R E IR ZETR

2025 £ 2 B 75%E 2 H

#h 23 SRR 5 RE R BB Y OE &R

HANES"S
T CES N

H Z | EEREFAESFEINER T, HSEROENES TMANBEREAISEENRRESE, WEFTA TS
NERSNBIEEEZRM. A URYTHSSERONBSREZBRER, DTTASi. a1
BER. MEREFSWHSERONZIN, HERINE T S FEMEREMSSRECIREKE . BDRIATE
S VEPOFR. AR, RIREFEREREEIER AN ZZEIOKE, HMERLTTAY
FREABZI. RANARILE—TRNBEXER. BREER, URBRTIMNHESERO02E, 2
HIAERE A PASHH R RIBIC ST KIS S,

KA | ARG Biran); S7TNEE; BinEi; R
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BETEATF—AZEGHIEEL ., s s L,
SERIAT, SFATEHISE, HPErer a6
R E SRR, MR AR MR DG R S
PR Z FAE RS (World Bank, 20205 Credit Suisse,
2023) . EIFARLT (2021) 4, ACOVID-19%E1%
PR, SRREFEATFENLT E, wLRPERE
AR mHA R EE R R ER, diilhE S A
SEEEBEN, HEJE R BN 20004E (1159, 538 /i1 £ 20224F 1
70.7 ( Credit Suisse, 2023) o ZHAENER FHIABK,
LG A —D N e A G5 AT 251132237 A
TR TSI, 2R AT
H 5 BT RO R IR 20 . RIS RE I AN TE PR
e A A FEM G380, M, IS
BETT e B FIR A RR R o 42 XBEHR (social
dominance orientation, SDO ) A] LICE AN AT

PIASEE, = SDORYAMARIIL N I AN T4 R G A REAE T
o TR A A I AT AR, NI e
PET AR RS ANE ( Sidanius and Pratto, 1999)
PR, Xk 2 S IE IR i) e 5 i PR 226 T R0 R 1 0
RETEATAE K H A .

A2 S B AR AL 4 S EC RS (social dominance
theory, SDT) [—#853, $87R TAARX TR AR
FEERRET . AWHFEEE (Pratto et al., 1994) BIRAEH
MR LICR, Ha STRCER ) B T HAR AR TE R A )AL
FEH AT R SF RS B B AR B, #E 4 3CBCHL
B SRR | BRSO3 AR % AH G, 1T
HXYWHHAKRR . Ha AP, DI SBORS T mAA
RIS o A SCRAR I AL 23 SCRCHR ] S PR . 8l = ] 1Y
KR, i HEZEMEWEE, IS AR R R i
PR e A A A 2 SRR ) T AR A

EEEN: 73R, MEIMEASHEEMMEEE, WRLA: S,

Y&sSIA: A HESEROSHRONXR (V] . PELE
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1 #HEXERNFBES

4 H LR (social dominance orientation, SDO ) 3
BT HES LS (social dominance theory, SDT; Pratto
etal.,, 1994) o H2STRBIEINN, BHAMRABHAZ
BT A5 28 AN e, O T I e i g | ZERERE
WARTAE, HasE s — BT HARHA LW
gl Ak, AITINEIFE S A4S 5 — R
W) 323K 1 55 S g il BE i Bk, AR HEAE S F4E (Pratto et
al., 1994) o FT I, EHAFEE (Pratto et al., 1994) 4
Hih &R (SDO) |, BIASATS R N FEARES -
TN RRSE, 2 X RER A DG 2 A9 — RS B R
BT — A N E R EDC R0, R
Tl BB N HEZ B 4 5 R OC R ARSC Y4
SEPUESMBOR R OAMRZE AR, BARTTE, &
SDOMAMAAR ] T AEHF G B A kAL, ARSDORY
AN T e 225 (Pratto et al., 1994) o
PRI, Ao ST HR ] T LA AR SR X R A S5 5 ) B 114 v
U, SXAMRETS5 0 ARG, BT 2 M BRI SR
FIRBHAM B (Fischeretal., 2012)

BUREMX] ( Wilson and Lin, 2003 ) JA L4 HL
RS — A R4 U B A RS AR, SR, AR
FCI AN RAREAER), BEARGE WA, 15
SR RO, AR S SRR KA RO
e, &0, EaiE SN LS, K
I, At SRR — Rkt oA R AR R (B
5, 2020) . F13C (Levin, 2004) Ak, #h4 2 FiEL
Tl A A R S FO R s — A AR A 7
AR, AR RS SRR AP B R . PE IR TR S A
(Sidanius et al., 2016 ) WA k4t 2 S HCHR o) 2 Al 1t
A BB ST R AR S G2 RS ] OC 3R B R A
B, ANBHBHART A A I BT, A S
W) FE WAL STRE (SCRCAMEIR IR T )
FPPAE 3 S (APAERIHARIDC R RS ) o

FE e, Aha SR A2 DA A BRI
INAHSEEARRIBZ, XLl R Z MR R,
WAEES B . PRI R RSOk 2 S AL S R A5 T
NN Sk By 22 22 e FEEA IR A —FloE 4 X
Mo, SRR 2 R (. WK E,
2008 ) o Kk, Ao STRCIR A A AT R ] 1
SR B AT SRR AR (30 4%, 2017) .

25 PRI, P Ah X s SR Y SO
PRFF—Z, PR AR BRG] A 2R 45
IREF R

FSDORIBES A TS . WAMEMEESEE, &
SDOR AR eI SR AT G HAN AR M SFIR, TR
RRGEGATEE RV R FHAT ( Sidanius and Pratto, 1999)
SR, SDOVESI—FIMAREIUEA:, HRFamE, ik
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FAF- . fEFCAE, Iz HSEm . MR, M—144t
SR RS 2 SUKE T, ol B ASDOZK T
% (Fischer et al., 2012) , IXFBALATEE M FARA A9
AR SZAD (Pratoetal., 2013) o fEFE, &5 b
BSCRNTESEREERNE, P E N BISDOZK - 3k 15 TP
FFAHE (B mEIE, 2006) , XFMEE A fELpE—
NNRZREATESF . Pt, PRIZSDOUMT 32 AP 2 st
{2 A B B X

2 & STECEN W AR E F

RAESDO H A —Fp A AE &8 ( Wilson and Liu,
2003) , (HEFFERGEANE, MRS A msE.
TEA S ERRE RO T, MAMSDORES AR, [
27 Ak, R, SDOR—Ftaxfl . HEEatkmas
(B, 2020) o VER—Mtafh, 1EBEER AR,
A2 SR ] B Bk S Z A M E T2

21 HEEA

(1) thefs

DERR AR SR B d T 2 5, B Rk B AR T8k
HOIE R TS EGRIEE, 4 T AR S0)Z, s
KHCE AR A (A, 2020) o ATty
FERBASHEZRIE (e, MLa%) Sl
W ERHATIA AR 2R, IS8 95, ik
TEaBAZ AN 2R, Wik, TSR
&SRR K S 4 F— AR ZKE ( Guimond,,
2000; S, 2020) o PUIAJE L% (Sidanius et al.,
2000 ) BRI AL, SAREEARHO R AIE, #L AR
DR AR 2 SCRE U R K B R, Ak S
BRI BISDOK I TAL S AP A B R . S 5%
( Guimond et al., 2003 ) WFSTHAI, ¥S5&50 TR
BRSSOz G, AT & SOl 7K
SR EARETF, P3¢ (Levin, 2004 ) XFLL@GF], JbEZ/R2%
M EPATHL, 450K YA (R A4 7 22 BE RN
HEKAT, BEAZ [E]HSDOKFE-E A2 E K

(2) TEBHEEMAEZE

W R, ETERZ R 22 3B/ MRS T A 16—
Bemfals, Hat s SRCHn K 2BEAIR (Sinclair et al.,
1998 ) o 10 A AREEN ) [ B B AL B (14 A7 32 3
B, At S SCECER K 2 BT (El AE, 2017) .
MRIEES (Halabi et al., 2008) BFSEAR, 4AMARMEEAR
WA Z BN, A TRISDOKEST R, JEH SR
AN PR IU B, S8R, B AT R
SIRNEE | SDOKFETEE ( Caruso et al., 2013) o A6,
WIS e SRR 1) A A B2 Ak B A% B 1K AR (1 SD O K F-
(Dhont etal., 2014) .

WA gk S Ek I SR R R B RO 45 T SRR
iy, AL ISDOAK-BIAK ( Fischer et al., 2012)
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X FE B AT TR ) TR A (R AR, TS S A A

( Prattoet al., 2013) . 7EE, FEEHAEMRT L
b, Brh EREAR S SO N TR SF R a5, A
TEMFEAR LA AN F SO TEZ . Filk, S E NS
PCIR e 2 s TV AR IR B . =EUE, 2006) . Uk
Hb, WA (2020) 8 A T S BE KRR EA:
HA TR 2 R,

22 MAEBE

(1) P52

AR R, SRRyt T, R,
MG AT G, Resk TR B A R, B
AL T e, YA TE m A o SRR I 2% S R
WISE—HEL RS, Y R4 B AR MR MR i
TARRIRE B ZE, ESDOKY LA ZES . Hhiitss
(Pratto et al., 1994 ) #g§H 5P b Lot B Hoat & S BL X
M, X—ZR WA RS A BINESE . B 5] 2 ]
Ry 2ZZBEARDN, BAERISDOAKEA & T4k (Levin,
2004 ) . YURERIZE (Kreily et al., 2012) AORFZEE PRI
SIBEAE TN MA SDOK T o RIANIR] E 1 F-45SDOZK
BIFTE I, SDORFIM AR, A T SCRp L 2o AT 45
B145 (Pratto et al., 2013) . JU/Mrgi Rt Es, P
TR (AR bz ) |, BRZ
T ISDOKE I E Wil ( Fischer et al., 2012) . Tigth
AR AEAL, FESs SR HU K M 22 AR B B2
A2 (Wilson and Liu, 2003) .

(2) Fiftize

S FYIE ZFEARE, AEEZE A 2R,
XL B 22 SR TSR A B R . eI st oy
RERZB), *Los 2 Rk, NEBHA A Z R 4L
23R ACE R 28 iR, ilin, A5 BAZE
RIS SR 25 5, i AT Z 1] 1yt 25
R AY2ZE R K (Levin, 2004) o HIL, FhikmesE w0
SDOZK- (Kteily et al., 2012) , HWHo% (2012) &I
SDOMY S BCAE SR A IE ARG o X RGNS E
NBE AR, SDOKF-#E ( Fischer et al., 2012) ;
SDOFFSRRARI A, AT IS P B R AT B 55 A
( Pratio et al., 2013) .

P RRAR B AEXT O R A AR AR, BRI A2
SCBCHR ) A 22 St s A b R A AR N, —IRAEL)
5], dLERZMEEMBIRRY], Ao SR 22
SERERFA N 25 SRR (Levin, 2004) .

3 BEPRIERIT 42 STELEN M A9 RS IR

bR T AR ZERdE SR, BEbR st Attt &%
FoHRm =AW g T, BRI MlE MEE RS
BT T2 — (Asbrock et al., 2012) . fliZ2ppss
( Dhont et al., 2014) IAKy, HEBREZARAZITERE)Z,
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AMLRESE I AR AR DL, SR RS 52 M AT IR RS 56 2R
BRI e, B (Williams et al., 1947)
T HER RS (Intergroup Contact Theory ) , AT
AR R, My, BHAZEA AR AR
BERBI /MR UL, RN G S, ZJF, BAA
R (Allport et al., 1954 ) 7¢I REPR A0 JLmh
HEH T REPR AL (Intergroup Contact Hypothesis ) o
MATTAA R ) Z o IR R UL . whse, 2P Bz X
MR AR S FEAS RN . B, BRI [A) B A4
fil . T HRAENSAT OB DRERRM WL ( Allport et al., 1954) ,
REPRHEAE SR AT IR MRS B A RO 75

W T LI, BRI PR il 5 SDO .3 A ¢

(Asbrock et al., 2012) , A2 S BCHR w5 bR

BHHHIE, 5SS (Dhont et al., 2014) dE—#E i
SRS I 5T R B, BB R B i e 6% AR
I Ao FEPRIE AL BE A8 AR AR SDOZK
e, IEREEMARTUCE R ( RN RRREAR LLAM G HABS
REA) MASEETERR M . BREEHTAE (Natalie etal., 2016) #4
Z 5E YL AR PR E & SR —— S RIFh R = 2 50N
[ AN E A LR A0, JEAESA I IR AN 25 A 52 BLSDO
MG, 25, SFRMGE KERNS SEMLL,
RS & A TR S 55 WSDOACE AR, XTkE
FERAS B R . X AT REE R R A PRl 174>
NS IS NN I3 N A i A N 2
W, ST AR, AR S SN Y
KRR TP, TR M RGP TE AR
% (Shook et al., 2016) .

Gt (Maunder et al., 2020) #F—XHoMNERE 1y
BEATIX Y, S5 3R IR BRIl RRAZREIRSDOR A 2
[P | 53 R A AR R A R i DL, L R BRI
SDOBARA AP AE /T ZLAE A UL o X RITRErdizfih
S BE S R A AT SN A B i D T RE BB T MR B
B0y, XERARIESE T MR &R il R0 A1
SDOEE R MAXT M I W ( Maunder et al., 2020) .
WAL, A ARAIHERIE S — R AT B 2 B, SDO
BRI MATEA T REX oM P R R L s 5SDO%E
RAMARAELL, SDORSE MG TR braefih 2 Ja 25 X 2o
PEEMER NI (Contuetal., 2023) .

WA, — BBl GRS A AT U8 I A PR fih S5 4 25
CHCHL A R AAESC ., BN, FEPR A S SR A RR
FEME R R 2 o030 s b R I, R BR il
BB TREPR AL, MASDOS Z TR R 7
FHSE; T SDOF R, FEBRHE il AN 22 70 30 ik ke 2 1E
3% (Visintin et al., 2019) . RS INEAR )4
fil# 2, BREEZMHSDOS L0 AL IR A C R,
B BE PR il e A R AIRSDOZK - 1E AN Bz A 2R 7
RN, BEBREAA ORI R W Z MR 2, i
] I WAYETE ( Pettigrew and Tropp, 2006; Visintin
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et al., 2019) o TEXTH:2s S H ] 0T BREEAT A A5 00 1
WgE kI, SDOS W RFEEAEAT M IAESE, AR
PR AE LI SDO, fR#F I HPE PR EE1T o ( Meleady
et al., 2020) o BXWUESE TIAKN A HALMERBE ( Cognitive
Liberalization Hypothesis ) , PPN EAMBEIE M s BB AT
i e AR (Hodson et al., 2018) .

E2 Sl T e 2 SN R | [ EZ0 o N A A I P Sy
JHER, BRATFENMUEmME S RRE SRR, B3R
ZI W AR S BE 5170 . A ECEUR (SDO ) fE
AR A SRR B G AR B, #R T A
TIXF T 2 SR B (R i 47 B R 22 TP S 52
L, FEAFESDOMTE BT M R 2R, JUH R4
Hhr, SO MRS . RS, DL BREE i
A, X TR T A4 R AR T A S S
TR PR A E R M RS B | W O I A R AR
EHEI BB A R ARIISDOIK-, IR HERTSMHEAAR
MRS B o AT SR B, SRS S L
HHRFEA F BRI AL SR, XA AR S RE, AT
SR A SRNE . AR RIWFSE N #E— 2D ol i
STHORT AR 2SR, fRERR R PREER, FEAESDO
K-, FEMEMGLETA VRS, [, BSokifsid
MAFEIE 2504, DB FH2 1 50N SDORY RIS
X ZEGEAT-EE 52

FRIFSE AT LIAEZAT5 1] it — 2Rk 4 32T
Bt (SDO) K Hsgmm P, \oe, BSCeafsenifs s
WK, DRSS = T SDOMRIER
HXATAEAF LS . fin, k3 e 5
TSR EBIESDOKT: FIZES:, DRk 22 S anfafsy
Milkk SSECR A HE 90, HIR, AT AR T 285
FZEXSDOM S, AT Ehl. BOA G EA M
I B ANA IS DO B HEXS A5
WA AN, RIS ARk, 558
SDOTEAMAA: A A 1AL, L) Sk SR (b dndnf 5
BRI EAER . R, SRR RS E]
AL, GGV EE T, BRI B sBcsk it
HARFESDOKT:, IITEAR LT A4 M At 2
SN, XEERHFTY T M AMUA B TR GRS IR, (kA
TIPS SRRl IR ISR 5
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The Relationship Between Social Dominance Orientation
and Intergroup Interaction

Su Yue
Faculty of Education, Guangxi Normal University, Guilin

Abstract: Against the backdrop of increasing global economic inequality, Social Dominance Orientation (SDO), as a
key variable measuring individuals’ attitudes toward intergroup inequality, plays a significant role in maintaining and
exacerbating economic disparities. This paper explores the concept of SDO and its influencing factors, analyzing the
impact of social status, cultural background, gender differences, and racial differences on SDO. It particularly emphasizes
the role of intergroup contact in reducing SDO levels, mitigating prejudice, and promoting social equality. Research
indicates that positive intergroup contact can effectively lower individuals’ SDO levels, thereby alleviating economic
inequality and its negative consequences. Future studies should further investigate cross-cultural differences, situational
factors, and policy interventions on SDO, providing theoretical and practical guidance for building a more equitable and
harmonious society.
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