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Abstract: Ethnic conflict endangers a nation’s prosperity and stability to a great extent; it also became one of
the hot topics in the study of social psychology. Many researchers explored the causes of ethnic conflict from
different aspects and put forward three theories: realistic group conflict theory, social identity theory and rela-
tive deprivation theory. Referring to the methods to reduce or resolve ethnic conflict, interethnic contact
which is based on equal status, common goals and interethnic cooperation is considered to be one of the ef-
fective ways. In addition, according to common ingroup identity model, dual identity model and cross cate-
gorization classification, extending the scope of ethnic identity can also resolve ethnic conflict. These me-
thods are used for reference for our country to promote ethnic relations harmoniously.

Keywords: Ethnic Conflict; Relative Deprivation Feeling; Social Identity; Contact Theory; Interethnic
Cooperation
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2.1. BRSC#h3EEL (Realistic Group Conflict
Theory)

X H Sherif(1961)#2 i, ZIEISIN N, M
7 A (1 5 DR AN R S R R ) 4 3, — AN
26 15 DAL HILE DU FL e B R 2 AR 1
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2002).
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2.2. #2AFEHEif(Social Identity Theory)

Tajfel A1 Turner(1979)#2 tH#L 2N RIELE, IAAA
el a4y 38, REAR T o B CHTE R4 (1 B
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IR -
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(Minimail-Group paradigm) ” X B 8] (147 9 AT A
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2, 2ib AT F A R B ) a8, 3t T A
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Spears, 2008)FHH, X T Fhiix Fh i 2 1 A 2 20 T
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2508 FAh ) B R SR B0 LR B 22 1 AR L
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2006).
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2.3. HxF|ZH i (Relative Deprivation Theory)

X RIFEARIA Y, AT S ST Hr,
R B B QT RREAR 2 T AR T Il i
ST AR E, FHAEX AL AR D7 B HIA A1 5L
FHI L RIAEEL,  NAE S AR RSP, 2™
ARG T BUh R 724 (Runciman, 1966).

KERTFTRY], AR RIF B2 3 B S UL FR) 7=
A (Pettigrew, Christ, Wagner, van. Dick & Zick.A, 2008),
It H 5 B w WA & 2 1E A ¢ (Dambrun, Taylor,
McDonald, Crush & Méot, 2006) . /£ % ] 1 1 it 4x 3¢
[N N7 B LRIV P =y R DO PR SO PN
i AL TR IR 255, T AR i L e 7= R R AR b R Y
H FALfli(Jackson, 2011) . AR RILFERER T 51
W, g5 B ARG ARSI, XEHA BT
BORER PRI o FHR S5 JRAE IR b R A 2 8 2R AL
(1) 25 E4E F (Grant, 2008) .

A2 A F IR SRABL, AT <5 B AR ) 2
FORIAI A U, AHH 32 B2 A2 3 IEJ7 TR DS
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KEMVER AR TTiEZ —. Allport(1954) 4 H
(B2 Al AR 0N R B — B AR o) — B ARG = AT T
fiR B AP AR R I T RS 25 5 7= AR E B AL, 2
W PR FEAAR T G 2 T i it 1 Bl 2x . Tam %5 A (2009)
MR TE LR, BEPREAdE A T R R EAE, Eid S
HREAA . 2)) Ty B INRT SMEEAR IR T A, AT B B ]
() WAEC AR o A G 38 5 el i AT 73— 25 1
73 (Pettigrew, 1998), FE ;SRS T HeAb T S K
RIS AR EETT TN A, TER T bR . 1B
N, FEBFRARME IR, A IR T He i e 0 25
/U BRI ] FFD A .+ 335 100 R 1) (045 A DA B A i RS 1 )
TR BN

FEAERRIA, RO A (0 4 fih = dd = Fh e =X
SEHL: AR ROGE TR RO Al AN AR R R
ThEEE S, X = R Y 3 R (2t RO IRl 54T
(Tam et al., 2009; Vezzali et al., 2012).

L 1) RS e 4 2 i W 1 RS e ) 2 AT T X6 T )
FRfhAZ I, AR L R n] e 2 e ik RIGR R,
WA T REHY I fm AN R, HER B REG R, AR
FEI B (R B A 2 B IWE 2 Bef i es th T
JUANHEAT A 20 il ¥ i 32 7% & (Pettigrew, 1998): 1) [
R 1) F st T PR AT 2 P55 1, A T S5 L A5 P 7 A
P TA) A BE A R0 2) $EAdXCT BAA SEIRI H bRt
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WEAE, SRR R A 2 SRR 7 A, AT
AT R HBI R R, (HR R H G ERAS I A
RERA S, T AT 55 2 Moo 5 50R B HE S BT 4 5
AR DT I S A AR 1] (%= (Worchel, - Andreoli
& Folger, 1977). 3) #fi 2 75 B2 B AR L2 R 152
R U Bl VR BRI, IXREI IR
Fefub A JE A R o

V¥ 42 F1 422 i 2 48 4 i — B AR B LA — AN A
B3 (TR, TG ) L PR B i 7 T e 2 4 ot 4
AR (Tam et al., 2009). o, — A ANTERA
MO -YN iy -8 PSS UNIS PN N S NGO ES
FEARUT o A7 T R IR L () R ) 2 PR B s 2 A R e 1
3 2 BRATCONT AN 1) (i WL (Pettigrew, Christ, Wagner &
Stellmacher, 2007). Ak, /45 A R g
fiph ok 2 m A 6 1) ) 23 0 JERORT L AQ BN I R R 2 )
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JL7K 4 5% (Edmonds & Killen, 2009).

FRRER 2 (I TR I, AE 5 AN R 7% T ik
REARIEBERR C R A, I AR 1) 0 WL (Turner &
Crisp, 2010), #&m XA RIS B (West, Holmes &
Hewstone, 2011), ¥4 /n#kr&1F & & (Pagotto, Visintin,
De lorio & Voci, 2013), Jf H.BE k% 5 4N AR IR BE bRAT
J(Turner & West, 2012), R R AL, R
MR I IRB MR . GG IR SRR
BV E B H 2 WA Py, AR R A 1)
ROR AT (T, Midit, KIEE, 4%, 2013).
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RRE], & REA Rz . R e ARSI
ARl 1, AT DLE I AR R A ik i v R AN AR ) S B
(Turner, Crisp & Lambert, 2007). 7k, A8 5 i
T B A AR RS T S BT AR . AR
Gl 1) A TS 15 45 B A T AR G L0 AR THLAT T
FEAmT BB eHE R G R R RO B, BEA AL

FEAREE PR A 8, R BEBR AR (Turner, Crisp & Lambert,

2007). LAk, AHREEfhEe b mE AR R AR, N
HoAth 42z k77 XA 4 24 (Crisp & Turner, 2009).

FLFEAE AR A R A B A R I, W SR BEAE B
BRI AT CPE A1E B8l LB AL G S HF)
BEAT B, ROBRIR] B0 R AR BRI s, Y
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PR AEAE F BRAR 1) 26 A R HEAT, an RRU7 1 i L AN
USRI [, I R B 2k, BnsRiT
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A ) 22 4% ik — P AE A [ RO 8] PR AR B AT AL R
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R IE FH TR A R IE R PERE ), 0 g A
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BILERI R 53 2 T 1 T B ) A A sk B 32 00T 1A A2l 2
XFANEBRB, AR an SR AR 43 SRVE ], I8/ BOR S 4y
TR, Bl RO 18] B 53 4% 75 B A (R — B B R 0
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Gaertner Al Dovidio T~ 2000 “F4& H T & [A Py B4
P\ A% (Common ingroup identity model), 4TI A,
HAMRARYE — E AL T, R RASF P A2
Iy RIS — NI IR B S L R
FEAAR AT, FEPRIA T2 ilss, TR IS4 R 01 e
AR R DR, IXRE AT B 23 3G IS R SR R A AR Ak
GRS, AT RS AR RN IR], 32 17 k2> fh
W, FEBEALAE T o B, thERA 2 RIEE K,
& RN H T IR S # A IR R A 2 A [\ & 2R
MM, IXFES A — i I R A WA R R, S8 A
F0) 7-5 FARE B R YE BRI NFIDREN i 5
WERBELE A R A BT “ 4B RN A “ DU
N7 () BRI A7 W\ i 25038 Rl 9 7 T B s ) PR A A
r—— “HEN7, NSRS A B, el i
T, AL A 5

A e R R 22 R R 58 8 R B 4 D 0 1) 55 44 17 7
A R, IX B T DU S NCE B ARl OUEE A R
1 (Dual identity model, Dach-Gruschow & Hong, 2006)
W, FERNEER S O B I 55 2 S BUR A = A B R,
Ly SR AR P AN FEAA B 4 200 543 2K O B — AN L A 9 B
A4 S 43 T — > B N BEAR B 4 286 T R E A [R5
FERS (B an, A E4EE RIBEN), AT e 2 kb X FhfE
FE TG IS AT«

BRIbZ A, 28 X 55 2t AT BLYs /N Br 5 FR
BORIRER 2, IEMA R IRBITE R — S 4E % Ea2st
FEORRL DY, ABAE 57— S 4R b2 N REIAR A 2 (Goar,
2007). X Fh5r 2877 ffirt 27 KT BB E kM2 7T,
NI B AR AR ) () 22 S AR 12 o o, — 26 | A A 0)
O E NS BEAKLE, WA A R, iR
i S SO ARABM I (A A 5 SCA) X — B A R A
X5y, ARt prilE, W] gees Rt H A A A E
NP ERER B, TGS P& TR R R o

R AR X G 40 R IR B 3\ (] 1R 7 R R B 4 A S
DSUAR PR I A5 PRI P AT fRr gt — B T 9, (EEAT A
PR/ INEEAAIA] () 22 et 389 AR Ab 1) B AR AR 2R 7 T PR A
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.
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B E R R BORAR (A B R AT DU AT 55 1Y
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(1 H BB AN SRR H BR -7 8 LA T 515
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55 1148/ B R X 5 R X K A e 22 1, R
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ARG EE R, W 7e s o B T KR HBotL, @
G T 2B T A S B Bilin, S
Wy 2 I AT AT R ABA T S S (be . 5%)
HAL XA, XA A RER 2. ST,
PR B 5 A5 RO BOR B i, et 3% R A Akt
AR A R ELNT BN, X R EE R R
G A RO, R RIRAIRIER G 7, A hE5e
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