2009 17 6 675+
S
1,2 1 1
b 9
(1. R 410081;2. 8640 , 073000)
[ ] Go/No-go (Go/No-go
Association Task, GNAT) “ Voo ” s “ - 7
“ - v - " d’ o :GNAT ,
,F(1,36)=2.073,P>0.05; ,F(2,72)=10.924,P<0.01;
,F2,72)=10.072, P<0.01, ;
( ] ; ; ; ;
1 R395.1 TA 1 1005-3611(2009)06-0675-03
Influence of Group Size and Team Hornor to Implicit Collective
Self-esteem of Soldiers on the Importance to Identity
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[Abstract] Objective: To investigate the implicit collective self—esteem of soldiers on the dimension of importance to

identity. Methods: Behavioral data of soldiers, who were divided into high —honour group and low—hornor group, were

recorded by Go/No—go Association Task. The discriminability and reaction indexes were measured under “selfness+primary

group” and “selfness+secondary group” and “selfness+ out—group” task conditions. Results: In discriminability (d’) of

GNAT, the main effects of task condition were significant; while the main effects of team hornor were not marked. The

interaction effects between team hornor and task condition were significant. Conclusion: On the dimension of importance

to identity, soldiers show the implicit collective self—esteem effect. Group size and team hornor play regulatory roles in the

implicit self—esteem of soldiers.
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