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Abstract

The primary purpose of this study examined the impacts of the two job stressors (i.e., challenge
stress and hindrance stress) on the two job strains (i.e., emotional exhaustion and disengagement).
The study found that challenge stress was positively related to employees’ emotional exhaustion,
and was negatively related to their disengagement. Compared with challenge stress, hindrance stress
was positively related to both employees’ emotional exhaustion and disengagement. This study also
found both emotional exhaustion and disengagement were related to intention to leave, job satisfac-
tion and job performance. Of these two strains, disengagement was found to be negatively related to
supervisor rating performance, however, emotional exhaustion was found to be positively related to
self-report performance. In addition, this study also found the different stress-coping effects of four
forms of organizational commitments, and found that different form of commitment produced dif-
ferent effects on organizational outcomes. The theoretical and practical implications are discussed.
Hopefully, the findings of this study would provide useful messages for HRM professionals, and

might be valuable for organizational recruit and selection of manpower.

Keywords: Organizational commitment; Job stress; Job strain
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B T e G S POSRIT 2 LR RT 9 4 RT 0 7 W | L AR Bl
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~ B & 2 % (Measures)
¥4 % #(Control variables). & 7 ## 6|2 & F > & - $P#cz - FIHARE -

PeFe 1 PR 4 (Challenge stress). & 5 7 F it p Cavanaugh et al. (2000) » * 12| & p*
Pl T4 o plder “HLFF m;F&Fﬁﬁ_l Fr” 2 “Aaa1ivt g ERE” - B F
HA& £00 T B Likert-type £ & ® ¥ B 4L > 4 % #cch Cronbach’s o 5 .81

[R a2 1 TERR 4 (Hindrance stress). + % 7 3 #c 4 p Cavanaugh et al. (2000) » * g §
AT o Db “AF I RA-EELKDLIE 2 A daa FRLE 2R ﬁ%ﬂ?ﬁtﬁ
Fr1 7 gk Likert-type € % w ¥ F* 42 > & % #ceh Cronbach’s o 5 .72.

1% & B (Emotional exhaustion). % 5 3 38 > %< Demerouti et al. (2001)m1 Foo k1P
B (ER A DR g o oA T L AR DR E “R e EEY
£OAR TR A BT B E F AR & Rt T gk Likert-type £ £ % ¥ B 4L 0 A % #c<h Cronbach’s a
0.86 -

i -

75 4p(Disengagement). + 4 7 > %% Demerouti et al. (2001)s8 %  * 12 p| & % 3)"—*‘5 ¥
ﬁ@Jmﬁ%ﬁﬁ’mﬂﬁﬁzﬁxﬁkifWm@ﬁé@”ﬁ “HE RS AR DURET
HAE 13 g Likert-type £ & = ¥ K42 > & % #cch Cronbach’s o 5 .89.

R 12 22 K g (Affective commitment). . 4 38 > 5~ Meyer etal. (1993)cn& £ » * 14|

L ﬁ @Mwﬁkrhk* R T L T EF LI SEPY PN LV P
A5 %7 o H AR Jt T 8k Likert-type £ % % § ' 4L » & % #csh Cronbach’s o 5 .91

H e 1.2 5K g (Normative commitment). % 3 3 > %% Meyeretal. (1993)5h& & - * 1
PlE X "'—‘“H BEAR G KRG de A A L AP HE R LR 2 AP T KRN

&A% o HAE 1T g Likert-type £ £ = ¥ K 4Z » & % #cch Cronbach’s o 5 .83.
& A gk gE(Accumulated costs commitment). % 3 3 > 4% Blau (2003)0& & - *

PRI R E HER S AT E R e B ITF A @ Ao gAY 2 SR
AT S nﬁ%”o* HAE 1T g Likert-type £ & ® ¥ K AL > & Rdcih
Cronbach’s o % .77.

B F Bp & o gk FE(Limited alternatives commitment). % 3 3 > 4-% Blau (2003):0% £ -
# Jh?lﬂ % ”";F%mﬂ%‘;ifﬁ—g’&ﬁi cdo P WG fRA R OURA Y 2 Cp gk 177
7o B ¥ HAE K0T g Likert-type £ £ w ¥ K 4Z > & % #ch Cronbach’s o 5.72.

422 % [Fl(Intention to leave). * 2 3 2% p Hom & Griffeth (1991) & & » * 2| € £
VIEORBRL R de A ER (T R 2 AR S pRR R Sl TR F

A& f2 T 8 Likert-type € # v ¥ B 42 » ~ % # Cronbach’sa 3 0.91.

I 7% &(Job satisfaction). * 15 7 iz p Smith, Kendall, & Hulin (1969)s& % » #* 12|
‘E_%“%"'—‘F‘f 1 ERE . ARRE AL SBG w  AoFPE K CAd TR L AR AR, &



MBS A A kD B SR AT, R TS AR REF BE AT, LR SR
Acnd FATER A AT, 2L ERER K FMA S o AHP R ERBEIIBLT B Y FR
& R T 8 Likert-type £ % % % F* 48 > » % #c Cronbach’sa 5 0.81.

1 1% 5 »x(Job performance). % 5 3 > %+ Goodman and Svyantek (1999) & & p 1 T4 »&

A1 T ARIEZ 17 & “S 1 it 4 ATAR
N E” o Zfﬁiiﬁ A2 7 g Likert-type € & = % B 42 » & % #h Cronbach’s . 7 0.85.
¥ AR d ﬁfg H iR A # 117 B Likert-type & ;% 4% 5 H 435 ¥ "ﬁ 1 (T4 AL o

:’E‘_%\» s H 11/E|J—€L ‘—‘:’z‘)ll;ﬁ r—,’-jl f%—‘z\ii’{ , '&L" 1

2~ 7 7 2% (Results)

RIS F A

1o 7723 LR FenTiofe - R84 2 4phf Tlic o ez I edp B Th kg 7 4
Tt e B o PPREERS AFERETTEIE G B RE=.56,p<.01) Zidpif
FEG M RE=-2L;p<.01); &1 T %36 27 4§31 (TR EHF b e
IERA B IERE S pRl TSR L APM > 7 SRHMABE f M - 5= o ReiEa 0T
BALSWBEFERELTEZmp R r o M 1‘*( .32 and .51; allp< 01); fdif &=
CIRERIED TR B TR R A T TR p R (TR f AN 0 A AR
I AR o F 0 ip 0 IR A 2K le %ZEA%L’P B 1 I BER2EEF L
HEREK D E e E I L ERCR RS B,éfﬁﬁﬁﬁfr%ﬁ?»i%ﬁ%’?s@ﬁi“ B AT A ARG B2 K

§4A#$° ] gL "‘f 7 B3k 4a % Sa 2 b s B3 4b-4f, Sb-SFHeEE A F o R T ’B%kiig
o RIGEAF AR LEE 1 T BEM G Tl BK 67 05T 6d s 6e & 6f
S #i; K 6a-6c ST A 4F o g O IER A PR IS s A gL TR
i
B

=

B> @ B 3EERE B R L AP B (r=-.61,-34,-22, and .51 respectively; all p <.01) ; 3§k
xa&i¢éﬁméwhﬁﬂaﬁu AR TSR L L ARM o B R (TR B F
#E &g ﬁgltn‘-;ég—{r’gt = ]d"i;k'{_\f"gt_‘/i‘v_l ]Fls\t -‘3: mﬁ’ /] % E y B ‘:-_JL»FIQ .k‘-:v——[ °

oo~ N RIS

AAY RS AT Y B 3 A7k A o BEo AP R % Baron and Kenny (1986) 3 B ¢ /i 42
Benz 3 FAEA PSS dod 203 4 2d i o F AP R FRAETE S e ir
R e RIS WP Ao T D & 2ahF- ¢ o FFEAR A B TRRE TR 1 (TR AT
Rl (f=.40and -.38; allp <.01); % 2a % Fr= »grdpsed 3 1 17758 ehig Rl %98 (f = -.59;
allp<01) 5 & 2aHF =¥ > § R 2 endaod b o~ i §F = 255 FER 1 e8P >
Faaf 822 5% f 4 38%K5-09(p>.05) s % mp 1 grapd 5 ¥R L
R B ER Y ARE S TP BR3aEFAF o HST o A 20 0 AFTEFAEMY
RS RS RRLF O AR P AT DA Db A P A A SR
@*?ﬁﬁmiﬂ*ﬁ%%EQZ%mﬂ%&ﬂm<M)%§%ﬁ%_’M$W§ﬁ$¢
L RDTERIF A (f=-49; allp<01) 5 & 2b H 3= ¥ > § Frig o Lo b e fF
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RS TERIREBR A B RO REF S d 40 MG 25(p<.01) LR EEP TR
oAz 2 AFHRETE LRI E > Fl o BR 3D EEIN L T b
HHR Lo BB A ? (%3 - BR3¢ 2 3dF Mg s Fgp o
Escen? AR AEEFLFEF - 4 2 5-5,‘5‘?— LR okl A A N 1 'FFI-‘I T
2 (f=.02;p>05) FIP¥P ARIF2EEI 22 BR3ICAETLIEF - AFTHFRY -
ARG % 0 TR 2c 5‘55‘?: oo ARG A ?’—T—‘I T »eenig Pl %38 (B=-.19; p
<01) ;5 &4 2cHF= ia%? F‘”‘fr%f 2R e B B ARV IR A 5T (R o
P gt g A R S R A pod 0245 5 12(p<.l) @ Eideef A F i1 T
IR RlL PRI S d -19&3’%;;,; 24 (p<.01)> pt B 5P g B R o
Hagira Egsaenbf i FiE- Hendfd 2 %EF S eniFA, 7 4 A ¥ p =1 (T en
TEaR 0 Ad 2d+bﬁ—- P T ARFFR P T IFEsx (=.05;p>.05) Fp e
T2 iFE 7 = 2 B3k 3d %zg.«x% A 2dHF P gl S p R R neh
FRIRF(B=-31;p<01); £ 2d#HF= ¢ » iR oumiprdl b pcr i g 42505
BIp 3L T pE s PR R R IEE L F 05K E 21 (p<.01) @ gt p
T EE TR R RERGE 0§ d 31K 5 -39 (p<.01) > SR ERP g &
HR TR Hp =1 Tl (7 g F- HIFF 2 REFE - AL NRFES S
Bhod 35757 o
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Bl AFE &R T ogc s IR 5 4p M i

% #c(Variable) Mean  SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13
1L&F 576 5.42 -
2.4 4] 242 43 -.10 -

3PB L (RS 3.14 .74 20%% - 14*%  (.81)
41 (TR 298 .59 -20%*% 11 -094  (.72)

Sk L 306 .94 .01 -03  .561%* 32%% (.82)

6.5r 3 AL 285 .82 -19%* 01  -21%* 5]%F 20%k (89)

TR R 322 .86 .16%* -07  38%*F _44%k 01  -54%% (9])

8. 1K 3.18 .85 35%k _D0%k  43%* 3@k (9 - 54%k  70%* (83)

9.2 &% & K 3.08 .86 .19%* _16¥*  33%x 01 25%k _16¥* 35%%  47¢x (T7)

10.1 T3 & K% 307 .88 .02 .00 .10 .18** _19%* 16** -03  -01  27% (.72)

11.1 %% & 3.06 .55 19%* 04 22%% _46%% _12% - 61F*  53%x  52%k DRk _ 17*x (81])

12425 X, ] 3.06 .93 -27%F 08 - I8%F 54k IRk S]ER 4k 5%k 3%k 10 -49%F (91)

13.p 3% T 7% 323 77 26%F - 13%  G1FF _20%k  D0%k _34%x  S7Ex SRk 4Ok [2 36%* -34%% (85)
14.3 ¢ 375 2% 357 .85 25%% _09 J0 - 18%% 02 -22%% 7Rk 32%F (19¥* - 10 A8%% 11 36%*

B ¥4 2 Bc® i Cronbach’salpha. %% @ 1= % ; 2= -+ (Notes. Values on the diagonal are Cronbach’s alpha. Gender was coded: 1 = male; 2 = female)
% s
p <.05. p <.0l.
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% 2a. grdpedf @ Ak B 22 1 17 % & (Disengagement as a Mediating Variable between
Exhaustion and Job Satisfaction)

et L 3 B Rk
Control Variable Independent Variable
i % ¥ EF g g gy
Dependent variable Tenure Gender Exhaustion  Disengagement R’
(B1) (B2) (Bs) (Ba)
Part 1
s Hr 4 4g (Disengagement) - 20%* -.02 40** 20%*
1 i¥7% ¥ (Job Satisfaction) D(** 11 3] 14
Part 2
1 i%j% & (Job Satisfaction) 08 09 _50%% 3@k
Part 3
1 i® % & (Job Satisfaction) .09 .10 -.09 -55%%  3@¥*

Note. Standardized beta weights are shown.

*p<.05. *p<.0l.

% 2b. gndpaef ¢ 4k o & 48 & Bl (Disengagement as a Mediating Variable between

Exhaustion and Intention to Leave)

o I 3 B Rk
Control Variable Independent Variable
R E S &5 B R EE gy
Dependent variable Tenure Gender  Exhaustion  Disengagement R’
(B (B2) (B3) (B4)
Part 1
s Hr e 4g (Disengagement) - 20%* -.02 A40%* 20%*
# B & B (Intention to  _p7*x -05 40** 3k
Leave)
Part 2
# B & B (Intention to  _ 7%« -02 49%%k 30k
Leave)
Part 3
#17% %, Bl (Intention to - 20%* -.04 25%% 38kE 35k
Leave)

Note. Standardized beta weights are shown.

*p<.05. **p<.0l.
13



% 2c. gigpiedf ¢ AR A & A ¥ 3T 174 »(Disengagement as a Mediating Variable be-

tween Exhaustion and Supervisor rating Job Performance )

E U S B R
Control Variable Independent Variable
PR %S £ 5 AT 3 1o M TR s
Dependent variable Tenure Gender Exhaustion  Disengagement R’
(B) (B2) (B3) (B4)
Part 1
w3 a4 (Disengagement) _ (% -02 4(0** D
A ¢ 334 »%(Supervisor rat- 24%% -.10 .02 07
ing Job Performance)
Part 2
3 35 »x(Supervisor rat- 20%* -.10 - 19%*  10%*
ing Job Performance)
Part 3
3 ¢ 7% »z(Supervisor rat- 19%* -.11 12 S24%%  12%%

ing Job Performance)

Note. Standardized beta weights are shown.

*p<.05. *¥p<.0l. ‘p<.l.

% 2d. grapiedl ¢ Aok B 22 p =1 i' 4 s(Disengagement as a Mediating Variable between
Exhaustion and Self-report Job Satisfaction)

Eb Ak S y: Bl S
Control Variable Independent Variable
i EF O BM RETE sief
Dependent variable Tenure Gender Exhaustion  Disengagement R’
(B (B2) (B3) (B4)
Partl
#i #p o4 (Disengagement) - 20%* -.02 40** 20%*
p =1 %5 »z(Self-report 25%* S 1 7EE .05 10%*
Job Performance)
Part 2
f =1 1% 4 »x(Self-report A9kE 6% S31%k Ok
Job Performance)
Part 3
p %1 1% »2(Self-report A7%* - 18%* 21%% - 39%% 2%

Job Performance)

Note. Standardized beta weights are shown.
*p<.05. **p<.0l
14
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7 ~ 33 (Discussion)

AFPTEEIFELOFEREZ-ROTPFRAILIRAF ¢RFHE IR 21188
EEd%] é}ﬁ‘.ﬂﬂ«% Ble A F 7 ek % £ =t /235 Cavanaugh et al.(2000)¥ Podsakoff, LePine, and LePine
(2007)s7%7 3 i 5k o Cavanaughetal. 2 361 iT/R 4 I 2t 2% §_f o B BNFF > 7~ TP |
Ml (R4 T2 G R FZ O LARI T FaF KA RGO ITRE 3 ITE
R N B R L B Rekliana (TR R - A f G m@" Fld o AR A g E MR
11 TR EIIEE»o S ERBR 1Y FLFIRS ’f' BRRLEE 0 B PR (TR 4
45 4p & o Podsakoff, LePine, and LePine e1it & » 4787 7 % % > P L1 (E/R 4 ",% Gogr b
G A R R LG AR 2 o PR TR B MKEE e (5 T R
IVFL O ERRF TR vl 025 8 Reitdl FRS &R 151 TR F -~ B
RFEERf oM G PRIV F PR RRF R T e b o Tl AT R
5o LAl TRA s fAg e o qr,@,; T A PR TR Fl R AR (TR
FE e

Bl IERS FZF AR DY GBS 6 0 AP Y 0% % & Taiand Liu (2007) 5% 7 48
W““Mﬂﬁu#%ﬂM“%ﬁﬁzﬁ%~ﬂ:ﬁlﬁ@4ﬂ%LTﬁ:ﬁ;@nﬁmﬁﬁﬁt

Fri)eng o Taiand Liu 6F7 7 B % B o Pt Pens (FR4 R4 1 g ol 2
Fﬁ%ﬁ“ﬁlmwﬁ*ﬁ’F—ﬂﬁ’%awwlﬁ@41@€ﬁﬁﬁlﬁﬁ%%ﬁ,k
Pre g H e [l sl e AR %0 | Sk Taiand Lin 1 PR 4 5% &2 <X R4
R R S T A ALY S R S e
o AR RERS B RALY o 3 g Bl § i H 1 TES R
RFE AR BahR R i vk D AAM S B O chpndpa
G e R R e *P”A%%T’ﬁTmmwﬁfﬂméé@mmgﬂ
Hoeo mRL e R PR R o AP LA H R e TE
1P A AFEREAEE L A e FE R b P Ah B ”:)\3‘5‘7'* S\Fﬁ ]L
PE AR kG B EAREROIE . AE LT R

| A
Ao e v sz el koo

\_x

“m\'i-

k& LES=EET B

W2 LR o R A REBT e AL HR S Eﬂ—%z{ @4 B & A gl 58
(Cavanaugh et al., 2000; Tai and Liu, 2007) - & k87 7 7 ¥ = —} ARFF R e o 4o S
A #(e.g., conscientiousness, agreeableness, etc.) ¥+ /& 4 F]Z g @ A pRafeE it %2 B
B3 o bl4e > Stewart, Carson & Cardy (1996)57%= 1 B+ » X 3 VIE F IR e R o i ¥ oL
BRUEPLE DR H LT UH e p AFILDEL 0 T "ﬁf‘ FRSEEEN TR B R
IIERA P S I IFE e 1 ITREHI TR D B 43 r,a_af}vé’a—g L M| 3 ¥
MR P o R AL L 2 SR

H

g o
o TEEGES 0 B %
TRE LS T - E S SRR

AKRSFL T - HRFr BeSIGEH L TR 2 1A R B bl o Bk
Hesk A BB TS B IGER BRSO (PR SRHL (T R o AT A kg T
B e e KR 'f@* NGRSt S R A & PN E R
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AR et PR T o Bilde o B R LR KGR FUR A 4 0 F A R T MR e K
FoRMEE e R REE FLE I e RO KA F T RE AL D RO F R R
Mo ‘F\"A"?F}

AETUIRBFEDRE R L ZFETH % F”F“*%ﬁﬁémPQA
AT EHE sk s ARG T FAHI FenimE o N34 R af
WA TR B ﬁﬂ*ﬁ&@”iﬁﬁ“”ﬁ,ﬁﬂ.ﬁ‘%v&@.&i’lz?a\%gﬁ“
LR FE-HHE LA T T A o
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