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Purpose: Drawing upon attribution theory, this study investigates the mediating role of supervisor-attributed motives in the relation-
ship between employees’ job crafting and supervisory support, as well as the moderating effect of crafter credibility on leaders’ 
attributional process, which in turn determines leaders’ willingness to support.
Methods: A total of 264 employees and 61 supervising managers participated in the two-wave dyadic survey. To test our hypotheses, 
we performed the hierarchical regression and conducted bootstrapping analyses using Hayes PROCESS Model.
Results: Findings indicated that approach (avoidance) job crafting has a positive (negative) indirect relationship with supervisory via 
the supervisor’s prosocial motives (egoistic intentions) attribution. In addition, the crafter credibility strengthens (weakens) leaders’ 
positive (negative) attribution and support for approach (avoidance) job crafting, revealing a significant moderated mediation.
Conclusion: In summary, the present research advances our understanding of the social consequences of individual job crafting and 
explains the potential risks and rewards of individual job crafting by identifying supervisors’ differential attributions for this working 
behavior. In addition, it enhances the knowledge of the contingency of managers’ responses to employees’ job crafting by examining 
the moderating role of crafter credibility.
Keywords: approach job crafting, avoidance job crafting, prosocial motives attribution, egoistic intentions attribution, crafter 
credibility, supervisory support

Introduction
Job crafting, which refers to individuals’ actively shaping, molding, and changing their jobs and work,52,63 is increasingly 
key for organizations to survive dynamic environments and achieve sustainable development.44 Research on job crafting 
has shown positive effects of employees’ job crafting on person-job fit,54 individual attitudes and well-being,51,65 and 
adaptability.32 Despite these benefits, recent research has argued that job crafting, as an individualized and bottom-up job 
re-design, elicits different reactions and responses from managers owing to the status quo being challenged and the 
environment being changed.56 For instance, studies have suggested that supervisors do not always appreciate employees’ 
job crafting, and even have negative reactions to such self-initiatives if the activity is perceived as an image risk.34,50 

Therefore, leaders’ response essentially depends on how they interpret the motivation for employees’ job crafting.
Research on how leaders perceive and attribute employees’ job crafting has become an important subject because 

leaders’ attributions directly influence their willingness to support, and, ultimately, determine whether the employee can 
undertake successful job crafting and achieve the expected goals.61 First and foremost, in an organization, monitoring and 
evaluating subordinates’ working behavior are part of managers’ responsibility. When individuals initiate changes to 
existing task procedures and work norms, it is essential for leaders to assess and decide whether to accept these job 
changes and adjustments.20 In addition, as stakeholders in the social context of employees’ job crafting, leaders not only 
master the resources (eg, information resources) that employees need to redesign their job,60 but also associate with other 
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subjects, such as colleagues involved in employees’ job crafting and cross-departmental collaboration networks.59 

Therefore, leaders’ attributions and support for employees’ job crafting play a vital role in the process. Exploring this 
topic can not only help better understand the outcomes of employees’ job crafting, but also enhance knowledge about the 
mechanism of others’ reactions to individual job-crafting behaviors in social contexts.

Unfortunately, research concerning how supervisors attribute employees’ job crafting is conspicuously absent from 
the literature. Previous studies have investigated managerial perceptions of the benefits and risks of employees’ job 
crafting through theoretical analysis or qualitative interviews.34,50 However, these studies did not conduct empirical 
investigations to examine the underlying reasons and mechanisms. To a large extent, this omission may be due to two 
issues: first, a lack of in-depth analysis of the concept of job crafting. According to the framework developed by Zhang 
and Parker, individual job crafting presents different behavioral orientations, including approach and avoidance job 
crafting.65 Approach job crafting and avoidance job crafting are conceptually distinct and, hence, will lead to leaders 
making differential attributions. To be specific, approach job crafting is proactive crafting behavior—effortful and 
directed toward improvement-based goals.8 Individuals create opportunities beneficial to the task and job by seeking 
challenges and resources, such as actively learning new skills to solve problems at work.33 Accordingly, approach job 
crafting may promote managers’ prosocial motivation attribution. Meanwhile, avoidance job crafting, defined as 
a prevention-oriented self-initiative, will result in managers’ egoistic intentions attribution. Because these crafting 
activities usually serve the purposes of evading, reducing, or eliminating part of one’s work,11 such as reducing hindering 
and social demands, supervisors are more likely to interpret this behavior as serving individuals’ own interest. An 
existing study has revealed supervisors’ responses to avoidance job crafting and proposed that approach job crafting 
would moderate the process. To extend the current research, we distinguish the differential effects of approach and 
avoidance job crafting on leaders’ response and explain the mechanism from the behavioral attribution view, which is 
more in line with the social context of job crafting.

In addition, attribution theory22 holds that the observer’s attribution will not only depend on what actors do but also 
on who they are.28 Current research has focused predominantly on the impact of job crafting behaviors: far too little 
attention has been paid to investigating the influence of the source factor, ie, job crafters. Moreover, extant studies 
examining the boundary conditions of others’ reactions to individual job crafting are centered on contextual factors, such 
as task context (eg, job autonomy and ambiguity) and social context (eg, interdependence and social support),13 ignoring 
the role of job crafter in the process. As one of the most prominent source variables, crafter credibility describes the 
trustworthiness and expertise of the employee who engages in job crafting,5,65 and has been demonstrated to positively 
influence the manager’s perception and evaluation of individuals’ proactive working behavior.62 Consequently, we 
propose that the beneficial effect of approach job crafting is more pronounced for employees with high credibility 
than for those who are less credible. At the same time, crafter credibility may also buffer the negative effect of avoidance 
job crafting.

In the present research, building upon the attribution perspective,22 we build an integrative model to examine the 
mechanism underpinning supervisory support toward employees’ job crafting. We explain managers’ differential 
attributions for approach and avoidance job crafting, and clarify how such attributions will influence subsequent 
supervisory support. Further, to illuminate the role of job crafter’s characteristics in the judgment process, we explore 
the moderating effect of crafter credibility on supervisor-attributed motives for employees’ job crafting.

In summary, our research makes several contributions to the job crafting literature. To start with, shifting to the 
manager’s perspective, we advance our understanding of the social consequences of individual job crafting.56 Drawing 
on attribution theory, we offer a comprehensive view of supervisors’ reactions to employees’ job crafting. Second, by 
identifying supervisors’ differential attributions to approach and avoidance job crafting, we explain the mechanism of 
supervisors’ responses13 and describe the potential risks and rewards of individual job crafting in the social context. In 
addition, we enhance the knowledge of the contingency of managers’ responses to employees’ job crafting by revealing 
the moderating effect of crafter credibility. By doing so, we address the knowledge gap arising from that “while job- 
crafting outcomes and antecedents have often been studied, the studied mechanisms and boundary conditions are rather 
limited.”56 Finally, from a practical view, our work also offers insights for employees to engage in job crafting in an 
effective way,42 and provides implications for managers to find better ways to improve employees’ job crafting at work.
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Theory Development and Hypotheses
Supervisor’s Perception of Individual Job Crafting
We direct our theoretical and empirical attention to the supervisor’s perspective because managers play a critical role in 
individual job crafting. They not only take the responsibility to monitor and evaluate employees’ proactive job redesign 
and adjustments at work, but can also influence the social context related to individual job crafting. Therefore, super-
visors can be a bottleneck in employees’ pursuit of the goals of job crafting. If the manager fails to appreciate and support 
such activity, they will discourage employees from engaging in it. Because job crafting involves changing the existing 
work rules and challenging the current norms,65 it may be particularly susceptible to such cues from leaders given that it 
entails potential threats and risks.34,55

In line with attribution theory, when the actor’s behavior deviates from accepted norms and expectations, observers 
are inclined to offer explanations for these inconsistencies and deviations.22 Hence, when employees proactively make 
changes to certain aspects of their work via job crafting, supervisors will seek to generate attributions to explain the 
deviations that come with this behavior, namely prosocial motives or egoistic intentions.49 Taking different orientations 
of approach and avoidance job crafting into account,14 managers will create distinct perceptions and explanations of the 
actor’s behavior, thereby generating different attributions.

Prosocial Motives Attribution for Approach Job Crafting
Approach job crafting, defined as crafting activities in which individuals increase resources and challenge job demands to 
solve problems and achieve improvement-based goals,8 has been shown to be associated with positive individual and 
organizational outcomes. Using meta-analysis, scholars have found that approach job crafting significantly promoted 
employees’ learning and competence,65 work engagement,33 and job satisfaction.51 In addition, research has indicated its 
benefits to other coworkers. More specifically, using the diary study,43 Peeters et al revealed the direct crossover of 
approach job crafting from the focal employee to coworker. Bakker et al4 found a reciprocal relationship between dyad 
members’ (the actor and the coworker) approach job crafting. In the modeling process, the actor’s approach job crafting 
was positively associated with the coworker’s work engagement. Finally, employees’ approach job crafting has also been 
found to benefit organizations by enhancing individual organizational commitment51 and reducing turnover intention.51 

Likewise, it is positively related to higher levels of task and contextual performance.
Considering these abovementioned positive impacts, supervisors are more likely to believe that the employee’s 

behavior is driven by concern for others and the organization19 and attribute strong prosocial motives to individual 
approach job crafting. As such, we expect:

Hypothesis 1: An employee’s approach job crafting is positively related to the supervisor’s prosocial motives attribution.

Research has suggested that supervisor-attributed motives for the employee’s behavior will influence the supervisor’s 
reactions to these employees.22 Specifically, the supervisor’s attribution of prosocial motives is positively related to their 
willingness to support.58 Based on the positive relationship between individual approach job crafting and prosocial 
motives attribution discussed above, we propose that the employee’s approach job crafting may have a positive effect on 
supervisory support via prosocial motives attribution. Thus, we hypothesize:

Hypothesis 2: An employee’s approach job crafting has a positive indirect relationship with supervisory support through 
the supervisor’s prosocial motives attribution.

Egoistic Intentions Attribution for Avoidance Job Crafting
Because of reducing hindering and social demands and systematic forms of work withdrawal,39,52 individual avoidance 
job crafting has been demonstrated to be negatively related to opportunities for growth and development65 and work 
engagement.51 Furthermore, this prevention-oriented crafting behavior may lead to detrimental effects on colleagues and 
the organization. For instance, evidence has shown that employees’ avoidance job crafting will lead to lower coworker 
work engagement4 and higher levels of workload and conflict.53 Additionally, due to reductions in the task and social 
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boundaries at work, research has indicated employees’ avoidance job crafting is positively associated with turnover 
intentions51 and negatively associated with job performance.33

According to accepted workplace norms, employees are expected to engage in positive behaviors and contribute to 
the team.24 Observers will make negative attributions for behaviors that violate these norms. Thus, individual avoidance 
job crafting is especially likely to be regarded as serving the employee’s interests instead of the desire to benefit other 
people or the organization. Therefore, we propose the following:

Hypothesis 3: An employee’s avoidance job crafting is positively related to the supervisor’s egoistic intentions 
attribution.

Learning from the attributional processes of leaders in leader-member interactions,22 managers’ egoistic intentions 
attribution for subordinates’ behavior is negatively related to supervisory support.58 Because the employee’s avoidance 
job crafting positively relates to supervisor-attributed egoistic intentions, this attribution will, in turn, result in lower 
leaders’ support for the employee. Hence, we argue that egoistic intentions attribution mediates the indirect effect of 
avoidance job crafting on supervisory support. Altogether, we propose:

Hypothesis 4: An employee’s avoidance job crafting has a negative indirect relationship with supervisory support through 
the supervisor’s egoistic intentions attribution.

The Moderating Effect of Crafter Credibility
Attribution theory further suggests that observers are more likely to consider multiple available cues (eg, the actor’s 
characteristics) in order to understand the cause of the event.28 Under this circumstance, supervisors’ attribution for 
employees’ job crafting will be affected by their perception of the job crafter.55 Credibility, one central dimension of 
individual characteristics, signals others’ perception of the legitimacy and trustworthiness of the employee’s working 
behavior.46 Because credibility is more in line with the social norms and supervisor’s expectations of subordinates, 
for example, strong expertise and high benevolence,5 it has been shown to be positively related to leaders’ perceived 
prosocial motives29 and more favorable evaluation of the employee.62 Based on this, we suggest that credibility will 
influence supervisors’ attribution for the employee’s job crafting, as well as subsequent supervisory support.

Specifically, crafter credibility strengthens the positive effect of individual approach job crafting on prosocial motives 
attribution. In essence, as available cues in forming judgment, crafter credibility explains the job crafter’s positive 
characteristics, aligning with the positive impact of approach job crafting. Drawing upon attribution theory,28 these two 
consistent sources of information augment each other in determining attributors’ explanations for actors’ intentions 
behind a behavior. Accordingly, approach job crafting from employees with high credibility will be attributed to higher 
prosocial motives. In contrast, crafter credibility will reduce leaders’ negative motivation attributed to individual 
avoidance job crafting. In the attribution process, positive cues inferred from crafter credibility are inconsistent with 
the potential negative impacts of avoidance job crafting. As a result, it is difficult for managers to create a coherent story 
of the reason for the employee’s avoidance job crafting. In this context, managers are likely to discount the inconsistent 
cues and minimize their egoistic intentions attribution for employees’ negative behaviors, given that crafter credibility is 
a more stable characteristic.25,28 Thus, supervisors will attribute lower egoistic intentions to individual avoidance job 
crafting when the job crafter has high credibility.

This interactive effect may have a profound impact on managers’ attribution for employees’ job crafting and results in 
different perceptions, thus influencing supervisory support. Therefore, we also suggest that the indirect effect of the 
employee’s job crafting on supervisory support via leaders’ distinct attributions is moderated by crafter credibility. 
Taking together, we propose the following:

Hypothesis 5: The crafter’s credibility strengthens (a) the positive relationship between approach job crafting and 
prosocial motives attribution, and (b) the positive indirect effect of approach job crafting on supervisory support via 
prosocial motives attribution.
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Hypothesis 6: The crafter’s credibility weakens (a) the positive relationship between avoidance job crafting and egoistic 
intentions attribution, and (b) the negative indirect effect of avoidance job crafting on supervisory support via egoistic 
intentions attribution.

Based on the hypotheses discussed above, we present our proposed research model in Figure 1.

Methods
Sample and Procedures
The survey was conducted at a large insurance company in eastern China. An insurance company is an ideal sample for our 
study because employees’ proactive behaviors and work redesign are expected in the insurance profession.38 Further, 
frequent communication and regular meetings within the sales team also ensure that supervisors are able to accurately 
observe and evaluate employees’ different job crafting behaviors. A randomized cluster sampling was used to select 
respondents from branches of the company at different sites. The inclusion criteria for participants included: first, 
respondents should be working in the company as a regular staff; second, clear dyadic relationships (ie, supervisors and 
subordinates) should exist; and third, respondents should have no cognitive impairment and be able to understand the 
questions in the survey. Thus, participants were employees and their supervising managers from different insurance sales 
teams. Their main job responsibility was to sell personal insurance plans and provide customers with insurance services. 
With the help of the Human Resources Department, we invited employees and their supervisors to participate in the online 
survey. We first briefed them on the purpose and procedures of our survey and then informed them of voluntary participation 
and ensured confidentiality. On average, the supervisor’s span of control was 4.61 people, ranging from three to six.

Our survey was conducted in two waves separated by approximately four weeks. At Time 1, we invited 323 
employees to report their approach and avoidance job crafting behaviors at the workplace. We received 295 completed 
questionnaires (response rate = 91.33%). Then, we asked 70 supervisors of these 295 employee respondents to assess the 
subordinate’s credibility and past performance and rate their leader-member exchange (LMX) with the subordinate. We 
collected 264 matched questionnaires from 61 supervisors (response rate = 87.14%). At Time 2, we asked those 61 
supervisors to report their perceived prosocial motives and egoistic intentions regarding employees’ job crafting as well 
as their willingness to support. All of these 61 supervisors responded to the questionnaires (response rate = 100%). Thus, 
the final sample consisted of 264 employees and 61 supervisors. Table 1 presents the demographics of the participants. 
For the employee sample, 51.52% were female and 60.61% were above 30 years of age. On average, 60.23% had been 
working in their current job for more than 3 years and 87.88% held a bachelor’s degree or above. Among the supervising 
managers, 47.54% were female and 80.33% were above 30 years old. Regarding work tenure and education level, 
54.10% had been in work for more than five years and 91.80% held a bachelor’s degree or above.

Figure 1 The conceptual model of this study.
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Measures
All survey materials in this study were presented in Chinese, consistent with the translation and back-translation 
procedures proposed by Brislin.7 All responses were made on a five-point Likert-type scale (1 = strongly disagree to 5 
= strongly agree).

Approach Job Crafting
Employees were asked to report their approach job crafting by using a fifteen-item subscale of the job crafting scale 
developed by Tims et al.52 These items depict behaviors associated with increasing structural and social job resources 
and challenging job demands. A sample item is “I regularly take on extra tasks even though I do not receive extra salary 
for them”. The Cronbach’s alpha was 0.96.

Avoidance Job Crafting
We measured the employee’s avoidance job crafting with a six-item subscale of the job crafting scale developed by Tims 
et al.52 An example item is “I try to ensure that my work is emotionally less intense”. The Cronbach’s alpha was 0.95.

Prosocial Motives Attribution
Following Grant’s research,19 supervisors were asked to report their attributed prosocial motives for the employee’s 
behavior with a four-item measure. An example item is “This employee wants to help others through his/her job 
crafting”. The Cronbach’s alpha was 0.87.

Egoistic Intentions Attribution
To measure supervisor-attributed egoistic intentions of the employee’s job crafting, we used a four-item scale from 
Urbach, Fay, and Lauche.59 A sample item is “This employee’s job crafting safeguards his/her own interests”. The 
Cronbach’s alpha was 0.92.

Crafter Credibility
Supervisors assessed the crafter credibility using Ohanian’s five-item measure.40 An example item is “The employee is 
an expert in what he does”. The Cronbach’s alpha was 0.92.

Table 1 Demographic Data of Participants

Characteristics Employee Supervisor

N % N %

Gender Male 128 48.48% 32 52.46%
Female 136 51.52% 29 47.54%

Age Under 22 13 4.92% 0 0.00%
22–30 91 34.47% 12 19.67%

30–38 103 39.02% 27 44.26%

38–46 48 18.18% 13 21.31%
Over 46 9 3.41% 9 14.75%

Tenure Under 1 year 52 19.70% 1 1.64%
1–3 years 53 20.08% 11 18.03%

3–5 years 82 31.06% 16 26.23%
5–7 years 35 13.26% 25 40.98%

Over 7 years 42 15.91% 8 13.11%

Education Associate degree or below 32 12.12% 5 8.20%

Bachelor’s degree 171 64.77% 33 54.10%

Master’s degree 61 23.11% 19 31.15%
Doctorate degree 0 0.00% 4 6.56%

Notes: For employee sample, sample size = 264; For supervisor sample, sample size = 61.
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Supervisory Support
We rated the supervisor’s support for the job crafter using a 9-item scale from Greenhaus, Parasuraman, and Wormley.23 

A sample item is “I will give the employee helpful feedback about his/her performance”. The Cronbach’s alpha was 0.94.

Control Variables
To offer a rigorous examination of our model, we controlled for several factors influencing supervisors’ evaluation of 
their subordinates’ job crafting. First, drawing on the research from Green et al,21 the employees’ demographic 
characteristics and background factors could influence leaders’ perceptions and evaluations of their working behaviors. 
Thus, we controlled for the impact of demographic variables (ie, gender, age, tenure, and education) in this study.57 Then, 
previous research has suggested that the LMX between the employee and the leader may affect managers’ responses to 
subordinates’ proactive behaviors at work and subsequent evaluation of the employee.27 Therefore, we controlled for 
supervisors’ LMX with the job crafter using Graen and Uhl-Bien’s seven-item scale.18 A sample item is “I would be 
personally inclined to use my power to help the employee solve problems in work”. The Cronbach’s alpha was 0.94. In 
addition, with the dyadic supervisor-employee study, Fong and her partners pointed out that employees’ past performance 
may influence supervisors’ responses to employees’ job crafting.16 Consequently, we also controlled for employees’ past 
performance by using a three-item scale from MacKenzie, Podsakoff, and Fetter.35 A sample item is “This employee is 
outstanding at his/her work”. The Cronbach’s alpha was 0.95.

Results
Preliminary Analysis
Common Method Bias Test
Although we employed a two-wave multi-source research design to minimize the influence of common method variance, 
the data at Time 2, including the moderator, mediators, and dependent variable, were all filled in by the supervisors 
themselves. Thus, it is essential to examine the possible methodological bias. Based on the Harman’s single-factor test,45 

we found that the maximum factor loading of the unrotated common factors accounted for 31.42% of the variance, which 
did not exceed the 40% criterion and indicated no significant common method bias in our study.

Validity and Reliability
Prior to testing the hypotheses, we used Mplus 8.0 to conduct a series of confirmatory factor analyses (CFAs) to examine 
the convergent and discriminant validity of our measures.2 As shown in Table 2, the results indicated that the six-factor 
model fit the data better than any of the alternative models (χ2/df = 2.25, RMSEA = 0.07, SRMR = 0.06, CFI = 0.90, TLI 
= 0.89). Then, following the recommendations of the research, we assessed the convergent validity by testing composite 
reliability (CR) and the average variance extracted (AVE) of each construct.17 According to the results in Table 3, all 
items’ standardized factor loadings were greater than 0.70, and the CR value of each variable was higher than 0.8. In 

Table 2 Model Fit Results for Confirmatory Factor Analyses

Models χ2/df Δχ2 CFI TLI RMSEA SRMR

1.Six-factor: APJC, AVJC, PMA, EIA, CC, SS 2.25 – 0.90 0.89 0.07 0.06
2.Five-factor: APJC+AVJC, PMA, EIA, CC, SS 3.81 1340.36** 0.77 0.75 0.10 0.12

3.Five-factor: APJC, AVJC, PMA+EIA, CC, SS 2.83 503.18** 0.85 0.84 0.08 0.07

4.Five-factor: APJC, AVJC, PMA+SS, EIA, CC 2.86 527.21** 0.85 0.84 0.08 0.08
5.Five-factor: APJC, AVJC, PMA, EIA+SS, CC 3.08 719.74** 0.83 0.82 0.09 0.09

6.Four-factor: APJC+AVJC, PMA+EIA, CC, SS 4.34 1808.73** 0.72 0.71 0.11 0.13

7.Three-factor: APJC+AVJC+PMA+EIA, CC, SS 5.40 2723.01** 0.64 0.62 0.13 0.16
8.Two-factor: APJC+AVJC+PMA+EIA+CC, SS 6.49 3676.45** 0.54 0.52 0.14 0.18

9.Single-factor: APJC+AVJC+PMA+EIA+CC+SS 7.92 4907.70** 0.42 0.40 0.16 0.19

Notes: N = 264; **p < 0.01. (Two-tailed). 
Abbreviations: APJC, approach job crafting; AVJC, avoidance job crafting; PMA, prosocial motives attribution; EIA, egoistic intentions attribution; CC, crafter credibility; SS, 
supervisory support; CFI, comparative fit index; TLI, Tucker-Lewis index; RMSEA, root mean squared error of approximation; SRMR, standardized root mean-square 
residual.
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addition, the AVE values for each construct exceeded the threshold value (0.50), suggesting good convergent validity of 
all variables in the study.

Descriptive Statistics and Correlation Analysis
Table 4 presents the descriptive statistics and correlations for the study variables. As shown in Table 4, approach job 
crafting was positively associated with supervisor’s prosocial motives attribution (r = 0.50, p < 0.01) and supervisory 
support (r = 0.39, p < 0.01). Additionally, avoidance job crafting was positively related to supervisor’s egoistic intentions 
attribution (r = 0.53, p < 0.01) but negatively related to supervisory support (r = –0.37, p < 0.01). Furthermore, 
supervisor’s prosocial motives attribution was significantly and positively related to supervisory support (r = 0.63, p < 
0.01), while egoistic intentions attribution was negatively related to supervisory support (r = −0.42, p < 0.01). Next, we 
conducted hierarchical multiple regressions to examine the direct effects proposed in Hypothesis 1 and 3. Moreover, we 
utilized Hayes’s PROCESS macro to test the indirect effects (Hypothesis 2 and 4) and moderating and conditional effects 
(Hypothesis 5 and 6), respectively.

Table 3 Factor Loading and Convergent Validity

Variables Order Loading 
Factor

CR AVE Variables Order Loading 
Factor

CR AVE

Approach 

job crafting

Q1 0.797 0.965 0.645 Prosocial motives 

attribution

Q22 0.781 0.868 0.622

Q2 0.781 Q23 0.799

Q3 0.803 Q24 0.766

Q4 0.800 Q25 0.809

Q5 0.804 Egoistic 

intentions 

attribution

Q26 0.839 0.918 0.736

Q6 0.784 Q27 0.894

Q7 0.810 Q28 0.871

Q8 0.856 Q29 0.827

Q9 0.834 Crafter 
credibility

Q30 0.845 0.922 0.702

Q10 0.860 Q31 0.873

Q11 0.781 Q32 0.830

Q12 0.788 Q33 0.832

Q13 0.806 Q34 0.808

Q14 0.771 Supervisory 

support

Q35 0.791 0.939 0.632

Q15 0.764 Q36 0.791

Avoidance 

job crafting

Q16 0.837 0.947 0.749 Q37 0.803

Q17 0.851 Q38 0.824

Q18 0.883 Q39 0.815

Q19 0.884 Q40 0.795

Q20 0.879 Q41 0.787

Q21 0.859 Q42 0.744

Q43 0.801

Abbreviations: CR, composite reliability; AVE, average variance extraction.
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Table 4 Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations Among Variables

Variables Mean SD 1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12

1. Gender 0.52 0.50 –
2. Age 2.81 0.91 0.12 –

3. Tenure 2.86 1.32 0.04 0.65** –

4. Education 2.11 0.58 –0.06 0.01 –0.02 –
5. Approach job crafting 3.35 0.55 0.01 –0.08 –0.07 0.12* (0.96)
6. Avoidance job crafting 2.26 0.79 –0.06 0.07 0.07 –0.13* –0.41** (0.95)
7. Prosocial motives attribution 3.69 0.62 0.04 –0.11 –0.01 0.17** 0.50** –0.44** (0.87)
8. Egoistic intentions attribution 2.79 0.77 –0.08 0.03 0.00 –0.14* –0.38** 0.53** –0.51** (0.92)
9. Crafter credibility 3.69 0.74 0.06 –0.04 0.02 0.04 –0.08 –0.44** 0.67** –0.50** (0.92)
10. Past performance 3.28 1.02 0.04 0.12 0.13* –0.04 0.01 –0.05 0.06 0.01 0.07 (0.95)
11. Leader-member exchange 3.46 0.83 –0.14* –0.01 0.01 –0.06 –0.04 –0.03 0.05 –0.04 0.05 0.06 (0.94)
12. Supervisory support 3.58 0.58 0.06 –0.05 0.03 0.21** 0.39** –0.37** 0.63** –0.42** 0.31** –0.01 –0.02 (0.94)

Notes: N = 264. Cronbach’s alpha coefficients are on the diagonal in parentheses. **p < 0.01, *p < 0.05 (two-tailed). 
Abbreviation: SD, standard deviations.
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Hypothesis Testing
Tests of Direct Effects
Using SPSS 23.0, we performed hierarchical multiple regressions to examine the impact of employees’ job crafting on 
supervisor-attributed motives. Results in Table 5 showed that approach job crafting positively related to the supervisor’s 
prosocial motives attribution (b = 0.54, p < 0.01), supporting Hypothesis 1. In addition, the hierarchical regression result 
indicated a significant positive association between avoidance job crafting and egoistic intentions attribution (b = 0.50, 
p < 0.01), supporting Hypothesis 3.

Tests of Indirect Effects
The PROCESS macro, based on bootstrapping analyses, can effectively test multiple mediation effects, moderation 
effects, moderated mediation effects, and mediated moderation effects. In addition, it can examine mediation and 
moderation models with control variables.26 Thus, we utilized PROCESS macro to test the indirect effects as well as 
the moderating and conditional effects in our study.

On the basis of Hayes’s PROCESS macro (Model 4),26 we examined the mediation effect and found a significant 
indirect effect of approach job crafting on supervisory support via prosocial motives attribution (b = 0.28, 95% CI = 
[0.20, 0.37]). Meanwhile, the direct effect of approach job crafting on supervisory support was not significant (b = 0.10, 
95% CI = [–0.01, 0.22]), which is consistent with the hierarchical regression result in Table 5 (M5). Therefore, 
Hypothesis 2 was supported and the indirect effect was a full mediation. Similarly, avoidance job crafting has 
a negative indirect association with supervisory support through the supervisor’s egoistic intentions attribution (b = – 
0.11, 95% CI = [–0.16, –0.06]). Moreover, consistent with the result in Table 5 (M10), the direct effect of avoidance job 
crafting on supervisory support was also significant (b = –0.14, 95% CI = [–0.24, –0.05]). Thus, Hypothesis 4 was 
supported and the indirect effect was a partial mediation.

Tests of Moderating and Conditional Effects
To investigate the moderating role of crafter credibility on supervisors’ attribution and support, we grand-mean 
centered all independent variables.1 Results of moderating effect analysis based on PROCESS macro (Model 1) 
showed that crafter credibility significantly moderated the relationship between approach job crafting and 
prosocial motives attribution (b = 0.14, p < 0.01). A graph illustrating this interaction is shown in Figure 2. 
Then, the simple slope tests revealed that the effect of approach job crafting on prosocial motives attribution was 
significant and positive at high levels of crafter credibility (+1 SD) (b = 0.50, p < 0.01) but significantly weaker at 

Table 5 Results of the Hierarchical Regressions

Variables DV = PMA DV = SS DV = EIA DV = SS

M1 M2 M3 M4 M5 M6 M7 M8 M9 M10

Gender 0.10 0.09 0.10 0.09 0.04 –0.17 –0.11 0.10 0.07 0.04

Age –0.14* –0.12* –0.09 –0.08 –0.02 0.07 0.04 –0.09 –0.08 –0.07
Tenure 0.05 0.06 0.06 0.06 0.03 –0.03 –0.04 0.06 0.06 0.05

Education 0.20** 0.14* 0.21** 0.17** 0.10* –0.21* –0.11 0.21** 0.17 0.14*

PP 0.04 0.04 –0.00 –0.01 –0.02 0.01 0.03 0.00 –0.01 –0.01
LMX 0.05 0.06 –0.00 0.01 –0.02 –0.06 –0.04 0.00 –0.01 –0.02

APJC 0.54** 0.39** 0.10

AVJC 0.50** –0.25** –0.14**
PMA 0.52**

EIA –0.22**

R2 0.06 0.29 0.06 0.19 0.42 0.04 0.29 0.06 0.18 0.24
ΔR2 0.06 0.22** 0.06 0.13** 0.36** 0.04 0.25** 0.06 0.12** 0.18**

F 2.91** 14.75** 2.78* 8.77** 22.89** 1.69 15.08** 2.78* 7.85** 9.94**

Notes: N = 264; All coefficients were unstandardized estimates. *p < 0.05, **p < 0.01 (two-tailed). 
Abbreviations: APJC, approach job crafting; AVJC, avoidance job crafting; PMA, prosocial motives attribution; EIA, egoistic intentions attribution; PP, past performance; 
LMX, leader-member exchange; SS, supervisory support; DV, dependent variable.
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low levels of crafter credibility (–1 SD) (b = 0.23, p < 0.01). Furthermore, using PROCESS macro (Model 7), we 
analyzed the conditional effect and found that crafter credibility significantly moderated the indirect effect of 
approach job crafting on supervisory support via prosocial motives attribution (Index = 0.07, 95% CI = [0.04, 
0.10]). Table 6 showed that there were significant differences in mediating effects at different levels of crafter 
credibility. Therefore, Hypothesis 5 was supported. With the same method, we confirmed the moderating effect of 
crafter credibility on the association between avoidance job crafting and egoistic intentions attribution (b = –0.13, 
p < 0.01). As presented in Figure 3, a test of simple slopes suggested that the relationship between avoidance job 
crafting and egoistic intentions attribution was significant and positive at low levels of crafter credibility (–1 SD) 
(b = 0.30, p < 0.01), but not significant at high levels of crafter credibility (+1 SD) (b = 0.05, p > 0.05). 
Moreover, results of conditional effect analysis indicated that crafter credibility significantly moderated the 
indirect effect of avoidance job crafting on supervisory support via egoistic intentions attribution (Index = 0.03, 
95% CI = [0.01, 0.04]). Each mediation at different levels of crafter credibility is displayed in Table 6. Thus, 
Hypothesis 6 was supported.

Figure 2 Moderating effect of crafter credibility on the relationship between approach job crafting and prosocial motives attribution.

Table 6 Results of the Conditional Effect

Models Crafter 
Credibility

Indirect 
effect

SE 95% CI

Approach job crafting → Prosocial motives 

attribution → Supervisory support

M – 1SD 0.12** 0.02 [0.08, 0.18]
M 0.19** 0.02 [0.15, 0.24]

M + 1SD 0.26** 0.03 [0.20, 0.33]

Index 1 of moderated mediation 0.07** 0.02 [0.04, 0.10]

Avoidance job crafting → Egoistic intentions 

attribution → Supervisory support

M – 1SD –0.06** 0.02 [–0.10, –0.03]
M –0.04* 0.01 [–0.07, –0.01]

M + 1SD –0.01 0.02 [–0.04, 0.02]

Index 2 of moderated mediation 0.03** 0.01 [0.01, 0.04]

Notes: N = 264; *p < 0.05, **p < 0.01 (two-tailed). 
Abbreviations: M, mean; SD, standard deviations; SE, standard errors of the regression coefficients; CI, confidence Interval.
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Supplemental Analysis
To check the robustness of our findings, we further conducted the data analysis on the latent level and comprehensively 
tested the hypothesized model using the SEM in Mplus 8.0. Results supported all hypotheses in the study and showed no 
significant difference under different methods.

Discussion
Prior studies have noted that supervisors may have different responses to employees’ job crafting behaviors.34,50 Despite 
the important role of leaders in evaluating and supporting job crafting,55 there remains a paucity of evidence on the 
mechanism and boundary condition of managerial reactions, especially on how managers interpret the motivation for 
employee’s job crafting. This study extends the literature by investigating how supervisors make attributions for different 
job crafting behaviors. Further, we examined the moderating effect of crafter credibility, a vital source factor, on leaders’ 
attributional process.

To answer the research question, we built on attribution theory to propose that supervisors would generate distinct 
attributions to approach and avoidance job crafting, which are in turn related to supervisory support. Besides, we explored the 
boundary condition of leaders’ attribution and demonstrated how crafter credibility affected each pathway. In summary, the 
empirical results supported our hypotheses. We found that leaders attributed prosocial motives to approach job crafting and 
offer higher level of support. Moreover, prosocial motives attribution fully mediated the effect of approach job crafting on 
supervisory support, which further revealed the dominant pathway of prosocial motives attribution. It suggested that 
managers supported employees’ approach job crafting primarily because they regarded employees’ seeking job challenges 
and resources as serving the interests of the organization, while avoidance job crafting lead to supervisors’ egoistic intentions 
attribution and lower level of support. More importantly, the partial mediation effect indicated other potential mediating 
mechanisms explaining supervisory support for employees’ avoidance job crafting, in addition to the attributional pathway 
(ie, egoistic intentions attribution) in this study: for instance, leaders perceived destructiveness of avoidance job crafting or 
leaders’ negative emotion caused by this avoidance-oriented crafting behavior.10,16

In addition, beyond examining the influence of job crafting content highlighted in previous literature, we also found 
significant moderating effect of crafter credibility on leaders’ attribution. Results showed that crafter credibility strengthened 
the positive relationship between approach job crafting and prosocial motives attribution but weakened the positive 
relationship between avoidance job crafting and egoistic intentions attribution. We also found that crafter credibility 

Figure 3 Moderating effect of crafter credibility on the relationship between avoidance job crafting and egoistic intentions attribution.
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significantly influenced the indirect effects. The positive indirect effect of approach job crafting on supervisory support via 
prosocial motives attribution was strengthened when the employee had high crafter credibility. Furthermore, the negative 
indirect effect of avoidance job crafting on supervisory support via egoistic intentions attribution was weakened when the 
employee had high crafter credibility. These results suggest that crafter credibility, as a positive source factor, could enhance 
the benefits of approach job crafting and reduce the burdens of avoidance job crafting in the attributional process. The 
findings provide new insights into the literature by uncovering the impact of job crafter’s characteristics on managerial 
reactions to job crafting behaviors. We discuss the theoretical contributions and practical implications below.

Theoretical Contributions
The primary contribution of this paper is to investigate the consequences of individual job crafting from the manager’s 
perspective, which can extend the current theoretical framework of job crafting in the social context.55 Compared with the 
individual-level and team-level outcomes of job crafting, how leaders respond to individual job crafting has received scant 
attention in the literature. Considering the changes and impacts employees’ job crafting brings to the organization,56 we 
examine the relationship between employees’ job crafting and supervisory support. Our research will further develop this 
literature by encouraging more future work to explore the impacts of job crafting from the view of other stakeholders.

Second, our research contributes to a more thorough understanding of why managers support or reject employees’ job 
crafting. Drawing on the attribution theory, we clarify that approach and avoidance job crafting lead to distinct super-
visor-attributed motives, thereby influencing supervisors’ willingness to support. While prior research differentiates the 
outcomes of approach and avoidance job crafting,65 we further empirically explain different outcomes resulting from 
observers’ distinct perceptions of these two crafting behaviors. Based on the attributional process, our findings advance 
more reflections on others’ reactions to job crafting and more nuanced distinctions between different forms of individual 
job crafting. For instance, the difference in the mediating effects suggested that it is essential to conduct more studies to 
investigate the mechanisms underlying leaders’ response to avoidance job crafting. Compared with the full mediation 
effect of prosocial motives attribution on the relationship between approach job crafting and supervisory support, the 
partial mediation effect indicated that avoidance job crafting will influence supervisory support via other potential 
pathways. In general, the mechanisms explaining avoidance job crafting are more differentiated and complex than those 
clarifying approach job crafting. Additionally, avoidance job crafting may have positive effects on work-home enrich-
ment and work engagement.48 In current research, a concrete theoretical framework to help us draw precise conclusions 
is lacking. Therefore, our findings will encourage more in-depth exploration of mediating mechanisms and advance the 
understanding of the concept and types of job crafting.

Third, the present research can also contribute to the development of the work goal literature, especially the 
investigation of work avoidance goals. Given the similarities between avoidance job crafting and work avoidance 
goals,15 the theoretical perspective of our study can be applied to examine work avoidance goals. Specifically, the 
current work avoidance goal literature focuses on distinguishing between the concepts of achievement goals and work 
avoidance goals, including structure, antecedents, and outcomes.30 However, most of these studies analyze the differ-
ences between concepts from the perspective of the actors themselves, ignoring the role of other stakeholders. 
Furthermore, learning from the mediating mechanisms and boundary conditions in our study, we propose to explore 
the mechanisms of the work avoidance goal’s outcomes and what factors influence this process, which will not only offer 
a comprehensive picture of work avoidance goal’s nomological network, but also help us to gain a clearer distinction 
between work avoidance goal and achievement goals.

Finally, we offer novel insights into the current literature by discussing the conditions under which individuals 
engaging in job crafting are more likely to obtain the supervisor’s support. Our findings indicate that crafter credibility 
could help the job crafter to enhance the positive impacts of approach job crafting and buffer the negative influences of 
avoidance job crafting, thus improving the supervisor’s support. On one hand, the moderating effect in this study will be 
beneficial to explaining the inconsistent conclusions in prior studies. For example, crafter credibility may illustrate why 
individual approach job crafting sometimes fails to bring expected supervisory support and positive evaluation. On the 
other hand, by integrating the crafter credibility into the attributional process, we extend our knowledge about leaders’ 
assessment of employees’ job crafting and encourage more research to study the boundary condition of individual job 
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crafting’s consequences. More importantly, beyond the social context and job characteristics factors analyzed as 
moderators in the literature, we enrich the theoretical framework of job crafting by demonstrating the role of job 
crafter’s characteristics, which yield an effective combination of job crafters and evaluators.65

Practical Implications
Our findings have principal implications for both managers and employees. First, from the perspective of the leader, the 
results imply that it is important for them to monitor employees’ job crafting at the workplace. Owing to different 
orientations of job crafting, leaders ought to enhance the positive effects of approach job crafting and mitigate the 
potential negative impacts of avoidance job crafting.16 To achieve this goal, it is vital to identify the focus of evaluating 
employees’ work-redesign behaviors in the human resource management practices, for example, updating the perfor-
mance evaluation criteria based on the organizational strategy.41,65 The practice will not only help leaders to better 
understand the emphasis of managing subordinates’ proactivity, but also enable them to actively guide employees to 
enhance their approach job crafting and reduce avoidance job crafting. Ultimately, it will promote the development of the 
organization. In addition to performance appraisal, another effective intervention is training. On the one hand, it’s 
beneficial for supervisors to promote their interactions with subordinates through the training. Consequently, leaders are 
more likely to know employees’ crafting behaviors and evaluate whether these job crafting activities are useful or 
harmful for others and the organization.47 On the other hand, with the help of the training, leaders can develop 
employees’ awareness of their different job crafting activities’ influences. In this way, it contributes to a positive job 
crafting climate.

For employees, our research provides insights into engaging in job crafting activities in an effective way. Managers’ 
perceptions and attributions not only depend on what employees do but also on who they are. Therefore, employees 
should first take into account the content of job crafting and endeavor to seek a balance between individual needs and 
organizational developments. For example, they can engage in regular conversations with managers (eg, formal and 
informal communications) in order to align their job crafting better with the organization’s goals.9 More importantly, the 
results suggest that high crafter credibility can strengthen managers’ positive perceptions of approach job crafting and 
weaken the negative perceptions of avoidance job crafting. Therefore, job crafters should pay more attention to 
improving their credibility. For instance, they can participate in learnings and training (eg, on-the-job training or 
employee development plan) to enhance expertise and enrich job crafting experiences to gain more trustworthiness.40 

Based on these efforts, job crafters can earn managers’ positive evaluation and support, thereby facilitating successful job 
crafting.

Limitations and Directions for Future Research
The present research is subject to several limitations that suggest directions for future work. First, the present study 
focused on analyzing cognitive pathways and did not check other alternative mechanisms, which researchers can 
examine in the future. Specifically, research on leaders’ responses points out several mediation mechanisms, such as 
cognitive, affective, and behavioral mechanisms. Mayer et al37 illustrated the cognitive and affective mechanisms 
underpinning leaders’ assessments of employees’ proactive behaviors. Xu et al64 emphasized the important role of 
managers’ emotional state in evaluating employees’ speaking up. Thus, based on different mechanisms, there is abundant 
room for further progress in explaining leaders’ responses to employees’ job crafting.

Another limitation is that we did not test the influence of the interaction between approach and avoidance job crafting 
on our results. Previous research suggests that the detrimental impact of avoidance job crafting decreases when job 
crafters combine it with approach job crafting.36 Further, employees would normally engage in both approach and 
avoidance job crafting in their work. Although it is not the focus of our research to examine job crafting profiles, it would 
be interesting to examine this issue in greater depth, which can offer a valuable extension of the concept of job crafting.

Third, going beyond the actor’s behavior and characteristics, future work is required to examine other potential 
moderators. Building on attribution theory, the observer’s characteristics and contextual factors can also influence the 
attributional process. For example, the leader’s openness12 and sense of power58 have been demonstrated significantly 
affect managers’ judgment of subordinates’ proactivity. In addition, prior studies have indicated that the power distance 
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climate in the organization31 can influence others’ perceptions of employees’ self-initiative. Therefore, in future 
investigations, we encourage scholars to examine additional moderators to depict a full picture of this attributional 
process.

Fourth, given the changes and dynamics of supervisor-subordinate interaction and employees’ job crafting,3 we 
encourage future research to contribute to this literature by investigating the evolution of leaders’ attributional process. 
Beyond the longitudinal research design in our study, more rigorous studies, like multi-wave research with multi-source 
data, are needed to explain the causal effect. For instance, we suggest that scholars can benefit from utilizing the 
experience sampling method6 to examine the reciprocal relationships between job crafting and supervisory support and 
clarify the incremental impact of specific job crafting behavior on leaders’ attribution.

Lastly, our theoretical model could be further enriched by conducting studies across a broader range of industries and 
geographic areas. Although we test our model with a two-wave multi-source study in a large insurance company, the 
survey data from a single type of company in eastern China may limit the generalizability of our findings. For instance, 
our findings may differ in other industries with different demands for employees’ job crafting, or national culture may 
influence leaders’ attribution for employees’ job crafting. To extend the generalizability of this work, we encourage 
researchers to test our model with samples from a wider range of industries and regions.

Conclusion
The present research extends the job crafting literature by examining the consequences of individual job crafting 
behaviors from the leader’s perspective. Additionally, it has significant implications for the development of research 
themes related to individual working behaviors. As a chief gatekeeper, managers may offer differential responses to 
individual job crafting. They are more likely to attribute prosocial motives to approach job crafting and egoistic 
intentions to avoidance job crafting, which will influence subsequent supervisory support. We also advance the existing 
theoretical framework by revealing the role of the job crafter in the pathway of supervisors’ attribution for specific job 
crafting. We found that crafter credibility could strengthen the positive relationship between approach job crafting and 
prosocial motives attribution but weaken the positive relationship between avoidance job crafting and egoistic intentions 
attribution, thereby prompting supervisory support. We encourage future research to explore the outcomes of different 
job crafting behaviors in the social context and the mediating mechanisms and boundary conditions of leaders’ reactions.
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