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摘  要 

近年来，亲社会违规行为受到越来越多研究者的关注。目前研究集中在员工层面，而领导拥有更多权力

和权威，也存在亲社会违规，并且，该行为会对员工产生影响。学界基于社会学习理论、社会交换理论、

归因理论、心理契约理论等，探索了领导亲社会违规行为对员工的影响及其边界条件。未来可探索领导

亲社会违规行为对员工多水平的影响，对员工影响的内在机制，加强领导亲社会违规行为前因研究，以

及在中国特有文化背景下如何影响员工。 
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Abstract 
In recent years, pro-social rule breaking has received extensive attention from scholars. Previous 
study mainly focused on the employee level, where leaders with more power and authority also 
engage in pro-social rule breaking that also has an impact on employees. Based on social learning 
theory, social exchange theory, attribution theory and psychological contract theory, scholars had 
initially explored the impact of leader’s pro-social rule breaking on employees and its boundary 
conditions. In the future, it is worthwhile to further explore the impact of leadership pro-social 
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rule breaking on individual and team members, the internal mechanism of the impact on em-
ployees, and strengthen the research on the antecedents of Leader’s prosocial violation behavior, 
and how to influence employees under the unique Chinese cultural background. 
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1. 引言 

亲社会违规行为(Pro-social rule breaking behavior)指员工意图违反正式的组织政策、规定或禁令，以

此促进组织效率、帮助同事或为顾客提供更好服务的行为(Morrison, 2006)。亲社会违规行为有三个特点。

首先，亲社会违规行为由利他动机推动，其主要目的是为了利益相关者的福利，如顾客(Ambrose et al., 
2015)、同事(Shum et al., 2019)、股东、团队或者组织(Wang et al., 2020)，尽管有时会产生对自利的结果，

但这只是副作用。其次，该行为违反的是由组织明确规定的、自上而下都必须遵守的、正式的规则，而

不是由传统、习俗或道德推动的非正式的规则。最后，该行为是主动的、有意图的，而不是偶然的、无

意的或被迫的，需体现员工的主动性。 
目前，亲社会违规行为受到大量关注，研究主要集中在四个方面，包括个人层面(如责任心、同情心、

冒险倾向、组织认同、核心自我评价、高公共服务动机等) (Dahling et al., 2012; Morrison, 2006; Vardaman 
et al., 2014; Dahling & Gutworth, 2017; Weißmüller et al., 2022)、领导层面(如变革型领导、道德领导、仁慈

领导、家长式领导、包容性领导等) (Huang et al., 2014; Zhu et al., 2018; Li et al., 2015; Tu & Luo, 2020; He et 
al., 2021; Wang & Shi, 2021)、组织层面(如组织公平、反生产力规则等) (Mayer et al., 2007; Ji & Yan, 2022)、
工作特征(工作意义、工作自主性、工作复杂性等) (Morrison, 2006; Kahari et al., 2017)。近年来，也有研

究表明，同事亲社会违规行为也会引发员工的亲社会违规行为(Fleming, 2020)。同时，亲社会违规行为不

仅存在于员工身上，领导在工作中也会出现该行为，由于领导具有更高的职位和更大的权力，其行为结

果也难以预料(Chen et al., 2019)。 
研究表明，领导行为对员工具有导向作用(Li et al., 2016)，积极的领导行为促进员工的积极工作行为

(Phong et al., 2018)。领导作为拥有更高权力的人，其亲社会违规行为产生的结果更加复杂。由于目前没

有专门的文献梳理领导亲社会违规行为对员工的影响，我们认为有必要对此进行回顾和整理，这不仅能

促进亲社会违规行为的文献研究，并为实践中如何通过领导亲社会违规行为对员工产生积极影响提供了

理论基础。 

2. 领导亲社会违规行为对员工的积极与消极影响 

2.1. 积极影响 

领导亲社会违规行为是出于关心员工等目的，会对员工产生积极影响。首先，根据社会学习理论，

员工会选择领导为工作中的学习榜样，所以该行为会促进员工追随行为，从而做出亲社会违规行为(Chen 
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et al., 2019)，而员工亲社会违规行为会促进员工的创新行为(Petrou et al., 2020)。同时，由于领导亲社会

违规行为是出于仁慈、实用和公平的目的，对形成上级–下属心理契约的员工来说，向其传递了良善的

信息，因此员工会采取积极的行为来进行回应，如有研究表明，领导亲社会违规行为对员工创新行为有

直接影响(刘效广，马宇欧，2021)。其次，领导亲社会违规行为展现了领导对员工的关心，有助于解决其

工作和生活中的困难，会对员工可持续的组织认同产生积极作用(Lv et al., 2020)。可持续组织认同被定义

为“对一个组织的统一或归属感的感知，个人定义自己是组织中的一员”(Ashforth et al., 2008)。员工对

组织的可持续认同有助于他们理解组织的前提及高层组织的态度和行为，改善工作参与、情感承诺、高

度角色内和角色外表现以及员工产出等(Lee et al., 2015; Ma et al., 2022)。最后，心理工作成熟度低的员工

缺乏自我管理，对规则破坏不敏感，相对于心理工作成熟度高员工来说，他们更倾向于依赖领导者。领

导亲社会违规行为是出于对员工有利的目的，因此对心理工作成熟度低的员工来说，领导亲社会违规行

为与领导认同呈正相关，而领导认同又与员工绩效有关(Li et al., 2019)。 

2.2. 消极影响 

但是，领导亲社会违规行为也存在一些无法预测的消极影响。首先，该行为违反组织规则，相比领

导，员工处于信息较少、地位和权力不同的一方，无法对领导亲社会违规行为进行准确归因，所以可能

使员工感知到组织不公平，以及对组织–员工心理契约的违背。因此，领导亲社会违规行为会减少员工

感知到的组织支持感、降低工作满意度与管理信任(Bryant et al., 2010)，而这些又与员工离职倾向有关

(Wang & Wang, 2020; Akinyemi et al, 2022; Jyothilakshmy et al, 2021)。其次，尽管该行为是出于仁慈、实

用和公平的目的，但当员工感知到程序不公平时，会对组织可持续认同产生消极影响(Lv et al., 2020)。社

会学、管理心理学和新制度经济学表明，规则对组织内形成良好合作氛围具有重要作用，而领导亲社会

违规行为是对组织规则的破坏(Martin et al., 2013)，给员工树立不好的榜样，形成违规文化，对员工产生

负面影响(Larsson et al., 2014)。再次，虽然领导亲社会违规行为会促进员工亲社会违规行为的发展(Chen et 
al., 2019)，产生积极影响，但 Dahling 等人也提出，员工亲社会违规行为负向影响上司对员工的绩效评价。

最后，心理工作成熟度高的员工具有高度责任感，对规则违反高度敏感，相比心理工作成熟度低的员工，

对领导依赖较少。所以，尽管领导亲社会违规行为是出于好的目的，心理成熟度高的员工也会认为是规

则的违反，进而对领导认同产生消极影响(Li et al., 2019)。 

3. 领导亲社会违规行为对员工影响机制的理论解释 

3.1. 社会学习理论 

社会学习理论认为，个体通过观察可信角色模型的行为来学习社会行为(Bandura & Walters, 1977)。
Morrison 提出，同事会成为员工学习的榜样，其亲社会违规行为会影响员工的亲社会违规行为。然而，

相比同事，领导更具有权威和能力，更可能成为员工学习的榜样(Wang et al., 2018)。另一方面，社会学

习理论认为个体所处的环境会对其学习和动机产生影响(Bandura & Walters, 1977)。基于该理论推测，领

导亲社会违规行为会给员工创造一种组织规则可以被打破的氛围，员工可能通过观察组织管理者的亲社

会违规行为来学习亲社会违规行为。 
榜样对观察者的吸引力在观察学习中起着重要的作用。领导在组织中比员工具有更高的地位，并且

拥有更多的权力和资源，且对员工的升职加薪具有重要影响(Dépret & Fiske, 1993)。因此，员工可能会对

领导行为更加关注。当领导形成亲社会违规行为时，员工可能会认为该行为是被允许的，并且潜意识地

学习背后的价值标准，即组织规则是可以因为组织及其利益相关者的福利而被打破的(Chen et al., 2019)，
从而更容易做出亲社会违规行为。 

https://doi.org/10.12677/ap.2022.1212504


蔡丽娟，李宏利 
 

 

DOI: 10.12677/ap.2022.1212504 4174 心理学进展 
 

3.2. 社会交换理论 

社会交换理论认为，当参与交换的发起方以好的或坏的方式对待另一方时，交换关系的目标方会以

相同的方式进行反馈(Lavelle et al., 2007)。领导行为被员工看作是交换关系的发起方，员工会对领导行为

进行分析判断，再做出进一步的反映(Cropanzano et al., 2017)。 
当领导出于仁慈的原因做出亲社会违规行为时，向员工传递的是积极的信号，员工会在此行为中获

得好处。而领导对员工的支持，会使员工在工作中提高工作效率，简化工作流程，会被员工视为一种支

持性的社会资源，从而以积极的方式进行回馈，如提高工作创新行为(刘效广，马宇欧，2021)。 

3.3. 归因理论 

归因理论(Kelley, 1987)认为，人们观察自己和他人的行为，并在观察的基础上对行动者的行为进行

归因。归因分为三个阶段，分别是观察到特定行为(感知)，判断行为为有意行为(判断)，对行为进行内外

部归因。通常情况下，人们倾向于将他人的失败和自己的成功进行内部归因，而对他人的成功和自己的

失败进行外部归因(Heider, 2013)，内部因素包括人格特征、能力、情绪反应等，外部因素包括周围环境、

当前情景等。 
在归因中确定行为是否为可控的很重要，行为若是可控的，人们通常会进行内部特质归因，而当行

为是不可控时，人们倾向于外部环境归因(Furst & Cable, 2008)。领导亲社会违规行为是由领导发起的，

与员工之间存在地位、权力、信息等差异，因此，员工可能无法对该行为进行准确归因，反而将经常出

现的领导亲社会违规行为认为是领导对组织规则的反抗和不服从，进而减少组织支持感、工作满意度和

组织信任(Bryant et al., 2010)。 

3.4. 心理契约理论 

心理契约理论被定义为个人对与另一方交换关系的条款和条件的信念(Coyle-Shapiro & Conway, 
2005)。当员工感知到心理契约被组织支持，那么员工会回报积极的工作行为，例如提高工作满意度与工

作动力等。相反，就会回报消极的工作行为，如降低工作满意度和工作动力等(Bryant et al., 2010)。 
尽管心理契约是组织和员工之间的，但员工实际感知到的心理契约是和其直接领导之间的，而领导

是组织的代表(Suazo et al., 2008)。因此，可能会形成两种心理契约。当员工形成的是上级-下属心理契约

时，领导亲社会违规行为向员工传递良善的信息，使员工感知到领导对心理契约的支持，从而采取积极

的行为来进行反馈，如领导亲社会违规行为会正向影响员工创新；当员工形成的是组织-员工心理契约时，

则该行为是对组织规则的违反，而领导作为组织的代表，会让员工感知到其对心理契约的违背，进而采

取消极的工作行为，如领导亲社会违规行为负向影响员工创新(刘效广，马宇欧，2021)。 

4. 领导亲社会违规行为对员工影响的边界条件 

领导亲社会违规行为除了对员工有直接影响外，员工受领导亲社会违规行为的影响还受员工个人因

素、领导因素和组织因素的影响。 

4.1. 员工个人因素 

勇气。勇气是指，尽管有不同程度的恐惧，但为了实现重要目标而自愿采取行动。亲社会违规行为

是为了保护组织及其利益相关者的利益，但伴随着高风险，所以该行为由勇气驱动。勇气在领导亲社会

违规行为和员工亲社会违规行为之间起中介作用，领导亲社会违规行为通过勇气正向影响员工亲社会违

规行为(Chen et al., 2019)。 
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员工信任感。员工信任分为领导信任和制度信任，前者任是指员工通过在日常工作中与领导的频繁

接触形成对领导是否可信的一种主观评价(Luo, 2005)，后者是指员工相信组织制度足够规范使其能够对

自己的工作目标及规划更加清晰(McKnight et al., 1998)。领导亲社会违规行为一方面是出于好的目的，但

又是对组织规则的违反。则领导信任在领导亲社会违规行为和员工积极行为之间起中介作用，而制度信

任在领导亲社会违规行为和员工消极行为之间起中介作用(Liu & Wang, 2018)。 
领导认同。根据社会认同理论，认同包括自我认同和社会认同，而领导认同是社会认同的一种特殊

形式(Pratt, 1998)。领导认同是一个复杂的心理过程，不仅涉及到员工与领导关系的评价，还涉及到员工

对领导魅力、情感和动机的感知与评价(Van Knippenberg et al., 2004)。因此，领导亲社会违规行为是一种

有利有弊的管理行为，其对领导认同的影响取决于员工的个人感知和评价，并随员工个性特征的不同而

变化(Li et al., 2019)。 
员工心理工作成熟度。员工心理工作成熟度是工作场所中重要的个人特质，可以显著影响员工对领

导行为的感知，并在领导认同过程中起着关键作用(Blank et al., 1988; Li et al., 2013)。心理工作成熟度高

的员工具有强烈的责任感，这与尽责性高度相关(Li et al., 2013)，因此，他们更不容易偏离正式的行为预

期(Li et al., 2019)。相反，对于心理成熟度低的员工而言，他们对规则违反的敏感度较低。 

4.2. 领导因素 

领导风格。第一，授权型领导。领导通过解释感知意义，鼓励员工参与决策，对员工有信心，允许

工作自主性，分享权力，增强员工的工作积极性(Zhang & Bartol, 2010)。当授权领导的程度高时，领导鼓

励员工做决定，相信他们能有好的绩效表现，是员工做出违规行为的重要影响因素，从而使领导亲社会

违规行为和员工亲社会违规行为之间的正向关系更强(Chen et al., 2019)。第二，仁慈型领导。仁慈型领导

是指通过以下方式在组织中创造一个鼓励和发起积极变革的良性循环的过程：道德决策；创造一种意义

感；激发希望，培养积极行动的勇气；为更大的组织留下积极的影响(Karakas & Sarigollu, 2012)。研究表

明，仁慈型领导能提高员工任务表现和团队创造性表现(Shi et al., 2022; Xia et al., 2022)，为领导和员工提

供良好轻松的工作氛围，并对其错误包容性较大。 

4.3. 组织因素 

感知到的组织公平。组织公平是指，道德决策的基础应该是平等、公平、不偏颇的标准(Daft, 2015)。
组织公平分为分配公平、程序公平和互动公平(Jawahar, 2002)。分配公平指结果或奖励的公平(Jawahar, 
2002)，程序公平指分配过程中，群体成员之间有一致的看法(Walumbwa et al., 2008)，互动公平指权威对

待员工的待遇的适当性(Cropanzano et al., 2007)。当员工认为领导亲社会违规行为是对组织规则的违反，

会损害其感知到的组织公平，减少组织支持感、降低感知满意度和管理信任(Bryant et al., 2010)。同时，

规则执行中的不一致会使员工认为组织缺乏权威和可性度，损害员工感知到的程序公平，对组织的可持

续认同产生消极影响(Lv et al., 2020)。 
组织氛围。组织氛围分为关怀氛围和规则氛围。领导亲社会违规行为传达出对员工的关怀，而领导

是组织的代表，可以促进关怀氛围的形成(Liu & Wang, 2018)。在高关怀氛围的组织下，做出对组织或他

人有利的行为成为一种道德规范，促进员工产生更多自己角色外的组织公民行为(Zehir et al., 2014)。但是，

根据社会学习理论，员工倾向于模仿领导的亲社会违规行为，但由于无法准确把握违规行为而削弱组织

规则氛围，产生职场偏差行为。关怀氛围在组织领导亲社会违规行为与员工组织公民行为之间起中介作

用，而规则氛围在领导亲社会违规行为和员工职场偏差行为之间起作用(Liu & Wang, 2018)。 
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5. 未来展望 

图 1 综合整理了领导亲社会违规行为对员工产生了的影响及边界条件。由图可看出，目前对领导亲

社会违规行为如何影响员工的研究主要集中在员工、领导和组织层面，未来的研究可从以下几点出发。 
 

 
Figure 1. The influence of Leader’s prosocial violation on employees and boundary conditions 
图 1. 领导亲社会违规行为对员工的影响及边界条件 

 
第一，进一步探索领导亲社会违规行为对员工多水平的影响。目前关于领导亲社会违规行为对员工

影响的研究集中在员工个体层面，然而，现代企业更多使用团队合作形式(King et al., 2016)。目前，已有

研究开始探索团队亲社会违规行为对团队绩效产生的影响(Cai et al., 2022)，而领导作为团队的决策者，

其行为也会影响团队创新、团队绩效等(Zhang et al., 2011; Ha & Nguyen, 2014)。相对于员工个人，团队构

成和决策方式等不同，团队决策存在更理性、更自私的现象(何浩然，卢柯霖，2021)，对领导亲社会违规

行为的判断可能更加客观，从而较少存在盲目跟随行为。 
第二，细化领导者亲社会违规行为对员工影响的内在机制。由于疫情影响，居家办公的时间较往年

增加，工作与家庭的界限更加模糊，两者之间可能会相互影响(Delanoeije et al., 2019)，如研究表明，配偶

的情绪智力会影响员工的工作投入(Zhang et al., 2022)，未来研究可将家庭因素纳入研究范围。另一方面，

员工对领导行为的反应受多种因素的综合影响，如领导者能力、工作年限、以往的工作绩效等(van Minh et 
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al., 2017)，需要明确员工对领导亲社会违规行为的反应是基于该行为还是基于对领导者以往的评价。 
第三，加强领导亲社会违规行为前因研究。目前关于亲社会违规行为的研究基本集中在员工层面，

较少文献直接探索影响领导亲社会违规行为的因素。领导者与员工所处位置不同，其影响因素不同。例

如，领导具有更高的权力和地位，但组织中存在领导权力与地位不匹配的情况，地位比权力更依赖人际，

会更加注重他人看法(容琰等，2022)，高地位低权力的领导可能会更容易做出亲社会违规行为。 
最后，未来研究可探索在中国特有文化背景下领导者亲社会违规行为如何影响员工。Liu 和 Wang 

(2018)提出，在中国特有文化背景下，亲社会违规行为主要出于仁慈、实用和公平三个目的。中国一直以

来深受儒家文化的影响，中国人处理事情感情和规则并重，当今中国文化和社会中仍然存在着权力和利

益交换掩盖社会统治的现象(Liu & Li, 2015)。员工在加工领导亲社会违规行为时，会受到感情与规则的

双重影响。一方面，亲社会违规行为在一定程度上是对规则的破坏，另一方面，该行为是出于感情，两

条路径如何影响员工需要进一步探索。同时，儒家文化强调对权威的服从(Chen & Hsieh, 2017)，而领导

作为权威的代表，可能会加强员工的追随行为。 

参考文献 
何浩然, 卢柯霖(2021). 为什么团队与个人决策存在差异?——基于团队内成员互动的解释. 经济学(季刊), (4), 

1213-1232. 

刘效广, 马宇鸥(2021). 管理者亲社会违规对员工创新行为的影响. 科技进步与对策, 38(5), 143-151. 

容琰, 隋杨, 江静(2022). 领导权力和地位对下属建言的影响——心理安全感的作用. 心理学报, 54(5), 549-565. 
Akinyemi, B., George, B., & Ogundele, A. (2022). Relationship between Job Satisfaction, Pay, Affective Commitment and 

Turnover Intention among Registered Nurses in Nigeria. Global Journal of Health Science, 14, 1-37.  
https://doi.org/10.5539/gjhs.v14n2p37 

Ambrose, M. L., Taylor, R., & Hess Jr., R. L. (2015). Can I Help You? Employee Prosocial Rule Breaking as a Response to 
Organizational Mistreatment of Customers. Mistreatment in Organizations, 13, 1-31.  
https://doi.org/10.1108/S1479-355520150000013001 

Ashforth, B. E., Harrison, S. H., & Corley, K. G. (2008). Identification in Organizations: An Examination of Four Funda-
mental Questions. Journal of Management, 34, 325-374. https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206308316059 

Bandura, A., & Walters, R. H. (1977). Social Learning Theory (Vol. 1). Englewood Cliffs. 
Blank, W., Weitzel, J., Blau, G., & Green, S. G. (1988). A Measure of Psychological Maturity. Group & Organization Stu-

dies, 13, 225-238. https://doi.org/10.1177/105960118801300208 
Bryant, P. C., Davis, C. A., Hancock, J. I., & Vardaman, J. M. (2010). When Rule Makers Become Rule Breakers: Employee 

Level Outcomes of Managerial Pro-Social Rule Breaking. Employee Responsibilities and Rights Journal, 22, 101-112.  
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10672-009-9114-6 

Cai, Y., Cheng, J., & Li, J. (2022). Rules Can Maintain Harmony? The Influence of Team Pro-Social Rule Breaking Climate 
on Team Performance from the Perspective of Harmony Management. Acta Psychologica Sinica, 54, 66-77.  
https://doi.org/10.3724/SP.J.1041.2022.00066 

Chen, C. A., & Hsieh, C. W. (2017). Confucian Values in Public Organizations: Distinctive Effects of Two Interpersonal 
Norms on Public Employees’ Work Morale. Chinese Public Administration Review, 8, 104-119.  
https://doi.org/10.22140/cpar.v8i2.131 

Chen, Y., Wang, L., Liu, X., Chen, H., Hu, Y., & Yang, H. (2019). The Trickle-Down Effect of Leaders’ Pro-Social Rule 
Breaking: Joint Moderating Role of Empowering Leadership and Courage. Frontiers in Psychology, 9, Article No. 2647.  
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2018.02647 

Coyle-Shapiro, J. A., & Conway, N. (2005). Exchange Relationships: Examining Psychological Contracts and Perceived 
Organizational Support. Journal of Applied Psychology, 90, 774-781. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.90.4.774 

Cropanzano, R., Anthony, E. L., Daniels, S. R., & Hall, A. V. (2017). Social Exchange Theory: A Critical Review with 
Theoretical Remedies. Academy of Management Annals, 11, 479-516. https://doi.org/10.5465/annals.2015.0099 

Cropanzano, R., Bowen, D. E., & Gilliland, S. W. (2007). The Management of Organizational Justice. Academy of Manage-
ment Perspectives, 21, 34-48. https://doi.org/10.5465/amp.2007.27895338 

Daft, R. L. (2015). Organization Theory and Design. Cengage Learning. 

https://doi.org/10.12677/ap.2022.1212504
https://doi.org/10.5539/gjhs.v14n2p37
https://doi.org/10.1108/S1479-355520150000013001
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206308316059
https://doi.org/10.1177/105960118801300208
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10672-009-9114-6
https://doi.org/10.3724/SP.J.1041.2022.00066
https://doi.org/10.22140/cpar.v8i2.131
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2018.02647
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.90.4.774
https://doi.org/10.5465/annals.2015.0099
https://doi.org/10.5465/amp.2007.27895338


蔡丽娟，李宏利 
 

 

DOI: 10.12677/ap.2022.1212504 4178 心理学进展 
 

Dahling, J. J., & Gutworth, M. B. (2017). Loyal Rebels? A Test of the Normative Conflict Model of Constructive Deviance. 
Journal of Organizational Behavior, 38, 1167-1182. https://doi.org/10.1002/job.2194 

Dahling, J. J., Chau, S. L., Mayer, D. M., & Gregory, J. B. (2012). Breaking Rules for the Right Reasons? An Investigation 
of Pro-Social Rule Breaking. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 33, 21-42. https://doi.org/10.1002/job.730 

Delanoeije, J., Verbruggen, M., & Germeys, L. (2019). Boundary Role Transitions: A Day-to-Day Approach to Explain the 
Effects of Home-Based Telework on Work-to-Home Conflict and Home-to-Work Conflict. Human Relations, 72, 1843-1868.  
https://doi.org/10.1177/0018726718823071 

Dépret, E., & Fiske, S. T. (1993). Social Cognition and Power: Some Cognitive Consequences of Social Structure as a 
Source of Control Deprivation. In Control Motivation and Social Cognition (pp. 176-202). Springer.  
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4613-8309-3_7 

Fleming, C. J. (2020). Prosocial Rule Breaking at the Street Level: The Roles of Leaders, Peers, and Bureaucracy. Public Man-
agement Review, 22, 1191-1216. https://doi.org/10.1080/14719037.2019.1619817 

Furst, S. A., & Cable, D. M. (2008). Employee Resistance to Organizational Change: Managerial Influence Tactics and 
Leader-Member Exchange. Journal of Applied Psychology, 93, 453-462. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.93.2.453 

Ha, N. M., & Nguyen, T. V. H. (2014). The Influence of Leadership Behaviors on Employee Performance in the Context of 
Software Companies in Vietnam. Advances in Management and Applied Economics, 4, 157-171. 

He, B., He, Q., & Sarfraz, M. (2021). Inclusive Leadership and Subordinates’ Pro-Social Rule Breaking in the Workplace: 
Mediating Role of Self-Efficacy and Moderating Role of Employee Relations Climate. Psychology Research and Beha-
vior Management, 14, 1691-1706. https://doi.org/10.2147/PRBM.S333593 

Heider, F. (2013). The Psychology of Interpersonal Relations. Psychology Press. https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203781159 
Huang, Y., Lu, X. X., & Wang, X. (2014). The Effects of Transformational Leadership on Employee’s Pro-Social Rule 

Breaking. Canadian Social Science, 10, 128-134. 
Jawahar, I. M. (2002). A Model of Organizational Justice and Workplace Aggression. Journal of Management, 28, 811-834.  

https://doi.org/10.1177/014920630202800606 
Ji, H., & Yan, J. (2022). Why Does Counterproductive Work Behavior Lead to Pro-Social Rule Breaking? The Roles of Im-

pression Management Motives and Leader-Liking. Asia Pacific Journal of Management, 1-17.  
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10490-022-09818-9 

Jyothilakshmy, H., Rameshwar, S. T., & Ajith, K. N. (2021). Organizational Career Management and Turnover Intentions: 
Mediating Role of Trust in Management. European Journal of Training and Development, 46, 257-275.  
https://doi.org/10.1108/EJTD-09-2020-0136 

Kahari, W. I., Mildred, K., & Micheal, N. (2017). The Contribution of Work Characteristics and Risk Propensity in Explain-
ing Pro-Social Rule Breaking among Teachers in Wakiso District, Uganda. SA Journal of Industrial Psychology, 43, 
a1368. https://doi.org/10.4102/sajip.v43i0.1368 

Karakas, F., & Sarigollu, E. (2012). Benevolent Leadership: Conceptualization and Construct Development. Journal of 
Business Ethics, 108, 537-553. https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-011-1109-1 

Kelley, H. H. (1987). Attribution in Social Interaction. In Preparation of This Paper Grew Out of a Workshop on Attribution 
Theory . Lawrence Erlbaum Associates, Inc. 

King, D. D., Newman, A., & Luthans, F. (2016). Not If, but When We Need Resilience in the Workplace. Journal of Orga-
nizational Behavior, 37, 782-786. https://doi.org/10.1002/job.2063 

Larsson, J., Ramstedt, J., & Wickenberg, J. (2014). On the Diffusion of Rule Breaking Norms to Organizational Newcomers. 
In 9th Colloquium on Organizational Change & Development (pp 12-13). Chalmers Publication Library. 

Lavelle, J. J., Rupp, D. E., & Brockner, J. (2007). Taking a Multifoci Approach to the Study of Justice, Social Exchange, and 
Citizenship Behavior: The Target Similarity Model. Journal of Management, 33, 841-866.  
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206307307635 

Lee, E. S., Park, T. Y., & Koo, B. (2015). Identifying Organizational Identification as a Basis for Attitudes and Behaviors: A 
Meta-Analytic Review. Psychological Bulletin, 141, 1049-1080. https://doi.org/10.1037/bul0000012 

Li, M., Wang, P., & Wang, L. (2013). The Relationship among Burnout and Conscientiousness, Autonomy and Psychologi-
cal Work Maturity. Advances in Psychology, 3, 61-67. https://doi.org/10.12677/AP.2013.32010 

Li, R., Tian, X., & Liu, S. (2015). Does Benevolent Leadership Increase Employee Pro-Social Rule Breaking? Acta Psycho-
logica Sinica, 47, 637-652. https://doi.org/10.3724/SP.J.1041.2015.00637 

Li, R., Zhang, Z. Y., & Tian, X. M. (2016). Can Self-Sacrificial Leadership Promote Subordinate Taking Charge? The Me-
diating Role of Organizational Identification and the Moderating Role of Risk Aversion. Journal of Organizational Beha-
vior, 37, 758-781. https://doi.org/10.1002/job.2068 

https://doi.org/10.12677/ap.2022.1212504
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.2194
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.730
https://doi.org/10.1177/0018726718823071
https://doi.org/10.1007/978-1-4613-8309-3_7
https://doi.org/10.1080/14719037.2019.1619817
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.93.2.453
https://doi.org/10.2147/PRBM.S333593
https://doi.org/10.4324/9780203781159
https://doi.org/10.1177/014920630202800606
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10490-022-09818-9
https://doi.org/10.1108/EJTD-09-2020-0136
https://doi.org/10.4102/sajip.v43i0.1368
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10551-011-1109-1
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.2063
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206307307635
https://doi.org/10.1037/bul0000012
https://doi.org/10.12677/AP.2013.32010
https://doi.org/10.3724/SP.J.1041.2015.00637
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.2068


蔡丽娟，李宏利 
 

 

DOI: 10.12677/ap.2022.1212504 4179 心理学进展 
 

Li, Y., Li, D., & Li, N. (2019). Sustainable Influence of Manager’s Pro-Social Rule-Breaking Behaviors on Employees’ Per-
formance. Sustainability, 11, Article No. 5625. https://doi.org/10.3390/su11205625 

Liu, X. G., & Li, J. Z. (2015). Dual Effects of Managerial Pro-Social Rule Breaking on Employee Behavior in the Chinese 
Context. Revista de Cercetare si Interventie Sociala, 51, 187-201. 

Liu, X., & Wang, Z. H. (2018). Influence Mechanism of Managerial Pro-Social Rule Breaking on Employee Behavior from 
the Perspective of Opposition between Favor and Reason: A Cross-Levels and Longitudinal Study. Advances in Psycho-
logical Science, 26, 191-203. https://doi.org/10.3724/SP.J.1042.2018.00191 

Luo, J. D. (2005). Particularistic Trust and General Trust: A Network Analysis in Chinese Organizations. Management and 
Organization Review, 1, 437-458. https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1740-8784.2005.00022.x 

Lv, Y., Liu, X., Li, G., & Choi, Y. (2020). Managerial Pro-Social Rule Breaking in the Chinese Organizational Context: 
Conceptualization, Scale Development, and Double-Edged Sword Effect on Employees’ Sustainable Organizational Iden-
tification. Sustainability, 12, Article No. 6786. https://doi.org/10.3390/su12176786 

Ma, C., Yang, B., & Shen, Y. (2022). Linking Organizational Identification with Employee Outcomes: A Moderated Media-
tion Model. Journal of Personnel Psychology. https://doi.org/10.1027/1866-5888/a000300 

Martin, A. W., Lopez, S. H., Roscigno, V. J., & Hodson, R. (2013). Against the Rules: Synthesizing Types and Processes of 
Bureaucratic Rule-Breaking. Academy of Management Review, 38, 550-574. https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2011.0223 

Mayer, D. M., Caldwell, J., Ford, R. C., Uhl-Bien, M., & Gresock, A. R. (2007). Should I Serve My Customer or My Super-
visor? A Relational Perspective on Pro-Social Rule Breaking. In 67th Annual Meeting of the Academy of Management. 
Philadelphia. 

McKnight, D. H., Cummings, L. L., & Chervany, N. L. (1998). Initial Trust Formation in New Organizational Relationships. 
Academy of Management Review, 23, 473-490. https://doi.org/10.2307/259290 

Morrison, E. W. (2006). Doing the Job Well: An Investigation of Pro-Social Rule Breaking. Journal of Management, 32, 
5-28. https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206305277790 

Petrou, P., van der Linden, D., & Salcescu, O. C. (2020). When Breaking the Rules Relates to Creativity: The Role of Crea-
tive Problem-Solving Demands and Organizational Constraints. The Journal of Creative Behavior, 54, 184-195.  
https://doi.org/10.1002/jocb.354 

Phong, L. B., Hui, L., & Son, T. T. (2018). How Leadership and Trust in Leaders Foster Employees’ Behavior toward 
Knowledge Sharing. Social Behavior and Personality: An International Journal, 46, 705-720.  
https://doi.org/10.2224/sbp.6711 

Pratt, M. G. (1998). To Be or Not to Be? Central Questions in Organizational Identification. In D. A. Whetten, & P. C. Godfrey 
(Eds.), Identity in Organizations: Building Theory through Conversations (pp. 171-208). Sage.  
https://doi.org/10.4135/9781452231495.n6 

Shi, G., Xie, Z., Niu, Y., Tang, J., & Pang, H. (2022). Benevolent Leadership and Employee Task Performance: Chain In-
termediary Role of Personal Initiative and Work Engagement in Crosscultural Management. Social Behavior and Perso-
nality: An International Journal, 50, 49-61. https://doi.org/10.2224/sbp.11528 

Shum, C., Ghosh, A., & Gatling, A. (2019). Prosocial Rule-Breaking to Help Coworker: Nature, Causes, and Effect on Ser-
vice Performance. International Journal of Hospitality Management, 79, 100-109.  
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijhm.2019.01.001 

Suazo, M. M., Turnley, W. H., & Mai-Dalton, R. R. (2008). Characteristics of the Supervisor-Subordinate Relationship as 
Predictors of Psychological Contract Breach. Journal of Managerial Issues, 20, 295-312. 

Tu, C. K., & Luo, B. (2020). Paternalistic Leadership and Pro-Social Rule Breaking: The Moderating Roles of Psychological 
Empowerment and Leader-Member Exchange. Human Systems Management, 39, 93-103.  
https://doi.org/10.3233/HSM-190531 

Van Knippenberg, D., Van Knippenberg, B., De Cremer, D., & Hogg, M. A. (2004). Leadership, Self, and Identity: A Re-
view and Research Agenda. The Leadership Quarterly, 15, 825-856. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2004.09.002 

Van Minh, N., Badir, Y. F., Quang, N. N., & Afsar, B. (2017). The Impact of Leaders’ Technical Competence on Employees’ 
Innovation and Learning. Journal of Engineering and Technology Management, 44, 44-57.  
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jengtecman.2017.03.003 

Vardaman, J. M., Gondo, M. B., & Allen, D. G. (2014). Ethical Climate and Pro-Social Rule Breaking in the Workplace. 
Human Resource Management Review, 24, 108-118. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.hrmr.2012.05.001 

Walumbwa, F. O., Wu, C., & Orwa, B. (2008). Contingent Reward Transactional Leadership, Work Attitudes, and Organi-
zational Citizenship Behavior: The Role of Procedural Justice Climate Perceptions and Strength. The Leadership Quarter-
ly, 19, 251-265. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2008.03.004 

Wang, F., & Shi, W. (2021). Inclusive Leadership and Pro-Social Rule Breaking: The Role of Psychological Safety, Leader-

https://doi.org/10.12677/ap.2022.1212504
https://doi.org/10.3390/su11205625
https://doi.org/10.3724/SP.J.1042.2018.00191
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1740-8784.2005.00022.x
https://doi.org/10.3390/su12176786
https://doi.org/10.1027/1866-5888/a000300
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2011.0223
https://doi.org/10.2307/259290
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206305277790
https://doi.org/10.1002/jocb.354
https://doi.org/10.2224/sbp.6711
https://doi.org/10.4135/9781452231495.n6
https://doi.org/10.2224/sbp.11528
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.ijhm.2019.01.001
https://doi.org/10.3233/HSM-190531
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2004.09.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jengtecman.2017.03.003
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.hrmr.2012.05.001
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2008.03.004


蔡丽娟，李宏利 
 

 

DOI: 10.12677/ap.2022.1212504 4180 心理学进展 
 

ship Identification and Leader-Member Exchange. Psychological Reports, 124, 2155-2179.  
https://doi.org/10.1177/0033294120953558 

Wang, F., Zhang, M., Das, A. K., Weng, H., & Yang, P. (2020). Aiming at the Organizational Sustainable Development: 
Employees’ Pro-Social Rule Breaking as Response to High Performance Expectations. Sustainability, 13, Article No. 267.  
https://doi.org/10.3390/su13010267 

Wang, Q., & Wang, C. (2020). Reducing Turnover Intention: Perceived Organizational Support for Frontline Employees. 
Frontiers of Business Research in China, 14, Article No. 6. https://doi.org/10.1186/s11782-020-00074-6 

Wang, Z., Xu, H., & Liu, Y. (2018). Servant Leadership as a Driver of Employee Service Performance: Test of a 
Trickle-Down Model and Its Boundary Conditions. Human Relations, 71, 1179-1203.  
https://doi.org/10.1177/0018726717738320 

Weißmüller, K. S., De Waele, L., & van Witteloostuijn, A. (2022). Public Service Motivation and Prosocial Rule-Breaking: 
An International Vignettes Study in Belgium, Germany, and the Netherlands. Review of Public Personnel Administration, 
42, 258-286. https://doi.org/10.1177/0734371X20973441 

Xia, Z., Yu, H., & Yang, F. (2022). Benevolent Leadership and Team Creative Performance: Creative Self-Efficacy and 
Openness to Experience. Frontiers in Psychology, 12, Article ID: 745991. https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2021.745991 

Zehir, C., Müceldili, B., Altindağ, E., Şehitoğlu, Y., & Zehir, S. (2014). Charismatic Leadership and Organizational Citizen-
ship Behavior: The Mediating Role of Ethical Climate. Social Behavior and Personality: An International Journal, 42, 
1365-1375. https://doi.org/10.2224/sbp.2014.42.8.1365 

Zhang, A. Y., Tsui, A. S., & Wang, D. X. (2011). Leadership Behaviors and Group Creativity in Chinese Organizations: The 
Role of Group Processes. The Leadership Quarterly, 22, 851-862. https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2011.07.007 

Zhang, X., & Bartol, K. M. (2010). Linking Empowering Leadership and Employee Creativity: The Influence of Psycholog-
ical Empowerment, Intrinsic Motivation, and Creative Process Engagement. Academy of Management Journal, 53, 107-128.  
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2010.48037118 

Zhang, X., Yu, Y., & Liu, X. (2022). The Effect of Spouse Emotional Intelligence on Employee Work Engagement: The 
Mediating Role of Employee Life Well-Being and the Moderating Role of Gender. Acta Psychologica Sinica, 54, 646-664.  
https://doi.org/10.3724/SP.J.1041.2022.00646 

Zhu, J. Q., Xu, S. Y., Ouyang, K., Herst, D., & Farndale, E. (2018). Ethical Leadership and Employee Pro-Social Rule-Breaking 
Behavior in China. Asian Business and Management, 17, 59-81. https://doi.org/10.1057/s41291-018-0031-0 

https://doi.org/10.12677/ap.2022.1212504
https://doi.org/10.1177/0033294120953558
https://doi.org/10.3390/su13010267
https://doi.org/10.1186/s11782-020-00074-6
https://doi.org/10.1177/0018726717738320
https://doi.org/10.1177/0734371X20973441
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2021.745991
https://doi.org/10.2224/sbp.2014.42.8.1365
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.leaqua.2011.07.007
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2010.48037118
https://doi.org/10.3724/SP.J.1041.2022.00646
https://doi.org/10.1057/s41291-018-0031-0

	领导亲社会违规行为对员工影响的回顾与展望
	摘  要
	关键词
	Review and Prospect of the Impact of Leader’s Pro-Social Rule Breaking Behavior on Employees
	Abstract
	Keywords
	1. 引言
	2. 领导亲社会违规行为对员工的积极与消极影响
	2.1. 积极影响
	2.2. 消极影响

	3. 领导亲社会违规行为对员工影响机制的理论解释
	3.1. 社会学习理论
	3.2. 社会交换理论
	3.3. 归因理论
	3.4. 心理契约理论

	4. 领导亲社会违规行为对员工影响的边界条件
	4.1. 员工个人因素
	4.2. 领导因素
	4.3. 组织因素

	5. 未来展望
	参考文献

