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JEBRE L FEAEXT T8 A 5 DL BUR AR 2 A R, A1 200 1T AR E A U . ST A FOTO e,
ARICRSERRBFEWITE 1. 2) 520 E 5 ZIRISEHRE A BT 3), FIF T RIS A7 R T
WEFEEE AR T IRBRIPFAE 251 % T R OB, SEmisg S AR =470, IR EN S AL AR S X —
AR GR IR  BAORYE, 4N BB ENE AR S S I, T Ja RS AT O BRI e R A
AR IE ] TP O s TS R R B BN A B MR, EaR ip RO AN 25 AT SE R I T IS A
FRPRTE ST RN, T 1 B A A7 A BOVE FOBLI S 2 25, BB AL RSSO e it 1 S 4T | Bk
AR AR, (Rl O BRI S AR P A T A AR IS

KR AL BUNGAEAE; OEBOMES AT o OB AR AR ik

SES  B849:C93

1 [R)REE

44 H 25 Z oA 214589 v, {5 1T (trust)
YR TAERREE v A PR G 2R 10 2 R o), oAk
SRR LBUBAT A | 52155 AT BRASCR I DG B (2458
#, 2002; Mayer, Davis, & Schoorman, 1995; Yao,
Zhang, & Brett, 2017), i3 2 20 Z4EH, [FIEM LW
G AR B 832 B S I O TE (BRI, I, 2K
%, 2010; Z&EWT, YA, 2011; de Jong, Dirks, & Gillespie,
2016; Dirks & Ferrin, 2001; Schoorman, Mayer, &
Davis, 2007) . {GAE 248 — 7 88 75— 7 AT AR
155 14 7 i (Mayer et al., 1995), 244K T X 5 B
TR AT AR A B Ao BN, s MRS RE
TS — I AT R, AR R RIS 5 A7 ]
ReT R, HX ) — 7 5 4 (Mayer et al.,
1995), AW LB, Ealx TR EESX T8

W H 3: 2019-04-03

TAER B 5 S0 5 Iy i = AL R e (B =,
BeH, 2011; R, Jaro, 2009; TR, T
%, B, A, 2007).

IE N —MCRE R P, N s BN R E AT
(feeling trusted)/Z Bt T @B 2] R EE N A C
(BPF J8 ) AT Sk AR 405 3 I RURS: 1 2 B2 (Baer et all.,
2015) . A5 AL 5 B AE A 2 P AH SCAEA 45 ] 1Y
& (Brower, Lester, Korsgaard, & Dineen, 2009),
HHlT, B E B A TR B . A BF
FERI, TIEEFA I LR EEA RS T TR
HILHL 335 TAES8(Lau, Lam, & Wen, 2014),
W21 A ST G 5 4 21 573 (Salamon &
Robinson, 2008)., WU, L4058 & 5 HAE K2 50t
FHNR, TR EEXT N e [ & A=
EEE IO

SR, T BB AEAE— & A g2 A

* EH R ARBHFE S TUH (71702202, 71872190 F1 71502179), T~ ARATRILAEH () R ALTTHI(2018), H e @ 4% ARl 55 2 £ 15

P4 (19wkpy 1)) .
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SCINH, DRGSR T E AT B £ Ak iy 2200 1
TETE AR, W5 A T BE- 5 3500 T AR 52 e I A 4 7840
248, F5C b, HATCA DB FX R 1 5ge
(CEZLmN, 7K%549, 2016; Baer et al., 2015), 40 F 4T
il FI5K 2244 (2016) & 3, T @ BN B A5 4T 2 n 8 H:
ARG 5 AR T, DTN Jas B4 45 #E 5
BT AT FEH) A e T T S B AT I S
B H T b ARG R AR B, ST F AT X
DT 52 FES 1520, TR BE5E 42 2] 1 H 9
{5 AT AT HEAY 1 T 2 1 (Baer et al., 2015). S F 1, A
SN —A 258 A A —— B I PEAN (self-evaluation)
—— R0 T BRI AR AR X B TR AR PR AT R
J2 4 7247 A (counterproductive work behavior)Fg 4>
PR TR X AR 2 2 SR 25 A DG 1Y Ak
F] 25 B A ol A7 76 75 78 /& % 1917 M (Spector et al.,
2006), &% WA B THRTHAT N, SHHLTRE
KRR, B, &, 2012; Bennett &
Robinson, 2000; Ju, Xu, Qin, & Spector, 2019; Zheng,
Qin, Liu, & Liao, 2019), % FIEEAEHLU I EHE
YE, R0 BN E A TE R i 52, PR T 1
BRI UF X — FM AR, BB N IE A (S
Ry s S B T hn 4 T HARUE R LA, RISk B
I e 3 AR B IO A7 40 e 38 HoAth 5 1o
e IR UGE, A SCHLEE T H IR DAL FS
(Markus & Wurf, 1987)F1{5{EAHEMF 5T (de Jong et
al., 2016; Fulmer & Gelfand, 2012; Lau et al., 2014),
PRZ AR AT Aol LA B Ao B S 35 03 TR A 72 4T
Sy, DRITIT BN G M i 8 A . H DT
WSy, MRS Z B T bt S IR B AL 25 B
B2 M, A Wik AT 3 3R 59 0 H R BE A (Korman,
1970), FFIE AR Y F FAEE (self-concept; Gecas,
1982); P i i A ML & S gk — 20 2 LS ¥
F147 M (Pierce, Gardner, Cummings, & Dunham, 1989).
R AR IFM LS, A B E R 0 TR T
AT EZALF R, AR TR H ISR
] (Mishra & Mishra, 2012; Pfeffer, 1998). i T{Z{F
FELA LU AT RRok | #6558 7% (Graen & Uhl-Bien,
1995), X fii 1] 51 AL b 1 4845 b w5 AE 0 A2 Wi
AR R AR, IR 53 T A | O & i
M e 1) B R AIFAN A E AL, 5] KO BAUH) R
(psychological entitlement; Campbell, Bonacci, Shelton,
Exline, & Bushman, 2004), BI/MA%E [ AT
HoAb R A, R 2245 20 B 22 BN 252 3R R0 i 14 BRI
FsJ8%3Z (Campbell et al., 2004; Qin, Chen, Yam, Huang,

& Ju, 2019; Yam, Klotz, He, & Reynolds, 2017), i#
MR BU A=A Mg esh, ASCE i — B 5T
T ERERIR AR, ST R TR BE AT
Mg P P BRI E . 28 B RTIR, AT A
FEATA LA PR T R RN B A5 A R R A 72 AT
AN TEAE FIPILR B e B AR (s 1) ARSTRE N
A AT O BRAURE AN B A 77245 A B A 5 A
TR, e AR R BRI AL AT R AR FALEE.
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| it Y] Lmigig Fof marti |

B 1 FeEiA

1.1 BRITMNERS TEBRMHET

HIRIEM IS TE B, AR A IR I Rz 2
b BT a 2 R85 T At 25 B 52 I (Markus & Worf,
1987; Pettigrew, 1967), JUHZE4{5 Bk H 44
HE NGBS, I HAR S A E % AR
HITEH IS (Gecas, 1982; Turner, 1978). 45415 1FAH
KW AKH, TR R THER A E RN EE
K5 (Salancik & Pfeffer, 1978), H{& 4T 5z bl 45 S
XPIZ A TR PR, P, 45 TR )9 1 H)
FRAG AR, Al ml ek X —{5 B F A IR fe,
BT HTIE B B TR A S ) 2 1 — 25 5 b 1) 1
W BDEST R, Gk, AN EE A
MR T B (5 AT 5 B 3E 547 R0 T8
PRSI o
1.2 TREBRH#EEES OB

BT [ IRIEM S (Markus & Wurf, 1987) 515
FEMIKEHFSE (Lau et al., 2014; Mayer et al., 1995), A<
W, FIREE AT S5 K TR MO EACH
B AFAT S T — 7 B RN I — 7 B4 T R AR AL 5
AL (Mayer et al., 1995), 47 8 FAF AL 45 HE
WA S5 B RS o AN, BRI (AT s e T
AR BE B 5 B R R P XU | R R L 55 v i A

U ARHIFFEAS O BRI E S —FIRZS 7S B (state-like  variable),
TEARSETT B CARH T ICABIR B, R 1205 3 58 £ 5N 1252 34
SR X5 B —Fh B} 9832 (Campbell et al., 2004; Yam et al., 2017),
FAR DAL W B GEAG 1) K O BRASR AN g — B AR E 1 R B e
H (Harvey & Martinko, 2009), {HT ] (%).0 B2 F145 B 220 58 E
28 5 W T DR M Ak A T DL B s 35k s 104 bR 2 28 AR 1 (481
Vincent & Kouchaki, 2016; Qin et al., 2019; Yam et al., 2017; Zitek,
Jordan, Monin, & Leach, 2010), F£TFitt, A SCOKR O FRBUR| I E
SO — PR S =,
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J (Baer et al., 2015),

X TR, BN 29 RE AR R LA
B, XEWEMAGES . AR ERE] T ERRIA
A, O T BRI NN, RS TESTROTE . )
M & e A5 Ty T AR AR se U H . SR Rl AE 2 xt
1 BA H )RR 52 45T f5 A5 (Chen, He, & Weng, 2018;
Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995), Bt & Tk, kH L
ARG R MRy . sy @k, Mia) 51 T A%
HARAE ERE AR B R A TR B X — A
B T AR RS2 Bt 25 R RS2 (Pettigrew,
1967), MAEGF] B 5 BT HA 1R @UR )14
ZUrp e P R B s 5 1 FRPE AN o 72 (Ditto &
Jemmott, 1989; Jemmott, Ditto, & Croyle, 1986), J
HIRTEA AP S hr i F ) (BB M), X — 3
Yy (S V) R R sy, AR AT A FRIPH I
FEAT SR ) T KX — ke, AAITHLR A B 51t
N Z a1 X 5l (Goethals, 1986; Sherman, Presson, &
Chassin, 1984), J&T I, 451 TEUNEIH b R{E1E
B, AT 5 HAL A B B AR, A O 2R
SR 1Y) FIE 7 B 1 A A, RE A Sy 2 2R LA B B
ToASE AR DTk, RS R A AAAE, RUE
RS . PRERRR B IR . AMAXT A B s
Tl AR P P JE R DD 2 5 e A R0 BESOR) SR ) o TR
R, A TTEH L PR S 5 R PR 0 5 FAR SR,
T B85 | A H0 BRACH] B (Emmons, 1984; Raskin
& Terry, 1988), % FRTR, Tk A SHEER
A . MR, R E R L R E AR RE T
RHEEACRER  H ik, FRATHE S

B 1: PR S S HOPRAR AR DG
1.3 LENRFREREFTA

AR O AR S H R K rg A A g
(Levine, 2005)F1 [ F& 700 B W] (Harvey & Martinko,
2009) 8 BAHG . 13X — K B B TR A HTFUN I 2
Jih . NBRE. 304 7 AR A AV SR R 255 | R A
PR E B R HLM, 2 AT AT RE S B AR R BUH
WAT Ry (AR S A= 7= A7 ) AT I L (A AN, Je s o,
B, 2016; Jordan, Ramsay, & Westerlaken, 2017;
Naumann, Minsky, & Sturman, 2002). DA FERFFE 1,
O AR B BT S B AT S 45 ] DL E I A - e
RO A 1354 T e (Huseman, Hatfield, & Miles, 1987).
BRI R W A ST TAE AT T2
I, O BEBUR BRSSPI — 15 3 F (Huseman
etal., 1987) Lo HEACH]EEL & 09 N A ) %5 A3
CRRA B B IA AL, A BRAR B 25 R E 93 T

H ORI R Re e 315 5 F FRAT AR DT BAL
Il e, XA K A B FRIA R A R 45 R A H 3R
VA PR v BRSO B N A At A7) 7 32 3R A5 LA
N Z 0 g 5052 3 R OLRE JF s, Je 7 og,
7K 72445, 2018; Harvey & Martinko, 2009), 1A% [&
T SE PR B SO BTHR o PRI, 33 ol i 174 30 22
ARG I, AN AAE TR AR AN PE, IR R
FLAG 8 T 08 B2 A 77 4 S SR 1T 3 il R i 2 JR AR
AN (Campbell et al., 2004; Qin et al., 2019;
Yam et al., 2017)%, FHESEUEMFFTUESE, MR HAT
B 1O BEASCR R, AT S AT R A O B9 oK
BT\ Z I (Harvey & Martinko, 2009),
T AL, A B A (Zitek et al., 2010), PLK
A A R BGEAT M (Levine, 2005; Qin et al., 2019;
Rosenthal & Pittinsky, 2006), #illt, 254 1, &
i

i 2: B @O BAHES N 8 SR AT N I
A

ik 3: T RN AE AT 1 5 T & O FRAY
FRE, HEMIEE A 74T R o
1.4 BEEEEEHBREAEATIER

MG R SCHTIR, O FAF R P A4 5 JE T
BT AT TR LA il . e ) 1 FRAE A G,
X — A FRAE & A AR AR KR B B e TR 8
& R e e A BN P R (5 4, B @200 3
b EVARSRAS RS AR AE B BA AR AR B EAR R
R kU, HZU bR R JE B AR R B,
AR SCEEE T (B an, b 3 B 045 A ) AR B,
FAE DA BN, T & AT RE 2 T ik Az 2] 4515
AEAER BA AR B o SRS i b AT BA e | A
PR AR BRRR BE N v 8 ey, ik A A X — (5 1T
15 TAEA I BRe ), R T R B 208 - wl
FEAE T A AT RE S| & At/ bt X 15 B S Rph R B IEAR
HEMT AT RES | A O BRAH IR . A S L, 7E R Se i 5
TN, bR A R A e B TR A
A AT BR), T T 0 B AT i R AE X /N,
H T 8 BB wE AR A R T B X H R
X — N a2 AR 55, T B O BEAUR] R A 25

P AHASERERR, EXAEOLT, BTRBUUE ST IR T A
F4) H B9 (Trevifio, Weaver, & Reynolds, 2006), ifiiJ& K M fTE 1Y
BAEACH T RT, RAEMT R BIR 15 BN K% BB ik
AT X RO AR B AR, AT AT N 1A R
ABATXF TAE P A5 B R BUAY 2 10, A A AT BT 0 B Y AR BT AR
AR 2E Y AT R R K B 18RI RURT B 3 B BT S 50S R
T,
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BEZ U055 . Hit, FRATH T

i 4: T JREGNEE AR BE 21T S
BONBEAFAE S TR AR R . Bk,
RGN B FAL R BB I, TR BT S
T O FRACR R Z [H] 5 2 R A O, YR BE R
AR BRAERAREY, FARRRARE

SR 3 5 4, AP
IR

i 5. TR ENE AR BE 2T T S
JRCRN A A 3 e BRSO SR mi HG 2 A 77 47 Y
[N . BRI, M BIF AT AR B 45
F, T8 BRI (5 A0 5 O BRAOR 8 i H
A AT R B A 8O0 S 35 2 SRR B A5 A e s ke
BRI, IR AR A B2
1.5 HRBEE

ARWFFER I EZFIIR BT . ZREA I 7k K
AT AR, AR A S AT (ST 1. 2)F—
MR AR WIR 3), XResA R riEA
FF S 0 5 Al 3 $ AL B0 A B R Y SR TR 4
(Chatman & Flynn, 2005), # 47 B T &2 A5 )
B AN SN EREUE (Ju et al., 2019; Qin, Ren, Zhang, &
Johnson, 2015),

2 WEFE 1 OIS AR RO BEAUH]
S SR BT

21 MRFAZE
2.1.1 BAREHEAR

FERESE 1 rh, FRATE A SCVEE MR A I 454
55115 ok A EIRFEE A U0 T2 55058,
LS S5EH T, 47% Rk, FEER R 28.7 %
(SD = 7.70), Z5F M VIZHE TR 16.3 4E(SD =
1.33), FIEFEAERAY 3.92 45(SD = 5.58), &5
HoR AT, A4 & (14.8%) . HATE
(16.5%) . A (19.1%)F1HA11(49.6%) .,
212 EREITEXRIERF

2 5 FH YL B BB A AE T (n = 58)5K
R = 57), HFHERENZ—1FA 5 LRlTE
e TARAT S5 i AR B . e illm, FRATTE
RS 5 H X —H gl BRI T

RS T AVIRINIZF o ASHIFIT R FH Sk
BB AF AT AT IR, 2O kg iz T
FE 230 B A4 55 A 24T O 25 1) S 55 45 90 (Aquino,
Tripp, & Bies, 2001; Bobocel, 2013; Liang et al., 2016),
BRI, 78BN EEd), &A1iES

5535 10— Ath /b AE 56 B — 00 T AR AT 55 3 F2
) R At A A AT (R 2 L R T G b e 2
HWEIZ, BATFEBHREE TIILAFEBEN S %, E
K25 P 2 i =5 AL 35 E R B T i 42 43k 1) 25
B, =55 35 T IR 4 15 AT ) i R (Mayer & Gavin,
2005) 83 24 2 10 3k, 3] A << A/R 19 b R L AR 7E X b/
Ut AR B TAE I R FEAE AR B b AR AR %
TAEAR S ) W, HLIA A A B BRI T
%%, BRI N BRI . <7 A
X, E5E P AB L E5EIART T UEREF
Ny A RERE, KA —RIRZEMT —F 25
NFE, REHE R E BB IAT AR FAR Mk
FE, LAARERNOFTER, RTTALAAFA.
L, LIRS L REE PR AE, EREE
PSR G, RNFEE P 9F4e, b ARE K
2 AFIF N, VB LA RIMGEE BT,

A, RATES S E B — 0l 7E -
H] B TR AT 58 R TARAT 55 B9 15 o M 5 1
R Al % R DY A A 1 45 0 = 0810 %o 1 i T o, 461
YR G b B SRAAR T DA At /b Y 5 5 SR e ke Al /
AR L [a] B0k By w1 RS H OO T AE R & 0]
BT, EHIA A BB R TAE 45 Bl
PR ITHEAR N B R BIINT . F — A EZ 62
244 PPT, R4IMET s e, L3 %17k
BFRBHR, TRIEEBAZE, RELIEZER
N PPT ALt e AT BAS IR, STEDAM SR
FER A LR fR AR, mARTEL TR,

TEMCAT 55 56, FRATE S 5 & %/ i
BUZBE BT AT R A, I PRAnH S =0k & AR i ad
P, B RE, RATE RS 5 H 4S50 L — W
K B AR AT 5 (P 3 Bl Rl A At T30 7 R R 2
oA 201 NI FE AT 55 (Berger, Meredith, & Wheeler,
2008). BlJE, =5 58— AL 55 I 4O AR
TS N N R R NN ES W e =y ST E e
213 MEIER

AR 5% R R DA AR 52 o il o 0 B i

AR SRR AR AR ST AR CRNELT 4,
HA “EESAEEIE AR — &R W, 50 R ARG
{7 (Lewicki, McAllister, & Bies, 1998, p. 448), {51E5 51T
WIS TR R 4, WA el 2 Ak, BIVER R 5 25 Xt D5 45 A 14 T30
(expectation) . (AAF L2 R T, T S8 [ CA 281
A5 205 TR AT 2 0 M 9 T, 390309 %) 5 s 43 3 B 2 AT R
(Lewicki et al., 1998), Fitt, MRIFEX W, AW H % E
SRR EARAL, B E R BRI B TR, AR5 TEs 2
U BL5E
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SR, DRI T BRSO ERE, 3 BFSY 2. BN EEAT R B A

TERFSE 1 S50F58 3 W, XFFIESCEF R Brislin
(1980) A4 A5 M J7 e A T BRI (01326, LA AR TE 0] 4 %o
Sk, BRARFFIRULH, ASC 3 MR TR R
BRI Likert 5 s RT3 = dEHARE;
5= AEF FE).

(O IBALF) B SR ] Campbell %5(2004) 25 il A4 .0
AR 26 o % R 9 AN, 71 fn e 5
Ui, TGS IR LA AN (AT 5 24, AW ST
TZ5F 5Tz, WHE—E: Cronbach’s o 4
0.84.

BRYELE . HPE Mayer 1 Gavin (2005)% il )
fRAE RS G, Z RIS 10 AN, Flin<gg
() 1 vl 2% 1k e 7E X b/ b AR B L 04 TAE b & ¥R AR
FH7 o AR5 e el g Ay <A 3R W R [0 412 1 =4
o, FRAY b A SRR AE At/ AR A TAE &
EAE”, WF—30: Cronbach’s a i 0.81,

22 MRGR
2.2.1 IRPEIE

FRATE X LI I T TR . ¢ K IR
WoR, BRYAR S 5E PR 208 b RE R
(M = 3.48, SD = 0.48)% & = THhl A2 5 H K
HIERE SR RFREE(M = 3.18, SD = 0.41), /(113) =
3.62, p < 0.001, Cohen’s d = 0.67, HItt, BF5% 1 %f
BRI AE AT R8T
222 RgKEE

TATRA ¢ K I AT R AT, Z50 R B
PAFAEA S 55 OB F-(M = 3.15, SD =
0.56) 0 & M TGS 5H 1.0 AR IRWM =
2.94, SD = 0.42), 1(113) = 2.24, p = 0.03, Cohen’s d =
0.42, P, fii 1 1530 50HIE

W 1 ZE AR, N R B L Rl R s
B HL O FACRER sl iEsE 1, AT TR
BNBEAR AT 5 OO BRI Z TR 1 PRUR SE &, HAT
58 1 WAFE— 2 B R BRI o VA FRATT I B T T
AN R S 7E BRGSO S R, (B FRATT B
FEREARY R A E, Sz 3EE, B, Tk
FEAS Ry BRAE T, i — 2D B uE FATTHIF 58 4518 1) 3 1
P Sk fdt:, F413@ 3 Amazon’s Mechanical Turk
(MTurk)F- 54855 7% A 2 B2 U5 TAE R,
Xp EIRWFSR A R T T HE RUE, AN, ATt
— PRI T T R B B A B R R v AE L Y
FTYEREPESE 2),

TR SR A

3.1 MRAZE
3.1.1 HRER

FERFSE 2, FRATE S MTurk SE S 4855 T 145
2ok HEEMNEPR TS 53R AR EN,
W MTurk -5 YCHE A £ 5 0 fh AR SR 1 L
Pa A, HA 20 BN & RE 1E (Buhrmester,
Kwang, & Gosling, 2011; Qin, Huang, Johnson, Hu,
& Ju, 2018), BRAHHATE NS L S I3RS 0.4 3200
R LS5 E P R T 50.30%; HFPAE
73.10%, AEME/VEHEF B /AL T B 14.48%, T
T 5 8.96%, 3 U B & 242 alg By iz 34 i Jsi A RS o
2.76%, HAth 0.70% IR H) T H44E R R 36.92 % (SD =
10.21), “FEIZHF RN 15.79 4F(SD = 2.67),
SEIHE S T TAEFR N 7.28 4E(SD =17.26). &5
FHAHRAZAN T, HABETFRE S 13.79%, FE
FeARN 5 11.72%, ZE N 13.10%, HAt 61.39%.
312 EREIHEXKIERF

AT E eI S0 2 5 3 O AT 2 Y
e LA SRR B, BEJS A SEIRRE R S 5T
1 —3 LS H5EWEEHL RSB A (n =
TIEAER A (n = 72), I HUGE 1 AT B0
PG AT TR o BRI il 3 1% P 257 151
WM. “RAENETREMIE, RO LI LR ATE
BAXSEAFRENEF . ik K TikEFEL
B P Z B BATIRE E B R A B, R e SRR
. ST RA LA A A BB LT iR
AATEE P #tATES. "I H AR PTG 6 7 A&
T e T “REBAH AT 106 AT —1
XTI & BT EGRE, BAHRAINEA
TARAT XM B |, & ey L3 A RKT & TR,
LIFTERABD BT, R TRENRB ZHMBEG
5. B R, ROKE) T AL K 5 — R,
AR K TXANRE AT, RERB AT A LT R
49 ) B A A, KRR LA PR R R A R AR AT
— 3R pE o 5] b e BARHE X Ry, 7

COARBESESE 151 BBIRSE 0, N RIEE TR, S5 DR
(Liang et al., 2016), FATLE ) b 7 oo 42 ol AU (B 33 e 45
Aew R ), FATHERR T A i iz A g pal; s, RA7E
HEBR T 58 2 J0 B AR (BN, §L5S IR A SCF  RaR HA AR T
Yo P RIS, IRZARAF TR N 145 Ao 24 SR AS ok
PR AE N DG83 78 By 45 8 HEBR 0 OB A T L, W 38 2%
S (p > 0.10), FUARUIEAAEAEREARBIFENE i 22
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ELRIEZ R, S5EERHARTS, HE
ALHE et O AR R | RS 30 S N F e i 24 A8
AR o
313 MEIR

BAMEEETHEERME: W% H Vincent Fl
Kouchaki (2016) BT 2 A1 18 1 O Btk 36 . %
RS 3N, eI A TAERIBA R, B
LRI IR FE LA, NER—EPE Cronbach’s o
4 0.92,

DIEBARF B SR 1 —8, AR
Campbell Z5(2004)% i 1.0 FEAUR] 36, 36—
M Cronbach’s a & 0.90,

BRI . 55 1 —2, KT RARE
Mayer 1 Gavin (2005)1% 5T 1 R 1Y 10 &0 5
FEOR AT BN GG AT BRI A 5, N — Bk
Cronbach’s a ;7 0.82,

32 MIR&R
3.2.1 IRETWE

558 1 —3, BATE e LR Y17 T
55t K ah R Bon, BRI S 58 T EA 9
FMEIERLRE (M = 3.61, SD = 0.61) 1% &5 T4l
HINB5H M =296, SD =0.68), 1(143) = 6.11, p <
0.001, Cohen’s d = 1.00, [Hitt, B¢ 2 XHE A
ERENEST N R
322 R

AT R A — M e 1 18] U9 43 AT (ordinary least
squares regression)JEf TR AT, HAREERIME 1
FiR o FER 1B 1 v, FRATLRE RN B 5 AT 5 ik
VR AT A S X O BEACREREA T R1 ), 2558
TN BRSO BACRBROEA DG (B = 0.28, p =
0.03), Pk, fik 1 1533501k,

FT1 WE2—HKREEREAER

S AR J
Ar b RV i)
b SE B b SE B
AR AT RN 028 0.13 0.17° 028 0.12 0.16"

BABEEENREME 030 0.06 040 0.15 0.08 0.20

R (AT 3 .
BIMBEAR R < 020 011 0.8

BB ME AT YRR Bk

B 1.96 0.17 234 022
R? 0.18 0.22
AR’ 0.04"
F 15.60™" 12.98™

W ‘n=145, 0= FEH4; 1 = BARIEELL,
"p<0.05"p<0.01," p<0.001,

TESR 1 MR 2 rh, FRATHE— 20 BB (5 AT
55 80 5 AT B9 F Sl PE 19 38 B9 A ) R 0E 7 R
i, G5 BRI O HEACHRIE A G (B =
0.29, p = 0.01), fRIEARPRFLEREZY, 42 5%
AN B B FE 20 2 P S AT A SR B s, RN A
A O BEACR A W 3G SR AE (b = 0.59, ¢ =
3.42, p = 0.001); fij 24 HJEH 2] i 72 H 2L B AT
s P AR AT, RN {7 A X6 O BRASOR) SR AT ik
FERM(b = —0.04, t = —0.26, p = 0.80), " HMWNLEH
WE(b =064, t=259, p=001), Fit, K% 473
SIS o Ay T EL R Hb RSB B A A B e 1Y
PEATVER, ASBIFGE LA S AR S (4 A (E s 1 b
ZENER L bRAE, o3 AR A AR IR 245 AT 0 7 Sl
ARV B O, B AR5 5 5.0 BEACH] 8 1]
M OCRIEAT T Hi%s, BARIE 2 Fios.

35 O RGBS AR A B
B F S (RO B

N 1
15
P BAgSEEA

K2 WF5E 2 N EE AR AR s PR B A S 0
RO & 18] f) 98115 4

w
o
.

DA F R
N

BFFE 10 2 S g R 8 A A X JHG o BEASO M)
AP IR AL T oA 09 R IESR, JF B S 1T
FUF AR AR BRE RS LR 5 R A IR AR T o 3k g A
FEHRSUE T BISBIR AG NFSURE, (EAERAZ B T AN
RO RYBRE o PR, FRATTAERE T R A AT IE P (BT
3)id i ] 22 PR TR T AR R AT 5T
LRI SN, I [R5 R R R Y R A AT,
X R AT SR B A TR

4 7T 3. AR R G PR AT

4.1 WRFZ*
411 HAKRIER

5% 3 N SCHL BRI . AR R ZIR . £
Fsf [) A A BBORE 7 3K il ol ) P LT R 2 e A
WIS 5H . ML Pk, RAFRESIE Tk
A AR T AR 4 5% T 8 HE 43 ], 380 T+
ARE v, 15 TS R ANRRE . T
B L, BT BN B BB E R . B E
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R AR ARAELIR 5t R JE O AR A LA R AT i S B A AT 335

EAERRE B | OFARR X OG220 5, Tl
B[] A 2R 208 7 T B2 54, [k 192 ()
B (NN 92.31%), 7E T2 W] S (—FS),
5 T1 W& B T E% L RIEN T8 A =17
Ho T2 Bffa) S #E 62 1 4% L RS 5 iEAE, [
W 60 fyinl B (BISR A 96.77%). N T i 4
BUR i, ORI S B M, ARWF5T R A7
BRI P 5 T N R MAE IR, a7
Rl E A AR 8 ST AR TR MR . 5 0k
BF, FRATTAE NS A5 R 1 s ol T [l A% I R 2
Pk, UM SR R EENE, 2R L)L
(1) )4 % — AT UG L, 51155 B 0 i 2k o A o ) R
ARJG, AW IRAAT 60 1A % LR &0 &
BREN 96.8%), LK 187 AR T I&E (M
GHBCERN 89.9%). VAL LRl PF 3 i NE.

TEREARSS /7 I, P& H T 65.8% L,
SERAERS M 27.8 B (SD = 6.8), FIJHIZ HH R
N 15 4E(SD = 1.9), “VFITEA R0 TAEFERR N 3.1
HF(SD = 4.0), B TH5HERE FrRILFpF4 T4
AERR A 2.3 4E(SD = 2.7). ILAh, BEA# K A ZFh
R ANA Tl o Hordr, 22.5% 1) 9k 8 A 5 5 17
BOMH OE T AR, 18.7% N F i A 5C TAE, 8.0% M Fid,
ARMRTAE, 16.0%NFW 55 A1 TAE, DL 34.8%
R IHABSE A A TAE . FEAT LS54 75 T, 20.3% A8
WA K Al , 15.0%% H RSk, 9.1%% A AR
17k, 21.4%% AfF BE AT, DL 34.2%K F H:
AT o
412 MEIR

B AFE(TY: 58158 1 MIE, AREF58RH
Mayer 1 Gavin (2005)Z il] )45 4T 5 2 24 4 111 2K 19
BB EZE, WH—2: Cronbach’s a4 0.84,

FENE SRR RRIETD: S5 2 MFE, &
W92 R FH i1 Vincent F1 Kouchaki (2016)25 il it 2% 0
I G 3 T 10 4 S e 2R A 4 T ke ) SRR B AT Y
stk B2, NFP—2ME Cronbach’s a 24 0.89,

DIEARAEE(TY: 5058 1 AR, AWF5ERH
Campbell %5(2004)% il .0 BEAUR 3, I —
P Cronbach’s a & 0.91,

RAETFEITH(T2): K Spector Z5(2006) % il i)
FAEF AT i, iz R A 10 AN, f4n
LT BBERARY S, 5 T LR
HHATPEY, NF—Z Cronbach’s a 2 0.92,

EHRIT 2 (T1): R4 LIRS (U0, Penney &
Spector, 2005; Zheng et al., 2019), ARBFFEHEH T F

JEARRN N D gt s |, AdETER . . BHE
AV DA B BRI, DLHRERR X g A
E 5 (Bernerth & Aguinis, 2016), AAWFFE £ T
P PR SR R AR FAott, B ot (aggressive),
T Ty A R T R R AR 77178 (Gonzalez-
Mulé, DeGeest, Kiersch, & Mount, 2013), A 575
il THBE KRB E KB &N, A
BRI AT R 2 ME LA H2 32 1 (Browning & Zabriskie,
1983) AWFFEE LR T AR A S B4k gAY IR
fsfiE], [AR Berry, Ones Fil Sackett (2007)f)—i G
IR BL, AR AT A N D GETE2e AR B i A
PR s, Ban, AFR s . AR R T,
FAET AT I Z . I, $6 X AR i GRS (i AR i
FEHERR AT RE MR RS 2R, 45 BB A5 A 3 m i)
TN 35 (Bernerth & Aguinis, 2016),
413 SRR

T ASAIF 90 0 B8 25 4 02 i AV (s A 7
1T AH— 1 FIH 24~ T )&, ICC1 = 0.70, p < 0.001),
AMWEFE R H 2 )2 4 A (hierarchical linear modeling,
HLM), it Mplus 7.0 X847 7M1 (Bryk &
Raudenbush, 1992), BV, BB . B
FIE AR B sl PR L O SRR R A A 2 T AR
(individual level), JZ A4 7=17 M7ERRIE I BRI A
JFEA R, HE T E— S IPAE 2 2 T 8 S B
HREMEN S, BAAMAZ 1 (individual level)F A BA
JZ T (group level)H 77 22748 5 o RIIL, MR IEARBIFFY
BERIAEAN A2 10, (HAEFA % ] HLM #1750 47,
PIHEBR S AR 7247 o BT 900 PPAG 7 R 1% 14T BA 2 T
W 2278 5% . 2% DIFERRSE ()41, Gong, Huang, &
Farh, 2009; Zheng et al., 2019), 7EXI Level 1 5l
A 70 BRI, X Level 1 T PRI~ A Jst 4 R
5 S E 0 fh (grand-mean  centering) b FRAT & &
R, P, FRATRE TR A0 A R AR S AETIOA [l )5
FRAIRT ) AT T B Fp e AL B (Hofmann, Griffin,
& Gavin, 2000), 1 TASHFFE EAK Y ] BAALEL S /)N,
MELIA ZAL T Level 2 BYBEHLAL N (random effect;
Theall et al., 2011), FADKRRBEE N FH E RFR
(fixed slope), HAh, A5 R H T RMediation [ /5
A IR SRR B A 2000 (Tofighi & MacKinnon,
2011), N T A ER B B TR A ROn;, ABFSRSRT
Edwards 1 Lambert (2007)8) 7535 #4850 M 7%,
TR A B e T 1 PR MEZE LT 1 M2
TRV I, A e g A AR e R e D] A Y [R] 42

RS RN



336 AL B 2 Eild ERVES:

F2 WMR2\WAMFITMTEEHEXRE
AR M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1. HEHI(TD) 0.66 0.48

2. AR (T 27.79 6.85 0.03

3. #HEFKFE(TI 15.00 1.89 -0.04 -0.37"

4. 58 FRILFERE(T 2.34 2.70 0.07 0.61"  -0.37"

5. BRABEAEE(TT) 3.28 0.60 0.03 0.12 -0.17" 0.10

6. BANBETAFRELE(T 2.27 0.74 -0.17" -0.09 0.12 -0.05  —0.08

7. LEERURIER(TT) 2.79 0.61 -0.02 0.004 0.01 0.02 0.16" 0.20™

8. A=A R (T2) 1.30 0.47 0.14 —-0.02 0.03 0.03 0.03 0.10 0.09

e *n=187. MRl 0= B 1= ik,
"p<0.05 " p<0.01,

42 FR&ER
4.2.1 FERERMFEITER

K2R EMABEGITR, B T &L RN
1B bR 22 FIAH G R 8K
4.2.2 IFMEF S

R TR ERAIARAT . BN BE A B B
O IALHNER . A=A R 4 AR Z [ X4k,
AL Mplus 7.0 XF F R 728 #0471 40k
“F 43 #T (confirmatory factor analysis, CFA). 1, &
fITx) 2% B R B B0 47 T T (parceling) . HH T 3%
T8y 322 H AR 00 PRA% O AR B B Y 51, A 244
AP (A AR EL G FR, PR AT T A
AR T, eI —E(BI U0, Zheng et
al., 2019), X T2 4R R w, FRATHLYEME &0 4t
FEFEATFT AL, RIRS 20 A5 AT i) D0 e AT 0 (B
A 5 A 0 B A B A5 A ) A S A= 747 A |y
(RIS 2H 2L S AR 7P AT S AV X B Y s
A TFEAT N 03 ST P AN A R T YR I R,
FRATAR 458 - iy (U5 44 3% 19 7 75 (item-to-construct-
balance method; Little, Cunningham, Shahar, & Widaman,
2002)#EF T A, BILKE O BEAURIEAT B =AM 45
W7, AR DY PR 7 R0 BRI 405 4 R BRAR
(= 34.58, df = 29, CFI = 0.99, TLI = 0.99, RMSEA
=0.03, SRMR = 0.04), HHAUA L B 00T HAb
RS CHAbASE L D05 170 BAAR 235 ] B R AR SCAE 3 3K
), FHIX 4 MR RIREE T AR,
43 RIRKIE

i 1, R JE AR AT 5 O BEAURROE

> ARSI CFA S Ml ROe MK T ras R, #5183 R A4
PEAT B A5 1 1 i S M ), FRATDRE S A P AT S iR S 22K
L Hoh AR R CE A AR EAT T 2K CFA K38 (Dyer,
Hanges, & Hall, 2005), PUEFHAIZERIT : = 153.02, df =
72, CFI =0.92, TLI = 0.91, RMSEA = 0.08, SRMR = 0.06.,

. MFE 3 AR 2 AT LA e, FEddil 70
Y. BHE K. SEELANILEREZ ), B
SRR A XU SRR SR AT I8 25 1) E M) 52 i (b = 0.17,
1=2.37,p=0.02), fRix 1 1532 ik

s 2 B, &L BRCHR S H s A =T R
IEAISE. M 3 R 5 dhna] LIE H, O FE AR J
XA AT A A P IE R (b = 0.04, ¢ = 2.12,
p=0.03), 5% 2 f5FE 8 BB 3 HE—2L ), O
AR AL BB AR AT 5 A 72 A7 o Z AR 3 rh
AEM o b TR b A RO, AR BE 5
RMediation #5561 219 5 AT 5 0 BEAUFIIEE 1) [H
RRE, VSO AR A 7747 R ) AR R AL
Z ISR e . SRR, O BRI R A
WOV (b = 0.01, SE = 0.005, 95% CI = [0.001,
0.015]), fBix 3 152 5E

iz 4 FU, RN I A AR B R R
Ja& BT AT 5 O BRI TE 0] E R o AFR 3 #8E
AL 4 ] UE Y, BRI AE AT 55 I B A5 AT 0 7 fke
P 1 28 BTN C BRI BT 45 25 1 E )52 e (b =
0.18,1=2.72,p = 0.01), fAIARPROMNI LI, HS
55 BN B P 7E 2 P S AT R R eV B s 16, SRR
B A AR XL AR B I B A2 (b = 0.30, ¢ =
4.34, p < 0.001); fij 24 HgH 2 T 7E L 2P B AT
s AR AT, RN {7 A X6 JH O BRASOR) SR AT ik
FERM(b =0.03, =034, p=0.73), ~HWERD
F(b=0271=272,p=001), Hit, KX 47153
B E o Sk BN R b 2 s SRR 80 {5 AT 10 A S 7 o
TAER, ARWFST LAV AR S S (E IR 1 bR 2
VER A3 2 ARIE, 43 0 X A A SR S5 A 4 A i 1 v
AMRAIE LT, B A A 5 0 3EAOR B R] 9 5C 2R
HEAT T A2y, BARINE 3 R,

ik S T, SN EIE A AR S L R R
i JER N A {5 A A Ao o0 BRASURI JER I [ 52 ) B A PR AT



5% 3 M R SRR NS TR B B(E T e DL R AT E S 30 A 7 A7 337
£33 MIR2HLM SHER"°
D FAAE(TT) RA AT H(T2)
Ak RIS LY 2 PR 3 LT 4 FLTY 5
b SE t b SE t b SE t b SE t b SE t
PERI(T1) -0.03  0.10 —0.28 -0.03 0.10 —0.32 0.01 0.10 0.13 0.02 0.10 0.19 0.0 0.05 0.03
AEHE(TT) -0.002 0.01 —0.30 —-0.004 0.01 —0.50 —0.002 0.01 —0.28 —0.003 0.01 —0.37 0.004 0.01 0.70
HHEKFE(TL) 0.005 0.03 0.5 001 0.03 029 0004 003 0.12 0.003 0.03 0.12 -0.02 0.01 —1.30
5 A et [E)(T) 001 002 056 001 002 053 001 002 041 001 0.02 056 0001 001 0.08
I BAF (T 0.17 0.07 237 018 006 279" 0.17 0.06 2.56° —0.02 0.04 —0.42
TN BMEAT PR B (T 1) 0.17 0.05 3277 0.5 0.05 286" 001 0.04 003
PSR (T < a3 -
(EAEHYBR BT 1) 018 007 272
L FRAURIEE(T) 0.04 0.02 212°
R 279 0.60 4.68™ 277 058 4757 278 0.56 4997 279 0.3 525 147 024 622
2 [ A2 5 0.001 0.002 0.002 0.002 0.17
2H 7R S 0.37 0.36 0.34 0.34 0.07
i #5351 345.86 340.91 332.69 328.18 492.58

W *n=187, FEMMN: 1= k0= Bk, SR =-2 x SRR MITAXT 4L (log-likelihood of the full maximum- likelihood

estimate). “p <0.05, " p<0.01," p<0.001,

g B T RGN o IR B R A RN A i 4 SR e
4 SRV EIE AT O el 1 48 v S (RAIMEL N 1 A i 22),
T B {5 AT 3 a0 BRI B i HL AR PR AT
Sh R BN (b = 0.01, SE = 0.01, 95% CI =
[0.0003, 0.027]); 480 E {5 AT 1 Sl AR (2
EI 1 DARUEZE), T JE B A AT 0 BEAR
SRS e FL S A P2 AT R B TR AN .25 (b = 0.002,
SE = 0.01, 95% CI = [-0.005, 0.010]); W& 2%
BFEAb = 0.01, SE = 0.01, 95% CI = [0.0002,
0.028]). UL, B 5 M5 H%UE",

5 e
50 WRGR
AWFFEHT A RIE N IS, BT T8

JENPAR AR X R 747 S s i S HAE FIAIL
WA R R T8 B R it 51 & T s By

S ABEXIAFTE 3 AT T — RTINS, AHEBRA ST
LGSV T X AR b SR BOAS [ A e A6 J VR T AR AR A X — W E T
e, FeTX RO AR SR B N S E B0 0k (group-mean  centering)
REPREHEAT T EBA T . AR, fEHT AN L LS,
AR SCRT R AR B AR SR ST (CRb 78 43 BT 19 ELAAR 25 SR T I R AR SO AR
). HW, AT T e G RA B E A — ST B 5 38 e
(LMX)—J 74T R 7 33— B A B AR A T A Bty |, FRAT AR
FITR R ) SRR A A T AR SO AR TH B ST o 5RR B, AEH I
T ERBR A AR T, A5 T R AR AR ST CRI FE 43 BT 1
2 R R A SCHE# R A o

35
.
530 /,//
& U —e
225
--m-- A BN F RS B
—— (RGBT RS fki:
AR R

K3 W5 2 SN RS A R S TR RO B A 5 0 B
RO Iz 8] ) 9815 4

PRROR) R R A 77 A7 0, R R B E A
R SRR TE X — i R R R R . 24 R R i 2
RIS PR R I, T e R A A i O BRAY
FESZ e H S A P2 AT AR A TR A SN R SR
JEpR Sl Y R R iy o 2/ (3N I bt o Ty IV T E 38
52 ERENX

ARWFFERS TAFAT O BAR RS [ A 7717 R 55
TR A EE IR L, B, AN R
FIBHAFAT A IS T, PR T HRTEAEAR G
W “fF AR SR A i 1Y X — F IR . B4R
R AR R, TR ERMEE S N T EA
TR S 2 U SR RIS i (PVRSF, JeSr o, 25—,
2018; Brower et al., 2009; Lau et al., 2014; Salamon
& Robinson, 2008), 1 H RKH 40578 1 Mt 32
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L

52 %

B s, ERIEFEEAE S — M S5O R, X
DT AR BB, BN in TARSRL . HELN
47 A (Brower et al., 2009) . £ =5 T A 1# & & (Lester
& Brower, 2003)55 . SR, H A SCHER A AE A9 R
M ZWESE, T RE A5 R St B S T AR 1) —
T, ZWEBRPAFAERTER A . Hit, A0F5ER
BT RONPE AT T REH R I B ), @it B F AP
WA, PASIRA AR O S m v, 878 i
TR RGN R R A 45 AT T RE R 1Y BT 45 2R,
REABFSE A, T B ERlEIES51 K TR
PEAURIER, SR R AR AT o A IS I X
IR AT IHAAE T BT, R R B HAE
FERVE R AL T I i . TEARIERI LA . i — 20
b, AWFTER T R BN BAE A 5 H R A AT g 1l Y
WAEAETIBLE S oA AT TR SR, ATIT
TR EPEAE S T R AR BT O 1] 5 AR 52 2
T AR R AR S IR o E RO X
TR A AT B 07T S W F AF 5 32 M 51 BT
VRO EAT ORISR 2 T T
Ja AR DT A (o ety . AR D), 2t
MR BOHAE 26 2 T 5 . TAESRC R Fe(EL0m, ik
2544, 2016; Baer et al., 2015), ASHWF5E U M —AN 87 19
A —H I B —E T TIRER, KRB
AR AT 7T RE 2 BOT & I Ik 19 8 30 5 (Hp.C 21
ORI, SIS A AT o eAh, ARFEE
PRV T ROV AT S, B T e R
BN H LU EAT B BB R, BN B A BlAE AT
ATRENAR R T 1Y B FASs, Rk — 2 4 s LG
PR S SR AT R o FIREE R MAMA 3 KA
MBS, IR A AT LA S v i RE A -5 2
TIE PR A TAT IR HE T AR R, R TR
BARAL AR SCHIESE, I T Bare % A (2015)% T
ISR T TR R B A AT e H E AR F AL B A DG A
FEHIERE

HW, ARWFE LI T 5% 5L TR A 47 I8
WGFAT AR . LR RY, ST m A PR
XIREAT A (IR 524 8 . AN PAT A S
FO TREU A1 1 BRI (Bennett & Robinson,
2003; Ferris, Spence, Brown, & Heller, 2012; Tepper,
2000, 2007). MAHFFEM A B, fEFLENE T, 6
SRR AT R (B F ) W AT BE S & T @ Y S A ™
1300 o U 5 A 58 S e D3 T SR P AT O BT A
R, AU — B R T R AT R U AR DG A
Foo E—2L, AW TE T OB A AR C AT

5%, R T X O3 0 BEACR AT IR R . DA
FERW, 51T H BRI EEAT Ry (40, B8 fi
HHLUNRAT A, Yam et al., 2017)55% 2 8 7 fth A )
THTREAT R (BN, AR X 1F; Zitek et al.,
2010)F, FEFEST] & 61 T RO BRI R . A BFST
WA B, >4 5% RN 31 H: B e i 3 ) AR AR A
Fis G F, At N BT A% 3k B9 BRI AT B (B an, 45 1 4E
Bt AT e 51 & HuD BRI B, . o R 2 40
M) 5% 0 BEACR) B S B AT, ASAIF 58X 00 BEAL
P AH SR B 2
53 ZIEEX

AT S BT PR B 6 EZ AR o
TG, AU R R E A TR T B S 5 T fE
FEOHEBGE R, B TEEEARE LR TAEHS
HIEE A, ERCERmNE TS HE ., #m 5
THHLUN RAT A E Z e arat, bRl ZEE
BT AR B AR H A BT A I i B S
FAEMEZ S SAAL . SSRGS N E, ol
REfFfE—EMRE, AT EFEE YR EE—
T IEIE, % T JE ] RE TC R IR ML IR UK i B TR IA
L, 7 AR R O BRI R X R F O N IR
22 Fr S MR IR DL 1 B0 P e S BT s i 22
JCERE L, SIS 5 K S A2 7747, R 2R
woE B E . L, FRlREE RS, B O T
BIEEAT BT RS ok —E bt . X LRl
SER M PR A ST A BRI 4 s, AT LA e R R
PR A 2 2 S R, DA HS B b R TR A
B4 H 55 B A BA AL 2

vk, AWFIE I NS B T D BT R
T EAE . 24 R A 30 T @ LSRR, 1%
A i SR P e o T TN S EWA L A A el
WA S BT IR, RS H ORI, AR
T H R RO BRI o X AR R A O BRASURI R AR
AR St — M E LSRR . M, ISR L w) A
A AR Z2 N IR ER I S AL, 1T s B Ry
{EARIEATERE AT, DI 22 A X — B T 52 R . PRI,
R T AR @ A PR T e, b R S A gk
G G AR DB TS .

Ja, AW NG B B AT RUE R 51 T
B AE FEAT N o B RS EE R By TR S A PR AT N
WE S TR TR AR B, A S — 25 iy
BT AAr e A L 0 O BRAS o BR T B LA AR
ERRFEHA TR ME TR, LTI ER
1 A TR T BE & FEOX AT . M T A3
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R AR ARAELIR 5t R JE O AR A LA R AT i S B A AT 339

JZRKRE, B3 T A K& = A BEAURLER, A B CEAS
TAFRY, AN IR EE Jo i A B ORI B RO,
PRI AR S A2 A7 R o BRI, S B T B R A T
BT RAE T AT R G, T 22 ) ff B (B, ok
B AN B 2 B8 5 T T 5 4 ) 2R BB A 1% i it
RN L TR A AT o
54 KMRMB. FAERKEKRHARFRE

A5 BA L IH, BRI E RO R
(EEiIt. MG, ZREMREA (P EREA
FEAEAS), HETIE I T ST 0 R AR R AR AL
B2, AEAWEFATIRAFAE — € 1Y Sy BR %, A AR ASK
I it — P R . B —, W TR EE
550 SRR SR A~ A8 2 N O B2 A ) AR hE, HE
DIl i E AT i, POASWE SRR BESE 3 AT REAF
TEVEAE W) 3L [R] 77 1 22 (common method variance,
CMV)Ij, BF5E 3 B RS I ATE— & FEEE
BB 55 L R w22 RN . AR, B 1 S F
582 MU S g i 58 5 ik Ak e 17 T B BB E AT 5.0
FEACHIRZ A PR DG R, UESE T A ST i ELAHE
B, WA —EBRE RN T X —5 SR, ARk
AIF 58 AT LR At 7 5k e 45 i) 3R A8 1t 22 ] ) 3
[F) 75 12 Ot 22 (R R, 451) G K JR R 8 A 4 500 BRSO Jk
ORI == Y W W= L e 2 N e 7 T B
&L AN, ARSCHESYE 2 136 EREA R B 1 MTurk ~F
BN, 8 W G H SO — o IR
i (Cheung, Burns, Sinclair, & Sliter, 2017)., K,
AR T SR 35 B S S A BT T T s
WERZIS, AT A A B 5% 45 16 1Y 5 30 PR S I 0 5853 19
SCUEUESE o

B AMPSEAURY TR R BRI E X TR
O BAR BN B AR T2 AT R R, AR SR A58 AT 1 —
A PR AR AT At T B8 8 T AR ) S LA
Ll X T EalfEAE TR, T @5 7
TIEMAE, 2—PHMIRREENARE . Ak
FE AT LA 22 b 478 2 BRI A5 A7 SFe 1 T A 5 i S
BLAR, DA A A A SRl B AL BT Ay 4 1T g A . 43l
BB F R e S BN B A iR, A
T Y4 H O RN, T 8 PTRE 2R B 5 H A [R] =5
PySRmE, S F A . A, M T EdAAE
B RS 5 R IR {FAERE, N8 T RedA
= AL TT” (power), PECHAEAT Jy FII I 5Ty
Bk, ER2MGEEASCI TN . Bk, I
PR B (Pfeffer & Salancik, 1978), F@HA
VAT BN 5% 20 8 A e O TR 6 7, b LAt B 53 A7 o TR

Z ALy, A B T) — J7 AR 2 A8 i
(approach) B9 17 & 8% #t 5K (Keltner, Gruenfeld, &
Anderson, 2003), 7 R VELERIE I o X 48 At
(TS AE T A DL R AR 45 AT A Rt — D IR R
IS

9L A FERE T T B EAAF T RH
W EEMa, A RAIFFE AT i — 2 6] IR BN B E AT 1Y
XTI SN S FAE T A . A SCWTSE 3 194b 58 7B
GERERM, R T LMX R AR R, B
5 AR I 51 & T T O BRI SR i 38 i J A 7
1T B A BRGNS . X AE—E R ER,
A AT X T R AT REAETERUISIME T . Bt &
e SN A A7 A T BB AE SR g 5 N B 0 TR Yk
B,k A ARG BN 2V RAT R
[l bl WAE S — S5 R WA BE BT 2 M b o
J& 1 BRALHER, SRS N AR R AT . Ho, R
J& E AR | S E AR AR AT BRTE IR R
T EE AP AEN, hE 1 AR E T AR
XFRAN, Fi AR SR B 58 i — AR

S0, AHFSE B T RSO ORI R T 8 %
HIBAFAT R BT T, SR MIAG DG4 AT R 1T I 5
EaLM, ST HER T IERAAR KT EAAAE AR
Z 5 VIS, TERS A1 4E B b f SR 30 h — 2 n9 Uk sl 1
(Juetal., 2019; Qin, Ren, Zhang, & Johnson, 2018),
PR, A SRBIF 5 AT 7E B (1) Sl 28 A A7 43 B 8% R
EARRY B WS T . HL Ak, Bk 2 R R, X T
GF-TNEX—FFRFRUE, T TSP
B — T AR AR AR ME fifp o 552 Ay ] 2 DX 31 X6 45 14T A G
B, EPALTRAT N, Qin, Huang, Hu, Schminke,
& Ju, 2018), B M) AT BA K 3 R BE H B Se A e AT
RN, B TEF178; Xu, Qin, Dust, & Direnzo,
2019), [AIF GG N I8 B3l WU ) DL FC A5 )
RE S Hb M 24 AR, Tk, ASRAFFE AT LAG
TR 25 T T IR AEAE S T 8 B E AL —
HER R, Blan, M EmA B, TR E|
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Abstract

Trust is a crucial part of interpersonal relationships within work environments. Previous research has
revealed that feeling trusted, or “the perception that another party is willing to accept vulnerability to one’s
actions,” by one’s supervisor benefits both subordinates and organizations in various ways such as enhancing
organization-based self-esteem and improving individual and organizational performance. While extant research
has provided insightful knowledge to help us understand the beneficial effects of feeling trusted, we know little
about its potential drawbacks. We suggest that scholars may have overstated the benefits of feeling trusted and
overlooked its potential costs. Thus, several important questions are arisen: When dose feeling trusted induce
employees subsequent counterproductive work behavior (CWB), and Why? Drawing upon self-evaluation theory
and trust literature, we propose that feeling trusted by their supervisors may promote employees’ psychological
entitlement, which leads to subsequent CWB. Furthermore, we consider the perceived rarity of trust as a
boundary condition and suggest that when employees perceive the rarity of trust is high, feeling trusted is more
likely to make them feel psychologically entitled, thus leading to CWB.

To test our theoretical model, we conducted three studies, including two experiments (i.e., Study 1 and 2)
and one multi-wave, multi-source field study (i.e., Study 3) among diverse samples. In Study 1, we invited 115
full-time employees through the alumni networks of several large universities in China to participate our
experiment. Participants were randomly assigned to one of two experimental conditions: the feeling trusted
condition (n = 58) versus the control condition (n = 57). Feeling trusted was manipulated by the critical incident
technique. Each participant was required to recall and describe a recent interaction with their supervisor. Next,
participants completed an ostensibly unrelated task (filler task) and reported psychological entitlement,
manipulation check, and demographics. In Study 2, we recruited 145 full-time working adults as participants
from the United States using Amazon’s Mechanical Turk. Participants first reported the perceived rarity of trust
in their organizations. Then, they were randomly assigned to one of two experimental conditions (the feeling
trusted condition [# = 73] versus the control condition [#n = 72]) and were subjected to the same manipulation
and questionnaire as those defined in Study 1. In Study 3, we employed a multi-wave, multi-source design to test
our full model in a field setting using a Chinese employee sample. At Time 1, the employees reported feeling
trusted, perceived rarity of trust, psychological entitlement, and demographics. Approximately one week later
(Time 2), their supervisors were invited to rate subordinates’ CWB. The final sample included 187 employees
from 60 workgroups.

The results of the studies revealed that feeling trusted positively influenced subordinates’ psychological
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entitlement, which in turn enhanced their subsequent CWB. Subordinates perceived rarity of trust moderated the
effect of feeling trusted on psychological entitlement. Furthermore, subordinates perceived rarity of trust
moderated the indirect effect of feeling trusted on CWB. That is, the positive indirect effect of feeling trusted on
CWRB via subordinates’ psychological entitlement was significant and positive when perceived rarity of trust was
high and did not exist when perceived rarity of trust was low.

This research makes several important contributions. First, we challenge the consensus regarding the
universally positive effects of trust by suggesting that feeling trusted may have the potential to induce
subordinates CWB. In doing so, this research provides a more dialectical perspective in understanding the
effects of feeling trusted. Second, not only do we examine the potentially negative effects of feeling trusted, but
we also examine when and why this effect unfolds. By exploring the dynamics of feeling trusted, we answer
Bare et al.’s call for more research on feeling trusted. Finally, this research contributes to CWB literature by
identifying an important but neglected antecedent of CWB in the workplace. We suggested that beyond leaders’
negative behaviors (e.g., abuse and injustice), their positive behaviors (i.e., expressed trust) may lead to
subordinates’ CWB.

Key words trust; feeling trusted; psychological entitlement; counterproductive work behavior; perceived rarity of
trust





