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TEHLUR, vhr 58U KA B 2B S
Pl s 5 4 B H 28 00 DA e TARAT 45 B9 H 25 8 241k
FZREAL, 55 IR B R A4 T A0 TAE A B Ok i3z 3]
T BRIFAE R 3 S 4 2L G A T 7 o kR T
5 BN B 00 202 R 1 3k P BA R B oo i — A AR, 0
H— A, 58 B R XE DL IR B AT 55 H AR, 2B
“UVH1>27 B R H0E, iR D1 Z 6] 45 7
W25, WHarrdhE S50, FEE BN
DS AR, XELLE ST, A
FEAE v 5 R AL, U REAS 57\ ) A R
[, Z—Mmags, Z— g, BENSEe
ANTE] o X FhfoE 5 B A0 B R T 2 A TR Ry B
% (forgiveness) o T AWE Ay — P R Hb Wz XF wp 2€ 55
BRSNS, 28] T2 ARFW) 1z 80, i IUR%E
53 Tutu (1998)84 2 iiiit, A LB A K.
Kurzynski (1998) U IF-F< i i 2 5 Z04E By —Fp oA
AN SRS BN . DL B uE R 2 SR W
BT BAT AR = A ENE (8 A S R

3 o ) B RSCER ) A T SR, AR BT

e F 4: 2013-04-01

FEA R R Z T TEAE 2 5 A OB | O
B RHEWEEGE, BIVEARRE IR
X AR 37 B vb 1) 58 483 47 ¥ 1°F (Aquino, Tripp, &
Bies, 2006; Cox, 2011; Fehr, 2011; Bright & Exline,
2011; Palanski, 2012; Fehr & Gelfand, 2010, 2012;
Bobocel, 2013), SLUEMFRARNT D S48, HEA
HMRR A ST AR, X R T P 9 57 R IR 5
B, PEA LR SITTRARZA . TESS AT
G, B5 S04k RO B 5T R e A AT B % R BT A
(Karremans et al., 2011; Fu, Watkins, & Hui, 2004),
FeT e, T AR TAE S B 9 AR,
ARG L ICICR, R 0 TSI iU
HEmROR .

DAFE T AR T 58 BT 9% E 2O TEAMAC L ol
JEUHY PR 20 S8 RS2, AR R 155 T2 YR Wil 1Y
WEFEHIXT R = o Fehr M1 Gelfand (2012)7F AMR
(Academy of Management Review) [ ##5 T —f %
4l (forgiveness climate);™ A i3 7 S HAE AR
AR MEIR SC, AR SRS 0 SE AR T —
DIEHESE . SRS X T 5 E L, K
BA R 7% 22 30 L 84 ZE R O A 23 I 43 57 B 4 21

=4
o

* E [ RRES TSI H % 1(71232001); ES H KRR E4 T FIR %5 (71071064),
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Jill . S 3E RN R Y e 2R (Fehr & Gelfand, 2012),
#2315 B i T 342 (social information processing
theory) A\ iy TAEMREE & 01 TAT M 5B E W EE(G
3 3E 6 (Salancik & Pfeffer, 1978), 5% 24 FEI/E H—
FhAEE S &, AESM 0 T Se ARt B (5 DR,
PR FRATTIN Sy S 20550 DT % T 5 2008 AR B 52
FE TRy ), A SR s A D B T i A
e, R 2 X T S R AT B D RIS ST 7 A2 fE R
IR — 2By, B BRI 2 H AT
K, IR 2 4% 32 B 2 E B4R B R
(Salancik & Pfeffer, 1978). % J& %I A [] 8 4455 2 1Y)
BTN 58 B0 BT A% 36 £ 2 40 R ) UM AT o 22
Sl %, 2009; Bt z=, B, 2011), X%t H5E
RPN E S . 535, —Booa s, Jei
S H A A PR R AR B PR 3R 3 [R) 4R 1T 69 45 2R (Fehr,
Gelfand, & Nag, 2010), {H7EIEMFFEH, X F 5524
SRS MR R RS AR A Z 2. B, A
WEFERE R B G — M BB #2 2 rp B R 4R Y
AR AT FERESR, 0 HA G U5 5 D3 T 58 28
KR ER

X5 TS AR VE FHRICR, ANFFEsE T R
PR HLA BB VEMAT —— HENRATH L
ANRATRIER I BT AR A EHSUE A H
FRARRZ P RAT N, X R T N RERE e 4 2L AL
250 R 1S4 4R BE (Organ &
Konovsky, 1989), % F 51 T v X4 &Rl 3%, MR
P& H br AU (target similarity model) (Lavelle,
Rupp, & Brockner, 2007), AMFIERTEHLUANRAT
g B N BR 2 B AT A (interpersonal  citizenship
behavior, ICB), DAMEWFR A BL, i T 58 MaERERE
et i A PROC &R, MG 9 3 T 5 [A] 55 2 8] 1Y 5 5 Uk,
XA O TR A D PR B —— 3¢ &K (relatedness)
#4313 /£ (Ryan & Deci, 2000), #Ffiififi 53 T3
B2 NPRA AT N (Fehr & Gelfand, 2012; Cox,
2011; Bono, McCullough, & Root, 2008; Karremans
& Van Lange, 2008; Karremans, Van Lange, &
Holland, 2005), g2, DAAEMFIE R G T 584
I DY TSGR, MR PR RoAT
Ho FEA TS, RTHSRINBRZH AR R
1307 DIAESFSEAE A AT S AR i), AR 02 18 5
TR IEIHLIEN . AP AR, 1707
Je B S HLX 24T 5 HO i ROR 1 56 R B Y
YEF, 10, Cox, Bennett, Tripp il Aquino (2012)A
N, SR SIHLR TSRS A . SRR O R B S

AR, Weinstein F1 Ryan (2010)#F5% & 3, # Wit
HEHALCE FME L SRR B AT 5 SR AR R
KEBAMTEM, PEE-TMEEREXER, I
RIFE NG ST, R A APROC R 1Y E 2k
N TR FE I APR R, MRS T2 5 .
WIESHHLAATE], Leung (1997)H8 A BR FIE 43 0 75
i, H—2 B AR SE RIS ABROC R, RIEC RN
(genuine harmony); 55 — 1 J& 3% 1] A1 (superficial
harmony), XA LLEE G F FRA 55 A48 26 S B 19,
HEHFRTE I NPRE R HETB. ANDEEIN Y
Fr R FNE 2 58 2015 J5 19— 2 8 Hl(Karremans
et al., 2011; Hook, Worthington, & Utsey, 2009;
Merolla, Zhang, & Sun, 2013), &1 FRrik, AFRAE
AT 53 R BRI 5 R AN, RO ATA B b IA N
FLYCRT I 5 3R A 51 L9 A S S B
L. Fitk, AWM RIS — B Y275 4 Ly
W5 R IR XS 058 A APR A RAT A KR
PER

SR, ARSI AS B A 1 S0 T FR R IR
WO T SE BTN 55 2R, A B T 58 5T
e EA A Ak, A R TFATE I % T
il 5 TIE A RIE S, JFRE Al A #E 51 TR
R b % € 55 A0 DA B A A D T R AR AR
FHER AT A (B A A B Oy TG LIRBIESY
()R, AW FE A BCBINT = (1)7%5 %8 58 A5V EDx 61 T
Vi AR 5 MR A R 5% T o R SR A T A 2 A Y 9
YRR (B0 FLORIE 5 2R 1 A TE 01 T 98U A
PR BAT S 2Z 8] e i el 9 /R A

2 HLBFERL ST R

21 RIZER

e, T8 A RS AN B T i A PR 2,
U LA A R 58 308 96 X — MR 5 | A4S 5
t, XRS5 Z0UAR. TR TS
e 3E A PRI B BRI 2250 5 —, MBS,
TAES S A R A A b, 5388 A9 A PR
BEAA b, HEUE S A HMRRR T2 (Cox, 2011), U
FEAVR R TR eSS, B, XTZRIAR,
AR T, [F—MERfaTEsARN, T
VEG BT 5 A0 % G2 IRl S sl 40, N A PRy
SRR R AT RE RN . A BEENE,
=, BIBFE MM HARTE (Cox, 2011; Tripp, Bies, &
Aquino, 2007), TAEG i ELEMHRZHE
T B TARES A O, XL L4
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PRAEE 0 N BRIESE I AE . T ARG i i 48
M FE, A RIREFEIE S U I 8 A\ BRAg 58 T Fa 40
A 5E X (Aquino, Grover, Goldman, & Folger, 2003),
JERe 2H 2035 5o bl R 0 T R AR O 98 2R 1A AR
HATIR IV, BETE TAES vt 2 — R Sy A B i
Bi o Biltn, Cox (011)HRIT T HER 14 Fl 5 3 114
FBL % T A0 5200, Bobocel (2013)AIF5% & B, Sk
SO0 S8 A0 B B E A . Aquino 45 (2006) % 4E T
594 W A7 (hierarchical status)5 'H JB 35 14 4 25 7 X
FEARE R . AP FEOCTE I TR S AR, S8 404 )
XSGR AR o D1 T 58 R iy 2 24 52 2 [6) 55 19 ‘B A0
EEE, IR A () B AR, O
FEFRC AR A, S 1 g B U (B ) I AR
2% . INFI 517 M A9TH 25 (Cameron, 2007) . NiX— &
S, FATAT AR 5 TSE B LU R (DI
Po RUE VA O T2 3 B L8 s 0% TR, WERATT
TEELECE G F, Fe AW T RS (2) 5 L5 A
AR . NN ST N =AM, RS T, 5
TS T ) S VA T A ) AR AR T
DT AT PR R S sl e i 2 0 &Sk FEA T8 )7 T,
B 2 %S W & 47 b (Bright, Fry, &
Cooperrider, 2006),

22 RIGERMEZMEAZR

221 TWRHFBESRIZEXR

Vi R R 1R T b o 5 E AU, PIBA R
L BT 2GRN R AL 2 SOV 23 32 B BVl - SR A
A 1 — o B (Fehr & Gelfand, 2012), ATk
R —BOPE AR 23 X6 B TS AR R R
FEAFE RN TS, TAERERE G T 58
B ) AR BORUR, W2, 51 T TARE T
YEREE A5 B RIE TS . a5 E
MR, 51 TR X R R 23 4 — 20 B2 e FL B 5 1)
110575 (Salancik & Pfeffer, 1978).

ISR S R TR CRINTT, JaA
Sl AT A B 53 A A (B AN PR AR AR | A A 75 55 R L B
filt, ALk TAZZE SRt ROV R E 2y . A
BRYfES, PIUTEm X R B0, 53T T A%
MR E—, JHTIHIRE 5EGE &k S35h,
Fehr Fil Gelfand (2012)tA k>4 5t T.i8 2| np5€ 5 B JLAT,
B R R RB A8 0 D1 T RY 15 (empathy) 55 WL AR5
(perspective taking), 5 I [F] A 23 fi #F B A0 34 Y18
WAT R o MEWNTFE R I, i . WLACREE S IE#AT N
#h a2 A2 HE w7 A 1 O5C BE &R (McCullough,
Worthington, & Rachal, 1997; McCullough et al., 1998;

Fehr & Gelfand, 2010), Htt, FRATIA K 9 2045 LX)
BT S8 20 B 52 o 31X — Lt A5 31 T SETEAE
SERI SRR, W Cox QOINWFFE LI, Ti 4 H 5 G
TR IEA R, (AR BRI RS
S AT BN JZ R AT AT PR, #5500 A] SEPEFR bR A ERAL,
At Cox (201 1) ABF 5T R 58 AR FEIVE K2
U2 R AR o

B A0 45 1B 2 1A A U2 Uk PR Y J@ M (emergent
attribute), [A]J&—~ T 4E A BA 5 A% 03 FE A X 58 20U
FIE W — e R AR S E Bn THEIA N, 5
T2 MRAE TAESE th 95 BORTE BT AL 4V | 52
A YRR, 17T I T — A AT B s % 0 A D 1
TAEREE, 7EAE55 78 Bt B oAl BARS, A%
AT 5 A2, XA B A 5 =5 ) ik AR 2 i A
BA R 53 5% 5 2045 BB i — BOME A . 3ok, T
1t 21k (socialization) B BT 58 2 B, [A) = 2870k 3 T
s Ak i # g9 G B N ) (Ostroff & Kozlowski,
1992) it it T3 5 3A A TR S E )y, &
BE Y Z 2 B 0)E, WP F 1726 L1 B2
IR 554, DRMAE A BA Z R BT AR [R] 5T Y B
HUF BN BRI, ASHIF G808 58 24 A S T A2
WIRAR B, BTG 0 T 58 U B 2 g i . 25 1
FriR, FRATTHE H A AR

s 1 5 BB B3 T 58 20 RO R 52 )
222 HEREMNBATHIER

o E R AZ T R AR R sE ], < <RURTR
LR BT RO IR, 1R — 2D e R A AR AR
AND o R LE RN G S — M EE, B
S E SR ) AR T FLFIAR, R AT
H5Z, S WAIEET? >, b G 7228
B E S, HRAZIEFEAIBE . BT W, & A
X Z NIRRT bR, 7E CieilE ) 1, T2
AT, 5 EFA R . fE R —E B
SCERREAEIR R, O RS (RS2 5 LT far 25 B
fift In) i, BLRE 4 B, RS AZN, A
MR R &, LA AT A ME MR R B A T &6
FER R BB 7, 2009). S AERE R LLIE
(2005)7E A AT 3 hil -, MR 2 8% | &
G SR A, IR T R R R
R SR EER AR L, R R R
AR 25 AT 8h Jr i, ARAUOK 138 1 BR T 1)
A, i BRE 4 58 T AL 1 IR 58 5 1 5 (faT 5T,
2009), P, XA A RAE AL BRI, fE
XFNTE H IR AZ 5 SME IR BT 1 BER AT AU, AR
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P SME BT 098X A B i0AT R EAT IR Y o PR
W . BRI IR XA (20 10) e tA Ay v e S 4 1 A
KRR AR I HLEY A8k, IR, RS | i A
AEPRAE, FEARRADGE AV R
FESCUERE Y 7 1, [ FT(2009)WF 50 & B, B T A9
A SRR B ) 5 UUERAT 9 B 56 R BAT R AR
Mo BRI SFEQOIOIITE A B, =2 STH /Y
JELZE T 2H 20 TR AVG 5 1) RN A BR3P S )
Befin = Mz 01 DT 5 A8, 5 TRy i 48 5
Ji 4 KR A R IEAG, 5 AFRE X H AT
FAASC. SRR, SRR MR, &
TR LR ()X SR R BT U B BURR, D RERE R
HARHE AR A TS S 06 8 A O AT 0 (T 4T, 2009; R
=4, 2010),

FEF BN THENE I, EAEE LR X 5T
HEKMFEM, 2T TEX X E B ER AR
J&(Salancik & Pfeffer, 1978). &4 FIfE N B2 T %%
AR HE A (E B, WK 51T 98 A5 T A%
B fE B R W BURIEAFTE 22 5, T84 T8 25U EIN 51
T SE R R ] BE A TN . TR S e 1 5
XA R IR B U YRR T, PR R SR 4k TT DR
9 FEAA 5 51 TSR A Z [ S R AT AR & A b
Frak, R AR ) By T X ANER IR BT L UK, I
FIE % ST AR Hh 155 158 1) 722 AR 07 il i 52 17 (R
WA, 2010; Brip e, w6k, 2011), P 58 00 4%
Dy W AN ER I —— i R R T I8 3, X 2 i 9 A
SR BN LS AR R B 52 MR . AH B, BLAT (R R R 4
1R D% T AP B A5 ) SR M A 58 AN 7 AT Sl X
HA Jey T Y 52 W (AT T, 2009), AN BE R 15 b AR 5
SRR IR R B ST (RN SR, 2010, BUER
, B, 2011), PRI B A0 4 FRIYE UGS JH: 5 20 A
SO, X 2% 5510 58 AU v 2R B S e, R
T UL EiekR, FATHR & an T R

iz 2 AT RELAEXT S8 AU 5 5T L R O
FRAWMTEM . TRy b, 908 B
Xof G 5 0L T i) 5 00 K
23 BRIFAMMMERME
231 RITBEABRXRITA

VBN —Fp i EAMT R, HBUVNRAT N ARFE TAE
Ui B Ry e e 2 N, H BB AR HE 0 U9 R 4 as A
(Organ & Konovsky, 1989), HHEFE 7] X} G2 AN [FH],
LU BAT A T 43 A 48 1) R Y A B A7 4 (OCB
directed at individuals, OCBI)A+g M4m0~ B AT
“A(OCB directed at the organization, OCBO) (Lee &

=

Allen, 2002), 8 [ MR B2 RAT A HFR APRA RAT
N, FECEEX AR — S RAT O, Hoh 45
BRI 3 40 T4 5 Bl 2 00 () 2ol 0 PR 4, 3
— BB RAT X HAUR A 4 o $8 10 HL A
AT REF R B XS GEH L, $5 192 51 TABCH B4 Xy
HA 7 AT, Hrp GBS Il 200 & 0T
gl X AT S A R RCR R A R R LA
AT NP RAT y, JRAAE T AR 4 H PR AE AL
PERE R AL AT, 5 AT AR EE, B3 T AT X 4 X
SIS VA SR8 PO 5% T X320 G St i Ay
A (Lavelle, Rupp, & Brockner, 2007), 51 T 5 2T A
PRy RAT M4 0 AR Rl e, PR AT £ A
PR RAT WA R4 R hE

H F& e 5 P (self-determination theory)ih Ky
MEA 3 FEANOHTEE . XAWE. AF
(autonomy) 7 2 5 HE JJ (competence) s % o K R T 2
FRIE S M NET RIFABRCRITE, A EFE
TR R AT ot T A C SRR, AR
FE R BB AR R MATEE . WA PR
155 b, RS A CRA RN, JFRENS IR 45 R
(Deci & Ryan, 2000, 2008), PAFEAFFT & EE, iX 3 Fh
BEAGBT E AW R 5P 2 BT o SRR
PIAHIG, ML RAT N . TAESR. TAEW R .
2H 21K i# (Kovjanic, Schuh, Jonas, Van Quaquebeke,
& Van Dick, 2012; Gagné & Deci, 2005; Gagné,
2003) X T LIS ABRARIT A KR, DT
WF9E R IO T8 BBE S 1B S AR Y A BROC &R, HY o
DTS [l Z [ SRR, X ol 5 TRYSCR T &
L, RIS A IR E IS, X OC R T B0
X N B2 B AT N A A #E/E FH (Fehr & Gelfand,
2012; Cox, 2011; Karremans & Van Lange, 2008;
Karremans et al., 2005), & PAENFFT R 2 198
AU B TR SR, MR gE PR RAT
J9, ARG TGS A S LA ], 33X O i 23 AH [
g7 DIAERFSEAEHEM O e R e, AR 1& D1 T 98
BEEMPEN . BRI AR, RS S
B 1 45 A 25 2 3 58 B ALY I Y (Cox et al.,
2012). 734k, HEBMAT AU RIS d A B, HE BT
W SIHLCE M )X B AT S S R
% Z B A P85V 1 (Weinstein & Ryan, 2010),
UL, LR HUO ABRA RAT = A g2 it T —
ANZAT, DX [ 00 T8 AR A I A A AN BR A
RAT AR 232 B GRS T . P, ABFEEL
N T L0 TE T R s AL o1 T 5 ABr

&k
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NERAT R KRR EN
232 EHiRFIESREAIEETIER

hEE— DN AEE S, FER PR RTEM 2
HrhinE s EENMA A, FE2RELNE, £
EAELs, ERe A PR C R SIILA 22 . i
SIHLEY AT, Leung (1997)KF AFR AN 73 A PiFh, H
—JE LR, B MR SEFE A APR R, X
EARIG TS B A —Fh R4, LUK 3 NG 3G 5
B R N H Y, I3 — P2 R A, X R A
AP LLE f 11 FR A 2 0 2k S B Y, 4ERERNE T
ANBRIEFR FUETBe o e, #UEFT(2007)tis Al
WA SRS S B E RSN, T (A,
FAE A ARV SR A — B AT . FORAE 53R
T FE (BRIT, 3Kk, 2010). 76 SCUERF5E )5 1,
Leung, Brew, Zhang Fl Zhang (2011)3%F ik 3)
Lit, JF& THNER &R, BT Ak &2 (2010)0F
FERIR, D% TR 3R THD R VS 38 o 5 e %o 1A TRt SR 1 17
T, SR TGS S . sk Whih A
FIBLNG 8 (2013)75 42 1 FLURCRIE 5 3% I A 445
PER FN G5 AR50

FLYCRN IR 5 3R T RS AN 2 — 1 34 S 1Y) TG i,
M 52 AN [7] 9 HE & (Leung, Koch, & Lu, 2002), #
s FLYCFN I8 5 R T AN AU =K, Leung 55(2002)%%
ARG M B IE B (aligning) . 23R (smoothing) . -
fii %Y (balancing) 5 73 4 Y (disintegrating) PO Ff 2 HY
FLUR AT R T ANE BRI AR FR A A,
AR & [ FLO AR RIS AR R, IR
A HABT AR B, s T ABRFEmAYE A
CR R g o FLCRIEARAIN . 2 I RN & I AR
FRAGPEA, XFhER AR K B O M2 R
FERAPRICHR, M2t AP FEAE Ry —Fik il o
O By FB, BAADAYE, R i 2k A i
B AR ERR A M, X SRR 2
HEABRFNEAE B AR L B EZAE A, O i
BSRABRANE . FCFE 5 2% AR AR R AL A A
RBP4 A, XA R R B IW, BB
PG R W EH 2,

AP 22 AR e N PR RN 2 58 A0 5 1Y
— 4~ F % 5 #l (Sandage & Williamson, 2005;
Karremans et al., 2011). {7411, Hook %(2009)iA K {2
RN SE 2 A — SN HL . Merolla Z£(2013)IA £
TET FIIE 2 T8 AU — D BB, Fu 45(2004) 0 A FEAE IR
F AT ST, R PRI = 58 A — A%
ML, an bRk, A BRFE AT 5ok Ep RN 5 3%

Fl, PRLIR AT B e A FC R 2R T AR
FULSE AT G WA EEZ L SRR HLA & B
HOS5 T HALH A Z 43, W Trainer (1981)48 % 441
3 AFIC B 8 B (expedient forgiveness). i o lH1F
F& B (role-expected forgiveness) 5 P /0> ) T& A
(intrinsic forgiveness) = FIJSHY , TIPIFP+5 1Y 2 H T
R 32 BN AN D M g A0, fnske o 5 FA 1
IR L RBUR I SRS, JERIT R I AR,
RN SR Y & RTINS 7 O =N L Y

BTk, DAY A B D% T 90 200 A i 2 B
THRRTE, SEmsgm HAPRA RAT N, Rk —
AR RE AR N TR BT 59 4k B YA S B TR OC R
T B R R R, P AKX A AS FE A 2355 51 T 95 4
HABRARITHMKR . TEARSR S, RITRET
ERANE S R ANELE L R R ROE A . B
IR Y 51 TR H G ML SR AR I O R A B
B, 7EAE S s A TS B 5 5 1L (Leung et
al., 2002; 5KEA5E, 2013), Y523 [F 53 H LA, X
ERATHREATZZETHOWESEE, 2XH
FOR, HILTERFFZ G, X0 TR 245
= A FI&(Cox et al., 2012), S[R3 2 [6] A9 FAHK
T, DRSS SR, XHERA R T 5 TG
R 2 . HIRATHU A —2L, Weinstein Fl
Ryan (2010)WF5% &8, H £ BT A FIF
KR T ENWE L . Gagné(2003)F 58 & B, AL A
FHESFRE A E TR A ESRIH
S AR, FEMAEN TR ST
Deci £ (20058 LI, G1F09 H FEMH SR B
EHL IO TR . A ESRRT RO M
TR, R B TR TAESIR S ek,
SRRV, X TR ELCRIIE Y 51 T, HSE A R oG
R AN, SRR AL PR RAT R .
Rk, FRATIAH B AEXT 5 T 98 485 A PR R
oM S R BAWATER, B0 BRI 8,
HGE RN RS RAT A 0 R 52 i K

T TH RIS B = 1 51 T R R DR 32 X, DAk
B A FA 2R IR B, ik s AE HAAE T
F T (Leung et al., 2002; FK&i2:%%, 2013), 1E5][FA]
FOR A o Bl 32 B R H JURT, X O T R
(1 S8 AU 220 th TR i, RO B Al ] v
TS, RIEE] At 8 m 4 6l (Cox et al.,
2012), Pt 55 R 52 H ) IF A a2 5 [a) 5 4
FrRAFINPRICER, MAE PR S ] FoA] 45 AL
SRR SEAME R R I FE ], X SBHA R TR
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BRI L o STRATAOM S A —2L, Weinstein 1 Ryan
(2010)WF 5T A& B, 4 M S B AT A S BEAIROC R T
TR R FREE . R, = R RN Y 0L TR
oA T g, HOC R L AR WAL, X4
XFBRA RAT = I ERT . P, FRATIA R
TA AT L T o A S PR A RAT I R EBA
WTYER, TR R A AR RS, H T8 AR
RAT M IE M2 iR ss . 25 F Rk, AT LT
ik :

i 3: FLIHCRIEXT 51 T 58 A0 5 HAPRA R
R RFBAPEEM . TR A, H
T A N BRZS BAT S B A 8] 52 M R

iR 4. FREAEX B T 5885 AR RIT
RERZBAFEN . R TR RSB, H
B RO N B2 BAT S B A e 52 e )N

3 I

31 MIRMAERERF

ARG R GV vk, TESM . Wi,
TR 11 Gl A IEEREAS, W KoK 5 . B
B, Al o PRES . L . ERAT . IRAER B EAT
v o ASBIFFE A3 B B T R L gl e e,

AR TSR R . E AR SR

AT RIS A 5000 PR O TR, PR RAT A B4
PUCH ER EE R AT, P 54l
AT BE I A BT T AT Ui, i R Ay 51 T
H5HEBEEWLZH, DMEXR THITHS,
J& AL A ERE BR85S 01 TR B R DI . IR A
Al T SR IRAS BT TR 4R, iR R A 21
STl ) A, IR IR AR AT 45 SR A o R,
AT ARG . —IF 53 % HJE EEM 335 4
RTHUE TG, BWREEX 2 RS . O
mat T3 FITHEE RGN R T T 3 AT
PIGIER, 2453 50 ER1 16T 298 AR 04,
SRR 5.96 £ 00 THEE T 4G, bt TR
165 ANJEHME, & 5537%, Lotk fl 133 A,
44.63%, ZHE B LI L R K 2% (68.79%) 0 £,
BT EIAEIR S 30.89 % (SD = 8.73), 7E HHIM
HAVEY TAET 6.84 4E(SD = 8.00),
32 MEIR
321 WRHFH

T AR BB A I SR Cox (201 1) FF & 1Y 4 40
HmR, R EDIT TS B, SR
% — A 2 (referent-shift consensus models)2 3k

L\\
=N

FEBI T2 R A & (Chan, 1998), FEREANTR ;. “¥#K17)
A TR P SRR, <X Tt AR B L, B
B Z A RERS A B A2, 51 T3 F Likert-7 s51F47, 1
FORAEE AR, 7 FoR AR R o Xz it
T CFA, 455 1 7 5 20450 Bl ) B DR 55 ) B3 1
PLEROR AT, * =1.26, df = 2, CFI = 1.00, GFI=
0.99, RMSEA= 0.001, £WiZwXAA RIFNE5H
BMUE , FEARWIFH, 1% & F M Cronbach’s a RECH
0.72.,
322 HERH%E
HHRE SRR I A SR A R RN AR L) OE (2005) F

REI3AWEMER, RH 78000, N1AEEA
FE)E 7GEF ). RafEZ S | e
SR AR, Kb 20 8% BA S A
ARG 4. 5 54 TH, FEEIE: BT
W, TSI TR E L (2 EH), “,
SIETERE AR E, RliERF AR Z 1)
B (AN, “RiEE SR T AREEA
SRR L (RN ) o ARAE LA BIF I 10 A (MR
W4, 2010; Bt s, Bk, 2011), FRATEH A7
SRR R AR AR AR . FEARHESE R, B R
f¥) Cronbach’s a 2% N 0.84,
323 RIER
BT B BRI A Cox (201 1) FF & Y 6 N30
Higs, RAS Sy, 1 FR“E2 R RETE ALY, 5
FORCTERTBETE A % R 4 AR 58 200 = 11
R, TAES A 6 A B UL, 78
W Z 1, BATE T — (SRR 5 A
TGRS PR L AT, LN REBRA G T E
SCAb T S, O E A A ) B AR, FEAR
PO AT LSy, TR 26 S5 Iy, PR
WFFEXT D1 T 58 20 R A 03 T A 3T, Xt 5 DAFE
F& A FE VAN O A — 2, 98 LA BRI
2 FR1F PE (social desirability), & Aquino 4§
(1999) A&, FeA1f#i ] Strahan F1 Gerbasi (1972)
MR 10 AIE S PRI R R, TR T
AT H S SFRVFMERIAEC, QA SCE
0.30, FMZIH A BRI +E SRV, N T
ISR . AHSCEE R WoR, B T 58 A e v (il — N 30
H 542 FRVFER A E0.34) #5317 0.30, %5 H
T LB, XHZ M EPEFT CFA, 453 /R4 W&
FEB ARG Y, * =13.44, df = 5, CFI = 0.93,
TLI= 0.91, RMSEA= 0.077, #WHi% &% BA I
HIEEFIBAE . TEARWIFEH, % E R MY Cronbach’s a

=l
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K 0.71,
3.2.4 HEipFiE S5 REmAIE

LR RN 1 5 2 TS A U B R ] Leung 5§
QOINTF AR R, iz R ELE T B 5T gifilny,
Hop B AR 12 AW H, REARA 8 AW
H., 5 THRTF Likert-7 5 3E47, 1 FR“IEWH AR ZE,
7 TR AEE R FEEUANR o AR I A BR G
REWRAEN—NEZHR GLANE), Tk
TR i, TR RIZ IR 5 A AR R (3R
A IR o X By A 5 R A 1T CFA, BAKIM
&, IRATRFT A (parceling) 5 M H A4 FE AL IZ: (R 41,
T AL, 2011), 4% M3 BORME B0 3 E HE LR 1
SR A TR 6. 4 M0, 45 R BN, BiEfE
I I LA T (% =111.30, df = 34, GFI
= 0.93, RMSEA = 0.09), Ui Ml 5 3 m Ak
BABAF X3 . fEARMGR T, FkAnE 5%
T A Y Cronbach’s a 22 %0454 0.89,0.80,
325 ABR2RITA

AR BRAT AR Lin 1 Peng (2010)
W5 R TG 4 0 H B, xR i e H
Farh, Earley Al Lin (1997)LAHPE 5% 51 T MR Y
#il(r%), J5 % Hui, Law F1 Chen (1999)ik 4, F-78 [
KA 2] T 80E . xR 0 T 0 H R 28R,
K H Likert-7 s 0F48, M 1(GERARFFE) S 7(58 &4F
Ao FEREANT . MT R, X075 T8 FH
HTAE . FEARMIEH, %5 %A Cronbach’s a RE
4 0.91,
33 T HMESHEA

ABFFE R SPSS 17.0 #EATHERTESE 4047
MR SEERE, R AMOS 20.0 #4745k
PR T80T, R HLM 6.02 X RFFE R AT R 56

R T HES R TR 5 AR, ARG
T T AL TR 53« (1) A8 56 5 R4 B3 T 5 R0 Y
S LA K B3 T i SR 2 TR R A 2 TR S 1 U T
FH (2656 LRI 5 32 TR X 5% T 5 ORI A PR
INSRAT R KRR PTEM . T — 35 i g
(PEAVAIE . T SE 5 RO R ) B L T AR,
It LA A T BE AT AE 2L [A] 77 25l 25 (common  method
bias), &% Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee Fl1 Podsakoff
(2003) 4y I, FRATT SR FH 45 il w0 A vk R
) i SR Ay 6 e (] g ik O 25 o LA i S b 2 ]
7R R AR AR e A S5 R 5 AR, I SR i
A I 35 H AR XA TR R A i R
JE ALY 2 WG F8 B T4 HIEr, R IR

JIT % B W9 A5 A A T o A SR ) O 0w 25 AT, TR
SLARE, 2004), BETTArATA R, AR ) 25
THASIE R R . ¢*= 101.76, df = 51, CFI = 0.94,
TLI= 0.93, RMSEA= 0.058; % il j5 % 44 45 i 410
EBAUNT . * = 74.17, df = 39, CFI = 0.96, TLI=
0.94, RMSEA= 0.047., SEsHIauA L, 45 )5 54
() KR T ERUE, Ay = 27.59, Adf =12, p <
0.01, TS A2 A AT B FR(2004) IR Ay
5 ZARA T BRI, DRI A6 X AR A T 4K
F, 0 2% HABL G 8 0 AR g B . IR A
RERIfY CFI, TLI il RMSEA HZS LR BEI7E 0.02
IR, SRBEHG R I A 2 8 2 s, Ui
AW 5T ASAFAE ™ 1 8] 7 2% 0w 25 G 2 B, e T
o, 2008; A=, w3k, M, 2012),

AT T 58 405 R A T AT . 9 U R
(A 2 K314, SR G TIETE BB 112 IR
IR . BB Z 0T, FRATELE I — L8 b R 4 bt 5
HUS BN AT SEdE . 1CC (1), ICC (2). Ry 3
Ao H I WA R B0 3R G2 5 AT SE i 9845 . A%
WHFEHERY ICC (1)M 0.18, & T James (1982)frife
HERLRFRAEICC (1) >0.05), W55 245 FEA
FERMHEAE ST, ICC (2) 4 0.57, T James
(1982)FTHEFERY 0.5 MARFRHE. 50 DT THY Ry
FETE 0.38 5 0.98 Z[H], JRAEAHLLERTTHY Ry REX
PRAK, (B A 5 S5 ¥{E 53508 0.86, 0.81, & T
0.7 WFIWTARfE . D3 5b, ATEIATT Jr 225007, 45
TR 7 A [R) B 1) % B A0 450 R ) JR R A A I i A
()75 53, F(49, 248) = 2.08, p < 0.001, VI FiF#E3
W, 98 RS AN ARSI S8 BURRTT 2R A4
SR

4 WHRRER

4.1 X5 8UE R U E AR

E v MR IR G 20, FATR TS e A 43
Wr 8¢ T WU BB . PR SR | B T TR A BRI
T AIE 5 AR RAT NI X805, DIfiEX 6
ISR A . g5 R R 1 s, 5H
i 8 MRIHUAH EL, 7S PR X 5l 9 4065 380K B
U, x> = 509.47, df = 284, y*/df = 1.79, CFI = 0.92,
TLI= 0.91, RMSEA= 0.05, PiHARWIZE 1K 6 1~
SHEA R X E
42 HREZR T

HAS R AR ARiEZE L MHOCR R 2 o
Ao MERHATLUE Y, #EHAE 55 0 T3 2 ICB
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F1 WIEMEEFIRE RN =298)
A r df ¥/ df CFI TLI RMSEA
TR 3202.82 325
75 B AR A 509.47 284 1.79 0.92 0.91 0.05
TR FAEHS a 665.72 289 2.30 0.87 0.85 0.07
TR FEA b 683.04 289 2.36 0.86 0.85 0.07
TR FRAR ¢ 759.74 289 2.63 0.84 0.82 0.07
YA F R a 838.78 293 2.86 0.81 0.79 0.08
Y F AT b 905.55 293 3.10 0.79 0.76 0.08
=R AR A 1681.62 296 5.68 0.52 0.47 0.13
W R AR 1923.47 298 6.46 0.44 0.38 0.14
FLTR R A 2236.34 299 7.48 0.33 0.27 0.15
e AN SRR, AT, R, A, REANE, ABRARATH
FHFEA a: FEAE R TS0, TR, s, RimANE, ABRARATH
FHNFAER b, FEAE, AT SEAL, JkRE, FORAE R A, APRARITHN
TR FAERD o0 FEAUGHL, DU TSR ABRA RAT, ol e g, BimAnE, A
VU FRRY a: SEALGUE 01 TS A0, vhRg B4, B ANE SR ALY, APRARATH
PUPE AR b B8R+ 0L TS R A, ORI, RIEmANE, APRARATH
SHFRR . FEARVR TR ABR A AT, PR, FOURN T+ 3R A
PR TR . 5 A0 AT+ B T S8 0+ A BR BRAT A, oo SE A+ Ll R + 3 TR
FADR R s AR+ DT 5 R+ R SR DRI R T I PR A RAT A
T2 WRMKITER
Gy M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
E—RBT=E
151 0.45 —
2 AR 3089  8.73 -0.10
3RHHRE 2,69 071 0.11 0.34"
4 LT 6.84 8.00 —0.16" 0.83" 0.23"
5 R A 5.78 0.80 -0.13" 0.12" 0.07 0.14" (0.84)
6 51 T35 3.35 0.70 0.02 0.01 0.12 0.04 0.13" (0.71)
7 FLHUFIIE 5.99 0.74  —0.16" 0.11 0.10 0.14" 0.53" 0.07 (0.89)
8 FIHI NI 4.46 1.01 0.07 0.03 0.19” -0.01 0.18" -0.07 0.26"  (0.80)
9 ICB 583 095 -0.06 -0.04 -0.08 0.01 0.08 0.15 0.07 -0.01 (0.91)
FRETE
1 FE A5 5.51 0.72

e n (B—)2) =298, n (EJ2) =50, MAKIES N NI —EERE. D B0), (). ZHEFRE: whRLT), mihek
AE(2), LRIER¥EA3), WFEA ML E4). "FoR p<0.05, “FmR p<0.01,

ARSI AR IR BB Z A, ITE 2 )2 MR R
B AN PRGN A SR 2845 1 A
43 Rzt

T B8k B A8 S R B T AR 8 TR K
AR 57 T g R A A AR B3R AR, FRATTRT T
ZIRENB R TR . B, BATEE T —1 L

A TSRO GRS 48 B T 58 20

i

AN

B

US4y 22, 4550 BoR R T 5 M4l 22
() SLLIITT 2 (1) 3 IR 0.51, 0.05, L] J7 2% 5
MIT2EIM) 8.93% > 6%, JfH b1 T9e U7 &1
W78 5, F(49, 248) = 1.49, p < 0.05, AL AT LAk
T T ORI Z )2 LM M (R AR 2, 2009).

HLM SHHrgs RNk 3 fis, 7efshl 78 —2
f A b b R TR IS, B R A AR B S AR RN B T
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T WA B IE 2 (MI, y = 0.25, p < 0.01), A
U, i 180T SRR BRI 2 S TR0 R R 2
T AL S B T SE AR T AR o O B R
N, D BV B v R R A A A8 LRGN 3 3 K
(M2, y =0.18, p < 0.05), KRHI U THYHEEL4ELIE
Tia) 815 T8 AU 5 SR A Z M SR &R

*3 TRFEMRALEMZNE: EIDHEMATIER

Al Ml M2

R 3.34" 3.33"
F_RTE

T RS 0.25" 0.27"
F—BTE

F SR 0.05 0.05
ZHIR

T R B e SR 0.18"
FENR

HMNFT () 0.48 0.49

2H[H] 7 22 (100) 0.01 0.004

e WE R B R AR AR T AR ML R n (BB —2) =
298, n (M JR) = 500 ZEAIR AU AR — )2 (2 BT
rROC AL B, AR G 58 1 T N I AT A PO R AL B (Hofmann &
Gavin, 1998; E5Z, IMEM, KIilH, 2012), XI55 )28 #R
LA R OB B, "R p < 0.05, TFIR p<0.01,

SR T HER T AR s R SR A X P AR TR S
TIEROCR TR, 2% Aiken Fll West(1991)
AR, FRATLH T A 1 s R RN .
FIR Al LA, S8 AU REESR, 51 T 58 A0 K7 i
15 o AR AN [R) R S 1 5 Tk i, AR L X
HIgg s A n & 25, Aok, ¥u TR
Hn i B e, B v R R R sE, LS RUK
SR Tt (simple slope = 0.41, t = 3.09, p <
0.01); X FAK bl LAk 1) B3 T, L 58 4082 B A0
FE Y2 AN K (simple slope = 0.13, t = 1.43, ns).
U, s 2 438 T RE .

R TIEA. APRARIT N . Bl Mg 5%
T AT AR MAR)Z AR o, (P2 FRATRE DI
Al SO Sy = o N B (i )= e A N E B T €7
X2 T R LR 22 A7 MR B, R A g R &2
JELRVERRSAG IR X 3 SR 4. DAABRA RAT
SRR EE AR B AR R, PR RAT AL
J5 2(07) 541101 )5 2 (200) 53510 0.46, 0.48, 4] )y
205 BT 21 51.06%, RIAKEIE A MEZ 200,

HLM St R angk 4 PR, M1 LLABRA RAT N R
RS, B3 LSRN H A A 2 R R PR AR, 25
SR BT T8 RO PR BRAT R 5 A J
(M1, y=0.08, ns)o B 3 AR 4 J2 T B A ik
5 3 T RN X B T 58 BRI PR 2 AT R e R 1
TR . BAEAFr R WoR, 0T 98 RS B AL
ZHIH RBCHIERL, IR BB E K M3, y =
0.26, p < 0.01), I EHAFNIE S IE #9703 T 98 40
HHABRARAT RN R HbREy, 5 T5EaE
FETE AN Y 2 B PR RAT A f s, I
BENZ R FH M3, y = -0.08, p = 0.078 < 0.08), =
F VAR (B 0e, Jearae, JAmJy, 2010), p <
0.1 AY7K V-t BEAE 156 I R 18I RIS XT 01 T 98 20 5 N
PR RAT A IO R BA — 5 1Y 17 1] I 15 VR H

3.8

3.74 —— Low 1 i L4
---m-.. Highr{ilf i Ak P

Low s 214 [l
Bl 1 i X FE U RS R T SE A R VR A

BE I 2 R 3 AT LU S W JR R ECI R
RS . W 2 aTRIE R, 40T
) FLABORIB BT, L B 280 B 28 R A 1 5%
A2 (simple slope = —0.12, t = —1.03, ns); M55
TR FLORIB R R I, B A AN BR  RAT A
Z R IE MIE2 W (simple slope = 0.26, t = 3.26, p <
0.01), % 3 48 THRIE, MK 3 TRIAEH, 45
T HA B e R A I, H 58 A A PR RAT A
T e R W (simple slope = —0.01, t = —0.11, ns);
M4 5 T H A B R I ANE e, s % ABR2A
RATHA B E B IEmAEH (simple slope = 0.15, t =
2.06, p < 0.05), R 4 138] T+,

5 hHe

51 EigENX
PUAE X A B ihv 22 5 8 48 W x5 A9 BIF 98 KB

High i 2V ]



1170 i it e i 46 &
6.2+ 6.2
—o— Low Ll It —— LowZE ffil Filif¥
611 | .-.m-. HighLLilAits 619 | ---m--- HighRriTHliy
6.0 » 6.0
2 o 2
2 594 = 59
B B
gm- gaw
= <
5.71 . 5.7
5.61 " 5.6
5.5 5.5
Low 7t 1. A High i T35 4! Lowfi It High G 153
B2 HEIANEXT B TS AR A RAT Bl 3 REALEX R TS5 AR
SRR TETTVER SNRATH KRR EM
4 HEMESREMEMRIBEMARARTA WX 7 X AU I0BOR B SZ 2 S0, a0 TAF 3 fr 58
XRMIATHIER % Luthans (2002)18 3 B9 FR M 41 4147 A (positive
Ao NBRARITH organizational behavior)Ll &z Cameron, Dutton #0
1A MI M2 M3 Quinn (2003) 42 H (1 BB 4 212 R WF 52 (positive
1 5.80" 5.82" 581" organizational scholarship). i ZUE y—Fh B Hb R,
SRS P o 5 B LR RS, RO | SRES R SR
o 008 008 007 LT T IR I FOE, IEIUS T S5
e o WBER, (RS SR AR 0,
%ﬁm% o0 o0 FEE SIS TE . Jioh, AR ER A 7E i SO bk
S E FHME R TR, 3 5 SCAR AT Gt 2 AR R — A
BTG 4 LR 026" RS, b A HM AR I SO R A, XS R B
By T8 4 AN 0.8 WATIEM A LU PR TE R, T4y % e AR + 30k
HES R (HF A, IXRRAS AR SE 4518 A BE S N 1 5P b
4L 7 % (o) 0.46 0.43 0.42 fif BE L TN T IR Al S B SE PR [ A,
AL ) 22 (x0) 0.46 0.45 0.43 LFARW S, AFRET 50 A8 EE R 298

e BIE BB N R EARER T AR EL R B n CE—2) =
298, n (B J2) = 50 X AR s T S ik Ab B (Jiang, Zhang, &
Tjosvold, 2013), 7% p<0.1, "% p<0.01,

P AR : — A SR BT AR ) %) 7
X b, X—Wm— HREIRR ER, BRAREZF
A A B K WAl & (revenge) . A AT R
(counterproductive work behavior) . T /E37 i 217
A (workplace deviance behavior)& = 5 i IF 55
FEWAS T FERTR B RCR o 57— R A I DG R
WA % 53X, Seligman, Luthans 252235 IA A X}
TAES B MAR AT 503, w5 RT)
MERBNAT B G5 OSEAR T MR 5HL K
JE, WHEAFG SN, S HT, Bk

2 BT EOE, 5T BTSRRI 5 R R,
XFE—E R LR T EA SE AT, R
BEHMESE T TAR BT e A DF s B RE . R, AR
%% Farh (1997 15 SCIURF T SR, FEAR
T —2En R P A S 5L T 98 AT HESR, XA
FE THEMA T, ©F BT E Al 52
HH IR B X A A AL
511 RIFEMHIFIEER

AT B SE S E T B A4 R R B T A
(BB EE AR i, DAAEAE O B2 U ) F 5 % i 400
AYRT AT T BRI AR 3 AT, (HIX b 58— 5 T
B2 XU TR IRV, 55— 7 K S B A
SR O #E, IE U0 Fehr 1 Gelfand (2012)
JITi, X SR UE 7E A L BOULE R 0
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TR ER AL R, 2T AR )2 RINATT,
WS B2 T, AW A B A T B4
RIS, BEE T Fe A I D T 58 B0 5 )2 IR 58
M), A5 K 0 e ARG B T 58 A0 1 2 2R

o N 5P 5 A By A AR K 22 51,
Fh R B A . BEIE R0 A5 5 IR A, i P
AU A3 4 sRAL B ), B FEY A Y
HORRPE (I B %, AR, 2002), H T 42 b [ A i
R AE T X, AR H A FEHELL, BT
A NFRAE 1 25 58 58 204 6 B T 56 2052
MR A A . SRR B AR B T AL, R
Y B T AEALFL )RR, SO B G RR TR A
B, iSSR0 BT AL B ERBE (5T, 2009), I
LG8 B B 1 A8 T AR BT ¥ 3 AW 5 5
UE T3 — B 5, & B0 B T A0 b R B 2 ) s U B S

A, B 2005 R L 58 0 A A 2 A OE ) 2
— P45 SBAIER T Fehr Z5(2010)19 W0 A4,
T AR AR SRR Z A B AE

H &

512 RIGEHEMERAYR

A5 S B0 EL RN I 5 2 T AR X B T 5 A
FABRZA RAT A B R EA W3 08 1EH . Bk
SR, XF TR ELECRIE B 5L T, SE AT ABR A R
170 B E W IE R AR B R Y 51 T,
FLFE A ABR A RAT A IFTC 25 . % T = 3R 1
N R T, HSE 2O AR BAT A B AN (3
TR A0 2 T AR B B3 T, H o Ok AP RAT A
AR B IE FF W, X —AFFT A SR UL T R TS A
AE XS A BR A RAT = A 52 m, A BRI T 01 T
() EL AR 5 2 AN o SRR T BT EORT
5RMAEER KRBRE e 750 TR HE,
HBZ PR R T LA 2B, Bk, ik
AT R, XRTFEWHEMRERS, X
XBRARAT AR SAVER . A, Qi bt T58
Al a, KGR EWENBRERM, XX ARA
RATHAMHIER . YT EIAIE Y 61 TR U, JH
AT L RN TFACHWIELERE, 2k HNLM,
XA T ORR T E AR, R 58 PR 2
RAT A MEIEAEFT o 00X T 3% ALY B TR UL,
Hyi B T HEME, XS CRTFENWE, B
i B AfAT] 58 40T [ 35, AN n] et ) S5 2 B A
ZWARAT R . X —EA S DA S ) &,
W Cox ZFQ012)WFFE A, e MBI FEH & A

SR, S8 AR 2l 51 TR SZ BRI R T,
it FE AP ARG, G SR B3 TIA K B A — Fh S5 7,
Az BN 13880

AW R, 5B WO IR RN (y =
0.26, p < 0.0)AHLL, R FIEFE L T 5485 APRA
AT R Z 18] i B2 B 5 200 (y = —0.08, p < 0.08)%%
5. SR HIREHE, AT ()0 ERTR, FLRE
5 R FIEA R — A LR W, T2 AN (6]
(A& (Leung et al., 2002), X il R 5 1 22 1A A3
) 51 T AR RE AT 5 i ELIR AT, Leung 55(2002)
RIX A N PR, FEABEIE T, EAFIE 5 3%
T A A 0.26, JikE] R E K, XUt
TP RIAE AR ST I RE A R AEAERY o AR S 3R
FIE B B T I B A A EL R, X S
F NS AE BT T 08 A 5 AN BR A RAT 2 2Z 8] Br i 1)
FER . QFIEAT AT RS A AN FE RSP, L
AW 5T & AL 208 BRAT S AN H A Al sl 1L BT 5
, I fE3Z N4 45 Pl (impression management) ]
HLER{#i (Bolino, 1999; Rioux & Penner, 2001), =%
AT FTIR B4 D3 T DAk B F FR A 25 140 B, ZEHF
B AR R T B, X SE S
HAgZ Ml PRI FRATTHEI, w5 3 m AL 5 T 5
Z NG AE BB IR B I R I PR RAT A, X
A A 2 2 T A R RO A 55 1 — SR
52 EEEX

AR E A SUE A — s
B, HEIEA T2 RV OCHE RS ], &g
M EEHMANGT, N5 ANZ AR EM G, FE
M o ARHIFSE S PR T8 SSRGS B T 58 UELA B 25 1 1
Al s, O H T e N AR ) A Ty 2 [
R LA Y Y TR U, SRR AR R M R,
P T v L Al R PR A E B 40
G L ) 2 2 2 LTI, 3R RS 7R o Al N %R
FHE AR T I 2k . I XT AT A . 81T 4%
U HEAT 8 IR, X BT S AR Y 9
GiAb, AL AR A AT | ERBE B AL, N
IZATEANE R — DI e, X —RiEda s T —
SERIFSY Y S, AN, Ferch F1 Mitchell (2001)IA K
FE AR R R AR R B A LS, IR
T—F555 450t . $J5, Fehr Ml Gelfand (2012)
g2 ok 1| B AT N DS T PRI = 8 [ BN & 3 i AN e
AR R A

AN, B R OR 22 1 2 2R FH A AR S 32 58
) TAERIT, XA TAEBE 45 A BA B 5T (4T 55 A
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EE ¢

46 4

AR, T RIS A SRR 5 2
I REAE AN LA B, B Sy = AR S EE, X
Tose oA MIABIRRE . D T 98 A RE X — Al R Y
fift PR BE— B A, ABETE B, R TS8R
FENBR 2 AT Sy B9 R 52 Wi 2 32 B1) 53 T Ll A I
ERE A2 KT, R Y R R R
I 55 2 T AN A4 DX, R B — it o e it
DR SEAL, Bn, S E AL A E A, S5 E
RE HPERE Z MBS, BE sk
e s A W Wl 1 s | T N T S B | B ST T
ANHN, O B T8 AR A T 8 A PRI A
53 MRHFERSRE

ABFFEARLAFAE— LR BR -G A L - (DABTITIREE
PR R A T K dh, AR T O IS BT B S
ZIAIA PR R o ARAAIHIFFE 0] 2R 73 s 18] i 0 4
B 1) 38 B A 5 2Ok X AT S (] AT T A A
AR . Q) ERATEMN 3 A i, Wk
AT AR Z, AR T3 B4 RSN,
Bt A7 — BB e, A DL . SO A R
XFWFFEEE R AR TE R o HEBCARR BB N FE 73 %
JEIXBEIA R, JE SO T BT R A R IR R
XA FE 4G R I AE R

6 45t
AFFAF AT 4538 . (1) Fa A 5UET B T 56 240
AR ENIEm L, FEE4EN A ES R T.5%

A AR BAT IR AR, 5 TR R R e,
i ARG DX JHG 8 SR RS A (2) L VBT o
B T 58 A RS 2 I-AT 9 0 56 &R HA IR 3 1R,
X FLRAE B9 51 T, SR AP A RAT A
B B IE R T TR BRI 9 5 T, JLE
A NBRZS RAT R IFTC R0 o (3)FRTH FIE XS 51
Lo A PR A RAT N B R R BA WA, X
TR A 5T, TR A PR RAT G
L MO TR A R T, A A
PR RAT A B35 B IE [0 520
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Abstract

In organizations, conflict and offense are the ubiquitous part of everyday life. Especially, as organizations
increasingly adopt teams as primary work units, which suggests that frequency and intensity of workplace
offense will on the increase. As coping strategy for dealing with workplace offense, forgiveness has received
enthusiastic attention from researchers. A growing body of literature about forgiveness has focused on
psychology, religion, theology, and other areas. There is a notable lack of forgiveness research in the
organizational sciences. In order to enrich and deepen our understanding of workplace forgiveness, this research
tried to explore the antecedents and outcomes of employee’s forgiveness in the context of Chinese organizations.
Specifically, drawing on social information processing theory, we first investigated the cross-level effects of
forgiveness climate on employee’s forgiveness, and examined the moderating role of Zhong-yong thinking style
in forgiveness climate-employee’s forgiveness linkage. The second objective of this study is to examine the
main effects of employee’s forgiveness on ICB, and investigate the moderating role of genuine harmony and
superficial harmony playing in the linkage between them.

In order to avoid the problem of common method bias, we examined the hypotheses proposed with matched
field data collected from 50 supervisors and 298 employees. Employees were asked to provide ratings of
forgiveness climate, Zhong-yong thinking style, employee’s forgiveness, genuine harmony and superficial
harmony. Supervisor survey contained measures of employee’s ICB. We tested the distinctiveness of the study
variables using structural equation model (SEM), hierarchical linear model (HLM) were applied to test our
hypotheses.

Consistent with hypotheses, the results of hierarchical linear model revealed that forgiveness climate had
significant positive effects on employee’s forgiveness, and Zhong-yong thinking style significantly moderated
the relation between forgiveness climate and employee’s forgiveness, such that the relation is stronger for
employees with high Zhong-yong thinking style than for employees with low Zhong-yong thinking style. In
addition, HLM results also showed that the main effect of employee’s forgiveness on ICB was not significant,
while genuine harmony and superficial harmony played a moderating role in the relation. Genuine harmony
strengthened the positive relation between employee’s forgiveness and ICB, such that the relation is stronger for
employees with high genuine harmony than for employees with low genuine harmony. By contrast, superficial
harmony weakened the positive relation between employee’s forgiveness and ICB, such that the relation is
stronger for employees with low superficial harmony than for employees with high superficial harmony.

Our findings contribute to the literature in several ways. First, this research enriches and extends the
literature on the forgiveness scholarship in the organizational sciences by examining the antecedents and
outcomes of employee’s forgiveness. Second, this study integrates some indigenous elements into research
framework of employee’s forgiveness, which not only enriches indigenous theory and research, but also helps to

offer some management implications for Chinese organizations.

Key words employee’s forgiveness; forgiveness climate; ICB; Zhong-yong thinking style



