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Abstract

Existing studies on the professional identity of lower-tier workers mostly adopt a variable-centered
regression paradigm, assuming group homogeneity, and policy interventions are generally “one-size-
fits-all.” This study uses a sample of 430 community security guards in Hangzhou, identifies key influ-
encing dimensions through integrated learning, applies K-means clustering to divide the guards into
high, medium, and low professional identity groups, and, combined with ANOVA effect sizes, identifies
three core diagnostic targets distinguishing the groups. A multi-group structural equation model is
then used to test the asymmetric effectiveness of interventions across groups. Results show that per-
ceived job uncleanliness, occupational focus regrouping, and recognition of work content are core in-
dicators for group typology; environmental improvements and cognitive training interventions yield
significantly higher marginal benefits for the low-identity group compared to the other two groups.
The study constructs a complete analytical framework of “heterogeneity identification-target diagno-
sis-precise intervention,” providing empirical support for property management and street offices to
implement differentiated assurance policies by layers.
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SCUER A, 45 T AL E . A T3S gt B 5 PO R &2 5CHR[1]; AR RLE] R, A
e 38 D) B8 T35 44 IR 0T SREME A 5 RONE, I T sl 7R IR0k S RE A RO 59 KI5 A4 00 B BRAIEAN B A
SEMA[2]0 AR, IR FEAE 3 A7 3 2 b SR AR v BRI 3], RIVIE L B A A [B1 A 20 W il - 2 —
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2. Bt RS 9 ihtESR
2.1. BERRESRIARN S LIZE

2N FF S AN AT B A B EZ ORI E, R MEIETAES5028, 5 E SR BARrE24EA
B, FF7=A4 N BRI A AN AR WL, AMAGE I SE Il Ek 4E R AR AR AL S B R IR B B, AR B Bk
VT 1E N B S5 A S R ANAR OB R EL gk . AR, [ —HRMV R Y38 BN R K 3R AR &) o i —— )
HEhERMNE T, IR, OEEER N ZES, AR RER A R R BN FPRAS o X PR EEAAR S
BWE: HomshE TR oSy TR ERNARE, W58 —35 0 WRE A FGL. R 240X 5 5
P, AFART Gt — 111 T S5 I 0 e L S B0 e £ B VR B o
2.2. LR L BIRAIZEE

FEHET TR AT A UE IS W o AEBE 2240, R — R AR R & EA R G TR —IX— “4)
ey 7 BEFEFEA TSR S FRNGAR T 5, 2 Wil S 2 58 AL Ge 05 H 20X 0 A F AR
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2.3. T ANREFER

BE S E [F]— 12 Wil 5, [A)— T Fs BT AN R AR i PR R T BE A B ZE 7 W TR = .
A FVBRARAR R AR, SRR SR (U B3 AR ER) ml P2 28 BRI BRI FH[4]; X T 244 FHEA
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Figure 1. Analytical framework
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Table 1. Sample features

= 1 BEARHHE

A N i E (%) A N it (%)
el ZHERE
5 376 87.4 INETULT 132 30.7
e 54 12.6 I 178 41.4
R mhEth 98 22.8
KIEAVEN 12 2.8 LREBLE 22 5.1
30~40 % 71 16.5 ML B[]
41~50 ¥ 157 36.5 1HLF 38 8.8
51~60 ¥ 120 27.9 1~3 4 131 30.5
60 % LA I 70 16.3 3~54F 129 30.0
SN IRAR T 5~8 4F 61 14.2
KU 41 9.5 84ELL I 71 16.5
oE 367 85.3 HIL%E
B 14 3.3 4000 6 & BAF 101 235
i 8 1.9 4001~4500 7t 108 25.1
4501~5000 7 114 26.5
5001~5500 75 78 18.1
5500 750 29 6.7

32. ZEME

KRG KA DEARE, PRI s b R0 = “ZBeAffE” £5= “BEFE7). W
AR RS ARKERE I FL bl [5]; SCRFRIRER S Zimet S 102 itk 2SR R IR [6]. $42
5 R DN R ok RN 2 2 PR

Table 2. Measurement dimensions of each latent variable and corresponding 1tems

T2 BBTENSHE S M-S

AR Y B U 5 Y 2 Xof J82 RT3 AR Y B U 5 Y 2 Xof J82 RT3
ER(HEE NG B1 JSLE S HRMb AR U 3R D1
TAEMMEINR B2 FEEIE R D2
NN TAERESIINIA B3 B Y5 g IR D3
TAEEEINF B4 P A (e D4
BRI A7 AR B5 1 5 R D5
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B 25\ [ B6 Bli5 44 Py 4k D6
A S TAERR S B7 AR R D7
TAEE AT B8 SCRER IR ARG AN El
TAEANE AN C1 HARM T E2
SRS B c2 HBRALH B E3
I i R C3 [ 4 B . 2% E4

AR T IR FEIRE N C4 [F) 95 3247 H.BY E5
AR B C5 F IR SRR E6
i N A C6 BN (/AR E7
R 7 B2 C7

33. FESHEXR

331 FERK

AT FUK 205 15 £ (Composite Reliability, CR)-51-34) 77 = 4l & (Average Variance Extracted, AVE)
WFRFRHEAT YR . — AN, CRAER™ T 0.7 H AVE { KT 0.5 #A I E T R BA RiF s —sutE, &
W FU RS A 2540 7 RRAR TS FERT I U5 3 i, 45 R R BB R BT A8 & 1) CR 48T 0.7, AVE 48
PrI51ik 0.5 DL b, FRBF NSRRI R A S S5 AR A ER .

Table 3. Reliability test results
3. FERIEE

A LI B4 D8 2 i PR i (SE) CR AVE
B1 0.881" 0.014
B2 0.701™ 0.027
B3 0.753" 0.023
AN B4 0675:: 0.029 0.895 0.518
B5 0.657 0.030
B6 0.686™" 0.028
B7 0.705™" 0.027
B8 0.675™" 0.029
C1 0.890™" 0.013
c2 0.755™" 0.023
c3 0.705™" 0.026
TAE RSN C4 0.718™ 0.026 0.903 0.572
C5 0.749™ 0.024
Cé 0.737™ 0.024
c7 0.723™ 0.025
7ot S oL Q899:: 0012 0.907 0.583
D2 0.762 0.022

DOI: 10.12677/5a.2026.159204 36 G2 55 F


https://doi.org/10.12677/sa.2026.159204

LT

D3 0.672™ 0.029
D4 0.761™" 0.022
D5 0.733"™* 0.024
D6 0.754™* 0.023
D7 0.745™* 0.024
El 0.857™" 0.017
E2 0.716™" 0.026
E3 0.754™" 0.024
SRR E4 0.621"* 0.033 0.888 0.534
E5 0.727" 0.026
E6 0.727" 0.026
E7 0.694™ 0.028

#: 7RI p <0.001.

3.3.2. YERE
R0 R 6 35 K B8P 5 (X 3K P AN D TR HEAT
(1) &E5H%UE

AHIF 5T 38 L B8 R T 43 AT (CFAVR 6 DU DR R AR (T B A . 25K i . SCRFR IR IR0V A ) O &5
IR . & IS Te bRk B B 745 (CFI, TLI > 0.9, RMSEA, SRMR < 0.08), 2 B I BX 745 784 5 4477 41
A RUF, SRR RIS 1S B SRR .

(2) X733

Nt DI AN AR B WX 1, AR TN SRR S DU R AT X L, S
SAZ TR (5 BN RN HERE G SR RIR A I DAR RN S SRR A IR AR IR RO SRR A )
— A AL CRE YA AR B S N AN ) DU AN PR R T R R A I AN ). U
FEARY IR 5% T SRR T AT S A, R DU ME AR 2 (B RAT RAF X 70205 . SR R 5 4

PR 4 fiom.

Table 4. Discriminant validity test results

F 4 XOYEREEERE

(e} 27 df Adf CFI TLI RMSEA SRMR

PSR i 766.882 371 2.067 0.946 0.941 0.050 0.044
SUSER SR 1803.486 374 4.822 0.804 0.787 0.094 0.086
=R 1810.642 374 4841 0.803 0.786 0.095 0.086
=T © 1256.203 374 3.359 0.879 0.869 0.074 0.053
R 2242.253 376 5.963 0.744 0.723 0.108 0.090
AR AR 2636.183 377 6.993 0.690 0.666 0.118 0.096

e SRR A RIS + SCREBEUE, ARG, BN =R TTARRGN + SCRPBTUR, ROX SRS,
HAMVINE) ;. =P i o0 Sl AR + OO SRS & 0F, SCRFBEIR, BOAARE,; R NG smg + SCHfst
U, TARRGD + BOLAAE, PR ARG + RIS + SCRFBEUE + BUAFE .
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4. K-Means B9
4.1. BAFEE TR

ik b ELAEAE FH 29 AR AR EITUHEAT SRS 1T e 5 B0 U ) 22 B R 2R [ R, AR FUAE SRR T S
ARG UE M K7 AT (CFAVEE AL, SREUHRMV AR . TARRRAT. BN SRS 5 SRR 38 U5 DY N8 A s K R 743 47
SR G UK O AR HEAL R A3 A RN B . X — A0 B 5 AR (R B B 4 FE S5 M TR, 8 R
THRFRTUARRT RIS RITH -

K-means FikiE I EARARAKAEA RN 73 K AL, R — KR AFEARR AR SR AR %
(FIAE A I 53 B M e KA o A SC LA DY AN AR S R T 15 50 N R AR B(4 Z-score brifEfh), SRAIBRIREE RS TH 5
FEASIAIFRALLRE o 35 fi 3403 U (Elbow Method) Fl% 58 £ %k (Silhouette Coefficient)2e & HIWr it 2%, fnl]
2 fiw, FHBEE K = 3 BB S, HK=3THREREST K=2MK =4, SRR
Hoh K=3. EREEYIET O mCRHBENUERCO T, SORERIREEE Y 100 ¥, DA IRSE Rfa e k.
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Figure 2. EIbow method plot and average silhouette coefficient plot
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Figure 3. K-means clustering result plot
3. K-means B2 45 RE
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AT HJEL k-means REELE, K 430 AT K, 98] 3 3K, 3 AR REMS I X )
b, BB S, 49R WK 3. 4 5 .

Table 5. Internal clustering results

F5 BEAMHGRE

- )

1 2 3
ER(HEE NG 453 4.08 2.32
TAEME N 3.87 3.54 2.51
TAERESTIAR 3.89 3.65 2.21
TAEEZIAR 422 3.88 2.09
IRME HA A 7] 3.83 3.74 2.44
RO b & A R 3.91 3.33 2.41
s TARRL G 3.80 3.40 2.40
TAE B AL 3.76 3.21 2.38
TAEA i A 1.78 321 4.21
SRR AN 2.24 3.26 3.80
PGAT 3 A 2.29 2.98 3.76
17 SV FE S 2.21 2.83 3.83
TAE AL RSN 2.17 3.25 3.82
il N1 I 2.16 3.25 3.80
TRl 7 B 2.18 3.48 3.82
TRV AR R 5 4.27 3.14 1.93
FHBEEE 3.82 3.02 221
kY5 R E R 3.83 3.18 2.29
P B HEAAR (s 3.85 3.09 2.29
B M ER 3.84 2.80 2.31
BRIV I5 44 AL 3.82 2.92 2.24
SIS AR LT 3.76 2.90 2.15
ARG AN 4.29 3.99 3.00
HLEH 5T 3.91 3.81 2.87
EEEAE S 3.86 3.80 2.81
[R5 B 2 3.70 3.53 2.79
&SR] 3.82 3.76 2.94
FNBRLFE 3.88 3.78 2.94
NGV 3.77 3.71 2.90
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BB TAE A MESA SN, B2 2B ARS8 5, TARA S el S R 5
Bfk. AATTAE TR TR, ARV HBOCHM I HSI R 5 AR S OA R FE bR LRI 4, X
TAEA — A AT AR B B TS RN S A B8 i I R 1Al HAS 31— ot
DOCRF B =IO IRAE TARA . OB R IME R ™ E AR R, S, 0 AR 6
T E R A, Hsk =2 Ak 2 S08F o RAE LB MW, TR 08 il m” BER, a0 “p
W B, =408 “ARIAIA” HEfk.

N T SN X AR S AR LA AT SR M (A B, BATE 3 AKX
TR 2 A% IR LI AAE AT T, KA RN AR AR — A B4R FE I RARAE,  DAK
AN IIRE 5 AR P N FRHE RN R %, = SEREAR I AFE PR 9 N & 6.

Table 6. Comparison of typical characteristics among three groups

= 6. ZHRHAHAVHERTEL

RS == F% L RFAIE HOMVINFEZK ARG RS SCRFBEIA
rAFER 29.3% [ /TN N AN N = HHi] F3) A
AR 42.8% Kk, FIeabi. BRKAE. PRI el ik ey Sk

AR 27.9% 8. FITET . BAL. RN {[i8 il Wesh =

RIGAE = 2RBEARTE N OG22 E LRI ER R B EARIHERE N, AT 7TRRR. &5
£ 7 FR.

Table 7. Chi-square test results

F=7. FRAKRIER

A4 RITMH H pH
GRS 24.278 8 0.00206
MO} (8] 5347 15.978 8 0.04270
H L8510 27.308 8 0.00063
RHERE 16.743 6 0.01027

P 5.196 2 0.07441
U AR 1L 3.629 6 0.72671

GOREIR: R MR, A TR RYEREEREREBAEREZR,
PERAUS RO AL IR Z AN B2 . XS5 R, File. ALIFE .. H T2 HE R SHMLIAFE
RIREA D BUAEAE RGVERIR, HE—DIRAE 1 IR RE R SL & H

4.3. BEHEIH(LPA) R IR BRI

DNRLIE L — K-means SV RN 20 B 22, AR SCR F R SR 50 (R 7 5 31 18 23 A (LPA) IT R A 1 5
WE[7], 45Hn 8 fon, N REHIC K-means 5644t —, B 4 MR R 755 . Kixis
1~4 RS, JEIEE BN, 220, BLRT ISR LUR 56 25 & H e st 20 o

B G 45 R oR, 3 HITHAAL AIC, BIC. % BIC ¥ & mix/ME, MifE Entropy =0.835, >
WIASAGHERE =7 BLRT K4 p<0.001, R 3 RBRM G MR B EMN T 2 00, 4 BBARMLL 3 K
BERTE, H LPA it o RN 3 2.
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¥ LPA 73252 K-means PR HATAE XILAL(# 9), SiTFEARITAE—F .

Table 8. Model fit indices of LPA
7 8. LPA R A TEFR

RKABE AIC BIC aBIC Entropy BLRT p & BH 2
1 13022.15 13051.72 13038.41 1.000 — i
2 11836.89 11863.45 11850.24 0.724 0.001 &
3 11001.56 11027.81 11014.97 0.835 0.000 =
4 11115.38 11142.66 11129.05 0.812 0.167 75
Table 9. Contingency table for group matching between K-means and LPA
2 9. K-means 5 LPA $4HITEI5IBE %R
K-means 4341 LPA LA A% AH B p NI GE S
1 (=7 E]) 94 146 64.38%
2 (hAFD) 105 142 94%
3 (fiIA ) 101 142 71.13%
300 430 69.77%

K-means AT RRIREE RIS FEA, LPA JETHERMATEM, MREINREERAAARRES, Hi
KRR R ES, WA E. P ARAR =R R LA 2R e T 5, HERR SRR SE L #
R R G 72

5. MBS

AR AR R T 2 BT (ANOVA) RIS B () WAl 2% BUFE AR 8] ) X 43 BE D (W36 10, 181 4), %K
NEFRK, FKIIZIRPREREE A X AR, RIEON A 26 T T2 B #E 24

51 MNENH

Table 10. ANOVA results and effect size ranking of all items (Top 10)
= 10. BEAED TS EHF (AT 10 £L)

44 R I5 T e 4 P FA " RN 2]
1 TAEA B AR 176.04 0.453 N
2 IANZS=0-% 4 L% SRS 161.62 0.432 N
3 TAENZINF AN AN 160.98 0.431 X
4 TAEHEEINIFE AR AINE] 154.54 0.421 X
5 TAEREF1INIA NN 97.44 0.314 PN
6 RO 7 B B TAERG 88.42 0.294 el
7 AR AR R TARREN 82.88 0.28 i
8 fth N B X S M 82.22 0.279 G
9 175 IR T R B TAEEEN 78.85 0.27 i
10 ST L JREXT S WS 76.48 0.265 el
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P AR N: n? = % S () A8 S o AR R B T7 A, ROSLER R TR
total

#EH 0.01, 0.06. 0.14 4¥BISERiAN. iy KRi[8].

e | o 453
AT A 0000 0 [0k
cevvinr | [ o >
RGOV $Z0090909090 0 [y
TARREIAE 1 _0.314

1

m o s 1 | o204
AR _0.28
(V-7 @000 [
R R - *0.27
SMBEASE 1 _0.265

0.0 0.1 0.2 03 0.4
n2¥ua

Figure 4. Bar chart of top 10 items based on #? effect size

& 4. %R E top 10 BN 2 & E

5.2. ¥liSHEl M ROIE IR B

BUR - TARAEIRA XA X = REFARRINARIR, 7% ik 0.453—— WA RHARIX AR
REMERE AR AN R 45.3% A8 457 38 F 3R BEMETS AL O S (R 453, SLIBNIE A (R K 3
SERANE PR AT[9] o (EAFER A, ER DR, “ B ARIEG R RN T “ AR,
R RS, TAFMBEI 2 OUIRZS L S R SR I 10 MR A2 R X 7 /) —— 2 i 5= IRE =R
A 2% A ELAR LIS it F AT RESE A 2K

BUR T WA E R, X 10 hnill B IR 2R SRR R I R T WO AR, B “ EBhetAT
I HIRE ). TOHRNLIG 44, R EapRE R U “IERZE” Bem “api X2 a” , MmRT &
RN R B A% 00 53 7K o X — R BLBOR & S8 TR, INRIAT 02 1 O B B I mT g
e ot 5 B B X 70 RS —— IR R IR LSRN AR 57 BN R R O 2, S Bl A AT T R
B FIARINESE, TR “ AT BN —~ AR BRI RSB DI R

= TAENFNF. (AR R ZADOT SN B, AU E OXF TAEAER 2B T
A B —— AT O B (AR 2 “ da AT A O T . (EASTERR, AR A A LR (R
T TARME AR A F AR S H AR O A [RGB, R X TARA B i SPGB L H
NIAEEME” EReA By =K. X — RN N AL BT, FBI IR 25 7€ AR
WATT. IR R AL EER, S0 AR R AC AR, AT RE L 5 A (R 00 o S8 A 28

6. SRHAEMFERE D
VUM SIS 2 5, TR R — AR MR (R T B, R AR R B AR ? g
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A, T “ RS ” b BEEFAFT I WRAAEREZER, WEETHEE 730k,
6.1. HEEIGE

A7 L AR S J3 . BN R g SRAR . RO S A R AR i, M 2 AL 45 My R A
B BT RBEE R o Nmi R ORI F B = AN, 2l ih « AR B —BRME AR
BB R AL TARRRED x NEX s — BRME A [R)” 1A EL 008 R 40, T8I LA [R) 4 1) SR 2
2= 5 PN T TR BB R S v . AU 4848 R 4. y#/df =1.096, CF1=0.930, TLI=0.923, RMSEA
=0.015, SRMR =0.043.

6.2. FARERBIZIEE

NEE— AR E AN E BRI ) RBaR 2 5, AR T L4 SEM ) BE R BTN
FEAER A, AR EIE AR, AR R B WK AR TR 1 GE T 5 5 B i AR A =
EHIRRSN . DU LS RN AR, LT N E RS 1 AR, AR s AR s i
RERTEEE, W& EAT RS RSBAKE, (B R RHEWT 15 £ AR I\ R WF 78 88 S50 0F 78 56 3F

Table 11. Comparison of path coefficients and marginal utility among three groups
11, =BHARERBSHFHARTEL

iz mAFR AR AR ARZER R E
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