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Abstract

Hamilton and Gifford (1976) found the “illusory correlation”, which means that the minority
group is more special and unique than the majority group and gives the minority group a negative
evaluation. According to this phenomenon, the negative evaluation causes the negative behaviors
more relative to the minority group membership. Our team guesses this stereotype of the ficti-
tious groups maybe exist in the real groups. For example, the phenomenon maybe occurs in the
evaluation of the country. To remove the error by the individual attitude to the country, we chose
two countries by the pilot study which asks the subjects to select the degree of preference to some
countries from 1 to 7. Another pilot study was to choose the positive and negative sentences which
describe the countries. In the experiment, we operated the number of positive and negative sen-
tences to the two groups that are the majority and minority group defined by the number of sum of
descriptive sentences, but fixed the percent of two typical sentences, to influence the attitude to
the two countries of subjects. As a result, there is no significant between the two groups in the
number of recall negative sentences. But in another respect, in the percent of negative recall sen-
tences, minority groups are significantly more than majority groups by studying the percent of
discrepancy between the real number and data.
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Hamilton 5 Gifford(1976)32 H (B iR (illusory correlation), &7 7 58 F4k (minority group)
S FEFE (majority group) 2R E&R:, MHB/MEGEKEGNES, MIEZSIEAAKHE
WRRE/NEE, MAIEASSERSEMBZANBR. BINBE: FABREICRERIFERNSERE
B RMEANMIN TERAIES £, REENN TEEEBRSRERNERES=EARNR, TE
BNBFH NP HEER, A ERER R RSURE)REFZREN T XEER MK, EMFBERMER.
ATIEBRSEERSN TFERAIEN LR, RITEH T —IRT B R (pilot study)F|FHAZEFAFIK
LRERBPLEZERFENEAEN = 25K P HFEHLEFREL THEANMRAPENER, FHEHRT
368 RBIE. fFKIRARR) (240 IEFM1246) 5 )R ERN 2 A8t 78 IE 500 BEd Lk o il B2 2
RERIBABERBATHEN, #HBEHFRANEERRIES 585 K2 KD A (ER)FHibMaLT 8 R
A& RIE. ARKRAIEEIE. REERER, MEXKAHFRAHEERA, % ERE
& HEARERPEFRKSAR, KRR AEMNERANAREEEER.

XA
EEHMG; BiRMxR; BHEE

1. RIS ER

Bz AH K (illusory correlation) e KT Xf (L A BT J& 2 ek A, BT TR B2 FE S 0w L, 78 N ZIBR BN &
(stereotypes)ff]—7Ff. FEPREARA AL Sy, AAREEABINKIE, (AEF IR E BT, RAE
WA GO NN, RT A E IR IEIE, (EREME NI E LSBT B 7 I aridE. 1976 4F
Hamilton &5 Gifford [{1iB A G K IN, TEXMFEAZ BN T, BEHMEREEEH) S EE
AR (B 2 )10 BRI, WV RN ERAEOR, ATV Z R ol geEm 55 I R . SR, ZIAR Ep
Rl — BB YR, e B 1w AT .

MZIBR BV G A A IE F T A A — LR T, D AT B S P S R I A A O AR AE Ak TE —
&, MRAMEHIC. HAVER BRI, F5EAS E BE PR R S a3 R, HAMR
oA AR B R F, AR S NEERSEmEX AR T, KRR
Hamilton 5 Gifford(1976)Fr#g BRI Z IR, BB R AN T ERXEFEN E? W46


mailto:blake5477@yahoo.com.tw

PRI k2 o 5 25 2 B

LI V2 ANEST T, AR 2 U AATT A 2D 2 A4 (minority) iy R A AT 67 10 7HUE. (negative infor-
mation), 217 JZ SO A AT 67 T 04 B 52 (negative stereotypes) ?
2. SCRKRIH

e OH A S A, R A S5 (llusory correlation) & — MR 5 kK A AE HHE AR R, TEE
o NN Gy il 758 ERAZT R RBURA — s R R PR TR LS . AR 55D H A (R
b 95 ) AR A 77 A 47U %R ED 5 (Hamilton & Gifford, 1976).Primi 5 Agonoli(2002) fKHF 72t 46 H
PN 5 5o B A R (R T 22 00 0 L ) F I B s 2 0 L o AR Pettigrew(1979) 2% I RIZHR
(ultimate attribution error) Frfifiid: 4—XF HAMAAE AT ZIBRED SN, & W44 (out-group) i 2 B,
R A A B A A R EDRES, b N2 b — M N2 55 4 e A T4 A 7 (out-group member) FRIAT A i
“PTEVARA” (internal attribution); ST, 44 A1 5 03 HE ASTF G Ath P9 O H K SRS [T (9 Z2 B B ST
NATHGE ] K 47 9l “ AMEVAERL” (external attribution).

wn BRTR, ZIAREN G2 i DA DLER K, AT RE 2 R 9 AATTAS 7 2 2 52 1 ofs /0 25 A A (R T R 2 BNk
Y, D ECAVAE 9 A AAR) A7 R 28 B O i D0 SR TC X I 5 A ot 2 B A 1 A7 T AR B s [N
2 th 9% 1UF fi i (confirmation bias) m LATS 1, AATTFE 1S — ORI 14T NI, 25 504 2 5 B 2 B ZIAR B0 A0
g, HFEEI5HCES—HIRE, 28 T A SIS L4EREZIR N R . 75T IR ED R I [FI
FAT 22 Bt —AN AT 1) A St st N T St T Jas A P B0 5 B Al DL - 3 s i AL D 5 ERL A T ot 4]
PRI N T 54 R ACBEYR T T i, RIS 2 B 18 (realistic conflict theory). Fine(2004)#5Hi, TEARHE
Sherif 5 AT 1954 £l f¥) “The Robbers Cave Experiment” W75, 4HfF 5t 3 55k B4 5 % Th g 91
WRIRDN T IS E I RIS BedR . 2L85E), BD =AUk R XS, B S5 B

W EINLAT R, BEE GIEH X A EST T ABORER N, A F XSy TR/ 8 H A, H
SCRRHRE I S p R BEAR 1R S MR T A 6 V8 A0 A8 57 T (B35 % A 57 T B g 60 61 ) P v DL, B vl DA AR o ]
SEAER VT IR LL [ AT, AHF AR AR I, BT S A FONEEA A2 D5, 15 5K
BT TS A D B AR OSSO0 /N A = A B T 2 ED R
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Hamilton 5 Gifford(1976)#)se5s KL, DE ARt 2 5 H A RASF®R S &5 B bk E 2
AT S, AATSE 2 540 67 v (1) S A 2 31/ H A A

i Hamilton 5 Gifford(1976)F 5 T PRI EL A S3ET B) B Ja BT T-1% Re i 25 B 1k 8 1
HEBUR AR ZRE 4y, Wi RS2 35 SO AR A8 DA 52 Lu ok 230 ARFMEE AB 1)
Lepi2 2:1(8 R PIBt e BEFIBRIR A): RN FRR A LE B2 2:1, SEIR#RAF U RI4EE B Ik
BOAIE, A2 A B /DB, RIS B Ay

SR R E: A AENE . PP YA R RIS RS AR,
B 3AE (A B AR) 1 57 i BUR ) 5 TN R AH K AR A T B Tt

A5 B A2 A SRS BN, AT RI45 R Cronbach’s alpha 4 0.86 (n = 121). Ith4h
RERBEAMRSHAM 8, WEXNRRNT GRS —SERH. ZFXREGHEZiEZiEE D
PEWABATTATE 20— 5 A % A BB AUA H 1E )45 47 ) 43 3 %5 B LA R 73, fEX I T,
TERT B R S m] VP R B T s B kB 2 E VR A R AR IRV I E A 2, FKIE SR
AR 2 LT IR B T 2 R AR T8 2 et

BT SRR IR PPN 5 B — S B I R R AN SR IO 1 8 R Ay, FEMLSEIS R, dn SRR KL (RO)
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2> B IECR B RAHICROR, T RE 32 AR (B ) LI I WA x4 B SRR P i A2 18R AH
RMIEZM . Fr LA Ja Fegh Sl Ty, B R AR G AT AR 52 I W R 7520, J4URE 1 (distinctiveness) 5 98 2 &40
(salience) T &1 .

TEMATE TN T 84 & AL 0 Hamilton 5 Gifford(1976)BIBT 74 5. BISZ 08 A By H s (1 25 i A 4% o1
PR, WORE T AT B O S AR 1S B S I R B HE R X ORI . FRATAEI A 2
HRESNHANER—BAFIEN " WEER, 2R ANNEBEEESTESE LR, AT
Hamilton 55 Gifford s, ot H (7. 81 A 53048 B )2 B0, A AE IS AR 0E T n] BE 2 A T
W, PRA SIS BT il (R 1 B AYE I SE ARV P S I, SR AN A I R, DR AT A S 56 R P S
T H (5 b B SEAEAE AN B R ) SR ER DT ZBHR A O A FE M e, Ay B n] DU SR E Hamilton 5
Gifford B LI AR

3. BIEMR
3.1 #xBn

AW FCSEA AT WSRO 1) FORZAERE AR E 502 PR E S 2) BRI+ 36
AR AR AT R ) 1L A2 5 S R R A2

32. 5%
AR LA EE X & P B LB 22 K221 25 22 NFEAR .
33. fIxIHR”

AHIEFURI F 25 v s G S (Likert-typed scale), 155230 TE 40 /NE Kk N EE K, @H AN
FROE MIEEEZ SR A 20T, M TXRNERABERE, “17 AR “—mmARR” & “77
& AR 1.

Xof T 1E 7 ) R ) 1R 08 D)2 17 52 10 AE 62 A RIR A AR R X OB Y (A X B Y AR EE X)
RS2 IESy: “17 AR “AERfum” &= <77 R “dEWIET” - BRARAARD: [FRARK X EH, 1D
NFN, RGBSR 1 B 2 N T AR TR, e X H, REXS T2 AEFFEH 5% .
Z ML R R R R EUE R R A 24 A1) 58 IR R 12 4.

34. HEHE
ABRITE, W 1R
35. RAE

HI R A AS [ [ 51 PR RS2 AN [, A7E 7T £h B LA 70 (28 T I RO R e — A 0 H P i o
PEFE S, W BAHT SR IR S AT SR 1 IR AW TT s [, AHE FU A4 th 2= e B ROkt — M A [ 2%
WRiRH) I IE a2z,

22 XA, AEAHIE T AT SRR FU S AT DAHERSR 32 103 R DA A BIE 78 A P R 2R B
(¥ B AE (i DL BT A2 2 ZIRREN R M P BN R 22, DLAAT ARG 2 R IR 1) BAT L N JS2 21 56 1Y 1 7]
B A IS

3.6. IRGR
AT FEHN DY+ K AT AT B TT, 45 F 25 M0t KAl 0 B2 R AR BT IR EL, O [ X =
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Figure 1. Study prcedure
1 Rz

WRRRE, HFRMReR B EEZ, WA ER RS WSRO E S, FEHLHET A 5 RS2 3 0T
AR, BE I AN BRI R PEE K, A S e 2t 5 R SRt (M =484, SD =0.88). &) A
(M=5.12, SD=0.93), HAKEZFEAEEN 4.87, brdifzER 0.36, EEAT B —FrklwZ 1 1K)
EoR, ke T “S%w2” 5 “QFF” HAEK.

TEMRR A5y, AHIEFEIIE T 8 P2 7E Sl 1) 1E Rk A 3L 36 A1), HAh e s iE mPRid ) 24
f). M PRiAa) 12 A,

4, IERAR
4.1. AiEBH

AR FRAEHE BRI e B Ree#E B 2RI 2R ZEEB/DRIE. MW A, 0D ek
PR — NP AS FR: [ R B 2R BN BB R AR O .
42. 5%

KEEFEER 53, BENLBERIE T Al B2 KR AN R, 3% 96 42 KA BhAT i
43. IRIAERE

IR, T AR AL, B i [E— S A GO, FRAR AT BE RIS [E I N 5 TS
HIRE I N B R 22 o INAT B 70 A Bk AN TR [ 2K 5 36 A5 [ R 1 MRk £ (24 A IE R RGR A) AT 12 A1) 61
MAGRA]), DA R BAE 4 4 blocks H1(BEA4 block A E LA BRRH], 1FER 1), FLLSEEXT
PP 7 2 T 24 FHERAFEIE RS, LSRR DN BRI &) 85 T A 5P RS (order effect).

RIGTEZ5H G 55 258 MUNNIA B BIK G I AABRRRRA LR 11SEpra i
7550 2 54 R AR FORCR LT 1 2 23

44. MRAR

I T 32 1 AT A P PR R X S me 22 SR, DA 24 A [ SR A IE R RS ) AT 12 368 [ 5K 47
MR E) e, AR 2:1 (I EL B EEIE .t A (e 1), Q& 550 2ot S AR s F A2
DEARIIILR . SR E B AN P E K RIR A S, 2 1R ArRRd A “ o 1%,
W T AL 15 2 DR D ) 28 R g 2 B AT T B8 25 %) 97 i 4 J 1 DR 4 5 DA R 5K

4.5. AREGR

GERIRSY, AL, SPSS 14.0 it HAFHHMTRIA G EH B TR SRER, Bn
IEFFRIA A E(M = 13.82, SE =0.49); %526 mRiAf) & (M = 10.22, SE =0.48); &7 F| ik [ FRid 4] &
(M=6.35, SE=0.24); & F| iRk 4)=(M=5.65 SE=0.24).



PRI k2 o 5 25 2 B

Table 1. Number of positive and negative statements paired with the countries (with a ratio of 2:1 matching)

I 1 EfAEMRAR G 5 E SR 2 HIECK (B I 2:1 BYEEBIFECxY)

IEFBRIA ) B BRIA A
Lyg= 16 8
& F R 8 4

B, N T HE R BRI A) 52X 2 R R D HE 5, R [EZ 6 5 2 1) 47 ) Bk
WA, FTUAREEFEAT TR t B, JFCE S BRI PR )RR e, IRk UL, AT
FUTUHATE & 2 ) 472 10 (1350 20 (8 R B g T RUR) o 5238 e MR 1 A B F2 FE AR [R1Z b A (3 s
P, AEARWF AL R A &) F RG] (SR TR, 55 22 A7 ] O AR £ THUED) 38 2t A 3
IS, BRI, ANERFARIEEIER, 7555 2 7 H 23 V0 FsL bRy T 80E 2=
FHBA ) T FERI K (A 2).

28 R —FEARXUR (two-tailed)t %365, AR BRI R A 4 TS EEFREES: B2 IERGRR
fJHE(t (47) = —4.51, p < 0.05); 75 2 47 [ BRIA A1) B (t (47) = 4.65, p < 0.05); &1 F| 1F A [k A i (t (47) =
—6.99, p < 0.05); LA J 69 FF Fl f [l ik ) (t (47) = 6.99, p <0.05). HIEL R Eon, AL LT IE [ EE
fiuga), IR &R IE MR, RS SRR A R

4.6. Wi

U T 2 SRR AR ZE 5 2, BRI BRA RO /N F7 iR EZ & T, 2 KA 47 ) R
B2 EMIER A HE T 2R E R A E KRS FRIE SN AZ A KR ZERN, B PR
RE U R T [BH 0] AN B SRR B i, P LUK 5 s 4 SR A T R 2]

EExt FIRIIBE AR, AR FEE AT RE I TR R A -

1) SEEGBETT R

A A AT TR SIS BT 4 A block 233 X FE 22 Fle ? AR TN, TS R
KRG MEgwHA K. HEH, REEFPOPERKR, RO 4 4 blocks, XFEHRETIESS5#H
JRIBE AR I B0 A [DU AN /SRR BT R R, DRI 9 T B A ORI AR, B0 S 58 mu s, & — M
4 A5 5 2 IEFBRIAA) 2 A1 et UG RRIR AL 2 A) )R IE R R ) 1 A 2R A7 v R R A R A
MILF A BRAMAREIESEZE MR —ME 16 A) S BRI PRRA) . 8 A5 5 2 FUE ik
f. 8 AR R IE M BRIAG) S 4 A% 2 G e FRIR A R — A SE RIS AN — 0, DS IR T e AR S
ROk

2) Z5FH RGN EH KN B IR

ZARE ARG R E R PR A, ARE S EiF(liking) B, W2 2m BB RA S RUR .
EIRART T8 A LETT B A 5T S 1T Rt AR 2 10 1 SR e 1 Bl AR A TRt AN E 5K, BT
SRATRE A ML o e Al 2 i R B W EE,  TORAHT 50 A MIRAE 1F 256 1) 5243 JaE Sl el i 4
B R B AR R 2200, AR DASA R FE SR M R e B A i

3) HLHAE TR B RE

7E Murphy(2011) %5 A B i s g v R I, 2 58 R4 — R A PR 0 1E 1) 5 f e iR S
i T (R 22 5 2 (B A DGR FE BB A, R0 T rh M AR A RSk B 22, PR kiR
WA« AEMATIS2E R, 5% 8T8 54 block 2 5 (1B 55 C4 %A & % 7 (p > 0.05),
Murphy(2011)% NN AZR3E FrRe b3 iR & AR AT, TR+ AL B MAHRE —Erilig,
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Figure 1. The evaluations toward different number of positive and negative country statement

B 1 WS R IS IE B A S0E A B = B i B2 VT

BEABRAH O % o BARIRATAIWTE A A Bt 4 4> blocks, {H/&, &/ MEBEEENERZ N FTREAL
FEARE BT REARAME, T 2 AHERR A2 DR 0 15 B 52 A 102 210 VL R T 6 i 1%
5. it 5
5.1. &g

2RI FCUESE, BRI B AT N R 2 DR ORAZ AR S A SR IR T i, SR A 0 R 58 47
AEBETIEASE B, X R B RO HAR A IE A SR PR AR T RAE R . I RO SR8 T 1) S K
A S RIE A RS e, W R AR TS RE E AT AR VR RE A AR T N A T RIUR .
5.2. SCIG BRI

Autrid, MRFRIFESS5EESR A, ZULEZRAE B VPR it A7 1 i AN E 2L
A IE A R TR ], AR, BRI AT DA B 4 b SR AE A TR TR, B RS iR RS
100%HH )2 /D b, X TR ZTE Spears(1985)%5: AR 7 BAEFH 2R 754, Rk, WFEATES 7 KA
[H, &ibs5FH 7 E R EARFEPITED 71 .
S

1) S R 2R A O B AR BRI PR O B 2 BRI AL S P

2) BB A T 2 B M BE AL AR .
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