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Based on the Job Demands-Resources model (JD-R), the aim of this study was to verify work engage-
ment and burnout prediction models in relation to self-efficacy and the following four job crafting strate-
gies: increasing structural job resources, increasing challenging job demands, increasing social job
resources, and decreasing hindering job demands. Data was obtained by using questionnaires. The
sample comprised 178 employed participants between 20 and 58 years of age. The results indicated that
crafting challenging demands (e.g., seeking extra tasks) and social job resources (e.g., asking for
feedback on job performance) was positively associated with work engagement. Behavioral strategies
connected with the avoidance of diff iculties at work (decreasing hindering job demands), associated
with younger age of employees in managerial positions, significantly contributed to burnout. Self-efficacy
as a personal source partially mediated the relationship between increasing challenging job demands and
work engagement. Participants in managerial positions indicated a higher level of job crafting, work
engagement, and self-efficacy as opposed to individual contributors. The results of the study are prac-
tically applicable in organizations in the form of stimulations, management, and the support of those job
crafting strategies that contribute to benefits on an individual and organizational level.
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Introduction

Job crafting is a specific form of proactive work
behavior that involves employees actively
changing the (perceived) characteristics of
their jobs (Tims & Bakker, 2010; Wrzesniewski
& Dutton, 2001). As job crafting is initiated by
the employees themselves, it has been de-
scribed as an individualized, bottom-up, and
proactive approach to job re-design compared
to top-down and “one-size-fits-all” approaches

that are initiated by an organization (Demerouti
& Bakker, 2014; Parker, 2014; Parker & Ohly,
2008).

Wrzesniewski and Dutton (2001) define job
crafting as “physical and cognitive changes
done by individuals in their work tasks and re-
lations” (p. 179), whereby these changes are
initiated and carried out in a “bottom-up” man-
ner. Crafting work tasks involves changing a
set of formal prescribed duties; such as add-
ing or cancelling tasks; changing the nature of
tasks; and changing how much time, energy,
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and attention an individual devotes to different
tasks. Relationship crafting involves changing
how, when, and with whom individuals coop-
erate, also reflecting the quality and number of
interactions with other colleagues (Berg,
Dutton, & Wrzesniewski, 2008).

Employees, therefore, craft their work to cre-
ate more motivating conditions and control it,
confirm its meaningfulness, shape their work-
ing identity, and strengthen their work motiva-
tion. In addition to the reasons given above,
whether or not an individual performs job craft-
ing depends on the person-job fit. It is impor-
tant to reflect on two aspects of that compli-
ance: a) the match between individual knowl-
edge, skills, and abilities in relation to the job
requirements; and b) the correspondence be-
tween the needs and desires of the individual
and their employment role. If all the factors are
in balance, then the employee has a good
“compliance” experience with the job. However,
if they are not in balance, there is a misfit and
disharmony, which can lead to job crafting that
will help correct this relationship (Tims &
Bakker, 2010; Tims, Derks, & Bakker, 2016).

Tims and Bakker (2010) theoretically framed
job crafting in the context of the Job Demands-
Resources (JD-R) model, which is a compre-
hensive theoretical framework for understand-
ing how job design elements influence occu-
pational well-being and work performance.
The model describes how job demands and
resources influence motivation enhancing
(e.g., work engagement) and strain-enhanc-
ing (e.g., exhaustion) processes and work
performance.

Job demands encompass work character-
istics that, if they exceed the adaptive capabili-
ties of employees, can potentially lead to
stress, strain, exertion, and burnout. Specifi-
cally, these include the physical, social, and
organizational aspects of work (e.g., the
amount of time to do tasks/time pressure, the
amount of work, contact with people, and the
physical environment) that require continuous
physical or mental effort. Job resources en-
compass the physical, psychological, social,
and organizational aspects of work that help
to achieve work goals; reduce job demands;

promote personal growth, learning, and de-
velopment; and activate work motivation. Job
resources are the main initiators of engage-
ment and resulting performance of employ-
ees. Accordingly, job crafting serves as an im-
portant link between work motivation and the
cultivation of job and personal resources that
in turn help increase the person-job fit (Bakker
& Demerouti, 2017).

Based upon a theory presented by Tims and
Bakker (2010), Tims et al. (2012) suggested
that job crafting consists of four dimensions:
increasing structural job resources includes
performing behaviors that aim to increase the
autonomy, skill variety, and other motivational
characteristics of the job; increasing social job
resources entails asking for feedback, advice,
and support from supervisors and colleagues;
increasing challenging job demands involves
performing behaviors, such as asking for more
responsibilities; and decreasing hindering job
demands entails performing behaviors that
aim to minimize physical, cognitive, and emo-
tional demands, such as reducing one’s
workload and work-family conflict. To opera-
tionalize job crafting in terms of the JD-R
model, Tims, Bakker, and Derks (2012) pub-
lished a widely-used job crafting scale de-
signed to measure job crafting.

The JD-R model assumes the existence of
two basic processes that explain the relation-
ship with work engagement and burnout
(Bakker & Demerouti, 2007; Schaufeli &
Bakker, 2004a). Firstly, job demands activate
the energy depletion process, resulting in in-
creased employee efforts to meet these de-
mands or requirements. When employees
encounter job demands, they often resort to
different compensation strategies in order to
maintain adequate work performance. How-
ever, in the long-term perspective, these strat-
egies become ineffective and deplete the men-
tal and physical reserves of employees, which
in turn leads to burnout (Trépanier, Austin, For-
est, & Vallerand, 2014). On the other hand, job
resources activate the motivation process.
These resources support employee motiva-
tion and work engagement as they help them
achieve their goals; promote their growth, edu-
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cation and development; satisfy their need for
autonomy; and increase their willingness to
invest effort into work tasks (Demerouti et al.,
2001).

Tims, Bakker, and Derks (2012) report that
job resources reinforce work engagement,
employee motivation and energy, and subse-
quent positive organizational outcomes. Job
resources also act as balancers of the nega-
tive effects of job requirements and can lead
to occupational engagement even if job de-
mands are high. For work motivation, it is very
important to experience an appropriate level
of challenging job demands to stimulate em-
ployees to develop their skills or set more
ambitious goals for themselves. More de-
manding job requirements allow the acqui-
sition of valuable experience, which can lead
to higher satisfaction and self-efficacy
(Gorgievski & Hobfoll, 2008). Macey and
Schneider (2008) say that challenging situa-
tions encourage work engagement if employ-
ees believe that their time and energy invest-
ment will be meaningfully rewarded. In a meta-
analytical study, Crawford, LePine, and Rich
(2010) document the positive relationship of
challenging job demands with work engage-
ment even when these have been assessed
as stressful. On the contrary, demands that
were considered to be hindering by employ-
ees correlated negatively with work engage-
ment.

In addition, previous studies revealed that
increasing social and structural job resources
and increasing challenging job demands were
negatively associated with burnout and bore-
dom at work (Tims, Bakker, & Derks, 2012;
Van Hooff & Van Hooft, 2014). These findings
are consistent with the Conservation of Re-
sources Theory (Hobfoll, 1989), which sug-
gests that stress arises from inadequate job
resources and leads to burnout. Individuals
with a greater supply of job resources are more
likely to cope with job demands whereas indi-
viduals with fewer resources are increasingly
tense, which may lead to burnout. On the other
hand, it was found that hindering job demands
are linked to negative aspects of employee
mental health such as burnout (Schaufeli,

Bakker, & Van Rhenen, 2009; LePine,
Podsakoff, & LePine, 2005).

 Previous studies on the JD-R model fo-
cused on job characteristics, leading to a ne-
glect of personal resources. This is despite
the fact that personal resources play a com-
parable role in occupational life: they lead to
increased employee motivation and engage-
ment, are related to stress resistance, and
have positive effects on emotional and physi-
cal well-being (Schaufeli & Bakker, 2004a).
Personal resources such as self-esteem, op-
timism, and self-efficacy are positively related
to work engagement (Xanthopoulou, Bakker,
Demerouti, & Schaufeli, 2007; 2009). On the
contrary, employees with a low level of self-
efficacy have pessimistic ideas about their
future success and personal development,
which can lead to burnout. Research in
this area has shown that self-efficacy acts as
a source of prevention from the negative con-
sequences of an excessive and long-term
work load (Blecharz, Luszczynska, Scholz,
Schwarzer, Siekanska, & Cieslak, 2014),
stimulating work-related recovery from stress
and helping employees adapt to changes in
an organization (Jimmieson, Terry, & Callan,
2004).

Self-efficacy and personality proactivity are
among the personality traits that play an im-
portant role in job crafting. Tims and Bakker
(2010) report that people with a proactive per-
sonality are more likely to engage in job craft-
ing willingly: they take the initiative to improve
their current work conditions, identify opportu-
nities for change, and start and persevere un-
til they achieve a meaningful change.

In their study, Xanthopolou et al. (2007) found
that self-efficacy, self-esteem, and optimism
partly served as mediators between job re-
sources and work engagement. Similarly,
Luthans, Avey, Avolio, Norman, and Combs
(2006) documented that a work resource-rich
environment activates employees’ psychologi-
cal capital (i.e., hope, optimism, efficiency, and
resilience), which in turn can lead to profits
and positive results at work. Huang, Wang,
and You (2016) have further shown that self-
esteem and optimism are important media-



Studia Psychologica, Vol. 62, No. 2, 2020, 148-163                   151

tors in the relationship between work overload
and exhaustion.

The Current Study

Current research, based on Tims and Bakker’s
(2010) conceptualization of job crafting,
has adopted different operationalizations of
this construct. Petrou, Demerouti, Peeters,
Schaufeli, and Hetland (2012) merged two di-
mensions of their conceptualization – increas-
ing structural and social job resources – into
one increasing job resources dimension and
differentiated between only three types of job
crafting. Similarly, Nielsen and Abildgaard
(2012) identified two factors: decreasing so-
cial job demands and increasing quantitative
job demands. Because there are a number of
alternative operationalizations of job crafting,
the first goal of the present study was to exam-
ine the structure of the latent factors of the job
crafting scale to see whether they could be
meaningfully distinguished from each other.
Then the relationships between dimension-
specific forms of job crafting, work engage-
ment, burnout, and self-efficacy were more
closely examined. Several researchers have
examined these relationships (Crawford,
LePine, & Rich, 2010; Hansez & Chmiel, 2010;
Tims, Bakker, & Derks, 2012; Tims, Bakker, &
Derks, 2013; Brauchli et al., 2013; Van; Hooff,
& Van Hooft, 2014), but self-efficacy as a per-
sonal resource has often been neglected.
Employees who believe in their self-efficacy
choose more demanding tasks, set higher
goals, put more effort into their performance,
and are more persistent, compared to employ-
ees who have a lower level of self-efficacy
(Lunenburg, 2011). As mentioned in the Intro-
duction, personal resources play an important
role in relation to burnout and engagement.
They have a comparable role to work resources
as they lead to increased employee motiva-
tion and engagement (Schaufeli & Bakker,
2004a; Xanthopolou et al., 2007; Xanthopolou
et al., 2009; Huang, Wang, & You, 2016).

The lack of literature led the present authors
to the question of whether position level (mana-
gerial and non-managerial) contributes to job

crafting strategies as a distal antecedent.
Karasek (1979) introduced the concept of ac-
tive jobs, which denotes professions with high
demands and a high level of control. These
professions encourage employees to actively
learn, and they motivate them to new patterns
of behavior. Based on this concept, manage-
rial positions represent active jobs with higher
autonomy and control, albeit with certain de-
mands. According to the 2016 Employee En-
gagement Trends (Hackbarth, Harris, & Wright,
2016), engagement increases as employees
gain higher-level positions within a company,
which might be strengthened in a “feedback
loop” level of job crafting (Baker, 2011). In the
present study, the aim was to test whether
managerial positions increase the likelihood
of job crafting strategies through searching for
resources and challenges.

Research regarding age and gender differ-
ences  in  job  crafting  is  somewhat  equivo-
cal. For example, Petrou, Demerouti, and
Xanthopoulou (2016) identified a higher level
of job crafting for men, whereas Van Hoof and
Van Hooft (2014) documented the opposite.
Based upon action regulation theory, it can be
argued that older and more experienced em-
ployees (i.e., relative to younger and less ex-
perienced ones) are more likely to have devel-
oped cognitive routines in their work that might
lower behavioral changes like job crafting
(Zacher, Hacker, & Frese, 2016). On the other
hand, several studies document a higher level
of work engagement for older employees (e.g.,
Najung & Seung-Wan, 2017) and a positive
influence of work engagement (in the “feed-
back loop”) on job crafting strategies (Baker,
2011). For that reason, there are no specific
predictions made on age and gender charac-
teristics and job crafting; however, it is none-
theless useful to understand the nature of such
relationships in further research.

Following the abovementioned findings, this
study assumes that:

1. self-efficacy will be positively related to
increasing structural and social resources,
thus increasing challenging job demands

2. self-efficacy will also act as a mediator
between job crafting dimensions (increasing
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structural and social resources and increas-
ing challenging job demands) and work en-
gagement

3. increasing structural and social job re-
sources, and increasing the challenging job
demands, will predict work engagement,
whereas reducing the hindering demands will
predict burnout

4. managerial positions will strengthen job
crafting strategies

Methods

Participants and Procedure

Data was collected using an online question-
naire through social networks and with volun-
tary participation. A minimum inclusion crite-
rion was used; selected participants indicated
that they were in full-time employment for a
fixed or indefinite term. Part-time workers and
freelancers were excluded from the sample.
In total, 178 employees participated in the
study. More than half of the sample was fe-
male (59%), the average age of the participants
was 33.3 (SD = 8.45) years, and 35.4% of par-
ticipants were managers. The educational
level of the participants was relatively high: al-
most 78% of the participants reported having
a bachelor’s degree or a higher qualification.
Thirty-seven percent of employees worked in
a medium-sized organization (51–500 employ-
ees), 37% in a large one (over 501 employ-
ees), and 26% indicated they were employed
in a small organization (up to 50 employees).
Participants were provided with an informed
consent sheet that included information on the
purpose of the research, their right to anonym-
ity, and a reassurance that the results would
be used exclusively for research purposes.

Measures

Four self-reporting measures and scales were
administered in the form of online question-
naires.  Two independent translations into Slo-
vak (and then back into English) were done of
three questionnaires (measuring work en-
gagement, job crafting, and burnout) to be

used in the study, and the final versions were
agreed upon after mutual consent between two
translators. The self-efficacy questionnaire
was adapted to the Slovak population, and
there was no need to translate it.

Work engagement was measured with the
short nine-item version of the Dutch Utrecht
Work Engagement Scale (UWES; Schaufeli,
Bakker, & Salanova, 2006) measuring the three
dimensions of engagement – vigor, dedica-
tion, and absorption. An example item is: “At
work, my colleague feels bursting with energy”.
A 7-point scale was used with answers rang-
ing from 0 (never) to 6 (always). De Bruin and
Henn (2013) provided evidence for the pres-
ence of a general factor and that the interpre-
tation of a total score is justified and prefer-
able. Internal consistency confirmed the strong
reliability (α  = .95).

Job crafting was measured with the 21 items
of the job crafting scale (Tims, Bakker, & Derks,
2013). The scale measures four basic dimen-
sions of job crafting: increasing structural job
resources (e.g., “I’m trying to improve my
skills”); increasing social job resources (e.g.,
“I ask my supervisor to direct me”); decreas-
ing hindering job demands (e.g., “I try to make
my work less emotionally intense”); and in-
creasing challenging job demands (e.g.,
“When an interesting project emerges, I vol-
unteer as a collaborator”). Participants re-
sponded on a five-point Likert scale (1 = never,
5 = frequently). Cronbach’s alphas were all
above the recommended .70.

The Bergen Burnout Inventory (BBI-15)
(Näätänen, Aro, Matthiesen, & Salmela-Aro,
2003) was used to measure burnout level. BBI-
15 measures the three dimensions of burn-
out: exhaustion (e.g., “I often sleep poorly be-
cause of the situation at work”), cynicism (e.g.,
“I feel depressed and think about leaving my
current work”), and inadequacy (e.g., “I often
question the value of my work”). Participants
responded on a six-point Likert scale (1 = to-
tally disagree, 6 = totally agree). The score can
be calculated separately for each dimension
or as a total burnout score. The measured re-
liability coefficient for the whole scale was high
with an alpha value = .90.
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The General Self-Efficacy Scale (GSE) (Košč,
Heftyová, Schwarzer, & Jerusalem, 1993) was
used to measure the level of self-efficacy. The
scale contains ten statements (e.g., “I can find
a way out of almost every problem if I make the
necessary effort”), and participants answered
to what extent the statement applied to them
on a four-point Likert scale (1 = not at all true
for me, 4 = totally true for me). The value of the
reliability coefficient alpha = .86.

Demographic variables. The questionnaire
provided to the participants also asked them
to indicate their position level (managerial/non-
managerial), level of education, type of con-
tract, size of organization, gender, and age for
use as demographic variables. In line with the
goal of the study, only the variables of position
level, gender, and age were included.

Statistical Analyses and Procedure

Before completing the statistical analyses and
the dimensionality, the latent structure of the
21 items of the job crafting scale was per-
formed. The factor analysis maximum likeli-
hood was used to examine whether four fac-
tors of the job crafting scale could be mean-
ingfully distinguished from each other. As a
criterion to retain factors, those factors that had
an eigenvalue higher than 1 were retained. The
loadings in the matrix were meant to be higher
than 0.30 in order to decide whether an item
was acceptable for the component. A correla-
tion analysis, hierarchical regression analy-
sis, and mediation analysis were conducted
in order to investigate how demographic vari-
ables, self-efficacy, job crafting dimensions,
engagement, and burnout are connected. Two
separate hierarchical regression analyses
were conducted on each outcome variable (en-
gagement and burnout) in three steps. Previ-
ous studies (e.g., Petrou et. al., 2016; Najung
& Seung-Wan, 2017; Hackbarth, Harris, &
Wright, 2016) linked gender differences (i.e.,
being a woman), age differences (i.e., older
employees), and position level (i.e., manage-
rial) to work outcomes, which emphasizes the
importance of controlling the potential effect of
those variables in the prediction models.

Hence, age, gender, and position level were
entered into the model at Step 1. Given the
prior findings between self-efficacy and work
outcomes, self-efficacy was entered at Step 2
and behavioral job crafting strategies were
entered at Step 3. A mediation analysis was
used to verify the role of self-efficacy as a me-
diator between job crafting dimensions, en-
gagement, and burnout. First, the requested
conditions that had to be met were tested be-
fore the mediation analysis (the relationship
between the independent variable and the
mediator, the relationship between the inde-
pendent variable and the dependent variable,
and the relationship between the mediator and
the dependent variable). The process tool in
the SPSS statistical package by Andrew F.
Hayes (2013) was used for the mediation
analysis. Bootstrapped standard errors were
calculated for path coefficients. The indirect
effect was also tested using the bootstrapping
procedure on 10,000 samples. The completely
standardized indirect effect (Preacher & Kelley,
2011) was used as a measure of effect size.

Results

First, the factor structure of the job crafting scale
using the factor analysis (maximum likelihood)
was examined. An examination of the eigen-
values and the scree plot reflected a four-fac-
tor solution in the line with the original instru-
ment. Five items with loadings smaller than
0.30 were removed: “If there are new develop-
ments, I am one of the first to learn about them
and try them out”; “I try to make my work more
challenging by examining the underlying rela-
tionships between aspects of my job” (from
Increasing Challenging Job Demands); “I de-
cide on my own how I do things” (from Increas-
ing Structural Job Resources); “I look to my
supervisor for inspiration” (from Increasing
Social Job Resources); and “I make sure that
my work is mentally less intense” (from De-
creasing Hindering Job Demands).

Following this, a factor analysis was con-
ducted with a maximum likelihood on the re-
maining sixteen items to identify the final solu-
tion. An additional factor analysis showed a
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KMO-index of 0.792, and a significant (p = 0.000)
Bartlett’s test of sphericity. The pattern matrix
documented that there should be a distinction
between four dimensions of the scale, account-
ing for 48% of the variance. The findings were
the following for the number of the items for each
factor: the Increasing Structural Job Resources
factor was saturated with three items, the In-
creasing Challenging Job Demands factor had
four items, the Decreasing Hindering Job De-
mands consisted of five items, and four items
were identified for the Increasing Social Job

Resources factor. In addition, to test the reliabil-
ity of all scales, Cronbach’s alpha (α) coefficient
was used and was derived from the reliability
analysis. The factor loadings, items, means,
standard deviations, and Cronbach’s alphas
are shown in Table 1.

Following this, Spearman’s correlation
analysis on testing variables was performed.
The means, standard deviations for the stud-
ied variables, reliability coefficients for the
scales used, and the correlation matrix are
presented in Table 2.

Table 1 Items, means, standard deviations, Cronbach's alphas, and factor loadings of the job 
crafting scale (N = 178) 

    
   

Factor 

  Item wording Mean SD Alpha 1 2 3 4 

  Increasing structural job resources    .84     
1  I try to develop myself professionally  4.24 0.85  .79    
2 I try to develop my capabilities  4.11 0.92  .74    
3 I try to learn new things at work  4.23 0.86  .63    
 Increasing challenging job demands   .78     

4 When there is not much to do at work, I see it as a 
chance to start new projects  3.44 1.09   .77   

5  I regularly take on extra tasks even though I do not 
receive extra salary for them  3.52 1.18   .69   

6  I make sure that I use my capacities to the fullest 3.59 1.01   .52   
7  When an interesting project comes along, I offer 

myself proactively as project co-worker  3.26 1.01   .46   
 Decreasing hindering job demands   .74     

8 I manage my work so that I try to minimize contact 
with people whose problems affect me emotionally  3.12 1.14    .83  

9  I organize my work so as to minimize contact with 
people whose expectations are unrealistic  3.00 1.25    .70  

10 I organize my work in such a way to make sure that 
I do not have to concentrate for too long a period at 
once  

3.01 1.15    .48  

11  I try to ensure that I do not have to make many 
difficult decisions at work  2.59 1.09    .46  

12  I try to ensure that my work is emotionally less 
intense  3.05 1.09    .38  

 Increasing social job resources    .72     
13 I ask whether my supervisor is satisfied with my 

work  2.66 1.23     .86 

14 I ask others for feedback on my job performance  3.12 1.14     .59 

15 I ask colleagues for advice  3.37 0.95     .42 

16 I ask my supervisor to coach me 2.58 1.05     .42 

 



Studia Psychologica, Vol. 62, No. 2, 2020, 148-163                   155



    156      Studia Psychologica, Vol. 62, No. 2, 2020, 148-163

The expected positive relationship between
job resources (social and structural) and work
engagement was confirmed (r = 0.396, p =
0.000; r = 0.347, p = 0.000). Apparently, if em-
ployees have the opportunity to increase their
social and structural resources, this strongly
supports their work engagement. A similar prin-
ciple existed for the positive relationship be-
tween increasing challenging job demands
and work engagement (r = 0.615; p = 0.000).
Furthermore, the findings showed a significant
positive correlation between decreasing hin-
dering job demands and burnout (r = 0.201;
p = 0.001). The relationships of the variables
regarding increasing job resources (both so-
cial and structural) and increasing challeng-
ing job demands and burnout were non-sig-
nificant (Table 2).

Self-efficacy as a personal resource was
significantly related to work engagement (r =
0.364; p = 0.000), participating in the increase
of structural resources (r = 0.253; p = 0.001)
and in increasing challenging job demands
(r = 0.422; p = 0.000). Self-efficacy does not
significantly contribute to an increase in social
resources (r = 0.075) or to decreasing hinder-
ing job demands (r = 0.117) (Table 2).

As expected, participants in managerial po-
sitions indicated a higher level of job crafting
in the area of increasing structural resources
(r = -0.166; p = 0.027) and increasing chal-

lenging job demands (r = -0.315; p = 0.000) as
opposed to individual contributors. These par-
ticipants also showed higher levels of work
engagement and self-efficacy (Table 2). In
terms of background variables (age and gen-
der), the results indicated only weak and in-
significant connections with job crafting strat-
egies; a higher level of self-efficacy (r = 0.332;
p = 0.000) and engagement (r = 0.259; p =
0.000) was shown for older employees.

Two separate hierarchical regression analy-
ses were conducted to evaluate prediction
models on each of the outcome variables (en-
gagement and burnout) in three steps. Age,
gender, and position level were entered into
the model at Step 1, self-efficacy was entered
at Step 2, and behavioral and job crafting strat-
egies were entered at Step 3. The models and
results are presented in Table 3.

In the regression model for engagement,
independent variables accounted for 39.6% of
the variability (Table 3). Significant predictors
for work engagement identified: increasing
challenging job demands (β = 0.46, p = 0.000),
increasing social job resources (β = 0.17, p =
0.022), and age (β = 0.15, p = 0.031. Other
variables that exhibited significant correlation
with work engagement (Table 2) – self-efficacy,
increasing structural job resource and posi-
tion level – lost their predictive power in mu-
tual linear combination. Higher age, imple-

Table 3 Hierarchical regression analyses on engagement and burnout 
  Overall model  Predictors/Beta 

Step R2 F  gender age position Self-
efficacy IStrJR DHJD ISocJR ICHJD 

Engagement                     
1. .08   5.09** .01  .17* -.18**    
2. .12   5.93** -.03  .13 -.14  .21*   
3. .39 13.87** .02  .15*  .04  .12 .01 -.08  .17* .46** 
Burnout         
1. .04   2.59 -.07 -.18** -.18**      
2. .04   1.96 -.07 -.17* -.18* -.02     
3. .14   3.29**   -.07 -.19* -.19* -.09 -.01 .24** -.16 .21* 
Note. IStrJR = Increasing structural job resources, DHSJD = Decreasing hindering job demands, 
ISocJR = Increasing social job resources, ICHJD = Increasing challenging job demands; gender  
(1 = female, 2 = male), position (1 = managerial, 2 = non- managerial); * p < 0.05, ** p < 0.01. 
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Figure 1 Mediation analysis: increasing challenging job demands–self-efficacy–work engage-
ment

menting strategies to increase social job re-
sources (working with colleagues), and chal-
lenging job demands (workload and cognitive
demands) contribute to work engagement.

Regarding the prediction model for burnout
regression, the analysis (Table 3) showed that
the combination of inserted variables ac-
counted for 14% of variability. A combination of
variables were identified as the strongest pre-
dictors of burnout: decreasing hindering job
demands (β = 0.24, p = 0.001), increasing chal-
lenging job demands (β = 0.21, p = 0.041),
position level (β = -0.19, p = 0.017), and age
(β = -0.19, p = 0.017). Burnout is significantly
contributed to by a combination of younger re-
spondents in managerial positions, the imple-
mentation of strategies decreasing hindering
demands (e.g., making difficult decisions), and
increasing social job resources (e.g., asking
feedback from supervisors and colleagues).

The assumption about the role of self-effi-
cacy as a mediator in the relationship between
job resources, job demands, and work en-
gagement was tested by a mediation regres-
sion analysis using the Process tool in the
SPSS statistical package by Andrew F. Hayes
(2013). Requested conditions for mediation
were met for testing two mediation models:
1) increasing challenging job demands–self-
efficacy–work engagement–self-efficacy–work
engagement and 2) increasing structural job
resources–self-efficacy–work engagement.
The aim of the mediation was to identify the

size of the indirect effect (self-efficacy) by con-
trolling the direct effect of a) increasing chal-
lenging job demands on work engagement
and b) increasing structural job resources on
work engagement.

Figure 1 shows that self-efficacy partly me-
diates the correlation between increasing chal-
lenging job demands and work engagement.
The results documented that the increase in
challenging job demands significantly predicts
self-efficacy (β = 0.315, p = 0.002), and self-
efficacy significantly predicts work engagement
(β = 1.489, p = 0.000). Also, challenging job
demands was a significant predictor of work
engagement (β = 1.580, p = 0.000).

After incorporating the mediator of self-effi-
cacy into this relationship, the effect of chal-
lenging job demands on work engagement
was partially reduced (β = 1.489, p = 0.000),
but the direct effect of increasing structural job
resources on work engagement remained sta-
tistically significant. In practice, this means that
self-efficacy as a personal resource contrib-
utes only minimally to the explicability of work
engagement. The size of the resulting indirect
effect (after mediator control) was ES = 0.0908,
95% CI [0.019, 0.2689] (Figure 1).

When testing the second mediation model
(increasing structural job resources–self-effi-
cacy–work engagement), the results showed
no mediation effect between crafting structural
job resources and work engagement via self-
efficacy (CI [-0.012, 0.493]).
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Discussion

Based on Tims and Bakker’s (2010) conceptu-
alization of job crafting, the first aim of the study
was to examine whether the four-factor struc-
ture of the job crafting scale could be repli-
cated. The next aim was to test how personal
resource self-efficacy contributes to job craft-
ing strategies and how job crafting dimensions
vary as a function for predicting different work
outcomes (engagement and burnout). The
relationship between managerial positions
and job crafting strategies was also examined.

Using the factor analysis (maximum likeli-
hood) to verify the latent structure of the job
crafting scale, a four-factor solution was iden-
tified with some differences in the number of
items and in the factor loadings when com-
pared to the original instrument. Although the
present results are consistent with the initial
findings of Tims, Bakker, and Derks (2012),
previous research has been ambiguous in the
results (e.g., Petrou et al., 2012; Nielsen &
Abildgaard, 2012). For this reason, the present
study sees the importance of contributing to
this issue with the present results and con-
firms the number of dimensions of job craft-
ing.

Findings concerning the relationship be-
tween self-efficacy and job crafting dimensions
were partially as expected, but there were also
some unexpected results. Research has
shown that self-efficacy plays an important role
in relation to working life as one of the per-
sonal resources. Respondents who showed
a higher level of self-efficacy were more en-
gaged at work and carried out job crafting at a
much higher level, namely for structural job
resources and challenging job demands. De-
creasing hindering job demands and increas-
ing social job resources had weak associa-
tions with self-efficacy. Rudolph, Katz, Lavigne,
and Zacher (2017) in their study documented
associations of self-efficacy with all of job
crafring strategies except for decreasing hin-
dering job demands. Explanation for our find-
ings might be that employees with higher level
of general self-efficacy direct more attention to

“growth-oriented” job crafting behaviors than
to decreasing hindering demands and
“people-oriented” crafting strategies (e.g., com-
munication, cooperation with colleagues). In
addition, older people showed higher levels
of self-efficacy and engagement. This may be
due to the fact that older employees have more
work experience, are more mature, and value
their work. This can lead to more positive self-
esteem and commitment to work.

In general, the results emphasize the im-
portance of self-efficacy, which has often been
neglected as a personal resource in research.
It is important to say that personal resources
are comparable to work resources, as they
lead to increased employee motivation, per-
formance, and engagement (Schaufeli &
Bakker, 2004a; Xanthopolou et al., 2007;
Xanthopolou et al., 2009; Huang, Wang, & You,
2016). Various research in this area has
shown that self-efficacy acts as a source of
prevention against the negative effects of ex-
cessive and long-term stress (Blecharz et al.,
2014), stimulates recovery from work-related
stress, and helps employees adapt to organi-
zational changes (Jimmieson, Terry, & Callan,
2004).

On the other hand, when incorporating self-
efficacy into regression models, the above-
mentioned correlations did not work. Self-effi-
cacy became a non-significant variable in work
engagement prediction. The significant pre-
dictors in this relationship were increasing
challenging job demands, age, and increas-
ing social job resources. The combination of
a higher age, strategies to increase social job
resources (social support, working with col-
leagues), and challenging job demands
(seeking new projects, taking on extra tasks)
contributed to work engagement. In the other
words, in case of “supportive environment” at
work, behavioral strategies play a more im-
portant role in shaping positive work outcome
(engagement) than personal resources (self-
efficacy). Crawford et al. (2010) also found a
positive correlation between challenging job
demands and work engagement, even when
these were assessed as stressful. In terms of
the prediction of burnout, self-efficacy was com-
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paratively non-significant. A lower age, mana-
gerial position, decreasing hindering job de-
mands, and increasing challenging job de-
mands significantly contributed to burnout. It
seems, age is one of the important predictors
of an employee´s well-being. Considering the
so-called structural model (Maslach, Jackson,
& Leiter, 1996), responsibilities associated
with managerial position, expected strategies
in seeking new challenges in those positions,
and strategies connected with regulation of the
presence of specific demands (i.e., work over-
load, personal conflicts) together with younger
age and the absence of specific resources
(i.e., experience) can lead to long-term discom-
fort, uncertainty, and often burnout.

A study by Huang, Wang, and You (2016) has
shown that personal resources, including self-
efficacy, also act as mediators in the relation-
ship between work conditions and outcomes
(behavior and attitude). The present study
tested the size of the indirect effect of self-effi-
cacy by controlling the direct effect of increas-
ing structural job resources on engagement
and increasing challenging job demands on
engagement. One finding was that self-efficacy
partially explains the relationship between
challenging job demands and work engage-
ment. This result contradicts previous findings,
which have shown that satisfaction is one of
the personal resources that mediated the re-
lationship between job demands and exhaus-
tion and between job resources and energy
(Van den Broeck et al., 2008). Previous stud-
ies only focused on verifying the relationships
between job demands, job resources, and
outcomes in general (Huang, Wang, & You,
2016; Van den Broeck et al., 2008; Xanthopolou
et al., 2007). This study focused in more detail
on job resources and demands, examining
social job resources and challenging job de-
mands in relation to work engagement. There
was an assumption that the differences in job
resources and job demands ought to be taken
into consideration in future research. As men-
tioned above, for some people time pressure
can be perceived as a challenging job de-
mand, whereas for others it is a hindering job
demand.

Findings for job crafting and work engage-
ment were largely as expected based upon
theoretical considerations and consistent with
meta-analytic findings for other forms of pro-
active behavior (Tornau & Frese, 2015). The
results of our study illustrate that job crafting in
the area of increasing social, structural, and
challenging job demands contributes posi-
tively to employee engagement and refers to
the functioning of the motivational potential of
the job resources that improve person-job fit
which, in turn, positively impacts job attitudes,
and occupational well-being.

Regarding the connection between the dis-
tal variable and job position (managerial and
non-managerial), it was proposed that mana-
gerial positions would increase the likelihood
of job crafting strategies through the search
for resources and challenges. The present
findings confirmed this expectation and
showed that a managerial position was sig-
nificantly associated with the job crafting di-
mensions of increasing structural and social
job resources and increasing challenging job
demands. The only job crafting dimension,
where there were insignificant associations,
was in decreasing hindering job demands.
One explanation may be that in job crafting,
employees voluntarily change their work them-
selves in a meaningful way. These character-
istics distinguish job crafting from top-down
approaches, whereby employees are checked
by their supervisor as to how they should per-
form their work (Grant & Parker, 2009). How-
ever, a problem may arise in working condi-
tions where job crafting cannot be performed.
Indeed, some jobs have a well-defined struc-
ture and require strict rules and procedures
that are contrary to any attempt to change work-
ing conditions. Job crafting may be also af-
fected by superiors who require work to be
performed in a prescribed manner. On the
other hand, managers are not usually under
strict scrutiny and can do their jobs in the way
they choose.

The above findings point to a greater signifi-
cance of job resources and challenging job
demands, compared to personal resources,
in terms of both work engagement and burn-
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out; the personal resources in the presented
research acted more as distal variables in re-
lation to behavior (job crafting), attitudes (en-
gagement), and experience (burnout) as op-
posed to proximal job resources. The fact that
self-efficacy has been assessed as a general
characteristic has contributed to the docu-
mented findings, thus, in the future there
should be a focus on the specific and direct
assessment of work self-efficacy. Also, spe-
cific job crafting dimensions are differentially
associated with both antecedents and work
outcomes. In particular, decreasing the hin-
dering demands dimension appears to differ
markedly from the other three job crafting di-
mensions, and this observation deserves fur-
ther attention in future research.

In summary, the present study contributes
to the enhanced understanding of the nature
of the job crafting construct, its unique rela-
tionships between each job crafting dimen-
sion, and work outcomes (engagement and
burnout). It investigated the role of individual
difference (self-efficacy) and demographic
characteristics (type of position) as anteced-
ents of job crafting and mediators (self-effi-
cacy) between dimensions of this proactive
behavior and work outcomes (engagement
and burnout).

Limitations

The present study took into account a number
of  limitations  related  to  behavioral  science
research that may have influenced the pre-
sented results (Podsakoff, MacKenzie, Lee, &
Podsakoff, 2003). The research design was
based solely on self-assessment methodol-
ogy. The predictor and criterion variables were
measured using the same tools (self-assess-
ment Likert scales) at the same time and place,
which could be a source of “false” covariance,
independent of the content of the constructs
themselves. The cross-sectional design of the
research was another limiting factor; data was
obtained only in one measurement. Job craft-
ing is not an isolated and one-time affair; it is a
continuous process influenced by the career

path and context within which individuals per-
form their work and by changes to the condi-
tions in which work is performed (Fried, Grant,
Levi, Hadani, & Slowik, 2007). The presented
measurements did not allow for a study of the
reciprocity between job crafting variables and
the work engagement presented by several
studies. Another study limitation is the size of
the sample and the non-random and occa-
sional selection of participants. Furthermore,
the sample was not representative of employ-
ees in Slovakia in terms of sample size, the
uniform distribution of some of the studied
variables, or economic segments. The partici-
pants were approached through social net-
works instead of directly, which could have re-
sulted in the research participation of only
those individuals, who are active users of so-
cial networks.

Practical Implications

Looking at job crafting and the implications
based on the presented research, it is impor-
tant to note that employees should have the
opportunity to change their working conditions
within their organization. Job crafting is a way
that employees can change their lives at work
and make a valuable contribution to their or-
ganization. Each employee is different, and it
is very difficult to create optimal working condi-
tions for each employee individually. This is
why employees should be allowed to adjust
their working conditions at their discretion, as
this may affect their subsequent working be-
havior. Moreover, organizations and employ-
ers can invest in various programs designed
to develop and improve personal resources.
As one of the personal resources, self-efficacy
can affect the way employees perceive job char-
acteristics and help them overcome difficul-
ties at work.
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