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Abstract

The voluntary learning ~behavior - of employees indicates the
momentum of organizational - growth and .its tendency toward
internationalization.  Unfortunately, literature focusing on this issue is
limited and only extrinsic variables have been considered. This study
presents a model of intrinsic factors as it pertains to voluntary learning
behavior among employees. We argue that individuals are more likely to
pursue. voluntary learning activities when they have more acute
psycho-social work dependency. This. relationship is mediated by the
degree of involvement an employee feels toward her/his work.

Drawing on the Mandala Model of Self, we have redefined
psycho-social work dependency as a profile multidimensional construct
(PMC) with two dimensions, individual-directed dependency and
social-directed dependency. Psycho-social work dependency is classified
into ~ four categories: strong dependency, loose dependency, direct
dependency; and indirect dependency. In response to the findings from
previous studies, demographic variables were also included to draw the
profile of psycho-social work dependency. Empirical data was collected
by a survey of employees working in the Taiwan Railway Administration
and private enterprise. Structural equation modeling was used to validate
the proposed model and psychometric proprieties of Psycho-social Work
Dependency Scale (PWDS). The results indicate good reliability and
validity of PWDS. The relationships among psycho-social work
dependency, work involvement and voluntary learning behavior are also
validated.

Finally, the theoretical contribution and practical implications of this
study are discussed. It is our hope that the results of this study could
provide valuable information regarding the voluntary learning behavior of
employees and propose practical human resource strategies to
organization.

Keywords: voluntary learning behavior, psycho-social work dependency,
work involvement, Mandala model of self, psycho-social work
dependency scale



=t

ﬁﬁ”%@%&ww SERE NIRRT | oo THFANF
VRS BT S RE R R Tk B k0 Ea
!

BA O ABRRBA DR oA p e o AN duh 2 i o hindp
PR R A TZA €30 A F M e sk g R g
G FHAFE oA GV DA BERL A A MEL S PRFA

7

RIS o %E“¢4 GECE EAF S TR S N
W G o ek ey - (R SREREReAR] S 2 RO - SRS S 2R

J
%§F&WZ¢E%3'ﬁ%s?%%gﬁw%%ﬁ@ﬁoﬁﬁﬁﬁ

E’t#‘*l’i’ﬂt’i’ ’gﬁékf-'m% R T };bu, Bbﬂfv % ﬂ'

s FPRE S e ndn i R 0 RS BB 5 (S
oo RIER M iR R AT '*‘FW B3 RAFTR AT 2R EFE
0 A dEAE AR S w0 B iEAR Y 0 A ETenBl e ¥ T
EH#z § AT > F EREF M f £ PFEXEF TR
R g ﬁﬁﬁ%—‘kﬁﬂ" s FREE FF LG fhdg Rk o AT R A
(i e kFREFF AL E AT TS i B B A
’%ﬁgﬁﬁmfﬁ ﬁ_é_ W PR A T RS o v B3 L Finge ¢

E'j"‘)?:'l—i-’ﬁ PR E 2 NEFFAY S A#H e 4 o

B #E ﬁ_mﬁ#ﬁ EAL x__-e-FA'ﬁ =
i ) e
i agg 7”}%’-}:“%\3 ,33::“-71\;']&&,’

- BRI RAS 0 AR F T M T ER o L 2
ﬁﬁX%W%ﬁw’m%XK%%??%ﬁ‘g%ﬁ‘%ﬁ%i
PR BRRERRT SR L EARA LR VL E L (7
FEAFERL 5V R ’LE')I}L*TLA,{ !

W
;\
<
8\
=
[
3
Sl

%
i

G
[
a\
|
=
g W
. e
i
&



B [
B A B ii
BB i
BB e 1\
BB B B i Vi
e B vii
N BRI I 1
0 OSSP PRSRURN 1
12 B2 pAEE Y 175 BT i i i i 2
13 A5 R e S D Rl B A o .. ...........ceeerrnnn. 7
=~ wIR-4k g 1 'k EF (Psychosocial Work dependency) 2 2 4 ..o 8
AR RN, o . A S 8
22 IR 1 IFRTE 2 T AR ITHARE i i 10
221 A ... el e ... RdP............... 10
2.2.2 BhBEE—p A PEA (SEIf-CoNCePt) .. ...t riiiee et sttt 11
2.2.3 SUEEHEE 1 it Al BB B ... N ... R 17
224 B £ 3 FERFRIBH T o s 17
2.3 WAL g 1 TRRIFEH B A 2 B 23
231 WIEAE ¢ 1 1T RAF B BRGR R AR it 23
232 CITAk ¢ 1 (FRIF I F-KEEAD B ’l‘# ............................................................ 25
2.4 PRI . AT . ................ o M 29
2.4.1 AR i PN, e ————— W B ... 29
242 120N .. AW VU R ET A SN . A ... 32
25 RAET PR 33
VERNE-L RN g 5, SR o 4 S 33
252 FE AT I e T oeeeeneieecan O WA Y 35
253 ERAF el I .., 35
254 2B A i L BB 36
2.5, R R B TH i ettt e nre e 37
256 IR € T I RIR DMHER (oo, 38
S EAE T IFREE T IFR N E AT Y 75 41
31 wIAEE 1T FZRIFEPEEY 75 s 41
32 T AFF NP A1 A F e 45
I I T <SSP 48
B G T A T e 49
Bl T BB ettt E et r et e re e 49
I = N -SSRSO 54



BB FEE N F1B A 0 oottt 56
BB 15 2B A 5 oottt ettt 57
Bi5 3 A AT ettt 60
B s BT I EE B e 62
B.1 FF G 383 oo s 63
411 TEAEE T TR TR E BIR oo 63
4,12 S TEAEE T TT AR SR v 63
413 CTEAEE T ITRAT FUB T oot 66
A14 B 1 B BEE Y 7 5 B8P AR oo tes et 67
4.1.5 32 % BLBE T




Bll B AR Y 75 B T2 e 4
Bl 2 S TZAE € Bl 12
Bl 3 P 28 B o B BT ettt b b eaeeneas 15
Bl 4B F1E A 5 A e 18
BIS & B Al 5 AL s 19
R 20
Bl 7 5 ML RIBHEG 2 A8 T E R AT 21
Bl 8 @At & 1 FREE e AT o 23
B8] 9 Process Model of COMMITMENT. .. ii ittt it 26

B 10 A7 5 83K v ! N P 48
Bl 11 $0 sh e 3 ... 62

Vi



%+ P&
F1 3 EAGER A A B e 27
202 SIRAEE 1 FRIE R R AT s 30
Fe B A B e ettt 32
Fed E B T B A T e 34
25 FEEEF]I B A I 5 0 A 3T 5 oo 37
FB U R BRI AT B et 38
Z 70Ne-WaY ANOVA 1 Z_8 B oottt 39
F08 WA € 1 TR R 40
20 BERAEE P hd FP RS SRBEIT I e, 45
7 10 RIZEEP i, % & 50
Fo11 R A AT R s o A A 55
4 12 mEiuit F 2 o A 4 S 59
%13 Bpgy DA ; ... S ... 72

vii



- 'EH%FFB’EE*B’J’@

BB ROTRT P DI T AL g LT e T 5L
£ IR AR RARE 3 PR PR A s Mg TRE i RBLY
FE AT T F T B (Senge r R I 2007)4 ) TE Y A e
B tE 0 B RSB D fRA e S DRlE 4 B 0 R R

£ 4o RS A P ER Y > £ R
FAREFOECE > T W F L a4 SR A AARe
RS FRE Y G I 4 . g A 34 41( Ramani, 2002; Chetty and
Campbell-Hunt, 2004.) »& 3% ‘2 58 » 23k (o deie E % B8R = f f
g ¥ £ & > Ligit w4 4 F A (Human Capital)shE & ik -

AW T 4 2 R L e Y R R TSR LB i i
SFE TR D R E, 2007) B 5 e
o o 2AIER I UAEOE Y R U R
AT LK e g e Ry s s

BLIRE AR R A A

Py}

1 p g Y =% (Woluntary Learning Behavior of Employee) > # z_
%érﬁlé%uﬁﬂﬁﬂ i Ba 4 TR F T fREIEE S o

%’g it 7R B R e Tﬁﬁ’e , (George and Jones ,1997;
Edmondson, 1999) » 433 5 2 e %% = £ chE & B 42 %)% 2. - (Maurer and
Tarulli, 1994 ; Birdi et al., 1997) - e+ f 1 E 3

_ﬁ

B
K ,E'_ﬁ« Wb iR RRTR B P MY R L4 o L A ,i_]%‘r« e -
2

B TR BB R LY - BRA L ERT Akt



R B K v (Argote, 1999; Argyris and Schon, 1978; Edmondson,
1999) -

TP A ERY - RETVRPHE LRI F SRR E D
%ﬁilhg%% -‘gﬁ o™~ £ Z_ % ’E2008§£]§ﬁ&%%§’i;5/?€)"5ﬁ
ﬁﬁﬁ‘ EBX l{tEF‘“ M enA =t % F’%g&— élj%fr.—’s o 1] f{F—“ﬁE’] £ ﬁ%g@ﬁq?; %ﬂ.

;}i R ":_; )y & BT 74 E’f’JE] ;’%Z\F;'Ef_{ﬁ ﬂ:f(}f:]-;lé: II.‘&;‘L;L—J—?‘? 500 T >
ﬂ%ﬁmﬁﬁ?ﬁ%*ﬁ?‘ﬁﬁﬁﬁiééMm%wﬁﬁ%%ﬁﬁ

=

p oLt 2 P AR o i jEF FTHB A H it 531 ]
pOREE Y E A 2 EA R (life world) s B8R 0 37 5 B T 4R T SIS 2 B
PR R fifey o dig o a H 9 gEg 14 5 a8 =3
HeP R REEG P ERGEE NP S T h
RS 0 (ARERLIEY O RAREE L FREPAEL f R
FY G ddd L0A VRS ERT PIRIRT it H o AR

ETTRS
F_*

i)

&?L%i&ﬁﬁﬁﬁ’QZQE?ﬁi—Eiﬁiﬁ%wﬁi

Lo A RE Y R g AR et o o T I8 (Equity Theory)d ¥
LAL g oI E T_Adams #7dE A1(1965) 0 IR g iR B A FlARE R
e s =

g kA A o T > PIENFY L TR A e s T
e e IR & | 5 e T VLRI B g o
B kiR e fo PR $ % (Referents) erdf fufodl » chvt b chi gt
BERE s aw g + #-2 oL 3 4 pesho T (Distributive Justice) ~ 42
B g2 I (Procedural Justice) ~ @ # 2> I (Interactional Justice) ~ 2 & = -

(Information Justice) f= A ® = I (Interpersonal Justice)(Folger and
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-~ s IB-A € 1 ' F (Psychosocial Work dependency) 2. 2
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ARt a o K- X2 RSB R T RN G
oAy 1 TeE B 1ivyy 1852 o pF o E & iFY 2736 =
(Directorate General of Budget, Accounting and Statistics [DGBAS],
2012) > 4 % & 3|49 kb e TR RFE R 27 & 9l % (England and
Harpaz, 1990) e #5d 1 i% > 4 i° 3 @58 & (8573 chk i > o0 &
IR e T RRER] S EE o

AR B ARG Rt TEA 2 RS - B OSGEd P AER R

# ¥ Bx i (Job dependency) (Greenhalgh and Rosenblatt, 1984;
Kinnunen et al., 1999; Cheng and Chan, 2008) - B 7% i #f & 3 ¥ 4% T
& & Uas 5 moax(Current Job) e ik i 42 & - £ G BVEM & 12
(Occupational mobility)#: & 7% = 2 g (Economic Insecurity) s $c |
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% (Objective Threat to Individual) ~ 2 = ¥ (Subjective Threat)¥z 1 ¥ 2
% > & & J&(Reaction to Job Insecurity) (4o 3B i8 e ) B £ 5 23 & 18 % o gt
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Brockner et al, 1992; Orpen, 1993; Watkins Jr. and Subich, 1995)
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AL AR 0 A P (Fenikgg 0 A A kA Ta A LT R
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P X PR F ez &Y T A (personality) e s o Bt B¢ en

BAH>RIEZA BHE @B AZIgraE A R agrkE2 o @0 7&“‘;

" s2Ak € 3597 (psychosocial homeostasis, PHS) -

7. &EW

3. EEsaelxit
6. WER 2. EHEHEERRIE
5. ARES B . AMEFRIL
4. REHEW 0. shA &y

B2 <~ 12A € R

Markus & Kitayama(1991)4p &} i 4 eniz & ~ 3340~ 2 3 2% {7 #5340

N S F

X3 - BIRE ORRL TR E—p A 4§ (self-consciousness) » @ p o Ae
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Fz T LA Ae e 2 (Independent self)gr T 3 ik s

(interdepedent self) o " fb = 2% > ;A B A cnfp = P2 ol » & B A o
PR SRR R B B A Sy B RO R A R R L R
PRDFR B3P TR T EZEpAE-TT

AN A BMEL A2 BOMEEaT R BADEd SRS &

25 2 = -

jlf_‘Fl‘l_:_
EM A FE s BB AIBE IR R BHEL 0

TE R & Epet s(Markus & Kitayama, 1994, 1998; Nisbett, 2003;

"

R TR A AR R 2 AL B ROTR R0 B A R R A

Lu, 2003; Luand Kao, 2009) -

Markus & Kitayama 3t Tib= 24 | 22 T35 & | 5 38— ) K -

3«

A i ERALF FPE AR BRSA R y Y o ag L B
[ il —E’ﬁ e W XD B E R GEPRE T T
U (2003)# 2 = A c3A AR 4T R p 2 (Composite

\rﬂkl—

Self) » A e £ 14 (duality of humanity) gL 11 5 » R R B 4 hp
AT F 2 g rRAR AR AR BT NIRRT B A e
i A EFARE R R - B HP A F DT o TR P R PRL
Bar 5 B A B w p 2 (individual-orientated self)£2 7k ¢ P~ p 24
(social-oriented self)(Yang, 1995, 1996, 2004) > pt iﬁ £ F At
AL g ? o DAL E AR WL 8iI91 AL g A CH R F K p A
27f 420 (Quah, 1995) » kv v A v L it 2 P RFRE
B T A e IR AR E P A R FIR A EA e R

FAZEEY EFBL T I Ze Fepp N 2 F 32 T p X enp
Ao ptihEks 19 RF AT 7 20 £ 45 (Lu et al, 2001, 2003, 2007; Weng
and Yang, 2004; Lu and Yang, 2005; Yang, 2006; Yang and Lu, 2008) -

Hwang(2011b)p]:e - #H % 417 T p 2 & 2 B 4#-7] | (Mandala Model

13



O-‘:Self)?r 4 ll/?ﬁrfl ;\"F“:u P§ }\‘#ﬁ 7 ‘H o r»} m;ﬂ i\ﬂl“}é] ‘J‘f# ° E
Mg R Ahe® 3 T o B R R - i E R KT s ik
SE R o AR L ARR G AR ERETE AR

R OFEREF T A2t p AR Z s s P

A v FYE;AJZ"}E?FA’\ fﬁ’é\ ] rkj‘rﬁig\\‘J‘f‘-"rT@‘
9 (Harris, 1999) ; & 4% 2* (individual) £ - & £ + & & =t (biologistic)
P£4 0 45 A (human being)§ T T % 25 ¢ h— B BAE > fod © 5 A B ¢

SEIEAE [

v

A F S HBE S fefpi A~ A Bp g ARG LT o A € A i

A BRAGEHTANAATR BB TR

Y

E\Y)

&

P
(agent-in-society) » * Al g ¥ B FALEH A > FRH5 L B LA g

(person) Bl &~ AL € & (sociologistiC)#z & » # % AL 5 A+ € P e

9H<

IRl RS R %# fed BN AL E BB AR
5 ApiT e B A (self)p] w7 & (psychologistic) & =< itz 4 » p 2t 25

TR S E A g R R R chiE X o LA S
SF R T A AR R gt BET

P
iR 1S B ) T A RE I T] 2

pABELON FERpITFEN L2 aMap N By TE EM

2

(reflexivity) ¢z T it 42 | (knowledgeability) » = £ 1345 & p 3% i 53 4L

B LR X I RB NP BATARLED o Rl g A

S0

s 520 s, 75 - N2 2 > N2 N 2 S NP 'z‘ 4 .
iR BE IR B H AL NG AR A ks

S
AT

AR - RAHECRA B A 0 - A Rt TR

IR
S
e

J

T2 - T pe 5 PAEL T, N iF5 Ppa, &
NPT BB AFHEEIREERF 45 P ape ~BAEGERE
YRS HERREEILAILS o PE A SF R LR o L E
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T B A hi Gk A A R ER - B B ALY 2

TR T EE S L R AR AR -

i <
force)z_ # > % p AEERBFEPE > € X T

RS RS IREE E S
fAGELALE &S SR L p B AR & BT & (Maslow

-

1043)Z B T > T = 35~ T X R4 gt
A R e > p A A ARS F

MEDH AL G DR R L
FB AR R Y ER R A Rl A g T e A B £ B Y

TRHAakg P ITL - 1B e (A €& ;\‘.)».«'L’r,y,\jﬁiﬁg‘rﬁqi‘ﬁ/f%%g 5

Person

Knowledge Action
(wisdom) (praxis)

Individual

B 3p g Ry
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ipfﬂﬁ%iﬁﬁﬁﬁréﬂﬁﬁ&ﬁﬁJéi@ﬁ%’ﬁﬁ

He TpAERRE ) BRT A4 EY R Fori o a
AT T T4 2@ Frge;T4rp A plke 6
ABe NTAEEPS AR UEMERRNELpAEY AR
Boxend £ 5 Ra o BABe HAEPmad R4 LR ko B
BAE BRI Y ATEa K g B el > 85 T g8 | (subject)
p AL EER RN ERE A iR T A
PR peakim o b ir i d KRB A e E S A Lt Es

(individual-directed) » ™2 i A P £ i% 5 7 5 endofd » Spde F L P21 0T

A2l BRRG Y ERp ARER DTS FARZ 2F 00752
Beop Mg p e FEFEAEZRDER  BRp o P His &

R enBl 2 3 ¥R L ged ch- 20 0 A% rﬁigéﬁ;l’?}éj R
oo ptded ok ¢ B it 5 TALE d ) (social-directed) s 4 AR

FeE & E AR L B AR FRGAEE @ A1 A

i

) iE A N BRERE G F AL QR L
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223 wILGk g 1 1 RAf TR
AFF R p AR B CILA g oEanpLEl b o iR PR A
BAEFAAE D AR GRG0 P TE R TR ¢ TR TR
Lol i Rp AN g N ApREMP L EW o I (T A2 D
IR o BHP e s A BRI T BAES RF 0 TKE T ALY
KpAPRLIB AR FES o Tikig | TALE Eo ki o
H TAPUE REANPPRFRP R EE 0 8 1 TR 2 0
IR AR o NI AR E 1 iEREE | - BAFFEALE ek o Bt
T Afea (PR B 2 il o 5 p A& AR L TR

oo p A AR kiR 0 B AR R A SRR T4

<

Ha 2 R e Bt s T g Ak g 0 (R g ARE S L - B
4L 0 2 £ F % 4 & (multidimentional construct) s B » 4277 %k &
Foyddgir Do €1 (FiR  BRR2 ool G TRERER
ol @A &1 TR A 59 5 S BIH & BB R T 4 (nomological

network) ¥ s i {8 14 e b 7 ALILIE 8 R i ik 45 -

224 w124k e a1 TEiREERIE Bo3Y  T

FouT AL E 1 BRI TN G- BT ﬁﬁﬁ%’ﬁﬁﬁ%
Aol R 2 B R iR E 7 A (Law, Wong and Mobley, 1998;
Wong, Law and Huang, 2008) - & RI:#-1» 5 — & 2 5 X4 & (pseudo
multidimentional construct) » & /= fo# is % # i BB R % el 5 o Law
%(2008) #& 41 3 ﬁéiﬁi‘g]ﬁv’f} BEWEL BT A i & (latent
multidimentional constructs, LMC) ~ & & 3] % & # & (aggregate
multidimentional ~constructs, AMC) ¥ = £ 4] 7 & # & (profile
multidimentional constructs, PMC) - & %1% 3] % B4 & f2dp 7 B 4

LA

A& R 5K e F] 4 (common factor) o F s HE A A 4 (F Eﬂ% g #-
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Hoek 2B ap2 + o FISM L GpAphe Bk - NFZ A
PAED 3 0 A A AL MR Gk 2 (commonality) » £ & & (-
F& > first-order) # 18 = F 0= F ¥4 (second-order factor) o )48 4 2. —
4 47+ (general mental ability, GMA)TF%{— BAELFEL S AL
(Spearman, 1927) > % Bl& 7w — A A e d PR L L N4 ~F
T BN ZLIFRERTFE o - BAO- IR FE B
€ %I

moE Pl A A Rl 2 A iR (B XUESR 5 5 P iR) - GMA & 3

Mg et @ RE TS S FToawd F N4 R

R B AEENET LT R el = WX AR+ %R

= o Ar 4 < o 2 > k= @, X ’ - O, -
R A = O O E A s X g +%

HIT i = QX B+ G H P AL g BRI EE o A O

2

Pl i% i BABE2Z PlEEL o




- Al s & # Al 5 i & (aggregate multidimensional

construct, AMC) - & # 3] 5 afr £ 84 2 @R L 4pm = > 2B 5

WA G e RSN L AR A S AR - S RRALER TEF
Bl diemck - A FRM AEd DAL A o bl4oB 5 w21 iF

&R & (Locke, 1969))}%5'\—- B4 EA S é’g_ﬂf#imm B - B
A FERR KA PL AR E AR L BAELR R T
BEBREFFTORILAE  FEPE-BBRIARARIFE g%fg"tb 1
1 TR LR o pRFE ko £ AL B AT AR
ARH AR DS ERN bel TR RS E MRZF b T A

Rt

O e A R B 4 :W1Xi§j§%§+wzxﬁ3§;§%)§+w3x

FRARAQEPRAR AL S i BAR BE o

o
S
¥
—

il b
# G
=vd Il v
| [
(@p) o1



BiS- B M ARG R e 5 g% g & (profile
multidimentional constructs, PMC)  2Z# & 5 - BEW L - 24 &
BARZEFN IR > 2sad  EBIPARZ BEE G F hfF
oo BRHES - B A o 145 Toui % (1997)#rdk 2 TR 1 - sn
oL Rrgesmz BrBOGFT A" B 6 22 87 i B kit
it oA A BRR TEERAL T TS (provided
inducements)2? ¢ ¥ % F 12 0 ?if—‘%sﬁ Fe, (expected contributions) - #
R amg e 2 TR B o B BgEL 2 Tz 5 4] ) (mutual
investment) ; § & &% ipF o f i TS & 94l (quasi-spot) 5§

FLS B :i)*kﬁ #:»&Er% s BRI T 3] (overinvestment) ; F 3%
F S s ﬂ%@ JemprEo PIFE S THF 72 &4 (underinvestment) -
Tr AR il AEAEFEE S - IR 1B BB R 2 ML

PEEREATE LS AL -
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’Z,fs&f;, H ‘a‘.ﬁi WRFF S L H e LR BEART {5
ERINES: ¥ CRIERCA AL 0 2 IHARR O F - AT
13% % ,M#,g WBIRR G TENR
fhd 4 o Law ¥ (1998)k Ji- B [ S Mair A | A aFL (TEERACR T 47

g AL (R LA 2z
jé”‘%’/—gl‘gﬁwé BE2 E% 5 T AT

IR SR IC S 8 PERL R o HIFEHIAeT 1 (1)F 5
AHAZEAR AT A BN - Ko T A A A RAR |
o R g pfng > A HRBARF Behnde Bl 0 RIS L TS BT
A5 A (ot B2 - BAN) Q) S BB AR LR - K
Al ™ 5= BARAR > Tt 5 G A 37 % MR SN o i
(algebraically form) £ 5 25 & » Bt % fg & -5 & Bl S Bip & -
ot G P2 1 iTmEg R E MR NSkl 2 TATTR AR
SO ERA R+ A RB IR+ R ERLA+UIFTRL
Boo@)F 5 atp @t MR N dcsdicd or 0 P S iR AT L
EAT ML L R T RS FRA KA S AL DR

el

> Latent
Relational Level Mode!
L Yes
(Dogs the multidimensional > Agoregate
fconstruct exist at a deeper and more - Model
embedded level than its No R@]&l‘]QH&] FOHH Yes
NN (Can the dimensions be
dimensions? ) ) )
| algebraically combined to form
an overall representation of the No
construct? ) > Profile
Model

AL RIEH 2 AT E R

Btz BRI R an AAH T eI g 1 (TR Thd B A
Fokif 2 TARAEED RIf A BRSNS S BRLS AR
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i B el P A SFIFE RPN TR g 1 Pk, 2 E

}iifﬁ}%—%"ﬂ? /@1 By R Aol A e r.\,,_-ﬁig a ’%fj&ﬁﬁJ % i

)

2 G IR OGRS P R0 B SRl S
A kA A7 o e DIk ¢ 1 (Fikig ) B H MR 2 Tl B

PREA S ath o d TRAER R, & TALE Eo i
LRI L RS SR PR B e S 7
T RT A B A A BB (TR 0 4oBl 8 AT o

He T AEG @Gy 2 (AL g Eofiif ) (Fr 4 % 5597354 ok

v

g f2 G U@ R iviRE  (Strong Dependency) @ # & ihsgds 4

XS

N

FpAERROEL LA Tie 4R Tl A R kg 4 a2
A g EE e | P4 sneg o fE2 T F g ivikdg g (Direct
Dependency) » S*FAfc X 3 &8 BRI 0 (PP L FLAH S KR
TR AE R Rig | iE® 4352 TR EG RIF ) T4 pena s s f
2% "F#1 ivixdf § (Indirect Dependency) > i % 1B 0 & s A
P8 Exp AR 1Rl BAEeirig 2 TR
vk g e 4 ¥ B s s 2 5 TR 1 T ikEg | (Loose

Dependency) » s P B R 22 5 % chd B 8 A 301 (B P 4R 3 P AR o

r

=
-

¢

L = :_'ﬁigl T/FfjiiﬁJ < fv\' :‘é."‘ f@i

A
¥ /#:‘ / Fl\\"}:ig‘lfri —?,{i’ %FF %’ﬁmﬁig*ﬁl o
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A g oo kiR

(Social-Directed

Dependency)
7N

Fmiq-lliﬁ';l rg)ifiﬁ'ﬁ
(Indirect Dependency)] | | (Strong Dependency)

B A o kg
(Individual-Directed

[ R Yy Dependency)
(

Loose Dependency) (Direct Dependency)

B 8 3T -4 & 1 (7R #F e 48 47 7

23 w3LAt ¢ 1 el WA 2 R
231 344 & 1 TR a?g;ﬂi?%tﬁfie i7

R s o g 1 (eGP 51 7 T A A e
1 dEz. B o &

(D)7 A B2t €1 fERIPRE AL PHETIEDE AR L& BRIE iR
FRIFE T A BB MR R o 1 B HIEZ R A
-BAHSe AR AN E - BAE v R IF B
F ko Blard S S G MR o R P ARA o Bl 4

-k € 1 IEREE com e 2 H_A fra;ﬁ“cj A1 iTa i p gk
§ ol BRI AR R i A P A D T R(DlAc S E RN PR
éiﬁ&%ﬁ%ﬁ%?ﬁﬂvﬁ#?ﬁﬁﬂéﬁﬂ’%ﬁ&ﬁij
- Rl R4 H— 3 %@ 1 i¥(Economic to Work)® 1 .2 o (Frese,

1985; Brockner et al., 1992; Orpen, 1993; Watkins and Subich, 1995;
Campbell, 1999; Cheng and Chan, 2008)
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(2) s AL ¢ 1 1T iRdR hE & ~ Sip{oimgr(profile) &4 & B p 3L
(B 2% Fe il 237 %o p AN)9ra i d & 5 BRaR R B ALk & 2 3
(exchange) 2 F /7 A # (resource-based) sipL 8L & f2 3 4 &2 B - fF e
B e Rm o ipghh )I;Jec‘ SRR R P g IR eE R ojf;»;Greenhalgh
and Rosenblatt 13 B is ik df e K P 7 rrg g0 A 4 B Y AR
TR TS BTG BRI R R A
BRIk R IR PR R ARG > A F A PAETL T AoRJIF p o2 HE R

7

LR RS SRR ;ﬁu"i Gl A X XR 0 VLA B e
r:&

() m-ak & 1 ivik¥g e [ 2 iv & & | (cultural system)m 2& 1 ;2 < i
w &  (pan-cultural dimension):#= 7 B~ = (Hwang, 2014) o < i+ % it

g B i%d Hwang(2014)#74#% & > F &L 20 S auT 3 —‘F'f;»* LU

d 2 b RAEZ Y o 2L B FBe B BHESRGA Y
F RN B - R G AR REE Radgat 4 e (mind) 5 4%
FithapipoEipd (EEE B P g g o f (mentality) e 2 2 2 1%

% K Lo Im B 2 Shweder (1998) #1734 g < i REEFF - Jf
2 P — gy § 4609 fy (one mind; many mentalities) % & Rl
FRINFET U FRAFOL DS X R F I Y AP
BATRh A o T b 1 FRf A T 0 - BT
EH et g A BRGSO RFLE TR Y UEPR
REA G Y B o i RACIEALE 1 (PR F B E RS 5 -
-5 a0k @_ﬁ’:f#,{g s F LERAE B Y AP e (T2 FPehE A M
BoABeitd TAAES R fo TALE o kif | aniEr 4 3

PARR o S FIEM T E BRI DR o B A 3 BRARRR
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EIJ {Jy{ /_’L'»? L réq )i o B ;\‘ P:"—i—f?_ii‘ ’ ﬁ’ii?—'l é A I«LL #ﬁi b :}’_}_gf’)?}j:_‘;: o

(4) o JL-AL € 1 1% R df foBRas ik df gt p 2 5 & (self-reflection) 27
& =% ¢ o f Eckensberger (1996):r {7 # 32 % (Action Theory)® -
Bl P AF LA R BE R RES PR R
(world-oriented reflection) ~ i # ¥ » 7= % F R (action-oriented
reflection)fr - #8 % » 1= % & 2. (agency-oriented reflection) - & 7 #
TR L Mg A T R G TR o § T T R
3 g (habit) ¥ @ i £ 07 B Fw e WA RIEA 3 0 U
A RN SR i L hoie B

AR B R T REIRIA P AR e A ﬁ’%ﬁfﬁfﬂﬁ y dofe it A

\
-

BhpeiE 4E o B4R R R T RA S 6 st Bl T B
TR0 AT R i sk Lo o 2k £ iF RIE D] S 4 AY
oz aF Lo T UHEFEAPLET I ERE e AL T (T
EARE? THREER S ERE 2 T3 wublgfuel‘igjﬁgl
Vo 1 T0 g om sl RAReR B R R g A
(duality)( Hwang, 2011c)e & 344 € 1 fE iR dffy iff 0 A POg3T 1 (297
¥ 3 X 4R E A (ultimate meaning) > fr1 ¥ F4F T%mg |
EFEAY Bl R PRI g Sdrfop AR 8 L PP R0 @
PAEAT A AL G P AR e b oo IR A &1 (ERER R U4y i
- BAKERNIERFE LB Ao (T2 el i A L DT A o

f&’ﬁ%ﬁﬁbﬁﬁzkﬁéﬂﬁ&%ﬁo

232ua~%+g Tirg 2 TAGEAR MR A
AT G O TEAE € 1 iF R EE E 1 %K (work commitment) s
% % #c(antecedent variable) - 1945 Klein % (2012)+#7#% ) ¢ Process

Model of Commitment(%] 9) > i £ § B8 2 it Z 1 FkEaL L
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A
3
4
=
1
’\i‘
IRy
=
a‘\
v.\\
oy

BG4 PR 1 e B M e
Bk pOTEA R ERSEZ LW PR E o RIES LT 1
érg =

v Ft ARG TE o 6 1 TERIE L L A S ITA 4K

7 °
Commitment Congnmye and Degree of Commitment
affective target
antecedents . outcomes
processes commitment
Individual characteristics
-Values
-Personality
Target characteristics
-Nature Perceptions of targe Continuation
-Closeness and environment \
~Salience Commitment Action
-Affect /
Interpersonal factors -Trust Motivation
-Control

| Commitments to
other targets

-Social influence
-Social exchange

Organizational factors
-Culture

-Climate
-HR practices

Societal factors
-Culture
-Economic

Bl 9 Process Model of Commitment

BTk AP B URAE RSB € 1T kIR 1 R
HAF DI o R » EAFHI TRFAM LB R S > 2

/

7S B iR T 0 AFF 7 12 Morrow (1983)# 1 iR AT )

3;
N
S
~5

RO MU IEo 1 FRIF st ARV REEP o 1 ERET
EypE BHRARE S w7 o R A L B 4§ E(personal values) ~ BE
(career) ~ B i>(job) ~ 2 %% (organization)f- @ #2 (union) » 4-2 1 #77] - %

LR A A S B R AR A TE 0 A W ERE—

-

>
7*

¥ 1 1% i 32 (Protestant work ethic) ~ Bk JE & — B JE 4 gk (Career
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salience) ~ B = & — 733 » (Job involvement) 2 1 iF 2 & ¢« (Work
as a central life interest) ~ ‘= % ® £ — % % -k 3% (Organizational

commitment) £z @ 48 & _& — @ 8-k (Union commitment) o

Protestant work ethic*, Conventional ethic

Value Focus (pride in work), Work ethic

Career commitment, Career salience*,

Career Focus . .
Commitment to a profession,

Job involvement*, Job _orientation, Job
Job Focus attachment, Ego-involvement, Work as a
central life interest*

Organizational commitment®, Organization

Organization Focus B

Union Focus Union commitment*

Combined Dimensionsof{ Work values, Occupational involvement,
Commitment (not | Willingness to accept am annuity, Career
discussed) orientation, Involvement,

()it e 1 iTikiffre S BHE-ARES 5 7 F o w4 ga 17
TP ASRp 2 A g3l chE R » 5 55 A B A FiEp Biny 4
TIpa & gxp 2 A0 B B AR el 2 o A BAYKFER G T A 3 gk
P B 7R8I T X s B %s'%ﬁ B OERL S Y s B
oA 45 e Al s Y & G e sk B4 - | (Mowday et al,
2005) = {*AE 2R A s kil BRP WP A - B kop s
2 B4 - Mowday ¥ (2013)4p ) - i X chle s MEEKGET ¥ oA R
Fl2e T F R e fgeS | R & o B 4 ST R gk
&I AR R o d P F A Y > T € 1 TR iﬁ?r,ﬁi,ﬁ%‘&é

L340 I (identical) e & > 2 O T4 g 10 2 0F e B R

(Z)Aug—ﬁigl T%fﬁiﬁ’{f’ (&J}éfﬂ\!’—.ﬁ ’FE.\:J Auﬁ"\]*ﬁ}]\? oﬁ.‘ﬁk/}i;}'}}
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BLZ2 1 0Fd EY wipd fﬁ?@%‘«,@%?l f’r/ﬁ%\z kA LAY ER
h42 & (Greenhaus, 1971) - H ip| € 45 4 % d B JE 2R 3] (vocational
planning){r i 4% & e ri # (preferred locale in which one seeks to
carry out activities)*f e = o ig% B AL & ARE- B4 ABEY
ARLFB] 0 doBk A B s B iE 3% (Stumpf and Lockhart, 1987) - i %
Bloit g A B AR AN Y e oIBAd ¢ 1 1T RiE PRt

SPANC NS He o

@) ATH L TR R A frwTB-Ak § 1 (FRIFR S APIT DR L > 23 F on
TRBLEEF TR R o ATH L IT/IEF L PR p 3T A PAp g 1 iF
F A g ez (divinecalling) » 3% 4 1 (v¢ B3 + 5 > 41 (7 gk

# Rl A B2 (Grace)(Dose, 1997) » & ¥ (8 4a b erj A 4541 R
¥_## £ 77 :% #.(double predestination) (Webber, 2002) = 4c f + i

FApz o e SARAEGE g v (8 8 P4 (salvation) o @ ¥ 4

[

il

3 ER RGP f 2 SRR L G SETRE AR WA S )

+OREM G H FHdp o At enf g & S L ER kg o
P % ¢ = 5 e # e % fic(Furnham and Argyle, 1998) o w12 -4+

2

1 iFRIBEZE DA kg HF L add ket p ARG

il

4_p #Een(autonomous) @ 2L i = (heteronomous): > A i 1 T 5 7

PAFRA A FIBR LG o BA HW AP L PRl (FESD
BB S TAL € 1 F R AT (A TR ARG P

ER

() FRard r PIEY - BAow LAl § 1 v RIFAAITRE 5 & K B3%
Fuo 1 e~ (work involvement) {5 35 - Kanungo (1982)4p
» B (job)frk » 3t a f%(work)ﬁ I % 4p o Kanungo % & 1§

o~ idg T B AR FRFAORRAA G A 0 1 IER LB A DF

P
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R efeR 0 BP R T AGEY 3 IEEO R0 p AR
(Brown, 1996) o % — & % B p = [AE BT priota iFenf

[

I B E AP I T ARG § 0 oA 0 - B A
Rpe TAZRIT AL ANBh e jplenid A @ 1 1Feg 2 > 8 RE
B p e EAEEfe TR LB %o w i Klein & (2012)#74% 1) e
Process Model of Commitment » =~ IZ-A4+ ¢ 1 TR ifF B 5 1 (T4 »
i R 4 R PR AR s el (e A
j_.

?"ﬁp,uf_m%)\‘i iF o 1 ']};}'E-pm , é__ N [FTEQ = ;ng_)é%g

24 P332
241 FXa B 2w R

~ # 3 ™ Independent Interdependent Self Scale(lISS, Lu and
Gilmour, 2007) p % & & = IZ -7+ € & #f ¥ # (Psycho-social Work
Dependency Scale, PSWDS) ez # » # * & & (deductive) g~ 3V ik 3 i
TR 1 FIE BT SE B TRESREAF R
g g Ko g s P RRSe foid s 5+ X @A (Hwang, 1987;
Leung, 2002) > & 1SS /& 42 g3 » & ¥ 1 16 BREAE TE 2 12 1 > 1Y
Fp b e 1 irRIfa T x o P s ORI L pAEe df 3+ &
# (Individual-Directed Dependency Scale, 1IDDS) » {& 7 3£ R 5 4+ ¢ HF»
ix #f + € % (Social-Directed Dependency Scale, SDDS) > # — 3% 5 6 &
AERERRAIR2IRA6: R2PR) AP FAok 2975 o
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& 7 3878

[1SS 2578

PSWDS 43 78

| believe that people should fully realize
their potential.

RARG A A A FLR ¢ R

1. | need to work in order to realize my
self potential.
5 /ﬁfﬁ’gﬂ'@"‘b » 33

1%

GPEF - P

| believe that people should fully live up

to  their  capabilities  in  any
circumstances.
AT A b e AR SRS A A

FALp e 4

2. | need to work in order to fully live
up to my capabilities.
M- B RE R € I P MR

st = al i

| believe that people should try hard to
satisfy their interests.
AApE A EFES R p e AR

3. | need to work in order to satisfy my
interests.
& 0 PR P ARG IR o AP
3 - A iE

| believe that once a goal is set, one
should do one’s best to achieve it.
AL pegmp - ";Féif‘iﬁﬁli%i*‘

B F*‘

AL

4. | need to work in order to achieve my
goal in life.

- 10T

| believe that people should try to
achieve their goals at any costs.

5. | strive to fulfill my life’s ideals
through work.

SRR D AN SR A RS T N SR R R
e Pp R ERR IS
| believe that people should be|6. | need to work in order to be
self-resilient and self-reliant. self-reliant.
AW AL ppo pea il B p®p R ARy -

iF

| believe that people should pursuit their
own welfare.
AR A RZE Rop A ARAL

7. 1 need to work in order to pursue my
own welfare.
T3 R ANARAL > AT - B

1 1%

| believe that people should have their
own ideals and try hard to achieve them.
FARG A iEF B e EESY P
B2

8. Once my goals in life are set, | will
work hard to achieve them.
'zﬁ';i\."f""i/k 4 g*ﬂg&,;\gé 4 1
T A

| believe that happy life is the result of
one’s own efforts.

9. A happy life is due to my hard work.
Az L 2 Rk p3arnegmy 4 a

30




LR LA T NI

3

| believe that it is important to maintain
group harmony.
ARG RFRE{or L &

10.1 need to work in order to maintain
family harmony.
TR R ARG - B

10T

| believe that people should perform
their social roles well.
A i A REFE D e Ak g &

F EASGES

11.1 need to work in order to perform
my social roles well.
TREAE R Al g & (B4
WAEWEI§ § o F L 2las) s A
ey - AT

My self-identity is the result of my
social status.
Fhp ARk par a1

12.1 believe that my self-identity is
determined by the social status of my
work.
A e 0 LIRS KAk € B 1

R ALK

| have a strong identification with
people close to me.
ARG AT A B A pRhE &

A

13.1 need to work in order to satisfy
people close to me.
2 0 sk R AFE AT Eay }fié;”f,

= I)V.llE'

| believe that the success and failure of
my family is ultimately related to my
self-identity.

Az FReE BT p A uk

14.1 believe that it will cause great
suffering to my family if 1 do not
have work.

AZRE 0 G 0 3E S SRR
B F A X E

| believe that the family should be a life
unit

EYVICE R LT DN W

15.1 need to work in order for my family
to be recognized by others.

27 RAMRIES B F T A2
i) ‘/"\*{zx%"?ﬁ’-ﬁ - i»air

i) ]

| believe that family is the source of our
self.

16.1 believe that my family is the
motivation for my work.

ARG RIS AN p AR R ARG REASNRET - a1 Fen
Fu g 4
AT #{-*&FTQ‘ ﬁ’ﬁi‘"?[‘m&_%‘«ng 04 i+ B 4 1
| (54 =9 1+ 40 =+ ) > 12 Cronbach’s alpha f= Rasch Person

Reliability % % % & 4 1& -
0.9 SDD £

PR ;ﬁ
;,Fl: .f?‘?‘a‘ ~»

& # ¢ Cronbach’s alpha = 0.87 ; IDD &

IOD & # = Cronbach’s alpha %

¥ % 1 Rasch Person

Reliability = 0.83 » SDD & # 7 Rasch Person Reliability = 0.78 » % %
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ol g R A (cd 3) 0 » FIt iR 16 BAlEiTs 283
Lz % o
% 3 wiplE%
Dimensions of Work Cronbach’s | Rasch person | Number
Dependency alpha reliability of items
Individual-Directed Dependency 0.90 0.83 9
Social-Directed Dependency 0.87 0.78 7

BIEAET 0 RPEER AR R Y Y A r T
RHo MIFLBENRHLY B e g EE NP EFT 0 F
BRim(- ARBRR A g P Fe B R Ef‘-l—‘f‘a‘) NCEEPS ?};;Jc e ) (percentage
of disposable income-contributed to family) # 3 & < 7% ¥ - (Frese, 1985;

Brockner et al., 1992; Gallie et al., 1998; Kinnunen et al., 1999; Fugate et
al., 2004)

2.4.2 1tk & ¥

BAED LY O AT ACEP S5 3104 44 (T E TR KA A
FTALE P iR 23 5i P A v U GGE FRES R R 0 X 5 1,343 B R A B
ffr",/Tf E2TF FRANBCE 0 REJEF 1314 By ook As o H P § 4 748
7o & 566 e A P EAR AN L X AIMSE TRIL 0 K- AR
747 % 1+ 7% 4 +7(exploratory factor analysis) * &4 & 4 «h %)% &
oo % = %A R F R LM F & 4 47 (confirmatory  factor
analysis) » B {6 L B &3 BFEe* Rfyik T4 € 1 (% ik IF kAR o
e ly 430 BHs > 284 F 21~60 & (236 =9 1+ 5 194 =4 1 ]
TinEds 3784 koo L 953 E ; TioE F 1204 £ - LEF 875
E)oFe 27 884 BiA o £ F 17~61 (512 = F |+ - 372 =+
Mo TioEEs 3694 koo REZ 071 £ TioEF 1189 £ 5 ¥ L
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25 F BT A 7

251 FEMWLFZ A 47

BERBEFEAFY AFE T T A A A 5 (principal
component method) 2 & = % £ ;% (varimax rotation):& {7 & 47 » 4 7 fic 48
Ali¢ * SPSS18.0 H %4k 4 2758 o Ak TRl R &g ¢ (1)L 7
2 ¥ @ (outlier) - (2)#icyp & I fi A # (negative skew)fr ¥ & fi
(mesokurtic) & 7 - (3) Bartlett’s test of sphericity (4 F = 5055.172,
p-value<0.01) f= Kaiser—Meyer—OIlkin measure =0.925 %877 p* & 341§
£ i& {7 B % 4 #7 (Sharma, 1996) - F1&% & f#zn\ TS xET (1) &
eigenvalue>1 % scree plot 5= ZE 2| %7 ] > & 2ag 41 2 B F]% o0 28
PIVHE e 6457% o (2) A 9 R K- B FE L A L
0.5(0.54~0.81) » & 5 B A $w i&df o (3)fs 7 38 % - B FE N FE
74 % 35 0.5(0.51~0.82) A G AL € W RIF o HIF R MTFIF AT EET
Bz oW A hd FlR SRR F AT R o
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Items Mean | SD. | Skewness | Kurtosis | IDD | SDD
1. | need to work in order to realize my
self-potential. 461 | 131 -575 -722 0.79 | 0.22
2. | need to work in order to fully live up to
my capabilities. 473 | 1.20 -.625 -.602 0.81 | 0.21
3. | need to work in order to satisfy my
nterests. 452 | 1.26 -.498 -.651 0.80 | 0.20
4. | need to work in order to achieve my goals
in life. 480 | 1.18 -.806 021 0.76 | 0.29
5. I strive to fulfill my ideals through work. 4.47 | 1.25 425 -748 | 077 | 0.28
6. | need to work in order to be self-reliant. omine. ¥ EY 734 054 | 0.36
7. 1 need to work in order to pursue my own
welfare. 483 | 1.17 -.838 -.020 0.64 | 0.39
8. Once my goals in life are set, 1 will work
hard to achieve them. 490 | 1.04 -.642 -.460 0.68 | 0.29
9. A happy life can be attributed to hard work. | 448 | 1.37 -568 -566 | 055 | 0.38
10. | need to work in order to maintain family
harmony. 474 | 1.22 -.653 -.490 0.36 | 0.76
r1c}|.els.need to work in order to fulfill my social 469 | 1.2 - 626 475 0.32 | 0.79
12. | Dbelieve that my self-identity is
determined by the social status of my work. i 4 -~ ° | 221
13. | need to work in order to satisfy people
close to me. 419 | 1.40 -.420 -.618 0.23 | 0.65
14. 1 believe that it will cause great suffering
to my family if | do not have work. per s e vy 0.16 | 0.72
15. | need to work in order for my family to
be recognized by others. 447|131 -.683 -.170 0.22 | 0.82
16. | believe that my family is the motivation 478 | 1.29 - 976 970 036 | 065
for my work. Y.6o

KMO and Bartlett’s Test Scree Plot

KMO Measure Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity

Eigenvalue
o
1

Approx. y°> | 5055.172

925 df 120
Sig. .000

. % of .

Factor | Eigenvalue _ Cumulative
variance
8.446 52.790 52.79%
1.885 11.780 64.57%

T T T T T T T
[ 7 8 9 10 11 12

Factor Number

T T T T
13 14 15 18
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KEFZHLF L1785 B EFmILEFZ A7 UmR
WrREF St 27 5 94BN f mat B A He RiE 0 (8 7T AT
foamdtAL ¢ B iR o AFT 7 5% Bagozzi and Yi (1988) % Steenkamp
and Van Trijp (1991)#& &} en s ) » & - BIRE AT F F nf miE e
JEA 05 TP R EEFE - Ak R @ * SmartPLS (Ringle et al.,
2005) o H A 455 % dek 5 o Besh A0 (1) ¥ IDD A % 0 405E
f e B4 ] 4 300.68~0.85 % < > 0.5 tvalue ¥ & ¥ - (2) %> SDD
% 0 AL f i 4 B 42 0.72~0.86 0 W <+ 05 tvalue ¥ B F - fi
AR RRZ 0 A E TR PR F R SRR B R TR

X FF o

2530 B A 5

wis &~ 477 > A8 3 % Cronbach’s alpha 4= Rasch. Person
Reliability 1/ rrites -4 €3 8k df £ % 015 & o Rasch Person
Reliability * 12 £ 7348 nE 0 BB 7 4 & F 2 AR ant o) » 7 %
2 AR 5 15 Re® FUE (Linacre, 1997) o % & % 7 Cronbach’s alpha = »*
0.9 - Rasch Person Reliability <= >+ 0.8 > Tr&5i%& 22 5 B 245 o &
MR B - e R A BB - Al (T4 47 Sk P * SPSS
18.0 2 Winsteps (Linacre and Wright, 2004) - H % % 4r# 5 #7757 o

T 4755 % &or - (1) IDD &9 Cronbach’s alpha = 0.92 » Rasch
Person Reliability = 0.84 > }¢ 3. & % 3 & 24% - (2) SDD ¢ Cronbach’s
alpha % 0.91 > Rasch Person Reliability = 0.81 > ]38 % 3 & 24+ o o

PHFH AEL AR E LA GR L
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2.5.4 »ch A4
BT R A 4T P 0 R F T ae s & (convergent validity) fr % %) s R
(discriminant validity) i* & »x R dp ik o AF7 3 & * 3 B 287 R| % 12
TRFNPELAELTE G ek (D) BEDEFES 0.7
F &2 ¥ o (2)%2 & 7 B (Composite Reliability, CR) % < *+ 0.7 - (3)X 3=
B~ % B (Average Variance Extracted, AVE) % = ** 0.5 (Fornell and
Lacker, 1981; Chin, 1998; Hair et al., 1998) - fx grsc 2 & #7 5% % 4% 5 #7
oo H R AT RMenf e F AT 072 Y B ¥ 2 IDD ¥ 6 41 5
069 emzbF BIFFH v v -2&T R > % IDD 5 0.94-SDD
2 093, B ERE B {E TSR IDD 5 062:SDD % 0.65°
2 AR o FEFA 0 IDD 2 SDD 2§ L4 T AR -

TL AR PR T 2 BHEER (DT BESEBEFRE LT
<A W endp b il B AR B ABCE 130 0.7 0 QAT A L TR
Ehpim B F ~ W el e H LT i r B(2 R f jFiE > cross
loading) o (Fornell and Lacker, 1981; Kline, 2005; Chin 1998) % %|»c & 4
178 % 4ok 5 #5n o @ 5 |DD 4 SDD ip B % #es 0.68 > - >+ 0.7
2 * IDD 2 SDD 1T 355 B~5% £ T = 43(IDD=0.79 - SDD=0.81) - i
B2]4FF 0] - £F 2 IDD F SDDuinsf FAL + b “TRIEL T f i
B A T - BRAT A e ed kA% T 2|4 IDD
2 SDD & § 24 0% B2k o
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Cronbach’s alpha = 0.92; Rasch person reliability = 0.84; CR = 0.94; AVE = 0.62
DD Factor Loadings
IDD1 | IDD2 | IDD3 | IDD4 | IDDS5 | IDD6 | IDD7 | IDD8 | IDD9
0.80*** | 0.85*** | 0.80*** | 0.84*** | 0.83*** | 0.69*** | 0.78*** | 0.80*** | 0.71***
t-value | 14.55 21.33 14.53 19.42 20.04 8.91 13.72 15.21 | 12.08
Cronbach’s alpha = 0.91; Rasch person reliability = 0.81; CR = 0.93; AVE = 0.65
SDD Factor Loadings
SDD1 SDD 2 SDD 3 SDD 4 SDD 5 SDD 6 SDD 7
0.86*** | 0.86*** | 0.78*** | 0.78*** | 0.73*** | (0.83*** | 0.78***
t-value 25.99 2241 18.63 15.20 10.04 17.79 13.28
Correlation between constructs(Note: Numbers in the IDD SDD
diagonal rows are the square roots of the AVE) IDD 0.79
SDD 0.68 0.81
Loadings IDD1 | IDD2 | IDD3 | IDD4 | IDD5 | IDD6 | IDD7 | IDD8 | IDD9
and bb | 8 | 8 | 80 | 84 | 8 | 69 | .78 | 80 | .71
Cross SDD .55 .55 50 53 56 52 .55 51 .56
Loadings SDD1 SDD2 SDD3 SDD4 SDD5 SDD6 SDD7
IDD .60 57 .66 48 42 50 55
SDD -86 -86 (8 /8 13 -83 /8

Note: ***p < 0.01.

255 2 Bz
PR B DR BRI - i AE LR T - B A

E AN A A R T B A S BB 278

Aildrles FHREFITGREAIT - RILMEFE L7 BEOTREE ®

WA R A BB R et 6 4T o THET 0 AR HEMNEE LA

BB RS AT 4 TR AR A B R - RILE

B9 HoE L 3 o
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Cronbach’s alpha =0.94; CR = 0.95; AVE = 0.67

Factor Loadings

DD IDD1 IDD2 | IDD3 | IDD4 | IDDS5 | IDD6 | IDD7 | IDD8 | IDD9
0.84*** | 0.86*** | 0.83*** | 0.89*** | 0.83*** | 0.74*** | 0.80*** | 0.81*** | 0.75***
Cronbach’s alpha = 0.91; CR = 0.93; AVE = 0.65
DD Factor Loadings
SDD1 SDD 2 SDD 3 SDD 4 SDD 5 SDD 6 SDD 7
0.87*** 0.88*** 0.76*** 0.78*** 0.74*** 0.83*** 0.76***
Correlation between constructs (Note: Numbers in the IDD SDD
diagonal rows are the square roots of the AVE) IDD 0.82
SDD 0.70 0.80
Loadings IDD1 | IDD2 (- IDD3 | IDD4 | IDD5 | IDD6 | IDD7 | IDD8 | IDD9
and IDD 0.84 | 08 | 083 [ 089 | 083 | 074 | 080 | 081 | 0.75
Cross | SDD 052 | 055 | 061 | 0.62 | 061 [ 054 | 0.60 [ 055 | 0.57
Loadings SDD1 | SDD2 SDD3 SDD4 SDD5 SDD6 SDD7
IDD 0.65 0.64 0.64 0.49 0.48 0.52 0.48
SDD 0.87 0.88 0.76 0.78 0.74 0.83 0.76
Note: *** p < 0.01.
256 & lEL-?}:‘_g 1 1% (R AE ik AR
£ ’ﬂ%’ﬂ”“'x%’*’fﬁ*&r\']@‘éj\ﬁ?~Q?’B%‘:fi‘ﬂ?:/\ﬁ

Je Rt b3

£ o R E 88l &) ZypArH T4 E
VANK:REIE % SUAS S S

z_ )% % #(factor score) »
N A

B R R

o & R Tsui % (1997) %74 2.

4% &% IDD &

A
o
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FRIEZIAESRE
§ 0 T i fr ot A2
14 5 566 ik {4 ;

H¥Ee ]2

TyoE e 13723 oo B L

T g LR B A A

9.66 #

q

b

EFCEES

£ 1,314 B A (748 =9

< 11.90

Fikdg eyt > g L
MR AR R AR R B AR PR

S oA w3 B A B A IDD 2 SDD
e E S SR
SDD F14 & #c? i=dic2 {f & o fFH 5
%> SDD F]% 4 #c# x> 0 IDD Fl & A fc@ dco 7

LR IRLE




£k

1
ETTR
o3

Tz ikig; B IDD Fl4 & #ic? =80 <3 SDD 14 & #ic? ¥
ETT?Z;\FT; BRI BT IDD 2 SDD Fl# A #ic? m#c2 R A o ETT?Z#FT
PR REE o MEEZ (5 4 BFE B2 AF G 1R R RIE(507 > 38.58%) ;
B4 47 (150 » 11.42%) 5 % £ ik 47 (150 - 11.42%) ; & @ # (507 »
38.58%) o £ F > AR ¥ 4 B ez T I5fcE (7 one-way ANOVA #
ToMFERA BE LG BEFLL > ok 7 9757 o 1345 Scheffe post hoc
test 2% Aot 0 & w3 IDD Gl B R 5 L B R R~ B AR RIE
4R R4~ MR 8 & )2 SDD bR E R S B R R~ B
TR~ B AR ERIE S MR EAE o

- One-way ANOVA # £ % %

Scheffe Test***
Type | No. | Mean | SD | F(ANOVA)
(Dtype | (J)type | Mean Difference(l-J)
SD 507 | 50.03 | 3.63 ID 11.20***
ID 150 | 38.83 | 5.15 SD LD 15.50***
IDD 955.18***
LD 507 | 3453 | 6.07 DD 1.98***
DD 150 | 48.05 | 3.28 Order SD>DD>ID>LD
SD 507 | 38.71 | 2.94 ID 1.89***
ID 150 | 36.83 | 2.42 SD LD 13.08***
SDD 915.50***
LD 507 | 25.63 | 5.37 DD 10.28***
DD 150 | 28.43 | 4.77 Order SD>ID>DD>LD

Note: *** p < 0.01.
REE2 GG €1 TR AL Ak 84750 Ko 77 6 BALKY

® R IRAE -

i

Rl KT ERRET RG> EREF LA BF
Rikig > MR ZRFTIHERE E TEMK o UHua 3 > §HEA
® F 419 +(56.01%)5F B R R R E MR iR A P plF 328
- (57.95%) §F B> MR RIF 2 B deikip B Y o F R R § 326
3 (d 973 T 4358%) 0 MR REEAER 3 241 A (L et A
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42.58%) - 2 P BRI 0 hF RBIFHY oS- BRI IIBHER
o RREHABE A S PARRRIE AR R ERAPF 0 - &
RLIPIRIEERE > BREF - e TRREET 6 > 55 3 AAEE
Wrp RAF (MR EEEF R RIE)aga? > bl g > » 843 R
% ¥g 57.28% ~ 57.25% 7T » & Jf FRR B R ARE A T 0 MAE RIFE
TRBERMRG BN B b A Z7 6 0 RREGEER R R
BEH P R Gl A GRRE o AFEY :t-%—i}uj I &/ SN R

F R R

7 8 A€ T IERif e e

SD(IDD4,SbD4-) | IDUDD | ,SBD 4) | LDUIDD | ,SPD | ) | DDUDPD ¢,sDD | ) | Fre.

No. 507 (38.58%) | 150 (11.42%) | 507 (38.58%) | 150 (11.42%) | 1314
Mean Age (years) 38.39 37.99 35.53 39.32 NA.
Mean Tenure (years) 12.8 11.7 10.4 13.9 NA.

Gend | Male | 326 (43.58%) | 93 (12.43%) | 266 (35.56%) | 63 (8.42%) | 748

er Female | 181 (31.98%) | 57 (10.07%) | 241(42.58%) | 87 (15.37%) | 566

Per. of Sal. 57.28 % 57.25% 45.47% 48.07% NA.

Yes | 278 (44.91%) | 81 (13.09%) | 186 (30.05%) | 74 (11.95%) | 619

Child. No 229 (32.95%) | 69 (9.93%) | 321 (46.19%) | 76 (10.94%) | 695
Gras. W, |[251 (34.06%) |188 (11.94 %) |#321 (43.55%) | |77 (10.45%) | 737
o Oper. M. |[128 (40.25%) || 38 (11.95%) ||119(87.42%) | |33 (10.38%) | 318
Mid. M. || 92 (47.42%) | |22 (11:34%) ||55(28.35%) | |25 (12.89%) | 194

Top M. [v36(55.38%) || 2(3.08%) |l|12(18.46%) | Y15 (23.08%) | 65

Note: SD = Strong Dependency; ID = Indirect Dependency; LD = Loose Dependency;
DD = Direct Dependency; Fre. = Frequency; Per. of Sal. = percentage of disposable
income contributed to family; Child.= Presence or absence of children; Pos.= Position
in company; Gras. W. = Grassroots Worker; Ope. M. = Operation Manager; Mid. M. =
Middle Manager; Top M. = Top Manager; NA. = not available.
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% 4 (Leaning) L3 £ 4 4L ¢ ¥ £ & chif R - L GhiE)
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2
4
=4

<> \’."#F] i ,r_k;?_] I ﬁjé.%??,;aga I—f:i‘E’J, gﬂﬁs friﬁ.”}%@,
G MRS B e e A A R g R s
B 2@ ERER > e T8 224 50 B2 250 2 28 3¢

ZAPSF2 A YA ReeAadmhaeg o T g e F
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2o ALz e A2 2 AN TEHRIE S B E TR

B 25 e it A o TEY | L EAEG a2 AP enfeid 4

AEY B e PR BB AR TR Y s, oy

FRE LG K 5T R F ML R URT AR

$ XML {F B¢ 2 Dweck £ Leggett (1988) *rf #h M4 p
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£ 19 245 | (implicit theory of intelligent) & 3 4 & - Hwang(2001)4x * " =
e A & > %P Dweck £ Leggett @z > & ATE
NI RALE fo2 i )Thi'rv WILA (Ao 9 977 ) 2T T 7R -1 2
hAeE ek ga i B TR Y R BH e
B (v F N I E A A e A0 A T gt L
- E:m\ﬁf“ 2 AE A E:}%“,!fa%é SR RS dt TP e e L
B renE R Tz 5 Am ,ﬁﬁﬁﬁﬂ%$mi&ﬁ§ﬁ#r%
B4 7B B R BV Tl koo A (LY SRR B A
its\fj}umﬁv%& kb = c(DBACEY P EFam R > X B4
HRE PP BT a- J5p A sei @ (self-efficacy) » + i&{ﬂ% A D
Pt o (2) gk R o T < 8 e R ik
B L5 AR () 4 FI SR IIM pep f e L E o o@ R
EAeRjo T MAL MR ER 27 2 UL AT Hriediz" B
A iR TS AR A RBEE), 2 (AL H e ki o

&wﬁéﬁﬁi’ﬁﬂéﬁr%ﬁﬁgﬂﬁiﬁﬂﬁﬁ$%@%ﬂ

% %4&m4w5ﬂ933ﬁ’ﬂ6%*piﬁwmm4r woe e

511':'3\’”5‘51‘,% G s G pe PG B R Eehd
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ilh%m%ﬁﬁ? fo DRAEM B2 ek ) e m o AR RS

BARPELT o BAEHN TS R E Ty AR v T4 H
B, A RERMEE Y TY S AR, AR Y Rl Ry

WA BAREDEE 2% QLG I TRA ) BE DR AT
YA e ARG RBAGR A EFTFEE PEFY S MRS
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29 HRALE Y DA P RS S b

¥4 E | e | ¥ 1E ES i ) b B
45 7 5 st
R ¥ 4 ho (Y PH) | (#3mP &)
% # ABIT P
I A 3B (Vg
® ® (94 > 4 Rk
A PR B HH)
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o
i ZIRABIT P
B i (4 * AP B AR £ B4R
R wwa
SY P& (R~ B
B AP 4 % ial
B A 4 B4F)
Z RABIT P
I (P~ B
e ® % % oo e A
i a4 B4F)
|

3.2 1 (7~ en® hikd

1 FH o e B A ARA AL P s | (Work Involvement) £z T B
i+~ (Job Involvement) » Kanungo(1982) 41>+ 3 i 7 I e & % 1 7
i ol i~ 5 ((Work Involvement)z B A — 4 @ 251 (5 (@51
£ 3 R & (normative belief) - B % p 3% 4 i jEGE 2 TR e
it & f& (social conditioning) £ 4+ ¢ it (socialization) ; @ " Bki%4k » | (Job
Involvement) 1] & — i $3+ 305 1 ¥ B i (job) shgcad f 1T & » % 10 i% &

BARMDT R T 2A FFPLR LIS I TR N FL -
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v ena 1w % (Generalized Work Context) » BRix45 » ] 5 #7Rcha (F
P % (Specific or Particular Job Context) ; 1 e » & - BJE A O 4 >
PR A RE G M B E - BR AT TRL o By
N R LR KRR

7 B i@ - Newton and Keena(1983)% >t 1 T3 » ¢n
Té‘l" r]'%xlé“.rr ’,,‘E',;lf%;},’:%kgz“.ﬁﬁfﬁl}‘]%_f@;&ﬁ&ﬁ,

AR TR O R EXFIE B A TR P LB R BB A
2B LE > P ERBEFEDRBRERB A S L - Elloy and
Terpening(1992) £ Riipien(1996) ) i&

W dpdl L TEP N foBRIRH W
BRI e oo o MF R AT TP O anE R BHC B PR
EETE R ) L

VR N REAR R 8 S W2 R R S B a7 (s e R
Mo AR REREEF THEM ) 4 RFAE G1p NG 3
4 H(field of force)eni®® 4 » ¥ p AR B-7Hpr » € X DA ALY
thi gl B g LI p AR ALE £ TS HE KA AT R

REFAERA P A LA RS BB o gt PF TR

’z: 4% 2‘7%5 E j—\, z::t %E_l;;_":‘i [ ‘3’:% 1;{ E’J’J—TV?E}‘\‘@?‘ 'LIJ lﬁ‘? 2

ELIE R 'UIEl.-i}igl ERIf L T BEPERE R - B LR
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e
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GETR P Rl p ARG M T R Ay e A
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v L E A - R4 S A 1 Bl Y b e e BAE S R R
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BMEFMI R REBOTRE P oA g1 iFRBELIRHR N » BEF
Bk W B A PR B - T SR A e i R A 2

v i s et - BILAM e o4 xw~@4%am@*4§
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TALP O BERBORE o #7520 'Uiii’_-friél f'ﬁ?iﬁﬁ?l S
BEE ML IR AR R S BARE o

LN R SRR ) I R R R s B
Rabinowitz and Hall(1977)4y & » 1 3 » 221 1Fi% {2 B I 4p
A 5 Blau and Boal(1989) %# Scott and McCellan(1990)4p i 1 74k » £24%
B» & 3§ 4p M S Hafer and Moerer(1992) % 1 iz » *t Haox i ¥ & IR
f. 48 & ; Cappeli and Rogovsky(1998) il ip #a fEgh > &2 s o A {7 5 2
FEg AR o dirt b ARRE > GRF C2F TR o a TR Ml

- FE e
FRFr ek TR 33 (B > g S N f‘«% ¥ A

m%TEl‘v o

g vz [

=1

1

Rapigy f%éﬁ?zﬁéﬁﬂ_éﬁ?%kﬁf%.éﬁéiﬁﬂ% ESEAR R R
Higiﬁﬂﬂﬁlﬁﬁﬁg? A _EL#U%\: £ o A Rz - » s B 18
B L ed 2R 1 AR ZREG E b (2o AE B

ﬁlﬁ&»ﬁ&ﬁ$%’ﬂéﬁ§?ﬁéﬁ%mﬁa#%ﬁ$°

«N%
m&ﬂ

\
sw

o at Klein % ¢ Process Model of Commitment » # « F] %
(Individual factors) & 4 % [ %] % (Interpersonal factors) ¥+ -k
(Commitment) 2 2 28> - H LI L & $H B~ {7 # (Action) o ;ﬁd
Process Model of Commitment % + 3t g b » g 47> (54 F g 2w
AEE L IERE L TH S EEY 75 R e TEAd g
1 FRBLITE R IFER Y AR PREY R IR
Foo - B ARG UFER R I pEY 75 Op FlEE R 4o
B 10 #77 o
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# &> 55 a 1 iF(Economic to Work) &~ B £ & & fic o 4T
;L‘"’ — ):"—i'%)’h ) ll(t“/;g‘;f\'% ‘J’\{i—!\& TFB:]_ Ifmé‘g }%y l'j ’ ﬂ—\'f\? E,‘tgn %ﬁ'ml

iy P70t — Bl AN P Ed] o

Mok BB AT EHAE- B X #F (Leader-Member
Exchange) - %’*”#‘5 Hwang(1987) s o + £ A {32 % (Face and Favor
Theory) » & A4k g @ Fra|EARFT RegeF o ihs fef 2 Bl o

.

¥,

g et o s R A LM 0 B 1 LT R

‘.E‘_“ﬁ‘%{’??iﬁé\ﬁai ) ,LT;'E'J{F_&‘«“ TrRaEfF ok B4
A1 B@FR SRt A ’g FedF LAFR R MR ER ol

7%}4 :ffém; a8 nlﬁ—fijﬁx’ij] o Tl f;,;y%g;A gﬁﬁ_gé =2 13 jx,{ﬂgz:
F AR R AT ¥ - B Rk

3.4 AT H A4
AER D ARG KT 4 RIS T 2 0 Rl 5

(1) w3k g1 iF@iF 45 % 27 - T B e Ak ¢ 1 (Tix :;*;{g_
# (Psychosocial Work Dependency Scale, PSWDS) > d 2 #+ & % &
= 0 & W E_p A e ik g (Individual-Directed Dependency) 2 4+ ¢ %

w i& i#F (Social-Directed Dependency) > + 16 4% °

(2) 1 iFHr 31 % Kanuugo(1982)#r4 & 2. Mx feg » £ &, (Work

Involvement Questionnaire, WIQ) > = 6 %% o

T
y
'

B R pmEY =5+ #&* Walumbwa %(2009)=7i¢ * 2. T g g4 ¥
E
e

7 5 £ % , (Voluntary Learning Behavior Scale, VLBS):& 7 i
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(4) = 5AA 108 D gw By - ¥ dfeor ek et bl (percentage of
disposable income contributed to family) § F45 1% > & 142 -

(5) 4E H-= B % 3 : 3 * Liden and Maslyn (1998) 7B 4 e 25 - R
% # € % ; (Moluntary Learning Behavior Scale, VLBS) » d 4 # &2 &
e & u E_ R (Affect) ~ & 2 (Loyalty) ~ £ }gk(Contribution)ﬂfrE
& & ¥ (Professional Respect) » % 11 %7 ¥ 'wii 78 4o % 10 #771 ©

# 10 P& 48 P

® AW ikif

IDD1 % 1 s p Ao+ A aded - 1 (F

| need to work in order to realize my self-potential.

IDD2. 2 7 Ep A d idg s FI s Nt - (1 (F

| need to work in order to fully live up to my capabilities.

IDD3. 5 7 i p SNEBAEG 9P 0 AN - o T

| need to work in order to satisfy my: interests.

IDD4. 5 7% &= p 2t A 2 piL > AZgmy - 1 AF

| need to work in order to achieve my goal in life.

IDD5. 1 iF#13 kend 23248 » FAY 4 3§ LF Bh

| strive to fulfill my life’s ideals through work.

IDD6. 5 7 #i p 4o p B o Akt - > (%

| need to work in order to be self-reliant.

IDD7. 5 7 i fp NAgAk o AP - I F

| need to work in order to pursue my own welfare.

IDD8 # Ak 24 2 PR A g g4 1 ieEd i
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Once my goal in life is set, | will work hard to achieve it.

IDD9. a4 4 E kp Ay 4 10

A happy life is due to my hard work.

® g Ew kif

SDD1. & 7 a#Eqppefc® > Ay - 1 iF

| need to work in order to maintain family harmony.

SDD2. 5 7 iFH p & dvk g b d (bldcdd545/3 § - 4 @2/e3)

EAVE- 7‘:{"%}3 — '\l it

| need to work in order to perform my social roles well.

SDD3. #3xi + 1 E907 kb g B = > R A ¥ 2 4 uk

| believe that my self-identity is determined by the social status of my

work.

SDD4. 5 1 & b # AiTent - A3 - Ha (F

| need to work in order to satisfy people close to me.

SDD5: A 3e 5 » it F 1 L i MR E Flt A £
| believe that it will cause great suffering to my family if | do not have

work.

SDD6. 57 g2t hpde~ § F PN ARk 0 AP - iF

| need to work in order for my family to be recognized by others.

SDD7. A5 0 FFed 1 (T & 4

| believe that my family is the motivation for my work.

® 1T

WIL, 230 i » A4 ¢ AEBNERIES 71 FAp

The most important things that happen in life involve work

WI2, A5 » A P2 ECRIEFREIF

Work is something people should get involved in most of the time

o1




WI3. #4305 » 1 IFRZHAR 5 2 St

Work should be considered central to life

WI4, V325 » A4 Rz 1 075 P &

In my view, an individual's personal life goals should be work-directed

WIS, = § 4 P&~ 1iep > A2 4§ L4

Life is worth living only when people get absorbed in work

WIB. #3es » 1 (FRiz &4 b | 3nA

Work should be only a small part of one's life

® TV E

VLBl A& § T3 & L fgecd paba (e fmens 2

| reqularly take time to figure out ways to improve my work processes.

VIB2 & f &A™ » Aghgd A (7} 4 feng

| tend to handle differences of opinion privately or off-line.

VLB3, N g x Ve fp 2 et oo @ H 0 H B F 41 175 * ahpin
| go out and get all the information the possibly can from others—such as

customers, or others parts of the organization.

VLB4., A& 5 & 450 iR 2 ] £ & e RT3 3
| frequently seek new information that leads me to make important
changes.

VLB5. 1 ie7 > A4 % @ T RIGALA F4 L (FimAe

| frequently stop to reflect on my work process.

VLB6. &1 iTg3k? » 2 ¢ a7 i fidshamiiiie i p e chL L g
‘1

1=

| often speak up to test assumptions about issues under discussion.

VLB7. $201 £ ehf > A g @k L BAL LA 284454

| invite people to present information or have discussions with me about
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work.

® EE R

LMXL.(AL) &% A 3 & 4

1 like my supervisor very much as a person.

LMX2.(A2) # 1 § £75f65 B < SR foi § 18 % e

My supervisor is the kind of person one would like to have as a friend.

LMX3.(A3) # s » AL 8§ - 4o (F(af 4B

My supervisor is a lot of fun to work with.

LMX4.(L1) T 3R v 4 0 f2-> 0 g g QLT hi e
LS
My supervisor defends my work actionsto a superior, even without

complete knowledge of the issue in question.

LMX5.(L2) © iFt § 34k w| A e &pF > A5 ¢ da FI ARk

My supervisor would come to my defense if | were "attacked" by others.

LMX6.(L3) % 1 ivk 7 joi g2 s > Achi § ¢ Easp Ja
YF?FE

My supervisor would defend me to others in the organization if I made an

honest mistake.

LMX7.(C1) ¢ EAgifabeia it F > AFFER 54 e § 4 1

| do work for my supervisor that goes beyond what is specified in my job

description.
LMX8.(C2)A B &, o1 ieehenggeb w4 o 2 Hie A 3 4 91 = cha F
B e &

| am willing to apply extra efforts, beyond those normally required, to

further the interests of my work group.

LMX9.(PR1) # 2 & 1 iF F edvata® 2 iR PR
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| am impressed with my supervisor's knowledge of his/ her job.

LMX10.(PR2) # % &

PR F R A

| respect my supervisor's knowledge of and competence on the job.

LMX11.(PR3) # iR PR3 3 § end ¥ 3 i

| admire my supervisor's professional skills.

EWL & 7 F #efe » oY% /f TR Tlie

percentage of disposable income contributed to family

3.4.2  »~ #c

AFAG fe BN ek 104 A 4 42F & iF 0 A 4 FRAEY R 23 5
B A vt BlEE T E AR X 38 & 1,843 B R Adc dorf ot Bk A
Beis DB E B 1314 B stk A o B P s de k11 B o H P
7 1+.748 7 (56.93%) * |4 566 i+ (43.07%); & &£ 4 F 11 24~44 k (58.22%)
2B % A4 B ik 34.63% 5 WAHFRRIR 0 5 49.54%¢° ¥& 0 47.79% %
B RETMRER F A AREE i 71.08%: & PR R AR R s o
i 55.86% 5 & FRIAF pLs T2 0 j€5 E LT 30 £ ERLT P4

PR FTE
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%011 # & Aof st

® [+u] ® %

55 #cp b 2% P |
§ 748 56.93% AR 205 15.60%
e 566 | 43.07% &gt B 146 11.11%

o iEi FEFR 106 8.07%
15~24 94 7.13% A 86 6.54%
24~44 765 58.22% PR 83 6.32%

44 v & 455 34.63% | ;i Fk 12 5.48%
T 58 37.23 &% %2 9.66 % B R 68 5.18%
® FpkiR % B 64 4.87%
< A 651 49.54% R 60 4.57%

7 &) 628 | 47.79% e - 53 4.03%
H 35 2.66% ZR 44 3.35%

® WA Z R 44 3.35%
Re T 21 1.60% E &R 36 2.14%
A 199 15.14% a PR 35 2.66%

~ B E 934 71.08% R A 33 2.51%
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et | 160 | 12.18% | W OEE 31 2.36%
® mi 300 R4 31 2.36%
Ak R 734 | 55.86% | FTT P 27 2.05%
AFEEI | 320 | 24.35% | K 27 2.05%
PREE I | 197 | 14.99% | TiEEE 23 1.75%
BrEEIT 63 479% | E&7 19 1.45%
o &7 £ % Bk 17 1.29%
5 &L T 419 | 31.89% | i 4 0.30%

6~10 & 307 23.36%

11~20 & 338 25.72%

21~30 & 231 17.58%

T 354 1194 £ % % 8.86

3.4.3 mRETFR A 15
AT R AR FRTRTE AT AR E A TR B0 2

IDD1~9 4578 7 f j#>t 3 A ik df » SDDI~7 45 F § it § E o
A O WIL~6 & f fm3ta 5 r s VIBI~T R f F A REY 75 o
F—f#@:%%#ﬁw%:%—zmﬁ FEHL AR
= FF B2 £ (Two-Stage Method, Hair etal, 2013) » % — FFfc L2t &
LMX1~11 % &[] 4 i3 - P45 & e0%] % 4 dc(Factor Score) » @ {8 #-5 &
AR ZEREL > L0 4 B- FPHEL 5 piR(LMXFL~4) o &7 3
# * Bagozzi and Yi (1988) % Steenkamp and Van Trijp (1991)#% o) e
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STUER] > & - BIRAATIE Y NE FERE A0S X I L PHE A
7 gc k8 R 2 * SmartPLS (Ringle et al., 2005) - H & 452 % 4r£ 11 #777 -
By bgor 1 (1) ¥ IDD @ 2 o 3890 f f7 @R 42 0.66~0.85 0 ¥+
* 05t value ¥ B ¥ o (2) #>> SDD & 7 - 33 § j7 B F 40
0.73~0.86 > % > 0.5t value * B8 % - (3) %>t Wl @ = » WI1~5 3%
T g e B A0 0.79~0.89 0 ¥ <3 0.5 tvalue ¥ B E 5 XA 0 WIG

PR o L IF R RN AAGEE - pRA ) R REFE > T AR
A e L ATIE e (8) $aS VLB A 5 AT f R R G
0.82~0.89 > % <=3t 05 1t value ¥ & % - (5) ¥ LMX @ 3 - 4878 §
Jm B gjwf’ﬂ/"‘v“ 0.94~0.95- % ~ 3t 0.5 tvalue % & ¥ o A & 7.2 % B2 >
LA NFF B AR A R R 3F e

3.4.4 2R A4
Em R A1 0 AR F #* Cronbach’s alpha "zt & € % i3
& > % & % 0 Cronbach’s alpha < >+ 0.9 k7% & £ 2 5 & 247 o

&7 s kg p] @ * SmartPLS (Ringle et al., 2005) » H 2 % 4r & 12 #7157 o

Tkl dri % & or ¢ (1) IDD 2 Cronbach’s alpha = 0.92 - 33§
% % B 243 - (2) SDD &2 Cronbach’s alpha = 0.91- &3 £ & & 24F -
(3)WI 1 Cronbach’s alpha % 090 &3 & & T & 24+ - (4) VLB
Cronbach’s alpha % 0.94 - 23§ % 2 & 24% - (5) LMX =3 Cronbach’s
alpha 5 096> B E 2 G & 245 o d P TR > AL 7L B F 2 %
A ERLE -

BT R A TP R F dcagrk & (convergent validity) e % %] 2x R
(discriminant validity) it 3 >R 4748 = AF7 5 & * 3 B 2EFE )Y Lk

TR MR R LT LG Jrareh (V) F AL FEE A 07
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F &2 ¥ o (2)%2 & 7 B (Composite Reliability, CR) % < *+ 0.7 - (3)X 3=

B~ % B (Average Variance Extracted, AVE) % = ** 0.5 (Fornell and
Lacker, 1981; Chin, 1998; Hair et al., 1998) - Jz a&»c & &~ $7.5% % 4r % 10
S oo F Ao AR AT AT R Y A 070 2 % ; 82 IDD
% 6 415 066> LA FTEIIME 7 HEX c2E&FZ R > % > IDD
% 094-SDD % 094>WI %2 092>VLB % 095> LMX % 097 7 %
HEMEE - e TH55%8 »IDD & 062> SDD % 0.62° WI %

071> VLB % 0727 LMX 5 0897 = $ i@ E o d Fi Tk »

‘«“—“5&

Pt 2 L BREERL T A ACRORR

T WPRE R E T2 SRR ()T g R T S g
STHEE R endp B Trlic o 0 Ap BE SRR ) 0.7 0 (AT po TR
EnfmEF AN e f mxaE B LT A jrE( R f e iE > cross
loading) (Fornell and Lacker, 1981; Kline, 2005; Chin 1998) ° % %]»x & 4
178540k 11 75 - H ¢ > IDD 4= SDD ~ WI ~ VLB ~ LMX e34p B %
Hc~ w5 0.68 ~ 0.550.62~0.33 2 43 0.7 223 IDD L3325 B~ 8
T = 13(IDD AVE=0.79) » id 3§ 2| %728 f] « SDD 4= WI ~ VLB ~ LMX
ApRE e~ Bl 5 060~054-0330 /3007 % ] 3 SDD L3255 % R
I 2 43(SDD=0.80) > & F &7 % ] o Wl 4= VLB ~ LMX c4p B % e
L% 052~036 307 2 2t WI T33P 8 T2 4(WI=0.84) »
W g 2 TR o VLB v LMX e4p B T2 042>/ 3+ 0.7 & /[ ** VLB
T4 T2 41(VLB=0.85) - & ¥ | %7 &R - £« > IDD ~ SDD »
WI~ VLB~ LMX ¥ 5 48 0 e ot B AT nf i 2 20 f 7
V- AT FE o d P AT T AE S AR R Y g

B AE S AF TR o
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2012 AT R AT R A

Cronbach’s alpha = 0.92; Composite Reliability = 0.94; Average Variance Extracted =
0.62
IDD Factor Loadings
IDD1 | IDD2 | IDD3 | IDD4 | IDD5 | IDD6 | IDD7 | IDD8 | IDD9
0.81*** | 0.85*** | 0.81*** | 0.83*** | 0.84*** | 0.66*** | 0.76*** | 0.80*** | 0.72***
Cronbach’s alpha = 0.91; Composite Reliability = 0.94; Average Variance Extracted =
0.62
SDD Factor Loadings
SDD1 SDD 2 SDD 3 SDD 4 SDD 5 SDD 6 SDD 7
0.86*** 0.86*** 0.78*** 0.79*** 0.73*** 0.84*** 0.77%**
Cronbach’s alpha = 0.90; Composite Reliability = 0.92; Average Variance Extracted =
0.71
Wi Factor Loadings
Wi 1 Wi 2 W13 wi4 WI15 WI 6
0.79*** 0.78*** 0.89*** 0.87*** 0.86*** 0.01(n.s.)
Cronbach’s alpha = 0.94; Composite Reliability = 0.95; Average Variance Extracted =
0.72
VLB Factor Loadings
VLB1 VLB2 VLB3 VLB4 VLB5 VLB6 VLB7
0.82*** | 0.86*** 0.87*** 0.89*** 0.87*** 0.82*** 0.83***
Cronbach’s alpha = 0.96; Composite Reliability = 0.97; Average Variance Extracted =
0.89
LMX Factor Loadings
LMXF1 LMXF2 LMXF3 LMXF4
0.94%** 0.95%** 0.94%*** 0.95%**
Correlation between IDD SDD Wi VLB LMX
constructs(Note: Numbers in the IDD 0.79
diagonal rows are the square roots SDD 0.68 0.80
of the AVE) Wi 055 | 060 | 0.84
VLB 0.62 0.54 0.52 0.85
LMX 0.33 0.33 0.36 0.42 0.94
Loadings and
: IDD SDD WI VLB LMX
Cross Loadings
IDD 1 0.81 0.55 0.45 0.52 0.28
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IDD 2 0.85 0.55 0.45 0.55 0.30
IDD 3 0.81 0.50 0.43 0.48 0.28
IDD 4 0.83 0.53 0.40 0.48 0.24
IDD 5 0.84 0.56 0.50 0.53 0.31
IDD 6 0.66 0.52 0.26 0.38 0.15
IDD 7 0.76 0.55 0.38 0.45 0.22
IDD 8 0.80 0.51 0.41 0.55 0.23
IDD 9 0.72 0.55 0.57 0.47 0.28
SDD 1 0.59 0.86 0.52 0.45 0.27
SDD 2 0.56 0.86 0.50 0.43 0.27
SDD 3 0.67 0.78 0:52 0.57 0.33
SDD 4 0.48 0.79 0.48 0.38 0.28
SDD 5 0.42 0.73 0.39 0.33 0.18
SDD 6 0.50 0.84 0.52 0.39 0.26
SDD 7 0.54 0.77 0.40 042 0.25
Wil 0.58 0.59 0.79 0.51 0.30
WiI2 0.43 0.49 0.78 0.41 0.26
WI3 0.42 0.47 0.90 0.42 0.28
Wi4 0.41 0.45 0.87 0.40 0.35
WIS 0.44 0.48 0.87 0.43 0.33
VLB1 0.54 0.45 0.44 0.82 0.31
VLB2 0.54 0.47 0.47 0.86 0.36
VLB3 0.55 0.47 0.43 0.87 0.34
VLB4 0.55 0.46 0.45 0.89 0.33
VLB5 0.54 0.47 0.45 0.87 0.37
VLB6 0.47 0.42 0.46 0.82 0.39
VLB7 0.52 0.45 0.40 0.83 0.38
LMXF1 0.33 0.33 0.35 0.42 0.94
LMXF2 0.29 0.31 0.31 0.36 0.95
LMXF3 0.32 0.32 0.36 0.40 0.94
LMXF4 0.29 0.29 0.34 0.38 0.95

Note: *** p < 0.01.

3.4.5 #0344 44
d AT T R 6 L HEIL il & R B § A IR s % 5 R
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BPREY 75 0 AN R s 7o 'L’»Zﬁi%ﬁ/ﬁ@:’ﬁ 7}:‘—§ T 12
£

AR fest @S b p AEBRE T BB & doF]

T

11

>y

5o
shh AL € RIEIBH IR E AT A%RE AT RS R 2,8 T
CEAV TR, H AR 75 PR WY BT
oo TS A TP REEY AL T REF IR BREGK
# 0.420 (p-value <0.01) 5 e " n | A G Fakfde, # 7 A E Y
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Seligman and Csikszentmihalyi, 2001) = m w0 i8> @ & T -AF € 1 1T (& §f
Aot LT ARTHA o FFCIEAL ¢ 1 (TR PR A 0 A P ra
TR e Bk p A p N AL e FUER F N ’%ﬁ“r_f p ¥ ik ig (IDD)
frik ¢ o & i’p‘i (SDD)# 4 Henit® 4 drs feaja ., B A e 1240
€1 (FiRig ¥ w4 g e L SR &4 (IDD - SDD % ) ~ B 3% & 4
(IDD % > SDD %)~ % A &g (IDD > SDD ¢ & )& 2 & % # (IDD % -
SDD %) ¢ A it ip A RS YA o SRR & A ¢ S0
(psycho-social homeostasis) » @ fe1 (T2 4 7 A2 R g % » 2R p & £
S RRFRRLR . A BB g AR 0 1SS B
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| need to work in order to realize my self-potential.

IDD2. % 72 p Aic 4 sy e A I Ay - a1 F

| need to work in order to fully live up to my capabilities.

IDD3. 5 7 B p AN J9F 0 A EPEF - A iE

| need to work in order to satisfy my interests.

IDD4. 05 7 & = p Ak p iR, A gy - A F

| need to work in order to achieve my goal in life.

IDD5. 1 ie#r# Kenk 43248 > F AR 4 3 K9 P

| strive to fulfill my life’s ideals through work.

IDD6: % it B A Aided - A e

| need to work in order to be self-reliant.

IDD7. 3 3 RA b igaL 0 Auded - > iE

| need to work in order to pursue my-own welfare.

IDD8 4 A3k %4 2 P fRpF - B g 3 ks p

Once my goal in life is set, | will work hard to achieve it.

IDD9. A engdg A 4 E Kk p Ay 4 1 i

A happy life is due to my hard work.
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| need to work in order to maintain family harmony.
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| need to work in order to perform my social roles well.
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| believe that my self-identity is determined by the social status of my
work.
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| need to work in order to satisfy people close to me.
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| believe that it will cause great suffering to my family if | do not have
work.
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| need to work in order for my family to be recognized by others.

SDD7. Azah » PAE N1 (Fehp b 4

| believe that my family is the motivation for my work.
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The most important things that happen in life involve work
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Work is something people should get involved in most of the time
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Work should be considered central to life

WI4, #3ns » A 2 gz 75 p iR

In my view, an individual's personal life goals should be work-directed

WIS, 75 A P& I 1 iFpF> 44 45 L&

Life is worth living only when people get absorbed in work

WIG. 2355 » 1 TR F & 4 7= ] A

Work should be only a small part of one's life
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| regularly take time to figure out ways to improve my work processes.
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| tend to handle differences of opinion privately or off-line.
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| go out and get all the information the possibly can from others—such as
customers; or others parts of the organization.
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| frequently seek new information that leads me to make important
changes.
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| frequently stop to reflect on my work process.
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| often speak up to test assumptions about issues under discussion.

89




VLB7. $f*t1 it s > A ¢ ﬁr?‘;)ﬁé—fé AP NN - e

\

| invite people to present information or have discussions with me about
work.
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1 like my supervisor very much as a person.
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My supervisor is the kind of person one would like to have as a friend.
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My supervisor is a lot-of fun to work with.
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My supervisor defends my work actions to a superior, even without
complete knowledge of the issue in question.
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My supervisor would come to my defense if | were "attacked" by others.
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My supervisor would defend me to others in the organization if I made an
honest mistake.
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| do work for my supervisor that goes beyond what is specified in my job
description.

LMX8.(C2) & B &, 71 77k e b 4 > 3 Blig A § #ra2 2 o (
By &

90




| am willing to apply extra efforts, beyond those normally required, to
further the interests of my work group.

LMX9.(PR1) # 2 # {1 1%} eidraial 24 iR IR

| am impressed with my supervisor's knowledge of his/ her job.

LMX10.(PR2) # % #5434 1 (7 b endeomigs if 4

| respect my supervisor's knowledge of and competence on the job.

LMX11.(PR3) 5% f pResv 4 5 chd ¥ 3 i

| admire my supervisor's professional skills.
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percentage of disposable income contributed to family

91




=
>~
Y
=3

B romi

gk

® Wi AFEHIARFLY s FL

o K= ii*?@ﬁiﬁﬁi:}i-‘;‘i’%ﬂé‘?} L (e T 2T A
o K= Qi*?@ﬁiﬁ—‘fﬁ’#ﬁ%ﬂ;?ﬁf 7L
SR

® iz :pMEZA ARl EMNELLE BIRL
® 4 LFENRE RSP W R

® B2 ApRI EFEALAEE FARLF

® FTIrZFWER>F "L o SPSS ¢ B £ o
o ﬁ’frri'ﬁmfm]}x]/y ’ ]Ju;%(-‘%'ﬂ?o

Py Eas RS YA RS S s R

® %%%\*ﬁw‘a¥$~%%§~§ypgmgrxmﬁ§@
B RITR T ABRY Row BFM 2T 5%/§GJV’VO|.26’
No.2 » pp173 -204 - (TSSCI)

® EATT ~ X 9Y2014) r@i’f#ﬁ/? EAF L PR EM PG
9;‘%‘@@115 MET Z % RE o 2 E@él/’Vol 26 > No. 3> pp287-327 -
(TSSCI)

® H.L.Chang, J.K.Liang, Psycho-social Work Dependency: A Dualistic
Model and Profile. Personnel Review. (SSCI, Accepted)

® RATE R TEARE SRR A RS %“ﬂﬁpﬂfww
ﬂg%ﬁ@ﬁggloﬁ%m¢vﬂﬁﬁﬁgppé

Fres CREE A S ¢ FARL0E 120 12 P -

° gﬁgww%%i,fiwgﬂliﬁﬁ%@ﬁ:rféﬁﬁ Bl g AR
A HBFE20127 FAFRETEEE R AR LR S
WEE R P AR 101 & 47 29p o

® LT e

RN jﬁ;j{%’m‘ —;:ﬁﬂ:g SR ATE > RIRT TR REF AR R

Ghamg e ¢ EARERE § 101 &
%ﬁ%v%%?ﬁgpﬁg ced IEEAHAE P EAR
101 # 12 * 6~7 p

92



