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IBATRLEE . DR, anff £ 5 A A Sk 2 ok 2 i
FENIFR VI Z —, TERZHI RS, HBAL
F153 4 22 5 (power disparity), Bl 53 [B] AL S 554 22
S — A 1A BA 4544 )& 14 (Bunderson, van der
Vegt, Cantimur, & Rink, 2016), 5% A BA AL 145
o2 F MG AR e, (BAH IS4 AL T8 2P B
Beo —Jrm, FENTNRE A 0 2 R A BT
B A U RTS8 43 T, 255 A BA DME (Halevy,
Chou, & Galinsky, 2011); 5 —J7 i, A SLIFAF5
7N L AT 43 A 22 o R BUAT BA o 2, XoF (A1 BA 5t
B A WA E F (Bloom, 1999), YT itt, #7241
WF X P AP AL A T BRI 3, PR AR 43 A 22
S5 A BRI R AU 52 0 (Greer, de Jong, Schouten, &
Dannals, 2018; Greer & van Kleef, 2010),
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B P-4 T 2 B2 52 il AT BAASL ) 43 A 22 S5 W1 4 o
M JEWME T 1138 VE B9 4 (e.g., De Hoogh, Greer,
& Den Hartog, 2015; Greer, Van Bunderen, & Yu,
2017; Tarakci, Greer, & Groenen, 2016) —— 4[] A
BTN TR 7 53 A BARAN 1, BER AU 55 BT,
VA BN PR 7 A AT A i 58 (B A5 AT 55 i S G 2R 1 52);
T 224 AT BN B 42232 S A T 43 A1 BAREF, - 1A BA P
R R, PMEDLTSE R . 32—, Greer 55 APLH]
B v 5 Ay e e AT BA A g O A 22 S AT 1Y) 32 25 7%
Az, A BA wh o BRI 52 B AT BA BME B TiT £ (Greer
et al., 2018; Greer et al., 2017), LAfE: 2438 %7 52 i A
B J7 4341 22 5 55 1AL BN o 9 1) G 3R 1) 00 AL 5% 1
Tk, HACHRAEREZ . FeAleE, AR
By, ¢ 7 A BAT: 55 457 4iE (Bunderson et al., 2016), 5%
T HAth A1 BA 55 F4 7E (Greer & van Kleef, 2010), &
b N2 2O 55 £ BE K 43 1 AL BAAU TS 43 A 22 57 5 A
YNTIERS NP 3 & S -5 ol sl vi ] VS U g S Ve STl
BA 1 B 2540 55 20 U 85 DX 25 28 B T 285 SR (Marks,
Mathieu, & Zaccaro, 2001), F&F/FAFE f i B2 A
HIUEEEZ —, IR TEZ KRR BB 2H 4L
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() YR A3 B R B2 TR Y . — B (Colquitt, 2001),
7 183 B 7 43 A 25 7 I W ) 2 AT B A0 1B
PR 43 A1 T I (Magee & Galinsky, 2008), #2724
P A] BE S A B 5N AL o3 A IR i He sz R R,
SR AT BA 3ok AR 5 PIME B 5 5 ) Kk R L 4 Ttk
AWFFERY L —DWEFE H 04 50 5 28 %5 A1 BA
K353 41 22 S AT A 9 (A 55 vh 98 . R R o) K
ENRREE (I
B2, FEIP T2 15 LA B R T T A T 43
PR Z R L, AR A BAA T 3 A1 25 S i 6 AN
[ AE I HL R J7 ) A e We 7 S 1 % T BAAY g 43 A 2
SO0 B O FRLE AT B A g6, FRATTHE S AT
A 1 P BN AT A A AR P A B VR . AU
EEE A W, S T A AT AL T, AU
AL A N AT AT 422 52 FLAS PR e #EE Y
EIRY, BIIE AL A B (Tyler, 2006), TEAFSY
i, FRATTRE AT BN A e M B SR R B3 AT TR AT BA P
W AR BERI G BV . IR SRR — B PR R
JEAFIC R TE 1, AR T T 2
J¥ R T AL S B R R A B . 1E 24 (Tyler & Lind,
1992), iy, 7ERRFAF- B ELA , FoA14e A
T3 - 38 328 5 M 1A BN G 3 P SRR R AT BARL T 4 A
25 5B PA o A ¢ R R AEHOLE 1), X4
TARMFR IS 5 HEY .

~H2c

I
I
I
I
I
:
I
BB 43 A 22 5 v SEE[IRUES
Bl 1 R s AR A

1.2 IR h R HER

KT 28 TE 23 6 3 X R 1 AN X Ak 45 ol
#l(Magee & Galinsky, 2008)., Hi T ¥4 4 (1) A F-
5, AR T HAWAA, B A T2 A METTIE,
RIHA 24007 o BIBAA 434 25 S S e 1 AT A
SN RAEREE, m I AT 04 22 7 BIRE A
P18 IR AE D BN 51 & b 4E h (Harrison & Klein,
2007)o UNATITA, 2F A0 AT BAA 75340 25 5 R
FHHLHI A AE A — SO0 A5 (Anderson & Brown, 2010;
Greer et al., 2017), AR 75, FrMEMB2AE NN,
e P B T 4 A1 22 S e 08 5 Bl g 53 W £ 685 A0,

P E B B B) AT 5543 TR M . RIS, ATBAA T 43
A 25 5 AT WURAE L, 388 1) i 5 i 90 1T BA PR R AR
WS, PR B A B AR DT s AT BA STk A

M AAS AL 1 (Halevy et al., 2011), FFr 2y
2EE AR, AIBANA ) 5347 22 5 R, DL R AL T
A M (58 U5 53 B 45 SR 09 A B HTECK (Bunderson
et al., 2016; Greer & van Kleef, 2010), fEItIEHE T,
IRAY T3 3 s SR ARAR T 2GR AT S A T i = AT
00 BB A AR A A AL (Greer et al.,
2017); PIFETESHAL . F 25 55 5 T 1) 22 500175 A1 BA
T B s, R HTBA G5 (Bloom, 1999; Harrison
& Klein, 2007),

Greer 42 i EIX iR W FPE R HIL 251 73
A, B YRR AL A A AU 22 S5 R R R 43
BOAF SRR, 2308 B B IR AT F A I, . A
JI B AN R AU 3 it B . A, Y BTTIA AT
MRTAL ST 4 A0 PR B, N B HZ 32 Y/ A g, AL
Jy 3k et BEREAG, W B URVEAL R i B (Greer et al.,
2017; Greer & van Kleef, 2010; Tarakci et al., 2016),
A, BEgEss it — L Ag i, U734l BB A R B0
TEAS R ZE B BA 28 I (Greer, Caruso, & Jehn, 2011;
Greer et al., 2017), AL$54E 55 w2 (B 6 TAE 5 H
b« AT 55 S5 R WL 22 5) FOC 2R o 58 (B 51 7E N
PR R L AASRIE) (Jehn, 1995, 2014), 1 T4 H
FRmgs R 5 R4 BE . RO R VIFG, Rk
P35 Z A SOk B A DL, IRBU MR S @ AU
AMATEAT 55 AR UEE | R P 22 57 (Greer et al., 2017;
Greer & van Kleef, 2010), [F]B}, XF H FA T 25 7Y
IESRW AT RED | & B R DG R Bk, R —ERTE
P MBEHAT N, Bk KR % (Jehn, Northeraft, &
Neale, 1999). 45 & A B 73 A3 R 2 F- O H 5
PRI AR, FRATHUAAS R KRR P A - RE T 30
PAT BA B B3 422 52 5% 35 4 4 A BA A T 43 A 25 S Ak, fiff
P BAAL T3 4345 7 A A ] ) T BA e R AL
1.3 EFAFHIATER

PP TR R BRR , BIP AL T
PAT BN B A B & T 3% 1 19 JE S fh {H (Lin & Leung,
2014) . 4 P BA SRR 7E D 5 o 7% v 416 G O
(APPSR FE BRI 4l 2 W50 | A5 AT (R e 3 o 72
e % 75 T2 Al L ) 23 ) LA B b A7 DA ] (RP  5 1o 72 g
g 44 IR D% 7 AT A rp ) B B ) A OC R ENI BT, B
1 RE % B B AR R 1 7R P A OF SR (Greenberg,
2011), B EE BIAY A, 1K SEfE B AR 38 AT BA A
R AT BA B B3 F) 25 EE RA T, iR el i B it — 2N ]
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A PIAE PN o3 A1 22 53k AT A i S 82 - R 0 A0 5 T /R 831

HA BB L By, & TR AR BOAE 2 AT B ik
PR, B AT AT S | 2 AU 14 =

(Tyler & Lind, 1992; van Dijke, De Cremer, & Mayer,

2010).,

454 PN 4341 22 5 00 LITEBF 9T R, FAT]
PR AR AR . SRR A ERE B
U8 AU Y53 Be i 7 RE A AR 4 20 WL 9 52 HLRE AR B
RE S FITTRR . AT 5RETT . STRRAY XS AERERE AT
A A BAA T 93 A 2 S W URD VE (S B 5 A1 ] 3
PR AT DL i 5 = A B AR 0 s BA T sk ok 42 T4
KA F1(Halevy et al., 2011), Ak, SEH) BEKE
I REJI I, B OUTTREE S BA A A B Y AR 0 E AL,
ST S5 53 Lo Bl AR AT AT R
KU RS2, AT 55 HAR N ZS B A )
G FE S, B A LS5 b o . IR, mART
PR REAE 4R e A 51 Y BB k), KA T 3 B AR
M8 FR A 2 A2 1w A BA R A H bR 1Y 55 30 (Blader
& Tyler, 2009), Ji& i [ ] 25 0 — B0 BE S A RUBFAIK
Y T BB TA) AL ) 28 S o S B0 26 &R 0l 9€ (Van. der
Vegt, de Jong, Bunderson, & Molleman, 2010),

R, TEARFEF A 5T, W1 BA S5 AT i
T A AL ) 0 A AR BUIR o 4l e, R P
VA 3ek HRASUT T B BERI AR RE 0 2 AT BASTEK, i ik
SR E AR CREEE . TEIHEERT,
TN N AL ) 22 SR, B 53 AR ) 4 P T8 e
J9iBsR A SRR T, AU ANMARR I B R Y
SEPAT N MR A A A R T2 B R, i T
K zE 7 Aok iR A B, BRI EOUR B )
ZE5K(Greer et al., 2017), A, KR AFEA AT
AE AR B TR 5 B 5L B 3 B 25, JE K
H S A 45 AFF & B AR RE S 2w ARAUMA
TE 5 GRS A S A AT 55 BU8 1 7= A 431, 3
it 42t A [F] 08 T A AR I P 28 R 4 4 s 3R RO I
AL S (Greer et al., 2011), FETF I, FRATHEH .

BRI 1: BFAFRT 1THAU 73 2257 5
PIBAN S (FE 55 1P 98 . SCR MK &R, HFEF

PP, BN 731 25 535 P A 5 6] S AH G,

MFRFANTARES, B BA T 4347 22 5 5 1 BA v 5 1]

IEAHSG,

1.4 HEBAEEMERMER
KRG, TP T2 A DL WA

FHA VR L FE B R (Tyler & Lind, 1992), 7EHRZ

FUARHERFTHE T, AR AR R o 3R A v )

Wit it T BB R, B AMTHRT A FAE R —Fhit

23R R AF K B FI W — DT S E PR
T4 1E . IEHf(Blader & Tyler, 2009), [Aif, A% T
SERB A, BT AR AR . KIS
R, X PR A AU R A 2 1 R Bl
FIRmE S0k . G, WRRE S S IR T
Bt B A ZEUAF 5 (Tyler, 2006).

AL Z WA R 2 SR TR P AP X &
R IE 7] 320 (e.g., Leung, Chiu, & Au, 1993; van
Dijke et al., 2010), F55 I, BIBAXT ) 7041 195 21
SR [R) B SZ BRI 22 P52 W (Ty ler, 2006) o AL A B
itz UG Bk W H A B A& e . A1,
TEMAEET, Y BA SO BE A% B ) 43 e i # J2
NP, BIFEBEIR . AU o3 Bl 7 v BE 6% 25 T O
TUHRFNRE J1, REMSARIE 2 W5 SCUEIE I, 50K
AR 52 SR AL T 3 AT AR, TR i AT BA A 12 e Sk
Hio WAk, AN BA R 51 RE S X #R AT i — 2
JE(Naumann & Bennett, 2000), J¥ 51 18] % 5720
L AT REIZ WA [A] o 2 A0 D A1) T X [] — AT BA 5
S JE] — RED R BE I, REAEIE AL A R TR T
G M AT A E A A BT SEUE A S Y S HF (Aime,
Humphrey, DeRue, & Paul, 2014), & FiligiR,
FATHE

BRI% 2a: BP9 MG R PEIEGINEA G

MEZ BT R IR, B R AT 2
A X5 B IR EE AT 26 BE (Hurd, 1999)., R,
WF 5T 30 2 BV R SR 6 AN [) K P 1 KT 0 A
F AR (Anicich, Fast, Halevy, & Galinsky, 2016;
Lammers, Galinsky, Gordijn, & Otten, 2008), X} T/
BRI, ST AL AAT B At Y 25 5 A
AT, 232 3 5 22 At AR HAU) iy, R
H B 58 B 17 M (Anicich et al., 2016; Fast, Halevy,
& Galinsky, 2012), X TARE AT, 4B TIA
ARAL T 52 TN BRI i B B, R
SRS BRI B, IR SR 18 Tt
(Ellemers, Wilke, & van Knippenberg, 1993; Lammers
et al., 2008),

TELMEWT AN I, FRATEE 0 A1 BA G ik
A PRTTVE T o M AT BN BOA ) 25 S 0 R 5 R
J G AT 1] T 2 52 AW ATTTE AT BA R R £ 65 4 T
(Halevy et al., 2011), ERALS) Al 51\ [6] S A ) Al
AR, IR EA T A TEAT: 55 Hbn . N b
96T, HIBANN R B BAR AL 55 vh 28, Ry, 2
Z MR oA BUR R = AU MR 2R
WA WTES . BEEAT R, ABRahaEREk . SR,
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AN 15 10 AT BAA T3 53 A T8 R A6 AL ) B85 R A7 AR
43 A6 1 A] GEPE(Lammers et al., 2008), {RAX S 4~&
T R Y TR SRR, $E i A B AT A
TR A ) O R SZ 35k B T HA Bl 51 i i, KA
PREFECE IR 2 IR DL AR E H A AT B Y
PeFt WL AU SR B, BRI | A ]
HY PR IE R B oK RAEAT 55 DL 3k b B4 B0 s ALk
FIRAT 25 0 X A BN PR SR AE AT BAA T 43 A 2
SEROH B E AT E AT T #8118 (Greer et al.,
2017; Halevy et al., 2011), {H&/DAWFFERHIEAT
SRR . FET L, AR L

BRI 2b : AT BB e MR IR 5 1 AT AL 43 A
25 H5H R (RS 5 . KR MM KR,
A NG P I B, AT A ) 3 A 22 5 55 BT BA
PRI AAR DG, 1A NG VA PR IR AR, AT A T 43
A 25 5 5 AT B P 28 TEAH G .

2, JATC 248 R 7 208 15 7 1 (1R
W), FEPAF- 5 A G N IE AR DG (i % 2a),
DL R AT BN iR PR B 98 5 VR FH (R 2b) B2 T |
MBI, AW — DR A R AR AL, A
I, EEBRTFAFEST, BIBARL G X A BAAY
35345 22 50 U = B A R ERR, (Al T AR 6%
AT 32 MR A 25 5, BRARAE 55 BOG &R o
5% TEARFR P PG 5, T BARG RE AT 434 22
S E LM AR, & AU R A B
TR B R G 3R T 2 RN R A AT 55 s R ROE &R o
5o BT, AT LT R

1% 2¢: BIBAA ARSI TR A X1 A
BAAL T3 43 A1 22 5 S A BA v 5 (T 45 w5 . C R 1h5E)
(] 4 98 95 4 o

2 MR

2.1 HEAXFARTIE

AW TR IR T W4 2 Bl
AT GEUEFR T F AL T FIHARE ST 1A A K
BG4 H, AP AR SR L N IATEGRTT . 0S5
T BT, A T BRI Ry i 22, AEIEAE
P (B) S AR IBCE I, I X B 44 B3 T A 7 2
VLR TG PR B IR G T C . ZERT ) 1, AF5R
T KT 450 03 ) 465 95 K2 90 AT BN, [h] 45 7% ot
FEHA AT A 22 5% . R . A A 2R B
DL R FEAR N O Geit2415 B o FERIBR K A5 Bk 55
TG, WHELE 1 ECE SRS 376 1y, ¥
81 ANHIBN, 1A% FICR R 83.5% . — A~ H Ja (A a] 55

2), X8R — B B 81 /N HATBA 376 44 It T3
Y04 KT, 25K AT B S 7 RHAT: 55 il SE R 0GR i 5
PEAT VAT o AERIBR AV R ), B AL 2 SRA5AT 3L
[ 322 1y, 6k 70 KN, [RCR 85.6%. Fr
A B TR AR EA AT SR 0 R, 58 Y )
HBRAFMRNEEEE ERZ TR E . 70
A~ AT BRSP4 T AR A 4.6 A3 21 9 N), P31
BAN B 58 0 93% b, A2 WA 45.7%, A
TATEABN Y 37.1%, W55 BN 5.7%, 555 HTBA
o7 11.4%. T A 322 A 50T, BT 61.2%, F3
WL 34.0 2 (SD = 6.89), m R DL ESCEE
61.8%,
22 WRIA

RN HmES UENERITR DA
KA Ty 15 1) 77 A WA (1) %8 5 vk it
(round-robin design): i A BA HoAth 5% 531 % H Fr~ 1A
HEATRUIITAY S (2) A FAL 7 B0 5 (Tarakei et al.,
2016), ASHFFEXS AL g 1) P e SR Y 55— Fo Oy 2 3 82
BTSN : Je, AT AR, fRikm]
BT RE S N A A0 3 B e (] 0 2 Ml 22 1) A, G
U, VMEAL T € SCRR XS AU R, BIACH HA
BB 2 A BEXT = A 2 (Sturm & Antonakis,
2015), Feie ik BB REM B R EIRE X

RN BB R BARARAIE R . IF5EE R R
T B3 A AL i T AT BN F1%) 4 8k B 4 B, B SR At/ d XF
FTA L5 (BRAS N Z AN AT K47 PF o 1 T
B8 T DV o X AT B TN 22 O 53 AT PE Y (FE AR
Wt 2~8 ZHIBALGY), TR MZ 5 A 51
e AR AT AR A 1 4, DRt 8 R AT A DG BF 5
(Bunderson et al., 2016; Cantimur, Rink, & van der
Vegt, 2016; Greer et al., 2011; Smith, Houghton, Hood,
& Ryman, 2006), AR 5L EUI [] 4 XS ARAL T
AKSF AT 2 B Cantimur 45 A (2016) ) B85
[, JF45 5 AW TR HT AT € L (Magee &
Galinsky, 2008), FA TR & R8s E A . “FRINN
A S TE W BA TR AU A 22 /0 (it b 3 B PR 0 A7 A
YRR AP FIAL, AR STk X O St A ORI ),
KA R 5 ma R, Hh 5 RoR<dEwW £, 1K
NILTFBA™ AL AT 7K BI R iZ A1 BA e
A HA 5 R A P B8 AR 3RS
AL AL T KI5, AR 9838 o T 5 2 R A
(Coefficient of Variation, CV)3¥ sz B[ BAAL 1 434
ZESEROL . BB R B T HA B IRAE 2 KR
o] BN LB IR E, B OA TT Y ZH 4L A
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A PIAE PN o3 A1 22 53k AT A i S 82 - R 0 A0 5 T /R 833

7 5 (Harrison & Klein, 2007) . {8 B L 22805 | H 2|
DN £ AT BAAR T3 43 A1 25 Sk, 728 S 2R B80R8R 100 W [41 BA
BB L BIAY T 43 A AN S AR BB, AT 22 AR
BEAR 8 o T X E B 2 AU IR S A
Hl(e.g., Hays & Bendersky, 2015; Tarakeci et al., 2016).

BEAFE BPATFIERH Colquitt (2001)
(1 7 R (a = 0.80), GEEABIEE R, KL
[7) 35 i Y <2 SR BARAR <R IRALT) >, 2589
R TR XS] 5 P E R BT IR AIA ) Y o
BCFEFF AT G o 7 RS AL 45 < TEPRA T iX SE L 7 i A
th, FREBUE R B O MR LR IR 2= 5
R 7 iR, Hrp 7 FoRdewmlEr, 1 Rk
AFE,

BAESEMERCED AT BA A ik PR a3 o
F Lammers %5 A (2008)/9 R4, HZ RGN
SR H BRI 53457 (o = 0.89), HARBITALHE
“PRARE T I 7E A B B9 AL A3 AT R S TE I, TR
FE A AT B v, RS A v S i) 3 AL 9 N 2 52 o
AR, TN Ky TP E BN A T A R 12
AHRYT, PR Fe B L BRI AL T 73 A S 4
NG, RAETOR: 7 ik, Hrp 7 £oR<dE
R, 1 FoRAEw AR,

FIBL i KBNS fg il R Jehn (1995)
(1) 8 JEM K, BRI APIANLERE, 435 BB
%% (o = 0.86), 7~ H A A BA 5 X Qi fe] 58
R TAER B EA B L 2, LR A A G &
(o = 0.94), 73l <A AT BA RS 51 18] 0 BE 45 45
27, AR TR 7 Mgk, Hrp 7 FoRdew
[, 1 Fom e AR E,

EHITE AR 2L R 2R
1. ZEKV-ZHAL . B AR AL DL P24 1 AAR T
KR T, ATERTSE 3 B sk 26 ] A &5 44 Jes 14 fiE
% XF ] AN B B 2l 77 A2 5 W (Greer & van Kleef,
2010; Tarakci et al., 2016), L . HHFKF
Z AR T B B BAR AR, T AR S 28 1) A2 4t
55K A Blau $5 B0 £ o i 78 A1 BA A A 2
HUFE B (Bezrukova, Spell, & Perry, 2010; Harrison &
Klein, 2007), FIBASERIFAL Ky =S WEAE 4
23 REWIE

TR A HAE R E  AT 55 rh
RZR PG B 2 A A DL IS A 3 AT A
JEEAE, A A A2 B T S B B2 T AT
PE TR Y R,y () 10T 241{E 5331 0.93 ,0.93.,0.85
0.88; ICC (1)53-%°4 0.08 ., 0.20., 0.30. 0.33; ICC (2)

A 0.28., 0.53, 0.67. 0.69, HIBAA A
55 1h 98 DL T 56 3R v 98 A G 48 A 1k B 2R A b
(LeBreton & Senter, 2008), {HFRFFE/A I ICC (1)F1
ICC Q)fEM%AK, & Koopmann, Lanaj, Wang,
Zhou F1 Shi (2016)y#L, AT TRF AT
IR 22(6° = 0.044, p < 0.05)LAKHNFT2(6° =
0.52, p < 0.01), ZEEREY ICC (WEAZRITE X,
RIRR P AR AE BB Rl 22 5% . A, BF5R R 1CC
(2)52 ICC (1)1 FAT A AR (%) 52 g (BE 5, JE B %,
2012), M TAWFIEPFET P19 ICC (1)F1 AT UKL
Bi(4.6)5 /N, H ICC QE WA, (HERETF AT/
Rue p N 0.93 BEIRE A K EHAN -8, fA%E
AW, R R HA B S Rwg (LA B 3 14 1E]
Jr2, BME 1CC QAR 2R A 1T (BT,
JE¥EFE, 2012), BT, RATEERTFATFWREH
Zif N =R

3 4%

3.1 MERBGE

HFRF AT . EIBNA AR 55 h M
K FR G A B2 K8 2, FRATTHE T A 78
T 58 & 21 AT BA 2 17 AT BA 2 0 5 455 78 K 35 (Chen,
Mathieu, & Bliese, 2004), H#E Bentler il Chou
(1987), WM -F A5 TR0 G 56 iy e A A ek 1 A2 SO0 6 s 4
1) 5 AL B i FRIBVEREARR N, Joikik s
wbnifE, AR H 45 J7i% (item  parceling) X}
AR R UE AT 4 A, 3 O £l ) 7 (item-to-
construct balance)ffi f~45 m ¥ & — 4~ 19 WL+
RON B, B4, P, 2007; Little, Cunningham,
Shahar, & Widaman, 2002), F| 30 H 414 58
AR b, FRATTHEAT AT BN )20 A A 5y, 25
T R B Y R AR L AR RO =
84.14, df = 48, CFI = 0.95, IFI = 0.95), [AIi}, PO
BRI D E T HME&E=HNE, ZHE, mHE
FERN (A AdSf FIIEAE 13.03 5] 50.46 22 [a)), fFEH T
XY AN AR 22 ] A XU
3.2 RSt

VIR T 48w e 22 FIAHOC R 48
M 1 aTLUE H, BB 5345 22 5 54 55 oh &
(r=-0.01, p > 0.10) L KR M (r = 0.01, p > 0.10)
b S| BT S SR Yb /A GRS 1 [ N 27 e S 51 R
FHIEM L@ =0.72, p < 0.001),
3.3 (RIRHRIE

FATR A JZ G )3 53 B R R P 28 DA e 3 ik
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Y,
=

PERTE A SRR 00, by e I 22 J 2k )
TEAE A H I 15 78 1 (T BAAR ) 43 A1 22 57 ) Rl
WA (FRF AT . H NG IEE BN AT T s
FEALER (el M2 R e R 2 v, W LUE 3

i DL T BA A 75 1 JEH O TR 7 e g A A (M) Y, R
JF 0N 5% T BA A 1 P TR AT B [l U R 800 35 (B = 1,00,

p <0.001), Bk 2a 1535 L HF,

TE VAT 55 28 R AR Bt A AR i, M3 R
JF 0N - 5 A BAAU TS 43 A 25 5 09 38 B30 0 AT 55 i 58
[m 9 R (B =-6.06, p < 0.001), N T FmxwHFE
JF 0N S T BAA T 43 A 25 5 FUE: 55 oh 5 6] 26 & 1Y
PR, F IR Aiken A1 West (1991) AU EE I AT

#*1 TEHWRERITESHEIEHN
Ak M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12
1 M Z M1k 0.18 021
2 IR ZFEAL 0.16 0.06  0.03
3 HEKFZHAL 026 0.18 -0.03  0.09
4 HIBAFEAL 1 037 049 -0.17 007 026
5 WIBRZEHY 2 046 050 0.19 0.08 -0.15 -0.71"
6 KBRS 3 0.11 032 0.00 -0.07 -0.04 —0.28" -0.33"
7 A SR 337 046 —0.04  0.09 -0.02 0.19 0.11 -0.34"
8 BN Aizss 019 011 014 -0.13 —0.19 —0.11 0.14 -0.06 —0.08
9 BT 523 041 017 -0.02 -0.18 0.03 0.19 —028 0.38" 0.12 (0.80)
10 BBAEZMEESN 553 055 023 0.08 —0.17 0.03 0.18 —0.13 0.17 0.36" 0.72" (0.89)
11 {F55nhse 268 077 -0.14 0.4 -0.12 0.5 -0.14 -0.10 0.11 —0.01 -0.12 -0.20 (0.86)
12 RFR M5 244 076 —021 0.2 012 0.15 —0.17 —0.09 0.15 0.0l —-0.17 —0.24" 0.84" (0.94)
T N=70. f55 N RBEN o 58
" p<0.001,” p<0.01,p<0.05,
F2 S BEEYAR AR FAE TR B9 TR
- P’?ﬁﬁf AT 5 1o I R i
M, M, M; M, M M M, My M,
P AR
P Z AL 0.24 (0.23) —0.30 (0.46) —0.07 (0.43) —0.00 (0.42) —0.34 (0.42) —0.53 (0.44) —0.29 (0.40) —0.23 (0.40) —0.50 (0.40)
EIS ZFEAL 0.94 (0.84) 2.73 (1.66) 1.73(1.54) 223 (1.55) 2.83(1.49) 1.98(1.59) 1.41(1.44) 1.85(1.45) 2.34(1.42)
BAFEZRAE  —0.16 (0.28) —0.78 (0.56) —1.09 (0.52) —1.10"(0.51) —1.02"(0.49) 0.46 (0.53) 0.13 (0.49) 0.12(0.48) 0.19 (0.47)
A 1 0.16 (0.23) —0.29 (0.44) —0.08 (0.41) —0.02 (0.41) —0.17 (0.39) —0.65 (0.42) —0.43 (0.39) —0.38 (0.38) —0.51(0.37)
ABAZE 2 2 0.17 (0.22) —0.56 (0.43) —0.42 (0.40) —0.37 (0.40) —0.36 (0.38) —0.83 (0.41) —0.69 (0.37) —0.64 (0.37) —0.64 (0.36)
AR 3 0.23 (0.24) —0.65 (0.48) —0.62 (0.44) —0.52 (0.44) —0.62 (0.42) —0.80 (0.46) —0.77 (0.41) —0.68 (0.41) —0.77 (0.40)
SEEF BRI K —0.13 (0.12)  0.25(0.23)  0.13(0.22)  0.10(0.21)  0.15(0.20) 0.40 (0.22) 0.28 (0.20)  0.25(0.20)  0.29 (0.19)
FH
AT BAAL T3 434 2 5 0.27 (0.88) —0.28 (0.83)  0.28 (0.89)  0.63 (0.85) 0.82(0.84) 0.24(0.77) 0.74(0.83) 1.02(0.81)
BT AT 1.007(0.13) =0.37 (0.26) —0.58"(0.25) —0.20 (0.34) —0.15 (0.33) —0.39 (0.25) —0.61 (0.23) —0.27 (0.32) —0.23 (0.31)
Eil PR c PRl —0.40 (0.25) —0.46 (0.24) —0.36 (0.24) —0.40 (0.23)
VA5
g@?iﬁﬁtﬁx —6.06" (1.78) —6.117(1.76) 1.79 (3.40) —6.417 (1.67) —6.45™ (1.65) —0.04 (3.23)
azgggzﬁx -6.57"(2.46) —5.34" (2.34)
R 0.56 0.15 0.29 0.32 0.39 0.20 0.36 0.38 0.43
AR’ 0.14™ 0.03 0.07" 0.16™ 0.02 0.05"

s N=70, FAEHNAEPRHEIL R AL
"p <0.001, "p <0.01, p<0.05,
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TEM . FREGR R, YBRITAFma, H L
T R 55 h o . LR R FASE YR
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41 FAREX

JAE AT BAA T 4 A 22 53 b HOH E 9 4ok
CalUs TERRERE, HEZERS . IRA M7 A
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Abstract

Power disparity refers to the differences in the concentration of power among team members. Although the

pervasiveness and importance of power disparity have been well recognized, whether power disparity is

functional or dysfunctional remains uncertain. Some researchers have suggested that power disparity can
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improve team performance by facilitating coordination, while others have found that power disparity, which may
be perceived as unequal and unfair, can trigger team conflict. In this context, our study aims to reconcile these
contrasting perspectives by proposing that procedural justice and team legitimacy are moderators in the
relationship between power disparity and team conflict (task conflict and relationship conflict). We propose that
when there is a high level of procedural justice, which helps legitimize a team’s power disparity, members are
likely to accept their team’s distribution of power and coordinate with each another. However, when there is a
low level of procedural justice, which can create the perception that a team’s power disparity is illegitimate,
members are likely to view their team’s distribution of power as unequal and unfair. In this case, low-ranking
members may show their opposition by competing over power, producing team conflict.

Data were collected from two manufacturing companies in Zhejiang Province. To reduce the potential
influence of common method bias, we used a two-wave design with a one-month interval. At Time 1, 450
employees in 90 teams responded to questions about power disparity, procedural justice, team legitimacy, and
control variables. At Time 2, 376 employees in the 81 teams that had completed the Time 1 survey responded to
questions about task conflict and relationship conflict. The final sample contained 322 employees in 70 teams.
We measured individuals’ responses regarding their teams’ power disparity with a round-robin approach (i.e.,
asking individuals to rate the power of each team member) and calculated the coefficient of variation in those
responses. For the purpose of analysis, we aggregated the measures of task conflict, relationship conflict,
procedural justice, and team legitimacy to the group level.

The results showed that both procedural justice and team legitimacy moderated the relationship between
power disparity and team conflict (task conflict and relationship conflict). When procedural justice was high,
power disparity was negatively related to task conflict and relationship conflict, while these relationships
became positive when procedural justice was low. In a similar vein, when team legitimacy was high, power
disparity was negatively related to task conflict and relationship conflict, but when team legitimacy was low, it
was positively related to both kinds of conflict. Moreover, procedural justice was shown to be positively related
to team legitimacy. Finally, following the procedures suggested by Grant and Berry (2011), we conducted a
mediated moderation analysis to test the integrative model. The results showed that team legitimacy mediated
the moderation effect of procedural justice on the relationship between power disparity and team conflict (task
conflict and relationship conflict).

Our findings contribute to the literature in two ways. First, the study extends our understanding of the
relationship between power disparity and team conflict by testing procedural justice and team legitimacy as
moderators. Second, our findings reveal that power disparity can either decrease or increase team conflict when
procedural justice (team legitimacy) is high and low, respectively. Our study thereby provides a new approach to
the effects of power disparity that integrates the functional and dysfunctional perspectives.

Key words power disparity; team conflict; procedural justice; legitimacy





