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e PO MU AT Ry R FEE SE Y R 1939 4F H 38
HB G K20 B2 R Z hi 4 (Dollard) FUK )y (Miller)
A B 3 —— 305 B U6 (frustration — aggression
hypothesis) , {HXF T 4E 3% Br 55 45 0 A0 0F 58 =& 3
JUAEA GRS KW BB A 4 i — A 0E
HYME A LA JLAS Ho 5 8B i i AR P S

Baron & Neuman(1998) fiz B %F T4k 3% fif % ifs
1 AR 2 SN AR BT Bk AT Ry A At ]
Cefforts) 3 35 fth /Wt {7 B A7 5% 28 TAE & Y4 4L
oAt pl 3, AL 4G =R A, T AR T B AT R
(Workplace violence) . & & BH $¢ ( Obstructionism)
VL B &8 2R 3K (expressions of hostility)

Dupre(2003)" X T 45 35 r B ifi 47 4y ) 52
N AE— R U S B N N B RS
W AT R I IR, R 3 3 X 4T Cactive confronta-
tion) . B IR W ) (the destruction of property) DA f&
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VAT AL 45 A0 BRI QT Bl g s H
40 B 455 & (direct psychological harm), @1 A3k &
PR sk $E M 57 F 5 [ 32455 F (indirect harm) , 41 83K
S H AW SO R S
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JEAR R A Yt A7 BRI B ) . X R DXl TE 1B T
— 0 BO AT A I 5T A S A LR T AE 7 e
XFUCEAT R B SR AR B B R 2R R B
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I 2B R 1l 1 At/ e AT A9 B AT O (36 B R K
WOl 22 4 fa g 2002) .
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2.5.1 Midi47 M (Aggression) [ &

Buss il Durkee(1957)" g5 il T A [|] 2% & (1 %%
BRI (Assault) | £ | H] 5 E (Indi-
rect Hostility) & . 5 %% (Irritability) i 3, 1% IR
(Resentment) i 3 | [k & (Verbal Hostility) &
T A T (Guilo) 255 X2 B W Lo Wi 47 0
FEAT I 2 (A58 . Buss Al Perry (1992)230 % [T 45
i 1) % i 8 %2 (The Aggression Questionnaire) f
PUAS I 1 e 4H W B AR By (Physical Aggression,
PA) ., 1 3k i (Verbal Aggression, VA) . i &%
(Anger, A) M Z (Hostility, H) , Wi EFTED
O3B A R o B 2 A
2.5.2  TAEG P BGEAT A B

Baron Ml Neuman(1996) & "] 4w il T T 1E 3% fr
Wi 47 it F (Workplace Aggression Scale,
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WAS) , ZzmEH0 =1 T8 £ WEEiL (Expres-
sions of Hostility) , & & B $2 (Obstructionism be-
haviours) FI B & 1 B #1724 (Overt Aggression be-
haviours) .

Kessler(2008)2 %t 2 77 4% [l i 1 & ( The vio-
lence Climate Survey) [R] $22 # X T 45 37 I B 5 47 4 1
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3) 414 £ 5% M (socieconomic status)
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M2 Greenberg F1 Barling(1999) P B 5% B R : 752
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FRErt S 25T s A TAE S BT et A7 A BB &R
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X R A K48 47 4. Greenberg 1 Barling(1999)
Wi WA o B AT o 28 5 0 AT LA e 2R 4n 4 (]
BRI TR

4) £ 728 50 43 M (Multivariate Analyses)

A K A3 e Bk A7 R SEEWT 5T 09 4518 vh 1F
T8 o, —SeF e 3Rt T SR Al 278
3 AT R DX i) 3k 28 A8 i, AR A0 5 b 22 A8 a0 B 8B
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A7 R B T £ 47 78 4 1 (Meta— Analysis) & 3, 4
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3.2 WHRRARG @y RA
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VFZ BT I G T TAE P B2 R R B U R X
YA R m T, mi 5 4 B, FEIn FH B ) F0 N 5 N Z 1]
REBNIES TAEG Bt AT o Z R B35 B A G
(I Dupre M1 Barling2006, Greenberg®-Barling1999,
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A L T B B9 A 23 TE 2 — b 5 4 X A 3 i
AT A I I &R . Ak, 8 B A A CAbusive
supervision) | ¥ 2= 19 4 5 17 & (Poor Leadership
Behavior) , fii f& # %€ (Role conflict) , ff 4 #8 1 fif
(Role overload) , fi 48 M (Role ambiguity) ., T.4E
A (Work Constraints) DL & TAE H EH: (Job au-
tonomy) AH £ Bifl 77 A 14 F g, 02 0 T AR 3 B 12
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17 N5 s E ik — PR ER .

F5E 5 BAS J2 Il N ik e A B 51 T A 3 B i
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4 REMARRE
4.1 BMEHRE

H Al B9 58 A7 1R & B e 09 IR = FE X TARE Y
T #8147 5 (Workplace Deviance) B 5% /7, #8H
TAEG T UGEAT IR R TE N . 0 B SO 2 3 A9
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(multilevel linear analysis) A %% Hb ) F 29\ 0] $% 45
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HATm Ik TAE S e ik 47 o 9 0 58 LT B AR
T H O AR SR T J7 AL Nielsen
(2008) - AE X BUAE N Z 18] Bk 47 SR 0 WF 5 vh 1 T
K 7 At 23 IR ) Ah 58 4% BE L AN BE AR 4 1 AR 45—
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RO WO AR 1 O 0 8 o 52 A Nl L 1 52 el BSR4
13 S =R S Ko i D DY N SR 1 SR E o M N 23
] AR S5 AL A BAE AT R H 2 K70
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Baron 1 Neuman (1996) % il 1) T-1E 3% r X 5
17 3R (Workplace Aggression Scale, WAS), H
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1FE J& 1 T Baron fil Neuman 2 il 09 WAS, A -8 T
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i A IHAF B TE WAS BB, X BR300 184K 2 A 8 1
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A s TAES B B AT o 9 85 SCARIF oY, 0 1 3%
S UG W58 B9 J7 1. Forbes (2009) 7 3 i % 48 {4
X Ceollectivism) A4 X (individualism) 3C L
TR T RlAT AR B TE A B AR F SO ST
TR N A N= O A =l N O N = SR s T
A Ja W RIE 9T 1 22 A 3K i 25 SCAR R I E
4.4 TP HEAT ARG

Xf T AR i Bk A7 S B BB o ROk T AR
R AT A R R B P2 AL T AR
i AT A SR BT — R 5 1B i, A X i AT A
I ZFEZR 2. (Zero tolerance for aggression) . ¥ T./E¥%
S B0 Bk A7 Rk ™ D7 B AR A . HE BT R
1k X6 33X SO it 1) A RO O R AR B

5% ey BEL 1k A T 37 BT S0 AT Ry n)
AR RO MBI 5 Y O B A . 2 SR A BHL 1 A
Y v % 3 B VE At 20 anfe RE Al 2H 2T Bl A
A0 B R BHL 1E SCRE AR TAE 3 i MOk A7 R 1 52 0 2

B AR T AR i B A7 0 A B9, %
B TAES T Uh AT R i & A28 51 B AT o 1Y 1
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Study on the Relationship between Adult Attachment and Social Support and
Subjective Well —being of College Students Left—home in Childhood

Wang Yuhua
(Department of Educational Science and Psychology, Xiaogan University, Xiaogan 432000)

Abstract: To explore the relationship among Adult Attachment and Social Support and Subjective — well being of College
Students left—home in Childhood. Methods 319 college students left — home in childhood and 400 non— left — home college
students of seven Universities in Wuhan were selected as the subjects;they were tested with Experiences in Close Relationships
Inventory, Social Support Rating Scale and Subjective Well — being Questionnaires ”. Results As for the college students left
home in childhood, (1) their attachment avoidance. passive emotion are higher and availability of support,whole social support,
life satisfaction, whole subjective well—being are lower compared with other college students. (2) there exits correlation among
adult attachment.social support level and subjective well— being. (3) attachment anxiety.subjective social support,availability
of support have predictive function to subjective well —being of students left—home in childhood. Conclusion Adult attachment
influences subjective well—being of students left—home in childhood through different aspects of social support.

Key words: subjective well —being; college students left—home in childhood;attachment;social support

(L4570 )
33 Hershcovis M S, Turner N, Barling J, et al.. Predicting 36 Raver ] L,Gelfand M J. Beyond the individual victim:

workplace aggression: a meta— analysis. Journal of Ap- linking sexual harassment, team processes, and team

plied Psychology.2007,92:228—38. performance. Academy of Management Journal, 2005,
34 Brockner J. Why it’s so hard to be fair. Harvard Busi- 48:387—400.

ness Review,2006,84(3):122—29. 37 Forbes G,Zhang X Y, Doroszewicz K,et al.. Relation-
35 Nielsen M B, Einarsen S. Sampling in research on inter- ships between individualism — collectivism, gender, and

personal aggression. Aggressive Behavior, 2008, 34 265 direct or indirect aggression: a study in China, Poland,

—272. and the US. Aggressive Behavior,2009,35:24—30.

A Commentary on the Research of Workplace Aggression

Jin Yuchang'?,Qin Qiwen'
(1. Research Center of Psychology and Social Management, School of Culture and Social Development, Southwest University,

Chongqing 400715;2. Institute of Knowledge Economy. Sichuan Normal University, Chengdu 610068)

Abstract: At present, Aggression and violence is increasing in most workplaces. it has become a significant problem in health
care professions. In this article we introduce the concept, forms, measurement and antecedents of workplace aggression. The
review of literature indicates that workplace aggression is because of situational or organizational factors and individual factors.
This article concludes with suggestions for future research, including questions of construct definition, questions of measure-
ment, questions of research methodology. and questions of prevention.

Key words: workplace aggression; workplace violence; workplace deviance; prevention
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