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Ji'l:lﬁo

KGR MESRGFIT R, THE-FEE S, TAE-ZEMRNE; HEUR TAR-ZE A

SFES  B849: 91

1 AR

S N BRI 552 v B B A PE LS, IE
I, AR 55 7145 T (servant leadership)— ] # W [ 5 L
MBS LA, MRS5S RIS A5 2] 7 A D 2
N FE] By HESE (Hunter et al., 2013) IR 55 HI40 5 245 —
o A AFARI A 450 5 2, s e 55 T J B
H, R TEITER, X T E . AU IR £
F 4 K AR AE 71 3¢ (Greenleaf, 1977), KW A
PR 55 AU G50 TF ) 50 T A RR AR A BE | R T
YRS (RIR, 1), A5, 2016; Biftz, B, @
F€,2017; Hu & Liden, 2011), R4 40 RAL 2 1E
TAEF MRS . WE TR EEMT R, LREN T e
ARG PR AL — SRS By, AR T BB TR
BETTAE, ROk SS BUSH S X T IR i TAE-HKEX R A
AEEFL , BT, B btow &k IR 55 B4 F g
U0 B RS TAE-RKEEfE ik, BRI TAE-S 5 op

W 31 2018-01-22

%&(Tang, Kwan, Zhang, & Zhu, 2016; Wang, Kwan,
& Zhou, 2016; Zhang, Kwan, Everett, & Jian, 2012),
i 55 AL 400 AT A A 23 R e S A B T
E-RBERF? A FRW], 99% b 23 A IEAE
25 TAEGBE R A 1)L, 1) HoR B AR R BE 9 e
NIEAEZAR R E TS & 30, 2008, 2017).
T AR ZREE 1) A 3 s P, i ) 45
TIREGUTHE A S TAE-ZECRERMER, G
5 B AH 20 G il RO 400 s S A, T T
U TAE—ZBE R R P26 7] 228 15 15(Qin,
Huang, Johnson, Hu, & Ju, in press), MEE Fiff,
CHFE TS BT B TR, e g
KAEHFHFE A F 05178 (Bass & Riggio,
2006), Kth, PRE RIS BIGFAT R XF 0T 4 TAE—
FEERZWIRENR, REFEIHE IS 5 SRy TR 5 22
A CHE T TAE - K JE % U5 BB (Work-Home
Resources Model, W-HR) (ten Brummelhuis & Bakker,
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2012), AR 55 IR AT g 040 3 1) TAE - g
KR EAGWIIGIEN . W-HR BRIy, 78§ J5 R
g, MRS R &R, A TAE-SKRE fE
TEESR Bz vl A NG OR s AE, 185 & TAE—
FREMEE . ARSI 5 DLAEWTSE (Koopman,
Lanaj, & Scott, 2016; Lanaj, Johnson, & Lee, 2016)
B EEI, A SCE PR 25 (positive emotion) 2R At
RV =AML, A IR FE(ego depletion) et 3k
TEIRAFEDLE o HLAh, A R 55 RS F A 7 oy X 4055
H A HA WIS, AR5 BT E 5 e ]
iz 25, At CM? W-HR AR T, 76 AR H
TEEE IR, A ANAT A i 7= A SO A6 B 15 )
FEAAAE 2 5, #EIXS ARS8 5E 56 R 7 A A [ 52
(ten Brummelhuis & Bakker, 2012), K 1t, AXSCH#15]
AHLA LR IXFIE BT, % 5 H R 55 B0 4T
RGN A L THFEDLRI AR . FERTSR T
L, AR AR T, RIRR SIS H B H
JEE B e 55 B A AT A e A AE O B H O BT AR Ak
B TAE-FEER R, X2 FnL it 58 I ihik
PRE) 40 AT A AE AR N (within-person) 23 & 4= 48 b
(Lanaj et al., 2016; Lin, Ma, & Johnson, 2016), B[43
FEEEATAEH P =AW RS G0 F 47 vl REAF
TERRRE B 225, PR EhE,
11 REBGSITHHRIREFEINGE

Jil 55 AU 450547 S 1T LA 2o B R ™ AR T g 42 T
ST R 4 o BT 2 38— Fh han Bid 1 2452,
WIPAR L R . AL D4R 55 (Watson, Clark,
& Tellegen, 1988), Fo W I ™ A ARG 25 1)
FEEN, R BR 55 B4 AT A6 G T LA Bl 46
PHHE TAE  RAZMA AT % (Bono, Glomb,
Shen, Kim, & Koch, 2013; Weinstein & Ryan, 2010),
85—, B HNF RS BGSIT AR s s T 8w,
U TR ST, X R SR TS A B AT RN R e
(Weinstein & Ryan, 2010), M {456 21 57 22 54 11
a4, B, RS AGFIT R IRSS . A
AR, BEE I — P e A ur i TAESURL, X 45
FHEES N EE H S b o ey, B
JEE 4%, DAL BE 4 55 21 BR AR 1 %5 (van Dierendonck,
2011); feJa, MRss BIG 47 Rt —FpoEst &6 50,
REWOIR [R) = 55T &8 A7 . R RIA AT, X SE AR
() S S RE 4 40 5 5 R B I A TG A, Ak 7 2E B
I

HR4E W-HR A, G335 76 I 55 B s e i g0 3]
R E L, & — R BB A NGBS, BEr 2R B

(% A8, G2 RN T ARS8 E vh 28 (AR M (B i i 1
MMEEATREEINTT; Greenhaus & Beutell, 1985), 42
T TAE-FBEAR 3 (A A FE TAE A 9 (A 56 58 4% 15 I
T B 17 Z BEHR 57 ; Greenhaus & Powell, 2006),
T, PN 25 & —Fh AT DU AR 0 H bR i 2
il R (Watson, Wiese, Vaidya, & Tellegen, 1999),
MG H BA NG, H2s 350 5 5 i R
Rz, I K EEIRR, 774 TAE-FKER
HE TS 238 TAE o B9 A RS A 21 A 3 40,
BEAR AR BE v S A mT REPE . R, BRI 46 T
LY @SR 1 1 2 8 Bl (Fredrickson & Branigan,
2005) X TR ARG 25 10 4035 1 7, AT T R
BRI BE N AP oK, JFREA IR L BT R
BERDC A EHATE, (T AR Hh B BB AAR 30 %5 5 J2E ik
77 AR B s O [RIE, Y R R B
NBYF R, HIFASAUORT: B & ARSI
M 28 RN K, ki 7 TAE-ZEE 5,
S, RSS2 AT L g A A DU T P (/N He,
TR, 2007), fEHEASAAR T 22 R T e )
AT, IXANAUAT Bl T 44 18 2y 1 %o 52 a2 =5 55 ¥ [
L, IR RETS B PR e AR ), R SR AR
[l @y A A TG S, 25 b, S DS iR g5 7R 4
T RS IMARRE 2, ek TAE-FEER R .
H1: 4 H k55 MBS A7 A o A H BRI 24,
HEMTREAR TAE—ZE 1P %8 (H1a), 4 TAE-ZEfE
JE(HIb),
12 BRFBBETSITAMEREFRINGE
ASCNA, M55 BT AT Ry 23 ik BEIRIH FEAL
TG AT A . A FRIFE R AL — B
T2 IR TG S Z )5, ORI R R RS
(Hagger, Wood, Stiff, & Chatzisarantis, 2010), 244>
PR T B AT AP AR TR R A R AR A ke
PR H R RN Shi, S S EOOEBEIEM
#1#E(Lanaj, Johnson, & Wang, 2016); Tfii 55 %140
SIS T R B S R TP A P X L Bl (van
Dierendonck, 2011), #f—, RSBSG-S E RS H
TEAM AR 25 5 AFDF Z M e 48, Jfad [ 3%
P i ok v Mk 1 A, DT i e I 55 R 400 %) £ €2
FLE, FEdai] . e B8R ARRIAEE B fi b,
AT H B FEH RIE T IR (Lin et al,, 2016), 26
=L ORCR NIRRT RE, RS AL S I T — 1
18 5 & ff ff.(van Dierendonck, 2011), “F8 5 M0 &E
KRG HAET B S FAES I Z B AR ), H 2
W] BERL RSN T A N TAEDEJE, (H 75 1R 55 7 45
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SE AR AP 2 i 05 Ok TAE; 7EiX el
T, GE A L O BEIRHFE(Lin et al., 2016),
A, MRS RS H R, PR R4l
PR AR ARG (A0 A T . BEA) R 25, g 2
R HNERAN 25 AH I (& L Ak DOFBUR ) 1 4
fik:(van Dierendonck, 2011) . L3 /& X Fi &2 4211 R M
MIPRAE 55 223K, 5 T B TH R R e IRk kA T
BN, DA 0 E 45 A ) BE IR FE (Lin et al.,
2016).

MGFH RS G AT AR A R BAERT,
ST 2 TR BT IR B AT AR R EEEATE, MM
B TAE-FREEh g, R TAE-FERE., 1k, 7
HIRBAEME LT, MRS HIG0 T 5 4f e it
W, H BELE, DL T 0 Y I ] RORS o 2s
FEPER AN . SRIER AR R, THERAE R N R
B IRGCHR(Lin et al., 2016), 551K THE-%K
JE ol TR, PR AR R 400 S 3 A A A i
PSR, ARMEIRTS R0 T AR SR, 054 th i w
MR 3 T AR X e A 15 1Y B s HH 8500 (Greenhaus
& Powell, 2006)., Hk, k5B FH K T/EL
A GEIRIARERT, MEGRSIE TAEF AR RS AR
RE AT, 75 5 W F RE i B PR 47 3 (Tang et al.,
2016), 4N TAE-Z 2 vh oS i mT REME; tksh, 76 A
RIFEIRE T, MRS AU T A S B2 Sk 1) B 4
RET D, SEMHAS5FREGS . BT RER 5
(75 = A3l /1 (Greenhaus & Powell, 2006), il
DT AE-FpEfedt, 28 b, BAF W-HR BRI Y2 4,
STy T R 55 R AT AT A X A ARt S 3R
PAFE, HEITRZ MG F 5 1) TAE-RIER R .

H2: & H k55 B AT 3 indg H 3 FRBAE,
PETTF & TAE-28 B2 th % (H2a), AR TAE-Z e
PYE(H2Db),

1.3 AASFEFRIATIER

HR A W-HR A8, A SO 212 FX — 1 5%
GEUR, R R 9 R 45 AT AT o S R I 2 2 R 1)
KFR, HAREHS M5 B4 T4 T R 5 9 IR RE 22 [R] (1)
KR o AL R AR AL SV E AL 5L B STk OGO
{iT # F| 25 (Eisenberger, Huntington, Hutchison, &
Sowa, 1986). 4141 Hpox s 45 1) 2 IR AR fb i e,
e R B 5 5 A PSR M (I IBUTE Y30 sl B 451 2K )
(Hobfoll, Freedy, Lane, & Geller, 1990), H.{&kH:, 7
R LIFE T, AMARRE LU 3R A T 22 %5 S
R, BUREEAD NG, Sent, iTEES RE
THEUEARI, I8 3K FRICF IR 1 123 (Halbesleben,

Neveu, & Paustianunderdahl, 2014) ¥t 5 2, FEH5S
Hg < J BLIR 55 BT AT A B AR R AR R IR Bl 2,
it NF A 28 TR AL A AR 55 TS T 2R, ORI
R Z R B, I 5 45 Rl a5 AR DG o i T
MR R BT, X LEFUR M BEIR RS B 8 L = )2
WAL 2 752K (Lanaj et al., 2016), 4kifi{kL 55 £
IR 26 . eAh, S SR EEAERSS T
Ja SRR R AL BT IR AN AR, F e g7 L A kA TR 55
RIS AT A SBOWTHIRBIFE . 2R, 7ERRyZHEL
RN, MG E AR, 255 AT ERAE
Y SRTHE, I s B A 2 T R, 23R ek
G AT ART AT B8 25 5% R At >fe W (1) XU (Halbesleben et
al., 2014), #ait, EMRAMAELZFF T, MRS H
GURAT A2 FE AR S — B B U A 0 TR U,
X REARFRR G 4, R BEIRBAE A A5

H3: A4 Hrmfb s H MRS A G217 5
WA 2 22 [8] 1) 1E 7] 5¢ & (H3a), 2% ik 55 B 400 347
5 B IRBFE Z ] A4 1E 17 ¢ & (H3b),o

Zi b, ARSCREERIR LA 1,

R 55 RGN RAT

BT iR 55 BT AT o 50 T A -5 K FR AR AR BB 7Y
e TAE-REErh % . TAR-ZIER M S N H TAE-ZE
KRR, MRS ST 0 BRIEL . RGeS TAE-ZE
KRBV MRN R, HESIF BB )Z R R T 5

2 WSRO
21 HARERF

ARWFFEREAA AT MM HLIX 8 Z R S5 A7k /A
Ar ST R4 . IR R E B 2, AR
FH BT GBC X 28 S0l R [ 45 8 2 T s WA BE Bl
A A VERA NI GEIEFR I T ER BT, H3E 24 K
H b rlE T . e AT, AT A e gt
T A S IR0 2485 2 8RS 9R5 . 4E
P o R — R PR A A B R P 4 1E H A
EHT— ], BRI — R IR RS, AN
FAETHLLFFMA I FE R . TR S AT
EH, A% DA TAE-FE LRI, ERE
WS EEME NIRRT 52, HKHE Johnson, Derue
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Iigen (2007)MBF5EAE, e T 11:00. 16:00 F1
19:00~21:00 =[] SR T4 H AYIE B 4 .
FERFE] AL 1 (11:00), FETE MRS RIS SAT R 014G,
FAF L R A A AR S S AT Ol RN T T
FISHRAT Jg; FERFIA] A 2 (16:00), 45805 B/
WG 25 A1 A FRPAFE IR 4, FERTR] A 3 (19:00~21:00),
FEEE TAE-Z 0 th = TAE-FBE e ik ) 4 o %
TSR 5 AN TAE H g e, ARUF5E4 6t
—E R . FEEAAR IS L X, 3o TR
Ii) 2 HCRN B b & (1) TAERT RIS & A4
TR E L T 15T, TES R Ao B EE Y
T, & B EA 11:00, T4 16:00 & 458
AT A, Bl U 58 J5 R 1) 45 3 A5 e iF
FEH B TSI I, 5T AR A e A B
Kt BRI ST o ()M L K. e H T4 T BE
TR B 2 (] 4 (35 e 2 A5 B R Ak,
HIHRTE 19:00~21:00 HARIME . A FE ik i B,
WG 2 PR R TS PR MR Bl e VR 28, IR 2ok
R IS J5 2 TR R m B3 it . pboe s
W PR S, KRR R AT ST, DA PR IR B
REME A I 55 M) 4 o

FE— R BB, A0TSR — kA
) 100 17y, Wielal ) 92 17y, [RICA %) % 88 143 .
TER HIRAA B B, ARBFFTEI X 88 44 F48 MH -
A &R H R [, LWk 405 . R EIA
B 76 44 EAF R LR ECR ) 380 fy. 14
AR 86.4% . FEARTARMES IR MR, 176
FEP, BHL 60.7%, FHER 33.31 £(SD =
5.734F), SEH TARAERR 5.79 4E(SD = 4.80 4F), 7E%
D7, Z2EEE BA MR SRR, 40l
28.4%. 55.8%, V¥4 JE TAERTE] 42.1 /NEF(SD =
7.06 /NETY, FEGEBETT IR, Z8H A /N T B BRI
73.3%. fELEIH, B 69.5%, TR 38.35
% (SD = 5.45 4F), ¥ TAEAFERR 8.32 45(SD = 4.91
i), FEFEDIHT I, UARRAERARRLED o 3, 45
i 41.0%F1 59.0%. XF5¢ U — R IR 5 & H IR A
BRI S R TR I8 K B, It R il £ B8 it
TEPE [t v = 0.44, ns; trawn = 1.27, ns]. FiE
[tewew = —0.76, ns; trasw = 0.74, ns]. TAE4FEIR
[temrmen =—0.20, ns; trareen = 1.25, ns] EAFELE
EZER
22 MEIR

NP JEE S ST N SINESS S e ==l
PRI, BT Gk AR s R 5 o504, 135

FOR AR AR B AR R R
221 SHMAER)NE

REEFEITH: R Liden F(Q015)H RS
RISSAT R, WH 74A%H, plEm<sR, &
R R 2 CE TR A QRIS 2Z AT, ARFSE R,
ZERN o RECH 0.84,

FARRIELE . R Watson 25 (1988) 1) FH W 15 2%
HE, AT S AKHE, flEm, EHLENOE
SURAZ AT AW, R RE o RECH
091,

BIRIRFE: KJH Lanaj Z(2016)HF5T i Y
AIRMFER R, W& SAKHE, HlEm-IRIA R
M SR AR, R0 o RECK 0.94

TE-REMRRE/RFH: KH Wayne, Musisca Fll
Fleeson (2004)#fF 5% Hfdi H 1) TAE-Z g o5 | TAE-
FREMHRE, SO 4 NEH, TAHE-FEE %
B T AR R 0 R BE AW T, TAE-%K
JiE i S {3 R0 A8 AR 1 15 e A% R B 3R R X R iE
[, AR, EREERN o RESHIE 0.90
10.86.

222 MEAEME

(HELOY #%. R Lynch, Eisenberger fil Armeli
(1999l R L 2%, % 8 NocH, il
TR B E AR SO TR A AR AL . ARWETE
IZmRN o RECH 0.89,

223 ETHTE

DATERFIE R B, TS . TAER ] &5 T
YE-F £ K & (Ilies, Liu, Liu, & Zheng, 2017; Lin,
Ilies, Pluut, & Pan, 2017; 405, HLH], #E,
FEDUBE, 422, 2014), BRGNS0
FPFE(Lin et al., 2016), A RIS 47 2504
RS 25k A (Lanaj et al., 2016; FEt7, L, HiF
i, Luthans, 2012), KNitk, AFF$ ERNEER
A o AR . TS 4500 E R A Watson 5§
(1988)11 5 fi 3, M AN s BLAE i O BUER a7 2
HWE” (0 = 0.91), A2HRIE S A7 R 4R H
Lanaj %5(2016)#f 57 {8 J ) Podsakoff, MacKenzie,
Moorman F1 Fetter (1990)f%) 4 B3, i8N <4-x,
T 8 )Y B AR Ik — A BEAR Y E bR ek R
(o= 0.91), BRI AT M E R Lin 5£(2016)
WEFE R ) 8 e, B4R, % F @M
iz FEGE PEAR AR S RE” (0 = 0.91), TAER R
W H AR R B AR IEA (AN R BT
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23 WIEMERSTSXSHE

SR RS B AR 5 v Y 32 AR (R AR 55 B S AT
S BIESE . ARBFE . TAE-FIEhoE . TAE-
FRHE AR FEFNZH 234 ) I 2 75 B S5 48 8508 A
XA, AT R F 2544 T B R X [ iR A% o F
TR R Hr. £ 1 BoR, SHEBR G
AR, B BT HA LA X R,
AT B A A S F I B XA
24 Fit oMK

AR BRI R R G (B EEAEEZ R
), FAE R Mplus 7.0, SR 22 R 5Hr
BERVG S B SR o 1% I R DA - 55 EAS
FEAE R AR, BRI AT DL W] i 5 24 el
TR TRSS, XFEREMS RIS H AR S 2
MNHAEFEZ LR, WBPE Hofmann, Griffin F
Gavin (2000). Enders il Tofighi (2007)8%& L, Ar
AR 1 A0 AR 5 34 R T 20 2418 04k (group-
mean centering), X HHC b W BE 18 HEBR T30 A8
AR 22 5 s, DR OR R 53 I 45 SR S B A 5
LRMENZERHCR; PTAZR 2 BRI
B I{E 0k (grand-mean centering). fJ5, AN SCfiff

F Preacher, Zyphur 1 Zhang (2010)#i4£H parametric
bootstrap 25 (20000 ¥X Monte Carlo & i), 5%
MBI 95% 7K1 Y D 2 5 1E 45 X 1] LAAG: 26
IR o

3 L5

31 HRELIT S

29 T4 Level 1 My EAEA AN KT
A7 s 7 25 55 e ], ARBIFSE R Level 1 3 A944
SR HERHAKFEAS —EER, HMERER
3 HAE 38%~64%22 [H]

& 3 AL, RS RS SIT N SBEMESE =
0.15,p<0.01). HEMFE(F=029,p<0.0)FE ¥
TEAHSG, BURAEZE 5 TAE-FKEE%E(r = —0.13, p <
0.01)5 b FH A, 5 TAE-FKER#HEGE = 0.18,
p< 0.01)F W FEIEMK, ARBAFES TIE-FEE b
Z(r=0.18, p < 0.0 B F LMK, HS5 TIE-K
BEAR I (r = —0.03, ns)TAH A 2, HEULFE 5k
SRS AT R (r=0.47, p<0.01) FAWIEL (r=0.24,
p<0.0)EEEIEMEX, SAFRPFEF=-032,p<
0.01)% i E fAHX,

F1 BIEMERZRSER

A v df A (ALS) CFI TLI RMSEA
NIRZEBN . SL; PA; ED; WFC; WEF; OS 1013.60 362 — 0.93 0.90 0.08
TR FEALAL. SL+OS; PA; ED; WFC; WFF 1776.44 367 762.84 (5) 0.82 0.79 0.10
PO E A . SL+0S; PA; ED+WFC; WFF 2656.40 371 1642.80 (9) 0.71 0.66 0.13
=P ERA. SL+OS+PA; ED+WFC; WEF 3974.00 374 2960.40 (12) 0.55 0.48 0.16
WP AR . SL+OS+PA+WFE; ED+WFC 4641.10 376 3627.50 (14) 0.47 0.38 0.17
PAE MBI . SL+PA+ ED+WFC+WFF+0S 6356.40 377 5342.80 (15) 0.25 0.13 0.21

T: n=380, SL= MRGSAIGITFITH,; PA = BIURIEL; ED = ARMFE, WFC = TAE-FKEEh5E; WFF = TAE-FKEEME; OS = 4L
THE, RPN EERIFA—AHE, FIE MR A E p <0.001 B3,

*2 SHNEMZHMNMAEREDL

e RN AR AMERZES

ZESED ERE)  HAH®%)
JIR 55 B 45 AT M (T1) 0.40 0.30 57%
A1 28 (T2) 0.85 0.55 61%
THRIE L (T2) 0.55 0.31 64%
H L BHFE(T2) 0.66 0.37 64%
TAE-FKBE 2 (T3) 0.88 0.61 59%
TAE-FKEEFEH(T3) 0.69 0.48 59%
AR H ARV GURAT R (TT) 0.34 0.30 53%
BB R GRAT R (TT) 0.34 0.34 50%
T AERTE 0.88 1.41 38%

W MERZER T 5= e/ + 1) T1 FRRTENE A 1 1Y%
WL, T2 FoRAERT )L 2 AR &, T3 SR fEmfa] A 3 51
HlE .

3.2 (RIZEL

H1 #3804 R, K 2 Wor, RS AIGTS1T>
TE [ PR B 4% (y = 0.10, p < 0.05), T FRHL 1% 2%
HTE-FEWRERERFLR(Y = —-0.14, p <
0.05), 5 TAE-FpEfe it 2 5 EIEAMHK(y =0.16,p <
0.05).iF—#2K F Preacher 25(2010)#EF# 1) parametric
bootstrap 2 /5 (Monte Carlo & il = 20000 1K) A %
AN, SRR, MRS RIS S AT Ry im A AR AR 1
s TAE-ZRE vh 5% | TAE-ZEBEAR 1 ) [a] 330001
B> 5 5 —0.014 . 0.016, 95% KB {7 X [a] 23 5 A
[-0.034, —0.0006]. [0.001, 0.038], I AFIHE 0; %5
|, Hla 1 H1b #3155 325,

H2 #I8eE R . MIE 2 "I, RS A4 S47>



232 . T #5146
Fx3 MRTLT=ENHEXRERESIT
I M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
Level 1 254
1. IR MR N 436 063 1
2. PRAE S 2.57 0.92 015" 1
3. AR 346 076 0297 -0.24" 1
4. TAE-FpEhse 3.21 096 001 —-0.13" 018" 1
5. TAE-FEEfe it 3.58 0.84 0317 0.18" —0.03 —0.04 1
6. THIE 1.58 0.74 -023" -023" 0.11" 025" —0.10 1
7. ARG 4.17 0.58  0.04 0.08 —0.02 —0.12° 0.00 —0.16" 1
8. MEFEAIL FATH 4.08 0.58  0.06 0.12° -0.02 -0.16" 0.05 -0.19° 0.53" 1
9. TAERFHE 8.42 0.94 005 -0.07 0.04  0.02 —0.07 0.06  0.08 0.09 1
Level 2 78 &
10. HA T HF 3.46 0.67 0477 0247 -0.32" -0.19" 0.277 -0.26" 0.10 0.09 —0.03 1

TE: Norever1 =380, N revera = 76, Level 1 A8 iAH AR REAE DK B HIHHOE, Level 2 72 ik AR SEARRAR B 1A 1K S ) AH

X, "p<0.05,"p<0.01,

BB N L
ARbE | W g

K2 BERLE AR RRL

e TR E AN, AT R

BT AR AR R R ARPREALAR), 42 AL (R AT AT . AR RAUTATON L TH

Wl 4 . AR ) S B AR B 4 AR R E AT . TAER S TAE-FE MR (y = 0.28™"), "p <0.05, " p < 0.001, EflELIFzR

PR R BN 3, SLERRTBREREEE .

1E [ 5 [ AR FE(y = 0.16, p < 0.05), 1 H FeHFE
ST E-REEhRE R FIEMKER(y =0.15, p < 0.05),
B TAE-FEERDE (y = —0.05, ns)fi &R AL
% . [AlFER A parametric bootstrap 2/ (Monte Carlo
B i1=20000 YRk AR, S5 ER, R
RV AT A 3E ok B TR AR e TAE S RE vh 52 11 1]
PERCNAE A 0.024, 95% 4B A5 X [1] 43 51 24 [0.0004,
0.059], L35 0; (HR 55 BUGH S AT il o 1 FRPiAE
S T AR BE AR 1 1 ] 2350 0 [-0.008], 95%
() B {5 X 6] M [-0.031, 0.009], f4% 0. Kk, H2a
33 37 Fr, H2b R ARTG 0 .
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Abstract

Servant leadership refers to a set of behaviors that serve the needs and interests of others that enhance the
long-term well-being of subordinates and the stakeholders associated. Many studies have demonstrated that
servant leadership has a positive impact on its recipients such as subordinates, teams, and organizations.
However, few studies have explored the impact of servant leadership behavior on actors (leaders). This study
draws from the work-home resources model, and adopts the actor perspective to identify the benefits and costs
of engaging in servant leadership behavior. Specifically, we infer that, on one hand, servant leadership could
contribute to resource generation (i.e., positive emotion) and then improve work-family interface; on the other
hand, servant leadership may also lead to resource depletion (ego depletion) and therefore have negative effect
on work-family interface. However, as a kind of situational resource, organizational support could enhance the
resource generation process and buffer the resource depletion process of servant leadership.

To test the proposed theoretical model, we surveyed 76 supervisors and their managers in Chinese
enterprises using experience sampling surveys. Approximately one week before the start of the daily surveys, we
sent a questionnaire containing the measures of our between-level constructs (e.g., organizational support) to
participants. During the daily survey, participants were sent three surveys each day while they were at work for 5
workdays. At time 1 (11:00 a.m.), supervisors completed measures of servant leadership behavior, and then
managers completed the measures of transformational leadership behavior and ethical leadership behavior of
each of their subordinates (supervisors). At time 2 (4:00 p.m.), supervisors completed the measures of
negative/positive emotion and ego depletion. At time 3 (7:00~9:00 p.m.), supervisors completed the measures of
work-home interface (work-home conflict, work-home facilitation).

The results from the multilevel linear model analysis showed that: (1) engaging in servant leadership
behavior is not only positively related to positive emotion, but also positively related to perceptions of ego
depletion during the day; (2) positive affect and ego depletion, in turn, mediate the effects of servant leadership
behavior on daily work-home interface; and (3) organizational support influences the strength of the daily
relationships between servant leadership behavior and its positive (positive emotion) and negative outcomes
(ego depletion), that is, high organizational support strengthens the positive association between servant
leadership behavior and positive emotion whereas low organizational support increases the detrimental effects of
servant leadership behavior on ego depletion.

Our findings contribute to literature in several ways. First, through taking an actor-perspective, we have
investigated both positive and negative effects of servant leadership behavior, which can help us understand the
double-edged sword effects of servant leadership behavior more comprehensively. Second, by revealing the
mediating role of positive emotion and ego depletion and the moderating role of organizational support, this
study has helped increase our understanding of the underlying mechanism and boundary conditions of the
relationship between servant leadership behavior and work-home interface. Finally, based on the work-home
resources model, this study has clarified the dynamic process characterizing servant leadership behavior to
work-home interface by using within-level research design, which should eventually enrich the application of
work-home resources model in leadership literature.
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