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BN F3, HAEASRJZTE b, 53 TR AT ddad 8 B3 A0 T e R BIE 7 AE AR RS . R (U SERE TRk
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1 His
1.1 [ERER Y

eI RN ES N E (87 5 N R AV ST TR sl N £
B, b mim AR T AR, X E T B AL
B 20 DG AN IR EE, A AR AR AR B . IRELTE
5 AN X Bl 5 AN 22 1 Jry 3, DT 6 B3 I 114 5 4 v B
JH o i DA Bk B 22 1) L 30 7 B B il D1 T
1185 B 47 M . 85 5147 (boundary spanning behavior)
F& AR N ZH BN R UM 2 01 i S8 {7 BG4
HLLNFR A B 4T (Katz & Tushman, 1983), #5 5
A7 R AL 45 A BA RIS AR PR AN 2 18, AT SCHR R AR AE X
AN )2 | E 4y 5 B T B 9% (Marrone, Tesluk, &
Carson, 2007). 2R A BN AT b i e B e R )2
I EP AR, ZJE AR B AIBAJZ T (Chan, 1998),
PO 210 1Y 55 T AT R A LI R AE— R, AR
FAT S VA BA B AT o B SE AL (RS 1, 2B M,
2014), HAMRIGE FAT MRS, BT R R
S G TR BAPRAS T3 T, 23 %3 P 5 T8 ) B = A
oM, Forb TR FAT A R S, B T TR
BASE 5 FAT AT AT G o 5 AT XA T S S it
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AH G Y B 52 235 2R 3 WA 7 141 A )23 T I AT A 125
11 R s ded v A AR g (it b, /g, 2014), H
SETEAR)Z I [ 5 T8 AT s S R ik 0
HE AT AR R S R LA K ] 7 A S ], Xof 3K — ] 3R
TSR A Z b AR ZAF DT 5 F AT hy 2 B A
FLEOR Ao TR, SO AT A5 25 5
TR RR A IR [R)FDRG 1 55 5 IR (TR 4, 2019) Bl
EMENZR R TR, TR 2 HFE R
Fsf [ RS 7 %% D1 5 3 403 8458 - AR HOT A1 BN A
A915 B (Katz & Tushman, 1983), 11 JJ A AH & 3k
W7 L 1Y 5 PR 4 v SRR 3 ) B AR A
(Amabile, 1988), I MBEIRN M EEKRE, 85 71T
REWIEERANE ). BARC A E RS TR
10 0] BEAETE TE AR B2 W (Marrone et al., 2007), {HJ&
WA — IR AR5 FAT Ry 0 T8 5 Wil 2 4y
PR DA STEAT A T A 2
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5 1 16 01 5 BT 1 A & BF 5 (Hobfoll, 1989, 2001;
Hobfoll, Halbesleben, Neveu, & Westman, 2018), #J
HIF SRR S T B FAT o3 ol A AT BA RS AR A
JE T E XA TR, JF AR ST X SR )
T L R AEAT 20 25 B R AR o IR IR A BIE
(conservation of resources theory, COR)IA N AT
TR FE 235 | A~ 1A B 5K RN R g 4 T % A4 7= A A
FF e (Hobfoll, 1989; Hobfoll, Halbesleben, Neveu,
& Westman, 2018). HR4E % FEIAAHIE, RATIH
TEATBNZ T b, 5 AT 23 o AT BR SR IBCSE DA T i
AN F7, (BAEARZTE -, T R AT 2
THFE DT TRYBEIR, 25 St s A7 o 1Y 5% Al ok £
JE I3, W REARZ 0 TR AMARRIRE T o A, BRI
PRATF B8 Y AH 5C STk 2 W1 1 3% R IR 2 52 i K
77 A TR 7 3 #2£ (Hobfoll, 2001; Hobfoll, Freedy, &
Geller, 1990). F&FHFRATH—H KIS T F €0 58 B
H IR AR FIA K R E .
1.2 BFRITASEIED

Hobfoll (1989)f 42 T W IR IR AF I8 . 1488
WK AR S5 R IRAF R4 B
Hobfoll (1989)¥ %t I i A “IMARHE . A% BE
AR A AR ST AR A U 0 AR 7Y Bl AR AR X S AR VY
75307, LAY BCSIR AN B - AP BTIR (N gE
Pi. W) . AMRRREBE IR (0 A AR . R
FIRE I BEIRCANESTA] . ) X LB 2 i AR~
PN R A A (B2 R o e AT RE 8 4 B A A 2 B
Hro

B3 J1 B AH G SR 2 B 5 2 0 B IR B e
B 7E 7 18 45 (Amabile, 1988), %I 7ot J&
FELAS AR 3 T 10 8 2 F K (Amabile, 1988). %A
PRI BT IR (AR TRI VRN, AR TE 1 K S Rt
R i R R A 5 % . B L (de Jonge, Spoor,
Sonnentag, Dormann, & van Den Tooren, 2012), &
P IR AF BIE, BRI, DRAFFIOR AP BT IR A 4
R 2B A7 FUR R (1 3 AR 75 2 (Hobfoll, 1989; Hobfoll
et al., 2018), AL, HIBAEL—FE, FIAK
THERR A C B A AR R A 23 A KT AR RO i A
BA S5 AT A 2 1A BA AR BB 1 1Y) — T e 2 5 X AE A
BAETE b, 5 FAT R H By T S B B B bR
(Choi, 2002), 1E5SMNERHEATH B SRS, BT A
EPH IO T B B A5 BN BE IR i S 00T,
XSGR A A BBk = 1, 5 1T BA oA S 1 T 5L
Fo, ENTRSBAY . BRI . 0SB . R Y BT
52 B e AT BA B 3 g P 28 1 (5K K 7, B R,

2016). WAk, 57T N A B2 38 5 H 2R 2 00T
AN HR FR DV ()2 4015 (1 S RF 57K 1 (Ancona. &
Caldwell, 1992), XX} T4 i A1 BA B 3 g & AR 4
By, PO RIE VS s B AR K KUK, IRZS 5 2%
MR, TRIEEE, SKAHTE, 2018). ARAGUTT 5L
F5 AT D figp ke A BN A S5 T2 e, 682 AT BRSO A3 A1)
WP B, I s B BA R3S T o SEUERFSE R )
VI BN 5 B A7 Ol 25 38 e T BA B3 g (e v, it /3w,
2014).

EAEANMEZE F, B, TR MaNIE =M
AN FAT R, P55 5 TR B I ) 2 ) G
HMESEREE, DAAINARVE A 1M S IE 5L 7 78 1 B4 45 v R
XF AT FH AR S, 105 B 3 S8 {5 B 1k e AT BA
T 5% RE R AR AR, SR A% 33 25 AT B D (Katz &
Tushman, 1983), X/ 21 A B 51 S THFE R
TR B R FORG ) o SSUERF YR I Bt T AT
5 5 TR B IRBURE 3 IEAH DG (R4, 2019). HIR,
Toie s B N IE 2 A OAMNES AT, HE0 T
TR R 51 TR 2 AR B R A5 AH O HE R R
% (Ancona & Caldwell, 1992), L %45 Fh 4L [A]
KRN, TELEE I ANBRCR, T2 HFME
NBRZAETE dho T 5 T ), 38U TJokk
SR ITEREYE TR B, Amixs MG ) 7= 4
AR o SSIEWFSE R WIBS FAT BRI 5 T3 T
YE% 7 i (Ramarajan, Bezrukova, Jehn, & Euwema,
2011), HJa, A TMAESE AT N, —Jrm, 5
T i i A OE X T AR I B 2 Ab 3617 85 B AT
(Paul, Scott, & Sarah, 2011), % 25 M 5 T Ak
SR, 2O TR FE R Y IR AR ik A ik
K, MK AR RS TRE M EERNRER
(Eschleman, Madsen, Alarcon, & Barelka, 2014), 73
— )7 TH, GRSV A 6 AT 55 AR AR A4
Y FAT R, X AE 9 DU TR R [ AORS . A
A F I 1) RS O S5 BT IR AT BIRIY, B5 AT g R 4t
FEA ARG IR 25 F B AL 98 78 B3 PR35 3 b Y B8
P, ISR T 3T MAQNE 1o 28 F, Al
P AT R

itk 1: ZEMIBNZE T b, FBAES 547y fe i Al
PARIE Ty o (HRAEAMARZEE b, 5 TR AT 2k
RAZ B TR AR RS T
1.3 BEEISNPNTEAR

B ARAE FIR DN Sy S B B RIS T 1) B R A R
LGN AR Ty R, AR, AR
>R LA Jiti 28 % i 77 (Hobfoll, 1989; Hobfoll et al.,
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2018). M iZ I FRATIE T 51 T 85 AT S TH AR
IZ L T ] FORS 7 45 B8 U5 T 5 R 51 T A
JE 3, HEXT AN 7 R R S . fA U
F& AR AN e A RCHh 58 AR 6 0 BRI 7 AR i — B
J1, BRI ORI (il B = A D5 T
(Kahn, Wolfe, Quinn, Snoek, & Rosenthal, 1964), £
o o S 45 D1 TG R I 2 2 ng oA — 08
SR 8 £F (Kim, Murrmann, & Lee, 2009; Rizzo,
House, & Lirtzman, 1970), ff @M+ L TX H S
7308 1) AR AN W sk = 0 A A 3R, TR AR AR
i Y B3 22 (House & Rizzo, 1972; Rizzo et al.,
1970). A o 2046 1 U B 1 T NGB 1 T RE
H&Z B PR EE (Singh, 1998).

AR AR R A T B 3 B B b (AR,
Xk, XPENL, 2017), TR 2k i TR,
WS T AR, HE R TS EE 178, i
TR 25 AN [F) B R g A G 2 fik, 7 5 AN ()
() A1 2 AH OG5 B Bl A8 b B T AR AN R
AR, B —Fh A X TR ESR A —4E, A
Z 2P MY (Ramarajan et al., 2011), 51 T4 Z )ik
1TE5 UGS, SR ZAR W R 7E Z R AN [F] 5L 2 7] e e
R OZ BT O, — XA S5 &R TR
s, o) —Jr ol 5 TR R R, X E O
SELLANTHMW, SECEIA OB, R AT N2
AESMT AR, — 5, BRAT R TR TR
BN P B AR (AT 5540, 3 5 B AR FH A AR 3R HR
FE L ALPME R AL A (R B2 AL S, RAY
AT BT TAERE, SRR IEAE B TR B R FORS
TG, &L ulE i T A A @ OREF, X/
i, B, 2018), SCUEMFFE R WITHAE 1 T [E] A
K 10 fA MRS B AT R 45 5 i 03 TP R R )
(PRI, BR3R, % 3CF, 2020), 75—, fAEN
AT 55 TAE R A A0 R 5 A AT % B T Bk T
REIFA—E, XAESFEO T M AR,

Al 5 Y5O A7 R A7 A TR ) 5 2 R B
FE 0t By 1k 5% P8 30— 2B 451 2% (Hobfoll, 1989; Hobfoll
etal., 2018). BIEPEIE SR —Fh & K THFE R T8
TREIE Sl 4 R T R 51 T R BRI FE R K™ A R
NG, SRBOL5 TIRA R GIRBA S 438
W, A TR R RIR S — PR, B T s b
BT M SR, 2R B SR K & B U (de
Jonge et al., 2012), ZFPIHEIKE J5 FHA TAET 5L
UEAIF Y 3 B A €0 15 ) 23 B AR D3 i) TAE SR (E
77, WS, MIRHE, 2014), BLAh, AR I FERE

L FEM (L2000, K288, 2016), TELEFERIRES T
5% T3 F = TAESh ) (O a4, 2011), A
S A RNBEEE b, SOEF R A R
2 AR 51 T A & F7 (Cekmecelioglu & Giinsel,
2011), HT UL ESrHr, FRATHE T

flise 2 63 T AT byl ek G 5 TR A £
T3 AT A B3 T A9 A AR
1.4 AGEEBHRYEERMIATTIER

PEUROR AT OIS N A R 2 W IR AR AR
B2 B BREM R, IR E T B IR
— i T B S ARRRAE B (Hobfoll, 2001), J&4E+F
AR PR 1) B 5 [ 2 (Hobfoll, 2001, p. 349), %
M % 540 2Kk 3 30U 77 AR i i 8 (Hobfoll, 2001),
058 B A FRARRIEOE — PP A H IR, It
H 585 547 R A €0 73X AR i 285 A OC . i
DL FRATHE AR 0 50 B A FRAK AR B S T B BT R
SAEEZMBCR MAE5E H IR AR R
XA G TR 3 S P R IR T AR
T B R WA 55 # BE 1 B (Hwang, Han, & Chiu,
2015), B4 A AR — M B, SRR T
EEAEOPITE A @571 R (Galperin, 2012).

W5 BT R e — R AR B PR A2t
1% 3f)(Marrone et al., 2007), SEjitis F AT N ETHFER
TR A B R FORS 1 489808 . A 0.9E B A IR BRE I
A Sy —Fof E 2 SRR AE %6 U (Hobfoll, 2001), fig
% 5 Bl 53 T HAE S A T Al ok ) B IR R o AR
i 9 PR AF F1E (Hobfoll, 2001), (756 B 1 3%
B A 01 T A T 2 i BE R, I A R R
BTSRRIV R AU, EAK G RS B
ok, SCMAEATERE A FRBBEEM B TA L, &
(09 R [ FRARE Y L TN A A, AT TARLE E
CL BENS Ab AT 5 1) 25 AH DG 1 & 32 (Marrone et al.,
2007), XA A5 REHEHS B 01 T 08028 15 A7 Rl ok
(BT URARE, DT RV A7 A 0 T T8, D%
AR T A ETE R B FRALRE B = Y DL T8 inAH
15 A O A A8 71 58 0 A AR BT A 4T 45 (B 58,
Za, 2015), AfEOCHRATHE Z WA GITH
(Galperin, 2012), ffiTE A7 % 5 A 0 X #6477 1) fig
(Hartog & Belschak, 2012), #15 A C. A RE JJ W % 4%
Tl R ME(BE DS, BREE, 2015), PAIHTE %5 AT K
Pk s R A 2k, AT v I (0 BR | f ap
RIFN A B0 B, AT 5O AR R A A, A
15 I CABAE A B S ] T, RVl St 722 19 185 A7
RHWARFG RS JeF LB, Ffi142
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Han T R

i 3a: ff 50 [ FRAREIERET 5 T s A
TS MOENZEBXER, B THAGTEE AT
SURBIEGER =, D3 TS AT RO A 8 R B AE )5 )
AL

E—, A THMAETEIREINE, TR
(ERCFTINESTIN & FR Y Q) R et =y =B =5 1 R i)
T RE [ FRALBRIER L T, AT S LUTE s AR AR U
K FESNFIBNFTT R (Parker, Williams, & Nick, 2006),
SRR i DN F B PR 3 3l o 255 s 2 FI BRI 3a,
FRATHE 3 AT 1265 — B Bl 5y b e B i

i 3b: 0588 B FRALAR I 1 M AR )
5L T FAT R 5AERA1E ) Z m e .
T T8 B H IR R IEGER =, A O T BT AR A
AL
2 Tk
21 #K

A IREASRIE FIent . WU, iR ILE
b, FEW AR FiE . RS B
R ) A5 Ak 7 ST N BB R A H Y, IRl
ERES S 5 T E M EEZ 0, RIFRITR
It 44 PR ) B A T RO G5 o [ & A 4R TR Ry
F, i in) IR R AT AT 4

R TR T RV D[R] 25 A 2 e, ARAIF ST SR
Z W Be—Z R U5 0 7 ARG o B A A IR
AT, BN T E M EE AR, EE—H
B, #3620 £ FES S50, AL T EF
HOMERAT R MaTEE ARSEeER. fEE)
DL @A NHEEAE B, A A5 5] 590 44
BT o KA 1A F G 3755 B Be i B Wi 4,
BRIEE] 135 4 EES 50, BAEEE TN —
By BEEL 28 58 IR 46 1Y T TR B B R 324 A A
HARGR, ZRHALSR 120 4 FEWE.

WA TR, FRATHE 3 S e i i S5 X
J& AN 3245 () A T X o B JC Ik B X FE S R 58
AT, RAIIG 536 44 51 TR (A &Ik
£.90.32%)F1 111 24 F48 0145 (A R 82.22%) .
P AR (R B3 24 =45 0T 00 00 R TR A B0 7E 3~8 N2
B], PRI AR R 4.83 N Horh, N @FEA,
B A BIIEAFE T, B 48.1%  FE4 1 i T, AR
PRz, 5 61%, HRKUGERL S 22.8%, #F5
ATV 1Y 8.2%, R KRUIT (N 8%.52.6%I1 51 T.
E15. TR FHER 29.97(SD = 4.49), TEAHANL

-2 TAEAEBR 9 3.66 4F(SD = 3.84), 7E FHEA
t, BLIHIBEARTT, B 55%. 2=
1, AFPHRZ, & 65.8%, HAMKIIERL & 16.2%,
R A DL i 16.2%, & KLLVTFALE 1.8%.
S1.1%M T CMF . =M P4 34.05(SD = 4.68),
TEAS B B34 TAEAEBR  5.85 4F(SD =3.97),
22 M=

B 547 8. RHA Faraj Ml Yan (2009)JF & 15
FATRER, AR5 TR A C N ETBAANER A AT BA 3K
BUE BB IR R, R 7 SEE, N1 2 75
IREAEE AR AEE TS, 2 4 405
H, sy o8t 5 anedk 2 5 B SM EZE AW
F il >k AT BAARASHAS B RIBEIE . T I@xs A & 3
YERARIZ Y 5 T 5478, 2 M Marrone 55 A
(2007) A%, ¥ A I BA A e A 03 T AT o B
PEAE A AT B2 180 14 AT BA 35 574 7 2R & 22 B LA H
A& )7 22 B R s/ ME, S 2808 &
THRGEA A 2 FEPE AR 5, WAR IR ZREPE . T
T RAE B e /MBS A T AT BA S5 SR 58 KO T A
BA H B A~ AR 1 O (Barrick, Stewart, Neubert, &
Mount, 1998) TEAMSE 1, W BAES FAT Ry E BT
EiUN LS LN N E 2 7 S = St i | N
R ZRENE, BTN FRATR Be O wi [oRR, IF
AN AR O 221 . BIBNIEAR S BT R i) 20 AN J&
H AT BA R AN R 5 A T R PR e 1Y, T2
BA B 53 A AR R A5 A e R 11, BT D 1A BB LA 7 R
AN Aok H i KRB/ IME T . [FIRE R E L, AIBA G
WM RHHEERREG., R TERIT NN
Cronbach’s a4 0.80, F1BAE 547 ¥ Cronbach’s o
4 0.79,

T8 AR AAEIER . SR Parker (1998)JF &
i o g aa VT = = I i U e e T E (1S
BEER 25 N W] LLAM N (N2 Ok BHE R, SR 5
MR, 135 5HRER AR R AR R R 6
B, Zm A Cronbach’s a 4 0.73,

s Ty . K2R HF Rk 3 (2009) 1 A 1
&, 3 AMEEH, Kb s A Rmit o E .
KA S SR, N1 E] S R AR AR E
CHER R R, MY ) a3 T A B T
Z NI BB BAE P JE BRIz R W
Cronbach’s a 24 0.76,

13 71, R H Zhou F1 George (2001)F % ) &
%, 313 ANEEH, EEETEN T EAlE T,
KM s s, M1 2] 5 SRR AN R 2 E
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CHER R MY I i eefih/ b 2 45 LB B
PRI TAEHbR” . BT EPEME A
IRJZTH A ARBTE T, o F A8 X AT BA P T AT B TR
A BCEAE S AT B2 1 A AT BA A3 7 o AN AR i
J18J Cronbach’s o2 0.97, HIBAB1E /1A Cronbach’s
a 4 0.98,

PRI R eI RN D Se it As i 2
oW 5 BLAT N A3 J1(Marrone et al., 2007), Kt
A HIE T MEZ 0 R TSR0 &, 258).
FRHERR) . B RS, 2 OO0 #HEKF
A BIP LT 2 e, 3 RE 4 AR S
WA S UL )R T (FHAESRR), DL AIBN)Z T
SIS AR WS BE AR TR, 4
RN B B A TR = DA N T QM ] N A% N U 705
“e . FIBNEREE(L W55, 2 B9 3 ArRliE . 4 08
BLSwit. 6 WL 7 HAh, Fibh 6 LA
T AT B RIASE (] AT BA N B0 75 )t ] BE 23 5 0] B T35
FATRARIRE T, AR AMA R e R . A
BAMRRE A AT AR A g 4 il A B, DA HRRR 28 5[]
K FHAM AT B A A R o 1598 LA A% 152k H Miron-
Spektor, Ingram, Keller, Smith Fil Lewis (2018)JF %
e, oM H, SRR R E el 3
Ak FHAE B 5 UL SRS, 3R AT LA ] R A 2
fie” ., %KM Cronbach’s a iy 0.86. F34b, HIBAK
PEATE B Ak, AT REAA TR R0 [A) 8, S T HEBR
PERN I REm, AP AL (Rt 27 ZAal,
AL 26 SRR A E WA AR
2.3 HUESH

AWF5EAE ] SPSS 22.0 1 Mplus 7.4 #E4750E
ST B, IR R A AT R T 34 AR S A
H (Average Variance Extracted, AVE)¥ %% & [a] i)
REBEMIX PR . HIR, R Harman HL[H ¥
R B — 7 e I iR A g [ U O 25 . SRS,
KM ryg. ICC (1), ICC Q)fEARKAL IR EHE R G 1Y
AR B Ja, R Z K454 77 BB R (multilevel
structural equation modeling, MSEM)H ) #4543 A7
g s, Jf Bl 50K 2 5 (Monte Carlo
method) e T 55 H A B4 19 {5 X [A] (Preacher &
Selig, 2012)., #R#& Edwards Fll Lambert (2007)F%) #%
240 BT 7 VA B A R R A AR

3 4%

3.1 MEHRIWE
SR FH I E A DR 20 BT FR) A5 2R b s S 24 7 S

% R A 0 728 i T SRS ASURE RN IX A S8 E o A A S
170 A A AR 2 A BN 2 Ay AS i, 51 T35 AT
. RS AETEEE A IRAEEE. MRS )
g B AR Z A AR R, FrRAFRATH Mplus
BRAFAG T 15 2 1 56 TE 1 R0 B A A 36 A o ]
MK 505 . T MAEET) . ARG T . H A
WL ST IR . R BRI B E
B, MR HANR DB EIL, R
PR 5 NSRRI A H A TIT A, B H
FARAT I NHATHER 5, 8 R 2y di e Y A8 H R
AR H B E AT AR — 8 H, DLk
e fTREMEIET) . MO AR, Mk
Bl . HANBIE &S 3 AMIESE, 51
B 4 NS H o 52 0 SuEYE o sl
RNE 1 Fros-L R BRI R A5 B,
Alrp 7 ANMER(G TERAT R AEAET . MEE]
1. AT B IRARERE . TR e A
1728 . ATBNEIE J7 )il = 8 H a9 ds A 1k R - 28007 R
T BN FAT S B — AN H R B 2
0.42 BT 0.5 4b, HARH K TInFE 0.5, JFH 7
ANERY AVE {EH53 510 0.59, 0.64. 0.87, 0.47,
0.64. 0.62, 0.93, BRACIEIE [ FRALBERKN AVE
{EBEAR TG AHE 0.5 46, FiAth 6 M2F &) AVE {H3Y
KFFAE 0.5 (Anderson & Gerbing, 1988; Hair,
Black, Babin, Anderson, & Tatham, 2006), jiHH#
AUh g 7 A B —E IR AUE . gk 1 R
11 ADIE i 5 L R AR L 1 3 AR 22, 1
Wl 7 A As i BA XA . Of Nk 2 PR A48
WY AVE [EXR T4 B WP A8 5 2[R A OC R B
¢ J (Fornel & Larcker, 1981; Hair et al., 2006), i
— LU 5 M AE R B R X 880%
3.2 REiRRmERS

T v [ 25 B 2 e, MRS Podsakoff,
MacKenzie, Lee fil Podsakoff (2003))#HE18, 7EMFST
BB B, SR AIASRIET ] 68 L AS Rk i i Jr =Xl B
Bl IF BX T AR R AR 550 3R H 5 s0R 7 S0
I N TR 7 o i WA | 4 L e s RN A LD %Y s
T 5 ERmHEE . EEAR BB, SR
Harman FfL PR 325 R DU B — T 7 0 IR - ok A 0
[F] Y5 22 B 520 . Harman BA PR -9 ) 45 SR 36 HH 4%
FKYEEF43H1H9 KMO 2 0.92, Bartlett BRIE K55 7
FE(p < 0.000), REHEHHHE AT LR T 04
5HHY 33.04% AR B —TJ7 LI N TR AR oK, [F
BN+ 1 AVE (E{CH 0.35, mm i Tim A
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Fz1 BIEMEFLHER

A $ df $/df RMSEA CFI TLI Ay Adf
L R 369.05 122 3.03 0.06 0.96 0.95
AN FRET 1310.83 126 10.40 0.13 0.80 0.76 941.78*** 4
NIRRT 2 905.27 126 7.18 0.11 0.87 0.84 536.22%%* 4
N TR 3 897.31 126 7.12 0.11 0.87 0.84 528.26%** 4
NP AR 4 1651.73 126 13.11 0.15 0.75 0.69 1282.68%** 4
ANHEFEH 5 661.23 123 5.38 0.09 0.91 0.89 292.18%** 1
FHFRA 1 1835.17 129 14.23 0.16 0.72 0.67 1466.12%%* 7
FHFEL 2 1602.10 127 12.61 0.15 0.76 0.70 1233.05%%* 5
PY PN R 3078.33 131 23.50 0.21 0.51 0.41 2709.28%%* 9
PY PN AR 2 2487.72 131 18.99 0.18 0.61 0.53 2118.67%%* 9
=R AR 3721.34 132 28.19 0.23 0.41 0.29 3352.20%%* 10
P K] AR 4013.51 133 30.18 0.23 0.36 0.24 3644.46%** 11

W AMERZE N =536, HIBAZHE N= 111, * p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001,

*2 TEMWE. REEMEXRY

At M D 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9
A2 T
LS5 T 1.48  0.50
24— T 29.97  4.49 0.02
3HE K0T 3.68 076 0.07  0.01
4S5 T 1.53  0.50 —0.01 0.58%** —0.07
5.5 T 3.66  3.84  0.02  0.56%%F —020%k* (37*kx
6.7F 18 4k 3.57  0.61 —0.01  0.02 0.04 0.04  0.18%** (0.64)
7.0 T RAT R 478 1.15 -0.10  0.10*  0.05 0.06 0.13%%  0.20%** (0.59)
8RS 260 0.43 0.0l 0.02 0.03 0.02  0.11*%*  0.08 0.15%%% (0.64)
OMMMIEIE HIRALAERE  3.81 052 —0.06  0.11*  0.12%*  Q.11%* 0.19%*%* 0.56%** 0.19%** —0.01  (0.47)
104 B3 J) 3.54 071 002  0.05 0.00 0.04  0.16%%* 027%%*—0.02  —0.15%** 0.33%** (0.87)
A1 BN 1
LS - 1.55  0.50
2 AR 34.05  4.68 0.08
3HF KT 397  0.63 0.09  0.12
4 S A - 1.81  0.39  0.44%%% 0.34%%* (.05
5. Lk -4 581 397 0.07  0.30%** —0.07 0.31%*
6. AT BAFLAR 32.57 92.33 -0.07 0.08  —0.28%* 0.12 0.28%
7.1 BRI AT R 463 0.68 005 —0.02 0.16 0.13  0.20* -0.04  (0.62)
8. A A3 7 3.54  0.72 0.04 -—0.15 0.03  -0.08 021*  0.07 0.33%*  (0.93)

: MEET N =536, HIBAZET N =111, * p<0.05, ** p<0.01, *** p<0.001, *MALIEEHNHEFER BN AVE, HTH
BAERBE A4l B R AL iR DL A8 B, B UK A8 R I A A S 7EAR e R kb,

{H 0.5 (Dulac, Coyle-Shapiro, Henderson, & Wayne,
2008), 2 B [R5 0 22 A 23 % AS B 5% vh 78 d 22 ] 1)
KA A SR
3.3 HERS

ARG R B 28, BN S4TSR A AT AR
T g o AT BN 2 T A 7 e, (B R A K P B

HEATIY, TR G5 A B0 A A 7K T ISR 1 5 3R 31 AT
BAKSF- B Al A7 M o AR TR I, O R R SCkR
(2004)IEEL, 3t ry,,. ICC (1), ICC ()X %L
PERA AR BRFHBE N FATH 1y, P07
Bk 092, ICC (1) =0.33, ICC (2) =0.7; HIB\BI3E
1 1y, FAIECA 0.98 . 1CC (1) = 0.57 . ICC (2) = 0.86,



% 10 9 R AR B AT R QU S 0 2 U] S8 7
BRI -
| BB R : .
[ A oy e ] e | MERE
|2 ! ! —0.08""
R I R

K1 2K s
TE: B AR R BOH AR AL AR R AL o 7R AR W TR SR — W)l 52 T IRAN, 6 FOR AR RETE S TR (] R U 37 4 o AR T N =

536, HIBAET N= 111, * p < 0.05, ** p< 0.01, *** p<0.001,

i /2 1y T EK 2 0.7 (Lebreton & Senter, 2007),
ICC (1) > 0.05. ICC (2) > 0.5 [fn#E(James, 1982),
Ui B AT AR 53 375 B R 2 — Bk, JF L
HA RO AL 25 5, 411822 505 il ke T A A
AT R A BAEE 1 47.05%F0 65.33%1978 5%, BE
i 3R A 2 A BN )2 I 647 5 22534 o
3.4 RS S

AR I BRI 22 FIAH OC R BN 2 IR,
FEARIZ I b, T TR 5 M 60 ) 10 3 R A
X(r = 0.15, p < 0.001), MES 5 ERAE T2
FAAA(r =-0.15, p< 0.001), 7EHIBNZH F, H
BA I AT R 5 A A 1 ) S 3 IEAH G (r = 033, p <
0.001), XLEEE R A HIGTM, AHFIT Bk At
T
3.5 RIgWIE

R4 Preacher, Zyphur 1 Zhang (2010)A9 7
i Mplus 7.4 14 5 W 7K1 B 422 0 B R A4S 50 A9 A1
Wo GERMEN 1 PR, FEES T2 R T
WREAE . MO R IR BB KRR, D
T AT BN 18 1) AT BRRE . AT BARILASE | Ainall . 4005 11
PG RS ISON . HE KR TR, A AR 5
15 R %ot A BA A s S BA 35 B AE M2 (B = 0.18,
P < 0.05), B3 T AAT R X AR g 0 S s80n
fH BB = —0.02, p < 0.05), VIR TERITH
XA ) B BEE W A g, ik 1 535
B

£ € 7 T A 2500 A B 2 SR SR B T R
1A% ) B B IE M2 (B = 0.05, p <
0.01), €0k i XA~ A3 ) BA 28 1) 1 5
Mo (B=—0.34, p<0.001)., fAEIITER TEFRITH
FAS AR AN 35 T 2Z 18] 5 A 3800 2 (P A Uil =
—0.02, p < 0.05), ULAMGERERZ 7 s A &
95%IK) B A5G IX A AL 0 (—0.03, —0.006), 151 £
BRI T R T RAT R S AR ) Z Y

KR, B2 58 i,

A0 B B FR KRR IR E 1 0N 1 A T 45 L 3R
W51 T B AT 5 A 6 5 B IR ALRE 2% Y e B
ABRFHP = —-0.08, p < 0.01), UiBMAETE AR
RURE IR Y T 0 S AT 5 AR ) Z R G
R, i 3a 13803 RE N T b Hb R A 66 5 A
TR M ER, RATHRYE Aiken Fl West
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Abstract

Boundary-spanning behavior has attracted considerable interest in recent years. Studies on this type of
behavior have focused on its positive outcomes from the perspective of social networks. For decades, research
has consistently demonstrated that the boundary-spanning behavior produces a wide array of positive results for
teams and organizations. However, scholars have found that such behavior has negative outcomes for individuals.
Using the conservation of resources theory (COR), we examined the double-edged-sword effect of boundary-
spanning behavior on creativity at different levels, as well as its mediating mechanism and boundary conditions.

To test the proposed theoretical model, we applied multi-wave and multi-source research design. The data
were collected from dyads of employees and supervisors in a company. At time 1, the boundary-spanning behavior,
role stress, and role breadth self-efficacy were measured. These variables were rated by the employees.
Approximately a month later, we asked the supervisors to rate the employees’ creativity. These variables were
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assessed by mature scales. A total of 536 employees (90.32%) and 111 leaders (82.22%) responded to our survey.
Confirmatory factor analyses and average variance extracted were conducted to assess the discriminant validity
and convergence validity of the key variables. Multilevel structural equation modeling was used to validate the
hypothesis and Monte Carlo simulation procedures using open-source software R were conducted to test
mediation effects.

Results showed that at the team level, boundary-spanning behavior had a significantly positive effect on
team creativity (B = 0.18, p < 0.05). However, at the individual level, boundary-spanning behavior had a
significantly negative effect on employees’ creativity (B = —0.02, p < 0.05). At the individual level, boundary-
spanning behavior had a significantly positive effect on role stress (B = 0.05, p < 0.01) and role stress had a
significantly negative effect on creativity (B = —0.34, p < 0.001). The mediation effect of role stress was
significant (p = —0.02, p < 0.05, Monte Carlo = 20000, 95% CI = -0.03, —0.006). This evidence would indicate
that the boundary-spanning behavior had a negative effect on individual creativity via role stress. Results also
showed that the product term between the boundary-spanning behavior and role-breadth self-efficacy was
significant (p = —0.08, p < 0.01). The role-breadth self-efficacy moderated the relationship so that the mediating
effect of role stress was stronger for employees with low role-breadth self-efficacy.

The study illustrated the double-edged-sword effect of boundary-spanning behavior on creativity at different
levels as well as the mediating mechanism and boundary conditions regarding the negative effect of boundary-
spanning behavior on individual creativity, thereby enriching the literature on boundary-spanning behavior.
Furthermore, this study identified the boundary conditions of COR, which broadens the scope of research on this
theory.

Key words boundary spanning behavior; creativity; role stress; role-breadth self-efficacy



