DER2EIR 2017, Vol. 49, No.8, 1100-1112
Acta Psychologica Sinica DOI: 10.3724/SP.J.1041.2017.01100

CEOSSRIEHFHTA: AFAZM BT
MEAMAS-BELEXZERUNATER

LEE S RERA T mWAe KEM

(PURF R F O BIEER, K 400715) CAERFLHFER, G416 10617)

W B RECESMSS R TAETHER, DRAEZIE R T N BB 0 rh AV F AN S JE 28 4 ¢
FESIEER. Ll 68 £ L8 H 215 Z 0 TG, 83X 3 B 2248 — 50 T ECR 2 3R IO B k1 74
Br, B5RFTM . (DZRS T LS B A S B A E A, X0 TR T ™ B sgm; ()9 S8
A R 2 FALRRA 1 RS F R BN BB R, BIRY R ZE AR S, (295 N S
P12 ) B IE 1) e Zofa; (3)40 08 sc i ok R 22 AL BB IR 1 S A B RN TR~ 2540 5 B TR T R R
HIF AR, RIS A AR, B —RE sc ot R RO, (&S5 A TARTTAZ
()38 58 PRI N B 3 TR P ) 420G 2R AR o

KR RS AUHITTR; NI B R, SRR sc e R E R

HFES  B849:C93

B Knippenberg, Schippers, & Stam, 2010), A4S
(e.g., Chen, Sharma, Edinger, Shapiro, & Farh, 2011)

bl 22 T AL 2s B P 4 i BHE A i 2, K LS4 R (e.g., BhFE, 5 E E, 2011; Rego, Sousa,
DL R A BRAE S 4 1 H 25 IR, Al 22 s As %0 1 38 Marques, & Cunha, 2012)¥%} 53 TRIH 707 B &1
G, IEAMKEEIRIRAS W BB, RAE RS MR . SR, (EARE RS, BATrHe ks
T 9% # W5 E A IR 55 S ™ fh (Amabile, 1988; Oldham {25451 F (benevolent leadership)5 b1 T. 817 Ml
& Cummings, 1996; Scott & Bruce, 1994), ft T.J&4 KRR E T Z a0, - 2B FRIE W EEXS T
AU FE BRI, 2 A 7 i BUIR 55 19 615 1Y &k JE A NARHE BT B A5 L AT A B SR
Fo B, Wl ios B TR, R HE 5 T AR (BESr, FABE, 2000), BHOA & —F A #k
AT, C R 2EAR G S Al A I S ) — A P WA T B UGH ) 91547 4 (Chan & Mak, 2012),
U (Amabile, Conti, Coon, Lazenby, & Herron, Wang H1 Cheng (2010)IAN, {28450 5%} b1 T 05T
1996; Drazin, Glynn, & Kazanjian, 1999; Perry-Smith T MA B EEER, oA ERE R B Tt —A~
& Shalley, 2003), & & TRIF IR ZHEH T GA RIS, DLNE Z R4 55 B R 5 SRR SR,
HARR, BRI BIUAZ R (West & Farr, {Z RGN A RRIER Bt TR 8 L 55 & (role obligation),
1989), B, ABFF M ZAR BTN SR JE T 2 (AR R Can B S RN (B 5
R R 22 AT SR I, A0S AU S R ) B T4 S, KRAAE, 2000). TEM ALK T, 51 TAE
AT RS IE B N R 2 — o filn, AR 4 EARFZ EF RER LG BE, WA S 3 2k Ay )
(e.g., Oke, Munshi, & Walumbwa, 2009; Pieterse, van B %, HJE—WRiE 28T B, Xl
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VCOIREE: (284055 01 TR Ty . IR A S Oy R vh A AR TR — 3 I S8 155 &R 22 54K . 1101

AE 2 M 57 TR 0 B kA . Rk, BFSEE AT
(Karakas & Sarigollu, 2012; Wang & Cheng, 2010)5%
FUNE T FEASR A P R 200 5 81 1T
MG FR, R TR R 2R U0 0 TR T
ySLiEIES=A VI

BUTRPHAT A AE e 5L TAE TAE R rh, 774
AR PR R AR B R R R T 58, TR A S
B, DURGA A 7 3R 55 59 4T 8 (Scott &
Bruce, 1994), A G TR, A ZHLLK
il 22 Gt i s B R A CONAT o, T — A T
FEMAEIMT IR =, 2011), ERKEE 55
TR LIRS K (Amabile, 1988), {H 5 EHYIZ,
DLAE B A7 I 58 385 R I 46 390 Sh IR 25 78 415 W
K S5 RIBTAT R 5 FR B AAE 5 0 . RATIA X /]
AESE— AR, o4 5 TAM A fr A C AT
YERRER, LhN A QA% TAERRES vh o) A 250k 454
RS, XHES PR A E(Chen & Gogus,
2008; Zaccaro, Ely, & Nelson, 2008), ‘B 7E bt Tl &
FHOC H AR I I & A 38 M 04 it e 7 58 55 B 1% 2l aot
Tt o 493 ¥ 25 8 (1) £ {6, (Parker & Ohly, 2008)., [H 11,
BRI A TR T o b B, FATLATRA
PRUT IR 50 51 TR I B A | A B S s pLIR S
(Zhou & Shalley, 2011), il AN~ () P9 A B 77 JEk
Hl(perceived insider status), FEAHWFTYH, FRATTE
Tyler 1 Lind (1992)A9FUEC 457 (relational model
of authority) i FE il [R5 I 56 31F P 35 B 4y I8
TEAZ ZE U ARHT Ty 195G A ) A RS 21 1) b A
ERL

AN, EEMK R FE L(relationalism) A9 4 A+t
e, NIRRT ECNE, s, e,
2009), X G IRE ST H WA AR — LR
STECEN A BT R B b, iR SR H e FA
NBREIR £ Y 22000 F7F, 23R4 F 8 77 oK
5 2K B AL T AT BT AN TR (K e CE, A, 2R IR
2013), WFFEE I, EAHRE IR R T 20
I i ek 32 SR 22 001 O AR, DU 27
22 03 X 5 i 1) ) R A PR B Rl i i, RS
2014), JrHE T ARAZ 2R ST AR R g A Wl 1Y OC R 2
TN AR B MEN . TSR A4 G R 22
5+ 1k (leader-member exchange differentiation)iX —
BEEAR G M AR B T R N S0 5 R T i Y 38 46
RRIEFT R A2 E(CERR, MPEE, 2011), RBP4
SRR RE AR, PR IRATHE A e T

RETEA - 2801 F— AN B B0 — 03 TR A1 1)
B R iy G L AVE . BRI, AR
2> FL B H i (Festinger, 1954) 3Lt I, 42 140 5 -
BRSSO R 2= ALV BB AE RO By
TN — 51 TR T R i ] 422 06 Z e I 5 VR A

2 IS HURIK

21 ZEGS. ARMASHRBSEIHFITA

{Z 280 AR AE T8 2 JE AR BRAR B AR G R
(B E R . RETFHE . SUARINEE), L AFR
HHERHIE . A OTE TR R U # an C% H
CH T —FeR M S RIECR &, 1M F s iizk
BT A AR — AR R E L B IR (B 5
FRAAHE, 2000) =240 55 P4 J7 SCHR A il
(consideration) . 7 M40 (Deci & Ryan, 1987) %
85 S —3R 8 25 i (Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995)i% JL/MEE
BRAREXAN. B, SEWHEHLL, S
SR T URAE R T R e T AR S5, TEREAN
U IR RIS 55, i ELit AT A R
Wem iy, JFA R R T TAE Ery R, o 2s R 3 T
J& BN SFA N ] | (MRS EE, FRAFA3E, 2012,
Cheng, Chou, Wu, Huang, & Farh, 2004; Pellegrini &
Scandura, 2008),

{ZZEG X @ i E 5 R, S N R T
B TAE R ME I 2 KA 50 2 5AL 5 A LM TS X
R, BORH o PR AR TAE R BT IR A C A9 AR 2 A0 25
RITJETAE, P2 I T AR B R 21 5
PEHLIT R TAER G o HeAh, (2RSSR T E,
ey NIRRT T, IR R AR R b AL A A
BRI —Fh 90 H AR, X mAm
LA, BT E KR ST, O3 M it TAE DS
B . AR R R, STRENEE.OS
PRI 5T JE A A0 1 R 2 B TR 1Y (Matra,
Leritz, & Mumfod, 2005), PAlitt, 1-Z&400 5% T )& 14
BT BAT B R4S VR .

RIS, 125 Wil aok P2 1 Bl A9 N B 53 SRR 11
IAERIRAL B B o AR 0 BRI 12 M AAE A
HARIRLGL, R HAEH L P i A2 0] H: M
FEZ AR —Fh 3 FRBH, IR RIAMARTE R — e 4
ZUPRB A B B H O o A B < N B A 1 7R
J& (Stamper & Masterson, 2002), ‘& BT MAR H
TMEE S SHRE, 70 TS sh b9y 8 5 &
BRER . MHRRIOTFE R, By aie T URK
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R FUE T T B M EB A 503 &A1 (Schaubroeck,
Shen, & Chong, 2017; FH&, THE, BIGHE, 2012),
PRI 3R AT T A 2L P AR 400 2 A it SR A T o A B T
RS H L (GG Tz ) g7 i % r ORI R, 2
TN BN B3 BT, Tyler A1 Lind (1992)%
TEABATTEE Y A AUR G R R th, FE AT S A
S BRSNS G R 45 ) M AE A T
e H B B TR B A B 5 5 7 b A7 (B P
NS ) o Lapalme %8 A\ AL 7RI AR ¢ R ALY Y
LRl E AR t, VS E AT R B TR A A
FEAR P P o] A oak 2 b A7 B E 2R &K (Lapalme,
Stamper, Simard, & Tremblay, 2009), i F4il'5 & 2
HABUR PG, R 28400 3 1) it JBL 5 R A 7o
S ZH B AL X AE T A () AR T
BN, WRd NN, HEANTIAE
A5 1 I H37 (Stamper & Masterson, 2002), K, 1
ZE S 0T A PR N B 3 BT R A HE S A

Tyler FIRISAEAUBCRBAY, DI Z FEIT
()56 R R e — 20 3R, AT T P LA 174 )k
22w 2 H TAEASE 517 0 (Tyler & Blader,
2000; Tyler & Lind, 1992), 4/ ) Py &8 A B 173 gk
AR ZL, T 20 H AR S5 B 23 B[R], X
2H 21 0 FRA I R AL 5 1 (Armstrong-Stassen &
Schlosser, 2011; Stamper & Masterson, 2002), X
TR R A7 BRI B TR RG Y . 20710
B T SN R, OB AR T B TAE TAE
FEA T Z AT WA LB TR T AU I A S
PRLTT A T 51 R AT Sy 057 A 5 0 3 2 1) 2 A
fi# 1k (Isen, Daubman, & Nowicki, 1987). FH 57 %
1, R AKOF 1 PN B 0 SR A ) AR 2k 53 T B
TR (CERER, 25001, MRS, 2014; Chen & Aryee,
2007) Pk, FRATHR

% 1. AFRAZT BRIl AT 5 ] T4
AT A X Z FAFTNEA.
22 GS-MERMAXAEFHEATIER

ERE S, TR 5 2T R R
FER . B, fEENASh, ST H SRR
A WIBRAE, B 8 T BB N S <R
AN, FETE S BAR B 5 56 5 43 BE 55 O TH R 25 =
TR H 7 X5 SR CBAA 3, 1995), Hitk, S
5N RI )R Z BIFE & R B % T REAA7E R 0%
227 (X744, 2009; Henderson, Liden, Glibkowski,
& Chaudhry, 2009). i 54 [F#K @ Z [ 5 5
R B AN — BRI (R 4005 = A4 0¢ FR 25 ¢ 4h),

ST BRI SR IR S RO A U E, I R AR s
YE i A (X424, 2009).

45 LB PRIS (Festinger, 1954)IA R, SREAD
GTFEETRIAEXRRLS EAEERENER
B, BRI TR H O S5 SELR, DKL
A CAEZH B AR BT Ab i) Az 5 T Bl 1 ) =8 3
ATERHR, s LLR UM H IR . X Fh 22 S i
i E T, BRGNS 5P 2 LR AR s Z1
(Buunk, Zurriaga, Péir6, Nauta, & Gosalvez, 2005;
Mussweiler, Riiter, & Epstude, 2004), HEHEEH A
55 T Bl %) [R] 25 7 o7 R AR 38 55 7 T 2 A A7 AE I
] 2 5 (Henderson, Wayne, Shore, Bommer, &
Tetrick, 2008), WFFEHE TN, S0F—HJELH K FR
2 S AT B AR R A VR TE T A AR X Hi 7 1) T R 3R
(Liden, Erdogan, Wayne, & Sparrowe, 2006), ‘& Hg
AR AR T O AE R > o o b A5 5
{37 B 92 BE% B (Liao, Liu, & Loi, 2010), Kt el
RESS IR (2800 T 5 N BB A B B Z IR Y SE &R

YRR Py 40— OC R T Y 2 R R
B, RATJEMITERIRN S A 385 AR B &,
Horp A /DB R A S0 35 1 < Bl 9 N sl BE TS
O, IF R AT 20 R 3 B e LR (X) 44,
2009). Ik, e 4 B 2GR, MR RE
S HEAEE BN A O RS S R, T
SRR B AR A B I E S L AR b
PSR, KWL, HXFHL0H 8 R 2,
T[] TR H O AT 3 R T R B Y o
5, H P ER N B 0 1Y S8 R0 A 45 5% B (Stamper &
Masterson, 2002), #1552, HEH"Z2E405 5 HHE
N B 53 SR ) T ] ¢ FR A0

YRR P 40— i DG R B I Y 25 AR/
B, X EEURAE BRI Y BT 5 O3 3 Z (R A G R R B
LRI, SRS, MR, SRR K
Kol A O 5 JE LR 3 22 () 78 b A7 587 38 7 TR A7 7E
Z R 20 . I, R 28 MRS, 4>
PRI 2 LB o E X A OISR S5 R
i, IRz AR RS 2 4 EE R,
PRI N BN B IR AR AN & KR o RIS 2, 4
A P 45 — 50 8 7 G 58 6 25 7 T 1Y 22 S B/
{7280 T 5 RN B 0 SRR ) T ) DG FR A5 o

B 2 A3 B I X & £ FALEA- A5
5RHAG DB KX Z AP TAER, FEKXEE
FACRE B KA, 12ARF 5 AT sy B
Bk ARGER, RZ, lh—IEG K A4RFS.
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i 1 AR 2 Pirda s 1 ¢ FR i — 2D R I R 9
T ) FR AR AR 2 (Edwards & Lambert, 2007),
BARMS, WSO BRI T 283X 0T
BIRAT I EE MR AH 2 VR TR R/ N e T4
0B Jm A O R 2= AR KN . Y8R m A e
KR ERMAE R I, [ZRRSTN 5 TARH AT
(Y IE S M A, R Ay PR N B 0 SRR o 22 b A
TAZRRS TR B TN H AT A RN ; (R 4R
BB A OC R 22 AL AR BEACARA, Hy T 2640 e Xt
PR B3 B HNE TR S M 855, DR~ 2R % B
TTAVHAT A 00 R0 A A0 4 /0 b 3 5 PN N B A3 TR
HURAL 2 i, FRATTHE B Bl A R AR AR

B 3: A3 B Ik X A £ 7R T A0
Ay Bdo A= AR An T TR HAT A K & 18]
AAER, RINABR T 6 FAAERABREX; BPX A
EFRNAR AR KA, A= BARFA ] TR AT A X 18]
BIE R IRA G I B ko g 8] HE X A 09 5RE AR, R,
s B K R Y IR ARES .

AR LSRR, i 1 R,

Fr—HE
LHRFRZR

T
o
=
4
v

WEASREA > RTAHTTA

£ . 187y - B

3 WSSO

31 MRERREF

FRATHFEATI AN 389 5 FAl (B K s ™ |
IT FHI 25541 bR AR AR SC R T A Bt . FefiTid
i A - 51 TR R A 597 2, LR B IR R T
R A, DU LR DT i 2 o TS 1 BB, R
i1k 53 TG 7 28040 5 A 46 14l 05 15 3 A8
B TER 2 B B3 AN H ), FATTH L 5 TS A
N By AN =8 g8 S A M, IRk N
AT AR M TP . ARSI A AT, 3
M50 AT BHRA AT IR, RiESS
JAAE R A, IR B BEYLPEE T RS 5 EATHN
EAA ., AN, R8T 5k EE 5 TN
GREVGARICRT . FEPART, BT A gk A

Pl F IR A A T2 AR 5T, 2% VA 5 L 4t
PRe, 1A EHROOIES . PR A E IS 0]
PR, BRI G S S w5 gt o A B
PR AT UARAS— O3 HE SE AL i A R 2

Z5AENERITEELA 74 A, TIE 242 A
FERIBR IR IS, HARTT 68 i M 2151 T )@
(AT R E X 1) 48 CF 39 B0 B4R TR 3.16 7).
AR SRR . (DFEE 50 TigEN T 5 A%
BoXt; )M TR B R TS T 3 1. 7
215 4 FI@d, BYd 45.6%; 30 B LLFAIAG
56.4%; HZ LR KU EHBEHAL 69.2%;
61.3%M NTEZ S Bl TAEAN L 3 45 78 68 1HFI]
FED, B 71.2%; 30 2 XKLL ERE 65.1%;
2 BB AR BN L 70.3%; 83.3%MA
FEZN A TAEBIE T 3 45, 534b, 64.2%M 0 T.5 &
B EAAE 1AL L
32 MiRIA

BT i RIE S — KRR N . TR
HBE SO R AR i bR AEE M, RATRA T iR
J¥(Brislin, 1980), RIiE—{7 il iy a5 A=
B SCRE RIS, B — R IE Ll ay
WFFE AN SRR R S e fE R AT A
[RlF &, X [l () o FN R ) 45 20 A7 be e, B3I
AESFRIE UL EARRYIRA 6 St 1 =3k
WA E 6 = “dEHWFE).

{224 XA I, AR
HAAYE . JEAWN S . RO . SRS A2 TE (2003)
TrEM R, FLSATHE, e mIRFANM LS
SRR xR BRI R BRI RN xt
FAL A I8, Ath 2 BOETOAS 25 1 BRI 45 . BIF 5T
HiINK, FERERMERE L EAF SR, NEEE
2 s OO s o T 0 N = N N £ - A
1=, TEEHh, MR R R — R RRIR 3 S 2
BRI 7 (5 Sr, FBAAIE, 20005 TR, B
A, BHGE, 2002), P, 8RN 5 04 45
SR A S A A2 R AR R B B R M
(Wang & Cheng, 2010). F1t, FEARMFFE P HRATHA
R A AR)Z AR R AR B %R R —
HPERECH 0.85,

WA B 8 . FRATSR AR 2 Stamper FlI
Masterson (2002)FF & %) 18 2 4 Il & P 30 N B 17y Jak
HIEE 6 AT H ) 20155 H oA < FRIE S 7E TR A 21 21
TIR— DI Zm R A N — B R R 0.80,
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AT R FATTH Scott Fil Bruce (1994) % il ()
[) 5 A ) i 5% TR BRI AT R (A B AR RS . )
GBI 6 B, 2B H R FhFERBEAR B
J7 3BT i (IR 55 ) A AR R << 2 A1 24 )
HENTE IB AR, I R PR — B R AL
4 0.80.

UGB m A MO R 22 Ak G sS i G
FESACRTE HR N 81538 5 AN R T IR B 38 4 ¢
A (LMX)7E i & I 1Y 22 54 (Erdogan & Bauer, 2010;
Henderson et al., 2009), HAE&FFHA Chan (1998)1)
2 HE = (dispersion model), T1iiE A LASKR & F A A
S Y T A R TE T A K O R A B
b U 25 (41 N 2 HOAE b ) 0TS (CE AR, R g,
2011), Ht, FA15EH Graen A1 Uhl-Bien (1995)%
il By R I o € - ER R ACH O R iR, AR
HRE TP, il A TAERIBAE LMX
G BUR B E 2 DR 14— i s B 0k R 1 22 Ak
2 (e.g., Harrison & Klein, 2007; Liden et al., 2006).
ZEFEET 7 AWH, ek EEEHER TR
7] i T TR bR TAE A O R A Y
U5 Z R PR — U R ECH 0.86,

i e 2 . FAI TR A Chen, Lam F1 Zhong (2007)
IRk, XS PEE R B AITER . R ZHFE R
JE L ARHUERR S TR, PR s A i 5 5 T T
ERE ST A —E BEMM M. F, hFH
BA P RIS 23508 51 T AR 285 BE A T Ry (I ARS8 7™ A=
520 (Jackson et al., 1991), KL FR ATt X+ A BA BEA
AT TES. S34b, BRERINN, FFEX TR
IEZIN, BT BLE A 6 1 B X 450547 Z 40,
W] B 43 52 B G0 6 BT A 0S4 T R 1 R
SEMR BRI SESE, 2010), H TASHF 92 5 5 43 2640
SR —Fp S 80 AR 2, X I By
TRV AT R s, PR R AR B A U2 1 1
BTG E FRATET Rwg (). 4194
K R BLACCL]) FIFH) 8] {75 BE (ICC[2]) 2k A 2 43 4
A —3rk, DA A2 T8 1 43 B0 75 BBV S BN
BEARJZ IR A7 5L (Bliese, 2000). Siit4s Rz, 4
WFEA 2R 015 53 BA B i R B PR (ICC 1]
7 0.32, ICC[2]/ 0.60, Rwg () f°F- 4% 4 0.81), H

b AR AE N (2010) B H I A T S 917 28 LSRR 2 S X
L ST T % 5 % N =TT O W TR 9l s B o - X S
B IrET W, AU, BATTREA A2 R XA~ 245
S — IR AT REUR T, TR T AR T A 2 U T SR AR
ZNCPR BT,

WG] DL A2 T 1 43 B0 B B AR 2 1
33 HiESH

TEBHE A A FRATTR I T 208 i ok, R
K S AEYE K 53 B SR i A A i 9 v 9 S i JLAS
A AR . HAOR, I TR R ik E
gh#ty, AR HLM 6.06 # 4 (Raudenbush, Bryk,
Cheong, Congdon, & du Toit, 2004), i id £ |22k
#£#5 (Hierarchical linear modeling, HLM)#) 5 3k
A oy 95— 0 Je S 4 O R 22 AR AR U 5 N ER
N B 03 I 22 [R) 14 55 )22 T P 8 50 RO, (e 2) . FRAT]
FAnr A #EE (Enders & Tofighi, 2007; Hofmann
& Gavin, 1998), TEK 5052 5 19 FEROW I,
TR 1 RS S0 S T 1%k (grand mean) Ly
A Ab TR, SR A oy 5 25 TR I RN IRE, FRATTHE X
51 2R S 4T 258 (group mean) O fE AR EE
P, FATHIH Edward A Lambert (2007) 84 %4543
Mri A, Ffi it Mplus 7.0 #0F(Muthén & Muthén,
2012)K301 7 27K F-E545 J A (Multilevel structural
equation modeling, MSEM), #5546 Py 35 A Ef 17y Je&
R AAER R 1), DL T —5B)E AC# 0C R 22
SRR IZ 142 5C Z IR 4E FH (R 759 1 R A 2000
(% 3). WFFEEANTIAN, 51505 Al I, Edward
5 Lambert [ #4253 A1 77 12 BE 535 2 b 6 75 9
AR AR A B, HGE T IR m (KR, KRR,
TERR, 2012), 1 H., FAT a8 i i 25 4 1E 1 @ o
bootstrap 75 R A AR RN (1) B R EE, PRz
J7 15 AE Ab 3R TF 25 809 i 4 B % (Shrout &
Bolger, 2002), 7E0rA AR BT HIRATERIA T

bl Akt
4 WHIEER

41 MERYEMIEERF S

J TR ARG A R B AR R (CRRST . W
TN BB | 1T~ 8 S8 e 0 R BRI AT o))
RABUE (convergent validity)5 X 7354 (discriminant
validity), Ff1R A LISREL 8.7 #/Fx} Hut 4T T 56
WEPER R 8T . A Hras S ansk 1 s . AR 1 ]
DA M, SHAL 4 D5 pmimisqi, vop - Riax;
IR E RIEQ? = 607.22; ¢¥/df = 2.47, NNFI =
0.94; CFI = 0.94; RMSEA = 0.083), B4 S
F g DU HAT R X305, AT S 4
AR E; F46, S HFRIHETFam &Lt s
FT 0.05 R F KT, HBEA A M, X
ARSCW BN LA S A B R G HUE .
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F1 MERBRXRHET SRR F 28 (n = 215)
HEAY v df y2/df NNFI CFI RMSEA PRI RS
R LA Ay Adf
1. FEHERR4 HF) 607.22 246 2.47 0.94 0.94 0.083
2. =R FAEA— 805.63 249 3.24 0.91 0.92 0.102 2vs. 1 198.41%* 3
3. ZHE TR 1157.09 249 4.65 0.88 0.89 0.131 3vs.1  549.87%* 3
4. ZPFTRRL = 957.58 249 3.85 0.89 0.90 0.115 4vs.1  350.36%* 3
5. PPN AR 1562.04 252 6.20 0.83 0.84 0.156 5vs.1 3243.61%* 6
e BRMERTY . @E RIS . TSR U —RIE AC 0 S RIFTAT A 4 AR

SN TR — . (SRR B R b, BTSRRI E AR G IR 1A T
ST T FEAREAIR A SEA b, R 2R A AR BRI 1A T
SRTRAL = TESEUERI R B SRR b, K SRR E S S RS A S I 1A T

=R
B ey

B TR K 4 HAAHET

42 RS

25 7E B I YA PR 22 FUA SC R AN R 2 BT o
TS5 NI BB (r = 0.30, p< 0.01)F14
BT A =031, p<0.0)IHKEZE, NIBAGH
BN BB AT R 5t 3 IE A 2E(r = 0.42, p< 0.01),
XS ZE B S IR AT A B T S A MIAT
43 {RIZEL
431 MEBA S BRSBTS

FEARRE 1 P FRAT MR IR N B N R A

BT S5AHAT MR, FKATFIH Edward Al
Lambert (2007) 1 %42 73 B 77 1 K K 56 N5 N B 47
B R TR] 550N, I bootstrap 122 4 A6 36 1% 7] 432 56
R EN, WA IR RN, (ARG R T A
110 B 5 (BN N 0.15, 95% B
X 7] 4 [0.03, 0.247), [] s ml LA 52 P 356 B 1) 8%
HIR R AR, X BT AT Ry AR T 2 1 B
M (] 42228 K 0.05, 95% B4 X 6] 4 [0.01, 0.097).
R, B 1 Ror .

=2
w

F*2 BLENME. REERTEEMMBEXXR
ik M sD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
TEEK
1 TR e 1.54 0.50 -
2. B T HAEIR 1.58 0.75 —0.03 -
3. MTHZHEERE 2.28 129 010  0.10 -
4. BT YRR R 2.42 1.25  —0.24%*% 0.45%% 0,03 -
5. FRgdtgnta 2.99 142 —0.25%* 0.31*f 0.09 0.73*%%  —
6. MHEIF 4.05 1.02  —0.13 -0.14* —0.02 —0.11 —0.06 (0.85)
7. NN By B 4.66 0.67 0.04 007 -004 -0.10 -0.12  0.30** (0.80)
8. T —Hk)m AL e 4.24 0.81 —0.10 —0.07 0.01  —0.08 0.02  0.60%* 0.46** (0.86)
9. BIHI1TH 4.69 0.73 -0.10 -0.06 -0.09 —0.10 —0.07  0.31** 0.42%* 0.50** (0.80)
Vil =t
1L EENES ¢ 1.28 0.45 -
2. EEAER 2.99 0.86 —0.03 -
3. EENZEERE 2.24 1.05 -020  0.25% -
4. EENEBAER 3.97 1.16  —0.10  0.66** 0.02 -
5. AIBAAILRE 3.93 1.07  0.04  0.15 —0.41%% 020%% —
6. PRI 4.05 0.76  0.10 —0.25 0.01 —0.12 —0.26 -
7. GRS R 2R 0.59 033 -0.14 -0.17* -0.12 0.06 0.14 0.03 -

E: Nugip =215 Ny, =68, A HRMEEREAREEIEFEXT AL 5N

fl=H.2=4, *p<0.05 **p<0.0lRUEKIK).,
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432 GES-BEXHBXRERCIATYNLERE
FEMIR 2 HIRAMBIR ST E sC e R 57
FEREIRAT (2R 40 5 5 PO B BN Y LA &R
FRATLA P EB N B 03 B Ay AR e, A0 TEASE A (null
model) KK . HE TR Y A4 B 43 B 235 SR e W ] REAF
e TN, ORI AR S B R T 0 [
(67) =124.57, p < 0.01], L ICC (1)F 0.21, WxRA
W PN B AT 21% 09 19 28 SFAFAE T R[]
RGBT Z . AT & 2 )2 2tk Bt i SEA T
4 (Hofmann, 2002), HLM 9455403 3 FiR .
M 3 PR 3 T DU Y, FEAR ] 3R 5 TR
Bl AR SZEERE . RBUER . HIBAELEL . -
P2 DA A 2405 5 40— A e R
AL TR VAR, 1240 S 5 G R s ok
322 AL A8 B IO NN B B (v = 0.40, p
<0.0)HA B EH MR

h T HE— 25 BN A O R 2 SR AE
(2R T 5 PO N B 00 BRI AR O 2R () 1% 9 19 4580

SR BMFE IR IO, FATZ% Aiken £l West
(199 1) i, 3 il B30 5 —0 ) A8 48 5 3R 22 S Ak
Tpd— A e 22 (A0 A IR R o I AT 2 1
(DL 2). IEL 2 thaf LA, SRS 8 25 #
KARZEFIMIL, 7558 T8 sc e R 2E 7ML
MITEEE T, (288055 N EB A B 403 180 2 1] 1 1E )
KRR, X5 FEM BN, [, Sh T
JOr R A b A DA 255 2 TR R RSN ) S, FRATTAE 4
T3 A e O R 2= AR AN KO B (GE i — A~
T o 225 ) X 125 J22 T 981 35 280 o7 AT B AR} 28 53 AT (simple
slope analysis). ff] LA} HTEE SRR, 76 =00 S
— 0 JE A R 2 SR B T CE 80 E—4>
PRifE2E), 12801 5 N E8 N B 00 B 1 1] S HK
P sR (R BAREE R 031, p < 0.01); MLLEMF,
TEAR 015 — 8B J8 58 46 ¢ R 22 AL B IE B8 T (- 328K
W2 — B AEZS), [T2EA T S5 NN B R
1E ] AR 55 (AT SRR K 0.05, p > 0.05), X5
JESG B BUIARAT, PR 2 195 S

R3 NS-MEXBRRZZEFUECETNSESRBAS BB BETI S

PR S

Kt
fem

R 1

L 2 iR 3

BIE 1 B
HIEI 2 yoo

4.69%* (0.41)

5.51%* (0.67) 4.66%* (0.40)

FEENERN vo 0.07 (0.09) 0.05 (0.09) 0.06 (0.09)

FEMWER o 0.19* (0.07) 0.18* (0.07) 0.17* (0.07)
FEMNZHERE yo —0.13* (0.06) —0.13* (0.06) —0.13* (0.05)
FEPEIER  yo —0.15% (0.06) —0.13* (0.06) —0.13* (0.06)

(A1 BA RS Yos
T ZETF vos

~0.17%* (0.06)
0.17%* (0.06))

~0.17%* (0.06)
0.17%* (0.05))

~0.16** (0.06)
0.18%* (0.07)

R BALHM KR ERL  yor —0.05 (0.15) —0.06 (0.15)
SRR B

BEEIH  yo 0.03 (0.09) 0.08 (0.10) 0.05 (0.09)
RTHAER B,

BEET v 0.14 (0.08) 0.15 (0.07) 0.13 (0.07)
RTHZHEBERE B

HRIEI 30 —0.01 (0.03) —0.02 (0.03) —0.02 (0.03)
5L TIMAEBARERR By

HEEI 40 -0.03 (0.06) -0.03 (0.07) —0.03 (0.06)
FE - TILEEATE] s

BRI yso —0.01 (0.04) —0.02 (0.04) —0.02 (0.04)
TR B

BEET  yeo 0.21%%* (0.06) 0.18%* (0.05)
{CRE <G FFRIE AR R Z T v 0.40%* (0.13)

B S8 (Model deviance) 440.63 433.21 430.63

He (DNwir =215 N5, =68, (2) ** p<0.01, * p<0.05S(WEBRKI). 355 EHE MR BAREIR, (BT SHOEH 4

SR RAL IRAG T Y 0 B R A8 S 1 7 (2 xlog-likelihood of the full maximum-likelihood estimate), % {E0 /M FHE TR A 15 B 1F
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07 e [EXRER 3 (808 0.08, 95% {7 X [7] 4[0.02, 0.13]).
45 1 8 WAL 1F Edward 1 Lambert (2007)3C 41 7 F2 9 Ay il
40 RS 8 0T, FATTAT I MU T SR O R 2

B 45 SR — b o 22 A (AR [ U3 0 R O B3
- - RIS E N 0), At H K RN A1 5 T RIHT A
% 30 e WS, SRR A 3 R, A
£ P R RALK T BT, (2540 5 5 T RIHT
2.0 1 Sk 22 a8 2k PN B ST A R 2 G 3R 5 R A
s 59: (4450 P S R 02 ALK P
{25 5 TR 1T R 2 ()8 2 s B ek

i EESS ST [R5 6 22 1A oo B e o R ke, iR 3 79 315 4%

Bl o2 ST —ff s sc ok R 2 AL AE RO 5 A
B3 03 R ] B4 0 35 4 H

433 HWIATEIP WA R EAG TG

% 3, FRATERA 2840 S 5 A TAIE T M
Z 03 3 NN B O BN Y ] 42 56 3R 43 32 3 03—
R A e R 2= ALY . FRATAIH Edward A1
Lambert (2007)4#$A2 AT H AR, Sl A 56 15 )2 1 2%
PR T sS4 O R 25 AL R A RE VT LA L JA]
PR WATVLR TAIHAT A0 A, A80E oA
RUKG I . M JCRE AL R A I 25 R o, iR R AE
VA BAGEST 1)1 A AE S 00 i 35 52 T 0 [(df = 67) =
123.01, p<0.01], H ICC (1) 0.20, T RMERIE]
AT HA 20%I0 1728 S AAAE T AR A GBI T Z ]
XAFG 27K BT i AT 457 (Hofmann, 2002).
BT T RON AR B 2 R, AnEk 4 BT

MW 4 Pl LIEH, SIS FEci X RmER
FREVE T OS5 5 TR AT R 2 1) i 3
AN BB R . 40— 8 5c e K R 2%
FEACKP BRI, (2890 % 5 0 LA T Z 6]
T PN B 3 B AR A T 425G R O i 3 () B2 80
H0.01, 95%E {5 X [H] 4 [-0.04, 0.05]); 440 T~
J& A H e R 2 SRR m ), 2RSS 5 5L T A
BAT R 2Z )38 3 N B Oy B B [ G &R T A

5 PSR MAie

BARC A BT oRE, [CES S A/ IARTH)E
M) TAERLRE; 2R, {28405 0B TAH 1T =2
) 5C FR a7 LN ZE 2 ma ML= A4 7 X e n)
ARSI Z TRA IR o ASF I BT i 2 [ 5, SR HX
[ IR, YRGS A T AT A KRR
FHES R M AIE BRI oT . AR UL, FRATKS T N &B
N B 3 A 288005 5 51 T AE AT S =Z ] i
MAEH, DL G Jm 28 4 6 3 25 S A A7 W 3 )
AR TA80N o SCUESS S AR SR T IR IR
51 EEENX

BIRA I F N A T2k B T 0
R, TR TR, A% IE
ATREMY B IE BE, AN 24 H R AR 1 ) R e Dy
%, HE—WRMEZ29e & s, Xl e
TR ) X BIHAT R . SR, FRATTR A B 2 1Y
W, 8Lt SR oY 3 B 28800 B T AT
o0 B 25 m; [R e e v LUE B R EEA
By BB VR, BRI B TR T P AR
TR 5 ] o 304 iE— 25 IR AT TR 2845 5 B
TANHAT R 2Z B NFEAE FIBL I A B . BARCR U,
{28403 B TP AR SR et T i B
s B, EHERME A O 2 g, 2441

x4 CEOSTEHIFAT-PARESHT

CREGRX) > WEASHEIM) — G TAIHTTH

[A]FERL I 95% HA

ST gt B Bt BN 11X Ji]
25— B Bt (Pux) 5 B B (Pym) H RO (Pyx) [ A5 (Prax Pyar)
KK R ZEF (—19D) 0.02 0.27%* 0.14% 0.01 [~0.04, 0.05]
FRRERL (+1SD) 0.28%* 0.27%* 0.14%* 0.08%* [0.02, 0.13]
2 ] 2 5% —0.26%* 0.27%* 0.14* —0.07%* [-0.13,-0.01]

F: (DNsip =215 Ng,n =68, (2)** p<0.01, * p< 0.05FEKI). (3) Pux T 72545 F 2 1B A B 0 BN AU %425 Pym
Fe7R BN B 3 AN B 5L L ATHAT R 19 B4R s (4)FRAT58 5 05— 3 06 R 22 ALY IE 57 1 AR iz 22 (SD)2ke X 4t i I 4
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457 — - TRAE GRCEL, AR ] S e AT A AR i 5 1] 7 AT B VR 5 A
4.0 BAE B8 7 A 4245, 2009), SR FATHIBF 9% 2 1 141

&35 K PR 451 5 — 0 R S R 2 1 2 AR FE g
gm_ — - R B TRCZ RIS R Z 52, N A S5
& e o SR 2 RS, T TR 2R T AU
i 2.5 “CH OO, PR A S BRAT 80 ok B B 4 41
20 1 (A5 ) S F PRI, 4 5 T 3 ek )
s AR 7 %6 . FoATTROTRSE BN R T B RS A
N (2010) KRR . A At 2x BA MMM, RO &Kt
' i e L A S (RS AN A 2T ) OLE B AR BR8P Ol 45

B3 G- s ok R 22 AR X AT 5 B TR
AT A 22 )3 5k PPN B 5 SR £ ) O 2R A 8
TR

P 540 S 5 O R PR, R4S IA TR S
M, PR X 2 2 U9 R S DA IR s LA
MM EERE, T EUeh R A< AME# e
LS, LT A 5 IH TASH AR BT
M5, SHHANA &G E T AREZ B, JFE
T 3 S BRA T 2l 2k P B 20 R (B0 ) S0 3 S 1 R
sl LR B PR Il R e ) T 58, R LR B A T o AT
e BE o BAR DRI IE DA S 38 e 31 55 1
W&, & B 2840 S R L i A0 s B e &R
(LMX) AR, X630 0 T A S 0r A 1 1 7=
A A4 B 20 (Chan & Mak, 2012; Lin, Ma, Zhang,
Li, & Jiang, 2016), R H AR A W58 I
o 5 AWK S TE 2 5 R TADHT b e &R
AVET S AL, FEARWETE Y, AT ARSI A
ML BE H A, RVTIFA I T N BB B i
FEA 2805 5 0 TR T I Z B R A B, XXt
DMER B2 — A 1 AN FE .

SiAh, FEHE SR SR S X T R AR
IR — ek 3 SO 22 5 B 5K, R e AR
[F] AT 4 g €5 5 T J 22 ] 23 T8 WL 06 R o6 2 AS —
FARDL . PRI, FRATT G SOl e SR AR R, At
S ENS A R, RABRVHIIF R R T 83—
TR AT e 2R 22 AR ZE A S - P 0y B
— A TAUHAT AR BB A A S A . FeATim Rt 52
WERFFR R, G- )E S R E R STEE
ST DL T ANHAT Ry 045 e B PR AR, RP
MR R 2= AR I B, (CREMSAaR
KRBT 51 T BB B i, i xd 63 TR Hi A7
Ay AR AR VR . BRI ST A R R 40 2

B, AT RIEY . ik, AT 585 % 184E
A2 R FR R, PRI IR g0 0 3 22 3 %)
o BT B 3 1) B AR B B3 (D 200 — 3 s A8 48 G 3R 25 S
F)TEA 2R T~ N R A B S8 — 01 T AIH T KR
BT AE T, X T 6 LIAEFGE A f54h 7E o
52 ZTHEEX

ARG E TR TR L. |, SieH
NEAZXT T B A AN AEAE TR B A5 i A
A, GHE S B T 2Z MR« Ak, i TAE
N AN B N B 4T R A T B3 T X 2l 2= A 1 i iR S
TR, SR ILAE T . Flhn, s E AL
S0 BRIG T RZ N A TS, 78 51 T
1] PRI ME Ik 46 4t T3 By e M nd 4 B 45 O ORI O &R
AR, 1h G T 2™ A R R B S AR, 3
FAFER, RMHAE TAEP AL TR,
B 20 260 38 P b g e [ fE . vk, AR 40 12 A v,
NI B 2 N 25 R A A B, A BT YR FC R ) 4 4
A FIRRY B T AR, O R FE L 40, AR 5
TR . AR S AR AR, 2770
SEARAH R J17R SR (Amabile, 1988; Davenport,
Thomas, & Cantrell, 2002), $X1f, tE R 1k H4A 5
TR DG R B 1) 25 S AR FE A e R ik
4 AR 222 3 AL, TR A 3 T R 2 b At AT A i 5 7
AN PR, S T BELAS AR YRR B S 5 A AR,
FERE AR B R T A A S i)
53 MRBRERKEHARARE

AFRAFAE— LR B2 Ab . B, MR
T, BARAHT IR B2 P B B i) 9k ml ik ot
H 2 A FEAE S i rh A 728 s (RN B i) 5 4%
RS (BHT AT )R AE [l — i [a] SO A 8 1, A
BEBCRE AT T HEWT AR B PR G R o FEAR RIS
SRR ] = B (B 3 A 1] 5O R 1) 3B
7 ] A BS99 7 1 ok i — 20 B IR i 22 R YOG
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S BRI SC AR 7 K AR AR R 2 RIS N
LA IE o
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Abstract

For a long time, some scholars held that benevolent leadership contributes to employee innovative behavior

because it provides subordinates with psychological safety, more resources and supports. However, some other

scholars argued that benevolent leadership could increase subordinates’ role obligation, loyalty and obedience to
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supervisor, which would restrain subordinates’ creativity or innovative behavior. Thus, some scholars appealed
that researchers should explore the relationship between benevolent leadership and innovative behavior,
especially make out how, why, and when benevolent leadership facilitate innovative behavior in the future.

We collected the data from 68 supervisors and 215 subordinates at two different time points. In the first
survey, the subordinates were asked to provide information about benevolent leadership and their demography.
Three months later, these subordinates were asked to answer some questions about leader-member exchange
(LMX), perceived insider status, and their supervisor rated their innovative behavior. Hierarchical linear
modeling technique was employed to test the hypothesis about the moderating role of LMX differentiation in the
relationship between benevolent leadership and perceived insider status, while bootstrap analysis procedures
were used to examine the moderated-mediation relationship among the variables in the study.

Analyses of multilevel, multisource and lagged data from 68 supervisors and 215 subordinates showed that
(1) perceived insider status can mediate the relationship between benevolent leadership and innovative behavior;
(2) LMX differentiation moderates the relationship between benevolent leadership and perceived insider status,
i.e., the relationship will be stronger when LMX differentiation is high; (3) and the indirect relationships of
benevolent leadership with innovative behavior via perceived insider status, i.e., the positive indirect relationship will
also be strengthened when LMX differentiation is high.

These findings extend our understanding of the relationship between benevolent leadership and innovative
behavior, and specify how, why and when we can increase the positive influence of benevolent leadership on
innovative behavior. Theoretical and practical implications of these findings are discussed.

Key words benevolent leadership; perceived insider status; LMX differentiation; innovative behavior



