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PAT A J 5 2 AT A g B3 4R A 32 3 1) 401 2 i
3 PR 19 g U M WL B9 AT O~ (Frazier & Bowler,
2015), X5 1k A1 BN iz 1 Fil B2 71 3% e 28 ¢ 5 2L
(Liang et al., 2019), #R7M, KBNS A9BSR T
A5 X ) SR 4 FI S it (Zhang et al., 2020), R[4%
AR, BA TR R E TSN A TAREF W
YHTR, SRR T T X L IR B AF AR S
SE M B PEAL (Krenz et al., 2019; Brykman & Raver,
2023; Burris et al., 2017), {B H A& 5 15 W EEKTTH,
HEZ LR S5 MR S 2R EAUER
A 2 7= A T 5 W 52 ) ) (Vestergren et al., 2019),
W T 3k 1 2 52 (Salancik & Pfeffer, 1978), [
S AL 4T S IR (5 B (Deutsch & Gerard, 1955)Jf
Jiti N EAAE 7 (Ditrich et al., 2019; Wu et al., 2023).
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PRI, AR SORE 1 40 T 55 DA A4 i 22 1A A )22 1,
FRFT AT A T U0 e] LA S ] Hsf 500 S50 (4 401K F 12k 2
FFH5 S (Suchman, 1995), AR SCHEH
“PH BN 75 B i R i — B A E o i Ay, Hids
1) 2 40 DA O P B 75 FE 20 P IE Y HL b 22 1 7R
B AR PEEIR A AT O BRI SRR,
W E% 5 45 o 1 H A% 3 1 BRI R 0 T A s b )
W (Cialdini & Goldstein, 2004), 1B\ 5 A4 ik
A PR AR TR AR B O 0 1 S 4 R
H B BUE (Petriglieri, 2011; Wu et al., 2023)1fij A IA
HoA e, 5K 2 915 R B HR#17 30 (Bitektine
& Haack, 2015; Suddaby et al., 2017), & T k52 4%
IR 22 55, ARSCRAEFF PO IRTT A . HIBAES 5L
Jite R T) b 2450 (BD 450 1) B ) A% 3ok A BA
T o WA, BIA LRSI T R R A
P15 5 (Detert & Burris, 2007), #i7THIES k4%
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PAT BN 2 5 A2 AT DA i 7 R R i 3 A7 G e T BA
EAE I EERTT M (Frazier & Bowler, 2015), &
BT AN A B S 5 3 F AT e R
AT LR BR A Bk R, T R A AR
(Morrison & Milliken, 2000), 5 Zf0 £ 2 L 5
(Milliken et al., 2003), {HYERBAIEEEH, Al 03 53k
Z 5 F M B WL 4R R 17 3 35 52 (Salancik &
Pfeffer, 1978). #7 40T N XFAN Y, AUl £ 52
fiE, AT BEPL AR S AR AR R, B IR SR
S (Hoang et al., 2023),

LA AN PR 2 18T A4 49 AL o 3 LA A R i — B4R,
WS NASFIE M EE). &5 & EE &l
AR DA R 4 xof 3t 55 gl LAY I BRI (Cn s Ak 2 3l Al
(Burris, 2012), X #ERFFE 3R I T X6F 51 TAMA BN
AL R I R ) T B e R TR TR T
Sy, P B B3 0 — BT Sl % L i S AR AT Ok R
S, XA —ECPE AT W, B4R W% AT N IE
MM SC A SO TR, AR T AR AR H A 1)
JE771(Wu et al., 2023); ] ZA0EE P O 1R 40 2 HA
PE/NME 71 (Bitektine, 2011).

R, AR CHEETF A EMEEEE (Suchman, 1995)4
WP BT Ak, R BAAH S X6 ok B 4 AR 4
HWLAAT A TEA LR EA IE MY . ST
G N (Alexiou & Wiggins, 2019), ‘A7
SAYERE . SIS, BVHONH SR E AN R
BE; BRSSP, BVHAF G HSUA SR M T4
WA AL B R NG R, R o A8l
YERAN T S G i F AT AR . o, SEHATE
PR P 4505 6T A BA A 5 Sk 21 27 Sk S B ¢ 1L 104 T,
FOAZ 0 S 03 I\ A T A S 75 R 0% L 4 s ) 22 2 T
L LUHRE | fff D AT 7] A8 S B s A o B,
FEOLAC AT REB LN PR A T B, BEARAH % ]
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IRARAE R DAL, A O R U TR
M sh AL HLAd B IE S Bilan, elosd 51 T A8 A g T
REH S TN IR B T LA N A A EDUR, T 2641
T AT S TR BE B A A B N IE BB AR ST X
—2ff S W T 400 5 A 4 SRR Al AR O S
(Tost, 2011), fJa, NGB IR LGUTX 1
BB PEAL, ACFRGTTH A B\ F N H LS AE b
FHERAAT R, KO RS ET S8
AL ERA, H2 OISR A 1,
FE AN SC Ak H AT AT 2 B A 1 25 9l 40 R GE R
HLOA e, TR A5 AR T™ 1 2HL 20 v W) T R T S
o X —HEE R TG F AT 88 S 02
PERTN N AL, 2 —Fh 0 A 12 n i i R 2 A,
T A% ELAAR ) £ I T AR AR A A

ZAG &I T 5 4 (Liang et al., 2019), #
T Yt (Burris, 2012), # 7 /7 (Lam et al., 2019)
F#E T shHl(Hagedoorn et al., 1999), DA K T ELERH:
PR AR B 75 B (Farh et al., 2024), #5355
“HETFNAREEA M, A EEE T TN
IEY”, XA B TR R AT A AR R AE B
U 3 ana] 52 e 450 S (8 TA RN DR

MR BRI, 17008 MR S vA e &
HJE (Suchman, 1995), HIBAE T /K FE#E, HIE
VAT IOA v e EL A < i e, 3 A s B — SOME AT DL )
G A% Y R A BA R A 0 A W E S 5 AT
HHE MRS, BB AR T PR AN E Tk .
(] s, e ZKOT AT BNl 35 A2 T <A BN B R R
(He et al., 2020), X455 JE B 05 58 (14 3 1A s
(Cialdini & Goldstein, 2004), A Z4EF AR I E 1 THL
T(Wu et al., 2023), 4005 5 ] 0505 44 7,
ST AT A IS A AR . IR
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ARSCREPIF AT - AT BN 7 St 5 ) L
1% 3% A BA#E 55 (Burris, 2012; Fast et al., 2014), —3#&
TEDRTR JZ AN S DA EAR 22 5 . ) T
ARG PR HXRS = EAE AT BN B, s AT 40322
FLAERTT (Rousseau et al., 2018); T [w] [ 1% 16 | )&
P52 9 AR HE HOXURS ¥ K w1 9% 5T BE S R AE
(Dutton et al., 2001), GIEPEIEN AT A HIHIHT,
AT AU B 7 (Suchman, 1995; Jacqueminet &
Durand, 2020). =6 M BRSO % A 8 1217 8 2
“UEBA ) HLEAR SRR, 3 RE R AE [ e 7
s ) R SR AN P 5 XU JBR A, 92 ol 1 i AU A 1)
TR (He et al., 2020; Morrison, 2011), HiJ 55 H X4
LN AT REFH B0 T P BB, DT 3 i H Y S
AW L. W3, MEFNABHARE, &6
T ) W O A A U (AT B T R R A
e, HAZEEAT HA BN 28 b U 52 R Pk R
(Morrison & Milliken, 2000), #f ifij & & A« T 1
AR A, PR

H2a: PN T A vk -5 P BA T S 15 AH O

H2b: KA A et 5 1) b 98-S 4% 12 AT BA
HEIEAC,

T iR, BN A P T P (R
BRIy, HE9mAT T G PRI, I o 5 5
it F ) b 40 AL A BN . PR TR A Bk

H3a: B\ 538 o A BAEE 55 A 35 4 O 9] 52 1
T A A T S

H3b: A BA 7 i A A 75 A I 1 1) 52 )
G T AL B A A
13 tHFESHMERNATIER

b G T T S T B AR T
I 7% &N )R AH L AU FLEE (Detert & Burris, 2007),
WA RS, BN EHATEME(E S (Tost, 2011),
B S A VR N ) R TR A

e T S T T, TR e, AT BA
G AR B AR A B, T REE A
A5 A AIG I S it 2 A KU 5 O B G 1 (Detert &
Burris, 2007; Morrison, 2011), 355 HoBr A& 54 4]
Wil Ak R S A T M B IE RGO . RZ, ERITK
PG, 0SB b 928 A BA A 35 0 Sy
(Burris, 2012), HPfHEIAA] AIBANEE = & e, dnl g
PRI il = 195 22 20 90 SR T 1 58 HL St T, e
XoF 38 T PRAT I S T T (A [R) BT B9 YR A,
T A A B 5 B i A N i e Ak ok St A 7
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M) 5 (559 o
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HS5a: 90405 1l 0 1 A A A 7 3 4o 1A BA
T B VAR R R e A A T S Y Rl e, 2
T T RO B (), A H BN A
A X A A A 5 S it ) L T R 255 M s (3559 ) o

FE ) AL T, Y AT BN GO
BN R L AL T e 98 WL B 15 5 (Fast
et al., 2014), fEHEHA NS U B AE T 5 FHE
M AP, A RUREARES 2 9% 32 ) PR XU
JBHI(Detert & Trevifio, 2010), 22, FFIFHPE#
1%, T AR 1 G AT B 75 400k s s ) 43t
S B AL e R Y T O Can PR
Jor e HAE PR RE D B S BRI O R) (Burris,
2012), HEULHE -

Hab: AT TForE R A A S A vk e Xt
T ) b G T A 3 A BAEE T Y AE s . g8
IO R (X)), A BAEE 7 & v % 1) b % 4 S
14 3o6 AT BN A 5 B4 I [ 5 ) A (559)

454 H3b, ATHE—AR I R AR AR -

HSb: [ G450 T v I8 A B 5 38 2o 1A A
B AL ) RS A% 3 A BN A )
eV o AT T O R R (%), AT BA 75 Sl A
P BA A 5 A 3 o 1) I 2 401 A% 32 AT A A 5 A I
[ [1) 2 52 Mol ) 5ER (55 )

Zi b, ARWFERE T AT A8 SR UE AR AR
B Y 1 RGOS 00, 0 UE A B (R 1AK)
FHEL T 51 T (AR X €00 T B 3 DA RN A T R 1)
SHSREZIA 75 WFST 2 SR N6 IR A fr B S gl 445
HR SR ARSI, BFFY 3 SR A ] S 007 A A2 4
ZMF R PR IR UESEREATRY, DABESIR 2510 A P88 L o
2 BFEE 1 B SRR

ST 1 R G 540 (Kokkoris et al., 2019)
X AT BN TR EE T R AT T R B, B E
P BN 4515 % 5 288 8 1) 3 5 (R 75 NS AR, (A
AT AT BN B 38 55 % G2 AN [R)) BT A %) 5 92 P A 2
B REES . ZIRN E2 H A& RIEA S
AU BN DT R A5 B ST, R PAT BA A5 1 25 57 F
T BN 3 35 A R — A R AT (vs DR ) TSR 1)
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@m AT A A3 5 (vs AR ) i B i i A

B PEAG AR I 0T 22 () R AR TR
21 FHik
211 #ik

AW FE AL — A 10 0 i B DR 26 i P 1
A 2B 5E ", 18 3 UL BOR l (https:/www.credamo.
com) 4 b A RE AR IR 55 %5 B il A 7 1) 45 ik o AR B
ST (R R, WP, ¥ o HIX
BN 0.05, ROV EEE N 0.3, 1 TR EEA, 2
SRR, Bt AU it — B8 /)M (Cheung et
al., 2005), Power {H1% M 0.80, i id % G*Power
TR S IREAR 1 90 44 (Faul et al., 2009),
TR AT RE ML BG INREAS i R 5 R AR E I, ARHESE
LA 180 PMREAR, A RFEAR 179 42, i,
LM 60.34%, AR 31.39 JE % (SD = 9.00),
AR LA EHF K G 86.03%., SLELEd R, Bk
NG 3 ST N R BYEE 4 . 7ESCERT, B
WA HIBE LR EOR, JFRES SRR,
212 BEFERNE

Ry 3k G AR B0 A R S A S 5 U (ande A
JG B vs. J& BJE AU SEER S R (SR . ST . iT
AR, FRATR A T F- 5 ¥ % 1 (Keppel &
Wickens, 2004), # iR # BB 53 Bl S hn s A A 5
s F R EFE RS e MEAEF N . FA
BAEE S SR SC B 2 . TR BRI O . M
Ty 1 PO [ I S 2 IR L5 22 5 o BRI S 44
B nt i W E SENRP S & S 5 /AN DRal R ] 2
HE A AT TN, W A— N 6 44 AT BA B 5% 2 B 1)
FC BN, AEHE R I H 37 B 2 BT AR 4 AT BAAE 1R
ol AT BA P9 R A B 53 BT 4 M BT 0 SR W A T
AIETETE IR T P o Horp, e S AT BA A
HiER MRS T R, sl
AN AR (AN FRATT 6 A )3 i — Tt % 1 BABIF &2 11
B BYHES SRS AR, SRS IR ST
K BYAT R HEAT A D VEAS LA S PR AN R TR o ik
B 5[] 24— S 5 AT 9 TG 6 1 A8 H LA B 1k iR RS AR
N BRI, AR S B R B A (RS N ) 3
AR BN N S — R S AR, IR
X2 5T U6 BAT R G iR R VAL L S kAT o
FECSE R FE 5. 5 RIBANEEF I8 50 S 4,
B S B S MR A AL, S 5 A
TCRM B H, B B 52 AT BN N S AR B

! PreregisterID: 202507.00006V 1,
1 AR R AR R R

PO IRAAT AN D Geit2 15 B, EHEERE . TR
MEE Ko BRI SIS S LR 25 1,
FeATIE S BRI F 1 R (TR vs iDL
o D73 P AR 35 RS AR 7, o 58 AR AR A T o
3 P AT A BRAS B 53 A ARA T Ry Y D, T A T
ANELRIF—E

FATFERETE 3 43 5900 1 1 B %F AT BA A 35 A4
HF A PE. Egiiﬁﬂmﬁ%ﬂF]J:;&QWE?fgi_E§E§O
S A A S A 1 PR B X AR A
P B 75 155 5 R B 2 ﬁﬂﬁoshon$mma
TEA A F 5 T 52004 0.95.0.93 F10.91.
AR, AT 1 #TE2 KR E Sl S
Fn) G i .
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R TS UE A BN I S RS i I R
F BB vs. BTN AR) S T R 2 4
N, B 2 n) A DA 1 S A TR e R
W7 7, 179 28I AR T BB S RS A
@fﬁﬁfmT%ﬁ*Ew (A, AR SORE AT BA A

SERMEEFIE S AR ETNESETT
PROAKG B0, I 2 0] 24 45 A I 7 < AT A 4 44 i 5
TA NN ZEHIE? 2, 179 290845 1
A F 1 SR MR F IS S 5 WA — .
22 HRKITE

BEXFREAS t 4G 50 *ﬁiZiihiﬁfrjiﬁkXTEE£7é§ﬁE
PEFIBAAE W . 3k 1 R, @5 SRR
BINEF 5 T (M upas = 4.18, SDIMSMJ.* = 0.04)
BEETMEFTERE TFTM ey =3.59, D rpay =
0.82)f 7K, My = 0.59, t(178) = 9.05, p < 0.001,
95% CI = [0.462, 0.720], Cohen’s d = 0.90., [AkE, Hd
XPREAS t A S0 45 2R 2 B 3 RN 401 A T R A7
TERETW, &5 LHEAERRESE R FTM mes =
435, SD wpws = 0.44) W E & T MAEFIH T
M gz = 3.71, SD supes = 095K, My =
0.64, t(178) = 8.88, p < 0.001, 95% CI = [0.497,
0.782], Cohen’s d = 0.84 [n] |- 94051 5 4% 326 75 7 1A
A FHE R T M upaes = 4.45, SD upas = 0.41)1
EETMEEFE R TM cpes = 3.89, SD s =
O95ﬁ@ﬂ@F,Mmﬁ*056J(Ym):793,p<OOOL
95% CI =1[0.422, 0.702], Cohen’s d = 0.74,

Ak, R 2 Fon, BXTHEAR t Kegngs R B s
I PR E A A FIE S (M = 81%, SD =
0.15) W 2 & i TAE M F 1 TR M =
64%, SD = 0.26), My = 17%, t(178) = 10.33, p <
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F1 ESEEEB vs MEEZSSERRASHWROEFER t 1255

PRI AR A M AR E HME BifE 2 t Cohen’s d
HE AR 4.18 (0.04) 3.59 (0.82) 0.59" 9.05 0.90
Y Sl 4.35(0.44) 3.71 (0.95) 0.64" 8.88 0.84
] AL 4.45 (0.41) 3.89 (0.95) 0.56" 7.93 0.74
H: N=179; "p<0.01.
Fx2 BEEEEP vs. ME)ETSMRERMEITFER t I
PRI AR A M AR EEE HME BifE 2 t Cohen’s d
T it A 81% (0.15) 64% (0.26) 17%" 10.33 0.78
) b A S MR 87% (0.14) 70% (0.27) 17%" 8.96 0.74

H: N=179; "p<0.01.

0.001, 95% CI = [0.140, 0.206], Cohen’s d = 0.78, [f]
TR AR MR NEFIERTM =
87%, SD = 0.14)W i 3 i TAE AR EE 51 5 T Bk
F(M = 70%, SD = 0.27), Mg = 17%, t(178) = 8.96,
p<0.001,95% CI =[0.130, 0.204], Cohen’s d = 0.74.,

LRHITAs R, BN A A A
2 T S S R T AR T T O A
FIWT . UM NAETE—FE, MET MK
BB RE AR R A AR R A, [T BA (R4 FAN ) 8 5 47
o AR AT R TR S AT O AR
W, T I A ) OR AN %l S SOKE ) g
&3 o

Jitt— SRS R RS AR EET
FARABNIER vs. B 52 0 S50 S 90 1A 7o 3k
B A ER, AWFoE DL RRME N A A &,
TR E A IE M P A R, SRR
YN VRAT A (4G S S A ) AL s i )R
AR, SRFET Bootstrap Y H ARV FEFF IE
11K 5 (Preacher & Hayes, 2004), AT 2 )& T 5.
PH 28 P KSR P9 SE B0 T, PRI SR FH EE FH AT
B (2018) 1) 5 F W 7K P Bk 9 1R 319 R A 3808 43 Bt
¥k, il Mplus 8 HEFTH AW 43 B

KOs R (E AWM, &5 GEMEERET Rk
A S = ] 1 A 880 3, Ind = 0.50, SE =
0.05, 95% BC CI = [0.398, 0.614], &5 SEtkra

T AR ] 2 40 A s R T) Y H A S0
¥, Ind = 0.48, SE = 0.06, 95% BC CI = [ 0.368,
0.612], KB &R FEME R IME T A ER T £k
IR T S 2R 2 (H) A A 2800 W 3, Ind = 0.10,
SE =0.02, 95% BC CI =[0.068, 0.128], &5 &k
TS BRS m L AL S MR 2 m
ROV B3, Ind = 0.11, SE = 0.02, 95% BC CI =
[0.079, 0.150], LA b&5 5 3E— DBk 1 S5 58k Y
EHE GBS T ER S SR N Z T
MER: METMRES, ANEFETET A%
A X 5 TR L ) A FH B

T 1 UK T A SCRT 3 ) 0 A% 0 B 4 2,
RIGIESE T AR TR, PIBNEE 5 RR S X451
2 SR S E A I G B R M A= S e = ie o7y b2 T
HEAR SEHIRAT R . BRI, BIFSE 1 ARXF AR SO B
WHIRI A TR PER 30 . ST Uk, DF9E 2 IR A ELSE
LU B, REE T RS RUFEE, &
T JE— A 4 T 0 TE A SC I 9 1IR3

3 BF5E 2. BEWTEY BB A TEAES
[n] 4%
31 Ak
311 MRMFHAELRE
AAIE 5 35 AR b Hb X HE SR A L Al AR Ry i
WX R UEEFEAS B L BE R R . S 514 R

R3 EEAEMNRNUEER

AR [ HE A5 1 brufER 95%BC CI
BEEER > #FAEMN > &F 96 0.50 0.05 [0.398, 0.614]
BEEER > #FAEMN o n UGB ES 0.48 0.06 [0.368, 0.612]
HEEKR > EFAEMN > &FIER 0.10 0.02 [0.068, 0.128]
HE R - BFAEN > g F MR 0.11 0.02 [0.079, 0.150]
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P A 515 2570 2 A lb B B3 1T o IR A BA B e Bk
RTNElEEEEE S AN wES, Wt d
5 PZE, FF3RECT BB A A ST T b TAE IR 58 I
40 T A AR B AT B . FEMEAR AR S, A
FIGEIR 2 B BT 55 35 FHAT Ao ll PO R ER 5 N, b
IF L HEPRIT IR] 4 8GR AR TAE . RN A ]
(RS 5 AT BN, F Y B 20 BRI IR B 45 3n T X 3 ) Y
BRI AG o B T A BB A7 AE R TAR I 4
BLL, AT BB B3 (s 5 N B0 ) 39 1) AT A9 (A
B 2B T AR 5 n) 8, 40 X A BB R
R BB 53 WA FE 00 T Mo T UL BAZE
50 BRHE, AW SR G AR I REA BR
(1) FENFTGEWETRT IO BT, WF9% 3 23k 99 4 1A
BAST 52 5 i A sk s iE A R 0 s S
5, R s O3 AU T2 AR5 H
AL UG, BFFEE A R BRI R TS T
TR E R, JF il S AT A 4 .

SRy REARR 3 [] 7 92 i 22 X (I8 58 A6 56 1) 0 7 2 i)
(Podsakoff et al., 2012), AWF7E % FH =B Behd 5%
TR BE, AR s B R, A,
SEE T 99 £ A AT o1 N D it 15 B
(LA RE2 . AR . PRI, AT TAEAERR) . 7R
] A5 1, S B ORI 1 B U5 1% S5 B v 0 P41 AT
BAEETS, B &4 79 0y (A 2R % 80%)., 1F
Bsp 0] 5 210 F& R ] I ), Ak 2 380 gl v ¢ 1A BA 22
&I, RIS R R 78 4y (B B EIBCR 79%) . 7E
A ]S 3(FRR IR IR S, 80 ol il P4 AT A
T 1) G (R ) A% 3 A BA T AT o LA
Ko b G400 S () TR MR, HSCE 5104 81 1
BATCR 81%)0

AW 5T A 415 8 i KRR 1L (FIML) X i 2k
17 #2455 (Little & Rubin, 2002), i 3 fdi [ %1 3
85 (B8 A ke 2 A ) %o A5 TR0 A T RS A M A B0, 45
WRME NGRS RIFAAE . FIML AUk
RMME, AHR, B BN i 5 B ok Al T
BRI S8, ol AR R 5 245 Bk A2
B, AN R AH S 2 BT [ 2038 i 5K mT R B X SdE
T 7 A B R B A TR0 22, SR AR5 B i B
THEETT 2 5 A BA ST S, SF4E I N 33.43
% (SD = 4.66), “VFHMEHER Ky 8.15 42(SD = 4.14),
55.56% 1 S I A AR L UL F2e o
312 MEITEHR

AW FE BT B 0 A% 0 725 ik ) DNk 50 5 347y [
B SCHAR_E 32 o 0 R SC i e . I 1 it

0 SN e AT A A A B o ) Sz ) R e A AR
A HSC(Brislin, 1983), A5 AIEZ.LARE R 5
M Likert 7143, 1 £R“IEH A RE>, 5 FR<IEH R

Bo

BN SR ] Venkataramani 25(2016)JF %
1) 4 iR, MRIEHFTETE S, FATM X & ek,
o bE R rpea A BT TR T AT A A AT B
P BN o s BB E A4 AT BA S i 14T A T A R
J7 Bl AR 1) F 4 04, %R Y Cronbach’s a
fH40.77,

A1 BN 7 A M i 2SR L Alexiou Al
Wiggins (2019)FF & 1Y 12 R . HIEA SCHT L
AR s X, FRATTR SR an A H v i < 2H 40l 0 21
SRR R BN s oA H A< FR A A
BAEHE 52X 28wl A A (A ) . “REHA
A AT BA A 5 R A A 18 AR AR I 1Y) (B R A 75 M) A
“FRIN RPN T A SZR NIRRT %
1) Cronbach’s o {H 4 0.93,

GG T I iR - Detert Fl1 Burris
(2007)JF K By 4 iR . AT AR 3l X | 2 40
SFROES, IS BT IR E R PR, S B
T BN X AT R RN R A A s DL R A AR ek
o R E et/ i 8 B AR SR,
Y Cronbach’s o {H 4 0.84,

AT A 5 St ) D 2>k ] Zhou A1 George
QOON)TF AR 4 BiimF ., WA 5, AV
6 Y, R an R E R B AR R e Bl A
BN, 79 R H R 25 9 S A A BT 4 14 1
iz Al A B SC B, % 53R Cronbach’s a
E 0.94,

]I 25 4 A% 35k AT BA A 5 A9 >R H Detert A1
Edmondson (2011)JF & I 3 @& 3% . MUEWFFTTT 5%,
FRATMCE A Y e g, I R A E DR B R
I S &R X v 7 P I E (1 s R Tl e RS
LR FRATTHA BN R T TAERCR I, i ®
f¥J Cronbach’s o {E 5 0.92,

2 ) A8 S ) I LA AT BA O O AR IS . R R
& B s AR AR R o 3 2675 i AT RE 235 e <05 0 4]
BA# 5 A HWT FTPEAS (Zhang et al., 2020),

32 WHAR&GR
321 WIEEEFIH

A SR B UEAE R 3 A v R AR O A i
(] FR X A 20 BE, AR AT N . BN & ikt .
1 BA 75 S 5 1) G 8L B (AN 4 R
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L

AR T A, B s D A i A T+ S 805+
A U = TS ECE AR 1Y U IE 1:5 BYEN
(Bentler & Chou, 1987), HIitt, ASSCRA“FT A%
R 7 1, AR A BNHE T A vk M ) = A B (5
FAEE . B EE RN A )4 T R 4T
fi(Landis et al., 2000), 2557w, FLH T 1) FEREA
RIS T KA B 3LE E (*(118) = 225.48, CFI =
0.92, TLI = 0.90, SRMR = 0.09, RMSEA = 0.10). Ifii
4 PR AL (R 4) 5 SEBRULIN BE 2 1] i1 421
BB, RI7R5 ARG 8BS s (R AR
RISBARBIAZ R 25 W%, Hk, Ak
W ARt B R A X BRRE, W R S S s oA
EER
322 #HiRtGgitSHEX ST

T SICHM T AR EME . brifEZE . AHC
FRBVL AR RO AR S A, MRl L
B, AZEROGEEEIRT 0.7, WEEZE
o BT 223K
323 (R

T RAUERE, AR Mplus 8.0 #EATREAR
S, I8 bootstrapping AL XF H A RN A T
K56 (Preacher & Hayes, 2004), A543 #4201

(& 6), HIBNEET SHIBNE T G B3 IEAHC, B
=0.44, SE=0.11, p=0.000, 7¥F H1; AT S
Potk 5 A BN S0 i # IEAHSCG, B = 0.34, SE =
0.14, p=0.017, 3ZFf H2a; HIBNEEF GEMES 1 1
WA AL BN PR, B=0.27, SE=0.14, p=0.054,
BB HF H2b, WA BN A B 45 SR B (3R 7), HIBA
W T A BN T A i T I ) R 4505 T BA
#5500, Ind = 0.14, 95% BC CI = [0.038, 0.336]F/
] g4, Ind = 0.12, 95% BC CI = [0.008,
0.294], SZ#F H3a il H3b,

F 8 JRIR TR RLN /AT 4 R . SR T
A5, B Kk AN S G AR R ik
P 9 28 B RO AT AR 35 St i 2 o 2, B =
-0.02, SE=0.21, p=0.931, KL ARAE I Haa; M
W AR R A B2, MM index = —0.01, 95% BC
CI=[-0.176, 0.199], ARREXHF H5a, 5 R —
Y S AT BA B T A RN A0 I M Y 32
BN X 80 [h) | 80 AL S I S, B = 0.34,
SE=0.16, p=0.034, 4 LS IFHCPE =, BIBA
B E AT S ) SR 3 TEA G, Slope =
0.36, SE = 0.17, 95% BC CI = [0.070, 0.741]; 4 I~
PG TIEARET, BIBAE T 5 1) b g8 S A% i AH

x4 WIEEEFITER

LAY HAE I df Ay CFI TLI SRMR RMSEA
P AR LR 22548 118 0.92 0.90 0.09 0.10
DU PR A I A BRI R P DA Ak M A 262.64 122 37.16™ 0.90 0.87 0.11 0.11
SHFER BIFRBIBNE T MR N T Atk #IFH 26591 125 40.43" 0.90 0.87 0.10 0.1

BN 55 St A 1) b 2 400 1% 328 ) R
TR AR E MBI Ak SORM 40022 127 174747 0.80 0.76 0.12 0.15

BN S 1) _F G 1S A 3 R b 405

T 4 T
PR R 5 I T AR e U 491.58 128  266.10" 0.74 0.68 0.14 0.18

H: N=91;'p<0.05 "p<0.0l.
*5 TEHWAMESIT. BEXRBUREE
A hE ¥I{H bt 22 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

LAEIY (%) 33.43 4.66
2HHKF 2.53 0.56 0.03
3.8 AR HRAR R 8.15 4.14 0.38" 0.03
4. BIBNEE T 423 0.56 0.19 -0.01 0.03 (0.77)
S BAEES Gkt 433 0.53 0.20 0.01 0.09 0.49" (0.93)
6. 1 G4 T M 4.18 0.77 -0.04 -0.09 0.03 0.32" 0.41" (0.84)
7. R St 4.32 0.54 0.02 -0.03 0.11 0.43" 0.48" 0.63" (0.94)
8.1 L 4R AL 3 4.32 0.53 0.05 -0.12 0.13 0.46" 0.44™ 0.60"" 0.85" (0.92)

T ASEBREA R 99, 99, 99,79, 78, 81, 81, Adtk

P{EL /b o 22 SR B TR A 7 B A A AR (TO: N = 99; T1: N=79; T2: N=78;
T3: N =81), M3 REMEE T B A RFEA; 'p<0.05, "p<0.0l; BHEKF: 1= FE/md; 2= K% 3= A& L,
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x6 BESWER

AL — R
A i
A & At VA BA A 5 ST I [ 2 45 T4 32k
AR 0.01 (0.01) —0.02 (0.01) —0.02 (0.01)
HH K 0.04 (0.09) -0.05 (0.10) —0.12 (0.10)
N AT B BR 0.004 (0.01) 0.02 (0.01) 0.02 (0.01)
EilINz 0.44™(0.11) 0.307(0.13) 0.34"(0.13)
PN Ak 0.34°(0.14) 0.271(0.14)
R 0.25 0.30 0.31

H: N=99; 'p<0.05 "p<0.01,'p<0.10

RT7T BAYERFATHIBESTER

SR VR S BRONE A 95% BC CI

A S AR

1 BAEE = — R BV A 12— B B 5 S0t 0.14 (0.07) 0.038 0.336

T BNEE 75 — B B 5 A ik — ] 40 A5 0.12 (0.07) 0.008 0.294
L RS SR S

VAT HR A PSR 0.16 (0.09) 0.008 0.348

R G G FF U (-1 SD) -0.07 (0.08) -0.235 0.088

T LRI (+1 SD) 0.17 (0.10) 0.037 0.423

H: N=99; 'p<0.05 "p<0.01, 'p< 0.10. Boostrapping = 2, 000

®8 FATHMATER

A5 PR 7  i P BN 2 75 S I b 940 S 4% 3

RS 0.01 (0.01) -0.01 (0.01) -0.01 (0.01)
HH KT 0.04 (0.09) 0.01 (0.09) —0.13 (0.10)
N E AT HRAR R 0.003 (0.01) 0.01 (0.01) 0.01 (0.01)
RIBNEE = 0.46"(0.11) 0.187 (0.10) 0.27"(0.18)
BN = Ak 0.19 (0.13) 0.10(0.12)
T IRk 0.36"(0.10) 0.31" (0.10)
A1 BN A it B R T -0.02 (0.21) 0.34" (0.16)
R 0.27 0.49 0.52
W N=99; 'p<0.05 "p<0.01,'p<0.10

KA %, Sope=—0.16, SE=0.17, 95% BC CI = >0 —— 1 AT TR

0434, 0265, WA 2 B, PIBLCRS  B,,| ~THESEHTHE

Hab, W3 7 FR, P95 P AR 45 5 8 3%, MM e —_._,,—"

index = 0.16, 95% BC CI = [0.008, 0.348]. 4 I-Z%4% #ﬂ% 400} __,.r"

SIFHCPE BT, P BA 7 35 A A 5 4 o PR g -

I | 2 451 5 7% 356 1 ) 1222800 1F ) (2%, Ind = 0.17, ”‘E“O - ‘\‘\

SE =0.10, 95% BC CI =[0.037, 0.423]; 4 245 100

FERCPEGCE, P A 5 30 ok P AR 25 1 P % 1) 2SD -1SD _ Mean _ +1SD  +2SD

‘ o PR R 2 vkt
SAHOFEROTULELAGE 07 00T 7 ) s stttk s ke 50 Lot
0.08, 95% BC CI = [0.235, 0.088], % +5 H5b. h A

3t P BASHEE 5 1) ) 0 55 47 1



1674 N i}

58 4%

L

324 HREWR

H5E 2 MERERW, IR S e o
TP BA SR 5 08 AT A S 5 S R )b £ 400 A% 3 9
IETSEM . Ak, B9 T A A T HTBA
EH GIETERE LR AL I R R, Wik —
A SR T P AR 5 e P AR S S v R e e
A% 12 B (B4 T ) 3800 o BRI, RVETSE 2 R T
UK (R 1 B ) B 1R A U A B, (B
RHR A5 RME LRI SL PURSE R B HEIRT . 28T 1L, Al
TP T SEBbsE 3, BAEdt— SRR A ST SR
HR DR EE B, A M PR SE IR A PRI RS T
Xof 5 I RN PN B 5 R B AS EA T RRUCR S

4 WE5E 3. POREE AR IIE B
BN S b A ST TR

T 3 K 1% Se A48l B (Kokkoris et al., 2019)
Xif AT BA A 5 R 4T T R AT T B A ] g 4
BT 1 BN EBRE AN T A5 PR
ST AR TRV ST AN A BRAE BT, FRATTEE T
P FATRI ST . 5T 3a SC40 AR P9 B 141
PAEE S SCMEAT K, WS 3b 40 SAUR A my i
) B ALi847 R .

41 FHik
411 Wik

ARG — AT 2 (HES . & vs.
i) x 2 (BGFRIFHCE: & vs. )8R 1 7ELL
1% B SC w8 W 9T, @ ok WL %0 M 3 (https://www.
credamo.com) U $& it iYL AS iR 55 % 9 1B A 7 R4 &
o ARELI T, B o (HEE N 0.05, S0 =i
BN 025, T REMERE, BRAEERK, Bl
TIHARE W 5 — % %2 7N (Cheung et al., 2005), Power {H.
W 0.80, 3# i # Mt G*Power H44 FT A5 454> T-0F
FEAEEAR N 179 44 (Faul et al., 2009), K 17 A]
REM B INBEA B g SR e v, ARBRGE A1
WFFEIEE 200 DNFEA, 5T 400 HHHAS 5505
WFFE o WA 5E B DR B AL 43 B 2 DU A 52 55
sz —. $lphms 5 E7 e aEN, Frfahl
RO, TTLARERTR 05, AR B 7E S8
WFFE R A AR 2 JofE i . BT 3a Fe&HE
A H 184 Z P AL Ik, HOT 4 32.81 % (SD =

* PreregisterID: 202511.00056V1,,
S HIBR 16 AR, Hoh 9 44 g A i i B A I, 7 4 6k
T P R 3 6 4 8 — B LA KA B LR 2 60 B

8.39), HHr, 110 Z M2 H(/h 59.78%). 64.1%#
I 220, 21 2% A W+ s DL 27 . F5E
3b AREARH 166° % Pk 4l al, FHFHI4ERR N
32.17 % (SD = 8.82) . H:H, 94 £ 2t ( i 56.63%).
T % MR AT 2= 2200, 18.7% A 5 D I
=3 VAS

412 BERNE

W5 3a MY 3b R FAH ] A9 52 50 2 17 AR g0
FARE . PN IEFE A ME — DX 517 F AT BA 55 1 HAk
TS S ) i AR AN ] o gk 2R AR A C
o E P A Ml X — ZR B L A R R, B
AT A—A~ 8 24858 N D3 4 B 9 4 B AT A . HE4HAT:
HELPC S AR, X H BSR4 #
AREE o Bl JUH s 9063 2 17 5T FE R AN
A R R R DX B S R (b T S B s
M), A F & AT A B TAEL S, BE 65
FEN AR BOR, X DX 38 P i s Bl 55 iE A T 4
%% £ HH T/EY, LRamSX TS TS

e EE g RiE s, Bl T BRG]
BN 5547 o RN T kv B E S k) . SR iR
SEEG ST YO B B 52 /B (Aronson et al., 1985), Al
WG T Troster Al Quaquebeke (2021)FZETL, fi %
T HEHT T SR SIS SE o FRATT Y = AR AT BA
AEHIERERT Venkataramani 55(2016)JT & 1Y
BN F R AT 1, & IKF B9 S I e i
&5 2 FE T Detert A1 Burris (2007)F & B9 M &=
RGN o Pl VPAL T BN = Akt 8254,
B B SR AR A A B A T N S R 2 KR
Sl AT B 75 (WF 5T 3a) sk fn] b 20 400 A% 3 P A 75
(5T 3b) o 1 SobA Rk A4 P 258 R =57 3 UL R4 B
e, BT B g B R AR 1 S AT
P A BN 5 RN S DA SE BRI R 5, T
PR OSHER.,

BATAEWTFT 3a F1 3b 43500 & T A A 5 Ak
P, PINEE T S b g Pt o B A il o A 35
50F5% 1 R —38. X =N BRI 3a MEE
B 0.96. 0.95 F10.95, fEWFSE 3b BY1ERE 541
29 0.98. 0.95 F10.96, MAh, FATIRM & T 8 L7E
22 KA 23 25 St A BA 35 (BIF5E 3a) Rl ] | 2 4 4%
12 A A 75 (WY 3b).

SR 34 &R, b 18 AR i At v R A ST, 16 4%
et S I e 4 43— B LA B AR AL 2 60 5,
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413 BRIEKRE

FATRIESE 32 F1 3b #HEAT TSI FEAS ¢ K
DAPEA P BN 75 0 1 8 S s M B A B A & o
5 3a WIS R TR, = BAEE T A0 T 1 A1 BA g
HHPFEIEM = 4.41, SD = 0.43) 83 & TIRHIBA
HBE R TN T M FE{EWM = 1.86, SD =
0.69), t(182) = 30.15, p < 0.001, Cohen’s d = 4.44,
95% CI = [3.903, 4.983]. X} T EFIFHCHE, &
TR TR ST W G R TR PR
fH(M = 4.38, SD = 0.31) .3 & TK ST Ik
PESAT T 0 BT I B Y (E(M = 2.15, SD
=0.61), t(182) = 31.10, p < 0.001, Cohen’s d = 4.59,
95% CI = [4.034, 5.139], XLELEHHESL T 5T 3a
o A A 5 RN b G T R R L Y . B
5% 3b MZER IR, SHBNEF ST R BAE
fF-EIE(M = 4.35, SD = 0.46) 0. i TR BAgE
FAMTHRNETRFEHMEM = 2.02, D =
0.87), t(164) = 21.39, p < 0.001, Cohen’s d = 3.32,
95% CI = [2.848, 3.789]. X} T EKA I e, &
TR I SR W S I b 2
fH(M = 4.32, SD = 0.43) & & = TR 908 S Ik
PRSI S I A Y EM = 1.69, SD
= 0.43), t(164) = 39.24, p < 0.001, Cohen’s d = 6.09,
95% CI = [5.364, 6.808], iXELLEILUESL T 5T 3b
r AT A 7 R G R R L Y o
42 HREITiR
421 R LR

PR T 25 0 BT 4 R R 7E = B N AR
THIBAE S A EMEREEEWM = 4.25, SD = 0.32)
2 TR BN 5 4500 B H B F B ik
T4 (M = 3.45, SD = 1.02; F (1, 182) =50.67, p <

0.001), HILZHF H1. A TiE—2L 50k, 43¢
K H Mplus 8.0 #E47 IS4, B 53477 45 SR 3 B
(F 9 BiAl—), HINET SHINEF GIEME R EIE
A3, (B=0.80, SE=0.11, p=0.000, 4% HI;
BAEE S & vk ME 5 A BN 5 S W IEAH G, B =
0.12, SE = 0.02, p = 0.000, 374¥F H2a, FeAi1fdiH
bootstrapping filiAETE X H A RN 17 K 56 (Preacher
& Hayes, 2004), 255 7w, PIBNEE 7538 o A A 75
AP 3 0 ] S e T A BA T S, Ind = 0.10,
SE = 0.02, 95% BC CI =[0.059, 0.140], Z¥F H3a.
Hd4a Fl1 H5a 43548 H 9875 5800 Fngl il 1 9 v A 3%
IV EVER S Tt S E R By, 3 il N =R
PR 2 G M 1 A8 AR R AT BA A St
FSEI AN B 3%, B=0.03, SE=0.05, p=0.498, X
KBE L FF Haa; TP AFEEL AR E, MM index
=0.03, SE = 0.04, 95% BC CI = [-0.043, 0.104],
AR E 2 HF HSa,
422 THRIDER

PR R 5 25 00 W 45 3 0 7E = A B AR
T RN S AR TIMEM = 4.30, SD = 0.28)
i TR BN ST By AT A S R Y
I (M = 2.24, SD = 0.85), F (1, 164) =433.1, p<
0.001, Z+f Hl, R 7Pk, A3CRH
Mplus 8.0 HEATEIA ST o[BI 4B E5 R R (3 10
FEAL—), P BN T 35 1 52 i A B 5 A i,
B =2.06, SE=0.10, p=0.000, 4% H1; HIEF
G RS R E T R E, B =
0.07, SE = 0.03, p = 0.033, ¥ 4F H2b, FA1MH A
bootstrapping fHIAE X H AR #E 1 745 55 (Preacher
& Hayes, 2004), 255 W (3% 11), HIBNEE T i A
BA 5 5 v 1 U [ 5 ) ] b 9 A% 3B A [

xR KESWER

AL — PR
e hk VB P A VA VB
Bkt S it Gkt St A
A 0.002 (0.002) 0.001 (0.002)
£ -0.02 (0.03) —0.01 (0.03)
HAEIKF -0.01 (0.02) -0.01 (0.02)
BIBNEH (IRH AT =0, MRIBNET =1) 0.80" (0.11)  0.07°(0.03)  0.80°° (0.11)  0.08""(0.03)
RIBNEE = A 0.12°7(0.02) 0.107(0.03)
AT IFBEAR EHSTF I RN =0, & EHSUTH M =1 0.08™(0.01)
A 38 5 A s P I 0 4 T i 1 0.03 (0.05)
R 0.22 0.31 0.22 0.31

" N=184; 'p<0.05 "p<0.01, 'p<0.10. Boostrapping = 2, 000
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* 10 BESHER
LA — L
et BAEES B EAUE O HIBAEE RS
Bk ik H R Gk i 8 H R
RS 0.002 (0.002) -0.001 (0.002)
5] 0.08" (0.03) 0.05" (0.03)
HE KT —0.03 (0.03) -0.04" (0.02)
FBNEE S (IR AT =0, WHIBAET =1) 2.06" (0.10) 0.08(0.08)  2.06™ (0.10)  0.11(0.08)
BN & ik 0.07"(0.03) 0.01(0.04)
YT E AR LTI RYE =0, m EHAFITHRME = 1) 0.15™(0.03)
1 BN 5 G i x b ST I v 0.06(0.03)
R 0.73 0.27 0.73 0.36
. N=166; 'p<0.05 "p<0.01, 'p<0.10. Boostrapping = 2, 000
R HAPERBATHRAREER
SRS OVR T B RLED P i 15 95% BC CI
PIBNEE T — B BAEEF A it — 1) - R4S L i % 0.13 0.06 0.009 0.258
L RS SR S
R eI P 1 0.12 0.06 0.013 0.234
1R - T (-1 SD) 0.03 0.07 -0.121 0.165
R (+1 SD) 0.15 0.07 0.016 0.295

¥ : Boostrapping = 2, 000

R 3, Ind = 0.13, 95% BC CI = [0.009, 0.258],
% HF H3bo H4b A1 HSb 43 B4 H 904005 FF R
R 800 A I T A A RO, R A A 4 R (R
10 A5 =) J PP BN 35 G vk MR b 9 T il Pk
()28 BAE R 0] _E RS LR F Mm%, B
=0.06, SE=0.03, p=0.026, PR UE 3 Fis,
BAORUL, Y Egsi et ies, BN 5w
A AL A AN L2, Sope = 0.01, SE =
0.04, 95% BC CI = [-0.058, 0.079]; 4 245G IT
B R, BN 5 ) G AT 1 R S IE )
3%, Sope = 0.07, SE = 0.03, 95% BC CI = [0.007,
0.137], B SCHF H4b, Gk 11 fios, W hAr4s
B B2, MM index = 0.12, SE = 0.06, 95% BC
CI=[0.013, 0.234], 24 2450 S I AR, HBA
T A AT A T S A S ) | S R A i Y
[l A B2, Ind = 0.03, SE = 0.07, 95% BC
Cl= [-0.121, 0.165]; 4 EZR4FIF it m iy, Kl
BA F 75 3 o AT BA A T A A S ) ) b A S A 3
(R ] 22 %% 5 1F 1] .32, Ind = 0.15, SE = 0.07, 95%
BC CI=[0.016, 0.295], 1.3 +F H5b,

F5E 3 BIPIASEER A5 R 505 2 1Y a5 )R A 25

R—E PIRE T AR A A TR A B R
Foft G S A IRAT g (1A BA AL 5 St R 1) L 4 A 18 )
ZBIAEm A ER . R, RS IR rEAY
Al T AT BAEE 5 S v A b 9T A% 3 Y AE 18]
KA, Wik—PHgR T WA 38 i A ik R 6]
A 8 B [ 4 T o AR

1.0+
& BRI
M 09} - 5 ERGRIRE
B
iz
g 0.8+ /,,'
-
a’&
= //,
¥
E‘ 0.6}
05+
-2 8D -1SD Mean +1 SD +2 SD
RINEF Gtk
K3 AT IR RO BN 5 5 1) b 2 5 A 3k A

A 5 ML 5 I g 9804 £
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5 g

AW T G, 456 GRS 1S 5
S SR T T 28 LEIE . BFSE 1 AR
SCEUESE, MAECTAMARET, HIAE T T hE W R
TS0 G 0 A T R, I R S R
m) EALE . BFET 2 WIS RBE RN 5T 3 A0k (i) 52
B Rt — DR, BN 5 A T T R A R AT A A
TR G P RPN R T A (R S 5 ) A% )Y
G N S 1 O o2 B A € e X f A 2 [N
A VR R ] A% 38 B A ) VR B R RN
IR — BRI, Ak LR AR R A BA A R
e S0 40 1R A AR S DGR E T, TSN T AR
ERAGEE T GV S g 2 908 St R 4R
55
51 EPEX

AMEFE FEA T DT AN H RS DTk
S, B E AR RTINS T R 2 AT B
I, R T W T G hAPLE . AR
FEMABRFZM A &, SRR T A~
T B A B 5 #1915 A (Burris et al.,
2017; Huang et al., 2018), ARHBFFEM & B, HIAEF
R b G PR AR [ S AL SR A S B S R T,
KT A A AR, SEm iR T R, WS
1 BT 3 IR —BERY], SUTXT BN S 1 iR
WAL 8BRS e [ BEAARAS B S R A, 8
N T BRARAT AR AU 3844 XF 4515 7= A 1 5 K 1)
sy o KR EEART T AR AR B A AR T S AR

FOREMA R Ty, A ol 505 00 G TE 2 P R A7 o (AP T,

AR AR I AL % o Ak, AT 1L
B8 R AL T 95 BEXPL (N S s ) Y R AR AT B
IEAR AR XU B AR 5, RIS T SR
o R b A A T R R R A RS,
RN FER R FARAT B A A2 FAD I 52 P ) 152
IESAE T BE IR . Bilin, HBIHTT o IR AP

RPN, R i VAR5 SO U REA R ),

A RE S A ROMRE A B T H I R S5 PRRE A, 2
34 SR AT | HESHALZLER R, e HEsh 4
ZUNFFELR R .

B, dars TN -MIB\EOW E.gh ik A R L
M B AR AR U AR, BT A R e B9 N
Bio LG A A B 22 5 T 2% WL ] JEE e g sl A S
(AN SIDS SR AN oA o & N o T A S S T DR 2B
(Scott, 2013), TEAEZ B E 3 b i) & kv

. AW LI, ARG LR & AT AR B
A iR TE A G VAR5 5 (Bitektine, 2011), HIE
P B R T PRURTRE R e 7 A1 At 40 B 1 AT Oy 1 2
PEWFSE LIRSS, 728 FH AR —BE o T,
BAHE 50 B A I PRI 0 2 s TR 5, RS
k2 SR ARAT R i Ak R 4 AT 3 ) AR
WAL, X — KRB T AR E HfRE s
ML % (Suchman, 1995), UEMH T HOMEEARTT R EEDS
F G I SRR, R TR TE
IO B 20 J2 T8 A g FH 3

5= Ak TS ANRAT A R ZE AL, s T4
S0t AT A T A 2 S Ak U g 1 R e K HL i B g%
1o DAAE SCHik 2205 400 3 99 RO by B — 2 B 1 <l
SEJt” (He et al., 2020), ABFFEIX 43T HIBAE F 52
it (A G PR 5 ) il ) b G 40 A% 32 (85 J2 G PR ) ) P
YRIRAT N o M BUEAL TS AR P, 43S nT
B3, JEAT A BN 52 F6 AN 5T (Rousseau et al.,
2018) a4k A B A9 71 (Detert & Trevifo, 2010);
MRS AR GAL R, S50 o G
T B Z ATy o U R, AFSY 2 R
5% 3 ¥R B AT I A 2 R A T AT BN
A 1) A% a8 4 AE MY, TR S T A TG
FWTAER . X —Z5 53R T P GIRA T R e
SR H FE ST S B 22 5% . — i, SCif
17 0 EE U H 83 AR 9P R AL (Raub & Robert,
2010), F A AR (U - 2% 455 T T e ) 40 s e e
e B—T7 1, PZAT KA TS, d 5 5L
Jit XU B o T AT BA PR 7 (AR A T 2 B0 i) 141 BA 2522%0),
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Abstract

In the rapidly evolving business landscape, team voice has become a prevalent and highly valued form of
proactive behavior in organizations and been recognized as a key driver of team innovation and performance.
Although team members can typically make constructive suggestions regarding existing or potential work issues
affecting the team, the effectiveness of team voice hinges on the acceptance of team leaders and their action on
such suggestions. Despite the significance of the receptiveness of team leaders to team voice, research has
predominantly focused on the process of leaders’ acceptance of individual voice and paid little attention to the
mechanisms of such acceptance.

To explore how and when team leaders act on team voice, we draw on legitimacy theory and a group
influence perspective to propose that team leaders’ perceived legitimacy of team voice serves as a mediating
mechanism between team voice and leaders’ voice-taking behavior (i.e., implementation of team voice and
delivery of team voice to higher-up leaders). Additionally, we suggest that the openness of higher-up leaders acts
as a boundary condition that can strengthen the mechanism.

This study employs a mixed-method of questionnaire surveys and experimental designs across three studies
to test the hypotheses. This study collects experimental data from 179 participants in a within-subjects scenario
design and from 350 participants in two between-subjects scenario designs and three-wave survey data from 99
team leaders. The within-subjects experimental results demonstrate that compared with individual voice, team
voice exerts a stronger influence on leaders’ perception of voice legitimacy and subsequent voice-taking
behavior. Moreover, the survey and two between-subjects experiments consistently support most of the proposed
hypotheses.

This research makes three significant contributions to the literature. First, this study extends the leader
voice-taking process from the individual level to the team level. By introducing legitimacy theory from the
group influence perspective, this study reveals that team voice legitimacy is a key mediating mechanism through
which team voice influences leaders’ voice-taking behavior. This study goes beyond prior research, which
primarily explored leaders’ voice-taking behavior (e.g., implementation) from an interpersonal influence
perspective, and reveals the bottom-up influence of collective action as a vehicle of power on leaders’ behavior.
Second, this study uncovers a bottom-up legitimacy-generating pathway within the interaction process between
leaders and teams in organizational contexts and thus extends legitimacy theory from organizational-institutional
contexts to team-leader interactions. Specifically, this study reveals a bottom-up legitimacy construction
mechanism driven by collective action from frontline members. Finally, this study distinguishes between two
types of leader voice-taking behavior and reveals the distinct response strategies employed by leaders in
response to team voice.

Keywords team voice, leader voice-taking, legitimacy, higher-up leaders’ openness



