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Abstract

The study explored the impact of work-family segmentation preferences on marital quality and its
underlying mechanisms. Based on the work-family boundary theory, the study constructed a hy-
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pothetical model that posits non-work time connectivity behavior and work-family conflict as a
chain mediation linking work-family segmentation preferences to marital quality. A questionnaire
survey was conducted on 1549 employees using the Work-Family Segmentation Preferences Scale,
Non-Work Time Connectivity Behavior Questionnaire, Work-Family Conflict Scale, and Marital Sa-
tisfaction Scale. The results revealed several significant findings. Firstly, there was a significant
negative correlation between work-family segmentation preferences and non-work time connec-
tivity behavior. Secondly, non-work time connectivity behavior and work-family conflict showed a
significant positive correlation. Thirdly, work-family conflict was significantly negatively corre-
lated with marital satisfaction. Lastly, non-work time connectivity behavior and work-family con-
flict played a chain mediation role in linking work-family segmentation preferences to marital sa-
tisfaction.
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HREBARKESR, B THEGN AT, TAER A TAER BRI AL T2tk ILFEME
5 RIEREB R A KR, B Ip A B EE K, AR — o 8 TAEAS B 7 A I ——3E LAk
I} [7) 32 38 17 9 (work connectivity behavior afterhour, WCBA). X & 4% 51 T. N ¥t 5 76 508 i 8 ik & (n
T IR FH B (s . QQ)#E4T 70 (Richardson & Benbunan-Fich, 2011). /& JE T A 8] T
VEIEBAT Adem 7 TAEERIE, & R8T 7 MR K AR, 8 TR S RE 2 8] ) 5 PR AR 15 45
F1(O’Driscoll, Brough, Timms, & Sawang, 2010). MU E 2 TAE 5 K E A BB ERNRE, o
T FIE M . 15 8 (border theory) (42 Hi N B AR AR 70 LR 4k S B G 32 4L T B ARt . L3
WA AR TAE - FERAEEM BAER B, MR RAEWANSUIEA 71T, BRSO 74
RE TR 78 B3 A € (R 5 o A B AR AE TR T AN A2 a0 rT Kl 43 A A0 5 Jr 2 T 11 5 B gk T U s 5 ol £ €2
A, R TAERZEE 2 (B [T (Clark, 2000). #RT, MAXT TAE - SKBED 5 1) E BRAW U H A2 56
4= M A ) (Ashforth, Kreiner, & Fugate, 2000). A HI N E¥0K TAE MR B f e A0 —ife, Sk
LRGN AR - KEEL S, RFAMRMIEE 277 2 AR TR [AE@AT . FR A A
AR N SR A I B R S BE AR R AT B AR, A A R R AR AN K g 2 TR AR R, T X
FAAIEH 2 R B AE TAER ABE@AT N . TAE - FEE 5 B i 2 48 MMAE R A o8 TAE W AN K EE
VSRR HIEE, 2 TAE - REEEA I T (Kreiner, 2006).  TAE - SKBE 5 B iF F1 TAE - REE%E
IR T R — AN LR B . MR AR - FKEMWEF AR, TAE - ZC8RE Sk bR 5 oy SR i) 5 i v]
AN [F (Butts et al., 2015; Derks et al., 2016). HULFENMERBE 1. TAE S EE 7 E fm 4f FEE TAE R (8] 3E @ 47
RNERENAER,

e AR [HHE@EAT N R E # TAEM OGRS S5 NI g R iE T, 5 TR S Ak
FA T 5 BE A5 T I TR RRS ), BEASRe S 4 B JBAT K BE IR 97, TAREMAT AN T R T FEEEN, H
B KT TAE - FKEMZE(Boswell & Olson-Buchanana, 2007; Richardson & Thompson, 2012a). —$8SZiF A
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FHI S AR TAER [HEE AT N2 S ECE = 1) TAERKEErP 5, #ilhn Diaz 25 A\ (2012)%} 193 44 o1 T
TR R I, AR AR R A M TR RS 2 R 3 TR TAE - KBEEMSE; Derks 11 Bakker (2014)
L 69 4 i1 TR T R I — U 5 A TAEH AR, Sl E A Fle SBE 2 M TE - KE
M9 B J5 Derks At A1 BA I 7235 LA 100 44 53 T8 R R i — TR A 4 K H id 1 25 0F 72.(2015) 3 —
YR T FHMHESSEE LK TAE - KEERE— WA, 2R, BHLmsreRn, 38 T/ER [E@E4T
N5 R T TAE - REMREEREG2FE NS, WA AR T SES T SCRe. %l Derks 45 A (2016)
Xt 714 0 LI RONIE 4 AN TAEH W ECEER I, TAE - S5 Bt o] LU L5 4 TAER [BE @ AT
NETAE - KEEMRZ IR ER, 0 sgmaJE TAER B AT Rt it TRRE M arsgm. Bams, xt
T AR - KB B BAR I A, AR T AR A1 8 AT Jo s Fl AT A BIABAT T 28 0 T A% - SKBEErh e, ik
BT R R KM AR T TAE - FEEr BMmarsm A, 38 TAER A& AT 5 H TAE
- FEEMFRA K RE A ORI A XK. Butts 25 A (2015)i8 53 %F 341 44 A THEAT ] 7 RILELL L 56 Tkt
VAR, TAE - 5 F e v] LAY T R TAER [ 2@ AT ot TAE - KEEM R . BRms, T
1B - FREE D EMmar s, JE TAERRNEBAT X TAE - FREEM R I R AE A BsR. BT TAE K EE 5 % w
U2 500 20 1 AR AR [UERAT N, AR DA i 1AM TS 5 7= AR B8 2 1 AR TAERT [REIEAT A,
L TAEM TS B EE 2 F, o5 5 RN BLA R A AR DG A5 i it (a1 RURS 77, k17 5142 TAE K g vh
S5 M0 53 B 4 AR AN A ) 55 7= A B8 /A R R AR R (B IAT R, IR AR A2 ik TAEMCEMNE K
JEAE TS, BN 5 PR AR TARB (R @ AT N r= AR TAEREEM R . tt, ARWF7edeth H2: JE TAER )&
170 78 TAE SBE 5 Bl 452 ) TAE R BE R 52 1) R A BL A

e AR F) TAE AT AR R T 55 ZERE I RO SR F TAE S ipae, REREH TAEKTL IR, [H
HA PSR B, #LZ e ER, AR TR ek, MMk T A NG E
PEH, XFEEEN AR TR SRR > T, 51 TAE — AR R, SUEME R AW
KREK. HRANKRZMESK, WUSWOHEERC. Fik, ABFFURE H3: TE - REMPREIETE
I JR) T A AT A RIS W B R o Rl P A . Ha: AR T/ER RE B AT NS TAE R BE pP 9 AE TAE
SR 3 F i S A0 SR P TR B R AR o B A F R FE B 2 A S DU PR AR 1 AR A AR 2
B AR FBE 2%, AR 6 PR AR B Y s meE i A RS A B (Taylor et al., 2008).

g bETR, CAEMARRR T TAERE S EUREE . JE TAER RIERAT . TAE SR SRS A9 5
AR R B AR, R Z 5 DY AN AR B () Y ZE IR R A X R IR AN RA M. AWFFUEM T TAEZREE
3 EI I 28 AR IS R]ZE 8 AT AR A 55 B o 28 i 85 A 7 P () B R AL (1] 1), DA R TAE K e
3 I i L LE LS P (A L

JETAER ST | LAEREMNE

v

TAEKEES S ARG R E

Figure 1. Chain mediation model diagram
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2. 7k
2.1. #ik

NG i R H N 2 AL B2 A SR AAE i Font G, Jdad 1) 25 2 [ Wil 25 2009 4y, 3 A &kl 45 1549
By, [FRCR 77.10%. Hor, FHKMENER 461 N, BEFE 1088 A. Mkt E, 2.4%
NERGHESEE, 172%NEEANG, 8.7%NFAE I E, 28.9% L HEARANG, 10.5%K87rFHA
B, 12.4% 9 ME TR, 10.7% AR RS 572 T, 3.0% 4770 TN, 0.8% &R\ F5h#E, 5.5% NI 2
Tk by R . A 63.3% B AT e 1) B R R A, B fR T TAESAE TAER R SRR A
36. 7% HI B TN P [A]AS [E] E

2.2. MR

221 AO¥#HEMPE
KH B Ex gkt T N Db s, AREEEA G, F. Bk, N ZTFERSE.

222, ETIERE TIEEBITHER

AHF 5K A Richardson £ Thompson (2012b) &, £ 41545 (2014) /&3 FIAE TAER 8] TAE @47 N =
R, OPNPAYUERE: AER(3 AN H ) IR [ (PR R RR) o MR 15 43 0 i 22 BH L Al AR I R @ AT
KPS . FEAHE 7L 1% A 451 Cronbach’ s o 29 0.87.

223 TMERESERIFER

KH Kreiner JF & B —AME R MHERAN AR 53 F1 5805 fil & 87 2R SRB O 4 1R 28, g TAE R BE RIS G
e —4EfE, 34 NI, SRA Likert 5 svE4r, 4570 18 5 IE BH R f 4f 73 51 1320 48 BB  o TEARTE F R
%M Cronbach’s a 4 0.83.

224, THEREMHRER

Netemeyer et al. (1996)4fil T TAEREEMRER, HRMEMER TAEXKEMNRKT. ZERILT
10 NETUH K, 73R TAE>FKEEM R (S )M K EE— TAEMR (G )R AYERE, % &R R Likert 7
M (~T: EAARFEREAFE). EADFHZERD Cronbach’s o v 0.91.

225 BINHEEER

U GRH R R A Olson (1977)USHR i = 7] 45 Hh A AR = B/ 3k, 2L 10 ANTH, 5 N IER]
T, 5 AN AT . SR Likert 5 203401 = 5400, 5 = SE&MFR), 1ERTH A5 ilEE
TN R, A AR A i RN AN R . R 7T iZ B 3K ) Cronbach’s o 4 0.87.

K FH SPSS 26.0 47 %05 01, K H PROCESS #fif(Hayes, 2018)#3E1T Bootstrap #1220 & 4347 .
3. &R
3.1. HEFERERE

SKH Harman B8 G633 T L A O VA IR A5 . K T IR 8 H — i 47 R R i, $REL 5 A
BT 1B, 85— AN TR RS 510 26.14%, KT 40%(II SM8, 26 W B AN A7 A8 7 5 1) 4L )
Ji i Am % o
3.2. TEMERMYG I s HFER T

R EGT T 73 BT FIAH SC o0 BT 46 R L 3 1
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Table 1. Descriptive statistics and correlation analysis
= 1 RS FIER S

AE M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1) At 1.71 0.46
2) THERE 3.28 1.02  -0.11"
3) AR 6.19 273 -0.08™ 037"

*k >k

4) TAEFRRE Mt E R 4.67 1.49 0.11 0.08 0.01

5) JETAERTEEEIT A 2.99 085 -023" 017" 0147 -0.08"
6) LAEZR LI 2.44 098 -0.15" 0.04 0.01 0.13" 031"
7) WS R 3.66 0.86 -0.14" 0.054° 0.146™ -0.03 -0.03 -.28" 1

: "p<0.05 "p<0.01; p<0.001. fh: 1= FH, 2= 4,

B 1 ATAl, AR - SRBE S B w5 S R =% 2N B2 1 fUH 26 (r = —0.03, p > 0.05), ffii% H1 A
BRAL o BEAh, JE TAER A EAT AR TAE - SKEEr ot 2 535 IFAH5¢(r = 0.31, p < 0.01), TAFE - KEMHZE
SR R R E R S 9% (r = -0.28, p < 0.01). M T TAFE - RENEIMmer A TAER REBT N T
VB - KEEMRAEVE N . ZHE R AN 2 R IR I 45 AR 72 R B3, e ki
A5 BT g 2 AR i AR & .

33 ITIE - RESBRFSIEREFEENXR: ETERENERITASIE - REAHEN
wXPNER

EEH MG, 2 A REME S5 AL 3L -, RA PROCESS 4 i #iHL 5000 /> Bootstrap
FEARAG T AR AR 95% B AR X [R], X E AR A @ AT A TAE - KEEPh I A RS AT 0 h o i
I 95% 1 B A X B2 B 0 RARI H A 2 HEE, FEEXEAET 0 ME RPN EE, &
£15 0 MR iR 208 AR 2 3% (Taylor, MacKinnon, & Tein, 2008).

B 2 85 58mT 0,  TARSKEE S EMWLF - TARESRBE MR - G A 5= BE 1K 2% B AT 1Y) 95% 1 B A5 X i A
0, LML, TAESKEEM R TR EE 5 FI L 5 W A5 R & B2 (A B, M % H3 B

Table 2. Effects of chain mediation paths
=2 HwXP AT BERN

Mt SE LLCI  ULCI

TAESZKBE M 0 E i — SR = -0.027 0.005 -0.037 -0.017
TAEREE A B9 SR IT—IE TAER [RE@ AT A — SR = -0.001 0.001 -0.003 0.002
TAESKBE A (0 BV AT — TAE SRRE 98— QS U 5 % -0.030 0.005 -0.040 -0.021

TAEZK M 0 R iT—JE TAER (B 84T N— TAER @RI = % 0.004 0.002 0.001  0.007

VE: 95%E 15 X ],

FIRE S B e A RO 56 ) 45 SR W) A 5 g 2 3 s 3 3o AR AR I ) R AT M A - SRR
RIE P A S AS AR R, BB HA AL (K 2)
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Figure 2. Diagram of the mediating effect of chains

B2 #XPNABEEE

4. g

AR FEET TAE - FEEDFE®, M8 T — MR, BRI T A — SCBE 7 B - G o 52 e S R v 5 P
HULTAEN BONFEAR, 7R 7 3B TAER RS AT AR TAE - FKEErpr R R A EH . Z5RRE, RF5T
RAEUFSLR T HL A1 H2, 33X 0] R DR 20 B i I B4 5 A A 2 AR DG IBG, i S5 4k AR R 1]
HEIRAT A IUCECR M IS I = . $e5 2, BRSNS DRI B SR = . AR, oy
F A 1 v B AMATE A AR RS (8] 308 4T 9 5 R AF ANVCECE, A RE < r= AR ST EE, 5l G 4 #eum il T
VB - FKEEMhIE . AR AR [REIEAT J il S8 1 52 BIAMA TAE - FEE 0 BURLF IS0 X MAT RTE TR
FREZ BRI T 15, FF6 TAE - FREERE G b (A A 12 548 B 4 (Ammons, 2013). 4 52 THI4T N
Fowly — 20, G SR BIBUNMOE T TR TR - KEBA WG AN S, 38 TAER a7
5 R A OC (Piszezek, 2017), FFH 5B RIEE RS TAE - FKEE MRS (Derks, 2016;
Piszczek, 2017). XFEAMAT G ATREER T 5 RN F TAEH RIS — R FEZ, WA 5 # TIE
HH R RRURR R 26 R J SRty N SR BE AT, T A S B A i SR AR R B IS o RHIR, 4 B G F AR TE
- AR (A1 8 1 T B AR TAEF S0, AT T Ae B2 B R R 7, B AT N5 A0 T R A
—H(Ammons, 2013), X FFAK T ABATRE 2 S B R AR IR, ki R] B8 51 R TAE I 2 e (Piszczek, 2017).
HARKUL, TAE - KEErEMmarim, 38 TAER @ AT Nxt TAE - FEE M 07 R A F .

A A HER R AET, EER T AR TR EREEAT AR TAE - FKEEMRIE TAE - KEES SRR
M S 5 2 P v P e 2R AR IR T BRATINE A — SR 2 1 i e 2 0 5 005 73 P A R LA PO A
TESEE T, fEN—THRRWEMA, X — RIS TAES K E e gt 7254, IR TR A
AT NS N ARSI B SR ARV A, [R5 R T B8 A A H A R A 2 KT S T ISR
3 B PR Ao

R FAFE—LERR, ([EAE PRI . B, ER—IRRT I, & n A s B i F R
Ro HETHWHIAT, FATE T — MBI, AR FT AT LU A SO 5 55 7 V5 R UG U AR &
AR R OC R Kk, SR E RIS V20T Re M LLE BR A 2 B VPP RE A o ARSI 90 1T R R FH S 30725k
AT IEACRT BARBI W e, AFFRANERE T TIE - FKEn S mir ey aLTs, KRR,
W TAE - FKBE 5 EMR 4F AR TAE B ADE B AT A B — SRR A B R B R IR X — AR, HSm B i Ae
T, DLASTHE 7 2 1 i 40 5o 8 G0l 5 52 (v ZE (e VR

SE
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