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i E AR TFFTRABRIGBRIALEGRZAASELEL, AFXEASN G AMNSINE RAESEZATM
IR, FlAY, FAFE R ERHE TARALF st R B 5 6hikde, B IR S5 R AR B, W R F 5 £ MRS
BEAR R T 09 I 5 R E L A A AL, Bk R AT A IR (B BB 5% 43), MBRFFE ALK LA
BN E L R RSB, ik g RAIAR (AP I IR IR, X — B ARBER A A & A 23k Fri 4R 4t
T—AEEER, FEARMAE—FTHEREIE,

KER HARTFE, RASEEA, AASENLIN, AMIMN, HLBE

5KS  B849: Ca1

1 3

R RIR T A S A T4E
MR IR i 30 4R HT, RO G HALIIR IR,
TEAP S5 B v (17 AR5 ) g #E 2 b, AT (=
AR ) RN B A] e A EL AN T4, R
B 0 R 504 PR 4 (system-justifying belief; Jost
& Banaji, 1994; Jost et al., 2004) , X —F& ML) H5E
) SO 1 3 P 48 7 o R AN RO B 1A 2 B S
(Costa-Lopes et al., 2013; Jost et al., 2015): TR ZHF
TR, ANFEEIA BRG] AR A 1Y A T
(Buchel et al., 2021); fbfi1f il GEA R, H2X
FEARE S A BUR (Cheung, 2016; 1R 2k%%, 2009) , 24
SR, X — WL Az 2I1R Z Bk % (Brandt, 2013; Trump
& White, 2018): & fRlyk [ ¥ T 32 3l SE B isl
Wsh(Luders et al., 2021), LA S PRS2 i A A 11
JZ2 A 55 B B ARV 55 F (Kunst & Obaidi, 2020;
Power et al., 2020), fBI-F- B 3 fpah 2 A [F #8465
Z P A A, RIS 45 2 42 (o I b A 2 3Kk
U (I HE A BAR) BUR . R4, AN TPAER TE RS

il

SR SRR H R RS G iHES
H, W I 268 55 AS PS8 Bl A A 2 1 335 Bl g
Y IR 4 4% 0] 2 — (Wilkinson & Pickett, 2017;
WA, 2020), IZ AT ASFE S 1 R R il 2
FERARLEHESAENTLEOESR F, 2019),
A BRI P 10 6 R S N FERL o

R ok, AR SOW T S LB A 7 B
B HLSTUERFFE, 40 4 AT it PR B8 43 B 1 7 1h] o
T A3, AR SO ] Tl Ry, PR BRI HL SR
X &, R FAERE TN A AR A R RS
BHMEEM 2 T Z, W R LAl A
A SRR I T IR I R R A S A,
TE T4 AT b UL A 187 ) AS ) 45 1 (B DA e 3 k)
Je P FERL T (BR sh LB AL o X 5 & PR TR BY
FRATAE S {4k 20 PR TAE A Bk
#BmEF, WAKE, 2017), WEURHKE, REE
FESX—SET RS IS, R, 18
HN—AZERE SRS, EAEEENN
BMANE, AR RS04 BEAL BT 2E LLAT R 9
R DAER SRR S AT S RS A
&N, EREEREEIFRNRRT
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SR E, B HMR N AR S RGN
BEVE . IE MM AORRA, DA RAR N S R R g
RGNS (Kay & Jost, 2003),

2 AEEHMERMUEEFHNRESERS
2 B R ELIEKRE

21 ERWE

AN O BT A 75 M 5T A 3 A 25 (sel f-
interest), X Fh [ A SHALEE AR BN SRS & L AL
I A AESEY) R 25 938 2R (Sears & Funk, 1991),
WARBAEA XN A RIE S . A G544
(Hogg, 2016)., EAt A& ML BT b, AfTTAE
AT AIRAN 25 15 5, A5 808 % [ 3R N
HEVA (25 (Darke & Chaiken, 2005), T %
P R EE, Fh AR S | BSERE I o o B
WL A EHE U, ARSI AN [F]
DL AL 2353 12 2 50 P UM I 1) 385 7 3 s (L ee
et al., 2011; Wilkinson & Pickett, 2017), % T{f
BLFEMH, RS S A T4E S A FR A A RE
PR 25 1 S HLAE wh e, 30T 25 Al ] B X AN - 55
Ak BOIR, RIBBARN R AHE &

AL, T E AR B S E Ok, AMTER S
SFERGTET A SRS AE, TR
APV S A (Lee et al., 2011), BRI &
PSR 28 B3 (realistic group conflict theory)
INH, AT 5 Ty KA S HoAL 2 007 B SR i £
B HEOCRIIR RS | /MBS Z ARk (King et al.,
2010), Z5fbldh, #t4SZHd#H it (socia dominance
theory)$i i, & M7 3 Ry T 2 dr B FR AN A
e B4 b 57 1 1] F SRR ARG RASEAE, MK &
DU ) - 028 FRB/INAS 55, DASCE [ 3R RN B
AR F 4L 55 (Pratto et al., 2006), X FHWLA7EN
TR 28 SR BOR (AR TR S BE P AR B ERE . filin, 5
23 2 B M A I AR B BE R AE L, 55 3AE A
B AT BE SRR A TN AR L BT AR R
BB EBOR (B 45, 2021), #h& kIR BRI
(social identity theory)#% Jhy 7 %t Hb i B¢ T 1% b o2
R X AN S 1.0 B 517 2 )2V (Hogg, 2016), 7™
T AT SR TR T 7 25 2 R R 1) ) TR
550 0H)E, TR A4 A B Bt T

VXTUREAEGES S RE AL M — LT iE
DL /NGS5 B S U B

LB, v LGl A~ AR (an, 1w L B2 3h)
SREETHA C AL TS AT BN 45 1 B
Rt BRI B A, AT RE i i 2 B SR e (o,
T )RR 8%, FEal kA ST g R
(an, HEREAT M)A P (Akfirat et al., 2016).

RS A T A AN SR E RS
GHAF SR M e R, AR 3FH L (relative
deprivation theory) |t — 4 - A Huff B8 T 52 10 Y
HRAM OISR, RIZIEE, NEEIRS
i ST AR ezl RPN SI U I LK (i LR = S |
B (5l YR AR) AN 107 A5 (0 4 %o 55 A 07, Pl by ok
V14 R Xt S 2 A B 2 — 2L R TR BRI &, IR IR R
JE& SRy 6 ASSF- 25 BUIR (1 0 B 5 47 R B2 (Smith
et al., 2012; Smith & Pettigrew, 2014), 8 £ SZiF#F
FRM, HIMEBIR ST A TESmit o i,
BTN XA 2354 5B (Buttrick & Oishi, 2017),
AT A A ARG 2B R (Osborne et al.,
2015; Sanchez-Rodriguez et al., 2019) , 1F —Fh i
X AN S5 F 305 7 SR, 3RS R SR A 23 T 1 AH
e S 25 SRS st A B A ARG L 37 3 S 30 A S S5 BAR 1Y
FPHEBLH (Kunst & Obaidi, 2020; Power et al., 2020;
kA 4E %%, 2012),
2.2 KIEfRIE

RSN RPN RS NG s A r B I N G DN
M2 AR AL T R MR RS . SRR, BT
BT EEIL T LIRS B R AP A5 X I b 7
HEREGH W, F—, EATPEERT,
Wl A LS RERBEE SN LR,
TE ST i A7 5 b i b R 48 6 B A & AR (eug.,
Leeet a., 2011; ik b %, 2016); 45—, HHA
LGSk S AP M S BN, M E F AR5
R I A L= TN 397 N % 3 O N e S 220
M5 RGEEHERNRER, IELEATHFME R
SGEAHE S 2R (eg., Li & Hu, 2021); 5
=, [REE B EEART45 Sk 2 4 U M 1Y 28 HRK
I, AELON T Tk £ 20 T M Y R T RN, B F
SEREEEXT . AR R GG A A B AR
(Curtis & Andersen, 2015), 4R 54 M5 S48
FRIATR], DAFEBIZE 00 3 2 3R A T 0 Tl A Ik
MLEAFRE . BUARTHAT . ST NS W, X
FFT R A R ) 0SB T SRR B .

Bilhn, Lee % (2011)/)— G 4 BT A58 K B,
T AT 243 2 Ak T HE X 55 A A7 B B 4R B B (A



o7 ik BROA: tESRE AR s IR 0 1 RS AR & 1639

2o ARBT R A B 01 ) LU A0 S A7 A B 53 (A
B AU R B 01 ) R I SR A A 2 S
fig ), BUEE RO R R A T4 . ST AN
W05 AF %405 %2, Curtis F1l Andersen (2015)% 31,
EWMANT-EREEARMN S, IR A T4
HEE 25 5 UK A 25 1) TN B A AR B B AN
& kA A PERENER S, s
KA T A B g — e ) T A4, JFH,
B AATIA A S 1 AP 45 B0IR A Fo A3y,
Wk A C AT A BRI 1R B, T A
BHY /D A4 ()L Garcia-Castro et al., 2020), [
THEA PRGN TFERE, SR TFEN RS
A PRA & 040 VR F R R AR X AL 25 A P )
I (McCall et al., 2017; Newman et al., 2015)., it
B Li A Hu (2021) 3% T b [ 52 2 308 125 8 25 5080 122
ST R, TEAL S 2T R BT BAR H A B AT
GBI, K 2 L R b o e R
& B9 1 5% 3= X AF & (meritocracy belief; Son Hing
et al., 2011), BDEERAR{FAEMAS NS ABe 1]
VRS T, MR, 7EfE &S0 A RK % A
oV AT SRR B AR I b DX, AR A A L v b
A7 AR ML 5% T R e T B R .

AN, Sk HBOROHF R W LI, e
A2 B EEREUA RIS RES MG S
BN, FF 2011 FhL T EMAEHEM A" (the
Latino barometer survey), Zmerli F1 Castillo (2015)
P18 MEE AW R, W H 25 AT 5
(Gini Z 0 RO )2 T84~ SO 43 L I A2 TE
AN 2 W AR AT BUR fF 4 (B . Goubin
& Hooghe, 2020; Guinjoan & Rico, 2018), 2 1{blHh
X 5% A R 2 7 B (2017) 3 o X Hp [ R A8 A
#572012 ARG AT A R, PR 22 IR 2
. 2 R AR 0 25 v 7 B 2 R s 2 D AR Y T AR A AT
AP RBUR SO . AT R )ZE, A3 R
St PRAT 2 0 52 0 B0 b (AR B % AN S AR R
FIERAT N 5P, 2018 A, BUFMAEKA
TR T R B RARKT A 22 85 884+ 408 JE IR
W, 51k T L IZE5)” (the French yellow vests
movement), L iiders %5 (20221)3# i %2 [l ES AX ) 1
EWFIE R IR, ik £ AE % R T 35 IRk DL K i A
F iy BB 3 X (populismy B RTE R, BEAMZ S
YR EODFZEINIREOCEIER, “EOFE
B R VE 5 AE o O FE PR — s,

5 140 BEATL ] (I AR X 3] 25 J88) o i R AR 22 55 3
FEAAE i s 1 3 AT (Sidanius et al., 2015;
Kunst & Obaidi, 2020).

3 ATEEHEERMMNENEZSIES
2 BigWM a5 iR kRIE

31 BEEWA

12 AR W ES A Ok, AR T 4id A 3K
M BRI 2E, REIT A BTN &0 EE
B 2 AN 25 14335 1% S (Lee et al., 2011), 2
M, WAMREUIR KN, (KA B 23 758 2 5
B IEFAFE R+ ER (Cheung, 2016; TREREE,
2009). WFIEEATINIRE], did H IR R H T 7E iR
) 25 AR EE S, H N0 3R 517 ik 23 57 2 [
AMAEWL ARSI, 5 & 09 VR AT A2 T K (Sears
& Funk, 1991), XM (E M & B T AATF )
SR (ought to be)th FH9F % . 2R A & T XA
V2 RN IE ISR (to be) BRI, PO i e
BT E T —— BRI TR R S AR
F2E M phoe, 55— mR IR T S2 4R Bk 55 R
SR EL IS — B, Ik, R ER ) B L 1 B
D7 F R PRI A R M A7 B AR AL S BUR, DL 4R
AR5 AR, 0 O E A B ER A I8
TEAE— R AR EME 5 227, B AATT 4 o8 ok BRUIR B9
VAT RSO BUR), DLAEdr (a0 .

INTEME S & HEE (elief in ajust world theory)
BRI AN IE . A2 AR B
N o IS HERE A IE R 2 A B — P AT
B, ORI B AEAE NN AR P R AR, T
B EWE AR I H N A O s
(Lerner, 1980). 4K, 2 iF A5 &HBA A O
R, e AT AR Lt BRSO 5 1
AT, [RES R A TER . AN, XA
PR “MAEE 55" (fundamental delusion) &) 3 HL
(ARG AR @) Kol K S TA YR - § S o
2013)—— Y HIXF AN IEFH AR, AN IEFS
Z RN, TG R X R R o AR
AT BE XA A TEF AR B 25 R E B ik A7
ff R, DAZEG ) T 0 28 TR RN, 3R B
FEBLFR R X BLR (g A BAL” . KT R/EZE
B IGS SEWE S O X — AR R M R Rt T
& (Hafer & Bégue, 2005).,

IS IE RS SIS RS & T John T. Jost
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AR [ 241 (Jost et al., 2015), J5# 1ENFZIR
PN SE, 32 T R 5 G FLFIS (system
justification theory; Jost & Banaji, 1994), i% it [
PN A —Fh G 34 ZI ML, (AEY R T A
AR R R, I EEARB AN SER S 7%
H ARG CBARNE, ZEIS AN —
Tl 1Y P R A A EME AR IE M R
Gia AL BAL” (system justification motivation),
N ETE S s R SR RS NSl T )
YT kLS BB MBOR RS R HE, B
B LL A IR AR 25 000 (Jost & Banaji,
1994; Costa-Lopes et al., 2013), 7EFIE K JE 4]
X PP R G2 A BRAL S AL R B4R 1] 280 T I Ml o7
SRR 2" G o AN )T At 25 oA ) B SRy R
FAR . BEBRZ AR, REEHHE
A AR A, 35 AR AT 55 AR 85 1 T 5 3 FR AN
BRI AR, B EHXTRENEE. A8
PETE S P RAE S b5, R, 4 B RIS HLA Y
R B BRSBTS TR i I 2 ph g A R 1Y
INER RS, RO &R TR0 RS &3
AL, gk A A, £ E SRS A5 1 B0k
(Jost et al., 2004), ZHILHEMITEE, FEATEF
JE s (M AR B AR) W ak 2 v, D S8 AR B B K
AT 2 AR ) R AR A B S HL 2558
5k (Jost et al., 2004; Jost et al., 2015),
3.2 LiEfRE

fICHLA R 2 A FRAL AR T 45, 1 o S
RGBT I B T SRR 4 (Jost
et al., 2015; Malahy et al., 2009), Yoshimura #l
Hardin (2009)i# i % %% H A A%} 36 H 12 BUIfR ¢
RIS EE, FRWI G451 55 3 b (07 23 14 5 Al
IR G A S, MATE el LRk RN T
HATE & H G R iy 55 35 (Bt ) s oz, B %
RIRE —BSCF, i3 B RS H AR SO 5 28 1 A
Lo 1 55 B (B PR 38 2 Ak SR 5 D T glaont H A
EEMPRBUASE . 458 EH, YT HAM
A I, BB AR IR R B R
B SN  Z, BDXEAST- 258109 36 H WL 21 VR 6 &
F P TSR AY A BRAL R 5 van der Toorn %5 (2015)
BRIV OF IS4 T o B U, M7 & B, RD
A6 T X v R R NS SR BAR (B AR R . &5
S BAUIATEEE), U145 2 AL T 55 3 AT
BT R SCREAS AR, 4, Jost K H W =R it R )

WF 5 E— RS2, 1 X 2 5 A S L 115 A
BB (AR RR) 4 0 R 406 BE S pll =
B B /D RS4RI (Goudarzi et al., 2020;
. Friedman & Sutton, 2013),

Malahy %5 (2009) ) F 53 44 33 Lk /& 30\ 55 5 %
PR TS . @S X 1975 4E & 2006
AR 31 7 F ST (B 6120 44 BiR) #EAT T &
B, BEE B HER, AT TE A & a4
BRI, BT S5IARN TSN K2 IE
A, BRG] TUROA . BOA B UE S E A A
REJG, %R Fa (B Caricati & Lorenzi-
Cioldi, 2012). Solt % (2016)ii iz f — i 26 [ 4= 5]
WA IS IEAT M, & B A T A WA 43 T AR
SR LXK Y 55 AR B, AR TR AT AN R
A g 14t DX 5 NS T R R e A
SUAF A&, HAR{E %% 00 TAE AT LLIRH 3] . Buchel
45 (2021) TSR W ARME T SZHFIEHE o MBI T E
Froat 2 i 5 s 1%, ik B 28 ANE S
MY 50000 44525 AR #HAT /i KB, 7EAR
AR (L REOHE S M X, FEE AL,
B2 U R R A 25 B R B T LT
AN ) = AR A 22 B R K, BRI H o
[ 2 48 A #A5 4&, Zmerli T Castillo (2015) & B,
T WL )2 T 1 28 5% AN F- 45 23 AR (M7 3 3 588 ) 43 i AN
N IEE BUA RS EER, FRmE, 0
FEEBZ AR, 43R E R BUA AT B E
SN M A (0 Lee et al., 2020), 25{piH, JE
T 2012 4 v [ 5 B 5 5 4 408E, Cheung (2016)
KB, H AT i X 28 B AR A (B AR S i X 1Y
BEJE R0 23 1F 1) U A TR B 1) A 3 G R (s
W TEREE, 2009). W 0L, >k A EWAMY LR DFsE
W, 1RSSR A RS R B A
AT 25 (1 A R SN

ik, WA — LRI IERAE S R G FAL 3
WHW S, HEE AT A BYIESE (e.g., Brandt,
2013)., ffil 1, Trump FI White (2018) 75 5256 i i 4
BN T AT FEREE, SREIE THIM R 5%
GBS AR, - RRE A E,
PUMEAE, M REGHER); SRAM, &
EAFLEN — R G A BE SR EAT TR
SO, (H L O O 4 5 R G A HME A, R,
AT ARAESE L AP S5 55 A e AR
HEBENRGE GG S,
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4 MIAS5EE: BRSE T E

F, BRMEZBIT AFEZWLHA H RE
A BRA A B R e 6 S W R SR . AT LA
ol RN B i o S D U BN S R AN
SEREBR LA, IAA A R SBLAR A b A7 35 S AN
SEAEBUIR TR S0 A HLA HIE W) 7 5 R 2 00 AY
WA, F8 AR SHL R R, JRACh REEA B
AL SIHLBR (AR b & 5 BEAL AR 45, 18 SRS
o, PR R B B A3 A B T — BB 5 Y SRR,
{8 [0 s, TG s AR 22 T 6 o AT T %o V9 e L 0 B
Wl A7 SCANRT B R AT % LB S 1Y e
J17 DA T B /4040 T PR IT R S, M
bl 11 2 £ iy o O 1 O (RS = 7
=P
41 MNUMATHE—FRRE

o — Pl R R T A X ST AR, SRATE
K12 RS TT A BT 05 %, B 50 i
G, IR, d22 X0 R B E IR E i
B, N, Vargas-Salfate 25 (2018) 5% JH ke A<
PSR A AT, Wk A IS, PEER . ARER .
W KA 19 N E K 14936 £ 8k, K5
T SR ) 4 AT AE (R e R B S A R A
SAVHN S REAAFESZENCR, SGRE
P 5 5 e 2R B0 7 10 35 1 58 LN, FEASF
GREFEANEE, AR RS S HE G S
Fio X— AP LIESE T RS A LS A9 W
Mo ANid, Brandt (2013)HF5Y & B T AN — B 45
o AXF =N AR I Bl 2 (56 [ 4 [ e 25 AF
58, S — At S R A St A (B R A ) AT 4
Br, R ZAIEmIE AR (L 25,
BIARVEREE) F LT (A ZEERE .
) . R Rl RN R G A AR S (BUR R AT, XF
FEHM B L), TR LB, ARSI
AN REAEE, EEAPERMET, B
VA 08 A UE DG 2 WA M 107 5 45 He v b s B
W E RS S PE & (W Curtis & Andersen, 2015;
Li & Hu, 2021).

X F X R AR —Z ) & B, Garcia-Sanchez %5
(2021 FIAFUR RIS 4R, XA FAER & 2
e BRI RE R AETE A | IR Epytt s B
EX PSS, 55 ANHEZMILS A8 i)
T AN 457 B 0] R R A HLR R 55, AT il A

A SR 5 2ok & B AT 55, SR, X — W
SRR IR PR, Lee ZFQO1)MMIFIRML T 5
ZAHRBIESE o B X R R T 1992 4F & 2009 4F
Z A1 118 FEF e 4 i (& 25 i R R R 5) i AT
JCH AT, MBI R B, AE A (AR A4 ) i 4
e, AR Sy (HE L F) S A 2 S RE AR ] ) 1
] G R BT B i, BVAE O 45 1 4k 2 R85 P (I
FL# IR R TR RGBS, 7T,
24 FAFF 5T 6 T 9 R EE S 0L A5 A A 1R IR, e T
TN A AW ST B AT A T R Y 0 B L
il o (EAS A8 [A] Y, SR FHOGE 7 A0 A 4 10 o] ol O A
R IERT RE A IR A TSR S R G HE LR
ERGART? % T HEF 5 K48 8 — 50 4hie,
DR 33— AFF 5 7 1) e ] 25 B 4 BT S =
42 EBSWATHE _#EK

5 R R BRI T HES R A LA, [l O
AR SIS RGA PR S HLEE AR 45 5 I 7
HEREAHGESKRTWIER, i R%E 4
EBbL & A RS HL LB 517 a5
4n, Osborne, Garcia-Sanchez 7l Sibley (2019)i4* A
S-S5 5 HE R S 25 118 % 0L — 00 AR L B — e %
o AERIIA N, 72 WAE BE I 412 AR 25 2 1 i
Fhos bt AR, pl R 1R X 2 R A AR
OO FARLS (an, AZE L A EREAT N R 0 4)
PR, R, AR R GG B S LRE
i X 3 —* % MO B s i B B IR AR, B
150 11 22 G B B SN DL B 8% U8 55 HE XT3 25 T O 114
TH O HEE R, Osborne Fll Sibley (2013) 1 & By
X AP T SRR L AT TR L A S
(B0 00 3 A s i 3k 6886 AMREAHF ST A B, REAA
AFGT 3] 25 T 1] T 15 26 5% 1 R F- 45 SR 0 BUiR 3
5 (political mobilization), Aid & %A B AL shPLTE
P R AR R BN AR, RG-Sl
U 559 A X ) 2 SRR O IE AN 25 R IR R AR

KA, Jost 55 (2017)7E“ AT ML LA
[ A7 e mly b, B T S HEREAT R Y S — F
R B R AR ST A A S (B Py R AR TA ]
MRS, SIARGEA AL, B e R AT
W25 (A2 5) RO (B4 ) 2 R G 4R
1. TR, Osborne, Jost % (2019)it — 44
I H 5 TR W RGBS PLE A
T AR O RG R EREAT T S A
RGMERAT R, JFH, TR, 254
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FRAL AL AT 38 5 0 L B R SR N R A TRD) |
FEPRAN S TR BRI, 2 I (o LB S 4
X RGERAT R B REERAT N
FEF2019 FHVE 2 E S M EWAAE" (3 16147
2k, 2 BILABRIN & AR & AR B
), VUK — 01 92 [E 7 LR A A 58 (36 1513 93,
AL NFR A . AR EEAR), A TR 55
JERUE T X — X, BRI R SBR[ F L
MRS FEIE—F LA R —W A, & AR 3
M5 RZGEAIPES S, R T RS
AR B R SR R R BT A I R WS . AN
i, LR RE G H U —FiR A i
(Oshorne, Garcia-Sanchez, & Sibley, 2019), it &4
AR Ry 52 ma 1 RSB — Fh i 28 5 (Jost et al.,
2017; Osborne, Jost et al., 2019), YRR G4
AL SALT A RSB 0 B 517 S I 2 )
YRR, I oA 4 1 Hb 8 7= 9 3l L 6 A B 52 e B O
1AL o
43 FE=MBEK HESAFTEXMEMAERS

AEESHNEEER

e R e R S I Y S e
—H L, ME MR EREERFARRES
FACBIHLXT B R BIHL I LSS 205, R b
FOWFSE R AR . Smm AR, 5
A, ARG A R B e 5 R A
WHSLIFAFE, 25 3R A& TR FE ) K
FHRGAKT . TR T AT 5552 I
ARG EEN 2N ERARPR T, A%
BNLUF LA e — 2P ek () AR SR ANAE
B AT E R RS A TS
EAFHE)RH S ZEGHESHEMERXRR, A
TR R I N 6 AN 55 BT 1 22 R B AS TR 5800
QUIAETFF R X T i AE R ARIIE 256G
AL SN, SRR TR A 2 —ER, AL
N, ARSLS RS A HE ALY B 2 B 93
IR, MESMBEMIRE T A TEY
REAIEEWAR KR, IFH, QRIEATE
R 22 SN A BT TR P RR S AL AN e & PR AR
Mo B, #ie S sr AN E TA PSR
TE IR R S S R A B Y RS A A S, WA
T3 B AN - 45 38 5 ol ek 55 AR b 07 R A AN
IR IR 25 1 (B IA T B Ath) B = ZE ML (B sh AL
LA

431 \HER: ATEENIEERDE RERD

FEMIRN SRR, AR5 23 1 5k s s 55 1 b o7
HRGAHGE S DRI EB8H A5
HURGEAHER ML R . (LR s B i
AT AR ARG FAMTAOEE S WA
ATandar st & ge BRI AT R, AR KRR B b 2 ik
F AATAAT A HUR - 55 53X — & WLF &, (Schwarz,
2007; 0L Walker et al., 2021), Hilt, fEFZA
VRS RGEAIE RN LR ZAT, THERZE, R
AN AR ML B E AT DHER T
“JE (threat) i) == & WF58 R FATT AR 523X — ) i
HET —Fhe M 78 B (9 4 F (Stephan et al., 2009):
— 5T, ™ R S 2 e R 55 4 (Buttrick
& Oishi, 2017; Wilkinson & Pickett, 2017), JnE 1%
Hi A7 TE 9 e G A R b BE (Jiang &  Probst,
2017), $FE GO EFREGEA/NE 45, 2019)% B 5L
Flzs, ¥4 —Fh Bl S P (realistic threat); 5 —JF
W, JeEH AL NSRS AT THES RS
INIETERME Sz, BB AL R G4
PELL B AT A2 R G WIATR], 4 1 —Fh A
Jir(symbolic threat), PAAAFSTE LWL T30
WL 4, Fritsche A1 Jugert (2017) W\ B0 52 il 4
FARE BT T “ G5 45 2 BRI AE A R 42
WK 520 Kaiser 45(2008) ) A G A 18 1) £
BB TR AR AE VR A (WL Friedman &
Sutton, 2013) . IS B 5 RAE U 326 T PR R
J R B 45 4325 (Stephan et al., 2009); 52
[ RS2, M I SR R — P A P45 1 R e At 4
BEAR (AR B A SMREAR), il B X 5 U 2 B 4k H:
H F I 07 AR A

JUE T R U T RE A A G, (H R A A R
R[] 92400 (Stephan et al., 2009): H4 F F I
BN R T 7 N e 23 £ N £ ) B R
JERJH T RE 2 B AR M A ) R G A & AR
W RSGEAHIEIE, MERTFEERFKEHER
TEEM SR AN R 5% . WRGHH N EIE,
R TR R A B &, DA —LHEgT
F SR TR ARG . FEBSE B T I, Du 4
(2019) 3 T o [B 5K Jg2 308 i 17F 55 B9 22 (2010~2014)
R ER, TERANTEREBRE G, A
A A 5 8 7 B RGO B R R FH, St
DL AR, AR A= 15 6 5 BE A i 2 AR X
Hiu 37 35 56 (U I Wienk et al., 2021); 103152
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Joip B — b B B, A AT A A 3 W R T 2 BTG
k£ RGN IE IR (Jiaet al., 2020)., 7E 4 AE B
Ji 75 T, 2005 AF 3 Rk HLEET R KR, 8
M H M2 K H L2 it SRR 95 N R BOR T
(% N); Napier 45(2006)7F %1 1% 25 (F 34 T8 55 B %
PR, X 705G AR AR AN AR AL T L,
A E AT BT 2 RO AR B, AR
R, BRI ASUR] A 1 % 5 (depressed
entitlement effect), X¥it, Napier ZEf@# BN R, “F
R R XU 2 T R EA S AT, X R
AP EH LSRG AN R TH S RGN ES R
HIAR A AR RS, 1 B — il 422 1) 3R 8 W (B A0
JB) - Kaiser 55:(2008) it — L WF 58 K B, *f %
Plrp BRI AN 8, A TR R BUN
JCHRITEL, A AR Sy B SR SR s i B
Shy — b X o [ 2 S A BV 1) 2R 0 I (B 4 AiE
B, T 1S N B SR A R A TR
AL, R AR, BRI EIE S R G
GHACBEIE 2 —, BEFENS5MET
R A 2 X A S AN [l IA S i AR —— R 5 T
RS BRI, B OGRS AR SRR R
THT ) 5 W) (o B0 S g ), S A 00 R T R LR A
) B F AN S5 7E 2R 550 )2 T B 5% 0 (AN S AiE g o) o 3
T L8, ATFEXHTHALE RE A B E &
S A A gt B R T I i AR (ot 25 1 5 ) Hh AT o
oA 20 5 o
432 FHUEM: BRINEREEELIN
AN S5 1 B0 52 S B 5 G AT L A AV b 25 I
X S HF R G IUIRARHE T SR, O AR 3 IK
SR 02 2B s L, B A RSPl R4
GBI 3 1Y 56 R B A [R50 0 Yo AP b o7
HARGGHEENIE MRS CEEM. H—, W
FISCHT R, Z# %I RS A BUE & B A AR
M8, REZFHINAN, HEfTEmMIE
0. A TRR ATKER L. AFISIPLRET
AR SFEAACT, A4S B 3R AR R 25
MRS A ELSHLINRE T RN R G AT,
A4y SRS R R, FE L, R
GA PRSI A E N AR SIHLGIER, 41
T2 4 B A £5  S HLER R B 3RS BEAE (ego
justificationy, KA J2 i 48 5 N BEAR R 25 19 B HL
R REAARS BiAL (group justification; Jost et a., 2001;
Jost & Bangji, 1994; Jost & Burgess, 2000), =,

X IR B, —F FEAE BT A% 4 14 3 28 2 2R (Jost
etal., 2001), WX, A EAATER REIRE K
ERZHAR ML, DX T EbiE, —FHFAN
FEAESRFUA o e, TR & BIAEAS T 25 1 R Go Bk
AR SHELR AN . Fk, R0 & IR R
ERIMBEN ARG A PGS, Y AR SILE
SR, AATTEE AT RE SO AN G B BUIR (Jost, 2019)

[, AT A 3 R . R A
SE Tl KA T SAEFIWE? XA A48 B ok
F14) T 24, A 2 JRRL 33 1 e s L ] 2 4 ) 5%
I (R N T T N A A NI I
KOV B4 B0 S i, 5T BT TG A A AR B
FENBEARF ARSI, SFEmELRES
S A TEUL IR A B AR, T R sh ALY up
ERF, LS UM TR Y E R Sh AL T s A
Wl R G AHL AL, HMEEE REAHEES, W
B ST, A 22 ™ B 451 B IR A 3 1 B R
25 . AR AR 1R 75 B (Du et al, 2019; Wienk et al.,
2021), #HiMHEHIHHERGENAERM(Jaet d.,
2020), 35— 5T, MR R EAE R GRS
TEERHR T, BT REVRE B R G HUR L W RS
BB RS BRALSh AL, G O R G A
A (ENL R EE AR R R T R RN Sh ALY pho %
R, BB FE I R GG AL S b AT 5T
i B RSP, SR R R GG B A AT
SCHIR, AR AR LR MR, 55 AT B 1
AFIM RN (Napier et al., 2008) LA K 15 A T X A
T 32 SCHR TR M R B ) N B (Kaiser et al.,
2008), AUCELHE T WA UEYE . BAk, Friedman Fil
Sutton (2013) (Y fF 53 1 — 20 A ik T 745 2 AE
JER T R G A B SHL I B RN o AT e SR
H LR A e S R 4K b S T ) R 4 P T R A
T B T8, i 38 0 R R BB AR
(™ S % 22 1), M E T B SR SR (R
M B 250, BOAPRSFIR (MEE A R ) el
W 1 T BT T I 7 AL R B A T4 R A
BN A, A 22 B R S R T AR Gl e — el
SAERy, LS RGBS L, T
Y 1 56 ] B X B BV I AR BOR; JRR, X —
SRR AN 52 32 AT £ 2 B AN B R T

BT BT, ARSONNAFEE Rt SR
- S5 5 M A Hb 57 7 R e A PR A A 11 R AR AR A
(W& 1 FER) o ARSEIZARRL, R R IUR S
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> RAEE > A% >
+ + | aEbabL | +
1 2S5 M 5 R 504 B A 1 U AR A

R GEe BRAR 28 22 I A7 A P AR AR BT SUIF A7 1Y B
HeAR, RV TANAS REAOKF s e, 5
BT RGUKF RO R ERAE, 0 PIA AR B9 AL
SR T AT M A8 5 A o ok S 25 Y 3R ST BUIR AT A
R, o o A R i e Ao R A B B A B AL,
T R B B R s e i R A R .
2, AR SAIL A R 007 2 S R X 2R G IR 2
BTy, T AR S HL K 4% A U O TR
M A7 2 AT A A R AT A R AR A R 3
T I AN S5 S W IR R B A S A [
DARIER, TR A [ Sh AL A, K DLEE AT
FPRMTEMSICBEE T —, A5
R (0 7% R G A PR SRR | B DI AR B Y
COPECARME TS AR R H AN — B
B U8 S ) SRR Ay S, U AROR IS AT
PUIIXAS 1 BE AT I LAAZ 4 0 F 0 B R AT 583 o

5 IMNEERE

Fh &N IE =R S B AL A 15 9 AR 30 ) I s A
A, TSR SR 2 S BN G
L BN ELIER BRI, 2019), S /NEERTE,
TR AT R ST T AR 2% DR A TRl B (B 2 4, 2020);
SRR, DA e R 7 il 9 5 S AR R 1 4
BRAE AL N 08B B R AL B ™ R (13 £k
2020), FEULTE ST, QAR Xk 2 R a5
i) 1 R AR O H R M ) 19 R G A B &L A
T FE AT LA B, LR O T A 45 X IK 43
REAHF SRR WY L T W R AR« X 57 3
YN o TR R EE S SR 5T A FE Al L
ARSCHE T — AN AR RAES, BI 4t &R
A5 R IR M R G A BRAR S A U AR A
(LAF faiFRe WU AR ) o XF S E 4, AR
SR [N FRE G AR AT IR T AE LT O R A
WE.

B —, i ST R 0 Ak 2 S - 45 R i
A R G0 SRR R, AR ST A
A FS M R G A FAL S, 2 T —F S
PR RERESR, LA R 0 N A 258008 A o AR R 5K
WERFSE 2 — Sk 0 . AR R v, A B L
AR B, (L) R4 5 P 2R AR . S A%
B SC B A T4, (AN ' AT
SEMPERT, H AT HE 448 15 O T i K P A
o BRI, DATERRSE & BLATTNE 22 WA £ i AR
RN, BB SRR S PR AR
SERERE (T %, aistE, 2021). Ik, KKBFSETE
5 KU AR 1, 95 ) K 2 G B O 22 19
PEAEH o (2)— 27 WAL 23 R R o vl e B XU A2
PR AR S o AATTX L& R G0 RS IR
IR A A AP A — B — AR, AT AF
AR | A SRR IR KA AL & R
R EERENEM . BN, E25F AR
A HORWE KA X, (R 07 5 L n] fE A 5
R A B AR EE AR, SR I R B R R R
4545 P15 & (e.g., Cheung, 2016), I, H A5
T A ] A LR 2R S (3)" L A A A
T ER B R St B2 ) YOG FR A A T BE Y
FHUE L BN, SEFRMEEE S (Kay et al.,
2008), X T4 il ALK 1A, BRI 5 R AE
JE B T R[] B S0 LA A M R T T R, T R 5
H R G4 M4k sh#L(Fritsche & Jugert, 2017); i 24
FE2x R GER R AR I PR, RS
fE R Pt v] BE RS8R F RSB, SEMT S RS A
Hif & (Kay et al., 2008), (4N T T [ FIshHL5
ARG A AL R IR, OB AR AR A 5
T 55 Z AN A PR AR O, T AS - 5 1 A )
FEMEARRTT o BN, ANV S5 AR A 5 AR 2 1 1Y
SRR Can, A P55 0] e SR PMIC H 1 1 25
T BRI []; k 154k, 2013) R HAE &
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4t ) R IS (™ B AN AR T R R Bk
£:3)1%%; Engler & Weisstanner, 2020)41, 7] BE 5% 1 ik
i 1 A FIZhALS R & BEALSIHL, 4k i
HAGEGMEE, FHAEEMAILS E5ASCme
HR R A E R, TR TR, KW
SRR A I S e, PR XU AR
FEFY” (1K) Z2 TN HIFEAE . (5) RUB AR AR AL 3 2 FIK
i, FHorieZRal A TR A AR SLE &
G5 FAL BB X 37 2 (Jost et al., 2001); {HX}
T, PRSP AAAETREIN s, B
AN IE AR S R ATT AL ™ EE A I SE B, R
ORPEAR IR I RIS T m AL . XWIBART
AR HALE R G A PR & B 7 A WL AR A BT X
S, S A A B R UL 0 G DR AL T — P A R
WA (ke 5, 2013), A AHFFE 0] iF— 2 %t
e AR AL E R GG I T A A R B AL 5 3l
HLIER

B, REAILAEIE = FIEEZH AT
8 ] HON R G A BAE SR, T BRI ER
IS 2 R A HALEIS, HiNe a7 T4
SARTPEX —KMPI, DA, R4
e 2 o NS 7 N T = 7 I 1D
ALY . FE . HEFHHMNER . TPk,
IR Y AN AV E 5o NE R -
AEPE XA EEZIE B 5 MR 0 EE, xR
WL Z R F BT (4 %, 2020). 40, L
e ik 48 1 R AR A 3 T AR fe AL AT g 2 R
MSFEA A TERE, HRARBYZE . PHE
WX Z [BAE L Trfmaut . B s . 22 st
TR B AN [R) B B 55 1, 52 B — o XU R S 45
¥4 (e.g., Rodriguez-Bailén, 2020; Wiwad et al.,
2021; HAL %, 2020) AR AR SCHR 3 Y« B AR AR
RS HEAE B BT A0 XU AN S 45 fiff 30 5
o Ag L i (AR E S N, BT RRIRER R
We, Sk R B R IO S T BE s UE TE ORI
H HZh#HL(Zhou & Wu, 2011), HXtRGE4H(E &
B A ) 52 i AS 25 .40 (Rodrriguez-Bail 6n, 2020) , A
I, RAEMFRAEZRANTFENREGHFEENE
L I SRR /A S R = =l | v U N
P53 T e ELHIL A o

=, MAEMSZEmMIIET R i —$ X
FRGEGHAINEG ZREEHEE. RAGHAE
— R HLPE RSO B AR (Jost, 2019), WA AR

WH PR HEWE? Jost 4 (2010)fF BEIN N, A7
B A H (T AR TC R IR ) & B Ak A 2
Bk, H i RI7E T A 7E M (existential needs) .
AR P (epistemic needs) F1 ¢ & 14 (relational needs)
SREACHTEE, AR, DA TFX—3)
PLid A % S HUE RO A — 51, X Fhsh bl
FEEA BRI N BUB M (Jost & Banaji, 1994), 1
S DA S Ao A 0 A S T B R R
M55 —Jr i, SCUERFE AR T R G4 L E &
TR RRAE R GG HAL SN, e )EE
RS HE SSRGS AL SRR A )
— A%, IEUN Hafer 1 Bégue (2005) %23 1E il 7
R Y, REGHGSERILTE
JEARREA X e A A Sl R (ARG S
FRALSHL) S A ISR 5 RN (B0 RS54
fE); i R AE BT =2 A0 S T AT
X ZRGUAIEME A EE | I S 4 S R (K ay
& Jost, 2003; 1 il Vesper et al., 2022), X}, Bi
THERESZ X R G A H LS R 54 HE
&, BNHERTESNINE T EERRASE AL
bl BLAL, LAIREBFIE B 5 — M Z 7T, &R
GG R AT T R W 2 — N R 2 T R
{% 7% (prescriptive beliefs), i & — Flt 52 4% J2 i Y
3R 1% 25 (descriptive beliefs), #a e — % w4
47 Zimmerman Fl Reyna (2013)iA A B X2
fE LA A3, AR5 I 1 % 48 K 43 A
X PIE A 22 R R (e.g., Li & Hu, 2021),

e, N RAG XA T AL 5 Y i,
Rt S AT 5 R G A B SRR, %
FE 0 PR 2 B 5 70 0 23 36 B S B o O BN FE (B
FIF, FAKE, 2017), FFASCHE H A9 DU AR AR
A, F R AFAS D AT SR AT T BT
Zo — M, FETESERART, WINSER XA
ARNIEIEGHE" (RBR, 2019), i, XFF
o R BRER, W5 & 0 i g 2h H e 0
A, PR RS S 2 A A, T
F I ECR M (3 %, 2021); X TAEsshiy
USRI B i S = s | R | /N e
s ER RS R O S A EESKE F,
2019; FBR %, 2020), 95— 70, RTHSTREK
e, D) B R 2R G A BR AL B AL I 3T Bk
Ji” (Osborne & Sibley, 2013; # k)i %%, 2018).
HIKE, REA AL T3 T L W2 E
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P A [ D0 1T -5 BOAS - 55 19 7% M 96 2 (Garcia-
Sanchez et a., 2019), AR HF IE4E SR 1 RS
F# (Tan et al., 2017), ik, FHINFEE IR
5 72 G545 BRAL B AL I IX AR AR ), A SR AF 5% 1
PREAT A [ 19 1 190 5 s ke B3 I AR A FH (Jost
et al., 2019; Fernando et al., 2018), M=z, “MUEEF
Fo A 7R 22 38 R AN R L RS A
F AR A Z 0 BB AR B LR L, SRR 0 B AA
FEMRSS TAE 23R PRI 0 Pl JEL
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Exploring the effect of social inequality on system-justifying beliefs
of the disadvantaged
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Abstract: Previous research on the relationship between social inequality and the system-justifying beliefs
of disadvantaged individuals remains inconclusive. On the one hand, self-interest-oriented theories (e.g.,
social identity theory) argue that inequality decreases the system-justifying beliefs of the disadvantaged,
given that inequality conflicts with their self-interest. System justification theory, on the other hand, predicts
that when inequality in the system is made especially salient, then system justification motivation is activated
(or increased); thus, individuals (including the disadvantaged) would be more likely to defend and support
the unequal status quo. In this article, we intend to advance the debate by proposing a dual-process model.
Specifically, when the realistic threat of inequality at the individual or group level is salient, it is more likely
to activate the self-interested motivation of the disadvantaged (and thus inhibit their system justification
motivation), and in turn weaken their system-justifying beliefs. However, when the symbolic threat of
inequality at the system level is salient, it is more likely to activate their system justification motivation (and
thus inhibit their self-interested motivation), thereby enhancing their system-justifying beliefs. Our dual-
process model offers a new approach to bridging the research gap, and future research is needed to test and
develop this model.

Key words: socia inequality, system-justifying beliefs, system justification motivation, self-interested motivation,

social governance



