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1. #E

AR—=Y <R A MFFRIZBWTEE
RFIE N E Y 7 D1 SORBEEETH 5. T
B, ZOBEREE L 1TV ORI T, AKR—Y
BERZUHT 5 Z LICEH L2 T o4
TW5. T74bb, ##ZEK (Constraint)
IZBEF MR TH D, BESRITIT A% DT
B Z T TATEV A 5T D B R & ER S
% (Jackson et al., 1993). AR—VHIERT
%, T—LADOERRSL T — L EDEDY O
REDBEATENZ 05T 5 L @E S Tnd
2 (Kim and Trail, 2010), BlEE O=ER
B2 T ICA T 5 BRE IS B > Tz, K
WFZEIE, 2 5 LI Se A TR 8 L W BRI RR
HZMZ 57012, Fi-7ehifoER & LT
BRAGHIRY & BBk oD R anZ Nz 7=

S B, HRER &ATENO R RMEIZ & KR
B7e SR, Bl 20, R BRI TENC 5
2 HBEEN R BIIMFES N TS O D,
BN % 5 D T [ 72 B B D RRGIE I -
SITAT DI TR,
Constraint-Effects-Mitigation (CEM)
Model 12X 5 &, HRERIIITENZ LT 572
J T, fiIR AR T D afE A LB LT
% (Hubbard and Mannell, 2001). Z U % itAH
T AW A I TN (negotiation) TH Y,
B & O FIAFAET D Hilf 2 TEIC R O
FATDICHET L EERIND
(Jackson et al., 1993). L)L bH, Z
D FFEFLR] 2 A A — > Bl O B ERED
RREEZ IS U 72 8F 2213480 T 72\, 372
B, SATHIZEO R, IR & BT
BOBRRMEL, FBER & L HITH LN L

TWRWZ EThD. UbaE 2T, A4
ZEILHIRO BRI 2SR B R 2 U CaA TE)
252 B2 HLNNCT 5.

FER N TEN 2 15T & ThH 2 &
HEETDHE, AZTT IR TRV RE]
BEE N BRI ERORELZ T T D, £
ZCARMIZEIZ A # 2T LB (BFZE 1) 12
2T, RBEE WL 2) bxtg & L.

2. BREE1GHZR 1 R Z VT LBERE)

MEVIZEART oYy = —T D Z
TDAZ T LBEE G L Lc. AR
IZAHZ Y RNTT 7 — MM ERA L,
33T EOHFEIE G-, T, REODT—
KT DA L LM ERGET D729
(Z LISRELS. 8 % F\ CHERZMIIN -0 4T &2 4T
o>l Krafrs, GRRERENE, 5
B 2 EH U 7efER, 3N T oK THHAE
A 7= L7z,

WIZ, BRI OB oy Hch i & K- 4B
O _FEEALG LT 2 A, TXTOERKT
SR SRS EVEEZ R L2, Ko T, X
G GOPA L Rl I OPE LN @S 2 g Wil
(Bagozzi and Yi, 1988; Fornell and Larcker,
1981). fGROMEEICIE, #EEHRET
YRRV (K1), B TE EEEREX
&P EBERRIE) A DB L KT LT-HIK
FRNE, BRI, AEREOHIR, S rl
HITH o7 (B=. 14, p<. 01/B=—. 15,
p<. 01/B=—. 13, p<. 01). il ZEK 0GR B[R]
Xt DB E T 5 B R A FFORERIC
%L THE TH - = (RRRIAIHIK & BRI sE
H(y=. 44, p <. 01), ZFNFRAIHIKD & ENFRAIFR
H(y=.33, p<.01), (y=.17, p<.01)). FH#El
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1 AWFFEOREH ORREE (WFFE 1)

R X & T EBIER P O ERET R*=. 47,
R*=.36 ThH-o7-.
3. BFFE 2(RZR : REIERE)

W72 2 D% 5 1E (1)2015-2016 4EE S —
RANCALZ T A TRAZBE L Ty
FOHFRTEH, QIMETLHITF—Ln3borHEL
L7 1T 4 OFEENA A 10 =AY L,
JEABHDOFNIZT o r— N & Bl LTz, & O
R, 104 EOREIE G- REOEFEME
ZMREET 5 721, SPSS21.0 Z FVCIHEH
GRHHEEE 7 v Ny s DarBEH LIZ. %
DOFER, TRCTOERK & ZOBREEICB N
TR A 7 L7z,

IR DIRFEI X E [BF 4T 2 Fv 2, B
DRIND I DB XN A DB E KT L
72 (B=-.40,p <. 01). FHIFIERX & FHEEEK D
R, TR IR & e R A 32 o BAR 2 BR:
WG, BFE 1 ERIBRICIGE T A ER 2RO
KA B 2R BREN R S 7. BIEE I O
PEREIE, R=.39 ThoT-.

4, BEB IR
W22 1 UL, AAFZED REE AL AR 32 v

EXFFTOMERER O LI, 2,
AR & TR DML LTS THh 5 2
LERBEFITLHLDOTH D, RILORRGETIE,
LA L K] 0D 5 B JBLRRA TEN S 3 2 Y
R ORET TR, HRERZNT 52 8
PREER LT, ZhiE, AT LB ILH)
MR L2 6h, BHZOHKZ R L T
AR =V BERICFHN TN 7o D72 EHELR S
N5, BHE 2 T, BLIRO RANHARBIIE 12
Lo THERHMNHNERNTHL Z LWL
L7z, T, KRB 1T AR — Y Bl
9B BER A2\ T2 D, AR — Y BlERIZ O
TERDZ &M, filfzdii & LT
L TWRWNWZENRERL TS EERD
Wb, Stk RUFZEN AR —YBEIZBIT 5
HIARI RN BT e —B & 72D 2 L %
BFF9 5.
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