03, 0.05]. ik, A<Hf
SE TS R 1 0 TR AR A B SR GIRE B, i
FUE, 2014b), #E— 038 i R 5k B AN
(] 42 LR S T (BUE 7 — B ifE 28) B )2 X0 33 & 15
R T R, 255 Wow, R HURAME T, e
B J2 X B A PR ) 2 ) A FH 4 35 (B = 0.89, SE =
0.20, p < 0.001), 95%CI *~[0.49, 1.29]; {H7E =¥ il
BT, IR 220w A 5 & 2 2E 5 A8
BE(B=0.29,SE=0.19, p > 0.05), 95%CI “~[-0.08,
0.66] (A&l 4). ) B EAET 1T A A RIAKCE R Y
HA N R TRV 0, 485 St s ZEAI A il B Ay 155
T, WA RO R ST, AR BR UE AR B A SO R
0.04, p < 0.05, 95%CI “~[0.02, 0.06], H 5N i &
BN LLB R 71.8%; T TE R 45 AR T, i
IR BT, AL A AR08 R 0.01, p > 0.05,
95%CI “A[-0.01, 0.03], DA &5 F 6] 3 5 TR 3
Y BT
7.00 7
6001 e
5.00 1 ~
4.00 1

3.00 1

FEHAE

2.00 1

—o— {EFHil % (-1SD)
--0-- E ¥l (+1SD)

1.00 A

0.00

KB (-1SD) FBE (+1SD)
B4 b SRR S TS AT 2)

3.3 g

TERFSE 1 3ERT b, BF5T 2 38 3 B KAEAS (1Y 1
2, RIS UE T 412 B2 B0 22 46 7 BRA I 8500
e R E AR —REGHAN TN LR, IF
HEZR IR EN X — RS2 2N HIEAIE .
RRESFE 2 KFER R IZ ARRAS, A Yt —
R AS, FFLALARSE 1 B BAA LR )1, (HAF5E 1
PRI T 4R, RB A8 T A AR Bl & 540 s B A
MAGAEILFE R R, B2, WA LLE

R, SR FR 3 MBI T ARSI S
4 Eite

41 #HEMESRZEEBUNXA

ABHGE PR R W], AR 23 B2 IR
/DM IR RS . BARME RIS R
Se b PRI TR Z T R G (Jost et al.,
2003) MWL A5 (H M 32 G2 A BRAL B E 05 00T 1 3348 Rk
F, HL S AT — PR R 8 33X — 00 W6 SR BT (Kay
& Jost, 2014) BRIt FE T EREA XS LR 61746
R ER . MH, X T REA AT AA
[l ke i, ] A IR B 22 3 B LR Y 0 58
B, FARGEAHEAATSRIETRE, mXEz
S A T A5 58 BN 38 3 DA S U 5% Tt g
(Kraus & Stephens, 2012), HI{EALH)Z X = L
Wah A R B (Kraus & Tan, 2015), KA
AR EEIN N RSB R E, 2A HIRZ W
AT HR . HEETE, BrZEEE S —E
FREE L85 TAREY)Z 3 10 B sh A5 O (R 75 22,
2014), XFh2E SRR IR0 R, AT 4R
Pt T RGE A EACIE R ULE E 51y, i H R4
RATEA LRI Z A R GG RS, 7
3 UL R GG FRAL IR A A BT 2 5 O R N
BEM Ak (e.g., Cichocka & Jost, 2014),

AR, AWFELEIE A R LUIHERE Jost 5£(2003)
BRI AL, AR AT DLk i — 2P PR A% () 4 AL
e YRS RGEE B OC R WA T s e kb 5
R SCAL R 56, ke uh, 78Ry 4t
SRR, K Z TR SE SN RE G, 1
Ty — SR R AT REA A A S . (EAS— PR AR, I
i Jost HIBANBLAR Y, B2 5 RGG AL E R ] g
FEA R E 1Y, X HBR TR 2 F AU B = A
XfRGLTEE PR, HIRTEDF 5T b AT R
SR E R T RS 85 R T R 45 Hk
[ 1] 1T A L IE 5 S B B )23 (van der Toorn et al.,
2015), {HixX — BB SRR R A & — & i dhE
P, BIVESE T SRR RS 4T . A X A,
AN G MR CEY J2 — o A R A B
TRV A A T IR A 8 I ) 8 ) — A5 T Tl o
42 REFRNHNMER

TEfRsE 1 W EEAL B, PFRES Rt — P e T3

AL RGO 25 AN T O R A, AR F A S T
F3 b, MRS E YR B AR, SRR AT m AT
T B2 WS T AE(Kraus & Tan, 2015),
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AR R T R S A B A AR, R T
INFIERAAER T EZEN . KEILCE, REa68
FEHR G T £ 5 8 AT 3 Fh X 2R 58 A BEPE A AT 2
AT R R G iR AR R GE AR B £ T (e.g., Jost
& Hunyady, 2005), M $ Ay Z W& I\ 50 B &K ) 4E
(Hussak & Cimpian, 2015), T AN i £ &
X — R BS A, (A2 B S S B2 T R
Gi PRy IR, BIE Kay F Jost (2014)U &N ZE
fifp £ S X — i B S % T AN 52 3% T H. Hussak Al
Cimpian (2015) i 55 3% BH R (d 5 i) 1 £ IE I &R,
DAY R4 ] 446 9K TT LAAR e 3t T30 2R 4545 AL . DRt
AWK BRI A E O FINALEAE, 1R EFE 20
PSS (Kraus et al., 2012)F1 5 584 FAL B9 IA A&
12 f# B (Hussak & Cimpian, 2015)3X -7 2 T4k
SN FE T B T — WO i, i <ph 2 —1H
P —A BRAL X — T e B B R A, 1T LA, ARF9E
R T R A AL EEE 1 o8 B A& 48 U
R0, R TFIZ B B — A K AR G ] 45
T TR

AN AT SRk 1L B/ e Y T R 4 R
NS . XFFRY 24 SN B e i, HAZ O
USRS AREY A R AT A D ) 25 5, i HLiX
25 5 0] DIAE S AR B 20 22 07 1 22 5 00 ff R AL )
(Kraus, Piff, & Keltner, 2011), ZRWFFEH- X Fhil %]
SR NY R RS G EAR T, YR
T XS MANE  [FIEF, ABFR AR5 M S I &
& T R A AL IR f# B (Hussak & Cimpian,
2015), DA A i BEAE 32 S0 A 0 02 1 B )2 1 B AR A
SV ) (PN U D), T FRATT B SR A AR 2 AN &R
S A R DA AT IR A R e A s, nT DA
BT I ERE 14 D 1 =2 A i T A BN FE
43 $EHIRAETER

B2 Fun LA #, fafik aAf FrAs k7
oW A 1 A0 AT 2 AR AR B 2 A R — X R G AR
K7 ARHFFE A PR THE AT DU B —EH] . X
PR SR T W 2L S BRSO, B i ER Y
T v] DL el AR I B )2 # 09IA HHI ] (Kraus et al.,
2009, 2012), AidiZ 3 I A B 378 50 458 il )]
R Z & T H AR, RO X — R4 T TH5E,
I HIBH T X —1E I 5k ARG A B K
e, FEAR T EERIRAER . (SRR, #hSBY
JZ 0 B A U S — R e —— 4t & SO A
(sociocultural perspective)tsIF # 54 il X FAIK
W2 & WIVER, JF HALSR R T ¥ R T = R 2

] LU A B 2 AL (Stephens, Markus, & Phillips,
2014) HSZ, dnfar 35 BRI 254 A48 [ A 1.0 BAR =
VAR i W) [ yish, © stz 03 s
BT % 7 1] (e.g., Stephens et al., 2014), AKX —
AT DA 22 2% e il A L AR

MR, (R Z TSN, MOCPHIRBYE N AR E,
W TS RGP R, 1B WMADTF i r Ak
P S, WEELHE AR SR Rk, I SN A
X FARABRfl(Lachman & Weaver, 1998), ¥ iX ¥
MG, AU A filEa IR VR L AT LA
HORIRAF R R /R . BRI Z BB H R, i
MIAN RGAH, T2 a2 F 5507,
—J7 I, MR LUE R 2 AT B 3R O Ok
PETHERIE, P10 A B 5E (self-affirmation) . AT
7 7] (implementation intention) %% 3 W& AR ¥ & B H
B X FPFAAE H (e.g., Arbour & Martin Ginis, 2009;
Harris, Mayle, Mabbott, & Napper, 2007), %3 — /7 Ifi,
e RGN LR F AR R,
T L MU WAL s SRR R AR B P LR, AT R
LU B 2 i R A AR R AT 3R R T R B T4 o B R A
U S X GE A, IXEEL, BRFER(2008)3E i
TE BRI A B A A i ) 24 2,
Bl 0 45 TR A Ry 2R (2014) I iz FH X RS AR 55
(2008) S By =X, HE— 20 R I PR BE ) 29 A BE ik 25
SR T A AR AT A A P, Xk
S5 AT LU A 23R BRI 55 00 2% —— TR IRy
2 A BT IE B A IR A R, Aot R AT pE
I/ 2 R AR 1 PR B 42, e — 20 5 B 4R T
R, EATERS] A AR — Mt B, fig
i3 1 F OSSR AR W S RS o X R AR
RS o E B — RS ERAE R
44 TEERE

AW FRAFAE— LR JE Z AL, 75 ZEA SR AR S
WA B, AUFFEREA R, 8 WA i
FKKE, BT EdR)F)ZE R E 74 T B A& AR
Z RS 5 B &8 ARSI AR BYEE I TEH
I 225 (Kraus et al., 2012), 1 H. A2 446 Aok
S 23 B J2 A RGO 2 B Y B0 (e
Na & Chen, 2016; Stephens, Fryberg, Markus, Johnson,
& Covarrubias, 2012), {HIEARMFF LS SHE T 20
KA AR B, 3 2 N i P, RO WFE AT LR
Z R AARF AR BAEAR M 4518 . Hik, &
R R GG b PR S H A, R T
— B RGE AL, (BHSE, REAHEALIETT
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DIARIAE— S ARG J7 18, WA RS 3 L (Jetten,
Haslam, & Barlow, 2013) . #1223 Eifii[](Carvacho et
al., 2013)5%, A AT 45 G AN R A /M SO%F it [a)
BT EFEE N B, RTRE S EEE
T RG A AL T EoRT B 1 AN HGR R R, H
REE T BN AAEN, B AHg Fik
AR PR, ERANREIA AT UH R 2 i &
gt & PR X — 00 P ME— AR TR BLEI, TN Kay
A1 Jost (20141, X —id A RERE A4, Akik
Af N Z AR O BRI R AT, AR R AR
J2IE 2R B BRAL AR I

5 &g

Fi—, MRAH RN RS A B K H
A 2 I [ T A

o, TR M AR AT S B R
RGeS B R Az, AR B R, e
A 3t 6T B S A AR P U DR T o P O R
b, HARGEA AL

F=, el E—SUE BN RS A B m+
I RAFR, BT AT, FEARE A B
N, A B RS, AR B E A P
Ze5r W, AR R RS OLR, AP RCEUR AL
7, AR RS A A PR ) G 2 2

& % X M

Adler, N. E., Epel, E. S., Castellazzo, G., & Ickovics, J. R.
(2000). Relationship of subjective and objective social
status with psychological and physiological functioning:
Preliminary data in healthy, white women. Health Psychology,
19, 586-592.

Arbour, K. P., & Martin Ginis, K. A. (2009). A randomised
controlled trial of the effects of implementation intentions
on women's walking behaviour. Psychology & Health, 24,
49-65.

Becker, T. E., Atinc, G, Breaugh, J. A., Carlson, K. D., Edwards, J.
R., & Spector, P. E. (2016). Statistical control in correlational
studies: 10 essential recommendations for organizational
researchers. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 37, 157-167.

Bernerth, J. B., & Aguinis, H. (2016). A critical review and
best-practice recommendations for control variable usage.
Personnel Psychology, 69, 229-283.

Brandt, M. J. (2013a). Do the disadvantaged legitimize the
social system? A large-scale test of the status-legitimacy
hypothesis. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology,
104, 765-785.

Brandt, M. J. (2013b). Low status legitimacy of the government
and of business: A reanalysis of Brandt (2013). Available at
SSRN 2275189.

Carvacho, H., Zick, A., Haye, A., Gonzalez, R., Manzi, J.,
Kocik, C., & Bertl, M. (2013). On the relation between
social class and prejudice: The roles of education, income,
and ideological attitudes. European Journal of Social

Psychology, 43, 272-285.

Cichocka, A., & Jost, J. T. (2014). Stripped of illusions? Exploring
system justification processes in capitalist and post-Communist
societies. International Journal of Psychology, 49, 6-29.

Davidai, S., & Gilovich, T. (2015). Building a more mobile
America—one income quintile at a time. Perspectives on
Psychological Science, 10, 60-71.

Dubois, D., Rucker, D. D., & Galinsky, A. D. (2015). Social
class, power, and selfishness: When and why upper and
lower class individuals behave unethically. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 108, 436—449.

Friesen, J. P., Kay, A. C., Eibach, R. P., & Galinsky, A. D.
(2014). Seeking structure in social organization: Compensatory
control and the psychological advantages of hierarchy.
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 106, 590—609.

Grossmann, I., & Varnum, M. E. W. (2011). Social class,
culture, and cognition. Social Psychological and Personality
Science, 2, 81-89.

Harris, P. R., Mayle, K., Mabbott, L., & Napper, L. (2007).
Self-affirmation reduces smokers' defensiveness to graphic
on-pack cigarette warning labels. Health Psychology, 26,
437-446.

Hayes, A. F. (2013). Introduction to mediation, moderation,
and conditional process analysis: A regression-based
approach. New York: The Guilford Press.

Hu, X. Y, Li, J., Lu, X. Z., & Guo, Y. Y. (2014). The psychological
study of social class: Social cognitive perspective. Journal
of Psychological Science, 37, 1509-1517.

[/ B3, 28, ofs, SRKE. (2014). FhaxB =08
SEWFAY: ARSI NI, O BRI 37, 1509-1517.]
Hussak, L. J., & Cimpian, A. (2015). An early-emerging explanatory
heuristic promotes support for the status quo. Journal of

Personality and Social Psychology, 109, 739-752.

Jetten, J., Haslam, S. A., & Barlow, F. K. (2013). Bringing
back the system: One reason why conservatives are happier
than liberals is that higher socioeconomic status gives them
access to more group memberships. Social Psychological
and Personality Science, 4, 6-13.

Jost, J. T., & Banaji, M. R. (1994). The role of stereotyping in
system-justification and the production of false consciousness.
British Journal of Social Psychology, 33, 1-217.

Jost, J. T., Banaji, M. R., & Nosek, B. A. (2004). A decade of
system justification theory: Accumulated evidence of conscious
and unconscious bolstering of the status quo. Political
Psychology, 25, 881-919.

Jost, J. T., Hawkins, C. B., Nosek, B. A., Hennes, E. P., Stern,
C., Gosling, S. D., & Graham, J. (2014). Belief in a just
God (and a just society): A system justification perspective
on religious ideology. Journal of Theoretical and Philosophical
Psychology, 34, 56-81.

Jost, J. T., & Hunyady, O. (2005). Antecedents and consequences
of system-justifying ideologies. Current Directions in
Psychological Science, 14, 260-265.

Jost, J. T., Pelham, B. W., Sheldon, O., & Sullivan, B. (2003).
Social inequality and the reduction of ideological dissonance
on behalf of the system: Evidence of enhanced system
justification among the disadvantaged. European Journal of
Social Psychology, 33, 13-36.

Kay, A. C., Gaucher, D., Napier, J. L., Callan, M. J., & Laurin,
K. (2008). God and the government: Testing a compensatory
control mechanism for the support of external systems.
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 95, 18-35.

Kay, A. C., & Jost, J. T. (2003). Complementary justice:
Effects of "poor but happy" and "poor but honest"
stereotype exemplars on system justification and implicit
activation of the justice motive. Journal of Personality and



11 1] Btk e 55 KB R B R G5 B K 3 g 2

T A2 I A 1925 5 1477

Social Psychology, 85, 823-837.

Kay, A. C., & Jost, J. T. (2014). Theoretical integration in
motivational science: System justification as one of many
“autonomous motivational structures”. Behavioral and
Brain Sciences, 37, 146—147.

Kraus, M. W., & Callaghan, B. (2014). Noblesse oblige? Social
status and economic inequality maintenance among politicians.
PLoS One, 9, €85293.

Kraus, M. W., Piff, P. K., & Keltner, D. (2009). Social class,
sense of control, and social explanation. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 97, 992—1004.

Kraus, M. W, Piff, P. K., & Keltner, D. (2011). Social class as
culture: The convergence of resources and rank in the social
realm. Current Directions in Psychological Science, 20, 246-250.

Kraus, M. W., Piff, P. K., Mendoza-Denton, R., Rheinschmidt,
M. L., & Keltner, D. (2012). Social class, solipsism, and
contextualism: How the rich are different from the poor.
Psychological Review, 119, 546-572.

Kraus, M. W., & Stephens, N. M. (2012). A road map for an
emerging psychology of social class. Social and Personality
Psychology Compass, 6, 642—656.

Kraus, M. W., & Tan, J. J. X. (2015). Americans overestimate
social class mobility. Journal of Experimental Social
Psychology, 58, 101-111.

Kraus, M. W., Tan, J. J. X., & Tannenbaum, M. B. (2013). The
social ladder: A rank-based perspective on social class.
Psychological Inquiry, 24, 81-96.

Lachman, M. E., & Weaver, S. L. (1998). The sense of control
as a moderator of social class differences in health and
well-being. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology,
74, 763-773.

Lee, I. C., Pratto, F., & Johnson, B. T. (2011). Intergroup
consensus/disagreement in support of group based hierarchy:
An examination of socio-structural and psycho- cultural
Factors. Psychological Bulletin, 137, 1029-1064.

Li, C. L. (2014). Education experience and inequality of
opportunity among the post-80s generation: With comments
on “The Silent Revolention”. Social Science in China, (4), 66-77.

[EHFE. (2014). <80 Ja "M #H & Sl AP F—Hf

(EFEREAT) . FEHHESFLF, (4), 66-77.]

Li, J. (2014). Study on the tendency of attribution on the gap
between the rich and the poor in different social strara.
Guangzhou, China: World Publishing Corporation.

(2. (2014). /A 2B EZXT 7 2877 O P AT I
JUIN A AR H AR A AL

Lu, X. Y. (Ed.). (2002). Contemporary Chinese social class
research report. Beijing, China: Social Sciences Academic
Press.

[z 2 (Bd). (2002). 2710 28R A ALt
FEoeRhAE SCHR A ]

McCoy, S. K., Wellman, J. D., Cosley, B., Saslow, L., & Epel,
E. (2013). Is the belief in meritocracy palliative for
members of low status groups? Evidence for a benefit for
self-esteem and physical health via perceived control.
European Journal of Social Psychology, 43,307-318.

Na, J., & Chan, M. Y. (2016). Subjective perception of lower
social-class enhances response inhibition. Personality and
Individual Differences, 90, 242-246.

Ng, S. H., & Allen, M. W. (2005). Perception of economic
distributive justice: Exploring leading theories. Social Behavior
and Personality: An International Journal, 33, 435-454.

Shepherd, S., Kay, A. C., Landau, M. J., & Keefer, L. A. (2011).
Evidence for the specificity of control motivations in
worldview defense: Distinguishing compensatory control
from uncertainty management and terror management

processes. Journal of Experimental Social Psychology,
47(5), 949-958.

Skinner, E. A. (1996). A guide to constructs of control. Journal of
Personality and Social Psychology, 71, 549— 570.

Stephens, N. M., Fryberg, S. A., Markus, H. R., Johnson, C. S.,
& Covarrubias, R. (2012). Unseen disadvantage: How
American universities' focus on independence undermines
the academic performance of first-generation college students.
Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 102, 1178-1197.

Stephens, N. M., Markus, H. R., & Phillips, L. T. (2014). Social
class culture cycles: How three gateway contexts shape
selves and fuel inequality. Annual Review of Psychology,
65,611-634.

Tan, J. J. X., & Kraus, M. W. (2015). Lay theories about social
class buffer lower-class individuals against poor self-rated
health and negative affect. Personality and Social
Psychology Bulletin, 41, 446-461.

Turiano, N. A., Chapman, B. P., Agrigoroaei, S., Infurna, F. J.,
& Lachman, M. (2014). Perceived control reduces mortality
risk at low, not high, education levels. Health Psychology,
33, 883-890.

van der Toorn, J., Feinberg, M., Jost, J. T., Kay, A. C., Tyler, T.
R., Willer, R., & Wilmuth, C. (2015). A sense of powerlessness
fosters system justification: Implications for the legitimation
of authority, hierarchy, and government. Political Psychology,
36, 93-110.

Wen, Z. L., & Ye, B. J. (2014a). Analyses of mediating effects:
The development of methods and models. Advances in
Psychological Science, 22, 731-745.

[IR WS, MG, (2014a). AR A H: 5 ik AR T
D FEFL R, 22, T31-745.]

Wen, Z. L., & Ye, B. J. (2014b). Different methods for testing
moderated mediation models: Competitors or backups?.
Acta Psychologica Sinica, 46, 714-726.

RSB, BTS20, (2014b). A T P A BB 36 vk 38
il SRR, DO BEFIR, 46, 714-726.]

Whyte, M. K., & Han, C. P. (2008). Popular attitudes toward
distributive injustice: Beijing and Warsaw compared.
Journal of Chinese Political Science, 13,29-51.

Yang, S. L., Guo, Y. Y., & Li, J. (2013). Whether lower social class
individuals are more likely to believe the social system to
be justified. Advances in Psychological Science, 21, 2245-2255.

[k e, Wk E, 2. (2013). RSB 2EH 2w A
RGANIE. DOIEFIFHRE 21, 2245-2255.]

Yu, X, L. (2014). Can education still promote the social
mobility. Journal of Higher Education, 35, 9—15.

[RF524. (2014). BHEIECREMRHICZE W THT At 2 imsh .
B EH BB, 35,9-15.]

Yue, C. J., & Zhang, K. (2014). Research on job-hunting result
and starting salary of college graduates and its influential
factors. Educational Research, 35, 72-83.

[EEHR, KA. (2014). EBciell AR SRS 3 KGR 3 152
E R WFIT——FE T 2013 474 [ o A Hh A I8 28 5008 i1 S e
M. EHEDFIE, 35, 72-83.]

Chiu, C-y., Au, E. W-M., & Chen, J. (2008). How to study the
relationships between society, culture and thought? The
contributions of shared implicit theories. Chinese Social
Psychology Review, 4, 147—-170.

DRGSR, DR, BRif. (2008). A5t 2 SO A g AR
1T REEFR? N ERISTE RS AT J7 2 B
TIMk. PEH SO P FE IS, 4, 147-170.]

Zhou, H., & Long, L. R. (2004). Statistical remedies for common
method biases. Advances in Psychological Science, 12, 942-950.

[, JeEsLog. (2004). FL[R Tk g 22 g T e gt 5 2 7
. DHFLFEAE 12, 942-950.]




1478 TN il = Eile 48 &

Do lower classindividuals possess higher levels of system justification?
An examination from the social cognitive perspectives

YANG Shenlong'; GUO Yongyu'; HU Xiaoyong'?; SHU Shouli'?; LI Jing'

(* School of Psychology, Central China Normal University, Key Laboratory of Adolescent Cyberpsychology and Behavior,
Ministry of Education, and Hubei Human Development and Mental Health Key Laboratory, Wuhan 430079, China)
(* Faculty of Psychology, Southwest University, Chongqing 400715, China)
C School of Educational Science, Anhui Normal University, Wuhu 241000, China)

Abstract

According to system justification theory, lower class individuals are more likely to view social system as
legitimate than those from higher class. Yet, the opposite pattern emerged in many empirical studies suggesting
that system justification was stronger among individuals from higher class relative to lower class counterparts.
Recently, a cognitive perspective of system justification theory proposes that people express a salient tendency
of internal attribution when explaining socioeconomic disparities, which serves as a main source of system
justification. Given the fact that individuals from lower social class are characterized by contextualized
cognitive style and external attribution, they may attribute socioeconomic disparities to external factors, and
thereby are less likely to support the social system. Thus, we expected that 1) one’s social class was positively
correlated with system justification, and 2) an internal attribution for the gap between the rich and the poor
played a mediating role. Moreover, studies derived from social cognitive theory of social class demonstrate that
the increase in perceived control have potential to help lower class individuals shift their attributional styles
from external to internal. We further hypothesized that 3) perceived control could moderate the mediation model
proposed in hypothesis 2.

Two studies were designed to test these three hypotheses with different strategies. In Study 1, 241 college
students with different levels of subjective social class were randomly assigned into high or low perceived
control priming conditions, and then assessed their attributional tendency regarding the rich-poor gap and
system justification, so that the moderating effect of perceived control on the mediation model could be tested.
In study 2, 829 college students from four universities of different levels received scales of social class,
perceived control, attributional style for the rich-poor gap and system justification to examine the hypothesized
relationships in their actual lives.

The results supported all of the three hypotheses. Firstly, social class was positively associated with system
justification. That is, lower social class individuals exhibited fewer tendencies to support the social system.
Secondly, attributional tendency for the rich-poor gap mediated this relationship between social class and system
justification. Lower class individuals were less likely to attribute the disparities between the rich and the poor to
internal factors (e.g., personal striving, ability), and also displayed lower level of system justification. Thirdly,
the hypothesized moderated mediation model was also supported; that is, the mediating effect of attribution
between social class and system justification was moderated by perceived control. When perceived control was
low, the mediating effect was significant; however, when perceived control was high, lower class individuals’
internal attributional tendency would become as high as those of higher class, resulting in the absence of the
mediation model. Both of the two studies supported consistenly all of the above hypotheses.

These results support and expand the cognitive perspective of system justification theory, which emphasizes
the cognitive basis of one’s system justification but fails to consider the differences between classes. This study
also proposes an extension to the social cognitive theory of social class by combining different social classes’
social cognition with their system justification. In addition, the connection of the two theories forms a more
comprehensive picture of class, cognition, and justification. Therefore, the present research is based on social
cognitive perspectives. Furthermore, this study demonstrates that perceived control can moderate the mediation
model. This is not only a further theoretical exploration, but a noteworthy suggestion for social governance that
lower class individuals’ internal attribution and system justification can be altered by an increased sense of
mastery of themselves and a decreased sense of restriction from the society.

Key words social class; system justification; attribution for the gap between the rich and the poor; perceived

control; social cognitive



