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Abstract

In the digital economy, organizational uncertainty is increasing. In this context, employees more
frequently use avoidance-oriented job crafting to adjust their work boundaries. However, we still
do not fully know how leaders interpret this behavior. Drawing on social information processing
theory, this study examines leaders’ reactions from a third-party perspective. It investigates how
leaders with different levels of leader-member affective relationship schemas attribute motives
and respond when they see subordinates engaging in avoidance-oriented job crafting. We collected
data from 245 supervisor-subordinate dyads in a three-wave survey. Results show that when lead-
ers perceive subordinates’ avoidance-oriented job crafting, it increases their caring behavior. This
leader’s caring, in turn, influences employee performance. Furthermore, the leader’s affective re-
lational schema moderates these indirect effects. Leaders with a high-level schema show stronger
reactions. For them, perceiving avoidance-oriented job crafting leads to a stronger negative link to
counterproductive work behavior. It also leads to stronger positive links to task performance and
organizational citizenship behavior. This study explains how leaders, as third-party perceivers of
employee behavior, influence performance. It also provides insights for improving management
practices.
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1. 518

bt 5 N TR REEIAR P POE R SRR AE 0 T A G R s BT & m R #8 . Rl 5T,
TAEEBECNAGUT NI TR OUUE, E48 R TONRE LS. Dl T 77 RAH —20m 3= 5hsk 28 T4
REAEMIAT A(Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001). BEEFFIRAN, Zhang F1 Parker (2019)%& 1 Ea A1 A FH BT IRAR
KRG o i R . Horh, i Y T4 B 2 (Approach Job Crafting) & 51 i i 3 {45 54
S N B Bh ok Es5hH % TARL A, (el 874 T4 5 % (Avoidance-Oriented Job Crafting)fs i Tl id js/b M+
G5 i taf BRI i PR EL B AR TAEIL S . IEAER, AR R TAE B 3BT A s A SR -4 2 1
T AT B 20 0N 23R A BN HL 3 2 (Sanz-Vergel et al., 2024). H R, TAEE IS = J7 00 1%
REAAT R TR RIS SOE, G AN (R8RS 1A 2 98 ) B 5 e AL (Tims et al., 2021).

Resiltth, SUFVEZ O E BAEESE, H R TAT AW A EAG SRz 17 S (Kakkar & Sivanathan,
2022). — 771, ST HIIRALIR ST - H RGN T B AT NI HE B 35 AR (Fernandez & Vecchio, 1997);
ST, H SRR EAEE RTR S A RIS, #E RS R T4k (Fong etal., 2021). AR, 4 FJEXK
Il R T AE IR, AT ] Berh o 1S AT 45 2 B AURE (Parker etal., 2019), B 5 fil & 4515 A KN T
SR, AR RS — 07 WSS B LR S AT5 A7 45 2 I (Harju et al., 2024), *4H71X Fong 5(2021)5E
UERTES: T A0S0 R EEE A TAE RSy W, DL RS B SBUAHRe MR ER . BT, AR BE
PRGN Ja (LR AR IR R AN AT s T B SRR I, R AR B SR R A
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[F, TEE =TT S AT, DA & T [mlkE 8 T4 5 58 1) ) 2500t 90 45 SRARTE 2 B Kim %5(2024) 5
T A AR RIS 8T 22 AR A S R 5 T [ 1 241 23 A R AT 24 (Organizational Citizenship Behavior,
OCB), &AM AEMASAEIE R JC N 2, 1 Fong 25(2021) K H5 W& 1 R SHELe 4 Bt 1 R & 14 [ml gk Y
AR E R e B 0 (R, U ) T RSN “ SNBSS . X XS R IR
AT Je [l A A R ) R SRR EXUT T e, R FR — NS PEERHE SRR L N AENLE], A
2 BAR L IR AR -

MR A4 215 BN L2 & (Social Information Processing Theory, SIP) (Salancik & Pfeffer, 1978), 455t
SR LR TAE B A — Rtk B RN, I ) gt S8R, WRARFLINAIESN
GRBE N T 7 REREACRAT TR 4 DR B G BT M (SN 4%, 2009). AHFFLAE IR, 15 B RgC R
3 (Affective Supervisor-Subordinate Relational Schema)f 40 (A FIAEAR , K 17 I AN 28 2R AT i 7
AR . BARTI S, S e bR 900G 2 B 3 A0S 0 ) B A7 B8 VAT DRI, e i e ] 0 R
BRI Z 1 SR mS (R0 555, 2022). MURRFFLIEIE — R - FIBECH 2 BB AL (N = 245 "ot
), PRITOTF I B0 R B FOK e s e FO0E T Ja R Y AR B S R SOSE,  DAROR DR TR 4
TAERIIIFENT . HESBA WA 1 FR .

g BTk, AR =AEETER. F, AP Tims 2(2021) % T4E 5 85 =5 MLA IR,
AR a8 (a7 A I 22 AR N 5 SN o 3l TN R R 06 R B AR il
FREAT, T RE A SCRRAE [ e Y T A 51 28 )5 307 18] BB LT JE 14 5 IEHE (Fong et al., 2021; Kim et al.,
2024). ., FETH2{E BN T (Salancik & Pfeffer, 1978), AW IR RGP NMEM . =,
AW TE T AL G LA = I T SR AR AR O Y S B, SEEIEAGH S 1 AN AR (] A A7 B 05 i 40 5 B AT
NP AL v O, D PR G T TRl EE A AR S B AR A S K 2 JE AR LR A TR DL

HIARATH

FBHE E PO R

T R R T 0 |

Figure 1. Theoretical model

B 1 EBipiRE
2. BRERSRLES
21 BRATEEBETFEESHIXIF

g “q B N7 RGO TEANE, TAE SRR A T E R AT TAE A e FH A (Wrzesniewski &
Dutton, 2001). & —LERfF 05 A5 AR T I Y [l Y T A4F 51 98 5] i 403 1 E = B (Fong et al., 2021), {HAH
BWEFEE I T ek AR B 5 R A A RAT AR IEAE DG (Kim et al., 2024). fR¥EH 215 5
INTENR, A8 AR N RAT AR 1(E -5 AR A B SN (Salancik & Pfeffer, 1978), PRIk R i i [l i 84
T A EE BT BEE AT AR N T TS S (Tims etal., 2021). BFFRER, 4405 &R 2] A T 04T N
FIREVR T TAE SRS T SR AP, il 1S 0SS SCReEAT o, FE B 0 TIRE L BE B R (1gbal et al.,
2025), DAHAG T E HIEH TAERAS (van der Vaart et al., 2025). 3T FiRp4r, ABFFTHE S DA%

HL1: 05 EAT & R T A 4 MR AT TE M .
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2.2. BRI PMER

YU RMIBM T LR R, FHES NEREBIG, K IFsHE ~E R &K (Fleishman, 1953).
MR #E 2215 B T ¥t (Salancik & Pfeffer, 1978), [m] i 2 T 55 3 A o7 /& 51 % B8 I 2 175 455 P o
RBAT N 8RN N E X —ATh, WA AR T 1T TaFL, IR HOSH SRm Yk & 55 5T
fir(Lu et al., 2017). MASHBIT2M R TN E /), e o0 @R (Klug et al., 2022), A&7 T
VEFNFI AR B, mA AT 57(Gaudet & Tremblay, 2017).  [FIiF SC PR AL R A BT K AN 1
BRI BN . 32 0 T4 2003 J@ i (Briker et al., 2021), ATk A THIASBUARAT J, FHH R4
P47 N (Sakurai & Jex, 2012). FET EiR4rHT, ABFFEHEH DL R

H2: 4505 PR A ST N S8 [ 8 Y LA 98 5 H () IRAE AT MR e e &R, LA S H(b) S
G (C)HLA A RAT AZMMIER KR

23 BN L TEXAERNERATREBE TEERS RS KT ZERFTER

ETFRAB RN ML LAk, BT IT 5 TR R R SRS FIANE & (Huang
etal., 2008; Tsai et al., 2017). %&Fa 2155 (2009)% £ FERREAIAT T ERITK, SERKHID NHNYEE:
TR T B o, 15 B RO R B “MAYN LRI KR R AR5 SR i
SRR LA & — P A #y(Tsai et al., 2017). HHEALUESE, HHRRE XM “42 - 07 BEE
iz N 2 3 A7 (Seow Wah, 2010).  IITAERAIART IR ER AT, SUENEEMLIESEE
EZOBIRSIEER(Grantetal,, 2009), BARIME, ol B 200K B U 0T R 0Sa 7RIS s lkieet
HRAHESLR, RGN @HEAT R AR R, ST R A 1 R 59 L 15 5, AT mT e
IS T A LME T BN H B &R (Grant et al., 2009). T iR r#r, AHEFFUEEH LN Rk

H3: A0S 1 A b 2000 A BT 9 400 BN s Il T AR B 5 U R M2 AR &R, LR
T EE BN ok R U, IR R DG R GE .

2.4. BETHPMER

AR 1~3, AFFFME T — AN AT R AR Z AR, BT ORI R R S R
B TAERIIA R A KR, ZRMSHEEME L TR/ ERAT . U9 SFa s RN L TR RE
SO, B T a8 A R T S S A R T K 77, AT R B T K P (55 PR (Igbal et al., 2025),
it — 5 F B R T T2 5735 (Gaudet & Tremblay, 2017)F12H 238 F47 J9(Basker et al., 2020), ##i)3
KA FEAT R (Sakurai & Jex, 2012). S F RIRAMHT, AHF TSR H DL R B

H4: 405 1R T 26 2 B R 450 8 [ 8 8 1A 3 80 o 490 5 S PR s i e (o) e A 72
1T (DYESS SRR (C) 4L4A N BRAT N I TRV R4
3. ARAE
3.1 MIREAKRIERF

AWFFER A Z 0 IE] - ZoRER T2, DOk EPU)1 . BB X Al 63 T iR 2 SakAT i) 45 R B
HARIRT T a0 F . B E @ fEIR MBA 3 BT S e, 0 “RTER” 77 N e g # 4 5.
IRV E IR R, B E RIS TS, DA A B 381 53 TR A0S 2 N A B R U A
FAEFEN AT BB S 8 R BHICRTIRIN 2024 4E 4 HAE 7 A, XA 3 WSS - 57 TEC 7 2Rl
s, AR SRR 1 ANH .
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T1 B sSSP BN T B R TAE B, 5 B RO R BN SN DGt =5 8, #ih
118 ZAFShniAE, Bk 92 4314, T2 B A i R TIFM BT A N O gt 2240 &, #5292 4
R, B 259 a4 . T3 Bt 5 THIFRAE TN S GFIHLR A RAT N, #iE 259
G TESIAA, B 245 fr a4 . EISULEE, &EZGRMA KT E 74 4, 1A 245 fy, A EIR
431 62.71%71 83.90%.

TERAFEARY, WSS 40 AN(5 54.05%); 2otk 51T 130 A(if 53.06%); ~F¥4F#4 33.18 % (SD =
6.60); £ A7 T3 LAEAERR Jy 3.04 4F(SD = 1.28).

32. fiITH

AW FIEIE AR E T E WS E TR RER, JERAARERBIRE - MHEREF, WIS RRIAT
U2 I I s W AN | o TP Sl B | A 1 Nl 0 R

321 MSRAMTEERETEELRE(TL)
KT Tims 25(2012) 7k« Fong %5(2021)sdm B H, JREFIL 6 NEI, NRRIEZE MIEEEE
WATER R 3 TN R . 1% ERAEAT I T Cronbach’s o ZH0N 0.77.

3.2.2. IR ETRXRERN(TL)
SRR T A5 (2009 FF R IR, $£ 5 AN, %8R AR H Y Cronbach’s o 2% 0.82.

3.2.3. MEXI(T2)
SKH T Yeung HiI Shen (2019)JF K &R, 3k 3 AT . 1% RAEAH (1) Cronbach’s o %4 0.83.

3.24. REMTA(TI)
KH T Bennett Al Robinson (2000)7F & &%, 3L 7 AN, 1% ERIEAHM FCH 1) Cronbach’s a %L
4 0.89.

3.2.5. fEHEHM(TI)
KH T Farh %5(2004)JF &K IR, 34 N, ZE&RIEATFH I Cronbach’s a 2404 0.92.

3.2.6. HANRITAH(TI)

KHT Farh Z5(2004) &K &R, 3t 4 NI, % 8RR T H K Cronbach’s a 2% 0.90.
3.27. EHIZTE

AW R T R EMAS N DGt AR, DA HERR AR & R 0 1R IE RN (Bernerth & Aguinis,
2016). Hrr, MERNEERMA R, N0, BN L.

3.3. STISREE

AW FET I T A TAMEJETH, AR TR A HI AR NEORE, B A e — e R B 1 A 1)
K, 7E Mplus 8.3 H{# f| “TYPE = TWOLEVEL RANDOM” iEE: 3547 B 7Y % 4% 73 BT (Muthén & Muthén,
2012), AWK 2 Frnf Sk,

3.4. fiRGER

3.4.1. WEMETF o
AHTFUAERD Mplus 8.3 B, it Bk vk Bl A ier 6 8RN Jis [l AR AR EE . ORI
ETFRAREN RAEATA EFGRMAL N RATNX 6 MERENX DL, SR WNE 1R, 5
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Fopth U TE 4 SRR L, BN TR A 2R R 4DL 5 B Ay BRAEL (2 = 238.08, df = 175, SRMRuitnin = 0.05,
SRMRupeween = 0.03, RMSEA = 0.04, CFI =0.97, TL1 = 0.97), #i#]iX 6 M EAEARF I,

TR B gk ke

0.28"

BT R TR |

0.33™

F: ™p<0.001, "p<0.01, p<0.05,
Figure 2. Path coefficients of the full model

2. EBRBRERY

Table 1. Results of confirmatory factor analysis (N = 245)
1 WIEMRETF RN = 245)

it 2Adf - TLI CFl  RMSEA  SRMRuwitin  SRMRbetween
KR 1. LIC, RS, LC, CWB, TP, OCB 136 097 097 0.04 0.05 0.03
}% 2. RS, CWB, TP, LC, LIC + OCB 312 080 083 0.09 0.08 0.03
% 3: RS, CWB, TP, LIC + LC + OCB 420 071 074 0.11 0.10 0.03
7 4. RS, CWB, LIC + LC + OCB + TP 551 058 064 0.14 0.11 0.03
M 5. RS, LIC+LC+CWB + TP+ OCB 775 038 045 0.17 0.15 0.03

T LIC AR T & g B TR, RS AARMEE B PR REN, LCHRITHRN, CWB R RAET A,
TP ARAEF LR, OCB REHLNARATH, +HIERTEIf.

3.4.2. £RFZRERE
AWFFCRA Harman BT IGERHT IR F AR ER R . SR ER, B MR TFHEENEREN
27.54%, /N 40%IF) I FUBE (R0, P, 2020). CASHT FEASAFAE ™ 511 3L [7) J7 32 2%

3.4.3. fiRG I SBX SR
B2 N TR VEGE T 4R, A& AR IE. FrMEZE AR R

Table 2. Results of descriptive statistical analysis

2. WIRMFEIUT DRER

B3 M SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
1) B FEEER TEES  3.68 0.67
2) 1M E R RER 2.98 0.83 0.14"
3) PRI 3.67 0.76 0.11 0.09
4) RAEFEATH 2.23 084  -0.07 -009 -036™
5) {41 4.19 0.57 0.12 -0.06 031" -0.31"
6) HAANRITH 4.03 0.65 013" -001 037 -0.38" 0.59™
7) Flatka 1.53 0.50 004 -015" 011 0.09 0.08 0.08
8) TEEH 33.18 6.60 0.05 0.12 0.15° -0.13° 0.3 0.08 0.15"
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9) B TAEER 3.04 1.28 0.06 0.10 0.02 -0.10 <0.01  <0.01 0.08 0.43"
10) S 0.46 0.50 0.18" 005 -010 -007 -001 004 017" 010 018"
11) 432 2.45 062 -015" -024™ -0.06  0.06 005 -005 -011 <001 -0.02 -0.14%

H: ™p<0.001, “p<001, p<005 K.

3.4.4. BRI
AR AHE TR AR, BT T ERIASYT, R 3 A 3 mIsn, AERH TR E)E, K
ST JiE B 38 P T4 55 B A0 T S PR ) A ) 5 S22 (b = 0.15, p = 0.040), R 1 a7

Table 3. Results of hierarchical regression analysis
3. MEEIFER

RIS SN ST A R 573 HLARARAT N
A5 B (M1~M3) (M4~M5) (M6~MT7) (M8~M9)
M1 M2 M3 M4 M5 M6 M7 M8 M9
P A &
TR -0.18 -021° -018 -022 -029° -0.11 —-0.07 -0.10 —0.04
TR AR 0.02° 0.02° 002° -002 -001 0002 -0.002 0.1  0.002
TR LR -0.03 -0.03 -002 -003 -0.04 -0.01 -0003 -0.02 —0.02
A 025° 025" 023 0.10 0.20 004 -0.02 —0.01 —0.08
RIS} -0.06 -0.03 -007 0.08 0.05 0.06 008 —-0.02 -0.003
RS
JERATT J [R g 2 1A 5298 0.15* 015 —-053° -005 0.2 0.12* 008 013"  0.08
A&
RIS S -0.41™ 0.23™ 0.31™
WA E
M E R RER 0.08 -0.77"
2 HIR
SR J [ sk L T AF EE 9 0.23
x HEEME BT RER
R? 0.07  0.08 0.11 0.04 0.18 0.03 011  0.03 0.15
AR? - 0.01 0.03 - 0.14 - 0.08 - 0.12
F 3.06™ 2.84™ 362" 177 718" 221 9.02" 124 593

AW UK Monte Carlo 752K 50 R A ROV, S5 RR B, AT PN 40 58 N I Ja [ i 284 T4 o
5@ AT A A VE ] B35 (b = —0.09, 95% CI = [-0.16, —0.01]), B4 2a oz X455 g Al
W TAFE IS R R AE5S S0k th A L4 5.3 (b = 0.05, 90% CI = [0.01, 0.09]), B 2b ior; XF45
FERATT JE e TAE RIS T B AR A RAT NI/ /R i3 (b = 0.08, 95% CI = [0.01, 0.15]), 1% 2¢
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UbAh, 3¢ 3 MY 3 AR RN, WU T JE [E kA T AR A R e BN g0 R I SRS B
FA ST PR (M3, b = —0.23, p = 0.004). JE i & SARR T R, 980T 1B Rk R KR
AL, BN Rk A AR L S AT O R 2 2 TEAE DG OR R (B = —0.36, 95% CI = [0.13, 0.59]);
40T BAE BE _R OC RIE VBRI, R RAE (B = 0.11, 95% CI = [-0.06, 0.29]), &1 3 Bor,
TELE RGBS EE 3.

1.2
1.1
A
1 .
K 09
K
E{% 0.8
07 L 7 Wb L TR RER
A
A
0.6
—m—
0.5 L
8 ]
T R B T A

Figure 3. The moderating role of leader-member affective relationship schema on the relationship between perceived subor-
dinate avoidance-oriented job crafting and leader caring
E 3. ERM ETRXAERI RN TRERE TIEEL 5SS K METER

HE— R IR T PR, S5 R NEE 4 PR 1) 48R R R g RS, AN
T [ A A EE AR I 0 T O PR T B R A FEAT A B R 2 (B = —0.14, p = 0.006); 440 S
TR RE R, ZRAEEQ = -0.04, p = 0.212); A REZE FAE 1 95% B 15 X A A4 0
M(B=-0.09,p=0.008), ik 4a L. 2) 48T HIEEME TR B ABEN, AT 8 [REEA T A
B F M N RS SR FA0A 2 25 (8 = 0.08, p = 0.031); 441 S5 M B R 206 R B UK
I, ZEEMIAN (B = 0.02, p = 0.248); HiAN RELZE FA M 95% B (5 X [AIAVELE 0 A5(8 = 0.05, p = 0.031),
Btk 4b oz. 3) UATSIEENE BN R B T, JEREN TR e A A A I S O
JBALVA RAT N HIFENE 25 (8 = 0.12, p=0.007); BT HIH N BNk R EIXEUCR, Z5mARE
(8=0.04,p=0.207); P FREZEREN 95%E E XM ALE 0 £1(8=0.08, p=0.011), fRiX 4c &7,

Table 4. The mediating role of leader caring at different levels of leader-member affective relationship schema

® 4. ASRMERRME L TRXFANETREIRFE RN

95% . {7 [X [A]

EIG SN B SE. P
LS FBR
S Ja8 [ B A A5 O MR~ AR AT N
& (+1 SD) -0.14 0.05 -0.23 -0.04 B#E
f&(-1 SD) -0.04 0.03 -0.11 0.02 NTE
F 5 -0.09 0.04 -0.16 -0.02 3
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BES
JEKNT T R R AR R — A S~ T 4 R
& (+1 SD) 0.08 0.04 0.01 0.15 e
fi&(-1 SD) 0.02 0.02 -0.02 0.06 N
ER 0.05 0.02 0.01 0.10 e
JEHIR J [ R T AR S~ A RAT N
fi(+1 SD) 0.12 0.05 0.03 0.21 B
k(-1 SD) 0.04 0.03 -0.02 0.10 PN
ER 0.08 0.03 0.02 0.15 o
4. ¥Hig

ORI LA 3 T T4 380 KL FF 52 (Tims & Parker, 2020), A ST LS 1058 = 77 KA th %
FR A R TR IR TR R ML . 4 SR, S AT R R T AR AT,
I SOHZEAT o S K IR S T AT A . SO R G S e R 2 SOR S B2 3L

4.1 BREX

e, AWFFIERL Tims 25(2021)% TAF B 98 & = 5 WA (PR, @it 5] A - ot R RUE
OB AR R, TR ANZAUEOR G It R IR TS HESE(Fong et al., 2021; Kim et al., 2024). #ff 7t & 3
ren T B L G AR PR ) A 4 3 T [ Y AR R AT NSO R R SIS S, TS O
BB ENNL, HEE AT AT T I A SR SEAF BN B SO 8 5 3 R B AT R P
WAME . Hk, HEFH4E BT g (Salancik & Pfeffer, 1978), A7 SUERAE “ & TAT A—~4 S\
M= AT N~ R TEE R s 2Rk SRR, SE R S R BN g R0 T 1 R4
JEI, SEANGCT B =5 T BN AR S AT Y - R - R S OB . IO EE N
&, AWHFAER T MERESTAMALUBFE RN 5 TR TAEEBEN M “FRiMmE%EE” ,
AL A% 3% TARBE U5 5 R TS B B IR SR . 10K A HE S PR A A €0 B2 JZ 1T (Wrzesniewski &
Dutton, 2001), HEHEE “AMAIT N - SUSWNL” FIRGAS HZ 0, NFEAR A SUE N 24 PR 55 (RO L fik 12
BEHHIESE -

42. EEEX

B, AL B AEIN ST R A &, FEBVE B U IR B 5 oG R e, B
2 A B A 25 BB — SO R I WIPEPEAN, (R BEBIAGTR R R SR . ik, AU AN 53 T n) i i e
BAT A MRS B IE S, T B R N EEIE KN 45 OO Rm, B SR IR 3 e A T
VEEIBAT IS T WM, FEARHE XTI F B i bR 006 & B i 0, 78 DR RS N SR el s ot
XTS5 LA N 7 AR AT e R R] R e/ M U7 ST TAE S, bk B 305 B A e i sh a7
17 o
43. ARTFBERKRE

BIRA R HA FIRBISE SCRSEER R L, HRIVMRIEAAAE SRR S A LA, Bk, BIAEIT
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AR RAR AT N AR D FEAA LS (Berry et al., 2012; Spector, 2006), {H A REAFAEAL SRV IE R 2, 328 10Ks
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