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Fo B Z R, VABCR RPN AIA R FIBT AT A BN RE Hrn sy K. B BEAMER 6942 8 A BRI A
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5

B, GUE R AT T ORE S, RMAEFA 2.1 EHIERE

P2 LA 0L E AR R (RS A R ). 4l Thibaut F1 Walker (1975) $2 Hi 1) i i 455 7
PR W ERPMEAT . SEHPETE. B (control model)Ih A, AATTVP A 5 fift v 1l 72 )2
PG AVARAT A TAESUR A K 5L LB 3 2 S B T 9 B s il — 2 5k e 5 19 42 )
5 97 &5 41 1 41 2347 24 (Colquitt, Conlon, Wesson, (decision control), M FF 45 R ¥ il (outcome
Porter, & Ng, 2001)o X[ iz I FF LS ET IR T control), EIREEH ML S . — &0 fil e it
WETCH RS AT AT A SRR 2 282 I (process control), 1147 i 74 % 1] 422 4 5%
FFP 2V BAE R W O IO BRI 2 2 g S, 75 A WL 18 VR B A R O
YEFBLER AT 42 X b ) — SRR 50 3 i 48 4 R A OISR E R S SR B A
KL RNIEA TR — AR IR e P R B A AT R
(Social Identity Theory; Tajfel & Tuner, 1979) [ FEE R, A ATE S5 A E B I A A
JUAR, A BE A AN R B IR R 5G R AR () SRl 3R ALK — EHLIRAE, %% )y 2= Tk Bl T B ek i)
T BERS: AT (Group Engagement Model, GEM; P, Bl sl B, DR XA R S R B
Tyler & Blader, 2000, 2003), SRA#FRFLF 215 AN 4 Bk 2 A RIS . TiE LS k&
g AATTC 3FIAT 9 B N FENLH - GEM LR P AT H OO L B T A A 1 O I 4 1
AR SIS IRE AR, N R AT gy o) g g A 4 E VP4 2ESERR R,
SRR DEAAT S, SSTLIRE 3y 0m 0 m 2 1t 1 7% A2 4 2050 0 R o
JP P BRR FIAL 2 R R 1) — g & I, BE WULAE B TR S5, 5T F [ St e
TRATBOR AT B BRI R gttt SRR 5T TR,
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T AR e 5 ) o Ao E 45 SR 1K OG v, T 220 R/ A AN AN ERAL. 2E Y
TAMVEAHRFZETAFEA LA — L H I RVE B OO BEAR R AR %5 . De Cremer F
F I8, Tyler (2007) & IL%F TAUBIWAE TR E 2, Bhe
Lind 1 Tyler (1988) #&H T A A5 1Y R R A CF R ARG EIT A Z
(the group value model), AN[A]-T-FEHIALARY, A B &R, BUERAEATAUR, [FIFE AT IR Y G
M AE AL — A FEARB B, AT BT DL /3 72 SUREAEAT A .
FF AP IR N O e Re s w7 T &5 28, T2 2.1.4 INEE
DA 4 B BT LLAA AN NFE A4 o 19 4 {E (Tyler, bR UL B A 5] F B AR BT T NATT VR
1994) . BEARMEBAIA D, A4 A CFERA FIRRT AT AR AE . PR B AR X TR T A F 1
R AR I R, T AR AN LR AT 4 o U EEMA TN, 2B R R G AL 5 1A
P ETRYE, mEAR N AR B OEEAT N P —FEEINEM L KA AN R A
T Ef A5 B R B, WA A NS BRI )E $& 1 0 TR 7 0 S VR U RN B RE S I ) TiC
B ANTAEMNE T — A A4 I [R) H R 4 K 1 56 g, ;F, A VMRER &S AN NA RS
2, REA B O] AT SR A — o 2 [ S —Fp TR, B AR AR B SRR Dy TR PR
W, BRI AATTES ) T FRA AT TR AR RS2 (U AR, B AR (AR R G RSN Sy, AATTR A
T FE AR BT I8 57 (Tyler, 1989)0 R4 IX —HEiE, T2 2 1 A1 1 S5 A5 i 2 P2 )7 4% 3k th SR 11 5
NATT TR 7 A2 KA 72 7 I W F 32 4 7/~ A0 THAREENNGFEZEHPLRGE R, Wi
MR Gy HALAE B RUE, W S 7 32 3 TR A B R E N, R TR A
AT, X AT DASR it — 26 90 T ARAT) 75 A4 h CIERAAR LA b A ME R, 7 LA S
1 H AN E AR, RIS AR B AR E A [A B T fE R B ECE 4147, A5 WA T &
AT R, BImAAT AR RER A SR ERUR, AR, BARTHAN AR OC R R ANV
HETT R £ i AR ATT IR B K7, SR — L A FIFET R A AP R LR T W1 (relational-
TR A IRAT A %% (Tyler & Blader, 2003). orentied), 1M X Ff V¥ H J& 4 {6 & & (value-
2.1.3 RAEE expressive) s ZEIK BN I« B 2 AT FUUE SERE R
Tyler #1 Lind (1992) iz H AN (E B (1) 18 H AR T B 00 R B A S LT M AR R 1 (e.g., Tyler,
A N T U O AR (the relational model 1989, 1994; Tyler, Degoey, & Smith, 1996; Lind,
of authority), WFRIC AT, DUARER AN NS BE Tyler, & Huo, 1997).
A H B, AATTS A 5 BB 5% 22 #HEIAEER
RORAIW A CREEGMAE . FF RS AT Tajfel #1 Tunner (1979) #2 1 T 425 AR B 8,
Ko KRR ST b AU (AR 28 7 30 S 1 455 ZHEAS N AT THHT B RS 01E X, B2
WL, PR IS IO [ 2 Ak 2, R R AR L IE S ACHETHEASHEM. M ESEAHE B E
23 BT T AATTREFR 5 28 7 1R S0 2% 5% i S5 A FEAR, oW BRGS0 5 Bk A4
BEIRAT A O TT = A 8O AR (R B R (PN B A4 S5 At 8 A (A1 )
AN TR IR, Tyler (1989, 1994) KELAS  MELEL, AERXFR AL 2 BLAL R 72 e s BT e A
N0 55 e S il A 1 96 2 ) WA LG o R 4 AN PRI AL 2 A R
g P I e T i b IO AR P AP . RRIP A Fhos AT AR I AE L LR s p, Po e T 4l
P B T URION BB O R I W, XRR R ZUN [A B2 (organizational identification). AAT1H
KENFAR. ML BRI HIBE: ® TIERTEZ MM ALGUNR, S M—2H7F
KRR 1 R AL PE (neutrality), 40 AL Y R 5K AS + 41 21 1Y) 47 & (Fuller, Hester, Barnett, Frey,
ANy, TFEKRR, MWK EWEE Relyea, & Beu, 2006), 14541 4 fit— Lo gt & o
(trustworthiness), WIAH{E P38 # & A FHL YR [ 3 L 8 i3k i (Olkkonen & Lipponen, 2006), 7~
SHEIEFE DA & SN S H 47 (standing), A 45 YE4T M (Blader, 2007; Blader & Tyler, 2009),
ORI HR Ay HL Az AR 5 (status recognition), 1k 5 WA N R E (Mael & Ashforth, 1995), W97k &
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LN TR A RE B2 2~ 5 NI4T D ol o o 4
(Tyler & Blader, 2001, 2002, 2003, 2009).

i S AL 2 A TR B 1R AR, AR (R AN
RABIBIIN Ay, AR 3 A 3L 55 B AE AR 1)
KA RIEAT A BE LI B CAER AT 2
IAEL IR o A N2 BT T DA ) 0 2 e 5 S (AR 5%
A A B A A J 2 2 A S AL AR AT 1) T kAR
RABATIAR DY), L [ B E SO RS AR K
WA, AT T4, JF55 e ke B DT
HEARINTR] o AR E RS RN SC R — e REJE
S T At oA R B VR (K JB AR . (R A (e TR A
KA AN EOCR, WK B SR
A P S 01 7 2 DA T ) R SBR[
VT ) AR A DAL DG 2R, A AR B AE R A L A
TR AR ) 1) A 2 BB T A 2 AN A4 TR ) R 22
KU

A2 A B U AR TR AT, R T
FEBRAT A R LR A AE O BEHLE], T e RS TR
MR BT R G /AR R (A S (K JE Atk b, A At 4
WA R REAR, AR AR N SR 1 2

3 BREANEER
3.1 BHEBARE

FEAR A NBER A% 0 MW s TR 7 A 5
PN [ 34 B (identity judgments), 1 #1435 A [H]

PP 2T g

NS S W R AR R B0 BE S N RAT R 3 N (A 1
TR, MASIARERF A5 ANNE
TEAT AR R TP B EZE W R AEM . A
ST X RR T AP HETUINAR T, RS T R (E
PR R = S AR, 3 — 2D R A AT
AFEF AP E A . AL RS & 1EAT
Ho, B AR R T T AT #2600 B RAT
N TERLH

56, GEM ARG L4 1T TR T 2 F 1
R AR R, R TR T AT DY A B B A
(Blader & Tyler, 2003). il 2 K s (W HF SR IE T 4
TPRHERFATHEZY, HERTAELE
FE Sk a2 XREE A1, B 5L T4 % R 46 ) 2%
K FH BB M b A S D BRR 7 A5 A SF 2 Xkt ) R
A Z ZR G0 B I $a A R i A T e S 4
EL RN A LR AF s, BN TRES
S0 B 25 AL o3 T TR AR TR R DG R BT )
SRR T AR B A TR A I, 4
AMME R BRI A IEX AR LR A AL R £y
%o GEM 4 T I DI s, A s e i
T& R0 A5 11 5 £ #18 ] LA AR 35 AN N B4R 5 4 th
BLIGAE B, SRR AP i T R
BIAR T XA, AR 4 AR XA S FL A
TXAS TR (1 5 Oy B A7 2 R 1Y, B EIR AT

Ay
S
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PSR A1 R LR I . Blader F1 Tyler (2003)
L PR B i i T R R G A ) 0T A A Ok R T
ONCEIRER, AT X e T 15 A F ISk E,
A — Fh SR Y5 2 1 3 (formal) 1) IR 25, w1 41 211
IR BOERE DRI AF; S5 FdEiER
(informal)[fJ [ 25, W0 3EANFF 0 L w] 3 ) B8
BUBUWAT A Be AR AT o N ANTETFAIRE P 2R
ORI 2 X 5 P A [ 1 B (e.g., Cobb,
Vest, & Hills, 1997), #F5¢ & I 5 T 0] fig KX} H:
— b A] AN T B AR A% b ] R R e, (B A ()
INREEAN N RIS AT B A 54 D10, B LUK
22110 7K i I8 R AN K (e.g., Becker, Billings,
Eveleth, & Gilbert , 1996), iX MM THIIE 5L T F2 )7
N FAETEE A R .

WIET BTk, 02 P 10 28 BRI SR VR AH B &5 4,
RURG R T R A P B DY e o B A s E 2o 3 ) e
I¥) 5 & (formal quality of decision making), W2
IR O T A EHT I P s B FR PR AE
By LS A 1R N £ 19 5T & (formal - quality
of treatment), 2 A MFH G, A& A5G
LB, BRI B AR S A
)5 JEIE 2R YL i 18 ¥ T & (informal quality of
decision making), MI7EHL SN B A, BRI EE
FE v B S W A AR RS R A — R A
SEFRIT, AH & B AT REFE AT I I AN 58 A 4 TR
PN A N e e S 7 O = R R Nl A =
4k 1E 319 45 48 Ji 2 (informal quality of treatment),
TFERIEAMN SHARMAEN I ERDZH R
SR B X AE, kA R JE R 2 AR AL SR
P WOEI . AR, X E Sk R LA A

H IR, GEM X 73 T SRS A4 A I P AP AS [R]
Pl —FREE TSI, 5 R
EAT A 25 W2 YR AS e AT s N I FEAR SR,
IX PR A X BR A S 2 R 1 A A (resource-
based perspectives). UTH A4S KT BE A5 M 44 1
RBHE L MR, WAMEA e A — s
YEAT S, XTREAR S BGOSR R aX A ) Ik
T2 Y A0 P54 T (resource judgments). 40 3 W 45
FOETIE, AW & T A PR 2R T
TRURFIWT R JE R Sy — b 2 T2 N R R 3L,
A A R RE T IE SR B (1) 4 4 A A AN AR AT A 45
AN e T EE R R, IX A0 A S PR o T A A 1)
1 (identity-based perspectives). 14 AN 1445 5|

FEAR B A5 B R Bt R 4 it 5 A ] R e Ak — 2
EAEAT A, AR I AN J) W aak F2 A0 [RD ) T

GEM 5 1 DA [7] J4) W7 ol 6 440 3 N TR 3222 52 10,
AR AL 2 DA R FE R 7 28 7 RV AR 48 N 25 ) 2
Bl AAEH o AATTZ BT DLOGVETR 7 I PUAS 147,
A& PR R A ATY AT BAA H 3R 45 5 DA [R) A DG TR 1) — L8
AR, I LR AR AW . (H2, GEM
AN T A HEBR AR Tk 25 A8 5 ML A TR B R D IR X A
PR NI, LR A ) I o T ok A 25
EHEEES AR PN T

Tk, GEM X 43 T A [ 40 7 i) = AN R 3%
% —, I\ [ (identification), #§ AfT1# [ F iR,
B IRAME PP 55 06 AR i ML P 45 1
FRIE . INREAMA o A, M 5 B A4
I — Rk B2, AR A TER SRR RS ik
o fie ooy B N W L B2 (psychological
engagement). 5 ., H 5% (pride), & &I T A
X B A6 BE Ok B 67 ) VR AN, SO T OB bR
(intergroup) M EL A% . 28 =, BEfU# (respect), B %
W T A MRFEBE AR RO B AL, ST BN
(intragroup) ) L% (Tyler et al., 1996).

ST R i E S/ it R VAL N o /Y
SRS T R HAT TR VAN, 5 SRR TR A A
LI PP GEM A A DA [R] A0 8T 1) = AN A 2% 43l
MR N, AR =5 AR TATH
KFR, H SN UK AR o Hh BN [ AT
SR A BEAE A AR AT R EF— A AR M %, DR
SO ) T B R AN B AT LA . FEREAA
M E CCRE 2 BRI AR, BB Z 1 3 SO
AR A B e AR E A AT BT B TR AR A ]

5 J R 58 A0 U B T I ) AR AT R s N 1)
KRB A T, FEA SRR T HIRIA
% (self-categorization) [f] D AR, Afi1&¥ A A
TERER 5 HARREAR 4y, I AT &5 et A
OB BRI RYE . I EREE, AT 2 S A
—HAFFERIEMAT A, GEM XL AEAN
oA om il Mk B Sk 4T 4 (mandatory-required
behavior), ‘&5 A S KM R L& D); 2 AMIXK
B CTERE R N b A7 T, 2 AT A R R
AN o BE AR DA ) R R 4 v, S T 22 1R 5 R R
PR 28, 2 B ) O ECE B T AR AT O,
wAEIMT N, GEM BIXEAT IR A BT H
(discretionary—voluntary behavior), ‘&5 541
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BERTEEY . 7o, M5 RM, SEAANA
LA IR PR 23 5% W AR BRI S L AT 0 s
A, X W T AR 2 AE ] (e.g., De
Cremer, 2002; Sleebos, Ellemers, & de Gilder,
2006; Sturmer, Simon, & Loewy, 2008), Ff H#I 5T
RN AH L B 5 e TE A RO Y B
K BERMAEERIAT A AN (Tyler et al., 1996;
Blader & Tyler, 2009), iX 0% By A1 #LfiR T — 4%
W), AR ARG AR W R LT R AN EA
A AR, DR A AR i 453X A 2 W] AR E b EE AL RN RS
A

3.2 GEM 5#FAMERZE., XARREHEX5

o, ENIRE N E AR BTN N
THRVEM R 2R T A i R 2
A AP AR DU S 4 0 5 7 5 i R S ) B
(0 AE A 0 T B AR s TG R AR TR
st a2 S B A BUBINAT R ), IR
FRIF 7 2 3 B0 N BURAT O e Y. 1) 2 32 iR
R, JETRT 32 T S AR A S I =AY R LR
H AR, RIS 1) A2 M (neutrality ) 5 2k
% 1 15 T (trustworthiness) « > A 3 47 51 5
(status recognition), X5 K JE T BEAAME LAY
GEM ) 5 G y3 F2 7 2 ~F 2 il i /B 4 RE R pL il
KN AL, WA & EAT .

K, GEM Hi& TR 24 Tl ok i A 1y
FE 2N R RS O BEAT R IX — B e . IF
BAHLGRE AR E RS RN OC RAR Y, _IETEZ 1
Ak, WIH SR, REHURE,

FHK, GEM B4 T AT 1 AR, AR
AT HL 23 AT T SRR R A S IS R R 2, i Lk
RN 7R T RRT 2 F IR PLE, hEiTA NS
TEARIG O R AL T AW I R K P . GEM 1Y
PR A L2 R T A ZUE I, & vy LU
IR pE R AL
3.3 GEM ¥4t & IA B 1% By ST ik

MBI 28 Lok F, #E2s N FFR A A
S BEAA (RO A 2 BEARAT O IR it 50 T AL B
RO R N, R O3 AR T AR A A A A
LE R IRy B rp g A AR AR KN . GEM )
W, TR R TE B TR A A B 110 5 AR R i A
A RIZK T o AL AR B IR, X H 2 PTR
HE AR LA 82 = (PPN RIS GEM th [ 521 Y
% Be 50 B b AR ORE AT Sk, 1T AH G AIT 5T U HIE S T

GEM ¥, BRANMEXT B 78 BT @ B 44 b 47
[ VP (R A ) B B e M A R AT O, AU AR G
AW A LN R P 2 ) 2 b 7 52K A
f¥) HB A1 FHI (F"atima, Sousa, & Vala, 2002). [ it
T DA IS, AU AR TE A s A R, E T s
W NAT R e MORERERRAT A BIBE N AT A, GEM
TEEE A2 AR BSR4 T —ANB i, X4
R sE AL S A R ES AN T B DT

MG Tk LR E, GEM 97 e W)t B 5
FETE I REARAE TN 5, W CAERIBA . K EE
)R, T AR 2 DA R AR K I ) P SR e R
RS2 3615 30 (Minimal-Group paradigm), WHE A
R R IETEAR A, SR IT Ak &5 23 RN A I .
GEM %45t 25 TA [ B — AN B0 1) 5 8, BV 9% 22
SE (1) B AR BT BE 1 T R ON R B L Ml AR A 45 T
%, WG R L RS
3.4 GEM MHLATAMRIE R

o, B K SR S I T A
[F) PRI £, DT SRS 2 R 20 1) i R 0 459 BAR K 1) 3
i, HORBZ MEETTL S GEM [ Sk
R e AN R R U s N E I e N TG B o
Edwards (2009) #& H 41 2 37 £F (organisational
support) 2 & i 25 51 L 20 ZL A AT i (5 R
M 525 5 7= HE A 2N [R]; Sparrowe, Soetjipto #il
Kraimer (2006) #4405 % 5 A e BLE AR5
AT, HIE ST 400 ) R 5% SR A 5 R B A
AT N A2 PR A0 i b 2 TR IR AT B 1) 5T R SE TR
Fuller, Hester A Barnett (2009) #T GEM, 2
BT B A R 22 e 45 5 Wi At AT 6 2 2R A TR
AT R 0T 20 2R 1) A T) T AR i ) A R R — A
), il R I ZA rh T KB B T4 T oG B
O R AR 5 A A 2T LL A i AR BE, T 25 B
OB N OGvE B AR AL R Al .

FK, GEM Ji K2 E AT INREE 5 T W
I 2 T I pride A respect)XT- OCB 254
GE AR S (W RS, 1S 2 T T AT S AL T
h OGRS — A AR, AT S
N9 554k (contextulization) B 3 8 J7 7] o

FRIR, BRI 51 AT A (R AR AT, o ol
AT AT E PR IAT A, H AR L R T
ANTE R R, 3 A ) T AT B A R B AT S AR )
BLHI, g AT 24 87 A B E K.
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GEM #8578 T 127 A BT 50 K k4%,
FRIT AP RES AR L, BIFR )P AP 52 R LS R 35 58
WA, T R TSP A 5w IR A AT O .
GEM B R Wt T 22 SFEAF 98 B 001 40 e 7 AR 7
SIS, R G A S (1) ST S )
20 AR 5 ma (A -G AR AT ) M 34k . R TR
L b £ 2 A 2 DA TR B i 1) SR, SRR AT R 7
AP EEHLE] . GEM A7 847 () B 36 A, Jf B
A [ AR RS 1 T AR 2 A R (e.g., Fuller
et al., 2006; Haslam & Reicher, 2006; Sparrowe et
al., 2006). GEM IF £ #3X SEAF 58 A Wy 36 1UE F0 41 )&
o Wl Tyler (2002) KH, H WA K% H
ORIy B R PR R AN, JF BN A
R A R ORI [ BE JRRAE G T R A 4
) EBEANE 52, WA A K A/ER]; De Cremer
FI1 Blader (2006) #&H1, NGB A& 1 )3 5% B AT
e E T AL N FBILI — N &, S E
JF 2 FIAT 9 R NI OG5 Blader (2005) 18 i 5K
BAEL T WNFSEFAFREZERR, IFHKN
5 RREHE, MEFAPHIANRPKRS™ A
HEE W AT — 2N, MG GEM 1E
RKPIALAT ., EHE, ST
FR P R A L B HR ST .

SR, VEA— PO IR, GEM IAFEA
sedE 2z Ab, THEAEZ WU KRR
S DU X LU LA ) AT IR AR

55—, BRSO M SR E R T A T (98 R A
oo PUABIIY A AR SRS i, KRB
JEI it . GEM IR P A2 NS T
T A FIES, SR B AP — AN har
TR A YE BE A AE S, Colquitt 55(2001)
RIFRTF A BHEIAF. ABRAIE. BEEAIE
SEPUASMST [ 4E % . T Cohen-Charash & Spector
QOO KILAFHC AT+ FEJF AT A THR
P EBFE FABA ML TRT A, We]
XN AT A AW WA ALE]L, Bt GEM
HORE 2 S 1R DU AS 743 1R R 43 S 7 A 04 1 15
A, 3N IK PUAS By TR TR A7 A0 AH T 5 T
W {#F E— 2T

B, FHIBE PSRN, R
(¥ i& Pk . Blader, Chang il Tyler (2001) 53
A T R E R L5 68 R LEE XA

AT, T B OC AR A, TS S )
WC 1R 28 P, A () 25 2 i) S R0 AN TR A 7 B 8 1)
AT HCF AT R E S 0 U AR E
S . GEM AR 56 B FEAS (1) i J) ] e 220 T fif
B INFEA I BE T . A TS # (e.g., Fatima,
Sousa, & Vala, 2002) &3, 78 TAEREA. #17.
A=A, LR P AN (R A4 355
T, B BRI e T A b IO AR P A SR AT
FEERAR R, BRI 1R R AT RE A R A
PTG A TR B 2SS T RN ) A4, X
AT DALk L= A — 55 K 4 b I A 53 A B
MURR IR, BRI AN AR TR A TR 25 b A v . Rt
e B 2 MR SE S SR T GEM WA
R N

B=, FBRARERNASINFEN . GEM
A R TR A B 1 BB AR B B B O A R R AR
DR TE K, SR IX WA % i 30 B A4 A 5 D 1R A
HER . WMAEN TIERBRMIALHATN, &R
T — LS AT N, Hoh AT REZ BN R A )
SIHLIRAE, A4 0 B0 G55 B B ML A7 TE 22 7 11,
TR AR R I 5 TR E A AT S
FRAT B 5 0 VP AR L AR (7] A [B] (Grant & Mayer,
2009); M., Kulik, Lind, Ambrose 1 MacCoun
(1996) K L 14 31 22 5 45 3 BUNATT 503 A “F 1) )
AR, ZovEEe 53 v sl &5 R Ao H Ak
GEM FIRF A #2 N RFIT E A MK
AT RES O AR A AR 0T 55 AN ]
MR AEMAR . eSS I P B2 5
RN B ) B b, BRERTE 22 SO AR 52 A
TN ) A

F0Y, GEM ) H % 8T ANk 25 A 50 A
T TEREAR AT A NI 52, SR 10 78 I 55 FR 855
o, A S R R T 2 AR, R A
FHHSNREMKRSZAA Agm, MEWATHR
L NALHI W, 75 BT 50 3 — P AT .
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The Group Engagement Model: Background, Introduction and
Future Directions

TIAN Xiao-Ming; DUAN Jin-Yun; Fu Qiang
(Department of Psychology, Soochow University;, Key Research Institute of Education Ministry-Center for Chinese Urbanization

Studies, Soochow University, Suzhou 215123, China)

Abstract: Drawing on the idea of the Social Identity Theory, the group engagement model (GEM)
developed both the group value model and the relational model. GEM purported that procedural justice
affects people’s mind and behavior through social identity perception. GEM generalized four components of
procedural justice, differentiated pride and respect, and told us the different effects on behavioral
engagement which brought by resource judgements and identity judgements. Generally, GEM is helpfull to
explain the intra-group behavior, it also expands the vision of the Social Identity Theory. However, more
researches are needed for further validation and consummation for various person and under different
cultures.

Key words: GEM; social identity; respect; pride; procedural justice



