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Abstract

The rapid development of artificial intelligence (Al) is profoundly impacting and transforming our
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lives and work. Individuals with lower subjective social status may perceive threats of job dis-
placement, resource deprivation, or loss of rights from AI's advancements, leading to negative at-
titudes towards further research in Al To investigate the impact of subjective social status on at-
titudes towards Al research and its psychological mechanisms, this study collected 482 valid ques-
tionnaires using scales such as the Subjective SES Scale and components of the Free Will and De-
terminism Scale. The results revealed that: 1) Subjective social status negatively predicts individ-
uals’ negative attitudes towards Al; 2) Perceived Al threat partially mediates the relationship be-
tween subjective social status and negative Al attitudes; 3) Individuals’ belief in free will mod-
erates the “subjective social status-Al threat perception” path. This study provides valuable in-
sights for further promoting the research and development of Al
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1. 518

BIEJUAE, HLEs NFIN TR REM R 3R T 580, HAEIR KRR L oo 7 AT ATS . ek
Ha R, R2ZEZASE HIES B S5 ILIPLE NS 8 e UR0) K FE RIS, iz N 2R s2m,
RITHLA N BB LA N DLS R KR35 N 554 22 5 IR S5 LA N SIS AE AN Wt & Je o FRATTBT Ak 1 2E
AR AR O B e AL, 7870 e IR HH I — $RUER P ) ) R R 2 (B FUR Fe s J7 . BRI N Bl N T3 g
BN 25 N R T BRI, (B n] BefEEIRAE M OB fE S . i, G228 KM, TOHLEE A
WIE 5 0 T TAEAR 242 0] o 538 IEM S (CE 474, 2019), FH R TINAMLEE AT NSSEARR R T 8
1E BUH (Ztotowski et al., 2017), —LEHt>iAEWMER, AACEXHLEE N B EJE R (Fraune et al.
2017). Ztotowski 55 (2017 — B S2Be R M, UHLS ANHAR S B F M. RR RS ECE R N2 3)
PR, 2 KR B35 A EE, XIHLAS A B0 0 SCRF L B 2 R e o IR et N T RE 1 7 T 28
FEAML 22 PG N TR R R FE, WAl e R HBOM N TR Re R H 4], B2 P ECH I 210 70 BoFRFL .
DAL E — A PR I IR A PR 3 2 TR A Ak N T P A7 T 85 8 DA S ey Fll fe R4S I v B 2. I — 38
A, BRI TR GER a8 AR TN R 5 A AR AT B R A —FE, e B ML A
T AT BE GAH B B RO A2 ai A, ARG B A S AL PR A A U] 2 B IO AR B AR I S B b . A
BIF 5 UPAEASE FH B AL B FE R 7 R R A 2t A 5 N T R A T A FE 2 AN R &R o

11 ERMSHUEATEEZHE

TEAE SR e, SRR — N ATEA S SUU RS BF25 20 b AR AT, Sl 13X — M A 7= AR 1
il s AAL 73 (Diemer et al., 2013). ‘ER&— N2 HMEEM, BEAREWES, B FWMT. o
JZ 2 WA B AR G AR AL S A PR A BRI . BB ACFRIERE S, WA S AR — A A H
CUE A2 T A AT () SE WU BE (Atin et al., 2017). ARJ5, OFREAF IR IAMANT B St S Y2 1A
A= TG HEMATA A, A0 7R B3 32 A 2 M H 4807 T O B AN T R 2 1)
TAERT, Bilan, 32 WAk 2 4 5 i ge % 1 ) TSR 4k 2 B B A7 v (i S %%, 2024), B FRIEHIBE
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(Bar-Anan et al., 2010). & 32 WAL 2 ML AR ZE B e SR RN R A o 1 T S R RE SR I HE A8 A0 s 7k
Pk EE(Thompson & Subich, 2006)F1# s HIHRMYIE N 1 (Autin et al., 2017). FRHEAH XS #1252 18 (Relative
Deprivation Theory, RDT), AbTHAEA -2 AL IAMATE +E 23 B 228 B B IR S50 . HLIB BORUR B e\
FIZFT, EXFRIZFIE AN AR BRSNS, AR T 0 EME R K R (Callan et al., 2017). 1fi H
T PR T R B, AT E AL ST AL A, A S & AR A R e SE 3
2N T/ 2% (reward network) O SE FEEE R . T4 il /X 4% (executive network) IS FE 5859, XTI A
SEUREMAL S HAT F FRUR TR S, Rk, BT RIS E MRS a1, RS KE
TSR, WESBMEIA G B2, EWASEEEN N TR R B, LB AE
W2

TR S RV A AT 5 14 SRR A B SI P AT G A 1 o 0092 B P T2 4 o PR TR A ) 5 905 LA
AR R, e BRI NS 2 A S FAAR DG A Rl R B N A e ALEs AR
AWk R SR, NZESHLER I LB A E R R AR, A E NN, BbiLEs) 2 N AT A 2 ik
MR IR, A S5 17 K> (Leontief, 1983). 1M SALIE B IS 5 %k A 2K B 45 b g
PER B (Z1otowski et al., 2017), Ferrari %8 NHIRFTE R, HLEE ANAFEEE RS, AATRBI N SHLEA
1 SRR AURASTR,  EH LIRSS AT B B R IR B 8K (Ferrari et al., 2016). 34k, LA AMIoMR
FNGAB AR HE DA E RN PR, BRI AR N, REEE NI R B E), A s
PR, AP L B 4y, AT AT LLOY%RE BB ¥ — B2 (Hornsey & Jetten, 2003).

FEREE LA NS N TR R AR AW RS K8, HLE AT AT 3 2 A TREPAT I TAE, FLEEA
RO T L NSRRI RE ST LA RO PR (3 R, 20 N7 A 1 5 mT Re AR IR U, XM il i 2
25 NIk — @ MR AR HIEE R . MANTE, R B S AN A f &R A O TR, X
DATF RN B 42w ek D I, 22 G487V B R E 0 B S Re SRR, 0 dn AR A TR BB
FEMY, B et N L& Re it — BT 0. Yogeeswaran 25 A (2016) F) S5 5% FLAE A R4 N B (175 42 N
Deminoid HI-2 FIATENL#E A NAO)HITE L R, AATTEBXT HL2S A A S B AR e 2 i 41, Ztotowski
Aty Rl @ g — B R B, LA AR B B, IR M EUE T N A sk, A
AT A B T AR B, R AE N S B @ B0 R, AL AR A SRt B R
R (Ztotowski et al., 2017) AJ WL N T84 e R BB 0 22 TE 1m) 0 N R RE ) AT A B o ART,  FRERT
AN 2IRZ B FIRFERE B, A TR AL A AMA, BT H TAEMX R A R, Hgk B AR mT
ek 2> E . Lordan and Neumark (2018)#f— il STUEAF 7R KB, MIXH T EERe s & ms, e
55BN W5 AR G LA B AR, K TR AR R 2 5 EURB AR 57 3038 I 0l RS 3G . 4k,
Tkt A MR A B2 R IR, et B ar bR gy, BT OB 2, BRI BT
ZE T D, 2, AFRREEE 1. ERASHE G I AN TE R A A, B
RGN AE FC A B TR AMER

12, ERMMUEATEREZHE

HHESZEMENTEIEE N K, WvE O EH B E R, /%A Ot e ks, Jf
XHE ST AN SO IR RGERE, MAIANERSZ A, YOV AMEATE CH2 52 2
H AR B L F AR N (v s Amig) IRV, DI H H1 8 & (Baumeister, 2008). H HITAT 7T AL,
BAREHEEZ M, EISAERED, ARG ERAE, mANTEBEEESHREEZESR,
A REIE BAATIAT J4h R 2 R (Rigoni et al., 2012). Watedi, AREGAMNMFEAREL, MEAHE
SWAFAER AT RE I B AANTROBAT . B, WEERY, B BB &EE S DI AT N,
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IR IRAT N AT AT v, RT AT BE e AR v S . R B (Baumeister et al., 2009; Vohs & Schooler,
2008; Zhao & Huo, 2022). Stillman 5522 WA IAHA B 2 EE W LRI B SRR A ST
rhE ST, DT TR R ALY 25 B AN B S ) T A BIL(Stillman et al., 2010), 1E [ F0AS A SB35 B AR50 (L
et al., 2018), fEAZFEMAYRE. B IIESFAAFE DT R ESE EEAIPRIER, EMAERE SR
H FRRE AN /D 1 e Bl B (Baumeister, 2008; Brembs, 2011). 1 55 B H R & A5 S W AT RERE I S it 2%
i, AF @ EIEHIPLFEE L, B Inrhsh B A47 v (Baumeister et al., 2009). {HITRBH T RIL, HH
HEE IR LIAAE RN, A TR A RS SR s 1 4% SO AR B A VA 1)
Oy FRARE S EEHR 15 & R H] K B0 (Katzir & Genschow, 2022), [ 7E O B SEIG h R0 [ & &
(A I e 2 s e | FR A i 1) 72 H RTAEAE S 1o

JUE I, BT & B TS 1 EE A G 43, BN R R I T R B T AR S T T
FEFE AT N T TH AR 2 5% B 1E FH (Dweck, 2008), PRI AT & (/R R At B ) 2 545 AT RE TR 47
Fgk B 2 5 (Dweck, 2014).,

Hur i REW, BHELESEANA M. BESELEEMX(Miller & Walter, 2010; Rakos et al.,
2008), HHEEIEESRIE— N NHT ISR, FEhbEn 5688 MKl R, Wit
Yi, X EH HEE ARG IE ATERAH RS ki H A& ETE(Alquist et al., 2013), IR
H B BRI E EPE(Alquist et al., 2013), 445 5 i B AR (Baumeister & Brewer, 2012). ALK
L, A B RIS 1) L LR Ae 52 i B TR HIME S 1) LE A B =10 3 R EM1E & (Zhao et al., 2021).

R FRATTHEM, 1y B BRI T B N A B s 8 e, R TACh B A e
FISCE M HTAR ST, RIS S A 2B 2 A A b 2 BN TR BRI MR, B /D B n 380 B
MITAS R SO N LR RERIAH R TS . FHObER R 2: A EE &AL A & T AL A B %
NIRRT, HARCRE, W TR A REEERNAME, T B SRR G TR B, T
T R EESIAME, EWASHE R TE R R .

ZEERTR, AW —AE R AR 1, PR B A S S G A S5 XN T RE A
FERIOR 2R B FAE R

AT &g
BN RN
BHESER
. " ATEH
RV 31 1l s EAE

Figure 1. Diagram of mediated moderation model

E 1. BT AEE
2. RFAE
2.1 5’
SRHL T BT, BT BER e A R SR, B I A B A3k 482 4. H
PER 197 A\ (40.87%), ZciA 285 A(59.13%); 44t 18~69 % (M = 31.50, SD = 9.01). #{iidid X 4%

HEZ AR . SalEEHENDZ2ER, RRkE M ENE A N T RERIERA . A
THEGEMAIASZ. AhESESIE.
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22. fiRIE

FA ST, GE T T A2 45 AT 5 22 (Subjective SES Scale) (Adler et al., 2000)iE 47 &,
TR SAE M N AE EHES 1~10 kR 7R, B S E AT T E AR — 2B 2 B0 Z 90
FIHPOREGE B CAETIR BRI, BT3RS HI0E « B BRI . % 5 2 s T A SR .

N LRGBS . N T G g p I & 150 H 2td 5 Ztotowski 55 (2017) BB 7T, 43 il FH P AN 150 H
2 IS P AT B A7 B o R R AE 7 R SR BFT 55, S5 R R R I S B A RAE Jg P 2 TR ¥ 2 TEAE G,
r=0.80, p<0.01, ATZBeEUH P —EM: %L Cronbach’s o v 0.89,  JHH L S gk A G AE A4 B 1)
Cronbach’s o 43724 0.80 F1 0.82, A1 HIAE FE o 43 B iy A i Jon 81 Jgl Jo 2 1 v o

HHEEES. ARERENESMEH A hEEMYE &K (Rakos et al., 2008) &= XTI E, %
EROAE)\ANTH, Pl ERE 7 S8R 00 = Z8AFAE, 7= %42 FE), AERM Cronbach’s
o 9 0.65. 7Bk AR B HEEE SRS .

HLA$ NN T RE R A « AR H Huang At )[R 3 (8 78 (Hwang et al., 2013), @i /L
AT H SR B AN LA NBON LR BRI A B2, G “ QR en 3R — o Zi s LA N BN TR R i) L
1B, RSEBNAER. 7 “REGENLZE NN TR Bk, ” pliskE 7 S8R L
131 = EEAFAR, 7= Z2FAR), 4RERAEREERIF(o=0.89).

2.3. WiEAE
KGR E SPSS22.0 BEATHER Giit MK Ty = irdE, SRJEH SPSS22.0 [HdfF
PROCESSA4.1 #EAT [ A 7341+ rh A RA 2 5 B R0 75 5082 73 #
3. /R
3.1 #EAERERE

K HI Harman B[R A58 75752 P H T, LSS, 2020), R3S M BTA & H B TIRRIER = 0T, 4
RETR, FAERKT 1IE T4 20 4, HRB 5177 Z iR 28 36.56%, 1T 40%[) I Fpnit . [50t,
AT FEAAFAE ™ B IR 3K ) 05 30 2

3.2. fRMEGIH MR O

MRSIER T 1, FREPENAE M S5 N TR GEFIR SR ZE AR . N TR
K5 N TR RIS R ARG, FFa it AW TR, I H R 2y 5 N T8 REBUMMNE I 2.2 11
IS, VLB AL AL T BE 2N N L REBUM IR L, JF DAL RE M A T N R BE FE AL . it
b, WAL AL B RS NESEZE LA, JF5 N TR GEE R N TR e D i 25 2 2 1A
Ry BRIETT O L — 25 B i oRUE BB BE

Table 1. Descriptive statistics and correlation analysis results of various variables

1. ELEMNERGEITMEXDHER

A M SD 1 2 3
1 F WAL 2 AT 6.02 1.43 -
2 NLE RIS 2.61 1.09 —0.35%* -
3 PR 2.93 1.41 —0.27** 0.84** -
4 HHEEES 5.59 0.59 0.21%* —0.48** —0.46**

F: *p<0.05, **p<0.01, ***p<0.001, LA,
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3.3. ALEsERBMBAN PN ER

X AR R M M T A SRR B, A S A . N TR RE BB N T e A IS A
AT CARE— DI AT R MR A 40T . S5 SRR, WAk S M R 3 B e RN AR R s P (B = -0.27, p
< 0.001)Amxt N B BEM DA 1T A& 5 (B = —0.35, p < 0.001), N L B AU ki i 5 2 11 1] T\ 3% g A7 i
A (B =0.84, p <0.001).

dut, B0l PR R R, SR, 2014) 45 AR R 6 5 12k AR 56 N T R B B R A
AL 2 A 5 N TR B A7 TS FE 1) PR A A RIORE o 46 TN A8 5 350 00 AT b A A B (UL AL, 1643, 2014),
K H SPSS 22.0 [¥] PROCESS #ift, 4% Model 4 4T H - Nka 5, AR 5000, 7£ 95%E (X [H T,
DA AL AR X, N LR RIS NEAERE Y, N TEGBRMNEE A AEE M. Bootstrap
M RE, AL R AN A B 0 (Effect = —0.1659, SE = 0.0304, 95% CI = [-0.2244,
—0.1059]). UkAbh, & T AR E AN TR BB G, B E WAL A R AR BN T B S
AERBERENN R, XAAEE 0 (Effect = —0.1025, SE = 0.0190, 95% CI = [-0.1398, —0.0652]). iX —%k
SIS B H N T2 Pt SR A 3 WA 2 M RN T8 e 97 T A 22 TR 8 o HR A L

34. EHEERESHATER

A —ZRPE DR T 45 SRR B, WA £ My g 2 2 47 ) IO N T8 RE S iR A (B = —0.27, p <
0.001). % SPSS 22.0 [ PROCESS ##ift, Z M Hayes #£H11) Bootstrap J7i2:#EAT 15 250N 4656 (Hayes,
2013). i&#E Model 1, FEAE 5000, 7£ 95%E (S XA F, XA REHATH ORI, PLEMIE2H
P AR E X, NTHEREEMEA YRR Y, AHEEES TR W, Bootstrap 43 Hr 45 R K,
TE WAL 2 A ek N TR R At s b B S S A S R A BT ER (p = 0.0001). 7EHHE
HBESHEIBAMEM — 1 SD = 5)iF,  FE A2 M7 A T2 i bl B () 6 1) FU0 42 3% (Effect = —0.3088,
SE = 0.0505, t = 6.1168, p = 0.0000, 95% CI = [-0.4079, —0.2096]); ifj 24 H t & L5 &5 0 8= (M + 1 SD
=6.18), TR AE T HIALXT N T HE B R AT ) A7 ) TR0 AN i 2 (Effect = 0.0258, SE = 0.0658, t = 0.3915, p =
0.6956, 95% CI = [-0.1036, 0.1551]).
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Figure 2. Moderating effect diagram of free will belief between subjective social status and
perception of artificial intelligence threat
E 2. BHESESETWMASMAS AT E R RAIB A ET R E
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N B RN E R A S TE A 2 M e N TR R R R R,
RPN, e TSR K SR WE 2 For: s T AR TAREE R A 2RI B R EESE RN
FES H A AN T RE BB P R 7 T AN . B MEE BE N H R EE SN, B0
AL N T e Jg i e 1) T 4 FH I SR TR AR B PR R A5 I O 2 A %o N T R B R ) i
MPER .. Bk, BHBEEESEEN, Lo EWES A mEUE, A T8 88 B R AR
1M1 H B ESE SRR, EWA A s AME R T B S5+, A TR GBI AU, A
F AL HAAR )M, W AT BRESE Bk BN LR R m g . Bk, BRI B SR 1 3
BEES, WAL A N TR G P A S m BN s ks, R E R EE S WAL
S N TR e B B (2 v R B T R .

4. #+1ig

Bt A RN TR RER S R R VF 2R 0 R I, AT — 45Uk AR 9 I AR AR R b K 0 30 HF,
SOTTAAEIL S 55 22 1) 61 11 A5 (Fraune et al., 2017; Ziotowski et al., 2017). Ztotowski At [ 2 & 8L, 04
BmEEE GRS B E R Ay A VLA AR I B A ATE, AL A BT SRR H B
it N FE(Ztotowski et al., 2017). ARWFFXIX— IR JE R AT 041, AFT T #E B rd 20 N TR e
S RFIE L S FEE R 2%, Rt — D HEE N T8 Bt FU i R e A AR 3L

AHFCRI, AR T AL 2 H A6 N TR BRI S T A B A 2 i i TR A, ELN T ey
JRAE R (R R AERT, SCHE TARBE Lo A0 B 2 VL P JER R0 ER 5 DA WA 2 M Ay Atk
F WAL 2 HAT B i R MR E AR 2 I BHIR, A TIE B 4 B (Kraus et al., 2009), fERAFH2x
B, RIUH ERRAASE . M, Autin 25 A (2017) K IBLGT H G 4k S 1A AR BT 2 ] 55 MR R E
FAxH J1, SFECBRATERYE N AT R (Autin et al., 2017), 5 1E 7] T AR X R, TR 2F 5 e A
G4 (Callan et al., 2017). Jh4bh, AR MALSHAL F/MA, BRI S IRAGEE,  AbATT/E SRy 2 Xt
A H AR AN SRR BT OCHE, 20T S R A5 2 50N T 25 PR R B VRURE T A AT R B o [ B o At 5 T
MER 2D, AT AAATT 2R T R ey R K A A Ak, AT B ey 32 W 2 b AT P N B 52 1
TN R R BBy, AT ] B SOt N TR Reffidt— bt i, SRt A st AR, TAEE IR 3
T R AL AN RNV E S 2 ] OCR, AT LI — £ FE SR FEAR AT k2 b A R BTGB e >R (i 3 L
YEIE RPERIAS R 520 (Autin et al., 2017).

AT, B R G STE F A2 A A TR B B BN (1 7 ) SO R B TR, 3
FrR e 2. NG B HEEAEAE, NV E CRA RREMERME, REIRTEKINH b L B CRE R,
AR SR (AR AT RIS, R I PR RS & T REAE B RS MR AE A7 (1 BE 1R B Bk e kg
=1 (Baumeister & Brewer, 2012; Brembs, 2011), PR EWAL AL UK, AKIATENEN L FE/Z 8\ T
B R PR AR B o

EARE HATWT 7L, FRATIEARERA 2 0 ) H i S 15 S A e s m B R 1, —J7 T, AT REZ 0

SRS SE AN B E IR H B8 /) (Feldman et al., 2016), 7E [ % BUHMHR SR AR Ffa b B, AT
B2 B B VB EN TN o 55— 7T, AT BE R S AL 2 S R AN A A R ) B R S R B AR
1, BRI A e ) B R AR, AR B R (Zhao et al., 2021), A H ORI EIBBL/MTL)
HCHIEE . RO STl [R)3E R ) 45) BN 0 5 R (A AR BE L SR PR 448 7 458 ) i e 6 A %8 (Zhao & Huo,
2022), HIARA K A S 5 (Stillman et al., 2010), Wb SR E RO, SR St B bR
(%S (Li et al., 2018).

EAF ORI, B R EAE & m AN AE S AR A0 i SR BT [ A K AR A1 (Seligman et al., 2013),
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N T B IS B IR 8 2 rh A s 3) AMAK B RS IS &S 1 “ AR 23 - AT e U
RN X — AL,

E&UH

IR Y AL R R R L I H (GD23XXL18) B i«

SE 0k
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