(®)
2016 2019

Does intra-group status affect intergroup attitudes? A test of dual strategy
model of social status.

Sugiura, Hitomi

2,900,000

The purpose of this study was to examine the effects of two kinds of social
statuses -prestige and dominance- on intergroup and political attitudes. The first study confirmed
validity and reliability of the translated Dominant and Prestige Scale into Japanese. The study 2
revealed that dominance based status indirectly influenced political attitudes such as immigrant
acceptance and expansion of social welfare policy through anti-egalitarianism orientation. The
study3 suggested that prestige based status inhibited hostile sexism, but also enhanced benevolent
sexism.



(Anderson, Hildreth, & Howland,
2015)

( Sidaninus & Pratto, 1999)

Henrich and Gil-White (2001)
2 2
“ (respect based status) ”
“ (dominance based status) ”
(Cheng, Tracy & Henrich, 2010)

(Fiske, 2010; Henrich & Gil-White, 2001)

(Chengetal., 2010)
(Halevy, Chou, Coen, & Livingston, 2012)

2
1 —
2 Cheng, Tracy and Henrich (2010)
Dominace and Prestige Scale 1 —
2
2 2
2 1
SDO
SDO
SDO (Ho, Sidanius, Kteily,
& Sheehy-Skeffington, 2015)
SDO-D
SDO'antiE
SDO-D (Kteily,
Bruneau, Waytz, & Cotterill, 2015) SDO-aniiE
(Martinovic & Verkuyten, 2013)
(Ellenbroek, Verkuyten, Thijs, & Poppe, 2014)
SDO-D
SDO'antiE
3 2
SDO
3 ( )

Glick and Fiske (1996)



A 982 27 527  (
487 30 10 ) ( :53.7 ) 20
235 30 136 40 90 50 56 10
(M = 10.28)
— Cheng, et al. (2010) Dominance and
Prestige Scale (a7 7 )
1
(0) (50) (100)
( ID) : Doosje et al. (1995) ID (4 5
a =.83)
2
20 69 1400 ( 700 ) Web
80 1320 ( 45.71 651
669 )
— 1 — 17
7 SDO SDOxy 2018 16
7 2018
9
12
3
20 69 700 ( 350 ) Web
7 693 ( 45.83 347
346 )
— 1 — 17
7 SDO SDOxy 2018 16
7 Ambivalent Sexism Inventory (Glick & Fiske, 1996)
( , 2001) (22 7 )
1
38+
2
3 .02**
**p<.001
a
(8 ) o =.78 Figure2. 2
6 ) a =.80
r
=.27

.730, RMSEA = .207, AIC = 155.372
ID
(Figurel)
.000, AIC = 25.955

GFI = .923, AGFI

GFI = .998, AGFI = .991, CFI = 1.000, RMSEA

ID



1D
— 2
2
2
2 1
2
5 (GFI = .883,
AGFI = .828, CFI = .885, RMSEA = .111 , AIC = 965.669) a a =.88
a =77
r=.77
2
SDO SDO-D r=.25
(p<.01) SDO-antiE r=.20 (p < .01) SDO-D
r= .09 (p<.05) SDO-E r= .08 (p< .05)
.10
SDO
SDO
SDO-D
SDO-antiE 57 25" 67
(Figure2) , SDO-antiE
19%*
_ GF1=.994, AGFI1=.979, CF1=.990, RMSEA=.052 (95%CI = [.022, .084]) ,
Sbo-D SRMR=.036, AIC = 38.421
Figure2. SDO
SDO-antiE, oure
SDO-D
9
3
2 2
5 (GFI = .878, AGFI = .815, CFI
=.878, RMSEA =.120, AIC = 629.411) a a =91 a =78
r=.75
2
- 2
2
r=.21 (p <.01) r= .13
(p<.01) r=.10 (p<.01)
SDO
SDO-antiE

(Figure3)



3.7 1
3.6 1
3.5 1
3.4 1
3.3 1
3.2 1
3.1 1

3
29

Figure3.

-1sD

+1SD



Sugiura, H., Mifune, N., Tsuboi, S., & Yokota, K 104

Gender differences in intergroup conflict: The effect of outgroup threat priming on social 2017
dominance orientation.

Personality and Individual Differences 262 265

DOl
doi.org/10.1016/j -paid.2016.08.013

Social Dominance Orientation Scale ver.7

59

2018

58

2017

57

2016




2016

Sugiura,H

Antecedents of Sexism in Japan: Social Dominance Orientation and Ambivalent Sexism

Society for Personality and Social Psychology 2017 Annual Convention.

2017




