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[Abstract] Objective: The present research, consisting of a pilot study and two co—relational studies, investigated how

stereotypes and emotions shaped behavioral tendencies toward groups, offering convergent support for the behaviors from

inter—group affect and stereotypes map framework. Methods: Pilot Study (N=125) and study 1 (N=103) began with SCM

questionnaire to explore Chinese participants’ content stereotype in 32 groups. Study 2 (N=112) tested the effects of prim-

ing the relationship involvement. Results: (DThe results indicated that the Chinese SCM questionnaire was acceptable, 2

primary dimensions of SCM were competence and warmth; (232 groups were clustered in 4 different types; BIn the 32

groups, combinations of warmth and competence generated emotions of admiration, envy, pity, and disgust; @) When the

subjects were involved, two models of inter—group bias; SCM and BIAS map were changed. Conclusion: This research

provides empirical support for Chinese stereotype contents, which result from perceived structural relations, in predicting

behavioral tendencies. And then, the study pointed to the stereotype change possibility under priming the relationship in-

volvement.
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