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W OE: BWE - ALK (Marilynn Brewer) #3% & 1991 £ ey ZFH K 52
# (ODT) k%, ARAAMMEMN W FERLEAMNMEEALFHAZI MG X R, F
—HRBBEER, REAMAFZRRARBANG ZAERBR, FHRERE R,
RENMAB AR ZF . RFIRFEGRZ, ZEAIAA, AHHEIZFGER
A IAAEAR LI A B B L B AP B KRG AR, mA L P —3, Am
IR REARA GO NR . ODT 33k A ] 7% i A AAS IR A9 A, IRAL T &R A A Rt
LG W RAE AL, WAL A CE PR RILT & K6 MBS A Fokh
WTRR Ay A T AR Hh o 5T ODT it & 24 R 7 3 B A T 5k BAT R,
BATHRAAZSFHI LN, ENEHNLERDRT ZERGRR, AL CEFH
REFRGMERR, FA L TR ASOBATRZE, SEAITAFZEALSA
ODT iR @mey 2%
KEEHE: RIEX 2k, BEER; 2FER; A2adh

H M Brewer (1991) Fik$Et)a, ALK r3E (Optimal Distinctiveness The-
ory, ODT) T[T T 30 44 e St o 1% B8 LA 3t i 4 A A5 IR A A&
AL T AANTDAR B2 B (social identity) HLEIRYBEAE, [FIWF, Bk R7ERE2O
PRI v BT e R 1) AR B ) RIORS Y 1) 0000 g 72 T AR K S e Ty o I BRI X
SEIR Y2 42 B BEE  (Social Identity Theory) (Tajfel & Turner, 1979) fifi T &
BRI, I S R S R AR A S UE A S UE B T AR A O B U T2 T
P, WY R T HAbERL . SRR, AN ODT 7ESCEG R Fhit A, B4k 20 B
5N FON T SRR SO B IR i R R, &0 TARK TR

w AREEK ARBIEEE ST EH R BB b R B A R ILACR T (72472002) MBS H. SRR
Marilynn Brewer Z{#21E 2024 4= 8 H 27 H 2 AR X =MifEE Wil
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BE#& Zhao 55 (2017) R fx 4L X 70 g
(ODT) il A f s e FEARAL, ODT F— R[] % 21
SRR T A B R Ty, S5 F ODT N
PTG R A RE BEAE R B R 22 B AR, FRAT]
A E R EEAR R A A X -, R,
2T ODT LRk IF A4, A0y
EEARMESEIR ODT (A . A JRad 72 %
BeMe i, o AT uh TG 2 o e 3L i i L 1
JEAR AN o SRk, FRATTAF 2 i 4 T 8RR
22 N ORI R N L 20 S hE A R EPS
WH9E, JF LT ek T R X A 4 A Marilynn
Brewer ZHIT JEVT IR, B TE A v 1 27 5 R R
F1 ODT it 2%,

A% LT 25 A S X R 25k e85
—FRAy, FRATEAZE ODT Big AR (s 5, 1
TR e G ] DA 225 B 3 30 U0 a2 1) 2 I AR
RE 53 (collective identity) FF7EMGBIME, 7E
S, BATEA A =4 IE M ODT (Y F
FEWKES o FE55 =AB 57, FATHe Bk ODT 4% .0
WARFIE A NS AL fi BB HT, LUHR S an e
BLZRRE . TESEPUFR Sy, FATmIE T ODT 1&
FE o O U 5 T R L, AL AR D RO
55 2RO A S WF 58 B SR e A A R i Bl A i
FERIBTTE . TES TLER Sy, FRATF 2t ODT Xf
b g B2 QU1 BEE TR LA S R R Sk 5
MITETEIE 7R

—. RBEFE: KEMNHEL

JFE1 ODT ) % J& 5 T Marilynn Brewer 5 il
{1 S Donald Campbell 2 11§92 R HEE . 1964

4 Brewer JF4f % M) #2024 0, Campbell &)
— 2

Zoatpl o0 B2 GUS I A AR BB . Campbell 7E
FERFEE B SR T Brewer BRISHY B, 13K
Jil 7l R AN R AT . Al AT = TR
U5 T Brewer X Campbell X i S xt, it A
IHTE NS 2 R YRR A T 2 58 42 th AR 2y
WYERFIY . 0, B ERNEE N, A
KA A PR —FEE R AE AR (Williams,
1966; Wilson, 1975), Campbell + 43\ [6] 31k
CER 7k kDB r S U W NS NG S g i D
NI T AR, AR sR R
Y SCAE A % BAL 5 55 . SR, Brewer AN,
R ZGT, NERERAEHSHEDN
5 14

XS A % O AE T ey B AR S R AR 14
HgE P R AR PR, Campbell Ay, X — 5k
BFAwi (AFR) St (Rl
1) ZIMF & o T Brewer WITA, P& s
O A ) B 3R 45 55 Al A] R 1] ) 0 N i
Tt S B EZ M TG, BARAWAME N
AR ot M. B X e € A AR TR A R ]
Brewer il Campbell 22 [A] £ 75— > 2Ly 4L
AR E 3R 25 5 R AR B SR AR 25 22 DA A TR
ZIR TS o A RTEH: I A 8 4 2 A A 1A 3 4 JiR
AN AFIGE, H SRR 45 B B, Sl AR A
PR, AN AU AT A A ) £ 70 A 1A 2 T
MR B 45

5 2ff3EEE K Brewer [ KRS E T
JEAl, AR AE AN AR £ R R 25 I AR
P W, A SEAETEIR I B K B F A
TR AR 35 1 A SR ek, U, T dn 5k
FHISH LTRSS, TR TIRA RIS
FERE



—. RER OB =Z KKK

ODT TP B £ 25 F = F A B G I 5%
ke, BT A i g ARy & e, TSR ST A
G2 TN HBEE T IR SR B

() PIBEA 532 O

MEHE (in-group) , Brewer fF 57 A 1A [H] Jif
TEMRH & AR TEE WA BE S AL AL SR 1Y
XUCESR ST, 6 ] 33 G sy = AT A
(I Balm) B RRHARRRSS , I LAl FER T
AAH AR SEES), MmfEshH 2
RGNS K, TErb W, AR
FEIH AT Y RE AR - SN EE A B DRI RS R, LA B XS
PR 7 AiE 1 B {5 1T & ( Brewer & Campbell ,
1976; Brewer, 1981, 1986) . W5t H2 7% %
T ZICHGRE, AT SRR R T
BEZES, BANE, HAKM, WA
REIEEUR . XS R IR, AR & OF A
IR GBI T 53 . CCSE U H Hh i
WEHEHE— 2D f Brewer #fi15, N 5K I HF A LT
(ingroup preference) 5 AP HF {4 fifs W ( outgroup
prejudice) [XJ3JF0, [ Ry & HAT AN [A] 14 i
B, IEXS BEAR ] 47 2 77 A2 AN [R5 Wi ( Brewer,
1999, 2001) . A, Brewer f3 4536, PIHEA
AT JFIRS AR A BEE IR B A R R, ik
TR %S (Brewer, 2012)

£ F 1% (social identity) , 5 Brewer %
5 CCSE T H ([l i, Henri Tajfel 4% S5 (1 $1 <>
DI N R R TR B I AR, i
AT T R O G e s S R AR 1S
AT R o Tajfel PIBFFE/INH G T 2 IS AR S

RAELBROGRER, KeBMALELE

MpFsEiEa, BISRA R/ NBERRTE 557 (mini-
mal group situation) FEFTILYEE, AFFEARER G I
FIREAAR BB . ABATT R B, AXUAGE 2 K A A
FCEVEBA W Bt 220, AN ZERE A A
ZIE A E Sy, WA ZRER A 54 5l np
GEMITT S, 8 AR LA A T A 1) 5 4 A P A (R
i4F (ingroup favoritism) ( Tajfel, 1970; Tajfel
etal., 1971) , FEFREPTE, MATERRDL T
2By PIE (Tajfel & Turner, 1979; Tajfel,
1981) , AR 2 — AR B 1 A 2 T e 46 5
FEAZE R, ABAYFER S 2 E LA R
FIX—HEAR T BT AR IR SRR 1

Brewer (1979) #f — B 0F 5% 1 4k 20 2K
(social categorization) FYVEM], 487 B AT 50
AR P AR B 5% DL k] 3 A N A A 1) 8 2%
TERFIAT . A IESE R ], S MERAT Y
MR IR M AR Z IR X 4.
TR Z 8] /Y DX o3 IF AR AR A AR, 2 A
DR G M S (R 1) 8 D RN BT, TR —
AR A REA X 7 Tk . A Fear SRR A
B2 SR B A £ 5 R A A 4 48 0
HEMAH . B, HaS0mikEE ™ Aa R
A —FIEX, X—dRENE X T AN
F#5 (Brewer, 1991) . th2x Byl [a] BA H 2
A HEAL O BEAF SRR, A D — R N LR O AL
EABEE A BN A N BT R, 38 it
SRR GE 22 R AR AL I TR SR 4L T Y
O EREERE 51T M HESE

() MBS EE IR

2 WEE (social dilemma) [ BIFSE I 5 W
Brewer #1055 — 4 WFoE Bk 45 . L W5
FhosRIEE, e S 50 o R S A T v U 5% B B
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RS B Unfr s AL 2 B A e, SR A RG] 5
AN NFEOH B2 A O AR 85 3 B K

1. A4 RH%

AT FEARE D AR5 5 AR 25 A0
MR — R, ERERE D AR B F
PR RE 2 th I RO, IR A E B A
AR 45 o Hardin (1968) & HIF ) P 3C &
ST AHIARR]T  (Tragedy of the Commons )
WS, XA S EEFF b w gnE
P15 EA T RS 4 B,
B R B E PR R TR B O B
DARHCE 20 45, (HXFERE R SR THS
ARERE S, BE B A BORAER 2R 2 T 0L
A, Hardin (8 5 H2 AL 2% 1
PSR IRIRIBE I — R, Lo IR e I i Ak
(AKBEIE, MAR) o APy pg ey (k.
Prsasthl) . PREEORB A AR, TEXLEIE LT,
AT LATE A5 PR BT I T AN U A 447 5T
[/ S5 o A TSN R E - ER N &4 3 DAY )
IR A . BRI, ST AE AL S5 R
BB T REAMAZ AT R HIBLS

1973 4, Brewer TE A48 JE WK 3535 B
BRI IG T b R A U, R il 3 4t 45
IR ST . 20 N3 [R] TR 45y it B 4 77— A~ WL
GEMRTEAN N5 AR 15 vl 5 Al P51 AE
28, b5 Dave Messick XMF58AEAI2L[AIT 4 1 18
SEEE AR XS IR R BE AR (Parker et al. |
1983) , I 5GAEE Kramer H[a] SRR+ 25 & 1y
WKFEBTIR R P AR FE ] (Kramer &
Brewer, 1984; Brewer & Kramer, 1986) ., 7F{th
BT, AN ANAT R AR B AEAR R R AR
BTG . ko B ook g, A
o4

AT B AR S AR AT 9 AR BT PR A 8
AR E b B SRR, Mz, A
RIERIFE 2 B 00 A BRI, S ATETEAE W
PONAST Y TR AN it I AS TSl S I M S ST )
ZHEMEFN AL A EEE, hRER/U
WUEEE AR AE P S5 e v A AR Bk B9 TR,
AT B T —Fh B R E S A, X
EREHERAR, eSO Eh ek, ik
A SRR BI At AT, AR
oA BRI R e o I N REAA S 13 AT
SN T XSG T R BV

2. FAL SRR

HTAEAL 2 W AL, Brewer JF
Uy f 7 AR B8 A A 2 B 1y 0 W R RS IS ST
Pl AT A A i S B A M) A BTk e T e
Bl o

TEEAE 2SR S EL NS, AREA
TE AN N A i 4 B2 3 T BERAE A (Brewer,
1986) o EE T F— AT, AT TR
RS (B2 50) KRS T—M LA
PEAEAET, ERE AT T X — A B T 1%
R BRI BE S, TR EAE
SEMERTE: OM G AN E NS T W — B
ks @B A C Al BT R #020 AAS TR
IR R T e R, TR — R R
BLAT 9 32 BRI R B 2R R IR, AR
SACHER A 2T AT, ASERHR AT 1
AR NWEAEERATORE “Hfrfb a5
e tl, NN FR—HARMEE " (Tanis &
Postmes, 2005; Foddy et al. , 2009)

PE—E s, R[] — 3 A 3 S AR B AR
AT, FEPRIE T fin 2 4R LT 94T Sty ok



BRI AR 2o BIE—A A5 At A2 & 1
(RPR B R 5 A o ik, () s AT B 9 2 > A
t) , MR LLEEEAGAE, JFad i A/
WPERAS T Z R 25, B, WEEIRGEAS
HA L LA B A 2 T PR S A1, R 1Y
EAMTALY BEE T, FETRESW ALY
AR LR AR, SRI0, #h2 ShHe i
PR TRHRIN R R, S E TTERA
NBRAE A 1 B0 A5 Be 52 BURF R A 1E i S5 7
AN B 3% B 0 5 A 5L B 0 BB R A
AR B O A B R A 2 B A A i) B AR AL
#k4> (Turner et al. , 1987) o X Fitk 2 B ik [A]
TR RN AR B, 12— A sh LA
EMFEAE B SCTEA AR 355628 3] 1 G
PRFIZS, I HL 2% R 30 4 e R it A . X Rk
BN AR E SCRAE T 21k, HAAF
it PRI AE SR A AR D7 b 3 A8 S SRR 25 3B 5K, T
e BRI . 28 n B A ZhHL ( RPREIE SR A4
FzE A AFD) o BEARE DY (group identity) ¥ K
AN JZ T S 4 )2 8 Y H ARS8 (Kramer &
Brewer, 1986; De Cremer & Van Vugt, 1999)
Bk HAR IS, BRI A 1R R P R R T
RG2S RER B O3 A R R Z e, S B
PRAEFI BTIRAR B 02 X B s

I, MR R 3 ORI 2 Bl TA],
Brewer #4787 — MWL, BDAMTHA —Fh (54
(0B A RE AR, b B Oy N RIE S 5 FA
TTAMRZAR R, HEShA NRESRA N H AR
] X AR AR R DTRR , AT St Foe ) P AL
HRASTCRARE AR, SR, Wiz —A4>32
MUKRA J1 IS TIE A FAFN JCRL7E 14 J2 1 & — Fh
BRI e TE, MEAERAN SRS

RAELBROGRER, KeBMALELE

(=) ZIARELIE R

Z )2 P 2 ODT JE i Ay fe s —
BTN, , HEARIE B 2R B
MPEAL B, Brewer i 9] Campbell A X J5
R KIS AELK A Linnda Caprael 42 il 3] 3 2627
o ZE UGS Y ) BLARY B Brewer SE AL T
ODT #y it 5 — B PF &, 56 T AK=oC
PERYHERT BAT TR A R

WATAr AR, AR L2 (EIE AT
TR X S A 2 T e i, e AL 2 B 0k 6]
R R TCAL) 5 ZEAE N A 4k 3 BE A
SR, AR BB BT IS M {H (reproduc-
tive fitness value) , XFFT N ARETEANAJZ T I
PEATEARE, T AR 2 b AT A, [
N LR FIE X R R, (AR Xk /K 3
s, MEARALL PRI S mAT
SR ECAE DR A R, H 2 s A
FEEIE G, AR AR AL R HA A
FRAPPEHRG o i FE R 2R, SR TMT, B Leo Buss
ENE CMARPERBEL)  (1987) MR, £
JEURHE AL B8 TF b IR R T PR 1 i PR B
IR NS P i VR AR AL TR A
HESL (Brewer & Caporael, 2006) ., Buss (1987)
MR, AWFRBAT MEREZ AR, @
iR/ B A TR AL A Y. TEE
Pt A, BT A e R 2 U I 25 v AR )2 A
BB RPN S ehos . B, 7R3 IRiE
BCHERT, 33X — M A b T RO R I S5 b — i %
B BRI H U — DR, 3 Al
JBLER G B BT, [RIHE, 40 A T S B A LAY
WBE, AOUARE MR RGE A2 R A

P A 3G N R IR, e 2 AR IE



Brnses
EHEFHAR
%1%

IR I ZERE AR JE R A A WA,
EEHAMZRGPEZR G L TIRZ R A58 5

W E R VE AN B AR EE AR, FRATT AT LA
B, EAEEZBRMALN, SRS ER
T RAYIREAF R HER, O MER K
BRI 5 R 22 1] 4 22 b XM P . Py
PRI LATR] 42 1) 7 2O A ATt T 52 00, A 2
PRIGE A A 2 A 0 B SR AT 5
P, 5 BE G456 T NS N AR 1% Y IR
AR A2 T R 2 AN RIS, AR
& MR FIE AR 19 (Caporael & Brewer,
1995), AZERYZEALDr LRk | A4k Fse
PEILR BEAL I

WA TR AL RSN AT, IR 2R A
INHESRF—E R EEH, DL R G 29 AN i ) ot
FC B W, SIS A HLIR TR A — R ) 45
PR PEA REAAF — R o HRE MR 2 L A ol A A
PRAT Sy m] B0 0 P 38 1) S A AR ST, AR S B
MMEREAE LR AR UL, 2R RIS
EWE, NAEBSRAEFM ARSI, Xt
AT TG B T ) AR AR Y A A7 BE D S UK,
FEBIHLR ARG AR TR BEA TR 3T

= RXSERNZOEE

(—) BEWTENKL

T EOSCR BN = AR HF SNk 4SS, Brewer
f X NS AE 2oV MR AR A T O 19 B AT B A
P TR Hie (ODT) o AFFESCHE T N
IREGE ISR 4T, 48 78 I ARTERER N A 22 57
TS S AN IX 23, I R By 403 A il A
HEAIF AR MO BF TS B o A2 By BHE Ak
26—

ST AR AL TR I S EBOR TR B
FEAE S T, DKL A
MR TGS, E AR K H AR DGR SR A AR 36
Fem AR B, ZR20HE I K
RAEBA Z UM AL T 3CRe, 48 A 1A [
IFAFAERIFP P 2R B AL, BI3E R A A28 538
SREHARII AT

ODT J& A2 i 4 3 B A2 1w, 5106
F LT DR T o B e e A FUR . AR
T A SR A R A, R R AR LY
T FEE R B A AR ISR I U (L B R A o |
I B 5 S I AR ) | R R R 23T I
AR IR R o SR, AR RE RV Ay 2B A7 SR BT
TET I PR B0 A5 26 A0 T 3 o o .
TR H R — @ B A, DRt s A1
TG IEYM R BA RE. BI, Ah SR R R
RNl B R, REREGS 7540 R R A 1
WA EAL, LRI I —E M HEM P, DLk G
1B RS B LA AE A7 R AL 25 1R DG R DA 4
% (Brewer, 2012)

FT FIRVHE, Brewer (1991) $&i5 1T4M4
R RS, B R R A BRI A ok 1) ) £ A
JEA I v SN B 1 AR AL S Sl R G, ik
e, AR N SIE R AR I RO A8
AAE, IBATRATIZIHLR GE0] Y 55 B e 1) 2
SRAHVERD . Bk, fbdgd, AMRZERA /NG
TRERAERI RIS, sZERE M M T A 74 21 ¢
WAL, AR RBIANE . AR Rl 3h
Hl (inclusion motive) FIHEBRBHHL (exclusion mo-
tive) AHEMIA, DLAEREXHEOR A& ECME, AT
SR T RO AR A SR AL 2
BRI — 01 PRI RAHERT, IR I B 1 A4



RO EITRFIBEEOR, SRAF MR S HE
JEFIAAE B AREA, AL TR Rm s,

(=) BEAHEIR

UNERTEAAR (8] 14 300 Rt 25 22 S A6 A AT 0F
NRAAF B R BRI S BRI N, BN
AR — TR0 IR R, FEA R 2 T30 I 4k
Fr N BEAIA R A1 22 546, ODT [ 4% .0 Bk 76 T 1)
B 7 iX— Ll Bt X BEA (Brewer, 1991)
B NI HA W ol AH B ST R oK, X SRR SR
SCHCE BT 5 Ak S R B B 00y 22 [ ) %
R, HB—PpEEL AR (assimilation and in-
clusion) [ 3K, %I Ja8 Ja% A T3 BE 412 1 A~ A il
BRSBTS AR S AR 2R
PREFA NP (distinetiveness) B K, B
5 R FTREA BT SR A XS 3L, TEi Brewer 48 A
BIE G R FHTEN ZAPISE SIS, AR ] T m
AARFEEE RS, TS g — A
IR TE, AT PIFN S5 35— 45 R
VA Ja e SR RN 22 S oK o 2 He rp — i SR A5 31 6
SR, il KA B o PR SR B
e, IRAANE S, DURR DR AT R — b oK
ANg— AL T ICREAT 20 R IRAS . MR P8
TRV AL A, I R 25 55 A X ST I R 5K 25
7 AR AT AR AE——A A 2 6 45 R (W) I 0 2 7
PSR A RR A, o Horb g — 5 (BRI
A G R B2 B0l .

ODT () — A FEARHT I 2, X PP 7 1Y
RIABMALHY, I HAEHEERER B 43 N W) 1 3 e
HORE MR IPER . Watieul, MMERTERE
MR, S BREOE AR L RE R 1 B 7
SKOCRETE R 22 R R At S By, DURTR O
P o I 5 AR RO, TR B R AL

RAELBROGRER, KeBMALELE

SE I, AR IEAR AN TR A, T2
S5 DU 8 AR O HG A R A DR R DX o S B
b, mHEES Y &—M “HLER X"
(shared distinctiveness) ( Stapel & Marx, 2007),
XERE , PA AL 03 (9 R 5 1 A P R R
SRR, (S AR A SR = X

TERAL XA BERS, AR SR B R 2
T A TR A SRR, R A O
A2 B Oy 2 28 T [ o SR H e 110 10 4 2 P A i
PEAGREOR o i 2H 1 i 2 SR Dk AT O, X
PR ALERF . G — DA Ty, AR
RO B, AR (A A 49 T LA 2 P 1
BB OrNE; Rz, S ARETE R R T4
A, S H RSP, (R MEHRN A,
WARPER R B, Wl Ud, D AZEHINE
SRR AR

(=) Bifi ODT [y 3¢5 Il

ODT A% R B A3y, B REE R 4
MHERBET AL B T IR T4
SERREMR B 07, LA BE D WP — b 8 4% 2 Fr
e AFEARTEAFR RSN ST ST, AR
Y A2 I 20 10 5 2R B E e A 2 B e
ODT g X s £ i AR G o, i BB ATT B A
NIHERETER R B o

B, mUXaHATRME Hhns)
B/ SR AR P A e e S 2 S 53] f) AR X6 i
Peo BN, FRATES g AOM, TACMR Z 2%
A B R e, A B AR 1y R] BE
WFEA, ABEWE R X oKk,
CfEET B BT A E T XTI
BINY R AL IX oy o SR, HARZ AN T s

AR PRI I At P I s OO MR BRI, g



Brnses
EHEFHAR
%1%

FET T TR, WO R AR B
F7OWEAATE IR, HR R HER
X R H A IR B A =2 [ A7 S 25 1 X1 o
O EFRATRTAR B LT, HE
SETENE AL RTE X AR

Hak, X 2 sh B AR . AT 24
TReE R Y A A R] A S, 22 S M RUAR B 1 7
BRI AFTER . B, W3 02 A7
TERAJ5 (A A Ve R o T S S W AE T, B
AR S R B v, S AR At T i P 3
LIRS ilhn, —AS A DA AR 7 1 56
— RE|EIERAHL A AT — AR,
MR R KA ERHLE, AL
TFORBUALHL, &R, — BRHEEg, DA
(8 E b B ) 0K 25 S AL R R PE . B IR 23
PRyt SR AR A T AR 755 HE e Z )

W, Sshtl (identity motives) [R5 |
SCACRIAN AT 50 25 IR 2 AU s 75 5K 1 5
BF, AN A ER A BEAS R o n [ AT o] 75 oK
sREN T —HE, AR 2 R B LS Y T
WG/ B Z R AL . RBETE T, AT
IH Ja RO A 1) SRR E AN ], AN TR] A NPT RE 23 7E
)RR A1 B8 R U0 AH R I B L. — 28 AFE SR T
A1 R I A e O B By e B, R A A D)

RETCB T, ODT HoAg &M, HdREss s
NEAMA | IEBE RIS

(M) FAPLfF ODT

Brewer Fl Roccas (2015) XA [ 2210 A
AT T A0, AT T HS A SRR 40 e i
RE AR R AR A HE S s 244 P AR A
fEiBh ODT BLE A AAT R KT ODT HERA

N SCE R SR A T SCAn ] 52 o DA T 9 14

f?q

Mtk 5 LI P IR, 7 LIS 0L Brewer i
Roccas (2015) [H# 15 JF 3,

TEFAIN 4 ODT ) CE, Brewer i ] T
KRR s 5 22 MR R, B
Lo, X BEFATHEAE 1 (%% A Brewer,
1991 4ERRAS ) A BEfF ODT (5% . Z K&
255 RS RUEEE (0 1) . HIE R R A
B oa, NEFRAARER B, 25T KA IERR
a WANEESH, FEXWUADSSHP, 5K
P ) AR A TR A T R, B DA A A
FEARMANNT S, HABITA SHCE AT LA, 1A
JRT SR BIE o . HIETRARIE B, 27T
SRIGTERER o BATARTASARHR 23 T8 B— AT 1)1
(— DB AR 3 ) o AN [R] AR PR 3R A 355
St AN AFHES SRR TR R o . 1H)E
TR AR B, 22 F @RI IERPE o (HE,
KRBT A WNETITR, R KA A —A
[ R P, TR PR SR S A A 25

N T L UL, TR 5 LA P
i SRR AH B ST P DL AN RRAIE 1 7 oK 22
S, BATUAS A 32 M (AN AR 32 A (0
VERWiE s 26 f) (DLIEL 2) o S T fRT A2 ]
AT N T L GEERE L DAFE XN
EIAETE D AF 45 5 AP 25 K A vhog g, B8
P AR A N 25 B T SCH LS S A
L 0 H A B 51 2 B0 LR AR ELHOR . TR AT
A BRSO 1 F

AR T M52~ HA N E
WURIREMA R, A Y RE (G0 258 F 0k B RE A A
45 B B ME R0 T 100% , o PRI H AR A B8 2 b
IRIRCTREAR TR Y 22 57 o BRAAR T U BB IR
A FEUR A B A2 R AR R UER, UMY
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B1 sARSHE
PRI . Brewer, M. B. 1991. The social self; On being the same and different at the same time. Personality and Social Psychology Bulle-

tin, 17 475-482.
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B2 SFHEENEMAENTHRARS
PR SRUR . Brewer, M. B., & Roccas, S. 2015. Individual values, social identity, and optimal distinctiveness. In Sedikides, C. (Ed.) .

Individual Self, Relational Self, Collective Self (pp.219-237) . Philadelphia: Psychology Press.

ARl 2 g R e gl , HARMERE 2 AR S AERIIYXHE (F3 0 1 2P 22 S A A 15
SMEEA R . R, Sk E S EA AR 22 JERREE) , WM IRE EEN. FIRE, d TR
SR B IERNR o HE TR B9 5URER B #fH. PR SO TR B R IR TR, R o dik T
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BRMEE, D NECHER S, BiEES
Ao g A AR g5 i 4E e, A NS
XTI S B 7R R, B o B/, TRk
HOF A e S I SRR S NID IR aX G 4 NS DN
AIE BT O s, 22 S o, A 2
SRR . B BB AR IR LA I P B A2
R I, AN SCE IR I 5 T
FEL N G L, AN Y 22 S 8 SR A9 LE R R
a. BT RITRER B A XHEAEN, RHE
ATTRS /N0 L ) U1 s 22 S5 114 904 3l 5 A UK
A RLIR IS A B A MR, RS X
JUAL I AR sl AR AR R MR

M. ODT S &it & 185
T 55 o5 B0 Rz

H Brewer (1991) B IXR#ZH ODT LIk, #:
23U AR AU I 5 S 96 W 58 R A TR R M1 355
AR ST N A AL, XSS R 45 R S
ODT py B HE T 1 — 2, BE— Pk 1 A
EHERLA T g o 32 BEAY B ST R I T LAY D P
% OWFFEREA R B 5 N EE A 47 QBT
FEMRTERF 2 A 58 R O DR 45 B [l e I AL
LB PR . ODT R 2h M #s A [R] 4 52 56
FISCUERETE B4 R A R, J&s 1 H B 4>
PRAT B RE T S5

(—) HEb &rii

TERRRE RO A5 Z2 MO R 1 56 2 DL R
RS TR By Z A ) U JERRTS
[T, ODT I s K MBI RE Ty {51 ODT
HER I, BTIEE R T AT e A R 1

BT 2B AR D 4 o

1. XTIV HBRGHR

DEHEA (numerical minority) JE 45 H A
B T Bk N D B/NRER, filn, 75—
A 600 N B RE AT, #54 500 NJE T4
AREI, R O 2 BORE A SR AE — A
5000 Bk, ZREAR N E TR0k

A5 ODT (245, RO A B 5% B 03 1) D
S ARSI ALY E I o X — IR 12 4R 4y
THMT, DEER I AR R — o B i At
SR IR A A B 00y, DT W 2 G L 1 U
Ko FES, SZEBHAMALL, BRI E /ML
REW LA 22 ok . Bk, 5 2 50RF A
JLOL B Oy AN, /D BB A 1) 1 D By BB 4[] P
T 2 VA N 22 S i SR (B iR Ak e g 4 1L
AR B 0) o B, AR A N DS
VRIS 2 e 0, X AR 30 SR B 1 e AP 1Y
AMRTIE, AT Y i 4 A B

CA IR 35 T R W g
5 W 258 BB I RFpAME (Mullen, 1991)
LB, BRI LA T2 5 B R
HA W F WX o B T H, 7655 =75 Wl ey,
SIWOAR 5 LT 1/ BORE (AR R 5L A T v ) A
I (Nelson & Miller, 1995) . [Alith, ZDEHA
AR H 2 B AE R[] Bl (Simon &
Brown, 1987; Pickett & Brewer, 2001) . /b4
PRI DA B L R A S 0 DX E R,
125 A R ML DB Y L Sy, A
HERMRR HFE SRE T XA (McGuire &
McGuire, 1988) . J& T/ JORF (4 19 A 1< B 7] g
W B TR 20 AR AVRHE A # (Simon &
Hamilton, 1994) , EARZIHEARIN R (El-
lemers et al. , 1999) , TEtk2s HEH 2 B [H]



11243 (Brewer & Weber, 1994) , FFiAJy H CR2HF
Ry BRI ZEAE (Mullen, 1991; Mullen et al. |
1994) , Pk, TEHEDEREAR S 2 8O A B
PRE A fm i, D BOREAAC B D10 H AR A B 1 IX
3 BE UK Je B i T R 2 A R (e, S
ISHFSE: Blanz et al. , 1995; Ellemers & Van Ri-
jswijk, 1997; SZFRFSY: Abrams, 1994; Feather,
1995; Liicken & Simon, 2005) .

ODT Fy 5 R FH g 3 2 BLAE 52 bR B0 AT
X BRI B 0y 5 2 B By ) e b
G BT IR 3 WA 55 SO SE R FR A BE, B 46
TS 5H MM T SR T A GBS,
SRV T W R I ET R AR B, A
WA e BRI 5 22 B B 13 AR
MR REL 3 FCREAR By (ORI R 2 80 5
WFFCR IR BCEE) o HiR, S 5ENY
A SR TR i B By, DT RE A% 3 4T B 5
MREVR B %48 (Leonardelli et al. , 2010) , H
ATEX—HERLT, A R i B HE T A A 1
Tt , AT 235328 (social categorization)
) bh BE, MR 4R X — S8 B, Leonardelli %%
(2010) FHAF AT T — RV AL 7 By
TREF I SEERAE T . TESE SR, BFSE N DS 2
5%, DR ZBRHAE T I A L%,
MNTTHERR T 2 5 2 BRA Sy 0 B0 1A 75 22 50 246
BB R D BRI AT RETE . SEgR 25 SRR
By, RS 5EEFE T OBIES 0, ik
M7 2 IR 4 3 2 A Ry ol . 3 —
ZERUEW] T X DB 1 38 38 g 47 BF 58 A IR
e BHEBR A 2 BORER B 5 By 2 . A
TRTFHAS B g 22 SO AAC I8 D3 B 915 2 1) 22 42 ST
FE B D RO IR By, AL T AR,

RAELBROGRER, KeBMALELE

TEBH TSR X A BORER B B S i 4 o A B S 328
FGE T BB SRR — 5. B, T
PKERBAROIFFE A BE, AT SE A i T 1A A 3
WO ERBA BBy 22, AR A M ER BARO A 22, LASE
BURAEAERE 3 (Andrijiw & Hyatt, 2009)
SRS, A BECHEA J BE B 22 MR AR B 5k 1) B
{H L% (Leonardelli & Loyd, 2016), f##E{ARIA
[ 1 B ) i A ) L, AR N AR AR
THZ RS (Brewer, 2003) .

SR, eIt X 73 I AN RE i e B IR 5 2
BoteRrt 2 B 0N EDETE i BT A B HE A
PR AL 2 RN R Z —, HAH R
[FIRE A EEAE M AR, TS H Al
KWL HAR AT RE & M T LR .
n, FERLEBSCN S, ARG AT BE R A
AR A 2 3t (07 285 AR Xk 22 J3OHE (A AR L HAT — 26
FHH RAEDERHA S Reg S ittt &
22 40NN 5V s B s R i AT D
B (social esteem) , R AEME LTI A4 ) E
SEEFE . XMW, AR R R Z 1) B R X i R A
P ODT fyid I A 2R H 2, EAMIRE
WY, AT DE PR T TR T A 3 17 52 SRR MU
St AL FE M (Mullen et al., 1992),
MiFE 2% A AL (depersonalization) Z5fF 7T, A
IR A RO A (9 1E T 2 HE 7 A2 E (Brewer
etal., 1993), Hi, e H ODT B, —E%H
IS B A, R AE W LA RO
5 2B R BT

2. 4 “U” Bx&

BRI (9 A SO R 1) (235 D i, A
GAME SO FE Z [ E “U” B AR — T
Oro AEREVRPNE, 80O AE P R AR S 25 R R AT

3] —



Brnses
EHEFHAR
%1%

RERREIA . B2 S5 A St T
MURE, TG A 2 S S B0 A A e 2R 1Y) TR
W, (Ormiston, 2016) . 7 B H A 3 AL 251k
% i 25 VR AR 1 )80 D v i), B i 4R
BT B 0 A U A . AR 4 ODT () T,
A AT RE DA R B2 2 I REAA, T IR AR i £
25 SR S SRR BRI SIS RN SCUE 5 & & E
T T X il 4k OC R FEE RN — B0k

FLAE 1989 45, Lau 42 H IR T 4L 2 %%
(social density) Rk, ZRBHEH, MAIALR
SRR A AE 25 B P T ) — PR B P AR A B B 1Y
Ffl, I & BLAL 2% 5 RGN TR 248 < U7
TERF o MLHE AR 8% TT 1Y) S F 55t R IE
B Tk RERfE U JBRAR, S TR
B, X2 AR R A S R, 3 B Y
IR XU PR S R AR A B i ik 4 A 1) XA B 52
WA (Abrams, 2009) . 55— E B T AR}
A A X 43 T SR 5 RE A DA TR 22 TR] i £
“U” k% (Badea et al. , 2010) ., fEfiri)—
WiRFFEH, Yoo Fl Katsumata (2023) &B2M4i5%
R BNV BB, AT T e R 2
SO YR CRIZS G BRI EE R . X X
537 A BOAN R RAAMIT RE D I, R

UBAh, BE T HE R BB 5 BE R IR (group
identification) SCHR M BFAAL AL ST, Hy ODT
MR IR ML T 0 —JESCHF RS . AR IH 8
Rk 2 T TR &, A O B A 2
(IR MRS ) 178y JER JH e e 2 0 A 2 1) T 22
TR D o o s R i Al 3t X2
RS 22 R B SRR A 0, B B O S RF IR
BT, DA B B FoK, X — R 4
3y

AR EBE CUT B, BT,
TS T 255 0 AR LR 5 G 28 P A Al 3t
R, BT REAENENT, 25
AT T Ak AR ACHILASE,  [R] IRl AR f 2
Py MIAEZE 52 7 R BB 1 26, 1 B IE
WM (Pickett et al., 2002), #e4h, H)E S
ZE 5w R BTS20tk B R ZIMREN G, R W]
AMRTET B AL By i, Sl s Ak B R 2 A ED
4, A/NSNEHAREEE (W2 NJETOR) 5
PREIMHRIEE (R 2ZERTR)  (Pickett
et al. , 2002) , JX—ZRIZHIESE 5 HTA HHIE
8] “U” JER RIS = — 2

3. WA

AR I 2 A 25O B 22 1 S 5 20
J ODT BE (0 s 4R it 1 KL Ak, SR, BT
ODT HIHESE, WF5¢ #5159 LAMHT O AL A 4R R N HE
RS RSB, 8 ) 2 e D RO AR 5 2 B
FE A 85 T SE 3R B ik . ODT A8 AL A1k
SN ROR S e NI oY N s )
(intergroup discrimination) B}, H:3% 5 A sh L4
FAE ( Pickett & Leonardelli, 2006). Ji fi
ODT J3f A HE A fi 40 6 P L2 5l 3 45 1 24508
D BSRE VAT 22 R 1) 5% 2 B e TN T A Al 27
e MR X gy, (HEARA

RSO A 38 R 3% B L ) P R A O
X — i Bl o B AF B SRR AR B T R
iE (Mullen et al. , 1992; Brewer et al. , 1993) .
PR FR A X i e B 1A AR A LA 6 i /) T 49
i (Gerard & Hoyt, 1974) o BUAELERER ] Y&
P, A B L 2GR B 22 B C r Al
4, I HRBLH R A A EREESR 71 (Bettencourt
etal., 1999) o MBS A] LU i RO AR 9



T UL A e, SCI 45 S R, A BORE 14| F
Wk B A BN AL S (Sachdev & Bourhis,
1984) . # % 1 % 42 J& ( Sachdev & Bourhis,
1991) F3 i i 41 & #ouf ( Ellemers et al. |
1992; Lindzey et al. , 1998), [Kifi 25 ¥ ¥ 55
R0 S B BN B A4 O 47V A O B (Sach-
dev & Bourhis, 1984), ODT ANy, /it
3o PR R Al B 22 3 X RS B B 4 D A R S KR
(Leonardelli & Brewer, 2001) . JR4GHF5T L 4
TR, XIFA RS Z BN R
PWEHAIRLE . 28R 0 B v R A
PRI 22 A K FIBIHL (Tmhoff & Exb, 2009) , A
I, AR4E ODT nf LAHEWT, OB P RE (K fh
UFE 2 e T A G R R AR Bk
“ARZAEF" BRI 5 By (Leonardelli &
Brewer, 2001) ,

N T SR BRI 5 22 B0 A P9 B AR Al 47
= LRSS AT G ODT HELS, #ERIT
T—Z5IH% (Leonardelli & Brewer, 2001),
WIER I, FEAREFR B 5500 T, D BORE IR I
G R LR L 22 B0 AR B 03 T iR 1 oA 1A
U SRR B BRI, RO R R 24
HEUR I N BRI IR A 35 3 T M RDK . ks,
SCREVAR IS B 1 PR R A D B i 25 PR R Al 28 1
SETVTIG AN, 17 22 BOHF 1A B 53 149 PN AR A s 2 )
WA PR AR T AR T b, R,
BORFUNG P IRE A O i A0 4y 1 53 B 3 I 4, 1T 22
BT IA TR A Ry 1 R AR A R 1 55 T, 3K
517 ODT XSl i, E— a8kt 1
X HLE 5 ks Bm, RIS ATE B U8 43 B
WAt st B FAYE. AR ODT i, /b
BORER R Bt 24 6F ) PR AR DR B, 17T 22 B0HE

RAELBROGRER, KeBMALELE

DT R AR 1) PR B AR Dl T 3 R A R
73 S RITERE A S 15 B IL G 2 B A P R A
IR g o R 2, T AR X AR A D B I P T
B RKACHEAR A 25 0] 22 S 09 Bl A ORBEIR 3 BAE
M) SR 00 S 1 IX AR, BF9TIR R, 0%k
FEABL L B FRIME  (self—integrity) 52 3] B
i, AT e PR AR A, I X g AR
B ARIERIER 5 X — 7 T A 4e
B HIEHHL (Leonardelli et al. | 2010) ,

M, DR R B b 2 RO AR T SR Y
FUR I REOR R T, 1T L T A T AT 2 B A
RS, ARBIHLA R (RO B0 AR 1 1 53 5 173
REFFIZBOREOR A MR35 ) o S HF ODT 4
WS A DR A A5 MG e D RO 5 240
BERECEHTTE, SRMAREE T B Ay, feke T
JEHITCHE B4R

(=) BREFIIX 5

ODT f— R AFFAE 2 i 38 A A TE I T e 2
S22 el 51 ) B TR B I 6 o ] R N N =
S TR e R 2 S P T ) ) 35 7 e PG A5 2 I 25 1
BAAA R R B A2 T B2 (Brewer, 2012)
R TN E R B S R 2ia
SR, ARSI SR T S G ok 1 8 S AN R 3R
X AT L, R e AR A . il
TEREF R, MATTREFE R R AR S MA A
FZ MR, LD & VAW sh (Slotter
et al., 2014) , A, Qfelfe ohds 5 VK52 Bl
()it 7 & ODT F ¥ it #i 1Y —#B 43 ( Brewer,
1991), I HEAPFERIEILHI . AH K5
TTE ODT HESR P ARG e X 40 i =X, B
PR 7 BRI, DL AT R
UL B A R IR A A R T SR R, X
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PR AEATR 73 b 3 ke, (BAEBSE e
fiTal R & A

I BEARBATHERRE S

HIMEE (self-concept) 1F AN AIAKIHY
JEar, BEA A PEAEREYE (Markus & Kun-
da, 1986), A LA AR SRR AL X 4. ST
x, ARMSEE EREN, HEE A
FRARIE Bk 22 S 1 3 SC PR i) S By, GIE T T AT
P (Markus & Kunda, 1986) ., MA 22 5tk
FETEIG PR AR, TR T R A O 5 AR
AL S R 55 AR I fR BE s, T AR AL TE
T I B A ol ) SR 300 8 A B A it g G AT, SR
FKHFET- B EPE (mortality salience) 521 [ %
g (self—structuring) ,  H F& Bt 7T DLk A8
F A4 (Landau et al. , 2009), X $6Hf55 i
PERW], T 2 T I AR Bl RGE 2 25 S B
AMRFRTT LA 3 P4 25 1) 440 10728 f ke TR A 1 R A
A&, X5 ODT X sl Y- i T — 3

FAR I X I3 (8 — A S B0 B R 2 1k A
T L 1y 97 5% 3 R 1Y JRL A (group prototype )
TR BRI RE ARy — BRI 5 SR AL
DU, 5RO 22 BN, i
AN R R ZBER R IR R, XA A
(Ve S 2 N T € KN S D
WAL, FRFR A (Odkes et al.,
1998) , fiH® ODT {9248, 44N 5 & Jk i
2 SRR RO, AT 23 ) T4 T A A
B, DASG T PRI 0 UH i 58 S AR
MR, TR Iz B ) A 28 e s 2 e

BB A )y s R A PR — Rl
WAL T RO, B B T AR R R Y 1 7
Ny AR AHIRE, BN, SRECSEHA
a4

JER B E S BRSBTS
B RHAIE AL (Gomez et al. , 2014) o X—idF2
AT LU B FRZIEN R A iR AR i 4 (Hogg &
Turner, 1987) . AR IH & 7oK 5 22 7 575 oK
PRAEAd AT A P 2 i 5 B R ZIAEN R (Pickett
etal., 2002) . iGN, 4.0 302 R =4 0 N B
PRGN A4 22 S 32 3 B, A DA 73 S Al )
T B Ok 5 SR A 2 AR TR A
(Spears et al. , 1997; Brewer & Pickett, 2014b) ,
AN, 2 N Y U sz B g e,
PRIE 2 e 1 2 T i A A R ZIREN G (Moons
etal., 2009) , ELIRUL, @KL H R E,
AMATT LUGE R 3G I JE v (2405 8 RSz 3 B
) BEFE (Y2 R B U ) ok R
ALK A3

B G RE2 AE IRIETE I 55 — D7 T JE R 1A
RTE TR B X 43 B AT S FA S A . 72 A
B PERIAS 22 2 B U T, B s R R
5 IR ANH A LA A 2] (Moreland & Le-
vine, 1982, 2002; ¥4 CHk %5 ik S W, Allen
et al. , 2017) , flfiTid 2= HEUNIR . RIAT
R A TAEZR . WA A AT I FI4s R,
PAR SR A AR A & R S5t (Moreland
et al., 2014) , BAHNAERK. &2, HilA
TRERC R — 3Ry, JF LB A B a4t
SAgE R

2. BOEAFBRR AN R R S

HAE ODT Bigy, A ] T 6 $E e % 42 f1E
AR S, TR B U JE RN 25 S R R AR
(fan, SEIEUEYES: W, Abrams, 2009; Andrijiw &
Hyatt, 2009; Dimmock, 2009) . MAMA#iH £
POy, AT AT AR o — o B 3 ) S B



BlX gy BRI, M0k B 0y 32 2@ i, A
PRTTBE S V)45 21 55— Fh il 5 5 By AR S fE 1X 4
& Ak, HFNAENE, EENtS
Syl i B B Yl a4, ODT 45 5 —
i P SR WA VR0 TSR MR R T R0
SO BEACIA R, AT LA RN £ B g
PRFA S OMEER Z M 22 0k, b A B Y
PIREAR I 22 520, I 3R A X 4o

AN R RSN A DA R — e T
B, WM, TEBIH 822 R KRR,
SIS 5 Lot BRAL T 1) T\ Sk A MR AT
FEU3 501) HL A B REAR VAR M (Pickett &
Brewer, 2001) , iX— % B 55 Brewer (1993a) 3%
F B A 4510 — 8 AR
I~ 22 AT R, A A ZAR B G2 th B X
PREA SN 43 3458 (Pickett & Brewer,
2001) o JEAh, HEOAS RO A RE R AN 8 B R 3
FEXT AL AR AL b o YA AR B — B
PR SN, T HEFH RIS 55 #
WP NEEARNREL, M T2 RTRNS Y
5 WA 1] A5 A 9 BE PR AR (Pickett et al. |
2002; Pickett et al. , 2012), {H5HEERYE, X
R AE S0 o () R R RN 3 5 S PR IR A
WEES, XRVIHES2E ST RO D
T2 538 R, AR R TR 2
WU 2E . 25 BT, 45 R B 2E R Rk
BF, AN ARSI 2 X AR ISR I R K
P 3005 2l 2 AR U XA oK o

3. BEBIRATAETRRIMLE 5

AR AT D) 5 O PR AT A ok B AR A
X4ro FINHAECAS ], B A 1t B o
AT R, DLSE At 2 By o 4R IH

RAELBROGRER, KeBMALELE

JE RN, AR r A A1 S 7 T R ) R A
XECRE R A T A 2, I e dt s B
W% . BRI, TS a, e
AR R 53 VN, A RS B3 A R 53 B 5
] T2 I S XA R B, ATER B & 4L
25y (Noel et al., 1995), SCEGHTIE SO 1
XK, IR TA AU A AR
TIE o S A7, A RE B HE 33 ol PR A A
IF (Jetten et al. , 2002) , EfFEx— B, WK
3 (RGN A C AR THRLSEEAR) Bk e
SR B 3 A 28 S P o5 — Pl 7 o IR T A
AL R B AT IR 220, IS SRR
fE 0 (Zhong et al. , 2008) ,

B YERE 22 A, fu AP i i A RE A
L2 2 BT, FENTRIT R T4 KRR
PR RINPEIE [ S W Jetten 55 (2004) 11
Juartr ] o M4E ODT 25, 2 RHKRST7EMW
FiZEAE N B A, T 51 R B 3K 28 5 8947
CHNEAT A i 22 B B IR A3 TIE ) = COREAAR 5] B AR B
PEid R @QWHFRBOA NS TAE, SEGTE
HEF ( Brewer & Pickett, 2014a) L &% Bf b 22
4k (Roccas & Schwartz, 1993; Jetten et al. ,
1998) . FEAEIRIA] R EEARMIS, AN X 5
AR B3 22 B 5 2L A9 AL ( Diehl, 1988;
Jetten et al. , 1996; White & Langer, 1999), Jf
FEIH N BE AR W 47 ( Brown & Abrams, 1986;
Roccas & Schwartz, 1993; Jetten et al. , 2001 ),
DAY R AR A SR 22 18] f) 22 1, DA T 52 B
R 3o X B ECAT B AU 2 45
DA B 2% A A7 A 2 0 AL AT LA A (Ber-
nardo & Palma—Oliveira, 2016) , #H5, 24K
T I o JE AR BL RS P RE AR INE, Ao Ar] m] B 5 S U
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%‘ : :
EREHR
%1%

HAT B 2% 25 5 MR 1) 7 AR Ok W %) ( Brewer,
1993b) . Hornsey I Hogg (1999) Y58 3 §F
TR WAL, AT, R AL B
L NEORAS i) O IS T RS L SUR /7o S

DAL FRAT Il JB 1 A A1 A 25 45 01X I 3
L DA B AT Sy 8 R AR A Bl A5 4 1 Y B AR
RLEUE S — P UESE T ODT B 5 BLE F 3 5
P, FFRE TR AR

#. ODT WIS R 3K
MR T [E

ODT [ B4t 2 J5 X k250 #2404
TR TIER, S, ODT 53 T A8tk &tk
W —JCtE (Brewer, 2012) , %Ak H 21
SRHGTESE, Brewer #EWIFHE L, AKH AW
FROATEZIAL: Wk NREARAT R, LA Rl
TEREORIA] LR AR 25 Sk, B R AR 3 T i
HLZ IR S5 )R FET 4, JRAEA IR 1% B8 T Jé
BB, SR, ODT F A HERR 52 B mh 45
AP RER AR, N, @ TR B
ARz, HR, ODT 1R iR #h T4t 4500
B b S R 1P R P P = SN [ B e £
TR SR BB 38 43 A oA AR G o] 552 3 XF P A
MR WA E, R R A A& &y T8
(Brewer, 2012), ODT A Jy, MK ZIA [A] 5
— B R A S A RS R . BS
ODT XY & T4t Sy A2 T8, 3806 75
TEHUZ I, Ay BRAR A 1A A SR AR 15 1T A8 1Y
SR ok L o S

UEAEE, ODT BB HESR B vz I JH T A

I, & n T ol i ok A 22 A ke B An,

Zhao Z& (2017) 4 ODT 5| ASGHE A FREIL, #i
J& T HAEA LTI PN [ 2 0 A 1 RORE &
(Eric Yanfei Zhao) 3¢ ], it Brewer [
PHE, RATES] T ODT Ak B i £ Rl #E.
it , ODT 4 F T3 Hr 2 A 1 JER 4 ] 76 A [+] 3t
LA 1 7 1% B ik A /E (Board et al.
2021) , PP AE A2 o il BT A 2 5 2 Ak
(94 (Vishkin et al. , 2022), LK 4% %40
A ZE T AL VT 8 5 2 5 SR I Ll b iR AT 7 ik
# (Timmor & Katz—Navon, 2008) ,

TS RIS A B iR S FE A B, #R A7 AE
AR a3 (8], N ODT B Bk e 5, H
Iz N e R X PR IR R AT R ED
&, Jfat—20 I AN W] 53 A )2 4% 2 T) 1 32 4 OC
FHNG, R ODT el & 1 M A it 45
F T (collective social self) =4 FIfELE, {HIH
JERZESFMMESEV R T AR ER T 22K
H4S & . Brewer Fll Gardner (1996) iRz A
AT LA 22, ST =R A 2R
AfEM, MtsaRk. PAERMLERARK,
TRATNAS IR 1 s, A2, s %
PRI ]y 22 AL/ R 1 5 5 R B 28 M 22 TRD 1Y
Xtar; FEEANZW, WREETAHERRS
FHE MG R Z 8] 5 AR T, 38 SR Ry
5 AR UMY P G o ZEFRAT1 Y Brewer 38
T, AR IS B, TR 1 B e RS Y Y
BEREZRZUOCRTHEHEME R, B—Z2KZ
1022 A RA RRR R o IO, FE N Fh G A Y
I B ELAR ) J2 TR I, BT L% AR [ J2 R 3
BLISE Ao B, AR 75 4 5 45 T WA~ 3l L
b S M7 [ Gaertner et al. , 1999; % Il Gaert-
ner 5 (2002) I,



RAELBROGRER, KeBMALELE

X1 ZEHBHKRIE (self-representation) 53F37Zh41 (opposing drives)

- G IR
SITER [EEi%ji7e B TP i e AL
25k m
AR WNEE:4 FRIE ONGIER MHEE (Uniqueness) AHRIE (Similarity)
AN ] P Y=Ei4 A PN Y] HFE M (Autonomy) f&HsiPE  (Intimacy/interdependence )
BEA FaR=Ed EENEiT] SERAE AL 4 # (Separation ) IHJ& (Inclusion/belonging)

HRIKPE . Brewer, M. B., & Gardner, W. 1996. Who is this “We” 7 Levels of collective identity and self representations. Journal of Per-
sonality and Social Psychology, 71 (1): 83-93; Leonardelli, G. J., Pickett, C. L., & Brewer, M. B. 2010. Optimal distinctiveness theory:

A framework for social identity, social cognition, and intergroup relations. Advances in Experimental Social Psychology, 43 (C): 63-113.

ODT w1 iy AS ] JZ2 Uk i) 1 32 BUAR AT LA I
THLAT I, 4% ODT I JH 45 2% 45
B, FRATAT DL T 3 3R R 22T,
B LA UGS TIE IR R M E L H . 3
Ay, 2=AATLIEET ODT JFE AT JLAN 7 M
BT :

B, HLURGIERN L. 1T 5RO,
WHTHTIAR, A e B A R B A
FMESMIT N, EAFREY, ZHA
e PERIAN 22 A B2 0, BT IR 255 TR
LT ARAG S5 AR (Moreland & Le-
vine, 1982, 2002) ., Sy itt, B A ot B o 27 >
HAUAR . WG AT . SR A
FUBAE R, RBAFFFS TAEZR, WA
SCILT 444k (Moreland et al. , 2014), 3 F
ODT Fig ] LIMEWT, Toit it T AR F B IEE
SR, HLUE RO H R AR T,
FhATEV R AL ZUR JE s B 3R AR P A S AL (7]
WA A7 HR, e 2V T AR R R ] 1 2R
T, AR 2R AL SR EE A BT AR, AT 2
AR AT N, RASFBORFR TR R
Mt SER (g F s RS R ) o [
BF, P BIHLS A A TR LS i Ak 1) st 437 38 45
PR S, HE 2 B TR AT R A,

B, Tt b Ltk Ak, e 01 TRy
b3, VLRE G TR T KRB, AT LT
ODT X 53 TRl A7 0 FlG R HEAT AR 5 ) 4
Wi, JFESCPRR AR5~ N Bk . 78
WAL=, BEAT LU A R L
R AT, el RLER X R — A R
R ER B SRR T ik . X IOF AL AT A
FHE ODT, iy H X Il 5k 61 T3 45 H i 1y 20 2434
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Optimal Distinctiveness Theory: Its Theoretical

Origins, Core Principles, and Advancement

Zhixue Zhang' Lanbing She' Jun Gu’
(1. Department of Organization and Strategic Management, Guanghua School of Management, Peking University;

2. Health and Wellbeing Research Unit, Macquarie Business School, Macquarie University )

Abstract: Developed by Marilynn Brewer in 1991, the Optimal Distinctiveness Theory (ODT) posits that, when navigating
social groups and identities, individuals are driven by two opposing fundamental needs: the need for inclusion, which reflects the
desire for belonging to and assimilation into certain social groups, and the need for differentiation, representing the pursuit of dis-
tinctiveness and uniqueness to others. The dynamic interplay between the dual needs compels individuals to seek and identify with
specific social groups that can simultaneously satisfy their needs for belonging and uniqueness. ODT synthesizes the intricate and
dynamic balancing mechanisms of social identity formation into a concise and compelling framework and has significantly shaped the
development of modern social psychology research through its robust explanatory and predictive capabilities. Recent research has
creatively applied ODT in strategic management to elucidate firm behaviors, highlighting this theory’ s potential to inspire novel in-
quiries across various management disciplines where the interplay between uniqueness and assimilation is pivotal. To provide Chi-
nese scholars with a comprehensive and authoritative resource for the future utilization of ODT, we have systematically reviewed its
origins, theoretical principles, and successful trajectory in social psychology research. Moreover, we conducted an in—depth inter-
view with Professor Marilynn Brewer, the originator of ODT, to gain further firsti—hand insights.

Key Words: Optimal Distinctiveness Theory; need for inclusion; need for differentiation; social identity
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