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[Abstract] Objective: To explore the relationship between work—family centrality and psychological detachment and
the mediating role of work connectivity behavior after—hours(WCBA) on this relationship. Methods: A total of 281 employ-
ees were evaluated with a questionnaire consisted of Work—Family Centrality Scale, Work Connectivity Behavior After—
hours Scale and Psychological Detachment Scale. Results: (DSignificant negative correlation was found between work—fam-
ily centrality and psychological detachment. Time and frequency dimensions of WCBA were negatively related with psycho-
logical detachment, while the correlation between work—family centrality and time and frequency dimensions of WCBA was
positive; @Time dimension of WCBA had a partial mediating effect on the relationship between work—family centrality and
psychological detachment. Conclusion: Work—family centrality affects psychological detachment through time dimension
of WCBA.
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