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2. ABEEE -

RiZLENTHRHNERSX S

el — X |

PRK G’

HHEES Bk RER’

K E 2

(1 i 2 TR B A5 S DR AR, BTIBEOTRS T, 1081BT)
C RO HAERE, BT, 210097) (PSR NS RIA A ett 2o DA TERT, P42, 710049)
(R ST A DA, HESRE, 2600)

o=

PR B2 DFFE pr th i B fy “Blie” I ARG —

L, SECCPHERT RO MRS BT 2R R

b 20 e pe LR R A St Wﬁﬁ Tl BT A ﬁf*ﬁﬂﬁﬂhﬁﬁA%ﬁ PR BEATINAE. SR, TR, OF

FEHE N BB ST Xl

)iy 225 B4 %ﬁf@%ﬁm e ro BEAL S REEE Tt 22

R A . ANER TR X AN B “BIES” /Eﬁio
xR oS BifMES

MM AT FRE R AERHIIHRE, Mo
WFEEE TR M A2 F 2% (5
K # 5%, 2021; Douglas & Sutton, 2023 ) . Goertzel

(1994) T MO BR=F R0 A B 01T e
AR, M FHE LA HESEE &R
(B R MAFAEE ARG, R, FIRSe R Bl i e
—FPEIBTIRGE, FIEIRE St Sty —F 0
A7, W—MRRER MERRSRET A A
] ( Bruder et al., 2013; Sutton & Douglas, 2020 ), ZX T,
VT SEAR ORI 2 I FIE 35 45 At 2 B R AR I LS B

BERE, I CTRE” BALAS, BB %
%$1¢W§$H%E’JEW@%MDO Jﬂﬂfﬁﬂﬁﬂnm

F S COVID-19 K 37ifT ( Mao et al., 2021; Zhai &

Yan, 2023 ) . 35 [E S5 Kk (Wang & van Prooijen,
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#RIHAER . 8K Ko E-mail: yyguo@njnu.edu.cn
DOI:10.16719/j.cnki.1671-6981.20240611

T BB, %T%W HESHEIFNA R B PR EE”
INFAEREE, PR R th A T LUty

AL 2 Mo 2 IN T I e 2

o BEE R EIITT LR,
CHARPIHRE & HK

2023 ) . BFAFEE (Casaraetal, 2022 ) %5, 60,
FLARB BRI RS S A2 20 5 A D S IR Y
S, SEFA XS “FUE " B8 “shdny”
FIiRAE Sz ry 22 82 4 A ULf# ( Brotherton et
al,, 2013; Imhoff et al.,, 2022 ) , X AT/ IX
ST EH AT

— BB 2 ((general conspiracy mentality ) 1
HAKRHHAE & (specific conspiracy beliefs ) 1 A FH
WTE LI AT A% O PSR (variants )
ZHHRE I . B, AR E et —# kT
TERBISHT, — 5 g LA s <
W X — ORI SR, 5 — AR
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RS 1.3 A ) e A2 R AN B A R o
1.1 ZFHREX

— P IR AT A AR 3k b A 4 T4 =R
U R A FH 38 38 — R B 9] ( Dordevi et al.,
2021; Douglas et al., 2019; Imhoff & Bruder, 2014 ) ,
FEREE AN B AT — R AR A LIAERR S
— BB O b 44 B 32 SUfF A ( generic
conspiracist beliefs ) ( Brotherton et al., 2013) . B
i Bl 4k (conspiracy mindset ) ( Sutton & Douglas,
2020) . FH 3450 17 ( conspiracy predispositions ) .
B 1% W 2% (conspiracist ideation ) ( Swami et al.,
2011) . FHIEEIRIEZ (conspiracy ideology ) ¥ FH
P 5L W (conspiracy worldview ) ( Douglas et al.,
2019) %, REMmAAR, HAFER BT —FE
AR S SR B B [ SRk i i) o

ANTE T B O A XA S i M e ), EAR R
15 2 (specific conspiracy beliefs ) & 8k Xif Kt —
FERPTEREES, BAEREA BAR 23
s B RN R T RN R RS INTITB ) N ER RS

( Dordevi¢ etal., 2021 ) .

R L&, — B85 BRTEE
RZIBFTEE B 2 S, B LAEROB A
28 P X P A R TR A B B ] (Imhoff et al,
2022) . UL, TR S R AR
1.2 &5

I AE AR AR BRI, AR SEUERFSE R T
i BARPTEES” A EHATREm TR
B RlE BB SRR N, SECT T HAR R
IRAETELE, AT HBBAG IR ) —Fh 2 PR BEA

(Imhoff et al., 2022) o XFHPRBESE GXF “— Y]
POA” MsEAEL. JFE, BT RRE R H A
oEiseit, WA I okt — R S LR
BARAE B (Swami et al,, 2011 ) , 7EX Fp i i
T, B H AR — M A e I BrZ B A ]

(Imhoff et al., 2022) . EFp—f EHEH GXF “—fK
BT BEA T . 1Uoh, AR E e &L
P — RN BRI E R (B —R5)

CHARIIREE S ) M BOSEE R 5]
PLOA” WA (Swami et al., 2010) . IE2EH TiX
SE i BN BRI, R R 1 3 1]

PR “AHRLPE” , I BRI o 3 iITRE

SO = Z [ RN [R], R 32 A 22 0 3 S AR
AN & b, — PO M4 B AT
W4, Bl T A SRR, 52 EEE R
BT ARBR#” ( Brotherton et al., 2013; Stojanov
& Halberstadt, 2019 ) , P31 TS [ (4 SCAL R
A i BRI & A T AR BAR R
fF, FIReRLMABESE, nonl 2izgd . &
Je i S Sr 45 (Brotherton et al., 2013; Swami et al.,
2010) ; WA BEEHIE & A S F A (Jolley &
Paterson, 2020; Mao et al., 2021 ) ; 1| G 54FEH
AT SO OG22 st I R T
SR FT A BT SR ST AR 224 3t 118 b R el a4 U ) R T T
B4 (van Prooijen & Acker, 2015 ) 1E & H .

AR, W EA 2R R R PTEO
XTI Fa 2 ( Goreis & Voracek, 2019 ) , 1 E A& B 4
HaHA “5AETE” (Sutton et al, 2024) o fil,
FHEE T — M B0 2, BRI G & e b
IR 1] B 4 RS T k2 (B 5K 4% 4%, 2019; Imhoff et all,
2022 ) , Wang Fll van Prooijen (2023 ) 7E 2020 43
ELS G4 5 M A oo 2 B, o R — B
WD AIERRE 1Y HAZ 56 IR OC R AR 25 SR 50
e R AR BT S sl ] RS A8k . Bk
FHIRAR s nT R 2 b R R s, - H., Bk
FIEA S S A RIREA ] g 22 3R SCIL R Y
255 BN HERERE” AESCHIBIS e X TR
FEMDEARPY 7 B AR AR X R A=, 4k a] g4k

“HARPIEE S FEARRIREA T I 225 5

PRI, MBI f 7 SCfb i 5
BF T 458 L SREAR I 2 R /b i AR B R &
I U 25 oy 52 3 3K — R AN Z 5200 ( Imhoff et
al., 2022; Sutton & Douglas, 2020 ) . IFJEf T “HAk
FITRAR &7 X se R 2 iUk, LS S AE N
SCYORFF R AR S I BT DI A

T AT
1.3 ZHMKR

AR RIS ARG Fek AU HL
RIRAE R BT “— P50 (Brotherton et

al., 2013; Goertzel, 1994; Uscinski & Parent, 2014 ) .
Pordevi¢ ¢ A (2021) &, “—BHBLE" 1
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AR IR A ) B A b, AT AU 5
JENZE A FOACR “BARBRGES" , WwaTl
TA AL ARG BRI o IR “—
FEEIEE AR X BARBARAE & fssl st 1
AR CANR AU (AT | RIS
AR T SCBEAZSEE (I3 A S,
SR . BOAERARE ) X BARPIEE &
AT 7o PR, R EABA IS AE 2 AR R
FIRPETAALE B OA” ER2E 5 (Bruder
etal,2013) o JRH, MMERMAERE, 8]
BEOER” WHHEILE—FR5] “BAEPIMES” i
M2 (Dordevic et al., 2021; Stojanov & Halberstadt,
2019) .

SRIM, Wang F1 van Prooijen (2023 ) 21, “—
PTG R U, T BAARRRE &
W 2R TES . JOF BB Scdes],  “BAKH
WER" 2R3 5. IR 5 LA SAEASE A
R, L, “—REBLOET mTRER “RA
BRE & B (Dordevié etal,2021) , {HA
Je BB it ( Williams et al., 2022 ) . Agigi, “H
EPIEE R 2R — BB E” iS5 AE
TRFAFNES . A2 B DG 52 R 2R i AL [m] 52 e
( Casara et al., 2022; Imhoff et al., 2022; Zhai & Yan,
2023 ) .

1.4 XA HMEX

Sternisko 55 A (2020 )21, RIS Ik
B HCNEET NGRSy, BATEERY PR
TR A DS A ORRIE, X B e A BT
MG, N, FIEeR 5m HRARR JE B
AAIUELy, B, ARAEFREE R PR mAHE A
FRBATRE I e 2 MR “— BB 0" o BT
WH AT FRER TS T A RSy . TR
Febrh, BARMBIBSE SR A R B B S ki 7
Sy, B, AATS3Z2 VAT RSN T EAR A
fE RIS (Bertinetal,, 2022 ) o “PEFR” 5 “P
B E—E R R T — AR O AR”
5 CHRPNRES ZEIM 2R Bk, B
G WG B X P MZ OB R Z TRl Y 22 57
fRT SRy BR8] Bk Sy — i B i O A T
FEHA RRTE,

B4k, Nera 58 A (2021) g, “— B
DA HFRR TEZ AT B AR A AR O
FEHLE], ARER B BARBIIEE & 2

( Harambam & Aupers, 2017) , Jf H S 205 &A1
BUDIMEZ A FZEAIEEE AT BEAILHIA T IR A
[ ( Cichocka et al., 2016) . [FIfT, HOkHZH
o uEE R, BARABIEE a4 TOR R A
XA ARER) . EE AR A OHE R (Imhoff
etal., 2022; Mao et al., 2024; Nera et al., 2023 ) . [Ht,
AT PR SO A FEAN F ) T ] S A —
MO, FamH S BARIIRE S X4,
TEWT S b B 22 45 J5 2 B Rl 25 58 — 5 B A e
o, JFH, ISR T IR AR R
BIEE R PR T 2Rk

2 MERRLAR S BERIRES

AR, BFSEENITEE R “ HARPRE &7
R HIT R R 50 23 060 H PR A T 732 ( Biddlestone
et al., 2022; Mao et al., 2021; Nera et al., 2021; Zhai &
Yan, 2023 ) o BRI LH TR RO REASE 1
55 ( Cichocka et al., 2016; van Prooijen & van Lange,
2014) o EATLGEARIBOEEEAE Ry k4, Hin
F A A HIRFNORSFIRTE B0 I I R X% 5
BRI IE(S 2 ( Wang & van Prooijen, 2023 ) ; I LLJ&
AR ERZ BBRR 2T M 4R I 42F, b3 st
], PR RABAE R 7 B S T A [ A
25 (van Prooijen & Song, 2021 ) ; i A] DIJEA[m] R %
[ —BUAAAE RO, LU AN SO 2 ek i RO AE A
FZE 5P RAKAIBHIEIS ( Cichocka et al., 2016 )
MAEE %, DIEEEA DG & 17X SN
MREIARIR] 328 . BIEEITE 4 10T sh & Stk y B
A ERATIILMG FH N AR SMEFIATL (van
Prooijen & van Lange, 2014 ) . #R11, PR
XEOE A CITRREGE . RS, S AEL
B H C N Oy g 85 10 i), AT
FNE N BHABT S (Mao et al,, 2024 ) o I,
AR AT U BN 20 A BT S0k H T N E AR
SEAMIEIA, FRATIAY “HARBABRAEE” AT LA
53R R B RAE S M A F11545 2 (ingroup /

outgroup conspiracy beliefs ) X PSR,
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2.1 HTI . AMEARPTRE A a EE

HoG, WL AMEARDTEE SRR T AR B 2h
HLFE Al . Wang F1 van Prooijen (2023 ) A& ¥, 7&#f
IR PR 5, SR MR BTES S B SIS A],
B = e 2y 1 T R R A O = R N N TP Y6 Y7 NS BN
], SR B ARG — B SN R BA U 1 B
TR G, 38 W2 40 e e S MR 0 X 3
J o ST S PO R T L SR i R A A A SR A B 2
AT DL % S AR B 1R )38 ks 2 8 ( Cichocka
etal, 2016 ) . #K 1fi, Biddlestone ¢ A (2022) %
AR AR NEHABE G SBA X, HohEsE
AR [ 7 A O g ) R B X L T PR R A e 5 1) 19
WER, RAEEERAREN . SMHADTE S SHAH
X, (HX PR RIS AR AR (HEESE,
2024 ) .

HWK, F2EN. MRS 2 A AN R r At
SIEFR. BN, 152 NS IR R AR B
H2 5 (Douglas et al., 2019 ) , {H{5Z=4MEARRH
WIS R 28G5 (Gkinopoulos & Mari,
2023 ) . AP, Mao FFA (2024) K, (FZEHMEF
PRBATREE FT ATOIAMA R G0 & 35 & T, s
ZENBHAPTEE MR R R G SN T, 4
HEAR IR S amm bR 3= L, AR 5
TR, I, ATRH TR Z 2SR TIESER
U CANAS EIBUR ) , FF N RIS )42 8% ( Duckitt
& Sibley, 2007 ) o i A RFIA BT &0 25 2 BOAAT]
XTI O AR I 0423 ZR G0 RIT R A ERURT 7™ A T
G FASTE, 2 RBATIIPRAAUEL (Imhoff et
al., 2021) o P, . SN X 7330 TR B
{5 S B AR R S MR A 2 5 AR A F L
B2,

2.2 PR

FAES AR B IMEERY (van Prooijen, 2020 ) |
B34 1e 1 32F 1k 2 fE 238 (van Prooijen & van Vugt,
2018 ) Flft2ik[AIFEE ( Tajfel & Turner, 1979 ) 25
ARSI R o AN B S AL T
IR

PRI A FAE I MERL (van Prooijen, 2020 ) $§
AR 2B A A — R0 S5 e
AN 2 P A SRR R AL AN Sl (Bl 5K 4%

45 2019; Douglas et al., 2017 ), fENHIBIHLEVERT T,
MESF R G MRS, ki g —Fhe
B A LS FE . van Prooijen (2020 ) [F]FE$R
L WIRAEXA SRR A “EOAMEA”
FETE R SE IR 1Y SR i R T BE 2 | S AT THE
WSS R BUREVUEREEIMA R T4k
BRI RE . SR, USRI —A B AMEEA”
AN A DU ) TR SR F A VA TR BT A T
ZRHAR RS BG4 (Douglas et al., 2017; Uscinski &
Parent, 2014 ) . FEELSLHY,  “EOSAMEAR” BEATHE
S5 ACAHEMEIER “FMEHA” |, g2 A
CHTER), XELIMFARIE R “HRFHA”  (Mao
etal,2024) o [Nk, BIRIHITAERUMR L g TEpR
AR P SR TR S

HR G DAL OB A AT, X BIRSE (5 25 1T DA
B WA ] B IS S, S AT T8 SRR ] oo
R 5 Z AR SRR RN, ] Re 2R
fRmBsn, Fib “EoEHm” 2 ESe e
BLZ514: ( van Prooijen & van Lange, 2014 ) , A44SR,
TERFAR PR R, AT T s Hf A
J I RS CRORI R IR R AR, BENE ST
HPR U3 P AR R BT T AR B A AR A E R
RSiA s T RE SRR MR A “BOSIRI” 1“8
B oo AT CBOEERERT 1Y CEOET nR AR T
FU RS A i dEal, O HL g4 AE o S iR
BATHRAE BB 1EUB (van Prooijen &
van Vugt, 2018 ) . (HfHFEEME, “BEEEKE" &
B AR ERE, oAb R BEATHES
FAMEEIR, WATRER H A, XN HEPRALfA Y
SrEERHE TUEE

Tajfel 1 Turner (1979 ) AYFEZs AR BRIS 4R,
MARA A SN R 2 BT, AR 2 A AR N Y
BRI, QOB GT . AMEFARIE LRI ] e
GEAE, LI, AN H R N = EUR Y R I
NATHBE ] T 55 AR 9.0 BRI R JF 3R IR XF
SMFERIR Z 19 TS BE (Tajfel, 1982) o R 2=k
WS 2N [FLOBEOC R %) ( Douglas et al.,
2017) o MR¥EHSIARIEGS, YA C#HAL T4
XoF 5553 S 25 SR U it AR B2 S AR b 57 ( Tajfel &
Turner, 1979 ) , FCAI{EZE 5 XS 7 AR RAMEEIAR Y
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FHiHE (Casara et al., 2022) . ik, #H2AEFS
W R T BRSSO —Fh 55 KA SR O
S0 3 N B B AH DG AR [R]5 & (van Prooijen
& van Lange, 2014 ) , ARSI AR AR B RS &
PO T FRS AR

2.3 TEEM

MELUEMEERE, AN/DIRE X . SN
RGO IR REA R R Z R, Fln, 4~
AR A AR, AT AMFARDTIES (van
Prooijen & van Lange, 2014 ) , 1 &R KAGIE A
AR (AngRAR B RS AE 0N R ) 7K-PB
B, AR S 77 B A MR B (S 4 ( Cichocka
etal,2016) . JRH, HERRAE X, FEEARE
SRS (Nera et al., 2023; van Prooijen & Song,
2021) KPS AMFRBARAG SAHOC . M NBEAR A
FERE, BUMENNEHARBIRE M 2R T4,
MEUNFAMEAE, IRBOAR S5 B AR T =1
( Casara et al., 2022; Wood et al., 2012 ) 11155 NEHA
FHIRAR A G, B iy i RORE 2 5L . R
FR G0 oA ) A A BURF AR AR AR ( Casara
et al., 2022; Cichocka et al., 2016; Silva et al., 2017 ) ,
W2 FECOMAEZ ST BUN B INBEARBR RS o A,
iR RURGIEUNES NS NP 7 N 70 o= 22 - a7 N
ARt Lsfemm . BN, AR SR A ORI E
PR TEREPRZ R 53 A8 T3 NEEA (U ) B
FE TN, F 2 0 ) B A TR B
IFHEAE, T 1S TOREIE 2 R A MEREA (SMEEA )
S, BT EA S0 AT AR B {5 1 Bertin
etal,2022) .

DL AR BRI AR AN SR R B IX A L AN
IRFEAE X IAS “BIE” AR i AR (A 2
PETARE, XL s e TR BT 5 R
REABE & ST E, X “BARBRE &
U T3 ST (BT
3 /NEEiITR

BRSO B2 K — B 24 it 53 0k L 283% 3 &
& T IE =AHAF . ARSI Y B

X — A B A E AN BT T S AR A . Bk
Ui, FIIBITOR “— BT 5 BRI S S

XA BRI —iR, 20T BRI G & a2
AN 5 R TR A TR R S Rk M o T
ML ERPTEAE &, KA R ) BAR PR
AR FOAAREN T ERE A SRR 2 . I,
MBI A X EARPTES & POk T4 2emioe
BT AN AR T S SR, AT TARIRIRFE
TE— & 1Y )R 5 PR AR

B¢, Sutton fl Douglas (2020 ) 222/ X} “—
BRI AT RE M T B A B iy B s
IR BARR B A BT — SRR AN
WAL AR AT RE . B, ek A AAEE
A TAL IR, TS i B 5 22
MR DT, HIEAFAE G RN, BARPESTE
ARG E b B BBE A B TR 2 dE v R 4
AIFE R LA BN T2 B sk e p R BB 3
fa 2 8 Z&AHCH) (Douglas et al., 2017 ) . AT
DL, — PR ST R A 5 e LB R (5 &
ek Ty SN o SRTTAE— MBS I rpr, X
Sy BT 95 Z 85 T ( Sutton & Douglas, 2020; Sutton
etal,2024) . Hitk, —fBAVEOERA AR AELL
BT AE S i o SR T E AR AR sk
PUE ST S S 7Y VAL P2 w-a sy 78l 2 e plL N ey

HK, B “—BHRELE” B BRI S
B RIS BT DU A AN R] 328 ELAAR B
(H & RIFFAEERIFENE (Miller, 2020 ) o HET “H
TRBE S22 A EAOCHE” X —Aniiis s — 4
WMEfRRE P ERS” HIL (Goertzel, 1994;
Williams et al., 2022) . 7TER—~FERGH, H—1
HIRE SIS S —ME S, — 2R S
i ) A AARAE T B 2, il nT BEAR{S AT ]
BIBAEE . SR, X —f# Rt 22 B T H I BEIIE
PER)PkA% . a0, van Prooijen 55 A (2023 ) &3,
FHE P I 1A ELAR 5 A& =2 TRl A 1E AR S th
P F AR (R X e B e 1 il . Rk, AR 3
i BRI S Z A 2 e MR 7
B Z B AR R FE L

e, ARAERERILA RIS . SMEERZ (B
AT RES HATBIME . Jolley 55 A (2018 ) &P,
TERGEI R, BRSSP AL 2 n) )
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VAR A 22 RGEERE RS Bkt s/ oy FREZ
o7 g b, XHEE CERZD” bR RO
JEPIBEAR R B /N, BRI A IEER”
A— BN TR A ST s, ATk
RO PR e AN 5 A O IrE Y NS
B XA (Mao et al, 2021) o PRI, R
Btk “ERZD7 BACR A NEHE, (HE 28
NI IR hsglEs ok, NFHE T “PIRER” |
2L, BRI, NBHARPTES 20 o
SCRFR T E UM s R B . A A B
SESR,  BUR B LR B R RS AR i
WATBES AR A B IS A S, g o B
B ) B ARTE A “HMEEAR” o (HIEAnTRAT]
FERTSCHTSRIAR), BATHRE S ROE BN 1Z 1)
PR, XS ABEARXER: A O R R 53 B A
CIHENEAR (Flan, 18— NEZNAR, 5
YER— BRI AL S ) PRk, Hik, 758
WERFSE Y, WA ATE 2 KRR EE 1o F R 2 iy
BRI T B S MK A 2T 55

IR R X A SR T 2 IR A Y I

o M2, XSS A R AR TS AL ATIX 47
AT DA G AR A T I o3z, P8 T RN S8 5 R AT 0T
PRSI BRAR, Bkt “FPAIEIS” X —EO &
1Ak (Neraetal,, 2021 ) . [aliF, HREEA[E “BH
WR” R B RS2 5, AR 4R
IWFFE A TR A HESE SR
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Abstract  The "conspiracy theories" that have appeared or been measured in previous psychological studies are not uniform. Goertzel (1994)
conducted the first quantitative study of belief in conspiracy theories from a psychological perspective. Since then, conspiracy theories have often been
interpreted as a homogeneous phenomenon, and are often conceptualized as a "mentality" or a stable personal tendency to "believe that conspiracies
will happen". In recent years, more and more researchers have shifted their focus from a "stable" conspiracy mentality to beliefs in specific conspiracy
theories. They have often investigated specific conspiracy beliefs regarding the content of events in society in the context of real events that have
occurred. However, general conspiracy mentality and specific conspiracy beliefs are often conflated as the two most central variants of conspiracy
theory in empirical research in psychology. Therefore, this paper first makes a detailed theoretical analysis of these two variants of conspiracy theories.
General conspiracy mentality refers to a psychological tendency that individuals prefer to attribute significant events to conspiracy theories, rather
than to specific events. Specific conspiracy beliefs (or beliefs in conspiracy theories) refer to the belief that a specific significant (particularly negative)
social event is the result of the covert actions of some powerful secret groups. In our current work, we summarize four similarities and five major
differences between the two. In particular, we tease apart different previous measures of general conspiracy mentality and specific conspiracy beliefs.
Most importantly, we believe that belief in specific conspiracy theories may depend on both the general conspiracy mentality and the context of the
event. It is inappropriate to homogenize various specific conspiracy beliefs into a unidimensional mentality. Therefore, it is necessary to distinguish
between general conspiracy mentality and specific conspiracy beliefs.

It has become an important trend in current conspiracy psychology research to distinguish general conspiracy mentality from specific
conspiracy belief, and to investigate the latter or both in empirical research. In recent years, researchers have categorized specific conspiracy beliefs
differently when examining their antecedents and aftereffects. Following the existential threat model of conspiracy theories, social identity theory, and
evolutionary function theory of conspiracy theories, we propose that specific conspiracy beliefs can be divided into two new variants of conspiracy
theories: beliefs in ingroup conspiracy theories and beliefs in outgroup conspiracy theories.

Examples of beliefs in ingroup versus outgroup conspiracy theories can be the struggle of different political parties in elections or a struggle
for political and economic interests between different countries. It can also be consistent animosity between different nationalities. Previous research
has found that ingroup and outgroup conspiracy beliefs may arise from different motivational processes, and that believing in ingroup and outgroup
conspiracy theories may have different social consequences. These two findings highlight the need to distinguish between these two variants.

From the theoretical point of view, the existential threat model of conspiracy theory emphasizes the important role of an "antagonistic outgroup"
when sense-making process leads individuals to believe in conspiracy theory. According to evolutionary psychology, conspiracy theories are associated
with "hostile coalitions". According to social identity theory, positive social identity is enhanced when people are aware of the superiority of their
group over the outgroup, whereas they may take steps to regain ingroup status when their group is in a position of relative weakness, such as believing
in conspiracy theories of their opposing outgroup or other powerful outgroups. All of these theories suggest that we need to categorize groups when
examining specific conspiracy beliefs. Moreover, an increasing number of empirical studies have explored the relationships between ingroup versus
outgroup conspiracy beliefs and different variables by distinguishing between them. Some researchers have also examined the possible different
consequences of ingroup versus outgroup conspiracy theories. Thus, this paper explains the necessity, rationality and demand for re-categorizing
specific conspiracy beliefs from an intergroup perspective from both theoretical and empirical perspectives.

In conclusion, by continuously conceptualizing and refining different variants of conspiracy theories, we can avoid disagreements in future
conspiracy-related research, clarify and refine our understanding of conspiracy theories, and prevent future research from overgeneralizing this central
conceptualization of conspiracy theories. We also admit that there are many doubts and challenges in our current work. However, the relationship and
distinction between the different variants of conspiracy theory is a fundamental question that frames the overall research of conspiracy psychology, so
this still needs to be explored in greater depth by researchers.

Key words conspiracy mentality; conspiracy belief; intergroup perspective; social identity; existential threat



