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Abstract

The workplace incivility has attracted widespread attention from researchers. Previous re-
searches mainly focused on the targets and instigators of incivility; few studies focused on wit-
nesses. Based on important domestic and international studies in recent years, this paper syste-
matically combs the theoretical basis, cognitive and affective mechanisms, and influencing factors
of onlooker responses to workplace incivility. In general, the behavioral responses of bystanders
mainly include punishment of the instigators, aid to the victim, and avoidance of the situation. The
related research mainly uses two methods: critical incidence technology and virtual situation ex-
periment. Factors that affect bystander behavior can be divided into three categories: cognitive
factors, individual characteristics and organizational factors. Recommendation to future re-
searchers can be provided, including exploration of the mechanism of bystander behavior in
depth, log research, laboratory experiments, and the factors that influence bystander behavior,
related moderator and mediation variables. We aim to help provide suggestions for the formula-
tion of management policies in future.
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TAEZFTALAT A (workplace incivility) H 28 22T E <E, UESTAEZEEF TIRAUT AN RZEE
MSLHEE, SXFNEMFTARBD . ACETIEERENSEZRSZUER R, X TSR EAT A
WE RSB RERM . ME50AHH . BRERETRGRE. SERE, FUENTARNEES
T LHE . BB EH. BEER=M, MXHAEZRARBEABOR MM E SR A7 it
1T BMFEWETANERTHAGER. MAHEMARFR=K. KRBT ATRAE N FHE
ITRRIPENS], REHSHASEREFAETE, HERTRBMFWETANEREMERAT.
NZE, NEEBERKH ERN R,

XKiEid
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1. 51§

TAES R TCALAT 2 — oAb N B H bR i 5ol 35 KSR BEBRBAT N, 1247 R 0 B b i v
I H 500 T 24 (R HR I B Y A 35 7Y (Andersson & Pearson, 1999). TAEM AT IEALAT /& — it il 7 7E FT HR
WA, REVFREH, TG TEAT AR AR H ARG R . 208 3 oA [F) S5 2 0
AT NG, B W% P Bt (Totterdell et al., 2012). 17 Hbf T4 £ KUK 5 428 48 1V LR S A
(N R e

T R ZHTCALAT AR AELER 5 WA TESHIIE LT, HIGALAT RS 55 & 1RO 3R ANAT A3 s i,
R AR E TR EM . P, K2 DIE SCAF B FIE B A B R B, Bt 7055 I % G
AT NG RS, LI G = RN St 7055 0 AT RN, A S Sl 5 FIAME 32 3 s B
WERTEALAT It 55003 7 A T AR IS AT NG SR AW 7T B AR LA [l B AR 7, e LAt b
BB RS I 7T R T -
2. TRIDEA
2.1 BXAFER

T8 TR SR DU TP B TE S N 2, DO MATE SR AFARE gt &8 T AFA S, AT
SRR B, AR NIRRT SRBA TR A 3 (O Reilly et al., 2016).

BB RN, B A TEEAT R 5] K 55 WA 131 OB (Ciaramidaro et al., 2018), ¥
T 10 & (Anterior Insula, A% [X (Feng et al., 2016), #1555 W& RBUT N T TRATE AT N MRS
KVELESE A s, B A TR ST 92 (Lu & McKeown, 2018). MHCHTFT R, AR ILIE R &
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MNFE AT BERE A 542 A RIS, XM ¢ RIEAF M4 2 I SR it o2& — 80, BdExTIE X
BEREE . 20 1E SOk 2> FeAE (Matthew et al., 2019). Takamatsu (2018)ik &, FL4% o] it 2 Tl
BATLNGE FIPEA 2T R MR, E SO B ER H05 5 R AL AT A 26, Bilhnid B % as (Winter et al,
2017). fEHZH, WFFCR TR BRI 2 3L 815 (Holt et al., 2017). >4 N @ #52 fi i & it
B, WRAURE RGN, A TR AmELE < T, ElE%2 EF-(Young et al., 2017). 40
ROV E R 24 EIILEAOCH, WMol T 8 IS A (A1 AH (Troth et al., 2018) . 3t
1 SRR BRI\ AT N 2 [ AF7EAH 2 (Gantiva et al., 2018). {H Blair (2018) Wi 7L iow, 3
175 X0 TE A AH SCAT NI AR AEAS [ L, ARG 3D 0 v B R I B A, Bede v 5 At A 1) 5%
B2 ) 240, DA TR IR TR A T 7 2 B o

2.2. \ERAEHIER

15 B 318 (Affective Events Theory, AET) N,  TAE H I BB AR 1 4R B AP RH . 1) 15
SNE, A5G N B R MA IS E ST N . 1% AT NI SRR AR R 4 — P B
A 28 I BB RANMAR 4Ty, RIS KUK B 4T A (affect-driven behaviors); —Fl i s 175 48 S 87 20 M 1)
AP, BEmsmAMARAT A, BRI EX 547~ (judgment-driven behaviors). AIF 7T & E, PR [E] 1 X ) Fh
1H 4 5B NAT N 184G B35 IEAE S (M54, 2017). Ebtn, TE7IE L% BE AT DB RERL I P 2% Bh A AT, 18
FEHETR - FT LA A W 25 (0 5% R (Erreygers et al., 2017). [F)151% 2 2 (R ANMAo0r SR Bh 8 IR S i o, #6177 %
BN AAT R, TEXA SRR BRI RIS S . TN PCEZ R T/ MR A B A EEAT A, T MR
KRR 2, MRS AMERCE ERAT A .

FHRMG TR, BT ER AT, ST A — R 51 RS S 4 PR A DG SR 56 it
% (feedback-related negativity, FRN; Enge et al., 2017). ifij H.52 0 & B K P, FRN g stk
(Mothes et al., 2016) . A FIELENLHI I AR 22 0 7838 B 55 038 1 & S1AT A S I8 A TR B MG (MR & 5 8]
BT, 2011). fHBR T RESTSCHEH LLAL, S50 tHn] ReRBUT AR HE, DAMEZHEEN T {CREEA
*F(O’Reilly & Aquino, 2011). Lotz et al. (2011)48H, HILFAEBLE T IIRAE ., ERAMRZEE 2 0] LU
W55 W AMEAT . TETERURW S5 T AMEAT =4 (Mitchell et al., 2015), van Prooijen et al. (2010)
SR, BARKZECFEFHE AR RSP rEY, ERVURMAET REH ST A a2 Ui
A AT DA S5 W 1B S se i, 1] DM M Bh el E A M2 3 .

R, ANE NGB IIRIE R TE AR, #RIN v 55 AR N e AL BB 2 51 AR T A 28
T AR 48 55 55 A AT IR N B T IR . (B2, MR AFERETZUENIBRES, H
L EEE TS A AT AR E AR, BRIURSL, FHMFIC T RE AR WIS AR . Rtk
b, BRI 1T St AR 52 T s ZE LR T — B0 PRS2 1R 18 DT R AIAMEAT N &R R 15
THER, ERNAAF A TARIRIEE R 2 A F PSSR HEAS R R, 2 MR SRR R 2 5
Se ) {1, Ay AT IR AT
3. EMETHA

IRAEE CAFHW, HHARRAIEFEEBHRAPH AT, MUERHHL AT R RZMATE CHIARK,
RABMAIEHL F LY, HBEONEE R M IIMER I — 0. UG BT AR, A= tE—f
AR RIT R, IS4 RN, RIS AT ok B IE LA F(O'Reilly et al., 2016). 7£
F BT A G, AT DA BRI 1R 55 08 2 14T 9 (third-party intervention):  #& 1) S 5 A5 Bl
ZEE AL, FHE M S E AT NS E R AR R . BN LT e s, H B
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ZEHBAALIEME, Fril, R IEFEETIE R TR, MAS M T RIENAAT N HA S
AT N RME— IR I , M A -G St 1007 B H O AFREN (U AR AR &5 4, 2019).

W& IR B R R, BEFTE WIT AR 008 55 W (M AMEAT AR IS ST AT A E M N L] B2 m] . A
fMRI BT R B, AMEAT ARSI AT NS 1 -5 RIS B 25 DA O i XU SCIR A4 (bilateral striatum),
R PIINAT A W] BE A SRR R P43l {H2, Yang et al. (2015) IR F R B, 55 & I AMEEAT
AE AT N EAFAEA F I 45 - 7255 0 REUMEAT NI, B 1 XU SCIRIER, A AT A 52 2 (IPFC)
WAROE 1 S AT S N, B RSO, B 0 R B e O AR K 2= (rPEC) A P A i
#H B¢ 2 (vmPFC). Stallen et al. (2018)K] fMRI BFFE A IL, AHEL TAMEAT Y, FESTAT 9 Re s 50 KRR R A
TSR 4K (ventral striatum), X 3d B ORI H 55 22 AR SC ROLEIAR Sede £ 1 165047 .

TEH LGS T, B WA T T HLOMMR (2 ) W 2 IcALAT NG BIAT N IR FE WSS H 2L 57
THTALT NG, B0 H AU AR, AU B Sz, AR S b H A A AR A
HEI AR JE (Porath et al., 2010). BEIEFTBEMINAT THEAT N =TT HAMERZ T . A L AR
17N TR 32 H FH IR AT A5 R ERAMEAT R8T 32 FH S, R EFEEH A E
ZOCFHERTE S, W s U 55 AT BIAMEAT IR IAE MRS T 32 3 S m K/ B (Hershcovis
& Bhatnagar, 2017).

FRUbZ AN, Ho5 B N N2 HFHHNZZ B TCALN RN, SR ALAT NI 55 M 2R B, K
B = B 55 W 2R T HERT =2 3 35 (Mitchell et al., 2015). X FqEIBEAAIRRS T, B TTLIT N
BT R T5 M, SEbR B R X R HH W R ALT Y, SRR HE IR, BRI H
TAEW L.

4. SN E=

W AT BRI /N 5 R R, DRI T AL AT il A B AR AT 55 W BT B T . AR LT 7T
BVEEBTFUICALAT b St M52 Z B sh A& AR, IEERIE O L IJT U6 1R 55 WL 14T %k
B, A5 ME KA AT NN BILALT NE) K B L2+ (Mitchell et al., 2015). 3@ Id%E LA
FERTTUHIREL, S0 55 WL AT 9 IR R 3R HERT Ay =28

41. I\HEZE

4.1.1. EZRYM

HE 0555 7 A2 Fi8 T %o — AN AR B A (RN EFR AR [ B4 I S, MR T BE A HE 52 AN [ I e e b o %o T 5%
M HIAT N, CAMERTR R Z R HESEEAT Y, 208 T HURMESE . Liu etal. (2017) R FEt bG 1 7RI A
REZR AN AR L R 55 A AT MRS . B FC RN, TEBVRAESE T, 55 R BT TAT A i) J L E R4 9% (1)
WK T UEHELE T IOAT N 4 AE R —HEZE b 50t L 55 00 A4S ST N AAMEEAT I, ZEMR 2R HEZE R,
A PG S 1 LR R, (HAEB AR SE R AR T TR ECMEAT . Ak, 55 WHTEAME
AT RRIE AT PSR B A A R TEIRGESAESL N, BT N R S HUR TAMEAT ;T
TEBVRAEZE R, FMEAT AL RN ESHHE 2 .

4.1.2. INFIINIiEE

17 R LAy A B ok 3 (reflexive and intuitive) i A1 5 (reflective and deliberative) 2 87, — & FT# 1]
PR IR, JE RO IN, HR A B R S M 2 IR ZU A AT, AT ROV AR
SFERIZICAFETT A, 2016). LAFERFFE I, #58h. 1R ERIMbAT oK 2 2T B 50 U Bi(Hu et al., 2015),
T 7 31 5 22 (12 S B 20U BE (Artavia et al., 2017), 33X 36 B 55 00 & A STAT A AT REVE & B A= A 0N T
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Fio FERBUETT NG R, SSUFE G AR E 2 . BT LAT VR, =R, W
B B S R &, (R SIAT T B S A R, RS 2 s B RS S R
YRR (Yang et al., 2018). F34b, EIRGE T STt & AR S FPRE R B —FhRIMAT Sy, EAIRIR T T A A
Flas, MioBERERBERIETT N A A& EHE, 2019).

TN RS, AMARTE BB A A% (cognitive control) e B2t b 58 (11 4 A& 75 2 4, 2019).
ISR 8RR 1 ] B O AR ATy, DUSEILAR K B bR 68 71(Crone & Steinbeis, 2017). >k A fixi
RUBF AR 2o, BRI RIAT 9 51 A i BRABTAH 52 A7 (FRN) B 5 3R 15 AR FERH S, (H FRN FJ
5 55 0 3 B 28 WA 5147 v 2 T 30 95T S22 A 2 (Mothes et al., 2016) . XU, 177 HAB R &R 19
WAB G AIESAT A Z KRR, NG Re st A48 7 EZMER (A AR&INETE, 2019). £ B H
¥ (Transcranial Direct Current Stimulation, tDCS)HJF 738 i # k-5 A K04 i 5% 2 A0 < 1 15 A M i A7 - [X
i (Dorsolateral Prefrontal Cortex, dIPFC)i)3&i5l, FEAEA M ATAN S84 TR EEAMAR A T14T . IESE
WS S0 T BRIl R 5%, 2019).

4.1.3. VFE

FE AT NI E R 2 A A T T AR B . AA PR, MRS B G R 0™ HE k.
BATSATRIAR i & E OB R . ST AR R e N AZ N SR e R 5t SRR ISR —
PRI 2 B2 55 00 4 2 23N T I ) B2 B[R] 25 (Skarlicki et al., 2015), 245500\ N St NAZ N S
BT, A T RIS B A -PIEHREUT A AR R 55 W AL R Z A ARy, 5%
MBF AT EARAN TR REF SR, MHETHAMENHR AT, HABRAFZ BB ER, 55U
H RS B SR Z A EERUR A AR, X5 E M TAT A E MR Z(OReilly et al., 2016).

4.2. P NFHIE

42.1. Ht§
B NAT e — Mo SRR, RN TR Z M RIbAT Ny, AT R — AR M 2 3. iR,

Xof 5% 3 7 A S R SR B A AT 9 B RSN ) (Patil et al., 2018). HRHEILAB ) E X (Decety et al., 2016),
LA Re s Ik 2N 5 BhahpLE MR RSP, HILIE R s AMATE AT RS Bhftb A . Zhao et al. (2017) K
F. A H4(Big Five Aspect Scales) 1 HEXACO 75 N g 475 R 7T 55 W AMEAT A IR 22 57, RIMAEALE 73 T
AN, JEAE AT AT 55 WL I AMEAT . (A3 5 55 MBI ST IR R AN B 1A — B a Ji b
F. Leliveld et al. (2008)8F 78 &I, i 47 N B 22 AR R) R BCRMEEAT Ay, T ARG 17 P N S0 ] SR BB
1T, {HE Weng et al. (2015) IR T, 318 5 55 W 18 SAT N Z M AELE B AHOC .

422 IEMR

1E X (justice sensitivity) thEWS AR RE 57 WE (EIE ST N LI E S . — Ok, S50 BT e —
FOCHEARA PR N T 4 S R AT R, R mRERE . MTRNIINORE, 50
HE PG AT N S B = I E A A B R, HAT PR SRR R (retribution) ({5 2, 8
B (Tan & Xiao, 2018). M 1E SUB& R MASH AN 2 TE A (1) B0 B LA S 52 1E S 6 ) 14 (Decety &
Yoder, 2017), WU, FMFEETTNRISINLE ESUSRFEVIRR, ZHFE] 7HFARUESE(Lotz et al.,
2011).

T e 185 7SIt 30 SR B [ AT M O BRI, I SCJRR 5 14 /1 A 7 TT 46 7 St 2 (Lotz et al.,
2011). T H, FEEXTEERAT NN, I SRR A A 4 S SR Z, G A X R 22 ) e
T HIE A 7 1F SURRI S5 WL 78 147 8 2 [al 1996 & (Lotz et al., 2011). 4/AMAFEAMKRENS L3635 Bh %2 %
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I, XA E IR AE(Lotz et al., 2011) . IXUEHFTTRH], 1E SO 55 M 1 111 2 18] ] BEAFLE RS E 1Y
AR

42.3. HEAR

TGN [F] AR 206 S5 003 IR 4 P 8= A L 2 . Mitchell et al. (2015)F8 i, 1B v —Fh LB A
ORI B RS, GEAEA F RS IR BT e, HISSARGERAT . Rk, SEEEA R 0 55 W A AT
REREUAMEAT N, A KEUE T 47 . Mitchell et al. (2015)i8 R, 550034 T8 18 A — 1k £ W 5 Al AT 11
B ERAAT R, Bl s K- B8 A ] — 2 s A A M TE AT 9 (R 3 3CRR), I 47 0 (38 1
ZATN, FIFHHR). SUEMESEINRS, R AT A0 ] Rt = (O Reilly et al., 2016). 1tk
G, SEAE )0 TE BUSCHE P E B 5 20 21N P R RIAEAE S A 9% Lotz et al., 2011).

4.3. ALPHE

431 ZEEAY

MIEARFESHE T, IR IR SEMITERIHEA RN 4D NEXAESSE, G
RSB BT, 1 RA V2 NI, BT RS/ B R, 58055 3 7= A — PO EE B
ACCER, 3R “HEARA T A £ 308 (Latané & Darley, 1970). {H Konis et al. (2016)E: N TEALIT N2 HH
MINEL RIVERAT h s K2 HE 8, SR LA 25 AME T st /N . T R Rk —
N EHDPERATA, FWEVNEMRE R T A A ZEEIERT N, WA,

4.32. BEmR

Liuetal. (2018)A I, A I th Xt 55 M (O AMAT AR ST A oM . Q2R 55 I3 K St 5 A
WREIA RO, ABATTAR ST St A AT REVE AL LU/ s An R S5 W3 St A 9 A A I 1, BRORAE SR A b
AT NIE R TAT LR EBA 25, B S5 A G FE AR T X W R 1 I . (HANR 2
X AR G R AR R B, AMEAT IR LR AN BERRANAZAE 3 22 5%

4.3.3. BFIARE

Li et al. (2017)fER5 TG 5 MR FU AL, 55 WL S 5235 3 AN St T Jes A4 O A [ 2 868 25 S A7)
(K323 ~F TR BRI RV R, 55 00 S A ) T4 JEALAT A AS A1 1, BE TR BN 147 30
TRANVEQOL) AR, RS H It (it 2B 2 S, RERINFRE 9, 55U A T Rex ALAT
NALITA L.

4.3.4. LHAMI

2 ME AL LI R A7 B 22 e i A AT TN TEALAT NI R B . AR AR, A AU 55 W LA AL
DI 55 WL Bz B /DR . R AL, R MRS 2 T, AT T e AL AT N I TE A
W 55 0 ™ 4% (van Prooijen et al., 2010). Bgibz 4k, AR IIFEMRE N E S REA M NEE /1, FtHE
1 TR BT BN SR AN BIAT S, 38 1 5 st 5 (  SRA IEAATT TEALAT . BALAT A B B 5%
W T2 B HAE AN B O PRAR, SR TTEOR AAT T ST, DR D A1 B3 I T A A 1 SRR 52 3538 HIAT N
RS, G SRR PR B8, S5 WA M 5 s 1 T ALAT A St A IR IIAS FE, ki) B & 1
AN (Skarlicki et al., 2015).

i LETR, DMEBRFLR, ARFSMFEAT AN RS EECD, R mE R B> 55T
WEFEH, BT LATE 2 MR 78 55 0 I TE A A S . GBS G R, DA IS . BT N
fERIRZI,  [EEROZGEE ZHL RN R, Rl AR A RATAMAL S FFRER . [, i&n]
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CAEBLA B IR AL 1, S 2R R T AR B ALAT N 3 it
5. RKRMERE

S, DA IU R B G AR M B S SR T 55 W AT, DBt 7o i P S SR B AT
WETT . REEFAFHORI (85 LLATK, Bl M2 A I EI A 46 v] e 5 i SN, T B R A< B
SIS AT RE A E— N ZE S MAERRIMESET, BOkIE A5 Wl R T4 2 VPP RICE AR
WBAT N, AESEPREE A58 0. AR TTT, SR E R B A 2 MO T R T AR
Forh, LA H BRI, 7RSS WICALAT 95 55 I S AN TR) 6 Rl N 19 46 AT 9224k, ) LONTE
FLAT N IR A R B T IS s 5 B . HET, Il 2 SR G2 ML B2 a6 ORI, R
KA UL 2 R R TEALAT R A G MR AR AL, R A 22 B (R B 4 s s A 6 U )
AR, EEILHAE.

W BUA B B TIE TR R I, ERAEMSERTCAT )G, 50 AT b
PAAERAR R GRS L, 5 OE RO St BB B A S R A 5 A, RN 2 B R
KM, WA KRBT EE, FWNERLH T EER M Z HASHFISE, w52 %
HIIE. FUERRERENE QA RBEEIAZ, XA N PCE 2R B OIS 2 e LT R, T
RE LS5 A RBCE MBI AT 3. ash, RETEALT s Ar e, (HIE s AR R i A0 AT 52
TR e AR IR 22 g B AL T TCALAT BT AREEM ? TR, SR RHI T AT LA — 2D o 55 W A A e
X HEL B% . AMRHIESETT BT -

B=, TAERITTAUT AR AEAAELZUEE T, KU SR 3 A Al St 2 0 AR AT g = e . 2
Tt 32 EHE S WNE LN EE) R RS HESTALAT ARITE AR BE TH 9, b 9 B AR LA SR 75 23—
AT LERZ) . HGUKE . AR NP REEHGZ R R B 2o 55 M 4708, #0R 2t— 0t
Foo BRUCLASL, T EAEE 2 AU A T REDT 7T,  EEInAEAR e b Gk R 16 5 O S ) — B
g1, XIS TEALAT 9 RO A W J5 B 75 e s i ?

e, DMEMASCHT TR ETE T [E K, X B8 TR AT AT SO AN . A P
JrEE S, R E BT ER, AR BT, SO B SN T ALAT 9 B AT RESR UMM ) 2
FE, dEmSEAT N, KRR TREE W REE K. S8k, o [ SO S i i 8 AL AL
B AT RE e BEARAN AR IS PUEAT I AT R AETHON AR BT CALAT A, S50 S0 A T RE R R 5
MMTA . BRUEBASE, I ERS Btk b AR, SEA A eSO EALIT NI E A, SR Lk
SHEBIT Ml 1 23 B2 T Wy BE K FR) I 70 0 7T AL A3 B JEALAT DA o [ 8 58 PR 3 Pt (A9 R
BIE, FEARRAT T, AL ERE P E ST AR T EALAT N, WA SRR R, RECER
BEXTPER T T M, 32 el V8 R JEALAT 9 AT AR

S5k
PRI, ThOIL(001). S5ULEAE Tk L MATHOE —— M & TR S AR R, 34(3), 670-675.

XM, DL, B8, XE, SR, WAR)I1(2016). Y - 260 T XA A IETS AT N R BRI 2y IE RS
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