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AN TP R AR TR 25 R MR RS , 1 210 T 5 B AR A TR
SHVRTARL A RUS: , %oF 5% T B A Py 1 75 A0 sk g 137 8 A T — I, B T X 41
17 R R, R 2 B O B A (PB4, 2018) , fERE M B3 T i afcfs s i {5 B2 —1
INTIRRER B S B & (B %, 2017 Liang®,2012) s {25 —J5 i, R4 S #3572 T
B TASRINT , i RE 24N Al K B K43 (ZhaoMilOlivera, 2006 ) , {5 FH48 1 53 T IE A i
5Bl A R R AR RALEE ,2016),

“Ii SR 58 4] DL HEBRAE AR 1045 DAL, 584 AT DU 904EAR AT IBM, H: 2 F904EAR,
TR o T A BT 1 H ide o S50t S 467 T 28 B RE A PARCI AR LB 7 S 00 2 8 28 Bk 1 X 4>
B T ZE A 2 ROCHEBOR | (B i T U E X PARCI IS R R BUAG A0V I, e
K= R 16 5 AARAR T AR HEP AR CSE 56 2 AT ] 7 38 R B i At AR 2k 5 TR 2 R b4 .
TOA 1, R EHERG ) = BB — AR T A B2B - 65, (H R Bk 48 TR MF IR A C A
i, B R AR IR ], AR UE 220 184FAIR , 24 R T {EAL AN 81382224200 o ik BE R 5 | R FRATTR
s Fs B EA: 2019-12-05
EeTH: BRARAFAAL® LR A (71972181); B R & A3 A4 F 57 B (71832004)

EEREM: % 201970—), B, PHMEHE KRS TR L FRERE, M4 37,
B3 (1990—), %, P M 2 8UE X 5 LA F R PR LA & GEiRAE#, xiaosufang2011@163
.com),
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A D TR WU R A G 28 R s VR, (H 00 3% B TR 7 04 B g 2 A R
% B ANy iR ) A T AR ) (AR ) , 5 28 A L a0 40w 5, 90 4E R 5 L3 5 (Piezunka
fliDahlander,2019 ) 3552 |, T4 S X 0 TS BB LT OGN, AR 404
XTI SR SN AN [R] IR 4 BB PR 22 2 80400 S B W S A S NS R R 715 B R R Mk
SEPL AT BV ShRL IR K a0 ay 5 m Al T 0 R JER N B LA R B 2 B SN 2 LA /D i

WP 1 IX — 30 AL, A Whiting % (2012 )FR5 1 1l P 20 STa AN A2 i, (L8 RS 5 8

PR AR IR LLIGHE N 255 s Fast 5 (2014) W HAS R [ FRAS AR 2 oM HOW RS 19 BN, B
AR B FRALRE R AT 2 B DO DL TR o AR AT IE e 4R Bt — D R B HE SRR A i
GUPAEPRAY OB R, XA FRATT il 2 0 U AR — SRR AR o R, Sy 1 Sl PR
AT LA R ART I @50 5 200 5% TR O SRR R, ASIF T 5 T Jost A (2003 ) $2 1 B S HLIA A
PUAAMELRAG A PO AS Y | PR A 550 BEOR Y  SCA SR AN TR BIBILAN AT 5| e G 4E B

AHISEA A B IS B SO SRR 7R FEBIE R  b 8 AR SCR R 1400 B TR
F SRR A o IAT ST U S SR PR R 22 BRI A 11 5, B AT A T R T g
2GR AR R RN B A _L 9 SRS R ARG SCH A , A0 A A kA, BAE R
TS 2 7 B Ry 9 RA XS S TR T AFAE , PRI A 0S4 A ) T = i 40 0 D TR
IOL BIAR W FE T F S HEBT RO DTS A o HEU, A SO S ShHILIIRL AA B RE ACHE SR MOA IS BIL A7
TESHHLANE PRSIl = AT A 1 A E RO BE AR, 308 1 LRI A 0 HIFE
R, LR AR AT B3 TR WA FEAE T 07 18] AR S 7 b, AR SR 73 A Ra] LA 5%
TR St —E a7, B 5 TR N 2 A e A TE RS, LSRR IRCS
T R SR LU AT RE I 005 IR S HLIATIA 7 AR o [ I 450 25t o 32 R R B A R
KB S TTSZMR] , PR A AR SR LR X B TR A Sl I, 74 BRI A3l A iy
AT REMCENERE P, D8 DS ML E I P AR

=, GISHBIRAE O SCHA O AN IE 1 B A

(— )T PR 5 SCHR [ 85t

TR AEARMY FA A AR T, G AR AR — B S IS TR, AR S AT ST Ak T 2R B
Beo FAr=7 5 i AR U AR WAL — B, IR AR IS 32 2 A4 38 RIS 8 S W AH 5
WFFE LRSS AH ST FE AR G AR RN I T — 2 R 5T

1. 4B RS B BN AR ST

UTSEAER , GG R B S IX PRS2 B 7o T TR OGTE , S TR [l i BAy
BRI AE , S ERS S R PT LR AR A0 T LR TR AR A o B SRR 400 525 R S
RIS = AR ST I A THHL2 RS AT MR ASE 3 TS ST SR, 2R
A SCHRIF A T L — A58 A BIBF S 45 R 3R W R TS & S BUE S i S0 (Van
Dyne#fLePine, 1998; Whiting=5, 2008 ) , 47 ABIFFE 45 A W2 W 53 T3R5 X Sl iAd 8o 35 1
MR (Huang?F , 2018 ), 34 HIBFSE N AN R B RS 22 T RE 2 B EURN R R S0 45 2R
(Burris, 2012 ) . Seibert=5 (2001) FAIFFE I e BRI % T HEHE KR AN TH Al REMEAT B 1) B2 o XoF
TR A RTHIRAN , BUA SCRRAE AR FE T Bk sl b MR, SCp e sl e B RS 3 T RER
FN G H AT BER A (Burris, 2012 ) o U FE L2 U 20 310 1Y —F S, (B RIS

IO PR TR I, A A2 T REAL R T AR AR A A% 28 S A B A5 0 JOBE (Chiaburu s, 2013),

FEFEIR RIS LT GRS B ol (R B o IR R 4 ) (el 24500 (n 25 B R ) 46 (F & 48,
2001 ),
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2. RUGHAHICAH S

Y AR 3 R U SO AT BN O T AT TS8O 5G4 2. (London, 2003 ) o 3K
PR AT G TR U B2, [ 25 S SO 48 B R R B 28, RO S i — N 2
EHTH, EReEH I T T SRR B AR, IHEE 5 T S L f-ib 5 i 26 H AR R RE—
o RBTH I SCHR , JEHOE S 205 A T AR SR A JC Y SCHRRE 8 A R A T3 2 45
IR HERI DR T, 3X FE AR BAE X S0 4 DRI 1 L L (Kim, 2018 ) o N B b 35645 17 THT
S T — A NSRS D7 , PR RS 48 PR %) B R AR Bl B T3 s ik, £ i S 15t
RSN T X — H bR SR TAE TAE A U AN bk G 25 25 £ i S it , BRI el L 47y
Tl S 1t A8 A5 51 by T4 52 TG B T IR 4 s A8 45 28 0 d 28 o 00 S5 R AT A 302 900 3 %o
B TR B — A s st , Kim (2018) F1XHZ BRI 1 900 ISR W S X Rk 51 TR
B AR i (Y52, 0T TR R AR T A BRI B S H AR i 4P OC R S 00 T R
R T 0T SRR S | (A A AN B 3 HAOR IR S 1 W] ReME  BFT 4 R 3R, S HE IR A
TE DUFP SIS - B2 A4 4H R (rejection totality ) . iZ2 Wi (diagnosticity ) . A PRUS M (interpersonal
sensitivity ) FIX1 i) (7] (bilateral inquiry ) , FerPEE R PEFE R 28020 51 T A9 AR R 5 000% 1 A PR
OB T AR R A5 AT I 2 AE 1] 5]

T34, HABAR A A AR S AR R R S A — i R, BRI R 1R

F1 EXBERENTSERESHET

S SCHRK IR X 4B SR IR

vl ooy, TEIRPETA U AL S AR L, B 4, B
BRI Oy HGAN A g AR M P it
MacGeorge(2013);  DCATITANdiscount) I et AEICHT ) RLSE 4 R A ALY
MacGeorge(2015) FRIE P nA B R R Rk TR 441
Kassing (2009 )R B A3 3H X 4 = Fh2 R TR N« H 25w i
Ji7 (BT RS H 25 G 330D 5 H 2500 1 (BRI RS H 25
iy Kassing(2000); BBEAR DR S0 ) FIAE IR S5 B (-8 DR 237 )  Garner (2016 ) MU %
Garner(2016) LTS I AT TRFSE , 2 B E LRI B S TP T
B TR TR SRR 4 AL e A5 IV B SR A
FA BRI T SR BRI 5 P i
IR - 15 B 08 B FR 0o WA 1 125 B A 0 ) 00
OB A B R R BB A OB LR 5 (32
McGuire(1985); 3% ) MU SRSt IR FA 11 % , B3 T 7 LS — R 9
YR Petty 15 g, AT ARSI |40 S B A B A AL B BB R A £ 2 1

Cacioppo(1986) EBH UTHERR TI0R R BB A2 I X FERE 2 H B
A2, X USCR AN BRAE R, JU) AT B A2 21 40 A K, X n] e 4
TR —

GBI  ARIE A ST TR B

PR R DR S P 2 X B RN G e il JBE ) — b Bk STl o 2068 FOAl B3 T R
JRUHRST TH B3 A 6, DR ME R AT R — o PAT A 57 5 2% B ~F A A ZH U O AEfr , A
AT I REN T HERF S R MITE DR T I RO SEHtRT 2457 SR (A Wy s A 7125 ) iy
BeG  (EIF AN A A B AL A T BRGSO RE ) AT R, IR ] fE S BE R ( Garner, 2016 )
IR HF RSS2 T BB N IR I A B rIATPEMIHE DR, i WAL TREAS 25 T3 i ek
155, WRERSLE 03 TR AR Py ], AT iR AR A9 RS i (Kim, 2018 ) o 734, i
TURE X BRI PR A, b mT BRI 5 46 X048 B BB ) 19 B 5E (Burris , 2012) A BRE FTRESN T
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WD B R AN IR ZEP S AR FE R (Guntzviller fliMacGeorge , 2013 ; Fast%,2014) .
25 FRrR S R — AN 2o AT A &, Kim (2018 ) 3258 AT 3 SR WS AR A7 e X FE iR R4 7 F
5%, AWK AT 302 E A R SCHE I, A S AR RO 400 535 R 1 G- 47 F B AR AL
JE XTI 5 AT R s DO st A T HE R A 74 o

() HREER

Jost&E (2003 )42 1 T S MLAT S HIRL A R B HE AR LU B B & R BIA TR ST 32 SCThAS ] )
O FRBHLA ] AT B SN L S — 45 5 BOA IS 3 SCO LR AH G Ay 28
WAL BRI T e R A8 2 B SRR T LUN = KHS 10 S5 DL - 1 AR 22 S B
(personality and individual differences) AL FIFF7E 7 K B (theories of epistemic and
existential needs) E N RFIEE RS B AR B 1) B JUE B4 S BUA BES (socio-political
theories of ideology as individual and collective rationalizations ) . SHL#E 2 A IR A f e 1T AT
R EGAIRST 2 SR SRR, RIE AT RAgdi/ D224 AR FERIANA 1 5 P LA kE S A8 A PSRRI
BE 5 T LU VHET A BRAL BEAR RS N Z 8] 0 AN -4 o 3l o A4S B HAA  IOf &
JostBF NG T ARSF 32 SN TRl {HURH B OIS A A% 0o D7 1T = (1) % 228 85 ) 4G RPN B X 25
2 5 (2) b S S5 AN 5 N2 A AR SRS Jost RNt 4[] S5 55 1) 1 3 B S LFE BOIE {5 A 45Tk
Y F B, (H AR AR AR RGP 5 0 R %% DI AH ¢ (Chiaburu®, 2013 ), B B2 /2,
JostZ N FH A BEIE FL0 BRAG B8 AT LR YA — 8 2 BUA PR BT, B e AT 48 s 9 sh AL
SN B T2 (IS FHPE T DU 3T B 53 A 4 W PR R It R e i e
A

LA SN A T = A — Ak sh AL . A s HL (epistemic motive) AF7ESIHL
(existential motive ) FIE I A SHL (ideological motive ) (Jost5s, 2003 ) o INAHIZIALIN A AR
PO B3 T2 AR <5 EH1E” (need to know ) FITER B AY A FISHAIL S B A TR 3R 15
B A A T X, IS AR S B A7 70 15 UMM ST 1 52 2= A 1) SR AL AL
SN B S R 2 1) o BRI DA R S AR T S IR AN B 1 ARG AR R = e R
P RS I 2 AR AE B LA AL B 1 X S5 G T AN 2 A8 A DG i e M e 2R TR R,
B Z R T X [ BARYR [ 29 567 (Chiaburu:, 2013 ) o BB S S HLEAE L Z T 4
B (SR P RS SEAE (R ), B IR T AL & S BCBE LKA BRI R O ARG
SNCE R S| T A N 1 O R 23 A e S W o = U S = B o s ] 282 Lol 297 N i 9 B 1
EATTEME S EOE A ey, B o e AT 25 2 [m ) R 5, RIS 3RS ff  F A0 2R 9.0 38 5 &
(Jost%,2003) TR AT INRIBIAL FELESIHLANE UL A ShHLEENE 5 BY 3R AT 50 4 b PR A Ry A1
LT E ST R R AR RN, PRA A0 A R T B TG AR 5 AR AR RO
LR BN o AU ) B

=. GSHERI A S AR

AR SCHIEE T G FE R A S S A RY , IR 4005 B E IR 32 3 F A 28
&L SR R A B A R i 2 SR A L T RV bl SO — R ZU RAT
e T M R AR BRI (Van Dyne#ilLePine, 1998 ; F 1%, 2018) LI Rk Ky
SERAL S, BT BRI — R IR AR, R AR SR J&— Rl et , 53 k= 15 2 51
Kt (Liangs5,2012) o R BAT PR , & S (045 BUIR ™= A= 28 4k, 25 10400 5 25 3] Jgl
(Burris,2012) . 53 4h, BAR 01 TR E BIPIRIE R T 88 TAEMA SR, B E X RGP T
J5 = RE S RAT X LH LU R 25 SRAT B A TR R B AEA 1 , RS 1Y St # e &2 B R 2

P A LAEWR: 2T ShHLAL 2R Fo LA o B

/1



/2

A PR AR o R B PR LA R B AN G R A U 2 ST A L AN AR, 25
PR A AN E VA ) S HIL RIS AL AFAE SRR S iL) , #1221,
M-S B RN o A SCHR B Jost S5 A (2003 ) B S HLFE 20 A RIS, SR AR TREE IR SIAL |
FAESIHLRE UL S, IF A EEIE LA ok Se Sy bR G fi 52 o 405 2 %) B3 T30 4 ZRLA AN
AbHE

AL
gL
TR WEE B E
RS i
GRTEH R P
SR \\\\\\\m FHAERDAL W R
R TR B £ 25 ‘
Kb B R > s > SEER
B
- BB
RS HEXRE
MR
SRR B X

E1 SSERNHVLESIAEE

(—)INFIBHL

INFIBIHLEZ IR 2 (5 B AL BRI 9 77 =X, INHISC P 75 2E (need for cognitive closure ) FIZ5 4
7% (need for cognitive structure )2 IAHBIHLAIAZ L SIALI & (JostSE, 2003 ) o TAHIDC A 7 22
FE XA 0] Ay B AR AR WA 24 22 TR B, RO 8 IR 28F 28 TS 2 AN A 1Y L2 N\ IR skl
B WIAT Y (Kruglanski, 1989 ) o RIS A5 B 1] T T4 7 BV HOK AR 58, Wt 3, ARG
P i — P, A4 A TR HISER , HL4% 74 U X R T AS S B s 174 G P4 LA B 1
A RAE R I EE LA R B 2 T A B AN A 2 P AN AOR : (Kruglanski S5, 2007 ) , BRI T2 X6 A8 4k
JRREIANET AR o Bl DA I DG P T L BK By () 8053 B A 4 T A TRV, AN A BB 19 58 AT 55
(05 2B 12 0 PR AR B & A B3 (Chiaburu®:, 2013 ) , (R TT23 5% B 7E S BRI 53 TR 5 1
FEBR L o 534, LAATE A 5 396 I DA RN G PAT 28 55 1 0 A 5 i AR 268 2 ULl 25 EL A AH DG OC &R
(Kruglanski&¥, 1993 ) o PRUHCAS SCHR H A OG5 28 5 40U HE IR IEAH DG OC R

INFNZE R T ZE T R 2 M A TR AR A 5 1 5 5 Sl i 0 =X A IR s M e i A
2N A Ot A s — A L B 2 T AR A TE S S rh S Er AT
PR A 2 (R4 25 BAR BRI DA R 2354 P B A R R FH A AR X B A A A 0 B D T
kTR A AR —F B (Neuberg fllNewsom , 1993 ), REAEAR i 1 i 2 AT TN NIRRT
3K o PRI TN JH 45 P e B, ol A5 A B o) 0 s e T A RO PR 25 58, AN A BE O AT T304 A
PRI RE) o 53 TR R A0 3 P T 0 A A 1 AR AR 9] 35 1R Ok 3k S i3 A A R
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SERL BE I HUGE IR FE , PRI 2 S S T6r i 5 A K] o JostSE N (2003 ) 4 A FN Z5 49 75
FLERSY F CBEA MW  IEAR G, L SRR BUIR o R A SCHE H I 2540 75 22 5 40 S E R A
IEAHR KR

ANHff E P FILEE (uncertainty avoidance ) 2T FIBIHLAY B 2L PN 25 2 — Hofstede (1980 )# H T
SCAR A A B RS, FLA AL S AN P AR — EE SR AR i, B SO — S X AN
PRSI G B8 B Sl Bl AR B, AT 233 e 7 B 22 1E R AR 240 % B R AR &l iR
SR FREAN 2 IS BE o FE S SEAF 58 T, A TR AN P RN A AE T B A it 2 50fk
JETFEAMA)Z A AE 22 5 (Jung MK ellaris , 2004 ; X1 302445, 2012) AEAMAZ 1 L, A
8 TR AR AN S P ISR 5 4 JR )l I %) R o v AN e R e (14 4905 2 7 I X
AT TR A I B 25 B RS A ) AR R e TAERRF A/ D T AR 22, IRMEA E AN
PR AT A, B0 TR PR S TRDO 51 TR, 400535 JC T A 0 i 75 2 ) U0 257 4
FHAFE RS BRI (5 AN R ) 8502 S VR R AR TR I o R I, R SO HH A e e
HOUFH R IEA R

(ZOFETEBINL

AEAE S A0 T8 X T4t SR8 v B9 Br B 3l mT R b A AT 1% B 3 A0 (B H
B AE TAEREE A o 2R3k H 25 @i (threat to self-esteem ) (Chiaburu, 2013 ) B 51 T
FXTLLUT 5, AT B SR S Y B A N UM A 80538 AT T B O R B
FA A R IR RS, 51 TR S AT eS80 B X2 X A C T AERE ) SR A
AR 5T EE NPk K (Burris, 2012) , 23 g2 AT 0 17 FR3Z%E S48 LA K TAE My 3R
S5 X AR RT3 1 H BRSO T F FR B R A (Fastd$,2014) . Staw 55
(1981)F8 H , AMAA Rk g Jilp 16 107 Xof 13 4 3 A A Ak b S50 SR 1) S o7 A ik /0 g iy , 3k 86 2.
IF 3 H SRR T ARAEXT O B 2R PG o DRI R T IR 5 UM, 40 S SR e o [ FR AR RN
H IR MR I, R 2/ E AR R N o PR, AR SCHE [ 25 -5 400 40 0 2 8] 522 TE AH
KRHR

A7 £ 55 (regulatory focus ) %M B2 FAR A R A8 A 25 AR 5 2 i s ), /Sl —F
LI, TR AE e SALA) BN 45 2 — (Higgins, 1998 ; Josta5, 2003 ), 7 2 s BIE X 43 T
PR R T B, — R R AR SR AR, R AR A AR S, ) — Rl B A R AR
S RTELE A TR LS5 AR TP I35 £ i ) A PR W ) T2 SRR, T S AR 3 £ A Y
AMATE A ] A2 12 4 (Higgins, 1998 ) o oy B AEV I 8 15 £5 il i 9013 8 T DG T AR s RIS &2
KB F AR IR B R U217 LA R A UL, 3 55 T AR SS 5 0 mT 10 DA o R T 7 T X6 51
TR I AT T2 T 2 0GR TP BB B i TR S LA SCRT Re i R i R SBR[ AN
SEMEFE I, BRUIAE AR RSN o Jost S5 A (2003 )t 48 H , = B A 1 15 £ 5 A9 AR 2t
FER AR AR 5 B AR AR A S ARSF 32 OO BEIE A DG o PRI , AR SCHR H B A o 15 £ 0 5 4
FHERBIEALKR,

B A AR W (defensive pessimism ) 7% B FIURUBS A% 55058 T A4 B O RS> H 2500
JIE R ) — AN SRS, T2 A8 AT RS 85 Hh 2 i AN U SEBR A B2, I X 3 e B i
IR ZE R B2 (Norem Ml Cantor, 1986 ) o 5558 I+, IMA S 18 21|1R 22 WE BB S0 ) A 38 AR
TETE R WO BB IG5 , EA B AR LA A A 25 150 B TR A S e A i B FnbR ik AR 4 B
CL A RE 1 A E FRA M (Martin®, 2003 ) o 51 TR 5 HA BRERPE R & M, B SR T4 1ok
— 7 A BN , Yo B AR AR UL ) S5 2 SRR T O TR AR O T, Ry 1R IR R
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el 1R, AT 2% 1 U AR A B R I W] R SR A A RIS R &5 5L, BRI At AT T8
Al BRI TAERRT S8 T AR, AR M (LB TR0 0 2 4 S R AR SCHRE HH 95 S0 0 5 43
SRR EIEAC KR

(=) EIHIERTIL

Z B VUE S SIHLIT RSN A AAT 25 35T A O S5 0 SRR R, AT TG 22 55 I A v A E
) ABRASE2E (JostZE,2003 ), 414 e 511 (social dominance orientation ) . A PR%5 2% A 22
(interpersonal hierarchy expectations ) FgAY & X (authoritarianism )& E FUE B SHLE .04
A A S I R AR A A B O AR R N AL T ST b A, DA B R B T AR AR ) R
(Pratto®F, 1994 ) . = #+ 23 S L5 1) MRS ) T e e sl it 246 AT T 25 38 A OO0 R
A PR 03 1) S TRE IS, DA RO SRR A O A, DRI At A 0t 1) T Ak 3 30T R ) S 9 45 01
FRH AR ELAG R 2 S T 1) 18 800 5 S s R AT TG i 8 SZ B A, A B AtbAT ] =2 [ b 57 )
ANEE AN TR AR 12 0T 5 4 sl b it fl 7] 1) A €830 A (Chiaburu$,2013 ) o 2 TR F J&—
Pl E R _E AYAE  IXT RS AR T A A TR T AR A, 45 A O SRR
R S T BUMERT, Ry T AR R M AN T AR IR IE R, AT 2 AR R R N . 5 b, B
A2 O ) A B B AU B T B R RE AR AfE RIS A2 0 T
5 (MorrisonFlIRothman, 2009 ) o PRl AR SCH R 425 S C e ] 5 400 4R IR IEAR DG G &R

NBREE G B R RN BR B s BRI R i BB AR BOE S LS5, & B AT
FEEIEFERIE R I SFE R EE L EE (Mast, 2005 ) 38 AN BREEGIFER R MAIA AN R R A T 1
AR 26 AN A 04 £ 6 sGT8O B2 s B AT 00 b A5 A A2 o A AT To R A AR 1 51 =2 1]
TEAL D) SR sl o7 b ) 22 5, WHEEAE [ O SRR R B 22 1) 6 — F 3 EL#E 25 (Chiaburu®s,
2013) HA APRAFHHIEB ST N H O 5 @ Z MR 2SR A5 T s
Z A L S A P C 2R, DR AAT T =2 1) 1 5 R b 201 52 B S AU VR b A5 i3k 22 46
F 25 03 TR 5 K B iR 4 5 252 A BT BUIRE oot B THA AR
LGB AT N T AU RSB TR, FTHE T AU ) AT, (A5 40 52 I AU ) 32
BoEcHb Az b1 22 A8/, 5 8 Z A A R OC 22 52 B Rl , BRI T2 H PR iz o PR ik
ARSCHE N PRAFHEE 540 SRR 2 IEA R R

JA E S A B A AR T« s IR 3 000 ] 0 60 AS 8 ) B i 2 7K 5 5% FE (Timming 1
Johnstone, 2015) , B LI 5 fi b AN 2 25 10 L4k J7 X LR 4% Tl 9 158 Jg i B0 22 7 — 2
(Jost35,2003) FE TAES I ST, AL T % T J& iy e XA g Az il , A 22 T R 20 &
BEHIR A , A AT T 1] T 2 FR PSR FNEL )  A T, X S RE I AEE FURTTA K TIEie A
B, SHE AR TBOR AR 5 T @ AU LA A O RS FIRUE0E & (25 fig
H,2018) 0 51 TR F & —Fh AT, BRIR T RS 00 Va8 AR, Bk T T e sk il
RS, AFASHAAT X T8 A e o4 1) 52 B U A PR AR o 51 TR B 2 5D 7R 36 X SR AN
T, B VR AL SR A TEATE 3 S I 21 G2 T XA 1400 R e T B S5 B , 2 XA 401 e A
PR AR (Burris, 2012) , P TABATT 25 HHE RS . 75 41, Fay FllFrese (2000) & BB 32 SCH A
FEEUUE B O AR B SRR S TAEGIH = 2488 PR AR SCH A 3 5 9005
FEREIEACR R,

(VT )IAFNBIHIL A BR B R 2R

1 AMERFIE

AR 22 AR A 5 B 7 UL R SR AR S HL ™ A B0 (Jost s,

SNEIZ G (F4A2EF8H)



2003 ; Chiaburu%$,2013 ), ARAFI0K & BH T R A FRAHEEE (managerial self-efficacy ) F1Z2 5
FFHcHE: (openness to experience ) FIFEF .

L IRALAE B AR O T B X B RS N BT A B ) 58 BUE 55 LA B B AR M5 &
(Fast®§,2014) . A = 8 HH A FRAUARIR A G2 M5 A O 7ERRE 1658 BRI 8 3 T 7 1 A A
TR I A O RE I X4 A 51 748 il (Wood F1Bandura, 1989 ) , PRI At AT X AN ff g 14 245
B DL R R MY I A A R 2 28R 78 5 ST r ik 72 vb o1 a] REARAR AR BB 8 LA Bl
O S bGP I B St ], I/ 3 A FR AL AR 4 T WA A O = W SR A S B
J1, i 1A B A O TR A A 55 R S5 2 B SR A2 19 (Anseel 45,2015 ) /S48 51 TGS B T30
RIS R v e B A A e M (H A B A IRARE I A AR A C A BRI R
I, LRSS A AR T7 10 R 534, m A A RARR I ST E U A A R A
RS RORA SE 0 VR T L 248 A2 BRI RE T , RIAE 5 F 8 B sl i 8 rh 23z 3

BV E RS ARAE B TR BRI AY AT WX N BRAS A P A A 1 FRAH S5 B S D UK,

A5 A A M E 52 BB (Fast?F,2014) . 53 4b, im F FRBRE R A 4 F A R BL I B0

AR IR AL Z BB , B S AU A F 3R AE T AU T LA SE S Mg A 7 Bl 4

IBEN A E LA ARTZ A @R, SR A T A SRR AT T SO AR O3S B 2O TE
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Why do Leaders Reject Voice: An Explanation Based on a
Motivated Social Cognition Perspective

Han Yi, Xiao Sufang

(School of Business Administration, Zhongnan University of Economics and Law, Wuhan 430073, China)

Summary: Employee voice is critical to organizational survival, development and success. Being
able to get high quality information from employees is the largest and most valuable asset for
organizations. Although employee voice is an important contributor to organizational effectiveness,
leaders’ responses to voice can be positive (e.g. voice-taking) or negative (e.g. voice rejection). And
even compared with taking voice, leaders are more likely to reject voice. Voice is open to interpretation
and different leaders can respond differently to voice event because of the personal subjective cognition.
In order to better understand why and when leaders will reject voice, this paper constructs a motivated
social cognitive model based on the perspective of motivated social cognitive framework, which can
explain in detail how different motives related to psychological conservatism lead to voice rejection.
Because voice rejection is a new research topic, there is no clear and definite expression about it at
present. Therefore, this paper firstly explores the connotation of voice rejection from related literature of
leaders’ responses to voice and feedback and defines voice rejection from the perspective of actor
purpose. It refers to a kind of behavior that leaders express aversion to or resist voice in order to
maintain self-esteem and authority. Subsequently, this paper reviews motivated social cognitive
framework and constructs a motivated social cognitive model of voice rejection, which explains in detail
the effects of epistemic motives (i.e. need for cognitive closure, need for cognitive structure and
uncertainty avoidance), existential motives (i.e. threat to self-esteem, regulatory focus and defensive
pessimism) and ideological motives (i.e. social dominance orientation, interpersonal hierarchy
expectations and authoritarianism) on voice rejection. And then, it discusses driving factors of the three

kinds of motives from personality characteristics (i.e. managerial self-efficacy and openness to
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experience) and contextual factors (i.e. climate for inclusion and time pressure). Some propositions are
proposed: epistemic motives, existential motives and ideological motives are positively related to voice
rejection; managerial self-efficacy is negatively related to epistemic motives and existential motives, and
the two kinds of motives mediate the relationship between managerial self-efficacy and voice rejection;
openness to experience is negatively related to epistemic motives, existential motives and ideological
motives, and the three kinds of motives mediate the relationship between openness to experience and
voice rejection; climate for inclusion is negatively related to epistemic motives, existential motives and
ideological motives, and the three kinds of motives mediate the relationship between climate for
inclusion and voice rejection; time pressure is positively related to epistemic motives, existential motives
and ideological motives, and the three kinds of motives mediate the relationship between time pressure
and voice rejection. Finally, future research directions are discussed, such as exploring the mediating
role of motivated cognitive factors in the relationships between personality characteristics, contextual
factors and voice rejection through empirical study, discussing the effect of other motivated cognitive
factors on voice rejection and the interaction effect of personality characteristics and contextual factors,
and exploring antecedents of voice rejection from other theoretical perspectives.
Key words: voice rejection; epistemic motives; existential motives; ideological motives
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