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ALITAZ TR SARN AR A FIEFIRFKF B

gD kEE EXR? £ & oA F!
(T TR B, M 510006) C A M TUCAE AL R, F )

H E PRRARAFRIGT—HELBANEL, BAZTHRE. UFFHLBEFABBRAATHA %
HAYP BoieRk, 2R, ABERY B AIIRABATAFHRFA GRXZ RENES FHFZ WA QAR AR
TR SRR, Ko, EELEATHFABRENARY A0 @ 154 S K. AHBEY AR T I
A AP RAAR, BN BHAA . WS ENA FdP BERA A ST SR BATE S oM, A
J&E S BT . A R Rk R b = AT AR AP BT AL A Z A 4G k. Rk
Eah b, FRUAREFATARE—FRBEZY BN BFMNE. EARLY SEFRP S EZNG LR, o
FRAL A 694 BAF R

KER YR PEEARA; YELSRNA;, PEEAMA

4SS B849; C93

1 5|8 Z AR BRI P SR T WF 584 S B o i 2
. b PR, RO L B RS L SR T ,
R R T A g BRSBTS ALIL T R,
. . . , . ST TR AR S P 5k 14 MR R R 1 3500 B85 T
(Smith & Kim, 2007; XI5, 220K, BRICA, . e 22 0 V) e T ek
N, i e A7 Jenl o SR, FATE R LT LA WS SCHk R
2017)0 MARSRHSA . PToA A S0 SRR AR AR A P .
NN . o . B, RPAE AR 2305 N, TR A IS AT T
DIt X P 2%, B2, HIEERPR o ) o
PN e 15 Z PR, Hen, A7 W58 AR 4l b i) REUR AT
A G1E 4 BT 2 050 & B SCHE (Miceli & o o
. . . WAL H hE R SRR Z(e.g., van de
Castelfranchi, 2007; Smith, 2008; Smith, Merlone, Ven. Zeelenb & Piet 2009: XS 45 2017
& Duffy, 2017), Smith ££(2017)78 H  TA/EFIZH 4L mﬁfée% 9a% A’%? o »
o . e F WA R S L B R . A 1R
H I ) — 5 e S BRI 5T O R S A AR Y 1 T 5 2 1 48 P Cohon-Charash &
BSTFIBGIL T IERA AT, wRsmieiss
WP AR 2 0 0, wRe sy e T Jfrggtﬁ ik
H e TE ) BB (Cohen-Charash & Larson, ; L /?(;'gl" o l.h alze rz;nc N ‘Tﬁ,
2017a; Duffy, Scott, Shaw, Tepper, & Aquino, 2012; E;?i;;;gtﬁ,@gs;y Smith & Kim, 0;)‘% =
Tai, Narayanan, & McAllister, 2012), M Z2EBLAI Ly N ’ (e.g.f]ster,i%‘l)\ ~H(eg.
Neu, 1980)Z 4, AR EAFR R ZHER
RSP 2 (e.g., Dineen, Duffy, Henle, & Lee,
WE;%;Q%QE e ne g 207 SRR R, (2,
* |E KB R G H ARSI E IR PR = & 2 LAY = St T1 = N
BT+ X AR e 2 LA 1 5 2 U T A PRI BL A B 5 (O ?ﬁjﬁ“i@‘”ﬁmmﬁ’@%ﬂﬁ@ﬁ’“ 8
S 71502043)% TR ARG o FIBTTESE R (9251 (Cohen-Charash
R AL T N 5L T AT R LA Y ——5E T & Larson, 2017b), X WHFFEHE XF LA A A Y

BB 7 BIE A M CIUE it HES . 2015A030313508); ST 2516 AR R i e TR e
E R ARP RS HFELTH 33 EREATR W] TELLAE A ZTSE T, R RS 54 B

B BN T XU A BN - 4 U AR 1Y
BT (T H#LAES . 71802063)7,
WIEVEH: X134%, E-mail: liudege@mail3.sysu.edu.cn Castelfranchi, 2007; Parrott & Smith, 1993; Smith,

A P ffi (envy proper perspective, e.g., Miceli &
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Parrott, Diener, Hoyle, & Kim, 1999), #5424 WA R, B B A Y = 4y )

i (subtype perspective of envy, e.g., van de Ven et al.,
2009) FlIiF S H& AU (unitary construct perspective
of envy, e.g., Cohen-Charash & Larson, 2017a, 2017b)
Xof Sk P B R LB e AT TR (AR 1 R,
SR, X = Ah i S B 50 0L A7 0 AE b S i M B 4 O
HAFAE ST B . P A LA, O s R A
5 WA ok i 22 Y I (Smith & Kim, 2007);

Tt AN [FIAIL ) 77 £ 3 A 5 1) FH AR AR 1 (van. de Ven,
2016; van de Ven et al., 2009); UP 28R A ) 5
i, BFFEE BRSO B — A R, X
R TR SRR W, & R
M (Cohen-Charash & Larson, 2017a, 2017b); X {ii
WEFE 5 N e 4 Th ML PR A O 2, FEAA AO0T AT
BEANRMTR . LT, N 7T EE Y S0

®1 PEH=MARAA

LIS YRR ER VL

SRR AL A

g e — il R AR 1A
23 LU A B A A R A
o, HBDR A S
RO RAGAR, X i 2 i
SO I R DOE AP SO E e
FOE M AT

{Re

HMERP R OER,
WA B S A R HIE
BX L. P2
K B 7T i 2 R

B

ot
WA

@® 5EHYpRER UK
At BB IR
(Vecchio, 2000, 2005)
@ 4HY: AR, &
LSS | SN
R (Schaubroeck &  Lam,
EEZ 2004
Wit @ 4 MAPRRE: HKiG
H s iiEE . B i (van

JH  Dijk, Ouwerkerk, Goslinga,
g Nieweg, & Gallucci, 2006)
mx @21 MAPERE: A
BLOARATRR, BoE ., 3R
{73, #84R (Krizan & Johar,
2012)
® 15 AP sEE: B
i . JF 7% (Rentzsch &
Gross, 2015)
Wi UG N € I R i3 37 NN
e R fEERARI K
- IRBEAT TE B FIBE R )55
& Foster (1972); Smith & Kim
PERF (2007); Parrott & Smith
gr%  (1993); Smith %(1999).

SRR AR 1) DA 2 LT A AN D
T IS 4 o R T AR R I ) B SRR O R
B, LS ERMP SEA WAL B
TERIP BB B2, HAS RO RE.
HIEETH ML, X s min .

AFAE PRI [ P BUA S HLAY 7 s, RIS 0 oA
BB R, ENERR WSS B e
IR A7 05 TR T AN PR AT

O HLEY = KA. BRI BUAE. X
SRR MBI A | RN, REPR. B
PG AT M LY BT S AR (van de
Ven et al., 2009)

@ BRI RIS EEP R BE. HBIK
(Sterling, 2013)

QBBYR: FKE. MU RNZ B AR PR
& RTESHL BRI AR R AR
#% (Gallagher, 2013)

@ TR FAE I BT BB R
. 48R . T (Terides, 2014)

G HEY R F5E RIS, KSR
X RN R B BEPR BE.
X 2 X 4 1Y) £ T 4B % (Crusius & Lange, 2014)

© HEY = BIEHL; BEP R BE. W
N4 97 THTABL 5 S 45 (Lange & Crusius, 2015a)

@ LR = RE. BIDHL. KRB ZY S
X R R BN BRI BE.
X 2 R G Y BT AR RS L U I RO G IR i
(Lange & Crusius, 2015b)
LEPRESMEANEMNEEZS T ik aR.
I A; BE P S AL IR AT, 1
W EFT N . BT R

van de Ven %£(2009); van de Ven (2016); Sterling,
Van de Ven, & Smith (2017).

B — P PR A b A2 T
TR T, R O
L0 et R N S I N
PR R | B A R S
M REAR A &

AN Y i o O T R
BP0 RLKE A A SR B A
PRPERE & o ST LA A A fig
— FRBNRRE, AR 2 0 AR B Ak
BN, 2352 BIAS RRIE A 5 3R
B

9 MHIZERE: BN, AK. H
HwLORBPBRYHEE, AR
(Cohen-Charash, 2009;
Cohen-Charash & Mueller, 2007)

VAT R . BEMEAT g L [l
WUE AR, RIS,
Cohen-Charash & Larson, (2017a,

2017b); Tai %(2012); Yu, Duffy, &
Tepper (2018).

T 7ELERTTE h A A DU S R AR A Tk, (E, R 0 A 1 A BE A 4 1

P8 < S BN i 3 B e R P B T B RUE R e R
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FEP T, IR RS, AR SCHER A B
L =R s WA A L, PR R
A5 7 T B A [ 9 S B S AR R TR A B, O
TN B B S T S R R
[ —InR AR . B A A R S W5 T T R
HhARRMIFFE AT LA T f 450

2 PEEHENA

R AR, RAETE T B i 1Y
PR, MERPRMZLCER, WAREND
A RS L BB B (Miceli & Castelfranchi,
2007; Parrott & Smith, 1993; Smith & Kim, 2007),
XA E SRR A B Z R (evil eye, Foster,
1972), W2 LLUE—Fil A BSOS 4, 5
MU PR E A5, WY, Hedpfii [ Ao
PRI ) | RS2 BIIR 1) b A R i 44 U AN
FELR . O B W R A A R R
OFRATH L R oA 1 A GUR R R R R
YJ4H 5 (Smith, 2004; Smith & Kim, 2007), LAFEHF
XA X R A R R ST IE L E
BB BRI R, L, Smith AT Kim (2007,
pANUR, WSRO PRI TR SR 4,
HARE R A 9. S M4 R ; Parrott A1 Smith (1993,
p.906) ANy, W MAREIRANASA A C
WA (H A D B AR P (ML AP 75 6 ot L it 5
A Y55 I A0 3 1 —F S AR PR 26, Horp
ETHR . B SRR E RO
Vecchio (2000)iA2y, 202 T 5 RS TR
St Be Sy AN ALy T HEAT ) R A AL
HEZH . A%, MEMESNES . Tk, N
Sri S B AE T, BB E R R
(malicious envy)ffifi it X F i A B AU P 2 (van
de Ven, 2016; van de Ven et al., 2009; XIf54% %,
2017), HIARECSEE D RET, MRS B OS]
HYZHEYREE R, L, AU
BRI B E WA WS, W HE A RS
HREWP B, I EX g RE R, 2
2405 E B 4 2 #H (Smith, Parrott, Ozer, & Moniz,
1994; Smith & Kim, 2007).

PR A A TR RV, PRy
HFIRI I S R R R 1) g B B R B I
(Pleban & Tesser, 1981), iP5 # A = g i
2% 7> %15 B.(Cohen-Charash & Mueller, 2007),

R BB 2% (Gino & Pierce, 2010), flij?
S R NG RS (GR D, KR, 2012)H0
&R AT (Duffy et al., 2012; Reh, Troster, &
Van Quaquebeke, 2018)% Z ST B IR :AT N
Ui i, H A a2 T R B
B i g 2 B N 5> (Smith, 2004).

BEAh, Wil 22 6 REAR R . RE ORI 3 B P E
2 J1(Duffy & Shaw, 2000), Foster (1972)7F H: B &
AT R, EREH TR E EOE, A
PP R R IR S . T B P S A R T
B A C AR, T, Il R A W Y
WIRAAAAAE TAEVG Iy S fbtt 2, =Dy s Mg
P A SRR IeR, tn, (il mEA L )
e - Y BEERPEINAL ) T o3 AT < TR B Ik
e, AUIEEZ, BEREZ M SR, BT
e i 2 SR IR (2, 2015) 0 I M T B3R
WS, A ORI R W LR Rz —
#1425 S (sin and taboo, Miceli & Castelfranchi,
2007; Silver & Sabini, 1978a, 1978b), 1M EL#IA N
RAEEA AR, WSR2, B,
AN RN - B S WP PN D = A=
(Foster, 1972; Silver & Sabini, 1978a; Smith & Kim,
2007).

3 PEHEUA

PR RN, PR AR SRR
A, HEZE S T AR R, e
FEA LA IR X R AR E R 45 T R A% 6 T
(van de Ven, 2016, 2017; van de Ven et al., 2009),
MH, DAV RY, IS S8 o R B AR
L, edn, RAEIEAE WA, s B b
TRE, X P S RE LA O A A B A A 2 A5 A=
FAERAE T RIS, B4R WA 75 95T 5 X
TRB, IE AR G/ SE Ao T 1Y 22 B iR
i 5 4+ XF F(Crusius & Lange, 2017; Hill & Buss,
2008); Neu (1980) i\, Wr2br 75X P2
FECEZA, WY s# S IRIT A,
Foster (1972)78 K REEW R TIN Y, BARP S
PR LFREZ—, B2, Pl 2B k%
it A C kS . BT, van de Ven %
(2009)7E HAFFE A B, B A == (P13 43
S R B R AR R )M R PP (H—
A EE R Y 2R FCH R R, HE,
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X [ 52 1 WA S IR T RS R ShALAY B,
B R SRR 2

WA g o A, AMATT LE 45/ A 2
FN RN G 22 BERTH I 0P %, 4 /) HE 55 22 AN
TH U0 o 7 2 Y SRR B, B A X R 25 e
VI I 2 AT M R 1) B A 2 (Gallagher, 2013;
van de Ven et al., 2009), Mitt, MARRERT DIEH
TIPTS5l A Ok B R B
NS b NI D B7ivk & S 5 10191 S R 1
P A h N B, R A S a9k ek
FIYPRA, T I A BT A [ S DU A YA
EAREAT A A EE T AFEAEH(Crusius & Lange,
2017; Lange & Crusius, 2015a, 2015b; X948 45,
2017)0 3 BGPTSR A ATE I B B9 85 ) Ak
iRPEAT A, RSP 2 Y (van de Ven, 2016; van de
Ven et al., 2009); 171 8% 54 o ] i £ 1A 38 3o <<
AT R0 o4 425 F 55> (Duffy et al., 2012;
Dufty, Shaw, & Schaubroeck, 2008; van de Ven et al.,
2009), =0 ol ik H AR E 2 TR I i 3
TR, T S0 A P S A o O A A A B I
T ARG 45, 2017),

FRPIFR P R 1Y LR AR 2 Ah, W sy 3
WA BRI & B, #5002 (perceived control)Fl
I #5Jg (deservedness) WA 75 AE B S 9 3o
i E HEAEM, E5DEMACRR D S HEE
[A 25 (Crusius & Lange, 2017; Sterling et al., 2017;
van de Ven, Zeelenberg, & Pieters, 2012), 15 fll & &
FEAMARXT 1 X = A L Al A i 4
i BE 1 9B (van de Ven et al., 2012), BF5T M,
TE X5 Ml 253 Ak 2 BB AR A I B v, Mk BRI 2
IR 2350 M 2t 3% B4 1) B i 3R 0 4 BB 2 Y L
# (Testa & Major, 1990), Ti7E A UL IR ES
AT B0 (R, MA SR 5 77 R B =
(van de Ven, Zeelenberg, & Pieters, 2011; van de
Ven et al., 2012), B 753 B2 48 AR Al A ARAGHE A
SERAAIM, 2T E AT 4 1) 5 2 K R (Feather,
2006). BFFERI, XA SR SR
LA PEAN AT LG R AN R g, AN R AR
FAS AT At N BRAT W S AN AR PPN 23 5 | kS
MRS, RN SRR Y <R PR A )
25| #E B B (Lange & Crusius, 2015b; van de
Ven et al., 2009, 2012; Vecchio, 1995),

P B AT R Z S, EEPR

ALE R RN F I Lt g s, sk
HEAT ) b Ak 2 R 2 I 2 7 AR R A P S R e T4
PR Bl S 3 AR AT B A b W 0 0 A A T
PLRAMRXS U HRBR . di /N s 25
V8 42 i SRR BT, 5 R 7 A R A SR 3R A
(e.g., Crusius & Lange, 2017; Sterling et al., 2017;
van de Ven et al., 2012), =4 38 B o 2 ALE &
G Z R, X R S G35 ek AN R AL X 2
R AR R R (RS 48, 2017),

4 PESEENA

ANE T o RS, AR A,
MR EANZR P R G B P R AEEP R,
07 P LA B 2 T A 1) B A2 L L A 3R
Tl W 1) e SR I 0 i Sl AL DR 3R 1 R A A
7% (Cohen-Charash, 2009; Cohen-Charash & Larson,
2017a, 2017b; Cohen-Charash & Mueller, 2007;
Khan, Quratulain, & Bell, 2014; Tai et al., 2012) 7£
XU EIER T, BIEED 2S5I RN ZE
il S, ANAT AT RAASEAS (AR B B AT S R IR
PEAT Sy, S8 TT LG EANR A B O8] 5k |
78 H FKIAF14 (Cohen-Charash & Larson, 2017a,
2017b; Tai et al., 2012; Yu, Duffy, & Tepper, 2018),
o, Y RS S R RO 5 0 — SRR S L
SO T AT A B R ER, HAFTRA AR
F0405 FE Al ) AR B HL(Cohen-Charash & Larson,
2017a),

P BRI AN S R, MERHEAT
W m EAt s R Z R, STENREM PERT
PAERIES, RIE, RS N — RIS TE SR
Hh B R B 3 1Y IO RS SR T AR R v R AR B s
TR SR EUIR 7o SRS W U 52 S A ACRRALE | 15 5 PRI
YL 2 R A S I (Tai et al., 2012; Yu et al,
2018; Yu & Duffy, 2017). AL f 8B AN AR ALK
SERRM R I R RZ M X RWETR
2, ORISR | 1 5 R R R R i S [R 4E

R A IR 2% N (Cohen-Charash & Larson,
2017a, 2017b), 4N, Berman (2007)IAH, P2
FAMER G b A X A A Z R 2519
B, BB AR X B O AL T4 #4577y
B L R U, R AR A
AR AR AT At DR AP R R ) B i T
P2 ik — 25 A A T B S R 22 5 19 AT S, T
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AT Ry o 52 B R E AR R (L an, B
B AFEABR R RERIRE T . AR ER)EE &R
B4 5 i (Berman, 2007), Tai 5(2012)F1 Yu 4£(2018)
HAFFR R, P REt AaE il T A ENNE
ma B TR Y A S5 e . %0 HRRTEA . A
XD I 2 B e BV I . BRI, Y
H AU R IRE S O B IRITEM B m i, R4
PR AMERSE i H O LS KB L
A IRIFM 55 5 DL bl 33 LI HLRE T A
B, SRS N B IEM R R, Mt
AT AR ALK R (Tai et al., 2012); HHP=
HRE) B BRI, I BEX I BH SR
UL T v Y IR EAT s T MR R R HA
PR, P RFE SR E N A RE ST,
Fon S 3R B B4 (Yu et al., 2018), Yu F1 Duffy
(2017)48 H At 18 S BB R 9T 3 NTE R 32
B2 15 55 M BE AR SR B AR PR I R AR AL T 2R, %
BERIA S, AR E R, ok FE . B
AT A5 2 BRI S B T AR R I, 21
WRERZEL, k[ 235 02 SR N 2 il
oSS BB, A SR R (L, A
B SRy ST I, At 155 A
FERR G Z0] USRI 2 il — 20 WT8 R A A4 1A
FEA SRS DL R IR B o SR U A5 2R, i 48 3
AN T 252 B E R (Yu & Duffy,
2017),

5 FEPEHARAAK DI
LA SIIT LR = B R B, e

Z AR S A A e (SR 2 FoR), FEAR
PRAED AP T . 0 S o) SR W R i BT JE 45 08
=/~ i (Cohen-Charash & Larson, 2017a, 2017b;
Sterling et al., 2017; Tai et al., 2012; van de Ven,
2016; van de Ven et al., 2015, 2009),
51 FPERIMR

SRR R B FEARAA h, BP RIESE R 2 [E]
RIS LA AR 4125 HE & P2 (Cohen-Charash, 2009;
Smith & Kim, 2007; Tai et al., 2012; van de Ven et al.,
2009), HIrEAE T, AR X7 S B
HON AL BRI, PR AMAIA, BE
P RIROER, Pl LRz — Rt
SRS, AT A R, BRI S
A1) (sin and taboo, Miceli & Castelfranchi, 2007;
Silver & Sabini, 1978a, 1978b)., Ifil 3 & I 2 B = %
BIX 0 MUy, ANREB RS SRR S,
MH, HEPSSBHERA P SRR, Btz
Tl R S AR B R K 2 R Ty T
A2 (envy proper)”H A i K [F](Smith & Kim,
2007).

AR AN, R AN B
B A AS ARy T PR 2 M, TR =
SETHRE, AN 2 T B0 HA R R
RZ WA R T RIS IE, T EAH T 45
TN SR X AT Ry 2 TR G BRALL, A R AN AR
75 58 PR 2R AE WP R XS A S 2 TB) i R VR,
Sl W S RAT Sy 2 T Y R O B BL RN (Cohen-
Charash & Larson, 2017a, 2017b; Tai et al., 2012),
TE A B S R A I 5 T, AR WP R A S A

Fz2 ZHPEHRAAZENEEN LSS

s I

SR AR A

PREFRANS, (DEEP SO EX O

z WR, SRHAPRAARBAR, Q)R HY
E SR BT

e PRAFRMAR, A A DZNK PR A
W T S AR AR T (2) 03 A 880 il e 7 S S R AR
p W2 TN A S 2R (3% A A A T ol ok T SR AT o 114

AR T

o

&

ar

%

)

Vi

PRIFARANR, (DBEEYP S OER, QAT
By SR BRI T N

PREA AN, R A (DT B R T
CTET, DT B 5 20 B 4P S B P T, R 3 ) R T B
BAE L QAR T Ham i SR mAAT A O EBLE], LA
PR 55 R R AR S oRAT o Z PR

PRARRAINN, P RBEAEUA (DR BEMR R SR =K
IR Z T B E; Q) BERUTHRZY SHEZY M
FESEETE IR 2N c3 i Pl L
PREERAIN D, PR RMAOREE P R S5
RIFFR, WYL S E Y 30 & MM, 16
MR L (2) R TR AT R AT
[R5 GITE—E R Lk R UFTEEE R .
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HIWF5E LA B B AR T A IR AF R 45 R A i
EFEAEIEFHCCR, (2, BRI A HIN N,
b A R X P R AT A R AP,
SAUE R 25300 5 PR PR R B S LA R,
XAE—ERE b T A AR E
mE R RGN E e, BT RS .
TR AT R Z B R, W, AR B
AR B 2RI — R IR X RS, A2
K H B AR AT A RN SR 4 17 24 (Cohen-Charash
& Larson, 2017a; van de Ven, 2016; XIf54% 4,
2017).

AR, B AR A R IAN, R AR
WEE T ABEMEHIW, HAED X P A
FgT 2B, RAEMSEPSA SR, &6
R TCE B &2 0i W] X % & (tautology, Cohen-Charash
& Larson, 2017a), Fb 4, van de Ven %5(2009, p.422)
EEBF R P <RSI A 2B B bR e
PARP RN SRR G TR,
A< ABLRIP B ANSK B2 4
KI B NBOER IR F S HIREEY S, van
de Ven % (2012, p.20 ) ILAFFR A fii H I %5
TAEEZENEEZV R, fH “RAHLERH
KER P HZBMNEEEY S XPEEA L
TRVB Y ARG Y R EE R, i H A W] ke b
R AR B S, T30k K& I0A M ] B Fn 4
w H‘Jm/ﬁ\(COhen-Charash & Larson, 2017b; Tai et al.,
2012), i D3 T B i Ol s R B
PRSI, A8 B ARAS I 2 W RO B o v —
PP B ALY R A B B U 25 5 | A R — R
FEAT R R R N SR W, SO IR T iR L E B Y B O
(Cohen-Charash & Larson, 2017a),

A BN, HERA R EAR
M5 AP BRAS (appraisal theory) b §f 54325 44t
T i A (Sterling et al., 2017; van de Ven et al.,
2009, 2012) R IEFEALO 2R, ASEAEVEL IS R
e T 2R s Fhinl i . BA R TR i T fig
21 1-/#2 J¥ (functional components/programs), &%
B N AE Ak 2t 72 P R B B A 4R S A0 9
. FEEL ¥ B SPULENT . e
KRS S0 E L AT PR SEAT  RELL R/ A
JF 8] 3¢ & T e 19 — Fi 5= 9 #2 ¥ (superordinate
programs, Tooby & Cosmides, 2010, p.118). 1 5t 1
W AR i AR B 235 R AN F R R TS 4 18

JP, IR AR R E AT A BhbL, o5 2 3 i
S TR, T AS [R)AT Sk sl AL {0 1) AR X e
W —IEERITFEIE, Bk, ARET R shyLF m
S X A3 R R 2 R 45 Y OB R (Tooby &
Cosmides, 2010), FIt, ¥ 24T B E AR
il A1 Sh HILAR M2 P T[] — B 7 S0 26 (van de
Ven, 2016), PEMEGINR, 5 154 2 MR
R E TN B HOGTJE R s B G i, 5 AR [T
i AH & TR 1 15 45 BTN b J2 R [ 45 (Roseman,
Antoniou, & Jose, 1996), Hit, MAEX#E2 g
PR TR P A T RE S5 AR [R — 1 24, T 5]
PR R Y 35 2 0 S A " B (van de Ven, 2016),

ST, oK —IAhy, BRE
BB TERERE, B2, AR EHERN
B o B A Tt O Y D O S N R
P IR, FIE, IS 2 R A B R W (van
de Ven et al., 2009, 2012), iP5 & BE T LI 4535 /1
YOS S A, A AT L e R b A e 7 A
AR A AR M ST SR b, O [ b
WA b 1 BIATL I 43531 5 3 T P i R R A
Xf ¥ (van de Ven, 2016), AFlA, $iP 20 hE R
SRR B 2 Ok BR R e T SR L 2
R B T S AR T B R A, RIS s T
o SRR AT B BRE R R
0 0T B PR 28 A 55— [ B AR P A A T 7= A 1 o
J& (van de Ven, 2016),

5.2 IPERIXTIRREG

WFFE R, AR AR5 23 R UK [R] 5F
PFARP S, H/NAHC YR E Z R R EE,
It foe 2 52 I VR 5 R 20 H Y (Tai et al,
2012; Vecchio, 1997). A[RIAFFT LA 95 B AE T,
RS R B 2 SR RS IH B H O R R
PRREA LA, R IRAE IR R BN B FRT
Wi ZU I, SR, 1) oAb 2y b 2 B A 1A
T — HAR, JFg LA R A B AR
BB, BRI, A A R i e B A A 2 SR TR YR
7, tin, #Z3R17 8 (Duffy et al., 2012)F13
FPEAT 7 (Smith & Kim, 2007; 55 0t, H 5,
2012)555%

A A WA Sy, AR AN S 2o B A 1
TN RGBS 2R . RS T AU A 3K,
Wk PR TR AT R X — H AR (van
de Ven et al., 2009), ArLA, AMARBERT DL %%
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i B O 35 3 50l Bk o 3 KT, T DL i
WESRPEAT y, R T3 < hr N Ey Il FL R AR )
H & 7K (Duffy et al., 2012; van de Ven et al.,
2009), M3 B2 AUE R 2 A #UR B 2SR TR
11 R & T AFEAER (Crusius & Lange, 2014,
2017; XIFA% 4, 2017), &2 ol HbrioE
PEHEA RS T S, T B 5 3 e i A
JIi B (moral disengagement)f & % YR 1447 A (Duffy
et al., 2012; Schaubroeck & Lam, 2004; X|f54% %,
2017),

e AR A A, AT LU i 22 5
LRI AR A IR B AR, g A A
(SN 211 7% o0/ NSNS/ ! S € 2 S T i
T 2RI 23 [ B4 LA o8 B SE X — H bR
(Cohen-Charash & Larson, 2017a; Harris & Salovey,
2008; Tai et al., 2012; Vecchio, 1997). M4 2% 34
W, ME— R B AR AT S R e R R Y
ARG, R S 2 g LR R — R e AT
Hy, MRS TIE — RAT R, IR AR
TR ms ) 25 52 B HAMARHIE . SRR s
R R 55 [H & 1Y 52 T (Cohen-Charash & Larson,
2017a; Frijda, 2009; Tai et al., 2012; Yu & Dufty,
2017). B, BT BSRMEAT A R AT N DAAE,
e SRR LR N R AR AR IR IR S
2 R BUH B R (b, D15 s 55 TH I 0 =,
WA 5 i 3 [A) B SR T AS [ 5 s 149 1T R 1
(Cohen-Charash & Larson, 2017a), A, &AW
SEERW], W3 T BE 2 [l I i s A (6] B AT A SO,
tan, RSO (i, a0 BRI AL T
SE KT B ) B A P 2 2 () B o | A RRORR s  A
A 6] 47 M (Frijda, 2009; Roseman, Wiest, &
Swartz, 1994; Tai et al., 2012), 1.4}, Cohen-Charash
(2009) & B, 3 TEAR T 3R Y [R] A s 23 i ]
15 E W 5% ; Schaubroeck Al Lam (2004) 1 5E
=R, REPIEASASRFEEFANFEFE, HE
W% 18T A ST,

53 BBTESER

b R LA I RETEIN, R R P R B B
PERT, B gl YRR I — D E B R, Y
PP S 8 B AR, B S 2 D R PR
Bl 52 ¢ SR 4% (Smith, Powell, Combs, & Schurtz, 2009;
Smith & Kim, 2007). 541, 7E Krizan £ Johar (2012)
1) — IR 5T e, e AL 2 R 15 1352 11 A ) 4%

REAS AR b O T B 0y Mo S5 v (RH SR 1 AR, HH AR AE |
EWMIZEREE, 2 AP B0 S AW BB (H S
T, FREESHALE, o AR
B, R EA S R EA XN G,
FER SCAEFT B 2 i) I 288 WA % S 5 v 1) 132 2
XA ) 2 B o7 EL g Ab DA BRI F — R AETT VS &,
ZER R I, TG T By b o7 358 o5 [ 2 1) SCFRE 1Y
B SRR R YR, BT RS 55 22 2 4k
)04 [R) 2 2 I HH B B I S TR AN

PR A A R, BRI SRR A Y
R R DRI AR EAHE, HEAHRE
PRI AN TR AR Z 0] IR AE ik 2 5% 7 (Feather,
Wenzel, & Mckee, 2013; Feather & Sherman, 2002),
Fe i, Feather A Sherman (2002)7EA/F 57 4%1R | 4=
MR TR . RS Z R RE, HFREIPZ
M RIRMZ BIAEAE W ERR, B, RFE
WA IFASBE R i BN KR AR 2Z ] 1 56 R AR
F189f# B (van de Ven, 2016; van de Ven et al., 2015),
g KA LA, I R R
BRI R, A5 10 i TR0 = ¢ R A T A O 1 F 5 A T
HPSAEEEAY THERER, My msE
TERAR AN AR I B 58 76 U i S B L & T i S
FH ARG B Y078 B (van Dijk et al., 2006), LA,
B Ty 35 B SRR R 0T LU U R L
WA B G 4518 (van de Ven, 2016; van de
Ven et al., 2015) B E Y B2 FE KRR EE
BRI, T W S 0 R SE AR A AN AH G (Lange,
Weidman, & Crusius, 2018; van de Ven et al., 2015),

BAR Y TR A R BT I B E R IR
BH KR, PSRRI, R 202
M, RAZEEP A SRIMMIER, BUFR
R, A TEMGIRE R Y SR R
B gs R, Fbin, Schaubroeck Al Lam (2004)
REY, KRBT R TSEET RNES TS
JITAE, IERANSAZERRB &SR SR,
o2 A JE T I AR A — 2P A R, I,
AR an A R B (BOH RO R Bt R E
. REEER. AR IS S —TBRE
RS 9T 4518 (Cohen-Charash & Larson, 2017b;
Tai et al., 2012),

6 RFKHRAE
3 A SRR T LA 2 I 1 53 B B
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RS AN R SU R W 58 R R T RRAT, L F
TREBRANITRY Aok Tig 2Pl tan, afar
THRE A E R BT . R A AT R LA fn ey
A A [ BF 5% A1 A 55 %5 (Cohen-Charash & Larson,
2017b; Lange et al., 2018), Aith, ARAMF5T A LI
PLR JUASJ7 TR ZR DATEAIF 58 A A e 4 [
6.1 EFFPSRERENE

TP AT TR AL TR AR R B B, WF5E#
Xof S P TR Y B — o R DA B AR R, Xl
WP S ST R HP AN ] 5 R — 38 43 (Cohen-Charash
& Larson, 2017a, 2017b), #R1M, FZ AR HA K
B A RIS A Z 18] 53 B iR 0 s, A BRI
HEHELH LT Ry 2 Bk i 0 BT . ARAE 3R 34T,
Sy i B AN ) B9F 50 0 0 Sk PR TR LA 1) 3 B, B AR
R % R A R [R5 1 6 A, BR A ST I
S A BT PRV M A E R, IR RS A
5 S5 8 AH VS A A TR ARYE I 4 e,
M EEE M, ot —faEaiEE. Ax
AT b B E WK R AH 45 (Frijda, 2009;
Roseman et al., 1994), i 53 & FEM 5T B, BERR
BB AT R AR, Wi
SEARBUIE AR 1) EAt s bR . FELL PRI
XU SV R L T BR YR 5 (1) B ML (Cohen-Charash
& Larson, 2017a, 2017b), U, Z54 54T LAAERT
5%, KoRWISEAE R E O SR LT IO
WA, (DI gse— M a4, &AL R
170 % W] [ & (Social pain and unpleasant emotion,
e.g., Cohen-Charash & Larson, 2017a; Tai et al.,
2012), (2)77 I BT AR 23 50 3 B AR K
(Inferiority and frustration, e.g., Cohen-Charash &
Larson, 2017b; Smith & Kim, 2007; Vecchio, 2000),
Gz MATES A C ARSI H -5 B CARRIR
Lb %8 % g2 3F 47 1) bt 23 L B 7 AR 1 2
(Upward comparison-based emotion, e.g., Parrott &
Smith, 1993; Smith & Kim, 2007), (4){" SAF T
IS X S W) ) V8 B (longing for the object of
envy, e.g., (Parrott & Smith, 1993; Smith & Kim,
2007), (5)Y sz el A" A e B R v
AR5 R TR AR AT RS AL, X A S ALIX B
T 245 R (Call to action, e.g., Cohen-Charash
& Larson, 2017a, 2017b),

WA LIEOFSE, fETEdR Bty & o e i
YR — R B VE Y , R PR R SRR A 1

H UM 2 (Duffy et al., 2012; XIF94% 2, 2017). 0F
FEH TR ST S I B 5 S DX AN ] S 2 1) 0 %,
ST AR W A = R L R Al A sk
M= SR EMILRNY R, FNEy S TE
RS IR R — B, QRS 2 R 1
TR, FAE T o e P e 17 A
G i T H, IR A5 AT RE 245 Hh A IR Y 4518
(Cohen-Charash & Larson, 2017a), M4k, WF5E#E
TE 5 R £ B S B 5 S I S A B 5 R e ]
% L) e 25 543 85 (Cohen-Charash & Larson, 2017a;
2017b).

6.2 PREMPPIREZEHN_TXRMR

DATEZ R Z 5 5008 NI 3 A EE O =
W2 TR S M R R T . B
TR, W E M s Z AT —Fh — ok
Z (dyadic relationship, Floyd & Sterling, 2017;
Parrott, 2017), 1E N —Fpfl&ME1E 25 09 i 2 AN
BT & 0 H S ER W, PR,
fifilm], Lange & Crusius, 2015a; Smith & Kim, 2007;
ZFN, K, 2012), EMPEYRE AL,
B BB BDIGERIL WNSRIE FIGE 5%, Tai et al.,
2012; Yu et al., 2018). [AlFE, KRB R LD
M & A SRR, wrsE A,
S KM T B S G MR RREAE, Exline & Zell, 2012;
Parrott, 2017; Parrott & Rodriguez Mosquera, 2008;
KR, BELEYR, PRICH, Z2E30R, 2018)RL Je i
SEAXALW, PRryERM SENIT A,
Parrott, 2017; Puranik, Koopman, Vough, & Gamache,
2019; XUFHHE 4%, 2017; S50h, K, 2012).
JT LA, WFSEI B 275 SR o R s Z ()
M IR AR, SRR G B LIRS K B, AR
ABEFEHE N ZIC R R R M =,
VAR 5 MRl 3 22 18] ) . 2 45 7] 8 (Liden
etal., 2016),

AR R B8 4 2 b e 2 T R AR 30 R 3t 3k R
., B A AN BEAT A S TR, AR AT LR A
KACRES  WLRURIH 7 25 J7 1 B9 A5 B, It
HeFERRE MER Y HIRTEMN, BRI H O W
H B A H 3 {H (Festinger, 1954), REHSEKR
PG AR S BE S T Ak 2 AR, HJERFSE R
WY, TO0OC A2 AL 2 R R AR A e,
SRAFTE 0K R Y X5 30 D 2 W15 B RbR
WM R, B, fiTssaad e« =t
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KERIAT RSB RTEM R RE R,
XM, AMKRE Y ZIC R R IR ILAFAE, 10
EMEEREMESE RS, 2 HE“"K
K Z2 7 ) 4% 245 4 4 7 s RV R (W52 (Liden et al.,
2016; Vidyarthi, Erdogan, Anand, Liden, & Chaudhry,
2014). BB E ACRBL Y & HEATHE 2 A,
Hir @ FH WX B 2 Mgy 25 Z R —oTk
FHHMAMEE R . H S FHABNERER
AT AR (Floyd & Sterling, 2017), 3Tk, §2#
N AN T 2 ] e — P A AP BT O R
(e, ZFEFMEX LR, EREGES X
R), BB MY BE WL AT R, R
PRI R 2 R LB T RE s — e R
JE T X Fh e o0 R AR 2 A R
JRTERITE 5, L AN 45255 BE | i 8 i ) 6 b
B EREZHML K ZE (Floyd & Sterling, 2017), &
MRGEME LR ZR, X MTRIFAZ,

XU, R SR W 5T AT DA B 4 0k R AR
(social relations modeling, SRM, Back & Kenny,
2010; Floyd & Sterling, 2017), B{¢ZIF K 03
& (dyadic theory of relational attributions, Eberly,
Holley, Johnson, & Mitchell, 2011)% ARFSE 5
BRI RE Z BN E S U R R MR
PR B UR A SE-Y RN e ]}
DL i s S s MR Z . IR KR A
(30 A BN JZ T 0 #PE L R AT Y B 4 (actor
effect) 5% Wi &0 N AN B U B 5 19 52 W) 00 R (target
effect), DAR Y33 Mgyt 23 Z B H 305 1
B OCRHF oo #ie, MHEsr s & e AR
XSS AR ARR AT A SR R AL, L A T
X WA AT I, AR A R S T RE
2)a FH R2 80915 B AL PR 72 (systematic information
processing), FFHLXFI A LFAT R IH B AW S (Puranik
etal., 2019),
6.3 EBATRMANPIMAR

T AT 5L 7 S 1) PN S A A R A P R AT 50 03
WM G AR B 1 e, SR, ke #fE
BRI TR S — 20 . A AT RE LA S el T
DAAEAF 58 5 ) — o i) 7 S B0 8 5 B e A
Y AIT ST 1 0 I S IR AR G T R E (), X
M, 98 77 0K Bh W EE o = PR 98 (Pain-driven Dual
Envy Theory, PaDE, Lange et al., 2018)FliP 2 zh 7%
& JEFR I (Model of Envy as an Evolving Episode,

Hoogland, Thielke, & Smith, 2017)% i{a] fif vk LA
AEWF AT T IR E -

iR 1 9K SRR I BRI, R (W R
A, BRSO LI fge) Mg & i 2
(W BB EBARAG Y 2 . ST SAUR SR A
SE)RPR I A B R, MEE B
B A R R B B B OR  B  HE ]
B BEE, e ] DL G R B M S R,
HAH5EZRP e AEEy SIEMC mH, X =4
BER AR B A I F] A HE RS T U, R e — Rl R
SEI R Ry R IEOIRAS, TG B = R
B &g KR (Lange et al., 2018), P23
A K RN S AR B (9 Sh SRR AT T R
5T, 1ZARIIA N (Hoogland et al., 2017), ¥ Al
HERPSREAER, HREPRE RS
B —30 5%, AR T A2 FO R A i e A R
ZJa, XL AT I R, GG R
BRI EE AR, AR AN T ) & e W HR
PFARNATEN A BT R, il 2
TR BIESCE PR, NMRTE AR
I i A BRI 1R A BTN Sl LA G 3 R
&, TSR AE 38 4 P PRI rh A4S TR AR 2 1 J%
WM SR RE RS PRl S KRR
—A A, B LT IO X6 R T A 56 o A 2
il & S TR BE 2 X E B, 15 b A\ S HL A T B 3
SHLR L TR R B R A AR S HL 25 R
X Wi AR R Sh ML) G R BHAF 7R, SER Y sl
AN 3 B IR AT N GRS SR AT O S5k
PSR T, T R S A A 5 Ao AU
%% 190 BAR T A F(Hoogland et al., 2017), 7E4H 2
KRBT, A ARAE A TR S R) 55 05 % e Jr b 1 55t
R X 0 B DA (H i, 3 il A )
SRR TR . MEBURUR SR ) B A A
FIBE o 38 2 B 0 455 /N LA B0 7 PR 56 4 S i,
BEm AR T4 50H K (Hoogland et al.,
2017),

I v DK 20 LR B 2 S R 2 3h S A R R
HRIF A B E TN R, R T %
B SMEZPRZRIMCR ., X PR
BIRIAE — R A T LI = Fhi 2R
4387, ARLJR:, 98 v BIK ) XUER I i B AT AR A
PRI B o S 0 SR W 28 T R I FR R, R R A AT
B Bt 1) SR O AN — AR T i SR e B 3R
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I HEM, BFTRES BN AR FELE
R % (Cohen-Charash & Larson, 2017a) ; 1 H., J
A5 A B A A I 2 R I R e S8 2 4R R
ERPBIERP SRR JRE SR, AR
AP 3 T2 1T e 23 7E B B R JR it 7 v 3
EEAEM (Lange et al., 2018), ¥ 3ol A& R A
HOR— R, WA SCHIF A 2 LUHIESE I =
B )7 S AR L R R R BGIARRAE, DA R iz
LN SR g T = IR X - RIUE i S PO N B AN= 3
o3 Bl =z H Y Ak R B 3 AT IR A S B
(Hoogland et al., 2017),

Hsz, DAEARRMA N BRI 2H
0 PR B AR R 7 15 W 7 TN, R v g
SMEEWER, i, FE . AR BEE 5
FW R B ER T, tean, BURERF A IR I
IR T3 . [k, DU R E A R
ARPFRAE . i BE IR ZFH IR L F
o/ E AR . AT R SIS SR R R e R
TR E R . ST, BFSEE AT LASE G R
OK 2y X I 2 B N 23 A R SRR AR A 4B
MRNHTEANY . S ESERERZAT R ER
R RER . AR B PLZ B
PR SR R AW, R R, B
[A] K0 71 (temporal lens)FT LA 57 i B 1) sh 2 P4
fiE | & Jread 12 B L5 mm R 22 48 A4 B (Dineen et al.,
2017; Hoogland et al., 2017), B A 40 £ A~ 6] T2\ 0]
5% 5177 B (longitudinal research design), J&i#
FEAT K T ()AL Sy — RIS e T RO BORE 1 5 3, T
T3 R VR RS s (B A0 R BIF 5 AR AR A I 5, 90
18] R A ) 2 98 B 2 &K (Shipp & Cole,
2015) . LARH A8 55, BFSE 35 TT LAAE By L i a) 4
LA G R PERF ST (descriptive time-based research)”
1 LA B[] Sk B Rl 09 A B 1 BF 9T (explanatory
time-based research)” R MR AW G S8 A FRE
AR, SR “LAR ] Jy LAl 0 5 AR T 5% 11 SE i,
WF5T 3 Al LA B A T B 1 i 2 Ak 48 =X (b
Lo AR AR Ab) S A (L an, AR b
2 mHEAE AR, SR Pl LA a) g Al f et
A JEL B, TREE A AT DLk — 20T o MR 2 R 2R 5 ) L)

K anfar gty S A2 (%48 k. (Shipp & Cole, 2015).
7 B

nN

b ST SEAT B BOR 2 1 H AU T A B

S G, B s EBRAE, &
ST A ) ) SO A 8 A5 B0 5 3 193 3 DA 7T (e g,
Cohen-Charash & Larson, 2017a, 2017b; Tai et al.,
2012; van de Ven et al., 2009), R4E L, 1 20F
ST I —Le Pk, o, &G AR TR AN [
EW A R BT . b B R i S R A
&, HTHIRFEXNPROFRIFAEA, EEER
[ BIF 5 W 2 0 ST 5 e it A AT gl A 18— 4
AN )W s AL 2 Bt o T 5 38 % B S B 9 A TR A
B B AR S, JFIE A R i =
FS . ARSI R IR W S LA e, DL R iR
SrIECE B A HT, I E TR A B R BT
B PR T AR, e R T B E
TR, FORBEIE AT IAEA SO LA b, 7R
HE A BRI NS IS PRE AP RE
TLRRFEHIRAY .
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Abstract: Envying others is a common phenomenon in the life and workplace contexts. Although there are
many records about envy in the religion, philosophy, and history books a long time ago, it is until recently
that envy has been paid more and more attention by researchers of organizational science. Previous research
has deepened researchers’ understanding of envy from multiple perspectives and disciplines, however, there
are still some challenges that need to be resolved in organizational envy research. In order to advance
research on envy in organizations, in this paper, we begin with an in-depth review about envy from three
perspectives (i.e., proper perspective, subtype perspective, and unitary construct perspective), analyze the
divergences between these perspectives related to nature of envy, envier’s response, and explain
contradictory results. Based on the above analysis, we propose that future research should clarify the nature
and measurement of envy, study the dyadic relationship between the envier and being envied, and integrate
different perspectives of research on envy in organizations.

Key words: envy; proper perspective of envy; subtype perspective of envy; unitary construct perspective of

envy



