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W% AAGEMERLRB20KF, A RFORE R W AN A EAL 2 FANEE, W R ERNH LA R
SRR EZORS, CRAERT. XFMEEMIORGCE M @, ER R S B RN ER . ZE
BB TRINEBANTURNTHEINA L2 RA G, UERFSRE B E DRGSR & AL B R b L.
ATHERARKE, FEEGXABFE, AMSH#TAREGE/L. B, REGEMRHESY. HFRELE, X—
Hip @B T A KRR 9 A4 ZARG B LN EERRZIF T EARE, REeEALFESN
W, R ABAREERNEFERTARE AT FARE. BINARLEMHI. AXNAT 2B ME
WREL & Wik RS B, PR AR IR G A e B R R R IR, A B R HE . R
RUIH ARAANE S RELLAAIBMERDAIRW AR GEM)Z AW ALK R, EEAEA#E
MEFERIMARER, #— ST KRR E MW E LA WA X EE, Rl ELREESTEARENE L

— B

RHtin RS AEA, VIS, CEEE, TIMUM T T EE, L

T 2 A B L 2 A AT Y B 55 MRS B A
T2 A2 B AR ARSI N—FEA
MrEAC? AR NEAEIT )W RO Bl ?
WAL, W] DU — IR S plad R, B
ARG A Pk (system justification). FR4EHFEA T SUEAL
SxrioIR L B AL AR EE A g f, AR R A
TE 1 SAMERAT R, I H—okid, E—Fium.
EALURER. BURSOUESERINR S, WrlLLER
BERL TAERAL S/ N RS, MEE T T2 HEE
A5 RGAPLRIER T SRS B BUR
OB, RGeS B RE (system justification the-
ory, SITYWhy, MMAHAT R G0 6 HACA B TH4 Xy 2t

RIS, R R e RA I . FEAEPERDGE R
T, LA E M B2 0 R ORI A
OO SRR A, WK T TR 24,
[ L3 8 D ST BE . i AR L ISR H Owuama-
lamZ NS WA, AT LU 2 AR ShHL oK R R &
GAEEIG, REAFALSHUEA R, JREA
RSk, TROZBEE. AL, R RS A E LIS
JEE R BFF S A0 — e A R B R TN TR, &
e AL R 45 I, At IS
SR ZRREITE T OC T RGeS PR B FER 7 TH
R, BEAR GRS IR, XA — R AT B IRl
RIS AT, FE AN RS A B S LR
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19944F, 2% 4 FALFES i JostFIBanaji” 1E British
Journal of Social Psychology—¥N#iZIM EN G455
REM L AP AR . e O Bz —J
A AATHAAT LA B Ry 208 LA Bk 4 R 584 AL
CRETIN 2 2 3 P S A R0 T- 5 At F 22 ) S WL i € BT )
DAERFadR e A2, DL R s s e a0, %
PRI TR e T T B I A ORI T U S U
BIE U BA i Ak e s T A
S P BRI A IE A R WAL %R,
FEAt AT, fA7EE AR A HL SRR A BRAL A 15
ml, S AR BS54 B4 H 3R S N AR B 1) 25 A
Je A, AT SR R A PR, B4R T
5 A S ST BUA L HE—A B 24
PEE IR BEAR 2 I, R GA LIS
JH T A R AR SCHR 0 E B T BT, S Bl 5%
RSy 2 A (R AL 2 B SRR N, S0 R 8, #E
SRV TAE R i)"Y, s, Mk Tl
i SEBRAT Sk R B IR, O X BRI T
(U ILRFAEA TR, AER, THEAREGHE. RAER)
HRG . RBEEHEASPLI AR SN TSR AR
JEAR, BIV AR 2 IR 6y 1] (B S F 175 0 ) 90 S
ERIE R EVERAR A B, TS B B4 A T A
WNEHRIIF 26, SSERIR R, R AHILFLE B
SRR 1R AT B A T T 25 . B A DR G
20 X R4 Pk FRBE A 45 A R O B L
Ry L4b.

ARG TALEIS R0 RN T AT XK R
JEREAS 1 B BT AR EN S S AR B i 2. 4R
LK, ZHEZ RO . AL R T, ok
TEBFARGI. (51 2220 R4, H2f Ly
ST R 2945 300055 CEAR T T R A HALIX —ARIE,
HHOB AR, HUPRSURY RE: (1) W
o B AEE. RASHEREOTITEN R ) X
Fe RN T-Z5 )9 BRI, (3) WA AR
A % A TSR S S 0T, (4) XS, &%
A R AS B A LS, (5) b RE ekt ALY
SECEHRE AR (6) R BOA M HE IR

S[33.34]
PIANY .
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2 RSEABUERISIHURTE R AR 5

2.1 ghbUgEtE

REG ISR 1, AR E SRS A ITE R
GEHEATER, BICHBUREAIE . AR AR
K, B AU TS 2 (epistemic  needs). fF7ETERT
% (existential needs)Fl X R PEFT 2 (relational needs) 4>
PRI ) THEAT R AR (1) P RAVGRMER
SRS, A T7F EE D AN 2 PE RO PE. Van
Berkel%5 A\ ERFSE P HH3E T 9345 5%, ¥ RN
BeElE . AR S0, miAE e PS5
BT — B[R PR sR, R ER RO e s
P T & e, A S N 2 5 E N
N BT E A A TIC R, BE T S 5 S
TEPEELAN )5 A 5 B e A . 25 R A, =ik
AT AN B2 5 BB SN AL A R AR
3w TR A0, JF HBOATRSE 32 SCE [ F AL
GO, TEUATRSE 2 S R RGN
B 2) W BA AR BT 5, AU 17 B
B AN 42 (threat and insecurity). Van de Vyver
4 NPOE20054FE7 A AL U S & A TGS AR AEJR 1
AN EA 2FEREMEWN=203 DEEAB T TIRE, %
E- N VSN Y P ORIk B S HIRSE (- N IR AU R
GERRI, BEYER KL TG, N BN (E L) S F
FE LT, XA BB E A SR B R R, X R R
R R WLIG R, X SR, T8 AF A SR A R i )
FRESFIOASTE, XA RS A I RH. (3)
XTEA AT ENARM S, MRS R
P, D HE R, SEE AL ISR, HessfllLedger-
wood WAZE T 5945 5%, id Suh A w0 i L
BRI OIS Tt g At s HE R A, B Ee R0+t
SN NS 58 S AR Ui ARt R e o A U
tkFEpTEEgh, Mtk SHER AN S 585 S JLRILEK G
PR EIIKAEHER. BE)S, BT A S 58 508 T AR
FERNIEA. G, BRIt SRR S 5H
TEZ AR R R E sy, B3 s TH S EMA
M2 5%, Rk T HEBIIAE R 3 L ETUE SR
5% LA SE SRR, R E . B R e R
ANFIE I T B2 0 R G0 G B AR L

2.2 HEPESIKIEE
TEIZTIA 5T & & BRI EY, ZAe s T
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JREEFHEIED 0 S S E AT R L R 425 (1) 1E
H R G A AR IR M A R 2 I AR TRE IR
WAk, TR T AT R 2 1) 2 00 22 S g 2 91
SERR A R TR AN ) RAE AT e
Bt SR R G A P IA G R &, (HRS
B —EZFWLER™ (3) R ATLIIE R
REIEOR U] R G G LTI . fuf i, R AR
MATZHINN, EEARRE MR AL S iy S 1,
(4) BT _LiRaFpditir, Smokbtss B F e T 20 SEuEpt
7%, S2CUE B R G A PRAL Sh AL AS A7 7E X — WA
OwuamalamFiSpears " 58 B, BHAL B TS
5H ML LA AR 55T 2 538 i LA AR
R MHIR A, SHIEESESNSS5EMELIT,
Tl R AT 55 2 5 ALY k™ x—45RAER
G B RIFFE A3 1 A RO, AT LASAR, A i
FUTHS5EAMH TEZNAS ). R —H%
HAEREAR B3 1™ i (S50 1) B RN [ 5 20 (52 56 2) Y
TEOLLA S 5 R G MOS0 T B, 28Hh, X R
LR T R Y 3 AN IR AL R B, AE
BRI AT, AT A RN R &b
ZW. Owuamalam@ APV 5 —T5HFGE R I, SXF2
FRGMONFE L A H,  AREEXT AR ) - i
SR Z A B (T AR B Ay B B Lo M2 o 40 5 e
B LTTRGE. W E R Se g5 ik — 2D i Be A
A EA A ML RG-S HAEhL.

BAb, G — e A S D B R, RS PALE
AWNEREM:, DU RO SRR s o B 3R
ITFFE T, B RE A AL AR 5 25 0k DLy
B A STRVFE S B TR I 22 60 T 5 ) A
P b R L ZR ST T R 4 R LA R R Y
WL, JATA R, FIHMER A & a6 FAL s
Ja VT R B i 5 A B T 0 b R HE PR A A PR R
M2 A BTN A 2B 24 0F 58 AH S IE 3 BE % o It 2 A1t
XHF.

3 IRFRE: BRI A B

3.1 AMEAREI A S ENEZm a2

WG R GG PEALBIE, AL T S r
TR G 2 LA A AN & BRAL AT #1455 R G )y =ik
PR AT, WIS 2 2 A A o] A1 25
FRAR—D0T. ERRR R DX E AR

Tz, FER AT B AL RN K A A ] () —Fh 2R 30
WFFE M, X ] LALE A R S 1ET, Essien
i NTOTF Ji 4 — 6, 1 8 AN BE AR 1) 45000 5 140 [ 5 1
TCOT(N=T15721) KB, 5535 E A5 N FRIBAE I 45 (impli-
cit association tests, IATs) - 8 H X AN R 22, {H7E
B 3R s (HD A )i i v 3 80 L0 X N AR Al 2 sl i A
FEREMR ], X 5 RS A PR ) S — 2.

3.2 RGEAHMEIHEESPLER?

JostZ AN 245 A FAL IS (5 B AT
R FHR T UE IR SRR S B 9 4 7 T
WREIAG RS 20, BOATIRE, R R it
AR AN, AR T2 w0 Batie, R
W, REAEMESIERET T S E R,
il o Bh 2 S AT . S A SRR SE
ER IS, KRBT LA, 52 (1) MHIEBUA RS
FXIENMRG A BEE RN, xeEay Ak
WAL SR A 2 5 X ) BAEE
BTN R G2, 75 A 138 % 2 %) e
R AT 1 (00) 1) S 1A 1 B 5 a1 97 110 3 I A
(3) ARG AL F I H ARG R 1 LA SR 45
AESSO 4y AT R . A A1 BN Tk
ARG SRR (5) AITE AT R LA 53
I3, LAt 2 2 R R A

3.3 REABMERIHENNARIAR TSR

W — R, BFRERT T 2RSS
FRARM ) AR BE R IR AR, DR RS R
WARAFVERI S, MR R4 T RTSCH R AR
P FEEERCRMERZ, AR, HREE AR
(1) ARG E(system threat). 7E4L2 RGEM)Z 10 L, &
B —A N RS A aA S, Gk 32
X SRk, iR A ARKE, SolRpiEbE
FRE, VASZHRZ RS EE Y ) Rk
(system dependence). RGFESFLIEIEINE, XF—TA
P A 35 A AR RS i) ) 2 96, T T i 2 0o Lo o Rl
W, XX NEAAE L ETFENNRZ R R A
PERIME . 5iX—FEE—3L, van der ToornZs A%
B, X ZR G024 ey (U5 R 45 SR 5 X A vk
MATSIRGHEAHIIA G, (3) RGEA T E M S E T
(system inescapability and stability). R4t 5 BILHLSIA
M, TERGAHUA R JZ T L, 40T ok B 2 st LAgE ek
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AR SECA RGN, T RERW AR ELRT .
WA, AT U A R E AR S RIN, AN
At FEL B F8 B DR 9 A SR BT A R R A P 5 AN 45
AT A, AN AR RG R FAE
fif, AT 5B Tl SRR A AT AT S BT,

3.4 JIAMHEAE. MO RGEAHLZIHL?

ARGEA PSR T X E— S FEXRERY
TEOLT (RS RIEAN R AR, X Tois THER
FEFHAGRL), I MR E R T —F2 45
WHE AL AP E ISR, R, XIFRE
VAN R K- FI R G & FRAL 2 [8]7% A5 K &, Owua-
malamZE ARSI R, R A
LA R G A HALShHLIE A T RE R B R g & Bk
M4+ BhER. WETE AR T 2RI 255,
fnShayo IR KB, S8 AL, A tEERSF A
IR E K (MEEXHBA TR 2 02 A SR ZU A E, i
ABLET = Z A Ham ZA R N L AR B A A R
REAFLF . TE RS AP AR 2 Tost™
Fok, XEGEPE™NY B TSN FE ARG A B R
MEAZRR), HAWFR WL THSINR SIS 25
SIS LGS, inOsborneZE AV K B
P 2 (FFSE 1, N=16147) 125 [E (FF552, N=1513)BH
FEAS 81, R A A i 7 BE A R B2 R0, RGe A HE
b5 RGP BRI TS R AR, HS RESH
ERITEhIEAR G, A SRR LR] () — AR J o Horp i
RAER ARV ER). fir, EWNFR AR, <4k
23 N S5 W IR HB A R B A HLAE S G LS AR
AU SR VRRE RS R FAMT T 53— #0 JE JE 2 i — ] .
AR, tH IR BN S R GG HAL Sh LA A&
EFFVEH, BORT AMIRAEZER A, RS,
AT R AS - B4 B AR (B 23 1T B B S
B, <BEPE B S IA R SIMLAT BE T PR OL A, YA
TN NASFE A R A e, R A Bk shdLnT
BE (GRS S S 3 T SERTAE Ry ST
I, TATAA, BT LRI S RG0S i shL
RS AT, B NI%E ER RS
Rl R AR RSN R g A B Z H e & s

4 GEREINBE: SR A PR TSR S H
2 10 B B R 22 7 B R 19 e,
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MR 22 Rz i & A T e m). 54K
i A A IWFIE TR A b, SREGH 2R 2= RS
ARG A AL EA MRS —J7m, MER AR AR e+,
AR S FARS B PR« DU ) & U T T A B
DL, B2 B SFRIFHE RN A R R IR 22 520 )
— T, RGEAHANER PSR, RN ATT
R AR TAE G R R A 51T N S0,
AR R R A AT RAEST, AT LAHS B
S5 EIHNAEEN ZF A RS . XA
LEHLHITL Sk ks A 2 TR BT R, A5 4h
A&7 B2 )2 (dorsolateral  prefrontal cortex, dIPFC).

A~ #(amygdala) 5 RG4S FAL Z MAF TR TE B 2R,
AT 50 RS0 E AL I T A e R b
T LA OCHK.

4.1 FHMURTEI R S R AR E

LT R — R SRR 2 BRI £ X
(—Fh R G BAAE &) A & & U G K8 FE
BT BRI, e TR S — RIS Y R
TR A E R I B R SR RS Y
BT ™. WL, dIPFCS 250 TF et i AR
L8801 S R 3 dIPFC 5 R 58 4 PRALAETE T TE G T,
o FH A B2 7 Tk 52 R DU AR AL T R4 S
WTIREMER 2 AL R, dIPFCH (@it i% 8h 5
Qb B S R IR A e A GBI BOA S BA T T
22 [k M4 (transcranial magnetic simulation, TMS)f4
WEHER W, dIPFCIEERRAL 5 4 2 N R (an 2 A Ep
SAESHA LY DL EF R R R 289 7
FIRATTBEARAIPFCS R4 A B A e REEAE T [ $EIE
. il B9 —LERTFE N A T B AR dIPFCIGS 575 FECR
BEPUR R Z B A SCH B 4L 7 8 Sy B A UESE . 4o
ChawkeFIKanai'”*/iff Fi 28 /il i AL 75 )34 (transcranial
random noise stimulation, tRNS)HI|i#% %% T dIPFCIEi%
SEGAHSFF LKA, (RNSHOIA R REWS IR 1T J7 2%
LV, ZE—IR2 ORI (RNS, B2 (A ¥
WAL RSFIR H IR MRS T, AT
K, TieZ5EH BEAEEA I A S T
WR—JR 53, dIPFCHG DX I 3l i 4 s ARG in 1 AR <y
], NamZE A0 s B 25 Te i 05 2 064 T /Y
X HEAF SR S 4 T s R, ] A T e R PR
B3 (n=18) M i 4155 (n=18) Y B B IE A
) (F IR ARSFUR), S5 R R I, B HL i dIPFCHi 0



P A

SERARST FCA K, BVEAERS A 22 A8 i g AT IR B
Jer, RN,

42 HBHSHREAME

AL /AT AREE A, AT M (1)
PN, TS A b SRR S R Y, Bk
Ui, AR DI RRR M ER R G, MAE e
F L IR R PRSI A5 A7, Kumaran
4t \ PPk T e LR (functional magnetic resonance
imaging, fMRIDFZEHGETARRWIEENM &, voxel-
based morphometry, VBM)#IZ il A5 AR H 2 T KINiE
NATRT G B g P VR, AL 55 T —
AR 2 E DR B R 5L, B B — S R A A
A AL TR A SE G T NI, AT AR, FEIR
e SR B, R ENA M P AT 55 |
1) 2% B - (R S ) B b A EC At o B3 464 X L
B, SRR NP4 BRI T), 5 0U0A 4% 0 K BT
EBERA . H—T7 i, SRR S 5t Sk
ST BE (45 MR B AN FKE SR ) R R
HENEA KR I E 2, BT A S SR
HR, RS A R A AL I N3 T2 ) A e 55
RAEMAIN, FHKAMAOS THSXRRMELS. I
b, Kanai N HE— AR 1, 6 TRt 23088, A1
B R I KNS Z —. ATt s R 746
WA AR S BRI £ L Z M IEAHCKR R, X
S AL R, AR T R S AR S A S R
BRI HIE i) OB A ) (RPBOA PR SF 3 SO A K.
Nam% AT ST BEARAY A S A 2 g R
BEVUB ) Z ] 0 RSt T B RE. A
R T TR ST PR P AR 2 ST I, R AR AU A5
AR S ARG A AL S 7 S 5 T R AT HRAR i ) 22 1E
FHIG. X BEZE BN Ab~FA I A A A7 A0 B AR i
DRI, BEAN, TEIRSLIBERITST T, Tk &,
BB R AARK TS 5H08623), X R
ARG AT BRfpAE 2 S A5 TR kA
IURMBOE BIREEA K, & 5 AAME#H 51T
S TAATERRIR R,

5 R

AT R G5 B IS A Ji 284 i 1388 1) el 7™
D BOHEPFRI R G0 5 BAL DTS 8 RO WSS IR B AT T
A, BRS-GBS P T D T

[ln, Jf4ialds o B 7). B, RAT45 G
BRI ML BEYE, XM R ZE IR STEN
FURTE/E. RS HAIFESILIER . REH 1L
RN FAE ARG RN RS . JEAAEAE H L &R
Ge G PRI HLAZE BT T8 — . A antt, A8
BT ARSI A MBS, REGHAHS
AL T2 e () BT B, HH I SE ph e B R 40 T
BB Z A, A ST TR R Y IR U B R AR Y
WESEDT I AIEFE RS 0 a0, R, AT T2
PR 5E FP IR 25 W0 A5 R TR LT 9 FRI3%
PRAE SRR, LA PR RIEE R W], A4 Gl
SRS IR B i ) AT B B s 2 AR R, A
SCHE AT S [ i e ke, R R e . Jrik
N TR MRS T R R A R, B0, GefEi
T R G0 BRAL SO, I A7 AE 5 B2 75 A8 L BT 0T 1 Frg o
ZHLRN? HFTSE] T — e, 7ETIzuma®e A1
e, A4 Aty B el ) i
25 min. 1 Hz[YH 5 £ /5% 4 (repetitive  transcranial
magnetic stimulation, rTMS), REHIEMES S5E )N
% Kz JZ (posterior medial frontal cortex, pMFC) N fiY)
L EEVInis R o ST 8 (N IS PR
0 A [7] ik DX P42 ORI L, % pMEFC Y 2 2
WD T NIRRT BN . ARHEIA R PR e, Y
T BT, AT B8 A 1R A AR A e I T I
AT U 10N PR X — i PR T RE SR AT
/z%\%%}%ﬂ:[lz,l&lw]_

JRE N, AR E TR R GG B A
IR IR TR Hr B, IS AR DG PSS
AL AR S AR B 2, RRL R
32 AU IE BN R GE A PRAL S BELE TR S5 F A1 K 2 1
PGSBS R—1). KINATT R Z B RO R 5
AR R0, e, BRI XTI
s O, TrieE AU R B, RGeS Bk
P 315 2 Jil AH G B i 2806 Bl (B S Bt AR G B, feed-
back-related negativity , FRN)A &, FRNH] B2 4%
(AR SEM SR AR« P 00 iy 45 Bz J2 R EE 650 1
JE) RS R A AR 45 AR TR AE
P, RIS TAZ AN R G0 & B 2 (8] 1 SCI -t ] e 2 B X
T )RR T SR 3 (1T = B2 X T AR SR A B ).
PRI, AR B 3T 3 I 2 S R i o A
PRA P DS U 54 S BUIR A fa 3 1Y X 5,
BRSNS R GG HOCRNIHTTE R, Os-
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borneE N IBIFSE A VLS ARME T S59E. o fi 7T 7Y
22 (N=16147)F1Z& [E (N=1513)JT JE 11t 195 151 3 A5 F 5% 2
M, RGA M SPIRIAT RGN T 2 U
R, M5 LR RGEMEMRITI R EH LR, BIE A
S UM SR, T R R el R ). X %
SR TR AR RN 5 A5 A AR SR st 2 R A () R
I SE e

Sh A AT SCHR BN K 5 B R, AR BRI I
WP R R G A P A 2 IR PRSI, M H Rl
LHH S RSB RY R EMATIRES RS
PIERYSE RSE. Hoin, Sl —Is R T 2SS
FEAL BE 5 2% AT 4 55 B B T BRI T T
GoudarziZE N\ PO T H Az B AR X675 Kk 15 48 I 5
AEAEL LRI K, 1EME TCH A&
W, AR T R G A B b s s A g N R
B A R AN FA Y S AT 2. AR AT 9 T A
MG Rb 22 R, RGA BRI 26 1 3
TIRE I 275 2 S WA A Dk IX T BE (S MR A5 I, at-
eral prefrontal cortex) | L. SMUFTE K 2 WA
AIREEA AT TIEE, MR RO 2SS
S it 2 R T SR R R 2 A i X s T A
[l e frg— 3 O A, SRORRIFSY T R LA _E X
TP 670 T 26 1) SR A 25 2 A AT T80 365 Bl s

CEPUIN

AN S HATIRER, XM 45 B A i 1
KA B TE AR AT I F9E o 2 A8 B s aE '),

MAGA X — AR O S RA G, H#M
TR HA B S — B AR O, XX — [R)
MR R [FIRERT LIS B 2B 2 0 s, e il
FOKE, KINET Y, s 22 BRI Ab a2 1
IR BLAFEIR, 4123 i fB 15 (the Social Brain Hypothesis)
FGAR H o M T S 3 T — s s, Ay
MU K )2 5 R G A PR A TR OCER,  HT
TE AR DR R AR 57 v i B R T 5 B[R] 2
Kt ek 5 B 412 BRI AL S LR
s TR HESSHI A ZREE 5 AN TR
SATREIEMR, MPowellZ A X404 fa HE I AE A
HAR DX B A PR R R B, R A 2 o P 2 0 3
FRAE (— o0l T L RS A4 051 DT A 3 0 At
MNATHREE D)5 HHER B 2 AR 5t 3 TE A OC. van
der Toorn§ AU BGRIFF ARAL T 51 4 B HEAOTESE, AT
UL RGOS M AT MR RS2 BIA 2
SCALFRER I SEmA. AR B, XFRE AR, RGEEA
B PR REIRE TRIAAF,  ThR)  F A R 5 A
PEEET X AR R 5. SR, KANSSH T RE R Al 981 5
RGLE TGOS W5 SO 25 5 Z DR AR 4, X T2
WFEE AR R DR BT 2R,
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Why do some women feel that they should pay less than men do? Why do people who are treated unjustly blame
themselves? Why do the poor also oppose redistribution? Such questions embody a common motivational process called
system justification. The fundamental concept of a system pertains to the operational forces in society, both
institutionalized and non-institutionalized, that exert control over the existence of individuals, regulate their behavior,
and function as a source of authority. Systems can take various forms, ranging from extensive structures such as the state,
government, or culture, to more compact ones such as the families or workplaces. Typically, individuals exist in multiple
systems that often overlap. System justification refers to the psychological tendency to bolster, defend, and justify the status
quo. Individuals use system justification to satisfy their epistemic, existential, and relational needs.

However, the development of this research area has encountered harsh criticism and research dilemmas. First, these
criticisms can be classified into the following four categories: Outgroup favoritism which symbolizes that system
justification is not implicit; system justification is not motivational; the conditions under which system justification
functions are not explained; there is no autonomous and independent motivation for system justification. This study
attempts to respond to this challenge by sorting out evidence from questionnaires and behavioral experiments to defend the
unique status of system-justifying motives. Second, as system justification is a way of judging and evaluating the system in
which an individual lives, the effects of social desirability and self-presentation bias cannot be avoided by adopting a self-
reporting research approach. This may lead to difficulties in detecting the true relationships between variables. At the same
time, according to system justification theory, system justification is implicit and prone to the problem of experiencing
difficulty in the separation of process and outcome in research. A solution can be provided to overcome this research
dilemma through neuroscientific methods. It also responds to the criticism of other researchers. Current neuroscience-
based evidence suggests that the dorsolateral prefrontal cortex and the amygdala are associated with epistemic and
relational needs. These structures are involved in activating system justification. This implies that people’s tendency to
maintain (or resist) the social status quo is likely to have a neurobiological basis.

Compared to the well-known social identity theory, the system justification theory is still in its early phase. It is normal to
come across opposing empirical evidence, and queries made by other researchers are useful in determining research
directions and questions that should be pursued in the future. In addition, investigations of the neural basis of system
justification using neuroscientific methods are still in the nascent stage. Therefore, the correlational results reported across
studies should not be interpreted reductively. First, system justification is a complex mental activity. It should not be
assumed to be identical to the neural activity of specific brain structures and cortexes. A one-to-one relationship may not
exist between the brain and a particular behavior. Second, in conjunction with the perspective and the evidence of reward
and threat processes in the brain, future work should expand the scope of research on the neural basis of system justification
by studying neural structures and system justification to investigate the relationship between neural function and system
justification. Finally, the basic mental process of system justification itself, and when viewed from an evolutionary
perspective, determines that the functional evolution of the brain is influenced by the social environment in which an
individual lives. Thus, future research should examine whether the process of activating system justification has cross-
cultural coherence.

system justification, motivational drive, psychological needs, dorsolateral prefrontal cortex, amygdala

doi: 10.1360/TB-2022-1306

3195



