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PSYCHOLOGICAL EXPLORATION

Lot SONRIR J B R A SO

= # T

BT

® IE%E

(DY) IR R AL BRAE B , AR 610048 )

W E.8 6 574k E AR A& ¥ & (feminist identity development scale, FIDS) , # 3 £
AP ERER AR P O EARE, F k3t 1657 L4l X F A0 P SR FIDS, A £ ¥ A&
(the self — esteem scale,SES) #= 57 J§ o %1 4% . & % (ambivalent sexism inventory, ASI) ¥ &4 & & & %)
o ER, EERTHAESH BESH RERB T HAT BERE T S Amg %,
SR AFITHGPTIMRFIDS 2AH 2T A% 8 , RET 5 A5FLA,0HAARDBSL BE BELE.
oA BRHN, RRT ETHREH 56.18% ; £ B T A b 435 (' /df =2.99,1F1 = 0. 92, CFI
=0.92,GFI=0.92,TLI =0. 91 ,RMSEA =0.05) ; ¥ & FIDS # i 4f — 20 2 2 (Cronbach’ s o) /&
0.71 ~0.89 Z &), ¥4 FEA£0.75~0.90 Z [}, £&# BT EH PIURFIDS £ P B LR X$4
AR P AR BT, AWM EF LR AR LR AR IR,

KEW XM E AR LR 3o ZS0AR G 2R

HE 525 :B841.2 SCHEFRIRAE A
1 5|§

2otk 3 Y (feminism ) & — ot 5 20 - S8 AUR 1
B, HEERLHHAES S HFFRF
( McLaughlin & Aikman,2019), #4853, 7 E Lo
FEFAW LR, B SRR TEE ., O
T, B R A e 51 26 1 A Aot 3 SCIATR] (feminist i-
dentity ) FJRLA ML LM 3 U R AR R Rt 72 o

Lot SCINIR] RIA 2o 3= SO BE 1R 4 ( adop-
tion of feminist attitudes ) F1 %} Z- 4 = X 79 H T\ R
( Eisele & Stake ,2008) , KEBHFFITFH, Lok F A
[FIANACRT LS B 2o M 5 47 M 2% vt 55 o o P T e A
HPE( Shi & Zheng,2020 ; Moradi & Subich,2002b;
Weis, Redford , Zucker , & Ratliff, 2018 ) , 7 20> 157 0.
BB H#0 ( Kucharska, 2017 ) , 1 BB H7E I X
AL 5 dE B = 1Y B BK S RIRAR AR K F
(Kucharska ,2015) . 4, WA [l Zo 14 3 SCHHEDTR 1K
VR AR I XS B AR AN R R B AE IR ( Yoder,
Perry , & Saal ,2007) ,,

FEZo 3 SGA R 3RS 5 T, Downing il Roush
(1985) M JE iy 1 BEAR M T 38 48 1M 2ot 3 S [A]
K JEAE Y (model of feminist identity development )
RLRDRG N ST £ Pk 2 SRS BRI EW 5 HAE
PR APk SCE B B A [ B Rk, B R R
TP NBEN I Z RS M PER M AR IR A AR £
P E X H & B3 ( Moradi & Subich,2002b) , 1Y
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R FABBE: B — W B 3 3% 3% (passive
acceptance ,PA) , ZEIZIT B H , ZeMER A 40 BR B
BB FTE R G A B 2 B PEANE R, # TN
B2 ARG MR M, A B R, T HL 38X
XHCEM. FEZAY BRI (revelation,R) , 7E
MBS, SIS SRS L ERIRNE
J& , — T EXHE SR B FAME S AR A 6 TRE,
F— 7 RIS EAEAE T AR T, AT 2o 1 18
(P BB A R s IR 4 . 58 = BB Rl
A% J& (embeddedness — emanation, EE) , 75 1% [ B
o, etk e R B B R, S T
UM R BAEFEWBRIRR . SRS, Lot
LA AT P B 2 (relativistic thinking) 7 25 5
PR B B, 25 DA B BUE B & (synthesis, S) |
TEZ G B, BB g A 6, R Rl —1
B TR I ot = B0, BB AE FIE
KZRAZIH RS BB, Lo B AR ) T X 5
PEFAT MR PR, T FE IR X 24K 55 M — i .
EHA B ZFR A (active commitment, AC) , 7E
ZH B, 2ot — 2D G5 Lo 3 SCATR] A AT LA
T HAERHE B -5, BB — N RR
S Bt B AR 5 9 ) B %8 J7 (Downing &
Roush, 1985 ; Bargad & Hyde,1991) ,

FET LM 3 SRR R AL AL, Bargad 71 Hyde
(1991wl T 2otk £ SGA R R R E R (LU T AR
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FIDS) . ZE RS AEE NG ZiaH, i
FEAE I & Lot = SCAR R JRAKOF- ot = U
{E R (feminist values) 4 HI|°F-28 ( gender equality ) L)
TR At 51 157 #R ( perceived gender discrimination )
( Stevens & Martell,2019 ; Martinez & Paterna — Bleda,
2013 ;Martinez & Paterna,2019) , HZ ¥ EHTF L
BT S7 . H A E (gender — blindness ) FIBARK
ABIEX (political efficacy) % 24k S\ RIS BF 5
H ( Moradi & Subich,2002b; Martin & Phillips,2017;
Heger & Hoffmann,2019)

B Z W50 FIDS il &5 P #4171 Ik,
HGREAMAE T AR, B0, Moradi Fi1 Subich
(2002a) & BB & B BOH AR — B R BEUK. [F]
i}, 7E Bargad Hl Hyde (1991) BIBF5E F, B 5 B By
W25 HTEBRRR AN B B 7 E 88 , X
B BB G BRI BUR B AN B E — 14
BEHEHFTHFFE (Cash, Ancis, & Strachan, 1997) . &
B E M = EFHEIXT FIDS #5470, (HE5 R4
RN B H G R BT 22 51 27% ( Fis-
cher et al. ,2006) . LA L #FFE 37, FIDS By45 1 3%
BERTERRSW, AR S RIEAEIT .

WAL, 2ot 3 SO R R —F R R et A FE L, 5
A2 ST RAFTE A VI SCHK ( Eisele & Stake,2008) .
Moradi A1 Subich (2002a) 1A\ 4y, FIDS [ A T-4£ A
6] SCALE R T R S, T 4R T So b aE R LA
Bt SCGARR R E T . BRI GHTEZ
WELHFESOAFRZRNA L TR, KA 0HE
X2 AT R BERL I, o B & Lot 3 SGA
Al & AR Al T E
2 FHiE
2.1 BFEA£

A 1:HTHE SRR ER 2. %
A% E R BEAER T NIBHELERZEHR,
WL R 933 iy , AR 830 1y, Ak
ok 89% . HARk—270 A, K252 A, k=238
N, K70 N BORIEESSN 17 ~24 2 P E4E 0
19.54 +£1.19 %,

FEAS 22 BT S ik PR - o B A 2500 3505 46
. RAZ bR EREMATBELERYE
Bk, R I Rk 933 &K, A EKR 827 iy, &
BB Ry 88% , Hopok— 268 A, K273 A,
K=214 A, K72 N, #AHFRN 16 ~25 3,
SRR 19.50 £1.27 %7

2.2 WMELER
2.2.1 ZePEFESOARKR EEFR(FIDS)

PRERATIE T SCGAR 2R ok

F X H KRB B A FE BE (Bargad & Hyde,
1991) o BIRAEFA 7 B R340 B0, R T H XS
APk 3 SGA A &R B B i A R R B B 5 ( Moradi
& Subich,2002b) ., JEEFI 39 NEH, BFES5
SrER WEEZ (11 M%H) JBIE (T NMRHE) (B
GRBETM%E) BSOS MEE) MR IEA(S
T&H) . BERFRAZERERASE, N1 5]
“STHRBBEAMRRCIEFTARE B AR R
B, BiB&BWRAENIT . ERFEFEEX
AEMETHEXATRWEL T, ERAPA O
L. —~ZFEL M B DOES LFLIH
AR AT S E, [ — & OB -
ESH - ARELT VBN, &G REER
O R SRR AT SO FE T, (RIE K HNA M —
HPEFIAE RIS MR, b, R s 2
2R H RN AT P F A R (equal rights a-
mendment) B IE , Z MR REF " &, B THER
AP ENFNER” X BT A A, ekl
Tk ZAE, U7 T MER A, &IGE
K ERMEHTR, H5F 318 BLRFENER
HATHAR BERLSS , AR AT R BRI E I, fRIE
K5 H BB LR R A], RATE R 38 MAEB
FIDS,
2.2.2 HEEFR(SES)
DUEMRAKEBEEEREISIHBERMTA
(Moradi & Subich,2002a) , [A I LETHFEE w6 B
BEREET IR FIDS B EUE. RB A
FIZERAE(2008) Bl M H B &R, a5 10 M5
Ho PR B “4” f AR A R 3 3k
EAME R EENE". HMEBE, H SRE®
Mo EXHAIHIE S, ZERGANI—BERECH
0.85,
2.2.3  FJEMERIMR &K (ASI)
FIEHESMR B K H Glick 1 Fiske (1997 ) 45
i, AT R S EE R BT A, RREHE 22
25 H 4 RFEMES iR L (hostile sexism , HS ) Fi35
EER R W (benevolent sexism,BS) Wi M rBF., %
B AR 5T R I B AR DL 5 2ot 32 SRR
A B B FH 5E 6 & (Robnett, Anderson, & Hunter,
2012) , HH A 5% 8 B M A iR L 43 = 3R APE K
B, 4t 11 AN H . PRSI 17 367 1t IR R
EAREAR BAARE” R “BIRE" . A%
H¥ERAIEm 7. HE8, BRI MR W E
B . FEXRTIR S, ZERNAE B RN
0.84,
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2.3 sitFE

SR FH SPSS 25. 0 4 4%f Hh 3 kit FIDS #1755 B
0T AR B A BT AR R E T 20, R AT AMOS
24. 0 B HAT TR 2T
3 %R
3.1 FBLH

FSCRR FIDS 2:F Downing F Roush (1985) {)
LV E SO R REAR R H], £ /- BERRAE T Lotk
F G RLR R INA 6] B B, B 52 & R il A 31> a1
TR I o R dm W HAE oM 3 SO TR R TR I B EL
HTEROIMBE T A F KRB B3 5 ki 2
S, ok [ Bt Downing Hl Roush FERIE A, Ktk DA
FEWFSR AR A B3R B 2otk 32 SGA R R SRk -
BATI R, B2 4R FIDS BRI AT 7 A
LB R AEDE (item — total correlations ) /F Jy 3 22 H)
# #F ( Moradi & Subich, 2002a; Gerstmannand &
Kramer, 1997 ) , {iCAE 24 Hiy B 5 Hh A R B AH 56 3
T H 5347

MHIFR FENERH SHFR A ERKLRN
FEHATIE 4. BFEER —(n =830) M HIRIE
SRR BSRETHED , L& B R B4 T 27% Fa
J&a 27 %A s AR R AR, 2 BIXT &40 &2
KB B N FZHFETHIEAR R, 4R E

N ENRBERTRSRENEZSYBE (p <
0.001) . [AlHF, & 4% B i SEIT R /KRB
B /R AP E M R BTE 0.45 2 0. 81 Z 6], ¥k 4t
HEFEKF(p<0.001), Hit, FAXHBAAR
w9 HERF1,38 42k B e ERE o
3.2 WEBRBTHH
HWRYEHE T 20 Hréh R 2R, KMO {85 0.90,
Bartlett BRE K50 R 50 8191. 85, H & 2l 351 ,p <
0. 001, RATHHEIE B HATH 7047 . KA
PrEIRIA -, LAk B IROKERT AT 0. 35 BAE(T
BEPET LREMZZRT 0. 1 4 ikis e, 724
KB, %H 5.21 BB REAT/ANT 0.35,5H 14 &Y
DA oA TR, I BRI =T %k B o RIS,
SEYRAEIFE N 7 RS EH DT =4, 5
BRI 2R H BTk (R, 2010) K 55 H 6.9.11
MR eah , ATE— I R B H AL 3 A (7] 1 5 B9
W& E , RENRRBEZ W, B TR
ALY TH] P PR T B K 4 U B 4% H AR E (R R,
2010) , & B H 3.8.18.19.20 TEHfr @ 9 B ¥
SHERFBURA I, HRX & B, &4
A5 AN T RE 27 K E REEMBER T EM
56.18% , BN 4HS5EERWAHRIE0.37 ~0.84 2
], &4 HEET & 1.

F1 B FIDS BEEHEFHE

%H

8]
A

; Wy W .
g BT gy nr FF

A

BT 1 BREA

36. RAAHHR—BTIA IR, W RIEFT R OMLHIBETE ()
F' o

33. A HA BN T A LRI & EHMBUER 45,

0.63

37, Jof AT T Il RABE S FIT AP A T — N EMATA )

AIERER

38. R N BB S S, LUB R — MR AR AT o

M7, IR AR SRl

34 M FER MBS BB R A R, XEREFERWE. 047
2 AAHRE L LFRESH G TR BMSIBLRA T EMIE 5,

31 AN R L A 0.37

35. B A A AL RIRIEH AL AL, 0.39

B2 8a

27. AT — B M R I B 5 AR AR R AR & TR 0.49
29. 3T FA, AT R AT 0 S B, A — B EB 3 0.51
2I8 fﬁﬁﬁﬁg%ﬁ%ﬁﬁﬂﬁm%‘ LT B BUIE R — S M SR A R AL 0.48
30. FRAGEA L0 T 1 b — 2oL R AIA Rl AR 3 3o 0.58
26. BARFAH LA VAL A TS PR B Z BN AT X BRIA IR REA 0.50

W73 iz

TP A A S RO 0.7
LA o

AKRTEFEE
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gx1
TR s WA )
%‘ ﬁ%ﬁggﬂ%zﬁﬁﬁ%%JE%%?%H&%?JEEM%M‘]@%@JA% # 0.65
4. MBEREA T B EmAE S IR T — 0 THE, ARG THH 0.67
DR TN M '
10. B AR T M b Lo PR I XU 0.61
2. %ﬁ%&ﬂ@%&%ﬁ@%wjﬁiﬁﬁ%s‘% PR B S SER, M UL F A T 0.54
AL TE
HAT4makE
22 FERTR AL 3T (] B, e -5 TN R oA 3 SO (R A 2otk AR A — 0.77
). 1 BY o
25, LRI, RALIF AT LN [B) 2o T SO = Lo B FE— R AT R 0.69
24 MEREE BENEES B, B e T ot L mmng. 0.50
23, R HEIE  REEBREEN AT TR AR, 0.45
BT 5 g
12. B £ RIFENEN AL, BRI ZINEEFE R AN E, 0.84
13. BRI R A RAA QXL ARALF—FB AU A2 Bt 0.82
A S E AR ‘
15. BB Lo AR Mt & E KR 22 AN RER, AR . 0.45
16. B R B T — B8RPG, EA T — B2, XA T RIS E L 0.45
HIBHAR .
17. ZHEFFKEFB B R Lotk ir U, RIBAER . 0.39
HFHEE 4.41 2.15 1.55 1.26 1.01
BT RE 23.88 11.62 8.37 6.84  5.47

3.3 RiEdEF LM

XIFEA Z (n =827) Hh 27 5% B TR 1
81, 322 M L W58 ( Cash, Ancis, & Strachan,
1997 ;Ng, Dunne,, & Cataldo, 1995) , # % 10 MR X

TR 5 (' /df =2.99,TFT =0. 92, CFI =
0.92,GFT1 =0.92,TLI =0.91 ,RMSEA =0.05) , H &
EWTHE 10 MERL, Fr LSO FIDS BA BT
RISHSUE , F a8 DB B 20K

WAL IR R NG . SR B AR 2, B
R2 WIEEETFANREMAES

e X df X/df IFI CFI GFI TLI RMSEA
B AR 3337.11 324 10.30 0.60 0.59 0.66 0.56 0.11
AR A — 2831.65 323 8.77 0.66 0.66 0.74 0.63 0.10
WHEFRE— 2723.28 323 8.43 0.68 0.68 0.75 0.65 0.10
WHE PR = 2708. 05 323 8.38 0.68 0.68 0.75 0.65 0.10
ZE TR 2343, 58 321 7.30 0.73 0.73 0.78 0.70 0.09
ZHETFER 2272.41 321 7.08 0.74 0.74 0.78 0.71 0.09
ZETFER= 2231.22 321 6.95 0.74 0.74 0.79 0.72 0.09
DY & T A — 1848.99 318 5.81 0.80 0.79 0.82 0.77 0.08
PO A — 1815.93 318 5.71 0.80 0.80 0.83 0.78 0.08
PO A = 1356. 18 318 4.27 0.86 0.86 0.87 0.85 0.06
. H TR 939.70 314 2.99 0.92 0.92 0.92 0.91 0.05

TR R RSt REAE R A R B AR A

PIR PRI —  TERER T Bemh b OB ERIE RS R R B e BB AR IH A—ET.

PIRFHEE = FE R ME R R RO R | R s R 2 MR A 0 — AT RS R B S BRI A SN —TE T
PIR TR = A R R YRR | R332 RIB IR & R G h— M T B SRR A S N — T

ZRTER — AR R A RERE b ORRIE B e RS S — T

ZRTHER T R R AR R b R S R MRIE S O — A T B A RERB S & H N — M T
=N TR = AR TR | R E AR e R RSN — PR T B MPUWRBA SN —TE T,

PO PAERL— AR R R B b R RL e R RS S — T
PO AR AR R R B b R S AR BAGH A — T
PO PR = FERE R A A b R BRI AR e R B H A — T,



FEAL W

B % I SOAFERER T SURETT 567

3.4 HURRE

H3CRR FIDS 555005 148 5 o0 A 45 2R g 3.
SRR, YRR Y B S A R B SR TR
BREGB BEHEARREAGBRSAEER

FIEMRK, LR RZ I, gahEZH B S 8E
P L2 3 AR, T AR B BL (Al R R B
FIRRRR B B B 5 B M i I 2 B3 SR OG . X
FH, TP OO FIDS BA B R ISR

F3 PR FIDS SRIFEROEXRLH

1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1. s -

2. BE -0.20""" -

.RERIE -0.06" 0.41%*" -

4. 845 -0.13***  0.20*** 0.18""" -

5. BRIk A -0.21""*  0.42°"" 0.47*** 0.32°*" -

6. HY -0.20*** -0.01 0.06" 0.18""" 0.24"*" -

7. B EMRR I 0.44*** -0.12°**  -0.09"" 0.02 -0.14""*  -0.23"*" -

HE:*p<0.05,""p<0.01,"**p<0.001,
3.5 RBA

R FA 88— BUE 15 BE 43245 BE T & 5 30K
FIDS M BE7KF-. Z55Ran3k 4, H SChR FIDS [ N6

—EPERIAE 0.71 ~ 0. 89 Z Ji], 35 ETE 0. 75
~0.90 Z[a], XKW H IR FIDS HA B M
=1

R4 AR FIDS MEES R

BER W% LaE LA AR BE BURBA
NE—EREE 082 0.71 0.75 0.77 0.81 0.89
SRR 0.89 0.75 0.77 0.82 0.86 0.90

4 itig

HF P E ST = Lt R F AR, S ET
R SO ARIERBERNITBIT, B &
RS AT E B FERL I8, A8 vhlsy SUAR) i ), AR TiF B
RETNEMERE, IR ERMNERE, K, &
WES R A RESHEIRSERYSEA R
EAHRR X UL TG K H Y EA RITH L5
Jo WAN, &R E F 40471, B1T)5 B SChiR
FIDS {388 27 45 B , B9 832 (5 M4 H) (B8
HOSAN%H) e kRGN FE) BG4
H) MBRBEA B A%E) AaRER, SRERS
MR B — 3 DA RARE FRENIR
b, BT EZ T B R B /D, B 40, Gerstmann Al
Kramer(1997) 855 B/~ 20 B F B RY 32 B 431X
fRRED TR 40.40% . 3R FIDS Xt &%
BiT)s, B EMBERAR 56.18%

i F30ib2E 5 v] fB R 4% B BEARIEE SL, R L7
FERNEM EMERTETHRE, B, T
(2014) AN H V5 e 2 1 8 2o RIS A4
Z 5, VU R B VRS I IR ST A RAE
0 58 AE A B S A X S B M W AR TS P A Lot
B, BT AFEFR L 4L SR, T EA%
45 1) 38 ZR 1 U2 D ot 3 B B R AN, A R 2o e AR
5RMETEEN, NETBERETHEZES . X
RV RS R MR BRI X A, i e S 3

RV ERN A TR E WA ER, BE&m
&, MRS 19 B (R BE BT Y FI i [FE S 5
LA —E) KA REIR AR, o E g S & T B
TR BPEL R, ] T AN A Rl 5% B &35 1 W 5
LRSI HEAL , AR IR B, 55 A 32 SO0
W LM R E T A E R, W Lo N 58
T e B R, T E R Lo e
WA RIBCR (F41,2014) o B LA BRI EE
8 R T LMo Z RN BN EXHER " X ATER
B BRARMIERE) AR, X 7] fE 21X
BT 5/ R

IUEPE R T4 AT I 45 R WoR , A LA R
A, AN FER A TR R, SR T ot 3 S0
FAkREEM, SREREE . UERIPFIRAR
R TR, T 5SEREITH SULE = 80k
BRI DL R ARG G, AN, SRMERR LR
—BE, HIEZH B SRR EHBREMAMEX,
A BB B S B AR A B BN IEAH K (Fischer et
al. ,2006 ; Gerstmann & Kramer,1997), A3, Z£LA
AR RRMVIR P, BB SEE MG X R
v Bt 2 51 45 5€ ( Fischer et al. ,2006) , {HTE 4R HF9T
hLOEEHBESXPABREIEMAX, &RENE
SERET RS RN FEAFE LT Bk
(W25 BEFIEALIEHT ( Downing & Roush,1985) . P4
FAEMER T~ A T B F R R R B
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B 2ot iy BEXT 55 R 3 A TR O L I A, X 4
BETE AR IR, BB S B S XM
M BREFAMER, MEERESEG ZRHMBMHE
Lo, 32 B BRI S 520, SF AR S B T X ST
T ( E4T,2014)  FTDAESTIIR R S, G5/
B 5P B2 IEAR,

KT HSURR FIDS R AR BE i85 R 3, 9%
EEZ B S HEE BE AR, MEG R RIE.
BEMTBRMPREZAN RS BEYE B EEHRX,
BB IR T KRB P T Lot T SCAR s
HEANFERES BEZH KX R (Moradi &
Subich,2002a; Yoder, Perry, & Saal 2007 ), [&]H}7E
LR, e EZ MRS HREE R LR B
TEAHD, THFRAE B B & R SR M B AR AR A A B Bt
HHEEIMr N 2 B E R, —Fm,x5U
BEWFIE R BRECEAE 5 s I 7T e RIS 2ot 3 S TR
B4k B —Fr ( Robnett, Anderson, & Hunter, 2012)
Bk, Kunst 55 (2018) ZHAH L T B 1, W E K
1o B2 M SO R AR A B i I o o — T
T, TE 2otk SGA RLR BB B 5 B AT 5B 6 R
HIRRTE R, B sh B2 [ B 5 BRIV Sl b 4 2 B 2 A
AHIC FEIB B R G R R B PR A I Bt 5 %
FIPE ) B PR 2 B 2 IF A 5@ (Moradi & Subich,
2002a) . % JRBNEE S I AT R B, BRAN M 5
S B A WA TE AR ek, B, A T30
B2 B PEvT e Z A S PRI A, R
FEIRBHE M ( Downing & Roush, 1985 ) BB %13
B HIPE B, B A TR 3 2 0 B PR S D R o
AL T R B B il R R B B B #A o B Y
P23 5 GE R B 3R A& AP 5 A A AR R e
(Downing & Roush,1985) , it s 4o X6 P4 551 065 4L 1)
BRAIKFAE R, HAOA A AT DASE B4 BV SRR A 39 75
PE4E , BRI RCE M s AR 2D

BEOWE R SR, 5 Moradi #1 Subich
(2002a) FYBFFEAR b (BRI BB 0. 64, Bl & & & iy
BA0.76 A Bl 0,52, IR A B Bl 0.
77) B T s Z BB, 3R FIDS 78 H 4R P4~
W Bt B AR — B R, Hr-REEWRE .
XRIUEITIE M SCRR FIDS 78w B Lot e
R BE BT MERE .

A, % E| SRR FIDS 1T ki El %
PER AT, ARSI & P LA R A, 22 TR
R TR 48 ERTR, BT 1 SUR
FIDS {530 R &7, B8 B N 2otk 3= SOl & R 11
PR R A R E T H

B BN TR B R IR A XA
BEEBESW T EE TS, BN IFE
KECHEZRARLARY FH BEALEFLEL
AE BRI RB G H B,

SEXH

H O JJ ZER4E. (2008) . Rosenberg [ 8 R P4 H 8
RIAL . AP O T AR 4R ,22(9) ,661 - 663.

FuT. (2014) . PREER M EE RN BE AL SRFEIR 4,
112 - 116.

RHRE. (2010). B &5 1170 H7 S 5—SPSS #BIE SR A .
HR ERRE R
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Reliability and Validity of the Chinese Version of the
Feminist Identity Development Scale

Mao Jing Gong Zhe Wang Xinyao
(School of Psychology,Sichuan Normal University , Chengdu 610048 )

Abstract ; Objective ; To revise the Feminist Identity Development Scale ( FIDS) and examine the reliability and validity in Chinese fe-
male college students. Method : Take the Chinese version of FIDS the Self — Esteem Scale and the hostile sexism subscale of Ambivalent
Sexism Inventory to make a survey among 1657 female college students,and then item analysis, reliability analysis, exploratory factor a-
nalysis , confirmatory factor analysis and criteria validity test were completed. Resulis: The revised Chinese version of FIDS had a total of
27 items, which retained five subscales ( Passive Acceptance, Revelation, Embeddedness — Emanation, Synthesis and Active Commit-
ment) ,and the cumulative variance contribution rate was 56. 18% ; The five — factor model fitted well (' /df =2. 99 ,TFI =0. 92, CFI =
0.92,GFI=0.92,TLI =0.91,RMSEA =0. 05) ; The Cronbach’s o of the Chinese version of FIDS ranged from 0. 71 to 0. 89 ,and the
split — half reliability ranged from 0. 75 to 0. 90. Conclusion : The revised Chinese version of FIDS has good reliability and validity among
Chinese female college students,which is an effective tool for measuring the level of feminist identity development.

Key words ;feminist identity development ; feminist identity ; reliability ; validity



