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EIRBE, AWPREE X 32 ANREFT AR R BT T A IR A A5 RERN], TEMAR T, MR AR
R HERR AR B3 2 A ) BRI, S TR I A R A TR o 9 57 BB (A PR St 5 AN AT TR IO 288 v 00 ) 7R
PRI, FEOR A TR MR A BEREAA I B3 1] AR g, Ik i ) He e BEREAATE 3 A BT8GR B LAk, MR A 3k
MK X A AR TR A RO A7 (D, LA, T 1) 200 B TR e A 81— RE B2 A T AR IS
7R T AR TS RAREA R AL SR AL, X T A R M e S A AR AR DG T T —E A TR

XEIR AR HIREG BEHASTEL GBEEFST
SEE  B849:091

1 [A)EE

H 3 i 47 (self-monitoring) /f Jy — Fl A% 45 5,
TR B2 RTEA RS B2 R R B O AT o LA
Jof 4 5 1 BE 5 B 1 — At [a] (Synder, 1974). = H 3K
WEFEETEHEA SIS RS, EARZAET S
2P TE 5 A 35 N BE 7 (e.g., Diefendorff, Croyle, &
Gosserand, 2005; Wang, Hu, & Dong, 2015), 7ERE{A
B b, AFRMEX T ABRCR A EE T L N E
FERIDRAERERIE UM R R B, A IRIEEAGY
M)A~ ANFEFEAAR B G ZR A8 i A 24k, [R] I ]
FE 52 e 31 B AR B30 Y T 6

IR ST 2 00 T e b iy v A R M= 5 A
B Hean s HA A 4T BT T (Zaccaro, Foti, &
Kenny, 1991), 7£ B M45 b2 5 95 504 F 09 07 &
(Mehra, Kilduff, & Brass, 2001; Oh & Kilduff, 2008),
B2, CAMFRAULEL T B IR TRHA T
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ARBIAETT, 228 T B F W45 70 AR )2 1 Y52
M o FREAR B 5T B, A A 14 44 A% (personality
composition) 23 5 W B (b F2, 3 1M 52 M A K 1) 45
%2 P (Bell, 2007; Colbert, Barrick, & Bradley,
2014; Lin & Rababah, 2014), B4, #EARH 3 W

AR I —— R AR B 257 1 e K, T 2
SRR VA PN B D3 LBl A S, DA ) 2852 Wi A ) 1

FEAAE 55 P R R B PRTREOR Y 1 3 M 4240 B
TR L Bl SRR 45 2R 1 52 WRDRE RE DR AL X 1 i 4
ARBTHYINR, I A T B A B G . BLAh,
TEREAE S B R A R, H R ISP — A e
Tk NPRE.ShRIME I RE 2k R A8 M. SR, A
IFFEEEAMBUE A A MRS E 1, 20 11
TRV A T 10 AN () i B 1 6 M4 A 2 9 1 TR /N T
REA B AT

N T RA EIR AR, AROFTOR R T Sh S A,
TEA PRI FIREAR K 2R 1 3 4 12060 A PR B 3
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Jrat VR o TEAMAAKR, FATIOGHE B FR 42 an ]
52 A AR AN BR 26 B——— 4 Hi A7 (status) 1 ACTH.
] 4% H 0 BE (friendship network centrality), P 3t
[i) 221 1] 1 A A AE A i b A2 KOs FE R KT,
FRAT TR T A 17 F W A g s A A 52 e AR 1
R M — WK A 1FE B 0 A % B 2L (task
performance)o ~ATEREA H 14 o A7 7K S RN EEAR 7E
G AR 55 T ) SR PR R At 2 B3 B i 7E AR
o FEEAGE, JFHS AR X — AR
HEBEVIHRHK
1.1 B BHREETMEABRZRIB M

R A A RTEAPERRAE . EDUL . 1720 2T 15
G MAEZES . MERBELERHR TP AR S TR A
PROCER, BT 2 LB AR B o1 AR S, DA R
UGS B E AT 720 I AR S, &
F R TSR R 5 A A AH G B9 15 B
Synder Fl Cantor (1980)%& 3 5 H F& Wi 45 # 50385 T4
e B, AR B TR EE B T A FRIE
%o xR H IR RE O ERR L IR A [RIHEA k
BUBRE A, FERA AT A ZR R I A X T XK
178, Hk, oA AR BRIEEEEET
iz FH 1A 8RR 22 35 WL 45 (Turner, 1980), 14 24 Hb % 32
1% 17 22 (Dabbs, Evans, Hopper, & Purvis, 1980), if
7 A2 2 FE A At il R 78 5 8 B R IR 4 i Ak 23 52
A py Bl R . Ak, H RIS ETE A R RER
B 2 Z RIVBRAG 25, /0 R B 1% 25 (Ickes,
Holloway, Stinson, & Hoodenpyle, 2006), H T5F%
B AR TG R O B, IRAE S e AR R AR e, R AE
i HC A B D 7 RN e TR R AR A 2 T 2 R
Z R BRAE L

HULHED, AHLOAR A R, & AR
A W] R AE BEAR N LA AR B O A B
(positive sentiments). & /BJE X REE MRS R Y)Y
RN PPAL, B T XA AR B 1 R EAS R
(Frijda, 1994; Kelly & Barsade, 2001), #7& Scott,
Colquitt 1 Zapata-Phelan (20077, AHF5TH4
TR e S oy JFG A T A B O3 0 400 8 52 B 5 2 —
AR H Sy w51 A i) BRI RCIE 2 N TIPS
(joviality) A1 H 15 (self-assurance) . ffij Pt fi & R 4k
(happiness) 1 1% (enthusiasm) (&% 3Z, H 15 W42 &
35 51 (pride) Al {5 /0> (confidence) 1Y J& % (Watson,
2000), 7= H R MR E AT N BRE B s
1E5 Z R AL B FE A B 51 RS2 3 T 22 AR 44
T TR BN 12 B D3 P R 195 U

AN, FRATIA R F 3 W X0 At AN R 155 8% ) 1E
]V FH AT BE 2= Bifi 25 BsF [B] (R 40 A% i 3G 58 o AR BRI B
SR W A el |21 Y v i M 3 1 Bt G RN
VML, DZERrR IR LR . (MRS RHAL &
Ji&, FER B S R TE BBl th 2 NI R 5
IR, B IR MRS BT T S AR O
{5 B.(Synder & Cantor, 1980), [l A LA 5 A7 240 b B
AN NELE . A7 20 PR A, JFE S
NASAT I T X b s T N B v s 42 15, kA
NIBRBN T Z B AG 25 . A, XL A TR,
AT CHE S A A LIS B (Synder &
Cantor, 1980), i A\K H KR EE I AGEA O &
AATTRT AR P9 LA BR 03 P B A . 5 L IRIE, TG
B3R W e T DL A RAEAZ L Bk R A
O\ #9747 A (Gangestad & Snyder, 2000), [ BEAARY
RIRMATEA TR 5N &g, S NRFA
Po 2% BTk, FRATHE A R

L TME T 75K T IE 1] 5 A R B
17/, TF H 0000 77 e ] 7 iy 2 4 o

TEREAR T, A BROCHR ) —A> B2 bR i 2
HiAE BRI, AL S e T SRR R A o A Y 2 R
A 1Y B (Magee & Galinsky, 2008), &5 Hifi 4 4>
RS Z TR, XTHF AR ™ A 8 K A 52,
TEAS Ty A AN, PR b 3RS v b o7 2 I AR FE A4
M) — B 2 H fR(Pettit, Yong, & Spataro, 2010),
NATE A5 T B — A A A v 1) b 57 7T i 52 3015 4
AISEM o M 7E -5 B — A 4 A Ak v A 56 21 B 15 2
B, A& CEZ MK, W EESZ AL .
2 HFM o N BR R 3 i B 25— Fh
B % IR (Fredrickson, 1998), A T4 B ARBORAE
H OB, POt o m T 588 E 3 AR 3
TR 45 () AN AHAL (Hobfoll, 1989), JfH T35
Sy T i e = A=Y R N R A

B T A R D PRI 1 IR AN A A 22 Ak, 7R
) 4% 235 4 v 1 AL A W 4% T 0 BE (Baldwin,
Bedell, & Johnson, 1997)th8J&— 7 & MATE A
WA B B AR AR . IR A1 SR, Y ATE S R
— AR A A B 2 B IE 4GB, SR
FIZARASAE, Al he 5 HE R MRS I A KGR,
TZA R PR 23 305 5w 1 AT I 26 vho BE o FERFA
AR A R KO R, AT XA A
KA BIE R FrLL, H FR M KT 23 im0 4 v il
N B B 17 JR DT XS AR T AR AR P ) A5 2 B (>
A H AT R A VL D) 45 T B ) B2 3] T [ P (] H2R000
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BB S BEORTT SER B [ R . XM SR BRI AR AT 55 S0 A0 B A0 1171

R1Z 2. I Fe KT o FEE I A 1
PR A7 18X 1 I 1 IR (T 1K 2 £ 712 18 P 2 1
AL JE) AL IR IE ] T
12 BfKE: BREENEARSIERIENG

DRI s I N TR EE AR ¥ S O
RIENPRE Sl TAERM )25 5 (e.g., Scott, Barnes,
& Wagner, 2012; Turnley & Bolino, 2001), {HX}F
M P A2 1 A EIAE D R
¥ B IR sy, RIS A T
HE TR IR ML EKRIERACHITH
(Synder, 1974), TEXFIFH T, FATINNHHATE I]
AETE WU 38 A B 2R 77 (cohesion), — 7 I, 4L
ARz SRR Sl = N E 13 I N 1 W el 1 A
Jiaa = L) RV ) NS 3 0 R 2 DN S I !
Z M ST E B RAEIE. J)— 7, e
S, IR WA e A AR R
Wp 2 ff P[] il (Zaccaro et al., 1991); FFARF H 3K
WKV B, REWR A B[R] ST RE AR U T i 2
G ST A A BER T 0 . GREORE, B
A B FR M AT 2 SRR B8 2R T 7 AR BRI 5

BEAL, BEAR 3R WA 6 A R 2R 7 (%) 5 i 4
Bl B (RIHE RS i BG 5 o FERER BT A1), H T
FUTTRIEEA—AS8T A S8R5, A AT 25 R BURT i
BN A PR SN (HRTE R 0 A J A i i) ot
B, BHRSaIEZFCNERED) . R
8, R A TR DR HTE £ 2 0 . B AT
Ry H IR MK R, TR BRI IS Bl rh
PRAFIE BLAAT AN i 07 =X, DT & R A e 5 )
AIFEAS, (H 9 B AT B AR Y [ FR MR 7K T BAIR T,
BT T 4 22 A4 I 0 R TR, K X A
HER J73E R T, WELR T, IR MK S
(R R 3 MR AP AR BEIRTERF IR BE R ) |
)25 S s REREAR R Y &k o 28 B iR, FRATHR
R

#1523 FFIEL 7 19T 48 1 76 1 75K AL ]
TFEIREER Ty, FF-H 00 7 BERT (] 7B T 15

FER I BESR Tk, FER RO R AT TR R Y
K&, AR RS, A R0 J)(Man &
Lam, 2003). FEAREESR J3A R T 02 B B 01 18] Y
Ui, BERER A VE S M, (Mullen & Copper,
1994) ., 7 (= BE SR T W REAR b, BRI R 51 25 A TS Y
HrARus, 201 3R e~ AN %% 07 DLk B br
(Klein & Mulvey, 1995), #E5 J17 K X LB 5
A ) TR R D1 T4 58 AT 55, FERIEAE

ity B DA 22 () A 22 Y 5 P S AR AL AE 55,
R I BRI 2 A A SRR L. ITERY
SRR TR L SCRE T BESR IR AR ST B
%% (Beal, Cohen, Burke, & McLendon, 2003; Filho,
Dobersek, Gershgoren, Becker, & Tenenbaum, 2014),
FIERHEAR [ B MK AR BESR T 142 it
PER, FRATTHE AR 19 3 M 2Kk ~F 1T R e 2o 4 e 1
PREESR ) TR REAAAT: 55 i 300™ A A2 A B
EEE A FEIILG 03 12 F e i 5ok i o 7
PREEZR X FE PRI 5 28807 F ] e 79 IE 1] TF 7T
K1 2B T AR R FE TN

MEEREE > MABUWRIEE —> #gzigm
|
Y

I N=E e > AR > gfﬁfg;ﬁﬁ

K AR RS R 7R
T FRE R FER S PRUER KR, B KRR A
H A AR i A A5 E

2 R

21 s5&EMERF

FRATTIEHL T At 5 R 2= R — A 42 %= 5T
X4, FE 2016 4F 9~12 A X THEAT T BRER VR AL
PR —H B EE N EAAEN S R T U T ILY
Y . 55—, BT A9 % AT LUS AT BE42 ) A [
W Z AERER N S 22 5, 92 2 P ot M )
FHIA . AR AHD . 55 =, BrEsE s R — I
H b5 Ff e 4 S S R, 22— 199088, 1h
AT SR BT RS o, 265 =, BT A % 8 T W2 2
FROTEE AR, Kot il AT ik R B 380 A R SO0 R 2 56 R
PR ER R A i 7 A BB USRI F TR 1 Bl A8 o
HFULEE, FEEASE—, IATHESET 40
MHAREA8 MHAREM 22 MARE)S Y
WA, H159 A, HBA 71 A(—PNBEEERN
S NEE) AT BITES 3 F(T1), 55 9 F(T2), %
15 JE(T3)ilFAT T =k A, AR EE R
5 KRINGER & —3 2 MR (12 M B EEE) .
122 28445 B IS5 T 588 =i,
22 TENE
221 MEKF

MEBRIEIETD: AME ARSI R
T Lennox F1 Wolfe (1984) 13 M HMEZR, & H
mefErt 2, MR A LB, RARET K
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ARFRIAT N, TR AE I I BN B IR B T 4 b il
M ETAELE” =T AR, =EH /A 6). =R
Cronbach’s o %M 0.87,

ftb AFRAR B RE(T2): BT Scott 25 A (2007) 144
1, AT Positive and Negative Affect Schedule-
Expanded (PANAS-X, Watson & Clark, 1994)3 /4
BT 4 /> 2% B R A6 A4 e A i R e Uk
EM A, TS 53RN 5 HAb S M EE
JSL 53 ARALL B P 17 207 SRk 52— M TR ANt/ i AE — P,
FRMRF . =24/ TR W/ B SR AR (1=3k
WAL, T=IEW T E). m=#R A Cronbach’s o REH
0.80, FTLAFRATH: 4 DAHKRIMAE ., fEIHERD, il
KA RE AR B FRU 155 J8% (T 2) 2 HUEE 2 Al 1 53
XPIZAS AP ASOE BPPAR P2 . il 2 o, A TE
AR B 14550 24 B, C, D = ATFM B AE
5 A — BN 015 252 O A3 3, DL EHE
B, C, D 7Eft A BRI J& L 45 23 o AT T Rwg
Icc (1)
(intraclass correlation coefficient)iX Wi~ 12 2H PN AN
[ PE 2 Z [P — M B9 5 2245 5 (LeBreton &
Senter, 2008), %455 /R Rwg B FRA{E 2 0.97, ICC
(DfEH 0.60, FHTE—ANLLEEE)N, HAb AR E
Kb BN E B o1 T A BTN A R A — 3K
PR, AT DA A B O BT R A AR BTN SR G D
i m iz R A B 1 (T2) (James, 1982).

B5 AREALHY

(within-group interrater reliability)

ATEA A TR A R PRI 175 %
71343 9B,C.D

LIRS

CHARHAbEY
ERI AR 175 1

D5 AMRARY
BRI 1 1%

Pl 2 Al AR AR R s £

ft AFRARIE R (T3): A AT BT R T
F A N BRI S (T2) A0 R 0 & 07 =X . Ry
Cronbach’s o Rl 0.81, Rwg B {i{EH 2 0.98,
ICC (1){EH~ 0.62,

MERHAL(T3): #HHPE Anderson, John, Keltner
H1 Kring (2001)L4 X Bendersky F1 Shah (2012)f4f#
Be, FRATTR A = A 5% H R 4 R 78 92 == P 9 Hh
B o FATIES 5 B AMRURT FoAh A5 A9 5 18 0 Ak 7

bR B 44 VP L ST R FH R R 3 D 3 B Y AT b 7 B
RS i

fro BARZH N REREREERABE, “LEK
TR ERZ A, LB KR ERAEW I (1=
EHATE, 7= EEFE). MRS THEE
DA HC Al G 53 X I A R A PE A T . BRI
Cronbach’s o %N 0.87. Rwg M N{EH 2 0.97,
ICC (DEHM 0.58, KH—ITHEEE)N, HAA R
X FEANFEE BB ML A PR B R AR N — 3K
P, PR FRAT TR LAt B B3 X Bk o AN R AR
W P35 ) A b A

LZEMEFOE(T3): b85S 5E TN A
RO, TR R & I A& (AR TG
—RIR K. B35 (1=02, 0=75)7 "N MERE A
THL I 2% vt BE 45 T 92 3 N S AR DD A 1l B 1Y
BA(Klein, Lim, Saltz, & Mayer, 2004),
222 EFKIKF

BB RE(TD: fEARUTH, R A R
R T RHANANE A IR 4. LUAE
TR 2 A A R ATE 9 R R AR
A (LePine, 2003): (1)IA % (additive model)
B 041 (2)BK A A A (conjunctive model)
A 0 4 (3) 41 B AU (disjunctive model)
—— A R SRR, AR AT
PR F LT DUR JLA R . 5B —, AR
T HA S5 AR 225k A TR H B, Fr il
AT YA 5 A0 2 5% K | i 40 & B (LePine,
2003). HEAREE SR T T B 5L T B % I 22 ] 1Y
HE, AR S B IR SL A IR R A
A RIS AT E BEAREER J7, i B B BRI 3
WK S BAR W Ty, B, ATRITEE 53
B sS4 5 B I 43 (BB B AL Rl i e 40 (G0 B AR
AN ARG, BUAR b, BEA A RIS 5 S i
43(r = 0.68, p < 0.001)FHAKS>(r = 0.56, p < 0.001)
HREAHDC, X RWIF-4570 5 53 A A AT+ 507
AR KRN ES . =, DIENFT R s
XF 25 S i I s LA QSR YE, BVREAEAS R A AT 5515
s i 45 5 (e.g., Tziner & Eden, 1985; Devine &
Philips, 2000). L4k, SR WA & EF 3
HR i) 4% (Roberson & Williamson, 2012), 24 VA F
Z g, AR, AR T A S0 A R
IV SRR A B A A A TR A o D PERRE R
AR A B SR, — BT S A S TE R RO ]
S (converge), P X F 3 Fpohn gl oy O 2
PE & ) — 2 (e.g., Bradley, Klotz, Postlethwaite,
& Brown 2013; Lin & Rababah, 2014),
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BB B 51(T2): BEMREER J1(T2) M B4 LA
XiF 9 2 B SR A BRI TR, R SE E A
BGRB8 ) . HAR R RRH T A4 H
(Jehn & Mannix, 2001), 43 HJE B A1 = A R
BRI FRATE = 5 2 RS i (1=3F %
ALE, T=AE 5 £54) . Cronbach’s a Z%0H 0.95. Rwg
Az S 0.88, ICC (1){H M 0.25,

BHORER B S1(T3): BEMREER J1 (TR T it
PR EE SR F1(T2)AH [H) i i . Cronbach’s o RE(H
0.95. Rwg [ AI{E S 0.89, ICC (1){H N 0.24, #
PREETR 1 (T2)FIREAREER J1(T3)1E Rwg Hl ICC (1)
b A 3 UH 9 B T 4 SR B B
BAF RN — B, REBIRHAZ R A .

BHRME S S(T3): BHAMES SIRCR A T %M
(AT RO o 5 =R AE L = h i T .
5N E e S LR A WA, SRS HEAT M S5 ——
PEEIERR o 12 P EE XK 2 g 3 X)) 35 06 F 5K 7 2
(2005) A AL P2 25 ) o EXAIER T, T AR E
A 51K R A (D AT WSk B AR SE Il — B
f£5%. D 42 MNREERIPHE IR, 7527
20 340 Rl BRI P e WO, (H SRR E
T, AATLGE WA HEA SR, ATLA s
EE s WA, WA DT IER . W 4 (1~2
NVEANRNPEE I EL, 74 ICsE M D
HARBIE B

1555 1) ELAR ST RE °T 40 A DA B B (D)
FROL A BN A, SRR AR M b o B
AT /NG (2)F iR ARsc 4 D 41, D
ZH IS an el e WAL RAR 4G (3) D diEA W
5 (5 W AT A T A, iR e E A (4)
WL, D Ay, T AL/ NHBEE KT
W dl, W SP3BT 55 75 B9 =
DUEA T RSN R, AR ECA 6, B
P D WM W AR AR RFER . ST . &
PO A i WR eI Ak 2 = N SORTA BT Byl WA P50 o S
BER G VR BT 55 7645 1 By B L SR AE AR P38 A D
ZIHA RAFH) T A . AR 3L, REMS % A
WoESHA KW, RIFMit& a8,

FATH T 58 BB B DA K 52 B P T ) R i) R
AR5 8. T IT AR SRS T PHE, &
(AT 55 B A0 (T3) H AT 55 A6 2 B (BRASE 20-) of
o IR, STROEES; S T 7 A5 R B B,
FRATTAE AR A 3 B4 B () 3fe DA —1 ok SRR BE AR AT 55

) 8

23 SR

XA R FEAR B, T AR R ATE
AR R, Sy 1 R 2 ) 22 e 3 IR 2, SR
FH 85 J2 IR 28 1 £5 7Y (hierarchical linear modeling,
HLM) #E A7 R B R 3 o X T~ 442 1 09 BF R A,
AR — M LM [l AT A 30 o T A 114 () %
L # A Ff RMediation (Tofighi & MacKinnon, 2011)
HEATR I . RMediation RE 85 TT MERH HLAN 55 — 2855
e, A GE Y K 5 U7 1k (A0 Sobel A6 55 ) B AT 2K
(MacKinnon, Fritz, Williams, & Lockwood, 2007,
MacKinnon, Lockwood, & Williams, 2004),

3 WFREE R

31 HEREDH
F1ERTMRZmAEENHEKER, MEA
RUEE(THSEE 2 AIF A B B (T2) FIES
3 AN R AP (TR IEARDS, JFH 55
FASCPE SR, ORI 1L TR S
b B A7 8 (T2)/ Al R 155 JER (T'3) 5 4> A Hbu 37
(T3)F1 A VE P 285 A0 BE (T3) 40 1) e 3 IE AR O, X
FEEHU . AR B IR (TS MR AL (T3) A
TEL D 286 Tt BE (T3)EBANFEAE I 3 ARG R R, R W
TR W A S X6 T o s S 8 5 W AN AR BLRERIU

F1 MEBTEME. INEENHEXRY
AR M D 1 2 3 4

1. MEBIR (T 4.69  0.67
2. fl NFEARE I(T2) 4.84  0.92 0.18"
3. Ml AFEARREB(T3) 4.90 0.92 0.317 0.64""
4. PEHLAL(T3) 5.08 0.98 0.04 0.4170.62"
S é 1‘\—“— *k Hokk Kk
> f}”im‘%* L 0.78 034 0.01 0.2870.32" 0.29

. "p<0.05 " p<0.01," p<0.001,

2 BT RHAZ AR R AR, B A
RIEF(THEEH 2 A SR AREER J1(T2) M 3
ANE S AR EE R 1(T3)EB R IEMOE, (H5 )5 H
I A TR, TG FEAREER T
(T2)/BEAREER J1(T3) S HERAT 55 B3 (T3) b 3 1EAH
XK, FFETUN . BEAR QIR IR (T S BHAE 5 Sk
(T3)RNFETE B F A E R, RIFBEAR A IR MK
SN AT 55 B AL 5 M AN A7 AE BLHERN
32 HKREXET=E

TER T BNA S Bk SR s 2 /i, FRATE Jexda]
REM THE R R AT T HERR . 156, FRATHERR T 150
MIRZM . ERATFEA T, B AR A MK
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*2 BUAEREELTEME. MEEMEXRY

AR M D 1 2 3
E ’ e 72
1. B A IR MR Y
(T1)

2. BEKBEER S1(T2) 549 091 049
3. BEABER S1(T3) 554 091 045 060"

4. BHRIE S 5%
(T3)

11.64 391 028 0457 045"

. "p<0.05 " p<0.01,"" p<0.001,

(M = 4.62, SD = 0.10) 541 H KK M =
4.73, 9D = 0.07)NFATE M 2 5, 1(120) = -0.91, p=
0.362, X454 Day, Schleicher, Unckless Fll Hiller
(2002)7E TG/ A H 1Y & B——FE ] Lennox I
Wolfe (1984) 13 45 Hym £, M55 AR ME
KT K . WAk, TCIRFE MR R )21, 5
SNBSS R . AT S L B L BE
WRBER Ty . BERAT 55 S 8 W A O (ps >
0.455), Mk, FATHERR T IANAIAE S Xt F R A AE
fESRIMFZm . AR T K—HAETES AA 0
e % HEA, XA TE L R S s uE i 5 —
JBENFNTHE S B35 A & (Frey & Detterman, 2004), [
AT DA 55 2% HE 24 A S — A i fig g AR A o
SITAS R LB, 75 HE A SR BESR T FIAT 55 Bk
FFIC L E A K (ps > 0.611)%, e, FA1HL T IHH
R T G A T TR AR B SR T s ) o R 2R A SR,
R VG SR 105 20 1 22 571 2 52 i At AT] BE 75 AT 2%
VIR 22 i i B 2252 M R 28, 1T B2 W AF A 6 3R ) 1
B o 2658 A T, S 5EBE T RESEK
(EARE MW E R B AEAE 2 5 DL SRS % A A IR

P IEFRATRIREAS h, 40.6% 00587 2= 5 25 43 B0 FL T e 44 403 19 7 3 i
50 %4, 59.9%0H1 4= i 5 HE 24 AE T AEAS 1 N ALFIHT 100 44, 6T
AT WIS MEAS B (dummy variable) R E T 50 (1=)2, 0=75)
HOZRE NHT 100 (1=52, 0=75). MM EEAMR S
HEB AR 50 B LLBIRAERT 100 WLHLEl, Fa, RINTEFEA
50 LB BT 100 LG4 A BEACE BN KRS8 bR, 433 5 B
B IR (T . BEAREER 11 (T2) . BHEAE 55 S80(T3) A ¢
RATEM, FEAEHT 50 LB SR A& A R EFKTF(TL (r=0.06,p=
0.746) . BEABEEE J1(T2) (r = 0.07, p = 0.718)FIBHAAE 5 S50(T3) (r
=0.03, p = 0.886) A BEAALHT 100 LMl 5 HEA B sk
FE(T1) (r = 0.03, p=0.852). FFIAEER J1(T2) (r = -0.13, p= 0.467)
FIBEARAT 55 85550(T3) (r = 0.09, p= 0.61)RAIH, HH kg
T AT BB AT AR LS s (D) FRATT A 58 AR 8 F 8 2 R LA AT 1 2
A, ksl BARAFAEHEA 25 5, (B HONFRE ) il B AN TE
E S Q)FRATAIAT S5 % 1 26 K — B AR 5 1A F4 AR R
Sk, B A RE AR X BN R AR O BRI R Y 9438 5 P
FEA IS AT 55 B A R 38 X R B R AT T AR AR AR e 5 R 55 1%
P EA RS, ST REHERR TN HIRE SR Ho A B B A TR, AT B
U 42 52 1 TR WX — 5 AN BREL B A S A SRR VE .

IR FRBAFTELE " (1=2 AR, 7T=5% 2
Yo GER LI, BEARKE ST | BRI AR TE
SR RV (AR B 3R ) TG 18 35 AH 5 (ps > 0.148).,
3.3 [EAEASHh

FER B0 A 2 T8 IR Z R, FRATT i e A
AU T AR HA B AL [R] 22 5%, Too = 0.20, p < 0.01,
ICC (1) =0.268, M 26.8%M) 78 S 4% 20 [a) i B¢ . BT
DIAT W ER ) HLM RG50S M7 A DG O sE . XF
A R 26 TR0 BE AL TR A AR 3 AL ) 22 5,
Too=0.12, p = 0.111, {Hh T LRFFR IS J5 15—
Pk, Fefi148— M HLM fi6 56 . 3

#£ 3BT HLM MaPrgs S, #A 1, 4
T H IR (T 1) 5 b AFUR K I8 (T2) 4G 53 19 1 1)
KFR o AT R M R AR S (W B R RN, A
R 2 r ) FRATEE ] T A 2 AN A B R IR
(T2), FFHAMA AR W (TR 3 A5 Y
BRI B(T3) . SR o, fh AR (T2)
5 N (T3 A W W E I &R, I HAME
A 3R (T )5 MR B (T3) A7 7E . 2 1) 1E
0] G R AT — 25 F Z K556 LA ik [ TR (T )
Xif At AU 1% 8 (T2) 1 B H R 05 A 1k B 3R W%
(T1)XF B  JBR (T3) Y [ ) R %k, 455 R BLS
HWERTHH, Z=2.52,p<0.05, XK, N
2 B S ENEE 3 B, AR B TR XA R AR JEk
RS A PTG g . Pk, ik 1 5387 SR, RIS
A R T 2 (i N B 15 I, I ELk — 5 B
W RS 19 20 30

B 3 B 4 23 KT T A AR % 18R (T2)
S AN A b AT (T3) FI1 A 3 0 28 PP BE (T3 ORI . 3k

£33 MEEMERRKEESFTER

AL 1 LAY 2 iR 3 AL 4
A i AR MANER A A My AT 4
HE(T2)  IHE(T3) (T3)  HULBEE(T3)
b s et 0.25" 0.60"" -0.08 -0.03
MR g 0.12) 0.07) 0.12) (0.04)
b N B 1 R 0.28" 0.42"" 0.10"
(T2) (0.09) (0.09) (0.03)
FEAER GREfK 32 32 32 32
F)
FEATR (T K 122 122 122 122
F)
i 2% (deviance)  319.93" 25027  311.67""  64.40”

H:"p<0.05 " p<0.01," p<0.001; #5H9EIEPRAEL BB
&5 P I e AR R 22

S FAT A AR 1 03P A AR kA A2 T I AT T AR
fPER S, S5 R —E



5510 4

BB S BEORTT SER B [ R . XM SR BRI AR AT 55 S0 A0 B A0 1175

TEFREE 2 AA i A B AR B (T2)11 AR S 3 4
AR At BRI SR (T3) S A 1 L v/ [) U6 At 2
WO T, SR ER, M ABIEIRT2)5 95
A Ml AN (T3) T A2 T R 4% vt BE (T3) A7 £E 1E ] K
% . E—H RMediation K36/ [ 3% W5 (T1)
T8 o At A AR R IR (T2) X AN AR b A (T3)/ /% 1 W &%
HUC E(T3) 7 A B [ 4E340. . RMediation i i 54~
BEAR R AN TR WA (T 1) B At A B 17 Ik
(T2) 1 [ A% 2 BRIt N FRURR 55 J8% (T2) 21 A4 1% b A7
(T3)/ A TH P 45 v ons JBE (T3) 1) B 12 R B —— 10 TR R
SR ALY . ANER 5 TS, 95% 221 IE 1Y B
{5 X |8] (bias-corrected confidence interval)ANFLHE 0,
ST 22 QAT

AR T — R R R A 45 AR 1, B
P R M (T1) 5 BEAREE SR T (T2) A b 35 19 1E 1] ¢
B 2 Pt TS 2 AN S B REARE B S1(T2),
BEAR AR (TOHBIEE 3 A s B EESR )
(T3). Z5 A o, FEAREER J1(T2) 5 RHIAEER 71(T3)
AWEMNIER SR, AR QIR (T S R4S
RAO(MHAHFERFENIEM LR, Kk, ik 3 1%
FFRSr S HE, RIREAAR O 3R M KO- 2 08 o AR e 3R
F1, ABIK — 350N I oA B S (R HE RS A A AR Ak

BEARY 3 A 90 T AACBE SR T (T2) W EARAT: 55 Bk
(T3)sE M o 5 A2 T 0 Ak — 3, FRATTIERRER 2
AN S B BEARBER 1 (T2) MRS 3 AN 5 A B

x4 BEAEE—MEMEEASTER

R 1 FETY 2 LR 3
AR BHABER S BHABER T BHATE S 514

(T2) (T3) (T3)

] e s 1.47" 0.62 0.47

N R R (0.48) (0.50) (1.22)
e 0.49" 0.89"

FEREER J1(T2) 0.17) (0.40)
AR 32 32 32
R 0.24 0.39 0.21

F 9.22" 9.13" 3.83"

H:Tp<0.05, " p<0.01," p<0.001; M EIERRELREG
A5 PR O AR R 22

RINT3E N TR NG IR 2201 R i) . 45
R BEREER 1 (T2) S BEARMT 55 8303 A %
() 1F [7] 96 22 o i — 45 il RMediation K36 14 [ 3% W5
P (T 1) 38 i BEAARBE 5B 1 (T2) R REAARAT 55 B35 (T3) Y
RN . NFE 5 FT7R, 95%M 2545 1F 1 & A5 X i)
ANLHE 0, [RIHER0N 3 .

4 HHE

ABIFE S TE H IR M X — A R T AE AR Y
SCRBIVER . X R AR T s W R R R A, FR
TR BAEARIZ L, A F TR I RR 8 e Al A X
ZA PRI BRI, I X — %00 Bl 25 B (R HE R 15
SR, HE 2P, AR TR E A B A A%
IZA R B SRR e 4 v FLAE R b A 14
M R T Rt BE L ZEREURZ T, BRI B IR
TR I B IR N BER ), ik —20, Bk A K
AW ) i v TR AR e R g R4 v AT 55 B0

TR IR 3 1Y 5 2 BB o ——— [ FR M 45 R e A4 i
3R 0 T g i [ 9 S 1 39 5 —— oK A5 B 4L
PSR o WATVCHAAAEWFI T REAAERE . 55—, M
FEARRFIE S IR, BB AEH A, R¥EESSHH
G hok i 2, B IR HET N 4, 22
145 57 92 25 T A L0 1) BSF ) S 4 S AR T Sl A g A
o TR e s, X AR = A AR R AR AR
SR N, WU, A IR WX AR RE SR T Y
M) L, /7 R AR TR BhAAR TR THEI T 56 =, AN
T2 T A P A AR el AR R — AR ) R
B, BEREE R AP BT A AL B )RR AZ
35 B B3 22 18] AR A AR AR A SR TR
FEEXTAE . BRI K P-4 3 5 (Jenkins,
1993; Norris & Zweigenhaft, 1999), i, #EA [ 3%
W4 ) BT TR R 3R 1 4 5 i T REAEAE— N R AE
Mo BATN N, LR R A nl eS80 A R M xT
TR AR RE 3R 7 () FOAE AR5 AL
4.1 gz

ENTEiY-#) WREEid I S R Y IP ]

% 5 RMediation 23 [B]#£ % B 45

A E IR WA (T O ANB I IR (T2)— A Hb A7 (T3) 0.25 0.42 0.105 [0.006, 0.225]
AN TR W (T 1)~ N TR IR (T2)— A 18 I 46 Hh 0 BE (T3) 0.25 0.10 0.025 [0.001, 0.058]
FEA IR M4 (T B ARBE SR ) (T2)-RER AT 55 Bi3R(T3) 1.47 0.89 1.308 [0.105, 3.012]

¥ : Bootstrapping = 1,000,
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SR T LU JLS IS TR

e, W R R, RATAAEAE
JERFE T A 7 3 W45 AR N B Joit 2t (il AR
T TR ) R A7 0 I (A A7 R A T X 285 s BiE)
(5, BT B AR AR AR 2 RS TR IA AR
FE K% T 9 A B3 (AR BE 2R 07 ) L) S 1A 4
(BT S SO s2 . AT A R s &
BLAERIENMAR)Z I, B ERS S AR A R
AT NBFT R E B (e.g., Oh & Kilduff, 2008;
Wang et al., 2015). Ffi5 AfT#OR 2 AR T3
TRTT R TAE, AR 220 22 M 2 ST BH AR (R ) 1k,
A2 B — SR AETEREAR TR AR b SR, R4
X 3R W s AR A2 T PRGN, R 2 D AR R A
4b, Roberson I Williamson (2012)A9HF5E 1 H /&K
i NS AL (SSEUR £ S (N Ll QRS B R
IR ) 2% ik B 2k RO P SRR B B W G R, H
JFEA HIEIRFERR B FR NP A S — R I
B AW n] 52 M FEAAR N ER A BB, 21T 5 e AR AR 1 2
o E AR R — A e BT K 1Y
FIRL, AMFFEIE /R T LA Z 08 ) 3R I3 ) — KR
WAEH, BVEEAR B3RO, A F] TR
T U R I EESR T, DI X AR A AT 55 2R 87 A (1]
e HEAE T

Hk, HATFIASEMSA, R T HREED
VE ey B RE A A SR i A8 4k . FEAMARZ0H, B3R
6 NP JOT Sk 19 52 Vi) P Fsf R 384 5 30 2 Uk 553 A 79 o
ANFEHEE, — 7T, REMBER S Z PR
BEZE B T, PEAS . UL A AR S5 R R AT g
PR RSN, 3R MR T 5 AT RE S R R
3 —Fh T RN, BRI BT 20, KGEAR KB M
e T AR, B, MERKLRE, Jf
RE ST I T A 5 v S AT SR PR R I B R S
BPE, AR R I RS I s e . RATAIBESE 45
RSCHE TG —F AT REPE, 1 R I [ £ 2 At KT
AR BRI, I Lk a8 I B 2 BsF () 4 A% 1 34
o SRASNASUAEAEEME X, FATEAPRE
girh, JUHOEAERE AR N HE T 2R Rk B, BEA
P G =2 ) A Bl AR R PN 4 R R AR AR A Y
(Tuckman, 1965), L ANTERFARNIZH 2, AT
AT E IR . AR BB, T BES R BN
SAETFBL, W55 T PERREXT T PR BT 15
Ml AR P A BRI ZE AL KR, ATaS#fr 2 n
PME, g —senhse, B4 AR D,
PR AR R, ok T FRATTEEAM AR R

PR TR A %t N BN A7 I8 %) A P i i [ 7 3
SRR, WA ENTIE T X — p o

5, ASHIESE Y A BN T A ST A — i Y
UMk, T AR MBS IR T 1 B IR
FAE TAEG A — Lo R B, Flanfb i1 2 it b R
1% M T 9% %€ SR 40 S5 (Hall, Workman, & Marchioro,
1998), w3 5 2 s LR R EIE 4 (Flynn, Reagans,
Amanatullah, & Ames, 2006) M M 3R A5 5 = A LAV
AHFFE S50 A Lt oY BA AR, #fdEm T A
M TT AR SEA R A7 9 ER T, (H2FRATTREL T
ANTE AR o DAAE B 7 A0 5 (LA B R S
oW AV IV N k2 TN SR NN IR VAP R A S RN
X 4 % AR B9 BTk B9 513 (Correl & Ridgeway,
2003), HIFATIA J7E—Bep NP B3, ARy
TR AR Bt 2 AR B HA 1) — Fh B B 7 2, R 7
R LA A 38 778 o S il J B B O 1Y — AN O Il
181 G0 A7 AF 55 TN A 36 P 2 AR Bk 57 1) 3% 4% (Bai,
2017).

42 RRKEARRHARITE

BARARBR A A DR, BLEMS Mk -
WAFTE— 2L FR, J& AR R 5T 5 22 0047 Hb 2 5G 1 AN
TR

B—, BTHEEEWRE R EETUY R
B AR BAFHAB AR, 7 ZAR BT 1k — 20
Ko oA T RS 3R WA R 3 g Fui o 2 7
AR, FRATERE T R0 A 42 AR st
S HIRSZERHA S TAER A AR A X5
P R A TR & N R AT T SR AT 55
MRBE S, HEERAEA TS Bis, B2
AP IE . Hit, AR LS Ie—A K
AV 30 Al N REUARE A7 J 1) 22 b AR A 4K b 457 3R
B—— A 0T DAFE T AR A ) S 2 5 R
FE—SL TAREEOREAL . AR OC R 1Y TAERTBA
t, H IR AT REV R AR (HRTE—L84E 55
S [ AR5 ) AT BA R, TR A2 ) R A7 F) [ 422 5 i 2
oSBT 55 DTRR BT IR, 075 2 AR R (B 53 rh 4k
SERVT . FEREURZ T, [ 3R W E i BEAREE SR T 1]
s 1T BIBAN G YES L, BARIRATVS TR T
B GRLAR R, (HIX — LI 55 J2 75 Be ik #% 21 52
PRI TAEAE S5 b, AT 28 5 &,

5, AR ARIR TR B R R
BRI FE L, — SRR R ] RE 2
e H IR RER RN e, B SCR R0
BRGE,  NBRAE AT b R AR, RO R AR AL
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R A ph 2 A T RE PR B ), 1 TR A5 0 2w g T
RECoBaR, [N ik S B 2 AT I B3l rh i Pt
NHIFT R FESZ, A ORI LEAT o SO0, i
WS R EIN . FEAM T, BERE—-PRRAT
] BRI 358, ASRAIF S TT LA 25 SR 14 3
JEE B B3 AR DL (B A (B A 22 5 . ol vy S5
2R S AT 2 A o AR S, AT
FEEEE R T AR AR 5T B E
B ARSI SIS IE T Y, ARRBFFEA] L2218 R
RN EE AR 00 I RN R [ L N L e Y e
P18 70 TR 52 M LA % ok S B T 532 M ] B 2 Sl B 25 [l AL

85 ARSCRARTIA T ShEMA, HRAT &
AT AL, Ok B L e 3 4 A
BB R A T A HAE I, R BERR /R R B B Y H.
PR Fein, AN R Rl AR A R
I VT B I () 30 58, 75 O B PR A e,
F R Ik A FR M 2 T A A S 2 1
FER AL AR . L, 158 D B E R, i
JE TR A T P SRR b 5 A T
ZEINBRupgE? S, FER F R IR TR
51 B P PR RERE I [R]85, Sy T A Fe
P X R R A5 EZ T T R B IMEAE,
i S [N R 9 s SRR S R R I, 5 S AR AR AL
IR ] D 20> 7 3 26 PR %) o R i R ORI S ok —
TIE. IFH., FRATTTERH] 25 B2 p e i bl AT — 7€ J)
FR o ASBIFFE X AR AT T — 22 W Y IE B £
FATI N M H SRR, 4528 B0 91 47
Ak, — AR R R = A Z MR A T
fiff, TERCIS AR IRE R TR AR (H2
PRI ] 85 B R, BOH AR A AR E FE A,
T e A0l N R A9 SR P T 2 i i s i), AT
SRIEMELLI [T 25 BRI R, PR, 3FF A 3R
[ 25 0L A HE VR 5 B SO, I HLAF 2R 2 1Y
SCUEUESE, A BEIE B — e A AT

0, WATEE ERA B , 20 T
RN BEAFTE B2 R 7 . AR UL, A SE st
NI REA BN I AR IE ST, A SR %
PR B T A BB U AR TS5 B S 2R o W TR LB A7 A
FEEASFREE M, FEXST TR 2
FIES) . MR OCR | BT 55 T AR
RAFBAIVER], 72X Al o0 T AFEAR IE ST /Y
A ] AE Ly HE SR IR U8 1 9 = R B T
AR BE SR S MU A RIS AR R B, e, A
PR FEAEAR IE AR T, BR324 70 1977 50

SRR B IR KT T RE L 2w T AR IE
T TR S X R AR O R ) RV AT 55 B 52
Mal 1) 25 5, ARSRAIFSE AT LR BUCE A AG 4 nd k1), T
R T T 1A PR R AR R 1A B D3 A M 4% A
AOAE FH AN 22 H 9 4E F (Colbert et al., 2014; LePine,
Hollenbeck, Ilgen, & Hedlund, 1997),
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Abstract

Self-monitoring, as a personality trait, describes the extent to which an individual is attentive to social cues and
regulates and adapts his/her own behaviors accordingly to achieve social appropriateness. In the process of group
establishment and development, self-monitoring not only impacts the quality of interpersonal relationships but also
influences both group interaction and group outcome. While prior studies have focused on the effects of self-monitoring
at the individual level, researchers have generally ignored the effects at the group level and have not examined the role of
self-monitoring in group dynamics over time. To fill this gap, this study examined the effects of self-monitoring within
the context of group development.

In general, this research adopts a dynamic perspective to explore the effects of self-monitoring at both individual and
group levels. Specifically, at the individual level, we attempted to examine how self-monitoring affects the positive
sentiments held by other group members toward an individual and further influences the individual’s status attainment
within the group; at the group level, we attempted to examine how group-mean self-monitoring affects group cohesion as
well as the group performance in collaborative tasks. In addition, we intended to explore whether the effect of
self-monitoring on positive sentiments changes over time and whether the effect of group-mean self-monitoring on group
cohesion changes over time.

To test the hypotheses, we conducted a longitudinal study (three points in time) over one semester, deliberately
choosing students from 32 freshmen dorms as the participants, and we collected data through both surveys and a
behavioral task at three waves (T1, T2, and T3). The results showed that at the individual level, self-monitoring was
positively related to positive sentiments held by other group members toward the focal person, and self-monitoring had a
positive indirect effect on the focal person’s status attainment (indicated by status rating and friendship network
centrality) via positive sentiments; at the group level, group-mean self-monitoring was positively related to group
cohesion, and group-mean self-monitoring had a positive indirect effect on the group performance in a collaborative task
via group cohesion. We also found that the positive effect of self-monitoring on group members’ positive sentiments
toward the focal person increased over time (from T2 to T3).

This research makes several contributions to existing literature. First, we contribute to the self-monitoring
literature by exploring the effects of self-monitoring at both individual and group levels. Our findings revealed that high
self-monitors can not only build high-quality interpersonal relationships for themselves but also enhance group
cohesion in a collective way. Second, we introduce a dynamic approach to studying self-monitoring. With the change of
interactions among group members and with the group development over time, the effect of self-monitoring may
change as well. Adopting the dynamic perspective can capture this changing track and thus deepen our understanding of
the role of self-monitoring in the group context. Lastly, we contribute to status research by identifying an important
antecedent of individual’s status attainment in group — positive sentiments held by other group members toward the
focal person.

Key words self-monitoring; status attainment; group performance; longitudinal study



