ATEATIZBITA AU X7 O « FHEEA =X A
— e hm L DBEEICERE LT —

RE -

[Vadl

BETETHDIMILHTA bV
AI/DXTFIZBITHERBREESNY X7 .

RO _HBIBRETNE Y F 7 — g VOBRESR

V7 VB A RKFERE KRS (aSSIST)
HLHE %R

& SR



ER/N

Bk

1. #FEOTL—LTU—7
2. XL & WFFEHE
3. SEATHISE & AR

4. bR R

5. ER & £&®

6. AHMFFEDOY <V —

* FHAESIER & PHESTE
k B35k

X AEOERTIE, FHRABATICEWTHIHGRITIT

AWEROF—U— K & BREE

L.

2.

8.

9.

Fr¥ LoV A MLy — (LT, CS)
BRI AR Ly — (BUF, HS)
[FrEIHFE (LT, EB)

AEEREER (LU, MT)
¥EfRe S b (LUR, We)

Vo7 7%—2 a3 (LLF, RX)
Challenge-Hindrance Stress Theory
Effort-Recovery Theory

Human Capital Theory

EL TR, 722l BERITITFIH LIRXERBEL TS



BFgED 7 L— AU —2 (ERMEKRTZ Fly b L7 6e

ERM (Enterprise Risk Management)

O Rk

— AL/DXIZ £ 2 ZRIEEDO ML, Mk EIcEbhs U 27
THHIZHE b BT, ZHAERMOFER] (identification)
—F=#%1 7 (monitoring) —/ AZHEl (intervention
design) DOFHHAIZFEDD Téiﬂi; 17 L— A4 R
STV,

1. ZORFHRmIIEEZLTH DD
— B EROZITMEANORETIT e < Mkt E I E%
BRI+ o 2 —TF5 4 XL~ LDY AT THDH,

2. ERMIZ THER) Tid7e< TR 2EHT 5720
— FERMIZ =27 7 e EORERTIEARL, ZOMRRICES
U A 73R (risk pathway) ZEFT 5,

3. ERMIZSHATHN ZXLEL T 5720
— ERMiZ U A7 %Zrisk exposure * ff& « 2> hma—/L & LT
gL LSBT 5,

@ BT

— AKWFFEIL. 128 (erosion) FHi# (conversion) &9
THERKAEBLU T, AU 27 0RET B R EERIOEE S
FEICEESWTCHAER T B,

@

— FHTHVE R Z . ERMICIS T HFEEE (KRT) - il - /o AGRE
~NEFIRRL, FTHRER VARV ALV RO T L—AE L
TIRTHMERD D,

KRI (Key Risk Indicator)

O MR

— BENIIRFMMIC BN CTHHND A h v 7 (stock) THDHT=
B, AR (KPI) O&ATIIRISNEN D AIREENH D,
LN T, MADE A I T EHBTA7-HDKRT (Key
Risk Indicator) OFHHIBMA ML TH 5,

1. HI: (Capability) IXBRFEMA Ny 7 THDHT-®D
— BB DR FIE, JEMROERE & 7B 5 2 #8 TRl TKPTIZ
fﬁé’bé

2. FRMiZ ThY H—] ZMELTHD
— BEK FIXEN TN T 2720, It AR 2R3 0THE
V7w (KRL) BE L7725,

3. EEIZA MRy 7 DAEICH DT
— BEITERFfm% ICMastery # 4K T &4, Capabilityf& F~
DIRINDELHAI TH D AHEMEN B D,

@ TI‘EE ﬂl_'—l

— EE (Emot1onal Exhaustion) [X[EIEREDREE LT,
RENERIR T B2 RZBIT DR MRy 7DV T b L

Tﬁﬁﬂﬁ‘é kz’)lf%é LorL, ZHEKRIE L THLES

FAHTEH . HEETEORRGIEZ B AR R TH 5,

@ i

—> EEZ DL IICE=Z VL, EDOXIREETTE
DX IR AEBFEERSEZ2DE WV IKRIREFOimFLE
%fﬁfta‘éz%ﬁﬁ%é

jjl};<57n1n+)
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Risk Design Language

O Rk

= FET MIEBEOBRETAT 2 Z LR TE L0, MO
EBTIIHE - P — - ALK > TEEN T %G & LT
Hh Téﬂgﬁ‘&)é FOO, FUHH R EZ Z OREHESRE~
FIRT DM 5ED KO BTV D,

1. ZMET VTR EZ R0, MfRITERREEZLELT5720
—. HERBMEIL. MEHI UL TE2HET &Ny BERREE
HE/R I 20,

2. A MU ABERITHH R A2 X L TV RN
— ERMTIE. A F L2 &EIE HS) . uﬁ%ﬁ( cs) .
=X Y7 (EE) . fBfE (RX) XA H0ERH D,

w

) Eﬁn SREMNIRT AUTE P R OWriE A4 T 5 7D
—. HEOFH T L — AN T X, HRD - U XV EH - BUGO
PRI A S N,

© PEERMAYTS =t
— AHFZEL. HS « CS « EE « K& Z N ENHH (control)
#xiaE et (conversion design) « E=# Y 7 (monitoring)
- $B1E (buffering) L N—L L CHEET D Z LT, o
REFHEAT (design unit) & U TCHEERT 5,

A»AWF%%u#VA~@ SHEEEHe Y v 7 ~EEIFR L. ERM
BIOANWEARBRICEHAIRERET 7L —A L LTIRRT S
VN D,

ARFFRITEREEDOHWE 2R (erosion) EH&HE (conversion) M _EEHKK| & L THEELL.
ERMIZ 3N CEA FTREZRKRIB K O AR OB BB 2R TA L2 BN E T 5,



X HIT & FFFE

LT ®HIT

ALB X UDXDOHERIX, ¥EDRIECERRESELE LT —F T,

EXBEOHBELACERBEBEROBERRLEZBLC TERBED
H# (demand reconfiguration) | ZZAEAZHL T3,
O LEEIE, HEBIHTERBHEELZRD D LFERZ. AU R

(human risk) IBELUEESH Y X7 (capability risk) & L TEEXZ(IL I
DDH 5,

LHL, DR FVARBFRIX, APy —% [FrL oY/ B R
FUR] LLTEEYTLZ AT, FRINREBHFRICED ) X7 1EBRL
YRI 2RV AV FOEEA~RET DA D+ TIER 1o T,

AT, AIDXEAMOERBREZCSBLIUHSE LT, EEL
MTZ L TWCICEDRE%LZ., B/ (erosion) L#EE# (conversion) O
“EERE LTERMET B,

X BT, EEZRENBARY) X7 OKRUEM, MTZEEN Y X7 OFEFA D
SALELTNHEDSIT, ANVAMREERBAREEDYI RIS RT A |
EBE~ERITDHIZLEERNET S,

T

AT/DXE A D EREMRILX, BEEEROEERIIC L > TANEERD
ZEHECHLERRICHLRVBIY R IEBETH B,

LU, TERMFEIZEHREICENE Y THERM»AL, AN E
DEIRA My VRIRE~DORKEZ+HICARIL LTI 2oz,
ABFFIICS/HS, EE, MTEZHA L, ERERIEIRHE~E 108 %
YR EBOBRDPOHITT B,

*2E  AIBAOFEAAEEZDOLDEEBICRIET S LD T
72< . AL/DXE A JHE CHAENM LT WERBFRS, #EE8iIclnkd
RARMUV P —L LTHREININCEREZY TS, LENoT, A
RO HRRIIFBZAIREZDOL O T 2L, EBAREIZHED
ER RO FBIRE TH D,
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HHY

AWFF2IL. CSE L UHSHEE EMTZ A U CWCA~E A BREZRIE L. ERFR
DEENRICE 2 DEENMRR EBRBRICORTHZ L ZHLNTT 5,
X HIZEEZKRI, MT2BE/ 1 U A7 OBEfMA =X L L L TNESIT, BAREED
ERME L UARNEBEARRE ~DOFEEZRTT 5,

WFFET5 i

AENBB L OFEHEE
KEEEOREEEZXRIIA LV TA VAEEZFER L. BREIZ304E-% 2HrxER
E L7,
AWFFEIFATRIASEE CidZa< . AI/DXEAHOERBFENLA Py —& L TE
ORBREMTE Ihizh (CS/HS) IZERT 5,

St WAk
A2 TidSmartPLS 4. 1% FAVTPLS-SEM% Eji L 7=,
NRABEOBEMIZT— MR T 27 (5,000H]) 2Lk VBRE L,

I

MR, Fln, FE. AL, SR, BEZREIERE LTHERALL,
T2 XV AOFEHZERNE X UK ERIC L 2 REDOREL —EREMNH L
770

WEEt ST
REZEEFAFFEICE-S&, CS/HS, EE, MT, WCOFREZFETMAENOERM LT,
REET MIMEEME, PORZ Y, FRIUMEE KOVIFIZ X Y FHE LT,



SeATHRgE LG TIGR D E X : HR theory — ERM language |

CS * HSEEEDEHE (Demand — Strain)
AI/DXOERIIBBEEROER 28 U TRERIGEMNE /12RO,
EEEROREEZWEES,

CSEHSITWTFN LB X P2 RKIE, EE2ED D FAEERH
5,

CS/HSIZBENEB RV X7 ~DRE L L TCEE (KRI) Z#E®H b L

¥

THIENh 5,

CS * HSEMTDBHE (Demand — Capability formation potential)
ARNEARHEIRICESE, MIXFEE - AL B U R DR
BEELAESITONS,
CSITHEBFBRESCE L 2B L CEEMS 2RIt L, BERk 2 RE
T BRI E Y,

—7F. BSITHREERZAET D720, T2 +SITEE L2V, £z
IIRERBRB/NEEZI LN S,

EELMTOREE : FIEARRIZL D EHEOKN MRy 7 |

(Strain — Capability formation bottleneck)
EEIXEIEREDOREREZRL, LEMNEROMEBZE L TEFR
FEITEZHIRT 5,
MTIIRECRITHREZB L TR IN G 2D, LEEREOKE TR
EEREHEET 5,

EEIZBESN M E~DE#R o RIZBITEIR MV Ry 7 & LTMTZIE
TEXR3DETFHEIND,

MT L WCOBEE : AAYEARDRRE

(Capability formation — Capability outcome)

ANHIBEAHR TIX, 2HOREIC L 205 - BREOEBNEBERITHE
ADE EicohB5s L sh5,

ABFROWCIE, EBHEOTR, BTy, FMEOm b &2 gieE
IETH S,

MTIIWCERETHAEELRER LE X b5,

\ 4

CS - HSEWCOHOEHERNR : 28 (erosion) LH#z¥i (conversion)

(Demand — Capability outcome)

eAmE (W) BHEHUERETHD., X ML v —DEEIIEE
(BR) &MT (#h) ZBEU7-7 kX LTCENLAFAEREERE W,

CSITBER R #E U T Am b~ IG5 —F . HSITR I R#E

Y HZEHET S REIH B,

CSIIWCIZIEDEEE, HSIIWCIZADEEY» 525 L TFHIEND,
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JEATHITSE & AGH,

AR R D A R,

Demand-Strain-Capability
Framework

Demand (CS/HS)

!
Strain (EE)
!
Capability formation (MT)
!
F¥ by Capability outcome (WC)
ApPlyt—
{=5
9%
fER RIS ERS %7 PR
oy {56
W , 2
ErFFrA
A b lwt— VS92E—iar

Translation of Research Constructs
into Risk Management Implications

EE — KRI (risk signal)
MT — Risk mitigation
WC — Capability outcome

{58 KB L

B ZE %

mul
iFie,
P,

S,

M1 AWFEOBEEET v

4/9

Hypotheses in the Demand-Strain-Capability Framework

O CS *HS — EE (Demand — Strain)
{1 : CS — EE

{2 : HS — EE

9% : RX X CS — EE (f%f&)
K9V : RX X HS — EE (k&)

O CS +HS — MT (Demand — Capability formation)
fR5 : CS — MT
%6 : HS — MT (Not significant / weak)

O EE — MT (Strain — Capability formation bottleneck)
K7 : EE — MT

O MT — WC (Capability formation — Capability outcome)
K8 : MT — WC

O CS+HS — WC (Direct effect)
K3 : CS — WC
K4 : HS — WC



a\

GRS

R FE HS MT RX we Path Effect Size
s CS — EF 0.063 Small
EE 0. 417 CS — MT 0.018 Negligible
HS 0.708  0.414 CS — WC 0.005  Negligible
MT 0, 145 083 . (18 EE — MT 0.020 Small
X 0, 0849 . 26 1. 06 0. 0659 HS — EE 0.034 Small
W 0, 086 (. (88 (. 057 0. 676 0. 202 HS —+ MT (LD Neglhgible
HS — WC .ol4 Negligible
F1 WAEER OF A2 S M (HTMTER) MT — WC 0.327 Medium
2 BRI BITLORE (£7) ORGEMN R
C5 EE HS MT RX WwC Construct / Predictor VIF Range
Cs 1. 796 Cs 1.762 - 3 486
EE 1, 388 0. 922 EE 3749 - 5711
HS 0,613 0. 379 0. 855 HS 1.772 = 2.000
MT 1. 126 0. 077 0. 072 0. BBY MT 1.977 - 2,359
BEX 0. 041 0. 247 0. 0240 0. 063 0. 936 Wi 1.599 - 2 288
W 1, 067 0. 073 0. 041 0, bOdd . 181 0. 789 structural model predictors  1.0010 — 1.943
#3  MERBLER OFRIRY 24 M (Fornell-Larcker £ ¥E) #4 ZEILBYEORGERER (VIF)
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HTMTEt & Fornell-Larcker & 4

2 BI] 2 24 M 1 X Fornell-Larcker & # 3 L Ot
HIMTERLZ 0 FRGE S v, ERIEHEZ 7 LT,
Z ORI, AR S OFRBIME D 31T
RSN TNAHZ LEZRLTWD,

B NRRATBITDIRE (7)) ORGER R
BHREWHREIMI-WCTHY | TRED
R (£°=0.327) BRI N,

—J5. CS—EE. HS—EE, EE—MT{Z/)s, CS—MT
BIXUHSWCIHE D h RETH - 7=,

% E IR ORRGERE R (VIF)
VIFIZkEEE T /L CL. 010-1. 943D &iFHICH V) |
— B 7eEE (K5) -+ FREl-7z,

FEEE L~ CIZEE Tl Kb, T 2B S v/
M. HEEREEDRZNCED LTV D A HEME
TR &R S Tz,



PAKIE e S 6

Hypothesis Path Coeffeient S.E tValue Result Composite

Construct Cronbach's a - AVE
K1  CS —EE 0.286  0.063 4,530 Supported reliab ity
{2  HS —EE 0,209  0.065 3, 193 Supported cs 0. 884 0. 889 0. 634
3 Cs—wC 0.079  0.065 1.212 Not supported LI 0. 9566 0. 958 0. 8439
K4  HS —WC —0.128  0.064 2,000 Supported HS 0. 819 0. §b4 0. 731
g6 CS—MT 0.170  0.083 2,045 Supported MT 0. 880 0. 881 0. 735
{6 HS — MT 0,026 0,073 0,344 Not supported RX 0,953 0, 474 0, 875
BT  EE—MT —0.162  0.057 2,678 Supported WC 0. 849 0. 858 0. 623
B8  MT— WC 0.5001  0.058 8. 650 Supported ) )
{F9% RX xS —EE —0.169  0.057 2. 968 Supported ®6 MRBHRF W ORR
{Fovv RX = HS = EE 0,067 0,064 1. 049 Not supported

G T U BT DIRGMEE D fil 5
S o = 1 1o g s A g ST VO ERE S TIX,. CS—EE. HS—EE, CS—MT. EE—MT. MT—WC
5 Cayayidhe AREEDF N o e I N N A X
R METT AR SRRRIEORR B X UHSNCD/ S A BAECh Y . KIS B IRRNS L ST
—J5 . CS>WCHE L HS—MT, 72 6 NIZRXXHS—=EEIX A & Tl 72 < .

Direct Specific Total M RIS S AR o 72,
Relationship Effect Indirect Indirect Total
“‘ Effects effects HERRHOTRF-5YHT 0 i
S — WC 0.079 {n.s.) S1 : CS — MT — WC = 0,085+ 0.066 (n.s.)  0.145t1 Cronbach” s « (0.819-0.956) 33 J (RComposite Reliability (0.854-
52 : C§ — EE — MT — WC = —0.022* 0.979) ﬂib\fh%%ﬁéﬁﬁf: L. *%Jﬂi%@@ﬁﬁ"]’f%?@zﬁ BEINT,
HS — WC ~0.128% S : HS — MT — WC = 0.013 {n.5.) ~0.003 (ns.) —0.132t AVE (0. 623-0.875) & fiE3EH0. 50% L[IY | R M LA SR S,
52 - HS — EE — MT — WC = —0.0161 BEETNICBIT AR MOFEE Mndirect Effects (Mediation Results) |
b e . , CSOMT-WC D 5 E N RITBE RN HAEE TH Y . CSHREEZ B U T
RO WEE7 MR DIIRGH O~ e/ ~EHL S L ATHEMEDS R ST,
(Specific Indirect Effects 1: S1, Specific Indirect Effects 2: S2) —J . CS—EE-MT=WCIE A CTHECH Y . e HEARE N EMICGEET S

H:+p<.10, *p<0.05 Z NI NI,



PAKIE e S (e

AL OHEETE T NV OFERILFigure XIZRT,
=1 TIRTORER . B ER (CSIF L THS) NG
HE: (FE) Z &, EENShERER (MT) 2K T

0. 778"
[} oo S M ¥R M E (W) 2 HET D

......................... & VY9 Demand-Strain-Capability iEfE 23

— e 0.286™ o X, kriz, EEIZ B R 2N FE 1T Rl ~BAHL X 1
'z W SR N i | 2 | T DBERICBVWTE Fvd oy 7 & LCHRET S 2
e Lo 0w o 0T e - ENTRENT, IS ORERIT. AN

FEshe M bk

[E5 ] o.s00m 0.1 [WCT ] 9% 18 (erosion) & H#x#t (conversion) O

HERER
< (R2= 0. 025) (R2= 0.262)
o > ] CEAD=RL EEENIC LT 60 ThS.
@o.ssw \ e
S 5Bl VAT v R VALY FOBEND RS
[} o.se0m ........... &, TEREHITERE (BE) 3R /MR BV A7 D& E
[} o L 0BRSS LB Y AL GRS KRD) L LT

[ oo | T e R T 5, —J7, BERBR D) (ZRENIERK
|R§1||Riz| |R;3||;'x4| AR LEBRET] (WC) ~LEHEOHSL U Rk
A=A L L THERET D,

M2 HEERAET ) 7 (SEM) DR . . e At e s e
VE: *p < 0.05, **p < 0.01, ***p < 0.001, — & 3572 L L EDORERIL, 1ERERITHAED RS Bk & 6E

Rk ORI E T 5 Demand-Strain-Capability
AR=A L 2P 6T L, EENRENEKA~DIR
BRI B TR My 7 E LTEHT 5 Z
EHRL TS,



e G ZA
”j%‘%% & JhE pHE

g2y =
5.1.1 Overview of findings (& L HiHa)

CSIFEZ @ U NI 2 {23 — ., HSiZFE & L TCEEIMER
LU THBRET B 2 E DRI X L7,

3

5.1.2 {3 (CS—WC) MIEFE L 7p o TR
CSIIMTZ 38 U7~ (F D LEEZ 8 U 7= M S B 720,
EENE & L CUEHIUC S W EARIR T 5,

5.1.3 K4 (HS—WC) DEEEEDE
HSIZARSEARTE AL & HE D HE D) 2 L E 3 D MR e RE VIR &
VA7 & UTHRBET DATREMED R S T,

5.1.4 EE (KRI) &EMT GREFIEE) OfL@E-Si)
EEIXBE 1R B O B fERE (KRI) . MTIZBE /B A X 2 5
BMAD=ALE L THED T HINLD,

5.2 AARY A7 <= A "NFR~D MmN E &=
AFGEII ARG Y A7 KRB CII R BENEMR T o 2 25
BN Y R 7 G L L CHEME A LT DA 2 4R LTz,

5.3 HARMZE « BURSUIR~DEBHIEE
EEIZEEZKRI & L TR LoD, HSHITE & MTIEE 2 A5
TR BRI 2 I 2 EHARE I 2 iR 3 DERMEGE S R O H 1L 5,
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ERalS

AWFZEIL. CSB L UHSHEEE MTA# I L TWC~E 51k %
FREE L7,

IATOFRER ., CSEHSITWT N HEEZ A EIZE D, EEIZMT
ZIKTF S, MTIZWCE RS HET 5 Z LR Sz,
F7-. CSIEIMT %@ U CHEJIA) B~ [#s#a (conversion) | X4
H55—7., HSIZIMTZ BT, WCE EHEIK T S A\ AR
iz,

PLEX Y, CSIZSMRE TRENIERICHERE S G5 DIZxt L,
HSIZ 3 & L TRENIEA (erosion) & L THERET A AIREME DN I
iz,

A% DFRE

AT kEBREET —XICHESL 2D, BAD
HEE « SUBRMFICEBIT DEERFIFZBEEMRGEL T e,
AT AAEAR COFRIEZITV, IE R S0 % REEE M 43T
FEUTER BRA D= L0 —BME2RETALERH S,

T, ABE ARG CTh 5 Z & 2 KPR LTZEEARIZIRE L
TV, AIREE O 72 N IIBR AN H 5, ABEANZ
DHDODEHETE TIE 72 <. Al/DXEARIZHEAEL Lo VW B
KREMRO EBRMERNRENIER T 0 A5 2 2B e L
TRICERENDH, 5%, AR, H AR, 55 H )
b=Z7e EORBI - PLEBIEELZIH L, XEtoREEZ &
DBHMEND D,



ARG OY < U —

O fEk OHRMISE : Stress — Burnout — Performance

But,
O AFHLOERMR : Demand-Strain—Capability Model

Demands* Strain* Capability formation*
(CS/HS) (EE) (MT — WC)
Challenge-Hindrance stress theory Effort—Recovery theory Human capital theory

\

|

Demand-Strain—Capability framework
ERM / KRI risk design translation

AWFFEIT, BEOREROSRENMRE E TR NI E DL AN =X LEHHT 5720,

Challenge-Hindrance stress theory, Effort-Recovery theory. 35 (RHuman capital theory%
HE LG AZ IR 5, 51, TOMAZERMO Y A7 EHEFE KRIOBRERL LW
AR ~FERT 5 2 L 2Rl A D,

9 /9
* WF e Bl S OERM
U 27 EBEA~DFIER

RLi o
Ciiaras : mk_ma?u;:_ﬂntul

implications
EE ERI (Risk signal)
MT Risk mitigation
WiC Capability outcome




PAERTR &

AT

B Ba S
R Egun b
Bk 55, 0% 1-9 & 16. 1%
etk 44, 1% 10-20 & 5.9%
L2 30-49 4 5.9%
20-205% 14, 8% 50-99 A 13. 5%
30-396% 29, 9% 100-149 4 6. 6%
40495 23. 7% 150-299 4 11. 2%
G0 B 31, 6% 300-499 4 7.9%
2 BOD-999 4 9.2%
FBERELL T 14, 5% 1000-4999 4 10, 5%
FEMA RS - BEPY S 19. 1'% 5000 L0 E 13.2%
e 40, 1% FRAE
L E 26, 3% Wi 8.2%
Fifr PR 18, 8%
— Al 43.1% EREREE 3.0%
1% 11, 6% EHF - Hak 13. 8%
MRS + Pt 3L 4% flRiiS S 14. 5%
i i g ¥ 13.5% #F 7.2%
et - (RER 8. 6%
= R e S A 3.0%
£ il 23. 0%
#8 HEXRIGHEOEARBME (h=304)

R 0

1, Fylwifa by — % Cavanaugh et al, (2000) Kﬂf;@@hﬂ%’ii\ 7 A ) ASRENOEEOSENSEESRRTIC L BEIRE,
€51 HYLTWhWATR Sy RS i

£s2 TR e e e (B A F—#IE (D1)

£83 5 BASBEMAIC 22 ST TR S VRS Tl VA ey iCBT BREEZ AV TRIEET- 1.

CS4 BfEAR S WA R i

£S5 MREEIZEE O TEROSEEATER L F— 5k (D2) ) a

(56 AR Bk F e A EYEF AR byt —CETARELHWTHIELZT- 2,

L, EXFFrARA R yt— B Cavanaugh et al. (2000} ‘

HST (LBEBDHBEDICE< DFHE (BBALTH) AEECHS A R -

HS2  BELEY & EAN L ERAEBOBEREICEBL TS LBLS Rl = I Ll

HS3 W ErERT AEb LEDR R LA REN =

3. (FERAUTHEERE 3% Schaufeli ot al. (2002) ;&%‘gﬁ‘ (%?ﬁﬁﬁilﬁé'@'éﬁﬁ%ﬁb\ﬂﬂuﬁz%ﬁo7‘.:6

EE1 ERICL - THICEE LTS l’

EEz2  —H®#EbYICHEELTwE LB LS = 518 (05)

EES  WEE THURMICAI ZL AR5 L EERLS AT, EBEAN ECET A REXAVTRIERT- 1,

EEd  EEESRKEpAEEIRCGNS ;

EEF S HLTHRAREALSICELES = 554 (D6)

4, WRIEFERR 3 (Sonnentag & Fritz, 2007) AFETIE, VI r—va BT AREXRAVTHEEIT- 7,

WT1  SLAV T EE%ATINE ]

MT2  BRif IR D AT S =

MT3 B OWRSELITAfhn I L2 LTIV i&&?ﬁ?c}g, i AT U 2 (Structural Equation Modeling: SEM) & M\WTadr&iT-7,
MI4 A7 kA B I ke T B !

A REEGESHmME s R (2ol1o) F—hR Ty PP

WOl SR TELTLOEENICHL SRS LS et ENBROAEMERIET 57, 304EOT— R M7 T LI F Y T EER L,
W2 HEBOEHHOIY EohAR !

WCs  EFEokEREMNMCEN LRSS TR R R Ty B S S < RIRREE L 2 ML

W4 EnEMEomR - HERTELS Lok

WCE By TRELRITOES L o

6 UF¥t—ir3 % (Sonnentag & Fritz, 2007) 2 Kﬁ%@ﬁ¥£§%7 = “‘?"17 — ]\
R¥1 BEEMIZ VT » & AT SR MERT TS

RE2 AEMIZ L 25 CRFHARRL TV

RX3  HEREEIcERil E#Tina

RN S oEE S BR S LEFERETT o TS

X1 OWEREL O

BEHB L, FEIIRTHIE SN,
W5 SRICE S35 K 9 —HBOIH H 2B 2 BRI

EIE L THWE=, )
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A. Challenge—Hindrance (appraisal)

1. Cavanaugh, M. A., Boswell, W. R., Roehling, M. V., & Boudreau, J. W. (2000). An empirical
examination of self-reported work stress among U.S. managers. Journal of Applied Psychology.

2. LePine, J. A., Podsakoff, N. P., & LePine, M. A. (2005). A meta-analytic test of the challenge
stressor—hindrance stressor framework. Journal of Applied Psychology.

3. Podsakoff, N. P., LePine, J. A., & LePine, M. A. (2007). Differential challenge stressor—hindrance
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