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The relationship between workplace friendship,
organizational citizenship behavior , workload and the

moderating role of proactive personality

Author: SWANG, YU
Adviser: Chen, Yi-Ching

ABSTRACT

The research was aim to investigate the relationship between workplace
friendships and workload, and the mediation effect of organizational
citizenship behavior (OCB) on the relationship of workplace friendships and
workload, as well as the moderating effect of proactive personality on OCB
and workload. This study collected data from web- and paper-based
questionnaire survey, and 256 valid questionnaires were collected. After
collecting the data, this study use hierarchical regression analysis to analyze
the data. The results suggested that: (1) workplace friendships had a positive
impact on OCB, (2) OCB had a positive effect on workload, (3) OCB mediated
the relationship between workplace friendships and workload, (4) proactive
personality has a positive moderating effect in the relationship between OCB
and workload. Based on the results found from this study, they provide

practical implications for enterprises.

Keywords:  workplace  friendship,  organizational citizenship

behavior,workload, proactive personality.
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Fo8 Py Ree

Berman, West & Richter (2002 ) %Lﬂ'l%‘« ¥ % 37 (workplace friendship ) _
HHLIEHHMY PEZFDAEM G INEITFTY hamRe 74P
3ORFE > BEE MR AR T AR R A Gl E Y 24k Kruger -
Bernstein & Botman (1995) RI3% 5 B3 % 38 ( workplace friendship ) A
B¢ B~ f 2 a3 & B % e Sias ~ Smith & Avdeyeva (2003) A 45 1

I EH? xR ER T2 FFE i F s PE2ZFT LT 4p gt
T Xy e kif A Banig ¢ o “Tu B3-S cr (workplace friendship )

- A AT RE PN AN TR TR T o

I fEHgTY che SR - fEALE kR v A2 R EAEM e
(Morrison & Nolan, 2007) o d >t A cn@ZBAEE4F ~ 4 E 2 e £ 5 F
AR R S FE 0 R ERY A B BT ddracEdg o S
A vk g R o Tt 1 (P hh i E s at B S 5 ALB
= g IEJ.';—,Z ‘Fﬁi & {ﬁféiffﬁ’ YRR RS zz(Berman et
al., 2002) © 1 ¥ ¢ MAEHBFAfreRoR 5T L AL FEEE
(Berman et al., 2002) > » ¥ &% iﬂ‘ir%‘« feip A 2 4 f w B 2 (Sias, Heath,
Perry, Silva, & Fix, 2004) - i A 7 3 & 7 » B3 % 32 ( workplace
friendship) ¢ ¥ F% L & ~ 1 & 4 {of »c(Morrison, 2004; Lee, &
Chihyung, 2011) # @ » 1 (¥ 8-47¢ chzbp ;B A2 1 (ER A2k B
Tav AL A G eFR o AT R R L Rl e 1 iEA s AFRE 2
B el am e sl i i{o& < 7 5 (Morrison et al., 2007) >
*Ed d B ivd d T g A 2 PR (Bridge & Baxter, 1992) » g1 1%

1



F RS & oo FR o

=1

BE 4 e975 38 (Stépanek , 2015) » TE‘F‘«" 3
LN

A
B35 38 (workplace friendship ) £ i 4 1 172 % & w S g 5 % 2 B ch
MG Z R 507 EFfHFEHA T BT b i#( workplace friendship )
REAGE Y AR /B A HERS LG RF g ROFT S
e f @ st o Bridge & Bsxter (1992) 82 74 ﬁ%‘iiz"%iéé: ( workplace
friendship ) & {731 #%HZ %L DL B o > 2 I T X F %) R N iR

( workplace friendship ) ¥ it F ke jf o B2

o Fpt 0 AT RGBS
% 3 (workplace friendship ) ¥ it F k- 38 § & $2 581 1% § j= (workload)

Lé;ﬂ;ﬁﬁ;a}»}g_

0B AT L8 R B % 3E (workplace friendship) & e 4 che
5 A 4 f 1 P (Berman et al., 2002) » &/ F ¥ i AT Fx 1 g it o

Wded g B AT 5 3 TR (Li, 2017; Ozlem & Emrah, 2016) » ~

TR s it el B (B% 0 AT 2011) 0 FR RN

o A2 ARk o a1 ®5P > PR 2B FRudl e sl
& FA AT A o ,T* F2t1 /¥4 4 p {7 % (Bridge & Bsxter, 1992) - i&
ﬁé T r-» ¥ oA ﬁ"l JL

Organ & Ryan (1995)3‘% B R E R B S X F 5 (organizational

A1l iThig ' » Vand 2 FEE1haiFf j7e

—

citizenshipbehavior) ¥ it ¢ Fl5 @ 5221 i¥ 4 p 75 m A4 B4 & §
Je Ft o AT G 2 R 7 4 (organizational citizenship behavior )
R N # (workplace friendship ) fr1 % § & (workload) F¥#»;

fehid o AT Bofho o

AT B > BAOGVIEFIT X R AR SR
ooz A AES f S ie S Bt AR ¢ ’ﬁ*gﬁf‘ 5 IE) e A MR AR
eI R H(ERERT G ) ol BARGAE S 22 R

2



2013) > B A ey BB I B A hF R p B2 ALE F R hiziRih
FRT A ATARTRERENE e HEAFSE L F R3]
J7)em B 4 #+ 4 $ (proactive personality ) 11 ¥ fi it 4 192 Bk 8
A 1 ehi #5444 & (proactive personality ) ¥+ 2 X {7 5 i (2 2 24 & (7 %
(Xie & Yan, 2016) o F]gt » AFF 7 0 A RFF LA B2 4 & (proactive
personality ) —"F'f Rias B e Fio FRERL FH979 Flaimm phBr s A
g i85 % o AT F]A B4 & 2 (proactive personality ) 0 @ 1B k%
\ g

2 % {7 5 (organizational citizenship behavior) £ 1 i¥ § j= (workload )

M GAL B S R LIET R
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A5 ':% o 2 Im X
o LR

A LPHEERSAECERANGF LTl FEARE AR

Lo it e
- ~ B33 28 (workplace friendship)

ﬁ‘%‘iii-i?;?:(workplace friendship){#%l Tord > B 1 gt 30
K~ &1~ X3 1 F ol mEak % (Nielsen, Jex, & Adams., 2000) -
Berman (2002) % 4 » BBRE- 3 m T 5 1 THAY PR LB HAER o
WEBHP AR FAPI K B ME AL FIT ARG

R =R
=~ =& 2R {7 5 (organizational citizenship behavior)

Organ (1990)#- 5 = = {7 & (organizational citizenship behavior, ™
o OCB) T & A - fiftess LRDFZrL R pfiFuta1ivhd
BAk o 4 2R ERE QAU LR/ P DA D 3 X BEEFE
h2 58 o Williams & Anderson (1991)f#%-OCB 4 % & g : TH - 3
B 4 = & {7 5 (organizational citizenship behavior-individuals, OCBI) >
BAEz Feha 275 5 ¥ - 5 s @ 22 {7 5 (organizational citizenship

behavior-organization, OCBO) - » ,T*u{fr 9_%‘« B £z P_ﬁ%‘« SR{TE e

~ 1 i% § j7 (workload)

1N

Weiner (1982)3%% 1 1% f j= (workload) € 8 1 T »cfrit £ £ &
EFETPRA GFE o 11§ fm(workload) £ - B A HEFRF ~ w12
P~ B4 Z D) A2 R (Reid & Nygren, 1988) -



2~ 3 4 & 2 (proactive personality)

A H (personality)*~ FLiE 4 » Bdp B 5 £ - RiLappce 4
R e 5B A DA ka3 k> Flpt s B ARy H b -
Kohut (2013)45 &1 4 2 2 - B 4 2 I B & & ch— fa3F A fhih s Prokenps
B 5 Haslam - Adarves-Yorno ~ Postmes & Jans (2013) % 4 4 3k A 8w

i seeh- RS 0 BB AR ARE B S - BT
Gatewood & Field (1998)47 &1 4 2 2. % & f2f- B 4 &7 FHHE 7 -
FfE {7 5 o 4§04 4 f (proactive personality) .45 B 1 B+ 7 § < 3]

TR Al B iR gL hid (T 0 B RS

g

Terng gL, REN NI B - $848 < ¢+ (Bateman & Crant, 1993) -

She

BE



AT AR -}lﬁ%‘:iﬁ-iéﬁ_‘ (workplace friendship ) OCB ~ 1 ¥ § =

(workload ) % i #5444 $& (proactive personality ) 2. < )F;J\" " AR o
F o8 R GE

X B AR S AZ B Aedh- RS Rz P R BRHT R
imG%%zmmoaﬁ%ﬂﬁiﬁ’@ﬁéﬁﬁﬂé*ﬁﬁl
o B SN N S S # frip @ ELRE 7 (Berman etal., 2002;
Nielsen et al., 2000) - 1245 Sias & Cahill (1998) 3= }]% s 1 IEH-Ar e s
MGG B PR AR % o - B E RS
B3 Lk~ £ PR % o BRI % g (workplace friendship) o e ¥

2 BFFFE R egp it s EppE 2 gyt B TR o N F L ITR R s 1 R E

f

FERIT o REFRM B RS T B R R B fE A R
VRl ik o F]aAFnZUE 0 A A R FG e s AR 1S
T Fla ey AN B AR AREFF B RGO ERE LR
Ryt Hh o gt EdRY simp AR R NI B g i Ap i
E 0¥ 1Y B A 20 B enB A 23k (Ashforth, Schinoff & Rogers, 2016)

“E‘L\

ERE § R B A R Rl DAL R 0 R BE oA
R 13 iE (Brewer, 1991; Kahn & Antonucci, 1980; Tajfel & Turner,
2004)° % R1 & ielizht® G RGN Gt B pesd f
12 BRI Rt R § AEFR S B TR  seiiid ~ R E ST BehfE

% > m 832 % 37 (Huston & Levinger, 1978; Berman et al., 2002) -

%U}i—" % s (workplace friendship) $f 4= ‘i‘« SRR e B e



Tgord foFensEl o g R A1 2Ry a3 vy

®m B¢ 11T 55k ¥ 4k 4k (Markiewicz, Devine & Kausilas, 2000; Sias et al.,

b

2003; Morrison,2004) - % B 1 F 8 € 2 E4p 3 2 in > & 2L
PR ARE o e i 1 S RIIE ROR Ee X

L SR A e R :f #8 (Zhuang et al., 2020) > = € & Egliﬁ 1z

B ergp 3 Jlb (B s 2011) 0 & A gm0 ¥ 2 B it

Rk

SE % e 2 7

i

P
21 (v4p B enFl et ok 3 22 2 55 4p M i (Zhuang et al., 2020) o @ B

FoaipauE s @ @R E2FIEG LEFOAEM G AR 1 hEFE

v

Beh1 TR AR (84 F »2020) 1231 174 »2(Jehn & Shah, 1997).

BRA T v pdp i TESer e an2il SUR TR TERE TR R B
FEM TR BGER TR A 2 H 3 5 {oF]3 (Morrison & Nolan, 2007) » 7=
AEFRGZET N LS B B MG TES 4 A EE(Morrison &
Nolan, 2007; Bridge & Baxter, 1992) o 4o% 3&hf 2 m 5l42cn& 533 5 » %
ESEZEIITE S PG F S R BB & je (Bridge & Bsxter,

1992; Organ & Ryan, 1995) -

= oaral > B 5 2w (workplace friendship) ¥ & 32 2 4 % 0 323 % Bk 35
% & (workplace friendship) LB ehp PR AEENE T R a2 B4
M ke 27 42 & (Nielsen et al,, 2000) o F] & #-B& 3% 2w (workplace
friendship) T % % f 1 mlpgY 1 FiEat o AR Fand # g o

B keadxiwhd ko



K F‘*« % {7 % (organizational citizenship behaviors, OCB) » ™ i
OCBo- pt - Bjir* 5 1983 #F d £ W& % % 78+ & Demnis Organ %
#2 3 § % (Bateman & Organ, 1983; Smith, Organ, & Near, 1983)# 1! -
H % %‘?—“z Katz (1964)#r# diehle s 5 »2@ (72 = 617 5 > ¢ % "(1)#F
ﬁﬁ§3ﬁl@%%§ﬁ?E*£$F
FES ARSI nEQ)AdiTi IR Fp R BF T E S

Sl QRS R R

RIFAEEEASAHERG 2E o | FI#-0OCB 2% 5 - fi2tp 2
A AL ;“«%Fuiﬂ"lfifﬁ‘li QRN LE o BERD N DER S BT
FHRL REEWHA L - FIR DB EL
Organ (1990):& - # Fp? OCB 4 - fi¥f e %3 LEDEF LA 4
Mp2b1ivd & Bir o & 2 X ERT G0 > L BMp e 2

£ P T H R

WY fedp 40 g 5 ec R OCB i & » e Jengf sodr o 37
7 # 5 (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Paine, & Bachrach, 2000) - Bolino &
Turnley (2005) %= 5 P& T > 8 R AL OCB ¥ k4c/B+ % f 5 §2 8-
AT ¢ OCBALAL 5 & 6 B » 4o OCB - 8.0 80ci s i -
EAR LT EdE o H 2 R0OCB 7 5 B - 384 3G OCB
FIAfle o &m > MAFT RS F A OCBAle » F @ inf OCB
Wooe BAK ORI ERA P e WG ESR 0 2008; i i 0 2011; Organ
& Ryan, 1995 ) -

Jff':b‘f}:%‘f % Podsakoff (2000)%fiE 2 1% #1i8 (7 i % > # OCB Eﬁ‘p\
- Baa T s 2 7 % (helping behavior) ~ & # f ## 4! (sportsmanship) »



‘e 2 % 34 (organizational loyalty ) ~ ‘& ‘ﬂ«;ﬁﬂ—\(orgamzatlonal compliance) ~

# % A # 4 (individual initiative) ~ 2> X 3¢ 4g (civic virtue) e p 243 & (self
development) ;o OCB ¥ it 2 o~ it # F T » €3 5 &k 2 % [ o Farh
(199 Fcteri b s M ERTARAE(RS ~ 01~ 85 £y
/—ﬂﬂif’f OCB *3p| » @7 BAEE Lk, ‘E"k« CEREARE 2 A EE
I~ TE 2P F R~ FEHA o Williams & Anderson (1991) R #- OCB 4
=0 BHe s TH - LB 42 e R {7 4 (organizational citizenship
behavior-individuals, OCBI) » » TI&{TL% Wz a7 BREHE “‘

F ¥V - a2l T%k B 2. = % {7 % (organizational citizenship behavior-

v

organization, OCBO) ;> » 'T} CAFF R S B aR TS e

Bro7E > OCB P ae FIARERA 2 S jies- BBl gR
%I OCB #Fivd K4c/B 4 X f 6 B2 o FPb > A 7 & Williams &
Anderson (1991) % # % OCBI £ OCBO 4R & ‘2 ﬁa‘« SR FT 2Ky B
E R e ‘FL‘ 2~ & 7 % (organizational citizenship behavior-individuals,
OCBDPF > pHz FFch2 & 75 F ac BB 4 > A BNy 2%2F -
R OE R e s B oo R 7 5 (organizational citizenship behavior-

organization, OCBO)P* » e MG E 3 & A

10



LA s T/ E Y-

=

.

1 i § jm(workload) ez & 3 H = pF@p 1 17§ > A1 (Fendc i

fe i € + «h& F o Reid & Nygren (1988)3% % 1 1% § 7 (workload) £_i#

F_*

Wi e~ wBPE i B X 0 E RS ) FARR > 25 B
TR 0 TR 221 (Ff 4 o Weiner (1982)R|3n 5 1 iFf 7
(workload) 2 #8261 (T2 =R B AN FL FEpF > “T4
4 2 FERA4 Pl € 1 E - Maslach & Goldberg (1998) B3 s 1 18§ =
(workload) €. F 1 &% &3 "L p = 236 % oha 17 #7Kk% g
A E Y2 A2 R o 1 1T f 7 (workload) ¢ 7 4 32+ éha % § j= (workload)
fows 3@ Fena 0T o fm (workload) @ = o o(— )4 T2 4ofB 4 cna TEf R

BEARI R AR R R a1 R R

Nlud
§

AL B AR P 4 I (FE o AREh1 (FR 4 T Fa
1 EEAR S > BRKE S 1T RS o (2 )R (T h A
Rldpfr T @R p AR he@iERd T8 - BARS EF AR

E3ZREYPRIS D ITE GF e

13958 + Jung & Jung (2001) 7%= 3 35 4 > 1 1% § j7 (workload) 7 &
TR FRRE BHAIR AT BWEY LN RN EapEer
TROERTF)Z o A ﬁde ,‘né‘kg;ﬁsnf T4 4 ,F'j'zsépg—%".‘%‘,f_g%p

i

NS

BOEHFRLI I FEIFHARR CHARAVRF L1 IFES hFL
T OCB -~ @ Organ & Ryan (1995)5%7 7 45} » 8 & E IR OCB ¥ it § 7
A SAIIFAS P FEAALRA A E . B %1984)HF 1
ﬂq%‘?’ﬁléﬁlf%%fii’aﬁﬁlf’fuﬁmwig;w%,ggm.Fﬁfgg
Aa°*fx£ﬁbﬁﬂff PR R N R RA S ea A B
S el R fe g (Kahn, 1964) -



Bobarik o 1 0% f oz (workload) #_1F A ¥HPFER ~ o IBH O~ S R4 F D
B f 742 (Reid & Nygren, 1988) - %’%‘E} WL FH e pdp o 10
Bam A a ERA R4 R Fpt > AT 0 FE j7 (workload) AR 5 B

PRAEFHF -

12



R ER FER

L4 (personality )~ fEAb e Ldy— B 4 i 5 B F - Sph e
i #5144 % (Proactive Personality ) 4y f 1 B 4 3 X 1 1v T3k cle ek > B
RMEE* e enPFaidag (dELIHFFFIPTINRRE - £
e A $ 455 (Bateman & Crant, 1993) - @ ke 1 $of2 4
(Proactive Personality ) # § & chE 1 T4 d > @ £33 Ffte-EH

RAIB R REFRE I (T

ﬁg_v/guﬂ 2 B BRERA FB ORI B o TR GRS
e TR B ERS SEREFILBHMAISMIRES XD R
f2 & 2 58 (Parkes, 1994) - Parker & Sprigg (1999) 7 3 4 ) A - |4 4
¥ (Proactive Personality ) 1 (& F—F=4]— & #FH#5;% (JDCS Hi5%)
PERFOAGDES > AGRS B FR f 2 BBl ko BV A FB
ARFETO o 3RS aisip &KX 2R3 “73 F oHarvey»
Blouin & Stout (2006) 7% 3 + 45 4} 2§44 £ & (Proactive Personality )

LTS P (PR R (FRE R M o

Bateman & Crant( 1993)3% % & 5 A # 44 £ & (Proactive Personality )
R IV RERPAF T L RPEYRRE > N E AR FL R
rid e R E o RF1FES T L Aoy (Bateman &
Crant, 1998) - Aipfdzta1 (T4 4 2 His 1 (7§ jmpF» 2 &P A
( Proactive Personahty) FRFEP LR B & R4 # L
4 A A TF'T%'-%D%F':»]M»Y Lhd 1 Ff bR ™ L d i ik
PEALDBBEAHNG L EHRBIFNAERE R EFRS 0T
%ﬁ°w%ﬁ’%i%ﬁAﬁﬁ“@%g%mﬁﬁiﬁﬁ’@@@*m

13



A A e TR RS - SENCER RS SRR
FAERLA > A A4 R4 (Parker & Sprigg, 1999) o &

{
#rit s 3 # 4 $ (Proactive Personahty) EEN T TR VN F B

TR AR BB TR i p ARG B R ERS R -

14



I8 ALFY ORI 2 B v
AELFHBEAE COCB 1 iFf A d A 2 BTk
(—)BH- % 25 (workplace friendship) £ 1 1% f j& (workload)=2 B %

B%‘« % & (workplace friendship) #_f 1 A1 iFixf3 b » N A B2 4 2
IREMMEE Nk R ml ko b’“r."lﬁgii % 3 ( workplace
friendship) & - i 1 2 B enf @~ RFEAPT @8~ A3 15 ~ i
SRiE ol e (Berman et al., 2002; Dobel, 2001) - Nielsen ~ Jex & Adams
(2000)#-1 1F3-#7¢ chs il 5 25 5V 2 % ”\e ‘J”f# B TTH R T
o1 TR AT T4 F T B m A 4 o B3 % i5( workplace friendship)
RN EN #g?uxipwfnrﬁémi’i& ‘1T E F 2% & ¥ T H(Mao,

2006; Sias et al., 2003; Winstead, Derlega, montgomery, & Pilkington, 1995) -

I 0EHAY g2b i N RE LT GRZET R FEM GO F
FAEI w2 MG o nohkaMGEdhy i REEZ2 49 ﬂfr' ) bl
Yo ¥ F 2 s mh i slAz B2 g o7 5 (Morrison & Nolan,
2007) » » ﬁ*—«‘?\ whd Va1 T4 4 (Bridge & Baxter, 1992) » 7]
A EHF Rpd ks F 8 feikin (Morrison & Nolan, 2007) o %
P2 Beniinm B R RIEGR ek ﬁ%ﬂk M A 4 endErk
%ﬁaﬁykzofiﬁmw%a@@a%f4mwm,ﬂ@xzﬁi
{1ty iza 24 &4 £ iofi i d £ R F R LR e
BT R BIFE LT @R A BTS00 H 3N B g o

P

PR o 9T AFT R 3R A BRI AGES L (F

CCEE P LR P A NS



(= )® 35 38 (workplace friendship)#2 OCB 2 B %

GEBREILY g A IEH LOCBE S AR M Iz — o R
P REMR L I h2 - oAb LA EAFE - KARE 2
7 wIg LA ifédAbta/\?Fﬁm—;féﬁgﬁﬁvm;mdxo
§ ABEG P Aot R EanRA o 24T oo B B
NERPE > FHRPART EFEBAEP TR L FLFF o 22
TR REHNEL FIF Dy RPEL ] WD R
B0 rosiea ivE o B A fresad % A 4 P (Berman et
al., 2002) o AR OFET o L (e~ o A il iR % e
ORI ES P hk P A S ER A A% (Ozlem & Emrah,
2016) > § 1 fEgare end R BB R 1 2 Befp 3§ 1A fa
L iee #’f“aﬁ TR AP AP WP P R e IR s i
FReoxcE? PR EREAEF M FEA L HFe R E AT LK
KA AT# 7 5 (Hamilton, 2007) » B8 3% 352 i 4 B % (Baldwin, Keelan,
Fehr, & Koh-Rangarajoo, 1996) » 3% =% £ ¥ (Sias et al., 2003) 12 % 3%
B 0l BE A T JT 84 (Song, 2007) o AR E R IR K f BRI %
EBEOCB 12 BFAMN-FBHART w2 BT a B
FEH ARG BTG F R T g EERE o Fla A
F s B35 gw (workplace friendship) 2OCB§ & w B 3 o F]pt:

Wi

A T

(2)OCB £ 1 ¥ § j= (workload ) 2 B %

§2 77T OCB Eiw 8ot o »03® s i pl4p 1 (Pdsakoff,
Adhearne,& Mackenzie, 1997) e F2x4 $% > 2 W TG 1 (TP § 2 % & 42
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B4 §#-O0CB g bt =gt FIp o Flpt 0 30 AREA kT 2
fleepa PR AR FRBEA T FES 2 hena (7o Audina &
Handayani(2021)éﬁ¢[}§%7‘“%ﬂ’f’—?:’ﬁ OCBi R 1IMRE - FEHRES
ﬁ°ﬁl%ﬂ%4’$%%¥gﬁ%%@ﬁﬁﬁ’w@?ﬁﬂﬁﬁﬁﬁ
Rt e 4o T fEd TR EG LG KRP RS EFRAFIRER T
/R %13 7% (conservation of resource theory, COR)+d Hobfoll % 1989 +#
PF#R D OCOR A g 5 TRHAYS 2 EE G~ G- BERWUETT
BEFTRA ARG JI*{?MM'FW LRAY - AEBEE A &
REAWIBLERRBMEIARD e DF R BEI FE - FF o RE#FL
FoRin A o dpd FTRGEN G KPR A A 4 - BEAT o B W
E'Jéif‘?“”})ﬁm.%mﬁ#@ai}gtﬁ: AL YA LR BIR
OCB Ap % *M#Evh e TR Ko & 1 (T8 RA4cpF > B G DFE o eh
R~ s d B FR #N ATRAAE c OCB i 5 ¢ 42df v 4 Flo g &
I Efdrene RS o R ING o Y 0 OCB ¢ 75 2t

¢ NiTi@m A4 1T & (Organ & Ryan, 1995) °
Bk=: OCB&1(tf jrj &b %
(z) OCB éh% 4 & ¢

Ry € LHEEH B PR G RER 12 P Ik £
B4v2b1 44 M FAchAd » T OCB (fzER »2011)° B 12 B 4p
3 TE A OCB ) BREARS o 4 A F B L RR OCB 7 5
FOoRFEFIL S ER A BB A1 IFf 2 (Arellano, Mejia,
Pérez, Alcaraz & Brunette, 2012) - Bolino & Turnley (2005) 1 B % p 2

M % (individual initiative) % = % OCB» #ILB A f #1475 1 » F4 58
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Bleny iv/4 g 3§ (7 5 chlfde > A S A S 1 TR G M -
Fp o ARG FIREM i e T AR LB R D B D

Fa oS Ap{IEehp FEIT A € A4 1 (¥ f J7 (Organ & Ryan, 1995) -

B3k =z OCB ;,_E%L« b T%‘ﬁ ’;—}'Fé&f’_’ﬁ LIV P N "Tnp‘@kj:;_"

.

;-5 48 OCB § 481 7 f frehd 4 o
(7 )i #+ 4+ 4 $ (proactive personality ) 734 & 2%

OCB &4y BH ¥ 4 = ‘Bala}p\lii‘ﬁﬂk-ﬁr?ragﬁgié%f;zgéwA
%ﬁﬁﬁé@%éﬂ%.
PREM T @ fap FH B OCB, ¥ it F]2h1 7 & & {7 5 @ H 4

ﬁ-zu

o £ R _%fg.yf;é_f—r L1 ivd I N xFE B

H 1 i¥ § & (Organ & Ryan, 1995; Bolino & Turnley, 2005) - 1 & F
—FrAl-A EHHN Y > BF 1 B & 4 ¢ (Parker & Sprigg, 1999) o 1 {FH-At
P AT AP AR 7L R4 A e R k4 & (Bolino,
Turnley & Niehoff, 2004) o #t12 1 i% § j= (workload) ¥t»*& B 4 A IR
OCBeg <t » EFA2BA T i gFIBADARETA G 72 o

Gd R TR RGP R 2 TR

Fifg o BB OCB> A ¥F T & ]

=l

BT R TR AT AR
dom B Ad Al 1 & B I OCB

P A g1 ivg fo s ﬁﬁ{&$(x3-}¢ BT oo fimidd
I 1€ pAF e e oo s ;ﬁ{fﬁ%ﬁ iR BUALBfooe
FREDT P EAFHT R TR P ERS (£ 3% 2003)

k)

AB A S B AR B TR B AT (PR 1 PR
4 PF oo 4 #KOCB@ A Tiho@F L1 0Tf pene @RS B
£ Ad Aﬁ;—g » B AFFHCOT R DT R T OUE R IR
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J7 (workload) eI /R4 o B A Fh3 A& OCB % 4
fam) o £

1"r ,7* F f[:%(—' it
AEITE P K- BN AT R R
L A b A %I&ﬁ%f@iﬁe » bl BTk

e ﬁ&l”’ﬁp s A A gt FI

a4
M b T R R
°F - THREFP EZRAI

OCB: » jr‘%,&vﬁ-gx[a;A hETE R itdd b BN EF g TR

1 TR fpFR
* (Arellanoetal.,2012) > #112 i
) &

R
B IR
ﬁqy}Aﬁ,—k v & Flehnds 4 (R iR
HOCB- e 1 (Teh&k KpEv o0 €5 H Ll > ¥ 5] OCB i %
FEAF A TR EBABTOE BT R &1 Ff j7 (workload) e
S IRRR 4 8 B A 4§ j7 (Parker & Sprigg, 1999)

F]

B®RI: AP ARA

<

a1

3

'

OCB # 1 i f FE 3 &%
3 0B fLRE S OCB # 1 1 f el o Mt § 4435
I ﬁ-i 7 5

—

LM A pE s OCB 81 1 (8 § freht w

LT
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44

- = A
%;_q. EH;E ’/é—t

A ARP OB RREL T LM G I

(workload ) 8258 » 122 OCB ~ i # 1+ % . (proactive personality )
COARTE A SR A o R A B B p eh o B

FERA2 T2 2EAREM] - ML R a2 GAE H 3

BY e SRS L AR DRG] AR D o e R AR

& AP E BHF % e (workplace friendship ) ~ OCB ~ 1 1% § &

(workload ) + & # %+ # ( proactive personality) 2. #7 {3 & I % - it

—~

=1

BR S PR AL TER R RN SR A o U R S Y

—‘F"f ﬁﬁ,%& ¥ % 3 (workplace friendship ) ~ OCB ~ 1 1% § j= (workload ) ~ i

# |+ A # (proactive personality ) 2. 3 LI fo & LI e AR R o 14 JE
BAFPL TR 2By T A o
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— ‘F[;Z%gﬁé

@%ﬁ@pﬁaﬁipfzpiﬁﬁ’u%%%:ié%ﬁﬁﬁé

o2 T o AR AR ] R AR o o] 3-1 457

H1
H2 H3
B GE OCB Y 1iFf e
H4
H5
ERS A A

Bl 3-1 47 7 2% -l
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PR

AR AT A2 E R AR R S Ak T T

BT BEIK o 4cdk 3-1 977 :

3.1 A OB

Bk B = BN F
HI @ B2% - LE s Sa S éi&’ﬁir&f’a@f,’fﬁo
H2 @ E2% = Hw¥ OCBF & w i %o

H3: k=  OCB ¥ lfé%’”ﬁ o B TR o
H4 @ EX = OCB &B ¥ o& 1 ivf w55
Fiﬁ‘xpai&KZﬁOCBﬁ’fgzl Tf fmeng 2 o
H5 @ B3k 1 AP AR AEOCBE L vl FRE S B&EE: o
Aichidft A RGFP - OCB &1 (T fmeht »
"SR Z R aaid AR g MpE > OCB

‘uu
-\

" g A

TR el v B kg AL o

g
N

—\

pios

7L

.
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V3

ta/;:a_’/gﬂi-}-b, _‘/n'-ﬁi

AT 3 AT g AR ] 3-2 0 4oFT T R AL AR T ALK B
%ﬂ%£$~A?%Eﬁ%ﬁﬁ%éﬁa%%ﬁ%ﬁwwéﬁgﬁg,,
|2 EEHFEE TR R RB RPN hm e )

J'J-"Jﬁfip%%? o ¥ k’iﬁ %’?Iifx 3 tmis o A 3/;5?:’1552%"'%‘]5’1%%0

(=
b
!
A
Y
T

SRR ?%%ﬁiﬁi@ﬁﬁﬁéﬁ°i%ipfiﬂ'

1
Fre8pgfents REREFTRIEEL I NTHRBEINT T F

T3 XM A2 > £ Surneycake AP R E B AR LT
ARG T HE O NEEREFE R o d A R FEHEY A
FRET RGN TP EE L A EATR 2 A R R IRhen gk
RERBEARAREFSR Y ARS P EP RS LED » ¥ 24 9t
BFRETEERFALZY P 8T REBFTERE - LSRR
200033 30p 345 170 » 58 =B L wic 1555
FRRE L I33 5 AR L 154 derp R 2
BT - iﬁ—%z (Glde? B2 2 PEHE 3 NBE X ) 5 2l
L1235 c I ZSARMEE > B ST HERIT256 (5 2 o K
Ty B2 FALL JASP 0.122.0 k¥ AT 2 BB E Bk 0 LA R
SPSS 23.0 ~ SPSS PROCESS ¥2 AMOS 23.0 % :i& {7 s34 45 > thZh A 57
T2 BEXE LB - BLEERSH T RN ARFTTERE FEFIHL S
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B 3-2 7 5 i A2
25



N R )

AR AR B GER L R B TB 3 OCB B % 3w
(workplace friendship ) #2 1 i¥ § j= (workload) 2. ¥ e® £ »c%k > &
Fi AP ARDE MABPETE 8 OCB 1 iFf jmebl (% o 287
TR SR EHE TR A AL AR RS G Ey‘ﬁf'gfﬁ °
RBELEEFTHT P RORTRAFLTRS JHFLE » £ 8
i PRArE T 4T\i.1 B (Tzeng,2002 ) F]p* » A B ¥ #-%
WEL A EFT IR A CRRE o ST RIFHCER 0 FlA
BREZ LEEHHRERP AT LD e L8 BRI R

L BFERFBB B AT ¢ R AR L 5 R

(s A g s Lo

()E#: 5k L R AL 25K (F )T ~26 &30 & ~ 31 k-
35 F ~ 36 40 B ~ 41 R-45 & ~ 46-50 F ~ 51-55 F ~ 56 gru b oo

(I)RTAR: FYBZIUT B A8 (3L

(F)EF T bl FRRAIRBET AN KE- & (§) Al
]l #~3 & RF3E~5F - RESE~I0F ~RLFLI0E~15# 15
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BRI E



CRIRG RER SR 31T SR

72 RBEE 4 ’%l i* g 4= (workload )
Bhz 0 BRipRAY REC A AT R ERYE B ARY
7u11§%oé*ﬁ%%@?éﬁmﬁi’%ﬁ?ﬁ?éﬁé’

LR AR TR YL E R 3l 2

2015) -

APy TR EEL LA ELE P AR -FRAERe B
%ﬁ‘ﬁéoﬂw’ﬂﬁﬁﬁiﬁ&ﬁgﬁgﬁﬁﬂ'
iAo E L2 B aip bl Tz Wk - Fla o &
mfﬁﬁﬁiﬁkié%ﬂﬁﬁﬁ,wgﬁﬁuﬁﬁipzip;pﬁ
fo& - M A AP R LA REELAEF 0 AR L K

ﬁiﬁ@@ﬁ%ﬁ’w%iﬁﬁw%ﬁrlﬁﬁﬁiayﬁﬁﬁﬂ#%

r%ﬁi

FPAdpPAREL -7 A TeRaFLE4 ) p %A "TBI%
FER A MR PR R IR A BTN GBLTE o fia £

20K IEF A kg X RFF AT ELT - RIETE(E

SR B AR 2006) -
N B%k ¥ % 32 (workplace friendship )

fir2 B H % 25 (workplace friendship) h& 4 - 3F % T4 ¥ $ * Nielsen ~
Jex & Adams (2000) #v% & 2. B EE 4 (Mao,2006) > ¢* & % & 3

%z -k % (Nielsenetal., 2000 ) o Fp %—ﬁ (B 0 2011) &R R
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B BB RS (workplace friendship ) ¥2 OCB 2_ B % 5 7 1
HMSI PR A R L2286 Halms 073 AT HEY L

2P b)) T A I WEIHmPBENDRE S Q) AT e s
FEERETE MfEARFE  F o7 8% 12K 5 F w48 "7 305

ALFl A - FED AP AT v ded 320 F* Likert T Bh3b A 3t
A ;Lﬁ;’x}1;.%:1\711‘;%:2\%5&:3‘p;.%:4\;t,~¢p;.~&: )

( 5

A&,ﬁ@ﬂ'l%ﬁ;‘zﬁlﬁw— AR A BAAF A TR 1B
AEAAF ML 124 0B i 07810 AR

B2 BRSPS RAE o

WETHRBERFEAEFRELY S 10 42 T2 f FE M 03
(0.235) - 1345 Hair ~ Black ~ Babin ~ Anderson & Tatham (2006) #F
BMDP 3t #5048 2 2 g cnS % > & 0.05 hig ¥ -k & ()2 0.80 chie %
4 (Power)2. © > TBE¥ | F|& | im BAUHEE > H 035 0% R AT
TR B R MRS 250 FPLEFR A EE KT 03 0% 10388 B
Foodta AP H R R AR AATRIRE A 0 PIAET L E A HAE
AT AR LS T8I AHERER L 5 4910250 B 5 0.781¢
PIREIS 2 @ s 4475 AR EE S 40680 A HEEREES
527315 o {3 0.814 F &fh % L4215 TR G IR & § ruenfa
R N A b SR R S
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% 32 B%U%

2
=

e e S - P N

[

W AR

2

>‘L

Wl 5 i8¢ 2

W2 A7 etk T L & 07 0 23R AT

Wwf3
W4 esig
Wf5 A5
W16 IR E LR

F_‘-
-
i

23 o et
f

B e

w7

2
W18 g a1 w84
WO A ha EpF s i

WEI0 244 @ % 384 ¢

Wfl11l st i, Rb

WFl2 #7235 1 et

REFEE o

i L

ey
|

T el

—=

o G Efrd s pEFTI o

%A o

Hr = 225

o PR AR SN R
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= ~ g {7 5 (organizational citizenship behavior )

* 7 78 OCB & # # Bachrach (2007) % % %4 i3 %‘f’—g
( Podsakoff & MacKenzie, 1997 ) & % o p* £ & £ 5 2%

Bachrach (2007) £ A B* %€ 4 )R AP L 2 304> 2 a & :
0.7 A3 &4 300 Gldo(l) T4o% 5 B 1 e 55372 + > S0 g
5§ QT AR S E R § e B E o ded 3

3ok % Likert 7 g3t o 234 (24 2 R L =12 F R =2 %@ =3~

—\\

FR=4 224 FR=5) ~ocf R4 7320 1 OCB chizi f 4> ¥
AR FET%E L OCB g4 > A £3- 1040 >0 ® 5 08850 A7 4t £
ELFAFEDLREF RO R

233820 FL AL EHIAP F

o ARH  HEPF
K OCBl  4r% 3 Fizen1 (F§372 F > AN € 55 Fes o
2

OCB2 A i@ Epend @ L F &%

i L i E o

%

OCB3 #EfpenH e SR RALA - RePphig > Mg 34 27 o
A~ OCB4 ¢34 @wa@@ipenie 84
OCB5 AR fEp@4"f o1 f9 @I enp JLITRp -

[
N OCB6 At FABEIIMERE Rt Do §RDIIE P

OCB7 A BKE & =« B FHMFaprig » A gL ;j:flﬁéo
& OCB8 3 ¢ $H4rir 45 < BIff o o 48 a3k
OCBY MR #Ep e LW PAIKENGG Zohpi > TRgae

1A % o

OCBIO ¢ 3-#c WP} § 3k & it 57

W—
@
Y
B
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~ 1 % § = (workload)

Jui

1 % f j7 (workload) i & #f 341 1Tz f Ak -2 H 4+ J
BAEGESZ > Rihe BWAEML R doplE R 1 A1 (TR
X Y R oM S AR 14 ap 4t (Astrand & Rodahl,
1986) Flim ¥ M H|$TR 1 en1 (Ff mE FAREA TG fr e o @ A
TPLIFf Al - TFRP RZRAE AT AP AT A
1?iﬁﬁmﬂﬁkiﬁjﬂ%yEV&%#ﬁuﬁﬁﬁﬁﬁé’&Hrﬁﬂﬁl
FEZENEPEREY L84 | 22 BS 3ERRLF w4l T A5 (737

~.

/T o ATY F BRI ITE FE ﬁﬁii%ilu%i@%r
FURA > kplE B2 30 f f7 (workload) o Fla 2 g £ 58 £
FE s BREY (2002) ¥l e (Ff R A2 RAEEP o £ % Likert 7
Bt e (2¥ 2R E=1-72FZ=2 - =3 -FF=422%

=5) Al MR EFHE I FLFORAGHN TALF A
RIS RALR AL 8 o BES 0814 ATt E L
EFARFHEDEREZE Z RPN R

#3431 Ff FEA2ZKF SHAPNF

o A5 AP R
a1 WLOI R TE R ol o
WLO2 N1 (FiF = o
i WLO3 A1 iva §iEE o
i WLO4 ALt R4y en

WLO5 Aehl F g g
= WLO6  svena (24 = g o

WLO7 A g A4 3 eI o

WLOS N1 (FiR4Lfd4 o
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2 ~ 3 #5144 £ (Proactive Personality )

3 #4244 2 (Proactive Personality ) & B2 5 1 & {7 § chgF B -
TR FH P IRTRB T A A g TR B - fA4E T v cd 2 (Bateman & Crant,
1993)> % € FIFHILA @ Al eht RIEF o leamd > AL R
LA e B4Rt 0 A B 4 5 (Proactive Personality) 7 L X%B
kSl G w3 Aid

FIEE > Em EBERE I T, 2L BHP AR
iﬁ“@"ﬁr&%“&ﬁ?‘h g

mn —~

NSV ERE S T I

W

4 #5444 #2 (Proactive Personality ) 2. & % 5 5kJ=h] ~ 4B~ 3

i (2016) % % %% Bateman & Crant(1993)en& 4 > w2 & & %
F fod to¥ (2009) #rfsiding & R B 3T o RiRA] (2016) % 4
BEHREEALGHE R L3120 w2223 05 2k & v a5 E 5] 89.2%:

"

Faehp - Kiba @y 0820 Flpt > AATF % EIEM] (2016) % 4
AR ARE L - £ 1THEM B S 4L F o “ARL e
Ful A kBhn- Brond %/1 0% dodk 3-50 02 Likert 7 8-% B [ 25
FARL=1 -2 FL=2 FE=3 -FL=4-2FFL=5] FEL
HFAREHIS A ek o 2 aES 089

HHEMFIEAPTEFRE LAY R 128 F 1432 FF R M
0.3(0.219 ~ 0.008) © i 45 Hair (2006) % 4 #f 2 57 BMDP 3 g % % o
A 0.05 (B F kB ()% 0.80 etk T4 (Power) 2 * > B ¥ | F]& §
R R B 035 0T & f R TR & ehbo] R Adc s 250 0 TR k-
Fl LR M 0.3 % 120 [4ZR %% o 8@ R R LTI A 47 kR
WA PIRED 2R A PAES 6163 2REE R 36254 A
EERRE L 52504 0 @5 0781 « PlAEfs 2 FHcE 5 6.110; 28 %
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$ELA0737; R AL LS 568505 o i 5 0.893 0 W hp | 12
% 1452 "TRFIERED EF oAb A 27 F 0 B
L2 &

235 1A R A2 R LA R
o L AN

POSpl 1\{1\_"%’{ J J )f@é__l:ﬂﬁ’g_c‘ y I\ g f_’-_ CE %ﬁ]——ﬁﬁé °
Posp2 AR R KRR S E o
Posp3 -3 AFP I FeniFES N o

puu|

§.  Pospd A g EARA G DDA AR
Posp5 AT EPR IR o
2 Posp6 Aok Apts- BELEE 2 G E e Hiers Mm A3 AR

Posp7 Agrk fpin R 2F > 3 F S e fk*fsgéféio
f  Posp8  FAFIp L BEFRE RAREE -
Posp9 AR T AFH T ER p e i B HF o
Pospl0 A% X 5UPREE ¢ afedrd K eh4k o
Pospll 3% 2 5% 4 2648 ¢ F 45w o
Pospl2 Mg odFp e chfi2 » T B A K o
Pospl3 st aiwt His X { B3R - BAFep g o
Pospl4

4

Vi F Mt N A KB4 BATR X/ 0F o

Pospl5 PRI L FH e o

Pospl6 @3k fevi » AR fa b KM E chig < 4
3

fl];ﬁéliﬂmi#»i\g LT o

s

Pospl7

P
E\ “\
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FI & TR

AP A R R % 1+ %] % 4 #7 (Confirmatory factor
analysis) » "1 AMOS p| & #- 2] ¥e 2% H if fie & 5 12 5t ok SPSS23 g fF
gt St s AR X PR R frfﬁ”' » 113 JASPO0.12.2.0 v #3070 & st o

v}’-’r o Hig # m“"""’ ;z: A,\_iil-ﬁ\:"—r .

- ~ gt st 4 47 (Descriptive statistics analysis)

7% 1+ %] % 4 7 (Confirmatory Factor Analysis, CFA)
(- )~ 5 B # #7(Reliability analysis)

[ &#ﬁfﬁfﬁ%% - REET R M o B %L % a>0.7 R
FERERE o BARB P LT PR RMEARG o

(=) ~ 2T & % $7(Validity analysis)

ko AdpeFHR R AT B o W CFA SR R & 4 DRl

B o CFA g5k € 8- 43 T e & & (convergent validity) | &7 T % W) »c B
(discriminant validity) ;o 2| %] jcar»c & » L & FFE BLE R E AL ¥ 2
F en%)% f j7 £ (Factor loading)®_F <3 0.7 %3 0.7 &7 4 & 5 »c &

BERA3060; THEFREREET X050 26 | WA 5 J0IE 0T

ﬁﬁﬁi@’ﬂﬁ&ﬁ%ﬁw%&%@ofi%ﬁﬁﬁié%ﬂﬁ%

2

F

BT {98 40 W e LM Gl RIS TR SR
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(Raykov, 2011) »

Z ~ X k22 % R ¥ % (Common Method Variance, CMV)
FrETOFROLE - FRREIRE TR AL AR
RACMV) g1 FR S B4R > BT HEe BFRARE
MELEEFE S RRKA o AT Y Harman ¥ Fl#c> 2 4 47 H AT
REIFE(THe S 0 27 * Podsakoff ~ MacKenzie ~ Lee & Podsakoff (2003 )
e e d e CMV %8R 302 — XA P % iRl 32
(Controlling for theeffects of an unmeasured latent methods factor) » BLP| 3
T R B ERIE CMV st A fesg R 27 R4 i@ A HA F 0 FiR

s IR AP T FE N2 (B hi Fo

|

e

=~ AP B4 AT

v Person #f Z AP B A 17 5ES S B2 B end fARRARR 2 B 1 o

(%]

* i jF 4 17 (Regression analysis)

W EFA TR A B R B R B o ﬁffw&— FREce Y - BRE
SRR AT R i §F 4 7 (Hierarchical regression) ;> #% i# Baron
& Kenny (1986 ) #-Fr 4| %78 ~ o % %38 (BB )~ ¢ 4 %8 (JRE L)
FHERE (FRE) B R REFL

R S B3

AFTE % R % Hayes (2013) PROCESS st3- 4 47 5ch ¥ % 4 & HiE
o kB P AR (ERANFEL ) RARBF -1 I 2T
oAk EE S 8- i % AE 2 (Bootstrap)ig 7 ¢ A vtk B

gk 2 B sk 2 B REFELTE w2 ¢ 7 02 pvalue -] 0.05 >
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O 3+ = — A=
"o B B F Y ok o
R Lk 3

i s 2 » 2

AF* % i@ * Hayes (2013) e7PROCESS %tz A~ 474048 ¢ % | B #-
X\ Ty Y ; |
o BB E R (LF ) sk OCB-1 iF f faen® it o
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YT R T EE

“\%—

FPrIHEDLFTZ O NMEFEEAH1E /”\*’?""fﬁgﬁl‘?%ﬂﬁﬁ?é
AT IR RIE 2 W B > R ¢ A EAERIT DT o AR LS
TH BB LSRR HREEFIEAT £ R R R AT
A AT B PR R 3 R A AT E S AT Y BK o

A3 R B # Surneycake A B L E M AR K gt o B B 2
o R L T R T PR R AT R A AT
B B E o %ﬂ#ﬂ?ﬁz Gay (1992) #7it » sxif M3t 2 57 1 2k &
I AR AR F10% 0 B2 FEMERC) 0 PR Rk A HciE R 3
BzprArtgzaA2r 20%- 4 )’Ikz‘?—\ﬁ » B fo P ’éfﬁiféﬁ gt ) 5 1:5
(Gorsuch, 1983 ) A= 5 e & » £ $JEI0 5 474 o Flpt > AF7 %
2S5 R E o TR EF BT v jgn® 74 i IR ER
plo FIP T A N T FH A FREARET AL AL WwRFF 5 109
#37230p2109 #47 17p> ZH23FemMFIRPETITISS &
B AT T ANEE G A AN (TR AR Tt dsl A B Ay

Al
BB EARL AR S o BIAR B X G 2wy 133 5 o AR X pE

ff\ %ﬂ.} FI\:E % ’f‘-"f"i« j\ F’\:E ’5 ’

32 190 i > w T 154 > o 'ﬁ 3w T 123 > 0 w T 64.20% o 3% 3x 345
3 AT T 256 0 F o de S 74.20% 0 3 iE T

IS R TR R L E S

AT W AT B L3345 600 kR B K3 256 o ik dpd 4-1 B
oo iR Bles E R i 62.9% 0 T ik 38.1%  E A E )
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726 R~30 etk A b o £ 55 A fhHE A 5] 21.5% 0 H = §_25 K&
()10 > £ 39 A AL 5] 152% B~ 5 46 ki ~50 & » £
ATEER AL B 5.9%; KT ARR A F L LA B LS ek 126 A bk A
B 49.2% s Bt R A S B 0 £ 35 A GEfR A 5] 13.7% -

ﬁ%;—é T e B ﬁ—kflﬁ,%‘« Tt oAl E~3 Eaf A o
263 A GhtR AW 5)24.6%H =X F_15F 12 b o2 4T A fh R A 3] 18.4%-
B R A SATIE 3 E ~S5 E 0K 33 A GRR A B 12.9%; B ILE A T F o
ﬁﬂ&;a*}},‘f‘lﬂ'/ﬁﬁ-’f— 74 A B A ) 28.9% o @ 2 ?I‘*’ —"zﬁv\y’ + 182
L fh A R 5 71.1% o

AFELSF > UEHE SFHE R AR S 0 2 60 A B A

5] 23.4% o 1}{7'\“?51%% o2 104 B AY 5 3.9%-
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Ll 37 % SRS S ForE ARG RAEE A%
R 7 95 37.1 37.1
L 161 62.9 100
Eds 25K (FomT 39 15.2 15.2
26 Fi~30 f 55 21.5 36.7
31 fi~35 f 27 10.5 473
36 & ~40 f 31 12.1 59.4
41 fa ~45 26 10.2 69.5
46 f~50 # 15 5.9 75.4
51 f~55 f 34 133 88.7
56 12t 29 113 100
¥F  ®°®m(z)nT 38 14.8 14.8
N 35 13.7 28.5
+ g 126 49.2 77.7
FErer(g)mt 57 223 100
BB A 74 28.9 28.9
% 182 71.1 100
£ 5 Aiv- & (%) 40 15.6 15.6
ZE1E~3E 63 24.6 40.2
RE3IE~5E 33 12.9 53.1
ZESE~10E 37 14.5 67.6
AZi 10 #~15 & 36 14.1 81.6
15 & 11 ¢ 47 18.4 100
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o 4-1 A2 F £ (5)

%8 <) F vtk Ak FoxE A RAEE A%
bpintg ¥ 15 5.9 21.9
R R 26 10.2 32.0
Bk pRGE ¥ 31 12.1 44.1
il BB E 17 6.6 50.8
Eiez >3 HE = 60 23.4 74.2
Fhtrd & 10 3.9 78.1
H @ 56 21.9 100

L0 N=256
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g AL FE AT

s
Iy

-~ BAR AT

AR che i % B 538 (workplace friendship ) ~ OCB (organizational
citizenship behavior ) ~ 1 ¥ § j= (workload ) ~ i # 4+ 4 $ ( proactive
personality ) » % BRI c4E7E » B F] & f im B BB, A 3MA % X
WO0S5e & B AhEAAy HiEfFa 4 o

¥ ¢t > 1335 Fornell & Larcker (1981) #:&X 2 & G R EE <37 0.6
THRREZPFFEELE X050 £ 3 G RERITR - 53 H 404 42CR
# % AVE i % ’B%%i >3 CR & 5 0.81;0CB e9CR &5 0.89; 31 %
MAFGSCRES 0.89;1 iFf menCRIE S 0.81 0 % & <30 0.6 a7k
& o ﬁB’FU = AVE % 0.35;0CB e7 AVE & 52 045; 12 %M L $.en
AVE & 5 037;1 i f ;=9 AVE & 7 0.38 - &E”*?Jz % AVE # & &
Fw 05001 FAVE BEEB050F o A7 FE AR R AR
*“07'1P’jﬂﬁiﬁp‘}'m’awmf&’7’ "2 AVE % ** 0.36 ™+ 5
i % 2. 1% (Fornell & Larcker, 1981 ) o F]pt » 257 7 S #Hc& £ 3+ 0.5
iRz B LHrh AR B AT RS GFER o mr FEA LG R
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2428 LR TOPP EE B A

% 1o 35 I CR#%& AEVE af
Fli | wE
Wl 0.594
W2 0.549
Wi3 0.480
W4 0.502
Wf5 0.807
- WIS 0.448 0.85 0.35 0.814
i 0.786
W3 0.692
W19 0.530
Wf10 ;
Wfll 0.612
WfI2 0.356
OCBI 0.686
OCB2 0.744
OCB3 0.712
OCB4 0.517
OCB OCBS 0.754 0.89 0.45 0.885
OCB6 0.635
OCB7 0.768
OCBS 0.689
OCB9 0.521
OCB10 0.641
WLOI 0.371
WLO2 0.743
WLO3 0.588
1 E R WLO4 0.510 0.78 0.35 0.814
WLOS 0.676
WLOG6 0.836
WLO7 0.606
WLOS 0.462
POSPI1 0.568
POSP2 0.724
POSP3 0.595
POSP4 0.633
POSP5 0.733
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420 LR R2 THRREEEL

FEHe AR PRI CRi& AEViE aif

POSP6 0.623
POSP7 0.546
awE s POSPS 0.436 0.90 0.37 0.893

POSP9 0.588
POSP10 0.607
POSP11 0.383
POSP12 -

POSP13 0.594
POSP14 -

POSP15 0689.
POSP16 0.654
POSP17 0.604

- ~ iﬁ ﬁja )i /40\ ’]i“’r
(- )~ B3 %35 (workplace friendship )

d BpaiE® & CFA % 37 > B A A iR R854
FREFARE > Py EREE SRR BRIE R g e g o chi-
square=176.442 ~ DF=44 -~ GFI=0.99 ~ SRMR=0.068 ~ RMSEA=0.1 -~
AGFI=0.867 ~ NFI=0.815 ~ CFI=0.853; pr & % ’fﬁi SR ARE 0 LA IR D
LT 0 BRI FIA f BB ILT 4RALE 0.4(036) 0 4 384
F 05 5 p<0.000 7 E A F o &gy Hair (2006) F A g2 > 1
0.4 {JP B 230 0.6 1 AF 0 e BFRS R ALMFEREFF > T T
SR N F DI LS AV UL AR HZELA LT R
a4 > TS A wEL L B A o {95 Hair (2006) % 4 dud 3k
L /!ET;'E_ TP RED 050 chFHE, A AVE T P& 0.50% »

JI}’ 28025 5358 18 (7 B3 % 25 (workplace friendship) 2.1 4 CR &
5 0.874; L3 AVE &5 035 82 A <3 050 et > e L 5|27 F
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EFREF%e AVE &7 & 035 77 5 &< 2 #F (Fornell & Larcker,
1981) > #B S mE £ & F Jconk o

VVF1 '35-—@

W2 m-—@

5 Wi3 '234——@
5 W4 .25
L W5 ha-n—@
S isE = = Wi -
;99 WF7 '62-1—@
_ WS .48
VY9 .28

W1 ETq—@

WF12 .h--—@

B 4-1 B - iE 1§ ﬁc
(=) ~ OCB (organizational citizenship behavior )

d OCB £ # &7 CFA e %87 > B if fetliE e i i %1% f 7
PEFLg R EREE SRR REES DGR chi-
square=120.191 ~ DF=35 ~ GFI=0.994 ~ SRMR=0.049 ~ RMSEA=0.098 -~
AGFI=0.855 ~ NFI=0.893 ~ CFI=0.921 - p ’L‘Jr_é,;ﬁmlﬁ fe R > BLERIE D
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BRI A H OCB £ 2 4.3 fafi 4 ch> ) OCBE 424 A& -

B w4 BRI AT LFAE e 0 AVE B4 036 77 1L 2 g

B (Fornell & Larcker, 1981) > % OCB £ % & } 24 chjz e o

=

CBH

()]

—

3 OCBH

|

OCBH

-

2 OCBH

HEBNRETA 64
17 QCBH

£ :
OCBH

(=]

O O
O
(us)]
T
2l IS =il VY el Y Rod ) Lied (0] Gl SR

r
[T

=

OCBH

'w! 'h!
—)

o
Q)
o
T
w

i

B 4-2 5227 5 el
(=)~ 2 f®f j= (workload)

d 1 g R £ CFA thi % 7 o f fe il chil 8 W B4 § 7

BEARRA G 2T AR B 050 e o0 chi-square=49.501
47
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DF=20~ GFI=0.99 ~ SRMR=0.043 ~RMSEA=0.076 ~ AGFI=0.915~NFI=0.919~

CFI=0.950; P g i fefe R BB %I 4ol - BB T4 f F &

B A 393 0.4(0.37) 0 e X WA W E 0,
0.

()}

P E o p<0.000F EEY
% 4% Hair (2006) 73 > 1% 0.4 .3 B> <32 0.6 4 £33 e 2 5
PR A AR B FE o TR R R doT ¢ AT R

FI AR T F R A g R h TP T REAL G R R

1245 Hair (2006) % 4 cfuzsk > B 53 FE 3 5 & 050 7~
»

I~

CR & 5 0.78;

AVE &3 £ 3£0.50%(0.25) S B e W1 v f F2 4

T AVE 85 0.35 0 BEA 30 050 iR - 4 B AT LFHE

2% »AVE B3 & 035 7+ 5 &< 2 # [ (Fornell & Larcker, 1981)

Y1 fE g ER L R -

I._\
~

QOO

WLO1
55

WLO2

WLO3
.26

A9
51 WLO4
TEET 68 46
WLO5

.84
.70

WLO6
37

WLO7
2

WLO8

2

—

B 4-3 1 1% f jzif fie B
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(m)~ L # A (proactive personality )

Ad A REAEFT CFA g % o 0 i fei b iR B0 514
FREFLRE TG ER LBk R £ RS S fe & o chi-
square=249.554 ~ DF=90 ~ GFI=0.98 + SRMR=0.064 -+ RMSEA=0.094 -
AGFI=0.821 » NFI=0.804 + CFI=0.853; A fo. i fefe ik & 4278 (LB %
)R i F1 & f B 82K 19iF 0.4(0.38) 0 it p < 0.000 § EEF o i
¥5 Hair (2006) % A ehzi% > (43 0.4 —se;,s B0 A3 0.6 £F o
TERLEARNBRETE > @I LR R F A o e EF
Re AT GBARAAREAFIBPAREL LG 2N 4 Do T
AFPARDELLF GRD P HEFAIREAR2HEL CRES
0.90;AVE & 5 037 B2 A + »% 0.50 chik i e ¥ § |27 7 EFHF %
% > AVE B % > 0.35 7 5 3% 2 4§ (Fornell & Larcker, 1981)» %

Dbt AR ARG U R -
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he

&

o
b

2]
o

o
%

.82
b5

[l
]
E.‘”
(=]

L)

%
HOOEEEEE

EEhtE A FE 44
5B
81

%

[}
s .
-
-]
= =
i ]
=l n

PEROOOO®

.
i
m

i
o

=
o

Posp15

=
w

Pospi16

]
1

Pospi¥

Bl 4-4 2 614 % $2if fe R
(1)~ RT3 e

BRI iE fe = w0 chi-square=1789.375 ~ DF=896 ~ GFI=0.964 -
RMR=0.048 - RMSEA=0.063 ~ AGFI=0.717 ~ IFI=0.810 ~ CFI=0.807 -

Z¥tigme & > Schreiber ~ Nora ~ Stage ~ Barlow & King (2006 ) ip

2 F % EF, P H 4945 Bagozzi & Yi (1988) i 2 4frH A d B2
B R R B3 s o AT 2 ES 19970 .5 2
¥ if fie o Schreiber (2006 ) & 4 a‘Fl 41 RMR 4% | 4%4+ - AGFI g7 R T =
AR E > <3 0.60 —?{?}t#&é WEEA] > AFF 28BS 0717 4R

» 2B HCE] o RMSEA 5 vt i ficst &8 & {o 03¢ e 4 §E > Browne & Cudeck

(1992) 305 Mt EEA A3 0.05 27 e B 24 ~0.05 3 0.08 &
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i AR B W i~ 0.08 F| 0.10 FiE AR 0 & 010 RE e R
Ao AL 2 HiE ]2 0080 SRRV @ o

%3 @ 1§ fie & © Joreskog & Sorbom (1984 ) 3 g » CFI 0.9 12+ &
TR CFLART | A& i feRAsid > A&il e ¥ L Phenfe it o AF
2. HE <308 kR 09 0 F o AT ALY S IR gl o

s~®
5+®

&)
G®

®
5®
i®

\ # =
fii

® B

:Flj

ol O

¥ |

{10, :

C (%) (%) (%]
m m m m
o L L L

AT EIEIE

S

11

2

12

ool o
HH
I|lT

.I .I
T q E

H®

= .n Tos
B9 B4 B0 56 -

lllll

wio1| |wioz| [wios| |wios| |wios| |wioe| [wio7| [wios|

86666666 \=

B 4-5 £ %8 B0 5 e )

:
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preh e ST P At RIE R DB ARIER L RRTR 0 BT
JASP Factor Covariances #p b & 17 > 4o £ (4-3) > Bg 7 B g7 ot 2.
M GERDOEERT Y67 1 AARAFASIPH 0 Lk R
g P RAF M 5 0215~0.701 > @ M3 085 FF BFLFARET L
7 % W22 A& (Torkzadeh, Koufteros, & Pflughoeft, 2003 ; & i# % > 2011 ) -

#. 4-3 Factor Covariances #p i 4 45

Parameter Estimate 95% 1% ¥ & P
Lower Upper

WF<OCB 0.677 0.593 0.761 .001
WF<POSP 0.535 0.431 0.639 .001
WF—=WLO 0.215 0.079 0.352 .002
OCB~POSP 0.701 0.624 0.778 .001
OCB<WLO 0.254 0.122 0.386 .001
POSP—~WLO 0.348 0.223 0.473 .001

L 1:WFoOCB ;B3 %5587 OCB 2 #31 % % ©

L 2:WFoPOSP 3 B s g i o 4 2 %98 % 4

L 3:WFOWLO A B 43a 1 iFf m2 $0 % 5 o

32 4:0CB—POSP % OCB & 3 #44 X $22 $38 % 4] o

X 5:0CBWLO 5 OCB & 1 iT§ f72. 3 % 4 °

32 6:POSP—WLO 2 A d A 81 i f 2. B30 %W o
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KFEE R ALY L BT

'ri&’}f%\_l

g dr ) & Alfeg Ripihg e

(B335~ CCB ~ 1 #

Fl& AN o dod 4-

40 B%MT 4 FF A S AR
B 44 AL PR R A ot B
ﬁf_‘ b X2 df x2/df AIC RMSEA  GFI CFI NNFI IFI
1w l’ﬂ-l% eml] 1796.393 896.000 2.004 22255.967 0.063 0.964 0.807 0.796 0.809
2= G‘]—% ) 2296.537 899.000 2.55 22750.112 0.078 0.943 0.701 0.685 0.704
3= l’ﬂ—% mil] 2107.480 899.000 2.344 22561.055 0.072 0.951 0.741 0.728 0.744
4 = 7] —% -4 2043.108 899.000 2.272 22496.682 0.071 0.953 0.755 0.742 0.757
5= l’ﬂ—% mil] 2475.826 901.000 2.747 22925.400 0.083 0.938 0.663 0.646 0.666
- —% -4 2615.426 901.000 2.902 23065.000 0.086 0.936 0.633 0.614 0.636
- l’ﬂ—% mil] 2708.802 901.000 3.006 23158.377 0.089 0.930 0.613 0.593 0.616
8 — lﬂ—% -4 3081.163 1034.000 2.980 26265.806 0.088 0.920 0.569 0.549 0.573
il FAHAIZ AR A WA RS A OCB Ad b A 1P 7 5 - Fl& o
22 FEEAZ AR GRS AE S AFBARES - FF, OCB- 1 /8 f W& #E 5 - FF -

ZHFHAZ A EHHE A 1 Ff s 5 - FlF, OCB -~ 4 fs 4
ZFEHAZ A BT R
3 FE A AN

= FE A A izﬁk*%iéi‘lf?ﬁﬁééfi‘%* A,

= RS

FoAd B ARE G-
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FZE ERIZRERPR

AR Y A & B 5w (workplace friendship ) $+ 1 1% f j7 (workload )
2FHE BT iE- HEFER I ¥ OCB % 1 1% § j= (workload ) sk J o
HIfFE T2k ARA G TEER o FPt > 473 %Jﬁﬁ?iﬁ‘lﬁ‘ﬁw
sﬁﬁg_ bl - FRSLARE S - Z@LH- X2FARAT

=2 % 2% (common method variance ) o ]yt » &% Podsakoff
& Organ (1986) wuEik » # * Harman’s ¥ Fl#icis T2 Rp3E - - 2 2
Bty SR P PR R TR A 47 0 AT g2 -
& (general) Fliic » PIA VT HP X > 2R B3 02 ] - 2% %

M AR E e BFF 0 LR 64393% % EE o md &
- FEAREORRE L EL 24388% 9 F - k8 7 B HR4AEA(2006)
EAFT R - FEBEORRE R RSN S50%F TSRS RS
REE PR AP T IER 2R BRI H57 ¢ FljkE o
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& AP R A 7

LYEEY mﬁ%ﬁﬁqummﬁiw%’%%ﬁﬁﬂ%ﬁ(ﬁiig
PEEB B ERFFETCAE) 2P R (BELE-
OCB -~ 1 IFE/{F CAB AR 2 Beandp M lic s o & 425 1ot
e P AR OERT o P AL o T EHBEF A EA T 0 B3 A
T o p B2 BH-% cw (workplace friendship) % f 4p B (r=-0.133, p

A
f

o i_t_

<0.05) > Bm &G FIEBE 0 A RS B SGEaER g 1S o

-

OCB A% » AiMu i et dar k4 OCB 5k BILG #TH e o
s 924 & OCB snBE R &I f 4p B (r=-0.162, p <0.05) > #7 1%
W ¥ Fiﬁ‘ﬁ ¥ E IR OCB ehfz i f Mo 1 £F 5 F LB =2 OCB
% f AP M (r=-0.266,p<0.01) > &7 & F F L& iiﬁ » ¥ E I OCB 9
FEAM -HidpEiRa s  FIAFEZFRE

(proactive personality ) % £ 4p M (r=-0.165,p <0.01) > &1 & & Ll

G R K e 4
H ‘iﬂ‘*?félﬁaiﬁé'ﬁﬁ’lﬁiiq Moo BI1hl T Foriditl

(proactlve personahty ) #B % (I' =-0.146 ,P< 0. 05) &‘F' (a2 S AR
P
= F e _’é;['v ’H’.ﬁi& ,é\.} f,‘
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3. 4-5 st St 2 A BE licerd 4

-~

2 SRk S 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

1. 4w 1.63 0.484

RER 4.08 2.387 113

3.8 2.79 0.955 -.145 - 388Kk

4. § B 1.71 0.454 .188** S258*%%k L [23%

5. & F 3.42 1.752 .008 669%*% S228KHK L D5Dwkk

6. A % 4.83 2.443 075 048 010 -.063 .002

7. B 4w 3.34 0.691 -.048 073 078 L igan 046 -.023(.81)

8.0CB 3.90 0.555 - 162%% 023 .006 -266%F% 011 -.028 279%%%(.89)

9, adf A 375 0.586 -.047 -.062 047 - 165%* -.146%* 016 249% % 543%%%(89)

10. 1 15§ i 327 0.667 012 -.02 -.106 035 -.065 -.007 049 185%* 304%%%(81)
FLIN=256 %] PR G 1 A s 0 JRIFE T E SH P E (X p<.05; %k p<.01; %Kk p<.000 5 B ERCH AR LA o
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F A4S AiR R A GECE L A RARTERISIE Y AR TR
AL G R R ONA o B A (workplace friendship ) i fe 22 OCB
(organizational citizenship behavior )~ i #: {4+ % & ( proactive personality )
Rk > HApB AEc: 0279(p < 0.000) - 0.249(p < 0.000) ; OCB
(organizational citizenship behavior ) 2 2 #: {4+ % & (‘proactive personality ) ~
1 1% § j7 (workload) & & 4p B » H 4p B T8k 5 0.543(p <0.000) ~ 0.185(p
<0.01) ; A # 4+ £ $ (proactive personality ) £2 1 i% § j= (workload) %

& Ap B H A BE il s 0.304(p <0.000) ©
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“%%ﬁﬁﬁﬁ%%ﬁ%

Al 333

¥ I BR&E

2 BNl o A 4-6 PR S BT

B 3 % 72 ( workplace friendship ) - OCB( organizational citizenship behavior )~

1 7% j= (workload ) 22 i # 4 A #& (proactive personality ) % %78 2_ ¥

it F A 45 % o

3 4-6 1 K 1@ G A 47 4
% %I
OCB EtE =
M1 M2 M3 M4 M35 M6 M7
2 ik 241
eRs] - 117 -.110 -.029 -.027 -.006 -.021 -.022
# # -.010 -.018 -.016 -.024 -.020 -.021 .002
L 4 /ﬁ' -.064 -.089 -.136 -.143 -.125 -.125 -.116
B IL B =27 TH*E - 253 %%k -.002 .005 .054 .073 .098
# Fnﬁ -.101 -.093 -.085 -.083 -.065 -.016 -.032
PR
;‘%U%i e 252k .065 .016 -.017 -.020
OCB .195%* .046 .039
A A 206 322%%
OCB x i # %+ A37*
i
R2 .095 156 021 .025 .057 115 133
3 FR? 073 132 -.003 -.003 .026 .083 .097
AR? .095 .062 021 .00 .032 .059 018
F 4.336***  18.093*** 876 1.036 8.375%*  16.267***  4952%*
*p<.05 5 ** p<.0l; **p< 000 ; N=256 -
Bk - d & 4-6 P w ¥ {F oo B S e #(workplace friendship )

1 1% § j= (workload ) & & ¥ 2_Tpp

- REE A K

d % 4-6 1
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32 % (B=0.065, p>0.05) » F]p* » BK

Y S %

o0 B %3 (workplace



friendship ) ¥+ OCB £ 7 & ¥ i = 3¢ p[»< % ($=0.252,p <0.000) > F]p »
BRDEFLEF - BER=Zd £ 46 AT S57 50 OCB ¥ (7§ j7
(workload) & 7 B ¥ ¢nit w 7 R)2x % (8=0.195,p<0.01) > F]* » B&K =
ERAF BR e d & 46 7T &% 7 5 OCB % % &(workplace
friendship) 221 i § j= (workload) 2 B4iw® fichk d » ¥ 2 5 B ¥
L w FERPT % (B=0.195,p <0.01) » & AR 3% 38 (workplace friendship )
$#1 1% § j7 (workload) A 2 & ¥ (B=0.016)5 =27 /i - 57 L i&- H i
PP i vchk enis o ik dp Baron & Kenny (1986) crufzk » A8 7 & * 34
#i% (Bootstrap )it (7 B % 2 % B & 95%12 i % B 5 (0.0163,0.1070)
2E 300 F FhakFh k4797 o Ft o BRAEELE -

0479 AR BRRE R

Effect SE t » 95% 2 47 T ¥
Ak 2236 0774 0042  .0042 0712 3759
R Toa! ~.0029 0621  -.0468 9627 1252 1194
Effect SE Fi¥e 95%1 7 T
P b ok & 0501 0217 0163 .1070

3R & 5000 o

BB T P T A A 4-6 it - B %7 4vo 4e » OCB £ 2 # 4
A #t (proactive personality ) 2. & 3 ¥ * 38 & 5 it = B % &g ¥ ($=0.137,
p <0.05) > &1 2 # 4 4 £ (proactive personality) & OCB ¥ 1 i® § =
(workload) 2. FF 3 3 &k o iEd B H WHocdk (£ 48) idld
A #& (‘proactive personality )(M = 1SD)> %+ OCB £ 1 i® § j= (workload )
e gk T aigEen OCB 7 22 4 % 4 4 £ (proactive personality )
2. 3 8% t=1.9911-p=0.0476 <0.05-95% 13 #§ % ¥ /i %+ 0.0022 £ 0.3965

2R e 500 F MEFAERDPEE o TP BRI AP EFLE
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FrE&EiteRfd> i A (proactive personality ) ﬁ B
& ¢ 5% - OCB &1 % § j7 (workload ) 1 7% ; 4 #5444 & (proactive
Al

§ o ﬁ ¢ 351 OCB 221 i} j= (workload) & i% o

48 TR H Bk Bk R

I8 coeff SE t p 95% 1% ¥f %
i
OCB 3535 .0817 4.3251 .0000 1925 5145
AW HEAR .0198 .0856 2319 8168 -.1487 .1884
EI .1993 .1001 1.9911 .0476 .0022 .3965
I oX E A -8 Effect SE t p 95% 13 ¥ % &
M-1SD -.5858 -.0969 1078 -.8986 3697 -.3093 .1155
M+1SD  .5858 -.1366 .0995 1.3735 1708 -.0593 .3325
4.50
400 F
__________ o
350 F o--—---"""""""""
1 300 \
k3
g 250 |
o200 |
150 | D RS )
1.00 | [ SRR ER RS -
050 F
0.00 :
% %
COB



S o 2 LA ph ok ooy
I ¥ FWmEER

AEE R TR PR R SR LEA AT 2P S
e ArenR im0 1A BHEE RN AF T LE LU A KEL S %

duE ik o NPREARFTL MEY > o AF RSB o
o BRI

AR B eh 5 B % 35 (workplace friendship ) £ 1 % § j7
(workload ) =R % ; Bk B # (workplace friendship ) ¥2 OCB z_ & e
%;0CB & 1 1% { je(workload )2 B iR 1% ;OCB #5345 z&( workplace
friendship ) £2 1 i® § j= (workload ) 2 B eh? /2% ; 4 # A
(workplace friendship) # OCB £ 1 i* § j= (workload ) 2 ¥ 5733 &3

2,

L2517 BRESAEL
Py BK T g%
Bk - A EH L (TR L B Aoz
Bk = (BB AEH OCB 7 & w» B 1% Tt
B3k = :OCB $+1 1 f fo§ & o B (% o =
Bk w :OCB Bk % 3587 1 18 Jaenbl (R E 5 ¢ /2% o Sl
BRI AFE AR AOCBEL (Ff fmenbl GRFE 4 A&k o F o

i
@ M7 BEF o1 1% (workload) RiE A 1 TG S S

1
S ITPON T A2 f A2 R (Reid & Nygren, 1988 ) o @ B35 i@
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(workplace friendship ) 444 5 — #8 4 % B % (Berman etal., 2002) > 4v

AED PG A g R Rt o EATRE LI T B
¥ OEP RS R ha ey P gEfEEa R e it ﬁﬁé\,’{}fr‘or?:/r]‘if—

% 3 (workplace friendship ) ¥t1 ¥ § = (workload) #3. 58 » 7 §i%i%
OCB-° Fl: szl RenB 4 > A1 (F3977 RSB E A om B s
A AT B e OCBo ¢ 34 B 1 1% f j7 (workload ) 11 “ena (87 & 4
ERERESARLAT a g BHARSp L P FERF ¢ FRER
AR LIRS c FFaEM ot {7523 pises f]*ug AR I RE
PpE B R R o 7h B A 3E (workplace friendship ) B Tk A%4F § € 1524
T B OCB: 4 Fla-kifEzbad 1 FmHsc 1 iFg o FlAmER

'S

OCB @ # 3 1 i f j= (workload ) #* — L% » A ILE4 B 1 > F]i A B

rr‘\

FOCB A %f27 1 (F/&A4 > afBebis A BILOCB enfi 1 Frdi4e 7 10
T o L2 [I%( Zhuang et al., 2020 )4 77 » B 3 % ;( workplace friendship )
ELRAARE LS PR R o2 B am UAIM % 51 2B %@
Y BB SN B IP fpr > EHF L S hhkd R o

)]*fufw e LY B % oAk g L FR %?1-,%5%%(3_9..%7%‘;1{%%)
2.+ i@ xéf‘iﬁ-g-t"f‘f‘:ﬂ.f%‘iié' fER E L ER - ips L‘I“'ﬁ#ﬁ > IE

A T%i0’$?k,

\»\r

(workplace friendship ) ¥ 14 £ i& OCB > & K

ﬁ

a3 OCB 1 i® § j= (workload) & 2 ## & 55 mﬁ%\;i%i%:é:’ 7
L g M AR RS A 0 A
SERF T RS RL S A o AT ? OCB 4£4R 5 & 6 2k » 4o fp

[

A g iR 0 Ly - 384 o d 3% OCB 71 3 vy e

> N\ 4 20 K Y
;K& ’ T%El‘ e A"?Hb =3

»E P4 OCB ehid & g » R 1358 & £ 4
ey prenc L ¢ B 1 { A B fE 4R (Gagné, 2014) o @ B 1R (7 5 P
OCB ¢ B 4 4 ka1 v+ chi 5 &4 (& E3n 2008; miz iz > 2014;
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Organ & Ryan, 1995) & 5 242 37 77 %% »0OCB &1 18} 7

(workload ) 7 & = B 7% o

AFPTOREET BRI BAEBMOCB € BB 1h1 (TRA4 - i

S RP A ROR 1 A3 REBROCB A kETZLE J 1 TFpFm 4 H D
T8 (Przzis » 2014 ; Organ & Ryan, 1995 ) @ {1 iv/& 4 %3 - %
223 A7 7 (P2 1% 020145 Organ & Ryan, 1995;  Bolino & Turnley, 2005 )
ARG Ao T IR A REFTITL A S R Ho RS N OCB 7%
STA A ohit e e A HEY 0 A # A (proactive personality )
% OCB #t1 i¥ § j7 (workload ) 733 &% + B 5 ¥t » M %0 o
AT ERTAPR o AT BEKXEF AR AL (proactive
personality ) ¥ 1434 &1 {€ f fr (workload) > » TT%{EF‘S OCB s in
T LA A R (proactive personality) ¥ ¢h1 1% f j& (workload) g
XEFHFRE LAFTREE T AER IS ARY BT F

( workload ) N} B o B I OCB B> ﬁ 3 A # A F (proactive
personality ) <P f 1 » g #3511 ¥ f j7 (workload )~ ¥ @ > [T
#+ 4 $ (proactive personality ) e 1 » P& 33 1* 1 i¥ § = (workload)
IR F o 1B 3F ¥ ik Selye (1982) v }g% » B4 & F (demand) *k
ERA > WRA R 84 KT o Cavanaugh, Boswell, Roehling &
Boudreau (2000 )#-K 4 & 4 %5 27 ¥ 7| & 4 Jh ( challenge stressors )
e Treg ) & 4 k| (hindrance stressors ) » T P H AR 4 Jh | 4oF 1 (7§
jw (workload ) ~ PR B 4 ~ 1 1 4[] % cPre s R4 R Bl jf..’.__ﬁiﬁ’z
e BRI HOPE c JHWRA RianTRICD A 0 BNABHER A g
Pl o B L5 BB OCB > § % i 1 1% f j& (workload) > 3
Ad i f g j ok R TE S BEFLEREE S AFFRS T
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RIS (R E I A ,Tk{ﬁ_fﬁ W OCB @ & $H4 5 cha iF f j
(workload) ¥ » # sv #-HARZ - PR > &m ARBHFOCB ! » LR
BN g %’fé’i“iiﬁjg?lﬂl_l 7 fow }]*& t® OCB i ™ > i &

B FORAF g e 4 o K2R TR A o2 31 TEAR S PR > K
B a1 itg o »%@gm;glc; #rea £ 5> Bolino & Turnley (2005) %
A2 BR8P (T 5 (individual initiative)®* % OCB > &% k7 Bfp %
BES(ABEARF L FBIERS J oo f iy
B ApES BRI ITE (ARG )R G - APR o H 40 2 b
dpena vl BHEI RRITTER { RMAp T FNEL [ F

PEAFMEAKDR 1 207 JF (workload) fhjt < g 7 5 0

b

=1
=S
\

&

AR AL TR B A R ISP TR A VL A e
a1 0% 7 (workload ) AR 5 FEzg 2 B 4 TR (3R 44

A

g
=

‘\‘:mk-

(o

|-

4

R
&

a1 ® o>

£~ R PES 0 2011) o BB ARLACEIRT 351 MA A RE I

—

-~

iT g j= (workload) eh3s B o 7R B- B 485 A #-1 17§ /= (workload ) 4R 3

SRR RHBEEHLNAL VAN AEMAS S R

AT SRR T E G AL R (proactive personality ) s f 1 & B

OCB e n™ » g ¥ % eh1 iT § j= (workload) - £ 3 OCB ﬁ 504

A IHI TR S - MR A ECRE XK > T2
BY RERRMFHUX BRI TOER . a BHHL FE 7

(workload ) frogi i » 7 8RR 4 & g 3] b % 4 (Selye, 1982) -
FOUFERLABERE IREARL - PR e AT EPRIRT

Sk I RIS RS R - i
3



ERREE e cEAF Y o ek A ek T HBHATE
Bl b FLRIBR KL VBRI ( Ashford, 2003; Williams,
Miller, Steelman & Levy, 1999 ) F]@ &% OCB 8T > i1 #1123
SR L g F R B 0 ML P A S R 21 (AR PR AR

{ 5eh1ivg o

s b eril o B %3 (workplace friendship) ¥ 12 % OCB fra1 1% §
jm(workload ) & # # #& 82 o 4o #7if P B :#( workplace friendship )
REAFTY S ERE G iRk 0 4o (74 »x (Sias & Cahill,
1998) - 11 % ﬁﬁ%i}i—i;ﬁ: (workplace friendship) 3% { % £ ¢ A B 4
] -5+ (workplace friendship ) ¥ f 1 cnBEAJIE > & L% 3 E,%h
o (workplace friendship) ¥ ic ¥ 1 @ S AL & o oA AT T IR
EY B%‘« i# (workplace friendship ) % — 2.3 8 5 B 1 % k4F e &35 47
T %% AT B 72 (workplace friendship) € ¥ 3 OCB {r1 i® § j=
(workload ) o e sk & ¥ i LA 52> F]15 1 17§ j= (workload)
RAFRI DI TR o RABARS T L BFra(F2hid A
H) o RS # (workplace friendship) ¥ st i =1 (T 7 - F 2R
1 i § j= (workload) ¥ it & - & "8 | & Tpegg > B AiE MR
w0 & 31 0% f fw (workload) ehfs it & A ki firck o AT X
RGBS R v do# 1 7 (workload) AL G TR F T A
F ko g o ARG T Foerd kRS 0 R e T
¥ o A ITE 7 (workload) AAARL S P - f2FT e 0 T Aok
o g0 Lac B2 17§ 7 (workload) &_FARAR & P48 o AT F chp ehy
RA IS HE ALY ?‘}gka‘fh di33® 0 B 3E (workplace friendship )

e F R A b AP R A Y LB RS % m (workplace
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friendship ) = it -
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o8 FirEob
FE RS R ( workplace friendship ) ~ OCB ( organizational citizenship

behavior) ~ i #+ {4 A $ (proactive personality ) » 3% 11 F 7% £ i o

fh? ik € B e (Morrison & Nolan, 2007) & 1 i¥¢ e ¥
i M GRERTZ R P AT 4pEg
BB A B2 B2 FE A “f—%%imtﬁ’
PO TRDI GBI MBI AIESNABFAY o x5 ERE AR
z%m‘ﬁ‘/"’v 2 (workplace friendship ) #77# ® ez g » doBiH-%
ﬁ(mmmmﬁmmmﬂﬁ%ﬁiﬁﬁ’ﬁlﬁﬁi@i%moah

N

OCB 5 g kang » i2d 4k ¥ 7 0 305 B2 38 (workplace
friendship) %1 FH-#r¢ FHEL R (F% o R AT 25T E,%;iir

% ¢ (workplace friendship) # ¢ OCB; OCB B R ¢ i = f 1 1 iF
fim (workload) o e R F R E e R AT % > B l{rF X

x\“\:

7% B % 38 (workplace friendship) #hit & »c % fr f & »c% { & Figp'rm
RS o Fpt s Ay #5—%}%?&‘« H¥-% 3 (workplace friendship ) ~ OCB fr i

#5144 $ (proactive personality ) #% 1112 F i 2% o

B Lo BRI g (workplace friendship ) ##¢ OCB & b ¥ 4 #£1 1%
%&%%fﬁiiﬁlﬁio%%ﬂ%”ﬁ%mﬂi’ﬂﬁgiﬁﬁﬁ
WIEPHR (ERER) 2 > TRAREL S g o ,]*njﬁwi%v’

x el e T G RME (A M RO RReTER G T
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H=x FIB 5 28 (workplace friendship ) @ #f % & 7. OCB > ¢ it *
if@;;’ MR l'r"‘ l?/:_pm) ‘QVEEF'& F o E F,QZZ‘C”F!'T‘;‘),—?I o A

e
OCBB:‘": ﬁlf@;/iﬁ‘ﬁ;ﬁ ‘B?’:Fé&i?/}f%’fb)$—rﬂ‘ 9)?

R

TS LY RAHI R R P HEREROCBe g H %
FAEAEZ A1IEMR OCB Vi #RBA AL TR & 44T
RIRATFT R o ¥ R 3 AR 4cgpel ena ERF o SRR Z PR G M3 S
IR TR e d BEERL S R{ A OCB#F T 1 eh1 15f 7 e
MBI S enf o S B AR ARULR A foip hepE R 2 a2 Ap B
Rl TRRIE o imﬁ*i#&%g{@‘ﬁk Mear o vl B 1 Bt rLpE R

N

PEZRIE S L IFE REPEROCB 2 Eh X (75 0 ¥ 4t

BT R GERE kg Er %L?Iﬂ’o4'*“Ariﬂr;cmz§1§'|@;§é‘r§,4 g7 &2 Hoep

* %ena (¥R 4 (Bolino & Turnley, 2005) ¥ it = 5 B 1 efE 3% o 11 R 4
REEAI kg BT ARG R PR AT AR oA
Py MABEARY B3RS OCB &1 it | j7 (proactive personality ) &7
M it F m3s3i or fjﬁiﬁiﬁé'bﬂ’\ e & K> FlamizEIHEP 2 1 iF
g R o B OCB jeil- 81 TR 4 7 4 PR 1 A%
( Agustiningsih, Thoyib, Djumilah & Noermijati, 2016; Fajrina & Militina,
2020; Hidayat, Retnowati & Istanti, 2017 ) - ¥]@ 1 ¥ § j= ( proactive
personality) £~ i & F EFeni % o h1 (FR P o 5 PERLY (FPR G
Folwvy E- R4 R HEEE TS ﬁfﬁ?m‘*%‘ﬁﬁp ¥ oAy £

én\ﬂ)

R Blded TR R R ESOKGE - BB e (Jones, 2007 ) ~

(%%@’2009):‘5‘"”"]"’!"E'ﬁﬁ\"?;mﬂli’_ﬂp J‘}%IEJOCBFE;‘:’

FALATERIANFp w1 R LFERBRES HFL - 3
5\

RAFHFRIERE ORI FIET R

i)

BRI L0 B AR
IESTI RS N A 2 BGEA A3 1 (TR o
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Ll
o

i e ft 4§ (proactive personality) ¥ % 3 3% & OCB £ 1 iF
foameamed > f 243 # A (proactive personahty) A ¥ OCB @

PR AR A RKE o T ME ARG - AR

£
o mww’é@ﬁlaﬁﬁl 7
A EMEFAPPEALLHKRE S PR o FAADAR T L BEF T
T g A A kA B 7 5 e R (Weick, 1984) ¢ @ et R G
i g Ei/ﬁ*_'_ # {7 % » (Nemeth & Staw, 1989; O’Reilly & Chatman, 1996 ) -

@ % § A # {2 4 f (proactive personality) # { ¢ 18 5 X E B ALY g
X

EBANBAFE c e 2 FFLDBERFIRT > 221 LB p Ik
FALIWAG T AP LY RB AP XL G 7w MBS IR Eh
B RS RARAL A2 GRFED hEa e M g R F G f e

iiﬁk%%mombkfﬁ-ﬁimBT%ﬁ@%Bﬁoﬁﬁwﬁ
BA O~ B OLiER B IR R B T»@ F0CB> ¥ i3 - B {1 (78 (e
W) RE 1R rEABEROCBY 2 L n MG Wi 34 W
B L BARN ES G EE R (Foad P e b

% 3 (workplace friendship ) ke fF » 7 i if i e B2 1 T g iGE % 3E

Iéﬂb o
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¥Z & PR

fin

bk IR LRI R A S AP BT R DR
-~ AR AER G a

RGN B E - RS R] o BT R R A B R
BH o LH- RG] o T A AT hT] R R
A o ZRA KL T A PR KRR ATy R o ILEF
a2 %B2 AR (FHokEL520060) F b RFTT#F A
FERL R RGER BRI L PER B R A PR
SR UF] o FLC B A R P 0 HRAFEFFE N F

BN F

9

e

A ATY G IR BmaaoE (workplace friendship ) ~ OCB
1 1% § j= (proactive personality ) £2 i #+ 4 X & (proactive personality )
B G AERRAEE 0 Al
Lo AAKEIT USRS Ao PR BHE- FEEFE AR A
L

TR & 5 256 f«iﬁ"éi"ﬁﬁij&i »BER G R B AEE

CNES S SN S SR

ZEpARZD L P ERARY O AL AR R T TRAE o &
B AT BB LR LN - PFEF R BRAF IR G R
BEE RFLRARFMI PET R B LR g7

MRt R 2 I A W BT RERR B ] § KR § PR E e A dcd o

i

ERRN VR S

AF7 3 30 B g (workplace friendship) 2 OCB & i %3 A %
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GEE SR

(- )" B3 % 25 (workplace friendship) #& @ 3 » *F7 3 7 i H 5%
P B % 35 (workplace friendship ) & 74834 - H B35 25 (workplace
friendship ) ep idfde? B FFERPRAIET i €4 K7 Bk o 5 2 o
EVRARAETEOPE o AT AAM AT FIR ?@
o BB R AP (= ~133%) ) T AR T B
?4e %7#

BAIp2Z B s i T o Fi kT 2 mfr - E am L E O
TGEerdE A ER Y 7 oy o NI REFRS L

(Z)2OCBHo @3 > tta b A 477 - 7 122 OCB R 3§ 48 B
(r=-.162%%) ~ B, g;w =% & OCB % IR § 49 B (r=-.266%*%) - 5]t » &
AT T g e Y A RN R G OCB s $ e e F R TR
?Pﬁpﬂfﬁﬁ@4®”ﬁ. ST o A ¢ 7 BAE AR e e
BTk 2 R AR L T A FF -
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LA LA

£ F4w (2003) 0 1 iFF P E B A F R APM I AT S I

ARREF T RN 2 HF A EeBEEy L S48 o Bop
https://hdl.handle.net/11296/ee9h65

1% (1984) « 1 (¥R 4 g gzg_p;z F—F‘“'F“? D h M AT

SR A gk Bl oo B IR 0 3(3) 0 38-46 ¢
BEF >4 1e3(2009) « 2 F A A gt F R L2 mE AT p Ao
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SRARE] ~ AREEE s F 2 52(2016) c A FME AR s R B 1 AIRTES
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BEE2011) o 2 e a1 iv {7 5 2 BB 1 A b A
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SEd S F
A RS FF N
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