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How Job Creativity R equirements Affect Employee Creativity?

A Job Crafting Perspective

MA Yingshuang' ZHANG Haomin®
(1. Business School Huanggang Normal University Huanggang 438000 China;
2. School of Management Shanghai University Shanghai 200444  China)

Abstract: The relationship between job creativity requirement and employee creativity is a theme explored in research on
organizational innovation; the internal mechanism for this effect is a popular topic for organizational scholars and management
practitioners. Based on the job requirements—resource model and goal-setting theory this study explores the mechanism by
which job creativity requirement impacts employee creativity. An analysis of 435 paired questionnaires shows that the
requirement positively affects employee creativity and this relationship is partly mediated by job crafting; servant leadership
positively moderates the relationship between job creativity requirement and job crafting. This study enriches the internal
mechanism by which job creativity requirement impacts employee creativity. It also provides beneficial guidance for
management to enhance employees ~ creativity from three aspects: actively guiding employees to recognize the job creativity
requirement encouraging employees to take the initiative to carry out job crafting according to work needs and training team
managers to pursue a service-oriented leadership style.

Key words: job creativity requirement; job crafting; servant leadership; employee creativity

( 44 )
Construction of a National Unified M arket and High-Q uality Development

of Trade in Services
WU Dailong' > LIU Liping
(1. School of Economics and Law Chaohu University Hefei 238024 China;
2. Business School Nanjing Normal University Nanjing 210023 China)

Abstract: This paper takes the construction of a unified national market as a starting point to empirically analyze the
impact of expanding domestic demand on services trade by establishing a spatial panel data model using cross-country services
trade data from 2006 to 2020. The findings show that increased market demand promotes the import and export of services and
the elasticity coefficient of service exports increases with the scale of market demand. Further the elasticity of service imports
is larger than that of service exports and although service imports and exports both increase as market demand expands the
service+rade deficit does not decrease. In addition compared to high-end services the import and export of low-end services
are more likely to be influenced by neighboring regions and have strong spatial effects; an environment in which the rule of law
is strong is more conducive to the spillover on the import and export of services trade than an environment where it is weak. The
findings reveal the differences in the impact of different factors on the import and export of services providing a valuable
reference point for policymaking and international trade decision-making.

Key words: market demand; service trade; spatial spillover effect; local market effect; heterogeneity



