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DAWAH Ade) @ AXF 24

F - | 1
ZlhRBR LEEH

E oA 23R EH Adel Hale By eqloly AAAHE &
7l A8 QR ez AL AT AY A8 AR ARG
Alg el 30 Zgle AAAY e Y ez F9T dF+ & s (We-
ber & Crocker, 1983)%ith

<+ Ao A3, HAYAEL A7 —HA F20) HEAR FdF ;Y
4-A5E A8 A8E TS0 98 (55 718D 44& ALseE g
& ¢grh ALY FAHALES NP7 H, 2 P/ EY  Ago)
227t 2 FALEN g A4 FASA L Bkl FE$e @ mAA
& 4 YSE dokch zela, Weber2}t Crocker(1983)+ YA 4l e
el 28 A+ AR HAH-& o] 8 Szl Bookkeeping 2% (¢, Rothbart,
1981)# Subtyping 2= ® (o, Taylor, 1981)¢] A€ + gl-&& #alrch

FF 2w dd Ade] Hal oy Aol gl K#E(sequences)o] o T
FElojof &k e ¥ K E 5 dlUER AlEE HA(EE e B
fASE)->AE FAEe] xzte] wist-aHdpdY Aol walre @S
A 34 ok

ALs] 28t ApE o] AMS QI Qe LAWY H Y onj= o QA A
o A Ao #¢ AFdES Adolgtx & & vt(Ashmore & Del
Boca, 1981)., & =®dlAM+ R dy} A EA Alde 2L oqE 7}
A o2 Agstazt ok oA i AL A3 - B3E H, A
Alg e A, 28lx 1A 2oz thEfci(Ashmore & Del Boca,
1981). g 3 27 AFEL T2 A3 - F34 HTH A9
g 3k Ashmore$t Del Boca(1981)¢l 2|3}, A13] « £3513 Ao
Ae 2dBEe] A $F4 BAEAR, FFRT= YEo) o ARER
th o] HITAAME AR EEI A3 EE 58 o]FoAE HAoew AHdHEy
o), AAZ AHle] nAHRYE S Ao tid AP d7sL 9
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2 vox] gtk HAHEY HITg Fote ATAEL HAd dxdg #
Ag FHod, AR EL AA-¢ AT AU FEFA I FAL =
olxt4 ]l Ao FHFEHrLh o HTAAE Ml 4‘:]3]5478 ol FAH =
AR QAFAHEe] Tl HHE 51 eQlvke Axstm, Azty g
A ]AH S.LS% 423 st A Aol U3t Ashmore-QJr Del Boca
(1981)2] =Hol olslw, Al AT FoA ARG #Bed®l A A 7
253 Y e AAA FHTojrk

2R/ Yo] AAHor 7" AL 29 do|rh Tajfel (1969)-2 “Cogn-
itive aspects of prejudice”& WX o 24 Ae|datEo] AR EL AR F
Aol A dT3teS =l ARAH d%E v FH ot (Ashmore & Del Boca,
1981), mA ol gk AAA Ao 243 &5, Be Ae|gaEo] Qx4
elghe] et W -E 383l ﬂ%%‘é—% °d:T'“'5}7 ¥ AAH A7 1975
¥ 44 Carnegie-Mellon t&tmoll 4 AR E A 112} Q1= AFAL(EA :
al=xlet Azl E)oldrta & 4 glrk o] HFE A&l A Hamiltone “Cogni-
tive biases in the perception of social groups”(1976)& WIZgrch o %
olol F&8hz HE|EAES] AUXH A& §3 2RI AFE ASey
i, oz AAe] vtz Hamiltono] 314 & “Cognitive processes in stereoty-
ping and intergroup behavior”(198la)ojch 7ol 4=E% 758 14
A el H4 B falol Fug T8 A, XA gAdET Qx|
HYEE F2 vbra vk A IA Alde] wWtel tis) A ofolr]oE
A Qtsbe dHol ol glrh ey, ARG AdxHo R oalsEE AE
gapgo]l ZAlE 2ok F8T B-&2 U129 Ad(EE AR, Jd)ol A
2 FA elsiA A%A wstet= ot | Aok JEe] AdI B
AR zbe] Al ek sHAlv by Aol Ao ey, 7R
Aol 77 2 Hrel Aelod ABA JFE Fexd HI AdFE
Wou, MEF AR 53 AElE A J1E Ade 5o oj"A 9
& Fexod WA= ATt AL gith ol# ¥ BEL #e FAYdAE
23 Aoz AZ|=Ela(Kelley & Michela, 1980), 23 HY dF JdoAx
utAk7bR] o (Hamilton, 1981b 5 Weber & Crocker, 1983). “A}3] Qlx] o o)
Ao Fa3 A shbe AFRREO] M EBR-E 7ol wjFo] Apale] kg 4
B 824 (readiness)dl #§ A olt}” (Kruglanski & Freund, 1983, p.448).
aeiv, B3 e ‘ol & o] ARt olgA Age FA4 EE S Jx
B AGEI AR ddd € dsta 2EE -3 Eo] ¢ith”(Rothbart, 1981,
p. 150).

& =2 2R Id o 22 AxH ATFES AAFonN, I

L.
T
A
-
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A Aol Wste] 76T a9 Ax Y& god+ st AEH £ =%
A R dhe WSS A, 2FAEA AdE APYPer dF9 M4
2 #3339 (Snyder, Campbell, & Preston, 1982 =), diijle 714 AS
% ety Sl HS e AolE vl A, A, U A4 AF A
2 (strategy)2 HAA & ool B3 A, AR, AT EY Adde] EAHA
Tt(target group)® A FAYe W Aol Hrlel vlAw FdFS
AA17l= 283 JAE Aol A, WA, nAREH Adel Hild Zy
dE AAFHE s = A, 28 oA, adwdA 4dge] sty
He g 2pFo] dF FAA gt =9o|r),

I. gdgiole] 7tdHA S} Djaty JHEAHE

IAPEE AT AREL A AT R, RG] AU
gubslEl o] glm, # HEkER] gt Adgolete Ad FEh QxH 2
Ae adadsle] #yo] lzte] gElHolz A AAAYHY d¥2 2
FRch oyt 2P FEAEAREAML] Q2] d#F(capacity)©] TH
Hel gl Aojnz, 44 vFeFoz Hol: AN, AR YE Z+Ert
= ZDE Uzt FgejAe] A= goz QA gl Axz olafgtrh

nhef Al A1 HFol ErA shd HFEA Zo] Ao HAH
23 AAEg £a, FA ARt Y J4 2w £HE BAH= W
A Fgrhd A EY FAE glde AE ZECL A FE2E FHA
a2 A2 A}A] 2o = WFelrt B dRIRIY HH HAFE
Fetd 7 FE5o dulAABRcRA, duiqle) gejHoln FAH AxH
Aol ojgA TAHEO YEXE Y 4+ gl& Aolth

1. 7hd e MH

AR Ao 4% AXNH 7122 HF 3} (categorization) (Tajfel, 1969;
Taylor, 1981)¢} 2HA13 A3t (illusory correlation) (Hamilton, 1981b), 12|
I 4nutsH(Quattrone & Jones, 1980)F & 4 Utk EaoA+= s AA
o] 7ol A M thFX g, 7Mool AR o] AAHAATH 4}
Z1® jrt

A} AdE 459 Adosln T o, v dilse] M4
£ FAsleld Aeste Wao] mI3WE ¢ 4 gtk Rothbart(1981)7F
2 B3 gt A0 ot & A agduwgy Adg-g B2} dge 4
o] Halri"el: A4 e FHE+ AeFS(a) PESHA 3494 &
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A P(AESHA A% /¢4 32D UA, (b P(ESA ¢4 /94 ¢4
Z)2.500%], Ex &3] (c) PASH 48 /94 - 010X 7 &8
gttt ‘4L Ao "It A TEE AR I v guidle] 2Ale)
1‘%*‘&‘%0] 4713t a, b, ¢ T2 A= ARJAE £93] Azt YA YL
2 39 S4E #HAFIAM 2 4B A AU AL ¢sdtin
/&/é*sﬂ Bzp o] Mo FAE ety Mg XA Ad S+ ddxEat b
7Hd& AR S Frlole EEFET SANH, A4 A Yo, 4549 o
Aut-g HAT A) AR atk b AR AR AU A A FAE Ao
FHEg AY 5 vk

X3, Rothbart (1981)+ Peabody(1968)2] d-+& Ql&3&le, =FUx o
¥Qle] 27l A7 Ee] ArE ZEshs HobE oF e o) o)A xo)E n
ol A& dAE AT F Aol F ArlEo] “BL A RAA Pl g
3 Zled HAMe Folgtth v T ko] ] “4rEL A4 3}—1—.
252 AT ela FobE o3 E ofEA folm AlDP e 3E5E I
Stedl AREdls &4 8 84 (trait adjective)®} ZHe e Ale] rlo]Eo) ’%"ﬂ
Ex 8F AAE JleUrirlncks @5y BAd 38 9% sold, o
oo} Y gelle yEo e, U2 A%, zela YA ko] EEe
€0 A= Aotk “BEdow JesE ol FE3 ol 448 Hau gL
AE &3t %2l Campbell (1967)0] Wal= ‘&4z A 32 (phenom-
enal absolutism)oll wi=|z =itk WA HujFelat L7 AHQZ A,
ALs, A4, AH )& = tjaol n $ele #rtoletw ¥z g, 2}
= W ol AAste A (quality)oleta 2 HE4-8 o0&t (Rothbart,

1981, p.152).
ety JtA HAFAAE 45 gl o5t UMM S HEo AHEs
AeE TAHE & UEE I A5 EHsiA segict gl s myw

WA Alde] $AEAY WEES $AAE, 280 ARw g Ade WE
& $H5H A7 EE Yot Aol Wasto

2. 7t2 HEn 7HE HB0 2e
“setd FEo] Al 921 s A AF 2] dAE EEh e
Hans Reichen& 19} 22 §elax ‘wxel web x 5o Herg 34
st At (Rothbart, 1981, p.147). dukcle] Q1483 AFolx A ’3781
o] Ale} Flde| Mt Ei= Bl SH(validation) e ©HAlZ W EA vl o)
(Kruglanski & Freund, 1983). 2®dl, A&A A HgZo] Y& 7|
& Adoel M2E AR A Frh= AL, 43E Ao 2 AHEe AA
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FAY 7dsten 488 AN & Frie 2o ok dHkle] 4A4H
ql A FHA AAE b AR FA £ dF3 LA AT @
the Aol vl2 ;A Alde] HatEs] ofsl ErhE o st |
ol QHilEY A AR 45 2ol A FEUt o) FoiAA gEe
SollA Brh ez Ay ¥uxt g,

3. 7Id HAE HIRH &H

£ At2o BF iRl QA=) A AolA sHAd A HF e dF
g Feot ol R A A w?—% AR 3 Ao AE sl dHlE
2 A AF5o a3 FAE AT W, e U £ FAE o AR
ot ARER ERQle Bt AH4-E AESE W S #HAAs Fe AEE 2
Y} e Agnc o AT Aojgta QA (Snyder & Swann, 1978
Snyder & Cantor, 1979). Atgoll &t Zlo] oty =HA e Bl AES HFE
ol & MREL FAE s & A& (confirming instances)& &0
t A%e 23 alc}(Wason & Johnson-Laird, 1972). 7Hd & Ao} Bt o
TFEAAME AREL A4S0 ’97817530%3*/@&1 F< Mg 848 F= A
gl wrh AAsiria 7&73}1“ Aol && HoFrh

7o) Al AR 2y Aol o] gk éﬁ-— Bty YA ety F
B HAAME EA Ak dls ] FrE sl 54 ARE 93 Yok #Et
ANME A Ak ;slr] A 2E A 28A o HAlw gtk “x A
Aol A¥ 7%3‘434 A AE d5sH FAXo R WY of Yrie A2
R. A. Fisheroll Al #3& E8joF & 20472 ¥33 Azojrt sAHL F
Aol o8 ¥ = 5 (disconfirmed) /& Holi A3 Q™ & e Ao
o}l 2l Popper(1959)2] As| % 2]T-o 9A{of v]g 4 dro} Eo{F o} (Kin-
horn & Hogarth, 1978, p.399).

Ao siA ARl g R A A A AAA Wt (bias)®] & &
AL stz A=t o)m] zk3 gl AH (2B 7Y F)olth AgE
& AAEe] nATEY Age] FHEE wEem AEE M Th AU (att-
ribution) 2 AF{IH Algol F-HEA A E ajAsA e+ & ZlA )
(Kulik, 1983 ; Crocker, Hannah, & Weber, 1983 ; Pettigrew, 1979). dA
Loz AeEHe dREd Ade] 254 wEolx Aue] sjao] gJejA o]
H 4 ok A AR BAAME AR AREAH Alde]  +EEA

grow, od AHHE 2 AdS HLH F= FAR HAEA 2 Add A
el AR AT S dHow ® 4 grh
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2 o zAWEA Ade] HErt o offE UAXAH FwloA o} &
ol AR, diile] mFREH Aol 44 ol Asd W 2 st of
Er] Hoh olH T of AR Alde] Sl Hitd e F S e F
G TG AL oA e B4, il FE HHAE A9
AR Aol dd8 L= A grh AR, dukle F8 HAAA 7}
A AR AEo] TRIEA @] Wt @iele A A5 S8 X}E’r_*—
Ag o, 7HE Hds €& AEE A E o] gk ez uA, <
W]le] kg s Aolle spde] g viAlrh el FYgEE YYPow XLE‘
AL FEshe 71A9] st Flolth

on. nd

rE

EERNIERTIES T

- /3

ARG Ade] Hat BA-e TP oM F4  FAE Qzte
1€ A/ EA Adoll AutElE JRE oJF@A e stk B Ao o)
1€ A3t a6l AutElE ARgle] $AE o A gEEe Qs
(o], O’Sullivan & Durso, 1984)¢] itk # Aol zARYH A9zt
#HRAE 71 s # AFELS FYA A ZYh gyl TP A E=
ATEL 72 Adel AitElE R HEo B A AuEE S A0
ofs] ZABYH Ade] £ B =N 2y g 1A Ao ik
Z o)},

1. 01X 71 HB9l Al

TR 4 B 235 YA Es nAdRde AuEE YRE
sk Aol asith Yol A A BotRo] feloAll AL Bs =
= $AF #ovl AP Ak Snyderdt 2o FREL H3F A4 AHAS
9] %A (limits of confirmatory hypotheses testing) & Zrosl: d=ie] A
#& 39t (Snyder, 1981 #x). o2& Agel 7¥ geirigLe AFAs), o
o2 A} AHYAA} JFHAA WHHUAAE AP BHA BUEI] ¢
'5P°4 HANA AR AFE AP AgslE Aolrh ARl owl spA

< BHald] F= FAE o] FoUlE ARl 4 AHEL B F= ZAZ o
IL‘ﬂ‘*H = Aol dtog FA4Ee] gldth HFAS AHL A5 T o By
SAE Zowl= ek Hqy 714 #5 A (confirmatory hypotheses te-
sting strategy)o|2}l 3trh I F A R AL SEa4 Fow:
AHg HE&(E+E 5% 713) #e(equal opportunity strategy)olst &z,
T35 FAE Zovles Aegg ¥4 14 245 4 e (disconfirmatory hy-
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potheses testing strategy)°|e ¥tk Snyder®t Swann(1978)& dze] 4
g B3l AfEol ¥R (EE 55 713) A%, & Y33 4 A5 F
gg A8 wteE 998 Feowm sgrh gFEe A A AY
1 Ae 71442l 22 (origin)e] &5 dolByrh sHdo] 3 A& 4A
P (AA A4 Ao Z2de AADAA FeiEl AAx, dT Y 7
<2 AA" ARG FAgol APAEL HUF A HF AL AL
t}h, A 3o HE 7Hde] BAA (certainty)d EE wolrgrrh A A 0]
E2 2ANAME, 309 F 2330 Fad A% FH(sorority)ol FI+
T Aol oFAd AolvkE Ea, Y& 2AAME 308 F T ¢
Q] oAy ol &5l T HAstAo] AFH Y Ao vE U A" A
F}E vy P A wA YAV Adgle] HEAEE ey AA
A5 Y2 Agstgrh A 4ol A FHAdHZI A" ARQIAE Yot
g 7R A AR AgsE AgdAs 58S AFoew Fre AAE
Fdoy, od FUAEE A HH AF Yo MAF A¥HE FEA X
gt Snyder®t Swann(1977)2 7142 A& o, ‘A7 FHY A
otk E ‘HRAxst WHFHY Aelrp et HE 2 A @m, HdH =t
A A7} e WEHH I o AL R ASEE sl o] dEpx|A
erg7t B o2 JHEh &, M-S AAAI A HE&(FE VE) HHE
¥ sheAel =& Folgta AAstydrh Ad Azg 29, M-S AR A
AN s o gH ARAAE FAstels Aol o @e] AYEACh A&
AR A A5 HE&Eo] o (HFHL AsAA 7} ohvieh) oj A AR
A% gelstels A& o wo] A9 =20l ] Snydert Swann (1977)
& opg3 o] Atk 25 Adgl o, ARELS WAL A
2 EAA e TAAH YgFurie o FHA ARE EAASE TAY F5&
1

(o]

& o @ol AusA T Y 4 Urhk Snyder®} Campbell (1980 )&
48 AdAsly] Aoll, @Al AgS AP o oA HEH
Q) $AE(l, outgoing)& Zt Algolr A FAjdl WEFg HYHU &4
S x| &= (ol, not shy) Atdolelm &8 FAUrh Wyl Ase A4
1% vhabrbx] WAl o g slgdrh v, o] ARole oA HIFXEL
SAE ovle AFL ¥ Ho] At
Snyder, Campbell @ Preston(1982)2 ¥ & x}e] z}7] — A A] (self- presen-
tation) 718 FurFH o HE&(FE 713]) g AEIEE sh=d A
Fatdoh A7 = A A Br] e AAEE &5t Puw - hdAE o

ot
2
N
o
N
bY
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Al FAle] v AEEE EAE FAlo] Amd ARQlA S Y A
th, --malel A Eﬂﬁh‘f Aol me}---gralo] mbg-o] =<l (open-minded) A}
%01 2y AU B vHEo] =3l (closed-minded) Al oe® R Z Qs

-"(p. 267)3}— g oy EYrh AY AME Bg, HYAE
‘ﬁ%(%-a- 718 A=%E AEd 2oz Ve

2. 7§ & 3t(individuation)

o] Axgto s AREL A TL WAkl el ¥, 23 9
Aok FaAFHogta 75t (Allen & Wilder, 1979 ; Wilder, 1980 ;Brewer,
1979). mretA, o3 =] FAUL WA de] T4 el wjs] & vA 3=
A+ AAER AR b, ¢ ALdA 5% e 2 Al o)
Bt B4t n F3tsl AME 2A S FrH(Wilder, 1978). o)A FA %9
M7 HsF(bias)e] 45 ZlA oA & 4 Jrh 2 o]F2 AR, o F«uh
FALEE Mo 24 3] it 5AAQ & ez e &
stAl & 4 vk EA, AW FTANE M gerM FAHAY AL F
gE ASsA s A7 =pAF el 3wk FAY MMt fAHe Yo} A
oo A stk A, AASE 2w FAhA FoE A =, 2Ee
JAANA Ba st 4 F-RE F4E T 5 glrhH(Wilder, 1981).  “mbef
H5E =7t s Ad 2 #shs AL & ok, A -9 xw o
FoE HAA I JIHEE 29 2 HAE #4AI=u anE Y Aol
(Wilder, 1981, p,235).

Locksleyﬂ 2] FREL AR FAUNE Ao s aH/IH 4
ol = el ddten vxle FdEgE d3AH S e gtk S8
7} o1d 1\4%}91 T4Y AMAE 2 adPgd o AodaiA =d 45, -
7t gy Agol AtsEle A EE HEE AL anE worilth
Locksley, Borgida, Brekke ¥ Hepburn( 1980, A& 1)2 & Ao A T4
A& A(d, o, FARI A b Y5 A MY Y5 FAEH Y5, &
A gE)o] e ARE FuA A B g HAL At A
B4 1At Bem(1974)9] A 5T GAAN 44 HeEs F
Pt 4070e] L] S4ES ARSIk 3FH e Aol mAyHY
Hog Agxl A4S FA AR AKAE 88 FUMAH Aol A
Fotaxt & Aot ooz o] ML A¥ Aol o x|z 2
3t ek Locksley §(1980)-2 ol&igt A7l ol sA|ol A £A tis) A
A A AHRC], F4H g5 2= Y 50 Qe W A #2He
(ell, A4 754, dAL T3 o] FA=E A4 FAdTE =95k

o
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Locksley 5(1980, 4% 2)< Hg=telA o4 &3 AL AT BEE 5
2 224 (assertiveness)®] A EE B9t AAdl &, o el FAAC
gg zAREA Ade HESO], dedd F FAHUA @eAddY HEd)

24 24sgch T3 QB Ui 54 FYE L, q4d EAH <
o] AEdH o+ %"} AF FAHQ Y5 A FUAROE> 5 TH
Hq PEg 3 U100 =M SAsgrh T AR HE HRe 4
(g, D FFHYL ¢ 4 YA A F& TH A Fu(E, ¥ALH,
Arka)olgdet Ade Axe ve, A Bl T A# FEI ADH
2A0A 4 2ABIE Alge] dFe] gk

Locksley, Hepburn @ Ortiz(1982a, A% 1)+t “#%4 A& (diurnal”
3} “or8) 4al A4S (nocturnaD”ol thdt 87He] mA A A (FA4)] A
Qo o HJrke] F= ke dorryrth AUAE AWEI U2 25
rge 2Asgch MUY A Frrt gle 2, ¥ AdH FJEot F74
5 2A (], oA AHEL wEAojeE Aol LAYRE A, " Al
‘3}'%’5'101 ol Ele RS ¢8 FE 5t e Ars 4R 23), ¥
T e A Fust 28 2, okl AwLHE J&”-‘i PR
& o gkarrhel A AAQlel] g Wrhg ol mokth AxE ¥, W& A
A gurl 2245 2AY B AwE YR S5 2AGA BF aB8%
A Ago] Mol S HAol dgg FA Yk

Grant®} Holmes(1981)% #Hol A= Q1% 9 # (ethnic labeDel], 2|3 th
E g AL Ae 71Ed E4E A SAT AAH A0 EF €
oz Aoletm 7Asta, ERlel it A4 FA4-& $a HFAEo] o] F &
Flule oA Aesl=x e Lol gtk AFe A AUE Ve 4F
EXNo Fyurhe QE AR Ayt o 21EE BoiFAh Locksley &
(1982b)-2 Grant9} Holmes(1981)¢] xt&& A4 sted, 270 =2HAl-E2] 7]
2 QF 735 (Locksley 5, 1980 ; Locksley &, 1982a)% ¥x vtz F4
sladri(o] = 1ol & Grant®t Holmes® HH-2 Grant & Holmes, 1982
AR,

s A2 4o ’§§—7} Al &t ‘S"e] 2] %‘Eﬂi Toiz]t Aty Jueo FIE
314X 7 (dilute) & 38t rh Nisbett (1981, A+ 1)2 IHAR st
28 MER AF(EE A} o AXA HAF(EE A AV 54
WEE ddee® stgoh xg ooz 34 A d(Es MDA Aol AF
A AR (EE AR A3t A A4-E A s srh & AF 2A
ML A Q1B 3 olB¥ BolE A=A, AF, g AYE Hzkyl HA
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AA¢ FHA L8 FUrh e RAGAE ojo] 2rlelA o &4} A} A
7l &4 A=Y Fshzba A4 oclol vzl o] Hasl WA AR(d,
o A4, A Fu §F AT FR)E FUrk AYe Ay: 13_71%‘-7—%
AW =2} 05’5'} A Aol W oA 2F v A GA sl vty A
2ol kg dAA s AAZAcE AVEH QUEE dE 5o L9 A9
4, &8 24-';%2}011 o 3t 147!%251 AW FH AN A gof AFAte o A
34 AW FHAE W AL oA F £y o Y uEE AXn F
AY 27 el Hliﬂs}aiw Al AR AU 2ANME 2 ¥]-Eo
oF .30 01911 AR FRoE 245 2ANAE 2 v &) oF 1509tk
o] ztol= BAHLR 1% SFolA 2egidih

Kruglanskli} Freund(1983, A3d 2)+& A7t AlF(ES o 21 F7 %
B ES W US)E 1A b A¥ 2N B AS wr] 1AY A
of A LA 8Ed AAWEL] 2AFg HrlEEE sk 8y &
B AAFd A ARE Fovd AFH uyHe] 2R FPrlo F= o
e ohugttt Ay AnE M, A Aol Hg wol wia] Az Aok
of & WMol I EL d&o] zivk =24, Azt A eke] @, Hp Sl
7V w2 W ARG FFe] b Hglrt

3. nETEN AEol fHH QA olXj b

A7l aME AFEL WG 2] Qo] el AutEls A wo) olaA] of
A +AEEAE AH o AEolth Gurwitz® Dodge(1977)% A& o)
A WEtme} g AW (sorority) SUEEA 494 AHAAM AAsE 49
& MM oR Ao F3, 2 F 3% U FuE AgAiA Yy F 3
ezl & el tste] pobsle g sigdrch 3‘§°ﬂ g ARE T+ W49
mel Agzzieo] Yoldnh AR IE Ade] £ mE A= Bﬁ%ﬂi
Z1e’t 235 P B ANEE HRE 1FA ASA 7 AU 359 A
ARAIZL 27 matel] ojs) v e AYH 2AL WSk @& Algte ﬂ/‘é
44 BHom Jlesta @i, A 2AE Bl ARG AA EMo) Bl
3Me] WEH SHomA Jesigdrl AE FyAE 190 gAY B
3 Ev AEE 39 5 4 BE a9k sder Jed 9%
3, 2782 32 T Y5H Ao w JEs otk HA $3HAA
+ 3930 1 3§ T AitEle B3 SA49 249 243 3F &
A& Z+ Ao Jed Bk olHg AuE sHoxR ¥ ANAAE
a AMAY=nl, & Aolxol & HY MM AXstYm, nfxet  #@ o] x| o =
HYA7E U 2] g goll iyl 2o kg A ok A¥YPe Axps wd,

[‘dIo F,{m
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AElE AR 3% 5 1900A ASEY v 2ANA HPAE] U R
& gl wa by d A EAEA ddg syl

Weber ¢+ Crocker(1983)+ Gurwitz®t Dodge(1977)¢] A¥ seitigl&
Nefsted AR EH Alge] Hslol #3 A 7Hx] o] 23 mwl —Bookkeeping
=2d, Conversion®H®, 183 SubtypingZ® —-& ¥13}3rh Bookkeeping
24 (Rothbart, 1981 ; Rumelhart & Norman, 1978)oll A+ 23 ¥y o] ¥}
= A AR 2 HRo 28 A zAHREE £Hs=E A
EHE A5 AH ez Bk T Ao AuElE PYREE e HiE do
e Adeg sk aEA, AR AR o2 e AuEE A
27t ol FHEHAU-E W AU Habl dAgdoew dojdrim BE Ao
tt. Conversion2% (Rothbart, 1981)ol A+ 2 Fe| HEE AF-E4 3
Hog Erh F aARNIL FAHA Al S 9siA Fzts] Hslebe Z o),
ZelatA AEElE AR kel A= wWs1x] ¢=Tth Rothbart(1981)% o] =
ol g 58§ 712 A (discrepancy)ol td M Azele FRsIa
ek AHgEo] Ap4le] EAH T d A& ARa gtk =pzte] glow, A3
A7t obF-dl EHE WA Z3rh Subtyping® 2 (Ashmore, 1981 ; Brewer,
Dull, & Lui, 1981; Taylor, 1981)2 mX#d -2 Aol o& AA V= & ¢
AA FR22 Sl Ak o 2R AL o EAMo] At A UdE
Ho g Folxl= A9 mARFdoR FARCH oo ozl Hws I EE
H, AT el wibe] AAA B mAIFo] wWREITh 8¢ ARG Eo
ctokel & 5 Aok AAlo] Foiste A mAREH AL 2oE A4l
A ®ok o] mElo Ay Y g HEE AY FFAA e $Fo0 w0
32 2e, AES AdAU AR 2+ Adoew Bk g, 8¢
IR IE A3 °l7l o g0l r},

Weber 2} Crocker(1983, A& 1)+ 7]&9¢] 17‘4%@"“ ARbE = A Be] oF
7 8, aela 34 29 e A nule] A8 7}—"3% A& Tk
AfPAAE 2x2x289 AAR, 2 8458 A (AHA, HE A, Autks=
5‘71 o FE(HHE, 4, 2Ea E"‘Q] A71(64, 30=8)gck FEHHUAL

o] JIEEE 7Iester d53 EXow AAHUYD 44 E*é"ﬂﬁ} A A]
&z ] At TAHJE A EA o] ﬁ%t o ME o Fopsld 2 24 ARE
At Al dult EHAAAE 114 Mol HA 17%/‘4 %“33}93‘4. I A
o] thE & /Mol wigk FAFE wakch e ARES BF5IEE 3= Sub-
typingZHAl = 3l Conversion2®-& %3 3"‘°ﬂ/‘i HPAEe @ 2
B He PP & Aolet dalFe], Subtyping®R-2 ¥4 fHdA I
HAEeol ¥ ayAEHA HHS T Aol oAl
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Bookkeeping 28 & & WME oL dlx] Rslm, T 2 FEw)
= T 34 2AA HEAEe]l ¥ AR dAH YL ¢ Aoty g%
o A¥ ZAE B, e A 2ANAE AS -4 $39 Tl o)
7h Qda, & 34 2ANA B4 f¥ol AS w3l vs d mPBgHQ
BAHLE st=F AHE W (Bookkeeping & %)), 39 Atle] 2w
% tH(Subtyping =28 ] =]).

Weber 2t Crocker(1983, 4% 2)-= Ao AitEl= Fuwe]  Apuls=
BEZ 45 ZHBEY Ao vAE Bl F AAAE Soprgrch A
UEE Y27 B2 2AME 309 F 990 2] 179 Aubs) - g 53
2] FHA B YUEE Y5 Y Aor sesigda, AEE Hyw)
=& 27AE 309 F 990 #r] 3MY AhiEE Y5 T Aoz
ot Alde A3 TR (EL) AN 2A) HYPAEol I mA T
Al BAE FESE e Fdrt

AtE] = g 5S Q} Abkol A wk(dl, WEA AHvD-g WESx] g=(d, 9
T Atol Al RE Helofa, A4qlo] oF 150008 AHE—QlF3E EAMoA v Ea
A &) Ao, R she A, HTAz Yalojm od4qle] oF
30.000 €D MlshA mATEA Ade] S+ Je EulArk(Weber &
Crocker, 1983 A% 3), ¥%22o® 2u, Weber®} Crocker(1983)e] Ald
A= WA 2 Bookkeeping ™ # Subtyping®®l-& X x|sh= How g
P°e=3

2 % U Agel o)t Wate olsstin 8o = Wy o
TE& M3 AAE soksid AR, YelEe] AU M H4E:  Aegg
ATdes AFge] ¢ Arkes Ae ¢ 4 JdAdrh 7HHe 25, Ao #
A, AL HAA, 2Elm AYT E A4S 9% AP 2= fq B
o] BF &l A4 HS ZH%F]HE BHAE FrA B3e <ol oia
HE L] A7) ~A A F7E LN o2 WAl HE (B 75])ee
AHESEESE RS 4 Tk EBA, A FANESS AT RN THYS
ARl gl fekell mPB I Ado] Pge o 1]“ 2 a9
e Yurhk A zAMYY os Bekslx] oAl §l] s Al e okl
JEEIE 2700 AL AAYE EAn By é T S+ Aoleld Az}
A& & 5 AAcH(Nisbett 5, 1981 #H=). z2elw, BrixjoAl Alzte] A
ofo] glAU, B $Biyl o d4 mARYH /El‘éfl HEFo] Fages ¢
skeh zelx A, Sele] ARG Aldo] 2agl AN B oA T
3] watd 4 Uthe ConversionZil-g& ¥4 3l @uiets, @Al AR

o

o{n
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ZAstol] o] &3trh, Bookkeeping 2 & o] v} Subtyping 2w o] A A 3}= ulel 3}
Aol oA nAYWEA Age| $Ao] o)A Aol ¥ Aok AitEE
Ax 7t ArisidEls 231 AEE 48 A AREE "ol HEFSAY
2 A dE AEE & Ao $Ee mARYE +ASA S
O

m = ¢

g mAREH Ay ooyl YtdeR A dd FAEHIL U9
W37 7] JECE A AFNAE AYATL HYAR FHF 2 xe Ald
< FASA v F, vl o Ade uiete] ® xtg ) YR xaAY Ad
2 343 3 ¥s8 (debriefing) FHetx, HPAEL 2 4AdE otz A
Al718 gttt (Anderson, 1983). ¥ =% 2 A GH 4lgde] Wl 2Hg
397 o, AHEC] A4 AY-g 2AF A RTE AU A
ol v} AlFAAE FAAAE L st AFES AR = &yt oigt £ A
ol TE AFES FMA, AAH ESwHqbe aw{ A E Yl A
Hada Aol dehd WHaElE Y] o2 rHE ExlEe] ALY = UAE
Zolct,

A F7hR o] A3t ofdlw, AutEl= FA oA AW/ EH 4ldo] ¥
sl 28 v AAAH L A eor F93 21> Weber®t Crocker
(1983)2} 77t 4§ Zolth & Ao TEH v} dFE2 A TGS
Agel wiste] Heg 4% 2 AYAI =Y I 2AE F, 4
q AMRER sty F ZlEe Algo ANrElE F Ao HEE dled #YE
Zlo| gl

aA/EH Alde Hstel] ##F A A ossieid AdEe] 2EL 7
£ Adell AutEls FAE 53 A NATH A atste @A Wty o
ol W=7 A| B Bhe of &tk 23 el Weber®}t Crocker(1983)2] 133
d, AgrEo] drk AMElE FAC A o] Awdt QR HAHL A
HA 28 2P EH Ade] HEs=xE ElE A% & wylolrh

Weber ¢t Crocker(1983)2] -7 Axjel] &3dd, 2o a4/ I 4d9
Wahe AulsiAl AntEigels J1E Age AlElE SAEC] %ol FHEA
A AAH o7 dojvte AL dAY, AtElE SAE] A o8 gy
WEE FRAR 4 QA AE W 45l delde ¥ 4 YT AUEE S
AvtE AnkE oy 3¢ HEe A 5 YA EA Edtm FeyA e
shubel &H¢] HFEuke AR A= B 2 3k A wte] “oelre AFE B
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olz Zl&o A/ YA Ade Wsie] FaFe Fx Egioh

Weber2}t Crocker(1983)¢] ZHzjoll A AdlslE A7 & Fa(30 3) 9
173 sigete Aol AF=o| gt A-¢( Ao 37 Autsls £y
€ DR 2 B4 A Ao EAEY gk A3 Ao A 2
AEE 548 DA SgAte] nywdy Ade Wil o gee Bt
ohoolB ¥ A nABEA Aol AiEE SA o8 Al A wae
Z1Rvhe 233 d Ad ¥49 @ 725 He on A Aol 0 Al
o ZHgel Hststy mPB A Ade] Walsl 2o £uE Aojgls Sale
F5& TFeAl ek Aol WAl Gngroup)el ¥a 2] @ (outgroup )
°f H FAdHolx o ¥3ly Aow Azst: AL oA 449 A
Zroleta ek oA w S Az nAWEA A §ye & 71 &7}
== (Quattrone & Jones, 1980), ZAdd Al o HEK — ki#1 (self- per-
petuating) |7l = E#E 27| % ¥rh(Park & Rothbart, 1982). 53]
Park®} Rothbart(1982)+ oAt S Aol h&r Selo] A zte] Wsr 42
o, 2 Al W Seje] fxo] 4™ Aolelw A sigd ok

ARG Ade] HetE e Ao QF FA Fo sl A M3l
% 2] Ki#(sequence)E st A B YxtL A QFetazt gtoh, wA R
WA Ade 53S0 gl Adelrlunt: 28 i =AY 230
A ot AldEold HZEd) HAs BAE PAsta 9o Zojct, mA
TEA Aol AEE SA5 Ay oAt £ 40 2| zto] v 5hE 3,
ol wet mgda Alde] Wskshe & BEE Jlas 2 Urck =g,
A& FAAH] 22he WA s 9QEE Folvojop Zl o] et

(2]
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ABSTRACT

Change of Stereotypic Belief: A Cognitive Analysis

Lee, Jin-Hwan
Department of Psychology, Pusan National University

In this paper, some recent experimental researches which explored the factors or
processes underlying the change of stereotypic belief from a cognitive perspective were
reviewed. There was only one research(Weber & Crocker, 1983) which directly investigat-
ed the cognitive processes underlying the revision of stereotypic beliefs.

As a result of this review, it was found that subjects’ self-presentational concems could
solicit the equal opportunity strategy for gatheringevidence in stereotype-testing activi-
ties. Individuation of group members could reduce the influence of stereotype on our
impression and judgment about individua! group members. And Weber & Crocker(1983)
explored the possibility that Bookkeeping model(e.g., Rothbart, 1981) and Subtyping
model (e.g., Taylor, 1981) were to be applicable to the understanding of cognitive pro-
cesses underlying the revision of stereotypic beliefs.

It was suggested that sequences in the processes of change of stereotypic beliefs be
further explored. Such a sequence as “disconfirmatory evidences (or other relevant
factors)—change in the perception of outgroup-homogeneity—change of stereotypic
beliefs” was proposed as one of probable sequences.
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