ST ERITHRNESYNMER: ETIIE
HIFL A

EIE AR AR
2

GEERZEL P 2R, b5 100084)

BE PREDT AR ABEEINRSEIET N, NEE ARSI MTaid . Rt
I SCHR AN BAL T BTSSR BN LB AT A AR R . A SO IR LA, 32 IS B AR AT
T3k, WA TR SRR R RPN TR (AR THRI SERAN SR X R L AR SR LR v
ASTIRL,  FFARIT FABEANA 58 PEAN 53 TN 2 i) A5 AR X XA LS RS s, AR BRI
WML 12 f$5QCA 7 IENAGHT, AR 1) AUH @K 1 SE A e 7040 Hs ok i A
GULG 2) TR AT E N RIS, DA TeERE s (0 gL, Bk () TIESHG 3)
FEEAEVE RN, SKCFRIBUE T RIS AL DU R = K B AR SR, e it etk -2
SR ) OCH FACFRISER, TR PRI S B AL TR 2 ok s i 2540 5) i T
EFNRIO T m A O, R TR TR S 2 RARIE 26 4638, 10 E 18 Ltk T2
B 6) BRI S, IEHIMEMEZE RN 23R b S u R GERAE A s, HATIRET
MEERARR, A PMTRA RGNS R E. &n, ACHE 7 BB TR ED)
AT R EAR O (A0 B SE B R 7

KA B Ezsh, AEMN, SENM, TS, B EE

1 S

7 TARR F 34T A (proactive behavior) 245 1 T 1 238 HIRELAH IR, HIkHL (self-initiated)
i B BAR SR A 5 7] (future-oriented) () 47 9 (Grant & Ashford, 2008; Parker et al., 2010). i€ 2= [{#F 5 E
ZORINT R TR A ZAT JRext 01 TAS NI Z A — RIVBRAE R, lan: $27+ R T TAES(H
411, Thomas etal.,2010). ZHZLAFEF TAERH R4, Seibertetal.,2001). AT, BRI Z 11EHE
R, BMEIITHIEA D REB(FILTS, HikE, 2021; Parkeretal., 2019). R4 Parker %5 A (2019)¥)
G, AR AR BT MR RA . AS AN B E R LR S S S AL BIX PUAN T AT,
KE G R MBEK, RIRRBM AT A BER . . T E SIS,
AR FEIAT NEE SRR, T4 R A R (Tucker & Turner, 2015).

SR I SR R T2 AT R S B AT R AR I BE AN ROGX — T R, EE AT
FAE— SRR Z b — D5 TH, XSS 5 AR I TR SR, SR BAMT A BN, AR T AT




NIETRIRAGT, BA “RG0E” M COBEIE” FH2A 5, 2021), HIA 0% EREZMIT AN
BAAKR. H—J7H, XL T R T R B AT I AR o 0 R4 B AT N R RO
Wi o AR HE B BRI AW 5 (self-regulation perspective)(Frese & Zapf, 1994; Gollwitzer, 1990), Bindl %5
Aoyt Fed th, M E AT NI R A ALY T 42 L (enacting) T 30, &AL T FiAR
(envisioning)~ 11 ¥ll(planning) A % J B (reflecting)ix 44 L4k 1% 2 . i 48 F 4k 7% 51 (0 4 FH A B4 2400
AR B AT 2 52 i 35 N 2R AT 3 (1 24P (Bandura, 2001; Frese & Zapf, 1994). W Fid %3¢
Wk T IX B AN, — g G RN R BN AT R A I AR 1) R AT AR R A5 AR I
f 2 o s TRAR L T R RN R R X B RV B 2 W e 5 0 A AR AR R ENAT ORI AL ?
A TR ENT SRR F IR EBRANKFHARFAS, 250 TR ENT NI K
PEF= A AT R G 2 SR AN X BB AN, W T IX 8 I E R R A LA 22 45 B AR N A R Al
ORI 6 5, K B 2 o A] SE 4 TR 2 AR R AR BN AT, R R AR A B AT A AT B
A sk, HET R R AR S AT A AU R IR .

T SRANSCHR R X BN 2, 3 — D R SRR AT A A R AL, AR SR A TR 1Y
A A, i A K B AEFAT 308 %5 #18 (action regulation theory)(Frese & Zapf, 1994;
Zacher & Frese, 2018), K A5 4E 5 14 H % 70 M7 (fuzzy set qualitative comparative analysis,
fSQCAY T 5, RWRBM EZH TR A e =T th R Lt 5 R B AR KA
[F] 2 25 (configuration) <= W1 5 WA (3 T ) T /E 43 2L (job performance)tj 1 44 #E ¥ (emotional
exhaustion). (ESLEEAL b, ARSCKHE— PR R, B E M 57 TR G0 3 4 S5, X
P15 58 R 3R ] 5 AR AR g i R i DU AS e B EAE R, SRR RS 5 L ARAR B AT N
MR B Ja, AT 45 & BRI 48 8 PR Lo b B ED VA 49 BT 1 7 i, TE R i A 22 S
PR 5 Bt A b 45 00 5 R SO i LR B, B T AR T B i R A A SRR FE T R L T AR 4R
RIORI A7 26 FE 95 (¥ 38 52 208

AR ULUT AN ER TR 55—, ARSCARFR “ R TRk Esi A REE a2 X—
R, $RAE T —ASETR IR A —— I A A . SRR AE R X — R, #RE R BT N
WA —Fh AT R SEMEAT Ny, T — AN TR A 15 40 S 0 St AN P 7 B RS sh AT i 2. AEIXFh LA
e 512 R, AR 7 200 T AR AT i R P i kel (A R ) SRR = 3h AT
NRCIRE M, DR FRAR 3 B 4T N B RO X — i RIS 68 AT . TR A TR R AR R
WENAT AR, B0 T B, ARSI — AR, R B R, TRl St
BT TC R AER . R ENAT AR — AR, XA T DA B 78 3 58 A T el 2% _F 3k i)
B, T HIE R R AL 0T 70 SE A =5 SR R BN AT I A LENLEE, 5 B2 A TR R AR £ AT A
AR, S-SR ENTAMER. B, ARR THREER SRR ESE Y
ANTCERMEAER, FEED N EZNS A BERI W, X iE—P R TR F A s ma Ak £ 3)
AR RS . BB =, ASCHUE T ARG AT BT OGTE I AN, KR R RGBT
U E ST RIS, FH A H AR R T V38 m B i R R e SRR B 8. T2 A



TOR AR, MU uEmA S, IR TXEeR 2 A5G, FIpRx
T R R B A AR LB (HE A 2, 2015; Ong & Johnson, in press; Parker et al., 2017). £ HIER
b ARSCERIN T AR E B i R A A B RN, X — R I R T A 2E A N Y
N EEFANTHE— D W TR R BN AT I & R AL A N AT T T A

L1 FRENI IR TIESMAV AT

ARSCHG 53 R I TAESTSORME R BRI AN T TNT,  SRBIE TR 30 AT R RO 10 R,
DRy T A GRS 26 R 38 43 Sl SR W T 5% T 7E T ARAT 45 R0 AR A4 36 79 77 THI PR 45 SRR, 17 [ B 23 A AR
B E BT REX AN T T BRI, OREE BT T AT o B OB AT R R At . R T
VEGUSUR H AR R T AN NS S, B Grant fl Ashford (2008)5&1H, FAkFshPERERT AR
UAE A B AT A AT AR BIAE A CUMT o, BRERANR M B IS & M AMT o, R AT LU R B
) [ (reactive) 5 AU L Bl ) (proactive) J7 : 2 e . 414>, MK Z 4415 50 5 T A T KK
HER, kR T HFEPE SR TAEE% 177 2(Grant & Ashford, 2008). 2~ T3 51 T 0] DL AR
AT LT 55 (Frese & Fay, 2001). FTLL, ZETRFIUL 24T AT RCME R A8, A REAHT 5L
PR FEZNAT Jxt 3 T LAESRUNEN . 55— 05T, BB EIIT KR E R, R/ ARGk
S SRV R I A EARYS: o T 175 48 FE B e — o S B T A AR, BT AR R 30 AT A Rk
(RO R, AN IS BARAR IR 3 B AT ot (7 A% 26 AR 1 5

FEARB T, AR EDT AN —MTIERE. AR A (Frese & Zapf, 1994;
Gollwitzer, 1990; Zacher & Frese, 2018)iANy, & TAMNEAISEIEATANZ Ah, AN E BN A0 75 2hd i
— R Y ALER BAEESIR T B S HIAT N, BLARH A7 . iR — M, Bindl 5 HF$(2012)12 H,
PR EFAT HEE T IR TR e bR IR TR . TR A TR — M ARARK, If
T SEM T (Bindl et al., 2012);  THRIEAE TR AR KRAUT AT Z (A ZEREMZE, #EAT SCI0 H AR AT
) e O BN (Zacher & Frese, 2018), B BT 5t TORBEAGIEATAN 7R, AT R HIEE 1024k,
I8 G AR (45 S (Bindl et al., 2012); SERiAEHE 7 T RSN BT R ROEZTR R T80T
HAM EEAT NIRRT A 520 (Bindl et al., 2012), M TTEREUL 85 HI(E Bk 51 S N dEHEag
VR 5 I B AT B

AW 7T LAAT B T F 8 (action regulation theory)(Frese & Zapf, 1994; Zacher & Frese, 2018) N1E 5.
VB9 B AU AR B — M SGEAT S A2 G B R 1R R HESE (Wood, 2005), 47305 HIR Ny, NRA
Reaitk, JFiEE HAR. tHRI 178 REX—RAIMATS SIS R BE), SRR, EiX—R
FIATEh T, WIERB YRR RS B SEHAT A EER, BERR, M3 88
(Frese, 2009; Frese & Zapf, 1994; Zacher & Frese, 2018). Hitt, AR, Mk ESHEAEF U TER
Bt 5 T TARGca EEAE A .

G, TAER R AT BEAELE (1 ) BB B ML 2 Bh TR AR AT A st . AMA BT AR Y
AN ED HAr i T HR S E R E AR, 85T MER R30I EI R 3017 3) (Frese & Fay, 2001;



Zacher & Frese, 2018). TRARREARAE AATEHMRIAEE, FHRECEMNL L, REUTE), DUMRB(EEE 8 ) B
O R AR KA SE(Grant & Ashford, 2008). A FU A, WAL E FEE REMg AR B AR 85E . JF:
B RIA RS, MAIFTAT 102 " B R (Daftetal., 1988; Hamel & Prahalad, 1994). 55—,
il TR B T 53 0B B TRARRT BAA AT 2 BRI SRR (Grant & Ashford, 2008), A 7T 7
TEETEENMES, B0, AMIRTTEUR 31T A HA R (Gollwitzer, 1990).  BEAFAHAIEE 3
TR, A BT 5 TEE AT R BRI A S AT N R AT R B 1) R RERNAR T, AT B A
MR ME S PhAR, MASR 2] (Frese & Zapf, 1994; Zacher & Frese, 2018). W50 KIS & H] € 7
ML R B AR 1R AL 3RAF BT (Frese et al., 2007). 55 =, SZHtiREATE), 51ESMNBTA
SRR BT . AR KRBT CE R, HME ST TSk BA =2 s m (il a,
Kim et al., 2010; Whiting et al., 2008). #/&, SEWABFRAFNR T NAERNE. KEZE—1
FEEEVEM AR, ER AR ESS RS, Mt R RS G . AT R+,
A T HRESHAT NP R S RSB R AT IS, RIS B W 5 SR B bR AR AT R,
SRIGA REA At 8 B O 4T3, DAIR B CARZE IERRIE b, IXSHETHRR 33T s
Rk %5 5 H B (Frese & Fay, 2001). SZAEWF AR B, 63 TR 5 5R R6 A BT 32 T+ T 1F 9% (De
Stobbeleir et al., 2011; Renn et al., 2001).

H TR B AR i TUAN e R IR AR E SRR A EE M, RSN, SMRMSEEIT N
AR AL AT o s K TAES . Wik 5 T N R K P s, i 200 FAR, Wl RE ik A
VRS R R BUE ML S s ZALERI, FTRES AR IO A B TR E TS, R, 5
RERTTIA], AE CLRIRHAT B P R A S Pk AR, ATRE S LRARATAE R B S AR H AR TR
T T THIE R WA 5 LTI, ASCHR I DL B

% 1: TR, M6, msbit, 1R BB E 5T FEA A 1N RE 75 77 1 it e img L E 530

It ESCpTA, U5, BRI R T RS ST B A B S AT N B RCRAT R 5
—J7M, B ICER R EECAR . ATV AT BRI RGN R R B H AR B B AT H FRTa] i
LA N Un T AR A B 5k A5 (10 45 B I F AT 1Y H 24T 3l(Zacher & Frese, 2018). A, A3k
N, ERREE AN ST I R ARG DU TeERsk— AT 2k BRd, ARSCHR PN st

Wik 2: EH, FEife, mLit, mRE IR S FEAES 7T L7 2 i K e L FSERG

1.2 RENI I B EF BRI AT

TE 28 FEIR 2 — PR LR R ) OB, e AR SR AR B S [ 46 FH 145 S (Demerouti et al., 2001).
HORZ MO ER . R AIINTE (Frese & Zapf, 1994; Hirschi et al., 2019; Locke & Latham, 2002), fij %5
T NINAA BT 5230 H b5 BI4F17 4 P (Hobfoll et al., 2018). ZE&4TahiA L S TAFER-T/E¥
JRID-R)1 Y (Demerouti et al., 2001), ACHEH, I HIFEH FIPIA TR AT 3 TE B TAEER
A TAE IR 2 R E



ESe, WAREBT R LA MIEE, 7850 T M LAEZRATT R, o PG A 5 Gas
A@&EH%(&mmAdem%zmm&ﬁwﬂm&o#imﬁﬁﬁm,&%Hﬁﬁ%?A%
I BB VR0, Strickland & Galimba, 2001). 55—, 1% BT 52 Tl OB, #5E ik
W5, FARYE TAEER, ST R 8 T AF % (Zacher & Frese, 2018). Ib4h, 4 S kE4IAIE E5h 1t
R, AT R LA ERAT R R 22, JE N ZEHE % 5] (Zacher & Frese, 2018), AT /R 3
AT NI FE A T A T R R IR A . =, AN AR B SEEAT N AT R R T
YE¥HE (Pingel et al., 2019). JL& ST LERAR 2 BT N RERS N TAEDRIR, FRIRTAER A7, i,
53 T S U P T A %595 5 %8 (approach resource crafting) A %45 X P& T4 [ /J(Bruning & Campion,
2018), {HE A REF TR, SRR AT, W TR T AN TAEER, HEWNHEEL
B TAEBEYER, ik B @& T AF & J1(Bolino et al., 2010; Fay & Hiittges, 2017; Grant & Ashford, 2008; Lin
& Johnson, 2015; Strauss et al., 2017; Zacher et al., 2018). )5, KEH BT R T T H S1730RA,
T BB % S B = 20 8 #4720 (0 77 10 RO SR R K 0 BT, S AP s SOGHAT B R v i 224, 4o ZE 4 T 21
(error cascade) ‘T ¥ £ 1) % I 74 #E(Hofmann & Frese, 2011).

T AR 3 2 AR i DO AN e R 5k A LA EL TARZOR MR EEm, ASCAh, REm
AP HISEHE, (HAMBE., HRIFRE, SERR TSR AVLENES, 8, &%

R AT, JERSLEIG TR 2RI 2 HIRAL L& TAE G R B N B . S Amit 78 R I AR
B SR A 2 FE U ) R TN K & (Bakker et al., 2004; Demerouti et al., 2001), i TAES VR A LLZEsh T
VEELR XS 51 T4 #E(Bakker et al., 2005). Flitk, ASCINJy, RTUAE. (GRSt ARS8
A SO AR TAEERAS R SR RE, BT iE R TR B mK P IS R . 25 LATIR, K
SCHR DL R R

Kk 3: MCHH, MCiTe), Esimt, MCRB AT T 50 FEAES 1] LA 70 G 7 K i 1 4 FE 7«

WRARIR 34T Ak 7 CHFERE T @A IS 24, T2 X BB 30 AT R DA 4k . [
b, ARCERR, REAEEMASREGT R TARRICACT 1S % FE 0 ? FR 3T g s
XF R L S FESR A AE PSSR 7 10 BRI . —J7 T, RE P DU R AR B, AT R LT
VEEESRM AR GEE . fltn, 4nil 5 CAETRAR . IR s 8 BRI sk, TR A X 25 vk J & 1 AR
MBI R AT BT 53 Tk IR 2 AR BRUR, g D AN LB CARSESK, M FEARE g e i 2a AR v 1
AIReME. J3— 7 1], AT AR PRI SO, e H R S, T B 7 SN AE BEUE (Bolino et al., 2010;
Pingel etal.,2019). IAE HIHLIE H AR RER BhBRATHER A WX # A B BRI IE . Rk, AT
T “FRIKSHFHRR MR (707 (Morin et al., 2018; Ong & Johnson, in press), & HHF 5T 1H f,
AR TR, X EIHGI IR R A R AR T S R RS REAT RAR G 2 ke . 25 LR, A3k
H:

GEIIET 1 : f] FRFRBRE 3= 50 FEHT S 7 LTS 2 1 i R A (5 45 #E 5 7

1.3 BRETRE FETHE AR BB RFEERESE

5



NEATHE R ST AW BE), IFSCE H & 535 (Bandura, 2001; Frese & Zapf, 1994). i L
IR 3= 24T A SRR AS R R A T s 2w, BB AR 8047 1A 2 B S 2508 (Cai et
al., 2019; Parker et al., 2019). Bk, BFFRAR LT N ASHNL, AR BAEE R HEH .
Johns(2006)I\ Jy, 1i¥i(context) & — MBI ML, AIHE55 1% Hi(task context). Lo fE L
(social context) PA K #FE 115 (physical context) =4~ K. H, (4515505 7 A M (autonomy).
AN AE 1 (uncertainty) 97 {F-(accountability) PA K B (resources) S5 R 3 ; #2087 A 2454
NFREEMASER 2 MEIE B T TAESFTRIRE . ek, S S MIsiRR . ASOR A
JRAES 3 TR 32 3047 S8 BRI 50 BEAE DG AT 25 R L 2 85 b, T RSB AN A o 1A R 57 T J R 81 ) 43
FEESMNRR T ESE RS EZ M. Bk, RS0 AR B A 52 2R 7 %
FNE A AEAT, XA S RN T, SR UG 58 B 3 W 5 R 32 2 i 2 I 6 2 A HAE
F L FLE 2 51 AR = 347 A s

AR, METAE FE EA RSO TTIEMRZ S B PR B ACE R, R
H LA BE 1 HE R L TR AP PR 5 (Milliken, 1987). Milliken(1987) I ATEFEARZS . BUR . DL RN =
TR ] IR AN B o PRI CDIR 25 AN 72 K (state uncertainty) f& 45 PR 15 A% 5 B A48 b 35— 3020 (4R
ASHE LA 5 PRI PR RCR AN 7 1 (effect uncertainty)F 4 A5 BUFR 15 AR X6 AN A PR S0 sl LA TS s B4
B8 ) N AN 58 14 (response uncertainty )2 45 PR BEAR AL i 45 B AT 0 (1 45 S LTI . A SCRRIA
N, FRBEANH E TR AR T ) BB B R R e — (F I 4%, 2015; Milliken, 1987; 5K 30, ERE,
2009), BRAFANERN M NN RE Z L, AN 347 A A 2 (Parker & Turner, 2002; Parker
etal.,2001). B, TEMABAMENET, WA INEME . M ZEEBFIIC T RIS R
). EASCER . HK, SHEASEET, RIS . BT SCRR 4T sh 4 1
HECATION, PR LA ASTE % P AT I 0T AT R R REAT O BRI 24578 K (Gollwitzer, 1990).
G, MEERFAT RS ARRE, FEEHIEG A ST SRS MMER LR mHEA
BT PR LR R R SO0 /AR BE N . BRIML, s R BRI e MLk OB RS BN A . 2% BRI, A
SCAHK, S E Mo ik R TAERR R = B R A A TRAR . R s B AR A5 5 o R

AR AT E LGS T, WA TR R B EAE, AEA eI 51 Lk som LAES:
RS, SBFEEEN? MR, ST —FRFshid AT RSB AEEG? BUA IR
HEHPATAER AW, SR EEAN 58 1 SRR AN 8 M T AU 32 2 R AN [R B4 B3 T A
SUREZI . PR, FRATRA 7 BN IRSh FAR R HERL” 782 (Morin et al., 2018; Ong & Johnson,
in press), AT, AR ARG, R EAGN I HOR R IR B ANH E MR S AT NI R RS
BBIIRE M . 25 BTR, ASCHRH:

DI 2: GE BRI T 5000 FEXT T ESFRCHI AL N s 75 R BEE TERI R T S
DA ELNG? T, YRR S R ?

.
pos

b
[

N~ >

\

S TIHN B 5 AR 2 48 01 THIE 9T X A CHA B IETE U (Lau et al., 2014; FZL0H,



HKZEH, 2016), XFUERENBIMEE BT B T0H B EH S SRR, & 5 T )
At ERE R —. ARSCNN, R TR SUFEEN 2 TN SRR i & Fes, fA1E
PIAANF T A IR . —J5 T, 4 A TREN RGBT H O, R0 25 = i OB BUR(GILL et
al., 2019). H /& (Baer et al., 2015) LA LI T4 1K) H B (Lau et al., 2014), XK R THRMEHEZH
T A% (Hobfoll et al., 2018), 7 BT 22 53 T [{I155 4% #E38 (Bakker et al., 2005). {HY%3— 5, 46T
RENBIOFEEE O, M2 E s M e aAsT . TIER U TR, SEm i TrE g
FEvE(Baer et al., 2015; FZLMH, K544, 2016). HTEABIRSTUFEAERIX M “XTTEN” RS, AT
MEUAER S F I, SN B =K AR E AR SR R R AR A 78 2 TAETUAR L 1hRI) S
B ERER B, B R LA RE . ik, 52 ArARRL, RATEH B, IR A
B8, R BN R 2R B3 0 B B AT S A5 A R AR 32 3h AT N I R LR A B I i o 2 BT,
ARSCHREH

TN 3 - 25T 18 3 L IERI YR S-F 15 RLA LRSI FEE RS, eI 3
YT FEALES 1] LTS 7 B 7 KM 25 FE 7 2

1.4 BRENTIRETHIZERN

9T S R A B DA SR AR AR R S AR LA RN, TR T ZE A AN ¥
ARSI TR E RS RS I RS X PP AN TR, BRSNS R A R BN AT
AR R b, S SRR B AT A AN R, B s AR S R T i DA o ER
Xt TR TAEGS RS REB MTER G, Bk hid PR MR B EE 2 KIRE R R RemR 4R
T R

BbAh, FERF SRR 3 Bt R A LA S8 R 45 RAR RS mRET ,  HNAZ AR AN A RS R
X — TR & (confounder)(Ong & Johnson, in press). ASHF 7T 1EFA% HIARML T30 AM FIFPZE R AKX
PIANTTREMI PR R o AR B A 2 AN A 53 it o 2 7 9 ) 53 T 5 ) — P AR X AR AT
i [} (Bateman & Crant, 1993). FHk 32 3) AME AN 53 T-1 TAESR4(Z WL Fuller & Marler, 2009 ]
JCAHT), AT REFENA 51 TR TR AR AR 32 2 FR I HAS o AR T RIAH R 45 (LR 4) o,
PR 21 2 T AT Re R B s TR L iR e st DL K S L A (7=0.50, p<0.001) o ZEALLHE,
AT T AR A RN . YEA RN Z —, Z R AR AN 51 26 #6358 = FEAH OGS
Alarcon etal., 2009 [I7GoHT), T HAH AT BES2M 53 TR I H A RRUAR E ST RR AL . A 7T IR C
P HT RN 4)Brr, S piEe B (¥ 3 L5 v] Ae e B AR TIAR L AR THRal L ISt PA R A S B
HA(=0.19,p<0.001). £ LFTR, ABFFLESEH] TR FEZE 2R TN 70 5 DA AR 32 3 A A A
SR IG , R T B3 FR A 2020 B T AR S 8ORI T 48 FE S8 IR 5 o AR SCHE H LA 9F 90 1)

TN 4 - TR 3 5L FE VT T0 3 AR IR F SN FEFIFAZE NS s BB 50192
B RNTSE NG AL LEGRNG FEIG I K A 7



2 HiE

2.1 HA5ERF

TEARRFFH, FATEE T EIEBEEVINAR 426 L8R G TSN, X0 THEETEN
AT NFE. M. G iRfesirs. WM, RNBFEAT AT GETLFIX 426 4R TE
PTIBEE, VR AR E A BRI, 8 R TS 5. RN S EE Y, AT 5
TR T 2 5 B R EEBER R, DU SR

N T BARILIR 7 i m 22 ARG, FRATT o0 TUAE 2 AR R) SOREAT TR ARSI 1, FRATE R TR
T H OB ESS R IUA G RGAR TERIL SRRSO SR E P RN B AT S AT
—AHZJE, RS 2, FATER TG T B RIS EFEEKTE, JHEMA10 B Sk 7 ix i
AL TAESGROK . T fsQCA Jri3A & 2 25 B (multilevel analysis), PFILIRATIIEF % 4L
e, CUER G A NEEMEER T 0. 8T ORIERSEIR R &, BAT— 5T A
HAUE 0 R T HMT R BB R, 53— D7 TEAE R YRR 1) 45 HR 5 N T — T8 R A E (X
R TR A BN R, WEEREEERE AEERE ).

FESI SR AR SO A R G5, AT AN B SR Y [ EAT T UL, AR A
383 M 01 L. MATRF AR 30.0 (SD=4.11), Hr 66% M. EHAEKTIIMH, 16.4% 7%
Bl 653%NARL,  18.3% A+ K& LL 2.

=1 BEEREHER

Fits 91 SR FEEANKE
AR 6.58 5.53 4.47
e 6.45 5.44 4.44
St 5.88 470 3.51
SRt 6.37 5.27 4.18
TAESK 6.83 5.86 4.89
1% 4 FE 4.12 2.79 1.46
WAt 6.46 5.34 421
BB BB AT 5.88 4.89 3.90

e AR N=383,



2 FRETEN TS HERBRNESHN

A= m LAESL R TAESTK T 4 RE e
A7 la A7 1b HE e HAZ 1d
St . X ® o
e ® ® X (]
52t ° & [ 0%y
i . Y ® ®
— 54 (Consistency) 0.85 0.80 0.82 0.81
JE4E 7 75 ¥ (Raw Coverage) 0.48 0.54 0.23 0.20
478 5 J¥ (Unique Coverage) 0.48 0.54 0.23 0.20
# {&—F ¥ (Overall Solution Consistency) 0.85 0.80 0.82 0.81
LK 75 ¥ (Overall Solution Coverage) 0.48 0.54 0.23 0.20

@ RIZAMRAENEAT): QIEAMRIRNIRAT): FABZRMEZASEN AL AL, RiER,, 0 B &
I 0KIE, o or @ HIDZKIF

22 METHR

BRI BEE A 1) AR T Bindl £ A (012)JF & K B L FErER . A
SRS BT T80, DMERF ST SEbRtE L. Bindl 28 A(2012)JF & 7 HidE. TH-HilAn
ROBHESR, JRMT Griffin 5 A (2007)FF & B EAMAFR 32 2017 R = A5 H IRk & 5
TAMNERISE . ZEmRW I 0 DA 2i— A H BAET 7 2/ DB RIAE JJ7E & 4 H iR St b, I
KT HwAr 7 mER(1=— R WA 7=1R2). TUAN & H & T8« B4 = T H BT 1 7572 7)
HAEH—SERECN 0.89: =K HMETIRICH “RASTERM b= AR WA, LIkSEH R
J5 ERA O — AR ), S — B R BN 0.89; =AM HINE S0 “ FREAE T IR 5 A% O
7707, HAE— S RECH 0.93; =45 B IR B0« BN TAES LGN — LR AT
TR Z R X LRI Y T AT 457 ), H N — S RO 0.92.

FEAHEEEE A 1) FATRA T De Hoogh 25 A (2005)F R I =" 26 HIEER . Flan “Fkim
TAEMEEE AL, BATRM T 25085 7 SERO=IEF AR, 7=1-EFRE), a8k 25
4 0.88.

RITRBABIOMFEEGE L 1) TATRA T ELANATKZEE(2016)1E Gillespie(2003)H & 1) &
TR L, Sl imBFE R SRR, ZERASTANKE, Fll, “Ra AFsERs
Pl TRAEE LR S ARG, ZERAE TLMAKEEHQ016) W 7t rh R I T B RS,
HA S RN 0.92. BATRA 7254 7 SER(=1EFEAFE: 7= FR), ERFRF,
ZELR I P U RECH 0.88.



TAESRL (B A 2) FRA15R 0 Williams 1 Anderson (1991) FEF, wF% 7 F T Hf St m P
ANk H o Biltn: RN TF A SE AR T A B LA /A i TARAESS 7 BATRA 7 255k 7 AERA=1E
WAERE: 7T=IEERE). XY H USRS G 78 A 2 1 i — B R UE, 510 Fuller 55
ANQOLS)IWEFE, AR H P9 38— S0 R BN 0.82. AW 7t P iZE R A — 0t RECN 0.94.

15 45 #6358 (A 18] 4 2) FRATIKH Belcastro, Hays A1 Gold (1983)f) 9 4% H 545483 045 . filn. “ 3K
AR TARIRIE & ALK 725005 7 SMER(=1EEAFE: 7=FERR). LRSSt RE80y
0.97.

EHIZERE A 1) RATRHA T Parker(1998) 18 1754 4% H AU 3l A 1 At & 2kl & 5
TR ES NI Bl “RIGLAEFHRMFE R I7E”, KA —SE RN 0.84. AT
F17 Donnellan % A (2006)1) &R E ML TN . ZERGE TIUAKH, Filln: “FRIBE S K
FHAE”, KPP KEARAEE . ERFIRF, ZREMNI S RECN 0.65. LLEFAE
BIRA T 5k 7 SER(=FEFEATE: 7=EEFS).

2.3 DAL RMEE ML 7 HTiE(fuzzy set qualitative comparative analysis, fSQCA)

ASHIFFE A T RER B 5 T EL AR BT (FsQC A o 1% 77 10 — A3 T 85 B B A ZR I8 ORIR 7L Rl A
S At B EL B ey SR R4 5 35t SR & (W B 43 7 125(Fiss, 2007; Ragin et al., 2006). T4k,
YUV TR TP AR IR IR AT 72:, ok LR BIH ST AR e (B, s, B8R E, 2017
Meuer, 2017; Ong & Johnson, in press). 1% 77 ¥ AF N —Fh LLA A #4019 43 T 77 ¥ (person-centered
approach), T LAAZ & g0 () 757 (variable-centered approach) A H MR I 3. LLAS B L
ST IR n, TR S A A T5 2 4 BT ) AT DAE R AR 2 B R A T R S A AR R [R) SO
(unique). JHSZH(independent) X 5, (HME LS 2 R0 76 2 2 7] 193 [F 4 FH (Gabriel et al., 2015), 1 LA
N (53 BT 7525 Be 85 73 BT 2 b 7 25 el 26 A4 9 B0 [F) £ FH (Gabriel et al., 2018; Ong & Johnson, in
press; Ragin, 2009; Woo et al., 2018). fEBIIXM 77, HATAT LA UM G R LA G fER—%
Akt 25 B AR B A TR I

BEAl, fsSQCA B RES A HE 220 (equifinality ) Fl K A XS #R M (causal asymmetry) i ] @, Z520PE
SR, TEAEZRMARRHEETT L SEAARMSE R Bln: A 2 A [ ) SRS 4L A48 AT LAz al s T4
iR RIRAS PRI, SR B IMMAS AR T FHE RA NI H A Fiss, 2007). Flan: F
b K ST R AT IR A R F B, sk 2, 2015). i, 28 SQCA Jikfgsilb ik
TR R AR = 2y I 2 2 245 280 ) 5 A e AR R SRAN K ok e o R

BT EIREAZ A, £sQCA J7dudi] CABEF T-HRZR Mk TGP 0 5 R 70\ 53 7 2 37 1) DL e
BRI, SOH T IR AR 30 H 8 5 15 (Morin et al., 2018; Thomann & Maggetti, 2020). 1E 4
Thomann 1 Maggetti (2020)FTi&R, “JuIH4H F= 5 B 2 DLUSL IS H AR G0 1 A 2 SRRt AR s v
1 QCA TR SRFANG R (p.374). A AT AT EIR A TAEZR- TAE SRR AL,
FEARAE FR IR S P T B SR R P, R AR AR, ISR fSQCA J7ikReiE T
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BOERATTRESS UE T A 56 0 TE s, SR ME PR 2R 7 ) L

AP, WATERAEA 5QCA, MAERIASHT A HAER /34T, N fsQCA TEHHT 24
e H A A BT A HAR R 4. B, HET RS AT B0 R8 ELAE PRI T B T AR A TS &
AR (B A AR, AB—J5 T AR = AN 5 DA E 132 BLAE I 1 45 R (Fiss, 2007), 53— 77T
] BRI G 2 B LR M RS A Ve i 0 . Lok, RTINS BT A8 EAE T L 5 86T £sQCA 7
A BN RE TER ANF 8. A AR S5 BTSRRI B R X WA R Y 15
Wi, NI RN S B R R M TS iR fSQCA 75 1 LA 2SR 91 22 11 2 1) il Rt
&, TR G E TR O S ARSI A I Y B ECE AN B R AR R L B AR, IXIE
FEA FARRR 108, RIARNR 2 i R PN Te &R i i S RS o, G IRLS 2 TR 51
LERERIX AN 25 S IR L 78 20 B B 5 o FEARIHFTE A, JRATIIEA SO AR 35 72 o
(RIBREAN TEF A AR SN 15 48 FESE IR RS ) 32 B B = AR M. e, BIESHTET e
JEIR” [ AR, TEME AR E A RGN T — AN ERIBER: AR i H R h I sie,
AR FAATR RGN S TT R Z I8 B 1 J7 A SRR, RIS R S AL Ty B <R
A P AR EERE Y £5QCA AT, T LLA AlchilE S ix MR . H L, FRATTIEA] f5QCA K
[F1] 25 A SR 72

WJa, HTUUF A HMMRE, RATERMA $QCA, A2 # 7E &I [ 4 #7 (latent profile
analysis, LPA)'. 25—, 1T sQCA 7-#Thf, FHARME TR SIREE SQCA KIMMALEF.
fSQCA T LA BT HHIREE E Zo0t T 45 0 = R AN E A, Bkl RS KRB HAT L7
MG BUR TAESRL, ME R AR RS fiK. SR, 4 LPA BEAT 4TI, B s #RER
fE LPA FTRBLMHITH A . 55—, LPA AR TERAFE AN R (Gabriel et al., 2018; Ong &
Johnson, in press); =, fSQCA TJLAX /3 H%0 3 A AL LA, Hoi RO 560 T 45 0= A 50
L (Fiss 2011; Ostroff & Schulte, 2014). K, SQCA HJ LLITAL AR = shid F2 7 DU AN 76 5 AR M B4
AU AR BV, AT A LPA B, 418G F BT o 3 A0 7] 55 3 22 (Ostroff & Schulte, 2014).

2.3.1 #fE(calibration)

fsQCA 5 EH IR B R MES 0 B 1 AYSRJE B (membership) 73, MR R F — K AFAFHE
(presence)/ N7 1E(absence) ) “FERE” XERR M. H, 1 oRmEafE|T, MK MLT
s 0 RSB aEARIR T, BNZFAFE TR T 0.5 FRosR)m T AIAN R T Z 18] A s KA
(3 X ri, crossover point), EIE LU 1Z A& AL T R /K P RAR K o KR4S AR AR £ 1, 25 L
RAEDY 0.5 FOME A e 460 0.5001, DA G £6> S48 73 A i 15 vh i 07 B i Crillly et al., 2012)0 3%

DA A fsQCA RELE R 20 B X B AT 10 br, JEXTEE 70T R T RIEIR S, AR R R & I L
EEap AT e X ISR e T DAk i DL RERR AR fsQC A M AE 1 THI 73 T A LE 20 -
https://osf.io/twyg3/?view_only=692e77237a654ecab780041d16e61b48
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AT P R, RIS FHAE AR A BB R AR N = (G AT RS HE(91 4, Pappas et al., 2017). BT &, Al
THEARRAN A I E AR AEZE , FER I E R BN S0 T A XA, T T (BUIR T BME— M s i
ZENTERB T (B EARIE TR BIME. A ERAE RS BT T I B K P2 52 LA FAE X 1
ERAKCE, A0 I B KK o dHEUT 5 A R A AE A (A, 58 H & TR T3
fH—Mr#EZAE AbriE(Aiken & West, 1991). BRFEFRINL 21 72 & 315 S KA ROZHE — N H
R S P A B R Bl —/M3 5 907 MER) M AL BER S, (AFEHFTER TA/EER
i, HIHALFEIF AP SKCEAR L, T AR R TR AR BRI EBKF . R 1 AT S B R AR
i ERS T, T TR, RS T Frazier 55 N\ (2016)LL K55 N (2017) IR R,
78 1 S B S /45 SR I A7 AE (presence of condition/outcome)(BIAZ S i LA )R A, K2k h/45 i)
itk (absence of condition/outcome)(BI A X LA )BRMR” o I, ey i 488 vt R 155 48 FE 8 1 17
f£ (presence of emotional exhaustion); I 1f £ #E v & WK 35 15 25 #E 45 () 6k 2% (absence of emotional

exhaustion).

232 fEREER

FRATTH £ 48 ) LB K (truth table). fSQCA3.0 it 1 EE R FGIA T B nl B 46 A4S K
PR, FILEERMCR" . RATEE =0k B %, Lhyoe e 240l LAk AN 7850 1 5 AT i A1
IRBMEEFE, BB, WRIEZRTIRF (I, Frazier et al., 2016; Garcia-Castro et al., 2013), AT
BE G TG AR A A TS DU AT HE T, FEAREE 2220 80% 14~ %2 (Greckhamer et al., 2013), FRATIERE
10 EAR L A JRAEER R T DUR G R AP LA ETA 16 P4 MRESICH 10 K UL EIAA
i, A 331 MR O AR T EH L. B8, IR AR AR (Fiss, 2011), A SCff
i1 0.80 F 9 Ji 4 —F P (raw consistency) IR AR BIME . A —F0PE & 48 5T PR 2H 4 6) 45 AR = A e
PEARRERE ST ROMESR . IR 0h— SO, A AT A S Re e SR R B MR, K2 BRI,
H=0D, ASCERE 0.6 1E A —BUE U (Pri) B AR BIE . A — B B (PriyfRE “A—FUI LBk
/" (proportional reduction of inconsistency), F Tttt —HARERE FELER, HAL B AEEMNH
SLAR Y, Biltn, FoRhdaAs T URI S 80m TAESORME TAESUk. SCh 10 K& BL b, JEdE—
BUEA BT T IMH 0.8, H Pri —BERTETBME 0.6 MATHEHSE I 2L RES I TE,
RZAE

N T VSR FUR R 2, BATCL 5 T TR 4 AR &, KA F s iR U e RN EEA I 2
PE—EAATHE T AT FIEH TR 3, FATLME S FEE N R &, R BRI o ER
BRI BN S EAE —BHATHE . B, RATER 6 MENELEA, MR 2D 80%MIFEA
(Greckhamer et al., 2013); H.K, RIEEAM SR EIL(Fiss, 2011), FAUMLH 0.80 119546 —hE

>

2 HTRIERR S, ASOTERIE BER . BRI v LR E DL MR AR BER:
https://osf.io/twyg3/?view_only=692¢77237a654ecab780041d16e61b48
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(raw consistency) FIIRAKEE, HFE 0.6 {F9 Pri —SMERHARBIE . BATRIRMG LR & 1 B
32 P, AEREIUONY 6 KULERAAS)E, &E&A 322 DA%, 15 MU TARSU
T8 FEIR LS 7T o

e, N T AR 4, RAE 5QCA iz )a, it — D it HARN s id &S FE
JEAE ] OLS [alJFokA s, FEFHIEARR Lol R e R A N i m, AR B iR SR &
TyIR REMRE 3 TAE TARGUSANE 2 4e3E LIZE S

3 &5

3.1 fmik g1t

T4 GH THNERERRRYES T ARSCHR TR AR AR T R AR Y, DU IR AR &
()R IX 73 80 o B PE R 3 A T 48 SR 7R, A SO R R IR AR I B FEAR 2 (i (674) =
1735.91, RMSEA = 0.06, CFI = 0.92, TLI = 0.92, SRMR = 0.05), 77 % S 4 RER, R
PET I Ab T RE 1 2 BEAS LY, IX SR B A 78 Hp 5 A0 B AR A 1 DX 23 R0

3.2 fSQCA SR

FATE S AT B EANE M, DR B 5 A AT i BRI S A1 0] 45 R i & 4 22 1Y) (Fiss, 2011) o 225K
PFRERE R %A, SRR . DB A A 4 L2 W 45 BRI TR 6 PR RE  i s ( LAESK
PAS S A 48 FEm B 0 EEE R 0.9, AR A ARGEKR I, LIz, 2019). XS & FI
AT A S A0 03 T AR S8R 48 FE 0 O RRE 095 BRI, AKX Le iy R SR AR N N 8 70 1% 23
PR R RLCLH A TT DL A v RKF I AR SRR 25 #605

F8 3 173 B A P 3 AE R SR R A i BT R 2R A PR B A S S S R Z W 8 0. — Btk
(consistency) & ZH A 7 A H 75 B HE SUOGTERI S 4. — 8IS 70 RT45T 0.80 MR IX — A RE i 78 40
Hhy 3 35 45 2R A8 F(Ong & Johnson, in press). WAk, AW TN —F S5/ T 0.8 (HKT 0.75 2
A 4252 i (Frazier et al., 2016; Ragin et al., 2006). 11X T 7 5 & (coverage), H FIH-HA — N[ H52 1
AR B -

fSQCA3.0 B T A /R e /MU PP AT A4S B =26 . AN 5712 48 R Ti(logical remainders) Y 5 %
fitts BB EARIUNE LI LASANFT & BRI B DL 1 B R I [ . N ANRTER 264

3 TR, ASOTERIEWAUETER R T EE e X BOERIR 135 ) DA s DA SRR A B TR T R 3R 4 47
ZE5L: https://osfio/twyg3/?view only=692¢77237a654ecab780041d16e61b48

4 T RIEBR S, ASOHFERIAE BB HTIEE R X EGER F53 7T DA s DA B A B IR PE R 3R 0 2
R https://osf.io/twyg3/?view _only=692¢77237a654ecab780041d16e6fb48
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W AU 22 ANAAS, HSEBRE T R Be 3 M /NMEAS, BT IS -M)st & “ B4R R 10
Mz, TIRE, 2017). —MeRUd, IR TR LA E 2. 45— a0 R A R BT )
FRFITTZIfR, R AZ AR, RIS = A BB I A% s 45— AN a R 2 A BLZE Hh R A, U
KNGS, BB TTIR 260 QR — AT R 2 A R AE P R i, JURA X — S A s
RBBMFRILRAIZE, TTRE, 2017).

RINE 2 fin. @MeMRFILZMAEAELFMRIAREKT), QHFleRRH:FIFMIBK(Z
FARIAEAT), 2 ARREZFM G IZAB TR IZFA R R AR, #AE
ZHERLE R, AL, AELES T R A L f#(parsimonious solution) {5 &, X4 T #tx(core) Fil
1% (peripheral) 551t . @ELQFETRIZHFA AL AT oBleERiIZF M NILLG AT

Bk 1 3EH, RA KR SL A e 7070 My ok i TARESGRAL. (R 2 $H, s, srviiAs.
m R R A T AT A s SR i TAES . R 2 B T A R B BITA 7T LAFS 7 i
Mg RARAE. ERRIAEHE la@EGHIE mitRl. msgii. 555 8) AT LL7s 2 s ks T4
Gl HrPmiH IR R SE 2 04 ZHES 1a i9— 5 (consistency) B T 0.80, FF&hnite; A%
75 /% (overall solution coverage) A 0.48, Bl IXFRZHATE = TAEGUA R TR (5L 48%. X5 KZ
H £sQCA WHFE(A-F 0.18 31 0.67 Z [H)H Ll /&A1& HI(Ong & Johnson, in press). 1 5 A 15 7K {0 5Lt
ISR SEANRE TS o s SR sy LRG| R 2 I/ 35 ks, thdh, 4 RERIMAS
1b (IETAR AR THRI R SEHtE . KSR W] BA7S 7y SRAR CAE ST

B8 3 42, MCHUAE. TR, &S A S B A S R i ke . 45 ORI,
AFS Lo ATRATR M HU R R M 26 FE0R, X SCRF TR 3. AL 1 253K %R, (TR 3= sh i FR 1
HATTLAR /M RACAE 2 605 . A 1d Fis, @ TivdE. mvhR . STl s S B A T B 78
OIS 26 FE08, B SR RAZ DA

B0, BATS AR IR A E M R RN B B AR £ AR A e R —
VERGAHAT 0T BFFLINRR 2 0%, BN EENS FREARFACF SRS T, SEuar=4k
RN IR . 26 3 Fias, 8Id B 225 2a FIZHZS 2b, RATR I SB0m TESAS TR S
It 5 PSRN o M AR T AR A o 24 2a R B, /KPR BT DA e 5 T i LAE G SR 2,
WIS TG Ve RS AN 5 Vi ey 1 A2 (G R T LAFE J3 iy K iy LAESTR . (HZHAS 2b R H, FRBEAH 2 4L
B, ARSI A R, EACTRTAE . TR SE AT BTSS0S ELE TAES . b,
AZ 2¢ R, TRHBEAHE M SRR, BRIk, RiiffE < B E 70 S 8L T
EGU. Z5 BPNR, TOWHEIAHE W, & DR e TmkF, W Kem LESR. %
M, MBI T R, SCHARRA A EE, XRE TAERKEAHEE T, B, itk
SN Y

BEFE I 3 SRR, FEH A TR BN SEAE)S , WRLS AT LA 43 b ls KA A 254
Yo TEHE FEAR 2 B FE RS, BARRILT A IdE AR, SR, (RS, R )T
PAFE 43 il RARAG LB AL v . SRTAT, KPR SEBRAT B (I SE ) AR R 3= B R AH S I A R A SR
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HHPOIEN . 5 BB E X 2, fsQCA I Hrdi R R, 413 2e(mTiAE
it R RBGRI B SUREE) T ATE 0 1 S BURTE 4635 . KRR, 2R TR RS
AKFGEE, I HARACFRTER., HRIAM R ER, Joil Stk w2 A6 2R K- 11
SEREYR . X SRV, BN BRI E AR T LA S TR Eshid RE P B AR . AN, A
2d(R PR ARTHRI. wseiti. (IR E) ST B HL S, TR BRI E K=
k.
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* 3 RBESEMERERS TS, IBERIBAASHE

a LAEGTRL RITAES L e 1H 4 FE v T 2 HE 08
HE 2a 27 2b A 2¢ HE2d HE 2e

TR . . ® ® .
iR . ® ® ® ®
i ° X °

R ® . X ® ]
IRBEANH 2 1 PY \ \
TN B A E AT \ \ \ Y

— (I (Consistency) 0.85 0.85 0.80 0.82 0.83
JEU4E 7 75 ¥ (Raw Coverage) 0.48 0.46 0.54 0.23 0.44
1475 % ¥ (Unique Coverage) 0.07 0.04 0.54 0.23 0.44
Ak — P (Overall Solution Consistency) 0.84 0.80 0.82 0.83
LA 75 ¥ (Overall Solution Coverage) 0.52 0.54 0.23 0.44

T @ WEKMRALENEAT): QIMZFMRFRMALAKT): B ARZFMAAEZABRNPTLI: RS, @ QIR LK, o ore FHBLKIM: 7 BIRERAKZF M T
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3.3 B35t

454 £sQCA FENA T, ASCHE— B R F 1A 8 4. Ong 1 Johnson(in press)i\ A,
A LLGE A [ U5 43 W SRR 22 4 A SR S P AN 45 TR 2 [ s B DR EG.  o, FRAT TR 2R SR
JBIE . W2 BTAIRE (140, Kalleberg & Vaiseywe, 2005; Meuer etal., 2017), A1 4
FAF I B/MENE I RASTREE . Hlan, mR—ME, BUEES R 0.2, RIS
N5, LR RN 0.4, RESSHN 0.7, WaxTHABAE. Stk msifm U8
MIAZS, ZANRFBERDN 0.2, &T 0.5 X AR FJEFZ MDA 0ERE %N EA
JBFZAE), MET 0.5 MFREENMILAN |(BEREZNERTZAL). # 1k, WAME
I SPSS 23 # A, 4 4k FLAR vt 4L A5 S P R4 1) AR e A

W 5 A 1-4 foR, SOOI Shid R S e R A B BONET, ST (Y 1:
B=0.13, p=0.016)A1 Jz BL(H AL 1: B=0.15, p=0.013)}9 5 TAES%H B3 ElM % R AR
FhAREFEICR . B ARG AR 1a — BN EEA G FE, AR 3 AR A TAE SR
R B IE MR R 3: B=0.20, p=0.005), 475 la M TAESRCE 3% IE RS R (B 3:
B=0.42, p=0.007), LR EE TSR RAANERE . FFER, SRR EsidfEdh
FoiEs BIESAAEFIAL 1o —BNEETRE, B2 AR TAE S 0h 535 1E )
KR 4: B=0.23, p=0.001), 47 1b M TAESGH B2E fmx R 4: B=-0.66,
p<0.001), SEHEAIFI TAESIRCA 22 1E 17 % R (B 4: B=0.10, p=0.046), 1M 85 TAESIRL
MR ARNFEE . 1K Ut AR 3 33 A2 ) 20 25 S LSRR 3 33 72 Bl ) 0 3% B % T 4
HO TN TAES R, I AR GMERR B AR 2 J5, IhEe il TAESL.

BEAh, e s MR 5-8 B, M ER B AR R A PR TR . M RS LA AR
e E B FRLAS X DA T AR G FE (RIS MAI I, R0 T AR AT DL 25 i 5 T 520 T (1 17 4 o (X
M 7: B=0.32, p<0.001; 18 8: B=0.32, p<0.001), 1Bk E DRI PL LS Ie R
F L 5 TR 4 RE

B0, WAL A FADHHR R F BT E MG, BRI R HEN T4
RAF MRS, R 6 B 3-5 frn, RS ERh &R, HWEAHEME. Bl
B9 PN IVYSE Y E e U S ey 5 N EI VS WIE I A0S SR pUR o s SIve A V982 S N i
SE M3 T0 WA A ARG, AN B A R ARS8 B3 1 D8 R (A
3:B=0.21, p=0.003 ;# %! 4: B=0.20, p=0.004 ;4 71 5: B=0.30, p=0.001), 175 2a(# % 3:
B=0.42, p=0.007)A1 3b(# ! 4: B=0.43, p=0.003)}9 5 TAES80A S EM 5% &, 414 2¢ Al
AL ARG 23 Tm) R R(BY 5: B=-0.38, p<0.001).

e 6 4 8-9 iR, KA EBNI R & o s AR SFEAE. WA LLK
PR 3 2 id PR AS — LN [R5 72, AR E B A8 v & 0 3 E AR S M AR I I 1 4
TR 28 (A FAE AT R B T SRR A 3 (1 6A) OC R(BAY 8: B=-0.27, p<0.001; #
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A 9: B=-0.20, p<0.001), FH& ) A AN 7 TG 25 FE v A W3 B IR M) 8 R(BEAL 8: B=0.30,
p<0.001; 1% 9: B=0.29, p<0.001). LAk, 20 2e e LR AR &R AL LA 0 T1% 4456
YA B AR S R (Y 9: B=-0.43, p=0.043), X I 2e(F AR, Bt & JEA
RN RIS B AT B AR EE RN F B R & o . R B AU EAE LA E N
1 2 AT it i S 3 T 55 S FE 3

gi LRTR, i EE T, AT 7O TR 4, EHMEAMAZE R AR AT R
FEITHRIE, A la. 1b. 2a. 2b. 2c BISRJBEIRETIN CAESRL, TZHAS 2¢ fe il
BRI X—RINFEIREY, RERR LRI R W H A BUSA T AR A 2
FEARIR E BAT A R — ) LR G E R A E .
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*® 4 HTENHE., FEENEXER

M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14 15
IR E RTINS 524 0.84 (0.84)
PREY NG 323 1.10 -0.25%%  (0.65)
3.k 553 1.06 0.63** -021**  (0.89)
4118 544 1.00 0.65%* -0.22%* 0.76** (0.89)
5.5 470 1.19 0.59*%% -0.14%*  0.64** 0.68** (0.93)
6.2 18 527 1.09 0.55%%  -0.19%%  0.68** 0.72%* 0.63** (0.92)
TIREN B B FE AT 4.89 0.99 0.50%% -0.17*%  0.45%F 0.46%* 038** 0.44%* (0.88)
8 IR AN 5T T 534 1.12 048*%%  0.09  0.50%*% 0.44%% 043*%* 043%* 036** (0.88)
9. LAEGTL 5.86 0.97 0.46%*%  -0.13*%  0.45%% 045%% 043%% 045%% 036%* 027** (0.94)
10. 15 4858 279 133 -0.16%%  0.34%F  022%* 021%% -0.12% -0.21%% -027%* -0.15%* -0.13* (0.97)
LLAZ 1aa): T, itk msi. m 0.26 0.44 0.50%** _0.18%*% 0.58%* 0.60%* 0.72%*% 0.62%*% 0.32%% 0.36%*% 0.43%* -0.16%*
124175 1b2c): RTUAE. ARiHRI. RS, K58 0.3 0.46 -0.42%%  0.19%%  -0.68%* -0.62%* -0.48%* -0.60%* -0.30%* -035%% -0.44%*% (21%* _038%*
134175 le(2d): fIRTIUAR. iR, st (8 0.05 021 -0.03 0.09 -0.09 -0.11* 0.07 -0.10 -0.04 -0.05 0.12*  0.00 -0.13% -0.14**
14HAE 1d: &I, Akl RS, mE 0.08 027 0.13* -0.07  0.21%%  0.23%*  -0.11*% 0.22%F 0.12*  0.09  0.02 -0.12% -0.17%* -0.18** -0.06
15 2b: &1L, il Rl mE ., SN 026 0.44 0.48%  -0.16%*  0.53%* (0.55%% 0.56**% 0.58%*% 0.34%% 0.54%% 040%*% -0.15%* 0.74%*% -0.37%* -0.13* 0.23%*
16,44 2e: mFAR. mibRls 08, EE A B SRS A 027 0.45 0.52%%  -0.25%F  0.58%* 0.61%* 0.51%% 0.60%* 0.59%% 036%% 0.37+% -031%* 0.71%% -0.39%* _0,13%* 035%% (.73%*

W p<.1;"p<.05"p<.01; *p<.001; N=383

19



F* 5 TIESBMIRERBN IR ERNIRASREENEERS T

TAEGK 1% 4 K6 v
A1 FER 2 FER 3 T 4 FR 5 R 6 PR 7 (Rt
B SE B SE B SE B SE B SE B SE B SE B SE
R
BAR 0.12* 0.07 0.08 0.07 0.07 0.07 -0.05 0.07 -0.22* 0.10 -0.18" 0.10 -0.18" 0.10 -0.17"  0.10
i1 0.09 0.08 0.04 0.08 0.03 0.08 -0.02 0.08 -0.13 0.11 -0.06 0.11 -0.08 0.11 -0.05 0.11
St 0.13* 0.05 0.10* 0.05 0.02 0.06 0.10° 0.05 0.1 0.08 0.10 0.08 0.12 0.08 0.07 0.08
8 0.15* 0.06 0.15* 0.06 0.11° 0.06 0.08 0.06 -0.15" 0.09 -0.13 0.09 0.14 0.09 0.12  0.09
U e PN S
021" 0.07 0.20" 0.07 0.23" 0.07
LYY
032" 0.06 032" 0.06 032" 0.06
HERBSBA=RET; =AFRET)
AR la: mAL. mibRl. Eseit. mkE 0.42* 0.15
AR 1b: RFAE. KRR (Rt K8 -0.66"* 0.14
AR le: RTUAR. MRiHRI. msoit. KRxE -0.39 0.31
A 1d: EFAE. Emitkl. et mxE -0.17 0.27
R? 0.22 0.23 0.25 0.28 0.07 0.14 0.14 0.13
AR? 0.01%* 0.03%*a 0.05%#b 0.07 0.00° -0.01¢

T p<.1;"p<.05;"p<.01; "p<.001; N=383; ARPIRE MEIHRBOYIEIRAEML A R EL: AR SRR 3 MIECT B 2 1) R2AZ4L, PARZRMETY 4 AR T AT 2 1 R2AGMk; AR Rl 7 AR T 6 1 R2 A2

B, 9AR? R 8 AHEL T I 6 (1 R>AE1L.
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F* 6 TSR RSN ENSENRRERNASRBENERSH

TAESRL lEE A
(D R 2 BR 3 R 4 RS R 6 R 7 MR 8 T 9

B SE B SE B SE B SE B SE B SE B SE B SE B SE
R E
WAl 0.12° 0.07 0.09 0.07 0.08 0.07 0.08 0.07 -0.15 0.10  -0.17°  0.10 -0.14 0.10 -0.15 0.10 -0.12 0.10
H%1 0.09 0.08 0.04 0.08 0.03 0.08 0.02 0.08 -0.04 0.11 -0.08 0.11 -0.02 0.11 -0.04 0.11 0.01 0.11
S 0.13* 0.05 0.10° 0.05 0.02 0.06 0.07 0.05 0.13* 0.08 0.13 0.08 0.11 0.07 0.13 0.08 0.12 0.07
KB 0.15* 0.06 0.15* 0.06 0.11* 0.06 0.11* 0.06 -0.11 0.09 -0.11 0.09 -0.10 0.09 -0.11 0.09 -0.06 0.09
RSN -0.01 0.05 -0.04 0.05 -0.04 0.05 -0.09* 0.05 -0.27 0.07
BB BB AT -0.31"  0.07  -027"*  0.07 -027"" 0.07 -020"  0.08
MR EI NI 022" 007 021" 007 020" 007 030"  0.06
PN 030" 0.06 030" 0.06 029"  0.06
HERBESBA=KET: (=FKET)
ggéﬁ IO N S N 1) T 042" 015
A 2b: ETAR. R ERE "
%géc TR AR, ARSI 038 030
%géd: SN 197 7N =TS N -0.38 0.3
M 2e: WAL BRI BB .
ookt R
R? 0.22 0.23 0.25 0.25 0.27 0.11 0.17 0.17 0.17
AR? 0.01%* 0.02%%a 0.02%*b 0.04%#*c 0.06%** 0.004 0.01%*¢

T p<.1;"p<.05;"p<.01; "p<.001; N=383; ARPIRE MEIHREOYIEIRAEML A R E: AR SRR 3 MIECT B 2 1) R2AZHL, PARZ R 4 AT AT 2 (1 R2AGk, AR Rl 5 AR T 2 1 R2 A2
fh; 9AR? RMETY 8 AHEL THETY 7 (1 R2AEAL, AR AT O MHELTHETY 7 ) R2 224k,
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4 B8

RS B =40, 0 5 TR E ST AR LR T E sER, EARE —L
TSR R BN AR . XH 2 —E R ST AR R R . AR
MR B, NESIHER S, @R i QIR R, RILE 5 331 (Bandura,
2001; Frese & Zapf, 1994), FMRF3NAT IR — i, maE R a8 et 4h 247 3 %6 70(Bindl
et al., 2012; Grant & Ashford, 2008). HIAXS B =347 A RIRIT FEAAN ST AN 2 B SE i, T 2
X — I P2 A B8 40, S AT AR A R E AT OB ARG e B R F R - SR 1T
A NIBHRI I, I8 SSUEOE T A R B0 AT A E — AN R R 78 (Bind] A 7] =5 )
WEFL(2012) & — M1 A1), BEAS T U 254 S — 3o 7 v o 2 50 3 2 ) R0 AR B4R D7 7= 2R R
M. A%k, ASCHGERRMR A A, 12 AR EAE, R fsQCA FE M i,
WAL T R AT i AR v PO e 38 DA S BRI 30t 03 T AR Sk 5 1 46 B o ) 2 AS RIS

AHFFAE LT — R FH—, PR ENERA SR, R m/KCPRSLiE A e
Ao RS TAESTRG B8, RIS E M2 & il %, B ESE Rt RS
B MHSTER, MR eI LIESRG =, EREAHE S, SACr T,
TR s AT DL SR s /K SPI TAR SRR, TG0 St /K -F A2 il 2 A% 2809, RA mK-Fm
S, TR THRIAUR B TR PR R m i ke B, R LR BT m A
EH R, SACERITIAR, TR OBTT A RARIE @ ke, ToIe LK T2 st 2k 58
7N, VKT S, TEBSHMEME NSRRI 2 SRR Eahid R h &R e, AaREENIA
A DU B T 25 AR =, T SR T R AN P AR 8 3 T 45 SR A

4.1 IBiLTTEk

ARSCINEL T ZA T TR FEZAT R T 7 5Tke &%, ARSCORBETT « 01 L anf
7 Re A RO 3 7 X — L ) AR A TR A i 2R AR BT R BRI TR
2 RO EEAT NN RN “S2i” 5y, 28 TR EIIT AR A IR, KX
—id R TAR . TR LR A OGN R o TRAR L TR A S R AR B R A AR
H BB Sy, IR ZI ML ANMA 1T 3 2 (Bandura, 2001; Frese & Zapf, 1994; Gollwitzer,
1990). #4FIX =3 REA R, Wk LA TR Z MR E 3047 . ASCUAT B id R A0
F R BEA, R BN T B FR AP TC 3R AR AR, X 53 T ARG 15k 45 FE S8 I 5 T
WFRRI, TR A EAKCF ISR A BE 78 0 Hs ki TARESR L. Bselm TSk, FE
AT SRS 1 S, 3B AT m AP THRIFISOE . X — RIEIAMU B 238141
PR 2 T AR = BT A BT 2 T0RL, T HOR AR SR IX — o) R I T B AL T R A A
X R AR A BT 5T SE AR S0 =8 AR 1 ST N I A LENLIE, AR AT AR R
FEHAT AR ENBACIEFE X X — B T SURFF B I 7015 R, A AR 2 B PR A B i

22



Fok, ASCHEFE T 5 R AR 3l A At s, X iE— P kR T AR 3hid
FEA P E . ZHZ5HM A (configural perspective) 3 1 5 1] FRF “ 4R (holistic), 1]
0 — B R A AMATEAT 3 T 5 P85 5230 M T 2038 #4358 (Bandura, 2001; Frese & Zapf, 1994; Zacher
& Frese, 2018). X5 & T K1 RN NN T2 2hid B 26 BB A 22 2 e prp b B2 4 o AR
FENV PSRN s MR B B AT S S AT N BB HE SR, I S5 A 3 3hid FE A DU AN e 3R — e/
NN BATHS 3T AR, EARRBFEEAH E AT, B LRt i T TAES
MIHSNAFAEZE o WA, AFFOE R, A TR RS S K REAE, TR 7
TAR B FE A A IR FE . BER, 5 T ST R TR THRIR SR, U ke i 1
LR o« B TR T AT DO R E i FR A 2R AS RN AR, T UK & T R = 34T
NEIEE .

WeJa s ARSCEER T A GE 0 [RA 5 BT BT OGTE B BN, K B 2R R G i) ARG AR 2 3))
AR s, i A BARR T e 1 R A AR e R B P R8O . AT
SRS T — B C AR R Z M B AT ARG L= g5 R, RN HREA G e
BEAR L EATE S HITG I B = 3F (Frazier et al., 2016). SR1M0, WA F IR 2 8 KR RL
A B JE LB (R3S % 4%, 2015; Ong & Johnson, in press; Parker et al., 2017), B NZA
TR BAIIREMROR, MU T i = A S, IR TIX o R Ml 558 4. A
MM, o TN FEEE IR Z B EBUY. 454 (SQCA HEEASHI T
2 BATRIL, MLTFRAICER, DU GRS 0 T RGOS % #6081 G 5k 17
B 1o BUMEEREHIEMEAM 2R, FRASUNKREE . X —RMKE THAAS
KON B, A A B B SR B AT NS S BORAT R T AR A

42 LHEENX

AN = AN T5 TN AR 34T 9 )8 BESE RS LY 1 DTk e, AW B A
A THEMENAT AN T “ R IIARE. HLANAZ I 57 TR SRR L st iE
MR TR ERAKRZEOR A filtn, “ BT R T RS ESLiifT s ERAKE
K71, HEE BN RWHIRE ) LT THRIFI S . A5 BEAE AR s AU 3= 3 47 SR L
S TARSRUN 5 T, BOZE BN R Gt S8 5 SRR ST el i Bt 7R
TIE A LB ? AR SR LSRR R TR EHRAA L, SRR ES R A
7 BATHIEEIRAEZE AT AT B 63 TR s AL B CAE R Eah 4T i R &% o BRI
WL, Ik, LRSS H a3 15 i 35 77

FRk, AHEFIRR AR AN, WEFRHRS, RENE T Al i B S 1
BRI %, SR E . R B TR ST . Bl ATRIL, HZ 2a
ZS 2b REHAHE, ENE SRS LRGSR, AR ATENET, RUEEEN R T
TR R ARSI BB LA ) 51 AT B ARSI SR AT BRI, AR A X R
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YRR R T — NSRBI T MRS W BRI, IR SR 798, i
AL TAESURO RSB B — DA . JF B TR 7R b, sl Re R e kB,
T AN B S B H AU S Bl M (Li & Tangirala, 2021).

)i, WATRIRFARY, WS iZa & IREEIREE, 4T 0 TEBET. X6
S B A LERANG B 1 5 TR Gl A REE,  SRFHRATIIAR L.

43 BIRERE

REFU LR85, APFAREU AT HEAEEN L. Hd, B .
QCA WHFE A & AR AE T e (1)FMERRHE, 14, 3 F 25 vo K5 B R AR S bR BE (B, Fiss,
2011; Pappas etal., 2016) 8 IE T FEA 2 7191 S AR AT K #E(BI 40, Ong & Johnson, in press);
Q)R HE, RIS HFEAS BB AT S KA T I #E(B 40, Pappas et al., 2017). A T7EL
NIRRT QCA BFFUH M Pk e, midEsbicut. R, RAEMBT+’,
SHERBE 1-3 FIRF AL 1 JEAT T B0, JH5 3] T EONRR MR QCA 4. X —45 3 AW
HRE I R PSR 1B I ROUEHE o RSB0 0T Uik — DA 3G AE A A AR A v R LA [ )
RHERRIE, TS ATIIRRE R AT 72 BT R LA A4S o

HIR, B E B FERNGE 2 T IR SR R o AR SCRF AT T AR 32 3hid A2 D0 o 2 A 45 [
B (RN TR ZHL A 0T 572 T A S BRI 7 8 AR i T SR, (ELIX P 0% R ATH AR AN 2 T 3 S R R R O
Fo . BINAW T 45 RAT BAEATRAR & 2 S, (HIRATIIIRA ReHERR PR SR A5 11
A BB (U 25 A v 1) 53 AT R ) T BRI AR LA AR A ) . AR 3 B i RN 25 AR
2 [A] AT g 2 A0 H 540 (Frese et al., 2007; Li et al., 2014). A SRR 7T AT LLE— SRR BN I
B FRHS R R K R

=, RRME TR LAIE— DR M AR R = B AR A 2 A5 RN i A AR B R 3 . AR SR
BTSSP AEASENE, DA SRR BN REE, XHREEN., &
SN L DR B B2 AS RAEAE RIS BE R 36, T J A i 58 B S A 45 1 e A Ak 2
TR R . AR T AT LA — PR HARIE SRR R /B . i, Sun K H[H =B 7C
(021)RIL, B ENT AL T RFEIERG AR E K. Fik, 3RS R EXRERGS
R E Bl B v DU T 3 B AN R A O RO, R B S 2 BAR FISEERANMAE . B4,
LA A RN E A R A ROCR I — AN R B i, BB A LT g
S35 T 2RI M U mrvh R, ST s B RIS, SRR T e 2 ER A
LTRSS B, BHLU X — B R B AR il AL &g\ 43 it AT S 2 ME.

WJa, AFRIRR TR SRS F R T TSRS AR E AN . AT

ST RIERR S, ASOTFARIRE LI 0 BGRB8 AT DL DU N B A R I T 7L -
https://osf.io/twyg3/?view_only=692e77237a654ecab780041d16e61b48
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FiR KA E 22 AR BB TS, SRR AN o R e e . g, ARk
TSR RE AR . WA CEE IR R T &S AT NS R E BLAIHT (Guzman &
Espejo, 2019), TAEE #(job crafting)2= 5200 51 T. /15 15 47 2 (contextual performance) 1] i&
JJ(Demerouti et al., 2015). AR F AT LRSI A, KB E By — A B
TR, 50— SRR T s R A SRS SRR R . AN, R
S AR N R gt B DA R AR 32 B FE X A T T ARSI, th A EEE L. flin:
FARK 3 i P2 1 2 A 2 e s ) S R b . ARV R AT B R 1), X et —
FE R ES T .

5 &5

AT 24— S TR E AT AR AR IR R A ? AR NSRRI LA
A, B E AR E ST A R R, fE7R T AR RS AR T 5 T ARG £
FEIB ISR, It — 20 5 NIPABEAE E PEAUB R B U5, SRR E g R A AT
LM NAER B8, BATERIL TR S RS A B AT EEE 1T
WESATHRIFTTL, SRR ST B 1 5Tk

BU: (FE OB KA A AR COHEER) B4 PP B RN A4
TR AR S
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An Examination of Configural Effects of Employees’ Proactive Behavior: A Process
Perspective

LI Liyuan, GAO Xiangyu, ZHENG Xiaoming

(School of Economics and Management, Tsinghua University, Beijing 100084, China)

Abstract

In recent years, scholars have gradually realized that proactive behavior is a self-regulatory
process including not only overt behavioral element (i.e., enacting) but also covert behavioral
elements (i.e., envisioning, planning, and reflecting). However, previous research on proactive
behaviors focused only on the influence of overt behavioral element on a variety of individual and
organizational outcomes but neglected the influence of covert behavioral elements and the
synergistic effect of all elements in a proactive process. It leads to an incomplete understanding of
proactive behavior. To address this problem, we draw on a process perspective and a configural
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approach to investigate: 1) the configural effects of all behavioral elements (i.e., envisioning,
planning, enacting, and reflecting) in a proactive process on employees’ job performance and
emotional exhaustion; 2) the impact of task context (i.e., environmental uncertainty) and social
context (i.e., felt trust) on the configural effects of all behavioral elements; and 3) incremental effect
of configuration membership on employees’ outcomes after controlling for the unique effects of
each element and individual difference (i.e., proactive personality and neuroticism).

By using fuzzy set qualitative comparative analysis (fSQCA) and regression analysis, we
conducted a longitudinal study to test our hypotheses and examine research questions. We examined
the configural effects of all four elements on employees’ job performance and emotional exhaustion,
and then examined the impacts of task and social context and the incremental effect of these
configurations. 426 full-time employees and their direct supervisors from an education and training
company in China participated in a questionnaire survey and reported data at two time points two
weeks apart. Supervisors reported their subordinates’ job performance at time 2. The final sample
size was 383.

The findings reveal that: 1) a configuration with high level of enacting alone is not sufficient
for generating high job performance; 2) a configuration with low (high) levels on all four elements
is sufficient for producing low (high) job performance regardless of the level of environmental
uncertainty; 3) when environmental uncertainty is high, a configuration with high level of
envisioning, planning, and reflecting is sufficient for producing high job performance regardless of
the level of enacting; 4) a configuration with high level of enacting and low level of envisioning,
planning, and reflecting is sufficient for generating high emotional exhaustion; 5) when felt trust is
high, a configuration with high level of envisioning, planning, and reflecting is sufficient for
producing low emotional exhaustion regardless of the level of enacting; 6) in general, after
controlling for the unique effects of each element and individual difference, the configuration
membership can still predict employees' job performance and emotional exhaustion whereas
elements in a proactive process cannot.

Our research contributes to the literature on proactive behavior. First, our research presents a
novel perspective on the process of proactive behavior. The process perspective of proactive
behavior provides a fresh window onto why consequences of proactive behaviors vary between
employees and studies. Second, our research advances understanding of proactive behavior by
revealing the configural effects of four elements in a proactive process on employees’ outcomes.
Third, our research demonstrates the usefulness of a configural approach in studying process-related
issues in proactive behavior research.

Key words proactive behavior, configuration, QCA, job performance, emotional exhaustion,

felt trust, environmental uncertainty
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