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JZ 2 i (hierarchy) /& 4H A i W IE & 2 —,
H R Bl 28 )2 9t 1) 4 AN 46 T (Greer et al.,
2018), Horp— A2 0 M B, JAR2E 905
S £BH AR S (Morrison, 2011), HTE#F AT
M rfE B s, R EEHLEYh T h, B
HEREFXHEFT W ECEE, CAMTRE
M, RIS R 0] BB 2 (Oc et al.,
2019; Weiss et al., 2017), A AEMEIEHT (King et al.,
2009; Reitzig & Maciejovsky, 2015), FfA45H—
E5E . BIANE IS A, 7SV HAT 8 S0
HOANMER., AZEM, siFENdEss 28T
iifi(Bienefeld & Grote, 2014), I JE %% 2% 5 0] fEA
FIFET,; FEAUREEH, EH5 5545 T5]
ST IEKEEAEE LR, SRR TR
B B EFEXT 4 (Detert et al., 2013; King et al., 2009),
X R 2 N F BT
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AT XA PR A P T B A i 2 T

FAT A

F1%) Siz T AR 1) ) 22 B 3 S M 7 (B2 N 24 B0 2 )
JE)ZERE , AR T H A IR, (R i &= R MR
(KI7E F (Blader et al., 2016), WNEFEABATIUN IR A
—iR, MTRES BRI BTG, Bk, 7E8
SR AT T RE PR B L A BROY & RGE
W, IR AR IR A ETEE . Hd,
R A Z AT IR RN 2 AR, E1 R
R v R B RN AR A5 B At A A% 52 A — N
ASUAR 0 BN, A S T R4 i At N 1) 4505 A 1T g A
AFEFARMIASZ 51 T B o 3% AU R A X T )&
HET RN Y e S A LR | A SR R 7 X —
)R g A A EIRG B . ] WL, SR HEZ Y
25 SO0 T AR TRV AU RN Hi A 6 A 1) 5
Wi, s Z 0% T KO A A A B AU e & .

FA L, AT WSS S A, I
O 28 BRI R LA B, R AF S B
RN (Anicich et al., 2016; Fast et al., 2012), 45 5J&
A W FE K AL T 1A T 2 B Hl A7 ) s I
(Zheng & van Dijke, 2020). A TIAR1E L TFHKEFR
Hr, T JE AR B PEA AT AN T i b A o T XU
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P, R SER G SRR . B R AR
LR 5 2, FEE T AU IRA TN X AT ) Al
A7 AR HEAT IX A3 R 2, UL AR BRI AL
LA AH B AZ LU O R X TR 2 5 W2,

BRI, M+ 245445 fb 218 (evolutionary
theory of social structures), 77 FIHLA 4351 52 A~
PR 38 i 37 Bt (dominance) F1 7 22 (prestige) 3K HUZ 2%
ZEFWEEAS . FT X ECR S AT Al fgffiis e
L H OB SR B B SZ RIS | T A EAR AN
% (Kish-Gephart et al., 2009; Milliken et al., 2003),
X EFEAR T T8 5 s 0 Bl 22 4R 17 Ay S 40
FERERRGIREL, R T JE X4 S 0 2 SR (Yu et all.,
2019), SRS AE 5 N & 281 i 8 i A3 e
Z(Blader et al., 2016), il T J@7Em 25 R H
A, T N B R 1) S B B LR, AR,
FE AL IR Ny, T A A HL AL BRI 2
WARAT R, W T R RS B R, 1
JIAL ST 16 Bt (Magee & Galinsky, 2008; Vial et al.,
2016) A AL AT LAV 55 650 5 A %o 4 5 ) 0 THD
EH .

Zi b, ASCHEDT T B TEAN RSB Z U E
KRBT . #)F I EFIT RS . NfF
FERARZE S, TR LA X A R B 9 5 VR H o
AR TTER FEAA LU =05

B—, ARSCEU) TR AT L2900 53 %)
HAEMMF, $2 05 T XA AR T F,
ETHENMAARNTES, IR i 26
PR SFAL T AR . XN B T X A
[F]J2 LR F A, IR RE i BEAS [m] 2 2 L it
ZIBAHH AS U R R & W 52 B I8 & 51T 8 1 .

5, ARSCGRAEXTE ) P F s A DTk, — 2k
IR & P14 F i B3 15 (Morrison & Rothman,
2009), B2 R 45T 3 5 HBAHE(Tost et al., 2013),
AR T IR 2R, LR RERA%
JEAT T M AL ARG L A R Y, SR AU AL
YEARTR B A8 e, Z 8 1 A ) R 7 7 25 S5 SORH B G
Fo AICAR, GUFA ) B9/E AT GERE TS 1A K
AR M RERE 29 ARG R BT L AL
A Be i (Henrich & Gil-White, 2001), # 7% 2
R AR AT RESZ B ML A ] . LASS S s A
RGNS FA X TR @ F M, A8
TEIHE AU HF BAEH .

o5 =, AR B4R ) BT R DTk,
F BT 32 5 A ST SR T S I R 4% ) (AN 2 A5 A)

XoF T JE N FE MR, L X 40 b o7 (R T &
YEHIR R IR AN, JEH B = A 2UE S s 4
S A QAT I A T BN (LA et al., 2016), AL
T At S EE M TE A B, IR R S0 5 M T Y R
AN ZERE——AU (GZHE) R o7 (75 B2 Z 1] Y O
A, IR DHBAT T 8 B (O 2 4 B A F B M
AT RCEF TS

1.1 AR E RFX 5]

FRAR — BB AIF 5 0 R DG A ) R M A A X5
{HR ) — S 9%k B — F A AE 103 25 5% (Galinsky
et al., 2015; Magee & Galinsky, 2008; To et al., 2020;
Yuetal., 2019), &G, I MHALYEERAR] , #1:
o3 G5 R AR BRI A AU RN LA B AR T 25 SR A T
WA 3 T BEAY, 1 Hb A J2 3 T 75 B2 1) (Cheng
et al., 2013; Henrich & Gil-White, 2001), EKIM 7,
ATy J 46 0 o A O A R, B8 AR
i AngsE 4l A i 77 (Magee & Galinsky, 2008).
Hiu AV 2 48 A A A 2 g At B 5 A0 5E  AR E
(Blader & Yu, 2017). 4t 345 LS, ST
Fs R TE B2 92 F PR R AR A, AU
A AL E S SR R R IIE 2((Case et al., 2018;
Cheng et al., 2013),

5, AU AL RN R AU AEH Zrh
5 IE A IRAAT O, I HAL R At AR 451 7 2
By — Bt S, TR T A B9 T (Anderson &
Brion, 2014), HEZAMAEEXWZHER . 5F—,
A7 Rk A X N BRAs M B4 A [R] . Blader Fi
Chen (2012)\ Ny EAUE WA BT = RIAL, o
A N SIS R, 1A = i H R . b A AR
T T, S A AR T dE R i, SR
TER K At N 47 25 (Blader et al., 2016), 450U, #ufi;
FeAU ) BEAKHR T& 1 . Hays (2013)F8 5, £
I b AT, PRBU A —E & Ak
P MRS T AT, PRI A s AR it R
HOEG AT AEECEE, Hh, BUIEH I
PLZGERRE . TEMANFE R, MERCE AR5
o SRS ) M R i A T b o 3 b A ) = OLJER
B Ty P NN B 1) BTk AT 0 S5 R A AR kT
774k (Hays & Bendersky, 2015),

A RN A7 AT B2 IE AR O (To et al., 2020),
PO BT SCHAL AR A3 B O, =3
FR S 400352 M) ) 1) EE LR U (Cheng et al., 2013;
Fragale et al., 2011) . {H 28U A7 I+ A B2 [R5
1y, IR TR LR, 55—, RIS Al
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P BEARAN A o ARAF A BE W] LUK EFERE ) . X 4H 2
1Y 51k (Keltner et al., 2008), A A] LIKREERC R |\ BUA
FBt%%(To et al., 2020), T2 5T S . A
BATTHRAT ¢, MELIMKEE G R | BUA T-Be3k45 (Blader
& Yu, 2017; Fiske et al., 2007; Swencionis & Fiske,
2016). 55, WAL AT RES 45 9 Al R A AR,
IS F 0 A AT R N IEELT R BET
(Gruenfeld et al., 2008; Liu et al., 2020; Rus et al.,
2012; Wisse & Sleebos, 2016); + & 405X AL A1 1)
i 2 1k R RS 40 T2 F R . X SRR T
S RA5 N J& ) REAUR 22 35 (Willer et al., 2012), H
AT UL, ARA A T 45 AN — E S AL, AL
JI R, FFAS S VLB A9 (Cheng et al., 2013; Fragale
etal., 2011),
12 WEWNAETEESITH

AT, SFAISHA T RES . R
SEEREAL IR, R S R A AU E
(A il & THRIL2 S5 ) A TE (AR XE A AT 55 55 ) Y
PR (Henrich & Gil-White, 2001; McClanahan, 2020),
Wi AT T RE 2 R B R 8 1y H R AR
PO e Joe LA Je 2 4 U S50 22 D7 T, 3 2338 T )8
PSSR AL, R AN B I R 3k X AR Y
UL ARSI SR, £
2 [) G B GRS BT AR R . I AR ASIAT,
ATRESTI R SO Z B has | e s e (B
iz, Bk, 2011), £& % G HOSS 1A i AR
(Morrison, 2014), Mt 7 2 7] BE 28 32 17 1 19 PF
#r (Burris, 2012), #4rBLEIAFR.C 0 TAE, £ 200
V6 5k A7 SR 1 JXURS: (Grant, 2013; Morrison, 2014), 4
SUFAT R I, KU BN I B S R T e T
R, BT ry T RE sz B

[, SR SSAR L, S8 I 45
FAT S B B, A5z B p At H B0, AT RE
SR MRS LA 1A R, X WAF TR
JRHET o AR TARAL 80T, A X At 1Y)
RO vERLAR, S22k A AR ST St 2 L iy 24
FF I (Galinsky et al., 2008). filfi 14 B2 KA F1
BRI T, MRS R B R HAE A
WEMERIAT R o AN AT B AE S R AS T A
ML (Tost et al., 2013), fAITHEZ 0o . TR
FH B (AR R W) R R IK D72, W S E AT Wt
AL RAL T 25 HEIALA I A 4 (Hall et al.,
2005) (R AU 90T 1Y IX BT A AT eSS ik T R Rk E
AN, TR E ST R

g bR, FATIN K, TE R AU S
TREEAMREESHATEESOART, DRSS
R B KBS 5 5 R . X —HEWT A5 5] T — 22235 1
2 (Morrison & Rothman, 2009; Tost et al., 2013),
i TR AT

B 1: ARFRA @A T BEZATH.
13 SMEMNETERSITA

TATNH, GG ERRAE T EES . 4
SEFEACHNE N, T E 5 i L ) 4T 38 T
DO R S—, HOLHEH S B ER BES . X
BA ) BTk 252 25 J32 AF OG (Blader & Yu, 2017; Fiske et al.,
2007; Swencionis & Fiske, 2016), M5 &KL 5T
YEM SRR B . A5 B W3S AT A (Morrison,
2014), FlEA P A, AT e 2920
FEAT: 3%t F Ja i s BGHEA T A BB DT A, B R
TIE B, PRI F JE S AT BE ) iR A A9
o BT EB, S0 LLAE S SN E
47 M IEA ¢ (Kumar & Mishra, 2017), HHFRATIA
g, A0 M AN BEAEE B T S 1 T A OO AR
BEIE . BRI,

B, mH AL ST R T 2ok B R N E
WK TR N B MRS R BRI R, X
GUFIN Z AL N JE XU AR AR R, X SRR
J& 25 (Kumar & Mishra, 2017; Liu et al., 2010), It
Gh, SIS T AR, WEAEP S FIENLR,
AT AE 5 T A A B B0 A 3 R (Yu et al,
2019), F # H T £ §Y 3% 4+ £ 47 & (McClanahan,
2020), WM T JE B A 7] 8(Blader et al., 2016),
FEZE AL 45 T X 3k VR SR I ML 2x 55 (Blader &
Chen, 2012), X715 )@ 85 A WUEE/DN, i1
A O YR R RE S AT B 1 B PE A RN R A5
I AR IR S A5 BIA ], P B 0 JE A T (Xiang
etal., 2019; Zhu & Akhtar, 2019), #EIHFRAT4HEH,

R 2: ARFHAZESHoa T BEZATH .
14 DERERAPNER

AT Ny, A0 FAS T (e P 2338 a0 B
LB E T IRMEFIT N . DI 2IRIE 12
MERBRBNAEL LR RIB N NE I . B 5E N
AW, Aoz BEN L PP EOR 2 IE X R
(Liang et al., 2012), NHTETIAR, 0FA =TI 25ik
TREMEOCETAEASRER, XA SR
AT R DB IR A, A 2205450 TR
HO A CHE LSS AHETEN  EEHE0H AW
5 fil %4451 5 (Nembhard & Edmondson, 2006), I



552 1N B

L

54 45

Ak, AT S ST A L, A T RE R B
ERF . AR . AL, X WS
J& 1.0 P2 42 )% (Morrison & Rothman, 2009), {15
I i N3] K% (Fragale et al., 2011), j=
H: £ JE (Bunderson & Reagans, 2011) 8.0 4= £ 15
(Cheng et al., 2013),

4003 19 1o ML B R T Ja 0 401 A5 A %
B, XAFTES e ek, plinsHos
Z AGAE G2 Em, T B R B % 42 (Podsakoff
et al., 1990). AN, TR T4 A ST A
U TFC AT, XA BT R TIE S R, 5
JInF g 4.0 B2 4% (Detert & Burris, 2007; Milliken
et al., 2003),

R O B A AR I, AR Y K
AHRBS B, B OO R . S R Y
o A ARG, T T 23 PR A AL 32 B 6 T PRASY
MR ER (Edmondson & Lei, 2014; Milliken et al.,
2003), fEbFAIHEH,

R 3: F RS eR T NMAFARA Gbti)
FoFRBIEZATAHNKX R
1.5 @SSMAaiATIER

H—20 1, FRATIA N S0 M7 25 I8 5 S AL )
XN BT AT M RAE R o A S A LS A
Sy, HASE AR T At AR PEAN AT, PR L BB A %) 45
AT R AR AT N E TR R
T, A28 582k 22N @ B S AR & B (Case et al.,
2018; Henrich & Gil-White, 2001), #&IHIRATINN,
Hiu AV R 24 S G0 XA T AR, 0 o 4 T R AL
J1. UBGEFA . S80S M B B, T @ X4 AL
J1BYAN L FEAR f O BRAIR, AT 0 AT REARAE O
24 B AU N # F 7Y, A ASHE
BN IERF I, SR Y ST A B AR, 40
XA T B FH B = Mo 245, O o 7R s A &
XA T T BAS 0 23 1638 1 O RS SR E 44 25 . I
)@ A ] RO HE S P AR B T 5 &
GUFANG . A R, FIKAEEET . #
WA BRI, AT A RTESS AT FLR 5 [ A,
TS A R ) 2L v AU sy M2 s, Al T 23 06
B AZ, SB[ RAT R K Az 2 30l (Blader &
Chen, 2012). FHSZ, AR HL AT A4 H # F1
K7 M AN, DA AR b 57 45 >k 19 9 Ak AZ
X AT A HAB ZH A b & Bl (Anicich et al.,
2016).

WAL, ML REAE S G A ) ok B ikt . 248

A B R, RS A AT 4 R e A )
T F B BRSO 2R AR S AT Ak P T
(Halevy et al., 2011; 0% 4%, 2019), T J& = AL
T340 G 5 T I B AN NP 2 Bl 2 BRAIR, 4T AL
JIXF T B TR AR B TN S
PLEARET, GURfER A B Z i M, FEs
JoT B8 A0 AN T3 1A M T P 455 T R
HTHFRHRITIAGH . ANF, BB T4
G A BBV MR 2 . BB A ST
J& X455 14 5 4T (van der Toorn et al., 2011), Jak />4
SRR B A A G E AU S e 2
850 S A R 5 AT S i B VR A S
KL, MR @A AL LU AT 4y B, A A6
FATNEREAR(LI et al., 2014), 16/ OAMT I EYDT
FE, — SRR N AT SRS T AT A i n
Vial %£(2016)HF5T B, Lo PE4 S Xk L7 A B H
A w AL, B AT 5ARE T Ay, WMELIRE T
JEINTT, BT JE 9 A M T (A 8L R AT R)
B, EEAT MR ETENAEIMT N, RATH
A, MO AR, ST &1k
PR, FREXTEOI M S R, AU R R 7
MK, 2iA LR, RATHEH,

R 4: AR HAZ B T ARF A2 T B S 0
REtER, HARFRAIRFHE, MERAAT BE
T RS R RRES, RN L%,

FRATHE— 25 4 W b A 0 1 AR AR DY
G SR, A 51K T EAL RIRS
AR, X T 8 & 5 py VR Es . Jez, AL
TGRS T JEAL 2RI &, XN R W
Ve T 0 PR B IRATTHE

BRI 50 AR AL AR AR F) 6998 T AE R @ it
TROEZARGTANERERZETRBEZITH,
RINABFNRTAER

2B KA SORE SR 2 R SR T (LR AT
Sl R) A ) LA S Z AR (BT REAS | i L REAS)
A B0 MBS X REAT B T EE ST 0 5 i PR AN A1
TR, BRI A T A

2 BT 1 SRR AT T e
5 AR R 7 IR A

21 WMRAE
211 WRELX

TEIERFE Z 00, FATFIH G*Power (Faul et al.,
2007 )% FIrf REAS B AT . RATTTE G*Power
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BFE F AR, MR Cohen (1988)MYEIL, FATHAL  FRAFAYFHfiH 2K

R RE (= 0.25), FIEEIIRBEE N 0.80,
W EHKT o = 0.05, AT T 128 A
PR, Y, ABFRAE Prolific “FHH5EE] 163
AR TR, FFERARER, LREHR
&, T4 S A 1.25 348 (4 8.77 I6)., Hth B
PR 57.67%; A4S 31.48 (SD = 8.90)%,
RIS TN 18~59 % Wil P TAE4ER A 10.00
(SD = 8.69)4F; 93.25% A i A A KR E % .
212 MRETESERF

WFFE 1R 2 (BSALTT: 5 vsAR) x 2 (TS M
o vs AR WAL 2B eT . RIS — 4y, A
5 32 Ath AT TR 7E S 6 AT T 370 2 B Bh R 1Y £
o, IF R g R A0S (BT 3 4 B A
FHLAT FRFE o FEAS R AU F s 4 v, Bt
Be) 2R A A RE: TR FUGHR A H R TAE A H
JEGUIOITE M A 72 2 LT3 A)JE R . ik (e
AN T DL YR 78 AR 1) 350 B K S A AL o JF BB
), SR E A A, MEE R OR)Z [H
RO 25, A2 w) BLAH A AR e (A 1) b o7 A
FE,

B ER A, SRAME B T 2, 1 8 B
Gt i I BRSO AT 55 o Wb 32K A T i 2 3
MR, A v i 30 A W) AE 7R Pk vk — 44 02 sl 51 S in 55
E—NER AR SE. RN EA: 721
T A s P st XN ST YRR B 414 20
R MEY); W A TED R BB LB, 2
FERBLE A SR, HRTA P48 3 1A Bl 2 N it
G RN A R SRR sl B, Al B SRk
A W W ARG, JF B2 B SRk id
SRORFEH . G5 T T WPASIR, kA B
S B L, R SR B AR R, R At
S RGO, (BRI e A B IFIES
TN, P B ) TR B E AN A SN
P, B, ol — W6 TRk A B Aok
“Git i SORAE, RERIUEE AN A BIRR
SEOH:, AR S AEY — JC BTN, I Bt B DU
Rz, mifEit N B 8RR, IS
(EZR M) Zelm R, R EFEL, )
RIUFEEN B FILE A SN A I, e, 1k
AR P15 A BB, 25 T 3 3 22 IRl 52— A R A,
Fik A CXHMEE AR, JFIEERE AN D STt
SR N TR BLSL TAES 5 . B Rk
(demand effect) (520, FoATIF A X # i 485 HE

22 #HR51HR
221 #BYKm

K 5 4% H it Fkeil it U 1) 1 AU
TN H SRyt 2 BT 2 KRR B XTRII A
A, % 1E RN Cronbach's o REH 0.94, Hi(n=
82)FIIK(n = 814 T AL Sy 4 A WK K 450 AL T B
MIHESY 3 6.92 (SD = 1.76)F13.22 (D = 1.57), M
HHEA BEHESR, t(161) = 14.18, p < 0.001, Cohen’s
d = 222, RH 4 4 H Y3k gkl 21
GUFHNL, REIEE Dy <TG S 2 KR E
T NN, Z a2 A Cronbach's a REHN
0.96., =5 (n = 83)HIMIL(n = 80455 i {37 2H Y Bl 128 %43
SHUA AP B 5> 5 7.07 (SD = 2.00)F1 3.48
(SD=1.88), M HAREZER, t(161)=11.80,p <
0.001, Cohen’sd=1.85,
222 EEITAHRBE

B SANE I CYNAROE: 5K 2= U YU
Htd . BE—2, PIs gt N G — (R B A
7o S, B 51 T ) 1 s g 8 5 T AREAE G
RO . AE L EEE” (Liang et al., 2012), 55 4,
BENEYNGY 7N TSNS IV SE T LN A O
“OERTHRHEIEN A, WA R A SMAEE AR B
BEIE”; 2 = “BONHEFARIE N B, #2110 1T /D7l
RULEURER; 3 = “HEfafiE N B, $2if T —2bgt
W, MULSEEE; 4 = “SREUMETE IR N B, T
o, RIEEEEE) . 2, PIALGSA DY
FEANHITE S50 53 20 B A% B0 X6 B4 32845 0 ST G A o
S0, RS =P MRS, WAL A A DR
A 2R HRISIEFTIE—THE . B ARRIE AL 5
ARSCHEF AT RN . S5, W Sfid A Bt s
SR OC REUZ 099,
223 RIEKIK

RATUAST AL Ry A A8 f, DASHR b A7 Sy 3] 5
Ardw, VRGN TVE NI, IS A
s, AT T, BREW, SFRI T
T ERON B3, F(1, 157) = 4.85, p = 0.03, partial
n® = 0.03; 4505 M (7 % 3 AT oA B RN A
F(1, 157) = 0.82, p = 0.37; S-S Hu A7 (930 35 V5
#,F(1,157)=4.52, p=0.04, partial n* = 0.03, %
AR AT E— 20 W T B AR A B, 45 R R (D
Bl 1), FEARHLAZH, AU RS AT i R
HFEM gey =3.46, SD = 0.87; M sus = 2.86, SD =
1.03), F(1, 157) = 9.14, p = 0.003, partial n> = 0.06;
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T R HL L 2, 405 A ) X 3 T AT N B R TR I
Mgrn =3.31, D =0091; Murs =3.30, SD=0.90),
F(1,157)=0.00, p=0.96, UK 1. ¥ 1 AfE5
4 193 o

=F ;7 ]
Al =Y &)
3.31 3.30
iz
W2t
1 -

R

K1 AU 5 AL 54T 0 B (BESE 1)

3 BP9 20 ARSI ST

31 WIRAE
311 WRER

F9Y 2 PREA ST Rk 55T 1 M 5
2 ;e AAE Prolific ‘553 189 KA W TAE A
FE G FIFH S FE A TAET 32 T e,
TPERARRMNER, SLREERG, 10824803 AT
T 0.68 52 4.48 J0). X ETEL 68.78%;
SERAERS 29.45 % (SD = 7.18), 4EIRESIE N 18~54
% I TAEFERR N 7.46 4F(SD = 7.05); 66.16%[1)
BALIA AL L DL B2 87.83% Rk A KSE
E%R
312 MREFITS5EF

WEE 2 M 2 (BISAUT: & vs AIR) x 2 (4 :
o vs AR LR SEE BT, AESLER SR —FR Ay, T Bk
T RBOYETR TAERL, 4 — 0 HA&ARR
FUT 3 R HBAS R AR ) F2 48 4005 o AN [R) AT ) RN b A 1)
PRONIE 5o, sl Bel Sz (5 8 AN <A/t X A4% iie
A BEIR(CIN TARAE 5 A TAE R . Sl . ¥
BHZKF L B THAL S ) IA R K N B TRIAL i/
it CAS ) FT DA ohe 2 A B AL B3 5 i Rl S B, A AT
DL AN AT DA DS A& 5 AR SE AR o IAM(H ),
55 [R50 A 5 A e, /b BN (A8 )32 N B AR
B, /e A R LA R R RS S R AR,

FESCEREE Ry, i B 5% B LS
— [ TARR, J& A JE 45 R T T T AR A AR
Ay my DAHS Bkt 7-7F 7 FE el . ARk, B R B
TAERARA AT AR (8] AN

TESCHR S =Wy, el % £ ST AR
A H 2 B ) 1] B R 753 X AR A A et
W, Ak, SR TR SO R . SRS T
AR AE LI I 5 AT 2 ey [l 2 2 A A
AR ) TR], 7 B Tl 5 At AT 7 17 S5 o o B 22

313 ETENE

TAT A, MR EF TR, RITEEF N
HRERNGTAERBE A X, X T TILA%E
R (DA — A RR IS Yol DR b 51
Be; Q)4 i WA TR AL — o i B LI S 56 ] 4
PR RS N TG Q) LAE A& 2 A
ML AR AE, DR A 8 3 3 P . 78 T S A
TATH Liang F(012) a0 R K H T BN, DIE
BT TAERE. JFH, BITCEMESFAMTEZ
[ B 5ly, PRTE 4% H ol B s ST VR B Y
TG, BERNMEUWZEONE, BEIZESN
FHMATEITML, mfE0RE 4 ZBERNEFIT
S TR Rl E et ssil, s F )
PR TAERAR AL, K R AEARWF 5T 1)
Cronbach's a %04 0.85,

O3 W A Liang Z5(2012)10 5 4 H
R, BEREMRRENET I EZENS, R
H AR 7E 2 i b F 43 RE H O WE
SR W IREEW) ixE RIEARWIFT ) Cronbach's
o ZECH 0.90,

32 #H#ER5itie
321 BNKIE

K 3 4% H 3Rk kU e 21 A 45 F A
F1 o IRE B Ry b A AR X FRATIR = R i
1) Cronbach's o Z250H 0.80, &5 (n = 95)AK(n =
94) 4T A 77 2H 114 9k 15X X 400 LT 1R P AN 0B 4 1)
7 5.39 (SD = 1.05)#1 4.68 (SD = 1.18), W4 EHA &
FEXER 1(187) = 4.39, p< 0.001, Cohen’s d = 0.64,
KA S 1 HE R 4 45 H 2R i gl s A 2
RO4T S A7, 1% R FEMEST 2 AY Cronbach's o &
$H 090, =5 (n = 94) I (n = 95) T b o7 2H 1) B
O S5 M 57 R PPAN BB 539 R 5.34 (SD = 1.08)
F14.18 (SD = 1.38), WA HA BFER, t(187) =
6.46, p<0.001, Cohen’s d = 0.94,

322 (R

FATUART AL Ay B A f . LA b 57 kg 1
A, VPER . B TIRIERE R, Dt
MR, BEIT AR, AT 2. 4



Y

%51 xR A SIRBUT MM T RS R IR DR S BRI AE H 555
x1 BEETHAMNSEREASWERR 2)
skt HETH NReL g
[ I 2 A 3 T 4 R 5 TR 6 I 7 R 8
PEH] —0.10(0.19) —0.07 (0.18) —0.02(0.15)  —0.00 (0.18)  0.02(0.16)  —0.16 (0.22) —0.12 (0.20)  —0.05 (0.20)
#HEKFE  0.05(0.07) 0.05(0.06)  0.02(0.05) 0.04 (0.06)  0.02 (0.05) 0.05 (0.08) 0.06 (0.07) 0.05 (0.07)
T#  -0.01(0.01) —0.01(0.01) —0.00(0.01)  —0.00(0.01) —0.00 (0.01)  —0.01 (0.01) —0.01 (0.01)  —0.01 (0.01)
FA T -0.32 (0.16)' —0.15(0.14)  —0.73 (0.23)** —0.37 (0.21)" -0.37 (0.18)*  —0.81 (0.26)**
A5 AL 0.52 (0.16)** 0.06 (0.15) 0.11 (0.23)  —0.13 (0.20) 0.98 (0.18)***  0.54 (0.26)*
ARG AL F] x 0.82 (0.33)*  0.42 (0.29) 0.88 (0.36)*
4515 L7
PR 4 )k 0.46 (0.06)*** 0.45 (0.06)***
R 0.01 0.08 0.32 0.11 0.33 0.01 0.16 0.19
F 0.38 3.00% 14.41%%% 3.62%% 12.74% %% 0.47 6.95%** 6.92%%%

H:N=189; 'p<0.10, 'p<0.05, “p<0.01, “p<0.001.

DG

REY], GSBIEF AT N FEBON B E, F(,
182) = 3.97, p = 0.048, partial n* = 0.02, *f.00 B4
AR FE RO W E, F(1, 182) = 435, p = 0.04,
partial n° = 0.02, 405 Mo A7 % #7547 A 4 £ 350
2, F(1, 182) = 10.40, p=0.001, partial n* = 0.05, %}
PR A RN W, F(1, 182) = 29.92, p <
0.001, partial n* = 1.14, £, FRATH EIE S0 KA
65 0 P 22 G BT A0 AN 7 (MBS ) IV 3517 Sk Z [B] 1)
FRAMET g 1 (Y 3)R] L, A 42 il 5T S A
A, U B2 4ot i 5 A B AR FH(B = 0.46,
SE = 0.06, p < 0.001), F&f'TH Preacher il Hayes
(2004) 11 Process X H A1 U A TAG 4, 25 R R W 451
SRy A0 A 3 A0 B2 ARG e T A Y )
FERON 4y & —0.17, 95% CI = [-0.36, —0.01]F
0.45,95% CI =[0.26, 0.70], % FJFk, % 1~3 15
P FE

WAL, T 2250t SRR, 450 b o Y 9 5 AR
2, F(1, 182) = 6.27, p=0.01, partial n* = 0.03,,
FEAR AT 2, 400 F A ) 6 7547 Ay %) A7 T 5 T
(Migin, =4.63,SD =1.06; M i =3.89, SD = 1.35),
F(1, 182) = 10.11, p=0.002, partial n* = 0.05; 7E =1
PigH, SFA X FIT A B EM gy =
473, 9D =1.07; M siy =4.83, SD =0.88), F(1, 182) =
0.15,p=0.70, TEWE 2, [FHE, 7E2)2 BIH 5P
(F 1), BIRL 4 R UG AL T LA A A B IO
FAT I B # (B = 0.82, SE = 0.33, p=0.01),
ik 4 1538038,

s 5 $EHpl s AT, AT 2245
B A 22 )22 0] 5 43 A1 Kot o0 B 22 4 8 ) w4V R4 7
K5, FA TG Edwards Al Lambert (2007)1%) 4 3§

KRG X — R, 2, KSR AL 1 28 H
O J@ O B A R R e R 0 . R T 250
B, SFA T F LA 1) 28 B I500] 00 B4 42 Sk 1) 52 )
W F(1, 182) = 5.82, p=0.02, partial n* = 0.03, H
RIS (LK 3), FEARHLAIZH, 1S A ) W0 B2
2RI BT S0 S 2 (M e, = 3.78, SD = 1.41; M
wn =2.95,SD=1.18), F(1, 182) = 10.10, partial n* =
0.05; 7E (=i 2H, S5 X0 B2 4 B 52 )
ANEEM guy = 430, SD = 1.26; M yuy = 4.38,
SD = 1.03), F(1, 182) = 0.06, p = 0.80, [al:, fELZ

LS 2A
w

QR 473 4.83
Sr 4f3 oF=7 ] E S
3.89
4t -
1k
It T
K 2 AU S A B F AT N R (AT 2)
) 378 T i
- T
2.95
;ﬁ»j 3T T
E
e 2r
1 _
0 R
RHAL
Bl 3 SIS A T 5 A 0 B2 4 I AY S R (W5 2)
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54 45

L

BHEATH (L 1), B 8 WoR &AL fH
) 2 B3N O PR 22 4 S AR i 25 (B = 0.88, SE =
0.36, p=10.02),

55, CUPERIAU A B AR B R, K
DI ARET N B F T R AAETE N E 0, R
1 AR S WOR, 7RO RGBS, (OB
BN F T A B EREH(B = 0.45, SE = 0.06,
p < 0.001), B3 FHLA AYAE I #5174 1R
AR EB =042, SE=0.29, p=0.15), Z8&
Z MBS TR S5 5, ik 5 53052

4 WHIT 3 e R R A

41 WRFZE
411 WEER

AW 5T AR A SR R T o 1 R O R 5 A A
Mo AL A LSS R A L T, A
AR AE . FE NIRRT TR BN T, RAT#E 591
A 53 TAIBATTEY 130 24 B GFS 5 I0EE . h
T RNIE T 25, FRATTR 20 55 22 R R Y T X
TPECIR ISR . FERTIR] A 1 (T, B T OFEH 840
SRR ML . FERFR] A 2 (T2, L T1 WS 6 1
), B0 TR B2 A 8%, IF i 3245 4 3 I i
RTMEFIT N,

BT SR ZTMm N s1h, Tk
SR E MG, FRATE T )& R A E R e
7E 8 Ao i Ta A BN T | AELTE 8 AL (7 8
NOBF, FATH & KA TA T E; 4T E A5
k8 A, FRATK G4 8 24 T E. #
ZAVE . ZHE ST R — VLR S, AR5
ZARAT T 346 15 5t T (InIE 58.54%)F1 111 43451
(WIS 85.38%) M4 . TERZAAMEAT, 80.18%M 4]
AR 50% ke LA EBY T B SE s 1 A, P34 5A0
GUFIPA 312 7 N E . 7F 346 A 01 T, 44.22% K
Bk, PR R 31.71 £ (SD = 8.35), TEALHT
Y TAR4ERR K 2.31 45(SD = 2.20), H 60.69%1)
BT R aSAR L DL 22D,

412 TEM=E

I3t v A i A 3 34 2R FH B R [ 3 ) R
B SC TR B R R 5 4 Likert 1143, 1 Rk
BRI, 5 FoRARE BT,

ARF AR A o WIFSEAE T8 2 SRR AR
45 AL 71 (Lian et al., 2014; van Dijke et al., 2010),
FERFSE 3 HIRATH 2 B A 7 I ) 47 1A
b TEAG B, BARWEIEH HOHE 2 ORI 5E

AR5 —ZE(Raven et al., 1998), {HE2ZFHIN N
HIF AR — VA R R AN E R, T e [ A4
HEAEATE AR & (van Dijke et al., 2010), 2 Howell
Z5(2007) 1Y L, N K 22 BORURITER AR Ry Bk
PR A GE T AR TP AT AR 56, AN A
H—o WIZUE LT, — 8 WA REEK (van Dijke
et al., 2010), XWMNEHE FIEW] T = By ad 7Pk
DAL LG R AT AE AR SCHR 43 BN 4 T 25 BN 3 i AU
KGR

FEMEERT, 34157 Hinkin F1 Schriesheim (1989)
F14) et 3 SF e 401 58 S BURN 22 B A 58 T A1 75 )
BUE SRR A A0S 1T LA T HERFRG ) T A
11557, ZERIEAWFTHH Cronbach's a RECH
0.88 . R FALAY 7R 8 H Ay F i) F2 48 4005 AT LA i)
AR HT - % ERAEARV G H Y Cronbach's o R %L
9 0.84.

AR S 34, 204 E Djurdjevie (2017 5 46 H
HEL NP E IR EE RN W AR
B> 7 B FRIEARNIFE Y Cronbach's a 2404 0.89,

B A R MEHSIESE 2 PR R, %
HRAEARBISE H A Cronbach's o Z2H0CH 0.93,

#FATH . Kk Liang %£(2012)9 10 45 H 3R
SR b, 9 R E Ay i/ f AR M 45 2 fef BAL A2
i BB T 58 A 2 B N Y A B ) R, At/
WHCF4E H, AMARTEANT. R REARTI P
Cronbach's o &N 097, HF—EME, FATIE
K ICOR e S I S, 2k A=
o FRATTIA R A it e 55 R0 ) 1 A 5 T 2 A2 )
STEA ) R AL P 520, 330 M 24 3 O P 2 4
TR AR o I HLAR SO A S A P sl 75 Ry il 1
EEWSE, ESHEFTHEE, mMAR EHX
Slo WeAh, ABFIE R RIS 53 B AE DA PR 5 Bl
v oA R A I, AR R TR — B 4
o DR R AR A o R R A O
TR, HIATAAE T AL, Xu 55(2019)
TERR O R AR 5 AT A A 2 MR B, R Liang
FQ012) M KX F AT AHITI A, FIFEIFRIX
eV S AR, MR B
CEFITN.

EHEE, MR EKATEAMES . F . ZH
BREULMEBERYSESITNE XEH s
4F, 2016), KIHLIRNTIEG AL rh 5 il X Se AR 4
WEAR, AT HE B 1] 2 B T XA T 43 B AN B4 R A AT
R, PRI T B3 T XA ) i 32 32 F2 B (Kirkman
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B A U AU FIH AL R R R

O B2 A SR 1 557

et al., 2009), W2 THFEZZMHAZR, Hit
AT GE TR i) 53 T A ) BE B A0 ) o >R FH
Dorfman F Howell (1988)f 6 5% H &3 i 5t T4
JIRE B, % R AEANIFEH AT Cronbach's o &
R 0.89,
413 SRR

T AT BB S5 4 2 i S A EUE, TR
HFHEITHICC, = 0.69, ICC, = 0.76, Iy, = 0.92)H —
ME AN Z AT E, AWVF5CRH 22 4t A
(hierarchical linear modeling, HLM)X$ £ 4l E47 T 43
Bro BRI, BENBIWSEAT) . My, O3
LN R Z AR B E AT BRI AR E T R
i, (2 —S I £ 4 T 8 380 E % 8,
HAARFRE NI 218 )7 2248 5%, I, B
B AR B TANR)Z AR 1, (HEARESE
% HLM #E45 5007, DISIBRE S 17 T4
TR R B AT BN Z TR 7 22748 50 i, AR T
A Level 1 #O i BEAS T AE A 10l A AT 34 647
T B (E P AR AL P (Hofmann & Gavin, 1998),
H T P BA SRR B A5 /0N, e LA R Al T Level 2 1)
BEMLRLN (MR 25, 2020), FRATH Level 1 BRFRBE
A [ 5E R (fixed slope)s
42 WRER
421 SEUEMEEFSHT

AWM E T 6 > F B PR, 9

SEREIA . AU | P AR AU, &
FATH o AR SO FHBE 720 M P4k 7 0 A8
ZI A X8R . g 2 B, WL BE 5 IR
IR 1) 2 18] L& BEAR BF(y° = 1435.22, df = 512;
RMSEA = 0.07, CFI = 0.91, TLI = 0.90), HA# 1
SRR R S e W o el K 7t R A Y S R ¥ T
HBAE 0.01 K- It 2, FBAL A I i B A A i) 23R
BREE i 3 AR AR AL (B 2-4) 5 SEBR LI A
Z LG BE W 22, R D7 A6 96 S B 400 5 4 50T il
IR AR Y R AR R 2 ) 2 e 2
422 fHiRESIT

& 3 Mt T AW IT S A B E | bR
FAR f 2Z (M) AH DG R A, FRR 3 AT I, 055 i AL
50 P4 48R 35 U 56 (r = —0.40, p < 0.001), 5
HFEAT B FE AR =-0.16, p=0.002); HFH
RGO AR A W E (= -0.01, p =
0.86), SEFATNAAHXEARE (T = 0.01, p =
0.93), A0S HA 5.0 B4 4 JR U 2 TE A 2 (r = 0.33,
p < 0.001), SEFIT AR RZFT = 0.08,
p=0.13),
423 (RIZHKIW

ZZEMEIA T R R 4 . ik
1~2 42 H 400 S B Rt 0 X 55 A0 B0 o F A AR
1 UL, S5 s AR 5 AT oA 3 R B A
(B=-0.09, SE=0.04, p=0.01), 407 X & 547

x2 MERBLLBEARE I
izl A7 v df Ay CFI TLI RMSEA
BERL 1 EAL, SR, Hhfr . AUIEERS . ORI, EFEATA 143522 512 091  0.90 0.07
B 2 A EAHSR FIAUTF A —A T 2267.45 517 832.23%**  0.82  0.81 0.10
B3 EAL, SREIAL . H I A AT 2787.43 521  1352.21%*% 077  0.75 0.11
R 4 R, #ETHNIFA—AE T 2786.53 517 1351.31*%** 077  0.75 0.11
*3 FEMRTEMHME. tREE. EEMEXEMGR 3

AR M D 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
11531 — — —
2 () 31.71 835 —0.03 —
3HAERE 2.51 1.14  0.22%%*—0.61***
4 {F YRR 8] 231 220  0.03 0.58%*% —036%**
SHHBE B 2.28 0.57 —0.11* =0.12* -0.03 -0.03  (0.89)
6 405 5% il AL 2.45 0.77  0.16** 0.07 0.05 0.12*  0.05 (0.88)
7 SRR 3.08 0.74  0.26%**—0.08 0.23%%% —0.01  —0.18%** (.20%** (0.84)
8 45 S fp 3.72 0.79  0.107  —0.28%¥% (.20%k% —(.26%*k* —(.25%%* —0,18*** (.25%** (0.89)
9 SN P 42 JK 3.79 076  0.00 —0.12%  0.02  —0.18%%* —0.06  —0.40%** —0.01 0.33%%% (0.93)
10 EFAITH 3.60 0.74 —0.10"  —0.21%*% 0.20%%* —0.19%%* —0.03  —0.16**  0.01 0.08 0.23%**  (0.97)

W N=346; 'p<0.10, 'p<0.05, “p<0.01, “"p<0.001.



558 L b 2 Eire %54 4%
T4 WA ERMNROEBERZEBRAF N HEE 3)
- HETH DB Ak
[ LAY 2 T 3 TR 4 R 5 I 6
P51 -0.08 (0.07) -0.08 (0.07) -0.10 (0.07) —0.11 (0.07) 0.09 (0.08) 0.04 (0.08)
e 0.00 (0.00) 0.00 (0.00) 0.00 (0.00) 0.00 (0.00) —0.00 (0.01) —0.00 (0.01)
HERE 0.05 (0.04) 0.04 (0.04) 0.06 (0.04) ' 0.06 (0.04) —0.06 (0.04) —0.09 (0.04)*
A BB ] -0.01 (0.02) —0.02 (0.02) -0.01 (0.02) -0.01 (0.02) -0.03 (0.02) —0.05 (0.02)*
A7 B 0 —0.02 (0.05) —0.03 (0.05) —0.02 (0.05) —0.03 (0.05) 0.05 (0.07) 0.01 (0.07)
ST 5 AL —0.09 (0.04)* —0.06 (0.04) —0.31 (0.06)***
T BB —0.06 (0.05) -0.03 (0.05) —0.25 (0.07)%***
4505 L7 0.11 (0.05)* 0.14 (0.05)** 0.05 (0.05) 0.06 (0.05) 0.46 (0.07)*** 0.58 (0.07)***
o> AL 4 Rk 0.12 (0.04)** 0.13 (0.04)***
a8 A A (B —0.08 (0.12) -0.04 (0.12) —0.34 (0.08)***
BFALA B IIE 0.05 (0.11) 0.05 (0.11) 0.02 (0.08)
HiA A BRI (E 0.01 (0.12) 0.01 (0.13) -0.01 (0.12) —0.03 (0.13) 0.24 (0.09)** 0.31 (0.09)***
Pseudo-R? 0.04 0.03 0.07 0.07 0.28 0.21
W N=346; 'p<0.10, 'p<0.05, "p<0.01, ""p<0.001,
KA BFEERAVENB=0.11, SE=0.05, p= 0.02), Hiu A7 1) 28 BN AT A W (B = 0.16,

MRS 2 AT UL, G0 R B AN AT N A RS AN
(B =-0.06, SE=0.05, p=0.18), 495l 7 X} £
SATHAREIEREHAB = 0.14, SE = 0.05, p =
0.003), fBix 1 153 2NE 5 3CkE, ik 2 153134

B 3 R, BT e b A S AU K
MR F AT R Z (A G 2R AN 3R 4 IR 5 ] UL, 43
SRR GO B T O B W R R B =
—-0.31, SE = 0.06, p < 0.001), 4005407 X0 B 42 4>
B B FERIEMA/ERB = 046, SE = 0.07, p <
0.001), HIAL 6 FIUL, G2 FACT 0 B 2 4k
B E R EAEH(B =-0.25 SE=0.07, p< 0.001),
S AV X0 3 2 4 A 25 Y IE R/E (B = 0.58,
SE=0.07, p<0.001), XHFE 4K 3 FEIA 4 7]
D, A g ) 4 ) 400 i ) (R BORU T Az Js o0
PR A BV B F AT A 0 W IE M AR (R 3:
B=0.12, SE=0.04, p=0.002; #%%l 4: B=0.13, SE=
0.04, p<0.001), FA14:% H Monte Carlo 758411
B A SO Y X T Ak T o 7 400 i T ASORI LA 9 il
AR, T R T O S BRE I TR S AT
A R FR A RN 43 B JE—0.04, 95% CI = [—0.07, —0.01]
F10.06, 95% CI = [0.02, 0.10], {E4H T2 B AR
DA TR IR v, A E A 51 T 3 A E R T
HHETT A BN 532 -0.03, 95% CI = [-0.06,
—0.0177#1 0.08, 95% CI = [0.03, 0.13], fBi% 3 153
XHEo

5 4 42 H 400 S AV 25 R 45 400 A R T
HAmEN . B3R 5 BIRL 1 AT, SRR IO

95% CI=[0.04, 0.28], SE=0.06, p=0.006); X 1%
5 R 2 AT, UG TORCRI LA () 38 BN EE
AT WA B % (B =-0.06, 95% CI = [-0.24, 0.12],
SE=0.09, p=0.51), Mit—LRR R0, AT
A3 5] 3% R 4505 b A2 (+1SD) AIIG 451 5 3 437 (—1SD)
i) A5 T (] 4) o AR 4 HRmT DL, 0 45 b A
ACARRI, 00 o RO A 5 AT i B I A RS s T
(B=-0.18, 95% CI = [-0.28, —0.08], SE = 0.05, p <
0.001); 1717 >4 45 -F b o7 3 = B, 1S n RO 2 5
A7 R B A E A 525 (B = —0.02, 95% CI = [-0.12,
0.08], SE=0.05, p=0.65), % 4 15235 7 F5,
ik 5 H2 g A IR VE A . FRATT R AR A 4
Edwards Fll Lambert (2007) A4 2 B A6 5 3% — B35
S—2, KA M AL YA BT JE O B 4
FRISZI B 25 . R 5 B S T, 45 om i
SR H A7 118 A8 T 3000 00 B 42 42 JR AT B 3 (B =
0.19, 95% CI =[0.03, 0.35], SE=0.08, p=0.02), X
i — 20 R VR T ARONE, FRATT 43 S e B 4 Ml A
(+1 SD)FMEAT Sz (—1 SD) i H I 5 %% v & (1#
5)o MK 5 WAl UL, Y80S M A B IR, 4515 il
HORF 0 22 A S ) T ) /R FH G581 (B = —0.41, 95%
CI=1[-0.55,-0.27], SE=0.07, p < 0.001); Tj 2440
A A R I, R RSOGO B 2 4 JE ) 71 1] A
FHWES T (B = —0.23, 95% CI = [-0.37, —0.09], SE =
0.07, p=10.002), 13 5 #i8 6 AT, TR FAH
Hi AV 9 22 LI @ O L 4 B AT i E R (B =
0.27,95% CI=[0.11, 0.43], SE=0.13, p=0.04), &
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S U RIS T T R

O B2 A SR 1 559

RS GSHAIEETIRUN R I BT R (FF 3R 3)

- HETH DB Ak
[ R 2 T 3 T 4 A 5 TR 6
531 -0.08 (0.07) -0.08 (0.07) -0.10 (0.07) —0.11 (0.07) 0.10 (0.08) 0.03 (0.08)
AR 0.00 (0.00) 0.00 (0.00) 0.00 (0.00) 0.00 (0.00) —0.00 (0.01) -0.00 (0.01)
HEBE 0.05 (0.04) 0.04 (0.04) 0.06 (0.04) * 0.06 (0.04) * —0.06 (0.04) —0.10 (0.04)*
ER AT -0.01 (0.02) -0.02 (0.02) -0.01 (0.02) —0.01 (0.02) -0.03 (0.02) —0.05 (0.02)*
AN 7 B 8 1 —0.03 (0.05) —0.03 (0.05) —0.03 (0.05) —0.03 (0.05) 0.04 (0.07) 0.02 (0.07)
A5 5 1 AL —0.10 (0.04)** —0.06 (0.04) —0.31 (0.06)***
PR FAL -0.06 (0.05) —0.03 (0.05) —0.25 (0.07)***
415 1Ay 0.07 (0.05) 0.14 (0.05)** 0.03 (0.05) 0.07 (0.05) 0.42 (0.07)*** 0.56 (0.07)***
S8R A < b 57 0.16 (0.06)** 0.14 (0.06)* 0.19 (0.08)*
WA Hb 7 -0.06 (0.09) -0.10 (0.09) 0.27 (0.13)*
L P22 4 K 0.11 (0.04)**  0.14 (0.04)***
PRI BAIAME —0.08 (0.12) —0.04 (0.12) —0.34 (0.08)***
A BN E 0.05 (0.11) 0.06 (0.11) 0.02 (0.08)
HuA A B (B 0.00 (0.12) 0.00 (0.13) -0.02 (0.12) —0.04 (0.13) 0.22 (0.09)** 0.33 (0.09)***
Pseudo-R? 0.04 0.03 0.07 0.08 0.29 0.22

N =346; 'p<0.10, 'p<0.05, “p<0.01, “"p<0.001.

--m - EHBAY
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4.0

3R R R AR
P 4 A0S A0 X i A S A D ) B 3 A

44 —o— KA
-- - R
42| -y
g’i 4.0 - ‘=
Y 38+
36t
2
34
32
3.0 : !
KR HIAL R

P s A0S it 0 X o o A5 B 22 SR ) ) 9 1 1

HE— 0 B UR 1 O, FRATT 43 S a5 B 40 b 7
(+1 SD)FMILAT Sz (—1 SD)im H I8 15 % 7 1 (=
6)o ME 6 AT I, 400 S A AR, S
AT 0 R4 A2 S i) 171 1) A FH S 58 1 (B = —0.38, 95%
CI = [-0.54, —0.22], SE = 0.08, p < 0.001); Tfij 2445
UL R I, U T O B A B AR AN

P (B = —0.12, 95% CI = [-0.28, 0.04], SE = 0.08,
p = 015)0

o
e A
42
- ___________________
- 4.0 N
438t
#®
%{ 3.6 \
%2
34+
32+
3.0 I |
fRIEEAL AR

P 6 B0l X B2 BA 50 B2 A R ] B 5 A

55, SRR R B 3E HIE, KK
DI RN N B FAT R R AEAE W
25813 (B=0.11, SE=0.04, p=0.006)F#& % 4
(B=0.14, SE=0.04, p< 0.001) 7] %01, 445145 FAL
JIFHLA 32 IR, I AERCARL oA B 2R,
PR AN B i F A A W R EmER . R
AR EE R AT, R 5 AR EISCRE

S i e
ARSI 2 A SRR ST AN 1A S A R 4
TFRIAUT TR A 2 ROVE, 0 M7 A R /R

M, ULT 0Bz ha . kB, F
Ja TR A A U, HEE AT O 2 R B
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L

54 45

AT X} 1 M 80T, S AT N AR BRI AR,
A0 b A T A A A T T JE AT O B A
AT AN R AT AN T R T O B A
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Abstract

The impact of a leader’s hierarchical position on employees’ voice behaviors is both practically and
theoretically important. Prior research found that hierarchical differences hinder upward communication and
information sharing. Indeed, the hierarchical position is constructed on different bases. For example, power (i.e.,
the control over valuable resources) and status (i.e., the respect and esteem that a leader holds in the eyes of others)
are two different bases of hierarchy, and they are found to have distinct effects on an individual’s behaviors and
perceptions. Therefore, employees’ voice decisions may vary when the leader has high power or high status.
However, prior research has not distinguished those different hierarchical bases (i.e., power and status) when
investigating the effect of a leader’s hierarchical rank on employees’ voice behaviors. Moreover, the interactive
relationship between power and status has not been explored in the voice context, although researchers have
identified that the power effect often depends on status. We suggest that leader power and status have distinct
effects on employees’ voice behavior and psychological safety. We also expect the effect of leader power on
employee’s voice behavior to be moderated by leader status and that the moderating effect may be transferred
indirectly through employees’ psychological safety.
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By taking a multimethod approach, we tested our hypotheses in two experiments (Studies 1 and 2) and a
field survey (Study 3). In Study 1, we conducted a 2 (leader power: high vs. low) x 2 (leader status: high vs. low)
between-subjects design and recruited 163 full-time employees from Prolific. By using a scenario-based experiment,
we aimed to test the main effects of leader power and status on employees’ voice behaviors, as well as the
moderating effect of leader status. In Study 2, we conducted a 2 (leader power: high vs. low) x 2 (leader status:
high vs. low) between-subjects design and recruited 189 full-time employees from Prolific. In this study, we asked
participants to identify a target leader who had either high or low power and either high or low status. After that,
they indicated how many suggestions or concerns they would bring up to this leader in a real meeting and
reported the perceived psychological safety in that situation. In Study 3, we collected data from a large company
in South China. The final sample consists of 346 employees matched with their 111 immediate supervisors.
Employees evaluated their supervisor’s power and status at T1 and reported their psychological safety at T2;
supervisors reported employee voice behaviors at T2.

In Study 1, we found a negative effect of leader power on employees’ voice behaviors. In addition, we found
that the effect of leader power on employees’ voice behavior was contingent on leader status. That is, when a
leader has high status, the negative effect of leader power on employee voice behavior was not significant; when
a leader has low status, the negative effect was stronger. Study 2 supported the main effect of leader power and
status on employees’ voice behaviors, as well as the moderating effect of leader status. In addition, Study 2
provided evidence of the mediating role of psychological safety that links the interaction of leader power and
status with employees’ voice behaviors. Finally, Study 3 replicated the main effect of leader power and status on
employees' voice behavior, the moderating effect of status on the link between leader power and employees’
voice behavior, and the mediating effect of psychological safety. The results from two experiments and one field
study ensured high internal and external validity.

Our study contributes to the literature in several aspects. First, we distinguished the effect of leader power
and status on employees’ voice behaviors and psychological safety. We also found that the effect of leader power
on employees’ voice behavior depends on leader status. This finding provided more nuanced evidence regarding
how hierarchical differentiation influences upward voice. Second, although researchers have identified leader
power as an influential predictor of employees’ voice behavior, the findings are mixed. We demonstrated that the
impact of leader power is contingent on leader status. This finding helps reconcile the debate on leader power.
Third, researchers have focused more attention on how leaders influence employees through hard power than on
the influence of soft status. Our results show that dominance (i.e., power) and prestige (i.e., status) are both
important sources of influence in organizations.
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