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EABRGINEZ L.
KA B LA R ATAAGEE; BRRAR; D
HEE  B849:C93

1 [EER

TAEG T 19 %2 4 R th 45 [ 00 v 1 1 7™
T [7] {8 (Hofmann, Burke, & Zohar, 2017; Zohar,
Huang, Lee, & Robertson, 2015), MR EFr57 T
MAMGETHEEE, REREAEA 230 T AL T T
E: 15 Bt A — 5 T# 55 b e B
(International Labour Organization, 2017), ZFHA
WA BUE R =ik, BHE N NFEEH KE
KGR, TIL 4R, FEH AR R FIL
SnSE HBEET, TN . FBNUMESIEE:
A HFE W F kAR B F B R R (Griffin &
Curcuruto, 2016), H, Bt TilFATHELLEH
HUREEN EEMAERE, A5E8 8 70%
(Leung, Chan, & Yu, 2012; Reason, 1995), A I,
PR AR 247 2 5 P BAEIME 2 0 FH iy — 1
R,
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P IO R VTR 2R (I A8 B IR ) AN AT 2R AL
(N3 T AT N ) FE R U ELGE T A9 A 5 30(Reason,
1995) . AT Ay W T AR S R — A 23 5 B
L, AR T DL A i 7 AR B A )RR AR T 4R
(BN 48 WL RE 19 & 2R T ] AT AR B ) . AN SR
B W A e TT LAYE 0 A3 %) (Zohar, 2000)
BRI, X2 447 R 048 B R AIG 45 5212 1 (logic
of consequences), I i 3% 1if 14 4 i % (logic of
appropriateness) (March, 2010), B id 5 L4~
A B 43 A LAY TATR], B SR A R R H BRin SE
PUXT 22 A F I (9 15 5F

D2 2P fE ML E SR R 2 5 T 8-
2 #r BL 2 (Expectancy-value theory) (Probst &
Brubaker, 2001), 5 i 34 5 FIF] 15 1 e K AL,
KR SRS JEX 22 44T O 1Y 52 e (RI32 42 S LY
$R) (Jiang & Tetrick, 2016), [ Tk ke BIE A L
SIS Y285, N RAYMER THS
BIES®E, WA EerAE, mAE A EY e
BHL, A REHFLE B K M 3R I % 417 24 (Seott,
Fleming, & Kelloway, 2014), F&ATH7 1 i 3Ll T4E
CRM, HEZR2DPBE, I THESFZ2H
W, MEshZ 5eed%s, MXELEHIE%E
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44T J A 3B A K (Jiang & Tetrick, 2016), H 3
AL Rl T2 45 sh L, Rk Bt T & 4470,
IR R I 1) e A Bk X 5 B A
B 2 SEF AT AR (Legault & Inzlicht, 2013),

BEAN, i KU 20 20 bl Sfe bk 22 b £ FH 1A BA (BE
)T AN A RAE AT S5 AT I A e, R TJL

AR DA B — AT X e 4k (Heldal & Antonsen,

2014), N, fuzs S 2 4 0 4 it 255 1
AR E R i AE DL BAME 5 U0 R PLAE
W Y 4 B (Crew resource management, CRM)
(Helmreich, Merritt, & Wilhelm, 1999), {H gAY
A, EHTSCHER TN B ESIHLA TS A 2 0L (1
A —I R Kk ZM5E, Grenier, Chiocchio, Gagné,
& Sarrazin, 2013 "), FHIBAJZ I % 4 sh LAY BF 5%
AW, AT EA A F 2L R ALE]
Ja Rz IFH, SRR BB HL R i R HLE]
A B F 3AT w3 T & 4 (process safety) [ R Gi i
AR, TS RPN B, A
S R EORE O T AMARAE S B e R R R TR R
(Hofmann et al., 2017),

Chen #ll Kanfer (2006)4& th (1) 2 7K F- Sh L3 72
BT, R T ARSI BNEIL . H bR 58030 )
FIVE T RE . FEAT N TR, %4 5%
— H RV 5 9 O Y #5 (Hofmann et
al., 2017), SEBR %2 2AE% T AU B ARt
He AR S (priority of safety) Szt T 22 45 S04k 5 4
BYy#%.0>(Griffin & Curcuruto, 2016), 454 3hHL-H
PR—BR0N 2K 18, 224 B bR R S 18 B R
Zoe T AT A S HLE S rE AT AR — A
W 1 7% (parsimonious) XAZ LN &R . RS AT
PeE BE 5 2K Pl pLad R AL () S 1, AR
R A L2 Bin-St8 2z [ 1E o 2
JEFH BN SRR E RGP, BRI : (1)
BRI PLY R 2 A2, (§5E Sl B 1R
FABLE, 25 5@ BN [ 32 %2 4 ShdLAnfa] 3@ i 52 e (]
B2 4 Hbw, #1050 E 250 S BALEH (2)
AN 22 4 B BRI SR B B RN N RS A B R
F i 4 (Marquardt, Gades, & Robelski, 2012), %%

' Gagné (2014)7F &3k 3¢ 3 s SC B I8 A B 04T T 4
A, WA EE BN IS T AR A ESPLI IS,
& E, AT LIS A i (composition) i 3k F R A BABIHIL
PIEARME T, T AWM RE, K e BT
oAb A2 AR B BN TR AR O <% 4 B AR

FI 3222 g HLR R RE R I 52 0SS 5 N B
LA ARR, PN E 258G 3% T A EHL
oAz s AL B A DL, DR — IR
LAUZ A 5 P QAT S 5 T A R A A
BAFY I 222 s fL, TS A SR R 22 2 5

TERE R, AT H K [ 3% 2 s LI 5
W EWIAZ T, A B TRAREN [ 24
S HL R 22 42 SR A BIA R, ISl % 4
I EAR S e M ST — 2P AT R R . HOK, 2k
TZKFIHLE BB, F 5[ T2 2P %
EHTE LS, R B T30 R A FodE Big
MOTREE o FESCER)Z T, BT 5 PIBA A A A &
WSS 5 %A MR A Oy T A
i H ST A F % AshPLe) 27K B AR AL &
anfer g ik [ 32 % s LB T SRR, B RT ol 4
EHI S AR AR S T H E L gl 5% e
SR A E A IR AR RIS

2 BRI

21 BEN: BFRREBILHUE

A #HIe R X T AR AL D
(Deci, Olafsen, & Ryan, 2017)), #HR4#EH K& &
JEWATE, B3R JE BN s Lo b 2 % 3h L
(controlled motivation) il B & 3} #l (autonomous
motivation) (Ryan & Deci, 2008), Z ¥ shHL$8 1) &
AR T S (PR s SR (At A Y 25K ) R 7 T
MEERAT R EhHL, A EPLHE R T H
A=Y ISR Rr e  CIPRY (N AN E s VTP i
FAT R, ZEEPLR D> B Rk E 3L,
41 15 S 7E P8 57 (external regulation) . PN $% 8
(introjected regulation) i Ff2EHY, 41 53 T.8% F T4
SN T RIS R | R RAEST OMETRTY), SN
TR A B R TTENRE ). A F3hPLE
Az ARIGERN L, 45N R E5Y (identified
regulation) . ¥ & 1 77 (integrated regulation) il [N 7£
P79 (intrinsic regulation) (Gagné et al., 2015; Ryan
& Deci, 2017)

IS b, A EHPRE R T, BAR T
EMMES BB, TESHARES WY K
W, RORFE T AR AP A R B & 4 4F (Rigby & Ryan,
2018), H F MG ZHEIVAEIT HECR R 2ER
HARZTEAFH] T X4, WEF . 23, @HEP
%% (Deci & Ryan, 2011; Ryan & Deci, 2017), 7E
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TAEHZU, A FESHLEER I PO 5 & (Fernet,
Gagné, & Austin, 2010) 3 1A B RS 4T
(Foss, Minbaeva, Pedersen, & Reinholt, 2009), —
XA 22 3000 Z KA MBI AR T A £
4 BE 0% 1990 2 7] A F1] ¥ (Preenen, Oeij, Dhondt,
Kraan, & Jansen, 2016),
2.2 ZKEFHHITEE

Fl Chen Fll Kanfer (2006)#%H £ /KF-shilid
FEES LIk, K5 B A ZhHLZ KT B0 58T i
26, ARAE Chan (1998)M94 AL, HBRSIPLE
T 5 2% F AR B (referent-shift model), Bl 244~ {Ak
KM S HLEA B N — SR, A A e
A K- AE 2 2 (g AT BA S AL, P BA Bl AL 7 A
1 B 53 B B A A, 24 T BB 5 3 A SR AT 4
HArE AR, Hir e N2 gt B T
& X (Chan, 1998). Z/KFsIFLEIE U N MRS A
BAZKF- B S LS & 5 B AE D BE b2 AR LY, B
PRS2 B SIS B B AR . Hindr
SR 2, Ik X S A% ™ A= /E H (Chen & Kanfer,
2006), 7EMA 5 141 B2 i AAE S HL- H -S4
X,

A BT BIE A Sh AL FE AL B2 T 4%
N OH B X FF (Hu & Liden, 2015; Park,
Spitzmuller, & DeShon, 2013), %l Bray (2004)
53 26 W 1A A S ALK 245 5 S R B A 8 3 O A,
W BA H A5 1 o A £E T2 3%, Mathieu, Gilson Al
Ruddy (2006)ii i3 4577 Xk [ T 121 DA
IR 55- AT BN F8 5040 3 B 20 W A A I s 5 00 e A ) 5
A S HLXT 25 AR B2 . Chen, Kanfer,
DeShon, Mathieu Fll Kozlowski (2009)F%) £ 7K SF-fiff
T8 R B BHLIR A 2358 i A 5 AT BA I H B e 4%
vk, MR GO EER . BL RSS2SR
BA H F5 25 T A s LR S 5 Gl 6 R 4R S e,
5141 A S AL B F 52 B8 5 s AL B o R AT X 4
Zng T A FEILE ZENL 2R
23 BERLDNMREHEYNIEM: ZKTE)

HiEiE

VB TAESUR ) — AL NG, 25
BRI OME, FENTELR 2SN E X
5458 75 1 © ik A — 2 (Un Clarke, 2012;
Hofmann et al., 2017). AMARZ 450060 7 15 &% 4>
Tk, WG4 4 F(safety compliance) f1& &%
5 (safety participation) Pi 4t B, HI& 2480 TH

T YAy TAEG P i e Bt AT s 3, e 2
01T A R % 4247 9 (Griffin & Neal, 2000), #
NYERESH 3 AN HAY Likert R4, HARRL
S 7E v R RO Aol B TR AR S B R g
(Jiang, Yu, Li, & Li, 2010), BN 22 5k % 2
442k W (safety outcomes), ANZF#H . 61 (near
miss). 15 FE&FF k45 R (Clarke, 2013),

HRYE 7 P8 B XTSI 4328, Z 2l
Al LAy R &2 ¥ e sh I A 32 % 2 3 Hl(Scott et
al.,, 2014), Hrh, ZiFL 4 Hl(controlled safety
motivation)f LU T MANEAL: 1) TR 2247
AT BESE FH T A AE A it )5 e (PR AE TR Y ); 2)
HTINAACR— I AZEERAAN, WREHE
TR S £ A F U At 2 1) PR (P AR )
F %4 sh#Hl(autonomous safety motivation)F LI T
SRR DB TIA R R TR 24w &
TN, WA HTE SN Y R T IR X AN B AR
THEAT AR AY); 2) 5 TARCSUA N 4 4 sh it &
2y, ReEMERCTe5HARTEEFALEE
W), 3 TASHREWNNIEE, A ikt
T B R % oK SRR I R IR TY) (Jiang &
Tetrick, 2016). 7E BRI b, i T8 5855 51
[R) I Jo ik i 3 X 4y, R, 3l R FOR A TR R
5 WNEE N B P RS (Gagné &
Deci, 2005),

GG &I A £ LR 2 iE
A T %A SF %42 5178 (Jiang & Tetrick,
2016; Scott et al., 2014), ZFE L% 2RF1T
RABARIKT- B IEAE G, WX Z RS 51T AR
2 Z 4EH (Conchie, 2013), BRI BRI, 52
SIHLAH L, B ESIVLEAR B T RO BT N
0, M6 T TAESRRL .

i EI-Hin-GEoa R, £ Rk
FE i (priority of safety)V iz &A1 HF NS HLH|
S E 3 R 1 — A BE 17 5 (parsimonious) S A% L
PR E, ELefEd, i THGZE T/,
gz 4 AR5 A2 73R HAR(Clarke, 2012), %4
AEXT T 2H U A B AR A9 D0 Se TR B S e T 4 Ak
545 [l 4% 0> (Griffin & Curcuruto, 2016), %4245
[l 2 2 R W 55 At 5 11 B 22 4 H bRkt &2 4 5t
SO VR R R AL T S2HIE S - (Hofmann et al., 2017;
Zohar & Luria, 2005),

FESS N B 5 A B 3222 2 LR
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LA HbRpysZm st 7 Sk S R, A EibLEEfe
PRI B FR B FRRGE K (positive goal progress),
832 £ 3 AL 5 AR X H bR 38 oR s A OG5k
(Koestner, Otis, Powers, Pelletier, & Gagnon, 2008;
Koestner & Hope, 2014), LR Bn 528
HURRLL, B S SALAE 6% S5 B b 52 mel A 1 7 B
IANHI & 4t (Levesque, Copeland, & Sutcliffe, 2008).
ZEAIMEZ B R T, FEATFIERTA
FEIRAR UL, AELTE N HE A i B (AN 7R DRI ik

B ETET), X5 WA Tk s e, PR
TG % B AR P B O B KOS (22 38, 1 7, 2010
Legault, Green-Demers, Grant, & Chung, 2007), T
HFE LAk, AR IE KR m, BRI
AR BRI, H B e Y K P A
(Legault, Green-Demers, & Eadie, 2009).

24 BEZREIAEEH

TEH A, FEAZ A 1 PR e 251
ATH A ESHL. R AR JOE IS, Y
FEA BT AT BB, SRS B b A 1
I S N R R I RO S ek R
(internalization) f¥) i 2, 4~ AR W & A & 41 G /i 19
HAERIETTIAE B EIRTY, B A E3HL(Ryan &
Deci, 2008), AKA=FREALBFEE. AFE
(autonomy) , % % (relatedness) . I:{T-(competence).
X, A FRAMERS UL R A ARERE,
AT RS . R BRI IRIG A 2300 R SR
RS, AR AMAXT B B AR ) 52 i E B 45 2R 1Y
PRI o HEAR O BT B IR TR e 2 3 3O Uk
T ISL ZBEER], R A F3hPL(Deci
etal., 2017).

DU 5% 56 vl o #2432 37 ¥ (autonomy
support) (1% 7 15 > 5 R Ak b i 2 AT 0 B AR 0 2R
T, LUMEHE H ESHLIE . A 3R (1)
FEZ A NS L AR RS2, T LA R A
XS R R TE L, QFRAEEREIYLS . KA
fir A de /M, BT LU 2 MEX B B )3
HEA PO AT 55 SRR i, A B TR
BRI £ (Ryan & Deci, 2017), 13X Se4EAE 40 [].0 R
FROT BRI AR B AL BT B, TR 1 B
F I HLEYIE M (Deci et al., 2017; Schreurs, van
Emmerik, van den Broeck, & Guenter, 2014), 7E{>
SR, DLE 3R e i SR A B S Y
TR R A F X F I E R ngE—3

5L 500 58 Al B9 T FUBE 5T, Hardré 45 (2009)%F
EZ:8 i 1 o LT B B TS s S e e T e
FI N 518232 SDT JR W) LA K Anfaf 78 23 ] v S i 3 2
JEN R, XTI N R ez ad 85
HE)E, TH4LR R T X A RES T 5 £
WS 5 TS, XRW, FIEHEREES
B H FEZRHEATRER, JF B 5 UIN L RE 98 52 i A
PR PIAT R, BREREXT 0 T A F3hHL. 1K
R DL R AT R A B R, (B T 5T 38
ZHEPTIA LT WMAEGNEEERLER
LEHREIEAE A EHL, BN THE., UK
B BAE S — AR T, Bk, BT WS
EHREH R A FE I, BIARG A £ X,
DL KON B3 T B R AT TAE 3, WTRDME 0 A
iR A 17 2 (top-down  approach) ¥ #h 75, X
X TS B A R E X,
2.5 RAIT

A 22 BNHLAA & T 15 B S U5 5
R, HICAEHMLH M TR B, B dgEd
TEANAIK - (Gagne, 2014), ¥ A F 24354
RN RSN BRI AT R E 2L, IR
BA KT 11 3x 2 3 75 2 T 2 F 92 A9 4R R (Kanfer,
Frese, Johnson, 2017), RIAF5T8A R B MK S
A BN Z A A 32 % 2 sl 5 SR 8 1 V8 AL
HAFIRR . ShHl- B ARS8 2 /K 3 AR
IBTBA A4 LA B AT A=A A5 J2 IR R T A F %4
BIHLAA DL RR A T — > RAF AP A .
I, AT A B R E e 5 2K sl
RIS LA L, R ET DU R A5 ETBA
A EL YL R L g, Rl 4E ot
A& B H B L 2,

3 Wxiafa

ENURERLSTRURI=E 720 AN W RS Bl | RN 12
ik, AER R b AE B T [ s B EZ 23l
X -8, RESYL-BEAR-SRUNENE R, '
AFFRLITFU i 1),

AR H BAREE =AM B, ERIBNZ
1L, BT BA A 3% 2 s PL B A% £ 85801
EHBLE, Hoak, AR BN S MRS B 2w L,
BT A5 B BA B 329 2 Sh AL AR 2 e B3k )
ERIBLE, me)m, 7E s s HLVE AL A 2 al
T TEH AU SR hiES A 3. TAEES
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THH LRI
CEST BB . ) .

...... B R 43 > A% 4 Bin >| B BAZE 403K
R \ \ \
THER RO A4 B \

...... 24 3hH P g MRS

TAESRE

Bl AT E ISR AT S HESL

(¥ 3 S 36T WU ST A 0 1 222 4 Bl

AT H OB RfERE S IR AR .

BER£aitl. HELZLIHPEIEARETT
5 ERVASY, KM Jiang Fl Tetrick (2016)E ¥4 1Y)
PICH E- AR s LR R I T IR HIBAA 3
LA T, AR E S, B 5
X 42 A 55 N SCRT (s IR, TR it == 1
W&, FHEIBA N 2 R 5 7E H £ 223l B E
TR KIBN A T L 2P K-

REBfR. AWH P24 HbR R R TX%
2 BRI T HALZH L H AR REAL, TR
[R5 2R F T AN ) 922 4 H AR I SE A B8 0 4 T
Ho AR T K B b3 SR ) A G 2 (n,
Katz-Navon, Naveh, & Stern, 2005; Zohar, 2002),
e 28 GE A HARBF I 0 A AR50 1 22 4 H bR
Fo WBRZ 4 HARREE 5 A BRDRAE I 56 70 4 0] 4k
VAT A 22 4 1 s 2 AT A 53 0 22 42 H B I S R JEE 1Y
S g, P BRI A D 7E 22 4 R AR et |
18 X {2 7 P BN 22 42 H g o
3.1 R 1: FBKFE EBELRLIMIERS

5 AL BIBARIF ST I 25 5L, B BA S HLARZS B
% 368 58 532 W) AT ARG 53 B A 5 A AR AR, O T A
A1 A G5 (Chen & Kanfer, 2006); i 41 BA ik 51 3
N e S R Y W v i Al il N A R R
(injuries) . /N (microaccident) (Zohar, 2000)4
TG, MR g 1. TAEEARM: S H A

ORI H E B A R 2L L, PRI
W 24z e e gL A

BB T 58 1P A 55 T 7 B A8 TAE ik bb A 4
MESBRE, 2RI EERFIEZ —
(Sackett & Cummings, 2018), 7 E. 4K = A4 A BA
o, AT RS E S AE, 755 AR L
IRECT ARG IR, 5 BASik  WF T 2B, TAEH
P2 A B AR (I B AR iseE . Vs B L s
TRA5) 55 1 BA 4% =2 8] %9875 25 £ (LePine, Piccolo,
Jackson, Mathieu, & Saul, 2008), T{F BAKM: L
e, LR P BN B FR X A BA Gk A 3 1 A AR
i, B R R 2,

Hy: HIBN H 322 2 L i 5 o 1] BA Ay =
A HbR, #ETR A BN 25

Hy,: FIBA A EL 48015 BB\ E &880 %
5 IEARDG,

Hyp: HIBAZ 4 Bi5 5B BN 2505 52 B 3
A

Hi.: WA B E%Z2shPl 5 W %4  Hir R
WBEIEMX,

Hy: TAEB AW P A% 4 H s 5 F A%
SRR R, REARM M SR, FB\ %4  Hix
5 BN 2 SR 6 R HARTE AR,

TR R 5
3.2 iR 2: ME BASENMEREKRELERE
ZEFNHIERHLH

3.2 MEKFEEBEREHHERNE

R [ TP BSOS, 5B 2Bl
HIASRAH L, 32 515 AR08 it RN 1Y) D3 1A ke e 32
FET (ZEDN), WaRABZ2T R, HY
BLAT N R BAKIK - (A IE A 5 (Conchie, 2013),
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M TN LR TARERE A8 (A FELL25)
Bl), XF 41 21% 4 H AR A BRI IR, REAZfiE
MR E IR, A E 2R TR G Y %
AL o AU 5 L4 4 SFAT A R AR
H, FEHRESE A R T.2 50 Z W HL N RAT
A (Jiang & Tetrick, 2016; Scott et al., 2014),

Hy: NMEA EZ 2L ML 250800 W
HIEAG,

LR RS IR hE 2 S i C 2R V€ B S 7o
S48 8 A A A TE 53 1 3 B (Probst & Brubaker,
2001; Zohar, 2000), 1215590 T i i AL HE B 1
SUTANREIT A-45 R KR (245 3hHL), 0T
IS Al IR B X 2H 222 4 B AR 1Y AR T AL
(Griffin & Curcuruto, 2016; Zohar et al., 2015), 5
Z RSN S 2SR, B E LA
T HARZ LM EW, X2 BiRrkES A
RANE AT —EJiang & Tetrick, 2016), H £ 3
HURETE A i J28 1 7 AF B UM 1 B4R (Deci et al,
2017; Ryan & Deci, 2008), Ul H EsIHLAY RS
MR 5 A W A PE A (Lavergne & Pelletier,
2015) . XF L&l 2 > (9 45 B B Ul (Oga-Baldwin,
Nakata, Parker, & Ryan, 2017). £ 5 &= B2 2UR %
5T1’E?ﬁféﬁf§%(Gillet, Fouquereau, Lafreniére, &
Huyghebaert, 2016).

Hy,: MR FL2 2GRS 24 B R
W EIEAER,

H F 2P 5 TINRZ 2 r Bis, K%
EMENS AERFEL, 25 %2T192%
(Jiang & Tetrick, 2016; Scott et al., 2014), H#irMH
PRER A T e AR BB, AT T RE L
Hufdt A OV S e AR RS A FSLA
AR %58 A7 7E O B P 28 (psychological conflict), H:
PN 52 T (DA 5 A 2 TG B — 2 (Weinstein et
al., 2012), HILEEG YRR TE & O G AMRAL T RAF
R SARAS I, fbXS B B AT AR W &
SCEE PN LK B A] M (enhanced access) (Evans &
Stanovich, 2013), M 7E P B2 11 6E 9% fE i LT
MR FEAT S A B O WA H bR AT
(Weinstein, Przybylski, & Ryan, 2013), B2 H 3l
S FRAR T LR — FPER AR AR 2 (associative mindset)
(Evans & Stanovich, 2013), H EsIHLAAMARA
U BN M (cognitive flexibility) (Grolnick &
Ryan, 1987), XAl sfPE 5 N BRIk AL RRAE 1Y) B8

A G L AF AR RS o B 3L
SN EPRI RS T IS R, 2SI
MR Z BRI T, AT N ARIA W,
R B I X A4 i B Can 7 D00 B S A Bk K Y
TETET), X LAY IR 5 st 2 R e, BRI TE TR A%
A B LA K- (ZE 3, X1, 2010; Legault et al.,
2007). i H P, A IR DE KT,
R A B FRAFEIRASTR, L0 Bl UL 1 7K P-4
B % (Legault et al., 2009), v, HahidEIF
JE— H 2 3E W A B 1Y (maladaptive) (Levesque et
al., 2008), H FEshHLE UK T N ERE H 30
MRS, MmNk . 55 sl R R =T
e A b R BB L 2178,

Hy,: NMEA ELL2IH G MENERZ 2 HiR
BB EIEM,

R Y 2 DL A A 2 R0 (A
ARE . M) N I, ML L AR &4
SR R TR A FH ) 2245 31 T SR 55 A A 50
(Griffin & Curcuruto, 2016), JGHT B /RN %
A FEINA 5 % 17 A A R Y 1E A ¢
(Christian, Bradley, Wallace, & Burke, 2009), IT4E
X, R KB H LU T, BT E IR
i P B B X 28 4 S s B9 VE FH (Burns, Mearns, &
McGeorge, 2006; Marquardt et al., 2012), 7E PJ B B¢
B AT, AR BT 22 4 s, T8
PEIR) BTy B B A (PR AR — AN PR, R -
H ) (Molesworth & Chang, 2009), W55 # & Pl
HL 4R A DR 9 22 4 5 BRI P TR = ) 1Y 1 3l ¢
RE R 5% 2 4300H 1B 3 M 5%(Xy, Li, Ding, & Lu,
2014), X AT R WIS E IR, HE&IR %4 AT
5@ MR PR Z 811 3 3 OCERTT LSO AT
M55 SRR & T8 R 2 S (2548, Wing,
RNE, JBA R, WIIHE, 2015), AR H Y
2P TR EGHL . U Z PSR- L
4 HAR RSN ER, AT LUSCH an R G -

Hs,: S04 HARTE H £ R 25 %25
Rz g Ve

Hsy,: WL 4 HARE A EZ 295 %25
Bz S EM .

T e U Al H il 7 018 T4 58 B T REAF 78
5%, TAEREREN, MTIEMMER, £5
BT Z2 B, I IR] R ) DR B K i AR e ) 45
A FPPR R I TAES Ao T A X T AR R,
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T B AT AR 2 R B0 B R BEIR, 9 an LAAE AT
FRM, m ARG R 0 TA RS SEUR T
MO AE 2 52 s . 0T B R EAER
%, MEBEESEYE | 7 5 %K (Johnson, Lanaj, &
Barnes, 2014), I} E 3 B EIT IR BEaYEE =
HRETE RN . i, fER/KFR T
ESRBETR, B1 T AR T N R A 3hid #E
(Baumeister, 2016),

He,: TAESRIEW THMBZ 4 Hin 5% 417
MR FR, BUT AR BEN, SRS
AT IE T G R B, AR A BAR R, b
R 5 28 A

Heyp: TAESREZITY T NBR %2 HiR 5% 247
NI ER, RUTARSRE SRR, NEZ4e RS
AT IE T O AR B, AR S B R, E

TR ZR 5
322 HBAEMFRZEKFEBER2IHIER
L

VI BT T H 2% S s HLE AR 2 % 1] BA
SRR, AR AR B A A 3% 2 S AL A
ANRBREEFEN . 2K TNl R A R
T R 141 BA )2 T S AL AT R T AR S ML R ) IE
[a] {f¢ #E/E H (Chen et al., 2009; Chen & Kanfer,
2006), JEH, MFABNR GIE R —200 B EZesl
I, anfEIAE BB IR L T IS pk R, R
0 BE FT L3 i A A9 7 2 R 45 (attention focus),
] DL i P BeGE AR B A A YT B0 G (spreading
of activation) ¥} ~A 7= 4= 521 (Kallgren, Reno, &
Cialdini, 2000), H 4 HRE 7, 04 L2575
N, AR A RS RR s R A A 22
£ 4i%(Hofmann et al., 2017), Hi 8 R 8.

H;: PR\ A EL &Pl A I8 5
WEZ A B, dFmE A% 25050

Hy,: HIBA A EL 2305 M58 5N
LA HbRE B EIEAHX,

Hyp: MESNE SN RE S B Sh%E 4
GRCE W IEA G

Hy.: BINA F L2 G MEL 25085
B IEASC

Hg: HIBANZE 4 H bR 5K % 4 S50 3%
EAE
33 W3R 3: REBERESN

T2 25 AR PE, BME S WATER K

FREE AR X AN (38 5T, 1% 50 2 5 F AT
T 2o 50 51 TR 3| W L 22 247 O 2315 B 2L
#Jih 8 AE 57 (Zohar, 2000), Bt T 5 JE W% 45 % 4
ZhHL(Griffin & Curcuruto, 2016; Hofmann et al.,
2017; Zohar et al., 2015). F I, FHFELEE L2
BERRRIE, BT IR, LURSE A R,
TE = KU Al i 8 v, B ABR R T B2 fihdi 2 1) S
I A 5L . VR FZ R, M1 Em T
YEG T Z S WEERFE, B, BRX R T%4e
LI A AR EE MW, 5 — 7,
S 2 2R SR R AR T B RAT TAE, B T LR
Al B — AT X % 4k % (Turner & Parker,
2004), BROCTEZ DI A F3ZH550, FH B o Y
AFEZFERNTHRREBEARALE L, VAR
TR E B 0 S DN Ay B S it ) T TR 9T 3R W X A
PR LA AL ) B EXAF B IE TR LA £
ATV B (Hardré et al, 2009), 4% 51 5 H B,
AR PRAE 7 3 SR, QS R 42 32 A N R
BRI A ERSZ | PR AR AT TAE S fF B RN ik
FEPLes . Wb R, R TSEZEIAE. S5t
AXRFR . DR MARRGEE W2, NI Re (2t
B ESHLEIE B (Deci et al., 2017;Slemp, Kern,
Patrick, & Ryan, 2018), 7EULIERE [, 45& 8%
HI1. H3, fibfeifiz 9.

Ho,: #U0 . FBAKG BT B A 3 S RFE i A2 kA
B FL2IL, R RL 25

Hop: #0561 . FABARE 5L Y A 32 SR 1 42 3 P
BN ELe AL, i e A BA e 2 580

TAEE RN TRMA &, BTN FE
S TAE X, FTLME R B B B T35 X 4
Foo B LAEIEX TAERIFEM L, RiEE 5%
KX TAENE . XS T/ERRWENR, HEW
RS TAE R RS B0y . Wrzesniewski #ll
Dutton (2001)4& H 53 T 7] LA i e 28 % TAE 1A
PURG (AT W AR ) | B TR R4 5530 5t
(L5 ), WS TR Z 8 1918 58 5 U E
FRCCREILUEI TAE, XLEP SR, ¢
FMB FWEACHTFZEEHE YIS, Fln#E g A
R SR O TRRUE E AT AR A OB TAE AL,
e TAEPEIE B LM ARIESR, AT
P REAE S R A3 200 2 ¢ R S IR B TAE TAE
hEM AR WRRE, WEELXAFE; (£45E
SATT DL B T T AR RS AN EE ek, T Bl
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WRNTX A, CRSEENIEATE, I
X TAE = NFER 8 J1 o 22 B0 T4 5 9 Ry 2 e 0
BT AL — D EEERAE, R L,
5B H3, HbiE R 10,

Hyo: TAEREMB@E SRR T AEZ2IH,
HET 2 E AR L 2530

AT H T, WF5E 1 50058 2 KR FH I8 B
HHELWMMFEME S NITE, R 3 BRANY
WSROI HEATHR T o 1045 18 A 100 45 a5 R A A
BER i AR AR B AR, B A, LR E SR
R AR AR PR A i, B AR AR AR R 2 (A AR G
R E ST, (HHR R 2 Ab 2 S50 55 B i A
IR 37 14 S 56 DU e L8 v A PR S 55 B N AR AR o
PR L P B AL A3 T TR SE LR, B3 o 50 50 2
I B (Grant & Wall, 2009; 175, 2007), —
D5 T, Y S AT L gk S0 5 0T HE 2 A D A
Z IR TR SR 56 2R, A AT DA K k] 42 4 WL 3k g
HAR ML, FriE N AR LR O3 — 7T, BRI S
B IR RE A AU SE BRI 2548, PRFF412L
FASTEE, ZiRE AN VB B 0 1S n it
9%, eI AR F B . PRI B3 o S 5 Y 45 18
NHARENIEE L, AR HS, IRATE L
AR X =R ke X A S B R I ELS A AR A T
K o

4 EREMSFE

AT H 254 A Tk E B 5 2K shblad
MR, B A 2 e shHLA S . S& i HT A
BIHLBRATF & = KU 2 20 v ) AR S AT 45 A 7 36 AR
HOLHEE, WA BREENRENM. A
H %2 HLRA AN 2AT 55 BB AR 5
HIBN B =L &SR F AR AR %2 TAER
B LG o 2 B H A BA B 5 052 o 38 it AN
Wi E 2l WME, AR AT RE S AR, AR
AR5 A M ER . H ik, BB TE R
— AR, TRE S E R EUA R R A 55, AREE A
B9 BIE 55 A M S B U (Wang, Kim, & Lee,
2016). fELLILAE BT A NS5 AR sh AL R B3l
A LU MHT I i B i A Hox 2 2 U E

A A5 A1 BA S ALt B AE T RE L R ALY,
BA 1 3% 2 sh ML A% & B s i 5 4~k A
TGP AR Z &GRS WA L, Bt

SHNANR BT AR A, AT H A2 AR IK T % 4
H A% X 43 A 5 B L, (AL T BA )2 T8 2 A5
fEAEILZ M A BRE 2 Bhs, RIEIATR, LA
HTCER B R BRI . R Jung GRIEE
SR TCE IR A $ 35 (collective unconscious), {H it
WE& 00 PR 2 4 AN S 0l Y A i S TR,
B D BE I RO AR O BT, S HEIAE
T X AR B AR 0 N B A e iR b 28 IR .
I, AT E IR 2 B BA N B 4 H AR R HE A .
HWK, 2K BB TE R AKCE T 24008 T
AN H1—4T 4 (cognitive-behavior) i 72, T 78 1 BA 7K
- F B £ 4K 8 41 £ — 47 M (social-behavior) i 72
(Morgeson & Hofmann, 1999), #&1t, 251 H AHF
FEHESRAEA AR T LN B 540 k0 . AR
LG O R BN N AT O 0 AR, AE B ) 1
Pt e Hbp 5 TAE AR S S B 3 i
WAL 2s—A7 M AR

R Y% LAAE B BRI I 45 5L, T BA SR ZS R
i 308 28 55 M A AR R i 52 AL A E AR, T A2
A BAS % (Chen & Kanfer, 2006); i A BA 1 51 3%
FAaAHR R S GUSA B, B
U, AT AR AT BA A 342 4 S ALIE i 38 - AT BA Y
e s, #mRHANE RS, 3 FE%
LYV R THZL2NENS AREL, 625
40 B (1 2% BB (Jiang & Tetrick, 2016; Scott et al.,
2014), HFRPCE MRS, S RBCE T REAE
B H bR R — 3, BV P B2 1 0 A
541 Y5 2 1 55— E((Weinstein et al., 2012), 44 BA
BATE I — 8 B %A shHLAT, R 7B
TE T =2 4t s B0, XA RS B W] LAGE i Sb
WEERE, WAL N RO R RS
% I (spreading of activation) Xf 4~ & = 4 5 I
(Kallgren et al., 2000), #&I, ARAFFTRIEEHAEY
A8\ A F & 2 ghHlid i A i 5 P a2 4 H bR i
UGB

PRI E TR 5T 45 S B A B A B A B
FISCRERME . Bk, 2B E T 1L S
ST R . LU SE QMK A £
EHHLTER . ARI0H LI Z K- B ir-5i%
Myt AR TSR AE SR, H 3 A s AL R B B
2, B A E R LGN 2K TAE
FALE . FHOR, B EEER MR T AR e
Wo TEAMEAKE B, ATH MM 5N 24 H
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A multilevel model of autonomous safety motivation and safety performance
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Abstract: The positive effect of autonomous safety motivation on safety performance has received
considerable attention; however, the mediating mechanism between motivation and safety performance has
not been explored. The present proposal integrates self-determination theory and a multilevel motivational
process to explore the effect of individual and team autonomous safety motivation on safety performance
through safety goals, and the intervention effects of autonomy-supportive factors and job crafting on
promoting autonomous safety motivation in the workplace. A longitudinal design, experiment as well as
quasi-experiment including cognitive tests and questionnaires is proposed to test the model. The results can
contribute to self-determination theory and safety research by deepening the understanding of the multilevel
mechanism, and has practical implications for safety training and safety performance in high-risk
organizations.

Key words: autonomous motivation; safety performance; behavior-based safety; high-risk organizations;

motivational process model





