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Abstract

Based on social identity theory and the common ingroup identity model, the relationship between
subgroup identity, common ingroup identity and psychological compatibility was explored. In this
study, 342 college students were recruited and their subgroup identity, common ingroup identity,
and psychological compatibility were measured using questionnaires, and the analysis of the me-
diating effects was conducted using PROCESS. The results found that common ingroup identity had
a direct effect on psychological compatibility after controlling the demographic variables, and it
was a mediating variable of subgroup identity for psychological compatibility of groups. The study
refines the common ingroup identity model and also provides an empirical basis for the establish-
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ment of positive inter-group relationships and the construction of “community”.
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1. 518

Fho OB KB TR AN FIERE PR G R IE A, IR 17 LA RENS . MR 20
[F] ¥ 1% (Social Identity Theory, SIT), B AATTRI 53 Dy AN R SO0HE A4 o, 23 777 A oA 30 A4 vt 52 B5CRE B i D1
(Tajfel, 1970), 9 ZLHIFHEAA T B2 S BUH R AVHEPRS B . O T IR I, Gaertner 55 A\ ft 1
FE [ P FEAA A [R]85 (Common Ingroup Identity Model, CHIM), %A N BRA R AE(— DR . ANEEK)
SRMAED . FEEAT NS R, WA TER RO 4k SR 4 FF A B PR I T, CRFF BRI T BEBr i A,
T 38 I AL AL R b A7 B A A A AR S 573 PRI A RN SR AE FH PR AN B A A — AN SR A B, mT DA /D B B O A,
Fippze, #ILFE R FR IS & (Gaertner, Dovidio, Anastasio, Bachman, & Rust, 1993).

SLIR N BN RS 3 7 KRBT T SCHF . RESEIRE AR, — MEEARRAE LR N AL
&)/ 1 #EBRw W (Gaertner, Mann, Murrell, & Dovidio, 1989), 5 i ) _E A AR B 473 80 ] AR SE AR A
B BrAw 0L (Gaertner, Dovidio, & Bachman, 1996), J& %13 — MHEARIEERZ , F /MR (Beaton et
al., 2012), HRALAIFELRFE PR (Halloran & Chambers, 2011); J3 5h3: [F] A BEAR B 43 T AR /D 35 40 1 52 52
F NN 5 48 (Shnabel, Halabi, & Noor, 2013); [ Py EEAA DA [F] A2 12 ok B AR B e 7 FEEAA hlg 53 A R 1) A
(Capozza, Vezzali, Trifiletti, Falvo, & Favara, 2010), tHZAVE. ~FE TR 2 5 ol 38 B i DL £y v A
(Gaertner & Dovidio, 2012). #& Wi AU 70 & B0, FE1R) A BEARA R BT DABRAR 3 B3 Bl (Riek, Mania, Gaertner,
McDonald, & Lamoreaux, 2010), /b X #MEAAR PITH IS FE (Guan et al., 2011), Tl 5 2 R b i R 58
fIRHIRE R JL(Toprakkiran & Gordils, 2021), s B MR R GL IR A REAINIRD), BURFER RS bk,
S RE A (Baysu, Coskan, & Duman, 2018). B ERHFFE KM, Al N\ A FFL =2 “ABIE N7 432K, ARATTR
P NG 1RAK A WL (Kessler & Mummendey, 2001); S AR N 3L [E] B A 43 ST B8 & 1 A SL s LA
4R (Lemay & Ryan, 2021); (#4545 78 B [ SCHRcr: 57 3L R B A [R] 2 He ik (I A s el A1
PP R AL 22 26 85 (1 A (Eller & Abrams, 2004)

WA T PSSR BN AR AL . Waldzus 55 A (2003) 52 Hi 1 N BEAR$ 49 4528 (Ingroup Projection
Model, IPM)IARy, FESMEEAR AN P BEAA BB a0 oy — AR E) AL S 6y, WT RE 2 R B K I I BEAR 300
ST REAA N, AT B AR TR AS FE . BRI A5 31 | — S8 ST S HF . Fritzlen 55
N (2020) LA NRZEAE R, At 5 9E % 56 BN RAE A S [H] 1 4H 55 (DNA Kol 5 R 53%[1 H &),
FHBAT IR AT B SR W, . Crisp 25 A\ (2006) IR et — 25 R L, H4%FTBEARA R i iR B
WG — AN IR EAL Sy, [EIEINJE T 6 ANEEAA ) A1 S AT N B i L o Pefia 45 A (2021) BA 2 PR 9B i,
TR ATT R 2o X L [R) R AR B 2 MR8 DR JR sh e VSR [R) By, 485 SR R IS () A AR B 47 0o 2 R S
A E . Eller 45 A (2017) % 4 [ 3 8L (Bonn) (1 iy H A= 2EAT 1AI R 6 AN H P IKIE R, 45 R BIIE A N E1A
UNGENVE NG NS AN T S
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WA BRI — 2 1 T B AR OR R, FRATTE X — B i 2 o 4 R R AR 2 N2
fria LA, AATTIE R AR AN A S 52 B, 3R CAT SAIEWE 7T th SR R AR DA [ AR
s s A CIRRIBEARAR B 7 (e T ARG BE, 2017); R EhiRtah J LE ST JLERILRE b
LB ZJE, WINT SRR Bh(F R, 2017)s R B HT RS A AR ORI SLR By, R
B RROHER G (B 577, 8575, 2019); I8 B (LR iR 2R 0 F— BT R 2 A B 7
AMUFETH T AMEEAARRE B (A0, 920556, BAET5, 2020), &840 T #EARR A OERG (2055, M 16,
e, BET7, 2020).

[ AR DA [RIASE TR A AR PSS RS R TR 4 e (] A e 2 T 2 N TR BB 4 R B, SR I A AT D5
ST IE[R B B A AR B A R AT e MR IS L o AT S IR R A B4 AT LA A TR EA R (9 2
HE, MTIEERERR R R AN s 5 WA S IR LA B 6 m] e amAL TR AT, AT DA B i A o
SEIR] N B DA RIS A0 A R AR B R B R R 70 BE T ST R AL 5y, )7 RER AR B2 AN [,
SRTI G ARA BT TR N 25 5 RN A LR AR R A ERR R R = Z A AR & DB S R AR TR
MERZSZ . BEAEIAE DB ROIRES, Bt RIEE PR R B R A £ B (07 5, M 71t ik,
BLT5, 2020)0 AHEFURE DA B R & R PROC R 10 20 AR, 8 B 2R B A R IA
[l FEENHAARMOER S, BE=FZRNRR, CIRARINE SRS RS SRS .
S IEE AR N RIS S R E A “ IR RR T N2 — L KR NI T4 2R, ASHE Fud Hh B st
S IR P REAR DA R R DR Sit e A Lo R R 5 PR PR LA

2. MREHE
2.1, iR

EFEMXFITER, KB 360 77, BR300 4E 342 40 (5 %K 95.0%), H1: 67 A, %tk 275 A,
AR 20.15 + 1.02,

22. TR

T OO BT A PR e AR S PR AR B ) B 5 S22 30 PR Dy OB R 25 7K P e R P A IR X =
Jis BIi5E, 2019). AMERARZS IR AN RV E L, SRR B ARRIE AR IR A A e, 2
SRR A A T — BERRE IRR R GR R 07, 20595, 2019). FEAA (a1 PR 25 (0 &R AL P B R (X
K555, 2020), AESPEEGERIT, ¢ REE L. EARMES, FIEAN I Cronbach’s a 240N 0.91,
KR L) Cronbach’s a R34 0.96.

THREAADNFVRI I [R] Y B [R) I B e s B 2% 1 2R G o ) 10) S (2= 1) 5%, 2005) 0 T RFAACIA A FR MR A
JIT 8 BRI [, 3 ) PN A DA TR0 8 N B S [R) 7 AR RN I, 78 AR ) 2 AR RO TR
TEARRMES, FHAINFER Cronbach’s a Z%CH 0.87, LA A #EMRINF 1 Cronbach’s a &%k 0.85.

N B S I A FE R TR EEAR . K 2 8 TRHIRR (k) BEHAIE 5 548 . BEARUL 7 R
FEBR RAE TGOl BEPR AR FE RS o

3. &R
3.1. XREAFZEREKRE

AHR B TR I TR A B0 AR, PRI Harman 8 B8 ZAS 3002006 AV FE 247 36 )
THEmMZERIS (A 07, RI755, 2019), SRER, H— AR ETTHRER 25.1% (/M T 40%), AFF
FEFL R TR 2 -
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3.2. XS

PN SRR BN E S DRSO OC i . SRR TR IR SARRVEA . R RS A7
FERZE MK, BRIET S TRIOARL BASCILE RASRE R TRARINF SR RARAINR . T8
WANFE SRR FRAOANF SR ARE L SRR NN RSB 3ER AR AR S 20 3 0%
WA R AR, ARG RIE 1.

Table 1. Correlation matrix between variables

1. TEEREXER

e 2NN DEEE
w FREAAR He [ A B R BT RERERE
el -0.07 -0.08 -0.01 0.08
P R -0.04 -0.01 -0.21" -0.23"
}D\ AR CR)E 0.05 -0.05 0.05 0.02
ES BERIE & 0.16™ -0.03 -0.02 -0.05
é HEAR AL 0.05 -0.03 0.04 0.12
FEbR A 0.07 0.03 0.06 0.09
T By i 0.06 0.09 0.06 0.05
BEIA SR 1.00 0.67" 0.36" 0.24™
(S FLIF BN LR 0.67" 1.00 0.39” 0.25"
LT BURIFAY 036" 039" 1.00 0.34"
e KRERHE 0.24” 0.25" 0.34" 1.00

H: "FRp<0.05 "FRp<001, FHE.

3.3. R4

N T B AT REAAROA RIRH R OB R A 1 e e B AR FABLET . DL BN ROy AR R, SRR
BN R A A g, BRVPAN AR &, DU/ Br ot BRI )L SRR AN R . B VPAN A7
FERFEM KGN D ZAR B (@B BHATE 5) N A&, FIH PROCESS #EATH1 /1 &84 41, Bootstrap
FREEFRE 5000 o 25 FEAR T : F-HEA DRI 5] A A DA ) 1 B B2 208 42 % (a = 0.52, SE = 0.03, t = 17.40,
p <0.001), FL[E P EEAIA R AR R4 (1) BLEE RN 2 2 (b = 0.83, SE = 0.21, t = 4.07, p = 0.001), THEAIL
[ o} AR AR LA A 2k 56 35 (¢ = 0.84, SE = 0.12, t = 7.30, p < 0.009), 95%F¥) CI 9[0.22, 0.68], A% 0,
FLA] Y BEAO R F R A R BB AN R R A, R Y L 1.

FIFEHL, DASK RSB NRA R, DSt P RN R JEE A BEARIAE . KRB EFAE
BEMKRIIN AR E(FTBEAR . B SCA) AR R, 45 R R ILT R A FD0 3L R Y B[R] ) B
MiZE(a=0.51, SE =0.03, t = 16.90, p < 0.001), Ft[F] AN RN ¢ F 25 % B 1 B 2 R85 2 (b = 0.39,
SE = 0.14, t = 2.69, p = 0.008), T HEAARIA[FIXS I F 2% B 1 AN 2 3 (¢ = 0.35, SE = 0.08, t = 4.39, p <
0.001), 95%f¥] CI 4[0.06, 0.36], At 0, FLIF| P EFAIA Rl FHEAON R 98O RoR % BRI A, A
R LA 2.
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Figure 1. The mediating model of subgroup identity, common in-
group identity and positive evaluation

E 1. FEAR. HERBARSRRTN R PN ERE

TR 0.357 (o) LR
ERAER
e
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—_— SREEE
0.16 (c’' )

Figure 2. The mediating model of subgroup identity, common in-
group identity and relational intimacy
F 2. FERIAR, HEABARSXEZFZEENPMERE

3.4. ¥ TSR

A PROCESS #EAT I RN 7 ML, SR EEAR A RIASGE T T T AN R 5 D B R A R R A
TRERIN A A BEV 55 3L [ RN R S O BE R A R AR e A RN T A B, T RERIN AR A R 3L
WA R et OB R & 1 T Ao

4. S5

AP G R IS [R] B DA ] A A A 3 s O BBl A R s AL, SCRE T 3R R RN R ABE ZRot
bR R R IR . BARE SN AR I, ML X T E, R TR Ry — 3L E
PHEAR, BT BEXT R S 0 (P MURE P AS Bbr, AT DR A4 ) 4 W.(Hornsey & Hogg, 2000); #<f#
NFNFEE N 3 25 T T BRI IR e, 3 Y W A S 8 [N T3 o 3 () P A 2 T P v 5% (Kessler &
Mummendey, 2001); & £ 3734 [F) 3 FEAA S 43 1T I it o) B 2= 51 AR, AT AN f . (Gaertner &
Dovidio, 2012). PEJ7 3CAMR/NMAEE SC, AT A T REC A 0 B 4E 77 L A7 EE SRR, NS5 A2
EIRIERE B i VA (B E i N E SN A e N & AN (RB:H IR 2N i DY iy WA T 32 1 Y NS
NG NZ BT AR BARRE . thah, @S ILE AN E SREME “ILEE” fNAEZEEE G .
DR, EFR E 2 S A ] HEAAOAR], AR AR VAL By, SR TSk T R RN, B R A
HELE .

AW FL e T AL EI N AN RS AL . L A B AR A B R E T, INERIE B AN N —,
M) T HEBRIA T, FRAC T PR A R B B2 K, b 7 B BR fw WA h 98 (Gaertner, Dovidio, Anastasio,
Bachman, & Rust, 1993). ARSIl SEUERFFE R I, FHEARIN RS 36 [F Y BEAAOA R 2 238 TEA G, BT
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AN RS BE A OO B B A B FR AL, IERH T @SR LA By, HEAS T B ZRS TRAAAR, [ K
INTFBEACA [RIFISE [E] A B DA A, AT DU R AR A B oG R 37

AW TC R RERR ] R AL ER AN« S[R)R” M aRdeft 7 — MR . ABHARI SRR 2, S R AR bR
i W.(Prati, Crisp, Meleady, & Rubini, 2016). #FriTAffisZ (Otten & Wentura, 1999)H1# bRl = (Gaunt,
2009). TEREPRTEGBUBMME LT, BEAD FOE A RBEBR PR () 5% [E, 2005), #Ef5IK#ETT. K555
BEARPERAE. ARBEFURIL, XFREAAR RN RS 3L E BN FEIEA T &, Sfi St = ik & 0 1 51
N REE T RARIIBER SR X ERTRATT, TEACERRERR W AR < SLFR T B, RN RE LT R
[, AT DA A 4 i A 1T AN [RI AN S 3k 6] N AR A ], X R B T DAVRD A R, SORT DA pay ko
ILIE AL O 4N, 3L R AR R R SRR E A

BT HEARRRYE . BEARRRAE . NFRIZIHL. MRS B RO 1) T AR S 2 e BN ], DR ok R
W70 AT 5 REIX e R R AR OB & P AT BEAE A A 0 DAY BFIR BUBAE 2 . ose 5 i /ST RER
WA R, CAFTR DA . BB 58 4 55 5 M0 T AR 3 ] A B A2 B 0 RTHe 08 BT AN RS B
HSRMF T % B8 22 2R BEAR IR S5 G0 98, IR 70 EL BB AR S 3 ) A AR DA ) 5 e A O B i
B s AHE TR R WD AR FE I, R R P9 BN TR AR DA A3 i A0 2o B R 25 1) R AL
FL [ AR DA [ AR 0 A [ T 58 S0 R R D FE (A, %4, 2020), YhIm] I Fe AT o 2t — 22 o b . 4b
EENERE T AR OEEMNGE T R, KR5S, 2, 2009), AL T AN HT RN
FL[R Y BEAON RO B G Z R OC R, AR Tl AN BRE T — DB = H K R

E&mHE
J7UG A S B 2 R BT TR A (21BSHO1L) 5 P i A TR AR S0 BT 2R Al B8 0 48 TF 0 H

(2021KY0609); /" Pl i i K 2% A ARBUA 20 A FLR 15 52 B FU IR (2021L.SZ032) s RT3t 2 Bt i |2 IR A A
R ) 9% 00 H (2021GCC012).
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