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Abstract

By investigating the current state of Al technology and product application among customer service
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center employees in three cities, namely Shanghai, Chengdu, and Xi, this study explores the impact of
Al anxiety on workplace alienation and the mediating role of perceived control. A questionnaire survey
was conducted among 407 employees to understand their workplace alienation status and analyze
the correlations between variables. The results show that: 1) Perceived control is significantly neg-
atively correlated with Al anxiety and workplace alienation, and there is a significant positive corre-
lation between Al anxiety and workplace alienation. 2) Al anxiety positively predicts workplace al-
ienation (f§ = 0.71, P < 0.001); perceived control negatively predicts workplace alienation (§ =-0.097,
P < 0.001), and mediating effect is established. Conclusion: Al anxiety and perceived control are re-
lated to workplace alienation, and perceived control can partially mediate the impact of relative dep-
rivation on aggression.
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1. 5|8

ITAER, LA T AL HOR B8 SN AR AR E RS C e R PTE, HRedHER) 24 23 1) 5 RE AL ek
KIg. (ABEE AL R HRRN, BRI =8 7R RFEEER AT RS, AL BARBENTY, 1k N0 33 sk
AR B, AR AT BE R K, 0 DR RN 5L 35 il N T S I (1) 32 22 [ B (Greenaway et al.,
2014), Jiit e #5224 (threat orientation model) AR K B, i /& (perceived control)ik = x& 28 [F7 B H) (1) 4 58
455 (Thompson & Schlehofer, 2008). A/b bt TN H Sl ) 554k, 27 ARt A58 TR AT N
AU, WOIRZ A AR LIX — IR, FTDARRZ Y “BAR” , Waf DIRIIEA “Pib” o« TAE Ak
1792 T 8N E B AN NRFIE 4 2005 Can S AE A5 BRI A B A AR 9 B AR TR HLf b A1 .
Hr, T EM RV 0 (Orehek & Weaverling, 2017), FE# 3270 WALRIDE N (B A B8 H )L
ik ECE R LR, FR R AT AN EYE R o ARSI W] R R VML, IR E R —, RIfE
ARG Bk N (R R m], = 2 S 7 A 9Q 8 b 119 1 B AR 1 1) A5 1€ (Baldissarri et all.,
2020; Belmi & Schroeder, 2021; YFRISIAE, 2022). AL £5R& 53 T s AMLAZ BT L0 HL i HoR £ e B
At (Bellini, 2016; Johnson & Verdicchio, 2017; Wang & Wang, 2019), & MKTE L{EY AT EAZ 3] AT HiR
N7 FH BTt SR 0 75 10 S Pl ) 44 36 2] A 8 FE 175 2 (Suseno et al., 2021). AT H2FE A2 AT BIAR N IR T HPIR S £
RE, MG AT B3R CE M AT J7 8 72 42 (Li & Huang, 2020).

HRS A AT e S BRI 28 1 JRURS: B85 0 A i FBE T I | A0 S AR R PRI 48 47 T R B T
BT, E AT R0 E R R, R O TAE R IYMAT A, Rl A A 5
MR 51 TR AL R RSS2 BRI YA RE A o (HSERR b, ARZ R P IRS MO G, AbATT— 7 32 3
R TSR I A% 1, 55— J7 IR AT HR B RN, 75 2k — PR T TARRCR V3R T Re,
RiiZes A Hame) “ TREN” Bz,

2. R EAEAARRIZ

B Br B P B 18 (Stephan et al., 2015)% B, AMEER S 1k A7 £ B8 B W (realistic threat)-5 GUAE 4 51y
(symbolic threat). FIE T IR, ¥#5 KT PR IR B 44475 55 DL KO P9 BRAABORI . B 50RO Ak (R g s T
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Ja & AR AN S (B R R 1 1 B (Stephan et al., 2015). XA X /3 E N - HLEE A AE B H[F]
FEIEH, HLEE AN K AT BRI BRI A Al T N B 0 — NN o T AN EEAARS P A4 7 A B 4 1
FEAEARRE, MR AN A R I R B SR AL £ 8

VER BT, 3R T AR AE 2 ORE B B 3 R i 45 1) e — F AR B AR (Armitage &
Conner, 2011; Venkatesh et al., 2023). HFTMANGES . BERGERIAR, RIX AL HARF SR AAE
2% 7 R (Armitage & Conner, 2011)o A SCRHIE T E N 7 TAEANAE BLAGE X AL B i A2
g5 AT S I E SR ) BN (Jorling et al., 2019).

R HIAMEES, AR B BAR A S HIR e, T2 d@id 2 Fho07 oMz B & ik, Hd
— AR TT R A i AR AR R, DS TRV E . S5 AL FRT T
MEy, FFLAME B CrEhl&(Kay et al., 2009). BFFTUERR, FMEFESIR)E TR GE 081 B A TS R 6l =
NI AR EEAA 2R, HERR, SRR ARG fiix — 7, A
e MR B B T AR ) . BT SR IRl 0 thE B oy E IR — SO MRS TR AL 518 w2 X
FE— Bt T-HR S At N (R 7 5L S IR — SO ke, DROAAEAR N A WA KRB AT AT e % 1 N A B A
NAE RN 2 — T8, 0 25 R P O TR 7 O AOR M RS B o, i 17 B LA 0 ) 7 sOR B A AU AN
25 b, ATIONHLEE N 2 22 NS R 30 S B AU 5] o 1777 e 380 0K 6 gl 2 el N 3 SR 28 i M
It Ham i WA R m ) At N Sk 52 IRk s i

P, AL FERE 23 5 ma 8 R = I, P gk s W) o SR HAb b3 il 1 07 20, BRI A0 B2 Horp
Z
FHE S AT ) 3 Mk, (B 1 ALEEREIE R TR YAk s s 2 il Bt ) Tt HR S 4k
fBeis 3 FahilEo AL FERE S HRIZ AR MER

3. A&
3.1. ARMR

KA BEALIAE R 71k, B S B TE = AT & R0 3 T, FRE ORI TR N A R AR HAE
AL EARN .. AHFRIL AR 430 4, BIBRTCAE 23 4y, [EIRCE R 407 4, RIBEBBERN
95%, Atk itk 64.9%; I TREIEETE 1~3 & 51 52.3%.

3.2. fiRIE

1) Btk

KRN 45 N (ZFI B1%5%, 2024)3:F Belmi & Schroeder (202 1) R BHATIESIRGYIML EE . &
ROETANEH, TR TYACRER 7 ADNYERE (Nussbaum, 1995), &N Likert 7 fSEX, 1 AIEH AR
B, THEFHRE. AFFEHE Cronbach’s a Z2ECH 0.895.

2) Al fEEE R

KA RIS NGRIESE, 2024)0) 6 SIITE R KM= R TAEZT I AL G RFERE %, RN
RRTELEE “Af PN TR Re R R sk 6 i b R BV RE ” 25, AWFFLH ) Cronbach’s o REN 0.947.

3) FEifiliEER

KA FRESENGRIESE, 2024)FF R ER, RREEIOHE “FRAEEMA— e MR EBR L % Al
BARME” &5, AR H Cronbach’s a RN 0.821,

Itk &3 A Likert 7 )5 ER, AN EERN Likert 5 HER, | HIEFARRE, 5 MIEFHRE.
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3.3. Gt ERZE

SKF SPSS 26.0 A1 PROCESS 4.3 #HT7 8N . BFA 1, XA I I8 AR 80 Bl AT Ge i
R FEFEHERERL . AT EUE S H R A OS50 HT

4. 58
4.1. R FEREKE

AR FUR 2 R, SRH] Harman PR er 606 3R] 05 32 0 Z2 80 AT R0 56 o AT 7 rp A Y i 25 1)
P IUH BAT IR R AL 70 b, RHEE TSR T 1 BT, BB AHIE 7870 2 35 36 R 5 ¥ 2%

4.2. AL IR #EHIRSIRIZMULHA D ERR

Table 1. Al anxiety, perceived control, and workplace alienation scores across different demographic variables

1. TEAQEEE AL &R, ERIRSRIZMLITS

T H Ve S Al fE)8 Ectilles R4k,
5B 3.251+0311 3.612+0.473 4.803 £0.771
o e 3.533+ 1252 3.654 0.692 3.873+1.172
i T -2.671 —0.628 10.402
P 0.008 0.531 0
18~25 4219 +0.973 3.443 +0.731 3.823 + 1.651
26~30 3.453 £0.553 3.532+0.462 3.961 +0.562
R 31~40 3.332+1.424 3.741 £0.782 3.013+£0.794
41~50 4.139+0.95 3.339 +0.501 3.597 +0.543
F 3.981* 2.968" 270.847*
rKE 3.102+1.572 3.772 £0.853 2.798 +0.789
AF 3.622 £0.723 3.592 +0.523 4527 +0.941
i
WS AE L b 3.864 + 1353 3.774+0.714 3.247 +0.856
F 7.758" 3.56" 139.946"
1~3 4 3.462 +0.531 3.564 +0.453 4.012 + 0.463
3~5 4F 2.542 +1.642 4.016 +0.813 3.107 +0.851
Gk 5~10 4F 3.477+1.273 3.725+0.763 2.918 £0.737
10~15 4 3.821 +1.103 3.487 £0.726 3.168 +0.826
F 12.898* 5.067 170.761*

E: & P<0.001, "fRE P<0.01, KK P<0.05,

Al SIS LS EE S e, EHURISME S LT, Ryt b, SR HEE E: F AR
BIR, 31~40 % 17 T AT £ERE(F =3.981, P<0.05) (K T Hofh & 20, [AI H4% 1] JB(F = 2.968, P < 0.05)
W& v A4, BRI, 26~30 5401 I TS 7 dem, AL AEREJTTH, 18~25 41A
41~50 HEUE T 3~5 5 R W D3 T A4 il Jak . 38 vy T A - 4H(F = 5.067, P < 0.05), 10~15 4E w4 51 T
[ AT £ FEJE(F = 12.898, P < 0.05)% 3 i T HAB K41, 1~3 F R THITISYILEF = 5.067, P < 0.05) 5% 5
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FH A 4L, WEFe A DL B i IE(F = 7.758, P<0.05) & w T kB ARZER, AR T K
(F=7.758, P <0.05) 2 F LT RE . BrsAd bl B2, ARVERERIZYA(F = 139.946, P < 0.05)45 77 %
E(ILE 1),

4.3. Al 558 EHIR SR RTER G T i FE X o4

MR RGN, SHIREESG) 2141, AL FEEHESD 3.774, BIRWLHESS T 3.869, Al
PRI BRI UG, SEILEZ IR, EHER S P 2 52 U R 2).

Table 2. Descriptive statistical analysis and correlation analysis for each variable

2. HELERERG T S FIEX S

M= SD 25 i)k Al £EjE JiRZLY/Eed
s i) Jk 2.141 +0.645 1
Al S 3.774 £0.793 —0.438"" 1
Rt 3.869 +0.764 -0.319"" 0.698™ 1

E: & P<0.001, "RE P<0.01, KK P<0.05,

4.4. IFRIRFE Al RESRIZYMARN P {ER S

HNIRTL ALEEIE. B, UK RINC R, ERrAZER TR ARG, DAL EENE
B, PP AR &, FFDEGBON R AR s R, R SPSS 4 PROCESS 742 /7 (Hayes,
2012) AR AL 4 AT T H A OB, HEAT — RV AN 0T, TE 95% M BEFIXHN, AL 1)
LERAREE 0, WA LAMFHER: iZdh A dn 2 8 & KOLE 3).

Table 3. Analysis of the mediating model effect sizes of perceived control

3. fEHIRE P AR BN (B 7

LVNAIEN SE LLCI ULCI RN (%)
B 0.929 0.147 0.643 1.318 88.142
Rk 0.125 0.058 0.161 0.251 11.86
RN 1.054 0.129 0.802 1.321

5. Vit
5.1. ARt

1) Al £ 58 5 HUZMAAT N Z IR IR &

N TR AT SR MAT N Z AR AR, AR 7 EE SCRF S 8RS . IR AT £R18
A BV LA B 2 AR BRI IR 7T, X AT SRE AU YIAAT A AL Z T8 AR R T SE IR A
7. AT SR RE & BRI TAR R 2, B IAT A AR B (5, R 5 25 2L
7T R AMEE R KT E ZRSCRIB T, B A AMEE LR TR CEiE M 1 AT EREE (LA N B e
g G U AT I (VFIN RS, 2022). AT FREEAE Y H AT B A I AT 57 3 LAEET (100 R S
WEENE S I L AIAAT . HEUE REE R N EmILSE, RPN EE KR IR & Sei R T an ]
HIMARER AL S, WA IERIXAF AL B3R EAE . H9R0 TAERERR, K.

ASCEIE AR SR 7T, SR TR 1 AL BB R IE IR AL, X5 DU 23 HOIE B 45 R — 2
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RItE, 7R BRAR SCRPFIEORE SCHERI 264 R, AT SN A AL S IE S HRIZ AT A2 B3 IR M52 1) 6 2R

2) P AR

AAEHDT AL FERE S IR MNAT 2 B R RN, BB fiAE AT £ B2 R VAT il i
FOREE RN, FEALHH TR . iR RHL. MIAMEE S, #AELE R TS Bl R a1
IABATTR TAERIZS 0. TTRRCARAE =07, DR, B 03 L AR h) R RO B . A SO 42 Jak )
FAER AT T EC I IC . FE T BEBR M RIS, AL £ B S 5mi i TR, X — W5 DUAEIR £ 2%
FH LW — 0, LA N B RE 0% B35 I [ s i S R (VP A, 2022). [FIEE,  $ AR Sy —Fp AR
WA 2%, A Bh T-IF i 01 TR B 4E, TR 5 TARMAT NI 7= A o S 3 A e 9 b 3k B 45 il ik e
% B MR A AT (VPN RS, 2022). 23 PR, IHlEAE AT FE X R THIZWIAL 3 i v
HAER .

ASCE N, IRUE TR 2 AL £ R8I 3 A m) s ik DL R B R 3 SRS AT £ LR
HRIGYIMAT A s R 58 2 A E A .

5.2. R4S

AT, Al RS EGHIREE A, ST IEAR. AL SESEHEAMAR, X5ETA
LB —EORIESE, 2024). 8 ALBORAN = SEERY o R 1945 21 1 H R ARG, Al
RVERHE R X A ORI FEN, H 2 T AR AN A — R, L2800 3 L0 Bk AT 51 2 507,
EHFWEIE ALY T MER S PN ANE 85Z, R A TS sk iR . B ERRITET AL £5 08
B4, TR AT HR 4 H AT U AU X — U 2 (R TE2E, 2024).

KT, PRI A AL R BRI 2, AR 55950 3 T AL 22 5 800t T Ak
WP, AESERIIR YN B E S SHESIIERR, B2 R RE ), S EUBATSE A Tk
fth A\ (Donnellan et al., 2005).

5.3. iR X

AW 1R AL I8 S R, P BAR AL 2R8I 0 TAE R 4T 9
OB ERSEIAE B T R AHIT FU IR Ay BE R 2 2 i a3 IR AT AR B BRI W A 1A S i i
TRZE, F8 TR RHE RO IS, NAHSERRA RaEE . WAL MG iR gt 7 HR s
FRRISEE AR5 o B EE BRG] S 52 0 AT SRR RGN, T8 3 4 AR B I, 3958 3 T AR 2K,
AR AL R .

5.4. MRRERERERE

AT FAFAE — O R RIGRIE: 12, RO FE Tt b G ] 6 18 7 AN R v 1 S i 32 8 1) fg AR
KA ARRACRAE SIS, DOang RA0Ra @t ok, BRIl e A w7t b BAy
—EMMMEE S HARE T MEEI P AR, sk NS EA IR RAT, AR ST T aks:
RANFITE ¥

SE
VB E2HE, i, LT (2004). ATHLE A AP IR, 0 BE AR, 56(2), 210-225.

VAL, W, BElP, EHEQ022). BRERACIIRLAT: AL S IR AL KR, O FEEL A R, 30(9),
1905-1921.

TRIE, mEHAE, RHEQ2024). AT ER BB TAES T NS Al BAERIB s mpLE]. Z0F 38(3), 107-114.
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