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Abstract
Recruiting 1549 employees from various industries as subjects, using Work Connectivity Behavior
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fren

After-hours Scale, the Job Burnout Scale, the Work-Family Conflict Scale, and the Work-Family
Segmentation Preference Scale, we explored the relationship between employees’ work connec-
tivity behavior after-hours and job burnout, and examined the mediating role of work-family con-
flict and the moderating role of work-family segmentation preference on mediated pathways. The
results found that: 1) Work connectivity behavior after-hours significantly and positively pre-
dicted job burnout. 2) Work-family conflict mediated the relationship between work connectivity
behavior after-hours and job burnout. And work-family segmentation preference moderated the
first half path and the second half path of this mediation effect.
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1. 51§

BEE (S SRR EE KR, W CRERMERE, (R AR L. THREEEZE, ]
ZRNWITE TEEDPAEN, BERDPARRE SN ML &S . B ANERIPAAETHE T
TAES A gy, i HARFT 8 7 TAER AR TARRE R 5, B A2 JE AR ) AR 28 47 (work
connectivity behavior after-hours, WCBA) (Katherine & Benbunan, 2011). WCBA J2& 45 7£ JF T./E i 8] (.45 L
PERT. FHEE FREUEGH), 53 AT DU A BB X BE A 5 4% 0l R B A AT AR 5 R KR
TAENBAT A

e AR 8] TARZERAT AR T AR g2 2 — 4R )81 . AT TR I, JETAER A TAEZEE
AT A 51 ) AR R S (A AT 4 B 22 (%) I B FORS 1 #ENB) CAE 25 (Fujimoto et al., 2016), #&m LIEH
FVECH R, FBHE, 2021); (B2 dE AR A CARE@AT Nty i Tav ok 17— REVH IR, R0 3
R INAE 0 AR A B0 J3 (et i, Rk, 2021), PRARtE 2558 (Derks et al., 2014), J&F 2 TAE
W(EH, RER, 2017), BETIERIANTESIPL(GIurge & Woolley, 2022), 4R M#{K(Sonnentag, 2018)
SETAEBRITIH . M Ar=ERsm, B RARTH AR m (i F 4R 4 7 A s & S 7 /M
DRI 2% (B sy ) 687 B 5 377) A ZH 2R R R (AL A RS AN AR 4 K) B 5 4 F (Fenner & Renn, 2010; Gadeyne et al.,
2018). fATM, HWNANCAH TAEM R B A M 2= I A 785, BT AMAE TAEZRE 5 H)
MF R, I B AR SBE 7 Fw I X TAF 6 2 B 5 VR F I SuE i Fe e, DR AR Tk A4 DR 25
VIN, BRF TARERAT AN TARG B2l DUSAMAR AR 2 4 E M m i RS EH, AT
U M HRE R B I 8 R R 75 W AR R R A L

LA 2 (Job Burnout)7E LA 58 o — /N8 WATEIRIR 3R, F SRR MALE TAE )& 2 5 &
1 B0 TAEFE/R . Hobfoll (1988)4& th 1 9% Y& £ 47 3 12 (conservation of resources theory, COR) &2 fift B 1.1
e BISRA 71 ES, ZIER YN, MERA R R RIRECE IR iR, R TC 8 A& T L 1 R
Ry, IR BRI R AR 2 5 RANMR IR AN /7. i TAER ) TAE BT AT S T AME
(AR TARRE R PR, J& A () SRR, AR 2 5l KA RG2S . T4 (40755, 2014a), L
VEZESR - #4157 (job demand-control model, JD-C) (Karasek, 1979)iA A TAEE R AN TAEFHI3E [F vk 2 T
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PEIR T, TARERRM R TAHNE I TAES B RN MEREE, TR, e Bk EE, TAE
Pt S e T 5 T TARAT NN RS MR AR o AR IR S R A B SRORN A v % R ) B 0 OB Ok 2 S 3
5 B 1 E B 2 (Fletcher & Jones, 1993). JE TAE 8] TAEZE@AT A4 1K BRE 51 T TAFE 7 R4
IS RE A p gk, AR TARR A TAEE@AT A TAE S 8 IE R R0

A AR 8] ) T ARG AT Ay anqeT 520 03 T 00 TAEf RPN 2 B TR AR R AR & AT N ) &
FERFE SR 1 AR R R BRI SR, MBS TR 25 18] 13208 AR S BEAE VS , BELAS AN AR e i T4 R % B (Park
etal., 2011; Towers et al., 2006), #kfi 51 & TAFE ZK EZ# % (Richardson & Thompson, 2012; 41 545, 2014b).
e TAER B TAEZEBAT MY KT TAEFRR, T8 R THRNE L a8 % TAERIR(EE5E, 2021), fEFL
B[R b HE TAE F 55 2 /MR RN S BERFAIRES, W FREEFTBNIIRE 719 TARRT T4, X rRE< gl
RIATFAEE, B2 BREEWIES . XM EETEMRNFEASF, B TEREUCHEFHA R
TR TS, MWt T E SR, Bk, TAEFREMIOhA T A TR E T E@ET AR T
TEHE BT

DA DG T AR AR B 8] ) A @47 0t 53 T 00 A SR EE v 98 R0 T A s 8 52 i it R JLSE 20 T IR
TR ZE S o QR T 8 1 55 2 [ B B AR AN SRR I B2 T, R SR A P4 A R SR B [ e e i
s MR, SRR TRV, FETAER R EELERRIEE, AR TENNME, X TIEEET
] BE S R AR KBRS, b AR TAE MR K. Rk, X F AR R Bl 58 B A 1S ) 11
AN, AR AR A AR @ AT B RE A 25 SR I EAAR R o WF 70t AN N A 47 0 2 23 0 e 14) 2 i 52 1) T
VEFRBEMIE(L T, RIAEE, 2011). TAEZEES>E)0wiF(Work-Family Segmentation Preference)ff: Jy—fifi
BENMRRET, B AR 32 S A ATORN 5K RE U AT O BERIAT N 4 B FE B (Glen &
Kreiner, 2006), Rz {875 E TARR ) TAEZEIEAT A0 TAEB BRI . — 51, 24 52 AR A4 (6]
ERE TAERRS BB AER, RO TAER (8] (0 AR I@AT AR N, o0& i i 2 5 o 1) MR AR 56
B TAEXHBA T K BE TG INAZ, OB FRBUE, AR 2 T BRI POR S I I itk 2, DRI
ARG G R E R TAERBEM R . 55— 75 T AR AR A TAEE@AT A H T (5 53 T8 52 H R B ]
A KESTEANNFIR, S ECTAE R EE M SR (Batt & Valcour, 2003), 4k 7E TAE MR EERIXS g, R
TARK R P rh R EEAER T H GO, 5IRG0IET7, Fm TIEE KR4S, 2019), @i, &
TAEZKEE S B UF 584k T TAE K EErh RN TAE#S BRI . 25 LATIR, ABT 5082 i F 3 Y (] 1)

TAEREEM R

THExRREE
S ERLF

TR T
T AT A TR

A 4

Figure 1. Research assumption model
B 1 RfIRRE
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2. Bk
2.1. ¥R

KA BRI, I ) RS G R S AT TAE N ORI 4% i) 45, SRRl 4 1795
B, HA SRR KA B3 NFRIEZE Z M) 246 By R4, BRI R 1549 4y, A% 86.30%.
Her, Sk 461 N, Lt 1088 Ao MABEIRFERSRE, 25 & KA R4 0.1%, 26~30 % 7 0.6%, 31~35
LI 28.2%, 36~40 % (1)1 48%, 41~45 % (1] 5 18.7%, 46~50 % (#15 3.7%, 50 % MLl /)& 0.7%.
MM RZ A EFEERE, 6.4% NI (WP AREN)T), 16.1% A5, 265% N KE(EHRHA. H
R)D1, A4 T%NAF DT, 66.3 J9bit 7oAz (il alid £) 2 Jr o MR AE BRI, 2.4% W E K5
HAEHE, 17T2% NN G, 8.7%NAEMIE, 28.9% 8L IH AN R, 10.5% 7PN G, 12.4%
RAMETR 7, 10.7% AR RS T, 3.0% K TN, 0.8% AR E)E, 5.5%NIk 2 i, k&
Ay gk . A5 63.3% AT [ (1 1 R EERT R, #fR T TAES AR TAER R A SRR 36.7% 4k
ety bR YRR A ] 2

22. TH

221 FTERBILEEBITRER

KA Richardson 1 Thompson (2012)FF &, 540555 (2014a) &1 W E TAER [ T/EZIEIT N ER, K
WAL T “7EdE TAERTR B, 5 TR XRMARA TAE LS, @i FRimE TR SRR R
IR RIBE, 5 A0 = WAR; 5= K52), AEulm R m gl ek TAER [ ) T E@ 4T
NRZ . ZERA{EAH T H I Cronbach’s Alpha R34 0.87.

22.2. TE - REMHRE

1 Netemeyer et al. (1996)Zwm i, FHRME AR TAEKEE M IRIKF. xERILT 10 MET, 758 T
1B - FEEMR(G BI)MEKKE - TAEMPRG @M AR, WA FERRMN TAEERIT e T/EHR
RO K BEAENE , DRIGACR TR - S RIX — 4R 5 AN H, 7 sty = BeARE: 7= B8
A=), ZERIEAMFTH I Cronbach’s Alpha Z%CH 0.91.

223. TIEERE
K ZEHET RN ) (2003) 11T 1 MBI-GS &R 5 K/ &%, L5 MNEH . KH 7 At = M
ANy 7= AEHEIE), 508ERR TIEE SRS . A7+ Cronbach’s Alpha %4 0.90.

224, TIERESEIREER

K H Kreiner 7 & B —AERMAAAMERS 2> B 5 E ml & & P RIS IR IF =R, B TAERES B SE
fER—4E T, ARG “IRAZ R EILEH R TAESHE” 25 4 N8I, 5 A0 = WA 5= £52),
154368 v U A 53 T AR RN 3R B 130 43 B WA 1 1% 3R AE AR IIF T FR ) Cronbach’s Alpha & %04 0.91.
2.3. WU E ST

K ) 2 SRS 3 RSB , BT 9l 42 VR 2 B AT ok i) SR B B s, A St 84 SPSS 26.0
HEATHER G 1 #7131 SPSS 26.0 HH () PROCESS 3.0 % /5 % 48 F b AT 45 18 4 1) o A 2 N AR 56

3. &R
3.1. XFESFERE
KA Harman B[R TR SR (35, JEorae, 2004), 5B EBUSAERAT 1R T4 44, HE—A K
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TRRE T AR SR 36.198%, /INT I FHE 40%, 15 B A FUANAEAE T B (1 3 [F] 7 v 2%

FEF] Harman K FRIIGAAAEA D o) @, AHIT TRk R “H ) R & A R TR 17 %3 [
TiFAmZERATI S (7 P H Y, TRASEE, 2020). B SEAEH Amos 24.0 B AN AR o DR 1 DY DR SR Y,
SRIGAERR R RN N TR R AR A SRR -, TR TR R, SR & R A R GE, 4R KM
T HFERAK: Ay¥ldf < 0.00, AGFI = 0.018, AAGFI = 0.017, ACFI = 0.012, ARMSEA = 0.009, AIFI = 0.012.
DAL AR B FEAN A7 AE 7™ B (1) 3 [5) J7 V 2 22

3.2. TEMHBR MG ITFME XS

AHEFH, AR A ST DL AR B A E AT R 1o AR RN R TR ST, T
TERER . TAEFEEMF R TAFSE 7 H I i 9 P 2 R 25 52 85 35 A 5% (ps < 0.01), A R 19 I A RN Aer B
FRAL T AEA . BRNV S TAREEAT MUK, 20 TAREEAT N TAERKE S #Imir . LIRS R IEAK.
SNz /=S o I b G 1IN AN T (S E it =

Table 1. Descriptive statistical analysis and correlation analysis results (N = 1549)
= 1 RS 2 AR S HTEE R (N = 1549)

M + SD 1 2 3 4 5 6
1 Tk - -
2 Bk - 0.23™ 1
3% - 0117 -046™" 1

4 JETAER (A ZE@AT N 2.99+0.84 -0.23™ 017" 0157 1

5 TAEKBEEM 5 2.40 £0.95 -0.16™" -0.00 0.04 0.32"™ 1
6 TAEFEEST B LT 4.65+1.48 0.117 0.05 0.08"  -010" 0107 1
7 TE#BR 2.40+0.83 0.08™ 0.02 0.13™ 0.16™ 0.45™ 012

e WERCAEMASE, B =0, £ =1. "p<0.05, T p<0.01, " p<0.001, FH.

3.3. FRTHPNTEEKE

AR I AR AT =5 45 (2014) 52 4 PR R 15 ) FR RS 2RY FRORL B0 2 P, 0 31 TR 22 T VR sl A o
W P AT R IR A ON S i, SR SPPS Hiff) PROCESS 3.0 7 #2)% LA K Bootstrap v2: 55 52 4l i
5000 & 533 vH 5 95% ) B 17 [X ] (Hayes, 2015).

S, XA P ERIEATI G . B Model 4 K536 TAF K BE SR AE IR TARR ) TARSRIT NS
TAEE R MR AER . 45 B3R, 6 TAER [ TAEE@EAT Xt TAE R & 0 IE m Fum/E A &34 (B = 0.18,
p <0.001); MIATFAAE TAEFREMRG, E@IT N TAEHER R EEBINERAFEEEP = 0.04, p >
0.05), JEIEAT XS TAE G BEMH IR 1) 1E [ FAE A 535 (B = 0.35, p < 0.001), TAEZREEMM AT TAEH S IE
IF4) FHIU A FH € 4 2% (B = 0.40, p < 0.001) (.7 2). H: v, Bootstrap 4656 2 B H /- FH 95% 1) & 4 [X 18] 9[0.11,
0.17], AR & (5 SN E Y 78.16%.

Table 2. Mediation model analysis table
F 2. PAEBEKIER

AR TAEREEP A E: TAE%ER
B SE Boot 95% ClI B SE Boot 95% CI
PR -0.21™ 0.05 [-0.32,-0.11] 0.29™ 0.04 [0.21, 0.38]
jia4 0.04™ 0.01 [0.01, 0.06] 0.02 0.01 [-0.01, 0.04]
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Continued
=351 0.02 0.03 [-0.03, 0.07] 0.12"™" 0.02 [0.08, 0.16]
TAEERAT N 035" 0.03 [0.29, 0.41] 0.04 0.02 [-0.01, 0.09]
TAERBEM R 0.40™" 0.02 [0.36, 0.44]
R? 0.12 0.24
F 50.65"" 97.74™

35720, K FH Model 58 6 56 AT 52 K& 43 EMi 7% Hh A A58 11 5 A 2% BR AR IR VR . 32 3 4 R A,
AR SR EE 7y B it S R B AT 9 P A2 ELIRURE S 3 T AR SR BE PP ¥ (B = 0.07, p < 0.001), TAE S E 5 i i if
A SR RE PR 2% ()28 EL T fit 5 25 T T4 % 8. = 0.05, p < 0.001), Li%ﬁvﬂﬂ’%riﬁj\%ﬂﬁﬁﬁf WATA -
TAEFREEMZE - T AR BIX — R ok i 22 B 42 A 21 2% 42 R s kg 20 8 5 76 F O 2).

Table 3. A moderated mediation effect

= 3. BFETHHRNER

AR TAREREEMh A E: TiEER
B SE Boot 95% Cl B SE Boot 95% Cl
5 -0.24""  0.05 [-0.35,-0.14] 028"  0.04 [0.19, 0.37]
i 0.03™ 0.01 [0.01, 0.06] 0.02 0.01 [-0.01, 0.04]
=357 0.01 0.03 [-0.04, 0.06] 011™  0.02 [0.07, 0.15]
TAEEIBAT N 036" 0.03 [0.30, 0.52] 0.04 0.02 [-0.01, 0.09]
I1’E%‘<E > f 4 0.09™ 0.02 [0.06, 0.12] 0.04 0.01 [0.01, 0.06]
AT R xSyl 0.07"" 0.02 [0.04,0.11]
TAEZ BEMR 0397 0.02 [0.34, 0.43]
TAERBEMR x S FRLT 0.05™  0.01 [0.02, 0.08]
R? 0.15 0.25
F 43617 73.23™
TAERBEIR
036%%+ 039w
0.07*** %g%% 0_05***
A TAERF R -
TfEEmiy | ______ceoewm o L TR

T R RO bR AR AR R G 155 O TARIESEAT 0 TAR(E R0 IS 2N R 5 AR AN B AR

Figure 2. The psychological mechanism of job burnout affected by work connectivity behavior after-hours

B 2. I TAERE R TIREBT AR TSR DIRALE

NAE T RARE A6 A AR I IR) AR AT A AR B AR RN, 73l B AR SR RE 73 1 i i v
T IAFRAEZE AR T 1 AMFriEZE REHEAT Bootstrap K. £ RN 4 Fra, AR ZURE 7y B i 472 LIRS

DOI: 10.12677/ap.2023.1311621 4938 o3 2


https://doi.org/10.12677/ap.2023.1311621

AL

& BRI, AUV R 35 (95% Clwv - 1sp [0.05, 0.11], 95%Cly [0.11, 0.17], 95%Cly + 1sp [0.17,
0.261). KL, AT A RS SR AFAE ] o

Table 4. System resulting data of standard experiment

4. FEIRIE ARG REE

B Boot SE Boot 95% CI

M —1SD 0.08 0.01 [0.05, 0.11]
M 0.14 0.01 [0.11,0.17]

M + 1SD 0.21 0.02 [0.17, 0.26]

K FH T8 A A B0 0 — 2D 5 82 TAR G RE o FIMW I S5 A 1A 1 AN ARAEZE I RN, B /BT TAER
JE 53 E Ml I AE AR R T SO A~ B AR AT S B AR AR A . AT ERAR I T R AR A IR I, E TAERE
TR LF o 4 (M + 1SD) IR, AT it T AR SR BE P 9 B A 2 2 1E 1) T 4 FH (simple slope = 0.47, t=
12.69, p < 0.001); 7£ TAESEED EMRIFC/T4H(M — 1SD) sk b, JEIEAT At TAE K g ph e b FLA 1E 1A
TRIAEF, {H R BOH T AR (simple slope = 0.25, t = 6.51, p < 0.001) (&1 3). J& B42 A fai SRl R A6 06 £ 1,
T TAEFBE 5 B i =13 2 (M + 1SD) ik b, AR SKEE ph 280t TAF s 2 B 123 1 1) Tl 4 FH (simple
slope = 0.46, t = 16.93, p < 0.001); £ TAEZKEE S HIMR K5 4L (M — 1SD)IRalH, TARZKEE i 9% TAE
e BB HAT IE R TER, {85 R B0& 5 %K (simple slope = 0.31, t = 10.43, p < 0.001) (/4] 4).
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Figure 3. The regulating effect of segmentation preference on the relationship between connectivity behavior and work-family
conflict
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Figure 4. The regulating effect of segmentation preference on the relationship between work-family conflict and job burnout

4. EMREFX TAEREHRRS TIEES X RETIER

DOI: 10.12677/ap.2023.1311621 4939 o3 2


https://doi.org/10.12677/ap.2023.1311621

AT

farey
=¥

4. it
AR SR B4 Bt AE T AR I 18] T AR 58T A5 TAEREEM S, TAERREMh IS5 T A B pifh %

2RI FE T . 2FACEEE,  AE AR R TAREEAT N 5 TAEZBE M R 1L A ok R,
ZIERES . [FIFEERT, o RIACHEE, TAESKE RS TR/ I IE R, 2 ies.

4.1. RS

ARWFFRI, AR5 TR 3E TAER 8] 0 TAE @ AT A#ER T UIE M F A AT TR 8
K, X5 DU RIRF A4 B — 8 (Xie et al., 2017). XJ& RN TAEEBAT B, AN A 1) A2 i) B 4%
BiE, TARSURA K SR B R G 51515, #a RECMELEA R f o a) Sk B4R 4, 7= A2 3 2 1)
TAEFKEEMRFIG R, TR, 2017). 5 TR ARSI TAEE@AT AR s, H AR RErh o8
m, X RS TAEEBIT N SRR EE R, SHISMER SR G, JHiRE, 2018),
i TAEFRBE R Stk — 515 7 2 T TARE R BUg . Rk 5 T ARE T O At AT A0 A @ AT s R ) T
EMRIK, MFREATEZKEMRITEATE — @M% /. 7Ty DUl R s TAE K R 77
PR E CRTEE %, AITARIEBIBARII G BG4, B EAm L.

AT B AR IR A AR K AR )R K A RRRER(E5E, T AF RIS BE (1 SRR ik, DA
W FEAAESE | AR AT A 45 Ak AR 4 5 3F 1A sk a] 14 54 BR & & B0 (Kaufman-Scarborough,
2006). HGIS 57 TAN NEA SRE 1310 SN 2> 4400 31 58 22 1) b BRI s 2Rk, B AR 84T x> T
VER BEh IS AR (Derks et al., 2016), ARFFAMIESE TI1X—45 8. AR T TAEREE 5 ER LT
ACER S, AR TAER [ TAEE@AT N5 TAEZRKEEM R IE M ¢ R bkaEs [FIFER, EK-Pim, TIEX
JE o 5 AR B IE [ SA R . Giurge AT Woolley (2022) IR 5T &I, 24 AATIAE AEARAE (R T Fr )
AR A TAETESIIS, AT TAERI N ESIHLEEAR . SAT0, ATESNHLRE B B CAEFI K E 2 0] P47 1)
HEF F(Ilies et al., 2017). BT = BRI, TR TAEFIKEEM LRI ERE, FINFE “7E
fH AR 24957, BEARE T RS SHREATREE R, XWREES TEEBTARE
B, MRRA TS “POE” RS0 2 AR E e, TSz B R s, NI 7 TAEEE
1T TAESRBEM RIE R o XU, B 0 B O fF 4 o AR 28 R R DX 43 AR AT N AR V5 A3 )
TR BRUEZAMEA ORI, & T 7 SR A AR AE TG AR K R, 2A R0 TARIEBAT A5
RIVFKIETJE, FHEIE S TAE, drmaaih 7H TIEE K. Ra#merr/ME, B8 T% T
VERMFREM EIBE, AR SRR, REmA S 2 18] F WA, X WMARfE o hkeg 1 iF 2 mhRor
J& o 537 T, E TR F e A Ao 3 AN i ) P 2R FF IR S B, B AN Uk AR AN R B IS ik
RAE R A TAEFRBEMR )G, RELL @ 2 EMLF (1 MATE A BRI ITR, P46 BRI LR W 2R .

4.2. MRBEX

FERRE XTTH, H5E, AW 1 R T TAREEAT o 2 TR R mabLs], £ e
EARTE T GRIRORAE BB A AR ER - IR A A . R, DMERT TS LB B RTE T H R B4y
Xt A T AR R MG E I (G 55, 2018), AHIETEMANMA A BE5 42 1 53 T AR SR eE 7 H i o 4F AR
I 1) ) AR IEAT o TAERE RN, T T8 5 A Tk TR QB A —E R 3R

FESCE R SO, AF AR B ) TABE@IT A AR — MR R . WA EE, RTZEA
B F AR R IENEY, TAREET RN, ZERMRENX 21, S A Cl
TARFBE TMwbT, P TAE K E BRI SE I A B I, BRI TAESKER) & e e, R
WS . BREERARS RS T - KEM S0, SRR 2 HIHNILT, TS
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BUMARLE S BE P ARME A AE B ep B ik, T IE 235 TAR K E R, R TR 8.
4.3. MRFEERRKARRE

AR EIAR L. B, ATFFORA TR BT, AR 58 ALK BRI VR 2k F 3
SRR TR I TR ATy, o b — AL JE T AR i ) T @ AT it i) 22 5, DU 4 S
WERME . FEUR, A SO AR TR IR 1) T AR AT M R S0 A0 B A TARI () TARREBAT IR, FR
T TAEHEBAT A K, 78 SR 50 p A B8 — 25 TR i
5. g

AR LB U T4

1) BT AR R TR EBAT Aot T AR A IE i B

2) TAF - FREEMSRAEJE AR ) TARSEBAT 29 5 AR RS 8 2 [ sh A1

3) ST T AR SR 5 BURAF U T JE TR ) TS AT At T A - SREEMP oI Rm, LUK T4 -
FREIN I TAF s B B o

SE 30k

AT, I #(2003). SREE AP SRR AT AR RSN, L2 #K, 35(5), 677-684.
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