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FIZIAR AT BRI A RO E A7, AR RSO I 51 T S RIS 2 ) gt i) . e TAt2Bidm s )t 5 3 W
FYSCHK, ASBHFFEIA g [ VR BE A (] (5 T2 B3 TG ) S 5 R A B AL . G ANl o B RLR i,
R HIFE I MI45 14 (round-robin survey) FISCH LB F RPN IAL BT, G52RABE. FEILEmt R ALl T, AT
FUe T R SRR R A5 AL, ol ABRAE B HEAN A BRHEF o ESESRm AR O0 T, 1T EA B T
FTH SRS R S5 AL, S22 ABREE B A BRHEF o 3l ad 5 I ASE S AR A A8 i, AW R I TR
TIONT [R] =5 5C 28 2 M) P TR AR A D RN e B i IR G At TR ) 2L S A E S

XEER GUT I, JCE, RISHEE, FgErsE, AP, AFRHEF

SFES  B849: C93

1 [A)EE

AR, #hos s OB BOC T 0L TAE IR
#YJ ELi(Cha et al., 2019; Grandey & Gabriel, 2015),
B AR D1 T BN 7E B2 H R AT 07 X (Caza
etal., 2017), XA FEMG RS2 EA 207 TH K )5
PRl e an, S oGy @ 3 a8 AR AR B Tk AR
(“Generation Me”; Twenge et al., 2010); {IL[E] A
ORI EEE T, AT A EBRg R EE A B O TR
(Lindholm, 2009), X i 15 fth i 7E B 47 T8 fiil ) T 3%
MATERSE H IR MATEH AR A T TA/ER
FLYRREUE T 2 A TR UL E T 2 (Leroy et al., 2015),
R H T AEMR T IR A B L (Ménard & Brunet, 2011)
JEHR B TAEREA (Metin et al., 2016), SR T 57 T
LA R N BR O 3R 5% 0 B 1T 7 2% K 3 (Cha
etal., 2019). H R # &M IA N A Tk REMS (2 it
5 [6] &5 2 6] FUA% #9 A PR H. 3l (Tlies et al., 2005;

R H 3): 2020-12-22

Kernis & Goldman, 2006; Gill & Caza, 2018; Tang,
Xu et al., 2021), X FERFT LI & B E I
A R T BR 8l b B BE A T 1% I AR AT (e g
Swann et al., 1994; Wickham, 2013), XLEHF5E EE
ERE AR R P ITR, izt A (Wickham,
2013)8i 1 /& (Peets & Hodges, 2018), [a] 3 [A] )28
AL AMBEEA . BT 0 TR ENERS
(Lindholm, 2009), V2 [F] = 2 [u] ] G840 AH 2 BA A=,
H T AR B (e.g., Xu et al., 2020), T X SLpF5T
@2 e =R (ST I A T AL NN R LS P U
ST REAT A B

FATIN A B T B 0] [A] = O¢ & 1 5% el AR 7] g
BT AER . — 5T, B TR B T
SAGAEARHE R R AR B8, 5 —Jr i, T
FCE T R Lk ) SR X R A AT = Oy SRR TG
AR, PR EE | R IHWM A AP E.5) . B3
FLIAH S I S8 B BB IE X A1 o b A, Yagil Al
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Medler (2013)BFFE &I, 4R55 A 5 B0 7
A NG ZER, XA ESE A IR AR ] e 1 E I o
3R 55 N DL RIAT AN FF G B O R I PR BB 1 A
M= AR o R RAIRIC 2, 51 T B o ff
A HIL ] X (] =5 0C 2 7= AR 52 7 R RN T A2 T A
far sk o5 5 S 7 SR T I BT M 2 i BT T R XL T
SURLNE, AT T 5 T an a2 m A Brds Bl
(e.g., Grant & Mayer, 2009)FI A Fr$E)f% (e.g., Robinson
& Schabram, 2019), 25X PN T o402 T AR T
Y R TS I B B8l AWFRIE T8 05
15 (social penetration theory; Altman & Taylor,
1973; Taylor & Altman, 1987)% & 9 K 1Y SCHik(i.e,
Hilton et al., 1993; Reeder et al., 2004)i47 5387, 2
th B T LA AT R ek 5 e [R] S X i 0 T 4 AT A
PREEXT ) S OC F 7 Ao o +E 28 B BIS A It
"GP RIMTE XA FITRELE A LB 4
fGAE; FHS, MXT TR T NTESCE SMER H 3
JEE BLAR AT i LE X D7 I B 3 A2 Bl LA 3 I U A i
B = A B, SEmm ik G ml ) B 5, i BRie i —
PE AT B T RO R M W B e il A R
M HIRZE: RIFFE IR B B, 8 BT R
PR IMER B IR Z 1, fEAHRERK B Z J5, X
IT SR T AR N TE HFRE T . BT, AT
FEPE A — ORI AR A B TS RS ) py A
S, 7RISR R, D3 T RO R R OC &
AERSEI A e R ER MR, 51K R F BRI E
1, Wb ABRES B8 A BrHEF o fES B
[ZfE, 0 THERWIEmEN RS R, A
B PR R S5 F T M5, 3 2 N bR B>
NBRHETF -
11 RITEBSFEEES

BRSSO T H W TAE P BN 7E B 5L H
FATHE M FT A ] (Kernis, 2003; Kernis & Goldman,
2006). #R#E Kernis fil Goldman FJ4-#r, XAPfrEs
Jr S 4 AT H—, A% (self-awareness),
fEHIE A CRERN A B THANTERS AR,
W35 [ BBz . UL AN B, =, T I n T
(unbiased processing), $§IHARME X E I H K, KA
HO s S5A48 8, H = Ei#fr M (uthentic
behavior), F8¥%MNTER I HKATSN, HAT R
H & Bk EW, i, X RE %
(relational transparency), 55 T.7E5 [RZE7EAC 1
JEBLNAEFLSC A 3R AT BB th i s R
X 4T o XA S H AT B b N T e

Iz, #E TR R R A N (e.g
Ilies et al., 2005; Neider & Schriesheim, 2011;
Walumbwa et al., 2008). AW A Kernis F
Goldman T4 i 09 EiA &, 4 0 T H S 1
H e TAE R BN TE B S AT XA
ES AEITE R

FET 42298 B BS RN R A SCHR, ARFFT 4R
53 T FL YK AT e e [m] =5 6% 03 T S AR R BE 4t
2B AT 28 B3NN TE B SMER] 51
HFZ )R, MR NTERZ O HROETENE,
I Hk o iE A 2 P F K2 T (Altman & Taylor,
1973; Taylor & Altman, 1987). S5#1iR ) A\ H 5 b T
J& B Y F 3 23 R E TR A X e R Y A TE 2 T
(Harrison et al., 1998), S8R N E ah+ Fr 2B aY
H 3 25 7 L AL N 7E Y JZ T (Altman et al., 1981).
JEIAFE KRR HIRB i AN 5 Bfg sz, 1
BRI LB P A G AT . SR, JE BLARXT T
KFR T TAHMESNAE A 32 180 #8 7T RE LE XS 7 %) ixX
N2 EE . IR TZEIR R, AP
51 T EL AT = 5 2UAR AT e 25 5% e [ 3 04 45 4 F
MWEE. DT HEMR MNTE S A AT, FITAH
WEWL, HH FRIAAS 35 HILESZ (Kernis, 2003;
Kernis & Goldman, 2006). B a0XFh N 7E B2 H I
5 AT [ 5 BT A 1 A e IRy A FRJZ T, ) 5L
TEW LRS- ARG XMEE R T FF
fit 0% H g AN T 40) 9% B2 T B9 47 A (knowledge-based
trust; Lewicki et al., 2006), K X B a] DL 67 T B
WA TR KA o A XA N TE R SE H FeRrY 2
PTG ) < i B i 5 R B A FRJZ T, D[ =
ATRE AR R BE . ARSI ISR R R, X il A2
SR EIXE LA LLBOOAF 2 R0 AT e I3 IR i R, PR
Fept 22774k (Ham & Vonk, 2011; Hilton et al., 1993),
XFP M BE S BRI IZ B L E AT Sh ML RS B Y
— PP NHf % U 2 (suspicion of ulterior motives; Fein,
1996; Marchand & Vonk, 2005), i &2, 24561 T
FLUR R N TE B H AR A (6] 0 rh i FLE S
AR HIRZ T, RS ] RE Sy B X AT
FOME DB At 1y X 47 S sl LA P BORIAS W AEO™ 4
MBEREARAFAT o 24 01 T 4737 X065 A 5
e A B B TR JZ T WA B T N X AR
IHE, EERMEE A AE AT .
12 HEMBWNRIEBRSEFEHEMEEE

EZEXRFATIEAR
T3 EMe, AN 5T B A
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V—M8 A5: 51T FCIHOR ] = OC 28 A XLIT 8400

SEER ) 9 98 1 7R 531

FP B8 W] 515 A 1 52 ma FEAR R B 1 B T
TSRl Z A py e ] eI ANTTE B 5)
PRI E IS A R A TR AR R G
Z IV B (Altman & Taylor, 1973; Taylor & Altman,
1987) WIFFER AR A I, i T AN ES 1 /i, i
B E AR IAEA X SMERJZ T o & AR ]
WK, B, MEEZ T, B2 R
N TE Y B 3% 2 1 (Altman et al.,, 1981; Collins &
Miller, 1994), X BLEZ# N TASE,
A TR X% 0 T T R, AR HR AR RA AR,
Al R 2 I ESMERN A R)Z M. T HIRE%
RPN 7E BLSE 1 3R AT 0T RE M 12 o B S R IR Y
JEE, LR EERGE 0 T2 AR A T . X AR
BAF AT A0 BE fith 32 28 2 A5 e <7 38 5 KLY L AT A AR X
T] 713 (predictable; Rousseau et al., 1998), 51 T.AY
ZE ) ik ) St e LUEE ST (5 A o i AR R B
ATTAHE R0 TR AR B A0 AT 1) = 6T 3 S LA B ) 47 SRy
11 227 v GREASTAS U9 5 (Fein et al., 1990), [R] 25 %F i 51
T AT OO FE 2R AT REY R, LASOS H bl
FEAEREE, BRI, BT A AR A B S FAS T
A Lk ) = PR B 2 1 AR kR Sy TR Y T AR, 85X
TS ok o T RE H B Al R 4 I T AT (Wooten,
2009), bt TIEMTR B S M EW, £ TAEPREEH
CHLS . I TERASELEBIERRS%, [FFHHE
XX RS B AR BE . D T R I 7E A 3R,
XA L U 2 gl 2 L R SR B A A TG .
SRR, TESLER R, 5 T Sy L R S5 M
DL AR AR, MEETS 5 A AR b,

g A At 2 )5, A 2 T %5 T
SRS T fRIFIBWIE B T BRI, B SC Tl
b S /ERER) N (Who he/she is) BB . 7E X NB EX,
R X% D T A B AN R B AR AT i S A, AR
X SEA PR B % 51 T B AR F 47 (Lewicki et al,
2006), bt T NTE RS AT T —
HWTRY A C M EWIFE TS ek, AKINA B
AR IFHWSE A O AR —FF G 7 55 0 e 1%
BT AEXA B BGE A R B A IR )2 1, BB LR E
T P2 U o i HL [R5 I 2 28 AT DIHIZ R Y
AT R AT ARG ERR %) P9 JE ] (dispositional attribution;
Reeder et al., 2004), FIWriz T HIEE H T N AE RS
A XFPEAT, TR HE ik RS
AT ARG RN, A B a5, Ek
4% (Greene et al., 2006; Taylor & Altman, 1987). 4l
SR I B O3 T B P A I S 3R s i T fg Lk R =

JESEAT AT A U R PRBE, AR I 0L A
o G VBT, ABFSEIA N, TEdtgimt ) B
MIEHLT, DL T L AT BE 1S N [m] = PR BE A1 R 45
1 @B mE A3 g 2 f5, 5 T nT GE R
R S PR Besg Rl 54 . Bk, ARFTEHE
12 Ta - SRR R]I S 51 T Bl 5 [ R BE
[ OC R . LRI R TGN T, P ZRCRE
1E10], FEERI AU AT O T P Z R R R n)
EEE 1 - FLE ) [E] 81 03 TS W] S5 R 2
KR FR, S ARG OL T, MEZ RS
fgn], AR T P Z B R R IE N
1.3 RIEEX ABRH B ABRHE R B B0
AHIFE I Sy R 2 1 P BE A AT 2 328 1 5 e [+
FEXHZ 5 TR R Bl A BRHS B2 g i W
FRIKFEITAITT N (Grant & Mayer, 2009; van Dyne
et al., 1995). Wi T ZEAE ORI [|] . K5 FBEU, Fr
DAATT 38 56 i 1) 5 Bl IS 26 AT R A5 3 111 4 9 X 52
(Halbesleben & Wheeler, 2015; Koopman et al.,
2016), [a) = PR 4 5 45 X 03 AT A28 175 5 3
HLASHN 2 A4 5E FE (Marchand & Vonk, 2005), 4R %E
Berm iy, R 31092 5% AR AT o ) R R ) A
[F] L FT BRI B A $ I B, PR HHG A C iz
5 ER L A SR AEARE B AN B A Y T o
B TR AN B, R S AT AR 1A A i HE B
(Grodal et al., 2015), 33X -5 B [a] F-P1 5 v] Bk > A
PRAf . SR [A) S x iz bt T s 1 R R 5 AT,
W a] BEIA g 5 B 7 R B, XPRORA 2R 1.
TRXAN R, R4 i 0 TR AR Bl rY T REPE 23 K
K¢ 75 (Halbesleben & Wheeler, 2015), 1fij HLiX Fi i
OCT [a) 53] i S SR b 25 5 2 51 T8 3] Y PR ME AN
o 25 B, I HOOOhn A A4 B (Cialdini et al.,
1997). Ktl, AWFFEIN N W] M0 58 5 A Bk Bh 2 1a]
FEAE M SRR [ FE S5 A PR B Z (8775 1 m)
KFRo
12 2[Rl SRR BE 5 NBRT B Z A 2 A AR
12 20 [T 5 APRIS B Z R IR C R .
[Fi] 5 1) A S A A A 7T 68 23 52 T[] = X6 32
T ABRHER o A BrARF 2R3 v MR 5 58 i e 1Y
TR, FEPL N 0] R HIR Ao IR RE 5 37 45 25 (Ferris et al.,
2008), i TXFIZ A TRYMEE, T8RS Z B8
AR A2 4, HPEAT Fr Bl (Fein, 1996; Hilton
etal., 1993), []Zo /a0 5512 O3 T4 fih ALk
ARG 4 RIBOHN ) 175 55 (Zhang & Zhou, 2014), H&EfY
AW R S5 22 2 i 0 TAT A 5 iy JE A
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FB A P T 2 shifl(self-serving motives; DeCarlo,
2005). [Al=h s Bt T IR 2 S i A FA . i,
U FF7 3] REW B VE Z A N\ JE%3Z (Jones & Paulhus,
2009). [T RE N L 5% 5 T AR KRR 25 (Ferris &
Hochwarter, 2011) AHN b, 24 [F]3% L& (HAE 1% 00 T,
X AME AE 2 Lk A =5 AR T B Y IR O SR B R iz
T AT A2 IR . B T E IR A AT 3 07 AR AT G w20 i
R IRAEAT M35 7 (Tang, Xu et al., 2021), 7|53 5%
BT H B Al GRSl LB i 4, LRI A
B ABRHER o FETFLL B0, FRATEEH

5% 3a - [FIF M 5E 5 A BRHEF Z A E R o

12 30 AR 5 APRHER Z 2R m R

G54 10 G T 51 T FLEKCS R SR B R IR A
FEZRERMIEHRAREE 1), A4 H R
T LYK T fig 3 2k A T [ S B R[] S5 AT 5 e
[FI X% 0 T ABRFS B, I B A AR08 2352
FNILF ] ARy . BARRIY, 7EdLsrnt Rk
B AL, BT B AT S o B v 1) S PR UG
M 51E, IBOs> ABRHEE B, fEILgimt a3k iy
TEOLT, DT BN 2 AT Bl T A [R] =5 M S8 4 5 [
FAREDE Z APrfT B . ik, ARt

MR 4 FEFRET AR Y 5L T ECGE A 5 [R) =
PRBE (4a) F1 R 515 AT (4b) ) A BRHAS B A% 12800 o 7E
I AR AL, DL T BT hn R S5 e R
AR ) 2545 A i X B 5 Bl ™= AR A i [R] 52 0, AE
AR G OU T, 5 T L PRI R = R S 42
o () A A 17 X A B 5 Bl ™ A T 1) [ 422500

A ST IN A 51 T Lk AT B AR T ) 3
PR 1 [) =515 A 2 1 52 e ) 3 %3 51 A PR HE
Ji, I HLX A TR] 22800 A [R) A AT R 52 21 e =8 i (1] 1Y)
P ARSI R AL T, B T R s i
P2 vy [) S PR BE DR AIR [ S A5 AT, DASE in A BRHETF
e A AR G LT, B T AT g B T
RAARC ) e M B 5 e [l A5 AT, Tl A BRAEST o
AP

MR 5 - FEFRET )R Y 5L T B GE A 5 e [R) =
PREE(Sa) il [F) F5 (54T (Sb)XT A BRHEF i [ 300 . 7
eI A R IR AT, D T B[R] S S
AR TR A5 A 2 i 6 B HE % 7 A 1 1) () 4252 0] 78
LR OL T, BT R R R 5 M e i
o (R A5 A 21T X A B HE T 7 A= 7 ) (] 422500

ZE LT, AMPRENSARIE 1. HEuE
IZER AR, AT TP SR . BFSE 1
(1% 100) 265 ] BT 3 BT [ S PR B8 AR A B T B[]

KRR AR, R A5 A T LA
GROEMIDES 3N G E P S S 9 =i A (N B
ST 2 R JH I H  0 R AR B A TR 00 XA
W TR AL o He—, WF5E 1 ()G AR ES X DL S
BB AR R rp G PR R 438 (causality); BF5T 2 SR A SE
Sk BB A AU B A ), H =, A Rl
9807 BB TR 8 7E 22 A IF 97 I B b s A2 K e 2
AR XTERAREREE 8w 19T A LA ] S
(robustness) F1 7B AL i (generalizability; Wright &
Sweeney, 2016),

BoEL ||

R Aﬁmﬁ]i

|

U et o ) |
I

K1 gk

2 W5E 1 [EERIREE T RO RS dE

RSl
21 WRAFE
211 WRITF

AT FE B AEAS B v [ AR g X — Al 1Y
TAERTBN o HATBAAY 5% T30 % 7E— I A= TAE, F
Af 24 B 8)) o AP SR 2111381 T (round-robin
design; Warner et al., 1979), Z3K [5]— A BA H A9 A,
BUZ AT AH B DAY o X IR 45 B B 2870 ok B
Z AP R, FE T 20 TAR
) NFr . (e.g., Lee & Duffy, 2019; Ouyang et
al., 2018), DA 4 Z M OT OO W . B0t &L D N A
IO T ) 2H B P B S 5 B U B R) B . 7RI
PAT BN H il ] = PR BE I, 23R 0 R A 2 4
X TR 4. B N FER DL T B PRBE . [RIEE, L
SR B ZAU R A C A3 6 T 50 H L B PR R
TMEE. LAEHE. B = 5 IR B AR 25 bk
BESRAC AR HAth 557 55 53 MRS o ASF TR FH$E )
BTl RS BE . ABRES B A BRHESR o FRATTHE
A S(THESR 2 5P ik A 2 1y
A MEE, IR 5 T B R R 5E . 1 RRAIK
[ R R 25, FE ] B PR R 22 5 09 58 A B ] 45 (T2),
Z 5RO BT BRES B A CBRHESR o ABFSE
FER DL AU ) S X FL N BRAS Bly, (R SEC  HT 5
TR NBRHEF o AAFFE il A T 2R e &
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K IR R UE B B 3R, W I SCRRAR R R
ORI R AR T B A S (Brislin, 1980).

TEABIFE Y, B— YR LR % 384 4y, [A]
WA R4S 333 4y, IR AR 86.7%; 45—
WIRWE & R4S 333 £y, IO 2 nl 45 299 4y, 101
WCARCR R 89.8%, Frieifln & TVCEL, MERA
SERE R BE, S AREA R 63 ANHIBA Y 1027
D ANBRECRT (dyads). “FHHIBAES 5.6 A(SD =
2.82), FESEMCARINER 299 & BT, kbt
44.8%, LRI 34.39 % (SD = 7.46), BATAFR}
KL F2FPT B T 78.6%, 1EiZA VA48 T A
AR K 9.18 4-(SD = 6.96)

212 [ENE

AT EW(T)o ABFFERH Leroy % A(2015)
BT % i B3 TR R . X RS [ Kernis Al
Goldman (2006) 1y 1~ A H i & 3% (Authenticity
Inventory), R 4 MHEEHANYEE 4 480,
16 NI, AFE R TRIRE FE, RAREE
Ao N ax 2 (AREE) ., “RENEHAC
AR A5 RIS 58 (MmO Ty . TR &4 A 2 MR
SRME (EWA TR TS A A U A 2
AR RRBWM). ERS T, RS 50
By T A 22 KRR I [R) 2 A ) PN 25 5 FH T4
WHC ., RHAZERE 7 S a R, 1 dEw AR
B, 7 AR R g, RO T AR
JERR R . X% R I TR T, AR LB
PR R SHR LA BAE, }(116) = 234.0,
CFI = 0.92, TLI = 0.91, RMSEA = 0.06, SRMR =
0.05, PEIHIZE RN 4 NYEFEREMS & N AN T
FFRAE R TEW,. ZEROAT SR
0.86,

B = W 5 (T1). W5 DeCarlo (2005)F7JF
KW 3 AU R R S R T AT R sh AL IR SE . 1
PRI, R S 5 R R R E O 4 S HAh
B B FE TAER sy, JFAR 4 X 26 A PrE
S 2 I 1 24 7 22 R AR R I [R) 2 A v i TN 25
% e [ O LR 1 08 B B R, 1 R
ANFEE?, 7 AR F R B o R AL A5 () i A5 8
ST A T IE <t b ) A5 A B ATLARLF- B2 R AN B
by (b ) 265 N\ B PO B o T2 1) PR — B
P RECH 095,

A FE % B (T2) o TEAMSEH, K Ouyang 55 A
(2018)7E & I B 11 H i fff T Ay DLl a3 >k 1 £ [
FZI A NBRE B . s R E RS 5 5L T

R HABRL S X A 25 TR B, 1 <A, 7
IR o AL Al () 7 TAE bR FR AR AL
Bl <t () 265 T 53 =2 AU () e b 5 THT 9 R0 TR RE™
Al (ftb ) A B ) 355 TR A o T4 A3 2 g MEST | <Al
(Ut )45 BhFR 58 AR 9 AR 32 0 o ) P9 — Bk
BN 096, ARERESK N TILHR, MHoasgdiT
FRAE R X 5 T A BRHS Bl .

A FRHEF(T2)o ABFFEMGR Ferris 55 A (2008)
B W37 HE % 2 3 (workplace ostracism scale) >l
i ABRHER o e R 2 T AT R
BAZ BN A S HER o AP e R o
BRI AT O G I A U 3 R AR X i R AT T A4
FH(e.g., Lam et al., 2011; Lee & Duffy, 2019), 2%
BN T ik BTG BERIEEE, 450N T RIS
55 3 WS 0] 36 100 45 (fatigue), PR OR 4611 ) 45 20K
T 57 B O IAH [ REE IO 224> HoAth B 3 AT PR o
BRSNS QU N I (S Z NG B i el 1 )
NBRHER, AWESRE Sef B v N 25 BOR S AF 5
ANZ W EH Zh i gEE, JF HNHEF & 000 R 1 T hs
FEF T R R X% 0 T ABRHE R . tean, R
F YA I CAEARTE A B[] A B, N S5
F B G Ry Y Ll )i A B TR R, TR BT
Ji e e v 1Y 5 S I HA R 2 B B R D
“FR2x [l gk 5 fth (i) A R PR AL . SR)E, BG4
S B 5 2R N U g S R IR P 4 A R
(content validity)#EATPFAl . 3 TR IPAL LS IR, HEH
Horp i e R AR R S Z R BRHE R B9 3 A8, 351
SRR Il k55 At ) A7 R A Al | TR St o 5 A
(b)zZ iR, “ft(htn)7E S o A fige, R 2 F AR At ()
RIFALE?, MRS 5P R A 25
i) 1) HCAth 8 B3 AR R R AT R AR, 1 AR,
TORNCEIET IR R N R — B R B 0.95,

FEat ], TEARNSE T, AT R A
A 53 7P TG 2 ] A 1) He S ] o 7 50— ORI A
BT, FATZRAFER RSP HRACS
A A7 B 51 22 [B) R AL (B] X, PN Z[E] )
L A] W AT TR . SRS, X BRI A
FRC R B B ] A e —3 . Horb, Ko mil
(84.2%) /& —E 1 . J TR ORI i HERA 1, 7E
5 R IAMT EAE (T2), FRATTE P T 43 5 i B9
S5 i [) # S2 BRAE [0 45 v JF R 51 E AT PR
Ao ZIREAREE TILIRA 22 57 1 E O o

BH BT ABFFRERS 5T
A WA OS2 E, SN Fit . HF
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B L AR ZAM 1 TAEERR . 783 T i w52 1
WO, 50 T ANA Gt g, X e A R
s B Z 8] & & (Harrison et al., 1998), [F]AT,
FRATTEER AT BA 451 52 32 AT BA B 03 i N8, 5 HLAE
ARl T A AR, PR IE 5T 3R B AT BA R AR A
Zxsz M AT A i N B B Bl 3 B2 (Richter et al., 2006),
ENGIEMIVES S SN IS PuR (o |
PR S T 52 i ] 300 32 00 TR N B 38 Bl sl A B
HEF o BRI, [R) =Xz 5t T3 LS Bl sl S dr i 19
PR A T 51 T B BT P AR A BE, AT T R
2 () 2 A SR WL DU 06 R A BR AR KR H B 1Y
JhS7 P (Robinson et al., 2013), K, AS#FsEHsH] T
[A] =5 R 457 0 37 %) 2 J (desire for independence), &
iR F Nagumey &5 A (2004) F7 JF % (14 2t X 1% 4%
TEHEA TN IR AR LR ERE B A T X ROk
VAR R HZ . “H O R BEIR [ ORI L &
ANEEREE R OCRAN TR A O S (1 B R A
[, 7 AR i "), iz RN — 2 Ry
0.75. TEARMIFREATIR 73 AT b, 2 m A
AR AT 0 e A B e T A e AR — 3
213 SHTREE

SV T IR AT RS P 5 O I A A 5 7
R EA E AR EH AR . e, FiTm e 4
NTAERIBA, H =20 N BRC R it & 78 58 51 B AT
By L Z 8] 3k 2 5 AR TR A — AT BN Z N o 3 A
B Z PO R MIEIRAATE 3 2R ABRIZIR
(dyadic level; H-2). MK JZ K (individual level;
B R 51 20 LA S AT BAZ IR (group level), ASHIf
5% K — PR R 10 2 B8 o i s —— b & 50
Z A5 (social relations model; Kenny, 1994; Kenny
etal., 2006). >R X Fh 72 1 5o e 200 AR 1A 7
(variance )% FEA [A] 2 UCHEAT 73 i o BT HZ UL,
PRI AR 5t 45 S5 ] A SRR A ATBA TR A S AR (R R R
A 51 T AR [ R =) LR F P Z [ ) 5 3l 56 &R
SNBSS AR O B T S R
IEFR . Htk, FRATE Sels N Z B 5.3 0¢ & v i
PR R S i R, TENBRIZ IR X EE #4753
Mo TEAPHTZ00, W5 L0 RIEAPRIZ KA R K1
A RN ABRIZ R AR SR/, W RS 3 28 & fig
i 0 2 FOUIN PR AR i, KON B R AR R /DN, R
SRR EE % R AR R O B 2 A A R
M, FZEH T8 TAEB A i ABRE 3li(e.g., de
Jong et al., 2007; Lee & Duffy, 2019),

TEARWEGER, R T4 HAS i (e.g., A BYEIK)

XHRAR E(e.g., B XT A B ABRHEFR) BRI, &A%
ORI AR B AR 5 o FERIA PR Z A B8 KA 5
WZE, WATA GRS AR SHAZA RN R,
TERG IR T (e.g., R% 1a), FeATBEEHIZH . A
A, AR (e.g, A5 B ISR L R HAZ
HIG, A R AR SR T AR S A AR, KRR I #)
T PR AR g (AR rp AT ST AT o IR AR
g Ak (L 2 A T 0 A% it 5 PR AR St 22 [R) OC FR A T )
SR, XA E ) ST AT [ E S Hr b g e
IHZ#((Kenny et al., 2006), AMWF5EH i ] Kenny
F1 Wong (2016) 7 T & 1 i R 7 R A T4t S5 6 &R
A4 Hr(e.g., Lam et al., 2021; Tang, Lam et al.,
2021), 7 BB BIER A A, TR — A BA 1 G 44 1
S A AR B BREC XS (dyads). Hedn, a% 51
X R B N BRHER A [F) T BT &% Bt A
PRk o BUL, 4 44 505 T 2 g i A A AT U B 12
DA ABRBCN . h T8t s, A&
TS AN AN G B T A5 5 5 DR A ke 22 () 3380 7 A L 1)
WM, X TR A B AT R B, AR DA TR
AR N R A 2t 2 R R OB R A AL B X
TR T T A 8O0 AR A B, AR BIE S A i R
Preacher %% A\ (2007) 7 & 320 BRFEAT 34T, IR
3% R %% (Monte Carlo approach) X} A 251 [A]
TR AT R 5 o
22 MIR&ER
221 IIEMEFSR

AHFFE R Mplus 7.0 AN JZ Uk G #6475
(i.e., D3 T ELCRIM N7 2 ) LA S AN BRJZ IR =472
(e, WML, ABRHEBILL K A BRHER) T £
J2 R S8 M DR 0 B P LG 596 A5 0 11 X4 35K
FE o AT A R ANER 1 FrR) 3R W T 8 AR
WIS BE, x*(183) = 491.4, CFI1 = 0.94, TLI = 0.93,
RMSEA = 0.04, SRMRpeiyeen = 0.09, SRMRyihin =
0.02, W EMTIARHHER, AY = 1634.12),
2954.0(2), 3821.1(3), 67.3(1), 3853.1(4), p < 0.001,
L5 BT 445 R AR B A I 5% 104 I St 8 AR i s AR
HEATIX 43
222 HRMESIT

TER 2 PRI T AR MBIE . bRz AHC
FBVA S AR 1 0 15 T2 R B IR SC o AT i 445
ATLLE W, B X A I EES B X A B9 A BR A5 Bh 2 1]
BRERML, r=-0.12, p < 0.001, 5ABRHIFTZ
] 5 B FIEADE, » = 0.38, p < 0.001, #JHEM[HE
FIEE T RE SRR BR A B, 42 & ABRHESF .



55 W W—My 45 BT BN RS OC R BRI SN . e iR g 9E T 7R 535
K1 SEXWIEHEEFSTEFRE L

B Y (df) A (Adp) CFI TLI ~ RMSEA  SRMRyepeen SRMR yinin

P FHA 491.4 (183) 0.94 0.93 0.04 0.09 0.02
W F &I
GRS EE 5 ABRHEF 2125.6 (185) 1634.1 (2)™ 0.65 0.59 0.10 0.09 0.18
G I ABRHER 5 A BRES Bl 3445.4 (185) 2954.0 (2)™" 0.41 0.31 0.13 0.09 0.29
CEIPNGY = 4312.5 (186) 3821.1 (3)™ 0.26 0.13 0.15 0.09 0.33
B IFAAZ Y 558.7 (184) 67.3 ()™ 0.93 0.92 0.05 0.10 0.02
TMEFINFBRE K = A FREZY 4344.5 (187) 3853.1 (4)™ 0.25 0.13 0.15 0.10 0.33
TE: Ay W7 2B 38 AL 5 R AR AT L . Tp < 0.001

223 TRHMHE

KA R, AT E SexT AR ik AT T
RS, AE B X A BIAEE . ABRES B LA A BR
HEFR o WL 3 FiR, B X A FOPRSE 1 AR AR S,
PN Z B B B R4 A8 5 5 27.9%; B X
A T NBRES B AR S v, PN Z R B B
KRFT= A A S E 31.4%; B XF A I ABRHER 8
RN e L LTSNl ST O R0 B S Rt e
S 24.1%. PHT A RERY], B X A IYMAEE . B XF A
I NBRTS B B XF A W ABRHER EAR KRR E 57
VDN RS PEN A

224 {Ri% laB9teLe

s 1a & H LR [ E Y 5 T B S R 3
BEZ I O Fy JLsh il (] B A 100 W3 22 ) 6 &R
SR R R KO W E Z E R 27
W] AR IZAR L, AU RIS B . A B EK
A5 B AL B DL S B A8 IR R In AL
T B X A BMAEE, Nk 4 R, BT EK 54k
B [0 1) 22 BLAE B 3552 0 B X A IR %8 (b = —0.08,
SE=0.02,p <0.001), & A 5 B (HILFHHFEW
P A WEIS B X A M EEZ LR,

) A2 SO (AN 2), IR T T TR ER R R A
¥ (Aiken & West, 1991), 453 /R, £ A 55 B fdt
FHEF (-1 SDYTEAL T, A B EK5 B X A 19
PREE 8] i 2 TEAHSE(h = 0.08, SE =0.03, p = 0.013),
6 A 5 B BYILE A 8K (+1 SDYIIR LT, A B E
WS B X} A M BE 2 8] B 3 fUA (b = —0.08, SE =
0.04, p = 0.019) Ay i A8 XF LA [ 175 450 Fir s > 1 el
A%, A GE XTI (] R B P R SR T A R
BN AT T 22 ARG, S5 AP E Z A 2R
£(d=0.16, 1 (950) = 3.39, p < 0.001), ZEH XL}
Mres i, ik 1a 58050,

TEARM I H, AT — 20Kk Gardner 5§ A
(2017) 4 0 9 J7 2 4 A e S ek ] 14 22 Ak g 52 i

R H S RS ZE R T EFEEMNT
ST BEAE PR AR i DB RB TR, AR
A 2 ) B OC AR Al 3 BN B 3 LA R oA 25
AR R FEUCHEA [, 20 AR 5 DR AR
XA Y I 3 X I (regions of significance) . %
Gardner %5 A (2017)F7 180 i) i, FATIMH FH A%
N 2 H; K (Johnson-Neyman technique)#E4 750 #1. 1%
R B R0 1) TR R RO A, i ik
R E 0 KPR e B AL T R B 3 LA
PENTE IR SURIUN RS e W% % N =R E]
PRI AT LASEEL . He—, {1 SPSS = Mplus 5%
AR TIHE; H =, N Preacher 55 A (2006)
FrIF & 1 W A2 Y S B (e, http://www.quantpsy.
org/interact/interactions.htm; Miller et al., 2013), 4%
WEFER I R P AT 5, P EOE W ok
o p <005, pHTEIRAM, A5 BRILERR
[ AN 0 THA5 3 0.89 AF RIS 5, A B LIRS B X A K
MEEZ MAFAE R FE IERMKEFR . A 0.89 4FF] 5.21
iF, I ZE R RAANTEE . N 521 4£11E)5, A
EIRS B X A M EEZ MAFTE B E I R R .
225 {Ri% 2a fNBi% 3a I

fixise 2a 4 [A) S5 M58 5 N BRs Bly 2 8] 5 171 m)
KFo N TREZRE, ROPRAEHRIZR, A R
15NN S R D e A 1 I B =R e A ] v
WL K B XF A BIPRBEANAFE 23 5C RAHI TR B X}
A BIANPRE B A5k 5 FroR (DAL 2), B X% A f 14
BE5 B X A BYNBRAS B Z [ A7 7E i 3 1 6 1] OC &R
(b=-0.14, SE=0.04, p < 0.001) %1% 2a 155 %%,

i 3a $i A g PR EE 5 A BRARF Z 18] 5 0 )
KA ke, FROPESERIZERE A RE. A5 B
AL SRR E] | B3 TR AR R S B LA K B X
A I BEM A2 RBBL TN B % A 1) ARk
J¥o SRR (WA 5 R RIBI 4), B X A BIVREES
B X A f9 N BRARFF Z (B 3 1 1) K & (b = 0.23,
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55 W T—MWS S BT O RSO AR BT G ON; - R s a] () 98 5 VR 537
=3 TRIMERMARD
S~ B X} A (1R 5E B Xt A B NBRES BY B Xt A BN BRHEF
(XL [ERigia SE i [ERgiA SE (XL JERigid SE
YN 0.03 3.3% 0.05 0.23 9.3% 0.12 0.04 4.9% 0.04
A BYFEA 0.05 4.4% 0.01 1.39 56.1% 0.16 0.02 2.0% 0.01
B 52 0.66 64.5% 0.08 0.08 3.2% 0.03 0.55 69.3% 0.06
A5 BMER 0.29 28.0% 0.02 0.77 31.4% 0.05 0.19 24.1% 0.01
Z= i 2, 306.20 3,254.19 1, 887.65
1 N =63 ~HIBA T 299 & 51 T2 [H] 14 1027 DHEXT .
T4 HESXREBBHN B I A HIREREFAR 1)
B XJ A By 5E
HRR A FEHY 1 LT 2 FLTH 3
b SE b SE b SE
Py oy
A BRI (MERIZ ) 0.10" 0.04 0.10" 0.04 0.09 0.04
A WPESIMARZ ) 0.02 0.03 0.02 0.03 0.03 0.03
A E I AMERZER) 0.03 0.03 0.02 0.03 0.02 0.03
A I TAEAERR(MAZ ) -0.03 0.04 -0.03 0.04 -0.02 0.04
B AR (MEZ ) 0.15 0.08 0.15 0.08 0.15 0.08
B B (MR)ZE ) 0.01 0.06 0.01 0.06 0.00 0.06
B 192 i (M=) -0.03 0.06 -0.03 0.06 -0.03 0.06
B 1 TAEAF BR(AMAER)ZK) -0.05 0.08 -0.04 0.08 -0.04 0.08
11 BARAEE (141 B2 1) -0.02 0.06 -0.02 0.06 -0.02 0.06
B B9l BB (MR ZR) -0.16" 0.06 -0.16” 0.06 -0.16™ 0.06
AY(10) 22.96
A&
A BB CMARZ ) 0.01 0.02 0.00 0.02
A 5 B Byt A/ (A BRZR) -0.03 0.03 -0.04 0.03
AP (2) 1.03
K HIT
ST B < L B (0] (B 2 28 ) -0.08™" 0.02
A1) 11.75"

W N=63 NHI A 299 4 5 T2 A1 Ay 1027 AEERT; “p < 0.05, “p < 0.01, ""p<0.001; b= AEARHEILIO R L, SE = bRrifEiR.

251 —— AEB;'J%.‘%:B:J-IE]&
--u-- AGBILERTE)E
i
e
§ 20+ T
15 : '

(3
ARIEIR

F2 A5 BARFEHNEZE A FEES B X A B EEZ
8] 3¢ 28 B VRS R (BT 1)

SE =0.02, p <0.001), fB¥ 3a 58] .
2.2.6 {Ri% 4a Fn{Ri% 5a WL

15 da 4 SR a9 T 61 T By i A =
MREBEXT N B A5 Bl i) A ) 42235 0 o S I () B S 1
0 RN Ay B ) =R ) A R RN M IE
] o &5 4 AT T A0 AT 2 B 63 T L A5 S e s [ B 58
RN BE R B XA MEE, IR H B X A AR
BE5 B XA B ABRTT B Z 0] 2 0 3 ) Se R, %4y
BT 235 S 05 2 G 36 A7 4% 4 1] 422 8% 1) B3R (Preacher
et al., 2007). Bk, AT —2L0HrA S0 H:
RO ) BARRRE, SR 547 w2 % (Monte Carlo



538 L b 2 Eire % 54 &
x5 HMSXREERTNB T A WARTEHIMARHERREFHR 1)
B Xt A B ABRTEBY B Xt A BN BRHEF
HRE R 1 RS 2 HEHY 3 TR 4
b SE b SE b SE b SE
P
A AR (AMEZ ) -0.01 0.12 0.02 0.12 0.00 0.03 -0.02 0.03
A PRI (AMERZ ) -0.29™" 0.08 -0.28™" 0.08 -0.03 0.02 -0.04 0.02
A %I (MR JZ ) 0.12 0.08 0.11 0.08 0.04 0.02 0.03 0.02
A W TAEFERRAMEZ ) -0.05 0.12 -0.06 0.12 0.04 0.03 0.05 0.03
B AR (M2 IK) -0.06 0.07 -0.05 0.07 0.28™" 0.07 0.24™" 0.07
B M S (AR ZK) 0.01 0.05 0.00 0.05 -0.07 0.05 -0.07 0.05
B 1925 i (MR JZ ) 0.07 0.05 0.07 0.05 -0.10 0.05 -0.10" 0.05
B 1 TAEAF BR(AMAER)ZR) 0.09 0.06 0.08 0.06 -0.14 0.07 -0.14 0.07
11 BARASE (1A BA )22 1) -0.03 0.09 -0.03 0.09 0.02 0.05 0.02 0.05
B 197 B E MR R) -0.01 0.04 -0.03 0.04 -0.07 0.05 -0.03 0.05
H &
A B CMEZ ) 027" 0.08 027" 0.08  —0.00 0.02 -0.00 0.02
A 5 B 3Lt (ABRZER) 0.00 0.05 -0.00 0.05 -0.09"™" 0.02 -0.08™" 0.02
DA T FC AL FE e R] (25 238 L) -0.01 0.04 -0.03 0.04 -0.04" 0.02 -0.03 0.02
AY(13) 31.817 57.25™
ikl
B X A I PREE(NBRIZIR) -0.14"" 0.04 0.23™ 0.02
A1) 14.16™ 97.05™"
: N=63 NHIBAH 299 4 52 T2 A1 HY 1027 R “p < 0.05, “p < 0.01, ""p <0.001; b = JEARHELLIO R LR, SE = tRifEiR,
xR 6 HEMMKWERRER I
AMEM — B X A BHE — B XA MABRED A MEM — BX A MRS — B XA BARRHEF
T SR ] B2 3000 CI (95%) CI (95%)
SR it BN
TR BR TR BR
LI [ 4K (+1 SD) 0.01 0.00 0.03 -0.02 -0.04 -0.00
L HEH} M (-1 SD) -0.01 -0.02 -0.00 0.02 0.00 0.04
[RIZE 20N A 2H [1) 25 55 -0.02 -0.04 -0.01 0.04 0.02 0.06
H: Cl= BEXNEL RS RIS EITR N, 5B 20000 K.

approach)f B FEILF A R WA KIEN T A 1Y
FUOHGE T B X A B EERZ I B X A B BRES Bh Y
(6] 4554 1% (Preacher & Selig, 2012), M\ 6 K43 Hr
AT LUE Y, R i (-1 SDYIEML T, T
LY T Ao () P S e A o B B 1 (R R R A
FE G = —0.01, 95% CI [-0.02, —0.00]);
ﬁ$a¢|‘m@‘zﬁ(+1 SD)YIEHL T, bt T L0 o [F] 55

S 5 M) N o 5 B B[] 422 25800 A Bk 3 0 1] (RR
7 =0.01, 95% CI[0.00, 0.03]). AW Fi e T [a]
FERON 25 5, R W) 22 5 o 2 (RN = —0.02,
95% CI [-0.04, —0.01]),

8% Sa 2 ILFEmst fa) g8 =Y 52 T B i R
PREEXT N BRHE R S ma i ] 235 0 o g5 B () 45 Jo 1

0T NS A o [ £ = E 1 v o | T N VAT R
] o [F)ARE SR FH 552 4R o 2 T G 60 A e = i ] A e A
KO T A BERGET B XF A B EERZ B Xf
A TN BRHEF B B F28500 o 259 Won (L2 6), Jh3
B ) AT (1 SDYTE LT, b T BCipE ik [7) 3 14
X N B HE R 52 1) F o] 422 3550 0 Ay db 328 1 1) RO i =
0.02, 95% CI [0.00, 0.04]); F:FEFEIEA (+1 SD)TE
BUF, D T EC G i (R  BE X B HE R 5 1 14 [
RN 0 3 T (U = —0.02, 95% CI [—0.04,
—0.00]) o HH5 3% WG Ff T 000 T T) 2 R0 11 22 S W
(&R = 0.04, 95% CI [0.02, 0.06]). Zi4 DL E4)
Mredi s, B 4a AR Sa 153 501F

FFE 1 A28 5 A = i () 39 B3 T B oxd [ =
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V—M8 A5: 51T FCIHOR ] = OC 28 A XLIT 8400

SEER ) 9 98 1 7R 539

KAWL SEA T4 T rpIubds, gk 1R
PREEAE D SCHE R M BB o U4 B R4 1) A T A
B, (HATTE 1 AR 1 B A B S,
1) 25 R T M LA RO A A e g DR RS o AU,
TEWFSE 2 v, FRATTR TSR TE R B AR AT AL

3 WFST 20 AR SRR

31 MRAE
311 FARIMH

A 5% BCAE WS A PR A v B DX A TR A
Lelb AR A 5T A= (MBA) I B AT o WF5E 8 R IR
B ERHUE 7 (snowball sampling), ik MBA 224 H O
ZIMABF T80 TR ARMIE RS S, it
[l %, A2 5350 LI KRS 10 Jodi .
TSI VT 0] 320 4y, ARAFA RN 281 18 (A
AR R 87.8%) o BRAFEASH, 2o i Lt 58.0%,
SRS N 33.86 B(SD = 4.54), it KLl B2
MZ5#H 5 40.6%, 169 HTAF 3 TAE4EIR
6.01 4E(SD = 4.21),
312 EWRITERERF

S TR G 8 = 4 B K (eritical incident
technique; Flanagan, 1954), LTG5, BRES5
H AR E BT, MERYE A CERRISE S22
HA G 58— 0y K TZ 0 TR A4 o IR TE
EH M T2 fi F(e.g., Casciaro et al., 2014;
Ouyang et al., 2018) o ASHFFE RN 51 T FC A o psf
B ZR, SR 2x2 ipilaliet, JBRk 4 Fpat
BEEE . Z 5 EWEHLBCEX 4 FiEEET, 1H5
N A S5 & O A W 9E 8y A BRI & 1 R 3 A 7 gl

AT, FESLI 2 (e 5 TR a]), 2K
Z5FH M THALUFRHE: do/da Bt
MRA T AEEME, e A R AR K
B, AR EFEZRLR ARG RS /R
HHTRSERRL, B2 E2 8 TENMNA LY
Ao MR 2B o Rk B e AREALE, S RIEREL”
FEFE A (R B2 T B a), ZEokZ 535 AR b
THEALNTRE: “fAe 2R ALE g TmF
89 7 Koo Bde B RN T AL IR AR B R R R 2,
PR AR P, /AR EB G R a T
S AR fu/dbE Gk G TR A R %,
Ay R TR A R keI E .

EHEu ], IRV 1 BB, RATESERAH
(B MK G B 48 2 538 I EORIE : «“&x A
AGREFREK, tde, Bid 2 F EEHIAH

(AP F Rt R SRR S 5 E BRI XA
A SR EF s, e, RE—F,

HH AR S 5 502 AR X AR E L TR
IR S T A ), AR 2 2SR AAT T A — SE B[]
HABG XA 0 TIHE T 245 %A S N/
AL TR FAF, WL SER RN TCRL, R4
P
313 [EHENE

B % £ (0 = 0.93)FIAFRHER (0 = 0.88) ]
5T 1 AR ANFEFHFE 1 29 R PR
NERES B, AWE5E bR A A TR 77 208 B =R 1 )
PEATIN R (0 = 0.89) LN, ““fils(ltl)#8 Asf i) 55 T ik o
AR v ) R R 3R Sy <R A ) 5l (o) e
TAEF SR,

B %2 ., BF55R McAllister %5 A (2006) 7
TER A 5 A IR R 5 2 5 356 T34 3 TS
o Zi R BRI ES 5 H LT XHZ A T T i
FERERE. BERS5HEREAC 520 TEH
Y27 a1 25 AE 22 KRR b [6) 3 I v Y 3, 1
FAEE AR, 7 AR R R . REUEL G i/t
(AT M A A 3 B0 TOUIE > 0 4 ke A i/t 2 ik 1) 2
B, b/ =S EARAE A A . I i YR —
HMERECH 0.86,

wHEE, 505 1 MHE, AFRERTSS
H N O GETT2EARE DL AR ST 1 R R (o = 0.88) 0
FE B I AR B Gt Hr 4518 FE AR — 3,

BRI, KIS B T B AR, AR
7% 1 B T BRI 16 8 A PE R 0 G b LR,
FFEOR S 5 H XA 0 T TR . Hedn, <X T
i S, ARG R A OO AX A0 Rd
Xl T AN T, AR AR N TE AT A A
M. ZEFENNER—EERECHY 091, - HIRA]
k2 5FICH S Z A TR R R, DS
5 FL R A (] $R O
32 WIRER
321 RMKRIE

T AEX AHI ST ) S SR A A A TR B . X
Ho B3 TR A, RS ER4 (M = 5.46, SD =
0.73) 03 T B A 1350 o & m TI R4 (M = 4.93,
SD = 0.98, t (279) = 5.10, p < 0.001, Cohen’s d =
0.61), X LLAL=R AT RN L, KIS (M =
5.82, SD = 3.53) il 4z (1) Ft g5 i ] i 25 g T 45 il 40
(M = 0.78, SD = 0.54, ¢ (279) = 16.82, p < 0.001,
Cohen’s d =2.01), ZZE R KW, LI T I
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Y,
=

T E A F A R AN R
322 WiFRERFHTERERES T

G e PR3 AT A 3 A8 ) e 1 X A3 RS 43
Bras O3 DR, ANETFERGe., M EE .
T EE . [FFAEE . RSEE . ABRHEFR LA
Br 3 BNA B4 B, 1*(194) = 493.0, CFI = 0.93,
TLI = 0.91, RMSEA = 0.07, SRMR = 0.08, I ZE1{f
T R4 AL Ay? = 309.4(5), 713.9(5), 662.9(5),
289.4(5), 458.6(5), p < 0.001, 45 FFHABFFE A4 M)
A AT A B X 4% o
R PEGE T FIAR OGS A 4 R an 2k 8 FoR o AR
ST AE R R, RS e S PR Z ) 2 2 E
X, r =059, p < 0.001; 5AFRHE Bz B 254
X, r=-0.20, p <0.001, [F=FFELE APRHEFZ [
BRERL, r=-022, p <0.001; F5ABREEZ
i) 2 B IEAE, r=0.59, p < 0.001, ¥ L5F W [F) 5
PREE AT 4t = A BRHER RRAR A BRAS B, [R5 1R
TR B HE T 32 v AP il o
323 fRi% 1MWK

i 188 g A )R B T B S R R e

=ap

H He

(la) A FAF AL (1b) Z [0 5 FR o AW 58 2K 1A 23 Hr
Rz, AT SR . A TR gt
() A K W 25 22 [) 14 28 B IR R i A [l 0 52 784 it
[ PREE ., 5 R N3k o (DLREAY 2), Bt TR 53k
s [1] 79 22 B0 I 2 52 ) [R) SR BB (b = —0.47, SE =
0.09, p < 0.001), PR (WK 3)@rw, FLFrata
BREOUT, A TSI ZH(M = 3.98, SD = 1.73)
{14 ) P B o 3 e TSI 2 (M = 3.12, SD = 1.64,
¢ (140) = 3.04, p = 0.003, Cohen’s d = 0.51), FLFmf
B KAEM T, 0 THEWSEKRHAM = 2.71, SD
1.34) Y [F] 5 PR 58 2 i AR T4 H 4H (M = 3.68, SD =
1.53,(137) =3.99, p < 0.001, Cohen’s d = 0.68)., #f
M52, LA BT, BT RS F =
BEZ M RIEM C R, MR KELT, WE R
MR, B la 153832

Fkr R R 1o, ARSI AR & 0 T
= s ] DL K W 2 22 1) ) 28 B IR N A ] ) A
BT [R) 5 A . e 9 (WUBERY 4) iR, D3 T ECiK
Sl fa) 1 A2 B S R SR E (b = 0.24,
SE =0.07, p < 0.001) . 551298 55 3500 (UL E] 3) & 2K,

IS2A
o

%7 WIFHEFHHEHR 2)

Al Y (df) AY(Adf) CFI TLI RMSEA SRMR
AN TR 493.0 (194) 0.93 0.91 0.07 0.08
W5 IR
G IS RS B T 802.3 (199) 309.4 (5)™ 0.85 0.83 0.10 0.12
G IR SR R 5T 1206.8 (199) 713.9 (5)™" 0.75 0.71 0.14 0.12
G I NBRHER 5 ABRES B 1155.9 (199) 662.9 (5)"™ 0.76 0.73 0.13 0.14
CERiATE Y- 2 PNIS: IS 782.4 (199) 289.4 (5) 0.86 0.83 0.10 0.09
G IR FHFE S bR B 951.6 (199) 458.6 (5)" 0.81 0.78 0.12 0.09
TE: Ay W5 2O R 58 A AL Y 5575 TR HEA T LE 4R . ™ p < 0.001
*x 8 HRMEZITHHERE 2)
ik M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11
1 AR 33.86  4.54
2 RS 42.0% 049 —0.01
3 M 40.6% 0.49 —0.00  —0.04
4 TAEAERR  6.01 421 056 006 —0.04
5 JrEE 594 1.07 007 -0.05 —0.14"  0.05
6 BT HEK 48.0% 050 -0.02 —0.02 —0.03 0.01 0.16"
7 JLEEARE 49.5% 050 0.07 0.04 0.02 0.14"  0.08  —0.03
8 [EEME 339  1.64  0.04 012  0.06 011 -0.06 —0.01 —0.10 (0.93)
9 [FHEFE 513 1.15  -0.09 0.12 -0.11 —0.08 0.08 —0.01 0.02 —0.29"" (0.86)
10 ABRfE/R 281 1.55  0.06 0.15"  0.03 0.10 —0.02 0.04 -0.14" 0.59™" —0.22"" (0.88)
11 ABr#5H) 470 1.35  —0.05 0.06 —0.04 0.02 0.11 -0.04 -0.02 -0.20"" 059" -0.01  (0.89)

H:: N=281; p<0.05, "p<0.01, "p<0.001; 5N K Cronbach’s o ZREUMH .
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* 9 EARBTNEERERFMEEEEEFR 2
[Fi) = 1 [ {5 AT
BIRE [ I 2 A 3 I 4
b SE b SE b SE b SE
FEH T
% -0.01 0.03 -0.01 0.03 -0.01 0.02 -0.01 0.02
P51 0.37 0.20 0.41" 0.19 0.25 0.14 0.23 0.14
&3] 0.23 0.20 0.26 0.19 -0.23 0.14 -0.25 0.14
TAEAF R 0.06 0.03 0.06" 0.03 -0.02 0.02 -0.02 0.02
ST R -0.07 0.09 -0.06 0.09 0.09 0.07 0.08 0.07
HZ
[ARNERT -0.01 0.10 -0.01 0.09 -0.03 0.07 -0.03 0.07
i) ] -0.19 0.10 -0.21" 0.09 0.02 0.07 0.03 0.07
X GIT
BT =< L =R A ] -0.47"" 0.09 0.24"" 0.07
R? 0.05 0.13 0.04 0.08
AR? 0.08"" 0.04™"
H: N=281;"p<0.05 "p<0.01, “p<0.001; b= JEFRUEILINZREL, SE = RifEiR,

45 - 6.0
WL iy w P S O et @ K
4.0 - Il |
1 5.5 T
B 3s5¢h H 1
= dio
# T & SO[ T
30 1 E T
- 451
2.0 4.0
TRERA R A RERA REMA
&3 LA A AR D T U ) =P B A [R) 345 A =2 () O 2R 19 8 59 3808 (BT 5% 2)

e EF A AT, 0 T EW SR (M = 4.85,
SD = 1.25) A FASAT B o E AR T Hl 4L (M = 5.36,
SD = 1.05, t (140) = 2.61, p = 0.010, Cohen’s d =
0.44), AR RKAEN T, BT ERSCKRAHAM =
5.39, SD = 0.92) [F] S {5 AR 2 3 v THE I (M =
4.93, SD = 1.25, t (137) = 2.43, p = 0.016, Cohen’s
d= 0.42), FHILHRAREEHRT, B TEES
FHEEZ AR R, SLHa RSN T,
PHRIEM R, R 1b 158587,
3.2.4 {Ri% 2 Fn{Ri& 3 WIS

R 2 48 R 2R 58 (2a) 5 A Br A Bl 2 a] 5 671
G &R; A F 5 E@2b) 5 A PRT B Z [A] 5 1 [0 5
o ke 2, RATKEERASE . 5T,
LA O T S F R R A s B R
S8 DS ) A AT A R A ] = A 50 o A o 55 B o
R 10 (WUEAL 2), [FIFMEES ABRAT I Z (1)

KRR E (B =-0.03, SE=0.05, n.s.); FFEGETE
NBRHS B Z [M 22 1E 17 R (b = 0.67, SE = 0.06, p <
0.001). Kitk, % 2a BeATF3I SRR, ik 2b 7535
BN

i 3 $2 A SR 5E(3a) 5 AN BRHEF Z A & 1E
B 5C &R A F (5 AE (3b) 5 A PR HEF Z 0] 52 e 56
Fo AReE R 3, FATRIFEA RS BT E
W FLFEREE L B TR R A ] A A B[]
FMBE LA B[] A5 AR AR U A (8] A 485 289 Tt N B
Hew o 5 ER(LER 10 1 4), RIS M5E 5 A PR
HeR Z I IE [ K& (b= 0.51, SE = 0.05, p < 0.001);
FFFES ARH R Z B CRARRE G = -0.08,
SE = 0.07, n.s.)o B, Bi% 3a 1552 FF, Bk 3b
WHMSR
3.25 fRi% 4 F{Ri% 5 WL

15z 4 B 1 e s ] 38 75 51 T ELasGE A [ =
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5B (4a) A A5 1T (4b)x A BRAS Bl A Tl 23500 . F T
[ PR 5E 5 ANPRTS B Z R R A B, ik 4a 15
ANFNZFE, WL, ARSI, AT 1
HR YA T EEAG SR AR 5 4b . 52 T B R AG I e g
P [1) A8 e RS KC T DAY 50 B3 T ECIRGE 1 A S AF
A% N BR S B3 i 1) R4 R000 o 25 2R ANk 11 s
L RS BT, D T G A [ 5 XA
B BA 2 ) 14) () 423000 Ay B 28 6 1) (RO 1 = —0.18,
95% CI [-0.32, —0.05]); H:FAfEEKEMT, i
T YR 3 [ A5 AT X B 15 B 52 i Y ) 422 255007
R FIE R GV E = 0.15, 95% CI [0.02, 0.28]).
FER AR L A0 TR 2800 22 5, Wb s 21 ) 22 5% b
UV R =0.33, 95% CI[0.20, 0.48]), K, Bk
4b 15 3 5k

iz 5 4t e ] IR 51 T i [R5
B (Sa) A A5 11 (Sb)xF A BRHE SR ] 23500 . T
[FFEE S ABRHE R ZBCRA R, i 5b 14

AN T FE, HIL, ARRZEE. FERASERST
B VA 0 A e o ] A AR P RS L T B
T o 7] S5 58 5 ) N BRHESR A TR 2800 o DA A
Bref (W3R 1) LA, St i ol
D3 T L 2 [R] = PR B8 XoF N B A Bl 1 R 422 5500
WFIER GV E = 0.24, 95% CI [0.09, 0.39]); 3t
TR ARG LT, 5T B0 i R 35 M B A B
HEFR B ] 22500 K b 25 A 1) GO = —0.26, 95%
CI [-0.40, —0.13]). FLER PRI LT (9 ] H2 A5 0 25
S, BEREORZEF BEG R = -0.49, 95% CI
[-0.67,-0.33]). B, ik Sa 1540 0F

4 e
AWFFEHR T 5T 20 7 256 2 1 3L 7] 6
OB, IR S R R A R, T

B B RES IH R B SCHR, FATIAH 51 T
Vil AT 38 5 e ] 2 £ A PR S X PN 22 [ ) 56

x 10 [EIABIFH A BRI F0NBRHERR (R 2)

AP By NBrHEF
LR G FEHY 1 LT 2 PR 3 LT
b SE b SE b SE b SE
Vg ko4
AR -0.03 0.02 -0.02 0.02 0.00 0.02 0.01 0.02
531 0.14 0.16 -0.00 0.14 0.51" 0.18 0.32 0.16
] -0.08 0.17 0.09 0.14 0.14 0.18 -0.01 0.16
TAEAERR 0.02 0.02 0.04 0.02 0.04 0.03 0.01 0.02
LYY 0.15 0.08 0.09 0.06 -0.02 0.09 0.02 0.07
A4
5 T H -0.08 0.08 -0.06 0.07 0.07 0.091 0.07 0.08
s} ] -0.04 0.08 -0.07 0.07 -0.26" 0.09 -0.16" 0.08
BT L < L (] 0.22" 0.08 0.05 0.07 -0.31"" 0.09 -0.05 0.08
17} At
[ = 1 o -0.03 0.05 051 0.05
7] = A5 4T 0.67" 0.06 -0.08 0.07
R? 0.05 0.36 0.10 0.37
AR? 0.31™ 0.27""
H: N=281;"p<0.05 "p<0.01, "p<0.001; b= AEFFUEALIN R EL, SE = FRUEIR,

F 11 EEMNEKEEEREAR 2)
ATHEK - FFEE - AR ATHEK - FFHE - ABRHEF
2% 14 ] 580 . CI (95%) . CI (95%)
N VA
TR R TR R
Be= IR IS 0.15 0.02 0.283 -0.26 -0.40 -0.13
e A ) e J -0.18 -0.32 -0.05 0.24 0.09 0.39
[ 42 255 7 g 4 (1) 22 5 0.33 0.20 0.48 -0.49 -0.67 -0.33

T Cl= BAFIXE] RS RISE T A Bk i

, A BURE 20000 WK,
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FyAE I E AR, R R [R5 0L T
PN BRAS B A BRHETT o ASBF50 R 0] 46 S0 3k
PR AR A TR 5, S5 RIIE T e R, fEdt
AR RO, B T R s I R X HZ R
AT R SHALR M BE T 11 55 IRl A5 4, a2 iy ek 2 [m] =
Xz G TR N BRAS B JE 3G 2 HBRAEF o 7edtgaimt
(A I LT, 53 L AT LA 55 [) = X0 12
TR EEIF R IE AT, B 2 15 = i N bR s B I
W0 NBRHEFR o ABFSETEAR KRR BE EHERE T XTI
& 455 v B0 N B OC 3 (0 B0 3L, X 4l )
B EAHEENRESE X,
41 BEiEBRT

B, AW TE TN B T OC T BT
MRRET . T R N TE B HIRAAMER B, K
Z WP T 1 TR A AR A3 AT LA AR I A R
Bz Atk (e.g., Kernis & Goldman, 2006; Pugh et al.,
2011) . 21 445 FRAF 9T F il HF AR PR 1 L7 RS v e
72 BS540 (Cha et al., 2019), AHOEHFSY H AT &
BAE BN USSR B S AT UK N B
A FRRAT R o AT FORE XA 7] R 1) 17 B2 R AT 4 e,
PRI B [ O R BT = A 52 . FATIA S 1R
NG 3% v 1 S I R AT A R RE DL T B ()
HHIHWEN. an, BFoE &SR R4n S A Bl
THE T IRBIAFER(GIill & Caza, 2018), KM@
WESNTE H IR 1L T Bz . ZAENAL
A — DB BT L 25 S A S Y 32 4k
(Bligh et al., 2011), T Ja {0 ] T4 758 F14 44 600 5
JE7R I LS NTE H R XA [F s B b 2 A Ak
ERF X R, 0T EBX RIS R A — 2 Sk
INIRVRIE A, AR Rl g5 n] BEANH252 0 T e I Y
SENTE HFR, A FTRR AR I O T LR T X R
KEZFAEREAEN . AOFFEEERUESE T XA,
J B0 U R 8 ST B S AT g 1 & R SR AR
BE, FEARRIFXTZ 0 TR I8 A PR R . A
WF 50K 5 T W37 v L) BT 90 17 B 4 9 3 [m] <R O
F, BT DT RO [R) O0C & AT el R i £ TE AR
H, XTER KRR EHE#E T8 A e .

HW, ARFESIAT el 55 ¢ R H A o
[F] = OC R AF 5% 10 3 AL B A0 A 2 2 28 48 RN A
% 5 (similarity-attraction), A A & U 238
1 BAH oL 22 Ab fig % A2 3 R 47 /Y [F) 3 55 (e.g,
Flynn, 2003; Tsui et al., 1992), ARBF5E 5] ABT 0 HL S
fE . 2B E IS (Altman & Taylor, 1973; Taylor
& Altman, 1987), Ht2xi% 7 BRI 1L 14 38 U0

Bz, FE T AT ey o [ 3%
K W 2 IR 5% & (Altman & Taylor, 1973;
Greene et al., 2006) . IT4FARMF TR HZEEIE 7t
A M 2% (social media)H %) H 83 25 LA S Al AASCH B9
JZ i (Kay et al., 2020; Maheshwari & Mukherjee,
2020), MAEFEBEIE, APREZh PR AR
e AR B BN, AR DGR BB A TR )2 T Y e
A BT B AR C R, BRI A3
JE I X XL 5% 2 A i (Altman & Taylor, 1973), A<
Wotiz Fiz e dr a5 5 280, 48 5 TAE 5 A
Hah I E IR AT 328 1k IR AR A B Bt
W], FRATHE G AE 25 3 B A DA SCHREE H 53 T
FEALSH P IR B B R BN AE B8 H T (e, T T
WM Z BOCR BT, B B ELE, H
59X W BB AR 2 AR, kR AR EE, D
2T b 2 BEAS AR I 2 30T o AR XS A AT AR>S T
Rz e, TR N AR 1S A A Re e dE R 4r
11 = 3 I ) 1 e [ 5 TR 5 I - 1 = 2
KREWESRAATERT AT, @5 Atk &5BisE
e, AW INIR T B SCEO [R5 580 1 B
JE, AU R T B AE A bR Bl
A R R A FAILE . DAFEBIE 5T & AR 2R 3 ¢
F Y AR A E AH B AT 0 5 A I 0GR (eog,
Swann et al., 1994; Wickham, 2013), X 7E4E K FE
R T 2 X B A VR A T IR R G R
PR A o HE T 3K SR 5 4510 3 3k A R FLiA B T
SABAE, RSB ERZ K F (e.g., Avolio & Gardner,
2005; Ilies et al., 2005; Tang, Xu et al., 2021), XTI
AR G ST A A G5 JVR 58 A SRR A
WA . AR, Bl ol A R By 5 T
A RER IR BT 2 LR R (Mehra. et al., 2001;
Oh & Kilduff, 2008), #eili 5 2, b1 T I A 7EE %
H IR BIE AR A B T2 B [ 3 &R . 3K
TN 5 3 G R I 5T 4508 B He 0 FH T IRl 35
KRBT 2T BT 5[FHEEE S
PG TEAN T A B2, PR 2R 0 O R AR B gl R W]
PN E A0 SR AT fff(Taylor & Altman, 1987);
SR [F) 22 [] KRG B s (B34 I %46 e fR ki o
I, AHF ST a5 | A S (R E SR 5 B 0 I 15 AR
KRR 22 57 . S50 R, frdt
TR G OL T, D T E R o R T P A
R 32 2R TH AR Y, L AN RERATK [R] S545 5355 i 1A B,
D NBRFs Bh3G Z2 NBRHER:; RG] 2 i
K, HABE i A B A ORI R R BT
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B B T AT R S R BEs (5 A%, b ABrHEw
W2 NBRHs ). XA & BLRRISHS B FR AT R AR 2% i
KA PRI T R FH R F K,
T EC i 7R BRI A BR B 2l 5 i A9 0 S — 32 8,
JEEIE T 0 T TR R S OC & h AR A R
42 ZEEBR

AT 5T XoF Al A HR RN By T S B A
SEEE R o AT A A R I DL T B[R] S OC R 52
Wi f2 i o e S I (R A% 1G4 el T AR S AR Y L
£ B3 I W N N (E 7 2 v 1 = 5 1] 2 6
{FAE LIRS A PR e 1N BOH A B 8l A4
AR B3 2 NBrHE R o R0, Bl 51 T Al [
wshPERIE I, B TR ELRW S5 AREKN R L H
(Lindholm, 2009), 51 T8 [a] F 3% M PN 7E 55 H —AT
Fi(Cha et al., 2019), ABFFE LI T 5 AAEK
(14 [ = 22 [0 R4 B 2l 38 B L v] g3 51 R [m] 5 14
BEIE R . P, FRATAN O TAE 5 R H M E.3)
oh N AR A 2318 0 1Y A o R T A b S B AE F
LI RAFI R SR OC R o XA R R AT R L
REE, [FIE, AW &6 T R O R
77 A 5 W) 8 AL ) A B A AT [ % i 5
FAF AT LA RO HAT R sh AL s . [ S5z T2
[ e B R R RS DL T, XS e = R A 1Y
T, BT EECR AT REFRAR R FE AT TR T 2 A
BE. BEAE WSS R RIIGE R, B T TN A,
BT FTIX B D0 A B T T ) S MR B v A A . X
ASFE AL ) S HEE T R B RS T i . 76
Bz R T RIS NLE, FAEMELLE N, M AT
fie /= 4= (Marchand & Vonk, 2005), P ifi FeA & 4>
Mp AT LR PR 45 0 T 2 A8 ALy, fEBh A T
Z I3 T i
43 WHREBR

AR GEAFAE—LE R B, A R v] DUAE 3 26 5 T i
rhnsik, B, BT RO R 6 &R AR R AE I
FHEW TR RN PR R 8 BT
(longitudinal design)Ag 5 v b 2 )X A3 . AR
RN S I g ] 1 A8 ok AT 50 AT . R R
% T 2R AW 5 rp B 4 10 e S ik ] g 98 755 7 1,
E 2 32 U X LURS B s e 5% T B0 9k B [7) 3 B 2 0%
Wi Z X AR AR W A R . N, RE
L I TE LS [ R AT g RARE T EAE R Z
Je e A R R o AR AR ST 1T LASE AT 9N 0] 3 5 8
Th, X AR 1 AT A D SO M40 BT DR T LR

Rl C R ML, HK, AHFTRTE 1 5

AT o E SO R 425 5C &R (Gelfand et al.,
2011) o FEHA ARG 5 BURE AR 0 fiE i1 45 21 6T []
KR AR . A SRS AT LA JEAEAN R S0k
IEEE XTI SR A e AT I e, AT DA iR A ]
ARl B3 T O Rl G R s e . s, AR
WY £ G A 288 RIS FH ) STk AT 43
B, B [R5 B AUE AR S A R 51 T 00 [F] 3
K ZR 77 A R R A 52 el A A R BILAR . P B IR A7 AE
HAL R RS . Hean, T EE R E IR 1]
REA 2Bttt 2 TR BT e 2e B C B9 2R 15 (Wood et
al., 2008) X A AELL RS EE 1% 61 TAE NBrsg
B R R A ERAZ, SO S B I A 2R
X IR FEAE N B 52 13 v Al 6 6 IR Sk 35 /0 ot B At A\
f T T~ (Ting-Toomey, 2005), X2 {i [ 35 5% 51
TARFFIRES .
4.4 REMRRE

AW I AR T — 2L T] LR A T 1] .
Ho—, AH5E F 204 Sl E A R e e T 01 T |
WO [R5 G R A s, SEBR L, ARSI
AR S T AE A 47 1E (e.g., Sheldon et al., 1997;
Lenton et al., 2013), AAMFFE AT L2250 [/ F 56
F ANl e 53 T AE B S B ELECIR A, T DR
& R FEAS 22 H & 15 T T (panel research design)Z) i
B A 306 R 2Z 0] AT REAAAE 3L m E T . L=,
FORF BRI BN ERT AR TS Kk, 5
T ECION ] F5 0 2R S I AEAR KRR BT L Bk T
%0 T ESE H 3R . Bz L T2 1 2B A% (dark
triad; Furnham et al., 2013450 & A9 A, ) 51 T
PRELSE [ IR AT RE S X R = 0C R 7 AR AR E IR . AR
WEFE AT DL A 7 A T 2400 . ==, A%
P& o S A ()1 A5 e 5L T FCICAE ) 3 OC R AR
BT AR 5L o BARAIESE B R A R 5 ) LR AR
FEFNSEUESCRE, B AT AR 51 T 5 [F 35 Z [l ) B 5)
JrARAEE S A R R R AR TN, TN ]
A7 T BE S LT A rh B & A el R, AT R RE R
R . A RAFFE AT LAXT XA [ A T IR A 27 o
5 &g

SRS TN R M= R i) R R VA R A R
[ F PR BEfE R R S OC & o ARMTAHFSE B, 7
e Y PR FORE] 1 AR, B3 T BRI AT BE
S R F M BERRAREAT, D [ X% 5L TR A bR
wah, W2 ANBRHETR . A LSRRG, TR
kA ER R S A 2 W 80 TR T IR 2 ),
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Abstract
There has been an upsurge of both public and academic interest in authenticity at work. The key assumption
in the burgeoning literature is that authenticity helps engender trust and decrease suspicion, thus drawing people
closer to each other. In this study, however, we argued that employee authenticity can exert both positive and
negative influences on coworker relationships. Using interpersonal help and interpersonal exclusion to represent

positive and negative coworker interactions, respectively, we postulated that employee authenticity induces both
coworkers’ helping and exclusionary behaviors toward the focal employees. Building on social penetration
theory and the literature of attributional ambiguity, we proposed suspicion of ulterior motives and knowledge-
based trust to be the theoretical mechanisms explaining coworkers’ behavioral responses to employee
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authenticity. Further, we suggested that coworkers’ behavioral responses to employee authenticity depend
largely on the coworker relationship duration. Specifically, when relationships are new, employee authenticity
may cause coworkers to mistrust the focal employees and be suspicious of their ulterior motives, thus decreasing
coworkers’ helping behavior and increasing exclusionary behavior. Conversely, when coworkers have worked
together for a long time, employee authenticity may increase coworkers’ trust in the focal employees and
decrease suspicion, thus facilitating helping behavior and reducing exclusionary behavior.

We conducted two independent studies to examine the hypothesized effects. First, a two-wave round-robin
survey study was conducted to test the mediating role of suspicion of ulterior motives in the relationship
between employee authenticity and coworkers’ behavioral responses. In the round-robin design, the team
members rated each of their teammates, thus capturing the dyadic interactions between the focal employees and
coworkers. We collected data from 299 members of 63 work teams in a large company. The final sample
consisted of 1027 dyads. To alleviate the effects of common method bias, we used multiple data sources to
measure our variables. Employee authenticity and suspicion of ulterior motives were assessed using self-reports
at Time 1. Interpersonal helping behavior was measured using other-rating and exclusionary behavior with
self-reports at Time 2. Coworker relationship duration was measured at both times. In Study 2, an experimental
study was conducted to test the full model. Employee authenticity and the coworker relationship duration were
manipulated. Specifically, the critical incident technique was used to identify the focal employees whose
authenticity was high or low and whose relationship duration with the participants was long or short. The
participants served as coworkers and were asked to answer questions about the focal employees. The measures
used were adapted from Study 1.

In support of the theoretical model, the results showed that the coworker relationship duration moderated
the effect of employee authenticity on coworkers’ suspicion of ulterior motives and knowledge-based trust.
Employee authenticity was related positively to suspicion and negatively to trust when the relationship duration
was short, and related negatively to suspicion and positively to trust when the relationship duration was long.
Further, suspicion of ulterior motives was related to interpersonal exclusionary behavior, and knowledge-based
trust to interpersonal helping behavior. This research advances the existing understanding of authenticity in three
aspects. First, research on coworker relationships has focused largely on social exchange and similarity
attraction theories and suggested that employee authenticity facilitates positive coworker interactions. Our study
departs from the main perspectives and builds on social penetration theory to propose that time is required for
authenticity to exert its positive influence on coworker interaction. Second, our study contributes to social
penetration theory in general. This theory was proposed and has been used mainly to explicate how
self-disclosure in communication advances interpersonal relationships. This research uses the theory to
understand whether and how the action of manifesting one’s inner true self (employee authenticity) affects
coworker interactions. Third, this study helps reconcile the inconsistent findings regarding how coworkers react
to employee authenticity by stressing the moderating role of the coworker relationship duration.

Key words employee authenticity, coworker relationship duration, knowledge-based trust, suspicion of ulterior
motives, interpersonal help, interpersonal exclusion





