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CVER M 2 K TR G, W#S 611130) Cifdb Tolk K24 3F 54 e e, KEE 300401)
CWIT I 2FE =B, BN 310058) (HMA T F B & B & #2= e, MR 610041)

O ETRHRGAEIS AN E B NG, SR HICOR R 81 MR 101 AE H A8, IS mshs
PIASOLAA, I TARRT kS T AR SR AR PR HRSP- L PR BAES) Eshaefl), aimfas kit
TARBORM TR R (R0 . IFSTARRIT . (PRSI R, PRACE T AR BRI TR R O 42
FBRA AR AR B T TAR -2 4, ELAEARBI AP B R, A sp VR O B3 (Q)7E 3 HE

T, PREE T AR B9 H RVAL SR s A2 1k, 3518 i s

BT AR R, SEMFEAR TAE-RIE 45 . fx

Jei, ABISEIIE TR LT ORI T SR T U S
KA PRI TIFIOR, TAE-SEENAE, HIRSr I, B, HigHk

SEE  B849: C93

1 )i

MAFS, TAEZLSRE LM 0 T TAEMZ
JER SR, 523 1k YT (Cavanaugh et al.,
2000) o AR Pk P - BH AR PR T AE R ) B AU HE 48
(challenge-hindrance stressor framework), T /EZEK
41 Ry Bk % T AE %K (challenge  demand)-5 BH fig
T AF%K (hindrance demand) (LePine et al., 2005),
PR PE R BEASHE B 01 TARA T N L AR E A RR
;PRSP R O B TMELA AR 09 TAEZEK, A
2G5 A R R AT AT Wi £ A 4 (Rodell & Judge,
2009) . PAFESCHRTS 1, BHAS M 2K A ) s e B3 T
TAHE-%E 5 Z (Culbertson et al., 2009), ikt
TR AT L I B (Webster et al., 2010), 35E T
YEZhHL(Gardner, 2012), MAHAT R (FMEH 55,
2018)%

DL BIF 5 XoF BEL e P 52 5K 1% T A AR 2 38 it

W H 4: 2021-02-18

T, EAH B BE RSP R, Pk R B SR A R 1 5 e B
M % (LePine et al., 2005), Hi¥E Halbesleben 55
(2014) X} 9% P - 77 PR {2 (Conservation of Resources
Theory, COR)H ¥ i~ —Ja] fY F 8T 8 XL ——“~ &
JEN A AT LA Bl H S B E AR AR A 4, A4 R
R ENLZ . AIRAGRE . TAEA M5, Pt
FERPUHAT “BRERPE, REHF AR TR RS
sRin, AT EA S T—F 55 TAEZOR, 2N
TR NGEFR TR TAEESS . R, AWF5E T
P A BEORXN TAE - BE S R 5, IF AR PG
PEERABAE T SR B2, 1T RBAEAE“RUI] EIR
20 Hh, ARSI, RGP AR 25K
X T ARS8 BE S 25 BOAE FHALEUR A 2 Ay . FRAT T
Sk % RO AR — R BE 3 25 1Y <R TT 852 Wil
SR IE Ik B 25 BRSO NCBAFE R ARSIy o B — 5 T
Pkt PR SR HL A8 1 Pk R PR T DA i B T 2 Mg
AB AR, SCPLeBs a5 B A2, 2R i3 hn T AR -
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JEAURE”? PRRE T AR ZER O T AR SR 38 i 19 X)) 5 i) 1235

FEEE 25, o3 — 7, PRERPEZRAE N —Rh TAE R
T 2 AR TR UR, LE 03 TR, T RS
SR R FE 28 D AR T DL TR e R AR AR
Wi, PR TAE-ZKE N &5 (R 4, 218,
2019). SULIRIAE, <3 25 R B AE WA A AR AL
AFEARST B % 0 T B B hAG ey, T AN e ¥ A2 b ) ¢
PR HLEIR G s fE G R . ik, 3£ T COR
W, A WTERAIRGE Y £ R AR P Fh A2, P
— P EEAR B SE MR YT T

IL4h, Halbesleben %5:(2014)1E— 4 [ B¢ COR FHiE
R TERTEE H, AH TSR RS A 2Z R] 1) 5% 5 22
5, WS AL BN IE 5L A (episodic approach)”
TGRS IR AR AT L [ B 52 o R R 2%
JEAESEBR TAE P8 2 B AP O . — 2 KT 52
TP E SR E 2 R, 2R — R THEAN
W TAEH, PhERMEZRUAAEZESR . Hik, A0%
BRG] () S 29 7K P85 B RIS AR 9 14 B H 7K F
FEAL, PRGT R AR SR X T AE -5 e 18 25 B WU A%
R

TE RS KA AR A H KRR R
AT AR 1 £ R A 56 PR PR SR AE AR Y DL R A
PR AN [ KX TAE SR e 3 25 52 R . AR,
Halbesleben 45(2014)iA2% COR B i & — >3
AR, WFFE A I BRI IR 19 % 30 (fluctuation)
AR . I, DLShZS A0 A0 K 5 Pk i Pk
BURX TAE-FKEERE 25 52, WA B F e il il 4
W# RS . BARPE, ENERNZE
TR, 30 e Ay 6 PR M SR Y sl A AR b R (R 3%
2 H PR R 0y B ) A2 A6 7 ) 1 (daily  shifts
directionality)) X b3 T[4 5% W, A7 F1] T 7 BT b 2 fig
PR AR B AR XT T AE -S4 25 A R
W B, FEREZ T, A T — Bt )y i
SRR PRSP EER, B TR 2 RO
5 A X B RS AR B R R B P sk o Bk s 2
SRAE— B 8] P 9 8 21 28k (variability )X AR
A (chronic) T-A/E 52 2 14 £5 1572 Ml .25 B8 A i A o ik
T, PR EA TN B 2T . TRA M
PRI PR M R TAE S BE 3 25 52 )

FTUERR, A BT S s
A B B R PR EOR 5 TAE-F Y 45 R
WTEMLH . TEFRSHIRI, AT PR AR 22K A
[F) % A 0 T AR — S8 B 1 25 1 < X1 ) 5g ), LA Ko rh
AL 225 o FESABIRI T, K B0k Kt B R AR
(STRaAE ey 1 91 R e v N L e gl K R i

AR TAE-FIE 5 e o Ak Ut, AT
FESETEMR N GRS Z R, S RSl
(B HZKPARAY | Sk SRR F sh 2888 (H (] 42
SR | PR AR, N ZRK . 277
7% PR M RN TARE - 1 25 152 e . AR
HHIFTE 3 B A8 B A X Bk P SRR A A 5 B2 9
BRI b A R A
11 FSEE
1.1.1 EZEE: ETRERSUATIEERSE
ErRHNMER

MERFHAKEER, TELHEEERN TEHR
A — YR, 2 51 T AE N X TAERS 2 —
FpEU B9 N TE ALV (positive motivational reaction,
Bakker, 2009; Xanthopoulou et al., 2009), Kiihnel 4
(2012) A TAEHBA HA B M 1 RS, AE7EA
RN RIAE L, 3 COR HHit, AAIffm T4
AT Z2 B8 LU A 79 52 U5 (Hobfoll, 1989), #k
AP SR AT DAL R —Fh S B 5% TARAS R . HERE .
RSN TR, RTEERAEZSH ITELSE
JERSE R TAEPR R, #EmiARAS TE 20 5. B
H, R KPR KO s, AR R
1) TAFAT 55 Bk A BREE, i TAREA B 0y R 45
TEX — R B A B eS| 1, B0 5 TR AT
RN, A I A B MR R S R B TAE S, Bl
B T B SR 5E AT 55 (Butler et al., 2005), 1fi24 H
o 805 Ml 5 B AR AT LA 53 AR AR Ry R
Fdehg, [FIATHR S 51 T FRAL BRI 7 25 SE R O
PR, 3 B H T 4 b b B ¢ B2 2F 55 (Greenhaus &
Powell, 2006), fiEi TAE 7 5 4 15

Hla: f H TAEL AR H P 20K 54
H TAE-ZRE 8 25 19 ¢ & il h A AE T

MEB B F KRB, fifiE A A HER, Pk
A% MR AE AR P2 TN TAE -S4 15 09 1F [m] 52
e AT A i B KT, i i K ) T AE-SE
WAk . BHAACRYE, ANAE]Z H k% 2K (chronic
challenge demand)fy~F-34 7K ARG 3R It T7E— Be At ]
PR Bk Ak 1 SR A ST . AR COR BHIE 9 e R 3R
THIRTE S, BT IR 25 T 9 I b i —
ARAS, IR TR AR AT R E 1) K JRABRT RS, T
A2 (Halbesleben & Wheeler, 2015), A1,
Pk SR A FEUA 52 e 7 4 3 L oA R R T D
Py 51 TR AR R SRR, TRl T AEAS By R 1
P B A A U I ] 3 L P AT DR e T R
B X AR s AR RN, 1R THOINE A T



1236 N H

5 54 4%

L

fEr . AL, Bk M E SR AR B N 45 0L T
AR A A S, AT LA oy HC R A b 3 [m] 0 1Y) i
A5 R RERE S FLHEHS B D3 TR R IR, 425
TAE-ZEEHE %5 (van den Broeck et al., 2010; Wayne
et al., 2007),

Hib: M AR L B e B OrE 25K 19 27K
PRI TAE-FEH 25 i O R e AR .
1.1.2 #H#FERKE: EFRERK WA THALAKF

TER

MER S B KRR AMARRAZ B0 TAFZOR,
STHFEH A 10 B U Can st (9] A0k J7), AT BELA:
ARTE G BE S AT H R AR B COR HLig, 4
FIRZ BT, AR SR SRR IR A BT
TE KB 1F %5 P55 2 (Hobfoll, 1989) . Kiihnel %5(2012)
AR SR B IE 0] 52 i AR T R TR AR S S
2 A B F 9 URMK & (recovery) TE sl p o RS, 1EN
TVRIR I ) — PP EEEL R BUE S, J& 5B TAERN X T AE
BRI YR & W ad B (Bennett et al., 2016), U5
EWRARAS B A 25 R K e B Y5 %) T ) sz el ELAAR
M, 53 T A X Bk A SR B AN R SR B R LA
KNG R (LePine et al., 2005), fE—RKZ N, #k
ERAPEEER A8, RS T RT 2 5 MRS H Y
) AIAG 22, B2 B s 0 T4 H A% Rt
URFEIE (Song et al., 2011), ffiHAE 4 H X LL#E AL
PR, BIEE H Bk ZE R gk b 03 T B H S o
AR TR UK RS T, WA R r %R
AT DL R Y HAARTE S BE U Y 1 R B,
FEAR L TAE-FKE S 25

H2a: & HEATER: H BRI ZR 58 H TAE
— S BENG 27 I R R PR P E .

MK E R K FER, NKIRE, 77—
i ] A PR AR PR R DR AR TE S P X KRS, B
TR 5 7 TAE LA sa Bk v 2R g [R B, S BTiH #E
AR RIFORE 7, 30 AS W20 3 T A s
(Sonnentag & Fritz, 2007). K UILLAFE, 7 TVESIEK
AR PR S, o 03 b 28 v B KO0, ki bd T
f&(Bennett et al., 2018), FHECLC I RS )1 55 %%
VR JG 149 5] K st b 78 (Hobfoll, 2011), 3 Fh 7 7] 5%
Mol 0, 23 1% S B T ARSI 1 43

H2b: KA TE B ME 2R i K 5K
W TARE-F e 25 1 S R il h AR .

113 HABEER

FET UL BB, AN A PR R A AR

S M I A 5 i) 25 300 4ok <1 25 PR AS RN IR AR R A %)

TAE-FEEH 2577 AW S HIFE I . LA TAE L3
JE A H A A3 25 AR 2 PR IR AR A5 (resource gain) Y i
T, LA At A FE R A 2 B TR AE (resource
depletion) it F . SR, PSR A BEARAE R H /K-
B FN- 1 7K - R b A TSR B2 A i X 31, AR BF
FEN N TE R P B B H KPR i H T AR L 3
JE B AR SR 0 BB I A VR, e A
[ S A KSR AR v R OR B4 A A R i T A
TAER MR AE.

MERB S HKFREE, H4HE Lepine 55(2005)
(I, 5 S BILAH 5 I S & AT TAE 2R Y
WILH T4 (Perrewé & Zellars, 1999), & H TAEL
JEE A 48 e 2 X A R R ) I s A s L
SO R, R AR A H T AE- R EE 25
HAE COR g, A TH AT 2 58 I L AR 4
AT %S U (Hobfoll, 1989), [HItk, 7E4F H /K P46 Y
o, ST Y H A PR R PR, B T e A
2 I BRI 77, DASE R TAEZEsR Bk AR, BIPk
A 2SI PR HG << Bk > R 8RR 52 e 22 5, T L
VER TAEBRA R TEMGE I . I, 275 % 1B
FiE A2, 7R8I H Pk e Z R 4 H TAE-
FBEWE 25 W RZ A, BURGE 25 5 1 £ 5,

H3a: f§ H TAEL AR H PR MEZR 55
H TAE - BE Y 26 Z (0] i [ B2 8000, 58145 HBObA
) PRI 80

ANMEEIH oK EHER, ST COR Mg E
B —— BRI SR E 1 & SR AR R L 2218, R
AL T IR, WEURARASAE 7 e M [ ¥ T 55
— 1 (Halbesleben & Wheeler, 2015), Kith, 7EHK M
I PN, P SR T >R i BB E 5 e 2 i T
P R AR P A AR AT MEE s ] o R e R [ AR
A A% 70 2 P 1) PN & B2 TR SLE R By, (LA
FNTAE Y rh, B X Pk G LR i AT s ZE T AR B
U8, FLICRh B IR0 RE 2> Bt e () AS T R, 5 T %
P AAS 001 72 (Halbesleben et al., 2014), Mk
B, PR R A U g X LK T B ] 1% 9% U
PFE, MR I TAE -3 25

H3b: A ZE PR R 2R 127K 5K
W TAE-ZRpE s s Z M h A EH, 5T KM TR
LR AER

ARG S BRLANE 1 R o
1.2 ZhiSHEE

TEFRASAAL R, FRATH COR HLSfi Bk bk
BRNE TAE—Z R 25 0 <X G520, SR 9% I




55 10 1] GRS

“HE AR IR PFET . PRARCE T AR ZOR TAR-SRE 0 4 (19 XU & 5 i 1237

SRR

KRR

B HKPRE

sl

THEEHE
PHEER B
K HHR

MMEEEE

T
5H —
PRARHETER B THe- R
48k

E1 s#BESHMR&EEE

BAFHNGE AN e 2 B IR Y A2 fb (Alirila et al., 2014;
Shipp & Cole, 2015).Bordia %(2004) %% Sun %(2021)
sRIE, 5 TAEMEAMACHRZLRRELL G TR
FIARHHEME . van den Bos (2001)3: T A & 45 P
WA, AhE RSP Lo B TR 03 SRR
TR TEARMFEH, AT NPT ZOR & —Fh T
FEBEIR, HARfE &1k O TgkAz 21 B8 R AR A uk 58 R 45
B AN E P, T SE A 53 A ShAILE S A A2
PR, DA R TAE-ZBE 1 25 o
121 MERR B EEEER
GNP R PR R B Wk BT R TE AR
Akl R ELR TARAE 55 F Ty, i TRRTTRESAT
FEARGTA AR B B 45 300 19 TAERR Y, DAL
FEAESRE— R BRI ZE R R, 1 o7 — KPRk
BARHYFE DL (Prem et al., 2017). SR, BUA SCikt
SRS N J2 1 AR B A T (Wang et al., 2019),
AT PR R H R AR 4R, RIS ¢
RAFES ¢ — 1 REPREANEZR A8 40 T7 101 (H 18122167
M1, daily shifts directionality)Xt%f t K TA/E-FK e
5 A AT o PRECPEZER B H W] 28 A A AE
A AL TIT 9] H A F FAR AL A H ] E AR fe, BD
AT H—H, Ja— H Pk EE 2R s 538
IR, Pk R 1 H R AR AL RHRHE) T R
B, EAT PR TAEZ sk, — 5 TfiAe 1 T
WS B0 T 40 TAET, 5 — Iy A THi— H
PRER M ER B S RS, B TR RS AR DR
W, MR ST R, TS S AOUSIRES, BB
T AE R BE GIRAE PR G BE = 55, 3 TAEXT R EE Y
Hht5 (M 55, 2015), HUbAHR, Ykt ZEKR
BB H 8] AR A XHED) BT, X AP BE H A2 b2 45
BT SR AN P 0 BRAR S, AR S TAEZESR X
BT RS2 A 2 BRI dd, 5 8 L AN 2 i R
NEXF, TAEL R TR, AR 0 Toh, s

BB IR FE S, TOE AR T Y H AR 5 E U Y SR
B PR AR DL B A

WFFEIE 1a: 7EARA)ZTE, BRERMEZRH
AR 7 5 A TR A TAEREE . & HK
/NI D S T e 1 E W R F R s A i
RTHEH TAELEEL RS2 TR, K2
DI/

WFFE M 1o: ERNZHE, B H TAELERE
FEPRERAEZISR H AR 7 it 54 H TAE-RE
25 2Z A R A E

WFFE M 1o: EARNZTE, & H B EPRER
PEER H AR 7 P 58 H TAE-FRER 852
& A E R .

1.2.2 NMEFEIE 3RS

AT 5T TN R 3R 58 P R R ) R AR Bl K P
Xof B3 TR R e L AT E S A S S S R S, — B
[P, A MK (mean) A 24, H Pk bR 10
A5 AL R BE (variance) 23 A7 7E 25 5, AH H AR fh i
AR B PR R, B T BT 22 A9 W IR 25
Xof A8 AR FE R A PR M 2SR o ASTIF 5 P bk
K (0% A2 Ak (variability) i SR TE— B H] Y, $k
A LR B AR Ak I S A T

2Pk R R ) A2 S I A R T A RS TS —
B, AR BT I 1 s BELAS S AT B R R
B — A FRE W B, 1 R0 3L 5K (Wang et al.,
2019), #Un Matta Z£(2017)IA N, SEHELARFFAZE
I NBRAEAH L, A BRZF 19284k % 3 (variability)
X3 T3 R B AR BRI I RS 45 IR . BRI, Bl
F ] A HERS, X AhoC BIUE S 288 6 T X T AR
SR, il TG LR T4 0 TAE, Gk,
AR AN NAE S ST 0 (e B, 0 i BELASE T
EMZFREMIE . Ik, RIS

WFFE L 2a: FEASRMIZ M, HhikrE 2Rk ik
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5 54 4%

L

By AR Al 7 1] 5 e ) A e T BE RO

FFEIREE 20 fEAMRE]Z T, R TR TARS
TE BEAE PR A ZE5R 10 0 3728 A 5 K T AR - SR 3
it Z [ A

WFFE IR 2¢: AR TE]Z A, B3 TR A TR
PR ZER A P B A 5 KW T AR - 3 2 = (]
B

AWFFE SN SBILANE 2 PR

2 MR

2.1 ARBEREHBEUERRF

A58 2R H S IE 2 AR A B A Bk K
PEZER . TAEL RS | AT TAE - BEYYS 25 7F —
B (B P sh A A8 Ak, 8 3k Do 2% 4 28 1A & A i A
I, SERESERE B T2 5 RS E R BT
AHALB R TAE 40 /a2 R T, A
ARHOL P K = A . Al i v RN R T R 2% S A T
o RPRERFF IR ST, A5 IrA S 5%
LA A 100 JCA A7 AL SR AE R 58 TR 2 A 435t

BRI IL S A B, 5 — B Bl SR A A
B2 AS R, 7RSS 1 R H, R GRAE
N B geit2=2 8 . 56 B BOZ 3 H 80 i g,
Ay IAESE 2 FEANGS 3 R A TR H I gEtT, HFoEA
BOETAEH B4 16 5 20 F 22 SR 4 H 5,
B DR A AT 38 40 1) A RN 52 A T R 36 ok [ 24 F
FEIME, ARG R 105 6y, 1HICH 404
99 iy, WIER 94.29%,

AT N 4 AT oSy 56 4 AR [ R0 P Bk 5
PEZR S TAE-FREM R Z MM KR, K284
A 8 H Pk R SR Y 1 [8) 2% S B VA RO
A o TEMMBR A R ELE MK R 2 RUA L, it
5 AR RE [ — N E R LR, &AL 81
AAREEEATN 645 AR NG B8 5. Ho,

FYEL 40.80%, VIR 32.92 %, P TAEFR
J6.98 4F, TS EEAY 76.60%, AR LI LA
HiFEAR Y 86.70%, 7% F IR AR Y 52.10%.
22 MEIR

B A PR Likert 5 S w4, H
HrerFoR B R, <5 FoR<dEw R,

A B BT R, AR Rodell Fil Judge
(2009)I IR 4 BRI, Horh—AN 0 i R
“AHR, RIFERRG L E KO REA REREAE T
YE”. Cronbach’s a M{E N 0.84,

PR TR eg B K3, HAE Wang 5(2019)
AR 5T, ASBF 0K Pk AR MR 2R 0 H M 22 gl Ll
Bt RAX T -1 R (e, HEEss « KX
55 =1 R A R SRAN T 9 45 3] Y 5% 2545 S H )
A

Pk b T R4 K, SR Wang 45(2013)
PIBFSE, ABFERESE 10 S TAE B Pk TR 1Y
PHEAE A FHAF-$5 7K 7 i LA

PeER M T Kbk F KT, S Matta %(2017)
Fl Wang 55 (2019)F 58, AR ELL 10 AT
1 H R8Pk A 5K 0 A o 25 A R L 3 /KK B0
DA

# 8 TAE% 2, A5 R A Rothbard (2001)
R 5 MR, Hi— 08«4k,
T TAER A AT 4REEFR 5300, Cronbach’s o f{H
9 0.72,

B 3  AMESE K Sonnentag il Fritz (2007)
S AR 2 AR B0 1 e v G T IROPA Y 4 R i 3R . H
H— AU <A R, T AEZ AR, Ratb—
SEFE] S RAA H £ Cronbach’s a H{E M 0.90,

B TR & ARMFE R H Wayne 45(2004)
AR 4 R SRk . o — AN <4 R,
A TAE AR 15 A7 B T 38 Ab B R 2 A= 3% P i

KIAT At

PR TR

gt <i::::: ::::)»ﬁ% E-RE
K

MEEEE

PRERPEER

Ay | AR

/\

G H TAEL R
::::;»@azmz%@mﬁ
& H A

B2 #HEARKEE
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I A AR IR AR PRI T AR BORON AR -SRI 25 1)< XLI) 81752 1R 1239

AN NGB AN SEFR )85, Cronbach’s o BY{E M 0.89,
EREE, CAMRIAR, TE-REHGES
Z M SR A0 B TAES O0 A 52 (Lapierre
et al., 2018), KILZEARMIIEH, WX AR mAE s
il Ax By A B
23 FitHwAE
% 183 22 2 UKk B I B0 25 0 (g pl i
£ 7 10 HBEHE L), |5, AF5RH Mplus 7.0
HATIUEYE K434, HAaR, 2 4] SPSS 24.0 X4k
PEATRGA G T 0T BeE, H Mplus 7.0 647
ZHOEFERR T X F AN, A R B, @
PSRRI I, BT 95% IR 25 IE 1 B4 IX ] 44

B R A S5O0 Y i 3 PE (Selig et al., 2012),
3 ST
3.1 WiIEMREFSH

/& Sonnentag &5 (2012) 56 UE: R+ 43 M ik,
SRR AR, DU R AR RS R
BT = 285.23, df = 96, y*/df=2.97, CF1 = 0.94, TLI =
0.93, RMSEA = 0.05, SRMR = 0.06), B @4 HAth
BEAL, SOUEYE PR LA B2 1 R,
32 HiRESEIT SR

2574w [R] AR PR G T B o6 R EERE An gk 2
M 3 iR,

1 RIEEEFAIRER

LAY r df y/df Ay Adf  CFI TLI RMSEA SRMR
§C¥Ei_;§§£§k THLER. 285.23 96 2.97 - N 0.94  0.93 0.05 0.06
;¥§%§_§fgf* LA R 801.87 101 7.94  516.64 5 079  0.75 0.09 0.12
;%§i7§;§3@11+11¢%&§+ 1963.89 103 19.07  1162.02 2 043  0.34 0.15 0.19
RETHE: kSRR TELER 3673.04 104 3532 1709.15 1 0.00 -0.26 0.21 0.23

TR+ TAE-FR B3 25

H: NCMERREZ) = 81, N (MMENZE ) = 645,

x2 MERKFERETENMBES T RBX RBER

A5 M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1. A H Pk iRk 3.26 0.81 1
2. B HBHAFHEZR 2.73 0.73 0.46" 1
3. Phik 2K H B A5 3 0.23 0.53 0.62" 0.20" 1
4. PHAF MR H )25 5) —0.11 0.52 0.15" 0.58" 0.16™ 1
5. FHTAELREE 3.09 0.68 0.32" 0.19™ 0.07 -0.02 1
6. HBm 3.50 0.76 —-0.24" -0.24" -0.22"  —0.23" —0.06 1
7. B H TAE-FREH 3.35 0.81 0.08" -0.19"" -0.12"  -0.15" 0.10™ 037" 1

W N CMEREJZ ) = 81, N (MEP)ZTH) = 645, *p <0.05, **p < 0.01.

x3 AMEEKFEHETENMBES T RBX RBHER

Gl M SD 1 2 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
1. M5 - - 1
2. WEARAR L 1.79 0.46 0.07 1
3. ECA T ARG O 1.94 0.67 -0.07 043"
4. PRERMEELRFEHKE 3.8 0.58 -0.07 -024" -0.05 1
5. BHASPEERSEYKE 2,73 0.52 0.05 -0.27" -0.11"" 052" 1
6. PRERPEER ISR 0.53 024 —-0.02 -0.07 -0.08* —0.27" -0.17" 1
7. BHASHEEER ISR 0.49 0.23 0.02 -0.13" -0.25" 0.04 0.12" 056" 1
8. KA TAEREE 3.10 0.41  —-0.07 —0.16" 0.08 0417 0297 -029" —0.11" 1
9. KHHM 3.49 0.51  —0.19" —0.00 0.04 —0.12" -0.15" —0.20" -0.15" 0.02 1
10. KEITAE-REs 335 0.61 —0.09" 0.117 0257 0.18" -0.19" -0377 —0.22"" 0.16" 049" 1

e NCMRBEZTE) = 81, N (MMARNJZTH) = 645, *p < 0.05, **p < 0.01.
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L

TERG IR R Z AT, AWTFERE T PEEEER |
TAELUERE . S TAE-ZE It AN R K
FARIBZ R AE S o AN 4 s, PREPEESR |
TARLERE | O A AR -SRI 45 76 AR (] 4772
BFE RS

*4 SHEENIGEZRESL

s N I N 5] /ITMKI‘ETJ o AR R
TRE BRE FENESI(%)
Pk Pk 2k 033" 0.33" 50.00%
TAELERE 0.32""" 0.14™ 30.43%
G/ 0.35™" 0.23™ 39.66%
TAE-FBEH 5 0317 0.35™ 53.03%

o N (CMRRZE) = 81, N (AN ) = 645, AMKRI 225 H
Iyt = ASRIENEE S (MR N AR SR A RS SR D) < 100%.
*p < 0.05, ¥*p < 0.01, ***p < 0.001.
3.3 RigKIE

AW FE R 22 2 IR B A2 40 A A5E 10 F s 36 1
N S AR 8] 3500 (Preacher et al., 2010), 3% 5 JAHT
FERIRY ) AR I R R, 3 6 RISk 7 WP ol
B TE RN A M 2, TR 3 ] 4 S B U B A 2R 5000

BSHEE, (D)IEFHBRR, B 1a SEHAMAN
B H TAEL AR H PR E R 548 H TA/E-%
JEXE 25 1O R R AR . G5 R nER 5 fE 3 W
N, B H PR ER S B T A H TAE LR A G
(y =0.38, p < 0.001), B HTAELEES R THH
TAE-FEERE 25 IEAI K (y = 0.15, p = 0.012), FEFK 6
SRR, B H TAE R B RHEROVAE N 0.06,
95%MY 52 F R 1% B % X 8] (CI [0.005, 0.110]) A7
%, MWk, Hla f528500F, B 1bfgt, K TAE
L VR BEAE PR R SR 1S KO 5K T AR - iz
W R PR PAE- . W3S ME 3 hulIE
i, PREPEZIR 1 YK 5K TAE € B IR A
Ky = 0.25, p = 0.003), K TAEL X T
E-FEWBERAREMLELRY = 002, p =
0.914), HFFE 6 MLER, KW TAEL W
BRLAE A 0.01, 95% 1% 5 FE < 1% B A% X 1] 2y (C1
[-0.019, 0.031 ) &F . Kk, Hib ARA5H5HIE,

BB TAEFSR A NP ME TR B R S B AGME TAEEER, B
SRAIE 5T T2 B IT PR M T AR SR T4 — SR 2 14 35 1 52 1,
{ARAAG M TAEZR AT BB &5 X — i B b R HEAEH . Btk, 7
BRI, A0S P A B RS TR 2R A 44 1 BE
A5 Pk A 2 SR A A U0 K T Ay 4 ) A8 S AT B AR A0 AT . AR
Becker Z£(2016)% & il A8 s A A, T AERA =S
BIANYAE AR T EELEE, HILE S, 6. 7 K 3. 4 9
B 38 R BT R A s o) A B ) &5

QRFERR, ik 2a $2H4F H i 7Es H Bk
SR SR 5 5 H TAE-ZEH 45 1 ¢ R bl h A4
Mo MR¥a s MmE 3, & HPRERMEZR S B T4 H
RS TARSE(y = —0.15, p = 0.041), 5 H ks 5% H
TAE—FRER 25 IEAH S (y = 0.42, p < 0.001), % H ik
A T 42228 N A1 R —0.05, 95% B 52515 3% -1 X 1
(CI [-0.100, —0.007) N &, I, H2a 1535
TIE o 15 2b 48 A O 1 sh A VR, PRAR PR ZEK
RS s i A (y = —0.16, p = 0.037),
R IIRA TE Wy S TAE-FR g 25(y = 0.56, p <
0.001), N 6 Frr, MMIHEAEHEA-0.09, 95%[1 52
R8BS X E])(CI [-0.121, —0.061 A& E, )
& H2b 15381 32 K5,

Q)b B, H3a 42 H 7R A H KA
H T AE & B v A V8 3 T 5 HBORS  Hh A 4R
o W8 6, B H AR 1 B [ He4E AU H
4 0.06, & H S Y [ H2 4 R A0 (B 2 —-0.05, P4
HAERBA B 2257 = 0.01), 95%M 5 R %
EAFIXE(CI [-0.079, 0.066DEL 5%, Bk 3a KiT
FGAIE  R 3b $2 AR KRR R
Ve FHZS R TR TAE R TP A ER . &
6 N, MR A M BRI A A B EE (=
0.09), 95%HI5H¢ R I% E A5 IXIAI(CI [0.045, 0.125])
AUEE, FH#H, 454 Hib AW E, H2b & A4S
R, H3b 152 T %k,

S, (ODMERNE@R BB ShE S, i
FEMMAR 1a $2H, PREMEZIR A H A28 3h 5 i 5
B H TAEL IR H A AARDE, sk 5 FiE 4
Jiw, PR B B A S 1 55 0 TAEL
B (y =-0.27, p < 0.00)F14E H A (y = —0.17, p =
0.019) ARG, Ik, FFEIRIAE 1a 192830 8F, A5
MR 1o A1 1c R, 8 H TAELERE M4 H e
PR ZE K H [ AS A J7 ol 5 TAE-F g 45 2
FEPAER. J5% 5, BH T/ELEESEH T
YE—FRERE 25 TEAHSE(y = 0.15, p = 0.012), 4F H i
548 H TAE-ZKEEH 25 IEAHC(y = 0.42, p < 0.001),
ek 7, ZFHZEpyh A e 518 0.03 F1-0.07,
95% I 5 F R % A DX 18] 43591 24 [-0.010, 0.077]F
[-0.129, —0.012], PRIIHLHFFEIRIEL 1b AR5 5 SRy, AfF
Y 1c A3 T 32K

QMNMEEEER KRR, 5N 2a
PR, PR SR 0 B A A SR T AR R I AR
KW R SE, gk s MK 4 PR, PRikrEZERA
BB 5K TAEL R (y = —0.35, p =0.045)
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®5 HEMEERSTE-REETNERERBEESHER (SE)]

o0 A% i TAERIE /N TAE-ZRBEEN 4
AR i) )2 1T 7B
Pk SR 1S 44 K - 0.25"°(0.08) -0.16"(0.07) 0.18(0.12)
Pk P 2R B 3 3K —0.35°(0.18) —0.54"(0.24) -0.607(0.28)
K TAEL 0.02(0.14)
KA 0.56""(0.09)
A AP ) 1T AR
g H PR 2R 0.3877°(0.07) -0.15"(0.08) 0.30°°(0.11)
P2k 1 A (a2 ) -0.2777°(0.07) -0.17"(0.07) -0.34(0.10)
B HTAEL 0.157(0.06)
B H R 0.42°7°(0.05)
pseudo-R 13.61% 26.22% 14.30%

e N COMREZT) = 81, N (MEN)Z ) = 645, R BIIFEE R B RHEL R B, *p <0.05, **p < 0.01, ***p < 0.001

o BEEBEBNYELSWTILERR
s B A L e o Carlo 95 BT
X [8] R IX[a] - BR

[HE2 s

i HPREEOR — B HTAERHE — 5 H TAE-FKE 0.06" 0.03 0.005 0.110

B HBRREEOR > BHIEN - BH TAAE-RENE -0.05" 0.03 -0.100 -0.007

PolR MR SR PR — KITAESEE - KU TIE-FEE% 0.01 0.01 -0.019 0.031

PR ZOR PR — RIS — KW TAE-REEh 45 -0.09"" 0.02 -0.121 -0.061
A HER

B HIKFB TAERERE vs il 0.01 0.04 -0.079 0.066

PP TAER TR vs A 0.09"" 0.02 0.045 0.125

T NMEREZ ) = 81, N (MERZT) = 645, *p < 0.05, **p < 0.01, ***p < 0.001

R HERBEPAYME

Monte Carlo 95%HY & 15 X |f]

AR H AR A HE FRAER 2 - -
X 8] T FR X [&] I fR
PURPEE SR H S — BHTELEE - S8H T/E-FEME 0.03 0.02 -0.010 0.077
PREREZER A H B AES) — & HE — & H TAE-FKERE -0.07" 0.03 -0.129 -0.012
PRER ORI > KM TAELEE - K T/E-KEH S -0.01 0.02 -0.042 0.026
PRER ORI — KW — K TAE-RER 2% -0.29""" 0.05 -0.396 -0.200
e NCOMERBEZT) = 81, N (MANJZ ) = 645, *p < 0.05, ¥*p < 0.01, ***p < 0.001
ARl K
0.25" THELRE 0.02
SR TS Egzﬁa‘j’%ﬁj%‘z* K TR EER 2
~0.16" Ko 0.56™
e TMERRE
A MENE®
TR [~01%
BEATHE | ﬁgﬁﬁg N 4 H THE-HER
5 H Hohs 0.427
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-0.35" I{’E@[—EE 0.02
— BRERpEE R T
wesspn | PR <::::::i KT AR
~0547 M A 0.56
e THERE
5 MEREE
-0.27"" I{/Eﬂ:%aﬁ;g 0.15"
BRIRPEER JO
sy | AR < CERREE
017N o 042

AWM (y =—-0.54, p = 0.022) E A KK FE .,
Uk, WFGEIE 2a 1558 S HE, BFFEIRE 2b 5458 10]
L 2¢ Fn KM TAE L BE R I RO 72 Pk AR Pk 2
KA AR SR T AR S BE 1S 25 Z MR A AR
Mo a2 s, KFITAEL I XK TAE-FK e 45
BAMEER(GY = 0.02, p = 0.914), MiKWYHNS
K TAE-FRBEH 25 035 IEA R (y = 0.56, p < 0.001),
P 7 45, ZH ROV AE 73 0 S -0.01 A
-0.29, 95% MY 5% F R 1% B {5 X [H] 43 Jill A [-0.042,
0.026]F1[-0.396, -0.200]. [HIt, WFFEIAE 2b AKAF
BN HE, WWESE A 2¢ 158 T 8E

4 e

AW 5T HE T G2 IR AR AE BEIE RN 22 45 BR B8,
S A MBS, K5 T PR S TR
~FHBEWE RS Z MR o TEE SR I0E T Pk ik
PEELR B XTI R RN, Kb 25 B A2 FN <43 A
AR HEAT T AR, 7RSSR, 5T Pk AR 2
SR H RIAE Sl 7 1) P R 01 sh AR e Xt TAE - iz
B35 R o AT N A e P R R
X0 T T ARG B 1 25 52 Ml 1) 42 50

TR LS AR I . AEF AR T, Bk M B R
TAE—FRBEHE 25 (A5 W A2 AE XTI SR . (1) s 5E
H AL 5 (MR N E D, 51 T4 H Bk E 2K
Sl G aE AR, WSRA H TA/E-FREM s, s
T PR AR AR S H T AR R i3 255 ()7
AP BE R o (A ] J2 1), PR AR SR S 2K
SEREASIG N B3 TR0 TAE LB DK 0o,
E 8P SR ST 2 KPS S B AR 51 T T 1Y
RS, BRI TAE - 45 o TESIASBIRIA(3)
H ] AR f AR A v (A A P 22 1), PR MK H ) AR
AR BT ) P 67 1) B S — H A T & 0 B RO,
HAH S A B3 o () TED Bh AR (b iRl vh
(MARTE] 218, Ph PR 2R % 2 AR L SRR T

KN AR i BRI R, HACH KW iy
A

A SCIIBE 5T 25 S A B T3 AT R PR PR R
ST A T LSBT 85—, 28k LA Sk
AR P R SR R — e AR TAR SR AL 5
o AHIFFE IS5 5 2 B R R 2R I B i Bk AR
AT LALE B3 T30 T L v B AR TAEBR AR, ok
MRS SRR, IEmsgm TAE-ZERE; 1
P ZOR A Bl 25 ) TR OS] 5
M TAE-FBEEHS 25 . ELAE V- XK PR AL h Ik
P AR SR TR TAE L E A ER . 56
=, ARG A AP ER A H ] AR 3R B
AL S, VRANAFEF 98 RAE #2210 B 7 Pk
SRR T RS2, 20 B A AR R A
B o ARBIFFE SR PR Pk S SR H ] AR 3l R B A8 b
WM B TR AT N EZZ R, XX+
FAT 4 T o7 B Bk Rk SR X B TR R S R
ELY
4.1 LTk

B, AWSEHET COR HUSTEP M T AE
FURITTE IR o AR I8 7E R TPk M 2Rk X B
T MR, 2250 A (8] 2 1 PR 5T Pk B 2K 1)
SRR AR G2 T RS2 IR (U Webster et al., 2010),
ZAL T PR EEAE BRI B B T /MR N2 1T, W] R
SETER AR H 2 5 . Halbesleben %5 (2014)i418 T
COR HHBHH &, N HALE S [BAARZ (Al 5
W 225, I 5 (episodic approach) #4857
S UNARAY R R S A S G E =455 It
At 5% 38 2 X 4B H Bk R
PR (B H KO, daily level) Rk AR5 5R A SF- 44
IV (— BB [ N Y F-229 7K, average level), fifiE
PSR AR AR N B 22 57 [RIBHHR RS
AT R AR P P P SR AR [R) M o T AR R B 1
EERE W, FE TR E SR R 2R, BT
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HIR, A FT 0 LR SR iRl Bk R R
S R TAEZSR AR, AR ZEZ X
TR B R YRR FE e, an Bk SRR R AT DAER
T 4R%0(IN LePine et al., 2004), $&F43 25 B fise
AR (N Tadié et al., 2015), ZMg T HA G E—Fh T
YRR, S5 T A G T A e o (AR
LA R R R AN AT 1 o A 98 25
4 COR PRI «BT I A4S LB B2 P55 5% P A4
A, DLUTAE & 1 B RBOAE R A BIL, 38 i 4R 58
PR SR TAE— 58 BE 3G 45 114 <1 25 B A2 F 4

FERRAE I VE AL, $88 ZF R MR HE T,

AHFFEREEI T LePine 4£(2005) 5% T e it 225K X
B TAT R R B 2 ) R, SO BT R Bk
BORE TAE-F g a5 Z M0 2 A2 ¢ R 4E it 74 m
1 FRE fif BEAIL T

PR, % SRk ZE R A B AE FRICR, 1
A TRIRT G WR ARAT R B8 Y540 2 WA 58 4 I 1
HJE S5 3 o] s, BUA Y BRSBTS 78
3o LS A AR SR ES 25 5, RIS
B TAEBR LI EENIEEH A BAR
H TAF & B AR H s i b e w3, =
TR H PR 2R 55 H TAE-Z e 45 Z A1 1Y
B FE 800 26 S DTN 1 25 T AE AR ] 1) ~F 35 7K P
AR B SR ASGE 3 el D A 7 1] 5 e T A -
FEEG 25 o WA RAIL R IRATHE I8 HIR AT
CHENRAR R SR I AR A T A I 2 R, N 20K B
() 45 2 A0 A 75 el B, RIE J ek (] N Bk 1 2R 1Y
TR el R ARG e 280 AR AR, TR R R, #k
AR SR A AR B AR I VR AL 52 e BT 5 o PRt
AHIFGE PSS (B 24 B 91 Ji 1 Pk Ak SR X TAE - i
4 E AL RS IA IR

AL, DA ISR AN DN Fi 2500 0 7% SRR A 22
SRXT TAE-FRBEHE 45 I RZ ], 7838 LA REAE 4G I
KRR . AW S E RGP AEZR A
“H [a] 284k J5 W] 1 (daily shifts directionality)” A M 7E
— B[] P <3 3 A8k (variability)” FOABE 4, BLIE 5K
BN Bl 25 AR A B0 Bk 5 PR R B TR R
Fa R M R H R AR (LA S AR AR A, i —
A DI (1A B B R TE PR A SR 0 <22 A% T AE-
FEEIE 5 B FZ R, A B T X A OGRS

2E I, AWFFER R T Demerouti A1 Bakker (2011)
XFEEH R AP S TAEZE R T O I )
W, R H KPR PP | H [ A8 5]

BT FPE ShARRB Y, 41 . A . REHIRTT I
B PEZLR TAE-FEE 25 e, HFRssie 5
T A MBS SR
42 ELEBT

AHIEFE B 5T 45 10 A7 B 145 B X 5L TR AT
TOMELE R RS, H 5, S, AR
0 FEAT IR BBk S ZR A TG E T, —
A 7843 KA PR M 2R B N FE SR RCR, 55—
WANHE Z PR AR ZOR TR . R, A
FEBEE PR TAER R, D45 03 TR B2 52
Feoke i Bk itk . BRI S, 768 H % H TAE
Hoh B TR E A PR T A TAEAT 55, # B0 TR &
TAELERE, IWMSEB T/E B AR, R, 857
PR A B B3 TR SRR X, PR T AR A B,
JF R 01 TAR LR 98 i B B 76 T4 Z R 15 B0 1Y
T HME, T @5 5%, WHELE BT
N AN WD E7 o A o 2

Hvk, X HAE H KPR AR B KPR AL A
UL AL, Pk R AR S 0 PN RE A% 3 o 1 T
TAEL T RE AR 2 TR REE R 5 . SRIf, 76
KHAVE B P, — B[] P G Bk 5 R A3 i PRI
DTS BT 0/ TAE-FRBE G 45, o2 i, #k
A BRI FE R A TH AR R TR AR R, 1T
R 5 FL A S (] py R U g i) o PRI, A
Scirh, BRI A B TR A Bk v IR
IRV (R Bk i B SR Sl (R I TS AR g, g X
TR TR, AT S B SR E AR T SRR R AR
TS, [RIEHIM R B T8I B, S e
LA X EEYIRR, 5150 T84S T/ERE
AT AR 3 T A X R R A 38 25

FRUR, WFoTal R, Pl ZoR A H R 25 )
77 i) 5 I S AR A X T ARG L KA
PAYSA G R, R I TAEXT R BE A 25 . [N
Uk, 7EASERSCE R, A B RN DG B AR ER
A< TT G VR, B R S, PR SR A H [A]
A AT 1) 5 R I 3h AR f AR R A% 1 n L T X
PR M R AR A, R TR TAE &
JE BN TAE-SREE S 25 TR i . 3k A2 e,
PR N T PR AR B R AR SR B, K LR R TE
“Fa g K

g5 L, 25 A FRAS B gk SR ER 1) 61
S JE R R R 25 5, Sh AR Hh Bk AR
PEZER AR AR SE IR, ABFSEIA Dy, A HEEAE T
YRV E W R v, R i & P A ok ki ok
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RV & A I M N I (S i RTS8 - A R =
AR AR KT, A BE T or R PR R 2K
T3 P B ARV D, TRD I B B T K P T
F14) 07 X6 R A P 5K
43 ERESRE

T F 2R RG], ARFRAEE LT &R
HARAR KRS — L 5w . B—, TR
Je B3 T ARG, 0 1) 5 R BT 53 T H WL &
JIT A A% A g R[] — B [B) S i, P RE A AR AL ]
TR ZE R, SR, AR Podsakoff 45(2003)f%) 4
W, ARWFRCRIL MR s IR IL R ik 2 . B
g, BRI A A RIS, DAt
PRV SRR B R S R, S T B A%
A 2 (B 0GR PSS AR, B Il v i 45 AN AR R DL 4y
B R, AWFE SR HACHEIE i, 1R HULE B
B IR 2 FINEEZ M G Ik, T
T BE b ok 20 3 5] J7 7% i 22 9] A8 (Foo et al., 2009;
Tims et al., 2014), K, 7€ H 5 BOWFFEH 0] % &M
ZVGARBCEAE, AR wT DL R TR 43 B 40 HAe i 5t
2%, MG SR AT 5T 4518 1 m] SE 4

B BRI R I T I [ Pk
SR8 K ) RGN X TAE—F RS 25 O R2 i, (H
PR NESE 10 4 TAE H I E R SCAS AR ]2 1
RIS, AR LRI AR . SR, AR
Podsakoff %(2003)AYEIYL, T4 S WA AY 2515 1)
HERAME, AR 2 T8 A AR PN 2% TR 28 e 55 22 0 T
it Rtk ARFSRER TR AR R T A H R LA,
SR IBCHITIN (14) 7 72 P AR TR > v o K i) 72 iR 4 1 0
PRTIE AR S AR ) B4 7 P AR R e oA 1

59 =, HUORR P IZ IR PR AR M 2R 5 T AR
FBEY 5 22 0] ¢ 72 00 21 A 25 A0 B oAt i) v A
YERMLE . B4, ARUFFRE = WA AR )Z mxt — 2%
KRB TR, W R R TR A AR
TEXT P A AL AR BRI o 280k 136, 401 T
ELA 05 000 B R SE AR BT R B, BRARME 2R A
K BBk A 2 T R 58 i TARATE 55 3, [
st 1, 2 BRI A R i ek P 2SR R 1% 0 (O'Brien. &
Beehr, 2019). t4h, Lapierre Z£(2018)45 Hi, 5 K45
NEAEL, T oA 3 & 0 TAE -5 0E 1 5 8%
o FRATTE A A 5 it — B 5E O S TR IS AR
o, Bk R M SR T A - SR B 25 R ) 25 5 Y DR
P, HUR, 7 H 25 AR RN HRE 42 1 e A BIL I
PERE b, ARSRAFFE R AT 2 A A BRR A AR 1, 40
BT A FRELBEIER L I TE ShILRI 28RBS (% £, DA

TS R THRAS RS TE IO T 3k 5 SR i S 21 Y
PER . Bldn, X iRemAe =, 1524 /v 2 i
AR R X TARE BRI 7= A g — b S B2 A, Rt
PR 2R AT A B T 26 TS AR G By 1 2K
FEIE, ARMMIFTE T LUK 3015 25 AE SR (e PR 2R 5
TAR—ZBEN 45 Z 6] 1) Fp A B

S0, RS SBIR R, AR T B
TARZORAEESE P H N A 22 3 ME — B 6] Y 1Y
B R/INRE B TR, (H B 25 IR ER A
EYAFAERHTIY | S08 0 3G A I AR  1) AE fl a
XF 3 T AR B2 o BT AR 5T LA NS 2%
AT FE BT (AR A 0 A Y ) A6 56 P 2R 19
NN SR DO NN A

5 4Eip

BT RO BRSNS
MBS PIAA, ABIFFE8 1 W0 Bk A 2R A A
i) Jg P (B HKF L SFEKSF . H I AEgh  dlgh e
k), AT 1 PSR TSRO AR5 e 1 2 7Y 52
i o 38 X 81 03 51 T AT o S R A Kt A, AR
WFFE R B - ARSI R, PR 2R G 1o <3 45 %
P R FE AR R TAR -G RENS 2t 7 A XU 81 AR
Mo AESSHR R, PiPE 2R B 8] A2 3075 1) P
BB RIS TARLEE | AR I T AR -S4
i AR S R, ELAE SRR, U O Y
RIS . B2, PEREZOR B R E VAR she
BT HLSUE RSO0, (ER AT AW it —
HIRE
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Abstract

The balance of work and family has received widespread attention from managers and researchers in recent
years. Previous research claims that job demand, as a kind of pressure felt by employees, reduces employees’
work motivation, increases employee fatigue and anxiety, and hinders work-family enrichment. However,
different job demands (e.g., challenge demand and hindrance demand) have different effects on employees.
Challenge demand, which gives individuals the opportunity to acquire new knowledge and promote personal
growth, influences work-family enrichment in a complex way. However, few researches pay sufficient attention
to the mechanism of the double-edged effect in the relationship between challenge demand and work-family
enrichment. In addition, although scholarly research on job demand and work-family enrichment has increasingly
focused on within-person fluctuations in recent years, how to examine the “dynamic” effects of challenge
demand on work-family enrichment has received little attention. Therefore, based on conservation of resource
theory and uncertainty management theory and from static and dynamic perspectives, we comprehensively
examined the effects of challenge demand on work-family enrichment by clarifying the different attributes of
challenge demand (daily level model, average level model, daily shift model, and variability model).

We tested our hypothesis by conducting a diary study of 105 participations over 10 working days. Data
were collected via a job demand scale, work absorption scale, relaxation scale, and work-family enrichment
scale. First, we recorded control variables (gender, marital status, and spouse’s work status) during the weekends.
Second, researchers collected daily data (challenge demand, hindrance demand, work absorption, relaxation, and
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work-family enrichment) from 4:00 p.m. to 10:00 p.m. each workday. Ultimately, 645 valid data points at the
within-person level were available for 81 participants. Using SPSS 24.0, Mplus 7.0, and R software, we
conducted a multilevel path analysis to examine the theoretical model.

Confirmatory factor analysis was conducted to examine the validity of the key variables (challenge demand,
work absorption, relaxation, and work-family enrichment), and the results confirmed that the present study had
good discriminant validity. The results of multilevel path analysis showed that the following. (1) In the static
model, challenge demand had double-edged sword effects on work-family enrichment at the within-person level
(daily level model); in the average level model (between-person level), the average level of challenge demand
positively predicted chronic work absorption and negatively predicted chronic relaxation, and the mediating
effect of chronic relaxation was stronger than that of chronic work absorption. (2) In the dynamic model,
directionality of daily shifts in challenge demand negatively affected daily work absorption and daily relaxation
in the daily shift model (within-person level). Only the mediating role of daily relaxation was significant; in the
variability model (between-person level), the variability level of challenge demand had a negative impact on
chronic work absorption and chronic relaxation, and only the mediating role of chronic relaxation was significant.

The study makes critical contributions both theoretically and practically. (1) The static model indicated that,
through the gained and deleted paths, the double-edged sword effect of the relationship between daily challenge
demand, average level of change demand, and work-family enrichment was significant. (2) Through the dynamic
model, this study explored the negative effect of challenge demand fluctuations on work-family enrichment in
two forms, namely, daily shift directionality and the variability of challenge demand. Practically, this study
suggests that managers should fully recognize the double-edged sword effect of challenge demand.

Key words challenge demand, work-family enrichment, daily shift directionality, variability, diary study





