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The eye of boss:
The study of high-performing victim syndrome

(Abstract)

Keywords: high-performing victim, identity threat, psychological collectivism,

perceived ingratiation, negative gossip.

This study explores the syndrome of high-performing victim from the viewpoint of supervisor, because
the supervisor will experience of identity threats when facing the high-performing subordinates, and in turn
elicits their self-perception of victimization from the supervisor. In addition, this study also investigates the
moderating role of supervisor’s psychological collectivism and perceived subordinate’s ingration between the
relationship of performance and victimization in order to understand the boundary conditions of high-
performing subordinates’ victimization. Next, this study also examines the impacts of victimization on
individual performance, such as enjoyment of work and supervisor-directed negative gossip. The results
collected 231 vertical-dyad data show that subordinate’s job performance will indirect influence high-
performing victim through supervisor’s identity threat. In addition, high-performing victim is significantly
positive related to supervisor-oriented negative gossip, but is not significantly related to enjoyment of work.
Furthermore, the moderating effects of psychological collectivism and perceived subordinate’s ingratiation on
the relationship between subordinate’ job performance and supervisor’s identity threat were not significant.
Finally, this research discussed and illustrated the implications in management and research suggestions in the
future according to the study results.



PR EFHRF IR

M TR T HNENR (AN FTREETH) > FHLAEN B THRLASZHEHARA (high
performer) - i% i Hu AP AR K AL 69 2AE B > A 4L 8K KGN A & (profitability) 28 )k & & (revenue
growth) (Bhattacharyya,2013) - FJt > S0 B ¥ WK AEAR AR T2 EZE (Davenport, Harris,
& Shapiro, 2010) > 4 sk % #7 L 4L 4K E P2 24 Pk A AT R sk 5 B (v Nyberg, 2010) o 474m 547
AR M SRR ENE > TERARE A TEAE SRR A B LR E B AR5

(Gordon, 2005; Jeffords, Scheidt, & Thibadoux, 1997; Kwon, Bae, & Lawler, 2010; Kwon & Rupp, 2013;
Nyberg, 2010; Thorton, 2007) ~ ZH#E kR A 49 TAERE E (Cepin, 2013) RIZH SEAKRLE WYV ER
% (Sasala, 2014) % -

ML > HERERE BRI BASEAKRL TREMRAHME T < £ (victims) (Jensen,
Patel, & Raver, 2014; Kim, 2012; Kim & Glomb, 2014; Lam, Vegt, & Walter, 2011 ) > /% EH k%
(victimization) & MK L S ARALRR > 5 E LA E S > FIE R S 0 BRRRE KW A BB E R 6 4
&3, (Aquino & Thau, 2009; Bruzzese, 2002; Glomb, 2002; Namie & Namie, 2000; Sutton, 2007) - Lam
FA(2011) RASBHFRE RS 2| AR E (interpersonal harming) > & B 4% B 47 L4k
2 rb#g (upward performance comparison) > B AR B T KR A ZAKAH 7B > 30T fe & £ ARG 4T
# o Kim $2 Glomb (2010) 8% TAE#$ R R &M A 0B AEARRASHET (o KEH) L
BERABGE I ELERCWEL  c BHRVERBT  HEBERNBRSBERLERETH AR
Ve 69 4h AR I M2 18 2 F 45 R IRA 40 X & W EE B F M 69 ARG T Go ki R A AR SRS )
HHACHEELRMA > THEFAERARKYE > EE2EFHRMNAEK  EREKAREFERNGE

(Kwon & Rupp, 2013) -

EHBAE Y LR SHAE EH GRS EBAE (highperformance victims) (Kim,2012) o % &k
B ITARH I ARA B AR B TARLZZE XF FRAARG T BRI R o B X5 Mk
B ERGRE > RKFHRRAEBRE > R RMBBEH S QodHARRE) “5ET% (G Aquino
& Thau, 2009; Kim & Glomb, 2010; Lametal.,2011) > %p Z8 £ & & 7T RE g F m £ 4 49 4 & (Samnani
& Singh, 2013) > 4]4e Duffy - Ganster ~ Shaw ~ Johnson & Pagon( 2006)% 38, £ & R IR IG5 T &%
HABBAFR (W IT/EHE Bk REZTAHRBREE) > Br L EOABRIREITATRE
RIABZLEZRLELE - B > ALEMRELHABINHERRARESEILEHZREL > #loitg
R E #Z (social identity theory; Ashforth & Mael, 1989) » 32 A{ER% B KB T RE £ & RIS T EH
REeETEH % (4o Aquino & Douglas, 2003; Giannotta, Settanni, Kliewer, & Ciairano, 2012) > 4213 7
w O RAGAE S SIS > AR HRARE ©

i)



RIE 2 EHHEH X (victim precipitation model; Curtis, 1974; Schafer, 1968) #5982 > ¢ €5 & A
T Qe B MEE) T (AN SERY) RAEARETHARGE > BrfeE
HmE AABGETARA TAMEE TABRZ 5l SBBEP RARL B M ELMANF TR (B
RAE) > mBRHRMSHREENGIEmELNAETRE - At 2 TH TAROBRE  ARR
TR FERNEE HACANMEZATHIAEE  mELGARGETA > AR S5
BRXELERE > BN EL T RRARES - K& MALETHARLEEGEBRMEMH (boundary
condition) > % & E4E 3T £ 82 38 & (collective identity) ~ 4H.4% iE % (organizational justice) ~ B T 1% &
#% (climate of concern for employees) -~ #t€ & #j(social interaction) & #% 3% 7 48 ¥ (transformational
leadership)% # %8 (4= Tepper, Duffy, Henle, & Lambert, 2006) > A EE —FHF L ¥R RGO E
MR TR BETR > ARRASHEATNES EEX TR R GERMEA -

ERme BEJHEXZLELEGAR  # I AEEEAHABRSIEN SR (Samnani & Singh, 2013;
Tepper, Duffy, Henle, & Lambert, 2006) > A& 7453 #1145 (dyad) #98F R RFT L E@EHH K
B TEMRE o AFTRRA LEER AR EIES OFAE (authority) > RHHRBRRAGARGE > £
A ERRI S EMREEN > Wk S ERARBYNXETLRL - B4 BNARE S RABG 54
X EHFRE  MACHREABG T LR ALGFEE 2B AT AT R0 Mo > B LFEA 4 2 3L 48
Bha by ob B o F =0 BN HAZHAL TR RO TA I HELETTANRRZGRT (o
Kim & Glomb, 2014; Lametal.,2011) > 124758 Bl L8N > A RE —F R BBEARRGFANEEX > A
FTERERBEATANETE > RARE IMAAHITERIIVERS - Fw> AFEREAEE
LRGSR 2B ERMK (psychological collectivism) & 4n 4% 35 /& i£ 1% (ingratiation) > A & 3%
ARt T E AN ERE > BREAHERNKRT > TUREHERTETH ARG X T4 WER
ok o AR > AMARTHGEAXEXFRIMEE (RETH) BIHFTA (EIEERHARAAN
) MG EEMALRIREMRER S EAGZAEER > W TARE ARG X TE RO
HHR B> FAREBNANRTERBRARG G BALTEARE > ARALTRNGEARRRE A
89 3% AR A o

BIG PRI ELRR
PR #9835 < 4 % (victimization) > & 45 TAEH PTAE B ARG 2% ~ $ik ~ & - AL
(incivility) HAEFT A% X a9 # 4 (mistreatment) (Jenson etal., 2014) o Kim(2012)#4% 8% 355 % € & B %
RAMBRL G B Kb > ARIRATRS 09 AR SCE ; Aquino 32 Thau (2009) RIS % Z BB > AR
TRFEX TELTRZMEZmEL - 09> REMNBS X TARINE > FRABERG £
BLE % (4= Aquino & Bradfield,2000) > # < A —1B& 26944 (construct) > N & &4 R SAAAT
Fo s BT RAAGAT A ARG ERIARIRITAY - B ALREHAREEHNE > K5
% EHRZBAT AR > Hl4o Schafer (1977) 49 E L5 IEFE L% T > Olweus(1993) #9)8 4% 2 A%
WAz EE > Aquino £ A (1999) RESE EHE X TH M < 4 (direct victimization vs indirect
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victimization) > fZ %k 69 %5 0 F R EAHEE (4o Aquino, 2000 5 Aquino & Bradfield, 2000; Aquino,
Grover, Bradfield, & Allen, 1999) o {2 RH AT SR DI REH > FEAT FHO BRI HLER -
WA RCER > BRBSIEFARIOMEIE > FRALERME TR XEETE > L@
(psychological well-being)& % 2|45 % > R X F KSR EORS ~ B ~ Atk S HAMG - & RG &R
18 A TAE 2 AE ~ B B4 2L R 4.4 & 31,99 08 38 (Leymann, 1990; Porath & Erez, 2007; Pearson & Porath, 2009;
Raver & Gelfand, 2005) > B4R 693 R AR 2 ~ Fk ~ B4f - AT - FLARK T HAFNHE
2 174 (4o Andersson & Pearson, 1999; Bjorkqvist et al., 1994; Duffy et al., 2002; Einarsen &
Skogstad, 1996) -
BEBAM A ARG X ELNMAT G > ALEEER ARG ELARRAR TR EAA

BA& (Gl i) ~ 222~ ik~ A @R ARFFE ~ BT A ~ BB TE RALg3AL) BERA X (o
TR BMREE - RgBE - BABRAE HREA ~ R OE & SELE L) 0 A GR AR
B EHRZEERE (4o Aquino & Bommer, 2003; Aquino & Bradfield, 2000; Aquino et al., 1999;
Mathisen, Ogaard, & Einarsen, 2012) o # 255 BIIE AT B 9 B kg 2 T R 2 M e9E A4 > 3
AR T RE 69 OB B AZ > #)4e Kim #2 Glomb (2010) 384348349 B T (smart employee) “TAEABE ] F
MG EATSE > FBETRARN I ETLRLEL - ALEZLARTRG X T4 KL E LWL RMEA > 4
%o Lam ¥ A (2011) HRAGILEKGBIEE > U ERBEBE X (HBBHAEEHRER) T R AFAHM
MAHE (expected future performance similarity) #2-&64E M E % B 42 (cooperative team goals) ARG E
T4 0388 2R 5 Aquino ¥ Bommer (2003) AR % EHFHAL AL NRATAHE L EH R 2 MR

BpAER > 45 R B R PE B E (hierarchical position) B B2 693 & 2% > Aquino (2000) A Aquino %
A (1999) LA FARMAHT AR o A RF > ARG X ELRLOAE > SEAMEL IR - THEA
BAGEIRCA LR EATRE 2B FT @A RAAE AR » A RETUAREZR o

HBYERARAALEZRZ
RIE % EHFHEBE (Curtis, 1974; Schafer, 1977) > B AGERAEARTRBE L TERLAM -
HEHEAEAREMT > LRAVGAEZ AT TR RFZLEY > #HHA (AFRELE) THiA
—FERE > # L —F1F5E (Namie & Namie, 2000) > #4% Schafer (1977) 9% B & & Olweus(1993)
AR % EH R 0 AR TARBEMMA LB AL % (interpersonal harming) > HH & TE R %L
# £ & (Aquino & Thau, 2009) > i 288 2 B T (star employee) 3% 238 4n4E /7 B L (high cognitive ability
employee) &9+ > I F ¥ 694£3% (Coyne, Craig, & Chong, 2004; Jensen, Patel, & Raver,2014) o
B &AM T 4 4@tk 32 25 ( Festinger, 1954) 3098 [ 24T £ 835 7 & A T A M 69 AR S8 47
PP o BRIGMAR A AMABREE G35 0 AT RE g AT Ltk (upward comparison) =& T Hh#st
(downward comparison) > Fb#k % 6945 % (14 ~ /T8 KW 4e) A< 3 #b U (contrast effect 5 B
EM IR B 69 B M) S Ft 2 & (assimilation effect ; B Z UL 69 LR R) gL - B » AALE
AR ILT HE IR T AL G PRI A B SE N i > B A R RSP AL A9 % B 0 AR IL BAR S BE B SR IR EE
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AHERERSEA S E T4 2 Z (Molleman, Nauta, & Buunk, 2007) - AFFE 3 > wARES
8RR BLA FIA= B AT SR A0k Bs > Rp BA S B SULE s FAZA LR EE AR £ (B TR E) >
RAUSTAE 7155 th Hrb U8 > sbiF 2 dy Eb B 71 b UR M A3 T R TRMT AL AR (do
WP R E) Hle R E (40 B RV LR KB £ 493845 ) (Baumeister, Smart, & Boden, 1996; Parrott&
Smith, 1993; Salovey & Rothman, 1991; Smith & Kim, 2007) > ¥ 8 ¥ S48 kR E EEABRG TIiT4 >
%4 Aquino $2 Douglas (2003) & FHEM R ERABERE s BHER G BEABRMGEET % > RTH
RRFLEZHE B ARG H G LA BULRZ T AN E @ FERER > TRGHAARGE
RIRZHEZARLE > AUARHABERARCEZIRAL (mBERER) > HAEFERYED FTHEIER
(Fein & Spencer, 1997) -

ABRRA > SHARRAETRREZE AL I EF X E4RL (Kim & Glomb, 2014) >
Bp £ 8 4R ORI AR R B8 B 8 1F Bk ok L (affective manifestation) » TR # S A A B X TH KL ©
B A R A AL PR A 38 B ARG T 0 m BLALER T 09T 75 A L E 28 R AR R A KK (do 4 T
i~ FHBAHF - F AN AR R EREE) > AL TERET > SRR E M2 D B A
FUEABR LR SREHFOEE  LTHRALZERABARE M EZZRR > RAEARGBR TR K
ey AR A BT i% £ > 1236 — % £ & R g $1{F(abusive supervision) #94F & R > T A ks b
itz 33 (4o Walter, Lam, Vegt, Huang, & Miao, 2015; 3 E#EF H > 2012) o Hib > KA E&KE
BEAMIEZFRLOARAR  REBARRGERRFEBERER  BEREF > ARANERG S
FRXELNRS

BN ENYERE  TERRRE

ARRRBLHETELAOHSEIARGXRE > THREELETM.E (RAARE) OB > mTHA
BAFERR R BELELEFRL - ATRBAHITEAAZLETERZ M4 > TEHBARE
THE R AL AT R R ASHEAKRRNRE > TRGHAE I T ERMBAZRZYIRE (Aot h ~ ¥
W RERF) o B w51 EEARSCR IR 69 FA R o B K (self identity) b 8 A (o
BAE A ) ) B AL G B M (Jo b ) RAE 2R ) PT4RL AL, > BRE B A 45 IE 6 B RRALGBENMEE > A NE
% 5 A B F RIEEAT ARG B EB AR~ B~ FAHRATE(Aquino & Douglas, 2003; Emerson &
Murphy, 2014; Baumeister, Smart, & Boden, 1996) - 18 A 8 T 7T 47, % 18 42 ¥ 8 4% 38 %= X 4 (cognitive
schema) &, B KBS B 65T BEBER GESNER R (FHRTE) R A BB
PRER -~ R ERBIF > ARZ B AR B KRB AT X 2B A W > 38 2R A (identity threat) # 5 Z £
(Breakwell, 1983; Elsbach & Kramer, 1996; Ethier & Deaux, 1994) > Bp B 4% & 48 & & % 3F4# (threat appraisal,
Fugate et al., 2012; Giannotta et al., 2012; Petriglieri, 2011) #7:8£2 > 44l B KR 242 Tk <IN R % 69
BAZ > EmERREEITHRRRZ -

BHESERNGHRE > TETREHREFFFBERZ I G e ~ FBREI T L WA (Burris,

2012 ; Kreiner & Sheep, 2009; Petriglieri, 2011; Major & O’Brien, 2005) - P98 % > £45 L5 & # 3)
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ARTARRMGB K > BREBEATUACHE - ABRIEEN (mEZBTREXAE) > RRINERBGEE
ERZIMBAERFENA AT > 28 Z 2% K (Fugate, Prussia, & Kinicki, 2012) > 4] e & #1388
8Pk A 22 F (challenging voice) > EE G HLEREZTH RILBEH ZE R KU EY RIZERL 5>
B TR A BH L E OEANRE » SANBRAZZTTRNERA T & > 2408 A% 3 28 2Bk
NEgRE - B Ebm > HANBERLTHSIETRERDEA NN KEFT FRARERZE A H LY
ko AE (HBREANIHBEIE] HERNE  ALERT > TETHRRLINBTHRE £~ #F
B AL % BB G R o

AR RA SRR E > HEEm S L ERWINER B FH > & T8 53308 6 5 R R
B R BB ENR B TE AL > FARINERNE GRBYSHEAERR) H8 X TRFNTRLER
G ERB L BREEZBRZAFT LM > BRWAL R#AKZEE (Fugate et al,, 2012; Giannotta et al.,
2012) o —f&mE > AFIEFERNTUAAB T B~ R RX - HBR R REME > 4o
REEIRIB AR LRI BEN EFRF > ZTHEZE ECHER A K > P23 B 8RR B AMER
HITWRABANE > AT RRABTERRRIENHA > ERB T TELELARR PO ETZHER
Fb o BENMEER > FERRZINFRERKR R GRAEAG TR > BRGRA B T 89 H 5 MR
Yo BAe R AL 695t B4 AR S B E A ML R 89 8 & B (Menon etal., 2006) - Burris (2012)
R I B B AT RRRMAT AN > TECHRLERBEAG TR ELM > MELB
RABA R - 5fe Lk > A RERIT B SH KRR > §IELEGRATME > ELE BRI TR
% o

3 4TI E PT 5 AL 8 B BER R RE 0 B G RIATE) A B 13 2 A BT AR 690 38 R o AR
ERAT A EARAB AT ABENEHEARA ZE @R TARA A F RS > 128 LT RER B K
REZBNBRA MR GHARANHEREIFEIEARET (BT~ BF - HFE - FE - B
BE ) RABAE) - B % RIREE MR K H B &K 6945 E (Giannotta et al., 2012; Petriglieri, 2011) ° /R st 3
Z o HHBEAMBIRBARSIIEATS > B AT HREAA G LETARTH L7 & > B do Al L35 B
WBAZZTHH T > TEREARRIRE O T X TARRRMNLET > ALNHGEIFET
RAPRAEZTHNE > BLERNE AT THARAEEGCHRMETL R > BLETREAMELHE - A&
o BEEEEAREIMBERRGARLEATA  ACLERDHARB X ELRIGEL - Bk > A
RBREEIRZRE G FTINHE TR AARRBBG X EHRCHOMG > AT 518 2
FHERRERE B AERIEERL

BE1 TEREZRBZETNNE TG ARAELTLRIH MG I S B &%

ETENRERE > EmREEH L EERL

2 EH R E R
A RRERBERAGEE > 2 AT ECHERN H BN B LN > HARPLERBELLR
S A 6B AR -

o



EE ST ER M - Jackson ~ Colquitt ~ Wesson ~ Zapata-Phelan (2006) #% < 22 £ 52 1% (psychological
collectivism) R A ERE LM ALse4E a9 E > H OB ERM A > TRELICEAE R B 1% > BT
BEAER T - AR FEROFTERLE CHRE > SHEROREREOMNBEERARCSER
R B> WEEEMIERAR B 094k R T E AR > ARERF BRI o B e ER
80 A AATEN ARG > LA ERY AR EMIABRI L 45 F TR AHE A A B4 £ TR
e AEER > TELERAHEANCEERANF > AFR L RTALRBASEELR > A7 LR
EERENERBERR > AR LG EBG AR AEL o

AFTRRBE > SR ERME S TR R DAL A R AN A e e bR e B 288 £ b
ML RFEFOEE L EEH G RFEORBREMBARL S (RAATFHIRR) S5 2 B9
) (RERE S ACRIA) > HABBRBEOTHMGR [H] #x [RM) > dARSELERE A
B ¢ A(in-group member) > B stk R 5 & 4 B XA % 4 %0 R JE o Gardner ~ Gabriel & Hochschild

(2002) #9ATRFER ARG B RBBEHR K EZ RGN > BHERR B IR > SERZEFRER
BAAER 0 K B B ET AR > mIERERE c ERAR > ARARAZCEERBEY LE > &
FEABREGHEIARAMIEBERG AL GrSHHEERRE) » BRRARD FIARRE T4 > Brewer 2
Weber (1994) #9#F 3R B AL N 69 F 4k 2k 48 vk - AR 69 B KB @ R I  2 S E AR S0 5 4%
B AR LI R > R B B B RIPE o

B3R 2 B 6 ST KA M6 28 6 30 B 89 TAF 48 2 8 3R TR K ] 69 Bl 4% o

FSEER B 2 o 1% I (ingratiation) # 45 ATT A S ATEN R BRI B THARRS ) > AR EaHE
BREH (W ARELZEMMGEE - AR HaRAK (WERRIFRZYRFEARNTAHR
FE ) (Jones, 1964) o 3RJB 69 3% 047 % > HAPT TR A4 A & L BUS % 4 K98 (Kumar & Beyerlein, 1991) >
HUBRITEOERETE -BEOAEER > RBOETARI TN EBRR  AFBE - B8
#3r4F A B (Cheng, Chiu, Chang, & Johnstone, 2014; Higgins, Judge, & Ferris, 2003) > ZA-& & L% i %
BT AT EE B @ AR A B ARG E Rk o IRBER ) LB AT A > TR IEEITA A ALK
%> EEE EH A T (Wayne & Ferris, 1990) B > 3B 69 & REMR R B RABATE > QBT £
FEE R E S ITHRBERALEY > R EEHEBAEERLIATHR B RLHCH o

AT R HA S A3 B> K &) L8 04T A 7T VAR SR £ 69 BB 3R 4% R & - Treadway~ Ferris
Duke ~ Adams ~ & Thatcher (2007) 3% % %39 69 £ 29 e £ AB42:# (interpersonal facilitation) > 4
MEeRALRH B TARHNN s Blne) s SMFWRERATH  FIBFLIEHRBENEZETRR

(goodwill) (Liden & Mitchell, 1994) - &= > B A S8 m g1t T 28-3R B O MG RE > F ZERIE
HB o RHETEAHELRA B A (in-group member) > & & RITFH) AFHRIFHE X o ZILFHRT >
ETERRG E AR HIILAR (contrast effect) > AR HH B KA TAF 6 E AL

B3 ZEBHRBE DGR TAEA AR TR TR MR 1% o



@ TAE - %7 T4E(enjoyment of work)$s 25 (B4 ) &8 8 I /269 TAE BRI AR > /R iE KT
V& 7% B #9148 ¥y (McMillan, Brady, O’Driscoll, & Marsh, 2002; Spence & Robbins, 1992) o % /& T 4% & 5,
IE 6 89 TAE R 0 2B 2l ~ 3R £ (Buelens & Poelmans, 2004) > 3 TAE R 5 B #4% > B3 E 89
i 478 (emotional well-being) » $H7 T4 & A JE 89 1 4 L 42 E 1 « 5408 5 AT AR - RARAT
e e e TAF AR PR B E@F R (e A B RER) > BHE S TS > G ARMG 82
A AEITE > RENGAZELE > BB R) R KR R4 T4 A B E &894 % (40 Forgas &
George, 2001; Spence & Robbins, 1992) o KAF R imiC B < TH RSB TH » L8 E TR
EEBK HARE ZTENARGE HERFLISH AT & 24740 28 g #5690 (Tepper,
2000) o ASbEITT o AR H VU E R A TAE R R TAE SN H Z &S A& E AT (W,
Frederick, Ho, & Zhang,2012) > @k — %A M2 THZRZOMMAR (G E -~ F4 0 BE - R
XAXFEHAE) > LERXTEARIBEIERE - AFHE  THREERBABRE OB (o
Goldberg & Grandey, 2007; Quine, 2001; Rogers & Kelloway, 1997; Vartia & Hyyti, 2002) > 287~ #u4f] #
ATAEEANREGRITZEGE  BAER TGN ARNEER - AU AFERE > BEEXEHFRX
B AR AR B 0 A TAE AR B o

BE4 BREIEZFRZOOELNE > AEAE TGRSR -

FEARAI c TFEEGUAGAIZHERBAEIFRESNHENT KR EEWEAOFH 3
S ik SRR R IE 4 T R g % 3848 © Aquino $2 Thau (2009) 38 % 1% 4% 4 & 49 B f& 3k % (emotion-focused
coping strategy) T ARAER X EFX W ARHHEBRAQCE > METE G E BN ELTITH S HZ
— o RANRETHGZEGAQANIMES > B LER - RRERL > THIETHAGHALEIEE X
MG E > B E G Y 4R ) 2 4(letting off steam) > AL E R AR ~ BB R RBE NAERKE
R 0 i 3] & 0 89 B4 (Foster, 2004) - B X 09 RER > X FEHXRX G ETFHF A HRRE (o
LeBlanc & Kelloway, 2002) > #lhe &g ~ & ~ HHR ~ A > RLREH > BLAHFRTES EF
BN ITER > RATHRAL—HEARRBOBE - B HASUZEBERT  LEZRZLE
HGRAERGIMZERIEE  FRAERARZHE > BRALTZEFCEMEME > FRREFNAN L
BLTAr o B> AR R EFRATAGNI > SR A FANITERFHE > B A TITRL 260 K
% > #&# Dollard ~ Miller ~ Doob ~ Mowrer #2 Sears(1939) 9 # 37—z %18 3% (frustration-aggression
hypothesis) > &AM TH £ 5 % & 89 & @ N\ IR 24 L2 B R 81T A (replaced aggression) > R B &4k
B ZEHERZ SN - LA RBK > BRZXEHFRIVSEARE > ARSGULIEEH
ARAITA ©

BES BREXEXZRIGSHINE  ARSVEEEFAARNIMTE o
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(=) FRHEZ

B R T %

3 A 34.94 5k (ABH £ A 838 %)

KA RAEAI IR T XL BEDTH > A TR RXARE RO THRIER  AREZELHE LR
& 2 ) 7 %% B (common method variance) #9% % (Podsakoff, Mackenzie, Lee, & Podsakoff, 2003 ) - &
(=) BIRLE

13 (e EE REXASHREE) - ARFETHE > AFFRHFEB(dyad)Rl 2 75 X > 4o b T

FTRHASESE 231 £A M A > 28 130 Ao 308 231 A P W3 B 105 A ol 3B 125 A
P P EF A TN F (R LA 738 F)

TS o AFF R Liden - Wayne & Stilwell (1993)89 % & i) 5 41 6 69 TAE 4L 2% > & 275
SRR B AR AF

o

E'S
BEH RAEAR > MENTI [HERAR > SHFBGTERARGEL ) R TERAR
B F REARAT | o ABTER Likert B2 R #(1DIFF AR EE(6) W FE > oM

*
BEREIFREZRENFET LA LHZMAHER - SRFBRRRBFRAAKRTOELEZABA ~ S
%% Likert x2% R > #6(1) k% R R & £(6)3F % F

ig i &
L3 ko £
Rals LB (Hmi)

o
&

RWRE A o AR 54 # Fugate % A (2012) A Aquino 2 Douglas (2003)49 3% 2 8% #1825 > 8 47

HBEREFRLAEK TR ZRE > RERHRBERETFRALLBETH TSR ETRE - AFF
FRARI

° ﬁﬁﬁ%'ﬁi Likert ;<22 R > ffjé(l)gl;ﬁ‘z: rg]%é(6)j}a,#-;ﬂ
B 69 i 7 R T A
B 48 %) 2 R |

7

o
(5N

R EZRZ o A ESH Aquino % A(1999) & Ferris % A (2008) #9885 » BHR AR @ < EH

CEBNEA [ ZERFERG T XERARARME ) A [ THFLIEREE

IR o KBTI A Selenta $2 Lord(2005) 4 £ 82 B RF AL R T LA R M Be [F 4K

Fea) B TRMCHTEGRERMRENRLEGRERAKXERNE
o FAABEMANBER > EREZAL IEFARE] £6 [FFRE]

o

o

i o KA % 4 # Bolino 32 Turnley(1999) 6L » 1% & % #130B & LRK M &0 50 (3
W) e MERRREE MR AR AR EERB O AIEE NEMA A (1B
140 LR 5 B L6 Bk BRAR B ) R [ IS4 408 A S BAR ) 49 7 ok AR T2 1A
R FREZWL THFRAZ] 26 [FFRE

-

o AHE AR B

Bl T S TARR SAARE TAEGG B8~ B14R B 36 K TAFEE R & > AFTE %2 # Hackman #1
R #()IEFREZFZE6)IEF R
893548 |

Oldham(1976) B Diener % A (1985) #9#i8: > R BB & A TAFe9% B > B S B4 BB R >
RIEFTHERGIAE ) R TER A > KA K B AT 69 T L1335 BRE R |

BEAZ o AFFEIAIFEE (2012520135 2014) WRE A AR ER > £ CEMA > NE
[ REHHEET AR R EGMMEE A [RE

Fh

o KMk Likert 5% F
@3k 28 A T LALE M AL )
o ABERIABRIE > EREFWL (EFRAE] 26 [FAE

_.5
L
A

o

Kol U N S

11



ﬁ%’]?iﬁ o jﬁﬁ%ﬁ%f@/\/\ﬂ%ﬁ'ﬁiﬁ4¢%}l§%‘] Iﬁ ’ l//(ﬁl:—%}-ﬁ-i}j%ﬁab%kjg é/] 3 WZ‘\‘@/;\
PR R FRAKAREE -

HRER
AR 2R
AR RERZFHY - ARREE AR AN — B B (Cronbach’sa) 4wk 1 B « 308 LM

B IERIRE (r1=.19>p<01) ~ B A TH (r=28>p<.01) REEIEiET (r=.80>p<.01)
HEBFEARM ; EERARAERSHALETE (1=260p<.01) AReBikir (1=25>p<.0l) %
2R MM BOEERNE (r=-17>p<.05) ZBFZXAHAM  SHEAZXETHFRIFTEGE NI
(r=24>p<.01) 2HEEMM; RETERIEEAAQAI (1=.14>p<.05) RmELA (1
=23>p<.0l) WHEZEFEERME - ERAT > AEBELAMALELKETEOHEHN > BRET
BEBLVRZHETEAEHIL -

K1 FHE FRESMESITE R

%7 SRk S S 2 3 4 > 6 7

Y EX 4.27 o1 (9dF

2. EEBEAA 225 105 T (92)

3. B % E 230 .90 -07 267 (83)

A B ETH 3.90 22 287 -0l -.09 (.80)

5. 4 AL 517 148 03 12 247 a4 (.89)

6. w7 R BE I 3.89 54 07 177 -.06 08 04 (.78)

7. ik 299 80 807 257 -03 23708 06 (.94)

3. f.W 3 —2t (Cronbach's alpha) Z I AEFEIRF o (* p <.05, ** p <.01, *** p <.001).

REHRXZIER

KA VA LISREL8 (Joreskog & Sorbom, 1993) #475xzE M B % 447 (confirmatory factor analysis,
CFA) » #BATM s #UE (convergent validity) #1E ##z0U% (discriminant validity) X AxBx o KA 704k A
Bollen (1990) #5473k > £ KRB AL Z TR LG RAERE BTG R EE > B A RRE
A7 A2 4k > 44k RMSEA ~ IFI (Bentler, 1983) ~ TLI (Bentler & Bonnett, 1980) ~ & CFI (Bentler
& Bonnett, 1980; Hu & Bentler, 1999) #$454% 2R 4 X » LA MR KL E HIER (covariance
matrix) & A LISREL8 ¥ » A H#A @R A B AT AR %A L o Lz > ARF U ERRBRAF
B XA BTG IABE L > AR TAARARE AN 6 1E R EAR ZHE e E A

CFA % 87 > BRALEHGETE > MEEXNITA SR T EEE (p<.05) » %% (303,
N=205)=495.42 (p<.05) ZBAHF &) > f2-F7{A8 g by o9 bufE kA 3 (1A% 1.64) > Bomstnl 4
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KX AT % B R A 2% R 486918 AL (Hughes, Price, & Marrs, 1986) © A% > 3t i) & 42 X 4 RMSEA = .05~
IFI=.95~ TLI=.94 ~ CFI=.95 > BA;n A B A A X R @ BLE > AETURELHEX o AT R4
FRIZE G > BBRIAEX (LA TFEX : TG REREF 98 AXxT AT -4
NS~ SEERRNE - Riefid) HAME XEATRE (Rk 2) o & RERMBH XL H T8 X
(Ay*df=3533,p<.001) ~ ZFEFHEX (Ay/df=4595,p<.001) ~ wEFH X (AyYdf=122.59,
p<.001) ~ ZHFHEX (AyYdf=94.35p<.001) ~ —F F#EX (AyYdf=110.86,p<.001) ~ %%
B4 X (Ay*/df=108.01, p<.001) &9 B E R4 o

&2 REBRXoMER

B X, A F X df  Ay¥df IFI  TLI CFI RMSEA
B3 X, 7 BF 49542 303 95 94 .95 05
B 1 6 B F 70739 309 3533 90 .89 .89 08
BX 2 5HF 1000.92 314 45095 83 81 .83 10
BX 3 47T 183891 318 12259 .62 .58 .62 14
BX 4 3EF 2193.75 321 9435 53 48 53 16
BX S 2B F 271271 323 11086 40 34 .40 18
BX 6 185 2763.60 324 10801 39 33 39 18

HBEABXN (LA T MG RBERE SHRAXT EATHE - AN CHEERNE - RofiER) ;
B (AT THEEH RERE > SHALT LA/ BON - CEERERRERLE S
AR—EEE) s BEX2 (ZBF T/HEHEZ - BERE 9HALT AT EEONILEEA—ER
FoOCHEERMARERE SR —ERE) B3 (WHTF : TG RIRE > S TRE
BEIVRAEQNEER—EE X ~ CHEEBEARERLEER—BARE) ; #X4 (ZBT 44K
MAERBZREFEER—EARE S TRELETFRAGNIE SR —ERE - CEERNE AL

“oem—EAE) s BXNS (BT THHAHABRRIARET ASHRALTRACERIEM R T ERE &
AR—ERE - #ETHRAGAFEER—ERE) s BX6 (ERT AR E&EA—ERE) -

FH o HRBIFRA RERE - R AR T -RAETF - BaNS - CEERERHTELE
AR 7 A5 3R 09 R 415 B (composite reliability) 47 4.95 ~ .95~ .89 ~ .87~ .92 ~ .88 %&.96 > ¥ i%.60 #%
BRKE S BRTBAEGIALA RIFNREGIEE - ARXEREST@ > ARG -FHE EHIRE (average
variance extracted, AVE) : 3B TAFE A .83 R ZRHE A£.86 HE R EAO6T ~ L THEA.63 -
B BN 566 S EREM A.T0 R IeE 2T 4 .89 B F 450 69 & K K% (Fornell & Larcker, 1981) »
B8 AT A KB E (convergent validity) o B% > 3B A% A6 T8 % 2F (shared variance)
f& A Ll 69 AVE » LB~ KAAF R B A B ¥ (discriminant validity) o
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A TE—FRERHIE > AR HEERS (BAZE) EFRHFTTEZERE

(O’Leary-Kelly & Vokurka, 1998) = #F %4 # sbet BB HHE L > MBEH F CFARX 5 K&k
A CEATER T CFAB X > EH THAREH FTHAGFoELE (EABAA ] 6F
MT) Kb 3848 > Ak riE MEBFLALRARATAE R o AR LR 21 A RFEBRR > X F
FTAE £ B KA 3.84 (p<05) > BT~ AR 6B = BA BHZE © bt > ABF Rk A Harman ¥ R
F kAR P 7 k% R 49 RA (Podsakoff et al., 2003) » #y SEM 4945 RH 35 B 49 18 B R AE((
(324) =2763.60, p < .001, RMSEA= .15, CFI= .39, TLI = .33, IFI="39) > BA-F AR &% 3L F 7 ik 8 & 09 %
BETHEZRE -

N &

KA 7 A AMOS 21(Arbuckle, 2012)# 47 7% /2 45 442 X, (latent structural equation model) s AR B 1R
F B A ABHRS ERERBEBXEA RIFHERE(Q =94.16,df =51, p<.001,y’ / df = 1.85,
CFI=.97,IF1 = .97, TLI = .97, RMSEA = .06) o ¥t B T4 A mB 2R B A B LW EG A (BBELR
S{43 =.19,p<.05) > RERL ESH L TR BAEYEG MG (REILREHAE =.30,p<.001) >
SEBAX FREAETHOMAZRCESE (BRELHEEGAE =.-13,ns.) {28 GAIFAA EGH
Plfh (BREALBEHGE =24,p<.01) o KAIRBE | ALZERERE G PANHB A E B AREL
EERZHMGM G B ARBGINELIENRERYE  EREAERIN X EHERL > ATRIRA
95%3K $L1EZ #B & ] (95% bootstrap confidence interval; Edwards & Lambert, 2007) & #E B 2% 1 &9 M4
R R MERRA.06 > 95% KA E M %.30 21.01 (p<.01) > HiEER 1A LF B
RAAHBEXELARTO MG > LR A TR EGEK > AFTRRRFKA O5S%NEAMEHE M
FARERIR R 4 B9 R 0 4 RBEIH E AR A-01 > 95%KHIZHEE M 4.001 2]-.015(p>.05) » F
BERAAEFIF - BEASABRZXEZRIVGHEZIE > ARG EZEE G EGAITE > K
RAFRA 95%KAAZ R E M R ARERRKR 5 MR > S RERAMBARA.02 > 5% R HEE K
#.038 2].004 (p<.01) > HARZX S HEFZH -

ARBER 2 AEEHCHEERMEGRAGHREB N A AR IERTREMHOME > BRE 3 A
FERRERGAD TAAARITERZRETH MG -  AMRADFESATEATRE  ATEBLS E
42 M (multicollinearnality) #9334 > 75 3k 1t 69 T 4421t 5 X, (Aiken & West, 1991) > #4 R 455
HHLATFHBE TS RALZHRAG BALABESmAR > B AR EHEE - TE2HRR LR
FOAREF AR > M PAbRE > TR G LM ZE A > AR AT A R E - ik 3 &9
M3 T4 > EFEFRACTHTEE B IMEEARITECHEERMN T EZARE > B ITEZEE
FOREMBGZHREIEIRLRE (f=-12>ns.) HFERBRFEE > BILBR 2 REHEF X HF -
R4 B3R 3 M £ 8 4 18 W 4308 TAHE A AR 2 B R Z A A M 69 A8 2R bk 3 49 M6 T 4e>
FERATGTEIA S B ITRABAEE T ERN T ERRE > 3B TSR TERY L)
HEIERERE (f=-42>ns.) OFERNLRELREE > BHILBRE 3 RERFF -

R

Il
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& 3 @ELMERT.

L3 Ml M2 M3 M4 M5 M6 M7 M8 M9  MIO Mi1 MI2
B4 ¥R
3l 02 -0l -01 .02  -02  -03 -13 S13% -15% -3 12 12
e L R S UL & B b S 1) S18%* 15*  L15%  _18%*  _15% 15
P 205 .12 -12 -05  -08  -.09 2% 23% 3% % 24%%  Q5%x
% 16 18 18 .16 17 18 -01 -.05 .04 -01 -.06 -.06
B %5
o 21 31 .01 .18
@A 26%%* .89 208k _17
A YR
CE A S19%* 13 01 -32%
P 265 52 -10 -32%
Sk x R -12
Bk x #if -42
A x o 1.15%
B x#ik 56"
AR 04 07 00 .04 06 01 12 07 02 21 08 01
R’ 04 11 1 .04 10 11 12 19 21 12 20 21
mamr 02 08 08 .02 07 07 11 16 18 11 17 18
F 208 820%* 04 208 720%* 107 T2THRX g44%EE 502%  J2TFEX Q75kkx 205

# o ARRAEIEA T o ((p<.10,*p<.05,**p<.01, ***p <.001).

R BT H—BERM BB S > AR RCRATE R A4 BHEFCHEERMA
B ENAREREAZEATEHATEAAG AR - A3 MI Toe o £iEh A HIFE
EX S VS FVEX I LY NATERS ST REX TS F T EXINE LS TR LT & o
%(&ﬂi&AR@Dbp<%)%@%ﬁﬂﬁ%o$ﬁ%%?ﬁ*ﬁﬁ%%iﬁﬁ%’ui%%*
BERITESCHEMMARS  NEE—AREZESASCEERME RIS ER M > L RILA
K EGHAEEXLOAHAR  BRLB 2K c WE 2 Th > §EEAGOEEMBEE > 14
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REBERBEIXELAVEAM SRR MIFTAKCEERNUNF > TERAIRERAZHAXE
HHHRHARBE - B L EASERER BN SRR TEEE LE OB TRA 4938 o da 3§ o>
(R AN E RSP TR R AN €

15

13
12

11

—— SR
MK

9 - - SR

&

10

T o 32 e ok

1&

Y
b
=,
o
T

B2V AEHCHEREZ X TERE

FAH > HAkIHMI2 The AHEFACLAEE - TERZRFAIERBERY T L HARE
IEREBRARI RO HSHEASLEL (B=56> AR =.01>p<.10) #FER K REREKE -
ARARAHETE-FIBRBRAELZHBR > UWEEREZRF AR 2R LA > VLA —ARELZRES AS
HBERRMEIBER > WA N ASHE AL EL LW LHAR > &R E 3 Hr §E 3T
oo g EE IR LHBHAERKF > TERARRFTAZHAL TV EAM KR ; M I ¥ T AKER
o TERZREFESEALELOMEMEAKTE - B rAS T TR RELN > FENHHRAZLET
[E% L EBERAF GG mBg i > 12 AR EE I TR EHHFILT > QAR EBHGER -
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15 X )
RAEBE

3 RERA FI TR EAR

i
AMREZBHARIEARRASE R IEANIETRE  CABIMERI IHRAHBE - K
HMRIRITENREZRBFEGHE AL EA BT HEEZTNINAEC > HAXRBYSHIARTERL
MBS AL~ Y S BEE TR AT B R B BB AR L (Burris, 2012; Menon et al.,
2006) > EACEMGEREFTE > B A RANIRFERER BRI aHFEINBYIA
BB EATITORE T %> HAANRIRERELWER  £H 42 LREGt > BABKETHZHN
FEAABRALE > B IR F > Pl 2F TAFRF 2] & Bk 30 B 09 A 18 A HAF G 7 SGRIRB E
FBa TR TETUAMBELR A B TRICH AN G > 25T AHIRB AKX G E o AR
HBRIBERYRLE  SHRAXRBEINBFLIEORIRE  EnEERINXTHERL
AFROUER > BREXEHARIOQELRE > ARGV EEEREAANITE 2 HEETIE
BEVE  GHNERBT > sRdEBaHIEIARG T > BT a0 EE R LZEA LNTH
7 % (Aquino & Thau, 2009) > B #4#& XA AERAGHERRE (AR~ T BEXALE) A%
TR LM B4 K2 — (LeBlanc & Kelloway, 2002) > SR BZE G H I LW A WAL > o 2%
BIRET) ~ gk~ R BRA > Wk TARAG BN AN A Rk - LARSRE R 4EH 8 RAEE A
Tho BAEMTURAZGERLERBGCEEEEGRRR - B> B TEREGHEN
B T BB A ELMANERA AR (B4 Vartia & Hyyti, 2002) > #lde & T4 &%



T AR TR & ~ A% & S8 AR (3= Goldberg & Grandey, 2007) o A AT& # E4E £ £ ? The
BB 2B G TR 0 TSR A AGRIR B NS > B A B T EREME T RBERAS S BER
B @l B AR 0 2 0 AR RIS F AR AR R K 0 RS Y E B 0 WA T
Bk > KR BAT R T4 R B e A A L o

SEA B AR G- 26 R PR MR P A > 28 QIR R A SE 3B i 04K 2R
BHMER > ERAFRRARA S L THREEZLAMOBHES > bl THGHLRRREF 4o
BEENSERMEREHNREE > dAEREEARLE L4 7  ARFFETULE AR R
B 5 SR ) AR 0 F A 7 AR 2 o Sk > A TS5 @B 98 66 4 TRAE A B Sh e SRS B (7
RRELHE TEA-TERRRLEE) > B F48 k& (social comparison) #94F FEIR, > & L bk
Wa RS SR (pain) » @R BRI B REE  ERYLEERALRE RS > BILRE
6B TR MR A 4 25 0B RAG RAR GRS RN o IO T SRR SR A 6 R T 0 A5 R
SRR 80 B 5 K T AR IR — O R TR AR R S 1 R T A B 2538 LR -0 % 2
o EM AR > BAHEZE TG LR AT A KAG (self-regulation) - 1R¥E B K 4938 T B3R 4947
PR RRARNGETA > B A RRFTEINGOH > FTCEERBE R F LN AT ERTAE
BB A TG AR BRI A AR S R A SO B
Gk % F QI EF R AR 6 b @ ¥ b o A2 KSR R AL 69 £ E IR IEARMY AR o FIARAY
§EE B A A L B SE AT E AR EEORAAL e mH e 2K E
oA LT > RIAA SR o RNR LI TR > R AR EE TR -

5 2K AT BB 60 TR T 7 K> (23R 5 F M 80 SR R FUR % KA (Blde B AAGE -~ #45
IEEE AL > BAn AR LR E% B (common method variance) 69 F 28 o 4 T HER £ F) 7 ik 8
EWTTRRYE > AFTK4KA Harman ¢ £ H TR ZH > £ RER CMV P ELETAESHRE
(Podsakoff et al., 2003) ° %A > KRRV S EZ 2R ER T EZEROBE > FRALRGEHLE
Jr KR AR TAT 0 T ik > 3hde B S SR F 345 00500 PR R A O T O X0 BF kst > g
SR kR E A

KIS AR R (O R ke R0 M A O AR R ARFE T
EaERHARLEEET2OEEEABITRE > #lde L8 91% 8 B &R 34E (core self-evaluation) ~ §
4 45 (narcissism) , & < £7 % (conscientiousness) % A B » $E TAEAR Rk 5,45 RARIR 1k F TAE 4
o B RARAF R AT IR T8 14 AAE R 484K {6 (DeConinck, 2011) 2 & 45 2 % F B A2 F 49385 A &
LR AR ARG AR TGS BEREE  RAFHEMOEE - B4 > AR ELTEITRE
R R 0 flho I S AL AR & > HR 3 H S AR F 495 T2 4 B 34 (Dextras-Gauthier,
Marchand, & Haines III, 2012)
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