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(EGB)
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Hl: GHRM EGB o
2.2 (GSE)
H4: GOC GSE GHRM EGB
H2: GHRM GSE EGB.
2.3 (GOC)
1
N 3
4
5 3.1
320 307 o
. 3.2
\ (1) ( GHRM) . Tang
) 14 . «“
H3: GHRM GOC EGB. 0
2.4 ( GOC) Cronbach’ o 0.949.
(GSE) (2) (GOCQ) . Norton
8 o “
Cronbach’ o 0.865,
(3) ( GSE) » Chen
R 6 o “
Cronbach” a 0.879.
(4) ( EGB) o Robertson
Barling * 6
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Cronbach” « 0. 864 . (r=0.300 p<0.01)
(5) . . . (r=0.455 p«<
o 0.01) ;
o (r=0.360 p<0.01)
(r=0.516 p<0.01)
4
; (r=
4.1 0.451 p<0.01) o
1 o o
(r=0.447 p<0.01)
1
1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
1. 480 0.492 1
1.850 0. 622 -0.119" 1
1. 820 0. 693 -0.042 -0. 046 1
1. 800 0.679 -0.083 -0.069 0.091 1
GHRM 4.041 0. 825 0.163** | -0.182** |  0.095 0.056 1
GOC 3.938 0.753 0.156** | -0.316** | 0.137" 0.034 0.447%% 1
GSE 3.709 0. 884 0. 124" -0.061 0.075 0.015 0.300** 0.360** 1
EGB 3.618 0.909 0.459%* | —0.190™* | 0.149** 0. 056 0.455** 0.516** 0.451%% 1
© ¥ p<0.05 * *p<0.0l.
4.2 (B=0.4710 p<0.01)
(1) o
( N N N ) - 0.1926 95%
( ) ( ) 0.1201 0.1818
o 0
(Bp=0.501 p<0.01) H2
HI. o
(2) o (B=0.3554 p<
0.01)
(B=0.3554 p<0.01)
SPSS Process Bootstrap
2000 0. 1140
95% - 2 0.0579 0.1788 0
(B
0.4081 p<0.01) H3.
2
95% CI 95% CI
GHRM—GOC—EGB 0.4081** 0.4710** 0. 1926 0. 1201 0.2750
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95% CI 95% CI
GHRM—GSE—EGB | 0.3208** 0.3554%* 0. 1140 0.0579 0.1788
D * p<0.05 **xp<0.01.
(3) o A. Hayes 0.1157
0.0633 0.1819 0 ;
o 3 0.0453 95%
0.3992 95% 0.0033 0.0933 0 y
0.2977 0.5007
0 H1; 0. 0303
0.1160 0.5540 0
0.1913 95% 0.1239 0.2683 o
0 ; 3
H4 .
3
Effect 95% CI 95% CI
. GHRMEGB 0.3992 0.2977 0. 5007
. GHRM—EGB 0.2079 0. 1085 0.3072
0.1913 0.1239 0. 2683
indl: GHRM—GOC—EGB 0.1157 0.0633 0.1819
ind2: GHRM—>GSE—EGB 0.0453 0.0033 0.0933
ind3: GHRM—GOC—GSE—EGB 0.0303 0. 1160 0. 5540
¥ p<0.05 **xp<0.01.
5
307 o
6
. ( P114)
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