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Abstract

113 Tibetan college students in Chinese inland were randomly recruited for this study to explore
the mediation effect of threat perception between psychological essentialism of outgroup and
cross-ethnic interaction using several questionnaires. The results showed that there were positive
correlation between essentialism of outgroup and threat perception, and negative correlation
between essentialism of outgroup and perceived social distance; threat perception was the whole
mediator between psychological essentialism of outgroup and cross-ethnic interaction.
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1. 5]

E—NEFALA, A BOREA R R PR AR LR R 2 A A BRI S 2 R
R —E AR ? ST, O EM TIRZ ORI EE R B, BFREY], B
PRS0 2 B BT AN B R T AR A 2N #E S & AR 2547 v (Renfro, Duran, Stephan, & Clason,
2006; Sawires & Peacock, 2000). WAWFITRIM, B2 FHUA B40 BLA T 12 (psychological essentialism
of ingroup) (&7, @115 B0 RO BB AR (7 R 4T, 2012). {HJ2, AEWF TR SR OB A
JRie BRI SRS =H MR R, WD E CRIE” X — ik, JoHRERZ P E
TR AT R, AHE TR H R DA [ Py s A o), T i B Sn 7E AN A O B A
it 5 R R R A ER .

JB P (threat) & BE R O¢ R FL R 1 — AN B EAR B, CORIRTEA S BHAE S, — BRI BA M3
15 AN IS5 S FRREAE R 7 — AN B AFELE . RBATE bR = g BT Do —Fp B SE B,
AT DU BN B B B (K 1, 1T, o, 2009). AR T T 22 R B RN B R . BT
RIL, TR RPERER . M, ICRR R i ST (B A, U8 R T A AR RS
JEE BRI 2T (Stephan & Renfro, 2002). LAMEAR Z WK, BEbrZE RS SBU8 M, SE0S50R W, B
FEBR 22 S (RN — BB — i DL 1) 50 BB L8 9 1iE 52 37 (Stephan, Renfro, Esses, Stephan, & Martin, 2005).
R, IXEERE RS AFP IR PR, A2 IR B AR/ S0 B8 A R AT AR, ok
R

O HEA T 1 (psychological essentialism) & i/ 4F A s ¢ F AU B 7T #4 s5 (Andrew, Brittany, & Heath-
er, 2011), ‘B8 E AR TS BR8] BA AR FURFEE S, ER AN EUCAE SRR <R
R ORRE, AR EEAELE(Medin & Ortony, 1989). X —HE:& IF J& X BE bR 2 0] & B AFAE A AL 2
SR RO BERAL . O FEA B T LSy N BEAR O BEAS I 18 (ingroup  essentialism) Al 4R 4 0y B A 5 18
(outgroup essentialism) . AHF 7t LABUZ K A M, Rk, AW 5T AR MR TR RIGRE R . SN
A JRVEHR IR NS TN AR AT G S, Bl SRR, BREM A AR, 5%
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M AE SN O B BT R 5 5 RO SAE R R B AR

AT SR BRSNS M R AN EE AR B A FE A TURFAE AN FUIE AR (Medin &
Ortony, 1989). PAMERFFEHBIRT 1 A B4 O BEA S SHEFRASFE Z R R o B, — ek A SLIR T 7t
HOFE, BRI O BT S 2 X AN IS BE PR AR R e . Bl ZEURASS TR RS2
PR B OB BT E, X X LR B ZIA B R 5 i I SRR R (Bastian & Haslam, 2006; Haslam, Bas-
tian, Bain, & Kashima, 2006), 7544 A& FE th#kaR (Andrew et al., 2011), {8 [ T~ X A EEAAR 5 53 33047 45 5 VA1 81 (A
e AMEIA R TR ) (Prentice & Miller, 2007) s HA RS4RI P B4 B2 PR NAR 22 5514 58 K (No et al., 2008),
MAbATT W SR AS TR, R R IE AT (Prentice & Miller, 2006). SHEAS 2 (R 50t R R,
R O BEAS T VR B, 5 AN IR A R IR A A3 Y RG] e AN SR IR 1 46 6 NP (Williams: &
Eberhart, 2008). {HAE, H B> F W7t T MO BEA BT 8 5 B i 8RR 5 RO A AE 2 TR A9 &R

FEUGAE o DB RO, an S 2 B R R A 1O B TS Bk, WA A . AR R 53 2 1] 1)
ZES R AR AR AR RIAR GRS [ Y, FLUBREN B . AR 22 oK, B g, 9 IR AC
LS o ASHIEFUNS 5 RO A AT A4 AR FR AR R FH EROIR [ 4 2 R B IR AN OC R BE N . AAERIFFE 3R A,
YAFAEREPR 22 iy, AR EE ) BN 2 by, 25 5y re A AN e 42 (Zarate, Garcia, Garza, & Hitlan, 2004) .
TR S PR IO AR, P B AR O TR 2R 5 A X AR IR Y A S FE (Riek, Mania, & Gaertner, 2006).
R, AT, MO BA B BRGE, BUVMERRERSER, B IO AR TS ;B AILE AN A I
OHA RIS 5B RELAEM KRR Z AP AEH .. B RO SEERE G RRCR, Rk
S AT 2 BAA EE IR 32 i HL AR IR O EEAR IR L B RN R O R IX LA
(] 5% 2 ) B

2. AR GE
2.1, ik

AT T B ATLIZE BT E K 2721 51 44 R JE RO R 24 1) 62 44 JBUR R A (B 113 Z)E k. B b
WA, BN T 56.6%, oA T 43.4%:; #OARIERVERITE 18~23 (M = 21.8, SD =3.12); K HJKIE
REXH G T 47.8%, KEBIMNAER ST 52.2%; 94%HI#7RE K AN BER & FH IS AZ T, 98.6% 14
WACRFER g 1R — RO . B B e DO X IS AE TR R A 3-4 4R, S 3] DU I [R5 14.1 4E.

22. METHR

1) AMEEARIOHEA RS % . | Haslam 25 A\ (Haslam, Rothschild, & Ernst, 2000) Firém i, f4% 9 NE
7, BURIHENIME . DA AR, FUORIEMIE. RN, AR M, s SCMERRIE. NTEME. HARTERIHE
MR AL, B, Bk, 1999). RF—ERACRH —EEE RNE, 3k 9EMH . Flan, wIAEN
FEH R “nFmiE T — N NE TR, i AN N2 HTHRE” 5 J1 A3 P4 B 1)
BE R, “DURFENRPI S Ea—BAAE, EASN ML o FRIEWEZE RIS E 2.
CAMNBTFIUR, KRN . hEARTXNRE, BEANET, BEAGEBEBEL” [k
PEEEZRAE H 2 “DUR NI R AL, B RZILFERHE” . BRI TR 2R T 25 5 A p2/df
= 1. 85(;2 = 35.15, df = 19), NFI = .89, CFI = .90, IFI = .92, TLI = .90, RMSEA = .08, AHIAHH, %E&M
W — R« = .82,

2) BUWESN % . SR Zagefka, Pehrson, Mole 1 Chan(2010) % i ity BB s & il %, A3 DUANTHH .
KT H 2 “IRADOBIR N R RIES 7+ “RATPAZIA ORBUR N AR T SO BI0R 37 5 “O
RN BLOZARFE AN BRSO AR 7 o “an SO B TAR e ma i e K%, IS RAEN .
X UETRH B TE T e N 75 T S e o B T SRR B B DA B R 1 T AR AR S R DR FRIRIE T
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R M 45 3R« 2/df = 1. 58(2 = 18.96, df = 12), NFI = .86, CFI = .93, IFI =.92, TLI = .86, RMSEA = .08.
AEEF, ZERNNE B RECN o = 81

3) HLPERIRIN G . RS IE G BT AR IS R 2 PR B R R SR BB D AT 2 T 30 P B AR J2 Ik
itk xR B (Bogardus, 1985). MR E ol ek NIE S SR NEE. A, B, 4. TX
VR i TR M B AR E . Hrf, 4N REEH, 4 NERBH: 280, AR 28 G
N, RERMES . AR RRAEMER R OIS BN y2/df = 1.74(x2 = 27.83, df = 16), NFI = .86, CFI =.93,
IF1 =.93, TLI =.88, RMSEA = .08, AHFFr, %I04 N & —F it R %L o = .85.

4) WK RIEFEEE . KA Aron, Aron, & Smollan(1992) ) NBr% £ 35 % B & £ (Inclusion of
Other in the Self Scale, Rl 10S), % &N A —iE@H, JEL 7 MR ERERCRE R (LE 1), 1mH,
A7 T PR S A [ L ZE RS, R T AR [ P A S R B R FE R R R R RR . i ERRA 7 R
g5, RS ER . 1% AT R VT R 2 6] 106 RO % (Gaertner & Schopler, 1998). A T 455
R ATEENE, AWTFBOLPE R H, SR LT AR BT R % o ORI 8 R AT DR R 1) O
HRPE B 07 DL DR W RR R R R 2 @RI A B AN R (1 S U R FE AT DAFH DL R WA Sk R 2 AT
FoLLIX P IE [ H -3 00 AE R R B e e bs, /MEBR, RRKRBIEE . KFiF, & EH
PR — 2 R4 a = .90.

5) thaVFIEER . KHSESEWHE PR EMIES S RD-16(/E 0 455, 1999), ZEFE
A E I N PR T 2 PR R T D0 P A A A 2 B R I K o B DR RIS TEPE R ZR A T I 4 SR - p2/dif =
1. 97(x2 = 187.19, df = 95), NFI=.97, CFl =.96, IFl = .94, GFI = .97, RMSEA =.06. AHWf7H, %K
PR — 2 R4 o = .82,

PAEFTA SR 7 SEREE, M “1~77 fkxidh “ERARE~AEEFEE” « BRIz, &K
WAL EAE A NIEAE SR E, IR, FR. LEBREEX . HEAEFERRSRIES
RAMA B2 5 R — RIEEEE B

T AW SR O ok B BGAR BYF, Oy 7RI R VA R 22 BORE N, ASHIT T AR 7 TH gk
Ty, BAREEE: 1) AR NS DO B AR NS AR R B R0 . MR, — S
WA . HRFEE RIS, J5IHS BUMER A AOC RoE% BRI 5 55— aE S 107 1E
WA s 2) SR 4 07 SGAT e s 3) hill it AT i 1R)_Ef 20 B, Y S ARBL i) 36 20 F 3R AT s 4) 5
3 s B AL B Iv o B USR58 0 5 FRAT IR B AT 36 ) 77 VA0 22 RO A 56 o AT ST AR AR Jo) v A1 S22 ()
W JENTZE, 2004) R K= AMZOIE T AR B Harman BRI i X BT T H 3T R e IR R
PER R, R RAEE AR, BEE—NAR TR AL R BT 40%, U3 W AEAE P 1 3L [
TrFAmE . AP RRE RER, FERAT 1 HAETH 84, HEBTTMEN 71.35%, H—1T2a
PR 7 B KA R3O 26. 06%, /N T 40%. X 3R W ASHIE 5 1 ANAEAE 18 25 1) S [R] 0532 O 22 il

® ® ®
® ® ®

Figure 1. The survey of intimacy consciousness between Tibet and Han
1 BN KRB FEE RN E E
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23. R

AT TR BB G —Hta i, B 70N 2 CABEZROA B AT SRR BE A4 eI, A 38 Bl s T S TR
B, EURPRIEIEE SiEE S, SERUGARMRNE 5 TCERI/NLYIE NIREN . AR TR
MWL, %H SPSS 14.0 #H4T Gt i1-Ab e ,

3. B/RE S
3.1 SMEEDEEARIE. BIMNEASHSESRMXRAFEENREZENEX

A TEG Tt Bor (W4 1), SRR GBS 5 BUM RN 1T B B R A TP E AR, XL
re s T A R SR R R LR S AN B ] AR RIS XA S R S, X
SRR O BRA IR . BN S B RRSSAE PSR R AT AR M, SRR, AR [ HR A
WERMR Hr, SNBSS BUMNER R B3 IR SRS B BRI OR R OR LRI
[AIFAAE R & OO0, UM R R S A S BRI, 0 2R 2 88 T2 R0 3 - T A7 £ 835 R SR %

3.2. BIVEAESNFEFNDEARREEREZEZBXAZAPIRNER

T RIS B R RITE AN AR O EL AR R 5 S PR RO R R MER . AW 5T e Je R A ENE A
DT 1 A RS AR 56 (A 9 AE S S AE— N B 75 FE I AR ] 1 AR AR L RO B XA A 2
PE)o W2, BHATHESPE BB MR OEAR TR R R, AR RN, AR IR AR B I TSN FE
(B =-.21,1(113) = -2.24, p = .05); JLik, HATEUMEFIS SMEEAROEA R B RIE, SR ER, S
AU FLAS S5 1 (1) T R 4 25 (B = .46, 1(113) = 5.29, p = .00); FEIR, HEAT 4 £ BE B Joxt AR O BEAS 5 18
R P JE SR £ R BF ] U 5 SR J 7R, AMEEARCoBELAR 5 148 11 T 2850 B A 4 3 (B = —.009), 1(113) = —.83, p > .05),
T JE I SR 0 000 285 7 AT R A SR 25 (B = —.27, 1(113) = —2.69, p = .01). A T #E— B I AE B KIE A b A
RS RTREME, AHETE SRR 5 A4S sKBGR () &, sk, 2012)[0&i, KA Bootstrapping 17514,
fEZ Tt 5000 IRIIERZ G, BUPME AR B NAE 95%I1) B A5 X B N AN ELFE (L ya [ 75-.97 £-.007),
XTI 7 A o B A 5T 48 o P JR SR T D) 82 2 M I O 2R [ (1 4 2 B Uk

T B MR AAE AN AR OB BT 5. DO R SRE R KX Rt ER, AW R T
IR FRE R EDR T VEREAT T AR SO RS . T, HEATIR . UG FR IS R N B AR O B AR R
WA, 4550 RN, SN BRAR BT IR (1 00 R JE 4 2.3 (B = —.38, 1(113) = —4.16, p = .00); H.ik, it
AT BN SR O ERAR BRI [, 25 R RN, AN G R A5V 1) T KR S 2 (B = .46, t(113) =
5.29, p =.00); PRI, BEAT L PS8 50 55 T 0 B8 0 AIMEEAA O BELAC BT 1R R BB B 0 1) IR [, 25 R o,
ANEEAA B 5T S B TN R4 R AN TSR35 (B = —. 08, t(113) = —1.01, p > .05), 111 B 6 T 00 25087 75 R 3
HEB =65, t(113) = —8.10, p = .00). A [ #E—DIUE UMM AE A RS AT BetE,  AHE SR A

Table 1. The descriptive statistical analysis and correlation analysis among all variables

1 RTEMEEMSIT OMAEXSHR (n=113)

M SD 1 2 3 4
1AM ORI 4.58 .87 1.000
2 BUPH A 5.90 1.16 45" 1.000
3 M PE R 3.36 .93 -.21" -.31" 1.000
4 RRIEFERIBE 3.13 1.21 -37 -.68"" 35 1.000

H: TREp=.001, "REp=.05 "REp=.0L
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Bootstrapping 117772, fE£3E 5000 IR IEARZ G, BHE IR A4 RN AE 95% 1) B AS X 7] N AL 4E 0(FH:
JEFEFE—37 2-.07), X158 BH MR O3 AR 5T 1 368 Ik kPl e 1 R 2 s M ek . TR RS B RN (L] 2) o
4. g

AR I, R KA G T AN R IR B AR i 18 5 B B i 2 [R) 52 2 35 TE AR oG, 5 RO () 42
FEESIER . CREE B 2R E A, XU, ST AN QAT R, 8RR 1 E bk,
A EORFF IR AR AL 2 BE B K, R RSE WA AUE T . 1 H, BUMRAES M O EA TS 51t
SHRBR . RARFHEI AR 722t EH . X—4RBamuE 7 A7

FEAR O B TR 58 A R ME X T REBEAA M R, EaE T REARMMXFELMES
(Haslam et al., 2000): AIHEWH RPN, RFE T —MNE T RIE, SamEx MANmirL
J5 TH BIRFAE) s 3 52 AN AR (BRI CN, BRIGRTE NI DT 5 b — B AFAE, B B ] 12840 T A2 10) 5
SR A M PE (RPAMER A, — D NJE TS R, X2 R . 2248 XA RE, ZAANET,
EAAFAERRATE L) R PE(RIAMAN Y, — RGN LR AR AL, BARZILFERE); SHA
A SRR, — A N B RE S o7 DLEAR) s ml s U (RN 8 T3S RIRIN, R A
A LM RE s BRI EERRAE)s WTEPE(EDAMERINR, WRIEK, RER—RIEMANAHELZ AL,
WAANE Z A, (EIE AL 1KLL R HARFAE N 7 AR AR R 3R AR R F AR (RPAMAIA N, RO B SRTFLE
=D HIEREAR, ERBNKETRIN, AR ZE N NS0T K E) s Hefh (R, RIER
AHHEME. B, JBTIORKIN, WARTFHETEUR) . HiX—E XA, RTHMHER O IR S8
T, IR A MR RO TR S AN 2 TR 22 S R WA TR AN R AR RN R [ o X R A i
FRAE 76 M B 01 ) 2 FEAG ) — AR VERAE, AR UL RE Frrt 20, e BRI T [F— RN
Fra AT, F9ett 7 2 4eBlsc i —4E B 5, MIE X R — RO B AN T AT AR )R AE . 58 1X PP X
FROBERHAR P IREBO B ARG, TR, B 5] RO RIERERAS B2 i, 8152 ma 2 Ho\ ki F47 A,
R AN AR A 5 18 55 5 AT AAT TG MR A T 21 () S i R 2 e, LA s 55 1R 8 EROR S AR B LA S A 9% 1) ST Ak
TR . Rk, AN A S ReE, R B R, A R RO A S BE B R, R B
BRI )R RRE L

AT FE A O BEAR B AR T AR ZE R O BERAE, BTSSR B B . AR AR, Ab
TR QHEARTUR R, B ERAEE, +hoEE R, RRERERGZE. X—4nS Ui iEA
—3. DMEFTURIA, #EBRZE R A A 2 5w g AT R A B TR bR ZE R ER, U AN EEAR
TESIME AR YL RS EARMEMRIS,  HS2 B T HEAARTE AR A BE R 2 LU .35 (Zarate, Garcia, Garza,
& Hitlan, 2004) o FEAAHAL T T B 2B AR ZS BE 2 T B O R 520, A 3 o B Jon R A AR 385 2 (1]
IR R WA T, AR PRI AR, A8 ABEBR B T BT 5 s I gk, ARG A w4
J B TR ) S PR OV SO, A R I B 2% ) 7 A o AR R Y S B (Stephan & Stephan, 2000

JE Bl TR

AN O BEAS »| PR MR OB RS
-.09 (-21%) .08 (—.38%**)

A 4

Figure 2. The analysis diagram of perceived threat as the mediating effect

E2. BipRRAERR A ERB S HRE
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Riek, Mania, & Gaertner, 2006), X —£5IRUESE [ 27 - Bl - w02 (B R BB O, XU, A
ORI HIE ARG “QAmIige” , Z5onRsg, BTG, BT R AN, BONIXRE
XD RO B B B A N E A SCAGIN ] R B BRI 43 8 B B A 2l L. Bk, s s
FEAMNAROIA R 515 RIBASAE R R w2 MEH. 74h, AR R ST OEAR L S5
SRV AR () B o 2 E S BER (K BT 72 485 SR /2 — ). Williams & Eberhart(2008) &3, UFRA RS HRGE, X f
JEASP SRR A N D, 55 AN AR R 03 IR A A M RBRAE o 3 — P 50T T 16 A BRI O % )
SRR SR — S BIR B R . O FEABUIR R T F— RIRBI T A AT, M E X [F]— RO AT AT B
IIRAE . OHEAR IR L 7 — R A A0, EEIARREG AT 5 e 0 0 RRE, 2
T BRAE TR — R 2 R RAE, BRI AR SCHOAN SE 8 s iRk v, 0 B 0] R — Rk
AT AR AE . I, o] DUd@ s AR AT T RIE O EA R 8, St @i, 1k
MATITBOEAATE AR, AR BRI, TXRE AT DL REAR b (1 860, 3k i 4 b 4 2 i g
o tbAh, MZINRARHE, NARBEMMINE “HEN EALS AR RN, XA TR
X BUR N R IR .

IR, ARG AT, TEACKTT DR I SE8 73, RVH OB . B SR RS 2
ER PRI OC R, DR SR AAL s 3B TT DU S0 N« AR 1RO BEAS S5 1R 7 52 10 15 R T 28 A3 v Y 3 [
YER,  DARBUI BN 5 A Bl L AV A BEAEAE R ER DG 225 1T H., ANHIF 9 IR 0 DA K 2 A 547 i it
Fi, AR AT LG N A BB RHEA, R i) st s bR A s, DU OB AR B (A
FERZ M.

AW FERT T B 3R E ROk R SEE R AE T, RESCFFRIRF AL @0, A58 RIGEE T
OEAFR, XEMRREEAEMEEANREE: —. BRBRER ZBENAER, HEX ALY
. BRFLRM, IR SCANE T K RIEHER Z 5 10— S W& A{E 2 (Smedley & Smedley, 2005), 1X—&i
X T A 1) B A% SRS AN A SEBCR () 2 A B S H M.

EHEWH

A FAS BB AR H (13YIC190027) H 5K At 4Rl 5 4:(14CSHO037). PaAbIiiTE K2
F BRI RE ST THRIFIH 7 A& S5 24 R 4E 20T 301 H (2013B-011) 11 %2 Bl
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