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Abstract

In the digital age, artificial intelligence (AI) is gradually penetrating the workplace of employees,
bringing extensive and profound changes to traditional work models. To further clarify its impact
mechanism, based on the Job Demands-Resources Model, this study conducts an empirical analysis
of 194 samples, constructs a moderated mediation effect model, and explores how Al usage affects
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employees’ work engagement through job crafting, as well as the moderating role of perceived or-
ganizational support. The results show that Al usage has a positive impact on work engagement
through job crafting, and perceived organizational support plays a negative moderating role. When
employees’ perceived organizational support is low, the positive mediating effect of Al usage on
work engagement through job crafting is stronger. When employees’ perceived organizational sup-
port is high, the mediating effect is weaker.
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1. 3]

AT, N T8 fg(Artificial Intelligence) 1E 5 A4 AR P2 Mk A= 7= 50 S5 0 (B A1) 3 32 85 (T 1, 20205
INEURIE T3k, 2021) X PR AR IR AE B . N TR Rl (F 55 B RS Re /1 s E W A S
(Chuang, 2021), 5| &K TAEFFEE#I(Selenko et al., 2022). 1 LIEF N (Work Engagement)fE Ay 51 LTI T
EF= AR A EAT NRES, ESEMAR R . TAEREM TAESRUNEEA, HEaHSEmTHMm
PR B BB AARH DAk, 2014). HERE AL SR TAL LAY, Tl BOREZ LA R T TN,
TR BT I AL 2 BRI T A A% Lo iy R

HAr, FACx H&E N TR R F 15 (Daily artificial intelligence usage)-5 71 .47 JyFl 0o Fl 45 AR &
(B 9% RBEAT THEF, EIHNFISK J1CH A, 2024). BERER, TAESRTR N AN TG, AR T
RN TAE, TSR (Prentice et al., 2023). SR, HAWFRER, BRI E P37 ZME L& S
5RIENYE, iS58 RERE, ERBAKF T (Kong et al., 2021; Matsunaga, 2022;
Chen et al., 2024). XM JEVESS 10 W HH A BIRAEZE AN L B8 B R N LR Re B FH I X 7T 82
BN(Tang etal., 2022 F235 5455, 2023), (E0FHAEFIHLE 700 R IEA B = RS (TR IESE, 2023),
TR Z X AR R 5 A GBS HAE % 58 (Agrawal, 2023), % Tk, FET TAEZR - BHERIA (Job
Demands-Resources Model), A F0RR S N T8 RE AT 20 53 T AR N BARLS], SR A R 7 2% A4
TN LR REAE A 0 T AR BN 22 57

1M LA 2 #(Job Crafting){E 4 A T F AR TAEAESS % R &AL ) B 1M EAT 958 (Amillano
etal., 2024), AMEEE N TR RS TAEBN MG TR T IS WFE RN, N LR BEREARMRAER
il ZE A I 2 3 TR B H R BE, 2 im) Tl AR S48 R E A AN T E SE AR AR I T
VEE I b BRI, 2024), $RTFBEA(Bakker et al., 2012). {4 AR H &, R T 5 filk Fifte
MG, FEGRCT BR(ECE MR, 2024) KPP ERW, N TR BERIERAE T REZ AR A
e HUEEMAZ TR . Tk, AR TAREBE T A, BN TR X R T
TAREEMRZ A, DA B IBAT A PR GRS 5E N Re A 0% o8 TAER IR

BREBCAR R A S 5 me , N R RE 51 R AL 23R 58 B AL 0 B3 T SR M a7e 5% A7 B SERE Ma (TR AR 2 A 52/
7, 2023)0 IR T, HESCRERARBEAR A BRI g2 ph oA kD 0T A O BRR AR (Bakker
& Demerouti, 2007), SRAFEA TR R H BRE (R AE S ARG, 2024). 28T, FR4E TAEER - BRI,
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TCRESRFN G ACH U], SCBAE T 3 (PR % 555, 2012). DRI, 9 N TR RESTRBSA P, 4141
X FF & (Perceived Organizational Support) X} i /0347 A IR AL AT B8 H BT B [ % (Fletcher et al., 2018).
BRI S, BORE A SRR @ “ RN ” bk 7J(Li et al., 2022), {H 2440 BT 53 T 2R
ZWIBEIR, e 0 TR A A H bR BB (Nahum-Shani & Bamberger, 2011; Johlke & lyer, 2013); T
FEARH LSRR, BHRIA R AE 57 TANUERABR M (1R 5 1255, 2017), ROMAR A H 8@ 8 981G R AR s
(Niessen etal.,2016)o AL —1Z, ANFIFHFHL L FBAE MR A E, HWITHAENTHEMFEH . TE
HIPE TR RN, HRHRA S T RIRIER A 517 N R Rk B3 .

R FRTR, AWK T TAEER - SRR B AESE, REH W AN TR e BT 7 T A
FENIFZMa L], H A 5 A B8 1) o AR S A SR IR R R T 3 A 5% A

2. EREMSMRRIZ
2.1. HEAIEatERABRASAITIERA

B e R e N, N TR RSN E IR A SR 8., —H 1, BRI
AAFES, 5 T ANEBIFE S F M (Chuang, 2021); B—J51H, ‘EREFEM TSP 5B, WEER TE
J% ) JU SR fig (Dutta & Mishra, 2021). X FhAR & A 5 20 TAFRFE A R G B CE E0E, 2024). ARIET
VEEESR - VHERAAY, T TARRFESS T RS AMZ O4ERE . Ho— “TARZR” , RIFE SO
R JEMEs 0 “TAERIE” , BREHE B ARk S SR 22 (Demerouti et al., 2001). 10 A T8 RERT AL
PR 1 BT (Structural Job Resources), R i H2 41 T L S REAIH 9 BELAS 1 T4 223K (Hinderance Job
Demands) It At 55 Y5 45 K4 (1 HH AR AR, 2024), 48 53 T RERE A PR 555 B T b m A K 55 =40 B 76 3l (Chuang,
2021), M@ B I 25 12 i€ (Resource Gain Spiral)# TN 5 4% (Hobfoll, 2001; Tims et al., 2012).

BB RE R R A B0 TAEZR . N TR ER 5 T¥ B ANUMERRE, R EHM @&
STHLAR) L SE S s A% A B AR AR R (Dunlap & Lacity, 2017; 4RBEk%%, 2021). 3 N A0k 52 T
RS M, OV FLRE I RBE AL 7T (Van Den Broeck et al., 2010). BFFCEAR, 240 L3RG 20 IR S I
i ee, N TR RERPRERME R TR A RTINS N ICEC ) “ FF 587 (Dang & Liu, 2022; Tang
et al., 2022).

BT EiRoHT, AwFrstt DU R

Hi: HH N R F S B0 IE R 52m 52 T AR .

2.2. TEELHNER

TAFEIBAE Ny 4 T H A TARRRAEROAT 9 SRMG (SR AR PR AN 58N T, 2023), JBR AR 32 RO AR I L) $2
THEBEMAMA. S0 0NN, TAERERER R TAETERAES B RIG T B e E 0 ek
(Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001). 1 LAEER - SWIFERA R —PH R T TEEBHEFEHREDRE: T
RGNS AV BEUR . RO PR/ BLASPEEE R, SEIL R 5 SR A s & P45 (Tims & Bakker, 2010).
MmN LRGeSV RIAL, BEA 205K - 5087 RS T B e 8 53 T TAEE et DAESLHT
[ P A X (Tims et al., 2012; R AEAIERE, 2024). HAKT S, AN T8 GERE = 5 842 il Ak 5 58 (R
A A, 2025): 55—, MRS TURIUR G R AT S BB R EQNE T S) (Kellogg et al., 2020); 5=,
VB X 2% B A4 3R 5 ok 3% B S (I ARAL S BRBE WM ) (2 SR AaK L, 2024): 8=, e (B XU 15138 A Jn 5528
(A=A LIRS (TR, 2024).

BT ER i, AOFFAEH LN B

H2: & N LRGeS O E s TAER .
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T A 25 98 R % 38k B2 50 2 FH R A 2% 642, 4B N - RIULHEE, $8F  T AR N (H3E K,
2016)0 35—, BRPHIGE A BEAE N 02 Tl S R RS HIB H R B, fif &% 5006, SR AR A& MR 4,
2025). T BFEIEY 5K XAHES) R TP AT 5%, it R i ot R oAk TAE BN CRIEIRSE, 2021),
TV R U S MR T (Hobfoll, 2001). 58—, & LEMBKAE T A L@ EHe s | S, HElgamilm,
M AFESPATE” AN “AHLARGESE” (Song et al., 2022; Wang et al., 2022). IXFhE X EHSEA
TTAESIHL, RS R TR TARO B RS SRR, P AR RO BN (R IS AR, 2023)6

T BRI, AW PR R

H3: TAEEEIE M TAERA.

gE AL 2 AU 3 BRI, N LRGN TR It Bt S, it
TAEE B EACEI AR LRI N TR BT “ 2R - R 1ads, MEMEAATEEMR T, &
i ElibONE U EES N ivs 12 2 L e A P S IR (55 N S 52515 S

T R, AT LN B

H4: TAESEPAEHH N LR RGOS TN RIE RN ER.

2.3. AAXFFRAETER

N L GEI) B & N H BRI 52 2 RS B2 (Sun et al., 2024). ZHZRSZRRIBAE N 1 TXHH LM
] G HaHE SR I B AR R R (Eisenberger et al., 1986), 5 1f BRI TAEBR NS & B BRI, 2010).
W R, AR A SRR, BREd & N s R TR RAS, AR SN R TAT N
1% F #6142 (Ramaci et al., 2024).

MAEN LA RBE IR AR, HLUSCREE MR EHRIAB M LHUE]: 2B —, SR
1) “EARRMBL” o 250 TIRAR 5 SRR G = 5 RGBSR, AT g 2 5 AR AR B XU A R A ]
BN FEAF A ], 2024), TAEY) & B AU (Van Hooff & Van Hooft, 2014; Xuetal., 2023). LLHT,
HRBRAL I ORIFCIG AN P2 “ Zeob ™, T “ 2 M” , BEHEGH 2 03 LD Hkik 9 558 75 5K (Tims & Bakker,
2010), PR T E) AR BIHLEA S, 2022) 5=, (RHALECRHRM “WaE N7 « MHLCHRAE
FORA B p kA, G T E BRI SR R AN R (Y BT A RS, 2025). RO PRR, BT, R
T4 KA EshPEseng (T AE 8 28) DLE 2 3% H) B (Niessen et al., 2016).

SR LB A RIS R A H RIS B T SR e, LBV B 1 T
JEAT R AR SRR S, BoR 91 i) B8 5 R ol A 03 T i BB AT sl “ 2R - BEUR” 1
F-F#1(Irving & Montes, 2009; Tims & Bakker, 2010).

T BRI, AW R

H5: HESCHHRAE H AN TR e S TARSE 2R R R TER, BUAH E s 2 2SRRI 01 1
H B N LA R A R AR U RHICZH 24 SRR IR IR 53 T A o 90 ) A 1) 52 0 B Yl 25

24. BRETRABX

it BR T, AT T TARER - IR, AN S SRR R Gt R 1 N R R A s T
TERNIE 3042, AL ISR T, WA TAEZERRBEMBAT L AR, FEOTREIETLE
AREFEAAES BN, 59467 3 TR0t AN R SUR(MRIE S, 2023)0 BRI, S Lol H R AN H A
SHRGVETH G, T AEMARIREh 38 RAE B (Xu et al., 2023), SB0 “NTEBEN - T BB~ TR
N7 HIEAR AN . MR SRR BT, HOR 51 1 BRI R 58 2 fE LS 5 (Maedche etall.,
2019), G T NHEAR AN 8 b E 3 305 B 5847 N (Chen et al., 2024). X Fd B HEAT AL E & 17 P11
Fibk, 2016), SEIEIE Rt RO ERA TR OO, HEBSI AR RIS ER LTS, 2019),
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BT b #r, AWFTTER A R

H6: HYUCRHRIE T B AN TR R IS it i AR B R0 03 T AR BN A 080, BIZHZRSE
FRRGEAR,  HH N TR B A DU REE I TR S5m0 01 T TARSBEN

L5 LRIk, AR IR E BRI AN 1 FTR

P BT FRE

TS ‘
v THES THERA

Figure 1. Theoretical model

& 1. BipiEn
3. It
3.1. IR EHIEWEE

AFFCRH A T E ) 777%, #id Credamo K 2P GHH SR, FEAH 194 AR TEHNTT
M, k64 %, 15 33.0%, @130 %4, 5 67.0%. EXDiJ5H, L8R 114, 5 57%, A% 126 4,
5 64.9%, it 55 4, 5 28.4%, 424, & 1.0%. EENERRTE, AR5 4, 5 2.6%, EE4A
W T 56 44, 15 28.9%, REMNAT 116 4, 5 59.8%, FIHALET 74, 4 3.6%, #EMLRA T
7%, 13.6%, HA3 4, 5 1.5%. fEFERTTI, FIFEEN 31.309 &, hRifEEN 5347,

3.2. ZEME

BN AFEAGEA, HE AN TR AR, THEEY. TIERAN 4 NMEERTEY
WEE E BRI T EA TR R RAER, KM Likert7 siit/mEk, Hir, 1 £x “EWARZ" , 78
N | A Tib= 4

1) HHNTEREAE M. A Tang 25 A(2022)% 1 H H % N T8 GEE G &R, J£ 3 N8,
n “FTAEZ PTG AT BOR R ROk« AFFH, % &R N Cronbach’s o 2N 0.606.

2) HEIZFEIR: KA Eisenberger 55 N (1986)4m il M ZH L Fpidk e, 3k 9 MBI, i “FRINAHLE
MBS EMALITIRR” o AWFFRH, 1ZERN Cronbach’s a RECH 0.889.

3) TAFE®.: RATAEEPER(Timsetal., 2012), MESEB ., KREE . NHEE =% T
VEERIFEATIN G, AHFF L 14 AN, G “J A —Fp il TAEXT FeR 3 3 A = X 77 sUE ) T
87 o KR, ZEFEF Cronbach’s a RETN 0.864.

4) TAEHN: KR TAERNEE (Schaufeli etal., 2006), MiE S ZEER. BVE=ANYERE X TAERNE
TIN5, A0 AR IR O NI, i “ BN EFT N F I TAE BRI o AW, % E R Cronbach’s
o ZEH 0.651,

5) AR R MRYE DAE W N TR R0 A I DURE 03 TAT s ma (AR 78, AR R B . g, %
Ji BV ERUE Al AL &

3.3. Giit o
AWFF K SPSS 23.0 #HAT LRI T mZEAR L, FRH Amos 23.0 #HATIAEMER 7o, iz
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SPSS 23.0 X AR R FHAT RS T 0. AT BIESHT, FFFIH Process F Y Bootstrap 775 i1+
IRUBEP) 95% B 15 [X [A] (Confidence Interval; CI).

4. SSUESHR
4.1. £RFERELRSWIEEERRIH

BT A F AR B3 03 T Bty , AT ReAEAESL IR w22 i) . (R, AW 90K A Harman LRI 3
TP A AR B AL F TR R ERRE . SRR, RIEHAE N TR R — T IAERE R Y 34.994%(7)
TG FHE 40%), A H IR 5 4K 2 B R B RS OL, Ul BB AN AELE B3 ISR i e 2

AWFFKH Amos 23.0 XF H & AN TR BEME AR OL. TAEBN . TAEE 5 A 405 R Bk AT 36 E v A
Tt MR EMNERANANESX08E. dRmE 1 SR, A TR, R Eis
SERRBE LA 45 Rl N EEAE (2 = 1013.110, df = 521, RMSEA = 0.070, SRMR = 0.070, CFI = 0.829, TLI =
0.815), IbAbh, FEAARAMIE TR B2 2 5 T VU AU (Ay® > 6.123, Adf>3). #iith, ABFFH KDY
AN A R X 80E, RN,

Table 1. Confirmatory factor analysis

= 1. WIEMEF SR

R Hras P df AA(AdS) RMSEA  CFI TLI SRMR
PUHF#%  DAIU, EE,JC,PO  1013.110 521 - 0.070 0.829 0815  0.070
=T DAIU+IJC,EE,PO 1019230 524  6.120 (3)*** 0.070  0.828 0815  0.070
=T HR DAIU+PO,EE, JC 1058365 524  45255@3)***  0.073 0814 0801  0.073
ZNTHR DAIU,JC+PO,EE  1167.875 524 154765 (3)***  0.080  0.776  0.760  0.074

TR DAIU+JC+PO,EE 1177760 526  164.650 (5)***  0.080  0.773  0.758  0.074

TE: DAIU FR Ha N LB R TSN, EE B LAERN, IC FRITIEEMYE, PO TR TR,

4.2. RS SRR T

Table 2. Results of descriptive statistics and correlation analysis

2. ARSI SEXSRER

A FIE bR 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1 5 1.670 0.471 -
2% 4.247 0.567 0.171 -

3 Bl A 3.103 1.440 —0.110  —0.260%** -
4 R 31.309 5.347 0.088 0.104  —0.077 -

> E@é};}f e 5.639 0.736 -0.129  0.136 0.023  —0.023 -
6 HLARFIK 5.572 0.940 —-0.088  0.215%* —0.136  —0.033  0.581***
7 TAEEY 5.748 0.605 —0.043  0.223%  —0.058  0.056  0.653%%% (.72]%** -
8 TAEA 5.451 0.586 -0.022  0.089  —0.079 0.015  0.525%%% (,573%%% (), 745%+*

W N=194; **7E 0.01 /KOS LR EFDE, **7E 0.001 /KOS L 22 HH % .
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FARBE . PRHEEFA SR B L 2 Por. HREMKXREONT 0.7, FlEh 2 H AL T,
AR FRAT IRV LS, 25 BRI A2 & 178 B H Tolerance F&/ME N 0.625, /N 0.1 HllG FHEARE
75 ZE R 4 VIF 5 KA 1.601, /N 10 BIIG FHEARAE, Ui BHAHHT 78 A8 AR LR R i . H
N LRGeS LS TAEBRN(r=0.525,p<0.001). TAEEE(=0.573, p<0.001)EFIEM*K, TIEHEE
HTAEHNEZE EFK(r=0.745, p <0.001). A EAMCHEREARFF ST, F AR IRV S HE

4.3. RigE

1) ERNE RN . fFB) SPSS23.0 B, KM ZITEIAN BT IR KrER 7
Piv BOSRAL SEEVER AR B, 45 R 3 for.

Table 3. Results of multiple regression analysis

3. ZREVEASHER

e R AR R TAEEY ZERARE. TAERA
e M M2 BUB3  BON4 RS Be M7
Pl A i
P51 -0.112 -0.027 0.044 0.014 -0.053 0.048 0.039
=i 0.248%* 0.162 0.062 0.065 0.082 -0.016 -0.105
BRME 2R —0.002 0.007 0.012 0.014 —0.026 -0.037 -0.026
G 0.004 0.010 0.008 0.007 0.001 0.002 -0.002
H A &
H o N T8 Rl 0 0.864%**  (.299%**  (255%*x 0.438%** 0.062
YA AR
HATFF K 0.330%**  (.309%**
22 B
H A T RE AL T 1 i _0.101%*
HIFRIK
AR
TAEHEE 0.57 1 +%*
R 0.058 0.479 0.614 0.632 0.013 0.286 0.569
AR? 0.021 0.164 0.018 0.273 0.283
F 2.915%  49.768%¥* 49 583%k* 45 593k 0.622 15.081%%%  4].115%%*

H: N =194; *#E 0.01 KU ERFAI, **+7E 0.001 ACPFORM) ERIEAEIG: R g L3yl
E

HHE 3 PR 6 g S mT 0, H o N TR R I 0 0 35 R e TAEBEN(B = 0.438, p < 0.001), &%
W H A3 3I3CFE; A 2 m g, HE N TR Refd FH G 00235 1E [ s2m T AE B %8(B = 0.542, p < 0.001), [A]
BB 7 A, AR R RS, TAEE R E ERm TAER (B = 0.571, p < 0.001), f&ik Ha.
Hs 3205377, HFH, SR H 5 AN TR GEAE o TAEBN RS2, U TAEESEH® AL
e BN S TERNE RGP ANERH. 4/ SPSS # Process #fiff-Xt o /-728 & 34T Bootstrap &5,
K H 95% B 15 X [ HEAT 5000 ¥k AR, 45015 4 Fok. HH N T8 RE il ot T4F 5 3 m
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TAERN KIS BUNAE N 0.430, 95%CI S~[0.331, 0.530]; ELAERNAE A 0.055, 95%CI N[—0.048, 0.158];
[ RNAE N 03751, 95%CI JH[0.247,0.500]. TR I EAS X I E 0, (AN R, T/EES
18 HH N TR R G LS TAEBN RS R AER, R Ha 3 230K

2) PHFTRNAS G . A 3 AR 4wk, HE N TR BE A AR T 5 4 2SRRI I A8 LI 3 A7 [ B
Wi TAE S 3 (B=-0.101,p <0.01), 5t B 2SRRI S m) 15 H N LR AR A O 5 AR SRR ok &,
B Hs W15 205308 .

R R R SRR IR PRV T O AT B BRI, R T R ER A A v, AR LR SRR IR IR B BN ek
— AU ZE AT A SRR L, AT RN . il 2 BoR, RTHRASUCREEM R T, HEATHE
REAT 55 10 % A B 9 A IE 1A S dR 2 (B = 0.356, t = 7.189, p < 0.001); X FEHA T FE R T, H
W N L R A8 IR 10 e A 25 98 () A Rl 52T I 559(B = 0.157, t=2.455, p < 0.05), % Hs 15 33— 3

3) BRI BNATIS o ik — DR T SRR RAE H RN A R A 17 L JE i A AR T
VEBAN K R TFRIENENT N, IR Process #ifE4r#T, 4EHUNE 5 Fian. AL SCRREA T H L
(+1SD), H'& N T8 Gefd F 5 vLiE e TAF E R TAE SN B R A RSl THE A 0.107, 95%CT M[0.030,
0.179], 7ERMHLICREET TAEEBR /0 53 ML R TIAL(-1SD), H# AT aefi
OB TAE E M TAESR N R RN A THE N 0.242, 95%CT A[0.142,0.371]. 1XRHLEBEMGLA L
RSN, TAEREBI PN EDE, HARALSFRBKE R NAAE— € E T A
PR AR R, PSS A THE A—0.072, 95%CT N[—0.149, —0.030], A5 0, UiBHEY A
R . R He 19 23R

Table 4. Results of the mediation effect test
F 4. PAYRILER

BRAR: HW AN LRI~ TAEE R~ TR

RS RTY LVONAIEN FrifE iz 95% & 15 X 7]
BRI 0.430 0.050 [0.331, 0.530]
BN 0.055 0.052 [—0.048, 0.158]
Vi) 42 24 0.375 0.065 [0.247, 0.500]

TAEEY
‘\
\

5 - - RESTRRR
—O— SRR

I E N TR R A A i E N R AR A L

Figure 2. The moderating role of perceived organizational support on the relationship between
daily artificial intelligence usage and job redesign

B 2. BAXFRHEATLERERBALS TEEZEXRMETER
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Table 5. Results of the moderated mediation effect test

5. BETHRABLREER

oA AR A PRt 95% B 15 X 7]

S FRIR(+1SD) 0.107 0.038 [0.030, 0.179]

TRA L FF I (-1SD) 0.242 0.058 [0.142,0.371]
AT B R N -0.072 0.030 [-0.149, —0.030]

4. EREIIE

AT TAEER - BUEREAY, X 194 FEARBET SRS, BRI N TR AR A X 52 T LA
sz L], FHIUE TAEE B R AER . AR ER .

WA R, N TR Ref Rt i T AR . TAESg R, AN LR aeiEE A 3 seit 50 74,
H 5 53 N6 A 2% [l 1 ) T L BRI (Chuang, 2021), #ET it & 95 U544 25 02 i (Hobfoll, 2001), & TAE#
A E BRI (E 5K, 2016).

M LAEEBAEN TGS 2 T TARRANERIERNER - BFFRAIE 14 SO 5T 1 BB HEZE(Tims
et al., 2012; Tims & Bakker, 2010), A T& G851 KM BTIHAR 5 5B R4, IK3h it Tod it 8 AT N seiiliE
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