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A LR R AMARIZ A )22 5T ok, RBFRH AR Ikt 23 TS T & 2 SF AT T
TAACT 2547, A ah EMA A WS N LA e B & U A AR R AL S O @ 3
I EZ WA RIVKIAITT RGO, THE T BB RAER, 7RG S IZ AR R
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—. 5l

VBRI AR )5 4, B 2 (liking ) W T —Fh AR (19 A PRIk B, & — R A 5|
JEE 2545 (TsuifiBarry, 1986 ) , Hot i 51 284 & JR 1) 45 B B A R b s i 5 1R 1) v
If-(Rubin, 1973) #1417 K 2J i (TwengeFlCampbell, 2008 ) , THE37 it i 4 352 16 23 ik — 520
BTN A TAER I (LiusE,2020) . A WFE R, TAES T 5 % (liking in the workplace )
TEFR T A SOME (VR 55, 2018 ) AR FHAL SR 51 A9 BRI S | F1 AN RE I 77 (Naultd, 20205
Thomas%,2020 )35 5 THAEH 038 I e A O HESN A 2R e i F B o v W T AR IR 2 2 1
TR AN, XS Al AT ¥ 4 , Gnu] 8 FH 2 R AR T D3 T v I Fn FH BT S 3L

Y TR} 0 T T AR BE AN T AR S5 S A A A Y, 3 470k [ A 448 PTG T 5
BB SE 288 i (Swain, 2018 ; Yammarino® , 2020 ; Yang?5, 2021 ), 11 & PN iZ 358 9 BF 58475
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I5ks B ER: 2022-11-11

E4WB: B aAAFELMA (72272053); B LA F A4 K A (22BGL126); B R B F AL AR
B3R B (202106150046) ; R T X F IHF R FRERZRABZF AL A (03)

EBRE M ALt (1996—), %, LA E I X F IR EEF R EAAL, RAALE LK FEFEFRKESE
AR A
ERE(1974—), B, &R TR F IHETEF R, 4 F)07;
k& #w(1976—), 4, B R FERFRHIZ, 439 GRRIESE, zhuyu@jnu.edu.cn)
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SRAETFAIA K e o B HL 2 R Ge MR ELAR S o7 I 2538 SCTE , DR G M B R G 235 ) PN A M 40
BRI ST R AE A D AL, BRTCT TAE I 5 2 R AT SR A AE T 22 R B 451l , o
TAES 5 2 NI AN E S BRI S IRE , RETOS 5 T8N —JtE & mik 8o
Brxd G e — | DL K82 %) TAESS S5 i 9 4E AL BAS B S 2000 M A 8 R o IR 97 4538 B —
R, BN EBEES T TAES I = 2 05T AR A S 58 T 3L, AT B P R STk T
%, L11985—20224FWeb of Science (WOS ) #U B e 1 Hr TAE 7 97 15 A0 5 STHRAE M 0 BT %
%, i1t CiteSpaceit 17 AT AL 7 MT S 32, 30k TAES T =2 W oR IR & ks L il

JEI o 38 2 o} SCRR AN R GEVERLRE , AR FE N A EBISELL T = Jr R (1) TARZ P&
eSS ; (2) TARS P s 2 m R0 R B ANE2 RN 5 (3) T AR 2 2 AV FH AL . 18
T ABLIX STy I, AT R B A e A SV BT ST M R TR AP BR S
HaH AR TR TS W T R B S YHESE, Bt — 0 B IR BT A I R AR DT 7
Ii] , DU [ N TARE T 52 R R T T S 2%

—. e EEMRHXEITES T

AHIF ST BEHL T WO SHZ U B FEAE R vt 43 B 9 SCHR R U, D) “liking” 5% “interpersonal
affect”VF NHG 2R T 58 A] , LA “organization” 5 “workplace”{F Ky Fir G Bk 2 1), I [a] BEi% A Fr
ANy (1985—20224F ), SR JG #2551 “Management”“Business”“Psychology Social”#ll
“Psychology Applied”, BE4 SCHR I R 98 30 FI<LE AR 30, HRAETE SChR A A B X K 2R 45
Moz — i e , Fe 245 2] 598 FBUH B9 SCHk 1475 (KR H 11 :2023-01-14) 355 , RAF5ER
HiCiteSpace I] AL (Chen, 2006 ) , X} 14745 SCHRE IS A 7115438 , G046 e SCEUER R
RSP HT SCHER S 438 A SO A3 A7 25 , IAITTNT T AR i 5 2 BF I 1) e Jre Jhke 4 At 55

(— )& SBT3

EIRE/R T 1998—20224E WO SHZ LB e Hh T AR Fr 5 2 WF 593 1) SCHRE & . i [ 1 RT T
SR T WOSHZ U B 12 (1) T AR BT 85 A G SCHR AR T 19984F, i T 48— BTk 42, RISk
T-WOSHEL U B 2 A FH & SCHRAEAS N AARBIF 58 10 SCR - A L RN AT LA T AR
Jr 8 BB R SO R SRR BT KRB T AR E R — I B 1998 —
20054F , 7E3X — B B A T 98 K FR 481 , AT e SC M 1—20 5 55 B BN 2006—20194F , i i
B TAES T 5 B W 9T 24, SR ERRAR IR T, P AT & SCE A 74 , (HAE20104F (201248 A1
201 SAEAETE B 3 B K 5 48 = B Bt H2020—20224F | Y H4F S0l 1205, AR 1Y & OB

pa vy
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WA, W FRIER TR (AR 1R ), KR IME SO RTE FE BRI 1) -, HrhJournal of
Personality and Social Psychology .Journal of Applied Psychology FLeadership Quarterly =F#
T2 F AR SR FRER 3 53 A 1455 (9.52% ) 11 (7.48% ) 75 (4.76% ) , 2 B [l bR 15 £ 3]
TR P SCHITE R

&1 LTIEBREEARHEZHTIRIE

TR Bt TR B

Journal of Personality and Social Psychology 145 | Social Psychological and Personality Science Sk
Journal of Applied Psychology 1155 Personality and Social Psychology Bulletin Sk
Leadership Quarterly Tt Journal of Applied Social Psychology Sk

BORDRIR AR LT S0k T2 AR

(=) 3CHks | b

L B | STk B

ABIFTEHE T 1X 1470 SCHR A AF 22 51 FBIOCGIR AT 1 AR BT 5 2 F 5 19 8 £R s STk (DL
R2) ST | SCHAT B TR FE 3 E R AS s 1 i ST P I S8 SCRR R
A LRIRITCE WA T LI R A Y SEUEEE A BT T AR b BRI
0, AT T ARSI 2 B S R R AR AR, 3 e SR T AR T 2 1 IR 29 28
TE T WS LA, o

F2 ITIEBETEZEM A
FAy SCiHk FERGIFBR | 0 SCHR FEH5| AR
2002 | BrieffWeiss(2002) 48 2012 Whiting%5(2012) 16
2008 Montoya%% (2008 ) 28 2013 | Ollier-Malaterre%%(2013) 16
2008 | Casciarof1Lobo(2008) 17 2017 Huang5%(2017b) 15
2010 Sy(2010) 17 2020 Wessels%5 (2020) 14

T A3 5 T WOS KIS 28 A SCHR S IR B B 2

2MEE I3

P22 TR BT 8 i i o — VR i g o | 3 o vl DL, A2 0T i Tt 1) =7 2
F [ Wayne S JCHEGEG K 413K (Fiske S T(REHE5 45K 317K ) FiByrne D (L4451 451K
F29 ) Hih, Wayne S JEZEOCH AN R BN R 48 BRI (influence tactics ) X 55 A 5% 1k
(Wayne%:, 1990, 1997b; WayneFILiden, 1995 ), Fiske S T3 B e 1 FEAR . 3 o 1A S0 R st
B IR T 5% Mg AR L2 h i RIAE R K 2K (FiskeSF , 1999,2007 ; Fiske,2002)
Byrne DFZSEAIMRT AP Z R E R (Byrneds , 1966, 1986 ) o LAk, L5 | B4 =
iY27# i8 4 Judge T A .Baumeister R F,Montoya R M .Brewer M B ,Liden R C.Jones E Efll
Tajfel Ho i 26225 WBFFE TAEER N TAE I s 205 B8 E T R SR IS LAl

(=) KR S A

1 CHER AL B b

WNE3 TR, i SR LB, AT 2 B T AR 37 7 5 2 F 9 AUk HE 42 i/ \ A 5 i 1]
A :performance (4744 ) .self( 4 %) .behavior (174 ) .attitude similarity (Z5 AL ) |
consequence (54 ) \impression management( N4 1) | perception B! ) Flattraction (W 5|
1) IR R B LA AT UL 25U A 98 B 2 M 0T 35 2 S ST R NS
HEZMCHR AR AL B AL S R b 5 PR 22 19 9 2R DAL B 2 R AR
FT A R

TG ER: AR ARG RKRE
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(self esteem

U ® metaanalysis (organizational citizenship behavior

1st impression diking

@ccuracy -t (decision making

@mpression management

linfluence tactics
bias

. acer ; apprai gattitude similarity
® e Iob satisfaction S exi::‘:e“rg;ersonzalI atAtAr:?ction
#elf idenm;ttraction @) leader member exchange , N
(@ompetence v personality ,ggehavior
aaaaaaa ;experience " (gudgment - 3
e, ‘f“mde Qerformance
e & / o '@ o °
B2 {EEHEESIEE B3 kAL mEE
2 CHHA R b
e S PSS LRSS N P SN
ﬁﬁ 1 0’!‘%?’@ s ﬂiﬁﬁ%ﬁéﬁﬁﬁﬁi%%ﬁ g% #qulaluati.on °
K CHIEAFTR ) SRR L ( ! } >
N 48 N YRR At AN o
SIBT AT T A T A e PN {r P e
B = KRB o, SRS
3%%E1ﬂ%ﬂléj\$ﬁ #: imopression man;f;;‘meﬁ% {;. g §OCia| Eatlanuc
S T HIE ] B PRy S e K= #5 leader-member lking
N / v 2R AR et A7 N o . N X N . a = OOO )
TSI GEBR 4 22 T DL PR ] B Y PP voriece mayorshi
E"Jm%%% o%?j&%ﬁlﬂ%ﬂﬂ@lﬁﬁﬁ??é #3 inte‘rbé;sénal processés
N S S ——
FIE I I AT, A SRS B 5 I R Y N

15/ S o B S AT LA H S [R] s G T
V&3 T 5 2% 0 AF 58 B OSA ie AN [ o 1% 4
BAE2002—20074F ] (9 2€ B 1A Hjob B4 X@inRKEE
performance ( TAESRY ), M2018—20224F
5] B 2€ BLiF] hymeta-analysis (JT53HT ) .antecedent (Fij Al ) Fllimplicit leadership ( P B85S ) o 7T WL,
CTAEGEC R TAEY I 5 298 & R A A PR 3G R, T8 0 A< Jis R e PN B i oy 1A
Y s B o8 1) 32 R R A ST AR .

A AT SCHER TR A OGBS 2R, AN G UE— 0 X i3k ) B8 A SR 54 7 78 43+ [l it J
S5V T TAEG s IR 2 SR ks , Wk w0 LU R P A AV

=. IR EZENHSRNESNE

(—) TAEG i & i pFE e

BLZMESE B 5 K i A 2 B2 (neuroscience ) FLON 24T, J5 A WF 98 20K H 5 | A 414
PRI I N F AT oE , f BTRE o SIS B E S RSO R T S B A
f R ] AT RS M SO i R AL s M B R 2R (Ferris%F, 1994 ; Robbins FIDeNisi, 1994
Varma%§,1996) & & . [ b, 52X M-S 8] THSUVE B E 1) 2 REH51 & TR
A5, JEHGEAE RSSO A A2 R AR e F LR 5 | 2 T — RN
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Keywords Year Strength Begin End 1998-2022
Job performance 2002 2.15 2002 2007 . s e s s

Perception 2004 2.47 2004 2010 e e e

Attitude 2006 1.34 2006 2009 (R

Attraction 2006 1.16 2008 2010 —

Self 2007 1.96 2009 2011 ———

Job satisfaction 2002 145 2011 2013 ——

Appraisal 2013 1.92 2013 2015 ——

Personality 2010 1.37 20132014 ———

Impression 2014 1.52 2014 2016 ———

Similarity 2014 1.13 20142015 ——

Identity 2008 2.88 20172019 ——
Social exchange 2017 1.78 2017 2020 o o
Meta-analysis 2006 1.21 2018 2022 [S—
Antecedent 2013 1.14 2019 2022 o
Implicit leadership 2012 1.57 2020 2022 ———

B 5 KBRS

A5 Zajonc (1980 ) it i -1 4G ( preferences need no inferences 1% , =& IS X T
i 5 2 A SR N ZE SR rh T B S T LA A BT R (451, %o T SRR SRR IA )
KAEAERT, D0 X H 5 % (0 R 8 SR A 8 T T 0 SE PR i Jt Fiz B,
H AT TAES) I 5 R 5 T8 22 DI I8 25 A 25 52 1 2 6 8 % E ARt R 9 T4, 91
UNFZ A B A B2 X ST L RPN Bl - AU ST 55 ( Brown FllK eeping , 2005 ;
Martinko%§,2018; Roth%,2020) . LAk, 76 TAES T 4L A, 5 e fs 36 b TAE B 8 rh U5 %)
T WGt A AR SRR (Brown flIKeeping , 2005 ) , MM S ECHIWral PEAY AR 2

(=) TAE 52 B & R R A o

1. TAES i i % A A P TR

B R WA B EL R AT AR — R R B 2 S S 2225 1)
TR AW & J8 L SCHRAIFGE & B0, L WF9E R B A 220 B2 (neuropsychological ) Flft 23
Lo FR2# (social psychology ) LA R AU e 5 o L i 28 0 BRAF AR A R 58 22— T 28t ik [
S X6T 4710 SR 3 4 SRR N RN 0 T 5 1 & B AR O BER S (mental state ) 85 AR (conscious
experiences ) (King, 2019 ), iX SE /MR AR F T4t & B 80 . 3L T 11, Yammarino 55 (2020 ) #:
L TAES I T JE X O 0 = B R TR A — B, SRR T T 5 L T 4t & 5 ) i
R BTG 2 o #2300 S22 00 A A R 35 % 02 A BR i 51 J7 (attraction ) () — B 52 B (Tsui il
Barry, 1986 ) . 7EZHZUE FRAT, Singer (1984 )4 1 N JB X0 (1952 e 1 F J@ X HA 1A
RAFENGMIRE T A RERE o D, ARG — I 52 i (LMXO B, BB M LMX Y HERE 2 —,
T8ROSR T 5 Al 1 22 18] 4841 (mutual affection ), I ELIX FPEE F B TR A BRI E] 11,
A ST E O A E U (LidenFMaslyn, 1998 ) o [F 24 L2 %5 (2017 ) ik k5 B0 —
PRI B, RS AE LS 51 I AN PR B Bhid i vh R A F B R A 350 D T AR P e 2 ik
BRI FE M ARIB G — (BLE S LR o] UE BAFAE AT 2L [R5 # U TAE S e & s
T TEZH S PRAT B v 0 EL AR IR 0S5 0 It DR %) R A (g, A b ) B sl =3 )

TG ER: AR ARG RKRE
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HBINA 5 22— A B B S IR TR 4T & B 8 L5 il S AR TAE e
TR N AETAES T, B4R (perceiver ) & THREE XA (target ) HEN B LAt K 2/ D (pleasure )
FRH Cutility ) B ARTTAN Ol A AR B C AT BT , AW R B2 A 1R AT F T AR s 4%
FECEL AR DTG (B, 4505 T T L[] 3545 ) At — 20 A A IX 43 (R 3 TR S AR AT
GEIY S PR LT B 1 AR TR AE T 7 W (Follmer4,2019; Hu%,2019).

2. TAEY T 8 2 WP o

SCERIFSE R, TAES T 82 A DL R (1) v o3 i P A8 7E TR I h 8 8
el AEFE R, I B AR TAES I ) — D) Y8 A R R B A 5 R T AR A T K3k s
AMAA ) F T H OO B 1R, kiR SR AN B ), th e RA T R ZE SR
KRB I B AR ) D 4745 74 ( Brown K eeping , 2005 ) o (2) 4TI o 4> TR 46 B8 2 4k
200 B AR ) T 22 F W AN AT R 25 B (Martinko5:,2018 ) , iX a2 i 4 A 2 T 2 1R B TS 55 1
(BerridgeFlWinkielman, 2003 ) , RF/MMATEREE 16 58 T B B XHREE XG0 5 2 5N 5 2 25 1E
Z PP PR X200 G BT R EL Bl 5K ( Cialdini Fl Goldstein, 2004) . (3) 75 [ 1 o 1 T
B2 AT B 09 1A 5 %K (Garcias , 2008 ; Yammarinos , 2020 ) , BRIt ELA 7 il Horb 44
WA ELAT BE BN M IR, T B AR AT LR — DI T RERF4 . (4) 2280 IR TARN SR £k 5
FARIAIR, SR s R M EZFIEA, HHA G 52065 T M O EGE IEAC A TAES I, &
T T (R A BRI BA R B 4 A AT LA B AR B G, S AR — R R LR
RES = A=A A =2, NNl TAE T & 22 8.

(=) TAEY s 2 S A A S T

L TAEG g % S LMX

e, FEMEAS TR T T, LMX R R T 4505 5 45 F 8 Z [ AR R TAE X R i (Liden
Maslyn, 1998 ) o Ifii TAE T 5 Z A — i 1B As o, A 1 1) 02 A0 R e X AR A IR A —Fh
BEARYE AT (Zhang, 2013 ) o HUR, ZEVPA X5 5 THT , LMX A 8 2 005 R T Ja 22 0] A 38 AR T AR
K F o, T AR T 5 2 M E T 3 AR X R (A1 B &, NP S 8 A g, 8 mT LA
LA R AT ASE S eAh , o 2 i HAT B 0 1 ok | BV R R R AR 90— T 8 — oo,
LT GRS T T8 0 R Ja X80 (4 5 2 I A =X o 5 A ) X% G 38 AT U H 4 1k
SRR, BN fa € TAERRE JHIEE BHEI B08 H R 45 (Darioly AlSchmid Mast, 2011 ; Ledgerwood
4,2020; Mou%§,2023 ; Wullenkord fllEyssel , 2022 ) .,

QTR EZS PR

R FR TR LR 2 0] % B —Fh Beui O B2 24 1) 2 o S R I 2R A ERR A
NIKR JRAAAET LR B TR g5 A IO B0y 55 IR E , BT T Btk AR IR 55
PESFFEIE (ChenChen, 2004 ) . SLMXZEAAYE, b FRXRFFEHT I OT—T B ok
F, AR 5 T AR T 5 2 5N EE T S WXl G X6 AR A AR XTI 5 | ) 55 5200 ) (TsuiffiBarry,
1986) UKL &A T AN ]

L, A LMX AL T 06 R AR & — 2 M I I 43, (0 35l AR G R @ WUy
T 2 T AR AL S e E RN A2 —, N E TS T & A8 e ) AR
(DulebohnZ,2012; Miao%,2020; fL# %, 2017)  BLAk, TAES T & ZAH HL FLMXR R 4%
2 AEAT AR A b i H L R ARR LR IR TS S e, B 28

(V9 TAE i 2% 1y il

CA TR TAES I 52 R LA AEAS R LA, DR P R I i T B 22 5 3
TOCHRAREE, 35026 T — 28 EAT AR MR & T.H.,
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®3 LIEBAEENNETR

=R AN g (B (A ) A HFORIE
Liden%$(1993) 2 it H WayneFlIFerris(1990)
EnglefLord(1997); p .
S BrownlKeeping(2005) 4 4w H Wayne#lFerris (1990 )
W LidenF1Maslyn(1998 ) 3 4 H WayneFlFerris (1990 )
Wojciszke (2009 ) 3/6 HATH A
Martinko%(2018) 5 HATIFR
WayneFlFerris(1990) 4 AITH &
Turban%¥(1990) 7 HITH &
B - ; -
SRR Wayneﬁ]le.en( 1995) 3 4 Fl WayneFlFerris(1990)
Lefkowitz il AT
Battista(1995) ! !
WayneZ: (1997b) 3 U4 H Wayne fllFerris (1990 )
Berscheid%:(1989) 13 }KFHRubm(tl97(gl973 JHIABR
B
s B e Jehn(1995) 4 HATH &
MR F Yam%:(2019) 4 4 | WayneFllFerris (1990)
5 i R
Thomas’(2020) 3 B4 H JehﬁnM?;gllxz ( )2001 ) .Ohland%§
IR NS S Mou#¥ (2023 ) 4 M [ Zheng5:(2020)
. . a5 Garcia%¥ (2008 ) 2 4w H WaynefllFerris (1990 )
WA X T 7 19 5 RothZ5(2020) 4 4 F Wayne flFerris(1990)
TsuiFlGutek (1984); - ,r A
A E RGBS | TsuifiBarry(1986) 3 K HIKahn%5 (1964) A PR B4
Johnson%% (2002 ) 4 4 H AllenflIRush(1998)
TR 5 AN
R/ E"%/Eﬂ(ﬁ: W8 AbosagHINaudé(2014) | 4 P4 H Nicholsona5: (2001)
poNCilINE YR Roth%:(2022) 5 | P4 H WayneFlIFerris(1990) .Byrne(1961)
NN Mast5F(2010) 5 HATIF R

OB A3 56 TR SCSCHR AR 2

M 2o [ BRI A B A 3 BT 5 2 A I it T L AR IR & IR A 3 BT 8 2 1 )t A B
2ERIFSE TP R 3k L T SRiiF 9 45U ( TsuifiiBarry , 1986 ; WayneFlFerris, 1990 ) o HH Tsui il
Barry (1986 ) 22 a0RH i it A B BOC & 1 i385 | A SUE BRI ST S, R0 A B 2 X6
ST AT BE 7= A BRI, BT A R 2R U T Kahn %5 (1964) FF & BN PR e 36, & &
% JKF (admiration ) FIBFA (respect) = A4k, 3 33 34 AR 2 D753 X 22 7 AN B N B &
% PR ERALAZ TN — TR

FEAL 230 B2 AT 78 A FERE T 45 Bl o N B 2 DN A 1T R i 3 R B LA
O —RAEHSUE G S I R T TAES I E 2 0l & T B Wayne FlFerris (1990 ) 5 T
TF— PR I H NI & T E2 i T H it 4] 40T TR 152 (supervisor’s
liking for subordinate ) , #L7 @UAL H5 5% T @ —idg TAE, TS IR F W th-45 5 2 R 05T
FHZ R EA RIA91E B AIRUE (AllenfRush, 1998 ; Huang%$,2017a; Whiting%5,2012; fL
P8 ,2017) . Wayne &L R 35 XOHZ i R AT T 2K 58 8 , IS 5 <FRAR E VL TR
4 i HAE NS W A SO AT B T/ T 5% (Wayne%s , 1997a; WayneMlLiden, 1995 ) , i ffi H:
A S B AR AT N FH e )12 ) T AR B I T Ak, Turban®$ (1990) JF & T — /1%

TG ER: AR ARG RKRE
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7 R (1 2 SHe DN 45T R S 1 B, BN <R B ORI TR — i TAE R E Wiz F s>
%5 LefkowitzFlBattista (1995 ) W] 1 4238 ik B — I RNiS 1% T @ i) TAE R o], FRATIEH =
O b/t Sf A et 8 X6 T ) o AR, 3 LRI B T A PR A H [R] SR AT i
O (AR N AR T AR I i T AR e, RS T S AR A

TRAEI R BARA T T AT R A RN G R B ) PR A A A S B
BB A TAE D, S T8 WA A AR T DIE 52 0 B AR 4, f R 3
PR—XF G ECXT RN = HEANRIE S 1 S 2% , R T AR 35 2 30 R X & 1 5 % R4
1Y) 2 FRONT R 2 1Y) 2 5 o B T, ARSI 2 A AN [ et T B X IR AT T DX 53, BT 17
T ) AR TN 42 2244 3 T Wayne FflFerris (1990 ) U4 S X T 8 5 5% 5 2, f H Bk
XFRHEAT R , 8 LAE T AR TARS B 8 2 It 51 20 g %o 4515 (19 - 2% (Brown Fl
Keeping, 2005 ; EngleflLord, 1997) . 51 TX [A] 55 1 5% (Yam&%, 2019 ) | T B X i 19 =
% (Garcia®F, 2008 ; Roth %5, 2020 ) A1 51 T-%F A1 A /ZH 21 ) 55-% (Roth %5, 2022 ) 45  FE i T~ J@ Xt
SS =2 )7 T, LMX-MDM12 2 (LidenfIMaslyn, 1998 ) 7 )75 JEE4E B (3050 ), % 4% FH 3k
M T g X4 5 ) 22 (CommissoflIFinkelstein, 2012 ; Martinko%%, 2018 ) .

IEAN , ABAT 235 AR S BRI 5% e ZEAE R AR s 0T, 36 T HA 2 MU U2
TR TAE S s 2w 3%, N, T X9 09 5% (Martinko %, 2018 ; Wojciszked¥ , 2009 ) X
[7i) 2 B 35 R4 Y =% (Jehn, 1995 ; Thomas5, 2020 ) S HLAS A B2 (MouZs , 2023 ) X £ {7 ) 5
% (Mast¥5,2010) , DL R BT0T-53 45 % 32 0F AN 952 (JohnsonF, 2002 ) 45 .

M. TEAEREZ RIS E RN

(—) TAEG s & ns2mm A &R

SCHRIFSE 2R B, 52 m TAE T s Z ) I 2R R A MR B AR B8N E

LAMRR R

COAMAREEE A 2 ARSI S| 1 (CommissoFIFinkelstein , 2012 ; Nault®:, 2020)  fi§
(OleszkiewiczFllLachowicz-Tabaczek,2016) . [f] B0 . & 3% . i (Sanders, 2006 ) B A
(Huang%¥,2017a) \H4EK (Yam%5,2019) i (Swain, 2018 ) . 5 4E0> (Huang%5,2017a ) FiliE 74
/K (Follmer&:, 2019) S5 AEJ2&: TAF 37 i 15 2 O H 2T IA o Sette 55 (2017 )4 1X— RS RENS
FEAARAT SR RIS AR () SR U 25 A 5 2 6 42 1 Pk (likability ) o Herf  HAME S T
VES T 5 1) 0 R ARAF R I 5% B ST o oy BN P8 9l A A A B 5 3 AR RE R 8%, DAL
R 5 A3 5% (Sears FlHackett, 2011 ) .

(2O)AMARTAIA 2 LAY AU ERST (Montoya%s:, 2008) [T (Whiting%F,2012; Yam%
2019) HZULH#K (Eisenbergerds,2001) .72 (Cheng4¥,2013 ; Johnson5§ , 2002 ) S5 #F RE A% {12
HETAEG I S 2 MR Z BN T 5 P OSSR NS g 557 T ) v AR DL P BB S T % 5
KR PE A AH B2 2 (Garcia® , 2008 ; Schraederf1Simpson, 2006 ; Sprecher, 2019 ) o X F 52 M 783K
HRE B AN T & il 9, a3 38 8 O 5 2 IR AT 5 B O AR AR A L B
(FoxFISpector,2000; Garcia®, 2008 ) , 3K B4 X 2H 21 A4 B A AR ARUMH: SN 25 1 ) 5% 1 At ) T X6 AH
o LA R B (Roth %, 2022)  IEAh , BA R 4 SRR T B A R s S 5 R 3]
TR E L XHCRALU H AR HES R A ST T S KT 5% (Eisenbergeras, 2001 ).

MG R R 5T & B, 5 Bl 5 26 RE RS s i) MR FE AN BRag A F v 9 R B DL N
PrE % (Dulebohn®%,2012) & ARG B h, 405 ORI IR IR 2 Lh T T JB 21 B e /K F- Y
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ARGk 7, DT B 25 50 T 1 45 5 114 55 (Johnson , 2008 ) o A0 b T B A 28 263k , 41 S A R
T8 3B H BT 5 & F e B g B N, 2 T 8 X5 19 3 & (Koning flvan Kleef,
2015) MY I S 25 AN RERE S IR A A% © 0 =2, W RERE R0 B B Xl A i =%
(Hu%%:,2016) AMATE TAE T3l A A 31 ()48 28 (R B A ) BE RS 32 12 AR % X B H. 3 i1
NS (BT IE bR el R ABRANE ), 4K M B0 AMAT T sh %52 22 e oh AN BE RS I
NS 4 RTS8 26 22 18] (A AN — 280, AT 32 e oAb A A oA R 10 Ui O A sl 0 ) ) B
=% (Barnes“¥,2016; Deng5¥,2020 ).,

PNNERSIESES

(1) 50 S W/ ED G245 RO W 3 ik N s L sl 52 0 5 22 1 DL Ty 5K A2 FH 3% ) 338 s ot A
FAY AR T GG TIN5 M, 2 T 52 1)t X T B ) 5 o 5 M SR M IR 2 SR B i Al A A S
AU PR AT R 3 BRI ER %) 1) 2078 (19478 73X (Bande 5, 2017 ) o LU 9 52 i 5
W45 T8 %ot 451 A S i) ] 1] A S e LA R 4005 6 8 ) 5% i = A T (R4, 2012) .
FE TAES Bt 8 B W55 o, 2 A1 56 7 0 2 T 8 38 3k 52 Vi) 2 i 32 i 400 2 oAt AT ] 1) 5 %
(WayneFlFerris, 1990 ; WayneFllLiden, 1995 ) AR $i R XL AN [R], T J& X400 5 11 5 M 546 gk
WALAE LSS A RO i BL A FR O B LT AR e i L R K (assertiveness ) 42 I 5
s o HLH, DA A rp s A S IR SR RE A 38 1o [ 400 - B =2 AR R s 5 Bh 354 7 A ok 42
TG H © B2 (Bande:, 2017 ; WayneFlLiden, 1995 ) , i LA [ 3y v B 5% 00 S5 W 545
FHZ MR R M AIBNAH (Bandeds, 2017 ; Bolino%, 2006 ) , H A HA A 15 i SLAH 5T A E—
ST 18 F LA TAE A Fpuo s ma Sms i R Ja AR ) T i ad 3R Sk B 2 ag Rk, R
1 H 540552 B 0 C & (Bolino%, 2006 ) o i , 12 FH AT SR G 10 F 8 SR B 540 S0
5 S 4 S R R R AT N ERE (Wayne , 1997a) , I B% 31 45 5 % ( Dulebohn %,
2012 ; Shaughnessy%,2011) .5 T J& X 455 A 52 10 5K (1 VR FH IS AR A2, Teven (2007 )3T
RS T RE A L X R A S SRR AL TR B 1 B S SR, R A iR A
Bt Sms| N EE %

(2)ff o AR AT 3 IR A €0 30022 (451 4, P B B RN P B 40T ) RE S 52 i) T A 37 07 5%
(EnglefilLord, 1997 ; Follmer4,2019 ) . 244050 5 X T J& F0A FRAK At 38 Bl 780 (ff (22 B, 40 5
2] B SRR (IR SR EINE RS R N RIS T TR
LA (Whiteley%, 2012 ) , i 1% tBHA2 7F T &8 %45 5 19 52 (Sy, 2010; FLE 45,2019 2 KAl
T ,2016) o X FPO AR 52 F1OC R T i AR VR T S 7R ST AR & 0 R UGE Bl 7R # Ab F
B R KB — i — SO A B R AERUR G2 IR 55, 2016) o Az, 4505+ A 2 il sz JR 750 ) £

MRS5S T B A B 52 (Sy, 2010) . 5 N BRul REXT 52 545 ) 7 =CAH2E L, T 8 a4 S i
FEAT B R S0 S AU AR 5w X 45 1Y) % IEAH G (Engle fllLord , 1997) .

G EIMT R EIMT N E—FIANE TR TR THuRE (B4 B F Rt 2 R ifiz
TTH A BTN AFEHLUARAT A (OCB) M F 174 (voice ) 55 (ESLEEFIXIMA T, 2018) A 5T
B, TR EIMT A B FHRFTS 4T 8 95 % (Johnson%%, 2002 ; Lefkowitz, 2000;
Whiting%5,2012) . 411, T & AIOCB ] BE 45 T 1Y TAEARAF 25 5 I ) , NI # TH4m S 40
J& )75 % (AllenfIRush, 1998 ) o F-4I1, T J& 1L M 8 75 48 B 1400 5 0 i R M 5 i T A, A
T 1450 T X i 6 & 19 8% (Whiting 25,2012 ; YangZ%,2021) BRI AR FTA i 4 5MT R
HREENL IR T TAE A B A0, Yang5: (2021) & PN LR ) RS 5, FBlgud 517
T S 2 LR U RAN ) J A BRI SZ A5 AT 8%, DT 472 ) 52 1) L J 400 5 X0 T 1 5 2%
Duan®(2021) % BH 5 T /4 R 2 5 2 6 ) 2 4 510 =% .
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(=) TAEG 5 = s 25

SCERIFR R, A SR T TAES I8 2 s U0 AOER I BT S ) 45 3R 3 2 1B 28
FEFAT IS =I5 T

IWRGSIERE S

CA MR T T ARSI 52 R 0N, BN 25 S B4 1 TS 134 LA I
FILMXAE AT HE 2 A A0 0 R0 B 3R, X S0 1) - 2 s M T s ol 40 5 XU 1)
B HIPEHT (Bharanitharan®s , 2021 ; Martinko%:, 2018 ; Yammarino5, 2020 ) il 4, J& %455
P BN (0 2 ) i X 5 A 4 S XUkt (5114, P e R4 5 A AR 40 S A8 ) U1 L ST
RIGUT ) PEY, IF BAERR G T T @ X T 1 5 T, IS0 WU 55 2 S SR 2 [ 9 G R i
. #0855 (Brown fllKeeping, 2005 ; Martinko%5 , 2018 ) . TAE7AIr 5 RENE 1F M]3 T J& B
HIFEFE A 3L A E AR (Erdogan® , 2001 ; Ferris%: , 1994; Razzaq®:,2016 ) . i T4
R T 5 B O 2SS MTTE TAESG I h S 5L TR 2 4, b 15 N 5 40 5k
& T R (AL 232 B (Dulebohn s, 2012) o R, TR 85 2 AR AR 80 s AR 1Y
LMX (Dulebohn,2012) . 5% 5 LMXZ A4 1E [n] ¢ R T 980 FIEMFE (Liden s,
1993 ;SearsfllHackett,2011; Turban®,1990; Wayne Ml Ferris, 1990 ) LA K IG5 #r 45 3
(Dulebohn&§,2012) HY S Ff o EA1 , TAEZ IS 28 5K H FARERR (Chou, 2018 ) SRR
(Huo%¥,2010 ) FI451 53 17/ ¥ (leadership emergence ) (Hu%%:,2019 ) 1E [ #H% .

2APEL

TAE T E 2 B A BE 45 SR R A0 3E B T A ZH 2R AR T o R s At [ &5 IR 5%
5 H 80T 0 B 2 G T JE B AU, TR R X T 0 B B — P R R 2R B
%N BB TP I BORTEEE (Cogliserd, 2009 ) TAEEE &0 TXT T H B Y
SEBRIRASIG BT = A 0 TAE A IE B N (BT A5, 2014) 98 L B, 40 T 58 02 1 & T AR
Y T E T P % (LidenfMaslyn, 1998 ; Miao% ,2020) e Ah, TAEZ T 5 24 B T SR
e ) A DG 3 DT RAAI B2 T A9 25 A5 7] ( Dulebohn®s,2017).

3AT G

TAEG IS &2 B9 T RS R R 2RS0T L TAEST 2 MR (rewards ) 11
TR S5 VP & TE R 552 A X R T P B 2252 ) 5552 A2 Wi 1 g A G TR A A B S
F R 45 80N T 2 (Martinko %5, 2018 ; Wessels%5:, 2020 ) , Jt HAW 7] T 56 B0 2 1A 2
T Ak % % A0 SEBR 22 1L (Schraeder flISimpson, 2006 ; Sutton®:, 2013 ; Wessels&5, 2020 ) . (R I, BF
M B R 32V 522 00 5 BOE S K R STR0T A (Bande 45,2017 ; Razzaq a5 ,2016;
Whiting%,2012) . TAE7 T 5 2 6 GE 88 1E [n) T 53 T TARA (FLE 4 ,2017) . TAESRL
(Whiteley%¥,2012) FIZHZ N 470 (Levineds,2011; Wayne%s, 1997b ) o & WL A 2H 21 R 4R 145
I AR #3208 B A9 H (high-profile project) FIHRME FFEHL 2255 (Deng4,
2020) . 5AEZ W T IEAH L, G000 T 2457 20 T R 2 A 28U iR (AllenflRush,
1998 ; Johnson5, 2002 ) o YEFAHE PR TS, Th7 2 BT IO B35 (180 AR AL 8 R 1 7 B g SRS F) 3
SR AT R 0 5 ) T X 7 IR e, T T T B ) R I D5 (Fox Rl Spector, 2000
Garcia%§,2008 ; MaaravifilSegal , 2022 ; Roth%¥, 2020 ) .

A, TEHREBNIERYHITS

(—) L]
MEEAT IO, TR a2 AT A9 s ML 3 2T U AR AR LA
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1.5 AL

MH B RE , A BT S HEA 3 2 i S AC e F B B 2 e 4 2 58 H
) LA 2 T B D) 7 2 AR A B2 T AR B R R S TR A AR R A AR
i, b2 A e B 0 A9 R B A )72 (Chou, 2018 ; Moideenkutty fllSchmidt, 2016 ; SearsFll
Hackett,2011) o #1258 e BRI T LA S0 B2 21 0 15/ (EBisenberger®s , 2001 )X} TAE i =
Z W LA K TAEZ TS 2 %) 51 T LMX (Sears flHackett, 2011) . TAE# & B (LidenflMaslyn,
1998) . #H 1K i% (Cogliser®,2009) . TAESi% (Whiteley%,2012) LA RATH
(Moideenkutty F1Schmidt, 2016 ) 55 ) 52 1 . MR8 H. B &% (reciprocal liking ) 0] , 24401 5 /837 3]
R A R TR, T R s DO JE T AR R 1Y R K [l T JE (Bande®F,2017) 88
M, B B O 58 MR R 2 2 (AN B, DRl IR L T A r 0 () 2 A5 M B A 5 B
JE AR 5T

24 A A

A BT, WEAT IS8 1 BRI S 3= 2R S AR L — T 5 | B IR B A ke —
oM 22 H8 AR R A —IR 5 | #H1E (similarity-attraction theory ) , AfI 138 % B 5% 5 H S AHAL
BN, X AR PE AL HE N T 5 N HERRE SR U (B | %R B A kS A S T THT
(Garcia%,2008 ; Lefkowitz, 2000 ; Schraeder fl1Simpson, 2006 ) . & T AMAK)Z 1 , iZFRiSHiE T
ARG 4 2R )15 RS &R (Roth:, 2022 ) AR HE 17 &S 2F B (affective events theory ) , 7E T AE
G E S, A AR A A 5 TR BB S A I B , i RN BBl BRSSP R
S LA D3RR 5 R (B, 5% ) A T o 28 B (Johnison, 2008 ) o AR 4 1 18— Bt 22
FHi8 (affect-consistency bias theory ) , AT b A A8 5 B 25 S BON M 22 FF52 0 A 5552 X%
47 NI FIKT (Regan’: , 1974 ; Robbins FflDeNisi, 1994 ) o iZ BHiE 0] LLA BB T AE 0T 52 %
ST (JohnsonZ , 2002 ; Robbins fDeNisi, 1994 ) F11 7 A I (GuoZ , 2021 ) ZE 54 o

RO NSIE V¢!

MANHIRL AR DA D58 0 e B = 248 N B AU At 2515 B T 38 . B
JE AR FR S A0 45 N BB B FR IS (implicit followership theories, IFTs ) Fl P4 f2 401 5 #H12 (implicit
leadership theories, ILTs ), iZHSTE TAFE i 5 2 W58 h & F5A4F H A S il 2 ) (0 19128 L dn , 23
SN BB B ST 8 AR N B O RRIE BT R TN o 4 A AR 1438 i A
Bf, 2 1] T i@ A 3k AR A A € S0 B S I B 2o | e G ) I i JR R B REURRG ) 155 /%
AEERAT R A IE LRSS T8 GZR M EH ,2016; Whiteley?,2012) SR, 24X /7 1)
SRR ARG A A U SRR 25 L, AMARE 2 X O 1R B i 2 R AR (Follmer$,2019 )
AL RN R DU 5 A R 6% 30 b PR {5 R (I, 75 U AR 4 45 ) i EA T RN i, O
IRYE AT SR 25 FIAT S (DengZ , 2020 ; Foulk FiLong, 2016 ; Koning fllvan Kleef,2015) . 7&
GF—NE I, TR SR G 2528 RSN AL 25 B Bl T sz 28
B DL RO U7 O Z ) B B 4, O 38 2ot At 15 i 2645 R WA B 115 8% 5 v (Koning Allvan
Kleef,2015) . 5z BV AL L, 30 A7 B 5508 1% 46 B4 2315 B 38 (emotions
as social information theory ) {5 J8(55 B P (feelings-as-information theory ) ZAF y BlS KL Al T
J& TAEG T & 2R -

(=)W HLR

L TAEG I 5 Z A o A2 s iV E

REA SR FEOGE T TAEG s X 52 AR B2 X G A = B s R . 6 T

TG ER: AR ARG RKRE
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EE E R R R TTE R, B RS RO T AU A AR A BN T 7E A
T, T A i 52 REVR T B3 T AT A RS Ml AT ATl 2 SRR BRI 22 8] B 56 2 4
XFFEZ T & 40055 m R HOmM Bt T A SRR R B WX PR S B0 T E, ST
WA e AN FEAT 0 A TR L (Guos,2021)  MAh, TAES I B2 R REE T B T4 R 5
HAE—2B WA T N BIHLZ IR 5C 2R o BN, &0 14 2 RB RS 1E [ T T I8 I R A A 1o S e 4
EHBIHLZ MIAIE R E R, BISZ40 S5 2 0 N E S R FU A ENGA s Lk M1 55 A & A=
FEAT R R IE G 80 (Jif Y an, 2022 ) JFEAIBAZ T, TAES T 5 2 REE T LMX 22 5710 5
BAAAE AT AL 25 B4 (social undermining ) 2 [A] () 5¢ 52 (Han%$,2021 ) . LM X 22 4L IR T
NS00 T 45 B B3 AN R R B ) 0 2 e, LIMIX 2 S AW 71 1) 52 i AT A5 AR [ s i A AR 25
FEAY o 75 X6k 2552 X5 G R A IR 15 4 F Ol 1T, Huang 25 (2013 ) & B4 S X4 @ i = Z BES 52 T
JaE Y ED G 48 R M X T G2 A L TAEAS 28 4 BRI A 50 o PR R 00 5 1 0 2 A A P B ) T T
LY TS R AR IR, AR Ja X H BN G245 BEAY AT S BB AT 15 0, TAEAS %8 4 B 10 ok
b HEXTES =5 R B R 5 A50% 7 1T, Foulk FLong (2016 ) & PR, 24404 b A4 51 T3 Hifth
) X G0 T A A TN S, AT 2B X R A A T AR 800332 T T 5 B 5, T A
XS B AT BV TS0 X 2 B A o 14 ) S 1 B K 55 A R E R DG R

2. TAEY T B it s e AR v A R AL

ST T IR AR U — A R T AR T 2 L B A, AR A A
22 (R R BOA B RE A A4 DU IC 45 ) RN T AR 520 o CRE B 24155 )

(D)2 RAS R AEAR S RS 25 308 S E B MO R P AMRKRE (Bn, 15 7 ) BERS
AL EA 1R 90, 76 05 22 A A B shad R e, A58 00 = 1 R RE RS 3 A M A BRI 2 5
o HCREL 2 E 16 6 2R, I ELSS Ak S0 A T A A5 2% 5 0 O 22 1 47 ) 6 R (Hu%:,2016) o T 7E
JE IR R IS 5 SR B S R, R M BEA B B A, BV R e S g
iF, BOAH RE R 0 B 25 5 34540 519 2% (Kolodinsky%5 , 2007 ; ShaughnessyZs, 2011) . It
AhFLE 5 (2017) KRB A4 R ILECIE T 50 S — NR =2 — 8k S5 0B M E &,
RIS A 400 5 DE e B SR AL 40 T — 1 I B A R — 3 — SO O B2 AR A 1 T 52 M), e 340
F—F BB Z IR — SO A —FO U PRI 17 18 B0

(2) TAEIE B A T 9T & B, TAENS B AR Rt 25 i T AR T 2 B8 iy 2 i A LR
it , Koning filvan Kleef(2015) & PR 516 24 M XA 25 e 1k 5 A\ PR s & 2 IRl 56 R LA
VAT RN o W S5 Y MR8 SERI G 26 S N AR 2 R AR B LG G IR AT O, AR S 28 B TEAR
[T AT RE A AN RO AE T B = 55 ) s ZRIMAER RSB , S R B v s 2>
B R IEAE 20 (HAE T B S TSR R A AT, 4003 A B R M S0 A AN
A, TS0 R & X140 S i 5 2% (Koning Hlvan Kleef, 2015 ), T4 i 222 3RSk J5 (2
G TR RS TEE R 5 S AU R 06 R P R AR & 5 25 29 P8 77 4E H (Dulebohn
85,2017) S VPN A BUROU R Ak 2RV RN 8 2 U 1) 25 DX 2 AR B2 ), 24 2 R 5 2R e [
—AMEHE I, BB ST AR Z R OC R T REHES R N, Y5 th N B S, & 5 FRE
P R R B 2 B R AR 8 (N, TAEE B I BRI A5 ) Z A A S T i S5l b, 430
S B W) R PR ) 25 A i 2 (R S R Y 940 T JE I TAESTRL

SRV, ST RS RN AR HE , H AR T AR T e B 5 i i R v X 98 5 B
HIBIFTE AR A AR , AHSCHFIE TAEA Rf i — 25 T J o a1k 3843 [0 B T AR 37 07 2 2 O AH DG 9T, AR
WA EE T TAEA T B 2 s i B 25 VR 25 S A /R F B A ISR HESE , AnEI 69T .
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L AMERE e :
THRERE Y S amaEm PR
wr | | THOOR (| |1 e |
s sl FREFASES) | |9
S B G 451 5 P :
s i LfeEntt THEFES LA EEE P
el VERR: Wk, RTTE D7 RTE 28t Egg%%i
P : CEBXE D BURE |
MR | '  EEER gjf@ig ; J ! g |
Ll LR k(zj%%{ﬁli | LA
DR TN IR
LIRS S LI Chgaig | e
b ) S LLEEL X ELL TSRS
MEBBER | LA
117 o R i
Lkl AR DR AR
et /l\gﬁﬁgé @;"jqu{ | BRI
s L ! b |
A Lo oL T
D e CmeE | | T
- = NI L OERE |
| A R | |

Blo6 TIEpMEZEMESHRIER
Ny RRARRE

2 X A SCHRIEA T R B, AR & B R SR A SCk X T AR BT B 2 i i R 2
FWE AL SR T R4 AR AFAE — 2 1Y R B o TR 8 IR, 42 el s BE A B
1 SR BRPEHEA T G5 , IEXF AR AT BE AR5 )7 nl A TR R

(— WA PIRA Y 5 38 AR AR 8 ) 5

H HiAE R 2= S T AR i 52 B8 SO AR GE— , BAR ARG T o 1) Sk 1 Jost 5
X TAE T 8 2 ST 1 5 AR08 SCRETS 7843 IR WL P TR O 5 AR DCHE & A 1 X 43 FF
RATY T ARG () 1 — 20 SRS AR — 2D W RE S A R0l L, AR A W85 A b E I 5
TSR AR - AERIFSE o BT SCRRAIFSE 5 6F v [l B B 1) S8 25, AR IS AR SR T RESE A TAE 37 BT
B EMFRIR TR MRS LR R 5 P8y S TR AR SRR 1 A A AR TR
] S A T R 90 5 7 R SRR A U =X (AR FIRET, 2008 ) o Rt , Hh B S Ak 50 R 44U 51 3R
KB e WU PN B 2 W AT REA 3 T 09 B R, BAA — o iR Ak 78 5 B I Ik
KR T, BRI B AR REE BB X G BN 2, X 52 15 RE A A 21 5 % L) S BB Y
B O BEXT R ST A A AN R R UL, 7R E SO SR AR T e %
AN [) 3K 5 RN [ AR B S AN IRl sz e 4 B — 2 AN (B AR b, H FT AR o
BTz N B PG 5 SO 5 A B SRR B e R AR S S A R AR B
BRI R R TR FUARRRSE [ 45 8 A 45 07 1k 8 b B SRR 0 S U PR A
FAGS 6 TR TR RO RAFAA 40l & T A

(#4748 TAE T 8 sz K 3R

BEA B 5 AE R LA BT 52 1 52 ) R 36 B O 22 56 1 MR RHAIE K %X (Huang 45,201 7a;
Swain,2018; Yam%,2019) 1 A PR H 5 [ % (EnglefilLord, 1997; Teven, 2007 ; Yang?, 2021 ),
/2% LA 5 TR 38 sz e, 461 A 20 2R B . TARARRAIE | 1T BN S FRL R A SCAR A (B A5 o A
RIS AT LA 1 T 22 (09 Jy T 1 — D42 88 AR i 5 2 052 e IR 3=, DS Bl 2 25 R Al 18

TG ER: AR ARG RKRE
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- DA HT TROI RN A B T AR 3 07 5 o A, A BA 5 4 45 PRl ] 2 1) 553 AT A RS 5 T 1) A B 2%
{EZ A RS A S S I FEVE AL AT ER T AR I i itE— R ) Ak, R W9 S £
S B T X400 19 & 2 (Koning fllvan Kleef,2015; SearsflHackett,2011; Yam%,2019 ) 545 5
X 51 T4 55 2% (Bande#, 2017 ; JohnsonZs , 2002 ; WhitingZ5 , 2012 ) 19 2875 1 40 £ 5% 2 MPEM
X2V )2 I — P LA (Barnes®, 2016 ; Deng %5, 2020 ; Naultd , 2020 ) K44 H 1
R AR E B R R R ] GEA7E 255, BN 3 ) TAERE 1A B T4 T @ Xz i
f)35-% (OleszkiewiczHLachowicz-Tabaczek, 2016 ) , i F J& B AE 7 W AT AE 1145 S 80 1) i 17
M2 M X2 T I8 1952 (Ju, 2020 ) o R, AR BFGE A W B — 2 5 [ R R R T AN &
I (BN, B3 T X450 T 1 2 LA B A5 06 B T B 25 ) ) 22 S AL )

()T TAE T 5 s MU A9

VARV Z 1 AR, 32 & AN RIWE 7 [ (4 52 ma B 5

T AR 5 By VO AR B A 9 T i LMX &7 5, 3 B TAES T B 210 TAES e
AT O 0 B 285 B 5 () LA, L AR AS A R T B 21972 57 (Dulebohn, 2017) . TAEY it
BB T T PEARAE , (A5 22 R )3 T4 M A U 53 ) AN X iR O 2R ) L BV B X G A —
R [F) 45 ]l 1] 07 o A, 91 o HLJRS B S 4 T 5 ST AR AN B R & S RF (Khattab %,
2018) ELIH 400 T 1 T 8 51 2 R (Wee 5, 2017 ) S50 4 AHREA 5T K2 R T E IR
B (RGN ST T8 B S ) = B2 (Dulebohn %, 2017 ) o 3X 5 300 58 30O
SR BB A BT AR AR FH T 22008 T 5 A5 3 W 07 S T = A s ST BRI SR 48 1, 3%
PR 5 0] B 22 2 7 RASH 0 I 5 1 B0 AN (Hu%%:, 2016 LinZs, 2020 ), 5 R 0F, DLAEBF 9T B8 2240 2
FEZX FIK A SR (Bandeds , 2017 ; Deng%5,2020 ) , 111 45 /0 ¢ 1 HARAE FH 5 ] 95200
TEUNFLE S (2017 Brds 1, S0 T @ BB 2 AU S A &, IR2s Mg i ORIk S S
15 A7 A5 o R , 7 PR RRAE AN 75 AR i AR 2R 0 5 2% | [ i fiff 5 2 1Y
S PE K R RN G000, 5 AT e M S = B B T T AR BT 5 (0 ) P4 AE ,
RIS AT LA — 2D PRI G o] 388 5 5 1A b 119 55 2 S S M 0 2, o 38 sk Xof G2 A4 [ 37 Sk 5
FAREES =7, Anfar i i 5 AR G RG] (1Y) 5 2 — BB R A 5 ) AR B 4 55 H
RIS, AR AWFIE AT LASE— 25 2 S T 00T 1552, T J 118 R R < 8 1 1 S AN
TSR R RIREAE AR T8 235 (B AR AN R 4 1B 187 7 Ja8 A A [+ ] R o X 400 5 7= A A e 52 g 2

2 RE TR T 82 T AR )

BEA SCER K 2 RS A3 18 £ BE RIS AR i 522 A 52 T, 32 7K 5 % 4y Yt < MR 3 i) e 50
BIFf o, 8 AR BENS E T AR BT 345 3R 1IE AU (Hu,2016,2019) , £ DLPRGHETE 6
Z M4 (Thomas, 2020 ) . 145 3% 55 (1) T Ja AL AR S ) 42 32 400 5/ DL 3K (Dasborough 1
Ashkanasy, 2002 ), AR A DA TAE (FLESE,2017) XD AR A BETZM T 5
T GARR I 2 [0 B SRR, BT AR BE IE AN 24 95 B S g (935 3, i LA 488 528 TRl 15
AR Z T WTEAEH o LA 72 TAEZ T 2R AR RERS H 5 A X A &% , R[]
52 Bt 5 520 o X A R A AN 232 2R A B 5B 52, 8 5 AR RS 1 Uit
) 50k B HABAMAR B BB A 5 (FLE 5, 2017) X BER [T 20 558 s U F A0 A 01
b AT R TAERUAFAE B B 5 S AR R, S o 5 % = A T AN FH B S BERR T =2
— I, TAE T2 T RE 7= A PR T B 5 M, 348 o 3 S Y A 245 SR 1) 1 LB S TE AR 1Y) 73X
S AT FEAR R BT i — 4R

(M FEE R TAES s 2R )Z IR

A4 T T B 2 AR 2 1 f VR FALHI (HusE, 20165 Swain, 20185 Sy, 2010) , 4§
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TEAMARERAE X 22 1Y 520 (Swain, 2018 ; Yam%, 2019 ) DA Az 32 SR S5 B A 5205 (Chou,,

2018; Levine®, 2011 ), A 435 S TAES I 5% AE A BAZ I 5200, AR i IF5E mT LASY
Tkt AT BN J2 1 2% 5 M AL ] AR o 51, 2 58401 5 X6) A A A B A o o AT A 5% (450, AT A
S BRI, RIS A A RS 573 X6 401 55 2 1) S 28 7S X T T A 235 SR ) 2 i), 3225 90 A BA =22 10 4 5
F X A BN VR RS2 I 55 L LA, R AR ] LU T AR i 5 2 B sh AU o, i TAE T
FAE AN (within-individual ) J2 1 520 . SRS SR LL , T ARSI 52 VR g —Fh 3 X0

FUA I AR AR, RV TR] — S PO o R X G 135 2 R P o 1 — Bt 6] P9 R A A A o A i A

B AN R M ] RE XS 5 10 sh A8 A8 Ak = AR g i, [RIBAR [RDE Y 2 2t nT B A2 31 5 & sl A
ALY TN, 5 X G2 AN T A K [ 7 sl 2 A 5 [l 7 T B 2ok A4 2 i s 528 ik
1A ]2 o PRI, AR 5T T A a DL 22 /K- 2548 7 R R JE i in) H B9 RN 28 90 IORE v
(diary and experience sampling method ) Xf HfEf 7 4%% , LI 2 5% — TR B Z A%
Mo o b 3R TAERT T4 e 3 2 iy e & SCHA B ZAE ] AR IS 75 2z 1 31 22 20 28 BRIl i
ITE VA S 2 A TAEG A M, AR 6805 R L A1 BAEE R ZH LA TRIT -2 )

(FOTRAFZIERT A =2 R

TAEG T s BN 2SR AR 22 0RIE 2 — AR 2, 5% 1) AR TG S 461 4n 45
SN E AT BA S AR BAT Be S M, (A SUN AN AE ST X N R A E R
XA | A B 4015 40 0% AT BN L AT BA S 03 22 () ) S5 2 RO S o % A A F R 2 SR R
F45S X5 JE i) =% (Huang%$ , 2017a; Wessels3¥, 2020 ) , T4 TAE T HoAh 5 2 A0 e i
D R, AR A RIFFE AT LLTE 22 M oA s 2 B s ma e 0e b, TAES s 2
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Summary: As a common phenomenon in interpersonal relationships, liking reflects a positive
interpersonal emotion and is a synthesis of various feelings of being attracted. As an important predictor
of effective leadership and employees’ job performance, liking has attracted increasing attention from
foreign researchers. However, research on this topic in China is still at its initial stage of development
and lacks a systematic review and induction of existing literature.

Firstly, using the method of bibliometrics, and taking 147 pieces of literature on the topic of
workplace liking from the Web of Science (WOS) Core Collection database from 1985 to 2022 as the
research object, this paper uses CiteSpace to present a visual quantitative overview of the literature on
workplace liking, including the overview of publications, journals, regions, research institutions,
literature citations, and keywords, so as to provide a comprehensive overview of the development and
research focus of workplace liking research.

Secondly, based on the knowledge mapping obtained from the bibliometric analysis, this paper
further conducts a comprehensive review of theoretical and empirical studies on workplace liking.
Through a systematic review of the literature, it summarizes the origin of workplace liking research.
Based on the definition of liking from the perspective of neuropsychology and social psychology, this
paper further defines workplace liking as an overall evaluation of how much pleasure and utility a
specific object can bring to oneself in the workplace. Then, it summarizes the features of workplace
liking, distinguishes workplace liking from some related concepts, and sorts out some representative
scales.

Thirdly, through a review of existing literature, this paper summarizes the antecedents of workplace
liking from two aspects: individual factors and interpersonal interaction factors. Individual factors
include individual characteristics, cognitive factors, and affective factors; while interpersonal interaction
factors include influence tactics, role expectations, and extra-role behaviors. At the same time, this paper
also summarizes the outcomes of workplace liking from three aspects: perceptions, attitudes, and
behavioral performance. In addition, it sorts out the mediating mechanisms in workplace liking research
from the perspectives of reciprocity, affect, and cognition, and also summarizes the moderating
mechanism. On this basis, this paper constructs an integrated research framework including the
antecedents, outcomes, and moderating effects of workplace liking.

Finally, this paper puts forward the limitations of existing literature and provides prospects for
future research directions, so as to provide useful reference for future research on workplace liking in
China. For example, future research can develop a scale for workplace liking based on the Chinese
cultural context, further explore the factors that affect workplace liking from more aspects, and expand
the research level to the team level or dynamic level to enrich the outcomes of workplace liking from
different perspectives.

Key words: liking; workplace; liking in the workplace; interpersonal relationship in the workplace
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