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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION 

Lack of employee engagement is a worldwide concern (Mann & Harter, 2016). An 

emerging concept to address a lack of employee engagement and the well-being of the employee 

is the role of employees as active participants of their job designs through job crafting 

(Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001). The premise of job crafting is that employees shape and manage 

the boundaries of their jobs that enables these employees to make the most of their unique 

strengths, passions, and talents (Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001). Employees who focus on their 

unique attributes are likely to meet intrinsic needs-satisfying motivators as well as experience well-

being such as perceived work meaningfulness and engagement (Demerouti, Bakker, & Gevers, 

2015: Slemp, 2017; Slemp, Kern, & Vella-Brodrick, 2015; Slemp & Vella-Brodrick, 2014; 

Weseler & Niessen, 2016). Therefore, the problem this research addresses surrounds low-levels of 

employee engagement with a focus on the concept of job crafting and the balancing of job demands 

and resources. 

1.1 Problem Statement 

This research study is important because the lack of employee engagement is a worldwide 

issue and problem that negatively affects companies and employees (Mann & Harter, 2016; 

Schaufeli, 2017). Recent information indicates that only 11% to 21% of the global full-time 

workforce engages (Clifton, 2017; Schaufeli, 2017). In comparison, the United States’ rate of 

engagement is higher than the rate of the global workforce, yet is still dismal as only one-third of 

the workforce highly engages (Adkins, 2015, 2016; American Psychological Association Center 
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for Organizational Excellence, 2017; Clifton, 2017; Gallup, 2017; Mann & Harter, 2016). The 

annual lost productivity, due to disengaged employees, costs companies in the United States 

upwards of $603 billion (Gallup, 2017). 

Job crafting is seen as a potential solution to address part of the disengagement problem, 

but what is job crafting (Bakker, Tims, & Derks, 2012; Tims & Bakker, 2010; Vogt, Hakanen, 

Brauchli, Jenny, & Bauer, 2016)? There are two main streams of job crafting, job demands-

resources crafting and job crafting techniques (Rudolph, Katz, Lavigne, & Zacher, 2017). Job 

crafting is multifaceted and dynamic in the manner that employees approach and strategize how 

to redesign their jobs to balance their job demands and resources and a way to best fit their 

strengths and talents (Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001; Berg, Dutton, & Wrzesniewski, 2013; Tims 

& Bakker, 2010). By having two types of job crafting, companies and individuals might confuse 

which approach to use. This research seeks to address this confusion by evaluating the two types 

of job crafting to see how different they really are and, if they might not be able to be joined in 

some way. If the two types of job crafting exhibit reciprocity, they may then be further studied and 

eventually joined to become a single job crafting construct or set of constructs, thereby simplifying 

the use of techniques in business. Then, when individuals apply job crafting approaches, they are 

expected to improve not only individuals’ work meaningfulness, but also their work engagement 

(Bakker & Demerouti, 2017; Tims, Derks, & Bakker, 2016). 

1.2 Purpose of Study 

The purpose of this quantitative, survey research is to examine the relationships between 

the endogenous variables, job demands-resources’ crafting and job crafting techniques to 

determine if there is a reciprocal relationship. Because employees are likely to use unique attributes 

to reach job goals when job crafting, employees are likely to satisfy intrinsic needs that lead to 
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motivation, involvement, and engagement on the job (Slemp, 2017; Slemp et al., 2015; Slemp & 

Vella-Brodrick, 2013, 2014; Weseler & Niessen, 2016; van Wingerden, Derks, & Bakker, 2017). 

If job crafting relates to the behaviors employees use to balance job demands and resources, 

managers and employees may want to promote or increase job crafting. Thus, this research study 

adds to the literature to address the challenge surrounding low-levels of employee engagement and 

work meaningfulness with a focus on job demands-resources’ crafting and the techniques of job 

crafting. 

1.3 Significance of Study 

Job crafting indicates there is a level of latitude in which employees capitalize to venture 

creatively outside the set boundaries of their job description in an effort to achieve job goals 

(Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001). Employees also leverage this latitude to design proactively ways 

to balance job demands and resource toward goal attainment (Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001). 

However, few research studies empirically test the behaviors job crafters use to balance job 

demands and resources with the three techniques of job crafting (Niessen, Weseler, & Kostova, 

2016; Rudolph et al., 2017; Slemp & Vella-Brodrick, 2013, 2014; Slemp, 2017). Thus, this 

research study seeks to understand the relationship between job demands-resources’ crafting and 

techniques of job crafting. 

1.3.1 The research gap. The job crafting research has two schools of thought not yet 

related – one is that job demands and resources are balanced through job crafting (cf. Tims & 

Bakker, 2010) and the other is that individuals seek physical, cognitive, and relational 

improvements through job crafting (cf. Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001). This research seeks to 

relate the two conceptualizations of job crafting to show they are not mutually exclusive. This will 
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contribute to research, if proven, by leading to research to consolidate the two streams of research 

and ending confusion over which is ‘true’ job crafting once they are consolidated.  

1.3.2 Scope of this study. The scope of this research is on the relationship between job 

demands-resources’ crafting and job crafting techniques. Antecedents and outcomes of job crafting 

are not the focus of this research study. However, antecedents of job crafting are necessary to test 

the relationship between the two streams of job crafting. As such, the introduction of needs theory 

accompanies the job crafting literature. In addition, the literature review section includes the 

specific constructs of work meaningfulness and employee engagement to provide a deeper 

understanding for the significance of job crafting to academics, businesses, and employees. 

1.3.3 Academic and business application. The importance of understanding how 

employees modify their jobs is not just an academic concern. From a business perspective, this 

research seeks to address the ongoing issue of a disengaged workforce with the theories of job 

demands-resources’ crafting and job crafting techniques (Byrne, 2015; Clifton, 2017; Mann & 

Harter, 2016). As a result, this research study could provide significant insights into how managers 

can facilitate ways to support employees with their own job redesigns beyond relying on 

managerial-driven job redesigns. From an employee perspective, this research seeks to provide 

insights on how job demands-resources’ crafting and job crafting techniques can be melded to 

redesign their jobs. 

1.4 Research Question 

This research addresses the following research question: To what extent is there a 

reciprocal relationship between job demands-resources’ crafting and job crafting techniques? The 

research question is important to understand the behaviors that employees use to optimize their 
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jobs and attain goals. In addition, the information assists managers in facilitating ways employees 

can use proactive behaviors to engage at work. 

The nature of work and the manner that employees complete their tasks are no longer fixed 

and routine (Bakker & Demerouti, 2014; Demerouti & Bakker, 2014; Grant, Fried, & Juillerat, 

2011). Subsequently, employees find the need to adjust to changing demands and resources 

(Demerouti, Derks, ten Brummelhuis, & Bakker, 2014; Garrick et al., 2014). Thus, employees 

differ in the ways they perform their job tasks, perceive their jobs, and perceive how they relate to 

others while attempting to achieve their job goals (Petrou, Demerouti, & Schaufeli, 2016; Singh 

& Singh, 2016; Tims et al., 2016). 

This research study draws on literature from job redesign, job demands-resources 

conceptualizations, and job crafting. Specifically, this research study posits that employees 

increasingly deploy job crafting techniques when employees behave in ways to balance job 

demands with job resources. 

1.5 Level of Analysis 

This research study is at the individual level of analysis. How employees modify their jobs 

is the focus of this research. Specifically, this research study explores the behaviors that individual 

employees deploy to manage job demands and resources while using techniques of job crafting to 

address the research problem. The following section introduces the theory for an understanding of 

the constructs relating to job crafting. 

1.6 Theoretical Foundation 

The theoretical foundation for this research stems from job demands-resources theory and 

the theory of job crafting. Job demands-resources theory builds on the theory of job characteristics 

(Demerouti, Bakker, Nachreiner, & Schaufeli, 2001). Whereas job characteristics theory is 
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managerial-driven approach of job design, job demands-resources theory and job crafting theory 

view job design as an employee-driven approach (Demerouti et al., 2001). 

1.6.1 Job demands-resources theory. The job demands-resources’ view of job crafting 

focuses on employees use of job crafting to balance job demands and resources to reduce distress 

and to satisfy needs while attempting to achieve job goals (Bakker & Demerouti, 2017; Demerouti 

et al., 2001; Tims, Bakker, & Derks, 2012). Job demands and resources are physical, social, and/or 

organizational components of jobs (Bakker & Demerouti, 2017; Demerouti et al., 2001). There are 

two categories of job resources, social and structural as well as two job demands, challenging and 

hindering (Demerouti et al., 2001) Both of the job resources and challenging job demands motivate 

and assist employees toward achieving goals while hindering demands have an opposite effect 

(Demerouti et al., 2001). Overall, job resources are buffers that assist employees by combatting 

hindering demands that cause mental and physical strain such as having high workloads and time 

pressures (Bakker & Demerouti, 2017; Demerouti et al., 2001). 

There is a large volume of empirical research on the positive outcomes of job demands-

resources including employee engagement and work meaningfulness (cf. Bakker & Demerouti, 

2017; Tims et al., 2016). However, there is a paucity of quantitative research between the 

relationship of job demands-resources and the techniques of job crafting. 

1.6.2 Job crafting theory. Job crafting is another theory that builds on job characteristic 

theory and evolved from researchers' acknowledgment that employees might design their jobs on 

their own initiative, with or without the assistance of management (Kulik, Oldham & Hackman, 

1987; Oldham & Hackman, 2010; Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001). Job crafting is a method that 

employees initiate to redefine their job designs in meaningful ways (Berg et al., 2013; 

Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001). Employees who redesign their jobs are job crafters; they modify 
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their jobs through physical, cognitive, and/or relational changes to achieve their job redesign goals 

(Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001). For instance, the job crafter might adjust the physical aspects of 

the job by changing the scope in the number of job tasks and task structure (Wrzesniewski & 

Dutton, 2001). When job crafters revise cognitive job tasks, they reflect upon their job’s positive 

impact, importance, and contribution to the overall well-being of their life (Wrzesniewski & 

Dutton, 2001). The job crafters might modify the relational aspects associated with the job by 

altering the frequency or level of involvement with managers, co-workers, and customers 

(Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001). No matter which technique job crafters choose, researchers 

indicate that job crafters are more likely to engage at work and experience enhanced work 

meaningfulness (cf. Berg, Dutton, & Wrzesniewski, 2008; Kooij, Tims, & Kanfer, 2015; Petrou, 

Demerouti, Peeters, Schaufeli, & Hetland, 2012; Tims et al., 2012; Tims, Bakker, & Derks, 2013; 

Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001). 

1.6.3 Summary. Employees’ proactivity, creativity, intrinsic motivation, and well-being 

are central to address the changes that the global workforce continues to encounter and the issue 

of a workforce that does not engage (Demerouti et al., 2014). Because the cost of a disengaged 

workforce is significant and perceived work meaningfulness has similar positive outcomes as a 

workforce that engages, academics and managers continue to debate how to facilitate employee 

engagement as well as employee work meaningfulness (Byrne, 2015; May, Gilson, & Harter, 

2004; Saks & Gruman, 2014). This research study seeks to contribute toward understanding about 

how to facilitate employee engagement and work meaningfulness by focusing on the relationship 

between job demands-resources ’crafting and the techniques of job crafting.  

Because much of the extant research covers employee engagement and work 

meaningfulness as positive outcomes of job crafting, these outcomes are not included in this 
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research. (cf. Bakker & Demerouti, 2017; Tims et al., 2016). Rather, this research narrows the 

focus to the relationship between job demands-resources’ crafting approach and job crafting 

techniques. There is no research found that links these two areas even though they cover similar 

ground and both work meaningfulness and employee engagement are outcomes of successful job 

crafting (cf. Bakker & Demerouti, 2017; Rudolph et al., 2017; Tims et al., 2016). The next section 

provides information on the antecedents for employees to job craft and outcomes of job crafting 

to provide a deeper understanding for the context, value, and significance of job crafting to 

academics, businesses, and employees. 

1.6.4 Organization of the dissertation. The next chapter reviews the literature that is 

relevant to the research question for this dissertation. Chapter 2 provides the theoretical 

background of job demands-resources and job crafting as well as the model and hypotheses. 

Chapter 3 describes the research rationale, methodology, data collection, procedures, and the 

measures used for this research study. Chapter 4 provides the results and analysis for the 

hypotheses. Chapter 5 provides the final discussion, contributions, future implications, and 

conclusion for this research study.
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CHAPTER 2 

LITERATURE REVIEW 

2.1 Background of Job Redesign 

Job design theory began in the early 1800’s and focuses on the work itself such as the tasks, 

processes, and activities that an employee performs (Oldham & Fried, 2016). Early job design 

scholars claimed employees focus and dedicate themselves to completing jobs only when the 

structure of jobs require specialized skills with few and simple tasks (Babbage, 1835; Oldham & 

Fried, 2016; Smith, 1850). The concept that jobs should be simple continued with scientific 

management; designing jobs with the purpose to reduce waste and increase efficiencies and 

eliminate any latitude in how employees perform jobs (Oldham & Fried, 2016; Taylor, 1911). 

However, research indicated that not all employees responded positively to having simplified jobs 

and they behaved in ways that countered simplified jobs, which resulted in decreased productivity 

(Fried & Oldham, 2016; Walker & Guest, 1952). Subsequently, scholars sought ways to address 

the downside to simplified jobs, such as with Theory Y and the Hygiene Theory (Fried & Oldham, 

2016). Theory Y was a positive approach to job fit and productivity that described what supportive 

management could do for employees to achieve optimal performance (McGregor, 1960). Hygiene 

Theory introduced the concept of enriching jobs with a focus on the effects of long-term intrinsic 

versus extrinsic motivation (Oldham & Fried, 2016; Herzberg, 2003). Job designs and redesigns 

continued to consider intrinsic motivation as seen with job characteristic theory, job demands-

resources theory, and job crafting theory. The last three theories mentioned have additionally 

evolved to enrich jobs further and to address how best to motivate employees to engage, find 
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meaningfulness in their jobs and increase job performance (cf. Demerouti et al., 2001; Hackman 

& Oldham, 1975; Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001). 

Over the past fifty years, jobs have become increasingly multifaceted and influenced by 

advances in technology (Demerouti et al., 2014). Today’s organizations need employees who can 

adapt and change to the demands of dynamic work environments (Grant et al., 2011; Petrou et al., 

2016). As a result, businesses and academics continue to modify their views on how best to 

redesign jobs that incorporate changes in the nature of work driven by advances in technology and 

globalization (Demerouti & Bakker, 2014; ten Brummelhuis, Bakker, Hetland, & Keulemans, 

2012). Thus, the changing nature of work indicates the need to consider dynamic job redesign 

approaches. To solve how to redesign jobs that address the needs created from a dynamic work 

environment, scholars continue to research the active role that employees have with job redesign 

(Bakker & Demerouti, 2014; Petrou et al., 2016; Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001). The next section 

describes job demands-resources (JD-R) theory and its relationship to the JD-R model and job 

crafting theory. 

2.2 Job Demands-Resources Theory 

The JD-R theory has its theoretical underpinnings from job redesign and the job demands-

resources model (Demerouti et al., 2001). The original JD-R model takes a top-down view, similar 

to job redesign. The model posits that an employee reacts to their environment where managers 

design an employee’s job tasks, establish the goals, and provide the resources needed to meet the 

goals (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007, 2017). As the name of the model indicates, the two driving 

components of this model are the demands and resources of an employee’s work environment 

(Bakker & Demerouti, 2007, 2017). The following describes the model in more detail and provides 

an understanding of how the model evolved into the JD-R theory. 
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2.2.1 JD-R model. The JD-R model addressed a serious management concern – job-

related burnout (Demerouti et al., 2001). Companies witnessed the negative outcomes of job-

related burnout such as a decline in an employee’s performance, well-being, and engagement (cf. 

Maslach, Schaufeli, & Leiter, 2001). A common definition of burnout refers to the use of its two 

core concepts of exhaustion and cynicism along with a third concept, reduced self-efficacy (Bakker 

& Demerouti, 2017). Exhaustion includes the physical feelings of being weak, fatigued, or tired 

and the emotions of being depressed, worthless, or having a sense of hopelessness (Etzion, 1984; 

Maslach et al., 2001). Cynicism refers to the negative responses of becoming detached, 

disengaged, or being callous toward any of the job’s characteristics (Maslach et al., 2001). Thus, 

job-related burnout results in chronic exhaustion that can occur within any job and includes a 

negative or cynical attitude towards work that often leads to a reduced professional self-efficacy, 

a feeling that an employee has of being incompetent (cf. Bakker & Demerouti, 2017; Demerouti 

et al., 2001; Maslach et al., 2001). 

Because of the negative effects linked to job-related burnout, research in the topic 

increased, yet the increased research did not result in a resolution to the problem (Bakker & 

Demerouti, 2017). In an effort to find a standard approach to the job-related burnout problem, 

researchers developed the JD-R model, where all types of jobs have job demands and job resources 

characteristics (Bakker & Demerouti, 2017; Demerouti et al., 2001). The results of the research 

using both self and observer-reports revealed that job demands and job resources have different 

relationships with the two core concepts of job-related burnout – exhaustion and cynicism (Bakker 

& Demerouti, 2017; Demerouti et al., 2001). Job demands relate to exhaustion and job resources 

relate more to cynicism (Bakker & Demerouti, 2017; Demerouti et al., 2001). The differences 

between job demands and job resources are significant because the research provides further 
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insights into how the structure of the work affects an employee by either limiting or enabling an 

employee to attain job goals (Bakker & Demerouti, 2017). 

2.2.2 Demands. “Job demands refer to those physical, social, or organizational aspects of 

the job that require sustained physical or mental effort and are therefore associated with certain 

physiological and/or psychological costs” (Demerouti et al., 2001, p. 520). Examples of job 

demands are pressures at work and interactions with clients that are emotionally taxing (Bakker & 

Demerouti, 2017). Overall, an employee who experience a higher amount of job demands often 

experience health-related impairments such as depression and fatigue (Bakker, Demerouti, & 

Verbeke, 2004; Hakanen, Schaufeli, & Ahola, 2008). To combat the health impairment, an 

employee will deploy coping mechanisms that have a negative, temporary or permanent, effect for 

organizations, such as extended absences or turnover (cf. Bakker, Demerouti, De Boer, Schaufeli, 

2003; LePine, Podsakoff, & LePine, 2005).  

Not all job demands result in negative outcomes (cf. Cavanaugh, Boswell, Roehling, & 

Boudreau, 2000; LePine et al., 2005). Research on the relationship between stress-strain divided 

job demands into two categories, hindering and challenging (cf. Cavanaugh et al., 2000; LePine et 

al., 2005). Hindering job demands are health inhibiting while challenging demands are 

motivational driving (LePine et al., 2005; Podsakoff, LePine & LePine, 2007) For instance, 

hindering job demands are situations at work that create constraints on an employee’s ability to 

achieve goals (Bakker & Demerouti, 2017; Cavanaugh et al., 2000). Those constraints lead to an 

employee having an increased level of job dissatisfaction as well as an increased effort to search 

for other jobs (Cavanaugh et al., 2000; Podsakoff et al., 2007). Examples of hindering job demands 

that result in work stress are role-ambiguity, role-conflict, time pressures, and work overload, all 

of which have the potential to threaten an employee’s sense of job security (Bakker & Demerouti, 
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2017; Cavanaugh et al., 2000; LePine et al., 2005; Podsakoff et al., 2007). In addition, hindering 

demands result in a type of negative stress that researchers refer to as distress, which leads to 

negative health outcomes (Selye, 1956; Tuckey, Searle, Boyd, Winefield, & Winefield, 2015). 

In contrast, challenging job demands motivate an employee to achieve goals and provide 

opportunities for an employee to grow, learn, and develop (Bakker & Demerouti, 2017; Demerouti 

et al., 2001). Examples of challenging demands include a large job scope and responsibility that 

results in a workload that is high with increased time pressure (Bakker & Demerouti, 2017; 

Cavanaugh et al., 2000; LePine et al., 2005; McCauley, Ruderman, Ohlott, & Morrow, 1994). An 

employee who experiences challenging demands considers these demands as worth the effort and 

rewarding, which often leads to increased job satisfaction and reduced job search behaviors 

(Bakker & Sanz-Vergel, 2013; Cavanaugh et al., 2000; Podsakoff et al., 2007). Contrary to 

hindering job demands, challenging demands result in positive stress that researchers refer to as 

eustress (Selye, 1956; Tuckey et al., 2015). Eustress, or good stress, has positive outcomes such 

as work meaningfulness and employee engagement (Nelson & Simmons, 2003; Simmons & 

Nelson, 2001). In addition to the positive aspects that an employee finds through challenging job 

demands, available resources will assist and motivate an employee to achieve valued goals (Bakker 

& Demerouti, 2017; Demerouti et al., 2001). 

2.2.3 Resources. An employee needs adequate job resources to perform their jobs (Bakker, 

2011). “Job resources refer to those physical, psychological, social, or organizational aspects of 

the job that are functional in achieving work goals, reduce job demands at the associated 

physiological and psychological costs, or stimulate personal growth and development” (Demerouti 

et al., 2001, p. 501). An employee uses structural or social resources to achieve their goals, grow, 

and develop (Bakker & Demerouti, 2017; Demerouti et al., 2001). Structural job resources stem 
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from an organization’s job design whereas social resources include business interactions 

(Demerouti et al., 2001). Examples of structural resources include autonomy, task variety, task 

significance, skill variety, and situations that allow an employee to learn, develop and grow 

(Bakker & Demerouti, 2017; Demerouti et al., 2001). An employee uses social resources when 

they participate in decision-making events, collaborate with peers, or receive feedback from their 

managers (Bakker & Demerouti, 2017; Bakker, Demerouti, & Euwema, 2005; Demerouti et al., 

2001). Notably, these examples also align to the job characteristics of job redesign (Hackman & 

Oldham, 1975, 1976, 1980). 

All types of resources have an underlying theory that explains why job resources are 

important for an employee to use. The JCT explains why structural resources are important and 

self-determination theory explains why social resources are important (Bakker, 2011; Nahrgang, 

Morgeson, & Hofmann 2011; Tims & Bakker, 2010). Social resources help an employee satisfy 

their basic needs of autonomy, relatedness, and competence; structural resources motivate an 

employee to engage and cope, especially when an employee has high job demands (Bakker & 

Demerouti, 2008, 2014; Bakker, 2010; Nahrgang et al., 2011; Tims & Bakker 2010). 

Job resources make a difference to employees being able to achieve their goals, to engage, 

experience well-being, and achieve job satisfaction (Bakker & Oerlemans, 2016; Bakker et al., 

2005; Bakker, Demerouti, & Sanz-Vergel, 2014; Demerouti et al., 2001). When the workplace 

does not provide adequate resources, an employee has difficulty coping with the demands of the 

job, whether those demands are challenging or hindering (Bakker & Demerouti, 2017; Demerouti 

et al., 2001). An employee needs sufficient resources, structural and/or social, to be equipped to 

meet demands of jobs (Bakker & Demerouti, 2017; Demerouti et al., 2001). 
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Subsequently, JD-R theory explains why and how an employee proactively changes the 

job dynamics of resources and demands (Bakker & Demerouti, 2017; Tims & Bakker, 2010). 

Although the concept of balancing job demands and resources incorporates the theory of job 

crafting, most researcher do not directly link the behaviors that an employee uses to the techniques 

of physically, cognitively, and relationally modifying a job. The following provides an overview 

of the seminal work on job crafting and the basis of this dissertation research to explore the 

relationship between job demands-resources and job crafting. 

Job demands-resources theory builds on the theory of job characteristics (Demerouti et al., 

2001). Whereas JCT is managerial-driven approach of job design, JD-R theory views job design 

as an employee-driven approach (Demerouti et al., 2001). The JD-R view of job crafting focuses 

on employees use of job crafting to balance job demands and resources to reduce distress and to 

satisfy needs while attempting to achieve job goals (Bakker & Demerouti, 2017; Demerouti et al., 

2001; Tims et al., 2012). Job demands and resources are physical, social, and/or organizational 

components of jobs (Bakker & Demerouti, 2017; Demerouti et al., 2001). There are two categories 

of job resources, social and structural as well as two job demands, challenging and hindering 

(Demerouti et al., 2001). Both of the job resources and challenging job demands motivate and 

assist employees toward achieving goals while hindering demands have an opposite effect 

(Demerouti et al., 2001). Overall, job resources are buffers that assist employees by combatting 

hindering demands that cause mental and physical strain such as high workloads and time 

pressures (Demerouti 2017, Demerouti et al., 2001). There is a large volume of empirical research 

on the positive outcomes of job demands-resources including employee engagement and work 

meaningfulness (cf. Bakker & Demerouti, 2017; Tims et al., 2016). However, there is a paucity of 
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quantitative research between the relationship of job demands-resources and the techniques of job 

crafting. 

2.3 Job Crafting Theory 

An employee, being closest to her job tasks, has the potential to know when and how best 

to modify her job tasks to increase her performance, which can complement the formal job redesign 

(Demerouti & Bakker, 2014). Some employees do just that, they use one of the three techniques 

of job crafting to shift how they complete tasks, think about tasks, and relate with others to 

complete those tasks (Hakanen, Peeters, & Schaufeli, 2017; Hakanen, Seppälä, & Peeters, 2017; 

Slemp, 2017, Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001). As mentioned previously, employees’ primary 

purpose for using job crafting is to maintain balance between the job demands and job resources 

when attempting to achieve their job goals (cf. Bakker & Demerouti, 2017; Demerouti et al., 2001). 

Although there are different approaches about how an employee crafts her job, this research 

study defines job crafting as “the physical and cognitive changes individuals make in the task or 

relational boundaries of their work” (Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001, p. 179). Thus, this research 

study follows the job crafting that involves the three techniques of physical, cognitive, and 

relational crafting (Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001). A job crafter uses the techniques to meet basic 

needs with the work environment and the desire to satisfy those needs motivate an employee to 

engage in job crafting (Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001). The three needs that an employee seeks to 

satisfy are the ability to control components of work to avoid negative consequences, to have a 

positive sense of self that others reinforce, and to connect with others (Demerouti, 2014; 

Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001; Tims & Bakker, 2010). In an attempt to satisfy those needs, a job 

crafter will use any one or a combination of the three techniques (Berg et al., 2008; Wrzesniewski 
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& Dutton, 2001). The following provides a review of three techniques that an employee uses when 

job crafting. 

2.3.1 Physical crafting. Job crafters alter their tasks in ways that maximize their strengths 

and talents (Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001; Berg et al., 2013). Thus, job crafters might adjust the 

physical aspects of the job by changing the scope in terms of the number of tasks or the structure 

of tasks (Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001). The desire to reach personal fulfillment drives job 

crafters to adjust their job tasks to achieve success and pursue opportunities for continued 

advancement (Singh & Singh, 2016). Specifically, job crafters change physical tasks by adding 

tasks such as volunteering for tasks for career development, reducing tasks such as through the 

process of streamlining, or changing the structure of the task such as using automation (Singh & 

Singh, 2016; Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001). Employees who change their job tasks increase the 

likelihood that the job tasks are more meaningful and can change their perceptions about their job 

(Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001). 

2.3.2 Cognitive crafting. When job crafters revise cognitive job tasks, they reflect upon 

their job’s positive impact, importance, and contribution to the overall well-being of their life to 

improve congruency with their authentic-self (Demerouti, Bakker; & Gevers, 2015; Wrzesniewski 

& Dutton, 2001). Within cognitive crafting, there are three strategies that a job crafter uses to 

change the perceptions she has about her job to achieve a positive sense of self -- reframing, 

recalibrating, and refocusing (Ashforth & Kreiner, 1999, 2013; Niessen et al., 2016; Slemp, 2017; 

Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001). Reframing involves changing the perception of what a job role 

means to the jobholder (Ashforth & Kreiner, 1999, 2013; Niessen et al., 2016; Slemp, 2017; 

Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001). A job crafter reframes by referring to her role with a different 

label, e.g., from ‘janitor’ to ‘environmental caretaker’ (Niessen et al., 2016; Slemp, 2017; 
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streamlining the process and the number of tasks required to attain job goals (see Table 2.1; Singh 

& Singh, 2016). 

Table 2.1 JD-R Job Crafting Strategies with Job Crafting Techniques 

JD-R Job Crafting 

Strategies Person-Job Fit 

Techniques of Job Crafting 

Physical/Task 

Crafting Structure 

Cognitive Crafting 

Perception 

Relational/ Social Crafting 

Relationships 

(+) Structural Resources    

Organizational factors  

 Job Characteristics 

 Skill Development  

Change the way to 

complete a task to 

achieve a goal. 

Change the amount of 

time, energy, and how 

much focus to spend 

on the job task to 

achieve a goal. 

Enhance job skills 

with training. 

Recalibrate perceptions of 

the tasks’ importance by 

placing less value on 

those tasks that are 

necessary, but mundane, 

less interesting, or even 

‘dirty’ by focusing and 

valuing those tasks that 

are more positive. 

Participate in decision-

making activities. 

(+) Social Resources    

 Relationships with 

management, peers, 

and customers 

Switch tasks with co-

workers. 

Change perception of the 

relationships involved 

with the role and refocus 

to achieve a goal. 

Connect with supervisors 

and peers for support, 

advice, and feedback. 

Collaborate and network 

with others. 

(+) Challenging Demands    

 Motivational activities 

and behaviors that 

stretch skills and 

abilities for 

development, growth, 

and achievement 

Volunteer for 

stimulating projects. 

Seek more 

responsibility that 

results in a larger job 

scope. 

Reframe challenges as 

positive opportunities. 

Refocus on challenges as 

opportunities for growth. 

Mentor and coach others 

(-) Hindering Demands    

Constraining situations 

 Work overload 

 Pressure to produce 

 Undesirable workplace  

 Demanding social 

interactions  

Streamline processes 

and amount of tasks, 

delegate tasks, and/or 

reprioritize the order 

of which tasks to do. 

Refocus on hindering 

demands as opportunities 

for growth. 

 

Seek support and 

feedback to reach a goal. 

Increase social network 

to avoid demanding 

interactions. 

2.5 Motivation to Job Craft 

The benefits that employees derive with job crafting extend beyond the outcomes related 

to reducing stress and increasing eustress to being able to maintain an authentic sense of self with 

their work identity and through an employees’ self-determination by achieving competence, 

autonomy, and relatedness (Kira, Balkin, & San, 2012; Deci & Ryan, 1985, 2000, 2008). This is 
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Job crafting provides a way for employees to achieve a positive sense of self as explained 

by work identity and self-determination theory (Kira & Balkin, 2014; Deci & Ryan, 1985, 2000; 

Ryan & Deci, 2000; Walsh & Gordon, 2008). Employees are likely to have optimal well-being 

when they work in environments that facilitate support for behaviors, such as job crafting, to 

achieve these needs (Deci & Ryan, 1985, 2000, 2008; Slemp, 2017; Slemp et al., 2015; 

Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001). 

2.6 Negative Side of Job Crafting  

Although job crafting has positive benefits for an employee as well as an organization, 

there are instances where job crafting is not positive and some scholars recognize the negative side 

to job crafting (Berg et al., 2008, 2013; Demerouti, Bakker, & Halbesleben, 2015; Roczniewska 

& Bakker 2016; Weseler & Niessen, 2016). Job crafters can display negative work behaviors when 

reducing the amount of job demands to avoid feelings of being overwrought to protect their sense 

of well-being (Demerouti et al., 2015). In addition, counter work behaviors occur when employees 

chooses to reduce job demands not completing tasks, ignoring requests for help, or reducing extra-

role behaviors that could assist their organization (Berg et al., 2008; Demerouti et al., 2015). 

At times, those counter work behaviors have little relationship with reducing job demands, 

but may exist because an employee simply prefers one task to another (Berg et al., 2008). For 

instance, Berg et al. (2008) noted that a marketing employee chose to work on creative aspects of 

the job instead of working on higher priority tasks because that employee felt the other tasks were 

mundane (Berg et al., 2008). In addition, an employee might reduce their relational crafting by 

limiting whom they decide to communicate with, which could lead to lack of feedback and 

knowledge required to complete her job tasks effectively (Roczniewska & Bakker, 2016). 
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Another negative side to job crafting occurs when an employee crafts her job to maintain 

her identity to a misaligned job role (Kira & Balkin, 2014). Instead of adjusting the job tasks to 

the role, an employee only perpetuates the misalignment by using job crafting techniques to 

circumvent the activities that the job requires (Kira & Balkin, 2014). For example, an employee 

could use job crafting to align to her self-concept without regard to the organization’s requirements 

(Kira & Balkin, 2014). Despite the bottom-up approach that an employee initiates to craft her job 

toward positive outcomes, these negative examples provide insights into the need for a manager’s 

involvement. Managers could not only support job crafting by communicating the beneficial 

behaviors of job crafting and aligning job crafting activities with organizational goals, but also 

providing feedback to employees to correct misalignments (Berg et al., 2008; Demerouti et al., 

2015). The following discusses two of the positive outcomes of job crafting – employee 

engagement and work meaningfulness. 

2.7 Outcomes: Employee Engagement 

Organizations need engaged employees, individuals who have energy and passion, to 

`remain competitive, yet lack of employee engagement continues to plague organizations (Bakker, 

2017; Mann & Harter, 2016; Schaufeli, 2017). There are different ways organizations can facilitate 

employee engagement such as top-down redesign, human resource initiatives, positive leadership, 

and bottom-up, individual job crafting (Bakker, 2017; Petrou et al., 2012). When work 

environments enable employees to meet the basic job needs met autonomy, competence, and 

relatedness employees are apt to have energy and purpose to engage at work (Deci & Ryan, 1985, 

2000; Rothmann, 2017). Proactive efforts from employees, such as job crafting, help to optimize 

the work environment as employees look for ways to balance job demands and resources to attain 

goals (Bakker, 2017; Rothmann, 2017). 
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Job crafters are more likely to engage at work because self-designed work better meets 

individual preferences and needs (Bakker et al., 2012; Tims & Bakker, 2010; Vogt et al., 2016). 

The term engaged describes employees who positively express and participate at work both - 

psychologically and emotionally while performing their jobs (Kahn, 1990). Employees are likely 

to engage when the work environments provides conditions for psychological meaningfulness, 

psychological safety, and psychological availability (Kahn, 1990). Employees experience 

psychological meaningfulness when work is worthwhile and has value (Kahn, 1990). 

Psychological safety occurs when employees participate in decisions, express ideas, and act 

without fear of reprimands (Kahn, 1990). Finally, employees experience psychological availability 

when employees believe they have the skills and knowledge to achieve the desired results of their 

job (Kahn, 1990). 

Employees display psychological, physical, and emotional engagement behaviors through 

vigor, dedication, and absorption (Schaufeli, Salanova, González-Romá, & Bakker, 2002). 

Employees display vigor through heightened energy and persistence regardless of the level of 

difficulty of work (Schaufeli et al., 2002). Employees display dedication through exuberance and 

an enthusiastic willingness to remain involved in work (Schaufeli et al., 2002). Absorption happens 

when employees show a heightened involvement in work as a form of flow through which they 

are engrossed in work and may have difficulty detaching from work (Bakker & Demerouti, 2008; 

Csikszentmihályi, 1990; Schaufeli et al., 2002). 

A workforce that does not engage results in significant negative outcomes such as lost 

productivity associated with employee dissatisfaction, increased absenteeism and turnover as well 

as decreased employee well-being, work performance, and competitive advantage (Gruman & 

Saks, 2011; Harju, Hakanen, & Schaufeli, 2016; Rich, LePine, & Crawford, 2010; Schaufeli, 
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2013). In contrast, employees who engage in work provide the opposite outcomes of disengaged 

employees (Byrne, 2015; Harter, Schmidt, & Hayes, 2002). Positive outcomes associated with 

engaged employees are similar to positive outcomes of an employees who experience and perceive 

work meaningfulness such as employee satisfaction, increased well-being, and reduced 

absenteeism and turnover (cf. Bailey & Madden, 2016; Geldenhuys, Laba, & Venter, 2014; Soane 

et al., 2013; Tims et al., 2016). 

2.8 Outcomes: Work Meaningfulness 

Similar to the outcome of employee engagement, work meaningfulness is another positive 

outcome of job crafting (Tims et al., 2016). Because employees spend the majority of their waking 

hours involved with work, they desire that the time spent working results in positive experiences 

and outcomes (Bailey & Madden, 2016; Bureau of Labor Statistics, 2015). Specifically, employees 

have a desire to perceive a sense of purpose, value, significance, and belongingness with their 

work, which are terms often used to describe work meaningfulness (cf. Dik, Bryne, & Steger, 

2013; Michaelson, Pratt, Grant, & Dunn, 2014; Pratt & Ashforth, 2003). A common definition that 

researchers use to define work meaningfulness is “. . . the work and/or its context are perceived by 

its practitioners to be, at minimum, purposeful and significant” (Pratt & Ashforth, 2003, p. 311). 

The desire to experience work meaningfulness is significant for employees as employees rank 

work meaningfulness as an aspect of work that is more important for them to have than having 

other positive outcomes from work such as career promotions, compensation, and rewards (Bailey 

& Madden, 2016; Giancola, 2014). Subsequently, understanding how an employee experiences 

and perceives work meaningfulness is a growing research area (Bailey & Madden, 2016). 

The work and/or its contexts indicate two aspects of work meaningfulness -- in work and 

at work (Pratt & Ashforth, 2003). In-work meaningfulness pertains to what an employee does 
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within the job (Pratt & Ashforth, 2003). At-work meaningfulness pertains to the organization that 

employees belong and with whom employees associate (Pratt & Ashforth, 2003). Another term 

that scholars use to define at work meaningfulness is belongingness. The term belongingness 

indicates an employee’s feelings of community and other social aspects of work (Michaelson et 

al., 2014; Rosso, Dekas, & Wrzesniewski, 2010; Pratt, Pradies, & Lepisto, 2013). Some employees 

are prone to find work meaningfulness within the organization versus the job itself (Pratt & 

Ashforth, 2003). That is significant when researching what specifically creates work 

meaningfulness for an employee. 

The theories of identity provide an explanation that differentiates in and at work 

meaningfulness (Pratt & Ashforth, 2003). In addition, employees who have a positive work-based 

identity, which can increase by job crafting, can increase work meaningfulness (cf. Bothma, Lloyd, 

& Khapova, 2015; Kira & Balkin, 2014; Kira et al., 2012; Tims, Bakker, & Derks, 2015; Tims et 

al., 2016). Employees who experience work meaningfulness benefit from positive outcomes such 

as increased job satisfaction, enhanced performance, and reduced stress (cf. Bailey & Madden, 

2016; Daniel, 2015; Pavlish & Hunt, 2012; Steger, Littmann-Ovadia, Miller, Menger, & 

Rothmann, 2013). Not only do employees benefit from having work meaningfulness, companies 

benefit as well. Work meaningfulness is linked to company outcomes such as an increase in 

commitment, enhanced employee engagement, and reduced absenteeism (cf. Bailey & Madden, 

2016; Geldenhuys et al., 2014; Soane et al., 2013). The positive effects from work meaningfulness 

continue to interest scholars and practitioners in answering questions about how, where, and why 

employees find work meaningfulness and job crafting is one of the approaches employees can use 

to increase their ability to experience work meaningfulness (Rosso et al., 2010). 



 

28 

2.9 Hypotheses Development 

Based on this literature review, the job crafting research has two schools of thought not yet 

related – one is that job demands and resources are balanced through job crafting and the other is 

that individuals seek physical, cognitive, and relational improvements for their jobs through job 

crafting. This research seeks to relate the two types of job crafting to determine if both methods 

are not mutually exclusive, but rather are related. 

 

Figure 2.1 The Relationship between Job Demands-Resources and Job Crafting Techniques 

The context of the job and the job setting influence the experience employees have with 

job resources and job demands (Tuckey et al., 2015; Webster, Beehr, & Love, 2011). Employees 

physically, cognitively, and/or relationally manipulate their job characteristics, which provide a 

way to balance the resources and demands of their jobs (cf. Bakker & Demerouti, 2017; Schaufeli 

& Taris, 2014; Tims & Bakker, 2010; Tims et al., 2016; Van den Broeck, De Cuyper, De Witte, 

& Vansteenkiste, 2010a). The dynamic and flexible techniques that employees initiate are through 

job crafting (Bakker & Demerouti, 2017; Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001). Job crafting provides 

three techniques for employees to apply approaches to maintain balance between their job demands 

and resources. Employees will either increase two types of resources and/or increase or decrease 
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two types of demands to maintain or achieve balance with their jobs’ characteristics (Tims & 

Bakker, 2010). Those approaches include increasing structural resources, social resources, and 

challenging demands, and decreasing hindering job demands (cf. Bipp & Demerouti, 2015; Tims 

et al., 2012; Roczniewska & Bakker, 2016). The problem with the relationship between job 

crafting techniques and job demands-resources’ crafting is that they have never been explored 

either qualitatively or quantitatively, even though the research cited above uses similar 

terminology and discusses the same events for job crafting (cf. Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001; 

Wrzesniewski, LoBuglio, Dutton, & Berg, 2013; Slemp & Vella-Brodrick, 2013). 

To test if two constructs have a reciprocal relationship, the constructs being tested must be 

endogenous, e.g., dependent constructs. In addition, each endogenous construct must have an 

exogenous construct, e.g., independent/predictor construct, which is not the same related 

exogenous construct for each endogenous construct (Kock, 2017). Based on theory and the 

requirement to use different predictor constructs to test for a reciprocal relationship, the structural 

model was defined with self-determination and work identity as having positive relationships with 

job demands-resources’ crafting and job crafting techniques, respectfully. 

Thus, the research for this dissertation investigates the following hypotheses: 

H1:  Self-determination has a positive relationship with job demands-resources’ crafting. 

H2:  Work identity has a positive relationship with job crafting techniques.  

H3:  Job demands-resources’ crafting and job crafting techniques relate reciprocally. 

2.10 Summary 

Job complexity produces situations where employees are motivated by challenging jobs, 

but the changes and complexity of the work are not always positive for employees (van Wingerden 

et al., 2017; Leopold, Ratcheva, & Zahidi, 2016). Those negative aspects of work include work-
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related stress such as fatigue, disengagement, and decreased productivity (Garrick et al., 2014). 

However, job crafters tend to experience reduced stress and experience positive attributes of work 

such as increased self-efficacy, skills, job satisfaction, commitment, employee engagement, and 

work meaningfulness (cf. Tims et al., 2016, 2015, 2013; van Wingerden et al., 2017; Vogt et al., 

2016). In spite of the changes and increased complexity of employees’ job tasks, job crafters adapt 

to the changes and complexity of work in a manner that preserves their authentic sense of self 

(Demerouti et al., 2014; Garrick et al., 2014; Kira et al., 2012; Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001). 

Preserving an authentic sense of self is about maintaining a positive work-identity and is another 

reason why employees invoke job crafting behaviors (Kira et al., 2012; Tims et al., 2016). 

With job crafting, employees may redesign their job on their own initiative and with or 

without the assistance of management (Berg et al., 2008; Kulik et al., 1987; Wrzesniewski & 

Dutton, 2001). Whereas job redesign has a fixed set of job characteristics, job crafting is dynamic, 

flexible, and adjusts the job characteristics to address the constant changes within today’s work 

environment (Bakker & Demerouti, 2014; Demerouti & Bakker, 2014; Grant et al., 2011). Job 

crafting complements job redesign and can result in more challenging and meaningful work than 

job redesign alone (Demerouti & Bakker, 2014; Kooij et al., 2015; Oldham & Hackman, 2010; 

Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001). Because employees are closest to their own job tasks, employees 

have the insight needed to adjust how they go about achieving their goals. In summary, employees 

strive for positive work outcomes and use job crafting to maximize their talents, skills, and 

strengths and thus tap into their natural preferences (cf. Berg et al., 2013; Slemp et al., 2015; 

Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001). Regardless of the reason or strategy, employees choose to job 

craft by selecting physical, cognitive and/or relational crafting techniques (Tims & Bakker, 2010; 

Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001). Employee-driven job redesign by job crafting, continues to show 
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promise as a means for employees and employers to experience positive work outcomes in the 

face of constant change and complexity of work (cf. Demerouti & Bakker, 2014). Although 

researchers and practitioners tout the positive effects of job crafting, there are instances where job 

crafting could have negative outcomes. Knowing more about why employees choose to job craft 

and how employers play a role in creating an environment that generates positive job crafting 

behaviors require further research.  

This research explores job crafting based on the three techniques that employees actively 

use to redesign their jobs to balance their job demands and resources. Because researchers have 

primarily researched job crafting through the lens of JD-R, this research study will add to the 

current job crafting literature by including the three job crafting techniques in conjunction with  

job demands- resources’ crafting to determine if there is a reciprocal relationship (Rudolph et al., 

2017).
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CHAPTER 3 

METHODOLOGY 

3.1 Method 

The purpose of this quantitative, survey study is to examine the relationships between job 

demands-resources’ crafting and job crafting techniques to determine if there is a reciprocal 

relationship. The research steps include the instrument development, data collection, and analysis 

of the first order reflective and second order formative measurement models, and the structural 

model. The remainder of this chapter describes the study design, measurement instruments, 

research procedure, sampling strategy, data analysis approach, and ethical considerations. 

3.2 Study Design 

The basis of this study design is from the literature review, which provides the main 

theories to develop the hypotheses appropriate for this research. This research involves a cross-

sectional field study that uses self-reported questionnaires to determine the extent to which 

employees desire to balance job demands and resources result in the use of job crafting techniques 

and the extent to which job crafting techniques result in employees balancing job demands and 

resources. The use of self-reported standardized questionnaires allows a systematic means to 

compare the data. 

The study sample targets adult workers to complete a series of questions about their 

demographic information, job perceptions, experiences, and beliefs. Analysis of the survey data 

provides relational inferences between the two types of job crafting relationships. This cross-

sectional field study is appropriate to investigate different variables at the same time, which 
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was significant with p < 0.001 and t-statistic greater than the critical ratio at a 5% significance 

level. The relationships between the exogenous and endogenous latent variables were strong as 

eSDT to eJDRJC had a path coefficient of β = 0.55 with standard error, SE = 0.073 and eWRKID 

to eJCTEQ had a path coefficient of β = 0.47 with standard error, SE = 0.074. The standard error 

measures the precision of the sample size in estimating the population parameter (Hair et al., 

2017). The hypotheses were supported, as the confidence interval (CI) for the t-statistic did not 

contain zero (Field, 2013). See Table 4.12 that provides the statistical significance for each β. 

 

Figure 4.1 Exploratory Structural Model 

4.4.2.3  Coefficient of determination (R2 value). The coefficient of determination known 

as the R2 value measures a model’s predictive power of the sample population, which explains 

how well the model fits the data (Garson, 2016; Hair et al., 2017; Kock, 2017). The adjusted R2 

corrects for spurious increases from exogenous variables that add no explanatory value (Hair et 

al., 2017; Knock, 2017). The recommendation is that the p value for R2 and adjusted R2 is p < 

0.05 and the p value for R2 and adjusted R2 is p < 0.001. Higher levels of R2 up to 1 indicate 

higher levels of predictive accuracy of the exogenous variable on the endogenous variable (Hair 

et al., 2017; Kock, 2017). In general, 0.75 or > = high, 0.50 to 0.74 = medium, and 0.25 to 0.49 = 

low. R2 < 0.25 is considered to have little explanatory power (Hair et al., 2017; Kock, 2017).  
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H1:  Self-determination has a positive relationship with job demands-resources’ crafting. 

H2:  Work identity has a positive relationship with job crafting techniques.  

Thus, the null hypotheses are rejected that self-determination does not have a positive 

relationship with job demands-resources’ crafting and work identity does not have a positive 

relationship with job crafting techniques. As a result, H1 and H2 were accepted (see Table 4.12). 

Table 4.12 Summary for Support of the Exploratory Structural Model 

 

4.4.3 Exploratory structural model – reciprocal relationship. WarpPLSTM has the 

ability to test for reciprocal relationships. A high correlation between the two endogenous 

variables should exist, which indicates the probability of a reciprocal relationship (Kock, 2017). 

The analysis indicated a high correlation between eJDRJC and eJCTEQ and thus, a probable 

reciprocal relationship (see Table 4.13). As Kock (2017) explains, reciprocal relationships 

involve endogenous variables where each variable has a different predictor variable (see Figure 

4.2). Based on theory and the requirement to use different predictor variables for a reciprocal 

relationship test, the structural model was defined with eSDT and eWRKID as having a positive 

relationship with eJDRJC and eJCTEQ, respectfully (Kock, 2017; Wong & Law, 1999). 

WarpPLSTM requires a multi-step process to estimate a reciprocal relationship. The initial 

structural model was modified by introducing stochastic instrumental variables to account for the 

indirect variance, endogeneity, from eWRKID to eJDRJC (esivWRKID) as well as from eSDT 

to eJCTEQ (esivSDT) (Kock, 2017; Paxton, Hipp, & Marquart-Pyatt, 2011; Wong & Law, 1999; 
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see   Figure 4.2). Then, reciprocal stochastic instrumental variables were created to represent the 

relationship between eJDRJC and eJCTEQ (JDRJCT and JCTJDR), which  

were necessary to test for a reciprocal relationship (Kock, 2017; Wong & Law, 1999; see   Figure 

4.2). 

 

   Figure 4.2 Exploratory Structural Model – Reciprocal Relationship 

4.4.3.1 Results of hypothesis 3 test. The path coefficients reflect a positive, strong, and 

nonlinear relationship between eJCTEQ and eJDRJC (eJCTJDR) β = 0.53 and between eJDRJC 

and eJCTEQ (eJDRJCT) β = 0.45. Each of the path coefficients was significant with p < 0.001 

and t-statistic > critical ratio of 1.96 at a 5% significance level, demonstrating the significance of 

the path coefficients to support hypothesis 3: 

H3:  Job demands-resources’ crafting and job crafting techniques relate reciprocally. 

Thus, the null hypothesis was rejected that job demands-resources’ crafting and job 

crafting techniques do not relate reciprocally. As a result, H3 was accepted. See Table 4.13, which 

summarizes the reciprocal model relationship in support of hypothesis 3. 
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Table 4.13 Summary for Support of Exploratory Reciprocal Structural Model – Hypothesis 3 

 

Once the exploratory analysis was completed, the confirmatory dataset was analyzed 

using the optimized exploratory model. The following provides the detail of the confirmatory 

analysis. 

4.5 Confirmatory Research Model 

Overall, the confirmatory structural model showed acceptable results for goodness of fit 

through standardized chi-squared (SChS) and standardized threshold difference count ratio 

(STDCR). The standardized root mean squared residual (SRMR) did not meet the threshold for 

acceptable fit, being slightly over the accepted value of SRMR < 0.1 at SRMR = 0.118 (see Table 

4.14). However, the nature of this research is exploratory with the intent to test reciprocity and as 

such, the mixed results signal continuing to test the hypotheses to determine if there is a reciprocal 

relationship. The next section reviews the steps and results of the data analysis and hypotheses 

testing for the confirmatory analysis. 

Table 4.14 Confirmatory Fit Indices 

Confirmatory Fit Indices Result Acceptability 

Standardized root mean squared residual (SRMR) 0.118 If < .1 

Standardized chi-squared with 119 degrees of freedom (SChS) 5.234, p < 0.001 p < 0.05 

Standardized threshold difference count ratio (STDCR) 0.908 If > 0.70, ideally = 1 

  

4.5.1 Confirmatory measurement model. The confirmatory data were analyzed using 

the exploratory model structure. The same process applied to the exploratory dataset was followed 

with the confirmatory dataset. First order reflective indicators were analyzed then the second 
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population parameter (Hair et al., 2017). The hypotheses were supported, as the confidence 

interval for the t-statistics did not contain zero (Field, 2013) See Table 4.21 that provides the 

statistical significance for each β. 

 

Figure 4.3 Confirmatory Structural Model 

4.5.2.3 Coefficient of determination (R2 value). The R2 for cJDRJC = 11% and for 

cJCTEQ = 31%. The results of this study indicated that the adjusted R2 for cSDT explains 10.5% 

of cJDRJC and that the adjusted R2 for cWRKID explains 30.6% of cJCTEQ, which corrects for 

.5% and .4% spurious increases that add no explanatory value from the cJDRJC and cJCTEQ 

exogenous variables, respectfully (see Table 4.20). WarpPLSTM software differentiates between 

linear or nonlinear correlations, which in this study were nonlinear. 

4.5.2.4 Predictive relevance (Q2). The results of this study indicated Q2 > 0 for cJDRJC = 

0.116 and cJCTEQ = 0.312, which means that the model has predictive relevance for both cJDRJC 

and cJCTEQ. Table 4.20 recaps the goodness of fit with β, R2, Adjusted R2, and Q2 statistics for 

the structural model. 
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Table 4.20 β, R2, Adjusted R2, and Q2 Statistics for the Structural Model 

*Average R2 for overall confirmatory structural model = 0.21, p value = 0.002 

**Average Adjusted R2 for overall confirmatory structural model = 0.205, p value = 0.003 

 

4.5.2.5 Results of hypotheses 1 and 2 test. Along with the results of the structural model’s 

predictive power (R2) and relevance (Q2) by using a one-tailed t-test with a significance level of 

5%, the path coefficient was significant. The t-statistics were greater than the critical ratio of 1.65, 

demonstrating the significance of the path coefficients to support hypotheses 1 and 2: 

H1:  Self-determination has a positive relationship with job demands-resources’ crafting. 

H2:  Work identity has a positive relationship with job crafting techniques. 

Thus, the null hypotheses were rejected that self-determination did not have a positive 

relationship with job demands-resources’ crafting and work identity did not have a positive 

relationship with job crafting techniques. As a result, H1 and H2 were accepted (see Table 4.21). 

Table 4.21 Summary for Support of the Confirmatory Structural Model 

 

4.5.3 Confirmatory structural model – reciprocal relationship. WarpPLSTM has the 

ability to test for reciprocal relationships. A high correlation between the two endogenous 

variables should exist, which would indicate the probability of a reciprocal relationship (Kock, 

2017). The analysis indicated a high correlation between cJDRJC and cJCTEQ and thus, a 

probable reciprocal relationship (see Figure 4.4). 

As Kock (2017) explained, reciprocal relationships involve endogenous variables where 

each variable has a different predictor variable (see Figure 4.4). Based on theory and the 

Variable 

 

β 
 

p < 0.05 

R2* 

High > 0.75,  

Medium > 0.49 and < 0.75,  

Low > 0.25 and < 0.49 

Adjusted R2** 

High > 0.75,  

Medium > 0.49 and < 0.75,  

Low > 0.25 and < 0.49 

Q2 > 0 

cSDTcJDRJC 0.33 p <  0.001 0.11 0.105 0.116 

cWRKIDcJCTEQ 0.56 p <  0.001 0.31 0.306 0.312 
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requirement to use different predictor variables for a reciprocal relationship test, the structural 

model was defined with cSDT and cWRKID as having a positive relationship with cJDRJC and 

cJCTEQ, respectfully.  

 

 

Figure 4.4 Confirmatory Structural Model – Reciprocal Relationship 

WarpPLSTM required a multi-step process to estimate a reciprocal relationship. The initial 

structural model was modified by introducing stochastic instrumental variables to account for the 

indirect variance, endogeneity, from cWRKID to cJDRJC (csivWRKID) as well as from cSDT 

to cJCTEQ (csivSDT) (Kock, 2017; Paxton, Hipp, & Marquart-Pyatt, 2011; Wong & Law, 1999; 

see Figure 4.4). Then, reciprocal stochastic instrumental variables were created to represent the 

relationship between cJDRJC and cJCTEQ (JDRJCT and JCTJDR), which were necessary 

to test for a reciprocal relationship (Kock, 2017; Wong & Law, 1999). 

4.5.3.1 Results of hypothesis 3 test. The path coefficients reflect a positive, strong, and 

nonlinear relationship between JCTEQ and JDRJC (cJCTJDR) β = 0.59 and between JDRJC and 

JCTEQ (cJDRJCT) β = 0.46. Each of the path coefficients was significant with p < 0.001 and t-
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relationship, this research indicates the need to develop a combined job crafting measurement 

scale that can assess the full scope of job crafting to reflect job demands-resources balancing 

strategies and the associated techniques. 

5.3 Business Contributions  

This research study is from employees’ perspective and the data provide insights that the 

respondents, as employees, use job demands-resources’ crafting and job crafting techniques 

together, which suggests these employees meld the two perceptions to redesign their jobs. Job 

redesign uses job crafting and includes changes to the job such as streamlining processes to 

remove inefficiencies, increasing social networks to learn and grow, and recalibrating on the 

value that the job provides for the greater good (see Table 2.1). The data suggest that physical, 

cognitive, and relational job crafting techniques are approaches that assist employees in 

modifying their job demands and resources. The respondents indicate that they, as employees, 

use the two job crafting streams. Because there is a reciprocal relationship, the two job crafting 

streams as one provide a richer view of how job crafting can assist employees to redesign their 

jobs to attain goals. 

5.4 Strengths and Limitations 

Although this study provides interesting results, there are limitations. Despite conducting 

a cross-sectional study, which allows the researcher to study different variables at the same time 

resulting in reduced duration and cost for data collection, there is a missed opportunity to observe 

behaviors over a longer duration, which is possible with a longitudinal study. Conducting research 

with a longitudinal research design provides ability to determine patterns between the variable 

relationships (Field, 2013).  
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 A second limitation with this cross-sectional quantitative research is the use of self-

reports, which increases the likelihood of common method bias. However, employees are the 

closest and most important source of information regarding their job beliefs and perceptions. The 

alternative is to use social-reports from the employee’s managers and/or colleagues along with 

self-reports. However, social reports have been problematic with instances of stereotyping and 

bias via halo effect (Kerlinger & Lee, 2000; Mäkikangas, Kinnunen, & Feldt, 2004). Again, a 

longitudinal design might help, as longitudinal designs can control for the potential of unmeasured 

variables, even though the analysis conducted for this research determined no instances of 

common method bias.  

A third limitation is the use of adapted measurement scales, which provided mixed results 

between the different types of reliability tests. Those results indicate that heterogeneity might 

exist within the data. Although the construct reliability is lower with the confirmatory analysis, 

each dataset analyzed shows consistent reliability with the ‘true composite’ reliability based on 

SEM covariance algorithms. In addition, the convergent validity is low for two of the social 

resources indicators associated with the job demands resources measurement scale through the 

confirmatory analysis, while the AVE for discriminant validity is strong for all. Because this study 

is exploratory in nature with the main goal to test the relationship between the two job crafting 

constructs, the weak indicators are kept for theoretical accuracy and completeness. 

A fourth limitation is the mixed results of the model’s goodness of fit as SRMR is slightly 

higher than the acceptable threshold. However, the overall model is not the goal for this research 

and there is not a global goodness of fit model for PLS-SEM (Hair et al., 2017). The predictive 

relevance displayed by Q2 for this research indicates significance for the path model. As this 
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research is exploratory and predictive in nature, the R2, adjusted R2, and Q2 are acceptable to 

indicate model fit (Hair et al., 2017). 

Despite these limitations, the present study has strengths associated with a strong power 

level for the sample size, a random dataset, and the overall generalizability of the data. In addition, 

this study uses exploratory and confirmatory analysis to add a level of rigor to combat the 

possibility of the study’s limitations. Overall, the present findings advance the knowledge about 

the complex relationships around job crafting behaviors and techniques and that the two streams 

of research relate reciprocally. 

5.5 Future Research 

Several avenues for future research can extend the work begun with this research study. 

First, conducting a qualitative and longitudinal research design can enable a deeper dive into the 

behaviors and mechanics behind why and how employees job craft and how those behaviors 

remain or change over time. Second, this line of thought can look at the specific sub-dimensions 

of job crafting techniques and job demands-resources’ crafting with the aim to map the 

dimensions of each perspective. In doing so, that research has the opportunity to decompose the 

underlying dimensions of each job crafting perspective and map the sub-dimensions that relate. 

This approach can lay the groundwork to differentiate a nomological network of job crafting 

outcomes and the associated behaviors.  

Third, the results from a research study to consider job crafting outcomes and behaviors 

that can provide the detail necessary to expand the job crafting literature to allow for stronger 

sub-constructs or possibly several constructs. Such a foundation can assist further research in 

understanding how job crafting relates to work meaningfulness and employee engagement and 

the possible symbiotic relationship between the three constructs. 


