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Abstract

:

This study reviewed the mental health problems experienced by office workers exposed to new kinds of work stress, career plateau, and job burnout, due to no-contact teleworking during the COVID-19 pandemic. Human beings tend to evaluate their own qualities to determine their own superiority by comparing themselves with others. Appropriate social comparison helps to promote self-understanding and boost self-esteem. However, in the case of no-contact remote working, where the amount of time spent alone is drastically increased, the information obtained from such social comparisons is naturally insufficient, resulting in the perception of reaching a career plateau. Prolonged anxiety and a sense of helplessness have been shown to cause job burnout; however, so far, few studies have examined career plateau as an antecedent factor for job burnout. This study also considered the moderating effect of regulatory focus in order to closely examine the effect of career plateau on job burnout. According to the regulatory focus theory, differences appear in various psychological processes, such as human choices, judgments, motivations, and attitudes, determined by whether individuals adopt a promotion focus or a prevention focus. This study aimed to verify whether regulatory focus operates in a conditional context, in the process of job burnout following career plateau, to change the magnitude and direction of the influence of career plateau. To this end, a hierarchical regression analysis was performed by collecting data from 202 people working for three Korean companies. As a result of the analysis, it was found that the career plateau had a significant effect on job burnout. This direct effect was still significant even after considering the interaction with regulatory focus. In addition, promotion focus was found to have a negative moderating effect, while prevention focus had no effect on the influence of career plateau on job burnout. This study demonstrated that the negative effects of career plateau, which have been presented in various ways in academia, lead to job burnout under the non-face-to-face teleworking systems implemented due to the COVID-19 pandemic, and suggested that promotion focus can play a positive role in alleviating this dynamic.
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1. Introduction


The economic downturn caused by the COVID-19 pandemic is leading to expanding corporate workforce restructuring. Although original restructuring was carried out with a focus on reforming and improving organizational structure, this often entailed the dismissal of personnel. However, the economic effect of layoffs on cost reduction is short-lived, and there is a growing social consensus that the negative effects on morale, cynicism, absenteeism, and turnover of the remaining organizational members after the restructuring is something to be wary of [1,2]. Therefore, by avoiding extreme restructuring methods such as layoffs, career plateau has emerged as a new mental health issue, in which organizational members find themselves stuck in a specific job position for a long time without promotion or job change.



Traditional career plateau refers to a state in which the possibility of vertical promotion or horizontal job transfer is perceived by organizational members as low [3]. In other words, the career plateau is a concept that focuses on the possibility of promotion within an organization wherein promotion is difficult or the level of promotion does not reach the socially expected level [4]. Through follow-up studies, career plateau has been developed into a concept that broadly considers restrictions on the expansion of roles and job scope within organizations, not limited to the possibility of promotion. In recent years, career plateau refers not only to situations in which the size and importance of responsibility assigned to an individual do not reflect their position, but also to situations in which the possibility of increasing challenges and responsibilities is scant due to a lack of discretion over work [5]. Therefore, managers who judge themselves as having a low contribution to the organization’s decision-making process or who feel that they have not participated in organizational innovation also experience career plateau [6].



This study focused on job burnout caused by organizational members experiencing career plateau from the perspective of social comparison theory [7]. Job burnout is a negative emotion that manifests as emotional exhaustion, depersonalization, and reduced personal accomplishment that occurs when job stressors accumulate [8]. The anxiety and sense of helplessness caused by career plateau can lead to job burnout and may be exacerbated under no-contact teleworking implemented during the COVID-19 pandemic. According to social comparison theory, human beings establish and reference standards for comparison to evaluate their abilities [9,10]. When there is an objective comparison standard, it is used, but in many cases, this may not exist, so a subjective comparison standard such as the ability of others is often applied. With the realization of no-contact telecommuting, isolated individuals may lose their comparative standards and experience more severe job burnout due to an aggravated sense of career plateau. However, there remains insufficient research regarding career plateau as an antecedent to job burnout.



This study proposed regulatory focus as a conditional variable moderating the relationship between career plateau and job burnout. This is because temperamental attributes, such as an individual’s motivation system, are highly likely to act as an individual’s interpretation mechanism in the process of perceiving career plateau and determining attitudes and actions to respond to it. Regulatory focus theory asserts that two distinct regulatory foci dominate chronic differences in individuals’ emotions and behaviors: promotion focus and prevention focus [11,12]. A person with a strong focus on promotion has a desire for growth, values hope and aspirations, and tends to focus on the benefits of success and positive outcomes rather than risks. Whereas, prevention focus refers to an inclination to cautious behavior and a strong need for safety, concentrating on avoiding situations that one does not like, and evading behaviors that deviate from common sense as much as possible [13]. Since growth and safety needs are both necessary factors for survival, promotion and prevention foci are the motivational systems of every individual.



This study considered the results of a number of previous studies showing that attitudes and behaviors differ according to the type of focus an individual has on self-regulation. It is common for people to show a proclivity towards either a prevention focus or a promotion, depending on their beliefs. The dominant focus determines the individual’s behavioral pattern in recognizing and responding to the situations they face [14]. In this study, it was expected that individuals’ coping strategies and emotional responses would be different according to their dominant type of focus, and the effects of career plateau in the process of job burnout were explored.



As mentioned above, this study explored the mental health problems experienced by organizational members in no-contact teleworking during the COVID-19 pandemic from the perspective of career plateau and job burnout. The theoretical expansion was carried out by investigating the relationship between career plateau and job burnout through the social comparison theory. In addition, this study’s attempt to examine in detail the changes in the effects of career plateau on job burnout through the concepts of regulatory focus theory is expected to substantiate suggestions for ways of overcoming job burnout and the interdisciplinary implications for academia and practice.




2. Theory and Hypothesis Development


2.1. Career Plateau


A career is the total experience that an individual develops throughout his or her life in relation to work, including attitudes and behaviors [15,16]. From an individual’s point of view, a career is an experience accumulated in the socio-economic space and time of an occupational society, and it can be said that this goes beyond just work experience, but consists of life itself [17]. Therefore, career development as a function of traditional human resource management has been treated as crucial [18].



In the early days, career development focused on the pursuit of vertical movement within an organization. This presupposes the stability of lifelong employment. However, as the employment environment has destabilized and jobs have frequently been created and destroyed, it has become difficult to maintain this premise. Accordingly, the leading subject of career planning and management is shifting from being organization-focused to being focused on the individual. In other words, the idea that organizational members should lead career development by themselves, rather than designing and managing individual career paths through individual promotion and transfer placement, is being established in the corporate field [19]. The career construction theory advocated by Savickas [20,21] can be seen as a kind of paradigm shift. He views individuals as constructing their own career paths by ascribing meaning to their career-related behaviors and professional experiences.



On the other hand, the rapid obsolescence of acquired skills and knowledge is making it difficult for the individual to maintain a stable career in one organization or one job. When the rate of career development does not keep pace with the rate of obsolescence, a career plateau may be experienced. Furthermore, due to the low-growth economy and downsizing that has become the new normal under COVID-19, members of organizations are experiencing job instability and intensified competition, increasing the prevalence of career plateau [22].



Most of the early studies on career plateau focus on the vertical and horizontal movement of jobs as a core concept. Ference, Stoner, and Warren [3] define a career plateau as the perception that the possibility of increased responsibility and authority or the possibility of promotion in the near future is slim. Veiga [23] views career plateau as a state in which the possibility of horizontal or vertical promotion is lacking. Hall [16] defines a career plateau as a state in which an individual’s current career is not commensurate with ones’ age and length of service. Near [24] uses an estimate of the time expected until the next promotion, and Chao [25] uses the time spent at the current job as an objective criterion for career plateau.



On the other hand, Ettington [26] points out that, even if an individual achieves career success such as being promoted faster than others on an objective basis, they may feel that their career has plateaued, or conversely, even if an individual has reached a career plateau according to an objective condition, he or she may not regard this as stagnant. Chao [25] advocated the concept of a “subjective plateau” and argued that the perception of career plateau can vary depending on how organizational members perceive their future careers. The noteworthy implication of Chao’s claim is that the degree of the subjectively perceived plateau can differ even if two employees are objectively in the same career plateau situation [27]. Allen, et al. [28] argued that career plateau is based on an individual’s subjective perception of future possibilities. Even the same two years may feel long to some but short to others depending on the person’s subjective perception of career plateau.



The concept of career plateau consists of a hierarchical plateau and job content plateau [29]. Hierarchical career plateau recognizes the possibility of future promotion as the essence of a plateau and appears frequently in early career plateau studies. Content career plateau is an attitude via which one feels that the possibility of increased challenge and responsibility is slim due to no longer being interested in the current job or having no discretion over the job contents [30]. This perspective approaches career plateau as a multi-dimensional construct not limited to the possibility of promotion within the organization, but also includes other job-related factors [31,32]. This means that, as suggested by Feldman and Weitz [33], a person who has increased job responsibility while still working within the same structural position for a long time may not perceive themselves as being stagnant. Yet, for the same reason, an individual promoted from a structural point of view while retaining the same level of job responsibility may view this as stagnation in terms of content.



Assuming that career plateau is observed when there are no more challenges encountered in relation to job proficiency and when a sense of pervading boredom accompanies job-related tasks, job content plateau will be at the foundation of the career plateau [19,34]. The content career plateau that employees perceive when they feel bored or frustrated because they are already proficient at their job causes them to lose curiosity and interest in their job and often feel hopeless [35]. Career plateau is linked to psychological exhaustion in which people no longer find interest in what they do [17]. Considering the characteristics of the content career plateau, it is possible that it could cause job burnout while performing no-contact teleworking due to the COVID-19 pandemic, and this is worth examining.



A perceived career plateau promotes the formation of negative attitudes such as decreased motivation for job performance, decreased job satisfaction and organizational commitment, low morale, frequent absenteeism, and elevated turnover intention [5,36,37]. The greater the difference between the ideal roles, envisioned by the members of the organization, and the reality perceived by the individual, the lower the level of job satisfaction. Conversely, the smaller the difference between the expectation of the role and the perception of the actual career, the higher the job satisfaction. The results of this study occupy the same context as a study showing a significant correlation between career growth opportunities and job satisfaction [38]. According to some studies e.g., [39], people who can no longer learn new things through a job after doing it continuously for two to five years, experience a decrease in their will to achieve.




2.2. Job Burnout


Job burnout generally refers to negative psychological experiences that occur as a result of repeated exposure to stress for a long time [8]. The academic concept of ‘burnout’ has been a research topic since the 1960s. The concept of job burnout related to personal work, however, was first proposed by Freudenberger [40], a psychiatrist who paid attention to a phenomenon in which medical staff, including himself, lost motivation for no obvious apparent reason. He defined it as a state in which a person experiences skepticism or frustration due to the unsatisfactory performance and reward of a given task, even though he or she has performed the task devotedly.



The study of job burnout was able to be conducted more systematically with developing MBI: Maslach Burnout Inventory [41]. Three main phenomena that negatively affect one’s mental and physical aspects, as a result of accumulating work-related stress for a considerable period of time, were accepted as a universal concept for the description and identification of job burnout. The first, emotional exhaustion, refers to the exhaustion of certain mental faculties. Mentally exhausted employees often become less adaptive and depleted of energy resulting in an inability to continue working [42]. Second, depersonalization refers to the process via which employees feel separated from the workplace or begin to show indifferent attitudes in regard to their work and duties. Job burnout refers to a state in which an individual cannot put in the energy necessary to perform his or her work-related tasks, and at the same time, to being persistently cynical with regards to colleagues [43]. Individuals experiencing job burnout tend to minimize contact with others [44]. Third, reduced personal accomplishment means that an individual no longer finds meaning in their work and that it feels meaningless to achieve what they want. Decreased sense of accomplishment as a negative evaluation of one’s competence leads to a loss of self-esteem or a decline in work ability [45].



The mental and physical exhaustion that occurs mainly in interpersonal workers in the medical or educational services industries (teachers, nurses, police, hotel workers, etc.) was studied for job burnout e.g., [46,47,48,49]. After that, the research was expanded to general occupations, demonstrating that job burnout was experienced when exposed to emotionally excessive demands for a long period of time even in occupations that deal with objects or information without necessitating the formation of close relationships between people. Job burnout is also highly related to depression and anxiety and lowers work and learning abilities [50]. In addition, job burnout increases the absenteeism rate and turnover intention, reinforcing dissatisfaction with the organization, and ultimately negatively affecting the organization [42,49].



This study hypothesized that job burnout may expand under no-contact teleworking, enacted during the COVID-19 pandemic, and the barriers to self-development and that relative deprivation caused by a perceived career plateau would affect this process. According to the social comparison theory [7], self-evaluation is not done alone, but in the context of relationships with others. That is, when individuals judge their own thoughts, attitudes, and abilities, they are constructed and evaluated through exchanges and comparisons with others [51]. From this perspective, the perception of career development and plateau is also formed by comparison with others. When telecommuting non-face-to-face and alone due to the COVID-19 pandemic, isolated individuals may lose their standard of comparison and increase their sense of career plateau. An increase in the sense of career plateau in the performance of a job strengthens the awareness that self-development can no longer be expected at work, and interaction with people in the workplace is also reduced [45,52]. Furthermore, they will experience job burnout more seriously due to the anxiety and helplessness that result from career plateau. Reflecting these arguments, Hypothesis 1 was established as follows.



Hypothesis 1 (H1).

Career plateau will affect job burnout.





There are still insufficient studies on career plateau as an antecedent context for job burnout. In order to explore these research gaps more precisely this study considered an individual’s tendency to self-regulate. Even in the same environment, the degree of job burnout will be different for each individual. This is because individual temperamental psychological factors play an important role in the recognition process of job burnout [43]. In particular, strategies for self-regulation [53] in which individuals consciously change their thoughts and behaviors in the process of pursuing goals, can affect the manifestation of job burnout as conditional moderating factors.




2.3. Regulatory Foci


Regulatory focus theory was advocated by Higgins [11] as a concept to explain motivational duality. According to Higgins, humans have a specific motivational system that self-regulates their actions to achieve goals. Human motivation is divided into the tendency to seek gain for pleasure and the tendency to avoid pain by preventing it in advance. This is in line with the hedonic principle, which is summarized in the two principles presupposed in traditional motivation theory: the pursuit of pleasure and the avoidance of pain [54].



This motivational system is divided into promotion focus and prevention focus [11,55]. Although both have the same goal of ultimately achieving desired end-states, the strategies, means, and methods used to achieve these end-states differ. In other words, the pattern of behavior changes according to the focus type of self-regulation, which is a specific psychological need in an individual. Promotion focus, a self-regulation type that seeks to pursue pleasure, tends to improve one’s current status in order to achieve the desired outcome and is a motivator sensitive to positive outcomes [56,57]. The focus on promotion is deeply related to advancement, growth, accomplishment, and enhancement. It is rooted in the motivation to reduce the difference between the desirable ideal self and the actual self. Promotion focus prefers eagerness, and approaching goals with a challenging attitude, despite the inherent risky [58]. Whereas, prevention focus, which is the self-regulating type that avoids pain, tends to minimize risks and losses and prevent unwanted negative consequences [59]. It is rooted in the motivation to reduce the difference between the “ought self” and the “actual self,” which values fulfillment of obligations and compliance with norms. Prevention focus is sensitive to security, safety, and responsibilities. Prevention focus aids in goal attainment by use of vigilant means to carefully identify and avoid possible problems [58].



According to the regulatory focus theory, there is a clear difference in the formation and expression of motivation in humans, and this is the result of two different psychological inclinations working together. The theory states that it is one step further from the hedonic principle of pleasure-seeking and pain-avoidance, where people self-regulate pleasure-seeking and pain-avoidance through their own strategies [12]. As a result, the regulatory focus theory encompasses the core concepts of traditional motivational theories (e.g., McClelland’s acquired-needs theory) and has a robust explanatory power for the effects of the two regulatory foci on the emotions, attitudes, and behaviors of individuals who respond accordingly [60].



The use of access and avoidance strategies can fundamentally influence information processing [61]. Therefore, people who focus predominantly on promotion focus or prevention focus show different psychological states in the process of goal achievement. That is, people with a heightened promotion focus seek after their goals eagerly, while those with a more preventive focus pursue them with vigilance. In addition, Higgins [62] reports that the intensity of regulatory focus plays a moderating role in the study of emotional response.



Self-regulation is the motivation to consciously change one’s thoughts or behavioral responses in pursuit of goals or ideals. Many previous studies e.g., [54,57,63] have demonstrated that these regulatory motivations affect a wide range of psychological processes, such as emotions, memory, and approaches to problem-solving. There are various cases where self-regulation is needed in daily life, such as resistance to temptation, suppression of impulses to give up difficult tasks, and patience while experiencing psychological pain [56]. Not expressing emotions or thoughts as they exist also requires self-regulation.



As such, self-regulation can be said to be a contextual condition that affects overall human behavior [64,65,66,67]. The effect of self-regulation, should therefore also work on changes in human behavior in the negative case of career plateau. Based on the above discussion, the research hypothesis was established that the influence of career plateau on job burnout would be different determined by the type and intensity of the regulatory foci. In particular, Hypothesis 2 regarding the promotion focus can be understood as an extension of the job characteristics model [68] that growth need play a role as a moderator in processes where the five job characteristics affect intrinsic work motivation.



Hypothesis 2 (H2).

The effect of career plateau on job burnout will differ depending on the level of promotion focus.





Hypothesis 3 (H3).

The effect of career plateau on job burnout will differ depending on the level of prevention focus.





The research model of this study demonstrating the dynamics between career plateau, job burnout, and regulatory foci are schematically shown in Figure 1. In summary, from the perspective of social comparison theory, career plateau felt by organizational members performing no-contact teleworking affects job burnout, and from the perspective of regulatory focus theory, the impact of career plateau on job burnout is expected to be different depending on the type and level of regulatory foci.





3. Methods


3.1. Participants and Procedure


To verify the above research hypotheses, a survey was conducted targeting employees of three companies that introduced remote working at the beginning of 2020, in the wake of the coronavirus outbreak. In general, a rotation method through shift organization was adopted, but these companies were implementing teleworking for all employees except for essential workers, thus meeting the criteria of this study. The industry types of companies in the study were insurance, information technology, and education service.



Data collection was conducted from 7 June to 15 June 2021. In consultation with the HR team of each company, a total of 400 questionnaires were distributed and 225 were recovered. Among them, 202 questionnaires were used for empirical analysis, excluding 23 questionnaires that were judged to have a serious central tendency or insincere responses. For empirical analysis, statistical packages SPSS 22.0 and AMOS 22.0 were used in parallel for analysis.



The general characteristics of the sample were as follows. By gender, males occupied a larger proportion of the sample; 145 males (71.8%) and 57 females (28.2%). In terms of age, 51 people were in their 20s (25.2%), 59 people in their 30s (29.2%), 56 people in their 40s (27.7%), and 36 people in their 50s (17.8%) were identified. Marital status was confirmed as 119 (58.9%) married and 83 (41.1%) single, and all respondents were identified as having received a bachelor’s degree or higher education.




3.2. Measures


A questionnaire instrument was used as a research tool to achieve the purpose of the study, and the items covered the major variables; career plateau, job burnout, and control focus on a 5-point Likert scale (1 = not at all, 5 = very much). Items measuring demographic characteristics were included. In order to check whether the instrument was appropriate for the employees of the research target company, a pretest was conducted for a total of 15 people, 5 from each company, from 11 January to 22 January 2021. Content validity was secured by reflecting the opinions collected in this pretest, and the items were corrected and supplemented through reverse translation by bilingual experts who were fluent in Korean and English.



3.2.1. Career Plateau


To measure career plateau, the scale proposed by Milliman [69] was used. This measurement tool covers both hierarchical plateau and job content plateau. The hierarchical plateau measures the degree of promotion potential felt within the current organization, and the job content plateau measures the degree of job-related challenge rising within the current organization [3,29]. The hierarchical plateau consists of four items such as, “The likelihood that I will get ahead is limited” while the job content plateau consists of four items such as “My job tasks and activities have become routine”.




3.2.2. Job Burnout


Job burnout means a psychological or emotional state in which a person becomes exhausted by the fulfillment of their job and it could drive them away from themselves from the job and others. Thus job burnout results in decreased ability to perform the job and subsequently fewer achievements. This study uses the Maslach Burnout Inventory-General Survey (MBI-GS) proposed by Maslach and Jackson [41]. MBI-GS was developed so that the Maslach Burnout Inventory (MBI), could be applied to various general workers. MBI-GS renamed the existing sub-factors such as emotional exhaustion, depersonalization, and a reduced sense of achievement into exhaustion, cynicism, and job efficacy, respectively [45,70]. A total of 16 items comprise five items of exhaustion (e.g., “I feel used up at the end of a work day”), five items of cynicism (e.g., “I doubt the significance of my work”), and six items of job efficacy (e.g., “I can effectively solve the problems that arise in my work”).




3.2.3. Regulatory Foci


Promotion focus and prevention focus were measured using 18-item General Regulatory Focus Measures developed by [71]. It consists of nine items on promotion focus and the other nine items on prevention focus. The sample items for promotion focus include “I typically focus on the success I hope to achieve in the future” and sample for prevention focus are “I frequently think about how I can prevent failures in my life”.




3.2.4. Control Variables


In this study on career plateau, factors judged to affect the general characteristics of respondents and job burnout were selected and set as control variables. Age, gender, and affiliated company were set as control variables. Age and tenure had a high correlation, so age was selected as a surrogate variable and the affiliated company as two dummy variables.





3.3. Validity and Reliability


To verify the validity and reliability of the measurement tool, confirmatory factor analysis was performed on career plateau, job burnout, and regulatory focus. Table 1 shows the results of examining the model fit index to evaluate the overall fit of confirmatory factor analysis. As a result of the analysis, it was confirmed that all major items that judge model fit, such as AGFI, TLI, CFI, and RMSEA, were at acceptable levels.



As a result of checking the factor loadings of the manifest variable for the latent variable (see Table 2), all of them except for the second item (λ = 0.493) regarding exhaustion factor was above 0.5 and significant at a 95% confidence level. It was considered appropriate convergence validity [72]. The average variance extracted (AVE) and composite reliability (CR) met the criteria (AVE > 0.5, CR > 0.7) suggested by Bagozzi and Yi [73], and Cronbach’s α was confirmed to all be 0.7 or higher, thus it could be established that there were no problems with reliability. In addition, the square root of AVE was larger than the correlation coefficients of the latent variable, thus securing discriminant validity [74].



To avoid non-response bias, the survey was conducted anonymously. The names of the metrics were not disclosed. The non-response bias was also tested by comparing the differences between the early 25% and late 25% respondents on all key variables [75,76]. There were insignificant differences in all t-tests (p > 0.10), which implies that non-response bias may not be a serious concern.



Additionally, Harman’s single factor verification [77] was conducted to confirm whether the common method bias inflated correlations. The non-rotating factor analysis was performed by the principal component method on the basis of eigenvalues greater than 1.0 for all measurement items except for control variables. As a result, seven factors were derived, and these factors were found to explain 77.26% of the total variance. The first factor, which has the most explanatory power, accounts for only 24.17% of the total variance, so it is difficult to see it as the dominant factor. Therefore, it was judged that the possibility of common method bias in this study was not a substantial threat [78].





4. Results


The mean, standard deviation, and correlation of latent variables are shown in Table 3. Promotion focus and prevention focus shared a negative correlation (r = −0.26, p < 0.01). The average career plateau was 3.73 and had a positive correlation with job burnout (r = 0.32, p < 0.01). This is interpreted as a result supporting, the theoretically inferred, Hypothesis 1.



A hierarchical regression analysis was performed to determine the moderating effect of the regulatory focus. Prior to this, multicollinearity occurred because the correlation between independent variables was significant. In this study’s model of variables, the variance inflation factor (VIF) of all variables ranged from 1.10 to 1.68, all below 3.0, so it was judged that there was no multicollinearity problem. The product term for verifying the moderating effect was created by converting the variable value into a deviation score [79].



The results of the regression analysis on job burnout are summarized in Table 4. Model 1 is the result of analyzing the effects of control variables. Two dummy variables were created with reference to one insurance company. Among them, a company in the education service business (Company 2) was significantly derived (b = 0.46, p < 0.01).



The explanatory power of model 2, which included career plateau and regulatory foci, which are the main explanatory variables of this study, was significant (R2 = 0.14, p < 0.01). The impact of career plateau on job burnout (b = 0.37, p < 0.01) was strong, but promotion focus (b = 0.01, p > 0.05) and prevention focus (b = −0.03, p > 0.05) was insignificant.



Model 3 is the result of adding the product term of regulatory focus and career plateau. The explanatory power was significant (R2 = 0.16, p < 0.01), and the effect of career plateau was also significant (b = 0.31, p < 0.05). This result supports Hypothesis 1. The effect of promotion focus, which moderates the relationship between career plateau and burnout, was significant (b = −0.38, p < 0.05), but the moderating effect of prevention focus was insignificant (b = 0.08, p > 0.05). Therefore, Hypothesis 2 was statistically supported, but Hypothesis 3 was rejected.



In order to clearly interpret the moderating effect of promotion focus, a simple slope analysis was performed as shown in Figure 2. According to the pick-a-point approach [79], a regression line was plotted at three points corresponding to ±1 standard deviation from the mean. As the level of promotion focus increases, a dampening effect can be confirmed in which the influence of career plateau on job burnout is weakened.




5. Discussion


5.1. Summary


From the perspective of reviewing the mental health problems of organizational members exposed to excessive stress under the COVID-19 pandemic, this study was pursued to identify the process that causes job burnout. The impact of career plateau on job burnout for organizational members performing no-contact telework was confirmed and the moderating effects of regulatory foci were demonstrated. To prepare a systematic rationale for this research model, social comparison theory and regulatory focus theory were applied, and data from 202 office workers were collected and analyzed from three companies that have had employees working from home for more than a year due to the outbreak of COVID-19.



As a result of analyzing the main effects of career plateau on job burnout, it was confirmed that career plateau had a significant effect on job burnout. In recent years, the COVID-19 pandemic has forced humans to accept no-contact remote working as their daily routine. According to social comparison theory, the act of evaluating one’s abilities or opinions by comparing oneself with others is a driving force to lower uncertainty and establish one’s identity. However, this is limited to non-face-to-face work from home. To make matters worse, in the aftermath of the low-growth economy, the career plateau is deepening. Under these circumstances, the negative impact of career plateau can be interpreted as exacerbating job burnout.



We presumed that the regulatory focus would moderate the relationship between career plateau and job burnout, and then verified it for each promotion focus and prevention focus. Regulatory focus is a sort of disposition formed through long experience in the process of personal growth, and is built differently for each individual. First, there was no significant correlation between the changes in job burnout according to promotion focus and prevention focus. As a result of regression analysis, it was confirmed that the direct effect of these two variables on job burnout was also insignificant. As a result of analyzing the moderating effect of these variables, promotion focus showed a significant negative moderating effect but the moderating effect of prevention focus was not significant. It can be interpreted that even job burnout caused by career plateau could be alleviated with the promotion focus. On the other hand, such a role in prevention focus could not be confirmed significantly.




5.2. Implications


Based on the summary of the aforementioned results, the following academic and practical implications are discussed. First, this study provides the practical implication that the negative impact of career plateau brings about job burnout under no-contact teleworking activated due to the COVID-19 pandemic. Until now, there have been few studies on the effect of a perceived career plateau on job burnout.



In addition, this study contributed to theoretical expansion by interpreting the significant correlation between career plateau and job burnout as a characteristic of no-contact teleworking, in which the instinctive desire to compare oneself with others, based on the social comparison theory, is blocked. Social comparison is used to obtain accurate information about oneself, but it tends to evaluate one’s own qualities, set personal goals, or determine whether one is superior by comparison to others. Appropriate social comparisons help promote self-understanding, boost self-esteem, and promote self-improvement. However, in no-contact teleworking, where the amount of time spent working alone increases, such social comparison information cannot be generated naturally, resulting in career plateau and job burnout due to anxiety and helplessness. Therefore, even if work is taking place on a no-contact basis, there is a need for institutional arrangements by companies to activate online meetings where social comparison is possible or to strengthen communication that provides information and feedback in a timely manner. In particular, the introduction and use of the career development system can be a way to overcome job burnout in individuals who are aware of the career plateau. It is necessary to create a practical system so that individuals can explore a career path within the organization by themselves.



Second, regulatory focus theory was applied to explore individual characteristics that can alleviate job burnout resulting from career plateau. The regulatory focus theory proposes two types of motivational mechanisms as a concept that distinguishes where an individual’s attention is focused: promotion focus that pays attention to ‘a world of gains and non-gains’ above all but preventive focus that first pays attention to and is motivated by ‘a world of non-losses and losses’. The significance of this study is that even if the level of career plateau affecting job burnout is similar, the interpretation, reaction speed, and intensity of the situation will be different depending on whether an individual is focused on promotion or prevention.



Our analysis showed that prevention focus did not play a significant role in the relationship between career plateau and job burnout, whereas promotion focus had a negative moderating effect. In other words, the higher the promotion focus, the more readily the career plateau issue was overcome, and control was implemented that prevented deterioration into job burnout. In this way, promotion focus can have a positive function in alleviating a series of negative psychological experiences and attitudes, such as various kinds of physical and mental fatigue, cynical attitude toward work, and psychological departure from work.



Promotion-focused people seek positive outcomes to achieve goals, whereas prevention-focused people are safety-oriented and seek to avoid negative outcomes in order to achieve goals. In view of this tendency, it can be inferred that, even for members who perceive career plateau, the extent to which job burnout is alleviated is stronger for the prevention-focused worker than the promotion-focused worker. Promotion focus is associated with development, growth, and achievement with the ideal goal of “this is what you ideally want to pursue”. This tendency can prevent the psychological deterioration of career plateau leading to job burnout by continuously reminding people of their career goals. Promotion-focused people are more likely to perceive more opportunities than prevention-focused people, while prevention-focused people have relatively higher risk perceptions than the promotion-focused ones, and thus take a more negative attitude toward career plateau. If a prevention-focused person concentrates on avoiding the negative consequences of a career plateau, it can be expected that they are more likely to fail in establishing progress in the direction of their career goals. In addition, if the tendency to focus on prevention is strong, a feeling of relief is felt when maintaining a successful and stable status quo, conversely, mental fatigue may occur due to a feeling of nervousness. Prevention-focused individuals are interdependent rather than independent, and thus tend to prefer getting information from others or the environment rather than themselves, which makes them more vulnerable to the negative effects of no-contact teleworking.



With these results, we confirmed the possibility that consideration of regulatory focus can be practically useful in actual organizational management. Although there is a limit to its alleviating effects on the absolute fatigue felt from the career plateau of organizational members, it was clear from our results that promotion regulatory focus serves to reduce the attitude of feeling tired of work or avoiding one’s work. According to the regulatory focus theory, an individual’s regulatory focus is established through socialization rather than being innate. In the process of socialization, different types of regulatory focus are formed depending on whether they have interacted with those who are important to them within the framework of ‘gains and non-gains’ or ‘non-losses and losses’. Therefore, situational factors emphasizing growth needs, the realization of ideals, and potential profits are highly likely to induce promotion focus. If the organizational environment or culture requires promotion focus, this means that even those with prevention focus may temporarily develop motivational psychology to pursue ideals, hopes, and aspirations. If we understand humans in terms of regulatory focus, we can effectively change an individual’s regulatory motivation through organizational culture and leadership. Such an attempt can have a positive function in alleviating the spread of negative experiences such as physical and mental fatigue and cynical attitudes toward a job that workers may feel.




5.3. Limitations


Along with the limitations of this study, suggestions for future research can be presented as follows. First, since this study is a cross-sectional study, it was not possible to confirm the causal relationship and the change in the relationship between variables according to the passage of time. In future research, it is necessary to investigate the phenomenon of job burnout from a longitudinal perspective by differentiating the measurement timing between the explanatory variable and the dependent variable. Second, career plateau is a concept that deals with the complex interrelationships between individuals within an organizational system, and this study is limited in that it considers only a certain set of parties of a specific company. In the future, it is necessary to enhance explanatory power by considering the influence of various stakeholders, such as superiors, subordinates, colleagues, and customers. Third, since the dummy variables of affiliated companies show a high correlation with job burnout, it is expected that the research model will be influenced by industry type. Therefore, it is necessary to expand the research subject for generalization. Fourth, we focused on work conducted at home or non-face-to-face work during the COVID-19 pandemic, but did not achieve a design to compare it with data before the COVID-19 pandemic and stayed in ex-post facto research. For follow-up studies, it is necessary to promote an experimental research design including a control group. Fifth, although common method variance was checked by Harman’s single factor test, it was not possible to directly assess the tendency for participants to respond in a socially desirable way. The self-report survey is vulnerable to social desirability bias as well as common method bias. It is likely that social desirability could be particularly salient to biased responses on the regulatory foci. We recommend future researchers use more objective methods in detecting the social desirability bias. Finally, this study was conducted based on the data of a survey conducted on three companies. It is necessary to examine whether the research results can be generalized to companies belonging to other industries. In follow-up research, we look forward to expanding to public institutions, school organizations, and manufacturing companies.





6. Conclusions


From the perspective of reviewing the mental health problems, this study was pursued to examine workers’ job burnout caused by career plateau under the COVID-19 pandemic. The results showed that career plateauing had a significant effect on job burnout during no-contact telecommuting work. In the process that career plateau causes job burnout, moreover, promotion focus had a negative moderating effect while prevention focus had no effect on the relationship between career plateau and job burnout. These findings, which promotion regulatory focus can alleviate a state of emotional and physical exhaustion, provide insights into where to interventions to reduce job burnout and protect the negative effects of career plateau in no face-to-face work.







Funding


This research was supported by Joongbu University Research & Development Fund, in 2020.




Institutional Review Board Statement


Ethical review and approval were waived for this study by the Institutional Review Board of Joongbu University, because the survey with human participants consisted of non-invasive items.




Informed Consent Statement


Informed consent was obtained from all subjects involved in the study.




Data Availability Statement


The data presented in this research are not publicly available due to participants’ privacy.




Conflicts of Interest


This author declares no conflict of interest.




References


	



Tomasko, R.M. Restructuring: Getting it right. Manag. Rev. 1992, 81, 10–15. [Google Scholar]

	



Clark, J.; Koonce, R. Engaging organizational survivors. Train. Dev. 1995, 49, 22–31. [Google Scholar]

	



Ference, T.P.; Stoner, J.A.F.; Warren, E.K. Managing the career plateau. Acad. Manag. Rev. 1977, 2, 602–612. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Tremblay, M.; Roger, A.; Toulouse, J.-M. Career plateau and work attitudes: An empirical study of managers. Hum. Relat. 1995, 48, 221–238. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Yang, W.N.; Niven, K.; Johnson, S. Career plateau: A review of 40 years of research. J. Vocat. Behav. 2019, 110, 286–302. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Evans, M.G.; Gilbert, E. Plateaued managers: Their need gratifications and their effort-performance expectations [I]. J. Manag. Stud. 1984, 21, 99–108. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Festinger, L. A theory of social comparison processes. Hum. Relat. 1954, 7, 117–140. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Maslach, C.; Schaufeli, W.B.; Leiter, M.P. Job burnout. Annu. Rev. Psychol. 2001, 52, 397–422. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Pillai, K.G.; Nair, S.R. The effect of social comparison orientation on luxury purchase intentions. J. Bus. Res. 2021, 134, 89–100. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Zhang, X.; Wu, W.; Wu, W.; Zhang, Y.; Xia, Y. Are your gains threat or chance for me? A social comparison perspective on idiosyncratic deals and coworkers' acceptance. J. Manag. Organ. 2020, 1–22. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Higgins, E.T. Promotion and prevention: Regulatory focus as a motivational principle. In Advances in Experimental Social Psychology; Zanna, M.P., Ed.; Academic Press: San Diego, CA, USA, 1998; Volume 30, pp. 1–46. [Google Scholar]

	



Higgins, E.T.; Pinelli, F. Regulatory focus and fit effects in organizations. Annu. Rev. Organ. Psychol. Organ. Behav. 2020, 7, 25–48. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Higgins, E.T.; Idson, L.C.; Freitas, A.L.; Spiegel, S.; Molden, D.C. Transfer of value from fit. J. Personal. Soc. Psychol. 2003, 84, 1140–1153. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Liu, C.-E.; Hu, C.; Xie, W.; Liu, T.; He, W. The moderated-mediation effect of workplace anxiety and regulatory focus in the relationship between work-related identity discrepancy and employee innovation. Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2020, 17, 6121. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Greenhaus, J.H.; Parasuraman, S.; Wormley, W.M. Effects of race on organizational experiences, job performance evaluations, and career outcomes. Acad. Manag. J. 1990, 33, 64–86. [Google Scholar]

	



Hall, D.T. Project work as an antidote to career plateauing in a declining engineering organization. Hum. Resour. Manag. 1985, 24, 271–292. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Jiang, Z.; Newman, A.; Le, H.; Presbitero, A.; Zheng, C. Career exploration: A review and future research agenda. J. Vocat. Behav. 2019, 110, 338–356. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



McLagan, P.A. Models for HRD practice. Train. Dev. J. 1989, 43, 49–60. [Google Scholar]

	



Lin, Y.C.; Chen, A.S.Y. Experiencing career plateau on a committed career journey: A boundary condition of career stages. Pers. Rev. 2020, 50, 1797–1819. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Savickas, M.L. Career construction: A developmental theory of vocational behavior. In Career Choice and Development, 4th ed.; Brown, D., Ed.; John Wiley & Sons: San Francisco, CA, USA, 2002; pp. 149–205. [Google Scholar]

	



Savickas, M.L. The theory and practice of career construction. In Career Development and Counseling: Putting Theory and Research to Work, 1st ed.; Lent, R.W., Brown, S.D., Eds.; John Wiley & Sons: Hoboken, NJ, USA, 2005; pp. 42–70. [Google Scholar]

	



Wang, B.; Liu, Y.; Qian, J.; Parker, S.K. Achieving effective remote working during the COVID-19 pandemic: A work design perspective. Appl. Psychol. 2021, 70, 16–59. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Veiga, J.F. Plateaued versus nonplateaued managers: Career patterns, attitudes, and path potential. Acad. Manag. J. 1981, 24, 566–578. [Google Scholar]

	



Near, J.P. A discriminant analysis of plateaued versus nonplateaued managers. J. Vocat. Behav. 1985, 26, 177–188. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Chao, G.T. Exploration of the conceptualization and measurement of career plateau: A comparative analysis. J. Manag. 1990, 16, 181–193. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Ettington, D.R. Successful career plateauing. J. Vocat. Behav. 1998, 52, 72–88. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Rotondo, D.M.; Perrewé, P.L. Coping with a career plateau: An empirical examination of what works and what doesn't. J. Appl. Soc. Psychol. 2000, 30, 2622–2646. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Allen, T.D.; Russell, J.E.; Poteet, M.L.; Dobbins, G.H. Learning and development factors related to perceptions of job content and hierarchical plateauing. J. Organ. Behav. 1999, 20, 1113–1137. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Bardwick, J.M. The Plateauing Trap; American Management Association: New York, NY, USA, 1986. [Google Scholar]

	



Shabeer, S.; Mohammed, S.J.; Jawahar, I.M.; Bilal, A.R. The mediating influence of fit perceptions in the relationship between career adaptability and job content and hierarchical plateaus. J. Career Dev. 2019, 46, 332–345. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Yang, W.N.; Johnson, S.; Niven, K. “That's not what I signed up for!” A longitudinal investigation of the impact of unmet expectation and age in the relation between career plateau and job attitudes. J. Vocat. Behav. 2018, 107, 71–85. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Godshalk, V.M.; Fender, C.M. External and internal reasons for career plateauing: Relationships with work outcomes. Group Organ. Manag. 2015, 40, 529–559. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Feldman, D.C.; Weitz, B.A. Career plateaus reconsidered. J. Manag. 1988, 14, 69–80. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Hofstetter, H.; Cohen, A. The mediating role of job content plateau on the relationship between work experience characteristics and early retirement and turnover intentions. Pers. Rev. 2014, 43, 350–376. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Hurst, C.S.; Baranik, L.E.; Clark, S. Job Content Plateaus: Justice, Job Satisfaction, and Citizenship Behavior. J. Career Dev. 2017, 44, 283–296. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Tremblay, M. Understanding the dynamic relationship between career plateauing, organizational affective commitment and citizenship behavior. J. Vocat. Behav. 2021, 129, 103611. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Lin, Y.C.; Chen, A.S.Y.; Lai, Y.T. Breach or bridge your career? Understanding the relationship between career plateau and internal employability. Pers. Rev. 2018, 47, 991–1007. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Drucker-Godard, C.; Fouque, T.; Gollety, M.; Le Flanchec, A. Career plateauing, job satisfaction and commitment of scholars in French universities. Public Organ. Rev. 2015, 15, 335–351. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Nachbagauer, A.G.M.; Riedl, G. Effects of concepts of career plateaus on performance, work satisfaction and commitment. Int. J. Manpow. 2002, 23, 716–733. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Freudenberger, H.J. Staff burn-out. J. Soc. Issues 1974, 30, 159–165. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Maslach, C.; Jackson, S.E. The measurement of experienced burnout. J. Organ. Behav. 1981, 2, 99–113. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Schaufeli, W.B.; Bakker, A.B.; van Rhenen, W. How changes in job demands and resources predict burnout, work engagement, and sickness absenteeism. J. Organ. Behav. 2009, 30, 893–917. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Woranetipo, S.; Chavanovanich, J. Three-way interactions of workload, social support and coping strategy on job burnout. J. Behav. Sci. 2021, 16, 58–72. [Google Scholar]

	



Jang, S.; Allen, T.D.; Regina, J. Office housework, burnout, and promotion: Does gender matter? J. Bus. Psychol. 2020, 36, 793–805. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Alessandri, G.; Perinelli, E.; De Longis, E.; Schaufeli, W.B.; Theodorou, A.; Borgogni, L.; Caprara, G.V.; Cinque, L. Job burnout: The contribution of emotional stability and emotional self-efficacy beliefs. J. Occup. Organ. Psychol. 2018, 91, 823–851. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Lan, X.; Liang, Y.; Wu, G.; Ye, H. Relationships among job burnout, generativity concern, and subjective well-being: A moderated mediation model. Front. Psychol. 2021, 12, 613767. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Wang, L.; Wang, H.; Shao, S.; Jia, G.; Xiang, J. Job burnout on subjective well-being among Chinese female doctors: The moderating role of perceived social support. Front. Psychol. 2020, 11, 435. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Zeng, X.; Zhang, X.; Chen, M.; Liu, J.; Wu, C. The influence of perceived organizational support on police job burnout: A moderated mediation Model. Front. Psychol. 2020, 11, 948. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Wen, B.; Zhou, X.; Hu, Y.; Zhang, X. Role stress and turnover intention of front-line hotel employees: The roles of burnout and service climate. Front. Psychol. 2020, 11, 36. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Trifiletti, E.; Pedrazza, M.; Berlanda, S.; Pyszczynski, T. Burnout disrupts anxiety buffer functioning among nurses: A three-way interaction model. Front. Psychol. 2017, 8, 1362. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Cauberghe, V.; Van Wesenbeeck, I.; De Jans, S.; Hudders, L.; Ponnet, K. How adolescents use social media to cope with feelings of loneliness and anxiety during COVID-19 lockdown. Cyberpsychol. Behav. Soc. Netw. 2021, 24, 250–257. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Liu, Y.; Lu, L.; Wang, W.X.; Liu, S.; Chen, H.R.; Gao, X.; Huang, M.Y.; Liu, Y.N.; Ren, Y.M.; Wang, C.C. Job burnout and occupational stressors among Chinese healthcare professionals at county-level health alliances. Int. J. Environ. Res. Public Health 2020, 17, 1848. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Peng, J.; Cao, F.; Zhang, Y.; Cao, Y.; Zhang, Y.; Zhu, X.; Miao, D. Reflections on motivation: How regulatory focus influences self-framing and risky decision making. Curr. Psychol. 2021, 40, 2927–2937. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Koopmann, J.; Johnson, R.E.; Wang, M.; Lanaj, K.; Wang, G.; Shi, J. A self-regulation perspective on how and when regulatory focus differentially relates to citizenship behaviors. J. Appl. Psychol. 2019, 104, 629–641. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Higgins, E.T. Regulatory focus theory. In Emerging Trends in the Social and Behavioral Sciences; Scott, R.A., Kosslyn, S.M., Eds.; John Wiley & Sons: Hoboken, NJ, USA, 2015; pp. 483–504. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Bozer, G.; Delegach, M. Bringing context to workplace coaching: A theoretical framework based on uncertainty avoidance and regulatory Focus. Hum. Resour. Dev. Rev. 2019, 18, 376–402. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Wang, X.; Wang, J. Information matching: How regulatory focus affects information preference and information choice. Front. Psychol. 2021, 12, 618537. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Zhang, Y.; Zhang, Y.; Ng, T.W.H.; Lam, S.S.K. Promotion- and prevention-focused coping: A meta- analytic examination of regulatory strategies in the work stress process. J. Appl. Psychol. 2019, 104, 1296–1323. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Hofstetter, H.; Rosenblatt, Z. Predicting protean and physical boundaryless career attitudes by work importance and work alternatives: Regulatory focus mediation effects. Int. J. Hum. Resour. Manag. 2017, 28, 2136–2158. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Shah, J.; Higgins, T.; Friedman, R.S. Performance incentives and means: How regulatory focus influences goal attainment. J. Personal. Soc. Psychol. 1998, 74, 285–293. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Higgins, E.T. How self-regulation creates distinct values: The case of promotion and prevention decision making. J. Consum. Psychol. 2002, 12, 177–191. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Higgins, E.T. Beyond pleasure and pain. Am. Psychol. 1997, 52, 1280–1300. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef] [PubMed]

	



Milshtein, S. Person-environment fit (P-E fit) in values and regulatory focus and its relationship to stress, burnout and meaning among high-tech workers in economically stable versus unstable environments. In Handbook of Research on High-Technology Entrepreneurs; Malach-Pines, A., Özbilgin, M.F., Eds.; Edward Elgar Publishing: Northampton, MA, USA, 2010; pp. 219–230. [Google Scholar]

	



Liang, H.L.; Kao, Y.T.; Lin, C.C. Moderating effect of regulatory focus on burnout and exercise behavior. Percept. Mot. Ski. 2013, 117, 696–708. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Dai, Y.D.; Altinay, L.; Zhuang, W.L.; Chen, K.T. Work engagement and job burnout? Roles of regulatory foci, supervisors’ organizational embodiment and psychological ownership. J. Hosp. Tour. Manag. 2021, 46, 114–122. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Dai, Y.D.; Zhuang, W.L.; Lu, S.C.; Huan, T.C. Work engagement or job burnout? Psychological ownership amongst the employees of international tourist hotels. Tour. Rev. 2020, 76, 1243–1259. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Adams, K.E.; Tyler, J.M. Regulatory focus and social reconnection following social exclusion. J. Soc. Psychol. 2021, 161, 331–336. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Hackman, J.R.; Oldham, G.R. Motivation through the design of work: Test of a theory. Organ. Behav. Hum. Perform. 1976, 16, 250–279. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Milliman, J.F. Causes, Consequences, and Moderating Factors of Career Plateauing. Ph.D. Thesis, University of Southern California, Los Angeles, CA, USA, 1992. [Google Scholar]

	



Schaufeli, W.B.; Bakker, A.B. Job demands, job resources, and their relationship with burnout and engagement: A multi-sample study. J. Organ. Behav. 2004, 25, 293–315. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Lockwood, P.; Jordan, C.H.; Kunda, Z. Motivation by positive or negative role models: Regulatory focus determines who will best inspire us. J. Personal. Soc. Psychol. 2002, 83, 854–864. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Hair, J.F.; Black, W.C.; Babin, B.J.; Anderson, R.E. Multivariate Data Analysis, 7th ed.; Prentice Hall: Upper Saddle River, NJ, USA, 2010. [Google Scholar]

	



Bagozzi, R.P.; Yi, Y. On the evaluation of structural equation models. J. Acad. Mark. Sci. 1988, 16, 74–94. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Fornell, C.; Larcker, D.F. Evaluating structural equation models with unobservable variables and measurement error. J. Mark. Res. 1981, 18, 39–50. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Armstrong, J.S.; Overton, T.S. Estimating Nonresponse Bias in Mail Surveys. J. Mark. Res. 1977, 14, 396–402. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Woo, H.R. Exploratory Study Examining the Joint Impacts of Mentoring and Managerial Coaching on Organizational Commitment. Sustainability 2017, 9, 181. [Google Scholar] [CrossRef]

	



Harman, H.H. Modern Factor Analysis; University of Chicago: Chicago, IL, USA, 1967. [Google Scholar]

	



Podsakoff, P.M.; Organ, D.W. Self-reports in organization research: Problems and prospects. J. Manag. 1986, 12, 531–544. [Google Scholar]

	



Aiken, L.S.; West, S.G. Multiple Regression: Testing and Interpreting Interactions; Sage: Thousand Oaks, CA, USA, 1991. [Google Scholar]








[image: Ijerph 19 01087 g001 550] 





Figure 1. Research Model. 
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Figure 2. Moderating effect of promotion focus on job burnout. 
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Table 1. Goodness of fit of the measurement model.
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	Index
	χ2
	df
	p
	χ2/df
	AGFI
	TLI
	CFI
	RMESA





	Cut-off criteria
	-
	-
	-
	<2.0
	>0.90
	>0.90
	>0.90
	<0.05



	Fit value
	656.3
	539
	0.000
	1.218
	0.876
	0.901
	0.910
	0.032
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Table 2. Reliability and validity.
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Factor

	
Factor Loading

	
AVE

	
CR

	
Cronbach’s α






	
Career plateau

	
Hierarchical plateau

	
0.523~0.872

	
0.527

	
0.782

	
0.843




	
Content plateau

	
0.588~0.917

	
0.686

	
0.820

	
0.927




	
Regulatory foci

	
Promotion focus

	
0.525~0.907

	
0.539

	
0.842

	
0.789




	
Prevention focus

	
0.564~0.783

	
0.506

	
0.671

	
0.710




	
Job burnout

	
Exhaustion

	
0.493~0.897

	
0.534

	
0.693

	
0.751




	
Cynicism

	
0.605~0.828

	
0.536

	
0.816

	
0.786




	
Job efficacy

	
0.523~0.747

	
0.511

	
0.810

	
0.823
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Table 3. Descriptive statistics and correlation matrix.
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	Mean
	S.D.
	1
	2
	3
	4
	5
	6
	7
	8





	1. Age
	38.20
	2.78
	1.00
	
	
	
	
	
	
	



	2. Gender a
	0.72
	0.45
	0.61 *
	1.00
	
	
	
	
	
	



	3. Company 1 b
	0.37
	0.48
	0.18 *
	0.28 **
	1.00
	
	
	
	
	



	4. Company 2 c
	0.31
	0.46
	0.11
	0.08
	0.02
	1.00
	
	
	
	



	5. Career plateau
	3.97
	0.71
	0.21 **
	0.14 *
	0.08
	0.30 **
	1.00
	
	
	



	6. Promotion focus
	3.73
	0.81
	0.01
	−0.03
	0.06
	0.19 **
	0.28
	1.00
	
	



	7. Prevention focus
	3.59
	0.93
	−0.09
	−0.08
	−0.13
	0.04
	−0.35 **
	−0.26 **
	1.00
	



	8. Job burnout
	3.61
	1.01
	0.12
	0.14 *
	−0.06
	0.22 **
	0.32 **
	0.10
	−0.11
	1.00







Note: Sample size = 202; * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01 (two tailed); a Dummy variables: Female = 0, Male = 1; b Dummy variables: Insurance = 0, Information technology = 1; c Dummy variables: Insurance = 0, Education service = 1.
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Table 4. Regression estimates for job burnout.






Table 4. Regression estimates for job burnout.





	

	
Model 1

	
Model 2

	
Model 3




	

	
b

	
S.E.

	
t

	
b

	
S.E.

	
t

	
b

	
S.E.

	
t






	
Age

	
0.01

	
0.03

	
0.38

	
−0.01

	
0.03

	
−0.17

	
0.00

	
0.03

	
0.05




	
Gender a

	
0.29

	
0.19

	
1.52

	
0.29

	
0.19

	
1.51

	
0.26

	
0.18

	
1.43




	
Company1 b

	
−0.23

	
0.15

	
−1.60

	
−0.26

	
0.15

	
−1.81

	
−0.21

	
0.15

	
−1.42




	
Company2 c

	
0.46

	
0.15

	
3.11 **

	
0.30

	
0.16

	
1.88

	
0.26

	
0.17

	
1.54




	
Career plateau (Cp)

	

	

	

	
0.37

	
0.11

	
3.40 **

	
0.31

	
0.12

	
2.55 *




	
Promotion focus (Pm)

	

	

	

	
0.01

	
0.10

	
0.06

	
0.03

	
0.09

	
0.32




	
Prevention focus (Pv)

	

	

	

	
−0.03

	
0.08

	
−0.40

	
−0.01

	
0.07

	
−0.16




	
Cp × Pm

	

	

	

	

	

	

	
−0.38

	
0.18

	
−2.13 *




	
Cp × Pv

	

	

	

	

	

	

	
0.08

	
0.21

	
0.37




	
R2 (adjusted R2)

	
0.08 (0.06)

	
0.14 (0.11)

	
0.16 (0.12)




	
F

	
3.96 **

	
4.58 **

	
5.36 **








* p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01 (two tailed); a Dummy variables: Female = 0, Male = 1; b Dummy variables: Insurance = 0, Information technology = 1; c Dummy variables: Insurance = 0, Education service = 1; Unstandardized regression coefficients reported for mean centered data.
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