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Clarysse Fl1 Moray (2004)% 38 & i — A~k
BA o IZ I BN — i B AL AT A () CEO $HAT: 4513,
fHJE M Ti%Z CEO JFAEElmm s, HARE 58]
M3 HAHSC I FE AR RE Sy, HA AT R 32 3 1 HIBA K
SRR BG83 B BT DS — AL AL 4] 38
SN AT BA P 5 AR St R ik @t et 7 12 A1 BA
PR I AR AR EL A SR R - Magee 1 Galinsky (2008)
i AL T (power) Fl LAV (status) J& I BUFE 25 R 1Y
WIS HEAAE L, AU A0 2 B R A AN X R
HA, MU A AR 2 3 4t N 25 R AU A AR
XAYERE 23 A — BN AL, BDAMA R e A
A H B Z WAL, S m A HER = A, B
XA —FIE AN (Blader & Chen, 2014) . IE {14
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SCIF Sk B4 B Al AT B 22451, S GEMILAG AT iy 1) AT
BA 17 T AHHA TE A AURE I A 32 N2 8] (R AL T/
A, AR H T T8 Y AR i ) 52 21 HAth P
BA S 53 B R AR 52 (TR AN 3 /1 WAL ) o

W 1 E Y (power hierarchy)Z M H5 A0 A &
TRV 2= M OIB B S B Y (Magee &
Galinsky, 2008), X511 B\ 4 i A B . 50 il 2H 41
iz fEH ¥ B 52 (Bunderson & Reagans, 2011;
Fiske, 1992; Greer, 2014), H AijH W5 K ZINA
B ZE G 0 82, {HOCTAL ) JZ 900 AT BA G381
VE K SR 77 75 W W 19 43 B (Tarakei, Greer, &
Groenen, 2016), FFUJHE T SO A 2= EF A AL
S nT LI A BA N B B, R T R T A BA sk
(e.g., Halevy, Chou, Galinsky, & Murnighan, 2012;
Ronay, Greenaway, Anicich, & Galinsky, 2012), T
LI RE B A 32 SCE N AT )2 2351 K A A i 58,
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AHTF A BA G55 (e.g., Bloom, 1999; Mannix, 1993).
H T AKX PR T i, — SR IR IR R BT 2
2 55 A BA SR R R ALAS K % (e.g., Ronay et al.,
2012; Tarakci et al., 2016; van der Vegt, de Jong,
Bunderson, & Molleman, 2010), {H X SEffF 5% A 2R IA
AT BN AL ] )2 90 5 HA S O = B — 3, 2% T
7 2 G AN H A )2 A — B AL T T 2 95 A1 B &
B R WS AE S )

TV, Z P LAThge & SCHT) RERE S 32 A7
TERERAR S R SCIE IR, nl RE 2 R oA AT A
FEAME T 29— F 1 (hierarchical consistency)X] 4
T2 5 BN R 500 o J2 S —BrkdE i &
BA P |l A 2 955 A T )2 9% 1) DE TE 7% B2 (Halevy,
Chou, & Galinsky, 2011). 2437 2% 581 2% —
B, SRR YN A L YE(Magee & Galinsky,
2008), M A ) T 11 55 AT BA P9 AL T 4 25 A4 T A
N ST B R DA =2 &S A = & N G Y|
JEH GBS, TR T AT A ) 425 T
HI55 T A BAGI (A B AR LI 1), T
WML EL, A SOKEE S A . S20 A — 40 =Fh oy
DR IR R Z R — BRI T2 5 B BN GTRUOC &
VR, LA R G2 AE AU R R ZE P — 3L
PR 28 B 5 BB GT8 C & r AE T . FRATHY
WFFERTAH S U BA — 2 W BTk, AW E IRTE A
BAK P46 1 IR e 17 )2 26— B AU )2 95 A
BAZAK G 2R B s e, 117 A ) T Ak B i AT A2 2%
WL Dy RE £ S P RekEes £ L ehsE, Jfh
J& T XRTIZH—BUHERN I JZ R A AT,

B —8E

1 PR A

1.2 WAOBRERERANG: 7% IL5IERE
KT ITZHT B BA G VEH, A sE 2

2257 B A XT S IR, BISR A 2 AR AR
A fe £ 5 AT 2 BOE B AE R D) fig B
33 o ThReF SCE VAU EF I, 1T B0 Y
AR A &R (e.g., Anicich, Swaab, & Galinsky,
2015; Gruenfeld & Tiedens, 2010; Keltner, van Kleef,
Chen, & Kraus, 2008), A F]F#li il A BA P 1 28 Fifie
PG AE 51 (Bendersky & Hays, 2012; Bunderson,
van der Vegt, Cantimur, & Rink, 2016). A 42 SZiE

WFFE L FE B Tl ie 3 XA . #ildn, Halevy S52%
F(012) X 11 ADFEZAG AL S B BRI FEEL
PEIATOIFE A I, A A A L T30 B R 328 55 LA T ok
A 7 2 FT AR A BN B Bl 5 54, T4
THERBA AR

5 2YIRE F SCHXT T, DIkt 3 XF I
I JZHAF) T B BAGiRL . PhRER S £ AR a4t 2
2 FHE (Adams, 1965), ANARAU 4 B 5 X Al
BAFY OT R A 3R AT 19 AL 5 AU AT LU 25
S AN (Anderson & Brown, 2010), X Ff
AN S A AT B B 5% X6 T A AL T BR T 1 AN s
HUZ AU, T IE 50141 BA A BIAR g 4 35 Fin 58
(Greer, Caruso, & Jehn, 2011; Greer, van Bunderen,
& Yu, 2017; Mannix, 1993). 37 5 D) RE A5 3 SO
() ST T WA & D il 4, Bloom (1999)id 4+ Xf
USSR A BRER BE 1) — TR s AT A 58 2 B, BRBA
DAL )37 P 22 S o0 AT BA St B T AV, O EL G
XA AAE R T R A AR R

M T ERR T LU Y, DAEBF A AE W 1Y
I3 o AN TSGR AT FE ) 73 AR W] REVR T 200 1
W ZH G WA ZH— BN 2ZE R ERS
il SN AN
1.3 A5G HZARBER BT

Magee fl Galinsky (2008)F8 Hi A 71 A1 A7 24t
RPN IEALERE, KUy x 2 A 2 B
ASKTRR A, A A A N R i B AR
AT R T AR Z 5T R A8 I SZ FE(e.g., Anicich,
Fast, Halevy, & Galinsky, 2016; Fast, Halevy, &
Galinsky, 2012; Hays, 2013), # /73 3 T A%}
FREMILSR S A, D a4 IR BCR il A
FRBE 75 T b AL DU T K BB R
(Blader, Shirako, & Chen, 2016; S, WI/hz,
2015; Magee & Galinsky, 2008), 743K 44 Magee
1 Galinsky (2008)Xf JZZHYE L, HIREZ 53 JAL
TIZG AL Z IS, WA )2 G AR ] JE T 3R
PN 25 1Y 22 S U S R AR Y, AR
A TE] R SRR UR A7 1 22 B L S R T o

DA A9 K 22 BRONAY T3 A7 2 v B — B0,
{H AL Ty A AL A — By B4 52 Br B IR R 5
(Blader & Chen, 2014; Luan, Hu, & Xie, 2017), /M&
AR K8 B IR 0 A5 2 A A 25 R (A T/
R A7), AT AR Bk = d BB IEE PR 32 AT 25 5 AN
Z 8 (AU /& Hi ) (Magee & Galinsky, 2008), it
B E A AR Z TR AIE 58T 3f 5CE IX M2 A — B
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MG, IR E T B R A — SO0 A A s
17 M B2 W (e.g., Anicich et al.,, 2016; Blader &
Chen, 2012; Fast et al., 2012), I.4p, Ma, Rhee Fil
Yang (2013)7E2H 21 )2 T BB 57 % BR AR I B B8 XU
BT A AL (R F7) i Hiu A2 1) D e A A1) T ik s 196 B 10 &5
B (B LAFEA T 2G5 A B3804 AH S AIF 5 200 22 6%
TR 295 WA )2 R — B AT REAF AR I 22 57

AW TR 2 P — St e SO BTN AL 2 2
S Z VRO B . FLAEHRAE 2 148 2 AT BA
WA DI AU 5 HLA P BT DB AR B an 8] 2 s,
FE—BIBNH, AU 2905 M )2 9% T R e o8 42—
), BIAnEBA 4 Fros, @A R A,
AU F A AR AL AT )29 5 Ml )2 9 b ] fig
SEAR—E, RN 1 iR, @A E A 1R
P, AR E WA EHAL By T UL EAR B2 95¢
4 DT PC RN 58 4 AN VG LI Rl o 55 DL 4, 20— 3K
PR S F B DO EC AR B 1 25 57 o RIVPE — 2 A A v A
BA S 53 T $1 A A 3 R b o7 R B8 DE L A, 2 AT A
35 TIE 53— A BA v D) AT i S B 43 14T BA B 5 )
AT A 3 KRR B ARDCIE, BN 2, LSl
H YRR — B R e R . R TR A BA
WAL FEEITEBL S, 29— SRR SR v e fE 25
5, WHEIBN 5 )R — B R EE AR T BA 6. X
b 2 G — Bk Y 22 5 0] BE 2 2 I AU 2 9% 141 A
SEBUE F (Halevy et al., 2011), {HLELIFERIBTSE
P ZmE T o AR IR RZ R — X AL
JZ 95 BA BT E R B 5
1.4 ER5/RE

M E G 12 PRIE (legitimacy theory), AU H1Z4%

A e T HAA e, YRR R RS
FRFNN IE I 25 [ B 32 PN 2 224k, i 24 Hal
R TT DA% B ) AT >R BB e RAIE i i A
A (Tyler, 2006). 2% —E S ZRAE
PRI, R 52 M A T 2 KON 1 K (Magee
& Galinsky, 2008). filan, 4 454 41 B\ PN E ZLBE R
(BRI RIS AR TTAS 52 N AR (I i), T
2 3| ARG ARCRIARAN (52 AL ) B AN AR H ke = 508 5
ML (REBUTD)EF, A BA B 5 23 D X FE A T )2 )
GRS Rz, HEBNN G A PR S
Ho2Z B R B AR VS L, AU Ry A ik
Fo M EH G E R, BT LA S8
P BA P B4 EE 4 A o€, kA BAG3scE Fl; AU 2
PR = AR BT 25 5 5] A BN R 4 25 5 i g
2307 B BN G3% 77 A= A R 54 0 (Halevy et al., 2011),
PR FRATTHR S 20 T i

i 1: BRI T TR ERGHA 5
BHIHKF, )RR (7 JZR T T 2R VT
HE, T ZRAGFITHIM G55, 2GR RA—Z(
172 R G T JZRAVEED) I, K T7 2R A7) T 1]
Ve

BA PN AR 1 435 (power struggle) 8 1) 42 1 BA B,
TR T A A A P B RN R T Y 2 (Greer &
van Kleef, 2010; Greer et al., 2017), FKATIA AL
5 2 — B0 %) 38 3 A T 42 52 ) A BA
G W BRI, R B T AU RSN A
MR, YA R PR AR, AU AR
AN AR A B g )= § i RN ks K (I [ SR E
b2 527 RO w2 A T3 385 4 2 (R RS A 4>, DA TG

ZilYN| B BA2

ik = 1% =
_— > E—
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il 7 AT BA P A9 BE 482 RN i € (Halevy et al., 2011; Tyler,
2006) AHC A SCUERFFE Ry e s B AL T S, il an,
Baldassarri A1l Grossman (2011)i# i %} &34 50 4~
RNAVEHLY 1543 ARG TR LI, &
WAL BRFF AR X T A 653 AU BR P S A F T
PRFEEETT N . AU R = Gk R, BB
DA JE 2 32 RV 1 A 7 28 1l g e SRR, -
A] e 2Rk WU B Bk R A (Fiske, 2010; Tyler,
2006), a0 1 HFAHIBN 4 BN, Y2 HA—FT,
PAT BA P (] B A A — 7 v AT AR 7 B B — 62 1%
A3/ MU, I EHER A ) / v b 57 B B AR MEAR
MBS MR A B B R4S . 4, Clarysse
Moray (2004) ) — 350X AV AT B 2 bt 5 8 & 3,
A AT BA P 7] B A7 AE — AL AT AL 7 Y IE A8
(CEO)Fl—{37 15 ZI] AT BA i 53 %5 F iy JE 1E 40, 70
AL BN AW 25 5200 ), HA A BA S 53 e ik
FNAT TE 2 iy i 2, (45 1 2405 19 1 32 3
TAREX ST EH 2y, AR LI, L
TZRAE LR, AR 3 2 B T B A K
[ #9174 (Lammers, Galinsky, Gordijn, & Oftten,
2008), ® fin M H Fr T ) (Willis, Guinote, &
Rodriguez- Bailon, 2010)FIAR B SF 4 25 HL7E (Hays &
Goldstein, 2015), P FATTHE 40 H (B -

i 2: BRI T T ER GG
FHIKZR, GRER—FH], )RR 551K T 5
5, 2ERA—FN, D EZR ST T3

x1 WNHEFERER—HHEMES

7. A O AL

PR A WAL | BIBAEE AU HfL

A r h A [ [

B h h B ok e

C wh wh c ik {(iS
i Sy
RIBAE R A WL | BIBARE AU Hiu oL

A ol (5] A (5] i

B ih ih B i ih

C h {(i8 c {liS [

20, FRATI A BB 5% 6] AL ) 40 25 23 1
WHIBANN A AE, T3 A& B BT By ppoe, #Em
1 A NG . AT T S35 T T B R A A
XF A B 25 1 )@ PE(Magee & Galinsky, 2008),

PA] st FAT A A — A 18 53 A T 1R 8 T AT i R o A
AR T B o AU 425 02 A BA L 52 R T TR A
TR B AR AN JR I Y 4P 2F (Greer & van
Kleef, 2010), S $3F2 5FH LT A SR
XPoE A R AR, AR ATt 18] iy H A2 AH
HOARAY o 5 AT BRG] B H AR AR LG AE, fb AT 23
%58 A R E bR IE B N B A Y S5 R
(Deutsch, 1949, 2014; Johnson & Johnson, 2005), It
s AT BA B B T 7 5 A 25 78 28 (Deutsch,  1949).
B, AHSCHFSE A B, AT BB 53 [R) % T 2 g Ao B 1Y)
3 5 R4 25 2 T 35T BB % 9 2 XoF 1A BA AT 55 i 4%
A(Kilduff, Willer, & Anderson, 2016), Ffil F BA
M {5 B4 % (Bendersky & Hays, 2012), Ilboh, 7E
AT 4 25 3k A v AT BB 03 25 SR BB o L gl R
SEORME, JEMECR T A BN [ #h %€ (Deutsch, 2014),
fln, — et K BT BA Y AR 423 AL BOAR
178, PIBARG G HF R 45 B . WA TS B S5 BUA T
oz it — L BAL AT BA N 1% F ) (e.g., Eisenhardt &
Bourgeois, 1988). fig 754 & A A2 2 A1 A P9 54 5T
0461 AT BN DA B o 5 6 T B - AT BA S Ak 28 O B
(Deutsch, 2014; Mathieu, Maynard, Rapp, & Gilson,
2008), FH I SEUEMT ST 5 070 s e BT BA & A
] AR A2 VE A A GiR% (e.g., Halevy et al., 2012;
Stewart, 2006), T A1 BA 15 | 25 X5} A A 2503507 A= 3
e 285 S (e.g., Bendersky & Hays, 2012; De Dreu &
Weingart, 2003), b4, Greer 1 van Kleef (2010)9
SEUEMESE O 4 HAR IR UE T A7 40 353 %) 1] BA S 3% 1Y
FfEH

2 BTk, MR, N EHAS AL
P, DNITTA FF 98055 B A R AL 1 4235 2 A
—E, B EgEkZ G0, Sk T BIBNA Y
I35 o AT 425 U 23 O AT BN B9 54 T8
B PSS g, 2 17 X AT BA 252 %807 A T A 32 i) o
IHFRATTHE i

i 3: R FFTER T ZHFNZR—E T
Kb G TR G HI K5 3 I T

LT RARM ORI S5 5 [ G A SLgn i — T4k
P o HriX =FhF o 7k, IR A RS RLAEA R
UsanRyE il e
2 BT 1. AU RS BN S0

KR—ZH PRI E

TS IRAT A S TR R R 2 A Al S R AT BA
P18 1) 2 3] A5 5K 36 J= G — B XA )2 955 AT A
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GUSCR R TVEN o BATFE— BT rh e iy Al
SERR R TR TR T TS . 3k TN S B R AR
WU, EHEE LR =2 2 R R 8 /)
)M 2 5 AR I SE B PR R . IR IR R, T A AIBA
GLRAR: A B VA 5 (Y /NS I 7 L O N R 7R R
ZENES, HA A BNZH Y R 4L W SRR DI
WAk el DX rh LS M T R 2 EE B, BT B S Y
B ant i BN E ZE, AN, 208 AR
ARG WIH AN A BT A o X AL S R
i v 4 A BAAE T Ji AT BAAT: 55 i) AT AR iy 1 321,
PA LRI AT 55 H bR, 355 1& S E A BB 5T A
Ao HeAh, 3ok S A BA A S eI H R LSS Y,
It HAEAH AR5 T 58— M Y 2278 W 55 4l 3k,
T Ay A B AT BASER0R BE 1 o T 5 1 2 LR o
2.1 K

AT 352 HAETRL (T ER . EHRE.
TREMPR =245 T AR, 2581
SEHPAE RS 20.67 % (SD = 0.87 %), Hirh 52.48% %
BAE, 47.52% R Lt 5544 6.58 11 (SD =
10.45) RSN T AR . 53] 10 52 5F A
ZH AT A TF SR A S BT 55, dEf 46 MRS5S
TARTWISE, It H 46 ASHIARY AT Bl R IS T
[R) % o
22 I

55 AT BA 3 5 75 48— B I () 1) B 3 ok o i
A BA H B9 JZ 2 (Berger, Cohen, & Zelditch, 1972),
W FRATTFE Rl 52 BARAR T 46 W0 J&] J5 ik R) 4, [°) 45
e g A A BN 5% 0 5 B DF A T — AT BA A HG At o 5
WAL ML . B, FRATICAR B S B PR PR 25
Pk (B 1) 5 [ 0 e S ) PP ] i )5 AT A i 4t g 725 U
55 B A A 1 A A%, 3 aok s 1] 9 ¥ FS 22 HE LA
RS BE R IR, DT A S8 RAIR 1 3 fm] 5 125 O 22
X A 57 45 SR B9 52 ) (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee,
& Podsakoff, 2003),
23 ME

H T A5 2R %) 18 3R e W) 0 I 96 SO ),
FRATREPE T L) B3 2 (Brislin, 1980)%f & 4
PERL T 3 FRAT A AE DA A OC B 5 1Y AR F
(Cantimur, Rink, & van der Vegt, 2016; Hays &
Bendersky, 2015), X A Jj 1 Hb £ >R FH 56 5% ik
(round-robin) Y #2374 T &5, B 43 AT A B 53 #1
XFER T 8 B LLAM ) At P BA s 5% 1 A g Ao 2
VM HeAb, i T A A 53 R A TS LA Y
PEO 0 b HA AT BRRSE B0 g PF o G, N T

g g s R A BRI AT HE, RATHHE T NER— B R
£ (ICC) (James, 1982),

WA . AR Hays #1 Bendersky (2015)H &
14 2 AR ek e R AN T o T AT AT BA K 53 Akt
Al AT BARE G AE AT B B8 <A ) K BEAT PR, X
2 A3 Al /b 22 AR BE B A5 ] A A A b
B B R A At/ it 7E A B A 2 KA, S
HEXX 2 AW 5 SR R R I TAT o %
M) Cronbach's o 0.81, B/RZEFRIMA BIF
MIfERE . ICC (1)2M 0.22, ICC (2)4 0.68, BRiFEsy
Y ZH N — BB .

M. FRATIRAH Blader 25244 (2016)HF & 1 2
AN R 1) A I 5 bl A7 JIT AT AT A 53 8 et G A
VAT BN G 53 A AT B A < MBS AR BEAT IR ARY, 3% 2 A
FILIE 53 30 2 <Al /b 7 PAT BA 45 381 22 AR 32 Y RS
et/ b e AT BA R A 22 8 04 s A (AR AN 25 ),
Z 5ERX 2 AU 5 m 2 v i R T 43
%7 Cronbach's o N 0.83, B/RiZEEINER
WIMERE . 1CC (1) 0.19, ICC (2)H4 0.65, R
B N — R .

WAOBR. w5, AT BARL 51 AL
AP BOR A, AT A H 454> 1 BA R 51 9 AL )
IHE. ZJE, FATRREAMA K AU R G 2
AN, JE BT BAA T 2 0 E . R T 5 DA B
5%¥(e.g., Cantimur et al., 2016; Greer & van Kleef,
2010; Halevy et al., 2012)FRFF—3, FRATR A
5L AR ) FOBRE 22 R T AU )2 S, bR 22 M
R, AR AN AU A 45

BHR—8IE. N TIHEER B, Fi1E%
THE S A AT B G3AR ) F A, 2 22 Y 4 XA, R
JE R A A 2 22 W A X AT NP2, e
HF AT 0 22 (RO K0 B2 4% 1T BA Y = 4 — B,
R B N I R IR SR G — B AP BRI, ZEBLY
I 5k 6 e P 1 R A R A T A — BCrE B E
PR BFFE H (e.g., Kunze & Menges, 2017),

FBA SRR FATTHI A B 228 1) Bk 351 H i 3K
T 118 52 o 222 55 R i Of Ay i AT BA B8, 7RI 52 B TR
TG RIS 2% T A 2515 52 I O T AR I 55 4 e,
F RN A | WA FRIE S . FRATTIEE
SS90 AT BA SR TR Rk 5 R B i i 2808 R

VR R A A, LR R] 2% 53 (Hays & Bendersky,
2015, P. 875),

2 AR R R A AN, HAK R 2% 0 (Blader et al., 2016, P.
732).
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W, A LE A BASRAS T &0 2 B A E2 BT AR
At BT T, T HI S L R s,
TS AT BA 1) S5 B A0 i g A S A R A i A8

EHRITE . DA S IR 0 AT BARRAR G AT BA
% %A W F W 52 W (Lepine, Piccolo, Jackson,
Mathieu, & Saul, 2008), I AEASHFFE h FeA T %t A
PAKRAE AT T4 [RIAEHE, A 1 HEBR A AT 34 47
i (Streufert, Pogash, Piasecki, & Post, 1990). 45l
Z e (Campbell & Minguez-Vera, 2008)F1# K
ZFEE (Avgerinos & Gokpinar, 2017)%F A BAG &1
M, FEARMEFE P IRATX A PO AR RS | BGRE L
FEVEFNPE R Z AT T 4] o o v 241k
I ER A Blau &%, AR Z LR bR
#EZ2 (Harrison & Klein, 2007), Harrison Fl Klein
(2007) 45 th 7E W AL ) 2 X P N 22 = M
(disparity) J& 1 /9 A8 5 B 77 22 5 i %2 28 & 31,
PRI IH 7 2 B Bh FRATT I 42 ) 1 AT BA AR AL g 1 {8 R0 e
(VRHI=I
24 HR

MFE 2 el LUER], SIRATA I —3, )
JZG 5 P N GTROF A W A AR e . IR £
JC NI R SR R N — B R BRI E NS
EING S GBS R R (A E

TEWEAZ A NE 5 F2 T, S 7 X Al R 2
AL MR R, AR T A T AR S AT T Al
RbFE; ek, Fh T A BASAK A 34 RS o 25 d K
T HANAS F A E S PRERE, b T 46/ BAGTRLTE
MRS AR RS, AT T T
triEALAL P (Rodgers & Nicewander, 1988; Rovine &
von Eye, 1997). FATFAE MR 1 HhEE AT JZ 90 5 ]
PAB ) 56 3R 32 B 2 2 —BePE 8 59 AN IRIE 73 By
45 5E (I3 3), M 2(M2) i /R A ) JZ2 4%t AT BA

*2 LTEHE

SHRVEFIA B3 (b = —2.39, ns, t = —1.77), TMi{E
R 3(M3) ', 1295 )2 90— Sk iy 38 5% A
BASR AR 532 (b = 12.20, p < 0.05, t = 2.06), i
HAA T )2 G0 AT BA GO A B 2 1 306, 12
BT TR ZH S AGSUN &R, Hik
i 11580534,

FRAT 38 Ao 15 BB A3 AT i — 2D IR R g — B
HEXFTFAT ) 25 I BA GO R IR E R, IEXT
ANTR G — B AKCOE N AU 2 5 B BA S 56
R T LB LA 3). )2 H— 20 B LR &,
BT Z R B BN BT 5 R 1 ELZ AR
i H B3k = —4.10, p < 0.05), 25 KA K IE(H R
A E (k= 0.34, ns). ULHAHLALZ R SR PN
— U, ARG NSRS A e, T Y L R
PGB R B, B ZEHE I AGHU L R
ANEE, W B 183 T8 .

e, AT R AR Y 2 BB AR AR X A
WFFE A & BT R R 36 o o K B A 5T 8 SR
7S 55 Z %8 (e.g., Hays & Bendersky, 2015), F&£JE &
#(e.g., Bloom, 1999), VI Kb F %L (e.g., Huang
& Cummings, 2011)iX =M EFRREIEILIZR,
PEASHIFGE 43 )R FH X = A F8hn R AT R A 56
AT LR A A AR FT T, 43590 A A BA K
BRI A 5 R 5 Be KRB RBOR IR
JEAE B AL 7 J2 G A8 i ARG 56 18 45 35508 A [l 0 A
Airh, AR BNM A HARH 5 R bR EZ S B 45 R 2K
PICRHAESZE: b=32.21,p<0.10,t=1.80; %
FHIL R 2%0: b=72.16,p<0.10, t = 1.94; FKHF.L>
fh: b=26.06, p<0.05,t=2.19), X =PKIK K55
R ARWEIE Y & I EAT B i R e

S 1 FEAGIE T IRATHBE 1, 458 BR)Z
RV TRERSE NG LR, Y2

. FREEFEXRE

AR M D 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
IE NS i 7.65 1.10 -
2 PR 20.67 0.41 -0.14 -
3 R Z AN 0.66 0.22 0.23 0.25 -
4 MR 2R 0.35 0.19 0.37" 0.03 0.08 -
5 HIBAU I ¥ME 3.37 0.38 -0.03 0.03 0.01 0.03 -
6 A A A $41H 3.63 0.38 -0.02 -0.16 0.02  0.09 0.78" -
7 IER 0.29 0.12 -0.09 -0.17 0.02 —0.14 -0.30" -0.20 -
8 Y —a -0.34 0.18 0.14 0.23 0.04  0.10 0.14 -0.42"" -0.20 -
9 HBAGIRL 293.66 483.93 0.20 -0.17 0.16 0.13 -0.12 0.01 -0.17 -0.16

H: n=46."p<0.05, "'p<0.01,
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C H51 %

x3 ZREEDIHER

- A A S5
S HL
Ml M2 M3
A G
A1 BA R A 0.10 0.09 0.00
S A -0.41 -0.58 -0.81
K Z R 0.77 0.97 1.13
P 2R 0.41 0.58 1.04
N SARSL(E] -0.62 0.33 0.51
A1 BA b A7 3548 0.42 -0.91 -1.12
NI ZH -2.39 -1.88
=Rk -1.95 -2.05
P RN
WE% < 2% .
sk 12.20
R 0.12 0.20 0.28
F 0.85 1.12 1.56
AR 0.12 0.08 0.09

TE: n=46.%p< 0.05, **p < 0.01; FEAE NRELEHHASE
B, ASAREL Y [0 R B S AR AR AL A T R A
1.0 -

0.8 4
0.6 -

065 kurrs BARVE

K3 SR —BWEXTUJZ S AN GT 98 1 4 I (F
5 1)

A — AL JZ 2% G 1) 52 e A A SR, (H5 AT
T AN — B 02 2 2 G— BN A )= 95 A A B
ROBAT WER KR o R AHFAESS FE, 2RI
555 1 A BAAE AR AR, A KSR IR i) ] Bl 114352 11 11
FENAEARET B S0, IX SEHRIG I T WESE 1 B N ERAK
BE o ABJRAR Dy — T T (R A5 A AR SRR ST, TGk
FOER R NRGZ M, JF HAEWTSE 1 IR R g
NEG S Z P— B 5 5 W0 A B S8 B9 AR
PLlil o T IRREREEA R, FATHE T ARITIE T — T
SLHHETE

3 BT 2. BUTRSS BIBASTE
KE—EH BRI 1EH
VA KA 1435 0 A A H]

WEE 2 B9 H AR BIER AT R R A i, JF

LI i S5 7 VA S UE A ST 0 R R A, 4 0 R
W R N ERRUE
3.1 X

K AR REM 192 B REAESH TAS
B, ASLERBEHLINEC =44 W IS 5 EAE S —
AL [ 2 5 S04 45, BT 64 = AHINZ
5 TR S 58 VFIHHIR N 22.29 2 (SD = 2.44);
Hh 55.7% A FHE, 443% 5K E, TES 54
H59.4% e, 40.6% 0 FE. S5 LR A
R PR AT I 19 %4 XAEF BRI A TR SR,
2 5H Y ABS SRS, HEgMS 55 25E
30 STC AR TR . AN, b T2 5 E RS
A 55 v S AN A 45 55 BN H br, FATTTE R 52 0k
AR g bR B B0, St iy — 1 =
NBIBNEA B =AA KA LASRAG 4 N 100 JE AR T
RO T, AR T AT 3 I S 96 45 s S T
AN o
3.2 ZRMES

FA TS T Greer A1 van Kleef (2010)19 2 AiRk
FIUE S AE R I HAT S5 o X AMESFMEIE T H AP I
(9 A BAAT: 55, 5 HLHC R e 1 1 B 51 TR & 3h AL
(mixed-motives), BIESR H & Fl 35 75 2 A A2
(van Bunderen, Greer, & van Knippenberg, 2018), [
I L A A1) T 25 22 11 BN A AT 4 35 3o 2 (Greer: &
van Kleef, 2010), 4> 5 W1 BABEE FARATPREAE
ABC )28 ) 1 —A> % 1) A BT e 3t H —— il
g A F PR A S i 7 SR (FE PR B RS OG T
T EAE 55 W 7S TR e o) o AT e 4 ik ek
T3 SRH ST X R s ] | 5% S Ik R A
FRIT L AT I B E IR ARG S IR E A TR
W, B AR PR A RO R B N RESRAS A B I
KB Z D, B ACEON AT DL T4 TS A Bk .
4R T A A OLENT =T PR eI BB RA 1) BF
U8 8, RS SER AR R A2 58 HRS A
C I3 18 A (URH S Y B PR VB8 3R, T TR i 30 Ho A
ARG R K AR 4 FTLAR 2, AR HTA
TG AIX 7S T2 3 v RE A5 SR A %) B Y5 B AN (]
1), HIRATTE S0 i E AN BRR H B e s v
REAS AR 10> N B 5 8800 25 8 2 HUAB AT BA R B 7
BRI A AP b, AT LA = A BIBAS 5 B R — 2L
kg, WAl LUE AT — SR EAC TR A
(32 PEAE Ay 1A BA R SR A 235 SR, A AT BA B SR 7
15 738 AR X S IR SE, 5 U i A A A 3R A5 1Y
IR AR
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x4 THESHMH
PRCE WIRGE SR WR

W BT i) Wi B) WEC) B
WA 1 LJEJE 100 0 0 100
WHFSIE 2 HE 75 25 25 125

3 G 50 50 50 150
4 G 25 75 25 125
5 A 0 100 0 100
IR 2: 2K 0 75 25 100
Xt HEAT YT 4 vk 50 50 50 150
RI UL 6 K 75 0 25 100
W 3: 9 /K 0 0 100 100
XE AT 128 25 25 75 125
UL RS 15 /hBF 50 50 50 150
18 /N 75 25 25 125
21 /B 100 0 0 100

3.3 RERITHERF

SEH SR 2B )2 G s A5 vs 55 )<2(JZ
— Pk WA BER G ERA L vs A JE K
SRR R—B0ANM . S5 E5WBEVL 5 E]
NG SRS w83 & O T I i 7N € DO R A K 1B: X A}
A BESZ W (Hays, 2013), 454> 5256 A1 BA i [8)14 51 4
S HEHE A LR Z 5 E 5,
B S5 FH PR S A B S A A i R
SEEGAT S MRE, I HL5E B3 06 T4 B R R
MRS, X046 58 UG L0 & A T kO 35 2
A R S (B s e, H THRNZ R — k), I
YRR I > AT BB 53 4 H A — S5 8 A 1 8L
o, 2RSS EWECRUENIERAE 15 28
SEME NRFUTE S, FEEBORAME S G RS 55
M IS — 4y TN F e S AR VE R 5 1 ()
GBI TG .
3.4 KIGIRFON 2

WABRIMBER—BUE . FRATE T4 1E HBA B
G A 1A BA o U A B Y 25 R AR
=90, FHEAE A A PIAUT T 5 B A7 i DG e A B Sk A
ER—3 . BT ZRE E9— SRR BIBA
IR A, AR IAD A BAK V-1 S 58— FF,
TEAEARAL T 7 /40 A7 9 Sl R # A A1 BA K - 1)
EREMSEH —21(e.g., Greer & van Kleef,
2010; Ronay et al., 2012), SCIEAFFE & B, U738 %
FETAAEXS TRIEMALS S A, D2 A
AEJT; 1M A ) 3E I T B BB AL 1K (Blader et al.,
2016) . PRI AS A5 AT BA sk B3 ] T SEA 1) 22 7 R
PRAUEALUT ) 22 5, T HE R ALK 1Y 25 SR Ve i fsr

225t FURHL, FRATTHT A AR SR < SEER E AL
AR R BRAEAU 22 5%, 24 AT BB R AT il — S ok
TERUINE, HenT RUAE A 228 5 HAt AT AR 53 ) 5 A9 15
OUF ELAE VAT 44 SCHEAT IS o TR A T 4 3l i 5
B4 SRR MU = —SRRERD, AL
NHBEAMWK, BB #H R —) Hk, RATH
A B W NPT 1 SR B AL, PR I
ST R ARAER T2 5 HEAEFHELS EE
KK o 258 B el ZR 58—l i i 8 B
WA, =2 )5 56 5 it B 2 T A A st
HERF o o M S WS A AT AR B R R4S T
e S, ARM A AR AT T AR A ST, T ML
R St 7 i 57 R M 7 =2 T

T2 R AR AT A B3 A 7 55 i A3 Y D P A 8
VERNES S RSBk PN, FEAIAFES
JZHR—FOKFT, =Z A S e AL %
T B AN C A0 FiIE A A5 =k—
SRURSE AL ELAE A PR R R I 0 P A O e
BT B ZRATH U — FEHRE AL HLAE A B 1R
WA AR R 2, T C AR5 — R —SL IR E
B HAE A8 P R PRI i AR o e . oAl s
BoACH R ERAE A IR 5 s

x5 WHERERR—HIERIIRIE

S At N
BA —% HEE BA — =
B AR POERL SR %51 BRREAL Sk
A 2 h A 3 [
B 2 th B 2 o
C 2 i C 1 ik
s P | s
ZilN — W3 ZilN — N
JL IR RER G B P SE AL &
A 2 [ A 3 ik
B 2 h B 2 el
C 2 {lis C 1 [

WHhESZEANG . RATHAIBA N «—ZE
FE RO A SR BRI AL 3 . AU T
VAT A B 5 Sy 1 4R B AT A PN B R 05 7T R T T G 2
(Greer & van Kleef, 2010), 3 i< fifi ] «— 2L p @ AL,
2 5 8 0] DLAE AR A5 B A AT BA B 53 TA AT A5 5
ARG A E, T A A PR« — S A R
A2, S 10 AT BA P 4 3 R R A R R B
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S H51 %

PRI, AT BAAE FH < — 55 e RO ) R B B |
T AT BN AT 428 B Ko AT BASA5H 14T BA B B
ARAT UG SR R d, PRk L R e T A BA g€
fiff U Y Ji 1 (Greer & van Kleef, 2010), A1\ S £
NARFNT: 55 Fir 3545 52 U5 S B AR 22, T A S
o
35 ZXWER

BRAEFES . FRATR H Hays 11 Bendersky (2015)
() 2 RBLIBUAN e R 3 R0 b A7 ik 3 4 1 %A A
A SRR AT R 3 . B IR MBI <3k
P BN rh RGBT, MO s R R . Tk
FERIBAN T Z 3| 2 /025 E . NERIR 2 7 22 3 B i 45
BB, BT B R T BB R 50 A 25 2R,
F(2, 189) = 48.47, p < 0.01, n* = 0.34; EFSIZ4HM
= 4.05, SD = 0.73)%F H &7 i B 3 = T AL
F14(M = 3.43, SD = 0.60) KA F1ZH(M = 2.44, SD
=0.84) HA A HR AR 0 25 b S e T PR E R 36 10 25
B, F(2, 189) = 4.39, p < 0.05, n* = 0.04, =4
(M = 3.42, SD = 0.69)%F [ 5 b o7 ) 8 i 2 55 T
A7 ZH(M = 3.08, SD = 0.55), H. i i 2H XF Hb o7
(R T rh b 7 (M = 3.29, SD = 0.52), {H#H
122 FIF A 3

BRI . FRATEMBE 1 I 29 —BER
W TARINZR S NG R o INTT 250 B 45
SOkE, ST BN FER G, U2
J2 G — B P X 1A BA S8 58 BRSO A I 3 Y, F(L,
59) = 4.34, p < 0.05, 0* = 0.07, KB 1 5357
Fro AR AL B AR 34T 3E— 20 19 187 B 800 53,
iR WoR(LE 4), MEH B, BUTREHT
P BA SRR 0 E 2500 3%, F(1, 59) = 14.39, p < 0.01,
n’ = 0.10; M)ZHA—F, B ZH5F T H SR
B ERON A 3, F(1, 59) = 0.72, ns,

AT 2 i tH 29— BRI TR 2
REGRITFFRIRFR . N ZESTEERKE, 16

850 -

o R FE
8001w RUIATE
iii1%750_
=
A& 700 |-
650 |-
600
BgA—E B%—3

K4 BUIRHS R B xT A BAGTR0 52 BAF I (BF
5 2)

Pl T A BN BRI, AU R RN)E 9 — Btk
XA 74 25 W 58 HROW & B 35 Y, F(1, 59) = 15.13,
P <0.05 0> =0.10, FRAIXF A HAEHBEATHE— 1)
fa] BB A3 AT, SR ER(LE 5), ME%— 3T,
R 20 T BN AL T3 40 25 1) 3800 B 2, F(1,
59) = 12.06, p < 0.01, n* = 0.08, KL I3 AF-Z4H i1y 141
AL — SR PR EA B IR EI(M = 2.13, SD = 1.41) &2
FHRTHIFFHM =337, SD = 1.59); HZEHA
— BB, AU RO TR TG 3R R SO0 A b
F(1, 59) = 0.03, ns, FLJJANF- 25 41 1) AT BAAE AT «<—
P ERCHIIREL(M = 3.94, SD = 1.18) F 54U H1°F
HHM=331,D=1.7)EAREESR. FHt, 2
R TR 2R G RFRR, B
W2 38T SR,

6 ~

o U
SEom AR
R3T
R )L
1Lk
PR~ Bg—
K5 KHZSE)ZEH 30X 425 5928 HAE FH (0
5T 2)

e 3 ThIRATER AU 2 A TR ZE 2%
H5ER BN E SHRGRR R, ITHZ
JZE T B 7 X R e 2R R VR A TR . 3R
ITARHE Muller, Judd F1 Yzerbyt (2005) A4 EE A6 46
XA A AR, 36 6 H RIS 3 (M3) R
W29 5 2 9% — 30h: 0 28 B0 BA G5k 1 7
(b =0.94, p<0.05,t=2.08); [AFEAL )52
AR5 (M4), BT 2905 )2 90— B0k 09 28 5%
H B G AE R R % (b = 0.04, ns, t = 0.12),
AL 7 40 25 X6} AT NG % ) A FH 2 3 (b = —0.46,
p<0.01,t=-9.46).

FeAr 1t —25 H Preacher, Rucker F1 Hayes (2007)
ALY Bootstrap 5 i X8 H A 1 9 T RN EA TS
55, FRATHE Bootstrap AL 1K KK 2 7 20000 1K,
ZREARER 7), BERA BN, I EHXS
P BA 25 55 %) TR 422 3550 1 AN I 35 (95% 1 B 1 IX [R] 6 7%
), YRR B, BT RGO A A AL (]
N 0 25 (95% M B A X BIAEEER), LR E
A3HT . BH S4BT R Bootstrap 28T 045 5, FRATT T4
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x6 ZREVFADHER

. 1 BA 55K
M1 M2 M3 M 4
AR &
AR IR -0.10 -0.08 -0.11 -0.06
FRU
o= 0.38 -0.11 0.24
E— 3 0.74" 0.27 0.31
LREES 92
*fgf Hox e 2 0.94" 0.04
AU
K14 2F -0.46"
R 0.02 0.20 0.25 0.71
F 1.47 4.90" 497" 27.83"
AR 0.02 0.17" 0.06" 0.45"

T: n=64,*p<0.05, ** p<0.01; KA NARAELSS 1A BL 5T
R, A RO e [l 5 2R R D AR AR AE A A 110 AR

RT WHRNABBETHESFER

B3 ] 422350 L LLCI ULCI
ZHA—I -0.35 -0.91 0.14
JZR—E 0.56 0.11 1.10

7. Bootstrap HEER KA 20000, 5 X 6] B BAFEE N 95%.,

i 3 #3211 SR

9T 2 FRREE 75T 1 ISR, RIZH—
EHERT AR AU JZ 905 A ST E 2 (s AT
AR, FATTENTTE 2 I Y ZH—BUNAU )=
Zn] LAIE 1) fie g AT A S5, T = A — O AU =
P WIBAGTOBA BE IR AR, MAENTTE 1 |AiTk
2 R G — BN JZ G0 AT BAS3 R% 5 R0 4 I,
B2, R RA B AL ) 2 9231 55 A B St
o FOR, BFE 2 Kol T IATTRAERIT 1 kst
i 2 FMESE 3, SR A BURH—EUETY TAL
NZHEGRITRFRRR, BRI FFTEA RS
SRR B B M GO R PR T A
YER, BrRMBsE 3 1480 1 38

4 9T 3. BUIESS RIBA SR
KR—ZH— BRI EH
- ik
5T 1 FESE 2 R R R FAEREAR, &

SR B = AEFEAR T 298 12 b H T A BA K- 1Y

JZY 5T H (e.g., Hays & Bendersky, 2015; Jung,

Vissa, & Pich, 2017), {H2URA: BN -5 A AR

IRAFEZEST, X —ERBRE L T AT A S50

JE o i, FRATREEE AN —A> DL 4 A BA AR AR 1 3
Gt 5% 2 o Xof 3 — 1] il
4.1 XK

WEFE 3 R ELIR R AT B = A R 2 ) e A ]
BA(TMT) & R i FoAT TR . BE5E 3 Z L
FHEXAEAFLW TN IJL MR 55k,
T W A A AR A T BAAS ) A 2 Y
BIEHEA (He & Huang, 2011; Greve, & Mitsuhashi,
2007)0 FeUR, HIEIFT M AR Aix Il 20 2 1 A 0 7
%5 (Chen, He, & Chen, 2018), 2% A%
TEIX— AT il T S i . PR, B = AREEMA
) AR T A A Nk e e Lk R GE R
NS IEZSU RS A VI R NIV ESY = E D WNE &
A B, R BRATR ST 3AE T8 2 WY
febn. B, BT AY A AR Tl A s
MR F1, XTI &8 S0H & B 1R e.g.,
Busenitz, Plummer, Klotz, Shahzad, & Rhoads, 2014,
Harper, 2008), #r =M n0 2 /] LGgr a4l b &,
PR Ay AT TG 36 2 A8 PAT BA PN 1A ) 235 ) R 22 4 —
FOPERR BEXT T A Gk s R AL 1A R S

T8 = 2013 4RI AT fi i 1) 42 [ 232 A
MPFHERL R, BT DL E AT DL A Al B 1 B H
A 2013 42 2017 4 ARELIMERTFEMEIL, &
ATBN B BF 5 v, REAS A BAR 2 /06 B =0 i (e.g.,
Jackson et al., 1991), FEULIRAMTHIEE T =48 B AR,
RT3 ABAT  Hehh, —L2e\ R fE R LAy
SRR NS A = & € AR WAk €T N
B i AR B 28 R B R o e DA E D 3Rt
Ik Is, WY 3 B MIFEA N 169 ZEHE ALY
2013 & 2016 4F 3L 203 ASUMES . FEiX —FEA
SES AR EAL A K 33500 JTIT(SD = 290000 7
J0), 5 TR N 139.44 A(SD =150.00), =%
P BASE- 2 A 52 KR 4.14 A(SD = 1.34), A F]F
AT AERR N 4.14 4E(SD = 1.52),
42 M=

WAOBR. B, 20504 B 2 /01|
KARFE bSO T 28wl = 48 AL K F-(e.g., Daily, &
Johnson, 1997; Haynes, & Hillman, 2010), X ItiF
5% 3 TMT B BAJIS O3 7 28 W) B e A 1 ey LE 491
KM w4 TMT B AU K. 5 AERHTSRE
(e.g., Cantimur et al., 2016; Halevy et al., 2012)L1 )

PGB E S —4F, RIELSE 2014 4R % 2017 42 W
BE U AR



376 AL i 2% it ERIE S
k8 TEWE. FREEMHEXRY
AR M D 1 2 3 4 5 6
1 TMT [ BARIAR 4.14 1.34 -
2 M Z RN 0.31 0.20 0.16" -
3 FHES 3.45 1.94 0.00 -0.11 -
4 HE KRN 0.59 0.35 -0.04 -0.13 -0.10 -
5 BU1IZEH 16.19 10.79 -0.30" 0.01 0.01 0.10 -
6 E%—5tE —0.64 0.36 -0.29" 0.05 -0.04 -0.04 0.21" -
7 BB R R -0.21 2.24 -0.11 -0.12 -0.03 0.13 -0.00 0.05

TE: n=203."p<0.05 "p< 001, RABIEEMMEELRIIA

WF5E 1 —3, 58 3 R TMT WO R bR
ZAE NI AU R R TEF5

BER—®M. \hk, UM (He & Huang,
2011; Greve, & Mitsuhashi, 200745 4l & & 7
2 FAT B[] A9 4 0 B i 1 HEAE 20 w) o i b 7 5
i, BEULHIFE 3 F TMT B FEA Bl R AT B
Ay i FOA, AT ), O B Ry U,
FATE TMT BB 51 B AT U (7)) FIBAR 1
B yER AT AR AL, SR)5 S5 1 R 2 —
R T2, ST R B R AL S AT
WS SAREAL 5 09 B e 2 22 B9 4 XHEL, FF%F
ZLARHE AT NP3, H3E % 4 X B ER BT
B RGR B,

PRV A FE(ROE) U 1 28 7] o]
HRIBARB BTy, S A w28 55 &
FighrZ —(Hitt, Ireland, & Stadter, 1982), HLIf:
VFZ bl 20 B AR M58 2R FH A8 A R A8 1k 2 W) 53¢
% (e.g., Chadwick, Super, & Kwon, 2015; Peng, 2010;
Zhao, & Murrell, 2016), PFILHFSE 3 R G5 U
£ HOR A A TSR, 5 AR LA R R
WF 9% 4l — ¥ (e.g., He & Huang, 2011; Zhao, &
Murrell, 2016), FATRH A 281 4 f5 — ) (—4F)
G W g R E R AE 6

ERITE . \ok, BB TT BEXT A A GiR™
H: I 25 %2 (Lepine et al., 2008), B ILAER ST 3 X H]
BAREASEHEAT 1420 . K, i H BN Z e T4
&3 n] BE 2 7= 4 52 (e.g., Boone & Hendriks,
2009; Campbell & Minguez-Vera, 2008), [ FA]
FEREGE 3 e T TMT A BA AP 2 e DL R
HAFZRENE . FHR, VFZWTFEHE HNFE D R 2%
A1 BA i 72 A5 S = A 25 I (e.g., Koopmann,
Lanaj, Wang, Zhou, & Shi, 2016; Sieweke & Zhao,
2015), EULIRATFERSE 3 sl T H BF BT

P BASF AT T A 4R A RE SO AT AR B AT 0T A 4 1B

wJa, mTHSE 3 AR RS T 2 e B (4F
O3 W T A K s, PRI FRATT S DA T A 5 —
#((e.g., He & Huang, 2011; Sieweke & Zhao, 2015),
P T LI AR i A R B AR
43 %R

8 WIR T &AL B A VEG T LA AR 7
PrasfR, Wrprl DUAE 2], S3ATHm —2, £
JEY S A B R (BT W AR ) I IR B A G
PEo BTG 3 B E T TR — AR AN ] i (7]
SURDULIAE, B0 T A R e T HEBR A
W I 1) 728 £ P 5 B 180 2 e, T A S B0 AT 5 3 >R
[ 5 20N #5578 (fixed effect model)E 17 538 4347
(e.g., Campbell & Minguez-Vera, 2008; Zhao, &
Murrell, 2016), PIHFRA TR HIZ 5 ERBER B .

FESEAT B AR, S 1 HI S 2 E AL PRl
BERZIA, FRATRE A 0 228 5 64T 1 R Ab B
TEARRE 1 TP FRATTE AU R 95 M BA G O R 32
BN E R —FER P DALEE SO AR Y 5] 5 53 B 1Y)
SERELR 9), AR 3M3)H, W EREZEHR
— Y 22 H T A BRGSO E T R E (b = 0.21, p <
0.05,t=2.36),

FATHAEZ R — B AR TR Z RS
ARG FRAT T2, WK 6. &SR0 53 B
AR TR, HER—SE R R E iy, AR
EHE WG R B HLMRPRE 7 H B3k =
—0.16, p < 0.01), ZAFRNIE, HEABEK =
0.004, ns). VLI )JZHA—30F, BUTESS A A S;
ROCAARDE, TR R — B, BT R RS B G
R AN o L5 T 43 BT RTS8 73 A 1) 4%
R, R 13 T SRR
4.4 FIRETRREMRE

HJa, W 3 A W] B 2 AR E AR AR AR X LA
ARG B, FRATT 0 0l R S S R R
HD AR AR PR R AT AR E A B (e.g., Hays &
Bendersky, 2015; Huang & Cummings, 2011), &G,
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x99 BEEMERBEPSFER
Ak (i gl €k )

K
fem

M1 M2 M3
AR &
R AR Ay R R 2
TMT [ BA KA -0.24 -0.29 -0.15
50 22 e —2.64 -2.06 -3.27
- HAT: 3] -1.43" -1.22 -1.26"
HAEKVZHEM 2.07 2.12 1.63
B A
o=t -0.12" -0.08
JZ P 0.43 1.86
PE T RN
WAHRER < B 021’
— 2k ’
R 0.34 0.48 0.58
F 1.76 231" 2.99"

H:n=203.*p< 0.05,**p< 0.01, A AT 2B Rk
TR R EVEEY

B F%E B

-10

—11

—12 1
&
w 131

X

-14
—— BHA—%

B e B

-16 -
El 6 JEH—BEXUITZ S NGO IR 1 1E R (WF
7% 3)

PREEITA A AR HTER N, FH BB 51 A )
P AR 5 R BN A 2 B AR AR 38 A A 8]
Bl 28R oR, W ZH S 2R BN H
XS FI SRR A W E WIE M AE (b = 4.84, p <
0.01, t = 3.05), HK, YRHTOAIENETIZ %R
HEAEIR IR AR, BUTERS BH—BER 28 BAR
SR N A BR E IEA & (b = 13.63, p < 0.01, t =
3.13)0 LA W SR Ua B 5T 3 19 & LA B
P

5T 3 LI — Ak 4l TMT BB A E
SR T AR 1. RERZH 3R
WITRZR G ARG LR, K2R — -
FEAREIAU 29 58 RIS ARG, Y 2R — 3
PR B 5 B A 7 )2 G RSSO AT 3 Y R
R 1 15380 175 SR, BF9E 3 st L TMT
VA R FEAS B B A G2 9k b T 09T 1 FIESE 2 2R

FAEREARA L, BETR T AR A A SR
5 hig

ARG GG A . Lk T8 =R
BARR T 2R — 3R TR )2 905 H B G e
FEWFTAER, VAERAU ) 35 AT 2 RN E P —
FMEM A H SNSRI AR . BEoEss
SRER T SRR — B T AU 295 A BA
G R R, VI SKZR S R P — 338 Bl
Ik AL 425 B A DTS e 14T BA 25
5.1 gk

XFRTZHEH NGB LR, A T
B WL b A3 24 T XS IR, SR IEA ) JE AR
WAE R A9 ZNfE £ X (e.g., Halevy et al., 2012; Ronay
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Abstract

Whether power hierarchy benefits or hurts team performance is a paradoxical question in the current
literature. While functionalists contend that power hierarchy is likely to resolve conflicts and promote
coordination within teams, in turn improving team performance, dysfunctionalists argue that power hierarchy
can entail struggle and conflicts, in turn impairing team performance. This study suggests that this discrepancy
can be reconciled by considering the effect of hierarchical consistency. Hierarchical consistency describes the
degree of alignment between power hierarchy and status hierarchy within a team. We propose that hierarchical
consistency may moderate the relationship between power hierarchy and team performance. Specifically, when
status hierarchy and power hierarchy are aligned, power hierarchy will produce elevated team performance.
Meanwhile, when status hierarchy and power hierarchy are misaligned, power hierarchy is likely to attenuate
team performance. Furthermore, we suggest that the interaction of power hierarchy and hierarchical consistency
may impact team performance via the mediating effect of power struggle.

We tested our hypotheses through a multimethod approach that included survey, experiment, and archival
data analysis. In Study 1, we collected data from 46 student teams in a four-week entrepreneurial practice
program. The power and status of the team members were measured using the round-robin method, where each
team member was asked to rate his or her teammates’ power and status. The data were collected through surveys
at the beginning of the third week of the entrepreneurial practice program. Team performance was measured
based on the overall profit of each team earned from this program. The financial data were collected at the end
of the entrepreneurial practice program. In Study 2, we conducted a 2 (power hierarchy: power differentiation vs.
power equality) x 2 (hierarchical consistency: consistent vs. inconsistent) between-subject design with a
multiparty negotiation task. Overall, 192 undergraduates and postgraduates participated in our experiment, and
they were randomly assigned into 64 three-person groups. Each group was randomly assigned to one of four
experimental conditions. Finally, in Study 3, data from 203 observations from 169 listed companies in the
Internet industry were collected to retest the moderating effect of hierarchical consistency on the relationship
between power hierarchy and team performance. In this study, we measured power hierarchy based on the
difference in equity among TMT members, hierarchical consistency was calculated through the absolute
difference between TMT members’ equity and team tenure, and team performance was measured based on return
on equity (ROE).

We used hierarchical linear regression, ANOVA, a fixed effect model, and bootstrapping methods to test our
hypotheses. As predicted, we found that the effects of power hierarchy on team performance are contingent on
the degree of hierarchical consistency in Study 1. That is, when status hierarchy and power hierarchy were
aligned, the power hierarchy was positively related to team performance; yet when status hierarchy and power
hierarchy were misaligned, power hierarchy was not significantly related to team performance. The results of
Study 2 showed that power struggle played a mediating role between hierarchical consistency combined with
power hierarchy and team performance. Specifically, power hierarchy was likely to attenuate power struggle in
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the presence of a high level of hierarchical consistency, and hence improved the team’s performance. However,
power hierarchy had no significant impact on power struggle and team performance in the presence of a low
level of hierarchical consistency. In Study 3, we found that power hierarchy was not significantly related to team
performance when hierarchical consistency was high, while power was negatively related to team performance
when hierarchical consistency was low.

Our study contributes to the literature in several ways. First, our findings help to reconcile the antithetical
arguments and evidence in research on the relationship between power hierarchy and team performance.
Although power hierarchy can increase team performance in the presence of high hierarchical consistency, it is
likely to decrease team performance in the presence of low hierarchical consistency. Second, this study suggests
that the legitimacy of a power hierarchy may be influenced by its alignment with a status hierarchy. Third, this
study extends the research on hierarchical consistency. While contemporary studies focus on the effects of power
and status consistency at an individual level, this study is among the first to introduce hierarchical consistency
into group-level research and empirically test its important effect on the relationship between power hierarchy
and team performance.

Key words power hierarchy; hierarchical consistency; power struggle; team performance.





