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Abstract

The present study examines role conflict as a hindrance stressor that influences how
employees stay engaged in their work roles. The proposition is that two occupational
stressors interact to impact work engagement via negative affect. Cross-sectional data were
collected from working professionals pursuing an Executive MBA at a larger university in
China to test the proposed model. Results from our field study (N = 237) revealed role
conflict and time pressure as predictors of employees’ negative affect. Also, results reveal that
time pressure moderated the association between role conflict and employees’ negative affect.
These findings imply that two divergent occupational stressors can influence employee
work-related outcomes. We concluded by discussing theoretical and practical implications.
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Introduction

In the conceptualization of occupational stress, the usual predictor variables are stressors,
which are characteristics or events in the workplace that can influence employee work
engagement (McGrath & Beehr, 1990; O’Brien & Beehr, 2019). There are numerous
potential stressors in the workplace that examining their categories would benefit researchers
and practitioners alike. If stressors in a single category have similar effects on employees, we
do not have to know as much about each stressor’s effects independently. Through
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challenge-hindrance stress model dichotomy, researchers have explored when and how these
occupational stressors influence work-related outcomes. The recent meta-analysis of
challenge-hindrance model of stress conducted by Mazzola & Disselhorst (2019) generally
provides a useful distinction of occupational stressors for research and practice. Based on the
challenge-hindrance stress model framework, we propose that time pressure as a challenge
stressor buffers the negative effect of role conflict on employee work engagement through
negative affect. The challenge-hindrance stress model framework states that all hindrance
stressors consume energy, thwart personal growth, and hinder goal achievement (Kim &
Beehr, 2018). In contrast, challenge stressors have the potential to motivate and contribute to
employee work engagement. Using this framework, we propose that high challenge stressors
(i.e., time pressures) modulate hindrance stressors (i.e., role conflict) on employee negative
affect.

This article makes three contributions to literature. First, by examining both time pressure
and role conflict, this article measures the potential for within-person variation in negative
affect during the appraisal of these stressors. Secondly, previous research combines all
stressors or uses them interchangeably without examining how distinct they are from each
other. In the current study, we propose that differentiating time pressure (challenge stressor)
and role conflict (hindrance stressor) is a useful distinction, as these two may not be
appraised as the same (Wu et al., 2019). Additionally, rather than looking at the broad
categories of challenge (and hindrance) stressors (Tadi¢ et al., 2015) in the present study, we
decided to examine specific stressors (i.e., role conflict and time pressure) and see how they
can affect employees’ work engagement.

We propose that individual employee’s appraisals of stressors as challenging may buffer the
effect of hindrance stressors on negative affect (Rosen et al., 2020). Previous research,
including meta-analyses, has usually started with assigning the different stressors as primarily
hindrances or challenges (Olafsen & Frdund, 2018). However, limited research has
examined challenge stressors as a boundary condition. Researchers’ assignments of stressors
into categories are correct. However, it has failed to highlight the benefits of challenging
stressors over hindrance stressors (Prem et al., 2017). In the current study, we examine how
time pressure may buffer the negative effect of role conflict on employee negative affect and
work engagement.

Moreover, the current study aims to contribute to the literature examining the relationship
between challenge and hindrance stressors and the probable mechanisms underlying these
associations. This study projected four hypotheses to test these relationships. These
hypotheses included: (1) role conflict negatively predicts work engagement; (2) time pressure
positively predicts work engagement; (3a) negative affect mediates the relationship between
role conflict and work engagement; (3b) negative affect mediates the relationship between
time pressure and work engagement; (4) time pressure moderates the relationship between
role conflict and negative affect, such that the outcome is weaker when time pressure is high
rather than low.
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Challenge-Hindrance Stress Model

There has been a growing research body on the challenge-hindrance stress model over the last
decade and a half that attracted practitioners in an attempt to expand it. The study conducted
by Mazzola & Disselhors (2019) indicated that people would be more likely to appraise
stressors differently, based on several external and internal variables. He continued to expand
his study that challenge stressors offer an opportunity to solve challenges, which may
enhance short-term achievements that lead to increased motivation, and even help an
employee experience positive moods such as alertness, interest, and joy. Nevertheless, they
also require resources, energy, and efficient coping strategy, leading to probable adverse
psychological and physical outcomes. In this regard, we are more interested in testing our
model and examining if Chinese employees can ultimately cope with the challenging
stressors they face at the workplace to thrive in their careers. Theorists and researchers have
long tried to evaluate stressors' interactions with environmental and personal characteristics
in forecasting strains and other outcomes. In this regard, it is more likely that there is
evidence that associations or moderating effects can occur. Still, the results are not always
consistent, given the environment you are conducting your study.

The question for a challenge-hindrance typology is to know if environmental variables such
as social support and job control can eventually moderate the association between stressors
and outcomes differently, in a systematic way, for hindrance versus challenge stressors
(O’Brien & Beehr, 2019). The potential problem within the typology of challenge hindrance
stress model is to know if different organizations and employees can equally respond to it,
which we are unsure about it. More so, conditions or stressful job events can alter
employees’ well-being through tiredness, burnout, and illness. Therefore, this may not
elucidate occupation stress in human employees entirely, yet, because not all stressors are the
same or alike, and not all individuals react to the same stressors or stressful events after work
is done. Therefore, our present study aims to utilize an environmental moderator of time
pressure and see how it can ultimately affect Chinese employees' work engagement. Unlike
hindrance stressors linked with fear, sadness, and anxiety, challenge stressors can stimulate
positive emotions such as happiness and satisfaction, leading to employees' motivation.
Subsequently, working individuals will be in an active working state when involved in a
challenge-stressors style, leading to a greater work engagement. This positive psychological
state helps motivate employees’ spirit at work (Lin et al., 2020).

Hypothesis Development
Role conflict negatively predicts work engagement

Work engagement will always be an essential factor for both organizations and employees to
achieve their goals. We know that without employees, there is no organization and without
organizations, there are no employees. That is why in our existing study, we are very much
concerned about how work engagement can always be sustained as the key for employees to
thrive in their careers. Theoretically, work engagement is a critical factor in examining
Greenhaus & Powell's (2006) theoretical recommendations. Work engagement is explained as
a positive, fulfilling work-related state of mind that is indicated by absorption, dedication,
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and vigor (Bakker et al., 2008; Schaufeli et al., 2002). Vigor is linked to high levels of energy
while working. Dedication is related to being strongly involved in one's work and feeling a
sense of challenge, pride, inspiration, enthusiasm, and significance. Lastly, absorption
designates that one is fully focused and happily engrossed in one's work, whereby time passes
fast. From the effect viewpoint, workers with high work engagement should coincide with
cognition and positive affect, as they feel vigorous and work on meaningful responsibilities.
Additionally, when people are entirely focused, they tend to feel time passes rapidly, which is
a characteristic of a positive experience. From a performance viewpoint, individuals with
high work engagement feel a strong sense of identity with their job, and they perceive their
work as challenging, inspirational and meaningful; hence, they tend to knowledge transfer
and utilize skills and resources to a greater extent at work (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007).

According to the challenge — hindrance framework, the degree to which employees are
energetic, enthusiastic about their work, and highly concentrated on their work (i.e., engaged)
is greatly affected by the work environment (Cavanaugh et al., 2000). Specifically, the
challenge-hindrance framework distinguishes two categories of occupational stressors;
challenge stressors and hindrance stressors. In his proposed model, he showed that challenge
stressors were work-related demands or circumstances that were potentially stressful but were
bound to benefit employees at the workplace. These gains would either be intrinsic (e.g.,
satisfaction) or aligned to work achievements (e.g., learning and development). The most
common challenge stressor is time pressure.

On the one hand, he stated explicitly that challenge stressors result in a resource gain,
emphasizing the positive outcomes of challenge stressors. On the other hand, Cavanaugh et al.
(2000) defined hindrance stressors as work-related demands or circumstances that
constrained or interfered with employee work achievements and did not provide employees
with intrinsic gains. Hindrances are considered an unmitigated source of stress because no
significant gains offset the resources expended.

Research shows that challenge—hindrance framework adequately provided evidence for
replication and generalizability (Bennett et al., 2018; Breevaart & Bakker, 2018; Prem et al.,
2017). For example, in one meta-analysis, raters coded various stressors as either challenge or
hindrance; these challenges and hindrances related to strains, motivation, and performance.
Nahrgang et al.'s (2011) meta-analysis using similar categorization of challenge and
hindrance stressors showed that both related to burnout, engagement, job satisfaction,
commitment, turnover intentions, and withdrawal behaviors. Finally, O’Brien and Beehr
(2019) showed that challenge and hindrance stressors are related to moods and emotions that
individuals display before and after work.

Previous research has found inconsistencies in the relationship between role conflict and
work engagement. The challenge stressor— hindrance stressor framework (Abbas & Raja,
2019) provides a possible explanation for the inconsistent findings regarding the link between
hindrance stressors and employees’ work engagement. Accordingly, some hindrance stressors
such as role-conflict are obstacles toward goal achievement and personal learning that
demotivate employees to engage in their work. Steed et al. (2019) found that role conflict was
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negatively related to employee work engagement in their meta-analysis. Accordingly, our
hypothesis states:

Hypothesis 1: Role conflict negatively predicts work engagement.
Time pressure positively predicts work engagement

Challenge demands appear to have the potential to increase favorable states in employees
(e.g., employee resilience). A recent daily diary study by Prem and colleagues (2017)
provided clues about challenging stressors’ had favorable outcomes. It focused on the
favorable outcomes of time pressure on thriving and employees’ appraisals of stressors.
According to Gerich (2017) challenge — the hindrance stressor framework challenges
stressors such as time pressure, brought a sense of accomplishment to employees who met
their targets under extreme conditions. In support of this challenge, stressor— hindrance
stressor distinction, Nahrgang et al. (2011) meta-analytically showed that time pressure was
positively related to employee work engagement.

Further, Prem (2017) carried out a daily diary study among teachers that showed that they
experienced self-concordant work motivation when they experienced challenging stressors
compared to those days they experienced hindrance stressors. Tadi¢ et al. (2015) found a
similar pattern in their daily diary study among schoolteachers, showing that time pressure
was positively related to employees’ positive affect and work engagement. Accordingly, our
hypothesis states:

Hypothesis 2: Time pressure positively predicts work engagement.

Negative affect as a mediator

Past theoretical and empirical work has examined the associations between affectivity and
work-related outcomes (Deng et al., 2016), such as work engagement. According to Schwarz
& Clore (2006), people typically rely on their affect balance to form judgments of how
(dis)contented they are with their work accomplishments. Prior research has confirmed a
negative correlation between negative affect and work engagement (Schmitt et al., 2015),
more so in the face of occupational stressors.

As challenge and hindrance stressors emerge from individual perceptions of events, these
perceptions may influence the experience of negative affect and work engagement
(Extremera & Rey, 2016). While challenge stressors such as time pressure may reduce
negative affect, hindrance stressors such as role conflict may increase negative affect and
influence employee work engagement. Accumulating research literature has confirmed the
mediator role of negative affect between self-reported stressors and work engagement both in
organizational contexts (Tadi¢ et al., 2015). Challenges stressors highlight personal growth
potential, which increases positive affective responses and reduces negative affective
responses (Parker et al., 2017). Contrary to challenge stressors, hindrance stressors, including
role conflict, are associated with high negative affect. Furthermore, hindrance stressors
represent strains, and therefore, overcoming them makes results acceptable rather than
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outstanding performance. Accordingly, our hypothesis states:

Hypothesis 3 (a): Negative affect mediates the relationship between role conflict and
work engagement.

Hypothesis 3 (b): Negative affect mediates the relationship between time pressure and
work engagement.

Time pressure as a moderator

Researchers and theorists have long attempted to examine stressors with personal and
environmental characteristics in predicting strains and other outcomes. There is evidence that
interactions or moderating effects can occur, but the results are not always consistent. A
challenge-hindrance typology is whether challenge stressors can moderate the relationship
between hindrance stressors and outcomes differently. Previous research has highlighted that
overcoming challenges is why challenge stressors can have more favorable outcomes than
hindrance stressors (Baer & Oldham, 2006; 2000; Schmitt et al., 2015).

Challenging stressors such as time pressure buffer the effects of hindrance stressors on
negative affect (Deng et al., 2016; Schmitt et al., 2015). Employees feel less negative affect
when faced with role conflict on days when they have high (vs. low) time pressure. For
instance, previous studies have shown that when employees receive negative feedback on a
strict deadline, they are more likely to be more efficient and effective. Building on this
knowledge, we examine the interactive effect of challenge stressors (i.e., role conflict) and
hindrance stressors (i.e., role conflict) on employees’ negative affect. We posit that even when
employees face hindrance stressors such as role conflict, which may deplete their energy,
conceiving the time required to finish the task (time pressure) may minimize employee’s
negative affect. Accomplishing a task in a short time may reframe the employee’s perception
of role conflict as an opportunity to learn and demonstrate competence (i.e., become
challenging). Accordingly, our hypothesis states:

Hypothesis 4: Time pressure moderates the positive relationship between role conflict
and negative affect such that this relationship is weaker when employee time pressure
is high (vs. low).

Participants

The sample comprises 268 Executive MBA students from one of the largest Chinese
universities who voluntarily participated in the survey. These students were full-time
employees who studied on a part-time basis (during weekends).

Recruitment

Participants were recruited via student network WeChat groups. WeChat is a social media
application that was developed by Tencent. WeChat was launched in 2011. Similar to
WhatsApp and Telegram, WeChat has become the most popular social media platform in
China.
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Sample Selection

We collected data from working Executive MBA students undertaking their studies on a
part-time basis. We picked this sample for various reasons. First, working Executive MBA
students emerge from a wide selection of organizations, which improved our generalizability
findings. Second, previous research has revealed that working Executive MBA students have
common factors such as relative income, job level, social class relevant to our study outcome.
Third, working Executive MBA students met the criteria for being knowledgeable workers.
Davenport (2005; 19) specified that knowledge employees had higher expertise, education, or
experience. Their jobs' primary purpose is to promote the creation, distribution, or application
of knowledge compared to other workers. In this context, we assumed that knowledge
workers were passionate about learning and development in their workplace and were able to
work in high conflict environments. Also, previous research has shown that knowledge
workers were susceptible to occupational stressors (Prem et al., 2017) and strived to be
engaged in their work roles.

Measures

All scale items were decoded from English into Chinese and then back-translated into
English to confirm their meaning. All the study variables were measured on 7-point Likert
scales (e.g., 1 = Strongly disagree; 7= Strongly agree).

Role Conflict: We used eight items from Perrewe’s (2004) role conflict scale for our study.
Sample items included, “I must do things that I think should be done differently” and, “I
work under incompatible policies and guidelines.” These items have been used in similar
studies (Sonnentag, 2018).

Time pressure: We used five items from LePine’s (2004) challenge stress scale and one item
from Sonnentag (2003) time pressure scale. Representative items included, “How often do
you work under time pressure?” and “Do you experience time pressure when you are required
to complete your assignments?” These items have been used in similar studies (Sonnentag &
Zijlstra, 2006).

Negative Affect: We measured negative employee effect using Monin’s (2008) 10-items scale.
Sample items were ‘When faced with this experience, I feel fatigued” and “I feel bothered.”

Work engagement: We measured work engagement using five-items from Bledow’s (2011)
scale. The sample item included “I feel strong and vigorous in my work™ and “At my work, I
feel bursting with energy.”

Control Variables: We controlled gender, age, and tenure, as they have been shown to
influence employee work engagement (Bledow et al., 2011).

Procedure

Before this study, we ensured that all measures were in line with the Chinese national
research committee’s ethical standards and the Helsinki declaration. We obtained consent
from the participants included in the study. It comprised of the following elements: the
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purpose of the study, a statement regarding confidentiality and anonymity of participants, and
a statement regarding the participant’s right to withdraw their consent at any time. The survey
takers were also requested to provide their demographic information.

A\ MacrOthlnk International Journal of Human Resource Studies

An online survey was submitted to all the respondents but focused on the study criteria as
those employees who had been employed at their current workplace for at least three months
and worked at least forty hours a week (full-time employees). In the end, 32 members did not
meet the sample selection criteria, leaving a sample of two hundred and thirty-seven
participants. Of the 237 participants, sixty-eight percent were male; they had a mean age of
29.80 years (SD = 0.47) with an average tenure of 4.83 years (SD = 0.82).

Data Analysis

To test the proposed hypotheses, we first utilized SPSS version 23.0 to perform the
hierarchical multiple regression to examine the mediating effect of negative affect on the
proposed independent variables and work engagement. Then we examined the moderating
effect of time pressure using hierarchical multiple regression. We first entered the control
variables in Step 1, the independent variable in step 2, and the moderator in step 3. We
mean-cantered all the component variables required to create the interaction term, i.e., role
conflict (R.C.) and time pressure (T.P.). We then entered the interaction term (R.C. X T.P.) in
step 4.

Results

The mean, standard deviation, and correlation for all variables are summarized in Table 1.
Role conflict was observed to be positively related to negative affect (8 = 0.17, p<0.05, and
negatively related to work engagement (f = -0.16, p<0.05). Time pressure was positively
related to negative affect (5 = 0.21, p<0.05), and work engagement (f = 0.16, p<0.05).
Further, negative affect was positively associated with work engagement (5 = 0.17, p<0.05).
Also, negative affect partially mediated the relationship between role conflict and work
engagement (f = 0.33, p<0.05; Table 2a, Model 6) and fully mediated the relationship
between time pressure and work engagement (5 = 0.17, p<0.05, Table 2b, Model 6). Table 3
shows that the interaction between role conflict and time pressure was negatively correlated
with negative employee affect (5 = -0.09, p<0.05). These depictions support hypotheses 1, 2,
3,and 4.

Discussion

The current study builds upon prior work (Breevaart & Bakker, 2018) to examine the
interactive effect of role conflict (a hindrance stressor) and time pressure (a challenge stressor)
on work engagement via employee negative affect. Our results revealed that role conflict
negatively predicted work engagement, and negative affect fully mediated the relationship.
These findings are associated with preceding studies examining the detrimental effects of
hindrance stressors (Kronenwett & Rigotti, 2020). The findings can be explained by Dawson
et al.'s (2016) assertion that employees’ perceptions of a stressor as a hindrance trigger
negative affect as it is considered a strain on their resources. In line with the challenge
stressor— hindrance stressor framework Charkhabi (2019), we found the relationship between
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role conflict, negative affect, and employee work engagement relied on their time pressure. In
particular, the results suggest that when employees have tight deadlines, they are likely to
perceive role conflict as an opportunity to learn other skills, boosting their affect and enabling
them to be engaged in the work. This finding implies that role conflict and time pressure
interact to play an essential role in how employees regulate their moods, which reframes the
employee’s perception of role conflict as an opportunity to learn and demonstrate competence
(i.e., become challenging). As employee perceptions of occupational stressors influence
employee work engagement (Breevaart & Bakker, 2018), these findings make an essential
contribution to the literature, enabling us to understand better how such interaction influenced
work engagement.

Theoretical Implications

This study made three notable theoretical contributions. The study measured the differences
in time pressure and role conflict for within-person variation in negative affect during these
stressors’ appraisal. In line with previous results (Tadi¢ et al., 2015), the perception of
occupational stressors as either a challenge or a hindrance varied from person to person. This
finding explained the inconsistent relationships between occupational stressors and
fluctuation in affect in the literature.

Secondly, the study distinguished time pressure (challenge stressor) and role conflict
(hindrance stressor), depending on the employee appraisal (Bennett et al., 2018; Stiglbauer &
Zuber, 2018). This distinction allowed us to examine specific stressors (i.e., role conflict and
time pressure) instead of combining them in one broad category.

The study of challenge stressor— hindrance stressor framework showed that individuals
working under time pressure are likely to overcome the strain imposed by role conflict,
thereby buffering its effect on negative affect (e.g., Baethge et al. 2019). Therefore, the study
tested time pressure as a boundary condition and examined its buffering effect (Webster et al.,
2011). His study revealed that employees engaged more in their work when they had high
time pressure versus low. Working employees believe that once they can overcome the
challenge related stressors, they will get rewards and benefits in terms of a job promotion, job
performance, and future growth, so they will work very hard to adopt active strategies. On the
contrary, it is not easy for individuals to overcome stressful outcomes caused by hindrance
sources. It hinders the achievement of employees’ career development and work goals, such
as job insecurity, bureaucratic procedures, role conflict and ambiguity, organizational politics,
etc. Therefore, employees will not get any rewards and benefits in a predictable future and
then accept negative strategies such as leaving or retreating, which are harmful to their
careers. In conclusion, it is highly recommended that managers promote a win-win outcome
for both organizations and employees (Boswell et al., 2004).

Limitations and Future Directions

The study had several hindrances that provided opportunities for future research. First, as
with any cross-sectional study, we could not make causal inferences based on the research
results. For example, stress literature (Kim & Beehr, 2019) suggests that individual
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motivation could distinguish occupational stressors and their influence on work engagement.
Research has shown that the relationship between occupational stressors and the motivation
to learn (in times of role conflict) is inconsistent. The leading causes of the inconsistencies in
the overlap in constructs and processes related to occupational stressors and motivation (Baer
& Oldham, 2006; Vroom, 2003; Weiner, 1986; Wilson & Britt, 2020; Muntz & Dormann,
2020). This study provided an avenue for future research to integrate these constructs as well
as unify the theories.

Second, the study variables were collected from the same source (i.e., the employee). While
there may have been a bias from the same source, it did not influence the results. Therefore,
we call for future experimental or longitudinal research to confirm the variables’ proposed
causal relationships by occupational stressors, negative affect, and work engagement.

Third, the study suggested that hindrance stressors, such as role conflict, had detrimental
effects on employee well-being in general and work engagement. It also revealed that
environmental factors might be managed to enhance motivation and perceptions. These
findings varied among individuals, which would also be the case if the sample was done
among individuals with different tenure and education levels. We posit that work engagement
and perception of time pressure as a challenge may have been relatively higher for employees
who were not pursuing an Executive MBA. Future research needs to explore employees’
needs in organizations and use them as a foundation for organizational practice.

In conclusion, the finds of our study provided avenues for exploring the findings. Future
research may find it useful to distinguish challenge stress from hindrance stress when
research centers on the relationship between occupational stressors, negative affect, and work
engagement. Future research should attempt to replicate our results in organizational settings.
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Appendix

Table 1. Mean, standard deviations, correlation, and reliability analysis
M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

1. Gender 1.32 46 1

2. Age 1.16 47 -.03 1

3. Tenure 207 .82 .02 297 1

4. Work engagement 388 175 .12 .00 .00 (0.95)

5. Negative affect 329 106 .06 -02 .02 .17 (0.85)

6. Time pressure 372 149 -01 .01 200 .16 .21 (0.90)

7. Role conflict 321 126 .05 .04 227 -16 .17 .19 (0.88)
Notes: N = 237.

*p <0.05; **p<0.01.
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Table 2 a. Negative affect as a mediator of role conflict and work engagement

A\\ MacrOthlnk International Journal of Human Resource Studies

Negative Affect Work engagement
Model1 Model2 L.L. UL Model 3 Model4 L.L. UL Model5 Model6 L.L. U.L.
C.l1 C. C.1 C.1 C.1 C.l
1. Gender A13(19) .12(19) -26 .50 .46 (.32) 49(31) -13 113 .46(32) .45(31) -16 1.08
2. Age -07(20) -.07(20) -46 .32 .01(.33) 00(33) -65 .65 .01(33) .02(32) -61 .66
3. Employment 04(11) -00(11) -24 .22 -00(.19) 08(19) -29 .47 -00(19) .09(19) -28 .46
4. Role conflict 14 (.07) -30(.12)
. .00 .29 -25(12)* -49 -01 . -54 -.06
5. Negative affect 33 (.14)* .05 .60

Table 2b. Negative affect as a mediator of time pressure and work engagement

Negative Affect Work engagement
Model1 Model2 L.L. UL Model 3 Model4 L.L. UL Model5 Model6 L.L. U.L.
C.1 C. C.1 C.l C.1 C.
1. Gender A3(19) .14(19) -23 53 .46(32)  .47(31) -15 111 46(32) .44(31) -18 1.07
2. Age -07 (20) -.05(.20) -.44 .34 .01(.33) .04(33) -60 .70 .01(33) .06(.32) -.59 71
3. Employment .04(11) -02(11) -25 21 -00(19) -08(19) -46 .29 -00(19) -08(.19) ~-.46 .30
4. Time pressure .15 (.06)* .03 .28 .20 (.10)* .00 41 .21 (.14) -.06 .50
5. Negative affect 17 (110)*  -.03 .37
R® 006 053 015 015 015 015
AR* 006  .048* 048 * 032 * 062 * 042 *

Notes: N = 237.
*p < 0.05; **p <0.01; ***p<0.001

Table 3. Results of the Moderating Effect of Time Pressure

Negative Affect
L.L. U.L.
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 C.1 C.I

1. Gender 13 (.19) .14 (.19) 07(19) -30 .45
2. Age -.07 (.20) -.05(.19) -00(.19) -39 .38
3. Employment .04 (.11) -.03(.12) -04 (.12) -28 .19
4. Time pressure (T.P.) .01 (.08) .00(.08) -.15 .16
5. Roll conflict (R.C.) 17 (.OE’)c 14(06)* 02 27
C.S.xR.C. -09(04)* -19 -.00
R* .006 .060 ** .095 **
AR .006 .065 ** .025 **
Notes: N = 237.

*p < 0.05; **p <0.01; ***p<0.001
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Figure 1. The hypothesized model
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