OB 2023, Vol. 55, No. 4, 658-670
Acta Psychologica Sinica

© 2023 H[EL B
https:/doi.org/10.3724/SP.J.1041.2023.00658

“FTB A ER R EBF"? i TR
Xt R 47 4 B9 71 S S Rz

R #H K OB 5

F &

(P57 W 28 K2 R4 Bl

e
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B OE AT RIS RS, WP A BT TR B AT AR RS F R A5 A,
ARSI AN [R] %A% RN A R 0 5 2 P R S AL ATl i e i, e 3 SmHRLE R 172k A 60 41~ HTBA 240
R 720 G NPRECXIREARS, R AT 2R BRI M BE 15 1 AT 4518 R P S3GEN HAR oL T,
SLTAB ) T4 AT C RO SAFAE kAR, BETTC 5% T 10 B AT BRSO 027 204710 i, fEm /K- SUSaiEm H
PRSEEOCT, BT TR AT OB GG b, HETT R 5% TR IR X AT HUAR G At 2eBHA

KA
SEE B849: C93

1 [ i

KT T MBHEZ; WL TIE, 02,

178 TA, RuIHZ. " —E
IR —ALTr

F RGN 5 24T B9 2l (Smith, 2000),
M2 IR PP AL AT AR R a4 B O A SR fig
07 1 ST L BORIT R, X —IZ 2
H 8 (Festinger, 1954), driEA = <ll4hA 1L, AIME
N7, MEREM N TS5 A CERE WA LE, X
ViRl FAT R (Buunk & Gibbons, 2007), J&ft4s
b A s v i B H f 2 R R IE U (Lee & Duffy,
2019; Koopman et al., 2020), BFFERH, M HribH
BEAF e AN 2 MR S8 PR, AT i 7] F 5 fth A
AT HBCRIEAR H F6(Campbell et al., 2017; Tang et al.,
2022). ik, BRI HOA YR EAT A AY <l R
(Watkins, 2021), b1 T2 MAFESBETK ., S50, A
PR R 55 AT HL 8 (Brown et al., 2007; Tse et al.,
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2018; Sun et al., 2021; Tai et al., 2022), 4K, WA
IR KR, AT FLES T Ik B TR I TS 45
RS | B R S)MERPEIT I AnH ) . 2=
> AT EHE 5, 2019; Pan et al., 2021;
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Pan et al., 2021; Watkins, 2021), {HX} TIAFIX —F
TG 2 B SRR N AR R, AT T ST R TE
(Campbell et al., 2017), 525 S e T AAT<F i 45 2
PETT T, AR Bz e T ATV i B D T (X))
TEWS, ST, 2021) A 9T A S HABAE TR
BE, AT D U7 9 S ERAE B B AT LB 4R
BF, 38 2 B TR AT A 25 A P DA R e A ok S
W] SR BUAT 3 (Campbell et al., 2017), Htk, ~ T %
AT B EAT ORI R 1 B, T ik — 2ok
WOE G Ry Ee LA, AR BBk R &1 3
AT H O B AT S ORI G5 ) e He i B AR A

Byron % A (2010)45 i, 7EBU7 X — Kt
IR BE T, A RS PAR A2 H AR T A5 R
MBI, ST, AP IR EAT I
U DR IR, R85 A R AP, B S ok
PR HXT 51 T AT R I 3T G RZ AL o i BRI 45
AR S5 G B B RO i T8 I 04 R 7 W5 #E 4T Pk R
PESCUIPETEAL, Ak T A g R R SR N XA T
M (Bliese et al., 2017; Lazarus & Folkman, 1984), H
i, PP B DA T AR IE AR R D TR 4 A
B 7 R W TR WAL 2 /98 AR 40 2Kk 19 72 2 (Mitchell et all.,
2019), #—2EHh, FHICAHFE(UN Ma et al., 2021)F5 i
ANRVEAG FE IR A% 0 2 [ B 1 BAR S0 St
RCUE A B #75:[7] (Performance-prove goal orientation)
YE R AT 2 KRR EE b Ay BB Ok R 3 &
e 71 9 — #P B b1 5 W) %F BT (Elliot & McGregor,
2001), Downes % A (2021)+5 H Hi2x 50 51 T o]
i eIl EAT HBE B . i, AR SIRAIE
W bR S 1) 2 DR E 51 TR B AT HE B Pk g 2
JEUH Y SC B

AN EZKF- A G RGIE B H AR ) 1Y 51, e T
PONERE=g: - DaP Y e LIRS IN & 2Bl SE S S N DY
M (Dweck, 1986; Dweck & Leggett, 1988), ik, i

Rl

RIBG b
T

K1

BT

oy Sit

IITE AL F AL 2% BB, AL PPAG PE Gl At 23 05 B
1E HIRIFH 19 2 B i S P CRr AL 05 B 8
SR RS RE ) P B 22 S AR N e & R 4E D7 2
(Downes et al., 2021). = ZiRGIER H AR S 151 89 61 T
0 1) TN A AP RE T2 [ 1, H T PPAl PR R Gk Ak
HAE 217 B (Watson et al., 2013). HH I, 4AlfiT% 3
T T A B, 230w T4 LA R4l
B, 32 BRAE A ATTER X B0 5 R B 2 B o
A, ARGASGE I B A5 1] (4 53 A ] Tk A
REJTIR AT K190, # 4E Sk B e #rt 2
{5 B (Downes et al., 2021), Ht, BT A5 b4
XA T A OB, 23 m T4 LA R IPAl S Pk,
M0 5% 18] B G ~] o BERLANIET 1 FoR
L1 EAAGIEGER
FEITINENPEAT B 48, MRS X R IR A
R A 233K 21> 4 22 S5 Ak B g X SR % (Lazarus
& Folkman, 1984), 4 F J %5 A4 v 78 5 2k /i
g BF, AP ) TR PP A A R4k R (Mitehell et
al., 2019). A JIHH LR R (Bliese et al., 2017;
Ganster & Rosen, 2013)F 0, B4/ A% PEAL
ZEOK A ACR B IR M/ R P VR EA 7SR o R B SCRT
A, B EAT ST R TR IR AT R
JZ i (Pan et al., 2021; To et al., 2020; Watkins,
2021), ARG T E NP LS, DX —7F
JE AT R 45 B F B3 T anfal pEAL BRI A7 g
X 6. BARME, >4 5 T PP AR A g
S35 R 51 TR T A0 G SR kL 23 BHAM 3% — i IR
A7 A5 25 5 TR DAL APk, 253K 30 61 T )
X G225 2] X — AT
FEINEPEAT B i — 2R, MR SEE G
B L% A0 R D7 U5 AT 25 S Ak 5 A D A
(Lazarus & Folkman, 1984), HHt, HAR S 04>
TARTE A 37 55 1R S ) 1 45 vh an el B R AAL BRAE L,
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BN Z AN FN VAL ) OGS 1 (Downes et al., 2021;
Ma et al., 2021; Poortvliet & Darnon, 2010), H#r5
[ 53 M2 2] | SUSGIE I AN SRy [l skt = Fp 2 Al Hop,
2] Bn g s MR Z TR IR AL g, Siak
UEWY H bR S 1] A2 46 AR 5T R 28 BB R R R
T 4R ml ket H AR S 248 SRR Tt e 2 B
O GO J5) T (Elliot & McGregor, 2001).

A5 5 T Gt A5uk W i R H A 9 e B AR5 1)
FESE WA AT A AR X T) G152 e v ) 30 AR
HJEHR: B, 78 ARG, 2= 3/8030iIEH H
B ] B AR SE T N AN S BRI R (Downes et al.,
2021), o, 223 HbR S m B9-AMA, Wi 72847 B
T m i, BECHE A CHAE S LMHELER
A 325 (Elliot, 2005), A2, SE8CUE A H A5 [ 194>
i, i T 5T A, BEXEACS
s A BP0 25 B (Elliot, 2005), FLvk, 4k [0
Hbr e — MO ae 2R 1 HARIRE, FE 220K i
S ANTE S r b 3 G RO pu N S N Ty B 3 E
PR B AN S T BAT R, e B Ak
fEF Rkl A O A RR IR 215 B (Downes
et al., 2021),
1.2 SRERBERSEBETER

AT, B AT bease x| e Bk kv i J2
JoIRPE DA PR T 5 TS5l W E b e ) R R Y
%, BARMm S, FATHM, SiciEd B bR m R
BT AT BeR IR B AT EE B R A Bk s o i BT
T Ho—, I EE IR, AN RIKESiRk
UEBH B bR ) 04 53 T, FE P4 R 7 U A B9 56 73 550
[f](Lazarus & Folkman, 1984). K& 5CuE B H A5 5 1)
HIA ST R 2T RS FE kR A
Lo FrLA, fESEAT BAT LB, AR OGS
TET A Oe TN, T D e SR B 5 FAs 2 i 20,
I R R BORS E [ B4l Bt (Watkins, 2021), 2,
TN A BRI, AT S 25 it 2
5T, SoREGEE SERPEAL MR N A & B 4E T =
e fa7 Ak Ak 3 33 F2 (Bandura, 1997; Dowens et al.,
2021), ARGTHCUE] H AR -S m) #4060 T A fg
Al R T, WL AR Sk R A A S E B
(Downes et al., 2021) ., Downes % A (2021)#F 57 & FA,
AT G B9AT A AR R e S AR Ak an
&R ARTHS . FrLL, 7E48 S0 452
T, B EAT SR SGTRIE I B AR5 ) /9 51 T
5, WA EME. & F, ZEM R TAE
AEBEER Y FAT O — 1t 25 BB, 0 m) T oG 2]

HAE H BRI . R, FRATHE -

H1: 7ERGTBGIEN] B bR 2w S T, 5 THR
Y 147 L 5 H P S TPAl IR AH G .

S22 M, AT, SRCHEN HbRS 0 i
B3 T AT BEKE R AT HO B G A B o D PR
T H—, SSROEY] B bR S0 # B YGE T 5 A
Bk UEB H e (Dweck, 1986; Dweck & Leggett,
1988). H I, %A 6 T7EALFRER Y A7 Hh i —
FhoAE B, Mt OCuE E B B AT H B 4 1)
AR DL K FeEsE X 5 25 H B i i AY B (Darnon et al.,
2009; Tai et al., 2022), H. ., SEHCUEH B A5 S
Fe e T KRB T A2 e AR, H VPP
e T Ak PR 2315 B (Dietz et al., 2015; Downes
etal., 2021; Dweck, 1986), Bandura (1997)%§tH, ¥
fli Ve B e 25 LR AR 11 3 00 R A T 2 R T
PRIXE, JFREREE A IR TR, 52, Sk
WEB HAR S m @ o TR EN 2L TAC
B, H2 I B COME LR BRI s ROy 34 &
R 271, %8RB T ) T o 3] B A7 Heg
X A BRI . Bk, FRATEE

H2: 7ESGi8GEN] Bhr R mE A T, 5 TR
Yy A7 i 5 g R PPAl IR AR OG .
1.3 RITEG EITR B2 ST A M EIg M

ARG WM AEARSTHGE I Hbs S ST, 5
THAY AT LBl s P M P A R 2= S0 17 ko
2 AT N R A RAE HA 37 v i R OV 5 A 1L
FaR )[Rl SE 2 2] LUK U F F(Lee & Duffy, 2019),
Horb, WLESHRSARTE W EE B AR RIS EE . Ab S
A7 SR IUE B 7], A—EZ 5% H
FrAS Bl (Lee & Duffy, 2019), H TR N2
F8 AR 38 S B 5 00 B bR X G R AR ) g e R
W S5 40 A5 B HEF T2 3 (Lee & Duffy, 2019), ZAHF
ORI 5 RS IR IZ AR B Ho—, 0 TR IR
AT BV P, AR R S R B TR Y
S8 25 R aE N ME N DR 2 (Bliese et al., 2017;
Eisenberger & Aselage, 2009), iX > it— e fdi i3
ToREUER AT R, WY BAT LR 4 A Bl ki
AR 35 75 52 AR B (Mitchell et al., 2019). JEHT,
FEFR TR IRAE T, B A0 ) T8 Ee A A
BERE, SR U] 42 W 5% a1 42 7Rt sy =X ) He
>J(Downes et al., 2021), =, 45 TH IR E17
FERPEA APk, Ha LT HRET, X2
IR B TR BUAT S (A 2% 2T ) R KSR K &
(Mitchell et al., 2019). Festinger (1954)f5 i, #ifi
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N EAT XTI R IA 5 R TR T A R EACH
e PG B o D1 T3 5 SR O Rt il =3k 1Y
77 A FRBUX 15 L (Lee & Duffy, 2019), Z¢ |, #k
BRI VEAG A R ORI 1T . 454 HT, AT H:
H3: EMGTHOE Bir T m g0 T, T
Y AT Hod S BRI VA E T R HeF 2117
1.4 BRTERE E4T BG4t S BRIMAG B IR MR AL
A A B SSGIE I B AR S BT, 5
T WY FAT M i g AR R oAt 25 B
FEESPHAD, R —FAIERE . BRSO HiE 44U
AH R H R B BRI R, RSO X R . RAT
B L F1 TS )5 1 7% 55 JE 20 (Andersson & Pearson,
1999), AHFF0KE WG 7 TR IS TEZ M 15 H—, 4
BB R IR PEAL A U e, 2k B T I AR R
A5 WX B (Bliese et al., 2017), Blg FA7 A
WE IR P AAE I B O EE TS i [F 2, & Sk
W1 H -5 1) 09 51 AW ) Tk 00 B 22 M AE AT
HLH AT e R T AR A F b, X — T AR A T SR
SRR B T R (Baumeister, 2002), FRAR 5 T3
P N BRELYE A BE 71 (Baumeister et al., 2007), ILAT,
DT A AT REET XS B R UM AN, SR EBGEER 2 AH
X A AT L2 IR (%) 4 23 BH A0 3> DA X (Mitchell
et al., 2019), H =, XJHALG AT LLE I LD PTAk
5 B3 T 1) T T B Fe B Rt &, I 7 A W
(Campbell et al., 2017), BB B KRB, i T &FEd
AT R A B = Sk Rl S (L et al., 2022), Jf
22 TOARPE IR S A AT O S, AT R, 2006). 2¢ I,
BT R T bt SR . 254 H2, FRATHEH:
H4: 7ERSGUHOEH B Fm g0 T, T
Y b AT Hodss 23 ad M v DA 5 & AR 25 BEA

2 Reif)IR] G R AR

2.1 HARBAESHFEWE

AW FRAEVY FE X — A, TFJRM I =48
g s ) o 7P ] A B B o TEFRATT AT A A AR il
[l 55 AT BA B 8 O 3 i 7E — I & TAE, H
TARRBA B, 258 58 R TR HUAT A B
P PR S MG B (7 — I8 4, 2022;
Zhang et al., 2021), S48 AlE 2007 F &, T4
TEOA 6] R HE A3k 1 #0815 AUt Wl 45 (B S B i iR
MAEZS5%), &%, KA 65 M5 HBAR 270
A AES5REA, TAEKMBRESE . T
T,

AWFFE K 11T (Round-robin design; Kenny

& La Voie, 1984)l i #1137 EA7 HLEC . Pk PE R
PEPEAL . 2 2047 Ak B, ELARHE, TE55—%
BRI T (T, B T IPAl 5 At A A5 1A BA[) 1)
W BT . A B MSRGEH HbRSm . +ha 1k
e . ) AR S m A AME B, %5 o 3%
B 251 Iy (A RIBCR N 93%). PG #E4 756 —
ERICAE(T2), 251 2 5 T PFAS % Hofl 47 141 BA
Ii) =5 10 Bk sk R 1 A, 4 L AU
240 15 (B RIS 95.6%)  FHBE P A 5 #EA T4 =
RAARWCEE(T3), 240 24 G TVFAN B X At &34 A
BRI S5 22 2050 o i T BRAR IR R R 22, #h 23 BEAm
FBUBPE, BARH, FRATEIE R 5 TR A S
XAt/ R At 2 BHAD . 2% RO RS 240 (1
BRI R 100%) 0 — 5 4R (7] -3 Ao Jo o A )
BRI — I E 2 50 Jeiy/MLAh o H1m
W) ) B AT E D, AR EIRH 60 A~HIBA 240
DL 720 4y NBRECXIAEA .

TERLEBIREAR T ot bt 35.8%; 4R
fHR 30.55 (SD = 6.41)%; =T LAARI R E(H L
62.5%); FHTAE4ERR N 5.06 (SD = 4.83)4F . 446
¥, B 240 & FHRA) 270 4 5 TAE AN DG83
| RAEAE 35 25 S (F-statistics, p = 0.316~0.497),
22 TENE

A G P 7 B R 45 AR i, JFR
FHBHIFE— 1370 2 Hh SC L (Brislin, 1986). FR
R BI U, A E ¥R Likert-5 8 R IH1T1T
(1= AEHAFE, 5= EFFEE).

T LT 4 (T1)., K Brown %A
(2007)H & 1Y 8 Bimi 3R ., xR TAESRL.
FOKF GO CRE 8 NI TH o FEHFRATE
A T HREARESFEN R, RIAMKIE Reh %A
(2018) Mk, il bt T 1PAl 5 HAth A A W] - 7E L
NTy A HE BT o BRI i [R5 0 3 L FR
PIBME > (1= ZIRZ, 2= 2—1,3 = —H,
4= 4f—5, 5= MR £) (Cronbach’s a = 0.90),

4 GER A AR $ @ (T1). KA VandeWalle
(1997)JF K 4 B, PR8N «“FRARAE m Fp 5
TEPA IR LE ) S5 R BLAS2E 47> (Cronbach’s a = 0.89).

Yok M 345 Fo IR AE (T2) PR B HR
FH LePine %6 A (2016)JF & ) 3 MU0 3% o Pk PETE
fERERE AN i [F F A T FA AN & Fs D
(Cronbach’s a = 0.93), EUIEPFALRIFEB AN “iZA]
FE R A AR & SR (Cronbach’s a = 0.94).

$ 51474 (T3). KJH Lee Hl Duffy (2019)7E48



662 N H

55 %

L

VBT v T o8 A A 3 L5 R g 1L SR I 448 S
T % o FERRAN “FRAT-N TR s [R] 5 f e 1Y
FE L W), <R FE o iz R FH I TR
AR LA (W FRK) . A AT
SER LA 8B 1 (df = 3) = 34.93, CFI = 0.97,
TLI=0.91, RMSEA = 0.09, SRMR = 0.03 (Cronbach’s
a=0.81),

Akardp (T3). K] Lee #1 Duffy (2019)7E48
BT Il Y 4 80 R E T4 (Sun et al.,
2020, BEBIN O E HECA K FROIES”
(Cronbach’s a. = 0.74),

A R F ARV I T 0 TR R S A
1 MR 2EDTR T AR IR, RIFST 2 B X 264
250 TAE37 i i) 5 5.3 (Settoon & Mossholder,
2002; To et al., 2021), I BAFLAR FI AT BAAF % th 252
Wi AT BN PSR A A B B8l R (A — G 4%, 2022), &
IIRX AT T #41 o BL4h, Buunk 45 A (2003) % 3
RO HeAth AT 58 4 25 F T, A

FOORAL S U R . R T BIBRZ s, ARG
EAE T AR 23 U ] (Reh et al., 2018). %
75 482K J1] Gibbons F1 Buunk (1999)JF % [ 11 A5 151 4
F AT JE (Cronbach’s a = 0.90), fix)5, k4l Dietz
ZEN(2015), FATIRER T 5 T4 2] H bR,
PLE BH 43 85 HR 3 147 % 25 54k 5% il 1Y) 2 S 30k
W EHA AR i H AR R ] 2728 52K H] VandeWalle
(1997) 5 @I i R4 700 BE (Cronbach’s o = 0.88).
2.3 SDHTKREE

T Ao e VR T AR 1 O R TR AR ek ) BROHE 25
5 3 AER: AFPRZER (dyadic level; M5t A-B).
AAZ K (individual level; 5T A FlB)FIHATBAZ K
(group level), iX £ )2 IR W] FF 1E &2 4= 1 ik £ 45 14
(Kenny et al., 2006), HIJ, APBrJZXAEE ECiE
HEMRIZIR, FE— S BRI BZ IR . ARF5ER
FH 1 4= 3¢ & # AU (social relations model, SRM;
Kenny, 1994)% Bdls #1753, SRM & —FhBF 58
RN EB I R IUAS B AT i, Tl A AR Y T 2
4§ R A BRSSO (group  effect) . 47 8l 4 %V (actor

ARG S T 5T A A S B A SR TR PR , 5 EF]
WAL S BEIN T BE SZ 4t eV Mg, FRATIRE AT T ], AR
R HL D’ Arcy 558 A (2014)11) 4 FEI R R TIEE, Cronbach’s o =
0.77. &RAT: A5 B WY A7 oS A X B 19 B PR
o A X B AL B — [ RUN AR A BSRAGIE B B bR b
T BKFFIE B35 (indirect effect = 0.03, 95% MC CI [0.01, 0.05]),
IR -1 AS 8.3 (indirect effect = —0.01, 95% MC CI [-0.03, 0.01]),
ELIBI2 3% 1) 22 8. 3 (difference = 0.04, 95% MC CI [0.01, 0.07]).

effect). [AFERLN (partner effect) 15 R AN (dyadic
effect) PUHE 43, AIHLG G R AR RAATERN B A0 2
JRR SR (TRBE 55, 2015). 15307 5 B AR SR B AR
227 RS A A b 9 A B B 5) (41 Lee & Dufty,
2019; To et al., 2021; Zhang et al., 2021),

W T A 5% G HR Y EAT BB BB I 2
[]2% 247 A Rkt S BEAT R 20, FRATR H Kenny 1
Wong (2016)JF & i R EX ALK £ 4T SRM 437 (Lam
etal., 2021; ¥%—M% 4, 2022). SRM 73-#r i) B A4
VR B S5 GE mA Br AL, A5 B RO Ak THE
L T A% S8 a1 13 43 A7 09 91 )9 R 48 (Kenny et al.,
2006). N T I8/ A B I A AE ) 2 dE R, TR
i xF Fou i A% w47 8 4 o0 fE (Raudenbush &
Bryk, 2002). & T RilAT S5 pd il ek, FRATTE
T#A% R 3.5, %] Preacher %5 A (2010) i @8 (1) 25
BRIk 47 93 T, I SR H 22 FF < 3% % (Monte Carlo
approach) £ 46 [H] 2850 .

3 HdEsr i S5 R R

3.1 IIEEREF S

AWFFE R Mplus 8.2 SFAMRIZ (BRI, SiRLIE
B B br T m)MPRZ A = (B, 5 THRY BAT
B PRERPE RN PEAL L A 2T AT S L 23 BEAM)
AT 22 JZ R G E D - B, ARG 36 728 o 1] 114 [X 53
BB, AR, RIS IR A 5 BRI A 1
BARYT: *(df = 222) = 649.31, CFI = 0.94, TLI = 0.93,
RMSEA = 0.05, SRMR sz = 0.03, SRMR 4452 = 0.05,
HBELTHMTNT417.41 < AYAdf=4) <
1580.7 D) T (Ay*(Adf = 10) = 4422.62)#5FRHK
A, RWIABI 5T 45728 8 DX 73 RUURE 0T«
32 HESE

TERG IRV T, FRATIXN N AR AR 5 1 5 2 81740
it IR 1T, A ST B A R A o DA
AR SR, ABRIZR S350 5 e 20.3%F1 28.7%; A
6] B (92241 A A X B BRSNS
Hr, ABRIZRA 315 e 21.3%H01 33.8%., X £, 4
AN AEAR SRR KRR EE b 32 B PR B8l 1520
33 RigKe

P2 T AW b B A I AR 2E
15 BE Z2 BRI 2% A8 1t W] A AH OC R AR

H1 TR, 2451 T4 &0uk B H AR5 10 8K,
BT EAT R R 5 B R PR ERPE VP4, . e 3 h
R 3 AI 0L, A 5 B WERY BAT HRECRT A M GTRIE
Y H bR-Se 1) 1 22 B0 60 I 200 A X Bk R
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x1 ERIBER

A Xt B AR AT AG

A X B HY BT A

A In] B 92420470 A Xt B B2 BHAD

TR i fH % SE il % SE A& % SE A % SE
ZiliN 0.18  204%  0.42 024  37.4% 049 0.10  33.0%  0.32 0.06 22.7%  0.24
A By 0.01 0.7%  0.08 021  33.4%  0.46 0.14  457%  0.38 0.11  41.6%  0.32
B (15 051  586%  0.72 0.003  0.4%  0.05 0.00 0.0%  0.00 0.01 2.0%  0.07
AS5BIXAE 018  203% 042 0.18  28.7%  0.43 0.07 213% 026 0.09 33.8% 029

H:: HBAZE N =60, MEZ N=240, AFR)ZE N =720,

AL (b = —0.18, SE = 0.07, p = 0.011), Mit—f#
FEZIR R, FRATL M T A B0 B, Jf-a i i
BALARL R B A A R T AR AR R O )R A A T
M (Aiken & West, 1991). ME 2 7] UL, A 5 B fiHR
Y FATHACR A X B PR EEARE R, 768 A
I GASGIE A B AR S 1 AT 8 K IR i 3 (simple
slope = —0.04, t = —0.60, p = 0.548); {K/KEAFIE 7
¥ (simple slope =022, t=2.94, p=0.003), H1 53|
Ik o

H2 0, >4 51 TSt &0k B B bR 5 1) 4 e i
T HRY AT W 5 ORI AL . B3R 3 R
iRl 6 Al UL, A 5 B IR BAT HLECRT A M STRLIE
HH B A5 ) B4 58 B0 IE S 3 00 A X B P
AL (b =0.22, SE=0.07, p = 0.002), 3¢ HRW K
300, A5 B Y BATERAESH A X B g
AN X R, 78 A MEROEH bR Sk +: &k
- IF i 3 (simple slope = 0.25, t =3.49, p = 0.001);
IR B AN Y2 3 (simple slope = —0.08, t=—1.13, p =
0.27), H2 15350F .,

H3 W24 51 T SiRuE W B br S ) gk, H
WA AT e Assim 2o BR AR DA i 2% 20 17 ko IRER
4 TR 2 Bi7R, A X B BB ERPE P4 IF 1 2552 A
i B 1247 k(b=0.08, SE=0.02, p=0.001), It
A, A5 B Ry LAT G A XF B APk PEE
s A ] B 77 2047 R RN, 76 A W57
ACUE W] H bR S Ak T oK B R 3 (indirect
effect = —0.003, 95% MC CI [—0.02, 0.01]), f/K-F
s 1E {3 (indirect effect = 0.02, 95% MC CI [0.004,
0.04]); H ] 4E25000 1Y) 22 (8 2. 2% (difference = —0.02,
95% MC CI [-0.04, —0.003]), H3 3 F|H3IF

H4 T4 51 TSiR0GE R B b 5 g i, =
WA AT b Ass 2 o S U AR AR At 2 BHA . 4K
F 4 AR 4 FR, A X B R EAG IE A
] A XF B IFEESBHINGB = 0.11, SE = 0.03, p <
0.001). ItAh, A5 B Wi LT HEGE T A X B
(K B IEA S A X B R4t 2 BELA i fal 33503,

£ A WMGRGIEN H bR S w4k T &KF e B
(indirect effect = 0.03, 95% MC CI [0.01, 0.05]), Ik
KIS AS 58 2 (indirect effect = —0.01, 95% MC CI
[-0.03, 0.01]); H.[M]4Z5500 1) 258 i 3 (difference =
0.04, 95% MC CI[0.01, 0.07]), H4 15 560F, Fx
il 28 MR 5 P AT R, 45 RARIR SCRF TSR

4 HHE
4.1 #ig

ABFFEST R T U EAT A n 3 o M, 3 ik
K H 60 SHIBN 240 & 51 720 15 NFRECRAEAS
17T SRM 3 #r, BABG T B EAT R IR sh R T A
FRFNNZ A5t NS00 () 300 F S A AR AL o BAR Ry
P (3 N ey T 3 W= s T T S O K 1 T R
AT BSOS VA PR, RO B ] LG
G X —@RMAT R M, TER GG H bR
OSSR AT FEBON ZPEAG Sk
Jolr, - BT SR O3 T X LR G R Ok S B A X —
WEREAT N o A5 R T 40 e B AT LB
RO Y ERTE AN I OL Ak Al N A B
42 BEBitEX

B, ARSI T SR AT X — 3t
ZASH SIS A . PUA T2 A e
KZLZFET Festinger (1954)H H n04t 2 LA HEIE, 5
TFEAR R 25423 LU B 5 I 2500 (Campbell et al.,
2017; Downes et al., 2021; Tse et al., 2018), AWF5T
JIREERAE, IR EAT RGO — R AR PR B
FE B IR, IR R N EIPAL BLE R R
Hgma g, XA THRIRY EA7 e s it
FEA, FEIRATCT S B S I A 5 B
(Lazarus & Folkman, 1984), [A]f}, $A KT AT
BRI 9T R 22 ST AR S AT 3 3 LU KT 2 (s 5t
M W B T4 (Kim & Glomb, 2014; Lam et al.,
2011), fHIET EAT e anfar 4 A48 7t 5 3 DA
Ko ] 5% me A~ A 11 3RS ) 08 34k A5 R DG ISR A AR
T A B (Campbell et al., 2017). ASAFFE3EET
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R 3 SRM il A XF B BOHk & 1EF0 B A 14 1
A X} B BBk MDA A XF B By U P4
LR BRI 1 L 2 I 3 0 4 PR 5 A 6
b SE b SE b SE b SE b SE b SE
Pl 28 i
A1 BRELAEE (141 B 1K) 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.0l 0.00 000 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
A1 BAAF 1% (141 BA 2 1K) -0.04" 0.02 —0.04" 0.02 -0.04" 0.02 0.01 0.01 0.0l 001 001 0.01
B BYARE I (MR E ) -0.01  0.00 —0.01 0.00 —0.01 0.00 —0.01 0.00 —0.01 0.00 —0.01 0.00
B ] (A JZE ) 0.03 0.05 0.04 0.05 0.04 005 0.100 004 0.10° 0.04 0.10° 0.04
B 12 i (M2 ) -0.00 0.04 —0.00 0.04 —0.00 0.04 0.03 0.04 002 0.04 0.02 004
B B TAEAFEBR (M2 1)) 0.01 0.01 0.01 0.0l 0.01 00l -0.00 0.0I —0.00 0.01 —0.00 0.01
A BRI (MAR)JZ ) 0.00 0.01 0.00 0.01 0.00 001 -0.01 0.01 -0.01 0.01 -0.01 0.01
A BPES (A JZ 0O 0.07 0.09 007 0.09 0.07 0.09 0.02 0.09 0.01 0.09 0.00 0.09
A B (MER)Z ) 0.00 0.07 0.00 0.07 001 0.07 0.06 0.07 007 007 0.06 0.07
A B TAEFERR(AMRZ ) -0.01 0.01 -0.01 0.01 -0.01 0.01 0.0 0.01 0.01 001 0.01 001
A FE 2 He AL ] (A2 0 -0.05 0.08 —0.03 0.08 —0.01 0.08 026" 007 025 007 022" 0.07
A % 2] BHER S 1 (MR R R) 0.00 0.07 0.06 0.08 0.06 008 —0.12 0.07 —0.11 0.08 —0.11 0.07
AY3(12) 17.71 29.70""
A5 i
A 5 B Y EAT LA BRIZER) 0.09 0.05 0.09 0.05 0.09 0.05 0.09 0.05
A BISTEUE I HAR-S: 1] (MR R -0.09 0.06 —0.06 0.06 0.03 0.06 —0.01 0.06
AY*(2) 10.34™ 0.27
28 HIR
A 5 B MY AT <A BISEOIEY . "
; ;,%gj(i%éfiz)tth MBI D] ~0.18" 0.07 0.22" 0.07
AyA(1) 5.40" 6.84"

VE: HIBAJZ N =60, AMAJE N =240, ABRIZE N = 720; 'p < 0.05, “p < 0.01, "'p < 0.001; b = ALbREALIIA REL, SE = HRMER.

FEFPAHITEAG HLE, Sl R 0 T B AT R4
INHTPEAR P 052 0 B3 T 2% 2 47 S Mlph 2 B X —
VGV, A B T IRATE 4> AR A 7
ATHER R RN, AT A TN R G e A A
LA RIS AE S

HWR, A0 T B AT H A R RN an
AT & TF B F AL o DA DG F 4k 2 F B ma i 1Y)
W5 R 2 A TG 4 0L, 2R TS Bk
P25 BARAE 25 19 A /E T (Kim & Glomb, 2014;
Smith, 2000) . A5 A BRLER T 1115 25 fil BEHIL ) 22
Hh, ARV B DA 0 DA R AT g A A G ]
XF AT A . HLARHL, FRATTIE T R AP BRE,
38 37 5 1B DA R DA 3 R AN DA
A, ERPE D0 A RS 25 i B, 0 im T R
AT PO AT A A A B B B T A > FiA:
SxBEAM P FP SR AN A7 0 BN B I ZE A FIAL B, 3X
Sk H AT AT F A AN — B i i B4 R T B
R RENLA, 2R 5 S BT R EAT LU BRI
KHIS RN SR TR R T £5h 5 T4

At SN T i R T 2 etk o
a, AR AN T i AT s Ak
SEMRN BT B L . At 2 b e A s, 3
AR F o B w8 R B AT HL AN [R) 52 i KON 1) 120 B
R R FZENRPTEE” (can do)f B &, BT T
LA ) R R R | i R A R T A 3 R
(Ganegoda & Bordia, 2019), {H/Z Il Ma % A (2021)
JTE, AR T R S AN A TR ) 4 i)
&, R T IR A il A T AR A% B
ik, AMRCETAE” (want to do) Ak 3 R 7 W %t
R, ARG A B T ERGIE B H AR S m X —
WA, A BT IRATHE 0 T ER Y B AT X
— JE I UEPEAS A Bk ik R i 7 e 4 SR AN T] DA R
WIENTEZ R, 2087 A8 i i B b5 B
AT RS D HR G AT A AN [R) 14 5T 52 ) 2500 Y
I — MR <AL, WA B TR A DR AR
1 OC T HRY) AT e HAT AN [R5 i 30 1) s
43 KRBT
AW A —E SR E L. B4, g AT
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F4 SRM il A @ B HEIITAI A X B B9 SFEID

A In] B (25215 h A X B (it B
BB SR FEAY 1 LAY 2 FEHY 3 I 4
b SE b SE b SE b SE
P2 il A% S
AT BAERLASE (141 BRJZ 1K) 0.01°  0.00 0.01°  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
AT AT 8 (141 BAZ 1K) -0.02"  0.01 —0.02 0.01 0.00  0.01 0.00  0.01
B AR (MR R R) -0.00  0.00 —0.00 0.00  0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
B BM BN (MR R R) 0.00  0.03 0.00 0.03 -0.05 0.03 -0.06  0.03
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B 1 TAEFER(AMEZ ) 0.00  0.00  0.00 0.00  —0.00 0.00 -0.00  0.00
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A LSS OB ) (MR JZ ) 0.05 006  0.06 0.05 0.07 0.05 0.05  0.05
A 1% 2] HR R (MR JZR) 0.06  0.06  0.04 0.06 -0.03 0.05 -0.02  0.05
ISR
A 5 B IR AT LA FRIZR) 0.02  0.03 0.02 0.03 0.07  0.04  0.06 0.04
A STECIE HARS m (MEJZR) 0.01  0.05 0.02 0.05 0.07 0.04 007  0.04
A8 H TG
A 5 B WY FAT A IMSGIHGEY] Bz m (5228 H) —0.09  0.05 —0.06 0.05 -0.01  0.05 -0.04  0.05
Ay2(15) 24.14 7.16
P A
A X B I EEERPE AL (NBR)ZK) 0.08™  0.02 -0.03  0.02
A X B (W B PE AL (NBR)Z ) -0.05" 0.02 0.11"" 0.03
Ax2(2) 21.99™ 14.94™

H: BIBAZE N =60, MEJZ N=240, ABRJZ N =720;"p<0.05 "p<0.01,""p<0.001; b= AebriEALIIH R L, SE = FrifiiR,

40 20
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% <
M e AMHOGEY B SR 12 - AUSIEN R
—a— ARISBHIEN H AR S0 R ARSRGE HER AR
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Bkt R SSE B E b S 10 14 B3 T AFTE T AR RO
PR, 45 BEE FE v BB AAAE _LAT LAY TAE S &,
I FR U B TR B3GR B A5 18] o X e Sk i H
BT 1] 9 51 T, A B R T A T A5t LA B firh &
EATHARGT R . 2B, B, EEE R IRS
R By TSR0 S A S S B, R /SR I 1) AT
FeEs ) 5 AR B Sk LL TRl Sk = 22 1R £), DIt
TEAATTRE L A5 X5 G2 A S W 2 1 7 A T A g A B
Ja . AN, YOS AT R AL T R ST Y S B
SRIZA BTG, A HE AT DL R R A 45 Tl —
SRR 1 S 15 o0 7 A o] R 2B B TH AR RO, L an 4
SE RIS B RET R T A S, RIK
Y% AL A, FIH 0 TR T BB O R
P, BB TIE . FR, B —AN AR i Sk
TEBA B AR5 ) 50 T AT H R G A s 1) O
R, I RO T4 % i AR A X B s
T X5 I B AU 4 2F 4 Kluger Al
DeNisi (1996)# WS i F g, REGLEFHAT
155 1 R BA B 1 AE 5 W) 3 Lo A i A B R 3 17
R — R —8 . 52 MR, EHEELT
TRBUE A B ARG 1) 51 TR et AT 58 4 Ml 1]
TeF5 R FAE NS 08, LABOR B3 T AR RIBRAT 2%
2. WE, M TSWOEN BAR S e B iR AT
Ho B8 7= A E A TN RN 6, Dierdorff 45 A (2020)
K, AR B AR T B R CRAE 19~25 &k
AL, B, ASURREUG G, &Y 5 T SRIE
WY H BRG] A RR BE, IR A HEBNIRK -, Dok
RIS B AT HOE A R 8 o
44 AERERE

R FRMAFAE—E AR, FRIRSLtsit—3
St . B, AR BRIz
b Heamn, FEBREICEE T, EARIRATRH BB
SR 7 SOBCR B Rk B e A R, (RS T A
TR PR AR R v A 1 S 1) PRI G R, S S o vl % 8
FE B B[] A5 O BT A AR o, BRI B 1o A B dE
DATEAf b A7 RS OC R AEWr . 0 Ah, ZEAR R0l & 7
I, ASBFFERYZ 217 R R B T, A 23 BH A R At
Wo VERMATATINEE RA G, SRR [R] A 0 >k
U, WRE S PRAREE A mT etk . R IRATHE—22K
FH A DF 0 A 25 BE A 20 47 A 1 G 0 o % fiff aX — )
R, AR S5 S ] 25 R R [R] 08 500 St 5 %P
1T R85 A B AT PPAL AR TR A5 SR i mT bk

HWR, AWFSE S0 02 B B H bR S 16 76 5
B EAT R AR 2 Sk s R i BE L, AR

SRFCATAE M b, 28 BTl 1 AT BARRASE | AT B4R
VS NN AR NSRS $3 - I ig i x-S VNSl §i 052
e, AHZ T ARG T 0 O T Y A AR 1 3 A 1A
Ap ik HAFAE—E ) E W, X AE— e FE B b BRI T
W R SEBR R o B 2R nT 45 & 3ie, 3
TAEFFAE . AIBANBLZH 2G50 P D 3R A5 A o B HR g 1
17 LB 25 Ak a8 th i AR, DA T SE
A8 LS R 4 A -

a, S s aEsE s (BT R T
1) HeBE A RO (R Ak 34 J2 %o b ) T BG4 1) B i) (e
A S A R B S & SR ) = J7 i (Festinger, 1954; Pettit
et al., 2013), 45 HATHH & AT I 2% A3, (5
REFERTWIT I, T35 = J7 1 W58 JE 45 7T 4k
(Chun et al., 2018; Reh et al., 2018), Hiltt, J5ZeHF
FO A A IS A, Wi s S S
BN T R, IR T k2 LA B G e B
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Learn from others or put them down? The double-edged effect of
upward social comparison in the workplace
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Abstract

Upward social comparison is common in workplaces, and many studies have identified its downsides, such

as negative emotions and dysfunctional behaviors. However, a few studies have revealed positive effects, such

as learning from comparison targets. These conflicting results suggest that the mechanism underlying the effect

of upward social comparison in workplaces remains unclear. Furthermore, most research is based on social

comparison theory, whereas few studies have explored upward social comparison through a cognitive lens. To
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fill these research gaps, we drew on the cognitive appraisal theory of stress to investigate upward social
comparison in the workplace and determine how and when it yields (mal) adaptive behavioral outcomes.

We used a multi-wave, round-robin design to collect data. 270 employees from 65 teams agreed to participate.
At Time 1, 270 employees were invited to assess their workplace upward social comparison, performance-prove
goal orientation, social comparison orientation, learning goal orientation, and demographics. 251 employees
provided valid responses (response rate = 93%). Two weeks after Time 1, 251 employees were invited to
evaluate their challenge and threat appraisals, and 240 employees provided valid responses (response rate =
95.6%). Two weeks after Time 2, 240 employees were invited to report their learning behaviors towards their
coworkers, and meanwhile, employees were invited their received social undermining from coworkers. 240 valid
responses were received (response rate = 100%). Finally, 720 dyads from 240 employees from 60 teams were
used to test our proposed model.

Given that the dyads nested in employees and then employees nested within teams, we tested our hypothesis
by multilevel social relations model. To test the conditional indirect effects, a Monte Carlo simulation with 20, 000
replications was used to generate the 95% Monte Carlo confidence intervals in R 3.5. The results showed that
employees with low levels of performance-prove goal orientation tended to appraise upward social comparison
as a challenge, which prompts learning from the comparison targets. However, employees with high levels of
performance-prove goal orientation tended to appraise upward social comparison as a threat, motivating them to
socially undermine the comparison targets.

Our study provides theoretical and practical implications. We reveal the double-edged effects of workplace
upward social comparison on subsequent learning behaviors and social undermining through a cognitive rather
than emotional lens. Our findings demonstrate how and why workplace upward social comparison drives
employees to develop two distinct behavioral responses, from a novel theoretical perspective—the cognitive
appraisal theory of stress. Finally, the performance-prove goal orientation determines the effects of workplace
upward social comparison. Furthermore, our findings offer important practical implications to managers and
policymakers.

Keywords workplace upward social comparison, the cognitive appraisal theory of stress, performance-prove goal
orientation, challenge appraisals, threat appraisals





