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Previous research on the association between job characteristics and employee well-being has returned mixed results. In particular, the possible impact of individual appraisal of these job characteristics has not been well-acknowledged. To address this limitation, we drew on appraisal theory and examined: (a) how workers appraise particular job characteristics, and (b) how these appraisals affect the relationships between these job characteristics and well-being (i.e., work engagement and burnout). We tested our hypotheses across two studies. In a cross-occupation sample (Study 1, n = 514), we found that job demands and resources can be appraised as both challenges and hindrances. In addition, challenge appraisals can mitigate the detrimental impact of job demands on engagement and burnout; and hindrance appraisals can strengthen the detrimental effects of job demands on burnout. Further, hindrance appraisals of job resources reduce their beneficial effects on engagement and burnout. Study 2 (n = 316 nurses in a hospital) further showed that challenge appraisals of job demands can reduce their impact on burnout while challenge appraisals of job resources will strengthen their positive effect on employee engagement and burnout. We discuss study implications as well as future research directions.
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INTRODUCTION

Although scholars have often classified job characteristics as either job demands or job resources (e.g., Demerouti et al., 2001), this distinction has not remained unchallenged. Drawing on stress research, organizational researchers have expanded traditional job characteristics theory (e.g., the JD-R model, Demerouti et al., 2001; the Job Demand-Control model, Karasek, 1979) by re-categorizing job demands as either challenge or hindrance demands (e.g., van den Broeck et al., 2010; Teng et al., 2020). Although this distinction has certainly advanced our understanding of how different types of demands relate to important organizational and individual outcomes, the role of employees’ subjective appraisals of their job characteristics has not yet been well-acknowledged and needs further investigation (Parker, 2014; González-Morales and Neves, 2015).

Appraisals are defined as an individual’s interpretation of particular job characteristics as having the potential for personal gain and growth (challenges) or as constraints (hindrances; Cavanaugh et al., 2000; LePine et al., 2016). Building on the notion that individual functioning results from the interaction between individual and environmental factors (i.e., person-context interaction theory, Magnusson and Stattin, 1996), Li et al. (2020) demonstrated that demands can to some extent be appraised simultaneously as challenges and hindrances, and that individuals’ different appraisals can moderate the job demands–employee well-being relationships. However, as employees face not only job demands but also job resources in their work situation, it would seem that the effects of job resources on well-being may also be contingent upon individual appraisal. Building on this argument and recent empirical studies (e.g., Li et al., 2017, 2020), we propose that appraisals may influence the magnitude of the effects of job demands and job resources on employee well-being.

Our study advances the job characteristics literature by examining: (a) how employees appraise their job characteristics, and (b) whether and how these appraisals influence job characteristics–well-being relationships. First, instead of using an a priori-categorization of particular job characteristics (i.e., job demands and resources) as either challenges or hindrances (Bakker and Demerouti, 2017), we empirically test how employees appraise these job characteristics and how these appraisals affect their well-being. In doing so, we aim to extend the Job Demands-Resources model and the Challenge-Hindrance Stressor Framework by looking at the potential differentiated effects of the same job characteristics for different employees, and expand the appraisal literature by investigating how the appraisal of resources is related to well-being in contrast to the predominant focus on the appraisal of job demands in previous research. Second, appraisal-based studies have predominantly taken appraisal as a mediating variable in the job characteristics–outcomes relationships (e.g., Ohly and Fritz, 2010; Espedido and Searle, 2018; Liu and Li, 2018). We extend this research by testing how individual differences in appraisals influence the degree to which employees react to their job demands and job resources. This also responds to O’Brien and Beehr’s (2019) argument that “appraisals could be moderators, although little research has reported on that possibility” (p. 6). Finally, our study advances previous research by investigating both challenge and hindrance appraisals of job characteristics. This is important, as both types of appraisals can occur simultaneously with regard to a situational demand (Folkman, 1984; Gilboa et al., 2008).


Challenge and Hindrance Job Characteristics

The Job Demands-Resources (JD-R) model (Demerouti et al., 2001) divides work characteristics into two categories: job demands and job resources (Bakker and Demerouti, 2017). Job demands are defined as the physical, psychological, social, or organizational aspects of the job that require sustained physical and/or psychological (cognitive and emotional) effort and that are therefore associated with certain physiological and/or psychological costs (Bakker et al., 2004). Examples are administrative hassles, emotional conflict, and role overload (Nahrgang et al., 2011). Job resources refer to the physical, psychological, social, or organizational aspects of the job that are functional in achieving work goals and/or that stimulate personal growth and development (Bakker et al., 2004). Examples include job autonomy, social support, and coworker support (Crawford et al., 2010).

Although previous studies have explored the relationships between job demands and resources and their outcomes (Bakker and Demerouti, 2017), not all findings are consistent with the hypothesized relationships (Olafsen et al., 2018). For example, Bakker et al. (2003) found that workload was positively rather than negatively associated with dedication (cf. Van Den Broeck et al., 2008). Similarly, in a longitudinal study, Mauno et al. (2007) reported that time demands were positively related to absorption. These findings suggest a need to revisit the relevant theories and examine the possible moderators that might alter these relationships. In addition, empirical studies showed that an excess of autonomy seems to have negative effects on employee well-being (Wielenga-Meijer et al., 2011; Stiglbauer and Kovacs, 2018). Consequently, researchers have begun to argue that: (a) not all demands are created equal, and (b) job resources can have detrimental effects as well (Wielenga-Meijer et al., 2011; Stiglbauer and Kovacs, 2018).

The discussion regarding the inconsistent effects of job demands currently mainly occurs within the challenge-hindrance demands framework (Cavanaugh et al., 2000; Olafsen et al., 2018). Challenge demands are defined as job demands that require efforts but that also present the potential for personal growth and rewards (e.g., workload, time pressure, and job complexity). Hindrance demands refer to job demands that interfere with or inhibit an individual’s ability to achieve valued goals and that thwart growth and gains (e.g., role conflict, role ambiguity, and organizational constraints). Meta-analytical reviews have supported the assumption that hindrance demands are associated with negative outcomes such as higher turnover and withdrawal behavior, whereas challenge demands are positively related to more desirable employee attitudes (e.g., higher job satisfaction, organizational commitment, and lower turnover intentions), job performance (LePine et al., 2005; Podsakoff et al., 2007), and safety outcomes (Clarke, 2012).

An alternative explanation for the inconclusive effects of job demands on outcomes draws on the idea that individual appraisal may be relevant as well. An appraisal-based approach assesses why some employees perceive a particular demand as a challenge, whereas others perceive the same demand as a hindrance. Moreover, it also allows for the fact that some demands can be perceived concurrently as challenging and hindering. For example, Webster et al. (2011) reported that workers perceived job demands such as workload, responsibility, role conflict, and role ambiguity concurrently as challenges and hindrances. In a related vein, Searle and Auton (2015) found that workers appraised time pressure as a challenge to the same degree as a hindrance. In summary, several empirical studies support the merits of including appraisals of job demands in work psychological research by demonstrating that these appraisals consistently explain unique variance in a study’s outcome variables (e.g., creative performance, Li et al., 2018; affect, Searle and Auton, 2015). Thus, it is imperative to extend current research to consider the role of appraisals on the effects of job characteristics.



The Role of Cognitive Appraisals of Job Characteristics

According to lazarus and Folkman’s (1984) transactional theory of stress, one’s response to a stressful event depends on how one appraises the situation. In the primary appraisal stage, a person will evaluate how stressful the situation is. In the secondary stage of the appraisal – which occurs almost at the same time – people will evaluate what, if anything, can be done to overcome or to prevent harm, or to improve the prospects for benefit (Folkman et al., 1986). A person usually evaluates a situation based on how much is at stake and how controllable the situation is. If a situation is seen as a challenge, it will be viewed as taxing, but also as providing opportunities for personal gains, such as mastery, learning, or personal growth. Challenge appraisal thus indicates that with effort, the job characteristics can be mastered (Skinner and Brewer, 2002). Conversely, hindrance appraisals are defined as an individual’s subjective interpretation that job characteristics have the potential to interfere with or thwart an individual’s attempt to achieve valued goals (Cavanaugh et al., 2000; Searle and Auton, 2015). The transactional theory of stress further denotes that primary appraisal is an essential way in which an individual assesses the meaning and the significance of the situation, and as a major psychological process that connects stressors to outcomes. In addition to the degree to which people evaluate their situation as a challenge and/or hindrance, the transactional theory of stress also contends that primary appraisal impacts the valence of outcomes an individual will experience, such as strain, well-being, motivation, and performance (lazarus and Folkman, 1984; LePine et al., 2005).



Appraisal of Job Demands as a Boundary Condition

Following the transactional theory of stress (lazarus and Folkman, 1984), studies on the appraisal of job characteristics usually treat appraisal as a mediator (Boswell et al., 2004; Tuckey et al., 2015; Liu and Li, 2018; Mitchell et al., 2019; Sessions et al., 2019). However, O’Brien and Beehr (2019) pointed out that “appraisals could be moderators” (p. 6). We propose that appraisals can also serve as a moderator. Work in general is taxing on personal resources (Demerouti et al., 2001), but if workers appraise a particularly demanding situation as something that can be overcome and that may lead to growth and rewards, the presumed detrimental effect on employee well-being will be weaker (Li et al., 2020). On one hand, such a challenge appraisal contributes to employee motivation in dealing with job demands (e.g., Liu and Li, 2018). On the other hand, high challenge appraisal has been established as adaptive in dealing with stressful events, as it is associated with more confident coping expectancies and more beneficial perceptions of stressful events (Skinner and Brewer, 2002). As a result, high challenge appraisal may buffer the detrimental effects of job demands.

In addition, previous studies have shown that high job demands are associated with increases in burnout (e.g., the JD-R model, Demerouti et al., 2001) and decreases in work engagement (e.g., Hu et al., 2017). Thus, we expect that job demands (i.e., time urgency, role conflict and emotional demands) will be positively related to burnout and negatively to engagement. These demands were chosen because Alarcon’s (2011) meta-analysis showed that they are well-established and important job demands in relation to employee well-being. Further, these demands are not consistently categorized as a challenge or a hindrance (e.g., Crawford et al., 2010; Bakker and Sanz-Vergel, 2013; Zhang et al., 2013; Albrecht, 2015; Baethge et al., 2019; Mazzola and Disselhorst, 2019). We expect a negative link between these demands and work engagement and a positive relationship between them and burnout.

Hypothesis 1: Job demands (i.e., time urgency, role conflict and emotional demands) will be positively related to burnout and negatively related to engagement.

Building on the transactional theory of stress (lazarus and Folkman, 1984) and empirical evidence (e.g., Li et al., 2017), we propose that individual differences in appraisals are likely to affect how employees deal with their job demands and, thus, the effects of exposure to these job demands. This theory suggests that appraisal is essential as it determines a person’s perception of the meaning and significance of stressful events for his/her well-being, as well as to what extent a situation can be changed or accepted (lazarus and Folkman, 1984). In particular, information about appraisals will determine how one will attempt to cope with stressful situations. Coping refers to a process in which individuals “constantly change cognitive and behavioral efforts to manage specific external and/or internal demands” (lazarus and Folkman, 1984, p. 141). Two types of coping exist: (a) avoidance-oriented coping (i.e., avoiding thinking about the job demands or distancing oneself from the demands required), and (b) problem-focused coping (e.g., deliberate efforts to solve the problem or efforts to change the situation). When a hindering environmental condition is perceived as if nothing can be done to change it, avoidance-focused coping is more to occur. Conversely, if a situation is appraised as amenable to change, problem-focused coping is more likely (lazarus and Folkman, 1984). Since job demands can be appraised as both challenges and hindrances (Folkman, 1984; Webster et al., 2011; Searle and Auton, 2015), for workers who perceive a particular job demand as something that is controllable and can be overcome and that may lead to growth and rewards, employees are more likely to employ a problem-focused coping strategy. Thus, the assumed adverse effects of this demand on burnout and engagement will be relatively small. In contrast, if workers appraise a particular demand as a hindrance, the potential for constraints and thwarted growth will lead them to adopt an avoidance-oriented approach (lazarus and Folkman, 1984) and to experience stress, and this would magnify the hypothesized adverse effects of this demand. Therefore, we expect that:

Hypothesis 2: Challenge appraisal moderates the negative relationships between job demands (i.e., time urgency, role conflict and emotional demands) and engagement, such that these relationships are weaker when challenge appraisal is high.

Hypothesis 3: Challenge appraisal moderates the positive relationships between job demands (i.e., time urgency, role conflict and emotional demands) and burnout, such that these relationships are weaker when challenge appraisal is high.

Hypothesis 4: Hindrance appraisal moderates the negative relationships between job demands (i.e., time urgency, role conflict and emotional demands) and engagement, such that these relationships are stronger when hindrance appraisal is high.

Hypothesis 5: Hindrance appraisal moderates the positive relationships between job demands (i.e., time urgency, role conflict and emotional demands) and burnout, such that these relationships are stronger when hindrance appraisal is high.



Appraisal of Job Resources as a Boundary Condition

Based on the JD-R model, job resources are expected to lead to desirable outcomes (e.g., higher engagement and lower burnout); however, some theoretical perspectives suggest that high levels of job resources might backfire. Both Warr’s vitamin model (which stipulates non-linear relationships between job characteristics and employee well-being; Warr, 1987) and person-environment (PE) fit theory (Edwards, 1991) suggest that negative outcomes may result from an excessive amount of some job resources. If environmental resources are not compatible with employees’ standards, employees will experience misfits and, consequently, a decrease in their well-being and outcomes (Edwards, 1991; van Vianen, 2018). For example, Wielenga-Meijer et al. (2011) found that increases in autonomy may have detrimental effects on learning outcomes. Similarly, experimental studies found that social support can also elicit negative reactions (Deelstra et al., 2003). A theoretically possible reason for the detrimental effect of resources draws on how employees appraise their resources. For instance, receiving instrumental social support at work will sometimes have an undesirable effect as it triggers feelings of inferiority and incompetence, which threats one’s self-esteem (Fisher et al., 1982). As Wielenga-Meijer et al. (2011) argued, the reason why autonomy fosters people’s motivation to learn is possibly that it leads to increased levels of challenge, which implies that resources can be appraised differently by employees.

In line with these findings on the cognitive appraisal of job demands, employees may experience job resources to some degree as both a challenge and/or a hindrance (Schaufeli and Taris, 2014). When an employee experiences a lack of resources, this might imply that they must spend more effort to achieve work goals. According to the JD-R model (Bakker and Demerouti, 2017), effort expenditure is a key characteristic of a job demand, which means that a lack of resources may also be construed as a job demand. Because job demands are perceived differently by workers (Webster et al., 2011; Searle and Auton, 2015), resources may be subject to similar individual variations in appraisals. Specifically, employees may perceive a particular job resource both as a challenge and a hindrance. For instance, social support can be appraised negatively (i.e., hindrance), as it may threaten one’s self-esteem (Fisher et al., 1982). However, it can also be appraised as a challenge, as it provides employees with resources (Bakker and Demerouti, 2017). On the other hand, previous studies have shown that exposure to job resources is a predictor of engagement (Bakker and Demerouti, 2017) and a decrease in burnout (e.g., Hu et al., 2017). In the current study, we chose autonomy, social support (of one’s colleagues and supervisor), and feedback from others as typical job resources. These resources were selected because meta-analytic reviews have shown that these are well-established resources that predict burnout and work engagement (Christian and Slaughter, 2007). Therefore, based on theoretical arguments (e.g., the JD-R model, Demerouti et al., 2001) as well as empirical research (e.g., Hu et al., 2017), we propose that:

Hypothesis 6: Job resources (i.e., autonomy, colleague support, supervisor support, feedback) will be positively related to work engagement and negatively related to burnout.

Further, we argue that the magnitude of the job resources–well-being relationship will vary as a function of appraisal. Although work is taxing on personal resources, individuals with high job resources are better able to cope with their work-related demands than others (Schaufeli and Taris, 2014). Thus, appraising resources as challenging and allowing for potential growth and opportunities will have more beneficial effects on employee well-being than seeing such resources as hindering. Conversely, seeing a job resource as a hindrance and focusing on its potential constraints may have detrimental effects on its associations with outcomes (e.g., Fisher et al., 1982). For example, high levels of autonomy are likely to turn into “unavoidable requirements” in that this could create a seemingly intractable information problem, meaning that it is hard to gather information and take decisions (e.g., Schwartz et al., 2002). Thus, we propose that seeing a job resource as a hindrance (seeing its gain as pain), the potential for constraints will lead employees to be reluctant in adopting an approach-oriented coping strategy (lazarus and Folkman, 1984), which will undermine the motivational effects of this resource. Therefore, we hypothesize that challenge and hindrance appraisals moderate the relationship between job resources and employee well-being.

Hypothesis 7: Challenge appraisal moderates the positive relationships between job resources (i.e., autonomy, colleague support, supervisor support, feedback) and engagement, such that these relationships are stronger when challenge appraisal is high.

Hypothesis 8: Challenge appraisal moderates the negative relationships between job resources (i.e., autonomy, colleague support, supervisor support, feedback) and burnout, such that these relationships are stronger when challenge appraisal is high.

Hypothesis 9: Hindrance appraisal moderates the positive relationships between job resources (i.e., autonomy, colleague support, supervisor support, feedback) and engagement, such that these relationships are weaker when hindrance appraisal is high.

Hypothesis 10: Hindrance appraisal moderates the negative relationships between job resources (i.e., autonomy, colleague support, supervisor support, feedback) and burnout, such that these relationships are weaker when hindrance appraisal is high.



Overview of Studies

We conducted two studies to test our hypotheses. In Study 1, we tested our hypotheses by asking for employees’ general appraisal of certain job characteristics in scenarios in a sample of working adults from multiple organizations from China. In Study 2, we aimed to replicate our findings in a sample of nurses from a single organization (i.e., all participants had similar working characteristics), where we measured appraisal by having these nurses assess their own job characteristics.




STUDY 1 METHOD


Procedures and Participants

The participants in this study were recruited through the online platform SoJump, which is similar to MTurk and Qualtrics. We sent participants an introductory email including a link to the online questionnaire. All participants (consisting of employees holding a full-time job in a broad variety of occupations) joined voluntarily and they were assured that their responses would stay anonymous. We sent the questionnaires to 2,611 Chinese employees and received 525 completed questionnaires in return (overall response rate of 20.11%). As a reward for completing the survey, participants received the equivalent of €1.67 in Chinese RMB. Eleven participants were deleted based on their response times, which showed that they completed the survey in a period over three standard deviations longer than the sample mean time (Curran, 2016). This resulted in a final sample of 514 participants. The average age of these participants was 33.77 years and the average organizational tenure was 7.30 years. There were 292 women (56.8%) in the sample, and participants worked on average 42.29 h a week. Most of the participants held a bachelor’s degree (73.2%).



Measures

All questionnaires were in Chinese. Where applicable, we used scales that had already validated in the Chinese context. Otherwise, we followed a back-translation process to ensure semantic equivalence (Brislin et al., 1973). The original English items were first translated into Chinese by the first author and then translated back into English by two other researchers. Then together with two psychology professors, we compared the English and Chinese versions of the items to guarantee their accuracy, and if necessary we made modifications for some minor discrepancies. Unless otherwise indicated, items were scored on 7-point Likert scales (1 = strongly disagree and 7 = strongly agree).



Job Demands

Time urgency was measured with four items (e.g., Rodell and Judge, 2009; Maruping et al., 2015). A sample item is “The amount of time provided to complete my tasks is short.” Cronbach’s alpha was α = 0.86. Role conflict was measured with three items from the Cross-Cultural Role Conflict, Ambiguity, and Overload Scale (Peterson et al., 1995). A sample item is “Different people quite often ask me to do the same thing in different ways.” Cronbach’s alpha was α = 0.84. Emotional demands were assessed with four items from the Emotional demands scale (Peeters et al., 2005). An example is “Does your work bring you in upsetting/disturbing situations?” (1 = never and 5 = often). Cronbach’s alpha was α = 0.76.



Job Resources

Colleague support was measured with four items from Peeters et al. (1995). A sample item is “If needed, my colleagues help me with a certain task” (1 = never and 5 = often). Cronbach’s alpha was α = 0.65. For supervisor support, we used the same items but replaced “colleague” with “supervisor”. Cronbach’s alpha was α = 0.72. We used three items from the Work Design Questionnaire (WDQ, Morgeson and Humphrey, 2006) to measure feedback from others. An example item is “I receive a great deal of information from my manager and coworkers about my job performance.” Cronbach’s alpha for this scale was 0.65. Two items from the WDQ were used to assess autonomy, including “The job provides me with significant autonomy in making decisions.” Cronbach’s alpha was α = 0.81.



Appraisals of Demands and Resources

To measure appraisals, we used the Challenge and Hindrance Appraisals scale (Searle and Auton, 2015). The challenge and hindrance appraisals of each demand and resource were measured separately. Specifically, for each of the three demands and four resources included in our study, participants were asked to indicate to what extent they considered this specific job characteristic as a challenge or a hindrance. For each job characteristic, challenge and hindrance appraisals were measured using two separate four-item scales. In the introduction of these challenge/hindrance scales, the items tapping the job characteristic to be appraised were included in a slightly rephrased form. Taking feedback from others as an example, the introduction reads “Imagine the following situation: Chris says ‘on my job, I receive feedback on my performance from other people in my organization, and other people in the organization, such as managers and coworkers, provide information about the effectiveness (e.g., quality and quantity) of my job performance.’” Then we asked participants “In general, I believe that having a job like Chris’s…”, which was followed by the two four-item sets tapping challenge appraisal (e.g., “… will make the experience educational”) and hindrance appraisal (e.g., “… will restrict my capabilities”). Similar scenarios were developed for the other job resources and demands. Cronbach’s alphas for the appraisals of job resources and demands ranged from 0.76 to 0.91 (see Table 2).



Well-Being

Work engagement was assessed using nine items (e.g., “At my work, I feel bursting with energy”) from the Utrecht Work Engagement Scale (Schaufeli et al., 2006). Cronbach’s alpha was 0.93. Burnout was measured with nine items of the Chinese version (Hu and Schaufeli, 2011) of the Maslach Burnout Inventory-General Survey (MBI-GS, Maslach et al., 1986). Sample items are “I feel used up at the end of a workday” (0 = never and 6 = every day). Cronbach’s alpha for this scale was 0.92.



Analytical Strategy

First, we conducted confirmatory factor analyses (CFA) to test the measurement model. We used the maximum likelihood estimation approach and conducted the analyses in Mplus (Muthén and Muthén, 1998-2011). We then tested the hypotheses using regressions in SPSS. To maintain adequate power for detecting effects (Cohen et al., 2013), we utilized a piecemeal approach and tested the moderation effects in separate models. To ease interpretation, we used centered variables when computing the interaction terms (Hayes, 2013). We further tested our hypotheses while controlling for social demographics (i.e., age, gender, education, tenure, work time, and industry). The pattern of the results did not change, supporting the robustness of the findings.



Study 1 Results


CFA Results

We first conducted CFA to test the measurement model. In the first model, all items loaded on their corresponding hypothesized constructs. This 23-factor model yielded good fit statistics [χ2(3232) = 5,459.85, p < 0.001; RMSEA = 0.04; CFI = 0.92; TLI = 0.91; SRMR = 0.04] against five alternative measurement models. The results are presented in Table 1. In addition, to examine the potential common method bias, we tested a model where an additional unmeasured latent method factor was included. The results showed that the common method factor explained 6.8% of the variance in the measurement items, so it did not impose an undue influence on our findings.


TABLE 1. Results of confirmatory factor analyses in Study 1.
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Challenge and Hindrance Ratings of Job Characteristics

Table 2 presents the descriptive statistics, internal consistency reliabilities, and zero-order correlations of the study variables. This table shows that time urgency was more likely considered a challenge (M = 4.42, SD = 1.37) than a hindrance (M = 4.17, SD = 1.42; T = 2.43, p = 0.02). However, role conflict (Mchallenge = 4.10, SD = 1.41; Mhindrance = 4.33, SD = 1.42; T = –2.17, p = 0.03) and emotional demands (Mchallenge = 3.80, SD = 1.54; Mhindrance = 4.55, SD = 1.48; T = –6.53, p < 0.001) were more often perceived as a hindrance than as a challenge. As for job resources, the results in Table 2 show that autonomy was more likely considered a challenge (M = 5.53, SD = 0.91) than a hindrance (M = 2.92, SD = 1.45; T = 28.82, p < 0.001). Similar results were found for supervisor support (Mchallenge = 5.35, SD = 0.95; Mhindrance = 3.23, SD = 1.42; T = 23.58, p < 0.001), feedback from others (Mchallenge = 5.38, SD = 0.95; Mhindrance = 3.11, SD = 1.44; T = 26.2, p < 0.001), and colleague support (Mchallenge = 5.26, SD = 0.98; Mhindrance = 3.24, SD = 1.49; T = 22.22, p < 0.001). In addition, the SDs of all appraisals were different from zero, with the average SDs being 1.44 for demands and 1.20 for resources (on a 7-point Likert scale). This demonstrates that employees are quite different in their appraisals of these job characteristics (see Table 2).


TABLE 2. Means, standard deviations, and correlations among the study variables in Study 1.
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Hypotheses Testing


Appraisals of Job Demands and Well-Being

We hypothesized that job demands are positively associated with burnout and negatively associated with engagement (Hypothesis 1). Table 3 shows that time urgency (β = 0.42, p < 0.001), role conflict (β = 0.45, p < 0.001), and emotional demands (β = 0.59, p < 0.001) were positively related to burnout. In contrast, time urgency (β = –0.20, p < 0.001), role conflict (β = –0.23, p < 0.001), and emotional demands (β = –0.32, p < 0.001) were negatively associated with engagement. Hence, Hypothesis 1 was supported.


TABLE 3. Regression results for the moderation of appraisals on the relationships between job demands and work engagement/Burnout in Study 1.

[image: Table 3]
Then, we tested the moderating effects of appraisals on the relationship between various job demands and work engagement/burnout (Hypotheses 2–5). The interactions between challenge appraisals and time urgency (β = 0.10, p < 0.05), role conflict (β = 0.13, p < 0.05), and emotional demands (β = 0.11, p < 0.05), significantly predict work engagement. Follow-up tests showed that the adverse effects of job demands on engagement were weaker when challenge appraisals of job demands were high (time urgency, b = –0.09, p = 0.08; role conflict, b = –0.09, p = 0.07; emotional demands, b = –0.33, p < 0.001) than when these appraisals were low (time urgency, b = –0.25, p < 0.001; role conflict, b = –0.26, p < 0.001; emotional demands, b = –0.63, p < 0.001). We plotted the simple slope analysis for time urgency in Figure 1 (the figures for role conflict and emotional demands analyses are presented in the Supplementary File; the patterns are similar to those in Figure 1). Hence, Hypothesis 2 was supported.
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FIGURE 1. The interaction between time urgency and challenge appraisal on engagement in Study 1.


Contrary to our expectations, no significant moderation effects of challenge appraisal and job demands on burnout were found (Hypothesis 3 not supported). Similarly, the interaction effects between hindrance appraisal and job demands on engagement were not significant (Hypothesis 4 not supported). In addition, while the interaction between hindrance appraisal and role conflict failed to predict burnout (β = –0.05, p = 0.27), the interactions of hindrance appraisal and time urgency (β = 0.10, p < 0.05) and emotional demands (β = 0.12, p < 0.05) predicted burnout. As expected, the simple slope tests showed that the regression coefficients of job demands on burnout were stronger when hindrance appraisal was high (time urgency, b = 0.45, p < 0.001; emotional demands, b = 1.08, p < 0.001) than when hindrance appraisal was low (time urgency, b = 0.29, p < 0.001; emotional demands, b = 0.73, p < 0.001; cf. Figure 2. For brevity, we only present the plot for emotional demands, the plot of time urgency, which is similar to Figure 2, is presented in the Supplementary File). Hence, Hypothesis 5 was partially supported.
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FIGURE 2. The interaction between emotional demands and hindrance appraisal on burnout in Study 1.




Appraisals of Job Resources and Well-Being

Hypothesis 6 stated that job resources will be positively associated with work engagement and negatively to burnout. As shown in Table 4, engagement was positively related to autonomy (β = 0.34, p < 0.001), supervisor support (β = 0.42, p < 0.001), colleague support (β = 0.33, p < 0.001), and feedback from others (β = 0.31, p < 0.001). Burnout was negatively associated with autonomy (β = –0.36, p < 0.001), supervisor support (β = –0.41, p < 0.001), colleague support (β = –0.30, p < 0.001), and feedback from others (β = –0.28, p < 0.001). These results support Hypothesis 6.


TABLE 4. Regression results for the moderation of appraisals on the relationships between job resources and work engagement/Burnout in Study 1.
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Next, we tested the moderating effects of appraisals on the relationship between job resources and work engagement/burnout (Hypotheses 7–10). Unexpectedly, no significant moderation effects of challenge appraisals and job resources on burnout and engagement were found (Hypotheses 7–8 not supported). Conversely, the interactions of hindrance appraisals and autonomy (β = –0.10, p = 0.06), supervisor support (β = –0.15, p < 0.001), colleague support (β = –0.12, p < 0.05), and feedback from others (β = –0.11, p < 0.05) predicted work engagement. Follow-up simple slope tests (Figure 3) showed that when hindrance appraisal was high (autonomy, b = 0.16, p < 0.01; supervisor support, b = 0.41, p < 0.001; colleague support, b = 0.31, p < 0.01; feedback from others, b = 0.26, p < 0.01), the positive relations between engagement and these resources were weaker than when hindrance appraisal was low (autonomy, b = 0.31, p < 0.001; supervisor support, b = 0.84, p < 0.001; colleague support, b = 0.70, p < 0.001; feedback from others, b = 0.58, t = 7.34, p < 0.001). Thus, Hypothesis 9 was supported.
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FIGURE 3. The interactions between supervisor support and hindrance appraisal on engagement (top) and burnout (bottom) in Study 1.


Lastly, the interactions of hindrance appraisals and autonomy (β = 0.12, p < 0.05), supervisor support (β = 0.15, p < 0.001), colleague support (β = 0.15, p < 0.001), and feedback from others (β = 0.16, p < 0.001) predicted burnout, such that when hindrance appraisal was high, the negative effect of job resources on burnout was weaker. Follow-up simple slope tests showed that the regression coefficients of job resources on burnout were weaker when hindrance appraisal was high (autonomy, b = –0.17, p < 0.05; supervisor support, b = –0.35, p < 0.001; colleague support, b = –0.22, p < 0.05; feedback from others, b = –0.14, p = 0.15) than when hindrance appraisal was low (autonomy, b = –0.34, p < 0.001; supervisor support, b = –0.81, p < 0.001; colleague support, b = –0.72, p < 0.001; feedback from others, b = –0.60, p < 0.001; see Figure 3. We only plotted the simple slope analysis results for supervisor support; the other moderation patterns are similar to Figure 3 and are plotted in the Supplementary File). Therefore, Hypothesis 10 was supported.





Summary of Study 1 Findings

The results of Study 1 reveal that job characteristics that are usually categorized as “demands” (i.e., time urgency, role conflict, and emotional demands) or “resources” (i.e., autonomy, social support from supervisors and colleagues, and feedback from others) can be appraised as both challenging and hindering. Further, the moderation analysis showed 12 significant interaction effects between job characteristics and appraisals. Specifically, our results indicate that individuals appraisals of job characteristics matter: a positive interpretation (challenge appraisal) of job demands will buffer its detrimental effect on work engagement such that when challenge appraisal was high, the negative relationship between job demands and engagement became weaker; whereas a negative interpretation of job demands (time urgency and emotional demands) will strengthen its detrimental effects on burnout. Conversely, a negative interpretation (hindrance appraisal) of job resources will undermine its beneficial effects such that when hindrance appraisal was high, the positive/negative relationship between job resources and work engagement/burnout became weaker.

The study provided preliminary support for our hypotheses. However, there are several limitations to Study 1. First, we measured employees’ appraisal in scenarios, which might be inferior to assessing their appraisals of actual job characteristics. Second, we collected data from a multi-occupation sample, which implies that there may have been subtle differences in the job characteristics of the participants. For example, for technology employees, the meaning of emotional demands may be different from for nurses (Bakker and Sanz-Vergel, 2013). Third, we collected data using an online panel. Although there are some important advantages to such an approach (Porter et al., 2018), participants’ experiences of participating in many different surveys might have impacted their answers due to a practice effect (i.e., an improvement in performance on a task due to repetition) or a fatigue effect (i.e., a decrease in performance of a task due to boredom or tiredness; Wesnes and Pincock, 2002). Finally, because of the cross-sectional nature of the data (Podsakoff et al., 2003), we were unable to make causal conclusions about the relationships among the variables.




STUDY 2 METHOD

To address the limitations of Study 1, we collected data from a group of nurses working in a single hospital in China to provide an additional test of the hypotheses stated in Study 1. By doing so, we aim to increase the generalizability of our findings since this is a homogenous rather than a heterogeneous sample from multiple organizations. This follow-up study used a different approach for measuring appraisals (i.e., referring to employees’ current job characteristics instead of referring to a scenario). In this vein, Study 2 aims to both cross-validate and extend the findings obtained in Study 1.


Sample and Procedure

We collected data from different departments within a Chinese hospital. We sent 400 online questionnaires, 316 of which were returned (a response rate of 79%). Participants were predominantly female (61.4%), and were on average 31.4 years old. They had been employed in their current organization for on average 6.33 years. Informed consent was obtained and participants were ensured anonymity. As a reward, participants received 15 RMB (about €2) for their participation.



Measures

We measured time urgency, emotional demands, autonomy, colleague support, work engagement, and burnout with the same items as in Study 1. With regards to appraisal, we instructed participants to appraise their own job characteristics. As an example, when measuring emotional demands, we asked “Think about the amount of emotional demands you are experiencing in the last 2 weeks in your work. Could you please indicate how you would consider the emotional demands in your job? I believe that the emotional demands in my job…” For the measurement of challenge and hindrance appraisals, we used the same eight items as in Study 1. The 2-week time frame was used as researchers suggested that appraisals should be framed in related to an event (and/or a time frame in which events may occur) so respondents can understand what they are appraising (Searle and Auton, 2015), and this time frame was previously used in Milner et al. (2017). Table 5 shows the Cronbach’s alphas of these scales (ranged from 0.71 to 0.94), demonstrating adequate reliability.


TABLE 5. Means, standard deviations, and correlations among the study variables in Study 2.
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Study 2 Results


Measurement Model

Table 6 shows that fit indices of the hypothesized 23-factor model had reasonable fit indexes [χ2(3232) = 6,288.12, p < 0.001; RMSEA = 0.05; CFI = 0.87; TLI = 0.85; SRMR = 0.05] and fit the data better than five alternative models (see Table 6). In addition, we tested a model where an additional unmeasured latent method factor was included. The results showed that the common method factor explained 5.3% of the variance, indicating that the method effects were not severe.


TABLE 6. Results of confirmatory factor analyses in Study 2.
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Challenge and Hindrance Ratings of Job Characteristics

Table 5 presents the means, standard deviations, internal consistency reliabilities, and zero-order correlations for the manifest scale scores. This table shows that time urgency was considered to be more of a challenge (M = 5.07, SD = 1.05) than of a hindrance (M = 3.68, SD = 1.16; T = 12.73, p < 0.001). Similarly, role conflict (Mchallenge = 4.57, SD = 1.27; Mhindrance = 4.11, SD = 1.35; T = 3.50, p < 0.001) and emotional demands (Mchallenge = 4.63, SD = 1.30; Mhindrance = 3.91, SD = 1.40; T = 5.47, p < 0.001) were more often perceived as challenges than as hindrances. As for job resources, the results in Table 5 show that autonomy was considered more as a challenge (M = 5.50, SD = 0.83) than as a hindrance (M = 2.96, SD = 1.25; T = 25.68, p < 0.001). Similar results were found for supervisor support (Mchallenge = 5.43, SD = 0.90; Mhindrance = 2.85, SD = 1.21; T = 25.72, p < 0.001), feedback from others (Mchallenge = 5.46, SD = 0.83; Mhindrance = 2.80, SD = 1.17; T = 27.76, p < 0.001), and colleague support (Mchallenge = 5.37, SD = 0.86; Mhindrance = 2.88, SD = 1.19; T = 27.11, p < 0.001). Since the SDs for these appraisal ratings do not equal zero, this demonstrates that employees may differ quite strongly in their appraisals of these job characteristics. These findings also show that job characteristics can be both appraised as challenges and hindrances, but in general more as a challenge than as a hindrance (see Table 5).



Hypotheses Testing

Hypothesis 1 postulated that job demands are positively associated with burnout and negatively associated with engagement. The results show that time urgency (β = 0.35, p < 0.001), role conflict (β = 0.43, p < 0.001), and emotional demands (β = 0.56, p < 0.001) were positively related to burnout. In contrast, time urgency (β = –0.13, p < 0.01), role conflict (β = –0.24, p < 0.001), and emotional demands (β = –0.38, p < 0.001) were negatively associated with engagement, which again supporting Hypothesis 1.

Then, we tested the interaction effects between various job demands and appraisals on work engagement/burnout (Hypotheses 2–5). The results in Table 7 show that the interactions between challenge appraisals and time urgency (β = –0.13, p < 0.05), role conflict (β = –0.102, p = 0.08), and emotional demands (β = –0.12, p < 0.05) significantly predicted burnout. We plotted the simple slopes for time urgency in Figure 4 (the interaction pattern for emotional demands was similar to time urgency and the interaction figure is provided in the Supplementary Materials). The detrimental effect of time urgency on burnout was weaker when challenge appraisal was high, which partially supported Hypothesis 3. No other interactions were found between job demands and appraisals on the outcomes. Hence, Hypotheses 2, 4, and 5 were not supported.


TABLE 7. Regression results for the moderation of appraisals on the relationships between job demands and work engagement/burnout in Study 2.
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FIGURE 4. The interaction between time urgency and challenge appraisal on burnout in Study 2.


Hypothesis 6 stated that job resources will be positively associated with work engagement and negatively with burnout. Table 8 shows that autonomy (β = 0.38, p < 0.001), supervisor support (β = 0.40, p < 0.001), colleague support (β = 0.41, p < 0.001), and feedback from others (β = 0.32, p < 0.001) was positively related to engagement. Autonomy (β = –0.36, p < 0.001), supervisor support (β = –0.38, p < 0.001), colleague support (β = –0.36, p < 0.001), and feedback from others (β = –0.27, p < 0.001) were negatively associated with burnout. These results supported Hypothesis 6.


TABLE 8. Regression results for the moderation of appraisals on the relationships between job resources and work engagement/burnout in Study 2.
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Finally, we tested the moderating effects of appraisals on the relationship between various job resources and work engagement/burnout (Hypotheses 7–10). The results show that the interactions between challenge appraisal and autonomy (β = 0.13, p < 0.05), supervisor support (β = 0.15, p < 0.01), colleague support (β = 0.11, p < 0.05), and feedback (β = 0.19, p < 0.01) significantly predicted employee engagement. Specifically, the positive relationship between these job characteristics and work engagement was more positive when challenge appraisal was high (see Figure 5 for feedback; other interaction effects are similar to feedback and are presented in the Supplementary File), which supported Hypothesis 7. The interactions between challenge appraisal and job resources on burnout was significant only for feedback (β = –0.22, p < 0.001). The negative relationship between feedback and burnout was stronger when challenge appraisal was high (see Figure 5). Therefore, Hypothesis 8 was partially supported. Unexpectedly, no significant moderation effects of hindrance appraisals and job resources on burnout and engagement were found (Hypotheses 9–10 not supported).
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FIGURE 5. The interactions between feedback and challenge appraisal on engagement (top) and burnout (bottom) in Study 2.




Control Variables

We also tested our hypotheses by including some control variables (i.e., age, gender, education, tenure, and work time) and the pattern of results did not change, supporting the robustness of the findings.




Summary of Study 2 Findings

In Study 2, we used a homogeneous sample to replicate our findings in Study 1. The results in Study 2 supported our argument that job characteristics can be appraised simultaneously as challenges and hindrances, and that such appraisals moderate some of the job characteristics – employee well-being relationships. The moderation results showed that a positive interpretation of job demands (time urgency and emotional demands) mitigates its detrimental effect on burnout. In particular, when challenge appraisal of job demands is high, the negative relationship between job demands and burnout became weaker (partially supported Hypothesis 3). In addition, a positive interpretation of job resources (autonomy, supervisor support, colleague support, and feedback) will strengthen its benefit on employee work engagement and burnout (only for feedback). When challenge appraisal of job resources is high, the positive/negative relationship between job resources and work engagement/burnout became stronger (sully supported Hypothesis 7 and partially supported Hypothesis 8). However, other hypothesized interaction effects between job characteristics and appraisals on employee well-being were not supported by our data (Hypotheses 2, 4, 5, 9, and 10 were not supported). Therefore, the moderation hypotheses were partially supported across the two studies with different samples and study designs (i.e., measurement of appraisals), and the significant relationships across the two studies are in line with the directions of the links predicted in our hypotheses. Note that in Study 2, the sample sizes were relatively small compared to Study 1, and the model fit indices of CFI and TLI for CFA were lower than suggested (Hu and Bentler, 1999). This should be considered a limitation.




OVERALL DISCUSSION

This study focused on the appraisals of job characteristics as challenges and/or hindrances, and examined how these job characteristics and their appraisals interacted in affecting employee well-being across two studies involving 514 employees from multiple organizations and a sample of 314 nurses from a single hospital, respectively. Overall, our results supported the notion that the appraisals of job characteristics as challenges and hindrances are not mutually exclusive. The job characteristics that are normally categorized as job demands and job resources could be appraised as challenges and hindrances simultaneously.

In addition, the appraisals of job demands and resources could moderate some of the relationships between demands/resources and well-being in terms of employee engagement and burnout. Specifically, the more an employee perceives a certain job demand (i.e., time urgency, role conflict, or emotional demand) to be challenging, the weaker the relationship between this job demand and employee engagement/burnout. Further, the more the employee perceives a certain job resource to be challenging, the stronger the relationship between this resource and employee engagement/burnout. Conversely, if an employee perceives a basically favorable situation (i.e., autonomy, supervisor and colleague support, and feedback) more as a hindrance, the positive relationships between job resources and engagement and the negative relationships between resources and burnout are weaker. The findings of the current study suggest that job characteristics have a particular basic valence (i.e., that of a job demand vs. a job resource, cf. Demerouti et al., 2001; or that of a challenge vs. a hindrance, cf. LePine et al., 2016), and that individual appraisal of these characteristics plays an essential role in the effects of these characteristics on employee well-being. In particular, the appraisals that are incongruent with the basic valence of a job characteristic yields a more salient impact on employee well-being (i.e., appraising job demands as challenging, or appraising job resources as hindering), as shown in the present study. Although the results across the two studies were not exactly the same (for a comparison of these two studies, see Table 9), the overall interaction patterns obtained in both studies are in line with our hypotheses. These inconsistent findings might have occurred for two empirical reasons. The first relates to the different sampling methods. Study 1 used employees from multiple organizations, whereas Study 2 used employees in a single hospital. Bakker and Sanz-Vergel (2013) found that emotional demands were appraised as challenges by nurses, and they suggested that whether job demands act as a challenge or a hindrance varies across occupations and individuals. Alternatively, the differences between both studies might be because of different measurements. As aforementioned, in Study 2 we asked employees to appraise their current job characteristics, whereas Study 1 measured employees’ general appraisals.


TABLE 9. A comparison of the interaction effect between job characteristics and appraisals among two studies.
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Theoretical Implications

Our study has several theoretical implications. First, this study contributes to the literature on job characteristics theory (e.g., the JD-C model, Karasek, 1979; the JD-R model, Demerouti et al., 2001) and the Challenge-Hindrance Stressor Framework (Cavanaugh et al., 2000) by showing how individuals can appraise job characteristics differentially. Previous research often a priori classified job characteristics as either demands or resources (or as challenges vs. hindrances), while ignoring the role of employees’ subjective appraisals of these characteristics (Ohly and Fritz, 2010; Webster et al., 2011; Parker, 2014; González-Morales and Neves, 2015, for notable exceptions). Our results did not find any presumed positive effects for a priori “challenge stressors” on employee outcomes (e.g., time pressure), which is in line with a recent meta-analysis (Mazzola and Disselhorst, 2019). Empirical studies also showed that time pressure is negatively related to work engagement (e.g., Baethge et al., 2019; Gabriel et al., 2019; Kronenwett and Rigotti, 2019). This suggests that the challenge-hindrance stressor model may not be as effective in all contexts as some researchers suggested (e.g., O’Brien and Beehr, 2019). Our study drew upon appraisal theory (lazarus and Folkman, 1984) and tested empirically whether job characteristics (i.e., normally called “job demands and job resources”) can be simultaneously appraised as challenges and hindrances. We demonstrated that specific job characteristics can be appraised as being both a challenge and a hindrance simultaneously. Specifically, Study 1 found that among three selected job demands, time urgency was primarily appraised as a challenge, and was to some degree also appraised as a hindrance. Role conflict and emotional demands were more likely to be appraised as hindrances, and to some extent as challenges. In Study 2, these job demands were more likely appraised as challenges by nurses and to some degree as hindrances.

These results are largely consistent with Webster et al. (2011), who reported that job demands (e.g., workload, role ambiguity) can simultaneously be perceived as challenges and hindrances to varying degrees. Our findings add to previous studies (e.g., LePine et al., 2005) by suggesting that job demands may not simply be a priori categorized as challenges or hindrances. Interestingly, across two studies, we found that time urgency was more likely to be considered as a challenge than a hindrance (similar to role conflict and emotional demands in Study 2); however, it demonstrated a negative effect on work engagement. We argue that when job demands unfold their challenging potential on employee well-being may depend on some boundary conditions. This is consistent with the findings by Kronenwett and Rigotti (2019) who found that time pressure and emotional demands had positive indirect effects on work engagement through task-related achievement when unnecessary tasks are less frequent. Similarly, Baethge et al. (2019) found that time pressure positively related to work engagement only when employees do not work longer. Taken together, our results resonate with these previous research findings by suggesting that whether job demands have challenging or hindering effects may depend on some boundary conditions.

Moreover, job resources may also be experienced differently by employees. Based on appraisal theory (lazarus and Folkman, 1984), we examined how employees appraise their job resources. For four job resources (i.e., autonomy, colleague and supervisor support, feedback from others), we consistently found that employees appraised these resources primarily as challenges and to some degree also as hindrances across two studies. Further, the results showed that challenge appraisals and hindrance appraisals of four resources are negatively correlated among four job resources. These results are in line with the person-job fit theory (Edwards, 1991; van Vianen, 2018) and Warr’s (1987) vitamin model, which proposed that job resources are not always desirable for all employees. In summary, our findings extend the job characteristics literature by revealing that employees can experience job characteristics concurrently as challenges and hindrances, and that hindrance appraisal can inhibit the positive effect of job resources on employee well-being.

Third, we examined the moderating role of appraisals on the relationship between job characteristics and employee well-being. By doing so, we advance the literature by suggesting how cognitive appraisals influence employee well-being and revealing the boundary conditions of the job characteristics–employee well-being relationship. While some studies have examined the mediating role of appraisals (e.g., Boswell et al., 2004; Liu and Li, 2018), relatively less attention has been paid to the moderating role of appraisals in the job characteristics literature (O’Brien and Beehr, 2019). Our study addressed this limitation and showed that challenge appraisals moderate the associations between time urgency, role conflict, and emotional demands and work engagement, which resonates with the findings of a recent study (Li et al., 2020). Similarly, hindrance appraisals moderate the relationship between job demands (time urgency and emotional demands) and burnout as found in Study 1. Koopmann et al. (2018) found that reappraisal can help prevention-focused employees to reframe their negative perceptions of events to be more neutral, thereby experiencing less negative emotions. These findings are consistent with Wortman and Silver’s (1989) review that people who discover something positive in a negative situation show less distress than those who do not (e.g., Natterson and Knudson, 1960; Folkman, 1984).



Limitations and Directions for Future Research

Our research is not without several limitations. First, we used a set of scenarios describing hypothesized situations instead of referring to participants’ actual jobs, to measure the appraisals of the job characteristics in Study 1. As a result, these appraisals may reflect a general belief rather than measure participants’ appraisals of the characteristics of their own jobs. This limitation was reduced by measuring appraisal in a different approach (i.e., referring to employees’ current job characteristics instead of referring to a hypothetical situation) and using employees with similar job characteristics (i.e., nurses) in Study 2.

Second, to maximize the retention rates of our sample and guarantee adequate statistical power, we utilized a cross-sectional design; therefore, some concerns exist regarding common method bias (Podsakoff et al., 2003). However, we strived to reduce this issue by (a) conducting a replication study; (b) performing CFA, which showed that our focal variables can be differentiated from each other; and (c) an additional unmeasured common method factor that was included in our CFA model explained less than 10% of the variance in the items, supporting that common method bias does not have a substantial impact on the present findings. In addition, our hypothesized relationships are consistent with previous studies (Li et al., 2020), and the moderation effect was less likely to be affected by common method bias (Podsakoff et al., 2012; Mitchell et al., 2019); moreover, researchers have suggested that self-report data are valid when examining perceptual outcomes (Chan, 2009), and a meta-analysis has shown that collecting sensitive concepts data from the focal source is more accurate than other-reports (Carpenter et al., 2017). Thus, we believe the results were not unduly influenced by common method bias. Yet, it would be desirable for future research to collect data from other sources as well (e.g., from colleagues), to temporally separate the measurement of these variables, or to include objective measures (e.g., objective job demands, such as overtime working hours or the number of patients to be taken care of, cf. Dwyer and Ganster, 1991) to replicate our findings.

Finally, it would also be fruitful for future research to replicate our findings using more advanced designs like experience sampling methods (Bolger et al., 2003), to see how employees appraise different job characteristics in their daily work. Such research will be able to capture the dynamic interplay of job characteristics, work outcomes and appraisals. The transactional theory of stress (lazarus and Folkman, 1984) denotes that an individual and his/her environment are in a dynamic and constantly changing relationship; this relationship is bidirectional, with both the person and the environment being able to influence the other (Folkman, 1984). To examine this dynamic process, more advanced study designs are needed.



Implications for Practice

Although with the above limitations, the present study carries several practical implications. First, our study suggests that employees benefit from viewing a demanding situation as a challenge, i.e., as an opportunity for gain and growth, because it can buffer the detrimental effects of job demands on employees’ well-being. Note that this does not mean we want to trivialize the effects of work stress nor do we want to suggest that victims of work stress should blame themselves; we do want to emphasize that good job design is still the best way to prevent work stress (Grant and Parker, 2009). However, at the same time, it should be noted that workers can to some degree improve the characteristics of their jobs (e.g., change their cognitions or behaviors through job crafting, Tims et al., 2013), meaning that they do not necessarily need to be the passive recipients of the adverse influence of a poorly designed job. Importantly, managers should provide a good job design and a work climate in which it is feasible and reasonable for employees to appraise work demands as challenging (e.g., adopting positive leadership styles; LePine et al., 2016). Managers may use training programs to develop employees’ cognitive appraisals to help them see the potential opportunities in a demanding situation and reduce their levels of work stress. A meta-analysis has shown that cognitive-behavioral interventions (which aim to change an individual’s appraisal and their responses) consistently provide more positive effects than other stress management interventions in work settings (Richardson and Rothstein, 2008). Thus, managers may consider adopting such interventions within the organizations.

In addition, managers should establish a more balanced view that not all resources are equally beneficial for all employees since employees may appraise these resources differently. Our research shows that the more an employee perceives a certain job resource to be challenging, the stronger the relationship between this resource and employee engagement/burnout. However, if an employee perceives job resources more as hindrances, the positive relationships between job resources and engagement and the negative relationships between resources and burnout are weaker. Thus, managers need to help employees (especially those who seeing job resources as hindering) by creating a working environment that promotes employees’ challenge appraisals of job resources and avoiding perceiving job resources as hindering. In summary, managers and employees can work together to help employees create a healthy working life.




CONCLUSION

How do employees evaluate their job characteristics? Our study showed that they perceive job characteristics differently and appraise them both as challenges and hindrances. In addition, such appraisals can alter the relationship between job demands/resources and employee well-being in terms of burnout and engagement. In particular, when employees see job demands as a challenge (i.e., seeing something bad as good), the adverse effect of job demands on engagement and burnout were weaker; when they consider job resources as a hindrance (i.e., seeing something good as bad) weakens the beneficial effect of job resources on employee work engagement and burnout. But a positive interpretation (challenge appraisal) of job resources will strengthen its positive effect on employee engagement and burnout. This knowledge is important in understanding how job characteristics influence employees and in guiding effective stress management efforts.



DATA AVAILABILITY STATEMENT

The data that support the findings of this study are available from the corresponding author upon reasonable request.



ETHICS STATEMENT

Ethical review and approval was not required for the study on human participants in accordance with the local legislation and institutional requirements. Participants provided their written informed consent to participate in this study.



AUTHOR CONTRIBUTIONS

PL, TT, MP, and YZ: conceptualization and writing – review and editing. PL: data curation, formal analysis, investigation, methodology, project administration, software, validation, visualization, and writing – original draft. TT and MP: project administration and supervision. YZ: investigation, methodology, formal analysis of Study 2, and resources. All authors contributed to the article and approved the submitted version.



ACKNOWLEDGMENTS

The authors would like to express their gratitude to the China Scholarship Council for the support of the PL’s study at Utrecht University.



SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIAL

The Supplementary Material for this article can be found online at: https://www.frontiersin.org/articles/10.3389/fpsyg.2021.708309/full#supplementary-material



REFERENCES

Alarcon, G. M. (2011). A meta-analysis of burnout with job demands, resources, and attitudes. J. Vocat. Behav. 79, 549–562. doi: 10.1016/j.jvb.2011.03.007

Albrecht, S. L. (2015). Challenge demands, hindrance demands, and psychological need satisfaction. J. Pers. Psychol. 14, 70–79. doi: 10.1027/1866-5888/a000122

Baethge, A., Deci, N., Dettmers, J., and Rigotti, T. (2019). “Some days won’t end ever “: self-endangering work behavior as a boundary condition for challenge versus hindrance effects of time pressure. J. Occup. Health Psychol. 24, 322–332. doi: 10.1037/ocp0000121

Bakker, A. B., and Demerouti, E. (2017). Job demands–resources theory: taking stock and looking forward. J. Occup. Health Psychol. 22, 273–285. doi: 10.1037/ocp0000056

Bakker, A. B., and Sanz-Vergel, A. I. (2013). Weekly work engagement and flourishing: the role of hindrance and challenge job demands. J. Vocat. Behav. 83, 397–409. doi: 10.1016/j.jvb.2013.06.008

Bakker, A. B., Demerouti, E., and Verbeke, W. (2004). Using the job demands-resources model to predict burnout and performance. Hum. Resour. Manag. 43, 83–104. doi: 10.1002/hrm.20004

Bakker, A., Demerouti, E., and Schaufeli, W. (2003). Dual processes at work in a call centre: an application of the job demands – resources model. Eur. J. Work Organ. Psychol. 12, 393–417. doi: 10.1080/13594320344000165

Bolger, N., Davis, A., and Rafaeli, E. (2003). Diary methods: capturing life as it is lived. Annu. Rev. Psychol. 54, 579–616. doi: 10.1146/annurev.psych.54.101601.145030

Boswell, W. R., Olson-Buchanan, J. B., and LePine, M. A. (2004). Relations between stress and work outcomes: the role of the felt challenge, job control, and psychological strain. J. Vocat. Behav. 64, 165–181. doi: 10.1016/S0001-8791(03)00049-6

Brislin, R. W., Lonner, W., and Thorndike, R. (1973). Cross-Cultural Methods. New York, NY: John Wiley and Sons.

Carpenter, N. C., Rangel, B., Jeon, G., and Cottrell, J. (2017). Are supervisors and coworkers likely to witness employee counterproductive work behavior? An investigation of observability and self–observer convergence. Pers. Psychol. 70, 843–889. doi: 10.1111/peps.12210

Cavanaugh, M. A., Boswell, W. R., Roehling, M. V., and Boudreau, J. W. (2000). An empirical examination of self-reported work stress among U.S. managers. J. Appl. Psychol. 85, 65–74. doi: 10.1037//0021-9010.85.1.65

Chan, D. (2009). “So why ask me? Are self-report data really that bad,” in Statistical and Methodological Myths And Urban Legends: Doctrine, Verity and Fable in the Organizational and Social Sciences, eds C. E. Lance and R. J. Vandenberg (Abingdon: Routledge/Taylor & Francis Group), 309–336.

Christian, M. S., and Slaughter, J. E. (2007). Work engagement: a meta-analytic review and directions for research in an emerging area. Acad. Manag. Proc. 2007, 1–6. doi: 10.5465/AMBPP.2007.26536346

Clarke, S. (2012). The effect of challenge and hindrance stressors on safety behavior and safety outcomes: a meta-analysis. J. Occup. Health Psychol. 17, 387–397. doi: 10.1037/a0029817

Cohen, J., Cohen, P., West, S. G., and Aiken, L. S. (2013). Applied Multiple Regression/Correlation Analysis for the Behavioral Sciences. Abingdon: Routledge.

Crawford, E. R., LePine, J. A., and Rich, B. L. (2010). Linking job demands and resources to employee engagement and burnout: a theoretical extension and meta-analytic test. J. Appl. Psychol. 95, 834–848. doi: 10.1037/a0019364

Curran, P. G. (2016). Methods for the detection of carelessly invalid responses in survey data. J. Exp. Soc. Psychol. 66, 4–19. doi: 10.1016/j.jesp.2015.07.006

Deelstra, J. T., Peeters, M. C. W., Schaufeli, W. B., Stroebe, W., Zijlstra, F. R. H., and Van Doornen, L. P. (2003). Receiving instrumental support at work: when help is not welcome. J. Appl. Psychol. 88, 324–331. doi: 10.1037/0021-9010.88.2.324

Demerouti, E., Bakker, A. B., Nachreiner, F., and Schaufeli, W. B. (2001). The job demands-resources model of burnout. J. Appl. Psychol. 86, 499–512. doi: 10.1037/0021-9010.86.3.499

Dwyer, D. J., and Ganster, D. C. (1991). The effects of job demands and control on employee attendance and satisfaction. J. Organ. Behav. 12, 595–608. doi: 10.1002/job.4030120704

Edwards, J. R. (1991). Person-Job Fit: A Conceptual Integration, Literature Review, and Methodological Critique. Hoboken, NJ: John Wiley & Sons.

Espedido, A., and Searle, B. J. (2018). Goal difficulty and creative performance: the mediating role of stress appraisal. Hum. Perform. 31, 179–196. doi: 10.1080/08959285.2018.1499024

Fisher, J. D., Nadler, A., and Whitcher-Alagna, S. (1982). Recipient reactions to aid. Psychol. Bull. 91, 27–54. doi: 10.1037/0033-2909.91.1.27

Folkman, S. (1984). Personal control and stress and coping processes: a theoretical analysis. J. Pers. Soc. Psychol. 46, 839–852. doi: 10.1037/0022-3514.46.4.839

Folkman, S., Lazarus, R. S., Dunkel-Schetter, C., DeLongis, A., and Gruen, R. J. (1986). Dynamics of a stressful encounter: cognitive appraisal, coping, and encounter outcomes. J. Pers. Soc. Psychol. 50, 992–1003. doi: 10.1037/0022-3514.50.5.992

Gabriel, A. S., Calderwood, C., Bennett, A. A., Wong, E. M., Dahling, J. J., and Trougakos, J. P. (2019). Examining recovery experiences among working college students: a person-centered study. J. Vocat. Behav. 115:103329. doi: 10.1016/j.jvb.2019.103329

Gilboa, S., Shirom, A., Fried, Y., and Cooper, C. (2008). A meta-analysis of work demand stressors and job performance: examining main and moderating effects. Pers. Psychol. 61, 227–271. doi: 10.1111/j.1744-6570.2008.00113.x

González-Morales, M. G., and Neves, P. (2015). When stressors make you work : mechanisms linking challenge stressors to performance. Work Stress 29, 213–229. doi: 10.1080/02678373.2015.1074628

Grant, A. M., and Parker, S. K. (2009). 7 redesigning work design theories: the rise of relational and proactive perspectives. Acad. Manag. Ann. 3, 317–375. doi: 10.5465/19416520903047327

Hayes, A. F. (2013). Introduction to Mediation, Moderation, and Conditional Process Analysis: A Regression-Based Approach. New York, NY: The Guilford Press.

Hu, L. T., and Bentler, P. M. (1999). Cutoff criteria for fit indexes in covariance structure analysis: conventional criteria versus new alternatives. Struct. Equ. Model. 6, 1–55. doi: 10.1080/10705519909540118

Hu, Q., and Schaufeli, W. B. (2011). The convergent validity of four burnout measures in a Chinese sample: a confirmatory factor−analytic approach. Appl. Psychol. 60, 87–111. doi: 10.1111/j.1464-0597.2010.00428.x

Hu, Q., Schaufeli, W. B., and Taris, T. W. (2017). How are changes in exposure to job demands and job resources related to burnout and engagement? A longitudinal study among Chinese nurses and police officers. Stress Health 33, 631–644. doi: 10.1002/smi.2750

Karasek, R. A. Jr. (1979). Job demands, job decision latitude, and mental strain: implications for job redesign. Adm. Sci. Q. 24, 285–308. doi: 10.2307/2392498

Koopmann, J., Johnson, R. E., Wang, M., Lanaj, K., Wang, G., and Shi, J. (2018). A self-regulation perspective on how and when regulatory focus differentially relates to citizenship behaviors. J. Appl. Psychol. 104, 629–641. doi: 10.1037/apl0000366

Kronenwett, M., and Rigotti, T. (2019). When do you face a challenge? How unnecessary tasks block the challenging potential of time pressure and emotional demands. J. Occup. Health Psychol. 24, 512–526. doi: 10.1037/ocp0000149

lazarus, R. S., and Folkman, S. (1984). Stress, Appraisal, and Coping. New York, NY: Springer.

LePine, J. A., Podsakoff, N. P., and LePine, M. A. (2005). A meta-analytic test of the challenge Stressor-hindrance stressor framework: an explanation for inconsistent relationships among Stressors and performance. Acad. Manag. J. 48, 764–775. doi: 10.5465/AMJ.2005.18803921

LePine, M., Zhang, Y., Crawford, E., and Rich, B. L. (2016). Turning their pain to gain : charismatic leader influence on follower stress appraisal and job performance. Acad. Manag. J. 59, 1036–1059. doi: 10.5465/amj.2013.0778

Li, F., Chen, T., and Lai, X. (2018). How does a reward for creativity program benefit or frustrate employee creative performance? The perspective of transactional model of stress and coping. Group Organ. Manag. 43, 138–175. doi: 10.1177/1059601116688612

Li, F., Deng, H., Leung, K., and Zhao, Y. (2017). Is perceived creativity−reward contingency good for creativity? The role of challenge and threat appraisals. Hum. Resour. Manag. 80, 139–148. doi: 10.1002/hrm

Li, P., Taris, T. W., and Peeters, M. C. (2020). Challenge and hindrance appraisals of job demands: one man’s meat, another man’s poison? Anxiety Stress Coping 33, 31–46. doi: 10.1080/10615806.2019.1673133

Liu, C., and Li, H. (2018). Stressors and stressor appraisals: the moderating effect of task efficacy. J. Bus. Psychol. 33, 141–154. doi: 10.1007/s10869-016-9483-4

Magnusson, D., and Stattin, H. (1996). Person-Context Interaction Theories. Stockholm: University of Stockholm.

Maruping, L. M., Venkatesh, V., Thatcher, S. M., and Patel, P. C. (2015). Folding under pressure or rising to the occasion? Perceived time pressure and the moderating role of team temporal leadership. Acad. Manag. J. 58, 1313–1333. doi: 10.5465/amj.2012.0468

Maslach, C., Jackson, S. E., Leiter, M. P., Schaufeli, W. B., and Schwab, R. L. (1986). Maslach Burnout Inventory. Palo Alto, CA: Consulting Psychologists Press.

Mauno, S., Kinnunen, U., and Ruokolainen, M. (2007). Job demands and resources as antecedents of work engagement: a longitudinal study. J. Vocat. Behav. 70, 149–171. doi: 10.1016/j.jvb.2006.09.002

Mazzola, J. J., and Disselhorst, R. (2019). Should we be “challenging” employees?: a critical review and meta−analysis of the challenge−hindrance model of stress. J. Organ. Behav. 40, 949–961. doi: 10.1002/job.2412

Milner, A., Currier, D., LaMontagne, A. D., Spittal, M. J., and Pirkis, J. (2017). Psychosocial job stressors and thoughts about suicide among males: a cross-sectional study from the first wave of the Ten to Men cohort. Public Health 147, 72–76. doi: 10.1016/j.puhe.2017.02.003

Mitchell, M. S., Greenbaum, R. L., Vogel, R. M., Mawritz, M. B., and Keating, D. J. (2019). Can you handle the pressure? The effect of performance pressure on stress appraisals, self-regulation, and behavior. Acad. Manag. J. 62, 531–552. doi: 10.5465/amj.2016.0646

Morgeson, F. P., and Humphrey, S. E. (2006). The work design questionnaire (WDQ): developing and validating a comprehensive measure for assessing job design and the nature of work. J. Appl. Psychol. 91, 1321–1339. doi: 10.1037/0021-9010.91.6.1321

Muthén, L. K., and Muthén, B. O. (1998-2011) Mplus User’s Guide, 6th Edn. Los Angeles, CA: Muthén & Muthén.

Nahrgang, J. D., Morgeson, F. P., and Hofmann, D. A. (2011). Safety at work: a meta-analytic investigation of the link between job demands, job resources, burnout, engagement, and safety outcomes. J. Appl. Psychol. 96, 71–94. doi: 10.1037/a0021484

Natterson, J. M., and Knudson, A. G. Jr. (1960). Observations concerning fear of death in fatally ill children and their mothers. Psychosom. Med. 22, 456–465. doi: 10.1097/00006842-196011000-00006

O’Brien, K. E., and Beehr, T. A. (2019). So far, so good: up to now, the challenge–hindrance framework describes a practical and accurate distinction. J. Organ. Behav. 40, 962–972. doi: 10.1002/job.2405

Ohly, S., and Fritz, C. (2010). Work characteristics, challenge appraisal, creativity, and proactive behavior: a multi-level study. J. Organ. Behav. 31, 543–565. doi: 10.1002/job.633

Olafsen, A. H., Frølund, C. W., Olafsen, A. H., and Frølund, C. W. (2018). Challenge accepted! Distinguishing between challenge- and hindrance demands. J. Manag. Psychol. 33, 345–357. doi: 10.1108/JMP-04-2017-0143

Parker, S. K. (2014). Beyond motivation: job and work design for development, health, ambidexterity, and more. Annu. Rev. Psychol. 65, 661–691. doi: 10.1146/annurev-psych-010213-115208

Peeters, M. C. W., Buunk, B. P., and Schaufeli, W. B. (1995). Social interactions, stressful events and negative affect at work: a micro-analytic approach. Eur. J. Soc. Psychol. 25, 391–401. doi: 10.1002/ejsp.2420250404

Peeters, M. C., Montgomery, A. J., Bakker, A. B., and Schaufeli, W. B. (2005). Balancing work and home: how job and home demands are related to burnout. Int. J. Stress Manag. 12, 43–61. doi: 10.1037/1072-5245.12.1.43

Peterson, M. F., Smith, P. B., Akande, A., Ayestaran, S., Bochner, S., Callan, V., et al. (1995). Role conflict, ambiguity, and overload: a 21-nation study. Acad. Manag. J. 38, 429–452. doi: 10.5465/256687

Podsakoff, N. P., LePine, J. A., and LePine, M. A. (2007). Differential challenge stressor-hindrance stressor relationships with job attitudes, turnover intentions, turnover, and withdrawal behavior: a meta-analysis. J. Appl. Psychol. 92, 438–454. doi: 10.1037/0021-9010.92.2.438

Podsakoff, P. M., MacKenzie, S. B., and Podsakoff, N. P. (2012). Sources of method bias in social science research and recommendations on how to control it. Annu. Rev. Psychol. 63, 539–569. doi: 10.1146/annurev-psych-120710-100452

Podsakoff, P. M., MacKenzie, S. B., Lee, J. Y., and Podsakoff, N. P. (2003). Common method biases in behavioral research: a critical review of the literature and recommended remedies. J. Appl. Psychol. 88, 879–903. doi: 10.1037/0021-9010.88.5.879

Porter, C. O. L. H., Outlaw, R., Gale, J. P., and Cho, T. S. (2018). The use of online panel data in management research: a review and recommendations. J. Manag. 45, 319–344. doi: 10.1177/0149206318811569

Richardson, K., and Rothstein, H. (2008). Effects of occupational stress management intervention programs: a meta-analysis. J. Occup. Health Psychol. 13, 69–93. doi: 10.1037/1076-8998.13.1.69

Rodell, J. B., and Judge, T. A. (2009). Can “good” stressors spark “bad” behaviors? The mediating role of emotions in links of challenge and hindrance stressors with citizenship and counterproductive behaviors. J. Appl. Psychol. 94, 1438–1451. doi: 10.1037/a0016752

Schaufeli, W. B., and Taris, T. W. (2014). “A critical review of the Job Demands-Resources Model: Implications for improving work and health,” in Bridging Occupational, Organizational and Public Health, eds G. F. Bauer and O. Hämmig (Dordrecht: Springer Netherlands), 43–68. doi: 10.1007/978-94-007-5640-3

Schaufeli, W. B., Bakker, A. B., and Salanova, M. (2006). The measurement of work engagmement with a short questionnaire: a cross-national study. Educ. Psychol. Meas. 66, 701–716. doi: 10.1177/0013164405282471

Schwartz, B., Ward, A., Lyubomirsky, S., Monterosso, J., White, K., and Lehman, D. R. (2002). Maximizing versus satisficing: happiness is a matter of choice. J. Pers. Soc. Psychol. 83, 1178–1197. doi: 10.1037/0022-3514.83.5.1178

Searle, B. J., and Auton, J. C. (2015). The merits of measuring challenge and hindrance appraisals. Anxiety Stress Coping 28, 121–143. doi: 10.1080/10615806.2014.931378

Sessions, H., Nahrgang, J. D., Newton, D. W., and Chamberlin, M. (2019). I’m tired of listening: the effects of supervisor appraisals of group voice on supervisor emotional exhaustion and performance. J. Appl. Psychol. 105, 619–636. doi: 10.1037/apl0000455

Skinner, N., and Brewer, N. (2002). The dynamics of threat and challenge appraisals prior to stressful achievement events. J. Pers. Soc. Psychol. 83, 678–692. doi: 10.1037/0022-3514.83.3.678

Stiglbauer, B., and Kovacs, C. (2018). The more, the better? Curvilinear effects of job autonomy on well-being from vitamin model and PE-Fit theory perspectives. J. Occup. Health Psychol. 23, 520–536. doi: 10.1037/ocp0000107

Teng, E., Zhang, L., and Lou, M. (2020). I am talking but are you listening? The effects of challenge and hindrance stressors on effective communication. Hum. Perform. 33, 241–257. doi: 10.1080/08959285.2020.1724111

Tims, M., Bakker, A. B., and Derks, D. (2013). The impact of job crafting on job demands, job resources, and well-being. J. Occup. Health Psychol. 18, 230–240. doi: 10.1037/a0032141

Tuckey, M. R., Searle, B. J., Boyd, C. M., Winefield, A. H., and Winefield, H. R. (2015). Hindrances are not threats: advancing the multi-dimensionality of work stress. J. Occupa. Health Psychol. 20, 131–147. doi: 10.1037/a0038280

van den Broeck, A., de Cuyper, N., de Witte, H., and Vansteenkiste, M. (2010). Not all job demands are equal: Differentiating job hindrances and job challenges in the job demands-resources model. Eur. J. Work Organ. Psychol. 19, 735–759. doi: 10.1080/13594320903223839

Van Den Broeck, A., Vansteenkiste, M., De Witte, H., and Lens, W. (2008). Explaining the relationships between job characteristics, burnout, and engagement: the role of basic psychological need satisfaction. Work Stress 22, 277–294. doi: 10.1080/02678370802393672

van Vianen, A. E. M. (2018). Person–environment fit: a review of its basic tenets. Annu. Rev. Organ. Psychol. Organ. Behav. 5, 75–101. doi: 10.1146/annurev-orgpsych-032117-104702

Warr, P. (1987). Work, Unemployment, and Mental Health. Oxford: Clarendon Press.

Webster, J. R., Beehr, T. A., and Love, K. (2011). Extending the challenge-hindrance model of occupational stress: the role of appraisal. J. Vocat. Behav. 79, 505–516. doi: 10.1016/j.jvb.2011.02.001

Wesnes, K., and Pincock, C. (2002). Practice effects on cognitive tasks: a major problem? Lancet Neurol. 1:473. doi: 10.1016/S1474-4422(02)00236-3

Wielenga-Meijer, E. G. A., Taris, T. W., Wigboldus, D. H. J., and Kompier, M. A. J. (2011). Costs and benefits of autonomy when learning a task: an experimental approach. J. Soc. Psychol. 151, 292–313. doi: 10.1080/00224545.2010.481688

Wortman, C. B., and Silver, R. C. (1989). The myths of coping with loss. J. Consult. Clin. Psychol. 57, 349–357. doi: 10.1037/0022-006X.57.3.349

Zhang, R. P., Tsingan, L., and Zhang, L. P. (2013). Role stressors and job attitudes: a mediated model of leader-member exchange. J. Soc. Psychol. 153, 560–576. doi: 10.1080/00224545.2013.778812


Conflict of Interest: The authors declare that the research was conducted in the absence of any commercial or financial relationships that could be construed as a potential conflict of interest.

Publisher’s Note: All claims expressed in this article are solely those of the authors and do not necessarily represent those of their affiliated organizations, or those of the publisher, the editors and the reviewers. Any product that may be evaluated in this article, or claim that may be made by its manufacturer, is not guaranteed or endorsed by the publisher.

Copyright © 2021 Li, Peeters, Taris and Zhang. This is an open-access article distributed under the terms of the Creative Commons Attribution License (CC BY). The use, distribution or reproduction in other forums is permitted, provided the original author(s) and the copyright owner(s) are credited and that the original publication in this journal is cited, in accordance with accepted academic practice. No use, distribution or reproduction is permitted which does not comply with these terms.


OPS/xhtml/nav.xhtml




Contents





		Cover



		In the Eye of the Beholder: Challenge and Hindrance Appraisals of Work Characteristics and Their Implications for Employee’s Well-Being



		INTRODUCTION



		Challenge and Hindrance Job Characteristics



		The Role of Cognitive Appraisals of Job Characteristics



		Appraisal of Job Demands as a Boundary Condition



		Appraisal of Job Resources as a Boundary Condition



		Overview of Studies







		STUDY 1 METHOD



		Procedures and Participants



		Measures



		Job Demands



		Job Resources



		Appraisals of Demands and Resources



		Well-Being



		Analytical Strategy



		Study 1 Results



		CFA Results



		Challenge and Hindrance Ratings of Job Characteristics



		Hypotheses Testing



		Appraisals of Job Demands and Well-Being



		Appraisals of Job Resources and Well-Being











		Summary of Study 1 Findings







		STUDY 2 METHOD



		Sample and Procedure



		Measures



		Study 2 Results



		Measurement Model



		Challenge and Hindrance Ratings of Job Characteristics



		Hypotheses Testing



		Control Variables







		Summary of Study 2 Findings







		OVERALL DISCUSSION



		Theoretical Implications



		Limitations and Directions for Future Research



		Implications for Practice







		CONCLUSION



		DATA AVAILABILITY STATEMENT



		ETHICS STATEMENT



		AUTHOR CONTRIBUTIONS



		ACKNOWLEDGMENTS



		SUPPLEMENTARY MATERIAL



		REFERENCES

















OPS/images/cover.jpg
frontiers
in Psychology

In the Eye of the Beholder:
Challenge and Hindrance
Appraisals of Work
Characteristics and Their
Implications for Employee’s
Well-Being









OPS/images/logo.jpg
’ frontiers
in Psychology





OPS/images/fpsyg-12-708309-t004.jpg
Step 1 Step 2 Step 3
Predictors Burnout Engagement Burnout Engagement Burnout Engagement
Work Time 0.05 —0.20"* 0.07 - 013" 0.06 —0.13"
Education 0.00 0.13"* 0.038 0.07 0.03 0.07
Autonomy —0.36"* 0.34** —0.31 0.30"*
Challenge Appraisals —0.07 0.23** —0.07 0.22"
Hindrance Appraisals 0.20™* 0.21* 0.13* 0.28™*
Autonomy x CA —0.05 0.06
Autonomy x HA 0.12* —0.10
R? 0.00 0.06 0.18 0.24 0.19 0.25
Work Time 0.05 —0.20"* 0.03 —0.12 0.04 —0.12*
Education 0.00 0.13% 0.02 0.09* 0.02 0.09*
Supervisor Support — 0.41% 0.42*** —0.37* 0.40***
Challenge Appraisals —0.01 0.18" —0.03 0.18™*
Hindrance Appraisals 0.20"* 0.7 0.18™* 0.19™*
Supervisor Support x CA —0.06 —0.01
Supervisor Support x HA 0.15** —0.16™
R? 0.00 0.06 0.22 0.29 0.26 0.31
Work Time 0.05 —0.20"* 0.07 —0.16™ 0.07 —-0.16™
Education —0.00 0.13* 0.01 0.11** 0.00 0.11*
Colleague Support —0.30" 0.33"** —0.28" 0.31™*
Challenge Appraisals —0.04 0.16" —0.04 0.16™*
Hindrance Appraisals 0.2 0.13** 0.2 0.13*
Colleague Support x CA —0.01 0.04
Colleague Support x HA 0.15* —0.12*
R? 0.00 0.06 0.16 0.21 0.19 0.23
Work Time 0.05 —0.20"* 0.09* — 0147 0.10* —0.18"*
Education 0.00 0.13* 0.02 0.08* 0.02 0.08*
Feedback —0.28"* 0.31** —0.24* 0.28***
Challenge Appraisals —0.10" 0.24* — 012" 0.25™
Hindrance Appraisals 0.19* 0.20** 0.18"* 0.21**
Feedback x CA —0.08 0.02
Feedback x HA 0.16*** —0.11*
R? 0.00 0.06 0.17 0.24 0.20 0.25

*p < 0.05*p < 0.01, *p < 0.001. CA, challenge appraisal; HA, hindrance appraisal. Standardized regression coefficients were reported.





OPS/images/fpsyg-12-708309-t005.jpg
Variable Mean SD Skewness Kurtosis 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 1 12
(1) Age 31.40 727 1.36 218 1

(2) Gender 1.61 049 —-047 —-1.79 —.19" 1

(3) Education 398 059 -0.66 277 -0.15" 0.05 1

(4) Work time 4218 1528 —0.51 1.78 —-0.08 —0.11 0.04 1

(5) Tenure 6.33 56.32 1.69 3.15 0.77**—~0.10 —0.20*-0.10 1

(6) Time urgency 427 125 -0.35 —-059 —-002 000 0.09 0.02 —-0.06 (0.91)

(7) Role conflict 416 137 -022 —-0.80 -0.13"-0.07 0.02 —0.02 —0.14* 0.49" (0.86)

(8) Emotional demand 280 0.94 0.11 —0.68 —-0.09 014 0.08 0.01 —0.10 0.54" 0.48" (0.82)

(9) Autonomy 445 140 -027 —0.81 0.16" 0.03 —0.04 —0.11* 0.14* —0.32"— 0.41**— 0.26** (0.92)

(10) Colleague support 347 071 -055 0.30 0.10 —0.02 —0.01 —0.06 0.11* —0.28"—0.21**—0.29* 0.39* (0.71)

(11) Supervisor support 320 084 -029 —0.40 0.15"—0.03 —0.02 —0.13* 0.16™— 0.24"— 0.26"*— 0.25"* 0.44** 0.68"* (0.78)

(12) Feedback 354 087 -082 0.44 0.11 —-0.03 0.09 —0.08 0.09 —0.08 —0.14*—-0.13* 0.20* 0.45* 0.53" (0.79)
(13) Time urgency CA 507 1.05 -085 0.85 0.13*-0.02 0.04 —0.13* 0.11 —-0.13*-0.19*-0.27* 0.42* 0.51** 0.50* 0.36"
(14) Time urgency HA 368 1.16 0.14 —-024 -003 003 0.08 004 —0.05 040" 040" 0.46*—0.35"—0.39"—0.37"*—0.21"
(15) Role conflict CA 457 127 —-047 —-0.28 0.15" 0.09 —0.02 —0.12* 0.11* 0.00 —0.03 —0.03 0.30* 0.38** 0.41* 0.31*
(16) Role conflict HA 411 135 -024 —-057 —-006 —0.02 0.09 003 -0.05 0.22* 0.24* 0.27*—0.24*—0.28""—0.32"—0.18"*
(17) Emotional demand CA 463 1.30 —0.49 —-0.29 0.12* 0.03 0.00 —0.11* 0.08 —0.06 —0.09 —0.14* 0.34* 0.43* 0.49* 0.30*
(18) Emotional demand HA  3.91  1.40 0.01 —-0.86 -001 000 0.12¢ 0.01 -0.04 0.27* 0.27* 0.29*-0.21*—0.20"*-0.26"—0.13"
(19) Autonomy CA 550 083 -0.88 2.03 0.02 0.00 -0.01 —0.11* 0.05 —0.11* -=0.15*—~0.09 0.27** 0.30** 0.26™ 0.13"
(20) Autonomy HA 296 1.25 0.69 0.09 0.02 001 0.06 —009 —-0.02 0.30* 0.38"™ 0.27*—0.17*—0.11* —=0.06 —0.01
(21) Colleague support CA  5.37 0.86 —0.65 229 -003 002 -0.08 —0.05 —0.02 —0.15*-0.14* —0.18* 0.23* 0.38** 0.30* 0.19*
(22) Colleague support HA  2.88  1.19 0.80 0.54 0.08 —0.04 0.08 —0.07 0.03 0.20"* 0.22* 0.18*—0.04 —0.02 0.08 0.02
(23) Supervisor support CA 543 090 —0.99 264 -001 —-0.04 0.07 —-0.10 —0.02 —0.13*-0.12* —0.21* 0.28* 0.32** 0.35* 0.25"
(24) Supervisor support HA  2.85  1.21 0.92 0.58 0.08 0.02 0.02 —-009 000 0.29* 0.25" 0.23*-0.06 —0.06 —0.05 —0.01
(25) Feedback CA 546 083 —0.90 310 —-004 000 0.00 0.00 0.00 -0.08 —0.13*-0.09 0.26* 0.30"* 0.24* 0.20*
(26) Feedback HA 280 117 0.88 0.74 0.10 0.00 0.06 —0.12¢ 0.08 0.26™ 0.27* 0.20*—0.11* —=0.11* -0.02 0.02
(27) Burnout 250 1.15 0.35 0.02 -0.16"™ 0.08 0.02 0.02 —0.15" 0.49* 048" 0.62*—0.42**— 0.44**— 0.44*— 0.30**
(28) Engagement 320 112 0.05 —0.46 0.22"—0.05 0.04 0.00 0.17*-0.27"-0.27"*—0.43" 0.43* 0.50"* 0.49* 0.38"*
Variable 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28
(18) Time urgency CA (0.85)

(14) Time urgency HA —0.55"™ (0.85)

(15) Role conflict CA 0.62*—0.28"*  (0.89)

(16) Role conflict HA —0.37* 057" —0.58*  (0.91)

(17) Emotional demand CA  0.68™— 0.42**  0.72* —0.47" (0.90)

(18) Emotional demand HA — 0.28**  0.64** —0.31** 0.71* —0.63* (0.92)

(19) Autonomy CA 0.45*— 047  0.25"™ —0.04 0.30"—0.03 (0.82)

(20) Autonomy HA —-0.08 038" 0.09 0.28 0.02 0.32*—0.40" (0.93)

(21) Colleague support CA  0.49**— 0.25"  0.35™ —0.20"* 0.38"—0.09 0.62**— 0.25"* (0.83)

(22) Colleague support HA —0.04  0.31**  0.12* 0.28* 0.12* 0.31*—0.29" 0.62"*—0.25" (0.91)

(23) Supervisor support CA  0.54**—0.32**  0.35™ —0.22* 0.36"—0.16" 0.58"— 0.25** 0.72**—0.27** (0.86)

(24) Supervisor support HA—0.09  0.33**  0.11 0.25™ 0.10  0.30—0.27* 0.67**—0.27* 0.74"—0.42* (0.92)

(25) Feedback CA 0.48*—0.26" 037 -0.47* 0.37*-0.10 0.61*-0.26" 0.71*-0.21* 0.65"—0.23** (0.83)

(26) Feedback HA —-0.10 034 0.07 0.26* 0.03 0.28*—0.35" 0.65"—0.34" 0.71*—0.30** 0.73*—0.44** (0.92)

(27) Burnout —0.42" 0.53* —0.24* 0.36* —0.34** 0.38*—0.27** 0.29—0.36" 0.21*—-0.35"* 0.29*—0.33* 0.30** (0.94)

(28) Engagement 0.56*—0.51"*  0.34* -0.30* 047*-0.31* 0.32*-0.18"* 0.41*-0.09 0.41*-0.16" 0.37**—0.15"*—0.75" (0.94)

CA, challenge appraisal; HA, hindrance appraisal. Reliability estimates (alpha) between brackets on the diagonal.”p < 0.05; **p < 0.01 level (two-tailed).
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Variable Mean SD Skewness Kurtosis 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 1 12
(1) Age 3377 7.4 1.27 1.83 1

(2) Gender 167 050 -0.28 -1.93 -0.21* 1

(3) Education 289 062 -0.78 243 -0.16" 001

(4) Work time 4269 10.25 —0.69 501 -005 —-0.02 -0.05 1

(5) Tenure 7.30 6.11 2.36 7.09 0.65**—-0.18"*-0.06 —0.10* 1

(6) Time urgency 440 134 -0.36 —0.73 0.04 —0.09* 0.14"* 0.12** 0.08 (0.86)

(7) Role conflict 407 148 -0.24 —-093 -0.05 -0.08 0.06 0.00 —0.04 0.53* (0.84)

(8) Emotional demand 290 077 0.05 -0.67 -0.06 0.07 0.02 0.05 -0.09* 0.49* 0.51** (0.76)

(9) Autonomy 468 148 —0.61 -0.42 -0.0t 0.07 0.08 -0.13* 0.01 -0.21*-0.21"*-0.25" (0.81)

(10) Colleague support 344 070 —-0.39 0.09 -004 -002 0.02 -0.06 -0.01 -0.17"*-0.16**-0.18" 0.20** (0.65)

(11) Supervisor support 329 075 —-043 0.02 -0.02 001 0.05 —0.13* 0.01 —0.19"-0.24**-0.29" 0.41* 0.52** (0.72)

(12) Feedback 354 078 —-0.54 0.03 0.00 —-0.07 0.056 0.00 -0.01 -0.07 —-0.16"-0.17* 0.17** 0.48"* 0.51** (0.65)
(13) Time urgency CA 442 137 -0.51 —0.47 0.12**—-0.09* 0.08 -0.15** 0.15* 0.15* 0.13* 0.00 0.17* 0.02 0.08 0.03
(14) Time urgency HA 417 142 -0.26 -0.86 -0.10* 0.08 0.07 -0.02 -0.08 0.13* 0.10* 0.26*-0.08 0.03 0.06 0.00
(15) Role conflict CA 410 141 -0.36 -0.74 0.18*—0.04 0.05 -0.14** 0.18* 0.15® 0.19* 0.02 0.19* 0.03 0.08 0.05
(16) Role conflict HA 433 142 -0.36 -0.71 -0.12** 0.04 0.07 0.04 -0.13* 0.13* 0.06 0.22*-0.10"* —0.02 —0.09* —0.09
(17) Emotional demand CA  3.80 154  —0.04 -1.13 0.17**-0.13* 0.05 -0.18** 0.19* 0.11* 0.11* 0.083 0.14* 0.03 0.08 0.01
(18) Emotional demand HA 455 148  —0.51 -0.69 -0.16" 0.12** 0.06 0.06 -0.12** 0.10* 0.07 0.15® 0.01 001 004 0.03
(19) Autonomy CA 553 091 —0.66 0.10 -0.08 005 0.09* 0.16**-0.07 0.01 -0.07 -0.05 0.03 0.21* 0.18™ 0.19*
(20) Autonomy HA 292 145 0.64 —0.70 0.07 —0.06 0.04 —0.28"* 0.10* 0.18" 0.24* 0.25* 0.09 -0.08 —0.02 —0.08
(21) Colleague support CA 526  0.98  —0.75 0.67 -002 003 0.08 000 004 007 0.01 000 007 023 016" 021"
(22) Colleague support HA ~ 3.24  1.49 0.41 -0.93 0.00 -0.06 0.00 —0.17** 0.04 0.17* 0.18"* 0.25* 0.04 -0.11* —0.07 —0.08
(28) Supervisor support CA 535  0.95 —0.73 0.59 -006 004 0.13* 000 -0.03 0.02 -0.04 -0.07 0.12* 0.29** 0.24* 0.20*
(24) Supervisor support HA  3.23  1.42 0.30 -094 -0.02 -0.03 0.00 -0.16*-0.01 0.15* 0.19* 0.24* 0.07 -0.09* —0.07 -0.12**
(25) Feedback CA 538 095 -0.74 0.68 -0.01 004 0.13* 007 005 001 -0.08 —0.07 0.14* 0.24* 0.23" 0.25"
(26) Feedback HA 311 1.44 0.49 —0.83 0.0t —-0.07 0.02 -0.19** 0.06 0.18" 0.25" 0.25* 0.07 —-0.09 -0.08 —0.12**
(27) Burnout 366 1.19 0.01 -0.78 -0.06 -0.03 —-0.01 0.05 -0.06 0.42* 0.453* 0.59** —0.35" —0.34** —0.42"* —0.33**
(28) Engagement 429 116 -0.23 —0.39 0.02 —-0.04 0.14*-0.20"* 0.07 -0.14"*-0.17**-0.29* 0.39* 0.37** 0.48* 0.35**
Variable 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20 21 22 23 24 25 26 27 28
(13) Time urgency CA (0.87)

(14) Time urgency HA —0.43" (0.87)

(15) Role conflict CA 0.60™* —0.23"*  (0.85)

(16) Role conflict HA —0.25" 0.53** -0.46** (0.88)

(17) Emotional demand CA  0.56** —0.16**  0.62*  —-0.22** (0.91)

(18) Emotional demand HA —0.22** 0.48"* —0.29** 0.46™ —0.51** (0.91)

(19) Autonomy CA 0.02 0.05 —0.06 0.08 —0.07 0.11* (0.77)

(20) Autonomy HA 0.28* 0.27*  0.34* 0.12*  0.43* 0.05 -0.48" (0.91)

(21) Colleague support CA  0.14** 0.05 0.04 0.10* —-0.02  0.19* 0.49" —0.19** (0.77)

(22) Colleague support HA ~ 0.21**  0.31**  0.31** 0.12* 0.40* 0.06 -0.26" 0.70**—0.37** (0.91)

(28) Supervisor support CA 0.10*  0.06 ~ —0.01 0.11* —-0.05 0.17* 0.56™ —0.32** 0.66™ —0.34** (0.76)

(24) Supervisor support HA  0.24* 0.26**  0.28" 0.12* 0.38* 0.06 -0.34" 0.72**-0.35"* 0.76" —0.46"* (0.89)

(25) Feedback CA 0.14* 0.02 0.04 0.04 -0.04 021" 0.51*-023"* 0.57*-0.25" 0.56**—0.26™ (0.77)

(26) Feedback HA 0.22* 0.30*  0.29* 0.15" 0.39** 0.06 -0.3565" 0.77**—0.24** 0.72**—0.29** 0.72**—-0.33** (0.91)

(27) Burnout -0.08 0.20* -0.04 0.23* —-0.03  0.13*-0.17" 0.19*-0.18" 0.24* —0.20** 0.23"—0.23"* 0.24** (0.92)

(28) Engagement 0.25" —0.04 0.24* -0.12* 0.27**-0.08 0.13* 0.17* 0.20* 0.06 0.21** 0.08 0.25" 0.12**—0.60" (0.93)

CA, challenge appraisal; HA, hindrance appraisal. Reliability estimates (alpha) between brackets on the diagonal.”p < 0.05; **p < 0.01 level (two-tailed).
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Step 1 Step 2 Step 3
Predictors Burnout Engagement Burnout Engagement Burnout Engagement
Work Time 0.05 —0.20"* —0.01 —0.13" —0.00 —0.13"
Education —0.00 0.13* —0.07 0.13** —-0.07 0.13*
Time Urgency 0.42*** —0.20"** 0.42*** —0.20"*
Challenge Appraisals —0.02 0.297 —0.04 0.31™*
Hindrance Appraisals 0.14* 0.10* 0.15™ 0.09
Time Urgency x CA —0.07 0.10*
Time Urgency x HA 0.10* —0.07
R? 0.00 0.06 0.20 0.14 0.23 0.16
Work Time 0.05 —0.20"* 0.03 —0.16™ 0.03 —0.15"
Education —0.00 0.13* —0.04 0.18%* —0.05 0.48*
Role Confiict 0.45*** —0.23"** 0.45*** —0.22"
Challenge Appraisals —0.04 0.26 —0.05 0.27*
Hindrance Appraisals 0.18"* 0.01 0.19 —0.00
Role Conflict x CA —0.03 0.13*
Role Conflict x HA —0.05 0.02
R? 0.002 0.06 0:25 0.15 0.25 0.16
Work Time 0.05 —0.20"* 0.01 —0.13 0.00 — 0.2
Education 0.00 0.13* —0.02 0.11* —0.01 0.11*
Emotional Demands 0.59"* —0.32" 0.59"* —0.32
Challenge Appraisals —0.03 0.32"* —0.04 0.33"*
Hindrance Appraisals 0.03 0.13* 0.05 0.13%
Emotional Demands x CA 0.01 0.11*
Emotional Demands x HA 0.12* —0.01
R? 0.00 0.06 0.35 0.21 0.37 0.23

*p < 0.05, *p < 0.01, *p < 0.001. CA, challenge appraisal; HA, hindrance appraisal. Standardized regression coefficients were reported.
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Step 1 Step 2 Step 3
Predictors Burnout Engagement Burnout Engagement Burnout Engagement
Work Time 0.02 —0.00 —0.01 0.06 —0.01 0.06
Education 0.02 0.04 —0.01 0.06 —0.01 0.06
Autonomy —0.36" 0.38"* —0.36" 0.36"*
Challenge Appraisals —0.10 0.21™* —0.09 0.23"*
Hindrance Appraisals 0.19% —0.03 0.19% —0.04
Autonomy x CA 0.02 0.13*
Autonomy x HA —0.00 0.07
R? 0.00 0.00 0.23 0.24 0.23 0.25
Work Time 0.02 —0.00 —0.02 0.07 —0.02 0.07
Education 0.02 0.04 0.02 0.03 0.01 0.06
Supervisor Support —0.38"™ 0.40™* —0.37 0.39*
Challenge Appraisals —0.14* 0.26™* —0.15" 0.29"*
Hindrance Appraisals 0.21* —0.02 0.21* —0.03
Supervisor Support x CA —0.05 0.16*
Supervisor Support x HA 0.02 0.04
R? 0.00 0.00 0.28 0.31 0.28 0.33
Work Time 0.02 —0.00 0.00 0.03 —0.01 0.04
Education 0.02 0.04 0.01 0.05 0.00 0.06
Colleague Support —0.36"* 0.41* —0.36" 0.39"*
Challenge Appraisals —0.19** 0.26™* — 0.20"** 0.29"*
Hindrance Appraisals 0.6 —0.01 0.14* —0.01
Colleague Support x CA —0.03 0.11*
Colleague Support x HA 0.03 0.01
R? 0.00 0.00 0.26 0.31 0.26 0.32
Work Time 0.02 —0.00 0.02 0.02 0.01 0.03
Education 0.02 0.04 0.03 0.02 0.01 0.03
Feedback —0.27* 0.32*** —0.26"** 0.31**
Challenge Appraisals — 017+ 0.30"* —0.13" 0.261*
Hindrance Appraisals 0.23"* —0.03 D25™ —0.06
Feedback x CA — 0.22 0.19
Feedback x HA —0.04 0.09
R? 0.00 0.00 0.21 0.24 0.25 0.26

0 < 0.05, *p < 0.01, *p < 0.001.

CA, challenge appraisal; HA, hindrance appraisal. Standardized regression coefficients were reported.
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Hypotheses

Direct effect

Demands* CA ON Engagement

Demands* CA ON Burnout

Demands* HA ON Engagement

Demands* HA ON Burnout

Direct effect

Resources* CA ON Engagement

Resources* CA ON Burnout

Resources* HA ON Engagement

Resources* HA ON Burnout

Hypothesized Relationships

H1: time urgency, role conflict and emotional demands will be
positively related to burnout and negatively to engagement

H2: the negative relation between demands and engagement is
weaker when challenge appraisal is high

H3: the positive relation between demands and burnout is weaker
when challenge appraisal is high

H4: the negative relation between demands and engagement is
stronger when hindrance appraisal is high

H5: the positive relation between demands and burnout is stronger
when hindrance appraisal is high

H®6: job resources will be positively related to work engagement and
negatively to burnout

H7: the positive relation between resources and engagement is
stronger when challenge appraisal is high

H8: the negative relation between resources and burnout is
stronger when challenge appraisal is high

HO: the positive relation between resources and engagement is
weaker when hindrance appraisal is high

H10: the negative relation between resources and burnout is
weaker when hindrance appraisal is high

Study 1

Yes 6/6

Yes 3/3

No 0/3

No 0/3

Partial 2/3

Yes 8/8

No 074

No 074

Partial 3/4

Yes 4/4

Study 2

Yes 6/6

No 0/3

Partial 2/3

No 0/3

No 0/3

Yes 8/8

Yes 4/4

Partial 1/4

No 074

No 074

CA, challenge appraisal; HA, hindrance appraisal; Demands include time urgency, role conflict, and emotional demands; Resources include autonomy, supervisor support,

colleague support, and feedback.
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Model Chi-Square
23-factor parceled 6288.12
23-factor not parceled 8297.52
26 factor 8134.40
11-factor 12367.98
13-factor 0051.57
8-factor 10455.34
23-factor parceled with common method effects 6268.23
1-factor 19441.43

df

3316
4499
4427
3514
3491
3541
3315
3569

RMSEA [90% CI]

0.05 [0.051,0.055]
0.05 [0.05,0.053]
0.05 [0.05,0.053]

0.09 [0.088,0.091]
0.07 [0.069,0.073]
0.08 [0.077,0.80]
0.05 [0.051,0.055]
0.12[0.117,0.120]

CFI

0.87
0.86
0.86
0.60
0.75
0.69
0.87
0.29

TLI

0.85
0.84
0.85
0.59
0.74
0.68
0.85
0.27

SRMR

0.05
0.05
0.05
0.12
0.07
0.08
0.05
0.15

AIC

70840.61
82427.79
82408.66
76524.48
73254.06
74557.84
70822.73
83487.93

BIC

72759.80
84493.45
84744.73
77700.02
74516.00
75631.98
72745.67
84456.91

RMSEA, root mean square error of approximation; CFl, comparative fit index; TLI, Tucker-Lewis index; SRMR, standardized root mean residual; Cl, confidence interval;

AIC, Akaike information criterion; BIC, Bayesian information criterion.

23-factor model-parceled: three demands: time urgency, role conflict, and emotional demands; four resources: autonomy, feedback, colleague support, and supervi-
sor support; seven challenge and seven hindrance appraisals of demands and resources: and two outcomes with nine engagement items were mean-parceled as
three indicators based on the three engagement dimensions and loading on one latent engagement factor; nine burnout items were mean-parceled as two indicators

representing exhaustion and cynicism, and loading on one latent burnout factor);
238-factor not parceled: 23-factor model-parceled with nine items of engagement loaded on one, and nine items of burnout loaded on another latent factor.

26-factor: 23-factor not parceled with two outcomes loaded as five factors: vigor, dedication, absorption, exhaustion, and cynicism.
11-factor: 23-factor model-parceled with seven challenge appraisals into one, and seven hindrance appraisals loaded on one factor.
13-factor: 11-factor splitting appraisals as four factors: challenge/hindrance appraisals of demands and challenge/hindrance appraisals of resources.
8-factor: 11-factor combining three demands into one factor, and four resources into another factor.
238-factor parceled with common method effects: 23-factor model-parceled added a latent method factor allowing all items loaded on the method factor.

1-factor model: with all variables loaded onto one factor.
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Step 1 Step 2 Step3
Predictors Burnout Engagement Burnout Engagement Burnout Engagement
Work Time 0.02 —0.00 —0.03 0.06 —0.08 0.064
Education 0.020 0.04 —0.02 0.06 —0.02 0.06
Time Urgency 0.35"** —0.13* 0.35*** —-0.12*
Challenge Appraisals —0.23"™ 0.42%* —0.22% 0.41%
Hindrance Appraisals 0.26*** —0.24*** 0.27** —0.25"*
Time Urgency x CA —0.13" 0.04
Time Urgency x HA —0.04 0.08
R? 0.00 0.00 0.41 0.40 0.42 0.40
Work Time 0.02 —0.00 0.01 0.03 0.01 0.03
Education 0.02 0.04 —0.01 0.06 —0.00 0.05
Role Confiict 0.43** —0.24** 0.43** —0.24*
Challenge Appraisals —0.11 0.30™* —-0.10 0.29"*
Hindrance Appraisals 0.19* —0.08 0.21* —0.09
Role Conflict x CA —0.10 0.09
Role Conflict x HA —0.00 —0.01
R? 0.00 0.00 0.30 0.19 0.31 0.20
Work Time 0.02 —0.00 —0.01 0.05 —0.01 0.05
Education 0.02 0.04 —0.01 0.05 —0.01 0.04
Emotional Demands 0.56™* —0.38" 0.54** —0.36"
Challenge Appraisals —0.21* 0.44* —0.19* 0.42+*
Hindrance Appraisals 0.11* 0.02 0.13* .07
Emotional Demands x CA —0.12" 0.10
Emotional Demands x HA —0.04 0.02
R? 0.00 0.00 0.46 0.36 0.47 0.37

*p < 0.05, *p < 0.01, *p < 0.001. CA, challenge appraisal; HA, hindrance appraisal. Standardized regression coefficients were reported.
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Model x2

23-factor parceled 5459.85
23-factor not parceled 7616.54
26 factor 7463.87
11-factor 15065.95
13-factor 9675.82
8-factor 10741.25
23-factor parceled with common method effects 5442.23
1-factor 23108.92

df

3232
4402
4330
3430
3407
3457
3231
3485

RMSEA [90% Cl]

0.04 [0.035,0.038]
0.04 [0.036,0.039]
0.04 [0.036,0.039]
0.08 [0.08,0.083]
0.06 [0.058,0.061]
0.06 [0.063,0.065]
0.04 [0.035,0.038]
0.11[0.103,0.106]

CFI

0.92
0.90
0.90
0.58
0.77
0.73
0.92
0.28

TLI

0.91
0.89
0.89
0.56
0.76
0.06
0.91
0.27

SRMR

0.04
0.04
0.04
0.13
0.06
0.07
0.04
0.16

AIC

129566.82
1561167.62
1561168.95
138776.91
133432.79
134398.22
129561.20
146709.89

BIC

131721.87
153488.12
153784.89
140092.01
134845.46
1356698.77
131710.49
147791.65

RMSEA, root mean square error of approximation; CFl, comparative fit index; TLI, Tucker-Lewis index; SRMR, standardized root mean residual; Cl, confidence interval;

AIC, Akaike information criterion; BIC, Bayesian information criterion.

23-factor model-parceled: three demands: time urgency, role conflict, and emotional demands; four resources: autonomy, feedback, colleague support, and supervi-
sor support; seven challenge and seven hindrance appraisals of demands and resources: and two outcomes with nine engagement items were mean-parceled as
three indicators based on the three engagement dimensions and loading on one latent engagement factor; nine burnout items were mean-parceled as two indicators

representing exhaustion and cynicism, and loading on one latent burnout factor);
238-factor not parceled: 23-factor model-parceled with nine items of engagement loaded on one, and nine items of burnout loaded on another latent factor.

26-factor: 23-factor not parceled with two outcomes loaded as five factors: vigor, dedication, absorption, exhaustion, and cynicism.
11-factor: 23-factor model-parceled with seven challenge appraisals into one, and seven hindrance appraisals loaded on one factor.
13-factor: 11-factor splitting appraisals as four factors: challenge/hindrance appraisals of demands and challenge/hindrance appraisals of resources.
8-factor: 11-factor combining three demands into one factor, and four resources into another factor.
238-factor parceled with common method effects: 23-factor model-parceled added a latent method factor allowing all items loaded on the method factor.

1-factor model: with all variables loaded onto one factor.
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