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(
o

W% AL A&HoT A%
J3toll EolAl = AU ThBresciani et al.,
Eﬂg]. _:_o]]/ﬂ zzl
dol z4d

40 @ o x

ol
rl
S
Yol

o]: s
2021; Teece, 2007). ©]# 3k
TALANA= 71—%«1 T AAE

3te 58 w3 %-u-fs}ﬁ] E’J%WFaraj & Yan,
2009).

A FPe £ AAA
g LollA =& ofoltfo]
st BFoR JE A8
Ao, tte =& 59 FFE 233
(Gong et al., 2009; Zhang & Bartol, 2010). ©]=
e8] ARl ARt g WA Ey] oS-
o, g Adole] HIAdA A AR
5730] AA|FofoF 3ThZhou & Hoever, 2014).
3], G WA} ofeldo] =S flaM=
A ol Aoy, Aol A=
& oJF eAoivt EZad 3 dA 5
& alo tigk SAl= W ook Frt o]
of me} Ade gty gl ale Ast
= A Zboundary work)e] T2l F=
HTHFaraj & Yan, 2009).

ZAA Z]'%i(boundary work) S Z23} Q)R
kel FAE AAsta A8t B8
deletar, oele] JEAgS o A

oot

o dm ot

r\l
i1
Mo ox. ot

73
KN
=

o)

3 ANE gushs 2% 529 A7 BEL
o)1 3HCHFaraj & Yan, 2009). HZol= 22
27 93 SRR oR ARAA, A A
o] ZAoL} BelA AHelo] opd Tjel SO
2 AdHe ATl Ao weEks EA &
< 7MY A FEAA FASIEE AAR
(boundary management) 7N'do] ZZEEHI 9l
A A 4% 4 %

A A o

Jglo] AUe Fushy Aol B
2 75

S AES gou Ao U Pseb
S WA HEOE FHUT Urkzung &
Li, 2024).

74 A B2 (boundary management) T, EIHQI

47 FUE A9 2 elpel gaes
delsa, AU} A8 55 AZ@H%

5S 9|v| S TKFaraj & Yan, 2009). TAA L
AR PFe ARE T AdE é}
Hajm, Q)F olsjuA| Aot HAE ZET}

=
= EA, A oAl el AU ol
o AW aTERE WHE DU 9F
S X33 THAncona & Caldwell, 1992; Faraj &
Yan, 2009; Somech & Khalaili, 2014). A&+
S B HEAEAA BT AU, A
8 Be A5aw, YR K A
Zboundary spanning)¥ £]5- 5}7:‘/] J»]-Ef?_ 9
TU el a4 RE R A
Bo3t= A1 (boundary  buffering) S =
?—-_ T ]Q’(Fara] & Yan, 2009). 7AAEHS
Hel EdEE 2o =Qlekal o
-‘%JEL% g-gate] Bagt Ads FHt=
< 3}™(Choi, 2002; Faraj & Yan, 2009;
Marrone, 2010), AAIYE=L H}=3 7 ¢

U
[m rz F-IE

vy

I

82
ot

e zdsln BEed AR 492 Aud
2o 4 YTo] H3Y 5 U= Feot

(Faraj & Yan, 2009).
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AHATEL 4T AAE Auss Sl
B ARZA YA o]AE Al Fsth= b

I

0

593 HAncona & Caldwell, 1992; Argote et al.,
2003; Cross & Cummings, 2004). I8y Fe}
o WRTL HET A, 9T Ay} 47
BEAAS 2T = YO Marrone, Tesluk,
& Carson, 2007), AAIE AYUXA Adste] A
B AFE &FH & e, 23 Ui A
dol AHHI W3to] iyt 2-3Ho] Ashd
& %WFaraj & Yan, 2009). °]&3 ¥ 1

A% o, AT 9B AW AU
A9 BE 7 79 49 A2l asi o)
AT A TR 222 BRT 4D R
257 fYIVAE 3
Qe AL e, H6 24t @

AYol RER TALL 9% YENII} A

A THEdmondson & Harvey, 2018; Reiter-Palmon
& Illies, 2004; Yukl, 2009). FAHE =& 2919}
d3E o s 23 Yol o5 Ad =
e ERHOE Z&3e= A, ELaT
el QA A = 7] wlEo]ThBrion et
al., 2012; Korschun, 2015). ©]#3 Aol A
vy e A U g JAd T e
3k, FALAA A 28e] 713 E Al
Tl HH4 Rd2 QA EH(Emst & Yip,
2009; Johnson & Duxbury, 2010), A3}H o=
Aol 5718 FYE 293 JFS nA
I ATHAncona & Caldwell, 1992; Gibson &
Gibbs, 2006; Marrone et al., 2007; Marrone et al.,
2022).

B ATE BAe AABY PBol 25 T

2 YTHEC| oisfzuter YAEIo] ZEE frfzyt

e ZoA Faof mAe FFES gt
aA; g Akl AASE FEe FAol
Al &7 Ak ARE FUAIA 7] ofo]
tol S FLEVA, 135, 2022; Faraj
& Yan, 2009), BAYS FFL F=F GF
a7 el a]ls Adete] FAHo] 3
A dFel st FoH EA siAd F
Tg F UEZ A LSThFaraj & Yan, 2009;
Reiter-Palmon & Illies, 2004). 18y} & A+

Ee 22 AARF Y5 2HE 270 9

oHmEE 5, 2024; A, ©]3S 2022,
Dong & Gotz, 2021; Kim et al., 2025; Marrone
et al., 2022; Zare & Khorasgani, 2022), 74 A%
458 d3dos UE A g0 2

j AR oz i Al e Az
S5 A wd FRITE, A4S AAG
%%Olﬂlr—t— 85 B ol
} ATHFaraj & Yan, 2009).

Oq—#rL-— 747:"-»]—3] EEEJJ, 74—_/]7(-]
Jr} Aol A AelZ Ao hES] v
o Add d9HEE T
LP/] 252 o] Al 97]a, A
7N, Zple] A A
= SHCk(Spreitzer, 1995). Tk
omE Folz 3o —*—X]HXI

Og‘:,"
g
fﬂ o

® &m
Y,
o])l

o o ff ox do o
, ® 2
oL

B oo X
2 >
N
N
[o
@lf

Blog2 X ob mo ox X )
o
X
d_o’
o
ol
i
Y
O
HU
mﬂ
oo
okt

%ﬁ'—:‘.—% YA
ATk AT w) FojA o] Hd
A THThomas & Velthouse, 1990; Gong et al,
2009). webA JFAre] A SEoL HE ek
o el WA 5218 el ey 43
of 247 FFL 1A 5 YL Aol
siAvtoR B ATE AR A5 2
o5 a ghe] BANA AP YsheHE

ul
4»4
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o wiZjEATE ARl o 2 EEA
gRlstaat gtk GAIElE FAdol AL
9 PF& ISR Y3, FAF ALY
S 2 FAHoE T8I w=E 4l
7Idto 2 283 TKDirks & Ferrin, 2002). Lord
9} Maher(1991)°l] WEH, FAHLL A41e) W
Aol ZAlete Zud ZEEERIS 7EeR
A BEE siAeta, o] siAel wet g
E%l o= OI*‘EWL} 13374 RTHL A=
ﬁlﬂﬂl RES

>~l

L it

(Gao, Janssen, & Shi, 2011; Zhang &

Bartol, 2010).
cleE 454 458 59 2
o

_ 3};1} 3 xw\m g}ﬂ = ﬁ] era H=
HE AR E AAH OHA-L/] == %y
g 918S AN IA BT ATHoZ
e wEelTke o A B
TR AojAe Z=R%= ¢ &
He Astel 27 e AY VoA
< AlAfstaat gt
o|4e] =o)E nlglog H
2o AT BAE AT
AR, Aol AABE BEL
AAYZ = 2oz FRE 2= 9lx=sb
=4, GAre] BARE BF
o Faol] {3 FFe mx

:iﬁo;amﬁﬁ%mlm
= >l:°1'°
Jﬁﬁ-‘
Eoﬁ

2 AT theat

AR, BAre) AARE AEE TAe A
o4 PAAAEE WA FeIH ol
og e ALk

GA, gAre] AARE WES BelH 53
zre] BANA Al UskemE] )Lt
L A o8 zAEER

olgx w7 3 7k 4
Aael AR WS

Z3A %ﬂ(boundary management) Z A oL}
ol Wiel oo AAS AT, XP°
AEE aHHoR st dF Fde
Aglshs FAE v 3HTHFaraj & Yan, 2009).
AR @< A FEol o
R 1}14 35S 2Hse 9L e
Ao, Gt ZAAREY WAL AdS
Fyg EAWFaraj & Yan, 2009).

AAre AARE BEe 24 WiRe 74
L3t o F BA Atooll A FHe} A
atal, 91Fe] YIS SAlske A dY5e
2w S Druskat & Wheeler, 2003). 37-Aujc}
AR W WEs ggFsAl AlQksta
Jed, AAE dEel AE Fejol] hel
TEY 27 Oﬂ?x}ﬂ Ancona®} Caldwell(1992)
= AR 5 A S (@mbassador), HHF
X 7647?]—%5_
(scout activities), HE%}E(guard activities) &= T+
1, Druska®} Wheeler(2003)+= A 4,
2 *é‘-:., U F O R ARbstH AFAke] tf
2 ATg ZFE3ATE Farj? Yan(2009)-
A& boundary spanning), 74 Al $+S(boundary
buffering), A7} i}(boundary reinforcement) =

-L'Xi

[e}
s =4

PNr

EF(task coordinator activities),

B39

oﬁﬁoﬁ
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Ade Aestel 240l 9% Bl B3
U AUE B A5E £+
ATl &FH 3, Somech®t Khalaili2014)= 73

Al 2k 3kboundary loosening)2F 74 Z17 SHboundary
tightening) 2 7-i&-3to] A Ao FAXH &
A SHs ZxAT T, d7Amt
Mde] Aeojeh B/ Bl tha Zolzt Ql
ARk, 22 el Ade i;ﬁa*— &3
o] F-e] S Adste] uF Ads Hzs)
Ak gFolghs A o= sfAsta Sl
B AT Fargi® Yan(2009)°] AAIZE A
gl P& ‘?.ﬂ AL, AALS, BAZED
H}EL , A AARE dEo] =3
lﬂl U]Zl“ FIFE 4 2
_1_;(]' gt 7374@%% = &
Pfsie] Wad

rlr
o

o

—H T
ot olN SE
QE

oﬁ 2
o

o
1}

E

fr dl Ao

ol
rr lo

3 A
nol AYL Fust
T 9]‘j]fi}il(Ancona & Caldwell, 1992), 73
5L 93e) Mol PP oaRE 24
I FRLE BEse AL P @ ThFan &
Yan, 2009). £3}, A= 24 Wi A4

rL

oo

AdE s s, FAEHo] 22 YRe
T 530l J5L F =S EE =4
3= AS WS Faraj & Yan, 2009).

7|1E dATEL AARY s e F
2 AR Fi, 9F LS =
QQFEAFAR] FHo| FEaAYTE 1Y Y
2 QLS B5sly 229 kA H3ls)
+ WEAZH SH =3 AAAEY] F8%

Q49| THAncona & Caldwell, 1992). &2 &
of oJ5 zto] AAVE BEHE B¢ 9%
ol Edto] WAE G | O™ (Drach-Zahavy,

2011; Levina & Vaast, 2004), 9|5 & &

A=

1—:'_

St W T3 ALY ool AR o
&S vF = QI THFara & Yan, 2009). WHeEhA]

B d7e AAdE dss ARAFEH W

oM A2y

LHEC| o7 utet gArMzIo] ZEE ofrfzat

1]
Fy
e

A
N

o2
)
. o
b
o|N
o
ol
rr
fn}
B
jui)

j".;.l?:

o %

@@l
iﬁﬂ}fﬂ).ﬂlgrlroiém[o—u

=2

19t Belol 24
qgros aand @l Wes
2A3R= 2ol7} 9k A
Ae] BARE WFo| opd, PAE
ATE WAL 1E AT

F5E FE B FF(ceam-level) oA
355

re o

T3 B2

ﬁ%o{f fr
T FTTS uiu}

2

AR AR 22 A Z&sta
ojfste] vEQAE Aeske F8 FA7
A1 797 BokEmst & Yip, 2009). AARE
AR A Y EYIE nigo s 7Y

OJ

o] 2&317] ojHE A 55 #HEste
A Aol Ag-S £33l w]Eo|thBrion et
al, 2012; Korschun, 2015). APATE= AA D

Pgol 229 o
ATHAL HO B Z(lynn, 2005), ¥ ATE
AR AAREe] 8 FAR Ak,
Aol #gol Al mAlE 9% AT
Ao g AFstuat gk

TFF(level)o| A TS

rr

e

O:

AMAtel FATE| WS B 4

ALY AARE e 2A YR
A s5& 2&9H, A5, A F,
z2AE A3 ° 53, A9 AR 3H
A FEge vAE=E Fa% YA PFFol
thetA & S, 2025; Brion et al, 2012, Katz

& Tushman, 1983; Kim et al., 2025; Lee et al.,
2023). 53], 22 70| HH EFA1L &

F940] 2ol mel, PAE 9% AUS
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5t IS 33 THAncona & Caldwell, 1992;
Faraj & Yan, 2009; Kim et al., 2022). 3% &
6§(creative performance)o] %, TAYo] 7 ]%9]
QA $AL AdSAAT HaH ofol
ol = /\gxq—g};_ A= FAHL o) stk
(Amabile, 1988). A& PF T3t A&
st g2 ovAE 873t

o= 3=
= Z5ol7] "W, oldd Ao HEE
4+ sl 27 o) AAe) ddel #531 3)

THMehmood et al., 2021).
AR QT Y o] Z(job demands-resources
theory; Bakker & Demerouti, 2007)° wZH, 2
T 3742 AE ZGob resources) HF 2T
(ob demands)Z TAHO] Jom, F 849
FEAgo]l FAYY FIk =%, Al 9

g vACT Yk YR AL YR 2
= g4 FI ALY A4S ZAsm, 1)
AF 5718 wReks 244 aglold wh,
AR a7E A%HA AAA, AHH we
aTste] AEd 2T AEHAE FRehs

2ok golog zgditt
JDR o]&9] WA ke AR 3

5 APEE, A AARY 45 9%
HENIE 2834 Hl St AP 5

4%}1 27| W 71§4—§— ERER
AdoA Had ALS
o:]@_g :}WFaraj & Yan, 2009). O] 3l PF

TFAYo] ksl AN HARE HT 7JE
Agtozd Aold ALE 20 + Aot
(Ancona & Caldwell, 1992). ?:51"‘?_4. FAre] 74 A

PBe 9% ofUALY Feld 8,
Bag 9% 39 5 4R 272 44Y

2
G dE a4E 2goEM, FHUel A

Aol HASE F UEF FETHDruskar &
Wheeler, 2003). ©]#3+ P=& AL Q7= 9}
gata ff 2EdHAE FaAE, FHY
o] AgA QHHS EolE dFS I 4 g

.
X

THEdmondson, 1999; Faraj &
Q- ZH(psychological — safety)< :ll O] /\e]-‘lH o
e FEe glo] ZelHa ooltiols A4
S ANST AT 4 = AT i)
M(Edmondson, 1999), ©12%k BN = THe
@ od AN Aze Amsh TPssted 39
A 3o] ZXE 4 QTiFaraj & Yan, 2009).

AgRoR AASY P& B UL
22 W2 FUAA T4l B &
A d 71EE 7K ¢ RS m5e Y,
BASS dee BEAT R Nde =3
oM Aol Aol Alare] Ed¥ -
de FEe AU olHT HEe T
SAe AR qE S 7YY oA &
g FHske ol a3 S FIPL F
s Aoq: 58 & Utk AYATELS
BAGH o] ZFoH FYPE FIdvE
Aes OF BHISOKKim e al, 2022;

Zhang, & Li, 2024; Zhang, & Xie, 2024), Zhu et
al, 2020, BALT BE] TS FHHoR
ZttE]o] ShthDey & MP, 2017). WEhd 2 <
T A BAGE B AT B
olgte= F 7HA Awol 7YY FojF 3
o WAle FEFE AFHoE BAsuA g
=3

o] W&s
A8k

Fqtel, olelsh 2ol 7HaS

7Hd 1 ke AR e AeH 5
Yol Fofrd F=e dF& E Aol
7P 1-1. ke AAER BE2 e
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H2|H YLHES| o7z at

AEd QueuEE TAL0] A A
22 AgHow S, 24 oA o
g sdE @ 4 dna Qs A
HE 93ty o v T (meaning), A7] AGA
(self-determination), %"S‘@'(competence), Fakg

(impac)®] Y] 7HA] AP oZ A H ThSpreitzer,
1995). A8d YAAHE} & TALES A
Aef Al dis) W& s715 2 |, o
g 93 9 o] oyt Ar] FE4
A=A id Aoz INE TeAol EH
(Thomas & Velthouse, 1990).

Amabile2011)9] Fo)Ad T4 84 ol&
(componential theory of creativity)®ll WEWH, -2
A FPE A e ded g7 AAER
oflet WA 71eh 22 9 Aol o
sttt Aol AAle] dFE 9nl AL
o713, 2SR g AT )39t JF
g5 M o WA S 845k, o
of wet FolF Yol FXE F Utk =3
A AHE AgE A9HES
oA FHE fFEshe A4 8iolH, FA
© o2 ARAde] F8 FEdel €
ATKGong et al., 2009; Zhang & Bartol, 2010).

AgdTel m=d, A3 dAHES
TALY FA s FAHAA FFS
X AeZ U=5Ho] S HAmundsen &
Martinsen, 2015; Sahadev, et al., 2024; Sun et al.,
2012; Zhang & Bartol, 2010). A&7 YW

E 7o) 2o FHUE AN g¥E o]

0_11:1

1 2 m 32
2 H
2
o
%
gh
K
2
£
e
A
fo
o2l
f
U
o

L =

EEstele A%

212
X o7 ESh= 40| i’/I\Q’(DeCi & Ryan,
1991; Spreitzer, 1995). WEkA AlE]d d3-9lH
EE Ao Alast Pdss =
718 7R ZAEE F UTHAmabile et al,
1996, Gong, Huang, & Farh, 2009).

Ae) AR AFS 24 vola A
o 582 2AS T AT B4 )

e F2%

A U HEmse & Yip, 2009), °l= A&
2 AU ES B3 FH FPe Xl
= 23 344 g¢log AL £ gk ¢
A, AAGE B5Y SHAAN e HF

o] Bgol AZAH0] 9oL LyEE ==
THAncona & Caldwell, 1992; Reiter-Palmon &
lies, 2004). A+ &89 AEAE He|A =
H Y] AEF o gAY F e
o] vlAEM(Deci & Ryan, 2000; Zhang &
Li, 2024), gAP7F A5 Ade S8 7€ 9
F= HolMe &4 2 Ade sl =Y
525 748 E thEdmondson, 1999; Katz &
Tushman, 1983). =3+ AA7F 98 HESH=Z
= g3l AU YT ANEE =Y
3, FRAL A o] 2o WA
e nY 4 Aoz el B
(Korschun, 2015).

B AASE AE w3 AU Al
A AU ES Afste A HE o

o ot
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Zz g8 %‘\ﬂ'(Drach-Zahavy & Somech,
2010; Kislov, 2018; Leicht-Deobald et al., 2022).
A Aol ST ST Bl 2
regesd, T4t

s 59 F %lq-(Lynn 2005; Yan & Louis,
AR, D) A8 i ¥
Jolo Hed

R

=oFH, 74
<] ?j—roﬂ XAZ T A Eof ARl
de B} 9u] Sle Ade s s €
(May et al, 2004). 3 9% 277 244
uel FAYE A FEHoE YRS
& F Ade A8 AP HHBakker &
1989), 4 45l
298 4 e Hed Aeo] Sudowy
Axlel QIFE Sl & Atk AEHE 7]
Al ETHSpreitzer, 1995). dAFS] BE 2 A&
R0l Ao e Aol WA 4
oold 4 ATk AAGA del, 24 4
=

JFY 214S

_0|L
2 & orror

mﬂ m
ol

Demerouti, 2007; Deci et al.,

(Thomas & Velthouse, 1990).
o Wes Fgslo,
A5ttt

ofelel 2ol 7Ha e

M 2 AElH ATkREE Akl 3
e Ae Fof P AT Hoinh
M 21 AEE YSYREE AL 7
AR B53 Fojd =S mjsfet 4011:}
712 222, AYA JIQHEE AAle] A
495 A5 Bl 5L AN Aol

SARMR|O] Z=FE Dj7h =t

AF(Truss 22 74Y 2h-g-0] A
a3 Agd wAYEFeRE g5y, 7

4

A=FE Fall ERle #Fo] A= TFesitt
AT ) Hoh d¥Hoz PFop drt
(Dirks & Ferrin, 2002; Mayer et al., 1995). E73],
AAreE Fa b FACAE AT B T8
5]-13] E]E{/\‘Ql 35_37,]./&& l;:o]ﬁ le W =
7<47<4 zzl zng_o_ Z23= Alg]x% ZlHto g2
Z+-2-517] W] Fo|ThDirks & Ferrin, 2002).
SARE R, e lo] ALY 5 (bility),
A9 (benevolence), T A M(integrity)= HIEROE
FA7Y ANAA & 7AA g FAEA
Fsotm, A4S AANE Aozt Ue
A A dEE oW 3thDirks & Ferrin, 2002;
Mayer et al., 1995). A E = T Bl
SEe ol AuAle Se4s ARde T
= oA AgA 94T 2gshEo]dal
o, A&, 2004), 7743

Mo

R

o= %Jo] le LH ”E
143 e A4 71z 2 5 o

(Lewicki, McAllister, & Bies, 1998; Kramer, 1999).
ALSl A g o] E(Social Exchange Theory; Blau,
19640l T, 22 f Wk gt ofF
o] o]gjo] ofle} AF S} TIPS wERC

3 A AFE Ao 7]hkslt) o]]dk #AAH
oA GAEE Tde] e s B

O SAHOE HMAES wHEol, ATUE,
242, 2AANYE, 475, © 5
5 oUe Hmst gl FHA JYL

d

12 < QJ\E]‘(Aryee, Budhwar, & Chen, 2002;
Cropanzano & Mitchell, 2005; Schaubroeck et al.,

B ame el AR dsel A9
GAARES ol o) B A
AP 3—44 iaﬂ LS AEaA o
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IR/ SAQ BARE S0 FERC Y £ OXE SeolM 2y ATHEC| isfzutet Aol ZEE HrfE

(Gao et al, 2011), AL o7 P53 F
Z13tHKulachai et al., 2024; Schaubroeck et al.,
2011). AElA YIHEE 4ol 7=
2 do] A2E A RASEE d=
2 F719] 7|Hke] HH, FAIE = olH T
715 Atshe AlgA Adom A8t
(Burke et al., 2007, Zhang & Bartol, 2010). ZEgF,
TAYS Wl 49 vy ZEEERIS
ZIEo2 e dsE diAsheHltod &
Maher, 1991), FARNE = o83k 4 S FA
Hol1 AR e IR fFE3te A
o ZAHY ol tigt NEE Fole dF
S FhDitks & Ferrin, 2002). ©]oll whe} Ak
He Agd JoHES] Wi ARE
s G4 24 2910 A8 4 AUk
B AToA RISk AARY BES 4
A7h FRgTE olH F2 ojuE 2
A, A 24 gRelAE FTHE A
R AxAola 24 ol 27 R
S74& ddshk= fAol 7] wZel
174281 A AZAZ K (boundary spanner) =
5 o] $KOldenhof et al., 2016). 3k A
A FRAT AV ke ARIA A3
o8 FeAgse TARA, 740l e
2 3= AR AYe dAzow dAAsL

B>

N

-

ol
(]

Trust in
Supervisor

Boundary

Management
Behavior

Psychological
Empowerment

28 5 9= P 9T Y= Pl
webdl A 22 W) A 58S 285
]

st

M s AAREE AARE BB 3
EEERETRIS
WAESE 28Y Hlolh

o7 3 zhe] WA A e
o i EsE 2HT Zolnt. FAHeE, A
ARAFY s A e FeF
3 7k WAAM AR U HES] v
MEs7} sk Aot

7Hd 32, AR E BASE FES 3
o 3 ko] AA AEH dutHE
o MiAaxE 2HY olnt. AR, 4
AR wETE AASS eI ol
T ko] BANA AEA JukHES] v
Mazzt 73shd Zloln.

A

olgel e B} ATR
141‘?4_ Figure 131]' 7151":]'

Fo= e

Creative
Performance

Figure 1. Research Model
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B ATE I O Z19gd FAske B
204 ool 22 PHAS thos MR
AE NS T ATl Akl e
A4 2] S F A% Feol (7Y
opgelnl, HA A Az 34 ol A
v F PAHUE B sun =9,
B A7 23o] Farae] BN A%
Aol AABY AES A Ao,
24 W 3429 90 4TL Y5 we
Age AR tAelA AT FAE
A YTE ANSAL 4T 49E B
AAE RNGT, $EATE ol e
A Glod $He FUSRES ST ®
@, AR ANwEA EE 24 Y
ol Be ARoA Fasl A857] HE

=2

(7152 Al s

Aol

29278(48.7%), 1743 308W(51.3%)°|t}. AF ]
TEE 209 1089(18.0%), 30tH 190%8(31.7%),
40t 184™(30.7%), S0t o]’ 1187(19.7%)°]
Aok F AR AEe 39 1Rk 39%6.5%),
3~ mITF 497(8.2%), S~10%d W|RF 144
(24.0%), 10~20%a \|TF 214%(35.7%), 2013 ©]
F 15478(25.7%)°019 oM, H TEAFE 13
| 7ol Akt 25Fe 7132 6N
A~3d ot 3359(55.8%), 3A~s5d " 115
H(19.2%), sd~10 HTE 93%(15.5%), 10
W20 vWt 4795(7.8%), 204 °l 109
(1L7%°1Rem, B+ 27 717 3d 1071€
oty g AT 178%8(29.7%), theElw
14278(23.7%), &A1 2387(39.7%), &

" ol 427(7%) 2% YEbth A2 F<l 7]
Aol FEE 1008 WY 1949(32.3%), 100
H~300% "R 136%(22.7%), 3008 ~500% ]
k- 52m(8.7%), 5008 ©1% 218%(36.3%)°1 21Tk

£y 237

A AARY BT

gAe] A BT BEFE Faraj2} Yan(2009)2]
= Rekste] AT AE A, yollA
Hog W& ANAU dF AAE
’6‘}% e WA St AASE
& F ) BFOE FAHH, £F A
}o] A= 9B Z=03 AR Y
2 oAdErh ot o] Fad

11—
ojsiAAAEH -SHA A FHo} el
= daA EEAT 7L At AAtS Be
T afe E&olH, & dAEE R oF
of ZMALA i 4 F IEH Eud F
ohoo} ol Ee] Yol A =gt 84S A
BEE AdejEnt 7t Aok 4 @l s
Ao} Y =AE Likerr 5H HE(1=47
%84 @, s=vl¢ JI¥ThE SHEES
TASET & AgelA "JQE A4
(Cronbach's @)= Z4AIZE &L 901, A

Z PE& 9198 Yehyith

Agd dat JUJE% Spreitzer(1995)7F 7§
Hekste] ARS3IATE AElH
s, ANEAARA, B
AL ) =&
23l qARE Yot &

Yolck, L YT

- 134 -



U5 s e AR ATE 2
ATk, U 23 el B3 5 Qe
% 2 Bolcsel Ak o Eael o
3 drh Foe=AE Likert 53 HZ1=H
8 194 o, s=u$ 1Rthe 2489
O R AT AET HElH YssHes
A & A9 (Cronbach’s @)= 9022 YEISITE

CEERES
AolA 3L George®} Zhou(2001)7F 7%
2 Wekslel Agsan. 13719
goz °l$°1x:l glom, £ dAs
® ERERINNEEERES)
ook e os-'% gAl) that Fe)He
Sol itk 7 2l o

At FYS=AE Likert 58 HE(1=%47

agA gtk s=vl§- a¥thE AT
B AFAA AZ S AlS(Cronbach's @)= .949
= Uehyit.

BAAE

)
ot

FAEE o]l9 Foodol ML &
S AT & eEdoz FAE 3l
M 23 dARE E FAYe gRE
ANE AlFEk L Tk, Ue Ak AL
HollAl ojudt FFS mAHHE e W
I g Aothrsoltt zF Fgol tis) dnt
U SRS Likert 53 HE(1=33 1¥
2 4o, s=ml¢- I"HthE ZA433 & 4
T A AFZ AS(Coefficient )= .905% L}
Epytrt.

o

A

B A 7pdo A8 98| Spss 22.0 T2

0] OX= FeolM

2 YTHEC| oisfzuter YAEIo] ZEE frfzyt

a9 Mplus 7.0 ZEIRS AT B
A, Aol AgE 2 Wele AHE A%
5 = 24

(Cronbach’s  ayE &R13t7] ¢J3l, 415
stRar, Wl Fhe] BAIE dotrEy] {3 7]

54 B4} JUEHE ANSHAT P4
o AATE Aol FoIH £ p)HE

e S| A T EAE el

Ae) AABE Y5

BANA AelH Yot s

2517 9190 Mps 708 AESI 2
1)

[‘E o
L
=2
=
l:o['
::l

o

9e) HYEE Ay HESEYY Y
(bootstrapping analysis) 2 ol wl/HES] §2

Ao sRisin A Age 289 aE
HE HAFs7] sl spss 22.02]  PROCESS
Macro Model 7(Hayes, 2013)2 AHESFHTH

a4 23

bz}
O —

M
~

Hr

A e #AES
AABEAL, Table 101] =7 ol A7
AANSFRTH AASH PE&

AHE(=2380, p<.001), F7F F7
(r=.278, p<.001), “FAHNE(=.772,

7 Asol %M,  A7olM 4 |
<R
=
=

o AH Aol AT AAYET FF
A A Yo AHE(=375, p<.001), FH
F3(=306,  p<.001), A F (=764,

p<001)9} AA JHE Yepith Agld st
AHEE A (=597, p< .001), At
AZ (=384, p<o0net A2 A, FoH F
g2 FAHAE (=309, p<.o0n)St A FHAE
UERAT

- 135 -



Table 1. Correlation Analysis Results

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8
1. gender(1=male)
2. age -19™
3. total work experience -1417 857
4. position 2305 5067 570"
5. boundary spanning behavior 039 -.063 -.058 .010
6. boundary buffering behavior -012 -074 -.056 -.006 752"
7. psychological empowerment .005 102" 128" 1347 3807 375
8. creative performance 108" 047 .034 059 278" 306 597
9. trust in supervisor .025 -1127 -085° .031 7727 764 3847 309

N = 600. p < .05, “p < .01, ™p < 001
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Table 33 Zo] REF| HPEE FIsE
A3 y2=1344.784(df=370, p<.001), CFI=.915,

TLI=.907, RMSEA=.066, SRMR=.047%, Zu-A
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Table 2. Results of Bootstrapping Analyses for Mediation Effects

95% ClI
Path ) B SE
Boot LLCI  Boot ULCI

boundary spanning — psychological empowerment

yop 8 by 8 P 273 226 .045 185 362

— creative performance

boundary buffering — psychological empowerment

Y 8 by 8 P 263 .206 .032 .182 344

— creative performance

Note. N = 600. p < .05, p < .01, p < .001
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SCERR B
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A= At
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& & gk g Fqstel, AAne ol FolH F3
Table 33 o] B3 AHAFLE QU 2 o vA= FAAA AEd JFYUES] o

Table 3. Model Fit
path X2 df CFI TLI RMSEA SRMR

boundary management (2 factors)

— psychological empowerment — creative performance

1562.851 485 922 915 061 .044

boundary spanning— psychological empowerment

— creative performance

1344.784 370 915 907 066 047

boundary buffering— psychological empowerment

— creative performance

1323.964 370 919 911 066 .045

Table 4. Results of Bootstrapping Analyses for Mediation Effects (Total Indirect Effect)

95% CI
Path B B SE
Boot LLCI Boot ULCI

boundary spanning — psychological empowerment

.130 156 .057 .023 .290

— creative performance

boundary buffering — psychological empowerment

.106 137 .048 .015 .260

— creative performance
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wE %% Sastel BAdA Aeld dn o zUENE PFsden 1 ANE 47

ANE viEFe HARZ Fhol 95% 41F] Table 59F Table 6l AABIATE FES 5,000
TFAA 0 EFSHA gporz fFoulg 3] RN FEIs REXEYY PAE ARE
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s vAE AR AA%S de0l 4 AFAHES FFE FE AR2IE FARIE
g4 JYIAYHES F3l FH ol 4F o FFol wet FosA 2EA 2dadrt
< "AE wiARP] Foud Aew el Uehude AE FRASATHE=.058, =2.413,
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Table 5. The Moderating Effect of Trust in Supervisor (IV: Boundary Spanning)

DV: psychological empowerment

variables 95% CI
B SE t

LLCI ULCl
constant 3.49 025 141.326™ 3.445 3.542
boundary spanning(A) 164 042 3,929 .082 246
trust in supervisor(B) 160 041 3.902™ 080 241
AxB 058 024 2413 011 105

K F P

R increase by interaction .
.008 5.825 .016

p <05, “p <01, p <.001
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Table 6. The Moderating Effect

of Trust in Supervisor (IV: Boundary Buffering)

DV: psychological empowerment

variables 95% CI
B SE t
LLCI ULCI
constant 3.48 025 140.706™ 3.437 3.534
boundary buffering(A) 133 037 35917 060 206
trust in supervisor(B) 177 041 4.358™ 097 257
AxB 067 023 2.987" 023 111
K F P
K increase by interaction "
012 8.922 003
p <05, "p <01, p <.001
o] AR Fwol Aeld ARHES o FAHCE {3 2{F AUt YERH
g FE 248 AL YA BAR A3 @bl 7). FAAHT} e $EF B 57
E ZtZ} Table 73} Table 80 AAISIAT. AA, oA FALe] HASH dF o] solds
Al A dEe] A AdutgHEd E A AIIHER Eolxitta & F 9l
FEFE T FHAA FARIETE E 0 o AARIETE 3 a2 FJdo=E
(1 SD), BT FF, EL FE+1 DA BERSY g 7€) AE5S 3 gl &

Table 7. Conditional Indirect Effects at Values of Trust in Supervisor (IV: Boundary Spanning)

95% CI
trust in supervisor Effect SE
LLCI ULCL
-1SD 117 043 .033 .200
Mean 164 042 .082 246
+1SD 211 .049 114 .308

Table 8. Conditional Indirect Effects at Values

of Trust in Supervisor (IV: Boundary Buffering)

95% (I
trust in supervisor Effect SE
LLCI ULCI
-1SD .078 .040 -.001 157
Mean 133 .037 .060 206
+1SD .188 .043 105 272
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Table 9. Moderated Mediation Effect of Trust in Supervisor (IV: Boundary Spanning Behavior)

DV: psychological empowerment

variables 95% 1
B SE t
LLCI ULCI
constant 3493 025 141.326™ 3.445 3.542
boundary spanning(A) 164 042 3,929 .082 246
trust in supervisor(B) .160 041 3.902"" .080 241
AxB .085 .024 2413 .011 105
DV: creative performance
variables B SE t LLCI ULCI
constant 877 151 5.806"" 581 1.174
boundary spanning 050 .030 1.680 -.008 .108
psychological empowerment .688 042 16.214™ .604 J71
5 <05, “p <01, p <001
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Table 10. Conditional Effects in Moderated Mediation (IV: Boundary Spanning Behavior)

95% (I
trust in supervisor Effect SE
LLCI ULCI
-1SD .080 .038 .005 155
Mean 113 .034 047 .183
+18SD .143 .039 .072 223
95% CI
SE
Index of moderated mediation .040 LLCI ULCI
.022 -.002 .083

Table 11. Moderated Mediation Effect of Trust in Supervisor (IV: Boundary Buffering Behavior)

DV: psychological empowerment

variables 95% CI
B SE t
LLCI ULCI
constant 3.485 025 140707 3.436 3.534
boundary buffering(A) 133 037 3,591 .060 206
trust in supervisor(B) 177 041 4357 097 256
AxB 067 023 2.987" 023 111
DV: creative performance

variables B SE t LLCI ULCI
constant 934 150 6.218™ 639 1.229
boundary buffering 074 027 2.731™ 021 127
psychological empowerment .672 .042 15.934™ .589 754

p <05, Tp <01, p <001
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Table 12. Conditional Effects in Moderated Mediation (IV: Boundary Buffering Behavior)

95% Cl
trust in supervisor Effect SE
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The Mediating Effect of Psychological Empowerment and
the Moderated Mediation Effect of Trust in Supervisor in
the Relationship Between Supervisor Boundary management

Behaviors and employees’ Creative Performance

Ko, Youn-Jin

Gachon University

The purpose of this study is to examine the mediating effect of psychological empowerment in the
relationship between leader boundary management behaviors (boundary spanning and boundary buffering)
and employees’ creative performance. It also investigates whether trust in the supervisor changes the
strength of the mediating effect, showing how the indirect effect works differently depending on the level
of trust. To test the proposed hypotheses, an online survey was conducted with 600 employees working
in various organizations in South Korea. The results revealed that both types of supervisor boundary
management behaviors significantly enhanced employees’ psychological empowerment, which in turn
positively influenced their creative performance. Notably, boundary spanning behavior showed a stronger
indirect effect on creative performance through psychological empowerment compared to boundary
buffering behavior. Furthermore, the moderated mediation analysis indicated that the mediating effect of
psychological empowerment was strengthened when employees perceived higher levels of supervisor trust.

Based on these findings, the study discusses theoretical and practical implications.

Key words : Boundary management behavior, Psychological empowerment, Trust in supervisor, Creative

performance, Moderated mediation
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