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(HERIIFEI A DB B R 2 DB UL

N\ = et~
w7y 7y
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/[i’r_ i‘ﬁ**
AERZ DL ST AR TSGR, 2RI, 430079)

IR BRI SR . BENLMICRRIFAL, BRI | DOy . AFRBA L THENURE A S
SR . BRI EAT B . SEREE A PERITEC AR A, T RO e A BT AR S AL 2 AT
B A ARMBILOBENUR . BT, REARAEATEA RN T, A2 OBRAT | A2 B ST B 2 BN ST U

IIRFANAE

AN Hhandk BE AiiE ERpE

VE RGBS OC F 5 AT 2 1 A 2 73 283K
Z— (Otten, 2016), 3T 4F- >k fiz ] #4415 2 (minimal
group paradigm, MGP) Bt 5% 5 I FAS W TR AL 4
€. ZEah Tajfel K JRlE (1971) B, B1E
T o A (AT ER A IR SRR BT IR U S i SR B 52
BEBRR UL 5 B0 ARSI Z AT S5 R . ML
BCARF AL I AR R R AR R T e IR T
ARBA L ISR TR B S5 4
e (e

1

I AT AEMASIE Ut DIk 93 50 4R HL,  dnfel 3@
i T BT A RO 23 4 R 2 — A
OILEEF O MRS . AT S5 Y SE RN T H AR
HIRAE, RS BB A 2 O B U
PR SR, RS, ERETRAAEOC T2
BV 45 28 14T 55 F2 /7 (classic task procedure)
Fifi #1153 B #2 J¥ (random assignment procedure) LA}
BT & R W) AR S R (imagination procedure). 1012
#2 ¥ (memorization procedure), H k& AFEFF (self-
involvement procedure) , A UL i BEEAAR B sf s
7\, (minimal group interaction paradigm) % (Durrheim et
al., 2016; Otten, 2016),
11 ZATS5 Ry

28 BAT 55 PR P Rl ok 43T 55 1Y R AR S A

PR BB R A, SR S AT S5
& PR BT 45 (reasonable reasoning task) F1AH 1)
U-{T: 55 (similar preference task) PP & Bilffi
HE 5 2R REE RN PEAL , AnBCFPEAS A I
(numerical estimation style test, NEST) I &l {4 /5 #% 5
FC A (Tidwell, Eastwick, & Kim, 2017), “{K 45"
VAR s “mAlE” 5 G E” SSHEA,
AR AT 55 048 AR M (Hogg, 2016) . A& B
AT IRA . ARG . B\ SRS
% ( 8 1)(Richter, Over, & Dunham, 2016) FIAHL &
SRS, TR BRI T4, T A
PERG 0B S 2 A RCPE, 4N Richter 55 (2016) 11
JLEESE e ST S

1.2 FEHLM R

BENL P BERE A RIE S, BFTEE rR A 4l
R T AT 55 25 07 SR E SO YRR LA B 5
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Ja S TRl RS S BB IR Rl
BT =4
1.3 gy

MR 25 TR R PR A H R (imagined
intergroup contact techniques) 45325757 (Meleady &
Crisp, 2016). %A A {9 L HL R E i L E AR 5 5 5
—SGFSMEER L (ANAE N ) Al B B R BRI
i W (di Bernardo, Vezzali, Stathi, Cadamuro, & Cortesi,
2017), Pinter Fil Greenwald (2004) #5485 FH T Rk
Rz, ST AT 55 L ORI A [/ 22
ARAGEFAENTN 53 2L F0 “2%BR”, SRS 1R
AL HCE TH B —BIFC 4
14 ici Ry

1012 2 Ty U5 T PN B2 MR 1) (implicit partisanship,
IP) 5% (Kirby & Greenwald, 2017). PN Bk 1] 4F: 45
FIBESE K B, 5 R 20 (Hefi) i A RE AR A e,
BT 2 2] 1 AR AR R B T 2 0 P B i B S A
[7] (Greenwald, Pickrell, & Farnham, 2002), Pinter I
Greenwald (2004) ¥ H T fifeAyu=Cr, 1hpkk
MGAFAEPIRANR] Z AR A b I LL A FIZR BAFEAAR
FAEE 5 AN 2N AR EAS S R T i 3 WAl |
Reicfl . BEFRUENT, X T LIS L gt nyidiz
FHA LT (Pinter & Greenwald, 2004).,
15 AEREBARR

TR R R A R, RS I —
HZIE T ARA 15 B AMIEIE . Harvey 1 Bourhis
(2012, 2013) HEBIFFEIA B AR 55 AFE AN Z [R] A
MR R T A TR, ¥ R T IR AR
TR THOR, GRS S T HE R NE
ERITIC  (E XTSRRI 73 AT FAE N A R 4
AL GE i TR AIE R, 4 A IR 25 B A A2
Z R T E A SR AR ME L HERR A S
(bounded reciprocity) 521 ) ] 51,
1.6 AN R A T3

PIREA I f 7 R R 2 2%, R T BRI AR 23 00
FIETTREZ BIREPR B Zh 520, (BALGE I s TR
U TCVE AR U B B3, Durrheim 45 (2016) ]
VIAPPL 5255115, B f il BT 5 TH AL
BRG G, B IR A B i S it xke, 1%
xrh, WOk SR BB AR R R, T
ZRBHA T ST RC, LA 2N I 47
FHAE S fe b it e, XM 26 E—Jr il
RE SR AR W RE AR 4 2 E R R B, 55—

TR B B 375 AT 8 22 HH R s L 0 A i i) s i o e R
BN AR, B T AEARUE
1.7 Ffaif A s OR Ry 1 e

Pinter 11 Greenwald (2004) X} fi faj A TE X 28
ST . BV TR . AR FT FC I R ik
T ARG, S5 R LK 4 FhRE 765 il i
BIRBE T AR AR LT, FRT TR A T
PRBLN A o s TR Y BRSO I v, 2L
TR 16 N i T A T, AE R R BEAL 23 LA
FF Y PN BEUS AR A 55, 2 BT 45 R e Jesk b A T N
BN i, eAh, HIXTEHUT SR, BEHLAED
PP = HE A RV BREE T 55, H B S i T ialUs
FUFRLER B i 7= A rT AR A R AR -

2

K FH B T AR I B4 B 22 Uiy
FEASRIIFXEA [FRE A R BT AR DGO 517 3R
HEATIN 5 bR . AN RS Fh S AR I S 2 R 7 S 1
YEAZS R, IR A AT A S A 1 PR A ]
SR R
2.1 FfTFFAIE A A Y

TR AR T AR E B PIEE: (1)
FEER TR, R ZHCR N AT AE = A 1Y
BREAR, TCICTERAAR Sy M . BRI/ NE
FRE TR PR KR, Q) SRR, 5
K, WIFEE EIRBIREPROC R AR E TR B A sty
P EZS TP, Rt 5 - AR i A1 “f0
- SRR Z RIS OC 2R 25 2 S 9T B
Mo BN, TERMIRFAIEATE R “L0N” 5“4k
BN JEEAl b3S AN [m] B R A B 003 S R A5 Al
A (Rubin, Badea, & Jetten, 2014),

2.2 FfRTFAAIE A OB R E A A

S ST 2R T — Se B MY 22 S MR ot
BB FE 22328 (A1) SRy A Aok 73S 1 45
RIFE VA I SE BT IR vh S I T T ok % 480 Br ¢ &
(Tajfel el al., 1971), H5ESHRIFESIAIL,
TR A AR R A B N e (1) Byt
S (RHAR) 2RI ) R, A
RSN AR R Z MR TR ELEl ;. (3) 4
B SPSARAERR AN Sl iy A A 2E, TR
WAMIIA Z [ANAATESE S . Sl 0 o B B4
(Otten, 2016); (4) #R M T BRAT 55 517 R [ hf
P ECSEPE, WR H HAR B S A9 %2 )il (Spears & Otten,
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M 1
——— I “
IG no. 42: | 122 21 20 19 18 (17 #6 15 14 13 12! 11 |
OG no.31: | 17 9 11 13 15 i17 H9 21 23 25 27! 29 !
| ' :
HF 2 L ; ;
| i i
IG no. 42: l 7 18 10 11 12 13 4 15 16 17 13' : 3
| 4 mims-
OG no.31: I 1138 5 7 9 11 13 45 17 19 21 23! :
b 7 sl 0 eResE -
2 Tajfel
2012) &%, P 3500 P e R I A RS AR R B3 AR R 1Y

2.3 AT OIS B R AN TRl e

B, fe AR X 0 R AR i e AR REPR A Bl
P i BT —Memi s, SR Tajfel 46 FELE#E
I AR A B, DA I it T A
TRl 43 e ) SR s

Tajfel (1971) 7 5 ] B4 2052 56 o 4 Hh T 9k
AT AR 4 PRI Rl e ms (1 2), 56 —Fh
SR (Fairness, F), N8l i R e B0 0 BUE FE: 1
N BRI (IG) 5L 17- AN (OG) #5017 LUK
TR 2 T B IR (IG) R0 13- S (0G) %L
13, 55 AR K22 7 KW (maximum difference,
MD), WARPLAIE KA FF BRI N AMEEAR Z [H]
(10 d R 25 5 SR s, DU ) 43 i) 2 R I 1 R
W 2 Hp Y B 2 10 1 T DG ATBCRD P BEAA (1G)23- Ak
TR (0G)S BRI (1G)7- SMEFA (OG) 1. 5 =&
e KAk I [R] F1) 25 % W% (maximum joint profit, MIP),
PR AT RELL PR 5 SN AR B B3 T A1 31 e K
b, 61 T SIE PRI 1 RIS 2 A i Y
e E B N A (IG) 11- SN (0G)29 FTN T
1A (IG)19- FMEEIK (0G)25. 46 PURh 2% KAk PIRE(R
Fl) 25 PR B (maximum ingroup profit, MIP), #3243
Be 2 N AEAOR T BB 2 0 s 8, BBl e 1 p
VEFE IR (IG) B 28l e KR 25 0 8 23, 5 2 i
XFRYAMEEA (OG) S8R 55 1M 2 rh ek Rtk
(G) A7 IRy ERH 5 w8 19, SMEFA (0G) AEUZ
25, AT WFTE R, Kbk BEATR] ) 43 B il s
HHTHR IR, SR NERAR 25 MIP SEBSAH L,
ATTRE A ] e 5 T N AT R R AR P AN A
Z [0 2% 519 MD % (Otten, 2016).

3
A IR GO SR TR ARSI = A I P R

COFRBL , X FAR IR N = FhAS [ B R AR R e
(R FEAHENT B3R . B FRIEWHHAR L) St 2 AR5
3.1 FEAHENWT B FRALA

TS T2 B AT 1 R A A ke 3
fifpe T AFEATE RN, (Abrams, 2015), ARG RUR 124
(positive self-esteem) F1 H F& ZI H fk (self-stereotyping)
WA ARYEAE 2R ES, SRR AR
DLy MR LT, 2 PR A58 A AR SRR
WAt 22 B I 2 TR A BT (TR A L 1
WK, 2006), TR F 2B = ZEAFTE R RS :
BT R I BE A R A 155 T F %5 R sz U
H B T N B 4, Aberson, Healy il Romero
(2000) YTTor TR, 48R ZHBOEHE SR T MR
Pt T LIRS AT 255X — 8 o B IR R
TRV BN T B TR S g A AR R f 3R
ZIBAL (Turner et al., 1994), Afili@id “Ff]” K&
U7, st AR ZIMAE, AR PR R
L DI I H FR IG5 ) TE 2L (van Veelen et al, 2016).
3.2 [ FRHEWTHHAM A

HF W A R 0 M B AR B FR R (self-
anchoring). H & #& ¥} (self-project) F1 F F& 4 &
(I-sharing) = F i BEAILT . 1 TR A IO A Ak e
FRTAEAARYE BT 7™ 2 ) PRI 27 R0 2 PR A A T
H FRAF DG A R AR, AT T A
FI AT PR 7 2Ok 2 2] Z AN AR R
B, (Otten & Wentura, 2001), HFKBEBLS AR AL
ALK B IR R B B A T, Wasdh
JERHRSMEA T, FUZFRBEEAXS /N (Robbins &
Krueger, 2005), N, K SeHrIe s m# i S e
VEBUETIINBEIARRS A28 A FRU S B0 35
ASHINBEAR L A, A SR s i i
HERERAE SR I AMEERES . AT T 20858 iy SN
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RHY B FALST (Clement & Krueger, 2002), T3k /5
SR A TN LRI 5B 3R [ I 77 A e ()
BN, BT RE A TAEAH R RS . AR RIS
) . LAARR R 7 A 747 R RN S TR (i, A,
2009; Pinel, Long, & Huneke, 2015), 7Ef ARG
R, YRR SR PR R B2 EA AR L
b, IERATE ER A EERIEIE
33 HNFERE S A

#t 2\ [R] 2% & #E AU (integrative model of social
identification, IMSI) H1 van Veelen % (2016) #&H, b
T B iR 5 T REAHE T B R p9 A S AT I
T H IRIEW AR PR T TS,
I RS R B A R A Pt T/ MR B RS
2 AR TAERHA . IMSTIAH HIKZ
WAk AFREENE R A - BFASSHOCR P 45
BENFN AR W] DU R A B A 5 N B AR IR R 4L
2N, fESEFRVER R, 23000052 BIRHAE 5
(HEAR S NS T BT RE | BFTB) R 22850/ AR b
P4 ) AR 25 CGANFIES RINRE h 57k, B
Fscik B IR A ) BRI E . — e i A
Ry e AT AEAAR AR, 1) BRAIL il P2 HE SRR SS90,
Otten 55 (2006) K A3 5 MAMFAIA IR AR 1)
VCRC S ARVERCAY SN 7k, o A TRz L 5 H 3R
BEAT T IX 48, KIAXTTRAHAERT A 3R (B
Kz ), FET AFRMEWAM M ( AFAE ) 1
AefRE B3 - WA S RO

4

4.1 e Hm T

TR 8 22 I 90 8 S TR A 0 ] T2
INHIUAN 1454, (Happé, Cook, & Bird, 2017), i it 42
PEATTRT S5 ST A 2T 43 BB A 1Y) S0z i b
RS, S 2P R AN IR, AT R
M ELA TR Y [ 3h{LBX4Y (Dunham, 2013). #% &
BRI I T4 E 23 40 2y N AMEEIA AR
KA5 B H S AT (Otten, 2016). 140,
TETFLAR BN A TE b, BT BN IR R A DG
HL V. (ERPs) M85 7, A LLAMRER, AATTXT 43
2R IR T FL A9 0 TR 0y BE PR (Ratner & Amodio,
2013), XA FLERHIY N A i T 3B A7 AR Sk 22
5 (Ng, Steele, & Sasaki, 2016), U3 [ ALER il Fic
A 55 o O ) REAA RSG5, T H AR a0 R SR B
XA [e] (Falk, Heine, & Takemura, 2014),

42 ool

Rt atahy, ATSRAEA LRI A
EHEAIE BAS [R] A4 250 PR 4 F W7 (Kinzler, Shutts,
& Correll, 2010), i & T A fEATE A 2402
SN AT A2 D B R A (AR EfF AL 55 ) 724
M, TEREPEYEGAEAMFSEH, MacDonald, Schug,
Chase, fl Barth(2013) %42 T {5 B ] FEVERY JC AT 250
Rkt 2o e mIE . BRI R R IR
WAE2= R LR T M AT NN IS, 4523
KB, LR ) TR F AR AenT T SR s 2RI,
AU A — AN T AE Y N AR B R —A~ 1]
SERSMER AT, BT e B IR G T HE 2
1E, GAEHAMEAR S 55 T Senifs B A mT HEM: (Schug
etal., 2013),
43 FAHIMTH

FAXF AN R TL, AT N B A 22 B] A7)
WAREA Y . B, JFHEHA RN (Morton
et al, 2012)., Greenaway 5% (2015) % FH f ] #f 14K
KR, A5 AEHARR A LS B0 S48 T
WA, WA ST B ST T R AR AR 2N B
A YEAT A (Good, Choma, & Russo, 2017; Tunggeng
& Cohen, 2016). %% §il 41 & (Jordan, McAuliffe, &
Warneken, 2014) DL} i 17 A (Misch, Over, &
Carpenter, 2016) SF U 5ZM ., W5 A B, @t [F2AT
SARRAE T IAT SR AR A MR O T AR S B, B
R Z A SRR A s BRI AR T s e
HAEE S, A2 8] HAMT R 4E 4P A
YT, 6 % JLE I G R e AR5 L iy
IR 5] (Jordan et al., 2014), {EAE2: B BNRHA
SRR T, 4~5 B LEE B2 B X B R R
KA EL RN B T (A% ), BIMET7EE
RESRAS Y T2 il ) S5 B X AP B AR AE e, HLRE
FARIE, 55 BEMERFIR (Misch et al., 2016).
4.4 PRI

Bl NN PR R kT, X S TR AE K
AR S O YA B VA =g =S R SLi =S I
PB4, N, S EATa =T o il
PR EH R MR B 5L, AR B 4 T R LT
Wi 8 b e AR B s Ny (i AR,
117 750 B A3 i 57 AR %) o8 0 A T B 103 el 28 ) 1 B rh
0 H BRAHARL B4 A= B8 B N7 (Scheepers & Ellemers,
2005). X IR A B A B s 0 2 St 25 37 B
Bt sk e, AR RHATE S AN
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FILHANR] H.Co 48 UL (Scheepers, 2017),

Paolini 55 (2016) & FH iR T AHATE A H 5 T4
G338 Hbn 5 MEEETEAL SR 5 T 0B - 4F
AL Ao e TR AT A T 2 7 2 4
Y, SRJE AL AP R H AR SRR T 28
BRI AL AR, SRR, SR
AR L, Bl e SRR I AT B Y F R
JNE, S R0 S 32 DI T O B A . BT
H 52N A B AR LG, AT A 1 O
HER I P2 A A SN s A, eAh, Gl
FURTEUER MR B 32 BIHE R RO TTE I, iR B
AR B RS RS

5

VERAE TR AT 23 ik, A4
B ODHEEGONERAERRY . 7RSO DA GG EEAL
HAF AT ZIRER . mEC AR, 1)
SR AT LA 90 B TR R XA A g [l VR AR R 58 35 7
[l

T, AR 2R e = R
SO FHARON S A — Bl e e ) B EAS R AR . 1]
m, Pl ESE R (g S TR Th B L R T )
B BERE (AR BORR T TR AR T ) . TR EEAE
INFIGEIR (UMCHZRENT ) sl i ( ankdipL o id
I ) SR E 2 S Re A A — B RN

W, RS T Pt T 2l i
SRR, MifERE SN, ATRA ZEZ 5
Byo BlE Z4ert S B i o O PR K 9T 5
5. (Nicolas, de la Fuente, & Fiske, 2017), U{aPe A
Z I B0y 5 E R I A BB R B 0y
HEAT IS EE G TR A AR SR, oA e
ST — > EEE R)

FRUR, YT 2 ER R RSN T 5T R F A
R, AT O FRBIL] A0 AR A 157 BA ZE LS HE T
R, A DEU VR A FHERTEA S AT
AT TR . R Z PR AU T 55
P BRI A TR S, 2D AR X B
PR BB R B A 32 S g N BU T 55 1k 4
MIFENE, ABSEASKRIFFE R — 5 1]

e, DR AR e T B AT 3T
TSCAEAERIAE 2200 R (I AC L G0 ) SR LRI
MALSE S AN T2 BT 9802 B9S2 (U
FOGAT ) ke LNRFA (Brewer & Yuki, 2007). 4,

FHEPE I g, EE PRI R A o E PR A3
RT3 R TR ™ A T 558 4 P RO fv
G INE? A R A A R A BRI,
FARAA T SR v FE R 7 R AR ) e TR AACHE L
A2 BA “ZPRT iR ESCes b
s F FM 55 20 A e fay BT SO iy e AN R
COPIRESHITEIR, PRI i — 2 T iR 255
7 HPOTAAE BRSO 2E R X LRSI A
g ARSI RS S LIS
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The Minimal Group Paradigm: Operation, Psychological
Mechanism and New Application

Wen Fangfang, Zuo Bin
(School of Psychology, Research Center of Social Psychology, Central China Normal University, Wuhan, 430079)

Abstract The minimal group paradigm of social categorization provides a simple and effective tool for the intergroup relations research, which
has been widely used by social psychologists. In addition to the classic task procedure, random assignment procedure, the minimal group paradigm
developed the new classification operations such as imagination procedure, memorization procedure, self-involvement procedure and minimal group
interaction paradigm etc. Classic task procedure, random assignment procedure, imagination procedure and memorization procedure can be used in
the explicit measurement of minimal group effect. And the implicit minimal group effect, it is preferred to use the memorization procedure, while
researchers should be cautious to the use of classic task procedure. Therefore, the researchers should choose the use of different minimal group
paradigms according to their research purpose.

In general, the new groups generated by the minimal group paradigm mainly include two types. One is the equal groups. In the early days, most
of the new different groups produced by the minimal group paradigm were equal in terms of group status and group size. The other is unequal groups.
Nowadays, the intergroup relations between groups with high-low or advantage-disadvantage status are gradually becoming the focus of relevent
research. Furthermore, compared to the real social categorization, the minimal group paradigm has the characteristics of randomness, complete
anonymity and unrelated self-interest. And the researchers are increasingly concerned with the authenticity of the task and response of minimal group
paradigm.

Initially, the dependent variable of the minimal group paradigm is the allocation behavior in the group distribution matrix. In general, the Tajfel
matrix is used to assign different rewards to the participants. This classic matrix is used to measure how to select the different reward strategies for the
members of ingroup and outgroup, including four strategies of Fairness (F), Maximum Difference (MD), Maximum Joint Profit (MJP) and Maximum
Ingroup Profit (MIP). Recent research has shown that compared to the strategy of MIP, people tended to use the strategy of MD.

The main effect of the minimal group paradigm is the ingroup favoritism, and the researchers interpret the psychological mechanism through
group-inferring-self, self-inferring-group, and integrative model of social identification. Among them, the perspective of group-inferring-self includes
positive self-esteem and self-stereotyping, and the perspective of self-interring-group is mainly from the explains of self-anchoring, self-projection
and I-sharing. And integrative model of social identification provides a good integration of these two perspectives, which provides a new perspective
for the dynamic interaction of personal self and social self. Relative to the perspective of group-inferring-self, the researchers provide more empirical
support for self-inferring-group, but as to the precise psychological mechanism of the minimal group effect still need more empirical test.

In addition to the intergroup bias research, the minimal group paradigm is widely used in social cognitive processing (such as face coding
and recognition, etc.), psychological preference (such selective trust and positive traits evaluation, etc.), interaction behavior (such as effective
communication, cooperation, punishment and loyalty behavior, etc.) and neurophysiological reactions (such as blood pressure, cardiovascular
response and face temperature response, etc.).It is the main direction of future research to further examine the diverse procedures of the minimal group
paradigm, to improve ecological validity, to explore the potential psychological mechanisms of the effects, and to strengthen the local inspection and
cross-cultural research.

Key words minimal group paradigm, social categorization, operation, self-anchoring, I-sharing



