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# &£ Kyuwm® B OB AR

CALERHE KR 2B B, JEaT 100083) CAEA I TR Be, I 200237)
CWIR AR 2RI FBe, IR WISk 252000)

W B RS RERAT A TR KA AR T A s, ARG EAAT A 6 RO, MR ey AL,
MM S AR AN TAAR A FARN, PP EAREE PR FEELAL, I IERPZRER L
RO AARTHRAFERNZT T HERB AL LS5O A, EAGRER IR ZHASR
TOABE, SANAEREIEE, RAFo LB, PEELZEZRBRET R IRRPZOEALREHFRLLE
#, REMATARMFEZLGE TN E, MAELOIFRT, EMELHREDY R, HZETEGITREIK
RETEPBPRT RRRGREA,

KER MIFRBATAH, BRPZE, ACHAE, MRk, PEELEE

HES  B849:C93

1 3]

Bl A LINFRIREE H 25 B S A8 . R
FEME B AR SO Y RRE, 41 ZURAS AN E
SRAL BN F AT HE . P A 245 ORI
KETH A EESERE . fFEIESET, B#AUK
Shy SIS B B M T G A 1 AR 5T (2 IR i
02019, FZEHF, M, 2019), fZALREMSE L
BT RE, T4 ZUA 3 PE(Ahearne et al., 2005;
Pearce & Sims, 2002; Vecchio et al., 2010), ZIifff
FEUESE T AU AU T 5 B i T AE 45 SR 4 5%,
B TAESIHL . TAESL . AUk . AUl T4E
BEE . TAE-FHEEH 25 % (Kim & Beehr, 2020; Kim
et al., 2018; Lee et al., 2018; XA, 15X,
2019).

JUAE T e S e R 0 A
o, ARRUE — AT 5L TR Z B AL

il

SRR, AMUZ BRI, W2 B 5T
520 (Sharma & Kirkman, 2015), #1651 T2 7% A
45 S ¥ AL (e.g., Wong, 2019; Wong & Kuvaas,
2018), #EAHLE B TS ARG
BGY, 23T UM N AN AT — RIS S
X% iy B (Marginson & Bui, 2009; Tsui et al.,
1995), AN AL40 T R I AT N AT A 5L TR,
BT B 4 Wi Ei (e.g., Epitropaki & Martin,
2005), MMM 51 Ta0 R M, h T TIFAFH
WO B KAk, 2H 2B SR T R B AAT N,
JEAHe I 51 TR B AU B (Wong, 2019).

IR AT, BB 2 B 58 1 1R 5C 7 Bt
THRFELET S SE D WEZE, W6 MHEL
(followership theory, Junker & van Dick, 2014), f£
HAFALFEL, 7 TR PR THRAUN 22
Tk B £ 1Y K 1 (e.g., Humborstad & Kuvaas,
2013), o1 TRAUH R4S 5L TIR A G A
) AEAN 7 4527 7 TR R R B 5 55 R 1
VRS HLBI: 2020-03-04 IAHI(Humborstad & Kuvaas, 2013), Pk Wong 1%
* [ K OH R RS2 4 (71802019, 71801120, 71902061, F WS BT BN 51 T A4S — B A 4R T 5

72073009); FH HALFHIT TR AR AL G HUH (18YIC630230); TR B A LZ G B P EZE; AW

g 725 ¢ A BHF Al %5 9% (FRF-TP-20-023A2, FRF-DF- DARE FEAURR ST 23k, BB LA S 0 S 4
19-008).

WAEMEH: KULAN, E-mail: zhangkailiky@126.com; AP EAAT Iy, AR I BT B B — )
B 5%, E-mail: zhao sch@163.com (e.g., Cheong et al., 2019; Sharma & Kirkman,
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2015)0 MG THEAUY BAE AL T P i /A (1)
ISR, FEMETN ISR T/, Wk
F| £ {6,135 & PR (Humborstad & Kuvaas, 2013) ., 43
50258 (Wong & Giessner, 2018), 7% 221
15 (Wong & Kuvaas, 2018)% , T X LL B 1) ifF
FHEAWLE B I . AL, 2 RERHL
A S S A, RAR N — B A R
TS AL VE OV 52, HAS 18 2 3
A (models of expectation confirmation, Brown
et al., 2008)if J& B Fifi Bl i (followership theory,
Junker & van Dick, 2014), Yy 5 T. 1405/
ESH R AT A B, A B i [l i
AHOCHES, P2 B TR AU B R RO 5 5w K
AR Se AL, AR U — B A A R AR B
THRAGHE,

ARLER B TE R G 5 T A2 AU 2R A
T 52 DL B30 o B i A GBS, LR AR T
S, LAMEXT ISR A W 58 R R 5L T Je A% BRI %
PRI | P B 51 T A B ) 5 ) 2SR (ol 5
4%, 2018, TEWEHE, &R, 2020), i id ki
A T RERCGH B A AE G SCik, 3898 T 01 T 915 £
O R E N, B T IEAEHL T NS AT
IR U AT TG . T, RGAEL R T
FEACH SO0 ARG HS, Wd S A2 Bie .
FRel e . WIEEE 2285, 456 0 0 IERT
FERIR T EIR B el B T R T ARAUHER,
JR s B RO SR B 4 B8 =, O sg I 7
KB IA P 5E—F0 B I 45 R IR R 5w K]
RUMBE, BEBEMIS . MRS SR EIS,
P T A TRAUN R SR AE LR, Ry —2
Hezh B TRAUN B SR R R o

2 RIFNHE

21 BMEBEX

FEAE R N A . B O FTIRE
—(Sagan, 1997). Major Z(1995)¥ T4 b iy 28
FE XA B TAE TAE T 80% TARE 5 b B 81 19
REAMA A BT 555 MELE . X1 45(2018)
WK Ak B 40T i 51 T AR AL T BRI Y
PG R, %ma T BB G TAE T . TR
AU R 2 ) R A S AR AR AN ST A S e, AR A
W FRiS (role set theory), Bt TYEVEN TIEE, &
TE A K05 WS 52 4F 5 X 45 1 9128 (Marginson

& Bui, 2009), 7EM IR I, Humborstad 1 Kuvaas
(2013)4 53 T HEAUHIEE 78 SR 4013 B 32 A0 fnf 45 (R
THRAUIAEE, B 1R E S8 175 Wi 5 22
BRI 4 o 5 %5 Major 55 (1995) i WL A LA K2 X1 £
FE 26 (20 18) X 471 A5 Sy 3R A 2 ST, AR SOKE B
THRBEHEEE O 5 T R S 2 i 4 5
FEA 82T 05 1 8 R R BT 5 55 RS A
fER—Fh S BAESL, A TRAGHEZm T 5 T4
AT 7R FH 55 20 2 4 450 A G 1 T4 1 {8 (Labianca
et al., 2000) . AR A SO 51 TARAU R A E X, 51
THRAHEAREL FES: MEEZERKRE, i1
PR R AR R, AN R G %) A0 ] 4905
STMATF IS, MBESREE, 5 TR
HE M E R, AEEA R IEZ T, &R
A 8 A0 A AP 9 EE B S 2 BR 1 (Tsui, 1984),
B Y B G G R A AU () 4 3 AE AU R T
TS HTES L 5 WS NER, e
AN A B TR 452 A T I 2/ A g i AR 4
M SR BB AT Y X 55 o
22 HEWE

H T, 53 T2 A SR (140 2 3 B 2 o e 4
SR EAAT HIA R TIN, H I H 4T BAL
ThEFREIE S FI(WE 1) NEENEZIRE, S
T 5L T AR AT (Ahearne et al., 2005;
Amundsen & Martinsen, 2014; Arnold et al., 2000;
Konczak et al., 2000; Vecchio et al., 2010); 2 Ff[7]
B3 FH T4 5 ] BAJZ R (Arnold et al., 2000; Yun
et al., 2006); 1 Fi&3ET A1 BA %5 & [ (Kirkman
& Rosen, 1997), MA[R R Y5115, Ahearne
45(2005)F1 Arnold 2 (2000) 2 il i1 9 51 R L
i (Lee et al., 2018), MillEHNER, HBMHER
B e R AU T N YR A 4G A E PSR R
%5 | TAE¥F; Amundsen f1 Martinsen (2014)t1
AR BT AL DRI RS R F 5 T
A E M EHEEF(2008) 3 I8 S AT I 35 A
NR R HE, s A, g1 M B bR
il 250K, T/EES 6 MEE, RE LA

U FE A (20 18)4 T B3 o 391 R R A BT 3 T TR
WAGL, XA BI AT B S5 Jy . SE B PSS R T AR
BEORFIEBEE o

E SO R TR UM, Z RSB, AU
HRIEZ DT,
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®1 FSEUTANNE

lEa JAK Y &l
Ahearne %£(2005) MES RIPTAER S, RIFRKS S| RIESGSEUHE . A FHSRE 371
Amundsen Fll Martinsen (2014) M4 HESCHRE . RIESCRE 76
Konczak %(2000) A BOSFR, 5248, AFRSRRIE . FEAE. HEBERSAHSEIE T 380
Vecchio %£(2010) Ak HETD . MLSHEE . AETN 100
Zhang il Bartol (2010) N PR TR, RiERESY | REABSEONE . A EMH LR 79
Arnold %£(2000) AN BEREOT . H AU FRAREE . S EORHE . e 380
Yun 2£(2006) AR/ ——(BRYERE) —
Kirkman Fll Rosen (1997) T BA ——(FAYESE) —

T B 1BERIET web of science, T TH

WFFEAE BRI Rk BRI AIE T4 SR AU T 5
A oK ST B o it / N e S SR 1
405 )5 :AY R [F] (Cheong et al., 2019), {HX} T4
FEAT RO RHE, BT AR AR

BT HRUH B A 7y SR —, Y@t ) 45
JrRCRE, TERWEA S™8I A,
M2 B g A A AT iR, B, 5
TREUHEE S % Ahearne %5 (2005) 45 5 241
TPohEER, E s a4 H FiE RS T
RO R S, {51 Qe <3 Y 2 5 Bl e 2 A 3 11
H AR e I 2 23 =) H bp 1978 oy < TRy
- 2 S B B 3 A bR 2 A ey SR B A F H AR
9> (Humborstad & Kuvaas, 2013; Wong & Kuvaas,
2018) JEAd U G A AR AT N R & R T
FUWE, FEWNT AR (ONNERER, E
T g AR Y TR) A T A O AR A RE A S SR TR AN
N7 S G T N2 —EG Q)M
/XA, WEE 2R —FIERRES, @i
'] 500 22t ) 3 B R —Ab A W R, R A BRA &
N 5 P 5 A >, B Y %
FIPPAG O R IR TE R (B 2058, 21, 2015), K
ok AT LA 3 P I 6 AL ) 90 45 'y =X A b A R 5 T
WA B Q)N PRI & AOCRF, ST
Ahearne 45 (2005) 40T £ ALAT O R G 1Y B2 T
PR R 5 R AR B RAFCP IR 0.855), (HAZ
SEBEBNEETR S SO T, PR EZCH
0.53), FAERYJE KRR N A R S B T
) 365 )0 S O 5 Ak 2 B R

3 ERMRSHERMERE
O 52 E BF 5 2 2L 5L TR R — Btk

(congruence) f A R 1+ 51 T 432 AU 22 () 48 F &SR,
T AT SEUEBIF 5 56 1 b1 T A2 AN B A 0 ST R i
TE AL . A DG TGS AU 2 — Bk it
FKEZES U TILF: —5&, WE5EEH 8
P, B G TR AU BB 5 G2 B AT i — bk,
o S B AT 9 I £ 53R B2 T AT (Wong &
Giessner, 2018)5 403 A 1(Wong & Kuvaas, 2018);
TR, VPR, B0 S T RAUH B A
SR Y 5 T 42 AU 2 (Humborstad & Kuvaas,
2013; Wong, 2019), B T4Z AU —BEmF 58
W I PSR B A A A e FIE . B 22
M G RHEIE S, N AR B BE
M AEAR & G ), AR #ic BB EAT OB, oG
NAIREEAR NG, K5 70 B B T2 38 A OC
WA 2).

31 ABEEERUATENHPEITME—H

TR
311 ABEEEE
£ {0, 15 2 FLS (role set theory)JEAS W 5 A145 -

(WHHAR—TMHERG, EEMaR 5 A6
(Katz & Kahn, 1966); (2)5 4221454 i) &
— AR 23 T I — FR 5 R F 2 2 A R 5 Y £
EEE, AR o T I S oA 0 3 SR AN R O S
(Katz & Kahn, 1966); (3)/M4 22 5 2352 £ (4 10]
B 5 f#E (Katz & Kahn, 1978), — 7 1H, 5
T Z I A FI 25 T8 B 4505 169 £ (23 22 (Tsui,
1984), 7 —Jri, mTEmER . MEERER
£, 3 A —E RO METE R 5 T A o)
H(Katz & Kahn, 1966); (4)44-R%F A C X
N B F I B R B B, MRS R T
HA47 M (instrumental acts), FEMHMALRILEHCD
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®2 RIBNHEZEXM|RLERL

o HE# (E 1) F i e

WA Wong (2019) GOTRERNE DB B VS R R AT RO

—HE BURRAIB T Q-8 VS 15— AT ()
L]

Humborstad £/l o TR AU

Kuvaas (2013)
FAUH

W 51K5 Wong Fl Kuvaas
—FE (2018)

5L TR
BT H
Wong I Giessner 51 T.4#Z AU 22

1h

OME-FA—3 VS F—1E A~ —3
OWE—F VS WIER—F
WFRAIR T, @p5—w5— VS K-k —5
O A—F VS Bk AR —5
DB —3 VS AR —3
BUTEAMMET Q-8 VS 1Rk — 5
QM- A—F VS B~ R A —F
OB —5 VS WA —5
(2018) GUTATER Q- —8 VS 1R—1T—3
OME-FA—3 VS m—1E A —%

LATEMAT I (N)

FOR (). NTESIPL(H
FEBHIN) . FESIHL(H)
FEATHI(+H) . NTEBSIPLN)
TAEWERENS) . L EZR(NS)
TAEWERENS) . L EZR(NS)
TAEW L () L EEAL(NS)
AR RIS F(-) . SUFERNE)
WAL TR S(N) . 404 3 (N)
BRI G(N) . 4SS REN)

IR ONRR TSI —B0E R A B I MROMAEER TSN —BFOLT, 508 S50 RA Lt
HHROMNE AT S RIFMA—EE, AR TR0 5 0L D0 & T S0P 1 e, VS AR BRI Lo, +18
RMHE TR, RRMERTEE, NARREIMB B, NS RFEZBBEA WAL

i) 7% Il (Katz & Kahn, 1978).
312 MEXMRELL

£ 6 B R T RAUN S A
PRVT 51 TR AU E 5 400 5 BN 1) B3 T BB R 1Y)
— PR TARYE . AR A R E IS, — 7,
A 2 2 1 B — A AT 23 T I 20 20 v H A A B
(#1302 (Katz & Kahn, 1966), BIFELE B3 T %t
SRS, 5 —Jrm, MERERSEmMAMA
B MR, B T 3200 2 5 450 5 8 A Y B
TABUWE Z [ 776 2 5 (Katz & Kahn, 1978), J&
F1t., Humborstad # Kuvaas (2013) & K42 H T 5
THEAUHEME, IONFEE SR R0 R T2
BOWE S R T RAUHEBEAR -8 bE, JFiE—25
K — BN, BT BB T G e A 0 )
110 (Weick, 1979), FEAR M EBH, #ok R T.A
TEShl. M43m0 TRAUNER, &4 TR
T Z B Y5 6l € B i #R A (Pearce & Sims,
2002), f#if3 5 TG E 2 A0 E P, Mtk Fas
A 51 TR BN, 0 T M aRomi s, 5
W, AT A —2, 405 B T RAUHE S
B TR BN — B 5L R (9 51 T N 7E sh ALK F 5
o, RS T i Al R AR, ARARRAR R T
A-TAEVGHEL, 525 TA NERE, HHE—
S, BT R RO EE R R B ) AR L AR, Y
TEBhHL45 3] & (Humborstad & Kuvaas, 2013), 7E

— &M I, Humborstad F1 Kuvaas (2013)#i )& T
e BIE, FEoIZEE I A 3 — 2P A B4
SR 5L A AR 5 5 T SERR A B 2 )
H22 5% 5L TEhAL . AR o) i e

T BIR B R TR BN B 27 R BRAR 45 L,
I A FR 402 A IR R B TR AU AT,
A TERTCREN J1 . MRIEMA e e, Y MEk
I A X B At ER R ROy SR AR A, S
i A & R B T 24474 (Katz & Kahn, 1978), J&
T LikiB 4, Wong (2019)4& B, 4018 61 T
BRHE S R TEAUNE A IFA —B SR B
T EATmMAT N, AT mAT N 4 FARER G,
A4 A4 3 TR 52 ) v TR A R T 2 3 4 ok 19 AT
an ¥ PE #h 18 (rational persuasion) . VF i ¢ Jil
(inspirational appeals). X2 FH B FI Y
Z 5 R T 5T R A 5 50 M LE (Kane
& Montgomery, 1998), &1 it T4 oAy, 45—
RTAES BARM: . 51T A RBEEEE 7 1 Lk
KR, FREMF-0 TAES EARE S, G355
T2 8] BBl B % (Weick, 1979), BT Y #2
BONFN 25 5 A v B g & o, 10 B R AEe G 1
b T B 5 5 0 55 5 B 19] (mastery  orientation)
(Rawsthorne & Elliot, 1999), #l H C 5401 S %} #7
BN 25 5 R P RO AE b o 24 01 TS5 19
FERONE —S), 5L TRPUB B s, M) T
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A AT AT o R Dy AU Sy T
f %5 F 5 sh LB (Amabile et al., 1994), ]
ST SREE Z AL, GFE IR & R
THERENER, haSh TR TEZNA EHME
AL AL ST (Eckert et al., 2010), J:T Ik, Wong
(2019)id i 4046 T HAEAT R N 2%, 5IAAES BAK
P, BT AR, VR T MAados e,
AR 0 E BRI A HE— 2P A AR T B AT
FAFERLE, DL R AT AME R T AR S X R
BEiRE A C KA OB R THEMET A,
32 HEERZERUATENHESHFE —

R
321 HEEZEER

HRYE I E V% 22 15 (met expectation), MATE
A 3R AT A FRURR 5 T R A 30y 55 B A A 2 e
Sy B Y% 2% (Porter & Steer, 1973), WIEE7E %
PRSP HEA GG . (1)KEBS 53 XM AR
PO TR & WM, plmsm. 7. SR
& ()R B X AR s A <22 il i) AR
AW Q)EBURR THEMGROFEBFERESZ
AW SR 5 AR TR 3R, IR PR A i, AR T i
MFEIFFHLA )G, TTatrth ki, WEEES
VAR TARW R . HBURE . TR, =EE
HA 7 JEi(Wanous et al., 1992), N& R FEA AT 40
. HEEOHYERELRAT, WEERE
R TR 2% DT 0 45 R i (Brown et al., 2008),
WeAb, FETAE BRI, TR R #EQ2017)
i — 20 R BB v 25 25 4 AR R T 2 B TS R
&, AR R, BRI R IR R

USRS A B FRA RS ), B
B EE R PR (Brown et al., 2008; Irving &
Montes, 2009): (1)Ff2 B R4 A e F )5 (A 508 i
FHMHE TS T W ESy, 2 A 5
B BN BEAF, 3 2 R B R 2 0 S R I A (2) 30
ik 5T RN RA TR IR 2L
Q)EA AR 2 R B OL T, B4 E
X2 AR R . X LR Jm R, Brown 4§
(2008) & Ji& iy 101 28 9% 22 5 o 11 30 22 Ay DA A A
(models of expectation confirmation), & T =F
BRI . R —EUR AR (disconfirmation model)
AR {H AR A (ideal-point model) LA S {45 it — 455 7Y
(experience-only model), A—ZEALZFE AR
Je I 5 FETI RN — 3, SRS R0

T EE 2oy R T8 2 BRI . T i 1 T AR B,
AR T 018 S R AR R B, X Rl 2 2Pk
FAEL (A5 0 L T — 3P (congruence) BAE, A
EVE XM R R AR LRk 1Y, AT AT 0 B S AR R
— (S T ECE AR T B ) ER 23 SR AR I
TR o RS ME— A A Sy FUA =5 5 IR 56 52 e 241
T SFHATIIERTCOC, X2 K i RO i A7 A
4S5 R0 TR E 2 B HLZ M J) . Brown 4£(2008)
$2 0 A B EE A AR R I I A T A = A AR T
&I, ORI TS 5 S U /AR D s
ok =R AR
322 MWXMRZAR

BRI 22 SR R IF 5T R T AU SR PRl T 5
TR, RDEEXT R S H RN, R
H—BUERT SR, AR S, R
T AR 55 R R A i PR R I R (S 2 A,
IFHe 3 A U R A Dy J5 300 L A M 0 T 1 2 5 HE AR
(Oliver et al., 1994), AR AR L 5T 35 5
WE S5 HA RN mAE ML T 2% . Wong M
Kuvaas (2018)7EHR I 1 T2 AU B 540 F 2 U4 T
R — B RN IR T = AN e R, 43l
XFREF Brown %(2008)42 H ) =R RAAL, K
P TAEWE S TR — S i, X 2 R o
BTN R — PR 44T, B T AR
WA — BB 25 F F BT RAU0 2) Iy —Fh
P MO FAURE T Rl — R, TR
SRR R — SR R 08 42 T D1 T 0 B4 ASURK,
XA RE A A R AR A TE 4L ZUR [R] J2 UK (Spreitzer,
2008), A = FEAGHEE R 5T TAT LA A 458 3R
15 37 Fr(Humborstad et al., 2008), &A% T % 5 3240
FRRE . B, FIE TR LRI, AN 5k
—E, AT AU SO B A R U R,
BT B 7 A~ M X 4505 A B2 B B8 22 rp A OKOT B
WA MR 28 A S N BREUKE . SRR E,
WA RSO H0 3 J5 R 06 5 AT 2R — 3
PR AR AL T —HEZE, EXF TR RN
25 BN (R 3T %) 485 2R A8 s T R — B AU A
Frifk— 2P
33 GISHXERUATENHAESHE ¥

MR
331 MEHEKER

434325 HLi8 (leader categorization theory) &
WFFE A R HZE 8 2 —(Lord et al., 1984;
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Lord & Mabher, 1991), HAZ .UM S ALHE . (DATFIA
Hl(leader perception)7E 40 F 1 £ | 4054 J1 K 1 LU

R ARGt B i F B AR (. (Lord & Maher, 1991);

Q& LHEA B C WSS M8 (implicit
leadership theories), 7E #1740 5 A % ME ¥F i B,
BT B A B Y DA B R s, % HARAS
MRFE P RS 5 B FE Al AT DE ALY . R T
N BRSO (B AR O 4R R R, leader
stereotypes) & —MIAHE X, & LT GFTE R
THRR PR R BT AR, NI
JEREMFT N (Lord & Maher, 1993), M T 5 i 45
G T 0 BBl 0 1R DL R B S ) 4 A R PR AN
(Shondrick et al., 2010), Ji H & 240 B 450 G470 5
N BT ER R — 3B, 53 T2 6 400 A S i B 1)
i (Epitropaki et al., 2013; Lord & Brown, 2001);
Epitropaki Fll Martin (2005)1 & 3, 4} E 40 F17 R
SNEBEA-ZIEFR WS -0 TXRSE
1k, Gk 61 T TAES 5 2k,
332 MEX#MREIL

A4 2 PRSI OB 53 TN BR AT T BRI R AT
BRCEEN A EZE M. Wong 1 Giessner (2018)
FETF TR, YN A TREUNELE A
) —MIANmE R, B TSR ES R TR
1% R A AP AT (Lord & Maher, 1993), Ml
SO 51 T SR BT A A . BRI S, Y
TFFAT NS B TR E AT, 655
AT RSP A UAEST A (laissez-faire behavior),
IR S S B N 0| 1 VA = s N A K
Rt S R T AR SR AT, BUEAT N TR
HE— 255 ma T 5 TR ROk 0 WA . X
S PR Y G AT S A 1 TR AU R R, B
WA IR P U - N < R A n ol o/ & W R 4
4547 A (Hinkin & Schriesheim, 2008); T 4 5t
THEAMER TEEAT A, TSNS
A XL A O R, R — i 4
193 B (Skogstad et al., 2007), 40545 %k S w
T AR GG R A RS A ) A S B I
(Douglas & Ammeter, 2004), F¥E 51 T.4i%0 . 05
AT 40k 145 = % LS AR (van Knippenberg &
Hogg, 2003), ¥4 W58 b 2R FH 1002 G2 LR 1) 4
AR, AR AT LU Z B ke PR e iR 4
W] S

SRS, ANE RPN IR —BOA 23 51k

3, A LM RAUNE B s i L
BT R R ), RIS A B . BRI
TESI AL . #2540 A S0 P 4 (Humborstad &
Kuvaas, 2013; Wong & Giessner, 2018), Xf7 & A—
HAVC S, MR —BPEE S R T R T
FGT: DA JIAR 1Y (1 — S0H: VT i (supplementary  fit),
T 28 55 A 00 — B0 O 22 B IR I A R B L 45 1Y
HAMEVEEC (complementary fit), PEAT I — 2 &
Be T ARFEA T FH Y LR A S, BN
W AN B e, BRI S R AN
FRIE (Kristof, 1996; ML= BH, {#4#, 2019), 41542
PP IR — B R il — L R T A -4 4t
fode, VBN —F—3 I, BRIt T
B AR, R T 5 TR N FE S PL(Humborstad &
Kuvaas, 2013), 75 254645 VC T 48 AR A I 4 |
T B 5 R S s S 45 M DT IR (Kristof,
1996). 51 TARKUI B IN 1 53 Tk TARAFAE 9 i
U5 B FHEMRTER K, 0SB AT R R
WRR T SFHRMWETERR, FTR-MLHH
FORME: DETC BE RS $E T B 3% 5 BE (Kristof, 1996).
{H 42, Wong F1 Kuvaas (2018)F4}F 5% I B4 UE 2 1
BB 5 ORI  — BOME X A RS2 e A — 2
BT BE . 7T BE B R 2 L R I AT B RE AR = /I
(N=114), BF X2 TES, XdE
TN Ja ST LU — 2D ik B IR g e

4 HREE

ARIRAE A T A2 R0 A5 5 v 114 A
A LAEE DA KRB 07 1 AT R AL S R . — 2,
TS m - SR AR e, 2,
RWIA O, BT IB R HNIE 8 N RS
HE, K B TR B D — A~ B A
HATE, RGHITHRT AL R S5 RRCROLIE 1),
41 ETHRGSER, FERTEMLHZHN

ExAR

AR 53 T AU S A I i 22 0 [ s ik,
HITRECRE 2R R — MR, IR R
W 7 — R ——AR IR B T A
AL R, XA PR DA B ) 52 e 2 Al R
(o TS 2R B USRI T AR N B B
TE AU I BT A R P 6 b i B2 (Lord &
Maher, 1991). A E40T BEIE A [F] T 400 S 4 o 2L
B WEAUS G, IO T R T
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m RS
LEES R
LREE 2 & 2

m R IR
BATH T
m 5 TR R FRAT P
ikl m A
S E IR T 0 M- EER
FFHEE i _ B —
o G F Y W NS > O LI
0 SRBAUTH . 3 O FIANR 0 AR
AMEREE = BT AP0 EAUE MM@EF%
o EEEAE o BB B R . %g
o MAREHL P> O B2 RS S lLﬁAEéEJrlqj‘f‘jg
o RALER o B3 THEYHE TRRAT
o fESAA o X
HoAts
o RE RS H

K1 B T AR R T AE AR ]
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The effects of employee empower ment expectation:
The underlying theoretical explanations
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Abstract: Most of previous research on empowering leader behavior has adopted a leader-centric approach
to examine its effectiveness. With the arising of followership theory, more research has emphasized the
importance of examining leadership effectiveness from the follower-centric approach. Expectation plays an
import role in management. Employee empowerment expectation refers to a set of norms that employees
perceived about the responsibilities and obligations the leader should shoulder in terms of empowering.
Based on reviewing the concept and measurement of employee empowerment expectation, the main findings
from several theories such as role set theory, leadership categorization theory and met expectation theory are
summarized. Finally, the future directions are discussed from several aspects: the validation of measurement
based on implicit leadership theory, the logical framework from followership theory, the mechanism through
integrating related theories, and the antecedents of subordinate empowerment expectation from the
perspective of expectation management.

Key words: leader empowering behavior, empowering expectation, role expectation, followership theory, met

expectation theory



