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Abstract 

This study examines the impact of personal resources and job resources on employees‟ 

perceived opportunities to craft and job crafting behavior. Based on research following the 

Job Demands and Resources (JD-R) theory, we hypothesize that personal resources (i.e., 

resilience and self-efficacy) and job resources (i.e., developmental opportunities and feedback) 

have a positive relationship with employees‟ perceived opportunities to craft and actual job 

crafting behavior in multiple and interrelated ways. We collected data among employees 

working in various organizations and occupations in The Netherlands (N=810), and tested the 

hypothesized multiple mediation model using structural equation modelling (SEM) analyses. 

The outcomes of the study increase our knowledge of the factors affecting  job crafting 

behavior within organizations – including employee perceptions (perceived opportunities to 

craft), employee characteristics (personal resources), and work characteristics (job resources). 

Combining these antecedents, this study may help to better understand and to stimulate job 

crafting behavior at work.  

Keywords: personal resources, job resources, perceived opportunities to craft, job crafting, 

structural equation modelling 
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1. Introduction  

Wrzesniewski and Dutton (2001) introduced the concept of job crafting in their seminal 

article “Crafting a job: Revisioning employees as active crafters of their work”. Employees 

who craft their jobs proactively align their talents, strengths, and interests, with their work 

environment. Over the last two decades, researchers in the field of work and organizational 

psychology have linked job crafting to a wide variety of positive outcomes, such as work 

engagement (e.g., Tims, Bakker, & Derks, 2012; Van Wingerden, Bakker, & Derks, 2017a; 

Van Wingerden, Van der Stoep, & Poell, 2018), organizational commitment (e.g., Ghitulescu, 

2007), and employability (e.g., Petrou, Demerouti, Peeters, Schaufeli, & Hetland, 2012). Due 

to these merits, scholars and practitioners are highly motivated to gain a better understanding 

of the antecedents of employees job crafting behavior at work. 

Recently, studies have demonstrated that job crafting behavior is related to an employee‟s 

regulatory focus (Brenninkmeijer & Hekkert-Koning, 2015), and to perceived opportunities 

to craft (Van Wingerden, Derks, Bakker, & Dorenbosch, 2013; Van Wingerden & Poell, 2017). 

More precisely, these studies made clear that employees craft their jobs when they experience 

opportunities to do so. For example, when employees experienced that proactively changing 

their direct work environment was constrained by management or organizational culture, they 

were less likely to craft their jobs (Van Wingerden et al., 2013). Extant research indicates that 

job crafting behavior depends on the characteristics of both the employee and the work 

environment (Bakker, Tims & Derks, 2012; Bipp & Demerouti, 2015; Gordon, Demerouti, Le 

Blanc, & Bipp, 2015; Petrou et al., 2012; Van Wingerden & Niks, 2017; Van Wingerden & 

Poell, 2017). Hitherto, however, it remains largely unclear how exactly antecedents of job 

crafting such as job resources, personal resources and perceived opportunities to craft are 

related and how they affect job crafting behavior in combination. 

The main objective of this study is therefore to explore and test the relationships between 

multiple predictors – including employee perceptions (perceived opportunities to craft), 

employee characteristics (personal resources), and work characteristics (job resources) – and 

their combined relationships with job crafting behavior of employees within contemporary 

organizations. Drawing from decades of research on the Job Demands and Resources (JD-R) 

theory (Bakker & Demerouti, 2014), we test a model of antecedents of job crafting behavior. 

This model may support scholars to better conceptualize and position their work on job 

crafting behavior, and may help practitioners to stimulate job crafting behavior and 

subsequently engagement, commitment, and employability within organizations (Ghitulescu, 

2007; Petrou et al., 2012; Van Wingerden, Bakker & Derks, 2017a). 

2. Theoretical Background 

2.1 Job Crafting: The Self-Initiated Change Behaviors in the Workplace 

Job crafting can be defined as employees‟ self-initiated changes aimed at aligning their job 

and work environments with their own preferences, motives, and passions (Wrzesniewski & 

Dutton, 2001). By crafting their job, employees actually alter the boundaries of their job. 

Wrzesniewski and Dutton distinguished three forms of job crafting behavior. Changing the 
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physical or temporal boundaries of the task is known as task crafting. Redefining 

interpersonal relationships at work is known as relational crafting. Changing one‟s cognitions 

on the meaning of the job is known as cognitive crafting. Modifications in all these areas may 

result in lasting changes in the design of the job (LePine & Van Dyne, 1998). All in all, 

through job crafting employees are able to proactively influence their work and their work 

environment.  

In line with JD-R theory (Bakker & Demerouti, 2014), Tims et al. (2012) operationalized job 

crafting behavior by distinguishing four types of observable behavior; 1. increasing social job 

resources (e.g., asking for coaching from one‟s direct manager), 2. increasing structural job 

resources (e.g., creating opportunities to learn on the job), 3. increasing challenging job 

demands (e.g., taking the initiative to participate in the organization‟s works council), and 4. 

decreasing hindering job demands (e.g., taking extra breaks during the workday and/or 

avoiding difficult tasks) (Tims et al., 2012). As earlier studies on decreasing hindering job 

demands have shown mixed results, this type of behavior will not be included in the present 

study (e.g., Petrou et al., 2012; Tims, Bakker, Derks, & Van Rhenen, 2013; Van Wingerden, 

Bakker, & Derks, 2017b).  

The job crafting approaches by Wrzesniewski and Dutton (2001) and by Tims et al. (2012) 

both suggest that job crafting reflects self-directed employee initiative to alter the direct work 

environment. They differ, however, with regard to the cognitive element that is included in 

the conceptualization of job crafting by Wrzesniewski and Dutton (2001). While 

Wrzesniewski and Dutton argued that employees are able to alter how they view their work, 

and in this way are able to see their work in a more meaningful and positive way, Tims, 

Bakker & Derks (2012) focused purely on observable behaviors influencing the work 

environment (job demands and job resources), in line with the JD-R theory. In the present 

study we will follow the approach of Tims and colleagues, since it is a well-validated and 

often utilized scale to accurately measure job crafting behavior. Both approaches, however, 

agree on the positive effects that come from job crafting behavior; for example, work 

engagement (Bakker, Tims, & Derks, 2012; Van Wingerden et al., 2017a), basic needs 

satisfaction (Van Wingerden et al., 2017a), and performance (Leana, Appelbaum, & 

Shevchuk, 2009; Van Wingerden et al., 2017b), which make it clear that it is worthwhile to 

dive deeper into the factors that precede job crafting behavior of employees. In the current 

study, perceived opportunities to craft, job resources, and personal resources will be 

investigated as possible antecedents of job crafting. 

2.2 Perceived Opportunities to Craft and Job Resources 

Previous studies have shown that job crafting behavior depends on the opportunities that 

employees perceive to actually craft their work environment (Van Wingerden & Niks, 2017; 

Van Wingerden & Poell, 2017; Wrzesniewski, 2003; Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001). 

Perceived opportunities to craft is defined as employees‟ perceptions regarding their 

opportunities to proactively optimize their own work environment (Van Wingerden & Poell, 

2017). In recent years, multiple studies have consistently shown that employees who perceive 

opportunities to craft their work are more likely to actually do so (Van Wingerden et al., 2013; 
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Van Wingerden & Poell, 2017). In a qualitative study by Van Wingerden et al. (2013), 

employees who participated in a job crafting intervention mentioned that their perceived 

opportunities to craft their job determined whether or not they actually engaged in this type of 

job crafting behavior. When they did not perceive opportunities to do so, for example through 

constraining managerial behavior, behavioral patterns, or organizational culture, they did not 

engage in job crafting behavior. Thus, this study implies a relationship between employees‟ 

perceived opportunities to craft and their job crafting behavior. 

Whether or not employees perceive opportunities to craft their work, in turn, largely depends 

on how they assess their work characteristics (Van Wingerden & Poell, 2018). JD-R theory 

(Bakker & Demerouti, 2014) helps us to understand the impact of work characteristics on 

how employees think and behave at work. One basic assumption of JD-R theory is that work 

is characterized by job demands (e.g., work pressure, role conflict, and emotionally 

demanding situations) and job resources (e.g., autonomy, feedback, and opportunities to learn 

and grow). Job demands are aspects of the job that require employees‟ energy and thus come 

with certain costs (Demerouti, Bakker, Nachreiner, & Schaufeli, 2001), while job resources 

are aspects of the job that provide an employee with energy and are functional for achieving 

work objectives.  

Contrary to job demands, job resources start a motivational process that encourages 

employees to achieve their objectives (Boyd, Bakker, Pignata, Winefield, Gillespie and 

Stough, 2011). Since the main objective of this study is to examine factors that may stimulate 

employees‟ job crafting behavior behavior, we will foremost and primarily focus on 

employees‟ job resources. Specifically, we focus on feedback and opportunities for 

professional development, since these two resources have been incessantly linked with 

employee motivation, basic need satisfaction and pro-active behavior (Hakanen, Bakker & 

Schaufeli, 2006; Van den Broeck, Vansteenkiste, De Witte, Soenens & Lens, 2010; Van den 

Broeck, Vansteenkiste, De Witte & Lens, 2008; Van Wingerden et al., 2017b). Feedback from 

manager, customers, or colleagues gives employees information about their performance at 

work, which increases the likelihood of being successful in achieving work goals (Bakker & 

Bal, 2010), and through opportunities for professional development employees are able to 

learn and apply new knowledge and skills that will improve their performance on the job 

(Colbert, Brown, Choi, & Thomas, 2008).  

We argue that employees‟ perceived opportunities to craft and thus their job crafting behavior 

depend on their assessment of these specific job resources. For instance, when managers 

provide employees with positive feedback on their earlier job crafting behavior, they 

simultaneously and positively affect how employees perceive the opportunities to craft (see 

also Wrzesniewski, 2003). Furthermore, a recent study of Van Wingerden and Niks (2017) 

showed that an employee‟s perceived opportunities to craft depend on the opportunities for 

professional development at work as perceived by the employee. All in all, we thus first argue 

that job resources can positively affect job crafting behavior via perceived opportunities to 

craft.  

Hypotheses 1: Job resources (i.e., feedback and developmental opportunities) are 
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positively related with job crafting behavior via perceived opportunities to craft. 

2.3 Personal Resources and Job Resources 

Earlier studies have demonstrated that job crafting behavior depends not only on external 

factors (i.e., job resources), but also on factors lying within the employee (Van Wingerden & 

Niks, 2017; Wrzesniewski, 2003; Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001). These personal resources – 

defined as aspects of the self that are commonly associated with resilience and individuals‟ 

sense of ability to control and impact their environment successfully (Hobfoll, Johnson, Ennis, 

& Jackson, 2003) – have been recognized as crucial for an individual‟s work-related 

well-being (Luthans & Youssef, 2007), as they stimulate personal development and help 

people achieve their goals (Xanthopoulou, Bakker, Demerouti, & Schaufeli, 2009). Job 

crafting, for example, has also been linked with personal characteristics of the employee, like 

approach temperament (Bipp & Demerouti, 2015), and proactive personality (Bakker et al., 

2012). Examples of personal resources include resilience and self-efficacy (Luthans, Youssef, 

& Avolio, 2007). Based on the aforementioned studies, we argue that personal resources play 

a crucial part in the process that precedes job crafting behavior. 

For example, the personal resource self-efficacy – defined as the “belief in one‟s capabilities 

to organize and execute the course of action required to produce given attainments” (Bandura, 

1996, p. 3) – provides employees with confidence in their own ability to achieve their 

objectives, leading to an increased likelihood that they volunteer for new projects at work. In 

this way, self-efficacy can influence job crafting behavior. In a similar vein, resilience helps 

employees cope with and adapt to risk and / or adversity (Masten, 2001). At work, resilience 

is defined as the “positive psychological capacity to rebound, to „bounce back‟ from adversity, 

uncertainty, conflict, failure, or even positive change, progress and increased responsibility” 

(Luthans, 2002, p. 702). Therefore, we argue that employees who are resilient might be better 

able to cope with the difficulties that come with crafting their job and subsequently are more 

likely to succeed in job crafting behavior. A study by Van Wingerden, Derks, and Bakker 

(2017c), revealed support for this assumption. In their study, participants‟ personal resources 

(self-efficacy and resilience) were positively related to their job crafting behavior, 

highlighting the importance of these personal resources in predicting job crafting behavior. 

Furthermore, as job resources and personal resources are positively related (Bakker & 

Demerouti, 2014; Xanthopoulou, et al., 2009; Xanthopoulou, Bakker, Demerouti, & 

Schaufeli, 2007), we also expect an indirect relationship between job resources and job 

crafting behavior via personal resources. For example, increased feedback and information 

(job resources) help employees to gain a better understanding of their work, which help them 

to make better choices at work (e.g., Ashford, Blatt, & VandeWalle, 2003), and subsequently 

influence the confidence in their own ability to achieve their objectives.. As this is the 

essence of self-efficacy (Bandura, 1977; Gist & Mitchell 1992), we expect that feedback, as 

well as developmental opportunities, increases the self-efficacy beliefs of an employee. This 

perceived self-efficacy in turn stimulates human agency (Bandura, 1982), and in a similar 

vein the level of job crafting behavior of employees. All in all, we thus hypothesize that job 

resources (i.e., feedback and developmental opportunities) and job crafting behavior are 
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positively related via personal resources (i.e., self-efficacy and resilience). 

Hypotheses 2: Job resources (i.e., feedback and developmental opportunities) are 

positively related with job crafting behavior via personal resources (i.e., self-efficacy and 

resilience). 

2.4 Towards an Integral Model of Job Crafting Antecedents  

In the sections above we have outlined two ways through which job resources and job 

crafting behavior are related; via perceived opportunities to craft and via personal resources. 

A mixed-method intervention study by Van Wingerden et al. (2017c), combining qualitative 

and quantitative research methods, demonstrated the intricate connections among these 

constructs. In their study three different interventions were tested; 1. an intervention aimed at 

increasing personal resources, 2.an intervention aimed at enhancing job crafting behavior and 

3. an intervention aimed at enhancing both personal resources and job crafting behavior. The 

participants of the third intervention (aimed at increasing both personal resources and job 

crafting behavior) stated that by first working on their personal resources they felt able to 

change their work environment and experienced they had opportunities to do so. This study 

demonstrated the potential importance of personal resources, such as self-efficacy and 

resilience, and their interaction with perceived opportunities to craft. Therefore, we expect 

that personal resources affect job crafting behavior via changes in employees‟ perceived 

opportunities to craft. Lastly, as job resources are predictors of personal resources, we argue 

that job resources are also related to job crafting behavior via personal resources first and 

perceived opportunities to craft second. 

All in all, we have laid down a model of multiple antecedents of job crafting behavior – 

including employee perceptions (perceived opportunities to craft), employee characteristics 

(personal resources), and work characteristics (job resources). This model postulates how job 

resources and job crafting behavior are related in multiple ways; 1) via perceived 

opportunities to craft, and 2) via personal resources. In the previous subsection we have 

presented an argument for the existence of a third relationship; via personal resources and 

subsequently perceived opportunities to craft. Following this argument we finish by including 

this last relationship between job resources and job crafting in our conceptual model. This 

leads to the final hypothesis, which completes our model of job crafting antecedents (see 

Figure 1) that we intend to test in the current paper. Thereby it is important to note that all 

these antecedents are in multiple ways related and that combined they predict the level of job 

crafting behavior the best. 

Hypothesis 3: Job resources (i.e., feedback and developmental opportunities) are 

positively related with job crafting behavior via personal resources (i.e., self-efficacy and 

resilience), and subsequently via perceived opportunities to craft. 



 International Journal of Human Resource Studies 

ISSN 2162-3058 

2019, Vol. 9, No. 3 

http://ijhrs.macrothink.org 141 

 

Figure 1. The Proposed Model 

3. Method 

3.1 Design, Participants and Procedure 

Design 

In this study, we used a quantitative, cross-sectional, survey-based design. Data for this study 

was collected via an online survey. A announcement of the study was posted on the website 

of a well-known Dutch career development website, and also shared via various social media 

channels (i.e. Facebook, Twitter and LinkedIn). Thus, data was collected from a diverse 

population to increase the heterogeneity of the participants, which facilitates generalization of 

the research findings (Demerouti & Rispens, 2014). The study announcement contained a 

link, through which participants were able to read an introduction of the study and to start the 

survey. The questionnaire was available on the website for five weeks. Participants did not 

receive a monetary compensation for their participation, and they. filled in an informed 

consent form.   
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Participants 

The sample consisted of 810 professionals working in various sectors, 486 were female (60%) 

and 324 male (40%). The mean age of the participants was 45.07 years (SD = 9.26). Most 

participants (84%) reported to possess at least a bachelor‟s degree. Various sectors were 

represented in the study: health care (18%), education (18%), professional services (12%), 

government (14%), industry (13%), information technology (17%), and financial services 

(8%). The questionnaires were identical for all participants, who all voluntary participated in 

this study. 

3.2 Measures 

Personal Resources. Self-efficacy (Schwarzer & Jerusalem, 1995) consists of four items, of 

which an example is: “I am confident that I can deal effectively with unexpected events.” 

Participants had to score the items on a four-point scale, from (1) absolutely wrong to (4) 

absolutely right. (α = .79).  Resilience (Block & Kremen, 1996) consists of five items, 

including: “I enjoy dealing with new and unusual situations.” Participants had to score the 

items on a four point scale, from (1) does not apply at all to (4) applies very strongly. (α 

= .75). 

Job Resources. Performance feedback was assessed using a three-item scale developed by 

Bakker, Demerouti, Taris, Schaufeli, and Schreurs (2003). A sample item is: “I receive 

sufficient information about my work objectives.” Participants had to score the items on a 

five-point scale, ranging from (1) never to (5) always. (α = .87). Opportunities for 

professional development were assessed using three items from Bakker et al.‟s (2003) scale. 

An item is “My work offers me the possibility to learn new things.” All items were scored on 

a five-point scale ranging from (1) totally disagree to (5) totally agree. (α = .89) 

Perceived Opportunities to Craft (POC) was measured using the five-item scale developed 

by Van Wingerden and Niks (2017). An example is: “At work I have the opportunity to take 

on new activities and challenges.” Participants had to score the items on a 7-point scale 

ranging from 1 (totally disagree) to 7 (totally agree). (α = .91). 

Job Crafting was measured using 3 subscales of the Job Crafting questionnaire developed by 

Tims et al. (2012). Each subscale consisted of five items using a five-point scale, ranging 

from (1) never to (5) very often. Examples are: “I ask colleagues for advice” (increasing 

social job resources) (α = .76), “When an interesting project comes along, I offer myself 

proactively as project co-worker” (increasing challenging job demands) (α = .77) , and “I try 

to develop my capabilities” (increasing structural job resources) (α = .74).  

3.3 Analysis 

We tested the proposed model with structural equation modelling (SEM) analyses using 

AMOS (Arbuckle, 2005). The chi-square, the goodness-of-fit index (GFI), and the root mean 

square error of approximation (RMSEA) were assessed in order to determine the fit of the 

model and the alternative models to the data. The incremental fit index (IFI) and the 

comparative fit index (CFI) were also tested as recommended by Marsh, Balla, and Hau 
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(1996). The values of GFI, IFI, CFI > .90 and RMSEA < .08 indicate a reasonable fit of the 

model to the data (Browne and Cudeck, 1993; Hoyle, 1995). As the use of parcels in 

structural equation modelling leads to more reliable measurement models (Little, 

Cunningham, Shahar, & Widaman, 2002), we conducted our SEM analysis on a partial 

disaggregation model (Bagozzi & Edwards, 1998) by creating parcels as recommended by 

Hall, Snell, and Foust (1999). Parcels of items were created for „Perceived opportunity to 

craft‟, which were included in the model as latent factors with two indicators. „Job resources‟, 

„Personal resources‟ and „Job crafting‟ were included as latent factors with their aforesaid 

subscales as the indicators. We examined indirect relationships between job characteristics 

and job crafting via bootstrapping. 

4. Results 

4.1 Descriptive Statistics 

An overview consisting of the means, standard deviations, correlations, and reliability 

coefficients (Cronbach‟s alpha) of all the relevant demographic variables and model variables 

can be found in Table 1.  

Table 1. Means, Standard Deviations, Correlations, and Reliability Coefficients (Cronbach’s 

Alpha, Diagonal) of all the Demographic Variables and Model Variables (N = 810) 

4.2 Hypothesis Testing  

Prior to testing our hypotheses, we used SPSS AMOS to test a measurement model in order 

to verify whether or not our latent model variables were accurately measured by their parcels. 

The results showed that the measurement had a good fit with the data, χ²(21) = 132.292, p 

< .001; CFI = .968; TLI = .945; IFI = .968; RMSEA = .079 (see Table 2 for an overview of all 

  Variables M SD 1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 8. 9. 10. 

1. Gender1 1.60 .48 (--) 

         2. Age 45.07 9.26 -.14** (--) 

        
3. 

Developmental 

Opportunities 
3.79 

.85 -.03 .12** (.89) 

       4. Feedback 3.52 .85 -.04 .11** .59** (.87) 

      5. Self-Efficacy 3.92 .52 -.04 .08* .17** .23** (.79) 

     6. Resilience 3.94 .55 .00 .12** .19** .22** .56** (.75) 

    
7. 

Perceived Opportunities to 

Craft 
5.40 

1.09 -.03 .11** .68** .51** .22** .28** (.91) 

   
8. 

Job Crafting: Structural 

Resources 
4.26 

.52 .10** .03 .41** .34** .35** .39** .43** (.74) 

  
9. 

Job Crafting: Social 

Resources 
3.21 

.71 .12** -.13** .25** .35** .13** .21** .29** .37** (.76) 

 
10. 

Job Crafting: Challenging 

Demands 
3.89 

.65 .09* -.03 .27** .21** .36** .49** .36** .50** .35** (.77) 

Note. 11 = male, 2 = female; *p < .05; **p < .01. 
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tested models). In addition, all parcels had significant loadings on the intended factors (range 

λ = .48 − .95; p < .001).  

Next, in order to assess whether or not our proposed model would fit our data, we again used 

SPSS AMOS to conduct a confirmatory factor analysis. The results of the CFA indicated that 

the model fit of our proposed model was acceptable, χ²(21) = 132.292, p < .001; CFI = .968; 

TLI = .945; IFI = .968; RMSEA = .079. The coefficients of the relations are summarized in 

Figure 1. Job resources was positively related to POC (β = .76, p <.001), job crafting (β = .26, 

p <.001), and personal resources (β = .30, p <.001). Personal resources was positively related 

to POC (β = .12, p <.001), job crafting (β = .56, p <.001), and job resources (β = .30, p <.001). 

POC was positively related to job crafting (β = .18, p <.001). 

We also tested multiple alternative models. First we tested an alternative model, which 

omitted the direct relations between job resources and job crafting, and between personal 

resources and POC. The fit of this model was also acceptable, χ²(23) = 153.700, p < .001; 

CFI = .963; TLI = .941; IFI = .963; RMSEA = .081. However, a subsequent chi-square 

comparison test showed that the proposed model still had a significantly better fit than the 

alternative model, ∆χ²(2) = 21.408, p < .001. The second alternative model was a full 

mediation model beginning at job resources, and subsequently leading to personal resources, 

POC, and job crafting. This model had a poor fit to the data, χ²(24) = 588.536, p < .001; CFI 

= .838; TLI = .758; IFI = .839; RMSEA = .165. The fit was also significantly worse than that 

of the proposed model, ∆χ²(3) = 456.244, p < .001. The third alternative model was similar to 

the second alternative model, but included a direct relationship from job resources to job 

crafting (i.e., a partial mediation model). This model had a poor fit to the data, χ²(23) = 

504.860, p < .001; CFI = .862; TLI = .784; IFI = .863; RMSEA = .156. The fit was also 

significantly worse than that of the proposed model, ∆χ²(2) = 372.568, p < .001. Next, we 

tested two alternative models also starting with job resources, but considering personal 

resources as a potential outcome of job crafting. The fourth alternative model was a full 

mediation model starting at job resources, and subsequently leading to POC, job crafting, and 

personal resources. This model had an acceptable fit to the data, χ²(24) = 150.498, p < .001; 

CFI = .964; TLI = .946; IFI = .964; RMSEA = .078. However, the fit was significantly worse 

than that of the proposed model, ∆χ²(3) = 18.206, p < .001. The fifth alternative model was a 

partial mediation model starting at job resources, and subsequently leading to POC, job 

crafting, and personal resources with a direct relationship between job resources and personal 

resources. This model had an acceptable fit to the data, χ²(23) = 145.936, p < .001; CFI 

= .965; TLI = .954; IFI = .965; RMSEA = .079. However, the fit was significantly worse than 

that of the proposed model, ∆χ²(2) = 13.644, p = .001. 

Further, we tested two additional alternative models starting with personal resources, 

considering job resources as a potential outcome of perceived opportunities to craft and job 

crafting behavior. The sixth alternative model was another full mediation model, which 

started with personal resources, but subsequently led to POC, job crafting, and ending with 

job resources. This model had a poor fit to the data, χ²(24) = 476.631, p < .001; CFI = .870; 

TLI = .806; IFI = .871; RMSEA = .148. The fit was also significantly worse than that of the 

proposed model, ∆χ²(3) = 344.339, p < .001. The seventh alternative model was similar to the 
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sixth alternative model, but included a direct relationship from personal resources to job 

resources (i.e. a partial mediation model). This model had a poor fit to the data, χ²(23) = 

468.918, p < .001; CFI = .872; TLI = .800; IFI = .873; RMSEA = .150. The fit was also 

significantly worse than that of the proposed model, ∆χ²(2) = 336.626, p < .001. 

Lastly, we also tested a direct effects model where job crafting was directly predicted by job 

resources, personal resources, and POC. This model showed a poor fit to the data, χ²(24) = 

760.624, p < .001; CFI = .789; TLI = .684; IFI = .790; RMSEA = .189. The model fit of the 

direct effects model was also significantly worse than the fit of the proposed model, ∆χ²(3) = 

628.332, p < .001. All in all, we tested multiple alternative models, but the proposed model 

showed the best fit with the data, thereby confirming our hypotheses. 

Table 2. Fit Indices for all Models Tested in the Study, Including Chi-Square Test Results, CFI, 

TLI, IFI, and RMSEA 

Model χ² df p CFI TLI IFI RMSEA 

Measurement Model  132.292 21 < .001 .968 .945 .968 .078 

Proposed Model 132.292 21 < .001 .968 .945 .968 .078 

First Alternative Model 153.700 23 < .001 .963 .941 .963 .081 

Second Alternative Model 588.536 24 < .001 .838 .754 .839 .165 

Third Alternative Model 504.860 23 < .001 .862 .784 .863 .156 

Fourth Alternative Model 150.498 23 < .001 .964 .946 .964 .078 

Fifth Alternative Model 145.936 23 < .001 .965 .945 .965 .079 

Sixth Alternative Model 476.631 24 < .001 .870 .806 .871 .148 

Seventh Alternative Model 468.918 23 < .001 .872 .800 .873 .150 

Direct Effects Model 760.624 24 < .001 .789 .684 .790 .189 
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Figure 2. Final Results of the Proposed Model. Including Standardized Coefficients for 
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5. Discussion 

In this study we have constructed and tested a model of job crafting antecedents including 

employee perceptions (perceived opportunities to craft), employee characteristics (resilience 

and self-efficacy as personal resources), and work characteristics (performance feedback and 

developmental opportunities as job resources). We have argued that job crafting behavior 

may be influenced by the interplay between job resources, personal resources, and perceived 
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both employees and employers (Leana, Appelbaum, & Shevchuk, 2009; Petrou et al., 2012; 

Van Wingerden et al., 2017a), up till now little was known about how both job resources and 

personal resources co-influence job crafting perceptions and job crafting behaviors. Results 

of the present study demonstrate that job resources are related to job crafting behavior in 

multiple and interrelated ways; via perceived opportunities to craft, via personal resources, 
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proposed model, which accounts for these different pathways, which in combination 

predicted job crafting behavior the best, implying that multiple factors and processes 

simultaneously precede job crafting behavior at work. 

5.1 Theoretical Contributions  

This study contributes to the job crafting literature by exploring and testing how job crafting 

perceptions and behaviors are influenced by job resources and personal resources. In earlier 

studies, the inclusion of personal resources in JD-R theory has been recognized as an 

important extension of the original framework (Bakker et al., 2014). The outcomes of our 

study underline the importance of personal resources, especially in relation to understanding 

proactive employee behavior. Other studies have linked job characteristics to employees‟ 

perceived opportunities to craft and job crafting behavior (e.g., Van Wingerden & Niks, 

2017;Van Wingerden & Poell, 2018), while other researchers have linked personal 

characteristics to employees‟ job crafting behavior (e.g., Bipp & Demerouti, 2015; Gordon, et 

al., 2015). Despite all those studies, the precise interactions between these predictors and how 

they impact job crafting behavior, remained unclear. We have presented in the current study a 

framework to model the processes preceding job crafting, while controlling for other possible 

pathways. In our analysis we compared the proposed model with eight alternative models, 

which clearly demonstrated that the proposed model constituted the best fit with the data. 

This study has thus provided evidence for the proposed model of job crafting antecedents. 

5.2 Limitations and Suggestions for Future Research 

Although this study provides ample evidence for the proposed model, there are also some 

limitations that need to be acknowledged. A first limitation of this study is related to the study 

design, which is cross-sectional and non-experimental. Based on the current design, we 

cannot prove causality between the variables within this study. Although we tested eight 

alternative models compared to our proposed model and the outcomes revealed the best 

model fit for the proposed model, other types of study designs are required to determine 

strong causality. Thus, to examine causality among job resources, personal resources, 

perceived opportunities to craft, and job crafting behavior, future studies should replicate this 

study using research designs such as diary and/or longitudinal studies. These types of studies 

may provide insights into how these constructs are related over time.  

Second, data within this study was gathered among Dutch employees who work in different 

industries and organizations. Also, the participants within this study are mostly highly 

educated. This may limit the generalizability of this study, because we do not know if we 

would find similar relationships in other cultures or among employees with other education 

levels. Therefore, future research is needed to test the antecedents of our job crafting model 

among employees working in other countries and with other educational backgrounds as 

well.  

A third limitation of this study is related to the self-report nature of our data. By using 

self-reports we cannot evade common method bias, which may inflate the correlations among 

the different variables within this study. However, according to Sousa-Poza and Sousa-Poza 
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(2000), employees‟ self-evaluations may be the best method to capture perceptions and 

feelings related to their work environment and well-being, especially because they are 

subjective. Nevertheless, the results of this study should be interpreted with care and future 

research might explore additional, more objective ways to measure the variables used in this 

study (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee, & Podsakoff, 2013), for example, by measuring 

supervisor and/or peer ratings of job crafting behavior.  

In this study we focused on three types of antecedents of job crafting behavior. Future studies 

may also examine other types of variables that could complement the framework of job 

crafting antecedents. For example, alternative job resources like team cohesion (e.g. Chang & 

Bordia, 2001) or autonomy (e.g. Bakker, Demerouti, & Verbeke, 2004), might be interrelated 

with perceived opportunities to craft, personal resources, and thus subsequently job crafting 

behavior. Likewise, alternative personal resources, like optimism (e.g. Luthans, et al., 2007) 

or employee personality (e.g. Bakker, Boyd, Dollard, Gillespie, Winefield, & Stough, 2010; 

Bakker, et al., 2012) might be interesting avenues for future research.  

5.3 Practical Implications and Conclusion   

Gaining a better understanding of these antecedents of job crafting behavior has its practical 

implications as well. As the outcomes of this study have revealed, both elements of the work 

environment (job resources) and aspects of the self (personal resources) influence employees‟ 

job crafting perceptions, and subsequently their job crafting behavior. Organizations that 

want to stimulate job crafting among their employees may facilitate employees with a 

sufficient amount of job resources and opportunities to optimize their work environment. At 

the same time, these organizations may consider to empower employees and support them in 

enhancing their self-efficacy and resilience.  

In order to stimulate and achieve these objectives, organizations can use surveys to examine 

how employees experience their work environment, their job resources, and their personal 

resources. Offering all employees a personalized feedback report based on this survey may 

create more awareness about the work environment and about opportunities to optimize the 

fit between the employees‟ job and their individual talents, interests, and passions. 

Conversations between employees and their supervisors about the outcomes of the survey 

may further help to better understand the idiosyncratic factors that influence job crafting 

behavior of the employee. Based on the outcomes of these surveys and the conversations 

between employees and their supervisors, organizations can learn how to build and/or 

strengthen a resourceful organizational climate that supports employees in proactively 

aligning their work environment with their talents, strengths, and interests. 

The positive relationships found in the current study provide HR and senior management 

with insights that can help improve their human resources policies. For example, 

contemporary organizations that want to facilitate optimal conditions for job crafting 

behavior may offer their employees a wide range of human resource development activities, 

such as training and coaching, in order to strengthen their personal resources. Organizations 

can also offer their employees opportunities to participate in job crafting training 

interventions, by which employees can experience how job crafting can be a useful skill for 
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them during their career. Research has revealed that offering these types of interventions 

turned out to be worthwhile, since they are effective in increasing job crafting behavior, work 

engagement, and performance (Gordon, 2015; Van den Heuvel, Demerouti, & Peeters, 2012; 

Van Wingerden et al., 2017a; Van Wingerden et al., 2017b; Van Wingerden et al., 2013). Also, 

job crafting intervention effects turned out to be sustainable over time (Van Wingerden et al., 

2017b).  

In conclusion, this study has presented a comprehensive framework of job crafting 

antecedents. While extant research has previously identified multiple antecedents of job 

crafting (e.g. Van Wingerden, Derks, Bakker, & Dorenbosch, 2013; Van Wingerden & Poell, 

2017), no study – as far as we know- have addressed these antecedents in one overarching 

model and have researched their combined impact on job crafting behavior. We hope that this 

framework will help scholars to better conceptualize and position their work on job crafting 

behavior, and may help practitioners to further stimulate job crafting behavior and 

subsequently engagement and performance within contemporary organizations 
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