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Abstract: Considering the current economic and employment landscape, marked by high levels of
uncertainty and challenges, this study introduces the challenge–hindrance–threat appraisal (CHTA)
framework to examine workplace stress, with a particular focus on the often-overlooked role of threat
appraisal. Across three studies using independent samples and multi-wave survey data, our research
provides evidence supporting the CHTA framework and reveals the differential effects of three types
of stress appraisals on the work-related well-being and behaviors of individuals. Specifically, Study
1 establishes the three-factor structure of CHTA, confirming its robust psychometric properties in
each appraisal dimension. Study 2 demonstrates that threat appraisals offer unique insights into
stress-related outcomes, beyond challenge and hindrance appraisals. Study 3 reveals that challenge
appraisals foster learning behavior through enhancing work engagement and reduce turnover
intentions through alleviating emotional exhaustion. Conversely, threat appraisals escalate turnover
intentions through intensifying emotional exhaustion. Interestingly, hindrance appraisals exhibit
no significant effect on either work engagement or emotional exhaustion, precluding any indirect
influence on learning behavior or turnover intentions. In conclusion, this research underscores
the importance of differentiating between the three types of cognitive appraisals of stress—namely,
challenge, hindrance, and threat appraisals—in stress management in order to enhance employee
well-being and organizational effectiveness.

Keywords: work stress; challenge appraisal; hindrance appraisal; threat appraisal; work well-being;
work behavior

1. Introduction

Stress arises when individuals perceive the demands of events or environmental stim-
uli to exceed their capacity to manage, alleviate, or modify those demands [1], and stressors
refer to the events and stimuli that elicit subsequent reactions [2]. Work stress has long
been and continues to be a significant challenge for organizations and employees world-
wide [3]. For example, the American Psychological Association’s 2023 Work in America
Survey warned that workplace stress has reached a concerning level, with approximately
two-thirds of employees indicating that they had experienced work-related stress in the
month preceding the survey. Furthermore, more than half of the respondents reported
substantial negative consequences as a result of work-related stress [4]. In the United
Kingdom, according to the UK Health and Safety Executive’s summary statistics for 2023,
work-related stress, depression, or anxiety accounted for nearly 50% of the 1.8 million
reported cases of work-related ill health in the past 12 months [5]. In China, Gallup’s State
of the Global Workplace 2024 report found that 53% of respondents reported experiencing
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stress for a significant portion of the preceding day, a percentage well above the global
average of 41% and ranking China in the top 17 among the more than 160 countries covered
by the survey [3]. Given its ubiquity and costs, it is not surprising that existing research
on work stress has focused primarily on its adverse effects [6,7] and aimed to develop
interventions to reduce stress and/or mitigate its negative consequences [8].

However, scholars who adopt a psychological perspective have argued that stress
does not always result in negative effects; instead, the effects of stress largely depend on
how individuals perceive it and the resources available for coping [7,9]. Researchers in
the field of workplace stress have developed various theoretical models. One influential
framework is Lazarus and Folkman’s transactional theory of stress, also known as the
cognitive appraisal theory of stress [1]. According to this model, stress is not solely caused
by external stressors but rather arises from how individuals appraise them. When faced
with a stressor, individuals engage in primary appraisal to determine whether it is irrelevant,
beneficial, or stressful. If deemed stressful, the stressor is further appraised as a challenge
or a threat. Challenge appraisals occur when individuals perceive the stressor as an
opportunity for growth or mastery, leading to optimism and the expectation of positive
outcomes. Conversely, threat appraisals occur when individuals perceive potential harm or
loss, resulting in anxiety and fear. Secondary appraisal involves evaluating available coping
resources and options. In summary, this model highlights the subjective nature of stress
and emphasizes that the impact of stressors is primarily determined by how individuals
cognitively appraise them.

Another significant framework in the study of work stress is the challenge–hindrance
approach [10,11]. This framework categorizes workplace stressors as either challenge
stressors or hindrance stressors. Challenge stressors, such as high workload and increased
responsibility, are demanding but offer potential for personal growth, learning, and goal
achievement. In contrast, hindrance stressors, such as red tape and role conflict, impede
the attainment of goals and are perceived as constraints or threats without potential gains.
These stressors have different effects on outcomes, with challenge stressors being associated
with positive outcomes such as higher job satisfaction and performance, while hindrance
stressors are correlated with negative outcomes such as burnout and strain. Recent research
has suggested that the process of appraising stressors is complex [12,13]. Stressors can
be simultaneously perceived as both challenges and hindrances, varying over time and
across individuals. This indicates that strictly classifying stressors as either challenges or
hindrances oversimplifies the cognitive appraisal process.

Surprisingly, although both models emphasize the necessity of a nuanced under-
standing of stressor appraisal and have been extensively utilized in stress research, an
overarching framework to comprehensively integrate the empirical findings is lacking.
While each model emphasizes the significance of challenge appraisal and posits that it
is different from hindrance or threat appraisal, it remains unclear whether the latter two
can be differentiated from each other. Although preliminary research has indicated that
threat, hindrance, and challenge appraisals can exist independently [14,15], more stud-
ies are needed to conceptually and empirically clarify the nature of different cognitive
appraisals. Another notable limitation in the extant stress appraisal literature lies in the
assumption that cognitive appraisal is inherently associated with a certain type of stressor.
According to this view, a stressor should be exclusively classified as a challenge, hindrance,
or threat stressor [2,15]. Furthermore, individuals tend to appraise challenge stressors as
challenges, hindrance stressors as hindrances, and threat stressors as threats [15,16]. This
view is problematic, as increasing research has demonstrated that this is not always the
case [17,18]. Instead, individuals may simultaneously appraise the same stressor from
multiple perspectives, rather than adhering to a specific appraisal [19–22].

To address these limitations, we integrate these two frameworks and propose the
challenge–hindrance–threat appraisal (CHTA) model in order to systematically examine
how workplace stress is appraised and how stress appraisals shape an individual’s work
well-being and behaviors. In this newly proposed model, we posit that the same stressor
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can be simultaneously perceived as a challenge, a hindrance, and/or a threat; consequently,
different cognitive appraisals of the same stressor yield different effects on the affective
states and behaviors of employees. We plan to conduct a series of independent studies to
establish and cross-validate our CHTA model. Specifically, Study 1 involves construction
of the three-factor model of cognitive appraisals and preliminarily tests its factor structure.
Study 2 proceeds to cross-validate the three-factor structure and test its psychometric
properties in terms of convergent, discriminant, and predictive validities. Finally, Study 3
aims to investigate the differential effects of three appraisals on both proximal and distal
outcomes. In this way, our study strives to develop a comprehensive theoretical framework
of stress appraisals, deepening our knowledge on how stress appraisals can shape employee
experiences and behaviors.

2. Theories and Literature Review
2.1. The Challenge–Threat Appraisal Framework

Individuals may exhibit different cognitive and appraisal responses to identical stres-
sors. To explore how individual characteristics influence the variability in the stressor–
outcome relationship, Lazarus and Folkman proposed the cognitive appraisal theory of
stress, also known as the transactional model of stress [1]. This model highlights the process
of appraising stimuli and stress, which refers to an individual’s perception of stress. The
model assumes that individuals consistently evaluate their environment based on its impact
on their well-being (primary appraisal) as well as potential coping resources and options
(secondary appraisal) [1]. Primary stress appraisals can take three different forms: harm or
loss already experienced, the threat of future harm or loss, or the possibility for mastery
and gain (known as challenges). Challenge appraisals prioritize the mastery of needs,
overcoming obstacles, and personal growth; conversely, threat appraisals involve assessing
expected harm or loss to oneself [23]. It is important to note that threat and challenge
appraisals are not opposite ends of a spectrum and, thus, are not necessarily mutually
exclusive. In fact, they can occur simultaneously or interchangeably [1]. Consistent with
the core premise of this model, cumulative evidence indicates that it is the individual’s
cognitive appraisal of the stressor, rather than the stressor itself, that determines their
emotional, attitudinal, and behavioral responses and consequences [24]. If individuals
perceive a stressor to be threatening and lack the necessary resources to mitigate its detri-
mental effects, it can lead to negative outcomes, including diminished well-being and a
tendency towards withdrawal behaviors. On the other hand, when individuals view the
stressor as challenging and possess ample resources for coping, they tend to exhibit positive
reactions, thereby sustaining a higher level of well-being and demonstrating proactive
work behaviors.

2.2. The Challenge–Hindrance Appraisal Framework

The challenge–hindrance stressor framework has been widely utilized in empirical
research for more than two decades, since its initial introduction by Cavanaugh et al. [10].
Representing one of the key theoretical models of stress, this framework categorizes stres-
sors into two dimensions: challenge stressors and hindrance stressors. The former refers to
work-related demands or environments that offer potential gains for individuals, while the
latter refers to work-related demands or environments that tend to constrain or interfere
with an individual’s work achievement, often unrelated to their potential gains [10]. Job
stressors, including workload, time pressure, job responsibility, and job complexity, are
usually categorized as challenge stressors as they can potentially enhance employees’ per-
sonal growth and goal achievement [2,11,25]. Other stressors, such as role ambiguity and
conflict, bureaucratic procedures, and job insecurity, are labeled as hindrance stressors as
they usually constrain personal development and work-related accomplishment [2,11,25].
As extant empirical evidence has consistently indicated, challenge stressors mostly yield
positive effects, while hindrance stressors mostly lead to negative effects in terms of vari-
ous affective, attitudinal, and behavioral outcomes, including organizational loyalty and
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turnover intention [26], job satisfaction [2], life satisfaction [27], citizenship behavior [28],
and job performance [29].

Recent research has suggested that the process of appraising stressors is more complex
than what is assumed in this framework [12,13]; for example, stressors initially considered
as hindrances, such as role ambiguity and role conflict, may actually be appraised as chal-
lenging [13,19]. Similarly, those initially considered as challenge stressors (e.g., workload)
can also be appraised as both challenging and a hindrance [13]. More importantly, the
effects of these stressors on the attitudinal and behavioral outcomes of employees are
mediated through cognitive appraisals [13]. All of this evidence indicates that any stressor
can be simultaneously appraised as both a challenge and hindrance, and strictly classify-
ing stressors as either challenges or hindrances is an oversimplification of the cognitive
appraisal process [30]. Therefore, the challenge–hindrance stressor framework should be
refined and extended to explicitly incorporate the cognitive appraisals of individuals [30].
In this regard, scholars who have long adopted the challenge–hindrance dichotomy have
begun to emphasize the important role of cognitive appraisals as mechanisms that transmit
the effects of challenge and hindrance stressors to outcomes [16,25].

2.3. An Integrative Framework: The Challenge–Hindrance–Threat Appraisal Framework

While both of the above-mentioned models highlight the importance of the challenge
appraisal of stress, they differ from each other in considering hindrance versus threat
appraisals. Specifically, hindrance appraisal is defined in challenge–hindrance stressor
research as “an individual’s subjective interpretation that demands have a potential to result
in loss, constraints, or harm” [31] (p. 1039). Similarly, threat appraisal is defined as “harms
or losses that have not yet taken place but are anticipated” in the transactional model of
stress [1] (p. 32). Given that hindrance and threat appraisals are theoretically defined in
similar ways, it remains unclear whether and to what extent they are distinguishable from
each other.

Tuckey et al. are pioneers in this direction [14,15]. Drawing on Lazarus and Folkman’s
(1984) [1] conceptualization of threat appraisal, Tuckey et al. (2015) [15] introduced the
concept of threat work stressors, defining them as work-related demands or situations that
are often directly related to physical harm or loss, as opposed to challenge and hindrance
stressors. In the organizational context, threat stressors include workplace bullying and
harassment [32], client-related social stressors [33], and abusive supervision [34], among oth-
ers. These stressors reflect the process by which the stressor directly leads to physical harm
or loss (threat) rather than an impediment to the achievement of goals (hindrance) [14].

Tuckey et al. provided some empirical evidence for distinction among the three types
of stressors and appraisals. For instance, in their qualitative study involving interviews
and focus groups with retail employees [14], they found that employees were aware of
which stressor could pose a threat (threatening the self or causing physical harm and loss),
a hindrance (preventing goal achievement), or a challenge (providing opportunities for
personal growth). Taking role ambiguity—which is often viewed as a hindrance—as an
example, participants did not just view it as a hindrance to work achievement; rather, they
perceived it as a threat as it endangered their occupational self-efficacy, self-confidence, and
self-esteem. These findings were evidenced in another quantitative study that consisted of
a two-wave questionnaire and a diary survey over three consecutive working days [15].
On the one hand, the two-wave questionnaire survey of 609 retail workers lent support to
the three-factor structure of challenge–hinder–threat for stressors. On the other hand, their
diary study of 207 workers showed that challenge, hindrance, and threat appraisals were
uniquely associated with affective states and well-being outcomes.

It is worth noting that, although Tuckey et al. deliberately make distinctions among
the three appraisals, they anchor a specific type of appraisal to a single pre-categorized
stressor (e.g., challenge appraisal is most likely triggered by a challenge stressor) [15]. As
suggested in recent research, the view that a certain stressor will only trigger a particular
appraisal might not be true. On the one hand, a large body of research has suggested that
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individuals may evaluate the same stressor in different ways [35,36]; for example, perfor-
mance pressures may be perceived by individuals as a challenge, causing them to increase
their work engagement and present higher task proficiency and citizenship behaviors, or as
a threat, eliciting exhaustion and incivility [37]. On the other hand, the same stressor may
elicit challenge, hindrance, and even threat appraisals from individuals [19–22]. Research
suggests that pay for performance, workload, role conflict, role ambiguity, developmental
work experiences, and empowered leadership may all simultaneously trigger challenging
and hindrance appraisals in individuals [13,35,36].

In the current study, building on and extending the work of Tuckey et al. [14,15], we
propose an integrative framework in which three types of cognitive appraisals—namely,
challenge, hindrance, and threat appraisals—are distinct from each other. A key premise of
our model is that individuals can simultaneously appraise the same stressor as a challenge, a
hindrance, and/or a threat. Guided by this model, we explore the extent to which different
cognitive appraisals of the same stressor will yield different effects on an employee’s
affective states and behavior.

2.4. Preliminary Evidence for Differential Effects of Challenge, Hindrance, and Threat Appraisals

Since the genesis of the challenge–hindrance framework, subsequent meta-analyses
have shown that challenge stressors mostly have a net positive impact on a variety of
affective, attitudinal, and behavioral outcomes, whereas hindrance stressors mostly yield
a negative impact [2,11,16]. Threat, on the other hand—although central to Lazarus and
Folkman’s (1984) transactional model—has not received as much attention as challenge
and hindrance stressors. Existing research has suggested that threat stressors cause higher
psychological distress, emotional exhaustion, and burnout and lower job dedication and
task performance in employees [38,39]. It is clear that, in the available literature, hindrances
and threats are indistinguishable from each other in terms of outcomes.

Although cognitive appraisals are considered central to the challenge–hindrance
framework, it was not until the study of Webster, Beehr, and Love (2011) that researchers
began to measure both challenge appraisal and hindrance appraisal of work stressors [13].
At the same time, threat appraisals mentioned in the transactional model have received
limited attention [14,15]. As mentioned earlier, it is essential to distinguish cognitive
appraisals of stress from stressors and to emphasize the important role of cognitive ap-
praisals as a mechanism through which the effects of the three stressors are transmitted to
outcomes [16,25].

With this in mind, we focused on reviewing the differentiated outcomes of the three
appraisals. Empirical evidence suggests that challenge, hindrance, and threat appraisals
may have differential effects on both proximal and distal outcomes. Proximal outcomes
refer to immediate emotional responses, work-related attitudes, and well-being. Research
within the challenge–hindrance framework reveals that challenge appraisals have a positive
relationship with activated positive affect, whereas hindrance appraisals correlate with the
activation of negative emotions such as anger [12]. Furthermore, challenge appraisals are
consistently found to be positively associated with work engagement [40], work-related
flow [41], work dedication [15], vigor [14], motivation to work [42], organization-based
self-esteem, and perceptions of meaningful work [43]. In contrast, hindrance and threat
appraisals have a negative impact on attitudes and states in work, such as emotional ex-
haustion, job dissatisfaction [15], self-regulation depletion [37], burnout [40], venting [12],
and job dissatisfaction [13]. Additionally, threat appraisals have been found to exert a
unique impact on cognitive depletion and emotional exhaustion, suggesting their distinct
role in shaping proximal outcomes [44]. Several studies adopting the challenge–hindrance
framework also demonstrate differential effects on distal outcomes, including behaviors
and job performance. For example, challenge appraisals show a positive relationship
with increased task performance [12,31], task proficiency, organizational citizenship behav-
ior [37], and creative performance [45]. Conversely, hindrance appraisals have a negative
impact on job performance [12,13,46] and increase turnover intention [13].
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As mentioned earlier, existing research conducted under the challenge–threat and
challenge–hindrance frameworks has yet to provide direct evidence to distinguish between
hindrance and threat appraisals. Indeed, there have only been a few studies using the
challenge–hindrance–threat framework that provide evidence for the differential effects of
the three appraisals (especially between hindrance and threat appraisals) [15,45]. Among
them, Tuckey et al. [15] examined the differential impact of the three types of appraisals
on affect and found that challenge appraisals of employees were associated with activated
positive affect, hindrance appraisals with anxiety and anger, and threat appraisals with
fatigue. Espedido and Searle [45] focused on creativity in the workplace and found that
challenge appraisals were positively and hindrance appraisals negatively associated with
both fluency and flexibility, but threat appraisals were positively related to fluency and
negatively related to flexibility. Due to the lack of sufficient attention to the challenge–
hindrance–threat appraisals of the same stressor, it remains unanswered whether the three
appraisals will have differential effects on proximal and distal outcomes.

3. Current Research

To fill this important gap, our current study aims to firstly establish and cross-validate
the challenge–hindrance–threat appraisal (CHTA) model and then to examine the dif-
ferential effects of challenge, hindrance, and threat appraisals on both proximal and
distal outcomes. We plan to conduct a series of independent studies to do so. Specif-
ically, Study 1 aims to establish a three-factor structure for the integrative framework.
Through obtaining another independent sample, Study 2 aims not only to cross-validate the
challenge–hindrance–threat appraisal factor structure but also to test its psychometric
properties in terms of convergent, discriminant, and predictive validity. In doing so, Study
2 helps to create an initial nomological network for the three types of appraisals. Finally,
utilizing a three-wave survey design, Study 3 aims to investigate the extent to which the
three appraisals are uniquely associated with the work states (i.e., work engagement and
emotional exhaustion) and behavioral outcomes (i.e., learning behaviors and turnover
intentions) of employees. Through employing a multi-sample strategy, the current study
has the opportunity to establish and cross-validate the integrative framework and reveal
the unique effects of each appraisal on workplace outcomes. Table 1 presents an overview
of our three studies.

Table 1. Overview of Studies 1, 2, and 3.

Studies Objectives Samples Analytical Strategies

Study 1 (1) To generate measurement items for CHTA
(2) To examine the factor structure of CHTA

Cross-sectional survey
(N = 224) Confirmatory factor analysis (CFA)

Study 2
(1) To recheck the factor structure of CHTA
(2) To examine the discriminant, convergent,

and predictive validity of CHTA

Cross-sectional survey
(N = 468)

Composite reliability (CR), average
variance extracted (AVE), and
hierarchical multiple regressions

Study 3
(1) To examine the differential effects of the

three appraisals on work-related outcomes
(2) To investigate the underlying mechanisms

Three-wave survey
(N = 311) Structural equation modeling (SEM)

Note: CHTA = the challenge–hindrance–threat appraisal framework.

4. Study 1: Factor Structure

The objective of Study 1 was to generate measurement items for the CHTA framework
as well as to initially examine the factor structure using confirmatory factor analysis (CFA).

4.1. Methods
4.1.1. Participants and Procedures

This study recruited 224 working adults in China using Credamo (www.credamo.com),
a reliable Chinese online data-collection platform similar to Qualtrics that is commonly

www.credamo.com
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used to recruit participants in China [47,48]. Anonymity in the survey was ensured by
the platform through the automatic generation of unique user IDs for each participant,
guaranteeing the confidentiality of their responses. Prior to the survey, participants pro-
vided informed consent through yes/no screening questions. They were informed that the
survey would be anonymous and that they could withdraw at any time. The survey took an
average of 10 min, and two instructed response items were included to discourage careless
responses [49]. One such item was phrased as “This is an attention check question, please
select the option ‘Strongly Disagree’”. At the conclusion of the survey, the participants were
briefed, thanked, and compensated for their participation. Sixty-eight participants who
either did not complete the survey or failed the attention checks were removed, resulting
in a total of 156 participants in the valid sample. The participants had a mean age of
32.22 years (SD = 7.06), ranging from 21 to 56 years, and 64.7% were female.

4.1.2. Measures

For the cognitive appraisals of stress, this study employed a strategy similar to that
of Webster et al. (2011) [13]. First, this study presented text regarding the current eco-
nomic and employment situation in China as a stressor. Second, in order to ensure that
respondents interpreted the terms challenge, hindrance, and threat in a manner consistent
with theory, we explicitly provided them with definitions that were consistently applied in
earlier studies [10,12]. Specifically, challenge appraisal was defined as the perception of
a challenging feeling where, although situations are deemed stressful, they also serve as
motivation for personal growth and goal achievement. Hindrance appraisal was defined
as the perception that progress at work was hindered in a stressful situation, making goal
attainment difficult. Threat appraisal was defined as the experience of compromised inter-
ests and doubts about self-worth in stressful situations. Finally, participants were asked
to rate their agreement with the challenge, hindrance, and threat appraisal items using a
5-point Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree) for each
appraisal. Scales for challenge, hindrance, and threat appraisals used in Studies 1, 2, and 3
can be found in Appendix A.

Challenge Appraisal. To assess challenge appraisal, we used the four-item measure
developed by Searle and Auton (2015) [12]. A sample item was “The current economic
and employment situation would help me to learn a lot”. The Cronbach’s alpha for this
measure in our study was 0.85.

Hindrance Appraisal. Consistent with the challenge appraisal, the hindrance appraisal
measure consisted of four items from Searle and Auton’s appraisal scale [12]. A sample
item was “the current economic and employment situation would hinder any achievements
I might have”. The Cronbach’s alpha for this measure in our study was 0.89.

Threat Appraisal. For threat appraisal, we adapted a three-item scale developed by
Feldman et al. (2014) [50], which was also used in the study of Tuckey et al. (2015) [15].
The items were “I feel that the current economic and employment situation would be a
negative experience for me”, “I feel that the current economic and employment situation
would result in negative outcomes”, and “I feel that the current economic and employment
situation would have a negative impact on me”. Evidently, these items accurately reflect the
definition of threat appraisal as the perception of potential loss and harm, as delineated in
the transactional model of stress [1]. However, as Petriglieri (2011) has pointed out [51], the
most profound threat posed by a stressor is the harm to the value, meaning, or enactment
of a person’s self-identity. Therefore, to capture the self-threat component, we adapted
three items from Deichmann and Baer’s (2023) identity threat scale [52]. These items were
“the current economic and employment situation makes me doubt (1) my ability to cope;
(2) whether I still have a chance to succeed; and (3) whether I have irreplaceable value in
myself”. Taken together, threat appraisal was measured with six items. The Cronbach’s
alpha was 0.91, indicating high internal consistency for this measure.
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4.2. Results

To validate the factor structure of the CHTA framework, we constructed a three-factor
model and tested it using CFA with maximum likelihood estimation in Mplus 8.3. The
three-factor model demonstrated a satisfactory fit with the data (χ2

(74) = 127.74, p < 0.01,
CFI = 0.96, TLI = 0.95, RMSEA = 0.068, 90% CI = [0.048, 0.088], SRMR = 0.050).

Figure 1 illustrates the factor loading of each item to its presupposed latent construct
and the correlations between the three latent constructs in the three-factor model. As
depicted in Figure 1, all factor loadings were statistically significant at the 0.001 level and
higher than 0.50. No modification indices were identified for any of the cross-loadings,
indicating that each item uniquely represented its respective latent structure. Consequently,
the postulated three-factor structure was supported.

 

CA1: … help me to learn a lot 

CA2: … make the experience educational 

CA3: … show me I can do something new 

CA4: … keep me focused on doing well 

Challenge 

Appraisal 

0.80/0.76/0.78 

0.83/0.76/0.77 

0.79/0.71/0.72 

0.69/0.74/0.71 

TA1: …would be a negative experience for me 0.80/0.80/0.86 

TA2: …would result in negative outcomes 

0.80/0.84/0.88 
TA3: …would be going to have a negative impact on me 

0.85/0.87/0.86 

TA4: …makes me doubt my ability to cope 
0.75/0.76/0.86 

TA5: …makes me doubt whether I still have a chance to succeed 

0.78/0.83/0.86 

TA6: …makes me doubt whether I have irreplaceable value in myself 0.75/0.80/0.76 

Threat Appraisal 

HA1: … hinder any achievements I might have 

HA2: … restrict my capabilities 

HA3: … limit how well I can do 

HA4: … prevent me from mastering difficult aspects of the work 

Hindrance 

Appraisal 

0.81/0.76/0.83 

0.87/0.86/0.87 

0.83/0.82/0.87 

0.73/0.76/0.77 

−0.52/−0.52/−0.42 

0.75/0.70/0.88 

−0.45/−0.51/−0.46 

Figure 1. Results of confirmatory factor analyses (CFAs) for the three-factor models of the challenge–
hindrance–threat appraisal (CHTA) framework across Studies 1–3. Standardized factor loadings are
presented. All factor loadings are significant at the 0.001 level. The first, second, and third figures
by each arrow line correspond to item factor loadings or latent correlations in Study 1, Study 2, and
Study 3, respectively.

4.3. Study 1: Brief Discussion

In Study 1, we examined the factor structure of the CHTA using a sample of Chinese
employees from various industries. The findings indicate that the three appraisal constructs
in the CHTA framework are relatively independent from each other. Furthermore, the
reliability of the items within the constructs was satisfactory, aligning with our expectations.
Based on these results, we collected survey data to further explore other psychometric
properties of the CHTA framework.
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5. Study 2: Discriminant, Convergent, and Predictive Validity

Study 2 was conducted with three primary objectives. First, we sought to replicate
the internal factor structure observed in Study 1 through CFA using a larger sample. This
replication provides further evidence for the scale’s construct validity [53].

Second, we aimed to assess the discriminant and convergent validity of the CHTA
through examining its relationship with the related constructs. To test its discriminant
validity, we selected two personal trait constructs associated with stress appraisal: cognitive
appraisal style [54] and achievement goal orientation [55]. Cognitive appraisal style, as
measured using Skinner and Brewer’s (2002) cognitive appraisal scale (CAS) [54], refers
to an individual’s consistent way of evaluating the personal significance of events. The
threat appraisal subscale captures a tendency to focus on potential damage to self-esteem
and social identity resulting from negative evaluations, while the challenge appraisal
subscale emphasizes expectations of success and confidence in achieving goals. The dis-
tinction between them lies in the focus of evaluation: threat appraisals concentrate on the
negative implications of stressors, whereas challenge appraisals center around positive
outcomes and the ability to overcome challenges. Meanwhile, in accordance with the
framework of achievement goal orientations, our study incorporated three achievement
goal orientations: performance-approach goal orientation, learning goal orientation, and
performance-avoidance orientation. Performance-approach goal orientations are charac-
terized by a desire to achieve positive judgments of competence. Individuals with high
performance-approach goal orientations are driven by achievement motivation, fear of
failure, and high competence expectations, striving to outperform others and demonstrate
excellence. On the other hand, performance-avoidance orientations revolve around the goal
of avoiding negative judgments of competence. Individuals with performance-avoidance
orientations are motivated by fear of failure and have low competence expectations, aiming
to evade negative judgments and potential failure. Finally, learning orientations reflect
an individual’s inherent interest in personal growth tasks, drawing from the trait–state
anxiety relationship [56] and previous research on achievement goal orientation [57]. We
hypothesized that challenge, hindrance, and threat appraisals would exhibit relationships
that are related to, but separate from, these two constructs.

Third, we further explored the extent to which these three types of stress appraisals
differ from each other in terms of their associations with significant workplace outcomes.
Existing literature has shown that different types of stress appraisals have varying effects on
employees’ work state and overall well-being [2,11,30,58]. To capture the different affective
and attitudinal reactions triggered by various stress appraisals (see [15,54] for more details),
we included job-related affects [59] and job insecurity [60] as the proximal outcomes.

According to the four-quadrant model of core effect presented by Warr et al., four
emotions were considered: anxiety, enthusiasm, depression, and comfort [59]. These emo-
tions correspond to different levels of emotional activation and valence. The study revealed
that high activation of positive emotions (e.g., enthusiasm) was more strongly associated
with positive work behaviors than low activation of positive emotions (e.g., comfort). Con-
versely, low activation of negative emotions (e.g., depression) was more strongly associated
with negative work behaviors than high activation of negative emotions (e.g., anxiety). This
insight contributes to the construction of our subsequent nomological network of CHTA. In
addition, two types of job insecurity were examined: cognitive job insecurity and emotional
job insecurity. Cognitive job insecurity refers to the awareness of the possibility of job loss
or loss of benefits, while emotional job insecurity refers to the worries or emotional distress
associated with these potential losses [60]. Understanding the differences between these
two forms is crucial for gaining insight into the nuanced effects of stress appraisals on the
perceived job security of employees and their subsequent attitudes and behaviors.
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5.1. Methods
5.1.1. Participants and Procedures

For Study 2, another independent sample was collected among full-time employees
from various companies in China. The survey was conducted on the same online platform
used in Study 1, ensuring participant anonymity, that informed consent was obtained,
and that compensation was provided for participation. Due to the inclusion of additional
variables, the survey required approximately 15 min to complete. To uphold data quality
and counter inattentive responses, we embedded three attention check questions within the
survey. Out of 667 employees invited, 468 valid responses were obtained after excluding
those who did not pass the attention check. Among the valid sample (N = 468), 303 (64.7%)
were female, ranging in age from 19 to 57 years, with a mean age of 32.97 years (SD = 7.18).

5.1.2. Measures

Challenge, Hindrance, and Threat Appraisal. The same scales as in Study 1 were utilized
to measure challenge appraisal, hindrance appraisal [12], and threat appraisal [15,52]. The
respective Cronbach’s alpha values were 0.83, 0.87, and 0.92.

Cognitive Appraisal Styles. The trait style of cognitive appraisal was assessed using the
CAS developed by Skinner and Brewer (2002) [54]. The threat appraisal subscale comprises
10 items, with an example item being “I worry what other people will think of me even when
I know that it does not make any difference”. The challenge appraisal subscale comprises
8 items, with one sample item being “I often think about what it would be like if I do very
well”. In this study, the threat subscale had a Cronbach’s alpha of 0.80, while the challenge
subscale had a value of 0.94.

Achievement Orientation. The scale developed by Elliot and Church (1997) [55] was used
to measure achievement orientation. This scale consists of 18 items that are further divided
into 3 subscales. The performance approach goal orientation subscale comprises six items, with
an example item being “It is important to me to do better than the other employees”. In this
study, the Cronbach’s alpha was 0.90. The learning goal orientation subscale comprises six
items, with one example item being “I want to learn as much as possible from this job”. The
Cronbach’s alpha for this subscale was 0.82. Finally, the performance avoidance orientation
subscale comprised six items, with one example item being “I often think to myself, what if
I do badly in this job?” The Cronbach’s alpha for this subscale was 0.85.

Job-related Affects. We assessed four core work-related emotions (i.e., anxiety, enthusiasm,
depression, and comfort) using a scale developed by Warr et al. (2014) [59]. The respective
Cronbach’s alpha values for the four subscales were 0.94, 0.92, 0.92, and 0.93.

Job Insecurity. Huang et al. (2012) [60] originally developed a scale to measure both
cognitive job insecurity and affective job insecurity. The items of cognitive job insecurity
assess the levels of uncertainty and ambiguity that individuals perceive regarding their
future job and career security. On the other hand, affective job insecurity measures an
individual’s emotional distress or concern about losing their job or benefits. Lin and Bai
(2022) recently modified this scale by including four items for each type of job insecurity,
and they demonstrated that the adapted version has strong psychometric properties [61].
Therefore, we employed this adapted version to measure job insecurity; an example of a
cognitive job insecurity question is “How certain are you about whether your job skills
will be of value and usefulness in 6 months?”. All items were reverse-coded and rated on
a scale from 1 “very uncertain” to 5 “very certain”. The internal consistency reliability of
the scale was calculated to be 0.80. An example of an affective job insecurity question is
“I am concerned that this company may terminate my employment at any time”. In this
study, the Cronbach’s alpha value was found to be 0.94. All the masures for key variables
in Study 2 are included in Appendix B.

Control Variables. Following the prior literature [15,37], we controlled for demographic
variables, such as gender, age, education, and tenure, that may influence stress appraisals
in the analyses to rule out alternative explanations.
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In addition to demographic variables, we supplemented our analysis with three
variables that may influence employee stress appraisal as control variables: (1) job sector,
distinguishing between the public sector, characterized by government ownership and
service orientation, and the private sector, defined by private ownership and profit motives;
(2) industry prospects, categorized as “sunrise” for industries experiencing growth and
innovation or “sunset” for those facing decline or stability with limited potential for
expansion; and (3) industry impact, measuring the extent to which an individual’s industry
is affected by the current economic and employment situation, indicating how susceptible
the industry is to prevailing market conditions and employment trends.

5.2. Results
5.2.1. Confirmative Factor Analysis

Similar to Study 1, we employed CFA to evaluate the construct validity of the challenge–
hindrance–threat appraisal scale. In the hypothesized three-factor model, the three ap-
praisals were expected to be correlated with each other but independent, and the data
fit indices were deemed acceptable (χ2

(74) = 208.51, p < 0.001, CFI = 0.97, TLI = 0.96, RM-
SEA = 0.062, 90% CI = [0.052, 0.072], SRMR = 0.031). Conversely, the two-factor and
one-factor models exhibited poor fit to the data (refer to Table 2). The superiority of the
three-factor model over the two-factor and one-factor models was further confirmed. Thus,
the hypothesized three-factor structure was once again supported.

Table 2. Results of model fit indicators for the three-factor, two-factor, and one-factor models of the
challenge–hindrance–threat appraisal scale (Study 2).

Model χ2 df RMSEA CFI SRMR

Three-factor model 208.51 74 0.97 0.96 0.03
Two-factor model (combining CA and HA) 639.39 76 0.86 0.83 0.08
Two-factor model (combining CA and TA) 687.82 76 0.85 0.82 0.09
Two-factor model (combining HA and TA) 643.72 76 0.86 0.83 0.07
One-factor model (combining CA, HA, and TA) 1084.60 77 0.75 0.70 0.10

Note: CA = challenge Challenge appraisalAppraisal; HA = hindrance Hindrance appraisalAppraisal; TA = threat
Threat appraisalAppraisal; RMSEA = Root Mean Square Error of Approximation; CFI = Comparative Fit Index;
SRMR= Standardized Root Mean Square Residual.

5.2.2. Convergent and Discriminant Validity

We assessed convergent and discriminant validity using composite reliability (CR),
average variance extracted (AVE), and shared variance [62,63]. According to Hair et al.
(2009) [64], convergent validity is established when the CR is equal to or exceeds 0.70, and
it is considered more satisfactory when it is accompanied by an AVE no less than 0.50.
For discriminant validity between two factors, the AVE estimate for each factor should be
greater than the square of their correlation.

We conducted CFA for an eight-factor model that included three types of stress
appraisals, two trait appraisal styles, and three types of goal orientations as separate latent
constructs. The eight-factor model demonstrated a good fit with the data (χ2

(1147) = 2861.19,
p < 0.001, CFI = 0.89, TLI = 0.88, RMSEA = 0.057, 90% CI = [0.054, 0.059], SRMR = 0.079).
Based on the results of the CFA, we calculated the CR and AVE to assess the convergent
validity. Table 3 shows that the CR values for each type of stress appraisal (0.83, 0.87, and
0.92) were above the threshold of 0.70, indicating adequate convergent validity. Similarly,
the AVE values for each type of stress appraisal (0.55, 0.63, and 0.67) were above the
threshold of 0.50, further supporting the convergent validity of the model.
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Table 3. Descriptive statistics, psychometric properties, and latent correlations among variables
(Study 2).

Mean SD α CR AVE 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8

(1) Challenge appraisal 4.01 0.82 0.83 0.83 0.55 / 0.27 0.26 0.72 0.30 0.16 0.60 0.23
(2) Hindrance appraisal 2.86 1.06 0.87 0.87 0.63 −0.52 *** / 0.49 0.18 0.30 0.00 0.10 0.28
(3) Threat appraisal 3.21 1.07 0.92 0.92 0.67 −0.51 *** 0.70 *** / 0.18 0.40 0.00 0.10 0.38
(4) Trait challenge appraisal
style 4.03 0.59 0.80 0.79 0.34 0.85 *** −0.43 *** −0.42 *** / 0.33 0.31 0.79 0.24

(5) Trait threat appraisal style 2.71 1.00 0.94 0.94 0.63 −0.55 *** 0.55 *** 0.63 *** 0.58 *** / 0.00 0.19 0.82
(6) Performance-approach
orientation 3.97 0.80 0.90 0.80 0.59 0.40 *** −0.06 −0.06 0.56 *** −0.04 / 0.34 0.00

(7) Learning orientation 4.17 0.60 0.82 0.82 0.44 0.78 *** −0.31 *** −0.31 *** 0.89 *** −0.44 *** 0.58 *** / 0.14
(8) Performance-avoidance
orientation 2.99 0.94 0.85 0.85 0.49 −0.48 *** 0.53 *** 0.62 *** −0.49 *** 0.90 *** 0.05 −0.38

*** /

*** p < 0.001. α = Cronbach’s α coefficient; CR = composite reliability; AVE = average variance extracted. Latent
correlations are included below the diagonal, and shared variances are presented above the diagonal.

For the assessment of discriminant validity, we compared the AVE of each stress
appraisal with its shared variances with those of other constructs. As shown in Table 3, the
AVE of each stress appraisal was greater than its shared variances with other appraisals
(ranging from 0.26 to 0.49), providing further support for the three-factor model of stress
appraisals. Additionally, the AVEs of hindrance and threat appraisals exceeded their shared
variances with two trait appraisal styles and three types of achievement goal orientations,
indicating satisfactory discriminant validity. However, the AVE of challenge appraisal was
greater than its shared variance for most variables, except for trait challenge appraisal style
or learning orientation.

5.2.3. Predictive Validity

The key aspect of our three-factor model of stress appraisal is determining whether
threat appraisal is distinct from challenge and hindrance appraisals. To explore this issue,
we followed the approach suggested by Hunsley and Meyer (2003) by conducting a series
of hierarchical multiple regressions [65]. This approach allowed us to assess whether threat
appraisal contributes additional variance in predicting job-related affects and job insecurity
beyond challenge and hindrance appraisals. In step 1, demographic variables (e.g., gender,
age), trait appraisal styles, and goal orientations were included as control variables. Step
2 introduces challenge and hindrance appraisals and, in the final step, threat appraisal is
added. The predictive validity of the threat appraisal was evaluated based on the changes
in R-squared of the model between steps 2 and 3, where all three appraisals were included.
As indicated in Table 4, the regression coefficients for threat appraisal in predicting each
of the four job-related effects and the two job insecurities were found to be significant
in the final step, along with the incremental R-squared gain with the addition of threat
appraisal. Specifically, when predicting enthusiasm (M2, ∆R2 = 0.131, p < 0.01) and comfort
(M4, ∆R2 = 0.159, p < 0.01), the regression coefficients for the other two appraisals became
non-significant once threat appraisal was added. This evidence strongly suggests that
threat appraisal has predictive validity beyond that of challenge and hindrance appraisals
in explaining stress-related outcomes within the CHTA framework.
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Table 4. Hierarchical regression results for mindsets of creativity and intelligence (Study 2).

DV: Job-Related Affect DV: Job Insecurity

Anxiety Enthusiasm Depression Comfort Cognitive
Job Insecurity

Affective
Job Insecurity

M1a M1b M1c M2a M2b M2c M3a M3b M3c M4a M4b M4c M5a M5b M5c M6a M6b M6c

Gender −0.08 −0.06 −0.05 0.11 0.07 0.06 −0.01 0.03 0.04 0.07 0.05 0.04 −0.17 * −0.14 −0.13 −0.02 0.01 0.01
Age −0.01 −0.01 −0.01 0.01 0.01 0.00 −0.01 −0.01 −0.01 0.01 0.01 0.01 −0.01 −0.00 −0.00 −0.01 −0.01 −0.01
Education −0.09 −0.03 0.01 0.18 ** 0.13 * 0.10 −0.16 ** −0.10 −0.08 0.05 0.01 −0.03 −0.08 −0.04 −0.02 −0.18 ** −0.13 * −0.10
Tenure 0.00 0.00 0.00 −0.00 −0.01 −0.01 0.00 0.01 0.01 −0.00 −0.00 −0.01 −0.01 −0.00 −0.00 −0.00 0.00 0.00
Job sector −0.04 0.00 0.06 −0.04 −0.06 −0.11 0.06 0.09 0.13 −0.02 −0.05 −0.10 0.05 0.06 0.09 −0.02 0.01 0.05
Industry
prospects −0.61 ** −0.38 ** −0.17 * 0.73 ** 0.48 ** 0.30 ** −0.64 ** −0.37 ** −0.18 * 0.62 ** 0.45 ** 0.26 ** −0.49 ** −0.29 ** −0.19 ** −0.31 ** −0.08 0.06

Industry
impact 0.47 ** 0.27 ** 0.13 ** −0.38 ** −0.20 ** −0.08 0.48 ** 0.24 ** 0.15 ** −0.33 ** −0.18 ** −0.07 0.43 ** 0.28 ** 0.22 ** 0.64 ** 0.46 ** 0.37 **

Challenge
appraisal −0.09 0.02 0.31 ** 0.22 ** −0.31 ** −0.24 ** 0.12 * 0.04 −0.25 ** −0.21 ** −0.18 ** −0.12 *

Hindrance
appraisal 0.47 ** 0.18 ** −0.29 ** −0.05 0.43 ** 0.23 ** −0.30 ** −0.06 0.23 ** 0.10* 0.36 ** 0.17 **

Threat
appraisal 0.63 ** −0.53 ** 0.43 ** −0.54 ** 0.28 ** 0.43 **

R2 0.278 ** 0.450 ** 0.630 ** 0.272 ** 0.407 ** 0.538 ** 0.314 ** 0.539 ** 0.628 ** 0.229 ** 0.331 ** 0.490 ** 0.307 ** 0.428 ** 0.481 ** 0.312 ** 0.434 ** 0.513 **
∆R2 0.171 ** 0.181 ** 0.135 ** 0.131 ** 0.226 ** 0.089 ** 0.102 ** 0.159 ** 0.121 ** 0.053 ** 0.122 ** 0.078 **

F 25.349
***

41.561
***

77.950
***

24.591
***

34.931
***

53.189
***

30.012
***

59.559
***

77.147
***

19.489
***

25.185
***

43.995
***

29.100
***

38.009
***

42.275
***

29.806
***

39.082
***

48.059
***

∆F 71.219
***

223.625
***

52.025
***

129.389
***

112.192
***

109.018
***

35.029
***

143.007
***

48.262
***

46.610
***

49.534
***

73.317
***

* p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01; *** p < 0.001.
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5.3. Study 2 Brief Discussion

In summary, using another sample from China, Study 2 demonstrated that the CHTA
had satisfactory psychometric properties in terms of reliability, construct validity, and
discriminant and convergent validity. The three appraisal constructs in the CHTA (i.e., chal-
lenge, hindrance, and threat appraisals) exhibited moderate correlations but were indepen-
dent of each other. Additionally, consistent with previous research [56,57], the CHTA was
clearly differentiated from two cognitive appraisal styles (i.e., trait challenge appraisal and
trait threat appraisal) and three achievement goal orientations (i.e., approach, learning, and
avoidance goal orientations). Moreover, when predicting stress-related outcomes (i.e., four
types of work-related affects and two types of job insecurities in our study), threat appraisal
had significantly greater explanatory power than challenge and hindrance appraisals, thus
providing strong support for the CHTA. In other words, threat appraisal was conceptually
and empirically distinct from challenge and hindrance appraisals, and the latter had a
substantial incremental effect on stress-related outcomes.

However, similar to most existing research, Study 2 was based on cross-sectional data,
which limited our ability to build a comprehensive and rigorous nomological network of the
CHTF. Therefore, we decided to conduct a three-wave study using a new sample to further
explore the relationships between the three appraisals and the attitudes and behaviors of
individuals in the workplace, as well as to investigate the underlying mechanisms involved.

6. Study 3: Differential Effects of Cognitive Appraisals on Work Well-Being
and Behaviors

The objective of Study 3 was to examine the associations between the three stress
appraisals (challenge, hindrance, and threat) and various work-related proximal and distal
outcomes, with a focus on uncovering their underlying mechanisms.

In the current era of swiftly evolving economic and employment landscapes, work-
place stress exerts profound influences on the well-being and behavior of employees.
Post-COVID-19, the normalization of remote work, the rise of gig economies, and the
emergence of shared employee organizational forms have increasingly blurred traditional
organizational boundaries and impaired hierarchical communications, presenting em-
ployees with a new set of challenges that are garnering the attention of researchers [66].
The advent of artificial intelligence (AI) has introduced novel challenges to job roles and
required skills, with employees’ attitudes towards AI and its implications for work out-
comes and psychological health becoming critical topics that require exploration [67–69].
Even in the absence of new technological environments, the global economic slowdown
and fierce employment competition have led to excessive workloads and performance
pressures, further impacting employees on a personal level [37,70]. Consequently, how in-
dividuals respond to stressors, the cognitive processes involved, and the subsequent effects
on workplace-related outcomes, as well as how organizations can effectively intervene
through strategic measures, have become key focal points for both organizational managers
and researchers.

Since the proposal of the cognitive appraisal theory of stress, extensive research has
been conducted on the processes and outcomes experienced by individuals dealing with
stressors. Within the workplace context, stress appraisals have been found to significantly
influence work attitudes (e.g., organizational commitment, work engagement, work pas-
sion, job satisfaction), work behaviors (e.g., creative behaviors, organizational citizenship
behaviors, counterproductive behaviors, incivility), physical and psychological well-being
(e.g., anxiety, depression, burnout, insecurity, psychological disengagement), and work–
family relationships (e.g., work–family conflict). Different types of appraisals are often
associated with different outcomes [2], and stressors appraised as hindrances or threats
tend to lead to dysfunctional behaviors, while stressors appraised as challenging tend to
promote functional behaviors [37]. For instance, in the study of Webster et al., no relation-
ship was observed between challenging appraisals and psychological stress, dissatisfaction,
or turnover intention; on the other hand, employees who appraised stressors as hindrances
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reported higher levels of dissatisfaction and turnover intention [13]. Tuckey et al. expanded
on this by including threat appraisals in their study [15]. Their findings demonstrated
statistically significant differences between the threat, hindrance, and challenge appraisals
of employees, which were correlated with expected stressors and well-being. Specifically,
threats were associated with role conflict and anxiety, hindrances with organizational
constraints and fatigue, and challenges with skill demands and enthusiasm.

However, despite the progress made, there are still gaps in previous research that need
to be addressed. First, there is a scarcity of studies based on the challenge–hindrance–threat
appraisal framework, and those that do exist within this framework have predominantly
focused on the impact of short-term emotions and attitudes, neglecting a comprehensive
examination of both proximal and distal outcomes related to work. Second, as mentioned
earlier, there are numerous studies directly linking specific stressors to specific cognitive
appraisals, and a significant amount of research categorizes stressors into challenge and
hindrance stressors. In our opinion, the validity of such an approach is open to discussion,
as it represents the researcher’s cognitive evaluation of the stressor, rather than the indi-
vidual’s evaluation. This divergence from the core viewpoint of the cognitive appraisal of
stress theory—which emphasizes the examination of different cognitive appraisal processes
in different individuals [71,72]—hampers the generalization of previous findings regarding
the differential impact of various appraisals across stressful situations.

Based on the accumulating evidence for the challenge–hindrance framework and the
transactional model of stress [2,11,30,58], it is anticipated that distinct cognitive appraisals
of stress will manifest in varied impacts on workplace states and behaviors. Specifically, we
expect that challenge appraisals could enhance work engagement and mitigate emotional
exhaustion, while hindrance and threat appraisals would have detrimental effects on
these outcomes. Furthermore, extensive research has indicated that work engagement is a
precursor to proactive behaviors such as learning and development initiatives, whereas
emotional exhaustion is a key predictor of counterproductive behaviors such as turnover
intentions [73–75].

Therefore, in order to examine the differential effects and mediating mechanisms of
the three appraisals on work-related proximal and distal outcomes, we selected representa-
tive variables associated to work attitude and work behavior; namely, work engagement,
emotional exhaustion, learning behavior, and turnover intention. We propose that the three
cognitive appraisals have different effects on learning behavior and turnover intention
through the mediating effects of work engagement and emotional exhaustion. We anticipate
that challenge appraisal will positively influence work engagement, which, in turn, will
promote learning behaviors, thereby creating a virtuous cycle of personal and professional
development. Conversely, hindrance and threat appraisals, through increasing emotional
exhaustion, may lead to a decline in work engagement and an increase in turnover in-
tentions, establishing a vicious cycle that could undermine individual well-being and
organizational performance. Therefore, we developed two hypotheses:

Hypothesis 1. Three cognitive appraisals will have distinct effects on learning behavior, and such
effects are mediated by work engagement. Specifically, challenge appraisal has a positive indirect
effect on learning behaviors through work engagement (H1a), hindrance appraisal has a negative
indirect effect on learning behaviors through work engagement (H1b), and threat appraisal has a
negative indirect effect on learning behaviors through work engagement (H1c).

Hypothesis 2. The three appraisals have distinct effects on turnover intention, and such effects are
mediated by emotional exhaustion. Specifically, challenge appraisal has a negative indirect effect on
turnover intention through emotional exhaustion (H2a), hindrance appraisal has a positive indirect
effect on turnover intention through emotional exhaustion (H2b), and threat appraisal has a positive
indirect effect on turnover intention through emotional exhaustion (H2c).
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In essence, our hypotheses are grounded in the premise that cognitive appraisals
serve as a pivotal link between stressors and their outcomes, with work engagement and
emotional exhaustion acting as critical mediators. This study aims to bridge the existing
gaps in the literature by providing a more nuanced understanding of how challenge,
hindrance, and threat appraisals differentially impact work-related proximal and distal
outcomes through the proposed mediating mechanisms.

6.1. Methods
6.1.1. Participants and Procedures

For Study 3, full-time employees were recruited from different companies in China to
participate in a three-wave survey with a one-week lag. We utilized the Credamo platform,
which, similar to the widely-used Amazon Mechanical Turk (MTurk), offers a “sample
library” feature that allows researchers to import respondents from a previous survey wave
into the sample library for multi-period tracking. This feature, along with the platform’s
automatic matching of responses based on each user’s unique user ID across multiple waves,
ensured coherent tracking of participants over time. Furthermore, we ensured participant
anonymity, obtained informed consent, and committed to compensating participants for
each wave of the survey. At Time 1 (T1), 499 employees responded. At Time 2 (T2), 325 of
the 499 initial participants completed the second survey, with a retention rate of 65.13%.
At Time 3 (T3), the final questionnaire was sent to the 325 employees who completed the
second survey, and 311 employees responded, with a retention rate of 95.69%. In the final
sample (N = 311), 220 (70.7%) participants were female, ranging in age from 20 to 60 years,
with a mean age of 33.89 years (SD = 7.13) and a mean organizational tenure of 6.93 years
(SD = 5.26).

6.1.2. Measures

Challenge, Hindrance, and Threat Appraisal. The stress appraisal measures used in T1
were consistent with those employed in Studies 1 and 2. All three appraisals demonstrated
high reliability, as evidenced by the following Cronbach’s alpha values: challenge appraisal
(α = 0.83), hindrance appraisal (α = 0.90), and threat appraisal (α = 0.94).

Work Engagement. At T2, work engagement was measured using Houle et al.’s (2022)
revised 9-item scale [76]. An example item was “I exert my full effort in my job”. The scale
exhibited good internal consistency, with a Cronbach’s alpha of 0.88.

Emotional Exhaustion. At T2, we also measured emotional exhaustion using a 3-item
scale developed by Watkins et al. (2015) [77], including “I feel exhausted when I think
about having to face another day on the job”. In this study, the Cronbach’s alpha was 0.90.

Learning Behavior. At T3, we used the eight-item scale of Bezuijen et al. (2010) to
measure how frequently an individual engages in various learning behaviors, which has
been demonstrated to have sufficient psychometric properties in the Chinese context [61].
A sample item was “Within my task responsibilities, I actively look for methods to improve
my work”. The scale demonstrated good internal consistency, with a Cronbach’s alpha
of 0.81.

Turnover Intention. At T3, we also used the 3-item scale of Schaubroeck, Lam, and Xie
to measure turnover intention [78]. A sample item was “I often think about quitting my
job”. In this study, the Cronbach’s alpha was 0.72. All the measures for key variables in
Study 3 are included in Appendix B.

Control Variables. Consistent with Study 2, we measured the individual’s gender, age,
education, tenure, job sector, industry prospects, and industry impact.

6.2. Results
6.2.1. Descriptive Statistics and Confirmative Factor Analysis

Means, SDs, α coefficients, and bivariate correlations for the Study 3 variables are
presented in Table 5.
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Table 5. Descriptive statistics, psychometric properties, and latent correlations among variables
(Study 3).

Mean SD α 1 2 3 4 5 6 7

(1) Challenge appraisal (T1) 4.10 0.80 0.83 /
(2) Hindrance appraisal (T1) 2.82 1.16 0.90 −0.36 *** /
(3) Threat appraisal (T1) 3.00 1.16 0.94 −0.40 *** 0.81 *** /
(4) Work engagement (T2) 4.19 0.59 0.88 0.51 *** −0.32 *** −0.35 *** /
(5) Emotion exhaustion (T2) 2.20 1.04 0.94 −0.39 *** 0.45 *** 0.52 *** 0.61 *** /
(6) Learning behavior (T3) 4.31 0.48 0.81 0.45 *** −0.14 * −0.22 *** 0.58 *** −0.36 *** /
(7) Turnover intention (T3) 1.68 0.68 0.72 −0.34 *** 0.24 *** 0.29 *** −0.43 *** 0.46 *** −0.52 *** /

* p < 0.05; *** p < 0.001. α = Cronbach’s α coefficient.

CFA was conducted to assess the construct validity of the challenge–hindrance–threat
appraisal scale following the approach employed in Studies 1 and 2. The three-factor
model achieved a good fit to the data (χ2

(74) = 127.91, p < 0.001, CFI = 0.98, TLI = 0.98,
RMSEA = 0.048, 90% CI = [0.034, 0.062], SRMR = 0.032), with no suggested modifications.
Figure 1 illustrates factor loadings ranging from 0.60 to 0.81, all of which are significant at
the 0.001 level, indicating strong construct validity.

6.2.2. Differential Effects of Challenge, Hindrance, and Threat Appraisals

Structural equation modeling (SEM) was employed to examine the influences of
challenge, hindrance, and threat appraisals on learning behavior and turnover intention,
mediated by work engagement and emotional exhaustion. The mediating model demon-
strated an acceptable fit to the data (χ2

(474) = 1063.55, p < 0.001, CFI = 0.90, TLI = 0.89,
RMSEA = 0.063, 90% CI = [0.058, 0.068], SRMR = 0.052). Specifically, challenge appraisal
exhibited a positive association with work engagement (γ = 0.54, t = 4.09, p < 0.01) and a
negative association with emotional exhaustion (γ = −0.30, t = −2.72, p < 0.01). In contrast,
hindrance appraisal demonstrated no significant relationship with either work engagement
(γ = −0.06, t = −0.13, p = 0.90) or emotional exhaustion (γ = 0.01, t = 0.01, p = 0.98). Threat
appraisal was not significantly associated with work engagement (γ = −0.05, t = −0.10,
p = 0.91) but was significantly positively related to emotional exhaustion (γ = 0.42, t = 3.94,
p < 0.01). Furthermore, work engagement exhibited a positive association with learning
behavior (γ = 0.49, t = 2.96, p < 0.01), while emotional exhaustion displayed a positive
association with turnover intention (γ = 0.41, t = 2.84, p < 0.01). Based on the path coef-
ficients, we further examined the indirect effects of 5000 replicates using the bootstrap
method (Hayes, 2013). The bootstrap results revealed significant indirect effects of chal-
lenging appraisals on learning behaviors through work engagement (b = 0.199, SE = 0.113,
95%CI = [0.055, 0.439]) and on turnover intention through emotional exhaustion (b = −0.129,
SE = 0.067, 95%CI = [−0.290, −0.034]). However, the indirect effects of hindrance appraisal
on both learning behavior (b = −0.014, SE = 0.248, 95%CI = [−0.134, 0.096]) and turnover
intention (b = −0.002, SE = 0.131, 95%CI = [−0.149, 0.137]) were not significant. Threat ap-
praisal had a non-significant indirect effect on learning behavior through work engagement
(b = −0.010, SE = 0.241, 95%CI = [−0.144, 0.084]) but a significant indirect effect on turnover
intention through emotional exhaustion (b = 0.112, SE = 0.132, 95%CI = [0.004, 0.319]). The
SEM results are depicted in Figure 2.
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Figure 2. Structural equation modeling (SEM) results for appraisals, work engagement, emotional
exhaustion, learning behavior, and turnover intention (Study 3); ** p < 0.01; *** p < 0.001. Circles
indicate that all four variables were constructed as latent variables in the SEM. For clarity, the
indicators of each latent variable are intentionally omitted from the figure. The solid lines in the
figure represent significant paths, while the dotted lines indicate non-significant paths.

6.2.3. Supplement Analysis

To further explore the complexities of the relationships between stress appraisals,
work engagement, emotional exhaustion, learning behaviors, and turnover intention, we
conducted additional analyses to examine the cross-pathway effects within the framework.

We added cross-paths to the SEM in order to investigate the effects of stress appraisals
on turnover intention through work engagement and learning behavior through emotional
exhaustion. This was considered because individuals who are engaged in their work are
less likely to consider leaving their current job [79–82], while employees who experience
emotional exhaustion may also have reduced learning at work [83–85].

The fit indices for the mediator model that included cross-paths remained satisfactory
(χ2

(472) = 1057.324, p < 0.001, CFI = 0.90, TLI = 0.89, RMSEA = 0.063, 90% CI = [0.058, 0.068],
SRMR = 0.098). As a complement to Study 3, we found that, in the two newly added
cross-paths, work engagement significantly influenced turnover intention (γ = −0.22,
t = −2.30, p < 0.05), while emotional exhaustion did not significantly predict learning
behavior (γ = −0.04, t = −0.32, p = 0.75). The coefficients and significance for all paths are
reported in Appendix C.

The results of the supplementary analyses demonstrated that the relationships between
the three stress appraisals and work engagement, emotional exhaustion, learning behavior,
and turnover intention remained consistent with the inclusion of cross-paths. In other
words, the three appraisals still had differential effects on work attitudes and behaviors.

6.3. Study 3 Brief Discussion

The findings of Study 3 present compelling evidence for differentiating threat ap-
praisals from challenge and hindrance appraisals. Through a three-wave sample of full-
time employees, we validated the three-factor structure of the CHTA based on the CFA
results. This demonstrates the consistent application of the CHTA factor structure across
various samples. Thus, the results of Study 3 support our assertion that the integrated
three-factor framework of stress appraisal (challenge, hindrance, and threat) surpasses the
individual challenge–hindrance or challenge–threat frameworks.

Furthermore, Study 3 revealed distinct predictions associated with each appraisal
in terms of employee attitudes and outcomes. Challenge appraisals positively influence
employee engagement in learning behaviors and decrease turnover intentions through
fostering work engagement. Conversely, hindrance appraisals have no impact on work
attitudes or outcomes. Finally, threat appraisals increase employee turnover intentions
through emotional exhaustion. It is crucial to emphasize the distinction between threat
appraisal and the other two appraisals as well as the prominence of threat appraisal in



Behav. Sci. 2024, 14, 734 19 of 30

predicting employee attitudes and outcomes in the workplace. This understanding is vital
for effective stress management in the current economic and employment climate.

7. Discussion

Through integrating both the transactional theory of stress [1] and the challenge–
hindrance framework [2,10,11], and building upon the work of Tuckey et al. [15], we
developed an integrated challenge–hindrance–threat framework for stress appraisal. This
framework captures an individual’s evaluation of a stressor in terms of the risk of personal
loss and self-harm (threat) as well as the facilitation (challenge) or hindrance of personal
benefit (hindrance). Using three independent samples, we developed a three-factor model
for the CHTA framework (Study 1), cross-validated its factor structure, tested the psycho-
metric properties of the measures for three cognitive appraisals (Study 2), and revealed the
differential effects of three cognitive appraisals on proximal and distal outcomes (Study 3).
As a result, our study answered LePine’s (2022) call that “it may be crucial to examine chal-
lenge, hindrance, and threat demands and appraisals in order to fully understand the nature
of these stressors and their effect on performance, growth, and well-being” [16] (p. 236).

7.1. Implications for the Challenge–Hindrance–Threat Appraisal Framework

The cognitive appraisal theory of stress posits that the effects of work stressors on
employees and organizations vary based on the types of stressors and the appraisals that
individuals make of them. Although threats have received insufficient attention in the
context of challenge–hindrance stressor research [15], their significance in the present chal-
lenging economic and employment landscape cannot be overstated. Through integrating
the transactional theory of stress [1] and building upon the work of Tuckey et al. (2015) [15],
we developed an integrated challenge–hindrance–threat framework for stress appraisal.
This framework captures an individual’s evaluation of a stressor in terms of the risk of per-
sonal loss and self-harm (threat) as well as facilitation (challenge) or hindrance of personal
benefit (hindrance).

The integrated framework presented in the current research was supported by the
results of three independent and progressive studies. Using a multi-sample strategy, we
measured all three appraisals in terms of reliability (internal consistency) and validity
(construct validity, convergent validity, and discriminant validity), cross-validating the
psychometric properties of the challenge–hindrance–threat appraisal framework. Specif-
ically, in all three studies, the three-factor model was found to have a convincing factor
structure, and the measurements of each appraisal also had good reliability. Furthermore,
in Study 2, the convergent validity, discriminant validity, and predictive validity were
tested. The results indicated that (1) the CHTA framework is distinct from both cogni-
tive appraisal styles (challenge and threat) and achievement goal orientations (approach,
learning, and avoidance), and (2) threat appraisal has greater explanatory power than
challenge and hindrance appraisals in predicting stress-related outcomes, specifically job
impact and job insecurity. That is, when examining the relevant outcome variables, the
three appraisals are independent and clearly distinguishable from each other. Finally,
Study 3 further provided convincing evidence for distinguishing threat appraisal from
challenge and hindrance appraisals using longitudinal data. Our findings regarding the
impact of the challenge appraisal framework on employee attitudes and outcomes in-
dicate that the three appraisals have distinct effects: particularly hindrance and threat
appraisals. Threat appraisals are associated with negative attitudes and outcomes in the
workplace, while hindrance appraisals showed no correlation. Therefore, the results of the
three studies support our view that the comprehensive three-factor framework for stress
appraisal (challenge, hindrance, and threat) transcends the individual challenge–hindrance
or challenge–threat frameworks, echoing recent scholarly attention to threat appraisal and
calls for an integrated framework [14–16].

Additionally, this article addresses recent calls for an examination of the diverse cogni-
tive appraisal processes triggered by the same stressors [19,20], rather than categorizing
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stressors [86,87] or anchoring specific stressors to specific types of appraisal [71], as in tra-
ditional approaches to challenges, hindrances, or even threats [15,16]. Through adopting a
measurement strategy similar to that of Webster et al. (2011), we highlight the importance of
diverse appraisals of the same stressors by individuals, aligning with research on cognitive
appraisal of stress and transactional theory and the core perspective of stress [71,72]. Our re-
search provides empirical evidence for individuals differently appraising the same stressor.
Individuals may appraise current forms of economic employment as a challenge, hindrance,
and threat, which can be independent of each other or may exist simultaneously. This is
consistent with previous findings on goal difficulty [45], performance pressure [37,88], and
other work-related stressors [18,36], indicating that our approach and results will not be
questioned in relation to other stressors.

In summary, the results from our three studies consistently demonstrate that indi-
viduals, when faced with the same stressor—namely, the current economic and employ-
ment situation—may simultaneously generate a variety of cognitive appraisals, including
challenge, hindrance, and threat. These appraisals are not only distinct from one an-
other but also exhibit clear independence, particularly highlighting the differentiation
between hindrance and threat appraisals, which have often been conflated in the past.
This study encourages future researchers to further investigate the meaning, antecedents,
and consequences of stress appraisals within specific stressful situations, utilizing the
challenge–hindrance–threat framework as a foundation for their investigations.

7.2. Differential Effects of Three Cognitive Appraisals on Work-Related Outcomes

Based on the accumulating evidence of the challenge–hindrance framework and the
transactional model of stress [2,11,30,58], it is anticipated that the distinct cognitive ap-
praisals of stress will manifest in varied impacts on workplace states and behaviors. Recent
research on challenge, hindrance, and threat appraisals have also shown that challenge ap-
praisals are associated with activated positive emotions, hindrance appraisals are associated
with burnout, and threat appraisals are associated with anxiety and anger [15]. According
to the four-quadrant model of core affects presented by Warr et al. (2014), Study 2 focused
on four types of affect: high-activation positive affect (enthusiasm), low-activation positive
affect (comfort), high-activation negative affect (anxiety), and low-activation negative affect
(depression). In addition, we also considered two types of job insecurity: emotional job
insecurity and cognitive job insecurity. Our findings indicated that threat appraisal has
a higher and more unique explanatory power than challenge and hindrance appraisals
when predicting proximal outcomes that include the four types of affect and two types
of job insecurity. This provides preliminary evidence for examination of the differential
effects and mediating mechanisms of the three appraisals on work-related proximal and
distal outcomes.

More importantly, in Study 3, we further selected representative variables of proxi-
mal and distal outcomes to comprehensively examine the differential effects of the three
appraisals under the same stressor and examined their mediating mechanisms, which
have not been addressed in previous studies. Specifically, we expect that challenge ap-
praisal could result in favorable outcomes that enhance work engagement and mitigate
emotional exhaustion, while hindrance and threat appraisals would be expected to have
dysfunctional relationships with these outcomes. The results of Study 3 indicate that the
three different appraisals—challenge, hindrance, and threat—have varying effects on work-
related attitudes and outcomes when faced with the same stressor. Specifically, challenge
appraisals enhance the learning behaviors of employees and decrease their willingness to
leave through promoting work engagement. In contrast, hindrance appraisals do not exert
any significant influence on attitudes or outcomes, while threat appraisals heighten the
willingness to leave through emotional exhaustion.

Through introducing representative variables from work-related proximal and dis-
tal outcomes into the challenge–hindrance–threat appraisal framework, we provide a
comprehensive perspective to explain the differential effects of these three cognitive ap-
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praisals of the same stressor on the individual outcomes of employees in the workplace
and their mediating mechanisms. In doing so, our research extends existing literature
in three important areas. First, regarding the literature focused on the challenge–threat
and challenge–hindrance frameworks, we emphasize the important and unique role of
threat appraisal in predicting workplace outcomes and individual psychological well-being
related to stress, as threats have not been given much attention and were often mixed
up with hindrances in the past [15,16]. Second, within the challenge–hindrance–threat
framework, we chose to examine three appraisals of individuals under the same stressor,
rather than categorizing stressors [86,87] or anchoring specific stressors to specific types
of appraisal [71]—which is a questionable traditional approach—in response to recent
calls [19,20]. Finally, in response to the call of Lepine et al. (2022), we comprehensively
examined the differential effects and mediating mechanisms of three appraisals on the
proximal and distal work-related outcomes. The positive influence of challenge appraisal
on work engagement and learning behaviors suggests that, when employees perceive
stressors as opportunities for growth, it can lead to a virtuous cycle of development. This
cycle fosters a proactive approach to work, enhances skill acquisition, and contributes to the
overall positive climate within the organization. In contrast, the non-significant impact of
hindrance appraisals on work attitudes and outcomes indicates that, while these stressors
may be recognized, they do not necessarily dictate the employee’s behavioral or attitudinal
response. This could be attributed to individual differences in coping strategies or organi-
zational support systems that mitigate the adverse effects of hindrance stressors. As for the
negative influence of threat appraisals, their role in increasing emotional exhaustion and
turnover intentions is a particularly critical finding. This implies that perceiving stressors
as threats can initiate a vicious cycle that erodes employee well-being and commitment.
The heightened sense of vulnerability and potential loss associated with threat appraisals
can undermine an employee’s resilience and job satisfaction, making it imperative for
organizations to address such perceptions proactively. These findings provide new insights
and evidence for expanding stress research.

7.3. Practical Implications

Considering the current economic climate and its impact on employment, our study
has significant practical implications. In the modern dynamic economic landscape, the
role of threat appraisals in the workplace has become increasingly critical [89,90]. Our
findings carry significant implications for managerial practice, human resource strategies,
and employees.

From a managerial standpoint, our research highlights the importance of under-
standing that employees may perceive the same stressor differently. The implications
for management are clear: fostering an environment that encourages employees to view
stressors as challenges rather than threats is crucial. Managers should focus on providing
the support and resources necessary to help employees appraise stress positively, thereby
enhancing work engagement and reducing emotional exhaustion. Therefore, organizations
must proactively address threat appraisals within their workforce to mitigate these negative
effects. This necessitates developing an awareness of these perceptions and implementing
strategies to address them. Moreover, employees require support in navigating the com-
plexities of the modern workplace. Equipping them with the ability to reframe stressors as
opportunities rather than threats is essential. This can be accomplished through fostering
a growth mindset, where challenges are seen as opportunities to learn and develop new
skills, thereby promoting personal and professional growth. Additionally, employees
should possess effective stress management tools, such as mindfulness techniques, time
management strategies, and the capacity to seek social support from colleagues.

Additionally, from an HR perspective, this study underscores the need for proac-
tive human resources strategies that address the cognitive appraisal of stress. HR should
develop programs aimed at enhancing employees’ resilience and stress management ca-
pabilities. In doing so, HR can play a pivotal role in cultivating a workforce that is better
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equipped to navigate the complexities of the modern workplace, thus reducing the preva-
lence of threat appraisals and their negative outcomes. Training managers to recognize
signs of threat appraisals among their team members enables them to provide appropriate
support and resources. This includes offering personalized feedback, career development
opportunities, and creating a safe space for employees to express their concerns. Fur-
thermore, human resource managers should actively cultivate a supportive work culture
that encourages open communication, making employees feel heard and valued. In this
way, human resource managers can empower employees to reframe their perceptions of
stressors, transforming potential threats into catalysts for positive change and innovation.

Finally, from the employee’s perspective, it is essential for individuals to take owner-
ship of their stress response. Employees should actively engage in the resources and train-
ing provided by their organizations to better manage their work-related stress. Through
adopting strategies that promote a positive outlook on stressors and leveraging available
tools for stress reduction, employees can improve their work engagement and mitigate the
risk of emotional exhaustion and turnover intentions.

In conclusion, the current study stresses the collective responsibility of managers, HR,
and employees in shaping the cognitive appraisal of stressors. A collaborative approach is
key to transforming the workplace into an environment that supports well-being, engage-
ment, and productivity. Through viewing the current economic climate and employment
situation as an opportunity for growth and providing the necessary support, organizations
can enhance their employees’ psychological well-being and job performance, ultimately
fostering a more productive and harmonious workplace.

7.4. Limitations and Future Directions

Although we provided consistent evidence for the psychometric properties of the
CHTF in three separate studies using diverse samples, the current study has several limi-
tations. The first limitation pertains to the use of self-reported data. Given our focus on
the cognitive appraisal process of stress—which is largely subjective in nature—this study
relied on self-reported data from employed individuals in all three studies. This approach
aligns with previous research on cognitive appraisal theories of stress. Additionally, in
Study 3, a three-stage longitudinal study was conducted to mitigate potential common
method bias. However, despite these efforts, the causal relationships between the three
stress appraisals and stress-related attitudes and outcomes have not been conclusively vali-
dated. Therefore, future studies should build upon our findings through the employment
of more rigorous research designs, such as experimental intervention studies, in order to
determine the causal effects of stress appraisals on stress-related attitudes and outcomes.

Another limitation arises from our limited exploration of other organizations and work
contexts. First, our study focused specifically on the stressor of a challenging economic
development and employment situation. Although the challenging economic development
and employment situation is a critical stressor in the current global climate, it represents
only one of many stressors that employees may encounter. The emergence of artificial
intelligence (AI) and its impact on job roles and required skills is a notable example [67,68].
Second, but more insightfully, our study’s focus on the differential effects of cognitive
appraisals did not allow us to fully explore the boundary conditions of these effects. The
transactional model of stress suggests that cognitive appraisal processes are influenced
by both individual and environmental factors [1]. On the one hand, individual traits can
significantly affect the cognitive appraisal process [91]; for example, resilience reflects
an individual’s capacity to adapt to stressful environments and can protect against the
negative impacts of stressors [92]. When performance pressure serves as a stressor, resilient
employees are not only effective at filtering out stressor-related information but also
appraise it positively, making them more likely to make challenge appraisals and less
likely to make hindrance appraisals [37]. Similarly, individuals with a proactive personality
tend to evaluate stressors more positively [93]. On the other hand, situational factors
also play a crucial role in the cognitive appraisal process. For example, a supportive
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organizational culture may encourage employees to view changes as challenges to be
embraced, while a more hierarchical and less supportive culture might lead to increased
hindrance and threat appraisals. Leadership behaviors can also set the tone for how
stressors are appraised; leaders who model resilience and optimism can inspire employees
to adopt a similar outlook. Recent studies have found that organizational support [94] and
a favorable participative climate [95] can weaken employees’ negative cognitive appraisals
of stressors. Through examining both individual and situational factors, future studies can
delineate the boundary conditions that influence the appraisal process and identify the
circumstances in which different appraisals are most salient. This expanded perspective
will contribute to a deeper understanding of the complex interplay between stressors,
appraisals, and outcomes, ultimately informing more effective stress management and
intervention strategies in organizations.

Finally, our study is limited by the narrow spectrum of outcomes related to stress that
we were able to examine. The primary objective of this study was to assess the need to
distinguish between the three types of stress appraisals and, particularly, the distinctiveness
of threat appraisals compared to the other two. Consequently, this study was restricted to a
specific set of outcome variables. It is recommended that future research investigate the
differential effects of these appraisals across a broader range, including behavioral aspects
and tangible job outcomes. Recent empirical evidence on stressors has suggested that, in
a rapidly changing economic and employment landscape, certain specific stressors may
elicit unique behavioral responses from employees. For example, the shift to remote work
and the increase in workload have become more common, and these stressors can lead to a
variety of outcomes, such as reduced safety behavior or even increased counterproductive
work behaviors [66,70]. Understanding the relationship between these specific stressors
and employee behavior is crucial for developing targeted interventions and managing
workplace stress more effectively. Through broadening the scope of outcome variables to
include these and other relevant behaviors, future research can provide a more nuanced
understanding of how different stress appraisals influence a wide array of employee
responses. This expanded perspective will contribute to a more comprehensive view
of the long-term implications of stress appraisals on behavior and performance within
organizational settings.

8. Conclusions

Overall, this research provided compelling psychometric evidence to support the
challenge–hindrance–threat appraisal (CHTA) framework, introduced to examine work-
place stress. This integrated work is not only useful for academic researchers but also
has practical value for practitioners. In addition, our study elucidated the differential
effects and mediating mechanisms of three types of stress cognitive appraisals (challenge,
hindrance, and threat) on work-related proximal and distal outcomes, emphasizing the
importance of distinguishing the three appraisals—particularly threat appraisals—in stress
management to improve employee well-being and organizational efficiency.
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Appendix A. Measures for Challenge, Hindrance, and Threat Appraisals

Table A1. Scales for challenge, hindrance, and threat appraisals used in Studies 1, 2, and 3.

Challenge Appraisal

(1) The current economic and employment situation would help me to learn a lot.
(2) The current economic and employment situation would make the experience educational.
(3) The current economic and employment situation would show me I can do something new.
(4) The current economic and employment situation would keep me focused on doing well.

Hindrance Appraisal

(5) The current economic and employment situation would hinder any achievements I might have.
(6) The current economic and employment situation would restrict my capabilities.
(7) The current economic and employment situation would limit how well I can do my job.
(8) The current economic and employment situation would prevent me from mastering difficult aspects of the work.

Threat Appraisal

(9) I feel that the current economic and employment situation would be a negative experience for me.
(10) I feel that the current economic and employment situation would result in negative outcomes.
(11) I feel that the current economic and employment situation would have a negative impact on me.
(12) The current economic and employment situation makes me doubt my ability to cope.
(13) The current economic and employment situation makes me doubt whether I still have a chance to succeed.
(14) The current economic and employment situation makes me doubt whether I have irreplaceable value in myself.

Note. A five-point Likert-type scale, 1 = strongly disagree, 5 = strongly agree.

Appendix B. Measures for Key Variables in Studies 2 and 3

Table A2. Cognitive appraisal styles scale (Study 2, Skinner & Brewer, 2002 [54]).

ThreatAppraisal Style

(1) I worry that I will say or do the wrong things.
(2) I worry about the kind of impression I make.
(3) I am concerned that others will find fault with me.
(4) Sometimes I think that I am too concerned with what other people think of me.
(5) I feel that difficulties are piling up so that I cannot overcome them.
(6) I lack self-confidence.
(7) I worry what other people will think of me even when I know that it doesn’t make any difference.
(8) I am concerned that others will not approve of me.
(9) I worry about what other people may be thinking about me.
(10) I feel like a failure.

Challenge Appraisal Style

(11) I tend to focus on the positive aspects of any situation.
(12) I often think about what it would be like if I do very well.
(13) I believe that most stressful situations contain the potential for positive benefits.
(14) Overall, I expect that I will achieve success rather than experience failure.
(15) In general, I look forward to the rewards and benefits of success.
(16) A challenging situation motivates me to increase my efforts.
(17) In general, I anticipate being successful at my chosen pursuits, rather than expecting to fail.
(18) I look forward to opportunities to fully test the limits of my skills and abilities.

Note. A five-point Likert-type scale, 1 = strongly disagree, 5 = strongly agree.

https://doi.org/10.57760/sciencedb.10237
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Table A3. Achievement orientation scale (Study 2, Elliot & Church, 1997 [55]).

Performance Approach Goal Orientation

(1) It is important to me to do better than the other students.
(2) My goal in this class is to get a better grade than most of the students.
(3) I am striving to demonstrate my ability relative to others in this class.
(4) I am motivated by the thought of outperforming my peers in this class.
(5) It is important to me to do well compared to others in this class.
(6) I want to do well in this class to show my ability to my family, friends, advisors, or others.

Learning Goal Orientation

(7) I want to learn as much as possible from this class.
(8) It is important for me to understand the content of this course as thoroughly as possible.
(9) I hope to have gained a broader and deeper knowledge of psychology when I am done with this class.
(10) I desire to completely master the material presented in this class.
(11) In a class like this, I prefer course material that arouses my curiosity, even if it is difficult to learn.
(12) In a class like this, I prefer course material that really challenges me so I can learn new things.

Performance Avoidance Goal Orientation

(13) I often think to myself, “What if I do badly in this class?”
(14) I worry about the possibility of getting a bad grade in this class.
(15) My fear of performing poorly in this class is often what motivates me.
(16) I just want to avoid doing poorly in this class.
(17) I’m afraid that if I ask my TA or instructor a “dumb” question, they might not think I’m very smart.
(18) I wish this class was not graded.

Note. A five-point Likert-type scale, 1 = strongly disagree, 5 = strongly agree.

Table A4. Job-related affects scale (Study 2, Warr et al., 2014 [59]).

Anxiety (high-activation unpleasant affect)

(1) The current situation makes me feel anxious.
(2) The current situation makes me feel nervous.
(3) The current situation makes me feel tense.
(4) The current situation makes me feel worried.

Enthusiasm (high-activation pleasant affect)

(5) The current situation makes me feel enthusiastic.
(6) The current situation makes me feel excited.
(7) The current situation makes me feel inspired.
(8) The current situation makes me feel joyful.

Depression (low-activation unpleasant affect)

(9) The current situation makes me feel dejected.
(10) The current situation makes me feel depressed.
(11) The current situation makes me feel despondent.
(12) The current situation makes me feel hopeless.

Comfort (low-activation pleasant affect)

(13) The current situation makes me feel at ease.
(14) The current situation makes me feel calm.
(15) The current situation makes me feel laid back.
(16) The current situation makes me feel relaxed.

Note. A five-point Likert-type scale (1 = strongly disagree, 5 = strongly agree).
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Table A5. Job insecurity scale (Study 2, Huang et al., 2012 [60]).

Cognitive Job Insecurity

(1) How certain are you about the prospects for your future career development and self-improvement? (Reversed)
(2) How certain are you that you will have opportunities for promotion or self-development in the next few years? (Reversed)
(3) How certain are you that your knowledge and skills will continue to be relevant over the next five years? (Reversed)
(4) How certain are you about whether your job skills will be of value and usefulness in 6 months? (Reversed)

1 = very uncertain, 5 = very certain.

Affective Job Insecurity

(5) I am tense about maintaining my current job employment status.
(6) I feel uneasy about my chances for remaining with this company.
(7) I am scared by the thought of losing my job.
(8) I am worried that this company will fire me any time.

Note. A five-point Likert-type scale, 1 = strongly disagree, 5 = strongly agree.

Table A6. Work engagement scale (Study 3, Houle et al., 2022 [76]).

Physical Engagement

(1) I give my all in my job.
(2) I put maximum effort into doing my job well.
(3) I devote a lot of energy to my job.

Emotional Engagement

(4) I am enthusiastic about my work.
(5) I am interested in my work.
(6) I feel excited about my work.

Cognitive Engagement

(7) When working, I am fully absorbed.
(8) When working, I am very focused.
(9) When working, I concentrate deeply.

Note. A five-point Likert-type scale, 1 = strongly disagree, 5 = strongly agree.

Table A7. Emotional exhaustion scale (Study 3, Watkins et al., 2015 [77]).

(1) I feel emotionally drained from my work.
(2) I feel burned out from my work.
(3) I feel exhausted when I think about having to face another day on the job.

Note. A five-point Likert-type scale, 1 = strongly disagree, 5 = strongly agree.

Table A8. Learning behavior scale (Study 3, Bezuijen et al., 2010 [61]).

(1) I spend time following a course or educational program.
(2) I am working to extend my knowledge and skills.
(3) I perform learning tasks that are not part of my job.
(4) I spend time planning and realizing my career.
(5) I go to my supervisor to discuss how I can make progress.
(6) Within my task responsibilities, I actively look for methods to improve my work.
(7) Within my job, I look for activities from which I can learn.
(8) I continually learn new skills for my job.

Note. A five-point Likert-type scale, 1 = strongly disagree, 5 = strongly agree.

Table A9. Turnover intention scale (Study 3, Schaubroeck et al., 2000 [78]).

(1) I often think about quitting my job.
(2) There is a strong possibility that I will resign from my position in the next few months.
(3) Considering all factors, I really want to leave my current organization.

Note. A five-point Likert-type scale, 1 = strongly disagree, 5 = strongly agree.
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Appendix C. Results of Supplemental Analysis (Study 3)
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Figure A1. Structural equation modeling (SEM) results for appraisals, work engagement, emotional
exhaustion, learning behavior, and turnover intention (supplement analysis). * p < 0.05; ** p < 0.01;
*** p < 0.001. Circles indicate that all four variables were constructed as latent variables in the SEM.
For clarity, the indicators of each latent variable are intentionally omitted from the figure. The solid
lines in the figure represent significant paths; the dotted lines indicate non-significant paths.

References
1. Lazarus, R.S.; Folkman, S. Stress, Appraisal, and Coping; Springer Publishing Company: Berlin/Heidelberg, Germany, 1984.
2. Podsakoff, N.P.; LePine, J.A.; LePine, M.A. Differential challenge stressor-hindrance stressor relationships with job attitudes,

turnover intentions, turnover, and withdrawal behavior: A meta-analysis. J. Appl. Psychol. 2007, 92, 438. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
3. Gallup. State of the Global Workplace: 2024 Report; Gallup: Washington, DC, USA, 2024.
4. APA. 2023 Work in America Survey: Workplaces as Engines of Psychological Health and Well-Being; American Psychological Association:

Washington, DC, USA, 2023.
5. HSE. Health and Safety at Work: Summary Statistics for Great Britain 2023; HSE: London, UK, 2023.
6. O’Connor, D.B.; Thayer, J.F.; Vedhara, K. Stress and health: A review of psychobiological processes. Annu. Rev. Psychol. 2021, 72,

663–688. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
7. Griffin, M.A.; Clarke, S. Stress and well-being at work. In APA Handbook of Industrial and Organizational Psychology, Maintaining,

Expanding, and Contracting the Organization; Zedeck, S., Ed.; American Psychological Association: Washington, DC, USA, 2011;
Volume 3, pp. 359–397. [CrossRef]

8. Tetrick, L.E.; Winslow, C.J. Workplace stress management interventions and health promotion. Annu. Rev. Organ. Psychol. Organ.
Behav. 2015, 2, 583–603. [CrossRef]

9. Cohen, S.; Gianaros, P.J.; Manuck, S.B. A stage model of stress and disease. Perspect. Psychol. Sci. 2016, 11, 456–463. [CrossRef]
10. Cavanaugh, M.A.; Boswell, W.R.; Roehling, M.V.; Boudreau, J.W. An empirical examination of self-reported work stress among

U.S. managers. J. Appl. Psychol. 2000, 85, 65–74. [CrossRef]
11. LePine, J.A.; Podsakoff, N.P.; LePine, M.A. A meta-analytic test of the challenge stressor–hindrance stressor framework: An

explanation for inconsistent relationships among stressors and performance. Acad. Manag. J. 2005, 48, 764–775. [CrossRef]
12. Searle, B.J.; Auton, J.C. The merits of measuring challenge and hindrance appraisals. Anxiety Stress Coping 2015, 28, 121–143.

[CrossRef]
13. Webster, J.R.; Beehr, T.A.; Love, K. Extending the challenge-hindrance model of occupational stress: The role of appraisal. J. Vocat.

Behav. 2011, 79, 505–516. [CrossRef]
14. Tuckey, M.R.; Boyd, C.M.; Winefield, H.R.; Bohm, A.; Winefield, A.H.; Lindsay, A.; Black, Q. Understanding stress in retail work:

Considering different types of job demands and diverse applications of job resources. Int. J. Stress Manag. 2017, 24, 368–391.
[CrossRef]

15. Tuckey, M.R.; Searle, B.J.; Boyd, C.M.; Winefield, A.H.; Winefield, H.R. Hindrances Are Not Threats: Advancing the Multidimen-
sionality of Work Stress. J. Occup. Health Psychol. 2015, 20, 131–147. [CrossRef]

16. LePine, M.A. The challenge-hindrance stressor framework: An integrative conceptual review and path forward. Group Organ.
Manag. 2022, 47, 223–254. [CrossRef]

17. Cheng, B.; Lin, H.; Kong, Y. Challenge or hindrance? How and when organizational artificial intelligence adoption influences
employee job crafting. J. Bus. Res. 2023, 164, 113987. [CrossRef]

18. Kong, D.T.; Park, S.; Peng, J. Appraising and reacting to perceived pay For performance: Leader competence and warmth as
critical contingencies. Acad. Manag. J. 2023, 66, 402–431. [CrossRef]

19. Gerich, J.; Weber, C. The Ambivalent Appraisal of Job Demands and the Moderating Role of Job Control and Social Support for
Burnout and Job Satisfaction. Soc. Indic. Res. 2020, 148, 251–280. [CrossRef]

https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.92.2.438
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/17371090
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-psych-062520-122331
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/32886587
https://doi.org/10.1037/12171-010
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-orgpsych-032414-111341
https://doi.org/10.1177/1745691616646305
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.85.1.65
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2005.18803921
https://doi.org/10.1080/10615806.2014.931378
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2011.02.001
https://doi.org/10.1037/str0000032
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0038280
https://doi.org/10.1177/10596011221079970
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2023.113987
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2021.0209
https://doi.org/10.1007/s11205-019-02195-9


Behav. Sci. 2024, 14, 734 28 of 30

20. Kraimer, M.L.; Shaffer, M.A.; Bolino, M.C.; Charlier, S.D.; Wurtz, O. A Transactional Stress Theory of Global Work Demands: A
Challenge, Hindrance, or Both? J. Appl. Psychol. 2022, 107, 2197–2219. [CrossRef]

21. Liu, F.; Li, P.; Taris, T.W.; Peeters, M.C. Creative performance pressure as a double-edged sword for creativity: The role of
appraisals and resources. Hum. Resour. Manag. 2022, 61, 663–679. [CrossRef]

22. Spurk, D.; Hofer, A.; Kauffeld, S. Why does competitive psychological climate foster or hamper career success? The role of
challenge and hindrance pathways and leader-member-exchange. J. Vocat. Behav. 2021, 127, 103542. [CrossRef]

23. Lazarus, R.S. Emotion and Adaptation; Oxford University Press: Oxford, UK, 1991.
24. Jiang, F.; Wang, Z. Applications of cognitive appraisal theory of stress in managerial psychology research: Scenes, methods, and

myths. Adv. Psychol. Sci. 2022, 30, 2825–2845. [CrossRef]
25. Podsakoff, N.P.; Freiburger, K.J.; Podsakoff, P.M.; Rosen, C.C. Laying the Foundation for the Challenge-Hindrance Stressor

Framework 2.0. Annu. Rev. Organ. Psychol. Organ. Behav. 2023, 10, 165–199. [CrossRef]
26. Boswell, W.R.; Olson-Buchanan, J.B.; LePine, M.A. Relations between stress and work outcomes: The role of felt challenge, job

control, and psychological strain. J. Vocat. Behav. 2004, 64, 165–181. [CrossRef]
27. Flinchbaugh, C.; Luth, M.T.; Li, P. A Challenge or a Hindrance? Understanding the Effects of Stressors and Thriving on Life

Satisfaction. Int. J. Stress Manag. 2015, 22, 323–345. [CrossRef]
28. Rodell, J.B.; Judge, T.A. 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. 2009, 94, 1438–1451. [CrossRef]
29. Pearsall, M.J.; Ellis, A.P.; Stein, J.H. Coping with challenge and hindrance stressors in teams: Behavioral, cognitive, and affective

outcomes. Organ. Behav. Hum. Decis. Process. 2009, 109, 18–28. [CrossRef]
30. Horan, K.A.; Nakahara, W.H.; DiStaso, M.J.; Jex, S.M. A review of the challenge-hindrance stress model: Recent advances,

expanded paradigms, and recommendations for future research. Front. Psychol. 2020, 11, 560346. [CrossRef]
31. LePine, M.A.; Zhang, Y.; Crawford, E.R.; Rich, B.L. Turning their Pain to Gain: Charismatic Leader Influence on Follower Stress

Appraisal and Job Performance. Acad. Manag. J. 2016, 59, 1036–1059. [CrossRef]
32. Einarsen, S.; Raknes, B.I. Harassment in the workplace and the victimization of men. Violence Vict. 1997, 12, 247. [CrossRef]
33. Dormann, C.; Zapf, D. Customer-related social stressors and burnout. J. Occup. Health Psychol. 2004, 9, 61. [CrossRef]
34. Tepper, B.J.; Henle, C.A.; Lambert, L.S.; Giacalone, R.A.; Duffy, M.K. Abusive supervision and subordinates’ organization

deviance. J. Appl. Psychol. 2008, 93, 721. [CrossRef]
35. Dong, Y.; Seo, M.-G.; Bartol, K.M. No pain, no gain: An affect-based model of developmental job experience and the buffering

effects of emotional intelligence. Acad. Manag. J. 2014, 57, 1056–1077. [CrossRef]
36. Kim, D.; Shin, J.; Seo, M.-G.; Sung, M.-J. Enjoy the pain that you cannot avoid: Investigation on the relationship between

developmental job experience and employees’ innovative behavior. J. Bus. Res. 2021, 126, 363–375. [CrossRef]
37. Mitchell, M.S.; Greenbaum, R.L.; Vogel, R.M.; Mawritz, M.B.; Keating, D.J. Can you handle the pressure? The effect of performance

pressure on stress appraisals, self-regulation, and behavior. Acad. Manag. J. 2019, 62, 531–552. [CrossRef]
38. Drach-Zahavy, A.; Erez, M. Challenge versus threat effects on the goal–performance relationship. Organ. Behav. Hum. Decis.

Process. 2002, 88, 667–682. [CrossRef]
39. Fernandez de Henestrosa, M.; Sischka, P.E.; Steffgen, G. Examining the challenge-hindrance-threat distinction of job demands

alongside job resources. Front. Psychol. 2023, 14, 1011815. [CrossRef]
40. Li, P.; Taris, T.W.; Peeters, M.C. Challenge and hindrance appraisals of job demands: One man’s meat, another man’s poison?

Anxiety Stress Coping 2020, 33, 31–46. [CrossRef]
41. Van Oortmerssen, L.A.; Caniëls, M.C.; van Assen, M.F. Coping with work stressors and paving the way for flow: Challenge and

hindrance demands, humor, and cynicism. J. Happiness Stud. 2020, 21, 2257–2277. [CrossRef]
42. Liu, C.; Li, H. Stressors and stressor appraisals: The moderating effect of task efficacy. J. Bus. Psychol. 2018, 33, 141–154. [CrossRef]
43. Kim, M.; Beehr, T.A. Thriving on demand: Challenging work results in employee flourishing through appraisals and resources.

Int. J. Stress Manag. 2020, 27, 111. [CrossRef]
44. Palmwood, E.N.; McBride, C.A. Challenge vs. threat: The effect of appraisal type on resource depletion. Curr. Psychol. 2019, 38,

1522–1529. [CrossRef]
45. Espedido, A.; Searle, B.J. Goal difficulty and creative performance: The mediating role of stress appraisal. Hum. Perform. 2018, 31,

179–196. [CrossRef]
46. Gerich, J. The relevance of challenge and hindrance appraisals of working conditions for employees’ health. Int. J. Stress Manag.

2017, 24, 270. [CrossRef]
47. Wang, Z.; Bai, X. Recharging exhausted parents: How and when involvement in children’s education increases working parents’

flourishing at home and engagement at work. PsyCh J. 2024, 1–16. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
48. Gong, S.; Lu, J.G.; Schaubroeck, J.M.; Li, Q.; Zhou, Q.; Qian, X. Polluted Psyche: Is the Effect of Air Pollution on Unethical

Behavior More Physiological or Psychological? Psychol. Sci. 2020, 31, 1040–1047. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
49. Meade, A.W.; Craig, S.B. Identifying Careless Responses in Survey Data. Psychol. Methods 2012, 17, 437–455. [CrossRef]
50. Feldman, P.J.; Cohen, S.; Hamrick, N.; Lepore, S.J. Psychological stress, appraisal, emotion and Cardiovascular response in a

public speaking task. Psychol. Health 2004, 19, 353–368. [CrossRef]
51. Petriglieri, J.L. Under Threat: Responses to and the Consequences of Threats to Individuals’ Identities. Acad. Manag. Rev. 2011, 36,

641–662. [CrossRef]

https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0001009
https://doi.org/10.1002/hrm.22116
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2021.103542
https://doi.org/10.3724/SP.J.1042.2022.02825
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-orgpsych-080422-052147
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0001-8791(03)00049-6
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0039136
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0016752
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.obhdp.2009.02.002
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2020.560346
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2013.0778
https://doi.org/10.1891/0886-6708.12.3.247
https://doi.org/10.1037/1076-8998.9.1.61
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.93.4.721
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2011.0687
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jbusres.2020.12.064
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2016.0646
https://doi.org/10.1016/S0749-5978(02)00004-3
https://doi.org/10.3389/fpsyg.2023.1011815
https://doi.org/10.1080/10615806.2019.1673133
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10902-019-00177-9
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10869-016-9483-4
https://doi.org/10.1037/str0000135
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12144-017-9713-6
https://doi.org/10.1080/08959285.2018.1499024
https://doi.org/10.1037/str0000038
https://doi.org/10.1002/pchj.753
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/38627217
https://doi.org/10.1177/0956797620943835
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/32701400
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0028085
https://doi.org/10.1080/0887044042000193497
https://doi.org/10.5465/amr.2009.0087


Behav. Sci. 2024, 14, 734 29 of 30

52. Deichmann, D.; Baer, M. A recipe for success? Sustaining creativity among first-time creative producers. J. Appl. Psychol. 2023,
108, 100–113. [CrossRef]

53. Hinkin, T.R. A brief tutorial on the development of measures for use in survey questionnaires. Organ. Res. Methods 1998, 1,
104–121. [CrossRef]

54. Skinner, N.; Brewer, N. The dynamics of threat and challenge appraisals prior to stressful achievement events. J. Personal. Soc.
Psychol. 2002, 83, 678–692. [CrossRef]

55. Elliot, A.J.; Church, M.A. A hierarchical model of approach and avoidance achievement motivation. J. Pers. Soc. Psychol. 1997, 72,
218–232. [CrossRef]

56. Spielberger, C.D.; Goruch, R.; Lushene, R.; Vagg, P.; Jacobs, G. Manual for the State-Trait Inventory STAI (Form Y); Mind Garden:
Palo Alto, CA, USA, 1983.

57. Stout, J.G.; Dasgupta, N. Mastering one’s destiny: Mastery goals promote challenge and success despite social identity threat.
Pers. Soc. Psychol. Bull. 2013, 39, 748–762. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

58. Mazzola, J.J.; Disselhorst, R. Should we be “challenging” employees?: A critical review and meta-analysis of the challenge-
hindrance model of stress. J. Organ. Behav. 2019, 40, 949–961. [CrossRef]

59. Warr, P.; Bindl, U.K.; Parker, S.K.; Inceoglu, I. Four-quadrant investigation of job-related affects and behaviours. Eur. J. Work
Organ. Psychol. 2014, 23, 342–363. [CrossRef]

60. Huang, G.h.; Niu, X.; Lee, C.; Ashford, S.J. Differentiating cognitive and affective job insecurity: Antecedents and outcomes. J.
Organ. Behav. 2012, 33, 752–769. [CrossRef]

61. Lin, H.; Bai, X. Differential Antecedents and Consequences of Affective and Cognitive Ruminations. Int. J. Environ. Res. Public
Health 2022, 19, 11452. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

62. Fugate, M.; Prussia, G.E.; Kinicki, A.J. Managing Employee Withdrawal During Organizational Change: The Role of Threat
Appraisal. J. Manag. 2012, 38, 890–914. [CrossRef]

63. Raykov, T. Estimation of composite reliability for congeneric measures. Appl. Psychol. Meas. 1997, 21, 173–184. [CrossRef]
64. Hair, J.F., Jr.; Black, W.C.; Babin, B.J.; Anderson, R.E. Multivariate Data Analysis, 7th ed.; Pearson: Upper Saddle River, NJ,

USA, 2009.
65. Hunsley, J.; Meyer, G.J. The incremental validity of psychological testing and assessment: Conceptual, methodological, and

statistical issues. Psychol. Assess. 2003, 15, 446–455. [CrossRef]
66. Liang, Y.; Wu, T.-J.; Wang, Y. Forced shift to teleworking: How abusive supervision promotes counterproductive work behavior

when employees experience COVID-19 corporate social responsibility. J. Organ. Chang. Manag. 2024, 37, 192–213. [CrossRef]
67. Dutta, D.; Mishra, S.K.; Tyagi, D. Augmented employee voice and employee engagement using artificial intelligence-enabled

chatbots: A field study. Int. J. Hum. Resour. Manag. 2023, 34, 2451–2480. [CrossRef]
68. Einola, K.; Khoreva, V.; Tienari, J. A colleague named Max: A critical inquiry into affects when an anthropomorphised AI (ro)bot

enters the workplace. Hum. Relat. 2023, 00187267231206328. [CrossRef]
69. Wu, T.-J.; Liang, Y.; Wang, Y. The Buffering Role of Workplace Mindfulness: How Job Insecurity of Human-Artificial Intelligence

Collaboration Impacts Employees’ Work–Life-Related Outcomes. J. Bus. Psychol. 2024, 1–17. [CrossRef]
70. Kim, B.-J.; Kim, M.-J.; Lee, J. Examining the impact of work overload on cybersecurity behavior: Highlighting self-efficacy in the

realm of artificial intelligence. Curr. Psychol. 2024, 43, 17146–17162. [CrossRef]
71. Bellingtier, J.A.; Mund, M.; Wrzus, C. The role of extraversion and neuroticism for experiencing stress during the third wave of

the COVID-19 pandemic. Curr. Psychol. 2023, 42, 12202–12212. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
72. Bowling, N.A.; Eschleman, K.J. Employee personality as a moderator of the relationships between work stressors and counterpro-

ductive work behavior. J. Occup. Health Psychol. 2010, 15, 91–103. [CrossRef] [PubMed]
73. Barthauer, L.; Kaucher, P.; Spurk, D.; Kauffeld, S. Burnout and career (un)sustainability: Looking into the Blackbox of burnout

triggered career turnover intentions. J. Vocat. Behav. 2020, 117, 103334. [CrossRef]
74. Zhang, M.; Zhu, C.J.; Dowling, P.J.; Bartram, T. Exploring the effects of high-performance work systems (HPWS) on the

work-related well-being of Chinese hospital employees. Int. J. Hum. Resour. Manag. 2013, 24, 3196–3212. [CrossRef]
75. Toth-Kiraly, I.; Gillet, N.; Inhaber, J.; Houle, S.A.A.; Vandenberghe, C.; Morin, A.J.S. Job engagement trajectories: Their associations

with leader-member exchange and their implications for employees. J. Occup. Organ. Psychol. 2023, 96, 545–574. [CrossRef]
76. Houle, S.A.; Rich, B.L.; Comeau, C.A.; Blais, A.-R.; Morin, A.J.S. The Job Engagement Scale: Development and Validation of a

Short Form in English and French. J. Bus. Psychol. 2022, 37, 877–896. [CrossRef]
77. Watkins, M.B.; Ren, R.; Umphress, E.E.; Boswell, W.R.; Triana, M.d.C.; Zardkoohi, A. Compassion organizing: Employees’

satisfaction with corporate philanthropic disaster response and reduced job strain. J. Occup. Organ. Psychol. 2015, 88, 436–458.
[CrossRef]

78. Schaubroeck, J.; Lam, S.S.K.; Xie, J.L. Collective efficacy versus self-efficacy in coping responses to stressors and control: A
cross-cultural study. J. Appl. Psychol. 2000, 85, 512–525. [CrossRef]

79. Meacham, H.; Tham, T.L.; Holland, P.; Bartram, T.; Halvorsen, B. The role of high-involvement work practices, supervisor support
and employee resilience in supporting the emotional labour of front-line nurses. Int. J. Hum. Resour. Manag. 2023, 34, 745–767.
[CrossRef]

80. Bhatnagar, J. Management of innovation: Role of psychological empowerment, work engagement and turnover intention in the
Indian context. Int. J. Hum. Resour. Manag. 2012, 23, 928–951. [CrossRef]

https://doi.org/10.1037/apl0001019
https://doi.org/10.1177/109442819800100106
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.83.3.678
https://doi.org/10.1037/0022-3514.72.1.218
https://doi.org/10.1177/0146167213481067
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/23478676
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.2412
https://doi.org/10.1080/1359432X.2012.744449
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.1815
https://doi.org/10.3390/ijerph191811452
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/36141726
https://doi.org/10.1177/0149206309352881
https://doi.org/10.1177/01466216970212006
https://doi.org/10.1037/1040-3590.15.4.446
https://doi.org/10.1108/JOCM-03-2023-0091
https://doi.org/10.1080/09585192.2022.2085525
https://doi.org/10.1177/00187267231206328
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10869-024-09963-6
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12144-024-05692-4
https://doi.org/10.1007/s12144-021-02600-y
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/34903948
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0017326
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/20063961
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2019.103334
https://doi.org/10.1080/09585192.2013.775026
https://doi.org/10.1111/joop.12433
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10869-021-09782-z
https://doi.org/10.1111/joop.12088
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.85.4.512
https://doi.org/10.1080/09585192.2022.2133968
https://doi.org/10.1080/09585192.2012.651313


Behav. Sci. 2024, 14, 734 30 of 30

81. Haines Iii, V.Y.; Guerrero, S.; Marchand, A. Flexible work arrangements and employee turnover intentions: Contrasting pathways.
Int. J. Hum. Resour. Manag. 2024, 35, 1970–1995. [CrossRef]

82. Bickerton, G.R.; Miner, M.H.; Dowson, M.; Griffin, B. Spiritual resources as antecedents of clergy well-being: The importance of
occupationally specific variables. J. Vocat. Behav. 2015, 87, 123–133. [CrossRef]

83. van Mierlo, H.; Rutte, C.G.; Vermunt, J.K.; Kompier, M.A.J.; Doorewaard, J.A.C.M. A multi-level mediation model of the
relationships between team autonomy, individual task design and psychological well-being. J. Occup. Organ. Psychol. 2007, 80,
647–664. [CrossRef]

84. Taris, T.W.; Kompier, M.A.J.; Geurts, S.A.E.; Houtman, I.L.D.; van den Heuvel, F.F.M. Professional efficacy, exhaustion, and work
characteristics among police officers: A longitudinal test of the learning-related predictions of the demand-control model. J.
Occup. Organ. Psychol. 2010, 83, 455–474. [CrossRef]

85. Brett, J.F.; Uhl-Bien, M.; Huang, L.; Carsten, M. Goal orientation and employee resistance at work: Implications for manager
emotional exhaustion with the employee. J. Occup. Organ. Psychol. 2016, 89, 611–633. [CrossRef]

86. Rice, D.B.; Day, S.W. The Impact of Hindrance Appraisals on Leader Bottom-Line Mentality: Implications for Leadership
Drawbacks and the Amplification Effect of Leader Neuroticism. Int. J. Stress Manag. 2022, 29, 229–240. [CrossRef]

87. Zhang, F.; Parker, S.K. Reducing demands or optimizing demands? Effects of cognitive appraisal and autonomy on job crafting to
change one’s work demands. Eur. J. Work Organ. Psychol. 2022, 31, 641–654. [CrossRef]

88. McCarthy, J.M.; Erdogan, B.; Bauer, T.N. An interpersonal perspective of perceived stress: Examining the prosocial coping
response patterns of stressed managers. J. Organ. Behav. 2019, 40, 1027–1044. [CrossRef]

89. Schilbach, M.; Selenko, E.; Baethge, A.; Rigotti, T. Work in times of Brexit: Explanatory mechanisms linking macropolitical events
with employee well-being. Eur. J. Work Organ. Psychol. 2022, 31, 655–666. [CrossRef]

90. Shah, S.J.; Zhang, L.; Khan, S.; Shah, S.A.A.; Durrani, D.K.; Ali, L.; Das, B. Terrorism vulnerability: Organizations’ ambiguous
expectations and employees’ conflicting priorities. Int. J. Occup. Saf. Ergon. 2018, 26, 562–572. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

91. Debus, M.E.; König, C.J.; Kleinmann, M.; Werner, C.S. Examining the effects of negative affectivity on self-and supervisor ratings
of job stressors: The role of stressor observability. Work Stress 2015, 29, 341–361. [CrossRef]

92. Charney, D.S. Psychobiological mechanisms of resilience and vulnerability: Implications for successful adaptation to extreme
stress. Am. J. Psychiatry 2004, 161, 195–216. [CrossRef] [PubMed]

93. Ni, X. Does authorization have to be omnipotent? The “double-edged sword” effect of empowering leadership on employee’s
behavior. Open J. Soc. Sci. 2020, 8, 62. [CrossRef]

94. Neves, P.; Mesdaghinia, S.; Eisenberger, R.; Wickham, R.E. Timesizing proximity and perceived organizational support: Contribu-
tions to employee well-being and extra-role performance. J. Chang. Manag. 2018, 18, 70–90. [CrossRef]

95. Paškvan, M.; Kubicek, B.; Prem, R.; Korunka, C. Cognitive appraisal of work intensification. Int. J. Stress Manag. 2016, 23, 124.
[CrossRef]

Disclaimer/Publisher’s Note: The statements, opinions and data contained in all publications are solely those of the individual
author(s) and contributor(s) and not of MDPI and/or the editor(s). MDPI and/or the editor(s) disclaim responsibility for any injury to
people or property resulting from any ideas, methods, instructions or products referred to in the content.

https://doi.org/10.1080/09585192.2024.2323510
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2015.01.002
https://doi.org/10.1348/096317907X196886
https://doi.org/10.1348/096317909X424583
https://doi.org/10.1111/joop.12144
https://doi.org/10.1037/str0000253
https://doi.org/10.1080/1359432X.2022.2032665
https://doi.org/10.1002/job.2406
https://doi.org/10.1080/1359432X.2021.2019709
https://doi.org/10.1080/10803548.2018.1486056
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/29882723
https://doi.org/10.1080/02678373.2015.1075233
https://doi.org/10.1176/appi.ajp.161.2.195
https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pubmed/14754765
https://doi.org/10.4236/jss.2020.83007
https://doi.org/10.1080/14697017.2017.1394351
https://doi.org/10.1037/a0039689

	Introduction 
	Theories and Literature Review 
	The Challenge–Threat Appraisal Framework 
	The Challenge–Hindrance Appraisal Framework 
	An Integrative Framework: The Challenge–Hindrance–Threat Appraisal Framework 
	Preliminary Evidence for Differential Effects of Challenge, Hindrance, and Threat Appraisals 

	Current Research 
	Study 1: Factor Structure 
	Methods 
	Participants and Procedures 
	Measures 

	Results 
	Study 1: Brief Discussion 

	Study 2: Discriminant, Convergent, and Predictive Validity 
	Methods 
	Participants and Procedures 
	Measures 

	Results 
	Confirmative Factor Analysis 
	Convergent and Discriminant Validity 
	Predictive Validity 

	Study 2 Brief Discussion 

	Study 3: Differential Effects of Cognitive Appraisals on Work Well-Being and Behaviors 
	Methods 
	Participants and Procedures 
	Measures 

	Results 
	Descriptive Statistics and Confirmative Factor Analysis 
	Differential Effects of Challenge, Hindrance, and Threat Appraisals 
	Supplement Analysis 

	Study 3 Brief Discussion 

	Discussion 
	Implications for the Challenge–Hindrance–Threat Appraisal Framework 
	Differential Effects of Three Cognitive Appraisals on Work-Related Outcomes 
	Practical Implications 
	Limitations and Future Directions 

	Conclusions 
	Appendix A
	Appendix B
	Appendix C
	References

