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This quasi-experimental field study examines the effects of an intervention designed to
boost job resources, affective well-being, and self-efficacy via job crafting behaviour.
Employees (n = 39) in a Dutch police district received a 1-day training, after which they
worked towards self-set crafting goals for a period of 4 weeks. The intervention
concluded with a half-day reflection session in which learning points were consolidated.
Participating in the intervention was expected to boost job resources such as
opportunities for development and leader–member exchange (LMX), as well as enhance
self-efficacy and positive affect and to reduce negative affect. Repeated measures
ANOVAs did not yield significant results. However, pre–post comparison tests showed
that the intervention group reported less negative affect as well as increased self-efficacy,
developmental opportunities and LMX in the post-measure compared with the premeasure. The control group (n = 47) showed no significant changes from pre- to postmeasure. In addition, in weeks during which individuals sought more resources, they also
reported more developmental opportunities, LMX, and positive affect. Although further
research is needed, the job crafting intervention seems to have potential to enable
employees to proactively build a motivating work environment and to improve their own
well-being.

Practitioner points
 Job crafting is proactive behaviour at work that allows employees to redesign their own jobs.
 In weeks when employees actively focus on building job resources, they also find more job resources
and experience more positive affect.
 The job crafting intervention may help employees to build resources and affective well-being at work.

In the last decade, organizations have been faced with financial crises and continuous
change in organizational structures as well as budget cuts (Cummings & Worley, 2014).
This has put increasing demands on organizational and employee adaptivity and
proactivity. At the same time, there are fewer opportunities to change jobs and teams
need to do ‘more with less people’, resulting in a higher workload and an increased need
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to work efficiently. These pressures demand proactive employees who take control of
their own working life by creating a healthy and motivating environment for themselves
(Grant & Parker, 2009). ‘Job crafting’ refers to such proactive employee behaviour
(Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001). This study describes an intervention to stimulate job
crafting behaviour. Wrzesniewski and Dutton (2001) first defined job crafting as ‘the
physical and cognitive changes individuals make in the task or relational boundaries of
their work’ (p. 179). The idea that employees can proactively change their work expands
existing top-down perspectives of job design (Grant & Parker, 2009). Job crafting can be
considered a job redesign approach, describing how employees change (1) the type and
number of tasks and activities they do, (2) the way they interact with others at work, and
(3) how they cognitively frame the significance of their work such as reframing
responsibilities to create more meaningful work (Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001).
Recently, job crafting has been integrated into the Job Demands Resources (JD-R)
model, which is a model of occupational well-being (Bakker, Demerouti, & Sanz-Vergel,
2014; Demerouti, Bakker, Nachreiner, & Schaufeli, 2001). The JD-R model describes
relationships between work characteristics and well-being outcomes. Job crafting has
been added to describe the specific mechanisms by which employees can redesign work
characteristics (Bakker et al., 2014). This model helps to refine the concept of job crafting
by focusing on specific types of crafting behaviour. Our intervention is based on the JD-R
conceptualization of job crafting and aims to train employees to craft their jobs to increase
their own occupational well-being.
In the JD-R conceptualization, employees craft their jobs by increasing or lowering
the level of job demands and job resources (Petrou, Demerouti, Peeters, Schaufeli, &
Hetland, 2012; Tims & Bakker, 2010). Job resources and job demands simultaneously
impact health, motivation, and organizational outcomes, such as performance or
absenteeism (Demerouti et al., 2001). Job resources are work characteristics that
support work-related goal achievement and stimulate growth and development
(Bakker & Demerouti, 2007). Recently, personal resources like self-efficacy have been
added to the model as additional sources of motivation, well-being, and adaptivity
(Van den Heuvel, Demerouti, Schaufeli, & Bakker, 2010; Xanthopoulou, Bakker,
Demerouti, & Schaufeli, 2007). Job demands refer to aspects that require sustained
physical and/or psychological effort and are therefore associated with certain costs
(Bakker & Demerouti, 2007). Demands can be further specified into two categories.
First, regular or ‘hindrance’ demands refer to demands that ‘involve excessive or
undesirable constraints that interfere with or hinder an individual’s ability to achieve
valued goals’ (Cavanaugh, Boswell, Roehling, & Boudreau, 2000, p. 67). Secondly,
‘challenge demands’ are demands that may cause stress responses, but are perceived
as rewarding and worth the effort (Cavanaugh et al., 2000). In the present study, we
differentiate between regular, or hindrance, demands (referred to as ‘demands’) and
challenge demands. When using job crafting, employees can (1) increase or seek job
resources, (2) reduce job demands, and (3) seek challenge demands (Petrou et al.,
2012). Decreasing or reducing job resources is excluded because it does not seem to
be purposeful behaviour for employees. Seeking job resources refers to behaviours
such as looking for learning opportunities or asking advice. Seeking challenge
demands refers to behaviours such as asking for more responsibilities or seeking
challenging tasks. An example of decreasing or reducing demands is ensuring that the
job is mentally or physically less demanding (Petrou et al., 2012).
The purpose of the present study is to test the effectiveness of a newly developed job
crafting intervention. The intervention aims to offer employees the opportunity to
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improve their work environment and work-related well-being using insights from job
crafting and the JD-R model. The contribution of this study is three-fold. First, to our
knowledge, this is the first theory-driven job crafting intervention that is empirically tested
in a field setting. Secondly, it combines a quasi-experimental design with weekly diary
data, which captures weekly fluctuations in our study variables, allowing for insights into
processes that may underlie the effects of the intervention. Finally, in addition to job
demands and resources, we also include a personal resource, self-efficacy, as an outcome
of the intervention. Personal resources help to deal with adversity, goal attainment, and
adaptivity (Van den Heuvel, Demerouti, & Bakker, 2014; Van den Heuvel et al., 2010;
Xanthopoulou, Bakker, Demerouti, & Schaufeli, 2009).

Can job crafting behaviour be developed?
Job crafting can have favourable effects on well-being, work engagement, burnout, and
performance (Leana, Appelbaum, & Shevchuk, 2009; Petrou et al., 2012; Tims, Bakker, &
Derks, 2013). It is therefore worth investigating whether these behaviours can be trained.
To test this, we designed the ‘Job Crafting Intervention’. Job crafting has been used
previously in the ‘Job Crafting Exercise’, an intervention designed to help students/
employees to redesign their roles (Berg, Dutton, & Wrzesniewski, 2008). Our approach is
different in that we used the JD-R conceptualization of job crafting. It also differs in length,
as we guide participants as they start experimenting with job crafting after the training.

The job crafting intervention: Theoretical mechanisms for change
The intervention consists of one training day and 4 weeks of experimenting with job
crafting goals, followed by a half-day reflection session. The intervention aims to teach
employees to view their work environment as a constellation of demands and resources
that can be altered using job crafting behaviour. The content of the job crafting
intervention is based on the role of job crafting in the JD-R model (Bakker et al., 2014),
while the learning methods were based on Social Cognitive Theory (SCT, Bandura, 1991,
1989). We expect the learning process that the intervention offers to be effective based on
the theoretical mechanisms of SCT (described below). Additionally, based on SCT, we
expect the intervention to impact levels of self-efficacy and work-related affective wellbeing.
The JD-R model plays a dual role in the intervention. Participants are taught how
demands and resources are related to motivational and well-being outcomes, and it also
outlines how job crafting is the process by which employees shape the presence and
balance of their demands and resources (Bakker et al., 2014). The JD-R model also
provides an explanation for our proposed relationships; that is, job crafting behaviour may
affect the level of demands and resources. Based on the JD-R model, we therefore expect
that job crafting can impact levels of job resources. Below we describe SCT, followed by
an explanation of how it was used as a basis for the learning methods of the intervention.
In the descriptions, we refer to the JD-R model and specific forms of job crafting used in
the intervention to build our hypotheses.

Social cognitive theory
According to SCT, behaviour is reciprocally related to and determined by personal factors
as well as environmental factors. SCT states that learning occurs in a social context where
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information from other people’s behaviour is available and can be used to regulate one’s
own behaviour (Bandura, 1989). Therefore, our intervention begins with a group training
to facilitate the social learning process. Through group discussions and the sharing of
personal stories relating to increasing resources, reducing demands, or increasing
challenge demands, participants inspire each other to challenge assumptions regarding
their work characteristics and to initiate crafting.
Social Cognitive Theory describes self-regulatory mechanisms that humans rely on to
exercise control over their thoughts, emotions, motivation, and actions (Bandura, 1991,
1989, 2001). A key element in developing self-directedness is self-monitoring, which
refers to paying attention to one’s current situation and performance (Bandura, 1991).
This process of observing oneself provides information that can be used for realistic goal
setting and for tracking progress towards desired goals. While working on job crafting
goals, self-monitoring helps participants to collect feedback from actions undertaken and
from the environment, which provides information to track goal attainment. Selfmonitoring plays a key role in the intervention, both during the training as well as
afterwards. It is the first step in effective goal setting (Bandura, 2001). In the training,
employees reflect on their work environment, in terms of demands and resources. Goal
setting is further addressed via a ‘personal crafting plan’. Participants draw up a plan with
self-chosen job crafting goals to be completed over the 4 weeks following the training.
The plan outlines how and when they will increase resources/challenge demands and
decrease demands. The goals represent manageable steps, thereby also increasing efficacy
beliefs regarding job crafting (Luthans, Avey, Avolio, & Peterson, 2010). During the
4 weeks of job crafting, participants take time at the end of each week to review goal
progress and positive events of the previous week.

Job crafting builds job resources
Based on the JD-R, we expect that when participants craft their job, they will be able to
change their work environment, specifically by building more job resources. Recent
studies on job crafting have shown empirical evidence for this expectation. For example,
job crafting behaviour, such as increasing resources, can predict the presence of job
resources 1 month later (Tims, Bakker, & Derks, 2013). Another study found that
increasing resources and seeking challenge demands daily were related to higher levels of
work engagement (Petrou et al., 2012). In this study, we focus on two job resources,
opportunities for development and leader–member exchange (LMX). These resources
were of specific interest to the organization as there was a need for improvement in both.
Theoretically, these resources are interesting as there is a growing need for employees to
enhance their own employability by creating opportunities for personal development
(Fugate, Kinicki, & Ashforth, 2004; Wittekind, Raeder, & Grote, 2010). Job crafting may
aid employees to create both formal and informal learning opportunities. We expect that
the intervention will positively affect opportunities for development in two ways. First,
during the training, employees are encouraged to reflect on their needs for development,
including whether they can learn from working alongside specific others. Secondly,
practising job crafting behaviour may lead to an increased awareness of developmental
opportunities. For example, a crafting action related to increasing developmental
opportunities was ‘finding out what budget is available to pursue a course on conflict
management skills’. Another example was ‘applying for a position in the works council to
build my knowledge of the organisation’. Research shows that being proactive is
associated with a motivation to learn (Major, Turner, & Fletcher, 2006). When employees
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start to craft, they make changes in tasks and relationships and they build new resources
and try out actions, all of which may lead to a sense of growth. This is expected to be linked
to an increase in learning opportunities.
We also expect LMX to be impacted by the intervention. LMX pertains to the
quality of the relationship between employee and leader (Graen & Uhl-Bien, 1995).
Studies have mainly taken a top-down, leader-centric focus in studying determinants
of leader exchange relationships (Uhl-Bien, Riggio, Lowe, & Carsten, 2014). Recently,
there is a growing emphasis on the role of the employee as a follower in leadership
theories. This followership perspective stresses the need to move beyond a leadercentric focus and attend to follower behaviour to explain important outcomes for
organizations and individuals (Uhl-Bien et al., 2014). In this sense, our study
contributes by focusing on how job crafting behaviour by followers may impact
the LMX relationship. High-quality LMX relationships are characterized by mutual
trust, respect, and a ‘liking’ between supervisor/employee. LMX has many antecedents, including individual and leader characteristics, interpersonal aspects such as
trust, ingratiation (attempts to become more likeable), and assertiveness (Dulebohn,
Bommer, Liden, Brouer, & Ferris, 2012). Employees may be able to positively impact
the LMX relationship via crafting behaviour to build resources. They may do this by
being trustworthy and motivated to build a good relationship (Erdogan & Bauer,
2014) as well as seeking performance feedback (Lam, Huang, & Snape, 2007). We
expect the job crafting intervention to positively affect LMX in two ways. First, during
the intervention, employees are taught that one way to increase resources is to ask
for support/feedback from supervisors. Many participants chose to schedule a
meeting with their supervisor as an opportunity to obtain feedback and to discuss
goals/needs. It also sends a positive signal that the employee is willing to take
responsibility for their own well-being and work performance. Secondly, other
planned job crafting actions are likely to be expressed in more proactive behaviour,
which can lead to increased performance, well-being, identification, and team
effectiveness (e.g., Bindl & Parker, 2010). Supervisors are likely to notice these
proactive crafting behaviours, which may positively affect the LMX relationship.
Therefore, we hypothesize:
Hypothesis 1:

Employees participating in the job crafting intervention will experience
higher levels of (a) opportunities for development and (b) LMX after the
intervention compared with employees in the control group.

Job crafting builds self-efficacy
We expect that the job crafting intervention will also build work-related self-efficacy.
SCT has a specific focus on self-efficacy, which refers to the beliefs people hold about
their abilities to exercise control over events (Bandura, 1989; Gist & Mitchell, 1992).
Self-efficacy contributes to action-readiness and positive change behaviour (Schaubroeck & Merritt, 1997), and it positively impacts individual learning and goal
achievement. Strategies to enhance self-efficacy are as follows: (1) role modelling, or
learning by seeing others demonstrating effective behaviour; (2) verbal persuasion,
or verbal statements, feedback, and encouragement from others; and (3) mastery
experiences, experiences in which one does well by breaking down large tasks into
smaller steps that are easily achievable (Bandura, 1997). In the intervention, we focus
on building self-efficacy using these strategies. Role modelling is integrated in the
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training. The trainer and participants help each other by giving examples and
modelling desired behaviours related to job crafting. Verbal persuasion is part of the
training in that encouragement and positive feedback are used to build efficacy and
motivation (Bandura, Adams, & Beyer, 1977; Demerouti, van Eeuwijk, Snelder, &
Wild, 2011). In addition, receiving feedback on self-set goals is inherent in the process
of job crafting; participants formulate crafting goals and receive information on the
extent to which they achieved their goals. Verbal persuasion and feedback are also
included in the reflection session. Here, participants are asked to reflect on their
crafting efforts and give each other positive feedback for goals achieved. Another
mechanism used to build self-efficacy is creating mastery experiences. Participants are
instructed to set specific, realistic, and motivating goals. This can provide a mastery
experience, which can boost self-efficacy (Bandura, 1977). The process of reflecting
on mastery experiences can also boost self-efficacy. Part of the job crafting plan was
to plan time to reflect on mastery experiences, including successes, goal achievements, and learning points, at the end of each week. This exercise was guided by a
number of weekly self-monitoring questions such as ‘what went well at work?’, ‘what
positive feedback did you receive?’, and ‘what are you proud of regarding your
performance?’. The exercise was designed to build awareness of successful crafting
behaviour as well as a broader focus on mastery experiences at the end of each week.
We propose that, just as they can craft job resources, employees can also craft
personal resources by scheduling time for reflection on mastery experiences. This
type of reflection-related crafting can be viewed as a form of cognitive crafting where
employees alter the way they view and frame their work (Wrzesniewski & Dutton,
2001). Awareness of successes and accomplishments can raise mastery expectations
and provide an influential source of efficacy information (Bandura et al., 1977). Based
on SCT and the principles for building self-efficacy (Bandura, 1989), we expect the
job crafting intervention to boost self-efficacy. Therefore, we hypothesize that:
Hypothesis 2:

Employees participating in the job crafting intervention will experience
higher levels of self-efficacy after the intervention than employees in the
control group.

Job crafting builds affective well-being
We further expect that the intervention will benefit work-related affective well-being.
Findings by Tims, Bakker and Derks (2013) show that job crafting can build well-being
in the form of increased engagement, job satisfaction, and decreased burnout over
time. Work-related affective well-being can be conceptualized using a two-way
structure of positive and negative affective responses (Van Katwyk, Fox, Spector, &
Kelloway, 2000). We expect that the intervention will trigger two mechanisms which
will result in higher levels of well-being. First, personal goal striving and attainment
have been linked to increases in affective well-being (Diener & Fujita, 1995; Sheldon,
Kasser, Smith, & Share, 2002). We therefore expect that job crafting, as a goal-oriented
behaviour, may lead to increased levels of affective well-being. Participants formulate
crafting goals that will help them to build work-related well-being. They formulate
specific and realistic goals to ensure goal achievement. The second mechanism that
may build affective well-being is the reflection exercise (described above), where
participants recalled positive events. Paying conscious attention to positive events has
shown to be related to well-being outcomes such as positive affect (Quoidbach, Berry,
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Hansenne, & Mikolajczak, 2010). This type of reflection may trigger a more central path
of information processing, which may aid a better integration and understanding of the
event, and a renewed sense gratitude and meaning. Reflection on positive events may
trigger vivid recall of how one felt at the time, which may enhance the positive states
involved (Strack, Schwarz, & Gschneidinger, 1985). Also, reflection on positive events
may lead to a sense of perspective and self-insight, which may translate in a more
positive self-image (Bryant, Smart, & King, 2005). Similar mechanisms have been
described in studies that showed that reflection exercises can enhance well-being
(Emmons & McCullough, 2003; Lyubomirsky, Sousa, & Dickerhoof, 2006). In line with
these findings, we expect that the reflection exercise will lead to higher levels of
affective well-being. Therefore, we hypothesize:
Hypothesis 3:

Employees participating in the job crafting intervention will experience
higher levels of (a) positive affect and lower levels of (b) negative affect at
the follow-up than employees in the control group.

The process of job crafting over time
In addition to testing the effects of the intervention, we were interested in studying the
process of how job crafting is related to resources and well-being in the short term.
Nielsen & Randall (2013) suggest that it is essential to understand how and why
interventions work by considering the way employees implement the intervention. To
study within-person relationships between job crafting behaviours and outcomes, we
collected data during the 4 weeks that participants were working on their crafting goals.
We used the within-person approach whereby concepts that fluctuate over time are
collected on multiple occasions via weekly or daily diaries (Ohly, Sonnentag, Niessen, &
Zapf, 2010). Using this approach, one can answer research questions regarding the
relationships of transient constructs. For example, Petrou et al. (2012) showed that on
days when employees crafted more challenge demands, they also reported more work
engagement. We focus on weekly fluctuations in crafting behaviour and associated
fluctuations in outcome variables. This enables us to obtain an understanding of how the
intervention may work. Our final hypothesis is grounded in the same theoretical
perspectives (SCT and the JD-R model) used for Hypotheses 1–3. However, here we use
week-level data to test relationships. As employees were instructed to work on their
crafting goals over four consecutive weeks, we expect that during weeks in which they
managed to act on their crafting goals, they will also perceive more job resources and
challenges and less demands. Therefore, we expect that weekly job crafting is positively
related to weekly job resources. In addition, because of the mastery experiences linked to
crafting goal achievement, we also expect that weekly job crafting behaviour will be
positively related to weekly self-efficacy (Bandura, 1977). Further, Tims, Bakker, and
Derks (2014) showed that job crafting was positively related to work enjoyment. In
addition, as described above, the process of goal striving and attainment has been linked to
well-being (Sheldon & Elliot, 1999; Sheldon et al., 2002). Hence, we expect that when
participants work on their crafting goals, they will report more affective well-being. Thus,
our fourth and final hypothesis is:
Hypothesis 4:

Weekly job crafting will be positively related to weekly levels of (a)
opportunities for development (b) LMX, (c) self-efficacy, and (d) positive
affect and negatively related to (e) negative affect.
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Method
Participants and procedure
The quasi-experimental design of this study consisted of pre- and post-measurements
among 86 employees of a Dutch police district. Participants completed a survey prior
to the intervention (T1, pre-measure) and 1–2 weeks after the intervention (T2, postmeasure). All participants received an online feedback report after completing the
pre- and post-questionnaire. In between pre- and post-measures, participants
completed weekly diaries during the 4 weeks of job crafting. Of the 52 people
who participated in the intervention at T1, 39 continued and participated at T2. This
group (n = 39) forms our experimental group. A control group of 47 employees was
created by requesting participants to ask a colleague with a similar job to fill in the
same questionnaires.
Participants in the intervention group were predominantly male 66.7% (n = 26), on
average, 44.6 years old (SD = 9.54), were working 35.5 hr per week (SD = 3.6), and had
been with the organization for 20.1 years (SD = 12.26). The control group was
comparable, with 61.7% males (n = 29), a mean age of 43.4 (SD = 10.42), and a mean
tenure of 18.8 years (SD = 12.41). An ANOVA revealed that those participants who
returned the post-questionnaire did not differ on any study variable from participants who
did not respond to the post-questionnaire. There were no significant differences between
the intervention and control group measures on the aforementioned demographics, nor
on the initial mean values of the study variables.

Intervention design
Participation in the intervention was voluntary. Prior to the intervention, we conducted
interviews with management and potential participants to design the intervention in such
a way that it met the organization’s and individuals’ needs. The intervention was
conducted in groups of up to 20 participants to facilitate active participation. The
intervention consisted of one training day, 4 weeks of working independently on job
crafting goals at work, and a half-day reflection session.1
The training day included background theory on the JD-R model (Bakker & Demerouti,
2007) and job crafting (Wrzesniewski & Dutton, 2001). Participants mapped their tasks,
demands, and resources on a poster. Reflection on the poster helped them to identify
situations at work they would like to craft. Personal crafting stories were shared and
analysed in the group. Following this, a plan with specific job crafting goals, such as how
to seek resources, how to reduce demands, and how to seek challenges, was drawn up by
each participant. An example of seeking resources was as follows: ‘Next Tuesday at
09.30 AM I will ask feedback from my colleague regarding my work for the traffic plan’. An
example for seeking challenge demands: ‘This week I will start approaching third-party
contacts to try and better manage these, and to build my negotiation skills’. An example for
decreasing demands was as follows: ‘Next week, I will take on less written work tasks, and
I will make use of my travel time to type up reports’. At the end of each week, participants
planned time to reflect on achievements of the past week, making commitments such as
‘Next Friday, on my way home, I will reflect on what went well this week’). This personal
crafting plan continued for 4 weeks. Afterwards, experiences were shared during a
reflection session.
1

A more detailed description of the intervention can be requested from the authors.
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Measures
Job crafting was measured using the job crafting scale by Petrou et al. (2012) which is
based on Tims, Bakker, and Derks (2012). It has 13 items in three subscales: Seeking
challenge demands (3 items; e.g., ‘I ask for more tasks if I finish my work’), seeking job
resources (5 items; e.g., ‘I ask others for feedback’), and reducing demands (5 items; e.g., ‘I
try to ensure that my work is emotionally less intense’). The scale ranged from 1 (never) to
5 (always). Cronbach’s alphas for pre-/post-measures were, respectively, .75/.78 for
seeking resources, .76/.78 for seeking challenge demands, and .82/.79 for decreasing
demands.
Opportunities for development were assessed with three items from the scale
constructed by Bakker, Demerouti, Taris, Schaufeli, & Schreurs (2003). An example item
is ‘My work offers me the possibility to learn new things’. The response scale ranged from
1 (strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). Cronbach’s alphas for the pre-/post-measures
were .93/.90, respectively.
LMX was assessed utilizing a 5-item Dutch adaptation (Le Blanc, 1994) of Graen and
Uhl-Bien’s (1991) scale. One such item is ‘My supervisor uses his/her influence to help me
solve my problems at work’. Responses were made using a 5-point scale ranging from 1
(strongly disagree) to 5 (strongly agree). Cronbach’s alphas for the pre-/post-measures
were .94/.93, respectively.
Job-related affective well-being consists of positive and negative affect, which were
measured with the 12-item short version of the Job Affective Well-being Scale (JAWS; Van
Katwyk et al., 2000; Schaufeli & Van Rhenen, 2006). Participants were asked to indicate
how often they had experienced certain emotions in their jobs in the past month. Sample
items from the 6-item positive affect scale are ‘enthusiastic’ and ‘at ease’. Cronbach’s
alphas for the pre-/post-measures were .93/.90. The 6-item negative affect scale contained
items such as ‘gloomy’ and ‘discouraged’. The scale ranges from 1 (never) to 5 (always).
Cronbach’s alphas for the negative affect scale pre-/post-measure were .88/.83.
Self-efficacy was assessed with four items of the generalized self-efficacy scale
(Schwarzer & Jerusalem, 1995). We adapted the items to reflect work-related self-efficacy,
for example, ‘When I am confronted with a problem at work, I can usually find several
solutions’ and ‘I can always manage to solve difficult problems at work if I try hard
enough’. Items were scored on a scale ranging from 1 (not at all true) to 4 (absolutely
right). Cronbach’s alphas for the pre-/post-measures of self-efficacy were .89/.86.
Each construct of the weekly questionnaire was operationalized by two items, except
for the constructs of job crafting and positive and negative affect, which were
operationalized with 13 and 12 items, respectively (6 items for positive affect, 6 items
for negative affect). The items were formulated such that they referred to the previous
week, such as, ‘In the past week. . .work offered me the possibility to learn new things’.
Participants could reply on a 7-point scale ranging from 1 (not at all) to 7 (very much so).
Full scales were correlated with the condensed scales in the pre–post data file, and we
found a correlation of .97** (pre) and .95** (post) between the full scale for opportunities
for development and the shortened scale. A correlation of .96** (pre) and .94** (post) was
found between the full scale for LMX and the shortened LMX scale. For self-efficacy, the
correlations were .92** (pre) and .96** (post). The high correlations are an indication that
the abbreviated scales were able to adequately capture the constructs measured.
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Strategy of analysis
Data were analysed with SPSS General Linear Modelling (GLM) repeated measures to test
the hypothesized intervention effects over time (cf. Hypothesis 1 and 2). We conducted a
two-way repeated measures analyses of variance (RM ANOVAs) using time (pre-[T1] and
post-[T2] measurement) by group (intervention vs. control). Time was the within-subject
factor, and group was the between-subject factor. Subsequently, we conducted paired
sample t-tests to examine the differences within groups. To test the fourth hypothesis
regarding the within-person hypotheses, we used the data from the weekly questionnaires. Multilevel analyses were conducted using the MLwiN 2.25 programme (Rasbash,
Steele, Browne, & Goldstein, 2012). These analyses were required because the weekly
data have a nested structure wherein the weekly measures (level 1 variables) are nested
within individuals (level 2 variables). Multilevel analysis takes the dependencies and
hierarchical structure of the data into account (Kenny, Kashy, & Bolger, 19981998). All
week-level predictors were centred around the person mean because we were interested
in within-person differences (Snijders & Bosker, 1999). We calculated ICCs which
showed that 58–77% of variance could be attributed to within-person differences over
the weeks.

Results
Table 1 shows intercorrelations between all study variables at pre- and post-measures.
Table 2 shows the mean scores pre- and post-intervention as well as the results of the RM
ANOVAs. For a manipulation check, RM ANOVAs revealed that participants in the
intervention group did not report higher levels of seeking resources; F(1, 84) = 0.407,
p = .53, seeking challenge demands; F(1, 84) = 0.058, p = .81, or reducing demands; F(1,
84) = 0.345, p = .56, following the intervention than participants in the control group
(Table 2). RM ANOVAs also indicated that the intervention group did not report higher
levels of opportunities for development, LMX (cf. Hypothesis 1), or self-efficacy, positive
affect, and negative affect (cf. Hypothesis 2 and 3). Power analyses were conducted using
the G*Power program, which computes statistical power as a function of significance
level a, sample size, and population effect size (Faul, Erdfelder, Buchner, & Lang, 2009).
Table 1. Intercorrelations between study variables for pre- and post-measure (n = 86)
1
1. Seeking resources
2. Seeking challenge
demands
3. Decreasing demands
4. Opportunities for
development
5. Leader–member
exchange
6. Self-efficacy
7. Negative affect
8. Positive affect

2

3

.42**

.01
.10

.54**

4

5

6

7

8

.48**
.06

.39**
.05

.48**
.22*

.32**
.18

.58**
.35**

.12

.16
.43**

.05
.38**

.12
.52**

.01
.66**

.45**

.44**

.58**

.49**

.54**
.71**

.20
.47**

.10
.12

.10

.40**

.14

.08

.55**

.60**
.03
.70**

.50**
.10
.32**

.04
.34**
.03

.44**
.28**
.68**

.44**
.23*
.57**

Note. Correlations within the post-measure are shown above the diagonal.
*p < .05; **p < .01.

.03
.56**

.43**

3.43
3.33
3.16
2.99
2.41
2.41
3.29
3.53
2.65
2.92
3.43
3.56
3.53
3.68
2.31
2.06

JC: Seeking resources pre
JC: Seeking resources post
JC: Seeking challenge demands pre
JC: Seeking challenge demands post
JC: Decreasing demands pre
JC: Decreasing demands post
Opportunities for development pre
Opportunities for development post
Leader–member exchange pre
Leader–member exchange post
Self-efficacy pre
Self-efficacy post
Positive affect pre
Positive affect post
Negative affect pre
Negative affect post

0.52
0.54
0.79
0.75
0.74
0.67
0.77
0.63
0.86
0.90
0.46
0.39
0.60
0.51
0.64
0.60

SD

Note. JC = Job Crafting; adf = 38; bdf = 48; cdf = 1, 84.

M

Variable

Experimental
group

.074
.162
1.00
.009
.003
.021
.067
.004

1.43
0.00
2.77
2.26
2.40
1.91
3.05

pa

1.77

t-Test
t

0

.39

.28

.30

.31

.28

.22

.18

Cohen’s D

Table 2. Mean scores, SD, t-tests, and repeated measures ANOVAs for the study variables

3.49
3.48
3.21
3.08
2.29
2.38
3.38
3.48
2.94
3.00
3.40
3.46
3.64
3.69
2.15
2.10

M
0.48
0.58
0.82
0.86
0.73
0.70
1.07
0.98
1.02
0.96
0.69
0.51
0.86
0.73
0.77
0.71

SD

Control group

0.45

0.47

0.58

0.54

0.69

0.84

0.98

0.07

t-Test
t

.65

.64

.57

.59

.49

.41

.33

.94

pb

2.20

0.479

0.330

1.90

0.783

0.345

0.058

0.407

F

.14

.49

.57

.17

.38

.60

.81

.53

pc

Repeated
measures
ANOVA Time
9 Group
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We found an average power for these effects (1
b) = .428, given a = .05. Due to the
low power and the improvement in several measures after the intervention for the
experimental group, we conducted paired t-tests for the intervention and the control
group separately. Results showed that the intervention group reported less negative
affect, higher self-efficacy, higher developmental opportunities, and LMX in the postmeasure compared with the pre-measure (Table 2). Note that the pre- and post-measures
for the control group did not differ significantly, indicating that no change took place for
this group during the period of the intervention. Taken together, the results of the RM
ANOVA provided no support for our hypotheses 1 and 2. However, the results of the ttests provided support for hypotheses 1a and 1b, as well as for 2 and 3b.
Hypothesis 4 tested the relationships of weekly job crafting behaviours with the
weekly outcomes of job resources, self-efficacy, and positive and negative affect. The
relationships were tested for each variable separately with the weekly data of the
Table 3. Multilevel estimates of weekly data for dependent measures, n = 24 participants and n = 73–
75 data points
Opportunities for
development

Leader–member
exchange

(a)

Estimate

SE

Estimate

SE

Constant
Seeking resources
Seeking challenge demands
Decreasing demands
2*log (lh)
Diff-2*log
df
Between-person
(Level 2) variance
Within-person
(Level 1) variance

4.158***
0.756***
0.187
0.185

4.451***
0.608***
0.134
0.188

1.305

0.259
0.152
0.131
0.130
212.260
39.969***
3
0.444

1.375

0.268
0.169
0.142
0.141
216.777
34.101***
3
0.476

0.517

0.100

0.605

0.120

Self-efficacy
(b)
Constant
Seeking resources
Seeking challenge
demands
Decreasing
demands
2*log (lh)
Diff-2*log
df
Between-person
(Level 2) variance
Within-person
(Level 1) variance

Estimate

SE

Positive affect
Estimate

SE

Negative affect
Estimate

SE

5.246***
0.200
0.017

0.248
0.129
0.111

4.705***
0.330***
0.004

0.201
0.097
0.083

2.483***
0.047
0.011

0.222
0.120
0.104

0.004

0.111

0.318***

0.083

0.074

0.103

1.231

193.092
15.343**
3
0.408

0.817

150.847
38.735***
3
0.267

0.972

177.854
14.588**
3
0.326

0.373

0.072

0.207

0.041

0.321

0.063

Note. *p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001.
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experimental group. The procedure was as follows: Starting from an empty model, we
entered the three job crafting dimensions, which were seeking resources, seeking
challenge demands, and decreasing demands. Table 3 depicts the results of the final
models. As can be seen in Table 3, weekly levels of seeking resources were positively
related to weekly levels of developmental opportunities and LMX. Moreover, weekly
levels of seeking resources and of reducing demands are also positively related to weekly
positive affect. Thus, we found support for hypotheses 4a, 4b, and 4d. We found no effects
of weekly job crafting on weekly self-efficacy and on weekly negative affect (Hypotheses
4c and 4e).

Discussion
The purpose of this intervention study was to develop and examine the effects of an
intervention aimed at implementing and encouraging job crafting behaviour at work. Job
crafting can result in an increase in positive outcomes such as work engagement and
performance (Petrou et al., 2012; Tims, Bakker, Derks, & van Rhenen, 20132013). The
intervention consisted of a 1-day training session on the theory and practice of job crafting,
a 4-week period of applying job crafting and a half-day reflection session. Employees were
trained to make small adjustments to their work situation and formulated job crafting goals
in a personal plan. Results show some indications that the intervention may be fruitful for
facilitating employee well-being and individual job redesign. However, not all results were
as expected, as will be discussed below.
Overall, we found some support that after the intervention, participants reported
higher levels of opportunities for development and LMX than before. Also, participants
showed an increase in self-efficacy and a reduction in negative affect after the
intervention. There was a positive trend regarding increased positive affect. However,
it should be noted that these findings are preliminary, as changes were not detected using
RM ANOVA, which considers both the intervention and the control group simultaneously,
but instead with t-tests of the intervention group data. Also, participants in the
intervention group did not report higher scores on the job crafting items after the
intervention compared with prior to the intervention. Therefore, results are preliminary
and should be interpreted with caution. In this sense, the study can be regarded as a pilot
study and more research is needed to confirm the effectiveness of the Job Crafting
intervention. There were, however, no changes in the control group when we compared
pre- and post-measures, while the intervention group did show significant change on
some of our outcomes. Also, multilevel analyses indicated that during weeks when
participants worked on crafting resources, they also reported more job resources. In
addition, during weeks in which participants sought out more resources and reduced
their demands, they reported more positive affect. No effects were found of weekly job
crafting behaviours on weekly self-efficacy and weekly negative affect.
The intervention had no effect on reported job crafting behaviours. One reason for this
may be that participants crafted very specific aspects of their work environment that are
not reflected in the job crafting scale. For example, two participants had applied for a new
job within the organization. As researchers, we would classify that behaviour as seeking
challenge demands. However, on the item level, the specific behaviour might not be
captured (e.g., ‘I ask for more tasks/responsibilities’). This may also explain why we did
not find any effects of seeking challenge demands. It may point to the difficulties of
measuring behaviour that is defined at a general level, such as seeking resources (e.g., ‘I
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ask for advice’), but that can be expressed in much more specific ways (‘I used an online
platform to look for tips to be more assertive at work’). Participants may not always be
aware that their behaviour can be linked to the items. Therefore, there may be a need to
review and expand existing ways of measuring job crafting. One suggestion to improve
the intervention as well as for future studies may be to include scales for general proactive
behaviour alongside a more specific scale to assess job crafting.
Another explanation may be that the effects of the training need more time to emerge.
It may be that the intervention works by first increasing self-efficacy, well-being, and job
resources and that effects on job crafting behaviour will only be detected later in time.
Such ‘sleeper effects’ or ‘delayed treatment effects’ indicate that an intervention may have
a longer-term effect, while not showing an immediate effect (Seitz, 1981). Further, we
think that the fact that we were unable to detect effects with RM ANOVA may be
explained by the small sample size. Future intervention studies need to include larger
groups in order to find statistically significant effects, as more power is needed to detect
effects of interventions (Kristensen, 2005).
Other suggestions to improve the content of the intervention would be to divide the
intervention into modules over a number of weeks, separating the type of job crafting
activities as well as cognitive crafting or reflection activities to boost personal resources.
In this manner, it would be possible to study the effects of each type of activity separately.
Also, participants would then have more learning experiences in a group, which may
strengthen the effects of the intervention.

Effects on job resources
Our findings indicate that the job crafting intervention inspired participants to explore
their options for learning and to take steps to work on their own development. In addition,
participants may have experienced the intervention itself as an investment in their
development. An example of this, mentioned above, is the decision of two participants to
apply for a new position. Given the importance of employability for organizations and
employees alike (cf. Fugate et al., 2004; Van Dam, 2004; Van der Heijde & Van der
Heijden, 2006) and the need to encourage employees to take control of their own career
development, this is a promising finding. We also found positive relationships of
increasing resources weekly with developmental opportunities, indicating that even
small actions may have an immediate effect on resources. A second job resource that was
positively affected by the intervention was LMX. This is an interesting finding considering
the fact that employees participated in the training in the absence of supervisors, so there
was no change in the supervisors’ behaviour. As intended, the intervention may have
motivated the participants to seek more support and feedback from the supervisor. In the
reflection session, many participants mentioned renewed motivation to start a dialogue
with management. In addition, even if the crafting behaviour of participants was not
aimed at a dialogue with the supervisor, the fact that employees showed more proactivity
during the crafting weeks may have given the supervisor a positive impression of the
particular employee. We also found this positive effect in the weekly measures, such that
during weeks in which employees were ‘seeking resources’, they reported an increase in
LMX. This may be an indication that small changes can have positive effects on important
outcomes like the supervisor–employee relationship.
In the weekly measures, however, we did not find effects of seeking challenge
demands. This was surprising, as previous studies found positive effects of this type of
crafting on work engagement (Petrou et al., 2012). Perhaps it takes more time before a
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small step towards taking on challenging tasks translates into positive outcomes.
Intuitively, seeking challenges may at first result in more demands, which may only later
result in positive outcomes. Therefore, future studies could use growth models or lagged
designs to study effects of job crafting behaviour over time, as well as including the
presence of challenge demands.

Effects on self-efficacy and affective well-being
Participants in the job crafting intervention reported higher levels of self-efficacy after the
intervention, while the control group remained stable. As part of the intervention,
participants were asked to reflect on mastery experiences, and we expected this to lead to
increased self-efficacy (Bandura, 1997; Luthans, Avey, & Patera, 2008). In addition,
working on a personal crafting plan consisting of realistic goals may have created mastery
experiences, which can boost self-efficacy (Bandura, 1989). Employees felt more
efficacious and in control of their work environment after the intervention. Our findings
resemble studies that found that online interventions using SCT-based elements, such as
role modelling and goal setting to create mastery experiences, can boost self-efficacy
(Luthans et al., 2008; Ouweneel, Le Blanc, & Schaufeli, 2013). However, the weekly
relationships between job crafting behaviours and self-efficacy were not significant. It
seems that self-efficacy is not an immediate correlate of job crafting; however, after
4 weeks more self-efficacy was reported. Self-efficacy may be affected by the intervention
via the reflection exercise and pursuing/attaining of self-set goals, but not by the crafting
behaviours themselves. Perhaps the results of job crafting behaviour accumulate over the
4-week period and effects on self-efficacy are only noted after completion of the
intervention, including the reflection session which further facilitated the reflection
process. Unfortunately, we could not test these growth effects due to low power, but such
mediated effects over time may be interesting for future work. Self-efficacy is a trainable
personal resource that forms the basis of many positive employee outcomes, including
motivation, performance, and adaptivity (Bandura, 1997; Luthans & Youssef, 2007;
Stajkovic & Luthans, 1998). Although our findings are preliminary, our study may
contribute to knowledge of the enhancement of self-efficacy using employee training in
job crafting. This bottom-up approach may be an important addition to studies that focus
on top-down approaches in which leaders or organizations are the focus of interventions
(Briner & Reynolds, 1999; Meyers, Van Woerkom, & Bakker, 2013).
With regard to affective well-being outcomes, we found that participants reported a
reduction in negative affect after the intervention. The effect on positive affect was not
significant; however, a positive trend was noted. In contrast, in the weekly data, a positive
relationship between weekly job crafting behaviours and outcomes was found. That is,
during weeks in which participants sought more resources and reduced demands, they
reported more positive affect, while no effects were found of weekly job crafting (seeking
resources, seeking challenge demands and decreasing demands) on negative affect. One
possible explanation for this is perhaps the positive affect that accompanies job crafting is
short-lived, while the reduction in negative affect takes longer to build but remains more
noticeable after the intervention ends. Overall, our findings suggest that the job crafting
intervention may have some potential to positively impact well-being. These results
resemble previous findings regarding the positive relationship between proactive
behaviour and well-being (Greenglass & Fiksenbaum, 2009; Schwarzer & Knoll, 2003).
Job crafting can be described as the intentional behaviours and cognitive activities that
employees use to shape their work (Demerouti & Bakker, 2014; Wrzesniewski & Dutton,
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2001). Our study shows some support that these activities may increase well-being. The
relationship between job crafting and affective well-being may be explained in three ways.
First, taking charge of one’s work environment may satisfy the need for autonomy and
self-determination (Ryan & Deci, 2000). Secondly, pursuing self-set goals can increase
well-being (Sheldon & Elliot, 1999); thirdly, the outcomes of job crafting actions may be
rewarding in itself, such as receiving support or learning something new. In addition,
positive affect may enhance proactive motivation (Parker, Bindl, & Strauss, 2010), which
could indicate an upward spiral effect where proactive behaviour and positive affect
develop together over time.
Linking our findings on well-being to the findings on self-efficacy and job resources
does raise the question of how these are related over time. Or, what is the process by
which the intervention may lead to effects? Studies have shown that personal resources
(e.g., self-efficacy) can be triggered by positive affect, job resources, and vice versa (cf.
Fredrickson, Cohn, Coffey, Pek, & Finkel, 2008; Ouweneel, Le Blanc, & Schaufeli, 2012;
Van den Heuvel, Demerouti, Bakker, & Schaufeli, 2013). This would suggest that the
intervention may have triggered a process in which positive events resulting from job
crafting may build positive affect via a sense of goal achievement, which in turn builds selfefficacy, thus empowering employees to further craft job resources. This process would
need to be tested in future studies using longitudinal research designs such as latent
growth modelling.

Limitations and future research
A number of limitations must be mentioned. First, our sample size was modest and the
study had insufficient statistical power due to the small sample size; the average power for
these between-group effects were as follows: Power (1
b) = .428, given a = .05 (Faul
et al., 2009). This limited statistical power may have restricted the significance of the
analyses. A power analysis using G*Power revealed that to obtain a mean between-group
comparison effect size of d = 0.5, an n of approximately 64 per group would be needed,
and an n of 85 needed for matched pairs comparison (pre–post) to obtain statistical power
at the recommended .80 level (Cohen, 1988).
Further, our sample consisted of only one vocational group, which limits the
generalizability of results. The intervention should therefore be repeated in other
occupational contexts. Also, the intervention consisted of different components,
including job crafting exercises to seek resources and demands, reduce demands and a
reflection exercise to focus on mastery experiences, increase awareness of job crafting
behaviour, and boost self-efficacy. The effects of the different components are difficult to
study separately as our design was created to measure effects of the intervention as a
whole. We considered the combination of reflection exercises and job crafting actions
necessary as the success of one may depend on the success of the other. That is, action has
a higher probability of being successful when preceded by reflection, while reflection may
only be useful for goal attainment when it translates into action. However, reflection
exercises may have different effects than action-oriented exercises. Future studies on job
crafting could aim to study these different components separately possibly using
experimental designs.
In line with SCT, we believe the group process was an important element for learning
(Bandura, 1989). We would recommend including a group session as part of any job
crafting intervention. However, it is not clear what the optimal number of group sessions
may be to sufficiently prepare participants to begin crafting. Perhaps the 1-day training
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before practising job crafting was too brief to impact job crafting behaviours. In addition,
staying in closer contact via e-mail or social media while participants are practicing their
crafting goals may help to make the intervention more effective, especially because
habitual behaviours at work may hinder the execution of the crafting plan. Future studies
could make an effort to compare job crafting interventions in terms of methods and
intensity, such as number of training days, and use online learning programmes as a
comparison group. It might be that blended learning, a combination of group work and
online learning, works best (cf. Derouin, Fritzsche, & Salas, 2005).
In addition, we chose two job resources that were of practical and theoretical
interest, although there may be many other job resources as well as demands that may
be impacted by the job crafting intervention. Future studies should aim to include a
broader array of work characteristics. Also, it is possible that only participants who
wished to change participated in the study and the intervention. However, the
experimental group did not differ from the control group on the pre-intervention
scores. Furthermore, we used only self-report measures, which can result in common
method biases (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, & Podsakoff, 2012). Future studies should
integrate objective indicators of crafting behaviours, such as observations by supervisors/colleagues. Finally, the effectiveness of the intervention was measured approximately 1–2 weeks after the intervention was completed. We cannot be sure whether
the effects we found are enduring or short-lived and whether participants will continue
to craft their job. These are important issues to examine in future studies and to use
when further developing the intervention.

Practical implications and conclusion
This study is the first to test a ‘bottom-up’ job crafting intervention within a police work
setting and to show that participants can learn to build resources, self-efficacy, and
affective well-being in their work. The intervention needs further testing and development, but seems to hold potential to create improvements in these areas. We live in an era
where self-management in every part of life seems to become the norm. This is also true for
organizations, where the need for proactive employees is ever growing (Hamel, 2011).
Therefore, an intervention like the one described in this study may be a very important
tool to help individuals to become better self-managers at work. The intervention content
is not specific to any work environment and may therefore be implemented in diverse
organizations, as well as with diverse groups of employees from different departments
within the organization. Participants choose which job demands and job resources are
relevant for them to craft. Our intervention can be tailored to meet the unique needs of
different organizations, for example by focusing on specific resources, such as asking for
feedback, or by including extra training days for more in-depth learning and practising.
The intervention can be further developed to be used at the team-level (cf. McClelland,
Leach, Clegg, & McGowan, 2014). As job crafting is self-directed behaviour, we
recommend participation to be voluntary. Further, we recommend to implement the
intervention in collaboration with the works council or other participatory groups, as it
helps to build buy-in from employees and managers. Lastly, we feel that trying out job
crafting is a key ingredient of the intervention; therefore, we recommend to encourage
participants during their experimentation after the training day, either via e-mail or social
media.
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We hope that our intervention will provide a means for organizations to develop
proactive and motivated employees, which in turn will contribute to organizational
efficiency and competitive advantage.
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