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ALITAZ TR SARN AR A FIEFIRFKF B

Xk kEE XA £ & oA F!
(M TR B, M 510006) C A M TUCAE AL R, F )

W B PRUARAEFIGY —RLROIE, RAZHE. UFFH L REFRBMBAATHAE S
H AR Rk, 2R, ABEAY A RALATHFZHR A G KIE REUIES FHA S A BT AR
TR A BRI, Rd, EEEATAHFABENTEA S 6 H S Pk, AHBEFY SR T Bk,
B ok AR RATR, B ANY BAEHAA . W B KA Folp BEARALA T AR BAT R M, K
BESMI BB, B SR, BBFELEAZFTBOMAEZAY SHEAAZ MG 58, £
Aeh b, BRAERARATAR—FBEAY LA EFMNE. BEARALY 2R SH I G AXE. o
T EALA 64 AR

KR YR PEEARA; YESRNA; EEARMA

SHHE B849; C93

1 5|8 ZMAIERF BNTR T WF5T & M S X g 2
) e AR, B SC R E A B By s e T , W
R R T g PSRRI S LPE T,
(Smith & Kim, 2007: XA, #3k, Bk, oA AABEIE BRI ¢
N, e kg b L. sRm, AT R G AR A SO R
2017), MARIFZHEE . TR o U S VAR A e .
RN . o . B, EVEEAEALT R E SR, AR S A
PLHTEA KT s e, H2, EIRP® oy , e ,
e T e o - i PR bR, Lhan, A BRI o 5 B R
A GIE 4 BT N 2 50 B SE T (Miceli & o o
. . . WPk K T A3 B B SRR Y R (e.g., van de
Castelfranchi, 2007; Smith, 2008; Smith, Merlone, Ven. Zeelenib & Piet 2009: XK 25 2017
& Duffy, 2017), Smith Z£(2017)7F 3 { TAEFH L mgﬁ@e% @ﬂ% ’#ﬁ ’AL
o . o . BRI ARG B A5 . B 25t
BRATIEIE T LA RS T, gm0 0 R %;%imuizﬁ jjsa P
RIS AR, e adyy e DR 2T TR R
H K VF ) B BB (Cohen-Charash & Larson, ; L ‘/?(;'é;" o l.h a;t.e rznc - ‘Tﬁ,
2017a; Duffy, Scott, Shaw, Tepper, & Aquino, 2012; E;Tii;ﬁgtﬁ,g;;;, Sml]t31 & 11m,1 0);él ik
Tai, Narayanan, & McAllister, 2012), M Z2£EFl L N (e'g'; ster,Pﬂ99‘ )7 (::.g.,
Neu, 1980)Z 7%, WA BFFE#H B TR B & 55 B
TP 2 (e.g., Dineen, Duffy, Henle, & Lee,
Llﬂ;;%;}jgigfigﬁAm sy 0D BRRABITE IS M, .
* ol Y R o S e I B e N YRS % S BT AT = 1t phy 6 -
B KRR ORI o o Ou TR AR A 25 A
HEMES . 71502043) I/ FRELE 4R H [ BF 5 L 2245 i AH B P J& (9 2518 (Cohen-Charash
“feith R4S A 51 T AR 6 SMT R P B —— 36 T & Larson, 2017b), X W58 X LA & R RHY

B R RS AL A (B E HEUES . 2015A030313508); ST 5155 AR A [ 5 0 R X
% H AR B2 5 4 5 AR SR A 00 H i BE AR 9 < XLI] TELLAE IR Z TR IE T, R RIBESE 245 B0 2

SRV« FeT 1T BB FA KA 11 & U A% 1) T
FE@H AT . 71802063)7,
BEMEE: X4E4#%, E-mail: liudege@mail3.sysu.edu.cn Castelfranchi, 2007; Parrott & Smith, 1993; Smith,

¥ L ff (envy proper perspective, e.g., Miceli &
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Parrott, Diener, Hoyle, & Kim, 1999). 1224
i (subtype perspective of envy, e.g., van de Ven et al.,
2009) FllF S H& KWL (unitary construct perspective
of envy, e.g., Cohen-Charash & Larson, 2017a, 2017b)
Xof g P B R B A AT TR (AR 1 R,
SR, X = AP S B 58 0L A7 0 AE B B i M B 4
HAAAET B R A I, O s A
R WAl e i £ Y I (Smith & Kim, 2007);

g RO, BRSNS R S E
Tt AN [FIAIL A 77 A 3 A% 5 1 FH AR AR 5 1 (van. de Ven,
2016; van de Ven et al., 2009); U2 8 AR M ) 5
o, BFSEE NLZOR B SR B — S5 A R, XD
AR ZRESH R W, & R
M (Cohen-Charash & Larson, 2017a, 2017b); X {ii
W5 5 S e W 4 THD ML PRAR O 2, FEAA RO L A
BEANRATIR . LTI, AT R S0

®1 FPEH=MARAA

LIS YRR ER VL

SRR A

g e — il R AR 1A
23 LU A B A A R A
o, HBDR A S

SRR A 1) DA 2y LT A 1 AS M D
T IS 4 o R T AR R I ) A SRR O R

AT = I SO R - E NS S Ve BT ) RS o 2T
MM, WA i o et S, Ho A B 0 e
AR R 0 5 % 2 mﬁ%ﬂ%mjﬁﬁswééé PSR AT
B ATl B ‘ T ’
BEEPZHOELOESR,
B WABBENPBAREIE FEWFORESERMIPLN YR, WSS 2
BEX MR, eew EBEPR, BENE]D MR SR a PR
XJ;E BYEMPE, ot EEPE, ENEERE MR <@ utEmem
S ORRUE AT NS Z W AT R TR
Al
O EFBWR . FHE. RIS B T
o Lo S XT R BURARE | RE RN,
5 SN ’
ghuaw SR e AT JE0 . B0 R A F(van do
S, HEL AR v
. en et al., 2009)
(Veechio, 2000.2005) @ MER: RADIL: BEER. B, WK
@ 4ARR: R 013)
MR P
(St;haub;o:ack&Lam QF‘ AT FH . XSG FUR AR N
B3 2004) ? é%\ =T, EEP S RR L . AR
W Q@ 4BAPSEE. e TUE(Gallagher, 2013)
BE  pRYKEE. Ffivan @ BEPE. FE BN RIS EEPE:
K H  Dijk, Ouwerkerk, Goslinga, #& . #&1R . i (Ierides, 2014)
g4 Nieweg, & Gallucci, 2006) () HREY R R4, #IHHL. HABY BB HE
g GD2AMAVERE: B o b g Rk BRI B
HoARPR WL X P J2 X 4 1Y) £ T 4B % (Crusius & Lange, 2014)
i AR (Krizan & Johar, @) sy TP BEPR. HOE.
2012) N4 97 THTABL 5 S 45 (Lange & Crusius, 2015a)
© 15 BAWSEE: B g eppp . g @I FRSIIOH
i Y Rentzsch & g o 3rg g gt BEDR . B
Gross, 2013) I R 0 T A L AT B 5 i
(Lange & Crusius, 2015b)
Wi Yo BROR . AESBER . W BRIV SMA MRS R TELZS S R AT
; D) EERARI. BRI AR CRRP RN EMOL B AT,
- RBHAT B REER 1155, B BT . Blfrh g,
3 Foster (1972); Smith & Kim Y .
PEFF  (2007); Parrott & Smith van de Ven #(200?); van de Ven (2016); Sterling,
. (1993); Smith %5(1999). Van de Ven, & Smith (2017).

B — P PRI A b A 2 T
TR T, R MO
L0 et N N S I N
PR R | T BRI A R S
H BRI &

AN 2 o O T R
BP0 RLKE A A SR B A
PRPERE & o ST LA A A fig
— FRBNRRE, AR 2 0 AR B Ak
BN, 2352 BIAS PFRIE A 5P 3R
B

IMHAZRER: MR, £ W
. AP R REE . B
(Cohen-Charash, 2009;
Cohen-Charash & Mueller, 2007)

VAT R . BEIRMEAT g L [l
WUE AR, RIS
Cohen-Charash & Larson, (2017a,

2017b); Tai %(2012); Yu, Duffy, &
Tepper (2018).

TE: FELMERRTE A A SR T 6, (B, T d ™ i B (R UG 30 B I i R BT RN A, <R 1Ry &2
LI e B A e B P B T BRI E B R R R
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FEP B, ISR R BT TE, A SCER A
L =R s WA A L, PR R
A5 07 T B A [] 7 S B S A AR R T A B, O
TN B B T S L R R s
A o0k A . A A LA B S W5 T T
HhARRMIFFE AT LA OG T A 45

2 PEREHENA

LANSYEER I R NI Y £ ¢ YR B8 Y& A )
PR, MEERPRMZLCER, WARENDE
A RS L BB B (Miceli & Castelfranchi,
2007; Parrott & Smith, 1993; Smith & Kim, 2007),
XA E SRR A B Z R (evil eye, Foster,
1972), g Z BT LUE—Fhili A BSOS 28, 1%
AL ORI R A5, B, 4erpRUR A a0 A
PRI ) b RS2 BIIR 1) b A R i 44 U A
SN NS EDOE) 3 B SEZE I ER ANS L7/ NES VR
ONFRGEH . R oA 1 B BRI R R R
YJAH K (Smith, 2004; Smith & Kim, 2007). LAFEHF
XA X T R A R IR SRR B L B
=AM PR ZE, N, Smith AT Kim (2007,
P4, W RIE— R PR TR G 4,
HARFE S A B F R 48R Parrott A Smith (1993,
p.906) ANy, WS MAREIRAINASA A S
W PIA AN B ZRVE (L An e 75 e . il
A Y55 I A 50 B 1) —F S AR PR 2, Horp
ETHR, B, SRR E SR,
Vecchio (2000)iA, g2 A T 5 R S AL T AR
B, BE Sy RN ALy I HEAT ) b BRI A A
HEZH . A9, MEMRANES. Lk, X
Sri S BRAE T, AR E MR SR
(malicious envy)fHfi iR Fl iy A B W 9" 2 (van
de Ven, 2016; van de Ven et al., 2009; XIf5#% %%,
2017). HIAEE RS, MEASIAH A CEE)
B B S i, BT RL, RO 2
MEN Y S E WA MR, T HE A B =
FHREPZY, NS e E &SR, L2
245 E B Y 2 (Smith, Parrott, Ozer, & Moniz,
1994; Smith & Kim, 2007),

PRRRA A T RO ERY], ealit R
AR 5 A DR AR A 1 ) B R BB
(Pleban & Tesser, 1981), iz & A = Fg i
2% 7 %15 B.(Cohen-Charash & Mueller, 2007),

ANEE R B 534 (Gino & Pierce, 2010), fifigh
SR G, L (R, R, 2012)H0
A SBEIRTT R (Duffy et al., 2012; Reh, Troster, &
Van Quaquebeke, 2018)% 2RSS T B IR :AT N
BiEWP S E, 2R E T IR A
B i g 2 <D N 5> (Smith, 2004).

WEAh, WS 23 f AR I . TG R R s
% J1(Duffy & Shaw, 2000), Foster (1972)7F H: R %
BT R, ERH TR E ROE, A
B 2 F R EUEGE 2  H B R R
Br A CRHHE . T, I ol R A Y
WIR AU T EVE Jr SCfbat &, v by s g
FEAEET IR, i, (il AL )
A T BESR I SAL ) vh 3 A TR i E Bk
fe, AUIFEEZ, WHREZ M RZ6E, W
W2 B 2 S IR (IS, 2015) 1IEJE T LIRTH
W, AR SR LR Rz —
#1425 S (sin and taboo, Miceli & Castelfranchi,
2007; Silver & Sabini, 1978a, 1978b), T EL¥%IA K
RN TR, &SRB <], BrLL,
AN R = B TN = R I N D5 = A=
(Foster, 1972; Silver & Sabini, 1978a; Smith & Kim,
2007).

3 PEHEUA

PR R AN, PR AR SRR
A, HEE S T AR R E, e
FEA LA IR X R AR E R 45 T R A% 6 1
(van de Ven, 2016, 2017; van de Ven et al., 2009),
MH, DAV RY, IS 58 o R B AR
M, e, RAEIEAE WA, B s B b
TIRE, X P S RE LA O A A B sl 4 2 A5 A
FAERAE T RS, B4R M A 75 95T 5 X
TR, ISR A ARG /N0 T AR T 1 22 B
i 5 4+ XF F(Crusius & Lange, 2017; Hill & Buss,
2008); Neu (1980)IANy, W SR T 51 X 4% i =
FECEZA, WY s#E S IRIT A,
Foster (1972)7F HR G ETF I HIN R, BRI
WA LR —, HR, Pl 2B k%
Jiddm A O A S AL, ST, van de Ven &F
(2009) e LA TS R B, BAR A 22 (AN 1) i 73
B AR Y SRS R )R PR (] —
AN T AR i 2O AR RN AR iz, (A2,
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T L ] 5 () WO SE R R T PR OR R AL S,
EZP BRI R,

MR P 4 LA, AT LU S 4/ A 2
LG T G 10 25 BEORIH O =, 46 /)N Lh 3 22 B AN
TH U o I 2 Y R B, B A X R 25 e
VIR I 2 AT oM 3 1) B 5 2 (Gallagher, 2013;
van de Ven et al., 2009), Mk, MARRERT L% #
ERTHPREAT N, S5 A Ok B SR B
B BYIKSF, LA] DAE PR AR/ BB AT R, dE
PP & <h N B, KR A a9k R
FEYPRA, T I A BT A [ ) S DU A A T
KT R J5 HdE T AEVEH (Crusius & Lange,
2017; Lange & Crusius, 2015a, 2015b; X594 45,
2017), TR RO A o B 5% 7 A Bk
s PEAT A, A5 E Y (van de Ven, 2016; van de
Ven et al., 2009); 1 8% & 97 S AR A A A8 1 <R
AT R B EE B X B hi T 5 (Duffy et al., 2012;
Dufty, Shaw, & Schaubroeck, 2008; van de Ven et al.,
2009), &b il ik H AR E TS AR Bt R
IR, T 0 A 3 o O A A A
I 45, 2017).

FRPIFR R A LR AR 0 Z 48, sy
LA AR50 & B, 50 B (perceived control)Fll
N7 7512 (deservedness) PEA 7E A ATE B 2 1Y) 3 F2
i HEAE M, DR FAOR RS H
[ 2 (Crusius & Lange, 2017; Sterling et al., 2017;
van de Ven, Zeelenberg, & Pieters, 2012), 1 il & &
FEAMARXT 1 X L = A L Al R i 4
i BE 1 BB % (van de Ven et al., 2012), BF5E M,
TE X5 Ml 255 A 42 T BB AR A 1 B v, ol B R R 22
IR 2350 M 2t 3% B4 1) B i 3R 0 £ BB 2 Y R
7 (Testa & Major, 1990), Mi7E H F U LA S
AT B0 (R ), MA SR 5 77 R 8 B =
(van de Ven, Zeelenberg, & Pieters, 2011; van de
Ven et al., 2012) B 1532 154X il A ZRAG H A
SERLA AT, 2T RS 45 14 8 2 K R (Feather,
2006), BFFER I, PRI AR I S0 A 2
“REAF IR AT IS EA R DR, AR 11 5
FAS AT Al N BRAT WP S AN AR PPN 23 5 |k
AL, TN AR SRS AR B < B R 0
25| #E E Y 2 (Lange & Crusius, 2015b; van de
Ven et al., 2009, 2012; Vecchio, 1995),

P B EA R E B, EER

GRS =R AN oY o o sl ) B R B o= X S S T R N
HEAT ) EAL 2 R Z 5 2 7 AR R A P S R e T A
PR Bl S 3 AR AS B A O W 0 0 AR T
PLRASR XS SO AR BAR . 4 /N S 2 5
P8 42 o SRR BT, 5 ] 7 A R 4 R 3R 4
(e.g., Crusius & Lange, 2017; Sterling et al., 2017;
van de Ven et al., 2012), M= A E B S AE S
YR Z S, X R 3 S5 ) a AN R ATL X 4
AR I (X 45, 2017),

4 PESEENA

AT KA, PR MAIh,
MR EANIZE P R BB R AEEP R,
TN A A B 5 T A ] bk 2 UL ey 3R
Tl S W 1) e BRI B i Sl L DR 3R 1 R AP A
7% (Cohen-Charash, 2009; Cohen-Charash & Larson,
2017a, 2017b; Cohen-Charash & Mueller, 2007;
Khan, Quratulain, & Bell, 2014; Tai et al., 2012) #£
XEEHRMIENT, Ak a5 R RN 2
Tl S NE, AT RUSEAS A B i B M AT g A
PEFT y, 3BT LG EAR RS SORE, e [a] 5k |
A H 3K IA 55 (Cohen-Charash & Larson, 2017a,
2017b; Tai et al., 2012; Yu, Duffy, & Tepper, 2018),
Horh, 0 BEARAR I S RO B R o R — At S AL
R T AR IR, AR TR A&
F145 E At A 19 B AR B HL(Cohen-Charash & Larson,
2017a).

SRR A SR T B R, R BEAT
W EA s R Z R, STENATEM PER T
PAERIE L, R, MRS N — RGN TE SR
Hh e 5 3 B RS SR I T AR R v B R AR O R
T EAAR SR EOIR 7o SRE s U 52 ) A RRALE | 15 S TR
Pl S EFRAF AL (Tai et al., 2012; Yu et al.,
2018; Yu & Duffy, 2017). A KA AR BRAE RIS
SEFRZEM N E PR RZ B R EER
R, IR L fE 5 R R i S R 4R

MR I R 2 W (Cohen-Charash & Larson,
2017a, 2017b), 4, Berman (2007)IA N, 1R
FARZ it ) b LA R X B Ol Z )2 51
B, BB AR B O AL T4 e f7 7Y B
PR R AR BTG, SR B R AR
AR R JER AT At DR A P B R B i 2T
P2k — 25 el A A T B o b 22 S AT S,
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AT Ry 252 BIARRE AR R (L an, B
IR ABR G REKEE T . BRI EP)ERE
B4 5 i (Berman, 2007), Tai 25(2012)F1 Yu 4£(2018)
HIWFE R, PSR ATEN T &4 BRI
Wi B PSR I A USRI . ol BRRTEN . A
WX B 2 Re ) N BEE BIE R . BRI, Y
WAL FR R E A O H IR R R, e s
W R AR R A S S B L
H IR PE 4 R DA I i o AR FLRE 18
B, SR ST N BIEM LR R, A&
WATHEAAI KK R (Tal et al,, 2012); HP T
HRES B AT I, R B B R
AL T v Y IR EAT s T MR R R T e HLA
PAER, P RHE SRR E TN A RETITHN
o dn SR #5 B % (Yu et al., 2018), Yu FI Duffy
(2017) 4 H A4 S5 1 AR R S B 5T 3 B Ry T2
R A 2319 B A B D S AR M AR AL T SRR, X
BRI, AUiFRERZ (L, #2km . BB
AR A4 2x BRI S i T AR R i, 21
BEHRZE (W, Sk 23 04SSR N &6
i B M SN AR, A SRR R (b, R
N ) 2R AR I S B TE AR R . AR 2 1 B A
BEWFSE I 2 n] DA 58 i — 28 T A 24k
AR BB DL RS I o SR B B 2R, i A 3
EIEN TS S FHE WL R (Yu & Duffy,
2017),

5 FEPEHARAAN DI
LA SIIT LR = B R B, e

ZIBAFE I R AW S B (ke 2 fiw), EEAE
PRAED AR T . 0 S ) SR R i B P JE 45 08
=~ i (Cohen-Charash & Larson, 2017a, 2017b;
Sterling et al., 2017; Tai et al., 2012; van de Ven,
2016; van de Ven et al., 2015, 2009),
51 FPERIMR

SRR R B FRARAA b, RESE R 2 [
IS I AR 412> L & PRiS (Cohen-Charash, 2009;
Smith & Kim, 2007; Tai et al., 2012; van de Ven et al.,
2009), HIPEAE T, AR X 7 Sk 5t K
HON AL E R AR, PR AR AN, BE
RIP R OER, PRl y LRz — Mt
SRS, Ao R, BRI S
AT (sin and taboo, Miceli & Castelfranchi, 2007;
Silver & Sabini, 1978a, 1978b). Ifii % & 4" 2B =
BB Uy, AREHLA S L BN R,
MH, HEPSSBERA P SRR, stz
RO 5 B SR AE IR AR I R LA R Ty T
A iz (envy proper)” 4 BTN [F] (Smith & Kim,
2007),

G BRI, R AN A
B NS ARy T ER A A 2 M B, R L =
ST T, AN 2 5 SO A B A g S R
R Z2 A A5 B B TEAR DG I 4538, i) HOA A 748
IR RN XS AT S Z (A1 BRI, DA R A A
55 58 PR 2R A B R AN XS AT S Z B R R, AR
S 2 S AT Ry 2 1] AR O BAL R (Cohen-
Charash & Larson, 2017a, 2017b; Tai et al., 2012),
TEMRRE R S A B T D T, AR S 20 2R AL A

Fz2 ZHPEHRAAZENEEN LSS

s I

SR AR A

PREARANS, (DEEP SO EX O

z WR, SRHAPRAABAR, Q)R HY
*; SR BT

e PRAFRMAIR, A WA DZNK P R A
W T S AR AR T (2) 03 A 2880 il e I S S R AR
p WZ TN S 2R (3% A A Ay T ol ok T SR AT o 114

AR T

o

ar

%

)

Vi

PRIFARANR, (DBEZYP S OER, QAT
By SR BRI T N

PREA AN, R A (DT B R T
BT, ATH AR 45 2R B P S B PR, R = A B T A
BAE L QAR T fa s i AT A IO EHLE], LA
PRI 35 R R AR B oRAT o Z AP

PRARRAINN, PEAEYA ()R BEMR R SR =K
IR Z T B E; Q) BERUTHEZY SHEZY M
FESEETE IR 2N c3 i Pl L

PREERA N, PR RAOREE P R S5
RIFFR, WY R IEER S E D 20 & MM, 16
RS L (2) Rl TR AT R AT R
[R5 GITE—E R Lk FUFTEEEE .
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HIWF5E X Ar B B AR T A 3R RUR 45 A h
EFEAEIEFHCC R, (2, BRI A HIN N,
oA AR ZIEAT A S T ERE, HE
SAUE R 25300 5 PR PR R B S LR R,
XAE—ERREE LA TSR, AR N E
I E RN RIEH N E =M, WAeT B,
TR FIAT R Z B R, W, AR R
HC A BRI — RPN XTSRS, 1AL Z
R WA I AT 8 A% SR 1447 24 (Cohen-Charash
& Larson, 2017a; van de Ven, 2016; XIf54% 4,
2017),

AR, B AR A IR IAN, <EH R AR
WEE T ABLZEMERW, HAED &P A
Fg 2, KA EP A SR, &6
JGTE ) & B IR] % & (tautology, Cohen-Charash
& Larson, 2017a), L4, van de Ven 25(2009, p.422)
AR P RS LA BRIk
BAERP BN FAEMREED R,
A BLRIP B ANS KBTI 4
RIS NBSER IR FEHZEMBEEY R, van
de Ven ££(2012, p.201)7E H AR5 i FH<Fk & 55 1
THEELHNESEZPS, FH “RABEFRFE
RERFHFBMNEEEY R XFEAERL L
TRVB Y ZARIG Y R S5 R, i HAS ] ke b el
R AR B S, T30k KR A M ] B Fn 4
w H‘Jm/ﬁ\(COhen-Charash & Larson, 2017b; Tai et al.,
2012), i X T @i B f <R m iy 2w Fh B
Shl, H RIS ERA 2 I R —
PP S ALY R A B B U 25 5 | A R — RV
FEAT R R R ) SR M, SO IR T8RS E B Y B O
(Cohen-Charash & Larson, 2017a),

PR RIANN, K A TR EE AN
M5 AP BRAS (appraisal theory) b iP5 43 2544t
T IR A (Sterling et al., 2017; van de Ven et al.,
2009, 2012) RGO BE2E, ASEAEVEL I R
e T 2R s Fhinl i . B R TRy T fig
20 1:/#2 )7 (functional components/programs), &%
B N AE Ak 2t 2 P TR B B 4R 5 0 9 A
. EEL ¥ BFEE. SPULENT . e
HIKE R 150 B0 . AT PR AE 45 I e 1F/2
J¥ 6] % & ) g i — Fh " K AR JF (superordinate
programs, Tooby & Cosmides, 2010, p.118). & 5l
LLE SR i AE BT KRR B R S 4 18

JP, IR AR R E AT R B bL, o5 20 3 il
S TR, T AS [R1AT g sl b {0 1] AR X FR
il — 15 P51, FTLL, ASFEAT A ShaL A m
JE X 4 AR ) 2 AL 45 9 2L &K (Tooby &
Cosmides, 2010), F ik, g f#F A IR IR
fib A1) B AILAR X PR T [R]—Fh 0 25 25 (van de
Ven, 2016)., TFMEIGINR, Hoa 15 4 2 A
A2 PR B HOT R L S i IR S 1, 5 AN TR B
M AH OG5 1 15 45 9 A 8 02 R [ 1% %5 (Roseman,
Antoniou, & Jose, 1996), Kk, AXTHE 4 iR
PERARTR P A T RE S 5 IR — 15 24, T 51
A R )35 B 2SR R (van de Ven, 2016),

HEFI, peaiimit—2I00h, BRE
BB TEERER, B2, HRE S
BB o B A T O R N 1 R O S N R
PR RRE, Ft, gz S e A B I (van
de Ven et al., 2009, 2012), 454 BE vl it 535 5
PR A B A, AT A ek AR At A S R 9 AR 1)
R A AR ST SR R, SO B b
W AR b £ B ATL I 43531 5 8 T P i R R A
X} (van de Ven, 2016). FT L, W00 2450 S 36 2 40
S R R 1) Ak Rk G T S R A R A 22
g B T B AR BN A2, [ s T
o SRR AR T B BRE R R
0 0T B PR 28 A 55— 1 B AR P A A T 7= A 1 o
J& (van de Ven, 2016),
5.2 IPERIXTRES

WFFERW], AR AR5 23 R UK [R] 5
PFARP S, N ORI R E Z R R,
It B 2 52 BRI W T A g 2 0 B Y (Tai et al.,
2012; Vecchio, 1997). A[RIAFGE LA I 73 B AE T,
AR S R4 RN MG B A O S AR
SRR A, A REA R IO R A AT
Wb s ZU I, SR, ) bAh 2y b 2 LA A 1A
X — HAR, I LEAARE R E B AR
BB, BRI, A A R 3 I B A A 2 SR U SR 4k
1720, tein, #5051 8 (Duffy et al., 2012)F14
i ¥ 47 4 (Smith & Kim, 2007; =i, K&,
2012)%:4

AT ZE AR IR, AR AS (NG S R
AT R G2 ff SIS D o oy« AR R R TR A 3R,
e <BRTH AT 8 S — H bR (van
de Ven et al., 2009), FrlA, AMARBER] LIS 3% 5
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i 7 Ok 2 sl Rl 0 S A OK S, AT DLE i
WESRPEAT y, R T3 < N Hy I ol LR AR )
H 7K F(Duffy et al., 2012; van de Ven et al.,
2009), i3 22 AUE R 2 e ORISR TR
7 Rh 7 EE T AFAE R (Crusius & Lange, 2014,
2017; XIS4% 4§, 2017), HEY BT ik E
PEREA R T ST, 1 T R 5 0 3 e T A
JIi B (moral disengagement)#{ & B SR 447 4 (Duffy
et al., 2012; Schaubroeck & Lam, 2004; X|f54% %,
2017).

G B AR A A, AN AT LU i 22 5 K
SRS I AR AL A IR H AR, AT A
O MARAME AN . BOE B 3R IA R | 3 4 45,
FL AR GL 23 [R) A ] LA S e 52 X — H bR
(Cohen-Charash & Larson, 2017a; Harris & Salovey,
2008; Tai et al., 2012; Vecchio, 1997). # 4 1% 45 2
W, B —FaE g AT & R
BG4, BIRMEY AN o HG R — R AT
Jo, MREEE—RITH, 1 B Ak
TR mes ) 25 52 B HAMARRIE . FRH R s
2 FFAE 5% B & 1Y 52 ) (Cohen-Charash & Larson,
2017a; Frijda, 2009; Tai et al., 2012; Yu & Dufty,
2017). U, BR TR MEAT MM AT R LASE,
P RRRA AR R BRI RT R R
B2 R BB SR MG (L, DA 05 I S5 TH I B,
WA 5 R 5[] B SR FHAS [ 5K e 19 AT g
(Cohen-Charash & Larson, 2017a), AN, EA W
GERW, B S35 AT e £ R A i AN Tl 9947 2 B iz,
Lhan, 7EREE AL (BN, G A RIS T
G5 IR B ) 2 AP 5 2 () s o | Ak RR R s A
Fh A 6] 47 M (Frijda, 2009; Roseman, Wiest, &
Swartz, 1994; Tai et al., 2012), 4P, Cohen-Charash
(2009) & B, s e B T A R 04 [ ) 23 ]
1EB W 53 ; Schaubroeck Fll Lam (2004) 5
=W, REPBEA SIS E TR, A2
USRS Sk 5y ol = AN
53 MRFEZL

RN E U, B 2R SR
PR, P RELIRER RN —REEERE, 4
B S B BN, PR E S R R EPUR,
Bl 52 ¢ SR 4% (Smith, Powell, Combs, & Schurtz, 2009;
Smith & Kim, 2007), 4, 7£ Krizan 1 Johar (2012)
W) — IS b, WAl BE ML e HE I 5 A X 4%

WA b G T B b s (R AL AR, AR TR B
EWIEREE, A AP B0 S A W) S8BR(H S
T, FEESMHALE, Bl it o 438 ) A 2% 1 SC
T, ERIEE M SR R 5, B
F R AT T B 5 1) P 28 WA 4 S B v 1) 132 2
XA [] 24 5 57 BLg ik DL B AR S — AT TE S,
ZER R I, TG T By b o 358 oo [ 2 ) SCRE 1Y
B SRR R YR, B TR S5 27 2 4k
04 ) 2 2 LD B I S TR A

P A INIA R, BRI SRR A Y
R R WY DAL IR EAHG, HEWAHRE
PR AN TR AR Z 0] I AN AEAE il 2 5% & (Feather,
Wenzel, & Mckee, 2013; Feather & Sherman, 2002),
LU, Feather il Sherman (2002)7ERF 5T 48 1R | ' iz
B g R . WS Z BRI, FREIPZ
MR RIRWMZ BAETE B E LR, HI, 1 BFE
P A FEANBE S 7 S R 57 R A8 22 () 1) 56 FR SR A
F189f# B (van de Ven, 2016; van de Ven et al., 2015),
g RAMAH—LAy, BI RRER E
BRI R, A5 i TR0 = ¢ R AR T A O 1 F 5 A T
HIPBEGEE QS TEEREE, Wiy M
TRAR AN AR I B 58 76 U i S B L T i 2
FHARAR I B Y B IE B (van Dijk et al., 2006), FTLL,
B Ty 35 B SAUE R R 0T DU U R L
HEWFFRAS AT G 4518 (van de Ven, 2016; van de
Ven et al., 2015) B R B2 FE KRR EE
SRR, T 35 R S ) R S8 R AR AR S Al 96 (Lange,
Weidman, & Crusius, 2018; van de Ven et al., 2015),

BRI AR A R BRI SE K R 2
R, PRBAEMAEINR, B R5H
W, RAEZPSASRIANEMEN, B
R, A R AR B I 2 RFE S ok
B gs R, b, Schaubroeck Al Lam (2004)f4
TR, REEF R TS T RN S H S
JITAE, IFFE 5 A A Z G BB S MSEL, SR,
2 A JE R A I R X A o — 2P A R, I,
AR AN R R R (BOH AR A R SR E
. RHEER. SRS SE T BE
iR S 5T 4518 (Cohen-Charash & Larson, 2017b;
Tai et al., 2012),

6 RFKHRAE
3 A ST LA 2 I 1 53 B B
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B G AR SR WIS R AT Ok TR AR, W AT
FEHEBRATY Aok Tig 2Pl tan, afar
T A FUE P R IR T . TS A TR LA e
& K[ BF 5% R ff % 4% (Cohen-Charash & Larson,
2017b; Lange et al., 2018), Aittk, ARAMF5T A LI
PR JUASJ7 TR ZR DATEAIF 58 R A e 14 [
6.1 EFFSHERLENE

T S WAL TR R RO B, PHE
X P e oA R ) A AN — o T DA Y, X2
WP S ST R FP AT 5k Y — 38 43 (Cohen-Charash
& Larson, 2017a, 2017b), #R1i, BEE AR HA K
B it A [ W 58 AL A7 22 18] 43 B R I i, A REIDUR
HEBEZH U7 Ry 2 B i BT . ARAE 3R 23 AT,
Sy i B AN ) B9F 50 0 7 S PR TR SRR 1) 3 B, T AR
B R T X LR & AR5 2R, SRATRR Y
S TR R M E s, JRERE S ]
5y S5 8 AH ISR A i T H RYE I 4 He,
MHEHS—H, Pt AR
AT B om R BB ZR 1 4 (Frijda, 2009;
Roseman et al., 1994), B 53 & FEMF 5L B, BERR
BB AN AT R AR, Wi
BRI I AR R A A PRI
XU 2 B R 2 I BRI 9 B Pl (Cohen-Charash
& Larson, 2017a, 2017b), B, Z54 5047 LAAEBT
5%, BRWIRAE R E O SRR LT O
WA (DI sde— MR w4, 5 A 1R
47 % W] [H £ (Social pain and unpleasant emotion,
e.g., Cohen-Charash & Larson, 2017a; Tai et al.,
2012); (2)77 AE i S BN M 2 R 6 3] 19 B R0 4
(Inferiority and frustration, e.g., Cohen-Charash &
Larson, 2017b; Smith & Kim, 2007; Vecchio, 2000);
G MATES A CAHSCOI H 5 A C ALY
(B I 7L ol 1 O 3 el = ol T ol S - 4
(Upward comparison-based emotion, e.g., Parrott &
Smith, 1993; Smith & Kim, 2007); ()" S T
I 2 XY 2 Y% B (longing for the object of
envy, e.g., (Parrott & Smith, 1993; Smith & Kim,
2007); (5)W 2 PR A A A 9% B A
YR e b THR B AT A BB, X Fh Sl AL X 5
T 245 R (Call to action, e.g., Cohen-Charash
& Larson, 2017a, 2017b),

WA LIEOFSE, fETERR Bt & o e e i
YR — O B VE Y , JE PR R SRR A 1

FeE g 2 (Duffy et al., 2012; XIF5HE %5, 2017) BF
FEH TR ST S I B 5 2 DX ) AN (] S 2 1 o %,
ST EAETE W A s i R L, A Al A sk
M= SR EMILRNY R, FNEy S TE
S IR R — B, QRIS 2 4 1
TSGR, RV T o 5 P e 1 B
g i T H, IR A58 AT RE =45 AR IR Y 4518
(Cohen-Charash & Larson, 2017a), b4k, BFFEH
TE 5 FHI 0 S 5 S I oA B 5 R i [
% DU K85 343 B (Cohen-Charash & Larson, 2017a;
2017b),

6.2 FPREMPPISEZEH__TXRMAR

PITEZ R ZHE 5T NI 2 O =
W2 T X b A AR RS . F
FRY, P E g s # Z A TE—Fh — ook
# (dyadic relationship, Floyd & Sterling, 2017;
Parrott, 2017), 1 — it &M% % 0 2 AL
BT & B H S E R, PR,
fifilm], Lange & Crusius, 2015a; Smith & Kim, 2007;
S, K, 2012), RIS HE A (LA,
Bl 2B PSR . N RS FIBE J)4E, Tai et al.,
2012; Yu et al., 2018). [AIFE, AMARM B SRS
My B A B ER(L, #SFN AL,
3 M T R SE G PERRAE, Exline & Zell, 2012;
Parrott, 2017; Parrott & Rodriguez Mosquera, 2008;
XA, BRI, WROCH, 28307, 2018) LA Ky
SAE AR, bRy B R R A AT,
Parrott, 2017; Puranik, Koopman, Vough, & Gamache,
2019; XUFHHE 4%, 2017; %500, K, 2012).
FT LA, WFSEI R 275 SR S P s Z ()
B ZIU KR, AR RS H LIERT T R B, TR
AWFFEHE N ICR R AT SR =,
DA R 3 R P S o 22 (8] #) F B0 45 1) 8 (Liden
et al., 2016),

A ARTE] A 42 LB TAE FIAE 3 v A 3 o 21
&, E L Al AN BEAT A2 LB, MR LR
KHCHRES) . WL M55 T7 T A5 B, IR
HeFERRE MUERR Y H IR, BRI H O W
FI 251 [ FR A (Festinger, 1954), R4+
B RN B ATk 2 T, EREBFER
W, 0006 F 2 194t 23 LA [ e 5l A7 e, (A
SRAFE Z 0K R B X5 30 D 2 W4 B RbR
WO R, B, ffilssaad e« =t
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KEAHT R FRERFH/ITFNHXRNFEL,
X, AMKE Y ZIC R R IEA I AFAE, 10
RMETEREMESER YT, ZFHE“"T
K Z2 71 ) 4% 255 4 S 17 5 IRV R (W52 (Liden et al.,
2016; Vidyarthi, Erdogan, Anand, Liden, & Chaudhry,
2014). BREACRBLY & AT AL,
Hir 2 FH WX B 2 Mgy 235 Z R — otk
FEHHMAMEE R ICR . H S FHABN R OE R
AT 4R (Floyd & Sterling, 2017), 3Tk, §r2#
NN T Z A 4E R — A A 2 PE B OC R
(e, EIEFMER LR, EREGES X
R), WRE MBS E BB RAT R, AKX
PR R S R LS T RE L — e TR
JE BT X Fhe I R AL 2 B A R
FRTERIE 5, Lan M 4825 B | P 8 i I 46 s
B XRLZHMLE K ZE (Floyd & Sterling, 2017), &
M RGBT Z I, X7 NI A2,

PO, R SR 5T T LA B A 4 e R
(social relations modeling, SRM, Back & Kenny,
2010; Floyd & Sterling, 2017), B{3¢F&VAK — o
1 (dyadic theory of relational attributions, Eberly,
Holley, Johnson, & Mitchell, 2011 R AW TR Z
BRI RE Z R E S ZIu R R
AN A P BUR A Y XU T e <)
PLAT BT o s 5 MR JZ2 T . ZIC R R
(3 P BA 2 TE UL A AR, IR T I R (actor
effect) 5 M 24 1 F1 B 4 5 25 1 52 ) 2% )V (target
effect), DASY @ FIBE Y o Z 8] 19 B30 45
B SCRH P oo Bie, Mo sin s & A Aol
XS R IR AR AT AR R IH R, B A T
XY WA EFAT I, AR A RS R S T RE
Zia &80 (5 B AL B0 72 (systematic information
processing), A A LT A IH R it = (Puranik
etal., 2019),
6.3 EEFRMANFIHR

T AT 51 0 S 1) PR S A A R A P R AT 5 03
BRI RS AR WF T B 0E 1A, AR, X H 2
BEQPRAE TR S — 20 A AT RE LA S ey T
DATERIFFE $ ) — o 09 7 i B 4 i e LU
YT ST 1 0 IS IR A G T R ), X
M, 9% 77 0K Bh B EE o & PR 98 (Pain-driven Dual
Envy Theory, PaDE, Lange et al., 2018) 14" g zh 2%
& JEFE T (Model of Envy as an Evolving Episode,

Hoogland, Thielke, & Smith, 2017)% {nfa] f# LA
FERFSR Sy B AT TP R K -

AT IR S W E P B FS AR, R AR
A BRI R LI Fi ) fils 2 i s
(W SO BRAR W W . ST SRS R B
SERPBEHNEAAMEER, MEAE R
B P A R R B B BRI g B HE )
W EEER, AT DA S 2 R R
HEERyRMEZYZIEM, mE, X=14
B AR o WA B R RS TS, R R — R R
S R R R EORAS, TOS R A B
B &1 KA (Lange et al., 2018), Pz3h
Bk AR AN i SR 1 S A R R AT T IR R P
WF5E, ZARTIIN K (Hoogland et al., 2017), I/ Fll
HEZRPSHEALE, AARPREELREF
B —FB 4y, A ) A2 b g A o v A B
ZJa, BG4I ke, TR
TR R ETRRAR, EARmIMIRAN T 1n) & R I E
RFARINAGEN ARG B N2, s filg . 2
TR BYESCE P IREE A, MRS RS
T e 2 BRI 1R A S BTN S (T LA G 3 R
S, AR 38 S P IR 85 rp A4 s SRR IR A P R
WA SR RGBS DR sh AR R
— AN, B G I X A A B X B A s
ol S TR RE 2 O H 8, 1 b A\ S HLAEE T B 3
LR LT B B G B B AR L2
HX Wi R ShHL ] GE R A7 7E, SRy s fe il
A AaE T B IR PEAT I GIERS A S REIRAT N AR I Bk
AN < A N R (T3 =8 AN= I R % S TR Y 114
27 se 4T A 3. (Hoogland et al., 2017), TEY =
KRBT AR, AN ARAEAS TR R) 55 05 % Jr Ah 1 55t
A7 % %R A P (E i, B R AT
WP R | PR LR T I, RS SR
FRE Y S 3 22 BE I 4R /N DA R v PR 36 0 T s,
B AFEAL N H B 54 50H 2k (Hoogland et al.,
2017),

I T R Sl OB g S B RN R B A Kk R A A
AR A R E N R, R TR %
B MBEPRZ MR, REXMAEIS
PRI — R LA T DA = Fh g S5 A
F 3B, AR, 98 v BIK 2l XUER I i R AT R A
PRI B I S 0 SR W 23 T IR I F R, R A AT
R B S 1) SR W JF R — AN B T g SR PR e | 3R
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PRI HmE, BT RE SRR B RN EHR T
R % (Cohen-Charash & Larson, 2017a) ; i H.,
5 A LB A A T 3 R I N e S8 2 4R s
LR SAERY SR RE AR, AR
AP 3 T2 7T R 23 7E O B R J it 7 v 3
EEAEM (Lange et al., 2018), ¥ 3 sl A& @A
HORE— RS, WA SCHIEA 2 LUHIESE I =
B B ) S AR L R R R BGI RRAE, DA S i
RIRA stE, H, JZAR I AA WAS [ S &
o3 Bl =z H Y Ak R B B AT IR A S B
(Hoogland et al., 2017),

HaL, DAEAFRMA N BR300
A0 PN IO B AR T ) PR T4, TG O B
SMEEMER, i, FEe . AR 8BS 5
FW R B E R T, tean, BURERF A IR
HR 2 . Bk, LIRS E e 2
AARPFRAE . B S E R ZF IR L A
FE2x /AT BRI IR] | 2470 4515 5 PR 3R TE AR T O
m TR E R . ST, BFSE R AT LASE G
OK gl X I R PR N S B A R SR AR A 4B
MRNHIEAN | SIS HRERAET R ER
R RER . AEGS R HBLZ R AL
PRI RS R R RV, SRR, B
[BI4LF (temporal lens) T DL A B 55 3 19 Bh A M
Tk & R A5 e Ho i P 22 44 JE B (Dineen et all,
2017; Hoogland et al., 2017), B A 40 £ A [6] T2 [ir)
W55 % 3T 7 1 (longitudinal research design), Ji#&
FEAT K I (B AL Sy — R B 58 BT R BORE 1 3, T
U AR R BT [ R A B S AR B AR S s, R
o ] 4 o 149 2 B8 ) 5 % R K (Shipp & Cole,
2015). LARF ) 1 57, WFFE AT LAAE By LA 1] 2
FEA AR IR PEAIFSY (descriptive time-based research)”
e LBt [i] kg S Al (4 i B F 5% (explanatory  time-
based research)” B IR AN 5T 2 3l 245 e 1 Rl
TR, SR LA B[] Ay B Al i) $5 R A 50 0 SR B, F
e AT DLWt o B B ] T AR AR A 2 (b, 46
PEFIAEZPE AR ) AR b B B (L, AR b g | A
LBHEAEAL), SR« LAB ) A B Al ) R A 58 1
JE, AR E T LLE— 2D B 5 MR (] 22 5 e LA T

sz i S #2925 4k (Shipp & Cole, 2015),
7 BE

nN

b ST IR EBOR B 1 ST A

S G, B s EBAE], &
ST AR ) ) SO 8 A5 B A 5 3 93 3 DA T (e g,
Cohen-Charash & Larson, 2017a, 2017b; Tai et al.,
2012; van de Ven et al., 2009), R4& Lk, ¥ 20F
ST I — e ek, o, &G A TR A [
B R BT b B R ) i s R A
&, HTHIREXNPRNARIFATEA, FER
() BIF 5 W 2 0 S AT 5 e R v A AT gl A 18—
AN IR) W s AL 23 Bt F 9 3 % B S B9 AN TR A
B B AR S, IR IR R R R
FS . ARSI R W ML A e, DL K ik
SrIECE SR AR HT, I E TR B I R BT
B SR T KA, S R B
T AR BB E AT LIAEA SCRY LA b, e
HEA AR NP SIS PRE AP RE
JLRRFITHIRAY JE

&E 3k
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Abstract: Envying others is a common phenomenon in the life and workplace contexts. Although there are
many records about envy in the religion, philosophy, and history books a long time ago, it is until recently
that envy has been paid more and more attention by researchers of organizational science. Previous research
has deepened researchers’ understanding of envy from multiple perspectives and disciplines, however, there
are still some challenges that need to be resolved in organizational envy research. In order to advance
research on envy in organizations, in this paper, we begin with an in-depth review about envy from three
perspectives (i.e., proper perspective, subtype perspective, and unitary construct perspective), analyze the
divergences between these perspectives related to nature of envy, envier’s response, and explain
contradictory results. Based on the above analysis, we propose that future research should clarify the nature
and measurement of envy, study the dyadic relationship between the envier and being envied, and integrate
different perspectives of research on envy in organizations.

Key words: envy; proper perspective of envy; subtype perspective of envy; unitary construct perspective of

envy





