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OEAD B G, tEErIBIfR « S HRER L BT ARG ST BIE TH 5.
- James(1890) : A D H CITx3 2 IFIE, BN, KA, BEAOHESD O ORIl & #5212 B
LTW5
BN, fRRE, BEAE, ZOBEACENABLATAHSNBIEE TH Y, M LofFHd S AR
(Bargh, 1997) CH EM(Ambady & Rosenthal, 1992; Gosling et al.,2002) Gk (Kenny et
al, 1992) A & BT 5 Z LN TE 52226 A2 b OFHii & B CFEl o B I IEH 1 &
4

OB CRkil & M A EE S 5 &L, EDOLDIZEE L TWDH D2

OB LAl A TR 5 2R, OWTIIMEN LS| E T RINICEEL 5% 5. (B R
fiffi— fth. & F A
—Taylor & Brown(1988)?, HiEMH Calli2ithmfliRz 7263 & o M &G,

Self-broadcasting perspective

@B CFHmA, mENZDOEMAEZ ED L I ITE L TND I L - TEEIN D (hE7HEi— B R
(i)
— 8L E . (Cooley, 1902),Sociometer(Leary et al.,1995)

OEBIZ, HOHME L o3 S (likability) DEIEIC 1T, BRI 28 AZENIEET D
- Bowlby(1969) : 72 H{H A%, xt ANRATEIOHIFE & BROETIZ IR 5 g 235
—EAEORELE N R DE AN, B e, & ~OMG, [TEA L Chl & Mt o DO RIS
MBI TND NS LR,

QUL EZIENE 2, AW TIEE Rl & BT D 2 A T 7 A, BIOBERASZANDEDS
AF IV ATG 2528, BRRAESMRAEER 2G0T VA w2 TR 5.

Self-Evaluations and Interpersonal Process: The  Sociometer and
Self-Broadcasting Perspectives

O HERMENMEERTEICEET 200, SRDONEWIFBICE, W< DO LEFEOH
WD HBATE TS,
- Cooley(1902), Mead(1934) : fli& DA b H CFHiliiZATHi 2
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- James(1890) : L& DFFHNIIH COEERERTH D
- Leary et al.(1995) : Sociometer {iik. HELLOEREIL, FTEIL#E(belongingness)iZ B4 % 1
WEh 252 &
cHERH LRI E T 2T B A MR T E TV RW D L AR TN Y IR D
cHBLFED, b LR EOHSHIRI SR DEER - BAERR T 4 — PNy 7 & 5 2 5 ERE
TR, XFT 5 H A (Leary et al.,1998; Leary et al.,1995; Nezlek et al.,1997)
- BRZMEAERZ WA TY, Kl BET 555
>Nezlek et al.(2002)fH AN TOERIFHEAEH OB OZIZ, Hmpg A v o A Cafihis e

<

>Murray et al.(2003) HE5IEIC K D458 T, MR SN2 AED, BERRICKIT 5B ELIC
HETDH L EWE

—LL, ZALOMRIE, MEOMEEZEHENE L TWRV. - BORHEL YD b B Ak
ZHE 2

{Sociometer & SxFO FHI(E CFEA E D BWE NS D 0 EBET D)L TDHIL
%+ - - self-broadcasting perspective

« Z ORI B EnRIE, —E L72\(Bond et al.,2003; Brockner & Lroyd;1986; Heatherton &
Vohs, 2000; L E = —(% Baumeister et al.,2003 )

—LL, ZHIUIHFZEM CHEBELOEFRIN R > T D (FElE— % vs SEIIRE. &5, &% T
H Z AL - TIEOFEIR L AR TiEWV D B)
A It amEKk coRBELERET S, 2O LKLY, sociometer &

self-broadcasting & & Y K& ITHGEET 2 2 L BAHPRDIT T TH 5.

Attachment and the Social Self

OFAMIMOME « NIMAE & OMZHMER L, O ai#EL o S MTRIE - TEflEO S 27
LEFFoTWD
C ZDVATLARED LD ITHERET D NIEAM TRRY, ZOMEAZEITIARL & EEEO R T
X <FBH &5 (Brennan et al.,1998).
ARZWIE = HEH I K OME 22O OSSR Z G 6NN 2 L2 DWW TCLAELT 2 m O A ZED R IT
[FRER T« B ISR 27, B S 2 [EkEd 5 2O fE A ZE DR IT
—Z D 2 ODRITDOMAEHET, Bartholomew & Horowitz(1991) 73528 L7=8 8 A ¥ A )L
BFEFTDHENTE D (Figurel). £72, Z O Rt OMBIXIER LV (Brennan et
al.,1998 fth)
C RN, TR EAE A X A v ERIRRIC, REIRRBRIS T RO EE ARSI A V2RO &
%R 5 HF5E 17 F (Baldwin et al.,1996; Beer & Kihlstrom, 2004)
— L, BEFOBRBFE LRV, FllE & OMEERTIE, —MRIEEAZ A NVDBE
B RAZTIET - - ARBFSE T, AR £ THERL S L7z 7V — 7 CHFE % .

Anxiety and Avoidance: Implications for Self-Evaluations and Likability

Self-evaluations.




OBHEAZAND, BB 2 EHEEEZ R LIRS E

C EEARLNL, FE RO B B0 & A o RS (Bartholomew & Horowitz, 1991), 57 H4:D B
R BRI IE O BiE (Mikulincer, 1995)

< FOERDREL, tESIEB O H 20 L 1T A D, RE ) (competence) fE i o B 2.0 & X IE o
(Brennan & Morris, 1997)

<Mikulincer & Shaver(2003)D €5 /L
< BOEAL LB O B Rt~ DL, O ERIZTD.
>EERZEENL, BO % 5 2 DEERGDRNLWIEZ, T 7 i (hyperactivating strategy)
AT L. ZHAUXMEN S OEEZG L D LMRPUIE I L0, e & oirEt:, e
OFIHFTREMEIC T L CIREUZ R > 7o D T 5 Z EREENS.
> EREOFLIE X, TEPEAR 47 (deactivation strategy)fifi ] OfE A 752 e, Zhicix, fi
FHINODIENRN L OEFNOHCETD2O0, WAL FRCME & 0 LT - B
PIEREA HEFFT 2 2 N E END.
BERNZDRENS OO A CFHEOIKRIIE, EFOXEEBHIA S LT 2B & HE. —F
T, BEFBBOEWNSOOH GO S, BYMEEZRE ) ETHEK L EHE. - ';&%E
BEOEWEIL, B OANE O B 2 LS AREIE HIEF E H S 0.

Likability
OMikulincer & Shaver OET VL, S HICEFE 2 DO L, #E OZ O A% 5 %%
DR EZRE L TS,
ex. —MIICH CBRZ T 5 NIEE, i oifninsd. Lavl, @R E R IZREHRORHE
4% PA# (Collins & Miller, 1994)
Hﬁ%@ﬁ@%w%i&iwﬁa%f%ﬁf FBERNZOENLDIEHEVICES AL
BA/R %17 9 (Keelan et al.,1998) - - - | E D DAL Z FIFCTLE 9

Anxiety and Avoidance: Implications for Sociometer Processes

O LD XS 72, A ~OEREN R FBEOIFINC, AR EBEERL(DOA DAV TR
ZNOFHE)E, B O &t 2 6 ORI o B (sociometer) Z ST 5 TH A 9 .
- BTEVE I sociometer ZHITR L, D7 OEERZOEmVENIL, D5 Ol DI
IEFITRSBUST D0 Lt
>FAENZE, BB R 2 3R ETRGL, A BERL S OEMERY e m st & B, T & B
X, BE VAT LASOBEBBAFE LR WKW TH R I 5H (Hazan & Shaver,1987,
Mikulincer et al.,2000; Mikulincer et al.,2000)
—Sociometer 23MilLE & DITHNEOHEFRFICE T H L O T A SN TNDLDOThL, BERE
DRV ME A T sociometer [Tk b BUR /2 1397
CHELD(RR LT 5 LB X HND), RO SREZRE T2 02 MRS 5
(Nezlek et al.,1997)
- —7, IEMEARRIEIL sociometer ZBEREIR T S, Z DO EAEREO &SVMEANIL, iR
BEIZHRIT /2 D00 LAL7gu.



FAEREREOTRN G DX, REAAMIMENEE, EIIEBE~OGBNEB L LoDk, B
BEMSOEEZKE T2 RTEELXLONS. - BERBIIRHTEO CIRICBWTO R,
sociometer DHEFEZ X N S5

Overview of the Present Study

OARBZED B
< H ORE & A E S OFEl O BEIFRIE, sociometer & self-broadcasting ® £ H 5O FHNZHE D D
INORRE (@ D VML T7)

— ARl L 23R AR 2 FE oMW sE 2 80 L, bR (lagged effect) i35 2 & T,
W5 % [7) CAFFE TR 2 2 & 23wl ie
self-broadcasting # 3¢9 5 /3% — >« B Ol EAS > 7oK, ROBE THZE 2> 5 OFHEi 3

mED
sociometer & 3 FFd 5 /8% — 2 E DD OFMN BN o7 L&, IROMBIE TH A & E
2

- B CFH & E DD ORI ORRZ, BAE AL A DFHETT DD ?

B ENZPIBIEIE ST L BRT 2075, BERLREVIE EME O OFHE A B A5
2 DRBIIREVITT.

——J5, BEBRESIEVER R L BUR T2 07 5, BERGES EOIE S ME S OFEA H
M 5 2 2 BN S VT

Method

Participants and Procedure

OWBpE M LI ABBESND I NV—T I —T 4 VT2 TSN LT 151 4 (&2 TOSME D
72%)

« 1% otk

* BRA SN E R RTTOMR TORE LT L

A D LMBEDEDRRD OB, 9T% MK, 2% D ANT Tl ENnHDH, P LM->TND
R, 1% FaTOKANBERS Y .

B TN—TDNEIT 4 A~8 N(CE¥ 5.5 N), Z—THNOBLILFE.

OO

1 7 V=7 THEEMICASE (FE) 12, BEFEEET VOMAZEDREICHC#®RE THZE
(TimeO0).

i 7 NV—7TCOMAENZBRM. HAEERZRET D720 MEE 55,

138 B : Lost on the Moon #f#H2(Timel)

2H : B CBRRE(Time2)

3WH : V—F—72 LD Y )L —7F#%(Time3)

2 M OEEREERRELMA L EHOZRREDE, TOPTO) —F— v FHENFE T 8. web iR
73 http://nasa.perbang.dk/ TR T & £,




48 H : Beyond Balderdash3(Time4)
i fH ORRE T, BHORHMEiE, 7v—7RNoMmE O Z LA

Measures
- Bartholomew & Horowitz(1991) D% 35 R &
4 ODFFE AKX A V(L E(secure), Zii(fearful), #iiE(dismissing), % E8H(preoccupied)) ftik
L1=RT 7T 7 &kwH, BRIl EODLS WY TIELNEFET S.
IR & NIz & <, LER & ORI Z MR
AT AT + 2 + &2 E (W) + OB (GYis) TR
OB Y v 7 C, B ASIIRGR 2 + 228 (GFlR) + % BE (G iR) CHELH.
- AFE D OFHB(EAER 221X 0.44~0.54, ZEVEIL.44~.74)
FAE Z D ADMF = 72(1 like this person) & vy 9 TH B IZ O(5R < SOef)-10(58 < BRK) O 11 1% THEZ.
SOREMO(Kenny, 1998)4Y 7 r 7 = 7 &\, #—/4 v MEEHLE DS OFHHOARK) & aE
FAFR(E ~OFE DA RR) % FEH. X512, SOREMO (X7 V—7MDEERET LD T, =
D2 ODFRUTED T N—TIZF/T 5 5 & 1T
=& =7y MEFIIME DS OFHl O T TN D0, F—7 v M D EIREEEND LiE
D EWVISMEEFEICHIEL THDLDT, LVIEM. EHIZTV—TATEL XY 7 E
NTNWHDOT, Figs V—7NOME &R TEDREL LTINS NERL TV,
- [ AR 251 1.38~1.48, ZEMEIL.55~.74)
LI 5 AR TH % (1 am a likable person)iZ 0(F < £Cx)-10(58 < BAR) D 11 {5 Tlal%.
EAREE) 2 ) T

Results

OARMFZETIX, £ self-broadcasting & sociometer DFED 728, EBEFS A M ERICE *
BROVBIWIRO ST ORERERET D, TOH%, BEOFIRLEFHDIREEALLEETT VLD
IHTREREWMET 5.

The Interpersonal Dynamics of Self-Evaluations and Other's Liking

O 7NN RIAIT 4534 (cross-lagged egression analysis)Z1T->7=. A RIOT — 4%, #EOH|
ERFEDENCERARL, SDHIEAR T V—TIZRXA R LTWDHDT, BEEET NV THITZIT
STW5D.,

Self-broadcasting

OFET IV

* Levell

otheriiji= roij+ rijotherwyij+ 7 aijselfi-v)ij+ &ij

% other=%—7%"v M. otherijl It CTO j I N—TDiFEHDANDHX—7 > M.

355K IV (HEE, A, WEHE, BE, BA)OHBEINAIEFICHLUWREICR LT, EMEE2 50, it
DT VLAY —ICEfRIEEBbEL LI RFNRL LVWEZA.2T D2 L THAEEBESY—A. HAD 172130 &
BlTna.,

4 http://davidakenny.net/ip/soremo.htm (ZFEfIH V. 70 7T 5 - Yo T NT—F DX v u— KL Al
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* self= g i,

* 13l ORR.

+ Level2

7oij= Boojt+ B otjgender—+ vy oij

71ij= B 10j

72ij= [ 20

* oy oij [ FAF N S OMAEZHAT D20 DEEZR.
* Level3

B 00j= v 000+ u 00j

B 01j= v o010
B 10j= v 100
B 20j= 1y 200

* oo (X7 N—T DU EEDZEZ T D72 D OERHF.
- B Al O > & ORI 3 5 BN RIE 0.01(p=.55)—% 572 L (Tablel L)

Sociometer
{Olevell
selfij= roij+ riijselfe-1)ij+ zajothereij+ &ij
% Level2 LIR&ILIA ©
- B ORIl O B CEEmIC kT S EA RN R I 0.26(p=.009)
—sociometer 7> H O Tl Z K5 55 R (Tablel T)

Table |
Mulrilavel Models Predicting Others” Evaluations and Self-
Evaluarions

Parametes Estimate SE I nest

DV Others’ evaluations
Gender 0.0% oo 2,20+
Lag-1 ethera” evaluations (.36 0.04 9.23*
Lag-1 self-evaluations 0ol _I:I.I:Il 060
DV; Salf-evaluations

Gender 0.0 0.05 L3
Lag-| self-evaluations 062 .04 1730
Lag-1 others” evaluations 0.26 [RLI] .62
Noge, N = 151. Gender is contrast coded (+ 1 for women, = | for men).
Al other predictors are centered around their grand mesns.
* o< 05

OEBIT, MR SN -4 (perceived regard) DS 0 B % Wt

s BT N—=T OMBEINTDONT, T[ZDONFFREGETND Z L Z2H LL7EA S (This person would
enjoy being friends with me)] L WHHHZFEEIE L. I bHRINTZY —7 v MEA
R

« ERLo Levell ORI Z O % TRIZEE & LTRA
— L2 L, i#FH5 OFHii B LRl 2 B RI3A E(0.21,p=.034) - - - AT S AP E

DI IE7R

—HR ST AFE, B RIS 72 25 2(0.14,p=.002)
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Attachment Influences on Self-Other Dynamics
<>Did Attachment directly influence other’s liking or moderate self-broadcasting?

+ Level 1
otheriij= roij+ zijotherwyij+ z2ijselfevij+ aij
+ Level2
zoij= B ooj+ B otjgender—+ B ozjanx+ B ozjavd+ vy oij
72ij= B 20+ B 21janx+ B 23javd
=R%(-0.03, p=.32)% [EEE(-0.01, p=.66)%H TxhH72 L(Table2 1)
=L2L, TH LRV ML &S ZE RN LDOLZREEMN A E(0.03, p=.04)(Figure2 )
S BAERNLENWNEL, HORHMEMERWVIE EME DD DLFERE. —J7, BERLREWE
%, H Al 2MEWE S 0 D DI E MR

Table 2
Muitilevel Model Predicting Others’ Evaluanions, Witk
Arcachument Dimensions as Prediciors

Parameter Estimmate SE I best
Gender 007 003 Lide
Lag-1 athers’ #valuation 029 0 T.26*
Lag-1 self-evalustim = (0 02 =0.16*
Anxiety L LIE] LELIE] =102
Avoidance —0u01 [T k] =44
Anxiety ® Lag-1 Self-Evaluation 003 (L] 106
Avoidance ¥ Lag-1 Self-Evaluation 0 il 104

Nove. M = 151. Gender is conurast coded (+1 for women, =1 for men).
All ather prediciors are centered around their grand means.

oo ()5,
010
0.08 “~
~N
0.08 N
~

0.04 ~N
o N
E 0.0z N A -t Low anxiety
- L \ * —fll— A yerage anxiety
g 0.00 . .: . = & High anxiaty
3 o’ o

*
-0.02 -
Fi
-+
0.04 | .
*
#
0106 &
0,08 - -
Low High

Lag-1 self-evaluation

Figure 2. Others' liking as a function of Lag 1 self-evaluations and atachment anxiety, after Lag 1 others'
liking wes controlled, Low and high values were calcalated on the basis of plus or minus one standard deviation.

<>Did attachment directly influence self-evaluations or moderate the sociometer?
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« Level 1 : selfij= zoij+ ziijselfw1)ij+ zaijotherij+ &
- Level2 : zoij= Booj+ Boygender+ B ozanx—+ B ozjavd+ v oj
72ij= B 20+ B 2janx+ B 23javd
=55 N22(-0.13, p=.01) & EF[FLEE(-0.15, p=.003)D ENRNAE
SBHERL LME DS OFHMOR AN A E0.24, p=.02). ZH&[EE L hE ) O OFMOR A
TERITAE TlE72)>>7-(-0.01, p=.95)

e BARENEPFIIONE T H DRI M 2 5 ORI I E ST, Eu.
e BENLEDLEKEEDF X, FE DD OFHm Em VT E B SR A m .
s BOE NNV, D ORI B CRHEIC M IE TR, KbiRV.

SHESNEHEELEEALLEOLZAEMZEML TS, Lo RIZELRL.

Table 3
Mulrilevel Model Predicting Self-Evaluations, With Artachment
Dimengions as Predictors

Paramaeter Estimite iE tlest

Gender 0.14 0.05 .79
Lag-1 self-evaluation 057 .04 15.22*
Lag-1 others’ evaluation 0.27 .10 181=
Ansiaty 013 008 257"
Avaoidance =015 11141 =
Anxbery  Lag-1 Others’ Bvaluation 024 (A1) Ll
Avoadance ¥ Lag-1 Ouhers' Evaluation = [ AL 06

Nate, N = 151, Gender is contrast coded i+ | for women, —1 for men).
All other predictors are centered around their grand means,
=g 0.

T

T8
Th

T4

™ =+ ‘Lowanxiety
= Average anxiety
72 ’ = &_tigh aniety

Seif-evaluation

71 *

B89

6.8

Low High
Lag-1 others’ liking
Figuwre 3, Self-evaluations ns a function of Lag | others’ liking and attachment anxiety, after Lag 1 self-

evaluations were controlled, Low and high values were calcalated on the basis of plus or minus one standard
deviatlon.



Follow-up Analysis With Gender
OZ ZETIE, MHERANTHIEESE L CEROLEMRET. 2 2 THESHTE LT, HRlE DR
HAEM %8 12— D 53T & 51T
- FEARH) 72 sociometer DN, 36 X OVEAERNLZONFIIT B LN 20
- LavL, BRI 5, ZBENL EMHOZEERNAE
coeMETIE, B AL O A RIS 22 R A E(-25, p<.001), L LEMETIIIEAE
(.06, p=.47)

Discussion

OARWFFE T, self-broadcasting(B RT3 2> D OFHEIZ 289 5) Tid /e <, sociometer(f
FND ORI B CRHEIC T )% T DRSS T,

OFHEAZ A NOFEHFIZE LTI,

CBHRL - BHERE D DA 2R, £ L, FROARILIOB TR B,

- BEARLL, sociometer Z HIHE(fAE 7> H ORI H CFHEIC KT HBEEZRD )T D LD
ERIMEON AT,

The Social Regulation of Self-Evaluation

OB 2 OMEANBRIE &S H il 2 BIEICE 25 2 L33 RAREA & 2 23, AR & o
B AT I H 2R b2 2 LI BE LAz w. T, BEIXED X 5 ISR
PHLOIAENTNDDES H D2

—AAF7E C self-broadcasting & sociometer &9 2 D B A fEt. #5513 sociometer % 3 Ff
T5HD.

OO H R ZEI 3B A B 72 BIEIC K 534 7 A (ex. H B4k, HOEE)ICER
—sociometer 1%, Liio X 5 2RI S< %%, H O (social regulation of
selfy~DER % & > THISET 5. BIRRB A ZEZ 9 5 L0 I HR)
—% 72, SEIONFZEM R, BSOS (social embeddedness) 249 L b 5 D SUAKIZ IR &
NTZbDOTIERNZ EERIELTWS(T AU HAOHCHEER).
©Markus & Kitayama (1991)>, 7 A U 7 NITFHEIRST « HPEENITH BARAE &\ 5 S

OAEIOFERIT, HET “LHBED” EEEZBFHLTNDHHO.
- HffiZe —RABIZT TE 220,
< VA XV ENS, S0E1EF LD ROEROBIN DD RITRE L LT D AEetk
—& 5 MM Z T 11X, self-broadcasting % 3R T DR RDBZF LN LD H LILZRV.
OBAERLORNE X, self-broadcasting & —BRTHnA "L, BERZHHNEIL,

5 E D OFEMIA B AL 52 2(GRIOMA)E, AOERICME DN EORENND D E WD R
(Markus & Kitayama @ E5R)ITHER Tid/euv & BuvvEJ. Jbl(1998)i1%, H CEloE WL T3k - #h Tk L,
FIWZHDAIa=T 4T —AR ODAERY, ZOLHIZEY DL LD LNDT2ODOMEERM (T4 74
Z7)] (PRYYDENEAERE LD A LHETWET. ZHICHEXIE, EDLSRHCELZE > TWE 52, A
FEDOROONDZ LIFEBERBEREFOLEXLONRRYIE LB ONET.
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self-broadcasting & WD G AR LI >BEERNZOREIZLY, HOHOOKRI NERT 5 &

ZADIED ?

O BERLEDRNEICE o TIEERIICE £ LWk, BERNLEEIC E > TTH I
KM TOH A NEOKRE 2

Conscious Mediation and Perceived Regard

OABIDOZHTTIX, M6 OFHMiO B CFHbI 3 2 R1E, MR SN TFEIE T ST
mhodo. FRHC, R SR E Ml IED 4 5 2 Tz,
STV D RS Z & EARYITAF AN TN D Z &3, JNZIZ B CAHlIC 52

b B2 TS,

it

OLLT O R HREROMEPRUITTEE DL,

CME S OFEMOIEE & AR SN AR O E AR SRS LTV R0,

- B0 H B3R SN B OB LT TVD D LIV,

— Z D NITFELDMT & 72(This person likes me) & W 5 IHE Z W TV UE & 0 X < ERkAEAN 2 4
HTEENL LR,

OLL, ZOBRGIIILIHZET MRS 5. b LHER SV, A0 A CERIE, AR
AKLEFEI BTN BR TS, MENDDOFEICHESND Z LIVRRIND.
- sociometer [LEFRAI R BEIZ L WA, ERIZT 7 B AFRERERS B I OEELE &
F9.
< FESDEEE2IC R 1T S Dual Process Model(Chaiken & Trope,1999) & 344
- HERGRAEFE 2GR Yy N U — 2 THPT S
-+ ARl O %N L (sociometer [XEFRAVRERIZES STV RV S ZOMMATHH S LD LT
X, BOCORRIIMF OSHTENC L BEEMICTEELIL D, BOERROER bl
FOHSHATEN > TN D EEZBNRD.

Making Connections to Attachment Theory
OABIDOMITERE R « BAERL - BAFRNREC L Z N0 B Cal il & o8
CFATHIE TS, BAMbTEEARALREENH CHEICHFET 2 Z LRI TND
(Bartholomew & Horowitz,1991; Mickelson et al.,1997)
AT LM TOHRIATIHIZE L — BT DR
- —J7, EAEREGEEE A CRHEOBSRICEIT D m AT —E LR
—AEOFFETIE, BAERRBEDS EVIE E B SaHlME D & v D RER
s S ENIR AR CHE R BELZHE L TS, £70, BELITERZ 21806 5] & it
% (Crocker & Wolfe, 2001) &5 Z & & 2 X, BAEREREDN & WE D EEIEEK TRV A
Okl 2R3, ZAUTHESEEECO B O ZME T 57200 b DO LR,

OFE AFEIORETIE, BERENEWEIT, L VEUE sociometer Z{REF L TWA Z &R
INTWD. =54 L sociometer ZiL-EHDRERE LAV 2SI RE DT 5
CBERLNE, —EHLBRWEEBICL > TEER S, H IR BEE-CE 1) S 23R AR AT 6E 72 iF
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TY, TNOHE/HGD Z EICET DITEMEN & L THND
- U7z sociometer ZFFOZ LI LY, IEESCKENFIH ARE & &S, REICKIET D
TEMTED., LoT, BERENRONEIDBUE: sociometer 2> 2 & ITHRER.

O—FT, BAERERED & DR sociometer ZHF0 Z & AR RITA bR o T
- Mikulincer & Shaver(2003)i%, 235 RO IIE R OLI IR 25 B, BHE L AT L
DEEPAFIET DR OABBULT D L AHLTWD
—>EEREREO®BWEIL, ABIO 7N —7"TOMANERRN A ZEBBENRILE &R L Tuieds
STEDNE LIV,

OABMRT DITMET 2 DIE, BEDMUEDN S OFMIIEEEL KT S ehrofcZ L.

- S RN A RO AIERRRZHE L COMRF. BREROIY T, EEFAXA VLD
BROLO 22 I TEN O, M 22 a7 L 9%, NI CTHRICAZ Wl TOEWEER
IFHEN R

—AEBLI L 7R R ITN 722 b o, BRASERT 2 o2 A2 gL, BEFOBRAE BT L
7= AT ZE AR (Simpson et al.,1997), BAHLAYRESHIITEINEE A X A LI LY K& EE
SIND LT DNE L.

|Attachment as a transactional system|
« KO IEWBLEND, SEIORRITEE S AT LAOMH LR (transactional) i 5 2 X H4 2 &
D. A S OBECEIT KT D FUS DT I ANZEZRNFET D 2 L 25 2 % & (Caspi & Roberts,
1999), FFIZARZEDNFITSOGHIFE B A3 ¥ (reactive transaction) Téh A 9 LRIRCTE 5.
—FE TR THEFEH L TWDE 2 A2S, WO TR STERBRE L TND Z &R Ind
O BEARLDIRNANIT, 2 DAL (BOGDOZEZFNDTVRNVAN) ERZFITHAERNZF>Z
EINTE, MEDOBRIZEEISNLROE LRV, JIRIVIC, BERLZOEWNITEmAKYE
DK E IR E G AR NERAEN ZHERFT 2 Z LICREEZEC 200 LvRw.
>Murray et al.(2002) : 785 B1% T, Lﬁ&utﬁﬁ%fbfwé
KHBELE T A= P —OEERFHGZ, BRPEHIRBICHD LDV A LEZXDD, &
HELLHEIZZD XL DRI H T L0,
IAttachment and social groups|
s SEIORERIT, FAEOENENEHIBRISEEEL 525 &V ) B R E2RE.
< BB COEFITET D THE TIE, B DL T 2 M (EH~D %7 ; Smith et
al.,1999 - HEMOFEHRIZHT 5 4% ; Rom & Mikulincer, 2003)23EH SN T& 7228, 4RO
WRZETIL, Z0i, SFE D ZOEABNERANOMEIZLE D Bt s 7R
—HEMEZMREXRE LT TR, MEEE LTH 5@%%‘5&1, & LR O RTICE Y
LMECETHTHHSD.

|Alternative conceptualizations of attachment dimensions|
s SEIOBIETIE, BAERNL L EAREZ, WIEEGTMEEERN ST AT 2 b0 L LT
2 DMHATARIL U T2 A3, R L [BlBED 2 T DI 2 1%, Ml bIFEET 5.
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>Fraley & Shaver(2000) : E & REITEBR T > AT L%, BAERERHIATEHRE S AT L% K
S RS R a0

—sociometer DR ZBERLNRETH, LW IFERE-EH. LoL, EERRSMEND
DFIZFBE L2272 & D FE R L3 — B (B A RIRETENHIE > 2 7 b % 3 % 72
OIE, BERBEMEWVE EFEZ L <ATH 2 ENRTE, MEBEBNLEPNDITTEND ?)

>Bartholomew & Horowitz(1991), Klohnen & John(1998, 2003) : %35 ~% % 5 EH—5
ERHCET VORI, BERRAY HEN—GENMEET VO E LTHRZS.

SEENEHEENHE CFHE & BT 5, W) HR LS. 72, Jeild Murray et al(2002)
Eb—H.

—L2L, ZONENLIE, EEREEHT sociometer DEE AT S5 L E 2 D (EHEN
BERE O EME T ANGENCRY, ZDD, thFENDOFFMAERM - L+ 5 X 51
7257 2) A RIOMFERER TR DOEY, TD XD R TPRN LI TV,

s BHEERILTRL, x&4»f%iéj%#%w,%ﬁmﬁﬁéﬁot%ﬁﬁé:Eﬁm%a
L ER & ORI IILIZ G RN L DMENNDS, ENEND Z A 7 D sociometer 23${iE T db 5 BRI
2LEI DD Lz}’biﬁb\.

ZEMOMANIL, EHNLHONTWAHRETY, (B2 LA La) ot R— MRIC
WD Z kD, —HTHOBROMAE, HMMIcE N &5 Ebivk 5 ERUTE DR
DHh L7220,

The Importance of Integrating Interpersonal Process and Individual Differences
OfE N HEE & \AZZOM R ERAET D2 LT, WITDONHBITHmN» oD
SARFZETIE, JeATHFE TS & b T - sociometer DRI, H N FEL R (BAER
WKLo THficshs Z Eamr LT,
O H CLRTATh X E
REERY < R B CRE & REER - ZER A CRFlIIR U CHEBLI TIE v L, BELLIFE T

X, EAD B CFEHmIE 2RI & RN T OB EZZIT T D LWV BEFRIFREI TV D

(Crocker & Wolfe, 2001 ; Trzesniewski et al.,2003).

- L, SEIOZERERNS, HORHli~OWRIAY « FRrER B8 MR TIXRn 2 &

MR END.

BRI CEAERMIC KV EANEORELRET D 2 &0, HBEIIE CRILDEEZ G L
TERIZLTLES Z&I2iE, ERNREW®RLEHD. LnL, 20X RFEE EAL
REOHAFENZMRIET 52 L 2R AREICLTLE D.

—HOWET 28mA RS ELI12E, AROUTRITER - HENIZELSNOT Z A L
BHTHAZERMEEASS.
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