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Abstract

Social status can be defined as the social influence of a person or group in the hierarchy. The pur-
suit of high social status is the motivation of many people’s striving to achieve more. The evolved
dominance strategy which is based on intimidation and coercion, and the prestige strategy which
is based on sKkills, success, or knowledge, are distinct yet viable avenues to social status attainment
in human societies. The current paper systematically reviewed the differences between the do-
minance and prestige strategies, including the definition, measurements and controlling methods,
external performance (e.g., features of the body, face, posture, and tones), and analyzed the in-
fluencing factors that caused individuals to choose dominance or prestige when promoting social
status (e.g., physiological, individual, and contextual factors), also inspected the relationship with
the personalities and the effects on one’s cognition, emotion and behaviors (e.g., attention, pride
and humility, leadership, aggressive and conspicuous consumption behaviors). Future studies
should focus on investigating the interplay mechanism and the gender differences between do-
minance and prestige, inquiring the followership psychological mechanism of low-status individ-
uals, as well as exploring the cognitive and neural mechanism and the cultural difference.
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1. 51§

HEMER CANAEmeE, SHRAT o C— AHE, BRAKR, —FHE, BHEFART, =i
Gt ARG EN ARG R, IR N BRI T R AN B K 4 2 M AL A v k2 A7 7y
Kt AL S E IR, #E2xHi A (social status) & F& A~ N BUHEARFE S5 R 2 R AR #1252 00 K/ (Henrich &
Gil-White, 2001; Anderson & Kilduff, 2009; Kakkar, Sivanathan, & Gobel, 2020). —LHiF7RFE, Etaih
AL NI A 58 45 1) B A BREDR VA0« BB v 1) 32 A0 S48 8¢ (Martin-Storey, Marcellin, Purtell, Tougas, & Lessard,
2018; Panchal & Gill, 2020; Fournier, 2020). — N5 RE 141 2 MR I8t 25 B MR SR 2 B 0 1 o R S R A T
N, W FRRIAE S D ERA Y, FEEAL SR D E 20 B8 2 125 14T N I AL O 3R E R & 1)
@, EESME. GGt TR R KT R IE S A & i[RI £ (Rivenbark et al., 2020). ML AI &
EMIFMERE, 1B “ARfE)~F L, BT X —iE T, AN A A R SR 2 B FE A 2
AR s MBI O RKE, AN NI 2 oA 2 52 31 5 i HAR N A 52, B “ 3 AR 1Y
PR(FLA, 2016)0 SHISRUL, SRECEAE MM 2 9 R R R VF 2 aikk, MiRAL S AL ] 25 7= A —
SERTHAR R . DR, X At S A B SR RO & R R I I 4

HeEim, ANT—BoE e pishos SORREGGE S A — 3 Nl ek SMiye . Eskal ek
AN ORISR RBH 2 HAr s 53— 2 NUGE I R AN o BT | 182 22 AR A s 0 4R
{il(Henrich & Gil-White, 2001; Cheng, Tracy, & Henrich, 2010). FiRPIZEN, BT LA 5 LR IR G HAL,
Ja & CARE 1 A FERE SRS AT . FEF Ik, Henrich A1 Gil-White (2001)7E#EAL TS AOFERY |, =1 7 A&
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SR A2 A7 T R B 5 e A SR A [ ) i, B SZ i (dominance) A1 75 B2 (prestige) . 7 AL SRS & 5 £ 46
AR IE AL S A R () T 2 RN, K2 HU Ml F ST SR, AR i RSBkt ik, pr
DA a2 i I S D S SR 3K AL 2 iz (Cheng et al., 2010). {H SN SCARAEYD, 18 SCHLI 2] rh g4
A FH P B SR SR SR 2t 7, TR b 75 B8 SR 2 L ST SRS B g AL HH 1) R B (Van Vugt & Spisak, 2008).
R - 7R PR SR BAG AN R B N RIS AT WL RIS E R AT B, (H R SR 5 735 Bh A A T3R 1955
B AL 52 (Henrich & Gil-White, 2001). A E X RGAEL AL - 5 H RS EM S E . R S5
D7k AR A (AAUFAE . THERAE . B AR ANE S RAE) S5 07 T 0 XA, 0T e MR SR al b
FhL 22 b A I S8 B S C SR B B SR R R R, DA H RTIX PSR B 5 MA AR RE IO R, XA
PN T TR, TR RILS T AT NSRRI . ot — 0 4e B At 52 e 1A
B, PASR SR U R TR B 7 A A, G S iE - P EEERT ()3 5 R Bt B ZE R (K
AR EOEE . AR A FIE FE I FE M . AR ML DL R SO 22 72

2. XM - FERBIMRSFE

SCHC A TR A E i e | B BT ) 7 SR IR G 4L 2 HL A7 (Henrich & Gil-White, 2001; Cheng, Tracy,
Foulsham, Kingstone, & Henrich, 2013). F|FH 37 B SEmS SR 4P AR RS B Ot S A i AN BE, RICAERL
fEHIRTT MRl 5 R R AR TR, B CRENS UM 4ERF LR R+ 22 Hb A7 (Cheng et al., 2013).
FLRM, R FH ST SR WS SR ) A 2 SR b FE M AR T30, M AR AEGEON, DO AT RE 2
B BB FHAS B CE T #E 2 A s A ATTIE RS 2 B AR R R B 7, R I K 2 (Cheng et al., 2010).
1 FH SO SR PR A0 5 R T AR (R I 2 “ &3, CEB BRI, RS B T SR R
HA B A T AR RS SRR B A TR B 4, DROAIX S8 S TV R AT Bl T e A1 G i
(Ronay, Maddux, & von Hippel, 2020),

FE SRR LR I YRR 2 oA i B R b, 5 SRR A Rl 7 B A ol i A S — A
ANA A R ENR AR BE R BE A TR R DLRTG TR e BA P HAB N8 . M 5 5%, PURIRTE I
Y F5 m 2 A7 (Henrich & Gil-White, 2001; Cheng et al., 2013), i1 R4 E15. HZEMIA(Cheng et al.,
2010). 15 FH 5 B SRR R 4003 8 BB OR RFIIR K “ 4515 ” (Ronay etal., 2020). J&AFEA GRS NARKA
Y, HTILVFRAERE, ENEAMEENRE, A UEMRI RS KRB T &8
AR R ORI MEYECR AT K K), thReRS Mh il AIZ B R AN Bl AT et (Ronay et al.,
2020). Ronay %% A (2020)F& H G 5] T-Wr A AEUS e R BER,  IX 2 PR BE QAR T R I 2 50 AR 1)
B RS TIE RS, AT B R, RN AT TR A HR AR BB B AN KT 5 5K S o

THE 5 2 B T 46 s R i B SR 2 [R]85 A P (Cheng et al., 2013), A0 B AST HOZERE, IX P 2R I
TEAE T AN (3R 48 A0 S Ak Hh (Garfield, Hubbard, & Hagen, 2019). 7£ Cassidy 1 Lynn (1989) i stk sh AL AR 7Y
o, SCRCAT S A X 43 R AN T ELAS [ AR 4E BE o ERAR S TC R 75 B 2 o A A B AR A ke 5 i 2 i )
773 (Van Vugt & Smith, 2019), {HEATART 38 i P AP SR AN [F] (1 3R U 23 A PR SR

3. Xt - FERIRNNESERISZ
3.1. EENESZE

PUFEWIE 8 A R B s Fic Bl 75 B2 SR SR AR sl 4 1 B A S A i LR R 2 — RO Fs R, IF
TR T — S8 3 SR &M 11X 0 B T o

3.1.1. EEEaIER
Cassidy 1 Lynn (1989)# i 1 sk sh HLE Y (Achievement Motivation), Ff-4 i 1 AH S ) s sh L EE 3
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ZERAE T AL, oA RBNERE, BRMAL, SR IO AR BRI, i,
SCHRCPEZIHL > R AN EIESINL BRS B AR 7 MEH, R Likert 5 R, 1= BEAFE,
5 = EEFE. SXEMHL RN SRy 0.78, F RSN SRR N Bk RE08 0.93,
HABREER . £HIL TR - AR ER T, 7R ZER PR SIS~ B3
P> X SRR AT N & . BARZERNE R, ERRNENMEKSNESIHL, S A
[, SHHLFEM SIS AL, DLZ R R TCIR By 2t i TSR B 2 s A7 AT 2 (% 441, 2009)

312 HEBHMSE

Buttermore, James Al Kirkpatrick (2005) & ¥XJ& T Henrich A1 Gil-White $& H 1 32 g - 75 22 SR BS 2 18 g
il 7 T T ANR S AN 7 R S (1 € 1 R BN A 2 Hi A 5% ) (Self-Perceived Social Status Scale, SSSS)-.
R RS RO B ANGERE, /Al 8 AN H 4k, SR Likert 7 STERIF, 1= %488, 7= %
A= A BRGIELDH o RE =0.84)BFF “RIERWAFERS ANEER” ,  “FRA It 5%
A7 CHABNAE AT LSRR )” SF0H . RSB RGUE DM o RE =0.90)8FF “HAhA
ANIRIAT T RE IR, “TONFRAA S A M TTER” ,  “ HAR AR TR M E (R Im)” 555
Ho @i zaER RISt s BT 5 a A B R, SFEETR, RiHZE
F HA BT 1) %% % (Monge-Lopez & Escorial, 2015). {H2, 1% & RAIRAAAE —LF R Y% Johnson Al Carver
(2012) 412 Hi 4 2 M A7 SRER S M 1% B S SR 15 44 2 ML IR S UAIAN A4S 4 2 i 57 (00 3R, (EL: % B 3R AU 2
M BRI ANB) £f B X At 2 AT 54k, Cheng, Tracy Al Henrich (2010)UCA—AN NRIAE 25200 /)
ST A BT T, DRI B A B TR 5 R0 A N R 35 SR o AR BT SR FH AR A 2 B 7 SRS S

313 XL - FEER

7E Buttermore %5 A\ [ 70 3EAt ., Cheng, Tracy A1 Henrich (2010)F#igmiil 17 > Id - A ER
(Dominance Prestige Scales), &3¢ FH B FAR 5 F R A B 1 77 VA0 5445 1) S T SR A A5 B S o 7E
TR 7 I B 7 VA I B D T R AR, AT AR R T AR, AR S A S S ) R A A
MK IR . BRI GEERWE “FONER SR H AN, FA R B Bl AR 2 TR 7%
U5ty FRARSZRih, FRAVMRR A A RE S5 B A B RT” YR E AR SR (W H /N R 53 T 1 Al
AINGH R R B B R At ) 25 17 ASELH, SR Likert 7 SERIED, M C— AR E” B e E7
St 1~7 4y, RS, REAEXS RIS LERSE, R SCC SR T ) B B SRR s . ERAE
FEALw, HR SO YRR e R o RECH 0.83, P EEYERE e bE AR o RECH 0.80. HAT, EAMAF) 2
K HZCSAD - AR R R B AR A2 Hu A SR E SR g 2 8 (Cheng et al., 2013; Suessenbach, Loughnan,
Schénbrodt, & Moore, 2019; Lange, Redford, & Crusius, 2019; Kakkar, Sivanathan, & Gobel, 2020).

314. XL - A - WS HER

Suessenbach 45 A (2019) W\ R4S 71N H CIEHA A SRR, I H T/ — N IL E B #EE B A7)
FHSCHC 75 B — 0] DINES A —FBCRIZIHL, w7 CSCRC - A - 41T /182 ) (Dominance, Prestige,
and Leadership, DoPL). 1% & & A& 32 ie . A A S /1 =AM B3R GO B EfF a R%07E 0.83 %2 0.96 2 [H]),
JALHE 30 MIHH , X LT H R FH s B ARRBIALK, 6 Likerte iR RS BRARE. A,
15 215 AT IO F TR MA RIS 5 B ABCRI SN T IR DSCRCEILNE], AR TR BIHLA
TR FIACE (W, FAESZEAIN), 1 B IERBUER R, REVCCEAN) 1700, FREH L
CIUN1YY SN (G N VAZZ -3 ) Y= o

H#l, Suessenbach Z5(2019)K AR ZHC. P EEIH AL, (HR2MSHAIREOCR IS XA TR
R IR, R H AT E AMIF A2 R Cheng 25 A\ (2010) 4 1 ) S it - 75 8 B3 (Cheng et all.,
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2013; Suessenbach et al., 2019; Lange, Redford, & Crusius, 2019; Kakkar, Sivanathan, & Gobel, 2020).
3.2. FEBRI S &

YN SCAC - 75 B SRS I T 2 A G I, ARADA ST 3B - A SRS R SEUERF 7t . BRI T3¢
B - 5 EE RIS RN, B I FUOCR A S\, i ik L gl X Bl 15 WL 3 S T AN s B 1) ) i )
R, PR T B EAPIR S 2 H (Kajanus, Afshordi, & Warneken, 2020; Kruger & Fitzgerald, 2011;
Snyder, Kirkpatrick, & Barrett, 2008), R 3t 8l A B0 MA L EAAT N IIFZI . 41 Snyder 55 A\ (2008) %
i SCHC T = P B AN AT TS SRR, s s RAMARE IA CBIOR — AR, RRRIRR
JEIAUFN . MAARZII S RIRHE, WA RRANE, it KX BERSWNE, RES ERE, BEAX
oI R HAERF LR S o MA BGAEF IS 71, 255 R BRI %, R/RAHZESLIEE T, Bt s
FIRFEWH M A S E A BRAMERR N “WREMNEA . KAMA, WiGaERRARE, RAOH
B EIR T, B R . BB — A WL e A B LR . SR, ik
AU AR, WRIEW S —KE 2, AR, £oniliE” .

B 7 bR B 1 SRR B TR ST LA 75 B, Panchal A1 Gill (2020)4% HY 7 — 3 (15 S ER A 5 1%,
B LE#E AR B2 — A B K AR PR ) SR A B B AT o LR, R B AT A A2 Btk 12,
L ANF(E 3 8, FEX AN, A SR (BP0 AN 2R ) a2 (R F 5 e Ak el
(%) 5K WS B Dy M At N = A 5 o RN 50 T LUK A B SO - 75 EE SRR Y i) 5ok AT 5%, 9 Panchal
A1 Gill (2020)F#fF 78 H K A Cheng 45 A\ (2010) 4 il () SCIE - A5 SRR R 4 FROAT IR 3, SRieas |
F WIS ) SCICAR 73 3 e 1o R SIS 7y, A SR AH R 5 34900 16 35 i TR IR AL I A 3845 73, E
B 7% R\ SCIC - 75 SR 1A A

4. XHEC - FEREHISMNBRIFN

i “ENEER” , HEAES, AT LEEE S MR SNSRI AR mE. shfEL M
B F AT T, AT A SRIBOGH: 2> s A v 2 i T SCC B 2 7 A

4.1. RBUMFAE

T RTEBN D T R NI, AR/ 54 2 A B R /E— 2 (Cheng et al., 2013), FihM
L PSR B R BUAFAE PR BOCEE B, R PV E M AL S A A RO . N A AR,
HIRATRRIFEN R BN I, NI B RS —— & 2 Horh () — A H 2 7R (Blaker & Van Vugt,
2014). WEFREW, SEStatEENAKR, N TE NSRRI st 54—
432 (Lukaszewski, Simmons, Anderson, & Roney, 2016); HEH 45 REH, (5% A5 =] L2 7
2 [H M GE vk 28 45 B (Stulp, Buunk, Verhulst, & Pollet, 2015). Jidsk, Hufz i A ikl A S+ m ok,
B, SN RIEADC, K ERFEEER I & S T 8 A A (Judge & Cable, 2004). Bk & &4h,
JULPA S AR BRUASFAE (%) BB ZH BT 43, LR RS TR ] DU — b s et s AR ZS (1945 5 (Blaker & Van
Vugt, 2014),

PRTVRHIE S SO - FE B RIS SR A O . TEHARAEBEA T, TATRR T 2 S B2 L H Bt
PEARFRE S, B AR R AE A S AR 55 B8 25 ) (Panchal & Gill, 2020). fEANSHEAT, HHF LB S &
MIALA % 1% 5 37 B A 5% (Fessler, Holbrook, & Snyder, 2012). {B#£ Blaker £1 Van Vugt (2014) f& JF 4R BUEAE
530 B SRS R AP R B B i S SR B RS E B B A DG OC R, LA R IR AR 5 S S AT
TERR A M . X UMY R, TR NI RER A IE, B2 2 B 8 S
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4.2. EERIFAE

HIF 0 R LT 340 B v Pl — AN BE S BT 1) S WA At 2 HU A7 [ 6 B (Facial width-to-height ratio, fWHR)
(Mileva, Cowan, Cobey, Knowles, & Little, 2014) . Tii#5 % v U IR T 5 J7 25 R 00 i &8 (D T 3 e 3 1) S )
% DA THI 358 v (B _E SR JE B 22 18 (1)K ) (Carré, McCormick, & Mondloch, 2009). #F 78 &8, 1Hi &6  w bb
5Lk £ IEAOC. H o, S e R S AR s P (Loehr & O’Hara, 2013). Bstdikal(Mileva et al.,
2014) Bt (Carré et al., 2009 FTEIEAHGIR Ro LUK, TS B8 i bL st s 19 AR« JE £ 3B (fearless
dominance)” (GFAKAEEE, TR EMEAAEA Stk aim 7)) F BRA B 5 (Mileva et al., 2014). [,
G SRR T 5 v B A v (7 53 PR A PRI TR AR AAE ) 2 i ot A VU3 kv SRR RN

B 7 TR TE b, ANt R DU TR R 15 R A Witk N PR AL 22 M7 . Chapais (2015) 2% FH 244 AH ¢
P ARERTL T AN o] TR A R0 Sl AS B 2RI, BAMGEEREM LG K
T BB EIX (occipitotemporal) 5 K N200, 15 STHALIRAIAE DS, Hykii K/ BT TR 2R AL
(A 2 SCRCFR IS, U BN AT IR AR THT 3500 17 2 0o M PR R B SR T BT A PR () 4 22 SCPC R P

4.3. ZETSHHE

AMA AL 2 1A 280 T8I MR AR B TR 1 B RS R IR, MR AR TT DAE 9 s e
AL B R R A R R o MBS (AT ) TR I RIS e AN ok M 1 S kR B, BRI K
FHENEMIME R BEAAL B B EIBE . WFRAEM G, PLAHAD S & K47 (Hall, Coats, &
LeBeau, 2005). IXLELARFAEPAS SHRZF NN L mMALRIRI, FHERMAT J9(Anderson & Kilduff,
2009). F-41, Mehrabian (1969)iA Jy ety A 2 25 BLAR ST AL AMA B AR 5 AT 9 (IR A ELRURN T 34 301F)
A A MR EHE S B AT A URRA . AXTFRIIZEH) . Jensen-Campbell, Graziano, West (1995)7F SE46
TR IR I 1 L RE R AL RS, AARTERT T B . ASXTRRIE S IRpPE . & T 3K R
LA AL M S TN V2 H SR T KA 4 B 4 Fe 7 A B I iE T 1 ol 28 DA 32 R AAT T AR 35« Henrich A1
Gil-White (2001)% AL/ MAER RS 5 RHERAT 76, WHE SIS, BT sk AN F BB . S
MRAFATI AR T IR SR IEXT T, SCHcfl A (Lukaszewski, Simmons, Anderson, & Roney, 2016). ¥~
Tk AEE 5 AT N QB IE B AT DAAEAS R AP h R oR m AL, X @iy ok S Aok R I B, Fsh)
AR R K MBI AE S5 BIBLS G — €55 & (Blaker & Van Vugt, 2014; Stulp, Buunk, Verhulst, & Pollet,
2015), J&—FhCBCATA. Moore, Starkey 1 Benjamin (2016)H3 & AN R i i Sk 4 42 25 S 4 Wi At A1)
HCHAL: B SR B A HRAR AR ST, AR UARE R -

X A EAMERIER, BTNk R — i 7L 1) 847 3 (Witkower, Tracy, Cheng, &
Henrich, 2020), K2k Sk i 1) A0 2 386 Inss 15 45 18U 28 (Witkower et al., 2020). H T A EEAMASZ A
RN, DR AE NBRAS AR ARA T 7830 15, S 5 R I H A L3S, WA ANIE L 7% K7 (Chambers
& Hammonds, 2014),

4.4. IBEHHE

B 7 ARE S AFAE, T DUATE 5 REAE DT T X 704 R F SCRC S ms AN s B SR, iy i R
H 7 T SR A 25 S B MR T T U U, A e v R FE R A N R AT PR (Gunderman, 2014). {31
un, MBI REB RN — ORI —RIRIER, SRR MAEE RS —DNRF A, I1E KK
Ji i RIE B O T RIAHL U A E, FE5E B AR RS AR 2 1T 5 A A ZEAT TR,
FAE N T 5 SO HE WA S EAN R RO T, AT A A 2 00 D7 B s AT R IR, X FEA A
BRL A S A B TRl N IR A, TS R A it AN Bk T A A8 (Gunderman, 2014). H ARG+, 4
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Eif NIEATASHT, SCRCAY /MR SE ) T F e . BE TR U0E, EOE AR, HEUE R EES
M NEY EDOGES L, SER AR T3 AR, SR A B SRS AMAAE YR I A 3 s i A
BOMABATTIRA S T B me . FE L ER, ETERE R E . 5 & 152214 & (Chambers &
Hammonds, 2014).

5. X - FERRHIMWER

AR IR L2 MU I AN 58 4 R T B — Fh SR, M4 RT DA ] s A 50 5 1R SCC 14 s LA P 2R
PESIHL, [ B SR FH ST SR s AN P R S IEG , H 7] DA G A 1) — o 36 5 = A7 (Henrich & Gil-White, 20015
5, 2018)0 S AAAA 2 I fige e A0 FH SCHC Mg, A4 B fige e A A SRS e 2 LRk, M
RS2 BN IR RSB R, FEAREEENER, MoERAIEER R,

5.1. £BHE

TENBFIIE AR A, S AL A4 2 M R I 2 [A) G 1R 58 1) X ] 56 £ (Kruger & Fitzgerald, 2011).
MHEG I F R, e NS B A B 5 OCRERF KBTS S R, B E TEAE T, I NEE
R )R S S N BV TSI EUARA 2 WS4, RN A R T B O SCRe K, H
2 AL K2 B #E IR (Kruger & Fitzgerald, 2011; Van Vugt & Smith, 2019).

AR MR AN F SR - RS . BFARI, EMPRIEEE T, ZREE KA
45T R SCRCPEAT s (BRI SAE BT T , S AR A 1 BRAR R 40058 R I 75 B AT 2 (Van
Vugt & Smith, 2019). M RIGEAEFMEZ LB E MWL L, B THEBERS MG TAE EHRBR
(Carré et al., 2017; Whittaker et al., 2018), X #fi {515 52 AU KP4 (AR SE 25 5 R B B A ek, 2880
77 N ERMH A, RIS SN Ll (0 0 XU, B SCRCAT o T e SRR 85844 4 0 52 FLIER ik
by ARIKP 52 RIS E AR AT B 5 3 T AMAR R B AR N SE AT NI BRI, 52 BR/KF 1 22 R 1)
R A2 R = A 2247 A (van der Meij, Schaveling, & van Vugt, 2016; Welling, Moreau, Bird, Hansen,
& Carré, 2016). Al 78NS —SRF T rp R B0, 93P AMA S A0 ) T MRS AT Lo P T SRR AE 1) 5 1
AT ix e B3 PE T BB, G [A] 400 B 1A S8 AUIE /K TRt s A B I 2 (Kruger & Fitzgerald, 2011).

BRTSEAME, HEBRERBSEmANMCRAAFI SO - AHEER, W, g, nEmn
JEFRAE . B2 ot B A 0% 1T 52 AUIE N AIMASCIECAT IS s 2 B ot B KPR, B fl B AR
S AL ZKOF, AME A S LI B 4T N (Akinola, Page-Gould, Mehta, & Lu, 2016). /=& . &N
R ZR AN 2 REMR AN A AN [F) SRS R 3% . BIF TR, SR A P e 7= 2R /K ST P 8 A5 150 Ak (] 1 o 5 k2>
AN — RFVATHESAT F9 (U SCECAT ) BRI 2%, 4 7P 2RI A n He 2 () 384 n B 68 12 o AR SR B HE B8 o4t
2=[). BA A4S X (Smith, Petelle, Jerome, Cristofari, & Blumstein, 2017).

52. PMEER

AN SCRC - 75 B SR R R R A AE MR ZE I, AMRIIEER . EES . S N R RAm A A
P ) (e 2 57 SR H SRS

B, MU EERE, AT RS R AR SCRE - 75 SRS (0 A o — SR AL S T S S 1)
RN AR T FE B4 A B b 55 % L 4o 5 3@ FH (Suessenbach, Loughnan, Schénbrodt, & Moore, 2019), 1
B AR R /N5 ST EC AT 2 AR AE IEAR 5% & (Blaker & Van Vugt, 2014). JLHEW KEZ B A KK S, 30K
(R T e P S 2 D FOBC A, AN A8 215 88 A7 (Ronay, Maddux, & von Hippel, 2020). 7E Baker
5N (2016) A 5T HH R I 55 P SE AR T e va A R E AL E R, T v e TR SR, IF BAE AR S
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M b, EE AT H R AN B, AR LM (Price & Van Vugt, 2014), LeMEARE 2 AR B B4
S IBURERAL . RIE,  AEAE F Ak o i SRS b mT e A7 AE PR 22 %, 59 M B A ) s ) ST 5
W A SR , T e B ) 6 P P B SR SR SR B A R A S Ay

FLR, AR 2 5N AN S - 75 B SR (R P A 4 . 4F % 5 75 2 2 1EAH G (Henrich & Henrich,
2010), BEARAAELBRMBRIIA F SRR AANN, SERBAML, X RERI RS T
. Henrich FI Henrich (2010)7ERF 7t HH ) ] B i ] #5- RN SE SRR, A AT TR 5 2 MARAT TR 3E R L
SRELKT, B TUCR K IER KN AHRFEER, GAEN, I HFRBOREAFE, WHESH
HECK “PBE” RIRPFY4ERF L thr.

T, AR OC R FEIFER B8 s AT A R AL 2 ALSRBCR IS I . TOREm S, 9%
BRI T EIIR AT, S HA T B2 M REANY, 55 MR R 2R, 48
(T AN i 7R, S Fh DG FR BB T RS M L BRI T 7 S AR S A | R ST SR AT A B (Price
& Van Vugt, 2014). 5 FJ@II5C R Z T LARREE 52 Mm 400F 2 0 SCIT - 75 B SRR AR, =R SIS 1Y)
FEERE, GUTFH AT IR R 2 B AE AT DE IR AR S b A 1 — Fh B 4 F B4 AH
PR DA BN BE T (B4, BER BT REAAR, B 4aBR 2 00T ), 4015 2 2R 15 = L ) e i o 7 =002
SR T B SR, 4R B B AN B AR BRI, A5 R A S AR AR A A R
£, BT BAAR 2 il R & (Price & Van Vugt, 2014).

5.3. {§EAE
oM AT B A R AL S AL SRR IS R A, B3 TS, TIEME. MR .
FER AR S

MATFT AL F) AL 22 FRBERE 0 | SCHC - 75 BE SRS IR 6 o A2 AL B (U131 8 22 BRAUR) = R AN
B O i) £ ] SCHC SR, X DA AN SR BB 7800 1 554, WU MASE SR B SRR, AR HAb A )
Hlas, A SCEC RIS T LU MRty B C4r B2 R M, EARX P45 AR (e AR e
PN, XA RUONTE P A IR LTS S EATRME RSB RE, MRS H0 E S B
VI TCANSY, BeREARAE AR BTN SR AR AR 25, DR 0 5 B2 SRS 70~ S5 A 5 v B8 e R #%/E H (Ronay, Maddux
& von Hippel, 2020),

At AR 241 ) AR TTAER BOR B ARAT TR SCIC - 75 82 5R0% (Case & Maner, 2017). filtn, #E¥it
B S IBIAEI B, ZHZAR] R A B2 B [T BA R ER BE S A 7 i ) B AR D e e AR QBT AR . FEMERY B, DL
B FHMNEFE 2, o LRGSR AR T 5. ST, — HatRI e, TAEES AR
G I — R AN U B B AR, FEXAMESL S, —Fh 5 B T ) SR8 4505 SR ] B
SRAERAETER]

T A RS, £ B2 e S 40 ST — 7 SR SR e 3% o BEAR BB/, 403 2 B A0 ) T ol P 75 2 SR
(Price & Van Vugt, 2014) . X & KA /ISR AA R 4005 2 T P50 BT 8B A SR R g, ABAT] B0 e Az A0
ST AR 2 BT 1 7 B T AN A A 42 ) RN S Al A\ 3543 ) (Henrich & Gil-White, 2001).

BEAN,  IFA] 2 SN SCIE - P B SRS T B S — BB R R . — 7, SRS - A SR KSR ) 2%
B TRV SR R 55 . AR TR, SCRCALMA (R 2R J) 0 35 2> i BRIS TR) RIS 557, B I (] ) HERS 1T
BTG WA I E) R B G N, SR SCE SR R SR B B e Aoz 7T e o292 L (Redhead, Cheng, Driver,
Foulsham, & O’Gorman, 2019). 5 % Rt B LU )22, A6 75 B2 B4R i 72 AR 110 5 i 2 B 4 i [ B2 2 P 34
I (Cheng, 2020). 53—J71H, SCHC - 75 B2 SR (A0 35 2 DRI I (8] F) 7848 B E T A T 22 5. Case A1l
Maner (2017) ¥ 4t 2447 — > B30 11 5 i JTRR 50 75 A SIS 18] A SR 58 B 25 16, A1 B 52 2 T- IS LE e A%
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St — D IRA S H BRI AT PRSI SO REWE N T R IR A SR AN BRI 4R 35 T 2 I (8] TE A
—AAEEFEE GO0, S b Al R A AT G IEVE R

6. XBEL - FERRBS ABFFRIXHR

AT - 75 R RS AR BN KSR 5 (A1 TE A %5 I R - Cheng 25 A\ (2010) Lk gk 52 G IE - 75 3 &
KRN ERD L AEER, SRRUFESTHEOME AL, BE, HSBg5E R IR, X0]
A HH T RS BRI () MA WE R R A& 38 % = 7 K (Case & Maner, 2017), 5 E SRR
AL R R, DA R 2 A3 HE, B DMBATT R ZE UM RE 5 iR N RN B8, b pe 5 ik
N B R 232 7 AT, Xt — DR MRS A B . T SCC SR A ) 5 B 1 . Ak
) SRR R AEAH G . SR SO SRBE AR AR B, B AP HAs il ares, HEA m R B =4 —
PREEAE(Maner & Case, 2016). HAHE =7 —44&, HWFREET =FSZRFE, 36 IR 725 (Machiavellianism).
T A4 1 32 S (Narcissism) FIIE I R 47 (Psychopathy) = B AR RFAE(Paulhus & Williams, 2002), 3% 4%
NASRE 5 R A S AR 6B NS TR Al 1 65 B 0 B, 2 NS 9 ) 3 A (8 =5 %2 25, 2020) .
A X NSRS E R I AR TRMEM ST 770 WIKK 8 8 AMAES A —
, AR SEFELER] 32 MRS HLP AR I RS 93 (1A ) 2 R B R AL 2T 4
= FIFEC. R B 5 B B M H (Jonason & Webster, 2012; i B2, [T, RIEN|, 2017). E
A B A — A ARSI AR BT B 2 ik B e — e AT 77 1) SRS SR IR B A 2 M Je 5 77, X AR a]
AR . Mook A1\ 25 F- B (Jonason & Webster, 2012). CAWFFTIER, 1F SR =k & 55
N R SRS EMR, RS0 BERAEERmL, FEEE AT SR 900 ) Ty, H4r
HYSZHC H AT BT ) %) T BB — A7 — RRHAE B AR G B TOAE 5 2e BTt 98 CUUE B ) BRI =4 — ARk
A6 ) T AR G BB 1 45 18 A — 3 (Jonason & Zeigler-Hill, 2018).

7. X - FERBNME “ARIT AR

FHRTSCRT A, AN SCRL - P S SRS R B i 52 26 3. MR ISR R . [FR, AT
Bt - 75 S SR P A s R M MR ) “HRITEAT” o BT R HT AR IR BRI ST B B A A s M SR SR
XTI SRR S DL RO A S . 28 T SRERAT AR
7.1. X - FEREME AR TR Mm

SCHCANFE B A SONAR AL 2o M () SR, S 1 AMA R SR AL 2 AL T 72 AR 1R — R AIAT N A
SRR K _E R 2 5117 (Henrich & Gil-White, 2001). R IR SEIE AN FRBL T AMERIBIHIAS R, AMA 2
HLEZHE 1 AT 1A %0000 T 75 2(Maner, Miller, Moss, Leo, & Plant, 2012). =g A7 B8 m& 3 K A R EHL,
AR SAMRI N BRI 5% 28R UL, = S AL A AT e T IO AR S 4 F g N b B
1M 8 7 2 AT R R T A i N B S R 2 = B (Kunstman & Maner, 2011). BRI, & sC g AMAR]
B2 B AT DL O O R R R, (EIREE A EAMA,  RONARA TR T 5 N BRI, Wl BE 2>
FOLH DAt A A e (i 7 B

teAh, ANTHEM TAF SRS - AL, AR RER. ARMSER IR ERP W 7ifs
H, ATERAIAE 2 S R — @ F2 R B I T T L ARSI = 1 ERP By, (H XS BRI AL
W (Wit B IN) AR [F (Chiao et al., 2008) . Chiao 25 A (2008) & BHL, N\ 1R 1) 4t 2 55 4 i £ 521 N200 F 340 -
Hh AR THTFLAFS R BB 58 P 1) N200 i, 1T v b7 SR T FLAFS K (1) N200 8 1 5k 58 L e i A 75 2 T AL
TH1. N200 38 H #A N S5 TH AL T 36 E 6 5%(Chapais, 2015), X i8] 5w Az = 2 AMAM b,
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LA e () SR B 5 2 e 5 Al N BV E R T

AT - A AN 2 M AR R R ) T 32 SR A4 ()7 5 B 43 B - Roberts, Palermo Fi1 Visser
(2019)f# FH 1 v =W i v 2 (attentional blink paradigm) KA FTAN A AN 6] 4 2 B A7 T FL A3 238 98 R 0 e 15
Bo HY, SRR RIS TR MBI IAR(TL), EARK A 8] 18] b f5 2 ol 20— ik R A&
A AT FLIE A (T2), K3k T2 MR IEREER . 45 5 R B R 2 7R A8 S e (A B -0 22) g 4L
SN IER R R, 3R AR S C T L 23 e BE 22 (3 = IR, R RV v SO A TR FLBE IR 5 MR R
71, BRI b i L2 A AMAE ST HL P A I A (Sutherland, Young, Mootz, & Oldmeadow, 2015), Fif
DAAMA S o R R FL AR R L. 25 BRTiR, MRS B SC R fL, X ] fE 2
—F AR, HRZE, MRS R E 3R, K 52 0 TR 5 Be 45 75 2 A AR A 1) T
Lo

7.2. X - FERM MR RRARN

721 AXERMBAAER

HE M EEERES, &M — AR s R F A T B &6 78085 77 145 S B =2 1)
R T WG 25 /K50 (Tracy & Robins, 2007; 7h#5, TLEE, FRoe, xUffi, 2021): HESIHZEMERKES
FERALR, B DUt BEMSIIEONE) )y, EEMLMEE. 3 5 O88r & (Tracy & Robins, 2007). &
SESREMEL SN DA SR —, HESEAZENMEE ARG ES, EEAMTEL, S
RN B 0% R RIASUR (1) o B R I R B %5 ML N, A KA SR H A S —1, B 540,
BRZFE. AR, BENMS R RERMERRE (B, Lk, Mo, 2KEL, 2017). Cheng,
Tracy £l Henrich (2010)idid 8% i F 34 5 LA R FIAER S 17 X, R IUPR4ERE B SE7E X 73 3G 5 75 B
BRFEEEEMER . HKEZERNARTE 2 0K FH SR SRS SRR E 2 17, 17 35S 58 1A SR 2 14 R
PR RIS R AL S ML . 2 J5 A FUR A P BRICAELIN 36 4T 45 (Implicit Association Test, IAT)FIE B4 1% 4
[KI#2 7 (Affect Misattibution Procedure, AMP){T-5%, KILH L H S FE 2 A& BE KN E, i
H K H 55 3R 8] 1 N B OG89 (Liu, Lu, Yu, & Chen, 2012).

7.2.2. BREIAKENFD B 2Rk

TF 58385 A1 10 o e adh s SO —FRARAR 1) A BT R MRS 25, AR T Hieadb th vl e B IS L JH AR
— I, DA rT BEAEE PR LE R, — Pl B DL A 2 ) AR 8 W R, 5 — 4 RS LR T AR B 3R
NN LA 388y 5 5] 11947 i 1] (Chancellor & Lyubomirsky, 2013; Davis et al., 2016). 54 /7 AWEA,
Weidman, Cheng #lI Tracy (2018) 4 Hedh BT 4L FE 43 il 7 SR “18%i” Heidh (“appreciative™ humility) F1 « F 817
BEith(“self-abasing” humility) J- P 7 — RV . S IETE CPEE iR H BRI 20, R IEGEE
AR AN NIRRT 5 R ), Fa S B N IAT i), S S A5, ACREE T A B A A
ERRER R . A B M2 DB T, AR AN 75 SR K [R] I R RN sttt AATIAR 2R 1 36
THEERMAI R, M2, B R BN N KRG, BREERE B RIENFIATS), Wi Tk
WA BV, S5ZE0E. BRSSO, A B B MR B COMERAK, i
Bk (Weidman et al., 2018).

7.3. X - FEEREN M T AN

7.3.1. MASRIZEIRNE
TETAES, e P B a2 SO R 1805 AR o SCTC ANk DR TR A0 e 11 75 30k s B
CUT E bR SRBUR ) A7 £ — T3 5 8% (Cheng et al., 2013; Henrich & Gil-White, 2001). ¥ FH 3¢ it 55 0% (1) 45 S
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H e R LLAEREAR T SRR N, MATHAT VB 2 1T B SR SR AR R AR R AR A DU A
FEARF 25 A LU R 55 F 3K 25 (Cheng et al., 2013). BIF 7 M, SR FH =2 Fe SR s (B S FE JXURS ) 1RO 405 2 kI
A AR BN O, AT SE R e 8 S RIS LTS I B R — 2 TAE (Maner & Mead, 2010). 1tt4h, 32
T AR PR 49153 90 Ji 22 1) )R B AN R R R B, A AT SR “BkdR 7 S, 1S N Rtz ) A2
TN IR R LARR AR (Case & Maner, 2014). {HIZBCRLA T XS A — @ TIOR3 HBIBAER RS
H—ARE R, OF R R AN G — B8 R R, SRS AR AR A B AR
H, XA E BR80T 0 eSS AR I (R HREE R (¥ St AT 42 52 i (Case & Maner, 2017).

SR H 7 B S (R 75 B KUAR ) R 2 3 5 A B s 3 RE L D R, T I R X e IR £
RERIAFA s HAL(Cheng et al., 2013). flATIRILL B 2 HIZRAL AT AN R 0 ROPRIERE 2, R 131 BAF
5 AN #i [7] %% # EE(Henrich, Chudek, & Boyd, 2015), S0 VFABATTHIAIBA R 54 H H B il — L8k 5E o 2414
WA B 75 Ll iR i S AN B g ok A BAAR AL )36 1 i WA AEVE IS, DA B BN g 3 [ IR 3 7 Ve
% (Case & Maner, 2017).

ER PR ST IRCAT o B S AT ) 405 UR A %% AR5, (HBA BB al. a0, RV SCBC SRS L 4
FA MR AL EE R H BN RIS RS, X E A ik R TR EHF B AP L, A
JrE T[] 2T B R0, AT ARG 3 T P e E AN 403 8% (Maner & Case, 2016). 75 BB SRS AR 43 R B 52
LR, ABARTA I S TR ANRE S, RSPy, PR AR IR — L85 50 T XE LUy i A 32
P& 2 R AT ) T AR TN 75 22 03 Ty JJ AT e RS, SCRC AL 40 Ll AR R R 405 B 53 (Case &
Maner, 2017).

M2, D - PR R R 20 T A 5T 1 SR R 25 AN AR 23 IR 26 A R AR . AN AT 5%
ML G X P T R AR 27 AEANF A R . A BRI 1S3 Be 40 24 1O HX Y A SR 2 1) 51
W, R 2 TR 3 LA 15 L TR RE A ATT R SR, DASRAS R 23 F) B K Ak (Case & Maner, 2017).

7.32. 5RBITRAERX M

R SCHER, SEEL S Pt S IEAR 2 (Cheng et al., 2010). ECHELE SR, ZoRZHER IR
W&, PRI SCRC R AMAR I AL S HE R S 5, RIH B 2 1129817 N (Hawley, Johnson, Mize, & McNamara,
2007). fZALF] LAME N — PR IR IE E H S EGIR 2 A A SE I I S (oK, B RT7, 2017), 12
W3 2 75 AE B R D IR TG B 4E Rt S A FE — e AR R b A B 552 5 3 4k i 2 R 22 57 . R,
FEARAR AL & 1 ST A P DU 08 MR ACAT 1K= R 4 /N [F) 2 TR A ot fr 22 5, AR A& AT
R 22 R IABAT TR ACAT N AE SE AL H AR 77 TS KA 28, AT /b 3 Fh e 4= 4047 A (Andrews, Hanish,
Updegraff, Martin, & Carlos, 2016).

HTAEESTHEOME AL B8, g5 2 1EA X (Cheng et al., 2010), AR A/ MATEZ
G A AT N, RIHBDRICAT N B2, FEBEMCEN B RIUIT . Mg s e
(Social Network Prestige)fX & 5 /D FEF Lt 2 M ZE AL, PR IR N — N NI EZ M RS
fIEZ i 77 (Andrews, Hanish, Updegraff, Martin, & Santos, 2016). 7E Andrews 25 A (2016) KR 55 % 4t 4
W 2% P SRV (R JL T A2 B (At e iy, SEIR S5 IR, /DRI AR 2 5 2 (A 2 H A o 3
BTN, e R RS & A W] BRI B o) — v A R A AR D ot R PASRAS B ey () A e Az

BARRYL, K RO SR 1M R 2 MRIUAT A, R A S S 1) MR > R I B 4=
AT A HE, KA R AR I 2 T IR T AL A TR A0 5 — w7 B A

7.3.3. MAMEEBRITHEIRNE
T 5 A A R (1 PSRBT P R PR 90 9% (U S35 42 ) B R A ) L v A 2 AL
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{5 . (Griskevicius, Shiota, & Nowlis, 2010). >k F 3¢ it 5 B F M4 5 0k B Re % 7 2 O & AR I 7
A [r) 00 S K 1R 55 28 A (1) B 5 BT s TSR FH P B SRR R MR B WO B e 0% 72 B B CRGm AR e
(RS it I T R [ B b R A L R B . B R S, SEC B AMAC AT A B AR B ST 4 5%
Z, i A AN ) T S 0 R (R, 2020) .

BEAN, BN AT DR AL S A A 5, A A ] 4 2 R 57 R E SR S (1 A 0] 7 it K/ R 3 4R
WA, Hfr - K/MES (the status-size hypothesis) i AR IEL A/ N0, &80, M A2
L ARELR /N ARE SeHA 5L IE A S (Blaker & Van Vugt, 2014), W KNG B T W0 S A5 8 20 i 22,
TEAL SRR IE FE MR, WA REE A . Fik, PR/ NS RO A AR EA DG, S TR
ANFISZECHO AT (R IEAH R C AR, Panchal AT Gill (2020)1A 4 & SCEL /MK B8 A i RO KIS e A a4
FERP PRI S - PRS2 J5 I O AN A RSE R S RE BR R AT, 45 R IR S G SRS 1)
A BRG] TG B R RST B ot (A K ~F L) o 3K AT 2 DR g A5 (U 285 ) B AN 1 5 B0 A i 5 SR
IS NSRRI, 7 RO O AR R Y, BB 4 S AL it S UL A5 5, BT DASCIC SR w494
MR N, DA m M R R 7, AT A I T4 i AN 4 i 4 2 i fr (Kakkar & Si-
vanathan, 2017).

8. REERE

AL RGBT Henrich A1 Gil-White (2001)42 H 5 - 75 B 4L 2 A SRR IS A 78 7775 AME
RO, MR R DAL SR - PR SRR AN AR A . B AT NI s . R H i E AN 7 B4 EL
3T EBONFEM R, A2 R T0E T ERIRE SR R, 1 USRI 7 i) — 8 B R ) AT e TR AR, R
AT PAE S SGTE LN LA

8.1 X - FERMEHEE. BRIPTN

SN P B SR 2 [ A S M LM ST A (Brand & Mesoudi, 2019), {HAE— &1 5t T P& 2 18 7& 7] LLAE
HEER) . JET SO HAT (S T Re AR B, X R DN SR A A0 5 A e as B B bR A ETRAH R —
eI 75 M 3R 75 75 B2 (Van Vugt & Spisak, 2008); [AIFf, J&T A EEMATT ¥ H &t n] G2 bl I\ =& ST 1) 40
T, XEFNAATE AT RE S RAT KA A 4%, ST AR, T A S G 2B 45 (Henrich, Chudek,
& Boyd, 2015). [, #EoxthAiSRECHS AR BNAS I, BRI FAER, —Fh g nT DU AR o — Pk
W&, I HASE SR IE 2 0 BEAA = A2 AN [ () 52 (Redhead et al., 2019). BRIk 4k, IEWIRISCRTE, 5F
J& IR 2 (T & BT e A g /7)o 2 (R A8 SR AT A5 BB I 6 Ak (Price & Van Vugt, 2014). {H72, PAEIRT3L
Bt - 75 SRS AN [B) . T RS MR 1A HOR ISR, ARG STIERE U S Bl A B2 4 o] Bl
F I (AN S AR BG4 R AT B 82 . AR T AT LA I BRI R S R I N R X R E &, @l
K F ERP 54 AR SRAIF 5T A FH 2 b7 SR HC SRS (10 B 1) 12 , ) ff SR 7 S SR 2 75 RE S AH LA Ak

8.2. X - FERMHBAEMIES

M FFE R, P W] Be 2= s M AN SO - 75 B2 Sl 1) 43 F i 47 (Price & Van Vugt, 2014; Baker
et al., 2016), 53t SE A6 1) 48 FH S SR SRR, 1T o P S A ) - P 7 B SR SRR U A . {EL H ATk
> SIER AR BATE AL P ST - 75 B SRE J AFAE PR 22 57 o R T 0P SO R0 75 B8 SR 7 T W e A7 7E 1%
AZESR, WSRO BRI AT AT RE AR AR 22 5% . Mileva, Jones, Russell Al Little (2016)7ERF A H R
B, TR A ek, BT A A, RN T RIS . X R S 1 —
FRASK AT Bt Ve 5 SCie A B RAE— e, JCHRAE LML LS, AT X 2 v s 2R 51 )
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A NRREEE . IEF it Lotk AT e i e e B 51 B3, A7 AE B A FE AR
SRIM, Mileva %5 A (2016) BRI 7t )R A2 FH SCIC - 75 B I FLIE R SRR FT A 100 SCRC AN S B I, (R ISE
AT R SRR S AT N A3 %, IS AR TS Hh Ak 2 b SR ISR s R mT LASE e A1 45 1) S RO R 75 AT O
SRFEI, AT DL A 8 PR HR e S R i AR S A Sk 6 i (Williams & Tiedens, 2016). BRI, RS HIHF 58 AT
DAGEG A, B AN [F) SCHC AN P R AN [0 T PR L3, RadE— 50 55 LA I SCIE - 75 SR I
(oA Y BRI 22 5, [RIREREAE J0E— DA 9T 55 AR BRAR SCIT — 75 B SR B (1 22 S ALt

8.3. R MERIMEB LIE

JUTF- A BT 5% T 3CHRC - 75 B2 SR 1 S UERIF 70 A0 5 Hh A2 IR A8 jl D 3RAF I DR A5 5 Ak 2 M A 1 S g 110
N5 L, RADHANREMNBA RO (Van Vugt & Spisak, 2008). Kakkar, Sivanathan 1 Gobel (2020)f]
SEZBG R I AN ISR R AT () i (B AS AR ™ B 0 1] ) B, AN B IA R SO B A B B 2 B 4
i1, ARATTIA A S C 2 AT ISR PR AT AN A7 e WO e D N AT S T 28 40 11 T 7 S i s v
T R YA RS TR 2 RO %, TEAE R WARAE AR T AL, REREL B, Xk, 2020).
B2, MEBEIITEGR TR, B0 2 E KA T 85 N, B A R SRR 535 n] LA 5 1 El
2 [E 515 K B 3 25 (Garfield, Hubbard, & Hagen, 2019), B & Xk o #1455 (Van Vugt & Smith, 2019). %
R, BN RAEA R RIIE GL T A S AL AR 7 A A 3 A AR . ARBT RN, A E R A
453 (Bastardoz & Van Vugt, 2019), &AL 40T 35 1520 1 2 BRI B TR T 11, B A R
R RS E LA TR B AR, BRI, AR N GO B SR Bl AR ok R AR B ), Rk
Tt FE LR ANAR FAR AT A A S /O B P 5 M0 R 3%

8.4. XE - FERMXMEEERIEMM LA AR

DAAEA BRI FE, VOB MR BE SR %05 B, AT @ AR KP4 0 T.(Smith &
Trope, 2006; Wiesenfeld, Reyt, Brockner, & Trope, 2017). Kitt, 4 BRI MK 2 5 H L ZIB N & «
X R A AMAE AR (S Boin Tt (Lammers & Stapel, 2009), /b x5 B IVER 1, B ST
BARNYEAS BN T (73, 2015). BORIANH: 2 A AR SRAR G, SCRCAN S BB RRAR LA 7T, SCRERALTAN A
BRI (R AT T RA NBEAER]), 75 R T+E A BCR (R AU A AR 25 ] 55) (73, 2015). th4h,
SCIC PR SRS AR KT 87 B SN, T BRI N AN T 3R s 1T 75 BE AR R N N A N, g B
BT A R N SE 2 4= A KD AL B (Clark, 2010). [Rt, AHEGT-SZRC NS, P B S ms 75 B0 i /KT 1Y)
INHUER, AEJ AR A I U R ) ST 75 B SR (0 N E N AL o AR FT SIZ AR B4R Ji S i 5 7 B 3R
WS S AR A SRR AE 77 (U e K RO RE A, AT DLSG IR I A DG SR IAT SEEGHE SCIC - 7 B SR S
B HIAE G &R, FRIE I SEUER 75 885 IE - 75 B SR A4S RRAE AN N 7 52

8.5. Xt - FERKHELEBEMNRE

R OC T4k 2 M7 (1 e Z WL R 58 IR 2 e i A P A AS [F) Ak 2 A7 (1) wh 2 BRI 75 . 40, Farrow
A5 (2011) 385 LA Hh ot A O T L, I LE A i B 2 mh i ) A B e (A, Bl A4 ),
PR I — I FE G T W i A2 i ZMI - 52 5 (left ventrolateral prefrontal cortex, VLPFC). A 5l
T [5] (left dorsal inferior frontal gyrus, IFG) SUNHIR [E] (bilateral fusiform gyri)Fl A= MINE%F L i (orbitofrontal
cortex, OBC). Zink “%(2008)tiiE B 1 X 4 2 55 4% = LG 1 4 Wi 6 % & 10 25 2 it (corrticolimbic) S5 R &
UG WAL 2 A7 R RO 1 — R ARSI T A i X, IF B0 1 545 80 AH < 1 i X
B2, BABFOOCRE TR AR E M AL IR Z AR Hr SCHC AN 75 B2 SRS AR 9 P b AN [ 1)
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At S SRHUR IS T e P BRI B 57 [F o 502, SR SCRCAN A B2 SR At ) #F — e A FE b e — i
ORI, P KRS EATRIKAMIE o AR TN AR L2 BRILAIL 10— D3R TSRO AN B2
SR R 57 (7, PS8 S S X A A 48 75 T o BELRIAT Dy 7 A S M PR RS2 AL o

8.6. X - AERMHINXLER

I - P SRISTEAR RSO = M E— M ER . Bk, AR SR AN R SR A 2
PIZASFEANIR], P B/ b ] g A O BB 28 2 S AN BL AT M (Kajanus, 2019) . vk, ANFEISCHE 5 F
FIAMARIN A 5 B SR IE () R BN A . Kajanus, Afshordi A1 Warneken (2020)#F 5t &K B 5 S E gl Al b, E
PR A T YO TERAT PR Se 0T, 75 B AN O 3R R mT REPE 22 B /N . IX AT B BRI BR 36 S0 AL
BET, BFAH. BRI AGCE, A5 & R A BAR N A PR (H EfE S

AL “HEE” AR, B CALRNERLY” , dt e E AR GO T R AL R BN 2 X A AR
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