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Zooming into reduction-oriented job crafting among employees, next to minimizing

demands (i.e., making a job less strenuous), we introduced optimizing demands (i.e.,

simplifying the job and making work processes more efficient) and suggested that

optimizing demands should be positively related to work engagement, whereas

minimizing demands negatively related to work engagement. Moreover, we suggested

that both forms of reduction-oriented crafting can be transferred among colleagues, and

this will particularly occur in jobs that are high on demands (workload and emotional

demands), low on resources (autonomy), and when the colleagues have a high-quality

relationship.We examined these hypotheses among 65 dyads of employeeswho filled in a

general questionnaire and a diary for three working days. Multilevel analyses supported

the transmission of both job crafting dimensions among colleagues. Moreover, there is

more transmission of minimizing demands among colleagues when workload and

emotional demands are high and autonomy is low. Additionally, optimizing demands was

transmitted among colleagues when autonomy was low and quality of relationship with

colleague was high. Optimizing demands was positively related to work engagement,

whereas minimizing demands was unrelated to work engagement. These findings imply

that optimizing demands is a favourable behaviour and can be transmitted among

colleagues under specific conditions.

Practitioner points

� Working smarter is related to higher work engagement

� Employees model their colleague’s proactive behaviour

� Unfavourable working conditions stimulate modelling behaviour of colleagues

Due to the current business and societal circumstances characterized by a financial crisis,

globalization, and continuous changes, organizations have recognized the importance of

employees who are proactive, flexible, self-initiating, and self-regulating (Belschak & Den
Hartog, 2010; Parker, Williams, & Turner, 2006). A promising example of self-regulating

work behaviour is job crafting. Job crafting is conceptualized as regulating one’s job

demands and resources to create a working situation that fits (better) one’s preferences

*Correspondence should be addressed to Evangelia Demerouti, Industrial Engineering and Innovation Sciences, Eindhoven
University of Technology, PO Box 513, 5600 MB Eindhoven, the Netherlands (email: e.demerouti@tue.nl).
The authors want to thank Cilia van der Ven for her valuable contribution to the design and data collection of this study.

DOI:10.1111/joop.12196

209



(Petrou, Demerouti, & Schaufeli, 2015). Studies have shown that both situational and

individual characteristics of employees can encourage job crafting behaviour. Specifically,

‘job crafting occurs in demanding, resourceful and changing work environments by

employees who are proactive, motivated by growth, or who experience misfit between
theirmotivational style and the environmental cues’ (Demerouti, 2014, p. 241). However,

recent studies show that job crafting represents a rather complex behaviour as some of its

aspects appear to be beneficial for employees’ work engagement, performance, and

adjustment, whereas other aspects seem to be unfavourably related or unrelated to these

outcomes (Petrou, Demerouti, Peeters, Schaufeli, & Hetland, 2012; Petrou et al., 2015).

Because of these ambiguous results, which pertain mainly to the reduction-oriented type

of crafting, Rudolph, Katz, Lavigne, and Zacher (2017, p. 132) suggest in their meta-

analysis that ‘a more complete “unpacking” of the adaptive and counterproductive
implications’ of reduction-oriented crafting is warranted.

We suggest that individualsmay restore fit between their demands andpreferences not

only by minimizing demands (make work less intense) but also by optimizing demands

(makeworkmore efficient). This is rooted on the idea of ‘work smarter, not harder’,which

was the basis of total quality management aiming to increase productivity of manufac-

turing firms by developing efficient and effective processes (Wendel, 2016); eventually,

this idea expanded to other jobs too. Moreover, optimization represents one of the three

strategies that individuals use to achieve their goals and to foster their personal
development and well-being (Freund & Baltes, 2002). Acquiring skills that enable

individuals to adjust their plans and actions to optimize goal attainment represents also a

core aspect of goal-setting (Pearson, 2012). Therefore, it is surprising that optimizing

demands has, so far, not be considered as a constructive crafting strategy to restore fitwith

demands.

The aim of this study was threefold. First, we introduce optimizing demands as an

additional job crafting strategy that can be beneficial for task accomplishment and work

motivation. In this way, we contribute to a more complete conceptualization of job
crafting. Second, we examine whether job crafting represents a social phenomenon that

may be transmitted among colleagues working together. Building on literature on social

contagion and social impact, we examine the extent to which individuals alter their

crafting behaviour as a result of daily social interactionwith others (cf. Robinson,Wang, &

Kiewitz, 2014). Yet the question remains whether colleague (sender) job crafting always

has an impact on the employee (receiver). Therefore, our third contribution is to uncover

not only towhat extent colleagues influence each other in their job crafting behaviour but

also the conditions that facilitate the transmission of job crafting among colleagues. We
focus in this respect explicitly on two kinds of factors: (1) the relationship qualitywith the

colleague and (2) the prevailing work characteristics (i.e., job demands and autonomy).

We suggest that employeeswill bemore influenced by a colleaguewithwhom they have a

good relationship and when they need it more, that is, when demands are high and

autonomy is low.

In order to examine daily behaviours and to make sure that our participants had the

opportunity to be influenced by the behaviour of their colleague, we collected daily data

among colleagues who worked closely together and who completed diaries on the same
threeworking days. This study contributes to the literature on job crafting by uncovering a

new type of reduction-oriented crafting behaviour that may be displayed daily and can be

more constructive than minimizing demands. In this way, our study can contribute to

enhancing the validity of job crafting conceptualization on a daily basis (Rudolph et al.,

2017). Moreover, we add to the literature on social impact by uncovering the daily
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dynamics and the conditions under which direct colleagues influence each other’s

crafting behaviour (Robinson et al., 2014).

Two types of reduction-oriented job crafting

Originally, job crafting has been defined as the physical and cognitive changes individuals

make in their task or relational boundaries (Wrzesniewsky & Dutton, 2001). Physical

changes refer to changes in the form, scope, or number of job tasks, whereas cognitive

changes refer to changing how one sees the job.Wrzesniewsky and Dutton (2001) define

job crafting as ‘everyday’ behaviour. To capture the ‘everyday’ changes in job

characteristics that employees may pursue, some scholars (Petrou et al., 2012; Tims &

Bakker, 2010) theoretically frame job crafting in the Job Demands-Resources (JD–R)
model (Bakker & Demerouti, 2007; Demerouti, Bakker, Nachreiner, & Schaufeli, 2001).

Specifically, job crafting is conceptualized as the changes employees make to balance

their job demands and job resources with their personal abilities and needs (cf. Tims &

Bakker, 2010), and can be expansion-oriented (seeking resources and challenges) or

reduction-oriented (minimizing demands) (Petrou et al., 2012). While expansion-

oriented job crafting refers to increasing the number or complexity of tasks and

interactions with others, reduction-oriented job crafting refers to reducing the number or

complexity of the tasks.
The strategy of minimizing demands

1 includes behaviours targeted towards

minimizing the emotionally, mentally, or physically demanding aspects of one’s work

so that job demands do not exceed employees’ capabilities (Demerouti, 2014).

Minimizing demands serves as ‘a health-protecting coping mechanism when demands

are excessively high’ (Demerouti, 2014, p. 239). However, this suggested role of

minimizing demands has not been empirically confirmed as some studies have found that

especially decreasing hindering job demands is positively (rather than negatively) related

to burnout (Petrou et al., 2015; Tims, Bakker, & Derks, 2012), which indicates that
employeeswho attempt to decrease their demandsmay perceive to have no other options

left to prevent worse negative health outcomes (Tims, Bakker, & Derks, 2015).

Additionally, studies have found that minimizing demands is either unrelated (Tims

et al., 2012, 2015) or negatively related to favourable outcomes like work engagement

(Petrou et al., 2012).

In addition to minimizing demands, in this study we introduce a second strategy of

reduction-oriented job crafting, namely optimizing demands. The underlying intention

of optimizing demands is the simplification or optimization of work processes to make
them more efficient. Similar to the literature on shortcuts or workarounds, optimizing

demands occurs when the accomplishment of a work goal is blocked or made more

difficult because of dysfunctional work processes (Halbesleben, Wakefield, &Wakefield,

2008). Individuals then use their knowledge and skills to create and execute an

alternative, more efficient path to that goal (Koopman & Hoffman, 2003). Similar to the

suggestions of Halbesleben et al. (2008) about workarounds, the goal of optimizing

demands is to get work done, and to benefit with a secondary, self-serving gain, for

example, time. The main difference between minimizing demands and optimizing
demands is that the former represents attempts to avoid strenuous aspects of the job,

1 From now on, we will replace the term ‘reducing demands’ by ‘minimizing demands’ to avoid confusion with the generic term
‘reduction-oriented crafting’. Reduction-oriented crafting refers to minimizing demands and optimizing demands.
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whereas the latter represents attempts to make work more efficient and to bypass

inefficient work processes. Moreover, these strategies are directed towards different

aspects of the job: minimizing demands towards making work less intense cognitively,

physically, and emotionally, and optimizing demands towards finding ways to workmore
effectively, to simplify processes, and to eliminate obstacles. Therefore, they can be used

simultaneously by the same person, and as such, they are not expected to represent two

ends of one continuum because they have different targets and motives.

Transmission of job crafting

The premise of this study is that daily job crafting can be transferred between two

colleagues who work closely together. This phenomenon is also known as social
contagion, social impact, or crossover and occurs when individuals alter their behaviour

as a result of social interaction with others through the social process of relating to those

with whom one interacts (Latane, 2000). Literature, particularly on deviant behaviour

(which is also voluntary in nature and violates significant organizational norms), suggests

that co-worker influences can occur in three ways (Ferguson, 2007; Robinson et al.,

2014): (a) direct impact, whereby an employee observes the co-worker’s behaviours of

which the individual may even be affected; (b) vicarious impact, whereby an employee is

impacted via learning from the co-worker’s behaviours; and (c) ambient impact, whereby
an employee is impacted by working in an environment characterized by collective co-

worker behaviour.

Direct impact occurs as a result of empathetic reactions (cf.Westman, 2001). Empathy

is ‘sharing another’s feelings by placing oneself psychologically in that person’s

circumstances’ (Lazarus, 1991, p. 287). Vicarious experience means that beliefs in one’

capabilities can be acquired by the observation of relevant others, where these other

people act as models for one’s own expectations (Bandura, 1997; Neff, Sonnentag,

Niessen, & Unger, 2012). Vicarious effects result from the focal employee witnessing co-
worker’s behaviour, learning of it through gaining an understanding of this behaviour.

Employees seem to particularly imitate or model the behaviours of others if they expect

positive outcomes by executing these behaviours (Bandura, 1977; Manz & Sims, 1981).

Finally, ambient impact reflects the collective actions of co-workers’ behaviour – that is,
ambient stimuli – that pervade a work setting (Hackman, 1992). Ambient impact reflects

the influences of working in a climate that supports specific behaviours. It involves the

impact of witnessing and hearing of many ongoing acts from many sources over time

(Ferguson, 2007). Therefore, this way is less relevant in our study as the daily design can
uncover the impact of the direct colleague.

Individuals are more likely to imitate behaviour of colleagues when they are rewarded

for it (e.g., the supervisor complementing the subordinate on his task), or when they

notice that others are rewarded for these behaviours (i.e., vicarious reinforcement)

(Bandura, 1977). Likewise, employees are likely to engage in job crafting behaviours that

adhere to social norms and are accepted by the team (Tims et al., 2013). As reduction-

oriented job crafting may elicit positive responses from others (as one is involved in

redesigning demands such that they are affordable), colleagues may be encouraged to
display these behaviours aswell. Reduction-oriented job crafting allows for the expression

of self-determination (control), protection of one’s energy reserves, and safeguarding of

goal accomplishment. All these actions represent positive behaviours that colleagues can

model.
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In support of this, Peeters, Arts, and Demerouti (2016) found that on days that the

colleague seeks new challenges, the individual is also inclined to do so. No such effectwas

found for seeking resources. Moreover, the cross-sectional dyadic study by Bakker,

Rodr�ıguez-Mu~noz, and Sanz Vergel (2016) showed that colleague’s job crafting
behaviours were positively related to employee’s job crafting behaviours. Although

transmission of job crafting among colleagues can be lasting, examining it on a daily basis

has not only the advantage that it will be more closer to the real situation, but also that we

can exclude the alternative hypothesis that the effect occurs due to exposure of the

colleagues to the same situations (cf. ambient impact). Altogether, these lines of evidence

and arguments lead us to assert the following (see Figure 1 for a graphical display of all

hypotheses):

Hypothesis 1a: Day-level minimizing demands of the colleague (sender) is positively related to

employee’s (receiver) day-level minimizing demands.

Hypothesis 1b: Day-level optimizing demands of the colleague (sender) is positively related to

employee’s (receiver) day-level optimizing demands.

Determinants of transmission of reduction-oriented job crafting

Manz and Sims (1981) suggest that behaviour that has been observed by the individual

will not automatically be executed: If the motivation to do so is lacking, there will be no

or less transmission of behaviour. Similarly, the more important the information

transmitted by the colleague is to the individual, the more credible the source, the more

susceptible the individual to social cues, and the more ambiguous the task the more

Figure 1. The model of transmission of reduction-oriented crafting among colleagues.
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likely the social cues are to have an effect upon the individual (Blau & Katerberg, 1982).

We suggest that individuals will be more motivated to model their colleague and to show

the stored behaviour that they observe when they have a high-quality relationship with

their colleague. In line with Walter and Bruch (2008), there are several reasons for this.
First, because such relationships are often characterized by frequent interpersonal

interactions and open affective expressions among individuals (Dutton & Heaphy, 2003;

Gittel, 2003; Levine & Moreland, 1990), high-quality relationships should provide

individuals with ample opportunities to express their experiences (Walter & Bruch,

2008). Affective sharing is a prerequisite of learning from each other because in a safe

and affective atmosphere behaviours are more easily detected and thus increase the

likelihood of convergence among individuals (Bartel & Saavedra, 2000; Walter & Bruch,

2008). Moreover, individuals in high-quality relationships generally exhibit strong
interpersonal ties, which are based on trust, friendship, liking, and mutual socio-

emotional support (Baker, Cross, & Wooten, 2003; Gittel, 2003; Ibarra & Andrews,

1993). This may further strengthen affective sharing by enhancing individuals’

attentiveness and sensitivity towards each other’s affective expressions (Dutton &

Heaphy, 2003; Walter & Bruch, 2008). When individuals have favourable interpersonal

relations, they are argued to be more susceptible to emotional contagion (Hatfield,

Cacioppo, & Rapson, 1992) and to be more motivated to engage in emotional

comparison processes with each other (Bartel & Saavedra, 2000), ‘as people tend to non-
consciously or consciously adjust to the moods and emotions of others with whom they

feel closely connected’ (Walter & Bruch, 2008; p. 242). In line with this reasoning,

Westman, Bakker, Roziner, and Sonnentag (2011) found that there was more crossover

from team job demands to individual job demands as well as team exhaustion to

individual exhaustion over time when cohesiveness and social support in the team were

high. We hypothesize as follows:

Hypothesis 2: Employee’s general level of relationship quality with the colleague moderates the

effect of colleague’s (sender) day-level minimizing and optimizing demands on

employee’s (receiver) day-level minimizing (2a) and optimizing demands (2b),

respectively, such that the effect will be stronger when the employee perceives the

relationship with the colleague of high quality.

Furthermore, the transmission of job crafting among colleagues is expected to occur
more in jobs where job demands are perceived as high and job resources as low.

According to the JD-R model (Demerouti et al., 2001), high job demands are related to

diminished health and energy (because they require effort), whereas low job resources

are related to disengagement from work and reduced motivation (because they inhibit

goal accomplishment). Resource theories (e.g., Conservation Of Resources theory of

Hobfoll, 2001) suggest that employees strive to maximize resources, whereas stress

theories (e.g., cognitive activation theory of Eriksen & Ursin, 2002) suggest that people

strive to reduce stress that arises when external demands are higher than the preferred
levels.

Both the accumulation of resources and reduction in stress represent reinforcers of

behaviour. A reinforcer is defined as a stimulus that increases the future likelihood of a

behaviour (Cooper, Heron, & Heward, 2007). The effectiveness of a reinforcer may be

reduced due to its repeated presentation or availability (also called reinforcer satiation;

Catania, 1998). In line with this reasoning and with the JD-R model, we suggest that low

job resources (autonomy) and high job demands represent reinforcers of behaviour as
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individualswill strive to increase the chances towork in amotivating (high autonomy) and

healthy (not too high job demands) work environment. We expect that low job resources

(autonomy) and high job demands will trigger or reinforce behaviour to restore a highly

valued situation, whereas under conditions of high autonomy and affordable demands
there is low urgency and reinforcement to learn from a colleague’s behaviour. When job

demands are high, it is easier and more effective for individuals to copy successful

behaviours of their colleagues (to deal with demands) due to lack of time or the available

energetic resources. In case the employee perceives low autonomy, an additional

argument for the likelihood of the transmission of job crafting is that the behaviour of the

colleague will most likely be perceived as an appropriate representation of what is

acceptable within the job boundaries (limited opportunities because of the low

autonomy), and as a result of this, the employee will be inclined to imitate the behaviour
of the colleague.

Hypothesis 3: Employee’s general level of job demands (workload, emotional demands)

moderates the effect of colleague’s (sender) day-level minimizing and optimizing

demands on employee’s (receiver) day-level minimizing (3a) and optimizing

demands (3b), respectively, such that the effect will be stronger when the

employee perceives high job demands.

Hypothesis 4: Employee’s general level of autonomy moderates the effect of colleague’s (sender)

day-level minimizing and optimizing demands on employee’s (receiver) day-level

minimizing (4a) and optimizing demands (4b), respectively, such that the effect will

be stronger when the employee perceives low autonomy.

Job crafting and work engagement

Job crafting has been related to work engagement, that is, a positive state of mind
characterized by vigour, dedication, and absorption (Schaufeli, Bakker,& Salanova, 2006).

Employees, who craft their jobs, create a work environment that fits their preferences

regarding the prevailing job characteristics (see Demerouti, 2014). The person–
environment fit perspective describes fit as the congruence (or match) between an

individual and its environmental (work) characteristics (Judge & Bretz, 1994). The better

the fit, the more an employee is involved in the job (Blau, 1987) and the better (s)he

performs (Caldwell & O’Reilly, 1990).

Minimizing demands represents attempts to minimize taxing aspects of the job
such that they do not interfere with individual goal achievement. The relationship

between minimizing demands and work engagement is not so clear-cut, with some

studies showing non-significant relations, whereas others found a negative relation-

ship. For instance, Tims et al. (2015) found that decreasing hindering demands was

unrelated to work engagement as reported 1 month later. The daily diary study of

Petrou et al. (2012) found that on days that employees reduced their demands they

were less engaged in their work. Although reducing one’s workload may protect

employee well-being in stressful situations, Petrou et al. suggest that by reducing their
workload, employees also reduce the triggers or necessity for action, in other words,

the optimal level of job challenge (Csikszentmihalyi, 1990) in their daily activities.

Similarly, Tims et al. (2013) reported only a negative relationship between decreasing

hindering job demands and vigour, which reflects the energy aspect of work

engagement.
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On the contrary, when individuals try to optimize their demands we expect that this

will be beneficial for their daily work engagement. Finding smart solutions to solve

inefficiencies and goal blockages atwork canbe considered as first-order problem-solving,

where employees create mechanisms to get the job done in a smarter way (Halbesleben
et al., 2008). Therefore, such strategies may be linked to increased work engagement

because they facilitate goal accomplishment. We hypothesize:

Hypothesis 5a: Day-level minimizing demands will be negatively related to day-level work

engagement.

Hypothesis 5b: Day-level optimizing demands will be positively related to day-level work

engagement.

Method

Procedure and participants
In order to collect data close to real work processes and natural events, we followed the

advice of Bolger, Davis, and Rafaeli (2003) and used a diarymethodology, which uncovers

intra-individual processes. We selected a three-day longitudinal design (Avey, Luthans, &

Mhatre, 2008; Ployhart & Vandenberg, 2010). Diary methods have several advantages: (1)

the reduction in retrospective bias, (2) the researcher can control for the situational

context, and (3) the possibility to examine how states change over time and how states

and behaviours translate into other states and behaviours within short periods of time

(Ohly, Sonnentag, Niessen, & Zapf, 2010). Furthermore, we used amultilevel approach to
examine the effect of the daily job crafting behaviours of a colleague (sender) on the daily

job crafting behaviours of the employee (receiver), controlling for demographic variables

of the employee. In thisway,wecan study the unique effect of the day-level actor variables

on the day-level partner variables.

The majority of the participants (N = 76 or 58.5% of the final sample) were recruited

from a large retail organization, and the rest of the participants (N = 54 or 41.5% of the

final sample) were obtained from various organizations in the Netherlands. Comparisons

between the two groups (1 = large retail organization, 2 = the rest) were made using
ANOVAs, which showed no differences between the two groups on the study variables.

The groups were therefore treated as one sample. Employees were asked by one of the

researchers whether they wanted to participate in the study together with a colleague

withwhom theyworked closely together on a daily basis. This meant that themembers of

the dyad had to work in the same physical workspace and had to have work-related

contact with one another. All respondents indicated that they were in contact with one

another on average 4 hours each day of the study, which is important in order to facilitate

the expected learning effects. They were asked to fill in a general questionnaire, and a
diary survey of three days, which were combined in a small printed booklet. The

participants were instructed to fill in the day-level questionnaire at the end of their

working day, preferable at the same time as their colleague but without consulting each

other. As some participants worked part-time and did not see their colleague every

subsequent working day and the fact that the dyad had to fill out the diary on the same

days, gaps of some days between the diaries may exist. Therefore, we controlled in our

analyses for the variable whether or not they had worked on the previous day. After

completing both the general- and the day-level questionnaire, the dyadswere requested to
send the anonymous booklets back to the researchers. We only used the data if we
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received the booklets from both participants within a dyad. Each participant received a

voucher of 10 euro for participating in the study.

Of the 250 participants (125 dyads) approached, we received useable responses from

130 individuals (65 dyads), representing a 52% response rate. Analyses were conducted
with 382 usable data points. Participants (N = 130) were on average 36.9 years old

(SD = 11.3), ranging from 18 to 62 years. The sample included 87 females (66.9%) and 43

males (33.1%). On average, the employees were contracted for 30.1 hr per week

(SD = 7.9), and their average organizational tenurewas 8.2 (SD = 7.1) years. Only 21% of

the participants had a supervisory function. Of the participants, a majority (81.5%)

worked in retail, 13.8% worked in governmental functions, and 4.7% was employed in

other sectors such as education (3%). Thus, retail employees were overrepresented in the

sample, and therefore, we controlled for employment sector.

Measures

Job demands (workload and emotional demands) and autonomy were measured on a

general level, whereas job crafting and work engagement on a daily level.

General questionnaire

Workload was assessed with a three-item scale developed by Bakker, Demerouti, and

Verbeke (2004) based on Karasek’s (1985) job content instrument. A typical item is ‘Do

you have too much work to do?’ Cronbach’s alpha was a = .85. Emotional demands

were measured with the four-item scale of Bakker, Demerouti, and Sanz-Vergel (2014),

including ‘Do you face emotionally charged situations in your work?’ Cronbach’s alpha

was a = .82. Autonomy was assessed with a three-item scale developed by Bakker et al.

(2004), based onKarasek’s (1985) job content instrument (e.g., ‘Do you have control over

how your work is carried out?’). Cronbach’s alpha was a = .82. Relationship qualitywas
measured with two positively and two negatively worded items that stem originally from

the Dutch Questionnaire of Perception and Judgement of Work (van Veldhoven &

Meijman, 1994). Two example items are ‘There is a good atmosphere betweenme andmy

colleague’ and ‘I have conflicts with my colleague (reversed coded)’. Cronbach’s alpha

was a = .72. All itemswere scored on a 5-point scale, ranging from (1) never to (5) always.

Minimizing demands was assessed with the four-item scale developed by Petrou

et al. (2012) ‘I make sure that mywork is cognitively less intense’).Optimizing demands

wasmeasured by the following five items,whichwere especially developed for this study:
‘I simplifywork processes or procedures tomakemy job easier’, ‘I come upwith solutions

to accomplish my work in an easier way’, ‘I improve work processes or procedures to

make my job easier’, ‘I look for ways to do my work more efficiently’, ‘I change work

processes or procedures which delay my work’. Items were scored on a 5-point scale,

ranging from (1) ‘never’ to (5) ‘always’. Cronbach’sa forminimizing demandswasa = .65

and for optimizing demands a = .83.

Work Engagement was measured with the nine-item version of the Utrecht Work

Engagement Scale (Schaufeli et al., 2006), which includes three underlying dimensions,
vigour (e.g., ‘At my work, I feel bursting with energy’), dedication (e.g., ‘My job inspires

me’), and absorption (e.g., ‘I get carried awaywhen I amworking’). Items were scored on

a scale ranging from (0) ‘never’ to (6) ‘always’. Cronbach’s alpha was a = .94.

Transmission of reduction-oriented crafting 217



Daily diary

Day-level minimizing demandswas assessed with the 3-item scale developed by Petrou

et al. (2012) (‘Today, I havemade sure thatmywork is cognitively less intense’).Day-level

optimizing demandswas measured by the same five items that were used in the general
questionnaire, which were adjusted to refer to today: ‘Today, . . .’ ‘I have simplified work

processes or procedures to make my job easier’, ‘I have changed work processes or

procedures which delayed my work’. All items were scored on a 5-point scale, ranging

from (1) ‘totally does not apply to me’ to (5) ‘totally applies to me’. Cronbach’s a for

minimizing demands ranged from .78 to .82 and for optimizing demands from .87 to .92.

Day-level Work Engagementwasmeasuredwith the UtrechtWork Engagement Scale

(Breevaart, Bakker, Demerouti, & Hetland, 2012) including nine items (‘Today, . . .’ ‘I was

enthusiastic aboutmy job’, ‘Iwas immersed inmywork’). Cronbach’sa ranged from .92 to
.93. All itemswere scored on a 5-point scale, ranging from (1) ‘totally does not apply tome’

to (5) ‘totally applies to me’.

Results

First, we performed amultilevel confirmatory factor analysis to examinewhether the two
dimensions of reduction-oriented job crafting could be discriminated. The analyses were

conducted with Mplus, using two-level complex type of analysis and the maximum-

likelihood estimator. The model consisted of two latent factors: minimizing demands

(three items) and optimizing demands (five items). The two-factor model showed a good

fit to the data, v2 (39) = 138.32; CFI = .92; RMSEA = .08; SRMR within = .06; SRMR

between = .09; AIC = 7,140.47; BIC = 7,302.65, and all indicators had significant factor

loadings (p < .01) both on thewithin levels and between levels. The factor loadings of the

items ofminimizing demands ranged from .35 to .78 on thewithin level and from .47 to .56
on the between level. Similarly, the factor loadings of the items of optimizing demands

were between .48 and .65 (within level) and between .44 and .72 (between level). Next,

we tested the one-factor model where all items loaded on one factor, v2 (41) = 541.74;

CFI = .58; RMSEA = .18; SRMR within = .25; SRMR between = .22; AIC = 7,648.09;

BIC = 7,802.37. However, the two-factor model was significantly better than the one-

factor model, Dv2 (2) = 403.42, p < .001. This means that the two factors of reduction-

oriented job crafting could be discriminated.

The data have a nested structure as days are nested within persons, and persons are
nested within dyads. Before testing our hypotheses, we examined the variance

components on the three levels of the day-level constructs by calculating the intraclass

coefficient. For minimizing demands and optimizing demands, 11.63% and 24.04%,

respectively, of the total variance were between persons, and 27.36% and 32.32% were

between dyads. For work engagement, 37.78% of the total variance was between persons

and 22.11% was between dyads. The within-person variance was high for all criterion

variables (i.e., 56.03% for minimizing demands, 48.59% optimizing demands, and 40.09%

work engagement). These results support the use of multilevel analysis as a substantial
amount of variance was on the three levels.

The MLwiN program (Rasbash, Browne, Healy, Cameron, & Charlton, 2000) was used

to test the hypotheses. In all analyses, we controlled for age, family status, whether or not

the person had a supervisory function (as there were eight dyads with both employees

having supervisory functions and 11 dyads with one employee having a supervisory

function), whether or not theyworked for the large retail organization that participated in
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our study, employment sector, contact timewith the colleague,whether they hadworked

they day before, and the respective general-level job crafting dimension. Controlling for

these background variables increases generalizability of our findings and is in line with

earlier research (Peeters et al., 2016). Similar to suggestedpractices (Ohly et al., 2010), all
day-level variables were centred around the person-mean (i.e., partner minimizing

demands and partner optimizing demands, contact time with the colleague) and all

general-level variables were centred around the grand mean (i.e., workload, autonomy,

emotional demands, relationship with colleague, age, general crafting dimension).

Means, standard deviations, and correlations among all the study variables are

displayed in Table 1. Correlations were calculated using the MLwiN program. To test our

hypotheses,we startedwith a nullmodel that included the intercept as the only predictor.

In Model 1, we included all control variables. In Model 2, we entered the main effects,
namely the general autonomy, relationship with colleague, workload and emotional

demands, and daily minimizing demands or daily optimizing demands of the colleague

(when minimizing demands and optimizing demands were dependent variables,

respectively). In Model 3, we entered the interaction terms between general-level

moderators and daily job crafting of the colleague. We examined fixed effects and tested

the improvement of each model over the previous one by computing the differences of

their log likelihood statistic �2*log and submitted this difference to a chi-square test.

Prior to testing our hypotheses, we inspected the main effects as well as the effects of
the control variables. Multilevel analysis showed that of all control variables age was

negatively related to optimizing demands (t = �3.0, p < .05). Moreover, general-level

minimizing demands was positively related to day-level minimizing demands. Thus, the

subsequent results hold even after controlling for age,marital status,working for the retail

organization, employment sector, the amount of time that the colleagues had contact,

whether they had worked the previous day and the general level of the respective job

crafting dimension. As can be seen in Tables 2 and 3, of all general-level work

characteristics, only workload was positively and the relationship with colleague was
negatively related to optimizing demands.

In line with Hypothesis 1a (Table 2) and Hypothesis 1b (Table 3), we found that

colleague (sender) minimizing demands was positively related to employee (receiver)

minimizing demands, and colleague optimizing demands was positively related to

optimizing demands of the employee. In thisway, the direct transmissionHypothesis (H1)

was supported.

Hypothesis 2 suggests that the relationship with the colleague moderates the

transmission of reduction-oriented crafting. Whereas the interaction between colleague
day-level minimizing demands and general-level relationship with the colleague was not

significant (Table 2), the interaction between colleague day-level optimizing demands

and general-level relationship with the colleague was significant (Table 3). As expected,

colleague day-level optimizing demandswas stronger and positively related to employee’s

day-level optimizing demands when the relationship with the colleague was of high

quality thanwhen thiswas low (Figure 2). Thus, Hypothesis 2bwas supported and 2a had

to be rejected.

We found a significant interaction between colleague day-level minimizing demands
and general-level emotional demands (Table 2). As expected, colleague day-level

minimizing demands was stronger and positively related to employee’s day-level

minimizing demands when general-level emotional demands was high than when they

were low (Figure 3). When emotional demands were low there was no relationship

between colleague and employee minimizing demands. These findings provide support
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to Hypothesis 3a but only for emotional demands as the interaction between general-level

workload and colleague day-level minimizing demandswas not significant. As can be seen

in Table 3, both interactions between colleague day-level optimizing demands and
general-level workload and emotional demands were not significant. Therefore, Hypoth-

esis 3b was not supported.

Hypothesis 4 suggested that the general-level autonomymoderates the transmission of

reduction-oriented crafting. As can be seen in Tables 2 and 3, both interactions were
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Figure 2. Interaction effect of day-level colleague optimizing demands and general-level relationship

with colleague on day-level employee optimizing demands.
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Figure 3. Interaction effect of day-level colleague minimizing demands and general-level emotional

demands on day-level employee minimizing demands.
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significant. In line with our hypothesis, day-level minimizing demands of the colleague

positively related to employee day-level minimizing demands when general autonomy

was low and unrelated when it was high (Figure 4). The same pattern emerged for day-

level optimizing demands (Figure 5). Thus, Hypotheses 4a and 4b were supported.
Our final Hypothesis (H5) suggested that day-level minimizing demands will be

detrimental for day-level work engagement and day-level optimizing demands will be

beneficial. In order to test this hypothesis, we controlled for the same control variables

(age, marital status, supervisory function, employment sector, working for the retail

organization, contact hours with the colleague, yesterday worked) as well as for general-

level work engagement. These control variables were entered in Model 1. In Model 2, we

entered both dimensions of reduction-oriented job crafting. As can be seen in Table 4,

day-level optimizing demands was positively related to day-level work engagement and
day-level minimizing demands was unrelated to it. Taken together, Hypothesis 5b was

supported whereas Hypothesis 5a had to be rejected. In an additional analysis, we tested

whether the day 1minimizing and optimizing demands predicted day 2work engagement

but this was not the case.

Discussion

The goal of this study was to introduce a new form of reduction-oriented job crafting

behaviour, optimizing demands, and to examinewhether and underwhich conditions the

two forms of reduction-oriented job crafting (minimizing and optimizing demands) may

be transmitted among colleagues. Next, the study aimed to examine the effects of both

forms of reduction-oriented job crafting on daily work engagement. Transmission of

reduction-oriented crafting through modelling one’s colleague was suggested to occur

daily. Therefore, we conducted a diary study where two colleagues working together
completed diaries on the same consecutiveworking days. This elaborated research design

allowed us to uncover that individuals not only minimize demands, but they also optimize

demands and on days that they optimize demands they are more engaged in their job. On
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Figure 4. Interaction effect of day-level colleague minimizing demands and general-level autonomy on

day-level employee minimizing demands.
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days that the colleague minimized or optimized demands, the employee was also more

inclined to minimize or optimize demands, respectively, supporting our assertion about

the transmission of reduction-oriented crafting. Individuals were more inclined to model

the reduction-oriented crafting behaviour of the colleague, when they generally had a job

with low autonomy. Employees were more receptive to minimizing demands behaviour

of their colleague in emotionally demanding jobs, whereas transmission of optimizing

demands among employees occurred particularly when the receiver rated the relation-

ship with the colleague as having high quality. Finally, working smarter (optimizing
demands) appeared to make people more engaged in their job whereas working less

(reducing demands) appeared to be unrelated to work engagement. These findings make

three important contributions.

First, we uncovered that job crafting can represent behaviours that are clearly directed

to the management of job demands. Next to minimizing demands, which represents

attempts to avoid strenuous aspects of the job, we found that optimizing demands, which

represents attempts to make work more efficient and to bypass inefficient work

processes, is another form of reduction-oriented crafting. We found that both forms of
reduction-oriented job crafting were substantially different, as (a) optimizing demands

occurred more often than minimizing demands, (b) the two forms of reduction-oriented

crafting were unrelated on the general-level and weakly but positively related on the day-

level, and (c) optimizing demands was positively related to daily work engagement,

whereas minimizing demands unrelated to daily work engagement. Our results about

minimizing demands are in line with earlier studies (Bakker et al., 2016; Petrou et al.,

2012; Tims et al., 2012, 2013), which also showed that it is unrelated to work

engagement. Some studies have found that minimizing demands is positively related to
burnout (Petrou et al., 2015; Tims et al., 2012), which may indicate that employees who

attempt to decrease their hindering demands may perceive to have no other options to

prevent worse negative health outcomes (Tims et al., 2015). On the contrary, optimizing

demands seems to be a constructive form of reduction-oriented crafting and may signify a

Figure 5. Interaction effect of day-level colleague optimizing demands and general-level autonomy on

day-level employee optimizing demands.

226 Evangelia Demerouti and Maria C. W. Peeters



promising strategy that individuals can use to getwork done, to get goals accomplished, to

overcome the hinder of high workload and other demands, and to improve work

processes. The finding that optimizing demands occurred more often than minimizing

demands (both on the general level and the day level) justifies the importance of this form

of job crafting for daily work. Although the motive to optimize demands may be a self-

serving benefit, the fact that this behaviour is positively related with daily work

engagementmeans that such a self-serving benefitmay not be counterproductive aswork

engagement is unrelated to counterproductive work behaviour (Demerouti, Bakker, &
Halbesleben, 2015). In sum, we uncovered that reduction-oriented job crafting can have

different forms, motives, that is, reactive (minimizing demands) and constructive

(optimizing demands), and outcomes, and therefore, we enhanced the validity of job

crafting conceptualization on a daily basis by ‘unpacking’ the adaptive and counterpro-

ductive implications of reduction-oriented crafting (cf. Rudolph et al., 2017).

We not only uncovered that reduction-oriented job crafting includes multiple

behaviours, but also demonstrated that it can be transmitted between colleagues. Based

on social contagion or social impact theory, we suggested that colleaguesworking together
would influence each other’s behaviour directly through observation or with a vicarious

impact, through learning or verbal persuasionwhen the receiver perceives the colleague to

havepositive outcomes from thatbehaviour (Ferguson, 2007;Manz&Sims, 1981; Robinson

Table 4. Multilevel models predicting day-level work engagement of the employee, N = 65 couples,

N = 130 participants, and N = 382 data points

Model:
Model 1 Model 2

Variables Estimate SE Sign Estimate SE Sign

Intercept a 3.446 .327 *** 3.397 .3273 ***

Age (employee) 0.002 .004 0.001 .004

Supervisory function �0.105 .127 – 0.126 .125

Working for retail organization 0.034 .144 0.071 .144

Contact time with colleague (employee) 0.000 .000 0.000 .000

Worked the day previous day

(employee)

0.063 .065 0.063 .064

General work engagement (employee) 0.494 .044 *** 0.489 .043 ***

Day-level minimizing demands

(employee)

�0.048 .042

Day-level optimizing demands

(employee)

0.163 .041 ***

�2 9 log 680.523 664.883

D – 2 9 log 109.852*** 15.640***

Df 8 2

Between-dyads (Level 3) variance 0.056 .028 0.063 .027

Between-person (Level 2) variance 0.065 .029 0.056 .057

Within-person (Level 1) variance 0.269 .024 0.258 .023

Notes. aThe categorical, control variables ‘employment sector’ and ‘marital status’ are not presented for

reasons of simplicity.

***p < .001; **p < .01; *p < .05. Model 1 was compared to a null model with the intercept as the only

predictor (c = 3.611; SE = .069; t = 60.183; �2*log = 790.375; level-1 variance = .261; SE = .023;

level-2 variance = .246; SE = .059; level-3 variance = .144; SE = .062).
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et al., 2014). Especially as proactivity is a characteristic that becomes increasingly

important for organizations (Parker et al., 2006), it is even more likely that co-workers

observe and model (pro)active, self-steering behaviours because they are aware of the fact

that this is highly expected and rewarded behaviour (Bakker et al., 2016; Peeters et al.,
2016). The implication of this finding is not only that certain behaviours next to well-being

can be transmitted among colleagues (Felps et al., 2009; Zhou, 2003), but also that daily

dynamicsoccuron theworkfloor and influence thebehavioursof employees,which arenot

in the control of supervisors. Eventually, the crafting behaviour of one employee could

influence the daily functioning, such as job performance, of the other employee (through

transmission of this behaviour). Our study cannot test whether the transmission of crafting

occurs by means of a direct or vicarious impact because we did not measure the possible

mechanism, for example, learning, observation, and verbal communication. We cannot
exclude the possibility that the transmissionwas anoutcomeof ambient impact or spurious

crossover according toWestman (2001), whereby the employee is impacted byworking in

anenvironmentcharacterizedbycollective co-workerbehaviour rather than the specificco-

worker. Therefore, it is essential to developmore understanding of such social phenomena

that occur daily at the workplace among colleagues and to zoom into the conditions that

facilitate positive behaviours while at the same time blocking the transmission of negative

behaviours and experiences (e.g., burnout and aggression).

We uncovered such conditions, and by doing this, we made our final main
contribution. We showed not only that direct transmission of reduction-oriented crafting

occurs daily among colleagues but also the conditions inwhich this ismore likely to occur:

When the colleagues have a good relationship andwhen they have jobswith unfavourable

working conditions, particularly with low autonomy. Having a high-quality relationship

with the colleaguemakes individualsmore receptive to learn from colleague’s attempts to

optimize demands, because they interact more openly and frequently, and they share

more sensitive and affective experiences (Dutton&Heaphy, 2003;Walter&Bruch, 2008).

However,we failed to find that individualsweremore receptive to colleague’sminimizing
demands behaviour when they appraised their relationship with the colleague as high.

Thus, creating a work climate in which people can develop high-quality relationships

represents a context that facilitates learning of effective behaviour among colleagues and

consequently may contribute to sharing of social norms and to calibrate behaviours that

the organizationhopes to be adopted by employees. At the same time, such awork climate

makes the necessity of reduction-oriented job crafting less emergent probably because of

the good collaboration between colleagues.

Moreover, we found that individuals learned from a colleague when they had jobs
providing them less autonomy. More specifically, jobs with low autonomy facilitated

daily transmission of both forms of reduction-oriented crafting among colleagues

because in this particular situation they experienced more urgency to create a more

motivating job. Low levels of autonomy acted as reinforcers of modelling behaviour from

colleagues, which is a smart strategy to follow because the individuals can observe the

consequences of behaviour from their colleague and whether this behaviour resulted to

the expected positive outcomes. Lack of decision authority (autonomy) seems to be

particularly reinforcing to imitate colleagues’ behaviour given the lacking freedom to try
out other behaviours, which is by definition a characteristic of experiencing low

autonomy.

For job demands, we found some mixed results. High emotional demanding jobs

facilitated minimizing rather than optimizing demands behaviour although such

behaviour is not effective in increasing the levels of work engagement as was shown or
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in lowering the levels of exhaustion (Petrou et al., 2015), but it is effective in reducing

daily job demands (Demerouti et al., 2015). Contrary to our expectation, high workload

was not a reinforcer for modelling the reduction-oriented crafting behaviour of the

colleague, neither for reducing nor for optimizing demands. Perhaps the high workload
leaves too few opportunities to experiment with new behaviour because employees are

constantly under time pressure to perform or have to deal with tight deadlines, which

makes it also difficult to try to reduce or optimize demands.

The implication of these findings is that jobs with less autonomy and better employee

relations represent work contexts where social processes among group members may

arise. For jobs with high demands, our study does not show a clear picture yet, so this

warrants more in-depth research. In our study, we found that such social processes had

rather positive outcomes. However,we suggest that it is also relevant to examinewhether
such social processes triggered by unfavourable working conditions may be related to

negative outcomes.

Limitations and future research

Anumber of limitationsmust bementioned. First, our sample size aswell as the number of

days that was used in this diary study was modest. This may have resulted in insufficient

statistical power, which may have restricted the significance of the analyses. Moreover, it
could have led to a less reliable assessment of fluctuations in job crafting behaviour.

According to Stadler, Robbins, Laurenceau, and Bolger (2013), power in multilevel data is

determined not only by the number of observations in level 1 but also by the number of

observations in level 2, the variability of the predictor variable and the explained variance

in the outcome variable. Stadler et al. suggest that adding persons (N of level 2) is

preferable than adding an additional time point to increase power. Moreover, Maas and

Hox (2005) showed that only a small sample size at level two (a sample of 50 or less) leads

to biased estimates of the second-level standard errors, whereas the lowest-level sample
size and different variance distributions between the levels (different intraclass

correlations) do not seem to influence the accuracy of the estimates substantially.

The second limitation is related to the data collection procedure. Although other daily

studies have also used survey packages (e.g., Xanthopoulou, Bakker, Heuven, Demerouti,

& Schaufeli, 2008), we are aware that handheld computers provide certain advantages

compared to paper-and-pencil diaries such as the verification of the exact time on which

the survey was filled in. For this study, this means that we cannot guarantee that

participants filled in the daily questionnaires after work each day, and not all at once.
However, because of the fact that we found systematic, within-person variance, we think

that our participants did not fill in all the daily questionnaires at once. To reduce the

possible drawbacks from the use of paper-and-pencil diary, we followed the suggestions

of Bolger et al. (2003): We used portable booklets, we asked participants to note the date

of completion (and confirmed that the dates overlapped between colleagues),maintained

ongoing contact with participants.

Another limitation of the present study is that participants chose the colleague of the

dyad themselves, which could have been a colleague they liked or had a good relationship
with. By testing quality of relationship between the partner and actor asmoderator for the

transmission of job crafting, we did find significant moderation effects, which indicates

that there was sufficient variance in the relationship with the colleague such that the

interaction could be significant. However, it is possible that the results regarding the
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transmission of job craftingmay have been influenced by choice of the colleague thusmay

not be generalizable to other working dyads within the same work unit.

Also, our measures of reduction-oriented crafting could be susceptible to social

desirability. Perhaps individuals reported lower levels of minimizing job crafting in
comparison to optimizing job crafting because it is more acceptable to say that one has

improved work processes to make the job easier than it is to indicate that one has made

sure that the work has become less intense. A final limitation has to do with the design of

the study, which is correlational in nature as all variables are measured at the same time

(although 3 days in a row). This means that the relationships between the variables are

correlational and conclusions about causality should be made with caution. We cannot

exclude alternative explanations of our findings.

Practical implications and conclusion

Our findings have some implications for organizations that strive towards proactive and

motivated employees. First, organizations and supervisors could stimulate job crafting,

and especially the behaviour ‘optimizing demands’. Becauseminimizing demandswas not

favourable (also not detrimental) for daily work engagement, it does not seem as

something to prioritize. As optimizing demands seems beneficial for daily work

engagement, it may be a key to create jobs with affordable demands by building on the
knowledge and proactive behaviours of the employees who know best how their job can

be executed more efficiently. This requires that organizations or, more specifically,

supervisors should empower individuals to craft their job to make it fit their needs and

preferences and to make work (processes) more efficient. There are different options as

for how to empower employees. Recently, Heuvel, van den Demerouti, and Peeters

(2015)found that a 1,5-day lasting job crafting training can be a promising way to do this.

Alternatively, supervisors may act as role models who show and communicate to their

employees which job crafting behaviours are accepted in the specific context. Finally,
creating an open and collaborative work climate may stimulate employees to model each

other and to learn from effective behaviours of their colleagues. Within such informal

learning climate, individuals feel safe to ask for feedback and/or experiment with new

behaviours. To conclude, encouraging employees to proactively search for smart ways to

make their work more efficient may be an important way to contribute to a healthy and

motivated workforce particularly when working conditions are unfavourable.

References

Avey, J. B., Luthans, F., & Mhatre, K. H. (2008). A call for longitudinal research in positive

organizational behavior. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 29, 705–711. https://doi.org/
10.1002%2Fjob.517

Baker, W., Cross, R., & Wooten, M. W. (2003). Positive organizational network analysis and

energizing relationships. In K. S. Cameron, J. E. Dutton, & R. E. Quinn (Eds.), Positive

organizational scholarship. Foundations of a new discipline (pp. 328–342). San Francisco,

CA: Berrett-Koehler.

Bakker, A. B., &Demerouti, E. (2007). The job demands-resourcesmodel: State of the art. Journal of

Managerial Psychology, 22, 309–328. https://doi.org/10.1108%2F02683940710733115
Bakker, A. B., Demerouti, E., & Sanz-Vergel, A. I. (2014). Burnout and work engagement: The JD–R

approach. Annual ReviewOrganizational Psychology andOrganizational Behavior, 1, 389–
411. https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-orgpsych-031413-091235

230 Evangelia Demerouti and Maria C. W. Peeters

https://doi.org/10.1002%2Fjob.517
https://doi.org/10.1002%2Fjob.517
https://doi.org/10.1108%2F02683940710733115
https://doi.org/10.1146/annurev-orgpsych-031413-091235


Bakker, A. B., Demerouti, E., & Verbeke, W. (2004). Using the job demands-resources model to

predict burnout and performance. Human Resource Management, 43(1), 83–104. https://
doi.org/10.1002%2Fhrm.20004

Bakker, A. B., Rodr�ıguez-Mu~noz, A., & Sanz Vergel, A. I. (2016). Modelling job crafting behaviours:

Implications for work engagement. Human Relations, 69, 169–189. https://doi.org/10.1177/
0018726715581690

Bandura, A. (1977). Social learning theory. Englewood Cliffs, NJ: Prentice-Hall.

Bandura, A. (1997). Self-efficacy: The exercise of control. New York, NY: Worth Publishers.

Bartel, C. A., & Saavedra, R. (2000). The collective construction of work group moods.

Administrative Science Quarterly, 47, 197–231. https://doi.org/10.2307%2F2667070
Belschak, F. D., & Den Hartog, D. N. (2010). Pro-self, prosocial, and pro-organizational foci of

proactive behavior: Differential antecedents and consequences. Journal of Occupational and

Organizational Psychology, 83, 475–498. https://doi.org/10.1348%2F096317909x439208
Blau,D.M. (1987). A time-series analysis of self-employment in theUnited States. Journal of Political

Economy, 95, 445–467. https://doi.org/10.1086/261466
Blau, G. J., & Katerberg, R. (1982). Toward enhancing research with the social information

processing approach to job design. Academy of Management Review, 7, 543–550. https://
doi.org/10.5465%2Famr.1982.4285233

Bolger, N., Davis, A., & Rafaeli, E. (2003). Diary methods: Capturing life as it is lived.Annual Review

of Psychology, 54, 579–616. https://doi.org/10.1146%2Fannurev.psych.54.101601.145030
Breevaart, K., Bakker, A. B., Demerouti, E., & Hetland, J. (2012). The measurement of state work

engagement. European Journal of Psychological Assessment, 28, 305–312. https://doi.org/
10.1027%2f1015-5759%2Fa000111

Caldwell, D. F., &O’Reilly, C. A. (1990). Measuring person-job fitwith a profile-comparison process.

Journal of Applied Psychology, 75, 648–657. https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.75.6.648
Catania, A. C. (1998). Learning (4th ed.). Upper Saddle River, NJ: Prentice Hall.

Cooper, J. O., Heron, T. E., & Heward, W. L. (2007). Applied behavior analysis (2nd ed.). Upper

Saddle River, NJ: Pearson.

Csikszentmihalyi, M. (1990). Flow. New York, NY: Harper and Row.

Demerouti, E. (2014). Design your own job through job crafting. European Psychologist, 19, 237–
247. https://doi.org/10.1027/1016-9040/a000188

Demerouti, E., Bakker, A. B., & Halbesleben, J. R. (2015). Productive and counterproductive job

crafting: A daily diary study. Journal of Occupational Health Psychology, 20, 457–469. https://
doi.org/10.1037%2Fa0039002

Demerouti, E., Bakker, A. B., Nachreiner, F., & Schaufeli, W. B. (2001). The job demands resources

model of burnout. Journal of Applied Psychology, 86, 499–512. https://doi.org/10.1037%
2F0021-9010.86.3.499

Dutton, J. E., & Heaphy, E. D. (2003). The power of high-quality connections. In K. S. Cameron, J. E.

Dutton, & R. E. Quinn (Eds.), Positive organizational scholarship. Foundations of a new

discipline (pp. 263–278). San Francisco, CA: Berrett-Koehler.

Eriksen, H. R., & Ursin, H. (2002). Sensitization and subjective health complaints. Scandinavian

Journal of Psychology, 43, 189–196. https://doi.org/10.1111%2F1467-9450.00286
Felps,W.,Mitchell, T. R., Hekman,D. R., Lee, T.W.,Holtom, B. C., &Harman,W. S. (2009). Turnover

contagion: How coworkers’ job embeddedness and job search behaviors influence quitting.

Academy of Management Journal, 52, 545–561. https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2009.41331075

Ferguson, M. J. (2007). From bad to worse: A social contagion model of organizational

misbehavior (Unpublished doctoral dissertation). Vanderbilt University, Nashville, TN.

Freund, A. M., & Baltes, P. B. (2002). Life-management strategies of selection, optimization and

compensation: Measurement by self-report and construct validity. Journal of Personality and

Social Psychology, 82, 642–662. https://doi.org/10.1037%2F0022-3514.82.4.642
Gittel, J. H. (2003). A theory of relational coordination. In K. S. Cameron, J. E. Dutton, & R. E. Quinn

(Eds.), Positive organizational scholarship Foundations of a new discipline (pp. 279–295).
San Francisco, CA: Berrett-Koehler.

Transmission of reduction-oriented crafting 231

https://doi.org/10.1002%2Fhrm.20004
https://doi.org/10.1002%2Fhrm.20004
https://doi.org/10.1177/0018726715581690
https://doi.org/10.1177/0018726715581690
https://doi.org/10.2307%2F2667070
https://doi.org/10.1348%2F096317909x439208
https://doi.org/10.1086/261466
https://doi.org/10.5465%2Famr.1982.4285233
https://doi.org/10.5465%2Famr.1982.4285233
https://doi.org/10.1146%2Fannurev.psych.54.101601.145030
https://doi.org/10.1027%2f1015-5759%2Fa000111
https://doi.org/10.1027%2f1015-5759%2Fa000111
https://doi.org/10.1037/0021-9010.75.6.648
https://doi.org/10.1027/1016-9040/a000188
https://doi.org/10.1037%2Fa0039002
https://doi.org/10.1037%2Fa0039002
https://doi.org/10.1037%2F0021-9010.86.3.499
https://doi.org/10.1037%2F0021-9010.86.3.499
https://doi.org/10.1111%2F1467-9450.00286
https://doi.org/10.5465/amj.2009.41331075
https://doi.org/10.1037%2F0022-3514.82.4.642


Hackman, J. R. (1992). Group influences on individuals in organizations. In M. D. Dunnette & L. M.

Hough (Eds), Handbook of industrial and organizational psychology (Vol. 3, 2nd ed., pp.

199–267). Palo Alto, CA: Consult. Psychol. Press.

Halbesleben, J. R., Wakefield, D. S., &Wakefield, B. J. (2008). Work-arounds in health care settings:

Literature review and research agenda. Health Care Management Review, 33, 2–12. https://
doi.org/10.1097%2f01.hmr.0000304495.95522.ca

Hatfield, E., Cacioppo, J. T., & Rapson, R. L. (1992). Primitive emotional contagion. In M. S. Clark

(Ed.), Emotion and social behavior (pp. 151–177). Newbury Park, CA: Sage.

Heuvel, M. van den, Demerouti, E., & Peeters, M. C.W. (2015). The job crafting intervention: Effects

on job resources, self-efficacy, and affective well-being. Journal of Occupational and

Organizational Psychology, 88, 511–532. https://doi.org/10.1111%2Fjoop.12128
Hobfoll, S. E. (2001). The influence of culture, community, and the nested-self in the stress process:

Advancing conservation of resources theory.Applied Psychology, 50, 337–421. https://doi.org/
10.1111%2F1464-0597.0006

Ibarra, H., & Andrews, S. B. (1993). Power, social influence, and sense making: Effects of network

centrality and proximity on employee perceptions.Administrative ScienceQuarterly, 38, 277–
303. https://doi.org/10.2307%2F2393414

Judge, T. A., & Bretz, R. D. Jr (1994). Political influence behavior and career success. Journal of

Management, 20, 43–65. https://doi.org/10.1177%2F014920639402000103
Karasek, R. A. (1985). Job content questionnaire. Los Angeles, CA: University of Southern

California.

Koopman, P., & Hoffman, R. R. (2003). Work-arounds, make-work, and kludges. IEEE Intelligent

Systems, 18, 70–75. https://doi.org/10.1109%2Fmis.2003.1249172

Latane, B. (2000). Pressures to uniformity and the evolution of cultural norms: Modeling dynamic

social impact. In D. R. Ilgen & C. L. Hulin (Eds.), Computational modeling of behavior in

organizations (pp. 189–215). Washington, DC: The American Psychological Association.

Lazarus, R. S. (1991). Emotion & adaptation. New York, NY: Oxford University Press.

Levine, J. M., & Moreland, R. L. (1990). Progress in small group research. Annual Review of

Psychology, 41, 585–634. https://doi.org/10.1146%2Fannurev.psych.41.1.585
Maas, C. J. M., & Hox, J. J. (2005). Sufficient sample sizes for multilevel modeling. Methodology:

European Journal of Research Methods for the Behavioral and Social Sciences, 1, 85–91.
https://doi.org/10.1027%2F1614-2241.1.3.85

Manz, C. C., & Sims ., H. P. Jr (1981). Vicarious learning: The influence ofmodeling on organizational

behavior. Academy of Management Review, 6, 105–113. https://doi.org/10.5465%2Famr.

1981.4288021

Neff, A., Sonnentag, S., Niessen, C., & Unger, D. (2012). What’s mine is yours: The crossover of day-

specific self-esteem. Journal of Vocational Behavior, 81, 385–394. https://doi.org/10.1016/
j.jvb.2012.10.002

Ohly, S., Sonnentag, S., Niessen, C., & Zapf, D. (2010). Diary studies in organizational research.

Journal of Personnel Psychology, 9, 79–93. https://doi.org/10.1027%2F1866-5888%2Fa

000009

Parker, S. K.,Williams,H.M.,&Turner,N. (2006).Modeling the antecedents of proactive behavior at

work. Journal of Applied Psychology, 91, 636–652. https://doi.org/10.1037%2F0021-9010.91.
3.636

Pearson, E. S. (2012). Goal setting as a health behavior change strategy in overweight and obese

adults: A systematic literature review examining intervention components. Patient Education

and Counseling, 87, 32–42. https://doi.org/10.1016%2Fj.pec.2011.07.018
Peeters,M. C.W., Arts, R., &Demerouti, E. (2016). The crossover of job crafting between coworkers

and its relationship with adaptivity. European Journal of Work and Organizational

Psychology, 25, 819–832. https://doi.org/10.1080%2F1359432x.2016.1160891
Petrou, P., Demerouti, E., Peeters, M. C.W., Schaufeli,W. B., &Hetland, J. (2012). Crafting a job on a

daily basis: Contextual correlates and the link to work engagement. Journal of Organizational

Behavior, 33, 1120–1141. https://doi.org/10.1002%2Fjob.1783

232 Evangelia Demerouti and Maria C. W. Peeters

https://doi.org/10.1097%2f01.hmr.0000304495.95522.ca
https://doi.org/10.1097%2f01.hmr.0000304495.95522.ca
https://doi.org/10.1111%2Fjoop.12128
https://doi.org/10.1111%2F1464-0597.0006
https://doi.org/10.1111%2F1464-0597.0006
https://doi.org/10.2307%2F2393414
https://doi.org/10.1177%2F014920639402000103
https://doi.org/10.1109%2Fmis.2003.1249172
https://doi.org/10.1146%2Fannurev.psych.41.1.585
https://doi.org/10.1027%2F1614-2241.1.3.85
https://doi.org/10.5465%2Famr.1981.4288021
https://doi.org/10.5465%2Famr.1981.4288021
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2012.10.002
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.jvb.2012.10.002
https://doi.org/10.1027%2F1866-5888%2Fa000009
https://doi.org/10.1027%2F1866-5888%2Fa000009
https://doi.org/10.1037%2F0021-9010.91.3.636
https://doi.org/10.1037%2F0021-9010.91.3.636
https://doi.org/10.1016%2Fj.pec.2011.07.018
https://doi.org/10.1080%2F1359432x.2016.1160891
https://doi.org/10.1002%2Fjob.1783


Petrou, P., Demerouti, E., & Schaufeli, W. B. (2015). Job crafting in changing organizations:

Antecedents and Implications for exhaustion and performance. Journal of Occupational

Health, 20, 470–480. https://doi.org/10.1037%2Fa0039003
Ployhart, R. E., &Vandenberg, R. J. (2010). Longitudinal research: The theory, design, and analysis of

change. Journal of Management, 36, 94–120. https://doi.org/10.1177%2F0149206309352110
Rasbash, J., Browne, W., Healy, M., Cameron, B., & Charlton, C. (2000). MLWin (Version 2.1):

Interactive software formultilevel analysis. London, UK:MultilevelModels Project, Institute of

Education, University of London.

Robinson, S. L.,Wang,W.,&Kiewitz, C. (2014). Coworkers behavingbadly: The impact of coworker

deviant behavior upon individual employees. Annual Review of Organizational Psychology

and Organizational Behavior, 1, 123–143. https://doi.org/10.1146%2Fannurev-orgpsych-

031413-091225

Rudolph, C. W., Katz, I. M., Lavigne, K. N., & Zacher, H. (2017). Job crafting: A meta-analysis of

relationships with individual differences, job characteristics, and work outcomes. Journal of

Vocational Behavior, 102, 112–138. https://doi.org/10.1016%2Fj.jvb.2017.05.008
Schaufeli, W. B., Bakker, A. B., & Salanova, M. (2006). Themeasurement of work engagementwith a

short questionnaire: A cross-national study. Educational and Psychological Measurement, 66,

701–716. https://doi.org/10.1177%2F0013164405282471
Stadler, G., Robbins, M. L., Laurenceau, J. P., & Bolger, N. (2013). Longitudinal methods in the health

sciences: Four recommendations. The European Health Psychologist, 15, 57–66. https://
doi.org/10.1037%2Fe578192014-357

Tims,M.,&Bakker, A. B. (2010). Job crafting: Towards a newmodel of individual job redesign. South

African Journal of Industrial Psychology, 36, 1–9. https://doi.org/10.4102%2Fsajip.v36i2.841
Tims, M., Bakker, A. B., & Derks, D. (2012). Development and validation of the job crafting scale.

Journal of Vocational Behavior, 80, 173–186. https://doi.org/10.1016%2Fj.jvb.2011.05.009
Tims, M., Bakker, A. B., & Derks, D. (2015). Job crafting and job performance: A longitudinal study.

European Journal of Work and Organizational Psychology, 24, 914–928. https://doi.org/
10.1080%2F1359432x.2014.969245

Tims, M., Bakker, A. B., Derks, D., & van Rhenen, W. (2013). Job crafting at the team and individual

level: Implications for work engagement and performance. Group & Organization

Management, 38, 427–454. https://doi.org/10.1177%2F1059601113492421
Van Veldhoven, M., & Meijman, T. F. (1994). Het meten van psychosociale arbeidsbelasting met

een vragenlijst: de vragenlijst beleving en beoordeling van de arbeid (VBBA) [The

measurement of psychosocial strain at work: The questionnaire experience and evaluation of

work]. Amsterdam, the Netherlands: NIA.

Walter, F., & Bruch, H. (2008). The positive group affect spiral: A dynamic model of the emergence

of positive affective similarity in work groups. Journal of Organizational Behavior, 29, 239–
261. https://doi.org/10.1002%2Fjob.505

Wendel, J. (2016). Total quality improvement: Increase quality and efficiency. In W. O’Donohue &

A. Maragakis (Eds.), Quality improvement in behavioral health (pp. 55–68). Cham,

Switzerland: Springer.

Westman, M. (2001). Stress and strain crossover. Human Relations, 54, 557–591. https://doi.org/
10.1177%2F0018726701546002

Westman, M., Bakker, A. B., Roziner, I., & Sonnentag, S. (2011). Crossover of job demands and

emotional exhaustionwithin teams: A longitudinal multilevel study. Anxiety Stress and Coping,

24, 561–577. https://doi.org/10.1080%2F10615806.2011.558191
Wrzesniewsky, A., & Dutton, J. E. (2001). Crafting a job: Revisioning employees as active crafters of

their work. Academy of Management Review, 26, 179–201. https://doi.org/10.5465%2Famr.

2001.4378011

Xanthopoulou, D., Bakker, A. B., Heuven, E., Demerouti, E., & Schaufeli, W. B. (2008). Working in

the sky: A diary study on work engagement among flight attendants. Journal of Occupational

Health Psychology, 13, 345. https://doi.org/10.1037%2F1076-8998.13.4.345

Transmission of reduction-oriented crafting 233

https://doi.org/10.1037%2Fa0039003
https://doi.org/10.1177%2F0149206309352110
https://doi.org/10.1146%2Fannurev-orgpsych-031413-091225
https://doi.org/10.1146%2Fannurev-orgpsych-031413-091225
https://doi.org/10.1016%2Fj.jvb.2017.05.008
https://doi.org/10.1177%2F0013164405282471
https://doi.org/10.1037%2Fe578192014-357
https://doi.org/10.1037%2Fe578192014-357
https://doi.org/10.4102%2Fsajip.v36i2.841
https://doi.org/10.1016%2Fj.jvb.2011.05.009
https://doi.org/10.1080%2F1359432x.2014.969245
https://doi.org/10.1080%2F1359432x.2014.969245
https://doi.org/10.1177%2F1059601113492421
https://doi.org/10.1002%2Fjob.505
https://doi.org/10.1177%2F0018726701546002
https://doi.org/10.1177%2F0018726701546002
https://doi.org/10.1080%2F10615806.2011.558191
https://doi.org/10.5465%2Famr.2001.4378011
https://doi.org/10.5465%2Famr.2001.4378011
https://doi.org/10.1037%2F1076-8998.13.4.345


Zhou, J. (2003). When the presence of creative coworkers is related to creativity: Role of supervisor

close monitoring, developmental feedback, and creative personality. Journal of Applied

Psychology, 88, 413–422. https://doi.org/10.1037%2F0021-9010.88.3.413

Received 27 February 2017; revised version received 28 November 2017

234 Evangelia Demerouti and Maria C. W. Peeters

https://doi.org/10.1037%2F0021-9010.88.3.413

